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Part I.—Riquts AND OBLIGATIONS IN RESPECT oF WATER. 


Part I.—Rights and Obligations in Respect of Water. 


Sect. 1—PROPERTY IN WATER. 


1. General rule—Right of riparian owner.|— 
(1) A right to the use of a stream of water, in 
exclusion of the proprietors of land adjoining the 
stream, either above or below, cannot be acquired 
by appropriation, within the term of twenty 
years; nor can a proprietor above, diminish the 
quantity or injure the quality of water, which 
would otherwise descend; nor can any pro- 

rietor below, throw back the water, without his 
icence or grant. 

(2) A licence or grant to take away a certain 
quantity of water at a particular place, will not 
warrant a party, to whom it is granted, in taking 
away the same rp eomaaed of water in a different 
place. <A general licence is revocable, except at 
such places where it has been acted upon & expense 
incurred. 

(3) The possessor of land, through which a 
natural stream runs, has a right to the advantage 
of that stream, flowing in its natural course, & 
to use it for any purposes of his own, not incon- 
sistent with a similar right of the proprietors of the 
Jand above & below.—Mason v. Hit (1833), 5 
B. & Ad. 1; 2 Nev. & M. K. B. 747; 21. J. K. B. 
118; 110 BK. R. 692. 

Annotations :-—As to (1) Distd. Arkwright. 7. Gell (1859), 5 
M. & W. 203. Consd. Acton v. Blondell (1813), 12 M.& W. 
324; Wood v. Waud (1649), 3 Exch. 7183) Kmbrey v. 
Owen (1851), 6 Exch. 363 > Dickinson v. Grand Junetion 
Canal Co. (1852), 7 Exch. 282; Chasemore v. Richards 
(1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 350. Apld. Holker v. Porritt (1875), 
L. R. 10 Exch. 59. Apprvd. Orr Ewing v. Colquhoun 
(1877), 2 App. Cas. 839. Consd. Ormerod v. Todmorden 
Mill Co. (1883), 11 Q. B.D. 155. Refd. Cocker v. Cowper 
(1834), 5 Tyr. 103; Sampson ve. Hoddinott (1857), 1 C. B. 
N.S. 590; Gaved v1. Lovering (1865), 19 C. B. N.S. 732 5 
Wilts & Berks Canal Navigation Co. v. Swindon Water 
Works Co.(1873), 9Ch. App. 453, n. Generally, Reid. Bower 
v. TAil) (1835), 1 Seott, 526. Mentd. Dodd rv. Holme (1834), 
1 Ad. & Kl. 493. 

2. ——.J—Norbury (LORD) v. KITCHIN, 
No. 80, post. 

3. Necessity for appropriation—Flowing water.|— 
(1) Running water is originally publici juris, & 
an individual can only acquire a right to it by 
applying so much of it as he wants to a beneficial 
purpose, leaving the rest to others, who, if they 
acquire a right to it by subsequent appropriation, 
cannot lawfully be disturbed in the enjoyment 
of it. 

(2) Where the gravamen of an action on the 
case for disturbing a watercourse was that deft. had 
erected a dam above pltf.’s premises, on the river 
I... & widened another dam, & thereby prevented 
the water from running in its usual course, & in its 
usual calm & smooth manner, to pltf.’s premises, 
& thereby the water ran in a different channel & 
with greater violence, & injured the banks & 
premises of pltf., but without alleging that he had 
sustained an injury from the want of a sufficient 
quantity of watcr; & the jury having negatived 
any injury to pltf. from the causes assigned, but 
being of opinion that deft. ought not to keep the 
water pent up in summer time :—Held :_pltf. was 
not entitled to a verdict. —WILLIAMS v. MORLAND 





(1824), 2 B. & C. 910; 4 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 583; 

2L.J.0.8. K. B. 191; 107 KB. R. 620. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Dbtd. Mason v. Hill (1833), 5 B. & 
Ad. 1; Arkwright v. Gell (1839), 5 M. & W. 203; Chase- 
more v. Richards (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 350. As to (2) 
Refd. Kensit v. G. E. Ry. (1883), 23 Ch. D. 566. Generally, 
Mentd. Brunsden v. Humphreys (1884), 14 Q. B. D. 141. 

 & -]—(1) Flowing water is publici 
juris. The person first appropriating it, has the 
exclusive right, in derogation of the primitive right 
of the public; if he abandon the appropriation, 
it becomes again publici juris. 

(2) Case will not lie, for lowering the bank of a 
stream, & erecting a weir, thereby diverting the 
flow of water from pltf.’s mill, where the place 
cut down, ctc., was the freehold of deft., who at the 
time had a parol licence, which was afterwards 
revoked.—LIGGINS v. INGE (1831), 7 Bing. 682 ; 
5 Moo. & P. 712; 9 L. J. 0. S. C. P. 202; 181 
E. R. 263. 

Annotations :-—As to (1) Dbtd. Mason v. Hill (1833), 5 B. & 
Ad. 13; Chasemore v. Richards (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 349 ; 
Ormerod v. Todmorden Mill Co. (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 155. 
is to (2) Refd. Bridges v. KHlanchard (1834), 1 Ad. & El. 
536; Cocker v. Cowper (1834), 5 Tyr. 103; Whaley v. 
Laing (1897), 26 L. J. Ex. 327; Davies v. Marshall (1861), 
10 C. B. N.S. 697; Plimmer v. Wellington Corpn. (1884), 
9 App. Cas. 699. Generally, Mentd. Wood v. Leadbitter 
(1845), 13 M. & W. 838; hv. nceey ete). 12 Q. B. 
515; Jones v. Tapling (1862), 11 C. B. N. S. 283: Mellor 
v. Watkins (1874), L. R. 9 Q. B. 400; Kay v. Oxley (1875), 
L. R. 10 Q. B. 360. 








5. ee ee ———.]— MASON Vv. JIIL1, No. 1, ante. 
6. ——- ——-.]—EMBREY v. OWEN, No. 95, 
post, 





Percolating water.|—Pltf. & deft. were 
adjoining landowners, & had cach a deep well on 
his own land, pltf.’s land being at a lower level 
than deft.’s. Deft. turned sewage from his house 
into his well, & thus polluted the water that 
percolated underground from deft.’s to pltf.’s 
Jand, & consequently the water, which came into 
pitf.’s well from such percolating water when he 
used his well by pumping, came adulterated with 

the sewage from deft.’s well :—Held: pltf. had a 

right of action against deft. for so polluting the 

source of supply, although until pltf. had appro- 
priated it he had no property in the percolating 
water under his land, & although he appropriated 
such water by the artificial means of pumping.— 

BALLARD 7. TTOMLINSON (1885), 29 Ch. TD). 115; 

54 1. J. Ch. 454; 52 L. T. 942; 49 J. P. 602 ; 

33 W. R. 5383; 1 T. 1. R. 270, C. A. 3 revsg. (1884), 

26 Ch. D. 194. 

Annotations : - Consd, English vr. Metropolitan Water Board, 
[1907] 1 K. 13. 588. Refd. King ». Oxford Co-op. Soc. 
(1884), 51 LL. T. 9t; Snow v. Whitehead (1884), 27 Ch. 1), 
588 5; Jordeson v. Sutton Southcoates & Drypool Gas Co., 
{1899} 2 Ch. 217; Foster v. Warblington U. C., [1906] 1 
K. B. 648. 

8. Appropriation must be beneficial.|— 
WILLIAMS v. MoruAND, No. 3, arite. 

9. .|—The purpose for which waters 
are collected is to be regarded in determining 
whether rights or interests have been, or can be, 
acquired in them by other persons than those 
who collected them; & this rule applies with 
special force to the waters of canals, which are 


e 











PART I. SECT. 1. acquired to the water by prescription. enjoyment.J—-A person in enjoyment 
F ‘ . . ~—VAN HEERDEN 0. WEISK (1880), 1 of a watercourse for not less than 
1i. General rule— Right of ripartun puch, A. GC. 6.—S. AF. twenty years is entitled to protection 


owner,|) —The general rule that a person : 
may deal as he chooses with water rising a. Necessity 


or anpropriation—Un- in such enjoyment against persons who 
on his own land ja subject to the limita: tecorded_ water.|—EsquimaLt Water- have no right to such watercourse. 





tiun that the water thus rising be nut WORKS Co, v, ViOTORIA CORPN., [1907] KoOnDAPA RasaM Naipu tv. DEVARA- 


the source or the main source of a public A. ©. 499, P. C.--CA ; 
stream; & also that no rights have been b. Right to water after twenty years 


N 


KONDA SURYANARAYAN (1910), I. L. FR. 
34 Mad. 173.—IND. 
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Sect. 1.—Property in water. Sect.2: Sub-sect. 1.] 


collected & devoted to a special purpose by the 
legislature, & must be kept open & employed in 
navigation for the benefit of the public.—StTar- 
FORDSHIRE & WORCESTERSHIRE CANAL Co. v. 
BIRMINGHAM CANAL Oo. (1865), as reported in 
ll L. T. 647; 11 Jur. N. S. 71; 13 W. R. 
sar L.JJ.; onappeal (1866), L. R. 1 TW. L. 254, 


Annotations ->—Refd. Creyke v. Hatfield Chase Corpn. 
(1896), 12 T. I. R. 3833; G. W. Ry. v. Solihull RR. D. C. 
(1902), 86 L. T. 852; S. KE. Ry. +. Cooper, [1924] 1 Ch. 211; 
York Corpn. v. Leetham, {1924] 1 . 557. entd. Ayr 
Harbour Trustees v. Oswald (1883), 8 App. Cas. 623; 
Preston Corpn. v. Fullwood L. B. (1885), 53 L. T. 718; 
Jordeson v. Sutton Southcoates & Drypool Gas Co., [1898] 
2 Ch. 614; County Hotel & Wine Co. v. L. & N. W. Ry., 
(1918) 2 K. B. 251; Birkdale District Electric Supply 
Co. v. Southport Corpn., [1926] A. C. 355. 


Sect. 2.—CREATION OF PROPRIETARY 
INTERESTS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAT.. 

See, now, Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), 
gs. 62 (1). 

10. Creation by statute.|—-(1) By a public Act, 
certain persons were incorporated, with the usual 
powers, for the purpose of making the river 
Medway & streams thereinto flowing navigable, 
& it was amongst other things enacted that ‘‘ the 
river or streams so to be made navigable, & all 
lands, tenements, & hereditaments to be by them, 
the co., made use of for the benefit of the naviga- 
tion by virtue of a former Act & that Act, should 
be & were thereby vested in the co., their 
successors, heirs, & assigns for ever.’’ Defts. 
erected works on the banks of the river for the 
purpose of raising, & thereby raised, water from 
the river, for the supply of the county lunatic 
asylum & county gaol:—Held: that the Act 
created in the co. a property & interest in the water 
of the river which was interfered with by the 


abstraction of it for the purposes to which it was 
applied by defts., purposes more extensive than 
those for which a riparian proprietor, as such, 
could insist upon appropriating the stream as 
it passed by his land; & it was not necessary to 
the maintenance of the action that there should 
be actual damage to the navigation, inasmuch as 
the Legislature intended to give the co. such an 
interest Wi all the water of the river for the purposes 
of the navigation as was interfered with by the 
abstraction of ary part thereof. 

(2) Qu: whether or not the riparian proprietors 
could exercise for the benefit of the land adjoining 
the river the rights which ordinarily belong to such 
proprietors.— MEDWAY Co. v. RoMNEY (EARL) 
(1861), 9 C. B. N. 8. 575; 30 L. J. C. P. 236; 
41. T. 87; 25 J. P. 550; 7 Jur. N. S&S. 846; 9 
W. R. 482; 142 E. R. 2286. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Wilts & Berks Canal Naviga- 
tion Co. v. Swindon Water Works Co. (1873), 9 Ch. App. 

453. Generaily, Mentd. Brumfitt v. Roberts (1870), Iu. tt 


oe TP. 224; Greenway v. Hockin (1870), L. R. 5 C. P. 
2305. 


11. Demise of water—By lessee—Erffect of deter- 
mination of head lease—On right to receive rent, ]— 
Plitf. was occupier under a lease of a farm & mill. 
The mill was supplied with water which flowed 
along a natural watercourse through the farm. 
The works of deft. slate co. were contiguous to 
the farm; & defts. sought to utilise the flow of 
the watercourse for the slate works. Accordingly, 
in 1871, pltf. & defts. entered into an agreement 
by which pltf. gave permission to defts. to use the 
watercourse, troughs, & landers on the farm, & 
from time to time cleanse, scour, & keep same free 
for the passage of the water, & from time to time 
keep in repair or renew such watercourse, troughs, 
or landers, defts. having full liberty of ingress or 
egress at all times on to the farm. The partics 
further agreed that the agreement might be 
terminated at the expiration of three months’ 
notice, to be given on either side. The rent 
reserved for the use of the water was £1 per week, 
which was afterwards increased to £3 per week. 
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c. Water records, rights d& privileges 
—Priorily of record holders.|---Where 
there is not sufficient water in a 
stream to satisfy the number of inches 
granted to various record holders, the 
holder of a prior record is entitled to 
take water to the full amount thereof 
before the holder of a subsequent 
record can take any.—CAMPBELL U. 
BROWNLEE, 2 M. M. Cas. 571.—CAN. 


d. ——~- Necessity for deed of yrant.] 
—JENNY LIND Co. w. KRADLKEY- 
NICHOLSON Co. (1883), L B.C. R. pt. 
2,185; 1M. M. Cas. 9.—CAN. 

6. ———- Duty not to interfere with 
rights of others.) -A grant of water 
privileges under Placer Mining Act. 
1891, dues not sanction the user of the 
water to the detriment of the rights 
of others.—CoLUMBIA RIVER LUMBER 
Co. v. YUILL (1892), 2 B.C. R. 237; 
1M. M. Cas. 64.—CAN. 

{. —— .4ppeal from order of county 
court judge—On what scale costs tared.) 
—Re BURNHAM (1895), 16 P. R. 390. 


—CAN. 

g. Right to use d& improve 
water privilege.}—The owner of Jand 
abutting on the chain reserved by the 
Crown for a public highway along the 
K. river, who is also the licensee of the 
interest of the Crown in such reserve, 
is a riparian proprietor, & as such, he 
is the owner, within R. 8S. O. 1887, c. 
119, of a water privilege which adjoins 
that part of the reserve lying between 
his land & the river.—Re JENISON 
(1896), 28 O. R. 136.—CAN. 

h. —--— Similar applications for same 
water --- Official who is determining 





the later application should stay his 
hand.|}—Where two different officials 
are called upon to excercise their func- 
tions in regard to applications for watcr 
rights in respect of the same water, the 
official who is determining the later 
application should stay his hand until 
tho final result. of the peor application 
befure another official is known. Ite 
WATER CLAUSES CONSOLIDATION ACT, 
1897, WarR FAGLE CONSOLIDATED 
MINING & DEVELOPMENT Co., LTb. v. 
BRITISH COLUMBIA SOUTHERN Ry. Co. 
(1901), 8 B.C. RR. 38h; 1 M. M. Cas. 
465.—-CAN. 





k. Right to appeal—Who may 
appeal.|}—Any one affected by a de- 
cision appealed frum under Water 
Clauses Consolidation Act, s. 36, may 
be let in on the hearing of the appeal, 
even though the month for giving 
notice of appeal has expired. Such 
person may make his application on 
the hearing of applt.’s motion for 
directions.—Re WATER CLAUSES CON- 
BOLIDATION ACT Cae 8 B.C. R. 17; 
1 M. M. Cas. 421.—CAN. 





1. ——--, }—— WALLACE v. FLEWIN 
(1905), 11 B. C. R. 328; 2 W. la lh. 
13.—CAN. 

m. —— Right to amendment — 
Approvul of alteration by Lieutenant- 
Governor in Council.J—Re WaATER 
CLAUSES CONSOLIDATION AOT (1904), 
ers C. R. 356; 2 M. M. Cas. 135.-— 








n. .J—A mining comr., 
under Water Clauses Consolidation 
Act, before the amendment of 1905, 
having adjudicated upon an applica- 
tion for a record, & having made the 
appropriate entry, Js functus, & has 


no power to amend such record.— 
WALLACE v. ILEWIN ((1905), V1 
B.C. R. 354; 2 W.L. R. 418.— CAN. 


o. Status to complain of mts- 
user.J—No one has a status to com- 
pluin about the diversion or misuse 
of water by the holder of a water record 
unless he himself holds such a record 
under Wator Clauses Consolidation 
Act, which is an exclusive code on the 
subject of water rights.—SPpRUCE 
CREEK PowEr Co., LTD. v. MUIRAKAD 
(1904), 25 C. LL. T. 23; 11 3B. C. RR. 68 5 
2 M. M. Cas. 158.-—CAN. 


p. —-— Diversion of water—Obstruc- 
tion of stream with debris—Right to 
injunctton, |-—-KLONDIKE GOVERNMENT 
CONCESSION, LTD. ». MUDONALD (Y. T.) 
(1905), 2 W. L. R. 219.—CAN. 


q. Juriasdiclion of county court.) 
—TThe county ct. has jurisdiction over 
water rights appurtenant to placer 
claims, concurrent with that of the 
Supreme Ct., & such jurisdiction is 
not ousted by the mere fact that an 
action was first begun in the Supreme 
Ct. by the same parties respecting the 
same subject-matter, & until objection 
is taken it will continue to exercise its 
jurisdiction, whereupon the proper 
course is to apply to stay one of the 
actions, & it depends upon the circum- 
stances which one will be stayed. It is 
too late to object to the jurisdiction 
after judgment.—BrRown 0. BeRUCE 
OreEKK POWER Co. (1905), 11 B. OC. RR. 
213; 1 W. 0. It. 143.-—CAN. 


r. Right of Dasa miners to 
continuous flow of water.)—It was the 
intention of the legislature, by Water 
Clauses Consolidation Act, 8. 29, as 
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In 1876 pltf.’s interest in the farm expired by 
effluxion of time, but he retained his occupation 
of the mill. The farm was subsequently leased 
by the freeholders to D. The position of the mill 
was lower down the stream or watercourse than the 
farm. Defts. continued to pay the rent down to 
Apr. 1885, when D. claimed to exclude them from 
that portion of the farm which was in his 
occupation. No notice was given by either party 
to the agreement to terminate the arrangement. 
Defts. then refused to pay any more rent to pltf. 
Pltf. brought his action to recover seven quarters’ 
rent in arrear. The action was tried, & the point 
of law. was reserved for further consideration :— 
Held: ander the circumstances defts. were entitled 
to judgment, because though there had not been 
any regular notice to terminate the agrecment 
between themselves & pltf., yet its operation 
was limited in point of time to the occupation of 
the farm by pltf., & on the determination of its 
occupancy by him his right to the rent for the use 
of the water ceased.—JONES v. DorormEa Co. 
(1887), 568 L. T. 80. 

12. Whether grantee acquires rights of riparian 
owner—Grant of land abutting on river.]—(1) A. 
riparian proprietor cannot keep the land abutting 
on &@ river, the possession of which gives him his 
water rights & at the same time, by granting a 
part of that land which does not abut on the river 
transfer those rights or any of them & thus ereate 
a right in gross by assigning a portion of his rights 
appurtenant. 

(2) The rights which a riparian proprietor has 
with respect to the water are entirely derived from 
the possession of land abutting on the river. If 
he grants away any portion of his land so abutting, 
the grantee becomes a riparian proprictor & has 
similar rights ; but if he gives away a portion of 
his estate not abutting on the river, then the 


enacted by 1903-1901 Act (ce. 56), 8. 2, to 
secure the free miners, oceupants of 
placer ground, whether they hold as 
originallocators or as Jeascholders, that. S.C, 
continuons flow of water which the sect. d. 

—GINACA & Mocror ot. [jean v, 

CONSOLIDATED HYDRAULIC, 


--~ WASTERN 


tenant to the joint pre-emption claim. k 
TOWNSHIPS 
VAUGHAN (1909), 13 B.C. RR. 775° 41 
Ik. 286.—CAN 
- Aequisition of right.}--Mc- 
Norryea Pacmic LuMper Co. 
(1910), 14 BB. Ch R,. 118.—CAN, 


grantee of the land would have no water rights 

by virtue mercly of his occupation, nor can he 

have them by express grant, except as against 
the grantor so as to sue other persons in his own 
name for an infringement of them.—STOCKPORT 

WATERWORKS Co. v. Porrer (1864), 8 H. & C. 

300; 4 New Rep. 441; 10 L. T. 748; 10 Jur. 

N.S. 1005; 159 I. R. 545. 

Annotations :—Aé to (1) Consd. Nuttall v. Bracewell (1866), 
LL. R. 2 Exch. 1. prvd. Ormerod v. Todmorden Mill 
oO. (1883), 11. Q. B.D. 155; MeCartney v. Londonderry 
& Lough Swilly Ry., [1904] A. GC. 301." 4s to (2) Distd. 
Holker v. Porritt (1875), L. KR. 10 Exch. 50. Refd. 
Kensit v. G. HK. Ry. (1884), 27 Ch. D. 122. 
18. Land abutting on river retained.]- 

STOCKPORT WATERWORKS Co. v. PoTTER, No. 12, 

ante. 

14. Power of riparian owner to grant—Grant 
by public corporation—Operation of grant con- 
flicting with statutory duties.}—An Act was 
passed in 1584, the object of which was to 
supply the ships in the harbour of Plymouth, & 
the town of Plymouth, with water, & to scour the 
channel by means of a leat from the river Mew to 
the harbour; & the power of purchasing the land 
required was vested in the corpn. of Plymouth. 
An hospital was founded in 1617, & was endowed 
with lands which had belonged to the corpn. & 
there was a close connection between them. In 
1653, in consideration of £1,400 part of a greater 
sum duc from the corpn. of the town to the hospital, 
an estate in fee simple was granted by the corpn. 
to the hospital of one-fourth part of certain mills, 
& “* of one-fourth of the leat or watercourse, run- 
ning, coming, & going to all the mills *’ :—-Held: 
only so much of the water as remained after the 
public purposes were satisfied could be applied 
by the corpn. to the use of the mills on the leat ; 
& one-fourth only of the surplus water of the leat 
passed by the grant of 1653. 


.-r—- Jurisdiction of board of 
investigation—A pplication for licence 
tnstead of water record. }—Re WVANS & 
McLay (B. ©.) (1918), 24 W. L. lt. 
R21; 4W. W. RR. 1070.—CAN. 

, mre J --Held :-—the board of 
investigation uuder Water Act, 1914, 


BANK ¥v, 


Lp. (1905) 1h BL. OG. Re Akbsy 2 _ . Ve Fe ) — had acted without jurisdiction in grant- 
| 6. ee Cn or MALE Hints had acted without jurisdiction in gran 
M. M. Cas, 288.—CAN . Iaclusive legislative nilnorin of Domin- ing a conditional license to the Depart- 


t. Deposit of debris & tailings 
— Injury to lower owners—-l 





ton.] — Row. 


BURRARY 
(1910), 22 Eaeh. GC. R. 295; 438. C. &R. 


ment of Indian Affairs to divert water 
from St. Paul’s Creck for use of the 
Indian tribe on the Kamloops Reserve. 


PowrER Co. 











use of water --- Industrial 4 27: [19 A. CL 87. —CAN. 
~ MCLAREN 0. JENSEN, MeLAnen &. t Lise ioe i: yrovince to grant = The WaTER Acr, 1914, WESTERN 
KnLiorr (Y¥. T.) (906), 4 We. Lb. Re, ie ae ne to conveying CANADA RANCHING Co., LTp.  v. 
102. CAN, Dace tne ‘ pes INDIAN AFPAIRS DEPARTMENT, [1921] 
; statules.| — GQreongs v. MITCHELL. 95 W. AW. R. 834.—CAN 
a. ——~-~ Destruction of fume -—Remedii  Gronge ov. HuMpHREY — Broragrs “ )) 5 "eb . . 
by injunction.|— YUKON CONSOLIDATED — (B. C.) (1912), 22 We. L. TR. 5765 3 m. ——- Indian record.) — 
GOLD FreLps Co. 7, ScrmiepT (Y. Th) Ww. W. it. 162.—CAN. INDIAN AFFAIRS ~~ DEPARTMENT | 0. 
(1908), 8 W. 1. 2. 708. —CAN, aoe Transfer of part of  CROSINA (1925), 36 B.C, 2. 62.—CAN, 
b. ——— Right of holder to erclude —landsa---Rights of transferees in voater.)— n, ——~ Justification of diversion.) 
every one not holding water records.) — Deft. had obtained a water record —-Action to restrain  defts. from 


The owner of the Jand on which there 
is a spring or stream has rights therein 
1o the exclusion of all other persons not 
holding records under Water Clauses 
Consolidation Act, 1897.—Re MiLtsrep 
(1908), 13 B.C. R. 364.—CAN. 


co. - -- Lapse of record by aban- 
donment of pre-emption — claims.)— 
Where holders of separate pre-emption 
records, with tho object of vesting 
their respective pre-emptions in them- 
selves as partners, surrendered the 
eeparate pre-emptions to the Crown, &, 
on the same day, relocated the same 
arens a8 partners, obtaining a record 
in their joint namer, the joint water 
record previously granted to them as 
partners in connection wilh their 
soparate pre-omption claims cannot. be 
considered as having been abandoned. 
The effect of the transaction caused the 
areos to become unoccupied land of the 
Crown, & yen their re-lecation, the 
water record in connection therewith 
continned to subsist as a right appur- 


authorising the use of cortain .water 
for domestic & agricultural purposes on 
certain land, & constructed works, 
including dain, pipe line, etc., for such 
purpose :—FTeld ; certain persons who 
subsequently became owners of parts of 
that land through deeds made in pur- 
suanee of either one or the other of the 
Acts” uforesaid thereby became pro- 
portionate owners of such water rights 
& works,--DALTON v0. Wk8T SHORE & 
NORTHERN LAND Co., Lip. (B. C.), 
[1920] 2 W. W. Qt. 1022.—-CAN. 


h. -—-— —~—— Power to divert ereek.} 
-~-A grant to defts., the City of Van- 
couver, of water rights by the Pro- 
vineial Govt. under Water Clauses 
Act, 1897, & amending Acts, conferred 
upon them power to divert Scymour 
Creck in derogation of the rights of 
riparian owners thereof.--Cook t. 
VANCOUVER Cry (1912), 22 W. la. R. 
557: 23 W.T. R. 186; 17 B.C. il. 
477; 10 DPD. L. R. 589; 3 W.W. RR. 
318.--CAN. 


diverting water from a stream flowing 
through his land. YDeftsa. justified the 
diversion by virtue of a water record 
granted to them on Sept. 28, 1906, 
pursuant to Water Clauses Consolida- 
tion Act, 1897, & amending Acta :— 
Ileld: defts.’ water record was valid, 
& pitf., as riparian owner, had, under 
existing legislation in B. C., no rights 
superior to or overriding defts.’ rights 
of record.—-Cook vv, VANCOUVER CITY 
(1914), 283 WL. BR. 8013; 18 DD. 1. R. 
305; 6 WLW. RR. big2: [bold] A.C. 
1077; i311 lL. T. G84.—CAN, 


o. ~-— Rerord not annurlenant to 
leage. J—-PItf. co. was tbe holder of a 
mining lease acquired in 1890, & after 
two renewals was finally renewed in 
1905 for 20 years; a water record was 
ixsuced for 1,000 inches of water for use 
on the mining ground so leased in 
1897, which was to continue in force for 
five years. This record was never 
renewed. Deft. claimed the water by 
virtue of a water record obtained by 


8 WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


Sect. 2.—Creation of proprietary interests: Sub- 


sects. 1,2 & 3.) 


The primary duty of the corpn., under the Act, 
was, & must be deemed to be, to provide for the 
public objects contemplated by the Act, & that it 
would be contrary to their duty to permit the 
interest of any person interested in the mills, or 
in the application of the water brought by the leat 
for the purposes of the mills, to have any com- 
petition whatever with the public interest intended 
to be secured by the Act (LORD LANGDALE, M.R.). 
——A.-G. v. PLYMOUTH CoRPN. (1845), 9 Beav. 67 ; 
15 L. J. Ch. 109; 8L. T. O.S. 34; 50 EB. R. 268. 

15. Right to divert.|—-NUTTALL v. BRACE- 
WELL, No. 174, post. 

16. Right to use.]|—A riparian owner can- 
not, except as against himself, confer on one who 
is not a riparian owner any right to use the water 
of the stream, & any user by a non- riparian pro- 
prietor, even under a grant from a riparian owner, 
is wrongful, if it sensibly affects the flow of the 
water by the lands of other riparian proprietors.— 
ORMEROD v. "TODMORDEN JOINT Stock MIL. Co 
LTp. (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 155; 52 L. J. Q. B. 
44535 47 J. P. 5382; 31 W. BR. 759, C. A. 


Annotations :—Refd. Kensit v. G. Ki. Ry. (1884), 27 Ch. D. 
122: MeCartney v. Londonderry & Lough Swilly Ry., 
[1901] A. C. 301. Mentd. A.-G. v. Conduit Colliery Co., 
[1895] 1 Q. B. 301. 


17. .|—A riparian proprietor, not- 
withstanding that the river is navigable, can 
acquire an interest in its water power, as derived 
from a reservoir artificially formed by a dam 
across its channel, & sell same along with & as 
appurtenant to his land. Even if such sale should 
not be effectual against the public, the vendor 
cannot himself impeach it on that ground :—Held : 
in this case, as the vendor of a specified amount 
of water power had not reserved to himself a right 
to a supply either pari passu with or preferably 
to the purchaser, the latter was entitled to damages 
in respect of any Joss incurred by the vendor’s 
user of the water in diminution of the amount 
sold.—ITAMELIN v. BANNERMAN, [1895] A. C. 237 ; 
64 L. J. P.C. 66; 72 1. 7. 128; 603. P. 225; 43 
W. &. 639; 11 R. 368, P. C. 

















him subsequent to the issue of the 
water record of 1897. In a dispute aa 
to the right of user of the water in 
question :~ Held: the pltf.’s lease did 
not in itself carrv the right to water, 
& the water record of 1897, not having 
been renewed, expired at the end of 
the period for which it was originally 
insucd.-—LIGHTNING CREEK MINING 
Co. v. Worp (1914), 19 B.C. R. 586.— 
ae 


(1901), 8 B.C. 
sa —CAN. 





not. be adjudicated upon by an assistant 
comr, of Jands & works without ex press 
notice to appcts. before the Gold Comr. 
—J2e WATER CLAUSES CONSOLIDATION 
ACT, 1897, WAR EAGLE CONSOLIDATED 
MINING & DEVELOPMENT CoO., 
BRITISH ea ee Ry, Co. g 
t, 4; 





Whether rights to water subject of grant.]— 
See EASEMENTS, Vol. XIX., p. 23, Nos. 92, 93. 

Form of grant—Whether deed necessary-—Grant 
of right to flow of water.]|—Scee EASEMENTS, Vol. 
XIX., pp. 27, 28, Nos. 119-121. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—IMPLIED GRANTS, 


See Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), s. 62. 

18. Whether grant implied—On conveyance of 
land.|—If land, with a run of water upon it, be 
sold, the water passes with the land, & the vendee, 
having used the water, though for less than twenty 
years, gains a title to it by appropriation, & may 
maintain an action for obstructing it.—CANHAM Uv. 
Fisk (1831), 2 Cr. & J. 126; 2 Tyr. 155; 1 
L. J. Ex. 61; 149 E.R. 153. 

19. .—Bv permission of the tenant 
for life of farms A. & B., deft. many years ago 
made a culvert from a brook, which in its natural 
course flowed to farm A., for the purpose of getting 
water for his own premises & for farm B. The 
culvert, which carried off nearly all the water 
from the brook, commenced in some lands of deft. 
which were bounded by the brook, & then passed 
through farm B., where a portion of the water 
was drawn out of it by means of a small pipe, for 
the use of farm BB.) The rest of the water, namely, 
the larger portion, flowed on down the culvert, 
which, after traversing farm B., ended in other 
premises of deft., where the water was consumed. 
In Sept. 1856, the then owner of farms A. & B. 
conveyed farm 3B. in fee to deft., together with all 
waters & watercourses appertaining to the 
premises, or used, occupied or enjoyed with the 
same. Ile afterwards conveyed farm A. to pltf., 
with all waters & watercourses :—I/Teld : as against 
the owner of farm A., the words of the conveyance 
of farm B. were sufficient to convey to deft. the 
right to the continuance of the culvert, & to the 
accustomed flow of watcr down it; & his right 
was not limited to the taking so much of the 
water as had heretofore been used for the pur- 
poses of farm B.—WARDLE v. BROCKLEHURST 











grant. |---HARRINGTON 7 SPRING 
CREEK CHEESE MANUFACTURING CO, 
(190t), 21 L. T. 209: 7 OL. &. 
319; 3 0. W. RR. 26.—-CAN, 

g. Mleaning of word “ decision ”? in 
Water Clauses Consolidation Act, 1897 
39.J—BOoLk v. Rok & ARERNETHY 
(1907), 138 B.C. Wt. 215.—CAN. 
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LTp. v. 
1M. M. Cas. 





Gront to tenant for Ufe — 
whether tenant for life trustee for re- 
maindermen.|)--While the practice of 
the Crown Lands Department is to sell 
a water Jot to the owner of the adjoining 
Jand, a Crown grant thereof applied for 
by the life tenant under the belief that 
he had been devised the fee will not 
necessarily be held by him as trustee 
for his children entitled to the remainder 
in fee of such adjoining Ilands.— 


ONTARIO ASPHALT BLocK Co. 1%. 
MONTREUIL (1914), 32 O. L. R. 243 : 
19 D. L. R. 518.—CAN. 





q. Application for transfer— 
Powers & jurisdiction of controller of 
waler,)—RUCKER v. WILSON, [1923] 
3.1). L. R. 433: 82 B.C. R. 401; 
[1923] 3 W. W. It. 180.-—CAN. 

Yr. Powerr, duties & jurisdiction 
of Gold Commissioner—-Under Water 
Clauses Consolidation Act.] —-Where an 
application for a record of water for 
mining purposes is pending before a 
Gold Comr. an application for a record 
of the same water for domestic, me- 
chanical & Industrial purpoxes should 





ain cable: }—CENTRE Gran Mrxing Co 
v BRITISH COLUMBIA SOUTHERN Ny. 


Co, (1901), 8 B.C. R. 2143; 1 M. M. 
Cas. $60; 210. L. T. 491.—CAN. 
—— = ——- Commissioner acting 


a. 

in administrative capacity instead of 
judicial capacity.)]--CARPENTER t, CAL- 
LIGAN (1902), 2 W. L. R. 488, 491.- ~ 
CAN. 

b. Jurisdiction under 
Water Clauses Act, s. 18.) —Ie WATER 
CLAUSES CONSOLIDATION ACT, CENTRE 
STAR MINING Co, v. ROssLAND CORPN. 
Seat 2M.M. Cas. 27; 9 B.C. R. 403. 


ore ee 








Cc. Appeal from Commis- 
sioner—Whether trial de novo.}—]OSs 
v. THOMPSON (1903), 10 B.C. R. 1773 
2M. M. Cas. 79.—CAN. 

.)-— ANGLO-KLONDIKE 
Cook (Y. VT.) (1905), 
322.—CAN. 

e. Change of point of diver- 
sion.)—-Rte HAST ‘KOOTENAY & CRAN- 
BROOK (1909), 11 W. lL. R. 252.- CAN. 


f. Artificial waterway — Parol per- 
mission — User -— Subsequent unreris- 








MINING Co. ”. 
1W.L. R. 


— ee 





18 i. Whether grant implied-—On con- 
veyance of land.J—If land adjoining 
& highway or river is granted, the half 
of the road or the half of the river Is 
presumed to pass, unless there Js some- 
thing cither in the language of the deed 
or in the nature of the subject-matter 
of the grant, or in the surrounding 
circumstances, sufficient to rebut that 
presumption; & this though the 
incasurement of the property which ix 
granted can be satisfied without in- 
cluding half the road or half the bed of 
the river, & although the land is de- 
scribed as bounded by a river or a road, 
& notwithstanding that the map which 
is referred to in the grant doves not 
include the half of the river or the road, 
& this rule of construction cannot be de- 
parted from, merely because it 1s shown 
that it would have been to the interest 
of the grantor to retain half the bed of 
the river. his rule of construction 
applies cqually whether the subject- 
matter be a grant from the Crown or a 
subject.— BALBIR SINGH v. SKECRETARY 
OF STATE FOR INDIA (1899), I. L. R. 
22 All. 96.—-IND. 
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(1860), 1 E. & B. 1058; 291. J. Q. B. 145; 1 

L. T. 5193; 6 Jur. N.S. 319; 8 W. R. 241; 120 

i. KR. 1207, Ex. Ch. 

Annotation :—Reld, Watts v. Kolson (1871), 6 Ch. App. 166. 
20. ———.]—SWINDON WATERWORKS Co. 

vy. Witts & Berks CANAL NAVIGATION Uo., No. 

85, post. 
21 








. --—— Use of general words—‘‘ Belong- 
ing & appertaining.’’]—‘‘ Belonging & appertain- 
ing '’ in a conveyance mean only legally belonging 
& appertaining, & the vendor is not estopped 
thereby from disputing the right to a watercourse 
which had previously been used by the occupier 
of the premises conveyed but which was not 
enjoyed by right.—LoMAx v. ASHWORTH (1846), 6 
L. T. O. 8S. 316. 

——— ‘* Appurtenant.’’]—See HEast- 
MENTS, Vol. XIX., p. 41, Nos. 218, 219. 

2 Reservation of mines & minerals— 
No express grant of springs.]—The Act of ‘Tynwald 
in 1703, after assuring to the customary tenant of 
the Karl of Derby in the Isle of Man their lands & 
rights, expressly excepts in favour of the lord, 
now the Crown, all mines, minerals, etc., in the 
following words: ‘Saving always unto J. 
Karl of Derby his heirs & assigns, & unto all & 
every other person or persons that shall at any 
time hereafter become lords of the isle, all such 
royaltys, regalia, prerogatives, homages, fealt-ys, 
escheats, forfeitures, seizures, mines & minerals 
of what kind & nature soever, quarrys & delfs of 
flag, slate or stone, franchise, liberties, privileges 
& jurisdictions whatsoever, as now are or at any 
time heretofore have been invested in J,, 
Karl of Derby, or in any of his ancestors, lords of 
the isle.” There being no express grant of springs 
for the use of the tenants :—Held : no such grant 
could be implied.—-BALLACORKISH SILVER, LEAD 
& COPPER MINING Co. v. HARRISON (1873), L. R. 
5 PP. C. 493 sub nom. BALLACORKISH MINING Co, 
v. DUMBELL, 48 L. J. P.O. 193 29 L. T. 658 3) 88 
J.P. 1483 sub nom. DUMBELL v. BELLACORKISI 
SILVER, LEAD & Copper MINING Co., 22 W. fh. 
Blt Oe 
Annotations : --Mentd. HKardley v. Granville (1876), 8 Ch. D. 

oi > A.-G. for Isle of Man ce. Mylehreest (1879), 4 App. Cas. 

-——-- ---— Right necessary for enjoyment of pro- 
perty granted.|—-Scee HASEMENTS, Vol. XIX., pp. 
45, 71, Nos. 250-252, 416, 

23. Sale of mill—-Whether water pipes pass— 
Pipes conveying water to mill.}—Deft., being the 

















h. —— Right of lessees of watler- 
course, |J—Moore vv. Revere (1900), 33 
N.S. RR. 216. -CAN, 


winding of the said river to the place 
of beginning ’ :—Held: the particular 
limitation must be construed specifi- 


owner of a cotton mill or factory, & also of a small 
piece of land lying between it & a local canal, 
agreed to sell the factory to pltf. By Act, owners 
of land within 20 yards of the canal were authorised 
to draw water for the sole purpose of condensing 
steam. In 180%, the owners of the mill purchased 
the intermediate plot, & laid down pipes, & the 
canal water was used for the gencra] purposes of 
the mill until 1857, but the legality of this use of 
the water was at various times disputed by the 
proprietors of the canal. At the date of the con- 
tract, all the machinery was removed from the 
mill, which was used solely as a warehouse. The 
contract was silent as to the right to the water ; 
but plitf. alleged that he bought on the faith of 
having the water, while deft. alleged that he never 
intended to sell it. Deft. removed some of the 
underground pipes from the intermediate plot, & 
offered a conveyance with the usual general words. 
Pitf. filed a bill praying a mandatory injunction 
as to the pipes, & the specific performance of the 
agreement, including the right to the water. 
Semble; deft. was justified in removing the pipes 
from the plot not agreed to be sold, & was not 
bound to convey the mill with the pipes in statu 
quo.— BUTTERWORTII v. WALKER (1864), 11 L. T. 
436; 13 W. BR. 168. 


3.—-CONSTRUCTION OF GRANT OR 
LICENCE. 

24. What passes under grant—Grant de aqua.] 
—THROCKMERTON v. TRACY (1555), 1 Plowd. 145 ; 
2 Dyer, 124a; 75 KB. R. 222. 

Annotations :—™Mentd. Wrotesley ». Adams (1559), 1 Plowd. 
187; Bellaumy’s Cuse (1605), 6 Co. Rep. 38, a; Leyfield’s 
Case (1611), 10 Co, Rep. 88, a; Lofield’s Case (1612), 10 
Co. Rep. 106, a; Berry v. Perry (1615), 3 Bulst. 62; 
Counden tv. Clerke (1619), Hob. 29; Farrington’s Case 
(1625), Cro. Car. 10; Miller v. Manwaring (1635), Cro. 
Car. 397; Berry v. White (1662), O. Bridg. 82; Petty ». 
Goddard (1662), O. Bridg. 35; R.v. Trinity House (1662), 
1 Keb. 3313 Lyn v. Wyn (1665), QO. Bridg. 122; Foote v. 
Berkley (1666), O. Bridg. 527; Graves v. Ashenhurst 
(1673), Freem. K. B. 77; Lawrence v. Dodwell (1699), 
1 Ld. Raym. 488; Hisher v. Wigge (1700), 1 P. Wms. 14; 
Freshwater v. Katon (1717), 1 Stra. 49; Seott v. A’Chez 
(1743), Park. 21; Hunt v. Gunn (1862), 13 C. B. N.S. 
226: Konnedy v. Broun (1863), 13 C. B. ON. S. 677; 
Maleomson v. O’Dea (1863), 10 H. 1. Cas, 593; Burehell 
Clark (1876), 2 C. P. D. 88; Hanbury v. Jenkins, 
11901) 2 Ch. 401. 


25. ‘*‘ All streams that might be found in 
property demised ’’—Includes all wells in existence 
—é& wells subsequently found.|—By lease, dated 


SUB-SECT. 








map annexed (which, however, did not 
show any boundary cither on the bank 
or middle of the river), were demised at 
acreable rent:—Jleld;: in the 


k. Right to make watercourse—Con- 
struction of deed.) M'KENDRICK t, 
PURDON (1850), 7 N. 2B. OR. (2 All.) 
28.—CAN. 

lL. Effect of parol demise of water 
tn conjunction with grant of land.j— 
i KENNEDY (1840), 210. 1. &. 


PART I. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 3. 


m. What passes under grant —Bed 
ne river al medium filum.)—A.-G. 
WHittk (1925), 26S. I. N.S. W. 216; 
43 N.S. W. W.N.10.- AUS. 


n. »}) — ROBERTSON t. 
WATSON (1877), 27 C. P. 579.—CAN. 


Oo. J—In ejectinent deft. 
Claimed under two deeds to BP. & 
N. respectively. In the deed to BP. the 
land was described as ‘ commencing 
on the verge of the river M. at. low water 
mark ’’?; & then, after describing the 
first two courses, the third course was 
stated to be ‘ to the water’s edge of the 
said river at low water mark,” & It 
concluded, ‘*‘& thence down the 














cally as stated, so that the land must be an 


deemed to extend merely to the low 
water mark, & not ad medium filum 
aquar, - COLMAN ®, ROBERTSON (1880), 
30 CC, P. 609.—CAN. 

p. ---— ——.] - Where ariver flowed 
diagonally through a certain lot of 
Jand, & the owner of the lot granted 
the purt thereof lying N. or E. of 
the said river to one party, & the 
part lying S. or W. of the said river to 
the other party :—Held: this would 
carry the ownership of the soil to the 
mid thread of the river to the respective 
parties, no evidence of intention iIncon- 
sistent therewith appearing upon the in- 
strument.—J?e TRENT VALLEY CANAL & 
LANDS, &c. (1886), 210. R. 153,-—-CAN, 

q. —- ~,)--WILLIAMS 0, PICKARD 
(1908), 15 O. L. R. 6553 11 0. W. 1. 
475: revad., 12 O. W. RR. 10515 17 
O. Ll. R. 1051.—CAN, 

Yr. -~} .-, indenture of lease 
the lands of 8., therein described us 
‘“ bounded on the west by the River 
Shannon,” & as“ containing 31% acres 
or thercabouts,”’ & delineated upon a 





absence of anything in the lease to 
rebut the ordinary presumption, it 
curried to the lessee half the bed & soil 
of the river.—DWyYkER v. Rich (1870), 


T.oR.4C. L. 424.—IR. 


: --——,]}——The common law 
rule that in grants or conveyances of 
land described as bounded by a river 
it is presumed that the grantee takes 
ad medium filum aquae (if the grantor 
takes ad medium filum & neither the 
terms of the grant nor the circum- 
stances of the particular case rebut the 
presumption) became part. of the law 
of the colony at its foundation.—Rh. v. 
Joyck (1905), 25 N. Z Le. R. 78.-- 





a. —— ---—~.]— The alveus of a 
stream is not the common property of 
the proprietors of the opposite banks, 
but each is absolute proprietor uy to 
the ‘* medium filun fluminis,”? which 
constitutes the line of march between 
the properties.—Morris v. BICKET 
(1864), 2 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 1082; 
36 Se. Jur. 529.-~-SCOT. 
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Sect. 2.—Creation of proprielfary interests: Sub- 
sect.3. Sects. 3 & 4: Sub-sect. 1.] 
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1827, X. demised to W. a dwelling-house & fifteen 
closes of land, & granted all streams of water that 
might be found in four of those closes A., B., C., 
& D., excepting out of the demise all timber & 
other trees, etc., mines & minerals, etc., stone, 
gravel, sand & clay, etc., & all streams of water, 
except those above granted, then being or there- 
after to be found in or upon the premises demised, 
with power for X., his heirs & assigns, & his & 
their servants & workmen, from time to time, to 
enter upon the premises, & to crop, fall, search for 
& make marketable all or any of the before- 
mentioned articles ; to make any clay into bricks 
or tiles on the premises, etc. ; & to divert or alter 
the course of any river, brook, spring, or water.” 
There was a plan annexed to the lease showing a 
stream of water on the north side of the demised 
remises & flowing through their whole extent 
rom west to east. A., B., C., & D., were situate 
on the banks of this stream. There was no other 
stream on the surface, but certain wells were in 
existence in those closes, & others were subse- 
quently found :—Held: the wells & all water in 
A., B., C., & D., passed by the grant in question 
to W., & neither X. nor his lessees could work the 
mines so as to cut off the springs in the closes in 
question.— WHITEHEAD v. PARKS (1858), 2 Tl. & 
N. 8703; 27 L. J. Ex. 169; 157 EB. R. 358. 
Annotations :— Expld. Ballacorkish Silver, Lead & Copper 

Mining Co. v. Harrison (1873), L. R. 5 DP. Cc. 40. Consd. 

Goodhart v7. Hyett (1883), 25 Ch. J). 182. 

26. Grant of watercourse—Context to be 
considered.|—The word “ watercourse’ ina grant 
may mean either an easement orright to the running 
of water; or the channel through which the water 
runs; or the land over which the water flows; & 
the meaning must, in each case, be determined by 
the context.—TAaYLonr v. St. HELENS Corpn. (1877), 
6 Ch. D. 264; 46 L. J. Ch. 857; 37 L. T. 253; 25 
W. A. 885, C. A. 

27. —— Right to flow of water.|—TayrLonr 
2. ST. HELENS Corpn., No. 26, ante. 

28. —— Channel] through which water 
flows.|—-TAYLOR v. ST, HIELENS Corpn., No. 26, 
ante. 

29. —--- —-—- Land over which water flows.|}— 
TAYLOK v. St. HELENS Corpn., No. 26, ante. 

30. Land on which watercourse con- 
structed.|—An artificial watercourse, constructed 
Jong before living memory, carried water from a 
weir in the river Arran at Dolgelly to a mill owned 
by deft., lower down the river. Pltf. owned land 
adjoining the watercourse between the intake & 

















the mill. For more than one hundred years prior 
b. +} -BEAUFORT Wrsr UU. ©. i. 152.-- CAN, 
MUNICIPALITY 7. WERNICH (1882), 


28. C, 36.-—-S, AF. 
.ooe ee .J -- According to the 

terms of a grant of Jand, « farm wus 

bounded by a public streain. Unless 


the middle of the stream was taken as) Geyyeved = the 


{. —-— Soil of lake.) -\. 
from the Crown uv grant of Round Lake 
eo nomine, With all profits, heredita- 
ments, ete., reserving to the Crown all 
mines & niunerals :—-Yeld : 
soil 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


to 1908 the lands of pltf. & deft. belonged to a 
common owner, but the tenants had always been 
different. In 1908 pltf.’s land & the mill were 
conveyed to the predecessors in title of pitf., 
& deft., respectively ; the conveyance to pltf.’s 
predecessor was silent as to any water rights; the 
conveyance to deft.’s predecessor contained a 
grant of the flow of water as used & enjoyed. 
There was evidence that the tenants of pitf. & 
his predecessors had always used the water from 
the watercourse for the purposes of their respective 
businesses of a fellmonger & a mason’s yard, but 
the tenants of the mill had always kept it in 
repair, & stopped the water altogether when 
necessary for repairs & to some extent controlled 
the flow of water. Deft. had taken up the troughs 
which formed the original watercourse & sub- 
stituted iron pipes from which pltf.’s tenants 
could get no water. There was a dispute whether 

ltf.’s land included the site of the watercourse :-—- 

eld: the land upon which the watercourses 
opposite pltt.’s land was constructed was comprised 
in the conveyance to pltf.—LEWI8 v. MEREDITH, 
[1913] 1 Ch. 571; 82 L. J. Ch. 255 ; 108 1. T. 548. 

31. Licence to be construed strictly.]—MAsoNn 
v. Hi, No. 1, ante. 

32. Licence to take & use water—No covenant to 
supply water implied.|—Deed between S. & defts. 
recited that S. was seised of three closes, & that 
defts. were the proprietors of a mill & dyehouse 
from which was produced dye-water & soke, & 
that defts. had agreed with S8., for leave to make a 
reservoir in L. close for the reception of such dye- 
water & soke, in order to filter same, & also a 
sough or drain for carrying away the dyewater & 
soke from the reservoir ; & in consideration of the 
premises & in consideration of being supplied by 
defts. with pure water, & of receiving for his own 
use the sediment. which might be found in the 
reservoir & sough & of the privilege of using such 
dyewater & soke for manuring his lands 8S. gave 
licence to defts. to use the reservoir & sough, & 
agreed that he would cleanse the reservoir when 
necessary. Covenant by defendants with S. his 
heirs & assigns, that they would at all times there- 
after, at their own expense, supply from. their 
reselvoir or from some other source, pure water 
for the cattle of the owners & occupiers for the 
time being of the three closes & that it should be 
lawful for S. to cleanse the reservoir, & also the 
sough or drain & to take the sediment away there- 
from for his & their own use & benefit. In an 
action of covenant by the devisees of S., against 
deft. for diverting dyewater & soke produced at 
the mill :—Held: the deed contained only a 
licence to S. to take & use the dyewater & soke 


FACTURING Co. v Sr. Maurick POWER 
Co., Lrp., (1926) A.C. 708, P. C.—CAN. 
m. —— Permanent properly right 
to water privtlege.}-——-MINTYRE v. ORR 
(1868), 41 Se. Jnr. 112.--SCOT. 
n. Distinction between public pro- 
perty & public works.}—The natural 


received 


the grant 
of the lake.-— 


the boundary the grant, in respect of 
number of morgen, could not be satis- 
fled. The stream was not a navigable 
river :—T/eld : the boundary extended 
to the middie of the river.—ALIWAL 
NortTH MUNICIPALITY 0. JEFFARES, 
11917) C. P. DD. 408.—S. AF. 


d. —--- Whether land below high water 
murk.}—A grant bounded by the shore 
of a tidal river does not convey any 
title to the land below high-water mark, 
though it is described as one tract of 
land situated on both sides of the river. 
—Lock v, CLEVELAND (1849), 6 N. 3B. 
R. (1 All.) 390.——-CAN. 

e, ——— Right to orerflan plaintiff's 
land,] -Braver « Reep (1852), 9 


BURKE t. NILES (1870), 13 N. B. R. 
(2 THan.) 166.—CAN. 


Bo -- > en.) — BLOOMFIELD © 0. 
JOUNSTON (1868), T. RK. 5 CY. DL. 68.-— 
IR, 

-~- Covenant to water - 


Necessity for grantor to maintain dam.) 
—-~ROSAMUND tv, Foros (1871), 18 Gr. 
370.—CAN. 

k. —-—— Soil & jus gmublicum for 
navigation.J--WARIN v LONDON & 
CANADIAN LOAN & AGENCY Co, (1886), 
70 R. 706: 12 A. R. 327; 148. C. R. 
232.—- CAN. 

] wakes te 


eee Power to take  nossession 
of part of 


river.J—-UNITEN MANU- 


channels of the St. Lawrence river 
which Ilo betwecn the canals. are no 
public works unless made so by statute, 
or unless something has heen done to 
give them the character of public 
works. }—-MAcnonaLp v. R. (1906), 26 
OG. L. T. 781; 10 Exch, C. RB. 394.--- 
CAN 

o. Construction of grant—Right _of 
dominunt tenement to free & undis- 
turbed flow.J—NeEL ©. Dou Tort (1897), 
148. ©. 190.—- 8. AF. 

p. — -- User by servient owner.|— 
Where the person entitled to the water 
of a certain stream agreed to allow any 
water not used by himself to flow down 
in a certain furrow to a dam for the use 
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& a covenant by defts. to send down the dyewater 
& soke from their mill to the land of 8., could not 
be implied.—SHARP v. WATERHOUSE (1857), 7 
HK. & B. 816; 27L.3.Q.B.70; 3 Jur. N.S. 1022 ; 
119 BE. R. 1449, 


Srcr. 3.—RESERVATION OF RIGHTS IN GRANTS 
OF LAND. 

38. Extent of rights reserved—Reservation of 
** watercourse ’’—Context to ba considered.]— 
Between 1749 & the grant of the lease in question 
in 1831, M., then tenant of the premises, erected 
a mill, & diverted water from this watercourse, & 
diminished the water available for irrigation. In 
the lease in question the grant was of so much of 
the water as M. had been accustomed to have for 
the use of his mill, & there was no exception of the 
watercourse to the lessor, but only to the occupiers 
of the meadows below a right to enter & cleanse 
the watercourse, & to take the water for the use 
of their meadows, as theretofore accustomed :— 
Held: the watercourse excepted in the pattern 
lease, was the stream & flow of the water, & not 
the channel through which it flowed, & more was 
not demised by the lease in question than was 
vranted by the pattern lease.—Dor d. EaremMont 
(HARL) v. WILLIAMS (1848), 11 Q. B. 6883; 17 
lL. J. Q. B. 1545 11. T. O. 8. 27; 12 Jur. 455 ; 
116K. R. 681. 

34. Flow of water.j|—Dor  d. 
KHGREMONT (EARL) v. WILLIAMS, No. 33, ante. 

35. Channel through which water 
passes.!}—Dot d. MarwmMonr (MARL) ov. WILLIAMS, 
No. 38, ante. 

36. Reservation of ‘‘ passage for water & 
soil.’?]—In a lease of certain premises with their 
appurtenances the lessor reserved out of the demise 
“ the free running of water & soil coming from any 
other buildings & lands contiguous to the premises 
hereby demised in & through the sewers & water- 
courses made or to be made within, through, or 
under the premises ” :—J/leld: (1) that the reser- 
vation extended to water & soil coming from 
contiguous lands & buildings whether that) water 
or soil in the first instance actually arose on or 
from such contiguous lands or buildings or not ; 
(2) it did not extend beyond water in its natural 
condition, & such matters as are the product of the 
ordinary use of land for habitation & it) did not 
give to the oeeupier of certain tan pits, who 
Claimed under the lessor, a right of passage for 

















of the owner of deft.’s farm :- Weld: W.L. . 8605 55 DD, i. 
the servient owner was entitled to ce. —--— Meservatlion to 
exhaust all the water in the stream, ee ae 


provided he did so bond fide for bisown 951 ; 
use; & for the purpose of Buch use he 753, 
was enlitled to collect & store the water d 

by night in order to use it by day, & 
was not limited in his use by reference 


CAN. 





Act, 1854, Ir p. 


PLARRAN (19019), 21° 0. 
&’oO. W. ON. J107; 


. Shore of bay belween hith 
ads dow water mark.) —-Re BELFAST Dock 
RANFURLY (EARL) 


11 


the refuse of those pits.—CHADWICK v. MARSDEN 
(1867), L. R. 2 Exch. 2853 36 L. J. Ex. 177; 16 
L. IT. 666; 31 J. P. 535; 15 W. R. 064. 
Whether reservation Implied—Right to water.|— 
Sce HASuMents, Vol. XLX., p. 41, Nos. 218, 219. 


SEctT. 4..—-WATER FLOWING IN A KNOWN 
CHANNEL.—RIPARIAN RIGHTS. 
SuB-SEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


Sec, also, Part III., Sects. 2 & 3. 

37. What constitutes riparian owner.|— 
v. SYDNEY Comrs., No. 52, post. 

38. Land abutting on watercourse.| 
Nort Suore Ry. Co. v. Pion, No. 673, poat. 

39. -|—A council were empowered to 
require the owner of land laid out for building on 
which any watercourse or ditch was situate, or 
which abutted on any watercourse or ditch, to 
execute such works as were in their opinion 
necessary to wholly or partially fill up or cover 
over such watercourse or ditch before proceeding 
to build. WR. agreed to purchase some land 
abutting on a watercourse in the district, & sub- 
mitted plans for a factory which were approved 
subject. to his culverting the watercourse. R. 
agreed to sell a strip of land abutting on the water- 
course to O., & conveyed the strip to O. on the 
same day as the land was conveyed to him. The 
council, after the date of the conveyance, gave R. 
& O. notice to culvert the watercourse, but R. & 
QO. ignored the notice & MR. erected the factory. 
The council brought an action asking for a declara- 
tion that defts. were not entitled to commence, 
proceed with or maintain the factory without doing 
the works required by the council, & for an injunc- 
tion restraining them from building :—Held: 
R..’s land did not abut on the watercourse, & O., 
whose land did abut) on the watercourse, did not 
intend to build, & the action failed.—A.-G. v. 
ROWLEY BROTHERS & OxLeEy (1910), 75 J. P. 81 ; 
91. G. RR. 121. 

40. Right to flow of water—Ex jure naturs.|— 
(1) The right to have a stream of water which 
ilows above ground running in #8 natural course, 
is not by a presumed grant from long acquiescence 
on the part of the riparian proprietors, above 
& below, but is ea jure natura, & an incident of 
Dees ; & an action lies for infringement of this 
TI_ Ne. 

Aliter in the case of underground water ; unless 











Rk. 83. --CAN. dition “ that the watercourse marked 
navigation.) on the diagram shall remain free & 
W.. 0 ounobstructed, & shall be used for storm- 

Rr, water only ’:—-Held: this condition 
merely pro tanto restricted the pro- 
prictary riehts of the owner of the Jand 
granted & if it were to be rogarded as 
conferring a jus non recipiendi refuse 


3D. i. 


to the extent of user existing at the 
time of creation of the servitude.- 
NOLAN 0. BARNARD, [1908] PF. S. 142. 


PART I. SECT. 3. 


q. Katent of rights reserved -- Flooding 
of land.|— MILLER ov. PuRbDY (1842), 
1 Ont. Dig. 1738.— CAN, 

Yr. Fishery reserves. \-—. ve. Cox 
(1858), 1 bP. W. 1. 170.—-CAN, 

t. Specified waters ercluded.) 
KIRCHHOFFER v, STANBURY (1878), 25 
(ir, 413.- CAN. 

a. ——— Free access to bank ‘ for 
all persons, vessels, efc.’?}—WAWKINSA t. 
Manarry (1881), 29 Gr, 826.—CAN. 

b. Grantee not to have er- 
elusive right to waters.)—Re YOUNG & 
Moose Jaw Ciry (Sask.) (1912), 21 











(1567), 1d. Re. iMq. 128.— IR. 

e. ——--—- Reservation of “ all waters 
& watercourses in or adjoining the 
demised premises.’*|— WHELAN wv LEO- 
NARD, (1917) 2 1. KR. 823.-——IR. 

f. Water for general use.)—— 
A regulation providing that ‘* two 
sluice-heads of wator shall, if required, 
be at all times allowed to flow in the 
patural course of any stream for general 
use "ds in the nature of an exception 
to the original grant, & any licensce 
way be required to return water to the 
creck, notwithstanding his lHcense, if 
it be proved that the water is required 
for ‘* general use.” ~- MCLEAN vt. SCOTT 
(1875), 1 N. Z Jur. N.S, 3.) NLZ. 

g. Watercourse to remain free 
& unobstructed.|-~ A prant of land was 
made subject to the special con- 





eee 


water or any other water than the 
natural flow from above, it might. be 
looked upon as mere surplusage, there 
being no obligation at common law to 
receive such adventitious water.— 
Kato «v. Woovostock MUNICIPAL 
Counc, (1909), 268. C. 551.—S. AF. 

h. ——- Diversion of natural flow of 
fluodwater. J—V ERMEULEN’S FXECUTRIX 
uw, Oey: {1911] App. D. 384.-- 
S. AF. 


PART I. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 1. 


37 i. What constitutes riparian owner. ] 
—Jt, is essential in order to create 
aw riparian right that the Jand_ in re- 
spect of which it exists should be in 
contact with the flow of the atream.— 
SkRY 7, DUNEDIN Corpn, (1905), 24 
N. ZL. Wt. 804.- NZ. 
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Sect. 4.—Water flowing in a known channel—ripa- 
rian rights: Sub-sect. 1.] 


in the case of a subterranean stream whose course 

is well known. 

(2) Where water is taken from a river after it 
has formed part of its stream, not by the reason- 
able use of it by another riparian proprietor, but 
by the digging of a well, an action at common law 
will lie by a riparian proprietor for injury to his 
right, against the party digging the well; as it 
also may for the abstraction of water which never 
did form part of the river, but has been pre- 
vented from doing so in its natural course by the 
excavation of the well; & this whether the water 
was part of an underground watercourse, or 
percolated through the strata——DICKINSON 1. 
GRAND JUNCTION CANAL Co. (1852), 7 Exch. 282 ; 
21 L. J. Ex. 241; 18 L. T. O. 8. 258; 16 Jur. 200 ; 
oN E. R. 953; subsequent proceedings, 15 Beav. 
260. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Expld. Broadbent v. Ramsbotham 
(1858), 11 Kxch. 602. Consd. Chasemore v. Richards 
(1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 349; Bradford Corpn. v. Ferrand, 
11902) 2 Ch. 655. As to (2) Distd, Rawston v. Taylor 
(1855), 11 Exch. 369. Dbtd. Chusemore v. Richards 
(1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 349. N.F. New River Co. v. Johnson 
(1860), 2 K. & i. 435. Refd. R. v. Metropolitan Board 
of Works (1863), 3 B. & S. 710; Bradford Corpn. t. 
Pickles, [1895] A. C. 587. Generally, Refd. River Lea 
Trustees v. New River Co. (1854), 23 TL. I. O. 8S. 171 
Mentd. Evans v. Davis (1878), 27 W. R. 285. 

41, Regular flow.|—Injunction to restrain 
deft. from preventing water flowing in regular 
quantities to a mill.— ROBINSON v. Bynon (LORD) 
(1785), 1 Bro. C, i 588 : 28 i. R. 1315, L. BA 
Annotations :—Consd. Cambridge & Oxford Universities v. 

Richardson (1802), 6 Ves. 689; Crowder v. Tinkler (1816), 

19 Ves. 617; Blakemore v. Glamorganshire Canal Naviga- 

tion (1832), 1 My. & K. 154; Lond vt. Murray (1851), 17 

L. T. O.S. 248. Refd. Hanson v. Gardiner (1802), 7 Ves. 

305; Birmingham Canal Co. r. Lloyd (1812), 18 Ves. 

515; Mexborongh v. Bower (1843), 7 Beav. 127; A.-G. 

v. Hallett (1847), 16 M. & W. 569; Iumicy v. Wagner 

(1852), 1 De G. M. & GC. 6043; Hervey v. Smith (1855), 1 

K. & J. 389; A.-G. rv. Metropolitan Board of Works 

(1863), 1 Hem. & M. 298; Lowndes v. Bettle (1864), 3 

New Rep. 409; L. & N. W. Ry. vu L. & Y. Ry. (1867), 

L. R. 4 Eq. 174; Westminster Krymbo Coal & Coke Co. 

t. Clayton (1867), 36 L. J. Ch. 476; Rhodes v. Airedale 





41 i. Right to flow of water ~-Reqular — years.—-WiHtte & 
Jlow.}-~A riparian owner is entitled to 


have an undiininished flow of waterin 43 Se. L. Rt. 116; 





(1905), 8 F. (Ct. of Sess.) (I. 1.) 40 5 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


Drainage Comrs. (1876), 1 C. P. D. 380; Allport v. 
Security Co. (1895), 13 2. 420. Mentd. Isaac v. Humpage 
(1792), 3 Bro. CG. G. 463; Crockford v. Alexander (1808), 
15 Ves. 188; Grey v. Northumberland (1809), 17 Ves. 
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42. Subject to rights of other owners.|— 
MASON v. Hit, No. 1, ante. 

43. ———-.| —-HMBREY v. OWEN, No. 95, 
post. 

44. Incident to property in land.|— 


HMBREY v. OWEN, No. 95, post. 

45. .|—(1) The right to the water of 
a river flowing in a natural channel through a 
man’s land, & the right to water flowing to it 
through an artificial watercourse constructed on his 
neighbour’s land, do not rest on the same principle. 

(1) In the former case each successive riparian 
proprietor is primd facie entitled to the unimpeded 
flow of the water in its natural course, & to its 
reasonable enjoyment as it passes through his land, 
as a natural incident to his ownership of it. 

(2) In the latter any right to the flow of the 
water must rest on some grant or arrangement, 
ei{ her proved or presumed, from or with the owners 
of the lands from which the water is artificially 
brought, or on some other legal origin. 

(3) In this case pltf.’s legal right to the enjoy- 
ment of water overflowing from an. artificial 
reservoir through an artificial watercourse on his 
neighbour’s, deft.’s, land should be presumed from 
the circumstances under which same were pre- 
sumably created & actually enjoyed ; subject to 
deft.’s right to the use of the water for the purpose 
of irrigating his lands by proper & requisite channels 
& other proper means.—RAMESHUR PERSHAD 
NARAIN SINGH v. Koond Brenari PATTUK (1878), 
4 App. Cas. 121, P. C. 

Annotations —As to (1) Consd. Kensit 7. G. . Ry. (1884), 

27 Ch. D. 1223 Baily v. Clark & Morland, (1902) 1 Ch. 








619. Refd. Burrows 7. Lang, (1901] 2 Ch. 
46. Only where abutting on stream.| 


STOCKPORT WATERWORKS Co. v. POTTER, No. 12, 
ante. 

47. — Right to resist interference. ]— DICKIN- 
SON v. GRAND JUNCTION CANAL Co., No. 40, ante. 





& exclusive right to the flow of the 
water in its natural state, but to the 
flow of the watcr & the enjoyment. of it 


SOWS wt. WHITE 


SS. LT. 655, -- 


a creek.—LOMAX v. JARVIS (1885), 6 SCOT. bubject. to the similar rights of all the 
N.S. W. LL. R. 2373; 2 N.S. W. WON, 42 i. —- Subject to rights of other proprictors of the banks on each side 
33.—AUS, owners. }—-A riparian proprictor has to the reasonable enjoyment of the same 

41 ii. ——- }—-A watercourse not the absolute right to the gift of Providence.—DINKAR v, NARa- 


entitled to the protection of the law is natural & 
constituted if there is aie sufficient 


natural & accustomed flow of water to 


unobstructed flow of the 
water of a stream over his lands, but 
his right is a qualified one, & subject 


VAN (1905), J. L. . 29 Bom. 357.— 
IND. 


42 vi. —~—- ——-.]--A riparian pro- 


who had, by possession for 


form & maintain a distinct & defined 
channel.—BEER v. StRoUD (18387), 19 
O. KR. 10.—CAN. 

41 iii. -}-- In British 
Columbia the common law right. of 
riparian owners to the undiminished 
flow of the strcain is taken away by 
legislation of the Province.—CooK », 
VANCOUVER CITY CoRPN., [1914] A. CG, 
1077, P. C.—CAN. 

41 iv. PULLAN 9 0, 
ROUGHFORT BLEACHING & DYEING Co., 
LTD. (1888), 21 L. R. Ir. 73.-—IR. 


41 v. .}—A riparian pro- 
prictor is entitled to the water of his 
stream in its natural flow without 
sensible diminution or increase, & 
without sensible alteration in its 
character or quality.— YOUNG (JOHN) & 
Co. v. BANKIER DISTILLERY Co. (1893), 
20 Tt. (Ct. of Sess.) (H. L.) 76: 30 Se. 
L. R. 964; 18. L. I. 204.— SCOT, 

41 vi. +The principle 
that persons possessing lands on the 
banks of rivers have a right to the low 
of the water in its natural stream unless 
there existed before a right in others 
to enjoy or divert any part of it to 
their own use has been well recognised 
& acted upon as law for one hundred 
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to the lawful & reasonable user of the 
waters by a mill owner above hii on 
the sume streain, & this allhough the 
user above him may be at times for 
an extraordinary purpose.—— DICKSON 
v. CARNEGIE (1881), 1 O. Rt. 110. —-CAN. 

42 ii. -~ +~,J——No person, unless 
by grant or prescription, is entitled to 
deprive antler of the beneficial use of 
water which would naturally deseend 
to him.--CoLUMBIA RIVER LUMBER 
Co. rv, YUILL (1892), 2 B.C. Re 257501 
M. M. C'as. G4.— CAN, 

42 iii. ---- .)- COLLECTOR OF 
NAsik vw. SHAMJT DASRATH Pati 
(1878), 1. L. R. 7 Bom. 209.— IND, 

42 iv. «}--Hach proprictor 
has a right to a reasonable use of the 
water as it passes his land, but, in the 
absence of some special custom, he has 
no right to dam {it back, or exhaust it, 
so as to deprive other riparian owners 
of like use.-——NAKAYAN GARI DEVAL v, 
KESHAV SHIVRAM DEVAL (1898), 1. L. lh. 
23 Bom. 506.—-IND. 

42 v. —~—- ——-.]—With respect to 
riparian owners the law is that each 
such owner has a right to the usufruct 
of the strewn which passes through 
his Jand. ‘The right js not an absolute 














prictor, 
more than forty years, acquired a right 
of diverting water from a stream for the 
use of his mill, was not) bound to con- 
tinue the exercise of the right, but that 
if he abandoned it, & restored the water 
to its original channel, he was bound to 
do so in such @ manner as not to expose 
the servient) tenement to injury.--- 
BRIDGES t. SALTAUN (LORD) (1873), 11 
Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 5883; 45 Se. Jur. 
372.—SCOT. 

42 vii. —~ —- .]--The owner of 
land Is entitled to the water which 
arises thereon except in so far as such 
water has, for thirty years or more, 
been a source of a public stream, in 
which caso his right in respect to the 
accustomed flow is Umited by the rights 
of the public, so far as they are capable 
of being exercised, and by the riparian 
tights of the lower proprictors. 
STRUBEN tv. CAPEK TOWN DISTRICT 
WATERWORKS Co, (1892), 9 S. C. 68.— 
S. AF. 

47 i. ——- Right to resist interference. | 
—MACNAMARA ¥. MINISTER OF WORKS 
(1891), 15 N, S. W. Eq. 173.— AUS. 


47 ii. -.}~—The owner of land 
through which unnavigable water flows, 








Part ].—RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS IN RESPECT OF WATER. 


48. No actual diminution of flow- 
Protective works erected by defendant.]— Pitt. 
was entitled, for the purposes of his mill, to asupply 
of water, by means of a stream running through & 
over the lands of deft. Deft. in working the 
minerals lying under the bed of the stream had 
caused a subsidence of the bed to the extent of 
4 feet for some distance. Im order to maintain 
the eee level of the stream, deft. had con- 
structed embankments on either side, & there was 
no actual diminution in the supply of water to 
pltf.’s mill. Upon bill for injunction, the ct. 
refused to make a hostile decree against deft., but 
by reason of the subsidence which had taken place 
in the bed of the stream, deft. was required to 
give an undertaking not to work the minerals in 
such a way as to obstruct or interfere with the 
flow & passage of the water to pltf.’s mill.— 
ELWELL v. CROWTHER (1862), 31 Beav. 163; 31 
L. J. Ch. 763; 6 L. T. 596; 8 Jur. N.S. 1004 ; 
10 W. RR. 615; 54 E.R. 1100. 


49. ——. Independent of actual user.|-— 
The right to resist interference with a natural 
flow of water, or a flow legally established, is 
independent of the actual user of the water, & 
pltf.’s right to protection is not affected by the 
fact that deft. may have sustained an injury by 
deprivation of water which might give him a right 
to sue for damages.—FRECHETTE v. COMPAGNIE 
MANUFACTURIERE DE St. HYACINTHE (18483), 9 
app. Cas. 170; 53 1. J. P. C. 20; 50 L. TT. 62, 

50. Reasonable user for domestic purposes. ] 
— MINER v. GILMOUR, No. 79, post. 

51. Extraordinary user—-Provided other pro- 
prietors not interfered with.|—MInunk v. GILMOUR, 
No. 79, post. 

52. Whether dependent on ownership of 
soil covered by water.|—-(1) A right to the use of 
flowing water does not necessarily depend upon the 
ownership of the soil covered by the water. 

(2) A grant by the Crown of land bounded by a 
stream may include by implication the soil of the 
stream, ad medium filum aqua. 

(3) The right to the use of flowing water in 
respect of lands below is not lost by the accept- 
ance of the grant of land above, although such 
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latter grant may expressly reserve to the grantor 
the right to divert the water generally. 

(4) Qu.: whether a riparian owner means one 
who has the ownership of the soil ad medium filum 
as well as the land adjacent to the stream.—LORD 
v. SYDNEY Comrs. (1859), 12 Moo. P. C. C. 473 ; 
33 L. T. 0.8.1; 7W. R. 267; 14 EB. R. 991, P. C. 
Annotations :—As to . Refd. Buccleuch v. Metropolitan 

Board of Works (1872), L. R. 5 H. L. 418. As to (2) 

Apld. Berridge v. Ward (1861), 30 L. J. GC. P. 218. Distd. 

Ipswich Dock Comrs. ». St. Peter’s, Ipswich, Overseers 

cieue?. 7 B. & S. 310. Consd. Micklethwait v. Newlay 

3ridge Co. eae 33 Ch. D. 133. Refd. Tidswoll v. 

Whitworth (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 326; Beckett v. Leeds 

Corpn. (1872), 7 Ch. App. 421; C. L. Ry. v. City of 

London Land Tax Comrs., [1911] 2 Ch. 467. As to (3) 

Refd. Cooper v. Stuart (1889), 14 App. Cas. 286. 

53. Whether lost by acceptance of grant of 
land above.|—Lorb v. SYDNEY Comrs., No. 52, 
conte. 

54. Without sensible alteration of cha- 
racter or quality.|—(1) IXvery riparian proprietor 
is entitled to have the natural water of the stream 
transinitted to him, without sensible alteration 
in its character or quality. Any invasion of this 
right causing actual damage or calculated to found 
a claim which may ripen into an adverse right 
entitles the party injured to the intervention of 
the ct. 

Resps. were riparian proprietors on one side of 
a stream. They & their predecessors had for 
sixty years used the water of the burn for the 
purpose of distillation, when applts., without any 
prescriptive right so to do, poured into the stream 
a large body of water which they Sara te up from 
their mines, which water, if it had been left to 
the law of gravitation, would have never reached 
the stream. Resps. did not complain of the 
increased volume of the stream, but that the 
foreign water was of a character & quality different 
from that of the natural stream, & that it 
prejudically affected the water of the stream for 
distillery purposes :—Held: resps. were entitled 
to have applts. interdicted from discharging the 
nine water into the stream. 

(2) Semble: an upper riparian proprictor has 
no right to make any use of the water which 
will alter its qualities in any respect to the prejudice 
of a lower proprietor.—YOUNG (JOHN) & Co. v. 





in its natural course is proprictor of the 
lutter by right of accession; it is at 
his exclusive disposition during the 
interval it crosses his property, & he is 
entitled to be indemnified for the 
destruction of any water power which 
has been or nay be derivable therefrom. 
-——LEFERBVRE v. HK. (1882), 1 exch. C. l. 
121.—CAN. 

47 iii. ——-, J—STANFORD © v. 
IMPERIAL OIL Co, (1921), 54 N.S. RR, 
106; 56D. L. kK. 402.—CAN. 

47 iv. -{—— GILMOUR Uv. 
aay (1875), 1 N. Z Jur. N.S. 23.— 
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650i. --—~ Reasonable user for domes- 
tic purposes.)-—- MINOR v. GILMOUR 
(1859), C. R. 3 A. C. 230.—CAN. 

60 ii. J—A riparian owner 
has a right to have the water flow to his 
land in its natural channel without 
material diminution in its volume or 
sensible change in its quality ; & to use 
it for all ordinary & domestic purposes. 
—-BROWN ¥. BATHURST ELECTRIC & 
WaTER POWER Co. (1907), 4 EK. L. lt. 
28; 8N. B. Kq. lep. 543.—CAN., 

50 iii. -+~-A riparian owner 
on tho foreshore of a tidal & navigable 
water has the right to the water for 
domestic ise v. DUNCAN 
pee? (1918), 17 Ex. Ch. C, R. 433.— 














; Not an casement.|] — Tho 
right to the use of the flow of water, in 


oy anne 


its natural course, is not. apn casement, 
but is inseparably connected with, 
& inherent in, the property in the land. 
-- MCCANN t PIDGEON (1901), 40 N. 
BS. R. $56. —CAN. 


1 What constitutes watercourse.j— 
To constitute a watercourse such as 
creates riparian rights there must be a 
stream of water tlowing in a defined 
channel or between something in the 
nature of banks. The stream may be 
very small & need not always run, nor 
necd the banks be clearly or sharply 
defined, but there must be a course, 
marked on the earth by visible signs 
along which water usually tlows.— 
Lyons ». Wintnr (1899), 25 V. L. R. 
4641.—AUS. 


m. Right of Government to flow 
of watecr.}—The law of the Madras 
Presidency as to rivers & streams 
certainly differs in some respects from 
the English law & it is quite porsible 
that it recognises some _ proprietary 
rights on the part of Govt. in the water 
flowing in rivers & streams.—K aNDAK- 
WRI BALA PRASAD ROW tv, SECRETARY 
OF STATE FOR INDIA (1917), I. L. FR. 
40 Mad, 886, P. C.—IND. 


n. Burmese law.|—The law applic- 
able to Burma to the flow of & flooding 
by fresh water, rivers or water courses, 
whether they are natural or artificial, 
or trespasses on the bed & soil of such 
rivers & streams, is tho sume as that in 


England.—MAaAUNG BYA v. MAUNG KYI 
Nyo (1925), I. L. R. 3 Ran. 494.—IND. 

0. Sufficiency of evidence. )— BRISCOE 
v. DROUGHT (1860), 11 I. C. L. RR. 250. 


p. Question of fact.}—Where a well 
defined natural stream empties it- 
self into a swamp, where all definite 
channel is lost, but emerges again into 
a well defined channel below, it is a 
question of fact whether it is the same 
stream; &, if it is, the owners of the 
land through which the lower stream 
runs have riparian rights.— MANSFORD 
v. Ross & GLENDINNING (1886), 5 
N. Z. L. R, C. A. 33.—N.Z. 


q. Duty to keep stream in normal 
state.|}—-MATHER v. MACBRAIRE (1873), 
11 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 522; 45 Se. 
Jur. 337.—SCOT. 

r. Rights of lower proprietors. }— 
Semble: by the Roman Dutch Law as 
by the law of England the rights of 
lower proprietors attach upon water 
flowing beyond the land of a higher 
proprietor in a known & definite 
channel, even though the water had 
its source within that land.—DIRkK 
GYSBERT VAN BREDA wv. JOHAN CONRAD 
SILBERRANER (1870), 22 L. T. 667, 
P. C.—S. AF. 

t; .J—An upper riparian pro- 
trietor is not entitled to the exclu- 
sive & unlimited enjoyment of water 
rising on his own land, if for the period 
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Sect. 4.—Water flowing in a known channel—ripa- 
rian rights: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 

BANKIER DISTILLERY Co., [1893] A. C. 691; 69 L. 'T. 

838; 58 J. P. 100, H. L. 


«fnnotation -—As to (1) Consd. Stollmeyer v. Trinidad Lake 
Petroleum Co., [1918] A. C. 485. 


55. Subject to statutory modification.|— 
Riparian proprietors are entitled except so far as 
their rights are varied by statute or special cir- 
cumstances, to require that nothing shall be done 
to affect to their prejudice either the quantity 
or the quality of the stream as it flows in a natural 
state; & when an Act of Parliament authorises 
interference with the natural flow, the original 
rights of the riparian proprictors are impaired only 
80 far as the reasonable exercise of the statutory 
rights impairs them.—EDINBURGH WATER TRUS- 
Aa v. SOMMERVILLE & SON (1906), 95 L. T. 217, 

56. Flow increased by artificial means—By 
upper riparian owner.|—(1) Where an upper 
riparian owner alleges that the flow of water 
from a spring, the water of which ought primé facie 
to come down to a lower riparian owner, has been 
increased by artificial neans, the onus of proving 
the fact & amount of such inerease rests with the 
upper riparian owncr, & the lower riparian owner 
ought not, as a condition of enforcing his rights as 
such, to be required to prove what was the extcnt 
of the flow before the artificial means were applied. 

(2) Where a riparian owner sells part of his 
estate, including land on the banks of a natural 
stream, it is not necessary to make any express 
provision as to the grant or reservation of the 
ordinary rights of a riparian proprietor 
(PARKER, J.).—PoORKTSMOUTH WATERWORKS Co. v. 
LONDON, Brianton & SoutH Coast Ry. Co. 
(1909), 26 T. LR. 173; 745. P. 61. 

o7. —-— Stream fed by rainwater— Periodically 
running dry.|—SroLLMEVYER v. TRINIDAD LAKE 
PETROLEUM Co., No. 106, post. 

58. Exercise subject to rights of other riparian 
owners.|—RutnhaANnpD (KARL) v. BOWLER (1622), 
Palm. 290; 81 K. R. 1087. 

Annotation :--Refd. Mason rv. Hill (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 1. 











59. -.|—MaAson v. Hina, No. 1, ante. 

60. ——.|—Samrson v. Hoppinotrr, No. 122, 
post. 

61. ——.]—YouNnu (JoOUN) & Co. v. BANKIEL 


DISTILLERY Co., No. 54, ante. 

62. Right to lateral tributaries or feeders of main 
stream—Only where flowing in defined channel.|— 
(1) A landowner has a right to appropriate surface 
water which flows over his land in no definite 
channel, although the water is thereby prevented 
from reaching a watercourse which it) previously 
supplied. 

ere pltf.’s mill for more than fifty years, had 
been worked by the stream of a brook, which was 
supplied by the water of a pond filled by rain, a 
shallow well supphed by subterraneous water, a 
swamp, & a well formed by a stream springing out 
of the side of a hill, the waters of all which occasion- 
ally overflowed & ran down deft.’s land in no 
definite channel into the brook :—Held: pitf. had 
no right, as against deft. to the natural flow of 
any of the waters. 

(2) The right of a riparian owner to the lateral 


of prescription the water has bcen 
allowed to flow down beyond his Jand 
in a krown & defined channel, & hus 
for that period been used by a lower 

poprean =) Sauaty v. PALMER 
Bs 6), 6 Buch. 25.— 8. AF. 

a. What is reasonalWe share of water. | 
—In cethbnating what is a roason- 
uble share of the water of a public 


extent 


b. Waters mi 


perennial stream, the relative extent 
of the riparian properties, the areca & 
of cultivated & 
ground in each property, & the river 
frontage of each property must be taken 
into consideration.—- 8TRUBEN ». COL- 
LETT (1899), 16 Ss. €, 550.—8. AF. 

ling with ftuw of 
strcam.J}—The principle that water 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


tributaries or feeders of the main stream, applies 
to water flowing in a defined & natural channel or 
watercourse, & does not extend to water flowing 
over or soaking through land previous to its 
arrival at such watcrcourse.—BROADBENT Uv. 
RAMSBOTHAM (1866), 11 Exch. 602; 25 L. J. Ex. 
115; 26 L. T. O. 8. 244; 20 J. P. 486; 4 W. R. 
290; 156 E. R. 971. 


Annotations :-—Ag to (1) Distd. Beeston v. Weite (1856), 20 
J. P. 452. Apld. Chasemore v. Richards (1858), 7 H. L. 
tas. 350. Distd. Eunor v. Barwell (1860), 2 Giff. 410; 
Bunting v. Hicks (1894), 70 L. T. 455. Generally, ‘ 
R. v. Metropolitan Board of Works (1863), 3 B. & S. 710. 


63. Grant of water rights—In conveyance of land 
not abutting on stream—Right of grantee to sue for 
interruption.|—STocKPoRT WATERWORKS Co. v. 
PoTrerR, No. 12, ante. 

64. Validity against grantor.}— 
STOCKPORT WATERWORKS Co. v. Porren, No. 12, 
ante. 

65. Common Interest in water of stream.|—(1) 
Riparian proprietors have a common interest in 
the water of a running stream, & a separate pro- 
perty in the alveus or channel thereof usque ad 
medium filum fluminis. 

(2) The proprietors on the bank of @ river are 
entitled to protect their property from the in- 
vasion of the water by building a bulwark, ripa: 
munienda causd, but even in this necessary defence 
of themselves they are not at liberty so to conduct 
their operations as to do any actual injury to the 
property on the opposite side of the river (LORD 
CHELMSFORD, C.). 

(3) Though a riparian owner in the case of a 
stream not navigable is the owner in severalty 
of his half of the alveus, still he has no right to 
build upon such alveus, even though no damage is 
occasioned or is likely to be occasioned thereby. 

(4) A material encroachment upon the alvcus of 
a running stream may be complained of by an 
adjacent or an ex adverso proprietor without the 
necessity of proving either that damage has been 
sustained, or that it is likely to be sustained (LORD 
WESTBURY).-- BickErr v. Morris (1866), T. KR. 1 
Sc. & Div. 47; 114. T. 885; 30 J. P. 532; 12 
Jur. N. S. 802, H. L. 

Annotations :- -As to (2) Consd. Ithodes v. Airedule Drainage 


Comrs. (1876), 1 CG. P. D. 380. Distd. Orr Ewing v. 
Colquhoun he Ape Cas. 839; Ridge v. Mid. Ry. 








(888), 53 J. PL. 5 d. Gerrard v. Crowe, [1921] 1 
A. C. 395. As to (3) Apid. A.-G. v. Lonsdale (1868), 
7 Kq. 377; Lawes v. Turner & Frere (1892), 8 


I. kt. 

T.L. R. 584. Refd. Cooper v. Crabtree (1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 

544. As to (4) Apld. Crossley v. Lightowler (1866), L. Kh. 

3%’ Ky. 279; Norbury v. Kitehin (1866), 15 L. T. 501; 

A.-G. ». Terry (1873), 9 Ch. App. 425, ». Expld. Kensit 

v. G. E. Ry. (1884), 27 Ch. D..122. Apld. Withers v. Pur- 

chase (1889), 60 L. T. 819. Refd. Kdleston v, Crossley 

(1868), 18. T.15. Generally, Consd. Ambler v. Bradford 

Corpn. (1902), 87 L. 'f. 217.0 Refd. Sutherland v. Ross 

(1878), 3 App. Cas. 736. Mentd. Pisani v. A.-G. for 

Gibraltar (1874), L. R. 5 VP. C. 516; Burgess v. Morton, 

11896] A. C. 136. 

66. Right to raise banks—-To confine flood 
water.|—-(1) Where a person empties foul water 
into a stream, reference will be had, in an action 
against that person, for discharging the foul water, 
to the proportion & effect of such discharge on 
the stream. 

(2) A riparian owner has the right to raise the 
banks of the river from time to time, as it becomes 
necessary, so ag to confine the floodwater within 
the banks & prevent it from overflowing his lands, 


allowed by a ea proprietor tuo 
flow into a perennial river becomes part 
of the natural flow thereof is equally 
applicable to @ case in which riparian 
roprietors agree to give each In turn 
he exclustve right to the use of the 
water of an intermittent stroam.— 
Dr Wit & VIvirr_v. Swarr, (1910) 
D, 239.—-8. AP, 


cultivable 
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so long as he does not contravene the maxim, 
sic utere tuo ut alieni non ladas—RipGE v. Mip- 
LAND Ry. Co. (1888), 53 J. P. 55, D. C. 

67. Necessity for express provision relating to 
riparian rights—On sale of land by riparian owner.] 
—PORTSMOUTH WATERWORKS Co. v. LONDON, 
Peron & SoutuH Coast Ry. Cu., No. 56, 
ante. 

Easements relating to water.|—-Sce MASEMENTS, 
Vol. XIX., pp. 146-162, Nos. 999-1129. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—ARTIFICIAL WATERCOURSES. 

See, also, EASEMENTS, Vol. X1X., pp. 151-156, 
Nos. 1043-1073. 

68. Right to flow of water—-Not founded on same 
pee as water in natural course.|— KAMESHUR 

ERSHAD NARAIN Sinuu v. KOoNJ BEUAKI 
PatTruk, No. 45, ante. 

69. By grant—Grant in excess of powers of 
grantors—Whether covenants binding on assignee 
of grantee.]—-Covenant by the reversioner against 
the assignee of the grantee. Declaration stated 
that A. & B. did grant licence for a term of years 
to U. to continue a channel open through the bank 
of a navigation, in order that the waste water 
might pass through the channel to the mills of C., 
the latter paying a certain annual sum thercin 
mentioned. Breach, non-payment of that annual 
sum. Semble: upon the face of the declaration 
A. & J3. must be considered as having the sole 
ownership of the navigation, & the sole power of 
yranting this privilege; &, in that case, that the 
deed would operate as the grant of an interest in 
an hereditament, & that the assignee of the 
grantee would be liable to an action by the 
reversioner within 32 Hen. 8 By the deed pro- 
duced in evidence, A. & B. were described as 
persons having the greatest proportion or share 
in the profits of the navigation :—/[eld: (1) by 
this deed it appeared, that the grantors had not 
the power of granting the privilege of which the 
deed as sel out in the declaration purported to be 
w grant, & therefore that there was a variance ; 
(2) the deed showed that the assignee of the 
grantee was not bound by the covenants, inas- 
much as it appeared that the grantors had not any 
legal or equitable estate in the real hereditament 
which the deed set out in the declaration pur- 
ported to grant.—-PokTMORE (HaAnL) v. BUNN 
(1823), 1 B. & C. 694; 3 Dow. & Ry. K. b. 145; 
1L.J.O.8S. K. B. 196; 107 EK. R. 255. 

.{nnotations :--Gencrally, Mentd. Magnay v. Kdwards 

(1853), 1 C. L. Re 143) Norval v. Pascoe (1864), 4 New 

tep. 390; Hastings v. N. EK. Ry., (1898) 2 Ch. 674. 

70. Course partly natural partly artificial — 
Demarcation not distinguishable—Whole course 
deemed natural.]-——PItf. was the owner of a farm 
supplied with water by a small watercourse 
originating in a natural spring on pltf.’s land, 
flowing, first, through pltf.’s land, next through 
deft.’s lund, and then through pltf.’s land to 
pltf.’s house. For seventy years & upwards, prior 
to 1879, pltf. had almost exclusively enjoyed the 
watercourse. In 1879, however, deft., by means of 
® pipe, appropriated nearly all the water for the 
use of newly built houses. Pltf. claimed the 


TS or 
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co. Right of owner— To divert water.} 


—DYAMOND v. Repptox (1875), 36 watercourse.—-MAUNG 
U. C. R. 391.—CAN. Kyrt Nyo (4925), L 
d. ——— Equal to rights tn natural 385.— IND. 


watercourse. }—An artificial watercourse 
lay have been made in suck circtm- 
stances when used in sich a mapper, 


that an owner of land on its bank has 
the rights which a rtpartan owner would 
huve had if it had been oe natural 


. KR. 52 Ind. App. 


e. —-—- —-—.]}--A person through 
whose land an artiticlal watercourse 


passes may have all the rights which 
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exclusive use of the water, & alleged that the 
watercourse through deft.’s land was artificial, & 
constructed, at a time immemorial, for the sole 
benefit of pltf. & his predecessors :-—Held: as no 
ono could tell when the artificial part, if any, of 
the watercourse was made, the watercourse must 
be deemed to be a natural stream ; or, if in part 
artificial, to have been made so as to give all the 
rights of a riparian proprietor to deft. & his pre- 
decessors in title —RoBERTs v. RICHARDS (1881), 
50 L. J. Ch. 207; 44 L. T. 2713 on appeal, 51 
L. J. Ch. 044, C. A. 

een - -Refd. Baily v. Clark & Morland, [1902] 1 Ch. 


71. -— Origin of watercourse unknown. |- 
(1) In the case of an artificial watercourse, the 
origin of which is unknown, the proper inference 
from the user of the water & from other circum- 
stances may be that the channel was originally 
constructed upon the condition that all the 
riparian proprietors should have the same rights, 
including a right to use the water for manu- 
facturing purposes, as they would have had if the 
stream had been a natural one. 

(2) The use of the water by a riparian pro- 
prietor for manufacturing purposes must be, as 
was laid down in Miner v. Gilmour, No. 79, post, 
such as not to interfere with the lawful use of the 
water by the other proprietors, above or below him, 
or to inflict on them a sensible injury.—BAILY & 
Co. v. CLARK, SON & MOORLAND, [1902] 1 Ch. 649 ; 
710. J. Ch. 396; 86 L. T. 309; 50 W. R. 511; 
18 'r. L. BR. 8643; 46 Sol. Jo. 316, C. A. 

Annotation :—As to (1) Refd. Whitmores (Edenbridge) v. 

Stanford, {1909) 1 Ch. 427. 

72. Right of owner—Ability to acquire natural 
rights of riparian owner.]|—The owner of land not 
abutting on a river with the licence of a riparian 
owner took water from the river, & after using it 
for cooling certain apparatus returned it to the 
river unpolluted & unduninished :—-iZeld: a lower 
riparian owner could not obtam an injunction 
against the landowner so taking the water, or 
against the riparian owner through whose land it 
was taken. 

In my opinion it is impossible to say that it 
ever could be suggested hereafter that this pipe 
was a natural portion of the stream & that there- 
fore I’. could by being the riparian owner of that 
cut or pipe acquire the natural rights of a riparian 
owner (CoTton, L..J.).—KENsIYr v. GREAT HASTERN 
Ry. Co. (1884), 27 Ch. D. 122; 54 L. J. Ch. 19; 
51 L. 'T. 862; 32 W. R. 885, C. A, 

Annotations -—Consd. Baily v. Clark & Morland, [1902] 1 

Ch. 649 ; MeCartney ». Londonderry & Lough Swilly Ry., 

fi904) A.C. 303. Retd. Mostyn v. Atherton, [1899] 2 Ch. 


360 3; Stollmeyer v. Trinidad Lake Petroleum Co., [1918] 
A.C. 485. 








73. —~— —-—-.]-—-SUTCHIVE v. Boots, No. 275, 
post. 
74, ——— Course partly arttficfal partly 


natural.}|—ltoperts v. KicuAnps, No. 70, ante. 


75. —--- To appropriate all water.J|—(1) The 
owner of land in which water flows through an 
artificial channel has no right to appropriate all 
such water. 

(2) Nor is he entitled to diminish the flow of 
water down the stream by abstracting water from 





ho would have had as a riparian owner 
had the stream in fact been a natural 
one. ‘This will depend on the circum- 
stances under which the watercourse 
was made & the manner in which it 
bas been used.—-Y¥ESU SAKHARADSI 
Pusgari v. LapuU Nana Savant Buo- 
SALE (1926),1. L. R. 51 Bom.243.— IND. 


£ —— ——.]—RHiparian rights iden- 


BYA v. MAUNGU 
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Sect. 4.—Water flowing in a known channel—ripa- 
rian rights: Sub-sects.2 &3,A.& B.(a)& (b) ] 

the springs which feed that stream.— BUNTING v. 

Hicks (1894), 70 L. T. 455; 10 T. L. R. 360; 7 

R. 293, C. A. 

srg :—As to (2) Refd. Mostyn v. Athorton, [1899] 2 

76. To abstract water.) — BUNTING v. 
llicks, No. 75, ante. 

-.|—See, generally, Sub-sect. 3, post. 

77. To cut off stream—Cut bringing water 
not hitherto there.]|—(1) A person who makes an 
artificial cutting, & so brings water to a stream 
which did not go there before, can priméd facie cut 
it off if he chooses. 

(2) The fact that an embankment is occasionally 
out of repair during a term of years or too low 
when the water is high, e.g. in a flood, & so allows 
water to overflow into other land, gives the owner 
of that other land no prescriptive right to the 
overflow.—BRYMBO WATER Co. v. LESTERS LIME 
Co. (1894), 8 R. 329. 

78. To foul stream—To detriment of lower 
owner—No easement claimed in respect of supply.| 
-—Pitf.’s water supply was obtained from a rubble 
drain in the fields of X. & Y. through a syphon 
under a brook dividing the pltf.’s land from the 
fields to a cistern on pltf.’s land. The water was 
used for drinking purposes. Defts. by the licence 
of X. & Y., opened the rubble drain to examine it, 
& left it open for ten weeks, whereby mud & dirt 
got into the drain, & pltf.’s supply was fouled :— 
Held: as pltf. had disclaimed any easement or 
right to the water supply, & defts. did not appear 
to have deliberately fouled the drain, but had 
merely done something which led to the water 
being fouled, pltf. had no right of action.—DIcKIN- 
SON v. SHEPLEY, ETc., SEWERAGE Boarp (1904), 
68 J. P. 368, D.C. 

















SUB-SECT. 3.—ABSTRACTION, 
A, In General. 


79. Right to reasonable user for ordinary pur- 

poses— Irrespective of effect on owners lower down.| 
—(1) Every riparian proprietor has a right to the 
reasonable use of the water flowing past his land, 
namely, for his domestic purposes & for his cattle, 
& this, without regard to the effect which such use 
may have, in case of a deficiency, upon pro- 
egies lower down the stream. THe has, also, 
he right to the use of the water for any other 
purpose, provided he does not thereby interfere 
with the rights of other proprictors, either above 
or below him. 

(2) Subject to this condition, a riparian pro- 
prictor may dam up the stream for the purpose of 
a mill, or divert the water for the purpose of irriga- 
tion. But he has no right to interrupt the regular 
flow of the stream, if he thereby interferes with 
the lawful use of the water by other proprietors, 
& inflicts upon them a sensible injury. 

(3) The purchaser of the right to the use of a 
portion of the water of a river cannot prevent a 
subsequent purchaser from the same vendor of 
another portion, from diverting the water by 
virtue of a right which existed prior to the first 
purchase.—MINER v. GILMOUR (1859), 12 Moo. 


tical with those attaching to natural 
streams may be acquired by pre- 
scription in artificial watercourses of 
a permanent character.— BLACKBURNE 
v. SOMERS (1879), 5 L. R. Ir. 1.—IR. 


g. Effect of long usage cd common 
uscr.J—MYBURGH v. VAN DER BYL 


h. Effect 


(1882), 1 8S. C. 360.—S. AF. 

L. FE of thirty years’ flow in 
artificial channel.}—-LUDOLPH v. WEG- 
NER (1888), 6 8. C. 193.—S. AF. 
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k. General rule — Riparian owner 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


P. C.C. 181; 33 L. T. O. S. 98; 7 W. R. 328 ; 


14 BE. R. 861, P. C. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Nuttall v. Bracewell (1866), 
lL. R. 2 Kxch. 1; Wilts & Berks Canal Navigation Co. v. 


Swindon Waterworks Co. (1873), 9 Ch. App. 453, n.; 
Orr Kwing v. Colquhoun 1 Las 2 ADD. Cas. 839. Apld. 
Sandwich v. G. N. Ry. (1878), 10 . D. 707. Consd. 


Ormerod v. ‘'odmorden Mill Co. (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 155; 

French Hoek Comrs. v. Hugo (1885), 10 App. Cas. 336 ; 

North Shore Ry. v. Pion (1889), 14 App. Cas. 612; White 

v. White, [1906) A. C. 72. Refd. Lord wv. Sydney Coimrs. 

(1859), 12 Moo. P. C. C. 473; Buccleuch v. Metropolitan 

Board ot Works (1872), L. R. 5 H. L. 418; Bradford 

Corpn. v. Ferrand, {1902] 2 Ch. 655. 4a to (2) Apld. 

Baily v. Clark & Morland, (1902] 1 Ch. 649. Generally, 

Retd. Norbury v. Kitchin (1863), 1 New Rep. 241; 

ldleston v. Crossley (1868), 18 L. T. 15; Lyon v. Fish- 

mongers’ Co. eee 1 App. Cas. 662; Kensitv. G. EB. Ry. 

(1883), 23 Ch. D. 566; Roberts v. Gwyrfal District 

Council, [1899] 2 Ch. 608. Mentd. National Telephone 

Co. v. Baker, [1893] 2 Ch. 186. 

80. }—(1) Deft. having erected 
pumps & conduit pipes to conduct the water of a 
stream across a reservoir, to await the use of a 
house built by him on property acquired by him 
subsequently to his riparian property :—Held: 
the judge properly left to the jury to find whether 
his use of the stream was reasonable under all the 
circumstances. 

(2) Semble: the doctrine, as laid down in 
Aliner v. Gilmore, No. 79, ante, that a riparian 
proprietor has a right to the reasonable use of the 
water, without regard to the effect on proprietors 
lower down, is correct.—NonrBuURY (LORD) v. 
Kircnin (1863), 1 New Kep. 241; 7 L. T. 685; 
9 Jur. N.S. 1382. 

Annotation :-—As to (2) Refd. Ormerod v. Todmorden Mill 

Co. (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 155. 

81. ——,J—SWINDON WATERWORKS Co. 
v. Wints & BreRKS CANAL NAVIGATION Co., No. 
85, post. 

82. J—The owner of a_ tenement 
adjoining a natural stream has no right to divert 
the water to a place outside the tenement, & there 
consuine it for purposes unconnected with the 
tenement. 

A natural stream was crossed by a railway line 
& flowed down to a mill. The railway co. claimed 
the right to insert a pipe into the stream at the 
crossing, which was the only place where their 
land adjoined the stream, & to carry the water 
along their line to a distant tank, & there to 
consume it in working their locomotive engines 
along the whole of their railway. If the pipe was 
used to its full capacity it might not have sub- 
stantially injured the mill :—Held: the railway co. 
were not entitled to carry out their proposal, 
which was not for purposes connected with the 
land where it crossed the stream, & the millowner 
would be justified in stopping up the proposed 
pipe. 

In the ordinary or primary use of flowing water 
a person dwelling on the banks of a stream is 
under no restriction. In the exercise of his 
ordinary rights he may exhaust the water alto- 
gether. No lower proprietor can complain of 
that. In the exercise of rights extraordinary but 
permissible, the limit of which has never been 
accurately defined & probably is incapable of 
accurate definition, a riparian owner is under 
considerable restrictions. The use must be reason- 
able. The purposes for which the water is taken 
must be connected with his tenement, & he is 
bound to restore the water which he takes & uses 




















may abstract for ordinary purposes. }— 
CARSON & EHOLT v. ARTLEY & 
CLARK (1889), 1 B. C. R., pt. 2, 189, 
981; 208. C. R. 634.-CAN, 


l. Right of owner of soil.}—If water 
flows in a defined channel underground, 
but the course of such channel is 
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for those purposes substantially undiminished in 
volume & unaltered in character (LorD Mac- 
NAGHTEN).—McCARTNEY v. LONDONDERRY & 
LouGH Switty Ry. Co., [1904] A. C. 801; 73 
L.J.P.C.73; 911. T. 105; 53 W. R. 385, H. L. 


Annotations :—Apld. Stollmceyer v. Trinidad Lake Petrolewn 
Co., [1918] A. C. 485; Attwood v. Lilay Main Collicries, 
11926) Ch. 444. 


83. Right of owner of artificial dam to 
exclusive right to whole of running water.]— 
By the general law applicable to running streams 
every proprietor has a right to the ordinary use 
of the water flowing past his land... but the 
ownership of an artificial dam, although it may 
give a right to maintain the dam, docs not turn 
the running stream into a pond so as to give the 
owner of the dam an exclusive right to use the 
whole of the running water.—-WuIrTk (JOHN) & 
Sons v. Wire, [1906] A. ©. 72; 75 1. J. P. Cc. 
14; 94 1. T. 65, H. L. 


{nnotation :—Consd. Portsmouth Borough Waterworks Co. 
vy LB. &S. CO Ry. (1909), 74 J. 1. 61, 


84. Whether user reasonable—Question for jury.] 
—-NORBURY (LORD) v. Kirciin, No. 80, avte. 








B. User for etraordinary Purposes. 
(a) In General. 

85. General rule—User must be reasonable.|— 
(1) A co. which purchases the land of a riparian 
owner stands in the same situation as he did with 
respect to the water rights connected with that 
land. 

(2) The lower riparian owner is entitled to the 
accustomed flow of the water for the ordinary 
purposes for which he can use the water, that is 
quite consistent with the right of the upper owner 
also to use the water for all ordinary purposes, 
namely, as has been said ad larandum et ad po- 
ftandum, whatever portion of the water may be 
thereby exhausted & may cease to come down by 
reason of that use. But farther, there are uses no 
doubt to which the water may be put by the 
upper owner, namely, uses connected with the 
tenement of that upper owner (LORD CALRNS, C.). 

(3) Under certain circumstances, & provided no 
inaterial injury is done. the water may be used & 
may be diverted for a time by the upper owner for 
the purpose of irrigation. That may well be done ; 
the exhaustion of the water which may thereby 
take place may be so inconsiderable as not to form 
w subject of complaint by the lower owner, & the 
water may be restored after the object of irriga- 
tion is answered, in a volume substantially equal 
to that. in which it passed before (LORD CAIRNS, C.). 

(4) It may well be that there may be a use of 
the water by the upper owner for... manu- 
facturing purposes, so reasonable that no just com- 
plaint can be made upon the subject by the lower 
owner. Whether such a use in any particular 
case could be made for manufacturing purposes 
connected with the upper tenement would... 
depend upon whether the use was @ reasonable 
use (LORD CAIRNS, C.). 

(5) Whether it was a reasonable use would 
depend, at all events in some degree, on the 


not known & cannot be ascertained 
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magnitude of the stream from which the deduction 

was made for this purpose over & above the 

ordinary use of the water (Lorp Cairns, C.).— 

SWINDON WATERWORKS Co. v. WILTS & BERKS 

CANAL NAVIGATION Co. (1875), L. R. 7 H. L. 697 ; 

45 I. J. Ch. 638; 33 L. T. 513; 40 J. P. 804; 

24 W. R. 284, H. L.3 varying S. C. sub nom. 

WiLtTts & Brrks CANAL NAVIGATION CoO. v. 

SWINDON WATERWORKS Co. (1874), 9 Ch. App. 

461, L. JJ. 

Annotations :--—As to (2) Apld. McCartney v. Londonderry & 
Lough Swilly Ry., [1904] A. C. 301; Attwood v. Llay 
Main Collieries, (1926) Ch. 444. Refd. Owen v. Davies, 
[1874] W. N. 175. As to (3) Refd. Roberts v. Gwyrfai 
D. C., 11899} 2 Ch. 608. Generally, Refd. Ormerod v. 
Todmorden Mill Co. (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 155. Mentd. 
Bonner v. G. W. Ty. (1883), 24 Ch. D. 1. 

86. -]|—A railway co. are entitled, as 
riparian owners, to take water for the supply of 
their engines, & for the general service of their 
station, provided that the quantity abstracted is 
reasonable, & does not prevent an equal enjoy- 
ment by the owners lower down the river.—SAND- 
WICH (HARL) v. GREAT NORTHERN Ry. Co. (1878), 
10 Ch. D. 707; 49 1. J. Ch. 225; 43 J. P. 429; 
27 W. R. 616. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. McCartney v. Londonderry & Lough 
Swilly Ry., [1904] A. C. 301. Refd. Baily v. Clark & 
Morland (1902), 86 L. T. 309. 

87. -|—McCarTNnEy v. LONDONDERRY 
& Louau SwILLy Ry. Co., No. 82, ante. 

88. What amount of user is reasonable.|— 
SWINDON WATERWORKS Co. v. WILTS & BERKS 
CANAL NAVIGATION Co., No. 85, ante. ; 

89. -}—McCaRTNEY v. LONDONDERRY & 
LOUGH SwWILLy Ry. Co., No. 82, ante. 

90. Water must be returned to stream—Un- 
diminished in quantity.}—-McCAaRTNEY v. LONDON- 
DERRY & Lovuau Swi_iy Ry. Co., No. 82, ante. 

91. J—ATrwoop v. Liuay MAIN 
COLLIERIES, No. 112, post. 

92. Unaltered in character.|——-McCARTNEY 
v. LONDONDERRY & LouGcu Swinny Ry. Co., 
No. 82, ante. 




















(b) Particular Instances. 

93. Conversion of swamp into ornamental piece 
of water.!—BURBEARY vw. SHEPHERD (1843), 1 
L. T. O. S. 59. 

94. Irrigation — General 
WATERWORKS Co. v. WILTS 
NAVIGATION Co., No. 85, ante. 

95. Right depends on circumstances of 
each case.|—(1) Flowing water is publici juris in 
this sense only, that all may reasonably use it who 
have a right of access to it, & that none can have 
any property in the water itself except in the par- 
ticular portion which he may choose to abstract 
from the stream & take into his possession, & 
that during the time of his possession only. 

(2) The right to have a stream of water flow in 
its natural state, without diminution or altcration, 
is an incident to the property in the land through 
which it passes; but this is not an absolute & 
exclusive right to the flow of all the water, but only 
subject to the right of other riparian proprietors 


rule.| —- SWINDON 
& Berks CANAT. 





the diminished water tother{ver before 


except by excavation, the watcr is in 
the same legal position as water perco- 
lating through the soil & may_ be 
abstracted by the owner of the soil. 
OHLSSON’S CAPE BREWERIES, LTD. t. 
ARTESIAN WHELL-Boktna Co., LTD., 
{1919} C. P. D. 125,—S. AF. 
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B. (a). 


851i. General rule—User must be 
reasonable.|—-If the upper proprictor, 


J.—VOL. XLIv. 





in the enjoyment of his ordinary use, 
deprive the lower proprictors of thelr 
ordinary use, he would not be liable to 
them in an action.— Houaii v. VAN DER 
MrRWE (1874), 4 Buch. 148,—S. AF. 


85 ii. —---- .}--An upper riparian 
proprietor who is allowed a roasonable 
user of the water of a stream, provided 
he allows the water reduced reasonably 
by such user to flow back into the 
stream, must do so by means of a 
visible fiow & not by means of uncertain 
percolation, &, further, must so return 





it enters the land of the lower riparian 
proprictor.—-SOUTHEY —v. — SOUTHKY 
(1905), 22 S, C. 650.—S. AF. 


m. Hater must be returned to stream. | 
—There is authority for the proposition 
that an upper riparian proprietor can 
divert a considerable volume of the 
water of a stream for purely coim- 
mercial purposes without returning it 
to the stream.—BrRaAs D’oR LIME Co. 
». DOMINION LrRon & STKEL Co, (1911), 
9K. L. R. 348.—CAN. 
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to the reasonable enjoyment of it ; & consequently 

it is only for an unreasonable & unauthorised use 

of this common benefit that any action will lic. 

(3) Whether a riparian proprietor may use the 
water for the purpose of irrigation, if he again 
return it into the river, with no other diminution 
than that caused by the absorption & evaporation 
attendant on the irrigation, depends on the cir- 
cumstances of each particular case. 

To an action by pltfs., the occupiers of a water 
grist mill, against deft., a riparian proprietor, 
for diverting the stream, doft. pleaded not 
guilty ; that at certain periods of the year, when 
the water was more than sufficient for the use of the 
mill, deft. diverted small & reasonable quantities of 
the water for the purpose of irrigating certain closes 
belonging to her on the bank of the stream, which 
quantities of water, except that which was 
absorbed & used in the irrigation, were 
returned into the stream above the mill; that the 
diversion was not continuous, but only inter- 
mittent ; that the quantity of water absorbed & 
lost was small & ‘“‘inappreciable,’”’ & that the 
diversion caused no damage to pltf.’s mills. 
Replication de injuria, & issue thereon. At the 
trial, it was proved that the diversion was not 
continuous, & that it caused no diminution of the 
water cognisable by the senses. The judge, in 
directing the jury, left it to them with respect 
to the issue on not guilty, to say whether there was 
any sensible diminution of the water by reason 
of the diversion :—Held: this was not, under all 
circumstances, such an unreasonable use of the 
water us to be prohibited by law, & the issue on 
not guilty was rightly found for deft.—lEHMBREY 
v. OWEN (1851), 6 Exch. 3538; 20 L. J. Ex. 
212 17 lL. T. O. S. 793 15 Jur. 633; 155 E.R. 
579. 

Annotations :-—As to (1) Refd. Ormerod v. Todmorden Joint 
Stock Mill Co. (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 155. As to (2) Refd. 
Northam v. Hurley (1853), 1 Kk. & B. 665. As to (3) 
Apld, Sandwich v. G. N. Ry. (1878), 10 Ch. D. 707. Refd. 
Sharp v. Wilson, Rotheray (1905), 93 L. T.155. Generally, 
Refd. Dickinson v. Grand Junction Canal Co. (1852), 7 
Exch. 262; Sampson tv. Hoddinott (1857), 1 C. B. N.S. 
690; Chasemore v. Richards (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 350; 
Stockport Waterworks Co. v. Potter (1864), 3 H. & C. 
300; Nuttall v. Bracewell (1866), 36 L. J. Ex. 1; Grand 
Junction Canal v. Shugar (1871), 24 L. T. 402 ; Fennington 
v. Brinsop Hall Coal Co. (1877), 41 J. P. 7583; Orr Ewing 
v. Colquhoun (1877), 2 App. Cas. 8389; Angus «. Dulton 
(1878), 4 q. B.D. 162; Kensit v. G. HH. Ry. (1883), 23 
Ch. D. 566; Withers v. Purchase (1889), 60 L. T.. 819; 
Bradford Corpn. v. Ferrand, [1902] 2 Ch. 655; McCartney 
” Londonderry & Lough Swilly Ry., [1904] A. C. 301. 
Mentd. Nicklin v. Wiliains (1854), 10 Exch. 259; Pen- 
nington vw. Brinsop Hall Coal Co. (1877), 4 Ch. D. 769; 


Bransden v. Humphreys (1884), 14qQ. B.D. 141; Neville 
v. London “ Kmpress ’’ Newspaper, [1919] A. C. 368. 


96. Whether right acquired by prescrip- 
tion.Jj—Although under Prescription Act, 1831 
(c. 71), 5.4, no interruption will prevent a right from 
being acquired by twenty years’ user unless it 
has been acquiesced in for a whole year, yet an 
interruption for a shorter period may have the 
effect of showing that the enjoyment never was of 
right, & thereby of preventing a right being 
acquired under section 1 of the same Act. 

Upon the trial of an issue whether pltf. had 
acquired a right to a watercourse by a twenty- 
years’ user as of right without interruption, 
evidence was offered that during the twenty 
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n. Digging of trench on swamp— 
T'0 obtain water.}-—COoPER v. SYDNEY 
N. (1853), 1 Legere, 765.—AUS. 


o, Irrigation.]---WRIGHT wv. GLEN- 


7 Mad. 60.-——IND. 


aed 


ORCHY MUNICIPALITY (1914), 10 Tas. 
L. —AUS 


p. ./-—-KRISTNA AYYAN 0. VEN- 
KATACHELLA MUDALI (1872), I. i. R. 


q. J) -- Riparian 
entitled to use & consume the water 
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years defts., a water co., who claimed to be entitled 
to divert the water, had penned it back from pltf.’s 
land & had laid an information under their local 
Act, against pltf.’s servant, who had removed the 
obstruction & who was convicted & fined a shilling, 
which pltf. paid:—wHeld: this evidence was 
properly admissible as negativing an enjoyment by 
ltf. as of right.— ATON v. SWANSEA WATERWORKS 
Xo. (1851), 17 Q. B. 267; 20 L. J. Q. B. 482; 
i LT. O. S. 154; 15 Jur. 675; 117 E.R. 
282. 


Annotations :—Refd. Rolle v. Whyte (1868), 8 B. & S. 116; 
Hollins v. Verney (1884), 13 Q. B. D. 304. Mentd. Rh. v. 
Fairie (1857), 8 It. & B. 486; Glover v. Coleman (1874), 
1. R. 10 C. P. 108; Dalton v. Angus (1881), 6 App. Oas. 
740; Presland v. Bingham (1889), 60 L. T. 433; Lyell v. 
Hothfield, (1914] 3 K. B. 911. 

97. |—SaMpPson’ v. ILOppINorTT, 

No. 122, post. 


98. .|J—RAMESHUR PERSHAD NARAIN 
SINGH v. Koons Benarr ParruK, No. 45, ante. 

99. Statutory right—Language of statute 
permissive——Private rights to be regarded.|— 
Wherever the legislature has authorised a pro- 
prietor to make a particular use of his land, & the 
authority is permissive & not imperative, the 
legislature must be held to have intended that the 
use sanctioned is not to be in prejudice of the 
common law rights of others. 

The owner of land exercising statutory rights, 
for the purpose of irrigating his own land, to 
divert under prescribed conditions unrecorded & 
unappropriated water from the natural channel 
of any stream, lake, or river adjacent to or passing 
through such land, is not entitled, where the 
language of the statute is permissive & not impera- 
five, to use his water supply so as to damage 
adjacent lands, & is liable to adjoining pro- 
prictors, even in the absence of negligence on his 
part, for injury done to their land in the course of 
such irrigation.—CANADIAN Paciric Ry. Co. »v. 
PARKE, [1899] A. C. 5385; 68 L. J.P. CO. 893 $1 
lL. VT. 127; 48 W. HK. 118; 15 7T. L. 8. 427, P. C. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Hanley v. Edinburgh Corpn. (1913), 

77 J. P. 233. Mentd. A.-G. v. Dorchester Corpn. (1905), 

93 L. T. 290; Metropolitan Water Bourd rv. Solomon, 

{1908} 2 Ch. 214; West v. Bristol) Tramways & Carriaue 

Co. (1908), 72 J.P. 145. 

100. Supply of county asylum & gaol.} — 
MEDWAY Co. v. ROMNEY (KARL), No. 10, ante. 

101. Manufacturing purposes.| — SWINDON 
WATERWORKS Co. v. WILTS & BERKS CANAL 
NAVIGATION Co., No. 85, ante. 

102. J—Batty & Co. v. CLARK, SON & 
MoRLAND, No. 71, ante. 

103. Supply of engines.|—A railway co. whose line 
crossed a stream in the immediate neighbourhood of 
one of thelr stations, took water for supplying their 
engines & for the general purposes of the station. 
On bill filed by a millowner, lower down the stream, 
it appeared that the abstraction of water did no 
damage in wet weather, & never shortened the 
working of the mill for more than a few minutes a 
day :—Held: the co., as riparian owners, were 
entitled to take a reasonable quantity of water for 
their purposes, & in this case the quantity taken 
was reasonable.—SANDWICIH! (KARL) vt. GREAT 
NorTHERN Ry. Co. (1878), 10 Ch. D. 707; 49 
L. J. Ch. 225; 43 3.2. 429; 27 W. H. 616. 


Annotations --- Dbtd. McCartney +. Londouderry & Lough 
Swilly Ry., (1904) A. C. 30t.  Refd, Raily v. Clark & 


Morlond ((902), 86 L. ‘T. 309. 




















of the streum for irrigating their land, 
subject to the conditions ne that the 
use is reasonable, (ii) that it is required 
for their purposes as owners of the land, 
& (iil) that it does not destroy or render 
useless or rewire é diminish or affect 
the application of the water by inferior 


owners are 
riparian owners in the exercise either 
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104. -]—McoCartngeyY v. LONDONDERRY & 
LouGH SwiLuy Ry. Co., No. 82, ante. 

105. Colliery purposes—Water converted into 
stream.|—-ATTWOOD v. LLAY MAIN COLLIERIES, 
No. 112, post. 


C. Non-Rinarian User. 


106. General rule.J—(1) A riparian proprietor 
being entitled to have the water of the stream on 
the banks of which his property lies flow down to 
his property as it has been accustomed to flow, 
subject to the ordinary use of the water by the 
upper proprietor, the upper proprietor is not 
entitled to use the water for the purpose of supply- 
ing it to undertakings not carried on upon his 
riparian property, if by so doing he sensibly 
affects the flow of water to the lower proprietor & 
it is no defence to say that the loss which he will 
suffer by being restrained in his use of the water is 
disproportionate to any loss caused to the lower 
proprietor by his wrongful act. 

(2) A river which naturally runs dry during a 
good part of the year does not cease to be a river 
merely because at times it is accustomed to 
become dry. 

(3) A stream which flows in a permanent defined 
channel, although it is fed exclusively by rain- 
water running off the surface of the land & ceases 
to flow during a considerable part of cach year, is 
a watercourse ; an owncr of land upon its bank is 
consequently entitled to have the natural flow 
of the water without sensible diminution or 
increase, subject to the lawful rights of upper 
riparian owners, & without sensible alteration 
in its character or quality. 

A stream of the above description flowed 
through lands the whole of which belonged to 
resps. with the exception of a plot, situated at its 
mouth, which belonged to applts. Applts.’ land 
was unsuitable for agriculture & was not used for 
any purpose. T[tesps. carried on upon their land 
the business of boring for oil, which was the sole 
industry of the locality. For the purpose of that: 
business, & in order to supply water to other 
properties which were not riparian, resps. diverted 
part of the water of the streain, & thereby sensibly 
diminished the flow of water past applts.’ land, 
they also, without negligence, caused by their 
works a sensible pollution of the water by oil & 
salt. Applts. had suffered no pecuniary damage : 
—Held: applts.’? rights were being infringed, 
& they were consequently entitled to relief: 
under the circumstances of the case there should 
be declarations as to their rights, but no injunction 
should issue until resps. had had time to execute 
works which would enable them to conduct their 
operations differently.--STOLLMEYER v. TRINIDAD 
LAKE PrerroieuM Co., [1918] A. C. 485; 871. J. 
P.O. 773 118 L. T. 514, P. ©. 


of their natural right or their right of 


right against the upper proprietor, to 
revent him from making any use of 
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107. Water returned unpolluted & undiminished.] 
eee v. GREAT HASTERN Ry. Co., No. 72, 
ante. 

108. Whether water may be abstracted for non- 
riparian property—To supply houses—For domestic 
er a aa (Lord) v. KircuHin, No. 80, 
ante. 

109. Use at distant railway station.]—A.-G. 
v. GREAT HASTERN Ry. Co., No. 119, post. 

110. Cooling apparatus.|]—KENSIT v. GREAT 
EASTERN Ry. Co., No. 72, ante. 

111. Use at distant engine filling tank.|— 
McCarTNEY v. LONDONDERRY & LOUGH SWILLY 
Ry. Co., No. 82, ante. 

112. For colliery purposes.|—By lease, in 
1924, pltf. demised to defts. for ninety-nine years, 
first, the mincrals in & under so much of the land 
coloured red on plan A. as lay to the east side, 
wherever actually met with, of the W. fault, the 
assumed position of which was shown on the plan, 
& on the south side, wherever actually met with, 
of the BL. fault, the assumed position of which was 
also shown on the plan, & also under all highways, 
sewers, etc., such minerals containing 357 super- 
ficial acres, more or less, as investigation might 
prove, though that estimate was not to bind the 
lessor or lessees as regards the quantity, unless it 
was correct, which lands were referred to as ‘‘ the 
described lands’’; secondly, the surface of the 
lands coloured blue on plan B containing 5 acres, 
2 roods, 12 poles up to the middle of the river 
Alyn. The demise included the following liberties : 
(a) clause 8. To construct, maintain & use a 
mineral railway upon the surface of the blue land, 
to be used solely for the purposes of the colliery 
working the demised minerals & of the lessees ; 
(6) clause 9). Totake & use water from any stream 
or watercourse flowing through or alongside the 
described lands, & to pump & store the same for 
the purposes of the polliony: The blue land upon 
which the mineral railway was constructed, con- 
necting the colliery with the G. W. Ry. on the 
opposite or west side of the river, was a narrow 
strip with an average width of 22 yards, abutting 
west on the river & extending eastward about 
half-a-mile, from which point the line was con- 
tinued eastward for a further half mile along 
another sitc acquired by defts. up to the colliery 
workings. Defts. had placed a pipe in the river 
& erected pumping plant on the blue land at a spot 
where the mineral railway crossed the river, & 
by these means took water from the river & 
conducted it in a 7-inch main laid 18 inches below 
the surface of the blue strip to the colliery workings, 
where the water was converted into steam for 
working the colliery machinery, in which process 
about 600,000 gallons a week were taken from the 
river, while the plant working at its full capacity 
was capable of abstracting more than three times 














grant or prescription.—OLIVIER_ v. 
FOURIE (1899), 16 8. C. 304,.--S. AF. 


casement, if any.-—PERUMAL v. RAMA- 
SAMI (1887), 1. L. R. 11 Mad. 16.—IND. 

Yr. ———.]--VENKATA Rkeppy », Lis- 
TER (1894), I. L. RR. 7 Mad. 342.—IND. 

t. -}— DEBI PERSHAD SINGH 
®. JOYNATH SINGH (1897), I. L. R. 21 
Cale. 865; LL. R. 24 Ind. App. 60; 1 
C. W. N. 401.—IND. 

&. —--—~—.J—SANNIDHINAIU SURBARA- 
YUDU & BHCRETARY Or STATE FOR 
we (1927), I. L. R. 50 Mad. 0961.— 


b. .}--Tho user for the pur- 
poses of irrigation for a period of thirty 
years & upwards by lower riparian 
proprietors of the water of a stream 
which had been allowed to flow down 
to them free & unobstructed, does not 
per se confer on them a prescriptive 








he water; but the parties aro thrown 
back on their ordinary rights as riparian 
proprictors,— -JORDAAN v. WINKELMAN 
& COLONIAL GOVERNMENT (1879), 9 
Buch. 79.-—S. AF. 


co. ———..}—VAN SCHALKWYK v._ ITAU- 
MAN (1897), 14 S. C. 214.—8. AF. 


d. ——.J—A lower riparian  pro- 
prietor is not entitled to an interdict 
restraining two or more upper pro- 
prictors from regulating among thom- 
selves, a8 they think fit, the distribu- 
tion of their respective shares of the 
water of a public stream for the irrira- 
tion of their riparian properties, Ua 
vided that he is not thereby deprived 
of his reasonable share or of any rights 
he might have acquired by contract, 


e. Colliery purposes. J—ST. BATILAN'S 
CHANNEL Co., Lrp. ». WATSON (1886), 
N. L. R. 184 (S. C.).—-N.Z. 
———, J-- Heat v. NATRN (1882), 
9 1. (Ct. of Sess.) 701s 19 Se. L. 
473.—SCOT. 


PART I. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 3.—C. 


g. Whether water may tbe abstracted 
for non-riparian property.) -—- Owner 
of a tenement adjoining a natural 
stream bas no right to divert tho 
water to a place outside the tene- 
ment, & there consume it for purposes 
unconnected with tho tenement. - 
WATSON v. JACKSON (1014), 31.0. 1. R. 
481; 19 D. . R. 73828; 6 O. W.N. 
509.—CAN. 
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Sect. 4.—Water flowing in a known channel—ripa- 
rian rights : Sub-sect.8, C. & D.(a), (6) & (ce); 
sub-sect. 4, A. 


that quantity. Further, defts., who, owing to 
Jack of housing accommodation for their miners, 
were intercsted in the building of houses by certain 
Tfousing Assocns. on land acquired for that pur- 
pose by those bodies adjoining the colliery, used 
their railway for the carriage of building materials 
belonging to builders with whom those bodies had 
contracted. 

In an action in which pltf. sought declarations 
that defts. were not entitled to do any of the acts 
aforesaid, & an injunction:—Held: (1) defts. 
having failed to prove that the assumed position 
of the W. fault was erroneous & that ‘‘ the described 
lands’? extended up to the bank of the river 
Alyn, the rights of the parties under the lease must 
be governed by the assumed position of the W. 
fault, &, therefore, defts. were not entitled to 
abstract water therefrom under any liberty con- 
tained in clause 9 of the lease ; (2) the site of defts.’ 
colliery works, where the water abstracted from 
the river was converted into steam, was too far 
from the bank of the river to sustain the character 
of a riparian tenement; (3) even assuming the 
site of defts.’ colliery works to be a riparian tene- 
ment, the diversion & confiscation of part of the 
water of the river by them was in excess of their 
right as riparian owners to the use of the water for 
extraordinary purposes; &, without proof of 
damaye & apart from the consideration of the 
possible acquisition of right by prescription, was 
an infringement of the rights of pltf., entitling 
him to an injunction.—ATrwoop v. LLAY MAIN 
COLLIERIES, [1926] Ch. 444; 95 L. J. Ch. 221: 
134 L. T. 268; 70 Sol. Jo. 265. 





D. Rights and Liabilities of Statutory Bodies. 
(a) In General. 

Canal companies.|—See, generally, RAILWAYS, 
Vol. XXAVIII., pp. 401-405, Nos. 937-969. 

Electric lighting undertakers.|—See ELECTRIC 
LIGHTING, Supp. IV., No. 6a. 

Water companies.|—-See WATER SUPPLY, Vol. 
XULIIT., pp. 1066-1098. 


(b) Local Authorities. 

See Public Health Act, 1875 (c. 55), 5. 332. 

113. Liability for ‘‘ injuriously affecting ’’ stream 
-—-Within Public Health Acts— Unauthorised abstrac- 
tion for flushing sewers.}|—The local board of health 
constructed a sewer along the bank of a river, 
with trap doors in it, communicating with the river. 
When the river was full & water abundant, the 
board, by means of the trap doors, drew water off 
from the river & let it into the sewer, for the pur- 
pose of flushing it. The place where the trap 
doors were placed was at a part of the river above 
that on which a mill, occupied by prosecutor, was 
situated. On one occasion, the board made a 
hole in the bottom of the river, & so let the stream 
run into the sewer for nearly two days continuously, 
during that time abstracting the water of the 
river in such quantities that the prosecutor's mill 
ceased working for want of water :—Held: the 
acts of the board were in excess of the powers given 
them by statute ; they had injuriously affected the 
river; & prosecutor might have brought an action 
for the wrong, & also, in such action, obtained an 
injunction against the continuance of it; he was 
therefore an individual entitled by law to prevent 
or be relieved against the injuriously affecting 
the river, within 21 & 22 Vict. c. 98, 8.73; & con 
sequently, he could not sustain a mandamus against 
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the board to summon a jury to assess him com- 
ensation.—R. v. DARLINGTON LOCAL BOARD OF 

EALTH (1865), 6 B. & 8S. 562; 6 New Rep. 178 ; 
35 L. J. Q.B.45; 29 J. P. 419; 13 W. R. 789; 
122 KE. R. 1303, Ex. Ch. 

114. Supplying water without consent.]} 
—Under Public Health Act, 1875 (c. 55), s. 51, a 
local authority have no power, for the purpose of 
supplying water to their district, to alter the 
flow of water in a stream without the consent in 
writing of the riparian proprictors lower down 
the stream, as required by sect. 332 of the Act. 

By so altering the flow of water the local 
authority are, within the meaning of sect. 332, 
‘‘injuriously affecting’ the common law right 
of such a riparian proprietor, & they will be 
restrained from so doing without any proof of 
sensible damage causcd to him.—ROBERTS v. 
GWyYRFAL Districr CounciL, [1899] 2 Ch. 608 ; 
68 L. J. Ch. 757; 81 LL. T. 465; 64 5. P. 52; 48 
W.R. 51; 16 T. 1. BR. 2; 44 Sol. Jo. 10, OC. A. 








(c) Navigation Authorities. 

115. Right to sue for abstractlion—Depends on 
proprietary right to water.|J—MEpDWAY Co. v. 
RoMNEY (KARL), No. 10, ante. 

116. ——- -—-—.J—The  relators &  pltfs., a 
statutory navigation co. claimed to restrain defts. 
from taking water from a river forming part of 
their navigation. Defts. did not admit that the 
river was vested in pltfs. & claimed a prescriptive 
right to take froin the river superfluous water not 
required for the purposes of the navigation. The 
user proved was that defts. took as much water as 
they required without regard to the necds of the 
navigation :—Held: pitfs. had not under their 
statutes any proprictary right in the water, & 
therefore the claim failed.—A.-G. v. Great 
NORTHERN Ry. Co., [1909] 1 Ch. 775 5 78 L. J. Ch. 
577: 99 L. T. 696; 73 J. P. 41, C. A. 

117. -- Abstraction due to fallure to repair 
locks.|—VPltfs., the Comrs. of the Harbour of 
Great Yarmouth, complained of deft.’s diverting & 
abstracting water to which pltfs. were entitled, & 
with omitting to repair certain Jocks whereby, or 
from there being an Insufficient protection by 
locks, water escaped from Oulton Broad & Oulton 
Dyke into Lake Lothing, & by means of a cut from 
Lake Lothing into the sea, contrary to 7 & & 
Geo. 4, ¢. 42, 5s. 3:--eld: this was not: merely 
a non-feasance. Defts. maintained & used that 
which, without a safeguard, tapped Oulton Broad 
& let the water escape, so that they abstracted 
& took the water, & as a matter of fact under the 
power proved there was a particular damage, & 





the Eastern Counties Ry. co. were liable. — 
PRESTON v. NORFOLK Ky. (Co. & TKASTIERN 


CouNTIES Ry. Co. (1858), 2 H. & N. 785; 157 
KN. OR. 303; sub nom, PRESTON v. TASTERN 
CouNTIES & NORFOLK Ry. Co., 30 L. LT. O. S. 288. 








118. No actual damage to navigation.|— 
Mrepway Co. v. Romney (AR), No. 10, 
anle. 

119. Navigation authorities best judges of 


navigation requirements.|— Where a public body is, 
under an Act of Parliament, entrusted with powers 
& dutics for a public purpose, the ct. will give 
credit to them as being the best judges of what 
they want for that purpose. <A railway co. was 
restrained from taking a large quantity of water 
for the use of their station from a river under the 
control of conservators, credit being given to the 
evidence on their part that taking such water 
would impede the navigation, against the evidence 
on the part of the co. that taking such water would 
produce no appreciable effect.—A.-G. v. GREAT 
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EASTERN Ry. Co. (1871), 6 Ch. App. 572; 
J.P.788; 19 W.R. 788, L. C. 
dl nnotations :—Refd. Vernon +. St. James, Westminster 


Vestry (1880), 16 Ch. D. 449 ; MeCartnoy v. Londonde 
& Lough Swilly Tty., (1904) £. 6. B0L  OneerrY 
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Sun-srecr, 4.—DIvEeRsIon. 
A, Ttight to Divert. 
(a) In General. 

120. Right incidental to ownership—Provided 
another not thereby injured.|—DuncomBE v. 
RANDALL (1627), Het. 82; 124 &. R. 320. 
Annotation :—Kefd. Brown v. Best. (1747), 1 Wils. 174. 














1 oe .|—Wriaur v. Towarp, No. 205, 
post. 
122. J—(1) Every proprietor of lands 


on the banks of a natural stream has a right to 
use the water, provided he so uses it as not to work 
any material injury to the rights of the proprictors 
above or below him on the stream, & may begin 
to exercise that right wherever he will. 
_ Pitf. had immemorially enjoyed the benefit of 
Irrigating certain meadows with the water of the 
Y., subject to the right of the occupier of a mill to 
detain the water for the use of his mill ; &, although 
the natural flow of the river was prevented by the 
exercise of the miller’s right, the water came down 
at such times that pltf. was enabled to irrigate his 
meadows effectually. But, of late, deft. had, for 
the purpose of irrigating his own adjacent land, 
from time to time diverted the water after it 
had passed the mill, & before it reached pltf.’s 
meadows: &, although it did not appear that the 
quantity of water which ultimately reached pltf.’s 
meadows was thereby sensibly diminished, yet the 
effect was that the water was detained by the 
process of irrigation, & did not arrive till so late 
in the day that pltf. was deprived of the power 
to use it fully :—Meld : this detention of the water 
by deft. was a use of it which was in its character 
necessarily injurious to the natural rights of pltf. 
as a riparian proprietor, & a ground of action. 

(2) By usage, he may acquire a right to use the 
water in a manner not justified by his natural 
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right: but such acquired right has no operation 
against the natural rights of a landowner higher 
up the stream, unless the user by which it was 
acquired affects the use that he himself has made 
of the stream, or his power to use it, so as to raise 
the presumption of a grant, & so render the tene- 
ment above a servient tenement. 

(3) It is not necessary to show actual damage to 
the pltf.’s reversionary interest: it is enough to 
show an obstruction of his right, &, such obstruction 
of his right being shown, the law will infer damage. 

(4) The right of the riparian proprietor is 
limited to natural streams, & does not attach in 
the case of artificial cuts or drains.—SAMPSON v. 
MWoppinorr (1857), 1 C. B. N.S. 590; 26L. J.C. P. 
148; 28 L. T. O. S. 304; 21 J. P. 375; 8 Jur. 
N.S. 243; 5 W. R. 230; 140 BE. R. 2423 affd., 
3 C0. B. N.S. 596, Ex. Ch. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Crossley v. Lightowler 
(1866), L. R..3 Iq. 279; Kensit vo. G. HK. Ry. (1884), 27 
Ch. D. 122. Refd. Roberts ». Richards (1881), 50 L. J. Ch. 
297; Sharp _v. Wilson, Kotheray (1905), 93 LL. T. 154. 

als fo (2) Refd. Stockport Waterworks Co. v. Potter (1864). 

3H. & C. 300; Simpson ». Godmanchester Corpn., [1896] 

1 Ch. 214.) As to (3) Refd. McCartney v. Londonderry & 

Lough Swilly Ry., {1904] A. C. 301. 

















123, ——— .|\—MINER v. GILMOUR, No. 79, 
ante. 

124, ~---—- ——--.|—-NUTTALL v. BRACEWELL, No. 
174, post. 

125. ———.J|—OrkR EWING v. COLQUHOUN, 
No. 838, post. 

126. For purposes unconnected with tene- 
ment.|—McCartnry v. LONDONDERRY & J.OUGH 


SWILLy Ry. Co., No. 82, ante. 
127. Prescriptive right.J|—Prescorr v. PHILLIPS 
(1708), cited in 6 Kast, at p. 213; 102 1. R. 


Annotation :- Refd. Mason «+. TH (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 1. 


128. .|—If an ancient ditch has at one end 
anciently opened into a stream, & the owner of a 
mill on the stream has kept the opening at the 
end of the ditch closed for twenty years & more, 
without interruption, that would give the mill 
owner such a right to keep it closed, that the owner 
of the land adjoining the ditch would not be 
justified in re-opening the communication, although 





wrth tenement.|]—A riparian proprietor 


object & effect of 
not entitled at common law to 


A. (a), 


120%. Right ineidental to ownership -— 
Provided another not thereby injured.) — 
The rights of the setgneur in Lower 
Canada to the water of an unnavigable 
river tlowing through his fief does not 
enlitle one of several co-seigneurs to 
divert the waters for his exclusive use, 
Which had been accustomed for cleven 
years to supply the mills of another of 
his co-seigneurs.—-ST. LOUIS. ST. LOULS 
(1841), 3 Moo. P.C. C. 398.-—-CAN, 

120 ii. -—— ------.]—Tho right. of a 
person to protect his land from extra- 
ordinary floods extends to the doing of 
anything which is reasonably necessary 
to save his property ; but he cannot 
actively adopt such a course as might 
have the effect of diverting the mis- 
chief from his own land to tho land of 
“nother person, which would otherwise 
have been protected.—Simi-ULLAH v. 
Makunp Lor (1921), I. 1. R. 43 AU. 
682.-—IND. 

120 iii. -~---- J—Seuyrir v0. WIL- 
SON (184]), 2 Jebb & S. 660.—IR. 

120 iv. ——-— -~J—MANAFORD 0. 
Ross & GLENDINNING (1886), 5 
N. ZL. 2. OC. A. 33. —-N.Z 

20 v. .}—Where a river 
invades tbe land of ariparian proprietor 
by a sudden & perceptible change of 
course, 80 that the property intheland 
is not altered, the proprietor may con- 
stract works within his own boundary, 
although within what is in fact the new 














returning the river 
unless the opposite riparian proprietor 
has acquired a prescriptive right to its 
continuance in its new channel; &, 
where nothing more has taken place 
than the restoration of the condition of 
matters previously existing, the opposite 
proprietor bas no right of action for 
damaye done to his land by tho river 
when restored to its old channel.— 
WHATMAN v. Upy (1904), 24. N. ZL. RR. 
257. N.Z. 

120 vi. -.]—A landowner is 
entitied to fence off & protect. his land 
from an extraordinary tlood, & so turn 
it away without being responsible for 
the consequences, although his neigh- 
bour may be injured by it; but in thus 
protecting himself the landowner must 
not obstruct any watercourse or tlood 
ehannel or any ancient & rightful 
course for the fiood waters across his 
land. —CHAMBERLAIN v, MINISTER OF 
re Works, [1926] N. Z. L. RR. 96.— 

120 vii. —-.J—When a private 
river separates the property of two 
heritors, the one retains his right of 
preventing the other from diverting 
part of the stream, though the pre- 
decessors of tho former had taken off 
a cut froin it on his side for a mill & he 
had himself further used the water, so 
diverted, for a bleachfield.—BRAID v. 
I (1800), 12 Fac. Coll. 355.— 


126 i. 





For purposes unconnected 





to its old course, in 


divert the water of the stream for uses 
elsewhere than on his riparian property, 
& cannot confer such right on any 
other person without the consent of all 
those interested in the stream. as 
riparian owners, whose rights would be 
alYected by such diversion.—DrE Wrt 
tr WORCESTER MUNICIPALITY, [J011] 
©. P. 1). 595.—S. AF, 

127i. Prescriptive right.}—MALcCOLM 
v- HUNTER (1883), 6 O. R. 102.— CAN. 


127 ii. .J—RBLANTYRE (LORD) v. 
DUNN (1848), 10 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 
509; 20 Sc. Jur. 154, 290.— SCOT. 

127 iii. ——.] —Murnocn tv. WAL- 
LACE (1881), 8 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 855; 
18 Se. L. R. 611.—SCOT, 

h. Leave & Ucenee.) —HexndDERSON 
v. nan Te (1892), 31 N. B. RR. 568. 





k, ——.]— RAcInE ». MCGINNITY 
(Y. T.) (1905), 1 W. L. BR. 265,—CAN. 

l. Change in course of stream.) —- 
When, owing to an extraordinary flood, 
a stream suddenly changes its course & 
washes away part of the land of a 
riparian proprietor, ho is entitled, at 
any time before a prescriptive right, or 
right by estoppel, to keep the stream 
in its new channel is acquired against 
him, to fill in the places washed away 
& to turn the stream back to its original 
channel.—YorkK County tv. ROLLS 
(1900), 20 C. L. T. 60; 27 A RR. 72.-—- 
CAN 
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it might appear that the communication between 
the ditch & the stream was ancient.—-DREWETT v. 
SHEARD (18386), 7 ©. & P. 465; 173 E.R. 206. 

129. .|—THOLKER v. Porrirt, No. 229, post. 

-———.|-—— See, also, EASEMENTS, Vol. XIX., pp. 
147-149, 150, 161, 158-159, Nos. 1007-1019, 
1029-1034, 1097-1101. 

130. By custom or usage—Stanners of Devon- 
shire—Diversion to mines.]|—The stanners of 
Devonshire are not entitled by custom to divert 
water from streams into their mines, & for that 
purpose to dig trenches over other people’s lands. 
— BASTARD v. SMITH (1837), 2 Mood. & R. 129; 
174 KE. R. 238, N. P. 

131. Presumption of grant.| 
Hopvinorr, No. 122, ante. 
-|—Compare KASEMEN's, Vol. X1X., p. 149, 
Nos. 1020, 1021. 

132. By grant—Grant to non-riparian owner— 
By riparian owner.|—Kinsir v. GREAT WASTERN 
ty. Co., No. 72, anrede. 

138. - Reservation out of grant.J—STAN- 
BURY wv. PLYMOUTH DOCKS WATERWOKKS CO. 
(1887), 3 T. 1. R. 826, O. A. 

134. ~-—.|—Where in a grant of land a 
right is reserved to make watercourses over it 
for the public use & benefit by order of Govt. :— 
Held: such reservation may include, & in the 
circumstances of this case did include, a right to 
divert water from streams in the land & to use the 
water so diverted.—REMFRY v. NATAL SURVEYOR- 
GENERAL, [1806] A. C. 558; 65 L. J. P.O. 723 75 
IT 585-P% ©. 

.|—Compare EASEMENTS, Vol. XIX., p. 147, 
Nos. 1008-1006. 

135. Construction of new & artificial stream-— 
Must take reasonable flow—Irrespective of capacity 
of old channel.|—Semble: a person diverting a 
stream into a new «& artificial channel for his own 
convenience is bound to make it capable of carry- 
ing off all the water which may reasonably be 
expected fo flow into it, irrespective of the 
capacity of the old & natural channel.—FLETCHER 
v. SMirn (1877), 2 App. Cas. 781; sub nom. Smiru 
v. Musarave, 47 L. J. Q. B. 43) sub nom. Mus- 
GRAVE v. SMITH, 37 1. T. 367; 42 J. P. 260; 26 
W. RR. 838, HU. LL. 

Annolations :-—Consd. A.-G. uv. Tomline (1879), 12 Ch. D. 


2113; Greenock Corpn. +. Caledonian Ry., Greenock 
Corpn. ow G&S. We Ry., [1917] A. CL 556, 
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(b) Statutory Power. , 

136. Power under local Act—Limitation of right 
to divert—Liability of successors In title to original 
statutory body.|—7 & 8 Geo. 4, c. xlii, for making 
a navigable communication for ships between 
Norwich & the sea, empowered the Company of 
Proprietors of the Norwich & Lowestoft Naviga- 
tion to erect a lock or sluice, with proper stop 
gates, to prevent the waters of a broad & certain 
navigable rivers from flowing into a certain lake, 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


& to make an entrance cut from that lake to the 
sea. Sect. 3 provided, that nothing in the Act 
contained should authorise or enable the co. to 
divert or abstract any of the waters of the broad 
or rivers for any purpose whatsoever, except for 
the purpose of supplying certain intended cuts 
with water, & for the purposes of locking ships or 
vessels from or into the lake. This entrance cut 
from the lake into the sea was constructed under 
the Act, & the level of the water in the lake was 
kept lower than the level of the broad & rivers. 
The lock was made with proper gates in pursuance 
of the Act. Hy divers Acts of Parliament, & 
ultimately by 9 & 10 Vict. c. exxxii, the lock & 
works became vested in the Norfolk Ry. co. By 
an agrecment between the Norfolk Ry. co. & the 
Eastern Counties Ry. co., reciting that the works, 
including the lock in question had become vested 
in the Norfolk Ky. co., it was provided that ‘“‘ The 
Kastern Counties Ry. co. should have, as between 
themselves & the other co., the exclusive posses- 
sion, use, enjoyment & receipt of all the property, 
rights, etc., of the works respectively in the same 
manner as the Norfolk Ry. co. have become 
entitled to the same under or by virtue of the 
respective Acts, etc., or otherwise. After the 
making of the agreement, the Eastern Counties 
Ry. co. entered into possession of the lock & 
works, & the Norfolk Ky. co. were not in posses- 
sion. At the time of the making of the agreement, 
the lock had beea allowed to become out of repai, 
& such want of repair continued after the lock & 
works came into the possession of the astern 
Counties Ry. co.; & during all that time large 
quantities of water escaped from the broad & 
rivers into the lake :—Held: (1) such water was 
diverted or abstracted contrary to the prohibition 
in 7 & 8 Geo. 4, c. xlii, s. 8; (2) the Norfolk Ky. 
co. were not responsible for the diversion or 
abstraction of the waters subsequent to the making 
of the agreement, & the passing of 17 & 18 Vict. 
c. cexx, while the lock & works were in the 
possession of the Eastern Counties Ry. co. -— 
Preston v. NORFOLK Ry. Co. & EASTERN COUN- 
T1rES Ry. Co. (1858), 2 Tl. & N. 735; 167 KE. XR. 
303 5; 8b 200m. PRESTON v. FASTERN COUNTIES & 
NORFOLK Ry. Co., 380 L. T. O. S. 288. 


137. Railway company—Watercourse must pre- 
sent actual obstacle to construction of line.]|—The 
power conferred upon a railway co., by the 
Railway Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 (c. 20), 
s. 16, to divert the course of a road or river by 
carrying same “ over or under or by the side of 
the railway as they may think proper,” only 
authorises their so doing when the road or river 
presents an actual obstacle to the construction of 
their line, & does not justify the diversion merely 
for the sake of avoiding expense in the construc- 
tion.—PUGH v. GOLDEN VALLEY Ry. Co. (1880), 
15 Ch. D. 380; 49 L. J. Ch. 721; 42 L. T. 868 ; 
28 W. R. 863, C. A. 


Annotations :— Consd. Wilkinson +. Hull, ete., Ry. & Dock 
Co. (1882), 20 Ch. D. 323. Refd. Glasgow Corpn. rv. 


m. Right of unauthorised person. }— 
When one is given the right to divert 
water from e stream or lake unautho- 
rized persons cannot he allowed to 
divert watcr from the immediate 
RoUrees of supply thereof to the pre- 
judico of the licensee.—K ENWORTHY 
® Bisnor (i. C.), (1925) 3 W. W. BR. 
183.—CAN. 


n. Whether right to divert includcs 
right to erect dam.|—A richt to divert a 
river is not w right to erect, a dam, & 
thereby raise the level of the water.—-- 
AH Mow ve. BRADFIELD (1875), 1 N. Z. 
Jur. N.S, 41.—N.Z, 


0. Duly to refurn water — Before 


stream reaches lands of inferior heritor.| 
-—A superior heritor is not entitled 
during flood time to divert from the 
natural channel of a sfream the excess 
of water over the ordinary flow, without 
returning it before the stream reaches 
the lands of the inferior herjter.— 
M‘SLEAN v. TLAMILTON (1857), 19 Dun. 
(Ct. of Sess.) 1006; 29 Se. Jur, 480.— 
SCOT. 


p. ——.}—A superior heritor, with- 
drawing fron its natural channel water 
passing through his land, is bound to 
return it within hig own land except 
in so far as consumed for primary uses, 
such as drink for bestial——Hoop v. 


WILLIAMSON (1861), 23 Dunk (Ct. of 
Soss.) 496; 33 Se. Jur. vu.— SCOT. 


PART I. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 4.--- 
A. (b). 


. Application of BR. CC. Land 
Ordinance, 1865.}—In an action by a 
erantee of watcr under the above 
Ordinance for interforence with the use 
of the same :—Held: the ordinance was 
not passed for the beneflt of riparian 
owners only, but any cultivator of land 
could obtain a grant of water there- 
under.—MARTLEY » CARSON (1889), 
20 S. ©. h. 634.—CAN, 
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Farie (1888), 13 App. Cas, 657; C.&S.L. Ry. v. L. Cc. C. 
(1891), 7 T. L. RR. 643; Morris v. Tottenham & Forcst 
Giate Ry., [1892] 2 Ch. 47; A.-G@. v. Met. Ry., [1894] 1 
. B. 384; Kmsley v. N. Kk. Ry., [1896] 1 Ch. 418: L. & 
Ww. muy v. Ogwon District Council (1899), 80° L. 'T’. 
401. entd. Pearson v. Poarson (1884), 27 Ch. D. 145. 


Canal company.] — See Raiiways, Vol. 
ee pp. 401-405, 418, Nos. 937-969, 


188. Construction of sewer—Effect of unskilful 
or improper construction.|—The Metropolitan 
Board of Works constructed a sewer in the high 
road, & the Lewisham District Board made a 
branch sewer running into it. The combined 
effect of the two was to drain an ornamental pond 
& rivulet: in the adjoining lands of pltf. In a suit 
to obtain an injunction :—Held: (1) neither of the 
boards were, in respect to the diversion of the 
water, to be treated as clothed with the rights or 
obligations of adjoining landowners ; (2) that they 
had not exceeded their statutory rights so as to 
be liable to be restrained by injunction; (3) if 
either of these boards were producing this injury 
to pltfs. by the unskilful or improper construction 
of the sewer, this ct. would interfere to prevent it. 
—STAINTON v. WOOLRYCH, STAINTON v. METRO- 
POLITAN BOARD OF WokkKS & LEWISHAM DISTRICT 
BoaRbd OF WoRrKS (1857), 23 Beav. 225; 26 
Ll. J. Ch. 300; 28 I. T. O. S. 333; 21 5. P. 180; 
3 Jur. N.S. 257; 5 W. R. 305; 53 FB. R. 88. 


-Annotations :— As to (1) Refd. Milward v. Redditch L. B. of 
Health (1873), 21 W. R. 429. Generully, Mentd. New 
River Co, vw Johnson (1860), 29 L. J. M. CG. 93; R. v. 
Metropolitan Board of Works (1863), 38. J. Q. 2B. 105. 


139. Whether statutory body clothed with 
rights & duties of riparian owners.|—STAINTON v. 
WooLrYycH, STAINTON v1. METROPOLITAN BOARD 
oF Works & LEWISHAM Districr BoaArp oF 
Works, No. 138, ante. 

140. Statutory rights not exceeded.] — 
STAINTON v¥. WOOLRYCH, STAINTON v. METRO- 
POLITAN BOARD OF Works & LEWISHAM JISTRICT 
Boarp or Works, No. 138, ante. 

141. Water supply—Whether statutory body 
clothed with right of riparian owners.]— OWEN vr. 
DAvins, [1874] W. N. 175. 

142 o}--ROBERTS v. 
TRICT COUNCIL, No. LIAL, ante. 

—~—.|—See, also, WATER Supriy, Vol. XLITIL, 
pp. 1066-1078. 
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B. What Anouints to Diversion. 


143. Destroying dam.}] — [LEBBLETHWAITE  v. 
PALMus, No. 169, post. 

144, Erection of dam-—Though water returned 
without waste./—-Where, in an action on the case 
for diverting a stream of water from pltf.’s amills, 
the declaration alleged, that deft. placed & raised 
a certain dam across the stream, & thereby 
diverted & turned the water, & prevented it from 
running along its usual course to pltf.’s mill, & 
from supplying same with water for the necessary 
working thereof, as the same of right ought, & 
otherwise would have done :—Held: such alleya- 
tion was supported by proof, that. in consequence 
of the dam, the water was prevented from being 
regularly supplied to pltf.’s mill, although the 
stream was not diverted as the dam was erected 
above the mill, & the water returned to its regular 


xr. Application of Manicipal <Act, 
RS. M. 1913 (ce. 133), 6. 634. The 
above sect., which empowers a munici- 
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course long before it reached the mill, & there was 

no waste of water occasioned by the erection of 

the dam.—SHEaRs v. WooD (1823), 7 Moore, ©. P. 

345; 1L.J.0.8. Cc. P. 3. 

145. Enlargement of channel.]|—The owner of 
land through which a river runs cannot by en- 
larging a channel of certain dimensions through 
which the water had been used to flow before any 
appropriation of it by another, divert more of it 
to the prejudice of any other landowner lower down 
the river, who had at any time before such geal a 
ment eae lage to himself the surplus water 
which did not escape by the former channel.—- 
BEALEY v. SHAW (1805), 6 East, 208; 2 Smith, 
K. B. 321; 102 E. R. 1266. 

Annotations :—Consd. Saunders v. Newman (1818), 1 B. & 
Ald. 258; Williains v. Morland (1824), 2_B. & C. 910. 
Apld. Mason v. Hill (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 1. Consd. Wilts & 
Berks Canal Navigation Cu. v. Swindon Waterworks Co. 
(1873), 9 Ch. App. 453, n. Apld. White v. White, [1906] 
A. CU. 72. Refd. Canham v. Fisk (1831), 2 Cr. & J. 126; 

v. Inge (1831), 7 Bing. 682. Mentd, Cross v. 
(1824), 2 B. & ©. 686; Angus v. Dalton (1877), 3 

(). B.D. 85. 

146. Penning back—Overflow on plaintiff’s land.] 
—A count for diverting & turning a stream of 
water is not supported by proof of penning back 
& checking it, whereby the water was made to 
overflow pltf.’s meadow. A nonsuit directed on 
such evidence given on that count confirmed on 
motion to set it aside.—GRIFFITHS v, MARSON 
(1818), 6 Price, 1; 146 I. R. 728. 

147. Conversion of swamp into ornamental piece 
of water.|—BURBEARY v. SHEPHERD (1843), 1 
L. T. O. S. 59. 

148. Diversion for short period of time.|—Bur- 
BEARY VU. SHEPHERD (1843), 1 L. T. O. S. 59. 

149. Quantity not in fact diminished.]—DAKIN 
v. CORNISH (1845), cited in 6 Exch. at p. 360; 155 
Id. R. 582. 


Annotation :-— Consd. Embrey v. Owen (1851), 6 Exch. 355. 


150. Diversion before reaching defined channel—. 
Digging of well—Preventing percolation into 
stream.]|— DICKINSON v. GRAND JUNCTION CANAL 
Co., No. 40, ante. 

151. .|—Defts. were the owners of a 
well & pumping station situate at a distance of 
about 20 yards from a natural stream This well 
was for 76 feet of its depth from the top lined with 
steel cylinders, so that no water from the adjacent 
soil could obtain access to the well except at a 
greater depth than 76 fect. Pltf. was a riparian 
owner lower down the stream. The effect of 
defts.” pumping from the well was that the general 
level of the water in the soil in the neighbourhood 
of the well was lowered to the extent of about 
12 inches, with the result that the soil became dry, 
& a portion of the water flowing down the stream 
leaked out through the bed & side of the stream, so 
that the volume of the water in it was substantially 
diminished by the time it reached pltf.’s land. 
None of the water, however, which so escaped 
from the stream in consequence of defts.’ pumping 
found its way into defts.’ well :—Held: as defts. 
did not appropriate any of the water of the stream 
by pumping it up through their pipes, but merely 
caused it to sink a short distance into the ground 
by reason of their withdrawing the support of the 
lower subterranean water, the damage to the 








sorvitude of half the water in a 
eertain fountain on B.’s ground :— 
Ifeld: LB. was not cntitled to divert 


pality when constructing roads to 
divert water from its original course, 
upples to natural watercourses only 
& not to surface water.— JUKES v. 
COLDWELL RURAL MUNIOIPALITY 
(Man.), [1927] 1 D. TL. WR. 823; [1926] 
3 Ww. WwW. R. 210.—CAN. 


GLENELG (SHIRE) v. GRILLS, MATITRSON 
ao (W907) VA L. Re. 673.-- 


a. Diverston of underground water.) 
—Where 8S. had obtained from B.’s 
predeceysor in title a duly registered 


underground water from the fountain 
by sinking a well close to the fountain 
&L a rt water therefrom, & thereby 
diminishing the flow of water in tho 
fountain to the prejudice of 8.— 
cay v, BOSHOFF, [1905] O. It. C. 1. 
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Sect.4.—Water flowing in a known channel—ripa- 
rian rights: Sub-sect. 4, B. & C. (a).] 

stream gave no cause of action.—ENGLISH v. 

METROPOLITAN WaTER Boarp, [1907] 1 K. B. 

588; 76L. J. K. B. 361; 96 L. T. 573; 71 J.P. 

$13; 237. L. R. 313; 51. G. R. 384, 


Annotation :—Mentd. Stollmeyer v. Petroleum Development 
Co., [1918] A. C. 498, n. 




















152. Plaintiff not entitled to flow of water.] 
—RAWSTRON v. TAYLOR, No. 263, post. 

1538. -}—BROADBENT v. RAMSBOTHAM, 
No. 62, ante. 

154. ——.]—CHASEMORE v. RIcHARDS, No. 
252, post. 

155. ——.]—GREATREX v. LIAYWAKD, No. 
438, post. 

156. Taking water at spring head.] — 





Where a spring of water issuing from the ground 
flowed into a natural channel & thence into a 
brook to pltf.’s ancient mill:—Held: defts. by 
taking the water at the spring head by tanks & 
pipes before it flowed into the natural channel, 
were guilty of a wrongful diversion._-DUDDEN v. 
CLUTTON UNION GUARDIANS (1857), 1 H. & N. 627; 
26 L. J. Ex. 146; 156 EB. R. 1353. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Bunting v. Hichs (1894), 70 I. T. 
455; Mostyn v. Atherton, [1899] 2 Ch. 360. Refd. 
Bradford Corpn. v. Pickles, [1894] 3 Ch. 53. 


157. -]—In an action by a riparian 
owner & his tanant, the occupier of a mill on the 
banks of a stream, against a licencee from an 
urban district council, who were in possession of 
the land upon which the spring rose, to restrain 
deft. from taking water from the spring & from 
interfering with the accustomed flow of water in 
the stream, deft. contended that he was entitled 
to abstract the water before it had risen to the 
surface, or flowed in a defined channel :—Held : 
deft. was not entitled to diminish or interfere with 
the natural flow of the water at its source.— 
Mostyn v. ATHERTON, [1899] 2 Ch. 360; 68 
L. J. Ch. 629; 817. T. 856; 48 W. RR. 168. 


Annotation :-—Refd. Portsmouth Borough Waterworks Co 
vu. B.& 8. C. Ky. (1909), 74 J. DP. 61. 


158. Agreement for diversion & return—Certain 
quantity not returnable.|—RKAwsrron v. TAYLOR, 
No. 263, post. 








C. Liability for Injurious Diversions. 
(a) In General. 

159. Action.]|—If J have a mill in B. & another 
makes another mill there by which I lose my toll 
by going of divers to it, yet no action lies: other- 
wise, if the mill disturb the water from coming to 
my mill; there I shall have an action upon my 
case.— ANON, (1533), Bro. N. C. 3; 73 E. R. 848. 

160. -|—Special action for diverting a 
watercourse.——~BROWN v. Best (1747), 1 Wils. 174 ; 
95 I. R. 557. 


Annotations :—Consd. Rhodes rv. Airedale Drainage Comrs. 
(1876), 1 C. P. D. 380. Refd. Wood v. Waud (1849), 3 





WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


Exch. 748; Dickinson v. Grand Junction Canal Co. 
(1852), 21 L. J. Ex. 241; Chasemore v. Richards (1859), 


7H. L. Cas. 349. 

161. Against whom—Wife continuing 
diversion made by husband.]—A. fixed a small pipe 
& cock into the main pipe, & diverted a watercourse 
to B.’s house ; after his death his wife occasionally 
uses it, it is a fresh diversion in her.—MOORE v. 
Browne (1572), 3 Dyer, 319; 73 E. RB. 723; sub 

nom. MoRE v. Brown, Ben. 215. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Leeds v. Shakerley (1600), Cro. Eliz. 
751; Sury v. Pigot (1625), Poph. 166, Refd. Pon- 
ruddock’s Case (1598), 5 Co. Rep. 100 b. Mentd. Kyppon 
v. Bowles (1615), Cro. Jac. 373. 

162. Right to flow of water to locus in quo— 
Prescriptive right—-Change of character of pro- 
perty.}—(1) A person having two ancient fulling 
mills, to which was annexed by prescription a 
right to a watercourse, pulled them down, & 
erected two mills to grind corn:—Held: the 
prescription remained. 

(2) If pltf., in an action on the case for disturb- 
ing his watercourse, prescribe to have the water- 
course to his mills gencrally, it is sufficient.— 
LUTTREL’S CASE (1601), 4 Co. Rep. 86a; 76 H. R. 
1065. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Hill v. Cock (1872), 26 L. I’. 
185. Refd. Shury v. Piggot (1625), 3 Bulst. 339 ; Popham 
v. Woolcott (1666), 1 Sid. 291; Allan v. Gomme (1840), 
11 Ad. & El. 759; Hutchinson v. Copestake (1861), 8 
Jur. N. S. 54; Aynsley v. Glover (1874), L. IR. 18 Eq. 
544. Generally, Refd. lt. v. Sorel (1613), Cro. Jac. 324. 
Mentd. Brown & ‘Tucker’s Case (1610), 4 Leon. 241; 
Doweglas v. Kendall (1610), 1 Bulst. 93; Burton v. Browne 
(1622), Palm. 319; Harrison v. Rooke (1625), Palm. 420; 
Rowden v. Maltster (1626), Cro. Car. 423; Colehester 
Corpn. v. Seaber (1766), 3 Burr. 1866; Renshaw v. Bean 
(1852), 18 Q. B. 112; Warren v. Brown, [1900] 2 Q. B. 
722; Colls ve. Home & Colonial Stores, [1904] A. CG. 179; 
A.-G. v. Reynolds, [1911] 2 K. B. 888; White v. Grand 
Hotel Eastbourne, [1913] 1 Ch. 113. 

163. Prescription laid generally.] 
—LUTTREL’s CASE, No. 162, ante. 

164. Allegation of antiquity of 
property.J—RUTLAND (HARL) v. BOWLER (1622), 
Palm. 2903; 81 Ic. It. 1087. 

Annotation :—Refd. Mason v. Hill (1833), 5 B. & Ad. I. 
165. -|—Deft. was the owner of a 

close containing a well, the water from which had 

flowed immemorially into an old pond, situate in 
one of three closes belonging to pltf. Deft.’s pre- 
decessor in the land having, about 1812, changed 
the course of the water, whereby it ceased to flow 
into the old pond as before, pltf. made three new 
ponds, one in each of his three closes, & having 
conducted the water into them, ceased to use the 
old pond, which became filled with rubbish & 
overgrown with grass. In the year 1843 deft. 
diverted the water from the three new ponds, 
whereupon pltf. brought the present action. The 
declaration stated, that, at the time of the 
grievance, three closes of land, situate, ctc., & 
certain, to wit, three ponds filled with water, one 
pond thereof being in & upon each of the closes 
respectively, were in the possession & occupation 



































PART I. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 4.— 
C. (a). 


159i. Action.])—If water precipitated 
from the clouds in the form of rain or 
snow forms for itself a visible course 
or channel & is of sufficient volume to be 
Berviceable to the persons through or 
along whose lands it flows, it is a 
watercourse, & for its diversion an 
action will lic —ARTHUR v. GRAND 
TRUNK Ry. Co. (1895), 22 A. R. 89.— 
CAN. 

159 ii. -——-—.]-—-BYnron N. WHITE Co. 
vw. SANDON WATER WorkKs & Licnte 
Co., Ltp. (1904), 10 B.C, R. 361.—CAN. 

159 iif. .}-—A riparian proprictor 
whose property has been injuriously 
affected by the unlawful diversion of the 





natural flow of a watercourse may ro- 
cover dumages therefor, & may also 
obtain relief by injunction restraining 
the continuation of the tortious acts 
80 »=6commmnitted.—Lireany wv. NorrTH 
SYDNEY Town (1906), 26 C. OL. T. 526; 
37. 8. C. lt. 461.—CAN., 

159 iv. -J—BALNWIN v. WIpnpDI- 
FIELD (1912), 22 O. W. It. 267; 3 
O. W.N. 1348; 3D. L. R. 880.—CAN. 

159 v. ~—-IMPERIAL VARNISH & 
CoLouR Co., LTD. v. TORONTO CORPN., 
ae D.L. R. 860; 600. L. R. 240. 








159 vi. ———.] — Satvas wv. BELL 
(B. C.), [1927] 4 D. L. R. 1099.—CAN. 
159 vii. ——-.]—A suit for damages 


will He against a proprietor who pens 


back the water of a stream by erecting 
a bund upon his own land, so as to 
inundate the Jand of his neighbour, 
without his licenso & consent.— 
BECHARAM CHOWDHURY v. PUHUBNATH 
Jua (1869), 2 B. L. RR. App. 53.—IND. 


159 viii. ———.]—-PRYOR ». DUNCAN, 
[1918] N. Z. L. 1k. 410.—N.Z. 


159 ix. .}— Where a servient 
owner had altcred the furrow & intake, 
& had thereby diminished the solidity 
of the watercourse, with the result that 
the escape of water through the soil 
was increased :—THleld : he was Hable 
for damages suffered by the dominant 
owner in consequence of such escape.— 
aus AEKMAN (1903), 20S. GC. 221.— 
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of pltfi.’s tenant, & it then stated the diversion 
complained of :—Held: pltf., who had failed to 
prove a@ right to the overflow of watcr into the 
three new ponds, was entitled under this declara- 
tion to give evidence of the immemorial right to 
the overflow of water into the old pond.—TLALE 
v. OLDROYD (1845), 14 M. & W. 789; 15 L. J. ix. 
4; 1638 lt. R. 694. 

Annotation :-—Consd, Crossley v. Lightuwler (1866), I. RR. 3 

Hq. 279. 

166. —-—-- Necessity to show title.]—In an 
action for diverting a watercourse from one of 
three mills, a seisin of the mill at the time of the 
nuisance must be shown.—LrEEbDSs 1. SHAKERLEY 
(1600), Cro. Eliz. 751; 78 1. R. 983. 

Annotation :—Mentd. R. v. Wyatt (1705), 2 Ld. Raym. 1189. 

167. eJ—In an action for divert- 
ing an ancient watercourse, it is nol necessary to 
show a title by prescription or otherwise.—ANON. 
(1639), Cro. Car. 499 ; 79 EK. R. 1031. 

168. -|——HARRIS v. 
(1653), Sty. 3871; 82 KH. R. 787. 

16 -|—In an action on the case 
for diverting a watercourse, a declaration that 
deft. broke down an ancient dam, by which he 
did divert the watercourse ab antiquo et solito 
cursu, erga pltf.’s mill, is good on demurrer 
although it do not state it to be an ancient mill 
or show any other title than possession to the 
watercourse, or that deft. was bound to sustain 
the dam ; for possession is a sufficient title against 
a wrongdoer & the word soli/o implies antiquity.— 
HEBBLETUWAITE vv, PALMES (1688), 3 Mod. Rep. 














Took leh 











48; 87 I. R. 3803 sub nom. HeBLETITWWALTI v. 
Pats, Carth. 84; Holt, K. B.o53 sub nom. 
KEBLETHWAIT v. PALMES, Comb. 9 3) sub von. 


NuULMk&S v. ITOBLETHWAYTE, 8 Lev. 135 3 sab nore. 
PALMER v. KEBLETITWAITE, 1 Show. 64 3; sub rom. 
PALMIS tv. HiEBLETIWAIT, 2 Show. 249; Skin. 05. 
Annotation :— Consd. Mason v, Hill (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 1. 
170. Increased requirements of pro- 
perty—Erection of mill.|-—Pitf. declared that he 
was possessed of a mill, & by reason thereof was 
entitled to the use of a certain stream for the niill, 
& that the water ought to run & flow to the mill; 
& that deft. “ wrongfully & injuriously ”? diverted 
same; -Held: on a plea of not puilty, the only 
matter in issue was the fact of the diversion, & 
the right to the use of the stream, as claimed, was 
admitted.—FRraANKUM tv. FALMOUTH (HARL) (1825), 
2Ad.& EI 452: 4 Nev. & M. WK. BL S503 1 Ttar. & 
W. 1; 41.3. K. KB. 90; LLT . R. 175. 
Annotations :—-Distd. Wood rv. Waud (18419), 3 Exch. 748. 
Refd. Ward rv. Robins (18 '6), le M.& W. 23875 Lush e. 
Russell (1850), 5 Kach. 203. Mentd. Cotton ¢. Browne 
(1835), 3 Ad. & KL S125 Stanclife c. Tlardwick (1855), 2 
Cr. M. & RR. Es Thomas tv. Morgan (t835), 2 Cre Mok RR. 
41963 Rlugham v. Clements (E838), 12 Q. Be 2605 Renshaw 
vt Bean (1852), 18 Q. BB. 11d. 
Covenant in demise. -Action for 
breach.|——Demise of a mill & the stream of water 
flowing in the leat belonging to the lessor, except 
so much of the water as should be sufficient for 
the supply of persons whom the lessor should 
already have contracted with or should thereafter 
contract to supply, provided that such a quantity 
should be left as should be suflicient to supply the 
mill for twelve hours a day. Covenant that the 
lessee should enjoy without interruption of the 
lessor or of persons claiming by his act, consent, 

















172 i. Right of flow of water to of water for 


locus in quo—Right by grant —Whiether 





that purpose :—leld : 
in the absence of any objection by the 
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default, privity, or procurement :—Held: no 
demise of water for twelve hours a day, & diversions 
occasioned by contracts previous to the demise 
were no breach of the covenant for quiet enjoy- 
ment.—-BLATCHFORD v. PLYMOUTH CORPN. (1837), 
3 Bing. N. C. 691; 4 Scott, 429; 3 Hodg. 86; 6 
lL. J. C. P. 2173; 13. P. 196; 182 E.R. 577. 

172. ———_ ——— Right by grant— Whether grantee 
or ayers may sue.|—Woop v. WAUD, No. 268, 
post. 

173. ——- ——— ———- ——..]—Where A., being 
owner of land through which a stream runs down 
to the land of B., grants by deed to B. that the 
stream shall be in the control of B. & his assigns, 
& shall flow in a free & uninterrupted course 
through a channel described in the deed, & aftcr- 
wards A. & B. assign, respectively, their land to 
Y. & Z., Y., if he divert the water from such 
channel, though he does not thereby deprive Z. 
of the use of any water, is liable to an action at the 
suit of Z.—NorTHAM v. HURLEY (1853), 1 EF. & B. 
665 5 221L.5.Q. B. 183; 17 Jur. 672; 118 EK. R. 586. 


Annotations :-— Consd. Rawstron v. Taylor (1855), 11 exch. 
369. Apld. Whitehead v. Parks (1858), 2 H. & N._870. 
Expld. Kensit. vr. G. I. Ry. (1883), 23 Ch. D. 566. Refd. 
National Manure Co. v. Donald (1859), 28 L. J. Ex. 185. 


174. ——- ——~ ——— ~——.]—Pltf. was the 
lessee of a mill situated on riparian land. A., 
through whom he derived title, had, in 1804, under 
a written agreement with the adjoining higher 
riparian owner, & subject to an annual payment, 
constructed a goit on the higher owner’s land, 
intercepting the water of the stream at a weir in 
that Jand, & bringing it thence to his mill. The 
flow of the water through this goit had ever since 
been enjoyed by the mill owner, & used for the 
purpose of working the mill; & the annual 
acknowledgment had been paid. Deft., a riparian 
owner above the weir, & also a millowner, inter- 
cepted the water of the stream for the purposes of 
his mill; & pltf. sued for damages :—Held: 
(L) he was entitled to recover ; (2) what was done 
amounted to a division of the stream into two 
courses 5; & pltf. was a riparian proprictor in 
respect of the goit. 

(3) A riparian proprietor, subject to the rights 
of those opposite & lower down the stream, may 
divert the water where it flows by his land, & he 
may grant that right or mode of enjoyment to 
another person. 

It would be competent for [a higher riparian 
owncr] or his successor in ownership [of the pro- 
perty] to erect a mill upon it, & take the water 
from the stream to work it, provided he neither 
penned back the water upon his neighbour above, 
nor injuriously affected the volume & flow of the 
water of the stream to his neighbour below 
(MARTIN, B.).—NvuTTALL v. BRACEWELL (1866), 
Il. R.2 Mxch. 1; 4H. & C. 714; 3601. J. Ex. 1 ; 
151. JT. 313; 3813. 2P.8;3; 12 Jur. N.S. 989. 
Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. Ormerod »., Todmorden Mill 

Co. (1883), 11_Q. B. D. 155. Generally, Reid. Wilts & 

Berks Canal Navigation Co. v. Swindon Waterworks Co. 

(1873), 9 Ch. App. 453, n.; Holker v. Parritt (1875), 

L. R210 Exeh. 593 Roberts v. Richards (1881), 10 L. J. Ch. 

297; Kensit vr. G. E. Ry. (1883), 28 Ch. D. 566; A.-G, 

v. Sipi»pson, (190) 2 Ch. 671. 

175, ——- —-—- ——— ——.]—Action by the 
owner of a mill against the owner of lands situate 
above the mill in which, or over which, part of the 





a diversion of the stream by the repre- 
sentative of the grantor.—TOBIN v. 


grantee or assignee may sue.\—Grant of 
the use of a stream of water from an 
artificial How over the grantor’s land 
for the purpose of working “ a mill or 
otherwise an instrument wherewith to 
plate iron, & likewisc a smithy,” the 
grantor engaging to keep up a full dam 


grantor, or those claiming under him, 
to the use of the water during ua period 
of fifty years, for other purposes than 
thoso limited by the grant, to eonfer 
by the law of the Isle of Man, on the 
grantee, a prescriptive right in the 
water granted, & damages awarded for 


STOWELL (1854), 9 Moo. P. C. C. T1.— 
I, of M. 

b. Defence — Statute of Limi- 
tations.}-- ARBUCKLE vv. SHIRE — OF 
ie (1896), 22 V. L. R. 513.— 
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Sect. 4.—Water flowing inaknown channel—riparian 
rights: Sub-sect.4, C. (a) &(b); sub-sect.5, A.) 


water that supplied the mill arose & flowed, for 
diversion & subtraction of such water. Pltf. 
claimed under grants & certain Regulations & 
Ordinances made by the Governor & Council of 
the Colony of the Cape of Good Hope, as well as 
upon a right of servitude by prescription. Judg- 
ment was given with damages, for pltf. On 
appeal such judgment affirmed, the Judicial Com- 
mittee being of opinion that, whether the power 
to legislate respecting the water rights of the lands 
in which the water arose, or over which it flowed, 
had or had not been sulliciently reserved in the 
original grants by the Governor & Council to the 
then owners, yet that it was abundantly shown, 
that the Legislature of the Colony had exercised 
authority, by Regulations & Ordinances, over the 
water in question, by which the derivative rights 
of pltf. in the ct. below had been regulated «& 
declared.— VAN BREDA v. SILBERBAUER (1869), 
L. R. 3 P. C. 84; 6 Moo. P. CG. CO. N.S. 3195 39 
L. J.P. C. 83 22 L. T. 667; 18 W. R. 553; 16 
KH. R. 746, P. 


Annotation ;—Refd, French Lioek Comrs. v. Huo (1884), 10 
App. Cas, 336. 


176, Action against other grantee 
pi same grantor./—MINER v. GILMOUR, No. 79, 
ante, 

177. ——— Plaintiff must prove right.]— 
Pltf.’s claim is unfounded in point of law; no 
damage has been caused to his mill, which is seven 
miles away from the pool. Pitf. having no right 
of action & having failed to prove any damage, 
the action must be dismissed (BACON, V.-C.).-— 
MORGAN v. Lasr (1886), 2 T. L. R. 262. 

178. Proof of use to which water put.]-— 
GLYN v. Nicinons (1688), Comb. 43; 2 Show. 
507; 90 H.R. 333. 

Annotation :—Refd, Mason +. Hill (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 1. 

179. Defence —- Acquiescence.} — ANON, 

1709), 2 Hq. Cas. Abr. 522; 22 KE. R. 441. 
Annolutions : ~ Refd. Williams rv. Jersey (1841), Cr. & Ph. 
91; McManus r. Cooke (1887), 35 Ch. D. 681. 
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180, ——.]—OWEN v. DAviEs, [1874] 
W.N. 175. 
181, —— Flow through artificial channel.| 


—-SUTCLIFFE v. Booru, No. 275, post. 

182, ———.]-—- NUTTALL v. BRACEWELL, 
No. 174, ante. 

183. Injunction—-Breach of covenant—Parties 
lessees from same landlord.]—One seised in fee of 
upper & lower mills, leases the lower with the 
stream, & covenants for quiet enjoyment, & after 
leases the upper, & the lessee covenants not to 
divert or pen up the streams to the prejudice of 
the lower mills, the lessee of the lower mills may 
bring a bill on breach of this covenant, in the room 
of his lessor, for an injunction, without first bring- 
ing an action of trespass.—-MARTIN v. STILES 
(1729), Mos. 144; 25 KE. R. 318. 

184, .|—Owrn v. DAvizs, [1874] W. N. 175. 

185. Fine.|—-Ilinp v. MANFIELD (1614), Noy, 
103; 74 Id. R. 1068. 

Annotation :-- Apld. A.-G. o. Johnson (1819), 2 Wils. Ch. 87. 

186. Information.]——An information lies for 
cutting down the banks of a public river, & thereby 
diverting the course of the water, although that 
part of it is by Act of Parliament vested in private 
persons, & an action given them for damages 
done to it.—R. v. STANTON (1678), 2 Show. 30 ; 
89 kK. RK. 773. 

187. Compensation---Diversion under statutory 
power—No action maintainable apart from statute.] 
—-NEW RIVER Co. v. JOHNSON, No. 2538, post. 

~——.J—-See, also, COMPULSORY PURCHASE OF 
LAND, Vol. XL, p. 295, Nos. 2245, 2246. 











(b) Proof of Damuye. 

188. Necessity for proof of actual damage.|— 
Diverting a water course from a mill implics a 
tort; & an action will lie thereon without adding 
a per quod plitf. could not grind.—RICHARDS v. 
Hint (1696), 1 Ld. Raym. 102; & Mod, Rep. 
206; 91 I. R. 964, 

189. -——.J--In an action on the case for 
digging ditches & diverting a watercourse, it shall 


ae 


a ne ere ad 














179 i. 

GLASSON ». FULLER, [1922] S. A. S. i. 
148.—AUS, 

179 ii. -—-Averinents 
that an inferior heritor saw, well knew 
of, acquiesced in, & agreed to operations 
made by an upper hcritor upon a stream 
passing through the lands of both 
parties :—Held; pot sufficient to 
support a plea of acquiescence stuted 
by the superior heritor.—Cowan 1. 
KINNAIRD (LORD) (1865), 4 Macph. 
(Ct. of Sess.) 236; 38 Se. Jur. 13. 
SCOT. 


ce 











Cc. ~--~ Justification.}---ADAM- 
SON vt. McNas (1849), 6 U. GC. R113. 
—CAN. 

a. — Ditch not causing 
diversion.|- -CHATWIN 0. TOSEDALE 
RURAL MUNICIPALITY (1907), 6 W. J. 1. 
474.— CAN. 

e. —-— Necessity for proof of damage.) 
- A diversion of a natural stream 
from its natural channel in front 
of the Jand of a riparian proprietor 
is actionable ut his instance without 
proof of actual or probable damage. 
—SAUNDERS v& RICHARDS Co., Litp. 
(1901), 21 C. L. T. 610; 2N. B. Iq. 
Rep. 303.—CAN. 

1844. Injunction.J-—LKAIY ». NORTH 
see TOWN (1906), 37 8. C. R. 464. 

{. Construction of statute.) — The 
words of Irrigation Act (RB. 8. C.) 1906, 
c. 61, 8. 60, amended by «. 38 of 1908, 
c. 34 of 1910, & c. 37 of 1914, “ Every 

erson who wilfully without authority 
akes or diverts any water... from 
any works authorized under this Act 
.. . ds guilty of an offence, ctc.,” are 





applicable to a person Who wrongfully 
diverts water from works which are 
constructed for the purpose of carrying 
the water from the main canal to the 
boundary of the lands of individuals 
who desire the water for the irrigation 
of their lands, such works being ‘‘ works 
autherized ’’ by the <Act.—R. wv. 
TANGYE, [1919] 1 W. W. Tt. 493 44 
D.L. R.181; 15 Alta. T.. R. 202.-- CAN. 

g. removal of gravel pit.J—A eravel 
pit in a river bed on Crown land 
which the Govt. is anthorised b 
statute to open is a public wor 
within Public Works Act, 1894, but 
only if set apart for the purpose by 
Proclamation duly gazetted ; & if not 
so sct. apurt, & the natural result) of 
taking gravel out of the bed of the river 
is to turn the river on a neighbour’s 
land unless especial precautions are 
taken, & no special precautions are 
tuken, & the neighbour’s land suffers 
in consequence, the person removing 
the gravel is hable for the tnjury so 
caused.-- SIEAND oa i. (1903), 22 
N. 4 L. Wt. 909. —-N.Z, 
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188i. Necessity for proof of actual 
damage.J —McLEAN v. CRossoNn (1873), 
33 U. C. hi. 448.—CAN, 

188 ii. -—-McGuinE 2, Brigh- 
TON ‘TOWNSHIP (1912), 23 O. W. R. 223 ; 
40.W.N.137;3:°>71T). L. R.314.—CAN, 

188 jij. -- —.|---Fienerry vo, TTALIVAX 
Ciry (N. 8S.) (1910), 9 BE. L. R. 105. - 
CAN. 





188 iv. ——.]—- WALKER”, WESTING- 
TON (1912), 23 O. W. Rk 1103; 4 


O. W.N. 136; 6D. L. R. 858.-- CAN. 


188 vy. ——.}— Parr, Troor (1922), 
65 DL. mR. 785; 55 N. 8. HR. 252,—- 
CAN. 

188 vi. ——.] — KENWORTHY wv 
BisHor (B. C.), [1925] 3 W. W. RR. 183. 
— CAN. 

188 vii. -]—In cases of obstruc- 





tion of right to an uninterrupted flow of 
water, it must appear from the circnm- 
stances in evidence in each case that 
the interference or obstruction com- 
plained of is not a trivial, but a sub- 
stantial injury in order to warrant 
relief by way of injunction.-~PONNU- 
SAWMI 'TAVER tv. MADURA COLLECTOR 
(1869), 5 Mad. 6.—IND., 

188 viii. Kart KISHEN TA- 
GORE ve. Jopoo LAL MunLiok (1879), 
det. G Ind. App. 190; 5C. L. Rh. 97.— 





188 ix. ——-.)—In order to eupport 
an action By one riparian owner to 
restrain another from diverting the 
water beyond his riparian tenement, 
it is not necessary that pltf. should 
prove that he has suffered any damage. 
—AIYAVU MOOPPAN v. SAWMINATIIA 
KAVUNDAN (1905), I. L. kt. 28 Mad. 
236.—IND. 

188 x. ~——-—-.J—ATHOL v. MIDLAND 
GREAT WESTERN Ky. Co. (1868), I. HK. 
3C. L. 333.—IR. 

188 xi. ——-.}- Brian v. RATHANGAN 
RIVER DRAINAGE Boarn, [1898] 2 
I. R. 205.—IR. 


188 xii. —-—~.] —THOMPSON v. 
NER, [1927] N. I. 191.— IR. 

188 xiii. -l— RYDER v. HALL 
(1905), 27 N. 4. L. kh, 385.—N.Z. 


Hor 
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be presumed, after verdict, that the injury was 
consequential.— LEVERIDGE v. Hoskins (1709), 11 
Mod. Rep. 257; 88 E. R. 1025. 

Annotation :—Reld. Reynolds v. Clarke (1725), 2 Ld. Raym. 


a — »«|—SAmMPSON v. Hoppinort, No. 122, 
ante. 

191. ——-.]—Bicketr »v. Monrnris, No. 65, 
ante. 

192. -|—Norbury (Earn) v. Kircuin, No. 





239, post. 

_ 193. ——.]—Pltfis., in common with the other 

inhabitants of a particular district, enjoyed a 

customary right at all times to have water from a 

certain spout in a highway in the district for 

domestic purposes. Deft., a riparian owner on 
the stream whereby the spout was supplied with 
water, on various occasions prevented such large 
quantities of water from reaching the spout as to 
render what remained insufficient for the needs of 
the inhabitants. Pltfs. had not themselves ever 
suffered any actual personal damage or incon- 
venience :—Held: an action for diverting the 
water was maintainable without proof of any actual 
personal damage, inasmuch as the act of deft. 
might, if repeated often enough without inter- 
ruption, furnish evidence in derogation of pltfs.’ 

legal rights—TlArnor v. Hirsr (1868), L. R. 4 

Exch. 43; 38 L. J. Ex. 1; 191. 1. 426; 33 J.P. 

103 ; 17 W. R. 164. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Wilts & Berks Canal Navigation Co. 
v. Swindon Waterworks Co. (1873), 29 L. T. 722: Good- 
hart v. Hyett (1883), 25 Ch. Db. 182; Bower v. Sandford 
(1889), 5 IT. L. R. 6703) MeCartney v. Londonderry & 
Lough Swilly Ry., [1901] A. (. 3013; Tammerton ov. 
Dysart, [1916) 1 A.C. 57. Mentd. George v. Lysaght & 
Meade-King (1883), 49 L. U. 405) Brocklebank tv. lhomp- 
son, {1903] 2 Ch. 344. 

194. J—FERECHETTE v. COMPAGNIE MANU- 

FACTURIERE DE ST. HYACINTHE, No. 49, anle. 

195. -|\—Suarp v. Winson, Rotieray & 

Co., No. 405, post. 
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196. }—STOLLMEYER v. 
PETROLEUM Co., No. 106, ante. 


Sun-secr, 5.—OBSTRUCTION. 
A. Right to Obstruct. 


197. Right incidental to ownership—Provided 
others not thereby injured.]|—MINER v. GILMOUR, 
No. 79, anic. 


198, ——-- ——- |—BickEeTr v. Morris, No. 65, 
ante. 
199. —-  --——.|--Booru v. Ravin, No. 351, post. 








200. —--~ ———.]—ORR Ewinu v. COLQUHOUN, 
No. 8388, post. 
201. To prevent change of course of water.] 


—}"ARQUHARSON v. FARQUHARSON (1741), cited in 
3 3h. N.S. at p. 421; 4 EB. R. 1889, H. L. 
Annotations :-- Distd. Menzies ». Breadalbane (1828), 3 

Bu. N.S. 414. Refd, Bickett v. Morris (1866), . Tt. 1 

Se. & Div. 47; Orr Ewing v. Colquhoun (1877), 2 App. 

Cas. 8389; Gerrard v. Crowe, [1921] 1 A. C. 3953 Lagan 

Navigation Co. 7. Lumbeg Bleaching, Dyeing & Finishing 

Co., [1927] A.C. 226. Mentd. Greyvenusteyn v. Hattingh, 

[1911] A. C. 355. 

202. To protect own property.]—BICcKETT 
v. Mornis, No. 65, anie. 

203. Natural or artificial watercourse.]— 
An artificial watercourse may have been made in 
such circumstances & been used in such a manner 
that an owner of land on its bank has the rights 
which a riparian owner would have had if it had 
been a natural watercourse. 

Resps. built a bund so as to interfere with the 
flow of water through a channel upon their land. 
The channel had been made by deepening & 
widening an ancient natural watercourse. <As a 
result of resps.’ action the water was dammed back, 
& applits.’ land, higher up the channel was flooded 
& they suffered damage thereby :—leld: resps. 
were liable to applts. for the damage caused.- - 
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197i. Right incidental to ownership— 
Provided others not thereby injured. }— 
aarp v. COREY (1877), 1 DP. & TS. 00. 








197 ii. -+—The owner of 
the alvens of a navigable river & of the 
land on both sides of it upon which a 
dam stands, has anu absolute right to 
maintain it for the purpose of operating 
his mill by the use of the flowing water, 
& ho had this right as an incident to the 
ownership of the prepay: Such right 
must be exercised subject to the rights 
of other riparian proprictors to a 
reasonable use of the water & to the 
pee right of passage.—hRoy v. 
“RANER (1903), 86 N. B. R.113.- CAN. 

197 ili. —~—.J—An owner of 
land in Manitoba may lawfully obstruct 
the natural flow of surface water on to 
his Jand, even though he thereby forces 
it back to the injury of adjoining land 
from which it flows; but be must not 
remove w natural barrier protecting his 
neighbour for the purpose of turnin 
the water on to the latter’s land, & must 
not by artificial means drain surface 
water which has accumulated on his 
land on to that of his neighbour. 
Hupson’s Bay Co. v, HWORANIN, 
11926] 1D. Le. R. 7253) [1926] 1 
a - KR. 460; 35 Man. L. R. 466.-— 


197 iv. -.J—A riparian owner 
claiming a right to irrigate his lands 
from the river flowing past. his Jand by 
putting up dams therein must not 
interfere with the rights of the Jower 
riparian owners.—ESHAN CHANDRA 
SAMANTA v. Nin MONI SINGH (1908), 
I. L. R. 35 Cale. 851.—IND. 

197 v. —— »}/~The owner of 
Jand through which a river or other 
natural channel flows is bound within 











certain Hmits, as between himself & 
other riparian owners, not to do any- 
thing which shall obstruct the flow of 
the water or materially interfere with 
their rights.— BaLpro SInGu v. JUGAL 
eo (1911), I. L. R. 33 All, 619.— 


197 vi. .J—An owner of 
upper agricultural land is entitled to 
let his water fiow in its natural course 
without any obstruction by the owner 
of the lower land, & the lower owner is 
not entitled to raine any bund on his 
land which will have the effect of seri- 
ously interfering with the upper 
owner's cultivation. —RAMASAWMY v. 
Past (1913), I. LL. RR. 38 Mad. 149.— 
IND. 








187 vii. —— .}—The reasonable 
uses Which a riparian owner may law- 
fully make of the water passing his 
Jand include turning its natural gravita- 
tion into water-power, by weirs or 
other like contrivances, crected in 
alveo flluuninis, although their effect, if 
not carefully & reasonably used, might 
be to cause sensible injury to lower 

roprictors.— BELFAST ROPEWORKSCo., 
ae v. BOYD (1888), 21 I. KR. Ir. 460. 

197 viii. —— ——.}+-Mountr Hurr 
RoaD DistrRicr (INHABITANTS) — ¥, 
DENT (1895), 14 N. Z. L. TR. 113.— N.Z,. 


197 ix. --—. J] — GLENLEE 
(LORD) v. GORDON (1804), 13 Fac, Coll. 
353.—SCOT. 


1987 x. —-—— .J—Deft., being the 
owner of a doininant tenement in favour 
of which there existed a servitude of 
aqueduct upon the land of pltf. to lead 
water out of a particular dam fed by a 
spruit, constructed another dam 120 
feet higher up across the bed of the 
spruit :---Held: deft. had no right to 
alter the site of tho dam without the 











consent of pltf. as owner of the servient 
tencimnont.—VAN HEERDEN v. COKTZEL, 
(1914] App. D. 167.—S. AF. 

202 i. 1'o protect own property.}- - 
Where the natural features of the land 
have been so altered by drains con- 
structed by a municipal authority, & 
drainage & otber work done by or under 
the supervision of the owner of the land 
on the higher level, or by his predecessor 
in title, & such alteration has concen- 
trated the flow of water beyond its 
ordinary natural dimensions on to the 
lower land, the owner of such lower 
land may protect himself by damming 
back such coneentrated flow on to the 
higher Jand.—~VINNICOMBE wv. MAc- 
Gnegor (1902), 28 V. L. R. 144; 29 
V.L. kh. 32.— AUS. 

202 ii. ——-. J-—- NAGLE. MInLin 
(1904), 29 V. L. R. 765.—AUS. 

202 iii. .}~ Case for over- 
flowing land of the Canada Co. Deft. 
produced a letter to S., under whom he 
claimed, frown pltfs.’ agent, saying that 
the Jand would be sold to him for the 
purpose of erecting a saw mill, on 
certain specified conditions—two of 
which were, that tho mill should be in 
operation within twelve months, & 
that he should furnish the co., or their 
gettlers, with lumber at a reasonable 
rate :—-Held : this letter conld not be 
construed as a license to deft. to over- 
flow pltfs.’ land to any extent necessary 
for working his mill, without clearly 
showing that the probable effect of 
building the mill & putting up the dam 
was known to & contemplated by the 
parties at the time.—Canapa Co. 0. 
Perris (1852), 9 U. C. R. 669.—CAN. 

202 iv. ——-,]—-MINOR v. GIL- 
MOUR (1859), Cc. R. 3 A. C. 230.—CAN. 

202 v. — —,}--HICKMAN U. 
LAWSON (1859), 7 Gr. 494.—CAN, 
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Sect. 4.—Water flowing in a known channel—ripa- 
rian rights: Sub-sect. 5, A. & B.) 


Manua Bya v. Manua Kyi Lyo (1925), L. R. 52 
Ind. App. 385, P. C. 

204. Prescriptive right—-Exercise causing damage 
to neighbouring owner.]|—Semble: if a mill head 
pens back the water upon the adjoining lands & 
injures them, but in consequence of defective 
construction & want of repair in the wheels & 
waste gates, the mill pond is, by the working of the 
mill at seasons wholly selected by the miller 
without the control of the land owner, so soon & so 
frequently exhausted that the adjoining lands are 
frequently relieved from the stagnating water, & 
suffer but small damage, the miller is justified in 
repairing & improving the construction of his mill, 
& thereby penning back the water upon his 
neighbour’s land on the same level, for longer 
periods, although he thereby occasions him a 
greater damage.—ALDER v. SAVILL (1814), 5 
Taunt. 454; 128 EK. R. 766. 

205. Twenty years.|—(1) The ct. refused 
to decree the specific performance of an agreement 
to purchase the fee simple of certain lands, & also 
the right to impound the water of a river, & to 
divert from it a stream of water; because the 
vendor, though seised in fee of the lands had only 
a lease for ninety-nine years of the othcr subjects 
of the contract, & had not, as against some of the 
proprietors of land on the banks of the river, a 
right to divert the water; & because the pur- 
chaser had entered into the contract for the pur- 
pose of erecting a manufactory to be wrought by the 
water, & twelve years had elapsed between the time 
of the agreement & the hearing of the cause. 

(2) Every owner of land on the banks of a river 
has, primd facie, an equal right to use the water, 
& cannot acquire a right to throw the water back 
on the proprietor above, or to divert it from the 
proprietor below, without a grant, or twenty 
years’ enjoyment which is evidence of a grant.— 
WRIGHT v. HOWARD (1823), 1 Sim. & St. 190; 1 
LL. J. O. 8S. Ch. 04; 57 E.R. 76. 

Annotations ;—Asto (1) Apld. Macbryde v. Weekes (1856), 22 





Beav. 533. As to (2) Apld. Acton v Blundell (1843), 12 
M. & W. 324; Ennorv. Barwell (1860), 2 Gilt. 410. Refd. 
Mason 7. Hill (1832), 3 B. & Ad. 304: Mason +. Hill 


(1833), 5 B. & Ad. 13; Sampson tv. Hoddinott (1857), 1 
C. B. N.S. 590; Wilts & Berks Canal Navigation Co. tv. 
Swindon Waterworks Co. (1873), 9 Ch. App. 453. Gene- 
rally, Refd. Kmbrey v. Owen (1851), 6 Exch. 353; Chase- 
moro uv. ichards (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 349. Mentd. 
Walker v. Jeffreys (1842), 1 Hare, $41; Bower v. Cooper 
(1843), 2 Hare, 408. 


206. -|—In case, the declaration 
stated, that pltf. was lawfully possessed of a mill, 
& by reason thercof of right ought to have & enjoy 








205i. Prescriptive right — Twenty 
years.J—Deft., having for more than 
twenty years next before the action 
enned back water upon the Jand above 
im, by means of a dam erected on his 
own land, is protected by C. 8S. U. CG. e. 
88, 10 & 11 Vict. c. 5, although the 


205 vii. -- 


Porrer (1868), 1 Han. 328.—CAN. 


RIGUT (1867), I. kh. 1 C. L. 718.- 


2a.) —~ Gradual & 
damage to the land of @ riparian owner 
from log-driving operations & from an 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


the benefit of the water of a watercourse which 

ran & flowed, by means of a weir therein erected a 

little above pltf.’s mill, being kept at a certain 

height, unto the said mill of pitf., for supplying it 
with water for the working thereof ; & complained 
that deft. wrongfully pulled down the welr, 

placed & kept it at a lower height than it ought to 
have been, etc. Deft. pleaded, that, before & at 

the times when, etc., he was the occupier of a 

certain close adjoining to the watercourse, & that 

he & all others the occupiers for the time being 
of the said close for twenty years next before the 
commencement of the suit, enjoyed, as of right & 
without interruption, the right of from time to 
time, as occasion required, removing a part of the 
weir, & placing & keeping it at a lower height than 
the rest, to such an extent & for such a time as was 
necessary for diverting enough of the water to 
irrigate the said close; that, at the times when, 
etc., irrigation was necessary for the close, where- 
fore deft. removed the said part of the weir, & 
placed & kept it at such lower height, to such an 
extent & for such a time as, & no more or longer 
than, was necessary for diverting the water for 
the irrigation of the said close :—//Ield: this plea 
was good ; it was not an argumentative traverse 
of the right alleged in the declaration, inasmuch 
as it set up a right which, under Prescription Act, 

1832 (c. 71), was not complete until the com- 

mencement of the suit, & therefore was not incon- 

sistent with pltf.’s right to have the weir at a 

greater height at the time of the act complained 

of. —WARD v. Rontns (1846), 15 M. & W. 237; 7 

L. T. O.S. 1143; 153 E.R. 837. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Lowe v. Carpenter (1851), 6 Exch. 
$25; Cooper v. Hubbuck (1862), 12 C. B. N.S. 456; 
Bennison v. Cartwright (1864), 5 2. & S. 13 Hollins ve. 
Verney (1884), 13 Q. B. D. 304. 

207. To weir.|—Though weirs in navigable 
rivers are legal, unless they existed before the 
time of Edward J., such an casement may be 
acquired in private waters by grant from other 
riparian owners, or by enjoyment; in short, by 
any means by which such rights may be consti- 
tuted (COCKBURN, C.J.).— ROLLE v. WHYTE (1868), 
L.R.3 Q. B. 286; 8B. &S.116; 37 4. 5. Q. B. 
105; 17 L. T. 560; 32 J. P. 6453; 16 W. BR. 598 5 
on appeal, sub nom, GARNETT v. BACKUOUSE (1868), 
L. BR. 3 Q. B. 699. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Leconfield v. Lonsdale (1870), L. R. 5 
C.P.657; Clarke v. Somersetshire Drainage Comrs. (1888), 
57 L. J. M. C. 963) Barkerv. Faulkner (1898), 79 L. TP. 24. 
———.]—See, also, HASEMENTS, Vol. X1LX., pp. 

147-149, 151, Nos. 1007-1019, 1035-1038. 

208. Right by grant.]}—Wricut v. Nowarp, No. 
205, ante. 








crected.—]H{APrnLin ve. ARCHER (19093), 
23. N.Z. L. R.481.—N.Z. 





as 208 i. /eight by grant.|—Kern v. BRAn- 
e INGER (1869), 29 U. C. LR. 340.— CAN. 
increasing 208 ii. ./—A deed of a piece of 


land, ‘* together with the mill privilege, 


lund flooded belonged to the Crown 
during the greater part of that period. 
—BOWLBY v. WOODLEY (1852), 8 
U. C. RR. 318.—CAN. 

}—-STUART _ v. 


2065 ii. ‘: : 
SPENCE (1853), 10 U. C. Rt. 486.— CAN. 
205 iii. ———,J— BECHTEL wv, 
STREET (1860), 20 U. C. BR. 15.—CAN. 


205 iv. -}-——-TUCKER v. Pa- 
REN (1859), 7 C. P. 269.—CAN. 

205 v. .}—~An easement to 
appropriate the water of a stream in 
a particular way, as by a dam which 
turns the water in a particular direction, 
may be acquired by an_ exclusive 
enjoyment for twenty years.—McLEAN 
v. Davis (1865), 6 All. 266.—CAN. 


205 vi. ——- ——.] — LAWLOR v. 























overflow of water caused by defts.’ 
driving dam, extending over a number 
of years, will not give a right, cither by 
prescription or under Stat. Limitations, 
to cominit further acts of additional 
damage,—MITTEN v. WnriGhT (1895), 
1 N. B. Eq. Lep. 171.-- CAN. 


k. -——.]}--Where a claim is made 
for damages & a mandatory injunction 
for the removal of @ dam which has 
been continuously in existence for 
nearly forty years, on tbe ground 
that it dams buck the water of a creek 
on to the land of pltf., it Hea upon 
pitf. to show very clearly, by reference 
to the state of things existing before 
the erection of the dam, that the con- 
dition of his land is worse than it would 
have been if the dam had never been 


saw-mill, & erections belonging to the 
saine; & also the pond or flowage above 
the said mill,” conveys no right to the 
soil of the mill-pond, but only an ease- 
ment to dam the water & overflow the 
land for the purposes of the mil] below. 
—HERBERTSON UV. CUNNINGHAM (1873), 
14 N. B. 1. (1 Pug.) 235.— CAN. 

208 iii. ——-.J—CaLNOUN v. ROURKE 
oo I9 N. B. RR. (3 2. & B.) 591.— 


208 iv. ——.]—Mc ARTHUR v. GILLIES 
(1881), 29 Gr. 223.—CAN. 

208 v. .]-—-CALEDONIA MILLING 
Co. v. SHTRRA MILLING Co. (1905), 25 
a. LL. T. 154; 5 Of. W. RR. 1703 
QO. L. R. 213.—CAN. 

208 vi. J}-—-Drk KLERK V. 
HAUS (1898), 15 &. C. 1—S. AF. 
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209. Grant allowing only for use of water.] 
—A. conveyed to B. in fee a parcel of land, lying 
about twenty yards from a stream, the soil & both 
banks of which belonged to A. ‘‘ with liberty to B. 
to take water from the said stream for the use of 
his mill, by a pipe not exceeding twelve inches in 
diameter ”’ :—Held: B. had no right to dam up 
the bed of the stream so as to force the water into 
the pipe, thereby making it always run to the 
full.— WALKER v. STEWART (1855), 25 L. ‘I’. O. S. 
283, H. L. 

ae —— Welr.|—Ro.Lie v. WHYTE, No. 207, 
ante. 





.]}—Compare KASEMENTS, Vol. XIX., p. 147, 
Nos. 1003-1006. 

211. Oral licence.|—Liaains v. INak, No. 4, ante. 

212. Under statutory power—Though party 
injured unable to obtain compensation—Navigation 
undertakers.|—By a Navigation Act the under- 
takers were authorised to make & maintain such 
navigation, & from time to time to alter their dams 
& weirs for that purpose; & to enter & make 
works upon lands for the purpose of the under- 
taking, first making satisfaction to the owners as 
Comrs. under the Act should direct. By a subse- 
quent clause, any persons injured by the works 
were to reccive compensation to be assessed by 
the Comrs. ‘The Comrs. were named in the Act, 
& power given them to appoint successors from 
time to time. The navigation was made; &, as 
part of it, a dam across a river was enlarged. 
Subsequently, all the Comrs. died, without. having 
appointed successors. The co. afterwards raised 
the dam to the injury of a mill owner below :— 
Held: the power to alter the dam still existed, 
even though the mill owner should no longer have 
any means of obtaining compensation, as to which 
they gave no opinion.— KENNET & AVON NAVIGA- 
TION Co. v. WITHERINGTON (1852), 18 Q. B. 531; 





1 What constitutes taking charge of 
a watercourse by local authority.) — 
Where a drain or watercourse passes 


ATUA COUNTY 


CoUNCIL 
N. Z. L. It. 683.—N.Z. 
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21 L. J. Q. B. 419; 19 L. T. O. S. 246; 16 Jur. 
778; 118 E. R. 200. 


—-— Obstruction by electrical undertaking. |— 
See ELectTRic LIGHTING, Vol. XX., p. 209, No. 64. 


B. What Amounts to Obstruction. 


213. Penning back water.J}—SwayNeE v. RoGERS 
(1604), Cary, 26; 21 EK. R. 14. 


214. |—Wricnt v. Howarp, No. 205, 
ante. 


215. Erection of dam.J—KENNET & AVON 








NAVIGATION Co. v. WITHERINGTON, No. 212, 
ante. 
216. ———.]—MINER v. GILMOUR, No. 79, ante. 
217. In artificial watercourse— Where rights 


acquired as in natural watercourse.|—MANUG 

Bya v. MANUG Kyi Lyo, No. 203, ante. 

Fishing mill dams.|—Sce FisuEenirs, Vol. 

XXV., p. 53, Nos. 467-474. 

218. Erection of mound—Throwing water on 
opposite bank.|—A. proprietor of Jand on the bank 
of a river, having commenced the building of a 
mound, which according to the opinion & report 
of an engineer, would, if completed, in times of 
ordinary flood, throw the waters of the river on 
the grounds of a proprietor on the opposite bank, 
so as to overflow & injure them, was restrained by 
perpetual interdict, from the farther erection of 
any bulwark, or other work, which might have the 
effect of diverting the stream of the river in time 
of flood from its accustomed course, & throwing 
the same upon the lands of applt.—MENZIES v. 
BREADALBANE (1828), 3 Bli. N. S. 414; 4 EB. KH. 
1387, Tl. L. 

Annotations :—Consd. A.-G. v. Lonadale (1868), L. R. 7 Eq. 
377; Nield v. L. & M. W. Ry. (1874), L. R. 10 Exch. 4; 
Orr Ewing v. Colquboun (1877), 2 App. Cars. 839 ; Whalley 
aL & Y. Ry. (1884), 13 Q. B.D. 131: Greyvensteyn v. 


Hattingh, [1911] A. CG. 355. Refd. Gerrard v. Crowe, 
[WW2QIP tL A. C. 395. 





(1903), 22 = prietors of which have only a right to 


an indenimity, & cannot demand the 


through private land within a munici- 
pality, it is not taken under the charge 
of the councll by their merely construc- 
ting a crossing over it) where it) runs 
over u street; & the owner of such 
private Jand is not liable for obstructing 
it} in such circumstances,—M ALONnyY 
v Drovuaur (1876), 2 V. L. R. (L.) 180. 
~— AUS. 

m. Effect of Ucense under seal.\— 
Semble : though a license given by pltf. 
to deft. not under seal did not create 
an easement, it might be sufficient as a 
license to prevent pltf. from recovering 
damages for the erection of a dam as a 
wroneful act.— ROBINSON t. FierriRLy 
(1852), 8 UL C. l. 340. CAN, 


n. Statutory right to maintain dam.) 
~~KERBY v1. GRAND RIVER NAVIGATION 
Co. (1854), 11 U. C. It. 334.— CAN. 

o. Right to use bracket boards.j— 
The use of bracket boards on a mill dam 
is such an easement as Stat. Limita- 
tions will protect. CAMPBELL v. YOUNG 
(1871), 18 Gr. 97.—CAN. 


p. ——-.J—RBRADY v, SADLER (1888), 
16 O. R. 49.—CAN. 

q. Right to interfere with occupied mill 
privilege.] — There can be no inter- 
ference whatever, under the Act 
respecting Water Privileges lt. S. O., 
1887, c. 119, with an occupied mill 
privilege, even though the authoriscd 
works would not affect the mode in 
which the occupied mill privilege has, 
up to the time of the application, been 
used.— Re BURNHAM (1895), 22 A. KR. 
40.—CAN. 


r. Pema from exercise of poucrs 
of local body—Whether  actionable-— 
Possibility of preventing damage by 
exercise of other mpowers—Right to 
compensation.]—-FARRELLY v. PAnNI- 


t. Leave & license. J—THOMS tv, HLLIS 
(1911), 31 N. Z. L. R. 235.—NZ. 
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2133. Penning back water.}—ANDER- 
SON 7 GREAT WESTERN RAILROAD CO. 
(1853), 11 U. C. hl. 126.-—-CAN. 

213 ii. : NIGH v. SOWERWINE 
(1854), 12 U. C. 1. 67.-—CAN. 





213 iii. ~- —-.]-—- PATTERSON tv. PeTER- 

CORPN. (1869), 28 U. C. Rh. 
505.—CAN. 

213 iv. -- Pitfs. owned land on 


the river H. on which there was a mill, 
the water from which flowed through an 
artificial channel of about 700 feet into 
the river. Deft. having built a dam 
by which the water was penned back 
in this channel, so as to obstruct the 
working of pltfs.’ mill & the natural 
flow of the stream :—J/eld: pltfs. were 
entitled to maintain an action therefor, 
--WADSWORTH v. McDOUGALI (1870), 
30 U. C. R. 369.-- CAN, 


213 v. —-—.] —HAWKINS Vv. MAHAFFY 
(1881), 29 Gr. 326.—-CAN, 

213 vi. —--— .J— O'BRIEN v. ENRIGHT 
(1867), 15 W. TR. 637.—-IR. 


215i. Erection of dam.-—-BOVLE v. 
ARNOLD (1869), 16 Gr. 501.—CAN. 

215 ii. ——.}—HENDRY tv. ENGLISI 
(1871), 18 Gr. 119.—CAN. 

215 iii. -——-. }—Action of damagesfor 
loss suffered by the construction of a 
dam in a watercourse which crossed 
pltf.’h property :—JZZeld : 19 & 20 Vict. 
c. 104, which permits proprictors to 
build dams in watercourses on their 
property for the use of mills, creates a 
legal servitude on the adjoining pro- 
perties on to which the water is made 
to reflow in consequence; the pro- 





demolition of the dam, except where 
unable to obtain payment of such 
indemnity.— JAN v. GAUTHIER (1879), 
5 Q. Ia ht. 188.-- CAN, 

215iv. ——-.}]— Drartv. Cook (1903), 
230. lL. T. 70.— CAN. 

215 v. — —-.}—CHAMRLY MANUFAC- 
TURING Co. vw. WILLETT (1904), 34 
S.C. R. 502.—CAN., 

215 vi. ——.]- Rosn v. ST. JOHN 
CorPn. (1905), 37 N. B. R. 58.--CAN, 

215 vii. — BUCKNALL — v, 
BRITISH CANADIAN POWER Co. (1912), 
23 O. W. R. 155: 40. W. N. 164; 5 
}). L. R. 574,-—-CAN. 


215 vili. ——.]— Karu KHABIR Vv. 
JAN oe (1901), 1. L. R. 29 Cale. 100. 


a. Omission to provide necessary 
waste gates.) Declaration in case 
alleged that defts.’ dum was con- 
structed in a careless, improper, 
unsafe, & inartificial manner by 
means whereof, etce.:—Held: the 
omission to provide necessary waste 
gates to facilitate the passage of the 
surplus water in freshets or floods is 
evidence of misconstruction, or im- 
proper or careless construction of a 
mill dam.---M1L1s v. Dixon (1854), 
4 ©. P. 222.—CAN. 

b. Failure to keen channel open.|\— 
A streain diverted into a new channel 
by the Comrs. of the European & 
North American Ry., under 19 Vict. c. 
17, became obstructed in consequence 
of the new channel filling up & over- 
flowing pltf.’s Jland:—Held: the 
Comrs. were bound to keep the channel 
open, & were Hable to an action for the 
damage to pitf.’a land.—McLton v. 
KUROPEAN & NORTH AMERICAN RAIL- 
WAY Comme. (1869), 12 N. B. R. 
(1 Han.) 574.—CAN. 
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Sect, 4.—Water flowing in a known channel—ripa- 
rian rights: Sub-sect. 5, B. & 


219. Increasing flow at lower point—By added 
drainage—Flow from higher point impeded.]—An 
Act empowering Comrs. therein named to inclose 
certain lands in the township of A., & reciting 
that it would be of great advantage to the pro- 
prietors of such open lands that the same sbould 
be allotted & divided, enacted, that it should be 
lawful for the Comrs. to set out & make such 
ditches, watercourses, etc., of such oxtent & form, 
& in such situations as they should deem necessary 
in the lands to be inclosed, & to enlarge & improve 
any of the existing watercourses, etc. :—Held: 
the Comrs. were not thereby justified in draining 
the water from the lands to be inclosed into an 
ancient watercourse running through the town- 
ship of B. into the township of A., so as to obstruct 


C. (a).] 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


Hare, 415; 16 L. J. Ch. 274; 8 L. T. O. S. 498 ; 
11 Jur. 766; 67 E. R. 974. 


Annotations >—Refd. Lond v. Murray (1851), 17 L. T.. O. S. 


248. 


55 EK. R. 284. 
Nos. 452-466. 


the drainage of pltf.’s lands in the township of B., 


by means of the said ancient watercourse, to his 


Mentd. East’ Lancashire 
8 Hare, 72; Goldsmid v. Tunbridge Wells Improvement 
Comrr, (1865), 14 W. 
Co. (1865), L. R. 1 Eq. 77; Hood v. N. XK. a G (1870), 23 
L. T. 433: Re Wilton’s S. E., [1907] 1 Ch. 50. 


220. Raising level of water.|—A. sold a piece of 
land to C., & covenanted for quiet enjoyment. 
Afterwards A. raised the level, by three inches, of 
a brook running past C.’s grounds through his, 
A.’s property :—Held; 
subject of complaint for the interference of this 
ct.—_INGRAM v. MORECRAFT (1863), 383 Beav. 49 ; 





221. Action.] 


Ry. v. Hattersley (1849), 


KR. 92; Lingwood v. Stowmarket 


this was not a proper 


Weirs.]—See FisHerigs, Vol. XXV., pp. 51-53, 


C. Liability for Injurious Obstruction. 


(a) In General. 
Honir v. SANDBACH (1628), Het. 


damage & injury.—DAwson v. Paver (1847), 5 74; 124 E. R. 353. 


ce. Use of stop-logs.)} -BEAMISH 17, 
BARRETT (1869), 16 Gr, 318.—CAN. 

d. Hrection of boom.|}—-MCMILLAN v. 
SOUTH-WEST Boom Co. (1878), 17 
N. B.1. (1 P. & 3B.) 715.—CAN. 

6. —-—.] — LANGSTAFF tv. MoORAE 
(1892), 22 O. Tt. 78.—CAN. 

f, ——.]—The owner of land on a 
floatable river is entitled to erect 
booms & piers necessary for reasonable 
uso of the river in operating a saw-imill. 
—WATSON tv. PATTERSON (1903), 23 
C. 1. T. 268; 2N. B. Eq. Rep. 488.— 
CAN. 

@. Liability of owners—Water dan 
ce fo maliciously.J—Where a dam 
is maliciously destroyed by unknown 
porsons the owners of the dam are not 
liable for dainages caused thereby.—- 
re v. NAPANEE RIVER LIMPROVE- 
MENT Co, (1914), 5 O. W. ON. 467: 6 
O. W. N. 113; 31 0.1L. 2. 47.--CAN. 

h. Ice jam causing flood.J—R'ver- 
SIDE LUMBER Co. v. CALGARY WATER 
POWER Co. (1915), 32 W. LL. R. 8583 9 
W.W. 9.471; 25). LL. R.818.---CAN. 


k. Weiyhtening daum-dyke.J—CnrRIstTir 
@. WEMYSS (1842), 5 Dunl. (C't. of Sess.) 
2425 15 Se. Jur. 80.—SCOT, 

1. Cauld.) A riparian proprietor 
having erected a cauld in the alveus of 
a river upon his own side of the medium 
filtum as he alleged for the purpose of 
improving the salmon fishing :—Held : 
the proprictor of the opposite bank 
was entitled to insist upon the cauld 
being removed & ‘the alveus restored 
to its former condition without proving 
that damage would be caused to him 
by the erection.— RoxBURGHK (DUKE) 
v. WALDIE’S TRUSTEES (1879), 6 R. 
(CL. of Sess.) 663; 16 Se. L. Rh. 364.— 
SCOT. 








m. Milling up channel.}-—The pro- 
prietor of lands bounded by a privato 
river is not entitled, without the 
consent of the opposite proprictor, to 
fill up a channel upon his property used 
by the river in time of ordinary floods. 
—JACKSON Uv. MARSITALT (1872), 10 
Macph. (C't. of Sess.) 913; 44 Se. Jur. 
506.—SCOT. 


PART I. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 5.— 
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2211. Action.]}—Where pltfs., who 
had built milis on @ stream, by indeu- 
ture granted a license to deft. to make a 
raceway over their lands for a mill to be 
built by deft. further down the stream, 
proved that the water was not thrown 

ack thereby, nor any injury or damage 
occasioned to pltfs.’ milis, & after 
deft.’3 mill had been erected, by an 
accumulation of ice on the by-wash, the 
water was forced back on pltfs.’ mill :— 
Held: pee might maintain an action 
for such injury, & that case, & not 


covenant on the indenture, was the 
proper form of remedy.—- EAStTwoop ?. 
HELLIWELL (1835), 4 O. S. 38.—CAN. 


221 if. —--.]—Whcere arbitrators, to 
whouw disputes arising from the over- 
flowing of three acres of pltf.'s land by 
water thrown back by deft.’s mill were 
referred, awarded damages to pltf. for 
the injury, & that defts. should have a 
full fall of nine feet, & no more, for their 
mill-dam, provided that the water on 
plitf.’s land was not. raised thereby ; 
& the defts. raised their dam to nine 
feet, & overflowed five acres more of 
pitf.’s land :—JZeld : the award did not 
prevent his recovery of compensation 
for such further injury.—CaARSLER v, 
RANSOM (1837), 5 O. S. 513.—CAN. 


221 iii. —-—.]—A., the owner of land 
through which a river flows, is entitled 
to recover damages in an action on the 
case from B., the owner of the land 
adjoining, situate lower down tho 
atream, for erecting a mill-dam upon his 
own land, which caused the water to 
flow back upon A.’s land,-—SMITH v. 
Scorr & CRANDALL (1840), 3 N. B. RR. 
(1 Kerr) 1.-—CAN. 

221 iv. — .}-—-Where the necessary 
& unavoidable consequence of a lawful 
act done by a person on his own land 
(such as the erection of a mill dam) is 
to prodnee an injury to his neighbour, 
an action les for such injury.—PETERS 
v. DEVINNEY (1857), 6 C. P. 389,—CAN. 

221 v. ———.]—-FosTern tv. FOWLER 
(1858), 3 N.S. R. (2 Thom.) 426,.-— 


CAN. 

221 vi. - —.}—AUSTIN v. SNYDER 
(1861), 21 U. C. R. 299.—CAN. 

221 vii. -——.}--Deft., owning land 
on which were a mil) dum & two milla, 
leased cach of the mills to a separate 
tenant, who by means of the dam 
penned hack the water upon piltf.’s 
land :—Held : for this injury deft. was 
Hable, - BREATHOUR ¥. BOLSTER (1864), 
23.0. C. R. 317.—CAN. 


221 viii. _ The lessee of a mill 
situated near a river, & drivon by water 
drawp In & channel froin it, sued for 
dumages sustained by him by reason of 
the destruction of the flow of the 
stream caused by the deft. throwing 
slabs & other waste stuff into the 
stream, & thereby obstructing the flow 
of water into the channel aforesaid. 
The lessor of piif. was the owner of the 
land adjoining the stream & also of the 
Jand surrounding the pond, used for tho 
working of the mill :—Held > the lossee 
had a right to maintain such action.— 
DicKSON ». AUSTIN (1864), 2 BK. & A, 
373.—CAN. 

221 ix. .J-- An award of fence- 
viewers directing a drain to be con- 
structed on one man's land for the 
benefit, of anothor, operates as the grant 





of an easement on the land through 
which it passes, binding privies in 
estato as well as parties; & so Jong aa 
such award remains unchanged, the 
rights of the partics & the nature of 
the easement must be governed by it. 
An action, therefore, will lie against the 
owner of the land through which the 
drain passes for obstructing it to the 
injury of the person for whose benefit 
it is required.—K¥ELLY v. O’GRADY 
(1874), 34 U. C. R. 562.—CAN. 

221 x, —-——.]}-—CROSBBY v. YARMOUTH 
StTREMT Ry. Co. & YarmMoutn Exnec- 
TRIG Co. (1911), 9 BE. L. R. 330.—CAN. 


221 xi. .}- It is the duty of any 
one who interferes with the course of a 
stream to see that the works which he 
substitutes for the channel provided by 
nature are adequate to carry off the 
water brought down even by extra- 
ordinary rainfall, & if damage results 
from the deficiency of the substitute 
which he has provided for the natural 
channel he will be Hliable.— SMITH v. 
QNTARIO & MINNESOTA PoWER CoO., 
Lrp. (19L8), 42 0. L. R. 1673; 138 
O. W. N. 445.—CAN. 

221 xii. —--—.]—A deft. who has ob- 
structed the natural flow of water In a 
river is not absolved from Hability for 
damages, caused by an overflow from 
such obstruction, on the ground of ris 
major, even though the overtiow was 
the result of a rainfall of extraordinary 
& unusual violence.—WaAD:E v. NASH- 
WAAK PuLP & PAPER Co., Lirh, (1919), 
46N.B. R.11; 43D. L. RR. 141.— CAN. 


221 xiif. ———~.]—DeSBARKES 9, POLA- 
Rus SyHIppina Co. (1925), 58 N.S. it. 
237.—-CAN 

221 xiv. —— .] ~—Anowncr of land is 
not Hable for damage caused to other 
lands by the retention of water on his 
land in the natural & usual course of 
enjoying his property. ‘The retention 
of water by a person on a portion of his 
land to prevent its passing on to other 
portions of his land is not an act done 
in the natural & usual course of enjoy- 
ment & the person so doing is Hable for 
damage caused thereby.—-RAMANUJA 
CHARIAR v. KRISUNASAWML MUNDALI 
(1907), I. L. R. 31 Mad. 169.—IND. 


221 xv. KELLY v. CHRISTIAN 
& Kissack (1798), Bluett, 347.—I. of 
M 








221 xvi. ———.}—A riparian proprie- 
tor upon a private or tidal river is en- 
titled to prevent an opposite DROPUESOr 
from making anv alteration in alven, or 
where an alteration has been made to 
insist on restoration without proving 
that the operation has caused or must 
cause damage to his side of the river.— 
loss v. PowRIE & PITOAITHLEY 
(1891), 19 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 314; 29 
Se, L. UK. 255.--SCOT. 


Part ].—RiautTs AND OBLIGATIONS IN RESPECT oF WATER. 


222. Necessity for establishment of title.]}- 
faa (1720), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 575, pl. 1; 22 E.R. 

223. ——— Joinder of parties—All persons in- 
terested in inheritance.]~—ANoN. (1720), 2 Hq. Cas. 
Abr. 575, pl. 1; 22 E.R. 486. 

224. Who may maintain—One of several 
claimants.|—WerEsTBURY v. Powel (undated), 
cited in Cro. Eliz. at p. 664; 78 E. BR. 908. 
Annolations :~-Folld. Harrop v. Hirst (1868), L. R. 4 Exch. 

43. Refd. Ashby v. White (1703), 2 Ld. Raym. 938. 

225. Tenants in common.|]|—ANON. 
(1609), Godb. 160; 78 FE. R. 97. 

22 Proof of right to flow of water—Right 
by licence.]|—-Whcre one declared in case for 
obstructing a watercourse, upon his possession of 
a mill with the appurtenances. & that by reason 
of such his possession he had a right to the use of 
water running in a certain tunnel to the mill ; such 
allegation is not supported by proof that the tunnel 
was made on deft.’s land, which he had agreed to 
let pltft. have for this purpose for a certain con- 
sideration, but of which no conveyance was made 
by deft. to pltf., & he had since refused assent : 
because pltf. had not the water by reason of his 
possession of the mill, etc., but by parol licence or 
contract, which could not pass the title to the 
land, & as a licence was revocable, & revoked.— 
rs uv. SMITH (1803), 4 Hast, 107; 102 KF. R. 
“innatations :— » Uewli . 26), 9 BL CC, 

221. Refd. sie a ees Ge ieee iy iS i 


430 : Wood v. Leadbitter (1845), 13 M. & W. 8388: Wood 
v. Waud (1849), 3 Exch. 748: Laing «. Whaley (1858), 


3H. & N. 675. 
Prescriptive right—Allteration of 














227. 
character of plaintiff’s property.]}—The occupicr of 
a mill inay maintain an action for forcing back 
water & injuring his mill, although he has not 
enjoyed it) precisely in the same state for twenty 
years 5 & therefore it was holden to be no defence 
to such an action that the occupier had, within a 
few years, erected in his mill a wheel of different 
dimensions, but requiring less water than the old 
one, although the declaration stated pltf. to be 
possessed of a mill, without alleging it to be an 
ancient null.— SAUNDERS v7 NEWMAN (1818), 1 
B. & Ald. 258; 106 1. 1. 05. 


Annotations; Consd. Frechette ov. Comparnie  Mantu- 
facturiére de St. Hyacinthe (1883), 9 App. Cas. 1705 
AG. » Reynolds, [1911] 2 K. B. 888. Refd. Mason *. 














Hi (1888), 5 2. & Ad, 1. 
228, —--— - Alteration of course of 
stream.|—A right to a watercourse is not destroyed 


by the owner's altering the course of the stream 3 
& the owner may establish his claim notwith- 
standing an interruption within twenty years of 
his action brought to enforce the right.—HAn1. 
v. Swirr (1838), 4 Bing. N. C. 381; 1 Arn. 157; 
6 Scott, 167; 71. J.C. P. 209; 132 H.R. 834. 
Annotations :—Apld. Hollins v. Verney (1881), 13 Q. B.D. 
$04. Refd. Carr v. Koster (1842), 3 Q. B. O81; Binckes 
». Pash (1862), 31 L. J. C. 2 121: Harvey v. Walters 
(1873), L. R. 8 CO. PP. 1625) Presland v. Bingham (1889), 
60 L. T. 433. 


229. 





—-— Right by grant—Purchase.|— 





n. Who may maintatn.|— 
A person bad inills which were partly 
on a road allowance & partly on 


299.--CAN. 


Pp. ----— 
a public river, by the wators of wrse.J— Hie ‘, 
which the mills were’ worked :~- fae vi eae GaN 
Held: he had not such an interest 


as entitled him to complnin of an 
obstruction to the river.—GILes v. 
LL (1872), 19 Gr. 226.—CAN., 


0. -——-— Who may be sued.) —- 
When at the time of making adam pltf. to an 
sustains no injury, but aftorwards, deft. — 
having built a mill, the dum pons back 
water upon {it}; he can only sue those 
who are continuing the dain at the time 


W. W. RR. 1121; 
of the injury, not those who built it. -- 


Alta. L. TR. 289.- 


vy vw Cook (1847), 3 UL. C. nl. 


Defence —- .Argumentative 


q. —-— —— «=ORurden of proof. In 
an uetion for damagos because of the 
flooding of pltf.’s land by the obstruc- 
tion of a watercourse, the burden of 
proving that the damage is attributable 
extraordinary 
TOWNSEND U. 
NORTHERN Ry. Co., MARTIN v. CANA- 
DIAN NORTHERN Ry. , 
See qT... i. &4 7 17 NFLD 
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A natural stream was divided at a point E. into 
two branches by a large stone called a ‘‘ feather,” 
placed in the stream for that purpose before living 
memory. One branch of the divided stream ran 
down to the river Irwell, & the other branch 
flowed into a farmyard, & there supplied a watering 
trough used for watering cattle & domestic pur- 
poses, the overflow from the trough diffusing itself 
over the surface of the land, & passing away by 
perlocation through the soil to the river. In 
1847 W., the owner of the farm on which the 
watering trough stood, & also of the intervening 
land between the farm & the river, & of a mill on 
the bank of the river, constructed reservoirs to 
collect the water overflowing from the trough, & 
conducted it from them by means of a covered 
drain to the mill on the bank of the river. In 

1865 he became the owner, by purchase, of the 

rest of the land through which this branch flowed, 

& in 1867 he conveyed the mill, with all the water 

rights annexed & appurtenant thereto, to pltf. 

Defts., landowners, on the banks of the stream 

above the point of division E., obstructed the 

stream, & thereby diminished the flow of water 
to the reservoirs & the mill, whereupon piltf. 
brought an action against them for so doing :-— 

Held: pltf., who had acquired by purchase the 

same right as W. previously had to the uninter- 

rupted flow of the water to the trough, & to the 
flow of it from the trough to the mill, was entitled 
to maintain the action for the obstruction com- 

plained of. —-HouKER v. Pornirt (1875), L. R. 10 

Exch. 59; 44 1. J. Ex. 62; 33 LL. T. 125; 39 

J. 1. 196; 23 W. R. 400, lex. Ch. 

Annotations :--Consd. Ormerod _». Todmorden Mill Co. 
(1883), 11. Q. B.D. 155. Refd. Pennington v. Brinsop 
Hall Coal Co. (1877), 5 Ch. 1. 769; Roberts v. Richards 
. eee J. Gh. 297; Bower vw. Sandford (1889), 5 
230. -—— Defence-—Unity of possession.|—Jf I 

have a mill, & a watercourse unto it, he sells the 

land, he shall not stop the water, being matter of 
necessity, & not like unto the case of the way ; 
therefore not. to be extinct by unity, because of 
necessity, & the same hath a continual running 

(DoOpDDERIDGE, J.).—-SHuRY v. PiacoT (1626), 3 

Bulst. 839; 81 K. R. 280; sub nom. SHEWRY v. 

Pruorr, W. Jo. 145; sub nom. Sury uv. PIGOTT, 

Palm. 444; Poph. 166; sub nom. Surnrmy rv. 

Piacot, Lat. 153; Noy, 84. 

Annotations - -- Consd. Drake v. Wiglesworth (1753), Willes, 
654. Refd. Palmer v. Flessier (1664), | Keb. 794; Brown 
». Best (1747), 1 Wils. 174: Holland v. Deakin (1828), 


7). 3. O. S&S K. BR. 145: VPheysey vo. Vieary (1847), 16 
M. & W. 484: Wood v. Wand (1849), 3 Itxch. 748 ; 


Dickinson v. Grand Junction Canal Co. (1852), 7 Exch. 
282: Rawstron v. Taylor (1855), 11 Exch. 369; Pyer v. 
Carter (1857), 1 H. & N. 9163 Chasemore v. Richards 
(1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 349: Sufficld ». Brown (1864), 4 
De G. JI. & Sm. 185; Bradford Corpn. v. Ferrand, [1902] 
29Ch.655. Mentd. Harlow v. Brodnox (1673), 3 Keb. 151; 
Dalton 7. Angus (1881), 6 App. Cas. 740. 


231. Reference to arbitrator—Power to give 
directions—As to use of stream.]—Where an action 
for obstructing a stream was referred to an arbi- 
trator, with power ‘‘ to give such. directions as he 








ee ee 


r. Renefit conferred tn 
another direction.}—-Where deft. ob- 
structed & stopped up a watercourse it 
overflowed on to the land of pltf.. In 
an action to recover damage the defence 
set up was, that a service had been 
done in another direction by the 
allegod obstruction :—feld: the law 
does not recognise the set-off of a bene- 
fit conferred in one dircction to an 
injury inflicted in another when 
that assumed benefit has not been 
sought by the person on whom it is sald 
to be bestowed.—-CANDOW & JEANS v. 
RENNIE (1883), 6 Nfid. L. Rn. §19.-— 


FRASER (1855), 


rainfall is) on 
CANADTAN 


Co., (1922) 1 
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Sect. 4.—Water flowing in a known channel—ripa- 
rian rights: Sub-sect. 5, C. (a) & (b), & D.] 


should think proper consistently with the leyal 
rights of the parties ’’ :—Held: he was not bound 
to give any directions as to the use of the stream.— 
MAKEPIECE v. LORAINE (1844), 4 L. T. O. S. 113. 
232. ——— Against owner of bed but not banks 
of stream—Not responsible for obstruction.]—The 
bed of a watercourse was vested in defts., but the 
land on each side belonged to third parties. Some 
one, probably a riparian owner, without the know- 
ledge of defts., put a weir across the watercourse, 
& thereby diverted water from pltf.’s mill. On 
pltf.’s complaining of the obstruction, defts. said 
they would do nothing, but he might remove the 
obstruction himself if he liked. In an action for 
diverting the water:—Held: there was no 
evidence that defts. had continued the obstruction. 
—SAXBY v. MANCHESTER & SHEFFIELD Ry. Co. 
(1869), L. R.4C. P. 198; 3817.0. P. 153; 19 
L. T. 640; 17 W. R. 298. 
Annotations :—Consd. Barker v. Herbert, [1911] 2 kK. B. 


633. Apld. Kdwards v. Birmingham Navigations, [1921] 
1K. B. 34. 


2838. ——— By Commissioners of Sewers—Before 
proceedings to enforce removal of obstruction.|]— 
SALISBURY & FORDINGBRIDGE DRAINAGE DISTRICT 
BoarRDp v. SOUTHERN TANNING Co. (1920), Lp., 
No. 242, post. 
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284. Injunction.|—MENZzIES v. BREADALBANE, 
No. 218, ante. 

235. J—DEwmirst vt. WRIGLEY (1837), 
Coop. Pr. Cas. 819; 47 E. R. 525, L. C. 

236. .|—Estcourt v. BRADING HARBOUR 

10. (1886), 2 T. J R. 479. 

237. Mandatory injunction—Flow of water 
not substantially diminished.|—The bed of a 
flowing stream is the property of vach riparian 
owner to the middle of the stream, & each is 
entitled to make use of it so long as he does not 
injure his neighbour or interfere with the flow of 
the water, & an encroachment on the alveus of a 
running stream may be complained of without 
the necessity of proving that damage has been 
sustained or is likely to be sustained. But where, 
upon a balance of testimony, it appears that the 
quantity of water sent on to pltf.’s works will not, 
in all probability, be substantially diminished in 
quantity or quality, by the means adopted by 
defts., with that object, the ct. will not proceed 
by mandatory injunction, but leave pltfs. to their 
remedy at law, if any.—EDLESTON v. CROSSLEY & 
Sons, Lrp. (1868), 18 L. T. 15. 











(b) Damage. 


238. Necessity for proof of damage.] — WIL- 
LIAMS vt. MORLAND, No. 3, ante. 


234i. Injunction.)}—GRAIAM tv. BURN 
(1853), 4 Gr. 1.—CAN. 

234 ii. .}-—-Where the owner of a 
mill files a bill against another mill 
owner to restrain the latter from back- 
ing water, he must establish affirma- 
tively that certain alterations in the 
stream, effected principally by digging 
out the bed of the mill-race, & made by 
pltf. himself have not caused the injury 
complained of. Where it is doubtful 
whether such is not the case, the ct. 
will refuse to interfere by injunction.— 
WADSWORTH t. McDovuadani. (1876), 
24 Gr. 1.—CAN. 

234 iii. .J— BROWN v. BATHURST 
ELECTRIG & WatTER PowrR Co. 
(1907), 4 BK. L. ml. 28; 3N. B. Eq. Rep. 
543.—CAN. 

234 iv. ~-——.} — CAIN « PRARCK 
(1912), 22 O. W. R. 174: 3 0. WL. N. 
1321; 5D. L. R. 23.---CAN. 

234 v. -+—Where under Ontario 
Municipal Act authority is given a 
municipality to build a bridge over a 
river, the work must be done with due 
regard to the rights of others, & the 
resultant stopping or partial stopping 
of flowing water gives to persons 
injured thereby a primd facie right of 
action for damages & an injunction 
against the nuisance. — GUELPH 
WoORSTED SPINNING Co. v. GUELPH 
CORPN., GUELPH CARPET MILIS Co. v. 
GUELPH Corpn. (1914), 30 O. I. RR, 
AE 18D.L.R.73; 50. W.N. 761.— 











234 vi. -——-.]—Infringement of water 
right whether contractual or pro- 
prietary, when likely to cause damages 
may be restrained by injunction though 
no evidence of actual damage is given. 
—-RAMA QODAYAN v. SUBRAMANIA 
a (1907), I. L. R. 31 Mad. 171.— 


234 vii. .J}—Where A. by erecting 
across a river a mill weir, between B.’s 
mill & the mill of A. had oceasioned the 
mill of B. to be flooded, & B. brought an 
action & obtained a verdict. thereon 
against A. for the special damage :—- 
Held: the ct. had jurisdiction by in- 
junction to compel A. to discontinue 
the nuisance.—LOND », MURRAY (1851), 








17 L. T. O. S. 248.— IR, 

234 viil. ———.}—-PALMER v. PERSSE 
(1877), 11 I. R. Eq. 616.—IR. 

284 ix. -] — BRiFast RopeE- 


WORES Co., LYrp. v. Boynp (1888), 21 


i. RR. Ir. 560.— IR. 

t. Whether new trial granted.)—An 
injury to a watercourse is considered 
as an injury to a permanent right, & 
in such a case the ct. will grant pltf. a 
new trial, although the probable 
amount to be recovered by a verdict 
may not be large. -APPLEGARTH 1%. 
RITYMAL (1827), Tay. 127.--CAN., 

a. Direction to jury.j—m™ un action 
for obstructing a river by erecting a 
mill-dam, it is not a proper question 
for the jury whether benefit. derived 
by the public from the mill is sufficient 
to outweigh the inconvenience occa- 
sioned bv the dam.—Rowrt v. TITus 
(1819), 6 N. B. RR. (1 All.) 326.-- CAN. 

b. Liability of corporation for acts 
of agents— Necessity for agents to have 
special authority.) ~CANADA CO, v. 
PETTIS (1852), 9 U. CL. RR. 669.- CAN, 


PART I. sak a 3 Pee 


238i. Necessity for proof of damage.) 
—Where the Hlow of water in a running 
stream in its natural course Is interfered 
with, every person injured In any degree 
however unascertainable, may main- 
tain an action for the obstruction 
without proof of the actual damage.— 
HOWELL v. PRINCE (1869), 8 N.S. WLS. 
Cc. RR. 316.—AUS. 

238 ii, -—~ --.}—WEGENAST v. ERNST 
(1859), 8 C. P. 456.— CAN. 

238 iif. .—Howatrr v. LARD & 
CREW (1850), 1 P. EK. I. 7.-- CAN. 

238 iv. .})— Youna v. GRAND 
RIVER NAVIGATION Co, (1856), 13 
U. C. RR. 506.-- CAN, 

238 v. ~.)--If injury to pltf.’s 
property was cuused by the negligence 
of defts. in not keeping a dam in 
repair, ate might recover the conse- 
quential damages in an action on the 
case.—PHILIPS v. Sr. JOuN WATER 
Co. (1858), 9 N. B. R. (4 All.) 24.— 
CAN. 
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238 vi. -.J-- WATSON 0. 
(1863), 13 C. P. 229.--CAN. 

238 vii. - -—.) —- MeCGILLIVRAY  ¥. 
GREAT WesTERN Ry. Co. (1865), 25 
U. C. R. 69.— CAN. 

238 viii. --—.}—In order to establish 
aright to damages as aguinst the Crown 
for having, as alleged, obstructed the 
flow of water to the mills of suppliants, 
it} is incumbent upon suppliants to 


show that less than the natural volume 
of water forming the stream reaches 
their mill on account of such alleged 
obstruction.—- MUSKOKA MILL Co. vv. 
It. (1881), 28 Gr. 563.--CAN. 

238 ix. .}—Re NICKLE & WALK- 
ERTON Corpn, (1886), 11 O. lk. 433.- 
CAN. 





238 x. —- .J—BrLaIne. Crew (1901), 
21. LL. I'. 404.—CAN. 

238 xi. ——--.] — NEELY v. PETER 
(19038), 230. L. 1.166; 50. L. RR. 381 | 
20. W. RR. 1141.—CAN. 

238 xii. —-—-.}—A riparian owner in 
order to maintain an action for inter- 
ference with the bed of a stream mouat 
show not merely some sensible dis- 
turbance, but that there bas been 
cither actua] damage or that there is a 
reasonable possibility of damape : 
& in determining whether this burden 
has been discharged, regard must be 
had to the circwustances of the parti- 
cular case.—Wrst KOOTENAY POWER 
& Liegur Co. vw. Ciry oF NELSON 
(1905), 12 B.C. R. 34; 2 M. M. Cas. 


335.--CAN, 
238 xiii. ——-.]--Dre BLEGIER 1. 
LARSEN (1907), 6 W. LL. R. 837.-- CAN, 
238 xiv. -——.]—MARITIN v. MIDDLE- 


BEX County (1913), 24 0. W. R. 869; 
40. W.N. 1540; 12 D. L. R. 246.—- 
CAN. 

238 xv. --—.]—Cook ov. DAVISON 
LUMBER & MANUFACTURING Co, (1920), 
25 N.S. ht. 375.—-CAN, 


238 xvi. ——-..]}—Deft. closed up the 
outlets of a bank upon his own land, 
whereby the surface drainage water 
had imimemorially tlowed from pltf.’s 
land into & over deft.’s land, & s0 
escaped. By reason of the closing 
of these outlets, the water was unable 
to escape, & pltf.’s land becaine 
flooded & the crops therein damaged ; --- 
Held: in a suit for damages sustained 
by such an act done of the deft.’s own 
land, actual dumage to pltf. must be 
shown in order to sustain an action.—~ 


ANUNDMOYE DASSEK v. HAMEKDO- 
NIASA (1862), Marsh. 85; 1 Ilay, 152.—- 
IND. 

238 xvii. —-—.}—Where a prescrip- 





tive right to discharge surface water 
ucross adjacent property by a spccific 
channel bas been acquired, the obstruc- 
tion of the channel on theservient tene- 
ment, by the tenant of the latter, is an 
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239. .|—A riparian owner has a right, irre- 
spective of any actual damage sustained by him, 
to complain of an obstruction to a stream.— 
NORBURY (EARL) v. KITCHIN (1866), 15 L. T. 501 ; 
previous proceedings (1863), 7 L. T. 685. 
Anan -—Consd. Kensit v. G. E. Ry. (1884), 27 Ch. D. 


240. -|—EDLESTON v. CROSSLEY & Sons, 
Lrp., No. 237, ante. 





: D. Removal of Obstruction. 

241. Removal by person injuriously affected— 
Entry on defendant’s land to abate—Trespass.]— 
HORN v. WIDLAKE (1608), 1 Brownl. 212; Yelv. 
141; 80 E. R. 95. 

Arnage :—Mentd., Reignolds v. Edwards (1741), Willes, 


242. --|—Defts., who were the 
owners of an ancient water mill, in order to obtain 
the maximum of power from their water wheel, 
raised the height of their mill dam or weir by 
placing on the top thereof an enhancement of 
cement, concrete, plank & posts. Pltfs., who 
were constituted under an Order under the Land 
Drainage Acts, 1861 & 1918, & had the powers of 
Comrs. of Sewers, & were the drainage board 
within whose district the mill, mill pond & river 
at that point were situated, called upon defts. to 
remove the enhancement. Defts. refused to do 
so. Plitfs. thereupon, without first obtaining a 
finding of two justices at petty sessions that the 
removal of the enhancement was necessary for 
the effectual drainage of land within the juris- 
diction of the Comrs. & without having compensa- 
tion for the injury caused by such removal assessed 
as provided by Land Drainage Act, 1861 (c. 133), 
ss. 17-20, entered upon defts.’ land on several 
oceasions & themselves removed the enhancement, 
but defts. on each occasion restored it. Pltfs., 
without having made an order under sect. 33 of the 
Act of 1861, then brought an action against deft., 
alleging that the enhancement held back the 
water in the river, causing the meadows adjacent 
thereto to be flooded & causing washouts in the 
banks & that it would interfere with the duty of 
pltfs. cffectively to drain their district. Defts. 
pleaded that the statement of claim disclosed no 
cause of action, that the weir had existed at the 
same height for twenty years, & they counter- 
claimed damages for trespass. The jury found 
that defts. were not entitled to the depth of water 
in the mill pond which they claimed, but that they 
were entitled to a greater depth of water than the 
pltfs. said :—Held: (1) Land Drainage Act, 1861 
(c. 183), did not give pltfs. any right to go upon 
defts.’ land & remove the enhancement to the weir 
without first obtaining a finding of the justices 
that its removal was necessary for the effectual 
drainage of pltfs.’ district & having compensation 
assessed, as was provided by sects. 17 to 20 of the 
Act of 1861, nor had pltfs. any right by statute 
passed before 1861, or at common law, to go upon 
defts.’ land & remove the obstructions, & therefore 
pltfs. had committed a trespass; (2) neither 


{invasion of a legal right for which an Murr. 44.--SCOT. 
uction is maintainable without proof G. 
of actual perceptible | damage.—- 
CLAXTON Uv. CLAXTON (1873), I. R. 7 
C. L. 23.—IR. 





238 xviii. IM SGLONE v. SMITH 
(1888), 22 L. R. Ir. 559.—IR. 


Destruction of dam by persons 
not obstructed.|—Though a dam erected 
in a stream, which is capable of being 
used as a highway for floating lumber, 
may be a nuisance as regards the 
public, & the owner of the dam may 
consequently be Hable to a prosecution 
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Land Drainage Act, 1861 (c. 133), s. 16, nor any 
statute passed before 1861, conferred upon pltfs. 
as Comrs. of Sewers the right to bring an action, 
without any previous proceedings, to enforce the 
removal of an obstruction to the drainage of their 
district, when such obstruction was a mill dam or 
weir, & further that if sect. 16 of the Act of 1861 
did give a right to bring an action it was a right 
subject to the restrictions contained in sects. 17 
to 20 of the Act of 1861.—SaLisBuRY & FoRDING- 
BRIDGE DRAINAGE DISTRICT BOARD v. SOUTHERN 
TANNING Co. (1920), Lirp., [1927] 2 K. B. 566; 
96 L. J. K. B. 1074; 1387 L. T. 754; 91 J. P. 167; 
43 T. L. RR. 824; 25 L. G. R. 415. 

243. Commissioners of Sewers.|—-The ct. 
refused to entertain jurisdiction against Comrs. 
of Sewers, to restrain their removing a float or 
tumbling bay, upon a river; such removal being 
stated to be irreparable mischief.—KERRISON v. 
SPARROW (1815), Coop. G. 305; 19 Ves. 449; 35 
EK. RR. 567, L. C. 

Annotation :—Mentd. A.-G. v. Forbes (1836), 2 My. & Cr. 


244. No finding by justices as to neces- 
sity for removal.]|—-SALISBURY & H'ORDINGBRIDGE 
DRAINAGE DISTRICT BOARD v. SOUTHERN TANNING 
Co. (1920), LTn., No. 242, ante. 

245. Employment of least injurious peat 
—Plitf., having a prescriptive right to a flow o 
water, led by means of a gutter laid in a mill 
stream at a point where an ancient weir was 
erected, lengthened the gutter for the purpose of 
irrigating more land. The flow of water down 
deft.’s mill-stream was diminished, & deft. in 
consequence pulled down the ancient weir, which 
prevented the water from flowing down pltf.’s 
gutter :—Held: (1) no suspension of pltf.’s right 
to the enjoyment of the flow of water as it had 
formerly existed was caused by his having become 
a wrongdoer, & deft. was not justified in stopping 
plitf.’s excessive user by means which altogether 
prevented his enjoyment of the water, but only 
in stopping it by the least injurious means in his 
power; (2) semble: if there had been a confusion 
of rights, deft. would have been justified in abating 
the nuisance.—HILL v. Cock (1872), 26 L. T. 185 ; 
36 J. P. 552. 

246. Removal by owner of locus in quo.]—The 
accustomed course of a natural stream which a 
riparian owner is entitled to have preserved is the 
natural & apparently permanent course existing 
when the right is asserted or called in question. 
Where, by long-continued natural accretion of 
gravel, the bed of a river, & consequently the flow 
of water, have become permanently altered, it is 
not within the rights of a riparian owner, by 
removing the accretion, to restore the flow of 
water to its former state as to velocity & direction. 
—WITHERS v. PURCHASE (1889), 60 L. T. 819; 5 
T. L. R. 399. 

247, .|—A riparian owner is not entitled 
to alter the level of a river by removing obstruc- 
tions which by lapse of time have become em- 
bedded & consolidated in & form part of the bed 

















defts. had erected a dam across a@ 
natural watercourse which was found 
to interfere with the natural drainage 
of the surplus rain-water of the adja- 
cent lands of the pltfs., & where the 
lower ct. had ordered that the dam be 
altogether removed :—Held: the ct. 
was wrong in taking it for granted 


238 xix. ——-.]—- ELLIS v. RASMUSSEN 
(1910), 30 N. Z. L. R. 316.—N.Z. 
PART I. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 5.—D. 


246 i. Removal by owner of locus in 
quo.]—BRITTON wv. LANG (1826), 4 


J.—VOL. XLIV. 


for erecting it, no person who has not 
been thereby obstructed in the oxercise 
of his public right to use the stream is 
justified in destroying the dam.—Davis 
v. HAYDEN (1864), N. B. Dig. 786.—CAN. 

ad. By order of court.) — Whero 


that pltfs. were entitled to have the 
whole dam removed, but should have 
inquired how far the erection of the 
dam interfered with pltf.’s right.— 
ABDUL HAKM™ . GUNISH DuTrT (1885), 
I. L. R. 12 Calo. 323.—IND. 


D 
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Sect. 4.— Water flowing in a known channel—riparian 
rights: Sub-sect. 5, D. Sect. 6: Sub-sect. 1.] 


of the river, even although the natural bed of the 
stream has been altered by the foreign substances 
being placed or thrown into it or washed down the 
river in time of storm, if thereby he diminishes or 
increases the flow of water which a millowner lower 
down has been enjoying owing to the diversion of 
the stream or the alteration in its level by the 
obstructions.— FEAR v. VICKERS (No. 1) (1911), 
27 T. T. R. 558; 55 Sol. Jo. 688, C. A. 


SrctT. 5.—WATER FLOWING IN AN UNKNOWN 
CHANNEL. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—-IN GENERAL. 

248. Right to use water on own land—lIrrespec- 
tive of effect on neighbouring owner.} — Qu.: 
whether the owner of an old well can prevent his 
neighbour from sinking a well in his own land, on 
the ground that thereby the supply of water to 
the old well will be drawn off or diminished.-—— 
HAMMOND v. HALL (1840), 10 Sim. 551; 4 Jur. 
694; 59 E.R. 729. 

249. -|—The owner of land through 
which water flows in a subterraneous course, has 
no right or interest. in if which will enable him to 
maintain an action against a landowner, who, in 
carrying on mining operations in his own land in 
the usual manner, drains away the water from the 
land of the first-mentioned owner, & leaves his 
well dry.—AcTron v. BLUNDELL (1843), 12 M. & W. 
$24; 183 L. J. Ex. 289; 11. T. O. S. 207; 152 
Ky. R. 1223, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—-Apld. Sinith v. Kenrick (1849), 7 CG. B. 515. 
Consd. Dickinson v. Grand Junction Canal Co. (1852), 7 
Exch. 282. Dbtd. Broadbent v. Ramsbotham (1856), 25 
L. J. Ex. 115. Consd. Chasemore ». Richards (1859), 7 
H. L. Cas. 349. Apld. New River Co. v. Johnson (1860), 
2 EB. & %. 445; Baird v. Williamson (1863), 15 C.K. N.S. 
376. Distd. Bullacorkshire Silver, Lead & Copper 
Mining Co. v. Harrison (1873), L. lt. 5 P. C. 49. Consd. 
West Cumberland Jron & Steel Co. v. Kenyon (1879), 
40 L. T. 703; Ballard v. Tomlingon (1884), 29 Ch. D. 145. 
Apld. Bower v. Sandford (1889), 5 T. L. R. 570. Consd. 
Jordeson v. Sutton Southcoates & Dry pool Gas Co., [1899] 
2Ch.217. BRefd. South Shields Waterworks Co. v. Cookson 
(1815), 15 Ju. J. Ex. 3153; Wood vr. Waud (1849), 3 Kxeh. 
748; Rov. Metropolitan Board of Works (1863), 31. & 8. 
710; Grand Junction Canal Co. v. Shugar (1871), 6 
Ch. App. 483; Bradford Corpn. v. Pickles, [1895] 1 Ch. 
145; Bradford Corpn. v. Ferrand, [1902] 2 Ch. 655; Salt. 
Union v, Brunner, Mond, [1906] 2 K. B. 822. Mentd. 
Fay v. Prentice (1845), 1 C. KB. 828; Humphrics v. Brogden 
(1850), 12 Q. B. 739; Re Trufort, Trafford 7. Blanc (1887), 
36 Ch. D. 600. 

250. —--: -]/—DICKINSON v. GRAND JUNC- 
TION CANAL Co., No. 40, ante. 














251. ——.|—- BROADBENT v. RAMSBOTHAM, 
No. 62, ante. 
252. ~———.]—The principles which regulate 





the rights of owners of land in respect to water 


PART I. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 1. hinwself 


248 1. Right to use water on oum land 
-—{rrespective of effect on neighbouring 
owner.}-—The owner of a reservoir has 
no right to damages for the removal 
of surface or storm water on a nelgh- 
bour’s land, before it has reached a 


248 iv. —--- 


from the natural level] of the land such’ 65S. 
water if unimpeded would have flowed 2 
into his reservoir.—MACNAMARA  v. 
MINISTER OF WORKS (1891), 15 N. S. 
W. Eq. 173.—AUS. 

248 fi. ——- ——~.]}~—MARSHALL  . 
CULLEN (No. 2) (1914), 18 W. A. L. R. 
92.—AUS. j 

248 fil. ——.}—Until water 
reaches a watercourse, the lower of twu 
proprietors owes no servitude to the 
upper. He is at liberty to protect 


eee 


channel, but 





this position ee 4 
tude & may not 


& is not Hable for the dumage 
Which the other sulfers from the exercise 
of such right of protection.—-GRAHAM 
cans (1908), 14 B. Cc. R. 211.— 


—~—-~-,]}—-MILTON v. 
GLEN MORAY DISTILLERY Co. (1898), 
defined & natural channel, although 1 F. en of Sess.) 135: 36S8e. L. RR. 102 ; AN. 
3. L. T. 206.—SCOT. f 

48 v. —-—-,}—Subterranean 
water not flowing in a known & defined 
percolating through 
private property, may be there inter- 
cepted & appropriated by the owner in 
spite of the fact that if not intercepted 
would reach a neighbour’s well or 
find its way into a public stream, but 
be modified by servi- 
old if the interception 
is the result of operations undertaken 
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flowing in known & defined channels, whether 

upon or below the surface of the ground, do not 

apply to underground water which merely per- 
colates through the strata in no known channels. 

Where A. a landowner & a millowner who had 
for above sixty years enjoyed the use of a stream 
which was chiefly supplied by such percolating 
underground water, lost the use of the stream after 
an adjoining landowner had dug, on his own 
ground, an extensive well for the purpose — of 
supplying water to the inhabitants of the district, 
many of whom had no title as landowners to the 
use of the water :—Held: A. had no right of 
action.—CHASEMORE ¥v. RICHARDS (1859). 7 H. L. 
Cas. 349; 29 L. J. Ex. 81; 831. T. 0 8, 350; 5& 
Jur. N.S. 873; 23 J. P. 596; 7 W. R. 685; 11 
E.R. 140, H. Li. 

Annotations :—Apld. New River Co. v. Jobnson eg 
2h. & KH. 435; It. v, Metropolitan Board of Works (1863), 
3B. & S. 710. Distd. Hodgkinson v. Knnor (1863), 4 
B. & S. 229; Grand Junction Canal Co. v. Shugar (1871), 
6 Ch. App. 483; Ballacorkish Silver, Lead & Copper 
Mining Co, v. Harrison (1873), L. R. 5 B.C. 49. Apld. 
Brain v. Marfell (1879), 41 L. T. 455. Distd. Ballard v. 
Tomlinson (1885), 29 Ch. D.115.  Apld. Bower v. Sandford 
(1889), 5 T. L. . 570; Bradford Corpn. v. Pickles, [1895] 
A. ©. 587. Consd. Jordeson v. Sutton Southcoates & 
Dry pvol Gas Co., [1899] 2 Ch. 217. Aid. Bradford Corpn. 
® Werrand, [1902] 2 Ch. 655. Refd. Ennor v. Barwell 
(1860), 2 Gift. 410; Gaved v. Martyn (1865), 19 C. B. N.S. 
732; Lyon v. Kishmongers’ Co, (1876), 1 App. Cas. 662 ; 
West Cumberland Iron & Steel Co. v. Kenyon (1877), 
6 Ch. D. 773; North Shore Ry. v. Pion (/889), 14 any 
Cas. 612; Salt Union » Brunner, Mond, (1906) 2 K. B. 
822; Knglish v. Metropolitan Water Board, (1907) 1 
K. B. 688; Schwann vr. Cotton (1916), 85 L. J. Ch. 589. 
Mentd. Scots Mines Co. v. Leadhills Mines (1859), 34 
L. T. O. 8. 343; Gumi v. Fowler (1860), 6 Jur. N.S. 1098 ; 
Hunt v. Peake (1860), 25 J. P. 53; Webb v. Bird (1863), 
13 C. BLN. S. 841; Ibottson v. Peat (1865), 3 H. & C. 
644; Jegon v. Vivian (1871), 40 L. J. Ch. 389; Bryant tv. 
Juefever (1879), 4 C. P.D.172; Sturges v. Bridgman (1879), 
11 Ch. D. 852; A.-G. v. Tomline (1880), 14 Ch. D. 58; 
Dalton v. Angus (1881), 6 App. Cas. 740; Harris v. De 
Pinna (1886), 33 Ch. D. 238 ; Mogul 8.8. Co. v. MeGregor, 
Gow (1889), 23 Q. B.D. 598: Buss v. Gregory (1890), 
25 Q. B.D. 481; Aldin ». Latimer, Clark, Muirhead, 
11894] 2 Ch. 4373; Allen vo. Flood, [1898] A. C. 1; Mansell 
v. Valley Printing Co., [1908] 2 Ch. 441; Ware & De 
Freville v. Motor Trade Assoen., [1921] 3 h. B. 40. 

253. -|—The Waterworks Clauses Act, 
1847 (c. 17), enables the undertakers to make 
drains, etc., & provides that in the exercise of 
their powers they shall make full compensation to 
all parties interested for all damage sustained by 
them through the exercise of such powers. This 
proviso, however, does not give a right to com- 
pensation in any case where but for the Act a 
light of action would not exist. 

Resp. was possessed of a well, & the co. by 
muking a drain drew off the water which perco- 
lated into the well, & by the same means drew it: 
off by percolation after it had found its way into 
the well :—Held: as no action could be main- 
tained for this injury, s0 no compensation could 
be claimed for it under the Act.— NEW RivER Co, 


by the owner not to fmprove or develop 
his own property but to jnjure his 
neighbour. UNION GOVERNMENT v, 
Manrals, (1920) App. D. 240.— 8. AF. 
e. Whether grant or casement can 
be presumed. J—-HAkRISON 0, TIARRISON 
s eo 16 N.S. 7. (4 R. & C.) 338.-- 


.——-.}—No claim can be made 
either as u natural right or as an ease- 
ment by prescription, to water which 
docs not flow in a definite course, but 
which should be regarded as surface 
water or surface drainuge,—ADINA- 
KAYANA t. Ramupu (1914), 1. L. &. 
37 Mad. $04.~-IND, 

g.-—J— Ewarr ov. BRLFAST 
GUARDIANS (1881), 9 L. Lt. Ir. 172.—IR. 

h. Marsh lands—Rights oo one 
owner ugainst adjoining ouwner— Obatruc- 
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v. JOHNSON (1860), 2 HE. & E. 485; 29 L. J. M. CG. 
938; 11. T. 295; 24 J. P. 244; 6 Jur. N.S. 374; 
8 W. RB. 179; 121 E.R. 164. 


nee :—Apld. Lingke v. Christchurch Corpn. (1912), 
106 L. - ae Refd. R. v. Metropolitan Board of Works 
(1863), 3 B. & 8. ‘105 Rhodes v. Airedale Drainage 
Comrs. (1876), 1 C. P. 380; Jordeson v. Sutton Sout 
coates & Drypool Gas Ce. iy [1 899} 2 Ch. 217. 


254. -]}—Although a landowner will 
not in general be restrained from drawing off the 
subterranean waters in the adjoining land, yet he 
will be restrained if, in so doing, he draws off the 
water flowing in a defined surface channel through 
the adjoining land.—Granp JUNCTION CANAL Co. 
». SHUGAR (1871), 6 Ch. App. 483; 24 L. T. 402; 
35 J. P. 660; 19 W. R. 569, Tu. C 


Annotation -— Consd, Bradford Corpn. uv. Pickles, {1894] 
Ch. 63; Jordeson v. Sutton Southcoates & Drypool 
Cas Co., [1899] 2 Ch. 217. Distd. 1 neley v. Metropolitan 
Water Board, [1907] 1 K. B. ones Refd. Salt Union «. 
Brunner, Mond, [1906] 2 K. HK. &2 


255, jJ—Applis. were lessees of 
minerals under the lord of the manor of the Isle 
of Man. Resps. were customary tenants of the 
manor under grants from the lord. Applts., by 
working their mines, dried up the wells of the 
resps.’ land :—Held: the mining rights being 
reserved in favour of the lord, applits. were 
possessed of all the rights incidental to that 
ownership, including the rights to the use of all 
waters percolating into the mines.—BALLA- 
CORKISH SILVER, LEAD & COPPER MINING Co. v. 
HARRISON (1873), L. R. 5 PP. C. 493 sub nom. 
BALLACORK1ISH MINING Co. ». DuMBELL, 48 
le J.P.C. 193 29 1. T. 6583; 38 J.P. 148s sub 
nom. DUMBELL v. BELLACORKISIL SILVER, LEAD 
& COPPER MIninG Co., 22 W. RR. 277, P. C. 
Annotations :-—~Refd. Eardley v. Gran ule (1876), 8 Ch. D. 826; 

A.-G. for Islo of Man v. Mylehreest (1879), 4 App. Cas, 294. 

256. -\—Deft. sold to pitf. a well & 
the right of conveying the water therefrom through 
pipes through deft.’s land without any inter- 
ruption or disturbance by deft., his heirs or assigns, 
or any other person or persons whatsoever. A 

railway co. purchased from deft. lands in the 
naoainaty of the spring, without recourse to their 
compulsory powers. The effect. of the works of 
the railway co. was to drain the water from the 
land before it reached the spring, in consequence 
of which the spring became dry & the water did 
not flow through pltf.’s pipes. Pltf. sued deft. 
for breach of the agreement :—Held: deft. had 
only conveyed the flow of the water after it) had 
reached the spring, & the draining of the water 
before it reached the spring was no breach.—. BRAIN 
v. MARFELL (1879), 41 L. T. 455; 44 7. P. 56; 28 
W. R. 130, C. A. 

257. .]}—Pltfs. were the owners of 
waterworks which they had purchased from a co. 
which had constructed them under a special Act. 
Deft. owned land near, & began to sink shafts for 
the alleged purpose of draining certain beds of 
stone. The effect of deft.’s operations was to 
affect seriously the supply of water to applt.’s 
springs. The corpn. alleged that deft. was not 
acting bond fide, but to compel them to purchase 
his land :—Held: a landowner is entitled to 
intercept water percolating underground through 
his own land.—BRADFORD CORPN. v. PICKLES, 
[1805] A. C. 5873 641. J. Ch. 759; 73 L. T. 358 5 
60 J.P.8; 44 W. R. 190; 11 T. L. BR. 555; 11 
R. 286, H. L 


Annotations —Refd. Pitts vr. George (1896), 66 L. J. Ch. 1; 
Allen v. Flood, [1898] A. C. 1; Jordeson v. Sutton South- 


























tion of access to shore-—Mandamus to When 
compel removal. jJ—-MRRRITT v1. TORONTO 
cuy De aay 18 O. W. RR. 613; 2 


817; 270.L. Rf. 1. —-CAN. 


waters can only 


subterranean waters siub- 
jit ‘of riparian rights.)—Subterranean 
be the subject of IL. 
riparian rights when flowing in defined 
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coates & Drypool Gas Co., [1899] 2 Ch. 217; Mostyn v. 
Atherton (1899), 68 L. J. Ch. 629; Salt Union v. Brunner, 
Mond, [1906] 2 k. 3. 822: English ». Metropolitan Water 


Board, [1907] 1 K. B. 588. entd. Cochrane v. Smith 
(1895), 12 T. L. R. 78; Murray v. Hpsont Le B. (1898) 
45 W. RR. 185; uinn v. Leathem, [1901] A. C. 495 


Husey v. London Electric ok Corpn., If , (1902) 1 Ch. 411 
Fitzroy v. Cave, [1905] 2 Pratt v. British 
Medical Assoen., [1919] 1 K. 244; Ware & De Freville 
vo. Motor Trade Assocn., Moats ‘3K. RB. 


258. SU. Ginpewa NORTON 
URBAN DISTRICT CoUNCIL (1901), Zimes, Feb. 27. 

259. eae were the owners of a 
group of rock salt mines which had for many 
years been flooded with brine by reason of the 
fact that the working of the mines had caused 
the ground above them to subside with the result 
that surface water found its way down to the beds 
of rock salt below, where it became saturated with 
the salt. These mines had for many years been 
connected with one another by means of old 
underground channels & passages which it was 
no longer possible to close, & they formed one large 
reservoir of brine. Into this reservoir there also 
found its way a certain quantity of other brine 
which came through fissures in the soil from land 
outside pltfs.’ property, but a substantial portion 
of the brine therein was formed by the dissolution 
of the pltfs.’ sal rock in the manner above- 
mentioned. Defts., in the exercise of a licence to 
pump brine granted to them by the previous 
owner of one of pltfs.’ mines, pumped large quanti- 
ties of brine from the mine & from the reservoir 
& appropriated it for their own profit :—Held ; 
defts. were not guilty of any actionable wrong in 
so doing, notwithstanding that they thereby 
abstracted salt which had formed part of pltfs.’ 
rock salt & the continuance of the pumping would 
cause fresh surface water to dissolve further por- 
tions of pltfs.’ rock into brine, which in its turn 
would be abstracted by defts. pumps.—Saur 
UNION, Lirp. v. BRUNNER, MOND & Co., [1906] 2 
K. B. 822; 761. J. K. B. 55; 95 L. T. 647; 22 
T. L. R. 835. 
Annotation. aetaie nelieh v. 

f1907) 1K, 

260. |—BLACKROD URBAN DISTRICT 
COUNCIL v. CRANKSHAW (JOHN) Co., Lp. (1918), 
136 L. T. Jo. 239. 

261. After twenty years uninterrupted 
user.]—-After twenty years uninterrupted enjoy- 
ment of a spring of water, an absolute right to it 
is gained by the occupier of the close in which it 
issues above ground, & the owner of an adjoining 
close cannot lawfully cut a drain whereby the 
supply of water to the apne is diminished.— 
BALSTON v. BENSTED (1808), 1 Camp. 463; 170 
EK. R. 462, N. P 


Annotations :—Dbtd. Chasemore v Foneis Ae 7H. 
Cas. 349; Angus v. Dalton (1877), 3 3% Q. D. 88. rhe 
law ax there laid down by the Chief cde is not in 
i aa with the current of authorities (COCKBURN, 


262. —~— -~—— Channel defined, but existence 
& course unknown—wWithout  excavation.)—If 
underground water flows in a defined channel into 
a well supplying a stream above ground, but the 
existence & course of that channel are not known 
& cannot be ascertained except by excavation, 
the lower riparian proprietors on the banks of the 
stream have no right of action for the abstraction 
of the underground water. 

The Sweet Well Spring was one of the principal 
feeders of the Morton Beck, on the banks of which 
pltfs. were riparian proprietors. The water 

















Metropolitan Water Board, 














& known channels.—Buack v. BALLY- 
He TOWNSHIP ComRs. (1886), 17 
. Iv. 459.—IR. 


Dd 2 
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Sect. 5.—Water flowing in an unknown channel: 
Sub-sects. 1 & 2. Sect. 6: Sub-sect. 1.) 


flowed from the spring to the beck in a visible 
channel above ground. The spring was alleged 
to be fed by underground water flowing in a 
defined channel, but the course & existence of 
this channel were not known, & could not be 
ascertained except by excavation. Defts., by 
sinking wells above the Sweet Well Spring diverted 
the underground supply & diminished the flow of 
water from the spring :—Held: pltfs. had no 
cause of action.— BRADFORD CORPN. v. FEKRAND, 
[1902] 2 Ch. 655; 71 L. J. Ch. 859; 87 L. T. 888; 
67 J. P. 21; 51 W. R. 122; 18 T. L. R. 830, D. C. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Schwann v. Cotton, [1916] 2 Ch. 120. 
Refd. Mansoll v. Valley Printing Co., [1908] 2 Ch. 441; 
Phillips ». Manufacturing Securities (1917), 86 L. J. Gh. 305. 
Mentd. Lodge v. National Union Investment. Co., [1907] 
1 Ch. 300; Baylis v. London (Bp.), (1913] 1 Ch. 127. 


Pollution of percolating water.|—Sec Nos. 276- 
278, post. 

Diversion before reaching defined channel.}— 
See Nos. 150-157, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—DRAINAGE WATER. 

263. Right of owner to drain own property— 
Flow to neighbouring land diminished.|—(1) ‘lhe 
owner of land has an unqualified right to drain it 
for agricultural purposes, in order to get rid of 
mere surface water, the supply of the water being 
casual & its flow following no regular or definite 
course; & a neighbouring proprietor cannot com- 
plain that he is thereby deprived of such water 
which otherwise would have come to his land. 

The land of pitf. & deft. was contiguous, & on 
the outside of deft.’s land & near to it, was a wet 
springy spot, where at most seasons of the year 
some water rose to the surface & collected in 
sufficient quantity to flow down the slope of the 
land. In times of wet a great body of water 
flowed down, & after a long drought there was 
hardly any & sometimes none. There was no 
regularly formed ditch or channel for the water, 
the place where it flowed being constantly trodden 
in by cattle. The water which was not absorbed, 
&, except in times of drought, all of it was not 
absorbed, ran into an old watercourse of pltf.’s, 
which led into a reservoir of pltf.’s. The water had 
so flowed for upwards of twenty years. Deft., 
for the purpose of draining the land, & of supply- 
ing some part of his property with water, diverted 
this water from pltf.’s reservoir. At another spot 
on pitf.’s land, as long ago as any one could 
recollect, water had always risen to the surface. 
There had generally been a drinking place for 
cattle formed with stones, & the overflow of the 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


water went down a ditch, & thence into a water- 
course to pltf.’s reservoir :—Held: deft. was not 
liable to pltf. for having deprived him of the use 
of such waters, he having diverted them by 
draining his land, for the purpose of getting rid of 
the water, & of supplying another portion of his 
property with it. 

(2) For upwards of twenty years water had 
flowed through an old drain on deft.’s land, & 
along an ancient watercourse & thence along a 
close of deft.’s, called G., & had thence contributed 
to supply pltf.’s mills after their erection in 1845. 
In that year deft. by deed conveyed to pltf. the 
close G., ‘‘ together with all ways, watercourses, 
liberties, privileges, rights, members, & appur- 
tenances to the same close belonging or apper- 
taining,’ subject to the proviso, that it should be 
lawful for deft. to use, for any manufacturing, 
domestic, or agricultural purposes, any water 
flowing from or through the contiguous lands of 
deft. unto & into the close G., returning the 
surplus, or sv much as remained, after being used 
for the purposes aforesaid, into its usual channel 
at a certain point, so that the water should not be 
diverted from its then course, but be allowed to 
flow into the close G. Deft. erected a lock up 
tank upon his land, & caused the water which 
arose on his land, near to the close G., & which had 
previously been accustomed to flow along the old 
drain & ancient watercourse into the close G., & 
he caused the water to be conveyed from the 
tank to a lower part of his land, to be used by his 
tenants. This water was used by them for the 
purposes mentioned in the proviso to the deed, 
but the surplus could not be returned to the 
close G:-—Held: by the deed deft. granted to 
iene the use of the water, subject only to the use 

y himself of it as specified in the proviso; &, by 
locking it up, he had diverted it, & was liable to 
an action for a breach of his covenant, by reason 
of such diversion.— RAWSTRON v. TAYLOR (1855), 11 
Exch. 369; 25 L. J. lx. 83; 156 KB. BR. 878. 


Annotations :~ Aa to (1) Apld. Broadbent v. Ramsbothbam 
(1856), 11 Exch. 602; Chaseimore v. Richards (1859), 7 
H. L. Cas. $49. Distd. Mnnor +. Barwell (1460), 2 Giff. 
410. Consd. Grand Junction Canal v. Shugur (1871), 
240.7. 402; Bradford Corpn. v. Pickles, [1894] 3 Ch, 53, 
Refd. Bradford Corpn. v. Ferrand, [1902] 2 Ch. 655, 


264. -} — BRADFORD CORPN.  v- 
PickuLEs, No. 257, ante. 

265. -}—BLACKROD URBAN DISTRICT 
COUNCIL v. CRANKSITAW (JOHN) Co., Lrp. (1913), 
136 L. T. Jo. 239. 

266. Flow to neighbour’s land causing 
damage.]—In the absence of any allegation of 
prescriptive right in pltf. the ct. will not restrain 
the draining of gravel pits into a stream to the 
injury of watercress beds of pltf.’s supplied by such 
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1. General rule.j}-—- The right of 
drainage of surface water does not exist 
jure nature, & the principles applicable 
to streams of running water do not 
extend to the flow of surface water.— 
CREWBON ¥. GRAND TRUNK Ry. Co, 
(1867), 27 U. C., It. 68.—CAN. 


266 i. Right of owner to drain own 
property—Flow to  netghbour’s land 
causing damage.}—Where the natural 
flow of water cegiry on to plitf.’s 
land was increased by the acts of the 
deft. drainage district in deepening 
a natural watercourse & in making 
connecting lateral ditches & the land 
was flooded, pltf. was :—J/eld : entitled 
to at least nominal damages cven 
though it appeared the lund would 
have been flooded to some extent had 
there been no artificial increase of the 
flow.—LARSEN v. HAY LAKE DRalIN- 
AGE DistTricT No. 11, [1925] 1 W. W. R. 


1006; 21 Alta. L. R. 44.—CAN. 

266 ii. ——--,J—Where by put- 
ting in a culvert on a road allowance 
separating two pieces of land the owner 
of the higher land permits an accumula- 
tion of water to flow on to the lower 
land thereby causing it more harm than 
would have resulted from the natural & 
unobstructed drainage, he is Mable to 
the owner thereof for such extra 
damage, even though the culvert was 
authorised by the municipal counceil.— 
BAKER vt. DALY, (1926} 1D. L. R. 422; 
[1926] 1 W. W. RR. 71: 20 Sask, L. R. 
315.—CAN, 

266 iil. ~- ----~—-. }-VENKATAGIRI ®, 
MUDDUKRISHNA (1905), I. L. R. 28 
Mad. 15.— IND. 

266 iv. ——— .J—Buack & WHITE 


Cabs, LTD. v. TONKS, [1928] N. ZL. R. 
590.—N.Z, 











: -J)—That cannot be called 
a defined channel or watercourse which 


hax no visible banks or mnargins within 
which the water can be confined; & 
an ocenpant or owner of land has no 
right to drain into his neighbour’s 
land the surface water froin his own 
land not flowing in a defined channel. 
WILLIAMA ®. RICHARDS (1893), 23 O. ht. 
651.—-CAN. 

n, --——.J-— WWTON” vv. MURRAY 
(1897), 12 Man. L. R. 35.—CAN. 


oO. .}—The doctrine of domi- 
nant & servient tenement does not 
apply betwecn adjoining Jands of 
different levels Ro ak to give the owner 
of the land of higher level the Jegal 
right as an incident of his estate to 
have surface water falling on his land 
discharged over the land of lower level 
although it would naturally find ite 
way there.-—O8TROM %®, SILLS (1898), 28 
S. Cc, Kk, 485,—CAN. 


-~}—MAKOWKCKI  ¥, Yac- 
(1917) 1 W. W. RR. 1279; 34 
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eee RERS v. Hewarp (1862), 10 W. R. 
Drainage causing subsidence.|—-See EASEMENTS, 
Vol. XTX., pp. 167, 168, Nos. 1162-1167. 


SEcT. 6.—PURITY AND POLLUTION. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—RIGHT TO UNPOLLUTED WATER. 


267. Right to water in natural state.|}—Mason 

v. Hint, No. 1, ante. 

268. -}+—(1) A riparian proprietor has a 
right to the natural stream of water flowing 
through the land in its natural state; & if the 
water be polluted by a proprietor higher up the 
stream, 80 as to occasion damage in law, though 
not in fact, to the first-mentioned proprictor, it 
gives him a good cause of action against the 
upper proprietor, unless the latter have gained 
a right by long enjoyment or grant. 

(2) But no action will lie for an injury by the 
diversion of an artificial watercourse, where, from 
the nature of the case, it is obvious that the enjoy- 
ment of it depends upon temporary circumstances 
& is not of a permanent character, & where the 
interruption is by a person who stands in the 
nature of a grantor.—Woop v. WaAup (1849), 3 
Exch. 748 ; 18 L. J. Tex. 305 3 13 L.. y. QO. S. 212 ; 
13 Jur. 472; 154 EK. R. 1047. 

Annotations :-- As to (1) Consd. Beeston 7. Weate (1856), 
Ok. & B. 986; Kensit v. G. hk. Ry. (1883), 23 Ch. 1D. 566, 
Apld. Nixon v. Tynemouth Union Rus. A. (1888), 52 J. P. 
5043; Sharp v. Wilson Rotheray (1905), 93 4. I. 155. 
Consd. Schwann v. Cotton, [1916] 2 Ch. 459. Refd. 
Kimbrey v. Owen (1851), 6 Kxeh. 353; Dickinson v. 
Grand Junction Canal Co. (1852), 7 Exch. 282; Sampson 
v. Hoddinott (1857), 1 OC. B. N.S. 590; Chasemore v. 
Richards (1859), 7 HW. L. Cas. 849. 18 to (2) Apid. Greatrex 
v. Hayward (1853), 8 Exch. 29) ; Wardle v. Brocklehurst. 
(1859), 1 KE. & KH. 1058; Mason v. Shrewsbury & Hereford 
Ry. (1871), . RK. 6 Q. B. 59783; Chamber Colliery Co. +. 
Hopwood (1886), 32 Ch. D. 519. Consd.. Whitmores 
(Kdenbridge) v. Stanford, [1909] 1 Ch. 427. Refd. Broad- 
bent v. Ramsbotham (1856), tl exch. 602; Bunting ». 
Hicks (1894), 70 L. 'T. 455.) Generally, Consd, Gaved v. 
Martyn (1865), 19 C, B. N.S. 7323 Rameshur Pershad 
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Narain Singh v. Koonj Behari Pattuk (1878), 4 App. Cas. 

121, Refd. Wood v. Sutcliffe (1851), 21 L. J. . 253 ; 

Rawstron v. Taylor (1855), 11 Exch. 369; Whaley v. 

Laing (1857), 26 L. J. Ex. 327; Ormerod v. Todmorden 

Joint Stock Mill Co. (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 155; Burrows v. 

Lang, [1901] 2 Ch. 502; Baily v. Clark & Morland, [1902] 

1 Ch. 649. 

269. .|—Defts. demised to pltf. a plot of 
Jand, one-h of an adjoining brook, a cotton 
mill, reservoir, & steam-engine of 100 horse power 
on the plot of land, & the use of a weir below the 
mill, for the purpose of holding up the water of 
the brook from the weir to the level of the bed of 
the brook at a bridge above the mill, ‘“‘ & the free 
use & enjoyment of so much of the stream of water 
which usually flowed down the brook adjoining 
the plot of land as should be necessary for effectu- 
ally supplying with water & working the said 
steam-engine, or any other steam-engine of like 
power & capacity ’’; & covenanted not to con- 
struct any other weir or dam between the weir 
& bridge, & for quiet enjoyment of the demised 
premises according to the tenor of the demisc. 
Shortly afterwards defts. erected, a little below 
the bridge, but above the pltf.’s mill, a new 
cotton mill & steam-engine, with a reservoir, 
which drew off water from the brook between the 
pltf.’s reservoir & the bridge, & they discharged 
the heated water which they had used for their 
new mill into the brook, whereby on one occasion 
they raised the temperature of the water, which 
the pltf. had to use for condensing his engine, 
from 57 to 68. All the engineering witnesses 
agreed that every additional degree of heat above 
41 renders water less fit for condensing purposes. 
It was also deposed that on another occasion, in 
consequence of the increased temperature, the 
pltf.’s engine worked ‘ nearly half a stroke per 
minute less’ than the usual rate of twenty-eight 
strokes per minute. 

Upon motion for a decree, the ct. granted a 
perpetual injunction, restraining the defts. from 
discharging heated water, so as to increase the 





YD. T. TR. 130; 
CAN 


Gq. -—--—-.}--In Alberta, in deter- 
pining in the case of owners of lund 
the rights & obligations resulting from 
the presence of water, there is a dis- 
tinction im respect thereto between 
(1) permanent ponds & lakes ; (2) flow- 
ing streains & (3) surface water ; in the 
cease of surfaco water the rule to be 
followed, known us the civil land 
rule, is that the owner of lower land is 
subjected to a servitude which obliges 
him to permit the natural thow of such 
water from higher land along the 
natural sloughs, ravines, & digressions, 
upon the lower land to its natural 
place of deposit.— FARNELL v, PARKS 
(1917), 138 Alfa. L. Ro 7: 388 D. LR. 
17.— CAN. 





fr. -+-In Manitoba a pro- 
prictor of land who by erecting a dyke 
thereon keeps back surface water which 
is naturally towing in no defined 
channel on to his land is not liable to 
an upper” proprietor for damage 
thereby caused the latter’s Jand. 
MEIBRR tv. FRANKLIN, LIMPRECHYT Uv. 
FRANKLIN, STRETCH vw. FRANKLIN, 
(1927) 2 ). L. R. 294; {1927} 1 
W.W. RR. 753; 36 Man, L. R. 3890.— 
CAN, 

t. —-—.]— Every — riparian pro- 
prietor has the right at common law to 
drain surface water froin his land into 
any natural watercourse accessible 
to him; & if such proprictors exercise 
their rights reasonably, whether they 
do so individually or collectively, they 
wre not concerned with the effects 
thereby produced lower down the 
stream.—GROAT v. EDMONTON CITY, 





10 Alta. L. R. 366.— WLW. 


R. 882; 22 Alta. L. R. 457- 


CAN 





a. -l— The right of the owner 
of high Jands to drain off its surplus 
surface water through the adjacent 
lower grounds ib incident to the owner- 
ship of land in this country.—ARBDUL 
HAKIM v. GUNISH DUTT (1885), I. Iu. RR. 
12 Cale. 323.— IND. 

. -77 .}--An owner of land on a 
Jower Jevel to which surface water from 
adjacent land on a higher level natu- 
rally flows Is not entitled to deal with 
his lands so as to obstruct the tlow of 
water from the higher land.—S#Hrik 
TLUsSsKAIN SAHIB VT. PACHIPULUSU SUn- 
i (1925), I. L. RR. 49 Mad. 441.— 


Cc. —----.]- CAMPBELL tv. BRYSON 
(1864), 3 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 241 ; 
37 Se. Jur. 121.—SCOT. 


d. —~-.]-~The owner of the soil 
may use & divert water percolating 
through his ground, other than in a 
defined channel, in any way he pleages. 
—-MEYER v., JOHANNESBURG WATER- 
WORKS Co., [1893] H. 1.—S. AF, 


6. Water rights of owner of dam 
on Crown lands.|—The owner of a dam 
on Crown lands constructed under 
Act No. 32, 8. 3, Is not entitled to a 
drainage arca for the supply of the 
dam orreservoir.— STEVENS v. WEBSTER 
(1866), 3 W. W. & A’B. 23.—AUS, 
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287i. Right to water in natural state} 
—In the absence of Wa cahaal ante grant, 
or other legal right, a riparian pro- 
prictor cannot interfere with the rights 
of other proprietors, by using the 


water passing by his land for wool- 
washing, 60 as to pass on the water in a 
foul state.—Hoop v. SYDNEY CORPN. 
(1860), 2 Legge, 1294.—AUS. 


267 ii. Js-—A riparian owner on 
a natural stream has a right to the full 
flow of the water in its natural state 
without any diminution or pollution.— 
NEPISIQUIT REAL Estate & FISHING 
Co. v. CANADIAN IRON CorRPN. (N. 3B.) 
(1913), 13 k. L. R. 458; 14 D. L. 
7162.— CAN. 


267 iii. ~-—.]—Borron tv. MINISTER 
or Mintiss (1892), 12 N. Z Lb. I 217.—- 


. e 








267 iv. -}—Downik v. MORAY 
(SARL) (1825), 4 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 167 ; 
I Fac. Coll. 1.—SCOT. 


267 v. .) — MonracomMrry & 
FLEMING v, FINDLAY (1853), 15 Dunl. 
(Ct. of Seas.) 853; 25 Se. Jur 499; 2 
Stuart, 519.-- SCOT. 

267 vi. —-—.J—An upper proprietor 
is not entitled to throw impurities, & 
especially artificial inipurities, into tho 
stream, so as to pollute the water as it 
passes through the estate of a lower 
proprictor.— BUCCLEUCH (DUKE) vv. 
COWAN (18686), 5 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 
214; 39 Sc. Jur. 152.—SCOT. 


267 vii. .}-—-DUMFRIES WATER- 
WORKS COMRS. v. M‘'CULLOCH (1874), 
1 ht. (Ct. of Sess.) 975; 11 Se L. RK. 
563.—SCOT. 


267 viii. ———.] — MONCRUIFFE v, 
PERTH POLICE COMRS. (1886), 13 R. 
(Ct. of Sess.) 921.—SCOT, 


267 ix. »--—-ORANGEZICHT _ FS- 
TATES, LTD. v. Capr Town Town 
Council, (1906), 23 S. C. 297; 16 
C, T. R. 338.—S. AF. 
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temperature of the water which the pltf. used for 
condensing ; being of opinion that the evidence, 
exclusive of that as to the actual diminution in 
the working of the engine, showed a material 
interference with the quality of the water to 
which the pltf. was entitled under the demise; & 
thau the question whether such interference was 
such as to give him a right to damages was one 
which he was not obliged to try. 

But so much of the motion as sought to 
restrain the defts. from diverting the water for 
their new mill was directed to stand over, upon 
terms of the pltf. bringing an action; tho plté. 
having failed to show that he had ever yet been 
deprived by the defts. of the quantity of water 
necessary for effectually supplying & working his 
engine, although it appeared from the evidence 
that he had great reason to fear that he would be 
80 deprived.—TIrrinc vy. HCKERSLEY (1855), 2 
K. & J. 264; 69 E. R. 779. 

Annotutions :—Retd. Lecch v. Schwedor (1874), 9 Ch. App. 
465,n. Mentd. Pattisson v. Gilford (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 
259; Manners v. Johnson (1875), 1 Ch. D. 673; Evans v, 
Davis (1878), 27 W. It. 285; Devonport Corpn. v. 
Plymouth, Devonport. & District Tram. Co. (1884), 52 
LL. T. 161; Shafto v. Boleckow, Vaughan (1887), 34 Ch. D. 
725; Leckhampton Quarrics Co. v. Ballinger & Chelten- 
hain lt. D. C. (1904), 68 J. P. 464; Dickens v. National 
Telephone Co., National Telephone Co, v. Hythe Corpn. 
(1911), 75 J.P. 557; Thornhill v. Weeks, [1913] 1 Ch. 438; 
Westhoughton U. D.C. v. Wigan Coal & Iron Co., [1919] 
1 Ch. 159; Sharp v. Harrison, [1922] 1 Ch. 502. 

270. -|—It is quite clear that if the river 
when it reaches pltis.’ works is polluted by the 
refuse thrown into it by defts. he has a right to 
be protected (Woop, V.-C.).—LINGwoop v. Stow- 
MARKET Co. (1865), L. R. 1 Eq. 77, 8336; 13 L. T. 
540; 11 Jur. N.S. 993; 14 W. BR. 78. 

271, ——.] — Where several manufacturers, 
having their works upon a stream, cause a nuisance 
to a riparian owner below them by discharging 
offensive matter into the stream, it is no answer, 
in an action for nuisance brought by the riparian 
owner against one of those manufacturers, for 
such manufacturer to say that the share he con- 
tributed to the nuisance is infinitesimal & un- 
appreciable. The riparian owner is entitled to 
have the water of the stream sent down to him in 
its original pure condition, & has a right to take 
the manufacturers in detail & prevent each one 
of them from discharging into the stream his 
contribution to that which becomes in the aggre- 
gate a grievous nuisance, & which causes the 
damage complained of.—-BLAIR & SUMNER v. 
DEAKIN, Kpen & THWAITES Vv. DEAKIN (1887), 
o7 L. T. 522; 52 J, P. 827; 3°. L. R. 757. 

272. -}—Youne (JOUN) & Co. v. BANKIER 
DISTILLERY Co., No. 54, anle. 

278. .}—A riparian owner on the banks of 
&® natural stream, whether he is or is not the 
owner of any part of the bed of the stream, is 
entitled to the flow of the water, past his land, in its 
natural state of purity, undeteriorated by noxious 
matter discharged into it by others. Any one so 
fouling the water infringes a right of property of 
the riparian owner, who can maintain an action 
against the infringer without proving actual 
damage, & obtain an injunction to prevent the 
continuance of the injury.—Jonrs v. LLANRWST 
URBAN CouNciL, [1911] 1 Ch. 393; 80 IT. J. Ch. 

145; 103 L.T. 7513 757. P. 68; 2717. L.R. 133; 

55 Sol. Jo. 125; 9 L. G. R. 222; subsequent pro- 

ceedings (1912), 76 J. P. Jo. 242. 


Annotations :—Reld. White v. London General Omnibus Co. 
1914), 58 Sol. Jo. 339. Mentd. Ite Porter, Amphlett & 
ones (1912), 81 L. J. Ch. 5443 Re Roney, [1914] 2 K. B. 

929; Seal v. Turner, [1915] 3 K. B. 194, 
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274. Without proprietorship in stream.|}- 
Pltf. had occupied for many years a manufactory 
for worsted spinning on a stream, & claimed a 
right of having the water come to his works in a 
pure state. Deft. erected dye works on the same 
stream, by which the water was polluted. Pitt. 
brought an action against defl. & recovered RY 
farthing damages, & now applied for an injunction 
to restrain deft. from a continuous infringement 
of his rights :—Held: (1) a person may by long 
user acquire a right to the water of a stream free 
from pollution, though he may have no proprietor- 
ship in the stream, & may acquire a right to pour 
polluted matter into a stream as against all new 
comers; (2) a person having established his right 
at law is not, as a matter of course, entitled to an 
injunction, particularly where the injunction would 
not restore pltf. to the right he has established, & 
where the act complained of may be compensated 
by pecuniary damages; (3) in this case the 
evidence proved that, owing to the increase of 
polluting matter poured into the stream from 
other sources than that of the deft.’s works, pitt. 
never could be reinstated in his original rights ; 
the damage might be compensated by money ; 
pltf. had been guilty of such an amount of acqui- 
escence as would disentitle him to an injunction.— 
Woop vw. SurcLirFeE (1851), 2 Sim. N. 8. 163; 21 
L. J. Ch. 258; 18 L. T. O. S. 1943; 16 Jur. 753 
61 KH. R. 303. 


Annotations :—A8s to (2) Distd. A.-G. v. Bradford Canu 
Proprietors (1866), L. KR. 2 Haq. 71. Refd. A.-G. vr. 
Kingston-on-Thaumes Corpn. (1865), 12 Le. TT. 665. 
Conaalys Refd. Crossley v. Lightowler (1867), 16 L. 'T. 


275. ——— Stream originally artificial.)—Where 
one owner sues another for injury to his riparian 
rights by polluting a streain, if is not a conclusive 
answer that the stream was originally artilleial, 
for the circumstances under which it was made 
may show that the owners acquired riparian 
rights in it.—Surcuire v. Boor (1863), 382 
L. J. Q. B. 186; 2743. P. 613; 9 Jur. N.S. 1037. 
Annotations :—Dbtd. Mason v. Shrewsbury & Hereford Ky. 

(1871), 25 L. T. 239. Consd. Rameshur Vershad Narain 

Singh v. Koon} Behatti Pattuk (1878), 4 App. Cas. 121. 

Apld. Roberts ». Lichards (1881), 60 TL. J. Ch. 297: Bally 

v. Clark & Moriand, [1902) 1 Ch. 619. Refd. R.v. Darling- 

ton L. B. of Health (1864), 5 B.& 8.515 5 Nuttally. Brace- 

well (1866), TL. Re. 2 exch. 1; Holker v. Voritt (1873), 

L. RR. 8 Kxeh. 107. 

276. Pollution of percolating water—Findng 
way to plaintiff’s supply—Stream.] — A. was 
possessor & occupier of an ancient inul & lands 
adjoining, & carried on therein the business of a 
manufacturer of paper, which had from time 
immemorial been carried on in them. The iill 
& lands were situate in a valley at the foot of 
a range of hills sloping towards & terminating 
in a tall precipitous rock abutting upon them. 
Inside this rock, & at the elevation of a few feet 
above the lands, was, from time immemorial], a 
natural cavern, & the water produced by the rain- 
fall on a portion of the hills ran by underground 
passages into it, &, after traversing the floor of 
the cavern in a defined stream, flowed by an under- 
ground passage out of the cavern into an open 
natural basin in the lands of A., & from thence in 
an open & defined stream to the mill in a pure & 
unpollited state. In the year 1857, B. became 
possessor & occupier of land & premises on the 
summit of the hills, at a higher elevation than the 
cavern, & worked on them a machincry for extract- 
ing from the soil minute particles of Jead intermixed 
with it. In working this he constructed eight 

‘* buddles,”’ or circular pits, in the surface of the 
ground, into which water was brought through 
artificial culs. From these buddles polluted water 
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was discharged into drains communicating with 
two ‘ swallets,’’ or natural rents existing from 
time immemorial in the limestone rock of the hills, 
& having an underground passage for water com- 
municating with an outlet, at which the water 
escaped in an open stream at their foot. The 
water passages from these two swallets com- 
municated with the cavern: through which the 
polluted water flowed, & from thence mingled 
with the stream flowing through the cavern into 
the basin, & thence to A.’s lands & mill, whereby 
the water was fouled :—Held: an action for 
fouling the stream was maintainable by A. against 
B.—HODGKINSON v, ENNOR (1863), 4 B. & S. 229; 
2 New Rep. 272; 32 L. J. Q. B. 231; 81. T. 451; 
27 J. P. 469; 9 Jur. N. S. 1152; 11 W. R. 775 ; 
122 i. R. 446. 


Annotations :—Consd. Fletcher v. Rylands & Horrocks (1865), 
3 & ©. 774. Apld. Ballard v. Tomlinson (1885), 29 


ae D.115. Refd. Humphries v. Cousins (1877), 20. P. D. 
277. _———~ Well.]}—When a well is 











supplied with water which percolates through the 
earth, & does not flow through any defined channel, 
although the owner of the well is not entitled to 
the water until it actually enters his well, the 
occupier of adjoining property will be restrained 
from using a cesspool therein in such a manner as 
to pollute the water coming through his property 
& supplying the well.—WoOMERSLEY v. CHURCH 
(1867), 17 L. T. 190. 

Say ue :—Apld. Ballard v. Tomlinson (1885), 29 Ch. D. 


278. 
TOMLINSON, No. 7, aute. 

279. As against non-riparian grantee— 
From riparian grantor.]|—OkMtRobD v. TODMORDEN 
Joint Stock MILL Co., Lrp., No. 16, ante. 
J—Sce, also, MASEMENTS, Vol. XLX., pp. 
156, 157, Nos. 1074-1080. 


-~-~—,| —- BALLARD v. 


eee ne 

















SUB-SECT. 2.--ACQUISLTION OF RIGHT 'TO POLLUTE. 
A. Grant, 

280. General rule—Right to pollute subject 
matter of grant.] — Declaration for wrongfully 
throwing sand, stones, rubble & other stulf into a 
natural stream of water flowing through pltf.’s 
lands, whereby the channel was obstructed & the 
water flowed over & upon the lands & destroyed 
their produce. Fifth plea: that defts. were the 
occupiers of lands near to & above pltf.’s lands & 
of a tin mine situate within the lands of defts. 5 & 
that defts. & all other occupiers of the lands & 
tin mine of defts., for twenty years, ctc., enjoyed 
as of right & without interruption, the right from 
time to time as occasion required, at their free 
will & pleasure, of working the tin mine & winning 
therefrom tin & tin ore, & in the course of so work- 
ing & winning the same, of washing away, by means 
of the stream of water in the declaration mentioned, 
where the same flows through the lands & tin mine 
of defts., the sand, stones, rubble & other stulf 
which were dislodged or severed in the course of 
Ho working the tin mine, & of casting & throwing 
from & out of the tin mine the sand, stones, 
rubble & other stuff into the said stream where the 
same flows through the land, & tin mine of defts., 
& of having the same washed, & carried away by 
the flow of the stream towards the sea, to that 
part of the channel of the stream which is situated 
within the lands of pltf., as to the lands & tin mines 
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{. Right of proprietor who has granted 
feu to diastillery—To complain of pol- 


lution—Liability of vassal for nui- 
sance—Whether vassal exonerated if 
business could not be carried out without 
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of defts. appertaining, & for the more beneficial 
enjoyment thereof, etc. The plea then justified 
the acts complained of in the exercise of the above 
right. The sixth plea alleged an. enjoyment of the 
right for forty years. The eighth plea stated that 
the land of pltf. & the land & tin mine of defts. & 
the channel of the stream were within the Stan- 
naries of Cornwall & subject to the customs of the 
said Stannaries, & that there was an immemorial 
custom for the tinners & miners within the 
Stannaries, working & winning tin & tin ore from 
any tin mine near to a stream of water flowing 
by such mine, to wash away in such stream the 
sand, stones, & rubble which should become dis- 
lodged in the course of working the mine, & cast 
the same into the stream, etc. The ninth plea 
stated that defts. & other occupiers of the land 
wherein the tin mine of defts. is situate, for 
twenty years, etc., enjoyed as of right, & without 
interruption, the right from time to time as 
occasion required, at their free will & pleasure, 
of using the stream where the same flowed through 
the lands of defts., for the purpose of getting such 
minerals as they might desire & be able to get 
therefrom & for washing away the sand, stones, 
rubble & other stuff which it might be necessary 
to dislodge in the course of so getting the mincrals 
& of having the same washed away by the water 
of the stream, etc. The tenth plea alleged an 
enjoyment of a similar right for forty years. The 
twelfth plea alleged an immemorial custom for 
miners within the Stannaries, working & winning 
tin & other minerals & things capable of being dug 
or won from any mine situate near a stream of 
water, to wash away by means of such stream the 
sand, stones, rubble & other stuff which should 
become dislodged in the course of working the mince, 
etc. On demurrer to these pleas :—Held: the 
fifth, sixth, ninth & tenth pleas were good, since 
the right claimed in those pleas might be the 
subject-matter of a grant; the eighth & twelfth 
pleas were also good, for the custom alleged in 
those pleas was not indefinite or unreasonable, 
the user being limited to the necessary working of 
the mine.—CARLYON v. JLOVERING (1857), 1 
H. & N. 784; 26 L. J. Ex. 251; 28 L. T. O.S. 
356; 5 W. RR. 347; 150 Kh. R. 1417, 


Annotations :—Refd. Rogers v. Taylor (1857), 26 
203; Guved vr. Martyn (1865), 19 C. B. N.S. 732 


281. Grant implied from nature of business. ]|— 
S. the owner in fee of two mills, in 1855 leased one 
to P., who used it as bleaching works, a drain 
partly covered & partly open carrying off the 
water, etc., used in the works into a stream from 
three hundred to four hundred yards distant, on 
which a little lower down the other mill was 
situate ; this discharge of refuse took place about 
seven times a fortnight. In 1858, by arrangement 
between S., P., & deft., P. surrendered his lease, & 
S. granted a new lease to deft. of the premises 
late in LP.’s occupation ; deft. being described in 
the lease as “‘ bleacher,’ & there being a clause in 
it that all buildings erected by deft. for the purpose 
of bleaching should be the property of S. at the 
end of the term. In 1859 pltf. purchased the fee 
in both mills. Deft. carried on the business of a 
bleacher, & used his premises as P. had done, the 
premises, including the drain, remaining precisely 
as in P.’s time. Pitf. occupied the other mill 
himself, & used it as a paper mill, & brought an 
action against deft. for fouling the stream by 
discharging the refuse into it:—Held: the lease 
might be explained by the state of the premises & 


L. J. Kx 


pollution.)}—-SEAFIELD v. KEMP (1899), 
1 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 402; 36 Se. L. R. 


363; 68S. L. T. 289.—SCOT. 
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C. & D.; sub-sect. 8, A. (a).] 


the mode in which they had been used at the time 

if was granted; & by the lease, thus explained, 

there was an implied grant by S. to deft. of the 
right to use the drain & stream in the manner he 

had; & consequently pltf., who stood in S.’s 

place, could not maintain the action.—HALL v. 

LUND (1863), 1 H. & C. 676; 1 New Rep. 287; 32 

L. J. Ex. 113; 71. T. 692; 9 Jur. N.S. 205; 11 

W.R. 271; 158 E. BR. 1055. 

Annotations :—Expld, Pwilbach Collicry Co. v. Woodman, 
11915) A. C. 634. Consd. Schwann v. Cotton, [1916] 2 Ch. 
120. Refd. Kirmingham, Dudley & District Banking Co. 
v. Ross (1888), 38 Ch. D. 295. entd. Polden v. Bastard 
ee 7B. &S8. 130; Thomas v. Owen (1887), 20 Q. B. D. 


282. Power of sanitary authority to grant.|— 
pe eoen CORPN. v. COGHILL (H.) & Son, No. 291, 
post. 

B. Prescription. 

283. Prescription in right of business.}—Woop 
v. SUTCLIFFE, No. 274, ante. 

, -|—Count by the owner of a mill on 
the river C., which mill of right ought to be 
supplied with a flow of water from a mill pool on 
the C., against the owner of works higher up the 
stream, for placing cinders, etc., at his works, so 
as to fall into the stream of the C., whence they 
were carried down into pltf.’s mill pool & filled it 
up, to the obstruction of his right to water. Plea: 
that the occupiers of deft.’s works had, for more 
than twenty years of right placed cinders, etc., the 
refuse of their works, on the banks of the stream 
& in its channel; & that the cinders, etc., com- 
plained of were such refuse, so placed. The issue 
on this plea having been found for deft. :—Held : 
the plea was bad, non abstante veredicto, as not 
showing that deft. had, during twenty years, of 
right caused the refuse to go into pltf.’s pond ; 
as, till the occupiers of the mill sustained some 
damage from deft.’s user, no right as against them 
began to be acquired.—MURGATROYD v. ROBINSON 
(1857), 7 BE. & B. 3913 26 L. J. Q. B. 233; 29 
I. T. O. S. 638; 3 Jur. N.S. 615; 5 W. R. 375 ; 
119 BE. R. 1292. 

Annotation :—Refd. Clark v. Somersetshire Drainage Comrs. 

(1888), 36 W. R. 890. 


285. Effect of increased size of business.]|— 
To an action for polluting a stream, & impreg- 
nating it with noxious substances, whereby pltf.’s 
cattle were unable to drink the water, deft. 
pleaded an immemorial right to use the water of 
the stream for the purposes of his trade of a tanner 
& fellmonger, & returning it polluted to the stream 
when so used, & also prescriptive rights for twenty 
& forty years respectively. Plitf. new-assigned 
“that he sued not only for the grievances in the 
pleas admitted & attempted to be justified, but 
for that the deft. committed the grievances over 
& above what the defences justified.’”’ At the 
trial, it appeared that deft. & his father & grand- 
father had for a long series of years carried on the 
business of tanners at the place in question, using 
the water of the stream as they wanted it; but 
that, within the last twelve years, the tannery 
business had been considerably enlarged, & the 
business, & consequently the pollution of the 
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g. Twenty years user.] — Semble : 
the right to foul streamn could not be 
acquired by defts. by a user of twenty 
years.—VAN HKGMOND v. SEAFORTH 
CoRPN. (1883), 6 O. R. 599.—CAN. 

h. ——.]—To establish a prescrip- 
tive right under 10 Edw. 7, c. 34, 
8s. 35, twenty years’ uninterrupted user 
as of right immediately prior to the 


—HUNTER v. 
O. W. BR. 408; 
O.L. R. 458; 


bringing of the action must. he proven. 
RICHARDS (1912), 22 
3.0. W. N. 1432: 26 

oD. L. R. 116.-——CAN. 


289 3. Prescription to discharge sew- 
age.}—There can be no 
right to pollute a stream 
charge of sewage in such a manner & 
to such an extent as to be injurious 
to public health.—BLACKBURNE v. 
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stream, increased fourfold. Without leaving any- 
thing to the jury, the judge ruled that deft. was 
entitled to a verdict on all the issues except the 
first & second :—Held: whether the pleas were to 
be understood as claiming an immemorial or a 
prescriptive right, not limited to the purposes of 
the tannery, or the more limited right to use the 
water for the purposes of the business as carried 
on more than twenty years ago, the verdict was 
not warranted by the evidence, & the new- 
assignment was well pleaded.—Moore v. WEBB 
oe 10. B. N.S. 673; 28 L. T. O. S. 270; 140 
~R. 277, 


Annotation :—Refd. Clarke v. 
Comrs. (1888), 57 L. J. M. C. 96. 


286. Prescription to discharge sewage—Right of 
local authority.|—Evans v. BIRMINGHAM CORPN., 
No. 321, post. 

287. J}—The I. local board, con- 
stituted under Public Health Act, 1848 (c. 63), 
carried the whole drainage of the town of L. into 
the adjacent river, a small stream which, im- 
mediately below the town, flowed for three miles 
through pltf.’s lands on both sides PItf. was 
also seised of a mill upon the stream. ‘The 
quantity of sewage matter thrown into the stream 
was greatly increased, the population of the town 
having increased nearly one-half, & the extent of 
sewers from 250 yards in 1848 to 10,500 yards in 
1855 ; & besides other evidence of that, it appeared 
that sheep could no longer be washed there, that 
the fish were all dead, & that the exhalations were 
noisome. Pltf. had been in correspondence with 
the board on the subject of remedying the nuisance 
until Sept. 19, 1855, which was the date of the last 
communication in which they held out hopes of 
doing so. The bill & information was filed on 
Jan. 15, 1856 :—Held: (1) the practice, long 
previous & up to 1848, of a few houses in the town 
to drain into the river, afforded no ground for the 
local board setting up a prescriptive right, & the 
local board, as a modern corpn., could claim no 
prescriptive rights; (2) the stream was a private 
stream, the property of pltf., & he had private 
ground of complaint to support the bill, as well as 
the public nuisance on which to found the informa- 
tion; & the board had no rights, except with his 
consent, under sect. 145 of the Act; (3) there was 
no such laches on the part of pitf. as to prevent him 
from having relief on an interlocutory application. 
—A.-G. v. Luron Local Board oF HEALTH 
(1856), 27 L. T. O. S. 212; 20 J. P. 1683; 2 Jur. 
N.S. 180. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. A.-G. v. Birmingham B. C. 
(1858), 4 K. & J. 528. As to (3) Refd. A.-G. v. Kingston- 
upon-Thames Corpn. (1865), 11 Jur. N.S. 56965; A.-G. v. 

alifax Corpn. (1869), 17 W. Jt. 1088. 


288. |—A.-G. v. BARNSLEY CORPN., 
[1874] W. N. 37, L. C. & L. JJ. 

289. J—GoLpsmMIp v. 'TUNBRIDGE WELLS 
IMPROVEMENT Comrs., No. 380, post. 

290. |—Stamford Brook, which formed 
the western boundary of the metropolitan area, 
was, by the Metropolis Management Act, 1855 
(c. 120), vested in the Metropolitan Board of 
Works as part of the system of metropolitan 
sewers. At that time four cottages which stood 
on the western side of the brook, & outside the 


Somcrsetshire Drainage 




















SOMERS (1879), 5 L. R. Ir. 1.—IR. 

k. Prescription based on unlawful 
acts cannot be supported.J-—TRAILL v, 
es (1890), 25 La. NR. Ir. 524.-— 


lL. Proof of right.}—Where it was 
proved that the person claiming a pre- 
scriptive right to pollute a stream had, 
during the period of user which he set 
up as establishing his right, supplied 


wrescriptive 
vy the dis- 
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metropolitan area, were drained into the brook. 
Subsequently the brook was covered & converted 
into a main drain, an 18-inch pipe being branched 
to receive the drainage of the four cottages. The 
owners of the four cottages subsequently crected 
twenty-nine new cottages & other buildings on 
the western side of the drain, & proceeded to 
make use of the 18-inch pipe to discharge the 
sewage from these new erections into the metro- 
politan drain. On an application by the Metro- 
politan Board of Works for an injunction to 
restrain the user of the 18-inch pipe to the four old 
cottages, the judge granted the injunction, on the 
ground that the Board of Works had no power to 
extend the benefits of the metropolitan drainage 
system to persons outside the metropolitan area :-— 
Held: as defts. could not allege a prescriptive 
right to discharge sewage into the brook or a drain, 
the injunction was rightly granted.—Mrrro- 
POLITAN Boarp OF WoRKS v. LONDON & NORTH 
WESTERN Ry. Co. (1881), 17 Ch. D. 246; 50 
L. J. Ch. 409; 44 L. T. 270; 20 W. R. 693, CO. A. 
-tnnotations :—Consd. A.-G. ». Acton Ju. B. (1882), 22 Ch. 1). 

221; Islington Vestry v. Hornsey U. C., [1900] 1 Ch. 695. 

Refd. L. C. G. v. Acton U. D.C. (1900), 17 'T. Le 1t. 157. 

291. Enjoyment must not be secret or unknown. ] 
—(1) Pltts. were a sanitary authority, & for more 
than twenty years before action brought defts. 
had discharged into pltfs.’ sewers the waste 
liquors from their borax works. This effluent 
contained borax in solution. Pltfs. utilised part 
of the arca under their control for a sewage farm 
on which various crops were raised, & they alleged 
that this noxious effluent had injuriously affected 
their farm & the crops thereon. There was 
evidence that the discharge from defts.’ works 
was intermittent, & as a rule made at night, & 
neither pltfs. nor their predecessors had notice of 
it. No perceptible damage to the crops on the 
farm had been noticed prior to 1908. Defts. 
claimed a prescriptive right to continue the dis- 
charge of their cfiluent & denied that it was 
noxious or caused any injury to the farm. In an 
action by pltfs. claiming an injunction to restrain 
defts. from continuing the discharge of this 
noxious chemical solution :—Held: as the enjoy- 
ment of the alleged easement had been secret & 
unknown & unsuspected by pltfs. or their pre- 
decessors, it was not of such a character as would 
establish a prescriptive right. 

(2) Que: whether it was competent for a 
sanitary authority, having regard to its statutory 
obligations to deal effectively with sewage, to 
make such a grant as was implied by the pre- 
scriptive right here contended for.—-LIVEKPOOL 
CORPN. v. COGHILL (I1.) & SON, [1918] 1 Ch. 307 ; 
87 L. J. Ch. 1863 118 L. T. 3363 82 J. PP. 129 ; 
34 T. L. R. 150; 16 L. G. R. Ol. 

See, also, EASEMENTS, Vol. XILX., pp. 157, 158, 
Nos. 1083-1092. 


certain riparian proprietors below him = — period.--HOME 
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C. Custom. 


292. Pollution in course of trade—Tin mining.|— 
CARLYON v. LOVERING, No. 280, ante. 

293. Discharge of sewage.] —- EVANS v. BIR- 
MINGITAM CoRPN., No. 321, post. 

294. J}—The ct. will restrain the members 
of a highway board, being the local authority for 
carrying out the provisions of the Nuisances 
Removal Acts, from allowing any fresh communi- 
cation to be made with a sewer constructed by 
their predecessors in office which occasions a 
nuisance to the inhabitants of the adjoining parish 
by draining into a stream flowing through such 
parish, although from the limited nature of their 
powers, no order can be made against the board 
which will have the effect of compelling them to 
abate the nuisance altogether by stopping up the 
sewer, & ceasing to drain into the stream. 

It has been decided, both at law & in this ct., 
that no person is entitled, on the ground of 
ancient custom or privilege, to collect a mass of 
sewage matter, & pour it in, at one point, into a 
stream in such a quantity, that the river cannot 
dilute it, on its passage down to the lower riparian 
proprictors, as the effect of such an act is to 
create an evil which must be illegal, being such as 
no custom can authorise (PAGE Woop, V.-C.).— 
A.-G. v. RicuMonp (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 3063 35 
L. J. Ch. 597; 14 1. T. 398; 30 J. P. 708; 12 


Jur. N.S. 544; 14 W. RR. 686. 

-{nnotations :- -Consd. A.-G. & Domimes +. Basingstoke 
Corpn. (1876), 45 lL. J. Ch. 726. Refd. A.-G. v. Dorking 
Union Grdns. (1882), 20 Ch. D. 595. 


D. Statute. 

295. Reasonable exercise of statutory rights— 
Protection of private rights.]}— EDINBURGH WATER 
'PRUSTEES 1. SOMMERVILLE & SON, No. 55, ante. 

Discharge of sewage.|— See Sub-sect. 4, post. 








Sub-secr. 3.—PROHIBITION OF POLLUTION. 
A. Rivers. 
(a) In General. 

296. Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 1876, 
(c. 75)—Pollution by ‘‘ solid ’? matter—What is 
‘‘ solid ’? matter.|— Above Act, sect. 2, prohibits 
the putting, or causing or knowingly pernitting 
to be put, or to fall into any stream so as to pollute 
its waters, ‘‘ any putrid solid matter,” & by sect. 20 
of the Act “ solid matter ” shall not include par- 
ticles of matter in suspension in water. By sect. 17 
the Act ‘shall not apply to or affect the lawful 
exercise of any rights of impounding or diverting 
water.”?’ Deft. owned weaving sheds, worked by 
steam power, on the bank of a river, & he had, for 
the purposes of his business, for many years prior 
to the passing of the Act lawfully exercised the 
right of diverting water from the river by means 
prescriptive right, entitled to discharge 


DUNSKE POTICK 


with pumps to cnable them to obtain 
water otherwise than from the stream, 
& correspondence between him & the 
local board of health indicated that he 
did not, throughout the perlod, claim 
a right to do what he was doing :-— 
Held: no prescriptive right had been 
established.— CLARK v. HOPKINS (1898), 
17 N. Z. L. R. 201.—N.Z. 

m. Time tmmemorial. J—INVERNESS 
MAGISTRATES 1, SKINNERS OF INVER- 
NESS (1804), 13 Fae. Coll. 306.—SCOT. 

n, leight of inferior heritor to 
object.}-—-The right of an_ inferior 
riparian proprietor to object to the 
pollution of a running stream is 
defined by the use enjoyed by the 
superior heritor for the prescriptive 


COMRS. (1882), 9 TR. (Ct. of Sess.) 924 ; 
19 Sc. L. Rh. 676.—SCOT. 

o. Duty to use water—In manner 
acquircd by prescription.J—-A Yiparian 
proprietor who has a prescriptive right 
to take, in a particular wav, water 
from a river, & to return such water 
to tho river in a polio condition, 
is not entitled to take the water in any 
other wey or place, nor use even his 
common law right of taking it jn such 
& way as to add to the pollution of 
the strcan..—M‘INTYRE BROTHERS v. 
M‘GAVIN, [1893] A. C. 268; 20 It. 
(Ct. of Sess.) (H. L.) 49: 30 Se. L. ht. 
941; 18. L. T. 110.—SCOT. 

p. Right of mineowner.J]—A mine- 
owner is not, apart from contract or 


into a stream water raised from the 
mine by artificial means.— YOUNG 
(JOHN) & Co. BANKIER DISTILLERY 
Co. (1893), 20 R. (Ct. of Sess.) (H. L.) 
76:30 Se. L. R. 964; 1S. LD. VT. 204t.——- 
SCOT. 


PART I. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 2.—-D. 


q. Apart from statute d& prescrip- 
tion pollution — illegal.J—-BORTON tv. 
MINISTER OF MINES (1892), 12 N. Z. 
lL. R. 217.—N.Z. 


PART I. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 3.-— 
A. (a). 


r. Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 
1876 (c. 75), 8. 16-—Streams ‘ mainly 


42 


Sect. 6.-—-Purity and pollulion : Sub-sect. 3, A. (@).] 


of a goit & dealing with the same in the following 
manner. The water so diverted being full of 
substances discharged into the stream from paper 
manufactories, not belonging to deft.. higher up 
the stream, it had, before it could be used by deft. 
for the purposes of his business, to be impounded 
in a reservoir & allowed to settle. Whilst it was 
so impounded, the substances contained therein 
sank to the bottom, &, after about three days, 
becaine putrescent in the form of sludge. The 
water at the top when thus cleared was taken 
from the reservoir & used for condensing & boiler 
purposes. Once a week the reservoir was cleaned 
by opening the sluice gates into the river, & 
allowing the water to flow through the reservoir 
& out into the stream, carrying with it the sludge 
deposited in the reservoir. ‘The effluent water as 
it went into the stream through the sluice-gates 
contained 97°6 per cent. of water & 2°4 per cent. 
of solid matter :— Held: (1) the solid matter when 
it entered the stream from the reservoir was ‘ in 
suspension in water ’’ within sect. 20 & therefore 
not ‘solid matter’ within sect. 2 of the Act; 

(2) assuming that what was put into the stream 

was “solid matter ’’ within sect. 2, deft. was pro- 

tected by sect. 17 & therefore not liable to be 
proceeded against under the Act.— RIVER KIBBLE 

JOINT COMMITTEE v. ITALLIWELL, SAME v. SHOR- 

ROCK, [1899] 2 Q. B. 385; 68 L. J. Q. B. 984; 

S81 L. T. 38; 63 J. P. 708; 48 W. RR. 22; 15 

T. L. R. 455, C. A. 

Annotation :-—.1s to (1) Apld. West. Riding of Yorkshire 
Rivers Board ¢. Rawson (1903), 89 TL. TT. 3863, 

297. Saving in favour of lawful right to 
impound or direct.|}—RIVER RIBBLE JOINT COM- 
MITTEE v. LTALUIWELL, SAME v. SHORKOCK, No. 296, 
ane. 

298. What Is a ‘‘ stream.’’]|—Water from 
& spring or source above deft’s. mill was conveyed 
thereto by a channel, & was caught & accumulated 
by defts. in a reservoir above such mill. After 
being used in such mill it was discharged in a 
channel in a polluted state. After leaving the 
mill the water so polluted ran past certain cottages 
into a stream & so into a river. Many cottages 
emptied their sewage into the channel until 1892, 
when a sewage scheme was put into operation, & 
at the present time two cottages discharged their 
slop water, & three small watercourses fell into 
the channel below the mill :— Held: the channcl 
was a“ stream ”’? within above Act, 5. 20.—WEST 
RIDING OF YORKSHIRE RIVERS BOARD v, PRESTON 
& Sons (1904), 92 1. 1. 24; 695. P13 37. G. R. 
289, D.C. 

Annotations :— Refd. West Riding of Yorkshire 
Board v. Butterworth & Roberts (1908), 72 J. 
A.-G. v. Lewes Corpn., [T91EL] 2 Ch. 495, 

299. ——.]~-Resps. applied for an order 
to restrain applts. under above Act, ‘ to abstain 
from causing to fall or flow or to be carried into”’ 
certain streams which flow through or by certain 
parishes in the county of Lanark & within resps.’ 
district ‘“‘any solid or liquid sewage matter.”’ 
Applts. alleged that the burns & streams in ques- 
tion were not “ streams ” within the meaning of 
the Act, in respect that at the date of the passing 
of the Act they were mainly used as sewers. ‘here 
was a definite finding in fact that the appellants 
discharged all their sewage into the burns in 
question :--Held: the burns in question were 








Rivers 
P. 193; 





used as a sewer.’’} — PORTOBELLO 


ee gee ean MAGIS- 

TRATES P %. (Ct. of Sess.) a. Validity 

130; 20 8c. L. R. 92.— SCOT. rendering pollution hurmleas.|—-A_ local 
t. ———- Effect of.)—- MIDLOTHIAN authority empowered to enforce Rivers 


County COUNCIL tv. PUMPHERSTON OIL 


Co., LTp. (1904), 6 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 387. 4 & 16 


Pollution Prevention Act, 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


‘‘ streams ’’ & not ‘“‘ watercourses mainly used as 
sewers ”? within above Act. 

The obvious policy & the obvious effect of the 
Act is to stop the pouring of foul water into a 
stream, but it excuses this being done in certain 
circumstances, as for example if it was being done 
as long ago as 1876, & the best practicable means 
are now used to render it harmless (LorD LORE- 
BURN, C.).—AIRDRIE MAGISTRATES v. LANARK 
CouNty COUNCIL, COATBRIDGE MAGISTRATES 2. 
LANARK CouNnTY COUNCIL, [1910] A. C. 286; 79 
L. J. P. C. 82; 102 L. T. 437, H. 1. 

300. Grounds for making prevention order— 
Existing state of pollution of stream.|—Above Act, 
s. 3, provides that ‘‘ every person who causes to 
fall or flow or knowingly permits to fall or flow 
or to be carried into any stream any solid or 
liquid sewage matter . . . shall be deemed to have 
committed an offence against this Act.’’? In an 
action for an order requiring defts to abstain from 
polluting a stream :—Held: the principle to be 
applied by the ct. in exercising its discretion as 
to the making of an order in such a case is that 
regard must not. be had to the amount of pollution 
already in the river, but that if, from a particular 
place, there is sent into the river a quantity of 
polluting matter which exceeds the minimum of 
which the law will not take heed, pltfs. are entitled 
to an order.— STAFFORDSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL v. 
SEISDON RurAL Districr Councin (1907), 96 
L. T. 328; 71 5. P. 185; 51. G. R. 347, D.C. 

301. Whether effective against prescriptive 
claims.|—Manufacturers caused polluting liquid to 
flow from their factory into a sewer which dis- 
charged into a stream. The sewer existed at the 
date of the passing of ahove Act & was vested 
in & under the control of the local sanitary autho- 
rity. The manufacturers used no means to render 
the polluting liquid harmless :—Held: even 
assuming that there was a prescriptive right to 
discharge their polluting liquid into the sewer. 
the manufacturers had committed an offence 
under sect. 4 of the Act by discharging into a 
sewer through which the liquid found its way into 
the stream.—BUTTERWORTH Vv. WEST RIDING OF 
YORKSHIRE RIVERS Boarp, [1909] A. C. 455 78 
I. J. K. B. 2083; 100 1. T. 853 73 5. P. 893 25 
T. L. R. 117; 70. G. R. 189, H. I.3 affg. S.C. 
sub nom. Wrest RKipina oF YORKSHIRE RIVERS 
Boarp v. BuTrrerwortTit & RoBertrs (1908), 98 
L. T. 789, C. A. 

Annotations :-— Refd. Titterton v. Kingsbury Collieries (1911), 
9L. G. R. 405; West Riding of Yorkshire Itivers Board 

te. Linthwaite U. C., [1914] 2 1K. B. 13. 

302. J—On Oct. 5, 1920, pltf., a 
riparian owner of a mill & premises situate on the 
banks of a natural stream, commenced an action 
against the owners of bleaching & dyeing works 
higher up on the same stream, for an injunction 
to restrain defts. from a continued pollution of the 
waters of the stream. ‘I'he main defence was a 
plea of a prescriptive right to pollute, enjoyed as 
of right for twenty years, alternatively, a right by 
virtue of a lost grant. For some years during 
the prescriptive period claimed a predecessor of 
pltf. was a feme covert who had married in 1884 
& her husband died in 1909 :—Held: the pre- 
scriptive easement claimed being contrary to the 
provisions of above Act, ss. 3, 4, no lost grant 
could be presumed; therefore, pltf. was entitled 
to an injunction to restrain defts. from discharging 














brought an action against 
defts. averring that they were dis- 
charging into a river polluting Hquids 
& were thereby committing an offence 
against the Act, s. 4, & praying for 
decree ordajning defenders to abstain 
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1876, 58. 


Part I.—RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS IN RESPECT OF 


into the stream any noxious liquids so as to pollute 
the water of the stream running through or past 
pitf.’s land, to the damage or injury of the owners 
or occuplers of the same; & an inquiry would be 
directed as to damages.—HuLLEY v. SILVER- 
SPRINGS BLEACHING Co., [1922] 2 Ch. 268; 91 
L. J. Ch. 207; 126 L. T. 499; 86 J. P. 30; 
66 Sol. Jo. 195. 

303. Liability of local authority—‘‘ Causing 
or permitting ’’ pollution.]|— Proceedings may be 
taken against a local sanitary authority under 
above Act, s. 4, for causing or permitting polluting 
liquid proceeding from a factory or manufacturing 
process to fall or flow or be carricd into a stream. 
—-West Ripina oF YorxkKSUIRE RIVERS Boar v. 
LAINTHWAITE URBAN COUNCLL, [1915] 2 K. B. 436 ; 
84 L. J. K. B. 793; 112 1.. T. 813; 79 J. P. 280; 
31 T. lL. R. 154; 59 Sol. Jo. 331; 18 I. GR. 
301, C. A. 

Annotation: Moentd. BR. ». Cheshire County Court Judge & 

cae Soc. of Boilermakers, Jor p. Malone, [1921] 2 K. B. 


304. Land Drainage Acts—Whether effective 
against prescriptive claims.]—B. & his predeces- 
sors, In using a paper mill, had for sixty ycars 
fouled a stream adjoining :—Held: he was not 
liable to the penalty imposed by Land Drainage 
Act, 1861 (c. 133), s. 58, being exempted by the 
proviso.—_BrrT =v. MONMOUTHSIUIRE SEWERS 
Comers, (1871), 36 J. P. 181, C. Cc. R. 

305. J—In 1832 applts. came into 
possession of a certain factory, & then commenced 
the business of fellmongers & manufacturers of 
sheepskin rugs, which they carried on down to 
1852, & during this period the refuse of the fell- 
mongery & sheepskin factory was discharged into 
a certain stream, which was an arterial drainage 
within the jurisdiction of resps. In 1852 the 
business of tanners was added, & the refuse from 
the tanyard was in addition to the other refuse, 
discharged into the stream. In 1878 applts. 
altered their premises, & began the manufacture 
of leather boards, & the washings from such new 
factory, which were different in character from 
those before discharged, were from & after 1878 
poured into the stream ; no refuse of tannery or 
fellmongery was then poured in, but only the 
washings of the dyes used to colour the leather 
boards. Such washings were not so foul in degree 
as the washinys from the factory before 1878. 
Applts. were summoned by resps. for causing or 
permitting these washings of the leather board 
manufactory to flow into the stream, & were con- 
victed & fined. The resps. contended that the 
pouring into the stream the refuse of the fell- 
mongery & sheepskin manufactory from 1882, 
& the refuse of the tannery from 1852, did not confer 
the right to pour into the stream the refuse & 
washings from the leather board manufactory 
opened in 1878, either under the Prescription Act, 
1832 (c. 71), or at common law. Applts. contended 
that they had proved a legal prescriptive right to 
cause such washings to flow into the stream :— 
Held: the conviction was right, as applts. had 
not, at the passing of Land Drainage Act, 1861 
(c. 133), the right to pour into the stream the 
refuse & washings of their leather board manu- 
factory, & the fact that they had poured other 
refuse & washings into the stream since 1832 did 
not give them such right, although those washings 
were less foul than those formerly poured into the 
stream.—CLARKE v. SOMERSETSHIRE DRAINAGE 
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| Comes. (1888), 57 L. J. M. C. 96; 59 L. T. 670; 


a a R. 880; 4 T. L. R. 589; 52 J. P. Jo. 308, 
306. Local navigation Act—‘* Wilful ’’ discharge 
~——Discharge in course of business.|—A local Act, 
which was passed for improving the navigation of 
certain rivers, enacted that, ‘‘if any person or 
persons shall wilfully throw any soil .. . into any 
pert of the said rivers... or of any drains, 
renches, or watercourses thereunto belonging, 
every such person shall for every such offence 
forfeit’ a sum of money. Applt. was a tanncr, 
having premises on a small natural stream at a 
oint about four miles from one of the rivers, 
into which it flowed at a place where that river 
was navigable; in the course of his business he 
discharged refuse from his works into the natural 
stream ; he was convicted by a stipendiary magis- 
trate of an offence against the foregoing enactment: 
—Held: (1) the words ‘drains, trenches, or 
watercourses thereunto belonging ”’ applied only 
to artificial streains, made for the purpose of im- 
proving the navigation of the rivers, & did not 
apply to natural streams, & therefore the convic- 
tion was wrong ; (2) inasmuch as applt. discharged 
the refuse in the course of his business, he did not 
‘wilfully ’ throw it into the stream within the 
meaning of the statute.—-SMITM v. BARNHAM 
(1876), 1 Ibx. D. 419; 34 L. T. 774; 40 J. P. 710. 


Annotation :—-Consd. High Wycombe Corpn. v. River 
Thames Conservators (1898), 78 L. T. 463. 


307. Drains, trenches or watercourses 
belonging to river.]|—SMiTH v. BARNHAM, No. 306, 
ante. 

308. Private Act—Saving in favour of existing 
right to pollute.|—-A private Act of Parliament 
enacted that ‘‘ No person shall without the consent 
of the comrs. ... open any new drain or other 
work into any of the drainage works of the comrs. 
. . . & no person shall cause any filthy or un- 
wholesome water, or washings of manufactories 
or mines, or other foul or poisonous liquid to flow 
into any watercourse within the jurisdiction of 
the comrs.,’? & imposed penalties for the violation 
of the prohibitions. The sect. contained a proviso 
that “this section shall not apply to any person 
having a legal right to cause such water, washing 
or liquid as aforesaid to flow into any existing river, 
stream or watercourse.’’ Before & at the time of 
the passing of the Act the sewage of a town flowed 
into a tidal river within the jurisdiction of the 
coms. The urban sanitary authority proposed 
to remodel their system of drainage, & to make 
a new outfall into the river, in place of those 
previously existing :—-Held: assuming the tidal 
river to be a watercourse within the meaning of 
the Act, the case fell within the above-mentioned 
proviso, & the comrs. had no power to prevent 
the carrying out of the new drainage works. The 
exemption in the proviso is not to be restricted to 
the precise amount or manner of pollution going 
on at the time of the passing of the Act.— 
SOMERSETSHIRE DRAINAGE Comes. v. BRIDGWATER 
CorRPNn. (1899), 81 L. T. 729, H. L. 
at dade a ta Foster v. Warblington U. C. (1906), To 


309. Liability of local authority—‘‘ Causing 
or suffering pollution.’’?]—By an agreement made 
between the predecessors of applts., the local 
board, & the owner of a margarine factory, it was 
agreed that the owner of the factory, subject to 
certain conditions, should be entitled to discharge 








were using every entirely constructed after the passing 
available of the <Act.—MIDLOTHIAN OUNTY 
oliution harmi- COUNCIL v. PUMPHERSTON OIL Co., 


lea as 


this Lrp. (1904), 6 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 387.— 
SCOT. 
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Sect. 6.—Purity and pollution: Sub-sect. 3, A. (a) & 
(6), &B,C., D. & .; sub-sect. 4, A.) 


the liquids & effluent from the factory into the 
sewers of such board. <A sewage farm, owned by 
the board, became vested in applts., &, owing to 
a breach of the agreement by the factory owner, 
the soil of the farm became clogged & rendered less 
capable of filtering the sewage in applts.’ district. 
By reason thereof sewage & other offensive matter 
flowed into the river B. from applts.’ sewage 
works :—Held: applts. ‘‘ caused or suffered to 
flow or pass ’’ sewage & other injurious matter into 
the river B. within Middlesex County Council Act, 
1898 (c. cci), s. 138 (1).—SouTHALL Nokwoop 
URBAN District COUNCIL v. MIDDLESEX COUNTY 
Councin (1901), 88 L. T. 742; 65 J. P. 215; 49 
W. R. 376; 17 T. L. R. 208; 45 Sol. Jo. 241, D.C. 

310. Pollution by ‘‘solid’’ matter.]— 
West’ Riding of Yorkshire Rivers Act, 1894, 
(c. clxvi), s. 5, makes it an offence for any person 
to put or cause to be put or knowingly permit to 
be put into any river or stream within the juris- 
diction of the rivers board, after enumerating 
certain specitied solid matters, ‘‘ any deposit in 
a mill dam, or any sludge, or any solid sewage 
matter ’’?; & ‘solid matter’ was defined as not 
including ‘‘ particles of matter in suspension in 
water.”’ Resps., who were manufacturers, were 
owners & occupiers of a mill & a large mill dam 
into which flowed through a goit the water of a 
certain river; & polluting trade effluents from 
several mills & the sewage of several hundred 
houses also passed into the river above resps.’ mill 
& thence through the goit into resps.’ dam, & in 
consequence of the waters being impounded in 
the dam by resps., a quantity of mud, sludge, & 
deposit had been formed in the basin of the dam ; 
but there had been no discharge into the dam by 
resps. themselves of any effluent, or any polluting 
matter, solid or otherwise. Resps., in order to 
clean out the dam, turned the whole waters of 
the river into the dam, while men with spades 
conveyed the mud & deposit into the current as 
it flowed through the dam, & by this operation 
the mud, sludge, & deposit in the dam became 
admixed with water & was carried in suspension 
through the outlet from the dam into the river 
below the mill, rendering the river muddy & turbid 
for a considerable distance. The effluent as it 
went from the dam into the river consisted of over 
9943 per cent. of liquids, & less than 4 per cent. of 
solids :—Held: resps. had committed no offence 
against sect. 5 of the Act, either in unlawfully 
causing to be put, or in knowingly permitting to 
be carried, into the river the mud, sludge, & 
deposit from the dam, as the stuff sent out into 
the river, being in a liquid state & containing less 
than 3 per cent. of solid matter, could not then be 
described as mud, sludge, & deposit. & it was 
immaterial that it may have been so in the dam 
before the operation of cleaning began.—WkrEst 
RIDING OF YORKSHIRE RIVERS Boarnp v. RAWSON 











(1903), 89 L. T. 3863; 67 J. P. 407; 11. G. R. 
736, D.C. 
311. Isolated act.|—By Lee Conservancy 


Act 1868 (c. cliv), 5. 92, as amended by lee Con- 
servancy Act, 1900 (c. cxvii), it is provided that 
where sewage or other offensive or injurious matter 
is caused or suffered to flow or pass into the Lee 
or any of its tributaries, the conservancy board 
shall give notice to the person causing or suffering 
the same so to flow or pass requiring him to dis- 
continue the flow or passage thereof within a time 
to be specified in the notice, not being less than 
three months; & by sect. 93 the person to whom 
this notice is given shall within the time specified 
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discontinue the same, &, if he fails to do so, he 
shall be liable to the penalties therein prescribed. 
A sewage effluent of an offensive nature flowed 
from resps.’ sewage farm into a tributary of the 
river, owing to their not using a sufficient number 
of tanks, & in 1902 the conservancy board served 
a notice upon resps. requiring them within three 
months to discontinue the flow or passage of 
sewage or other offensive or injurious matter from 
their tanks into the river or a tributary thereof. 
More than three years afterwards on a certain day 
it was found that, owing to the negligence of a 
workman in resps.’ employment, sewage water was 
allowed to flow from the sewage farm into a channel 
communicating with the river:—Held: the 
isolated & negligent act of resps. in allowing the 
sewage matter from their tanks to flow or pass 
into a tributary of the river on the day in question 
was not of itself sufficient to show that they had 
been guilty of any offence under sccts. 92 & 93 
of the Act.— LEE CONSERVANCY BOARD v, LEYTON 
URBAN Districr Councu. (1906), 95 TI. T. 487; 
70 J. P. 318; 41. G. RR. 662, D. C. 
Discharge of sewage.]—Scc Sub-sect. 4, post. 


(6) The Thames. 


Sce Thames Conservancy Act, 1894 (c. clxxxvii) ; 
Port of London (Consolidation) Act, 1920 (c. 
clxxill), ss. 226-242. 


312. Discharge of rubbish—-By member of crew 
of barge—Liability of owner.]|—FLOWEKS v. RAINE, 
No. 950, post. 

313. Outside jurisdiction of conservators.]— 
FULLER v. PAYNE (1887), 3 T. I R. 729, D.C. 

314. Notice by conservators to discontinue pollu- 
tion—Necessity to specify drains causing pollution.] 
—The Conservators of the River Thames, in 
requiring a rural sanitary authority to discontinue 
the flow of polluted matter into the Thames from 
drains within the jurisdiction of such authority, 
must specify in the notice the drains alleged to be 
polluted.—THAMES CONSERVATORS v. CHERTSEY 
Rourat AUTHORITY (1885), 1 TT. I. Re. 5385; 49 
J. P. Jo. 404, D.C. 

315. ‘‘ Wilfully causing or suffering sewage to 
flow ’’——Permitting use of sewer by inhabitants— 
Under claim of prescriptive right.;—Where a local 
board have not themselves constructed sewers 
which are a nuisance, but only permitted them 
to be used by inhabitants who have acquired a 
prescriptive right to use them, the local board do 
not. ‘‘ cause or sulfer’’ sewage to flow into the 
Thames within Thames Navigation Act, 1866 
(c. 89), s. 64, & cannot be convicted of a misde- 
meanour under that Act.—R. v. STAINES LOCAL 
Boarn (1888), 60 L. T. 261; 63 J. P.358;5T. L. R. 
25, D. ©. 

316. -—— .|—Sewage passed from the pre- 
mises of private persons & from premises belonging 
to the resps., a municipal corpn., into a sewer, 
vested in respts. as the sanitary authority, & thence 
flowed into the river Thames :—Held; as regards 
the sewage which came from resps.’ premises they 
had ‘‘ caused or suffered ”’ the sewage to flow into 
the Thames within Thames Conservancy Act, 
1894 (c. elxxxvii), s. 94, but as regards the sewage 
coming from the premises of private persons resps. 
had not done s0.—THWAMES CONSERVATORS  v. 
GRAVESEND CorpN., [1910] 1 K. B. 442; 79 
L. J. kK. B. 381; 100 L. T. 964; 73 J. P. 381; 
7L. G. R. 868, D.C. 

Annotations :—Folld. Waltham Holy Cross U. 7). C. ». Lea 
Conservancy Board (1910), 26 'T. L. R. 483. N.F. Rochford 
R. C. v. Port of London Authority, [1914] 2 kK. B. 916. 
317. Omission to mitigate evil.] — By 

sect. 92 of the Thames Conservancy Act, 1894 
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(c. clxxxvii), ‘If any person without lawful excuse 
.. . Wilfully causes or suffers any washing or 
other substance produced in making or supplying 
gas or any other offensive matter, whether solid or 
fluid, to flow or pass into the Thames or into any 
tributary ... ” heshall for every such offence be 
liable to a penalty not exceeding £20, & to a daily 
penalty not exceeding £10 :—Held : persons were 
not guilty of wilfully suffering offensive matter to 
pass into the Thames by an omission to du some- 
thing which might have mitigated the evil. 

I do not think that ‘ wilful’? means wantonly 
or causelessly, but I think you can be wilful without 
being wanton, for I think if you permit a thing, 
not under compulsion, you do it wilfully (KEN- 
NEDY, J.).—HIGH WYCOMBE CORPN. v. RIVER 
THAMES CONSERVATORS (1898), 78 L. T. 463; 14 
T. L. R. 858, D. C. 

318. Constructing chamber to inter- 
cept solid matter—Sewage still flowing into river.] 
Yor many years prior to 1909 crude sewage passed 
from premises of private persons into two sewers 
which had not been constructed by, but were vested 
in, applts. as the sanitary authority, & thence 
passed into Little Creek. In 1909 applts. con- 
structed a chamber in each of the two sewers for 
the purpose of intercepting solid matter & pre- 
venting it from being discharged into Little Creek, 
but the effluent from those chambers still con- 
tained sewage matter. In proceedings against 
applts. under Thames Conservancy Act, 1894 
(c. clxxxvii), for suffering sewage to pass into 
Little Creek, which was cither a part of the 
Thames or a tributary thereof within sect. 90 of 
the Act :—Held: (1) Little Creek was a part. of 
the Thames or a tributary thereof ; (2) applts. had 
‘‘ caused or suffered ’’ sewage to flow or pass into 
Little Creek within sect. §94.—Rocurornp HKuraAL 
COUNCIL v% Port OF LONDON AUTHORITY, [1914] 
2K. B. 916; 88 LJ. K. B. 1066; 111 L. T. 207; 
78 J.P. 329; 12 L. G. RR. 979, D.C. 

319. Sewage from corporation’s own pre- 
mises.|— ‘THAMES CONSERVATOKS v. GRAVESEND 
CorPN., No. 316, ante. 

320. Tributary of the Thames—Little Creek. }— 
RocuFORD RURAL COUNCLL v. PORT OF LONDON 
AUTHORITY, No. 318, avite. 


B. Harbours. 
See SHIPPING, Vol. XLI., pp. 969, 970, Nos, 
8608, $U14. 














C. Lasherics. 
See FISHERIES, Vol. AXV., pp. s4i-37, 48, 49, 
Nos. 328-355, 436-4388. 


D. Pollution by Gas Company. 
Liability for nuisance.|—<Sere Gas, Vol. AXY., 
pp. 485-488, Nos. 8Y¥-91, 99-101. 


FE. Pollution by Sanitary Authority. 
See Sub-sect. 4, post. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—POLLUTION BY SANITARY AUTHO- 
RITIES—DIsPpOSAL OF SEWAGE. 
A. In General. 

See Public Llealth Act, 1875 (c. 55), ss. 17, 
68-70; Public Health Acts Amendment Act, 
1890 (c. 59), s. 47; Public Health (London) Act, 
1891 (c. 76), ss. 50, 52-54, 141; c& generally 
Sewrrs & Drains, Vol. XLI., pp. 3 ef seq. 
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Prescriptive right to discharge sewage.]—<Sce 
Nos. 286-290, ante. 


321. Statutory power—Exercise must be within 
term of power.|—By a local Act, comrs. were 
appointed for improving the town of B. By a 
subsequent Act that Act was repealed, & by sect. 6 
all the property, rights & privileges of the comrs. 
vested in the corpn. of B. upon whom new powers 
were conferred. Jn that Act the clauses of Towns 
Improvement Clauses Act, 1847 (c. 34), relating 
to the management of sewers & the cleansing of 
the streets, were incorporated. It was further 
enacted, that nothing done by the town council, 
if done bond fide for the purpose of executing the 
Act, should render them personally liable to any 
action; & by sect. 6, following the provisions 
relating to the construction of sewers, it was pro- 
vided that if, in execution of the powers of the 
Act, the council should deprive any of the mills 
upon a certain river of water, to the use of which 
the owners were entitled, compensation should be 
made. In an action by a millowner for depriving 
him of water, by casting mud & rubbish into 
sewers & streams running into the river, the corpn. 
justified : First, under a right acquired by twenty 
years’ user, partly by the old comrs. & partly by 
the corpn., of cleansing the streets & throwing 
into the sewers & streams such part of the mud & 
soil as could not conveniently be carted away. 
Secondly, under a similar custom for the inhabi- 
tants to cleanse. ‘Thirdly, under the local im- 
provement Act, alleging that they had acted bond 
fide. Upon these pleas & the subsequent pleadings 
thereto :—Held: (1) a user for twenty years, 
partly by the comrs. & partly by the corpn., would 
not confer any right under Statute of Frauds 
Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14), & sect. 6, of the 
local Act. would not transfer to the corpn. a right 
which was only inchoate & incomplete when that 
Act came into operation ; (2) the custom alleged, 
if it could ever have had a legal existence, was 
destroyed by Towns Improvement Clauses Act, 
1847 (c. 34), s. 97, rendering it unlawful for any 
person not employed by the council to remove 
dirt from the streets; (8) defts. were not autho- 
rised by the local Act & the clauses of the general 
Act incorporated therewith unnecessarily to throw 
mud & soil collected from the streets into the 
public streams & sewers; &, although the acts 
were done bond fide, they were wrongful, & there- 
fore the subject of an action, & not merely of 
compensation under sect. 25.—HvVANS v. BIRMING- 
HAM Corpn. (1853), 1 C. L. R. 858; 21 L. T. O.S. 
18260 17-14. P2422, 

322, —-—— Increased size of sewer.|—(1) 
Defts., the corpn. of a borough, were empowcred 
by a special Act, which incorporated Towns Im- 
provement Clauses Act, 1847 (c. 34), to make 
sewers; but it was provided that it should not 
be lawful for them to cause any new sewer to open 
or drain into the river Roche at any point above 
the Town Mill Weir. Pltfs., the owners in fee of 
the Town Mill & Weir, & occupiers of the mill, 
complained that defts. were making a large new 
sewer in the principal street of the town, & other 
new sewers, which would open or drain into the 
river above the weir, & prayed for an injunction to 
restrain these acts. The evidence showed that 
defts. had made the large new sewer complained 
of nearly on the site of an old sewer, but larger & 
deeper, that several drains had been made into it 
which could not have been made into the old 
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sewer, & that it was intended to make many more 
such drains; also that they were making other 
new sewers, which would drain into the river 
above the weir :—Injunction granted to restrain 
defts. from causing or permitting any sewer to be 
opened into the new sewer, or any other new sewer 
to open or drain into the river at any point above 
the Town Mill Weir. 

(2) Defts. were cmpowered by their special 
Act from time to time, as they should think 
proper, to cleanse & otherwise improve the river, 
& for such purpose ‘‘to remove or alter’’ 
the Town Mill Weir. They had no com- 
pulsory powers of taking the weir, but they were 
empowered to purchase land by agreement, & 
the Act provided that full compensation should 
be made to all persons “ sustaining any damage ”’ 
by reason of the exercise of any of the powers of 
the Act. Defts., having entered upon the weir 
& removed part of the same, & having permanently 
occupied the space by a floodgatec, pltfs., not. 
alleging damage, prayed that defts. might be 
restrained from entering upon or continuing in 
possession of the weir, or any land or property of 
pltfs., or any part thereof, & from taking or using 
the same, without consent of pltfs. Injunction 
refused, & bill as to this part of the relief dis- 
missed.—HOoOuntT v. ROCHDALE CORPN. (1870), L. 1. 
10 Eq. 854; 89 L. J. Ch. 761; 23 L. T. 43; 35 
J.P.6; 18 W. R. 885. 

323. —— .]—(1) Upon an information filed 
by the A.-G. to restrain a public body from 
transgressing powers conferred by an Act of 
Parliament, it is not necessary to prove that injury 
to the public will result from the acts complained 
of ; & in this respect there is no difference between 
an ex officio information & an information at the 
relation of a private individual. The Jocal 
Government, 1858 (Amendment) Act, 1861 (c. 61), 
gs. 4, enables local boards to execute works without 
their districts for the purpose of the outfall or 
distribution of sewage, subject to the following 
proviso: ‘‘ That nothing herein contained shall 
give or be construed to give power to any local 
board to construct or use any outfall, drain or 
sewer, for the purpose of conveying sewave or 
filthy water into any natural watercourse or 
stream until such sewage or filthy or refuse water 
be freed from all excrementitious or other foul or 
noxious matter, such as would affect or deteriorate 
the purity & quality of the water in such stream or 
watercourse :—Held: a local board was not en- 
titled to discharge sewage by an outfall out of their 
district into a river so as to affect or deteriorate 
the water at the point of discharge. 

(2) The C. local board discharged sewage into 
a river by an outfall out of their district so as to 
pollute the water at the point of discharge; but 
such pollution was imperceptible at the town of W., 
situated eight miles farther down, & supplied 
with water for domestic purposes from the river. 
Upon an information & bill filed by the local board 
of W., in whom the W. waterworks were vested, 
as relators & pltfs. seeking to restrain the C. local 
board from so discharging the sewage, on the 
grounds that these acts were an infringement of 
the above-mentioned provisions of local Govern- 
ment Act, 1861, & nuisance to the inhabitants of 
W. :—Held: upon the information an injunction 
to restrain defts. from infringing the Act of Parlia- 
ment must be granted with costs, but the bill 
which sought to make out a case of nuisance must 
be dismissed with costs.—A.-G. v. COCKERMOUTH 
Loca BOARD (1874), Ll. R. 18 Eq. 172; 303. T. 
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388 J. P. 660; 22 W. R. 619; sub nom. 
WORKINGTON LocaL Boarp v. COCKERMOUTH 
LocaL Boarp, A.-G. v. COCKERMOUTH J.OCAL 
Boarp, 44 L. J. Ch. 118. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Consd, A.-G. v. Shrewsbury (Kings- 
land) Bridge Co. (1882), 2] Ch. D. 752. Apld. A.-G. v. 
L. & N. W. a [1900] 1 Q. B. 78; A.-G. v. Dorchester 
Corpn. (1906), #4 L. T. 682. Consd. A.-G. v. Birmingham, 
Tame & Kea District Drainage Board, [1910] 1 Ch. 48. 
Refd. A.-G. v. G. E. Ry. (1879), 11 Ch. D. 449; Brooks v. 
Terry (1888), 4 T. L. R. 678. As to (2) Refd. A.-G. v. 
Logan, [1891) 2 Q. B. 100. Gen ey. Refd. Durrant tv. 
Branksome VU. DD. C. (1897), 76 L. T. 739. 


324. Overriding common law spa 
The town of H. having long drained into the 
river L., the N. co. obtained a local Act to make 
a sewer & intercept the sewage & purify it, & then 
discharge the effluent water into the river L., all 
inhabitants of H. being at same time prohibited 
from draining direct into the river. The Act 
stated that the N. co. shall not discharge sewage 
water into the river L. until after being purified by 
the best known process :—Held: the statutory 
provisions superseded all common law rights, the 
N. co., or its statutory assignees, were entitled to 
discharge the effluent water after being purified 
by the best process, & no action lay against the N. 
co. or assignees for polluting the river, though 
that process was still imperfect.—LEA CONSER- 
VANCY BoARD v. HERTFORD Corpn. (1884), 48 
J. P. 628; 1 Cab. & El. 299. 

325. Public Health Act, 1875 (c. 55), s. 17.] 
—Above Act, s. 17, does not affect tho right 
conferred by sect. 21 upon the owner or occupier 
of premises within the district of a local board, to 
drain into the existing sewers of the board, & it is 
for the board to see that their sewers are 80 
arranged that they do not. contravene sect. 17.— 
AINLEY v0. KIRKHEATON Local, BOARD (1891), 60 
I. J. Ch. 734; 65 J. P. 230; 77. L. R. 8233 35 
Sol. Jo. 315; subsequent proceedings, sub nom. 
KIRKHEATON District LocAL BOARD v. AINLEY, 
Sons & Co., [1892] 2 Q. B. 274. 

Annotations :—Refd. Brown v. Dunstable Corpn., [1899] 
2 Ch. 378; Eastwood v. Honley U. C., [1900] 1 Ch. 781; 
West Riding of Yorkshire Rivers Board v. Gaunt, Reuben, 
(1902), 19 T. L. R. 140. 

326. .}—The implied statutory autho- 
rity conferred by above sect. on a local authority 
to convey uncontaminated water along a natural 
stream or watercourse applies to a watercourse 
which, after flowing in a defined natural channel 
for a certain distance, comes lower down on to a 
chalk bed, were the water gradually filters into & 
is absorbed by the chalk. --MAXWELL WILLSHIRE 
v. BROMLEY RuRAL Counc, (1917), 87 T.. J. Ch. 
241; $2). P.12; 161. G. R. 414. 

Liability for nuisance.]—See Sub-sect. 4, B., 


590 ; 

















08st, 

: 327. Prohibition of pollution—River Pollution 
Prevention Act, 1876 (c. 75)—‘‘ Wilfully permit- 
ting ’’ sewage to flow.]—Defts., an urban sanitary 
authority, were charged under above Act, 8. 3, 
with permitting sewage matter to flow into a 
stream within their district. It appeared that the 
sewage matter flowed from certain ancient sewers, 
within the district of & vested in defts., which 
had been constructed & which were used for dis- 
charging sewage matter into the stream before the 
passing of the Act, & before defts. were consti- 
tuted a sanitary authority. Defts. had made 
certain alterations in these sewers, but had done 
nothing to increase the pollution of the stream :— 
Held: there was primé facie evidence that defts. 
had ‘‘ wilfully permitted ”’ sewage matter to flow 
into the stream, & the mere fact that they had not: 
materially altered the nature of the sewers, & had 
done nothing to increase the flow of sewage matter 
from such sewers into the stream, was not a suffi- 
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cient answer to proceedings under the Act.—York- 
SHIRE West RIDING COUNCIL v. HOLMFIRTH 
URBAN SANITARY AUTHORITY, [1894] 2 Q. B. 842; 
63 L. J. Q. B. 485; 71 L. T. 217; 59 J. P. 213; 
9 KR. 462, C. A. 


Annotations :—Folld. Rochford R. C. v. Port. of London 
Authority, [1914] 2 K. B. 916. Refd. West Riding of 
oe Rivers Board v. Linthwaite U. C., [1914] 2 


828. What is a ‘ stream.’’]—WEsT 
RING OF YORKSHIRE RIVERS BoarRD v. YORK- 
SHIRE INDIGO SCARLET & CoLOUR DyErs, LTn. 
(1902), 67 J. P. 80, D. C. 

329. ——— Private Act—‘‘ Cause or suffer °’>— 
sewage to flow.|—A landowner constructed on his 
own land in an urban district a sewerage scheme 
by which the drainage of a number of houses was 
conveyed by a common pipe to the sewage dis- 
posal works & the effluent from the works was 
conveyed by a pipe to & discharged into a ditch, 
which joined a brook, a tributory of the Lee, & 
by these means insufficiently purified sewage 
passed into the brook. The pipes, sewage (lis- 
posal works, effluent pipe, & ditch were all on 
private lands. The local authority had taken no 
part in the provision, construction, or manage- 
ment of the scheme, nor had they accepted any 
responsibility for same, & their sewerage system 
did not extend to the place in question. ‘The 
effluent pipe & ditch were taken to be sewers 
within the meaning of Public Health Act, 1875 
(c. 55), & as such vested in the local authority. 
Upon an information under sect. 92 of the local 
Act against the local authority for ‘ suffering ”’ 
the sewage to pass into the ditch communicating 
with the brook :—Held: as the local authority 
had done nothing, & the sewerage system had 
been constructed without their sanction, they did 
not ‘* cause” or ‘“‘ suffer’ the sewage to pass into 
the brook.—WattiamM Jlohy Cross URBAN 
Disrricr Councin v. Let Conservancy BOARD 
(1910), 1083 L. T. 3923 74 J. P. 253; 26 T. LR. 
483; 8 LL. G. R. 579, D.C. 

Annotations :- ~Apld. Titterton *. Kingsbury Collieries (AYt1), 
101 L. T. 569. Distd. Rochford R. C. v. Port of London 
Authority, [1914] 2 K. 2B. O16. 

330. Public Health Act, 1875 (c. 55)— 
Deterioration of purity or quality of water— 
Constituents of deterioration.|—(1) Semble: the 
words ‘‘ such as would affect or deteriorate the 
purity & quality of the water “ apply to ‘ excre- 
mentitious ”? as well as to ‘S other foul or noxious 
matter,”’ 

(2) The above Act, s. 17, is contravened if the 
purity & quality of the water in a stream is 
deteriorated at the point of discharge of a sewer ; 
it is not necessary to show deterioration to the 
stream in general.—A.-G. v. RINGWOOD RURAL 
District COUNCIL (1928), 92 J.P. 65; 261. G. RR. 
174. 

331. ——— ———- Point at which deterioration 
takes place.|——-A.-G. v. Rinawoop RuraL DIstTRicr 
COUNCLL, No. 330, ante. 
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Pollution of the Thames.]—Scee Sub-sect. 3, A. 

, ante. 

See, further, SEWERS & Drains, Vol. XLI., 
pp. 30-35, Nos. 224-259. 


B. Liability for Nuisance. 


332. Whether authority Hable for nuisance.|— 
Under Public Health Act, 1848 (c. 68), ss. 45, 46, 145, 
providing that the local boards may make necessary 
sewers through or under any lands whatever & 
cause them to be emptied into such places as may 
be fit & necessary, provided that nothing in the 
Act shall authorise the boards to use injure or 
interfere with any watercourses, stream, river, ctc., 
in which the owner of any lands may be interested, 
without the consent of such owner :—Held: 
(1) persons having a right to watering places in a 
river adjoining their lands for the use of their 
cattle are interested in the river within the mean- 
ing of the proviso, but would not be able to main- 
tain an action for an interference with their rights, 
unless they were injured by such interference ; 
(2) works of a local board of health producing an 
outfall of the sewage of a town above such a water- 
ing place was such an interference as to cause 
injury to the landowners, but that whether this 
was established or not, it ought, if not consented 
to by them, to be restrained by injunction being 
the act of a public body excecding its powers.— 
OLDAKER v. IlUNT (1855), 6 De G. M. & G. 376 ; 
3 liq. Rep. 671; 25 L. T. O. 8S. 26; 19 J. P. 179; 
oo N.S. 785; 8 W. R. 297; 43 E.R. 1279, 

JJ. 

333. |—By direction of a local board of 
health the sewage of a town had been by means 
of drainage conveyed to a river, which sewage, not 
having been completely deodorised before coming 
in contact with the river, had so polluted the 
stream passing pltf.’s property as to kill the fish 
therein & otherwise causing a nuisance :—Held: 
aoe was entitled to an injunction to restrain the 
urther pollution of the water passing by his 
property.— BIDDER v. CROYDON LOCAL BOARD 
OF JIEALTH (1862), 6 L. I. 778 ; sub nom. BIDDER 
v. RiciARDS, 1 Seton’s Judgments & Orders, 
7th ed. 607. 


Annotation :-—Apld. Lingwood v. Stowmarket Papermaking 
Co., etc. (1865), 13 L. T. 540. 


334. ——~-.]—A.-G. v. 
BoarpD, No. 823, ante. 

335. J—A.-G. v. TUNSTALL LOCAL BOARD 
oF Hraurn, [1875] W. N. 66. 

336. -} — The provisions of Metropolis 
Management Audit Act, 1862 (c. 102), s. 106, 
requiring one month’s notice to be served before 
instituting any proceeding against the Metro- 
politan Board of Works or any district board in 
respect of anything done or intended to be done 
under the Parliamentary powers, do not affect. 
the right of a riparian owner, whose stream is 
being polluted by the drainage works of a district 
board, to summary relief by injunction. The 
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382 1. Whether authority liable for 
nuisance, }j-—-Hiscock v. LANDER (1876), 
24 Gr. 250.—CAN., 

332 il. .)—Deftas.’ sewor omptied 
into navigable water, in which pltf.’s 
vessel was lawfully moored for the 
winter. Defts., although notified of 
similar previous occurrences, allowed 
u factory to send hot water down the 
sewer, which melted the ice on one side 
of the vessel, causing damage :—Jfeld : 
dofts. were liable, as pltfs. were lawfully 
using the wators, & the discharge of the 
hot water was a public nuisance which 
eaused special damage to  pltf. -- 





MATTHEWS v. HAMILTON CoRPN. (1903), 
6 O. L. R. 198.—CAN. 


332 iii. ———.}—WEBER tv. BERLIN 
TOWN (1904), 24 (. I. T. 371: 8 
O. L. Rh. 38023 38 O. W. RR. 812.—CAN. 

332 iv. ——--—-. }-CROWTHER @. Co- 
BOURG MUNICIPALITY = (1912), 20 
O. W. Rh. 844: 3 0. W. N. 490; 1 
J), L. RR. 40.--CAN. 

$382 v. .J}—An owner of Jand has 
no right to rid his land of surface- 
water or guperficially percolating 
water by collecting it in = artificial 
channels & discharging it through or 
upon the land of an adjoining pro- 
prietor, or into a natural watercourse, 





thereby polluting the same or incrcasing 
the flow, & a municipal corpn. has no 
greater rights in this respect than a 
private landowner.—ScRIMGER v. GALT 





Town (1911), 26 O. W. R. 53: 6 
O. W.N. 75; 16D. L. RR. 867.—CAN. 
332 vi. — -.}-—Pltf. being a manu- 


facturer entitled to the use of a certain 
stream of water, defts., a carporate 
body of Poor Law Guardians, polluted 
it with sewage :—Held: they were 
lable as much as a private individual 
would be, for the tort to the property 
so committed.—LEVINGSTON ». LURGAN 
aa Aa (1868), 18 I. I. 
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Sect. 6.— Purity and pollution: Sub-sect. 4, B.; 
sub-sect. 5, A.] 


authority over sewers, & the drainage powers 
given by Parliament to local boards do not 
authorise the committal of a nuisance by the 
boards in their exercise of such powers.—A.-G. v. 
HACKNEY LOCAL BoarD (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 626 ; 
44L. J. Ch. 545; 33 L. T. 244. 


Annotations :~~- Refd. Flower v. Low Leyton L. LB. (1877), 
5 Ch. D. 347; Chapman, Morsons v. Auckland Union 
(1889), 23 Q. B. D. 294. Mentd. Ware & De Freville v. 
Motor Trade Assocn., (1921) 2 K. B. 40; Bhagchand 
Dagdusa Gujrathi v. Secretary of State for India in Council 
(1927), 43 T. L. RR. 617. 


337, ——.|—A.-G. v. LEWES Corpn., No. 367, 
post. 

338. -—--- Public & private nuisance.|—A.-G. 
v. LUTON LocaL Boarp oF IlEatru, No. 287, 
ante, 

339. -]—(1) Public works ordered by 
Act of Parliament must be so executed as not to 
interfere with the private rights of individuals ; 
& in deciding on the right of a single proprietor 
to an injunction to restrain such interference, the 
circumstance that a vast population will suffer, 
e.g. by remaining undrained, unless his rights are 
invaded, is one which this ct. cannot take into 
consideration. 

The council of the borough of Birmingham were 
bound by a local Act of Parliament, incorporating 
the Towns Improvement Clauses Act, 1847 (c. 34), 
effectually to drain the town :—I/feld: (2) they 
were not justified in sv carrying on their operations 
for this purpose as to drive away fish & preveut 
cattle from drinking of the water of a river at a 
yart seven miles below the town & where it 
balotieed to pitf.; (3) assuming the inhabitants 
of Birmingham to have had before their Act a 
right to drain their houses into the river, that 
circumstances would not authorise the council in 
discharging the sewage in such a manner as to 
subject pltf. to the inconvenience of which he now 
complained ; (4) although pltf. had submitted to 
the injury for nearly four years, trusting to the 
assurance of the council that they were carrying 
out a scheme of sewage by which eventually the 
evil would be removed, he was not precluded on 
the ground of laches from now applying for an 
injunction, the rule in such cases heing that the 
mere prospect of injury does not give a right to 
this relief.—A.-G. v. BIRMINGHAM BorouGH 
COUNCIL (1858), 4 K. & J. 528; 22 J. P. 561; 6 
W.R. 811; 70 E. R. 220. 

Annotations :-- 18 to (1) Apld. Spokes v. Banbury Board of 
Health (1865), L. R. 1 Eq. 42. Distd. Lillywhite +r. 
Triminer (1867), 36 L. J. Ch. 525; A.-G. v. Colney Hatch 
Lunatic Asylum (1868), 4 Ch. App. 146; A.-G. vv. Dorking 
Union (1882), 20 Ch. D. 595. Apld. Price’s Patent Candle 
Co. v. L. ©. C., [1908] 2 Ch. 526.) Refd. A.-G. 7. Kingston- 
on-Thaines Corpn. (1865), 34 L. J. Ch. 4813 St. Mary, 
Islington Vestry v. Hornsey U. C., (1900) 1 Ch. 695 ; Hove 
Corpu. v. Brighton Intercepting & Outfall Sewers Board 
(1903), 67 J. P. 335. 48 to (2) Refd. Spokes v. Banbury 
Board of Health (1865), L. R. J Haq. 42. uts to (1) Consd. 
A.-G. v. Colney Hatch Lunatic Asylum (1868), 4 Ch. App. 


146. Generally, Refd. A.-G. v¢. Metropolitan Board of 
Works (1863), 9 L. T. 139. 


340. -|—(1) The Metropolitan Board 
of Works are not authorised by Metropolis 
Management Act, 1855 (c. 120), s. 135, to turn 
into a navigable river or stream the sewage of an 
entire district, which has not previously been 
drained into such river, etc., so as to create a 
nuisance. 

(2) Metropolis Management Amendment Act, 
1858 (c. 104), s. 31, enabling the Secretary of State, 
on complaint of nuisance, committed in execution 
of the works, to direct a prosecution, is given as 
an easier remedy, & does not deprive persons 
affected by the nuisance of their remedy in this 
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court.—A.-G. v. METROPOLITAN BOARD OF WORKS 
(1863), 1 Hem. & M. 298; 2 New Rep. 312; 9 
L. T. 139; 273. P. 597; 11 W. R. 820; 71 EH. R. 
130. 


Annotations :—Ags to (1) Refd. A.-G. v. Kingston-on-Thamecs 
Corpn. (1865), 12 L. T. 665; A.-G. v. Colney Hatch 
Lunatic Asylum (1868), 4 Ch. App. 148, n.; Charles v. 
Finchley L. B. (1883), 52 L. J. Ch. 554; Price’s Patent 
Candle Co. v. L. C. C. (1908), 99 L. T. 571. Generally, 
ena: aos v. St. James, Westminster Vestry (1880), 

. DD. ), 


341. Nuisance must be existing or imme- 
diately probable.|—(1) The ct. will not interfere 
by injunction to restrain a corpn. from discharging 
the sewage of their town into a public river, except 
on evidence showing the existence of a nuisance, 
or the immediate probability of a nuisance. 

(2) There must ie evidence of an actual present 
nuisance, to entitled the public to an injunction 
against the Comrs. carrying out the provisions of 
Towns Improvement Clauses Act, 1847 (c. 34). 

(3) Semble: Towns Improvement Clauses Act, 
1847 (c. 34), does not authorise Comrs. acting in 
accordance with the Act, & draining the sewage 
of a town into a public river, to do it in 
such a manner as to create a nuisance.—A.-G. v. 
KINGSTON-ON-THAMES CORPN. (1865), 6 New Rep. 
248; 34 L. J. Ch. 481; 12 L. T. 665; 29 J. P. 
615; 11 Jur. N.S. 596; 13 W. R. 888. 


Annotations :~---18 to (1) Consd. Goldsmid v. Tunbridge Wells 
Improvement Comrs. (1865), L. R. 1 iq. 161. Apld. 
Fletcher v. Bealey (1885), 28 Ch. D. 688. Refd. A.-G. v. 
Bradford Canal Proprietors (1866), L. Rh. 2 Hq. 71; A.-G. 
v. Richmond (1866), L. R. 2 hq. 306: A.-G. v7. Manchester 
Corpn., [1893] 2 Ch. &7. _ Generally, Refd. A.-G. v. Lonsdale 
(1868), 17 W. R. 219. Mentd. Mundy v. Rutland (1882), 








461. 1. 477. 
342. ——— Property beyond jurisdiction of sewer 
authority.|—GoLDsSMID v. TUNBRIDGE WELLS IM- 


PROVEMENT Comrs., No. 380, post. 

343, Nuisance must be appreciable.|— 
Bill & information filed to restrain the local board 
of health of a town from discharging sewage into 
a river dismissed with costs on the ground that the 
injury proved was trifling.--A.-G. v. GEE (1870), 
L. R. 10 Eg. 1381; 23 L. T. 290; 34 J. P. 596. 
annotation :—Folld. Clowes v. Staffordshire Potteries Water- 

works Co. (1872), 8 Ch. App. 129, n. (See 8 Ch. App. 125.) 

344. - Notwithstanding pollution from other 
source.|—By a local improvement Act it was 
provided that the clauses of Towns Improvement 
Clauses Act, 1847 (c. 34), as to making & main- 
taining public sewers & the drainage of houses, 
should be incorporated with & form part of the 
Act ‘‘ except so far as they or any of them are 
inconsistent with the provisions of this Act, or 
are expressly varied or excepted by this Act,” 
& by sect. 6 of the Act the Corpn. of Leeds were 
authorised to construct one or more trunk or other 
sewer or sewers, sufficiently capacious to receive 
the foul & drainage water & filth of the town & 
to convey the same into the river Aire :—Held: 
(1) though the river Aire was polluted before it 
received the drainage of Leeds, the landowners 
on the banks were entitled to restrain the further 
pollution ; (2) though the sewer had been com- 
pleted, & in operation sixteen years before pro- 
ceedings were taken, the ct. would interfere at the 
suit of the landowners.—A.-G. v. LEEDS ConrPn. 
(1870), 5 Ch. App. 583; 39 L. J. Ch. 711; 34 
J.P. 708; 19 W. R.19,L.C. & Li J. 


Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. A.-G. 1. Birmingham B. C. 
(1871), 24 L. T. 224. Generally, Refd. A.-G. v. Cocker- 
mouth L. B. (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 172; Smith v. Smith 
(1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 500; Lea Conservancy Board v. 
Hertford Corpn. (1884), Cab. & El. 299; Shelfer v. London 
City Electric Lighting Co., Meux’s Brewery Co. v. London 
City Electric Lighting Co., [1895] 1 Ch. 287: Jordoson »v. 
Sutton Southcoates & Drypool Gas Co., [1899] 2 Ch. 217. 
Mentd. A.-G. v. G. KE. Ry. (1872), 7 Gh. App. 478, n. 


.|—See, further, PUBLIC AUTHORITIES, Vol. 
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XXXVIII., pp. 41-48, 45, 47, 48, 50, 53, 54, 
Nos. 244, 247-249, 255, 2638, 276, 279-281, 291, 
305-311. 

845. Effect of delay by plaintiff.] —A.-G. v. 
LUTON Loca Boarp or HEALTH, No. 287, ante. 

$46. —-——.]—A.-G. v. BmMINGHAM BorovuGH 
COUNCIL, No. 339, ante. 

oe |—A.-G. v. LEEDS CorPN., No. 344, 
ante. 





SUB-SECT. 5.—REMEDIES. 


A. By and Against Whom Proceedings 
Muaintainable. 


348. By whom—Persons interested in water- 
course—-Persons having right to watering places. ]— 
OLDAKER v. HUNT, No. 332, ante. 

349. Licencee of owner of stream.|—<Al- 
though it may be questionable whether a party 
merely licensed by the owner of a stream to use 
the water has such a possessory right to the water 
as to maintain an action for fouling it, yet if he, 
by the owner’s permission, has caused the stream 
to flow into his own pipes or cisterns on his own 
premises, he can then maintain such action, 
supposing deft. had no right to foul the water, & 
the fouled water has caused damage to pltf.— 
WHALEY v. LAING (1857), 2 H. & N. 476; 26 
L. J. Ex. 327; 5 W. R. 834; 157 K. R. 196; on 
appeal sub nom. LAING v. WHALEY (1858), 3 H. & 
N. 675; 27 L. J. Ex. 422, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Stockport Waterworks Co. v. Potter 

(1864), 3 H.& C. 300. Refd. Nuttall vr. Bracewell (1866), 


36 1. J. Wx. 13; Ormerod v. Todmorden Mill Co. (1883), 
ALO B.D. 155; Ballard v. Tomlinson (1885), 29 Ch. D. 


350. Several persons affected——Joinder as 
plaintiffsS—No common interest.J—APrPLETON v. 
CHAPEL TOWN PAPER Co. (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 276 ; 
2 Char. Pr. Cas. 292. 

.{nnotations :~ Refd. Gort. v. Rownoy (1886), 55 L. J. Q. B. 

9413 Sinurthwaite v. Hannay, [1894] A. CL 494. 

351. Sufficiency of title of riparian owner. ]— 
(1) A riparian owner is at liberty to construct & 
moor to his bank a floating wharf & boat house, 
Ee same not being an obstruction to the naviga- 

ion. 

A. piece of land abutting on a navigable river was 
granted by the Crown to A., & by the grant the 
boundary on the river side was expresscd to be a 
line ‘two chains distance from the shore,” 
“parallel to the gencral course of the shore.” 
A. conveyed to P., & VP. conveyed to resp. In 
the conveyance to resp. the boundary was ex- 
pressed to be “the water’s edge of the river.” 
Resp. used the land as a boat yard, & had for 
many years kept moored in the river opposite the 
land a large floating wharf, with a covered boat 
house upon it, which he used for the purposes of 
his business as a boatman for housing & mooring 
boats :—Held: (2) the possession following upon 
the conveyance had given to resp. a good prima 
facie title to the whole of the space of two chains 
from the shore, & (3) he was entitled to maintain 
an action against appltx. for wrongful acts which 
polluted the river & impeded the navigation, 
& obstructed the access to his whari.—Boors v. 
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0. By whom — Riparian ouwner.|—- 
Neither an agreement by a riparian 
owner to allow a gold-mining co. to 
work a dredge higher up on the same 
stream, nor ae a dredge himself 
on his own part of the stream, deprives 
him of the right to object to others 
above him working dredges which 


J.—VOL. XLIV. 


in one of 


L, It. 231.— N.Z. 


would foul the stream. Holding shares 
the cos. 
evidence of acquiescence in the other 
companies working dredges. 
escence by one riparian tenant in 
common does not bind his co-tenant.— 
MACKENZIE Vv. WAIMUMU QUEEN GOLD- ft 
DREDGING Co., LTp. (1901), 21 N. Z,. v 
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RATTH (1890), 15 App. Cas. 188; 59 L. J. P. C, 
41; 62 L. T. 198; 38 W. BR. 7387, P. C. 


Annotation :—As to (2) Refd. Watcham v. A.-G. of the Kast 
Africa Protectorate, [1919] A. ©. 533. 


Licencee or owner of fishing rights.]—Sce 

FISHERIES, Vol. XXV., pp. 34-37, Nos. 328-355. 
352. Against whom—Local authority—Pollution 

by person not party to action—Power of local 

authority to prevent pollution.|—On a motion for 
an injunction to restrain a local board from allow- 
ing sewage to flow into a brook opposite pltf.’s 
house, whereby a nuisance was occasioned, it 
appeared that the nuisance was in fact caused by 
P., not a party to the action, who had passed the 
sewage of his house into the brook through a pipe, 
which, by agreement with defts., he was only 
entitled to use for surface or rain water :—Held : 
although the Local Board could not be compelled 
to construct an improved system of drainage 
except by mandamus ; nor to bring an action for 
an injunction against a third party, particularly 
in cases where the legal right was doubtful; still 
where the third party was acting in violation of 
an agreement entered into with the Local Board 
to pass surface water only through the pipe, & 
where no special inconvenience would be caused 
to other neighbours, pltf. was entitled to an in- 
junction against defts. on the ground that they 
could themselves prevent any nuisance being 
caused, by stopping up the pipe which was being 
used in contravention of the agreement, under 
the powers given them by Public Health Act, 

1875 (c. 55), and this, notwithstanding that they 

would be preventing the third party from exercis- 

ing his right of passing surface water only through 
the pipe.—CHARLES v. FINCHLEY LOCAL BOARD 

(1883), 23 Ch. D. 767; 52 L. J. Ch. 554; 48 L. T. 

569; 47 J. P. 791; 31 W. R. 717. 

Annotations :—Distd. A.-G. v. Clerkenwell Vestry, [1891] 
3 Ch. 527; Ogilvie v. Blything Union R.S8. A. (1891), 65 
L. IT. 338. Consd. Brown v. Dunstable Corpn., [1899] 
2 Ch. 378. 

353. ——— Owners & carriers of oil tank— Leakage 
from tank while on railway.|—An oil tank was 
consigned by an oil co. to a railway co. for con- 
veyance to a railway depot. On arrival at the 
depot. the tank was found to be leaking, & a large 
quantity of oil penetrated into a watercourse on 
pltfs.?. premises, rendering the water unfit for 
pltfs.’ cattle to drink. On the leakage being 
discovered by the railway co.’s servants, every 
effort was made by the railway co. to stop it. 
Pit{s. sued the oil co. & the railway co. for damages 
for nuisance arising from the pollution of the 
watercourse :—Held: (1) the oil co. were liable, 
as they ought by the exercise of reasonable care 
to have discovered the defective condition of the 
tank before consigning it by rail: (2) the railway 
company were not liable, as they did not in any 
way permit the continuance of the nuisance, & 
as the damage was caused by the wrongful act of 
a third party, namely, the oil co., in sending a 
defective tank to the railway co.’s premises.— 
SMITH v. GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co. (1926), 135 
L. T. 112; 42 T. L. R. 391. 

354. Several persons causing pollution— 
Liability of each.|—-BLAIR & SUMNER v. DEAKIN, 
EpEN & TIIWAITES v. DEAKIN, No. 271, ante. 











d. Against whom—Local authority.) 
dredging is not| —VAN KEGMOND v. SEAFORTH CORPN. 
(1883), 6 O. R. 599.—CAN. 


Acqui- 





e. ---GRAY v. DUNDAS 
CorPpn. (1886), 11 O. R. 317; 13 ALR. 
588.—CAN. 





——.J—CLARE tv. CITY OF 
EDMONTON (Alta.) (1914), 26 W. L. R. 
678.— CAN, 

B 
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Sect. 6.—Purity and pollution: Sub-sect. 5, A., B., 
C. & D. (a).] 

355. -]—Where an injury has 
been done to the private rights of a person, whether 
tenant or landlord, that person is entitled to 
damages, although only nominal, & where in such 
a case an injury is apprehended an injunction 
will be granted as against the party in default. 

In an action by N., tenant of a certain farm for 
damages, & an injunction against T., a sanitary 
authority, for polluting pltf.’s stream :—Held: 
pltf.’s private right having been injured he was 
entitled to nominal damages & an injunction 
against T., although T. had only polluted the 
stream in conjunction with others.—NIxoNn uv. 
TYNEMOUTH UNION RURAL SANITARY AUTHORITY 
(1888), 52 J. P. 504, D.C. 


B. Notice of Proceedings. 

See Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 
(c. 75), s. 13. 

356. When notice should be given—-Whether 
after consent of Ministry of Health obtained.|— 
Notice of intention to take proceedings under 
Part LI. of Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 
1876 (c. 75), may be given before the consent of 
the Local Government Board has been obtained 
to such proceedings being taken.—WEsT RIDING 
OF YORKSHIRE RIVERS BOARD v. SCARR END MILL 
Co. (1901), 65 J. P. 776, D. C. 

Annotation :—Overd. West. Riding of Yorkshire Rivers Board 

v. Robinson, (1907) l K. B. 431. 


357. ——.|—The Rivers Pollution Pre- 
vention Act, 1876 (c. 75), authorises a sanitary 
authority to take proceedings in respect of certain 
offences under the Act, but provides that such 
proceedings shall not be taken without the consent 
of the Local Government Board, nor until the 
expiration of two months after written notice of 
the intention to take such proceedings has been 
given to the offender :—Held: the notice could 
not be given until the consent of the Local Govern- 
ment Board had been obtained.—West RipinG 
OF YORKSHIRE RiveRS BoOAaArb v. ROBINSON 
BROTHERS, [1907] 1 K. B. 431; TW L. J. K. B. 
426; 967. T. 162; 71S. P2137; 2387. L. 2. 249 ; 
ol Sol. Jo. 207; 5 L. G. RR. 409, C. A. 

358. Necessity for notice—Disobedience to order 
of county court—Application for penalties.}—The 
Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 1876 (c. 75), 
s. 10, provides that the county ct. having juris- 
diction in the place where any offence against the 
Act is committed may, by summary order, require 
any person to abstain from the commission of such 
offence. ‘The sect. further enacts that any persun 
making default in complying with any require- 
ment of an order of a county ct. made in pursuance 
of the sect. shall pay to the person complaining 
such sum not exceeding £50 a day for every day 
during which he is in default & that such penalty 
shall be enforced in the same manner as any other 
debt judged to be due by the ct. Sect. 13 of the 
Act provides that proceedings shall not be taken 
under this Act for any offence against the Act 
until the expiration of two months after written 
notice of the intention tu take such proceedings 
has been given to the offender. 

In Jan. 1909, a county ct. judge made an order 
declaring that defts. were guilty of an offence 
against the Act in causing sewage pollution to 
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flow into a river, & ordered them to abstain in the 

future from the commission of the offence. On 

June 10, 1910, an order was made for enalties 

against defts. for two defaults in complying with 

the order. On Oct. 17, 1913, an application was 
made to the county ct. for an order that defts. 
should be directed to pay further penalties for 
defaults against the order of 1909 committed on 
Aug. 1 & 6, 1915. A preliminary objection was 
taken by defts. that under sect. 13 of the Act 
two months’ written notice of the application 
should have been given to them. The judge gave 
effect to this objection & declined to entertain the 
application :—Held: the judge was wrong, & 
the provisions of sect. 13 applied only when pro- 
ceedings were taken for an offence against the 

Act, & not when an application was made for 

penalties upon the ground that an existing order 

of the ct. had been disobeyed.—WEs?T RIDING OF 

YORKSHIRE RivERS BoaRD v. HECKMONDWIKE 

URBAN District Counc (1914), 110 L. T. 692 ; 

78 J. P. 190, D.C. 
Notice to public authorities generally.)|—‘Sec 

Pusnic Auriortrucs, Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 132- 

135. 

C. Jurisdiction of County Court. 

See Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 
(c. 75), s. 10. 

Appeal from county court—-By motion.]—Sve 
County Courts, Vol. XIII., p. 527, No. 786. 

359. Right to order discovery.|——- Where a 
statute creates an offence & empowers a county 
ct. to make an order requiring any person to 
abstain from committing the offence, & also to 
impose a penalty upon any person disobeying the 
order, the county ct. may in proceedings taken to 
obtain an order grant discovery against deft., 
since discovery in proceedings to obtain an order 
could not expose deft. to a penalty.—DEKBY 
CORPN. v. DERBYSHIRE COUNTY COUNCLL, [1897] 
A.C. 550; 66. 3.Q. B. 701; 777. T. 1073; 62 
J.P.4; 46 W. BR. 48, H. Ta; affg. S.C. sub nom. 
Re DERBYSHIRE CounTy CouNncIL & DERBY 
Corpn., [1896] 2 Q. B. 207, ©. A. 

Annotation :-- Mentd. R. v. Manchester Local Protitecoring 
Committee, Hr p. L. & Y. Ry. (1920), 89 L. J. BK. TS. 1084, 
360. Extent of jurisdiction.}] — The Jligh Ct. 

will not grant a mandamus to compel a local 

authority under Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 

1876 (c. 75), s. 7, to give facilities for enabling 

manufacturers to carry liquids proceeding from 

their factories or manufacturing processes into 
the sewers, the remedy given by sect. 10 of 
that Act of an application to the county ct. 
of the district being a sufficient & appropriate 
remedy.—PEEBLES v. OSWALDTWISTLE URBAN 

CoUNCIL, [1897] 1 Q. B. 384; 66 L. J. Q. B. 106 ; 

75 L. T. 689; 61 J. P. 1663; 139: T. LR. 116; 

on appeal, [1897] 1 Q. B. 625, C. A.; & sub nom. 

PASMORE v. OSWALDTWISTLE URBAN COUNCIL, 

[1898] A. C. 387, Tf. L. 

Annotations :-— Mentd. Jones «. Barking U. D.C. (1898), Ji 
T. L. J - Baron v. Portslade-by-Sea U. C. (1899), 68 
L. Jd. Q. B. ; St. Mary, Islington Vestry v. Homeacy 
U.D. CG. (1899), 80 L. I. 746; Eastwood v. Honley U. C., 
11900] 1 Ch. 781; Southall Norwood U. D.C. v. Middlesex 
County Council (1903), 83 LL. T. 742; Devonport Corpn. v. 
Tozer, [1902] 2 Ch. 182; It. v. Stepney Corpn., [1902] 
1 K. B. 3173; West Riding of Yorkshire Rivers Board ». 
Gaunt (1902), 67 J. P. 1838; Haecdicke v». Friern Barnet 
VU. C., 11904] 2 K. B. 807; West Riding of Yorkshire 


Liivers Board v. Preston (1904), 92 L. 'T’. 24: Harrington 
». Derby Corpn., [1905] 1 Ch. 205; West Iiding Livers 
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g§. Sufficiency of notice.}—MIDLOTHIAN COUNTY COUNCIL v. OAKBANK O11 Co., Lirp. (1903), 3 I. (Ct. of Sess.) 700.-- SCOT 
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h. Discretion of county court judge— To aati order restraining pollution.J— SLIVO (MARQUIS) v. WESTPORT URBAN 


DISTRICT COUNUIL (1912), 46 I. L. T. Jo. 50.-— 
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Board v. Butterworth & Roberts (1907), 98 L. T. 47; 
Brook v. Meltham U. C., [1908] 2 K. B. 780; Waltham 
Holy Cross U. D. C. v. Lee Conservancy Board (1910), 
103 L. T. 192; Hulme v. Ferranti, [1918] 2 K. B. 426; 
Turner v. Kingsbury Collicries, (1921) 3 K. B. 169; R 
v. Poplar B. C. (No. 1), [1922] 1 K. B. 72; Waghorn v. 
Collison (1922), 127 L. T.83 Phillips v. Britannia Hygieni 
Laundry Co., [1923] 2 K. 3, 834%; Clark v. Epsom R. D.C. 
(1928), 45 T. L. R. 106. 


861. Transfer of action to High Court.|—An 
application under Hivers Pollution Prevention 
Act, 1876 (c. 75), s. 11, for the transfer to the 
Ch. Div. of the High Ct. of an action commenced 
in the county ct., on the ground that it raised 
intricate questions of fact & law, was refused ; 
the ct. being of opinion that additional expense 
would be occasioned by transferring the case from 
the county ct., where the questions of fact could 
be locally determined, & from which tribunal 
there was an appeal to the High Ct. on questions 
of Jlaw.—WEsT RIDING OF YORKSHIRE RIVERS 
Board v. RAVENSTHORITE URBAN DISTRICT 
COUNCIL (1907), 71 J. P. 209. 


D,. Form of Proceedings. 
(a) Inv General, 

362. Action—- Whether maintainable —- Where 
recovery of compensation provided for by statute. j—- 
A local board of works, in executing drainage 
works in their district, polluted a stream, which 
in its onward course flowed through pltf.’s land out 
of the district, & by such pollution caused an 
injury to pltf. :—Held: plth’s remedy was by 
action, & not under the compensation clauses of 
Metropolis Management Act, 1855 (c. 120); the 
local board not having any power to foul a stream 
belonging to other persons.—CATOR v. LEWISHAM 
BoAkD OF WorkKs (1864), 5 B. & 8S. 115; 5 New 
Rep. 249; 34 L. J. Q. B. 74; 18 L. T. 212; 29 
de p 62; 11 Jur. N.S. 340; 13 W. RR. 254; 122 
i. RR. 775, Ex. Ch. 

«lnnotations :— Reid, Wt. v. Godmanchester L. B. of Health 
(1866), 5 B.& 8.986: Selous v. Witnbledon L. B., Same v. 
Croydon R.S. A. (1885), 1 TL. R. 190. 

363. |—A waterworks co. were 
authorised by their private Act to take & use the 
water of certain springs which supplied a river 
upon the banks of which certain mills were situate. 
The Act provided that the co. should not abstract 
more than a certain amount of water before they 
had constructed a compensation reservou for 
storing the water during floods for the benefit of 
the millowners. The Act gave the co. compulsory 
powers for acquiring land, streams, & springs for 
their undertaking, & powers to acquire by consent 
lands tor constructing their compensation reservoir. 
The Act contained a reservation of the right of 
the owners & occupiers of any lands, mills, or 
works, to the use of the waters of the stream, except 
so far as provided & declared by the Act. Water- 
works Clauses Act, 1847 (c. 17), was incorporated 
with this Act. The co. constructed a compensa- 
tion reservoir & a subsequent Act of Parliament, 
which gave them further powers, including powers 
of emptying & cleansing the reservoir, recognised 
this reservoir as a sufficient compensation reservoir 
for the millowners, & directed it to be maintained. 
The owner of some dye works situate on the river 
below the reservoir filed a bill against the co., 
complaining that the effect of the reservoir was 
to make the water of the river more muddy than 
it was before its construction, & to render it unfit 
for the process of dyeing, & praying for an in- 








——— 
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k. Action.]} —A person throwing 
noxious matter into lake Ontario, or 


any other navigable water, is Hable both 
to an indictment & toa 
at the suit of any individual distinctly 
& pecullarly injured thereby.—W ATSON 
v. TORONTO CITY GAS LIGHT & WATER 
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junction to restrain defts. from fouling the stream. 

These allegations being in the judgment of the ct. 

established :—Held: (1) the Acts gave defts. no 

power to foul the water; (2) the compensation 

clauses in the Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847 

(c. 17), did not apply, inasmuch as the injury was 

such as the co. were not authorised to commit ; 

& pltf. was entitled to an injunction; (8) qu.: 

whether Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847 (c. 17), 

gives compensation for injuries to the lands of 

third persons caused by works on land which 
could be taken only by consent.—CLOWES uv. 

STAFFORDSHIRE POTTERIES WATERWORKS CO. 

(1872), 8 Ch. App. 125; 42 L. J. Ch. 107; 271. T. 

521; 36 J. P. 760; 21 W. R. 32, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. Pennington v. Brinsop Hall 
Coal Co. (1877), 5 Ch. D. 769%. fd. Shelfer v. City of 
London Klectric Lighting Co., Meux’s Brewery Co. v. 
City of London Electric Lighting Co., [1895] 1 Ch. 287; 
Jordeson v. Sutton, Southcoates & Drypool Gas Co., 
[1898] 2 Ch. 614. Generally, Consd. Metropolitan Asylum 
District v. Hill (1881), 6 App. Cas. 193. Refd. Hill v. 
Motropolitan Asylum District Managers (1879), 4 Q. B. D. 
433; Truman v. lL. B. & 8. C. Ry. (1883), 25 Ch. D. 423. 
364. Indictment.]—A canal co. were empowered 

by an Act of Parliament to take the water of 

certain brooks & use it for the purposes of their 
canal; the watcr in one of the brooks at the time 
the Act passed was pure, but it afterwards became 
polluted by drains, etc., before it reached the 
canal, & it was then penned back in the canal, & 
became a public nuisance :—Held: that the co. 
were liable to be indicted for the nuisance, as there 
was nothing in the Act compelling them to take 
the water, or authorising them to use it so as to 
create a nuisance.—kK. v. BRADFORD NAVIGATION 

Co, (1865), 6 B. & S. 631; 34 L. J. Q. B. 1915 29 

J.P. 6183 11 Jur. N.S. 766; 13 W. RK. 892 ; 122 

K. Wt. 1328. 

.{nnotations :—Consd,. A.-G. v. Tod Heatley, [1897] 1 Ch. 560. 
Refd. Suxby v. M.S. & L. Ry. (1869), L. R. 4 C. PP. 198 | 
Hill ¢. Metropolitan Asylum District Managers (1879), 4 
Q. B.D. 433. 

365. Mandamus—Nulsance not actually caused 
by local authority—Authority gullty of neglect.|— 
A local board, under Public I[ealth Act, 1875 
(c. 55), causing a nuisance by any act which, in- 
dependently of the statute, would have given a 
cause of action to any person, may be made liable 
in damages, or be restrained by injunction, unless 
they can show a justification under the powers of 
the statute. But if a local board do no act them- 
selves to cause a nuisance, but neglect to perform 
their duty of providing a satisfactory & healthy 
system of drainage, it is no ground of action by an 
individual for damages or an injunction, but the 
remedy 1s by prerorgative writ of mandamus ; & 
semble; this jurisdiction, notwithstanding Jud. 
Act, 1873 (c. 66), s. 25, ought not to be exercised 
except by the Q. B. D. 

Defts. were a local board constituted in Nov. 
1875, under Public Health Act, 1875 (c. 55). 
Pitf. complained that for some time before & since 
defts. became the sanitary authority, sewage was 
allowed to fall into a stream passing near his 
residence so as to pollute it & cause a nuisance to 
him. IIe complained to defts. in May, 1876, & 
nothing having been done he brought an action 
against them in July, 1876, for damages & an 
injunction :—AHeld: assuming that an actionable 
nuisance existed, as defts. had themsclves done no 
act to create or increase it, pltf. had no cause of 
action.—GLossop v. HESTON & IsLEworTH LOCAL 


Co. (1847), 4 U. C. R. 158.— CAN, 


$64 i. Indictment.) —- WATSON v, 
TorRontToO Ciry Gas LIGHT & WatTER 
Co. (1847), 4 U. C. R. 158.—CAN, 


E 2 


rivute action 
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Seck. 6.—Purity and pollution: Sub-sect. 5, D. (a) 
(b) 4. 





Boarp (1879), 12 Ch. D. 102; 49 L. J. Ch. 89; 40 
L. T. 736; 44 J. P. 36; 28 W. BR. 111, 0. A. 


Annotations :—Apld, A.-G. v. Dorking Grdns. (1882), 20 
Ch. D. 595. Consd. Charles v. Finchley L. B. (1883), 23 
Ch. D. 767. Apld. KR. v. Staines L. B. (1888), 60 L. T. 
261. Distd. Warwick & Birmingham Canal Navigation 
Co. v. Burman (1890), 63 L. T. 670. Consd. A.-G. v. 
Clerkenwell Vestry, [1891] 3 Ch. 527: Ogilvie v. Blything 
Union R.S8. A. (1891), 65 L. T. 338 3; Cowley v. Newmarket 
L. B., (1892) A. C. 345. Distd. Yorkshire West Riding 
Council v. Holmfirth U. S. A., [1894] 2 Q. B. 842. Expld. 
Dent v. Bournemouth had eer on 66 L. J. Q. B. 395. 
Consd. Robinson v. Workington Corpn., [1897] 1 Q. B. 
619; Pasmore v. Oswaldtwistle U. D. C., [1898] A. C. 387 ; 


Lee District Board v. L. C. C. (1899), 82 L. T. 306; 
Harrington v. Derby Corpn., [1905] 1 Ch. 205. Expld. 
Foster v. Warblington U. C., (1906) 1 K. B. 648. Distd. 


Jones v. Llanrwst U. C., Hen) 1 Ch. 393. Refd. Rk. tv. 


Parlby (1889), 22 Q. LB. D. 520; Ainley v. Kirkheaton 
L. B. (1891), 60 L. J. Ch. 7343; Durrant v. Branksome 
U. D.C. (1897), 76 L. T. 739; Poebles v. Oswaldtwistle 
UL. D. C., (1897) 1 Q. B. 384; KR. v. St. Giles, Camberwell 
Vestry (1897), 61 J. P. 217; Smith wv. Chorley District 
Council, [1897] 1 9 BB. 532; Wincanton R. C. v. Parsons 
(1905), 74 L. J. K. B. 533 5; Dawson v. Bingley U. C., (1911) 
2K. B. 149; McClelland v. Manchester Corpn., [1912] 
1 K. B. 118; Hesketh v. Birmingham Corpn., [1924] 
1K. B. 260. Mentd. A.-G. v. Manchester (Dean & Canons) 

5; Holland v. Dickson (1888), 37 
Ch. . 669; . St. Goorge-the-Martyr, Southwark 
Vestry (1892), G1 L. J. Q. B. 398; Davies v. Gas Light & 
Coke Co., [1909] 1 Ch. 248. 


366. Complaint to Ministry of Health.]—Har- 
RINGTON (KARL) v. DERBY CoRPN., No. 418, post. 

367. ——— Whether precluding remedy of in- 
junction & damages.|—(1) Crude sewage was dis- 
charged by a local authority into the channel of 
an intermittent stream which ran in an old culvert 
through private land & then in the open air along- 
side that land to a tidal river, the stream itself 
being tidal up to the point where the sewage 
entered. ‘he local authority had not interfered 
with the natural flow of the stream, which only 
ran during winter. In the summer the channel 
conveyed nothing but sewage with the exception 
of the tidal water with which it was diluted twice 
aday. Sewage was deposited on the banks of the 
open channel to such an extent as to constitute 
a public nuisance when the tide was out, & owing 
to the defective state of the culvert the land was 
constantly flooded with pent up sewage water at 
spring tides. In an action by the tenant of the 
land & the Att.-Gen. at his relation for damages 
& an injunction :—J7eld: the local authority were 
liable to an iujunction restraining them from 
occasioning a nuisance by discharging crude 
sewage through the open channel, & from dis- 
charging it or permitting it to flow from the 
culvert or sewer on to the relator’s Jand. 

(2) Semble: although Public Health Act, 1875 
(c. 55), s. 299, provides a statutory remedy by 
complaint to the Local Government Board in the 
ease of a local authority making default ‘‘ in the 
maintenance of existing sewers’”’ it does not 
preclude a private individual from obtaining 
damages & an injunction against the local authority 
in respect of a common law nuisance arising from 
that default.—A.-G. v. LEWES Corpn., [1911] 2 Ch. 
495; 81 L. J. Ch. 40; 105 L. T. 697; 76 J. P11; 
27 'T. L. R. 581 ; 55 Sol. Jo. 703; 10 L. G. R. 26. 
Annotation :—Generally, Refd, It. v. Marshland, Smeeth & 

Fen District Comrs., [1920] 1 K. B. 155. 

Disturbance of fisheries.]}—Sce FISHERIES, Vol. 
XXV., pp. 36, 37, Nos. 341, 343, 345-350. 


(b) Injunction. 
1. In General. 


See, also, PUBLIC AUTHORITIES, Vol. X XXVIII., 
pp. 538, 54, Nos. 305-311. 
368. On whom injunction binding—Successors 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


in office of original defendants.|—In June, 1875, 

a decree was made against the corpn. of Birming- 

ham, as the local sanitary authority, granting a 

perpetual injunction to restrain the pollution of a 

river by sewage; but the decree was, on terms, 

to be suspended for five years. 

Before the expiration of the five years the 
sanitary authority of the corpn. was transferred 
by a local statute to a district drainage board. 
Pitfs. being desirous of enforcing their decree 
applied for leave to add the district drainage board 
as defts. :—Held: no amendment could be per- 
mitted after final decree.—A.-G. v. BIRMINGHAM 
Corpn. (1880), 15 Ch. D. 423; 43 L. T. 773 29 
W. R. 127, C. A. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Heard vr. Borgwardt, [1883] W. N. 

3; Keith v. Butcher (1881), 53 L. J. Ch. 640; The 

Duke of Buccleuch, [1892] VP. 201. 

369. Quia timet action.|—In order to maintain 
a quia timet action to restrain an apprehended 
injury pltf. must prove imminent danger of a 
substantial kind, or that the apprehended injury, if 
it does come, will be irreparable. 

Pitf. was amanufacturer of paper, his mills being 
situate on the bank of a river, the water of which he 
used to alarge extent in his process of manufacture 
for which it was essential that the water should be 
very pure. Defts. who were alkali manufacturers, 
were depositing on a piece of land close to the 
river, & about one mile and a half higher up than 
pltf.’s mills, a large heap of refuse from their 
works. It was proved that in the course of a few 
years a liquid of a very noxious character would 
flow from the heap, & would continue flowing for 
forty years or more, & that if this liquid should 
find its way into the river to any appreciable 
extent the water would be rendered unfit for 

Itf.’s manufacture, & his trade would be ruined. 

Itf. did not allege that he had as yct sustained 
any actual injury. Defts. said that they intended 
to use all proper precautions to prevent the 
noxious liquid from getting into the river :—Z/eld: 
it being quite possible by the use of duce care, to 
prevent the liquid from flowing into the river, & 
it being also possible that, before it began to flow 
from the heap, some method of rendering it 
innocuous might have been discovered, the action 
could not be maintained, & must be dismissed with 
costs. But the dismissal was expressly declared 
to be without prejudice to the right of pltf. to 
bring another action hereafter, in case of actual 
injury or imminent danger.—FLETcuER v. BEALEY 
(1885), 28 Ch. D. 688; 54 1. J. Ch. 424; 52 L. T. 
5413; 3383 W. R. 7453 1 7. Ta. 1. 288. 

Annotations :— Mentd. M‘Murray v. Cudwell (1889), 61. L. R. 
76; A.-G. uv. Manchester Corpn., [1893] 2 Ch. 87; Wood v. 
Conway Corpn. (1914), 110 L. T.917 5; Latehficld-Speer v. 
Queen Anue’s Gate Syndicate (No. 2), [1919] 1 Ch. 407. 
——.]-—See, also, INJUNCTION, Vol. XXVIII., 

pp. 404-411. 

370. Interlocutory injunction.|—A.-G. v. WIL- 
LESDEN DISTRICT COUNCIL (1806), 12 T. L. R. 
528. 

371. Suspension of injunction.) — A.-G. v. 
CoLNEY Hatcu Lunatic AsyLuM, No. 391, post. 

372. J|—A.-G. v. FINCHLEY LOCAL BOARD 
(1887), 3'T. L. 1. 356. 

373. j—Resps. & applt. were respectively 
upper & lower riparian owners of a stream in 
Trinidad. Both parties carried on the business 
of boring for oil. Applts.’ proprietary rights & 
the unpolluted flow of the water in the watercourse 
had been violated by resps. allowing noxious 
matter from their works to get into the stream, 
& would continue to be so violated unless the 
nuisance was stopped. In an action by applt. 
claiming an injunction & damages, the judge 
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found that resps. had polluted the stream with oil, 
& salt water, but while he awarded £50 for accrued 
damages, with the right to sue for further damages 
from time to time, he held that it was not a case 
for an injunction :—Held: go far as the judgment 
below dealt with the question of damages it must 
be affirmed, but as the rights of applt. had been 
violated he was entitled also to an injunction. 
As, however, an injunction enforceable forthwith 
would inflict a loss on resps. out of all proportion 
to the applt.’s gain, the operation of the injunction 
would be suspended for two years in order to give 
resps. time to abate the nuisance.—STOLLMEYER 
v. PETROLEUM DEVELOPMENT Co., Lrn., £1918] 
- . 498,n.; 871. J. P. C. 83; 118 L. T. 518, 

374, Breach of injunction—Inability to comply 
with order—Validity of defence.|—(1) If a decree 
of the ct. be made, restraining a public body from 
pouring their sewage into a river, to the injury of 
pltf., it is no excuse for a breach of the injunction 
that they have attempted to deodorize the sewage, 
so as to make it innocuous, & have failed ; it. is 
their duty, if they can obey the order by no other 
means, not to discharge the sewage into the river 
at all. (2) A public board of health having, in 
disobedience to an injunction, permitted the 
sewage to flow into a river, to the injury of the 
plaintiff, a sequestration was ordered to issue 
against the property of the board.—SPoKEs 1. 
BANBURY Board or HEALTH (1865), I. R. 1 
Kiq. 42335 1.1. Ch. 105; 13 L. T. 428, 453; 380 
: ae >; 11 Jur. N.S. 1010; 14 W. Rh. 128, 169, 


Annotation :- 48 to (1) Refd. A.-G. * Colney Hateh Lunatie 
Asylum Committee (1868), 19 1. kT. 708, 


375. Sequestration.|—-SPOKES v. BANBURY 
Boanrpb oF Hearru, No. 374, ante. 

376. Undertaking on motion for injunction— 
Breach of undertaking —Motion for sequestration & 
injunction.|—Where defts., on a motion for an 
injunction to restrain them from polluting astream, 
gave an undertaking against discharging or 
allowing to be discharged any noxious or offensive 
matter so as to pollute the water of the stream, 
& pltfs. subsequently moved to sequestrate deft. 
cos., on the ground that they had on several occa- 
sions committed breaches of the undertaking, 
judge, while holding that the facts strictly entitled 
him to make the sequestration order, decided that. 
he had a discretion to grant an injunction in the 
terms of the undertaking & to penalise defts. by 
ordering them to pay all the costs of the applica- 
tion as between solr. & client, & he made such 
order for an injunction & as to costs forthwith.— 
MARSDEN (CHARLES) & SONS, Lip. v. OUD SILK- 
STONE COLLIERIES, Lp. (1911), 18 L. G. R. 342; 
78 J. P. Jo. 220. 

Form of order-—Pollution requiring compre- 
hensive scheme to abate.J|—Sre Sewers & 
Drains, Vol. XLT, p. 34, Nos. 251, 202. 

-.|— See, generally, UNdJuNcTION, Vol. 
XXVIII, pp. 510-512. 

Damages in lieu of or in addition to injunction. }- 

See Sub-sect. 5, F., post. 
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Inquiry as to damages on claim for injunction.j]— 
See Sub-sect. 5, F., post. 

Necessity for actual damage.]—Sce Sub-sect. 5, 
E., post. 


li. Grounds for Granting or Refusing. 


877. Relief to plaintiff.|.—Woop v. SUTCLIFFE, 
No. 274, ante. 

378. Appeal pending against conviction for 
nuisance.|—-Defts., a canal co., incorporated by 
Act of Parliament in 1772, & empowered by their 
Act to take water for the purposes of their under- 
taking from a stream then pure, but since become 
polluted by the proximity of numerous dwellings, 
was, with its lessees, whose lease was about to 
expire, indicated for a nuisance, in allowing the 
foul water to stagnate in the basin of their canal ; & 
judgment for the Crown was entcred up against the 
lessees, who, at the instance of the co., had given 
notice of appeal. Upon an information being filed 
against the co. & their lessees, the co. by their 
answer admitting the polluted state of the water, 
but insisting on a right to use it, however foul, & 
saying they should probably continue to draw the 
water into their canal upon the expiration of the 
lease in Apr. 1866 :—-Held: (1) the ct. being of 
opinion that the decision at law was correct, the 
fact of an appeal pending at law was no bar to an 
injunction, though it might influence the decision 
of the ct. as to the date at which the injunction 
should commence; (2) it was no answer to the 
prayer for an injunction to say that the co. did not 
pollute the water, they having the power to draw 
it or not into their canal as they pleased ; (3) nor 
to say that the informants might be left to their 
legal remedies; (4) nor to say that by restraining 
the co., a worse nuisance would be created in the 
stream : (5) no answer to the prayer for injunction 
to say the lessees were the active offenders, & not 
the co., inasmuch as the co. had set up their rights 
by their answer; (6) nor that the co. might be 
obliged to close their canal, & expose themselves to 
an indictment on that ground; & injunction 
ordered ; to commence eight months after the 
date of the decree.—A.-G. v. BRADFORD CANAL 
PROPRIETORS (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 713 35 L. J. Ch. 
619; 15L.T.9; 14 W. R. 579. 

Annotation :-—Cenerally. Mentd. A.-G. 7. Wimbledon House 

Kstate Co., [1904] 2 Ch. 34. 

379. Pollution by lessees of defendants.] — 
A.-G. v. BRADFORD CANAL PROPRIETORS, No. 378, 
ante, 

380. Seriousness of injury caused.|—(1) Whena 
man has a right to the use of an ancient stream 
flowing through his land, & sewage matter is so 
discharged into it as to cause him either present 
permanent injury, or such injury as from the 
nature of the case is likely to continue & increase 
so as to become serious & permanent, the ct. will 
grant an injunction to restrain the discharge. 

In determining whether the injury is serious 
or not, the ct. will regard all the circumstances that 
may arise from it; & important amongst these is 
the effect of the nuisance upon the value of the 
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377 i. Relicf to plaintiff. }—FISHER v. 
DOOLITTLE (1912), 22 O. W. RR. 455: 4 
O. W.N. 1417; 5D. L. ht. 549. —CAN. 

1. Statute making pollution an 
Offence—Right to injunction. ]—A.-G. 
FOR DOMINION OF CANADA 1 EWEN, 

-G., FOR DOMINION OF CANADA %. 
MUNN (1895), 3 B.C. R. 468.-—-CAN. 

m. Statutory power exercised un- 

reasonably. J—WaALLACK ¥. M‘'CARTAN, 


(1917) 1 T. RR. 377.—IR. 

n. Acquiescence by plaintiff.}—To 
establish a case of acquiescence in 
defence of a suit for an injunction 
against fouling a stream it is necessary 
that the person doing the acts com- 

lained of show that he was encouraged 
yy the other side in the doing of those 
acts. It is not necessary that tho injury 
should be serious to entitle pltf. to an 
injunction; it is cnough that pltf.’s 
right is invaded.—EaGLK v. BOOTH, 
Booty v. KAGLE (1883), 2 N. Z L. RR. 


165 (S. C.).-——N.Z. 


oO. .})— JuTLAND FuLatT (WaAI- 
POR!) GoLn-MINING Co., LTD. 2. 
eee (1895), 14 N. Z L. R. 99.— 





p. Defendant exercising remedial 
measures—Whether injunction refused. | 
—Where, in an action for interdict 
against the pollution of a river, pollu- 
tion is proved within a recent period, 
the execution of remedial measures by 
defender will not deprive the pursuer 
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estate, & the prospect of dealing with it to 

advantage. 

(2) The comrs. under local Acts for such pur- 
poses as above mentioned have no authority to 
commit a nuisance upon property lying beyond 
their jurisdiction under those Acts. 

(3) Assuming that a right so to discharge 
sewage might be acquired by prescription, it can 
only be acquired by a discharge which should 
prejudicially affect the estate of twenty years’ 
duration. — GOLDSMID v. TUNBRIDGE WELLS 
IMPROVEMENT Comes. (1866), 1 Ch. App. 349; 
35 L. J. Ch. 382; 14 L. T. 154; 303. P. 419; 12 
Jur. N.S. 308; 14 W. R. 562, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Lillywhite «. Trimmer (1867), 
36 L. J. Ch. 525; A.-G. v. Geo (1870), L. RR. 10 Kq. 131. 
Apld. A.-G. & Dommes ». Basingstoke Corpn. (1876), 45 
L. J. Ch. 726; Nixon v. Tynemouth Union R. 8S. A. (1888), 
52J.P.50%. Refd. A.-G. v. Colney Hatch Lunatic Asylum 
(1868), 4 Ch. App. 146; A.-G. v. Dorking Union Grdns. 
(1882), 20 Ch. D. 595. As to (3) Refd. Liverpool Corpn., tv. 
Coghill, {1918} 1 Ch. 307. Generally, Refd. Glossop rt. 
Heston & Isleworth L. B. (1879), 12 Ch. D. 102; Charles 
v. Finchley L. B. (1883), 52 L. J. Ch. 554; Fletcher v. 
Bealey (1885), 28 Ch. D. 688; Islington Vestry vr. Hornsey 
U. C., (1900) 1 Ch. 695. Mentd. Shelfer v. City of London 
Klectric Lighting Co., Meux’s Brewery Co. v. City of London 
Klieetric Lighting Co., [1895] 1 Ch. 287. 

381. Grant of injunction exposing defendants to 
indictment—Through closing of undertaking.| 
A.-G. v. BRADFORD CANAL PROPRIETORS, No. 378, 
ante. 

382. Increase of nuisance if injunction granted.]} 
—A.-G. v. BRADFORD CANAL PROPRIETORS, No. 
378, ante. 

383. Abatement of pollution—After proceedings 
taken—No material injury.|—(1) Bill filed to re- 
atrain a local board of health from discharging 
sewage into their river so as to be a nuisance & 
injury to pltf. The ct., finding that pltf. sustained 
no material injury & that the nuisance, if any, had 
been to a great extent abated since the filing of the 
bill, refused the injunction & dismissed the bill, 
but without costs, pltf. appearing to have had some 
justification for instituting the suit. 

(2) In cases of this class, where important public 
interests are involved, such as the improvement of 
the drainaye of a town, the ct. will protect: the 
private rights of the individual if affected in any 
material degree, but will at the same time have 
regard to the nature & extent of the alleged 
injury or nuisance & tothe balance of inconvenience. 
— LILLY WHITE v. TRIMMER (1867), 36 L. J. Ch. 525 5 
161. T. 318; 15 W. Rh. 768. 

Annotations :-— As to (2) Refd. A.-G. rv. Colney Hatch Lunatic 
au (1868), 19 L. T. 44: A.-G. 7. Gee (1870), I. R10 
384. |—-Carrn & Co. «. Batrir GAs 

Licht & CoKkE Co. (1899), [1900] W. N. 265, n. 

Annotations :---Mentd. Dunning ». Grosvenor Dairies, [1960] 
W.N. 265; Chester (Dean & Chapter) v. Smelting Corpn. 
(1901), 85 L. T. 67. 

385. So far as possible.|—An action was 
brought against a sanitary authority to restrain 
the pollution of a ditch runuing through the main 
strect of a town past pltf.’s lands into the sea. The 
ditch was covered over as it passed through the 
town, but was afterwards an open stream, & had 
been for many years seriously polluted. Pltf. 
claimed an injunction to restrain defts., as the 
owners of the covered part of the ditch & as the 
sanitary authority of the district, from permitting 
any sewage or other noxious matter to come on 
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to her lands or into her part of the ditch. In 
1877 the attention of deft. was called to the 
condition of the houses in two new streets, & they 
required the owners of those houses to improve 
their drains. The owners accordingly ran two 
drains down the two streets & made communica- 
tions with the main sewer. These drains were 
made for the purpose of carrying off surface water, 
& were not connected with any privies, but in 
addition to the surface water the slops of the 
houses were allowed to be thrown down the drains. 
In 1885, in consequence of a complaint made to 
defts., notices were directed to be served upon the 
occupiers to divert all polluting matter from the 
sewer, & the inspector of nuisances was ordered to 
inspect all drains entering into the main sewer. 
The notices so served were all effective in causing 
an abatement of the nuisance except four. Subse- 
quent directions of defts. as to cleansing the sewer 
were duly carried out, the effect. of which was to 
diminish the pollution of it to some extent. The 
defence was, that defts. had done everything in 
their power to prevent any nuisance from being 
occasioned to pltf. or her property ; & they were 
not responsible for the nuisance :—Held: defts. 
had done all they could to abate the nuisance of 
which pltf. complained, & were not responsible for 
it; but pltf.’s remedy, if any, was against the 
persons who actually caused the nuisance ;_ there- 
fore, the action could not be maintained.— 
Oumvus vu. BLyTHinag UNION RURAL SANITARY 
AUTHORITY (1892), 67 L. T. 18, C. A. 

Annotation : ~ Refd. Southall Norwood U. 1D. C. v. Middlesex 

County Conneil (1901), 83 TL. T. 742. 

386. Abatement in progress.]—JIARKING- 
TON (MARL) v. DERBY Corpn., No. 418, post. 

387. ----- Between trial of action & appeal— 
Injunction discharged.]|—The judge, having granted 
at the instance of the A.-G. a perpetual injunction 
restraining a public drainage board from dis- 
charging sewage water into a river in contraven- 
tion of Public Health Act, 1875 (c. 55), 5s. 17, defts. 
appealed. Upon the appeal defts. did not contest. 
that the injunction was properly granted on the 
facts existing at the trial, but they obtained suc- 
cessive adjournments of the appeal to enable them 
to complete certain sewage works upon which they 
were engaged in order to comply with the sect. 
On the completion of the works. there being a 
conflict of evidence as to their sufficiency, the ct. 
referred the matter to an expert to report, & he 
reported that the sewaye effluents from defts.’ 
works which entered the river after treatment by 
the process in use at the date of his report were at 
that date to such an extent freed from excrementi- 
tious & other foul or noxious matters that they did 
not affect or deteriorate the purity of the water 
in the river. The ct. then, being of opinion that 
there was no longer any breach of the sect., dis- 
charged the injunction upon defts. undertaking to 
use their best endeavours to prevent any future 
breach ; defts. to pay the costs of the appeal :-—— 
Held: although the ct. had jurisdiction to dis- 
charge the injunction, it ought not in the exercise 
of its jurisdiction to have accepted, in lieu of the 
injunction, an undertaking in the limited form 
above stated, & the House substituted for this 
undertaking an undertaking by defts., that the 
existing results, as described in the report of the 
expert, should in future be maintained; defts. 
to pay three-fourths of the costs of the appeal to 
the House.—A.-G. v. BIRMINGHAM, TAME & REA 
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DISTRICT DRAINAGE Boarp, [1912] A. C. 788; 82 
lL. J. Ch. 45; 107 L. T. 858; 76 J. P. 4813 11 
L. @. R. 194, A. L. 


Annotations :—Mentd. A.-G. v. Kerr & Ball (1914), 79 J. P. 
51; Countess Warwick S.S. Co. v. Le Nickel Soc. Anon., 
Anglo-Northern Trading Co. v. Emlyn, Jones & Willfams 
(1917), 87 L. J. K. B. 309; Metropolitan Water Board v. 
ee oe (1917) 2 K. B. 1; Robinson vw. R., [1921] 3 


388. -]—Resps. complained that 
certain sewage works erected & maintained by 
applts. near the head of a navigable tidal creek at 
Battersea, of which creek resps. were the riparian 
owners, caused a nuisance, & they claimed relief 
by injunction & damages. Applts. had since the 
commencement of these proceedings erected new 
additional works, which had enabled them to 
dispose of the storm water in a way which did not 
injure resps. Their Lordships, on the under- 
taking by applts. to maintain the sewer & works 
as now existing, dismissed the appeal with costs, & 
discharged the injunction.—LONDON COUNTY 
COUNCIL v. PRick’s CANDLE Co., Lrp. (1911), 75 
J.P. 329; 9 LL. G. R. 660, Li. L.; affg. 8S. C. sub 
nom. PRICH’S PATENT CANDLE Co., Lip. ». 
LONDON Country CoUNCIL, [1908] 2 Ch. 526, C. A. 

889. Balance of convenfence—Between public & 
private interests.]|—A.-G. v. BIRMINGHAM BoRouGH 
CoUNCIL, No. 339, ave. 

390. .|—LILLYWHITE v. TRIMMER, No. 
383, ante. 

391. Power of plaintiff to remedy evil.|—When 
the difficulty of removing the injury is great, the 
ct. will suspend the operation of the injunction 
for a time, with liberty to defts. to apply for an 
extension of time. An information was filed at 
the relation of a local board of health, praying for 
an injunction to restrain the visiting justices of a 
county lunatic asylum from allowing the sewage 
from the asylum to pollute a certain stream. The 
facts of the pollution of the stream existing, & 
being attributable in part to the sewage of the 
asylum, being proved, the ct. granted an in- 
junction ; but. suspended its operation for three 
months to enable defts. to make the necessary 
arrangements, with liberty to defts. to apply for 
an extension of time.—A.-G. » CoLNnEy HATCH 

















LUNATIC ASYLUM (1868), 4 Ch. App. 146; 38 
L. J. Ch. 2653; 19 14 'T. 7083 83 J. P. 1965 17 


W. RR. 210, I. C. & Ta. SF. 


Annotations: -Consd, A.-G. «. Gee (1870), L. Ro 10 Eq. 131. 


Apld. Hill v. Metropolitan Asylum District Managers 
(1879), 4 Q. 2B. 485. Refd. A.-G. . Birminghain B. C. 
(U471), 24 LE. oT. 224: Aw-G. oc. Dorking Union Grdna. 


(1882), 20 Ch. PD. 5955 A.-G. oe. Birtningham, Tame & 

Rea District: Drainage Board, [1912] A. CG. 788%. Mentd. 

Islington Vestry rv. Wornsey U. C., |1900) 1 Ch. 605, 

392. Prescriptive right to pollute acquired.]— 
HARRINGTON (KARL) v0. DERBY Corpn., No. 418, 
post, 


(c) Summary Proceedings. 

393. Jurisdiction of justices—Over person by 
whose act, default, permission or sufferance nuisance 
arises—Direction to abate nuisance.|—By Nuisances 
Removal Act, 1854 (c. 121), 5. 12, in any case 
where a nuisance, a term, which includes ditches 
& drains injurious to health, is ascertained by the 
local authority to exist, they shall cause complaint 
thereof to be made before a justice of the peace, 
& the justice shall thercupon issue &@ summons 
requiring the person by whose act, default, per- 
mission or sufferance the nuisance arises or 1s 
continued, or if such person cannot be found or 
ascertained, the owner or occupier of the premises 
on which the nuisance arises, to appear before 
any two justices, who shall proceed to inquire 
into the complaint, & if it be proved to their 
satisfaction that the nuisance exists, shall make an 
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order on such person, owner or occupier, for the 
abatement, discontinuance & prohibition of the 
nuisance. By sect. 13 the justices may require 
the person upon whom the order is made to drain, 
empty, cleanse, fill up, amend or remove the 
injurious ditch, drain, ctc. The occupiers of a 
brewery had for upwards of twenty years dis- 
charged the refuse from it into a barre] drain, 
which, after passing along a turnpike road, entered 
land belonging to another proprietor. The pro- 
prietor of this land did not get rid of the re 

as his predecessors had done, & it became after it 

had reached his land a nuisance :—Held: the 

occupier of the brewery was a person by whose 
act, default, permission or sufferance the nuisance 
was caused, & an order of justices directing him 
to abate the nuisance by cutting off all communica- 
tion between the drains of his premises & the 
barrel drain was valid.—BROWN v. FBUSSELL, 

ERANCOMB v. FREEMAN (1868), L. BR. 3 Q. B. 251 ; 

9B. &S.1; 37L.5.M.C. 65; 18 I. T. 19; 82 

J.P.196; 16 W. R. 511. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Richmond Union Grdns. v. St. Paul’s 
(Dean & Chupter) (1868), 18 L. I. 522; St. Helens’ 
Chemical Co. v. St. Helens’ Corpn. (1876), 1 Ex. D. 196 ; 
Fordow v. Parsons, [1894] 2 Q. B. 780; Wycombe Union 
v. Parsons (1894), 71 lL. T. 428. Mentd, Scarborough 
Corpn. v. Searborough It. S. A. (1876), 1 Kkx. D. 344; 
Riddell v. Spear (1879), 40 L. T. 130. 

394. Necessity for consent to proceedings— 
Consent obtained to previous proceedings.|— Ea p. 
MrErRSEY & IRWELL JOINT COMMITTEE (1895), 59 
J.P. Jo. 756, D. C. 

395. Exercise discretionary—Application by 
party himself an offender.]|-—-The making of an 
order under Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 1876 
(c. 75), 8. 10, requiring a person to abstain from 
the commission of an offence against the provisions 
of that Act, is discretionary, & such an order 
ought not, as a matter of discretion, to be made 
against a person who has offended against the 
Act, on the application of another party who is 
also an offender against its provisions, & who, by 
means of such an order, is seeking to avoid the 
performance of duties imposed upon him by 
statute.—KIRKHEATON Districr Locan BOARD 
vy. AINLEY, Sons & Co., [1892] 2 Q. B. 274; 61 
I. J. Q. B. 8123; 67 L. T. 2093 57 J. P. 365; 41 
W. RR. 99; 8 T. L. R. 6633 36 Sol. Jo. 608, C. A. 
Annotations :~ Refd. Staffordshire County Council »v. 

Scisdon KR. D.C. 1907), 96 L. 'T. 328. Mentd. Ferrand v. 


Hallas Land & Bullding Co., [1893] 2 Q. B. 135; Fordom 
v Parsons, [1894] 2 Q. B. 780; Yorkshire West Riding 











Counell » Helmifirth U.S. A., [1894] 2 Q. B. 842; Re 
Derbyshire County Council & Derby pores [1396] 2 
Q. B. 297; Peebles v. Oswaldtwistle U. D. C., [1897] 


1 Q. B. 384; A.-G. ». Scott, 11905) 2 K. B. 160; Butter- 
worth +. West Riding of Yorkshire Rivers Board, [1909] 
A.C. 453; Waltham Holy Cross U. D.C. v. Lee Conservancy 
Board (1910), 103 L. 'T. 1923; Rochford R. C. v. Port of 

London Authority, [1914] 2 K. B. 916; West Riding of 

Yorkshire Rivers Board wv. Linthwaite U. C., [1914] 2 

K. DB. 13. 

396. Discharge of refuse into overflow sewer 
— Sewer used as conduit pipe.|—The liquid 
refuse from a manufactory was carried away in a 
wooden trough. Prior to 1878 this trough had 
discharged direct into the river Aire. In 1878 
the trough was shortened in order to make room 
for an iron pipe erected by the local authority, & 
was made to discharge into the iron pipe. The 
authority erected this iron pipe to form a con- 
tinuation of an ‘ overflow ’’ sewer or culvert 
with the object of discharging the contents thereof 
into the river at a point rather lower down the 
river than that at which the culvert originally 
discharged. The culvert or ‘“‘ overflow ’’ sewer 
was generally dry, but on some thirty days in the 
year it took storm water mixed with sewage, 
which the ordinary sewers in a neighbouring street 
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could not deal with. The manufacturers were 
fined for discharging refuse into the river :— 
Held: the conviction must be upheld. 

Qu.: whether a manufacturer is under any 
liability if an authority allow him to discharge 
refuse into their sewers & it flows through them 
into a river.—LEEDs & District WORSTED DYERS 
& FINISHERS’ Assocn., LTD. v. WEST RIDING OF 
YORKSHIRE RIVERS BoarpD (1906), 70 J. P. 480; 
5 L. G. R. 72, D.C. 

Annotation :—Refd. West Riding of Yorkshire Rivers Board 

v. Butterworth & Roberts (1908), 72 J. P. 193. 

397. Grounds for refusal to convict — Nego- 
tiations between parties.|—Applts., in Jan. 1902, 
gave notice to resps. to discontinue the flow of 
sewage into a tributary of the river Lee, within 
the district of the respondents. Negotiations 
were entcred into between applts. & resps., & 
meanwhile the sewage was permitted to flow into 
the tributary as before. On Nov. 1, 1904, resps. 
were served with a summons for failing to comply 
with the notice. Before the hearing of the 
summons measures were taken by resps. to dis- 
continue the flow of sewage. The hearing of the 
summons was adjourned for six months, & finally 
came on on May 25, 1905, when the magistrates 
dismissed the information, having regard to the 
negotiations between the parties subsequent to 
the service of the notice, & the steps taken by resps. 
subsequent to the service of the summons :— 
Held; (1) the fact that there had been negotiations 
between the parties did not justify the justices 
in refusing to convict, & the case must go back for 
their further consideration ; (2) although, primd 
facie, the discharge of sewage into a river cannot 
be regarded as a trivial offence within Summary 
Jurisdiction Act, 1879 (c. 49), s. 16, yet, if the 
evidence before the justices on the rehearing 
appeared to them to warrant their so doing, it 
would be open to them to act under that sect., but 
they must not allow their judgment to be 
influenced by the fact that there had been negotia- 
tions between the parties —LEE CONSERVANCY 
Boarp v. BisHor’s STORTFORD URBAN DISTRICT 
CoUNCIL (1906), 70 J. P. 244; 4L.G. R. 641, D. 6. 

398. Trivial offence.]|—LrEE CONSERVANCY 
BoarD v. BIsHoP’s STORTFORD URBAN DISTRICT 
CouNcIL, No. 397, ante. 

399. Liability of local board—cControl of sewers 
handed over to joint committee..—Two local 
sanitary authorities appointed a joint drainage 
committee consisting of members from each board, 
& gave to such joint committee the exclusive 
control & management of the sewage & sewage 
works, & henceforth the disposal & treatment 
of the sewage of both districts were carried out 
under the control of the committee. The sewerage 
works continued to remain the property of the 
local board to which the works belonged prior to 
the appointment of the said joint committec. 
Sewage or other offensive or injurious matter was 
allowed to flow from the said sewerage works 
into an adjoining river, thereby polluting it. The 
Conservancy Board thereupon served a notice 
in writing upon the local board to which the 
sewerage works belonged to discontinue the flow 
of sewage into the river. The local board having 
failed to comply with the terms of the notice were 





PART I. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 5. 
—E. JOHN CORPN. v. 

401 i. Necessity for proof of atual 
damage.j}—The pollution of a river by a 
riparian owner will be enjoined at the 
instance of a riparian owner lower down 
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without proof of actual damage.—Sr. 
BARKER (1906), 3 
N. B. Eq. Rep. 358,—CAN. 

-J}—In an action conclu- 
ding solely for damages, & under an 
issue whether certain operations of the 
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summoned before the magistrates to compel them 
to discontinue the nuisance, or to render them 
liable to the penalty for not doing so :—Held: 
the local board were not liable, as they had ceased 
to have the control over the sewers, & so could not 
have “ caused ”’ or ‘ suffered’? the outflow into 
the river.— LEA CONSERVANCY BOARD v. TOTTEN- 
WAM LOcAL BoarpD (1891), 64 L. T. 198; 55 J. P. 
343, D. C. 

400. Right to appeal—Against dismissal of in- 
formation—Right exists only where conviction.]— 
R. v. MIDDLESEX JJ. (1881), 45 J. P. Jo. 420. 


I. Proof of Damage. 


401. Necessity for proof of actual damage.]— 
The owner of land on the banks of a river can 
maintain a suit to restrain the fouling of the 
water of the river, without showing that the 
fouling is actually injurious to him.—CROSSLEY & 
Sons, Lrp. v. LIGHTOWLER (1867), 2 Ch. App. 
478; 36 L. J. Ch. 584; 16 L. T. 488; 15 W. BR. 
801, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Cook v. Bath Corpn. (1868), .. R. 6 Ka. 
177; Glover v. Coleman (1874), 44 L. J. C. P. 66; 
Wheeldon v. Burrows (1879), 12 Ch. D. 31; Russell tv. 
Watts (1883), 25 Ch. D. 559; Mouson v. Bochm (1884), 
26 Ch. D. 398; Seott v. Pape (1886), 31 Ch. D. 554; 
Blair & Sumner tv. Deakin, Eden & Thwaites v. Deakin 
(1887), 57 L. T. 522; James v. Stevenson, [1893] A. C. 
162; A.-G. v. Conduit Colliery Co., [1895] 1 Q. B. 301 ; 
Union Lighterage Co. v. London Graving Dock Co., (1902) 
2Ch. 657; Iushmer v. Polsue & Alfieri, [1906] 1 Ch. 234 ; 
Jones v. Llanrwst U. C., 11911) 1 Ch. 393; Hulley v. 
Silversprings Bleaching & Dycing Co. (1921), 126 L. T. 
499; Swan v. Sinclair, [1925] A. C. 227. 








402. J—A.-G. uv. CocKERMOUTIE Loca 
BoarRbD, No. 323, ante. 

403. -|\—RIDGE v. MIDLAND Ry. Co., No. 
66, ante. 

404. .}—AMESWORTH v. YORKSHIRE RIVERS 





Boarp (1902), cited in 96 Ti. LT. at p. 3830, D. C. 


Annotation :—-Apld. Staffordshire County Council v. Seisdon 
R. D.C. (1907), 96 L. T. 328. 


405. J—The owner & occupiers of Jands 
abutting on a natural stream complained that the 
occupiers of dye works immediately above their 
lands were diverting the water so as substantially 
to diminish the flow of water, & were also polluting 
the stream, & brought an action to restrain them. 
Defts. claimed a right to use the water of the 
stream for the purposes of their works, & denied 
that they were substantially diminishing the flow 
of water or polluting the stream except occasionally 
& accidentally. On the evidence :—Held: defts. 
were dealing unreasonably with the water of the 
stream, so as visibly & materially to diminish the 
quantity of water coming down & also polluting 
the water; & pltfs. were therefore entitled to 
succeed, even without proof of actual damage, on 
the general principles of law as to the rights of 
riparian owners.—SHARP v. WILSON, ROTHERAY 
& Co. (1905), 938 L. T. 1553; 21 T. L. RR. 679. 

406. Temporary damage.|—In an action on the 
case for disturbing pltf. in the use of a well, by 
putting rubbish into it, pltf. will be entitled to 
recover if, by means of the rubbish, the water has 
been shallowed, & the well rendered less convenient, 
for use; but if the effect only was to make the 
water temporarily muddy, that is too minute a 
damage to support the action.—TayLor vv, 
BENNETT (1836),7C. & P. 329; 173 E.R. 146, N.P. 
see :—Apld. Burbcary v. Shepherd (1843), 1 L. T, 








defenders have been to the nuisance of 
the pursuer, & to his loss, injury & 
damage, unless he prove damage he is 
not entitled to a verdict.—COoLLINe v. 
HAMILTON (1837), 15 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 
895,—SCOT. 
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407. Trifling or unsubstantial damage.|—A ct. 
of equity will not exercise its jurisdiction by in- 
junction at the instance of an individual] against 
an alleged nuisance without a previous trial at 
law, or without its being clealry proved that pltf. 
has sustained such substantial injury as would 
have entitled him to a verdict for damages in an 
action at law. 

Deft. diverted a stream as it passed through his 
premises, but restored it undiminished as to the 
quantity of water to its former channel before it 
reached the premises of pltf. Deft. also employed 
the stream, while on his premises, in a way which 
rendered the water unfit tor ordinary use, but he 
alleged that the water, by the time it reached 
pltf.’s lands, was freed to the utmost possible 
extent from any noxious ingredients with which it 
had become impregnated; & it did not appear 
that any actual damage was sustained by pltf. 
Under these circumstances, the Lord Chancellor 
dissolved an injunction, which had been granted 
by the Vice-Chancellor, restraining deft. from 
diverting & using the water.—ELMHIRST v. 
SPENCER (1849), 2 Mac. & G. 45; 14 L. T. O.S. 
433; 42 Kk. R. 18, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Goldsmid v. Tunbridge Wells Improve- 

ment Comrs. (1866), 1 Ch. App. 349. onsd. Kensit v. 

G. HK. Ry. (1883), 23 Ch. D. 566. Refd. Rochdale Canal 


Cfo. » King (1851), 2 Sim. N. 8. 78; Soltan v. De Held 


(1851), 2 Sim. N.S. 133; A.-G. +. Cambridge Consumers 


Gas Co. (1868), 4 Ch. App. 71. 





he .|—LILLYWHITE v. TRIMMER, No. 383, 
ante, 
409, —-—.]|—A.-G. v. GEE, No. 3438, ante. 


IF. Damages. 

410. On claim for injunction—Damages in lieu 
of or in addition to injunction.]|—JIn an action by 
mill owners, riparian proprictors, to restrain the 
discharge of water containing acid into a stream, 
where defts. asked that damages, in lieu of an 
injunction, might be given, an injunction was 
granted.—PENNINGTON v. BRINSOP HALL COAL Co. 
(1877), 5 Ch. D. 769; 46 L. J. Ch. 7733 37 1. 1. 
149; 25 W. R. 874: sub nom. FENNINGTON v. 
BRiNsop HALL Coa Co., 41 J. P. 758. 


Annotations :—Apld. Stollmeyer 7 Petroleum Development. 
Co., (I918}] A. C. 498, nn. Refd. Ormerod 7. Todmorden 
Joint Stock Mill Co. (1883), 11 Q. BRB. oD. 155: Owen +. 
Faversham Corpn. (1908), 72 J. P. 404. Mentd. Fritz ce. 
Hobson (1880), 14 Ch. D. 542. 


411. —-— Nominal damages.|—-NIxon v. 
TYNEMOUTH UNION RURAL SANITARY AUTHORITY, 
No. 355, ante. 

412. Improbability of recurrence of 
pollution.|—Where an action against a sanitary 
authority was bond fide & in substance brought for 
an injunction to prevent them from causing a 
nuisance in the future by continuing to discharge 
sewage into a stream, but the judge at the trial 
thought that under the circumstances an injunc- 
tion was not then needed, because, though a 
nuisance was caused by such discharge of sewage in 
an exceptionally dry season, which at the time of 
the trial] had passed away, it was not likely to recur 
except in such a scason, & he accordingly refused 
an injunction, but gavo £25 damages :—Ileld: 
he had power to give such damges in substitution 
for an injunction in accordance with the Chancery 
Practice under Chancery Amendment Act, 1858 
(c. 27), though no notice of such action had been 
given as required by Public Health Act, 1875 
(c. 55), s. 204.—CHAPMAN, Morsons & Co, v. 











PART I. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 5.—F. 


_ ¥. Apportionment of damages against 
joint tort-feasors.)—In an action against 


several mill owners for obstructing a Held: 


navigable river by throwing sawdust 
& refuse into it from their mills, a 
reference was made to the master to 
ascertain the amount of damages :— 
the master grightly 
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AUCKLAND UNION GUARDIANS (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 
294; 58 L. J. Q. B. 604; 61 L. T. 446; 53 5.7. 
820, C. A. 

Annotations :— Apld. Warwick & Birmingham Canal Naviga- 
tion Co. v. Burman (1890), 63 L. T. 670. Mentd. Pryce 
v. Hole (1890), 6 T. L. R. 195; Re R., [1906] 1 Ch. 730 ; 
Leeds Industrial Co-op. Soe. v. Slack, [1924] A. C. 851; 
Bhagchand Dagdusa Gujrathi v. Secretary of State for 
India in Council (1927), 43 T. L. RR. 617. 

413. -|—A bill filed in 1868 
He an injunction to restrain a local board of 

ealth from causing or permitting any sewage to 
pass into a certain break, so as to be a nuisance. 

An answer was put in, which did not in terms 

suggest any doubt as to the jurisdiction. In 

June, 1871, a motion was made for an injunction, 

& ct. granted an interlocutory injunction in Nov. 

1872. After various proceedings, in Feb. 1889, a 

supplemental writ was issued by leave of the 

ct., & a statement of claim was delivered asking for 
an injunction & also damages, including such as 
had been occasioned by the failure of the local 
board to comply with the interlocutory injunction : 
—Held: applying the principle that where there 
was jurisdiction to grant an injunction, damages 
might be given in lieu for injury, the injunction 
would not be continued; but there must be 
judgment against defts. for the moneys found to be 
due from them to pltfs. at the trial—_ WARWICK & 

BIRMINGHAM CANAL NAVIGATION Co. v. BURMAN 

(1890), 63 1. T. 670. 

»|—See, generally, INJUNCTION, Vol. 

XXVITI., pp. 412-419. 

4 Inquiry as to damages.|——-W. occupied 
bleaching works on the O. B. under a lease. The 
Improvement Comrs. of H., who had adopted the 
Local Government Act & thereby were constituted 
the local board of health for H., commenced a 
system of drainage for H. in 1862, & the sewage 
flowing through the C. stream into the O. B. 
polluted its waters so that they could not be used 
for bleaching purposes. In 1868 W. filed his bill, 
praying for an injunction to restrain the comrs. 
from permitting the sewage to flow into the O. B. 
The suit was compromised & by an agreement, 
dated Mar. 1, 1869, the comrs. agreed to pay W. 
a certain sum for damages & that they would 
not, after Mar. 31, permit the sewage of H. to flow 
{hrough the drains under their control into the 
O. 1. ‘The comrs. adopted the irrigation system 
of the disposal of their sewage, which proved 
wholly inadequate. Sewage flowed down the C. 
stream into the O. B. & also the overflow from the 
irrigation farm. W. was obliged to take other 
bleaching works, as the waters of the O. B. were so 
polluted by the drainage that he could not use 
them. Hetherefore filed his bill against the comrs., 
praying for an injunction in the terms of the 
agreement. & for an inquiry as to damages sustained 
by him. Relying on the performance of the agree- 
ment, W. took a new lease of the bleaching 
works :— Held: W. was entitled to an injunction, 
& an inquiry as to damages as prayed by his bill.— 
Woop v. High & Low HARROGATE IMPROVEMENT 
Comrs. (1874), 22 W. R. 763. 

415. }—The A.-G. & the owner of 4 
canal filed an information & bill against a municipal 
corpn. to restrain them from permitting sewage 
to be discharged into the canal, & for an inquiry as 
to damages :—Held: the A.-G. was justified in 
taking proceedings at the relation of pltf., & pltf. 
was entitled to an injunction & an inquiry as to 
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defts. as joint tort-feasors & he was not 
called upon to apportion the damages 
according to the injury inflicted by 
each deft.—-Bootn v. Ratré (1892), 


treated 215. C, R. 637.—CAN, 
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Sect. 6.—Purity and pollution: Sub-sect. 5, F. 
Sect. 7: Sub-sect. 1.] 


damages, although he had permitted an obstruc- 
tion to remain in the canal whereby the sewage 
was prevented from being carried away by the 
flow of the water.—A.-G. & DOMMES v. BASING- 
eRe COoRPN. (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 726; 24 W. RB. 
817. 

lnnota{ion :—Mentd. Glossop v. Heston & Isleworth L. B. 

(1879), 12 Ch. 1D. 102. 

416. ——— Undertaking to pay sums from time 
to time—As court directs.| — STOLLMEYER v. 
PETROLEUM DEVELOPMENT ©o., LYTp., No. 373, ante. 

417. Measure of damages—Depreciation of pro- 
perty.|—Pltf. was owner of two dye works, which 
were situated upon the banks of the river, & which 
had carried on flourishing businesses, until the 
construction of a reservoir by defts. higher up the 
river. The consequence of the construction of the 
reservoir was that a deposit of mud was formed at 
the bottom of it, which escaping into the river so 
fouled it that the water became unfit for use in 
pltf.’s works, & the business consequently fell off 
until pltf. was obliged to tell the works very much 
below their former value. Pltf. brought an action 
which was tried before the Chief Baron at the 
last Stafford assizes, when his lordship directed the 
jury to find a verdict for the plaintiff, & the jury 
awarded £400 for damages & £1,000 for the 
depreciation of the property. On motion for a 
new trial :-—Held: pltf. was not entitled to recover 
anything for the depreciation of his property, & 
the rule must be made absolute for a new trial, 
unless he would consent to reduce his damages 
to the £400 lawfully recoverable.—TATTON  v. 
STAFFORDSHIRE POTTERIES WATERWORKS CoO. 
(1879), 44 J. P. 106. 

418. Loss of amenities.]—The river Der- 
went was polluted by sewage from (a) old sewers 
into which householders of Derby had for more 
than twenty years discharged their sewage ; 
(6) sewers inherited by defts., the corpn. of Derby, 
from their predecessors, into which householders 
had by virtue of their statutory rights made con- 
nections ; (c) sewers laid by defts. themselves ; 
(d) additional sewage arising from the conversion 
of privies into water-closets under directions 
given by defts. Vitfs. owned Elvaston Castle & 
estate situated on the river about 54 miles below 
Derby & brought this action for an injunction to 
restrain the defts. from polluting the river so as to 
cause a& nuisance ; damages for the silting up of a 
lake fed from the river by a watercourse which 
had to be stopped up in 1902; the loss of a water 
wheel which had been worked by the watercourse, 
& the expense of replacing it by an engine; pollu- 
tion to a well into which water percolated from the 
lake ; depreciation of a house on the bank of the 
river & to the castle; the expense of obtaining a 
new water supply; & for injury to the fishing. 
In 1898 an order was made in the Derbyshire 
county ct., in an action brought by the county 
council, that defts. should abstain from polluting 
the river contrary to the Rivers Pollution Preven- 
tion Act, 1876 (c. 75). By a private Act, defts 
obtained the necessary powers, & they had now 
commenced to construct sewerage works for the 
whole of their area :—Held: (1) inasmuch as the 
householders had obtained in the first two classes of 
sewage prescriptive rights which could not be 
interfered with by defts., an order had been 
made under Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 
1876 (c. 75), & defts. were taking steps to remove 
the nuisance, no injunction ought to be granted; 
(2) the action would not lie against defts. for non- 
feasance or neglect of duty under the Public 
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Health Acts; pltfis.’ remedy against them in that 
respect was by complaint to the Local Government 
Board under Public Health Act, 1875 (c. 65), 8. 
299; sect. 17 of that Act must be read only as a 
proviso; & sect. 19 did not apply to the present 
case; (3) the action would lie against defts. for 
damage caused by acts which-they had done 
themselves; this did not make defts. liable for 
the whole of the damage; (4) pltfs. could recover 
damages for the expense of procuring a new water 
supply & engine, & for the injury to the house & 
the fishing ; (5) they could not recover for injury 
to the amenities of the castle nor for the silting up 
of the lake, for they ought to have excluded the 
water when they found it was polluted.—-H ARRING- 
TON (EARL) v. DERBY CoRPN., [1905] 1 Ch. 205 ; 
741. J. Ch. 219; 92 L. T. 153; 69 J. P. 62; 21 
T.L.R. 98; 31. G. R. 32). 

Annotations :—~A8 to (1) Consd. Hobart. v. Southend-on-Sea 
Corpn. (1906), 75 L. J. K. B. 305. Refd. Foster v. Warb- 
lington U. D. CG. (1906), 70 J. P. 233: Jones v. Llanrwst 
U. G., [1911] 1 Ch. 393. Generally, Refd. Hogue vw. Don- 
easter 2. oD. CG. (1908), 100 L. T. 121. Mentd, 2. 7. 
Marshland, Smeeth & Fen District. Comrs., [1920] 1 K. B. 
155; Hesketh v. Birmingham Corpn. (1922), 93 L. J. K. 3B. 
461; Kennard v. Cory, [1922] 1 Ch. 265; Huyton & Roby 
Gar Co. v. Liverpool Corpn., (1926) 1 kK. 2. 146. 

419. --—- Expense of new water supply-—In- 
cluding engine.|—HIAnrhkINGYrON (KARL) v. DERBY 
JORPN., No. 418, ante. 

420. -—-- Injury to house & fishing.] -—— 
HARRINGTON (HARL) 7. DERBY CORPN., No. 418, 
ante. 

421. -—— Dislocation of engine.]-—JAMES 1. 
BEDWELLTY UnRBAN Dustricr Councit, (1916), 
SO J.P. Jo. 192. 

Action against local authority—-Public Autho- 
rities Protection Act, 1893 (c. 61).]|—See PUBLIC 
AUTHORITIES, Vol, XX XVIIT., pp. 127, 128, Nos. 
934, 942. 


Srcr. 7.—ESCAPE AND OVERFLOW. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—-IN GENERAL. 

422. Whether damage _ actionable --- Water 
dropping from eaves.}|——-ANoN. (1314), Y. B. 18 
Edw. 3, 22 b, pl. 1. 

Annotation :—Refd. Baten’s Case (1610), 9 Co. Rep. 53 b. 

423. .}—Building a roof with caves 
which discharge rain water by a spout into adjoin- 
ing premises is an injury for which the landlord 
of such premises may recover, as reversioner, 
while they are under demise, if the jury think there 
is a damage to the reversion.— TUCKER v. NEWMAN 
(1839), 11 Ad. & El 40; 3 Per. & Dav. 14; 9 
lL. J. Q. B21; 38 Jur. 1145; 118 1. RR. 327. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Mumford v0. Oxford, Worcester & 

Wolverhampton Ry. (J856), 1 H. & N. 34; Simpson v. 

Savage (1856), 1 C. B. N.S. 347; Mayfair Property Co. v. 

Johnston, [1894] 1 Ch. 508. 

424. .|—A declaration in case stated 
that deft., being possessed of a messuage adjoining 
a garden of pltf., erected a cornice upon his 
messuage, projecting over the garden, by means 
whereof rain water flowed from the cornice into 
the garden, & damaged same, & pltf. had been 
incommoded in the possession & enjoyment of his 
garden :—Held: the erection of the cornice was a 
nuisance from which the law would infer injury 
to pltf.; & he was entitled to maintain an action 
in respect thereof, without proof that rain had 
fallen between the period of the erection of the 
cornice & the commencement of the action.— 
Fay v. Prentice (1845), 1 C. B. 828; 14 1. J. 
Cc. P. 298; 5], T. O. S. 216; 9 Jur. 876; 185 
Ki. R. 769. 


Annotations :—Refd. Brunsden v. Wumphrey (1884), 14 
Y. B. D. 141; Lemmon v. Webb, [1894] 3 Ch, 1. 














Part I.—RiIGHTs AND OBLIGATIONS IN RESPECT OF WATER. 


425. Overflow caused by obstruction of 
natural stream.]|—SmiTtH & Bass CAsE (1588), - 
Leon. 193; 74 E. R. 815. 

426. e|—LONGTON v. WINWICK 
rote VISITORS’ COMMITTEE (1912), 76 J. P. 113, 

427. Overflow caused by neglect to keep 
course Clear.|— Jt. v. WHARTON (1701), Holt, K. 3. 
499; 12 Mod. Rep. 510; 90 BE. R. 1175. 
Annotation :—Retd. Rhodes vr. Airedale Drainage Comrs. 

(1876), 1 C. P. D. 380. 

428. -|—Defts. were empowered by a 
private Act of Parliament to render navigable 
the river B., & to take tolls for the purpose of 
repaying the necessary expense. In the exercise 
of their power under the Act they erected staunches 
in the river, & the result of these, combined with 
the natural growth of the weeds in the river, & 
the accumulation of silt’ against the staunches, 
was that the river overflowed its banks, & damaged 
pltf.’s land :—/eld: there was no obligation on 
defts. to cut the weeds or dredge the silt unless 
it was necessary to do so for the benefit of the 
navigation, & pltf.’s remedy, if any, was not by 
action against them for not doing so, but by 
applying for compensation under the Act.--CRACK- 
NELL v. THETFORD Corrn. (1869), L. R. 4 6. P. 
629; 38. J. 0. P. 853. 

Annotations: Distd. Geddis v. Bann Llieservoir Proprictors 

(1878), 3 App. Cas, 430. Consd. Fleming v. Manchester 


Corpn. (1881), 44 1. Tl. 5175; Canadian Pacific Ry. 
Roy (1901), 71 Lb. J. 1. CL St. 


429, -—~- -|—By a Local Act of 1859, s. 7, 
the Corpn. of York were authorised to abandon 
the navigation of the river Foss, which they had 
previously purchased, to alter the channel, & to 
remove locks or works connected with the naviga- 
tion; but before removing any locks the corpn. 
were to make due provision for the escape or 
disposal of the water held up by such locks or 
theretofore accustomed to flow along or into the 
channel of the navigation, so as to prevent the 
same from overflowing or otherwise damaging the 
adjacent lands. By sect. 19, the corpn. at their 
own expense were to make, & for the period of 
five years maintain, such arches, drains, & passages 
ag should in consequence of any alteration of the 
naviyation be necessary & sufficient to convey the 
water from the lands adjoining the navigation into 
the river. The corpn. abandoned the navigation 
& made alterations, the effect of which was that, 
if the channel remained in the state it) then was, 
due provision was made for the escape of the 
water. They, however, took no measures to 
prevent the navigation from becoming silted up 
& choked with weeds, & in consequence the land 
adjoining the river about a mile above the altcra- 
tions was flooded during an extraordinary rainfall, 
& the grass was damaged :--J/e/ld: the corpn. 
were not responsible for this damage. - WODGSON 
oe YORK Corpn, (1873), 28 1. T. 886; 37 J. P. 
725. 


afnnotation »—-Refd. Job Edwards e¢. Birmingham Naviza- 
tions, (1924) 1 BK. 2. 84 


430. ——-- - }—A local Act of Parliament 
incorporated certain persons for the purpose of 
securing a regular & proper supply of water to 
millowners whose works were situated on the 
banks of the river B. ‘These persons had dake 
given them to collect the waters of several smal] 
streams into a reservoir, &, as often as necessary, 
to send down those waters to the B. throuch the 
channel of a stream called M. Clause 2 of the 
Act directed them to “ make, erect, construct, 
maintain, repair, & keep,”’ by means of a reservoir, 
a due & adequate supply of water for the river B. 
at all seasons of the year, & to enter on the lands 
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of the different streams named, to do what was 
necessary for the conveyance & due regulation of 
the supply of such waters, & ‘‘ to make, erect, 
alter, maintain, repair, widen, deepen, scour, 
cleanse, & keep proper & sufficient conduits, 
aqueducts, channels, & watercourses, drains, 
feeders, weirs, dams,’ etc. Clause 82 gave 
similar directions, & ordered that the surplus 
water should be returned into the different streams 
from which it had been taken, & also made pro- 
visions for supplying with water the cattle de- 
pasturing in fields adjoining. 

The persons incorporated under the Act erected 
the reservoir, collected the waters of the different 
streams, & sent them through the channel of the 
M. to supply the B., but, after a time, neglected 
to cleanse the channel of the M. so that at times it 
overflowed its banks & did damage to the lands of 
the adjoining proprictors:—Held: under the 
words of the Act there was an obligation on the 
persons so incorporated to take care that the due 
execution of the works & operations intended by 
the Act, should not: be injurious to the lands lying 
along the banks of the M., & the bed or channe 
of the M. must be cleansed & kept: in a proper 
state for the flow & reflow of the water that had 
to pass through it.—-GEppDIs v. BANN RESERVOIR 
(PROPRIETORS) (1878), 3 App. Cas. 480, H. I. 


Annolutions :—Consd. Fleming vr. Manchester Corpn. (1831), 
4. T. 517; Gas Light & Coke Co, v. St. Mary Abbots, 
Kensington Vestry (1884), Cab. & I), 368. Distd. Lagan 
Navigation Co. v. Lambeg Bleaching, Dyeing & Finishing 
Co., et A. C. 226. Refd. Hill v. Metropolitan Asylum 
District Managers (1879), 4 Q. B. D. 433; Truinan v. 
iL. B. & S.C. Ry. (1885), 29 Ch. D. &9; Evans rv. M.S. & 
lL. Ry. (1887), 36 Ch. PD. 626; Harrison v. Southwark & 
Vauxhall Water Co., [1891] 2 Ch. 409; Colac (Prosident, 
ete. of) v. Summerticld, [1893] A. C. 187; Thompson v. 
Brighton Corpn., Oliver v. Horsham L. B., [1894] 1 Q. B. 
332; A.-G. v. Conduit Colliery Co., [1895] 1 Q. B. 301; 
Dixon v. G. W. Ky. (1896), 75 L. T. 245; Southwark & 
Vauxhall Water Co. v. Wandsworth Board of Works, 
[1898] 2 Ch. 608; Goldberg v. Liverpool Corpn. (1900), 
$2 L. T. 362; Lambert v. Lowestoft. Corpn., [1901] 1 
K. B. 590; Canadian Pacific Ry. v. Roy, [1902] A. C. 
220; Kast Fremantle Corpn. v. Annois, {1902] A. C. 213; 
Ash v. G. N. Vice. & Brompton Ry. (1903), 67 J. VP. 417; 
McClelland v. Manchester Corpn., [1912j 1 K. B. 118; 
Newberry 7. Bristol Tramways & Carriage Co. (No. 1) 
(1912),107 L. T. 801; Papworth v. Battersea Corpn. (No. 2), 
11916] 1 K. B. 483; Carpenter v. Finsbury I. C.. [1920 | 
2K. B. 195; Boynton vw. Archolme Drainage & Naviga- 
tion Comrs., {1921] 2 K. B. 2138: Sheppard v. Glossop 
Borough Corpn., [1021] 3 K. B. 132. entd. G.C. Ry. v. 
Hewlett, [1916] 2 A, C. S11. 


431. Overflow caused by breaking down 
weir on own land.|]—Causing water to overflow 
another's fishery or land, though by an act on the 
party’s own soil, is a direct. trespass.-—COURTNEY 
ve COLLET (1697), 1 lid. Rayin. 272; 12 Mod. Rep. 
164; Carth. 4863; 91 KF. RR. 1079. 

Annotations : ~ Reid, Reynolds v. Clerk (1725), 8 Mod. Rep. 

272. Mentd. Scott v. Shepberd (1773), 2 Win. BI. $92; 

Woodward vr. Walton (1807), 2 Bos. & P. N. h. 476. 


432. ---—- Overflow caused by percolation.]— 
A. has immemorially had, for watering his Jands, 
a channel through his own field, in a porous soil, 
through the banks of which channel, when filled, 
the water percolates & thence passes through the 
contiguous soil of B. below the surface without 
producing visible injury. B. builds a new house 
in his land below the level of his soil, in the current 
of the percolating water: A. cannot now justify 
filling his channel if the percolating water thereby 
injures the house of B.—CoopPsEr v. BARBER (1810), 
3 Taunt. 99; 128 E.R. 40. 
ee anon :-—Consd. Acton . Blundell (1843), 12 M. & W. 


433. Jj---N., being the owner of 
premises adjoining H.’s house, raised his premises 
by piling a mound of rubbish thereon, whereby 
the rain falling on this mound percolated through 
a wall into H.’s house, & caused damage :—Held: 
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Sect. 7.—Escape and overflow: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 
H. was entitled to maintain an action for damage 
So caused.-—HIARDMAN v. NORTH EASTERN Jty. 
Co. (1878), 42 J. P. 388, C. A. 














434. Raising of bank by adjacent riparian 
owner.]—MENZIES v. DBREADALBANE, No. 218, 
ante. 

435. ——.|— RIDGE v. MIDLAND Ry. Co., 
No. 66, ante. 

436. ——.]— GERRARD v. Crowk, No. 652, 

437. Overflow from cistern.] — Pltfs. 


occupied premises beneath the offices of defts. 
who were solrs. One of defts. had a room of the 
offices, & in it was a lavatory for his own use 
exclusively, & his orders to his clerks were that no 
clerk should come into his room after he had left. 
A clerk went into the room to wash his hands at 
the lavatory after his employer had left, turned 
the water tap, & negligently left it so that water 
flowed from it into pltfs.’ premises & damaged 
them. In an action for negligence :—Held: the 
act of the clerk was not within the scope of his 
authority, or incident to the ordinary duties of his 
employment, & there was no evidence of negligence 
for which defts. were liable-—STEVENS v. Woop- 


PART I. SECT. 7, SUB-SECT. 1. v. 


CANADIAN PACIFIC 
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WARD (1881), 6 Q. B. D. 818; 50 L. J. Q. B. 231; 
44 Li. iT 163 . 45 J. P. 603; 29 W. R. 506, 


D.C. 
Annotation :-—Distd. Ruddiman v. Smith (1889), 60 L. T. 
708. 





——.,]-—-See LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. 
XXXI., pp. 98, 99, 101, 102, Nos. 2374-2376, 
2389-2393. 

——.]—See Mines, Vol. XXXIV., pp. 724— 
728; NEGLIGENCE, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 52, 53; 
NUISANCE, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 187 et seg. ;  RAIL- 
ways, Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 345, 346, 407, 408, 
413, 414, Nos. 540-548, 984, 985, 1025-1031 ; 
Sewers & Drains, Vol. XLI., pp. 3 ef seq. 

438. No prescriptive right to overflow.|—The 
flow of water from a drain made for the purposes 
of agricultural improvements for twenty years, 
does not give a right to the neighbour, so as to 
preclude the proprietor from altering the level of 
his drain for the improvement of his land.— 
GREATREX v. HAYWARD (1853), 8 Exch. 291; 22 
L. J. Ix. 187; 155 BE. R. 1357. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Beeston v. Weate (1856), 5 BK. & B. 
986. Consd. Laimeshur Pershad Narain Singh v. Koonj 
Behari Pattuk (1878), 4 App. Cas. 121. Refd. Rawstron 
». Taylor (1855), 11 Exch. 369: Gaved v. Martyn (1865), 
19 Cc. KB. N.S. 732; Burrows v. Lang, [1901] 2 Ch. 502; 
Bailly v. Clark & Morland, [1902] 1 Ch. 649. 


Ry. 0. —-— Natural flow of surface 


434i. Whether damage actionable— 
Raising of bank by adjacent riparian 
owner.) —VENKATACHALAM CHETTIAR 
v. ZAMINDAR OF SIVAGANGA (1904), 
I. L. R. 27 Mad. 409.—IND. 

t. —— Inefficient construction of 
drain.) --FOSTER ©, CAMERON & FRASER 
(1860), 19 U. CG. R. 224,—CAN. 

a. Construction of harbour— 
Causing injury to land.)--BURWELL v. 
PORT BURWELL HARBOUR Co. (1861), 
20 U. C. RK. 341.—CAN. 

b. Overflowing highway.) — 
Deft., being indicted for overflowing a 
highway with water by means of a mill 
dam maintained by him, objected that 
there was no highway, & could be no 
conviction, because the road overflowed, 
which was an original allowance, had 
been in some pluces enclosed & culti- 
vated. It was used, however, at other 
points, & those who had enclosed it 
were anxious that it should be opened & 
travelled, which they said was impos- 
sible owing to the overflow. ‘The 
overflow, too, was at other parts than 
those so enclosed :—Held : a convie- 
tion was right.—R. v. LEES (186%), 29 
U.C. It. 221.—CAN. 

c.- — No drain to tuke 
waler.)-—-MotTr ov. BURNS 
Rk. EF. 2D. 135.—CAN. 

d. Insufficient culvert.|—NICHOL 
v. CANADA SOUTHERN Ry. Co. (1877), 








waste 
(1875), 








40 U. C. KR. 583.—CAN. 
e. Water drained inla pond 
mot large enough to hold additional 


volume of water.)-—While the owner of 
Jand has an undoubted right to drain 
it in the ordinary course of husbandry, 
he must take care that. any water 
collected by his drains js carried to a 
sufficient outlet, & if the water is 
drained into a pond which is not large 
enough to hold the additional volume 
of water thus brought into it, he fs 
liable in damages to a person whose 
land is flooded by water overflowing 
from such pond.,—Yotna tv, TUCKER 
(1899), 26 A. 1t. 162.—CAN. 

f. —— ‘Threatened damage to one 
—Right of owner to guard against 
without reference to neighbour. }—-Where 
the owner of land is threatened with 
damage by water used for frrigation 
plas coming from a higher level he 

as a right to protect himself against 
such injury by all Jawful means 
without regard to any damage that 
may result to land of his neighbour 
from the measures he adopts.— 


Co. (1899), 29 S. C. It. 359. —CAN. 


Overflow an land-—Injury to 
crop—Faulty construction of ditches.) 





—Rosk ve. OCHRE RIVER RURAL 
MUNICIPALITY (1910), 18 W. LL. R. 
200.—CAN. 

h Injury to mill by flooding 





—Unoprecedented spring  freshets.|— 
Action for damages alleged to have 
been sustained by pltf. by the breaking 
of a dam on the Sauble river in the 
spring of 1912, whereby pltf.’s mill was 
flooded & a quantity of limber carricd 
away & lost :—Jleld: the breaking of 
the dam was not. due to the negligence 
of defts. but to un unprecedented 
flooding of the river.—-SEAMAN tv. SAt- 
BLE FALLS Ligntr & POWER Co. (1912), 
23 0. W. R. 201: 4 O. W.N. 2173 6 
D. L. Wt. $57.— CAN. 

k. Waters of canal kept al 
wmproper level. |J—Suppliants filed their 
petitions of right for damages arising 
out of the flooding of their lands, 
alleged to have been caused by the 
negligence of certain officers of the 
Rideau Canal in keeping the waters of 
the Ttideau Canal at an improper level 
ut divers times :—J7eld : the claims for 
dainages (if any) arose more than bix 
months before the petitions were filed 
& the same were barred by the limita- 
tion prescribed in 8 Geo. 4 ¢. 1, 8. 26.-— 
OLMSTED v. R. (Ont.) (1915), 16 Kexch. 
C. i. 53.—CAN, 


1. -J—Where the natural flow 
of water across land jis increased arti: 
ficially by an adjoining proprictor 
the latter is liable for the damage 
caused to his neighbour’s land by such 
increased flow.— MOLDEN tv. KIRKEBY 
& KEUHN (Alta.), [1918] 3 W. W. R. 
1014.—CAN. 

m. - - Obstruction of ditch causing 
overfioiw.|—Deft. fHled up a portion 
of a ditch with the result that water 
flowing through it was deflected into 
@ swamp to a greater degree than 
before, raising the level of water in the 
swamp & causing jt to overflow pltf.’s 
lawn & injuring the foundations of 
buildings on his land :—ZJ/eld: deft. 
was responsible in damages.—MES- 
BENGER vb. MILLER (1919), 52 N.S. RH. 
142.—CAN. 


n. Water running in coulee— 
Damming of water by defendant—Flood- 
ing of plaintiff’s mine below by sudden 
rise in water— Whether dam cauae of 
damage.J—OLIVER v. FRANCIS (Alta.), 
[1919] 2 W. W. R. 497.—CAN. 








water obstructed by contractors. }—When, 
during a heavy rainstorm, the city 
sewers are incapable of carrying all the 
water that falls, & contractors cimployed 
to relay the pavement, in course of 
their work, obstructed the natural flow 
of the surface water & caused it to back 
& flood premises on the street, the corpn. 
which must. be deemed to have notice of 
the obstruction, is guilty of negligence 
in not having it removed & also respon- 
sible for the negligence of the contrac- 
tors.—CITY OF KITCHENER v. KOBE & 
CLOTHING Co,, [1925] 1 D. L. R. 1165 ; 
[1925]8S.C.R.106; varying, 55 O.L.R. 
1.—CAN. 

p. -—— Breach made in dyke by 
adjoining owner.J-—-LATTA v. KELLY 
(N. 8.), [1925] 1 D. L. R. 116.— CAN. 

q. —— Construction of grant of 
water by Governor-in-Council. }—The 
words of an Act authorising the 

Jovernor-in-Council to grant the use 
of any watercourse or the water 
therein gives no right to authorise the 
holder of the license to overflow private 
property without regard to injury done 
& without compensation.—HANF vv, 
YARMOUTH LiguT & POWER Co., LTN., 


[1926] 2 Db. L. LR. 611; S8N.S. RR. 
430.—CAN. 
Yr Damage caused by act of God 





or wis major.j}—Where deft. shows a 
prescriptive right to maintain a bund, 
& uses all reasonable & proper pre- 
cautions for its safety, he cannot be 
made Hable for damage caused by the 
escape or overflow of water on to the 
lands of others & the consequent. 
injury of the crops thereon if the 
escape or overflow be caused by the act 
of God, or vis major.) —RAM LALL 
SINGH v. LILL DHARY MUNTON (1877), 
I. L. ht. 3 Cale. 776.— IND. 

aa. ---PirntE & SONS v, 
ABERDEEN MAGISTRATES (1871), 9 
Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 412; 43 Se. Jur. 
190.—SCOT. 

bb. Embankment erected by 
superior riparian owner—- Kffect. on 
cultivation of lands lower down stream. )— 
Defts., being owners of land on the 
banks of a jungle stream, raised em- 
bankments which prevented their 
lands from being flooded, but caused the 
stream to overfiow the Jand of pltf. 
situated lower down the stream. In 
an action by pltf. against defts. for 
damages, it appeared that it was not 
reasonably practicable for defts. to 
defend their Jands from inundation by 
any means other than those adopted 


ee 
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439. -——.]—-BRYMBO WATER Co. v. LESTERS 


LIME Co., No. 77, ante. 


Easement of eavesdropping.|—Sce EASEMEN'S, v. N 
Vol. XIX., p. 178, Nos. 1285-1288. 

440. Right to repair watercourse.|—A person 
bound to repair a bridge may enter to repair it ; 95 
so & person having a conduit in the land of another 
may enter into the land to mend it.—Lirorp’s 
CASE (1614), as reported in 11 Co. Rep. 46b; 


77 E.R. 1208. 


Delacherois (1864 
(1865), 11 Jur. N.S 


61 


); 4 New Hep. 501; Sumuer v. Bromilow 


481; Re Thomas, Az p. Willoughby 


D’Eresby (1881), 44 L. I. 781; Eastern Construction Co. 


ational 


200; Kursell v. 





Annotations :—Folld. Goodhart v. Hyett (1883), 25 Ch. D. 


T'rust Co. ; 
Pwllbach Colliery Co. ve. Woodman, [1915] A. C. 634; Re 
picer v. Londesborough, [1923] 1 Ch. 
Timber Operators & Contractors (1926), 
li. J. K. b. 569. 


.j-—See EASEMENTS, Vol. XIX., pp. 159- 
162, Nos. 1102-1123. 


Londesborough, S 


& Schmidt, [1914] A. OC. 197 


182. Mentd. Russel v. Gulwel 500): Cro. Eliz. 657; 
Pembroke v. Syms (1600), Cro. Eliz. 781; Bowles’s Case 
1615), 11 Co. Rep. 79 b:; Magdalen College, Cambridge, 

aster & Fellows’ Case (1615), 11 Co. Rep. 66 b; Smith 
v. Bole (1618), Cro. Jac. 458; Whistler v. Paslow (1618), 
Cro. Jac. 487; Berry v. Hoard (1632), Cro. Car. 242; 
Jemmot v. Cooly (1667), 2 Keb. 270; R. ». Rochester 
(Bp.) & Clark (1675), 2 Mod. Rep. 1; St. David's (Bp.) v. 
Lucy (1699), 1 Ld. Rayin. 539; Rosewell v. Prior (1701), 
1 Ld. Raym. 713; Mitchel v. Reynolds (1711), 1 P. Wms. 
181; Turner v. Cordwell (1734), Cunn. 1293; Wallis v. 
Pain (1739), 2 Com. 633; Bradly v. Stratchy (1740), 
Barn. Ch. 399; Walton v. Tryon ees Aimb. 130; 
A.-G. v. Duplessis (1752), Park. 144; Paul v. Paul (1761), 
1 Wm. BI. 255; Jetferson v. Durham (Bp.) (1797), 1 
Bos. & P. 105; Ford v. Racster (1815), 4 M. & 8S. 130; 
Herring v. St. Paul’s (Dean & Chapter) (1819), 3 Swan. 
492; Place vw. Fagg (1829), 4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 277; 
Legh v. Heald (1830), 1 B. & Ad. 622; Ciarland v. Carlisle 


SUB-SECT. 2.—CORPORATIONS UNDER STATUTORY 
REGULATION. 


441. Liability for damage—Navigation autho- 
rity..—A co. undertaking for their own profit to 
maintain a channel for carrying off water, & 
neglecting to do so effectually, are responsible for 
damage done to the adjoining land by reason of the 
banks giving way after an unusual rainfall, al- 
though other persons, who were bound to keep 
the outlet of the channel of certain dimensions, 
had failed to perform that duty, & had thereb 
occasioned an increase of water in the channel, 
without which its banks would not have given way. 
—HARRISON v. GREAT NORTHERN Ry. Co. (1864), 





Aree) 11 Bli. 421; 
- C. 52; 


Hewitt v. Isham (1851), 7 Exch. 77; 
Barnett v. Guildford (1855), 11 


1854), 10 Exch. 496 ; 


Oxch. 19; Mather v. Fraser (1856), 2 K. & J. 536; Annotations :-—Refd. 
Walnsley v. Milne (1859), 7 C. B. N.S. 115; Bailey y (1865), 3H. & C. 774. 
Stephens (1862), 12 Cc. B. N. S. 913; Delacherois v. 3 Q. B. I). 327. 


which would not have caused damage 
to the pltf.:-—Held: no actionable 
wrong had been committed by defts., & 
the suit was consequently not main- 
tainable.—GOPAL REDDI v. CHENNA 
eum (1894), lL. . R. 18 Mad. 158.— 


b. Stream not cleaned & 
scoured.J—Tho owner of land through 
which a natural stream passes is not 
liahie for Nooding of the land of an 
adjoining owner by reason of the 
owner of the land not having cleancd 
& scoured the portion of the stream 
flowing through his lands.—-NORMILE 
v. RUDDLE (1912), 47 I. L. VT. 179.—-IR. 


o. ——— Erection of dam injuring 
third party.J)—A. person is justitied in 
erecting a bank on the boundary of 
his land for the purpose of preventing 
his land from bela tooded by surface 
water from the higher land of his 
neighbour, concentrated by means of a 
ditch, & he is not liable for damage 
caused thereby to a third person.--~ 
SOLICITOR-GENERAL V. SMITH (1896), 

4N. ZL. Lt, 681.—N.Z. 


d. Tap left on in bathroom--- 
Damage to goods in shop below.)— 
CHILDS tv. LISSAMAN (1904), 23 N. Z. 
L. R. 945.—N.Z. 


8. Embankment erected some 
distance from river bank lood waters 
thrown on neighbour's land because of it.) 
~-GIRRARD v. CROWE, [1918] N. Z. 
L. lt. 323.—N.Z. 


f. —— Cutting of railway embank- 
ment by Crown.)—SyMk v. R., [1919] 
N. ZL. i. R. 641.—N.Z. 














g. Defective water pipe causing 
damuge.] — CAMPBELL v. KENNEDY 
(1864), 3 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 121; 
37 Sc. Jur. 62.—-SCOT. 


h. Wall substituted for hedge 
—Duty of superior heritor to leave holes 
in wall—T'o allow water to escape.)-— 
TENNENT v. GLASGOW (EARL) (1864), 
2 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) (H. L.) 22; 36 8c, 
Jur. 400.—SCOT. 








k. Bursting of water pipe.}— 
Morrat & Co. v. PARK (1877), 5 R. 
(Ct. of Sosa.) 13; 15 Sc. L. R. 4.— 
SCOT. 

1. Action by tenant against 





landlord.|}—A tenant raised an action 


Hey v. Moorhouse (1839), 6 Bing. 
Helluwell v. Eastwood (1851), 6 Exch. 295; 


Elliott v. Bishop 


159 Ie. WR. 518. 


against bis landlord for damages in 
respect of injury alleged to have been 
done to his crops & his holding by 
flood- water, which had overflowed from 
a watercourse on a farm belonging to 
the same landlord, & lying imme- 
diately above the holding which was 
alleged to have suffered damage. The 
overflow was due not to uny insufficient 
capacity in the watercourse, but to a 
stoppage which had occurred at a spot 
where the watercourse was covered 
over :—Held: damage had not been 
proved ; but even if damage had becn 
roved, the flooding was duc to the 
ault of the tenant of the upper farm, 
who, in the absence of express stipula- 
tion, was bound to keep the watcr- 
courses on his farm clear, & the land- 
lord could not. be made liable for the 
consequences of his tcnant’s fault.— 
LYONS v. ANDERSON (1886), 13) KR, 
ce of Sess.) 10203; 23 Sc. L. R. 732.— 


m. Erection of — schans.) — 
SCHOEMAN 1. OLIVIER (1907), 24 
8. ©. 7493 on appeal (1908), 3 Buch. 
A. Cc. 234,.—S. A e 

n. Aleasure of damagcs.] — Where 
such a proportion of the surface of an 
area, used for agricultural purposes, 
for which alone it appeared to be suit- 
able, was swept away by a flood that 
it was impossible to estiniate its market 
value for agricultural purposes in its 
then condition :—Held: the measure 
of damages was correctly based on the 
loss of the crops & subsequent protit 
thereon, & on a calculation of the cost 
of replacing the area denuded by soil 
similar to that which had been there 
before, Including the cost of supervising 
such replacement.— WITWATERSRAND 
GOLD MINING Co. tv. COWAN, [1910] 
ae D. 312; [1910] L. L. R. 231.— 


Oo. Liability independent of 
neqligence.}—VAN DER MERWE v. ZAK 
River ESTATES, Lrp., (1913) C. Pb. D. 
1053.—S. AF. 














p. -I—In a country, 
euch as South Africa, whero rainfalls 
of great volume & severe intensity are 
common, & where meteorological data 
are scanty, those upon whom a duty 
in favour of others is cast to deal with 
flood-water should be expected to 


317. & C. 231; 5 New Rep. 93; 33 L. J. Ex. 266 ; 
10 L. T. 621; 10 Jur. N.S. 992; 12 W. R. 1081 ; 


Fletcher v. Rylands & Horrocks 
Mentd. Clark v. Chambers (1878), 


provide a considerable margin = of 
safety. <A defence of vis major should 
not be upheld save on the clearest 
evidence.—NEW HERIOT G.M. Co., 
LTD. vw. UNION GOVERNMENT, [1916] 
App. D. 415.—S8. AF. 


qa. Construction of verdict of jury.) 
—In an action for damages caused by 
water being backed up on to pltf.’s 
premises, the jury did not answer the 
questions put, but found that certain 
grading of a street caused the dumage, 
but did not state that the ee was 
done by the defts., & judgment was 
entered for piltf. on the verdict :— 
Held: from the circumstances of the 
case, it was evident that the jury found 
that the grading was done by deft.— 
WATERLAND v. GREENWOOD CORPN, 
(1901), 8 B.C. &. 3896.—CAN. 


r. Itights of Government.}—The rights 
of the Govt. in connection with the 
distribution of water, do not include a 
right to flood @ man’s land because, in 
the opinion of the Govt., the erection of 
a work, which has this effect, is desirable 
in connection with the general dis- 
tribution of water for the public 
benefit. -SANKARAVADIVELU PILLAI v. 
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INDIA (1905), 
1, L. R. 28 Mad. 72.—IND. 


t. What order court will make to 
prevent injury—Conditional order.J— 
M‘SWINEY v. HAYNES (1839), 1 
I. Kq. KR. 322.—IR. 
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441 i. Liability for damage—Naviga- 
tion authority.}—A co. incorporated for 
the purpose of nprowing the naviga- 
tion of a river, is bound to exercise its 
powers reasonably, so as to avoid doing 
any unnecessary injury to neighbouring 
proprietors. The ct. will reluctantly 
interfere with a co.’s discretion where 
amongst engincers there may be a di ffer- 
ence of opinion; but as it appeared 
that the semen complained of by ys 
might be avoided by cortain alterations 
of the co.’s works, suggested by an 
enunent engineer to whom the matter 
was referred by the ct., which altera- 
tions the co. said they would have made 
if suggested before suit, the ct. decreed 
the making thereof.— Moors v. GRAND 
RIVER NAVIGATION Co. (1867), 13 Gr. 
560,—CAN. 
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442. J—I think that if the banks 
were broken, not by water, which it was necessary 
for defts. to make them strong enough to resist, 
but by water which ought not properly to have 
been there, in such case deft.’s would not be 
liable to this action (BRAMWELL, B.).—CAWDRON 








v. GREAT NORTHERN Ry. Co. (18638), 9 L. T. 
115. 
443, -I—By a public Act, the pre- 











decessors in title of defts. were empowered, as 
undertakers of the river D. navigation, to clear, 
scour, & deepen the river, & to lay dredgings 
taken from it on the banks or lands adjacent to 
the places where the same should be taken out, 
giving satisfaction to the owners of such lands, 
for any damage thereby occasioned. The Act 
appointed a number of persons, therein named, as 
comrs. for settling, determining & adjusting in 
manner thereinafter mentioned all matters of 
difference between the undertakers & their suc- 
cessors & the owners of adjacent lands, & provided 
that such comrs. should have power to determine 
what satisfaction such landowners should have 
for the damage done to their lands by the exercise 
of the statutory powers given to the undertakers. 
The Act empowered any tifteen or more comrs. 
assembled together to elect new comrs. in the 
places of any comrs. who should be dead or refuse 
to act. All the original comrs. were dead & no 
comrs. appointed in their places, if any, were in 
existence :—Held: a landowner whose land had 
been damaged by the exercise by defts. of the 
statutory power to lay on his land things taken 
from the river, was entitled to have the amount 
of compensation for such damage assessed in an 
action.— BENTLEY v. MANCHESTER, SHEFFIELD & 

LINCOLNSHIRE Ry. Co., [1891] 3 Ch. 222; 60 

L. J. Ch. 641; 65 L. LE. 22. 

Annotations :-—Reid. Swansea Corpn. v. Harpur, [1912] 3 
K. B. 493. Mentd. Central Control Board, Liquor 
Traffie «. Cannon Brewery Co., [1919] A. C. 744. 

4.44. |—VYNER v. NORTH FSASTERN 
Ry. Co. (1898), 14 T. I RR. 554, H. LL. 

445. |—VYNER v. NORTH EASTERN 
Ry. Co. (1904), 20 T. L. R. 192, C. A. 

446. Sewage & drainage authorities.] — 
By a drainage Act, the comrs. were to construct 
a cut, with proper walls, gates, & sluices, to keep 
out the waters of a tidal river, & also a culvert 
under the cut to carry off the drainage from the 
lands on the east to the west of the cut & to keep 
the same at all times open. In consequence of 
the negligent construction of the gates & sluices, 
the waters of the river flowed into the cut, &, 
bursting its western bank, flooded the adjoining 
Jands. Pltf. & other owners of lands on the east 
side of the cut closed the lower end of the culvert, 
which prevented the waters overflowing their 
lands to any considerable extent; but the occu- 
piers of the lands on the west side, believing that 
the stoppage of the culvert would be injurious to 
their lands, re-opened it, & so let the waters 
through on to pltf.’s land to a much greater 
extent :-—Held: the comrs. were responsible for 
the entire damage thus caused to pitf.’s land.-— 
COLLINS v,. MIDDLE LEVEL Comps. (1869), L. R. 
4C. P.279; 38.5.0. P. 236; 20 L. T. 442; 17 
W. R. 929. 

Annotations :— Consd. 8.8. Singleton Abbey v. S.8. Paludina, 
(1927) A. ©. 16. Refd@. Clark v. Chumbers (1878), 3 


Q. B. D. 327; Boynton ». Ancholme Drainage & Naviga- 
tion Comrs., (1921) 2 K. B. 213. 

















446 i. Scwage & drainage autho- 
rities. -}-GQREENWOUOD vv. MINISTER OF 


WATER SUPPLY, SEWERAGE & DRAIN: 446 
AGE (1922), 24 W. A. L. R. 99.—AUS. 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


447, -|—By a local Act defts. were 
empowered to execute drainage works. Sect. 43 
enacted that ‘‘in the execution of this Act the 
comrs. shall do as little damage as may be, &, 
subject to the provisions of this Act, shall make to 
all parties entitled, compensation for all damage 
or injury so done.’ By sect. 45 it was provided 
that ‘‘ full compensation shall from time to time, 
after the passing of this Act, but not beyond 
twenty years after the completion of the’ works, 
be made by defts. ‘“‘to the owners, lessees & 
occupiers for the time being, sustaining any 
damage by reason, or in any way consequential 
upon, the exercise of any of the powers of this 
Act, of the lands & hereditaments of ” F., ‘‘ & in 
case of dispute as to the amount of such com- 
pensation, the same shall be settled by arbn. in 
the manner provided ’’ in Lands Clauses Act, 
1845 (c. 18). The Local Act incorporated Lands 
Clauses Act, 1845 (c. 18):—Held: the com- 
pensation clauses in the Special Act did not extend 
to any damage, except such as would have been 
the proper subject of compensation under Lands 
Clauses Act, 1845 (c. 18), viz., damage which in 
the absence of the statutory powers would have 
given a right of action to the party injured.— 
RHODES v. AIREDALE DRAINAGE COMRS. (1876), 
1C. P. D. 402; 45 L. J. Q. B. 861; 35 L. T. 46 ; 
24 W. R. 10538, C. A. 

Annotations :-~Consd. Re Harper & G. BE. Ry. (1875), Tl. R. 
20 Eq. 30. Refd. Bexley LL. B. v. West Kent Sewerage 
Board (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 518. Mentd. Re Bidder & North 
Staffordshire Ry. (1878), 4 Q. B. D. 412; Warburton v. 
Haslingden L. B. (1879), 48 L. J. Q. B. 4515 Knowles v. 
Bolton Corpn. (1900), 69 L. J. Q. B. 481; de Carpenter & 
Bristol] Corpn. (1907), 71 J. P. 417. 

448, J|—The tenant of a market 
garden situate in an outlying district of the city 
of Edinburgh, & forming part of the C. estate, 
sued the corpn. for damage done to his garden by 
flooding on two occasions in 1909. A natural 
stream, which for a long period had carried part 
of the sewage of the burgh, flowed in an open 
channel through some flat meadow land in an 
easterly direction until it reached a public road, 
which was under the control] & management of the 
corpn., & which formed the western boundary of 
pursuer’s garden. It then passed under this 
road through a culvert & flowed past the garden. 
The culvert had been partially blocked up by a 
water main inserted across the top of it by per- 
mission of the corpn. as the road authority. On 
the occasions complained of there was an excep- 
tionally heavy rainfall, &, owing to the insufficiency 
of the culvert to carry the water of the stream, it 
was dammed back on to the meadow land until it 
rose about the level of the road & rushed through 
the pursuer’s garden gate, which was at the lowest 
point of the road, on to the garden, causing serious 
damage thereto. The corpn. were under a statu- 
tory obligation to provide adequate sewers for the 
sufficient drainage of the burgh. When the 
district in question was taken into the burgh by 
virtue of a local Act passed in 1900, a clause was 
inserted for the protection of the proprietors of the 
C. estate forbidding the corpn. to injuriously affect 
the irrigation of lands on the estate, or to diminish 
or intercept the supply of sewage water for such 
irrigation, or to deepen, cover over, divert, or 
otherwise interfere with the stream passing through 
the estate, except upon obtaining an order of the 
sheriff sanctioning such interference in the public 
interest :—Held: this clause did not absolve the 
corpn. from their statutory obligation to provide 








ii. ——— ~———.}~—BOouAN v. CLE 
MENTS, [1920] 2 I. R. 117.— IR. 
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for the efficient drainage of the burgh, & they were 
liable in damages to the pursuer.—HANLEY v. 
EDINBURGH CORPN., [1913] A. C. 488; 77 J. P. 
2383; 20 T.L. R. 404; 57Sol. Jo. 460; 11L.G.R. 
766, H. L. 

——- ——.]— See SEWERS & DRAINS, Vol. XLI., 
pp. 24, 25, 56, 57, Nos. 182-197, 408-415. 

449. Dock company.]—A dock co. were 
authorised by their special Act to make & main- 
tain a dock & works connected therewith according 
to the levels defined in certain plans & sections 
deposited with the clerk of the peace. The dock 
communicated with the river Thames by an 
artificial channel, through which the water was 
admitted. The sections showed the retaining 
bank of the dock & channel at an uniform height 
of 4 feet above Trinity high-water mark. The 
level of the surrounding country was some feet 
below Trinity high-water mark, the river being 
kept from overflowing by means of a river wall 
4 feet 2 inches above Trinity high-water mark. 
The co. allowed their retaining bank to be at one 
point several inches below the level of four feet. 
In Nov. 1875, an extraordinary high tide took 
place, & the river rose to 4 feet 5 inches above 
Trinity high-water mark, in consequence of which 
the water in the dock overflowed the bank & 
damaged the property of a neighbouring land- 
owner. The tide had never been known to rise 
80 high before, but in Mar. 1874, it had risen to 
4 feet above Trinity high-water mark. On that 
occasion there was a small overflow from the dock, 
but no damage was done to the neighbouring 
landowner. Previously to that the tide had 
never risen above 3 fect 4 inches, & the water had 
never overflowed from the dock :—Held: (1) on 
the construction of the Act, the co. were bound to 
keep their bank up to the level of 4 feet above 
Trinity high-water mark, & were liable to pltis. 
for breach of their statutory duty in not doing so ; 
(2) independently of the Act, defts. were bound as 
nNparian owners to keep the bank up to the level 
of 4 feet 2 inches, the height of the rest of the river 
wall, & that they were liable to pltfs. for negligence 
in not doing so; (3) the extraordinary high tide 
of Nov. 1875, although an act of God, did not 
excuse defts. from their liability ; but they ought 
to have an opportunity of showing that the damage 
done by the act of God & the damage done through 
their negligence ought to be apportioned.—Nrrko- 
PHOSPHATE & ODAM’s CHEMICAL MANURE Co, v. 
Lonvon & Sr. Karuerine’s Docks Co. (1878), 9 
Ch. D. 503; 39 L. T. 483 3; 27 W. R. 267, GC. A. 
{nnotations :—~.1s to (1) Refd. Burt. ». Victoria Graving Dock 

Go. & London & St. Kutherine'’s Dock Co. (1882), 47 L. Tb. 

378. As to (3) Refd. Dixon vr. Metropolitan Board of 


Works (1881), 7. Q. B.D. 4183; Baldwin v. Halifax Cor 
(1916), 85 L. JK. BL 1769. Poe EDs 





450i. -——- Waterworks company. }— 
HMERSON *. GENERAL WATER Co. 
(1874), 6 Nfld. L. R. 11.—NFLD. 





‘3 451i. ----— Pe company. |- . 

EERS ", TICTORIAN RAILWAYS = Sure (PRE: uy) 

Comms, (1893), 19 Ve Le Re 61 WSL, i ae 
a. - - Shire ds other municipal icine & 


Will give rise to a fresh causo of action. 
~ MANSON v. MAFFRA SHIRE (1881), 7 
V.d. RR. (L.) 364.—AUS 


d. -—— —-—,}--Curny v. BENALLA 
» ETc.) (1895), 21 





-}— Re 
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450. Waterworks company.|—By a local 
Act it was provided that the comrs. under the Act 
‘* should be bound to make good to the Countess of 
Rothes & her heirs, etc., all damages which may 
be occasioned to her or them, by reason of or in 
consequence of any bursting, or flow, or escape of 
water from any reservoir, or aqueduct, or pipe, or 
other work connected therewith ’’ which may be 
constructed by the comrs. The Countess is pro- 
prietrix of lands situated below the site of one of 
the reservoirs, & during an extraordinary rainfall 
a great quantity of watcr was continuously dis- 
charged from the reservoir, through a waste weir 
into the watercourse of a burn, & did much 
damage to the Countess’s lands. She claimed 
compensation. There was no failure or insuffi- 
ciency of the works & no negligence :—Held: on 
the construction of the above clause the Countess 
was cntitled to compensation for damage by flood 
waters from the reservoir, no matter how caused.— 
RoTrugs (COUNTESS) v. KIRKCALDY WATERWORKS 
Comrs. (1882), 7 App. Cas. 694, H. L. 

Annotations :-—-Refd, Witham Outfall Board v. Boston Corpn. 
(1926), 136 L. T. 756. Mentd. Davis v. Taff Vale Ry., 
{1895J A. C. 542; Re Manchester & Milford Ry., [1897] 
1 Ch. 276; City of London Electric Lighting Co. v. London 
Corpn. (1901), 65 J. P. 563; Crosfield v. Manchester Ship 
Canal Co., [1904] 2 Ch. 123. 

451. Railway company.] — Metropolis 
Management (Thames River Prevention of Floods) 
Amendment Act, 1879 (c. exeviii), 8. 23, provides 
that if any person make any alteration to any bank 
of the river Thames so as to affect the security of 
adjoining premises from flooding, without the 
previous sanction in writing of the London County 
Council, he shall be liable to a penalty. Resps. 
in the course of & for the purpose of carrying out 
the duty imposed on them by the Act of repairing 
a& portion of the bank removed certain timbers 
forming part of the bank in order to replace them 
by new timbers, & in so doing caused the height of 
the bank during nine days to be 2 feet lower than 
the height sanctioned under the Act. During the 
progress of the work, flood water flowed through 
the gap caused by the removal of the timbers, 
doing damage to adjoining premises. Resps. had 
not before commencing the work of repair obtained 
the sanction in writing of the London County 
Council :—Held: resps. had not made an altera 
tion to the bank within the meaning of sect. 23, & 
were not liable to a penalty under that sect.— 
LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL v. LONDON, BRIGHTON 
& Souru Coast Ry. Co., [1906] 2 K. B. 723; 75 
L.J. K. B. 613; 94 L. T. 773; 70 J. P. 298; 4 
L. G. R. 721. 

452. Corporation making road under 
statutory authority.])—The Halifax Corpn. obtained 
statutory powers, in or about 1867, for construct- 
ing a road across a hill which sloped down towards 





WAM TOWNSHIP Corrn, (1875), 24 C. VP. 
590.-—CAN, 








1. een, years before 
deft. municipality was laid out, a cul- 
vert was constructed by Z., on private 
property for the benefit of a railway co. 
whose lands adjoined the streain in 


BLAND question. By reason of the culvert, tho 


councils, }-—COonrio SHIRE (PRESIDENT) 
oo (1871), 2 V. L. RR. (1.) 163.-- 





. ~———,J—HALLARAT SHIRE 
(PRESIDENT) v. BEATON (1872), 3 
V. RR. (Law) 163.—AUS. 

GC. ——-.J-—-Where the effect 
of works crected by a public body on 
the land of third persons has been to 
injure pltf.’s land by inundation 
caused by flvods, damages cannot. be 
recovered in respect of probable injury 
frou future floods; cuch fresb injury 





INGLEWOoD Borouart 
COUNCIL, [1920] V. L. R. 522.—AUS. 


; -}—WEBSTER v. Mos- 
MAN MUNICIPALITY CoUNCIL (1926), 
ee Ae 557; [1926] Argus L. R. 


_o_ Coon ee v. SerNtA 

See NCIL Ae oe Ce 

87.—CAN., bine a 

eens Town eee is6ay oS 
; 4 ‘NSHIP CORPN. (1865), 

U. Cc, Ql. 61.—~CAN. 7 


}—DANARD v. CHAT- 


eee meee 








water brought down by the stream was 
not carried off, bul overflowed pltf.’s 
land. The stream was the natural 
drain for the surrounding country, 
but defts. used it to a small extent for 
the drainage of the town. It was 
found that the flooding would not have 
been occasioned by the water brought 
down through defts.’ user of the streain, 
but that water brought down from the 
area drained, apart from defts.’ user, 
would have alone caused the damage : 
—Held:; defts. were not Hable.—LAw 
v. NIAGARA FALLS CORPN., BAMFIELD 
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Sect. 7.—Escape and overflow: Sub-sect. 2. Part 


II, Sects. 1 & 2.) 


the bottom of a narrow valley traversed by a 
stream on the banks of which were the mills of 
pltfs. The greater part of the hill was covered 
with loose shale from the weathering of the shale 
which was the foundation of the hill. No precise 
way was laid down in the statute for constructing 
the road, nor were the exact provisions prescribed 
which should be made or maintained for dealing 
with water & shale. The road had to be cut deep 
into the side of the hill, & the natural & obvious 
effect of making such a road was that it acted as 
a catchwater for the rain water from the upper 
slopes, which would otherwise have flowed on to 
the parts of the hill below the site of the road. 
It also caught the loose shale carricd down by the 
water flowing over the slopes of the hill, & it: was 
necessary to provide for the water & shale coming 
from above which would thus be intercepted by 
the road. For this purpose the contract & plans 
originally made certain provisions which, with 
modifications from time to time, were carried out. 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


On July 1, 1914, heavy rains fell, & water & vast 
quantities of shale flowed over the road to the 
valley beneath, & into pltfs.’ mills & upon their 
land. At the trial of the action for damages the 
judge found on the evidence that (a) insufficient 
precision was made for carrying oft the water & 
shale; (b) that defts. had not exercised reasonable 
care in maintaining the works intended for dealing 
with the water & the shale :—Held: on the find- 
ings of fact the corpn. were liable on the ground 
of misfeasance, & the damage was not caused by 
the act of God, but could have been provided 
against by reasonable care & skill.—BALDWIN’S, 
Lrp. v. HALIFAX CoRPN. (1916), 85 L. J. K. B. 
1769; 80 J. P. 357; 14 L. G. RR. 787. 


453. Conservancy Commissioners.] — The 
owner of a farm, between which & a tidal river 
were lands that had been reclaimed by Conservancy 
Comrs. from the river, sued such Comrs. for damage 
caused to his farm by the river overflowing a 
sea wall between the reclaimed lands & the river, 
& flowing over the reclaimed lands on to his 
farm :—Held: (1) as the Comrs. were by their 


v. NIAGARA FALLS CuoRPN. (1884), 6 
O. KR. 467.—CAN. 

: action lies 
against a municipal corpn. where, by 
means of their works in grading their 
streets or otherwise, they cause surface 
water to be discharged upon the lands 
of a neighbouring proprietor to his 
damage, if by the exercise of proper 
caro in performing the work such 
injury might have been avoided.- ~ 
DERINZ v. OTTAWA CORPN, (1887), 15 
A. R. 712.—CAN. 

n. J—A mill owner, 
having a lHicense from a township to 
construct his mill dam in such a way 
us to flood a part of the highway, con- 
tructed it so negligently that it gave 
way, causing damage to proprietors 
below :—Held: the license to dam 
water back upon the highway was 
(except in so far as it might be a public 
nuisance affecting travellers on the 
road) a lawful thing; & the damage 
being caused by the negligence of the 
mill owner, the township was not 
liable-—WaRD v. CALEDON, ALGIE Ut. 
CALEDON (1892), 19 A. Rt. 69.— CAN. 

oO. —-~-.J--MOORE v.. CORN- 
WALL (1912), 23 0. W. BR. 3133 4 
O.W.N.1453; 7D. 1. BR. 413.—CAN. 

















p. -J— By counterclaim 
in the original action W.. claimed 
damages against the D. municipal 


corpn., complaining that a dyke & 
works constructed by the corpn. (more 
especially a ditch running along by the 
side of the dyke), were constructed 
illegally, & caused damage to his land 
by overflow :--Held: it was the duty 
of the public body intrusted with the 
construction of such works to avoid 
causing unnecessary inconvenience to 
members of the public affected thereby. 


—WILSON t. DELTA MUNICIPALITY 
(1912), 22 WL. LL. KR. 9381; 8 DL Rh. 
881.—CAN. 








q. -—A municipal corpn. 
will not be beld Hable under Muni- 
cipal Act, 8. 5164, added by 3 & 4 
Kdw. 7, c. 36, 8. 1, or under any other 
statute, for damages suffered by a 
citizen from an overflow of water 
into his basement caused by a sudden 
thaw or heavy rains & a stoppage of 
the drains constructed for the purpose 
of carrying away the surplus water, 
unless the municipal officials have had 
time enough after notice of the obstrnc- 
tion to remove it.—PORTAGK FRUIT 
Co. vv. PORTAGE A PRAIRIE CITY 
(Man.) (1913), 25 W. L. TR. 438.--CAN. 


r. Measure of dumuges.} 
--The proper measure of damages to 
be awarded to pltf. for injury to his 
land caused by the overflow of water, 
in consequence of the improper & 








insufficient construction of a ditch dug 
by a municipality, is the amount of the 
depreciation in the value of the land 
caused thereby; the damages should 
be ascertained & fixed once for all; & 
it would be wrong in principle to award 
an amount to cover the loss suffered 
by tf. for non-user of the soil & loss 
oO ay up to the time of the trial, 
“leaving pltf. to his further remedies 
for depreciation in the value of the 
land & further loss, should the munici- 
ality fail to remedy the trouble.’’— 
CENNY tv. Sr. CLEMENTS RURAL 
MUNICIPALITY (Man.) (£913), 21 
W.L. R. 432.—-CAN. 

t. -~]—Ruppy wv. MILTON 
(1914), 26 O. W. RR. 406; 60. WLN, 
253; 16D. LL. R. 879.-—-CAN. 

a. J—JAMES v1. BRIDGE- 
WATER (1915), 49 N.S. RK. 188.—CAN., 

b. —— Sufficiency of title to 
sue.]—A possessory title to land is 
sufficient to maintain an action for 
damages against persons who permit 
water to escape from their drains on to 
the land, & so injure it.—KILBY v, 
POINT GREY MUNICIPALITY, [1917] 2 
W. W. 1k. 206; 24 B.C. lt. 107.—CAN, 

Cc. .}—~Where land 
is let upon the crop-payment plan, the 
owner of the land has an equitable 
interest in tho growing crop which 
entitles him to maintain an action 
against third persons for an unlawful 
trespass upun or injury to such crop ; 
he may, therefore, recover damages 
froma a ee for aninjury to the 
crop caused by flooding of the land 
owing to the municipality’s negligent 
or improper construction of a ditch.— 
TENNANT U. KHINELAND (Man.), [1918] 
Se W. KR. 70; 38 D. LL. RR. 27 





ee tee 








a) 





——.}]— DELBRIDGE vt. 
TOWNSHIP (1917), 40 
38 D. L. R. 677.—CAN. 

e. -}— Where the  legis- 
lature places the streets of a munici- 
pality under the management & control 
of the municipality & places on it the 
obligation of keeping them in repair, 
the municipality has authority to 
establish grades for the strects & to 
grade them & the right to make changes 
in the surfaces which may injuriously 
affect adjoining owners, & as long as 
the municipal authorities exercise 
without negligence their lawful powers 
in respect to the graduation, enlarge- 
ment & sewerage of strects the town 
is not liable for the consequential 
damage causcd to adjoining property 
by surface water.—EAKINS v. SHAUN- 
AVON Town, [1918]1] W.W. R. 566; 11 
oan: L. R. 310; 42 DL. Rk. 473.— 


d. 
BRANTFORD 
O. L. R. 443; 











f, : statutory 
corpn., authorised to build an aqueduct 
& railway & to construct necessary 
drains for the protection of such works, 
which without negligence constructs 
such drains & so discharges surface 
water into a river, thoreby increasing 
the volume of water in the river & 
consequently flooding the lands of a 
lower riparian proprietor, is not Hable 
in damages therefor, unless liability is 
imposed by statute.—ROMANICA  ¥. 
GREATER WINNIPEG WATER DISTRICT, 
[1921] 2 W. W. RR. 3993 31 Man. L. R. 
178.—-CAN, 








A -J—PAISLEY v. LOCAL 
IMPROVEMENT JDisTrricr No. 399, 
[1921] 1 W. W. R. 127; 56D. L. R. 
221.—CAN. 


: .|— WILKINSON  v, 
Sr ANDREWS RURAL MUNICIPALITY, 
DICKENSON v ST. ANDREWS RURAL 
MUNICIPALITY otis Gal 4D... 
780; [1923] 3 W. W. RR. 961.—CAN. 














k. .]1— Municipal Act, 
R.S. M., 1913, c. 133, 8. 634, provides a 
remedy for the assessment & recovery 
of the damages caused a riparian pro- 
prietor when the diversion of a natural 
watercourse deprives him of the use 
of the water; but does not make it 
lawful for the municipality to drain 
such water or surfuce water over private 
land.—JUKES v. COLDWELIL RURAL 
MUNICIPALITY (Man.), (1927]1 D.T. . 
82; (1926) 3 W. W. lh. 210.—CAN. 

: -/—IMPERIAL VARNISH 
& CoLouR Co., LTb. v. TORONTO 
CoRPN. (1927), 60 O. Ia, RR. 240.—CAN. 

aa. -]--- AITCHESON 0, 
WAITAKI Country (1880), O. LB. & Fy 
52.—N.Z. 

















bb. -—A borough council 
ig liable for any injury which may 
result from a diversion, by its con- 
tractor acting under its authority, of 
storm-water flowing down the water- 
channel of a strect within the borough. 
—NORTH-HAST VALLEY BOROUGII 
CORPN. v. WORSDELL (1883), 1 N. Z%. 
L. R. 335 (S. C.).—N.Z. 

oc. -}—FORTESQUE v. The 
AwamuTuU. Borovuan, [1918) N. Z. 
L. H. 991.—N.Z. 


dd. —— -}—CALEDONIAN Ity. 
Co. v. GREENOCK CORPN., GLASGOW & 
SOUTH WESTERN Ry. Co. v. GREENOCK 
Corpn., [1917] 8. C. (H. L.) 563 54 
Sc. L. lt. 600.—SCOT. 


ee. ——.J)— A municipality 
acting under statutory authority con- 
structed drains & theroby diverted 
rain water from its natural course. 
After a heavy fall of rain the water 
overflowed tho drains & caused damage 
to lower lying property :—ZJ/eld : ‘the 
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Part II].—Tue Sea anp THE SEASHORE. 


Acts under the obligation to maintain & repair 
the sea wall, they were liable not only for any 
damage caused to the reclaimed lands, but to lands 
beyond such lands, by reason of the sea wall being 
Insufficient in height to prevent an overflow of the 
river; (2) pltf. was not deprived of his right of 
action by the fact of the water having flowed from 
the reclaimed lands on to his farm in consequence 


Part I1—The Sea 


SECT. 1.—JURISDICTION. 

As to high seas— Civil jurisdiction.] — See 
ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., p. 99, Nos. 1, 2. 

Criminal jurisdiction.] — See, generally, 
ei aaa Law, Vol. X1V., pp. 137-141, Nos. 1090~ 

As to territorial waters.]—See Courts, Vol. 
XVI., p. 103, No. 38; CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XIV., 
p. 140, Nos. 1124, 1129. 

As to seashore.]|—See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 
99, 107, 108, Nos. 1, 3, 105-108; Courts, Vol. 
XVI., p. 103, No. 87; Supp. IV., No. 37a; 
CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XIV., pp. 132, 187, Nos. 1045, 
1095-1101. 





SEcT. 2.—THE SEA. 

454, Meaning of ‘‘arm of the sea.’’]—ANON. 
(1318), 22 Lib. Ass. fo. 106, pl. 93. 

Annotations Refd. RK. v. Montague (1825), 4 B. & C. 598; 
Foster vp. Wright (1878), 4 C. P. oD. 4383 Ilindson vw. 
Ashby, [1896] 2 Ch. J. 

455. Whether publici juris—Presumption against 
exclusive rights.|—In the sea, out of the reach of 
cannon shot universal use is presumed. In rivers 
flowing through conterminous states, a common 
use to the different states is presumed. Yet in 
both of these there may by legal possibility, exist 
a peculiar property, excluding the universal or 
the common use. Portions of the sea are pre- 
scribed for; so are rivers flowing through con- 
tiguous states, the banks on one side may have 
been first settled, by which the possession & 
property may have been acquired, or cessions may 
have taken place upon couquests or other events. 
But the general presumption bears strongly 
against such exclusive rights, & the title is a matter 
to be established, on the part of those claiming 
under it, in the same manner as all other legal 
demands are to be substantiated, by clear & com- 
petent evidence (SLR WILLIAM SCOTT).—THE TWRE 
GEBROEDERS (1801), 3 Ch. Rob. 336; 1 Mng. Pr. 
Cas. 323; 165 I. R. 485. 

456. |—The assertion that the sea is 
common to all, & that there can be no appropria- 
tion of it, except where it adjoins the shore, is an 
erroneous assertion.—GAMMELL v. Woops & 
HORESTS CoMRs., ETc. (1859), 3 Macq. 419, IT. L. 
Annotations :—Refd. R. v. Keyn (1876), 2 Ex. D. 63; Parker 

v. Lord Advocate (1902), [1904] A. C..373, n. Mentd. 

qe v. Lord Advocate (1875), L. IR. 2 Se. & Div. 





municipality was not Hable, unless the ares Ltp., (1927] App. D. 163.— 


construction of the drains placed a Ss. 
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of his landlords having made a cutting through an 
embankment in order to obtain access to the 
reclaimed lands.—BRAMLETT v. TEES CONSER- 
VANCY Comps. (1885), 49 J. P. 214. 

See, also, PuBLIC AUTHORITES, Vol. 
XXXVIII., pp. 22-28, 36-39, 45-48, 112-119 
122-150, 218-221, 225-234, 268-280 ~~ 





and the Seashore. 


457. How far property in bed of sea vested in 
Crown.|—What in the absence of all evidence of 
particular usage is the limit of the title of the 
Crown to the sea shore. The Crown is clearly in 
such a case, according to all the authorities, 
entitled to the littus moris as well as to the soil of 
the sea itself adjoining the coasts of England.... 
The medium tides therefore of each quarter of the 
tidal period afford a criterion which we think best 
adopted. It is true of the limit of the shore 
reached by these tides that it is more frequently 
reached & covered by the tide than left uncovered 
by it. For about three days it is left short & on 
one day it is reached. This point of the shore 
therefore is about four days in every week, 2.e. 
for the most part of the year, reached & covered 
by the tides; & as some not indeed perfectly 
accurate construction, but approximate, must be 
given to the words ‘“ highest ordinary tides ’’ used 
by Mr. Justice Holroyd, we think, after fully 
considering it, that this best fulfils the rules & the 
reasons for it, given in our books. 

We therefore beg to advise your Lordship that, 
in our opinion, the average of these medium tides 
in each quarter of a lunar revolution during the 
year gives the limit, in the absence of all usage, 
to the rights of the Crown on the seashore 
(ALDERSON, B.).—A.-G. v. CHAMBERS (1854), 4 
De G. M. & G. 206; 23 L. T. O. S. 2388; 18 Jur. 
779; 2 W. R. 686; 43 BE. R. 4863 sub nom. A.-G. 
v. CHAMBERS, A.-G. v. REES, 2 Hq. Rep. 1195 ; 
23 L. J. Ch. 662; 18 J. P. 583, L. C.; subsequent 
proceedings (1859), 4 De G. & J. 55, L. C. 
fnnotations :-~ Consd. lichester v. Raishleigh (1889), 61 L. 'T. 

177; Pearee v. Bunting, R.v. Wedd, Li p. Peurce, [1896] 

2 Q. B. 360; Mellor » Walmesicy, [1905] 2 Ch. 164. 

Refd. Lind v. Isle of Wight Ferry Co. (1862), 7 L. T. 416 ; 

It. vo. Hughes (1866), L. R. 1 PP. GC. 8b: Hastings Corpn. 


v. Ivall (1875), L. R. 19 Eq. 558; Brinckman tv. Matley 
(1904), 73 L. J. Ch. 642; Vhilpot vw. Bath (1904), 20 














TL. 1. 589, 

458. For some distance below low water 
mark.}]—-FITZHARDINGE (orp) v. PURCELL, No. 
699, post. 

459. Crown’s ownership beneficial.} — 
FITZHARDINGE (LORD) v. PURCELL, No. 699, 
post. 

460. Power of Crown to grant property in 


bed.|—-FITZHARDINGE (LORD) v. PURCELL, No. 699, 
post. 

461. Territorial waters.|-——The right of the 
Crown in the area of sea within three miles of the 
shore is of the same proprietary nature as tho 


& that without any allegation of injury, 
actual or prospective to these public 
use3.—-LORD ADVOCATK Vv. sYDE 


greater burden on such property cither 
as regards the quantity, velocity or 
direction of the water, which in the 
ordinary course of nature would have 
flown over the property.—JONANNES- 
BURG MUNICIPALITY v. JOLUY, [1915] 
T. P. D, 429.—S. AF. 

r. -] — JOHANNESBURG 
MUNICIPALITY v. AFRICAN REALTY 


J.—VOL. XLIV. 





PART II. SECT. 2. 

457i. How far property in bed of sea 
vested in Crown. }-—~-The Crown has a right 
in the water & the solum of sea lochs 
intra fauces terre below low water mark, 
such as will entitle it to prevent any 
person from using them for purposes 
other than the recognised public uses, 


NAVIGATION TRUSTERS (1891), 19 KR. 
(Ct. of Sess.) 174; 29 Se. L. R. 153.— 
SCOT. 

461 i. Territorial waters.] — Terri- 
torial jurisdiction extends to three 
miles outside a line drawn from head- 
land to headland, & the acts of the 
Newfoundland legislature have full 

F 
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Sect, 2.—The sea. 
B. (a) 4.) 

right of the Crown in the foreshore, & therefore 
islands which rise from the sea within that limit 
are the property of the Crown, & the enus of 
establishing a title by adverse possession lies upon 
the person asserting such possession.—SECRETARY 
OF STATE FOR INDIA v. CHELIKANI RAMA RAO 
(1916), L. R. 48 Ind. App. 192; 85 1. J. P. C. 222 ; 
32 TT. L. BR. 652, B.C. 

Annotation :-—Consd. The Fagernes, [1926] TP. 185, 

462. Islands arising within territorial waters.!— 
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INDIA v. CHELIKANI 
RAMA Rao, No. 461, ante. 

Discharge of sewage into sea.|-—See SiWERS & 
Drains, Vol. XLL, p. 31, Nos. 228-230. 


Sect. 3: Sub-sects. 1, 2 & 8, A. 


Sect. 3.—THE SEASHORE. 
SuB-SsEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL, 

463. Definition of ‘* seashore.’’|—ScraTron v. 
Brown, No. 504, post. 

464. Equivalent to  ‘*‘ foreshore.’’]— 
MELUOR v. WALMESLEY, No. 471, post. 

465. Definition of ‘‘ coast.’’}—The coast is, 
properly, not the sea, but the land which bounds 
the sea (SIR JOHN NICHOLL).—R,. v. ForRtTY NINE 
Casks OF Branpy (1836), 3 Hag. Adm. 257; 166 
E.R. 401. 

Annotations :- Refd. R. v. Two Casks of Tullow (1837), 3 
Hag. Adm. 294; RR. ». Ship unknown supposed The 
Pauline (1815), 9 Jur. 286; R.wv. Keyn (1876), 2 kx. D. 
ee The Olympic, [1913] P. 92; The Fagernes, [1926] P. 





SUB-SECT, 2.—LAMITS. 

466. Landward boundary— Ordinary high water 
mark.|—-VANUAESDANKE’S CASE (1636), Llale’s de 
Jure Maris (Hargrave’s Tracts) 12, 26, Ix. Ch. 
Annotations :—Refd. Smith v. Officers of State for Scotland 

(1849), 13 Jur. 713; A.-G. ev. Chauibers, A.-G. v. ees 

(1854), 2 Bq. Rep. 1195. 

467, --— — --.J/—HrRon’s CASE (1639), Hale’s 
de Jure Maris (Hargrave’s Tracts) 12, 26. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Smith v. Officers of State for Scotland 

(18419), 13 Jur. 713: A.-G. v. Chambers, A.-G. ve. Rees 

(1854), 2 Ey. Rep. 1195. 

468, - -— —---.|—-WANSFORD’S (LADY) Casy 
(1666), Hale’s de Jure Maris (Hargrave’s Tracts) 
12, 26; sub nom. WANDESFORD’S (LADY) CASE, 
Stuart Moore’s Law of Foreshore & Seashore, 317. 
Annotations :—Refd. Smith 7. Officers of State for Seotland 

(1819), 13 Jur. 713; A.-G. v. Chambers, A.-G. v. Lees 

(1851), 2 Hq. Rep. 1195. 











469. —-~— - .|— BLUNDELL v. CATTERALL, No. 
580, post. 

470. — --|—A.-G. v. CHAMBERS, No. 457, 
anie. 

471. — -—.|--In a conveyance the land 
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granted was described as “situate on tho sea- 
shore.’’? The exact dimensions of each side of the 
plot were then given as well as its area, & it was 
stated that the plot was bounded on the south by 
other land of the grantor, on the east & north 
respectively by specified roads, & ‘‘on the west 
by the seashore.” Heference was then made to a 
plan indorsed on the deed. The plan showed the 
dimensions as stated in the description :—Held : 
(1) the word ‘ seashore ’’? must be taken to mean 
the ‘‘ foreshore ’’ in its strict legal sense, z.e. the 
land situate between medium high & low water- 
marks ; (2) the land between the plot & the fore- 

shore did not pass to the grantee, but the grantor 

was estopped from saying that the land to the 

west of the plot was anything but ‘‘ seashore”? & 

the grantee was entitled to free & unrestricted 

access to the sea from every part of his western 

frontage over every part of the land lying between 

that frontage & the sea. 

(3) The land in dispute must as between the 
grantor & grantees be held to be an accretion 
subsequent to the deeds, & accordingly to be land 
which has become the property of those claiming 
under the grantees (ROMER, L.J.).—M&LLOR v. 
WALMESLEY, [1905] 2 Ch. 164; 74 1. J. Ch. 475 ; 
93L. 7.574; 53 W. RR. 5813 217. LR. 591; 49 
Sol. Jo. 565, C. A. 

Annotations :-—As fo (2) Refd. Nesbitt o.  Mablethorpe 
U. GC, (1918) 2 K. B.o1.) Generally, Refd. Assheton- 
Smitha Owen (905), 75 L. J. Ch. 181. Mentd. Merecr 
tv. Denne, (1905) 2 Ch. 588; Re Djiambi Sumatra Rubber 
Iestates (1912), 107 lL. T. 631 5 Eastwood r. Ashton (1913), 
83 L. J. Ch. 2633; Wateham v. A.-G. of the Fast Africa 
Protectorate, [1919] A. C. 533, 

472. —--— Ordinary spring high water mark.| 
(1) A proprietor of a Feu, described in the Feu 
charter as bounded by the seashore, enclosed a por- 
tion of the sands, which it was proved the public 
had immemorially used for purposes of enjoyment 
& otherwise :—Held : the Feuar being a wrongdocr, 
the officers of State on behalf of the Crown, irre- 
spective of the question as to the right of property, 
were entitled to the interdict. 

(2) Qu.: does the jus corone in the seashore 
extend to high water mark at ordinary spring- 
tides.— SMITN v. OFFICERS OF STATE FOR SCOTLAND 
(1849), as reported in 13 Jur. 713, H. L. 
Annotations :-— As to (2) Refd,. Gammell vr. Woods & Forests 

Comrs., ete. (1859), 3 Maoq. 419. Generally, Mentd. A.-G. 

v. London Corpn. (1850), 2 Mac. & G. 2475 It. cv. Canter- 

bury (Arehbp.), [L902] 2 Ik. B. 5038. 

473. Seaward boundary—Ordinary low water 
mark.|—BLUNDELL v. CATTERALIL, No. 580, ante. 

474, Ordinary high water mark—How calcu- 
lated.|—An ordinary high tide is taken at the 
point of the line of the medium high tide between 
the springs & neaps, ascertained by taking the 
average of the medium tides during the year.— 
TrRacEY K.uior v. MorRLEY (Har) (1907), 51 
Sol. Jo. 625. 





effect in that territory.—R. v. DELE- 
PINE (1889), 7 Nfld. L. R. 378.—NFLD. 

t. Bed of sea— Power to grant 
leases. J-——-Land Act, 1901, s. 41 (B.C.), 
does not. confer on the Chief Comunis- 
sioncr of Lands & Works authority to 
vrant leases of the bed of the sea m 
territorial waters.---CAPITAL CI'TY CAN- 
NING & PACKING Co., LTp. v. ANGLO- 
BRITISH COLUMBIA PACKING Co., LYb. 
(1905), 11 B.C. i. 333.—CAN., 

a. Action for declaration of right 
of access to sea over private pronerty— 
Particulars.)—A.-G. FOR BRITISH 
WOLUMBIA Ut. CANADIAN PACIFIC Ry. 
Co. (1903), 10 KB. C. Li. 184.—CAN. 


PART II. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 1. 
465i. Definition of“ coast.” |--MowatT 


a NORTH VANCOUVER CORPN. (1902), 
9 B.C. hh. 205.-—CAN. 

b. Definition of ‘ foreshore.’ \}— The 
definite legal meaning of the terin 
** foreshore ” is the seashore to the line 
of high water between aU neap 
tides.— PRARCK v. BOULTON, BOULTON 
vw. RR. (1902), 21 N. ZL. RR. 464.—N.Z. 

ce. Definition of ** sea-bcach °—Fqui- 
valent to ‘ geashore.”’) — The term 
* sea-beach,”’ in a bounding title, held 
to be synonymous with seashore.— 
CAMKRON & GUNN 0. AINSLIE (1848), 20 
Sc. Jur. 130.—SCOT. 


PART Ii. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 2. 


466i. Landward ie Herne at nt tale 
high water mark.}—High water mar 
of neap or ordinary tides marks the 


linc of the foreshore & the boundary 
of the property of a littoral owner. 
—~—McDONALD v. SHERREN (P. Ef, 1.) 
(1914), 14 KB. L. RR. 252.-- CAN, 


474 i. Ordinary high water mark— 
Tow caleulated.J-—The phrase ‘ high- 
water nark at ordinary tides,” as used 
in Crown Grants Act, 190%, 8. 35, 
means the Hne of medium high tide 
between the spring & neap tides, & 
such line must be ascertained by taking 
the average of those medium tides in a 
quarter of a lunar revolution during the 
veur.—A.-G. v. FINLAy, [1919] N. Z. 
L. ht. 513.—N.Z. 


d. Fixing of high water mark.}—~- 
High water mark in B. C., at a place 
in respect to which there is no record 
of tides extending over at least a year, 
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475. Onus of proof on Crown—To show variation 
of ordinary high water mark.]—A.-G. v. CHAMBER- 
LAINE, No. 606, post. } 


SUB-SEOT. 3,—ACCRETION AND ENCROACHMENT. 
A. In General. 


476. The rule as to accretion— Gradual, slow & 
imperceptible.]|—The recognition of title by alluvial 
accretion is largely governed by the fact that the 
accretion is due to the nominal action of physical 
forces. In the [inglish rule—namely, that it 
must be, “ gradual, slow, & imperceptible ’’—the 
two last words are only qualifications of the word 
‘‘ gradual,” & that word with its qualifications 
only defines a test relative to the conditions to 
which it is applied.—SECREVARY OF STATE FOR 
INDIA v. VIZIANAGARAM (RAJA) (1921), L. R. 49 
Ind. App. 67. 

477. Meaning of ‘‘ imperceptible.’’;—Con- 
sidering the word “ imperceptible ’’ in this issuc, 
as connected with the words ‘‘ slow & gradual,” 
we think it must be understood as expressive only 
of the manner of the accretion ... & aS meaning 
imperceptible in its progress, not imperceptible 
after a long lapse of time (ABBOTT, C.J.).-—-R. ov. 
YARBOROUGH (orb) (1824), 3 1B. & ©. O13; 4 
Dow. & Ry. K. B. 790; 21. J. O. S. K. B. 196; 
107 LE. OR. 6683 affd. sub nom. GirroRD v. YAR- 
BOROUGH (LORD) (1828), 5 Bing. 168, Hk. Ll. 
wlnunotations :— Distd. Ford v. Lacey (1861), 30 LL. J. Ex. 351. 

Apld. Brighton & Hove General Gas Co, tv. ave 

Bungalows, (1924) 1 Ch. 372. Refd. Seratton vv. Brown 

(1825), 4 Be & C. 4853 Re Wall & Selby Ry. (1839), 4 

M. Ww W. 3275 A.-G. ¢. Chambers, A.-€i. ou. Rees (1859), 

4 De G.& J. 45. Lopes «2 Muddun Mobun Thakoor 

(1870), 13 Moo. Ind. App. t67 2: Foster oe Wright (1878), 

4. P. De 1383 AG. ce. Reeve (1885). 1 T. La. Re 675 ; 

Jlindson op. Ashby, JPRVH], 2 Ch. bs Mereer cv. Denne, 

[1905] 2 Ch. 438; A.-C. of Southern Nigena oe. Holt 

(Liverpool), fi9to} A. CL. 599, Mentd. Egerton e. Brown- 

low (#853) t H. EL. Cas. bt; A.-G. or. Hanmer (1848), 27 

L. J. Ch. 837; Waterloo Bridge Co. «. Cull (1859), 33 

LL. T. OLS. 8085 Nesbitt o. Mablethorpe WU. DD. ., [1917] 

2K. DB. 568. 

478. - Meaning of ‘* gradual.’’} —-SECRE- 
TARY OF STATIC FOR INDIA v. VIZTANAGARAM (RAJA), 
No. 476, anle. 

479, --- — Limitation as to seashore or land 
abutting on running water.|—‘TRAFFORD  ¢. 
THROWER (1929), Z'imes, May 30. 

480. Application of rule—-Where former boun- 
dary clearly ascertainable.|—-Bridiron & Hove 
(GENERAL Gas Co. v. Hove BUNGALOWS, LYTn., 
No. 5038, post. 

481. Whether accretion subject to custom.]--— 
An immemorial custom for fishermen inhabitants 
of a parish to spread their nets to dry on the land 
of a private owner situate near the sea in the 
parish, at all times necessary or proper for the 
purposes of the trade or business of a fisherman :—- 
Held : to be a valid legal custom. 

Land added by accretion, in consequence of the 
gradual & imperceptible recession of the sea, will 
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become subject to the custom.—MERCER v. DENNE, 
[1905] 2 Ch. 5388; 74 L. J. Ch. 728; 93 L. T. 412 ; 
70 J. P. 65; 54 W. R. 303; 21 T. L. BR. 760; 


3.L. G. R. 12938, C. A. 

Annotations -—Mentd. Assheton-Smith ». Owen (1905), 04 
L. T. 42; Ramsgate Corpn. v. Debling, ete. (1906), 
J. P. 132; Fitzhardinge v. Purcell (1808), 77 L. J. 
529; Johnson v. Clark, [1908] 1 Ch. 303: Re Fountaine, 
Fountaine ». Amherst (1909), 78 L. J. Ch. 648; North 
Staffordshire Ry. v. Hanley Corpn. (1909), 73 J. P. 477; 
Heyne wv. Fische] (1913), 110 L. T. 264; He Petn. of 
ltight, [1915] 3 KK. LB. 6149; Collis » Amphlett (1918), 
118 aa 466; Moser vr. Ambleside U. dD. C. (1925), 89 
J.P. 118, 


70 
Ch. 


LB. Property in Accretion. 
(a) Aceretion by Natural Causes. 
i. Imperceptible Accretion. 


482. General rule.|—-The title by accretion to a 
new formation of alluvion land is not generally 
founded on equity of compensation, but on a 
gradual accretion by adherence to some particular 
land. The land so gained follows the title of that 
to which it adheres.—SREE ECKOWRIE SING v, 
HEERALOLL SEAL (1868), 12 Moo. Ind. App. 1386 ; 
20 H.R. 292, P. C0. 

Annotation :—Refd. Sham Chand Bysack rv. Kishen Prosaud 

Surma (1872), 14 Moo. Ind. App. 595. 

483. Right of adjacent owner.|—-A grant from 
the King of certain lands, & also ‘‘ tolum dllud 
fundum et solum et terras suas contigue adjacentes 
que sunt aqua cooperta vel quae in posterum de 
possunt recuperari,” will not pass land afterwards 
yained from the sea.—A.-G. v. TURNER (1676), 
2 Mod. Rep. 1086; 86 KE. R. 9683 sub nom. A.-G. 
v. FARMEN, 2 Lev. 171; TT. Raym. 241. 

484. |\—Where the sea-flood is stated as 
the boundary of premises granted on the shore of 
a sca port, being an incorporated burgh, this does 
not give the grantee a right to follow the sea, or 
to the land acquired from it, or left by it where it 
has receded, in prejudice to the corpn., having, by 
their charter, a right vested in them to the whole 
territory of the  burgh.—SmMAarr ov. DUNDEE 
MAGISTRATES (1797), 8 Bro. Parl. Cas. 119; 3 
H.R. AS), H. L. 
fnnotations -—Consd. Brighton & Hove General Gas Co. 

r Hove Bungalows, [1924] 1 Ch. 3872. Refd. A.-G. tv. 

Chambers, A.-G. v. Rees (1859), 4 De G. & J. 55. Mentd. 

Lord Advocate v. Young, N. B. Ry. v. Young (1887), 12 

App. Cas. 5f4. 

485. ——-.| —J.ands formed slowly, gradually & 
imperceptibly, by alluvion on the seashore, 
belong, by general immemorial custom, to the 
owner of the adjoining lands, & not to the Crown.— 
GIFFORD v. YARBOROUGH (LORD) (1828), 5 Bing. 
163; 180 H.R. 1023 5 sub nom. R. v. YARBOROUGH 
(LorD), 2 Bli. N.S. 147; 1 Dow. & Cl. 178, H. L. 
annotations :-- Apld. Re Hull & Selby Ry. (1839), 5 M. & W. 

327; Lopez ¢. Muddun Mohun Thakoor (1870), 13 Moo. 

Ind. App. 467; Foster «. Wright (1878), £C. P. D. 438; 

Mereer_ ev. Denne, [1905] 2 Ch. 438; Brighton & Hove 

General Gas Co. vr. Hove Bungalows, [1924] 1 Ch. 372. 

Refd, Scratton cv. Brown (1825), 4B. & C. 4853; AG. « 

Chambers, A.-G. tv Rees (1859). 4 De G@. & J. 55: Ford 

™ Lacey (1861), 30 L. J. Ex. 38613 A.-Gi. er. Reeve (1885), 

1T. L. R. 675; Hindson vr. Ashby, [J806) 2 Ch. 1: A.-G. 

of Southern Nigeria v. Holt (Liverpool), [1915] A. C. 599; 





gaining on the sea the accretion belongs 


should be determined by the ‘ visible 
high-water mark,” f.e., the point fixed 
by the signs on the ground, such as the 
state of vegetation & the accuinniation 
of debris. —-NELSON c. PACIFIC GREAT 
MASTERN RY. Co., ORDER OF TL 
OBLATRS OF Mary IMMACULATE 0. 
Pacirio GREAT EASTERN Ry. Co., 
[1918] 1 W. W. m. 597; 25 B.C. OR. 
259.—CAN., 


PART II. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 3.— A. 

476 i. The rule as to aceretion—~ 
Cradual, slow &* imperceptible. |—-W here 
land is added to the seashore by the 
gradual & imperceptible action of 
natural causes, the owner of the lands 


adjoining the accretions acquires in 
thein a good title against the Crown, 
notwithstanding the existence of marks 
or bounds or other evidence by which 
the former, or a former, line of ordinary 
high water can be ascertained. The 
real question in every such case of 
accretion is, whether during the pro- 
cess Of accretion the progress of the 
acerction can be asecertained..—A.-G. 
vw. M'CARTHY, [1911] 2 1. R. 260.--1R. 


PART II. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 3.— 
B. (a) i. 

483 i. Right of adjacent owner.|— 

Where a change in the boundaries of 

land is brought about by the land 


to the owner in front of whose land it 
forms.—McDOUGALL v. McDouGALL 
(1915), 49 N. &. R. 101.—CAN, 


483 fi. ———.] --A.-G. wv. M‘Canrtiry, 
{1911} 2 1. Rt. 260.—IR. 

483 iii. -—Tho grant from the 
Crown of land described as bonnded 
by high-water mark carries with it the 
right to all such accretions thereto as 
are constituted by the material but 
gradual & imperceptible recession of 
the high-water mark & are not at 
ordinary tides covered with tidal water. 
ae FINLAY, [1919] N. Z L. WR. 
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Sect. 3.—The seashore: Sub-sect. 3, B. (a) i. & ti, 
(b), C. & dD.) 
Nesbitt vu. Mablethorpo U. D. C., [1917] 2 K. B. 568: 
Mentd. Mgerton v. Brownlow (1853), 4 Hl. L. Cas. 1; 
A.-G. v. Hanmer (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 837; Waterloo 
Bridge Co. v. Cull (1859), 33 L. T. O. S. 304. 


486. -.J—Dor d. SEEBKRISTO v. HAST INDIA 
Co., No. 499, post. 

487. .|—A.-G. v. CHAMBERS, A.-G. v. REEs, 
No. 495, post. 

488. |—LLoyp v. INGRAM (1868), cited, 
[1896] 2 Ch. at p. 29. 
Annotation :—Apld. Hindson v. Ashby, [1896] 2 Ch. 1. 

489. .|—Where there is an acquisition of 
land from the sea or a river by gradual, slow & 
imperceptible means, there from the supposed 
necessity of the case & the difficulty of having to 
determine year by year to whom an inch or a foot 
or a yard belongs, the accretion by alluvion is held 
to belong to the owner of the adjoining land (per 
Cur.).— LOPEZ v. MUDDUN MOHUN THAKOOR 
(1870), 13 Moo. Ind. App. 467; 20 E. R. 625, P. C. 


-Annotations :-—Consd. '‘hakurain Ritraj Koer v. Thakurain 
Sarfarauz Koer (1905), 21 T. L. Rt. 637. Refd. Sceretury 
of State for India v. Krishnamoni Gupta (1902), 18 

















tT. L. R. 540. 

490. }—MELLOR v. WALMESLEY, No. 471, 
ante. 

491. .|—(1) Resps. were in occupation of 





lands on the shore of the island of Lagos, & there 
carried on business as African merchants. The 
lands had originally been granted by native grants 
to resps.’ predecessors in title, who in 1861 had 
obtained Crown grants. All the grants described 
the lands as bounded by the sea. About 1860 a 
wharf & two piers had been built upon the fore- 
shore. At various dates subsequent to the Crown 
grants resps. had carried out works on the fore- 
shore to prevent incursion by the sea & erosion. 
Owing to these works a strip of land had been 
reclaimed below that which in 1861 had been high 
water mark. Kesps. had built stores & sheds 
upon the reclaimed land & had for a period of 
from thirty to fifty years used it, together with 
the land granted & the piers & wharf, for the 
purposes of their businesses & had had exclusive 
possession. The Govt. of the island had know- 
ledge of the reclamation & of the building upon 
& use of the reclaimed land :—Held: the reclaimed 
Jand, not being the result of natural accretion, 
vested in the Crown as owner of the foreshore, 
but resps. continued to have the right of riparian 
owners over the foreshore, & there was to be 
presumed in resps.’ favour an irrevocable licence 
from the Crown to erect buildings & to store 
goods upon the reclaimed land & to use it generally 
for the purposes of their businesses. 

It need no longer be matter of doubt that the 
operation of the rule of adding to the ownership 
of riparian lands the property of the soil ad medium 
filum is not interfered with on accouut of a specific 
or scheduled measurement of the land, a delinca- 
tion or colouring on a plan, which measurement, 
delineation, or colouring does not in fact include 
any part of the bed of the river or of the street. 
Similarly in their Lordships’ opinion, properties 
scheduled or specifically measured but in fact 
abutting on the seashore are not excluded from 
the operation of the rule which adds to riparian 
lands the increment which is caused by natural & 
gradual accretion from the sea. 

Artificial reclamation & natural silting up are, 
however, extremely different in their legal results ; 
the latter, if gradual & imperceptible in the sense 
already described, becomes an addition to the 
property of the adjoining land; the former has 
not this result, & the property of the original 
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foreshore thus suddenly altered by reclamatory 

work upon its remains as before, i.e. in cases like 

the present, with the Crown. 

Further, as far as the Crown is concerned, it is 
recognised by law that it is the duty of the Crown 
to protect land from the incursions of the sea, & if, 
in the circumstances of the present case, a licence 
had been granted & duly recorded to resps. to 
reclaim as was done, that licence would have been 
in entire accord not only with the right of the 
subject but with this duty of the Crown (per CuR.). 

(2) It appears from the case of Lyon v. Fish- 
mongers’ Company, No. 856, post, that the frontage 
owner has foreshore rights annexed to his land 
beyond such rights as he possesses as one of the 
public. 

The reclamation of foreshore by the Crown or a 
third party would have no effect on the riparian 
rights of the frontagers, so that the frontagers’ 
rights may exist even after the land has ceased 
to be subject to the tlow & reflow of the tide (per 
Cur.).—A.-G. OF SOUTHERN NIGERIA v. HOLT 
(JOHN) & Co. (LIVERPOOL), Lrp., [1915] A. C. 599 ; 
84L.J.P.C. 98; 112 L. T. 055, P. C. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Brighton & Hove General 
dias Co. v. Hove Bungalows, [1924] 1 Ch. 372. Cenerally. 
Refd. Amodu Tijani v. Southern Nigeria Seeretary, [1921] 
2A. C. 399. 

492. Accretion due to sea retiring.|--—-The 
owner of the shore between high & low water 
mark is entitled to such parts of the adjoining 
soil as, by the gradual & imperceptible encroach- 
ments of the sea, have been brought within those 
limits; & the owner of the land next adjoining 
high water mark is entitled to all the soil that ts 
added to his land by the imperceptible retiring of 
the sea. The same rule holds with regard to rivers. 
—-Re lun. & SELBY Ry. Co. (1839), 5 M. & W. 
327; 8 L. J. Ex. 260. 

Annotations ;:~ Apld. Mellor v. Wahnesley, [1904] 2 Ch. 525: 
Mercer v. Denne, [1905] 2 Ch. 538. Consd. A.-G. of 
Southern Nigeria v. Holt) (Liverpoo)), (1910) A. C. 599; 
Brighton & Hove General Gas Co. vt. Hove Bungalows, 
[1921] 1 Ch. 372. Refd. A.-G. 2. Chambers, A.-G. v. 
Rees (1859), 4 De G. & J. 5535 Lopez 7. Muddun Mobun 
Thakoor (1870), 13 Moo. Ind. App. 467; Foster v. Wright 
(1878), 4G. P. D. 438; A.-G. v. Reeve (1885), 1 1. L. RR. 
675; Hindson v. Ashby, [1896] 2 Ch. 1. 





ii. Perceptible Accretion. 

493. Whether Crown or adjacent owner entitled.! 
—The sea lcaves a great quantity of land upon the 
shore; qu: whether the King or the owner of 
the adjoining soil shall have it.—ANon, (1573), 
3 Dycr, 326 b. 

494. |—R. v2. OLDSWORTH (1637), Hale’s de 
Jure Maris (Iargrave’s Tracts), 30. 
atarretians :— Refd. Gilford v. Yarborough (1828), 5 Bing. 





495, —-—.]—(1) An information for the purpose 
of having the title of the Crown to alluvium gained 
from the sea declared & established is analogous 
to a bill to ascertain boundaries, & requires in 
support of it admissions or evidence showing a 
title in the Crown to some lands in the possession 
of deft. 

(2) Where the witnesses in support of the in- 
formation deposed that the alluvium had been 
added to the mainland, not gradually & imper- 
ceptibly, but rapidly :—-HZeld: a sufficient case 
had been made for directing issues. 

(3) Turning of cattle upon alluvium by the 
proprietor of land not separated from it by any 
boundary, although without interruption, held 
not an assertion of right so acquiesced in as to 
raise a presumption of title. 

(4) Semble: the title to alluvium arising from 
artificial causes does not differ as to the rights of 
landowners from the title to alluviwmn arising from 
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natural causes, where the artificial causes arise 
from a fair use of the land adjoining the seashore 
& not from acts done with a view to the acquisition 
of the seashore.—-A.-G. v. CHAMBERS, A.-G. v. 
ReEEs (1859), 4 De G. & J. 55; 45 E.R. 22; 
sub nom. A.-G. v. CHAMBERS, A.-G. v. LEWIS, 
A.-G. v. REEs, 33 L. T. O. S. 189; 23 J. P. 308; 
5 Jur. N.S. 745; 7 W. R. 404, L. C.3 previous 
proceedings (1854), 4 De G. M. & G. 206, L. C. 


Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. Barwick v. S. E. & C. Ry., 
[1921] 1 K. B. 187. Generally, Consd. Brighton & Hove 
General Gas Co. v. Hove Bungalowsa, [1924] 1 Ch. 372. 
Refd. Hastings Corpn. v. Ivall (1875), L. R. 19 Iq. 558; 
Foster v. Wright (1878), 4 C. P. D. 438; A.-G. vw. Reeve 
(1885), 1 T. L. R. 675; Hindson v. Ashby, [1896] 2 Ch. 
1; Pearce v. Bunting, RK. »v. Wedd, Hr p. Pearce, [1896] 
2 Q. B. 360; Mercer v. Denne, [1905] 2 Ch. 538; A.-G. 
of Southern Nigeria v. Holt (Liverpool), [1915] A. C. 599. 
Mentd. Lind v. Isle of Wight Ferry Co. (1862), 7 L. T. 
416; RR. v. Hughes (1866), L. R. 1 P. GC. 813 London 
Sewers Comrs. v. Glasse, Mpping Forest Case (1874), 41 
lu. J. Ch. 129; Webster v. Whewall (1680), 42 L. T. 868. 
496. -|—Where accretions of land on the 

seashore are shown to have been perceptible by 

marks & measures as they took place, such 
accretions belong to the Crown, & not to the 

adjacent owner.——A.-G. v. REEVE (1885), 1 T. Uu. R. 

O75. 

497. Whether subject of prescription—As part 
of manor.]—R. v. OLDSworTH (1637), Hale’s de 


Jure Maris (Hargrave’s Tracts), 30. 
Annotation :- Refd. Gifford ». Yarborough (1828), 5 Bing. 
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498. How presumption of subject’s title ralsed— 
Cattle turned on accretion by adjacent owner— 
Without interruption.]-—A.-G. vo. CHAMBERS, A.-G. 
v. REES, No. 495, ante. 





(b) Accretion by Artificial Causes. 

499. Whether Crown or adjoining owner en- 
titled.|—(1) Land formed by gradual aceretion 
belongs to the owner of the adjacent soil. 

(2) A question of Jaw was raised, whether, 
supposing the accretion, granting it to be gradual, 
was one which had been contributed to, or even 
purposcly contributed to, by the act of defts., that 
would not take the matter out of the ordinary 
law with respect to the accretion. The ct. below 
thought & we think rightly that that made no 
difference (per Cur.).—DoE d. SEEBKRISTO v. 
East InprIA Co. (1856), 10 Moo. P. C. C. 1403 6 
Moo. Ind. App. 267; 14 E.R. 445, P. C. 
Annotations : —18 to (2) Consd. Brighton & Hove General 

Gas Co. v. Hove Bungalows, [1924) E Ch. 372. Generally, 

Mentd. Secretary of State in Couneil of India 7. Kamachee 

Boye Sahaba (1859), 13 Moo. 1’. CL. CG. 22. 

500. Accretion due to lawful user of land.] — 
A.-G. v. CHAMBERS, A.-G. v. REES, No. 495, ante. 

501. ---— Artificial causes intended to produce 
accretion.|—A.-G. v. CHAMBERS, A.-G. v. REES, 
No. 495, ante. 

502. -|—A.-G. OF SOUTHERN NIGERIA v. 
Hour (Joun) & Co. (LivERPoo.L), Ltp., No. 491, 
ante. 

503. —(1) The general law of accretion 
applies to a gradual & imperceptible accretion to 
land abutting upon the foreshore, brought about 
by the operations of nature, even though it has 
been unintentionally assisted by, or would not 
have taken place without, the erection of groynes 
for the purpose of protecting the shore from 
erosion. 

(2) The general law of accretion also applies 

















PART II. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 3.---C. — croarhed 


e. Property vests in owner of sen- 
shore.|—HAYES v. HAYES (1897), 31 
1. L. T. Jo. 392.—IR. 


f. Temporary encroachment — Pro- 
perly remains in owner of land en- 


g. Title 


upon.|—HAYES  v. 
(1897), 31 I. L. T. Jo. 392.—IR 


PART II. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 3.—D. 
of Crown.) — Land 


claimed from the sea intentionally & by 
artificial means belongs to the Crown, 
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where the natural accretion, gradual & imper- 
ceptible, abuts upon land of which the former 
boundary was well known & readily ascertainable. 
—Bricnton & Hove GENERAL Gas Co, v. HOVE 
BunGatows, Lrtp., [1924] 1 Ch. 372; 93 L. J. Ch. 
197; 180 L. T. 248; 88 J.P. 61; 68 Sol. Jo. 165; 
217. G. RR. 758. 


C. Encroachment. 


504. Effect of encroachment—On ownership of 
land between high & low water mark.|—(1) A.» 
being lord of the manors of B. & C., by lease & 
release of 1773, bargained & sold to D. “ all that 
messuage, tenement or boat house, etc., & also all 
that & those sea grounds, oyster layings, shores & 
fisheries commonly called & known by the names 
of B. & C. shores or sea grounds with full & free 
liberty to D. & his heirs & assigns for ever to fish, 
dredge, & lay oysters thereon, & from thence to 
take & carry away same, which sea grounds, oyster 
layings, shores & fisheries extend from the south 
at low water mark, to the north at high water 
mark, & abut towards the east & the west upon 
certain other sea grounds, & all which sea grounds, 
oyster layings, shores & fisheries, hereby granted, 
conveyed, etc., contain, in the whole, by estimation 
300 acres of land covered with water, or there- 
abouts, as same are beaconed, marked, & stubbed 
out; saving to the grantor, his heirs & assigns, 
lords of the manors, all fish royal, & all wrecks of 
the sea, flotsam, jetsam, & ligan, within the manors, 
& all other manorial rights ; to hold the messuage, 
tenement, or boathouse, sea grounds, oyster 
layings, shores, fisheries, hereditaments, & premises 
with the appurtenances, of the grantor, lord of the 
manors, by such suit of ct., & other services, as 
were of right & ought to be done & performed by 
other the freehold tenants of the manors respec- 
tively, seised of estates of inheritance in fee simple.” 
Since the date of the deed the sea had imperceptibly 
encroached upon the land, & the high & low water 
marks had varied in the same proportion :— Held : 
so much of the soil of the shore as from time to time 
lay between high & low water mark, had passed 
to the grantee under this deed. 

(2) The word shore . . . denotes that specific 
portion of the soil by which the sea is confined to 
certain limits (BAYLEY, J.).—-SCRATTON v. BROWN 
(1825), 4 B. & C. 485; 6 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 536 ; 
107 i. R. 1140. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. A.-G. v. Chambers, A.-G. vr. 

Rees (1859), 4 De G. & J. 55; Hindson tv. Ashby, [1896] 

2Ch. 1. Refd. Pe Alston’s Mstate (1856), 28 L. T. O. S 


337: A.-G. v. Hanmer (1858), 27 L. J. Oh. 837. As to 
(2) Refd. Mcllor v. Walmesiley, [1905] 2 Ch. 164. 


505. ——— |—Ite Horn & SeiBy Ry. Co., 
No. 492, ante. 








D. Reclaimed Land. 


506. Title of Crown—Title disputed by subject— 
Inquiry directed to decide former extent of high 
water mark—Although hardship imposed on sub- 
ject.|—(1) Where the Crown secks to recover land 
alleged to have been reclaimed from the sea by 
encroachment or purpresture, if deft. disputes the 
Jrown’s title to the soil between present high & 
low water mark, tho ct. will direct issues to try 
that right before inquiring how far in former times 
the ancient high water mark extended inland : 
& this course will be adhered to, notwithstanding 


& cannot be claimed as an accession 
by alluvion by the owner of land adjoin- 
ing that portion of the sea which has 
been so reclaimed.—CoOLONIAL Gov- 
ERNMENT v. CAPE Town, TOWN 
Councr. (1902), 19 S. C. 87; 12 
C. T; R, 96.—S, AF. 


HAYES 


re- 
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Sect. 8.—The seashore: Sub-sect. 3, D.; sub-sect. 4, 
A.& B. (a).] 


the hardship it may impose upon deft., who by 
admitting the soil an which he has done acts of 
ownership to be part of the foreshore, will in effect 
have proved the case of the Crown in the event of 
his failing to satisfy a jury that a grant must be 
presumed. 

(2) Semble: if in a case like the above deft. 
admits the Crown’s title to the soil between 
present high & low water marks, then upon an 
inquiry what is the boundary of the foreshore, 
the onus would be thrown upon the Crown of 
showing that the high water mark in former times 
extended further inland than at present.—A.-G. v. 
YHAMBERLAINE (1858). 4 K. & J. 292; 70 BK. R. 
122, 

507. -———- To reclaimed land not resulting from 
natural accretion.|—A.-G. OF SOUTHERN NIGERIA 
v. HOLT (JOHN) & Co. (LIVERPOOL), LTD., No. 491, 
ante. 

508. Liability to be rated.|—-Where by proclama- 
tion the limits of a town, & therefore of rateable 
propery within a town, were fixed, the western 

oundary to be the sea coast at high water mark, 
the eastern boundary to be at a specified distance 
therefrom, the nortbern & southern boundaries 
to connect the eastern bv lines of specified length 
with certain points on the high water mark, 
& it appeared that applts. had been rated in respect 
of lands reclaimed by them beyond the western 
boundary or highwater mark, as it existed at the 
date of the proclamation, but within the mark as 
it existed when the rates were imposed :—-/leld : 
applts. were liable, the true construction was that 
the eastern boundary was absolutely, & the 
northern & southern sufficiently fixed in reference 
to the high water mark as it existed when pro- 
claimed, but the western boundary varied from 
time to time with the high water mark as it 
shifted.—SmarT & Co. v. Suva Town BOAakn, 
fW8N8P A.C. 8013 8627.5. P.C. 883 68 J. 0. 774, 
Pp. c. 

509. .|\—The Dover Harbour Isoard, in the 
excercise of their statutory powers, reclaimed 
certain land from the tidal harbour immediately 
adjoining the Dover Admiralty Pier, by the erection 
of solid masonry walls, & filling in the intervening 
spaces with chalk. This was done to widen the 
pier & allow a railway station & sidings to be 
erected onit. In 1914, a railway station, sidings, & 
works were erected on the widened pier by defts., 
to whom the Harbour Board had covenanted to 








grant a lease. On the outbreak of war with 
Germany, in the same year, the Govt. took 


possession & control of the land & the buildings 
thereon, & used it as a station for landing wounded 
soldicrs & for other purposes. The Govt. continued 
to occupy the land & buildings until 1919, when 
defts. resumed occupation & obtained the lease to 
which they were entitled under the covenant with 
the Harbour Board. Pltfs., the overseers of the 
poor of the parish of Dover, while the Govt. were 
still in occupation, brought an action against defts., 
claiming a declaration that the reclaimed land was 
part of the parish of Dover by virtue of Poor Law 
Amendment Act, 1868 (c. 122), 5. 27, which 
provides that ‘every accretion from the sea, 
whether natural or artificial,’ shall, for all civil 
parochial purposes, ‘‘ be annexed to, & incor- 
porated with, the parish to which such accretion 
.. . adjoins :—Held: the land in question was 


PART II. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 4.—A. 


bh. Right to complain of encroach- 
ments.J—A private party has no title 


to complain of encroachments on the 
seashore ; that being inter regalia, the 
Crown alone can do s0.~—-CAMERON & 
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an accretion from the sea within the meaning of the 
sect.—_ BARWICK v. SOUTH EASTERN & CHATHAM 
Ry. Cos., [1921] 1 K. B. 187; 90 L. J. K. B. 377 ; 
1241. 7. 71; 867.7P. 65; 37 T. . R. 4; 18 
L.G. R. 757; 2 3B. R. A. 779, C. A. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Simmonds v. Newport. 
Black Vein Steam Coal Co., {1921] 1 Kk. B. 616; 
TPoplar B. C. (No. 1), [1922] 1 K. B. 72. 


510. Presumption of irrevocable licence from 
Crown— To use reclaimed land.]—A.-G. oF 
SOUTHERN NIGERIA v. Hour (JOHN) & Co. (LIVER- 
POOL), LTp., No. 491, ante. 


Aberear 
R. ow. 


SURB-SECT. 4.—OWNERSHIP OF FORESHORE. 
A. The Crown. 

511. Prima facie title.|---Land on the seashore 
to low water mark may be parcel of a inanor, but 
of common right it is the King’s.---BULSTRODE Vv. 
Tan (1663), 1 Keb. 582; 1 Sid. 148; 83 HK. R. 


1096. 
Annotation :~-Refd. Murphy 7. Ryan (1868), 16 W. 3. 678. 
512, ——.J]—Dickens & KEMP v. SHAW, No. 
558, post. 
513, — --—-.]—LoreEz rv. ANDREW (1826), 3 Man. 


& Ry. K. B. 329,n.; 51. Jd. 0.8. K. B. 46. 
Annotation -—Mentd. Harper v. Hedges, [1923] 2 Kk. B. 
314. 


514. oJ —A.-G. v. Pinus (1857), cited in 
Stuart Moore’s Law of Foreshore & Seashore at 
p. 510. 

515. -—-- .}—A.-G. v. CHAMBERS, No. 457, ante. 

516. -|I—In an action by the Jord of a manor 
for trespass, in taking shellfish & shingle on the 
foreshore of the manor, between high & low 
water mark, his title being under a royal grant 
of the mnanor, with anchorage & groundage, but 
with no express mention of the shore :--Held: 
(1) this grant afforded of itself a presumption that 
it included the soil of the shore. 

The soil between hich & low water inark, that 
which is left. dry by the ebb of the tide, & which is 
covered by the full tide, is presumed to be in the 
Crown, unless the Crown at some time or other 
has parted with it. There are some manors that 
remain in the Crown, that are the property of 
the Crown, as in Cornwall; but in the pvreat 
majority of cases the right to the foreshore 
between high & low water mark is in the Jord of 
the manor (ERLE, C.J.). 

(2) An earlier grant from the Crown to a corpn., 
of rights of anchorage, groundage, & ballast over 
the shore of the locus an quo, would not weigh 
much against positive evidence of the exercise of 
rights of ownership over the shore by pltf.’s 
ancestors, under the grant of the manor. 

Where there is the grant of anchorage, groundage 
& wreck of the sea... there is a strong presump- 
tion in law that by the grant of a manor with those 
terms annexed the soil of the sea shore was 
intended to pass (Eri, C..J.). 

In respect of anchorage there is what we in law 
consider to be a direct interference with the soil, 
letting go an anchor that penctrates into the soil 
& alters the surface; but that is not conclusive 
(ERLE, (C.J.). 

If you grant the right of groundage in any of 
the ways in which the ground may be required for 
purposes of navigation .. . if it isa district where 
the tide goes out & the vessel lies between high & 
low water mark, there would be the use of the soil 











GUNN v. AINSLIE (1848), 10 Dun, 
(Ct. of Sess.) 446; 20 Se. Jur. 139,— 
SCOT. 
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for the ship that is to ground, & the person who is 
to have the payment for that groundage is pre- 
sumed to have a right to the soil (ERLE, O.J.). 

In respect of the right of wreck, things thrown 
up by the sea, coming with the rise of the tide & 
left upon the shore when the tide goes out, the 
person who has the grant of the wreck of the sea 
must go down upon the shore to collect that wreck, 
& therefore it is that that has been taken to be 
very good evidence on which the jury is justified 
in ne that the Crown, in granting a manor 
with those additional rights, intended to grant the 
foreshore of the manor wherever those rights were 
to be exercised (ERLE, C.J.). 

(3) Evidence of such acts of ownership as 
licences to take shingle, etc., was receivable, to 
support the presumption of a grant of the soil 
of the shore. 

We are told that thirteen years ago jetties were 
run out for 100 yards, beginning from the top of 
the bank & running out into the sea. No doubt 
that is not so direct an exercise of an act of ownecr- 
ship as the taking such profit as the land affords, 
but it is good evidence for the jury to attend to 
(IoRLE, C.J.). 

It is a very strong piece of evidence that a 
person was sued by pltf. in an action of trespass for 
taking the mussels, & that when the law was to be 
brought in force against him he paid £5 & agreed 
to pay a royalty to [pltf£.] for all the cart loads of 
mussels that he should take away (ERLE, ©.J.).— 
Lis STRANGE v. Rowe (1866), 4 FL & F. 1048. 

517, -—-—-.] —-A.-G. v. EMERSON, No. 552, post. 

518. ———.|— Defts. to an injunction on behalf 
of the Crown claiming part of the foreshore 
alleged a title derived by various mesne convey- 
ances from a grantee from the Crown. In their 
affidavit of documents defts. claimed privilege 
for those conveyances as solely relating to their 
own title :---Meld: as the Crown was primd facie 
entitled to the foreshore, the A.-G. could insist 
on the production in order to sec that the alleged 
grant was vested in defts.—A.-G. v. STOREY (1912), 
107 L. T. 4803 56 Sol. Jo. 735, 0. A. 

519. ——--- Proof of adverse titl—-On whom onus 
lies.|—It is clear that the right to the soil between 
high & low water mark, is primd facie in the Crown. 
Then the onus of proving an adverse title is 
thrown upon defts. (MACDONALD, C.B.).—A.-G. 2. 
Ricuarps (1795), 2 Anst. 603 ; 145 Id. R. 980. 


Annotations :---Mentd. A.-G. v. Parmeter (1811), 10 Priee, 
378: <A.-G. to Prinee of Wallen rv. st. Aubyn (1811), 
Wight. 167; Haniumerton v. Dysart (1915), 89 L. J. Ch. 

Dis 


520. Ownership in particular places—Duchy of 
Lancaster—Effect of immediate grant in fee of 
property already subject to lease.|—If the King 
make a grant which cannot take effect according 
to its terms, it} must be coneluded that he has 
been deceived in his grant, & it is void. Where, 
therefore, wreck was conveyed by Icase for a term 
of year, which had not expired; if such lease be 
not recited in a grant conveying an immediate 
estate in fee to the grantees, such grant is void, 
because the King having already leased the right 
of possession, he cannot convey the same right 
to another, & all leases from the King inust be 
enrolled. 

Although the King holds lands as Duke of 
Lancaster, he holds them as King also; & the 
prerogative & privileges of the King belong to him 
with reference to those lands, as they do with 
respect to those which belong to him immediatcly 
in right of his Crown; therefore, a grant under 
the Duchy seal is subject to all the incidents of 
a grant from the Crown.—ALcock v. CooK (1829), 





rai 


5 Bing. 840; 2 Moo. & P. 625; 4 State Tr. N. S. 
327; 71. 7.0.8. C. P. 126; 130 BE. R. 1092. 


Annotations :—Consd. G. E. Ry. vr. Goldsmid (1884), 9 App. 
Cus. 927; Vancouver City v. Vancouver Lumber Co., 
(i9tt] A. C. 7t1. Refd. Morgan ». Seaward (1837), 2 
M. & W. 544; Gledstanes v. Sandwich (1842), £ Man. & Q. 
te Eri Kastern Archipelago Co. v. R. (1853), 2 


521. -—— Land of Lord’s Marchers In Wales— 
Acquired by conquest.}]—A.-G. v. Pimmuips (1857), 
cited in Stuart Moore’s Law of Foreshore & Sea- 
shore at p. 510. 

522. Duchy of Cornwall.|—-The charter of 
1337, as interpreted by 21 & 22 Vict. c. 109, 
conveyed to the Duke of Cornwall all the rights 
of the Crown in the foreshore of the county of 

Jornwall, & not merely the foreshore attached to 
the manors granted by the charter.—PENRYN 
CoRPN. v. HOLM (1877), 2 Ex. D. 328; 46 L. J. 
Q. B. 606; 37 L. T. 13833; 25 W. R. 498. 

623. County Palatine of Durham.|—The 
foreshore below ordinary high water mark, & the 
bed to mid-stream of the river Tyne opposite to 
the manors of Gateshead & Whickham, within 
certain limits & with certain exceptions, is vested 
in the Crown as part of the hereditary revenucs of 
the Crown.—-A.-G. v. NEWCASTLE-UPON-TYNE 
Corpn, (1903), 67 J. P. 155. 

524. Rights of Crown against wrongdoer— 
Wrongful enclosure of foreshore.|—-SMITH v. 
OFFICERS OF STATE FOR SCOTLAND, No. 472, anfle. 

525. Duty of Crown to protect land against inun- 
dation—Whether performance of duty enforce-~- 
able.|—A.-G. v. TOMLINE, No. 606, post. 

526. Crown’s title a question of municipal law.|— 
The question whether the shore below low water 
mark within three miles of the coast forms part of 
the territory of the Crown, or is merely subject 
to special powers for protective & police purposes, 
is not one which belongs to municipal law alone, 
& it is not at present desirable that any municipal 
tribunal should pronounce upon it.—A.-G. FOR 
British CoLUMBIA v. A.-G. FOR CANADA, [1914] 
A.C. 153; 831. J.P. C. 169; 110 L. T. 4845; 30 
T. L. R. 144, P. Cc, 

Annotations -—Mentd. The Lockken (1918), 81T. GU. R. 594 ; 

A.-G. for Canada v. A.-G. for Province of Quebee, [1921] 

1 A.C. 413; The Fagernes, [1827] P. 311. 

Grant of foreshore by Crown.|—See Sub-sect. 4, 
B. (6), post. 

How extent of Crown’s title measured.]—-See 
Sect. 3, sub-sect. 2, ante. 


B. The Subject. 
(a) In General. 

527. Land down to high water mark—Pre- 
sumed to belong to owner of adjoining land.]— 
By Act of Parliament reciting that a certain tract 
of land daily overflowed by the sea, & to which the 
King in right of his Crown claimed title, might be 
rendered productive if embanked, & that His 
Majesty had consented to such embankment, a 
part of the land, called Lipson Bay, was granted 
to a co. for that purpose. On one side of the bay 
was the northern side of an estate called Lipson 
Ground, forming an irregular declivity, in parts 
perpendicular, & in parts sloping down to the sea- 
shore & overgrown with brushwood & old trees. 
The co. in embanking the bay, made a drain on 
this side, in the same direction with the cliff, 
cutting through it in parts, but leaving several 
recesses of small extent between the projecting 
points. These recesses used to be overspread with 
seaweed & beach, & were covered by the high water 
of the ordinary spring tides, but not by the medium 
tides :—Held: in the absence of proof as to acts 
of ownership, the soil of these recesses must be 
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Sect. 3.—The seashore: Sub-sect. 4, B. (a) & (b) 2. 
& ti.) 
presumed to have belonged to the owner of the 
adjoining estate, & not to the Crown; & did not, 
therefore, pass to the embankment co. by the Act 
of Pzrliament. Qu.: whether upon issue joined 
on a plea of liberum tenementum, plitf. may prove 
twenty years’ adverse possession; or whether it 
must be specially replied >—LOWE v. GOVETT 

(1832), 3 B. & Ad. 8638; 1L. J. K. B. 224; 110 

E.R. 317. 

Annotations :-—-Refd. A.-G. v. Chambers (1854), 4 De G. M. & 
rae : Nesbitt v. Mablethorpe U. D. C., [1917] 2 K. lL. 
528. Land between high & low water mark— 

Not presumed to belong to owner of adjoining land.! 

—-There is no presumption in law that the sea 

shore, between high water-mark & low water- 

mark, belongs to the owner of the adjoining land.— 

WEBBER v. RICHARDS (1844), 2 L. T. O. S. 420. 
——.|]— See Sect. 3, sub-sect. 2, ante. 

Land below low water mark.]—See Sect. 3, 
sub-sect. 2, ante. 


(b) Acquisition by Grant. 
i. Express Grant. 

529. Power of Crown to grant—SubjJect to public 
rights.|—(1) Where a part of the sea coast or 
shore, being the property of the Crown, & giving 
gus privatum to the king, is granted to a subject for 
uses, or to be enjoyed so as to be detrimental to 
the jus publicum therein, such grant is void as to 
such parts as are open to such objection, if acted 
upon so as to effect nuisance by working injury to 
the public right; or it is a grant which docs not 
divest the Crown or invest the grantee. Semble: 
grants of the Crown for the benefit of the King, 
by augmenting the revenue, founded on inquisi- 
tion ad quod bonum, must be conformable with 
the finding, must be for the advantage of the Crown, 
must be acted upon promptly, must be upheld by 
possession & enjoyment, & the grantees must. 
fulfil all continuing considerations, or the right of 
possession will not pass thereby from the Crown. 

(2) Buildings, erections, & inclosures between 
the high & low water marks in the harbour of 
Portsmouth, interrupting the flux & reflux of the 
tide, abated by decree of the Ct. of Exch. as a 
nuisance, where made under the sanction & 
authority of the corpn. having a grant from the 
Crown by charter. 

(3) The King’s Attorney-General, on the part 
of the Crown, may proceed in such cascs for the 
purpose of protecting cither the jus privatum of 
the King from the purpresture, or the jus publicum 
of the subject from nuisance, by information on 
the King’s Remembrancer’s side of the Exch. by 
English bill, praying a personal decree against 


defts. in the suit.—A.-G. v. PARMETER, Re PoRts- 
MOUTH HARBOUR (1811), 10 Price, 878; 147 E. R. 
345; on appeal, sub nom. PARMETER v. GIBBS, Re 
PorRTSMOUTH HARBOUR (1813), 10 Price, 412, H. L. 


nnotations :-~.A8 to (1) Refd. A.-G. to Prince of Walcs v. 
ae Aubyn (1811), Wight. 167; A.-G. v. Simpson, [1901] 
2 Ch. 671. As to (2) Refd. A.-G. v. Lonsdale (1868), L. R. 
7 Eg. 377. Generally, Refd. A.-G. v. Chambers ae 
4 De G. M. & G. 206. Mentd. Jewison v. Dyson 1842), 
State Tr. N. S.1; R.v. Cunningham, Brown & Sumocrs 


(1859), 28 L. J. M. C. 66. 

530. Grant to corporation.]|—(1) The 
Crown may grant, by letters patent, to a pga a 
town & borough, being caput portus, as Ports- 
mouth, & all the lands between the high & low 
watermarks; but this subject-matter of grant, as 
being jus privatum in the king, must be subject to 
the jus publicum or public right of the king & 
people, to the easement of passing & repassing 
both over the water & the land. 

(2) Obstructions to such a right may be a 
nuisance. The question of nuisance is matter of 
fact. The Ct. of Exch. has jurisdiction to enter- 
tain a suit for abatement of such nuisance. The 
mode of proceeding in such suit may be by informa- 
tion by Hnglish bill; & the ct. may determine 
the question on evidence, or may direct an issue.— 
A.-G. v. BURRIDGE (1822), 10 Price, 350; 147 
E. R. 335. 








Annotations :-- As to (1) Refd. A.-G. vt. Lonsdale (1868), 
1. R. 7 Eq. 377. Generally, Mentd, A.-G. v. Chambers 
(1854), 4 De G. M. & G. 206. 


531. What words will pass--‘‘ Waste ’’—Grant 
of coal mines.|—Ilis Majesty King Charles I, as 
Jord of the manor of FE., by letters patent dated 
in Feb. 1636, granted to IF. & C. in fee, under 
whom deft. J., as their successor in title, claimed 
to hold the property, all those coals & coal mines 
found or to be found within the commons, waste 
lands, or marish grounds within the Jordship of I¢., 
with full power & authority to dig & search for & 
sink pits, & open the mines in all places convenient 
within the said commons, waste grounds, & 
marishes, for getting of coal within the lordship. 
On information filed by the A.-G.:—Held: on 
the true construction of the Ietters patent, the coals 
under the foreshore or land between high & low 
water marks, called the ‘‘ White Sands,”’ passed to 
the grantee, the word ‘ waste’’ is a sulficient 
description of the soil between high & low water 
marks.—A.-G. v. TIANMER (1858), 27 1. J. Ch. 
837; 311L. TT. O.S8. 379; 22 J. P.543; 4 Jur. N.S. 
751; 6W. RR. 8043 on appeal (1859), 4 De G. & J. 
205, Li. JJ. 

Annotations :-- Refd. Ecroyd v. Coulthard, [1898] 2 Ch. 358. 
Mentd. The Leda (1863), Brown. & Lush. 19; Lautour t. 
A.-G. (1864), 5 New Rep. 231. 

582. ‘‘ Stone Beache with appurtenances.’’] 
—A possessory title sufficient against a trespasser 
may be established by persons claiming foreshore, 








to any individua] to place any struc- 


PART II. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 4.— 
B. (a). 


528 i, Land belween high & low water 
mark— Not presumed to belong to owner 
of adjoining land.}—When an estate 
on the seashore. whether barony or 
not, is held under a Crown charter, 
which does not by express grant or 
specific boundary extend the right of 
the vassal beyond the high-water 
mark, there is no presumption that 
the foreshore is a pertinent of the land. 
—AGNEW vt. LORD ADVOCATE (1873), 
11 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 309.—SCOT., 

k. oundaries of water lot.}—The 
grantce of a water lot bounded on the 
shore, is entitled to take up to high- 
water mark; & the line of his grant 
changes with the gradual encroach- 
ment. or retirement of the sea.—Jtsson 
v. MAYBERRY (1835), 1 N. S. R. 
(1 Thom.) 186.—CAN. 


PART II. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 4.-— 
B. (b) i. 


529 i. Power of Crown to grant— 
Subject tou public rights.}— BRANSFIELD 
NELGO (1894), 7 Nfld. L. R. 813. 





529 ii. .. ~The Crown has a 
right of property in the foreshore not. 
as being one of the regalia minora, but 
as a portion of the solum of the country, 
& may alienate the gaine, subject to the 
burden of certain public uses which 
attaches to it, whether held in property 
by the Crown or by a subicct.—— 
AGNEW tv. LORD ADVOCATE (1873), 11 
Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 309; 45 Se. Jur. 
214.—SCOT. 


629 iii. —— -J—The rights of 
the Govt. in respect of the seashore are 
those of custodians on behalf of the 
public, & therefore permission given 





ture upon the seashore Is subject to 
the condition that the rights of the 
ublic are not thereby materially inter- 
ered with.—ANDERSON & MURISON v. 
COLONIAL GOVERNMENT (1891), 8 
S.C. 293; 1C. T. Rh. 259.—S. AF. 

1. Grant by Provincial Government 
— Foreshore of harbour.) — Under 
B. N. A. Act, 1867, 8. 108, the soil & 
bed of the foreshore in the harbour of 
Summerside, P. 1. 1., belongs to the 
Crown, as represcnting the Dominion 
of Canada, as it is comprised in & forms 
part of a public harbour &, therefore, 
a grant of foreshore Jands between 
high & low-water mark therein made 
by the Province of P. i. I. is void & 
inoperative.— HOLMAN v. GREEN (1881), 
68. C. Rh. 707.—CAN. 

m. ——.}-—-Pitf. received a 
grant from the Provincial Govt, of the 
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without producing evidence sufficient to displace 
the title of the Crown. In a suit against a tres- 
passer by persons claiming title to foreshore & 
giving evidence of acts of ownership in support of 
their title, it is not open to deft. to prove any acts 
of ownership by the Crown except such as can be 
shown to have been done with the knowledge of 
pltfs. Queen Elizabeth, by royal letters patent, 
granted to the corpn. of Hastings certain lands in 
& about Hastings, which were liable to forfeiture, 
as being affected by superstitious uses, & had been 
oreviously concealed, & ‘all that her parcel of 
and & her hereditaments called the Stone Beache 
with the appurtenances in Hastings aforesaid, in 
her county of Sussex, & all messuages, houses, 
edifices, & buildings whatsoever, with their appur- 
tenances, in & upon the parcel of land called the 
Stone Beache ”’:—Held: (1) there was no pre- 
sumption from the language of the grant against 
the extension of the grant to the part of the beach 
below high water mark; (2) inasmuch as it ap- 
peared that the expression ‘‘ Stone Beache ” was 
now applied to the entire part of the beach covercd 
with shingle, which extended below as well as above 
high water mark, & that the infcrior boundary, 
called the ‘‘ Stone’s Foot,’’ was liable to vary 
according to the state of the wind & tide, the whole 
present foreshore, whether now shingle or sand, 
must, as against a person not claiming any title 
in himself, be presumed to be included in the 
grant. Injunction granted accordingly to restrain 
the deposit of carth on the sand below the Stone’s 
Foot.—Hastings Coren. v. IVALL (1874), L. BR. 
19 Eq. 558. 

533. Wagessum or 00Ze.] — Foster v. 
Frost (1887), cited in Stuart Moore’s Law of 
Foreshore & Seashore at p. 163. 

534. —-— ‘‘ Lands within the flux & reflux of 
the sea.’’|—-A.-G. v. EMERSON, No. 552, post. 

535. Admissibility of evidence to explain grant— 
Acts of user before grant.|—In an action against 
resps. for a trespass by their agents on the fore- 
shore, applts. claimed that they were entitled 
thereto under a Crown grant in 1848 conveying to 
them the lands of which prior to the grant they had 
taken possession & on which they had expended 
money; & the judge directed the jury that 
evidence of acts of user antecedent to the grant 
was inadmissible :—Held: applts. were entitled 
to a new trial; acts of user before the grant led 
up to & explained what was afterwards granted & 
were cogent evidence of what was intended to pass 





the entry of B.C. into the Dominion, 
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thereby.—VAN DrEMEN’s LAND Co. v. TABLE 
CAPE MARINE BoaRD, [1906] A. C. 92; 75 L. J. 
P, C. 28; 93 L. T. 700; 54 W. BR. 498; 22 
T. L. R. 114, P. C. 

Annotation :—Consd. Watcham v. East Africa Protectorate, 

[1919] A. C. 533. 

536. Effect of subsequent grant of same subject 
matter—Validity of first grant.J—-In 1830 pltf. 
obtained from the Crown a grant in fee simple of 
certain lands in the County of Chester. In 1853 
the Birkenhead Docks Comrs. obtained from the 
Comrs. of Woods & Forests a conveyance of the 
same lands, upon which, under the sanction of 
various Acts of Parliament, to some of which pltf. 
was an assenting party, the dock comrs. proceeded 
to construct docks & other public works. In 
1855 all the rights & privileges of the Birkenhead 
Docks Comrs. were by Act of Parliament trans- 
ferred to & vested in the Corpn. of Liverpool, &, 
by subsequent Acts of Parliarnent, from the Corpn. 
to the Liverpool Dock Comrs., & ultimately to 
defts., the Mersey Docks & Harbour Board :—- 
Held: the conveyance of 1853 could not divest 
the estate which had vested in pltf. under the 
grant of 1830; & the subsequent Acts of Parlia- 
ment created no statutable title either in the dock 
comrs. or in defts.—VYNER v. MERSEY Docks & 
IIARBOUR BoaRD (18638), 14 C. B. N.S. 753; 148 
Ki. R. 640. 

Effect of accretions.] 





See Sub-sect. 3, ante. 


ii. Implied Grant, 


537. Whether included in grant of manor.|— 
Ramsty ARBoT CASE (1371), cited in 3 Dyer, 
3263 73 16. R. 737. 

Annotations :—Distd. NR. v. Yarborough (1828), 2 BH. N. &. 
147. Refd. Constable’s Case (1601), 5 Co. Rep. 106 4; 
Ire Hull & Selby Ry. (1839), 5 M. & W. 327. Mentd. 
Hawkeridge’s Case (1617), 12 Co. Rep. 129. 

538. J--A.-G. v. CONSTABLE (1575), 1 And. 
86; Stuart) Moore’s Law of Foreshore & Scashore 
2243 123 14, R. 3673 subsequent proceedings, sub 
nom. CONSTABLE’S CASE (1601), 5 Co. Rep. 106 a. 
Annotation :— Refd. R. v. Musson (1860), 4 Jur. N.S. 111. 

539. |J——-LE STRANGE v. RowE, No. 516, 
ante. 

540. Right to wreck claimed by prescrip- 
tion.|—-NEvini.’s Cask (13831), Hale’s de Jure 
Maris (Ilargrave’s Tracts) 27; Stuart Moore’s 
Law of Forcshore & Seashore, 149. 

541. - Admissibility of evidence of acts of 
ownership.|/—-CALMADY v. ROWE, No. 563, post. 

















time immemorial.—RKRILLER v. DUN- 


shore of a narrow cove or creek at St. 
Margaret’s Bay. The cove or creck 
was ono of a number of small inlets 
abounding on the shore of the bay, not 
having the name or charactor of a 
public harbour, but bad been used on 
several occasions by small vessels for 
the purpose of loading lumber :—T/eld : 
no title passed under the grant.— 
FADER v. SMITH (1885), 18 N. S. WR. 
(6 R. & G.) 433; 6C. Ll. T. 536.—CAN. 

n, -+—In an action for 
damages for trespass the evidence 
showed that the locus was a water lot. 
in Sydney harbour, & that pitf.’s title 
thereto was derived under a grant 
from tho Crown as represented by the 
Govt. of the Province of N. 8. :—JIceld: 
the grant under which pltf. claiimned 
was inoperative & void, & pltf. could 
not recover.—KENNELLY v. DOMINION 
10AL Co., LTD. (1904), 24 C. I. T. 

3; 36 N. 8. lt. 495.—CAN. 

0. Grant by Dominion Govern- 
ment. }-—-A piece of Jand & Jand covered 
by water, known as ‘ McLarens’ 
Lease,’’ situate on the north shore of 
the First Narrows, Burrard Inlet, was 
held not to have been shown to have 
been a public harbour at the date of 








& it was therefore held that a grant 
thereof from the Dominion Govt. to 
the Vancouver Harbour Commissioners 
& a lease from the latter to pltf. con- 
veyed no title thereto, & consequently 
the pltf. could not maintain an action 
for nuisance in respect of the pollution 
of the water by the discharge of sewage 
by deft. municipality —HADDEN  v. 
NortTH VANCOUVER CoRPN., [1922) 1 
W. W. R. 655; 67 D.L. R. 669; 30 
B.C. ih. 497.—CAN, 


p. Right to exclude public—Inime- 
moorial user for nurposes of recrca- 
tion, |-—A proprietor of land within the 
extonded area of a Royal burgh held 
&% conveyance from the Crown dated 
1853 “ of all right, title, & interest of 
Her Majesty, her heirs & successors,’’ 
in a portion of the foréshore ex adverso 
of the property, lying between high- 
water mark & a line of railway, formed 
along the foreshore. In a doclarator at 
his instance against the magistrates :— 
Held: he had aright of property in this 
piece of foreshore, but he had no title 
‘Oo exclude the inhabitants of the burgh 
from resorting thither for purposes of 
recreation, they having so used it from 


DEE MAGISTRATES, SCOTT v. DUNDEE 
MAGISTRATES (1886), 14 R. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 191; 24 Sc. L. R. 120.—SCOT. 


PART II. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 4.— 
B. (b) ii. 

537 i. Whether included in grant of 
manor.J-~Tho foreshore may constitute 
a part of a manor which adjoins the 
sea, & consequently may pass from the 
Crown by a grant of the manor, although 
the technical words to describe it be 
absent.—VANDELEUR wv. GLYNN & 
A.-G., {1905} 1 1. R. 483, 509; affd., 
[1907] 11. R. 481.—IR. 

541i. —--— Admissibility of evidence 
of acts of ownership.)—The Crown, by 
Jetters patent, granted all the regions, 
countries, or territories of C., & also 
all other manors, land, etc., lying & 
being in & within the limits, mears, & 
bounds of the said territory ; & stated, 
in describing the boundaries, that the 
river of L., on the west & north-west 
‘* & the seashore towards the east, & 
the bank of the bay of K. towards the 
north, is held to bo the most noted 
mear & boundary of tho territory afore- 
said ’’:—Held: the description did 
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Sect. 3.— The seashore: Sub-sect. 4, B.(b) tt., & (e) 4.) 


542. ----— —-—.]—The lord of a manor claimed 
title to sea shore between high & low water, & 
produced in evidence a deed or grant from the 
Crown of a manor adjacent to the shore, & also 
proved acts of ownership over the foreshore in 
himself, & those under whom he claimed. The 
judge ruled that the grant did not of necessity 
pass the shore, «& left to the jury the question 
whether the other evidence had made out a title : 
—-Held: the judge should have coupled the two 
things together, & told them that although the 
deed did not necessarily pass the part of the shore 
in question, yet it might do so. Whether it did 
or did not they were to judge, upon all the other 
evidence in the case. The real question was 
whether the grant. coupled with the evidence of 
ownership, was sufficient to induce the jury to 
believe that. the shore in question passed by the 
grant.—A.-G. «. JONES (1862), 2 ID. & C. 3475. 83 
L. J. Ex. 249; 61. T. 655; 26 J. P. 518; 159 
KK. R. 144. 

543, —---- ~-- -J—The foreshore below high 
water mark may be parcel of the adjoining manor, 
& where, by an ancient grant of the manor, its 
limits are not sufficiently defined, acts of owner- 
ship are admissible as evidence that such foreshore 
is parcel of the manor.—Ne WALTON-CUM-TRIMLIY 
MANO, Ja ». TOMLINE (1873), 28 I. T. 125; 21 
W. 1. 475. 

544, ——-- Admissibility of evidence of long 
usage.!-—--The sea shore between high & Jow water 
mark may be pareel of the adjoining manor: & 
where, by an ancient grant of the manor, its 
limits are not defined, modern usage is admissible 
in evidence to show that such sea shore is parcel 
of the manor. Evidence of moder acts of 
ownership :—Jfcld: to have been properly ad- 
mitted as evidence to show that ¢rants by King 
Jobn & King Edward T, of certain lands by the 
terins of “ Terra de Gower’? & ‘ Dominion de 
Terrae de Gower ”’ included the sea coast down to 
low water mark.-~ BEAUFORT (DUKE) vt. SWANSEA 
CORPN. (1849), 3 Tixch. 418; 12 1. T. O. S. 453; 
ot BH. 1. 905. 
frnolations :— Consd. 22 





Alston's Estate (§s56), 28 7. TT. 
O. 8. 337: Hastings Corpn. re Evall (I875), ~. Ro 19 Me. 
Dok. Refd. A.-G. +. Hannier (1898), 27 DL. J. Ch. 
Penryn Corpn. ve. Holm (t877), 57 To. US 18385 Sattash 
Corpn. v. Goodman (1881), 7 Q. BB. D. 106.) Devonshire 
v. Pattinson (1887), 20 Q. B. 1. 863: Lerd Advocate r. 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


Young, N. B. Ry. v. Young (1887), 12 App. Cas. 544; 
Waterpark v. Fennell (1859), 7 H. lL. Cas. 650; Sutton 
Harbour Improvement Co. v. Plymouth Town Grdns. 
(1890), 68 L. T. 772; The Albonema, The Hillerod, The 
Florida, The Albania, The Adjutant, {1919} P. 41. 

545, |—A.-G. U. JONES, No. §42, 
546. Whether presumed from grant of fishery.]— 

DEVON (COUNTESS) v. EXETER CORPN., TOPPESHAM 

CASE (1284), Hale’s de Portibus Maris (Hargraves 

Tracts), 65; Stuart Moore’s Law of Foreshore & 

Seashore, 349. 

Annotation :-—Consd. Whitstable Free Fishers ». Foreman 
(1868), L. R. 3 C. P. 578. ; 
547. ——.]—-CONSTABLE’S CASE (1601), 5 Co. 

Rep. 106a; Stuart Moore’s Law of Foreshore & 

Seashore, 233; 77 R. EK. 218. 

Annotations :—Refd. R. & Walter v. Hanger (1615). 3 Bulst. 
1; Dunwich Corpn. v. Sterry (1831), 1 B. & Ad. &31; 
Rt. v. Forty-nine Casks of Brandy (1836), 3 Hag. Adm. 
257; Ror. Two Casks of Tallow (1837), 3 Hag. Adm. 294 ; 
Beaufort v. Swansea Corpn. (1849), 3 Exch. 413 Penryn 
Corpn. v. Holm (1877), 37 L. 'T. 133: The Olyinpie, (1913) 
bP. 92. Mentd. Admiralty Case (1609), 13 Co. sa ol; 
Gald v. Death (1615), Gro. Jac. 381; Pridcaux v. Warne 
(1673), Freem. K. B. 355; Onslow v. Horne (1771), 2 
Win. Bl. 750; Baldwin v. K)phinston (17745), 2 Wm, BI. 
1037; Row GW. Ry. (1842), 3 Q. B. 3333; R.v. Thurborn 
(1849), 2 Car. & Kir. 8315 The Schiller (1877), 2 P. D. 
145; The Gas Float. Whitton No. 2, [1896] P. 42. 

548, -——.J—R. ». Exnts (1813), 1 M. & S. 652 ; 

J0O5 E.R. 


Annotations 
> 








~ Refd. r. v St. Mary, Pembroke (1851), 15 
J. P. Jo. 336; Smith «. Andrews, [1891] 2 Ch. 678. 
Mentd. kk v. North & South Shields Ferry (1852), 22 
L.J.M.C 9. 

549, — -.]~-—BLUNDELL v. CATTERALL, No. 580, 
post. 

550. -—..]—Semble: the owner of a several 
fishery in ordinary cases & where the terms of the 
grant are unknown, may be presumed to be the 
owner of the soil.—SomuerseT (DUKE) v. FOGWELL 
(1826), 5 B. & C. 875; 8&8 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 747 ; 
5 L. A ie QO, S, kK, BR, 49 3 108 EK. Tt. 325. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Whitstable, Free Fishers tv. Gann, 
Gann v. Johnson (1861), 11 OC. BR. N.S. 3875 Marshall v. 
Ulleswater Steam Navigation Co, (1863), 3 B. & S. 732. 
Apprvd. A.-G. v. Emerson, [1891] A.C. 649. Consd. 
Hindson rv. Ashby, [1896] 2 Ch. 1. Refd. Holford v. 
Bailey (1816). 8 Q. B. 10003; Bridgwater Trustees 
Bootle (18866), 7B. & S. 348: Eerovd v7. Coulthard (1897), 
77 iL. T. 357: Beaufort v. Aird (1901), 20 T. L. R. 602. 


551. .|—CALMADY 1. Rowk, No. 563, post. 

552. —-—~—.|—(1) Prima facie the Crown 1s 
entitled to every part of the foreshore of the sea 
between high & low water mark. But, proof of 
the ownership of a several fishery over part of the 





not necessarily exclude from the grant 
the shore of the bay of K. between 
high & low-water marks & coutinuous 
acts of ownership by the prantees on the 
shore of the bay of KK. were admissible 
to show that the foreshore constituted 
part of the premises granted —-- Re Ben 
FAST Dock ACT, 18514, arg. BAND CRLY 
(RARL) (1867), DI. RR. Bq. P28.—1R. 
541 ii. - - JA patent of 
James I. granted the priory of Ih. ete.& 
also the four islands to the said priory 
belonging, ete., to wit, {he island eatled 
S. containing three acres, cte.; & the 


patent further used large  gencral 
words granting wreck of the sea, 
flotsam & jetsam, ete., & all the 


appurtenances, ete., to the said priory 
belonging :-—Held : these words, 
coupled with proof of enjoyment for 
70 years of the foreshore, by Ictting 
to tenants to take seaweed, etc., were 
sufficient evidence to support a finding 
that the shore passed under the grant. 
—HEALY v. THORNE (1870), I. IR. 4 
C. L. 495.—IR. 


541 iii. .J--A royal patent 
after the grant of certain specifically 
described Janda which partly adjoined 
the seashore, used, in its granting part, 
the following general words: ‘ also 
all & singular Jands, tenements, etc., 
to the aforesaid premises, or any part 








thereof belonging, incident, or apper- 
taining or accepted, reputed, or known 
as part, purcel, or member of the 
premises, or any part thereof, used, 
occupied, or enjoyed.” 

In an action by pltf., in whom the 
estate of the grantee under the patent 
wae vested, for trespass on the adjacent 
seashore, between high & low-water 
marks & for trover & conversion of 
staweed therefrom, pltf. proved a 
number of convictions at Petty Sessions 
of persons whom he had prosecuted for 
trespass on the locus in quo, & also that 
he had brought a former action against 
an alleged trespasser thereon, in which, 
after a submission to arbn., there was 
an award in favour of pltf. which was 
made a rule of ct, :—~—Held : the general 
words of the patent were capable of 
pans the seashore adjoining the 

ands specifically granted, & the con- 

victions, the reference to arbn., & the 

award, were admissible in evidence as 

acts of ownership, to show that the 

Bhore in fact was included in the grant. 
viv. Waren (1874), I. IR. 9 
3.—IR. 


541 iv. -J}~A patent of 
James I granted the site & precinct of 
the ancient’ monastery or be of H. 
& certain denominations o land. rarthy 


adjoining the seashore & belonging to 


the priory, including the harbour of 8. 
& certain islands ** & also the customs 
of the tenants & farmers of all the towns 
& villages above said, who are accus- 
tomed to pay to the lord or tenant of 
the priory aforesaid the divers plough- 
days, etc.’’ & tho said tenant or farmer 
of the priory aforesaid was accustomed 
to take to his own proper use the wreck 
of the sea, flotsam & jetsam, waifs & 
strays. The patent contained general 
words of grant including wastes, 
waters, fisheries, fishings, wreck of the 
sea, & hereditaments whatsoever, 
within the priory, monastery, manors, 
etc., granted or appertaining or belong- 
ing thereto. There was no express 
grant of the litus maris:—Held: the 
lunguage of the patent was capable of 

assing the seashore between high & 
ow-water mark, & when coupled with 
adequate evidence of exclusive owner- 
ship was sufficient to confer on the 
grantee a title to the shore. —HAMILTON 
vo. A.-G. (1880), 5 I. RW. Ir. 658; affd., 
9. R. Ir. 271.—IR. 

541 v. ——]—VANDELEUR ¥. 
GLYNN & A.-G., [1905] I I, R. 483, 
509; affd., [1907] 1 1. Rk. 481.—IR. 

q. Grant of land adjoining sea urith 
‘‘ parts, pendicles &: pertinents.’')— 
MAOCALISTER v. CAMPBELL (1837), 15 
Dunl, (Ct. of Seas.) 490,—-S00T. 
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foreshore raises a presumption against the Crown 

that the frechold of that part is in the owner of 

the several fishery. 

, (2) [The King] also grants & confirms. all 
Jands within the flux & reflux of the sea.” ... 

The confirmation appears to me to be a clear 

recognition by the Crown that the foreshore between 

the land boundary of the manors & low water mark 
was vested in the lord (LORD FI ERSCHELL). 

(3) A grant of the foreshore between high & 
low water mark admittedly would not of itself 
convey the right to a several fishery over it (LORD 
HERSCHELL).—A.-G. v. Emerson, [1891] A. ©. 
640; 6141. 7J.Q. B. 79; 65 L. T. 564; 55 J. P. 
709; 77. L. R. 522, IT. L. 

«Lnnotations ;~—Consd. Hindson v. Ashby, [1896] 2 Ch. 1; 
Manbury v. Jenkins, (1901) 2 Ch. 401. Apld. Beaufort 
1 Aird (1004), 20 IT. L. Tt. 602. Consd. Fitzhardinge v. 
Pureell, [1908] 2 Ch. 139. Refd. Ecroyd vr. Coulthard, 
[1897] 2 Ch. 5543 Foster v. Warblington U. D.C. (1905), 
G9 J. PP. 42. Mentd. Holywell Union Assmt. Com. & 
Northop Churchwardens v. Halkyn District Mines Dramage 
Co., Holywell Union Assmt. Com. & Halkyn Church- 
wardens 1 Halkyn District Mines Drainage Co. (1894), 
711. 'U. SER, 

553. Whether presumed from grant of wreck.! - 
CHAD v. Trnsep, No. 560, post. 





554, --——..J— Dickens & Kiemp ve. SitaAw, No. 558, 
post, 
555. - - -.J-- Le Srranass ve. ROWR. No. 516, aaile. 


556. Whether presumed from grant of an- 
chorage.|-—-Lre StTrANGE v. Rowe, No. 516, ante. 

557. Whether presumed from grant of ground- 
age.) Lie STRANGE +. Rowr, No. 516, ane. 


(e) Acquisition by Prescription. 
fae General, 

558. Necessity for strong case.'—-(1) The soil 
of the seashore, between high & low water mark 
hbelones not to the Jovds of the adjoining manor, 
but is vested in the Crown. 

(2) A grant to the lords of the manor to take 
wrecks, merely gives them. as an incident, the 
Neht of passine over the soil befween high & Jow 
water mark. but not Che property in it. 

(3) Tf must be a very strone case of prescrip- 
tion, fo riduce the cf. to think that there has been 
aogrant of that part of the sea shore; & the 
cireumistanees, of the lords oceeasionally making 
erants of the wastes, or takine ai toll for the 
eapstans. or permitting the sand to be carricd 
away. WH not be sufficient to lead them to that 
conelusion., -DrekKENS & IseMP ov. SHAW (L823), ] 
I. J. OLN KLE be. 
lnnotatious :—- ts to 1) Refd. Brinehinwn ve. Matley, [1901] 


2h. Obs. Generaliu, Rela. Calmads o. Rowe (iad), 6 
CLoB. 86h: Lord Advoente rm Young, N. 2B. Ry. eo. Young 
fERST) D2 App. Cas. off: Boatho e. Tntvin (1889), 62 
bee PE 


559. Sufficiency of possession-—Depends on cir- 
cumstances of particular case.} —-Pursuer brought 
an action to establish his title as against defenders 
& the Crown to the foreshore of the sea ex adrerso 
land of which he was the proprietor. Le claimed 
under a crant of feu made to his ancestor in TSO4, 
Which described the property pranted as land 
bounded by the sea, but he did not endeavour to 
show that the grantor had an express title from 
the Crown. He, however, endeavoured to estab- 
lish his right to the foreshore by prescriptive 
possession following on his own title, & (@niter alia), 
ndduced evidence to show that his predecessor in 
1827 built a retaining wall upon a portion of the 
foreshore: that he & his predecessors had taken 


PART II. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 4.~- 
B. (c) i. 

r. Sufficicney of possession-~ Twenty 

vears.) —Twenty yeura undisturbed 

possession of a cove will enable the 


RYAN 1%, 





doer. 


party who has had such _ possession 
to sustain an action against a wrong- 


Nild. L. Lk. 178—-NFL 
t. Against holder 


stone & sand from the shore; & that they & their 
tenants had exclusively carted away the drift 
sea ware. ‘he Crown on the other hand adduce 
evidence to show that stones & sand were taken 
from the shore to huild a harhour, & that the 
villagers had carried away in creels drift sea ware 

-- Held: notwithstanding the absence of an express 

title in the superior, pursuer had given sufficient 

proof that he & his predecessors had been in 
possession of the foreshore in question for the 
prescriptive period. 

It is,. . . practically impossible to lay down any 
precise rule in regard to the character & amount 
of possession necessary in order to give a riparian 
proprietor a prescriptive right to foreshore. Kach 
case must depend upon its own circumstances 
(LORD WaAtson).—LORD ADVOCATI 9», YOUNG, 
NortH Brivis Ry. Co. tr. YOuNG (18587). 12 App. 

ms. 644, Ji. t.. 

Annotations :—-Refd@, Briuckman «. Matley, [1905] 2 Ch. 
3135 Foster vr. Warblington U. C., [1906] 1 kK. 1S. G48. 
560. -—-—- Forty years user.]—A vrant of wreck, 

from King Ilenry IT. to the abbey of (. by all their 

lands upon the sea, confimned by insperimus by 

King Henry VITT., & a subsequent grant by him of 

the island of B. & its shores, belonging to the late 

abbey of C. supported by evidence, that between 
forty & fifty years ago, the proprietor of the island 
of B. raised an embankment across a small bay, 

& had ever since asserted an exclusive right to the 

soil, without opposition :—Held: although the 

usage of forty years’ duration could not of itself 
establish such exclusive right. or destroy the 
rights of the public, yet it was evidence from which 
prior usage to the same effect might be presumed, 

& which, coupled with the general words contained 

in those grants, served to establish such right.— - 

CuAb rv. Tarnsep (1821), 2 Brod. & Bin. 403 5 5 

Moore, (. PL. 185; 120 KB. R. 1022. 

Annotations: Refd, Healy «. Chorn (1870), 18 W.. 100d: 
Watcham v. Mast Africa Proteetornte, (2970) ALC. 53%. 
561. —--~- Twenty vears user.|—Pitf., who was 

an ovster merchant, bad been tor more than 

twenty years in occupation of certain oyster 
storage beds on a part of the foreshore within the 
limits of the manor of I. When pltf. first went 
into occupation there existed a sewer. whieh had 
been made by the rural sanitary authority of the 
district for disposing of the sewaye of the town of 
K., & which had its outfall into the sea in the 
neighbourhood of the oyster storage beds. Subse- 
quently deft. urban district council became the 
sanitary authority of the district, & they extended 
the svstem of drainage by making new sewers 
which connected with the old sewer, & caused the 
discharge at the outfall to be greatly increased. 

The oyster storage beds & the oysters therein 

having become contaminated by sewage matter, 

pitf. brought an action against defts. for damages 

& an injunction :--Held : whether or not there 

was evidence of any title in pItf. derived from the 

Jord of the manor to the soil of the beds or to a 

several fishery, pltf.’5s occupation of the beds was 

sufficient to ennble him to imaintain an action 
for trespass.--FostTEn ve. WaRrnnINGroNn URRAN 

Councrh, [1906] 1 W. B. 648; 75 L. J. 1K. B. 514; 

Oil. T. 8765 70 0. 233; 54 W. RR. 575; 22 





oat De 


Tie he als 4h Ge Ne 30. C. A. 
Annotations :-—Refd, Owen vt. Faversham Corpn. (1908), 73 
J.P. 3335 Jones «. Lianrwst U. C., [1911) 1 Ch. 308. 


562. —-- Long & notorious user.] — Resp. 
claimed to be entitled, under a charter of 1621, to 


indefeasible — title.] -\WWASHINGTON & 
GREAT NORTHERN TOWNSITE Co. vt. 


THOMAS (1819). 1 HOLBROOK, [1924] 1 D. lL. RR. 818; 
D. f1924) 1 W. W. R. 511; 33 BG Tm. 
388.—CAN, 


of certificate of 
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Sect. 3.—The seashore: Sub-sect. 4, B. (ce) i. & i. 3 
sub-sect. 5, A., B. & C.) 


a quay & the foreshore on which it was built in 
1848. The charter did not in terms grant the 
foreshore :—Held: on the evidence of long & 
notorious user, the quay & foreshore were included 
in the charter.—A.-G. FoR IRELAND v. VANDELEUR, 
gee A. ©. 369; 76L. J.P. C. 89; 97 L. T. 221, 


Annotation :—Refd. A.-G. of Southern Nigeria v. Holt 


(Liverpool), [1915] A. C. 599. 

Acts of ownership.|]-— See Sub-sect. 4, B. (c) ii., 
post. 

i. Acts of Ownership. 

563. What aro acts of ownership—Taking sand, 
stones & seaweed.|—(1) Acts of ownership exer- 
cised by the lord of a manor, upon the seashore 
adjoining between high & low-water mark, such 
as the exclusive taking of sand, stones & sea- 
weed, may be called in aid to show that the shore 
is parcel of the manor, where an ancient grant 
under which the manor appears to have been held, 
& which professes to grant the manor, with 
“wreck of the sea,’’ ‘‘ several fishery,’’ & other 
rights of an extensive description, does not ex- 
pressly purport to convey ‘‘ littus maris.” 

(2) No private rights are interfered with by 
that statute [7 Jac. 1 (c. 18)] (MAULE, J.).— 
CALMADY v. KowF (1844), 6 C. B. 861; 4 L. T. 
O.S. 96; 1386 E. R. 1487. 

Annotations :—<As to (1) Consd. Le Strange v. Rowe (1866), 

4B. & F. 1048. Generally, Refd. A.-G. vr. Hanmer (1858), 


27 ie J. Ch. 837; Re Walton-cum-Trimley Manor, Er p. 
Tomline (1873), 28 L. T. 12. 


564. Licence to take shingle.| Lr STRANGE 
v. Rowk, No. 516, ante. 

565. Running out jetties.]| Le STRANGE v. 
Rowr, No. 516, ante. 

566. Bring trespass for removing mussels.] 
—LE STRANGE v, RowWE, No. 516, ante. 

567. Placing rocks & piles on foreshore— 
For protection of property.;—‘The predecessor in 
title of deft., who was the owner of land adjoining 
the foreshore which had been conveyed by the 
Crown to pltf. more than twenty years before 
action brought, placed rocks & piles upon a certain 
part of the foreshore belonging to pltf. for the 
purpose of protecting a house upon his land from 
the encroachment of the sea :—Held : the question 
of dispossession was one of intention; the rocks 
were placed upon the foreshore by deft.’s pre- 
decessor, not in order to assert a title to the 
ownership of the soil, but as ancillary to the use 
by deft. of his own property, namely, for its pro- 
tection from the sea; pltf. had never been dis- 
possessed, & had therefore a title to the land in 
question, subject to the right of deft. to an ease- 
ment over the land for the purpose of protecting 
his house from the sea, by means of rocks & piles 
placed on the land.—Purupot v. Baty (1905), 21 
T. L. R. 634 5 49 Sol. Jo. 618, C. A.s affg. (1904), 
20 T. L. R. 589. 
or :—Refd. Beaufort v. Aird (1904), 20 T. L. li. 


568. Maintaining sea wall.|—Pltfs. were 
incorporated under Canvey Island (Sea Defences) 
Act, 1883 (c. lxxili), for protecting Canvey Island, 
in Kssex, from inundation by the seca. They 
succecded former comrs. appointed by an Act of 

















a. Acts of public—Whether evidence 
of Ed ile lad of oes by eee C. 
-— FITZPATRICK v. ROBINSON (1828), 1 ; s 
Hud. & B. 585.—IR. dae 


PART II. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT, 4.—- 
B. (oc) ii. 


_b. What are acts of ownership— Let- 
ting to tenants to take seaweed.|--HEALY 





———— 
e e 


v. THORNE (1870), I. 


Convictions, reference to arbi- 

award in actions 
pass.)-——BREW v. HAREN (1874), I. R. 
9 C. L. 29.—IR 


PART II. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 5.—A. 
572 i. Tight of access to sea—Owner o 572 
adjoining land.}—-The owner of lan 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


1792, which contained a power for these comrs. 
under s. xiii to erect a new sea wall further 
inward, on giving compensation to the owner 
whose land was taken for this purpose. In 1813 
the new wall, 4,300 feet in length, was built, & 
£150 given as compensation to the owner of the 
land taken. Under the Act of 1883 the property 
& rights of the former comrs. were vested in pltfs., 
who had power under that Act to hold lands. 
Pltfs. claimed to be owners in possession of the 
foreshore between the new & the old wall. Deft. 
claimed under a conveyance of Apr. 1919, to be 
the freeholder in possession of a strip of land 
comprising part of this foreshore, & to be entitled 
as of right to excavate & remove shells & other 
drift, even although, as pltfs. alleged, it deprived 
the new wall of protection & support, & exposed 
it to injury by the action of wind & water. The 
greater risk to the wall in consequence of deft.’s 
action was cstablished by the evidence. In an 
action by pltfs. to restrain deft. from so removing 
the drift, & from trespassing on their land :— 
Held: (1) assuming the strip in queston to be 
deft.’s frechold, pltfs. were still entitled to an 
injunction restraining him from so removing 
drift from the strip as to expose their wall & 
works & the lands protected thereby to greater 
risk of inundations of the sea; (2) pltfs. had 
established their statutory title under the Acts of 
1792 & 1883 to the whole of the land taken & 
set out) pursuant to s. xiii of the first Act, & 
hid exercised specific acts of ownership over the 
foreshore. he possession of pltfs. & of deft. 
being at most doubtful or equivocal, the law 
attached possession to the title, therefore deft. 
was a trespasser, & must be restrained from 
excavating or removing stones, shingle, shell or 
soil from the particular strip of foreshore & from 
otherwise trespassing on the same.—CANVEY 
ISLAND Comrs. tv. PREEDY, [1922] 1 Ch. 179; 91 
L. J. Ch. 203; 126 L. T. 445; 86 J. P. 2135 66 
Sol. Jo. 182; 20 L. G. R. 125. 

569. Under grant of manor—Effect of grant of 
anchorage, groundage & ballast to third party.|—- 
LE STRANGE tv. RowE, No. 516, ante. 

.|—See Sub-sect. 4, B. (b) ii, ante. 

570. By corporation—Title against trespasser. |— 
ITASTINGS Corpn. v. Iva, No. 532, ante. 

571. Acts on parts of foreshore—--Admissibility 
to prove right to whole tract.J|—Jividence of acts 
of ownership on parts of the foreshore which were 
separated & divided from the part in dispute by 
foreshore admitted to belong to the Crown :— 
Held: admissible to prove deft.’s right to the 
whole tract of which they formed part.—A.-G. v. 
PORTSMOUTH CORPN.* (1877), 250 W. R. 559. 

Acts in respect of mine under foreshore.]|—See 
Mines, Vol. XXXIV., p. G19, No. 174. 

Dispossession of rightful owner.|—See Limita- 
TION OF ACTIONS, Vol. XXXII., pp. 436-438, Nos. 
1083-1088. 





SuB-SEcT. 5.—RIGUTS OVER FORESHORE. 
A. In General. 


572. Right of access to sea—Owner of adjoining 
land.]|—On a petition of right against the Govt. 


on the scashoro is entitled to free ingress 
& egress thereto & therefrom, no 
length of time during which occasional 
acts of obstruction are permitted will 
debar him of those rights.—CoLuina v. 
a ha 3N.8. 8. (2 Thom.) 281. 


R.4C. L. 495.—IR. 


or tres- 


ii. ——— ~——.]—The owners of 
land adjoining the sca are entitled _to 


Part II.—Tue SEA 


for damages done to petitioner’s tenement by the 
execution of reclamation & other works upon the 
foreshore in front of it:—Held: petitioner by 
virtue of his tenement had the same right of 
access to the sea as a riparian proprietor has in 
respect of a tidal river.—A.-G. oF STRAITS SETTLE- 
MENT v. WEMYss (1888), 13 App. Cas. 192; 57 
lL. J.P. C. 62; 58 L. T. 358, P. ©. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Mellor v. Walmesley, [1905] 2 Ch. 164. 


Mentd. Shenton v. Smith, [1895] A. C. 229; A.-G. for 
Straits Settlements v. Pang Ah Yew, [1925] A. C. 555 


reTare ry 

578. Right to erect buildings & enclosures— 
Under sanction of grantee from Crown.]—A.-G. 
v. ee Re PortsmourTH HARBOUR, No. 529, 
ante. 

574. Right to trade—Liability for obstruction 
Under local Act.)/——Bincu v. SCARBOROUGH CORPN. 
& IMPROVEMENT Comps. (1855), 24 L. T. O. S. 
260; 19 J. P. 88. 

575. Right to hold public meetings—Religious 
services.|—(1) Pltfs. were the local authority of 
L., & the seashore at L. between high & low 
water mark was vested in them under a lease from 
the Crown. W., a clergyman of the Church of 
England, held services & delivered addresses on 
the seashore without the consent of pltfs., & 
asserted that the scashore was a highway & that 
he had a right to do so. Pltfs. broueht an action 
against W., claiming a declaration that Le was not 
entitled to hold services, ete., on the seashore 
without their consent, & an injunction to restrain 
him from so doing. There was no evidence that 
the acts of W. caused an obstruction or led to a 
breach of the peace ; nor did W. adduce any evi- 
dence of a prescriptive right or custom in support 
of his contention :—Held: pltfs. were entitled to 
the declaration for which they asked; but that 
the matter was too trivial for an injunction, which 
must be refused. 

(2) The public have no right at commen Jaw to 
enter upon the foreshore except for the purpose of 
navigation or fishing. They are not entitled to 
cross the shore even for the purpose of bathing or 
amusement.—LLANDUDNO URBAN COUNGIL 2. 
Woops, [1899] 2 Ch. 705; 68 L. J. Ch. 623; SLL. RE. 
170; 63 J.P. 775; 48 W. R. 4383 43 Sol. Jo. 689. 
afnnotations :- As to (1) Refd. Brinckman r. Matley, [1904] 

2 Ch. 3133 Behrens rr. Richards, [1905] 8 Ch. G14: A.-G. 

v. Sowell (1918), 88 L. J. K. B. 425. Generally, Menta, 

Yeatinan v. Homberger (1912), 107 1. TT. 742. 

576. -J—There is nosuch right known to the 
law as a right in the public to hold public meetings 
on private property. ‘Pherefore there is no right 
in the public to hold public mectiags on the sea- 
shore, which is private property.—BRIGUroNn 
CORPN. v. PACKHAM (1908), 72 J. P. 318; 24 
T. L. R. 6038: 61. G. RR. 702. 

577. Right to place chairs on seashore—Acquisi- 
tion by prescription.) — A right in certain in- 
dividuals to place chairs on the seashore, being 
a right in gross, cannot be claimed by prescrip- 
tion under the Prescription Act, 18382 (ce. 71).—-- 
RAMSGATE CORPN. v. DEBLING (1906), 70 J. P. 
1382; 22 T. L. R. 360; 4 L. G. 1h. 495. 

Rights of fishermen.) — Sec FisuEenriizs, Vol. 
AXV., pp. 8, 9, Nos. 47-59. 
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Regulation of rights by local authorities— 
Validity of bye-laws.|—See Pusiic Hra.tu, Vol. 
XXXVIII., pp. 160, 161, 165, Nos. 71-77, 104-108. 


AND THE SEASHORE. 


B, Navigation. 
578. Public right of navigation.|—-GANN v. FREE 
FISUERS OF WHITSTABLE, No. 684, post. 
579. .|—FITZHARDINGE (LORD) v. PURCELL, 
No. 699, post. 





C. Passage. 


580. Whether general right of passage.|—-(1) The 
public have no common law right of bathing in 
the sea; &, as incident thercto, of crossing the 
seashore on foot, or with bathing machines, for 
that purpose. _ 

(2) The public common law rights, too, with 
respect to the sea, etc., independently of usage, 
are rights upon the water, not upon the land, of 
passage & fishing on the sca, & on the seashore, 
when covered with water; & though, as incident 
thercto, the public must have the means of getting 
to & upon the water for those purposes, yet 1t will 
appear that it is by & from such places only as 
necessity or usage have appropriated to those 
purposes, & not a general right of lading, unlading, 
landing, or embarking where they please upon the 
sea, shore, or the land adjoining thereto, except 
in case of peril or necessity (HOLROYD, J.). 

(3) As to having the right of royal fish & wreck, 
it is a great presumption that the shore is part of 
the manor, or otherwise he could not have them 
(HOLROYD, J.). 

(4) The question is with regard to the shore ; 
that is to say, the land between the high & low 
water mark & according to LoxD HAL¥’s definition 
of the seashore between those marks at ordinary 
tides, that is to say, between the ordinary flux & 
reflux of the sea (IHoLRoYD, J.).—BLUNDELL uv. 
CATTERALL (1821), 5 B. & Ald. 268; 106 EB. KR. 
1190. 

Annotations :-—.18 to (1) Folld, Brinckman vr. Matley, [1904] 
2 Ch. 313. Refd. Benest v. Pipon (1829), 1 Knapp, 60 ; 
A.-G. vt. Chambers (1854), 4 De G. M. & G. 2063; A.-G. 
uv. Hanmer (1858), 27 I. J. Ch. $37; A.-G. v, “omiine 
(1879), 40 La. T7753 Varker v. Clegg (1903), 2 L. G. ht. 
6083; Behrens v. Richards, [1905] 2 Ch. 614; Foster 7. 
Warblington U. C., [1906] 1 K. 1B. 648. As to (2) Refd. 
Beaufort v. Swansea Corpn, (1849), 3 exch. 413; Whit- 
stable Free Fishers +. Gann (1863), 13 C. B. N.S. 853 ; 
Llandudno U. C. v. Woods, [1899] 2 Ch. 705; Mercer r. 
Denne, [1904] 2 Ch. S81; Denaby & Cadeby Main 
Colliorics v. Anson, [1911] 1 K. B. 171. As to (3) Refd. 
Dchester v. Raishleigh (1889), 61 L. T. 477: Fitzhardinge 
av, Pureell, [1908] 2 Ch. 139. Generally, Mentd. Tyson 7. 
Smith (1839), 9 Ad. & El. 406; Robinson v. Cowpen L. 3. 
(1893), 62 L. J. Q. B. 619. 

581. .j|—A.-G. v. BURRIDGE, No. 530, are. 

582. .|—-LLANDUDNO URBAN COUNCIL v. 
Woops, No. 575, anle. 














583. —.|— BRINCKMAN v. MATLEY, No. 591, 
ost. 
} 584. J}—Plitf. bought land on an unfre- 


quented part of the coast, & stopped up several 
paths which defts. asserted were public highways. 
Defts. removed the obstructions placed by pltf., 
& he brought an action against them for an 
injunction to restrain them from trespassing on his 


free access to, & ingress from, the sea ; 
this right is a private one distinct from 
the public right of fishery or navigation, 

there is no distinction between tho 
rights of riparian owners on a tidal 
river & the sea.—NELSON v, PACIFIC 
GREAT EASTERN Ry. Co., ORDER OF 
THE OBLATES OF MARY IMMACULATE v. 
Pacirio GREAT EASTERN Ly. Co., 
(1918) 1 W. W. It. 597; 25 B.C. XR. 
259.—CAN, 


572 iil. ——.J]—An owner of 
lands bounded by the sea has a privato 





right of access thereto, for the purposes 
of navigation.—CorrincgER v. SHEK- 
HAN, [1906] 1 I. R. 619.—IR. 

d. Krection of fish weir.])— No 
action can be maintained for erecting 
a fish weir between high & low water 
mark in an arm of the sea, whereby 
fish, which otherwise would have been 
caught in the pltf.’s weir, were canght 
by deft.—CnENEY v. CuPTAIL (1871), 
N. B. Dig 381.—CAN., 

e. Action for declaration as to 
riparian rights—Plaintiff having no 


existent interest in foreshore.}—W UST 
PacirFiIc GRAIN ELEVATORS & TER- 
MINALS, LTD. wv. OTTON (1924), 35 
B.C. R. 59.—CAN. 


PART II. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 5.——B. 


578i. Public right of navigation. }— 
Tho right of the public to use the fore- 
shore for purposes of navigation ig 
vested in the Crown as one of the 
regalia majora.—AGNEW v. LORD ADVO- 
CATE (1873), 11 Macph. ae of Sess.) 
309; 45 Sc. Jur. 214.—SCOT. 
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Sect. 3.—The seashore: Sub-sect. 5, C., D., #., F. 
& G.] 
land :—-Held; as between pltf. & defts., there were 
no public rights of way; pltf. was entitled to a 
declaration to that effect.—BEHRENS v. RICHARDS, 
[1905] 2 Ch. 614; 741. J. Ch. 615; 93 L. T. 623 
69 J. P. 3881; 54 W. R. 141; 21 T. L. BR. 705; 


49 Sol. Jo. 685 3; 3 Iu. G. R. 1228. 

Annotations :-—Refd. A.-G. v. Sewell (1918), 88 L. J. K. B. 
425 ; Boultwood *. Paignton U. D. C. (1928), 92 J. DP. 98. 
585. For what purpose right may exist—Navi- 

galon,) = PEUNDEL. v. CATTERALL, No. 580, ante. 


we 











586. -.|—LLANDUDNO URBAN CounciL 
v. »v. Woops, No. 575, ante. 
587. ——-  Fishing.] — LLANDUDNO URBAN 


Councin v. Woovos, No. 578, ante. 
—-~— Bathing.]—See Sub-sect. 5, FE., post. 
To take wreck.|—Sce Sub-sect. 5, H., post. 





D. Shoottig and Fishing. 
588. Right of  shooting.| — FITzHARDINGE 
(LORD) v. PURCELL, No. 699, post. 
Right of fishing.|—-See Visuiknries, Vol. AXYV., 
pp. 5, 6, Nos. 9-29. 


I. Bathing. 


589. No common law right.) —BLUNDELL 1. 
IATTIERNALL, No. 580, ante. 


590, ---—.|—LLANDUDNO URBAN COUNCIL +. 
Woops, No. 575, ante. 
591. —---.J—The public have no common law 


right to use the foreshore or to pass & repass 
thercon for the purpose of bathing in the sea, 
Whether the foreshore is the property of the 
Crown, or of « private owner.-- BRINCKMAN tv. 
MATLEY, [1901) 2 Ch. 3183 73 1. J. Ch. 6425 91 


L. T. 429; GS J.P. 5384s 20 TT. L. R. 671; 48 
Sol. Jo. 639; 2 L. G. BR. 1057, C. A. 
Annotations : - Refd. Gebrens ve. Richards, (1905] 2 Ch. GIL: 


Bitgharamge ce. Purect, {1908} 2 Ch. 139. 

Regulation of bathing places by local autho- 
rities.|\—-See PusLic Heanru, Vol. AAXNVIIL., 
p. 208, Nos. 430-4132. 

Liability of bathers for indecent exposure.| - 
Bie CRIMINAL LAw, Vol. XY., p. 747. Nos. 8055, 
S056. 


PRTERBOROUGH (ABBOT) (1368), 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


F. Right to Take Seaweed and Shells. 


592. Right to take fish & shells.|—Primd facie 
every subject has a right to take fish found upon 
the seashore between high & low water mark ; 
but such general right may be abridged by the 
existence of an exclusive right in some individual. 
Qu.: if there be a primd facie right in the snbject 
to take fish shells found on the scashore between 
high & low water mark.—Bagorr v. Orn (1801), 
2 Bos. & P. 472; 126 E.R. 1391. 


Annotations -— Refd. Blundell vr. Catterall (1821), 5 B. & Ald. 
268; Saltash Corpn. v. Goodinan oo 7Q. B.D. 106; 
Brinckinan vr. Matlicy, [1904] 2 Ch. 3173 
598. Right to take seaweed_—-Below low water 

mark—Right of lord of manor—Must be acquired 

by grant or prescription.|—'The lord of a manor 
cannot establish a claim to the exclusive right of 
cutting seaweed on rocks situate below low water 
mark, except by a grant from the King, or by such 
long & undisturbed. enjoyment of it as to give him 

a title by prescription.— BEeNEsT v. Preon (1829), 

1 Knapp, 60; 2 State Tr. N.S. App. 1012 ; 12 

I. R. 243. 

Annotation :~— Refd. Maunall v. bisher (1859), 5 C. B. N.S. 856. 
594. ---— Right of owner of inland farm—-Severed 

from barony.! - An inland famn, part of a barony 

situated on the seacoast, was sold off, & severed 
from the bulk of the property. Circumstances 
under which it was held by the House that the 
owner of this severed inland farm had no risht, 
either by grant or by prescription, or upon any 
view of the evidence, to take or interfere with the 
wrack & ware drifted on the shore of the barony. 
This right to enter & take seaweed on the land 
involves in it a grant of way over the land, for it 
cannot be taken without it: (LoRD WENSLEY DATE). 

~ Bamp eve. Forruni (1861), 5 L. PT. 235 25 0. 2. 

69L; 7 Jur, N.S. 926; 10 WW. R. 23 4 Macq. 127, 

E49, Eby. da. 

Annotations -—Mentd. Martyr ce. 
188; Magee v. Lavell (ES74), DE. It. 
i. Hayward (1882), YU Ch. 2. 773; 
(1911), 105 TL. TP. 100, 


10 Ju. | . 
Wrancin 
Jludson 


Laurenee (LS64), 
ye IGT: 
Mowats vu 


G. Right to lake Gravel, Stones and 


595. How right acquired — Custom.} RK. vt. 
Hale’s de Jure 


PART II. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 5.—C. 

935 i. For what purpose ryusht may 
erist—Narvigation.| ~The pubhe right 
over the space between high & low- 
water marks is not au absulute right 
of way, but is that of navigation & the 
liberty of fishing.—R. v. Lorp (1864), 
TP. BM. i. 245.—CAN. 

585 ii. -- --——.}—-An owncr of lands 
hounded by the sea has a private right 
of access thereto for the purpose of 
navigation.— COPPINGER wv. SUEELAN, 
(1906) 11. R. 519.—I1R. 

587 i. ishing. }--Vt. ov, 
(1861), 1 BP. RB. I. 245.—CAN., 


PART II. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 5.—D. 

588i. Jeight of shootinyg.jJ—A member 
of the public has a right to shoot) on 
the foreshore.—Hore te BENNEWISH 
(1904), 6 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 100435 41 
se. L. 1. 839.—SCOT. 


PART If. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 5.—F. 


592i. Right to take fish & shells.J— 
ae ene , Vroom (1907), 42 NLS. 2. 

27; 410. L. R. 306.—CAN 

592 j ii, ——-.}—The Crown may grant 
to a subject the exclusive right to 
mussel-scalps altuated between high 
& low-water  marks.—SUrHERLAND 
(DUCHESS) v. Watson (1868), 6 
Macph. (Ct. of Sese.) 199; 40 Sc. Jur. 
119.—SCOT. 

{. Right to take  seawced.}— The 
riparian owner has a rigbt in common 
with the public to take the seaweed 





Lorp 


when floating in the sca, & has tho 
exclusive right to it when deposited 
on the shore, & to avail bimwself of that 
right muy use such contrivances as he 
likes, 80 long as he does not practically 
{uterfere with the rights of the public 
on the shore.— KR. v. Lorb (1861), 1 
TI. KE. 1. 245.—CAN. 

g. .}]— Scaweed deposited by 
the »ea above high-water mark, con- 
glitutes a profit a prendre, & the right 
to take it & pile it on the land of another 
could not. ieee established, either 
by custom or prescription, in favour of 
the inbabitaunts of a district.— 

S CROWELL (1904), 40 N.S. 1. 501.- 





h. -- ~ .J—There is not at common 
law a general right in the public of 
entering on the seashore for tbe pur- 
pose of taking seawceed.—HowkE vv. 
STAWHLEL (1833), Ale. & N, 348.—IR. 

k. ai ie ae cre v. KILLEN 
(1874), 9 I. RR. Eq. 471.—I1R. 

I. jo aovee lies by the 
owner of the shore for tho wrongful 
taking of seaweed cust) by the sea 
upon the shore between high & low- 
water mark, though such seaweed had 
beev left ungathered by pltf.—BREW 
v. ee ae h.11C. L. 198.—I1R. 

-]}— HAMILTON vv. A.-G. 
IL. R. Ir. 555; affd., 9 L. R. Ir. 











QJ &B0), 5 


hn. ---—.}—She possessory title to 
the foreshore is sufficient to support 
an action by the owner of the lands for 


trespass by tahing seaweed from it, 
against a person who does not show 
uny better tithe.—STONKY tv. WEANE 
(1903), 37 LL. L. P. 212.--1R. 


PART II. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 5.-—-G. 

695 i. Zlow right acquired—Custom. } 
~ To a plaint, alleging that defts. 
entered certain Jands of which = piltf. 
called the seashore of B. & earried off 
sund therefrom, defts. pleaded that the 
lands were the soil & freehold of the 
Queen, & that they, as cecupiers of the 
Jand in the barony of C. together with 
the other occupiers of land in such 
barony, had from time inmunemorial, 
had & used & enjoyed the privilere, 
liberty, benefit & eusement of entering 
on so Inuch of said lands as lay between 
high & low-water warks of ordinary 
tides & then & there raised the soll & 
sund, & carried same awiy for the 
purpose of manure: & that in user & 
exercise of such right & privilege the y 
broke & entered the said lands :— 
Held: such defence was bad, as 
alleging wu custom for oecupiers of Jand 
in a barony, to an casement therein, 
Which should have been pleaded by 
pre ore There js no distinction 
n this respect between lands the pro- 
perty of the Crown & lands the pro- 
perty of the subject.—MACNAMARA 0. 
Hirgains (1854), 41. CO. L. RR. 326.— IR. 


0. When injunction granted.J}—Mus- 
BELBURGH ReAL ESTATE Co,, aN D. a. 
MUSSELBURGH PROVOsT, [190 5) A. Cy 
491.—SCOT. 


Part II.—Tue Sea 


Maris (Hargrave’s Tracts) 29; Stuart Moore's 
Law of Foreshore & Seashore, 157. 
Benen :—Apld. R. v. Yarborough (1828), 1 Dow. & Cl. 


596. ——— -—— Gravel for ballast of ships— 
Validity against grant to corporation.|—Custom 
for freemen & proprietors of ships to dig ballast 
good, though no corpn.—LINN-REGIS CORPN. v. 
TAYLOR (1684), 3 Lev. 160; 83 E.R. 629. 


Annotations :—Refd. Broadbent v. Wilks (1742), Willes, 360 ; 
Wilkes v. Broadbent (1744), 1 Wils. 63; Jlebester v. 
Raishley (1889), 38 W. R. 104. 


597. Sand drifted into closes adjoining 
shore.|—A custom for the inhabitant landholders 
of a parish to dig or take from closes adjoining the 
seashore sand which had been from time to time 
drifted from the shore, & carried by the wind from 
the shore into & deposited upon such closes, is 
bad, (a) because the sand, when deposited, be- 
comes a part of the soil of the closes, & therefore 
the custom is for taking a profit a alieno solo ; 
(6) for uncertainty, it being impossible to dis- 
tinguish between the original soil of the closes & 
the sand from all time drifted upon it. Qu.: 
whether such a right might be claimed by pre- 








scription.- vw. TREGONNING (1835), 
Ad. & Kil 554; 1 Har. & W. 431; 5 Nev. & 


M. K. B. 234; 4175. K. B. 228; 111 FE. l. 524. 
Annolations :- Consd. Clayton v. Corby (18145), 14 L. J. Q. B. 

364; Race v. Ward (1855), 4 bh. & B. 7023 A.-G. ev. 

Mathias (1858), 4 K. & J. 579; De La Warr v. Miles 

(1881), 17 Ch. D. 535. Refd. Rogers v. Brenton (1847), 

10 Q. B. 26; Sowerby o. Coleman (1867), L. a. 2 Jexeh. 

965; Brocklebank v. Thompson, [1903] 2 Ch. o144. 

598. Shingle taken for repair of high- 
way.|—A surveyor of highways cannot justify a 
trespass, under a prescriptive right, or a custom, 
to take stones from the waste whether adjoining 
the seashore between high & low water mark, or 
otherwise, for the purpose of repairing the high- 
ways of the parish. Semble: it would be a good 
justification to plead such a prescriptive right in 
the inhabitants of the parish, alleging that the 
surveyor was one of the inhabitants.- PApWIck 1. 
Kwniautr (1852), 7 Mxeh. S543 22 4. J. Ex. 198; 19 
I. T. O. S. 206; 165. P. Jo. 4873 155 E.R. 1106. 


wt(nrotations -—Consd. Constable «. Nicholkon (1863), 11 
17 


©. BG. N.S. 230. Reid. Austin v. Atahurst (1877), 
L. J. Ch. 467. 
599. —-— ~-- --.|---To an action of trespass 





for breaking & entering certain land of pltf., beimy 
part of the seashore between high & low; water 
mark in or adjoining the township of Owthorne, 
& taking gravel, stones, sand, etc., deft. pleaded 
several pleas of justification, some setting up a 
right in the inhabitants of the township of 
Owthorne to take the gravel, etc., to be used for 
the cultivation & improvement of their land ; 
others claiming it for necessary repairs of the 
highways in the township: others setting up a 
prescriptive right under a thirty or sixty years’ 
user respectively; & others claiming to exercise 
the right, as parish officer, for the repair of the 
highways :—Held: the pleas were bad; for, so 
far as they were capable of being construed as 
justifying under a custom, such custom would be 
void, being a claim of a profit @ prendre ie alieno 
solo, which could only exist by grant or prescrip- 
tion; &, if the claim were fuunded on prescrip- 
tion, it would be equally bad, inasmuch as 16 was 
a claim by persons who, not being a corpn., were 
incapable of taking by grant, & not being claimed 
in a que ostate.—CONSTABLE v. NICHOLSON (1863), 
14 C4. B. N.S. 230; 2 New Rep. 76; 32 1.5.0.1. 
240; 11 W. R. 698; 148 1. R. 434. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Rivers +. Adams (1878), 3 Ex. D. 


361. Apld, Hough v. Clark & Hall (1907), 23 T. L. QR. 
682. Retd. Austin vo Ambhurst. (1877), 7 Ch. D. 689; 


Goodman v. Saltash Corpn. (1882), 7 App. Cas. 633. 
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600. J—A special custom to 
take shingle from the beach above high water mark 
for the repairing of the highways of the parish, is 
bad as to such portion of the beach as is private 
property, being a custom of a profit a prendre in 
another man’s land.—Pirrs vv. KINGSBRIDGE 
een BoaRD (1871), 25 Ll. T. 195; 19 W. ft. 


AND THE SEASHORE. 




















601. Prescription.|—-PADWICK v. JIKNIGUT, 
No. 598, ante. 
602. — Persons incapable of taking by 


grant.|--—-CONSTABLE v. NICHOLSON, No. 599, ante. 
603. When injunction granted — Irreparable 
mischief-—— Taking valuable stones.]|—Injunction 
against trespass upon irremediable mischief, in 
nature of waste, on a bill by the lord of a manor, 
& his lessees against taking stones, having a 
peculiar value, found at the bottom of the sea 
within the limits of the manor.—CowPER (KARI) 
v. BAKER (1810), 17 Ves. 128; 34 E. R. 50, L. C. 
ton :—Consd. Lowndes v. Bettle (1864), 3 New Rep. 


604. -—-,.|—Injunction before answer to 
prevent. irreparable mischicf, deft. having pre- 
viously established his right at law.—CHALK v. 
Wyatt (1810), 3 Mer. 688 ; 36 EK. Tt. 264, L. ©. 
Annotation :—-Refd. Ripon v. Hobsrt (1834), Coop. temp. 

Brough. 333, 

605. --——-_ --—.}-—On an application for an 
injunction to restrain an alleged irreparable 
injury, by taking away stones from the seashore, 
the ct., considering that pl{f. was most likely to 
suffer by its non-interference, granted the injunc- 
tions; & although pitf.’s title was purely legal, & 
was not clearly made out, it refused to put him on 
the terms of bringing an action to try it, but 
mercly gave him hberty so to do.—CLOWwESs 7. 
Beek (W851), 15 Beav. 347; 20 L. J. Ch. 505317 
I. TT. O.S. 800: SL. TR. 1845 on appeal (1852), 
2 Ded. M. & G. 731. 

Annotations Refd, Constable +. Nicholson (1863), 14 C. Us. 

N.S. 230. 

606. - Destruction of natural barrier.|- 
It. is the daty of the Crown to protect the realm 
from the tnroads of the sea by maintaining the 
natural barriers, or by raising artificial barriers : 
& therefore no subject is entitled to destroy « 
natural barrier against the sea, & if the 
destruction of such natural barrier would cause an 
injury to a neighbouring landowner he is entitled 
to an injunetion to restrain it. 

In an action by the owner of a piece of land 
adjoining the foreshore an injunction was granted 
to restrain deft., the owner of the foreshore, from 
removing shingle therefrom so as to expose pltf.’s 
land to the inroads of the sea; although the 
shingle was removed for sale in a natural & 
ordinary uscr of the Jand.——A.-G. «. 'TOMLINE 
(1880), 14 Ch. D. 58: 49 L. 0. Ch. 877; 42 L. TP. 
Ss0; 44/5. PP. 617; 28 W. R. 870, A, 
Annotations -—Expld. West Norfolk Farmeis’ Manure Co 

em Archdale (1886), 16 Q. BR. OD. 754. Id. A.-G. ol 

Southern Nigeria «. Holt (Liverpoo)), [1915] A. C. 509. 

Folld. Canvey [sland Comrs. ¢«. Preedy, (1922] 1 Ch. 179. 

Consd. brighton & Hove Gas Co. v. Hove Bungalows 

(19u5), 88 J. 2. 61. Refd. Musselburgh Real Kstate Co. 


vo. Musselburgh Provost, [1905) A. C. 491. Mentd. East 
Stonchouse District L. B. rv. Willoughby (1902), 50 W. Rk. 








IsLAND COMERS, v. 
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oj) CANVEY 
PREEDY, No. 568, ante. 

608. Liability to penalty---Offence against order 
of Board of Trade——Jurisdiction of justices.|—By 
an order of the Board of Trade made under 
Harbours Act, 1814 (ce. 159), s. 14, as amended by 
IJarbours Transfer Act, 1862 (c. 62), s. 16, the 
taking or removing of any shingle from the shores 
or banks of the sea at a certain place was 


80 


Sect. 3.— The seashore: Sub-sect. 5, G. & H.; sub- 
secls.6 & 7, A. & B.) 


prohibited. Applt., acting under instructions from 
the owner of the adjoining land, removed shingle 
from the foreshore at that place below ordinary 
high water mark, on to the foreshore above high 
water mark, whcre his men mixed it with cement 
to form concrete for the construction of a sca 
wall for the protection of the adjoining land. The 
portion of the foreshore from which the shingle 
was removed had formerly belonged to the land- 
owner, but the sea had encroached upon it. Upon 
an information charging applt. with an offence 
against the order, appit. contended that no offence 
had been committed, & claimed the right to take 
the shingle from one part of his property to 
another, & that, therefore, the justices’ juris- 
diction was ousted by a bond fide claim of right. 
The justices convicted applt. :—Held: an offence 
had been committed, & the conviction was right.— 
ANDERSON v. JACOBS (1905), 93 I. T. 173; 21 
T. L. R. 453, D.C. 








609. —— ——-.]—BuRTON v. IIUDSON, 
No. 629, post. 
610. —— Who may take proceedings.]- 


By an order of the Board of ‘Trade under Harbours 
Act, 1814 (c. 159), the board prohibited the taking 
of shingle from the shores of the sea between certain 
points, & for breach of the order sects. 14 & 21 
of the Act imposed a penalty, half of which was 
to go to the Crown & half to the informer. An 
information under these sects. was laid against 
resp. for unlawfully taking shingle in contravention 
of the order, & it was expressed to be laid by R., 
*“ surveyor for & behalf of the urban district council 
of 8S.” Justices having dismissed the information 
on the ground that the council could not sue for 
a penalty as a common informer, & that the 
information was not well laid by R.:—Jeld: 
that Rt. could properly lay the information & take 
the proceedings for the recovery of the penalty.— 
LAKE v. SMITH (LOIL), 106 L. 7.413; 763. P. 71; 
10 L. G. R. 2183; 22 Cox, C. C. 641, D.C. 


H. Light to Wreck. 

What is wreck.|—Sec ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 
153-155, Nos. 614-616, 622-625; SHIPPING, 
Vol. XLI., pp. $18, 819, Nos. 6777-6786. 

Right of Crown to wreck.|—See CONSTITUTIONAL 
Law, Vol. X1., p. 588, Nos. 885-887. 

611. Right of subject to wreck—Presumption 
from long user—What evidence sufficient to rebut.] 
—'T'wo allowances in eyre, & a judgment in tres- 
pass four hundred years since, are not conclusive 
evidence against usage for ninety-two years last 
past to have wreck of the sea.—-BIDDULPH v. 
ARTHUR (1755), 2 Wils. 23; 95 K. R. 665. 

Grant of wreck.!—See CONSTITUTIONAL 
Law, Vol. XI., pp. 569, 572, Nos. 692, 723, 724. 

Right of lord of manor to wreck.|—Sce Coury- 
HOLDS, Vol. XIII., pp. 23, 27, Nos. 171-178, 229, 
230, 

612. Right of grantee of wreck—Right of passage 
—~Over land of another.|—The grantce of wreck 
has, of necessity, a right of way to it, over the 
land of another.—ANON. (1704), 6 Mod. Rep. 149 ; 
87 I. R. 908. 

613. —— Over shore between high & low 
water mark.}|—-DICKENS & KEMP v. SHAW, No. 558, 
ante. 

614. Property in goods stranded—Right to 
maintain trespass.|—The grantee of wreck has a 
special property in all goods stranded within his 
liberty, & may maintain trespass against a wrong- 
doer for taking them away, though such goods 
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were part of the cargo of a ship from which some 
person escaped alive to land, & though the owners 
within a year & a day claimed & identified them ; 
& though the taking was before any seizure on 
behalf of the grantee.—DUNWICH CORPN. JU. 
Srexrny (1831), 1B. & Ad. 831; 9L. J.0.98. K. B. 
167; 109 EK. R. 995. 


SuB-SECT. 6.—LOCAL JURISDICTION. 

615. Whether within boundaries of parish—Pre- 
sumption of extra-parochiality.|\—The portion of 
land on the seashore between ordinary high water 
mark & ordinary low water mark may form part 
of the parish coming down to the shore; but 
there is no primd facie presumption that it does 
so, &, in the absence of evidence that it does form 
part of the parish, it must be taken not to be part 
of it.—R. v. Musson (1858), 8 E. & B. 900; 27 
L.J.M.C.100; 30 L. T. O.S. 272; 22 J. P. 609 ; 
4 Jur. N.S. 111; 6 W. R. 246; 120 BE. R. 336. 
Annotations :—Apld. Embicton v. Brown (1860), 3 BE. & HK. 

234; Ipswich Doek Comms. v. St. Petor’s, Ipswich Over- 

seers (1866), 7B. & S. 310. 

616. -—— BRIDGWATER ‘TRUSTEES 
v. BOOTLE-CUM-LINACRE, No. 696, post. 

617. .|—An estuary or arm of the sea 
is primd facie extra-parochial ; but this presump- 
tion may be rebutted.—IpswicH Dock COoMRs. v. 
Sr. PETER, JPSWICH OVERSEERS (1866),7B. & S. 
310; 30 J. P. 820. 

Annotations :—Refd. Bridgwater Trustees v. Bootle cum 
Linacre Surveyors (1866), 7B. & 8. 348 ; Swansea Harbour 
Trustees tv. Swansea Union Assmuit. Cum. (1907), 1 Konst. 
Itat. App. 250. 

618. Property on seashore—Evidence— 
Assessment to poor rate.|—The circumstance that 
property situate on the seashore, between a sea- 
side town & the sca, has not been assessed to the 
poor’s rates of the parish in which the town is 
situate is very slender evidence of the property 
not being within the parish.—VPrRrorr v. BRYANT 
(1836),2 Y. &C. Ex. 61; OL. J. Ex. Iq. 26; 160 
I. R. 312. 

619. Shore between ordinary high & low 
water mark.j|—RH. v. Musson, No. 615, ante. 

620. -|—Where the seashore forms 
the boundary of a parish, the portion of the shore 
between the high water mark of ordinary spring 
tides & that of medium tides is within the limits 
of the parish. Nuisances Kemoval Act, 1855 
(c, 121), s. 6, enacts that “ extra-parochial places ”’ 
“having a population of less than two hundred 
persons, shall, for the purpose of this Act, be 
attached to & form part of the adjacent place 
having the largest common boundary with the 
extra-parochial place; & notice of vestry meet- 
ings for the election of a local authority, under 
& for the purposes of this Act, shall be given in 
such extra-parochial places, & the houscholders 
within such places may attend such vestry meetings 
& vote on such elections” :—Held: where the 
sea shore forms the boundary of a parish, the 
portion of the shore below the high water mark of 
medium tides is an extra-parochial place within 
this enactment.—R. v. GEE (1860), 1 HE. & BE. 1068 ; 
28 1. J. Q. B. 298; 33 L. T. O.S. 1833; 23 J. P. 
374; 5 Jur. N.S. 13848; 7 W. RR. 528; 120 E.R. 
1211. 

621. Shore between high water mark of 
spring tides & that of medium tides.|—RH. v. GEE, 
No. 620, ante. 

Pier extending into sea—For purpose of 

rating.|\—See Rates & RatTIna, Vol. XXXVIIL., 

p. 512, Nos. 662, 663. 

622. Whether within jurisdiction of local board 
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of health.|—The Blackpool Improvement Act, 
1854, empowered the local board from time to 
time to make bye-laws ‘for, amongst other 
purposes, fixing the stands of hackney carriages 
& animals.’”’ Bye-laws were duly made under 
the provision of the Act: the fifth was ‘“ that the 
several places in the district where painted boards 
shall from time to time be placed by the local 
board of health to distinguish them as stands, shall 
be the stands for such number of carriages,’’ etc. : 
—Held: the jurisdiction of the local board 
extended to the sands between high & low water 
mark.— BLACKPOOL LOCAL BOARD OF HEALTII v. 
BENNETT, SAME v. KENYON (1859), 4H. & N. 127; 
23 J. P. 198; 7 W. R. 3823; 157 BK. R. 7843 sub 
nom. BENNETY v. BLACKPOOL LOCAL BOARD OF 
HEALTH, KENYON v. SAME, 28 I... J. M. C. 208; 


32 L. T. O. S. 299. 
ANAC -—Mentd. R. v. Lundie (1861), 31 L. J. M. GC. 
dle 


SuB-SECT. 7.— DEFENCES AGAINST JENCROACH- 
MENT OF SEA. 
A. In General. 


623. Duty of Crown to protect—By maintenance 
& creation of barriers.|—A.-G. v. ToMLINE, No. 
606, ante. 

624. Grant of licence to reclaim land.]—- 
A.-G. OF SOUTHERN NIGERIA v. HOLT (JOHN) & 
Co. (LIVERPOOL), Lrp., No. 491, ante. 

625. Right to erect defences—-To protect own 
property—Effect on neighbouring lands.]|—Persons 
occupying lands adjoining the sea may erect such 
defences as are necessary for the preservation of 
their own lands although such erections may render 
it necessary for their neighbours to do the Jike.— 
R. v. PAGHAM SUSSEX SEWERS Comks. (1828), 8 
B. & C. 355; 2 Man. & Ry. K. B. 468; 108 E.R. 
1075; sub nom. R. v. BOGNOR SEWERS Comrs,, 6 
L. J. O. S. K. B. 338. 

Annotations :—Distd. 2. v. Trafford (1831), 1 B.& Ad. 874. 
Apld. Smith v. Kenrick (1849), 7 C. B. 515. Consd. A.-G. 
v. Lonsdale (1868), LL. R. 7 Apld. Whalley +. 
L. & Y. Ry. (1881), 13 Q. B. D. 1315 Maxey Drainage 
Board v. G. N. Ry. (1912), 106 LL. T. 4295 Gerrard ov. 
Crowe, [1921] A. C. 395. Refd. Hudson ev. Tabor (1877), 
2Q. B.D. 290; Lagan Navigation Co. vr. Lambeg Bleach- 
ing, Dyeing & Finishing Co., [1927] A. C. 226. 

626. Acquisition of easement over 
lands of another.]—PHILPor v. Baru, No. 567, 
ante. 

627. Liability for destruction of natural barriers 
— Removal of shingle—Prohibition by Board of 
Trade—Extent of order.|—Where, by an order of 
the Board of Trade, the limits of the port of Hull 
were extended & defined, & the sea between 
Flamborough Head & Spurn Point was placed 
within them, & persons were prohibited from 
taking ballast or shingle from certain parts of the 
shore so extended as the port of Hlull:—-Held: 
a person so taking ballast or shingle from such parts 
was guilty of an offence within Harbours Act, 
1814 (c. 159), s. 14.—NICHOLSON v. WILLIAMS 
(1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 632; 40 L. J.M.C. 1593; 24 
L. T. 875; 36 J. P. 165; 1 Asp. M. L. C. 67; sub 
nom. R. v. KINGSTON-UPON-HULL JJ., NICHOLSON 
v. WILLIAMS, 19 W. R. 973. 

628. Effect of bond fide claim 
of right..—ANDERSON v. Jacons, No. 608, ante. 

29. -|—Sect. 14 of the 

Harbours Act, 1814, as amended by s. 15 of the 

Harbours Transfer Act, 1862, provides that no 
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PART II. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 7.— A. 


p. Liability for destruction of natural 
barriers. }-—To destroy wilfully a natural 
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bouring lands is 


barrier against the incursions of the 
sea, 80 as to occasion damage to neigh- 
a nuisance, 
spect of which there is jurisdiction 


AND THE SEASHORE. 8] 


erson shall take any shingle from the shore of any 

arbour, from which the Board of Trade shall by 
order prohibit the taking of shingle, upon pain of 
forfeiting for every such offence the sum of £10; 
and s. 28 provides that nothing in the Act shall 
take away any right of property possessed by any 
person in the shores of a harbour. 

The Board of Trade, by order, prohibited the 
taking of shingle from a part of the shore of a 
harbour, of which shore resp. was the owner. 
Resp. subsequently removed shingle from the 
shore, & proceedings were taken against him in a 
ct. of summary jurisdiction under Harbours Act, 
1814 (c. 159), s. 14, for the recovery of the penalty. 
Resp. contended before the justices that he had 
acted under a bond fide claim of right as owner of 
the shore, & the justices, without considering the 
question whether the fact of ownership afforded 
any defence to proceedings under sect. 14, dis- 
missed the information on the ground that, a 
bond fide claim of right having been raised, their 
jurisdiction was ousted :—Held: the decision of 
the justices was right..—BurRTON v. Hupson, 
[1909] 2 K. B. 564; 78 L. J. K. B. 905; 101 L. T. 
233; 73 J.P. 401; 25 T. L. R. 641, D.C. 

——.]— See, also, Sub-sect. 5, G., ante. 

Vesting of property in Commissioners of Sewers.] 
—See SEWERS & DRAINS, Vol. XLI., pp. 52, 53, 
Nos. 381-384. 

Right of way along sea wall.|—Sce HIGHWAYS, 
Vol. XXVI., p. 202, No. 236. 


B. Liability to Repair Sea Wail. 


6380. Who Hable to repair—Lessee.|—-GRIFFIN 
v. (1564), Dal. 70; 123 E. R. 281; sub nom. 
ANON., Moore, K. B. 62, 73; Keil. 206. 
anon :—Refd. Kelghley’s Case (1610), 10 Co. Rep. 

t a. 

631. ———- Person becoming owner of lands— 
After commission of inquiry as to liability.|—By 
Sewers Act, 1833 (c. 22), s. 13, after reciting that 
doubts had arisen as to whether a presentment of 
a jury is not necessary on each & every occasion 
to repair defences & works within the jurisdiction 
of Comrs. of Sewers, it is enacted, ‘‘ that whenever, 
under any commission now in force, or which shall 
hereafter issue, a jury shall have found & pre- 
sented that any person, body politic or corporate, 
is or are liable to & ought to maintain & repair, 
or contribute to the maintenance & repair of, any 
defence, walls, bank, sewer, or other work within 
the jurisdiction of the Comrs. of Sewers acting 
under or by virtue of such commission, in respect 
of any lands, tenements, or common of pasture, 
or profit of fishing, it shall not afterwards, during 
the continuance of such commission, be necessary 
to inquire by jury, & obtain a presentment upon 
any subsequent wants of amendment & reparation 
of the same defences, etc. ; but such person, body 
politic or corporate. so presented as aforesaid, & 
the owners & occupiers for the time being of such 
lands, etc., shall be liable from time to time to 
maintain, repair, etc., such defences, etc., accord- 
ing to such presentment; & it shall be lawful for 
the said Comrs. to decree, & order & direct, the 
same to be maintained & repaired by such person, 
body politic or corporate, from time to time during 
the continuance of such commission accordingly ”’ : 
—Held: under this sect. no order, in respect of 
repairs, could be made upon a person who became 
owner of lands subsequently to the date of the 








to grant an injunction & damagos.— 
Hues v. ‘TIPPING, [1915} 1 I. R. 230. 
in re- —IR. 
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Sect. 3.—The scashore: Sub-sect. 7, B. Part Ill. 
Sect. 1.] 


commission, & who, consequently, had not been 

resented by a jury as the person liable thereto.— 
R. v. WARTON (1862),2 B. & S. 719; 31L.J.Q. B. 
265; 27 J. P. 37; 9 Jur. N.S. 325; 121 E. R. 





1239. 

‘Annotation :—. pid. Fobbing Sewers Comrs. v. R. (1886), 
11 App. Cas. 449. 
632. Mortgagor in possession by tenant.}— 


At a general ct. & session of sewers, the jurors 
presented that deft. & those whose estate he had 
in certain messuages, lands, etc., from time whereof 
the memory of man runneth not to the contrary, 
by reason of their tenure of the said messuages, 
lands, etc., had been used to repair, & of right 
ought to have repaired, etc., a certain sea bank ; 
that the sea bank, through the neglect & default 
of deft., & for want of being kept by him in due 
& sufficient repair was out of repair, etc., & that 
deft., by reason of his tenure, etc., ought, at his 
costs & charges, to repair the same, etc., & that 
such costs & charges would amount to the sum of 
£26 108. Deft. traversed the presentment, & 
upon issue joined was found guilty. The ct. then 
imposed a charge upon deft. of £26 10s., being the 
amount found by the jury to be the cost of repair 
of the sea bank, & ordered him to pay to the 
general expenditor that sum, the same having 
been expended by him in the repairs of the sca 
bank. No notice had been given to deft. to do 
the repairs as provided by Sewers Act, 1833 (c. 22), 
8. 15. Deft. was a intgor. in possession by his 
tenant, & in receipt of the rents & profits :— Held : 
the proceedings were regular, & might be supported 
under the provisions of 23 Hen. 8, c.5; they were 
properly instituted against deft.---R. v. BAKER 
(1867), L. R. 2 Q. B. 621; 36 L. J. Q. B. 242; 31 
J.P. 692; 15 W. R. 1144. 

633. Purchaser of land—Land subject to 
covenant to repair.|}—The purchaser of lands 
situate below the level of the sea is bound to 
inquire how all walls necessary for the protection 
of his property against the encroachments of the 
sea are Maintained. Lands situate below the level 
of the sea in Broomhill Level, Guildford Level, & 
Walland Marsh, were, previously to 1794, held 
in undivided shares. In that year these lands 
were partitioned by a deed containing a covenant 
that the expense of keeping & maintaining the 
walls & gutts of & belonging to the lands thereb 
divided, should be borne by the owners thereof, 
& should be payable out of the said lands by an 
acre scot :—Held : purchasers of parts of the Iands 
in Guildford Level & Walland Marsh, who had no 
actual notice of the covenant, were nevertheless 
bound thereby, & there was jurisdiction in equity 
to deal with the case. 

Declaration that defts. were liable to contribute 
to the repair of a sea wall along the sea boundary 
of Broomhill Level, with consequential relief, 
although defts. were also liable to contribute to 
the maintenance of sea walls along the boundaries 
of the levels in which their lands were situated ; 
semble: the covenant was one which would run 
with the land, although the assigns of the ecove- 
nantors were not named.—MORLAND 2. Cook 
(1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 252; 37 J. J. Ch. 825; 18 
L. T. 496; 16 W. R. 777. 

Annotations :—Distd. Hudson v. Tabor (1876), 45 L. J. Q. B. 

190. Consd. Austerberry v. Oldham Corpn. (1885), 29 


Ch. D. 750. Refd. Allen v. Seckham (1879), 11 Ch. D. 
ie ; Haywood v, Brunswick Bldg. Soc. (1881), 8 Q. B. D. 





634. Extent of repair—New wall only if neces- 
sary.|—When an old wall by the violence of the 
water, is broken down, another wall, in case of 
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inevitable necessity, may be made to defend the 

level. But if the danger may be avoided by the 

reparation of the old wall, a new one ought not to 
be erected.— ISLE OF E1y CASE (1609), 10 Co. Rep. 

l4la; 77 EB. R. 11389. 

Annotations :—Consd. Hudson v. Tabor (1877), 2 Q. B. D. 
290. Refd. IR. v. Hampden (1637), 3 State Tr. 826 ; 
Ramsey v. Nornabell (1840), 11 Ad. & El. 383. 
Soady v. Wilson (1835), 4 Nev. & M. K. B. 777; Emmerson 
v, Saitmarshe (1837), 7 Ad. & El. 266; Neave v. Wrather 
(1842), 7 Jur. 168. 

635. How liability arlses—Prescription.|—If one 
is bound by prescription to repair a wall, etc., 
against the flowing of the sea, & there is no default 
in him, but by reason of the sudden & unusual 
increase of water the wall is broken, the Comrs. of 
Sewers ought to tax all who hold lands or tene- 
ments, or common of pasture, etc., or have or may 
have any loss, damage, etc., according to the 
quantity of their lands.—KEIGHLEY’s CASE (1609), 
10 Co. Rep. 1389 a; 77 KB. R. 11386. 

Annotations :—Consd. Nitro-Phosphate & Odains Chemical 
Manure Co. ». London & St. Katherine Docks Co. (1878), 
9 Ch. D. 5038. Apld. Fobbing Sewers Comrs. v. R. (1886), 
1] App. Cas. 449. Refd. R. v. Hampden (1637), 3 State 
Tr. 826; Soady v. Wilson (1835), 3 Ad. & El. 248; TR. 2. 
Leigh (1839), 10 Ad. & EL. 398; Hudson v. labor (1877), 
2Q. B.D. 290. 





636. ———.|--ANON. (1654), Sty. 418; 82 
ki. R. 826. 
637. Walls destroyed by extraordinary 


tempest.|—A landowner may be liable, by pre- 
scription, to repair sea walls, though destroyed 
by extraordinary tempest; & therefore, on pre- 
sentment against such owner, for suffering the 
walls to be out of repair, it ought not, in point of 
law, to be left as the sole question for the jury, 
whether the walls were in a condition to resist. 
ordinary weather & tides; but it is a question, 
to be determined on the evidence, whether the 
proprietor was bound to provide against the effects 
of ordinary tempests only, or of extraordinary 
ones also.—R. v. LEIGH (1839), 10 Ad. & El. 398 ; 
2 Per. & Dav. 357; 113 E. R. 152. 

Annotations :—-Expld, Fobbing Sewers Comms. vp. R. (1886), 


11 oe te Cas. 449. Mentd. R. v. Bedfordshire (1855), 1 
Jur. N.S. 208; R.v. Dunean (1881), 44 L. T. 521, 
638. 


.|—A. was a frontager in a 
level on the Essex shore of the Thames under the 
jurisdiction of Comrs. of Sewers. An ancient sca 
wall protected the level against incursions of the 
sea. There was evidence proving a prescriptive 
liability on the frontagers in the level to maintain 
& repair the portions of this wall respectively 
fronting their lands. Part of the wall in front of 
A.’s land was destroyed by an extraordinary storm 
& high tide. This part of the wall was previously 
in good repair & in a proper condition to resist 
the flow of ordinary tides & the force of ordinary 
storms :—Held: in the absence of evidence that 
the prescriptive liability of the frontagers extended 
to the repair of damage caused by extraordinary 
violence of the sea, the hability to repair the 

damage thus caused to the wall fell not upon A. 

but upon the whole of the level.—FoRBBING SEWERS 

Comrs. v. R. (1886), 11 App. Cas. 449; 56 L. J. 

M.C.1; 517. P. 227; 34 W. R. 721; 27. LR. 

750; sub nom. FOBBING SEWERS COMRS. v. 

ABBoTt, 55 Iu. T. 493, H. L.3 affg. S.C. sub nom. 

R. v. Essex SEWERS Comrs. (1885), 14 Q. B. D. 

561, C. A. 

Annotations :-—Oonsd. North +. Walthamstow UU. GC. (1898), 
ae ri J.Q. B. 972. Apld. Baker v. Parry (1905), 3 L. G. R. 
639. —— Finding of jury.]|—R. v. BAKER, 

No. 632, ante. 
640. —-— Sufficiency of evidence of pre- 

scriptive liability.|—The pltf. was the occupier of 

land & deft. the owner of adjoining land, both 
fronting to a creek communicating with the sea. 
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It was necessary for the protection of his land that 
each person having land fronting the creek should 
maintain a sea wall to keep out the high tides, & 
such sea wall had been maintained along the creek 
time out of mind. PIltf.’s wall was continuous 
with defts., & the level of deft.’s land was higher 
than that of pltf.’s. It became necessary from 
time to time to put fresh materials on the top of 
the walls to keep them up to the proper height ; 
deft. had neglected so to top his wall, & owing to 
an extraordinary high tide, the water flowed over 
his wall, & so from deft.’s land on to pltf.’s land 
doing considerable damage :—Held: (1) the mere 
fact that each frontager had always maintained 
the wall in front of his land, & no one had thought 
it necessary to erect a wall to protect his land from 
the water which might come from his neighbour’s 

land, was not sufficient evidence to establish a 

prescriptive liability on the part of deft. to main- 

tain the wall for the protection of the adjoining 
landowners ; (2) by the common law apart from 
prescription, no such liability was cast on deft., 

as a frontager.—IIUDSON v. TABOR (1877), 2 

Q. B. D. 290; 46 L. J. Q. B. 463; 36 L. T. 492; 

42 J. P.20; 25 W. R. 740, C. A. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. A.-G. v. Tomline (1880), 14 
Ch. D. 58. Distd. L. & N. W. Ry. v Fobbing Levels 
Sewers Comrs. (1896), 66 L. J. Q. B. 127. Apld. Rundle 
v. Hearle, [1898] 2 Q. B. 83. 

641, Liability attaches to all parts of 
land.|—-(1) Where an onerous liability has been 
asserted & submitted to for a long series of years, 
although the evidence begins well within modern 
times, anything not manifestly absurd which 
will support & give a legal origin to such a custom 
will be presumed. Therefore, a liability to repair 
a sea wall submitted to since 1818 ought to be 
presumed to have a legal origin. 

(2) Where a farm has been subject ratione 
tenure to repair a sea wall, such liability attaches 
to every part of the land comprising the farin, 
though the farm has been sold & has become 
vested in several different purchasers.—LONDON 
& NorrHo WESTERN Ry. Co. v. FOBBING LEVELS 
SEWERS Comrs. (1896), 66 L. J. Q. B. 1273 75 
L. T. 629; 41 Sol. Jo. 128, D.C. 

642. -—-— Crown grant to corporation-—Acquittal 
of part of rent on corporation repairing wall.|— 
Where the Crown granted a borough in fee farm 
to a corpn., & acquitted them of a part of the rent, 
willing that they should repair the banks, mounds, 
seashores, & pier within the same :— Held: an 
action lay against the corpn. at the suit of an 
individual, whose house had been injured by the 








Part IIl.—Rivers, 


Srcr. 1.—IN GENERAL. 
645. Cleansing river—Liability to cleanse—Ad- 
joining proprietor of land not liable.|—HBRIDGES 
REPAIR CASE (1609), 13 Co. Rep. 33; 77 BK. R. 


1442. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Paine v. Partrich (1691), Carth. 191. 


646. Statutory power to cleanse—No power 
to make passage to wharf tmplied.|—An Act of 
Parliament, authorising persons to repair & 
cleanse a navigable river, does not authorise them 





PART HI. SECT. 1. |.—-CAN. 


q. Rights of Dominion & Pro- 
vinces.}— Re JURISDICTION OVER PRO- 
VINCIAL FISHERIES (1896), 26 8. C. KR. 


r. Right to butld boat houses above 
low water mark—To protect_riparian 
privilege against trespass.J)—KENNEDY 
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sea in consequence of the neglect of the corpn. to 

repair the seashore & mounds.—LYME REGIS 

CoRPN. v. ITENLEY (1834), 1 Bing. N. C. 2223; 8 

Bli. N. S. 690; 2 Cl. & Fin. 331; 1 Scott, 29; 

131 BE. R. 11038, 1. L.; affg. (1832), 3 B. & Ad. 77 ; 

affg. S. C. sub nom. HENLY v. LYME CORPN. (1828), 

5 Bing. 91. 

Annotations :—Apld. Nicholl v. Allon (1862), 1 B. & S..934. 
Consd. Young v. Davis (1862), 7 H. & N. 760. Apld. 
Ksher & The Dittons U. D. C. v. Marks (1902), 71 L. J. 
K. B. 309. Refd. R. v. Beehy (1839), 3 J. P. 241; 
M‘Kinnon v. Penson (1853), 8 Exch. 319; Parsons v. 

St. Matthews, Bethnal] Green Vestry eeey 37 L. J. C. P. 

62; Winch v. Thames Conservators (1872), L. KR. 7 C. P. 

458; Hudson v. Tabor (1877), 2 Q. B. I. 290; A.-G. v. 

Tomline (1879), 12 Ch. D. 214; Bathurst Borough v. 

Macpherson (1879), 4 App. Cas. 256; Simpson v. A.-G., 

(1904) A. C. 476. Mentd. Wilkes v. Hungerford Market. 


Co. (1835), 2 Bing. N. C. 281; Cane v. chavs (18386), 
6L. J. K. c 


B. 49; Re loyal British Bank (1857), 29 

L. T. O._8. 148; Liverpool Borough Bank »v. Eccles 

(1859), 4 H. & N. 1393; Gibson v. Preston Corpn. (1870), 

L. R. 5 Q. B. 218. 

643. Covenant—In deed of partition.|— 
MORLAND v. Cook, No. 6338, ante. 

644. Liability for cost of repair—Levying rate— 
“‘ Houses, shops & farm buildings ’’—-Whether aero- 
drome included.|—-By the East Lancing Sea 
Defence Order, 1918, confirmed by a private Act, 
the owners of certain properties were made rate- 
able to a sea defence rate, & the Order provided 
that the rate on ‘‘ houses, shops, & farm build- 
ings ’’ should be lower than that onland. Applts. 
were the owners of an aerodrome within the rate- 
able area, & in the aerodrome there were certain 
hangers used for the housing of aeroplanes & 
capable of use for their construction & repair. The 
hangers contained no lavatories or sleeping 
accommodation :—Held: in view of the object 
of the Order & of the context in which the word 
‘* houses ”’ occurred it was not confined to dwelling: 
houses, but included the hangers & therefore they 
were rateable at the lower rate.—B. AERODROME, 
Lrp. v. DELL, [1917] 2 K. B. 380; sub nom. 
BRIGHTON-SHOREHAM AERODROME, Lrp. v. DELL, 
86 L. J. K. B. 1331; 117 L. T. 272; 81 J. P. 2053 
33 T. L. R. 3753; 15 L. G. R. 609, D.C. 
Right to deduct cost for income tax 








purposes.|— See Income Tax, Vol. XXVIIL., 
p. 10, No. 47. 
——-.|— See SEweERS & DRAINS, Vol. XLI,, 


p. 62, Nos. 449-456. 

Failure to repair highway—Highway damaged 
by sea.|—See Tliagnways, Vol. XXVI., pp. 371- 
373, Nos. 964, 983. 

Wall fronting tidal navigable river.|—Sce Nos. 
675, 676, post. 
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to make a passage to a new wharf on the river.— 
PARTHERICHE v. MASON (1774), 2 Chit. 658. 

647. No powers as occupiers of land 
used for navigation.|—Where an Act of Parlia- 
ment, passed for the purpose of making navigable 
& natural river, does not vest in the undertakers 
of the navigation the bed of the river, but gives 
them for that purpose a mere privilege of scouring 
& cleansing it, they are not occupicrs of the land 
used for the navigation, but have a mere casement 








v. HUSBAND, KENNEDY v. ELLISON 
(B. C.), (1923) 1D. L. R. 1069.—CAN, 

t. Damage to banks by onerations 
of river trustees-—-Right of riparian 
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Sect. 1.—In general. Sect.2: Sub-sect. 1.] 


in it (BAYLEY, J.).—R. v. AIRE & CALDER NAVIGA- 

TION Co. (1829),9 B. & C. 820; 4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 

728; 2Man.& Ry. M.C. 442; 8L.J.0.8.M.C. 

9; 109 E. R. 305. 

Annotations :—Retd. Halkyn District Mincs Drainage Co. 
v Holywell Union Assmt. Com. (1893), 69 L. T. 112; 
Swansea Harbour Trustecs v. Swansea, Union Assmt. 
Com. (1907), 1 Konst. Rat. App. 250. Mentd. Williams 
v. Jones (1829), 5 Man. & Ry. K. B13; M.S. & L. Ry. v. 
Doncaster Union Assint. Com. (1893), 69 L. T. 350. 
648. Damage to adjoining land— 

Liability for compensation.]|—Under the Middle 
Level Acts, 1810 to 1874, comrs. were appointed 
to cleanse, scour, & improve certain rivers & 
drains. By sect. 32 of Middle Level Act, 1810, it 
was provided that the mud, etc., taken out of the 
rivers, etc., should in all cases where the rivers, 
etc., were not embanked “ be laid in such place 
as the comrs. in their discretion shall think proper,”’ 
& by sect. 59 the comrs. were empowered to enter 
upon the lands of any person adjoining or near to 
any of the rivers, etc., ‘‘ to take & dig earth there- 
from & to do such other acts as may be necessary 
to carry into effect the purposes of this Act, making 
satisfaction to the party or parties injured 
thereby.” 

The comrs. deposited large quantities of mud 
& sullage on the adjoining lands taken from 
certain rivers, the owners of which claimed com- 
pensation for the injury caused to their lands by 
such deposit :—Held: (1) in the case of a river 
that was not embanked, sect. 42 did not give the 
comrs. power to enter compulsorily upon lands 
which did not belong to them & deposit mud & 
sullage thereon without paying compensation, 
but merely gave them power to put such mud & 
sullage on such place that they in their discretion 
thought proper, provided they had power to lay 
the mud & sullage in such a place; (2) under 
sect. 59 they had power to lay the mud & sullage 
on the adjoining lands upon making satisfaction 
to the party or parties injured thereby, provided 
that what they did was to carry into effect the 
purposes of the Act.—Re Mouton & MIDDLE 
LEVEL Comrs, (1907), 97 L. T. 391; 71 J. P. 402 ; 
5 L. G. R. 961. 

649. ——— Power to commissioner to make 
directions as to cleansing—Directions to surveyor 
of highways.|—An inclosure Act provided that the 
comr. should set out such watercourses as he 
should think proper, & should order & direct by 
whom & at whose expense such watercourses 
should be repaired & cleansed. The Act further 
provided that the comr. should assign land for 
the getting of materials for repairing public roads. 
The comr., in pursuance of such Act, by his award 
appointed certain roads to be set out, & awarded 
to the surveyor of highways land for the getting 
of materials for the repair of public roads. He 
further ordered that a watercourse should be 
made, & directed that such watercourse should 
for ever thereafter be repaired & cleansed by the 
surveyor of highways for the time being, the 
expenses attendant upon such repairing & cleansing 
to be paid out of a rate to be made for the repair 
of highways in the township:—Held: it was 
within the jurisdiction of the comr. to order the 
surveyor of highways to repair & cleanse the water- 
course & to raise the expenses of so doing by means 
of a rate.—A.-G. v. TAMWORTH RURAL DISTRICT 

SOUNCIL (1901), 85 L. T. 190. 








owner to compensation. J—-CLYDE NAVI- 
GATION TRUSTEES v. BLANTYRE (LORD) 
(1883), 10 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 910; 20 
Sc. L. R. 623.—S8COT. 


a. Lights 


PART III. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1. 


of riparian oumer.)— 
There is no difference between the laws 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


650. Right to build bank—To prevent river 
flooding own land—Bank causing flood on lands of 











another owner.]— MENZIES v. BREADALBANE, 
No. 218, ante. 

651. ——.|— BICKETT v. Morris, No 
65, ante. 

652. —-— ~-~ -|]—Applt. & resps. owned 


lands upon opposite sides of a river. hen the 

river was in flood & rose higher than its bank 

some of the flood water used to flow over resps.’ 
land, ultimately finding its way back to the river. 

Resps. erected an embankment from a point on 

their land about half a mile from the river 

diagonally to its bank, with the object of protect- 
ing their lands behind the embankment. The 
water flowing over applt.’s land in time of heavy 
flood was thereby increased. Applt. sued resps. 
for damages & an injunction. It was not proved 
that any flood channel was obstructed, or existed, 
or that there was any ancient or rightful course 
for the flood waters across resps.’ land :—Held: 
the action could not be maintained.—GERRARD 

v. CROWE, [1921] 1 A. C. 395; 90 L. J. P. C. 42; 

124 L. T. 486; 377. L. R. 110, P. C. 

Annotation :—~Refd. Lagan Navigation Co. v. Lambeg 
Bleaching, Dyeing & Finishing Co., [1927] A. C. 226. 
653. Right to build jetty—-In alveus of river— 

Damage caused to opposite riparian proprietor.|— 

An information & bill was filed by pltf., a riparian 

proprietor on a tidal navigable river, to restrain 

deft., an opposite riparian proprictor, from con- 
structing a jetty in the alveus of the river so as to 
injure pltf.’s property & interfere with the naviga- 
tion :—Held: (1) a riparian proprictor had no 

greater right to use the alveus of a tidal than a 

non-tidal river, & although pltf. had proved no 

serious injury to his property, he was entitled to 
an injunction; (2) the suit being by information 

& bill was properly framed in respect of the private 

& public wrong complained of.—A.-G. v. LONSDALE 

(EARL) (1868), L. R. 7 Eq. 877; 38 L. J. Ch. 335 ; 

20 L. T. 64. 

Annotations ;~-.48 to (1) Refd. A.-G. v. Terry (1873), 9 Ch. 
App. 425,n.: Orr Ewing v. Colquhoun (1877), 2 App. 
Cas. 839; Lawes v. Turner & Frere (1892), 8 'T. L. RR. 584. 
Bullding over river—Building regulations.|— 

See PusLic HEALTH, Vol. XXXVIII., p. 187, 

No. 255. 

Power to alter course of river—Power of com- 
missioners of sewers.|—Sce SEWERS & DRAINs, 
Vol. XLI., p. 51, No. 373. 

Liability of navigable rivers to be rated.}|—-Sce 
Rates & RATING, Vol. XXXVIITL., pp. 510, 511, 
Nos. 643-646. 


SicT. 2.—TIDAL NAVIGABLE RIVERS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—-IN GENERAL. 

654. What is a tidal navigable river—Flux & 
reflux of tide—Creek.]—Case against a corpn. for 
not repairing a creek into which the tide of the sea 
flowed & reflowed, but not saying if: was a navigable 
river, as from time immemorial they had been 
used, the action lies, though no special damage be 
stated.—LYNN CoRPN. v. TURNER (1774), 1 Cowp. 
86; 98 EB. R. 980. 

Annotations :—-Consd. I. v. Montague (1825), 4 B. & C. 598. 

Apld. Sim FE Bak v. Ang Yong Huat, lee A. GC. 429, 


Refd. Lyme Regis cont tr. Henley (1834), 1 Bing. N. C. 
222: chester v. Raishlcigh (1889), 61 L. T. 477. 


655. -|~~-(1) The flux & reflux of 
the tide is primd facie evidence of a navigable river. 











England in respect to the rights of 
riparian owners to the waters of float- 
able streains flowing past their Jands.— 
TANQUAY ¥v. Prick (1906), 37 8. C. R. 


of the Province of Quebee & those of 657.—CAN, 


Part III.—Rivers, Lakes AND Poo s. 


_ (2) On a question whether a creek be a navigable 
river or not, instances of persons going up it, for 
the purpose of cutting reeds, & on parties of 
pleasure, without the consent of the person 
claiming exclusive property in the creek, are 
evidence sufficient for the jury to presume it a 
public river.—MILEs v. RosE (1814), 5 Taunt. 705 ; 
1 Marsh. 313; 128 E. R. 868; subsequent pro- 
eh sub nom. ROSE v. Mites (1815), 4 M. & 8. 


Annolation :— 

ight oat? to (1) Refd. R. v. Montague (1825), 4 

656. |—(1) A public right of 
navigation in a river or creek may be extinguished 
either by an Act of Parliament or writ of ad quod 
damnum & inquisition thereon, or under certain 
circumstances by comrs. of sewers, or by natural 
causes, such as the recess of the sea or an accumu- 
lation of mud, etc. 

(2) Every creek or river into which the tide 
flows is not on that account necessarily a public 
navigable channel, although sufficiently large for 
that purpose.—kK. v. MONTAGUE (1825), 4 B. & C. 
598 ; 6 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 616; 3 Dow. & Ry. M. C. 
292; 4L. J.0.S. K. B. 213; 107 E. R. 11838. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Colchester Corpn. v. Brooke 

(1845), 7 Q. B. 339; Williains v. Eyton (1858), 2 H. & N. 

771; Freeman v. Tottenham & Hampstead Junction Ry. 

(1865), 11 L. T. 702. Ae to (2) Refd. Iichester v. Ruaish- 

leigh (1889), 61 L. T. 477; Sim E. Bak v. Ang Yong 

Huat, [1923] A. GC. 429. 

657. -——.]—(1) The flowing of the 
tide is strong primd facie evidence of the existence 
of a public navigable river, but whether particular 
water is or is not of that character depends upon 
the situation & nature of the channel. 

(2) Not every ditch or cutting forms part of 
the public navigable river, even though it is large 
enough to admit of the passage of a boat. 

(3) The question is one of degree, & is for the 
jury, having regard to all the facts. 

A tidal creek was formed by the water of a 
tidal river filling excavations made owing to clay 
having been dug from land adjoining the rver & 
formerly dry ; it was used by boats in connection 
with working the clay, but there was no evidence 
that it was used by the public as a waterway, nor 
was it likely to be so used :—Held: the creek was 
not part of a public navigable river.—Sim I. Bak 
v. ANG YONG Huat, [1923] A. C. 429; 92 L. J. 
P.C. 136; 129 L. T. 72, PLC. 

658. Prima facie evidence that river 
navigable.|—Mi11.Es v. Rosn, No. 655, anle. 

659 -}-—-(1) A creek or arm of the 
sea, in order to be navigable, in the legal sense of 
the term, must be affected by the ebb & flow of 
ordinary or mean tides. 

(2) The circumstances that it can be traversed 
by small boats does not make navigable a creek 
whicn is not so affected.—ILCHESTER (ISARL) v. 
RAISHLEIGH (1889), 61 LL. T. 477; 38 W. R. 104; 
5 'T. L. R. 739. 

660. Situation & nature of channel. |— 
Sim E. BAK v. ANG YONG ILuAT, No. 657, ante. 

: Cut made to aid navigation.|—~By 
statute, reciting that the river Witham was 
formerly navigable for lighters, boats, etc., from 
Lincoln to the sea, but that, by sand & silt brought 
in by the tide, the outfall had been greatly ob- 
structed & was in a great measure stopped up, 
whereby trade & commerce had decayed, powers 
were given to comrs. for the purpose of restoring 
the navigation ; & they were authorised, in order 
for the carrying on & effecting the navigation, to 
make a new cut through lands adjoining the river, 
not vested in the comrs.; & the navigation so 
made was to be open to all subjects of the realm, 
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paying certain tolls. The comrs. were also em- 
powered, by this & another Act, under certain 
regulations, to build bridges. The cut was made, 
& a more direct channel thereby created, through 
which the waters of the Witham passed to the sea. 
A co., in whom the powers of the comrs. after- 
wards became vested by statute, built a bridge, 
not according to the regulations, & occupying, to 
some extent, the bed of the new cut. On indict- 
ment against them for a nuisance to the river 
as a public highway, the jury found specially that 
the co. were guilty of building the bridge, but that 
it did not obstruct the navigation. On motion to 
enter the verdict for defts.:—Held: (1) the cut 
was a public navigable river, the obstruction of 
which was an indictable offence; (2) building a 
bridge partly in the bed of a navigable river is not 
necessarily a nuisance; the question whether in 
fact it be so or not in a particular instance, is for a 
jury: & the verdict here, negativing actual 
obstruction, was, in effect, an acquittal.—lh. v. 
BEtTrTs (1850), 16 Q. B. 1022; 19 L. J. Q. B. 531 ; 
15 L. T. O. 8. 182; 4 Cox, C.C. 211; 14 J.P. Jo. 
318; 117 E. R. 1172. 
«lnnotations :—As to (2) Consd. A.-G. r. Lonsdalo (1868), 
L. R. 7 Iq. 377. efd. lt. v. United Kingdom Electric 
Telegraph Co. (1862), 6 L. T. 378; Edgware Highway 
Board v. Harrow District Gas Co. (1874), 44 L. J.Q.B.1; 
The Carlgarth, The Otarama, [1927] P. 93. 


662. Hickling Broad.|—MICKLETHWAIT v. 
VINCENT, No. 842, post. 

663. Ability to take boats.] — ILCHESTEK 
(SARL) v. RAISHLEIGH, No. 659, ante. 

664. .|—Sim E. Bax v. ANG YONG 
Huat, No. 657, ante. 

665. ——-- Question of degree for jury.] — Sim 
KH. Bak v. ANG Yona Huvuat, No. 657, ante. 

666. Alteration in course of river—Rights over 
river in new course.|—ANON. (1348), 22 Lib. Ass. 
fo. 106, pl. 93. 

Annotations :-~ Refd. R. v. Montague (1825), 4 B. & C. 598; 
Foster v. Wright (1878), 4 C. P. D. 238; Hindson tr. 
Ashby, [1896] 2 Ch, 1. 

667. |—If by the irruption of the 
waters of a tidal river a new channel is formed in 
the land of a subject, although the rights of the 
Crown & of the public may come into existence 
& be exercised in what has thus become a portion 
of a tidal river or of an arm of the sea, the right 
to the soil remains in the owner, so that if at any 
time thereafter the waters should recede & the 
river again change its course, leaving the new 
channel dry, the soil becomes again the exclusive 
property of the owner, free from all rights what- 
soever in the Crown or in the public (KELLY, C.B.). 
—CARLISLE CORPN. v. GRAHAM (1869), L. R. 4 
Exch. 361; 38 L. J. Ex. 226; 21 L. T. 3335; 18 
W. Rf. 318. 

Annotations -—Distd. Foster v. Wright (1878), 4 Cc. P. D. 
438. Apld. Thakurain Ritraj Koer_v. Thakurain Sarfaraz 


Koer (1905), 21 TI’. L. R. 637. Refd. Hindson v. Ashby, 
Wo aoe 1. Mentd. Neill v. Devonshire (1882), 31 
. RR. 622. 


668. Extent of river—-Mouth—Land between 
lowest ebb & highest flood mark.]|—The mouth of 
a river comprehends the whole space between the 
lowest ebb & the highest flood mark.—HORNE v. 
MACKENZIE (1839), 6 Cl. & Fin. 628 ; Macl. & Rob. 
977; 7 Ie. R. 834, H. L. 

Annotation :—Refd. Reece vr. Miller (1882), 8 Q. B. D. 626. 

669. Ebb & flow of highest tides.|—A 
river is a tidal river in such parts only as are within 
the regular ebb & flow of the highest tides.— 
REEcE v. MILLER (1882), 8 Q. B. D. 626; S51 
L. J. M. C. 64; 47 J. P. 37, D.C. 


























Annotations :—Consd. Calcraft wv. Guest (1897), Stuart 
Moore’s Law of Fisheries, p. 102. Apld. West Riding of 
Yorkshire Rivers Board v. Tadcaster R. Cc. (1907), 


97 L. T. 436. Refd. Jones v. Llanrwst U. C., [1911] 1 Ch. 
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Sect. 2.—Tidal navigable rivers: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


670. Vertical rise & fall of ordinary tides. |— 
CALCRAFT v. GUEST (1897), cited in Stuart Moore’s 
Law of Fisheries at p. 102. 


Annotation :—Oonsd. ont Riding of Tomer Rivers 
Board v. Tadcaster R. D. C. (1907), 97 L. T. 


671. Not merely Howteontal: ebb & 
flow.|—‘‘ Tidal waters’’ include those waters not 
merely where there is a horizontal ebb & flow, but 
also where there is a vertical rise & fall caused by 
the ordinary sea tide.—WeEst RIDING oF YORK- 
SHIRE RIVERS BOARD v. TADCASTER RuRAL DIs- 
TRICT COUNCIL (1907), 97 L. T. 486; 71 J. P. 429; 
5 L. G. R. 1208, D. C. 

Anieanon :—Refd. Jones v. Llanrwst U. C., [1911] 1 Ch. 








672. Rights of riparian owner—No greater than 
in non-tidal river—With safeguard for rights of 
public navigation.|—A.-G. v. LONSDALE (EARL), No. 
653, ante. 

673. ~—~.]—(1) There is no distinc- 
tion in principle between riparian rights on the 
banks of navigable or tidal, & on those of non- 
navigable rivers. In the former case, however, 
there must be no interference with the public right 
to navigation. 

(2) In order to give rise to riparian rights the 
land must be in actual] daily contact with the 
stream, laterally or vertically.—NorTH SHORE Ky. 
Co. v. PION (1889), 14 App. Cas. 612; 59 L. J. 


P.-C, 253 “61-b.-T,. 625. PC. 

Annotations : Apld. Montreal City v. Montreal Harbour 
Jomrs., Tetreault. v. Montreal Harbour Conirs., [1926] 
A.C. 299. Refd. Jones v. Llanrwst U. Cs (1911] 1 Ch. 3938. 

Mentd. UY v. London (Ontario) Water Comrs., [1906] 


A. 
—— Deis: generally, Part I., Sect, 4, ante. 
674, Extent of bed of river—Land between high 

ais marks on each bank—Thames. |—-GoOLDEN 

THAMES CONSERVATORS (1891), cited in [1897] 
2 Q. B. at p. 338, H. L. 

Annotation . —-Apld. “Thames Conservators v. Smeed, Dean, 
[1897] 2Q. B. 

675. Liability ‘to maintain wall—To prevent 
river overflowing adjoining land— Liability of statu- 
tory authority.|——-PLUMSTEAD BOARD OF WORKS v. 
KENT SEWERS Comrs. (1877), 41 J. P. Jo. 388. 

676. Extent of lability.|-— 
BRAMLET? v. TEES CONSERVANCY ComrRs., No. 453, 
ante. 




















SUB-SECT. 2.—OWNERSHIP IN SOIL. 


677. General rule—Ownership in Crown.|— 
A.-G. v. SmMitH & BERKELEY (LORD) (1637), 
Hale’s de Jure Maris (Iargrave’s Tracts) 34; 
oa. Moore’s Law of Foreshore & Sca shore, 
p. 402 


aati -—- Consd. Fitzhardinge v. Purecll (1908), 77 











Ch. 529. Refd. R. v. Fulis (1813), 1 M. & S. 652. 
: Bed of river. TRINITY 
HovusE (1662), 1 Sid. 86; 1 Keb. 331 ; 82 E.R. 


086. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Woodward ». 


aa (1691), 2 Vent. 
267; Anon. (1698), 12 Mod. Rep. 2 


PART III. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2. 
677 ji. General rule—Ownership in 


678i. 


Bed of riwer.j}—The 
River St. . Lawrence above tide water 





WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


679. -|—BULSTRODE v. HALL 
(1663), 1 Sid. 148; 1 Keb. 582; 82 E. R. 1024. 
Annotation :-~Consd. Murphy v. Ryan (1868), 16 W. R. 678. 

680. —— .|—HANMER v. EYTON 


er 5 L. T. O. S. 390. 

681. —— —— .|—The right claimed by 
the Crown to the bed & soil of navigable rivers is 
a right belonging to the Crown by the Common Law 
& extends & is applicable to the bed & soil of the 
river Thames unless excluded by a stronger title 
in defts. or some other (LANGDALE, M.R.).—A.-G. 
v. LONDON CoRPN. (1849), 12 Beav. 8; 18 L. J. Ch. 
314; 13 L. T. O. S. 521; 13 Jur. 374; 50 H.R. 
962 ; on appeal (1850), 2 Mac. & G. 247, L. C. 


Manion :—Mentd. Flitcroft ». Fletcher (1856), 25 L. J. 
Kx. 94; Horton v. Bott (1857), 2H. & N. 249; A.-G. v. 
Hanmer (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 837; London Gas Light Co. 
v. Chelsea (1859), 6 C. B. N. S. "41: Ingilby v. maa 
(1863), 33 Beav. 31; Stoate v. Rew (1868), 14C. BLN. 
209: Goodman ». Holroyd (1864), 15 C. B. N.S. 330 3 
‘Towne v. Cocks (1874), L. Rk. 9 Exch. 45: ; Saunders v. 
one ATT 7 Ch. D. 435; Bewicke v. Graham (1880), 

Q 











B. ae Marriott v. Chamberlain (1886), 64 
I. T. 714; A.-G. v. Newcastle-upon-Tyne vid te [1897] 
2Q. B. 3R4 : hte abs v. Maddison, [1906] A. C. 569 ; 


A.-G. v. Storey (1912), 107 L. T. 430. 

682. -]—The alveus or bed of a 
public navigable river is inter regalia. — LORD 
ADVOCATE FOR SCOTLAND v. HAMILTON (1852), 
1 Macq. 46, H. L. 


Annotations :—Consd. Murphy v. Ryan (1868), 16 W. QR. 
678. Refd. Ipswich Dock Comrs. v. St. Peter’, Ipswich, 
Overseers (1866), 7 B. & S. 310. 

6838. -|—The soil of navigable 
tidal rivers, so far as the tide flows & reflows, is 
prima facie in the Crown.—MALcoMson v. O’DEA 
(1863), 10 H. L. Cas. 593; 9 L. T. 93; 27 J. P. 
820; 0 Jur. N. 8.1185; 12 W. R.178; 11 E.R. 
1155, H. L. 

Annotations :—Apld, Murphy v. Ryan (1868), 16 W. KR. 678. 

efd. Bristow v. Cormicun (1878), 3 App. Cas. 641; Sinth 

v. CRIN [1891] 2 Ch. 678; A.-G. for British Columbia 

. A.-G. for Canada, [1914] A C. 153. Mentd. Mills v. 

Colchester Corpn. (1867), 36 L. J. GC. P. 210: Rawstorne 

v. Backhouse ot 17 L. I. 441; Carlisle Corpn. v. 

Graham (1869), L. R. 4 Exch. 361; Edgar v. English 

ENS Special Comrs. (1870), 23 I. IT. 732; Johnson 

Barnes (1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 692; Be Walton-cum- 

" ‘rimley Manor, Hz p. Tomline (1873), 28. das TS V2" 

Goodman ». Saltash Corpn. (1882), 7 App. Cas. 633; Neill 

v. Devonshire (1882), 8 App. Cas. 135: Haigh & Baxter 

v. Wert (1893), 68 L. T. 531: Fitzgerald rv. Firbank, [1897 | 

2 Ch. 96; Blandy-Jenkins v. Dunraven, {1899} 2 Ch. 121 ; 

Hanbury v. Jenkins, [1901] 2 Ch. 401. 


684. -|—(1) The bed of all tidal 
navigable rivers & of all arms of the sea is in the 
Crown, but is so for the benefit of the subjects. The 
right of navigation belongs, by law, to all the 
subjects of the realm, & the right to anchor is a 
necessary part of the right to navigate. This 
right never could have been interfered with by 
grant from the Crown. 

The grant therefore of an oyster-bed in an arm 
of the sea below low water mark, must have been 
taken by the grantee, subject to the public right 
of navigation ; & he cannot now, in respect of bis 
ownership of the soil, make any demand, even if 
expressly granted to him, which in any way 
interferes with the enjoyment of this public right. 


























as representing the Province of Quebec, 
is the sole owner of the foreshore & bed 


Crown.J)—-MORIN v. LEFEBVRE (1816), 
3 R. de L. 303.—-CAN. 


677 fi. -}~—The property in 
the soil adjacent to the shore & covered 
by the waters of lakes, or of navi- 
gable rivers, is in the Crown, subject 
to the rights of the public to pass over 
the water in boats, & to fish & bathe 
G, v. PERRY (1864), 15 
C. P. 329 .—CAN. 

677 iii. ——— -—--.]~-MORENCGY v. Lk- 
caw (Que.) (1917), 24 Kt. de J. 509.— 











ix a navigable river, the bed of which 
is vested in the Crown.—DIxson v. 
SNETSINGER (1873), 23 C. P. 235.—CAN. 


678 ii. .}—The title to 
the soil in the beds of navigable rivers 
is in the Crown in right of the provinces, 
not in right of the vero: —K. v 
Moss (1896), 26 8S. C. R. 322.—CAN. 


678 iii. -}~—Beds of all 
Dae Te rivers are by law rote 
ve ma facie in the Crown.—LEKAMY 
t. (1915), 15 exch. C. R. 189. CAN. 


678 iv. ———.]—The King, 


























of the St. Lawrence Hiver at the place 
where the Montreal Harbour Comrs. 
constructed works which necese¢itated 
the outlet of a sewer in the City of 
Montreal being changed.—MONTREAL 
CORPN. v1. MONTREAL HARBOUR COMRS., 
TETREAULT v. MONTREAL HARBOUR 
ComRrs., A.-G. FOR QUEBEC v, A.-G. FOR 
CANADA (1925), 42 T. L. RR. 98.—CAN. 

678 v. .}—~The bed of 
a tidal navigable river is vested in the 
Crown.—SATCOWRI GuOSK MONDAL v, 
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INDIA (1894), 
I. L. R. 22 Cale. 252.,—IND. 











Part III.—Rrvers, 


(2) A claim of an anchorage due cannot exist 
merely in respect of the use of the soil; it must 
be founded on proof that the soil of the claimant 
was originally within the precincts of a port or 
harbour, or that some service or aid to navigation 
was rendered by the owner of the soil who claimed 
the anchorage due. 

(3) Evidence of mere immemorial usage will 
not support such a claim. 

(4) Semble: the bed of the sea, to the extent of 
three miles from the shore, is not vested in the 
Crown, but merely the part lying between high 
& low water mark, the three miles limit being 
adopted by a conventional rule of international 
law.—GANN v. FREE FISHERS OF WHITSTABLE 
(1865), 11 H. L. Cas. 192; 5 New Rep. 482; 35 
L. J. C. P. 29; 12 L. T. 150; 29 J. P. 24383; 13 
W. R., 589 ; 2 Mar. L. C, 179; 11 ie. R., 1305 ; 
sub nom. FREE FISHERS OF WHITSTABLE v. GANN, 
20 C. B. N.S. 1, I. L. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. lt. v. Keyn (1876), 2 Ex. D. 
63; The Bien, [1911] P. 40; Denaby & Cadeby Main 
Collicrics v. Anson, [1911] 1 K. B. 171. As to (3) Refd. 
Holford v. George (1868), L. R. 3 Q. B. 639. Generally, 
Refd. Bridgwater Trustces v. Bootle Surveyors (1866), 
7B. & S. 348; Foreman v. Whitstable Free Fishers & 
Dredgers (1869), L. R. 4 H. L. 266; Jolliffe v. Wallascy 
L. B. L. R. 9 C. P. 62. Mentd. Gann v. Jobnson 
(1871), L. R. 6 C. P. 461; Sutton Harbour Improvement 
Co. v. Plymouth Town Grdns. (1890), 63 L. T. 772. 


685. .J—A.-G. uv. NEWCASTLE- 
UPON-TYNE CorRPN., No. 523, ante. 

86. |—FITZHARDINGE (LORD) 
v. PURCELL, No. 699, post. 

87. Lands between high & low water 
mark.|—Kirspy & PRrRopGrER v. GiBs (1667), 2 
Keb. 294; 84 HE. R. 183. 

688. Acquisition of ownership by grant or pre- 
scription—Acquisition by lord of manor.|—A.-G. 
v. SMITH & BERKELEY (LORD) (16387), Hale’s de 
Jure Maris (Hargrave’s Tracts) 34; Stuart Moore’s 
Law of Foreshore & Seashore, p. 402. 


Annotations :- Consd. Fitzhardinge vr. Purcell (1908), 77 
L. J. Ch. 529. Refd. R. v. kis (1813), 1 M. & S. 652. 


689. |—Kikspy & PRODGER v. GIBS 
(1667), 2 Keb. 294; 84 Kk. R. 183. 

690. .|—Upon the evidence furnished 
by ancient documents & modern acts of ownership 
which have passed unquestioned by the Crown, 
a title to a portion of the soil lying between high 
& low water mark of the Thames, as forming part 
of the adjoining manor, may be sustained as 
against the Crown, although no grant from the 
Crown of the land in question can be produced.-— 
Re ALSTON’S ESTATE (1856), 28 L. T. O. S. 3375 21 
J.P. 163; 5 W. R. 189. 


ai{nnotation :—Mentd. Ae St. Pancras Burial Ground (1866), 
L. lt. 3 Eq. 173. 


691. .|—Parties holding barony titles 
to lands situated on both sides of the Clyde, a 
navigable tidal river, claimed, as against the 
Crown & the Clyde Navigation trustecs, that the 
foreshores ex adverso their lands belonged in pro- 















































687 i. —— Lands betueen high 
& low water mark.}—The right to the 





& the place whore the line again strikes 
the bay shore.—QUIDDY 
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perty to them, subject to such rights of navigation 
or other rights which the public & the Clyde 
trustees might have over the same. The barony 
titles contained no express grant of foreshore, nor 
did they contain any specific boundaries which 
could be held to include the foreshore. The 
parties rested their claim on the grounds—(qa) that 
the barony titles alone gave them the property ; 
(b) that coupled with their titles they had exercised 
from time immemorial acts of possession over 
the foreshore :—Held: (1) the acts of possession 
for the prescriptive period having been proved, & 
following on barony titles to lands so situated, 
they constituted a right of property in the fore- 
shore; (2) in this case it was not necessary to 
decide the question whether a barony title to lands 
so situated, which did not specify the exact 
boundary of the lands or contain any express 
grant of foreshore, could alone give a right of 
property in the foreshore.—LORD ADVOCATE v. 
BLANTYRE (LORD) (1879), 4 App. Cas. 770, H. L. 


Annotations :-~As to (1) Refd. Blantyre v. Clyde Navigation 
Trustees (1881), 6 App. Cas. 273; River Leo Navigation 
Conservators v. Button (1881), 6 App. Cas. 685. Generally, 
Refd. Lord Advocate v. Lovat (1880), 5 App. Cas. 273; 
Lord Advocate v. Wemyss, [1900] A. G. 48 


Acquisition by mayor & corporation.| 
THAMES CONSERVATORS 


LAKES AND Poo.s. 


692. 
—SPENCER (LORD) v. 
(1872), 36 J. P. Jo. 53. 

693. ———.] —-GANN__ v. 
WHITSTABLE, No. 684, ante. 
: .]}—FITZHARDINGE (LORD) v. PURCELL, 
No. 699, post. 

695. Owners of adjoining land—No presumption 
of ownership.|—The right to the soil of a navigable 
river is not, by presumption of law, in the owners 
of the adjoining lands.—R. v. Smira (1780), 2 
Doug. K. B. 441; 99 E. R. 283. 

Annotations :—Refd. Murphy v. Ryan (1868), 16 W. R. 678. 
Mentd. A.-(i. of New South Wales v. Macpherson (1870), 
ae 32. C. 268; KR. v. Stephenson (1884), 53 L. J. M. C. 
696. Parish—Land between high & 

low water mark.|—Whcere a parish extends up to 

a tidal river, but there is nothing to show whether 

it does or does not extend beyond the line of 

ordinary or medium high water mark, land between 
such high water mark & low water mark cannot 
be assumed to be within the parish; as there is 
no distinction in this respect between land on the 
sea shore & land on the shore of a tidal river.— 

BRIDGWATER TRUSTEES v. BOOTLE-CUM-LINACRE 

(1866), L. R. 2 Q. B. 4; 7B. & 8. 348; 36 L. J. 

Q.B. 41; 15 L. T. 351; 31/5. P. 245; 15 W. RR. 

169, 

697. Statutory powers over soil—Power to dredge 
ground belonging to riparian owner.|—The Clyde 
Navigation Trustees, being empowered by their 
Act of Parliament to dredge the bed of the River 
Clyde to a depth of 17 fect cannot be interdicted 





FREE FISHERS OF 





_ from dredging ground which has been declared the 


convey the same is expressed in clear 


RIVER Boom  & unambiguous terms in the grant.— 


soil between high & low-water mark in 
a navigable river is in the Crown.—- 
oan TAYLOR (1862), N. B. Dig. 447.— 


693 i. Acquisition of ownership by 
grant or } ihe beh }--A grant by the 
Crown of a tract of land fronting on the 
shore of the Bay of Fundy described it 
as commencing at the 6 shore & 
running a certain course distance 
inland, thence along the exterior lines 
of the tract till it again met the bay 
shore at a different point, & thence 
following the bay shore to tho place of 
ab conveys to the grantee the 
bed of a tidal river which runs through 
the land, & discharges into the bay 
between the starting point of the grant 


Co. v. DAVIDSON (1883), 25 N. B. KR. 
580.— CAN. 


693 li. J—Wherc a grant of land 
is made bordering on a river, if a tidal 
river, the title to the bed is presumed 
to remain in the Crown, unless other- 
wise expressed in the grant.—KEk- 
WATIN POWER Co. v. KENORA, 
Hvupson’s Bay Co. v. KENORA (1906), 
160. Ll. R. 1843; 11 0. W. R. 2 


CAN. 

693 lif. ——-.J-—R. v. TWEEDIE (1915), 
52S. Cc. R. 197.—CAN. 

698 iv. -J—In a grant of part of 
the public domain from the Crown to a 
subject the bed of a navigable river 
will not pass unless an intention to 





— 
e 





LEAMY v. R. (1915), 15 Exch. C. lh. 
189.—CAN. 


693 v. 
v TEMPLEMORE 
I. Cc. L. h. 374.—I 

b. Alluvial deposit. }—~ Uprr- 
NARAIN SINGH v. GOLABCHAND SAHU 
(1899), I. L. R. 27 Calc. 221; L. R. 26 
Ind. App. 236.—IND. 


695 i. Owners of adjoining land—No 
presumption of ownership. }—J AMESON, 
ETc. v. DUNDEE POLICE Comrs. (1884), 
12 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 300; 22 Sec. L. R. 
202,.—SCOT. 


c. Medium um rule not applic- 
able.J—A grant of land bounded by 


-}-DONEGALL (MARQUIS 
ao (1858), 
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Sect. 2.—Tidal navigable rivers : Sub-sects. 2,3 & 4. 


Sect. 3: Sub-sect. 1.] 


property of the riparian owner subject to any right 
which the public may have over it, & subject also 
to any rights conferred on the trustees by their 
Acts of Parliament.—BLANTYRE (LORD) v. CLYDE 
ee TrustTEeEs (1881), 6 App. Cas. 273, 


Annotation :—Refd. Lex Conservancy Board v. Button 

(1881), 45 L. 'T. 385. 

698. Thames Conservancy—Public Health 
(London) Act, 1891 (c. 76).|—By above Act, 
s. 4 (1), the sanitary authority, if satisfied of the 
existence of a nuisance liable to be dealt with 
summarily under that Act, are to serve a notice 
requiring its abatement on the person by whose 
act, default, or sufferance the nuisance arises or 
continues, or, if such person cannot be found, on 
the occupier or owner of the premises on which 
the nuisance arises; sub-sect 3 (0) contains a 
proviso that where the person causing the nuisance 
cannot be found, & it is clear that it does not arise 
or continue by the act, default, or sufferance of 
the occupier or owner of the premises, the sanitary 
authority may themselves abate it. 

Applts. were a public body having certain juris- 
diction & powers over the River Thames, the bed 
& soil whereof & of the shores within the flux & 
reflux of the tides were vested in them by statute. 
The Acts by which their duties were regulated 
gave them various powers for the inprovement of 
the navigation of the river, but gave them no power 
of scavenging or removing nuisances in the portion 
of the river hereafter referred to, & their power 
of raising funds, & the application of the funds 
when raised, were strictly limited by statute & 
did not include a power of raising moncy for the 
sanitary improvement of such portion of the river. 
A nuisance injurious & dangerous to health existed 
between high & low water marks in a tidal creek 
running inland about 400 or 500 feet from the line 
of the river; it consisted of an accumulation of 
foul mud, which was largely composed of decom- 
posing organic matter, & was chiefly derived from 
matter held in suspension in the water or floating 
on its surface & left when the tide receded ;_ it 
was impossible to fix upon any person or persons 
as having caused the accumulation. An order 
having been made upon applts. as owners of the 
premises upon which the nuisance existed for its 
abatement :—Held: under their Acts of Parlia- 
ment applts. were owners of the soil & foreshore of 
the river for certain specified purposes only, & 
were not owners for the purposes of above Act, 
8. 4.—KiveR THAMES CONSERVATORS v. PORT OF 
LONDON PorRT SANITARY AUTHORITY, [1894] 1 
Q. B. 647; 63 L. J. M.C. 121; 69 1. T. 803; 58 
J.P.335; 10 T. L. R. 1605 388 Sol. Jo. 153, D.C. 


Annotations: -Consd. Clayton v. Sale U. CL, (1926) 1 K. B. 
415 Mentd. Westutinster Corpn. t. Johnson, Westminster 
Corpn. vu. Fuller (1904), 68 J. bP. 549 
Ownership of fisheries ASce: FISHERIES, Yol. 

AXV., pp. 22, 238, Nos. 196-201. 





3.—RIGHT OF PUBLIC OVER "DAL 
NAVIGABLE RIVERS. 
699. General rule—Only rights relating to navi- 


gation & fishing.|—-(1) Action brought by the lord 


SUB-SECT. 


navigable waters does not extend ad 
medium filum as in the case of non- 
navigable streams.— BARTHEL v. ScotT- 
bay (1895), 24 S. C. R. 367.—CAN. 
-}—The rule that riparian 
proprictors own ad medium filum aque 
oes not apply to the great lakes or 





navigable rivers.—TJe 
OVER PROVINCIAL FISHERIES (1896), 26 
S. C. R. 444.—CAN. 


PART III. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 8. 


e. General rule.}—Every subject of 
the realm has a right to the user, for 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


of certain manors adjoining the Severn, a tidal & 
navigable river, for trespass on the foreshore, 
parcel of the manors, in a boat & on foot, for the 
purpose of shooting wild duck. Deft. denied that 
the foreshore was parcel of tho manors &, even if 
it were, he claimed: the right to go upon the fore- 
shore & shoot & carry away wild duck on the 
ground of immemorial user, in four alternative 
Ways: (a) as a member of the public in exercise 
of a general right of all the King’s subjects in & 
over the foreshore of a tidal navigable river ; 
(0) as one of the inhabitants of the manors by 
virtue of a trust or reservation in their favour 
which the ct. would presume to have been created 
by the original grant of the manors to pitf.’s 
predecessors in title; (c) as an inhabitant of the 
manors, being a wildfowler by occupation, by 
virtue of a custom of the manors; (d) by pre- 
scription as a right in gross enjoyed by him & his 
ancestors :—Held: on the cvidence, pltf. had 
proved his title to the foreshore as part of the 
manors, & also to a several fishery in the Severn. 

(2) The public have no rights over the foreshore 
of a tidal navigable river, when not covered by the 
tide, except such as are ancillary to their rights of 
fishing & navigation in the sea. When covered 
by the tide the foreshore is part of the sea, & the 
only rights of the public in or over it are the rights 
of navigation & fishing & rights ancillary thereto. 

(3) The right claimed to kill & carry away wild 
duck is, whether wildfowl are birds of warren or 
mere wild birds in which there is no pee roperty, a 
profit d prendre & cannot be claimed by ate 
but semble wild duck are birds of warren. 

(4) There was not sufficient evidence of user to 
enable the ct. to presume the existence of a trust, 
or to establish a prescriptive right. 

(5) The bed of the sea for some distance at least 
below low water mark, & the beds of tidal navigable 
rivers, are primd facie vested in the Crown; & the 
Crown’s ownership is, subject to the public rights 
of fishing & navigation & rights ancillary thereto, 
a bencficial ownership. The Crown can grant the 
bed of the sea, so far as it is vested in the Crown, 
& a fortiori the bed of a tidal navigable river, to a 
subject, in the same way that the foreshore can be 
so granted ; though no such grant can operate to 
the detriment of the public right of fishing & that 
of navigation with its ancillary rights, except 
possibly in connection with rights such as 
anchorage, when some consideration moves to the 
public from the grantee.—FITZHARDINGE (LORD) 
» PURCELL, [1908] 2 Ch. 1389; 77 J. J. Ch. 529 ; 
09 L. T. 154; 72 J. P. 276; 247. LL. R. 564. 
siistier -—-.f3 to (5) Apld. Sceretary of State for India 

. Sri Rajah Chelikant Rama Rao Saye 8o L. J. B.C. 

222. Refd. The Fagernes, [1926] P. 

Adjoining owner—-Right of sates to & from 
river.|—See Sub-sect. 4, post... 

Navigation & rights incidental thereto.|— See 


Part V., post. 
Fishing & rights incidental thereto.| — See 
pp. 6-10, Nos. 30-61. 


FISHERIES, Vol. XXV., 





SUB-SECT. 4.—RIGHT OF ACCESs. 
700. General rule—Adjoining owner entitled to 
access—Loss of custom to public house.]|—An 
action will lie at the suit of a private individual 


legitimate 
waters, within the realm where the tide 
ebbs & flows, & he cannot be deprived 
of that right ocxcept by 1} imate 
authority duly re te —McEWEN v. 
ANDERBON (1886), B. GC. RR. pt. 2, 


JURISDICTION urpose, of public navigable 


Part III.—Rrvers, Lakes anp Poots. 


who actually sustains an injury by reason of a 
public nuisance, which may possibly affect the 
public, & for which the person committing the 
nuisance would be indictable. 
_ Where the declaration set up a private right, 
2.e. of an innkeeper to have the access to his inn 
open to the public, & alleges that deft., by putting 
certain spars on the River Thames, hindered that 
right :—Held: the private right, & obstruction to 
that right, were properly set out, & it was not a 
ae right, pleaded so as to require special 
amage accruing to pltf. to be set out & shown to 
the jury.— RosE v. GROVES (1843), 1 Dow. & L. 
61; 5 Man. & G. 613; 6 Scott, N. R. 645; 12 
L. J.C. P. 251; 1L.T.0.8.146; 7 Jur. 951; 134 
K. R. 705. 


Annotations :—Consd. Lyon v. Fishmongers’ Co. (1876), 1 
App. Cas. 662. Apld. Fritz v. Hobson (1880), 14 Ch. D. 
542. Refd. Dobson v. Blackmore (1847), 9 Q. BB. 991; 
Kearns v. Cordwainers Co., Cordwainers Co. v. Kearns 
(1859), 6 C. B. N.S. 388; A.-G. v. Thames Conservators 
(1862), 1 Hem. & M.1; Maccy v. Metropolitan Board of 
Works (1864), 33 L. J. Ch. 377; Buccleuch v. Metro- 
politan Board of Works (1868), 37 L. J. ex. 177; Lingeke 
v. Christchurch Corpn. (1912), 10 L. G. R. 773. Mentd. 
Chamberlain v. West. End of London & Crystal Palace Ry. 
(1862), 2 B. & S&S. 605; Winterbottom v. Derby (1867), 16 
L.T. 771; Ratcliffe v. Evans, [1892] 2 Q. B. 524. 


701. —— Longer & more inconvenient 
route necessitated.|—(1) A count in case, stating 
that pltf. was possessed of a messuage abutting 
on a public navigable river, & by reason thereof 
was accustomed & of right entitled to have free 
use & navigation of the river, for the purpose of 
passing in boats & conveying goods to the mes- 
suage, & convenient access to the messuage from 
the river, but that deft. fixed barges, planks, etc., 
in the part of the river near the messuage, & kept 
& continued the same, & thereby hindered pltf. 
from having the free use of the river, & passing 
in boats & conveying goods to & from the mes- 
suage, & pltf. was thereby put to expense in 
endeavouring to remove the obstructions, & was 
obliged to convey the goods in a longer & more 
inconvenient route, is good, as sutticiently showing 
a particular injury to the individual. But, if the 
jury negative actual damage, pltf. cannot have 
judgment. 

(2) A count stating pltf. to be reversioner of 
premises, occupied by his tenants, & abutting on 
a public navigable river, & that pltf. & all the liege, 
ctc., were accustomed of right to have free naviga- 
tion & passage on the river for boats, etc., & pltf. 
was accustomed of right to have, for the enjoy- 
ment of the premises by his tenants, free use & 
navigation of that part of the river near to the 
same, & free passage for all persons in boats to 
approach the same, & pass to the premises from 
the river, & unload the boats on the premises, 
without obstruction ; but that deft. fixed barges, 





PART III. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 4. 105 iii. ——— 

702 i. General rule—Adjoining owner 
entiled to accesa—Nature of right— 
Private right.}—The private right of 
access to land from navigable water is 
something ven by virtue of & in 
respect of the neue) property, & is 
wholly distinct from the public right 


705 iv. 
NORTIU SHORK 





7105 v. 





of navigation.— BALDWIN v. CHAPLIN 
Maa 34 0. L. Rk. 1; 8 O. W. 1. access to such waters from all parts 
49.—CAN. of his frontage thereon.—RORISON v. 








705 i. .1—The owner of 
land on a navigable river is entitled to 
free ingress & e thereto & there- 
from, & no length of time during which 
occasional acts of obstruction are per- 
mitted will debar him of those rights.— 
COLLINS v. BaRrss (1848), 3 N.S. ht. 
(2 Thom.) 281.—CAN. 

705 iil, ——— ———.]}— BYRON v, STIMP- 
SON (1878), 17 N. B. R. (1 P. & B.) 
697.—CAN. 








———. ]-—GARRET 
SQUAREBRIGGS (1880), 2 P. EB. 1. 351.— 
CAN. 


——.)— BIGAOUERTTE v. 
Ry. Co. 
S.C. Rh. 363.—CAN. 





owner of land, bounded by high-water 
mark of tidal waters, is entitled to 


KOLOSOF¥F (1910), 15 B. C. R. 26.—CAN. 


nd 


705 vi. PK. 
(N. B.) (1918), 17 Exch, C. WR. 433.-— 
CAN. 


{. Effect of removal of 
back from natural line.|}—The effect of 
the removal] of the shore line back from 
its natural line is to make the water so 
let in as much publici juris as any other 
part of the water of the river, & such 
removal does not take away the right 


planks, etc., in the part of the river near the 
premises, & thereby obstructed the use & naviga- 
tion of that part, & hindered persons from passing 
to the premises from the river, & hindered the 
unloading of boats on the premises, & by means 
thereof pltf. was injured in his reversionary 
interest, is bad in arrest of judgment, as not 
showing a damage to the reversionary interest.— 
DoBSON v. BLACKMORE (1847), 9 Q. B. 991; 16 
L. J. Q. B. 233; 1173. P. 6013; 11 Jur. 556; 115 


HK. R. 1554. 

Annotations :—Generally, Mentd. Kidgill v. Moor (1850), 9 
C. B. 364; Chamberlain v. West End of London & Crystal 
Palace Ry. (1862), 2 KB. & S. 605. 


702. ——— Nature of right—Private right.] 
—A.-G. v. THAMES CONSERVATORS, ‘THORNTON v. 
SAME, City oF LONDON BREWERY v. SAME, 
CLOTHWORKERS’ Co. v. SAME, No. 912, post. 





703. —— ——- —— ——.|—Lyon v. FIsu- 
MONGERS’ Co., No. 856, post. 
704. —— —--— ——— ———.]—-Whether an ob- 


struction amounts to an interference with a 
riparian proprietor’s access to his frontage, which 
is a private right is a question of fact to be deter- 
mined by the circumstance of each particular 
case.--~BELL v. QUEBEC CORPN. (1879), 5 App. 
Cas. 84; 49L. J. P.C.1; 41 54. T. 451, P. C. 


Annotations :-—-Refd. North Share Ry. v. Pion (1889), 14 
ADD: cee ele: Mentd. Wyatt v. A.-G. for Quebec (1911), 
« de ° e 


705. ——— .]| —A.-G. OF THE STRAITS SETTLE- 
MENT v. WEmyss, No. 572, ante. 

706. —— .|—STAFFORDSHIRE & WORCESTER- 
SHIRE CANAL PROPRIETORS v. PALMERS (1906), 50 
Sol. Jo. 513. 

707. Special damage.|—Rosr v. GRovES, No. 
700. ante. 

708. Obstruction of access—What amounts to— 
Question of fact.|,—BELL v. QUEBEC CoRPN., No. 
704, ante. 

Access to wharf.|—-Sce Nos. 815-821, post. 

Loss of access—Compensation for loss.]—See 
COMPULSORY PURCHASE OF LAND, Vol. AL, 
p. 143, Nos. 273-275. 











Sect. 3.—NON-TIDAL RIVERS AND STREAMS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL, 

709. What amounts to river—Watercourse occa- 
sionally running dry.|—STOLLMEYER v. TRINIDAD 
LAKE PETROLEUM Co., No. 106, ante. 

710. River made navigable by statute—Liablility 
of public for trespass.]—Where in a non-navigable 
river or a river merely made navigable by statute, 
one of the public is summoned for trespassing, & 
sets up the claim of public right, the justices are 
right in overruling such claim, for no such right 


v. of free access to the shore so removed.— 

Can v. RYAN (1894), 25 O. R. 524.— 

g. Right of access over flats or 

unnavigable  water.}-—McCFEELEY _ v. 

BRITISH COLUMBIA ELECTRIC Ry. Co., 

1918} 1 W. W. R. 339; 24 B.C. lh. 
85; 37 D. L. R. 686.—CAN. 


PART III. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 1. 


h. Removal of sand from bead of 
river—Subsidence of nk— Private 
rights—Convenience of public.}—PaT- 
TON ©. PIONEER NAVIGATION & SAND 
Co. (1906), 5 W. L. R. 40; 16 Man. 


L. R. 433.— CAN. 

k. Meaning of ‘“ creek.’?] — After 
the stream of a creck or watercourse 
ary beyond the jaws of that creek 

enters the valley of another stream, 
it loses its identity as a creek within 
the meaning of Yukon Placer Mining 


(1889), 17 


-_-The riparian 


v. DUNCAN 


shore line 
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Sect. 3.—Non-tidal rivers and streams: Sub-sects. 


» A, 


can exist in point of law.—HARGREAVES v. DID- 
DAMS (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. 582; 44 L. J. M. C. 
nae 32 L. T. 600; 40 J. P. 167; 23 W. R. 
Annotations :—Apld. Mussett v. Burch (1876), 35 L. TT. 486. 
Refd. Pearce v. Scotcher (1882), 46 L. T. 342; Reece v. 
Miller (1882), 8 Q. B. D. 626; Smith v. Andrews, [1891] 


Zane 678. Montd. Sherras v. Do Rutzen, (1895) 1 Q. B. 


711. Whether ejectment Mes.|—Ejecctment does 
not lie for a watercourse.—CHALLENOR v. THOMAS 
(1609), Yelv. 143; 1 Brownl. 142; 80 E. R. 96. 

Taking stones from bed of river—For repair of 
highway—Liability of surveyor.|—See HIGHways, 
Vol. XXVI., p. 355, No. 813. 


SUB-SECI. 2.—OWNERSHIP IN SOIL. 
A. In General. 

712. Proof of ownership—Cleansing water- 
course.|—If a man has a mill & a watercourse 
time out of mind, which he has used to cleanse ; 
if the mill fall down, & he set up a new mill, he 
shall have the liberty to cleanse the watercourse 
as he had before (PERIAM, J.).—CosTarD & WING- 
FIELD’S CASE (1586), Godb. 96; 2 Leon. 44; 78 
E.R. 59. 

Annotations :-—Consd. A.-G. v. Reynolds, [1911] 2 K. 33. 
888. Mentd. Hartop v. Hoare (1743), 2 Stra. 1187; 
Prichard v. Powell (1845), 10 Q. B. o&8v. 

718. Acts of ownership by grantees of 
navigation—Similar acts by adjoining owners.]- 
HOLS v. GOLDFINCH, No. 851, post. 

714. ——— On other parts of line of naviga- 
tion.]|—HOoLuis v. GOLDFINCH, No. 851, post. 

715. —— Claim to whole bed of river—<Acts of 
ownership on both sides of river—On land opposite 
land of plaintiff—Although not on land of defen- 
dant.|— Where, in trespass, quare clausum fregit, 
pltf. claimed the whole bed of a river flowing 
between his land & deft.’s, deft. contending that 
each was entitled ad medium filum aque :—Held: 
evidence of acts of ownership exercised by pltf. 
upon the bed & banks of the river on deft.’s side, 
lower down the stream, & where it flowed between 
pltf.’s land & a farm of C., adjoining deft.’s land, 
& also of repairs done by pltf. to a fence which 
divided C.’s farm from the river, & was in con- 
tinuation of a fence dividing deft.’s land from the 
river, was admissible for pltf._JONES v. WILLIAMS 





Act, & becomes absorbed in the valley 
of the stream, creek, or river which it 
enters.—LANDREVILLE v. BOULAIS 
(Y. Pea 29 W. L. R. 466; 20 
D. L. R. 515.—CAN. 

l. Meaning of ‘ bed.’’J}~Where a 
river has defined banks, but the flow 
of water between the banks is irregular, 
rsvenan egrceney to a small channe!) during 
the months & for the greater part —CAN 
uel wet th xte ° 

wet weather & extending th. ¢ “a, 
occasionally, in each year, from bank pee Bee Certs 
to bank, whilst in exceptional instances, 
happening once in every two or threc 
years, when the rainfall has been long 
continued & of great severity, it over- 
flows the banks, the “ bed ’”’ of the 
river (in law) extends from bank to 
bank. It is not confined to the channel 
in which the water is for the time being 
core in ee weather, nor does it 
extend beyond the banks to land over 
which the water flows in time of flood. 
—KINGDON v. Hurr RIvgeR Boarp 
(1905), 25 N. Z. L. R. 145.—N.Z, 


PART III. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 2.-—A. 
m. Grant of privilege to build 


privil 


744.—CAN. 
n. Whether 


but greatly increasing 





bed -}—EDMONTON 


493.—OAN. 


mills.}—A grant from the Crown of a 
to build mills in the bed of a 
river does not convey any right in tho 
soil.—F RINK v. HILL (1831), 


included 

adjoining land—No 

rant.J}—A.-G. FOR 
ULL v. ScoTr (1904), 34 S. C. R. 603. 


}—R. »v. 


Property in gravel taken from 
CONORETE Co. v., 
ay hia (1909), 12 W. L. R. 562.— 


9; Beds of rivers in the Ratlway 
Belt.|—The beneficial ownership of the 
beds of navigable non-tidal waters 
within the Kajlway Belt, which were 
vested in the Crown in right of the 
Province at the time of the oe of 
the lands in the Rajlway Belt to the 
Crown in right of the Dominion, passed 
to the Crown in right of the Dominion 
by virtue of that grant.—Re Bririsn 
COLUMBIA FISHERIES (1913), 478. C. lt. O. \ 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


(1837), 2M. & W. 326; Murp.& H.51; 6L. J. Ex. 
107; 150 E. R. 781. 


Annotations :—Apld. Hanbury v. Jenkins, [1901] 2 Ch.401. 
Consd. Johnston v. O’Neill, [1911] A. OC. 552. Refd. 
Bristow v. Cormican (1878), 3 App. Cas. 641; Lord 


Advocate v. Blantyre (1879), 4 App. Cas. 770; Glark v. 
Elphinstone (1880), 6 App. Cas. 164: Lord Advocate v. 
Lovat (1880), App. Cas. 273. Mentd. Briscoe v. Lomax 
(1838), 7 L. J. Q. B. 148; Dendy v. Simpson (1856), 18 
Cc. B. 831; Smith v. Lister (1895), 64 L. J. Q. B. 154; 
A.-G. v. Newcastle-upon-Tyno Corpn., [1897] 2 Q. B. 384; 
Eeroyd v. Coulthard, [1897] 2 Ch. 554; Craven v. Pridmore 
(1901), 17 T. L. R. 399; University College v. Oxford 
Corpn. (1904), 68 J. P. 470. 


716. ——— Acts necessary for enjoyment of 
riparian lands—Not conclusive as to ee Ie 
Acts by riparian occupiers, such as placing stakes 
& wattles on the soil of a river to prevent erosion 
by flood, taking gravel deposited by flood, & 
making pens in the stream to prevent cattle from 
straying, though primd facie acts of ownership, 
but referable to an absence of objection on the part 
of another person claiming the bed of the river & 
reasonably necessary or convenient for the pro- 
tection & enjoyment of the property of the riparian 
occupiers, are not inconsistent with the ownership 
of the bed of the river being in such other person.— 
HANBURY v. JENKINS, [1901] 2 Ch. 4013; 7U 
L. J. Ch. 730; 65 J. P. 6815; 49 W. R. 615; 17 
T. L. R. 539. 

Annotation :—Reid. Beaufort v. Aird (1904), 20 T. L. 2. 602. 

717. River made navigable under statute— 
Whether trustees owners of soil.|—Semble: the 
trustees of a river which has been made navigable 
by Act of Parliament, are not to be considered as 
occupiers of the soil of that river, unless it has 
been specifically vested in them by that act.— 
R. v. RIVER WEAVER NAVIGATION ‘TRUSTEES 
(1827), 7 B. & C. 70,n.3; Pratt, 28; 9 Dow. & 
Ry. K. B. 788; 4 Dow. & Ry. M. C. 533; 5 
L. J.O. 8S. M. ©, 102; 108 i. 1. 651. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. R. v. York Corpn. (1837), 6 Ad. & I. 


419; KR. wv. Blackfriars Bridge Co. (1839), 1 Per. & Day. 
603: R.w. Liverpool Corpn. (1839), 9 Ad. & EL. 435; Rev. 
Wallingford Union (1839), 10 Ad. & El. 259; RR. wv. 


Exminster (1840), 12 Ad. & El. 2; KR. wv. Taunton Market 
Trustees (1845), 1 New Sess. Cas. 5433; lt. v. St. George, 
Southwark, Bethlem Hospital Cause (1847), 10 Q. B. 852; 
Mersey Docks v. Cameron, Jones v. Mersey Docks (1865), 
11 H. L. Cas. 443. 


718. Whether right to bank separable from right 
to bed.|—The right to the bed of the stream is not 
inseparably bound up for ever with the right to 
the bank. An owner of both may retain one & part 
with the other (NORTH, J.).—SMITH v. ANDREWS, 
[1891] 2 Ch. 678; 65 L. T. 175. 

Annotations :—Mentd. HWindson v. Ashby, [1896] 2 Ch. 1; 

Johnston v. O’Neill, [1911] A. C. 552. 


r. Conveyunce of land bounded by 
‘‘ side of channel.’’}—J3ARTLET Vv. DK- 
LANEY (1914), 17 D. L. RR. 500; 29 
O. L. R. 426; 5 O. W. N. 200.—CAN. 


t. Acquisition by possession.) — 
Where in 1765 a dyke was constructed 
in a creck as a permanent work, which 
has ever since retained its permanent 
character, & which changes the nature 
thereof from onc used or susceptible 


. B. Dig. 


in grant of 
reservation wm 
VUEBEO, & CITY OF 


Kirpourn (1919), Of being used for navigation into what 
47 D. L. R. 346.— 


is practically an inland creck, the bed 
thercof may be acquired by possession, 
& defts. & their predecessors in title 
having been in possession thereof as 
against the Crown for upward of 60 
ears, such advcrse possession gave 
hem title thereto.—R. ». MAGER, 
{1924} Hxch. C. R. 22.—CAN, 


a. Right to sever.)}—The owner of 
the banks & bed of a river, not a 
navigable ono, may sever them & deal 
with them as with any other real 
estate.—BAIRD v, (1890), 
Cout. 84.—CAN. 


b. Loss of rights.}—TwIn City 
Ick Co. v. OTTAWA CORPN. (1915), 8 
VY. N. 607; 34 0. L. R. 358; 24 
D. L. R. 873.—CAN. 


ILLIOTY 


Part III.—RIvers, 


thie deen of ownership.|—See Sub-sect. 2, B., 
post. 

epoeeale by acoretion.|——-See Sub-sect. 2, C., 
post, 

B. Presumption of Ownership. 

719. Presumption of ownership ad medium 
filum—General rule.|—R. v. WHARTON (1701), 
oe K. B. 499; 12 Mod. Rep. 510; 90 E. R. 


Annotation :—Refd. Rhodes v. Airedale Drainage Comrs. 
(1876),1C. P. D. 380. 


720. -|—In the ordinary case, primd 
facie, proprietors on each side of a river are 
respectively entitled to the soil, usque ad mediam 
ae WEHERS v. WYLLIE (1853), 1 Macq. 389, 








ees —— ——.]—BICKET?r v. Morkis, No. 65, 
ante. 
722, —— .|—EDLESTON v. CROSSLEY & 





Sons, Lrp., No. 237, ante. 

723. -|—-A sand bank in the alveus of 
& navigable river, covered at high water, but left 

artly bare at low water, situated opposite the 

arony of A., on the south bank of the river, was 
gradually moved down the river by the force of 
the current until it came to be in part opposite 
the lands of B., on the north bank of the river, 
continuing to have the barony of A. opposite, on 
the south bank. The bank was situated chiefly 
to the south of the medium filum at low water. 
The proprietor of A. had a Crown right to the 
barony cum piscariis. The proprietor of B. had a 
base right of salmon fishing. Both had fished for 
salmon from their respective lands for more than 
forty years, but neither party had cast their nets 
from his own shore nearly so far as the mediune 
filum. The proprietor of the barony of A. had 
never fished from the sand bank, the fishings from 
which had been possessed by the proprietor of the 
lands on the north shore, immediately above the 
lands of B., & by the proprietor of L., since the 
bank came opposite his lands, which was within 
the prescriptive period. In an action between the 
proprietor of A., on the south shore, & the pro- 
prietor of B., on the north shore, as to the right 
to fish from the bank :—ZJ/eld: the right of each 
proprietor extended from the shore of his property 
to the medium filum, & the bank was only a 
portion of the alvens, & did not affect the rights of 
the parties —ZETLAND (EARL) v. GLOVER IN- 
CORPORATION OF PERTH (1870), L. R. 2 Sc. & D. 
; 8 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 144; 42 Sec. Jur. 501, 


ae 
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719 i. Presumption of mvnership ad 


medium filum—-General rule. }—K AINS 719 vi. 





i OF  QUEBEO 
L. J. P. C, 201, P. C.—CAN 


-}—~By the common 
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724. .J—(1) The Crown has no de 
jure right to the soil or fisheries of an inland non- 
tidal lake. If there are acts in pais, which would 
be admissible as evidence of the title of the Crown, 
they must be submitted to a jury. They cannot 
be taken by the judge, & made the basis of a 
decision by himself alone. 

(2) It is clearly & uniformly laid down in our 
books, that where the soil is covered by the water 
forming a river in which the tide does not flow, 
the soil dues & common rights belong to the 
owners of the adjoining land (LORD BLACKBURN). 
—BRISTOW v. CORMICAN (1878), 3 App. Cas. 641, 
H. L. 

Annotations :---48 to (2) Refd. Pearce v. Scotcher (1882), 9 


Q. B. D. 162. Generally, Consd. Jubnston v. O'Neill, 
(1911) A. CU. 552. ae 
725. -|—The natural presumption 1s, 








that a man whose land abuts on a river owns the 

bed of the river up to the middle of the stream, &, 

if he owns the land on both sides, the presumption 
is that the whole bed of the river belongs to him, 
unless it is a tidal river (BOWEN, L.J.).—BLOUNT 

v. LAYARD (1888), [1891] 2 Ch. 681, n., C. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. Smith v. Andrews, [1891] 2 Ch. 678. 
Mentd. Brinckman v. Motley (1904), 73 L. J. Ch. 160 ; 
Simpson v. A.-G., [1904] A. C. 476; A.-G. ». Antrobus, 
[1905] 2 Ch. 188; Behrens v. Richards, (1905] 2 Ch. 614 ; 
Foster v. Warblington U. D. C. (1905), 3 L. G. R. 605 ; 
Trafford v. St. Faith’s R. D. C. (1910), 74 J. P.. 2973 
Johnston uv. O'Neill, [1911] A. C. 552; Folkestone Corpn. 
v. Brockman, [1914] A. C. 338; Shearburn v. Chertsey 
R. bD. GC. (1914), 12 L. G. R. 622; A.-G. v. Sewell (1918), 
88 L. J. K. B. 425. 

726. Application of presumption—Boundary of 
parish.|—Whcere two parishes are separated by a 
river, the medium filum is the presumptive boundary 
between them.—R. v, LANDULPH (INHABITANTS) 
(1834), 1 Mood. & R. 393, N. P. 

Annotations -—Dbtd. Bridgwater Trustces v. Bootle-Cum- 
Linacre (1866), L. R.2 Q.B. 4. Refd. C. L. Ry. v. City of 
London Land Tax Comrs., [1911] 2 Ch. 467. Mentd. R. 
vy. Henley (1817), 10 L. T. O. S. 110. 

727. ——- .|—Where a parish comes down 
as far as the bank of a river, there is a primd facie 
presumption that the parish extends as far as the 
middle of the river.—MACCANNON v. SINCLAIR 
(1859), 2 BE. & K. 53; 28 L. J. M. C. 24735 33 
L. T. O. 8S. 221; 23 5. P. 7573; 5 Jur. N. 8S. 1302 ; 
7 W. KR. 567; 121 E.R. 21. 

Annotations :—- Apld. Ipswich Dock Comrs. v. 
Ipswich, Overseers (1866), 7 B. & 8S. 310. 
Here Trustees v. Bootle-Cum-Linacre (1866), L. 
Q. B. 4. 

728. Boundary between counties.|—In the 
absence of any words in the Act determining the 
boundary, the ordinary rule of medium filum aqua 








St. Peter’s, 
Refd. Bridg- 
R. 2 











719 ix. .}—A_ property 
bounded by a non-navigable stream 
must be presumed to extend ad 
medium flum fluninis.—VAN NIRKERK 


(1914), 83 


v. TURVILLE (1871), 32 U. C. R. 17.— 
CAN. 

719 if. ———- ———.}—-Re TRENT VAL- 
LEY CANAL & LANDS, &C., (1886), 12 
QO. R. 153.—CAN. 

719 fil. 
of land is made bordering on a river, 
if non-tidal, whether navigable or not, 
the title in the bed ad medium filum 
is presumed primd facie to be in 
the riparian roprietor.—K EEWATIN 
POWER Co. v. KENORA, HUDSON’S BAY 
Co. v. KENORA (1906), 16 O. L. KR. 
184; 11 0. W. R. 266.—CAN. 

719 iv. ——.] —- PATTON wv. 
PIONEER Naviaation & Sanp Co. 
(1906), 21 Man. L. R. 405.—CAN. 

719 v. .}—The English rule 
of law that a conveyance of land ex- 
proceed to be bounded by a river must 

® presumed to confer the ownership 
ad medium filum @, in the absence 
of words of exclusion, holds good in 
Canada.—MACLAREN v. A.-G. FOR THE 


.}——Where a grant 

















law of the country the right to the soil 
of a river when flowing within the 
estates of different proprietors belongs 
to the riparian owners up to the middle 
thread.—SKCRETARY OF STATE FOR 
INDIA v. BIIOY CHAND MAHATAP (1918), 
I. L. R. 46 Cale. 390.—IND. 


719 vil. .}—In this country 
the Knglish law applies that riparian 
owners own the bed of a river ad 
medium filum aque, subject to ease- 
ments by the public, & subject. to the 
rights of the Crown to reserve rivers 
from its grunts.— ROBINSON v. MURRAY 
(1851), 3 Nfld. L. RR. 184.—-NFLD. 


719 viii. —— ——-.]—The principles of 
English law, upon the question whether 
a conveyance of land having a frontage 
to a river or inland water passes the 
bed of the river or water ad medium 
jilum, apply in New Zealand, at any 
rate whore rights of the Crown are not 
involved.—STRANG v. RUSSELL (1905), 
24 N. Z. L. hk. 916.—N.Z. 








& UNION GOVERNMENT (MINISTER OF 
LANDS) v. CARTER, [1917] App. D. 
359.—S. AF. 

CG. Not law of Manitoba.)-— 
It is not the law of Manitoba that the 
title to the land forming the bed of @ 
non-tidal navigable river is presumed 
to bo in the riparian owner ad medium 

lum aque.—Ke IVERSON & GREATER 

INNIPEG WATER DISTRICT, [1921] 
1 W. W. R. 621; 57 D. LL, RR. 184; 
31 Man. L. R. 98.—CAN. 

d. Not law of Alberta.}--The 
doctrine that im wnon-tidal waters 
mrimad facie the title to the bordering 
ands runs ad medium filum aque is 
not in force in Alberta so far as to 
altfect waters which are in fact navi- 
gable; this being so, having regard 
to the different genera] conditions pre- 
vailing in this country from those pre- 
valling in England.—FLEWELLING v. 
JOHNSTON, [1921] 2 W. W. R. 374; 16 
Alta. I. Rh. 409.—CAN, 
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must apply, & the middle of the river continuously 
was the boundary line between the two counties.— 
R. v. BRECON (INHABITANTS), Re GLASBURY 
BRIDGE (1850), 15 Q. B. 813; 4 New Mag. Cas. 
121; 4 New Sess. Cas. 272; 19 L. J. M. C. 203; 
15 L, T. 0.8. 482; 14 J. P. 655; 15 Jur. 351. 

Annotations :—Mentd. KR. v. Glamorganshire JJ. (1849), 13 

Q. B. 561; R. v. Kstcourt (1855), 24 L. TI. O. 8S. 299; RK. 

v. Smith (1873), L. R. 8 Q. B. 146; Re Staffordshire & 

Derbyshire County Councils (1890), 54 J. BP. 566. 

729. Crown grant.|—-Lorp v. SYDNEY 
Comrs., No. 52, ante. 

730. Land owned on both sides of stream.|]— 
BLowunt v. LAYARD, No. 725, ante. 

731. Measurement of property conveyed 
Satisfied without including moiety of bed.]— If 
land adjoining a highway or a non-navigable river 
is granted, the half of the road or the half of 
the bed of the river is presumed to pass, unless 
there is something in the language of the deed, or 
In the nature of the subject-matter of the grant, 
or in the surrounding circumstances, sutficient to 
rebut the presumption, & this rule applies although 
the measurement of the property can be satisfied 
without including the half of the road or of the bed 
of the river, & although the land is described as 
bounded by a road or river, & nothwithstanding 
that the map which is referred to in the grant does 
not include the half of the road or of the bed of 
the river.—MICKLETHWAIT v. NEWLAY BRIDGE Co. 
(1886), 33 Ch. D. 133; 55 L. T. 336; 5175. P. 132 ; 
27. L. R. 844, C. A. 

«{nnotations :---Apld. Pryor v. Petre, [1894] 2 Ch.11. Consd. 


Keroyd v. Coulthard, [1897] 2 Ch. 554. Apld. Re White’s 


Charities, Charity Comrs. v. London Corpn., [1898] 1 Ch. 
659 ; London City Land Tax Comrs. v. GC. L. Ky., [1913] 
A. C. 364; Thames Conservators rv. Kent, [1918] 2 K. B. 
272. Refd. Devonshire v. Pattinson (1887), 20 Q. B.D. 

263; Haynes v. King, (1893) 3 Ch. 439; Mellor v. Wal- 

inesley, [1905] 2 Ch. 164. 

732. ——— Notwithstanding particulars on plan 
or map.|— MICKLETHWAIT v. NEWLAY BRIDGE Co., 
No. 731, ante. ; 

733. | — A.-G. OF SOUTHERN 
NIGERIA v. Hour (JOHN) & Cu. (LIVERPOOL), LTD., 
No. 491, unte. 

734. Lands of any tenure.|—The general 
law of conveyancing, that, where a riparian owner 
who is also owner of the soil under the river ad 
medium filum, makes a grant of his land on the 
banks of the river, the soil ad medium filum passes 
by the grant, applies to land of any tenure, whether 




















729 i. Application of presumpltion— —VENKATA 


Croun grant.}—By two Crown grants 


LASHMINARASAMMA v. 
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INDIA (1917), 
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freehold, copyhold, or leasehold.—TILBURY v. 
Sritva (1890), 45 Ch. D. 98; 63 L. T. 141, C. A. 


Annotations :—Apld. London City Land Tax Comrs. v. C. L. 
Ry., [1913] A. OC. 364. Refd. Ecroyd v. Coulthard, [1898] 
2 Ch. 358. Mentd. Derry v. Sanders, (1919] 1 K. B. 223. 


785. Canal.|—The presumption of law 
that where a piece of land is conveyed, which 1s 
bounded by a public highway or a non-navigable 
river, the conveyance passes the moiety of the 
soil of the highway or river, docs not apply in the 
case of a canal.—CHAMBER COLLIERY Co. v. ROCH- 
DALE CANAL Co., [1895] A. C. 564; 64 L. J. Q. B. 
645; 73 L. T. 258; 11 R. 264, H. L. 

Annotations :—Mentd. New Moss Colliory Co. v. M. 8. & L. 
Ry., [1897] 1 Ch. 725; R.v. L. & N. W. Ry. (1899), 68 
L. J. Q. B. 685; Sharpness New Docks & Gloucester & 
Birmingham Navigation Co. v. A.-G. (1915), 112 L. T. 826. 


736. Bed of river must be in disposition of 
grantor.|—(1) The presumption that a conveyance 
of land adjoining a river passes the bed ad medium 
filum without special mention does not apply 
unless the bed is in the disposition of the grantor 
so that it would pass if expressly mentioned. 

(2) An award under an inclosure Act of waste 
bordering on the river does not carry with it the 
bed of the river ad medium filum.—ECROYD v. 
COULTHARD, [1898] 2 Ch. 858; 67 L. J. Ch. 458 ; 


78 L. T. 702; 147. L. R. 462, C. A. 
Annotations :—Generally, Refd. Wanbury v. Jenkins, (1901) 
2 Ch. 401; Hough v. Clark & Hall (1907), 23 'T. L. R. 682. 


737. Not applicable to inclosure award.|— 
EcROYD v. COULTHARD, No. 736, ante. 

738. .|—The [inclosure] award gives 
the inhabitants no rights in the bed of the river ; 
apart from other considerations the presumption 
that a grant of land adjoining a river includes the 
bed of the river ad medium filum is inapplicable to 
such an award.—-LlouGH v. CLARK (1907), 23 
YT. L. R. 682; 5 L. G. R. 1195. 

739. -—— Island in stream—Middle of each arm 
of stream.]—The rule that, where a stream flows 
between two manors or properties, in the absence 
of evidence to the contrary, the boundary is to be 
taken to be the medium filum aqua, shall be 
applied where there is an island by drawing a 
medium filum as the boundary through each arm 
of the stream.—GREAT TORRINGTON COMMONS 
CONSERVATORS v. MOORE STEVENS, [1904] 1 Ch. 

















347; 73 L. J. Ch. 124; 89 L. T. 667; 68 J. P. 
111; 2L.G. R. 397, 
740. Towpath.|—THAMES CONSERVATORS 





v. KENT, No. 914, post. 
741. Rebuttal of presumption.) — MICKLE- 
THWAIT v. NEWLAY BRIDGE Co., No. 731, ante. 


g. ——— Effect of great breadth of 
river.J}—The more than ordinary 


two parcels of land were granted to 
defts.’ predecessors in title. ‘he first 
parcel was described as bounded on the 
south & west by the H. River, & the 
second as bounded on the west by that 
river. It was not necessary to Include 
any portion of the river bed to make 
ny the area specified in the grants. 
The H. River to the extent to which it 
bounded the Jands in question was a 
permanent non-tidal & non-navigable 
stream :—Held: the common law 
presumption of construction applied, 
& the bed of the river ad medium filum 
passed to the grantee in the absence 
of any surrounding circumstances to 
negative the presumption.—A.-G. v. 
WHITE (19025), 26 S. KR. N.S. W. 216; 
43 N.S. W. W. N. 10.—AUS., 





T  amnEnaaianienen 


729 fi. ---In the case of 
& grant of land by the Govt. described 
as bounded by a non-navigable river, 
the presumption (which may be strong 
or weak according to circumstances of 
each case) is that the grant passes to 
the grantee the bed of the river ad 
medium filum aque, & the onus of 
showing the contrary is on the grantor. 


I. L. HR. 41 Mad. 840.—IND. 

729 iii. .-Where land de- 
scribed as bounded by a river was 
granted by the Crown :—Held: the 
presumption that the grantee held ad 
medium filum applied, there being no 
circumstances existing which it could 
be held rebutted the presumption.— 
KINGDON wv. HutTT RIVER BOARD (1905), 
25 N. Z. Ii. H. 145.—N.Z. 


e. Island in stream — Ascer- 
tuinment of centre line.J-—-WASON v. 
Dovuacuas (1904), 21 C. L. T. 521; 1 
O. W. RR. 552; 2 0. W. R. 688; 3 
O. W. R. 456.—CAN. 


f. ---Where the alveus 
between the banks of the river is 
divided by an island or islands into a 
main & subsidiary channels, the sub- 
sidijary channels ne as at times dry 
but carrying water when the river is 
in its ordinary state, the medium fllum 
of the river is the centre line of the 
alveus from bank to bank, & not the 
centre line of the main stream.— 
MENZIES v. BREADALBANE (MARQUIS) 
(1901), 4 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 55.—SCOT. 

















breadth of a river does not prevent a 
conveyance of premises therein de- 
scribed as bounded thereby from 
operating to convey the portion of the 
bed & soil of the river abutting thereon 
up to midstream.—DWyYER v, RICH 
(1870), I. Rk. 4 C. L. 424.—IR. 


h. Proclamation of river dis- 
trict.}—Tbe presumption of law that 
a grant of land bounded by a non- 
navigable & non-tidal river extends 
the title ad medium filum applies to a 
proclamation defining a river district 
under River Boards Act, 1908, & is not 
rebutted by such proclamation statin 
the boundary not to be the river bu 
the bank of the _ river.—AHIKOUKA 
RIVER Board v. WAIRARAPA SOUTH 
COUNTY CHAIRMAN, ETC., [1926] N. Z. 
L. R. 182.—N.Z. 

741 i. Rebuttal of ldedt sieeti we 
HAGGERTY v. LATREILLE (1913), 29 
O. L. R. 300; 5 O. W. N. 3.—CAN. 


741 ii. -}—The presumption that 
a grant of land described as bounded 
by a river passes the bed of the river 
ad medium filum aque is rebutted in 
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742. .|—The presumption that, by a con- 
veyance describing the land thereby conveyed as 
bounded by a river, it is intended that the bed of 
the river usque ad medium filum should pass, may 
be rebutted by proof of surrounding circumstances 
in relation to the property in question which 
negative the possibility of such having been the 
intention. The owners of a manor by conveyances 
made respectively in 1767 and 1846 granted to 
purchasers pieces of riparian land fronting a river, 
the bed of which formed parcel of the manor. It 
was proved that, prior to the earliest of the con- 
veyances, a fishery in the river fronting the lands 
conveyed had for a very long time back been from 
time to time let to tenants by the lords of the 
manor as a separate tenement, distinct from the 
riparian closes; & that at the date of the convey- 
ances in 1846 such fishery was actually under lease 
to tenants. The grantees under the  before- 
mentioned conveyances, & their successors in 
title, had, until the acts complained of in the 
action, never claimed or exercised any right of 
fishing over the bed of the river by virtue of any 
right of soil or otherwise, but the owners of the 
manor or their tenants of the fishery had always 
fished without interruption :—Held: under the 
circumstances the conveyances ought not to be 
construed as passing any portion of the bed of the 
river to the grantees.—DEVONSHIRE (DUKE) v. 
PATTINSON (1887), 20 Q. B. D. 263; 57L. J. Q. B. 
ak 58 L. T. 392; 52 J5.2P.276; 4T. L. R. 164, 
Annotations :—Reld. Tilbury 7. Silva (1890), 45 Ch. D. 98: 

Pryor vo. Petre, [1894] 2 Ch. 113 Keroyd « Coulthard, 

[1897] 2 Ch. 554. Mentd. Eliot v. Bristol Corpn. (1895), 

72 L. T. 752; Simpson v. Godmanchester Corpn. (1895), 

65 L. J. Ch. 154. 

743. -|—THAMES CONSERVATORS v. KENT, 
No. 914, post. 





C. Accretions. 


744. General rule—Property of adjoining owner.| 
—A]luvial lands which are gradually gained from 
the river, belong, by way of accretion, to the lands 
of the adjoining proprietor.—MUssuMAT IMAM 
BANDI v. LIURGOVIND GHOSE (1848), 4 Moo. Ind. 
App. 403; 18 lk. R. 753, P. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Shree Kckowrie Sing v. Heeraloll Seal 
(1868), 12 Moo. Ind. App. 136; Lopez v. Mudden Mohun 
Thakoor (1870), 13 Moo. Ind. App. 467; Sham Chand 
Bysack v. Kishen Prosaud Surma (1872), 14 Moo. Ind. App. 
595. 

745. Doctrine of accretion—Basis of theory.|— 
(1) Pltfs., under an inclosure award made in 1808, 
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were entitled to a piece of land at Wraysbury 
bounded on one side by the Thames, which is 
there navigable but not tidal. The land ended 
in an almost perpendicular bank 5 or 6 ft. high, 
& the bed of the river reached to its foot, the water 
often reaching some height above the foot. Deft. 
was entitled to a several fishery in the river & to 
the bed of the river. The water of the river, 
owing to the removal of a weir, sank, & at the foot 
of the bank a deposit took place forming a strip on 
which some large trees grew, & which during some 
part of the year was left dry, but it was over- 
flowed during a considerable part of the year. At 
the foot of the bank deft. dug a ditch which he 
regularly cleaned out for more than twelve years, 
& afterwards filled it up with concrete so as to 
make a footpath. Plitfs. brought an action for an 
injunction to restrain him from trespassing. The 
judge held that whether the strip had ceased to 
be part of the bed of the river was a question to 
be determined, not by any hard & fast rule, but 
by regarding all the material circumstances of the 
case, including the fluctuations of the river, the 
nature of the land, & its growth and user, & that, 
in the present case, the strip had ceased to be part 
of the bed & belonged to pltfs. as having been 
formed by gradual accretion to their land :— 
Held: the principle on which the judge had pro- 
ceeded in determining whether the strip was part 
of the bed of the river was sound, but on the facts 
the strip had not ceased to form part of the bed, 
& therefore belonged to deft.; but when it was 
dry the rights of pltfs. as riparian proprietors were 
not affected, & they had right of access over it 
to the water, & could use it to the same extent as 
they could use the bed of the river in its old state. 

Qu.: whether the accretions, if they had 
ceased to form part of the bed of the river, would 
have been the property of pltfs. as owners of the 
adjoining land. 

Qu.: whether the doctrine of accretion could 
apply in a case where the steep 6 feet bank which 
formed the original boundary between the lands 
of plitfs. & deft. still remain clearly defined. 

(2) Passages were cited from Bracton, Britton, 
Fleta, & Hale de Jure Maris, c. i. & vi., & the 
Year Book, 22 Ass., fo. 106, pl. 93, to show that 
the doctrine of accretion does not apply where 
boundaries are well defined & known. This may 
be if the boundary on the waterside is a wall, or 
something so clear & visible that it is casy to see 
whether the accretions, as they become perceptible, 


the case of a grant from the Crown by 
the fact that the river is a public 
navigable (though non-tidal) river, 
subject to a public right of passage, 
the Crown, as trustee for the public, 
having an interest in the bed remaining 
rublic property, & the presumed inten- 
tion to pass the bed being therefore 
negatived.—MUELLER v. TAUPIRI_ COAL 
MINES, LTD. (1900), 20 N. 4% I. ht. 


PART III. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT 2.—C. 

9744 i. General rule—Property of ad- 
joining owner.}—Where a navigable 
river recedes gradually & imper- 
ceptibly, the derelict land belongs to 
the riparian proprictors.—-BURKE v. 
Nites (1870), 13 N. B. R. (2 Han.) 
166.—C 


744 ii. ——.]—Land gained by 
alluvial deposits ering from natural 
or artificial causes or from causes in 
part natural & in part artificial, so long 
as the fact is proved that the accretion 
was gradual ¥ peel a accrucs 
to the owner of the adjacent land.— 
STANDLY v. Perry (1879), 3 8. C. R. 
356.—CAN. 

144 ili, ——- ——.]}-—Sudden accre- 





tions to the river bed do not revert. to 
& become the property of the Crown 
as against the person whore lands have 
becn submerged.— YUKON GOLD Co. v. 
BOYLE CONCESSION (1916), 34 W. L. lh. 
436; 10 W. W. R. 585.—CAN. 


744 iv. ---The rules of 
Knglish law, according to which the 
rights of the Crown or of riparian 
owners to accretions caused by alluvion 
are determined with reference to the 
character of the river & the manner in 
which the accretion is occasioned, are 
applicable in British India unless 
excluded by enactment or local usage. 
—SKECRETARY OF STATE FOR INDIA v, 
KADIRIKUTTI (1890), I. L. BR. 13 Mad. 
369.—-IND. 


144 Vv. ——.)—In Madras, as 
well as in Bengal, the rule, though 
unwritten in the former Presidency, 
is established that gradual accretion 
enures to the land which attracts it.— 
SRI BALUSA RAMALAKSHMAM v. GODA- 
VARI DISTRICT COLLECTOR (1899), 
I. L. R. 22 Mad. 464; L. lt. 26 Ind. 


App. 107.—IND. 
of rule.] — Land 


k. Application 
forming part of a mouzah on the banks 


of the Ganges, by reason of continual 











encroachments of that river became 
submerged, the surface soil being 
wholly washed away. After recession 
& re-encroachment by the river, the 
waters ultimately subsided & left the 
land reformed on its original site :— 
Held: the land washed away & after- 
wards reformed on the old ascertained 
site was not land gained by increment, 
within Ben. Reg. XI., 1825, 6. 4.—- 
LOPEZ v. MUDDUN MOHUN THAKOOR 
(1870), 13 Moo. Ind. App. 467.—IND. 


1. .J—The actual] rate of pro- 
gress necessary to satisfy the rule 
when used in connection with Knglish 
rivers is not necessarily the same when 
the rule is applied to rivers in India. 
In dealing with an alleged accretion 
due to alluvion in the G. river in Madras 
Presidency, it is therefore necessary 
to determine whether the test to be 
apuied is that of the English rule, or as 
laid down in Ben. Reg. XI., 1825, 
which refers merely to ‘ gradual 
accession.’’—SECRETARY OF STATF FOR 
INDIA IN COUNCIL v. RAJA OF VIZIANA- 
GARAM (1921), L. R. 49 Ind. App. 67.— 








.J}—Where no custom of 


m. 
dhardhura is proved to exist, land 
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Sect. 3.—Non-tidal rivers and streams: Sub-sect. 2, 
C.; sub-sect. 8. Sect. 4.] 

are on one side of the boundary or on the other 

(LINDLEY, L.J.). 

(3) The whole doctrine of accretion is based 
upon the theory that from day to day, week to 
week, & month to month a man cannot sce where 
his old line of boundary was by reason of the 
gradual & imperceptible accretion of alluvium to 
his land (SmiTtH, L.J.).—HINDSON v. ASHBY, 
[1896] 2 Ch.1; 65 L. J. Ch. 515; 74 L. T. 327; 
60 J. P. 484; 45 W. R. 252; 12 T. L. R. 314; 40 
Sol. Jo. 417, C. A. 


Annotations :~—As to (1) Consd, Ecroyd ». Coulthard, [1897] 
2 Ch. 554. Refd, Pearce v. Bunting, R. v. Wedd, Ax p. 
Pearce, [1896] 2 Q. B. 360; River Thames Conscervators 
v. Smeed, Dean, [1897] 2 Q. B. 334; Hanbury v. Jenkins, 
{1901] 2 Ch. 401; Barwick v. S. BE. & C. Ry., [1921] 1 


K. B. 187. 
746. Whether applicable when original 


boundary visible.|—HINDSON v. ASHBY, No. 745, 
ante. 
747. 
Canals, lakes or ponds.] 
(1929), Times, May 31. 
748. Change of course—Whether gradual change 
presumed.]—(1) Pltf. was possessed of land in the 
parish of W., in the county of E., in the declaration 
in an action of trespass described as “ situate at 
W., in the county of E., & abutting on the river 
of L. & on land in the possession of deft.” The 
venue in the action was laid in the county of E. 
PItf. was also possessed of the greater part of the 
said parish of W., which formed the cast bank of 
the river of L., the boundary of the county of E. 
on the east, & of the county of M. on the west. 
Deft. was in the occupation of the adjoining land 
in the county of M. on the west bank of the river 
of L. The alleged trespass was committed on 
certain strips of land on the west bank of the river 
of L., which were accretions from the change of the 
course of the river of L., but whether the change 
causing these accretions had been gradual or 
sudden was not proved. Evidence was given of 
acts of ownership by plitf. & those through whom 
he claimed, over the land in question, & also 
evidence to show that it formed part of the parish 
of W. & of the county of E., although on the west 
bank of the river of L. Contradictory evidence 
was given by deft. The judge left to the jury the 
question whether the land was in the county of 
Kk. & parish of L., & whether it was in the occupa- 
tion of pltf. or the property of deft.’s landlord. 
The jury having found that it was in the county 
of E. & in the parish of L., & that it was in the 
occupation of pltf., the ct. refused to grant a new 
trial because the judge had not directed the jury 
that if the change of the course of the river had 
been gradual, the presumption of law would have 








Applicability to non flowing water— 
TRAFFORD v. THROWER 





WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


been that the land, being an accretion on the weat 
bank of the river, would have been in the county of 
M., & the property of deft.’s landlord, as the 
owner of the adjoining land in the county of M. 

Qu.: whether, where the course of a river has 
become changed, & there is no evidence whether 
the change was gradual or sudden, the presumption 
be that the change was gradual. 

(2) Accretions from the gradual change of the 
course of a non-navigable river, where there are 
no fixed boundaries, will become the property of 
the owner of the adjoining land.—Forp v. Lacy 
(1861), 7H. & N. 151; 30 L. J. Ex. 351; 7 Jur. 


N.S. 684; 158 HE. R. 429. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Expld. Foster v. Wright (1878), 
4O.P. D. 438. Co F Hivdson v. Ashby, [1896] 2 Ch. 1 


Generally, Mentd. G. W. Ry. of Canada v. Braid (1863), 

1 Moo. P. C. Cc. N.& 101. 

749, ——— Question of fact—What circumstances 
to be considered.]|—HiNDSON v. ASHBY, No. 745, 
ante. 

750. When property changed—Sudden change of 
course.|—ANON. (1348), 22 Lib. Ass. fo. 106, 


pl. 93 
It. v. yeaa e (1825), 4 B. & C. 598; 


A mnotat ions :-—Refd. 
Foster v. Wright (1878), 4C. £ .438; Hindsonv. Ashby, 


[1896] 2 Ch. 1. 

751. }—Where a non-tidal river 
separating two estates belonging to different 
owners suddenly changes its course, the property 
in the soil does not change.—THAKURAIN RITRAJ 
KokER v. THAKURAIN SARFARAZ KoOER (1905), 21 
T. L. R. 637. 

752. Gradual change of course.|—ANON. 


(1348), 22 Lib. Ass. fo. 106, pl. 93. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Foster vr. Wright (1878), 4 CG. P. D. 
438, Refd. Rk. v. Montarue (1825), 4B. & C. 598; Hind- 
son tv. Ashby, [1896] 2 Ch. 1 
753. —— |—Re Hunt & SELBY Ry. Co., 


No. 492, ante. 
754, ——- ——-.]—Forp v. Lacy, No. 748, ante. 














SUB-SECT. 3.—HIGHTS OF NAVIGATION. 
See Part V., Sect. 1, post. 


Sect. 4.—LAKES AND POOLS. 

755. What amounts to lake—Separate lakes con- 
nected by narrow channel.|——Action for declarator 
of common right in the fishing, fowling, & boating 
in, over, & on an inland loch or lake. The pursuer 
was a riparian owner on Loch F., which was 
separated from Loch D. by a narrow & shallow 
channel, which was not a river, & more materially 
divided by a causeway of loose stones erected 
more than forty years ago. He claimed that 
Loch F. & Loch D. were one. Defender owned 
all the land lying round Loch D. Both pro- 


which is taken away by the river 
gradually, but restored suddenly, if 
it is capable of identification, will still 
remain the property of its original 
owner.—SRI THAKURJI vt. JAIKALI 





n. -}—MAHARAJA OF DUMRAON 
v. SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INDIA 
In COUNCIL (1927), L. Rt. 64 Ind. App. 
156.—IND. 

o. ——-.}—Where an accretion has 
not occurred so rapidly as to have 
been perceptible at any one moment 
of time, it must be considered as 
alluvion by slow & imperceptible 
degrees.—SHEY v. MCHEFFEY (1868), 
7 ° 8. R. (1 G. & QO.) 350.—CAN. 


p. ——.J—When an island which 
has grown out of the water formed by 


alluvium has a channel dividing it 
from the land adjacent, navigable for 
canoes at low water in summer, tho 
proprietor of the adjacent land cannot 
claim the island us belonging to it 
by accretion._-DUNPHY v. WILLIAMS 
(1874),15 N. B. R. (2 Pug.) 350.—-CAN. 


q. Change of course.|—McKay v. 
TIUGGAN (1892), 24. N.S, R. (12 R. & G.) 
514.—CAN. 


r. Diluvion—Reformation — Evidence 
te identity.) —- MONMOHINI DEBI v. 

ATSON Co., SARNAMOIYI DEBI ¥. 
Watson & Co., HEMANTA KUMARI 
DEBI v. WATSON & Co, (1899), I. L. R. 
27 Calc. 336; L. R. 27 Ind. App. 44; 
4C. W.N.113.—IND. 

t.—- -—— ——.]—SHAM CHAND 
BYSACK v. KisHEN PERSAUD SURMA 
(1872), 18 W, R. 4; 14 Moo. Ind. App. 


595.—-IND. 

a, —— ~——.|] — SECRETARY OF 
STATE FOR INDIA v. KRISHNAMONI 
GurTa_ (1902), I. L. R. 29 Cale. 518; 
6 C. W. N. 617; L. KR. 29 Ind. App. 
104,—IND. 

b. Island formed in mouth of river 
—Subsequent joining to mainland.) 
—Where an island is formed in the 
mouth of a river, which Pers hom 
becomes part of the mainland throug 
the dryi up of the intervening 
channel, the increase being r- 
ceptible or sudden, the land which 
formed the island is not an acoretion 
to the mainland but merely an “ ad- 
junction ’’ & the owner of the mainland 
obtains no proprietary rights therein 
as against Govt.—Surtyva Rao BaHa 
DUR v. SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INDIA 
(1913), I. L. R. 36 Mad. 67.—IND. 


Part II].—Rivers, Lakes anD Poots. 


rietors held their lands cum lacubus merely :— 
Teld: Loch D. was a separate & distinct loch, 
& therefore the pursuer had no right therein. The 
grounds of decision being the difference of name, 
the configuration of the ground, & the existence 
of the causeway.—MACKENZIE v. BANKES (1878), 
3 App. Cas. 1324, H.L. 

756. Ownership of soil—Whether In Crown—Or 
adjoining owners ad medium filum.] — Qu.: 
whether the soil of lakes, like that of fresh water 
rivers, primd facie belongs to the owner of the land 
or of the manors on either side, ad medium filum 
aque, or whether it belongs to the King in right of 
his prerogative.—MARSHALL v. ULLESWATER STEAM 
NAVIGATION Co., Lrp. (1863), 3 B. & 8. 732; 1 
New Rep. 519; 32 L. J. Q. B. 139; 8L. T. 416; 
27 J. P. 516; 9 Jur. N. 8. 988; 11 W. R. 489; 122 
Iu. R. 274; on appeal (1865), 6B. & 8. 570, Bx. Ch. ; 
subsequent proceedings (1871), Il. R. 7 Q. B. 1686. 


Annotations :—Dbtd. Bristow v. Cormican (1878), 3 App. Cas. 
641. Refd. Foster v. Wright (1879), 44 J. P. 7: Devon- 
shire v. Pattinson & Carlisle Corpn. (1887), 3 T. L. R. 293; 
Moffatt v. Power (1889), 5 1. L. R. 655; A.-G. v. Emerson, 
[1891] A. C. 649; Hindson v. Ashby, [1896] 2 Ch. 1; 
Eeroyd v. Coulthard, [1897] 2 Ch. 554; Beaufort v. Aird 
(1904), 20 I’. L. RR. 602. 


7157, Question for jury.|—Bristow 
v. CORMICAN, No. 724, ante. 








758. —~—— No right de jure.|—BrisTow v. 


CoRMIOAN, No, 724, ante. 

159, ——- ——- ——-.]—The Crown is not of 
common right entitled to the soil or waters of an 
inland non-tidal lake.-—-JoHNSTON v. O'NEILL, 
[1911] A. ©. 552; 81 L. J. P. ©. 17; 105 L. T. 
587; 27 T. L. R. 545; 55 Sol. Jo. 686, H. L. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Kirby v. Cowdcroy, [1912] A. C. 599. 

760. —— Sutton Pool.}— A.-G. vv. 
PiymoutTi Corpn. (1660), cited in Wight, at p. 
208; 145 BK. R, 1231. 


Annotations :—Refd. A.-G. to Prince of Wales v. St, Aubyn 
(1811), Wight, 167. Mentd, A.-G. v. London Corpn. 
(1845), 14 L. J. Ch. 305. 

761. .|—All the soil of Sutton 
Pool belongs to the King, as part of the revenues 
of the Duchy of Cornwall (ApAms, B.).—A.-G. v. 
ae CorRPN. (1754), Wight, 134; 145 E. R. 
1 ; 

Annotations :-—Refd. A.-G. to Prince of Wales v. St. Aubyn 


(1811), Wight, 167. Mentd. A.-G. v. London Corpn. 
(1845), 14 L. J. Ch. 305; <A.-G. to Prince of Wales v. 


Crossman (1866), L. R. 1 Hxch. 381. 

Rights of co-owners.|—See REAL PROPERTY, 
Vol. XX XVIII., p. 690, No. 334. 

Rights of navigation.|—See Part V., Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 5, post. 














PART III. SECT. 4. 


756 i. Ownership of svil—W hether in 
Crown—Or adjoining owners ad medium 
filim.\—The property of the soil 
adjacent. to the shore, & which is 
covered by the waters of lakes, is in 
the Crown, subject to the right of the 
public to pass over the water in boats, 
& to fish & bathe therein.—A.-G. v. 
PERRY (1864), 15 C, P. 329.—CAN. 

756 ii. .J—A grant of 
land bounding on a lake convoys tho 
land to the margin only & not to the 
centre of the Iake.--NILES v. BURKE 


ee ee we es 











(1873), 14 N. B. R. (1 Pug.) 237.— 
CAN. 
756 ili. .J—The samo 


law is de a heat to the navigable 
waters of Lake Ontario as in the case 
of tidal waters. In the absence of a 
valid grant the soil is vested in the 
Crown & subject to the jus publicum 
of navigation.— WaARIN v. LONDON & 
CANADIAN LOAN & AGENCY Co, (1886), 
70. R. 7063; 12 A. RR, 827; 1485.C. 2. 
932.— CAN. 

756 iv. .]}-—The com- 
mon law of England is not applicable 
to the Great, Lakes of the Province of 
Ontario. The pose of the 
common law that lands bordering on an 
inland lake extend to the middle of the 
lake, if there be any such presumption, 
is, in the case of the Great Lakes, 
rebutted. Any doubt is removed by 
Bed of Navigable Waters Act, 1914, 
a, 2.—CARROLL ¥. EMPIRE LIMESTONE 
Co, (1919), 45 Of I. BR. 1213; 48 
D. lL. Rh. 44 : 15 Q), WwW. N .386.—CAN. 

--}—James I. 
being seised of lands in HK. & other 
lands adjacent to Lough K., which is 
a large navigable enclosed water in 
which tho tide does not. flow or reflow, 
& of the whole soil & bed of the lake, 
did by Letters Patent grant the said 
pete & also certain islands, named in 

ugh KE. & also all other islands in 
Lough Kk. being parcel of the said lands 
or any of them, & also a free fishery in 
the Jake or waters of Lough K., & all 
waters, watercourses, fisheries, fish- 
ings, ete., lying & being in or within 
the same :—IHeld : the soil of Lough E. 
covered with water adjacent to the 
lands did not pass to the grantee to the 
middle thread of the lake.-—-DLOOM- 








FIELD 1. JOHNSTON (1868), T. R. 8 


C. L. 68.—IR. 

c. Ownership of shifting sand.)-— 
Shifting sand composing the beach of 
a lake ia land owned by the proprict ors 
of land bordering on the lake.—-BREM- 
NER v. BLEAKLEY, [1923] 2 D. L. RH. 
576 ; §2 QO. Ll. R. 124 ; reval., 24 
O. W.N. 439.—CAN. 


d. Grant or conveyance of land 
bordering on lake—<Accretion.}—Land 
was granted by the Crown bordering 
on Lake Ontario, & described in the 
grant as extending to the water’s 
edge :—J/eld: the water’s edge must 
be the boundary wherever it might be, 
& Jand, which was gradually & im- 
nereeptibly formed by the receding of 
the water would belong to the granteo, 
the boundary offthe lake being fluctu- 
ating, & the grantee not being restricted 
to the land extending to where the 
water’s edge was at the time of the 
grant.— DOE d. MCDONALD v. COBOURG 
Harpour Co. (1843), 4 Ont. Dig. 
7293.—CAN. 

e, —— Artificial cause... 
Land gradually & bn percep ay 
formed by the washing of sand 
shingle from the lake is the propert 
of the owner of the adjoining land, 
even although the formation is caused 
by the artificial erections of a harbour 
co. who are entitled to particular 

rivileges by Act of Parliament.- 
ok d. McDONALD v. COBOURG 
HARBOUR Co. (1843), 1 Ont. Dig. 


1843.—-CAN. 

f, -J)—A parcel of land 
conveyed being described as so many 
chains moro or loss, r to Lake 
Ontario, & thence along the lake shore, 
etc., & a beach or strip of land having 
been formed by accretion between 
what was then the linc & the edge of 
the lake as at present :—Held: the 
owner of the land was entitled to such 
strip of land to the water’s edge, & was 
not limited to the boundary of the lake 
as it was when the above deed was 
made, the distance to the lake being 
more or less according to circumstances. 
—Buck & CAsTLE v. COBOURG & 
PETERBOROUGH Ry. Co. (1856), 5 
©. P, 552,—CAN. 

g. ——— ——-.]}-—The deeds under 
which pltf. claimed title conveyed “ to 





the bank of Lake Ontario, thence along 
the said bank the several courses 
thereof.”” So much alluvial deposit 
had been washed upon the shore & 
even upon the bank of the lake, that 
al] traces of the former bank were now 
obliterated, & could only be discovered 
by digging through the surface of new 
soil:—Held: as pltf. would, by the 
encroachment of the lake, be the loser, 
so he should be entitled to the benefit 
of the extension of the bank scaward 
upon the principle that whoever would 
sustain the injury would also be 
entitled to the benefit.—THROOP v. 
Conoura & PETERBOROUGH Ry. Co. 
(1856), 5 C. P. 509.—CAN. 

h, —— Encroachment.) — ILER v. 
NOLAN (1862), 21 U. C. R. 309.—CAN. 

k. ——,}—VoLoanic Om & 
Gas Co. v, CHAPLIN (1912), 27 0. L. R. 
484; 40. W.N. 517.—CAN. 

‘ -J}—The logal cffect 
of the encroachment of wators of a 
lake is to vest in the Crown the soil 
thus covered by water.—KKRRIGAN ?. 
HARRISON (1920), 47 O. L. R. 548; 
54D. L. R. 258; 18 O. W. N. 263.—~ 
CAN, 

m. ltights of pu'lic—Access to 
shore.]—Deft., the owner of certain 
water-lots upon the lake front, subject 
to the usua) reservation in favour of 
the Crown of free passage over all 
navigable waters thereon, refused to 
allow pltf. to haul ice cut fro:a the lake 
over such lots, when frozen, to the 
wharf froin which the pltf. desired to 
ship the ice for the purposes of his 
business, unless pltf. paid toll, which 
he refused to do:—Held: the water 
over deft.’s Jot was a highway, & pltf, 
had the right without payment to cross 
the lot, whether the water upon it was 
fluid or frozen.—CULLERTON v, MILLER 
(1894), 26 O. R. 36.—CAN. 

n. —— Claim of iedk: tive right 
to skate on private lake.}—HARVEY v. 
LINDSAY (1853), 1 W. R. 5385.—SOOT. 

0. Rights of riparian ownera— 
Injunction against removal of sand & 
gravel. ogee v. STEWART (1907), 10 
O. W. R. 528; 15 O. L. R. 216.—CAN. 

p. Ownership of lake—Adverse pos- 
session.J—MEACHER v. BLAIR OLI- 
PHANT, (1913) S.C. 417; 50 So. L. R. 
375; [1913] 18. L. T. 131.—SCOT, 
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Part 1V.—Ports, Harbours, 


SEcT. 1.—PORTS, HARBOURS, DOCKS AND PIERS, 
SuB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL, 
See SHIPPING, Vol. XLI., pp. 957-985, Nos. 
8514-8724. 
762. What constitutes a port.|,—R. & WALLER 
v. HANGER (1615), 3 Bulst. 1; 1 Roll. Rep. 138 ; 


81 E.R. 1. 

Annolations :—Mentd. R. v. Percival (1665), 1 Sid. 243; 
Thomas wv. Sorrel (1673), 3 Keb. 155, 223, 233; The 
Bankers’ Case (1695), Skin. 601 ; Ashby v. White (1703), 2 
Ld. Raym. 938; Cocksedge v. Fanshaw (1779), 1 Doug. 
K. B. 119; Lynn Beets Corpn. v. London Corpn. (1791), 
4 Term. Rep. 130; Goodman v. Saltash Corpn. (1882), 
if (Abe. Sat ig : Free Fishermen of Faversham Co. (1887), 

. 1). 329. 


763. .|—However commodious a place may 
be for the shelter of vessels, it will not therefore 
be a port, the establishment of which must be by 
authority of the Crown. But, if so established, 
then, whether naturally or artificially formed so as 
to shelter vessels, a consideration for anchor dues 
arises. Where it had been found on inquisition 
in the reign of Edward I. that a grantee of the 
Crown had had ‘‘ from time whereof memory is 
not... wreck of the sea & toll with merchandise 
in the manor,”’ & in the reign of Edward II. pro- 
clamations had been made to seize, in certain 
places, of which this manor was named as one, 
‘‘ where ships ply by the coast,” etc., letters coming 
from abroad, & in the reign of Elizabeth a return 
to a Royal Commission mentioned the manor as 
a creek of one of the Cinque Ports, & many docu- 
ments, some of them grants from the Crown, & 
others deeds under which the manor had from time 
to time been enjoyed, spoke of “ tolls,’’ & deputa- 
tions had been issued by the owners of the manor 
to collect the tolls of all vessels anchoring there, 
& tolls had been so collected beyond the time 
of living memory, & a private Act of Parliament 
had adopted these expressions in authorising the 
conveyance of the manor to a company thereby 
incorporated :—Held: there was enough to justify 
the infcrence that a port did exist, & that a toll 
claimed, as a port or anchorage toll, had a legal 
origin. 

In truth, the port which is admitted to have 
existed at Whitstable comes preciscly within the 
definition of a port given by Lord Hale, viz., a 
place for the lading & unlading of ships or vessels, 
erected by charter of the King or a lawful prescrip- 
tion. And he says, in chapter 2 of his De Portibus 
Maris, ‘‘ A port is quid aggregaitum, consisting 
of somewhat that is natural, viz., an access of the 
sea, whereby ships may conveniently come, safe 
situation against winds where they may safely lie, 
& a good shore where they may well unlade ; 
something that is artificial, as quays & wharfs, 
& cranes & warehouses, & houses of common 
receipt, & something that is civil, viz., privileges & 
franchises, viz., jus upplicandi, jus mercati, & 
divers other additaments given to it by civil 
authority ’’ (LORD CHELMSFORD).—FOREMAN v. 
WHITSTABLE FREE FIsHERS & DREDGERS (1869), 
L. R. 4H. LL. 266; 381. J.C. P. 345; 21 L. T. 
804; 34 J. P. 147; 18 W. R. 1046; 3 Mar. L. C. 
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337, H.L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. WHITSTABLE FREE 
FISHERS v. FOREMAN (1868), L. R. 3 C. P. 578, 
Ex. Ch. 

Annotalions :—Refd.’ Brecon Markets Co. v. Neath & Brecon 
Ry. (1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 655; R. wv. Keyn (1876), 13 Cox, 
Cc. C. 4033 Truro Corpn. v. Rowe (1902), 71 L. J. K. B. 

974; Denaby & Cadeby Main Collicries v. Anson, [1911] 
1K? B.171; A.-G. v. Horner (No. 2), [1913] 2 Ch. 140. 

——-.]—See, also, INSURANCE, Vol. XXIX., 

p. 70, Nos. 279-287; SHIPPING, Vol. XLI., pp. 

312, 313, 963, Nos. 1732-1738, 8565, 8566. 

764 What constitutes a harbour.'—<A harbour 
in its ordinary sense is a place to shelter ships from 
the violence of the sea, & where ships are brought 
for commercial purposes to load & unload goods 
(LORD EsuEr, M.R.).—R. v. HANNAM (1886), 34 
W.R. 355; 2 T. L. R. 234, C. A. 

Annotations :—-Mentd. Baglan Bay ‘lin Plate Co. v. John 
(1895), 72 L. T. 805: Rayner v. Drewitt (1900), 82 Ll. T. 
718; Rk. v. City of London Union (1907), 2 Konst. Rat. 
App. 596; Dixon v. Blackpool & Fleetwood Tramroad Co., 
[1909] 1K. BR. 860; Wixonv. Thomas, Lambert v. Thomas, 
Burrows v. Thomas (1912), Konst. Rat. App. 236; When- 
man v, Clark, [1916] 1K. B. 94; L. C. C. v. Hackney B. C., 
(1928] 2K. B. 588. 

765. Creation of port—-By Crown—Or prescrip- 
tive right.|—-NEWCASTLE (BURGESSES) v. TIN- 
MOUTH (PRIOR) (1292), Hale’s de Portibus Maris 
(IIargrave’s Tracts) 70; Stuart Moore’s Law of 
Foreshore & Seashore, 111. 
af baal ation :-~Refd. Blundell v. Catterall (1821), 5 B. & Ald. 


766. -——~ .|—FOREMAN v. WHIT- 
STABLE FREI FISHERS & DREDGERS, No. 763, ante. 











67. ——~ .|— EXETER CORPN. v. WARREN, 
No. 784, post. 
768. Limits of port— Fixed by Crown.| — 


EXETER CORPN. v. WARREN, No. 784, post. 

769. Evidence from which presumed.|— 
EXETER CORPN. v. WARREN, No. 784, post. 

770. Access to harbour—Bank preventing over- 
flow of sea—Admissibility of expert evidence.] 
In an action of trespass for cutting a bank, where 
the question is, whether the bank, which had been 
erected for the purpose of preventing the over- 
flowing of the sea, had caused the choking up of a 
harbour, the opinions of scientific men, as to the 
effect of such an embankment upon the harbour, 
are admissible evidence ; & evidence may also be 
given, that other harbours, similarly situated, 
where there are no embankments, have begun to 
be choked & filled up.—FOLKES v. CHADD (1782), 
3 Doug. K. B. 157; 99 E. R. 589 ; subsequent pro- 
ceedings (1783), 3 Doug. K. B. 340. 

Annotations :-— Apprvd. Metropolitan As 
agers v. Hill (1882), 47 L. T. 29. 
Murdock (1867), 15 W. KR. 1079. 


771. Repair of port.|— Pltf. declared for a trespass 
in his manor & close. Defts. pleaded that ‘cin 
time immemorial there was part of a public navi- 
gable river situate within that manor & close, & 
that on that part there was an ancient work or 
erection, necessary for rendering the navigation 
of the river safe for ships ; that it was in a ruinous 
condition, & that pltf. had neglected to repair it, 
& therefore they entered & put it in repair :— 
Held: the pleas did not justify the trespass.— 








Jum District Man- 
entd. McFadden +. 
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qa. Access to harbour.J—KERR Co, v. 
SEELY (1910), 40 N. B. 


. 8.— CAN. 
Yr, ——.]—SMITH v. GRIEVE (1899), 
8 Nfid. L. R. 278.—NFLD. 
t. ———.] — An interference with 


the Yight of navigation in a harbour, 
which the owner of the wharf suffers 
in common with the public, is not 


sufficient to sustain a claim for com- 
pensation for the injurious affection 
of the property on which the wharf is 
situate resulting from the construction 
of a public work : but where the inter- 
ference affects a private right of access 
which the owner has to & from the 
water of the harbour, or with the use 
of such water for the lading & unlading 
of vessels at his wharf the claimant is 


entitled to compensation.—-MAGKE 1. 
Rn. & Str. JonNn Corpn. (1897), 6 Exch. 
C. R. 391.—CAN. 

a. Itemoval of obstruction — Power 
of corporation.|—Plitf. was the owner 
of land extending to low-water mark. 
He was in the act of erecting a pier on 
the land between high & low-water 
mark, when he was interfered with by 
the corpn., who removed the pier as 
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LONSDALE (EARL) v. NELSON (1823), 
302 ; 3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 556; 2L. J. 0.8. K. B. 
28; 107 E. R. 396. 

Annotations :—Refd. Lym 0. Bi 

1 Bing. N. oni : aie re AVG aga ret ew! 

176 ; Campbell Davys v. Lloyd, [1901] 2 Ch. 518: Lagan 

Navigation Co. v. Lambeg Bleaching, Dycing & Finisbing 

Co., [1927] A. C. 226, entd. Gwynne v. Burnell (1840), 

6 Bing. N. C. 453; Lemmon v. Webb, [1895] A. C. 1; 

Noble v. Harrison, [1926] 2 K. B. 332. 

.|—See, also, SHIPPING, Vol. XLI., p. 959, 
Nos. 8532-8534. 

772. Disposal of ports—Right of Crown to dispose 
--By grant or testament under seal.]—ANON. 
(1340), Jenk. 79; 145 BE. R. 56. 

773. Commissioners of the harbour of Rye— 
Qualification for appointment.|—-A local Act 
appointed (inter alia), as harbour comrs., ‘‘ twelve 
inhabitant householders resident in the town or 
parish rated to the relief or maintenance of the 
poor of the parish by one or more rate or rates to 
the amount of £10 per annum” :—Held: the 
qualification intended was an assessment upon an 
annual value of £10, & not an assessment of an 
annual sum of £10.—EastTon v. ALCK (1861), 7 
H. & N. 452; 311. J. Ex. 115; 51. T. 823; 26 
J.P. 280; 8 Jur. N.S. 156; 10 W. R. 110; 158 
E. R. 549. 


Annotation :-—Mentd. Sunderland Overseers v. Sunderland 
Union (1865), 18 C. B. N.S. 531. 


774. Fixed pier in Thames—cControl of Thames 
conservators—User under licence.]— The City 
of London by licence granted a co, permission to 
form a floating pier on the River Thames, such 
peir to remain during pleasure, & to take tolls on 
all passengers landed at the pier. Under the 
powers conferred upon them by Thames Kmbank- 
ment Act, 1862, the Board of Works took the 
floating pier from the co., & agreed to pay them a 
certain sum & to construct a new Janding stage in 
lieu of the old pier, & to appropriate it. in per- 

etuity to the benefit of the co. The Thames 

tmbankment Act, 1868, purported to give validity 
to this ugreement. 

On a bill by the Conservators of the Thames, in 
whom all the estate, etc., of the City of London in 
the bed, soil, & shores of the river had become 
vested by the Thames Conservancy Act, 1857, to 
restrain the co. from continuing in possession of 
the landing stage constructed in lieu of the old 
pier :—H/Teld: the co. were cntitled to the use of 
the pier only on sufferance, & at the pleasure of 
pitfs. ; the Board of Works had no power to con- 
vert the licence at) pleasure into an irrevocable 
licence ; & the Act) which purported to give a 
validity to the agreement between the co. & the 
Board of Works did not affect the rights of pltfs.— 
THAMES CONSERVATORS v. Souru Easriernn Ry. 
Co. (1871), 24. 'T. 2463 1 Asp. Mo LC. 3. 

775. Agreement between neighbouring dock 
owners—-Payment of compensation by one-—To 
other for loss of business—-Proceedings for re- 
covery.|—Upon the establishment in 18386 of a 
dock co. it was enacted that, in order to indemnify 
the comrs. of a neighbouring harbour for loss of 
income, the co. should pay to the comrs. such 
annual sum as should make up the income of the 
latter to the average of the three next preceding 
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years. Afterwards, in 1843, the above enactment 


“was repealed, & in lieu of making up an average, 


it was enacted that the co. should pay to the comrs. 
every year the deficiency by which the yearly 
income of the latter should fall short of £1,000. 
In 1860, up to which time no demand had been 
made by the comrs. against the co., a mandamus 
was issued at the suit of a third party against the 
comrs. commanding them to take the necessary 
steps for recovering from the co. payment of 
certain alleged deficiencies in their income, extend- 
ing over twelve years, from 1847 to 1858 inclusive ; 
&, the mandamus having in 1870 been finally 
declared to be valid, in June, 1870, a demand in 
respect of the alleged deficiencies from 1847 to 
1858 was first made upon the dock co. by the 
harbour board, who had succeeded to the comrs. 
This was followed by an action for the amount. 
Upon bill by the co. in Nov. 1870, to restrain 
the action, & for declaration that in estimating 
the amount of the deficiencies the board were 
liable to give credit for all sums which their 
predecessors might but for their wilful default 
have received; & that the board were debarred 
from requiring payment of any deficiencies prior 
to 1870 :—Held: (1) it was part of the duty of 
the comrs. year by year to have demanded from 
the co. payment of any sum that might have been 
due to them from the co. under the statutes ; & 
by the laches of their predecessors the board 
were now debarred from calling upon the co. to 
pay for any deficiencies prior to 1858; (2) the 
board were not debarred from calling upon the co. 
to pay deficiencies since 1858; & hence the co. 
were entitled to an account from the board of 
their income since that date, charging wilful 
default. 

(3) The harbour comrs., in the exercise of their 
discretion, had permitted certain small articles 
on which they were empowered by statute to levy 
duties, to pass free of duty. They had also leased 
their tolls, having no statutory power to do so :— 
Held: as between the dock co. & the harbour 
board, these were acts of wilful default.— 
SOUTHAMPTON Dock Co. v. SOUTHAMPTON HAR- 
BouR & Pirin Boarp (1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 595; 41 
L. J. Ch. 882; 26 L. T. 828; 20 W. KR. 940. 

776. Right of harbour authority to weigh & 
measure goods—No exclusive right to provide weigh- 
ing machines.|—Docks & Harbours Clauses Act, 
1847 (c. 27), 88. 81, 82, which upon certain conditions 
give the undertakers the exlusive right of weighing 
& measuring goods loaded or discharged in their 
docks, do not give them the exclusive right of 
providing the weighing machines.—PoORT OF 
LONDON AUTHORITY v. CAIRN LINE OF STEAM- 
suips, Lrp., [1913] 1 K. B. 497; 82 L. J. K. B. 
340; 108 L. T. 217; 29 T. lL. R. 229; 12 Asp. 
M. L. C. 293; 18 Com. Cas. 72. 

777. Statutory power to lease harbour property— 
Lease of graving dock.|—(1) By Harbours, Docks 
& Piers Clauses Act, 1847 (c. 27), s. 23, ‘“‘ the under- 
takers may lease . . . any warehouses, buildings, 
wharfs, yards, cranes, machines, or other conveni- 
ences provided by them for the purposes of this or 
the special Act, at such rents & upon such terms & 


an obstruction & a nuisance :—Held: 
pitf.’s grant was subject to the jus 
puliicum of assing & repassing 

etween high & low-water mark, & the 
corpn., who are by law the conservators 
of the harbour, were jJustificd in remov- 
ing the obstruction.— Brown v, REED 
(1874), 15 N. B. R. (2 Pug.) 206.—CAN. 


b. Harbour commissioners — Right 
to compe ton for  services.}|—Re 
TORONTO HARBOUR CoMRs, (1881), 28 


J.—--VOL. XLIV e 


Gr. 195; 1 Cart. 825.—CAN. 


ec. Acquirement of easements in har- 
bour.}—A party who erects a wharf 
under & over the waters of the harbour 
of St. John’s, & occupies exclusively & 
adversely the soil & water for a period 
of over forty years, acquires a right to 
such soil & water easement as against 
the Crown, & they become the private 
property of the occupant. like 
occupancy of twenty years would 


suffice to bar tho righta of a subject to 
the use of such soil & water.—BOwNn v. 
KAVANAGH (1859), 4 Nfld. L. R. 413.— 
NFLD. 


d. ——-.}— HAGAN v. BARRON & 
FRASER (1859), 4 Nfld. L. R. 419.— 
NFLD. 


e. Reclamation preventing landing 
of goods—light of action by lessee of 
allotment fronti harbour.)-—A. lessee 
of an allotment fronting a harbour has 
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sects. 1,2 & 3, A 


conditions as shall be agreed upon between the 
undertakers & the persons taking the same, pro- 
vided that no such lease be granted for a longer 
term than three years’’:—Held: the words 
* other conveniences ’’ were not to be confined to 
works or things ejusdem generis with those specifi- 
cally mentioned in the sect. & they included a 
graving dock. 

(2) Where, therefore, harbour trustees consti- 
tuted under a special Act, which with some imma- 
terial exceptions incorporated Harbours, Docks & 
Piers Clauses Act, 1847 (c. 27), in supposed exercise 
of the powers conferred upon them by the special 
Act, leased to two shipbuilders a graving dock, 
which formed part of their statutory undertaking, 
& which, upon the construction of the special Act, 
was held to be provided by the trustees for the 
purposes of that Act, for a period of ten years :— 
Held: the lease was void as contravening the 
provisions of s. 23 of the Act of 1847.—GLEBR 
SuGAR REFINING Co. v. GREENOCK PoRT & 
IIARBOURS TRUSTEES, [1921] 2 A. C. 66; 90 
L. J.P. C. 162; 125 L. T. 578; 65 Sol. Jo. 551, 
Ji. i. 

Right to use dock-—Agreement between wharf- 
owners.|— See HASEMENTS, Vol. XIX., p. 182, No. 
1322. 

Management of harbour & ships therein.|]—Sce 
Sinsppine, Vol. XLI., pp. 969-973. 

Rating of harbours & docks.|—See Rates & 
RATING, Vol. XXXVIIL, pp. 483, 484, 560-564, 
Nos. 407-422, 986-1023. 

Factory Acts—Application to docks, quays & 
ships.|_-See Facroriges, Vol. X XIV., pp. 915-019. 

Liability of harbour authorities.|—-See SuUIPPING, 
Vol. XLI1., pp. 975-985. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—OWNERSHIP OF SOIL OF PORTS. 

778. Whether in owner of port.}] — DEVON 
(COUNTESS) v. EXETER CORPN., TOPPESHAM CASE 
(1284), Hale’s de Portibus Maris (Hargrave’s 
’Practs) 55; Stuart Moores Law of Foreshore & 
Seashore 3849. 
annotation :-—Consd. Whitstable Free Fisbers v. Foreman 

(1868), L. R38 CL PL. S78, 

779. -|-—- NEWCASTLE (BURGESSES) v. TIN- 
MOUTH (PRIOR) (1292), Hale’s de Portibus Maris 
(Hlargrave’s Tracts) 79; Stuart Moore’s Law of 
Foreshore & Seashore 111. 

A coon :—Refd. Blundell v. Cutterall (1821), 5 B. & Ald. 
ae IO 

780. - -—.| 
734, post, 





KMXETER CORPN. v. WARREN, No. 





SUB-SECT. $.— TOLLS AND DUES. 
A. In General. 
See SHIPPING, Vol. XLI., pp. 961-970, Nos. 
8546-8614; Supp., No. 8564a. 
781. Right to tolls & dues—By custom.!—In an 
issue directed out of chancery, pltf. claimed a 





only the same right to the use of the PART IV. SECT 
harbour as the rest of Her Majeaty’s 

subjects; but he may bave a right of & 
action er delicto on account of the 
reclamation preventing the lunding of 
goods.—UNION SasH & Door C'o., LTp. 
»., AUCKLAND HARBOUR BOARD (1886), AUS 
4 N. Z. L. it. 414 (S. C.).—_N.Z. 


Pie a iONe of Sine os Deer a ae - 
tcl agai winding on Su ved - oo 
COLQUHOUN v. PATON (1859), 21 Dun}. * Cart. 147.-- CAN 


(Ct. of Sess.) 996; 31 8c. Jur, 550.— k. 
SCOT. harbours 


Co., rn. v. 





. 1, SUB-SECT. 2. 
. Title by limitation—ffect of Act 


GREEN (1881), 6 


}—~The franchise of public 
& the ownership of the soil 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 
| certain port duty of 4d. per chaldron in respect of 


coals brought by vessels into the port of R. from 
time beyond legal memory, which had been com- 
muted under the operation of 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 63, 
into a toll of 3d. & half-a-farthing perton. The 
inquisition, however, when produced, showed that 
the duty which had been commuted was not a 
port duty, but a toll by way of metage. 

Semble: the inquisition did not support the 
claim, & pltf. ought to be non-suited.—ROCHESTER 
CorpN, v. LEE (1848), 3 New Mag. Cas. 41; 11 
L.T.O.8S.6: 12 J. P. 168, N.P. 





782. ——-.|— FALMOUTH (LORD) v. GEORGE, 
No. 801, post. : 
783. ——.]-—In an action for dues in 





respect of merchandise whereof defts. were the 
owners, & which had been brought by vessels into 
the port of Sunderland ‘ same being ’”’ as alleged 
in the first count “a creck or member of the port 
of Newcastle ’”? & there landed, defts. admitted the 
payment of the duty at Newcastle for ships coming 
into the Tyne, but contended that, being mer- 
chants & natives of Sunderland, they were not 
liable to the duty in respect of goods brought into 
Sunderland. Much evidence was produced on 
both sides, & pltfs. proved payment of the duty, 
under the same circumstances as those under 
which defts. were charged, for more than sixty 
years :—Held: that the usage of payment was not 
conclusive evidence of the immemorial existence 
of the due claimed ; & the jury should be directed 
as to the construction of the charter, & the effect 
of the documentary evidence produced by the 
defts.—NEWCASTLE-UPON-TYNE (MASTER, PILOTS 
& SEAMEN) v. BRADLEY (1852), 2 E. & B. 428, n. ; 
21L. J. Q. B. 1063 16 Jur. 4943 118 I. R. 827; 
subsequent proceedings, sub nom. BRADLEY v. 
NEWCASTLE (PrLots) (1853), 2 E. & B. 427, Iex. Ch. 

, CopyioLps, Vol. XIIL., 
pp. 24, 29, Nos. 185, 253. 

784, —--— By grant.|—The Crown is entitled, 
except where vested rights would be interfered 
with, tu create a port for the landing of goods, & 
to assign its limits, though the soil be in a subject ; 
& such creation is a good considcration for the 
receipt of petty customs & port dues throughout 
the port so assigned; & such petty customs & 
port dues might, in ancient times, be granted away 
by the Crown. 

The pltfs., proved a grant of the town to them, 
by the Crown, in fee farm; & if was not disputed 
that they were owners of a port of some extent, 
with some dues; they also proved the receipt, 
in fact, of the dues for goods landed at Teign- 
mouth, & Jeases by them of such dues :—-Held: 
to be evidence from which a jury might infer that 
the port extended to Teignmouth, & the dues were 
payable to plitfs. for goods there landed ; though 
Teignmouth is situate on a different river from 
Exeter, & the mouths of the rivers are several 
niles apart; & though no evidence was given of 
repairs or other services performed by pltfs. at 
Teignmouth, or of any right to the soil there, in 
themselves or the Crown.—HLXETER CORPN. v, 
WARREN (1844), 5 Q. B. 7733 1 Dav. & Mer. 524 ; 





within the limits of public harbours in 
Canada are both vested in the Dominion 
Govt. hy B. N. A. Act, 6. 108.—A.-G. 





vesting property in harbour commis- ‘ : ' 
eioners.}——COLONIAL SUGAR REFINING TOR, CANADA eee envied 
; MELBOURNE HARBOUR sented "N : j 1891) 
Tus, Comns., [1927] A. GC. 343.— eA ery ea Veena 
h. Vested in Dominion. | HOLMAN ovis not et Weis ed etal 
5. CG. Re. 707; tion are the property of the Dominion 


of Canada.—lte JURISDICTION OVER 
PROVINCIAL FISHERIES (1896), 26 
S.C. RR. 444.—-CAN, 
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6 State Tr. N.S. 1104; 2L.T. 0.9. 420; 8 J.P. 
181; 8 Jur. 441; 114 EB. R. 1441. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Whitstable Freo Wishers v. Foroman 
(ies). - oe C.P.578. Mentd. A.-G. v. Stephens (1855), 


785. ——— .| — NEWCASTLE - UPON - TYNE 
Vera PILots & SEAMEN) v. BRADLEY, No. 783, 
ante. 

786. By statute.|——By an Act of Parlia- 
ment, certain persons were incorporated as the 
Hull Dock co., & premises, before the property of 
the Crown, were given to them for the purposes 
of the Act, & they were authorised to make a dock, 
quays, wharfs, etc., which, it was enacted, should 
be vested in them for the purposes of the Act. 
Amongst other things, it was provided, that “ all 
goods, etc., which should be landed or discharged 
upon any of the quays or wharfs which should be 
erected by virtue of that Act, should be liable to 
pay, & should be charged & chargeable with the 
like rates of wharfage & payments as were usually 
taken or received for any goods, etc., loaded or 
discharged upon any quays or wharfs in the port 
of London ” :—Held: as the premises were only 
vested in the co, for the purposes of the Act they 
had no common law right to a compensation for 
the use of them, & the statute did not give them 
any right to claim wharfage for goods shipped off 
from their quays.--~KINGSTON-UPON-HULL Dock 
Cu. v. LA MARCHE (1828), 8 B. & C. 42; 2 Man. & 
Ry. K. B. 107; 61. 3.0.8. K. B. 216; 108 E.R. 
Qd8. 

Annotations : --Apld, Priestley v. Foulds (1850), 2 Scott, NR. 
205. Refd. North & South Shields Ferry Co. vr. Barker 
(1848), 2 Texch, 136. 

7187. -- - --—-.|—A company empowered by 
statute to take tolls in return for a public service 
is not bound, independently of express enactment, 
to exact the same tolls from all persons alike 3 but 
is at liberty to remit the tolls, or any portion of 
them, to particular persons, at its pleasure & 
discretion, Stat. 11 G. 4, ¢. Ixx, by which 
plaintiffs, a market Company, were incorporated, 
by sect. 76 empowered them to take from the 
master of any steamboat “in respect of every 
passenger landing on or embarking froin’ the 
wharf or causeway ” authorised by the Act to be 
made, “the ‘S tolls’? “ which” should “ at any 
time or from time to titne be fixed & appointed 
by ” pltfs., not exceeding 2d. for each passenger. 
A subsequent Act, 6 & 7 W. 4, c. exxxii, in- 
corporating another Company for the purpose of 
building a bridge from plifs. market over the 
Thames, by sect. 53 authorised plitfs. to levy the 
same tolls for passengers landing on or embarking 
from the northern pier of the intended bridge 
which stat. 11 G. 4, ¢. Ixx, s. 76, had empowered 
them to levy. And by sect. 125 it was enacted 
that ‘(the tolls to be taken by virtue of” the 
“Act should at all times be charged equally,” 
& that every “ reduction or advance of” them 
should ‘ extend to all persons whatever using the 
said bridge.’”’ Pltfs., after the bridge had been 
built, fixed & appointed the toll to be received 
“under the 76th clause of ”’ their ‘ Act of in- 
corporation, from the master of every steamboat ”’ 
“in respect. of every passenger landing on or 
embarking from ’”’ the northern pier, at 2d. But 
by agreement with defts., a steamboat Company, 
they charged defts. a toll of Is. 4d. per 100 of 
their passengers; &, by agreement with another 
steamboat Company, charged that Company a 
lower toll of ld. per dozen of their passengers. 
Passengers landing on or embarking from the 
northern picr from or on to steamboats used no 
other portion of the bridge than the northern pier, 
which abutted on pltfs.’ land. Pltfs. having 
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brought this action to recover from defts. arrears 
of toll for passengers at the rate agreed upon with 
defts. :—I/eld: (1) pltfs. were entitled to recover 
the full amount; (2) the local Act was not an 
equality clause, requiring pltfs. to charge the 
fixed & appointed toll in full for each passenger ; 
but it directed the toll to be fixed & appointed 
merely in order that the public might know the 
maximum toll they could be called upon to pay ; 
leaving pltfs.’ right to lower or remit the toll, if 
it otherwise existed, wholly untouched.—HUNGER- 
FORD MARKET Co. v. C1TY STEAMBOAT Co. (1860), 
3B. & EB. 365; 380 L. J. Q. B. 25; 3 1. T. 732 ; 
25 J.P. 218; 7 Jur. N.S. 67; 121 EB. R. 479. 

Annotations :—As8 to (2) Apld. Newcastle v. Worksop U. C., 

[1902] 2 Ch. 146: Northampton Corpn. v. Ken, [1904] 

1 K. LB. 299. Distd. York ove: v. Leetham, [1924] 

: oe aa Generally, Refd. A.-G. v. Horner (1912), 107 

788. Special toll for—Use for purposes 
other than merely embarking goods or passengers.| 
—Plitfs. owned a pleasure steamer which ran day 
trips between the Old Swan Pier, London Bridge, 
& Hampton Court. The steamer was brought 
alongside the Old Swan Pier about three quarters 
of an hour before the advertised starting time & 
remained there until she started, her officers mean- 
while doing all they could to get persons to take 
tickets for the trip. The conservators by resolu- 
tion decided that pltfs. used the pier for a longer 
period daily than would be covered by a mere 
‘‘ call”? at the pier by their vessel, for which the 
6d. toll was payable, & they alleged their right to 
impose a terminal charge for this use of the pier 
by pltfs. of £2 a week. For a time this increased 
charge was paid:—Held: although the con- 
servators might have a right to ask for special 
payment from a vessel using the pier other than 
for the purpose merely of embarking passengers or 
goods, that would be based on contract, but there 
was nothing in Thames Conservancy Act, 1894 
(c. clxxxvii) which gave defts. the right to levy 
more than the 6d. toll on a vessel merely because 
she was more than a few minutes alongside a pier 
embarking or discharging her passengers or goods, 
& the extra charge already paid, bcing un- 
authorised, was paid without consideration, & 
could be recovered back.—QUEEN OF THE RIVER 
S.S. Co., Lrp. v. River THAMES CONSERVATORS 
(1899), 47 W. R. 685; 15 T. 7... R. 4743 483 Sol. Jo. 
G44. 

—-—-.|—-See, also, SuurptnG, Vol. XLI., pp. 961, 
962, Nos. 8546-85514. 

789. Right to decrease or remit—Maximum fixed 
by special act.J—HUNGERFORD MARKET Co. 1. 
Ciry STEAMBOAT Co., No. 787, ante. 

790. As against owners of neighbouring 
dock.|—-SoUTHAMPTON DoOcK Co. v. SOUTHAMPTON 
HARBOUR & PiER Boarp, No. 775, ante. 

791. Undue preference.|—Where Trustecs 
for the control of a river navigation grant. a rebate 
off their published rates for dock services to a firm 
of carriers on condition of their guarantecing to 
bring a minimum annual quantity of traffic into 
the trustees docks, although such carriers had for 
a considerable number of years brought in an 
amount: of traffic largely in excess of the guarantee, 
& where no opportunity is given to competitive 
carriers to give a similar guarantee, the grant of 
such rebate amounts to an undue preference & 
cannot be justified —ANDERTON Co., Lp. 1. 
RIVER WEAVER TRUSTEES (1910), 14 Ry. & Can. 
Tr. Cas. 136. 

792. Compounding for tolls.) — Souruampron 
Dock Co. v7 SOUTHAMPTON Harrnour & PIER 
Boarp, No. 775, ante. 

798. Tolls for unauthorised pler—Recovery of 
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Sect. 1.—FPorts, harbours, docks and 
sect. 3, A. & B.;3 sub-sects. 4 & 
Sub-sect. 1.] 


tolis paid.|—By the terms of a Provisional Order 
authorising a co. to construct a pier the co. might 
levy rates on passengers using the pier & on vessels 
‘mooring ’’ within certain limits as soon as a 
certificate of the due construction of the pier had 
been given by the Board of Trade. During 1900 
H. acquired the pier from the assigns of the liqui- 
dator of the co. He discovered subsequently that 
the pier had not been constructed in accordance 
with the Provisional Order. In 1907 he leased 
the pier to the M.co., who refused to allow pltfs., a 
co. running steamships to the pier, to come along 
side the pier except on payment of a certain lump 
sum for the season. Pitfs. claimed an injunction 
restraining H. & the M. co. from excluding their 
ships & passengers from using the pier, on the 
ground that defts. were not the lawful owners of 
the pier. Pending an action, an arrangement was 
come to that pltfs. should have access to the pier 
on paying the rates which would have been pay- 
able had the Provisiona] Order been operative. 
Defts. claimed under this arrangement to be 
entitled to ‘‘ mooring ’’ as well as passenger rates, 
& counterclaimed for payment of them. Pltfs. 
claimed repayment of the sums paid without 
prejudice under the arrangement, as well as of 
some sums previously paid under protest :—-Held: 
(1) pitfs. were not entitled to the injunction, as 
the pier was unauthorised & constituted a public 
nuisance, & no statutory rights arose on its con- 
struction in favour either of defts. or the public ; 
(2) pitfs. could not recover the rates paid by them 
without prejudice to obtain the use of the pier, 
for defts. could exclude pltfs. from the pier, 
although it was a nuisance, & pltfs. had therefore 
received consideration in respect of their pay- 
ments, & could not recover same; (3) pitfs.’ 
vessels which made fast to the pier merely to land 
& embark passengers, were not ‘“ moored ”’ to the 
pier within the meaning of the Provisional Order 
& “‘ mooring ”’ rates were not payable in respect 
of them.— LIveErPooL & NoRTH WALES S.S, Co., 
LTD. v. MERSEY TRADING Co., LYp., [1908] 2 Ch. 


ers 


460; 77 L. J. Ch. 658; 99 L. T. 868; 72 J.P. 
385; 24'T. L. R. 712; affd., [1909] 1 Ch. 209; 


78L.J3.Ch.17; 737. P.19; 25 T. LR. 88, C. A. 

Annotation :--Cenerally, Mlentd. UW. v. ., (1928) P. 206. 
794. Mooring rates— What amounts to ‘‘ moored ”’ 

—— Provisional Order.]— Liverpoo. & Nort 

WALES S.S.-Co., Lrp. v. MERSEY TRADING (CO., 

Lrp., No. 793, ante. 

795. Recovery of tolls---Jurisdiction of court.]— 
ANON, (1324), 2 Hale, P. C. 14, n. 

Annotation :~ Consd. K. rv. Keyn, The Franconia (1876), 46 
L. J. M. G.17. 

796. Dues payable on coal—Whether payable on 
patent fuel.|——-Patent fuel, an article composed of 
coal dust, mixed with 13 per cent. of pitch & lime, 
is not liable to the duties imposed upon ‘ coals ”’ 
imported into the port) of London. -LoNpoN 

SORPN. Vv. PARKINSON (J850), 10 (. B. 228: 4 

New Mag. Cas. 153; 15 L. T. O. S. 365; 138 

E. R. 98. 

Annotations :-~Consd. Fullwood +. Akerman (1862), 11 C. B. 
N.S. 737. Refd. A.-G. v. Barry (1859), 4 H. & N. 470. 
Liability to be rated.|—See Rates & RATING, 

Vol. XXXVITI., pp. 505-507, Nos. 603-616. 
Distress for tolls & dues.|—See Distress, Vol. 

XVIII., p. 427, Nos. 1648-1652. 
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n. Bye-law regulating public landings 


of Fredericton authorises the corp 
to make bye-laws to, regulate the 
—Authority of corporation—Title to pups landings in the city, though 
land in justices of county.|—The charter the title to the land is held by the 
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B. Consideration. 

797. Necessity for consideration — Crown.) — 
WILKES v. Kirpy (1700), 2 Lut. 1519; 125 BE. R. 837. 
Annotations :—Refd. Nottingham Corpn. v. Lambert (1738), 

Willes, 111. Mentd. Sargent v. Reed (1745), 2 Stra. 1228; 

Colton v. Sinith (1774), 1 Cowp. 47. 

798. .|—Toll thorough requires @ considera- 
tion to be shown to support the demand of it; 
because it is against common right.—YaRMOUTH 
CoRPN. v. HATON (1763), 3 Burr. 1402; 97 FE. R 896. 
Annotations :—Folld, Jenkins v. Harvey (1835), 2 Cr. M. & jh. 

393. Refd. Kingston-upon-Hull Corpn. v. Horner (1774), 

1 Cowp. 102. 

799, ——-.]—A custom that a meter of a 
borough should have a toll on all goods imported 
within the borough, whether meted or not, is bad 
in law, unless it can be connected with some 
obligation to do something beneficial to the persons 
to be charged with the toll.-—JENKINS v. LIARVEY 
(1835), 2 Cr. M. & R. 393; 1 Gale, 454; 5 Tyr. 
S71; 51. J. Ex. 17; 150 KE. hk. 169. 

Annotations :-— Refd. Brune v. Thompson (1843), 4 Q. B. 548 ; 

Newetastle-upon-Tyne, Master, Pilots & Seamen v. Bradley 

& Potts (1852), 2 HM. & B. 428, n.: Northumberland v. 


Houghton (1870), 22 1. T. 491; Breeon Markets Co. t. 


Neath & Breeon Tiy. (1872), lL. R. 7 (. P. 555. Mentd. 


Benjamin vt. Andrews (1858), 6 C. B. N.S. 299; Shephard 
vr Teyne (1864), 16 C. BK. N.S. 1825) Mills a. Colchester 
Corpn. (1867), 36 1.3. CG. P. 210; Bryant r. Foot (1868), 
L.R.3 Q. B. 497; Norfolk v. Arbuthnot (1879), 4C. P. D. 
290. 

800. Sufficiency of consideration.} — Though 
the consideration of a port duty be the immc- 
morial repair of the port, an avowry for the duty 
need not state that the port is in repair.— VINKEN- 
STERNE v@ EBDEN (1698), 1 Ld. Raym. 3&4; 
Carth. 357; 5 Mod. Rep. 356; Holt, K. B. 674 ; 
1 Salk. 248; O1 1. R. 1154. 

Annotations :-- Mentd, Simpson vr. Hartopp (1744), Wiles, 
512: Hutchins «. Chaimnbers (1758), 1 Burr. 579; 
MeCreagh vr. Cox & Ford (1923), 92 L. J. K. B. 855. 
801. ———.]—-(1) Keeping up a capstan & rope 

in a cove to assist boats in landing, & without 

which they could not safely land in bad weather : 

—Held: a good consideration for a reasonable 

toll on all boats frequenting the Cove, whether 

they used the capstan or not. 

(2) The custom to exact the toll good, although 
the party claiming it was neither owner of the 
cove nor lord of the manor, nor were his pre- 
decessors shown to have been such; but he AN 
they had always been owners of the spot on which 
the capstan stood, & of an estate in the neighbour- 
hood.-- FALMOUTH (LORD) uv. GEORGE (1828), 7 
Bing. 286; 2 Moo. & P. 457; 74.5. 0.8.C. P. 
40; 130 EF, RR. 1071. 
wAnnolations :-- As to (1) Refd. Jenkins tv. Harvey (1835), 

2Cr M.& &. 393: Brecon Markets Co. vr. Neath & Brecon 

ty. (1872), LF. R72 P. 555. Generally, Mentd., Lancum 

», Lovell (1233), 9 Bing, 465; Walker rv. Needham (1841), 

3 Man. & G. 557; Owen vr Routh (1854), 14 C. B. 327; 

Shephard vr. Payne (1862), 12 C. B. N.S. 414. 

802. - Crown agent.|-—Exerin COoRPN. v. 
WARREN, No. 784, ate. : 

-See, also, SHIPPING, Vol. XLI., p. 961, 








No. 8549. 
803. Payments without consideration -- Re- 


covery.|—QUEEN OF THE RIVER S.S. Co., LYrp. v, 
River THAMES CONSERVATORS, No. 788, ante, 


SUB-SECT. 4.—ByYE-LAws. 
See Suippina, Vol. XLI., pp. 060, 961, Nos. 
8538-8545. 
804. Bye-laws regulating use of pier---Applied to 
strangers on pier.}|—-A local Act gave to a pier co. 


justices of the county.—z p. Mowry 

(1856), 8 N. B. R. (3 All.) 276.--CAN. 
o. Bye-law imposing toll for an- 

chorage -—Validity.)}—Vower given to 
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power to make regulations for the good govern- 
ment of the co., their clerks & servants, also of 
officers & crews of vessels in all matters concerning 
the interest of the co. in the pier, & for the more 
safe & convenient landing of passengers, etc. 
Bye-laws were made, imposing penaltics on all 
persons who upon the pier plied for hire, molested 
passengers, used indecent language, etc. :—Held: 
the bye-laws applied not only to servants of the 
co., but to all persons who came to the pier, & 
offended in those respects.x—RYDE DPirn Co. v. 
PoRTER (1867), 31 J. P. 791. 


805. Charge for use by passengers—Validity 
of bye-law.|—Under sect. 16 of Severn Navigation 
Act, 1914, & sect. 9 of the Severn Navigation Act, 
1920, the Severn Comrs., for the purpose of pre- 
venting pleasure steamers from racing one another 
on the river, made the following byec-law: ‘' No 
person shall anchor or moor any passenger vessel 
near to or against any portion of Worcester Quay 
for the purpose of enabling any passenger to be 
taken on board or disembarked from such 
passenger vessel... if & so long as the corpn. 
of the City of Worcester maintain ... a pier 
-.. Or piers... connected with the quay & 
available for giving access from the quay to a 
passenger vessel . . . & allow any persons desirous 
of travelling by a passenger vessel to enter upon 
& pass along the piers . . . who have previously 
paid to the corpn. or their authorised agent, such 
sum, not exceeding two-pence, as the corpn. may 
be entitled to charge in respect of every such 
person, which such shall allow the person paying 
the same to pass along the piers . . . to the quay 
when disembarking from the passenger vessel 
on. as same day as that on which the sum was 
paid. 

The Severn Navigation Acts gave the comrs. no 
specific power to make a charge for an entry on 
the landing stage :—Held: as the bye-law did not 
itself impose any charge, but was only to operate 
so far as the corpn. might have power aliunde 
to impose the charge, the bye-law was not ultra 
vires the comrs., & was not in restraint of trade, 
& as it could not. be said to be unreasonable it was 
a valid bye-law.—EVERTON v. WALKER (1927), 
137 L. T. 504; OL J. P. 1255 43 T. LR. 554; 
25 L. G. R. 333 5 28 Cox, C. C. 376, D.C. 





SUB-SECT. 5.—SAFETY OF DOCKS AND LARBOURS. 

See SHIPPING, Vol. XLI.. pp. 957, 958, 959, 976, 
078--981, Nos. 8520, 8524-8531, S658, 8660, 
8671-8603. 


the corpn. of Fredericton by 22 Viet. 
c. 8, to make bye-lawa ‘to regulate 
the anchorage, lading & unlading of 
vessels,’? dves not authorise the im- 


Validity.J—A 
Harbours Act, 
zroods 


of goods on premises without consent — 
bye-law 

1878, 
remaining on 


101 


SecT. 2.—WHARVES. 
SuB-sEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

806. Situation for wharf.|—-Wharfs must be 
assigned in open places only.—LONDON WHARFS 
CASE (1766), 1 Wm. BI. 581; 96 E. R. 336. 

807. What constitutes a wharf—Land in natural 
state—Used for landing cringe areee a Canal Act, 
it was provided that lands, whether covered with 
water or not, & also all dwelling-houses, wharfs, 
etc., belonging to the co., should be rateable to the 
maintenance of the poor in the several parishes 
where they were respectively situated ; the lands 
according to their quantity & quality, & the 
dwelling-houses, wharfs, etc. according to the 
nature & respective uses thereof, & shou'd be 
assessed in like manner as lands of a like quality 
& dwelling-houses, wharfs, etc. of a like & similar 
size or nature in the respective parishes where 
the same should be situate, should be assessed, & 
that the rates, duties & other personal property 
of the co., liable to be rated to the poor, should 
be assessed in like manner & in the same pro- 
portion as other personal property should be 
assessed. The co. had, on the margin of a large 
basin, a piece of land adjoining the private yard 
of a timber merchant. ‘This piece of land next 
the basin consisted of natural ground ; it was not 
faced with brick or timber & the ground below. 
the water gradually sloped down to the bottom of 
the basin. The timber merchant landed his 
timber upon this piece of land, & it was there 
marked & measured by the Revenue officers. 
No acknowledgment or rent was paid to the co. 
for this privilege of landing the goods there, but 
their rates & duties were increased, a greater 
number of ships cntcring the basin in consequence 
of this privilege :—Held: this piece of land was 
not a wharf within the meaning of the Act of 
Parliament.—R. v. REGENT’Ss CANAL Co. (1827), 
6B. & C. 720: 9 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 760; 4 
Dow. & Ry. M. C. 502; 5 L. J. O. S. M. C. 151. 
innotation :—Mentd. It. v. Leeds & Liverpool Canal Co. 

(1838), 7 Ad. & El. 671. 

808. Ownership of wharf—Below low water 
mark.|—.JOHNSON v. BARRET (1646), Alcyn, 10; 
$2 KE. R. 887; sub nom. BARRETT v. JOUNSON, 2 
Roll. Abr. 250, pl. 7. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Joce rv. Mills (1703), 2 Salk. 640; 

Harper v. Charlesworth (1825), 4 B. & C. 574. 

Right to erect wharf—Owner of land adjoining 
canal towing  path.}]—~ Sec HRaiLways, Vol. 
XXXVIIL., p. 415, No. 1036. 

809. Rights of wharf owner—Damage to posts 
& piles adjoining wharf.|—-I think that posts or 
piles, which are put up for the purpose of preventing 





made to pay the salary of a harbour 
inaster, & their timber detained for 
non-payment of a tax levied for such 
salary, & themsclves subject to fine & 
imprisonment.—BOGART v. BELLE- 


made under 
provided that 
the harbour 


osition of a toll for anchorage. —R. rv. 
JOWLING (1862), 10 N. B. RR. (5 All.) 
378,—CAN. 

p. Bye-law imposing excessive im- 
prisonment -— Validity.J)— A provision 
that any person incumbering, injuring, 
or fouling any public wharf, should be 
Mable to a penalty named, & in default 
vf paymont or sufficient distress to 
imprisonment ‘for not less than ten 
nor more than thirty days ” :-—Held: 
bad, twenty-one days being the limit 
authorised by 36 Vict. c. 48, 8. 372 (13). 
—He McLEOoD & PEMBERTON & KIN- 
CARDINE CORPN. (1876), 38 U. C. Rh. 
617.—CAN. 

q. Bye-law imposing port hana 
Unequal operation — Validity. |—-MAR- 
TIN v. OTAGO HARBOUR BOARD (1891), 
11 N. ZL. R. 376.—N.Z. 


r. Bye-law fixing charge for storage 


buard's premises without its consent 
beyond a specified time would be liable 
to a charge for storage at the rate of 
6d. per ton for every day or part of a 
day they so remained :—/Jield: the 
bye-law was not ultra vires.— OTAGO 
HARBOUR BOARD v. SPEDDING (1894), 
12N. Z. L. R. 573.—N.Z. 

t. Bye-law repudiating liability im- 
posed by law on bailee—Validity.)— 
Where a harbour board by its bye-laws 
compels consignees to cmploy it as a 
bailee for reward, it cannot by others 
of its bye-laws repudiate the Hability 
which the law imposes on such a bailee. 
—~OTAGO HARBOUR BOARD tv. LYSAGHT, 
Lip, (1801), 20 N. Z. L. R. 541.—N.Z. 


a. Levying salary of harbour master 
from oumers of timber.}-—-Held: hy a 
bye-law passed under 12 Vict. c. $1, 
gy. 60 (7), owners of timber might be 





VILLE TOWN CoUNCIL (1857), 6 C. I. 
425.—CAN. 

b. Power of corporation to limit 
by contract their power to make bye- 
lauws.}-—-WALKER v. ST. JOHN CORPN. 
(1872), 14 N. B. R. (1 Pug.) 143.—CAN. 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1. 

co. Ftight to erect wharf—Corporation.] 
—MAGRE v. ST. JOHN CORPN. (1883), 
23 N. B. R. 275.—CAN, 

d. Rights of whaf owner — To 
extend wharf.j}—The owner of land 
abutting on the waters of the harbour 
& owning wharves extending over the 
said waters is justified in extending the 
soid wharves, unless in doing so he 
works an injury to a neighbouring 
proprietor.—TESSIER tv. O’DWYERK 
(1859), 4 N fid. L. ° 284.— NFLD. 
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Sect. 2.—Wharves: Sub-sects. 1, 2 & 3.] 


barges from running against a wharf, must be 
considered as supporting & protecting it (GIBBs, 
C.J.).—-H AMER v. RAYMOND (1814), as reported in 
1 Marsh. 363. 

-.|—Pltfs., wharfingers, had a 
wooden pile before their wharf driven eight feet 
into the soil of a navigable river, & which was 
necessary for the use & enjoyment of their wharf. 
There was evidence that a pile had stood there 
forty years, &, whoever might have placed it 
there, it had been renewed by pltfs. twenty years 
ago. Defts. being owners of a barge navigating 
the said river, so unskilfully & negligently managed 
it that it was driven athwart the pile & broke it. 
In an action of trespass for the injury thus 
caused :-—-Held: pltfs. were entitled to recover 
on an issue of not possessed.— LANCASTER v. EVE 
(1859), 5 (. BL N.S. 717; 28 L. J. C. P. 285; 
32 L. T.O.8S. 278; 5 Jur, N.S. 683; 7W. BR. 260 ; 
141 Kk. R. 28s. 


annotations :—Consd. Hobson v. Gorringe, [1897] 1 Ch. 182. 
Refd. Parsons v. Hind (1866), 14 W. R. 860; Hoare v. 
Motropolitan Board of Works (1874), L. BR. 9 Q. LB. 296 ; 
Philpot rv. Bath (1905), 28'T. L. R. 634. Mentd. Moody ce. 
Steggles (1879), 12 Ch. D. 261. 


811. - Damage to spar projecting over 
river.|—A. was possessed of a wharf, & had a 
mast projecting therefrom over the river. B. 
moored his vessel at the adjoining wharf, with her 
bowsprit overhanging the front of A.’s wharf, &, 
on the falling of the tide, the bowsprit of B.’s 
vessel, coming in contact with A.’s mast, broke it : 
—Held: B. was not responsible.—DALTON v. 
Denton (1857), 1 C. B. N.S. 672; 61. 'T. 228; 5 
W. R. 208; 140 FE. RR. 277. 

812. ——— Right to overlap adjoining wharf.|— 
ORIGINAL HARTLEPOOL COLLIERIES Co. v. GIBB, 
No. 883, post. 

813. .|— A wharfinger in a navigable 
river is entitled to berth a vessel alongside his wharf 
or jetty even though it overlaps the frontage of a 
neighbouring wharf, & to keep the vessel there 
for the purpose of loading or discharging, so long 
as such vessel does not interfere with the access 
when required to the neighbouring wharf, & when 
access is required for the neighbouring wharf the 
vessel must be moved to give that access at once.— 
LAND SECURITIES Co., Lrp. v. COMMERCIAL GAs 
Co, (1902), 18 T. L. K. 405. 

Claim of custom—Jurisdiction of 
county court.|—-See Cotnty Courrs, Vol. XITL., 
p. 479, No. 292. 

Reservation in sale of wharf.!|— See 
HASEMENTS, Vol. XITX., p. 177, No. 1279. 

814. Right of person in possession of Crown 
wharf—Though intruder on possession of Crown— 
Wharf below low water mark.|—JOHNSON v. 
BARRETT (1646), Aleyn, 10; 82 E. R. 887; sub 
nom. BARRET tv. JOHNSON, 2 Roll. Abr. 250, pl. 7. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Harper v. Charlesworth (1825), 4B. & C. 
574. Refd. Joce r. Mills (1703), 2 Salk. 640. 


815. Right of access to wharf—Obstruction 
barring access.|—-PAGE v. JIATCHETT (1846), & 
Q. B. 593; 1 New Pract. Cas. 471; 15 L. J. Q. B. 
281; 61. T. O. 8S. 483; 10 Jur. 684; 115 BE. R. 
999. 

816. -|—In a public navigable river 
a decked barge or dummy is firmly moored along- 
side a quay, so as to be a private nuisance to 
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815 i. Right of access to wharf— 
Obstruction barring  access.}-—-Sourn 
AUBTRALIA Co. v. ADELAIDE CORPN., 
[1914] S. A. L. R. 16.—AUS., 

815 ii. ——- ——.]—WoO0OD v. EsSon 
(1886), 9 8S. C. R. 239.—CAN. 

815 iii. ——- ——.}~—SERLY v. KERR 


Rep. 184.-—CAN. 


(1909), 7 KE. L. R. 123; 

e. Obstruction of wharf—Occupying 
stream in ordinary course of navigation. } 
—A person in possession of a wharf, 
built without authority below low- 
water mark in a public navigable river, 
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persons having a right to land from the river on 
the quay: if it be so fixed as not to be readily 
abateable, any such person may pass over such 
dummy in order to get to the quay, there being no 
other route available, where his so passing over it 
is not more injurious to the owners of it than the 
removal would be; & especially if, to have removed 
it, would have caused such person injurious delay 
in his affairs & business. But he is not entitled 
so to use the barge, as a means of passage, except 
in such states of the tide as, but for the barge 
would have enabled him to land directly on the 
quay, & when the barge is therefore an obstruction 

& nuisance to his right of way. HASTERN COUNTIES 

Ry. Co. v. DorutIna (1859), 5 C. B. N.S. 8215; 28 

lL. J.C. P. 2023 23 J. P. 4703 5 Jur. N.S. 869; 

141 Kk. R. 329. 

Annotations :—Apld. Marshall v. UNeswater Co. (1871), L. lt. 
7 Q. B, 166. nsd. Lyon tv. Fishimongers’ Co. (1876), 1 
App. Cas. 662. Refd. Kearns v. Cordwainers Co., Cord- 
wainers Co. v. Kearns (185), 5 Jur. N.S. 1216. 

817. .|] — ORIGINAL HARTLEPOOL 
COLLIERIES Co. v. GrBB, No. 833, post. 

818. No right to erect.)—LYon v. 
FISHMONGEKS’ Co., No. 856, posi. 

819. Overlapping vessel.] —— LAND 
SECURITIES (Co., Lep. v. COMMERCIAL GAS Co., 
No. 813, ante. 

820. Public wharf-—Access for purpose of 
using cranes.|—The public have a right to use 
the cranes erected on public quays. In justifying 
in a plea to an action of trespass, the use of a crane 
in a public wharf, it is suflicient to say that it is 
‘a public open & lawful wharf,” without. claiming 
the right by innmemorial usage.—-BoLt 7. STENNETT 
(1800), 8 Term Rep. 606; 101 E.R. 1572. 
wfnnotations : - Consd. Allnutt «. Inglis (1810), 12 Kast, 527. 

Refd. A.-G. v. Simpson, [LVOL] 2 Ch. 671. 

821. —— -~- Sugar coopers.|--—-'The sugar coopers 
claimed a right to zo upon the West India Docks, 
as they would have gone upon the old legal 
quays, to cooper sugars belonging to private 
merchants warehoused there; & brought case 
against the proprietors, for excluding them from 
exercising their trade. Upon which a special 
verdict was found :— Held: no judgment could be 
given, pro defectu veredich, in not stating precisely 
what legal right pltfs. had to gvo on the legal 
quays, in place of which, for certain purposes the 
docks were erected it only stating that plitfs. were 
used to cooper sugars for shipment for exploration 
there, which might be by contract with the 
owners of such quays; & if to a certain or any 
extent, such right of gomg on the quays & the 
docks might arise ea aecessitate, no such necessity 
was stated in the verdict; it omitting to state 
what casks were there requiring uccessary cooper- 
age to be done upon the wharf; for it is clear 
that the docks are not to be used as the cooper’s 
workshops.— BENTLEY v. SMITH (1805), 3 Smith, 
K. B. 17. 

Overlapping.|-—See Nos. 812, 813, 819, ante. 

Wharfingers business——Corporation prohibited 
from carrying on or permitting-—Breach of pro- 
hibitory condition.|— See CoRPORATIONS, Vol. 
XITII., p. 365, No. 990. 

Factories Acts—Application to wharves.|—-Sec 
Facronriges, Vol. XXIV., pp. 920, 921, Nos, 146—- 
15). 

Possession of goods by wharfinger—-Stoppage in 























cannot maintain an action on the case 
agalnst the owner of ta vessel for 
obstructing the approach to the wharf 
by occupying the stream in front, but 
not touching the wharf, in the ordinary 
course of navigation.—HKAGLEs  v. 
MERRITr (1853), 2 AU. 550.,—CAN. 


4 N. B. Eq. 
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transitu by unpaid seller.|-——See SALE oF Goops, 
Vol. XXXTX., pp. 628, 624, Nos. 2201-2212, 
Goods subject to customs duties.]—Sec 
REVENUE, Vol. XX XIX.,, pp. 229, 230, Nos. 80-85. 

—— Liability of wharfinger.|—See BarLMEnr, 
Vol. ITl., pp. 75-78, 102, 103, 105, Nos. 149-174, 
202, 293, 298, 311. 





SuB-skcr. 2.—CHARGES For Usi oF WHARF. 

822. Right to wharfage—Goods unloaded from 
barges fastened to wharves—Into lighters.|— 
Wharfingers in London are not entitled to wharfage 
for goods unladed into lighters out of barges 
fastened to their wharfs.—Srerpuen v. Cosror 
Saeed 3 Burr. 1408; 1 Wm. BI. 423; 07 1. R. 
Annotation :—Refd. Syeds v. Hay (1791), 4 ‘erm Rep. 260. 

823. —-—- Inclusive charge made for loading & 
unloading expenses—-Additional charge for extra- 
ordinary work on goods.|—39 Geo. 3, c. 69, 5. 137, 
gives to the West India Dock co. certain rates & 
duties for all goods imported from the West Indics 
Which shall be landed, etc., from on board any 
ship entering into & using the docks ; which rates 
are directed to be ‘“ accepted for the use of the 
docks, & the quays, wharfs, & cranes & other 
machines belonging thereto, & the land-waiter’s 
fees on account of such goods after being un- 
shipped & all charges & expenses of wharfage, 
landing, housing, & weighing such goods & of 
such coopcrage as the same may want after being 
unshipped, & all rent for warehouse room for 
twelve weeks, & all charges of delivering the same 
from the warehouses. The latter words include 
a delivery of the goods into lighters in the dock, 
as Well as an immediate delivery from the ware- 
houses into land carriages placed under the cranes 
of the warchouses ; although for the purpose of 
such delivery into lighters it be necessary to put 
the goods upon trucks in order to carry them 
across the quay, & afterwards cranc them into the 
lighters. But it seems that if the owner require 
any work to be done upon the goods ullra the mere 
fransitus from the warehouse to the lighter, the 
co. are entitled to an cxtra coinpensation to be 
settled by convention between the partics, as in 
other cases out of the Act.— HARDEN v. SMITH 
(1806), 8 Kast, 16; 108 1. R. 250. 

824. Goods ‘‘ landed or discharged ’’ upon 
wharf.|— IK INGSTON-UPON-HLULL Dock Co. uv. LA 
MARCHE, No. 7886, une. 

825. Exemption of Crown.|-——-By a Harbour Act, 
certain wharfage duties were authorised to be taken 
in respect of certain specified goods, including 
stones, which should be imported into the harbour 
of W., & the same were to be vested in the mayor, 
ete., for the purpose of repairing, improving, & 
maintaining the harbour, wharfs, etc., within the 








h, —-—— Form 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2. 

{, Ittight to  wharfage.] — Sydney 
Harbour rust Act, 1900, 68. 68, 
authorises the comrs. to collect * at 
any wharf ” vested in thein ‘* wharfage 
& tonnage rates according to the pro- O.) 224.—CAN 
visions contained in the Wharfage & k JA 
Tonnage Act, 1880, & Acts amending 


able under 
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of action—Indebi- 
tutus assum psit. }—-Wharfage is recover- 
counts of 
assumpsit, that being the proper form 
in which to proceed.—DE 
TPUNCHARD (1873), 9 N.S. RR. (3 G. & 


; wharf 
structed over the navigable waters of 
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borough & town of W. There were no words in 
the Act binding the Crown to pay such duties, 
but there were provisions exempting the Crown 
from liability in respect of coals imported into the 
port, for the use of His Majesty’s steam packets, 
& actually used on board the same, & also from 
the tolls to be taken for passing over a bridge 
connected with the harbour. Certain stones were 
brought from P. by a barge, into the harbour of 
W. for the purpose of being used upon govt. works 
which were being carried on there, & which, if 
they had been brought by any private individual, 
would have been liable to the duties given by the 
Act of Parliament :—Held: the Crown was not 
liable to be called upon to pay such duties.-— 
WEYMOUTH CORPN. v. NUGENT (1865), 6 B. & S. 
22; 5 New Rep. 3802; 34 L. J. M. C 81; Ji 
L. 'T. 672; 29 J. P. 451; 11 Jur N.S. 465; 13 
W.R. 3838; 2 Mar. L. C. 163; 122 KE. R. 1106. 

ahnnotation :—Refd,. Hornsey U. C. v. Hennell, [1902] 2 K. B. 


Liability of ships passing wharf—Local custom.] 
—See Custom & UsaaEs, Vol. XVII., p. 18, 
No. 185. 

Mortgage of wharf—-Right of mortgagee in pos- 
session—To receive warehousing charges.]—Sce 
MortTGaGce, Vol. XXXV., p. 399, No. 1410. 

Lien for charges.]-—See LiEN, Vol. XX XIT., pp. 
234, 242, 243, 256, Nos. 188, 270-275, 412. 


SUB-SECT, 3.—SAFETY OF BERTH. 

826. Liability of wharfinger.] — Declaration in 
case statcd, that deft. was possessed of a wharf for 
the loading & unloading of vessels on the banks of 
the Thames, near which there was certain wood- 
work, before then placed by deft., & then being 
upon the bottom of the river, over which, at certain 
states of the tide, the vessel of pltf. thereinafter 
mentioned would float, but at others not; that, 
while deft. was so possessed of the wharf, pltf. 
was possessed of a vessel then being, by the 
sufferance & permission of deft., at & alongside 
the wharf, for reward to deft. in that behalf; & 
deft. then had the management & control of the 
wharf, & the mooring & stationing of vessels at 
& near the same while they were at the wharf, 
for the purpose of using the same. Breach, that 
deft. unskilfully & negligently placed, moored, & 
stationed pltf.’s vessel in the part of the river 
near the wharf, & over the woodwork, & unskil- 
fully & negligently detained the vessel there for a 
long time, until, on the natural fall of the tide, 
she fell & lodged against the woodwork, & was 
damaged thereby. On error, after verdict & 
judgment for pltf., upon a plea denying that deft. 
had the management & control of the wharf, & 
the mooring & stationing of ships alongside it, etc., 
modo et forma :—Held: the declaration sufficiently 





wharfage rate is {mpused on all goods, 
except those described by names, 
coming from abroad & landed at a 
wharf & in an action to recover the 
rate on certain goods, it is alleged by 
deft. that they coine within the excep- 
tion, the burden of proving that allega- 
tion is on deft.—CuMING, Smitu & Co., 
LTp. v. MELBOURNE HARBOUR TRUST 
Comes, (1905), 2 C. L. Rt. 735.—AUS. 


indebitalus 


JOLF ov, 


being con- 


the same.”’ The Act of 1880 autborised 
rates on two kinds of wharfs only :— 
fleld;: the Act of 1900 was not so 
limited, but extended to every kind 
of wharf.— LUKEY v. SYDNEY HARBOUR 
TRuaT Comnes. (19041), 73 L. J. VC. 66. 
—AUS, 

g. ——- Wharf below low water 


mark.\-—-CoLLins uv. HALL & FAIR: 
WEATHER (1870), 138 N. B. R. (2 Han.) 
90.—C 


the bay of Toronto, the license of the 
Com. of Crown Lands for the 
Province of Ontario, even if he had 
power to grant it, would not confer the 
right to impose tolls on vessels landing 
assengcrs on the wharf, for the public 
ave wright to reach the shore over the 
waters of the bay.—CLENDINNING v, 
TURNER (1884), 9 O. R. 34.—CAN. 


1. Exemption—Burden of proof.}+— 
Where by an Act of Varliament a 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 3. 


826 i. Liability of wharfinger.) 
JOHNSON tv PoRT DOVER HARBOUR 
Co, (1859), 17 U. C. BR. 151.—CAN, 


826 ii. -——.]—- BUTLER v. M‘ALPINE, 
[1904] 27. R. 445.—IR. 

826 iii, ——.J— WILLIAMS wv. Rh. 
(1882), 1 N. Z I. R. C. A, 222.—N.Z. 
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Sect. 2.—Wharves: Sub-sect. 3. Part V. 
Sub-sect. 1.] 


stated a duty in deft. safely to moor & station 

plitf.’s vessel, & a breach of that duty.—CuURLING 

v. Woon (1847), 16 M. & W. 628; 17 L. J. Ex. 301; 

11 L. T. 159; 12 Jur. 1055; 153 E. R. 1341, 

Ex. Ch.; affg. S. C. sub nom. Woop v. CURLING 

(1846), 15 M. & W. 626. 

827. .|—WHITE v. PHILLIPS No. 983, post. 

828. .|—Defts., wharfingers, in considera- 
tion of charges for landing & storing the cargo, 
agreed to allow pltf., a shipowner, to discharge his 
vessel at defts.’ jetty, which extended into the 
river Thames, where the vessel must necessarily 
ground at low water. The bed of the river 
adjoining the jetty was vested in the Conservators. 

Defts. had no control over the bed of the river, 

& had taken no steps to ascertain whether it was 

or was not a safe place for the vessel to lie upon. 

The vessel, on grounding, sustained damage from 

the uneven condition of the bed of the river ad- 

joining the jetty :—Held: defts. were liable, for 
the use of their premises by pltf. could not under 
the circumstances be had without the vessel 
grounding, & defts. must, therefore, be deemed 
to have impliedly represented that they had taken 
reasonable care to ascertain that the bottom of 
the river adjoining the jetty was in such a con- 
dition as not to cause injury to the vessel.—THE 

Moorcock (1889), 14 P. D. 64; 58 L. J. P. 73; 

60 L. T. 654; 37 W. RR. 489; 5 T. L. R. 316; 

6 Asp. M. L. C, 373, C. A. 

Annotations :—Distd. Tredegar Iron & Coal Co. 1. S.S. Cal- 
liope, The Calliope, [1891] A. C. 11: Parker v. Plomesgate 
R.C. (1904), 9 Com. Cas. 107. Consd. Re Shell Transport & 
recin’ Co. & Consolidated Petroleum Co. (1904), 20 
T. L. R. 517. Apld. The Bearn, [1906] DP. 48. Distd. 
Serutton v. A.-G. for Trinidad (1920), 90 L. J. P. Cc. 30. 
Apld. ‘I'he Grit, 11924) P. 246. Consd. Forbes, Abbott. & 
Lennard v. G. W. Ry. (1927), 138 L. T. 286. Refd. 
Lohne, ctc., Owners of Barque Ydun & Skibs Assce. 
Korening Protector v. Preston Corpn., The Ydun (1899), 81 
L.T'.10; Licbigs Extract of Meat Co. v. Mersey Docks & 
Harbour Board & Nelson, [1918] 2 kK. Ik. $81; The 
Ernpress, [1923] P. 96; Great Lakes S.S. Co. v. Maple 
Leaf Milling Co. (1924), 41 T. Iu. R. 21; British Petroleum 
Co. v, A.-G. for Ceylon, [1926] A.C.147. Mentd. Hamlyn 
v. Wood, [1891] 2 Q. B. 488; Mitchell v. Foster (1897), 
41 Sol. Jo. 226; White v. Turnbull, Martin (1898), 78 
L. T. 726; Krell v. Henry, [1903] 2 K. B. 740; Nitrate 
Producers 8.8. Co. v. Wills (1903), 19 T. L. R. 626; Ogdens 
v. Nelson, Same v. Telford, [1903] 2 K. B. 287; Devonald 
uv. Rosser, [1906] 2 K. B. 728; Bede S.8. Co. vt. River Wear 
Comrs., [1907] 1 K. B. 310; Young v. Hoffmahn Manu- 
facturing Co., [1907] 2 K. B. 646; City of Dublin Steam 
Packet Co. v. R. (1908), 24 T. L. R. 7983 Ellis v. Glover 
& Hobson, [1908] 1 K. B. 388; Butterley Co. v. New 
Hucknall Colliery Co., [1909] 1 Ch. 37; Consolidated 
Goldfields of South Africa v. Spiegel (1909), 100 L. T. 351 ; 


Sect. 1: 











Biddell vw. E. Clemens Horst Co., [1911] 1 K. B. 034; 
Easton ». Hitchcock, [1912] 1 K. B. 535; Lazarus v. 
Cairn Line of Steamships (1912), 106 L. T. 378; The 


Devonshire & St. Winifred, [1913] P. 13; Lloyds Bank v. 
Swiss Bankverein Union of London & Siniths Bank v. 
Swiss Bankverein (1913), 108 L. T. 143; Nelson. Nelson, 
(1913) 2 K. B. 471; Orient Co. v. Brekke & Howlid (1913), 
82 L. J. K. BG. 4273; Merryweather v. Pearson, {1914] 
3 K. B. 587; Leiston Gas Co. r. Leiston-cum-Sizewell U. C., 
(1916) 2 K. B. 428; Jé?e Newman, Raphael's Claim, [1916] 
2 Ch. 309; Re Anglo-Russian Merchant Traders & Batt 
(London), {1917} 2 kK. B. 679; Metropolitan Water Board 
v. Dick, Kerr, [1917] 2 K. 8.15 Sharpe v. Nosawa, [1917] 
2K. B. 814; Barnes v. City of London Real Property Co., 
[1918] 2 Ch. 18; Guaranty Trust Co. of New York v. 
Hannay, [1918] 2 K. B. 623 ; Kensington Electric Lighting 
Co. v. Notting Hill Electric Lighting Co. (1918), 82 J. VP. 
197; Re Nott & Cardiff Corpn., [1918] 2 K. B. 146; 
Turpin v. Victoria Palace, [1918] 2 K. B. 539; Akt. 
Olivebank v. Dansk Svovisyre Fabrik, [1919] 2 K. B. 162; 
Re Comptoir Commercial Anversois & Power, [1920] 
1K. B. 868; Armour v. Leopold Walford (London), [1921] 
3K. B. 473; Moriarty v. Regent’s Garage, (1921] 2 K. B. 
766; Cockburn v. Sinith (1923), 40 T. L. R.113; Kelantan 
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Government v. Duff Development Co., [1923] A. C. 395; 
Larrinaga v. Soc. Kranco-Americaine Des Phosphates De 
Medulla (1923), 92 L. J. K. B. 455 ; United States Shipping 
Board v. Durrell, [1923) 2 K. b. 739; Bro v. 

Valley Collicrics, [1926] 1 K. B. 622’; United States Ship- 

i oard v. Strick, {1926} A. C. 545; Marbe v. Edwardes 

tpaly’s Theatre) (1927), 138 L. T. 51; Silverman v. 

Imperial London Hotels (1927), 137 L. T. 67; Wallems 

Rederij A./S. v. Muller, Batavia, [1927] 2 K. B. 99; 

G. W. Ry. v. Durnford (1928), 139 L. T. 145; Livock v. 

Pearson (1928), 33 Com. Cas. 188. 

829. .|—Where there is nothing foreign or 
strange in the condition of the bed of a river, 
other than what results from its normal use, 
wharfingers on the bank are under no obligation 
to remove such impediments to navigation. 

A ship, attempting to approach a wharf to which 
safe access was a mere matter of time, & outside 
of which ridges of mud had been formed. by the 
action of the river & the vessels stranding along- 
side, suffered damage :—Held: the river being 
in its normal state, & the nature of the river known 
to those in charge of the ship, the wharfingers 
were not guilty of negligence.—TREDEGAR IRON & 
CoaL Co. v. CALLIOPE (OWNERS), THE CALLIOPE, 
[1891] A. C. 11; 60 L. J. P. 28; 63 L. T. 781; 
55 J. P. 357; 39 W. KR. 641; 6 Asp. M. L. C. 
585, I. L. 

Annotations :-- Distd. Scrutton v. A.-G. for Trinidad (1920), 
90 L. J. P. Cc. 80. Refd. The Himpress, [1923] P. 96. 
Mentd. Cory v. France, Fenwick, [1911] 1 K. B. 114. 
830. -.|—Pltfs.’ vessel, which was found to 

be in a fit condition to take the ground for the 

purpose of unloading a cargo of iron orc, was 
damaged through straining, by reason of her lying 
on an uneven bottom in defts.’ wharf. The ct. 
held the defts. to blame in not keeping the berth 
in a fit & proper condition to receive the vessel, 

& held pltfs. entitled to recover such damages as 

were assessed by the registrar & merchants.—-THE 

VILLE DE St. NAZAIRE (1903), 51 W. R. 590; 

affd., 52 W. R. 68, C. A, 

831. .}—~- Pitfs.2. motor barge received 
damage by taking the ground on some large stones 
in a berth alongside defts.’ wharf at K., where she 
was loading a cargo of slag. Defts., a railway co., 
owned the wharf, but not the bed of the river 
alongside the wharf, & they charged no dues in 
respect of the use of the wharf. The arrange- 
ments for the cargo to be loaded into the barge 
at the wharf were made by W., who was the 
collector of dues for the Humber Conservancy 
Board at K., & had an office on the wharf. W. 
acted as agent for both pltfs. & the shippers of the 
cargo, & told defts.’ station master at K. that the 
barge was ceming to load a cargo of slag. The 
cargo was carried over defts.’ line of railway to K. 
A year previously W. had warned defts. that the 
berth might be dangerous to vessels using it owing 
to stones, placed to protect the river bank, falling 
into the bed of the river. Defts. took some 
soundings, but did nothing else :—//leld : although 
defts. did not charge dues for the use of the wharf, 
they derived bencetit therefrom by reason of the 
freight earned for the land carriage of the cargo, 
& they were in the position of persons who had 
invited vessels to use the wharf; they owed a 
duty, therefore, if they had not taken steps to see 
that the berth alongside the wharf was safe for 
vessels to ground in, to warn that they had not 
done so.— THE GRIT, [1924] P. 246; 941. 5. P.6; 
132 L. T. 638; 40 T. L. 2. 891; 16 Asp. M. L. C. 
467. 











Part V.—NAVIGATION ON TIDAL AND NATURAL INLAND WATERCOURSES. 
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Part V. Navigation on Tidal and Natural Inland 
Watercourses. 


SecT. 1.—NATURE AND EXTENT. 

SUB-SECT. 1.—RiGHTS AND DUTIES OF THE PUBLIC. 

832. How arising—River must be highway— User 
must not be permissive.}|—-(1) The river M. was a 
non-tidal tributary of the Thames. The flow of 
the M. on its course to the Thames was obstructed 
iM a mill dam, & in order to bring boats from the 
Thames on to the part of the M. above the dam, 
it was necessary to take them out of the water 
& carry them over private land. The M. above 
the dam flowed under bridges, first at C., & then 
at E.; & the part of the river between the bridge 
at C. & the dam was not a way from one public 
place to another, had never been used as a water- 
way except for purposes of pleasure & recreation, 
& its depth & capacity for boating traffic depended 
on the existence of the dam. Pltf., who was the 
owner of an estate lying on both sides of this part 
of the M., obstructed the waterway of the river 
where it flowed through his land with posts & 
chains. Deft., who was not a riparian proprictor, 
but who had for eight years previously kept boats 
on a piece of land not belonging to him & it them 
out for hire, pulled down the obstruction & justi- 
ficd this act on the ground that this part of the M. 
was a highway. LVitf. brought this action for an 
injunction to prevent his obstruction being inter- 
fered with, & deft. counterclaimed for an injunction 
to restrain any hindrance to the passage of his 
boats. From the evidence it appeared that there 
had been no maintenance of the waterway by any 
person, with the exception of dredging by the 
owner of the mill, that as far back as living 
memory went there had been boating upon this 
part of the river by the riparian proprietors & their 
friends, that. subsequently, by degrees & at first 
quite secretly, a few persons living on the bank 
began to take remuneration for lending their 
boats, not making any charge but receiving what 
the borrower chose to give, that thenceforth the 
growing practice of boating for pleasure, including 
fishing, had not been effectively interfered with 
until pltf. put his obstruction across the stream, 
though notices had been put up near the river 
warning persons against trespassing in boats for 
fishing or otherwise ; | but there was no evidence 
which could establish any public right of fishing :-— 
Held: the claim of the deft. must be treated as if 
it were a claim to establish a right of highway on 
dry land; so considered, the claim in effect: was 
to impose on land a new servitude, or establish a 
highway on conditions which were inconsistent 
with a right of that kind ; the true inference from 
the evidence was that the use made of this part 
of the river had been permissive & not as of right ; 
that even if the boating of the public was not 
permissive deft. had not proved that this part of 
the river was a highway; pltf. was therefore 
entitled to maintain his obstruction as against 
deft., & an injunction must be granted to restrain 
deft. from interfering with it. (2) A right of 


PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1. 
833 1. Nature of right—Right to use 


tion of property, as for floating rafts 
& driving timber & logs, & not merely 


recreation by custom upon the land of another 
cannot exist as a right in the public generally, 
but must be confined to the inhabitants of a par- 
ticular district. The riparian owners might 
possibly be able to establish a private right of 
way, or a right of boating for recreation for them- 
selves & their friends by custom, but the existence 
of such a right or custom, if established, would not 
entitle the public to boat on the river or support 
the claim that it wasahighway. (3) Qu: whether 

a lake in private grounds, touched at one point 

only by a public road, can be subjected to a right 

which will make it a highway by persons launching 
boats from the road on it for pleasure. 

I asked... if there was any authority for 
saying that a lake in private grounds touched at 
one part only by a public road could be subjected 
to a right which would make it a highway by 
persons launching boats from the road & boating 
on it for pleasure. No such authority has been 
produced (Kay, J.)—BOURKE v. Davis (1889), 
44 Ch. D. 110; 62 L. T. 34; 38 W. R. 167; 6 
T. L. R. 87. 

Annotations :—Generally, Mentd. Edwards v. Jenkins, [1896] 
1 Ch. 308; A.-G. & London Property Investmeut Trust 
v. Richmond Corpn. (1903), 89 L. T. 700; A.-G. v. 
Antrobus, [1905] 2 Ch. 188; A.-G. uv. Sewell (1918), 88 
7 reas 425; Moser v. Ambleside U. D. C. (1925), 89 
833. Nature of right—Right to use in reasonable 

manner & for reasonable purpose.|—A navigable 

river is a public highway, navigable by all Her 

Majesty’s subjects in a reasonable manner 

& for a reasonable purpose. Accordingly a 

riparian owner has a right to moor a vessel of 

ordinary size alongside his wharf for the purpose of 

loading or unloading, at reasonable times & for a 

reasonable time; & the ct. will restrain by injunc- 

tion the owner of adjoining premises from inter- 
fering with the access of such vessel, even though 
the vessel may overlap his own premises, though 
such vessel would not be allowed to interfere with 
the proper right of access to the neighbouring 
premises if used as a wharf, nor to the free entrance 
to or exit from such premises, if used as a dock, 
by other vessels._-ORIGINAL HARTLEPOOL COL- 

LIERIES Co. v. GisB (1877), 5 Ch. D. 7138; 46L. J. 

Ch. 311; 36 L. T. 483; 41 J. P. 660; 3 Asp. 

M.4L. C. 411 


-tnnotations :-- Consd. Barber v. Penley. [1893] 2 Ch. 447. 
Folld. Land Securities Co. v. Commercial Gas Co. (1902), 
18 T. L. R. 405. Refd. A.-G. v. Brighton & Hove Co-op. 
Assoen. (1900), 81 i. VY. 762. Mentd. Fritz v. Hobson 
(1880), 42 L. I. 225; Beddall v. Maitland (1881), 17 Ch. D. 
174; Toke tv. Andrews (1882), 8 Q. B. D. 428; Jones v. 
Simes (1890), 59 L. J. Ch. 351; Gill v. Carson & Nield, 
ea 2K. B. 674; Lowo v. Bentley (1928), 44 T. L. R. 


834. Right to use river in all ordinary 
navigable ways.|—A.-G. v. WRIGHT, No. 869, post. 

835. Right paramount to any powers of 
the Crown.|—A.-G. v. BurrRIDGE, No. 530, ante. 
——.|—-WILLIAMS v. WiLcox, No. 








990, post. 


floating rafts, etc., are proper to be 
considered. —Rowrk v. TrTus (1849), 


in reasonable manner cd: for reasonable 
hag ae }—BRaTry v. DAVIS (1891), 20 
O. R. 373.—CAN. 

m. Highway by water.|}—All 
rivers above the flow of the tide, 
which may be used for the transporta- 





such as will bear boats for the accom- 
wnodation of travellers, are highways 
by water, & subjoct to the public use; 
& in determining whether a river is 
public or private, its length & depth 
at ordinary times, & its capacity for 


6 N. B. R. (1 All.) 326.—CAN. 


n. -]J—Tho Crown’s in- 
vitation to all & sundry to “ resort ’’ 
to the British colonies in North America 
carried with it the free use of the water- 
ways as the only available highways 
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Sect. 1.—Nature and extent : Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


837. ~.J—GANN v. FREE FISHERS OF 
WHITSTABLE, No. 684, ante. 

838. Not right of property.|—(1) There are 
two totally distinct & different things: the one is 
the right of property, & the other is the right of 
navigation. The right of navigation is simply 
a right of way. 

(2) The public who have acquired by user the 
right to navigate on an inland water have no right 
of property. 

(8) The right which the public have is a mere 
right to use the river for the purposes of navigation, 
similar to the right the public have to passage along 
a public read or footpath through a private estate. 

(4) The owner of the banks of a non-navigable 
river nay without any illegality build a mill dam 
across the stream within his own property, & divert 
the water into a mill lade without asking the leave 
of the proprictors above him, provided he does not 
obstruct the water from flowing as freely as it was 
wont; & without asking the leave of those pro- 
prietors below him if he takes care to restore the 
water to its natural course before it enters their 
Jand.— ORR Ewtna vr. COLQUHOUN (1877), 2 App. 
Cas, BOY, He. L. 

‘Annotations :- 4s to (1) Refd. Bourke rv. Davis (1889), 44 
Ch. D. 110; Smith Andrews, (1891) 2 Ch. 678. 8 to 
(4) Consd. Ambler «. Bradford Corpn. (1902), 87 L. T. 217. 
Refd. Kensit vt. G. BE. Ry. (1883), 23 Ch. D. 5665; Ormerod 
tv. Todinorden Min Co, (1883), 11 Q. B.D. 1455. Generally, 
Refd. Gerrard rv. Crowe, [1923] 1 A.C. 395. Mentd. Suther- 
Jand tv. Ross (1878), 3 App. Cas. 736. 

839. ——-— Right of way.!—Orr Ewinec v. Cor- 
QUHOUN, No. 8838, ante. 

840. Extent of right—Right to whole of space 
wanted for navigation.]|— WiLLIAMS 7’. WILCOX, No. 
990, post. 

841. ——- ——..]—A.-G. v. Terry, No. 971, post. 

842. ——— ——- Hickling Broad.|— A landowner 
who claimed to be owner of part of one of the 
Norfolk Broads, brought an action for an injunction 
to restrain a person, claiming (infer alia) as one of 
the public. from shooting or fishing over pltf.’s 
part of the broad, & from boating over such part, 
except within certain limits comprising what was 
called “ the channel.” Pitf. claimed to be owner 
under an award made in 1808 by comrs. under a 
Jocal inclosure Act of 1801, & which award pur- 
ported to allot the part. of the broad so claimed to 
one of his predecessors in title. Deft. imipeached 
the validity of the award, & challenged the claim 
to ownership on various prounds, alleging (infer 
alia) that the broad was a tidal water, & therefore 
Crown property, & open to the public for all 
purposes ~~ /7eld : wpon the evidence, the broad 
was not tidal, deft’s other contentions ayainst: 
pitf.’s claim to the ownership & exclusive right of 
shooting & fishing failed, & an injunction must be 
granted accordingly ; but pitf. had not made out his 
claim to restrict the public right of way & boating 
to the so-called “ channel.”’~-MICKLETHWAIT vt. 
VINCENT (1802), 67 L. TT. 225; 8 TR. 1. RR. 685, 

843. Eundi, redeundi et morandi--As on 
public highway.|/—That the public have a right 
to the free use of the sea for the purposes of naviga- 
tion has been unchallenged law from the earliest 
times. It has frequently been enunciated in the 

















for exploration & settlement, & after 
settlement for travel & transportation. 
— FORT GEORGE LUMBER Co, vv. GRAND 
TRONK Pacihic Ry. (1915), 32 W. Lh. 
3095 9 W.W. RL17; 240. L. R. 527. 


—_— 


Ea rams ie 
110. TV. 732. 


oO. —-—-- Independent of cunership 
of bed of river,'—MACLAREN 1. A.-G. 
FOR QUEBEC, [1914] A. C. 258; 14 
EK. L. KR. 207; 15 D. L. Kh. 855: 29 


SS, 242; 6 W. W. RB. 62; 
-CAN. 

p. Hatent of right.|}—The right of 
navigution of a nuvigable river is not 
N limited to the use of the water within 

. the bed of the river; & when there is 
not sufficicnt water in the river to give 
& vessel complete flotage it is not per se 
an unreasonable user of the 
60 to propel the vessel along the stream 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


form that the sea is a public highway & that 
ships have the right eundi redeundi et morandi over 
every part of it, no matter to whom the soil lying 
thereunder may belong (FLETCHER MOULTON, L.J.). 
—DENABY & CADEBY MAIN COLLIERIES, LTD. v. 
Anson, [1911] 1 K. B. 171; 80 L. J. K. B. 320; 
103 L. T. 349; 26 T. L. R. 667; 54 Sol. Jo. 748; 
11 Asp. M. L. C. 471, C. A. 

Rights incidental to navigation.] — See 
Sub-sect. J, poat, 

844. Duration of right-—Tide too low for vessels 
to float.|—(1) The liberty of peeare on a public 
navigable river is not suspended when the tide is 
too low for vessels to float. The public right in 
this respect includes all such rights as, with rela- 
tion to the circumstances of each river, are neces- 
sary for the convenient passage of vessels along 
the channel. It is therefore no excess, if a vessel 
which cannot reach her place of destination in a 
single tide remains aground till the tide serves ; 
although, by custom of agreement, a fine nay be 
payable to the lord of the soil for such grounding. 

(2) If property, as oysters, be placed in the 
channel of a public navigable river so as to create 
a public nuisance, a person navigating is not justi- 
fied in damaging such property by running his 
vessel against it, if he has room to pass without 
so doing; for an individual cannot abate a 
nuisance if he is not otherwise injured by it than as 
one of the public; &, therefore, the fact that such 
property was a nuisance is no excuse for running 
upon it negligently.—COLCHESTER CORPN. Uv. 
Brooke (1845), 7 Q. B. 3389; 15 1. J. Q. BL. 59; 
56 L. T. 0. S. 192; 9 Jur. 1000; 115 HK. R. 518; 
subsequent proceedings (1846), 15 I. J. Q. B. 173. 


Annotations :—.ls to (1) Refd. R. ¢. Betts (1850), 16 Q. 33, 
1022; Northumberland v. Houghton (1870), Le. Re. o5 
Exch. £27; Hawkins v. Rutter, (1892Z] 1 Q. B. 668; 
Thames Conservators ¢. Smeed, Dean, [1897] 2 Q. B. gad. 
As to (2) Consd. Tho Swift, [J301) 1.168: The Carlgarth, 
The Otarama, [1927] P. 93. Refd. Dimes rv. Petey (1850), 
5 Q. B. 276; The Bien, (191)1) bP. 105 Lagan Navigation 
Co. » Lamberg Bleaching, Dyeing & Finishing Co., [1927] 
A. C. 226. Generally, d. Potter v. Berry (1857), 21 
J.P. Jo. 7563 Tuff eo. Warman (1857), 2. B. N.S. 740 5 
Morant «. Chamberlin (1861), 6 H. & N. 441: Gann vt. 
Whitstable Free Fishers (1865), 11 H. L. Cas. 102; 
Jolliffe v. Wallasey L. B. (1873), b. R29 CO. P. 62 50 Liver- 
pool & North Wales S.8. Co. «. Mersey Trading Co., (1908 | 
2 Ch. 460. Mentd. KEvison vt. Marshall (1868), 32 J. 1. 
691; MeCarthy v. Metropolitan Board of Works (1873), 
Lh & Cc. OP. 18h: Campbell Davys v. Lloyd, {1901} 
2 Ch. 518; Barnes U. D.C. tv. Lendon General Oumibus 
Co. (1908), 7 Le. G. RR. 859. 

845. Extinction—-By Act of Parllament.|—R. v. 

Monracuk, No. 656, anfe. 

846. By writ of ad quod damnum.|— Kk. v. 

Monracuk, No. 656, ale. 

847. By commissioners of sewers.|—lt. 

v. MONTAGUE, No. 656, ante. 

Mon- 


848. By natural causes.|--R. v. 
TAGUE, No. 656, ante. 

849. No right to cut through adjoining land— 
Where river choked with mud.]—Ban. v. HkEn- 
BERT, No. 879, post. 

850. Right of public to have river kept free from 
danger.|—A_ river being a public thoroughfare, 
must, as a rule, be kept open & free from danger, 
for all ships navigating thereon.—TuHk VIANNA 
(1858), Sw. 405; 166 H.R. 1187. 


_{nnotations :-—Mentd. The Milan (1861), Lush. 388; The Glen- 
garry (1874), 2P.D.235; The Highland Loch, (1911) P. 26). 














that she cuts through the soil in the 
river’s bed.—- FERGUSSON v. UNION S.S. 
Co, OF NEW ZEALAND, LYp. (1884), 10 
V. Is. Wt. 279, --AUS. 


$45 i. Ietinction--- By Act of Parlia- 
ment.J—The right of navigation can 
only be oxtinguished by an Act of the 
Parllament of Canada.—H. v. THE 
WOLDINGHAM, {1925) Exch. C. lh. 


way, 
85.—CAN. 


Part V.—NAvIGATION on TIDAL AND NaturAL INLAND WATERCOURSES. 


851. Whether ownership of navigation includes 
ownership of adjoining banks—Ownership of banks 
not necessary for navigation.]|—The proprietor of 
the navigation brought an action of trespass 
against the owner of the adjoining land, for 
cutting some bushes upon the bank of a cut made 
out of the river. The judge stated to the jury, 
that, from the length of time that had elapsed, 
they might presume that an agreement had been 
entered into between the parties, & that the owner 
of the land had received satisfaction ; & that acts 
of ownership on other parts of the bank were 
evidence of the ownership of this particular part 
of the bank. The ct., upon granting a rule for a 
new trial:—Held: (1) the proprietors did not 
necessarily acquire such an interest in the soil of 
the bank, as would enable them to maintain tres- 
pass; (2) the absolute property in the soil was not 
necessary for the purposes of the navigation, &, 
the seed wees of any purchase having been 
made should have been presented to the jury for 
their consideration ; (3) the acts of ownership in 
other parts of the bank of the cuts, or channels of 
the navigation, ought not to have been received 
in evidence to prove that the place in question 
belonged to the proprictor of the navigation.-— 
HOuuis v. GOLDFINCH (1823), 1 B. & ©. 205; 2 
Dow. & Ry. K. B. 316; 11. J. O. S. K. B. 91; 
107 Ih. R. 76. 

Annotations :-—A8 to (1) Refd. Rochdale Canal Co. v. King 
(1849), 18 L. J. Q. B. 293: Badger v. South Yorkshire 
Ry. & River Dun Co, (1858), 1 EK. & KB. 359; River Lee 
Navigation Conservators v. Button (1881), 6 App. Cas. 685. 
Generally, Refd. Portmore rv. Bunn (1823), 1 B. & C. 604. 
852. Proof of ownership—Acts on other 

her of banks.|—-HoLiis v. GOLDFINCH, No. 851, 

ante. 

853. Liability for improper navigation—Collision 
-——Negligence.|—Those who navigate the river 
Thames improperly, either by too much speed or 
by negligent conduct, are as much liable, if death 
chsues, as those who cause it on a public highway 
on land, either by furious driving or by negligent 
conduct.—R. ov. PAYLOR (1840), 9 C. & P. 672, 
ING. 

854. 
(1856), 27 L. T. O. S. 69. 

——— Local rules.|---See SHIPPING, Vol. 

ALI., pp. 761--768, Nos. 6140-6221. 

855. Damage to property in river -— 
Property amounting to public nufsance.|—CoL- 
CHESTER CORPN. v. Brooxr, No. 844, ante. 

Oyster beds.|--—-See Surppina, Vol. 

XLI., pp. 260, 816, Nos. LO28a, 6767, 
Fisheries in relation to  navigation.| 

EISWERTES, Vol. AXAV., pp. 37 10. 

Duty not to obstruct.!---Sec Sect. 0, post. 








nae 





.| —- BARNEY v. WEBB 
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SUB-SECY. 2.—RIGHTS OF RIPARIAN OWNERS, 


856. General rule— Usual riparian rights— 
Subject to public right of navigation.|—(1) A 
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navigable river has similar rights & natural case- 
ments to those which belong to a riparian pro- 
prictor above the flow of the tide, subject to the 
public right of navigation. = 

(2) Thames Conservancy Act, 1857 (c. cxlvil), 
8s. 53, empowers the conservators to grant a 
licence to the owner of any land adjoining the 
river, to make an embankment in front of his 
land, into the body of the river; by sect. 179 all 
existing rights of owners of lands on the banks of 
the river are preserved. 

(3) Applt. & resps. owned adjoining wharves, 
applt. had access from his wharf to the river both 
on the south & west sides; resps. obtained a 
licence, under sect. 53 of the Act, to make an 
embankment, the effect of which would have been 
to cut off applt.’s access to the river on the west 
side :—Held: this access was a private right 
within sect. 179, & the Conservators had no power 
to grant such licence.—-LYON v. FISHMONGERS’ Co, 
(1876), 1 App. Cas. 662; 46 L. J. Ch. 683 3) 
L. T. 569; 42 J. P. 103; 25 W. R. 165, H. L. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Caledonian Ry. v. Walker’s 

Trustees (1882), 7 App. Cas. 259. Refd. Goolden ev. 

Thames River Conservators (1887), 4 T. . R. 1873; A.-G. 

of Straits Settlint. vo. Wemyss (1888), 13 App. Cas. 192; 

Lawes v. Turner & Frero (1892), 8 'T. L. R. 584. As fo 

(2) Apld. Fritz v. Hobson (1880), 14 Ch. LD. 542. Refd. 

Bell v. Quebee Corpn. (1879), 5 App. Cas. 84; Burgess 

». Northwich L. B. (1880), 6 Q. B. 1D. 2643; Vernon 

vo. St. James Westininster, Vestry (1880), 16 Ch. D. 

449; Horner v. Whitechapel] Board of Works (1885), 55 

L. J. Ch. 2895; North Shore Ry. v. Pion (1889), 14 app: Cas, 

612; Ramuz v. Southend L. B. (1892), 67 lL. T. 169; 

Hindson v. Ashby, [1896] 2 Ch. 1; Thames Conservators 

vw. Smeed, Dean, [1897] 2 Q. B. 334; Ellis v. Bedford, 

[1899} 1 Ch. 494, Chaplin ve. Westminster Corpn., (1901) 

2Ch. 329; Boyee v. Paddington B. C., (1903) 1 Ch. 109; 

Mclor v. Walnesley, (1905) 2 Ch. 164; Jones v. Lianrwst 

U. GC. (1911) 1 Ch. 393; A.-G. of Southern Nigeria v, 

Holt. (Liverpool), [1915] A. C. 599; Montreal City v. 

Montreal Harbour Comrs., ‘Fetreault v. Montreal Harbour 

Cormrs., [1926] A.C. 299. Generally, Mentd. Wednesbury 

Corpn. v. Lodge Holes Colliery Co. (1906), 5 L. G. RR. 43. 

857. Right arising by custom — Boating for 
recreation.|—-BouRKE v. Davis, No. 832, ante. 

858. Right to construct floating wharf & boat- 
house.|-—Bootn v. Rarre, No. 351, ante. 

859. Proof of right—User by occupier of pro- 
perty recently severed from plaintiff’s land.|—A 
right of way claimed by pltf., by reason of his 
possession of a close, from the close unto & along 
a stream or watercourse into a navigable river, 
for himself & his servants to pass & repass in 
boats, ctc., is not supported by evidence of an 
user of the way by the occupier of an inn & yard 
held as one entire subject, from which yard pltf.’s 
close had recently been severed. 

Qu. : whether such a claim, even by the occupier 
of the entire premises, would be sustained by proof 
that goods were brought to the inn along the 
watercourse in boats not belonging to the occupier, 
or navigated by his servants properly so called.— 
BowER v. Hiuy (1835), 2 Bing, N. C. 339; 1 Hodg. 
334; 2 Scott, 535; 5L J.C. P. 77; 132 E.R. 
133. 
w{nnotation :~ Refd. Hale vr. Oldroyd (1845), 14 M. & W. 789. 

Right of access.|—See Part III., Sect. 2, sub- 





riparian proprictor on the banks of a tidal | sect. 4, ane. 


853 i. Liability for improper naviga- 
tion—Collision—Negligence.}-- The per- 
sons in charge of a vessel are bound 
when approaching at night a draw- 
bridge, lawfully crected, to keep the 
vessel under complete control, & are 
not entitled to assume that tho draw 
of the bridge is open or will be opened 
in time to let the vessel through. If a 
vessel is allowed to approach so close 
to the bridge that collision with it 
cannot be avoided, when the draw is 
found to be closed, damages are not 
recoverable from the bridge owners.— 
GILMOUR v. Bay OF QUINTE BRIDGE 


q. Leight 


navigation 


Co. (1893), 20 A. R. 281. 
of Crown to 
yavigation.)---The public cascment of v. 
passage in @ navigable stream is so 
fur in derogation of the rights of 
riparian owners as to enable the Crown 
to make any use of the water or bed 
of the stream which the legislature 
deems expedient for improving the 
: thereof.— RR. v. 
(1893), 4 Exch. C. KR. 1.—CAN, 


PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2. 
r. Rights over marsh adjoining river 


—Outlet made by dredging—Use for 
navigation permissive only. )—RICKEY 
TORONTO CORPN., SCHOFIELD - 
HOLDEN MACHINE Co. v. TORONTO 
CorPpn. (1914), 30 O. L. R. 8235 19 
D.L.R.146; 50, W.N. 892.—CAN., 


t. light to fill in eek en 
Neither Navigable Waters’ Protection 
Act, 1906, as a whole, nor sect. 20 
thercof in particular, appears to be 
aimed at preventing the gin by a 
riparian owner of the foreshore in front 
of his property.—Woops v. OPSAL 
(B. C.), L 91 ] 1 W. W. lt, 985.— CAN. 


CAN. 
improve 


FOWLvUS 
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Sect. 1.—Nature and extent: Sub-sect. 3, A., B., 
C., D. & #.] 
SUB-SECT. 3.—INCIDENTAL RIGHTS. 
A, In General. 

860. All rights necessary for passage of vessels. 
——- COLCHESTER CORPN. v. BROOKE, No. 844, ante. 

861. Right to full head of water—Barge taking 
ground through deficiency of supply.|—-In conse- 
sequence of the opening of certain sluices on the 
river Roden, the water fell to such an extent 
that pltfs.’ barge took the ground & was, with her 
cargo, damaged. In an action claiming to recover 
in respect of such damage :—Held: defts.. who 
were the lessees of all the rights & interest in the 
navigation & management of that part of the river 
Roden, owed no duty to pltfs. to keep up a head of 
water at the mill gates, & therefore the action 
failed —Wi1LLIAMS & Sons, Lrp. & CHRISTIE 
(WILLIAM) & Co., Lrp. v. Parsons & PARSONS 
(1909), 26 T. L. R. 78; 54 Sol. Jo. 64, C. A. 

Berthing vessel at wharf.]—See Part IV., Sect. 
2, ante. 

B. Grounding. 

862. Right to ground—In ordinary course of 
navigation.}] — COLCHESTER CORPN, vt. BROOKE, 
No. 844, ante. 

863. .|—Pltfs., owners of oyster beds 
at the mouth of a navigable river, brought an 
action in rem against defts. as owners of a vessel, 
for so negligently navigating her as to ground on 
the property of pltfs., & thereby do damage to 
their oysters & oyster beds :—Held: asthe damage 
was not done by grounding in the ordinary course 
of navigation, or without notice of the existence 
of the oyster beds, defts. were liable for the negli- 
gence of those in charge of their vessel.—THE 
Swirt, [1901] P. 168; 70 L. J. P. 47; 85 1. T. 
346; 17 T. L. R. 400; 9 Asp. M. L. C. 244, 
SA :—Refd. The Carlgarth, The Otarama, [1927] 














864. ——— Jurisdiction of county court-—-To try 
claim.|—-In an action tried in the county ct., deft. 
claimed as an easement the right, as one of the 
public, to ground his barge on the bed of a naviga- 
able river :—Held: County Courts Act, 1888 
(c. 43), s. 60, applied only to easements in respect 
of which there existed a dominant & servient tenc- 
ment, so that no right to an “ easement,’”’ within 
the meaning of that sect., came in question in the 
action.— HAWKINS v. Kurrer, [1892] 1 Q. B. 668 ; 
611. 7.Q.B. 1463; 40 W. RR. 288; 36 Sol. Jo. 152. 
ENO :~- Mentd. Howorth v. Sutcliffe, (1895) 2 Q. B. 


C’. Landing. 

865. When right to land exists— Public landing 
place—Evidence of reputation.|—On an _ issue 
joined, whether a certain place situate on the bank 
of a river is a public landing place for all the 
King’s subjects, evidence may be given of reputa- 
tion that it is not a public landing place.—Drink- 
WATER v. PORTER (1835), 7(C. & P. 181, N. P. 
See :—Mentd. R. v. Bedfordshire (1855), 4 hk. & B. 

a e 


866. ——— Right to pass over obstruction.] 
— EASTERN CounNTIES Ry. Co. v. DorLING, No. 816, 
ante. 








PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 3.—A. 
_ & Cutting channel for carriage of 
tcc.}—An ice co. in harvesting ice from 
navigable waters at a distance from 


McDonacp (1900), 31 8. G. Rh. 130.— 
CAN. 


PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 3.—C. 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


867. .|—Pltf. was the owner of 
the soil forming the bed of a navigable lake, & also 
of a pier which had been thereon erected wrong- 
fully by a third person. Defts., in common with 
the public, had the right of navigating the lake, & 
were the lessees, from the person who erected the 
pier, of the land adjoining that part of the lake 
where the pier was erected, & therefore had a right 
to embark & disembark, at the land leased by 
them, passengers using defts.’ boats on the lake. 
The pier was maintained by pltf., & from its position 
prevented defts. from getting with their boats 
to the lands leased by them when landing & taking 
on board passengers :—Held : defts. were justified 
in causing passengers to pass & repass over the 
pier between their boats & the land leased by them. 

-MARSHALL v. ULLESWATER STEAM NAVIGATION 
Co. (1871), L. R. 7 Q. B. 166; 41 L. J. Q. B. 

25 L. T. 793; 363. P. 583; 20 W. R. 144. 

Annotations :—Refd. Lyon v. Fishmongers’ Co. (1876), 1 
App. Cas. 662; Bourke v. Davis (1889), 44 Ch. D. 110; 
A.-G. of Southern Nigeria v. Holt. (Liverpool), (1915) A.C. 


599. Mentd. Mitchell v. Darley Main Collicry Co. (1884), 
14Q. B.D. 125. 


868. Ferry.| —IpswicH (INHABITANTS) ?. 
Browne (1581), Sav. 11, 14; 123 BE. R. 984, 986, 
Idx. Ch. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Peter r. Kendal (1827), 6 B. & CU: 
703: Matthews v. Peache (1855), 20 J. P. 244. 


Access to wharves.]-—See Part IV., Sect. 2, sub- 
sect. 1, ante. 











D. Mooring and Anchoring. 

869. Right to moor—Incidental to right to 
navigate.|—(1) The owner of the foreshore of a 
navigable river holds possession of the soil subject 
to the right of all persons navigating the river to 
use the waters in all ordinary navigable ways. 

(2) An immemorial user of the foreshore in tidal 
& navigable waters, by the owners of fishing- 
boats & other craft, by fixing moorings in the 
soil, for the purpose of attaching their boats to 
them, may be supported either as an ordinary 
incident of the navigation of such waters, or on a 
presumption of a legal origin by grant from the 
Crown of the foreshore subject to such user, or by 
concession by a former owner of the foreshore to 
all persons navigating the waters to use it for 
fixing moorings. 

(3) Such an immemorial user in the river ‘Thames 
may be supported on the presumption of regula- 
tions prescribed by the port authority of the port 
of London.— A.-G. v. Wricit, [1897] 2 Q. B. 318 ; 
66 T.. J. Q. B. 834; 77 0. T. 295; 46 W. BR. 85 ; 
13 'T. 1. BR. 480 ; 8 Asp. M. LC. 320, C. A. 
atnnotations :-—<As to (2) Distd. The Harkaway, [1928] LP. 

199. Refd. Denaby & Cadeby Main Collicries v. Anson, 

[4911 ) 1K. BR. 17]. 

870. ——— At reasonable times & for a reason- 
able time—For purpose of loading & unloading. |— 
ORIGINAL HARTLEPOOL COLLIERIES Co. v. G1BB, 
No. 833, anle. 

871. In river Thames.|—What is the cus- 
tom as to the rights of mooring barges to wharfs 
on the river Thames.—WyYATY v. ‘THOMPSON 
(1704), 1 Esp. 252; 170 BK. R. 347, N. P. 

872. - |—A.-G. v. Wriaur, No. 869, 


ante. 











ment, is a wrongdoer, & the municl- 
ality has no power to Hcense such 
nterferences.—LEK v. THRE OLYMPIAN 
(1892), 2 B. C. It. 84.—CAN, 


the shore may use any reasonable b. When riyht to land ists— 
means of conveying it to their ice- Public landing place—Obstruction.|— PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT., 3. 
houses, & for that purpose may cut a Whoever interferes with the free use of —D. 


channel through private water lots 
through which to float the ice.—LAaKE 
SmmcoE Ilct & CoLp STURAGE Co. v. 


a public landing or wharf, crected on 
land acquired for that purpose only by 
@ municipality under Act of Parlla- 


869 i. Right to moor—Incidental to 
right to navigate.|—The right to moor 
or drop anchor may be one of the 


Parr V.—NAVIGATION ON TIDAL AND NaturRAL INLAND WATERCOURSES. 


873. Immemorial  user.] — A.-G._ v. 
WRIGHT, No. 869, ante. 
74. ——— Presumption of legal origin—Grant 


from Crown.]-—A.-G. v. WRIGHT, No. 869, ante. 
. |}—DENABY & CADEBY MaIn CoL- 
LIERIES, LTD, 7. ANSON, No. 843, ante. 
876. Right to anchor—Foundation of claim.]— 


oan v. FREE FISHERS OF WHITSTABLE, No. 684, 
arte, 








-]—See, also, SHIPPING, Vol. XLI., pp. 704, 
705, Nos. 5389-5400. 


Iv. Towing. 

877. User of banks for towing-—-Whether common 
law right.)|—The public are at common law 
entitled to towing paths on the banks of navigable 
rivers.— YOUNG . (1698), 1 Ld. Raym. 725 ; 
91 HE. R. 1384, N. P. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. & N.F. Ball v. Herbert (1789), 3 
Blundell v. 


Term Rep. 253. NAF. Catterall (1821), 5 

B. & Ald. 268. Refd. Arnold v. Holbrook (1873), L. R. 

8 Q. B. 96. 

878. .|-—- VERNON ¥v. PRIOR (1747), 
cited in 3 Term Rep. 253 at p. 254; 100 I. R. 561. 
anmotalgn :—Folld. Ball v. Herbert (1789), 3 Term Rep. 

253. 


879. ——-.}-—-(1) The public are not 
entitled at. common law to tow on the banks of 
ancient navigable rivers. 

(2) If a river should happen to be choked up 
with mud, that would not. give the public a right 
to cut another passage through the adjoining lands 
(BULLER, J.).-— BALL v. HERBERT (1789), 3 Term 
Rep. 268 ; 100 H.R. 560, 

Annotations :---.18 to (1) Consd. Blundell v. Catterall (1821), 
65 B. & Ald. 268. Expld. Winch v. Thames Conservators 
(1872), L. RL 7 CLP. dos. Consd, A.-G. ve. Tomline (1879), 
12 Ch. 1. 214. Refd. Colchester Corpn. v. Brooke (1X15), 
7 Q. B. 339, vis to (2) Refd. A.-G. rv. 'Tomline (1879), 
12 Ch. 1). 204. 

880. Prescriptive right—-What amounts to 
-~-Substitution of new tow path by statute.)|—To 
an action of trespass quare clausum fregit, deft. 
pleaded a right of way across the locus in quo for 
the occupiers of J3. field, on foot & with cattle & 
carriages, enjoyed as of right & without inter- 
ruption for twenty years before the comimence- 
ment of the suit, under Prescription Act, 1832 
(c. 71). The replication traversed so much of the 
alleged right of way as was claimed to be used with 
carriages, & as to the residue of the plea, set forth 
a local Act, under which the Trent) Navigation 
co., before the commencement of the twenty 
years, made a haling path for towing vessels along 
the river, across the locus in quo, into B. field ; 
that after the commencement of the twenty years, 
under the powers of another local Act, another 
haling path was sect out nearer to the river, but also 
across the locus in quo & into B. field, & that, 
thereupon the Navigation co. abandoned the 
former haling path, which thenceforth ceased to 
be used as such; that, before & at commencement 
of the twenty years, the occupiers of B. field used & 
enjoyed, as of right & without interruption, by 
virtue & under the provisions of the first Act, 
a way along the first-mentioned haling path across 
the locus in quo, on foot & with cattle, which 
right of way ceased & determined on the abondon- 
ment of that haling path; but that, from that 
time until tho commencement of the suit, the 
occupiers of B. field, claiming right to the way, as 
a continuation of the right before enjoyed by them 
under the Act, continued to use the same way ; 
which way, & the use & enjoyment thereof along 
the haling path as aforesaid, is the same way, & 

















incidents of the right to navigate a course of 
public river, but it can only be oxor- 


cised as a reasonable incident in the 


such navigation.—-CAmMPr- 
BELL’S TRUSTEES v. SWEENKY, [1911] 
Ss. Cc. 1319.—SCOT. 
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the same use & enjoyment thereof as in the plea 
mentioned, except as to the user with carriages :— 
Held: the replication was good ; it disclosed facts 
showing that deft.’s user, although as of right & 
without interruption during the twenty years, 
within Prescription Act, 1832 (c. 71), ss. 2, 5, was 
not such as would, before that statute, have been 
sufficient to prove a claim by prescription or non- 
existing grant; & those facts must be replied 
specially, & could not have been given in evidence 
under a traverse of the right of way alleged in the 
plea.— KINLOCH v. NEVILE (1840), 6 M. & W. 795 ; 
10 L. J. Ex. 248; 151 EK. R. 633. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Tone v. )reston (1883), 24 Ch. D. 
739; Gardner v. Hodgson’s Kingston Brewerics Co., [1901] 


2 Ch. 198. 

881. River Tees.}] — <A right to a 
track path on each side of the river Tees for towing. 
-—Pigrse v. FaAuconperae (LORD) (1757), 1 Burr. 
202; 97 Ik. R. 320. 

Annotation :—Consd. Ball v. Herbert (1789), 3 Term Rep. 253. 

882. Loss of right—River converted 
into floating harbour.]—(1) A prescriptive right to 
a public towing path, on the banks of a navigable 
tide river, is nut destroyed in consequence of that 
part of the river adjoining the towing path having 
been converted by Act of Parliament into a floating 
harbour, although the towing path was thereby 
subject to be used at all times of the tide ; whereas, 
before, it was only used at those times when the 
tide was sufficiently high for the purposes of 
navigation. 

(2) The prescription is not destroyed by a clause 
in the Act of Parliament, whereby the undertakers 
of the work were authorised to make a towing path 
over land, comprising the towing path in question, 
on paying a compensation to the owner of the soil, 
the effect of that being only to give him a compensa- 
tion for any injury he may sustain by enlarging 
the then towing path, or otherwise.—R. v. TIPPETT 
(1819), 3 B. & Ald. 193; 106 E. R. 632. 

883. —---- ~~ Clause authorising under- 
takers to make tow path.|—R. v. Tippett, No. 882, 
ante. 

884. ——- --—— Partial interruption of right.] 
This was an interdict brought by resp. with a 
declarator brought by applits. to have it declared 
that the C. being a public navigable river, all His 
Majesty’s Jieges navigating this river, had a right 
to use the banks thereof, so far as necessary for the 
purpose of navigation & that past the memory of 
man, a tracking path had been used for towing the 
vessels on both sides of the C., & that mooring 
posts had been placed on these banks to serve the 
saine purpose. The Ct. of Session, after proof 
taken held that there was established a right of 
towing & tracking vessels on to the banks of the 
C., with the exception of a part marked out & 
which belonged to resp., as to which there seemed 
to have been some interruption acquiesced in by 
the public :-—-Held: (1) the right of tracking on 
the north side of the river, where this excepted 
part lay, was as good as on the south; there was 
a clear right of tracking on both sides in point of 
law, but the acquiescence of the parties may have 
shut them out from the part excepted ; (2) applts. 
were entitled to have mooring posts on this part 
so excepted & they were not liable to bear any part 
of the expense in keeping up the sea dykes or 
mooring posts.—CARRon Co. v. OGILVIE (1806), 5 
Pat. App. 61. 

885. Whether property or easement in 
undertaker—Construction of statute.|—-Where a 























c. Right to anchor.) —— CAMPBELL’S 
TRUSTEES ». SWEENEY, [1911] S.C. 
1319.—SCOT. 
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Sect. 1.—Nature and extent: Sub-sect. 3, EB. & F.] 


local statute gave to the navigation co. of a river, 
among other powers, a power to appoint & set 
out towing paths alongside the river, but the 
language left it in equal doubt whether the soil 
of the towing paths was to vest in the co. or only 
the easement of the right of way for towing; 
though it was necessary for other purposes of the 
co., that the co. should have the fee of certain parts 
of the lands adjoining the river :—Held: the co. 

did not acquire the fee in the towing paths, but 

only such a use of the soil or easement as was 

necessary for the purposes of the navigation.— 

BAapdGER v. SOUTH YORKSHIRE Ry. & RIvER DUN 

Co. (1858), 1 FE. & I. 359; 28 Ll. J. Q. B. 118; 

32 L. T. O.S. 207; 5 Jur. N. 8.459; 7W. RK. 130 ; 

120 H.R. 945, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Consd. Winch wv. Thames Conservators (1872), 
Lh. R. 7 CG. PP. 458. Apprvd. Doncaster Union. Assint. 
Com. v. M., S. & L. Ry., [1895] A. C. 133, n. Refd. Med- 
way Co. » Romney (1861), 9 C. B. N.S. 574. entd. 
Hinde v. Chorlton (1866), Hop. & Ph. 383; Waduinore v. 
Rent edulore vt Putney Oversecrs (1871), 1 Hop. & 











886. -|] — DONCASTER UNION 
ASSESSMENT COMMITTER Vv. MANCHESTER, 


SHEFFIELD & LINCOLNSHIRE Ry. Co., [1895] A. C. 
133,n.; 71 L. T. 585; 10 T. L. RR. 567; 6 R. 
280, H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. MANCHESTER, 
SHEFFIELD & LINCOLNSHIRE Ry. Co. v. DON- 
CASTER UNION OF WerEsT RIDING OF YORKSHIRE 
ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE (1893), 69 L. "PT. 350, C. A. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Holywell Union & Halkyn v. Halkyn 

Drainage Co., [1895] A. C.117. Refd. Liverpool Corpn. vr. 

Chorley Union Assmt. Com., [1913] A. CG. 1907. entd. 

Hackney B. C. v. Metropolitan Asyhuns Board (1924), 

131 L. T. 136. 

887. Extent of towpath— Construction of 
statute.|—Defts. were a corpn. constituted for the 
purpose of the upper navigation of the river 
Thames by Thames Navigation Act, 1866 (c. 89), 
& under the powers of that Act & of the previous 
statutes relating to the navigation which had 
become vested in them, defts. had constructed 
bridges & other works, & had acquired the right 
to use the whole of the towing paths, along the 
river, & to take toll for same. In the exercise of 
such right, defts. took an aggregate toll in one 
sum for the use of the entire navigation, & towing 
paths, which included the works defts. had con- 
structed, as well as the natural soil which had been 
worn into the track of a towing path. Part of 
such natural towing path got into a dangerous 
state by the action of the water, & in consequence 
thereof pltf.’s horses whilst using it in towing a 
barge, for which the proper toll had been paid to 
defts., fell into the river & were drowned :— 
Held: (1) as defts. took one toll for the use of the 
entire towing path, parts of which were artificial, 
it mattered not that the place where the accident 
happened was not artificial, but it was the duty 
of defts. to take reasonable care that the whole of 
the towing path was in such a state as not to 
expose those using it to undue danger, & for a 
neglect of such duty defts. were responsible to 
pitf. although they were a public body receiving 
their powers for public purposes; (2) the towing 
path was not confined to the mere beaten track but 
included so much of the bank as might ordinarily 
be used by horses when towing barges. 

(3) Semble: defts. would not be liable for the 
defective state of the towing paths if such state 
were a latent one, of the existence of which defts. 
might be ignorant though using reasonable care, 
or if they were to give notice of it to those who pay 


PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 3.-—--F. 
d. Fight to float timber—Indepen- 
dent of ownership of bed of river.) - 


MACLAREN ¥v. 
{1914] A. 
169 D. RR. 845; 


A.-G. 
C. 258 ; 
20 R. TN. 248 ; 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


the tolls or to inform them that they must take the 
towing paths as they find them.— WINCH v. THAMES 
CONSERVATORS (1874), L. R. 9 C. P. 8783 43 
L. J. G P. 167; 31 L. T. 128; 22 W. R. 879, 
Hx. Ch. 


Annotations :—~As to ( 
Board (1879), 4 Ex. D. 116. 
Conservators (1886), 2 T. L. R. 469. Consd. Thames 
Conservators v. Kent, [1918] 2 K. B. 272. Aa to (2) Refd. 
Lee Conservancy Board v. Button (1879), 12 Ch. D. 383. 
Generally, Refd. Nesbitt v. Mablethorpo U. C., [1918] 
2K. B. 1. Mentd. Thomas ». Quartermaine (1887), 

won B. D. 685; Yarmouth v. France (1887), 19 Q. B. D. 

888. Maintenance & repair of towpath—Statu- 

tory duty—Liability for defective state—Unless 

defect latent.|,—-W1iNcH v. THAMES CONSERVATORS, 

No. 887, ante. 

889. Unless notice given.|— 
WINCH v. THAMES CONSERVATORS, No. 887, ante. 

890. Duty applicable to natural & 
artificial parts of towpath.|—WINCH v. ‘THAMES 
CONSERVATORS, No. 887, ante. 

891, ——-.]—CARRON Co. v. OGILVIE, No. 884, ante. 

892. Control of tow paths—By Conservators—. 
Right to prevent obstruction.| — Provisions in 
different Acts appointed Conservators of a river 
navigation, & gave them full powers to do what 
was necessary for carrying the object of the Acts 
into effect, including powers to purchase land & 
levy tolls. The Conservators executed the powers 
of the Acts so far as related to the improvement 
of the river navigation, & the making of towing 
paths, & they levied tolls. There was no evidence 
that they had actually purchased any of the land 
that lay along the course of the navigation, & 
had been used to form the towing paths :—Held : 
as the Acts might be carried into effect without 
purchasing, the burden of proof lay on the con- 
servators to show that they had purchased; & 
since they had failed to show it, though they were 
entitled to an injunction to prevent any owner of 
adjoining land from so using the towing paths as 
to obstruct in any way their free use for the pur- 
poses of the navigation, they were not entitled 
to be treated as owners of the soil of the towing 
paths.—RIVER LEE NAVIGATION CONSERVATORS v. 
BuTrron (18381), 6 App. Cas. 6853; sub nom. LEA 
CONSERVANCY BOARD v. Burton, 51 lL. J. Ch. 17 5 
451. T. 385; 46 J. P. 1643; 30 W. R. 2338, He . 
-lnnotations :-—Refd. Northam Bridge & Roads (Co. of Pro- 

prietors) v. South Stoneham RR. D.C. (1906), 717 7. Po 345; 

Thames Conservators v. Kent. |1918}) 2K. 8B. 272. Mentd. 

Re Autothreptie Steam Boiler Co. & Townsend, Hook 

(1888), 59 L. ‘I. 632; Collis». Amphlett, [1918] 1 Ch, 232 ; 

Busby v. Avgherino, [1928] A. C. 290. 

893. Effect on ownership of soil.|— 
River LEB NAVIGATION CONSERVATORS Uv, BUTTON, 
No. 892, anle. 

894. Whether tow path within jurisdiction of 
inclosure commissioners.}|—If an Act for inclosing 
& allotting the common & waste lands of a parish 
through which a navigable river flows, empower 
comrs. to set out such public & private roads & 
ways as they shall think necessary, & direct that 
all roads & ways not so set out shall be deemed part 
of the lands to be allotted; an ancient towing 
path upon the bank of the river though not set 
out by the comrs,, still subsists, for it is not within 
their jurisdiction.—SimMpson v. SCALES (1801), 2 
Bos. & P. 496; 126 i. R. 1404. 

Canal towing path.|] — See Vol, 
XXXVITTI., p. 415, No. 1037. 


F. Floating Timber. 
See Cases infra. 


1) Consd. Forbes v. Lee Conservancy 
. Gridley v. Thames 
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UERBKEC, 6W. W. 1.62; 110 1. I. 712.—CAN. 
t. 297 ; e. Necessity for exercise of 
reasonable care—Avoidance of injury tu 
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Hour 
L. R. 209; 
5 O. W. N. 577.— 


riparian oumners.}—~IRESON 9. 
TIMBER Co, (1913), 80 O. 

18 D. L. R. 604; 
CAN, 


.i— —— 


——-, }—_NaASIIWAAK 
Putp & ParER Co. v. Wanpr (N. B.) 
(1918), 43 D. L. R. 141.—CAN. 


Obstruction—What amounts to.) 
by It. S. O. 1887, c. 120, 8. 1, all 
persons are prohibited from preventing 
the passage of sawlogs & other timber 
down a river, creek or stream, by felling 
trees or placing uny other obstruction 
in or across the sume :—Held: placing 
a dam on a river or stream by which the 
supply of water therein was diminished 
so as to interfere with the passage of 
ogs was an obstruction under this 
Act.—FARQUHARSON v. IMPERIAL OIL 
Co. (1899), 30 8S. C. R. 188.—CAN. 


h. -—— Liability for—Neceasity for 
proof of apectal damage.j-—Jleld: a 
river which extended about twenty- 
eight miles into the country, & had 
been Jong used for the navigation of 
boats & canoes, & for floating down logs 
& timber, was a common highway 
above where the tide flowed, & pltfs. 
Inight mnaintain an action against deft. 
for obstructing them in the driving 
down timber, by the erection of a pier 
& boom in the river, though the river 
wus there within the deft.’s grant: 
such rivers may be private property, 
& yet subject to public rights. It is 
not necessary to sbow an actual 
pecuniary loss or damage in order to 
maintain such an action, but if pltf. 
be obstructed while actually using the 
navigation, it is sufficient.— — 
eC AntEn (1842), 1 Kerr, 501.— 


———— ee rere ce 


k. ~}] — Declaration 
under C. 8. U. OC. c. 48, 8. 15, that deft. 
during the spring freshets of 1869, 
placed obstructions in a certain streain, 
& thereby prevented pltf. from using 
the stream during said freshets for 
floating down rafts & craft, whereby 
pitf. lost the sale of wu large quantity of 
sawn lumber, etc. :—Zleld bad, on 
demurrer for not showing any particular 
injury to pltf. more than to others, 
by the obstruction complained of.-— 
PLEWES v. HALL (1869), 20 U. C. RR. 
472.---CAN. 


l. Remoral of.jJ—Qu.: whether 
12 Vict. c. 87, gives a right to per- 
sons having occasion to float timber 
down wo stream not navigable, to 
remove obstructions placed in it by the 
proprietor of the land through which 
it runs.—SHIPMAN vt. CLOTHIER (1892), 
BU. C. RR. 392,.—-CAN, 


m. : Jrestification, }- 
LAREN v. Buck (1876), 26 C., PL. 339. 
—CAN. 





eee 





Me ome re ee ee JP's =~ dam 
across the river 5. was, up_to the time 
of the spring freshet of 1904, provided 
with a slide constructed in conformity 
with RR. S. O. 1897, c. 40, & was in 
rood repair, but part of the slide was 
carried away & part was dumuaged & 
broken by that freshet, Which was an 
unusual one:—Jileld: defts. were in 
law justified in blowing up the slide & 
part of the dam in order to remove the 
obstruction which they offered to the 
passage of their drive.—JAMES vv. 
tATHRBUN Co. (1905), 11 O. Ta. RR. 


oO. Remedy provided by statute.) 
—When logs being floated down a 
stream aro unreasonably detained 
by reason of others being massed 
in front of them the owner is en- 
titled to an arbn. under Sawlogs 
Driving Act to determine the amount. 
of his damage for such detention, & 
is not restricted to the remedy provided 
by sect. 3 of that Act, viz., removing 
the obstruction.—CoOcKBURN & SONS 
v. IMPERIAL LUMBER Co., LTp. (1899), 
30 S. C. hh. 80.—CAN. 


p. ——,.J— Held: Sawlogs 
Driving Act, 1914, s. 3, applied, the 





ee 


claim was one arising under the Act, &, 
by virtue of sect. 16, must be enforced 
by arbn. & not by action.—PIGEON 
RIVER LUMBER Co., Lrp. v. PULP- 
woop Co. & RUSSELL TIMBER Co., 
LTp. (1922), 67 D. L. R. 263; 50 
O. L. R. 538.—CAN, 


qa. Damage — Liability for — Injury 
to dam.)—A plea justifying an injury 
done to a dam in floating logs down the 
stream, must expressly aver that there 
was no gato, Jock, or epeuie ete., 
in the dam through which the timber 
could pasa. The mention of fresheta 
in 12 Vict. c. 87, 8. 8, was only in order 
to show that streams shall be clear, 
even though they can only be used to 
float timber, etc., in times of freshet.— 
SHIPMAN ¥. CLOTHIER (1852), 8 U. C. R. 
592.—CAN., 








mr Injury to  bridge.\-— 
The plea in this case justified injury 
done to a bridge on a navigable river 
by the flouting down of timber :—Held : 
on demurrer, plea bad, for not dis- 
closing such a state of facts as to 
constitute the bridge a nuisance, or 
to show that the acts complained of 
were really inevitable on the part of 
deft., in consequence of the improper 
construction of the bridge, or by reason 
of a superior agency operating against 
deft., & for not alleging that deft. 
was acting with due & reasonable care 
& diligence in the navigation of his 


timber. — THURLOW "TOWNSHIP v. 
BoGart (1864), 15 C. P. 601.—CAN. 
Boom — breaking 


t. 

Timber breaking adrift d floating on 
adjoining land.\}—The 8. Boom Co. was 
authorised to erect piers & a boom 
between certain points on the River &., 
for the parr of securing timber & 
Jumber brought within the boom or 
fastened on the outside thereof :— 
Welds though the co. had the general 
control & direction of all lumber within 
the boom, it was under the immediate 
charge of the owners thereof: & there- 
fore the co. was not liable to a@ pro- 
prictor of land within the limits of the 
boom for damage done by lumber in 
the boom breaking adrift, & floating 
upon his land.—-DEVER », SouTH BAY 
Boom Co, (1872), 14 N. Bo RR. Pug.) 
109.-—CAN., 





a. ——— ee «Undue pressure 
of logs.j—Held: defts. had broken 
pitfs.” boom of logs by the undue 
pressure of their logs; & defts. were 
liable without proof that they had 
actually used or cut up pltfs.’ logs.~- 
ANGER v. CooK (1876), 39 U. CG. R. 
537.—UAN. 





b. -—-— Interference with nari- 
gation.J--NORTH WEST NAVIGATION 
Co. vu. WALKER (1885), 4 Man. L. it. 
406.—CAN, 


ce. —-~-- - -—= Necessity for : 

gence—Logs transmitted by contractor -— 
Laability of owner.|~-Persons engaged 
in the tloating or transmission of logs 
down rivers & streams, under the 
authority of Ik. S. N.S. 1900, ec. 95, 
s. 17, are liable for all damage caused 
thereby whether by negligence = or 
otherwise, & the owner of the logs is 
not relieved from Hability because the 
damage was done while the logs were 
being transmitted by another person 
under contract with bim.-—DIickIE v. 
Cute (1903), 34 S.C. R. 265.— 





d. Destruction of coffer- 
dam.) --BOOTH v1. LOWERY (1917), 54 
S.C. R. 421; 35 DD. LR. 303.—--CAN., 


e. Improvements — Tolla -— Liability 
to pay.}—SoutH Bay Boom Co. ». 
JEWETY (1862), 10 N. B. R. (5 All.) 
267.—CAN. 








aa. -}— BOALE tv. 
DIcKSON (1863), 13 C. P. 337.—-CAN. 


bb. .]}--WHELAN 2. 
McLACHLAN (1865), 16 C. P. 102.— 
CAN. 
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~~~.) -—The right 
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conferred to fioat timber & logs down 
streams by 12 Vict. c. 87, 8. 5, is not 
limited to such streams as in their 
natural state, without improvements, 
during freshets, permit said logs, 
timber, cte., to be floated down them, 
but extends to the user without 
compensation of all improvements upon 
such streams even when such streams 
have been rendered floatable thereby. 
Such right is only conferred by the 
Statute during freshets. Qu.:; as to 
the rights at other seasons of the year 
of the parties, f.c., of the lumbcrers on 
the one side, & the owners of the 
improvements & the bed of the stream 
whereon they have been cffected on 
the other.—CaLpWELL vv. MCLAREN 
(1884), 9 App. Cas. 392, P. C.—CAN. 











dd. -}—In an action 
for tolls for user of improvements :— 
Held: as to al) slides & improvements 
constructed in the bed of the stream, 
pltf. could not recover; but, as to all 
such finprovements outside the chan- 
nel, & upon pltf.’s land, a recovery by 
the pltf. was proper: the absence of 
aprons of the proves statutable dimen- 
sions unen pltf.’s dams across the river 
afforded defts. no ground for claiming 
the right to use without compensation 
pltf.’s inprovements not in the bed of 








the stream.---MAcKEY v., SHERMAN 
(1885), 8 O. R. 22.—CAN. 
ee. -—-— .J—It is only 


when improvements in a stream are 
mado for the express purpose of 
facilitating the floating of saw-logs, 
lumber, & timber, that tolls can be 
charged for their use under Rivers & 
Streams Act. <A mil] dam is not such 
an improvement, & the right of the 
lumberman, conferred Ny hr. S. QO. 
1887, c. 118, to float saw logs, lumber, 
& timber over it is unaffected by that. 


Act.—Re LITTLE BOB RIVER DAM 
(1896), 23 A. R. 177.—CAN. 
ff. -,J--Inusmuch as the 


provisions & enactments relating to 
tolls in 31 Vict. c. 12, are, in substance 
& effect, the same as those contained in 
©. S.C. c. 28, under which the regula- 
tions relating to tiniber passing through 
the slides were made, in virtue of the 
provisions of s. 71 of 31 Vict. c. 12, 
such regulations are in effect to be 
construed as having been made under 
the later statute.-- MuRcHANTS BANK 
OF CANADA t. R. (1881), 1 Exch. C. RR. 
1.—CAN. 





gg. —- —--=- Application to fir-—- 
Matters for consideration of judge.}-— 
Re SOUTH CREEK LUMBER Co. (1901), 
210. L. I. 344.—CAN, 


hh. —-— ---——~ Right of appeal from 
judgment of county court judge.jJ— 
Rivers & Streams Act, s. 12, provides 
that if a “ party interested ’’ is dis- 
satisfied with the judgment of the 
county ct. judge he may appeal to the 


Supreme Ct.:—Held: “party in- 
terested ’’? incans one who was a party 
nudge 


to the bs sacl aa before the 
appealed froun.—Re Smiry, Re RIVER 
& STREAMS AcT (1902), 9 B.C. R. 329. 











kk. Mandamus to judge 
to fix folls.J—By lt. S. O. 1897, e. 142, 
s. 13, the owner of improvements in 
a river or stream used for floating 
down logs may obtain from a district. 
judge an order fixing the tolls to be 
nid by other parties using such 
mprovements. On application for a 
writ of mandamus to compel the judge 
to make such an order :—Held : such 
order bad effect. only in case of logs 
floated down the rtver or stream 
after it was made.—C. BEcK MANu- 
FACTURING Co. v. VALIN & ONTARIO 
ee Co. (1908), 40 S. C. R. 523,— 


ll. Unlawful erection of boom 
in river—Breach of treaty—Ulira vires 
state legislation.J—RaIny RIvER Boom 
CORPN. v. RAINY LAKE LUMBER Co. 
(1912), 22 O. W. R. 952; 40. WN, 
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Sect. 1——-Nature and extent: Sub-sects. 
Sect. 2: Sub-sect. 1, A. & B. (a).] 
SuB-SECT. 4.—Locks AND TOLLS. 

895. Right to build locks—Crown grant.}]— 
(1) A person may, by the King’s licence, raise 
locks upon a public navigable river flowing 
through his own land, for the advantage of the 
navigation; & the owners of barges passing 
through them may be obliged to pay such toll as 
the Privy Council shall afterwards appoint. 

(2) In assumpsit on a promise to pay so much 
for passing through certain locks on a navigable 
river as A. should appoint, it is not necessary to 
give deft. notice of the sums A. appoints to be 
paid.— JUXON v. THORNHILL (1628), Cro. Car. 182 ; 
79 E.R. 716. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. Williams v. Fry (1672), 3 


Keb. 19. Generally, Consd. Simpson wv. A.-G., [1904] 
A. C. 476. Refd. Pain v. Partridg (1691), Carth. 191. 


896. ———- ——— Whether public right of naviga- 
tion through lock.]|— Under letters patent in the 
seventeenth century the owner of land adjoining 
the river Ouse between St. Neots & St. Ives, which 
was there a public river navigable only in sections, 
made in his own land cuts from the river & locks 
in the cuts & took tolls from the vessels passing 
through the locks. In 1720 by 6 Geo. 1, c. 29, 
the then landowncr was empowered to rebuild a 
stanch in the river below St. Ives & to repair & 
maintain it & to take tolls on vessels passing 
through it. Tolls were collected at the lock for 
more than two hundred years & at the stanch for 
a long period by the predecessors in title of applt. : 
—RHeld: there was no evidence that the locks had 
ever been dedicated to the public as a highway, & 
applt. was not bound to maintain or repair or allow 
the public to pass through the locks or the stanch. 
—SIMPSON v. A.-G., [1904] A. C. 476; 74 L. J. Ch. 
1; 91L. T. 610; 60J. P. 85; 20T.L. RR. 7615 3 
L. G. R. 190, H. Ll. 3 revsg. S. C. sub nom. A.-G. v. 
Simpson, [1901] 2 Ch. 671, C. A. 

Annotations : —Refd. Neweastlo v. Worksop U. C., [1902] 
2 Ch. 145; Queenborough Corpn. v. Smeed, Dean (1904), 
68J.P.244. Mentd. A.-G. rv. Antrobus, [1905] 2 Ch. 188 ; 
Dibden wv. Skirrow, [1908] 1 Ch. 41; > Robinson v. Smith 
(1908), 24 T. L. R. 573; Re Hatschet’s Patents, Hr p. 
Zerenner, [1909] 2 Ch. 68 ; A.-G. «. Horner (No. 2), [1913] 
2 Ch. 140; Folkestone Corpn. v. Brockman, [1914] A. C. 

338; Hammerton vt. Dysart, [1936] 1 A. C. 473: Morpeth 


Corpn. v. Northumberland Farmers’ Auction Mart Co. 
& Donkin (1920), 90 L. J. Ch. 420; Layzell +. Thompson 


(1927), 137 L. T. 106. 

897. Maintenance & repair of lock.|— 
SIMPSON v. A.-G., No. 896, ante. 

898. Right to take tolls.|\—JuxoNn v. THORN- 
HILL, No. 895, ante. 

899. River made navigable by undertaker.]| 
—Pltfs. were empowered to make & maintain the 
river T., ‘‘ navigable for boats, barges, & other 
vessels, with proper cuts & deviations by the sides 
thereof,’ from M. quay to B. pool, & from thence 
to make & maintain a canal navigable for boats, 
barges, & other vessels, to T. bridge, & to make 
& maintain a collateral cut or canal navigable for 
boats, barges & other vessels from the said in- 
tended canal to R. mill; & in consideration of the 
great charge & expense which they must incur in 
making & maintaining the works, they were 
empowered to take from time to time, & at all 
times thereafter, so much per ton per mile for all 
minerals, merchandise & other goods, matters 
& things whatsoever which should be carried 
‘‘ upon the said navigation, canal & collateral cut, 


4 & 5. 











4; 270.L. R.1381; 6D. L. R. 401.— 
CAN. 





Breck (1915), 9 O. W. N. 187; 
O. lL. R. 609.—CAN, “ag mesce 4 ot 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


or any of them.” Pltfs. had expended consider- 
able sums of money in clearing & deepening the 
river from M. quay to a point about a quarter of a 
mile below B. pool, & had provided towing paths, 
etc., by the side thereof for the purpose of making 
the same navigable for boats, barges & other 
vessels ; that part was always a public navigable 
tidal river; but they had not made the canal nor 
the collateral cut :—Held: they were entitled to 
recover tolls in respect of the carriage of goods 
over that part of the river which they had so made 
navigable for boats, barges’ & other vessels.— 
TAMAR MANURE NAVIGATION Co. v. WAGSTAFFE 
(1863), 4 B. & S. 288; 2 New Rep. 421; 32 L. J. 
Q. B. 295; 27 J. P. 614; 9 Jur. N.S. 1824; 11 
W.R. 951; 122 E.R. 467. 

900. Amount— Amount to be fixed by 
specified person—Whether notice of amount fixed 
condition precedent to recovery.|—-JUXON v. 
THORNHILL, No. 895, ante. 

901. Construction of Acts.|—By an 
Act for making & keeping a river navigable, it was 
enacted, that certain persons therein mentioned 
should be conservators, & that for reimbursing them 
what should be laid out for the purposes of the Act, 
with 6 per cent. interest, until they had been paid 
the principal & interest of what they had dis- 
bursed, or should thereafter disburse, every vessel 
navigating the river should pay to the conservators 
certain tolls, namely a sum not exceeding 4d. for 
every weigh of coals, etc., & that in default of 
payment of such sums it should be lawful to 
detain the vessel, & that after the conservators 
should be fully reimbursed, certain less tolls, that 
is, the surn of Id. for every weigh of coals, etc., 
should be paid, & no more. By a subsequent Act, 
reciting that it was necessary to erect a lock on a 
certain part of the said river, it was cnacted, 
“That from & after the building of the lock an 
additional toll should be collected & paid to the 
conservators, at the lock, viz. the sum of 1s., over 
& above the sum of 4d., for every weigh of coals 
granted by the former statute ’’; & the sare 
remedy was given for non-payment :—Held: as 
the two Acts were in pari materia, the clause 
giving the additional toll in the second Act was to 
be construed with reference to that giving the toll 
in the first Act, & so construing it, the true meaning 
was, that until the conservators were fully re- 
imbursed, they were at liberty to take a less toll 
than that specified in the last-mentioned statute. 
R. v. River TONE CONSERVATORS (1830), 1 
KB. & Ad. 561; 9L. J.0.8. K. B. 80; 109 E. R. 
896. 

902. }—By pltfs.’ Local Act of 
1739, s. 23, plifs. are empowered to take from 
every person conveying goods upon the said river 
between Maidstone & Forest row, or any part there- 
of, which all person & persons should & might 
lawfully do, such rates & duties for lockage & 
riverage as pltfs. should think fit, not exceeding 
the sum of 4d. per mile for every ton weight of 
goods from Maidstone up the river to Branbridge, 
é& not exceeding the sum of 6d. per mile for every 
ton weight of goods from Branbridge up the river 
to Forest row, & so in proportion for a greater or 
less quantity. 

By sect. 28, pltfs. are from time to time to 
publicly fix up the duties for lockage & riverage 


charged by them. 


34 PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4. 
a. Statutory right to make locks— 
Creation of legal servitude—Ttight of 























r. Lawful retention of water t. Dutics of boom master —- TAa- 
—Rights of persons floating logs on bility for services in sorting lumber.}— owner of land to compensation.)— 
lower part of stream laim for damages MEDUXNIKIK Boom Co. v. DALTON CARTER v. HREAKEY (1885), 15 R. L. 
(1885), 25 N. B. It. 28.—CAN. O. 8. 513.—CAN. 


for deprivation of water.}—HUntT v. 


Part V.—NAVIGATION oN 'IDAL AND NaturaL INLAND WATERCOURSES. 


By sect. 31, nothing in the Act is to be con- 
strued to extend pltfs.’ authority to the execu- 
tion of any works below Mrs. E.’s wharf in 
Maidstone. 

_ By. sect. 38, any action, suit, or informa- 
tion for anything donc in pursuance of this Act, 
or in relation to the premises, shall be com- 
menced within three months after the facts com- 
mitted. 

Maidstone extends along the river upwards 
about three furlongs from Mrs. E.’s wharf, to the 
College lock, constructed by pltfs., Maidstone 
bridge being between the two. Tltfs., besides 
other works on the river, had scoured a shoal 
between the said bridge & Mrs. E.’s wharf, & on 
their annual survey they always disembarked at 
that wharf, 

In 1874, pltfs. amended their toll list, so as to 
charge, for the first time, tolls proportioned to a 
fractional part of a mile traversed. 

Deft., owner of oil mills situate on the Medway, 
less than a mile above the College lock, but more 
than a mile above Mrs. K.’s wharf, refused to pay 
to pitfs. any toll upon barges coming up the river 
to his mills :—Held: pltfs. were entitled to charge 
tolls proportioned to a fractional part of a mile 
traversed since the amendment of their list, 
without reference to the three months’ limitation 
provided by sect. 38.—MEDWAY NAVIGATION v. 
Brook (1876), 33 L. VT. 848. 

903. Right of corporation to increase tolls 
—Effect of agreement by corporation disabling 
itself from increasing tolls.|—Pltfs. were by 
statute intrusted with the control & management 
of part of the navigations of the rivers Ouse & 
Foss, in Yorkshire, with power to charge such 
tolls, within limits, as the corpn. deemed necessary 
to carry on the two navigations in which the public 
had an interest. In 1888 the corpn. entered into 
two agreements with the firm of 1. & Sons. By 
the Ouse agreement the corpn. covenanted to 
allow the firm, their successors & assigns, the right 
to carry cargocs on the Ouse in consideration of 
the annual payment of £600 in place of the 
authorised dues & charges, with a proviso that 
there should each year be refunded to the firm, 
their successors & assigns, the difference between 
the £600 & the amount ordinarily charged on the 
traffic uctually carried. By the Foss agreement 
the firm covenanted to pay the corpn, £200 per 
annum for twenty years as a composition for the 
ordinary tolls, & the corpn. covenanted to allow 
the firm, their successors & assigns, the free use 
of the Foss navigation, on payment of £200 per 
annum in lieu of tolls, for such futher term or 
terms as the firm, their successors or assigns, 
might from time to time desire. Defts. were the 
successors of L. & Sons :—Held: the agreements 
were ullra vires, because during their currency, 
which depended on the wishes of defts., the corpn., 
no matter what emergency might arise had dis- 
abled itself from exercising its statutory powers to 
increase the tolls so far as might be necessary ; 
& being ultra vires at the date of their execution, 
the agreements did not become intra vires by reason 
of estoppel, lapse of time, ratification, acqui- 
escence, or delay.—YoORK CORPN. 1. LEETHAM 
(IIENRY) & Sons, Lrp., [1924] 1 Ch. 5573 04 
L. J. Ch. 159; 131 T. T. 127; 40 T. L. R. 371; 
68 Sol. Jo. 459; 22 L. G. R. 371. 

Annotation :— Consd. Birkdale District. Electric Supply Co. 

v. Southport Corpn., [1926] A. C. 355. 

Port, harbours, docks & pier tolls.|—Sec Pait 
IV., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 3, arte. 

Wharf tolls.J—Sce Part IV., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 2. 
ante. 

J.— VOL. 
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SUB-SECT. 5.—LAKES AND POOLS. 

904. Right of navigation — How arising — 
Whether by persons launching boats for pleasure. |— 
BOURKE v. Davis, No. 832, ante. 

905. Hickling Broad—Extent of right.|— 
MICKLETHWAIT v. VINCENT, No. 842, ante. 

Collision regulations.|—See Merchant Shipping 
Act, 1894 (c. 60), s. 421. 





Secr. 2.—THE THAMES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—THAMES CONSERVATORS. 
A. In General. 

See Thames Conservancy Act, 1894 (c. clxxxvii). 

906. Election of conservators—-Proxies wrongly 
received—Validity of election—‘‘ Error or irregu- 
larity.’’]—-At an election of conservators by ship- 
owners, the returning officer received & counted 
proxies given by bodies corporate to electors who 
were not shareholders in or officers of those 
bodies. On an application for an information 
in the nature of a quo warranto :—Held: (1) the 
only way in which a body corporate could exercise 
its right of voting by proxy was by a shareholder 
or officer, & therefore the proxies had been 
wrongly received; (2) by the terms of Thames 
Conservancy Act, 1894 (c. clxxxvii), s. 23, the 
returning officer in making his return had acted 
judicially, & the return was conclusive; (3) the 
improper reception of the proxies was such an 
“error or irregularity ’’ as was contemplated by 
Thames Conservancy Act, 1894 (c. clxxxvu), 
s. 25, & therefore could not invalidate the election. 
—Hi. v. SAMUEL, [1895] 1 Q. B. 815; 641. J. Q. B. 
515; 721.7. 572; 595. P.375;3 11 T. L. R. 358 ; 
7 Asp. M. 1. C. 5953 15 BR. 380. 


B. Powers and Duties. 
(a) In General. 

Sce Thames Conservancy Act, 1894 (c. clxxxvuii). 

907. Extent of jurisdiction.]— GOOLDEN 12. 
THAMES RiviR CONSERVATORS (1889), 5 T. L. R. 
469, C. A. 

Annotation :-—Consd. Thames Conservators rt. Smeed, Dean, 

(1897) 2Q. B. 334. 

908. Duty to keep river safe—Extent of duty— 
Part not ordinarily used for navigation—Injury to 
barge moored at wharf.!|—GRrIDLEY v. THAMES 
CONSERVATORS (1886), 3 T. L. R. 108, C. A. 

09. Duty to use reasonable care.| — 
QUIENS OF THE RIVER S.S. Co. v. Easton, GIBB 
& Co., & THAMES CONSERVATORS, No. 921, post. 

910. Construction of bye-law — As to towing— 
Six vessels in a line.|—No. 4 of the Bye-laws of the 
Thames Conservators July, 1877, is as follows: 
‘“Above & to the westward of Albert Bridge at. 
Chelsea, six vessels & no more may be towed 
together in a single line at one time, & the distance 
between any two of the vessels shall not exceed 
50 feet :—Held: the towing of eight barges by a 
steam-tug, the first four being in a single line, & 
the last four two abreast, but lashed closely 
together, was an infringement of the bye-law.— 
GADNEY v. ROUGH (1879), 40 L. T. 258; 43 J. P. 
288; 4 Asp. M. L. C. 73, D.C. 

911. As to management of craft over fifty 
tons—‘‘ One man in addition.’’|—Bye-law 16 of 
the Thames Conservators, made under the powers 
of Thames Conservancy Act, 1857 (c. cxlvii), 
provides that all barges, boats, lighters, & other 
craft, navigating the river Thames shall when 
under way have at least one competent man 
constantly on board for the navigation & manage- 
ment thereof, & all such craft of above 50 tons 
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Secl. 2.—The Thames: 
(c).] 
burthen shall when under way have one man in 
addition on board to assist in the mavigation of the 
same :—Held: ‘‘ one man in addition” in this 
bye-law means one competent & skilful man in 
addition, & where the craft is above 50 tons 
burthen, the bye-law requires two competent 
men on board, & is not satisfied by having on 
board one competent man, being a_ licenced 
lighterman, & a boy about sixteen years of age.— 

GOLDSMITH Vv. SLATTERY (1890), 63 1. T. 273; 6 

Asp. M. L. C. 561. 

Annaiations :—Apld. Gosling v. Newton, Gosling v. Eagers, 
[11895] 1 Q. B. 7933; Gardner, Lockett & Hinton v. Doc, 
Buck v. Smith, Keen », Adams, [1906] 2 K. B. 171. 

912. Removal of public stairs or landing places 
—Substitution of new stairs or landing places.|— 
The Conservators of the River Thames, appointed 
by Thames Conservancy Act, 1857 (c. xlvii), 
were empowered by that Act, ‘‘ as they deemed 
necessary for the convenience of the public, to 
erect at any convenicnt places piers or landing 
places of such form & construction as they should 
deem most advantageous to the public, & causing 
the least obstruction to the navigation of the 
Thames.”’ 

They were also empowered to remove piers or 
landing places, provided that whenever they should 
remove or obstruct the free use of any existing 
public stairs they should cause some equally con- 
venient public stairs to be erected in place of the 
stairs so shut up & removed. The Act also 
contained a clause expressly saving the rights, ete., 
of owners or occupiers of lands, etc., on the banks 
of the Thames:-- feild: (1) although certain 
piers in course of erection by the conservators would 
injuriously affect the public right of navigating 
the river, the conservators were fully empowered 
by their Act to determine the question of public 
convenience or meonvenience, & this ct. would 
not interfere with them in the exercise of their 
discretion ; (2) although the conservators had in 
erecting their piers obstructed the free use of the 
ancient public stairs, & had not as yet provided 
equally convenient. stairs for the public; the Act 
did not wnake the provision of new stairs a condition 
precedent to the removal of the old, so as to afford 
any ground for the interference of a ct. of equity ; 
(3) as the access from the river to the several 
wharves, ectc., had not been entirely blocked up 
but) merely rendered more difficult from the 
obstruction to the general navigation of the river 
created by these new piers, the riparian owners 
could not allege, as a private injury within the 
saving clause of the Act, a nuisance authorised by 
the Act, & suffered by them in common with the 
general public.—A.-G. v. THAMES CONSERVATORS, 
THORNTON v. SAME, Crry OF LONDON BREWERY ?P, 
SAME, CLOTHWORKERS’ Co. rv. SAME (1862), 1 
Hem. & M.1; 1 New Rep. 121; 8 Jur. N.S. 1208 ; 
11 W. R. 163; 71 EB. R. 1. 


«tnnotations :—1s to (1) Refd. Iritz cv. Hobson (1880), If 
Ch. D. 42: Vernon v. St. James, Westminster Vestry 
(1880), 16 Ch. D. 449; Horner v. Whitechapel Board of 
Works (1885), 55 Ll. J. Ch. 289; Chaplin». Westminster 
Corpn., [1901] 2 Ch. 329. 8 to (3) Consd. Lyon +. Fish- 
mongers’ Co. (1876), 1 App. Cas. 662. Refd. A.-G. v. 
Metropolitan Board of Works (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 298; 
Bell v. Quebee Corpn. (1879), 5 ADD: Cus. 84. Generally, 
Mentd. Thames Conservators v. 8S. KE. Ry. (1871), 24 Lb. T. 
246. 


913. Construction of drain by local authority— 
Necessity for consent of conservators.) — Public 
Health Act, 7875 (c. 55), s. 327, provides that 
nothing in the Act should be construed to authorise 
any local authority: (3) to interfere with any 
river so as to injuriously affected the navigation 
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thereof, or to interfere with any towing path so as 
to interrupt the traffic thereof in cases where any 
body of persons were, by virtue of any Act of 
Parliament, entitled to navigate on or use such 
river, or receive tolls in respect of such navigation 
or use, without the consent of such persons. 

Defts., as the urban sanitary authority & the 
highway authority of an urban district through 
which the river Thames flowed, resolved, on the 
report of their surveyor, to construct, for the 
drainage of surface water only, an outfall drain in 
a certain highway & carry it into, through, & 
under a towing path & bank of the river. The 
public had a right of passage along the towing 
path for towing vessels on the river, but the soil 
of the towing path was vested in the Thames 
Conservators. It was found that the execution 
of the work would temporarily interfere with the 
traffic upon the towing path, but that it was the 
intention of defts. not to interrupt the traffic over 
more than one-half of the towing path at any time, 
& to avoid as far as possible any interference with 
the towing of vessels from the path :—Held: 
having regard to the finding that the execution 
of the work by defts. would temporarily interfere 
with the traflic on the towing path, defts., as such 
authority, had no right to carry the outfall drain, 
into, through, or under the towing path & bank 
without obtaining the consent of the conservators, 
& submitting to their conditions.—-RIVER THAMES 
CONSERVATORS v. WALTON-UPON-THAMES URBAN 
District Councin (1907), 96 L. T. 555; 71 J. P. 
202; 51. G. R. 274, 1. €. 

914. Tow path—Validity of bye-law—Riding or 
driving on tow path./—Between Hampton Ferry 
& Molesey Lock the course of the river Thames is 
nearly cast & west. On the south bank is the 
towpath, which, for the purpose of illustration, is 
divided into five parts namely, A. west to It, 
EK. west to D., D. west to F., F. west to B., & B. 
B. west to ©. There was adinittedly a public 
highway for foot passengers only, but for all 
purposes, from A. to B., & a public right of way 
over the same length for towing purposes with 
horses & other draught animals. Pltfs., the 
Thames Conservators, had statutory duties as to 
navigation & keeping the tow path In repair, 
whether they owned the soil of it or not, & also 
had a statutory power to make bye-laws ‘ for 
the government, ood order, & regulation of persons 

.. Using the tow paths,” or for preventing dis- 
orderly conduct or the use of bad language to the 
annoyance of persons using the banks or tow paths 
of the Thames. The strip of tow path A. to If. 
was owned in fce simple by pltfs. The strip EK. 
to D. was owned in fee simple by defts. as also was 
the land contiguous to & on the south of that strip 
to the predecessors in title of defts., but the con- 
veyance described the land as bounded on the 
north by the tow path & as coloured red on an 
annexed plan, the part. coloured red not including 
the tow path. The strip of tow path EF. to B. 
belonged to pltfs. in fee simple. The soil of the 
rest of the tow path B. to C., was vested in persons 
who were not parties to the action :—Held: 
(1) the rule usoue ad nedium film aque applied 
so as to enable the ct. to presume that the whole 
width of the strip of tow path D. to I. passed by 
the conveyance of the land lying to the south of it, 
& the fact that in the same conveyance, where 
other land was conveyed, the strip of tow path to 
the north of it was expressly conveyed was not 
sufficient to rebut the presumption ; (2) as to the 
portion of tow path vested in them in fee simple 
defts., had the ordinary rights of user attached 
to the ownership of land subject to the public 
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footway & the exercise of pltf.’s rights in respect 
of navigation ; (3) although pltfs. had the statutory 
power to make bye-laws for the purposes afore- 
said, a bye-law that no person should ride or drive 
a horse on the tow path except when towing a 
vessel, or drive any cart, wagon, or other vehicle, 
over or upon any part of the towing path, unless 
there was a public right of way for such cart, wagon, 
or vehicle, was ultra vires so far as it prohibited, 
on parts of the towing path not vested in pltfs., 
the acts referred to, where the doing of them did not 
necessarily damage or injure the tow path or 
interfere with the free navigation of the river; 
(4) pltfs., being a body holding land under statutory 
duties, could not make dedication of any portion 
of the tow path, even if vested in them, as a public 
highway, which was inconsistent with the proper 
performance of those duties.—-THAMES Con- 
BERVATORS v. KENT, [1918] 2 K. B. 272; 88 
L. J. K. B. 5387; 120 L. T. 16; 83 J. P. 8553 17 
LL. G. R. 88, C. A. 

alnnotation »—Cenerally, Mentd. Collis +. Amphlett, [1918] 

1 Ch. 232, 

915. Power to dedicate—As public high- 
eS ie CONSERVATORS v. KENT, No. 914, 
ante, 

916. Extent of public right of user.) — 
THAMES CONSERVATORS v. Kent, No. 914, ante. 








(b) As to Obstructions. 


917. Duty to use reasonable care—To keep river 
free from dangerous obstruction. |—QuvUENS OF THE 
River 8.8. Co., Lrp. v. Easton, Gipp & Co. & 
THAMES CONSERVATORS, No. 021, post. 

918. Power to licence obstruction — Interfering 
with navigation.|--By Thames Conservancy Act, 
1857 (c. exivii), s. 53, it is enacted that. ‘ i¢ shall 
be lawful for the conservators to grant to the owner 
or occupicr of any land fronting & immediately 
adjoining the river Thames a licence to make any 
pier, jetty, efe., immediately in front of his land, 
& into the bed of the river, upon payment of such 
fair & reasonable consideration as is by this Act 
directed, & under & subject to such other con- 
ditions & restrictions as the conservators shall 
think fit to impose ’’?; & bys. 179 it is enacted that 
‘none of the powers by this Act conferred, or 
anything in this Act contained, shall extend to 
take away, alfer, or abridge any right, claim, 
privilege, franchise, exemption, or immunity to 
which any owners or occupiers of any lands, tene- 
ments, or hereditaments on the banks of the river, 
etc. are now by law entitled. nor to take away or 
abridge any legal right of ferry, but the same shall 
remain & continue in full force & effect as if this 
Act had never been made ” :—Held: it was com- 
petent to the conservators under this Act to grant 
to the owners of a wharf a licence for the pro- 
jection of a jetty or landing stage into the bed of 
the river in front of their premises, although such 
erection might in some degree obstruct the enjoy- 
ment by the adjoining owners of the free navigation 
of the river, such right of enjoyment by them in 
common with the rest of the public, not being a 
right contemplated by the saving clause.-— 
KEARNS tv. CORDWAINERS’ Co, (1859), 6 C. B. N.S. 
388; 28 L. J.C. P. 285; 33 L. TO. 8. 2715 28 
J.P. 760; 5 Jur. N.S. 1216; 141 1. R. 508. 
Annotations +-—Apld. A.-G. v. Thames Conservators (1862), 

Hem. & M.1. Expld. Lyon v. Fishmongers’ Co. (1876), 

1 App. Cas. 662. 

919. Erection of plers—-Interference with public 
right of navigation.|—A.-G. v7. THAMES CON- 
BERVATORS, THORNTON v. SAME, CiTy OF LONDON 
BREWERY v. SAME, CLOTIIWORKEHS’ Co. v. SAME, 
No. 912, ante. 
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920. Interference with right of access to 
private wharf.|—A.-G. v. THAMES CONSERVATORS, 
THORNTON v. SAME, City OF LONDON BREWERY v. 
SAME, CLOTHWORKERS’ Co. v. SAME, No. 912, 
ante, 

921. Projecting pile — Liability for damage to 
steamboat.|——Plitis.’ steamer, while navigating 
the river Thames near Kew Bridge, was damaged 
by a baulk of timber which had been at one time 
apparently used as a pile, & which was afterwards 
found to have its blund end stuck in the bed of 
the river & its pointed end slanting upwards & 
only a few inches below the surface of the water :—- 
Held: upon the facts, assuming that a duty lay 
upon the Thames Conservators to keep the river 

hames free from obstructions to navigation, there 
was no evidence that the conservators had been 
guilty of any neglect of such duty causing the 
damage to pltf.’s steamer.—-QUEENS OF THE RIVER 
S.S. Co., Lip. v. EASTON, GIBB & Co. & THAMES 
CONSERVATORS (1907), 96 L. T. 901; 23 T. L. R. 
478; 12 Com. Cas. 278; 10 Asp. M. L. C. 542, 
C. A. 

Wreck—Expenses of raising.]|—See Sect. 3, sub- 
sect. 3, D. (6), post. 


(c) As lo Dredging. 

922. Right to dredge—Whether limited to main- 
tenance & improvement of navigation.|—-GoOLDEN 
v. THAMES KIVER CONSERVATORS (1889), 5 T. L. f. 
469, ©. A, 

Annotation :— Retd. Thames Conservators v. Smoed, Dean, 

[1897] 2Q. B. 334. 

923. .}— Thames Conservancy Act, 
1894 (c. clxxxvii), 8. 87, makes it unlawful for any 
person other than the conservators, their agents, 
etc., to dredge or raise any gravel, sand, ballast, 
or other substance from ‘‘ the bed of the Thames ”’ 
except with the licence of the conservators :— 
Held: the expression ‘‘ bed of the Thames ’”’ 
in the sect., as applied to the tidal portion of 
the river, meant the soil between the ordinary 
high water mark on one side & the ordinary 
high water mark on the other side; & the right 
of the owner of the soil to take gravel, etc., between 
high & low water mark was not preserved by 
sect. 238 of the Act. Semble: the conservators 
can only exercise their powers of dredging & grant- 
iny licences for dredging for the purposes of the 
Act, i.c., for the maintenance & Improvement of 
the navigation.— THAMES CONSERVATORS v. SMEED, 
DEAN & Co.. [1897] 2 Q. B. 334; 66 LL. J. Q. B. 
716; 77 L. T. 325; 61 J. P. 612; 45 W. R. 691 ; 
13 T. L. BR. 524; 41 Sol. Jo. 675, C. A. 

924. Subject to rights of owner of tunnel 
under river—lInjunction.}—The Conservators of 
the Thames, in whom the rights of the Crown in 
the soil of the Thames are vested, & who have 
statutory powers to dredge the Thames, & to alter, 
deepen, restrict, enlarge & improve its bed & 
channel, proposed to dredge the river in a manner 
likely to endanger the Thames tunnel, a work 
constructed under the river by statutory authority : 
—Held: the conservators must exercise their 
rights subject to the statutory rights of the owners 
of the tunnel], & must be restrained by injunction 
from carrying out any dredging works likely to 
endanger the tunncl.—EKasr Lonpon Ry. Co. v. 
THAMES RIVER CONSERVATORS (1904), 090 L. T. 
347; 68 J. P. 802; 20 T. L. R. 878. 

Annotation :-—Mentd. Fowke v. Berington, [1914] 2 Ch. 308. 

925. Right to grant licences to dredge — For 
purposes of Act.|—THAMES CONSERVATORS  v, 
SMEFD, DEAN & Co., No. 923, ante. 

926. & sell soil raised.}—— The Thames 
Conservators have no power under Thames Con- 
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Sect. 2.—-The Thames: Sub-sect. 1, B. (c); sub- 
sect, 2, A., B., C. & D. (a), (8), (c), (d) & (e).] 


servancy Act, 1894 (c. clxxxvii) to grant a licence 
to dredge the upper Thames upon the terms that 
the licencee may sell the soil so raised for his own 
benefit.—PALMER v. THAMES CONSERVATORS, 
[1902] 1 Ch. 163; 71 L. J. Ch. 212; 85 L. T. 537; 
66 J. P.55; 18 T. L. R. 88; 46 Sol. Jo. 84. 








SUB-SECT. 2.—THE PorRT oF LONDON. 
A. In General. 


$27. Duty of corporation to maintain tug — 
Construction of local Act.|—MeErsky S.S. Co., 
Lirp. v. LONDON CoRPN,. (1898), 14 T. L. R. 197, 
C. A. 


B. The Port of London Authorily. 

See Port of London (Consolidation) Act, 1920 
(c. clxxiili). 

Powers & provisions relating to the Thames.]— 
See Port of London (Consolidation) Act, 1920 
(c. clxxiii), ss. 197-377. 

928. Construction of works—Necessity for 
licence—Construction of sewage works under 
Metropolis Management Acts.|—By Metropolis 
Management Act, 1855 (c. 120), 5. 135, the Metro- 
politan Board of Works, to whose powers & 
obligations the London County Council have now 
succeeded, were required to make such sewers 
as they might think necessary for preventing all 
or any part of the sewage of the Metropolis from 
flowing or passing into the river Thames in or near 
the Metropolis & to cause such sewers & works 
to be completed on or before Dec. 31, 1860, & 
also to make all such other sewers & works & such 
diversions or alterations of any existing sewers or 
works vested in them under that Act as they 
might from time to time think necessary for the 
effectual sewerage & drainage of the metropolis. 

By Metropolis Management Amendment Act, 
1858 (c. 104), s. 25, ‘‘ In order to preserve the 
navigation of the river Thames, the plans of any 
work to be constructed under the authority of 
this Act upon the banks, bed, or shore of the 
river Thames, which may interfere with the free 
navigation of the river, shall be approved by the 
conservators of the river Thames in writing 
signed by their secretary, before such works are 
commenced, certifying that the works according 
to such plans will not interfere with the navigation 
of the river Thames ’”’ :—Held: sect. 28 of the 
Act of 1858 was a subsisting enactment, therefore 
the London County Council were entitled by 
virtue of the Acts of 1855 & 1858 to construct 
works in, over, or under the bed of the river 
Thames, & the Port of London Authority, who 
had succeeded to the powers & obligations of the 
conservators of the river Thames, were bound to 
consider, pursuant to s. 28 of the Act of 1858, any 
plans of works which might be submitted to them 
by the London County Council, & if they were 
of opinion that such works or any of them would 
not interfere with the navigation of the river 
Thames to approve the plans for the same & give 
their certificate accordingly, & that as to any 
works the plans of which might have been go 
approved, & as to which the certificates above 
mentioned had been given the London County 
Council were not bound to obtain any further 
licence from the Port of London <Authority.— 
LONDON CouUNTY CouNCIL v. PoRT OF LONDON 
AUTHORITY, [1914] 2 Ch. 362; 84 L. J. Ch. 20; 
30 T. L. R. 4065 12 L. G. R. 911. 
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929. ——- -——— Wharf.}— Owners of land 
adjoining the Thames having applied for per- 
mission to construct a deep water wharf & other 
extensive works, the Port authority in Nov. 1917, 
decided to refuse the application on the ground 
that the accommodation applied for was of the 
character of that which Parliament had charged 
the authority with the duty of providing. In 
Sept. 1918, applcts. applied for, & later obtained, 
a rule nisi for a mandamus commanding the 
authority to consider & exercise their discretion 
according to law upon the application, insisting 
that they had not done so:—Held: (1) on the 
facts there had been no refusal by the Port 
authority to consider & exercise their discretion 
according to law; (2) the Port authority, in view 
of their position, powers, & duties, were warranted 
in adopting a general policy in granting licences 
under Thames Conservancy Act, 1894 (c. clxxxvil), 
s. 109; (3) if the decision of the Port authority 
amounted to a refusal to exercise their discretion 
according to law, an appeal to the Board of Trade 
under Port of London Act, 1908 (c. 68), s. 7 (2), 
assuming it to lie, was as convenient, beneficial, 
& effectual a remedy as that by way of mandamus. 
—h. v. Port oF LONDON AUTHORITY, Ex p. 
Kynocu, Urp., [1919] 1 K. B. 176; 88 lL. J. K. B. 
553; 120L.T.177; 83J3.P.41; 35 T. L. R. 108 ; 
16 lL. G. R. 937, C. A. 

Annotation :—Cencrally, Mentd. R. 7. Marsbland, Smeeth & 

Fen District Comrs., (1920) 1 K. B. 155. 

930. Discretion as to grant.} — R. 
v. Port oF LONDON AUTHORITY, Ex p. KYNOCH, 
Lrp., No. 929, ante. 

931. Refusal to grant — Grounds for 
refusal.|—R. v. Porr oF LONDON AUTHORITY, 
Ex p. Kynocn, Lrp., No. 929, ante. 

932. Appeal.]—R. v. Porr or 
Lonpon Autuoriry, Ex p. Kynocu, Lrp., No. 
929, ante. 























.]|—See Port of London (Consolidation) 
Act, 1920 (c. clxxili), ss. 243~256. 








C. Regulation of Craft. 


Registration—Necessity for.]|—Sce, now, Port. of 
London (Consolidation) Act, 1920 (c. clxxi), 
ss. J47-364. 

933. What vessels must be registered.} — 
A sailing barge is within the words “ all lighters, 
barges, & other like craft” in Port of London 
Act, 1908 (c. 68), s. 11 (2) (f ) (i), & is accordingly 
prohibited from navigating cither wholly or 

artly within the limits of that Act, unless she has 

een registered by the Port of London Authority. 
—SMEED, DEAN & Co. v. PoRT OF LONDON 
AuUTHORITY, [1913] 1 K. B. 226; 82 L. J. K. B. 
323; 108 L. T.171; 29 T. L. R. 122; 57 Sol. Jo. 
172; 12 Asp. M. L. C. 207, C. A. 
J—See, now, Port of London (Con- 
solidation) Act, 1920 (c. clxxiii), 8. 197. 

934. Overcrowding passenger boat — Meaning of 
passengers—Conveyance of workpeople by owner 
of boat.| — TADHUNTER v. BuckiEy, No. 937, 


post. 











- > 1, now, Port of London (Consolida- 
tion) Act, 1920 (c. clxxiii), ss. 329-330. 


D. Watermen and Lightermen. 
(a) In General. 

See Watermen & Lightermen Amendment Act, 
1859 (c. exxxiii) ; Port of London (Consolidation) 
Act, 1920 (c. clxxiii), ss. 315-364. 

935. Negligent navigation by qualified persons— 


Liability of owner of barge.|—By 7 & 8 Geo. 4, 
c. lxxv, for regulating watermen & lightermen on 
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the Thames, & the bye-laws ordained in pursuance 
thereof, no one besides freemen, or apprentices to 
freemen or to widows of freemen, of the Watermen 
& Lightermen’s Company, with certain exceptions 
not material, may navigate craft on the river for 
hire within the limits of the Act, under a penalty ; 
but any persons may keep & use craft for carrying 
their own goods by their servants, being such 
freemen or apprentices; & on board of every 
barge, etc., there must be at lIcast one able & 
skilful man authorised bylaw to navigate. There 
are about six thousand freemen & apprentices. 
The owner of a barge hired two qualified persons 
to navigate it within the limits; &, by their 
negligent management of the barge, another vessel 
was injured :— Held: the owner of the barge was 
liable to a civil action for the mischief, & it made 
no difference whether the navigators were hired 
for the job or by time.—MartTIn v. TEMPERLEY 
(1848), 4 Q. B. 298; 3 Gal. & Dav. 497; 12 
L. J. Q. B. 129; 11 L. T. 159; 75. P. 145; 7 
Jur. 150; 114 KB. RR. 912. 

Annotations :—Mentd. The Iden (1846), 2 Wm. Rob, 442; 


Wilmerson «. Lynn & Hamburg S.8. Co. (1913), 
63; Turnbull v. Wieland (1916), 33 T. L. R. 1438 


(b) Qualification. 

See, now, Port of London (Consvlidation) Act, 
1920 (c. clxxiii), ss. 3815-346. 

936. Licence—-Grant—Whether certiorari lies.| 
——Certiorari will not lie to remove an order, made 
by the Court. of the Company of Watermen & 
Lightermen of the River Thames under Water- 
men’s & Lightermen’s Amendment Act, 1859 
(c. cxxxill), s. 56, granting a licence to act as a 
waterman or lighterman within the limits of the 
Act. — BR. uv. WATERMEN'S Co., [T897| 1 Q. B. 659 ; 
aub nom. Rov. Lucy, Fx p. Gosuine, 66 1. 3.Q. B. 
308, D.C. 

937. Navigating for hire or gain--What amounts 
to— Conveyance of workpeople by owner of boat.|}— 
22 & 23 Vict. ¢. exxxili, imposes a penalty upon any 
person, not being a freeman, cte., who. shall 
navigate any boat. ete., within the limits men- 
tioned, for hire or gain, & also for carrying in any 
passenger boat a greater number of passengers 
than such passenger boat is calculated to carry :— 
Held: the Act does not apply to the case of a 
person conveying for his own purposes his servants 
or workpeople, & not making any charge for such 
conveyance.—TADHUNTER v. BUCKLEY (1862), 
1 New Rep. 22; 71. T. 278; 27 5. P. 86. 
Annotation :~-Consd. Skittrcll +. Showell (1889), 59 L. J. 

M. C. 26. 


938. —-—.]— Applt., who was not a 
freeman of the Company of Watermen and Lighter- 
men of the River Thames, was convicted of an 
offence under Watermen & Lightermen Amend- 
ment Act, 1859 (c. exxxiii), 5. 54. Applt., who 
was engaged as a labourer at a wharf at weekly 
wages, by the orders of his employers rowed a 
number of labourers in one of his employers’ boats 
to a ship lying in the river within the limits defined 
by the Act. He received no separate reward or 
payment for so doing :—Held: the conviction was 
wrong.—SKITTRELL v. SHOWELL (1889), 59 L. J. 
M. ©. 26; 61 L. T. 874; 54 J. P. 38253; sub nom. 
SHOWELL v. SKITTRELL, 6 T. L. R. 120, D.C. 








(c) Apprentices. 

See, now, Port of London (Consolidation) Act, 
1920 (c. eclxiii), ss. 340-342. 

939. Effect of apprenticeship.] — A person who 
is duly bound as an apprentice to a freeman of the 
Watermen’s co. or to a registered barge owner, in 
pursuance of the Watermen’s & Lightermen’s Act, 
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1859 (c. exxxiii) is immediately from the com- 
mencement of his apprenticeship a qualified 
apprentice within the meaning of s. 54 of that Act, 
& entitled as such to act as an assistant lighterman 
within the limits of the Act, & is also a sufficient 
second hand to assist in the navigation of a craft 
of above 50 tons burden to satisfy the require- 
ments of bye-law 16 of the Thames Conservancy 
Bye-laws, 1872.—GoOsLING v. NEWTON, GOSLING 
v. EAGERS, [1895] 1 Q. B. 793; 64 7.. J. M. C. 160; 
72 L. T. 500; 59 J. P. 406; 43 W. R. 559; 7 
Asp. M. L. C. 587; 18 Cox, C. C. 1385; 15 R. 305 ; 
sub nom. R. v. NEwWTON, GOSLING v. EAGERS, 39 
Sol. Jo. 383, D. C. 


Annotation :—Refd. Gardner, Lockett & Hinton v. 
Buck v. Smith, Keen v. Adams, [1906] 2 K. B. 171. 


See, now, Port of London (Consolidation) Act, 
1920 (c. elxiii), s. 315. 

940. Whether personal employment by master 
necessary——-Temporary employment with other 
qualified master.|—-When a person qualified to 
take apprentices under the Watcrmen & Lighter- 
men’s Act, 1859 (c. cxxxili), has no employment 
for the time being for his apprentices, he may 
find temporary employment for his apprentices 
with another person so qualified.—SMITH  v. 
Francis (1891), 55 J P. 407, D.C. 


Annotation :—-Refd. R. v Lucey, Er p. Gosling (1897), 66 
lL. J. Q. B, 308, 


Doe, 


(d) Navigation in Charge of Lighterman. 

See, now, Port of London (Consolidation) Act, 
1920 (c. clxxiii), s. 326. 

941, Meaning of ‘‘ navigated ’’-—Barges towed 
by steam tug.]—Thames Watermen & Lightermen 
Act, 1859 (c. cxxxiii), s. 66, provides that no barge 
shall be ** worked or navigated ”’ unless ‘‘ in charge 
of’ a licenced lighterman :—Held: barges being 
towed by a steam tug were being ‘ worked or 
navigated,’ &, in order to comply with the Act, 
each of such barges must have a licenced lighter- 
man on board.—ELMORE v. HUNTER (1877), 3 
C.P. 2D. 116; 470. 7. M.C.8; 38 L. T. 179; 42 
J.P. 232; 3 Asp. M. L. C. 555, D. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Kennaird vt. Cory, [1898] 2 Q. B. 578. 
Refd. Rolles v. Newell (1890), 25 Q. B. D. 335. 


-|—Compare No. 948, post. 
Validity of bye-laws.]— See Nos. 942-044, post. 
Construction of bye-laws.|—See Nos. 945-949, 
post. 








(e) Bye-Laws. 

942. Validity of bye-laws—Duty to keep look- 
out.|—Bye-law 99 made under the provisions of 
the Watermen’s & Lightermen’s Amendment Act, 
1859 (c. cxxxiil), which requires the master or 
other person having the command or management 
of any steamboat navigated on the river Thames 
to cause a proper look-out to be kept from the bow 
of such steamboat, is not) inconsistent with or 
repealed by bye-law 36 made under the provisions 
of Thames Conservancy Act, 1864 (c. 118), which 
requires the master of every steam vessel navigating 
the river to cause a proper look-out to be kept from 
the steam-vessel during the whole time it is under 
way. Where, therefore, no look-out was, in fact, 
kept from the bow, & the captain was summoned 
& fined under the former bye-law :— Held: the 
conviction was right.—GOSLING v. GREEN, [1893] 
1Q. B. 109; 67 L. T. 853; 575.P.87; 41 W.R. 
141; 9T.1.R.49; 7TAsp. M. L. C. 248; 5R.91; 
sub nom. GREEN v. GOSLING, 62 L. J. M. C. 45, D.C. 

943. Lighterman on steamboat engaged in 
towing.|—By Watermen’s & Lightermen’s Amend- 
ment Act, 1859 (c. cxxxiil), 8s. 80, power is given to 
the Ct. of the Watermen’s Co. to make bye-laws 
for the government of the co., for the government 
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Sect. 2.—The Thames: Sub-sect. 2, D. (e); sub- 
sect. 8. Sect. 3: Sub-sect. 1.) 


& regulation of lightermen & watermen, & for 
carrying into effect the purposes of the Act & 
the several powers & authorities thereby vested 
in the co. 

By s. 66 of the Act, no barge, lighter, boat, or 
other like craft for the carrying of goods, wares, 
or merchandise is to be worked or navigated 
within the limits of the Act. unless there be in 
charge of such craft a licenced lighterman or 
queens apprentice, under a penalty not exceeding 
OH, 


By bye-law 60 of the Watermen’s Co., made 
under the above Act, ‘‘ Every steamboat navigated 
on the river within the limits of this Act in the 
towing of barges, lighters, vessels, or craft shall 
have one licenced waterman on board such 
steamboat for the purpose of assisting in the 
management, & navigation thereof, & if any 
such steamboat. shall be navigated in contravention 
of this sect. the owner thereof, or the master in 
charge of the same, shall incur a penalty not 
exceeding 40s.” :—Held : the bye-law was not a 
bye-law made for carrying into effect the purposes 
of the Act, & was not authorised by the provisions 
of sect. 66 of the Act, & it was therefore ultra vires 
& bad.—KrENNAIRD tv. Cony & Son, [1898] 2 Q. B. 
578; 671. J.Q. B. 809: 785. 7. 816; 47 W. RR. 
30: 14 T. I. R. 499; 42 Sol. Jo. 655; 19 Cox, 
(2. 145 3 sub nom. KINNAIRD v. Cory & SON, 62 
J.P. 580, D.C. 

944, ——— Additional lighterman on craft of 
specified tonnage.|—-GARDNER, LOCKET & TLINTON, 
Lrp. v. Dok, Buck v. SMITH, KEEN v7. ADAMS, 
No. 949, post. 

945. Construction of bye-laws — Additional] 
lighterman on craft of specified tonnage—Com- 

etent man.]—Under the Thames Conservancy & 
Vatermen’s Acts, & byelaws thereunder, if a barge 
under way exceeds fifty tons, there must be two 
qualified licenced lightermen on board, & one Is 
not sufficient, though assisted by another un- 

qualified man.~ PERKINS v. GINGELI (1585), 50 

J.P.277; 27. 1. R. 39, D.C. 

Annotations —Apld. Goldsmith tv. Slattery (1890), 63° L. 'T. 
273; Gardner, Locket & inton v. Due. Buck vv. Smith, 
Keen v. Adams, [1906] 2 K. B. 171. Refd. Gosling rv. 
Newton, Gosling v. Eagers, [1895] 1 Q. B. 798. 

















946. .|\—GOLDSMITH v. SLAT- 
TERY. No. O11. ante. 
947. Fully qualified.| 


GARDNER, LocKET & HINTON, LYTp. v. DOE, BUCK 
v7 SmMivu, KEEN v. ADAMS, No. 949, post. 

948. ‘‘ Navigating ’’—-Towing barges into 
dock.|/—Bye-law 59 of the bye-laws made under 
the Watermen’s & Lightermen’s Amendment 
Act, 1859 (ec. exxxili), provides that, “if 
any person when in charge of & navigating any 
steamboat on the river ’’ Thames, within certain 
prescribed limits, ‘“‘shall at the same time 
tow more than six barges .. . exceeding ten tons 
each, attached thereto .. . the person in charge 
of or navigating the same shall incur a penalty.” 
Applt., the master in charge of a steam tug, having 
been charged under the above bye-law, it appeared 
that he had collected thirty-one barges exceed- 
ing ten tons each at a point on the river 
within the prescribed limits immediately adjoin- 
ing the entrance to a dock, made them up into 
a line four abreast extending along the shore 
from the Dolphin at the dock entrance, & towed 
them all at the same time from the point where they 
were so lying into the dock :—Held: he was not 
liable, inasmuch as in so towing the barges into 
the dock he was not navigating his tug on the river 
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within the meaning of the bye-law.—ROLLES v. 
NEWELL (1890), 25 Q. B. D. 335; 59 L. J. Q. B. 
423; 63 L. T. 384; 55 J.P. 70; 309 W. R. 96; 


6 Asp. M. L. C. 563, D. C. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Kennaird v. Cory, [1898] 2 Q. B. 578. 
Apld. Gardner, Locket & Hinton v. Doc, Buck v. Sinith, 
Keen v. Adams, [1906] 2 K. B. 171. 


——- —— ——.|]—Compare No. 941, ante. 

949. ——— ——— Lighter carried up river out of 
control.|—(1) Bye-law 27 of the Thames Con- 
servancy Bye-laws, 1898, made under the powers 
conferred by Thames Conservancy: Act, 1894 
(c. clxxxvii), s. 191. provides that: ‘ Any lighter 
navigating the river shall when under way have 
at least one competent man constantly on board for 
the navigation & management thereof, & all 
such craft exceeding 50 tons, but of not more 
than 150 tons burthen, shall when under way 
have one man in addition on board to assist in 
the navigation & management of the same :— 
Held: the bye-law was not ultra vires, & both 
men required by the bye-law must be lightermen 
or watermen licenced by the Watermen’s Co., 
or apprentices duly qualified. 

(2) Three lighters Jashed together were hauled 
out. of dock into the river by means of a line 
attached to one of them, & controlled by a man 
on the dock pierhead. On getting clear of the 
dock the line was slackened, & the lighters were 
carried up by the tide as far as the line would 
allow. A man on board then by means of a staff 
or hitcher pushed the lighters along the shore till 
they reached a spot 95 yards from the dock, where 
they were made fast. :-—-Held: the lighters had not 
been ‘‘ navigated” within Watermen’s & Tighter- 
men’s Amendment Act, 1859 (c. exxxiil), s. 66. 

(3) A lighter, with a leenced lighterman on 
board, was drawn out of dock by means of hydraulic 
machinery fixed at the pierhead. On gaining the 
river the lighterman cast anchor, but it failed to 
hold, &, by the combined force of the hydraulic 
machinery, the wind, & the tide, the lighter was 
taken up the river for over 500 yards. The 
lighterman then secured the lighter at some barge 
roads :—Ield : the lighter was not “ navigating ”’ 
the river within the meaning of bye-law 27.— 
GARDNER, LOCKET & HINTON, Jrp. v. DOE, 
Buck v. SMITH, IEEN v. ADAMS, [1906] 2 K. B. 
1713; 751.35. K. B. 814; 95 1. TT. 492, D.C, 





SUB-SECT. 3. --OFFENCES. 

950. Throwing rubbish into river—-Liabllity of 
owner of barge —Act done by member of crew.!|— 
By Thames Conservancy Act, 1864 (c. 113), 8. 74, 
whoever throws rubbish into the river Thames 
incurs a penalty of £20; & where such olfence is 
committed out of a vessel, the master & the owner 
shall be liable, so that the master & owner be not 
both punished in respect’ of the same offence. 
One of the crew of a barge, in the owner’s absence, 
threw mud into the river :—Held: the owner was 
liable, though the act was done in his absence, 
& without his knowledge or consent. —FLOWERS v. 
RAINE (1866), 30 J. P. 135. 

951. Place outside jurisdiction of conser- 
vators.J|—FULLER v. PAYNE (1887), 3 T. J. R. 
729, D.C. 

Pollution generally.|—Sce Part 1., Sect. 6, 








ante. 

952. Taking sand & gravel—Meaning of ‘‘ bed ”’ 
of river-—Whether foreshore included.]—Thames 
Conservancy Act, 1894 (c. clxxxvii), 5. 87, makes it 
unlawful for any person other than the Con- 
servators, their agents, etc., to dredge or raise 
sand from the bed of the Thames, except with the 
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licence of the Conservators. Applt. raised sand, 
without such licence, from a place between 
high & low water mark of the Thames, within 
the district of the Conservators. He claimed to 
take the sand under a licence from a lessee, hold- 
ing under a lease, which demised the right to 
take sand from the place in question :—Held: 
the place was part of the ‘‘ shore’ of the river, 
within the meaning of sect. 3, not of the ‘‘ bed,”’ 
within the meaning of sect. 87, the Act did not 
interfere with the right of the lessee to licence 
applt. to take sand, & applt. could not be con- 
victed of an offence against the Act.—PEARCE v. 
BUNTING, R. v. WeppD, Ex p. Prearcr, [1896] 2 
Q. B. 360; 65 L. J. M. C. 181; 60 J. P. 695; 12 
T. L. R. 476; 40 Sol. Jo. 601; sub nom. PEARCE v. 
BUNTING, R. v. MRAD, Ha p. PEARCE, 75 I. T. 
184, D.C. 
Annotation :-— Consd. River Thames Conservators v. Smeed, 

Dean, [1897] 2 Q. B. 334. 

953. ——.|—-THAMES CONSERVATORS 
1, SMEED, DEAN & Co., No. 923, anfe. 








Sect. 3.—OBSTRUCTION. 
SuB-SEcT, 1.—IN GENERAL. 

954. General rule—Illegal.]—Information for 
building Jocks on the river Thames. 

To hinder the course of navigation is against 
Magna Charta (Tor, J.).—R. v. Charnk (1702), 
12 Mod. Rep. 615; 88 K. R. 1558, 

955. Obstruction must be such at commencement. ] 
—That which is not a nuisance at the time it is 
done, cannot become so by length of time. 

It was proved that the batts or heaps of stones, 
made use of in throwing & landing nets, had been 
used in the Tweed a time before the memory of 
man; & although they were admitted to be 
nuisances now, yet the ct. could not presume that 
they were so at the time of the erection, but on 
the contrary, intimated an opinion, that the 
presumption ought to be, that at first they were 
not nuisances. 

The jury not finding that the batts impeded the 
navigation at the time they were made, the ct. 
suspended their judgment on a verdict for deft., 
that another bill might be preferred, if possible 
to ascertain that fact.- R. v. BELL (1822), 1 L. J. 
O.S. K. 3. 42. 

956. Obstruction a question of fact.] — An 
encroachment on the banks of a navigable river 
is not necessarily a nuisance ; but the jury ought, 
on the facts of the case, to say whether the public 
are in any way inconvenienced ; for, if they are 
not, then it is not a nuisance.—R. v. SHEPARD 
(1822), 1] J. J. O. S. K. B. 45. 

957. oJ—(1) The obstruction of the freedom 
of passage, in a port, or a public navigable river, 
is primd fucie a nuisance, & as such is properly 
the subject of indictment. 

(2) A writ ad quod damnum, & licence thereupon 
to erect that which causes the obstruction, will 
be no bar to such indictment ; but the jury have 
a right, notwithstanding this licence, to exercise 
their judgment in declaring whether it be a public 
nuisance. 

(3) It is a question for the jury, whether the 
general benefit to the public, & to trade & com- 
merce, arising from the erections which occasion 
the obstruction be equivalent or superior to the 
inconveniences which thereby result to the 
navigation. 





PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 1. 
954 1. General rule — 


Nothing short of legislative sanction can 
take from anything which hinders navi- 
gation the character of a nuisance. 
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Upon the trial of an indictment for a nuisance 
in a navigable river, by erecting staiths there for 
loading ships with coals, the jury were directed by 
the learned judge to acquit defts. if they thought 
that the abridgment of the right of passage 
occasioned by these erections was for a public 
purpose, & produced a public benefit, & if the 
erections were in a reasonable situation, & a 
reasonable space was left for the passage of 
vessels on the river; & he pointed out to the jury 
that by means of the staiths coals were supplied 
at a cheaper rate, & in better condition, than they 
otherwise could be. which was a public benefit :-— 
Held: this direction to the jury was proper.-— 
R. v. Russert (1827), 6 B. & C. 566; 9 Dow. & 
Ry. K. B. 566; 4 Dow. & Ry. M. C. 403; 5 
Il. J.O.S. M. C, 80; 108 EF. R. 560. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. R. v. Betts (1850), 16 Q. B. 
1022; Doe d. Seebkristo 7. East India Co. (1856), 10 Moo. 
P.C.C. 140. Asto (3) Dbtd. R. v. Ward (1836), 4 Ad. & EI. 
384; A.-G. v. Terry (1873), 9 Ch. App; 425,n. Consd. 
Jolliffe vo. Wallasey L. B. (1873), L. R.9 C. P. 62; Donaby 
& Cadeby Union Collicries rv. Anson, [1911] 1 K. B47), 
Refd. It. v. Russel] (1851). 3 KE. & B. 942. Generally, Refd. 
R. ow United Kingdom Electric Telegraph Co. (1862), 8 
Jur, N.S. 1153; A.-G. v. Lonsdale (1868), 1. RK. 7 Kq. 377. 
Mentd. Jt. v. Pease (1832), 4 B. & Ad. 30; Heginbotham 
». South Kastern & Continental Steam-Packet. Co. (1849), 
8 C. B. 337. 

958. -|}—On an indictment for a nuisance, 
it was proved on the part of the prosecution, 
that the wharf, the nuisance complained of, was 
crected over a part of the river, between high 
& low water mark, where boats were used before 
to pass; & for deft. it was shown that the wharf 
was a convenience to the public, inasmuch as 
boats of heavy burden could come to unlade at 
the wharf, which, before the building of the wharf, 
anchored in the middle of the river; & that the 
channel of the river was by this convenience kept 
clear :—Held: the question for the jury was, 
whether the wharf occasioned any hindrance to the 
navigation of the river by vessels of any description, 
& not. whether the erecting of the wharf had caused 
a benefit to the navigation in general.—R. v. 
RANDALL (1842), Car. & M. 496. 

959. .|—R. v. BETTs, No. 661, ante. 


960. Whether right to obstruct acquired by 
length of time.|—If it be admitted that this is 
a public navigable river, & that all His Majesty’s 
subjects had a right to navigate it, an obstruction 
to such navigation for a period of twenty years 
would not have the effect of preventing His 
Majesty’s subjects from using it as such (ABBOTT, 
C..J.).—VooautT v, WiIncn (1819), 2 B. & Ald. 662 ; 
106 EK. BR. 507. 
wt nnotations :—~ Reid, Chad v. Tilsed (1821), 2 Brod. & Bing. 

403; Tt. vw. Montague (1825), 4 B. & CGC. 598.  Mentd. 

Statford v. Clark (1824), 2 Bing. 377; Doe v. Huddart 

(1835), 2 Cr. M. & Rt. 316; Carpenter v. Buller (1841), 8 

M. & W. 209; Todd v. Stewart, Emby & Hastings (1845), 

141L.J.Q.B.150; Waters v. Waters (1848), 2 De G. & 8m. 

591; Young v. Raincock (1849), 7 C. B. 310; Wilkinson 

». Kirby (1854), 2 C. L. R. 1387; Feversham v. limerson 

(1855), 11 Exch. 385 ; Cammell v. Sewell (1860), 5 H. & N. 

728; Campbell v. Loader (1865), 11 Jur. N.S. 286: Free- 

ar vo Hampstead Junction Ry. (1865), 11 














Particular instances. |—Sce Sub-sect. 3, post. 
961. Power of Conservators to authorise ob- 
struction.]|—A corpn. being the Conservators of a 
river, & owners of the soil between high & low 
water mark, cannot authorise a lessee to erect a 
wharf there, which produces inconvenience to the 
public in the use of the river for the purposes of 
navigation.—R. v. GROSVENOR (LORD) (1819), 2 
Stark, 511. 
Annotation :—Refd. R. v. Ward (1836), 4 Ad. & El. 384. 


—KENNEDY wv. Tim SurRRmY (B. C.) 
(1905), 10 Exch. C. R. 29; 2W.L. R 
550; 11 B.C. RR. 499.—CAN. 
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Sect. 3.—Obstruction: Sub-sects. 1, 2, & 3, A.] 


962. Effect of encroachment being for public 
benefit—Erection in reasonable manner.]—k. v. 
RussELL, No. 957, ante. 

963. .J—R. v. WARD, No. 977, post. 

964, ——-.|—-R. v. RANDALL, No. 958, ante. 

965. Damages — Special damages.} —- Where 
pltf. declared that before & at the time of com- 
mitting the grievance, he was navigating his 
barges laden with goods along a public navigable 
creek, & that deft. wrongfully moored a barge 
across, & kept same so moored, from thence 
hitherto, & thereby obstructed the public navigable 
creek, & prevented pltf. from navigating his 
barges so laden, per quod pltf. was obliged to 
convey his goods a great distance over land, & 
was put to trouble & expense in the carriage of 
his goods over land :—Held: this was such a 
special damage for which an action upon the case 
would lie.—Rosr v. Mines (1815), 4 M. & S. 101; 
105 E. R. 773. 

Annotations :—Apld. Greasly v. Codling (1824), 2 Bing. 263 ; 
Wilkes v. Hungerford Market Co. (1835), 2 Bing. N. C. 
281; Rose v. Groves (1843), 1 Dow. & L. 613 Lyon t. 
Fishmongers’ Co. & Thames Conservators (1874), 44 L. J. 
Ch. 408. Refd. Rh. v. Montague (1825), 4 B. & C. 598; 
Ricket v. Met. Ry. (1865), 5 B. & S. 156; Anglo-Alrerian 
S.S. Co. v. Houlder Line, [1908] 1 K. B. 659. Mentd. 
Buccleugh & Queensberry v. Metropolitan Board of Works 
(1868), 18 L. T. 906. 

966. Cost of removing obstruction.] 

A ketch belonging to defts. sank, owing to their 
negligence, in the river Dee, of which first pltfs. 
were the Conservators, & thereby obstructed the 
navigation of the river & second pltfs.’ wharf & 
the approaches thereto. Immediately after the 
sinking of the ketch, & before any expenses were 
incurred in removing her, defts. abandoned her. 
Pltfs. jointly incurred expenses in removing the 
obstruction, & sued to recover the amount from 
defts. —Held : (1) the ketch having sunk through 
the negligence of defts., they became Hable at 
common law for the damage caused by the obstruc- 
tion to the navigation of the river & the blocking 
of the approach to second pltfs.’ wharf & they 
could not) escape Hability for that damage by 
abandoning the wreck ; (2) the damages recover- 
able were the reasonable cost of removing the 
obstruction. — DEE CONSERVANCY BOARD — Uv. 
MCCONNELL, [1928] 2 K. B. 159; 97 L. J. K. 2B. 
487; 138 L. T. 656; 92 J.P. 54; 261. G. R. 204; 
17 Asp. M. L. C. 433, C. A. 





SUB-SECT, 2.—STATUTORY AUTHORITY TO 
OBSTRUCT. 
967. Right to obstruct — Construction of rall- 
way.]—-In an action on the case by the owner of 
vessels navigating the river Ouse, against a 
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railway co., the declaration charged defts. with 
filling up & obstructing a part of the bed of that 
river, penning back the water, & preventing it 
from flowing in its accustomed channel & course in 
so ample a manner as it otherwise would have 
done, & preventing pltf. from passing along & 
navigating that part of the river. Plea, that 
defts. had done the things complained of under the 

special Act, & under Lands Clauses Act, 1845 

(c. 19), & the Railways Clauses Act, 1845 (c. 20) ; 

that plans & books of reference were deposited 

with the clerk of the peace; that the part of the 
bed of the river which was obstructed was among 
the lands delineated in the plans & described in 
the books of reference ; & that defts. did, for the 
purpose of making & constructing the railway 
in the Act, & under & by virtue of the powers & 
provisions mentioned in the Act & Acts therewith 
incorporated, & not otherwise, center upon same 
part of the bed of the river, & make & construct 
part of the railway thereon, same being necessary 
for the purpose of making the railway. Hceplica- 
tion de injurid:-—~—ITeld: the first Clause of 

Sect. 16 of Railways Clauses Consolidation Act, 

1845 (c. 20), includes navigable rivers as well as 

rivers not navigable, & dcefts. were authorised by 

it to construct their railway upon the bed of the 
navigable part of the river.—ABRAHAM v. GREAT 

NortneERN Ry. Co. (1851), 18 Q. B. 5863; 20 

L. J. Q. B. 322; 17 L. T. O. 8.163 15 Jur. 855 ; 

117 BK. R. 1004. 

- Rallway bridges.|\—Sce RAILWAYs, 

Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 274, 275, Nos. 138-1438. 

968. Liability for obstruction—Improper exer- 
cise of powers—Absence of necessary consent.|— 
The Metropolitan Board of Works have no power 
under Metropolis Local Management Act, 1855 
(c. 120), 5. 135, to erect any works on the bed or 
soil of the Thames, without first obtaining the 
consent of the Admlty., pursuant to Metropolitan 
Management Act, 1858 (c. 104), s. 27, & of the 
conservators of the river, pursuant to sect. 28: 
& they are Hable to an action at the suit of the 
owner of a vessel which sustained damage from 
grounding upon a pile negligently placed on the 
foreshore by a contractor employed by them.- - 
BROWNLOW 0. METROPOLITAN BOARD OF WORKS 
& Atrp (1861), 16 C. BL. N.S. 5463 4 New Rep. 
1733 331. 5.0. P. 238 3; 12 W. R. 8713; 148 1. RR. 
1241, Ix. Ch. 

Annotlations :—Consd. L. Cc. Co v. Port of London Authority, 
[1914] 2 Ch. 862. efd. Coc 7. Wise (1864), 5 B. & Ss, 
410; Mersey Docks Trustecs vt. Gibbs (1866), L. Ro 1 HL. 
03, 

969. ~——. Negligence—Insufficient buoy- 
ing of anchor.|—Defts., a local board of health, 
were the proprictors of a ferry between Liverpool 
& New Brighton, which was worked by steam 
boats; & the convenience for landing at) New 
Brighton, being insufficient, a local Act, passed in 


14.5. C. R. 232.—CAN. 











963i. Hffect of encroachment being for 
public benefit.\—In an action for 
obstructing a river by erecting a mill- 
dam, it is not a proper question for 
the jury whether the benefit derived 
by the public from the mill is sufficient 
to outweigh the inconveniences occa- 
sioned by the dam.—RoweE v. Trrus 
(1849), 6 N. B. R. (1 AU.) 326.—CAN, 
963 ii. -}—-Pltf. occupied land at 
the head of a lake, which was a 
navigable tidal sheet of water, having 
an outlet into the ocean. Defts., in 
accordance with a contract with the 
pov ovt., constructed a new 
ridge at this outlet, which lessened 
the size of the passage & impeded the 
use of the lake by vessels, although 
the highway could thereafter be more 
beneficial] used by the general 
public :—Held: the latter circum- 





stance should not be considered where 
individuals lost. the benefits of navira- 
tion, & especially where a particular 
injury was caused by the change.— 
MYRER tv. CLISH, MYRER v. MCDONALD 
(1854), 40 N.S, It. 1.—CAN. 


b. Fight to obstruct — Lessee of 
water lots.}--W. was lessce of water 
lots held under Crown patent, granted 
in 1840, the lease being given by autho- 
rity of the patent, & public statutes 
respecting the construction of the 
esplanade in T., which formed the 
boundary of said water lotsa :—Jleld : 
such leave gave to W. a right to build 
as he chose on the lotea, subject to any 
regulations which the city bad power 
to impose, & in doing so to interfere 
with the right of the public to navigate 
the water.---LONDON & CANADTAN 
LOAN & AGENCY Co. v. WARIN (1886), 


ec. Power of Dominion Parliament to 
authorise obatruction.|-—-The Dominion 
parliament has power to doclare what 
shall be deemed an interference with 
navigation & to require its sanction 
to any work in navigable waters.— 
Re JURWBDICTION OVER PROVINCIAL 
Bens (1896), 26 S.C. RR, 444.— 


Obstruction of floating timber. }— 


See Part Y., Sect. 1, snb-sect. 3, F. 


PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 2. 


d. Right to cipiaal Oe Held; after 
18 Vict. c¢. 176, pitf. could not maintain 
an action agalnst defts. for nnlawfully 
& wrongfully crecting a bridgo across 
the Twenty Mile Creek, & fmpeding 
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1864, empowered defts. by sect. 7, to make “ in 
the line, & according to the levels defined in the 
deposited plans,’’ & ‘‘ upon the lands delineated in 
the plans... the following works; that is to 
say, a pier or landing stage at New Brighton .. . 
together with all such jcttics, esplanades, landing- 
places, toll-gates or bars, & other works or con- 
veniences in connection therewith,’ as defts. 
should from time to time think fit. The Act also, 
by sect. 8 required that, previously to commencing 
the pier or landing stage, defts. should deposit, 
at the Admlty. Office, plans ‘‘ of the pier or landing 
stage, & works connected therewith,” for approval, 
& that ‘‘ such pier or landing stage & works should 
be constructed only in accordance with such 
approval.”’ The Act, the objects of which, as shown 
by its recital, required the provisions of Public 
Health Act, 1848 (c. 63), for their performance, by 
sect. 2 enacted that it should be executed by defts., 
‘subject to the powers & provisions of Public 
Jealth Act, 1848 (c. 63).’? Defts. accordingly 
constructed a picr & landing stage at New 
Brighton. The pier was a solid structure, which 
did not extend to the low water mark, but the 
Janding stage floated on the river & was moored, 
below low water mark, by anchors fixed in the bed 
of the river, a bridge being made to connect the 
landing stage with the pier. Part of this landing 
stage was beyond the limits marked on the 
deposited plans, but it, with its mnooring anchors, 
received the approval of the Adimilty., pursuant to 
sect. 8 of the Act. One of the mooring anchors 
to which the floating stage was attached, was 
insufficiently buoyed to indicate its position under 
the water, & thereby injured a boat of the pltfs., 
which whilst luwfully navigating the river, «& 
without any negligence of pltfs. struck against such 
anchor. Defts. were guilly of negligence in the 
means used to indicate the position of the anchor 5 
but, as to this, they acted in the bond fide belicf 
that they were acting under the powers given 
them by their Act of 1864. In an action for the 
injury to pltfs.” boat :—Meld: (1) the landing 
stage & works were authorised by the Act. of 1864 ; 
(2) there was a cause of action ayainst defts. for 
negligence in insufliciently buoving the anchor, 
Which caused the injury to pltfs. boat. 

vv. WALLASEY LOcAL BOARD (1873), J. KR. 9 C.D. 
623; 431. N.C. P. 41; 201. T. 582; 3873 PP. 40; 
2 Asp. M. dC. 146, 


Annotations :~ Refd. The Harkaway, [1928] P. 190. Mentd. 
Holland v. Nerthwich Hirhway Board (1876), 34 1. T. 137 5 
Flower v. Leyton L. 2. (i877), 25 We. . 4235 To. 
Willinms (1884), 9 App. Cas. 418; The Johannesburg, 
[1907] 1. 65, 

970. Non-compliance with provisional 
order.|—Livierroon & NorTH WALES S.S. Co., LTp. 
v. Mersey TRADING Co., ).1b., No. 703, andle. 

Compensation for obstruction. |-—Sce COMPULSORY 
PURCHASE OF LAND, Vol. XJ., p. 142, No. 271. 








SuB-SECT, 3.—WHAT AMOUNTS To. 
A. fn General. 


971. Any structure {in bed of river.J—(1) A 
wharf owner piles into the bed of a river, extending 
the wharf so as to occupy 3 feet out of a breadth 


5614.--CAN. 
f. Liability 


the navigation, for the statute expressly 
autborises such ereetion, & gives only a 
Meht to compensation 
austained.—-WISMER t. GREAT WEST- 
FERN Ry. Co. (1859), 17 ULC. R. 530. gag: 
~~-CAN, 571.—CAN, 

e. -—— Driving in pilea for bridge 
repaire.)—KROrston ov. Rep  KIVER 
Bripar Co. (1885), Cass. Dig. 2nd ed. 


for 





376.—CAN, 


for damages preps esercise of powers.jJ—-IRESON t. 
{OLT TIMBER Co. (1913), 30 O. L. i. 
18 Dd, lL. Rk. 604 ; 


g. ——-.]—SNURE  t. 
WESTERN Ry. Co. (1856), 13 ULC. OR. 
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of about 60 fect available for navigation:—Held : 
this was such an obstruction as would be restrained 
at the suit of a municipal corpn. empowered by 
Act of Parliament to remove obstructions. 

(2 The piles have been placed in the stream 
of a navigable river, which is so narrow that 
every foot is wanted for navigation. It is true 
there may be spots in the river where space is not 
wanted, & where that which would otherwise be 
a@ nuisance might not be such an obstruction of the 
highway as to make it the duty of this ct. to 
interfere ; but it appears that the space is actually 
wanted for the purposes of navigation, & in such 
a case there is no difference between a highway on 
land & a highway on water. It is no answer to 
say that there is room for the ships, & that if they 
are navigated with skill & care there will be no 
obstruction. Those who use the river are entitled 
to say that they have a right to the whole of the 
space; &... it is not any answer that the 
obstruction only occurs at certain times of the 
tide, & that in some respects the alteration would 
be advantageous (MELLISH, L.J.).—A.-G. v. TERRY 
(1874), 9 Ch. App. 423; 30 L. T. 215; 38 J. P. 
340; 22 W. R. 395; 2 Asp. M. L. C. 217, L. C. 
& Ii. JJ. 


Annotations :— Generally, Refd. Orr Ewing v. Colquhoun 
(1877), 2 App. Car. 839 ; Denaby & Cadeby Main Collierics 
av. Auson, [1911] 1 K. B. 171. 

972. Ballast wharf.}—DurHAmM (DEAN & 
CHAPTER) v. NEWCASTLE UPON TYNE CORPN. 
(1698), Colles, 18; 1 EF. R. 159, H. Th. 

973. Lock.|—R. v. CLARK, No. 954, anfe. 

974. Ferry rope.|—Hinron vv. ScaARBOROUGH 
(Lorp) (1714), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 171; 22 BK. R. 147. 

975. Mooring barge.]—RoseE v. Mines, No. 965, 
ante. 

976. Erection for staiths for loading vessels.}|— 
NR. ov. RUSSELL. No. 957, ante. 

977. Pier.|—Indictrnent for a nuisance in a 
navigable river & port, by erecting a pier, which 
was an obstruction to the navigation. The jury 
found that the erection was a nuisance to the 
navigation, but that the inconvenience occasioned 
by it was more than counterbalanced by the 
advantages of it given to the public:—Held: the 
indictment was maintainable, & the verdict must 
be entered for the Crown.—R. v. WARD (1836), 4 
Ad. & EL. 384; 1 Har. & W. 708; 6 Nev. & M. K.B. 
38; 51. 0. 6. B. 2213 111 E. l. 832. 
atunotations :~ Consd. A -G. rv. Terry (1873), 9 Ch. App. 

425,n.3 Joenaby & Cadeby Main Collierics +. Auson, [1911] 

Pk. Bb. 171. Refd. 2. rv. Betts (1850), 16 Q. B. 1022; 

A.-G. tv. Lonsdale (1868), L. R. 7 Eq. 377: Jolliffe v. 

Wallasey L. Is. (1873), I. R. 9 C. YP. 62: Wednesbury 

Corpn. «. Lodge Holes Colliery Co., (1907) 1 K. B. 78; 

Rov. Bartholomew, [1908] 1 K. GB. S54. 

978. Wharf.|—Rh. +. RANDALL, No. 958, ante. 

979. -|—Case for negligently navigating a 
ship in the Thames, whereby she struck & damaged 
pitf.’s wharf. Plea, among others, that the 
wharf had been made & continued by pltf., & 
projected into the navigable river beyond low 
water mark, & unlawfully obstructed the naviga- 
tion of part of the river, & the liege subjects could 
not. use that part unless the wharf were broken as 
in the declaration mentioned; that deft. had 
occasion to pass with the vessel over that part of the 
river, & in so passing did the damage, & that he 











PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 3.—A. 


978 i. TWharf.j—Semble: where a 
small wharf, not costing more than 
$1,000, & built without the approval 
of the Governor-in-Council, interferes 
with navigation, it becomes a nuisance, 
& may be removed & destroyed under 
R. S. C. 1906, «. 115, sa. 4, 5, as 
amonded by 9-10 Edw. 7, c. 44.-— 


obstruction — Im- 


5 0. WL. N, 


GREAT 


122 


Sect. 3.—Obstruction : Sub-sect. 3, A.. B. & C.)] 


managed his vessel with all such skill & care as would 

have been proper for the navigation had the naviga- 

tion of that part of the river not been so obstructed. 

Replication: de injuria. At the trial this issue 

was found for deft. ; but leave was reserved to 

move to enter a verdict for pltf. All the other 
issues were found for pltf. This ct., being of 
opinion that the plea was substantially proved, 
though it appeared in evidence that the obstruc- 
tion did not extend to low water mark, directed 
the verdict on this issue to be entered for deft., 
but made absolute a rule for judgment aon 
obstante veredicto, because the plea contained no 
averment that it was necessary to pass over this 
part of the river. or even that deft. could not 
conveniently navigate the river without coming 
in contact. with the nuisance.—DimEs v, PETRY 

(1850), 15 Q. B. 2786; 19 L. J. Q. B. 449: 16 

.7T.O.8. 13 14 5. P. 658; 14 Jur. 1182; 117 

HK. R. 462. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Abraham rv. G. N. Ry. (1851), 15 Jur. 
855: Dowell ce. General Steam Navigation Co. (1855), 5 
hk. & B. 195: Sub-Marine Telegraph Co. v. Dickson (1864), 
15 (C. BL N.S. 759: Wyatt 7. G.W. Ry. (1865), 6B. &. 8. 
7093 Liverpool & North Wales S.S. Co. a. Mersey Trading 
Co.. [1908] 2 Ch. 460. Mentd. Bateman v. Bluck (1852), 
18 Q. B. 8703 Arnold vt. Holbrook (1873), I. Ro 8 Q. 3B. 
96: Campbell, Davys vr. Lioyvd, 1901] 2 Ch. 518: Lagan 
Navigation Co. * Lamberg Bleaching, Dyeing & Finishing 
Co,, [1927] A.C. 226, 

980. Beams & spars 
Groves, No. 700, ante. 

981. Alteration of position of anchor.}] — The 
declaration stated that defts. were possessed of a 
mooring anchor, which was kept. by them fixed in 
aw known part of a navigable river, covered by 
ordinary tides, that the anchor had become 
removed into, & remained in, another part. of the 
river covered by ordinary tides, not indicated, 
whereof defts. had notice. & although they had the 
means & power of refixing & securing the anchor, 
& indicating it, they neglected so to do, whereby 
pltfs.’ vessel, whilst. sailing in a part of the river 
ordinarily used by ships. ran foul of & struck 
against the anchor, & was thereby damaged, ete. : 
—Held: bad, on demurrer, for not showing that 
defts. were privy to the removal of the anchor, or 
that it was their duty to refix it & to indicate it.— 
Tlancock v. YorkK, NEWCASTLE & BERWICK Ry. 
Co. (1850), 10 C. B. 348; 141. T. O. S. 4673 188 
KH. RR. 110. 

982. Laying stones in bed of river—To replace 
bed washed away—Construction of local Act.}— 
By sect. 158 of a local Act it is enacted that. if 
any person shall build, erect. or place any building, 
erection, or thing within 15 feet of the centre of 
the bed of the stream of the Brun, he shall be 
summoned before justices, who may order the 
removal of the obstruction, & impose a penalty 
on the offender. In 1857, a flood washed away 
the bed of the river, &, in 1859. resps., who had 
mills or works adjoining, & was owner of the land 
on both sides of the stream. restored the bed to its 
original level by laying large stones across, side 
by side, without any cement or other fastening :— 
Held: this was not a“ building, erection or thing,” 
within sect. 158, & the justices were justified in 


in river.]— Rosk 2. 


ARSENAULT v. TR. (N. S.) (1917), 16 


h. Dam.J—R. tv. MEYERS (1853), KENNEDY 2, 
3 C. P. 305.—CAN. 11 B.C. R. 499.-—CAN. 
]— CRANDELL v. MOONEY m. Shin in 


k. Boom. 
(1873), 23 C. P. 212.—CAN, 
» 1. 49). 





1. .1—The tying of a boom  U. 
to oats driven into the bank of a 

navigable river is not an interference 
with navigation when done in a 
reasonable manner, for a reasonable 





eriod. & at such places as are open to 
Exch. C. R. 271.—-CAN. Pie owner of the boom to as fos 


THe Surrey (1905), 


! NUrrow 
Notice.]—HAtL v. Ewarr (1873), 33 
CAN. 

n. Nets d& other fishing apnaratya.)} 
—The inalienable right of the public 
to free & uninterrupted navigation is 
clearly set out in the cases, & any 


WATERS AND WA'TERCOURSES. 


declining to convict.—COLBRAN v. BARNES (1861), 
11 C0. B. N.S. 246; 142 i. R. 791. 

983. Defective camp shed.]—One who erects 
or keeps erected on the shore of a navigable river 
between high & low water mark a work for the 
more convenient use of his wharf adjoining, which 
work, either from its original defective construc- 
tion or from want of repair, presents a dangerous, 
hidden, obstruction to the navigation, is responsible 
for an injury thereby occasioned to a barge coming 
to the wharf, without any default on the part of 
the person in charge of it. 

Defts. were possessed of a wharf abutting on the 
river Thames, the soil in front of which was for 
the more convenient access thereto excavated by 
their predecessor, who placed there a camp shed, 
a structure of piles & planks to keep up the 
adjoining soil. This camp shed was originally 
improperly constructed, & was suffered to be out 
of repair. <A barge of plifs. was brought to the 
wharf for the purpose of recciving goods by means 
of the wharf crane from a schooner which was 
moored alongside & was discharging her cargo at 
the wharf, & those in charge of her, not. being aware 
of the existence or the condition of the camp 
shed, so moored the barge that, on the tide re- 
ceding, she came upon one of the piles. which 
forced a hole in her bottom, & the barge & its 
contents were damaged :—IIleld: these facts 
disclosed a duty in defts. to keep the eae shed 
in repair or zive notice of the danger, & a breach 
of that. duty for which they were responsible in 
damages; & it was immaterial whether or not 
pitfs. paid for the use of the wharf or the crane.— 
WiuTKE 7. PHILLIPS (1863), 15 GC. B. N.S. 2453 338 
LJ. C. P2335 9 1 T. 388s 10 Jur. N.S. 425 ; 
12 W. R. 85; 1 Mar. dC. 38943 143 BF. R. 778. 

984. Piles.|—A.-G. vr. Terry, No. 971, ante. 

985. Discharge of refuse.] — Under Harbours 
Act, 1514 (c. 159), 5. 11, the offence of casting, 
throwing, emptying or unlading rubbish “in any 
place or situation on shore where same shall be 
liable to be washed into the sea’’ is complete 
without any allegation or evidence that it is done 
‘so as to tend to injure or obstruct navigation ”’ 
provided that the rubbish be of such a nature & 
of such a quantity that it may be washed into the 
sea.-—UnNITED ALKALI Co. v. Simpson, [L804] 2 
Q. B. 116; 68 70. J. M.C. 141; 711. T. 258; 58 
J.P. 607; 42 W. RR. 509; 10 T. L. R. 4885 38 
Sol. Jo. 419; 10 R. 285, D.C. 

Annotation : - Apld. Wheal Remfry China Clay, ete. Co. v, 

Truro Corpn., (1923}] 2 K. B. 594. 

986. ——.]—Applts. were the owners of china 
clay pits & works situate close to an unnavigable 
stream which after flowing some 11 miles termi- 
nated in a navigable river emptying into a harbour. 
There were no docks, dockyards, arsenals, wharves 
or moorings belonging to His Majesty in or near 
the navigable river or harbour. Kefuse from the 
clay works was emptied by applts. into the un- 
navigable stream, & was carried in due course 
into the navigable river: —Held: applts. had 
emptied the refuse into the navigable river within 
the meaning of Harbours Act, 1814 (c. 159), 8. 11, 
& the sect. applied although there were no docks, 


fisherman under a licence, however 
obtained or by whom granted, who 
places a not or other obstruction in a 
navigable course of a _ tidal river, 
undoubtedly impedes navigation, & 
has no recourse for injury to such 
obstruction.—McINSLEY »v. GILLEY 
(1907), 7 W. L. It. 22.—CAN. 


Oo. -J—— THOMSON v. HOoWatTr 
Cas I.) (1914), 14 Bk. L. RR, 257.— 
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etc., belonging to His Majesty in or near the 
navigable river.—WHEAL REMFRY CHINA Cray, 
ETc. Co. v. TRURO Corpn., [1923] 2 K. B. 594; 92 
L. J. K. B. 10383; 129 L. T. 827; 87 J. P. 201; 
21 1. G. R. 646; 27 Cox, C. C. 521, D. ©. 


B. Bridges. 

987. Unauthorised erection— Not necessarily 
obstruction.|—H. v. Berrs, No. 661, ante. 

988. Delay in opening swing bridge.|—A dock 
co. having a swing bridge on a public highway are 
bound, in the passing of vessels, to use all reason- 
able means, both as to the number of men em- 
ployed & the number of ships passed at. a time, to 
prevent unnecessary delay; & if they do not do 
all which can be expected of reasonable men, & 
any one is obstructed in consequence, such 
obstruction will make them liable in damages for 
the injury sustained.—-WiGains v. BopptncTron 
(1828), 30. & P. 544; 172 H.R. 539, N. P. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Wilkes +. Hungerford Market (vo. 

(1835), 2 Bing. N.C. 281. 

989. Débris of broken bridge in river —-Statutory 
duty to remove.|—The North British Railway 
(New Tay Bridge) Act, 1881, gave the North 
British Railway authority to erect a new bridge 
over the Tay a little higher up the river than one 
blown down on Dec. 28,1879. Sect. 21 of this Act 
provided, ‘' The co. shall abandon & cause to be 
disused as a railway so much of the North British 
Railway as lies between the respective points of 
junction therewith of railway No. 1 & railway 
No. 23; & shall remove the ruins & débris of the 
old bridge, & all obstructions interfering with the 
navigation caused by the old bridge, to the satis- 
faction of the Board of Trade.” The magistrates 
of Perth, whose jurisdiction extends down the 
river to within about three miles of the old bridge, 
raised an action for declarator & implement : 
Held: (1) the special Act imposed an absolute 
obligation to remove the whole ruins & débris of 
the old bridge; & sect. 21 did not give the Board 
of Trade a discretionary power to dispense with 
the performance of any part. of this obligation; & 
it followed that resps. had an interest to obtain a 
declarator as to the extent of the obligation ; 
(2) the obligation did not) become immediately 
prestable 5 (3) the import of the expression ‘ to 
the satisfaction of the Board of Trade’? was, that 
though not bound to submit their plans of removal, 
including the time & manner, yet, as a matter of 
prudence, the co. ought to do so; (4) in the 
circumstances it would be inexpedient, though 
hardly incompetent, to do more now than simply 
ordain the co. to remove the whole ruins & débris 
in terms of sect. 21, for to order the removal 
‘forthwith ’* might unduly hamper the discretion 
of the Board of Trade; & if the co. were guilty of 
undue delay in applying to the Board of Trade ; 
or if they should proceed at their own hand so as 
to cause obstruction to navigation; or if, after 
obtaining the sanction of the Board of Trade to 
some scheme of removal, they failed to properly 
execute it. or any conditions attached, resps., on 
application to the ct., had an effective remedy. 
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p. Unauthorised erection.|\—By tho 
erection of a low level bridge defts. 
obstructed the navigation of a river 
for a part of the season when the samo 
was navigable, & so prevented pltfs. 
from using their wharf & warchouse 
above the bridge, enjoyed by the 
owners for their own personal use, & 
not in common with others navigating 
the stream :—Held: pltfs. were enu- 
titled to maintain an action for damages 


nuisance.-—R. 2. 


r. Drawbridge 


suffered thereby.—LBRITISsn COLUMBIA 
IXPRESS Vv. GRAND TRUNK PACIFIC KY. 
Co. (1916), 34 W. I. R. 361, 4593; 10 
W. W. i. 477.--CAN. 
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North Brirish Ry. Co. v. PERTH (PROVOST) 
(1885), 10 App. Cas. 579, H. Ju. 

Railway bridges crossing waters.]|—See MRaI.- 
vee Vol. XXXVIIL., pp. 274, 275, Nos. 138- 


C. Weirs. 


990. Legality of weir in navigable river—Crown 
grant before Edward I.]—(1) A weir appurtenant 
to a fishery, obstructing the whole or part of a 
navigable river, is legal, if granted by the Crown 
before the commencement of the reign of Edward I. 

(2) Such a grant may be inferred from evidence 
of its having existed before that time. 

(3) If the weir, when so first granted, obstruct 
the navigation of only a part of the river, it does not 
become illegal by the stream changing its bed, so 
that the weir obstructs the only navigable passage 
remaining. 

(4) Trespass for breaking down a weir appur- 
tenant to a fishery. Justification, that the weir 
was wrongfully erected across part of a public & 
navigable river, the Severn, where the King’s 
subjects had a right to navigate, & that the rest 
of the river was choked up so that defts. could not 
navigate without breaking down the weir. Tepli- 
cation, that the part where the weir stood was 
distinct from the channel where the right of 
navigation existed, & was not a public navigable 
river. Rejoinder, that the part was a part of the 
Severn, & the King’s subjects had a right to 
navigate there when the rest was choked up, & 
that the rest was choked up.  Surrejoinder, 
traversing the right) :—Held: in support of this 
traverse pltf. might show user to raise pre- 
sumption of such a grant as above, & was not 
bound, for the purpose of introducing such proof, 
to set out his right more specifically on the record. 

(5) Where the Crown had no right to obstruct 
the whole passage of a navigable river, it had no 
right to erect a weir obstructing a part, except 
subject to the rights of the public; &, in such a 
case, the weir would become ilegal upon the rest 
of the river being so choked that there could be no 
passage elsewhere. 

(6) By the common law the publie always had a 
right, paramount to any power in the Crown, to 
navigate over every part of a common navigable 
river.—WILLIAMS v. WILCOX (1838), 8 Ad. & EI. 
314; 3 Nev. & P. K. B. 6065; 1 Will. Woll. & H. 
477; 71.5. Q. B. 229, 112 BK. R. 857. 


«fnnotations :—-~4s to (5) Refd. Simpson v. A.-G., [1904] A. C, 
476. Asto (6) Refd. Free Fishers & Dredgers of Whitstable 
Co. v. Gann (1863), 18 C. B. N.S. 858. Generally, Refd. 
A.-G. v. Lonsdale (1868), L. R. 7 Fq. 377: Rolle rv. 
Whyte (1868), 8 B. & S. 116. Mentd. R. v. United King- 
dom Electric Telegraph Co. (1862), 2 B. & 8S. 647, n. 








991. — -|—ROLLE v. WHYTE, No. 207, 
ante. 
992. — Presumption of grant—-From 





long user.|—-WILLIAMsS v. WiLcox, No. 990, ante. 
993. Obstruction of part of river—-Must be 
subject to rights of public—Where Crown has no 
right to obstruct whole river.]— WILLAIMS 1. 
Wincox, No. 990, ante. 
994. ———_ ——— Change of course—Whole navi- 





STarR S.S. Co. v. VANCOUVER (CITY), 
BRITISH COLUMBIA ELECTRIC RY. Co., 
THirp Parry (B.C.) (1916), 34 
W. L. R. 1188.—CAN., 
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q. -—-—.J—A_ bridge crected over a 
navigable river in violation of the pro- 
visions of the Nuvigable Waters 
tection Act, & without legal authority, 
constitutes an interference with navira- 
tion & thereby becomes a_ public 
THK WOLDINGHAM, 
[1925] Exch. C. RR. 85.—CAN. 


out of 


-ro- 

t. Legality of weir in navigable 
river.]—The erection of weirs in a tidal 
river is a nuisance to the navigation, 
& is an indictable offence at common 
law.—R. v. Ryan (1845), 8 7. L. R. 


repair, j— 119.—JR. 


124 
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gable passage obstructed.|—-WILLIAMS v. WILCOX, 
No. 990, ante. 
995. Weir appurtenant to  fishery.] — 
WILLIAMS v. WILCOX, No. 990, ante. 
|—See, generally, FISHERIES, Vol. 
XXV., pp. 51-53, Nos. 452-466. 











D. Wreck. 
(a) In General. 


Compare SuiprtinG, Vol. XLT, 
Nos. 6794-6812. 

996. Whether owner bound to prevent injury 
to other vessels— Duty to place buoy.}—The 
owner of a vessel sunk in a navigable river is 
bound to place a buoy over the wreck. & it is not 
enough to station a watchman near the spot to 
point out the danger.—HARMOND v. PEARSON 
(1808), J] Camp. 515; 170 E. R. 1041, N. P. 
Annotations :—Apld. The Harkaway, [1928] P. 199. Refd. 

Brown 1, Mallett (1848), 5 C. B. 699; Hancock v. York, 

Newcastle & Berwick Ry. (1850), 10 C. B. 348; White v. 

Crisp (1854), 23 L. J. Kx. 317. 

997. -—Where a vessel is sunk by 
accident, & without any default in the owner or 
his servant, in a navigable river, & remains there 
under water, no duty is ordinarily cast upon the 
owner to use any precaution, by placing a buoy or 
otherwise, to prevent other vessels from striking 
against it. The owner is therefore not liable to 
an indictment, or to an action at the suit of a 
party sustaining special damage, in respect of 
such omission.—BROWN v. MALLETT (1848), 5 
C.B. 599; 17 L. J.C. P. 227; 11 L. T. 0.8. 64; 
12 Jur. 204; 136 E. R. 1018. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Hancock v. York, Newcastle & Ber- 
wick Ry. (1850), 10 ©. B 348; Gencral Steam Navigation 
Co. v. Morrison (1853), 18 C. B. 481; White v. Crisp (1854), 
10 Exch. 312; Metealfe v. Wetherington (1855), 11 Exch. 
257; Manley v. St. Helen's Canal & Ry. (1858), 2H. & N. 
840; White v. Phillips (1863), 15 C. B. N.S. 245; Sub- 
marine Telegraph Co. vt. Dixon (1864), 3 New Kep. 572 ; 
Vivian v. Mersey Docks Board (1869), L. Ro4 GC. PP. 195 
The Industrie (1871), L. 1. 3 A. & FE. 2038; The Douglas 
(1882), 7 BP. PD. 151; S.S. Utopia +r. S.S. Primula, The 
Utopia, [1893] A. C. 492; Arrow Shipping Co. Tyne 
Improvement Comrs., The Crystal, [1894] A. C. 408; 
The Snark, [1899] P.74: The Ella, [1915] P2111; DeeCon- 
kervancy Board v. McConnell, [1928] 2 K. B.159. Mentd. 
Card v. Case (1848), 5 C. B. 622, Kidgul +. Moor (1850), 
9 C. B. 364; Charles vr. Altin (1854), 15 (. B. 46. 

998. Obligation on any person having 
possession & control of vessel.|— Where a vessel is 
sunk by unavoidable accident in a public navigable 
river, whether in the usual track of navigation or 
not, it is the duty of the owner, so long as he con- 
tinues to have the possession & control of the 
vessel, to take due precaution to prevent injury 
to other vessels by thcir striking against it; & 
this obligation may be transferred with the transfer 
of the possession & control to another person; &, 
on the abandonment of the possession & control, 
the obligation ceases.— WHITE v. Crisp (1854), 10 
Exch. 312; 20. L. R. 1215; 28 1. J. Rx. $17; 
23 1. T. O. S. 300; 2 W. R. 624; 156 BF. RR. 463. 
Annotations :-~Consd. S.S. Utopia rv. S.S. Primula, The 

Utopia, (1893) A. C. 492. Refd. Metcalf +. Hetherington 

(1855), 24 L. J. Kx. 3145 Manley v. St. Helen’s Canal & 

Ry. (1858), 27. L. J. Ex. 169; Vivian vv. Mersey Docks 

Board (1869), L. R. 5 C. P. 19; The Douglas (1882), 7 

Pp. DD. 151; Arrow Shipping Co. +. Tyne Toprovement 

Comrs., The Crystal, [1894] A. C. 508 ; The Snark, [1899] 

P. 74; The Ella, [1915] P. 1217; Dee Conservancy Board 

v. McConnell, [1928] 2 K. B. 159. 

999. ——.]—When a vessel has been 
sunk in a navigable river it is the duty of the 
person who has the possession, management & 
control of her, to take precautions to prevent. 
other vessels from being injured by the wreck, & 
he will be liable for any injuries reccived by other 
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vessels from the wreck, if they could have been 

prevented by reasonable skill & care on his 

yart.—THE DouGLAS (1882), 51 L. J. P. 65; 46 

2. T. 488; 30 W. R. 692; 4 Asp. M. L. C. 511; 

on appeal, 7 P. D. 151, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. S.8. Utopia 7. 8.8. Primula, The Utopia, 
[1803] A. GC. 492. Refd. Dormont v. Furness Ry. (1883), 
ltd B.D. 496: The Snark, £1899] P. 74; The Ella, 
11925] P. 112; Dee Conservancy Board v. McConnell, 
[1928] 2K. B. 159. 

1000. ——- -———._ Liability for acts & omissions 
of independent contractor.|—(1) The owner of a 
vessel sunk in the fairway of a navigable river so 
as to be a danger to other vessels, who retains the 
possession, management, & control of the wreck, 
is under an obligation to take reasonable care to 
warn other vessels of its position, & is liable for 
damage to another vessel, occasioned by the 
neglect to give proper warning, though such 
neglect was that of an independent contractor 
employed by him. 

(2) An owner does not abandon or properly 
transfer the possession, management, & control 
of a wreck by employing an independent con- 
tractor to raise it, although the person so employed 
be placed in the actual physical custody of the 
wreck.—-THE SNARK, [1900] P. 105; 69 L. J. P. 
413; 827.7.423 48 W.R. 279; 16T. L. R. 160; 
44 Sol. Jo. 2003; 9 Asp. M. L. C. 50, C. A. 
alnnotations --- As to (2) Refd. The Manorbier Castle (1923), 

129 L. T. 31.) Generally, Refd. The Wallsend (1907), 76 

L. J.P. 1381: Dee Conservancy Board v. MeConnell, [1928] 

YK. 13. 159. 

1001. When indictment lies—Failure to remove. | 
—Where a vessel was sunk in a navigable river, by 
accident. or misfortune, an indictment cannot he 
maintained against the owner for not removing 
it.—ht. v. Warts (1798), 2 Msp. 675; 170 E.R. 
A983, 


Annotations :-— Consd. Brown vr. Mallett (1848), 5 C. B. 699. 
Refd. Hancock vw. York, Neweastle & Berwick Ry. (1850), 
10 C. BK. 3483) White oe. Crisp (1854), 10 Exeh. 312; 
Arrow Shipping Co. a. Tyne Improvement Comre., The 
Crystal, (IS94) ALC. 508; The Snark, [1899] DP. 74; The 
Mila, (IMLS) 2. 171. 

1002. - ——.|—-BROwNn v. No. 

997, ante. 

1003. Statutory power to remove——Port Autho- 
rity.|--THE KMERALD, THE GreETA HouME, No. 


1016, post. 


MALLETT, 





(b) Napenses of Removal. 

Compare SHIPPING, Vol. XLI., pp. 821-823, 
Nos. 6806-6812. 

1004. Right to recover from owner of vessel.|— 
A steamship ran down & sank a fishing vessel in 
the river Thamnes. The owners of the steamship 
admitted liability subject to the claim of the 
owners Of the fishing vessel being referred to the 
registrar & merchants. At the reference the 
owners of the fishing vessel claimed £355, the sum 
which the Thames Conservancy were claiming 
from therm as the cost of raising the vessel. The 
registrar rejected the claim on the ground that the 
owners of the fishing vessel had abandoned their 
vessel or ought to have abandoned her, in which 
case the Thames Conservancy would have had no 
right to recover the cost of raising the wreck from 
them. The Thames Conservancy sued the owners 
of the fishing vesse] in the K. B. Div., & recovered 
the expense of raising the wreck & costs :—Held : 
the Thames Conservancy had under Thames Con- 
servancy Act, 1894 (c. clxxxvil), s. 77, a right to 
recover from the owners of the vessel sunk the 
cost of raising the wreck whether it had been 
abandoned or not, & the owncrs of the fishing 
vessel were entitled to recover that sum from the 
owners of the steamship.—THE WALLSEND, [1907] 





1007. Time for ascertaining ownership— 
When expenses incurred.!— Sect. 47 of a local Act 
provides that if any vessel shall be sunk in the 
river Ouse within the limits of the jurisdiction of 
the undertakers, & the owners shall not forthwith 
remove same, it shall be lawful for the undertakers 
to remove such vessel, & to detain same until pay- 
ment be made of all the expenses relating thereto, or 
to sell such vessel & thereout to pay such expenses 
& the expenses of the sale, returning to the owner 
of such vessel the overplus:-- Z/¢c/d: upon the true 
construction of the sect. the time when the expenses 
were incurred, & not the time when the vessel 
sank, is the period at which the ownership is to be 
ascertained & the owners of a vessel which sank 
in tidal water in the river Ouse within the statu- 
tory limits, who abandoned her sine animo recupe- 
randi, were not liable to pay tothe undertakers of 
the navigation the expenses, incurred by the 
undertakers after the abandonment of unsuccess- 
fully attempting to raise the vessel & of destroying 
her by explosives.— BARRACLOUGIF tv. Brown, 
(1897, A. C. G15; 664. J. Q. B. 6723 76 1. T. 
797; 62 7. P. 275; 13° 7. L. R. 5273; 8 Asp. 
M. L. C. 290; 2 Com. Cas. 249, IL. L. 


Annotations :— Apld. Boston Corpn. v. Fenwick (1923), 129 
L. UT. 766; Sheppy Glue & Chemical Works or. Medway 
ltivor Conservators (1946), 24 1. G.R. 457. Refd. Smith 
Howard v. Wilson, [1896] A. CL. 5795) The Veritas, [1901] 
P. 304; The Wallsend, [1907] P. 302; Dee Couservancy 
Board v. McConnell, [1928] 2 K. B. 159. Mentd. A.-G. +. 
Merthyr Tydfil Union, [1900] 1 Ch. 516; Devonport 
Corpn. v. Tozer (1903), 67 J.P. 2695) Luey vt. Dorling 
(1905), 49 Sol. Jo. 582; NR. v. Philbrick, Aw p. Kdwards 
(1905), 53 W. R. 527; Do Gasquet James vr. Mecklenburg- 
Schwerin, (1914) P. 53; Guaranty Trust Co. of New York 
v. Hannay, [1915] 2 K. B. 536; Barwick vs. EK. & C. Qy., 
[1921] 1 K. B. 187; Slwmonds vr. Newport) Abercarn 
Black Vein Steam Coal Co., [1921] 1K. B. 6165) Joverett 
v. Gritiths, (1924) 1 K. B. 9415; Whitney vr. 1. R. Comrs,, 
[1926] A. C. 37; Wige v. A.-G. of the Irish Free State 
(1927), 96 L. J. P. C. 8&8. 


1008. -|}—Medway Conservancy 
Act, 1881 (c. clxxiv), 8. 3, provides: ‘‘ The word 
‘master,’ when used in relation to any such vessel, 
shall mean any person whether the owner, master 
or other person lawfully or wrongfully having or 
taking the command, charge or management of the 
vessel for the time being.”’ 











or owner of such vessel upon demand, & in default 
of payment may be recovered in the same manner 
as any penalty imposed by this Act is directed to 
he recovered ”? :—-Held: (1) the word ‘ owner ’”’ 
in sect. 120 means the owner of the vessel at the 
time she is raised & not the owner at the time she 
sinks if he has ceased to be the owner before the 
vessel is raised; (2) the words ‘“ lawfully or 
wrongfully having or taking the command, charge 
or management of the vessel ” in sect. 3 qualify the 
word “ person ’’ where it first occurs in the sect. & 
not the words ‘‘ other person ’’ which follow. 

(3) Qu.: whether a notice to weigh & raise a 
sunk vessel under sect. 120 was served on the 
‘master of such vessel ’’ within the meaning of the 
sect. when it was sent to the owners of the vessel 
at the time it sank addressed to them ‘' & to all 
other persons interested in ’’ the vessel, some five 
weeks after the owners had given notice of abandon- 
ment of the vessel to the undcrwriters.—SHEPPY 
GLUE & CHEMICAL WorKS, LYbD. v. MEDWAY 
(RIVER) CONSERVATORS (1926), 24 L. G. R. 457. 

1009. Effect of abandonment to under- 
writers.|— BARRACLOUGH v. BROWN, No. 1007, ante. 

1010. ——— Automatic transfer to under- 
writers./——The expense of removing a wreck can 
only be recovered from the owners at the time the 
expense is incurred. Where the owners of a vessel 
that has become a wreck treat it as a constructive 
total loss, & give a notice of abandonment to their 
underwriters. they divest themselves of their 
property in the vessel abandoned & cease to be 
its owners. 

Qu.: whether the property in the wreck is 
automatically transferred to the underwriters when 
they have refused to accept the notice, or whether 
the wreck becomes a res nullius.— BOSTON CoRrpNn. 
v. FENWICK & Co., Lrp. (1923), 129 L. T. 766; 
39 T. L. R. 441; 16 Asp. M. L. C. 239; 28 Com. 
Cas. 367. 

1011. Common law action dis- 
tinguished from enforcement of statutory powers. ]— 
DEE CONSERVANCY BOARD v. McCONNELL, No. 
966, ante. 

1012. Priority over maritime lien for 
damage.}|—A steamship collided with a barque in 











en ey 
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Sect. 3.—Obstruction: Sub-sect. 3, D. (6). 
Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A. & B.] 


Gravesend Keach, river Thames. The steamship 
was sunk. The Conservators of the river Thames 
took possession of her & raised her. Before she 
was raised the owners of the barque instituted 
proceedings in rem to enforce their maritime lien 
for the dainage they had sustained, & after being 
raised she was arrested by the Admiralty marshal. 
The conservators intervened in the damage action 
& moved the ct. to order the release of the vessel 
on the ground that the statutory right given to the 
conservators by Thames Conservancy Act, 1804 
(c. elxxxvii), 5s. 77, to sell the vessel & reimburse 
themselves for the expenses incurred had priority 
over the damage lien :—Held: as the conservators 
had preserved the res their statutory right took 
precedence of the damage lien, & the steamship 
& her cargo should be sold by the conservators, the 
proceeds of sale of each being kept separate, the 
expenses & costs of the conservators being first 
satisfied out of the proceeds of cargo, then out of 
the proceeds of the steamship, & the balance of 
the amount realised should be brought into ct.-— 
THE SEA SPRAY, [1907] P. 133; 76 L. J. P. 48; 
96 L. T. 792; 10 Asp. M. L. C. 462. 

Annotation :—Consd. The Stream Fisher, [1927] P. 73. 

1013. Service of notice to remove on master— 
Meaning of master—Construction of private Act.}|— 
SHEPPY GLUE & CHEMICAL Works, LYp. v. 
Mepway (RIVER) CONSERVATORS, No. 1008, ate. 

1014. What expenses recoverable — Must be 
reasonable.|—'The ‘‘ charges & expenses ”’ of raising 
wrecks to which the Thames Conservators are 
entitled under Thames Conservancy Act, 1875 
(c. cxlvii), must be reasonable charges & expenses. 
In estimating such charges & expenses the Conser- 
vators are entitled to take into account the interest, 
on the capital invested in the plant used in raising 
the wreck in question, repairs to & depreciation in, 
& insurance on plant ; but they are only entitled to 
make such charges in each particular case in rela- 
tion to the amount of plant used therein, & to the 
time for which it is actually used.—THE ITARRING- 
TON (1888), 13 P.D.48; 571. 3.P.45; 591. 7. 
72; 6 Asp. M. L. C. 2382. 

Annotations --- Apprvd. The Emerald, The Greta Holme, 

[1896] PP. 192. Retd. The Marpessa, (1906) 1. 14. 

1015. What may be taken into account— 
Interest on capital invested in plant.] — Tne 
HARRINGTON, No. 10114, ante. 

1016. -|\—The Mersey Docks & 


Sect. 4: 














Harbour Board are by statute the conservancy . 


authority of the port of Liverpool, & may raise 
any wreck, sell it, & out of the proceeds retain the 
expenses. 

A lightship & a dredger, the property of the 
Board, were sunk by the negligence of those in 
charge of defts.’ vessels, & the Board, having 
raised the wrecks, sued defts. for the damages 
sustained :~ Held: in respect of raising the wrecks, 
the Board were entitled to recover from defts. 
such an amount as represented the cost of the 
apparatus necessarily used on the particular occa- 
sion & provided by the Board for such purposes, 
such cost comprising interest upon the capital 
invested in the apparatus, repairs, a depreciation 
fund, & the insurance of tbe apparatus ayainst 


risk.-THE EMERALD, THE GRETA  ILOLME, 
PART V. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 1. highway is 


obstructed by 
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[1896] P. 192; 65 L. J. P. 69; 74 L. T. 645; 8 
Asp. M. L. C. 138, C. A. 3 on appeal, sub nom. No.7 
STEAM SAND PUMP DREDGER (OWNERS) v. GRETA 
HlonrmE (OwneERS), THE GRETA HOLME, [1897] 
A. C. 696, TT. L. 


Annotations :-—Consd. The Bodlewell, [1907] DP. 286; 
Admiralty Comrs. v. 8.8. Susquehanna, The Susquehanna, 
[1926] A. C. 655. Refd. The Kate (1899), 80 L. T. 423 ; 
Mediana (Owners) v. Comet: (Owners), The Mediana, [1900] 
A. C. 113; Mersey Docks & Harbour Board v. S.S. 
Marpessa, ‘the Marpessa, [1907] A. C. 241; Tho Tugela 
(1913), 30 T. L. R. 101 3. Admiralty Comrs. v. 8.8. Valeria, 
[1922] 2 A. C. 242. Mentd. Jackson v. Watson, [1909] 
2k. B. 193; Admiralty Comrs. v. S.S. Chekiang, [1926] 
A.C. 637. 


cr. 4.—PROTECTION OF RIGHTS. 
SuB-sEcT. 1.—ABATEMENT. 

See, generally, Nuisance, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 
202-206, Nos. 4383-479. 

1017. Right of corporation—Statutory power to 
abate—Whether ‘‘right or privilege ’’—General 
Pier & Harbour Act, 1861 (c. 45), s. 14.|—By an 
Act passed in 31 Len. 8 the corpn. of the city of 

ixeter were empowered to pluck down, dig, break, 
& cast up all, & all manner of weirs, rocks, sands, 
gravel, & other lets & nuisances in the river 
Exe between the city of Exeter & the high sea, & 
further to do & make all other things requisite & 
necessary whereby ships, etc. might have their sure 
course & recourse in the said river to & from the 
city of Exeter, compensating the owners of the 
sail where such works should be made for injury 
done to the soil: --Held: this Act did not give the 
corpn. any right to institute a suit to restrain the 
erection of a pier in the river, but only a right to 
abate nuisances on giving compensation ; the picr 
did not interfere with, or affect any property or 
privilege belonging to the corpn. within General 
Pier & Harbour Act, 1861 (c. 45), s. ld, & conse- 
quently the consent of the corpn. was not required 
for the erection of the pier. The right or privileze 
referred to in sect. 14 means a profitable right or 
privilege, one that confers a tangible benefit on 
the person or corpn. possessing it, & not a mere 
right to abate a nuisance on giving compensation 
like that which the corpn. of xeter possessed under 
the Act of 31 Hen. 8.-——EXETER CORPN, v. DEVON 
(MARL) (1870), I. R. 10 Eq. 2382; 23 L. T. 382 ; 
34 J, P. S043 18 W. RR. 879. 

1018. Power discretionary.|—Defts. 
were an unpaid body of trustees created by statute 
conservators of the Lee, an ancient navigable river, 
& were ‘ authorised & empowered from time to 
time at their discretion to cleanse, scour, deepen, 
enlarge or straighten the channel or course of the 
said river, & also to set out, open, make & maintain 
certain new cuts or canals thercinafter specified, to 
communicate with the river & to be used for the 
navigation, ‘‘ & also to remove all obstructions & 
impediments whatsvever to the said navigation.”’ 
Defts. were also by statute empowered to levy 
rates or tolls for the use of certain locks & artificial 
cuts, but were expressly forbidden to receive any 
tollin respect of such part of the navigation as was 
between Bow Creek & Old Ford Lock, which part 
of the navigation was an ancient highway, & was 
by statute declared to be for ever free from toll. 

Plitfs.’ barge, while navigating a part of the river 
between Bow Creck & Old Ford Lock, struck 








it.—- specially injured or damnified by it 


a. Who may abate.}—Kvery nuvi- 
gable river is a public highway, & a 
permanent obstruction placed in any 
public highway without lawful autho- 
rity is a public nulsance removable by 
any one whose right of user of the 


FERGUSSON v. UNION S.S, Co. or NEw 
ZEALAND, Lrp. (1884), 10 V. L. Xl. 
279.—AUS. 

b. -J—Where an interference 
with navigation is established, it is 
& public nuisance which any one 





has a right to remove.—KENNEDY v. 
THE SURREY (1905), 10 Exch. C. R. 
20; 2W.L. R. 550; 1158. GC. il. 499. 
—CAN. 

ce. Power of court Ww order.j-—Any 
interference with a public right of 


Parr V.—NAVIGATION on TipaAL AND Natura, INLAND WATERCOURSES. 


upon one of several submerged piles & was injured. 
Pitfs. having brought an action for damages, the 
jury found that the piles wero dangerous, that 
defts. ought to have been aware of the danger & 
had neglected their duty:—Held: the action 
could not be maintained, since defts. were unpaid 
trustees appointed for public purposes in aid of the 
common law right of navigating an ancient 
highway, & the duty of removing obstructions 
imposed by the statute was discretionary & not 
compulsory.—ForBES v. LEE CONSERVANCY 
Boarp (1879), 4 Ex. D. 116; 48 L. J. Q. B. 402; 
27 W. R. 688. 

Annotations :-—~Refd. Boynton v. Ancholme Drainage & 


Navigation Comrs., [1921] 2K. B. 213: The Burlinet 
(1895), 72 L. T. 602. Sey esos 


SUB-SECT. 2.—CIVIL PROCEEDINUS. 
A. Proceedings by Attorney-General. 
1019. Information.;—A.-G. v. PuinpotT (1794), 


cited 2 Anst. at p. 607. 
Annotation -—Apld. A.-G. 1. Richards (1795), 2 Anst. 603. 





1020. JAG. ov. Ricwarps (1795), 2 
Anst. 603; 145 EK. R. 980. 
Annotations :-—Refd. A.-G. +. Parmeter, Re Portamouth 


Harbour (W822), 10 Price, 378. Mentd. Garrow (A.-G. to 
Prico of Wales) v1. St. Aubyn (1811), Wight, 167; Ham- 
Inerton v. Dysart (1915), 85 L. J. Ch. 33, 

1021. J—A.-G. v. PARMETER, Pe Vorts- 
MOUTH HARBOUR, No. 529, arite. 

1022. |—On the filing of an information 
by the A.-G. at the relation of an individual, & bill 
by the relator, the Lord Chanecellov granted an 
Injunction ex p. on affidavits to restrain a pur- 
presture in the river Thames; & it appearing that 
there had been no previous writ of ad quod damnum 
& that an indictment in the Kings Bench was 
depending against. defts. for the same act. the Lord 
Chanccllor refused to dissolve the injunction before 
the trial of the indictment, notwithstanding there 
were some affidavits on the part of defts., stating 
that the act complained of was bencficial to the 
navigation & it wus held to be immaterial to whoin 
the soil belonged, it not being competent cither 
to the Crown or to a subject to use it for any 
purpose amounting to a nuisance.—A.-G. uv. JOHN- 
SON (1819), 2 Wils. Ch. 87; 37 Ic. R. 240, L. C. 
atnnotations :- Refd. A.-G. r. Forbes (1836), 2 My. & Cr, 

123; Soltan v. De Held (1851), 2 Sim. N.S. 1535 ALC. 

v Thaines Conservators (1862), 1 Hem. & M. 1: A.-€. 

v Bradford Canal Proprietors (1866), L. IR. 2 leq. 71; 

A.-G. v. Lonsdale (1868), L. RR. 7 Kg. 377: A.-G. ow 

Grand Junetion Canal Co., (1900) 2 Ch. 505. Mentd. 

A.-G. v. Sheffield Gas Consumers Co. (1853), 3 De G. M. 

& G. 3045 Frend ve. Dennett (L861), 8b. 0. 735 Inehbald 

v. Robinson, Inchbald ev. Barrington (L868), 20 1. 'R. 109; 

A.-G. vt. Witnbledon House Kstute Co., [l9at] 2 Ch. 3b. 


1023. J-—-A.-G. ov. LONSDALE (MARL), No. 
653, ante. 


B. Proceedings by Private Individual. 

1024. Action for damages-—Obstruction of navi- 
gation— Failure of corporation to repair banks of 
river.| ANON, (1774), Lofft, 556 ; 08 Ie. R. 796. 

1025. Barge wrongfully moved across 
creek. |— -Rost vu. Mines, No. 965. aile. 

1026. ——— Stream not used for long 
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period.|—Defts. having erected, on their own 
premises, a permanent obstruction to a navigable 
drain leading from a river through defts.’ premises 
to pltf.’s close :—Held: an action lay for pltf. 
notwithstanding the portion of the drain which 
passed through pltf.’s close had for sixtecn years 
been completely choked up with mud.—BOWER 
v. WILL (1835), 1 Bing. N. C. 549; 1 Hodg. 455 
1 Scott, 526; 4L. J.C. P. 153; 131 KB. R. 1229; 
subsequent proceedings, 2 Bing. N. C. 339. 

Annotations :—Apld. Harrop v. Hirst (1868), L. 2. 4 Exch. 

43. Refd. Metropolitan Assoen. 7 Petch (1858), 5 C. LB. 

N. 8S. 5043 Goodhart v. Hyett (1883), 25 Ch. D. 182; 

Swan v. Sinclair, [1925] A. C. 227. Mentd. Jacomb v. 

Knight (1863), 8 L. ‘I’. 412. 

1027. Placing planks & logs on river 
—Damage to reversionary interest.|—DOoBSON 
BLACKMORE, No. 701, ante. 

1028. -—— By commissioners purporting to 
act under statutory powers—Effect of prior claim 
for compensation.|—Il., a brewer & coal dealer on 
the banks of a fleet or tidal creck, carried on trade 
by means of barges, etc., & the comrs. under Towns 
Improvement Act, 1847 (c. 34), & their special 
Acts, arched over portions so as to prevent the 
use of the creek for navigable purposes. IT. 
claimed compensation, but subsequently protested 
against the act as illegal, & filed a bill to restrain 
the interference, & for a mandatory injunction :— 
Held: the Legislature, by the Acts in question, 
drew a distinction between sewers & drains & 
fleets, the sewers & drains only being vested in the 
comrs., & that, therefore, pltf. was entitled to an 
inquiry as to damages with a direction to pay the 
same, when ascertained, to him. His claim for 
compensation was no acquiescence, he was then 
ignorant that they were doing an illegal act, 
& took proceedings, as soon as he was aware of it. 
—PENTNEY t. LLYNN PAVING Comns. (1865), 12 
I. T. 8183 13 W. RR. 983. 

1029. Action for injunction—Injury to mill by 
railway works—Persons interested by situation of 
business.|— A railway co. made excavations upon 
their own land, the purpose of which was the 
partial diversion of the stream of water of a 
navigable river, & the works so prosecuted 
necessarily occasioned the obstruction of a private 
road. 

Pitfs., who were the owners of a fulling-mill, 
which was supplied with water from the river, 
alleged that the proposed diversion of the stream 
was Hlegal under the powers of the Act. Pltfs., 
who had a right of way over the private road, also 
alleged that the co. were interfering with the road 
without the performance of the conditions imposed 
by the Railway Act, as preliminary to interfering 
with the road :—Held: although the co. were 
working on their own land, pltfs. must be held to 
have had notice of the intended works of the co., 
& had by an acquiescence for eighteen months, 
during which the co. had expended a large sum of 
money ou the works precluded themselves from 
asking for the interposition of this ct. by injunction. 

Semble, pitfs., although interested by the situa- 
tion of their property, or the nature of their 
business, in preserving open the navigation of the 





navigation is a nulsance which the ct. 
can order abated, notwithstanding any 
approval thereof by the Governor-in- 
Council under avigable Waters’ 
Protection Act, 8. 7.—CUAMPION & 
WHrre v. VANCOUVER CIty (B. C.), 
(1918) 1 W. W. RR. 216.—CAN., 


PART V. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 


1019 i. Information. |}—Notwithstand- 
ing the ownership of the harbour by the 
corpn. of tho city of St. John & their 


rizhts therein, the A.-G. of Canada may 
file an information to restrain any 
interference with, or injury to, the 
public right of navigation or fishing in 
such harbour.—R. ov. St. Joun GaAs 
ace Co. (1895), 4 Exch. C. BR. 326,— 


PART V. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 
_d. Action for damages — Obstruc- 
tion of navigation.J—DRAKE v. SAULT 
SAINTE MARIE PULP & PareR Co. 


(1898), 25 A, R. 251.—CAN. 

e. -——,}—I RESON vv. Horr 
NMIMBER Co. (1913), 30 O. L. R. 209; 
Is Db. L. R. G04; 5 OL WL. N,. 577.—~— 


CAN. 

f. -J—Apart from the 
question of ownership of riparian lands, 
any one sustaining special damaye 
beyond that suffered by the general 
ee by reason of unlawful inter- 
erence with the flow of a river, can 
recover such damage from the wrong- 
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Sect. 4.—Prolection of rights: Sub-sect. 2, B. &C.; 
sub-sect. 3.] 


river Calder, but not otherwise interested in the 
navigation, were not entitled to sustain a suit to 
enforce clauses in the Railway Acts protecting the 
Calder navigation from injury by the railway 
works.— ILLINGWORTH v. MANCHESTER & LEEDS 
Ry. Co. (1840), 2 Ry. & Can. Cas. 187. 

1030. ——— Injury to mill by erection of landing 
stage—Defence of Hcence from Thames Conser- 
vancy.J|—LAWES v. TURNER & FRreErRE (1892), 8 
T. L. R. 584. 

C. Proceedings by Corporation. 

1031. Application for mandamus—To compel 
repair of river bank—Apprehension of injury to 
navigation.J—A co. were authorised by Act of 
Parhamcnt, to make, complete, & maintain a new 
course or channel for a river, the same to be of 
equal depth & breadth at the bottom, & of equal 
inclination at the sides with the old course or 
channel. They were also required to make com- 

ensation to persons interested in any houses & 
ands, injured by means of the execution of the 
powers thereby granted. The co., for the pur- 
poses of their works, purchased the entirety of 
certain closes, parts of which, after the under- 
taking was complcted, they sold in lots. One of 
the conditions of sale was, that a strip of land lying 
between the lots & the new channel of the river, 
should be for ever left open as a public road. This 
road was afterwards adopted & repaired by the 
parish, but a portion of if having given way, in 
consequence of the action of the tide causing a slip 
in the bank, whereby the inclination of the sides 
of the new channel became altered, the owners & 
occupiers of houses built upon the said lots since 
the sale, called upon the co. to repair the bank, 
which they refused to do. On an application by 
the corpn. of Bristol, who are conservators of the 
river, on affidavits stating these facts & also stating 
apprehensions of injury to the navigation, though 
not showing any actual impediment caused thereto, 
the ct. granted a mandamus to compel the co. to 
repair & maintain the bank.-- R. +. Bristos, Lock 
Co. (1839), 1 Ry. & Can. Cas. 548. 

1082. Proceedings for injunction 
erection of pler.j}—EXETER CoRPN, tv. 
(EARL), No. 1017, ante. 

1033. To restrain extension of wharf.|— 
A.-G. uv. TERRY, No. 971, ante. 


To restrain 
DEVON 








SUB-SsiECT, 3.—INDICTMENT. 

1034. When indictment lies—General rule.’- 
R.v. RUSSELL, No. 957, ante. 

1035. -|—R.v. Warn, No. 977, ante. 

1036, ——— Particular instances —- Throwing 
rubbish from vessel—Liability of owner when not 
on board.|—(1)} Harbours Act, 1814 (c. 15Y), s. 11, 
operates by way of substitution for that part of 
Harbours Act, 1745 (c. 22), which makes it an 
offence to throw out of any vessel, in a navigable 
river, ballast rubbish, ctc., so as to obstruct the 
channel or prejudice the navigation therein, & 
a conviction under the earlicr statute for such an 
offence is bad. 

(2) The owner of a vessel may be convicted of 
such an offence though he be not on board at the 
time the act is done.— MICHELL v. Brown (1858), 








doer.— RAINY RIVER NAVIGATION Co. 
vy. ONTARIO & MINNESOTA POWER Co. 
(1914), 26 O. W. R. 762; 6 O. W.N, 
633; 17 D. L. R. 850.—CAN, 


g. Action for injunction.) — Tre- 
BON v. HOLT TIMBER Co. (1913), 5 


h. Win 
lar 


O.W.N. 577; 300. L. R. 209.—CAN. 


PART V. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 3. 

: indictment lies—Particu- 
, inst nces-——NWrection 
SMALL v. GRAND TRUNK Ly, Co. (1857), 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


1K. & EK. 267; 28h. 5. M. C. 58; 32. T. O.S. 
146; 233. P.548; 5Jur.N. 8.707; 7W.R. 80 ; 


120 EF. RR. 909. 

Annotations :—As to (1)Consd.Whitehcad v. Smithers (1877), 
2C. P. D. 553. Apld. Wheal Remfry China Clay, etc., Co. 
v. Truro Corpn., [1923] 2 K. B. 594. Refd. Fortescue v. 
St. Matthew, Bethnal Green Vestry, [1891] 2 Q. B. 170; 
R. ». Chandra Dharma (1905), 453 W. R. 431. Aa to 
(2) Refd. Searle v. Reynolds (1866), 7 B. & S. 704. 


1037. Mooring vessel on line of navi- 
gation—Bye-law.|—The W. navigation trustees 
having power to make bye-laws for the ordering 
& good government of the navigation of the river 
W., made a bye-law that the person having charge 
of a vessel shall not lie up or moor same so as to 
prevent other vessels passing. S.’s vessel was 
moored on one side, the /. was moored on the 
other side, & each said it was the other’s turn to 
remove for a third vessel to pass but neither 
moved :—Held: S. was rightly convicted under 
the bye-law, & it was no answer to set up a custom 
about each obstructing vessel removing alternately 
& he had removed the time previous to this.—- 
StuBBs v. Hitprreyu (1887), 61 J. P. 758, D.C. 
Failure to remove  wreck.|—Sce 
Nos. 1001, 1002. ante. 




















1038. Defences — Licence to erect.] — It. v. 
RuSseELL, No. 957, aarite. 

1039. | — Rk. ve. CuBirr (1858), 
22 J.P. Jo. 754. 

1040, Consequences of encroachment 





trifling.]/—-Indictment for a nuisance, by erecting & 
continuing piles & planking in a harbour, & thereby 
obstructing it & rendering it insecure. Special 
verdict, that, by deft.’s works, the harbour is in 
some extreme cases rendered less secure :— //eld : 
deft. was not responsible criminally for conse- 
quences so slight, uncertain, & rare, & a verdict 
of not guilty must be entered.--R. vr. TinpaLn 
(1837), 6 Ad. & El. 1483; 1 Nev. & P WK. B. 719; 
Will. Woll. & Dav. 316; 6b. J. M.C. 97; LJ. PR. 
139; 112 1. RR. 55. 

atnnotations :— Refd. BR. ve. Russell (2851), 18 Jur. 1022; 

i. uv. United Kingdom Electric Telegraph Co. (1862), 6 

LL. ‘T. 378. 

1041. Custom—Several vessels moored in 
line of navigation—Custom to move alternatively. | 
—STUBBS v. HiLprrcon, No. 10387, ante. 

Public benefit.;—See Nos. 956-959, ante. 

1042. Liability for acts of servants.|-——MiIcHEeLL 
v. Brown, No. L036, ante. 

1043. J—The workmen of deft., a colliery 
owner, in working the colliery, stacked the refuse 
in such a manner that it fell into a navigable river, 
& caused an obstruction therein. Deft. was 
indicted for a nuisance in causing such obstruction : 
—Held: the facts of his nof. having personally 
superintended the works, of his having given 
express orders to the workmen that the refuse 
should be deposited in a particular place where it 
would not do any harm, & it was not to be thrown 
into the river, would not relieve him from liability 
upon this indictment.—R. v. STEPHENS (1866), 
I. R.1Q. B. 702; 7B. &S. 7103 3857. 7. Q. B. 
251; 14 L. T. 593; 30 J. P. 8223 12 Jur. N.S. 
961; 14 W. R. 859; 10 Cox, C. C. 340. 
Annotations :— Consd. Coppen vr. Moore (No. 2), [1898] 2 

Q. B. 3063 Bostock v. Ramsey U. D.C. (L899), 63 J.P. 

728. Refd. k. v. Holbrook (1878),4Q.B.1).42; Chishohn 

r Doulton (1889), 22 Q. B. oY. 736; Inland Revenue t. 

Cardiff Conservative Club (1894), 583 J. P. 120; Sherras 

v. De Rutzen, (1895) 1. Q. BK. 918; Barker vr. Herbert, 

[1911] 2 K. B. 633. Mentd. Mullins v. Collins (1874), 

LR. 9 Q. B. 292. 











15 U. C. RR. 283.—CAN. 

k,. —-~ —-—— Erection of wharf.jJ— 
R. v. Pont Perry & Porr Wauirsy 
lity. Co. (1876), 38 U.C. R. 431.—CAN, 

—— —-— Erection of weir.}— 


of bridge.J— 1. 
Rv. RYAN (1845), 81. L. R. 119.— IR. 


Part V.—NAvVIGATION oN TipAL AND NaturaL INLAND WATERCOURSES. 


1044. Whether new trial granted.|—Where a 
prosecution, though criminal in form, is in sub- 
stance merely a proceeding for trying a civil right, 
the ct., after an acquittal, will grant a new trial for 
misdirection or a verdict contrary to the evidence, 
& will not restrain itself to correcting the mis- 
carriage by merely suspending the judgment. 
@u.: whether an indictment for obstructing a 
navigation by erecting a wall be within this rule.-~ 
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R. vo. Russenn (1854), 3 kK. & B, 942; 23 L. J. 
M. ©. 173; 18 J. P. 807; 18 Jur. 1022; 2 W. Kk. 
555; 118 BE. R. 1894. 


_innotations :-—~Consd. R. v. Stephens (1866), L. R. t Q. B. 
702. Refd. R. v. Brailsford (1860), 2 L. T. 5083 KR. v, 
Johnson (1860), 2 KE. & KK. 6133) R. «. Longton Gas Co. 
(1860), 6 Jur. N.S. 601; Ro» N.E. Ry. (1901), 70 L. 0, 
K. B. 548; R. v. Simpson, [1914] 1 K. 8.66. Mentd. 
Dawes v. Hawkins (1860), 7 Jur. N.S. 262: Riv. United 
Kingdom Electric T'clegraph Co. (1862), 2B. & S. 647, un. 


WATERWORKS 


See WATER SuPPLY. 


WAY-GOING GROPS. 


See AGRICULTURE. 


WAYLEAVE. 


See HASEMENTS AND Prorirs \ Prenpre; Mines, MINERALS AND QUARRIES ; ‘TELEGRAPHS AND 


TELEPHONES. 


WAYS. 


See EASEMENTS AND Prorits A Prenpre ; Hicguways, STREETS AND BripGes ; Mines, MINeRALS 


AND QUARRIES. 
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Part |.——Statutory Regulations of Weights and Measures. 


See Weights & Measures Act, 1878 (c. 49); 
Weights & Measures Act, 1889 (c. 21); Weights 
& Measures (Purchase) Act, 1892 (c. 18); Weights 
& Measures Act, 1893 (c. 19); Weights & Measures 


Part I!.—Standards of 


SiscT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 
See Weights & Menasures Acts, 1878-1026. 
Verification of standards by Board of Trade-— 
Fees.|—Sve Fees (Increase) Act, 1023 (c. 4), 8. 6. 


Secr. 2.— COMPULSORY USE OF IMPERIAL 
STANDARDS. 

See Weights & Measures Act, 1878 (c. 49), 
ss. 19-24: Weights & Measures (Mctric System) 
Act, 1897 (c. 46), s. 2 (2). 

1. Relation of local measures to imperial 
measures—Proportion to be declared.|——A  con- 
tract for the sale of corn by the hobbett is in 
contravention of the provisions of 22 Car. —1., 
c. 8,8. 2, & therefore an action will not: he for the 
breach of it. 

After Jan. 1, 1826, a sale may be effected by 
any local weight, or measure, if the ratio of such 
weight or measure. to the standard weight or 
measure, be specitied in terms.—-'PYSON uv, 'THOMAS 
(1825), M‘Cle. & Yo, 1193; 148 E.R. 350. 
tnaotations : -Distd. torster ec. Taylor (1834), 5 Bo & Ad. 

SN7T. Refd. Snuth ov Mawhood (i8to), 14 M. & W. 452; 

Hughes tv. Humphreys ((841), 3 lk. & BL Oot. 

2. ---—-~ ~~ -- A contract for the sale of a 
certain number of tons of iron “lone weight” is 
not im contravention of 5 & 6G Will. 4d, ¢. 65, & 
5 Geo. 4d, e. 74, & consequently such contract is 
valid. 

Semble: b Gee, 1, ce. Td 8. 15, is not reperted by 
o& 6 Wilh dye. 68, & consequently contracts by 
local weight may be lawfully made, if the pro- 
portion to the standard is expressed; Ghough it 
is otherwise with respect fo measures, all local 
measures being abolished by 56 & 6 Will. 4, e. 63, 
8s. O.---GILES v. JONES (1855), JL bexeh. 3890 5°06 
(lL. R. 1405; 24 L. J. x. 2505 19 0. BP. 643; 
1 Jur N.S. 9835; 3 W. R. 576; 150 B. R. 884, 





Kix. Chis affg. 8. Co sub non. Joni tv. GILLES 
(1854), 10 Exch. L110. 
3. -——- -- Sale without such declaration 





void.J—Where A. agreed to supply BK. with a 


Weights & Measures, 99; 21 R. (Ct. of 


(Metric System) Act, 1897 (c. 46); Weights & 
Measures Act, 1904 (c. 28); Weights é& Measures 
(Amendment) Act, 1926 (c. 8); Sale of Food 
(Weights & Measures) Act, 1926 (c. 63). 


Weights and Measures. 


quantity of turnip seed, & B. agreed to sow it on 
his own land, & sell the crop of secd produced 
therefrom to A, at £1 1s. the Winchester bushel. 
Semble: since 5 Ceo. 4, c. 74, an agreement to sell 
by the Winchester bushel, not containing any 
declaration of the proportion which that measure 
bears to the inperial bushel, is void.—WatTTs v. 
FRIEND (1830), 10 B. & C. 446; Li & Welsb. 19% ; 
o Man. & Ry. K. B. 1389; 8&1. J. 0.8. K. B. 181; 
109 BK. RR. O16. 
Bra s~ Mentd. Williams v. Burgess (1889), 10 Ad. & 
4. - ** Bushel.’’]—Proof that deft. agreed 
to sell so many bushels of corn according to a 
particular measure will not support an allegation 
in a declaration to sell so many bushels 3; because 
* bushels,’ without any other explanation, means 
a bushcl by statute meceasure.—HOCKIN v. COOKE 
(1791), 4 Term Rep. 314; 100 E. R. 1039. 
Annotations :—Apld. st. Cross Hospital » Howard de 
Walden (1795), 6 Verm Rep. 338. Consd. Giles cr. Jones 
(1855), JL Jéxeb. 39%. 








5. —— Winchester bushel.]— Warrs vt. 
FRIEND, No. J, ante. 
6. —-—-- ‘* Quarter.’’]—If the reddendum in a 


hospital renewed lease be ‘‘ so many quarters of 
corn ”’ it will be understood to mean legal quarters, 
reckoning the bushel at cight gallons, although the 
old leases before 22 & 23 Car. 2, c. 12, contained 
the same reddendum, & although till lately the 
lessees paid by composition, reckoning the bushel 
at nine gellons.—Str, Cross Hospiran (MASTER) 
v. SIOWARD DE WALDEN (LORD) (1795), 6 Term 


Rep. 888; LOL E.R. 583. 
Ainnotedon 2~ Consd, Giles «. Jones (1845), 17 Kacb. 393. 

Te > oe - -PUILLIPS v. WILLIAMS (1V01), 
Is TT. 1. R. 220 5 on appeal (1908), 19 TV. L. RR. 233, 
CX 

8. -— - Chaldron of coal.}—-In Mar. 1802, 


J Geo. 2, c. 26, s. 14, giving a penalty against 
dealers in coals within the metropolis & 10 miles 
round for not justly measuring coals sold by the 
chaldron according to the lawful bushel directed 
by 12 Ann. c. 17, 8. 11, wis av subsisting law; & 
held that evidence of such coals proving short 


7W.L. I. 495.— CAN, 


grain.J-—- Pitt.  con- 


PART I. \ ts Son 
a. cts conversant with weights Sess.) 337.—SvOT, 
measures—Not with prices.]--M‘CUL- d. Vhreshing 


AGH v. M'Garnry (1863), 9 L. T. 24.— 


PART II. SECT. 2. 

b. Ttelation of lecal mecasurcs to 
tueperlal measures. )-—DAVIE v0. ROBERT- 
BON (1847), Arkley, 336.— SCOT. 

Cc. Stones of twenty-four i- 
erial pounds.}—Where defender con- 
racted to deliver to pursncr 600 
stones of hay, each stone to welgh 
24 imperial pounds :— Held: the sale 
was not void under Weights & Mousures 





Act, 1878, this being a sale by an 
iinperial measure, viz. the ponnd., -- 


JANG v@ CAMERON (1891), Allwood's 


tracted with deft. to thrash bis grain 
atu price per bushel. At the threshing 
the threshed grain was run into bags, 
each supposed to contain two bushels, 
& the quantity was estimated by the 
munber of bags. It was not ascer- 
iained cither by measuring with a 
Dominion stundard measure or b 
woighing :—Held: under Weights 
Measures Act, 1886, 3. 21, pltf. could 
not recover anything for the work ho 
bad done.—MACDONALD ¥v. CORRIGAL 
(1897), 9 Man. L. R. 284.—CAN. 

®,. ——-.]—-CONN sv. EF ITZGERALD 
(1903), 5 Terr. L. KR. 346.—CAN. 

f. ——.]— GILBy v. JOHNATON (1908), 


g. --~-Pitfs., who threshed grain 
for deft., had upon their separator a 
weighing attachinent answering the 
requireineuts of Weights & Moasures 
Act, 3. 33, as amended by 3 Edw. 7, 
c. 72,8. 4, & deft. tacitly assented to its 
use, & tovk no other means of ascer- 
taining the «quantity threshed :— 
Heid: he should not be permitted to 
say, that the manner of ascertaining 
the number of bushels threshed was 
contrary to the Act: & pltfs. were 
entitled to recover according to their 
own measurement.—K YLES & CHESTER 
v. WiItson (Sask.) (1912), 21 W. L. R. 
416; 3D. L. R. 702,—CAN, 

h. ——.)-—-Where the owner of 
grain threshed was present at the 


» 
K 2 
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Secl. 2.—Compulsory use of imperial standards. 
Sect. 3: Sub-sect. 1.] 


upon remeasurement was admissible to prove the 
charge of their not having been justly measured. 
Qu. : whether 3 Geo. 2, c. 26, were a subsisting 
law after July, 1802, when 26 Geo. 3, c. 108, was 
revived by the stat. 42 Geo. 3, c. 89.—WARREN v. 
WINDLE (1803), 3 East, 205; 102 EK. R. 576. 


Annotation :-—Mentd. Taylor v. New Windsor Corpn., 
{1898} 1 QO. 23. 186. 





9. ‘* Hobbett of corn.’’]-—T'yson v. THOMAS, 
No. 1, ane. 
10, ——- -——---.]—5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 63, s. 6, abolishes 


all local or customary measures, & imposes a 
penalty on every person who shall sell by any 
denomination or measure other than one of the 
imperial measures, or some multiple or aliquot 
part thereof :—Held.: this applies only to sale by 
measure of capacity, & not to sale by weight 
estimated in pounds. & therefore it does not 
extend to sale by any local term designating a 
given number of pounds weight. As to sale of 
wheat by Welsh hobbctt, it appearing by evidence 
that this designated 168 Ibs. weight, & that a sale 
by hobbett entitled the purchaser to so many 
pounds of wheat.--HUGHEs 7. HUMPHREYS (1854), 
3 KE. & B. 9543; 2C. 1. R. 1580; 23 L. J. Q. B. 
356; 23 L. TI. O. S. 208; 18 J. P. 649 3; 1 Jur. 
N.S. 42; 2W. R. 5263 118 E.R. 1399. 


Annotation : -Consd. Giles vr. Jones (1855), 11 Exch. 393. 
11. --— ‘‘Long weight.”!—GILKs v. JONEs, 
No. 2, ante. 
12. --— ‘‘Kilderkin of ale.’’|—G., having 


ordered one kilderkin of mild ale received a cask 
of ale together with an invoice which stated : 
* Bought of North Hastern Breweries Ltd. Oct. 
21,1908. Isils. 1 Mild Ale B.M. Ver Brl. 48s.— 
£1.” 

The cask held seventeen gallons one quart & 
one pint, & a kilderkin is a cask holding eighteen 
gallons. It was fuund as a fact that applts. knew 
that the process of coopering casks had the effect 
of diminishing their holding capacity :— Held: 
applts. were rightly convicted of applying a false 
trade description within Merchandise Marks Act, 
1887 (c. 28), 5. 2 (1) (d).—Norru-HASTERN 
BREWERIES, LTD. v. GrBsoNn (1904), SL L. T. 78; 
68 J.P. 356; 20 T. L. R. 496; 48 Sol. Jo. 476 ; 20 
Cox, C. C. 706, D.C. 

13. Goods sold in foreign country by foreign 
weights & measures—Contract made In England.]— 
4&5 Will. 4, c. 68, s. 6, which abolishes the use for 
the future of certain weights & measures & sect. 21, 
which enacts that “‘ any contract, bargain, or sale 
made by any such weights or measures, shall be 
wholly null & void,” do not render void a contract 
entered into in the United Kingdom for the sale of 
goods to be weighed or measured by the weights 
& measures mentioned in sect. 6, unless such 


threshing & was aware of the method 


sumed to be made acsording to the 


WEIGHTS AND MEASURES. 


goods are also weighed or measured in_ this 
country.—ROSSETER v. CAULMANN (1853), 8 Exch. 
361; 22 L. J. Ex. 128; 20 L. T. O. 8. 2113 17 
J.P. 297; 155 E.R. 1386. 

14. Contents of measures—Proved by production 
in court.|—Contents of measures not to be proved 
but by a production in court..-CHENIE v1. WATSON 
(1797), Peake, Add. Cas. 123; 170 HB. R. 217, 
Nek; 

15. Measurement of timber—When crooked.]-—- 
HARLEY v. Rout (1844), 10 L. T. 275. 

Liverpool & Calliper measure.’ — 
McKNIGHT v. CLARKE (1855), 7 L. T. 259. 

17. —-—- ‘* String ’’ & ‘‘ Tape ’’ measurement.] 
—-A railway co. claimed under powers conferred 
upon it by a private Act of Parliament, passed in 
1815, to charge for the carriage of every 40 cubic 
feet of timber as ascertained by * tape ’’ & not by 
‘‘ string ’’ measurement :—Held : as the “ string ”’ 
measurement was the more accurate mode of 
finding the cubic contents of timber in trees, & 

as it had been the only measure used as between 
buyers & sellers in England before & since 1845, 
a railway co. could not claim to use the ‘‘ tape ”’ 
measurement, even though by it the weight of the 
timber might be more accurately ascertained.—- 
GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co. v. LOWE (1884), 1 T. L. R. 
179, D.C. 

18. ——— --—_.]—By sect. 18 of the Schedule to 
the Great Western Railway co. (Rates & Charges) 
Order Confirmation Act, 1891, it is enacted that 
“the cubic contents of timber consigned by 
measurement weight shall be ascertained by the 
most accurate mode of measurement in use for 
the time being’ :—-leld: the most accurate 
mode of measurement in use, of the cubic contents 
of round timber consigned by measurement 
weight, is measurement by string under bark, with 
a divisor of 113, with reasonable allowances for 
any irregularity or defect in the shape of the 
timber measured.—GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co. v. 
Lowe (1901), LJ Ry. & Can. Tr. Cas. 152, 
Custom in hardwood timber trade.|— 
A charterparty provided that a vessel should load 
a full cargo of Jarrah wood for the United 
Kingdom, freight being payable at the rate of 
358. per load of 50 cubic feet delivercd.  *S Cargo 
to consist of 9 in. by 3 in. planks, of reasonable 
lengths such as could go down ship’s present 
hatchways.’’ The cargo consisted of planks 
exceeding 9 in. by J in. by an average of about 
‘in. By acustom of the hardwood timber trade, 
in measuring cross dimensions, fractions of quarter 
of an inch are disregarded :-—lleld: freight was 
payable upon the number of loads ascertained by 
measuring the cargo in the customary manner, 
& assuming that there had been a breach of the 
obligation to load planks 9 in. by 3 in. the damages 
were measured by the difference, if any, in freight, 





differ froin our own, but the Act simply 
intends to regulate the sale of goods 


by which the quantity threshed was 
being ascertuined & raised no objection, 
he should not be allowed at the trial 
to amend by pleading non-compliance 
with Weights & Measures Act, 1906, 
s, 33.—SurTron tv. MARTINAL, [1920] 
1 W. W. lt. 547.—CAN. 

k. Agreement for sale by arutho- 
rised measure—Quantities subsequently 
ascertained by authorised weights.|— 
Weights & Measures Act, 8. 31, docs 
not render it illegal for parties to 
agree upon a sale by some authorised 
measure, & then that the quantities 
should be ascertained by suthorised 
weights.— H UGHES v. CHAMBERS (1902), 
14 Man. L. It. 163.—CAN., 

I. Sale subject to foreign measures. ] 
~-Tbhe sale of a quantity of oil is pre- 


standard Canadian ineasures; a sale 
made subject to the American standard 
ig null & void.—PREMIER OIL Co. v. 
ee he (1915), QM. BR. 47S. GC. 543.— 


m. Contract amade outside Cunada 
—Coods to be delivercd in Canada, \— 
Weights & Measures Act, 1906, 8. 24, 
does not extend to & apply to trans- 
actions between merchants & traders 
carrying on business in Canada & 
those carrying on business in foreign 
countries, in respect to the purchase 
by those carrying on business in Canada 
of goods in such foreign countries to be 
brought or imported into Canada, & 
which of necessity must be purchased 
by the standard of weights & measures 
adopted by those countries & which 


Within Canada & requires that such 
goods shall bo marked in accordance 
with the provisions of Weights & 
Measures Act. The Act is only in- 
tended to operate with respect to 
transaction & dealings within Canada 
& was not intended to provide that an 
article might not be legally delivered 
to a buyer in Canada which was 
urchased outside of Canada mercly 
vecause the purchase price was tuo be 
determined by & prohibited foroign 
weight or measure.— LUCAS (JOHN) & 
Co. v. MONETON SuppLty Co., Lrn., 
{1924) 4 DL. 1h. 876; 52 N. I, 
55.—CAN. 


n. Weighing ironstone wrought by 
miners.)----The use of welghts othor 
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which must be ascertained by measuring in 
the customary manner. Semble: the expression 
‘planks 9 in. by 3 in.” meant planks of those 
measurements, when measured in the customary 
manner.—YOUNG v. CANNING JARRAH TIMBER 
Co., Lrp. (1899), 4 Com. Cas. 96. 

Sale of bread.]—See Foon & Drvuas, Vol. XXV., 
pp. 117-121, Nos. 397-429, 

Sale of intoxicating Hquors.]—See IntoxicaTING 
Liquors, Vol, XXX., pp. 90-91, Nos. 693-701. 


SEctT. 3.—UNJUST MEASURES. 
SUR-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See Weights & Measures Act, 1878 (c. 49), 
ss. 25-27; Weights & Measures Act, 1889 (c. 21), 
s. 3; Sale of Food (Weights & Measures) Act, 
1926 (c. 63), ss. 12, 15, 

20. Measures must be used for trade—What 
amounts to using for trade.)—Justices convicted 
W., under 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 68, for possessing false 
weights & anunjust weighing machine. On a case 
stated, under Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1857 
(c. 43), it appeared that W. was receiver of the 
Metropolitan Police, & that a station house, & all 
the chattels there, were vested in him under 
Metropolitan Police Act, 1829 (c. 44), s. 16; that, 
in the station house, were weights which were 
light. & a weighing machine which, from an injury, 
gave light weight ; that these were used in weigh- 
ing coals which were allowed to the constables. 
Conviction quashed: the weights, ete., not being 
used, within the meaning of 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 638, 
s. 21, & the station house not being a store, etc., 
where goods were exposcd or kept for sale, nor 
weighed for conveyance or carriage, & sect. 28 
being inapplicable.—-Whkay v. Risynonps (1858), 
1K. & BK. 1653; 7 W. R. 86; 22 J.P. Jo. 753; 
120 1. R. 870. 

21. ——.j—-Applt., a farmer, had in his 
barn or outhouse a balance or portable weighing 
machine, & two iron weights, which were found by 
the inspector of weights & measures to be light. 
The inspector saw no produce about applt.’s 
premises, & could not. prove that he exposed or 
hept for sale, or weighed for conveyance or carriage, 
any goods or produce. Applt. having been con- 
victed by justices under 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 63,8. 28 :—— 
Held: the conviction was wrong.—CGRIFFITHS v. 
PLACE (1860), 20 1. T. 4845 38 J.P. 629. 

22. --—-—,|—Resp. was summoned, under 
Weights & Measures Act, 1878 (ce. 49), s. 29, for 
unlawfully using for trade a certain measure which 
was not stamped as required by the sect. The 
evidence was that the resp., who was a milk 
carrier, was delivering milk at certain houses, 
& in the course of delivering the milk he took a 
can, Which was an ordinary can with a lid used for 
delivering milk, & filled it. from the tap of a churn. 
He then left the can containing the milk on the 
doorstep of a house where it: had apparently been 
ordered by a purchaser. Ile was thereupon asked 
by an inspector what he had delivered to the 
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purchaser, & he replied ‘‘ A pint of milk.” The can 
was not stamped as a ‘measure, but was of the 
correct capacity, one pint, when the lid was not 
closed. It was not completely filled when the 
inspector measured the milk, with the result that 
the quantity sold as a pint of milk was deficient 
by half an ounce :—Held: the can was being used 
as a measure for trade within the meaning of the 
sect., &, as it was not stamped, the resp. was liable 
to a penalty.—ROBINSON v. GoLDING (1910), 103 
1, T. 248; 745. P. 385; 81. G. R. 828, D.C. 

Use of unstamped measure.]—Sve Nos. 
46,47, 48, post. 

23. Unjust measure & question of fact—Finding 
of fact by justices not to be questioned.J|—R. v. 
BAXENDALE (1880), as reported in 44 J. P. Jo. 763. 

24. Jurisdiction of Justices—-Complaint as to use 
of scales the property of Crown—Use by postmaster 
trading as baker.!|—An information was laid, under 
Weights & Measures Act, 1878 (c. 49), s. 25, 
against the master of a post: office, who also traded 
as a baker upon the same premises, for having 
in his possession for use for trade an unjust scale. 
The scale belonged to the Post Office, & was the 
property of the Crown :—IJleld: the justices had 
no jurisdiction to hear & determine the matter 
of the information, because the provisions of the 
Act did not apply to scales which were the pro- 
perty of the Crown.—R. v. Kent JJ. (1889), 24 
Q. B.D. 181; 590. J. Me. C. 51; 54 3. P. 453 | 
sub nom. Rov. BRomiry JU., 62 L. T. 1143 38 
W. R. 253; 17 Cox, C. C. 613; sub nom. Re 
BromLey, Kent, JJ., fe NicHoLns, 6 T. I. R. 106, 
D.C, 

Annotation :--Mentd. 2. v. Longe, ete., JJ. & Cooke (1897), 

661. 3. Q. B. 278. 

25. Liability of employer for acts of servant— 
Employee falsifying measure without employer’s 
knowledge.}|—Applts. supplied their servant with 
two correct Measures to be used by him in supply- 
ing oil to customers on his rounds. For his own 
purposes & not in the interests of applts., & with- 
out their knowledge, the servant substituted for 
one of the correct measures with which he had been 
supplied a measure which had been discarded by 
applts. & which the servant had made unjust, & 
which he was using on his rounds when it was 
seized by an inspector of weights & measures. 
Applts. were thereupon charged with having such 
unjust measure in their possession for use for trade, 
& were convicted :—Held: the conviction must be 
quashed, as in the circumstances the possession 
of the unjust measure by the servant was not the 
possession of applts.—ANGLO-AMERICAN O17, Co., 
Lrp. v. MANNING, [1908] Ll K. B. 586; 77 1. J. 
K. B. 205; 98 1. T.570; 72J.P.35; 24 7T. LR. 


215; 61. G. R. 299, D.C. 
Annotation :—Distd. Buckingham vr. Duck (1918), 120 L. T. 
R41, 


26. ——— —-—-.]—An emplover charged with un- 
lawfully having in his possession for use for trade 
a scale which is false or unjust contrary to Weights 
& Measures Act, 1878 (c. 49), s. 25, may rely by 
way of defence upon Sale of Food (Weights & 
Measures) Act, 1926 (c. 63), s. 12 (5). which pro- 











2). L. R. 778; (1926) 1 Ww. W. l. 


than those authorised by Weights & 
Measures Acts for the purpose of 
weighing ironstone wrought by miners, 
in order to determine their wages, 
amounts to a contravention of Weights 
& Measures Act, 1835, 8. 21.—PATER- 
SON t. ROBERTSON (1871), 2 Couper, 
131; 44 Se. Jur. 1.—SCOT, 


PART II. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 1. 


o. Meaning of “have in poasession.’’} 
— Tbe words ‘‘ have in his possession ”’ 
in Wetghts & Measures Act, 1890, 


8. 54, mean have in his possession for 
the purpose of uso in ascertaining the 
weight of other bodics.—ENGLISH $v. 
POTTER, {1908} V. L. R. 632.—AUS. 

p. Meaning of ‘*‘ found light, de- 
ficient or otherwise unjust.’’]}—TOOHKY 
v. LORNE MUNICIPALITY, [1926] 2 
D.L. R. 778: [1926] 1 W. W. R. 966; 
34 Man, L. R. 492.—CAN. 

q. Overweighing of cattle on muni- 
cuak scales— Liability of municipality— 
Absence of evidenre of negligence. )— 
TOOHEY v. LORNE MUNICIPALITY, [1926] 


966; 35 Man, L. RK. 492.—CAN. 


r. Weighing d&: selling goods under 
weight — Necessity for libelling both 
weighing c&  selling.)}—Burgh Police 
(Scotland) Act. 1892, s. 430, in terms 
imposes a penalty only on persons who 
both sell & also incorrectly weigh goods, 
& a complaint which charges tho 
accused meroly with selling goods under 
weight is irrelevant.—MASTERTON v. 
SOUTAR, COLLIER v. SOUTAR, Ate ] 
S.C. (J.) 74; 6 Adam, 654.—SCOT. 
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Sect. 8.— Unjust measures: Sub-sects, 1 & 2.] 


vides that where an employer charged with an 
offence against ‘‘ this Act’ proves that he used 
due diligence to enforce the Act & that another 
person committed the offence without his consent, 
connivance or wilful default, the employer shall 
be exempt from any penalty.—Hanrr v. Hupson 
BrotTHers, Lrnp., [1928] 2 K. B. 629; 97 L. J. 
K, B. 804; 139 L. T. 663; 92 J. P. 1703; 44 
T. L. R. 820; 72 Sol. Jo. 584; 26 L. G. R. 565, 
D.C. 

—-—.|—-Sece, also, CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XIV., 
p. 41. Nos. 109, 110; Foon & Dhuas, Vol. XXV., 
p. 136, Nos. 541-542, & compare No. 110, post. 


-WitAT AMOUNTS TO UNJUST 
MEASURES. 


See Weights & Measures Act, 1878 (c. 44), 
ae ad Weights & Measures Act, 1889 (c. 21), 
s. 3. 

27. Earthen vessels—In ordinary use.]-—Under 
5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 63, 8s. 21, earthen vessels [mugs] 
are liable to seizure if ordinarily used as measures, 
& if on examination they are found to be unjust. 
—W£ASHINGTON v. YOUNG (1850), 5 Exch. 403: 19 
L. J. Ex. 848; 15 1. T. O. S. 284; 14 J. P. 591; 
155 E.R. 176. 

Annotation :—Folld. R. +. Aulton (1861), 3 kb. & BF. 568. 

28. J—lUnder 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 63, 8s. 28, 
unstamped earthenware jugs or drinking cups, 
ordinarily used as measures, are liable to be seized 
if they are found to be unjust, & the person using 
them is subject to a penalty under sect. 28.—R. 
v. AULTON (1861). 3 BE. & EK. 568; 30 L. J. M,C. 
129; 31L. TT. 099; 25).P. 69; 9W.R. 2783 121 
KE, R. 5563) sub nom. AULTON tv. BURTON, 7 Jur. 
N.S. 238. 

29. Weighing machines—Defective machines— 
Subject to atmospheric variations.|}—Upon the 
conviction of a railway co. under 5 & 6 Will. 4, 
c. 68, s. 28, for having in their possession a weigh- 
ing machine which upon examination thereof, 
duly made by the inspector of weights & measures, 
was found to be incorrect :—-Held: a machine 
which, from its construction, was liable to variation 
from atmospheric & other causes, & required to be 
adjusted before it was used, was not incorrect upon 
examination, within the meaning of the statute, 
if examined by the inspector before it had been 
adjusted.— LONDON & NORTH WESTERN Ry. Co. 
v. RICHARDS (1862), 2 B. & S. 326; 26 J. P. 181; 
8 Jur. N.S. 539; 121 E.R. 1094; sub nom. R. v. 
LONDON & Nortrit WESTERN Ry. Co., 5 Ta. T. 792. 
Annotations :—Distd. G. W. Ry. v. Bailie (1864). 5B. & S. 

928; Carre. Stringer (18608), L. R. 38 Q. B. 433. 

30. ——- Out of order-- Allowance made for 
error.|—A. weighing machine which has become out 
of order so as to weigh untruly is an incorrect. 
weighing machine within 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 68, s. 28, 
although by making an allowance for the error the 
weight of articles could be ascertained truly by 
it; aliter, where a machine from its construction 
requires to be adjusted before it can be used at all. 
—-GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co. v. BAIE (1864), 5 
B. & 8.928; 5 New Rep. 170; 341L.J.M.C. 31; 
11 Jur. N.S. 264; 29 J.P. 229; 13 W. KR. 203; 
122 E. R. 10786; sub nom. BAIMIE ov. GREAT 
WESTERN Ity. Co., 11 L. T. 418. 

Annotation :— Refd. Carr v. Stringer (1868), 18 L. T. 399. 


SUB-SEcCT. 2.- 











PART II. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 2. 

t. Weighing machines — Effect of 
eustom.J—By a local custom 4 1), 
welght was deducted from the weight of 


ajl live pigs sold in the market. 
hung a 4 /b. weight on their balance in 
accordance with the custom :—Held ;: 
they were rightly convicted under 
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31, --— Adjustment necessary before use.] 
—GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co. v. BATLIB, No. 30, ante. 
.-—--— ~---— Detachable ball used to correct 
adjustment-~ Capable of being filled with shot.]— 
Applt. was charged, before justices, with having 
aw pair of unjust scales in his shop, under 5 & 6 
Will, 4, c. 63, 8. 28, which inflicts a penalty on 
‘any person who shall have in his possession 
a steelyard or other weighing machine which 
shall on examination be found incorrect or other- 
wise unjust.’’ The scales were correct as to 
balance in the state in which they were found by 
the inspector; but there was hanging upon the 
weight end of the beam a hollow brass ball, which 
could be unscrewed at the neck & contained shot ; 
the ball was hung by a hook upon the beam, & 
was easily removed by merely lifting it off. If the 
ball were removed. or any of the shot taken out, 
the scales were unjust. & against the purchaser. 
The justices were of opinion that the ball was not 
yart of the scales, as it was merely kept in its place 
ov its own weight, & could be detached in an 
instant.; & that as the shot could be removed from 
the ball & replaced at pleasure, it was not a proper 
instrument of adjustment; & they convicted 
applt.:—Held: the justices were justified in 
drawing the above inferences of fact, & the con- 
viction was right.--CARR v. STRINGER (1868), 
LL R.3 Q. B. 483; 9B. & S. 2383; 3871. 7. Me C,. 
120; 181. T. 899; 32.0. P.517; 16 W. R. 859. 
raennen :-—FPolld. Henton ov. Radford (1881), 45 J. P. 


33. - -— Incorrect when pans reversed. |--— 
HENTON v. RADFORD (1881), 45 J. P. 224. 

34. —-—— ——-~ Incorrect in purchaser’s favour.|— 
Applt. had in his possession a spring balance which 
on inspection was found to be incorrect & unjust, 
inasmuch as it gave seventeen ounces to the 
pound weight avoirdupvis, being one ounce 
against the seller, & he was convicted on the 
ground that the balance cowd have been used 
for the purpose of buying as well as selling :——- 
Held: 22 & 23 Vict. c. 56, 8. 3, was intended to 
protect the public against persons selling, & did 
not apply to the case of a seller using a balance 
unjust to himself, & therefore the conviction was 
wrong.—HKRoOKE v. SHADGATE (1873), L. R. & 
Q. B. 352; sub nom. Booty v. SHADGETT, 42 
L. J. M. ©. 98; 29 1. 7. 30; 37 J. PP. 7485 21 
W. RR. 845. 

30. Weight indicated by machine exceeding 
weight of article sold—-Compensating weight on 
other scale—With knowledge of customer.|—\W., 
a coal merchant, in using his weighing machine, 
which was correct in itself, used to put on one 
scale a barrow under the sack for the convenience 
of lifting the sack after it was weighed. The 
barrow, together with an empty sack, weighed 
seven pounds, & to compensate these a seven 
pounds iron weight was put on the opposite scale. 
H., a purchaser of coke, on weighing the same, 
knew of the use of this barrow, & what weight to 
allow for it, & assented to it, & was satisfled that 
after all the sacks were weighed, & the weight of 
the barrow deducted, he got full weight. The 
barrow was no part of the machine :—Held : there 
was nothing wrong in this use of a barrow, & it did 
not make the machine either incorrect or unjust, 
so long as the purchaser knew how it was used & 
allowed for.—WITHALL v. FRANCIS (1878), 42 J. P. 
612. 

Annotation :--Consd. L. C. C. r, 








Payne, [1904] 1 kK. B. 194. 


Weights & Measures Act, 1878, 8. 25, for 
using false weights.—CoLLINS v, DENNY 
& Sons (1897), Allwood’s Weights & 
Measures, 132; 311, L. T. 167.—IJR. 


Defts. 


Part II.—STANDARDS OF WEIGHTS AND MEASURES. 


36. -— Article weighed with wrapper.|- 
Resp. was charged under Weights & Measures Act, 
1878 (c. 49), 8. 25, with having in his possession 
for use for trade a weighing machine which was 
false or unjust. The machine, which was used for 
weighing tea, had on it, under the scoop in which 
the tea was placed, a piece of paper, the effect of 
which was to make the machine indicate a weight 
exceeding, by the weight of the paper, the weight 
of the tea in the scoop. The paper was placed 
where it was for the purpose of convenience & 
expedition in weighing, because it would take 
longer to weigh the tea if it were placed in the bag 
in which it was to be sold before being put into the 
scoop. The paper weighed less than the bag in 
which the tea was sold :---Held: as the machine, 
when used with the paper, indicated a weight in 
excess of the true weight of the tea sold, it was 
‘false or unjust,’’ within the meaning of sect. 25, 
& resp. ought to be convicted.—LANE v. RENDALL 
[1899] 2 Q. B. 673; 69 T. J. Q. iB. 83 81 iL. T. 
445; 485 W.R. 1533 167. LR. 45 44 Sol. Jo. 11; 
19 Cox, C. ©. 399 3 sub nom. LANE v. BENDALL, 63 
J.P. 757, D.C. 

Annotation :-—Consd. L. C. C. 7. Payne, [1904] 1 K. B. 194, 

37. --~-—.|—Resps., who were whole- 
sale tea merchants, were charged under Weights 
& Measures Act, 1878 (c. 49), 5. 25, with using for 
trade two scales which were false or unjust. One 
of the scales, which were used for weighing tea, 
had a small metal disc affixed by wire to the arm 
of the scale on which the scoop for weighing the tea 
was placed, the disc being approximatcly equivalent 
in weight to the paper bag in which each quantity 
of tea was to be put; the effect was to make the 
quantity of tea required to turn the scale less by 
the weight of the metal disc than the weight on 
the opposite side of the scale. The second machine 
had, instead of a metal disc, w paper bag placed 
under the scoop in which the tea was placed for 
weighing ; the effect was the same. After being 
Weighed the tea was placed in paper bags. ‘ea 
was so welghed out only for retail dealers who 
requested to be supphed with it so packed, & who 
supplied the paper bags in which it was to be packed 
to resps.; each of the bags had printed on it an 
intimation that the weight of the paper was 
included. Directions were given by resps. to 
their servants not to use scales with a metal disc. 
or paper bag attached for any customers other 
than such retail dealers :—Held: the scales, 
being hept in a condition in which they could not 
Weigh accuratcly that which was put in them to be 
Weighed, were “ false or unjust within the mean- 
ing of the sect., notwithstanding the acquiescence 
of the purchasers in the mode of weighing.— 
LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL & PAYNE & Co., [L904] 
| k. BB. 19f5 73 L. J. KB. 1923 80 L. DP. 682 5 
O38 J.P. 21; 52 W. RR. 299; 20 T. L. R. 9553 48 
Sol. Jo. 1323; 2 L.G. BR. 1845 20 Cox, C. CO. 030. 
Annotation -—Folld. L. (. CG. v. Payne (No. 2), [1905] 1 

K. 1. 410. 

38. --———.]—Resps., who were whole- 
sale tea merchants, received orders frou: some of 
their customers for quantities of tea to be weighed 
out in packets of a particular weight, & in those 
cases the tea was weighed out at the resp.’s 
warehouse in the following way, a beam weighing 
machine was uscd, & a girl in their employment 
placed a paper bag, supplicd by the customer, 
under the goods scoop of the machine, where it 
remained whilst the tea was being weighed, the 
effect. being that the tea put into the scoop weighed 
less, by the weight of the paper bag, than the 
xeon on the opposite side of the machine. This 
mode of weighing was adopted at the request 
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of the customer. The machine weighed justly & 
truly when the bag was not under the scoop. 
When the weighing was finished the girl put the 
machine, with the bag still under the scoop, 
aside on a shelf, & reported that the weighing was 
finished to resps.’ forewoman, who shortly after- 
wards came round & took away the paper bag, & 
other precautions were taken to ensure that the 
bag should not be used for any other weighing. 
An inspector of weights & measures, on visiting 
the warehouse when one of those weighing opera- 
tions had just been completed, found the machine 
on the shelf with the paper bag still undcr the 
scoop :—- Held: resps. had committed the offence 
of “ using’ for trade a weighing machine which 
was false or unjust,” contrary to Weights & 
Measures Act, 1878 (c. 49), s. 25. 

I think ... that the words “ every person 
who uses a scale which is false or unjust ’’? mean 
to include the use for the weighing operation of a 
scale which is false or unjust as a scale when in use 
(LORD ALVERSTONE, C.J.)..--LONDON COUNTY 
COUNCIL v. PAYNE & Co. (No. 2), [1905] 1 K. B. 
410; 74L.7. 6. B. 108; 92 L. T. 120; 69 J. P. 
80; 53 W. RR. 3193 21 7. L. BR. 162; 49 Sol. Jo. 
147; 8L.G. R.118; 20 Cox, C. C. 768, D.C. 

- —---~- —---,]~—-See, further, Part V., Sect. 2, 
post. 

—-—~ --.— Prepacked articles.]—Sec Sale of Food 
(Weights & Measures) Act, 1926 (c. 68). 

39. Beer barrels.|—SPENCER v. Tit. (1897), 
Allwood’s Weights & Measures, 135. 

40, -——.]—HAYLEY v. TAYLor (1900), 82 L, T. 
803; 16T. L. R. 447; 19 Cox, C. C. 538, D.C. 

41, Gauged milk churn.]—Applt. was convicted, 
under Weights & Measures Act, 1878 (c. 49), 8. 25, 
of having false measures in his possession for use 
for trade. fe sold milk to a purchaser, & sent it 
by train in his own churns, which were fitted with 
gauges to indieate the number of gallops they 
contained, & the contract of carriage between 
applt. & the railway co. provided that they should 
be so fitted. Lv his contract with applt. the 
purchascr was entitled to have the churns regauged 
when he decmed it necessary. Tho magistrate 
found that, in the dealings between applt. & the 
purchaser, & between applt. & the railway co., 
the gauged churns were used as measures, & that 
two churns, purporting to contain sixteen gallons 
each, contained two pints less :—-Held: the gauged 
churns were measures, Which applt. had in his 
possession for use for trade, within the meaning of 
the Act, & he was rightly convicted.—HARRIS v. 
LONDON CouUNTY CouNCcIL, [1895] 1 Q. B. 240; 64 
LJ.M.C. 813 711. T. 8443; 11 T. LL. RR. 118; 
39 Sol. Jo. 135; 18 Cox, C.C. 653 15 R. 98, D. C. 
Annotation :--Refd. Bellaniy v. Great Western & Metro- 

politan Dairies (1908), 98 L. T. 757 

42. Not used as measure—Scales.|- 
co. were the owners of a milk churn which they 
supplied to a farmer for the purpose of his sending 
his milk to them. The churn was marked inside 
with circular discs of brass numbered at intervals 
with figures which were apparently intended for the 
measurement of barn gallons, but in fact did not 
accurately measure the number of barn gallons 
corresponding to the figures. The farmer stated 
that he took the quantity of milk from the marks 
in the churns & entered it against resp. co., & 
made out his accounts by reducing the number of 
barn gallons shown by the churn to imperial 
gallons. Evidence was given on behalf of resp. 
co, that they never measured by the discs, or 
intended the discs to be used as measures, & they 
were really only an index to the height of the milk 
in the churns, & that if they desired to measure 
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Sect. 3.—Unjust measures: Sub-sect. 2. 
Sects. 1 & 2: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.j 


the milk in any churn it was poured into one of 
seven test churns which were kept for the purpose 
of testing & were never used for travelling. The 
justices found as a fact that the churn supplied 
to the farmer was at the time of its seizure in the 
possession of resp. co. for the purpose of trade, 
but. as a vessel for the conveyance of milk only, 


Part Ill. 


WEIGHTS AND MEASURES. 


& not as a measure, & they dismissed a summons 
against resp. co. under Weights & Measures Act, 
1878 (c. 49), s. 25, for having in their possession 
for use for trade a measure which was unjust :— 
Held: the justices were right.— BELLAMY v. GREAT 
WESTERN & METROPOLITAN DAIRIES, LYrp. (1908). 
08 1. T. 757; 72 J.P. 284; 6L. G. R. 7725; 21 
Cox, C. C. 598, D. C. 

af nos :— Distd. Robinson v. Goulding (1910), 8. G. R. 


Part Ill. Stamping and Verification of Weights and 
Measures. 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See Weights & Measures Acts, 1878-1926. 

43. Necessity for stamping—Where measure or 
weight used for trade—What amounts to using for 
trade.|—The guardians of W. contracted with a 
baker to supply loaves for paupers, & he guessed 
the quantity required each Wednesday from the 
previous week. The baker brought the loaves in 
a cart into a cottage hired by the guardians, & P., 
the relieving officer, tested the bread with a weight. 
that was unstamped., & which was the property 
of the guardians :—-Held: DP. was properly con- 
vieted of using an unstamped weight under 5 & 6 
Will. 4, ¢. 63, s. 21. & it was no defence that he 
was using it merely to test the weight, & not for 
buying & sclling.--PAINTER v. SEERS (1875), 40 
J.P. 649, D.C. 

44, ----— ——.J—-Horpren vw. 
Co. (1880), 44 J. P. Jo. 256. 

45. -~-~——,}—- A. manufacturer 
smelter of lead used a pair of beam scales for 
checking the weight of the produce of the works 
after the lead had been made into “ pigs.” The 
weights were entered in a book kept at the works. 
When the lead was delivered to purchasers invoices 
were invariably sent specifying the weight, & 
when forwarded by rail consignment notes were 
sent. also, specifying the weight :~—-Held: this was 
a weighing instrument used in trade, & must be 
verified & stamped.---CRICK v. THEOBALD (1895), 
G4 7.0. M.C. 216; 72 L. 17. 807; 59 J. P. 502: 
WT. Ll. R. 445; 39 Sol. Jo. 560; 15 R. 514, 
i oe 
Annotation :— Refd. L. C1. C. r. Payne, [1903] 1 K. 3B. 194. 

46. Use of unstamped weight or measure— 
Stamp obliterated by use—Weight otherwise 
correct.|—Where weights or measures have once 
been duly stamped or sealed under 5 & 6 Will. 4, 
¢. 63, s. 21, but the stamp or seal has become 
obliterated by time & use, the person using them 
is not liable to the penalty imposed by that sect. 
for the use of unauthorised weights or measures, 
provided such weights or measures be otherwise 
unobjectionable.—-STARR v. STRINGER (1872), L. R. 
7C. P. 383 3; sub nom. STARR tv. TRINDER. 26 L. 7. 


ROBERTS «& 














7353 36.)..P. 728. 
47. No facility for stamping provided by 


local authority——Prosecution by local authority.]/— 
A. local authority are not precluded from prose- 
cuting a person for using a measure not stamped 


in conformity with Weights & Measures Act, 1878 
(c. 49), s. 29, by reason of having failed to fix times 
& places for verifying & stamping weights & 
measures in accordance with sect. 44 of the Act.— 
HAYLEY v. TAaytor (1900), 82 1. T. 803; 16 
T. L. R. 447; 19 Cox, C. C. 5388. D.C. 

48. —-—.]-—- ROBINSON v. GOLDING, No. 22, ante. 


Sect. 2.—INSPECTORS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See Weights & Measures Acts, 1878-1926; 
Municipal Corporations Act, 1882 (c. 50), s. 242 (1). 

49. Appointment—By  fustices.|---37 Geo. 3, 
¢. 143.8. 1. by which the justices at their respective 
petty sessions within the divisions, districts. & 
other places of the several counties of England, 
are authorised to appoint examiners of weights & 
balances, extends only to such divisions, etc., as 
were known & recognised at. the time when the 
Act passed; & such appointment made at a 
petty sessions, by two justices for a district which 
they had, without the consent of the other magis- 
trates, created within the last. five or six years, was 
held to be llegal.- -R. v. Devon JJ. (1818), 1 BL & 
Ald. 588; 106 KK. R. 216. 
efnnotation : - Mentd. 2. cv. Whittles (1849), 13 Q. B. Q2ts. 

50. ——--— —-— In quarter sessions.|—Quarter 
sessions, acting under 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 63, s. 17, 
appointed an Inspector & superintendents of 
police to be inspectors of weights & measures, 
without remuneration :—Held: there was nothing 
in County Police Act. 1839 (¢. 938), which rendered 
the appointment an excess of jurisdiction, & it 
could not be questioned in this ct.. the certiorari 
being taken away by 5 & 6 Will. 4, ¢. 63, 8. 36.- -- 
Roa. JARVIS (1854), 3 BE. & B. 640; 18 J.P. 6OL: 
18 Jur, J051:; 118 E.R. 1282. 

51. -PItf. was appointed, by 
the justices of the county of S. in quarter sessions, 
inspector of weights & measures, for a district 
comprising the town of B. Subsequently the 
town of B. was incorporated, & obtained a grant of 
a separate ct. of quarter sessions. The recorder 
of B., in quarter sessions for L., appointed deft. 
inspector of weights & measures. The justices 
for the borough of B. in petty sessions appointed 
pltf. inspector. On a case stated without plead- 
ings, in which the question was whether the 


PART III. SECT. 1. 

a. What weighta = measures may 
he stamped.}—The only weights & 
measures which an inspector is autho- 
rised & can be required to stamp are 
those which correspond with the 
Imperial standard units, viz. the 


pound, gallon & yard, or with some 
multiple or aliquot part of said 
standardsa.—LIAT v7 CLARK (1845), 2 
Broun, 596.—SCOT. 


PART III. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1. 
b. Removal.}—The office of inspector 


under Weights & Measures Act, 16 Vict. 
No. 34 (consolidated in 1898, No. 19), 
was a freehold public office tenable 
during life or good behaviour. An 
inspector was not Ilable to dismissa)] 
at the pleasure of the Governor in 
Council as the holder of a public office 


Part 1IJ.—Srampinc AND VERIFICATION OF WEIGHTS AND MEASURES. 


appointment was in the recorder in quarter 
sessions, or the justices of the borough in petty 
sessions :—Held: it was in neither, but in quarter 
sessions for the county of S., in virtue of whose 
appointment pltf. recovered.—-DULY v. SHARWOOD 
(1856), 6 EK. & B. 830; 25 1. J. M. ©. 122; 27 
L. T. O. S. 249; 20 J. 1. 820; 3 Jur. N.S. 63; 4 
W. R. 775; 119 FE. R. 1073. 

52. —-—-—.]—R. v. BrRMINGHAM JJ. (1858), 
22 J. P. Jo. 799. 

53. ——— By recorder.]—In counties of cities. 
& counties of towns, to which a ct. of quarter 
sessions has been grantcd under 5 & 6 Will. 4, 
c. 76, the recorder, by sect. 105, has the powers 
relating to inspectors of weights & measures, 
given by 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 63, s. 17, to the magis- 
trates in quarter sessions assembled. Although 
the present jurisdiction of the recorder be limited 
to a district less extensive than that which the 
county comprehended up to the time of passing 
those statutes.—R. v. Hun, RecorpER (1888), & 
Ad. & El. 638; 3 Nev. & P. K. B. 595; 1 Will. 
Woll. & H. 385; 71. 0. M.C. 100; 2 J. P. 550; 
2 Jur. 659; 112 FEF. 1. 980. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Duly vr. Sharwood (1856), 
7), 








6k. & FB. 
1 Iixch. 41; 
v IIayward 


830. Mentd. Hammond vr. Peacock (184 
Rh. vt. Lancaster (1817), 10 QQ. B. 962; 2 
(1862), $1 lL. J. M. C. 177. 

54, ——- —--—.J]—Duny v. SHARWOOD, No. 51, 
ante. 

55. Area of jurisdiction of inspectors—Stamping 
weights or measures of person in jurisdiction of 
other inspector—Penalty.|—S.. an inspector of 
weights & measures for the city of C.. appointed as 
such under 5 & 6 Will. 4, ¢. 63,8. 25, by the mayor 
of that city, knowingly stamped, at his office in 
that. city, certain weights sent to him for that 
purpose by ., a person residing within a district. 
for which another inspector had been legally 
appointed. under sect. 17, by the justices of the 
county of (.:—HMeld: S. thereby incurred the 
penalty provided by sect. 253; & his conviction by 
justices, for an olfenee under that sect., was 
affirmed.-- R. w. Skrnron (1859), 1 KM. & Ie. 816; 
28 diols M.A. 222% 33 do. TO. S..120 323-0 P, 
680; 5 Jur. NOS. P3847. 7 WLR. 4173 8 Cox, CG. C. 
177: 120 FH. RR. 1116. 

56. Police officer as inspector—Not entitled to 
reduced railway rates.|—--—-A police officer appointed 
by the county council an inspector of weights & 
measures is not entitled when travelling as such 
inspector to conveyance at the reduced rate pro- 
vided by Cheap Trains Act. 1888 (ec. 3-f), s. 6, for 
the conveyance of the police on occasions of the 
public service. -SPENCER tv. LANCASHIRE & YorkK- 
sHike Ry. Co., [LSO8} 1 Q. B. 643 5 67 TL. 0. Q. B. 
465: 78 1. TT. 3828; 62.5. P. 296; 46 W. RR, 448 : 
147. 1. R. 2023; 42 Sol. Jo. 897, D.C. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—POWERS AND DUTIES. 

See Weights & Measures Act, 1878 (c. 49): 
ss. 48, 49; Weights & Measures Act, 1889 (c. 21), 
s. 183; Weights & Measures Act, 1904 (c. 28), 
s. 13 (5); Weights & Measures Regulations, 1907. 

57. Entry on premises—Whether special warrant 
necessary.|—-An inspector of weights & measures, 
appointed by sessions under 5 & 6 Will. 4, c¢. 63, 
s. 17, & having a general warrant from a magis- 
trate, under sect. 28, to act as such within his 
jurisdiction, may, by virtue of such appointment 
& warrant, enter any shop, etc., within his district, 


under the Govt. within N. S. W. justices in petty 
Constitution Act, 1902, 8.47, but could 


only be removed from office by the 


sessions for 
cause, & after being called upon to 1; 26N.8. 
show cause against his removal.— 
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at all seasonable times, to examine & seize false 
weights & measures, & need not have a special 
warrant from a justice in each individual case.—- 
JLUTCHINGS v. REEVES (1842), 9 M. & W. 747; 1 
lL. J. M. ©. 109; 6. P. 38133; 6 Jur. 439; 152 
EK. R. 316. 

Annotation :—Refd. Kershaw v. Johnson (1845), 1 Car. & 

Kir. 329. 

58. .|—(1) An inspector of weights & 
measures, appointed under 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 63, 
does not require a special warrant, in order to 
authorise him to act in each individual case, his 
general warrant under sect. 28 being sufficient for 
that purpose. 

(2) By sect. 21 of that Act, no weight above 
56 Ib. is required to be inspected & stamped ; but 
the inspector may still enter places within the 
meaning of the Act, in order to inspect, ctc., 
although no weight of 56 Th. or under be kept 
therein. 

(3) Under sect. 28 an inspector is not authorised 
in seizing any weight, without having first com- 
pared it with the standard, in order to ascertain 
whether it be just or not. 

(1) Semble: it is not necessary, in order to 
justify an inspector in entering under sect. 28, 
that the place into which he enters should be one 
in which goods are actually ‘‘ exposed or kept for 
sale.’ If he have good reason to believe that it is 
so, & the entry be nade bond fide under this belief, 
that will be sufficient.-- KuersHaw v. JOMUNSON 
(1844), ] Car. & Kir. 329. 

59. -—— -|—STEVENSON @. SHICKLE (1849), 
124. TT. O.S. 4083; 13 7. P. 863 13 Jur. 11038. 

60. Reasonable belief that goods exposed or 
kept for sale.]— KERSHAW »v. JOMNSON, No. 58, ante. 

61. Right to seize—Weight or measures—Pre- 
liminary comparison with standard weight.|— 
KERSHAW v. JOUNSON, No. 58. ante. 

62. — —- --— -.]-~An inspector of weights & 
measures, under 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 63, s. 28, duly 
entered a shop to examine weights, measures & 
weighing machines. Ile seized & carried away as 
forfeited a pair of scales, & detained them after 
being requested to give them up. The owncr sued 
in the county ct.: when the jury found that the 
scales were in fact unjust ; that they were a weigh- 
ing machine, & not a weight or measure; & that 
deft. bond fide believed that) he was acting in 
pursuance of the Act. Under the direction of the 
judge, the jury found for pltf.:—Held: under 
5 & 6 Will. 4, ¢. 68, s. 28, weighing machines are 
not forfeited though unjust, although weights & 
measures are: & deft. was not authorised by that 
Act. to seize the scales.—THOMAS v. STEPHENSON 
(1853),2 EL. & B.108:; 10. L. R. 410; 1 Saund. & 
M. 122; 221. 7. Q. B. 258; 2101. T. 0.8, 112; 
WJ. iP. 6373 17 Jur. 5973 1 W. R. 3825, 

63. Earthenware vessels -—- Mugs.] —— 
WASHINGTON v@. Youn, No. 27, ante. 

64. ——— Weighing machine.|—THoOMAS) vt. 
STEPHENSON, No. 62, ante. 

65. Power to demand production of weights & 
measures-—Liability of servant for refusal to pro- 
duce -— Servant left in temporary charge.|] — A 
servant, left in temporary charge of his master’s 
premises & business during the absence of his 
master, is not liable to conviction under Weights 
& Measures Act, 1878 (c. 49), s. 48, for neglecting 
to produce for inspection weights & measures 
belonging to his master, & on his master’s premises 
for use for trade.—SMITH v. WEBB (1896), 60 J. P. 
517; 12 T. L. R. 450, D.C. 

















Exp. EVANS (1909), 10 S. R. N.S. W. 


good 
W.W.N. 189; 9C. LE 


ev 


140.—AUS. 
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Sect. 2.—Inspeclors: Sub-secis.2 & 3. Paris IV. 
V. Sect. 1: Sub-sect. ] 


66. Power to prosecute—Inspector appointed by 
local authority—-No certificate of having passed 
examination.|—-Although, under Weights & 
Measures Act, 1889 (c. 21), 8. 11, a person who, 
after the commencement of that Act, is for the 
first time appointed an inspector of weights & 
measures, shall not act as such unless & until he 
has received a certificate of having passed the 
examination required under that Act, yet a person 
appointed as such inspector, but not having 
obtained such certificate, may lay an information 
for recovery of fines for breach of a bye-law with 
respect to the sale of coal made under sect. 28 of 
that Act, because such fines are recoverable 
summarily on the prosecution of any member of 
the public. —CraBrREE vv. BULMAN (1896), 60 
J.P. 480; 12 1. 1. R. 469. D.C. 

67. Consent of local authority—General 
consent sufficient.|}—Under Weights & Measures 
Act, 1904 (c. 28), s. 14, a separate consent by the 
local authority for each prosecution by an inspector 
under the Act is not necessary. but a peneral 
consent to the inspector prosecuting on any infor- 
mation, complaint, or proceeding arising under the 
Act is sufficient.—-TYLErR v. Fernis, [1906] 1 K. B. 
94; 76 L. J. BK. 7B. 1423; 93 L. T. 843; 70 I. P. 
88; 54 W. R. 469; 22 T. L. R. 1813; 50 Sol. Jo. 
127; 4 L. G. R. 201; 21 Cox, C. ©. 73, D.C. 

68. Liability for misconduct——Defacing stamps 
on unjust weights & measures-—-No seizure or 
detention.|—Resp.. an inspector of weights «& 
measures, having found that certain weights 
carried by a coal carman were unjust, defaced the 
official stamps thereon, but did not seize or detain 
them. JIe also ascertained that the weighing 
machine carried by the carman was unjust by test- 
ing it with some 56lb. weights on the van, & nine 
small local standard weights. T'wo informations 
having been preferred by applt. against resp. 





WEIGHTS AND MEASURES. 


under Weights & Measures Act, 1878 (c. 49), 8. 49, 
alleging misconduct on the part of the respondent : 
—Held: the justices rightly dismissed both 
informations.—WEDDERBURN v. Smit (1905), 92 
L. T. 858; 69 J. P. 217, 218; 31. G BR. 583; 
20 Cox, (. C. 855, D.C. 


SuB-SECT. 3.—FEEs. 

See Weights & Mcasures Act, 1889 (c. 21), 3. 13 
Weights & Measures Act, 1904 (c. 28), 8. 9; 
Weights & Measures (Amendment) Act, 1926 
(c. 8); Statutory Rules & Orders, 1907, p. 1140. 

69. Constable acting as inspector of weights & 
measures—Fees not payable to Police Fund.]— 
A local Act directed that fees received by constables 
for the performance of occasional duties, or of any 
act in the execution of their duty for which a fee 
might be received, might be paid, by order of the 
justices for the county, to the credit of the Police 
Superannuation Fund :—Held: fees paid to such 
constables as inspectors of weights & measures 
did not come within the operation of the above 
sect., such fees not being paid to them in the 
execution of their duties as constables, but merely 
by viture of their appointment as inspectors of 
weights & measures.—R. v. KESTEVEN JJ. (1889), 
58 1. J. M. ©. 157; 611. T. 61; 53 J. P. 661 ; 
37 W. R. 670; 16 Cox, C. C. 680, D.C. 

70. Duty to take fees.|—By Weights & Measures 
Act, 1889 (c. 21), s. 183. an inspector of weights & 
measures may take in respect of the verification & 
stamping of weights, measures, & weighing 
instruments, the fees specified in the First Schedule 
to this Act, & no others :~-Held: this enactment 
was obligatory, imposing upon the inspector a 
duty to take the fees in all cases.—R. v. ROBERTS, 
[1901] 2 K. B. 117; 70L. J. K. B. 590; 65 7. P. 
359; 17 T. L. R. 4263 sub nom. Rt. v. ROBERTS, 
Ea p. Kyte, 84 1. T. 5305 49 W. RR. 488; 45 Sol. 
Jo. 424, D. ©. 


Part IV.--Powers of Board of Trade. 


See Weights & Measures Acts, 1878-1926. 


Part V.——Special Provisions. 


Sect. 1.-—COAL. 
SURB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERA, 


71. Claim of metage by customs—By corpora- 
tion—In respect of ownership of port—Proof of 
claim.]|—(1) The first count of the declaration 
stated, that the mayor & burgesses of the borough 
of Truro had from time whereof the memory of 
man was not to the contrary held & exercised, 


but the mayor of the said borough, or the lessee or 
lessees, farmer or farmers of the said mayor & 
burgesses for the time being, of their deputy or 
deputies, a certain ancient office, or place of meter, 
for the measuring of all coal imported by sea & 
brought within the limits of the port of Truro, to be 
there disposed of, & that from time whereof, etc., 
there had belonged to the said mayor & burgesses, 
etc., by reason of the said office, & ancient fee, 


PART HII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 3, 
co. Inspector prevented from ecarn- 
ing statutory fees—Right to salary.|— 


HiVANS v. WILLIAMS (1910), 11 GC. L. RB. 


550.—AUS. 
PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1. 


_ ad. Sale by weight— Actual weigh- 
wng dispensed with by consent—Esti- 


maird weight accepted---Whether con- 
tract illegal.}}-—The objoct of Weights & 
Moasures Act, 1908, 5. 24, is to secure 
that. coal shall be sold by welght & not 
by measure, such as by sack, box, or 
other receptacle; but It does not. 
require that the coal shall be actually 
weighed, & so long as the parties to a 
transaction sell or agree to sell by 


welght there is nothing to prevent 
thom from dispensing with the actual 
rocess of weighing, & substituting 
herefor an estimated weight as a 
means of arriving at tho price payable 
under the contract.—BIRKENHEAD & 
NORTHCOTE GAS Co., LTD. v. RED- 
rai. Nr LYD., [1926] N. Zz. L. R. 


Part V.-—-SPECIAL PROVISIONS. 


reward, or toll, for the measuring as aforesaid, 
& for the keeping & maintaining measures, 
weights, etc.,i.. the fee, etc., of 4d. the chaldron, 
to be received for measuring or being ready & 
willing to measure, each chaldron of coal imported 
as aforesaid, to be disposed of by measure; & the 
fee, etic., of 8d. by the three tons, to be received for 
the weighing, or being ready & willing to weigh, 
each three tons of coal imported, etc., as aforesaid, 
to be disposed of by measure. The count then 
stated a demise by the corpn. to pltf. of the office of 
meter, with the fees & privileges belonging to it, 
under which pltf. claimed a toll from deft. in respect 
of a cargo of coals imported by him into the port 
of Truro. The second count claimed the same fee 
as a perquisite of the office, not stating it to be 
immemorial. The third count claimed a reason- 
able fee. Other counts claimed the toll as a 
duty receivable by the corpns. or their lessees, 
from all merchants importing coal by sea within 
the limits of the port. The jury found a written 
verdict in these terms: ‘‘ We find for pltf.; & 
that the corpn. of T. have from time immemorial 
been possessed of, & have exercised, the office of 
meter, & have from time immemorial been possessed 
of, & have received for the performance of the 
duties of the office the sum of 4d. a chaldron on 
coal & culm”: -I/eld: the finding sufficiently 
supported the first count of the declaration ; it 
did not import that the corpn. was entitled only 
on actually measuring coals, & it did not disconnect 
their right to the toll from their ownership of the 
port, & their obligation to maintain it, in respect 
of which ownership & obligation only they could 
be entitled to the payment without. performing 
some actual service for it. 

(2) "wo leases from the corpn. of the office & 
dues in question were put in, the first dated in 
1752, in consideration of £631, the second in 1795. 
It was proved that the fee of 4d. a chaldvon had 
been paid without interruption, from the year 
1772 to 1828, although the meter never actually 
measured them himself, the only measurement. 
being for the purpose of ascertaining the custom 
house duties payable on them. A corpn. book of 
the date of 1630 was also produced at the trial :— 
Held: this was a sufficient primd facie evidence 
that the corpn. & office of meter were immemorial, 
& it sufficiently supported the immemorial claim 
for coals not) actually metered.—JENKINS  v. 
Harvey (1835), 2 Cr. M. & R. 398: 1 Gale, 454 ; 
5 Tyr. 87); 54. 5. dex. 173 150 1. RR. 169. 
Annotations :-—.13a to (1) Refd. Mills rv. Colehester Corpn. 

(1867), 86 I J.C. PP. 2105) Brecon Markets Co. ve Neath 

& Breeon Ry. (2872), b. Re 7 Ol. Sao. Lts to (2) Refd. 

Brune». Phompson (E843), 4 Q. B. 543. Generally. Refd. 

Bryant ve. Foot (2868), Le Re. 38 Q. BB. 497. Mentd. 

Benjamin vr. Andrews (1858), 4 GC. BL N.S. 2995) Shep- 

hard v. Payne (ta61), 16 GC. B. N.S. 1325) Northumber- 

Jand ». Houghton (1870), 221. T. 491: Norfolk o. Arbuth- 

not (1879), 4 Gor. D. 2903) Brocklebank v. ‘Mhompson, 

[1903] 2 Ch. s44. 

72. ———— Effect of statutory provision on 
customary claim.!— A declaration stated, that the 
corpn. of 1. froin time immemorial until Jan. J, 
1836, when 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 63, 8. 9, came into 
operation, had, by persons by them in that behalf 
appointed, the sole & exclusive privilege of mea- 
suring, &, from Jan. 1, 1836. of weighing, all coals 
imported into the port of L.; & also the right & 
privilege of appointing to perform such work a 
sufficient number of fit & proper persons, & from 
time to time of fixing a reasonable rate of payment 
for such work, to be proportioned, previous to 
Jan. 1, 1836, to the measured quantity. & subse- 
quently to that day to the weight of the coals ; 
such payments to be made to the persons who 
should do the work, & to be for their own use & 
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benefit. The declaration then alleged a right & 

privilege of the corpn. that every owner of a 

vessel arriving in the port of L. with coals, should 

give notico to the corpn., in order that the work 
might be done by the said meters. It then averred 
that the corpn. had fixed a rate of payment for 

every score of tons weight, & had appointed a 

reasonable number of coal meters, of whom pltf. 

was one; deft. imported several tons of coal into 
the port of L., &, although it was his duty, on the 
arrival of a vessel, & before landing the coals, to 
give notice, he did not do so, whereby pltf. was 
prevented from weighing the coals, & of earning 
the amount payable in respect thereof. ‘Che pleas 
traversed the right of the corpn. to weigh the coals, 

& also the appointment of pitf. as coal meter. 

Fividence was given of a custom to measure all 

coals imported into the port of L. before Jan. 1, 

1836, & after that date to weigh them; & that the 

corpn. had ordered that the meters should be paid 

at a rate per ton on coals weighed instead of per 
chaldron as before. In proof of pltf.’s appointment 
as a meter, he gave in evidence an entry, not under 
seal, in the corpn. books, stating that he was so 
appointed. Pltf. had ever since acted as a coal 
meter :---Held: (1) the right of the corpn. by 
custom to measure coals imported was not con- 
verted by 5 & 6 Will 4, c. 63, into a right to weigh ; 

(2) as the payment in respect of the measurement 

was for the benefit of the meter only, he was an 

officer & not a mere servant of the corpn., & there- 
fore an appointment under seal was necessary.— 

Sminit v. Carnrwriagiur (1851), 6 Exch. 927; 20 

LJ. ex. 401; 17 LT. O. 8. 258; 15 J. P. 564 ; 

155 KH. WR. 8238 

Anniatation -—Generally, Reld. McMahon v. Lennard (1858), 
6H. Ja. Cas. 970. 

73. Appointment to office of meter- 
Necessity for seal.|—Smirn v. CARTWRIGHT, No. 
72, aule, 

74. Powers of navigation authorities—Under 
navigation Act—Levying rates by tonnage.|— 
A navigation Act. directed, that any surplus of 
rates remaining in the hands of the comrs. should 
be annually invested in the funds until it should 
amount to £35,000, & that after that sum should be 
invested they should reduce the rates, so as they 
should not. together with the dividends of the 
£3,000, exceed the charges annually expended in 
carrying the Act: into execution :—J/feld: (1) the 
comrs. had impliedly a power, after so reducing 
the rates, also to raise them again in case of neces- 
sity ; (2) after the passing of 5 & 6 Will. 4. c. 63, 
the comrs. had power to levy the rates by the ton, 
they having been previously levied by the chaldron, 
without first. applying to the sessions for an inqul- 
sition under sect. Tf of that Act.—-Goonpy uv. 
PENNY (1542), 9 M. & W. 687; 11 L. J. Ex. 289 ; 
152 le. R. 290. 

Annotations :---Distd. Smith v. Cartwright (1851), 6 Fexch. 
927. Refd. Vhillips c. Willlams (1901), 18 T. L. R. 223. 
75. Person in charge of vehicle carrying coal— 

Whether obliged to weigh or assist in weighing — 

On request of inspector—-Weights & Measures Act, 

1889 (c. 21), s. 27.]—Under above sect. the person 

in charge of a vehicle in which coal is carried is 

under no obligation to weigh or assist in weighing 
the coal carried in the vehicle. The mere refusal, 
therefore, by him to assist in weighing the coal 
although required to do so by an officer of the local 
authority, does not constitute an obstruction of 

the weighing within above sect., sub-sect. 2.— 

SWALLOW v. LONDON CouNTY CouNciIL, [1916] 

1K. B. 224; 85 L. J. K. B. 2345 114 L. T. 368 ; 

80 J. P. 1643 32 T. LR. 1813 141. G. R. 301 ; 

25 Cox, C. C. 295, D.C. 
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Sect. 1.—Coal: Sub-sects. 2 & 3.] 
SUB-SECT. 2.—WEIGHT TICKkr. 

Sce Weights & Measures Act, 1889 (c. 21), 
ss. 20, 21, 22. 

76. Delivery of over two hundredweight by means 
of vehicle—Delivery of large quantity by several 
vehicles—Whether ticket must be delivered with 
each vehicle.|—A truckload of coal bought at the 
rate of 16s. per ton, for delivery on the premises of 
the purchaser, was delivered by means of three 
carts taking two journeys each, & carrying each 
more than 2 cwt. of coal. On the unloading of 
the carts at the end of the first journey no ticket 
was delivered ; but on the unloading of the carts 
at the end of the second journey a single ticket 
was delivered, showing only the weight of the entire 
truckload bought, but not the weight delivered 
by any of the carts on either journey, nor the tare 
weight of any of the carts :—Held: the seller 
had not complied with the provisions of Weights 
& Measures Act, 1889 (c. 21), s. 21.—-STANGOR v. 
SLATTER (1896), 60 J. P. 342; 12 T. LL. R. 335, D.C. 
Annotation :—Distd. Kyle v. Dunsdon, [1908] 2 K. B. 293. 

77. .]—Resps., having sold to a 
purchaser 12 tons of coal, delivered a portion of the 
coal in sacks in a vehicle to the purchascr on 
Sept. 23, 1907, & at the same time, before any part 
of the coal was unloaded, gave to the purchaser 
a ticket according to the form in Schedule III. 
to Weights & Measures Act, 1889 (c. 21), for the 
delivery of 12 tons of coal in 240 sacks, each sack 
containing 1 cwt. On Oct. 2, 1907, 30 sacks of 
coal, each sack containing 1 ewt. being the remain- 
ing portion of the 12 tons, were sent by resps. in a 
vehicle for delivery to the purchaser, & were 
delivered tohim. Noseparate ticket was delivered 
or sent to the purchaser in respect of the thirty 
sacks of coal:—Held: the coal having been 
delivered in sacks & a ticket for the entire quantity 
having been delivered to the purchaser on Sept. 23 
the failure of resps. to give a separate ticket in 
respect of the coal delivered on Oct. 2 did not 
constitute a breach of the provisions of Weights 
& Measures Act, 1889 (c. 21), s. 21.--KYLE 1. 
Dunspon, [1908] 2 K. B. 293; 77 L. J. K. B. 5473 
98 LT. T5272 5,2. 202 5 24 Poe Re SO5-§ 26 
L. G. R578 5 21 Cox, C. C. 587, D.C. 

78. Coal brought from lorry in street— 
Carried into house at purchaser’s request—Con- 
stitutes ‘* delivery by means of vehicle.’’|——Applt., 
a coal dealer, while in charge of a horse & lorry in 
a strect, having sacks of coal on the lorry, was 
asked by a woman to bring her 3 sacks of coal. 
Applt. & his assistant then carried 3 sacks from the 
lorry to the woinan’s house. Each of the sacks 
contained J] cewt., & had a metal label thereon 
stating that the sack contained that weight of 
coal. No ticket or note was delivered to the 
woman showing the quantity of coal delivered :— 
Held: (1) Weights & Measures Act, 1889 (c. 21), 
s. 21, is not limited in its application to the delivery 
of coal in fulfilment of a contract previously entered 
into; (2) there was a ‘‘ delivery by means of a 
vehicle,” notwithstanding that the delivery was 
partially effected by applt. & his assistant carrying 
the coal from the vehicle to the purchaser’s house ; 
& (3) applit., in failing to deliver a ticket or note to 
the purchaser, had contravened sect. 21.— 
Lucas v. Hopson, [1919] 1 K. B.6; 881. J. K. 8B. 
82; J19L. T. 7423; 838 5.P.153 35 7. LR. 10; 
16 L. G. R. 875; 26 Cox, C. C. 336, D. C. 

79. Coal & cart weighed on premises of 
purchaser—Ticket may be filled in at same time.]— 
By an agreement between a firm of coal merchants 
& the committee of an asylum all coal supplied 
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to the asylum was to be weighed on the asylum 
weighbridge, & the weight there ascertained before 
delivery was accepted by the committee. <At 
the time of weighing a cartload of coal in course of 
delivery at the asylum, the carter had in his 
possession a book of forms containing tickets in 
the form in the schedule, but in which the weights 
which were required to be entered were left in 
blank; at the conclusion of the weighing, & before 
any part of the coal was unloaded, the purchasers’ 
storekeeper, in pursuance of the arrangement 
between the parties, filled in upon the ticket the 
weight of the coal & vehicle, the tare weight of the 
vehicle & the net weight of coal delivered ; the 
ticket was then detached from the book, & handed 
by the carter to the storekeeper, & the coal was 
unloaded :—Held: the provisions of Weights & 
Measures Act, 1889 (c. 21), s. 21, had been complied 
with by the sellers, & they could not be convicted 
under that sect. for not delivering to the purchaser 
before any part of the coal was unloaded a ticket 
in the form in Schedule IIT. to the Act.—-EDWARDS 
v. PURNELL, [1899] 1 Q. B. 449; 68 L. J. Q. 3B. 
272; 79 L. T. 737; 68 5. P. 24935 47 W. it. 380 ; 
43 Sol. Jo. 226; 19 Cox, C. C. 286, D.C. 

80. Form of ticket—-Seller’s name—Busi- 
ness name sufficient.|—-Applt. was convicted for 
default in compliance with the provisions of 
Weights & Measures Act, 1889 (c. 21), s. 21, with 
respect. to the delivery of a ticket with a ton of 
coal delivered by him, by means of a vehicle, to a 
purchaser. He had delivered a ticket in the form 
in Schedule II]. to the Act; in the place for the 
namie of the seller were inserted the words, “ Sellers 
the Co-operative Coal co.’’? This was the name 
under which applt. traded, but there was no real 
co. There was no intent to defraud :—-I/eld : 
the provisions in the Act, requiring the Insertion 
in the ticket of the seller's name, was sulliciently 
complied with by the insertion of the name 
under which applt. carried on his business, & the 
conviction was wrong.—CAMERON ?. TYLER, [1899] 
2Q. B. 943 68 L. J. Q. B. 759; 80 L. T. 764; 
63 J.P. 567; 47 W. RR. 5593 15 T. LR. 3869 3 48 
Sol. Jo. 498 ; 19 Cox, (. C. 858. 1). €. 

—-—~— Weight of sacks incorrect— Total weight 
as per ticket correct.|—-A quantity of coal excecd- 
ing 2 cwt. was in course of being delivered from a 
vehicle to a purchaser & the ticket delivered there- 
with expressed that the purchaser would receive 
two tons of coals in 20 sacks each containing 2 cwt. 
When 11 of the sacks had been delivered the re- 
maining sacks were weighed, & some were found to 
contain less & some more than 2 ewt. cach, but the 
deficiency in those weighed exceeded the excess. 
The magistrate found as a matter of fact that the 
whole quantity of 2 tons was delivered :—Held : 
as the whole quantity expressed in the ticket had 
in fact been delivered, the seller could not, by 
reason of some of the sacks containing less than 
2cwt. each, be convicted under Weights & Measures 
Act, 1889 (c. 21), s. 21, of having delivered a less 
quantity of coal than the quantity expressed in 
the ticket.—Goprrrey v. RADFORD (1896), 75 
I.. T. 224; 605. P. 615; 18 Cox, C. C. 417, D.C. 

82. Sale In vehicle in bulk—Correct weight 
of vehicle—How ascertained.}|—When coal is con- 
veyed for delivery on sale in bulk, in a vehicle not 
bclonging to the purchaser, the ‘‘ correct weight,” 
which is required by Weights & Measures Act, 
1889 (c. 21), s. 22, to be inserted in the ticket which 
is to be given to the purchaser, is the weight as 
ascertained at the place from which the coal is 
brought, & not the weight at the time of delivery. 
—KNOWLES & Sons v. SInciarr, [1898] 1 Q. B. 
170; 677. J. Q. B. 67; 77 1. T. 624; 62 5. P. 
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102; 46 W. R. 188; 42 Sol. Jo. 116; /OX.,. 
ree ol, Jo. 116; 18 Cox,'C. C. 


Annolations :— « Edwards v. Pur 
nA Refd. Bomar Tine (1904) 8 Lee no 
oo SO -.]— By Weichts & 
Measures Act, 1889 (c. 21), s. 33 (1) 4 cas Where any 
quantity of coal exceeding 2 cwt. is conveyed for 
delivery on sale in a vehicle in bulk, the seller of the 
coal shall . . . cause the weight of the vehicle to 
be&® previously ascertained .. .°?:—Held: the 
true test whether the vehicle had been weighed so 
recently & under such circumstances that its 
correct weight had been ascertained. 

Semble: weighing at reasonable intervals was 
not the proper test, but the waggon need not be 
welghed before every declivery.—BEARDSLEY v. 
PIKE & Sons (1904), 90 L. T. 652; 68 J. P. 273; 
21.G.R. 710; 20 Cox, C. C. 648, D. GC, 


SUB-SECYT. 3.—Byk-LAWws. 

See Weights & Measures Act, 1889 (c. 21), s. 28. 

84. Validity—-Bye-law of harbour authority— 
Monopoly of metage.J—Under a local harbour Act 
the corpn. of P. had power to make bye-laws 
regulating their officers in the affairs of the wharf, 
& for regulating porters, carmen, etc. By a bye- 
law, if any other than the meters appointed by the 
corpn. weighed coals, cte., unladen from the 
wharf, he shall incur a penalty of 40s. :—-Held : the 
byc-law was too extensive, inasmuch as it com- 
pelled third parties buying & selling to accept the 
corpn, meter for weighing of coods.—ALDRIDGE 2%. 
Writing (1806), 80 J. BP. 809, 

85. ------ Vehicles delivering for sale--To carry 
weighing machine---Kind of machine not par- 
ticularised.]—-In pursuance of Weights & Measures 
Act, L889 (c, 21), s. 28, a county council framed & 
published a bye-law that the person in charge 
of every vehicle carrying coal for sale on delivery 
to a purchaser should carry therewith a weighing 
instrument of ‘Ca form approved’? :—Held: the 
bye-law was neither vague nor invalid for uncer- 
tainty, in that it did not specify the identical 
weighing machine to be carried, &, justices who 
had, on this ground, declined to convict a coal 
dealer of an offence under it, had gone beyond 
their jurisdiction in) cutertaining the question 
of vagueness or uncertainty of language.-— 
MARTIN v. CLARWHE (1898), 62 L. J. Me. GC. 178; 
NM LL. R. 6565 87 Sol. Jo. 71635 5 R. 542, D.C, 

86. --- — —.}) —A provision in a bye-law 
under Weights & Measures Act, 1889 (c. 21), 5. 28, 
requiring a weighing machine to be provided & 
carried when coal is sold out of a vehicle held to be 
vahd.---KEenr Counry Councin vv. WUMPHREY, 
[1895] 1 Q. B. 808; G4 1. 0. M. CC. I90; 72 1. T. 
563 5 595. P2520 3 48 W. R506 5 39 Sol. Jo. £70 ; 
18 Cox, | C. 1635 75 R. 4dlts sub nom. Kent 
CoUNTY CoUNCIT. 1 LLUMPHREY, SAME v. WATTS, 
11 Tb. L. Re. 886, D.C. 
alnnotations :~ Consd. Swallow vr. T. CL C., 

221. Refd. Alty vr. Marrell, [1896] 1 Q. B. 636. 

87. -—--—-- Duty of person in charge to re- 
weigh on request—Bye-law valid but unreasonable. | 
---By a bye-law made by a local authority under 
Weights & Measures Act, 1889 (e. 21), s. 28, 
which enables local authorities to make bye-laws 
regulating the sale of coal in small quantities, 
** Every person in charge of any vehicle carrying 





11916) 1 Wk. WB. 
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e. Validity -- Bye - law requiring — ( 
weighing of coal on municipal weight CIT 
scales.)—-lte MILLER & ‘TOWN OF (J 
VIRDEN (1906), 5 W.L. 2.49; 16 322: 460.L.1 
Man. L. R. 479.—CAN, ——CAN. 


ee reas 


: a: -}] — BUTTERWORTH 
J.G.) & Co., Lrp. v. Ciry oF OTTAWA, 
NITY OF OTTAWA ¥, 
G.) & Co., Lp. (1919), 16 O. W. N. 

~R.49; 49 D.T. R. 262. 


141 


coal for sale ...in quantities not exceeding 

2 cwt. ... shall re-weigh the coal upon being 

requested to do so by any purchaser, or by any 

one on behalf of the purchaser, or by an inspector 
of weights & measures, or by any constable ”’ :— 

Held: the sect. authorised the making of a bye- 

law requiring the coal to be weighed by the person 

in charge of the vehicle, but the bye-law was 
unreasonable, & therefore bad.—ALTY v. FARRELL, 

[1896] 1 Q. B. 686; 65. 5.M.C.115; 74 L. T. 

492; 60 J. P. 373; 12 T. L. R. 346; 40 Sol. Jo. 

460; 18 Cox, C. C, 321, D. C. 

Annotations :—Consd, Swallow v. L. C. C., [19161 1 K. B. 
224. Refd. Kruse v. Johnson, (1898) 2 Q. B. 91; A.-G. 
v. Modgson, [1922] 2 Ch. 429. 

88. Registration of business name.|—A 
bye-law made by a county council requiring every 
person selling coal in quantities not cxceeding 
2 cwt. to register his name & place of business with 
the inspector of weights & measures, if his place of 
business is within the county, is a valid byc-law, 
as being reasonable & ‘ regulating for the pur- 
poses of this Act the sale of coal in quantities not 
exceeding 2 cwt.”? within Weights & Measures 
Act, 1889 (c. 21), s. 28 (1).—Warp v. FRANKLIN 
(1909), 101 L. T. 681; 73 J. VP. 506; 71. G. R. 
1075. 

89. Construction-— Vehicles to carry correct 
weighing machines & weights—Sufficiency of 
weights carried.| HOUGHTON v. ANDREWS (1895), 
Allwood’s Weights & Measures, 112, D. C. 

90. ——. .|—A bye-law made under 
Weights & Measures Act, 1889 (c. 21), 8. 25, 
provided that every person carrying coal for sale 
in a vehicle should carry therewith ‘a correct 
weighing instrument... for the purpose of 
weighing any quantity of coal not exceeding 
2 ewt.”? Resp., a coal dealer, was carrying bags 
of coal in his cart for sale, some of which bags 
purported to contain 1 cwt., & others 4 cwt. 
He had with him a correct set of scales, but only 
one weight weighing 4 cwt. :-—Held: the bye- 
law & statute contemplated that the weighing 
instrument should be capable of weighing any bag 
of coal in the cart by a single operation, & that 
as a ewt. bag of coal could not be weighed with 
2 ewt. weight in less than two operations, a breach 
of the law had been committed.—CRIcK  v. 
NicnHoiss, [1905] 1K. B. 501; 74 L. J. I. B. 283 | 
92 TL. T. 169; 69 J. P. 144; 53 W. RR. 4815 21 
tT. 1. R. 2353 49 Sol. Jo. 260; 31. G. R. 277; 20 
Cox, C. C. 777, D.C. 

91. —— --—-- Where a vehicle carrying coals 
for sale.J—KYLE v. May (1899), Allwood’s Weights 
& Measures, 141, D. ©. 

92. —-—— Coal carried under pre- 
arranged contract.]|—Certain customers = gave 
specific orders for coal to a coal merchant at his 
place of business, but no unconditional appropria- 
tion of any coal was made either by the customers 
with the assent of the merchant nor by the 
merchant with the consent of the customers. The 
coal was afterwards delivered in a waggon by a 
servant of the coal merchant at the places of 
residence of the customers :-~Held: whilst the 
coal was being carried from the yard of the coal 
merchant to the places of residence of the cus- 
tomers, with the sole object of fulfilling the orders 
which had been previously given by them, the coal 
was not for sale within the meaning of a local 
bye-law which imposed a penalty upon the person 

















g. —-— Bye-law regulating sale of 
coal.jJ-—R. ve WooruatTr (1906), 11 
O.L. fh. 544; 70. W. RR. 727.—CAN. 

h. Infringement—Bye-law regulating 
sale of hay.jJ-—R. wv. HOLuistrr, 8 
O, R. 750.—CAN. 
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Sect. 1.— Coal: Sub-sects. 3,4 & 5. Sect. 2.] 

in charge of a vehicle carrying coal for sale who did 
not carry therewith an approved weighing machine 
& correct weights.—HUNTING v. MATTHEWS 
(1913), 108 L. T. 10193 77 J. P. 331; 297. L. R. 
487; 11 L. G. R. 723; 23 Cox, C. C. 444, D.C. 


SUB-sSECT. 4.—SALE IN LONDON. 

See London Coal Act, 1831 (c. Ixxvi), 1 & 2 
Vict. c. ci. 

93. Form & contents of certificate—Name of 
colliery — Name by which coal known in- 
sufficient.|;—In an action of debt to recover a 
penalty for not sending a certificate, the declara- 
tion alleged, that *‘ defts. did not send a certificate 
signed by defts., containing the usual name of the 
colliery out of which the coals were brought, & 
the price paid by the master for such coals then 
sold & loaded on board the ship” :—J/eld: 
(1) 16 was not necessary to prove at the trial that 
any coals had been actually sold ; (2) the deserip- 
tion in the certificate being “ Darrett’s Wallsend 
Coals,” such certilicate was bad for not containing 
the usual name of the colliery out of which the 
coals Were gotten ; (3) ib was no ground for a new 
trial, that the declaration set out more than one 
particular in which the certificate was deficient, 
wthough there was no evidence given at the trial 
in support of one of those particulars; (4) the 
declaration was bad in arrest of judgment, for not 
averring that the defts. were “ the fitters ’’? of the 
coals.— GRANT v. MATTHEWSON (L811), S Scott, 
N.R. 13853; 181. J.C. P2119: 8 Jur. 517. 

94, ---—- Recovery of penalty for defective certi- 
ficate—Sufficiency of ailegations.J}—UGnanr  v. 
MATHEWSON, No. 08, anie. 

95. ——-- —~—- Proof that coals actually sold.}-— 
GRANT v. MATTHEWSON, No. 03, ante. 

95. Sale in sacks—-Method of weighing.}| — 
(1) London Coal Act, L831 (ce. Ixxvi), s. 54, directs 
carmen of waygons, etc., in which coals are carried 
in sacks for delivery to purchasers in London, ete., 
to weigh, if required. each sach, “ with the coals 
therein, & afterwards to weigh in like manner cach 
sack without any coals therein” :---Held: to 
weigh cach sack of coals in one scale against 
weights in the other scale equal to the proper 
weight of a sack of coals, together with an empty 
sack, 1s not. a legal weighing within the Act. 

(2) Sect. 47 required a scller’s ticket to be 
delivered to the purchaser of coals, imposing a 
penalty of not exceeding £20 on neglect, & sect. 
77, enacted, that all penalties not exceeding £25 
should be levied & recovered before any justice or 
justices of the peace. 1 & 2 Vict. c. ci, repealed 
60 inuch of London Coal Act, 1831 (c. Ixxvi) as 
related to the delivery of a seller’s ticket, é pro- 
ceeded by a new enactment, sect. 3, to require 
a certain form of a seller's ticket to be delivered. 
under a penalty not exceeding £20, but did not 
subjoin any provision for recovering the penalty 
by any individual :—Held: that no action could 
be maintained for this penalty by the buyer of 
coals, where no geller’s ticket was delivercd.-— 
MEREDITH v. HOLMAN (1547), 16 M. & W. 798; 
16 L. J. Ex. 126; 9L. T. O.S. 39; 11 J. P. 489; 
153 HK, R. 1413. 

Annotation :-—16 to (1) Apprvd. Smith ce. Wood (iks%), v4 

Oi 8. D238, 


97. —— !--Pltf. purchased coal from 
deft. in the metropolis, & on delivery of sani 
required deft.’s carman to weigh some of the sacks 
in which it was contained, The carman weighed 
the sacks by putting each of the full sacks in one 
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seule & an empty sack together with the weights 
in the other scale. In an action for penalties under 
London Coal Act, 1831 (c. Ixxvi), in respect of a 
deficiency of weight in the sacks so weighed :— 
Held: as the method of weighing prescribed by 
the sect.—viz., weighing the sacks ‘‘ both with 
& without the coals therein”’ had not been followed, 
pltf. was not entitled to recover.—SMITH v. Woop 
(1889), 24 Q. B. D. 23; 59 LJ. Q.B. 5; 61 Lig’. 
870; 54 J.P. 324; 38 W. KR. 138; 6T. LR. ol, 
C. A, 

.{nnotation :--Refd. Houghton v. ear (1913), 109 L. T. 177. 

98. Seller’s ticket—Failure to obtain—Recovery 
of penalty.|--Vero v. Ilaaue (1804), 1 Smith, 
kK. LB. 417. 

99, ----- Failure to deliver Recovery of 
penalty.)—Mrrepiru v. TIOLMAN, No. 06, ante. 

100. ~--- Defence to action for price.|— 
(1) The neglect to deliver ticket may be pleaded 
in bar to an action for the price of the coals. 

(2) In debt for goods sold & dclivered, deft. 
pleaded, that the goods were divers quautities of 
coals by deft. purchased of pltfs., & by pltfs. sold 
& delivered to deft. ; that the quantities of coal 
were respectively delivered by pltfs. to the deft. 
after the passing of 1 & 2 Vict. c. ci; that each of 
the quantities of coal so sold & delivered, at the 
respective times of the sales & of the deliveries 
thereof, exceeded in weight 560 Ibs. & that each of 
the quantities of coals was so delivered, within the 
city of London, in two carts & two waggons ; that 
pltfs. were the sellers of the quantities of coals; & 
that pltfs.. so being the sellers, did not deliver or 
eause to be delivercd to deft., or to his agent or 
servant, immediately on the arrival of the carts & 
waggons, & before any of such quantities of coals 
were unloaded, a ticket with each of the quantitics 
of coals, nor with any of them, according to the 
required form, signed by pltf., with their names 
in words at full length, according to the statute ; 
& that deft., at the times of the sales & deliveries of 
the coals. was not a sclier of, Gr dealer in, coals, nor 
did he purchase the same, or any part thereof, at 
the coal market: —/eld: the plea sufliciently 
alleged an omission to deliver a ticket, in contra- 
vention of the statute.—CUNDELL vu. DAWSON 
(1847), 4. B. 3763; 171. 500. PP. oll; Of. TP. 
O.S. 1733 11 Jur. 683 136 ds. R. 552. 

_ts to (1) Retd. Brightman v. Tate, (1919) 
1K. B. 463: Anderson vo. Danicl, [1921] 1 K. B. 13s. 

Generally, Mentd. Ritchie rv. Smith (1K84I8) 18 LL. J.C. Pp. 

9: Pligrim eve. Southampton & Dorchester Ry. (2849), 
133 Jur, 5453 Tiamsden v. Lupton (2873), 43 L. J. Q. 2. 
i. 





innotations : 





101. - - - Sufficiency of pleading.| -— 
CUNDELL tv. DAWSON, No. L100, aite. 

102, - --— -. ~-—— Failure to deliver In proper 
form.]—-17 Geo, 3, ¢. 66, makes it Imperative on 
the vendor of coals to deliver a vendor's ticket 
signed by the meter, & the Act having been passed 
to protect the buyer against the frauds of the 
seller, a vender of coals, who has delivercd a 
vender's ticket to the purchaser, which was not 
sipned by the meter, cannot recover the price of 
the coals from such purchaser.—-iarrLeE v. POOLE 
(1829), 0 BL. & C. 1023; 7. 3. O18. A.B. 158 | 
100 H.R. 71. 


Annotations :— Folla, Cundell ». Dawson (1847), 4 Co 1. 
276. Consd. Anderson v. Daniel, POZE] Fo KM. Be. BR. 
Refd. Forster v. Taylor (1834), 6 B. & Ad. S875) M‘Callan 
nt Mortimer (1842), 9 M. & W. 636. Mentd. Brown ». 
Diunean (1829), 10 B. & C. 93; Smith ve Mawhood (1845), 


Ti MM. & W. 452. 

103. —- - Coal delivered off ship.]- 
In an action for coals sold & delivered, the plea 
being that a ticket had not been delivered with 
them in pursuance of 1 & 2 Vict. c. ci, 8. 4. :-—Held : 


the seet. did not apply where coals were shipped ata 
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distance on board a coal brig belonging to pltf. & 
were delivered in an entire cargo from it upon 
defts.’ wharf, without the intervention of any 
other craft.—BLANFORD v. MORRISON (1850), 15 
Q. B. 724; 19 L. J. Q. B. 583; 161. T. 0. S. 264 ; 
14 Jur. 1130; 117 BE. R. 633, Ex. Ch. 
Annotation :—-Mentd. Reed v. Inghain (1854), 3 16. & B. $389. 
104. Quality of coal misrepresented—Recovery 
of penalty—In what court action to be brought.]— 
As the amount of the penalty under 47 Geo. 3, c. 
68, 3. 33, depended upon the number of chaldrons 
sold, an action for more than one penalty for know- 
ingly sclling twenty-five chaldrons of coals for 
coals which they really were not, is properly 
brought in this ct.—RkEEVE v. Poon (1825), 4 
B. & C. 155; 1C. & P. 622; 107 KH. RR. 1017. 
Ai tan :—Apld. Collins vr. Hopwood (1846), 15 M. & W. 


105. Deficiency in weight—Pleading.|—In a qui 
tam action undcr London Coa] Act, 18381 (c. 
Ixxvi), s. 57, for delivering coals short of weight, 
the declaration must. aver that the coals were 
carried, for delivery, from a ship, wharf, etc., or 
place in London or Westminster, or within twenty- 
five miles of the General Post Office in London. It 
is not sufficient to allege that they were sold & 
delivered at such place. So held on general 
demurrer.--FREND v. BUTTERFIELD (1840), 1] 
Ad. & 1. 888; 113 KE. R. 6383. 

106. Calculated over total amount delivered. | 
-~The London Coal Act, 183) (c. Ixxvi), s. 57, 
imposes a penalty not exceeding £5 on the seller of 
coals, for every sack that shall be found deficient, 
on its being weighed in pursuance of the Act :— 
Held: where several sacks are sent out to a pur- 
chaser at the sarne time under one contract, one 
penalty only is incurred in respect of a deficiency 
in weight, though every sack is so deficient; & 
where 17 sacks were so found deficient, the 
penalties were recoverable by action of debt. in 
one of the superior cts., notwithstanding sect. 77, 
which directs that all penalties imposed by the 
Act not excecding £25, shall be Jevied & recovered 
before justices of the peace.—COLLINS ov. Hor- 
woon (1846), 15 M. & W. 450; 16 b. J. Jax. 124 ; 
7TLIT.O.S. 115; 103. BP. Jo. 3380 3 153 EL 1. 930. 
aLinotations :-~Refd. Meredith +. Holman (1816), 8 L. T. 

O.S.191. Mentd. Diment vr. Roberts, (1924] 1 kK. B. 9. 

107. Effect on London Coal Act, 1831 (c. Ixxvi) 
--Of 6 & 7 Vict. c. cl.|-- An action having been 
brought. before the passing of 6 & 7 Vict. ¢. ¢1, 
charging the non-compliance with all the requisites 
of London Coal Act, 188d (ce. Isxvi), & the rephea- 
tion & issue delivered after the disqualifying Act 
came into operation, no consent of a judge having 
been obtamed. The ct. set aside the proceedings 
without costs.—GRANT t. BROWNE (15438), 6 Man. 
& G. 7743; 1 Dow. & L. 7903; 7 Scott, No R. 508 | 
1I3L.JI,.CG.9. 23; & Jur 1775 13h bk. Re TOs. 

108. Of 1 & 2 Vict. c. ci.J—Upon an 
information under London Coal Act, 183] (c. Ixxvi), 
s. 52 for delivering coal to a purchaser from a 
cart without having thereon a perfect Weighing 
machine :—Held: 1 & 2 Vict. c. ci, continuing 
London Cual Act, 1831 (c. Ixxvi), for the further 
term of seven years, & the subsequent continuing 
Acts, must be read as referring to those sects. only 
of the Act which would have expired, if they had 
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not been continued, & not to the whole Act, & 
sect. 52, which did not require to be continued, 
was still in force, & the information was rightly 
laid under it.—HouGuron v. FEAR BROTHERS, 
Lrp. & WILLSHER, [1913] 2 K. B. 343; 82 L. J. 
K. B. 650; 109 L. T. 177; 77 J. P. 376; 29 
T.L. R. 410; 11 L. G. R. 731; 23 Cox, C. C. 494, 
D.C. 


Annotation :-—Reld. Speneer v. Hooton, Spencer v. Newton 
& Pycroft, Briggs v. G. N. Ry., Parkinson vr. Wigan Coal 
& Tron Co., Harrison v. Wigan Coal & Jron Co. (1920), 
37 T. L. R. 280. 


SuB-sect. 5.—LIABILITY FOR SHORT WEIGHT. 


Sce Weights & Measures Act, 1889 (c. 21), 8. 29. 

Weighing of coal—Payment of wages—Deduc- 
tions.|—Sce MINIs, Vol. AXXIV., pp. 739-732, 
Nos. 1107-1116. 

109. Liability of vendor—Coal delivered by con- 
tractor.|— BAKER v. HERD (1894), 58 J. P. 413; 


10 dhe Ll. It. JS], })). C, 
Annotation -—Refd. Paul v. Hargreaves (1908), 77. J. K. 3B. 


O35, 

110. Necessity for mens rea—To constitute 
offence.|—By Weights & Measures Act, 1889 
(c. 21), 5s. 29, an inspector may enter any building 
where coal is suld or kept or exposed for sale, & 
may stop any vehicle carrying coal for sale or 
delivery to a purchaser, & may weigh any eat 
of coal found in any such place or vehicle or which 
is in course of delivery to any purchaser; & if it 
appears to a ct. of summary jurisdiction that any 
quantity so weighed is of less weight than that 
represented by the seller, the person selling or 
keeping or exposing the coal for sale, or the person 
in charge of the vehicle, as the case may be, 1s 
liable to a fine -—Jfeld: to constitute an offence 
under this sect. on the part of a person in charge 
of a vehicle carrying coal for delivery, mens rea 
is neccessary, &, consequently, a servant in charge 
of a vehicle who was innocently delivering there- 
from to customers, coal of less weight than that 
represented by his employers, & who had himself 
no knowledge of any short weight was not. guilty 
of an offence under the sect.--PAUL v. Har- 
GiEAVES, [1008] 2 K. B. 2895 77 1. J. WK. iB. 585 ; 
98 1. 7. 751; 72 3. PP. 2813; 24 7. L. BR. 601; 
G6. G. RL 550: 21 Cox, C. CG. 584. 

111. Master & servant—Liability of servants— 
Acting innocently.|—Paut v. HARGREAVES, No. 
110, ane. 

--—— Liability of master.|—See CRIMINAL LAw, 
Vol. XIV., p. 41, Nos. 109, 110. 








Secr. 2.—OTHER CASES. 
See Weights & Measures Acts, 1878-1926. 
112. Dry groceries —Goods weighed in wrapper— 
Whether fraud committed.]-—ITarris 1, ALLWoobD 
(1802), 57 5. P. 7: sub nom. ALLWOOD v. HARRIS, 


9 I. R. 14, D.C. 

-lnnotfations ¢:-—Distd. Lane v. Rendall (2899), 48 WLR. 158, 
Apid. 1.0. Cor. Payne (1903), 68.7, P. 21. Refd. King ce. 
Speneer (1904), 68 J.P. 5380. 

-|—Lewis v. FANTHORPE, 

FANTHORVE v, LEWIs (L901), Allwood’s Weights & 

Measures, J58, I). C. 





PART V. SECT. 2. the nett weight of the Sr we : aie erie — SESHOS ‘ A Pa leroy 
; 2. N (1894), -ood’ 99), wood's Weights easurcs, 
112 1. Dry groceries—Goods weighed Wolghtx& Measures, 105; 31 8c.1e Re 11t—R. . 
in wrapper-—Whether fraud committed.) 744" scoT fi , 1. Barrels of flour. or 7 
—Where o grocer sold packets of tea ; ° ; aa Rise ee 
112 iil, -—-—  —~--- -——.]}— MASTER- ITAUIFAX CITy 2. CUNNINGHAM, 7 


urporting to be ? lb. packets though 
the nett weight of the packet without 
the pare was less than } 7b. tho ct. 
quashed the conviction there being no 


representation to any purchaser that We 8S ee 


TON ¥, SOUTAR, COLLIER v. SOUTAR, 
A S.C. (J.) 74; 6 Adam, 654.— 


Tnproper testing by 


hh. & G. 14.—-CAN. 

m. Herrings.J}—Held : a fish-curer 
had contravened 55 Goo. 3, c. 94, 8. 12, 
by curing & packing a barrel of white 


144 
Sect, 2.—Other cases. Part VI.] 
114. --|—(1) A person went into 


a grocer’s shop & asked for 4 oz. of tea. The 
grocer’s assistant, acting under the instructions 
of the grocer, put some tea into a paper wrapper, 
& weighed both tea & wrapper together in the 
presence of the purchaser, & then delivered it to 
him. The tea thus supplied was less than the 4 oz. 
asked for by the weight of the paper which was 
included in the 4 oz. The scales were just & 
accurate, & gave the gross weight of the tea & 
paper correctly. 

Upon an information under Weights & Measures 
Act, 1878 (c. 49), s. 26, against the grocer for being 
a party to wilfully committing a fraud in using the 
scale by adding the paper wrapper to the goods 
pan when weighing the tea, the Justices refused to 
receive evidence tendered to show that it was the 
custom or usage for grocers to weigh tea in the 
paper wrapper in which it was sold, & convicted :— 
Held: the mere fact of weighing the tea with the 
wrapper included would not necessarily constitute 
the offence under sect. 26 of wilfully committing 
a fraud in the use of the scales if the purchaser 
knew that the weight of the wrapper was included 
in the weight; & having regard to the fact that 
the weighing was done in the presence of the pur- 
chaser, before the conviction could be sustained 
the case required further consideration as to 
whether what was done amounted to a wilfully 
fraudulent use of the scales; (2) evidence of the 
alleged custom ought to have been admitted, as 
having a bearing on the question whether there 
had been a wilful commission of a fraud within the 
meaning of the sect.-—KING v. SPENCER (1904), 91 
I. T. 470; 68 J. P. 580; 2 L. G@. R. 9793 20 
Cox, C. C. 692, D.C. 

115. ——.]—Applt., a grocer, made 
up a number of packages of sugar wrapped in 
paper, each package being weighed by hin, or his 
servants, on his scales, & weighing exactly one 
pound weight of combined sugar & paper. The 
scales were Just & accurate, & gave the weight of 
each package correctly. Subsequently applt. 
supplied one of those packages to a purchaser 
who had asked for one pound of sugar. The 
sugar without the paper wrapper weighed three- 
quarters of an ounce less than one pound :— 
Held: as there had been no fraudulent using or 
manipulation of the scales in the act of weighing, 
Weights & Measures Act, 1878 (c. 49), s. 26, did 
not apply, & applt. could not be convicted of the 
offence specified therein. 

The wrong & mischief done was not in giving to 
the buyer a quantity which had been untruly 
weighed but in selling to him as one pound of 
sugar that which was not one pound of sugar but 
was one pound of sugar & paper combined 
(KENNEDY, J.).—-STONE v. TYLER, [1905] 1 K. B. 
2900; 711. J. K.B.18; 92 L. T. 83; 695. P.4; 
217T. L. R. 333 49 Sol. Jo. 834; 2 L. G. R. 1863; 
20 Cox, C. C. 768, D. C. 

.]|—Sce, also, Part II., Sect. 3, 




















sub-sect. 2, ante. 
-|—See, now, Sale of Food (Weights & 
Measures) Act, 1926 (c. 63). 











Bread.|—See Foop & Druas, Vol. XXV., pp. 
herrings under the = specified size, cause to be 
although he had not tendered it for purchaser’ certain 


branding or offered it for sale.— 
LOWDON v. INGRAM (1884), 11 R. (Ct. 
of Sess.) (J.) 573; 21 Se. L. R. 775.— 
SCOT. 


read Was 


n. Necessity fur mens rea.j}-—An 
assize bye-law made it an offence for a 
person to offer or expose for sale or 


sold or delivered to a 
articles 
fixed standard weight :—VT/eld : 
not required to constitute 
the offence. — GINSRBERG tv. 
peu ATECe, [1916] T. P. D. 284.— 


o. AMeat.}--A_bye-law enacted that: 
no person should deliver or cause to 


WEIGHTS AND MEASURES. 


117-122, 189, Nos. 397-420, 434, 435, 438, 559- 
O61. 

116. Soap—-Loss of weight by evaporation— 
Fraud.|—LEwIs v. FANTHORPE, FANTHORPE wv. 
LEwis (1901), Allwood’s Weights & Measures, 
158, D.C. 

117. Butter—Statutory direction that cooper’s 
name be marked on vessel—Sale in unmarked 
vessels—Void.|—-By 36 Geo. 3, c. 88, every cooper 
or other person making a vessel for packing butter, 
is required to brand his Christian & surname on 
such vessel, together with the exact weight or tare 
thereof, or in default thereof, he is to forfeit, for 
every such vessel not so marked, 10s. By sect. 3, 
every dairyman, farmer, etc., who shall pack any 
butter for sale, shall pack the same in vessels so 
made & marked as aforesaid, & shall brand his 
Christian & surname on different parts of the 
vessel, therein described, & on the butter contained 
in such vessel, upon penalty of forfeiting, for every 
default, £5. In an action brought by a farmer to 
recover the pvice of fifteen firkins of butter sold 
by him to deft., it appeared that the firkins were 
not marked according to the Act :-—Held: (1) the 
provisions which required the vessel to be branded 
with the name of the cooper, seller, etc., being 
intended for the protection of the public against 
fraud, indirectly prohibited any sale of butter 
in vessels not properly marked; (2) the subjcct- 
inatter of this contract was in such a state, 
from the vessels, not being properly marked, 
that) the sale of it was forbidden by Act of 
Parliament; & consequently, the contract. of 
sale was void, & pltf. could not recover; (3) 
although there was a penalty imposed in the same 
clause of the Act, which directed the thing to 
be done, yet the remedy of the public against a 
person infringing the clause was not thercby 
limited to a proceeding for the penalty ; but the 
clause might be used against him as a defence to 
an action.—lForsvin v. TAYLOR (1834), 5 B. & Ad. 
S87; L1IO EK. R. 1019 3 sub nom. Foster v. TAYLOR, 
3 Nev. & M. hk. B.2t': OL. J. K. B. 187. 
Annotations :—.1s to (1) Apld. Fergusson v. Norman (1838), 

1 Arn. 418. 48 to (2) Apld. Stevens vv. Gourley (1859), 7 

(. BON. S299. Generally, Refd. Cope v. Lowlands (1836), 

2M. & W. 749: Cundell ve. Dawpon (1847), 4 C. Be. 376; 

Waugh «7. Morris (J873), 28 J. TT. 2653) Brightman ¢v,. 

Tate, [L919] Tok. B. 463. Mentd. Shearwood v. Hay, 

Wills «. Langridge (1836), 5 Ad. & EI. 383; Valk v. Foree 

(1848), 17 da. J. Q. LB. 299, 

118. Ground for penalty or de- 
fence to action for price.|—-}*oRSTER v. TAYLOR, 
No. L177, ante. 

119. Tea—Alleged custom to buy at ‘‘ garden 
weight.’’] — Lister & BiaGs v. Barry & Co. 
(1886), 87. I. R. 99. 

Intoxicating liquors—Sale 
measure.J|—Sec INTOXICATING 
pp. 90, 91, Nos. 693-701. 

Herrings.|——Sce Cran Measures Act, 1908 (c. 17). 

120. Railway-—Charge for use of weighing 
machine—-Not ultra vires.]---A railway co. carried 
coals on their line for defts., who were coal 
merchants, & delivered them at defts.’ wharf 
which adjoined a siding at once of the co.’s stations, 
& they allowed decfts., in consideration of paying 
a specified reasonable charge, to weigh out the 
coals to customers by a machine belonging to the 
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not by 
LIQUORS, 





be delivered to a purchaser a less 
quantity of meat than was expressed 
on the ticket or note which must be 
sent with the meat :— eld: delivery 
was offected as soon as the meat was 
handed over to or put under the 
control of the purchaser.—CAVRONSKEY 
PRETORIA MUNICIPAIATY, [1918] 
T. P, dD. 341.—S. AF. 


below a 
mens 


BENONI 


Part VI.—OFFENCES AND LEGAL PROCEEDINGS. 


co. placed in the station yard. The co. had no 
express statutory power to make charges for the 
use of their weighing machines :—Held: the 
charges were not ultra vires, & the co. could main- 
tain an action to recover them from defts.— 
LONDON & NortTH WESTERN Ry. Co. v. PRIcE 
eee 11 Q. B. D. 485; 52 L. J. Q. B. 754, 
Annotations :-—Refd. County Hotel & Wine Co. v. li. & N. W. 

Ry., [1918] 2 K. B. 251. Mentd. A.-G. v. Mersey Ry., 

[1907] 1 Ch. 81. 

121. Computation of weight of bricks.]|— 
The practice of a railway co. of computing the 
weight of bricks by weighing a certain limited 
number of bricks as they come from the kiln 
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& then from such ascertained weight computing the 
weight per thousand cannot be objected to pro- 
vided the computations are made fairly & at 
rcasonably short intervals—Eastwoop & Co., 
Lrp. v. LONDON & NorTH WESTERN ITty. Co. 
(1907), 13 Ry. & Can. Tr. Cas. 137. 
Weighing cattle.|—Scec MARKETS, Vol. XX XIII, 
p. 538, Nos. 150, 151. 
Electricity.|—See ELEcTRIC LIGHTING, Vol. XX., 
pp. 208, 209, Nos. 57-61. 
Gas.]—See GaAs, Vol. XXV., pp. 478, 479. 
Tobacco & snuff.|—See REVENUE, Vol. XXXIX., 
a Bowe 
= Water supply.J—See WATER SUPPLY, Vol. XLIITI., 
pp. 1091, 1092, 1103. 








Part VI.—Offences and Legal Proceedings. 


See Weights & Measures Acts, 1878-1926. 

122. Whether information lies.|—-It. v. 
GAINE (1669), 1 Sid. 409; 82 KH. R. 1185. 

123. ——.]—Rh.. v. CARESWELL (1675), 1 Freem. 
K. B. 409; 3 Keb. 518; 89 ht. R. 304. 

124. By corporation.|—Where, by an Act 
regulating the sale of coal, it was provided that 
penalties for any offence against its provisions 
should be recoverable by action of debt ‘‘ by the 
person or persons who should inform & sue for 
same’? :—Held: pltfs., who were a corpn. not 
expressly empowered to sne in respect of such 
penalties, were not entitled to bring an action as 
common informers under the above provision.— 
St. LeONARD’S, SHOREDITCH, GUARDIANS — v, 
FRANKLIN (1878), 38 C. P. D. 3773 47 L. FQ. iB. 
127 * 39 a Pe V8 A} VeeP e127 S26 We Re BBe; 
Annotations :-—Expld. Allman v. Hardeastle (1903), 89 TL. Tb. 


553. Refd. Enniskillen Union Grdns. v. Hilliard (1884), 
‘ 645. Mentd. Robinson v. Curry (1850), 43 


15 Cox, C. C 

L. VY. 504. 

125. ——— Jurisdiction of justices—County of 
London.|—-The Justices of the County of London 
have jurisdiction to entertain informations laid 
under the Weights & Measures Act, 1878 (c. 49).— 
DODSON v. WILLIAMS (1804), LOT. Lm. 211, D.C. 

126. Whether indictment lies.] — Deft. was 
indicted for selling corn to prosecutor which he 
falsely alleged to be a full bushel whereas there 
was not a full bushel sed plurimum deficiebat :-— 
Held: was only a private contract & not indict- 
able & the indictment was bad inasmuch as the 
words ‘‘ sed plurimum deficiebat ’’ were too general. 
~--R. ve. PINKNEY (1733), Kel. W. 2443; Sess. Cas. 
K. B. 57; 25 1. R. 5933 sub nom. R. v. PICKLEY, 
2 Barn. KK. B. 244. 
Annotations :-—Refd. R. +. Wheatly (1761), 2 Burr. 1125; 

RR. vw. Bower (1775), 1 Cowp. 323. 

127. J—R. v. GRIFFIN DRISFIELD (1751), 
Dunning, 42. 


Bur- 











128. -|—Delivering less oats than the 
quantity contracted for as the due quantity, not 
indictable.—- R. v. DUNNAGE (1761), 2 Burr. 1130; 








97 In. R. 749. 
129. .|—Indictment for selling as two 


chaldron of coals a less quantity, is not maintain- 
able: it must be for selling by false measure.— 
R.v. OSBORN (1765), 3 Burr. 1697 ; 97 BE. R. 1052. 





130. ~, J-~R. v. Waruina (1815), 3 C. L. R. 
1148, n. 
~—-—.|—See, also, CRIMINAL LAW, Vol. XV., 


p. 999, Nos. 11,180-11,189. 

131. Distress— By clerk of market.}] —Qu.: 
Whether the clerk of the market can distrain 
ex officio, for using unlawful measures.—BURDETT’S 
CASE (1709), 1 Salk. 8327; 91 E.R. 289. 

Action—By individual members of club-——Joining 
to buy quantity of coal.|—See CLuss, Vol. VIILI., 
p. 520, No. 96. 

132. Rule nisi for mandamus to hear summons— 
Discharge by Queen’s Bench Division—Whether 
appeal lies to Court of Appeal—Criminal cause or 
matter.|— The decision of the Q. B. Div. discharg- 
Ing a rule nist for a mandamus to compel justices 
to hear a summons under Weights & Measures Act, 
1878 (c. 49), s. 25, against a person for being in 
possession for use, of false or unjust measures, is 
a decision of the High Ct. in a ‘‘ criminal cause or 
matter ” within Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), in respect 
of which no appeal hes to the Ct. of Appeal.—R. 
rv. YOUNG, ETC, (LONDON JUSTICES) (1891), 61 
lL. J. M.C. 42; 661L. T. 16; 8 T. L. R. 178; 36 
Sol. Jo. 135 ; 17 Cox, C. C. 425, C. A. 

Annotation :---Apld. R. v. Brixton Prison. Ex p. Savarkar, 

1910) 2 Kh. B. 1056. 

Obstruction of inspector-—Refusal to weigh or 
assist in weighing.|—-See No. 75, ante. 

Offences under Merchandise Marks Act, 1887 
(c. 28).]—See TRADE Marks, Vol. XLIII., pp. 
241, 244, Nos. 854, 857, 876. 








PART VI. 


p. Burden of proof.)---HANBURY tv. 
CHAMBERS (1898), 10 Man. L. R. 167. 





q. -}—When a deft. secks to 
avoid payment of an account for me 
furnished to him on the ground that. 
{t was sold to him by measure & that. 
the measure used was not stamped as 
required by Weights & Measures Act, 
the onus is on him to provo that the 
measure war not properly stamped.— 
HivGHES vy. CHAMBERS (1902), A 22 


i YL. T. 333; 14 Man. L. R. 


r. .]—Where 
J.-- VOL. XILIV. 





some unjust 


weights were found in the appollant’s 
back shop & the weights used in the 
front shop were correct & it was not 
proved that the unjust weights were 
used or intended to be used the ct. 
quashed a conviction not being satis- 
tied that the onus was on the accused 
io show that they were not possessed 
for the purpose of using them.—Hoop 
2. MALCOLM (1887), Allwood’s Weights 
& Measures, 76; 25 Sea L. Re. 1T.— 
SCOT. 

t. Appeal.J—-Weights & Meusures 
Act, 1878, 8. 73, cannot be read as 
excluding appeals on questions of law, 
under Suinmary Prosecutions Appeal 
Act, 1875, 8. 3, for the opinion of the 


High Ct.—Crale tv. McPnuer, [1883] 
10 It. (Ct. of Sess.) C7.) 51; 20 Se. L. R. 
506.—SCOT. 

a. Limitation of action.|—Weights 
& Measures Act, 1906, 5s. 80, limiting 
to six months the time within which an 
action or Veen may be brought 
for a penalty imposed by the Act does 
not apply to an action brought by a 
person agerieved by the use of false 
weights for treble damages & treble 
costs under sect. 83 of the Act. Such 
action may be brought within two years 
after the cause of action arose.— 
SwirtT CANADIAN Co., LTD. v. INNIS- 
FAIL AGRICULTURAL SOcrIErTYy (Alta.), 
{1919} 3 W. W. R. 983.—CAN. 
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Part VII.—Expenses 


See Weights & Measures Act, 1878 (c.49); Weights & Measures (Purchase) Act, 1892 (c. 18); 


& Measures Act, 1893 (c. 19). 


WEIGHTS AND MEASURES. 


of Local Authorities. 
Weights 


Part VIll.—Miscellaneous Terms of Measurement. 


Sect. 1.— IN GENERAL, 

1383. Acre -— Local custom.]— Acres shall be 
assured according to the custom of the country.— 
SoME v. TAYLOR (1599), Cro. Eliz. 665; 78 EK. fl. 
903. 

1384, Sack—-Local custom.]—The ct. will notice 
what measure is meant by a sack in a particular 
county.—WINCOMBE v. COLBORNE (1680), 1 Freem. 
Kk. B. 483; 89 E. R. 363. 

135. Chaldron of coal-—Toll chargeable by local 
commissioners.|—By a local Act, giving to comrs. 
certain powers to be exercised for the preservation 
of the town of B. from the encroachments of the 
sea, it was enacted that there should be paid to the 
comrs. any rate or duty which they should think 
fit to order, not exceeding the sum of 3s. for every 
chaldron of coal brought or delivered within the 
limits of the town :—Held: under this Act a duty 
was payable in respect of each quantity of coals, 
amounting to a chaldron, brought into the town 
although at different times & in several parcels, 
each containing a less quantity than a chaldron.— 
MILLS v. FUNNELL (1824), 2 B. & C. 80035 4 
Dow. & Ry. K. B. 561; 2L. 3.0.8. K. B. 190 ; 
107 E. R. 616. 

136. Square mile --- Whether geometrically 
square.|—-A colonial Act, provides that the holder 
of Crown lands under lease for pastoral purposes 
may, in virtue of intended improvements, apply 
for, & on certain terms obtain, the right to pre- 
emption of such land, “ provided that no such 
application shall be made for more than one 
square mile within each block of five square 
miles’? :—Held: by ‘square mile” area is 
intended, & not form.— ROBERTSON v. DAY (1879), 
5 App. Cas. 63; 49 L. J.P. CG. 9. 

137. English weight—Admissibility of evidence 
to explain.|—DrkrEyFus & Co. v. ALLEN (182), ¥ 
Wy Re Ty Ces 

aes J—See, generally, TIME, Vol. XLII., pp. 927- 
064, 


Secr. 2.—-“ABOUT” ; “MORE OR LESS,” ETC. 

Sale of goods.|—See SALE or Goons, Vol. 
XXXIX., pp. 562-564, Nos. 1686-1702. 

Sale or demise of land.|—See. DEEDS, Vol. 
XVII., pp. 378, 379, Nos. 1877-1885; Sate oF 
LAND, Vol. Xb. p- 279, Nos, 2425- 2427, 

Shipping — Carrying capacity of ships.!-—Sce 
SHIPPING, Vol. XLI., p. 325, Nos. 1830, 1831. 

—— Quantity of cargo.|——See SHIPPING, Vol. 
XLI., pp. 341, 342, Nos. 1925-1928. 


must be computed, 
of the rules of ct., 


PART VIII. SECT. 1. 


b. Acre.}—O’DONNELL Vv. 
a asa - “ a 284.— 
GaRIOCH 


v. 
(sin), 3 3 Dua ct. oot Sess.) 6253; 37 


O’DON 
R. 


ordinary mode of ’ travelling, 
“as the crow files.’’—FRARER v. NOTYT 
(1857), 2 Legge, 1019.—AUS. 


Sect. 3.—DISTANCE. 
See, now, Interpretation Act, 1889 (c. 63), s. 34. 
138. Whether measurement in direct line—Or 
nearest means of access.]|—Statute miles shall be 
computed by the nearest & most usual way, 
allowing 1,760 yards to cach mile; & not by 
straight lines, as a bird or arrow may fly.— 
WING v. KARLE (1591), Cro. Eliz. 212; 78 E.R. 
468 ; subsequent proceedings (1592), Cro. Eliz. 267. 


Annotations :—Refd. Beckman v1. Maplesden (1662), O’Bridg. 
60; Stokes v. Grissell ciBot): 2¢C. 1. 1. 729; Mouffiet v. 
Cole (1872), 27 lL. T. 678 


139. ——-—,]- ~The assignor of a lease of a 
public-house in London, covenanted that he would 
not keep a public-house within the distance of 
half a mile from the premises assigned :—Held : 
the half mile, as mentioned in the covenant, 
imported half a mile measured by the nearest way 
of access between the premises assigned & any 
public-house afterwards kept by the assignor.— 
Lisigh v. inp (1829), 9 B. & C. 774; 4 Man. & 
Ry. K. B. 579; 71. J. 0.8. K. B. 313; 109 I. §. 


288. 
annotations :-—-Consd. Atkyus v. Kinnier (1850), 4 Iexch. 
. 8 Exch. 32. Refd. 


776: Mouflet v. Cole (1872), Th. 
lt. v. Saffron Walden (1846), 9 Q. 18. 76: Stokes v. Grisxell 
(1854), 14 C. B. 678; Lake ». Butler (1855), 5 ik. & B. V2. 


140. |-—-7T Geo, 4, c. 64, 8. 12 that 
offences committed on the boundaries of two 
counties, ‘‘or within the distance of 500 yds. of 
any such boundary or boundarics,” may be tried 
& punished in either county, means a distance of 
500 yds. measured in a direct line from the border 
& not 500 yds. by. the nearest road.—R. v. Woon 
«& P seucee (108132 > Jur. 225. 

141. 14 & 5 Will. 4, c. 76, s. 68, 
enacts that: no person shall retain a settlement, 
gained by possessing an estate or interest in a 
parish, for a longer time then he shall inhabit, 
“within ten miles thereof ’’ :—JIcld: where the 
pauper resided out of the parish, these words mean 
ten miles measured in a direct line from the 
residence to the nearest point of the parish.—R. v. 
SAFFRON WALDEN (INHABITANTS) (1846), 9 Q. B. 








mee ee 
e 





76; 1 New Mag. Cas. 557; 2 New Sess. Cas. 360 3 
15 L. J. M. ©. 115; 7 LL. T. 0.8. 204; 10 J. P. 
499; 10 Jur. 680; 115 BK. R. 1204. 


Annotations :- Apld. ‘Lake . aut (1855), 5 EK. & B. 92. 
Consd. Moufict ¢. Cole (1872), L. Rt. 8 Exch. 32. Mentd. 
Backhouse v. Bishopwearmouth (1861), 7 Jur. N.S. 338. 


142. ~--——.|—A judge's order for the allow- 
ance of costs to pltf., under 15 & 16 Vict. c. 54, s. 
4, where he has obtained a verdict for less than the 
amount which gives concurrent jurisdiction to the 
superior cts., on the ground that the cause of action 
did not arise wholly or in some material point 





the boundary of the district.— UNIon 
BANK » BROOM, (1904) St. R. Qd. 
215.—AUSB. 

ad. Distance by road—Distunce by 
miles.|\—Measurement of distance by 


for the purposes 
according to the 
& not 


ac. Coll. 651.—8COT. 138 ii. —-.J~—In computing road in Acts of Parllament need not be 
the artificial oxtension of the by public roads only. eon of 

PART VIII. SECT. 3. geographical Hmits of the jurisdiction distance by miles applies - 0 places 

138 i. Whether measurement in direct of cts. of petty sessions given by — reached by sea as well as land —-ALLEN 
line—Or nearest means of accessa.}--- Justices Act, 1886, 8. 139, distance fa v. aan UTZ, We p. GROSSE REUTA, 


The distance of a party's residence 


to be measured in a atraight line from 


[1910] St. R. Qd. 26.—AUS, 


Part VIII.—MIsceELtuaANEous TERMS or MEASUREMENT. 


within the jurisdiction of the county ct. within 

which deft. carried on his business at the time of the 

action brought, may be reviewed by the ct. 

Although, in such a case, the onus of showing 
that deft. does not carry on his business within the 
limits, is by the statute cast upon pltf., slight evi- 
dence of the fact will be cnough to call upon deft. 
by his affidavit distinctly to negative it. 

Semble, the twenty miles mentioned in 9 & 10 
Vict. c. 95, 8. 128, are to be measured in a straight 
line on the horizontal plane from point to point, 
or, as it is popularly called, ‘‘ as the crow flies.’’— 
STOKES v. GRISSELL (1854), 14 C. B. 678; 20. L. KR. 
729; 23 L. J.C. P. 141; 23 L. T. O. 8S. 114; 18 
P. 378; 18 Jur. 519; 2 W. R. 466; 189 8. R. 

79. 

Annotations :—Consd. Lake v. Butler (1855), 5 KE. 
92; Moufict v. Cole (1872), L. R. 8 Exch. 32. 
143. -—~—.]—By 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, 8. 128, 

the superior cts. have concurrent jurisdiction with 

the county cts. ‘‘ when pltf. dwells more than 
twenty miles from deft.” :—Held: the twenty 
miles are to be measured as on a horizontal plane, 

in a straight line, & not by the road.—ILAKE v. 

Butter (1855), 6 BE. & B. 92; 3 C. I. R. 1124; 

24L. J.Q. B. 273; 251. T. 0.8. 128; 19 J. P. 

602; 1 Jur. N.S. 490; 3 W. RR. 458; 119 E.R. 

A416. 

Annotations :-— Apld. Jewel v. Stead (1856), 6 Ki. & B. 350; 
Duignan v. Walker (1859), John. 416. Consd. Moutlet. 2. 
Cole (1872), L. I. 8 Exch. 32, 

144. -———,]--A turnpike Act provided that 
no toll gate should be erected, nor any toll taken, 
within three miles of B. The road authorised by 
that Act did not extend to B., but there was a 
communication between its termination & B. by 
another turnpike road, & also by a public road 
made since the Act was passed :—Held: under 
these circumstances the three miles within which 
toll gates could not be crected were to be measured 
from B. in a straight line on a horizontal plane, & 
not along any of the roads.—-JEWkhY, vv. STeAD 
(1856), 6 E. & B. 3505 25 LL. J. Q. B. 2943 27 
1. T.O.S. 101; 20 J. P. 612; 2 Jur. N.S. 788 ; 
AW. 1, 544; 119 BH. RR. 895. 

Annotation :-- Consd. Mouflet +. Cole (1872), L. Re. & Exch. 


& i. 








145. Thoroughfare by ferry.|—Applt. 
was convicted of having supplied refreshment at 
prohibited hours to persons not being bond fide 
travellers. 

By 37 & 38 Vict. c. 49, 8. 10, ‘* A person shall 
not be deemed a bond fide traveller unless the place 
where he lodged the preceding night is at least 
three miles from the place where he demands to 
be supplied with liquor, such distance to be 
calculated by the nearest public throughfare.”’ 

Applt.’s licensed house is on the opposite shore 
of the Southampton Water from the town, & Is 
distant from the town by water over a mile, & 
by the nearest road eight miles. There is an 
ancient ferry from the town appurtenant to applt.’s 
house, & a toll is also paid to him by all persons 
landing from boats not belonging to him. The 
persons supplied with refreshment had lodged 
the night before in the town, & had crossed the 
water in their own boats :—/eld: the Southamp- 
ton Water was a public throughfare within sect. 10, 
& the conviction was right.— CoULBERT v. TROKE 


PART VIII. SECT. 4. 


e. “ Nearest acceasible.’”’}—The ques- 
tion whether the pound is the ‘** nearest 
acoessible pound’? within Pounds 
Act, 1890, 8. 16, is one of fact, & 
inust be considered not only from 
the point of view of distance, but also 


the 


from that of convenience.-—ADAM vv. 
RYAN (1897), 23 V. L. R. 334.—AUS. 


f. ‘‘ Not nearer the mansion house 
than one hundred yards.’’)—Il1t being 
provided in a minecral 
tenant should not 
minerals nearer the mansion house 
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(1875), 1 Q.B.D.1; 45L. J.M.C. 7; 33 L. T. 
340; 40 J.P. 533; 24 W. R. 41, D.C. 

146. Covenants in restraint of trade.}— 
A. in London engages not to open a shop for 
business within one mile of B.’s shop, he esti- 
mating the distance; the shortest way of access 
by the footpath is to be taken.—Woops v. DEN- 
NETT (1817), 2 Stark. 89; 171 I. R. 582, N. P. 


Annotations :— Consd. Leigh v. Hind (1829), 9 B. & C. 7743 
Refd. Moufict v. Colo (1872), L. R. 8 Exch. 32. 




















147, —-—- ——-- .|—LEIGH v. Hinp, No. 139, 
ante. 
148. ——--.|—-Where deft. had cove- 


nanted not to reside & practise as a surgeon- 

accoucheur within a distance of two miles & a half 

from the place where he had carried on practice, 
such distance to be measured by the streets 
usually frequented, under a penalty of £1,000 to be 

paid to pltf. as liquidated damages, & deft. took a 

house which was just beyond the stipulated 

distance by one line of streets & just within it by 
another, & there practised :—Held: the distance 
was to be measured by the shortest of the two 
routes.—ATKYNS v. KINNIER (1850), 4 Exch. 776 ; 

19 L. J. Ix. 182; 154 E. ht. 1429; sub nom. 

ATKINS v. KINNEAR, 14 L. T. O. S. 3538. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Duignan v. Wulker Ate e): Johu. 
446. Refd. Lake ev. Butler (1855), 24 L. J. Q. B. 273; 
Monflet v. Cole (1872), L. R. 8 Exch. 32. Mentd. Elves 
v. Crofts (1850), 10 C. B. 241; Reynolds ». Bridge (1856), 
6 EF. & B. 528; Mercer v, Irving (1858), Io. B. & EK. 563; 
Bousall vw. Byrne (1867), 16 W. R. 3723 Je Newman, 
Ier p. Capper (1876), 4 Ch. 1D. 724; Wallis v. Smith 
(1882), 21 Ch. D. 243; Maxim Nordenfelt Guns & Ammu- 
nition Co. v. Nordenfelt, [1893] 1 Ch. 630; Stegmann v. 
O’Connor (1899), 80 Ll. T. 2314. 

149. - .j}—lor the purposes of an 
injunction not to carry on business within a fixed 
distance from a particular place, that distance 
tuust be measured as the crow flies, & not by the 
nearest practicable route.—-DUIGNAN v. WALKER 
(1859), John. 446; 28 LJ. Ch. 867; 33 L. T. 0.8. 
256; 5 Jur. N.S. 976; 7 W. R. 562; 70 1. R. 
AQ6. 

Annotation: - Apld. Moutlet v. Cole (1872), L. R. 8 Exch. 32. 


150. .|—Deft. covenanted with 
pltf. not to carry on the business of a publican 
within half a mile of pltf.’s premises. He after- 
wards carried on business within half a mile if the 
distance were measured in a straight line, ‘‘ as the 
crow flies,’? but not within half a mile if the 
distance were measured by the nearest mode of 
practicable access :—Held: there had been a 
breach of the covenant.— MOUFLET tv. COLE (L872), 
Jl. R. 8 Exch. 32; 42 L. J. Kx. 8; 27 L. T. 678; 
21 W. R. 175, Ex. Ch. 

Compare, generally, TRADE & TRADE UNIONS, 
Vol. XLIIL, p. 45, Nos. 453-457. 

















SEcr. 4.—PROXIMITY. 

151. ‘‘ Adjoining.’’|—In 7 & 8 Geo. 4, c. 29, 
s. 38, the words ‘‘ adjoining any dwelling-house,”’ 
import actual contact ; & ground separated from a 
house by a narrow walk, & paling with a gate in it, 
is not within their meaning. 

Ground cannot be properly said to adjoin a 
house unless it is absolutely contiguous, without 
anything between them (PARKER, J.).—R. v. 


than 100 yds.:—Held: the measure- 
ment should be made from the exterior 
walls of the house as seen above the 
surface of the ground, & not from the 
outside of the foundations of the walls 
underground. —- RUSSEL v. GILLESPIE 
(ieee: 6 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 925.— 


lease that 
work the 


i 2 
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Sect. 4.—Proximity.] 
hee (1829), Mood. & M. 341; 173 E. R. 


Annotations :—Apld, Vale v. Moorgatc-Street & Broad-St. 

Buildings & Raker (1899), 80 L. 1. 487. Distd. Ind Coope 

e. Hamblin (1900), 81 L. T. 779. Consd. Derby Motor 

Cab Co. v. Crompton & Evans Union Bank (1913), 29 

T. L. R. 673. Refd. Cave v. Horsell, [1912] 3 K. B. 533. 

152. .|—Testator devised ‘“‘ his messuage or 
dwelling-house & premises, with the piece of land 
thereto adjoining.’’ Testator was scised of a fleld 
next adjoining the dwelling-house & garden, which 
he called ‘“‘ the Pear tree piece,’’ & which had been 
fenced off by him from another field, of which it 
had once formed part, & which after such fencing 
he called ‘‘the Second Grass piece.” This last 
communicated with two other adjoining fields of 
testator. There were gates between the different 
fields, & testator used to call the pieces ‘‘ grounds ”’: 
—Held: the devise included not only the dwelling- 
house, garden, & ‘‘ the Pear tree piece,’ but also 
the three other fields, they being all contiguous.—- 
JOSH v. JosH (1858), 5 C. B. N.S. 454; 28 L. J. 
C. Pp. 100; 5 Jur. N.S. 225; 7 W. R. 122; 141 
E.R. 185, 

153. I—A plot of ground separated from a 
churchyard by a highway about 20 fect wide was 
held to be “ adjoining to an existing churchyard ”’ 
within the meaning of Consecration of Churchyards 
Act, 1867 (c. 133)—Re BATEMAN & PARKER’S 
CONTRACT, [1899] 1 Ch. 599; 68 L. J. Ch. 330; 80 
L. T. 469; 63 5. P. 345; 47 W. R. 516; 43 Sol. 
Jo. 314. 

Annotation :— Refd. Cave r. Horsell (1912), 106 LL. T. 147. 

154. -|—Where a lessee covenanted not to 
object to any works to adjoining premises :-. Held : 
adjoining did not mean ‘“ neighbouring,’ but was 
used in the sense of “ in physical contact with.’’— 
WHITE v. Harrow, Harrow v. MARYLEBONE 
District Property Co., Lyrp. (1902), 86 L. 'T. 4; 
- L. R. 228; 46 Sol. Jo. 196; 50 W. R. 259, 
Annotation :--Refd. Cave vr. Horsell (1912), 106 L. T. 147. 

155. -J}—Upon informations under a local 
Act for erecting the hoarding “ in or abutting on or 
adjoining ’’ the street, without the consent of the 
local authority, the justices found as a fact. that the 
hoarding was ‘in’ the street, & convicted 
applts.:—-Held: the hoarding was either ‘“ in” 
or “abutting on” or “ adjoining” the street, & 
the conviction was right.—ROcCKLEYys, Lrp. 1. 
PRITCHARD (1909), 101 L. T. 575; 74 J. Pw i; 
71L.G. R. 1069, D.C. 

A ae el: Stockport Cuorpn. v. Rollinson (1910), 

156. -!—The owner of a certain settled 
estatc in Birmingham granted a building lease of 
certain premises & the site thereof to pltf. for a term 
of ninety-nine years, reserving, nevertheless, unto 
the lessor & his lessees & tenants full right to build 
to any height upon the land adjoining the demised 
premises notwithstanding such building might 
obstruct any light on the land demised. Defts. had 
an agreement for a lease for ninety-nine years from 
the then owncr of the same estate of land opposite 
pltf.’s house & premises, but separated therefrom 
by a party passage 10 feet. wide. They intended 
to erect buildings on the other side of the narrow 
passage to a height of 62 feet, which would ad- 
mittedly seriously interfere with pltf.’s uninter- 
rupted enjoyment of access of light for the statu 
tory period. In an action by pltf. for an injunc- 
tion to restrain this contemplated obstruction to 
his light & air:—Held: on the facts the effect of 
the reservation in pltf.’s lease extended to the land 
on the other side of the party passage & was 























“ adjoining ” land within the meaning of the clause. | 


WEIGHTS AND MEASURES. 


—Foster v. Lyons & Co., [1927] 1 Ch. 219; 96 
L. J. Ch. 79; 1386 L. T. 372 ; 70 Sol. Jo. 1182. 

_ «See, also, LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. 
XXXI., pp. 167-168, Nos. 8005-3008 ; & SALE OF 
LAND, Vol. XL., pp. 326, $27, Nos. 2754-2757. 

‘*‘ Abutting ’’—Hoarding abutting on street.|— 
See HWianways, Vol. XXVL, p. 567, Nos. 2601- 
2603. 

157. ‘*‘ Adjacent.’’]-—The support to which aland- 
owner is entitled from the adjacent land is confined 
to such an extent of adjacent land as in its natural 
undisturbed state was sufficient to afford the 
requisite support.— BIRMINGHAM CORPN. v. ALLEN 
(1877), 6 Ch. D. 284; 46 L. J. Ch. 673; 37 L. T. 
207; 42 J. P. 184; 25 W. R. 810. 


Annotations :—Distd. Manley v. Burn, [1916] 2 K. B. 121. 
Refd. Manchester Corpn. r. New Moss Colliery, (1906) 1 
Ch. 278; Salt Uuion v. Brunner Mond, (1906) 2K. B. 
822; L. & N. W. Ry. v. Hawley Park Coal & Cannel Co. 
(1910), 103 L. T. 26. Mentd. Dalton v. Angus (1881), 6 





App. Cas. 740; Darley Main Colliory Co. v. Mitchell 
(1886), 11 App. Cas. 127. 
158. .|—The word ‘‘ adjacent” is not a 


word of precise & uniform meaning, & the degree 

of proximity denoted is a question of circumstances. 

-—-~WELLINGTON CORPN. v. LOWER HvuTT CORPN., 

[W904] A.C. 773; 73. S.C. P. 80; 91 L. T. 539 ; 

20 Tos Bs. 712, Pic. 

Annotations :—Consd. Cave v. Horsell (1912), 106 L. TT. 147. 
Refd. Assheton-Simith v. Owen (1905), 94 L. T. 423 Re 


Whiteley, London (Bp.) vt. Whiteley (1911), 55 Sol. Jo. 
291: Alliance Economic Investment Co. tv. Berton (1923), 


921. J. K. 1. 750. 

159. ‘‘ Near.’’?|—The word ‘‘near” has no 
precise meaning (POLLOCK, C.B.).—CHAMBERLAINE 
v. CHESTER & BIRKENHEAD Ry. Co. (1848), 1 
Exch. 870; 18 L. J. Ex. 494; 11 L. T. O.S. 270; 
154 i. R. 371. 

160. ——.J—By a local Act, a toll or tax of 
jd. per chaldron is imposed upon the owners or 
lessees of ‘any collieries or coalmines near the 
river Tyne” for every chaldron of coals sold or 
delivered by them to be exported from or out of the 
river, & which shall be so exported; such toll 
‘to be collected or received at the offices or places 
respectively where the contracts for the sale or 
delivery of such coals are usually made,” in aid of 
the Tyne Keelmen’s charitable fund created by 
28 (ieo. 3, ec. 5D. Since the formation of 
railways & docks, the services of the keelmen in the 
shipment of coals on the Tyne have become un- 
necessary, the coals being brought down to the 
wharfs or quays by railways & shipped direct :— 
Held: coals shipped on the Tyne from collieries 
“near” to the river were still liable to the payment 
& a colliery situate ten miles from the Tyne is 
‘* near the river Tyne ” within the meaning of the 
Act.—TyNk KEELMEN v. DAVISON (1864), 16 
C. BL N.S. 612; 143 E.R. 1267. 

Annotation :—- Folld,. Tyne Keelmen v. Elliott (1864), 16 

C. BLN. S. 622. 

161. S. P. Tyne KEELMEN v. ELLIOTT (1864), 
16 C. B. N.S. 622; 143 1. R. 1271. 

162. -}-—Those words [‘‘ sive juzta’’} mean 
“inornear”’ .. . A distinction was attempted to 
be drawn between the words “‘ next ’”’ & “ near ”’ 
but I can “see none, & they must therefore be 
treated as meaning ‘‘ in” or ‘‘ near ’”’ to the place 
named (Brett, M.R.).—-A.-G. v. HORNER (1884), 
14Q.B.)D. 245; 541.5. Q. B. 227; 49 J. P. 326; 
33: W. BR. 983 1 TT. 1. R. 28, C. Aw; on appeal 
(1885), 1] App. Cas. 66, H. L. 





Annotations :—Refd. Gingell & Foskett v. Stepney B. C., 
j1908] 1 K. B. 115; Horner v. Had aay € Assmt. Com. 
(1908), 6 L. G. R. 651: A.-G. v. Horner (No. 2), [1913] 2 


Ch. 140. Mentd. Williams v. Wednesbury Overseers & 
West Bromwich Union Assint. Com. (1890), Ryde, Hat. 
App. (1886-90), 327; Simpson v. Godmanchester Corpn. 
(1895), 64 L. J. Ch. 837; Lonsdale v. Lowther, (1900) 
2 Ch. 687: A.-G. v. Simpson, [1901] 2 Ch. 671; New- 
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castle v. Worksop U. C., [1902] 2 Ch. 145; A.-G. v. Exeter 
Cory. [1911] 1 K. B. 1092; Selby v. Whitbread, [1917] 
1 . B. 736; Central Control Board (Liquor Traffic) v. 
Cannon Brewery Co., or A. ©. 744; A.-G. v. Do 
woyrers Royal Hotel, [1920] A. C. 508; Re Ellis & 
Ruislip Northwood U. D. C., [1920] 1 K. B. $343; New- 
castle Breweries v. R., [1920] 1 K. B. 8543 Layzell v. 
Thompson (1926), 91 J. DP. 89. 


‘¢ Ag near as ship may safely get ’’—Loading & 
unloading cargo.|—See Suipprne, Vol. XLI, pp. 
444, 445, 518, 519, Nos. 2786-2791, 3476-3485. 

<¢ Alongside ’*—Loading & unloading cargo.|— 
See SHIPPING, Vol. XLI., pp. 534, 535, 615, Nos. 
3618-3620, 3631, 4448, 4449. 
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See FISHERIES ; WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 
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See WASEMENTS AND Prorits A PRENDRE; WaTeR Suppiy; WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


WELSH MORTGAGES. 


Sce MortTGAGE. 


WEST INDIAN ESTATES 


See RECEIVERS. 


WHALES. 


See CONSTITUTIONAL Law ; FISHERIES. 


WHALING. 


See FISHERIES. 
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WHARFINGERS AND WHARVES. 


See BAILMENT; SHIPPING AND NAVIGATION; WaTERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


WIDOW'S SHARE. 


See DESCENT AND DISTRIBUTION. 


WIFE. 


See HUSBAND AND WIFE. 


WILD ANIMALS. 


See ANIMALS. 


WILD BIRDS’ PROTECTION 


See ANIMALS; GAME. 


WILD’S CASE, RULE IN. 


See WILLS. 


PART I. 
SECT, 


SECT, 3. 


SECT. 


PART IT. 


( 151 ) 


WILLS. 


POWER OF DISPOSITION BY WILL . : : ‘ : 


SecotT. 1. IN GENERAL : : : : ; : 
SECT, 2. WHAT PROPERTY MAY BE DEVISED . : 


SUB-SECT. 


SUB-SECT. § 


SUB-SECT. 
SUB-SkCT. 
SUB-SECT. 
SUB-SECT. 
SUB-SECT. 
SUB-SECT. 
SUB-SECT. 
SUB-SECT. 

SUB-SECT. 
SUB-SECT. 
SUB-SECT. 
SUB-SECT. 


1. PROPERTY ACQUIRED AFTER WILL MADE 


NATURE OF A WILL. : : 

1. DEFINITIONS AND INTERPRETATION . . : ‘ : : 
SUB-SECT. 1. IN GENERAL : ; ; : : ; 
SUB-SECT. 2. Worps ‘“ Wii,’ “ estan ? AND “'TESTAMENTARY INSTRUMENT ”’ 

SEcT. 2. CHARACTERISTICS AND EFFECT : ; ; ; ; ; 
Sup-SEcT. 1. IN GENERAL , ‘ : ' ‘ ‘ ; 
SUB-sECT. 2. INSTRUMENTS enone TESTAMENTARY : ; 

A. What Amounts to a Conditional Will. : : : : 
(t) In General . : : ‘ ; 
(b) Reference to Journey or to Absence from Home : : 
B. Effect of Conditional Will . ; ; : ‘ : 
CONTRACTS RELATING TO WILLS . : : ; ‘ 
SUB-SECT, 1. WHAT CONTRACTS FNFORCEABLE : : : 
SUB-SECT. 2. SATISFACTION AND PERFORMANCE ; . : ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 8. DISPOSITIONS "TENDING TO DEFEAT COVENANT 

4, Joint AND Mutuan Wis. : : ; : ; 4 
SUB-SECT. 1. VALIDITY . ; : ‘ ; : ; ; : 
Sub-secr, 2. EFrECT —. : , : ; ; : : 


2. Propvpenry NoT BELONGING TO TESTATOR 

3. PROPERTY BOUND BY COVENANT i : 

4, Cyosks iN ACTION. ; ; . ; 

5. COPYNOLDS : : F : ‘ : ; ‘ 
GO. FONTAILED INTERESTS P : . ; ‘ : 
7. EQUITABLE INTERESTS IN LAND. ‘ ; ; 
S$. Mongys PAYABLE ON JEATH OF MEMBER OF uENLY SoclIerTy . 
9, INSURANCE MONEYS . ; ‘ ; 

10. Property TLELD IN JOINT RENAE Y 

Ll. Monvcoace Estrares. ; ; ‘ 

12. PATRONAGE OF BENEFICES ; ; : ; 


13. PROPERTY JIELD UNDER pagan cane TITLE 


14. POSSIBILITIES, CONTINGENT AND ExecutTory INTERESTS 


SUB-SECT. 15. ISSTATES PUR AUTRE VIE . , 
SuB-sect. 16. RENT RESERVED BY LEASE : 
SuB-sEcT. 17. Riagurs oF ENTRY . ‘ : 
SUB-SECT. 18. OTHER CASES . ‘ ; ‘ 
Sect. 3. WHAT INTERESTS MAY BE CREATED ‘ : . : : 
Sub-sEcr. 1. IN GENERAL : : ‘ ‘ ; 
SUB-SECT. 2. SUCCESSIVE AND ItUruRE INTERESTS . : 


A. In Realty . : : ; : : : 

B. In Personalty 
(a) In General . ‘ : , : 
(b) Chattels quae usu consumuntur : ; : : 
(c) Rule in Howe v. Dartmouth . : : : ; ; 


PAGH 
172 
172 
172 
173 
173 
173 
175 
175 
175 
176 
177 


178 
178 
180 
180 
180 
180 


183 
183 
183 
183 
183 
184 
185 
185 
185 
186 
186 
187 
187 
188 
188 
188 
188 
190 
190 
190 
191 
192 
192 


193 
193 
193 
193 
195 
197 


152 WILLS. 


PAGE 

C. Rule in Howe v. Dartmouth . ; : : ; ; . ' : . 197 

(a) In General . : ; : : ; ; ; . . 197 

(b) gar nie to Rule : ; : ‘ : : ; , . 200 

. In General : ; ‘ : . 200 

. Intention that Proper ty be Enjoyed i in eyecis ‘ : ' . 201 

. What amounts to Indication of Intention . . ' : . 202 

SUB-SECT. 3. je PUR AUTRE VIE. , : ; : ; : : . 211 
SuUB-SECT. 4. CONDITIONAL INTERESTS . ‘ , : : : ; : . 2il 

A. In General : : : F : ; : ‘ : : . 211 

B. Option to Purchase ; ; : : , ‘ ; ; ; . . 2iil 

(a) In General . ; ; : : ; ‘ . : . 2il 

(6) Time for F:xercise of Option : : : ; ; ; ; ; . 212 

(c) Price . : . , ; : : ; . 213 

SuB-SECT. 5. RIGHT OF Cormenon: ; ; ‘ : ; : ; . . 214 

A. Iixpress Right. . : ; . : , ; ‘ : ; . 214 

B. Implied Right. : ; , ‘ : ; . 215 
SUB-SECT. 6. RIGHT OF ENTRY TO Seeune Pauw or Leaacy . . ; . 216 
PART III. TESTAMENTARY CAPACITY . : : : : : : 217 
SEcr. 1. SOUNDNESS OF MIND : ‘ ; , : . ; : ; : . 2l7 
Sect. 2. INFANTS : : : : P ; : ; : F : ; . 218 
SEct. 3. MARRIED WOMEN . P : 5 ; ; ; ; ; : : . 218 
Sect. 4. ALIENS ‘ : F : 3 ‘ Z : : , ; : . 218 
PART IV. CAPACITY TO BENEFIT UNDER WILL . : : : 4 ; s. 220 
SecT. 1. IN GENERAL . ; , . ; : ; : : ; : ; » wo 
SEcT. 2. PARTICULAR DONEES : , : : : ‘ : : ; : . 219 
SUB-SECT. 1. ALIENS ; ; . 219 
SUB-SECT. 2. BENEFICIARY OBTAINING BENEETT BY “‘Fravp OR Uses inmunNee ~ 219 

A. Fraud : . ; . : , . , : g ‘ : . 219 

B. Undue Influence ; : 5 : , . , ; : . . 220 
SUB-SECT. 3. CHARITIES ; : ; : ; ‘ ‘ : : ; . 222 
SUB-SECT. 4. DEAD PERSONS . : 222 
SvUB-SECT. 6. ILLEGITIMATE CHILDREN . : ‘ , ‘ , : : 5, 222 

A. Child Alive at Date of Will . ; : : ; : ‘ ; ; . 222 

LB. Future Children . ‘ : : : ‘ ‘ ‘ , ; : .. 223 

(a) In General . ; : . : ; . : « es 

(6) Child Born After Date of Will , ; : : . ; : . 224 

(c) Child Born After Death of Testator : ' ; ‘ : : «. i220 

(d) Child en ventre sa mére ; ‘ ; 225 

SUB-SECT. 6. LUNATICS . . : ; : : ; : ; : ; w “S20 
SUB-SECT. 7. MARRIED WOMEN ; ‘ : , i , : : : . 225 
SUB-SECT. 8. ROMAN CATHOLICS . , P ‘ , : ; ; : . 226 
SUB-SECT. 9. SLAYER OF 'TESTATOR ; ; ; ; ‘ : ; ‘ ~ 226 
SuB-SECT. 10. OTHER DONEES 226 
PART V. FORMALITIES OF WILL OR CODICII 22k 
SEcT. 1. Form 2 227 
SUB-SECT. 1. IN GeSenad ‘ 227 
SUB-SECT. 2. PROOF OF yy inveNaiONe: : 227 
SUB-SECT. 3. TESTAMENTARY FORM WITHOUT TESTAMENTARY Isvitivrion ; : . 229 
SUB-SECT. 4. WHAT INSTRUMENTS TESTAMENTARY . ; . : ‘ ‘ . 230 

A. In General , : . : : . 230 

B. Instrument Not Operating 3 in : Pom in eich Dr awn , : : : . 231 

C. Instrument in Form of Deed : : . i ; : : : » 231 

(2) In General . : : . ; : : : : ‘ 4 . 2d 

(b) Deed of Gift : ; ' ‘ : ’ é , , . . 232 

(c) Deed Poll. : : ; : : : ; ; ; : . 233 

(7) Voluntary Settlement . : d : : . ; ; ;  ~233 

J). Instructions for Will . : ; : ’ : ; ‘ ; : . 234 

KE. Letters ; : : ; F : : ; : : ; ; woo 

IF. Memoranda : ; ‘ , : ‘ : . ; ; : . 236 

G. Order on Banker . : ; : : : ; ; : : . 287 


WILLS. 


SuUB-sEcT. 5. INCORPORATION OF DOCUMENTs . 
A. In General F 
B. Reference to Documents in Will 
(a) In General . : 
(b) Sufficiency of Retsnce: 
i. In General ; 
ii. Reference to Existing Docurient 
iii. Particular Instances ‘ : - 
SUB-SECT. 6. WiLL CONTAINED IN MORE THAN ONE Documen? 
SECT. 2. WRITING 
SECT. 3. SIGNATURE 
Sus-sxEcr. 1. NEcessivy FOR SIGNATURE 
SuB-sEcT. 2. METHODS OF SIGNING : 
A. Seal . 
B. Mark : 
C. Other Cases 
SUB-SECT. 3. ASSUMED NAME. ‘ 
SuB-sEcr. 4. SIGNATURE ON TESTATOR’S “ BEAIALE : é 
SuUB-SECT. 5. PLACE OF SIGNATURE 
A. In General . 
B. Will Consisting of More ‘ian One Sheet. 
C. Overleaf . ; 
I). Words Below and After Signature 
EK. Holograph Will e , : 
SUB-SECT. 6. SIGNATURE IN Picsenee OF WITNESSES ‘ ‘ 
A. In General . 
B. Signature Not Scen by ‘Wilaesecs 
(. Attestation before Signature 
1). Present at Same Time 
SUB-SECT. 7. ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF Sau anorit 
A. In General . 
B. What Amounts " Avi nowloaznent 
(a) In General . 
(6) Production of Signed Paper 
(c) Request to Witnesses to Sign 
(@) Acquiescence in Act of Third Person 
Sgecr. 4. ATTESTATION . : 
SUB-SECT, 1. IN GENERAL 
SUB-SECT. 2. INTENTION TO Arrest 
SUB-SECT. 3. IN THE PRESENCE OF JHACH OniER 
SUuB-sEcT. 4. IN TE PRESENCE OF TESTATOR 
A. Necessity for 
B. What Amounts to ; 
(a) Statement of Rule 
(6) In Another Room 
(c) Other Cases : . , 
SUB-SECT. 5. MerHop OF ATTESTATION . , : ‘ ‘ 
A. By Mark. . 
B. Name Written by or w vith the Assistance of Another 
C. Wrong Name : ‘ ‘ ; : 
1). Acknowledgment of Signatare 
KEK. Other Cases 
SUB-SECT. 6. PLACE OF epROtRON 
A. Necessity for Specified Place : 
B. Will Bearing More than One Signature of Testator . 


C. Separate Sheet. : : : ‘ , ‘ 
D. Overleaf 
iE. Other Cases 
SuB-sEcT. 7. CAPACITY OF WITNESSES : : : 
Sus-srecr. 8. INVALIDITY OF GIFTS TO WITNESSES . é 
A. In General . é ‘ é 


B. Attestation of Codicil ; 


153 


PAGE 
237 
237 
237 
237 
238 
238 
240 
241 
245 
248 
249 
249 
249 
249 
249 
250 
250 
251 
251 
251 
253 
255 
256 
257 
258 
258 
259 
260 
261 
262 
262 
263 
263 
263 
264 
265 
266 
266 
266 
267 
268 
268 
269 
269 
269 
270 
270 
270 
271 
271 
272 
272 
272 
272 
272 
273 
273 
274 
274 
274 
274 
275 


154 WILLS. 


C', Superfluous Attestation , 
D. Marriage of Devisee to Attesting Witness after Attestation 


E. Will Consisting of More than One Document . ; 
F. Will of Member of Royal Forces , ; 
G. Effect on Construction of Will 
Secr. 5. HXECUTION : 
SUB-SECT. 1. PROOF OF eeeeuR ION 
SuB-sect. 2. PRESUMPTION OF Duk EXECU'TION 
A. In General. 


B. When Arising : 
(a) Witnesses Unable to Recvilect Cieanislandes ; 


(b) Evidence of Witnesses Contradictory 
(c) Other Cases 
C. When Rebutted . 
SUB-SECT. 3. OTHER CASES ‘ ; 
SEcT. 6. WILL BY WHICH POWERS HXERCISED 


PART VI. EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS 
Secr. 1. IN GENERAL . : : f F : ; ‘ 
SEcT. 2. DIRECTION FOR ietoeENe oF AGENTS OR PERSONS TO ASSIST EXECUTORS 
SECT. 3. PROBATE AND LETTERS OF ADMINISTRATION 
Secr. 4. DUTIES OF REPRESENTATIVE 
SuB-SEcT. 1. IN GENERAL 
SUB-SECT. 2. LEGACLES . 
A. In General : ; ; : ' 
B. Classification ; : ; ‘ 
SuUB-SEcT. 3. ORDER OF Aiptiaaios OF ASSETS . 


PART VII. WILLS MADE ABROAD—CONFLICT OF LAWS 
PART VII. WILLS OF SOLDIERS AND SEAMEN 


PART IX. ALTERATIONS AND ERASURES 
SEcT. 1. By TESTATOR 
SUB-SECT. 1. IN GENERAL : 
SUB-SECT. 2. VALIDITY OF ALTERATIONS 

A. In General . 

B. Effect of Goalie. ‘ 
SuB-sECT. 3. EFFECT OF ALTERATIONS 
SUB-SECT. 4. KXECUTION OF ALTERATIONS 
SuRB-sEcT. 5. TIME OF ALTERATION 

A. In General . 

B. Evidence as to Time 

(2) In General . 
(6) What Evidence Reena 


Siecr. 2. By STRANGERS 


PART X. REVOCATION, REVIVAL, AND REPUBLICATION 
SEcT. 1. REVOCATION , F : 
SUB-sECT. 1. IN GENERAL : 
SUB-SECT. 2. INTENTION TO REVOKE . 
SuB-SEcT. 3. WiLL Nor Founp at DEATH . ; 
SUB-SECT. 4. REVOCATION BY MARRIAGE 
A. In General 
. Will Made in Conteipiation of Marriage 
. Will in Exercise of Power of Appointment 
reeks 5, By LATER WILL or Copicn. 
A. In General . 
B. Express Revocation 
(a2) In General . : ; 
(0) Revocation in General Tops: ; : ‘ ‘ ‘ : : 


PAGE 
276 


277 
277 
277 
277 
278 
278 
280 
280 
280 
280 
282 
2833 
284 
285 
286 


286 
286 
287 
288 
29 | 
291 
291 
291 
205 
295 
304 
304 


305 
305 
305 
306 
306 
307 
308 
309 
310 
310 
313 
313 
313 
315 


315 
JLd 
315 
317 
317 
318 
318 
319 
319 
320 
320 
321 
321 
J22 


WILLS. 


(c) Partial Revocation " ; 
i. Office of Executor or Deustes ; 
ii. Specific Devises and Specific and Pecuniary Bequests, 
lii. Gifts and Trusts of Residue 
(d) ‘‘ Last Will ”’ 
C. Implied Revocation . 
(a) reas Will or Codicil Taeonsistent « 
. In General . é 
ii. Invalidity of Subsequent: Dissontion 
ili. Uncertainty as to Order of Execution of Deviants: ; 
iv. Onus of Proof of Revocation . ‘. 
(b) Subsequent Will or Codicil Partly Tnconnistent 
AL In General 
. Effect of eroneous Belief of Pastater 
ili. Evidence of Revocation . 
(c) Subsequent Will Lost . : 

D. Effect of Revocation of Will on Codicil . ; 
SUB-SECT. 6. By INSTRUMENT OTHER THAN WILL OR Genin 
SUB-SECT. 7. By DrsrRuCTION ; 

A. What Amounts to Destruction 

(a4) In General . 
(b) Partial Desteuttion 
(c) Mutilation of Signatures 
RR. Intention to Destroy 
(a) In General . 
(6) Necessity for intention: 
1. In Gencral : 
. Kffect of Mistake 
(c) Presumption of Intention ; 
. Will Not Forthcoming at Testator’ s Death 
. Will Found Mutilated —. : ; : 
iif, Destruction of Duplicate 
(d) KMvidence of Intention 
C. Destruction by Stranger ‘ : 
SUB-SECT. 8. CONDITIONAL REVOCATION . . 
A. In General . : ; 
B. Dependent Relative Revocation ‘ 
(a) In General . 
(6) Application of Dectine 


Sect. 2B. REVIVAL P , , : ; 
SUB-SECT. 1. IN Ganesan, F : : : 
SuB-SsEcT. 2. Mopkis OF REVIVAT. . 5 ‘ 


A. In Gencral . 
B. Intention to Revive 
(2) In General . 
(b) Reference to Will. or C adie 


i. In General ‘ ; : P ; ; ‘ : 

ii. By Date ‘ : ‘ ‘ ; ; . ° 

Sect. 3. REPUBLICATION ;‘ 2 . . ; 5 
SUB-SECT. 1. INSTRUMENTS Genie OF REPUBLICATION . ‘ ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 2. MODES OF REPUBLICATION A , : r . 


A. In General . Z ‘ : 5 ; ‘ : ‘ 
Re-Execution of Will : ‘ : ; : : ; : 


C. Codicil to Will . : : , ' : A ‘ a 
(a) In General . , ‘ ; 2 , ; 
(6) Reference to Will ; F ; : : ‘ 
Sus-sicr. 3. EFFECT OF REPUBLICATION F 
A. In General . ‘ ‘ ‘ ; ‘ 
. On Alterations aad Raaiiona : : ; , ‘ 


B : 
©. On Bequests and Legacies . : é : : ; ; 
D. On Intermediate Instruments é ‘ ; ‘ ‘ : 
i. On Property of Testators. ; ° : ° ° . 


155 


PAGE 
324 


324 
325 
329 
330 
332 
332 
332 
335 
336 
337 
337 
337 
341 
341 
342 
344 
347 
348 
348 
348 
349 
350 
352 
352 
352 
352 
353 
354 
354 
357 
358 
359 
360 
360 
360 
361 
361 
361 
365 
365 
365 
365 
366 
366 
366 
366 
367 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
371 
ol 
372 
375 
375 
3TT 
378 
380 
382 


156 WILLs. 


PART XI. CODICILS : ; ; ? 
SEcT. 1. IN GENERAL . 
SEcT. 2. VALIDITY 
SEcT. 3. CONSTRUCTION : , 
SUB-SECT. 1. GENERAL RULE d : : ; 


SuB-sEcT. 2. APPLICATION OF GENERAL Rue : ; 
Sect. 4. EFFECT . ; : , ; 

SuB-8EcT. 1. ON INVALID WILL. ; ; ; ‘ ; 

SUB-SECT. 2. ON NON-TESTAMENTARY DOCUMENTS . 

SUB-SECT. 3. ON INTERMEDIATE CODICILS 

SUB-SECT. 4. REPUBLICATION OF WILL : ; ; 

SUB-SECT. 5. REVOCATION BY CODICIL OF SHARE OF RESIDUE. 

SUB-SECT. 6. OTHER CASES 


PART XIT. LEGAL INCIDENTS OF A GIFT BY WILL 
SecT. 1. PARAMOUNT TITLE OF PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVE 
SEcT. 2. EFFECT ON PROPERTY 
SECT. 3. CONDITIONS . . . ; , 
Sect. 4. ACCEPTANCE AND HiRetawven BY Deven 

SUB-SECT. 1. EFFECT OF ACCEPTANCE 
A. In General . ‘ 
B. Condition to Keep Dacmiisesa in epais 
SUB-SECT. 2. WHEN ACCEPTANCE INFERRED 
SUB-SECT. 3. DISCLAIMER ; 2 ‘ ‘ ' 
SuB-sECT. 4. ACCEPTANCE AND DISCLAIMER OF BLENDED GIFTS 
SuB-SECT. 5. WITHDRAWAL OF ACCEPTANCE AND DISCLAIMER . 
Secr. 5. MoprEs oF FAILURE OF A GIFT 
SUB-SECT. 1. SATISFACTION 
SUB-SECT. 2. ADEMPTION 
A. In General . ; 
B. Disposition in iatctinte: of iestatar 
(a) In General . ; 
(6) Sale by Testator 
(c) Investment . 
i. In General 
ii. Change of Investment 
(qd) Other Cases 
C. Transfer by Trustees into Hteatator’ s Name 
D. Exercise of Option to Purchase 
EK. Payment of Debt : 
¥. Sale by Court of Lunacy ; 
SUB-SECT. 3. NON-PERFORMANCE OF CONDITIONS 
SUB-SECT. ‘4. INCAPACITY OF DONEES 
SUB-SECT. 5. ILLEGALITY é ; : ‘ ; 
SUB-SECT. 6. UNCERTAINTY AS TO PROPERTY OR DONEE . 
Stor. 6. EFFEcT OF FAILURE OF GIFT 
SuUB-SECT. 1. IN GENERAL : : 
SuB-SECT. 2. EFFECT ON SUBJECT OF GIFI 
A. Specific Gift ‘ : 
(a) Where Gift of Re site ‘ 
(6) Where No Gift of Residue 
B. Gift of Share of Residue ; 
C. Gift Charged on Realty Devised by Will 
D. Gift Excepted out of Property Given by Will ‘ 
SuB-SEcT. 3. EFFECT ON SUBSEQUENT INTERESTS—ACCELERATION 


SuB-sEcT. 4. EFFECT ON PRIOR INTERESTS—FAILURE OF eerie Gist ovat 


SuUB-SEcT. 5. EFFECT ON CHARGE ON GIFT : ‘ ‘ ‘ 


PAGE 


382 
382 
382 
384 
384 
385 
387 
387 
388 
390 
391 
391 
393 


394 
394 
304 
395 
395 
395 
395 
398 
399 
399 
400 
403 
403 
403 
403 
403 
405 
405 
406 
408 
408 
409 
412 
414 
414 
414 
416 
416 
416 
416 
416 
416 
416 
417 
417 
417 
422 
423 
426 
426 
428 
432 
433 


WILLS. 


PART XIII. CONDITIONS 
SEcT. 1. NATURE OF CONDITIONS . 
SuUB-sEcr. 1. IN GENERAL ; 
SUB-sECT. 2. Worps IMPORTING ConpirioNa:. 
SuB-sEcr. 3. CONDITIONS DISTINGUISHED FROM LIMITATION 
SUB-SECT. 4. CONDITIONS DISTINGUISHED FROM TRUST 
SEctT. 2. How CreATED 
SEctT. 3. VALIDITY : P 
SuUB-SECT. 1. IMPOSSIBLE Conprrions 
SUB-SECT. 2. UNCERTAIN CONDITIONS 
A. In General . 
B. What Conditions Sufficiently Certain 
(a) Conditions as to Behaviour . 
(6) Conditions as to Place of Residence 
(c) Other Conditions . 


SUB-SECT. 3. CONDITIONS REPUGNANT TO nese OF ich eae 


A. In General . : 

B. Conditions in Restraint of Aienation 
SUB-SECT. 4. CONDITIONS REPUGNANT TO OTHER Ginn IN Wit 
Sun-secr. 5. ILLEGAL CONDITIONS . : , ‘ 


SUB-SECT. 6. CONDITIONS CONTRARY TO pau PoLicy . 
A. In General < 


B. Conditions Tending to Cause Separation between Husband and Wife 


©. Conditions in Restraint of Marriage 
(a) General Restraint 
(b) Partial Restraint . : 
(c) Conditions against lie Mariage 
D. Conditions against Performance of Parental Dutics- 
kK. Conditions relating to Acquisition of Dignity . 
SUB-SECT. 7. CONDITIONS IN TERROREM . 
SUB-SECT. 8. PARTICULAR CONDITIONS 
A. Conditions as to Behaviour . 
B. Conditions Not to Dispute Will 
J. Conditions relating to Marriage 
D. Conditions relating to Religion 
K. Conditions relating to Residence 
F. Conditions relating to Names and Aas: 
G. Other Conditions : 
SecT. 4. PERrPORMANCLE OF CONDITIONS 
Sun-sEctT. 1. IN GENERAL 


SUB-SECT. 2, WHAT AMOUNTS TO Prieoavanct OR BREACH 
A. In General . 
Conditions relating to Be haviour 
. Conditions relating to Carrying on Business 
. Conditions relating to Claiming Bequests 
. Conditions Not to Dispute Will 
Sonditions relating to Marriage 
. Conditions relating to Payment of Money 
. Conditions relating to Residence 
Conditions to Execute Release 
Jonditions to Settle Property 
. Conditions relating to Names and Arms 
LL. Miscellaneous Conditions 
Sus-srecT. 3. TIME OF PERFORMANCE 
SuB-sEcT. 4. NON-PERFORMANCE 
A. What amounts to Non- Performance 
B. Excuses for Non-Performance 
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(6) Impossibility of Performance 
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(ad) Condition Dispensed with 
C. Effect of Non-Performance . 
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Sect. 5. RELIEF AGAINST CONDITIONS . ; . ‘ : ‘ ; ; ; ; 
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SuB-SECT. 1. VALIDITY . : ‘ ; P : : i ‘ ‘ : ; 
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BB. Excuses for Non-Performance ‘ ; : : 
(a) Impossibility of Performance. : ; : ; . , : : 
(6) Condition Dispensed with ; : ; ; 
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Sect. 3. BEQUEST FOR BENEFIT OF CREDITOR 
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Sect. 5. SUBSTITUTED GIFTS . . : 5 ; ‘ , ; 
SuB-sEcT. 1. ALTERNATIVE GIFT Cimatae STIPULATED . é ‘ ‘ . ‘ 


SuB-SEcT. 2. WORDS OF LIMITATION ADDED TO NAME OF DEVISEE OR LEGATEE 
SuB-sEcT. 3. DECLARATION AGAINST TAPSE : 


SrectT. 6. STATUTORY PROVISION AGAINST LAPSE. i : 
Srcr. 7. SerrLED SHARES . : : ; ; : , 
Sect. 8. FUTURE GIFTS F : ; : ; : F : ; , 
SrEcT. 9. GirTs IN JOINT TENANCY AND TENANCY IN COMMON ‘ ‘ 
SubB-sEcT. 1. JOINT TENANCY : ; 
SUB-SECT. 2. TENANCY IN COMMON , 


A. In General . : : . 5 : 
a Death of Tenant in Common in Lifetime of Testator. 
. Revocation of Gift to Tenant in Common 


SEcT. 10. CLASS GIFTS. ; i P : 
SuB-SECT. 1. IN GENERAT, ; ; ; ; : ; ’ ; 
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Sect. 11. EFFECT oF LAPSE. ‘ é : é : 
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A. In General . ; : . . ; : . , ; F : : 
B. Apart from Wills Act . ‘ : ; . ; . i : : ; 
(a) In General . : - : ; : . ‘ ; ; . ; 
(ob) Reference to Power , : i ; ; : 
(c) Reference to Property . : ; : ‘ ; . 
C. Where Wills Act Applicable . : : : : : . 
SUB-SECT. 5. DEFECTIVE EXERCISE. ; F : ‘ ‘ . . ° : 
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Sect. 5. OPERATION OF APPOINTMENT . é ‘ ; p ; ; p 
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SUB-SECT. 1. IN GENERAL d ; ; : ; : ; : : 
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SuB-SECT. 3. EXPRESSION OF INTENTION. . : : 
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A. Krom Will . : . . ’ ; 5 

(a) Actual Words Used ; ; . : A 

(6) Whole Will . ; : : ‘ 

(c) Original Will : ‘ ‘ : : F ; : 
B. Admissibility of Evidence . ; ; : : , ; 
SuB-sEcT. 5. GENERAL AND PARTICULAR INTENTION IN THE Ueepaie DOcTRINE 


Seer. 5. 


A. General Rule ; : ; ; . : 
B. Instances of Application of Rule 


CONSTRUCTION ACCORDING TO CONSEQUENCES . 


Sup-stctT. 1. IN GENERAL ; ’ : . : ; : : 
Sub-siecr. 2. WHERE WILL AMBIGUOUS ,. . ' . 


SEcT. 6. 


CONSTRUCTION ACCORDING TO ORDINARY RULES OF GRAMMAR . 


Srecr. 7. CONSTRUCTION ACCORDING TO PREVIOUS LEGAL DECISIONS 
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SECT. 9. PRESUMPTIONS : ; : ; ; 
Sun-secr. 1. PRESUMPTION AGAINST INTESTACY 
A. General Rule : : : : 
B. Intention of Testator  . . : , 
(, Meaning of Words : : : . : : ; , 
}D. Gifts of Residue . ; : ‘ : , , , 
Ik. Gifts legal on Alternative wousteaction ; ; , : 
SUB-SECT. 2. PRESUMPTION OF LEGALITY ; : : ; 
A. Ambiguity in Will ‘ : ; 
3. Extent of Presumption ‘ . i : : 
SuUB-SECT. 38.0 PRESUMPTION OF KNOWLEDGE OF TESTATOR 


Sun-sEcCT, 4. PRESUMPTION FAVOURING RELATIVES OR PERSONS HAVING A CLAIM ON TH 


A. Contents of Will . : : : j : 
B. Legal Effect of Words . : : ; , : : 


'TESTATOR 
A. In General . ; : 
se Relatives of Hqual Renee 
C. Family of Testator 


L). Other Cases : ; : ; ; P 
Secor, 10. Context, MEANING, AND EFFECT OF WORDS . 
SuB-SEcT. 1. Every WorD TO HAVE IXFFECT . : ; ‘ 
SuB-SEcCT, 2. MEANING OF WORDS . : : ; : ‘ ; 
A. In General . : : : 5 ; 
B. Words Construed in their Ordinary Meuning : : , ‘ 
(a) In General . : ‘ : ‘ ‘ 
(b) When Rule Departed from y ‘ : ‘ ; ; 
i. In General . ; : F : : ‘ j 
ii. Contrary Intention of Testator ; , ; 
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C. Legal and Technical Words . , ‘ . : : ; : 
I). Words having More than One e Meaning . ; : ; ; : ; 
kK. Particular Words . : ; . ; ; ‘ : ; 
(a) ‘* Entitled ” ; , ‘ ; : ‘ F : i 
(b) ‘* Legacy ”’ or ‘ Bequest ss : : : ; 


(c) ‘* Minority ”’ 
(d) ‘‘ Unmarried ”’ ' : ? ; : 
(e) Other Cases . : : ‘ ; ; 
SuB-SEcT. 3. USE OF SAME WoRDs IN Dir FERENT PASSAGES 
A. General Rule ‘ 
B,. Qualifications of Guberal Rule 
SUB-SECT. 4. EJUSDEM GENERIS RULE . 
A. In General] . 
B. General Words Following Specific Enumeration 
C. General Words Preceding Specific Enumeration : 
D. General Words in Clause of Nature of Residuary Gift . 
E. General Words Comprising Residuary Gift Elsewhere in Will 


SuB-SECT. 5. QUALIFICATION OF WoRDSs BY OTITER Worps IN WIL. 
SUB-SECT. 6. MISTAKE : 
SUB-SECT. 7. INSERTION OF WorDSs 
SUB-SECT. 8. TRANSPOSITION OF WORD: . 
SUB-SECT. 9. REJECTION OF WORDS 
SUB-SECT. 10. SUBSTITUTION OF WORDS . 
A. In General . P 
B. Particular Words P 
(a) ‘* And ”’ and ‘t Or ”’ 
(6) Other Words 
Siecr. 11. Errect oF RECITALS 
SuB-SEcT. 1. IN GENERAL 


SuB-SsEcT. 2, ERRONEOUS RECITALS . : . ; ; ; 
A. In General . 
B. As to Rai ccodont Gift . 


SUB-SECT. 3. JEXPLANATION BY RECITALS 
SEcT. 12. INCONSISTENT DISPOSITIONS 
SUB-SECT. 1. GENERAL RULE 
SUB-SECT. 2. Limits TO RULE 
SecT. 18. UNCERTAINTY 
SUB-SECT. 1. IN GENERAL 


Sunb-secT. 2. ABSENCE OF PARTICULARITY OF EXPRESSION 
A. As to Property 
13. As to Person 


SuB-sEcT. 3. AMBIGUITY : 
SUB-SECT. 4. ADMISSIBILITY OF EXTRINSIC EVIDENCE 
A. Admissibility : 
B. Effects of Inadmissibility or Insufficiency of Evidence 
SecrT. 14. ADMISSIBILITY OF EXTRINSIC EVIDENCE 


SuB-SECT. 1. To ASCERTAIN TESTATOR’S KNOWLEDGE 
A. In General . ; 
B. What Evidence Adraiscible : 


SUB-SECT. 2. To IXPLAIN INTENTION 


SUB-SECT. 3. To EXPLAIN AMBIGUITY 

SuB-sSEcT. 4. To EXPLAIN MEANING OF Worps 
Sun-sEcT. 5. To Vary TERMS OF WILL 
SuUB-SEcT. 6. TO REBUT PRESUMYPTIONS OF FACT 
SUB-SECT. 7. To PROVE OBLIGATIONS OF DONEE 


SUB-SEcCT. 8. To IpENTIFY PERSONS AND PROPERTY 
A. In General . 
B. Where No Ambiguity . : 
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C. Evidence to Explain Ambiguity . B ‘ : 
(a) Identification of Persons 
i, In General : 
. Several Persons of Same N ame ; 
iil. E Dascription Applicable to More than One Persun 
(L) Identification of Property . , : 
D. Evidence to Correct Mistake ; 
(a) Identification of Persons 
(b) Identification of Property 
E. Evidence to Correct Misdescription 
(a) Identification of Persons 
(b) Identification of Property 
F. Evidence to Supply Blanks . 
G. What Evidence Admissible . 
(a) In General , 
(b) Facts Concerning Testator 
i. Circumstances when Will Made 
ii. Declarations 
lili. Habits 
iv. Instructions 
v. Intention 
vi. Intimacy with Particular Person 
vii. Knowledge . 
viii. State of Family 
(ec) Facts Concerning Property 
i. Circumstances of Acquisition 
li. State or Value of perce? 
i. Other Facts . 
(7d) Facts Concerning Benetici any 
(e) Documentary Evidence 
II. When Evidence Closed 
J. Effect of Inadmissibility or Insufficiency of Evidence 
SUB-sECT. 9. TO DETERMINE NATURE OF INTEREST. 


SUB-sEcT. 10. To DETERMINE QUANTITY OF INTEREST 


Secr. 15. DESCRIPTIONS OF PROPERTY . s ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 1. WiLL SPEAKING FROM DEATII 
A. In General . 
= Use of Word ‘ Now’ é 
*, Application of Rule in Particular Cases : 
(a) Devise of Land 
(6) Gift of Stocks or ahaves, 
(c) Other Cases . : 
SUB-SECT. 2. ACCESSORIES FOLLOW ‘paces: GIFT 
A. Devise of Land 
a Bonus Increase 
. Other Cases ; 
anal 3. GENERAL DEGRaIONS 
A. General Devise 
(a) In General 
(b) Interest in Expec tancy j 
(c) Land Agreed to be Purchased i 
(qd) Leaseholds . ; : , 
(e) Copyholds 
(f) Other Cases 
B. General Dispositions of "Personalty 
C. General Disposition of Residue . 
SuB-sEcT. 4. UNLIMITED GIFTS AND CIJARGES. 
A. Unlimited Gifts . ‘ 
(a) Rents and Profits. 
i. In General : 
li. Property a to J.ease 
(b) Income ‘ ; : : : . . 
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B. Unlimited Charges ; : 
(a2) Rents and Profits. 
(6) Income ‘ : ‘ 
©. Gifts Until Marriage . : : 
SuB-sECYT. 5. By LOCALITY 
A. In General . 
B. Reference to County 
C. Reference to Parish 
}). Reference to Streets 
EK. Reference to Name of Estate 
F. Use of Word “‘ Elsewhere’”’ . 
G. Property Removed from Locality 
II. Choses in Action. ; 
I. Other Cases 


SuB-sEct. 6. By REFERENCE To OCCUPATION OR anealeros ; 
SUB-SECT. 7. By REFERENCE TO SOURCE FROM WillCcHE OBTAINED 


SUB-SECT. 8. By REFERENCE TO TENURE 


SUB-SECT. 9. DESCRIPTIONS OF STOCKS AND SHARES 


SUB-SECT. 10. DEBTS OWING BY OR TO TESTATOR 
Sun-sEcT. 11. RESIDUARY BEQUESTS 
SuUB-SECT, 12. KALSA DEMONSTRATIO NON NOCET 


SuB-sEcT. 13. ADMISSIBILITY OF EXTRINSIC EVIDENCE 


SuB-sEcr. 14. PARricULAR DESCRIPTIONS 
A. Appurtenances 
B. Articles of Domestic Use or Oriiment 
C. Books 
D. Business 
It. ‘* Effects’. : 
(a) In General . 
(b) Whether Realty Included 
I’. ‘* Kstate ”’ ; : , 
(a) In General . 
(b) Whether Realty Includod 
G. Funds, Stocks, Shares, Securities, ete. 
(a) * Funds ”’ 
(b) “ Stocks ”’ anc aGiaves? 
(c) 
(2) ‘* Securities ”’ F 
(ce) “ Securities for Money ”’ 
(f) ‘‘ Investments ” 
(g) Other Cases 
HT. Goods and Chattels 
. House or Building 
J. Household Furniture, Eft bide and (Goods 
(a) “ Wousehold furniture ”’ 
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(o) ** Household Furniture and Other E ffeets 7 


(c) ** Houschold iffects ”’ 
(d) ** Household Goods ”’ 
(ec) Other Cases : 
IX. Lands, Tenements and Tierediiainents . 
(a) “S Lands ” 
(6) © ands and 'Teneme ats’ 
(c) ‘* Messuages ”’ 
(d) * Freeholds ”’ 
(ec) * Ifereditaments ”’ 
(f ) Other Cases 
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(a) In General 
(6) What Passes under Bequest of Money 
i. In General : : i 
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ili, Investments . 
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iv. Money Owing 
v. Reversionary Interests 
vi. Residuary Personal Estate 
(c) Bequest of Money Due and Owing . 
(dq) Bequest of ‘‘ Ready Money ”’. 
(¢) Bequest of Cash : ; 
M. Personal Estate and Property 
N. Plate 
O. Premises 
P. Property 
Q. Real Estate 
Rk. Rents and Profits 
S. Other Cases 


SECT. 16. RESIDUARY CIFTs. 
SUB-sECT. 1. IN GENERAL : ; 
SUB-SECT. 2. WHAT AMOUNTS ‘fo Gan OF RESIDUE 
SUB-SECT. 3. WHAT PASSES UNDER GIFT OF RESIDUE 
A. In General . 
B. Realty 
(a) In General . 
(b) Effect of Appomlnent of Residues Teeauted 
(c) Effect of Limitations Applicable to Personalty. 
(qd) Mortgaged Property , : . 
('. Personalty . 
D. Reversionary Intere Sts 
I. Intermediate Protits 
*, JLapsed Gifts 
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SuBb-secoT. 1. IN GENERA : 
SUB-sECT. 2. TIM oF ASCE EIRING DONEKS 
A. In General . A 
B. Gift to Group of Indiv idadls. 


SuUB-SkHeT. 8. Goer ro CLASS. 
A. In General . : 
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('. Time of Ascertaining Class 
(a) In General : 
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. In General : 
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iv. Persons Dying During Tenancy for Life 
. Gift After Gift of Annuity 
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(a) In General . 
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iii. Time of Ascertaining Class ; ; 
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(c) “ Living with ” or “ In the Service ’’ of Testator at the Time of his Death 
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(db) ae Donees take per stirpes ; ; : ; ‘ ; 
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SuB-sEcT. 1]. TESTATOR ENTITLED TO REVERSION UNDER ANOTIIER INSTRUMENT 
SUB-SECT. 12. OTHER CASES . ‘ ; ; ; : 
Sect. 24. CONSTRUCTION OF ‘‘ AND’’ AND ‘‘ OR”. 
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D. Gifts Over on Death Unmarried . 
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Accumulation of Income Sce PERPETUITIES. 

Administration of Insol- 
vent Estates . 

Advancement 

Bona vacantia 


BANKRUPTCY. 
SETTLEMENTS. 
CONSTITUTIONAL 


LAW; DESCENT. 
Capital and Income SETTLEMENTS; TRUSTS 
AND TRUSTEES. 
Charitable Bequests CHARITIES. 
Conversion EQUITY. 
Death Duties ESTATE AND OTHER 


DEATH DUTIES. 
Devolution of Property 


on Death ; : DESCENT; EXECU- 
TORS. 
Donatio mortis causa . GIFTS. 
Election . ; ; LEQuiry, 
I’scheat CONSTITUTIONAL 


LAW ; COPYHOLDS ; 
YROWN PRACTICE ; 
DESCENT. 
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See ESTATE AND OTHER 
DEATH DUTIES. 

GIFTS. 

EsTaTE AND OTHER 
DeaTH DUTIES. 


Estate Duty ; ; 


Gifts ; ; ‘ 9 
Legacy Duly : ; oe 


Mortmain . ; : , CHARITIES; CoR- 
PORATIONS. 
Nameand Arms Clauses ., NAME AND ARMS. 
Perpetuities PERPETUITIiES. 
Portions . ‘ ; ., PowrERS; SETTLE- 
MENTS. 


ESTATE AND OTHER 


Probate Duty . ; " 
DEATH DUTIES. 


Royal Wills ; ‘ ». CONSTITUTIONAL 
Law. 

Satisfaction : . a HQuiry. 

Settlements ; : .. SETTLEMENTS. 

Trusts ; : 5 ». TRUSTS. 


Part |.— Nature of a Will. 


Stcr. 1.—DEFINITIONS AND INTERPRETATION. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


1. ‘* Release.’’?}—-ANON. (1545), 1 And. 33; 
123 E.R. 339. 
2. ‘Devise ’? — Primarily applicable to real 


property.|—‘‘ The only other word relied on as 
carrying the real estate is ‘ devise,’ which though 
technically considered is more applicable to real 
than personal property, it might yet be easily 
mistaken for bequeath by an uninformed testatrix ”’ 
(LokD HELLENBOROUGH, C.).—CAMFIELD v. Gil- 
BERT (1503), 3 East, 516; 102 E. R. 694. 

Annotations :—Refd. Hall v. Hall, [892] 1 Ch. 361. Mentd. 

Doe d. Andrew v. Lainchbury (180%), 11 Kast, 290: Doe 

d. Hick v. Dring (1814), 2M. & 8.448; Edwards v. Bacncs 

(1835), 2 Scott, 411: Doe d. Waw v. Earles (1846), 15 

M. & W. 450; Smyth v. Smyth (1878), 8 Ch. D. 561. 

3. |\—The word ‘‘ devise’? is pro- 
perly applicable to a disposition of real estate 
which is primd facie its meaning ’’ (DomILLy, M.R.). 
eee v. BEAL (1858), 25 Beav. 25; 53 E.R. 
Jed, 

4. ——— Use of word ‘‘ devise ’’ —As indicating 
intention to dispose of real estate.]|—Testator 
“gave, devised, & bequeathed ”’ to his wife all his 
oe furniture, goods, chattels, & effects’? which he 
might be possessed of at his decease whatsoever 
the same might be or wheresvever the same might 
be situate, & authorised her to raise any money 
that might be necessary, & requested her to pay 
as soon as might be convenient all his just debts & 
funeral expenses; & after the death of his wife he 
‘“‘gave, devised, & bequeathed,” to be equally 
divided amongst three of his children until they 
should attain twenty-one,” the furniture & moncys, 
or any property’’ which his wife might have 
become entitled to through his will or through any 
other source; & after they had attained twenty- 
one he directed that ‘‘ the furniture, goods, chattels, 
& effects,’ whatsoever the same might be or where- 
soever it might be situate, & any moneys his wife 
might be entitled to at the time of his decease 








should be equally divided amongst his six children. 
Testator’s property consisted substantially of an 
undivided moiety of real estate, to which he was 
entitled in possession, his personalty being of very 
trifling amount :—Held: taking into consideration 
the use by testator of the words ‘‘ devise,” ‘* where- 
soever situate,’”’ & “ property,’ & the direction to 
his wife to pay all his debts & funeral expenses, & 
other expressions in the will, there was enough to 
show an intention that testator’s real estate, 
should be included under the word “‘ effects,” & 
therefore the undivided moiety passed by the will. 
—Vann v. WALL, (1892) 1 Ch. 361; 61 L. J. Ch. 
289; 66 L. T. 206; 40 W. R. 277; 386 Sol. Jo. 
200, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Fe Fisher, Allan v. Fisher (1902), 46 
Sol. Jo. 297. 

5. ** Bequeath ’’.— Not in itself a technical word 
—Primarily applicable to testamentary disposition.] 
—The word ‘* bequeathed ’’ (though not in itself 
a technical word), is primarily applicable only to 
property passing under a testamentary disposition. 

Testatrix, a married woman, had under her 
inarriage settlement an absolute power of appoint- 
ment over certain funds. By her will in 1867, she 
specifically appointed such funds, & then proceeded 
as follows: ‘‘ I constitute & appoint It. my residuary 
legatee to any property which has been bequeathed 
tome & which is not mentioned in this will.’ The 
father of testatrix, by his will in 1873, bequeathed 
to her a certain sum of stock, but he subsequently 
determined to give it to her in his lifetime, & 
accordingly transferred it to the trustees of her 
marriage settlement :—Held: this sum of stock 
did not pass to E. under the residuary gift con- 
tained in the will of testatrix.—Re ARMSTRONG, 
MARESCAUX v. ARMSTRONG (1879), 49 L. J. Ch. 53 ; 
42 L. T. 823. 

‘* Personal estate ’’°—Wills of British subjects 
since Wills Act, 1861 (c. 114).]|—See CoNFLICT OF 
Laws, Vol. XI., p. 371, Nos. 509-511. 

Codicil.|—See Part XI, post. 


Part J.—NATURE OF A WILL. 


Scup-sEcT. 2.—Worps “ WILL,” ‘“ TESTAMENT,” 
AND TESTAMENTARY INSTRUMENT. 


6. ‘* Testament ’’—Includes will & codicils.|— 
(1) ‘ Testament” includes a will, codicils, ctc.; 
(2) ‘‘ Instrument” signifies the will alone.— 
FULLER v. [Looper (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 242; 28 
E. R. 156, L. C. 

Annotations :-—.18 to (1) Refd. Re Smith, Prada v. Vandroy, 


[1916] 2 Ch. 368. 48 fo (2 Ye eae 
Vandroy, [1916} 2 Ch. Sa ) Refd. Re Smit 1, Prada wv. 


7. ** Instrument ’’—Will alone.J—FuULLEeR  v. 
TIooPeER, No. 6, ante. 

8. ** Last will’’—Word of form only.J—(1) 
‘With regard to the observation made in the term 
‘last will’; the answer given was the true one ; 
it is a general term signifying only ‘a will’” 
(GRosE, J.). 

(2) Neither of these instruments was a_ will, 
properly so called, until the death of the devisors ; 
both were ambulatory until that time & cither of 
them was capable of being destroyed or set up by 
the devisor (LoRD KENYON, C.J.).—WALPOLE 
(LORD) v. CHOLMONDELEY (Hart) (1797), 7 Term 
Rep. 138; 101 HB. 1k. 897; subsequent proceedings 
sub nom. WALPOLE (LORD) v. ORFORD (LORD), 
3 Ves. 402, L. C. 


Annolations :—(Ceneratly, Mentd. Doo d. Chichester 1. 
Oxenden (1810), 3 Taunt. 147; Faweett v. Jones, 
Codrington & Pulteney (1810), 3 Phillim. 434; Miller 
v. Travers (1832), 11. J. Ch. 1573; Thomer. Rooke (1841), 


2 Curt. 799; Neate «. Pickard (1843), 2 Notes of 
Casos, 496; Jn the Goods of Chapman (1844), 1 Rob. Kec. 
1; Payne & Meredith v. 'brappes (1847), 1 Rob. Eecl. 


583. Plenty v. Weert (1848), 6 C. B. 201; Reffell v. Retfell 


(1866), 14 W. RR. 6473 Ln the Goods of Stecle (1868), I. R. 
1P. & DD. 575. 

9. ——.!1—The testator calls it his last 
will: to which the true auswer was given at the 
bar, that it is merely a word of form, & he meant no 
more by it than that it was the last of those instru- 
ments Which he had executed (LAWRENCE, J.).— 
‘Tuomas d. JONUS v. EVANS (1802), 2 East, 488 ; 
102 KE. RR. 456. 
alnnotation :—Consd. Stoddart v. Grant (1852), 19 L. fr. 


O. 8. 305. 

10. Last will & testament.’’|— 
(1) Instruments appearing, prima facie, to be 
testamentary, shall be deemed testamentary until 
the contrary is shown. 

(2) It is stated that one of these docwnents— 
that of 1842—begins with the words ‘‘ This is my 
last will & testament... LAWRENCE, J., in the 
same case observed that the phrase ‘‘ last will ”’ 
was “ merely one of form & meaning no more than 
that the instrument was the last of those instru- 
ments which the testator had executed.” ... I 
do not apprehend that in reality these words 
ought to receive any weight whatever in directing 
this question (LORD TRURO).—STODDART v. GRANT 
(1852), 1 Macq. 163; 19 L. T. O.S. 305, H. L. 
Annotalions :—As ia (2) Apdld. Cutto v. Gilbert (1854), 9 

Moo. P. C. CG. 131. Refd. Lemage vr. Goodban (1865), 

LRP. & ).57: Inthe Goods of De La Saussaye (1873), 

L.R.3 PDP. & 1). 425 In the Goods of Howden (1874), 13 

L. J. Pp. & M. 263 Townsend v. Moore, [1905] PRP. 646. 

Generally, Mentd. Richards v. Queen’s Proctor (1854), 1 

Kee. & Ad. 235; Lord v. Colvin (1859), 7 W. R. 661. 


-|—See Part X., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 5, B. (d), 














post. 

11. ‘* Will ’’—Definition & nature.|—(1) If aman 
vive, by deed, his leaschold & personal property 
to trustees, for the use of himself for life, & of 


PART I. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2. GENERAL v. 


a. “ Testamentary instrument ?—De- 
Jinition.J— A ‘‘ testamentary instru- 
ment’? dcfined to be a writing, in 
whatever form, which remains dormant 
duri the life of the grantor, is re- 
vocable by him, & only comes into 
operation at his death.—ADVOCATE- 


RAMSAY’S 
(1823), 4 L. J. Ex. 211.—SCOT. 


PART I. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1. 


141i. Ambulatory — Until 
death. J—RAJ AMMAL A 
(1909), I. L. R. 33 Mad. 304 


b. Conveyance.J—A will is in con- 


several persons therein named at his death, with a 


power of revocation reserved never having parted 
with the deed or with any part of the property 
during his life, & confirming, in most respects, 
such disposition of it by will at his death; those 
two instruments will be considered as to be taken 
& construed together as testamentary instruments. 

(2) In order to constitute the essence of a will, 
it must be an instrument which a man voluntarily 
makes; it is an expression of his will, & it is an 
expression of his will touching the disposition of 
his property at the time of his death & only at 
the time of his death (GRAHAM, B.).—A.-G. v. 
JoNES & BARTLETT (1817), 3 Price, 368; 146 
li. Wt. 291. 

Annotations :-—-As to (1) Dbtd. Tompson v. Browne (1835), 
3 My. & K. 32. N.F. Sheldon v. Sheldon (1844), 1 Rob. 
Keel. 81. As to (2) Refd. Doe d. Cross v. Cross (1846), 
15 L. J. Q. B. 217; Jeffries v. Alexander (1860), 8 H. lu. 
Cas. 594; Patch v. Shore (1862), 2 Drew. & Sm. 589; Ln 
the Goods of Robinson (1867), L. R. 1 P. & D. 384. 

12. ‘*This my will ’’—Will & codicils.|— 
Testatrix by her will made in 1894 gave a number 
of specific & pecuniary legacies & disposed of her 
residuary personal estate, & directed that all 
bequests & legacies given to married women should 
be for their separate use, & that, ‘‘ no legacy given 
by this my will shall lapse by reason of the death 
of the legatee before me, but shall take effect as 
if the death of such legatee had happened immedi- 
ately after my death, & such legacy shall accord- 
ingly pass to the legal personal representative of 
such deceased legatce.” Testatrix made seven 
codicils to her will, cach of which contained an 
express formal clause confirming in other respects 
her will & any previous codicil or codicils, & died in 
1915 :—Held: the expression ‘‘ this my will” 
referring not to the particular instrument, but to 
the testamentary disposition constituted by the 
will & codicils at the date of testatrix’s death.— 
Re SMiTu, PRADA v. VANDROY, [1916] 2 Ch. 368 ; 
&5 L. J. Ch. 657; 115 L. T. 1613 60 Sol. Jo. 603, 
©. A. 

Annotations :-— Consd. Pe Reeves, Reeves rv. Pawson, [1928] 
Ch. 351. Refd. Ae Young, Public Trustee v. Walker, 
[1920] 2 Ch. 427. 

13. Testamentary instrument— Presumption from 
prima facie appearance.|—STODDART v. GRANT, 
No. 10, ante. 





SeEcT. 2.—CHARACTERISTICS AND EFFECT. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


14. Ambulatory — Until testator’s death.] — 
ANON, (undated), Plowd. Queries 4; 75 1h. R. 862. 

15. .|—The making of a will is but the 
inception of it, & it doth not take any effect till 
the death of the devisor.—-forRsSE & HEMBLING’S 
Cask (1588), 4 Co. Rep. G0 b; 76 EB. R. 1022; sub 
nom. ANON., 1 And. 1813; Gouldsb. 109. 
Annotations :-—-Refd. Witchins v. Basset (1688), 1 Show. 

537; Brunker v. Cook (1707), 11 Mod. Rep. 121. Mentd. 

Manby v. Scott (1660), 1 Lev. 4; Hodsden v. Lloyd, Lloyd 

v. Hodsden (1789), 2 Bro. C. C, 534; Scammell v. Wilkin- 

son (1802), 2 Hast, 552. 

16. ——.|—-THorPe v. TOMSON (1588), 2 
Leon. 120; 74 EK. R. 409. 

17. —— .|—AXTEL v. AXTEL (1679), 2 Cas. 
in Ch. 24; 22 E.R. 828, L. C. 














templation of law a “ conveyance,’’-— 
DoE d. BAKER v. CLARK, 7 U. C. R. 
44,—CAN. 

6. Conflict between contract & will.|— 

testator’s Ie SANDERSON (P. KE. I.), [1926] 4 
UTHIAMMAL D. IL. R. 984.—CAN. 
.— IND. d. Document in 
ing no property 


TRUSTEES 


orm of will pass- 
only appointing 
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Sect. 2.—Characteristics and effect: Sub-sects. 1 & 
2, A. (a).] 


-.|—A will speaks not until the 
death of the party ; but the construction is to be 
made as matters stood at the time of making the 
will (LORD COWPER, C.).—BRETTON v. LETHULIER 
(1710), 2 Vern. 653; 23 E. R. 1026, L. C. 

-]—A will is ambulatory, till a 
testator’s death, nor till then can money directed 
to be laid out in land, be considered as land.— 
BEAUCLERK (LORD) v. MEAD (1741), 2 Atk. 167; 
26 BK. R. 505, Ll. C. 

Annotations :— Refd. Carrington r. Payne (1800), 5 Ves. 404 ; 
Rte Gibson (1861), 2 John. & H. 656. 

20. —— .|—CHRISTOPHER v. CHRISTOPHER 
(1771), 2 Dick. 445; 21 E.R. 343. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Johnston v. Johnston (1817), 1 Phillim. 
447, Refd. Sprauge v. Stone, Stone v. Spraage (1773), 
Amb. 721; Brady v. Cubitt (1778), 1 Doug. K. B. 31; 
Doc d. Lancashire v. Lancashire (1792), 5 Term Tep. 49; 
Gibbons v. Caunt (1799), 4 Ves. 840; Konebel v. Scrafton 
(1802), 2 Kast, 530; Me Wilmer’s Trusts, Moore v. Wing- 
field, [1903] 1 Ch. &74. 

21, —--- -}\—WALPOLE (LORD) v. CHOL- 
MONDELEY (KARL), No. 8, ante. 

22. -— BAUGH v. READ (1790), 1 
Ves. 257; 3 Bro. C. C. 192; 30 1K. R. 330. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Wharton v. Durham (1834), 3 My. 

& K. 472: Durhwin vr. Wharton (1836), 10 Bli. 526; 

Plunkett cv. Lewis (1814), 3 Hare, 316; Leighton +. 

Loghton (1874), Le. 1.18 kq. 458. 




















23. .|—A testamentary instrument, of 
which the making is the inception & the death the 
consummation (TURNER, V.-C.).— Re RyYrE’s 
SETTLEMENT (1852), 10 Hare, 106; 68 E. R. 
858. 

24, ——-- —---.j—The will would not operate 


as any such execution till the widow’s death. It 

is nothing that the will bears date within the time. 

It was intended to be ambulatory (ROT, L.J.).— 

CooPpER v. MARTIN (1867), 3 Ch. App. 47; 17 

lL. T. 587; 16 W. R. 234, L. JS. 

Annotations :—Consd. Potts v. Britton (1871), L. R. 11 Ka. 
433; Re Moses, Beddington v. Beddington, [1902] 1 Ch. 
100; Ae TUingworth, Bevir v. Armstrong, (1909) 2 Ch. 
297; Re Safford’s Settimt., Davics v. Burgess, [1915] 2 Ch 
211. Refd. Re Wells’ Trusts, Hardisty v. Wells (1889), 42 
Ch. D. 646. | Mentd. Cooper v. Cooper (1874), 30 L. TT. 
409; Re Parkin, Hill v. Schwarz, [1892] 3 Ch. 510; Le 
Lawley, Zaiser v. Lawley, {1902} 2 Ch. 673. 











25. -|—In the Goods of Ropinson, 
No. 559, post. 
26. — .|—A will is an instrument which 


is not to take effect till the death of the testator 
(BAcOoN, V.-C.).—OLIVANT v. WriGLT (1878), YU 
Ch. D. 646; 47 1. J. Ch. 664; 88 L. 'T. 677. 

27. —--—.J—Under a power of appoint- 
ment by deed or will amongst children, the donee 
of the power, who had a son & daughter, made an 
appointment in ]&62 of the whole fund by will to 
the daughter. By a French instrument, not under 
seal, made in 1866, he appointed the whole to his 
daughter on her marriage, reserving to himself 
the faculty of giving a life interest to his second 
wife. By a codicil made in France in 187], 
but unattested, after reciting an arrangement with 
the daughter & her husband, made on their 
marriage, that he should appoint the whole fund 
to them on their providing an income for life to his 
second wife, he appointed the whole fund to the 
daughter & her husband if they should carry out 
the arrangement :—Held ; the will was an ainbula- 
tory instrument, & must be treated as being 
only allowed to remain unrovoked on the terms of 





guardians.j~—le BuK THAWAR MULL 
Sowcar, 1. L. KR. 23 Mad. 133.— 
D. MILLINGTON vv, 
e. Acknowledgment of stalute-barred 
Ae ar acknowledgment of a judg- 
ment debt in the will of the debtor is 


sufficient to take it out of the opera- 
tion of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, 8. 40.— 
‘THOMPSON (1852), 3 
1. Ch. R. 236.—IR,. 

{. Document parily testamentary.}— 
Where a document, duly executed IR. 


WILLS. 


the subsequent bargain.—Re KIRWAN’s TRUSTS 

(1883), 25 Ch. D. 373; 52 L. J. Ch. 952; 49 L. T. 

292; 82 W. R. 581. 

Annotations :— Reid, Barretto v. Young, [1900] 2 Ch. 339 ; 
Pouey v. Hordern, [1900] 1 Ch. 492; Re Price, Tomlin v. 
Lutter, (1900] 1 Ch. 442: Ie Simpson, Coutts v. Church 
Missionary Soc., [1916] 1 Ch. 502. Mentd. Hummel v. 
Hummel, [1898] 1 Ch. 642; Re Wilkinson's Settimt., 
Butler v. Wilkinson, [1917] 1 Ch. 620; Ke Lyne's 
Sottlmt. I'rusts, te Gibbs, Lyne v. Gibbs, [1919] 1 Ch. 80. 


28. .|—A tenant for life of real estate 
who had under the settlement power to appoint 
the estate by will among his children after his own 
death exercised the power & appointed the estate 
among his children. Afterwards the testator 
granted under the Settled Land Act, 1882, leases 
of parts of the appointed property in consideration 
of premiums paid by the lessees. The premiums 
were paid to the trustecs of the settlement & 
invested by them :—Held: that there being in the 
will no apparent intention to appoint the property 
representing the premiums, that property did not 
pass under the appointment. : 

The will was an ambulatory document having 
no force or effect whatever until the death of the 
gentleman who made the will (LORD DavEy).— 
BEDDINGTON v. BAUMANN, [19083] A. C. 133 72 
L. J. Ch. 155; 87 1. T. 58; 51 W. RR. 3838; 19 
T. L. R. 58; 47 Sol. Jo. 90, H. L. 3; affg. 8S. C. 
sub nom. Re Moses, KEDDINGTON v. BEDDINGTON, 
[1902] 1 Ch. 100, C. A. 

Annotations :— Refd. Ire Lianover, Herbert v. Freshfleld (2), 
[1903] 2 Ch. 330; He Thompson, Thompson v. Thompson 
(1906), 54 W. R. 613. 

29. ——— —-—-.|—It_ is to my mind plain that 
testator does not settle or dispose of any property 
by his will unless & until such will is brought into 
effectual operation by his death (FARWELL, J.).— 
Re LLANOVER (BARONESS), JIERBERT v. FRESH- 
FIELD (2), [1908] 2 Ch. 33803; 72 L. J. Ch. 729; 
$8 L. I. 856; 51 W. R. 615; 19 T. L. R. 624. 
Annotations :-—Mentd. Re Lianover, Herbert v. Ram, [1907 } 

I Ch. 635; Re Llanover Ss. I6., [1926] Ch. 626. 

30. ~!1—The will of M. TT’. was an 
ambulatory document having no force or effect 
whatever until her death (JOYCE, J.).—Re THomr- 
SON, THOMPSON v. THOMPSON, [1906] 2 Ch. 199; 
75 L. J. Ch. 599; 95 L. T. 973 54 W. RR. 6138. 
Annotations :— Mentd. te Clarke's SetUimt. ‘Trust, Wanklyn 

v. Streatfeild, [1916] 1 Ch. 467 ; Me Paul, Publle Trustee vu. 

Pearce, [1921] 2 Ch. 1. 

Revocability.'.—Sce Part X., Sect. 1, post. 

31. Operation as release of condition in deed.|— 
By deed, a fund was limited in trust for two 
brothers, T., who was in India, & W., in equal 
shares; & in case I’. should die intestate without 
leaving a child before he should return to INingland, 
then the whole was to be in trust for W. W. died, 
having bequeathed all his property to T., & made 
him his exor. The trustees paid the money into 
ct. under Trustee Relief Act, 1847 (c. 96). On the 
petition of T.: —Held: the condition was capable 
ot release, & the will of W. operated as u release 
of the condition.—a p. PALMER (1852), 5 De G, 
& Sm. 649; 64 BE. R. 1283 3 sub nom. Re PALMER’S 
Trust, 17 Jur. 108. 

32. Will distinguished from settlement—-Contains 
no contract.|—Semoble : there is this difference 
between a will & a scttlement—there is a contract 
in one & not in the othcr.—-HopE v. Torr (1855), 
1 Jur. N.S. 770; 3 W. i. 617. 


Annotation :-—Consd. #e Van Straubenzee, 
Cooper, [1901] 2 Ch. 779. 








Boustead v. 


as a will, is partly testaniont 
partly not testamentary, the: te hee 
urisdiction to admit the testamentary 
art of the document to probate.— 
OLFE v, WOLFE, [1902] 2 I. R. 246. 


Part ].—NATURE oF A WILL. 


33. Will distinguished from agreement for lease.] 
—In the Goods of ROBINSON, No. 559, pos 

34. Will operating in futuro—After death of 
testator.j|——A., by will, disposed of the whole of his 
personal & of certain real property & appointed 
exors. He subsequchtly executed another testa- 
mentary paper, in which was the clause: “If 
my wife survives me, in two years after my wife's 
death my second cousin B. & next of kin, to take 
possession of all my real & personal property, 
é& to py, all my just debts according to my will. 

ve B. this written document as I am 
afraid my exors. will not put my will into ct.” :-— 
Heid: the exors. died in the lifetime of the 
deceased. As the paper was testamentary & 
duly executed, although not to operate until 
some time after the death of testator, it was entitled 
to pera —In the Goods of NEwns (1861), 7 
Jur. N.S. 688. 

35. “e Note or memorandum in writing ’’— 
Statute of Frauds, s. 4.]—T'estator had in his life- 
time verbally promised to guarantee payment of 
debts due from his son to a certain firm. Testator 
recited this fact in his will & codicil. In the 
administration of the estate the firm made a claim 
against the estate under the guarantee :-—Held: 
the recital in the will was a suilicient ‘“ note or 
memorandum in writing’ of the agreement 
within above sect., & testator’s estate was liable.— 
Re Woyvie, Hove v. Wovie, [18938] 1 Ch. 84; 
62 L. J. Ch. 182 ; 67 L. T. 674; 41 W. R. 81; 
37 Sol. Jo. 46; 2 TR. 145, ©. A. 


Annotations :—Reld. Sutton v. Grey (1893), 69 L. T. 354; 
Guild v. Conrad (1894), 63 L. J. Q. B. 721: 2te Holland, 
Gregg v. Holland, [1902] 2 Ch. 360. Mentd. Pattlo v. 
Hornibrook (896), 70 lis EF. 475. 


SUB-SECT. 2Z.—INSTRUMENTS CONDITIONALLY 
'TESTAMENTARY. 
A. What Amounts to a Conditional VW ill. 
(2) In General. 

36. Tests for ascertainment.|——A test for ascer- 
taining whether a willis contingent is the question 
Whether the disposition of property is dependent 
upon the happening of some event or calamity 
referred to in the will, or whether the imminence 
of such event or calamity is merely a reason for 
making the will, In the former case the will is 


contingent ; in the latter it is not.—Jn the Goods of 
PorTER (1569), 1. Ro 2 PL & D. 22 5 5 OO died. 1, 
&M. 125 21 1. Tb. 6805 34 3. P. 247; 18 W. ER. 


231. 

Annotations :-- Apld. Jobson v. Ross, In the Goods of Newton 
(1873), 42 L. J. BP. & M. 58. Distd. Jn the Goods of Mayd 
(1880), 6P.D.17. Expld. Jn the Goods of Spratt, ee i: 
a Apld. Edmondson v. bdmondson (1901), 17 T. 

37. -]—Deceased, a military officer on active 
service, wrote to his sister a letter in which he 
made use of the following language: “If we 
remain here taking pahs for some time to come 
the chances are in favour of more of use being 
killed, & as I may not have another opportunity 
of saying what I wish to be done with any little 
money J may possess in case of an accident, I 
wish to make everything I possess over to_ you. 
In the first place there is money at. Keep 
this until I ask you for it” :—Held: the dis- 
position of deceased’s property was not dependent 
on his death while on active service; the docu- 
ment was not therefore a conditional will. 

If the will is clearly expressed to take effect 
only on the happening, or not happening, of any 
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event, cadit quastio, it is conditional. If testator 
says, in effect, that he is led to make his will by 
reason of the uncertainty of life in general, or for 
somo epoca reason, cadit guestio, it is not con- 


ditional (JEUNE, P.).—In the Goods of Sprart, 
[1897] P. 28; 66 L. J. P. 25; 75 L. T. 518; 46 
W. RR. 159; 13 T. L. R. 67. 


Annotations : ”_Apld. Edmondson v. Edmondson Saat 
17 T. L. R. 897. Consd. In the Hatate of Vines, Vines 
yee, me eao. P. 147. Refd. Halford v. Halford (1896), 


75 L 

38. -|—(1) Where a will is made in terms 
subject to the happening of a certain event, that 
event must occur to render the will operative : : 
whereas, if the possibility of an event happening 
is stated merely us the reason for making the will, 
it becomes operative whether the event happen or 
not. 

For instance, if a man write in his will ‘ If 
I die to-morrow my will is’”’ so & so, his death 
must occur on the morrow to make the will 
operative; but if the words be ‘‘ Lest I die 
to-morrow ”’ .. . the document will be operative 
whether he die or not on the morrow. 

(2) The question whether a testamentary docu- 
ment is conditional or not depends on the wording 
of the document itself, &, if it can be said that the 
language used therein is ambiguous, extrinsic 
evidence is admissible to assist the ct. in clearing 
up the ambiguity. 

(3) The ct. admitted evidence of declarations 
by testator, made down to within a short time 
before he died, to the effect that the will in question 
was all right, & that his wife would take all he had 
to leave.—In the HNstate of VINES, VINES v. VINES, 
fFAMLIO) BP. 1473; TH LL. S. P. 25; 102 L. T. 141; 
26 T. L. R. 257; 54 Sol. Jo. 272. 

39. ** Lest I should die before next sun.’’]—A 
will written eighteen years before testator’s death, 
containing this passage, ‘‘ lest I should die before 
the next sun I make this my last will’’ ; admitted 
to probate, the ct. holding the disposition not 
contingent, & adherence shown by careful preserva- 
tion.— BURTON v. COLLINGWOOD (18382), 4 Hag. 
Eee. 1763; 162 Is. R. 1411. 


win notations ie 





Distd. ltoberts 7. Roberts (1861), 31 TL. J. 


oe. aed A. 46. Consd. Jn the Goods of Spratt, ria wk TP, 
2X, Refd. Godman vw. Godman [{1920] P. 261, 
40. ——.|—J/n the state of VINES, Vines v. 


VIngEs, No. 38, ate. 

41. In case of surviving wife.|—Testator exe- 
euted # conditional codicil which was to take 
effect only in case of his surviving his wife, an 
event which did not happen; but inasmuch as 
the codicil expressly republished a previous will, 
it was admitted to probate with that will.—Jn the 
Goods of MENDES DA SILVA (1861), 2 Sw. & Tr. 
315; 30 L. 00. M. & A. 171; 5 LL. T. 140; 25 
J.P. 519; 164 bh. R. 1017. 

Annotation :- - Consd. In the Goods of Wugo (1877), 2 P. 1. 73. 

42. Will dependent on consent of another person 
—Option to wife to add codicil.|—T'estator wrote a 
codicil with his own hand, which concluded as 
follows :-—‘' 1 give my wife the option of adding 
this codicil to my will or not, as she may think 
proper or necessary ’’ :—Held: the validity of 
this paper was conditional on the assent of the 
wife, & as she elected not to avail herself of its 
provisions, it ought not to be included in the 
probate,—ln the Goods of Smiru (1868), L. R. 
IP,& D.717; 3881.73. P.&M. 85; 21 L. T. 340; 
33 J.P. 712; 17 W. R. 1110. 

43. Death at same time as_ wife.|— Deceased 
made a will, by which he left all his property to 
his wife, & made her sole extrix. He subsequently, 
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g. Will made in case prior will ‘‘ not forthcoming."”’]}—Re Mackay, 30 N. Z. L. R. 441.—N.Z, 
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Sect. 2.—Characteristics and effect: Sub-sect. 2, A. 
(a) & (6), & B.) 
with his wifc, executed a joint will, which was ex- 
pressed to take effect in case they should be called 
out of the world at one & the same time & by 
one & the same accident. By this will they re- 
voked all former wills. Deceased died in the 
lifetime of his wife:—Held: the joint will was 
dependent upon a contingency which did not 
happen, & was inoperative even to revoke a 
revious will—In the Goods of Wuao (1877), 
2P.D.73; 46L.3.P.21; 36L.T.518; 41 J.P. 
632; 25 W. R. 396. 
Annotation :—Consd. In the Goods of Spratt, [1897] P. 28. 
44., -]—Testator, being about to sail with 
his wife from Calcutta to England, wrote a Ietter 
to his brother in England, which was in form a 
good testamentary document at Scots law, & con- 
tained the following: ‘‘ If anything happens to 
us on the way ae will has been accidentally packed 
away in a tin box to which I cannot now get 
access, as I forget which box it has been put 
into. However, if we both come to grief, I 
appoint you my exor. ; if Ionly then in conjunction 
with Nan.’’ The letter then proceeded to deal 
with the disposition of his estate after his wife’s 
death, in the event of her surviving him. Neither 
testator not his wife died during the voyage :— 
Held: the letter was not conditional, but was a 
valid testamentary document, & must be admitted 
to probate.-—HALFORD v, HALFORD, [1807] P. 36; 





v6 L. J.P. 29; 75 L. T. 620; 13 T. L. BR. 69. 
45. ‘‘If I die to-morrow.’’]—J» the Hstate of 


VINES, VINES v. VINES, No. 38, anle. 

46. Admissibility of evidence—Declaration of 
testator.|—Jn the E'state of VINES, VINES v. VINES, 
No. 38, ante. 


(b) Reference to Journey or to Absence from Home. 

47. Contemplation of death—Journey to Ireland.} 
— Testator devises that if he dies before he 
returns from Ireland, his estate shall be sold, etc., 
he does return, & dies, & this will is found in his 
keeping at his death, it was only a contingent 
devise, & shall not take effect. 

None of the collateral proofs as to his taking 
notice of the will, etc., can be taken into con- 
sideration, unless some act was done by him to 
republish ; or to defeat the condition that was 
annexed to it before, & it ought not to be sup- 
ported by parol proof against Stat. Mrauds, cither 
in law or equity (LORD HARDWICKX, U.).— PARSONS 
v. LLANOE (1748), 1 Wils. 243 ; Amb. 5573; 1 Ves. 
Sen. 189; 05 Ik. R. 597, L. C. 
Annotations : :--—Consd. Sinclair v. Hone (1802), 6 Ves. GOT. 

Apld. Roberts v. Roberts (1862), 2 Sw. & ) T. SHY e Distd. 

In the Goods of Cawthron (1863), 33 L. J. P.M. & A 

In the Goods of Dobson (1866), L. R. 1 P. & ’D. 38. Consa: 

In the Goods of Smith (1869), L. 2.1 BP. & D. 717; Jn 

the Goods of Spratt, [1897] P. 28. Apld. Edmondson v. 

Edmondson (1901), 17 T. 1. R. 397. Refd. In the Goods of 

Winn (1861), 2 Sw. & ‘Tr. 147. Mentd. Shepherd 7. 

Shepherd (1770), 5 on Rep. 52, n.; Christopher vr. 

Chyeropner (1771), 2 Dick. 445; Kenebel v. Scrafton 
tao 530; Johnston v. Jobnston (1817), 1 


(1802), 
Phillim. 44 

48. *‘Death before rejoining wife.’’}— 
A codicil expressed 1 in the event of testator’s death, 
before he joins his wife, was executed after their 
separation in the West Indies upon his voyage 


for England. That voyage being prevented by 





PART I. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
A. (b). 


50 i. Contemplation of death — Will 
executed after return.}+—One of the docu- 
ments in question herein, which were 
sufficiently executed as holograph wills, 
commenced these wordsr: 
** Whereas I am going to go on a 


whic 


journey to Mexico & should I die, ete.”’ 
The other, which wus executed on 
testator’s return from said journey, 
was addrersed to the institution in 
h the money left to his wife by 
the former document was deposited 
& confirmed the disposition of said h. 
money in favour of his wife :—Held : 


WILLS. 


accident, he joined her; they lived together there 
& in England, having returned together; & 
testator having afterwards gone to Corsica, & 
thence to Lisbon, died there. The codicil was held 
to be contingent, & did not take effect under the 
circumstances.—-SINCLAIR v. HONE (1802), 6 Ves. 
607; 31 HE. R. 1219. 

49. ‘‘Die on my travels.’’]—STRAUSS v. 
Scumipt (1820), 3 Phillim. 209; 161 E. R. 1304. 
Annotations :—Distd. Roberts wv. Roberts (1861), 31 L. J. 

P.M. & A. 46. Consd. Jn the Goods of Spratt, [1897] P. 28. 

50. Will executed after return.]—A. wrote 
with his own hand a will in which he stated he 
did so ‘‘ being about to pr oceed on a long voyage, 
& not knowing what will happento me.” Hemade 
a tour, & returned home. He subsequently duly 
executed this paper in the presence of two wit- 
nesses :——Held : it was entitled to probate.—Jn the 
Goods of Tionson (1861), 7 Jur. N.S. 1208. 
Annotation Reid. ae ihe Goods of Cawthron (1863), 33 

LJ.PM.& A 

51. —— an ‘estator wrote & signed a will 
on Aug. 14, 1858, beginning, ‘‘ In the prospect of 
a long journey, ‘should God not permit me to 
return to my home, I make this my last will.’ 
Ile afterwards went on a journey, & returned on 
Sept. 25, 1858. In Keb. 1859, he acknowledged 
his signature to the will in the presence of two 
witnesses, who duly subscribed the same :—Held : 
the will was entitled to probate, as it was executed 
after the completion of the journey contem- 
plated.—Jn the Goods of CAWTHRON (1863), 3 Sw. 
& Tr. 417; 3 New Kep. 03; 33 1. J. P.M. & A. 
23; 28 J. P. 20L; 10 Jur. N.S. 513; 12 W. KR. 
4435 164 E.R. 1336. 

Annotation -— Consd. In the Goods of Spratt, [1897] P. 28. 
52. ‘* Should anything happen to me.’’! 
B. wrote a testamentary paper in Jan. 1859, 
‘should anything happen to me on my passage 
to Wales, or during my stay.’’ We returned in 
about a week, & died in Oct. of the same year ; 
the will remaining in his writing desk, & having 
been alluded to by him after his return :—WHeld: 
the paper was in terms conditional, & since Wills 
Act, 1837 (c. 26), no evidence of * ‘adherence ” is 

admissible. 

The ct. will hold a paper to be testamentary 
which is in due form & duly executed, without 
looking at its contents, even though they are 
manifestly migatory.—ROBERTS v. ROBERTS (1862), 
2Sw. & Tr. 337; 31 L.5. P.M. & A. 4635 51. 7. 
689 ; 26 J.P. 168; 8 Jur. N.S. 220; 164 BE. KH. 
102t 
ln ee ---Distd. In the Goods of Cawthron eS 


New Rep. 93. Consd. He Porter (1869), L. R. 2 
wes Inthe Goods of hae (1877), 22P. 0. 73; In the Goods 


of Spratt, 1897] P. 28 

53. —~- “ Serving in this horrid climate ’’— 
Or any accident happening to me.’’|——'he words, 
“Y request that in the event of my death while 
serving in this horrid climate, or any accident 
happening to me ”’ :—-Held: not to make a testa- 
mentary paper conditional on the event of death 
while in that climate.—IJn the Goods of THORNE 
(isto) 4 Sw. & Tr. 36; 34 L. J. P.M. & A. 131; 
12 L. T. 639; 11 Jur. N.S. 069; 164 E.R. 1428 


Sarat ele — Consd. In the Goods of Porter (1869), L. 2. 2 
Pp. & D. 22: Inthe Goods of Spratt, [1897] P. 28. Refd. 7 
hare “Booth v. Booth, [1926] BP. 118. 

54, —— ‘* Incase of any fatal accident happening 














the ppeeuen of the will was not 
limited to the period of said journey, 
& it. should be admitted to probate. 
— Re REMPEL ig ae ee 2 
W. W. R. 752; 68 D. L. R. 677; 32 
Man. L. H. 126. —CAN. 

‘* Should any accident take 
me out of this world.’’}—Testator made 





Part J.—NATURE OF A WILL. 


to me ’’—‘* Being about to travel by railway.’’]— 
A will commencing with the words, ‘‘ In case of 
any fatal accident happening to me, being about 
to travel by railway, I hereby leave,’’ etc. :— 
Held: not to be contingent upon the event of 
testator’s death on the journey he was about to 
take when the will was executed—ZJn the Goods of 
Dosson (1866), L. R21 P. & D. 88; 35 L.5.P. & 
M. 54; 131. T. 758; 14 W. Rh. 408. 


Annotations :—Consd. Fe Porter (1869), L. R. 2 P. & D. 22; 
In the Goods of Spratt, [1897] P. 28. Refd. /2 the Goods of 
Porter (1869), 18 W. RR. 231. 


55. ‘*My death occurring during such 
time.’’]}——-A will in these words: ‘‘ 1, W. M., being 
physically weak in health, have obtained permis- 
sion to cease from all duty for a few days, & I wish 
during such time to be removed from the brig 
Appellina to the floating hospital ship Berwick 
Walls, in order to recruit my health; & in the 
event of my death occurring during such time, 
I do hereby will & bequeath,” etc. :—Held: not 
to be contingent on the event of testator’s death 
in the illness from which he was suffering when 
the will was made.-——- Jn the Goods of MARTIN (1867), 
LR.1 P. & D. 380; 86 L. J.P. & M. 116; 17 
17/1. 32.5 Sl. PS. Tat: 

Annotations :-- Consd. Jn the Goods of Porter (1869), L. IR. 2 
IP. & 1D. 22. Distd. Jn the Goods of Robinson (1870), 19 
W. 2.135. Consd. Zn the Goods of Spratt, [1897] BP. 28. 
56. ‘* Should anything unfortunately happen 

to me whilst abroad.’’|—Jn the Goods of PORTER, 

No. 36, ante. 

57. ----— ‘* Should anything happen to me during 
the remainder of the voyage.’’|——Deceased, a 
master mariner, whilst on a voyage, wrote with 
his own hand a will which commenced, ‘ This is 
the last. will & testament of mec, that in case any- 
thing should happen to me during the remainder 
of the voyage from hence to Sicily & back to 
London, that I give & bequeath,” etc. :—Held: 
the dispositions of the will were dependent on the 
event referred to at the beginning of it, & it had 
therefore only a contingent operation.—ln_ the 
Goods of ROBINSON (1870), L. K. 2 P. & D. 171; 
10L. J.P. & M. 16; 23 L. T. 397; 31 J. 2. 775 ; 
19 W. R, 135. 
afnnotation : ~Refd. In the Goods of Spratt, [1897] P. 28. 

58. *‘Death at sea or abroad.’’|—A 
mariner’s will commencing, ‘S Instructions to be 
followed if I die at sea or abroad ’’---Held : to be 
conditional—- LINDSAY v. LINDSAY (1872), L. Rh. 
2PL& D459; 271. 1. 8223 367.72. 808, 
afnnotation :—Consd. In the Goods of Spratt, [1897] P. 28. 

59. --— ‘*‘ Death suddenly or by accident in 
India.’’|—Testator while in India executed the 
following paper, ‘‘ This is to certify that 1, R., etc., 
do at this time enjoy good health, & am of a 
proper & sound state of mind, & I write this as 
my last will & testament in case of a sudden or 
accidental death befalling me in’ India,” ete. : 
Held: the will was contingent on his dying in 
India, &, as testator returned & died in England, 
it did not take effect.—JoBson v. Ross, dn the 
Goods of Newton (1873), 42 L. J. P. & M. 58; 
28 L. 'T. 6773 37 J. P. 38593 21 W. R. GAS. 

60. ‘*Death on the way.’’|—Testator, 
being about to travel, made his will, which con- 
tained the following words, ‘‘ On leaving this 
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station for T. & M., in case of my death on the 
way, know all men this is a memorandum of my 
last will & testament” :—Held: the will was not 
contingent upon his death before arriving at T. 
or M. Will admitted to probate.—ZJn the Goods of 
Maynb (1880),6 P.D.17; 501. J.P.7; 45 5.7. 


8; 20 W. R. 214. 
annotation :—Consd. In the Gooda of Spratt, [1897] P. 28. 


61. ‘* Chances in favour of being Killed ’’— 
‘*In case of an accident.’’|—Jn the Goods of 
SPRATT, No. 37, ante. 

62. ‘‘If anything happens to us on the 
way.’’|—ITALFORD v. HALFORD, No. 44, ante. 

63. ‘*Not return home in consequence of 
death.’’|-—-EDMONDSON v. EDMONDSON’ (1901), 
17 T. L. R. 397; 45 Sol. Jo. 395. 


B. Effect of Conditional Will, 

64. Evidence of adherence after failure of con- 
tingency—- Whether admissible— Without republica- 
tion.]|—PARSONS v. LANOE, No. 47, ante. 

65. ——-.J—Strauss v. ScumipT (1820), 
8 Phillim. 209; 161 E. R. 1304. 


Annotations :—Refd. Jtoberts v. Roberts (1861), 31 L. J. 
P.M. & A. 46; Jin the Goods of Spratt, [1897] P. 28. 


66. Contingency of absence on voyage 
—-Application to subsequent voyage.|——-Where a 
will is expressed to take effect during absence on 
a particular voyage, & the writer returns to 
England, the ct. cannot admit parol evidence to 
show the writer’s intention of adhering to that 
will during a subsequent absence.—J/n the Goods of 
WINN (1861), 2 Sw. & Tr. 147; 4 L. T. 655; 7 
Jur. N.S. 764; 9 W. R. 852; 164 EB. R. 949. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Jn the Goods of Dobson (1866), lL. R. 
1P.& WD. 88; Inthe Goods of Porter (1869), 39 L. J.P. 


























& M. 12; In the Goods of Hugo (1877), 2 P. D. 73; Jn 
the Goods of Spratt, [1897] P. 28. 
87. Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26).J— 


ROBERTS v. ROBERTS, No. 52, ante. 

68. Effect of satisfaction of condition.;—A con- 
ditional will not. converted into an absolute will, 
it being shown that the condition had been 
satisfied.—INGRAM v. STRONG, ROBERTS v. LAW- 
RENCE (1815), 2 Phillim. 204; 161 E. R. 1149. 


SL Ras :-—Refd. Henfrey v. Henfrey (1842), 4 Moo. 
PA 29. 


69. Grant of general probate —- Contingency 
possible on death of testator.|—Jn the Goods of 
COOPER (1855), Dea. & Sw. 9; 26 7. 'T. O. 8S. 138 ; 
4W. KR. 1825 154 KI. R. 486. 

70. —-— Will inoperative.|——-A. married woman 
had a power under her marriage settlement to 
dispose of certain property by will in case there 
were no children of the marriage, or they all died 
under age, or in the lifetime of her husband. She 
executed a will in which she recited the con- 
ditions of her power, & out of the trust funds gave 
an annuity to a particular individual, & the rest 
to her husband absolutely. She survived her 
husband & the annuitant, but did not re-execute 
her will. There were several children of the 
marriage, who attained their respective majorities, 
& survived their mother, so that the will was 
inoperative. The ct. refused to grant administra- 
tion with the will annexed to one of the children, 
as he had no interest under the will, but granted 
to him a general administration of deceased’s 


his will as follows :— ‘‘ As I am about 
to leave home for B., should any 
accident, ete., take me out of tbis 
world, I will, ete.’ Testator went 
to BH. the same day, & returned home 
in a week without mneeting any acci- 
dent, & did not again Jeave Ireland, 
or make any other will, until his death, 
more than 6 years afterwards :-— 

the will was not conditional 


~—VOL. XLIV. 


or contingent on any accident to him 
during his projected journey to B.— 
In the Goods of SvTuarRr (1888), 21 
L. R. Ir. 105.—IR. 


PART I. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 

k. Conditional codicil.) — A codicil 
expressed to take effect only upon the 
happening of an event which does 
not take place will be admitted to 


probate, notwithstanding that it con- 
tains a direction to the contrary if the 
evont should not happen. Otherwise 
in the case of a will.—ZIn the Goods of 
COLLEY (1879), 3 L. R. Ir. 243.—IR. 

1. Alternative disposition—Death of 
testator d: wife “ at the same time.’’}— 
H. by his will provided for disposa] 
of his property in care hia wife sur- 
vived him, but not in case of her 


N 


178 


Sect. 2.—Characteristics and effect: Sub-sect. 2, B. 
Sect. 3: Sub-sect. 1.) 


estate, upon filing an affidavit that she had left 
no will operative in law.—ZJn the Goods of GRAHAM 
(1872), LL. R.2P. & D. 3885; 411. J.P. & M. 46; 
26 1.. T. 529; 363. P. 408; 20 W. R. 614. 

71. Conditional codicil— Republishing will.]— 
In the Goods of MENDES Da Siuva, No. 41, ante. 

72. No revocation of earlier will.}|—/n_ the 
Goods of Huao, No. 48, ante. 

Will executed after failure of contingency.]— 
See Nos, 50, 51. ave. 


Sect. 3.—CONTRACTS RELATING TO WILLS. 
Sup-secr. 1.—WHAT ConTRACTS ENFORCEABLE. 


713. Agreement must be certain—Promise to give 
“as much as to any of his children ’’—Evidence 
of amount given to one.|—SILVESTER’S CASE 
(1619), Poph. 148; 79 Ik. R. 1248. 

74. Agreement enabling person to purchase 
land at certain price—‘‘ Fifteen hundred pounds 
cheaper than best purchaser would give.’’} — 
BROMLEY v. FETTIPLACE (1700), Freem. Ch. 245 ; 
22 BE. R. 11873 eub nom. BROMLEY v. JEFFEREYS, 
Prec. Ch. 138; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 18. 

Annotation :-~ Refd. Cave v. Cave (1762), 2 Eden, 139. 

75. —— Agreement for mutual wills—Agree- 
ment uncertain & unfair.|—Testator by codicil 
in 1776, reciting that he had devised his real 
estate by his last will, dated Nov. 25, 1752, charged 
his real estates with his debts & legacies given by 
the codicil, & appointed exors.; the bill was by 
devisees of the real estate under another will of 
1756, one of whom was a legatee in the codicil. 
stating. that the will of 1756 was executed in 
pursuance of an agreement to make mutual wills ; 
that testator by the death of the other party, was 
bound, if not in law in honour; & did not mean 
to revoke the will of 1756, & revive that of 1752 ; 
& praying, that the will of 1756 & the codicil 
might be established, the trusts carried into 
execution, & the legacy paid: upon an issue 
directed, the will of 1782 was established ; evidence 
of mistake being rejected: on farther directions, 
pltfs. relied on the agreement, & offered evidence 
in support of it: the bill was dismissed ; the Jord 
Chancellor being of opinion, that the relief sought 
was inconsistent. with the frame of the bill, & 
therefore could not be given, under the general 
prayer; that the evidence ought not to be 
received ; & that upon the evidence the agree- 
ment was uncertain & unfair, & therefore not to 
be executed.—-- WALPOLE (LORD) v. ORFORD (LORD) 
(1797), 3 Ves. 402; 30 BK. R. 1076, LC. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Re Oldham, Hadwen rv. Myles, [1925] 
1 Ch. 75. Expld. Gray v. Perpetual Trustee Co., [1928] 
A. © 391. Refd. Denyssen v. Mostert (1872), L. R. 4 

. 236; Stone ev. Hoskins, [1905}) BP. 1914: Jn the 





death first. The will also contained valuable & 
this provision: ‘‘ In case both my 
wife & myself should by accident or 
otherwise, be deprived of life at the 
same time, J request the following 
disposition to be made of my pro- 
perty.” H. died 16 days after his 


representatives 


sufficient 
that he will leave by 
other contracting party a sum of money 
as a legacy is clearly made out, the 
of testator 
compelled to make good his obliga- 
tion.— WALKER t. 


WILLS. 


Estate of Heys, Walker v. Garkill, eid Fr. 192; Walker 
v. Gaskill (1914), 83 L. J. P. 152. entd. Crosbie v. 
Macdoual (1799), 4 Ves. 610; Burton v. Newbery (1875), 


1 Ch. D. 324 

76. Promise to ‘‘ recognise son in common 
with the rest.’’]—A father, on a treaty for his 
eldest son’s marriage, promised by letter to settle 
a sum of money forthwith, & to recognise his son 
in common with the rest. of his family in the 
future provisions of his will. The sum of money 
was settled, & the marriage took place on the faith 
of the representation in the letter. By his will 
testator made a substantial provision for his son, 
but much less then equal to those made for his 
other children :—-Held : the promise was so vague 
as to the amount that, consistently with it, testator 
might have given all his property to a stranger, 
& the promise was satisfled by the provision In 
the will & codici]—Kay v. Crook (1857), 3 Sm. & 
G. 407; 291. T.0.8.10; 5 W. R. 220; 65 E.R. 
715; sub nom. Kay v. Crook, Kay v. Kay, 3 


Jur. N.S. 104. 

Annotations :—-Refd. Laver v. Fielder (1862), 32 Beav. 1; 
M‘Askie v. M‘Cay (1868), 16 W. R. 1187; Re Allen, 
Hincks v. Allen (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 653. 

77. Agreement to make ‘‘ample  pro- 
vision.’’]-—-An agreement to make ample provision 
by will for a person is too vague to be enforced, 
MAcPHAIL v. TORRANCE (1909), 25 T. Li. R. 810. 


Annotation :—Refd. Dennistoun v. Dennistoun (1925), 69 
Sol. Jo. 476. 








78. Agreement to leave land or specific sum— 
Enforceable against devisee.|—An agreement by 
feme, when sole, that if she die without issue, she 
would leave S. £500 or the land. Decreed the 
agreement to be performed against the husband, 
who was devisee of the wife.—GOILMERE 1. 
BATTISON (1682), 1 Vern. 48; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 17; 
23 K. R. 301; sub nom. GOYLMER vv. PADDISTON, 
2 Vent. 353. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Price v. Powel (1729), 1 Barn. K. B. 
201; ke Parkin, Hill v. Schwarz, [1892] 3 Ch. 5106; 
Synge v. Synge (1894), 70 L. T. 221. 

79. Person induced to render services in return 
for verbal promise to make a will leaving pro- 
perty.'—Where a niece had been induced to render 
valuable services to her uncle on the faith of his 
representation that by so doing she would become 
entitled to the benefit of the trusts created in her 
favour by a codicil to his will. & testator after- 
wards revoked such trusts, it was held, that he 
had no right to make such revocation, & a decree 
was made that the trusts in favour of the niece 
declared by such codicil should be performed.— 
Lorrus v. Maw (1862), 8 Giff. 502: 42 L. J. Ch. 
49; 61. T. 3465 8 Jur. N.S. 607; 10 W.R. 518; 
66 KK. R. 644. 

Annotations :—Apld. Coles v. Pilkington (1874), L. R. 19 Ea. 
174. Consd. Alderson v. Maddison (1881), 7 Q. B.D. 174. 
N.F. Maddison wv. Alderson (1883), 8 App. Cas. 467. 
Refd. Traill ». Baring (1864), 3 New Rep. 362; M‘Askie v. 
M‘Gay (1868), 16 W. R. 1187. 


79 ii. —---.| Where services aro 
rendered, not on a contract. of hiring, 
nor gratuitously, but upon the faith 
of a aaa to leave property by will, 
which testator fails to perform, an 
action may he maintained: against his 
representatives to recover compensa- 


consideration, 
his will to the 


tuay be 


BOUGHNER, 18 


wife, but made no change in his will: 
—Held: F his wife were not. 
deprived of life at the same time, & 
he therefore died intestate.--HENNING 
vw MACLEAN (1902), 23 C. L. T. 180; 
ee C. R. 305; 1 0. W. RR. 657.-— 


PART I. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 1. 

m. Agreement must be certain,)-— 
Cook v. GRANT, 32 C. P. 511.--CAN. 
n. ——~.])-—Where a contract on the 
part of a testator, founded upon a 


QM. R. 448. - CAN. 

o.-- -.| -Re MAHAFFEY (1922), 52 
O. L. IR. 369.—CAN. 

p. ---— Onus of proof.J—BENN v. 
HAWTHORNE, [1925] 4 DD. L. Ik. 400; 
57 O, L. R. 557.-—-CAN, 

q. Erpression of intention. |— 
Ni WILKINSON, 23 N. Z LL. 

79 i, Person induced to render ser- 
vices in return for verbal promise to 
make a will leaving property. |—Cook v. 
GRANT, 32 C, P, 311-—CAN. 


tion for the services in the shape of 
damages for breach of the previous 
promise.—SMITH tv. McQGuagan, 21 
A. R. 542.-—CAN. 

79 iii. ———.] -- Re RUTHERFORD 
Sarlyet 9O.W.N. 32; 310. L. R. 395. 


79 iv. .]— Pitf. established a 
contract made between herself & F., 
deceased, whereby he agreed to leave 
her by will the whole of hia property, 
in consideration of services to be 
rendered by her, which had been 
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80. -] — Intestate induced a woman to 
serve him as his housekeeper without wages for 
many years & to give up other prospects of 
establishment in life by a verbal promise to make 
a will leaving her a life estate in land, & afterwards 
signed a will, not duly attested, by which he left 
her the life estate :—HIeld : there was no contract, 
& even if there had been & although the woman 
had wholly performed her part by serving till 
intestate’s death without wages, yet) her service 
was not unequivocally, & in its own nature refer- 
able to any contract, & was not such a part. 
performance as to take the case out of the operation 
of Stat. Frauds, s. 4; & she could not maintain 
an action against the heir for a declaration that 
she was entitled to a life estate in the land.—Mapn- 
DISON v. ALDERSON (1883), 8 App. Cas. 467; 52 
L. J. Q. B. 787; 49 L. T. 303; 47 J. P. 821; 31 
W. R. 820, H. L.: affg. S. C. sub nom. ALDERSON 
v. MADDISON (1881), 7 Q. B. D. 174, C. A. 
Annotations :—Consd. Humphreys v. Green (1882), 10 

Q. B.D. 148. Refd. A.-G. ». Hubbuck (1884), 13 Q. B.D. 

275; Blackburn v. Blackburn (1891), 36 Sol. Jo. 27; 
Re Fickus, Farina v. Fickus, [1900] 1 Ch. 331. Mentd. Fe 

Beethain, x p. Broderick (1886), 18 Q. B. D. 380; Miles 

v. New Zealand Alford Estate Co. (1886), 32 Ch. D. 266; 

McManus v. Cooke (1887), $5 Ch. D. 681; Gillman 

Spencer v. Carbutt (1889), 61 L. T 281; Lucas v. Dixon 

(1889), 22 Q. B. D. 357; Davis v. Leicester Corpn., [1894] 

2Ch. 208 ; Hodson v. Heuland, | 1896] 2 Ch. 428 3) Licenses 

Insee. Corpn. & Guarantee Fund . Lawson (1896), 72 

T. L. R. 5013) Coleman vo. North (1898), 47 W. hR. 57; 

Isaacs v. Evans (1899), 16 T. L. Re. 1135; Miller & Ald- 

worth v. Sharp, [1899] 1 Ch. 622; Thursby v. Eecles (1990), 

70 1.5. Q. B. 91: Re Holland, Gregg v. Holland, [1902] 

2 Ch. 3603; Chaproniere v. Lambert, {1917} 2 Ch. 356; 

Banbury v. Bank of Montreal, [1918] A. (. 626; Morris 

® Baron, (1918| A.C. 1; Re A Bankruptey Notice, (1924) 

2Ch. 76; Rawlinson v. Ames, [1925] 1 Ch. 96; Houghton 

v. Nothard, Lowe & Wills. [1928] A. CL. 1. 

81. Execution of security by party already liable 
-—-Promise to bequeath debt—Consideration.}— 
R., being indebted to his mother, C., & being 
under an obligation to execute a security to her, 
refused to do so. C. then promised to bequeath 
the debt to R. if he would execute the security. 
This was done, but C. died without having be- 
queathed the debt: Held: the promise to 
bequeath could not be enforced in equity, & the 
debt formed part. of ©.’s estate.—LUXMORE v. 
CLIFTON (1867), 17 1. T. 4605 16 W. R. 265. 

82. Contract within Statute of Frauds.] —Pitf. 
agreed to purchase a farm belonging to his brother 
J., upon the representation that it was worth 
£2,000 & that the rental was £70 a year; but 
having subsequently discovered that the rental 
was only £45 & that the farm was not worth 
£2,000, he insisted upon repudiating the contract. 
J. thereupon verbally promised that if pltf. would 
complete the purchase, he would devise to pltf. 
& his son certain other lands which belonged to 
him, & would also consent that) the purchase- 
money should be reduced to £1,800. Plitf. alleged 
that he completed the purchase relying upon that 
verbal promise. J. made a will in favour of pltf. 
& his son as agreed, but revoked it) by a subse- 
quent will, In an action against the estate of 
J. to recover damages for breach of the alleged 
verbal agreement :-- Held: the part. performance 
relied on by pltf., namely, the completion of the 
purchase, being referable not to any agreement 
to refrain from repudiating the previous contract 
of purchase, but to that previous contract itself, 


rendered. F. had made a will in her 
favour, but had revoked it, & died 
intestate :—Held: pltf. was entitled, 
against defts., the administrators of 
¥.’s estate, to the whole of his estate, 
after payment of debts, funeral ex- 
ensers, defta.’ costa of the action 
0 establish the contract.—LEGEKAS v. 
TRUSTS & GUARANTEE Co. (Alta.) 


802; 5D. 
—-CAN, 


ere ee 


O. L. R. 557.—C 


(1912), 20 W. L. R. 172; 
L. R. 389; 4 Alta. L. R.190. 


19 Vv. Kr 
(Alta.), [1926] 3 W. 


r. Covenant not to revoke.J}—BENN v. 
HAWTHORNE, Ba 4D.L. R. 40035 57 
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did not constitute such a part performance of the 
alleged verbal agreement as to exclude the opera- 
tion of Stat. Frauds.—JIUMPHREYS v. GREEN 
(1882), 10 Q. B. D. 148; 52 1L. J. Q. B. 140; 48 
1]. T. 60; 47 J. P. 244, CG. A. 


Annotations :—Refd. Miller & Aldworth v. shar , {1899] 
1 Ch. 622 ; Chaproniere v. Lambert (1917), 61 Bol. Jo. 592. 


—-~--.|—See, generally, Contract, Vol. XII., 
pp. 118-172; SETrLeEMENTs, Vol. XL., pp. 468-473. 

——— Whether agreement not to be performed 
within one year.|—See Contract, Vol. XII., p. 
121, Nos. 789-791. 

83. Covenant not to revoke—RHestraint of mar- 
riage—Covenant divisible.}|—-An unmarried woman, 
having a power of appointing a sum of money by 
will, made a will appointing it to a mtgee., & 
covenanted not to revoke the will. She after- 
wards became bkpt. & obtained her discharge. 
After her discharge she revoked her will, & made 
another appointing the sum of money to another 
person :—Held: the covenant not to revoke 
the will was divisible, & was not wholly void, 
although in one alternative it. was in restraint of 
marriage. 

The covenant is, as was pointed out by Mr. 
Justice Kay, divisible. So far as it. was in restraint, 
of marriage it was bad; you could not of course 
bring an action for breach of the covenant by the 
marriage of the covenantor, but that does not 
destroy the covenant (JESSEL, M.R.).—ROBINSON 
v. OMMANNEY (1883), 238 Ch. D. 285; 52 L. J. Ch. 
440; 49 L. T. 19; Sl W. R. 525, C. A. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Jn the Estate of Heys, Walker ». Gaskill, 
[1914] P.192. Mentd. Morgan v. Hardy (1886), 17.0. B. D. 
770; Re Lawley, Zaiser v. Lawley, [1902] 2 Ch. 799; Fe 
Lind, Industrials Finance Syndicate v. Lind, [1915] 2 Ch. 
345. 

84. Promise to leave sum for maintenance of 
school-——_In consideration of school being estab- 
lished.|—S. promised to leave pltfs. £3,000 by 
will for the maintenance of a school, but subse- 
quently Ieft all her property to deft. :—Held: 
pltfs. were entitled to be paid £3,000 from the 
estate by way of damages for breach of contract.— 
Re SOAMES, CHURCH SCHOOLS Co., LYD. v. SOAMES 


(1897), 18 T. L. R. 439. 

85. ‘‘ Shall leave allowance of one hundred & 
fifty pounds as it is.’’]—The father of an intended 
bride, when asked by the husband to make a settle- 
ment, wrote: ‘‘ I have made a will leaving V., the 
bride, a legacy of £5,000, & I do not intend to alter 
it. 1 shall leave the allowance of £150 as it is.’’ 
The will was afterwards revoked :—Held: the 
letter followed by the marriage constituted an 
enforceable contract as to the £5,000, but not as to 
the £150, & B. was entitled to prove against the 
estate of the father for the £5,000 by way of dam- 
ages.--Re BROADWOOD, HDWARDS v. BROADWOOD 
(No. 2) (1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 708, CG. A. 

86. Communication of bequest in will—Expres- 
sion of intention not to alter-—Consideration of 
marriage.|— Re BROADWOOD, EDWARDS v. BROAD- 
woop (No. 2), No. 85, ante. 

Covenant to exercise power of appointment by 
will.|—See Powers, Vol. XXAVIL., pp. 508, 509, 
Nos. 1007-1017. 

Representation of intention to do something in 
future—-When amounting to offer.|——Sce SETTLE- 
MENTS, Vol. XL, pp. 474-477, Nos. 224-239. 





t. ———-.]}--GILYIN v. Scovin, 1 Han. 
379,.—CAN. 

u. Communication of bequest in will— 
Expression of intention not alter— 
Consideration of maintenance. |}—THROO P 
v. EDMONDS, 12 U. C. R. 33.—CAN. 

a. Son induced to live beside father 
by promise to leave land by will.}— 


N 2 


1 W. W. RR. 


RRING v. KETTLES 
W, RR. 222.—CAN. 
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Sect. 3.—Contracts relating to wills: Sub-sects. 1, 2 
& 3. Sect. 4: Sub-sects, 1 & 2.) 


Covenant to leave share.|—See StTTLEMENTS, 
Vol. XAL., pp. 486, 487, Nos. 341-349. 

Covenant to leave specific sum.}|—See SETTLE- 
MENTS, Vol. XL., pp. 487, 488, Nos. 350-357. 

Covenant to leave by will or otherwise.|—~See 
SETTLEMENTS, Vol. XL., p. 488, Nos. 358, 859. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—-SATISFACTION AND PERFORMANCE. 
See, generally, Equity, Vol. XX., pp. 449-494. 
Satisfaction of covenant to provide for wife.}—— 

See Haquiry, Vol. XX., pp. 491, 492, Nos. 2184-2197. 
Performance of covenant to provide money.|— 

oo Hquitry, Vol. XX., pp. 497-400, Nos. 2280- 

2297. 

Presumption against double _ portions.|—-See, 

generally, Equity, Vol. XX., pp. 453-478. 


SUB-SECT. 3.— DISPOSITIONS TENDING TO DEFEAT 
COVENANT 

See SETTLEMENTS, Vol. XJ.., pp. 488, 489, Nos. 
360-371. 

87. Covenant to leave part of personal estate as 
on intestacy—Right to spend whole.|—Covenant 
to leave a portion of the persona] estate. as upon an 
intestacy, does not prevent the covenantor’s 
expending the whole; nor admit his reserving 
part for his own benefit, nor consequently investing 
it in land.—CocuRAN v, GRANAM (ISII1), 19 Ves. 
63; 384 I. R. 442. 

88. --—~ Right to Invest in Jand.]}—CocCHRAN 
v. GRAHAM, No. 87, ante. 

89. Right to reserve part for own benefit.} 
—-COCHKRAN tv. GRAHAM, No, 87, ante. 

90. Voluntary assignments of property — De- 
clared to be in nature of testamentary dispositions --- 
Bond conditioned on payment by will or otherwise.| 
—A., in consideration of the intended marriage 
of his niece, entered into a bond, with a penalty 
conditioned to give by will or otherwise, unto or 
in trust for her or the issue of the intended marriage 
so much in money, or in valuable effects, as he 
should by his will give or bequeath to any one of 
his next of kin, or tu any other person whomsocever. 
All voluntary assignments & transfers of personal 
property, & all conveyances of real estate pur- 
chased subsequently to the date of the bond, in 
which real estate op personal property the obligor 
retained a life interest, were declared to be in the 
nature of testamentary dispositions, to be con- 
sidered in equity, for the purpose of giving effect 
to the true intent of the agreement in the bond, as 
if the estates had been given or devised by the 
obligor’s will. The persons entitled to the benefit 
of the bond were declared to be specialty creditors 
upon the obligor’s estate, for satisfaction of their 





WILLS. 


(1833), 7 Bli. N.S.1; 1 Cl. & Fin. 611; 5 E.R. 
674, H. L.3 varying 8S. C. sub nom. WIENHOLT v. 
LOGAN (1829), cited in 3 Sim. at p. 141. 


Annotations :—Apld. Squire v. Whitton (1848), 1 H. L. Cas. 
333. Distd. Ze Powell’s Insce. Trusts (1856), 28 L. T. 
QO. 8.19. Consd, Burrowes v. Gore (1857-8), 6 H. L. Cas. 
907. Refd. Eyre v. Monro (1857), 3 K. & J. 305; Patch 
v. Shore (1862), 11 W. R. 142; Maddison v. Alderson 
(1883), 49 L. IT. 303. Mentd. Jeudwine v. Agate (1829), 
: Sim. 129; Hammersley v. De Biel (1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 

5 


91. Effect of lapse—Death of child in lifetime 
of covenantor.j;—A., upon the marriage of B. his 
daughter, covenanted with her husband, C., his 
exors. ctc., by decd or will to give leave, & bequeath 
unto K. one full equal eighth part or share, that 
being an equal share with his other children, of 
all the real and personal estate of which he should 
dic seised or possessed. 13. died in the lifetime of 
A. A. having, in his lifetime, made some disposi- 
tion of property in favour of a son, by will devised 
& bequeathed his real & personal estate for the 
bencfit of his widow & some of his surviving 
daughters :—-Held : (. had not any cause of action 
against the exors. of A.—JONEsS v. How (1850), 
9. B. 1; 137 E.R. 7903 subsequent proceedings, 
7 Hare, 267. 

Annotations :—-Reld. Barkworth 7. Youns (1856), 4 Drew. 1. 

Monte, Charney rv. Shepherd, Whitehead v. Jzod (18867), 

0 due . t. 

-—See SETTLEMENTS, Vol. XJ, p. 487, 
Nos. 348, 349. 

92. Effect of bankruptcy.) —- ROBINSON 1. 
OMMANNEY, No. 8&3, ante. 

Settlement superseding informal contract.|-— 
mee SETTLEMENTS, Vol. Vol. XL., p. 478, Nos. 268- 
270. 








Srecr. 4.--JOINT AND MUTUAL WILLS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—VALIDITY. 

93. Joint will.|—There cannot. be a joint will 
(LonD MANSFIELD). —~ DARLINGTON  (JSARL) 1. 
PULTENEY (1775), 1 Cowp, 260; 98 E.R. 1075. 
Annotations: Refd. tn the Gands of Croften (1897), 13 

T. G. R. 387t. Mentd. Doe d. Nowell ro. Ronke (1825), 

2 Ling. 407: Re Vardan’s Trusts (P884), 28 Ch. Dd. 126; 

Re Bolton Estates, Russell v. Meyrick, (1903) 2 Ch. 46]. 


94, ———.'-—— Tn the Goods of Powr Li (1850), 
15. LL. T. OWS, 32: 
95. ---— Whether probate granted—On death 


of one party.'!—/» the Goods of Crorron (1897), 

T. I. R. O74. 

96. —— As will of deceased.}—/» 
the Goods of Powe, (1850), 15 L. T. OWS. 328, 

97. -——. —--— ----— Dispositions taking effect on 
death of both.!|—-A. & B., partners in a farming 
business, & joint tenants in certain frecholds, 
executed ai will containing various devises & 
bequests, to take effect. after the decease of both 
of them. Onthe death of A., B. surviving, applica- 
tion for probate as of the will of A. was made by 
the exor. therein named :---Held:) probate could 
not be granted of such an instrument, till after 


claims under 


A father wrote to his son stating 
that he had devised to him certain 
portions of his real estate, & expressed 
a Wish for his son to leave his then 
residence & acttle beside the father, 
& that if he did so he would leave the 
land to the son at his death. The 
son acting upon this, left his residence 
& went to live beside his father :-— 
HTleld: from that time the will was 
no longer revocable.—FITZGERALD v. 
FITZGERALD, 20 Gr. 410,.~-CAN. 

b. Promise to devise.}—-TURNER v 
PREVOST, 17 8. C. HR. 2%3.—-CAN. 


ce. Transfer of pronerty into wife's 


the bond.——~ LOGAN 


+ WHENHOLT 


name on promise ta leave property to 
husbaud.] ~ BURCOMBE tv. 
(W920) 4 D. L. RR. 741.—CAN. 


PART I. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 1. 


95 i. Joint will —~- Whether probate 
granted-—-On death of one party.j)—The 
principle that a will appointing exors., 
& not disposing of any personal estate, 
is entitled to probate, will be appHed 
to the case of a joint will on the death 
of one of the co-testators.—In the 
Goods us MISKELLY (1869), 4 I. RR. Eq. 


62.—I 


95 ii. -.J}—A. & B. made a 


the death of both the parties.—-/» the Goods of 


Joint will, disposing of property in the 
United States of Ainerica, & appointed 
exork. B, afterwards made a_ will, 
referring to & recognising the joint 
will, & disposing of property in Ire- 
land, & appointing other exors. The 
ct, refused to the exors. of [3.'s wil] 
yrobate of that will alone, but granted 
hem probate of both wills, reserving 
the rights of the exors. of the joint 
will.—~JIn the Goods of FLETCHER (1883), 
1] Ju. RR. Ir. 359.--I1R. 


95 ili. }-—-Re JACKSON'S 
WIL (N. &.), (1923) 3D. L. R. 379, -- 
CAN. 


Part ].—NATURE OF A WILL. 


RAINE (1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 144; 31 I. T. O. S. 

284; 6 W. R. 816, 

Annotations :—-Apld. In the Goods of Lovegrove (1862), 26 
J. P. 375. Consd. In the Goods of Miskelly (1869), 18 
W.R. 215. NB. [nthe Estate of Heys, Walker v. Gaskill, 


[1914] P. 192. Red. Zn the Goods of Crofton (1897), 13 
tT, L. R. 374, 
98. —-— --——- -—-—— Probate to so much as 


became operative on death.|—Where a husband & 
wife made a joint will, the ct., upon the death of 
the wife, granted probate of so much of the instru- 
ment as became operative upon her death.— 
In the Goods of Ptazzi-Smyriu, [1898] P. 7; 77 
L. T. 375; 40 W. 1. 426; sub nom. In the Goods of 
SmyTH, 67 L. J.P. 4. 

99. ——--- ---—- On death of both parties—Pro- 
bate as two separate wills.J|——-J1 the Goods of 
STRACEY (1855), Dea. & Sw. 6; 26 L. T. O. S. 
127; 1 Jur. N.S.1177; 4 W. R. 164. 


Annotations :— Distd. Jn the Goods of Raine (1858), 1 Sw. & 
Ir. 144. Retd. Jn the Goods of Lovegrove (1862), 3] 
L. J. P.M. & A. 87: In the Goods of Miskelly (1869), 18 
W.WR. 215; Jn the Goods of Crofton (1897), 13 T. L. RR. 3874. 


100. —-— Will containing mutual 
dispositions.;—I3. & (., sisters living together, 
executed a testamentary paper to the effect that 
the survivor should have all that remained of their 
property at the death of the first deceased, & that 
at the death of survivor it should be divided 
amongst certain relations. (CC. survived B., & 
died without having altered or revoked such paper, 
& the ct. granted administration with the will 
annexed, as the last will & testament of C.— 
Tn the Goods of LOVEGROVE (1862), 2 Sw. & Tr. 

63; 31 1L. 5. P.M. & A. 87; 61. T. 1313 26 
J.P.3875; 8 Jur. N.S. 442; 164 E.R. 1072. 
aAlnnotation :- Refd. Jn the estate of Heys, Walker v. Gaskill, 

LWM1t) P. de. 

101. Mutual wills --- Irrevocable by either.] -— 
Horson v. BLACKBURN & BLACKBURN, No. LILO, 
post, 

102. --- - Effect of mistake— Each party signing 
will of other.}—-Two mutual wills were drawn up, 
but through error each testatrix signed the ot her’s 
will: - eld: the will of one now dead was not 
entitled to probate. 

Two ladies live together, & they determine to 
make what I may call mutual wills. The wills are 
the same. qiadatis mutandis: they were drawn 
up & executed, that is. if executed they are, at 
one & the same time, but unfortunately cach signs 
the other's will; after the death of one of them 





104i. Mutual wills—Read as separate tator’s death. 
wills.} - A mutual will is in etfeet two 
Wills, the disposition of each sharer 
being applicable to his or her half of 
the joint property.-- DiAs «. De LIvera 
(1879), 5 App. Cas. 122, DP. C.-—S. AF. 

104 fi. ——-- -—-— .} - The mutual will 
of a husband & wife, notwithstanding 
its forin, is to be read as the separate 
will of each.— DENYSSEN ot. MOSTERT 
(1872), L. Ak. 4 B.C. 236.- S. AF, 

104 iii. - ~)- Minis a. VAN 
BLERCK'sS Esrare, [1914] C. P. D837. 
—S. AF 


benefit. |—HUpson 
106 ii. - 


revoke 
SOTHO 


a? 


104 iv, -- - —- VAN DER © tion, 


DENYSSEN tt. MOSTERT e 
(1872). Jo Ke 4 PLC. 236.—S. AF. 


106}. —--—- By survivor— After taking 
Argus L. 2.3635 39 C. L. ho 473.-—-AUS. 





persons agree to make mutual wills, &. aire : 

& one of them dies, the survivor can 2 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 22 
his will unless he has taken 
benefit under the 
deceased testator.— MINAKSHDT AMMAL 
tr, VISWANATHA ATYAR (1909), f. L. RR. 
33 Mad. 406.—-IND 
. 106 iii. —- --- 


or reception of benefits, 
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the solr. alters them, so as to make the will of one 
appear as that of the other. I need scarcely say 
he has erred in so doing. But what is to be done 
with this paper? It is not the will of deceased, 
it purports to give all her property to herself, 
a manifest absurdity (Sm H. JENNER Fust).— 
In the Goods of S (1850), 15 L. T. O. S. 71. 

103. —- - ——.]--T'wo sisters exccuted 
codicils similar in terms. By mistake each sister 
executed the codicil intended for, & purporting to 
be, that of the other. Upon application aftcr the 
death of one of the sisters for probate of the codicil 
executed by her :—Held: the intention to execute 
the document propounded being wholly absent, 
probate must be refused in respect of the whole 
document, notwithstanding that it contained some 
testamentary dispositions which were intended by 
testatrix, being, in fact, common to the two docu- 
ments executed.—IJn the Kstate of MEYER, [1908] 
P. 353; 771... J.P.150; 991. T. 881; 52 Sol. Jo. 
716. 











104. Read as separate wills.]—Mutual 
wills, notwithstanding their form, are to be 


read as separate wills, the dispositions of each 
spouse being treated as applicable to his or her half 
of the joint property.—NATAL BANnk, LTD. v. 
Roop, [1910] A. C. 570; 80 I. J. P. ©. 223; 103 
L. T. 229; 26 T. L. R. 622, P. C. 


SUB-SECT, 2.-—IEFFECT. 

105. Whether revocable—During life of parties— 
Necessity for notice by party revoking.|—DuUFOUR 
v. PEREIRA (1769), 1 Dick. 419; 21 E. R. 382, 
Jo. Ci; 

Annotations --- Consd. Walpole vr. Orford (1797), 3 Ves. 402 ; 
Stone v. Hoskins, [1905] P. 194; In the state of Heys. 
Walker vr. Gaskill, [1914] P. 192: Gray v. Perpetual 
Trustee Co., [1928] A.C. 391. Refd. Denvssen v. Mostert 
(W872), L. R.£ PP. CL. 2363; Re Oldham, Hadwen v. Myles, 
[1925] Ch. 75. 

106. -—- - By survivor—After taking benefit.|— 
DUFOUR v. PEREIRA (17069), 1 Dick. 419; 21 E.R. 
332, lL. C. 

Annotations :---Consd. Walpole vr. Orford (1797), 3 Ves. 102 ; 
Deuyssen v. Mostert (1872), L. Re. 4 PP. CC. 2365 Stone r. 
Hoskins, (1905) P. 194; Jn the Estate of Heys, Walker v. 
Gaskill, [1914] P2192; de Oldham, Hadwen tv. Myles, 
[1925] Ch. 703; Gray rv. Perpetual Trustee Co., [1928] 
A. C. S91. 

107. —-- --,|—Where two persons 
have made an arrangement as to the disposal of 








. oe ee J MARSHAL. 0. M‘DI- 
ARNID (1835), 4 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) O82 5 
3 Wills. & 8. 37.—SCOT. 

f. —- —.J—HoGce vt. CAMPBELL 
(1563), 1 Maecph. (Ct. of Sess.) 647; 
30 Se. Jur. 296, --SCOT. 

—,}~KIpp v. KiIpps (1863), 
> 36 Se. 








GRAY, [1927] 


.] Where two 


? 


Jur. 112.—SCOT. 

of the h. -- -- ——.J~-By mutual settle- 
ment cach of two sisters conveved her 
estates, heritable & immovable, to the 
other in life-rent in case she should 
survive & to a vephew in fee reserving 
‘full power to us at any time during 


will 


— —,) —** Adia- 
is a 


J 
MERWE vp. VAN DER MERWE'S EXE- 
CUTHIX, [1921] T. P. D. 9.--S. AF. 

d. —-— Who may make.j-~VPersons 
other than spouses lawfully can make 
mutual wills, ¢.g.. sisters.— KOOPMAN 'S 
KSTATE v. De Wer's Esrarr, [1912] 
C.P. D. 1061.—-S. AF. 


PART I. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 2. 


105i. Behcther revocable—During life 
of parties— Necessity for notice by party 
revoking.|—Kach spouse is at liberty 
to revoke his or her part of a mutual 
will during the co-testator’s lifetime, 
with or without communication with 
the co-testator, or after the co-tes- 


condition without which the survivor 
is not deprived of the power of revoking 
a mutual will.-— DENYSsSEN t. MOSTERT 
(1872), L. ht. 4 B.C. 236.—S. AF. 


106 iv. —--,]} -~SILVER tv. 


a ee 





SILVER’S EXECUTORS, 
S. 


106 v. --— - + -~~—.J—BARRy ¢ 
MUNDELL (1909), 26 S.C. 475.--S. AF. 

108 vi. ------ -~-+ + ]—EBDEN’S 
EsratTi: ov. EBDEN, [1910] App. D. 
321.—S. AF. 

106 vii. wore J RECEIVER 
OF REVENUE, PRETORIA v. HANCKE, 
{1915]) App. D. at p. 72.—S. AF 








our joint lives to alter, Innovate or 
revoke these presents in whole or in 
part as we may see proper ” :—Held: 
the mutual deed was simply testa- 
inentary & could be altered by the 
surviving sister in so far as regarded 
her own estate. —TRAQUAIR t. MARTIN 
(1872), 11 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 22; 
15 Se. Jur. 28.—SCOT. 

kK. ------ ———-. }-—-STIVEN tv. BROWN'S 
TRUSTEES (1873), 11. Maecph. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 262; 45 Se. Jur. 193.—SCOT. 

1, —— —-—-—-.]— KERR v. Une (1873), 
11 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 780; 45 Sc. 
Jur. 512.—SCOT. 

m. ——— -~ ~—.]—-MITCHELL tv. Mit- 
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Sect. 4.—Joint and mutual wills: Sub-sect, 
Part Il. Sects. 1 & 2: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


their property & executed mutual wills in pursuance 
of that arrangement, the one of them who prede- 
ceases the other dies with the implied promise 
of the survivor that the arrangement shall hold 
good; & if the survivor, after taking a benefit 
under the arrangement, alters his will, his personal 
representative takes the property upon trust to 

erform the contract, for the will of the one who 
1as died first has, by the death, become 
irrevocable. But, on the contrary, where the one 
who dies first has departed from the bargain by 
executing a fresh will revoking the former one, 
the survivor, who has, on the death of the other 
party to the arrangement, notice of the alteration, 
cannot claim to have the later will of the deceased 
set aside or modified, either by way of declaration 
of trust or otherwise.—STONE v. Hoskins, [1905] 
P.194; 74 L.5.P.110; 981. T. 441; 54 W. R. 


64; 21 T. L. R. 528. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Oldham, Hadwen wv. Myles, [1925] 


2. 


. 75. Refd@. Jn the Estate of Heya, Walker v. Guskill, 
[1914] BP. 192, 
108. ——— —-—.}]—The fact that a husband 





& wife have simultaneously made mutual wills, 
giving each to the other a life interest with similar 
provisions in remainder, is not in itself evidence 
of an agreement not to revoke the wills; in the 
absence of a definite agreement to that effect there 
is no implied trust. precluding the wife from making 
a fresh will inconsistent with her former will, even 
though her husband has died & she has taken the 
benefits conferred by his will. Although by the 
mutual wills the wife expressly has refrained from 
exercising a power of appointment which her 
husband had only in default of her exercising it, 

& he has appointed, the wife can both take the 

benefit of her husband’s will & exercise her power 

of appointment, unless the language of his will 
either puts her to her election, or places her in the 
position of seeking at the same time to approbate 
& reprobate its provisions.—GkRAY v. PERPETUAL 
TRUSTEE C'o., [1928] A.C. 3891: 971. J.P. C. 85; 
130 L. T. 460; 44 7. L. R. 654, PLC. 

109, ——— ---—— Remarriage of survivor.]— 
A husband & wife made mutual wills in the same 
form in pursuance of an agreement so to make 
them but there was no evidence of any further 
agreement in the matter. 





CHELL’S TRUSTEES (1877), 4 Ht. (Ct. of t.- - 


sess.) 800; 14 Sc. L. R. 515.--SCOT. t 
n. -— - —-—.]—GIBSON’S TRUSTEES 
tv, GIBSON, ETC. (1877), 4 KR. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 867.—SCOT. 
o. .}—MELVILLE 7 MEL- 
VILLE’s TRUSTEES (1879), 6 RR. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 1286: 16 Se. L. i. 74%. --SCOT. 


34.---SCOT. 
a wat eee 


-——— 





- Held: 


even quoad his 


LAMB LOBERTSON’S 








ALEXANDER (1895), 22 KR. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 677; 328e.L. K.5385; 38S. L. 7. 


i ——-,})--Where a mutual 
settlement Was onerous & contractual: 
it was irrevocable by the 
husband after the death of his wife, 


TRUSTEES v, 


WILLS. 


Each gave his or her property to the other 
absolutely with the same alternative provisions 
in case of lapse. 

The wife having survived & accepted her hus- 
band’s property under his mutual will subse- 
quently married again, & made a fresh will ignoring 
the alternative provisions of her own mutual 
will :—Held: in the circumstances there was no 
implied trust preventing the wife disposing of her 
property as she pleased.—Re OLDHAM, HADWEN 
vo. Myers, [1925) Ch. 75; 94 L. J. Ch. 148; 
182 L. T. 658; 69 Sol. Jo. 198. 
pO EEE Ne: Gray v. Perpetual Trustee Co., [1928] 


Validity of agreement against 
revocation.|—-Mutual or conjoint wills so styled, 
irrevocable by cither of the supposed testators, 
unknown to the testamentary law of this country ; 
what effect soever may be given to such instru- 
ment in equity an allegation propounding an instru- 
ment of this species neglected & a separate will of 
the same deceased, of a later date, in effect, pro- 
nounced for.—HoBSON v1. BLACKBURN & BLACK- 
BURN (1822), 1 Add. 274. 

Annotations :—Apld. In the Goods of Powell (1850), 15 L. T. 
O. S. 328. Consd. Jn the Goods of Straccy (1855), Dea. & 
Sw. 6; Jn the Goods of Miskelly (1860), 18 W. RR. 215; In 
the Estate of Heys, Walker v. Gaskill, [1914) P. 192. Refd. 
In the Goods of Lovegrove (1862), 2 Sw. & Tr. 453; Ln 
the Goods of Piazzi-Smyth, (1898] DV. 7. 

111. -~.|—A husband & wife, joint 
tenants of Icasehold properties, executed mutual 
wills in 1907, the clear arrangement between them 
being that those wills were to be irrevocable. ‘The 
husband died in 1011, & his will was proved. In 
1912 the wife executed a codicil to her will, &, 
in 19013, she executed a fresh will, The later 
documents were executed by the wife in breach of 
a definite arrangement between herself & her 
husband in 1907 when their mutual wills were 
executed :~— fleld : the will of 1907 was revocable, 
& the will of 1913 should prevail as the true last 
will of deceased widow. —/n the Estate of Hteys, 
WALKER t. GASKILL, [1914] P. 192; 83 L. J. P. 





St arin 


152; 1111. T. 941; 30 T. L. R. 637; 59 Sol. Jo. 
45. 
112. —-— —-— When will revoked by party dying 


first.|—Srone v. Hoskins, No. 107, ante. 

Severance of joint tenancy by execution of mutual 
wills.|—-See REAL Property, Vol. AAAVIL., 
pp. 693, 694, Nos. 379, 380. 


--—.J---CROLL’S TRUSTEES CHURCH OF SCOTLAND «. BLACK, [1909] 


S.C. 25: 46 s8e. L. R. 873; 168. L. T. 
528. -SCOT. 
Gd, --- — —- -- J — LAWRIB’S EC: 
vo. Haig, (1913) S.0C.1159: 5080. I. 2h. 
898; {1913} 25. L. T. 183.—SCOT. 
@.-- — —- ~.J--MACKIE'S TRUSTEES 
property. 0. MackIr, [1914] 1 8. L. T. 203.— 


own 
Bonp’s SCOT. 





Pie eee NEAIN: °C. 
(1880), 7 Li. (Ct. of Sess.) 688.— TrusTEKS (1900), 2 F. (Ct. of Sess.) f. ~- -— -,})--Where a mutual 
SCOT. 1097; 437 Se. L. R. 833; 8 8. L. TT. codicil was not in its. naturo con- 
q. --. .J—LANG'S TRUSTEES  129.~ SCOT. tractual :~—Held: the husband was 
v. LANG (1885), 12 R. (Ct. of Sess.) bo --- --—..]—CORRANCE’S TRUs- entitled to revoke — {t.—GARIOcH’s 
1265; 22 Se. L. R. 866.— SCOT. TEES t. GLEN (1903), 4 F. (Ct. of ‘PRUSTEES v. GANIOCH'S EXECUTORS, 
ro -—— o- Kay's Tresten 88s.) 777; 40 Se, L. R. 526; 10 U917) S.C. 401.—SCOT. 
v. STALKER (1892), 19 Rt. (Ct. of Sess.) 5. Le T. 744.—SCOT. —~-—--  ,)--VILGOER ESTATE v. 
1071.—SCOT. Co -- ]  UNITED FREE *, 11923) C. B.D. 555.—S. AF. 


Part I].—Power oF 


Part I1—Power of 


SEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

113. Exclusion of persons entitled on intestacy— 
What words sufficlent—Negative words.|—-S. by 
his will gave to A. & B., whom he called his wife’s 
children, not owning them to be his, 10s. a piece, 
& no more; to the children which he did own he 
gave considerable legacies & appointed N. his exor., 
but made no disposition of the surplus of his 
personal estate. On a bill brought for a distribu- 
tion of this surplus, it was decreed to be divided 
amongst all the children equally ; but on an appeal 
it was held that A. & Bb. were excluded, & therefore 
the decree as to them was reversed.—VACHELL v, 
Breton (1706), 5 Bro. Parl. Cas. 51; 2 Eq. Cas. 
Abr. 487; 2 kh. R. 527, H. L. 

Annotations ;:~- Consd. Harper v. Lee (1726), Mos. 3; Ramsay 
v. Shelinerdine (1865), L. R. 1 Eq.129. Refd.Sympson v. 
Hutton (1716), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 439 ; Oldham v. Carleton, 
(1794), 2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 398; Pickcring v. Stamford (1797), 
3 Vers. 492; Re Holmes, Holmes v. Holmes (1890), 62 
a. °T,. 383. 

-.|—See, also, DESCENT, Vol. 

XVIIL., pp. 17, 18, Nos, 166-169. 

114. ~-—- —--— Words of dislike or anger.|}— 
Neither an heir-at-law, nor by parity of reasoning 
next of kin, can be barred by anything but a 
disposition of the heritable subject or personal 
estate, to some person capable of taking. Not- 
withstanding all words of anger & dislike applied 
to the heir, he will take what is not disposed of, 
It is impossible to make a different rule as to the 
personal estate, with regard to what is not dis- 
posed of (Lornp LovGiBorouGH, C.).-—PICKERING 
v. STAMFORD (LORD) (L797), 3 Ves. 492; 30 H.R. 
1121, 1..¢., 

{nnotations :-~ Refd. Waring vr. Ward (1800), 5 Ves. 670; 
Leake v. Robinson (1817), 2 Mer. 363: Lett ov. Randall, 
Lett vr. Dormer (1855), $ Sm. & G. 8&3; Naismith v. Boyes, 
[1899] A. C. 495. Mentd. Garthshore ». Chalie (1804), 
10 Ves. 13 Chalmer v. Bradley (1819), 1 Jac. & W. 51; 
Campbell v. Graham (1831), 1 Russ. & M. 453: Clark «7. 
Wyburn (1848), 15 L. T. 0. S. 441; Kohler v. Reynolds 
(1857), 26 %. 3. Ch. 415: Harcourt cv. White (1860), 28 


Beav. 303 ; Thompson rv. Watts (1862), 2 John. & H. 291: 
Re Richardson, Pole v. Pattenden, [1920] 1 Ch. 428. 


115. ——~ - Property must be actually disposed of. 
---PICKERING ». STAMFORD (LORD), No. 114, ante. 

-~ —- Right of executor to residue.|\—See Exnt- 
curToRs, Vol. XXILI., pp. 468-472, Nos. 5377-5408. 

116. Exclusion of children—Power to leave pro- 
perty to strangers.|—-A man, moved by capricious, 
frivolous, mean, or even bad motives, may dis- 
inherit wholly or partially his children, & leave his 
property to strangers. We may take an unduly 
harsh view of the character & conduct. of his chil- 
dren, but there is a limit beyond which it will cease 
to be a question of harsh, unreasonable judgment, & 
then the repulsion which a parent exhibits to his 
child must be held to proceed from some mental 
defect. If such repulsion, amounting to a delusion 
as to character, is shown to have existed previous 
to the execution of his will, it will be for the party 
setting up that document to establish that it was 
inoperative when the will was made, & the jury, in 
determining whether or not the delusion was 
operative, will have regard to the contents of the 
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Disposition by Will. 


will & the circumstances surrounding the execution 
of it.—BouGuron v. KNIGHT (1873), L. R. 3 P. & 
D. 64; 42 1.5. P. & M. 25; 28 L. T. 562; 37 
J. P. 598. 
Annotations :~- Consd. Birkin v. Wing (1890), 63 LL. 'T. 80; 
Roe v. Nix (1892), 9 T. L. RR. 128. Mentd. Jenkins v. 
Morris (1880), 14 Ch. 1D. 674; Twist v. Tye, (1902) P. 92 ; 
In the Estate of Plant, Wild tv. Plant, [1926] P. 139. 
Conflict of laws —- Wills of immovables.]—Sec 
‘ONFLICT OF Laws, Vol. XI., pp. 363-365, Nos. 
440-452. 
—~—-— Wills of movables.|—See CONFLICT OF 
Laws, Vol. XI., pp. 369-377, Nos. 492-561. 


SEcT. 2.—WHAT PROPERTY MAY BE DEVISED. 


SuUB-8ECT 1.— PROPERTY ACQUIRED AFTER WILL 
MADE. 
See, now, Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26). 
Before Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26)—-Whether heir-at~- 


law must elect.|——Sce Equiry, Vol. XX., pp. 438, 
437, Nos. 1636-1641. 


SUB-sECT, 2.—PROPERTY Not BELONGING TO 
TESTATOR. 


117. Property belonging to wife.)|-——If a woman 
who has a term for years takes husband, the 
husband cannot devise the term to another by his 
testament, for the wife at the time of his death, & 
before his death, had an estate in her, which shall 
prevent the devise, & frustrate it.—BRACERRIDGE 
v. Cook (1572), 2 Plowd. 416; 75 E. R. 628. 
Annotations :-~— Consd. Re Bellamy, Flder v. Pearson (1883), 

25 Ch. TD. 620. Refd. St. John & Gray’s Case (1577), 

4 Leon. 22; Hastings v. Douglas (1634), Cro. Car. 3425 Re 

Barton’s Will (1852), 10 Hare, 12; Re Butiler’sa Truster, 

Hughes v. Anderson (1888), 38 Ch. D. 286. Mentd. 

Diam vv. Frain (1594) 1 And. 300; Heyward’s Case 

(1595), 2 And. 202; Smith v. Warren (1599), Cro. Kliz. 

GR. Platt v. ar (1611), Cro. Jac. 275. Jones v. Duvies 

(1860), 5 H. & N. 766; Baillie v. Traherne (1881), 50 

L. J. Ch. 295; Palmer v. Rich, [1897] 1 Ch. 134. 





118. .|—Testator devised all his estates in 
different places, which he had surrendered, to his 
wife for life, with remainders over. In some of 
the places he had no estates but in right of his wife. 
These did not pass by the will, & do not put the 
wife to an election.— READ v. CRop (1785), 1 Bro. 
C.C. 492; 28 &. R. 1258, 1. Cc. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Fitzimons rv. Fitzsimons (1860), 28 


Beay. 417. Refd. Cumming vr. Forrester (1820), 2 Jac. 
& W. 334. 


119. Property held in right of another—By 
executor.'—An cxor. cannot devise the goods which 
he has as exor.— BRANSBY tv. GRANTHAM (1577), 2 
Plowd. 525; 75 i. R. 776. 


Annotations :--Refd. Hastyngs rv. Douglas (1634), Cro. Car. 
343. Mentd. Farr +. Newman (1792), 4 Term Rep. 621. 


-120. —-~ .|—His {an exor.’s] devise shall 
only go to such goods as he has in his own proper 
right & not unto such goods which he has as exor. 
(WILLIAMS, J.).—H. & WALLER v. TTANGER (1615), 








PART II. SECT. 1. 


h. Power of Indians to make wills.|-— 
An Indian, male or female, inay make 
a will, & may by such will dispose of 
real or personal property subyoct to 
Indian Act, R. 8S. C., c. 43, or other 


statute.-— JOHNSON v. Jongs, 26 O. f. 
109.—CAN, 


k. Power of Hindus to make wills.) 


—It is too late to coutend that because 
the ancient Hindu treaties make no 
mention of wills, a Hindu cannot 
make a testamentary disposition of 
his property.—BEERPERTAUR SAHEE 
vw MAHARAJAH RAJINDER PERTAUB 
NAHEK, MAHARAJAH RAJINDER PER- 
TAUB SAHER *, BEKRPERTAUB SAHEE 
(1868), 16 W. RR. 737.—-IND. 


]. Delegation of right of teslamentary 


disposition.|}—The right of testamen- 
tary disposition cannot be delegated.— 
Re MarTtuHews, [1920] N. Z L. R. 185. 


es 


PART Il. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2. 

m. Property completely conveyed. 
—A., by agreement, disposed of a 
his real estate to B., his son-in-law, 
who agreed to pay to A. an annuity 
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Sect. 2.—What property may be devised: Sub-sects. 
», 3,4, 5 & 6.) 

3 Bulst. 1; 1 Roll. Rep. 138; 81 E.R. 13 sub nom. 

WALTER tv. ITANGER (1611), Moore, K. B. 832. 


Annotations :-—Mentd. R. v. Percival (1665), 1 Sid. 243; 
Thomas v. Sorrel (1673), 3 Keb. 155, 233; The Bankers 
Case (1695), Skin. 601: Ashby v. White (1703), 2 Ld. Raym. 
938; Ityall v. Rowles (1750) 1 Ves. Sen. 348; RR. wv. 
Cotton (1751), Park. 112: Cocksedge v. Fanshaw (1779), 
1 Doug. K. B. 1193 Lynn Regis Corpn. v. London Corpn. 
(1791), 4 Term Rep. 130: Goodman v. Saltash Corpn. 
(1882), 7 App. Cas. 633 ; Fe Free Fishermen of Faversham 
Co. (1887), 36 Ch. D. 329. 





121. ———.]— Hastings (LORD) v7. DOUGLAS, 
No. 122, post. 
122. ——~— Term.|—(1) A man who has a thing 


real in another’s right, as a term .. . he cannot 

devise it (per Cur.). 

(2) Where an exor. makes a gift of goods which 
he has as exor. it is a good gift; but a devise of 
them is not good because he hath them in autre 
droit (per CuR.).—HASTINGS (LORD) v. DOUGLAS 
(1634), Cro. Car. 343; 79 E.R. 901. 

Annotations :—Generally, Mentd. Smith v. Clever (1688), 
2 Vern. 59; Rom. Wynd (1829), 2 Stra. 834; Masson, 
emplier v. De Fries, [1909] 2 K. B. 831. 

123. Trust property.!—One makes his will, & says, 
‘‘ As to such estate as God hath blessed me with, I 
devise in manner following’’; after which he 
gives part to J. & his heirs, etc., & devises the rest 
of his estate to his wife in fee: this passes a trust 
estate.—-MARLOW tv. SMITH (1723), 2 P. Wms. 198 ; 
24 1. RR. 698. 
af annotations :—Refd. Bray broke v. tnskip (1803), 8 Ves. £17. 

Mentd. Pyrke vr. Waddingham (1852), 10 Hare, 1. 

124. —-_-.]—-If an estate is devised to A. & his 
heirs upon certain trusts, A. ought not to devise the 
estate, but ought to let it descend to his heir. 
— COOKE v. CRAWFORD (1842),13 Sim. 91; 11 T. J. 
Ch. 406; 6 Jur. 723; 60 E.R. 36. 

Annotations :— Consd. Macdonald r. Walker (1851), 14 
Beav. 556. Expld. Wilson vr. Bennett (1852), 5 De G. & 
Sm. 475. Consd. Ashton v. Wood (1857), 3 Sm. & G. 436 ; 
Stevens v. Austen (1861), 3 Ek. & i. 6853; Pe Morton & 
Hallett (1880), 15 Ch. D. 143. Dbtd. Osborne to Rowlett 
(1880), 13 Ch. PD. 774. Refd. Vithey_ rv. Wolstenholme 
(1844), 3 LL. T. O. S. 279; Lane v. Debenham (1853), 
11 Hare, 188; Hall v. Mav (1857), 3 K. & J. 585; Re 
Rumney & Smith, (1897) 2 Ch. 3513) Re Crunden & Meux's 
Contract, [1909] 1 Ch. 690. Mentd. Saloway vr. Straw- 
bridge (1855), 1K. & J. 371. 

125. jJ—A general residuary devise & be- 
quest of real & personal property, for such estate & 
interest as testator had therein; the personal 
estate to be subject to testator’s debts :—HWHeld: 
to pass the legal estate in real property, of which 
testator was mercly trustee, the will creating no 
inconsistent. trust thereof.---LANGFORD tv. AUGER 
(1845), 4 fTare, 313; 67 E.R. 668. 

126. -—Under a devise of all testator’s 
real & personal estate to A., his heirs, exors. & 
administrators, for his & their own use & benefit : 
-~-Held: real estate of which testator was seised 
as trustee passed.—SHARPE v. SHARPE (1848), 
17 L. J. Ch. 384 3; 12 Jur. 598. 

127. Devise to prevent vesting in {improper 
trustee.|—Semble: Cooke v. Crawford, No. 124, 
ante, has been misunderstood ; a trustee can, & 
it may often be his duty to, devise a trust estate, 
to prevent the legal estate from vesting in a 
lunatic or a person out of the jurisdiction, or in 
any other person who ought not to be a trustee.— 
WILSON v. BENNETT (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 475; 
21L.J.Ch. 741; 19 L. T. O. 8. 243; 16 Jur. 966 ; 


64 BE. R. 1205. 
Annotations :— Consd. Macdonald vt. Walker (1851), 141 Beav. 
556; Stevens v. Austen (1861), 3 EK. & E. 685: Osborne 














for life, & after A.’s death to pay the 
urchase money in equal annual) 
pstalments to A.’s daughters. <A. by 
his will, made some years aftcrwards, 


assumed to grant a Jegacy to his wife 
out of the real estate, directing the 
sume to be deducted from the pay- 
iments to be made to his daughters: 


WILLS. 


to Rowlett (1880),13Cbh.D.774. Refd. Hall v. May (1857), 
3K. & 5 


e 585, 
128. Exercise of powers by devisee of sur- 


viving trustee.]—Bequest to A. & B., their exors. & 
administrators, upon trust. B., the surviving 
trustee, by his will bequeathed his trust estates 
to C. & D., their heirs, exors., administrators & 
assigns on the trusts, & he appointed C., D. & EH. 
exors. of his will :-~Held: C. & D. took only the 
legal estate, & neither C. & D., by themselves, nor 

C., D. & E., were capable of executing the trusts.— 

Re Burrr’s Estate & BIRMINGHAM, WOLVER- 

HAMPTON & DUDLEY Ry. Co. (1853), 1 Drew. 319 ; 

G1 EH. R. 474. 

Annotation: -Refd, Re Parker’s Trusts, [1894] 1 Ch. 707. 
129. -~—-.]—Testator by his will, dated 

in 1845, devised & bequeathed his real & personal 

estate to his wife for life, subject to the payment 

of his debts, & from & after her decease to A. & B., 

‘* their heirs, exors., & administrators, upon trust 

to sell & dispose thereof at such times & in such 

manner as they my said trustees shall deem 
expedient.”’ 

A. & B. both predeceased the tenant for life, B., 
the surviving trustee, having devised his trust 
estates. Upon the death of the tenant for life, 
B.’s devisees contracted to sell part of the real 
estate of original testator :—Held: upon a sum- 
mons under Vendor & Purchaser Act, 1874 (c. 78), 
B.’s devisees could make a good title, & one which 
the ct. would force upon a purchaser.—OSBORNE TO 
ROWLETT (18803, 13 Ch. D. 774; 49 L. J. Ch. 310; 
42 L. T. 650; 28 W. R. 365. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. Re Morton & Hallett (1880), 15 Ch. 1. 
143. Refd. Ac Pixton & Tong’s Contract (1897), G4 
W. RR. 187; Re Rumney & Smith, (1897) 2 Ch. 351; 
Re Crunden & Meux’s Contract, [1909] 1 Ch. 690. Mentd. 


Re Ravensworth, Ravenswortb vr. Tindale, [1905] 
2 Ch. 1; Johnson v. Clarke, [1928] 1 Ch. 847. 


- —-,/—-See, also, TRUSTS & TRUSTEES, 
Vol. XLIII., p. 874, Nos. 3182-3186. 
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SUB-SECT. 3.--PROPERTY BOUND BY COVENANT. 

130. Secret conveyance—Property retained by 
covenantor./—IP?. made a secret conveyance of 
several estates to his daughter, who was married, 
& had a portion, & was jointured. He kept 
possession of the estates & the deeds, & afterwards 
by will devised these estates :—Held: the devise 
good; the conveyance being kept secret, & he 
continuing in possession of the estate.—BIRCH v. 
BLAGRAVE (1755), Amb. 264; 27 EK. R. 176, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Re Way’s Truste (1864), 2 De G. J. 
& Sm. 365. Refd. Cecil v. Butcher (1821), 2 Jue. & 
565: Groves v. Groves (1829), 3 Y. & J. 163. 
Doe d. Roberts wv. Roberts (1819), 2 3B. & 
Childers vw. Childers (1857), 26 Le. J. Ch. G13. 


1381. Partnership articles.}~—-A tradesman be- 
queathed his residuary estate, including his stock- 
in-tradc, to trustees, with a direction to convert 
into money all such parts as should not consist 
of leaseholds or money in the funds; & to invest 
the same & pay the annual income to S., his wife ; 
& after her decease, to M., his wife’s sister; & 
after the decease of the survivor of S. & M., he 
yave his residuary estate to another person abso- 
lutely. After the date of the will M. married, & 
her husband & testator entered into partnership, 
under articles, which contained a proviso, that if 
testator should dic during the partnership, leaving 
fA widow surviving, such widow might, if she should 
think fit, continue to carry on the partnership 
business with the surviving partner, & should be 





—Ifeld;: tho agreement was complete, 
& the proceeds of the realty could not 
therefore be charged.—HONSBERGER 
v. MARTIN, 8 Gr. 361.—CAN. 


Part II.—Powerr or Disposirion BY WILL. 


entitled to testator’s share in the profits & excess 
of capital; & if testator should leave no widow, or 
his widow should not desire to enter into the 
business, or if the other partner should die during 
the partnership, the surviving partner to take upon 
himself the partnership business & property, 
accounting & paying for the same as therein 
directed. Testator died, leaving his widow, who, 
under this provision, claimed his interest in the 
partnership :—Held: the provision in the articles 
took testator’s share of the business wholly out 
of the provisions of the will, & the widow became 
entitled, under the partnership articles, to such 
share.—PAGE v. Cox (1852), 10 Hare, 163; 68 
Kh. BR. 882. 

4nnotations :—Apld. Re Flavell, Murray +. Flavell (1883), 

25 Ch. 1). 89. Refd. Byrne v. Reid. [1902] 2 Ch. 735. 

Mentd. Ehrmann v. Khrmann (1894), 72 L. T. 17. 

132. .|—Articles of partnership between 
two solrs. provided that the partnership should be 
for the term of ten years from May 1, 1875, if both 
the partners should so long live. The partnership 
was also made determinable by notice. There 
was & further provision that from the determina- 
tion of the partnership the retiring partner, his 
exors. or administrators, or the exors. or adiminis- 
trators of deceased partner, should be entitled to 
receive out of the net profits of the partnership 
business, during so much, if any, of the term of 
five years from May J], 1880, as should remain 
after the determination of the partnership, the 
yearly suin of £350, & during so much, if any, of 
the term of five years from May 1, 1885, as either 
the retiring partner, or a widow of the retiring or 
deceased partner, should be living, the yearly 
sum of £250, any sum which might under this 
provision for the time being become payable to the 
exors. or administrator of a deceased partner to be 
applied in such manner as such partner should by 
deed or will direct for the benefit of his widow & 
children, & in default of such direction to be paid 
to such widow, if living. for her own benefit. 1 
was further provided that: the annuity should, so 
far as legally might be, be constituted a charge on 
the net profits of the business. One of the partners 
died in {SS3, leaving a widow, but without having 
given any direction as to the application of the 
annuity. By Ins will he appointed his widow his 
universal leyatee & sole extrix. Hie died in- 
solvent, & an action was brought by a creditor to 
administer his estate :—-Held: the annuity did 
not. form part of testator’s estate, but by the 
articles a trust of it was created in favour of the 
widow, & she was entitled to it free from the 
claims of testator’s  creditors.—Re FLAVELL, 
MURRAY tv. FLAVELL (1883), 25 Ch. D. 89; 58 
I. J. Ch. 185; 49 L. T. 690; 32 W. RR. 102, GC. A. 

:-- Refd. Ite Davies, Davies rm. Davies, [1892 

: a 63. Mentd. Ehrmann rv. Ehrmann (1891), 72 

de e is 

133. Settlement—Covenant to surrender copy- 
holds—Copyholds not surrendered.|—A will dated 
In 1824, & duly executed so as then to pass real 
estate, was held to be so far revoked by a subse- 
quent post-nuptial settlement as that freehold & 
leasehold properties were declared bound by the 
trusts of the settlement, except that the reversion 
of the freeholds descended to testator’s heiress- 
at-law. 

The settlement contained a covenant to sur- 
render certain copyholds comprised in the will, to 
the uses of the scttlement ; but mo surrender of 
them was ever made. They were held to have 
passed under the will.—TATHAM v. VERNON (1861), 
29 Beav. 604; 4 L. T. 531; 7 Jur. N.S. 814; 
9W. RR. 822; 54 FE. R. 762. 

Annotations :--Refd. Ie Clarko’s ScttImt. Trust, Wanklyn 
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v. Stroatfeild, [1916] 1 Ch. 467. Mentd. Re Whiston's 


Sottimt., Lovatt v. Williamson, [1894] 1 Ch. 661; te 
Hudson, Kuhne v. Hudson (1895), 72 L. T. 892; Te 
Irwin, Irwin v. Parkes, [1904] 2 Ch. 752; Re Tringhain’s 
Trusts, Tringham v. Greenhill, [1904] 2 Ch. 487; Re 
re aaaded Settlement, Norrish v. Bostock, [1921] 2 Ch. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—CHOSES IN ACTION. 


134. Right to set aside transaction—Release.|— 
J.S., who was to have had aconsiderable advantage 
by a will, was drawn in by fraud & false 
suggestions, to make a composition for his interest, 
& to give a rclease ; afterwards J. S. being sensible 
of the fraud, makes his will, & thereby, after other 
legacics, he devises all the rest of his goods & 
chattels whatsoever to his wife, upon condition 
that she paid all his debts, & made her sole extrix. ; 
& it was held, that his right to set aside the release 
was devisable, & the words proper for that 
purpose.—DREw v. MERRY (1701), 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 
175, pl. 7; 21 H.R. 969. 

135. —-— Voidable conveyance.}] —- Where a 
testator has a right to set aside a voidable con- 
veyance, this is an equitable estate in him, descend- 
ible to his heir, & which he may dispose of by his 
will.—Strump vu. GABY (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 623 ; 
22 L. J. Ch. 352; 20 L. T. O. S,. 2133; 17 Jur. 5 ; 
1W. RR. 85; 42 E.R. 1015, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Gresley vr. Mousley (1859), 4 De G. & J. 

. Mentd. Hindson v. Weatherill (1854), 5 De G. M. 

& G. 301 Waters vr. Thorn (1856), 22 Beav. 547. 

136. Sale of estate by testator.;——A person, 
who has sold an estate under circumstances which 
entitle him in equity to have the sale set aside, has 
in the estate an interest of such a nature as to be 
devisable even by a will made before the passing 
of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26).—GRESLEY v. MOUSLEY 
(1859), 4 De G@. & J. 783; 28 L. J. Ch. 620; 33 
L. T. O.S. 154; 5 Jur. N.S. 583; 7 W. RR. 427; 
45 E.R. 31, L. JJ.3 subsequent proceedings (1862), 
3 De G. F. & J. 433, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Refd. Turner v. Turner, Hall ve. Turner (1880), 
25 W. R. 859. Mentd. Lyddon +. Moss (1859), 4 De G, 
& J. 104; Clanricarde v. Henning (1861), 30 Beav. 175. 
137. Right to sue—On promissory note.|— Wills 

Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. 3, empowering a testator to 

bequeath all personal estate which, if not 

bequeathed, would devolve upon his ecxor., does 
not enable a testator to bequeath a promissory 
note made to him, so as to pass the right to sue in 
respect of it. Such right is in the exor.—BISHOP 
v. CURTIS (1852), 18 Q. B. 878; 21 L.J.Q. B. 391 ; 
19 L. T. O. 8S. 2173 17 Jur. 235 118 EK. R. 332. 


SUR-SECT. 5.—COPYHOLDS. 
Devise of copyholds, generally.|—Sce Copy- 
HOLDS, Vol. XIIIL.. pp. 119 et seq. 
Devise by heir before admittance.]—See Cory- 
HOLDS, Vol. XIII., pp. 107, 108, Nos. 13871-1374. 


SUB-sECT. 6.--HINTAILED INTERESTS. 

See, now, Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), 
s. 176, 

138. Whether devisable.|—A devise of three 
manors in caupite, two in fee, & a third in tail, is 
good for those in fee.-~ J ERNENGHAM v. CORNWALLIS 
(1592), Cro. Eliz. 286; 78 E.R. 540. 

139. .|—Tenant in tail of a trust estate, 
with remainders over, cannot by will or settle- 
ment bar the remainders or without a recovery, 
any more than tenant in tail of a legal cstate.— 
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Sect. 2.—What property may be devised: Sub-sects. 
6,7, 8,9 & 10.) 


KIRKHAM v. SMITH (1749), as reported in Amb. 518; 


27 E.R. 334, L. C. 
Annotations :-— Mentd. Amesbury tv. Brown (1750), 1 
Ves. Sen. 477; Jones v. Morgan (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 2063 


Lloyd ». Johnes (1804), 9 Ves. 37; Pitt v. Pig (1823), 
paraaee & Pea ae Cole v. Stutely, ae Jur. 314; 
W. 268; te Vardon’s 


ote 24 
Trusts sta (1884), 38° C 24. 

140. ———.|—By indentures of lease & release, 
dated in 1796, an estate was conveyed to A. & B. 
to the use of A., his heirs & assigns for ever. A. 
devised the estate to his daughter & to the heirs of 
her body, but in case she died without issue of 
her body at her decease, then to his nephew & 
his heirs for ever. In Feb. 1814, the daughter 
suffered a recovery of the estate, & upon her 
marriage, in Mar. in the same year, executed deeds 
of lease & release, reciting that she was seised in 
fee simple of the estate, & conveyed the same to 
trust for her & her husband & their issue, & in 
default of issue to such person as she should 
appoint. The marriage took place, & the daughter 
died without issue, having devised the estate in 
fee to her husband, who survived her :—Held: 
the recovery suffered by the daughter was inopera- 
tive, because at that time the legal estate for life 
was in B. & she was only equitable tenant for life 
with a legal remainder in tail, &, consequently, 
that her husband had no title.—-IRESON v. PEAR- 
MAN (1825), 3 ee & C. 799; 5 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 
687; 3L. J.0O.8S. K. B. 119; "107 E. R. 930. 

141. -.-—— Estate tall pur autre vie.|—If a free- 
hold lease for lives be limited to A. & the heirs of 
his body, with remainders over, A. may dispose of 
the whole, & defeat the remainders by any con- 
veyance during his lifetime; or, semble, by his 
will alone.—DvE d. BLAKE v. LUXTON (1795), 6 
Term Rep. 289; 101 E. R. 558. 


Annotations : — Reta. Cresswell v. Hawkins (1857), 3 Jur. N.S. 
407; Re Inman, Inman vr. Inman, [1903] 1 Ch. ee 
Mentd. Kenrick +. Beauclerck (1802), 3 Bos. & P. fo? 
Stead v. Platt Ane 18 Beav. 50; Phillips v. Ball (1839) 
6C. BL. N.S. 811. 
Entailed interests, generally.|—Sec REAL VRo- 


PERTY, Vol. XXXVIILI., pp. 710-728. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—EQUITABLE INTERESTS 1N LAND. 
142. General rule.}—Devise of personal & of 
rents & profits of real in trust to accumulate, & 
be laid out in land to be conveyed with the real 
to the youngest or only son of the trustee at: twenty- 
one :—Held : a vested interest by executory devise 
In an only surviving son, & not to wait till the 
death of the father, but liable to be vested by 
birth of another son. The trustee survived his 
son several years, & received the rents & profits 
till his death, but never laid them out in land, as 
directed: those accrued after the son made his 
will held to be an equitable interest in land, & 
therefore to pass bv it. IRRY Vv. PHELIPS (1790), 

1 Ves. 251; 30 E. R. 327, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Stafford r. Buckley (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 
170; Goodright d. Fowler v. Forrester (1807), Y Kast, 552. 
143. ——.}—A vested equitable right in land 

may be devised.—CHOLMONDELEY Sire Hae v. 

oo (Lorp) (1821), 4 Bli. 1; 4 EK. R. 721, 


~Refd. Boidell v. Golightly (1842), 12 L. J. Ch. 
187; Penny v. Allen (1857), 7 De G. M. & G. 409. Mentd. 
Cuthbert. v. Cre asy (1820), 4 BH. 125: Dillon v. Varker 
(1822), Jac. 505; Bennett v. Colley (1832), 5 Sim. 181; 

Ashton 1. ane ee ), 6 Sim. 369; Doe d. Pilkington rv. 
Spratt (1833), & Ad. 731; Leith x. ee (1833), 
1 My. & K. 377 ; Peete Palmer patie My. & K, 
632; Grenfell v. "Girdlestone (1837), 2 & C. Kix. 662; 

Bent v. Young (1838), 2 Jur. 202; Sturgis v. Champneys 





A Petar ns: 


WILLS. 


(1859). 5 My. & Cr. 97; Davios v. Quarterman (1840), 
C. Ex. 257 ; Anderson v. Wallis (1842), aro J. Ch. 
301 ee v. Wagstaff (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 230; 
Farr v. eponne 1845), 4 Hare, 512; S icischeen v. Cab- 
burn (1846), 1 Coop. temp. Cott. 72; Pearse v. Pearse 
(er O) 1 De G. & Sm. 12; Fulham v. McCarthy Stes 
Cas. 703 ; Christ's Hospital v. Grainger (1849 
i H, "& "Tw. 533: A.-G. 0. Murdock (1852), 1 De G. M. & G. 
86; Stone v. Godfrey 1854),5 DeG.M.& GQ. 76; Cottrell 
v. Hughes (1855), 3 L. ke 496; Robertson v. Norris 
(1858), 1 Gitf. 421; Marshall v. Smith (1865), 6 Giff, 37; 
Pearce v. Morris (1869), 5 Ch. App. 227; Warner v. 
Jacob (1882), 20 Ch. D. 220; Charles v. Jones (1887), 35 
W.R. 645; Magnus v. Queensland National Bank eee 
36 Ch. D. 25; Farrar v. Farrars (1888), 40 Ch. D. 
poo v. Salmon, [1891] 2 Ch. 48; Soara. Ashwell, 1893) 
2Q. 390; Turner v. Walsh, [1909] 2 K. B. 484. 
144. ce suspended.|—-Use suspended, yet the 
land, devised.—-MANNING & ANDREWS CASE (15786), 
1 Leon. 256; 74 EB. R. 234. 


Annotations Reta. Stokes ». Holden (1836), 1 Keen, 145. 

Mentd. Pybus v. Mitford (1674), 3 hpi 338 ; Humerston 

. Humerston (1716), Pree. Ch. 

145. Purchaser’s interest in sae under con- 
tract of sale—Contract not signed by purchaser. ]— 
A vendor & a purchaser being in treaty for the sale 
& purchase of an estate, the vendor wrote to his 
solr., stating that the purchaser had agreed to 
purchase his estate for £60,000, & requested him 
to settle an agreement on that basis for them to 
sign, adding that he had given to the purchaser a 
copy of this letter not signed, as a memorandum. 
The purchaser subsequently wrote to the vendor’s 
solr., inquiring when he would forward to him the 
draft of the agreement relative to the purchase he 
had concluded with the vendor for his estate in 
that county. Prior to the execution of the con- 
veyances the purchaser made his will, by which 
he devised the subject-matter of the treaty to 
trustees upon certain trusts:—Held: atthe date 
of his will, the purchaser had _a devisable interest 
in the estate.-—MoraaNn v. HoLForD (1852), 1 
Sm. & G. 101; 20 L. T. O. 8.1773; 17 Jur. 225; 
1W. R. 101; 65 E.R. 45. 

146. —-—- Repudiation by vendor before death of 
testator.|—Testator, by his will, made in 1919, 
devised a freehold house, therein described as 

‘“recently contracted to be purchased by me,” 
in trust for his granddaughter as therein mentioned, 
& he directed that in case the purchase should not 
have been completed in his lifetime all purchase- 
money & costs & expenses incident to the com- 
pletion of the purchase should be paid out of his 
gencral personal estate. Between the date of 
testator’s will & his death in 1920, the vendors 
repudiated their contract to sell the house to 
testator on the ground that they had agreed to sell 
the house to testator’s agent in the mistaken belief 
that he was acting as agent of the tenant :—-Held : 
at the date of testator’s death no enforceable 
contract existed between him & the vendors, & 
the specific devisce was not entitled to require 
from the residuary legatees payment of the moneys 
which would have been laid out in completing the 
purchase & paying,the expenses had there been 
a contract binding on testator.—Re Rix, STEWARD 
v. LONSDALE (1921), 90 L. J. Ch. 4743; 125 L. T. 
216; 65 Sol. Jo. 513. 

.|—See, also, Equity, Vol. XX., 
356, Nas. 943-950. 


pp. 355, 





SUB-SECT. 8.—MONEYS PAYABLE ON DEATH 
OF MEMBER OF FRIENDLY SOCIFTY. 


Payments on death of member of ies 
Society generally.|—See FRIENDLY SociErixs, Vol. 
XXV., pp. 306-313, Nos. 141-175. 

Insurance moneys.|——See Sub-sect. ¥, post. 


Part I].—PoweEr or 


SuB-sECT. 9.—INSURANCE MONEYs. 


147. General rule.|—(1) The Customs Annuity 
& Benevolent Fund was established, for the 
benefit of the widows, children, or other relatives 
of officers of the Customs, by Act of Parliament, 
which gave estas to frame rules for its manage- 
ment. By the rules it was provided that the fund 
should be raised by subscriptions on the principle 
of life insurance, & should form a fund for the 
benefit of widows, children, relatives, & nominees 
of the subscribers. It was provided that the 
admission of a nominee by the directors should 
take place during the life of the subscriber; that. 
the capital money forthcoming at a subscriber’s 
death under his insurance should, subject to the 
regulations thereinafter contained, be appro- 
pes according to the directions contained in 
iis will or in any instrument deposited with the 
directors as therein mentioned ; that the widow’s 
share should not be less than one-third, or a life 
interest, in two-thirds, & that the remainder 
should be applied according to the directions of the 
subscriber for the benefit of his widow, children, 
blood relations, or any of them, or his nominee or 
nominees who had been duly admitted by the 
directors; that if the widow was otherwise 
provided for as therein mentioned the whole 
money should be subject to the directions of the 
subscriber ‘‘in favour of his widow, children, 
blood relations, or nominees, or any of them as 
aforesaid ”; that if the widow received the income 
of two-thirds the capital of the two-thirds should 
be held, subject to the directions of the subscriber, 
to take effect at the death of the widow, & the 
remaining capital, subject to the directions of the 
subscriber, to take effect at his own death: that 
if the widow was provided for as thereinbefore 
mentioned, or if there was no widow, then the 
whole capital should be “ subject. to the directions 
of the subseriber as aforesaid ”?; that if a subh- 
scriber died leaving issue without having by will 
or such other instrument as aforesaid directed the 
application of the capital placed at his disposal, 
it should go to his children & the issue of deceased 
children as therein mentioned, & if none, to his 
next of kin. A subscriber died a widower leaving 
children. No nominee had been accepted by the 
directors in his lifetime. By his will he bequeathed 
the fund coming from his insurance to a stranger 
In blood :—Held: the subscriber had no property 
in the fund. but only a limited power of appoint- 
ment over it, & this power could only be exercised 
in favour of his widow, children, blood relations, 
& nominees admitted by the directors in his life- 
time ; he had therefore no power to bequeath the 
fund to a stranger in blood who had not in his 
lifetime been accepted by the directors as a 
nominee, & the fund therefore belonged to the 
children. 

(2) Prima facie, the money payable under a 
dolicy of insurance which a man elfects on his own 
ife is his own, & primd facie he can therefore dis- 
pose of it by will. But the rules of the society in 
which the insurance is effected may negative this 
probability (LINDLEY, J..J.).—Re Puuirs’ Insur- 


475.--CAN. 


DISPOSITION BY WILL. 
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ANCE (1883), 23 Ch. D. 285; 52 L. J. Ch. 441; 

48 L.'T. 81; 31 W. R. 511, C. A. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Urquhart v. Butterfield % 887), 
o be Ae Refd. Caddick v. Highton (1899), 68 L. J. 
148. Moneys subscribed to Customs Annuity & 

Benevolent Fund.]—On a motion to make absolute 

a rule which had been obtained on behalf of the 

A.-G. cajling on E., to whom as exor. of his deceased 

brother probate of the brother’s will had been 

granted, to show why he should not account for 
legacy duty in respect of the proceeds of an 
insurance effected by testator on his life in the 

Customs Annuity & Benevolent Kund, which 

proceeds he had disposed of by his will :—Held: 

the money, arose from a subscription to a fund for 
particular purposes, over which the subscriber 
had in some instances no control at all, &, in any 
case in which he had a control, it was only a limited 

control.—A.-G. v. ROWSELL (1844), 36 Ch. D. 

67,n.; 56 L. J. Ch. 942, n.; 36 W. R. 378, n. ; 

sub nom. Re RowseLh, 3 L. T. O. S. 105. 


Annotations :-—Apld. A.-G. v. Abdy (1862), 1 H. & C. 266. 
Consd. He Pocock’s Policy (1871), 6 Ch. 
Distd. J’e Maclean's Trusts (1874), L. R. 
Consd. Urquhart v. Butterfield (1887), 36 W. lh. 
Refd. Itc Phillips’ Insurance (1883), 23 Ch. D. 235. 





149. -|—Re Pures’ INSURANCE, No. 147, 
ante, 
150. ~——--.]—- A’ subscriber to the Customs 


Annuity & Benevolent Fund, established under 
56 Geo. c. Ixxiii, is not given by the Act or the 
regulations made thereunder any interest in the 
insurance fund as his estate or property but only 
a power of disposition over it in certain particular 
ways.-- URQUHART v0, BUTTERFIELD (1887), 37 
Ch. D. 357; 57 L. J. Ch. 621; 57 L. T. 780; 36 
W. R376; 47. LR. 161, 0. A. 

Payable under rules of friendly society.|—See 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES, Vol. XXV., p. 312, Nos. 
170-171. 

Assignment of policy, generally.|;—Sec INsun- 
ANCE, Vol. XXIX., pp. 372-378, Nos. 2987-3031. 





SUB-SECT. 10.—-PROPERTY HELD IN JOINT 
TENANCY. 

151. Whether devisable.|—BuTLER & BAKER’S 
CASE (1591), as reported in 3 Co. Rep. 25a; 1 
And. 348; 76 E. R. 684; sub nom. BUTLER wv. 
BAKER & DELVES, Poph. 87, Ex. Ch. 

-{nnotations :--Refd. Brunker v. Cook (1707), 11 Mod. Rep. 
121; Arthur v. Bokenham (1708), 11 Mod. Rep. 148; 
Cave v. Holford (1798), 3 Ves. 650. Mentd. Menvil’s 
Caso (1585), 13 Co. Rep. 193; Mountjoy’s Case (1589), 5 
Co. er 3b; Jennings v. Bragg (1595), Cro. Eliz. 447; 
Vitzwillium’s Case (1604), 6 Co. Rep. 32a; Pexhall’s 
Case (1609), 8 Co. Rep. 83 b; Lovies's Case (1613), 10 
Co. Rep. 78a; Court of Wards Case (1627), Cro. Car, 
333; Sydowne v. Holme (1635), Cro, Car. 422;  Roor. 
Hampden (1637), 3 State Tr. 826, 1212; Norrice & 
Norrice’s Caso (1639), March, 23; Berry v. White (1662), 
QO. Bridg. 82; Geary v. Bearcroft (1666), O. Bridg. 484 ; 
Thompson v. Leach (1690), 2 Vent. 198; Wankford tr. 
Wankford (1702), 1 Salk. 299; Atkin v. Berwick (1719), 
10 Mod. Rep. 431; Bunker v. Cooke (1731), Fitz-G. 225 ; 
Windham ev. Chetwynd (1757), 1 Burr, 414; Buckinghain- 
shire wv Drury (1762), Wilm. 177; Brydges v. Chandos 
(1794), 2 Ves. 417; Crowther v. Ramsbottom (1798), 7 
Term Rep. 654; Goodright d. Fowler v. Forrester (1807), 


Re RICHARDSON’S ESTATE 


PART II. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 9. 


hn. Whether will sufficient declaration 
under statute.}—Testator by his will 
devised an insurance certificate or 
yon to defts. as his exors. for the 
renelit of his wife & children :-—J/eld : 
the will was a sufficient declaration 
under R. S. O., 1887, c. 136, 8. 5, 
& creditors were not entitled to 
the proceeds.—Hte LYNN, LYNN t. To- 
RONTO GENERAL TRUSTS Co., 20 O. BR. 


oO. ARNOLD tv. DOMINION 
TRUST Co., [1918] 2 W. W. 1. 255 56 
S.C. RR. 433.--CAN. 

p. Life insurance  certificate-—Ruwes 
of company not complied with.\—Re 
ANDERSON’S ESTATE, 16 Man. L. R. 
177.—-CAN. 

q. Kndowment certificates in Inde- 
pendent Order of Foresters—Whcether 

eneficiary changed by bequest tn will. |— 


ee 
* 


(Man.), 
[1919] 3 W. W. R,. 666; 49 D. L. Rh. 


59.—CAN. 


151 i. Whether devisalle.)}—TURNER 
ik A.-G, (1876), 10 I. R. Eq. 386.— 


151 ii. ———.]}—RENOUF'S TRUSTEES 
vt. HAINING, [1919] 2 8S. L. T. 15.— 
SCOT. 
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8 East, 552; Doe d. Tofield v. Tofleld (1809), 11 Kast 
2486; Doe dad. Garnons v. Knight (1826), 5 B. & C. 67 

Balme v. Hutton (1831), 2 Tyr. 17; Lucas v. Nockells 
(1833), 10 Bing. 157; Bramah v. Roberts (1835), 1 
Bing. N. C. 481; Mills v. Oddy (1835), 2 Cr. M. & R. 103; 
Garland v. Carlisle (1837), 4 Cl & Fin. 693; Doo d. 
Chidgey v. Harris (1847), 16 M. & W. 517; Siggers v. 
Evans (1855), 5 E. & B. 367; Xenos v. Wickham (1867), 
L. R. 2 AH. L. 296; Standing v. Bowring (1885), 31 Ch. D. 
282; London & County Banking Co. v. London & River 
Plate Bank (1888), 21 Q. B. D. 535: Re Arbib & Class’s 
ear rt {1891} 1 Ch. 601; Mallott v. Wilson, [1903] 2 


152. ——-.]—Husband has a large fortune come 
to him in right of his wife, part of which was in 
the stocks, which he has transferred to himself 
& his wife jointly ; they shall survive to the wife.— 
LANNOY v. LANNOY (1725), Cas. temp. King, 48 ; 
25 E. R. 216, L. C. 

153. ——.]-——-Will of a joint tenant bad.-— 
Swirr d. NEALE v. RoBeERtTS (1764), Amb. 617; 
3 Burr. 1488; 1 Wm. BI. 476; 27 E. R. 400. 
«{nnotations :~ Folld. Doe_d. Jackson v. Hiley (1830), 8 

L. J. O. S. M. C. 105. Refd. Cave v. Holford (1798), 3 

Ves. 650; Gould v. Kemp (1834), 2 My. & EK. 30-4. 

_ 154, —----.J—-A will, made by a joint. tenant, 
Is Inoperative as to the property in joint tenancy 
although he survive his companion.—DvE d. 
JACKSON v. HItEy (1830), as reported in 8 I. J. 
O. S. M. C. 105. 

alnnotations :—Mentd. Doe d. Higgs v. Terry (1835), 4 Ad. & 

El. 274; Ze Stratford ridge Iuprovement Act, Fy p. 

Annesley (1836), 2 Y. & C. Ex. 350; A.-G. 1. Lewin 

(1837), Coop. Pr. Cas. 51; Ie Paddington Charities 

(1837), 7 L. J. Ch. 44: Allason xv. Stark (1838), 9 Ad. & El. 

255; Alderman v. Neate (1839), 4M. & W. 704: Doe da, 

Robinson vr. Hird (1843), 1 L. T. O. S. 58; Gouldsworth 

vt. Knights (1843), 11 M. & W. 337; Tumball v. Munt 

(1546), 8 Q. BL Sk&2 > Deptford Churchwardens vt. Sketchley 

(1847), 8 Q. B.3hh; A.-G. v. Stephens (1855), 1 Jur. N.S. 

1089; Ae Hackney Charities, Ayr p. Nicholls (1865), 34 

L. J. Ch. 169; Haigh v. West, (1893] 2 Q. B. 19. 

155. —.}—A husband transferred money in 
the funds into the joint names of himself & wife, 
for the purpose of making a provision for her; & 
by his will he bequeathed to his wife a life interest 
in “ all his property that he was in possession of ”’ : 
-~Held: the stock did not pass.—Low v, CAKTER 
(1839), 1 Beav. 426; 48 E.R. 1005. 
a{nnotation :-— Mentd. Waller v. Barrett (1857), 24 Beav. 413. 

ae] — See, also, REAL Property, Vol. 
AXAVITI., p. 690, Nos. 328, 329. 

Stock in joint names of testator & wife-—Whether 
joint tenant put to election.|—See Eaquiry, Vol. 
XX.. pp. 415, 416. 437, Nos. 1481--1486, 1646. 

Joint tenancy, generally—Personal property.|— 
See PERSONAL Property, Vol, XXXVIL, pp. 165- 
167, Nos. 79~5. 
crv Real property.)|—Ser Rea Prorerry, Vol. 
XXVIII, pp. 685 694, Nos. 257-387. 








SUB-SECT, 11.—Morraack Esrartes. 
Devise of mortgaged land.!— See Monraaae, Vol. 
AXAV., pp. 387, 388, Nos, 1312-138. 
Bequest of mortgage debt.!——See MORTGAGE, Vol. 
AXKV.. pp. 388-390, Nos. 1319-1337. 
Devolution of equity of redemption. 
MORTGAGE, Vol. XXXV., pp. 346-348. 


SUB-SECT. 12. - PATRONAGE OF BENEFICES. 

Transmission on death generally.} — See 
ECCLESIASTICAL Law, Vol. XIX., pp. 370, 8814- 
386, Nos. 1891, 2078-2101. 


WILLs. 


SusB-sEctT. 13.—PROPERTY HELD UNDER 
PossEssoRY TITLE. 


156. Devisable interest.]—A person in possession 
of land without other title has a devisable interest , 
& the heir of his devisee can maintain ejectment 
against a person who has entered upon the land, 
& cannot show title or possession In any one prior 
to testator.—-ASHER v. WuiTLock (1865), L. R. 
1Q.B.1; 351.7. Q.B.17; 13 L. T. 254; 30 
J.P.63 11 Jur. N.S. 925; 14 W. R. 26. 


Annotations :—~ Folld. Calder v, Alexander (1900), 16 T. I. lt. 
204, Refd. Paine vr. Jones (1874), L. LR. 18 Ka. $20 ; 
Mussammar Sundar v. Mussammar Parbati (1889), 8 
T. L. R. 683: Perry v. Clissold, [1907] A. C. 73. 

(1900), 


157. —-——.J]—CALDER v. ALEXANDER 
16 T. L. R. 294. 


SUB-SECT. 14.—POSSIBILITIES, CONTINGENT, 
AND HXEcUTORY INTERESTS. 

158. Contingent interest.;—Contingent & execu- 
tory estates, & possibilities accompanied with an 
interest, are devisable.-—-Moor v. ILAWKINS (1765), 
2 Eden, 312; 28 E.R. 929, L. C. 

Annotations »~- Apld. Jones tv. Roe (1789), 3 Term Rep. 88. 

efd. Pemberton ¢. Barnes (1899), 68 L. J. Ch. 192, 

159. In term of years.|—PRICE 7. ALMORY 
(1612), Moore, K. B. 831 5; 72 E.R. 934 5 sub nom. 
PRICE v. ATMORE, 1 Bulst. 191. 

Annotations :— Befd. Sherfff ¢. Wrotham (1618), Cro. Jac. 

509; Cookes t. Bellamy (1664), 1 Sid. 187. 

160, ---— ~- —.]—On a devise of a lease “ to 
A. for six years, & after the six years ended B. if 
he come home, shall have it for the residue of the 
term; but if B. do not then come home, C. shall 
possess & have the lease until 4. do come home ”’ ; 
C. may devise this possibility before the six 
years expire, & if 1). do not come home, it shall go 
to his extrix.—SHERIFF v. WROTHAM (1618), Cro. 
Jac. 509; 79 Fe. OR. 434. 
ainnotation : Refd. Kimpland v. Courtney (2701), 2 Freem. 

Ch. 250. 

161. - ~~,} ~ SALTER v. SHADLING (1676), 2 
Rep. Ch. 117; 21 E.R. 683. 

162. —-— Beneficiaries ascertained.|—-In all 
contingent, springing & executory uses, where the 
person who is to take is certain, so that the same 
may be descendible, they are also devisable : they 
are convertible terms (MANSFIELD, C.J.).—Rok d. 
NODEN v. GRIFFITHS (1766), as reported in 1 Wm. 
BI. 605; 96 I. R. 351. 

Annotations -~ Apld. Jones +. Toe (1789), 3 Term Rep. 

8S. Refd. Goudright d. Fowler tv. Forrester (1807), 8 

ast, 552; Doe d. Calkin v. Tomkinson (1813), 2 M. & 8. 


165. Mentd. Goodtitie d. Holford r. Otway (1797), 7 
Term Rep. 399.; Vawser v. Jeffery (1828), 3 Russ. 479. 


163. .|—A tenant for life, in case she should 
so long continue unmarried ; in case of her marriage 
to her in fee; in case of her decease unmarried, 
to her sister B. in fee. A. & B. & the husband of 
. joined in a sale by fine. 

The purchase-money was laid out in the funds 
in the names of trustees without any declaration 
of trust or agreement as to the application ; nor 
was any notice of this fund taken in the wills of 
B. & her husband. 85. being the survivor made a 
general disposition of all her personal estate in 
favour of A. A., though still unmarried, held 
absolutely entitled to the stock. 

Though a contingent interest it was devisable, 
etc. & passed by the will (Grant, M.1.).-—-SCAWEN 
v. BLUNT (1802), 7 Ves. 204; 32 E.R. 120. 
Annotations :-~Apld. Burnham v. Bennett (1845), 2 Coll. 

254. Consd. He Fozard’s Trust (1855), 1 K. & J. 233. 
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(56 i. Devisable interest. }—CLARKE v. CLARKE (1868), I. 2. 2 C. L. 395.—IR. 


Part II.—Power or 


164. Executory interest.)—Lioyp v. ABRAHALL 
(1754), cited in 1 Hov. Supp. at p. 378; 34 E. R. 
835, L. C. 

165. ———.]—Moor v. Hawkins, No. 158, ante. 

166. ———.]—Gift to testator’s brother, without 
any restriction as to his children, to whom he shall 
leave, before or after his death, such part of 
testator’s inheritance as their conduct may deserve, 
but if at the death of his brother there should be 
no children, then to A.; this is an exccutory 
devise, which, if it took place, would defeat the 
interest of the children of the brother.—LIEUTAND 
v. AGASSIZ (1789), 2 Bro. C. C. 615; 29 E. R. 340, 

167. ———.!—Devise to J., his heirs & assigns for 
ever, & if J. shall happen to die without any issue 
of his body lawfully begotten on the body of his 
present wifc, or of any subsequent wife or wives, 
the lands, etc., afore give to J., & his heirs after 
the death of J., & his wife or wives aforesaid, shall 
go & remain to all the children of M., share & share 
alike, to hold as tenants in common :—Held: J. 
having died without issue in the lifetime of 
testatrix, leaving a widow who survived testatrix, 
the remainder to the children of M., which would 
have been a contingent remainder if J. had sur- 
vived testatrix, might take effect as an executory 
devise, so as to preserve the limitation to the 
children of M., & the children of M., living at the 
death of testatrix, together with an afterborn 
child, took an estate for life in equal shares at the 
death of the widow of J., & the shares of such of 
the children as died after testatrix, & before the 
widow of J., did not pass to the survivors, but went 
to the heir-at-law of testatrix.—DokrE d. ScortT v, 
RoacnH (1816), 5 M. & S. 482; 105 BK. R. 1127. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Finch, Abbiss v. Burney (1881), 17 
Ch. 1). 211. 

.|-—-A contingent estate in fee under a 
shifting clause may be devised both by the old & 
new law. 

Devise of estate X. to A. in fee, with an executory 
shifting limitation to B. & her heirs, in the event of 
A. becoming entitled to another estate, Y.  B. 
died first, & her estate descended on C., her heir, 
who, by his will in 1851, made a general devise 
of his real estate. Some months after his death, 
the event took place on which the X. estate was to 
shift from A. to B.:—Held: the estate X. passed 
by ©.’s will, & did not descend either to the heir 
of B. or of C.—INGILBY v. Amcorrs (1856), 2] 
Beav. 58535 25 1. J. Ch. 769; 27 L. TT. O. S. 94 5 
2 Jur. N.S. 5563 4 WW. R. 438 3; 52 EK. R. O86. 

169. - In term of years.|—COoLE v. Moore 
(1607), Moore, K. B. 8063; 72 I. R. 917, 1. C. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Re Sheppard's ‘Trusts (1862), 

L. J. Ch. 788. 

170. Beneficiaries ascertained.}-—RoE d. 
NODEN v. GRIFFLTHS, No, 162, ante. 

171. Possibllity.,—-ANON. (1587), 3 Leon. 195 ; 
74 1. R. 628. 

172. ——~.|— BLANFORD v. BLANFORD (1615), 
Moore, K. B. 846; Cro. Jac. 3943; Godb. 266 ; 
lL Roll. Rep. 318; 72 BK. R. 9455; sub nom. BLAM- 
FORD v. BLAMFORD, 3 Bulst. 98. 

Annotations :-- Refd. Bate v. Amherst (1662), TT. Rayim. 
82; Moward v. Norfolk (1681), 3 Cas in Ch. 14; Scatter- 
good v. Edge (1699), 12 Mod. Rep. 278: Gore v. Gore 
(1733), Kol. W. 254; Jee Ashforth, Sibley tr. Ashforth, 

{1905] 1 Ch. 535; De Nash, Cook v. Frederick, [1910] 1 


‘h. 


178. -——.]—PovEyY v. BARKER (1633), Toth. 
147; 21 K. R. 150. 
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r. Right to succeed to share or in- 
terest in land of another.)—A_ testator 
cannot, according to Knglish law, 


DISPOSITION BY WILL. 


devise a right to succeed to a share 
or interest in the land of another, so 
as to give the devisee the right to 
succeed on the death of the owner, in N.Z. 
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174. -.—He who has only a possibility of a 
term after the death of another may devise it.- 
eee v. PINWELL (1641), Poll. 44; 86 E. R. 
Annotation :—-Refd. Goodtitle d. Gurnall v. Wood (1739), 

Willes, 211, 

175. -|-—Devise of a possibility not made 
good in equity.—BIsHor v. FOUNTAIN (1695), 
3 Lev. 427; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 175. 

Annotation :—Consd. Jones v. Roo (1789), 3 Term Rep. 88. 


_ 176. Coupled with interest.|——A possibility 

is, however, devisable if complied with an 

“interest”? (per CuR.).—STAFFORD (EARL) vv. 

aes (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 170; 28 E.R. 111, 

a ©, 

Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Chattaway v. Smith (1816), 5 
M. & 8S. 126; #te Wynch’s Trusts, Ex p. Wvnch (1854), & 
De G. M. & G. 188; Re Rivett-Carnaec’s Will (1885), 30 
Ch. D. 136. Mentd. Turner v. Turner (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 
315: Buckeridge v. Ingram (1795), 2 Ves. 652: Radburn 
v. Jervis (1841), 3 Beav. 450; Taylor v. Martindale 
(1841), 5 Jur. 648. 














177. --|—Moor v. TIAWKINS, No. 158, 
ante. 
178. -———.]—-A_ possibility coupled with an 


interest is devisable.—-JONES v. RoE (1789), 3 
Term Rep. 88; 100 E. R. 470; affg. S. C. sub nom. 
Roe d. PERRY v. JONES (1788), 1 Hy. BI. 30. 


Annotations :---Consd. Goodright d. Fowler rv. Forester (1809), 
1 Taunt. 578 ; Culsha v. Cheese (1849), 7 Hare, 236. Refd. 
Doe d. Calkin v. Tomkinson (1813), 2M. & S. 165; Doed. 
Cooper v. Finch (1832), 4 3. & Ad. 283; Ray v. Sherwood 
& Ray (1836), 1 Curt, 173; Crofts v. Middleton (1856), 
8 De G. M. & G. 192; Delacherois v. Delacherois (1864), 
4 New Rep. 501. 

179. Vested interest.|—Possibility a present 
interest ; & capable of devise.—PERRY v. PHELIPS 
(1810), 17 Ves. 173; 34 I. R. 67, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Ive Parsons, Stockley v. Parsons (1890), 
45 Ch. 1). 51. Mentd. Haig vr. Homan (1841), 8 Cl. & Fin. 
320; Hodson v. Ball (1842), 1 Ph. 1775 Trulock tv. Robey 
(1847), 2 Ph. 395; Head v. Godlee, Reynolds vr. Godlee 
, mae John. 536; Green v. Jenkins (1860), 1 De G. F. & 

» 454. 

180. Spes successionis.]|—-Testator bequeathed 
a fund to trustees upon trust, in case his daughter 
should die leaving no issue, ‘“ for such person or 
persons as at the time of the failure of the pre- 
ceding trusts would be my next-of-kin & entitled 
to my personal estate under the statutes for the 
distribution of the personal estate of intestates if 
I had then died intestate, & in the proportions in 
which they would be so entitled.’ The daughter 
died in 1886, without leaving any husband or hav- 
ing had issue. One of the persons entitled to a 
share of the fund was a woman who had married 
in 1857, & died in 1889, having made a will & 
leaving her husband surviving. On summons 
taken out to determine who was entitled to the 
fund :—Held: the married woman before 1886 

had not a contingent interest or title to the fund, 

but a mere spes successionis: & therefore her 
interest in the fund, having accrued since Married 

Women’s Property Act, 1882 (c. 75), did not belong 

to the husband, but was her separate estate. & 

passed by her will.—Re PARsons, STOCKLEY v. 

Parsons (1890), 45 Ch. D. 513; 59 L. J. Ch. 666 ; 

62 L. T. 929; 38 W. RR. 712. 

Annotations :--Apld. Re Fulenborough, Towry 
Burne, {1903] 1 Ch. 697. Consd. Ive Green, Green t. 
Meinall, (1911) 2 Ch. 275. Apld. Jte Mudge, [1914] 1 Ch. 
115. Refd. Ze Johnson, Moore r. Johnson, [1891] 3 Ch. 
48; Alleard +. Walker, [1896] 2 Ch. 369; Molyneux v. 
Fletcher, [1898] 1 Q. B. 648. 


Right of entry.'|—See Sub-sect. 17, post. 





Law wt. 


the event of testator predeceasing the 
owner.—IZARD tv. TAMAHAU MAHU- 
ruKU (1902), 22 N. Z% I. Re. 418.-- 
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15, 16,17 & 18.] 


F 


SUB-SECT. 15.— ESTATES PUR AUTRE VIE. 

See, now, Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 3; Law of 
Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), s. 178. 

181. Whether devisable.|—CaAssaANDRA’s CASE 
(1566), cited in 3 Bulst. at p. 184; 81 EB. R. 156; 
sub nom. VERNON v. GATACRE, Dyer, 253 a. 
Annotations :-- Consd. Gawen rv. Ramtes (1601), Cro. Feliz. 

804: Cowper v. Frankline (1616), 3 Bulst. 184. Refd. 

Chudleigh’s Case, Dillon v. Freine (1595), 1 Co. Rep. 

113b; Took v. Glascock (1669), 1 Saund. 260. Mentd. 

Seymor’s Case (1612), 10 Co. Rep. 95a; Lamb v. Thomp- 

son (1618), Hut. 40. 

182. .|--The grantee of a rentcharge pur 
aulre vie may distrain for arrears due during the 
life of cestui que vic; but such an estate is not 
devisable by the Statutes of Wills.—GAWEN v., 
RAMTES (1601), Cro. Eliz. 804 ; Moore, K. B. 625 ; 
78 E. R. 1082. 

Annotation : -- Refd. Took 7. Glasecock (1669), 1 Saund. 260. 

183. —-~.}—-CowPrER v. FRANKLINE (1616), as 
reported in 3 Bulst. 184; 81 E. R. 1553; sub nom. 
COOPER wv. FRANKLIN & WALLER, 1 Roll. Rep. 
332, 384. 

184, ——-.]---Tenant in tail by bargain & sale 
conveys to another & his heirs. The bargaince 
has only an estate descendible for the life of 
tenant in tail. & not devisable under 34 & 35 
Hen. 8, c. 5, of Wills, but on the death of bargainee 
his heir shall take as special occupant & a fine 
levied by tenant in tail after the death of bargainee, 
does not make the devise good by relation, but 
corroborates the estate of the special occupant. 
Took v. Guascock (1669), 1 Wms. Saund. 260 ; 
85 KH. R. 307. 


Annotations :—Retd. Machell +. Clerk (1702), 1 Com. 119. 
Mentd. oe d. Jones rv. Harrison (1832), 3 B. & Ad. 764. 


185. ---—.!--DEVON (DUKE) v. ATKINS (1726), 
2 P. Wms. 381; Cas. temp. King, 71; 21 EF. R. 
776, LC. 
Annotations: Mentd. Ripley v. Waterworth (1802), 7 Ves. 

425; Zouch d. Forse v. Forse (1806), 3 Smith, K. B. 191 ; 

Tombs vr. Roch (1846), 2 Coll. 490. 

186. —-. .'-—Devise thus: ‘‘ My desire is, that 
my son R. shall live in that part of my housc as 
he now doth, & at the same yearly rent which he 
now gives, as long as my son J. shall enjoy or own 
the same; & all other my estate J give to J. & his 
heirs’ :-—Held: R.took an estate for the life of J., 
defeasible.-—R.v. CASSINGTON (INHABITANTS )(1831), 
2B. & Ad. 874; 11.5.M.C.8; 109 E.R. 1367. 

187. -'—A gift of the income to arise from 
a fund during the life of A. to B., for his main- 
tenance, is an absolute gift to B., his exors. & 
administrators, during the life of A., & is not 
confined to the joint lives of A. & B. 

A gift to the sisters of testator living at: a” par- 
ticular time, or the issuc of any or cither then 
dead, is not a substitutionary, but a substantive 
gift to the issue.—ATTWOOD v., ALFORD (1866), 
L. R. 2 Eq. 479; 14 W. R. 956. 

188. —-—.]—An estate pur autre vie was created 
by the conveyance of applt.’s life estate in lands 
to applt. & resp. to hold to the use of them & their 
heirs upon certain trusts, with a declaration that 
all the estates & interests conveyed to resp. were 
conveyed to her as trustee for an infant :—Held : 
the infant’s equitable estate was not an estate to 
him & his heirs, & there being no ‘ special occu- 
pant” the infant’s cstate upon his death passed 
to his administratrix under Wills Act, 18387 
(c. 26), 8. 6.—MOUNTCASHELL (KARL) v. MorrE- 
SMYTH, [1896] A. C. 158; 65 L. J. P. C. 125 74 
L. T. 321, H. L. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Inman, Inman v. Inman, [1903] 
1 Ch. 241. Refd. Jie Sheppard, Sheppard v. Manning 
(1897), 45 W. R. 475. 











WILLS. 


Estate pur autre vie in real property, general 
See REAL PROPERTY, Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 670- 
675, Nos. 119-213. 

Descent of estate pur autre vie, generally.|—- 
See Descent & DistrRIBUTION, Vol. XVIII., 


pp. 12-14, Nos. 102-133. 


SUB-SECT. 16.—RENT RESERVED RY LEASE. 

189. Devisable.!—A devise may be of part of a 
rent to be equally divided between three; & 
debt lies by cach devisee for his share of the rent.— 
ARDS v. WATKIN (1598), Cro. Eliz. 687; 78 E.R. 
877; sub nom. ARDES v. WATKINS, Moore, K. B. 
549; subsequent proceedings (1599), Cro. Eliz. 651, 
Annotations :-—Refd. Rivis v. Watson (1839), 5 M. & W. 255: 

Williams v. Hayward (1859), 1 E. & EF, 1040; Robins 

(or Coxe) v. Warwick (1661), 1 Keb. 1, 72. Mentd. Good- 

win v. Parker (1670), Freem. K. B. 1. 

190. - I—Testator devised a freehold house 
to trustees, subject to a lease which had forty- 
nine years unexpired, upon trust to pay the rent 
arising therefrom, so long as the lease should run, 
to certain named persons; & ‘‘ upon the expira- 
tion of the lease’? he directed that the freehold 
should be sold & the proceeds thereof distributed 
in thirds among certain other named pcrsons, 
ascertainable within the limits of the perpetuity 
rule. 

The will contains a general devise to the use of 
trustees which carried the reversion in fee; & 
the trusts which he declared are to pay the ground 
rent of £70, as long as the lease shall run, in certain 
proportions & to certain persons. IT need not go 
through that part of the will because there is no 
question in regard to the validity of this trust as 
declared (Crrrry, J.).--Re DAVERON, BOWEN »v. 
CHURCHILL, [1893] 3 Ch. 421; 63 L. J. Ch. 54; 
69 1. T. 752; 42 W. R. 24; 9 Te. 1. R. 5705 37 
Sol. Jo. 681; 38 R. 685. 

Annotations :-— Consd. Tee Appleby. Walker vr. Lever, Walker 

v. Nisbet, [1903) 1 Ch. 565, Refd, dée Wood, Tullett v, 

Colville, [1894] 2 Ch. 310. 





SuB-sEcT. 17.—-RIGHTS OF ENTRY. 

See, now, Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 33 Law of 
Property Act, 1025 (c. 20), 8. 178. 

191. Whether devisable.|—If an estate, which is 
turned to a right of entry by a fine, can be devised, 
the devisee must enter within the same time, 
within which the devisor must have entered, if 
living. <A., tenant for life, with remainder to his 
own exors. for forty years, with remainder to 1. 
in fee, levies a fine with proclamations. After 
the fine, B., without entering, devises to C. for 
life, with remainder to D. in tail, & dies, living A. 
A. dies; C. does not enter then, or within five 
years after the expiration of the forty years :-— 
Held: TD. was barred, & could not enter within 
five years after the death of C  Qu.: whether a 
right of entry be devisable.--GoopDRIGHT ad. 
FOWLER v. FORESTER (1809), 1 Taunt. 578 ; 127 
Id. R. 958, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Culley 1. Doe d. Taylerson (1840), 

3 Per. & Dav. 539. Refd. Doe d. Cooper vr. Finch (1832), 


4B. & Ad. 283. 

192. —.|-—-In order to bar the power of 
devising a right of entry, there must be an actual 
dissension of the devisor (BAYLEY, J.).—DOE v. 
HuLy (1822), 2 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 38. 


Annotations :—Consd. Calley v. Doe d. Taylerson (1840), 3 
Per. & Dav. 539. Mentd. Gresley 7. Mousley (1859), 4 


De G. & J. 78. 
193. ——~.|—Semble, a right of entry is not 
devisable without the aid of Wills Act, 1837 


(c. 26), 
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In 1799, A. & B. being tenants in common, B. 
sold his interest. The purchaser then entered 
into possession of the whole of the premises, & he, 
his heir, & deft. the devisee of his heir, successively 
continued in possession of the whole from 1799 to 
1836, when the ejectment was brought. D., 
through whom the lessor of pltf. claimed, was 
heir to A. :—Held: that neither at common law, 
nor by virtue of Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27), had there been any disseisin of D., 
& therefore his interest was not a mere right of 
entry, but was devisable by his will made in 1835.— 
CULLEY v. DOE d. TAYLERSON (1840), 11 Ad. & 
El. 1008; 3 Per. & Dav. 539; 9L. J. Q. B. 288; 
113 E. R. 697. 

Annotations :— Mentd. Woodroffe v. Doe dad. Daniell (1846), 
15 M. & W. 7869; Garrard v. Tuck (1849), 8 C. B. 231; 
Ley v. Peter pr 28), 30H.&N 
(1859), 4 De G. & J. 78. 

194. Right of entry for condition broken.|— 
ANON. (1679), 2 Cas. in Ch. 8; 22 E. R. 821, L. C. 

195. ——. --—.]—_If there is a devise to a 
stranger, not the heir-at-law, upon a condition 
subsequent ; the devisee over cannot take ad- 
vantage of the breach; for the benefit thereof is 
not devisable, but must go in priority to the heir- 
at-law of the grantor who must enter for the 
breach, not the devisee (LORD HARDWICKE, C.).— 
AVELYN ». WARD (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 420; 27 
H.R. 1117, Tu. C. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Ashburner v. Macguire (1786), 2 

Doo vw. Brabant (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 393; 


. 101; Gresley v. Mousley 





Bro, C. C. 108 ; 
Simmons » Vallance (1793), 4 Bro. GC. C. 345; Simpson 
v Vickers (1807), 14 Ves. 341: Mackinnon tv. Sewell 
(1833), Coop. temp. Brough, 224; Leonard v. Flight 
(1835), 4 LL. J. Ch. 8953) Tarbuck v. Tarbuck (1835), 4 
L. J. Ch. 1293; J’ Sheppurd’s Trust. (1855), 1 K. & J. 
269; Underwood ». Wing (1855), 4 De G. M. & G. 633; 
Cramp wt. Plauyfoot (1858), 4 K. & J. 479 ; Greated v. 
Greated (1859), 26 Beav. 621; Wing tv. Angrave (1860), 
& H. L. Cas. 183; Hally. Warren (1861), 9 H. L. Cas. 420; 
Evans v. Stratford (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 142; Re Smith’s 
Trusts (1865), L. R. 1 Eq. 79; Barnes v. Jennings (1866), 
T. R. 2 Wq. 448 5 dte Gibson, Mathews v. Foulshat (1866), 
L. R. 2 lq. 669; Ze Sanders’ Trusts (1866), L. 2. 1 Eq. 
675; Edgeworth v. Edgeworth (1869), L. R. 4d H. L. 35: 
Davies v. Davies (1882), 47 1. kT. 40. 


196. Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 3— 
Possibility of reverter on failure of fee simple con- 
ditional.|—'The possibility of reverter on failure 
of a fee simple conditional is ‘‘ a right of entry for 
a condition broken” within the meaning of & 
devisable by force of above sect.—PEMBERTON v, 
BARNES, [1899] 1 Ch. 54145 6868 L. J. Ch. 192; 80 
L. T. 18); 47 W. R. 444. 





SUB-SECT. 18.—OTHER CASES. 
197. Determinable fee.) -— CASSANDRA'’S CASE 
(1566), cited in 3 Bulst. at p. 184; 81 E.R. 156; 
sub nom. VERNON v. GATACRE, Dyer, 253 a. 


Annotations :—Consd. Cowper v. Frankline (1616), 3 Bulst. 
184. Refd. Chudleigh’s Case, Dillon v. Freine (1595), 1 
Co. Rep. 113 b; Gawen v. Ramtes (1601), Cro. Eliz. 804 ; 
Took v. Glasscock (1669), 1 Saund. 260. Mentd. Seymor’s 
ae ata 10 Co. Rep. 95a; Lamb rv. Thompson (1618), 

ut. 40. 
.] 


198. SOWPER v. FRANKLINE (1616), as 
reported in 3 Bulst. 184; 31 FE. RR. 1553 sub nom. 
COOPER v. FRANKLIN & WALLER, 1 Roll. Rep. 882, 
384. 

199. Vested interest in portion.]— On a marriage, 
lands are limited to the husband for life, remainder 
to the wife for life, remainder to the first & other 
sons of the marriage in tail male, remainder to J. S. 
in fee. Provided, if there be no issue male of the 








PART II. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 18. 
2001. Wife’s paraphernalia. |—-¥Y OUNG 
», JONNSON & WRIGHT (1880), 7 R. 


(Ct. of Sess.) 760; 17 Sa. L. R. 645, died, & 


shares to 


t. Shares.|}—Testator, 
lifetime was a member of a partner- 
ship firm & a shareholder in a co., 
ih his will peg the 

is brother, 
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marriage, & there be one or more daughters living 
at the husband’s death, then the trustees to stand 
seised subject to the jointure to the intent such 
daughter or daughters should receive out of the 
rents £10,000 & £100 per annum for maintenance ; 
but no time limited for payment of the portions. 
The husband dies leaving only one daughter, who 
lives to seventeen, & by her will disposes of the 
£10,000. Decreed this is a vested interest in the 
daughter, & well disposed of by her will.— RIVERS 
(EARL) v. DERBY (EARL) (1688), 2 Vern. 72; 23 
E. R. 656, 1.. C.; affd. (1689), 2 Vern, 75, n., H. L. 


Annotations :—Refd. Smith v. Smith (1688), 2 Vern. 92; 
Cowper v. Scott (1731), 3 P. Wms. 119; Evelyn v. Evelyn 
(1731), 2 P. Wms. 659; Hutchins v. Fo (1739), 2 Com. 
716; Godwin v. Munday (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 191; Henty 
v. Wrey (1882), 21 Ch. D. 332. 


200. Wife’s paraphernalia.|—A husband is not 
entitled to dispose by will of his’ wife’s 
paraphernalia; but should he bequeath them, 
she must either abide by the will, or relinquish all 
benefit under it. altogether.— CHURCHILL v. SMALL 
(1753), 3 Keny. 6; 96 K. R. 1288. 

201. Lands held by virtue of settlement—-Donee 
taking same interest under will as under settlement. | 
—By marriage settlement certain lands were 
limited to the husband for life, remainder to the 
wife for life, & remainder to their issue. After- 
wards certain freehold land in the same parish 
descended to the husband in fee. There was no 
issue of the marriage, & the husband being in 
possession of the freehold lands under the settle- 
ment, & the other land of which he was seised 
in fee, devised to his wife for life al] his freehold & 
copyhold Jands of which he was then in the 
immediate possession, & also all his reversionary 
estate, expectant on the death of his mother, in 
certain other lands therein mentioned, & after the 
decease of his wife, he devised the same to his 
daughter in fee, & all other his real & personal 
estate he devised to his wife, her exors. & adminis- 
trators :—Held: the freehold land which the 
husband held under the settlement, passed under 
the particular devise in the will to the wife for life, 
& after her death to his daughter in fee, although 
the wife would have taken the same estate in those 
lands under the settlement.— Dok d. NETHERCOTE 
v, BARTLE (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 492; 1 Dow. & Ry. 
kK. B. 81; 106 Ie. R. 1271. 

Annotations :-—Consd.. Saumerez v. Saumerez (1839), 4 
My. & Cr. 331. Refd. King v. Turner (1829), 2 Sim. 545; 
Doe d. Clarke v. Ludlam (1831), 7 Bing. 275; Doe d. 
Edmunds v. Llewellin (1835), 5 L. J. Ex. 84. Mentd. 


Johnson *. Clark, [1908] 1 Ch. 303; Rickard v. Graham 
(1910), 102 L. T. 482. 


202. Goodwill of partnership.]|—The legatee of 
the share of the mere goodwill of a deceased partner 
cannot support a bill against the surviving partner 
to obtain the benefit of his legacy, even after assent: 
by the exor. 

A. & JB. carried on business in partnership on 
premises belonging to the firm. A. died, having 
bequeathed his goodwill, not including the book 
debts or stock-in-trade, to pltf. The  exors. 
assented to the bequest, but had assigned testator's 
interest in the trade premises to the surviving 
partner. ‘To a bill by pltf. against the surviving 
partner to realise his share of the goodwill, a 
general demurrer was allowed.—ROBERTSON 1. 
QUIDDINGTON (1860), 28 Beav. 529; 54 E. R. 469. 
aoton :—Mentd. Re Daird & Matthews, [1899] 1 Ch. 


208. Dead body.|—Testator directed W. to burn 


who in his’ by the legatee against the exors. of 
the will & the surviving partner for 
the shares :—Held: the shares which 
wero standing in the name of deceased 


n an action belonged to him absolutely subject 
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Sect. 2.—What property may be devised: Sub-sect. 
18. Sect. 3: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A. & B. (a).] 


his body, & directed his exors. to repay W. the 
expense of so doing. The body was buried in 
unconsecrated ground with the assent of the 
exors. Afterwards W. representing to the Under 
Secretary of State that she intended to bury it 
in consecrated ground, obtained his _ licence 
to remove it. She caused it to be burnt in Italy, 
& then brought an action against the exors. 
for the expenses. The action was dismissed :-— 
Held: (1) there is no property in a dead body, 
but. the exors. have a right to the possession 
of the body, & their duty is to bury it; (2) a 
direction by will as to the disposition of testator’s 
body cannot be enforced.—- WILLIAMS v. WILLIAMS 
(1882), 20 Ch. D. 659; 51 L. J. Ch. 385; 46 
L. VT, 275; 46 J.P. 726; 30 W. R. 488; 15 Cox, 
C. Cc. 39. 

Annotations :—As to (1) & (2) Consd. Re Dixon, [1892] P. 


oeo Generally, Mentd. R. v. Price (1881), 12 Q. B. D. 


204. Property subject to restraint on anticipa- 
tion.|—Testator having a general power of appoint- 
ment over a settled fund, after making appoint- 
ments in respect of specific parts thereof, appointed 
that all the residue thereof should “ go & be held 
upon the following trusts, namely, as to one-fourth 
share thereof, upon trust) for my daughter X. 
absolutely for her sole & separate use, inde- 
pendently of marital control, & without: power of 
anticipation during any coverture ”’ :—Held: the 
one-fourth share of residue could not be paid to X., 
but must be retained by the trustees of the 
settlement during her coverture, & the income 
only must be paid to her as it accrued due. 

Semble, X. could dispose of the property by will, 
but not by deed.— /’e Grry’s SETTLEMENTS, 
ACASON vt. GREENWOOD (1887), 34 Ch. D. 712; 
a L. J. Ch. 511; 56 L. T. 350; 35 W. R. 560, 

Tee As 

Annotations :-- Refd. Re Tippett’s & Newbould’s Contract 
(1888), 37 Ch. D. 444; Re Wood, Wood v. Hooper (1889), 
61 L. T. 197; Re Holmes, Hallows v. Holmes (1892), 67 

. 335; Re Fearon, Hotchkin ve. Mayor (1896), 45 

» 232; Re Millward, Steedman v. Hobday (1902), 

87 J. T. 476. Mentd. Re Wheeler's Settlmt. Trusts, 

Briggs v. Ryan, [1899] 2 Ch. 717. 

1-—See, also, HussBann & Vol. 

AXVIT., p. 118, Nos. 945-950. 

205. Surplus assets of bankrupt.]-~ Although a 
bkpt. cannot interfere with the administration 
of his estate by his trustee, he nevertheless has a 
right during the pendency of the bkpey. to the 
surplus assets, & can dispose of them by deed or 
will, even before they are ascertained, & charges 
validly created by the bkpt. upon such surplus 
assets will be good as against his trustce in a sub- 
sequent bkpcy. which occurs before he has obtained 
his discharge under his first bkpcy.-—Btrp v. 
PuILporr, [1900] 1 Ch. 822; 69 1. J. Ch. 487 2 82 
L. T. 110; 16 TT. L. R. 1783 44 Sol. Jo. 21ti; 7 
Mans. 251. 

Annotations :— ~ Londc cK oC ; ts ov 
Tallack (1 ja TW. i aii Brest tee deeneitaar: rs 
ees Gord 06 Le hora, Onnelly, Wood e. Connolly 
Custody of ward.j—-See, generally, INFANTS, Vol. 

XXVITT., p. 282, Nos. 1336-1342. 

Right of set-off—Against lessor— Will by lessee. | 
—See LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXXIL, p. B15, 
No. 3853. j 





WIFE, 


to his partnership obligations to his 
partner & to the claims of his creditors, 
& when the partnership obligations 
were satisfied & the clatnie of the 
creditors discharged, the shares be- 
came available for the bequest in 
favour of pitf.—MoONROE v. MCNEIL, 


(1904), 8 Nfld. L. R. App. 12.—-NFLD. 

a. Vested interest in share of resi- 
due.|—Testator appointed a 
of £150 & a portion of the residue to 
be paid to J. C. or his heirs six months 
after his deceaso, & when the same 
was freed from a liferent :—IJeld : the 


WILLS. 


Srcr. 3.. -WHAT INTERESTS MAY BE CREATED. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


206. All interests recognised by law.|—-The 
words in the Act of Parliament, that ‘‘ he may 
dispose at his will & pleasure,’’ are not to be 
construed so largely as hath been said; but he 
may dispose at: his will & pleasure, so as it be 
according to the rules of law, otherwise if is a 
vain will (ANDERSON, C.J.).—SOULLE_ v. GERRARD 
(1596), as reported in Cro. Eliz. 525; 78 BE. R. 773. 
Annotations :—Refd. Lecfe v. Saltingston (1674), Freem. 

K. B. 176; Roed. Fulham v. Wickett (1741), Willes, 303 ; 

Framlingham v. Brand ite) 3 Atk. 390; Morrall v. 

Sutton (1845), 1 Ph. 533. entd. Helliard v. Jennings 

(1699), 1 Ld. Raym. 505; Seattergood v. Kdge (1699), 12 

Mod. Rep. 278; Brice v. Smith (1737), Willes, 1 ; Good- 

yight d. Goodridge v. Goodridgo (1742), Willes, 369 ; 

Bagshaw v. Spencer (1743), 2 Atk. 570; Walsh v. Peterson 

(1741), 3 Atk. 193; Denn d. Wilkins v. Kemeys (1808), 9 

East, 366; Right v. Day (1812), 16 East, 67; Doe d. 

Jones v. Owens (1830), 1 B. & Ad. 318; Mortimer v. 

Hartley (1849), 3 De G@. & Sm. 316; Grey v. Poarson 

(1857), 6 H. L. Cas. 61. 

207. ---—-.'—-The general rule is a clear & a just 
one, that the intention of the testator is to be 
collected from the whole will, & such a construction 
made as will effectuate that intention, provided 
that. intention does not contradict, or clash with, 
any legal principles or positive rules of law (WIL- 
mot, (.J.).—Roer d. Dopson v. GREW (1767), 
Wilm. 272; 2 Wils. 322; 97 BE. R. 106. 
Annotations :-~-Consd. Marshall v. Bousfield (1817), 2 Madd. 

166. Refd. Doe d. Candler v. Smith (1798), 7 Term Rep. 

6313; Doe d. Cock v. Cooper (1801), 1 East, 229; Good- 

title d. Sweet v. Herring (1801), | Kast, 264; Murthwaite 


v. Jenkinson (1823), 3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 761; Losh v. 
Townley (1834), Coop. temp. Brough. 372; Lees r. 


Mosley (1835), 1 Y. & C. Ex. 589; Foster ev. Hayes (1855), 
416. & B. 717; Parker rv. Clarke (1855), 6 De G. M. & G. 
10%:  Pelham-ClHinton v. Newcastle, [1902] 1 Ch. 34. 
Mentd. Denn d. Webb vt. Puckey (1793), 5° Term Rep. 
299; Doe d. Davy v. Burnsall (1794), 6 Term Rep. 30; 
Doe d. Bean v. Halley (1798), 8 Term Rop. 5: Alpass v. 
Watkins (1800), 8 Term Rep. 516: Scale v. Barter (1801), 
2 Bos. & BP. 4853) Frank v. Stovin (1803), 3 Idast, 548 ; 
Roe d. Clemett v. Briggs (1812), 16 Mast, 406; Key v. 
Key (1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 73; Woodbouse v. Herrick 
(1855), 1 K. & J. 352. 

208. -| -One of the judges, in giving his 
opinion, says that. there is no capricious disposition 
by which, according to the law of Enyland, a 
man may not leave his property. T[ believe that 
is rather too broadly laid down. It has already 
been shown in the argument that no man can 
attach any condition to his property, which is 
ayainst the public good. For instance, the case 
put in the old books of a man making a condifion 
that his devisee shall not cultivate his arable 
land. That is void, because it Is against the 
prosperity of the country. & for no other reason. 
But there are many other dispositions that a 
man may not make of his property ; & I will give 
a few instances. A man cannot alter the usual 
Jine of descent by a creation of his own. A man 
cannot give an estate in fee simple to a person & 
his heirs on the part of his mother. Why ? 
Because the law has already said how a fee simple 
estate shall descend. This is a case in which he 
cannot alter it; in which the law does not allow 
& capricious disposition of property. A man 
cannot by law give an estate to a private charity ; 
the law would not execute, it is so vague. Jn 
Tounley v. Bedwell (1801), 6 Ves. 194, Lonp 
ELpon decided against the validity of a gift for 
maintaining a botanic garden, upon the ground 
that it was stated to be intended for the public 





special legacy & share of tho residue 
vested in J. C. by his survivance of 
testator, & were transmissible by him 
by will, though he predeceased the 
liferentor.—CocHRANE v. COCHRANE'S 
EXEOUTORS (1854), 17 Dunl. (Ct. of 
Seas.) 103; 27 Se. Jur. 25.-—SCOT. 


legacy 


Part IJ.—PoweErR or DISPOSITION BY WILL. 


benefit. Ie thought that was too large, & not 
within the Statute of Charitable Uses. A man 
cannot give his ip peseake: generally to objects of 
liberality or to objects of benevolence, & I might 
multiply cataie. There are many instances 
in which the rule admits of exception, for a man 
cannot indulge in every fanciful disposition of his 
property. The law of England, however, does this 
which no other law in the world accomplishes, & 
I hope your Lordships will, in another capacity, 
take care not to break wantonly & without con- 
sideration into that law. The law of England 
enables you at once to put your estate in settlement 
for the purpose of providing for those who are to 
come after you, &, at the same time, it gives all 
the rational power of disposition which any man 
could wish to have vested in him, & which, 

I believe, no other law in the world accomplishes 

in so perfect a manner or so well as the law of 

Iingland (Lorn St. IEONARDS).—HGERTON Vv. 

BROWNLOW (EARL) (1853), 4 H. J. Cas. 1 ; eevee 

Tr N.S. 193; 23 4. J. Ch. 348; 21 L. a Ss. 

30686; 18 Jur. 71; 10 EB. RR. 359, UW. L. 

Annotations : -—Refd. Clavering v. Kllison (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 
707; ke Harrison’s Kstate (1870), 5 < 5 
Sackvillo West v. Holmesdale (1870), L. R. 4 H. Ls 543; 
Thompson v. Fisher (1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 207 ; Fe Exmouth, 
Exmouth v. Prucd (1883), 23 Ch. D. 158; Jeffreys v. 
Jotfreys (1901), 84 L. T. 417; ste Wallace, ‘Champion Vv. 
Wallace, [1920] 2 Ch. 274. Mentd. Kerkin v. Kerkin 
(1851), 3 1. & B. 3993 Bean ». Griffiths (1855), 1 Jur. N.S. 
1045; Hilton v. Kckersley (1855), 6 EK. & B. 47; Kiall- 
mark v. Kiallmark (1856), 26 L. J. Ch. 1; Scott v. Avery 
(1856), 5 H. L. Cas. 811: H. v. W. (1857), 3 K. & J. 382; 
Shrewsbury 7. Scott (1859), 6 C. B. N.S. 13 Wright v. 
Wilkin (1860), 2 1B. & S. 232; Tatham v, Vernon (1861), 
29 Beav. 604: Gosling v. Gosling (1863), 32 Beav. 58; 
Christio vo. Gosling (1866), L. Ro. tH. L. 279; Hlliott v. 
Richardson (1870), L. R. 5 C. P. 7443 Lound vo. Grimwade 
(1883), 30 Ch. PD. 605; Davies v. Davies (1887), 36 Ch. D. 
$59; Windhill L. 8. of Health rv. Vint (1890), 45 Ch. D. 
B51: Maxim Nordenfelt Guns & Ammunition Co. v. 
Nordenfelt, [1893] i Ch. 630; Savill v. Langman (1898), 
TY De VS It: Re Keleey, Tyson vy. Keleey, [1899] 2 Ch. 
530 ; Marlborough v. Marlborough (1900), 83 L. TT. 578; 
Re Greenwood, Goodhart v. Woodhead, (1902) 2 Ch. 198 ; 
Janson v. Dricfontein Consolidated Mines, [1902] A. C. 
481; Re ( Hope Johnstone v. Hope 
Johnstone, {[]1908} 1 Oh. 4703 Prince v. Haworth, 
[1905] 2 kK. B. 768; Wilson v. Carnley, (1908) 1 Ik. Bh. 
7295 Row L. G. Board, “xr p. Arlidge, [1913] 1 Kk. B. 
4635 Continental Tyre & Rubber Co. (Great Britain) v. 
Daimler Co., Same vw. Thotmnas Tilling, [1915] 1 K. B. 893; 
Montefiore v1. Menday Motor Components Co., [L918] 2 
Kk. 2B. 24135) Rodriguez v. Speyer, [1919] A. C. 593; Kemp 
v Glasgow City Corpn., [1920] A. C. 8386; James v, 
British General Insee., [1027] 2 K. B. S11. 

209. Interests which cannot be created inter 
vivos.'— MANNING'S CASE, No. 220, post. 


Hope Johnstone, 


Charitable trusts.|—Sre Cuanirigs, Vol. VIIT., 
pp. 288-336, Nos. O44 -1243. 

Easements.|]-—See ISASEMENTS, Vol. AXIX., pp 
51, 52, Nos. 200, 285-202, 

Rentcharges & annuities.|- -Sce TCHARGES, 


Vol. XXXIX., pp. 109, 110, 124-130, Nos. 11-16, 
21-23, 175-220. 

Settlements.]— See SETTLEMENTS, Vol. XL., pp. 
450-456, Nos. 1-62. 

Application of rule against perpetuities.]—wSee 


PERPETUITIES, Vol. NAAVIL., pp. 55 ef seq. 


SuUB-SECT. 2.--SUCCESSIVE AND FUTURE 
INTERESTS. 
A. In Realty. 
Sce SETTLEMENTS, Vol. XT.., 
Nos. 4-62, &, generally, Rrat PROPERTY, 
AXXVIII., pp. 665 et seq. 


RB. In Personalty. 
(a) In General. 
210. Whether limitation valid.J—CAsE OF THE 
Gra (1459), Y. B. 37 Hen. 6, fo. 30, pl. 11. 
ANI :—Refd. Welcden v. Elkington (1576), 3 Dyer, 


pp. 450-456, 
Vol. 


J.-- VOL. XLIV. 
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211. -.|—J. devises £500 to his daughter, & 
if she die before thirty years of age unmarried, 
then to be divided between three; she does 
receive the money, & dies before that time. 
Resolved that the money should be divided, & her 
exor. chargeable, as possessed in trust for the 
devisees in remainder.—ANON. (1660), FKreem. Ch. 
137, pl. 172; 22 &. R. 1112. 





212. __—"]— ANON. (1541), Bro. N. C., pl. 209. 
213, ———.]—ANON. (1542), Bro. N. C., pl. 334. 
214, ———.]—ANoNn. (1548), Bro. N. C., pl. 388. 
215. .|—A termor devised his entire term, 


provided that if the devisee died within the term 
it should go to S.. The devisee aliened the whole 
term, & then died before it expired. S. is without 
remedy.—ANON. (1552), 1 Dyer, 74a, pl. 18; 
73 E.R. 158. 


A miolaion :—Refd. Seaman v. Warman (1675), Freom. K. B. 
306. 





216. .]—Devise of a term to A. when of age, 
& in the mean time the occupation & profits to the 
extrix ; Qu.: if she aliene the term what remedy 
A. has.—ANON. (1573), 3 Dyer, 328b, pl. 11; 
73 1. R. 743. 
ik aaa :—Refd. Noward v. Norfolk (1681), 3 Cas. in Ch. 


217. --]—A termor devises the occupation of 
his land to his wife for as many of the years as she 
shall live; & after her death the remainder 
of the years unexpired to his son; & makcs her sole 
extrix., & dies. The widow enters & agrees to 
the legacy, there being assets besides, sufficient 
to pay his debts. She cannot afterwards dispose 
of the term absolutely against the son as extrix., 
nor as devisee since she can only have the whole 
upon a contingency, namely, if she should live so 
long.—WELCDEN v. IELKINGTON (1576), 3 Dyer, 
358 b; 2 Plowd. 516; 73 E.R. 801. 
dahntiens :— Refd. oe (1587), 3 Leon. 195; Jennings 

& Gower'’s Case (1589), 1 Leon. 229; Butler v. Baker 

(1591), 3 Co. Rep. 25 a; Corbet’s Case (1599), 2 And. 134 ; 

Counden v, Clerke (1612), Hob. 29; Roberts v. Roberts 

(1613), 2 Bulst. 123; Gough vt. Howarde (1615), 3 Bulst. 

121; Sheriff ». Wrotham (1618), Cro, Jac. 509 ; Hastings 

v. Douglas (1634), Cro. Car. 343; Petty v. Goddard 

(1662), O. Bridg. 35; Jemmot v. Cooly (1665), 1 Lev. 

ane Chalfont. v, Okes (1674), 1 Cas. in Ch. 239: Howard 

Norfolk (1681), 3 Cas. in Ch. 14; Scattergood v. Edge 

(1699), 12 Mod. Rep. 278; Kingslader v, Courtney (1700), 

2 Freem. Ch. 238 ; Marks v. Marks (1718), 1 Stra. 129 ; 

Foley v. Burnell (1785), Rom. 1; Neale v. Mackenzie 

(1836), 1 M. & W. 7473; Frank Frank (1837), 3 My. & 

Cr.171. Mentd. lh. v. HWanger (1615), 3 Bulst. 1. 

218. .]—Lessee for years devises his term 
to his son, & further says, that his will is, that his 
wife shall have the occupation & profits of the lease 
during the minority of his son, to the intent that 
with the profits she may educate his children, & 
see his last will performed, & he makes her his 
extrix., & dies ; afterwards she proves the will, & 
sells the term to a creditor of her husband’s before 
all the debts are paid, having other goods in her 
hands sufficient to pay the debts and funcral 
expenses: she educates the issues after her hus- 
band’s death until her own death: the son comes 
to his full age, & enters into the premises, & his 
entry adjudged lawful.—PARAMOUR v. YARDLEY 
(1579), 2 Plowd. 539; 75 E. R. 794. 





Annotations :—Refd. Manning’s Caso (1609), 8 Co. Rep. 
- b; Blamford v. Blamford (1615), 3 Bulst. 98 ; Howard 
. Norfolk (1681), 3 Cas. in Ch. 14; Young tr. Holmes 


1717), 1 Stra. 70; Ulrich v. Litchfield (1742), 2 TACK, 372; 
Sherratt. v. Bentley (1834), 2 My. & K. 149. Mentd. 
Cheny & Smith's Case (1590), 1 Leon, 215; Bredon’s 
Case (1597), 1 Co. Rep. 76a; Roberts v. Roberts (1613), 
2 Bulst. 123; Thurman v. Cooper (1618), Poph. 138; 
Hitchins v. Basset (1688), 1 Show. 537; Fisher v. 3 ee 
(1700), 1 Ld. Raym. 622; Idle v. Cooke (1705), 2 

Raym,. 1144; Darbison d. Long v. Beaumont 718), 
Fortes Rep. 18; Doe d. Saye & Sele v. a (1802), 3 
Kast, 120; Doe a. Hayes v. Sturges (1816), 7 Taunt. 217; 
Nowlands’ v. Palmer (1849), 13 L. T. O. S. 116. 
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Sect. 3.—Whal interests may be created: Sub-sect. 
2, B. (a) & (0).) 

219. —--—-.]—-(1) The devise of a term of years 
to A. for life, with remainder over, is good. 

(2) Qu.: If a tenant at sufferance can take 
under a devise ‘‘ to such person as shall remain in 
such a house at the time of my decease ? ’’— 
MALLET v. SACKFORD (1607), Cro. Jac. 198; 79 


EB. RR. 178. 

220. .]|—One being possessed of a farm, etc., 
for the term of fifty years, devised his lease of the 
farm, etc., & all the years therein to come to B. 
after the death of M. testator’s wife, etc. ; & in the 
meantime his will & meaning was, that his wife 
should have the use & occupation of the farm, etc., 
during her natural life, etc. :—Held: (1) B. should 
have the term by way of executory devise, & not 
by way of remainder; (2) the devise being of a 
chattel, might vest & revest at the pleasure of the 
devisor; (3) there was no difference between a 
devise of land, or a lease, or farm for life, remainder 
over, & a devise of the use or occupation, or profits 
of the land in the samc manner. (4) After exor. 
had assented to the first devise, the first devisee 
could not bar the executory devise. (5) A man 
might create an interest by his will, which he could 
not create during his life by grant or conveyance 
at common law.—MANNING’sS CAsE (1609), 8 


Co. Rep. 94 b; 77 E. R. 618. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Alford’s Case (1662), O. 
Bridg. 584. efd. Woodcock v. Woodcock (1600), Cro. 
Eliz. 795; Lampet's Case (1612), 10 Co. Rep. 46 b; 
Pills vr. Brown (1621), Palm. 131; Seaman v. Warman 
(1675), Freem. K. B. 306; Howard v. Norfolk (1682), 3 
Cas. in Ch. 40; Johns «. Pink, [1900] 1 Ch. 296. As to 
(2) Consd. Gower v. Grosvenor (1740), Barn. Ch. 54. Refd. 
Ayres «. Falkland (1697), 1 1d. Raym. 325. As to (3) 
Refd. Goring +. Bickerstaffe (1663). 2 Freem. Ch. 163. 
As to (5) Refd. Jerman v. Orchard (1694), Skin. 528 ; 
Haigh v. Jaggar (1847), 16 M. & W. 525. Generally, 
Refd. Price +. Alinory (1612), Moo. K. B. 831; Roberts 
e Roberts (1613). 2 Bulst. 123; Blamford v. Blamford 
(1615), 3 Bulst. 98; Havergill v. Hare (1618), Cro. Jac. 
§10; Child v«. Baylic (1623), Cro. Jac. 459; Bate v. 
Amherst (1663), T. Rayim. &2; Bureis v. Burgis (1674), 
1 Mod. Rep. 114: Warman v. Seaman (1677), Cas. temp. 
Finch, 279; Smith v. Clever (1688), 2 Vern. 59; Scatter- 
scood v. Edge (1699), 12 Mod. Rep. 278; Young v. Holmes 
(1717). 1 Stra. 70; Heauclerk rv. Dormer (1742), 2 Atk. 
308; Bagshaw rv. Spencer (1718), 1 Ves. Sen. 142; Good- 
title d. Hayward v. Whitby (1757), 1 Burr. 228. Mentd. 
Jemmot vr. Cooly (1665), 1 Lev. 170; Cooper v. Chitty 
(1756), 1 Burr. 22k, 

221. ———.]— Where one possessed of land for 
vears devises the use or profits of the land, or the 
land itself, or the term, to one for life, the residue 
to another, such executory devise is good.— 
LAMPET’S CASE (1612), 10 Co. Rep. 46 b; 77 E.R. 
994 ; sub vom. LAMPIT v. STARKEY, 2 Brownl. 172. 


Annotations :~-Consd. Kimpland ve. Courtney (1701), Freem. 
Ch. 250. Refd. Shefteild v. Ratcliffe (1615), Hob. 334; 
Sheriff v. Wrotham (1618), Cro. Jac. 509: Pells 7. Brown 
(1620), Cro. Jac. 590; Child v. Baylie (1622), Cro. Jac. 
459; Poole vr. Haskey (1663), O. Bridg. 364; Cookes v. 
Bellamy (1664), 1 Sid. 187; Burgis v. Burgis (1674), 1 
Mod. NRep. 114; Seaman vr. Warman (1675), Freem. K. B. 
306; Gower vr. Grosvenor (1740), Barn. Ch. 54; Bean- 
clerk v. Dormer (1742), 2 Atk. 308; Doe d. Hayes tr. 
Sturges (1816), 2 Marsh. 505; Johns v. Pink, {1900} 1 Ch. 
296; Fe Francis, Francis v. Francis, [1905] 2 Ch. 2045; 
Re Nash, Cook v. Frederick, [1910] 1 Ch. 1. Mentd. 
Bartholomew v. Belfield (1613), Cro. Jae. 832; Marsh v. 
Newman (1625), Poph. 163; Kent v. Steward & Scott 
(18634), Cro. Car. 358; Baker v, Willis (1637), Cro. Car. 
476; Blunket v. Holmes (1661), 1 Keb. 119; Goring v. 
Bickerstaffe (1663), Freem. Ch. 163; Jemmot 2, Cooly 
(1668), 2 Keb. 270; Cage v. Acton (1700), 1 Ld, Raym. 
5915; Marks v. Marks (1718), 10 Mod. Rep. 419; Wilson 
v. Hirst (1833), 4 B. & Ad. 760; Doe d. Shaw v. Steward 
eae 1 Ad. & El. 300; Wood v. Lambirth (1841), 1 Ph. 

> Fitzgerald v. Fitzgerald (1868), 37 L. J. P. C. 44; 
fie Bellamy, Elder v. Pearson (1883), 25 Ch. D. 620; 
Re Ashforth, Sibley v. Ashforth, [1905] 1 Ch. 535. 


222. |—GAME v. HOF (1628), 1 Rep. Ch. 
27; 21 E.R. 497. 
223. —.]—Trust of a term limited to one for 
life & after to his eldest issue male, is a good 











WILLS. 


remainder & the feoffment of tenant for life shall 
not destroy it.—CoTron v. Heats (1638), Poll. 
26; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 191, pl. 2; 86 E. R. 500. 


Annotations :—Consd. Alford’s Case Gea) O. Bridg. 584. 
Apld. Howard v. Norfolk (1682), 3 Cus. in Ch. 40. Refd. 
Scattergood v. Edge (1699), 12 Mod. Rep. 278; Gore v. 
Gore (1733), Kel. W. 254. 


224. ———.]—VACHEL v. VACHEL (1669), 1 Cas. 
in Ch. 129; 22 E. R. 7273; sub nom. VACHELL v. 
LEMAN, 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 361, pl. 7. 

Annotation :—Consd. Gower v. Grosvenor & Piggot (1740), 

9 Mod. Hep. 250. ; 

225. .]— Devise of a personal estate to one 
for life, & after the death of the devisee to another, 
good.—CATCHMAY v. NICHOLAS (1673), Cas. temp. 
Finch, 116; 23 E. R. 63. 

226. ——-.] — BROADHURST v. RICHARDSON 
(1680), 2 Vent. 849; 86 E. R. 479; sub nom. 
BropuustT v. RICHARDSON, 2 Rep. Ch. 153. 
Annotation :-— Retd. Twedell vr. wedell (1786), Rom. 159. 

227. Effect of direction to give security. )— 
A. by will gives the surplus of his personal estate to 
his daughter, whom he makes extrix., & willed, 
that if she died without issue it should go over to 
B., & that she should give security that if she died 
without issue it should go over accordingly. The 
devise over is void; but whether the directing a 
bond to be given, etc., does not alter the case.— 
DEERING v. HANBURY (1687), 1 Vern. 478; 23 
E. R. 603. 

228. Interest only devised to tenant for 
life.|—-Interest of money is devised to A. for life, 
& if he died wthout issue, then the principal to 
go over to another. The remainder over is good.— 
SMITH v. CLEVER (1688), 2 Vern. 59; 23 1. R. 647. 
Annotation :—Refd. Tothill v. Pitt (1766), 1 Madd. 488. 

229. —-—~ Right of remainderman to inventory.] 
— SHIRLEY v. FERRERS (1690), 1 P. Wms. 6. n. ; 
24K. R. 271. 

230. ——.}—Devise of a personal thing to one 
for life, remainder to another, the remainder is 
good, it being the same as if the use of a thing was 
devised to one for life, the remainder over.— 
CLARGES v. ALBEMARLE (1691), 2 Vern. 245; 23 
E. R. 758 3 sub nom. CLARGE’S CASE, Nels. 174. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Probert v. Morgan & Clifford (17349), 

1 Atk. 440. 

231. J—A. devises household goods to his 
wife for life & afterwards to his son. The ct. 
allowed this a good devise over & to be the same 
as if the devise had been only of the use of the 
goods to the wife for life.—Hyb& v. PARRAT (1696), 
1P. Wms. 1; 24 EF. R. 2693; sub nom. Time vr. 
PARKAT, 2 Vern. 331. 

Annotation :—Refd. Foley v. Burnell (1785), Rom. 1. 

232. -——-- .|—Devise of chattels for life. with 
remainder over, good; but if of small value, & 
the case require it, it may be otherwise.— COOPER 
v. WILLIAMS (1697), Prec. Ch. 71; 24 EB. R. 35. 

233. ——-.]—A term for years may be devised 
to several successively for their respective lives.--- 
AYRES v. FALKLAND (1697), 1 Ld. Raym. 325; 91 
E.R. 1112; sub nom. Eyres v. FAULKLAND, 1 
Salk. 231; sub nom. ANON., Freem. K. B, 272. 

234. .|—-One devises his personal estate to 
his son, & if his son die within age & without 
issue, then the personal estate to go to testator’s 
brother; the son shall have the produce of the 
personal estate, & only the capital in case of the 
infant’s death, etc., shall go to the brother. 

Anciently the notions were that a personal 
thing given to one for life, or even for a day, was 
a gift for ever, & would not bear a limitation over ; 
but the construction has since been that such 
devise passes only the use & profits & not the thing 
itself, & so it is made good that way. But in this 
case even the use & profits are denied to pass 
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notwithstanding what has been urged by the other 

side; & it is the stronger because the word 

(produce) is left out in the limitation over, which 

shows a variation of the intention; & to make 

the rents & profits of an estate to go over, there 
ought to be very express words (LoRD HaAnRrp- 

WICKE, C.).—-TISSEN v. TISSEN (1718), 1 P. Wms. 

500; 24 K. R. 490, L. C. 

235. --—- Devise over of estate remaining on 
death of life tenant.|—-One devises that such part 
of his personal estate as his wife should leave of her 
subsistence shall go to his sister ; devise over good. 
—UPWELL v. HALSEY (1720), 1 P. Wms. 651 ; 
10 Mod. Rep. 441; 24 EF. R. 554. 

Annotation :— Dbtd. Malim v. Keighley (1795), 2 Ves. 526. 
236. .|—-NEWLAND v. SHEPHARD (1723), 2 

P. Wms. 194; 9 Mod. Rep. 57; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 

329, pl. 4; 24 KE. R. 696, L. C. 

Annotations :~Consd. Fonnereau v. Fonnereau (1745), 3 
Atk. 316; Davis v. Davis (1831), 1 Russ. & M. 645 ; Smith 
». Smith (1861), 11 C. B. N.S. 121; Wilks v. Williams 
(1861), 2 John. & H. 125; Je Hedleys Trusts (1877), 25 
W. HR. 529. _Refd. Fawkner v, Watts (1741), 1 Atk. 406 ; 
Parsons v. Parsons (1744), 9 Mod. Rep. 464; Peat v. 
Powell (1760), Amb. 387; Molesworth v. Molesworth 
(1784), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 750; Cropton vr. Davies (1869), 
L. R. 4 C. BP. 159; Cuthbert v. Robinson (1882), 51 
L. J. Ch. 238, 
237. .|—FONNEREAU ?, FONNEREAU (1745), 

3 Atk. 315; 26 KE. R. 988, T.. C. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Sheffield v. Orrery (1745), 3 Atk. 282 ; 
Doe d. Leach v. Micklem (1805), 6 Kast, 486; Darley v. 
Martin (1853), LC. L. R. 729; Smith vr. Smith (1861), 
11 C. B. N.S. 1215; Wilks v. Williams (1861), 2 John, & H. 
125. Mentd. Avelyn v. Ward (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 420 ; 
Davis vr. Davis (1831), LL. J. Ch. 155; Warren v. Rudall, 
Hall v Warren (1858), 4 K. & J. 603; Cropton vr. Davies 
(1869), L. Rk. 4 CO. D159, 

238. --—.] ~— Testator bequeathed — certain 
specified goods & all other his personal estate to 
his wife, & after devising his real estate to his 
wife for life, with divers limitations over, he 
bequeathed the residue of his personal estate in 
trust for his children or their issue, & in default 
for his brothers & sisters & their issue as therein 
mentioned :—Held: having regard also to the 
general scope of the will, the wife took only a life 
interest in the personal estate. 

You must read it [the will] all first & gather the 
meaning from the whole & you have no right to 
take one clause alone & treat it as if it were a 
substantive & independent. instrument to be con- 
fined by some clause coming afterwards (JESSEL, 
M.1R.).—-Re BAGSHAW’s Trusts (1877), 46 1. J. Ch. 
587; 361. T. 749; 25 W. RR. 659, CL. A. 

Annotation :—Consd. ln the Goods of Lupton, [1905] P. 32t. 
239. —-—- Right of remainderman to compensa- 

tion for loss.]—-Testatrix specifically bequeathed 

her jewellery & lace to her daughter, with 
remainder in the event, which happened, of her 
daughter dying childless to testatrix’s son, 
appointed them her exor. & extrix. On testatrix’s 
death in 1895, the daughter took possession of the 
jewellery & lace. She died in 1913, when some of 
the articles were found to have been broken up 
by her & others were missing. The son made a 
claim for compensation out of the daughter’s 
estate, which her exor. resisted on the ground 
that the claim was based on tort & merely personal : 
~-Held : as possessor of the articles the daughter 
was in the position of trustce or bailee for the 
remainderman, & he was therefore entitled to 
recover by way of compensation out of her estate 
the amount necessary to restore or replace the 
articles. Re Swan, WITHAM v. SWAN, (1915] 1 Ch. 

829; 84L.J.Ch. 590; 1131.17.42; 317. L. R. 266. 
Settlements of personalty.]—See SeTrLEMENTS, 

Vol. XL., pp. 794-796, Nos. 3236-32650. 

Creation of estate tail.|—See Law of Property 
Act, 1925 (c. 20), s. 130. 








DISPOSITION BY WILL. 


195 


(6) Chattels quae usu consumuntur. 

240. Whether passing under gift of life ere 
—Under a bequest of the use of a house with al 
the furniture & stock of carriages & horses & other 
live & dead stock for life plate passed; wine & 
books did not. 

It is to be observed that this is not an absolute 
gift of these articles but a limited interest, viz. 
for life; consequently it is naturally to be sup- 
posed not to include any articles which are con- 
sumed by their very use; at least words are not 
to be extended to such articles, unless they clearly 
embrace them (LORD ALVANLEY, M.R.).— PORTER 
v. TOURNAY (1797), 3 Ves. 311; 30 EK. R. 1027. 


Annotations :—Consd. Randall v. Russell (1817), 3° Mer. 
190. Distd. Llutchinson v. Smith (1863), 1 New Rep. 513. 
241, 


}—Devise of the house in Camden 
place, & ‘‘ alltherein,”’ to M. for life ; “‘ at her death 
I give & bequeath the house, etc., to my nephew T. 
& his heirs.”’ After the death of M., TI’. is entitled 
to all the chattels which were in the house at 
testatrix’s death, except the consumable articles.— 
TWINING v. PoWELL (1845), 2 Coll. 262; 5 L. T. 
O.S. 474; 63 1. R. 726. 

242. Whether gift for life carries absolute interest 
—General rule.]—(1) Testator gives ‘‘ all his stock 
of cattle, horses & carriages,’’ to his wife abso- 
lutely ; & gives his farm ‘‘ & stock & crop thereon,”’ 
to his wife during widowhood :—Held: the live 
stock upon the farm given to the wife during 
widowhood, passed to her absolutely under the 
former clause. 

(2) When the use & the property can have no 
separate existence, the old rule must prevail, 
viz. that a gift for life carries the absolute interest. 
—RANDALL v. RUSSELL (1817), 3 Mer. 1903; 36 
EK. R. 73. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Cockayne v. Harrison (1872), 
L. Kk. 13 Eq. 432. Generally, Mentd. Giddings v. Giddings 
(1827), 3 Russ. 241 ; 





ara v. Trumper (1872), L. Rh. 
14 Kg. 295; Longton v. Wilsby (1897), 76 L. T. 770; 

Bevan v. Webb, [1905] 1 Ch. 620; Griffith v. Owen, [1907] 

1 Ch. 195; Lloyd-Jones v. Clark-Lioyd, [1919] 1Ch, 424. 

243. -|—(1) Testator, after devising 
a real estate to his natural son T. A., bequeathed 
as follows :—-‘‘ I give & bequeath unto my sister 
K., to be paid out of the rents & profits of the afore- 
said lands, the sum of £250 per annum, & to live 
free from rent in the house I now occupy in H., 
with the land & buildings I now occupy, containing 
about 9 Lancashire acres, with the use of my 
household furniture, plate, linen, books, wines, 
spirits, carriages & horses, cows, hay, & farming 
utensils, & stock, for her sole use during her natural 
life, or so long as she shall remain unmarried ; 
in either events, then to go to T. A.; but should 
she marry, then my will & mind is, that my exors. 
shall pay her £100 per annum, for her own use, 
during her natural life, out of the rents & profits 
of my said estate.’ The sister married in testa- 
tor’s lifetime :—Held: the consumable articles 
did not go to T. A., but fell into the residue; & 
that the annuities of £250 per annum & £100 per 
annum were not cumulative. 

(2) If testator bequeaths consumable articles to 
A. for life with a limitation over by way of re- 
mainder to B.; as the gift of A. is absolute, the 
limitation to B. cannot take effect, even though 
A. die in testator’s lifetime.—ANDREW v. ANDREW 
(1845), 1 Coll. 686 ; 63 Ik. R. 598, 

244, - -—--.J—J. B., who was a_ tenant 
farmer at B., in 8S., bequeathed his household 
goods & other things, together with all his live 
& dead farming stock, implements, & all other the 
household & farming effects, to his wife for life, or 
for so long as she should continue to be his 
widow ; & then he directed, that after his decease 
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Sect. 3.—What interests may be created: Sub-sect. 
2, B. (b) & (c), & C. (a).] 


an inventory should be made & taken of his per- 
sonal estate, & that two copies thereof should be 
made, one to be delivered to his wife, & the other 
to be signed by her & kept by his exors.: but 
testator gave no directions as to any valuation of 
his personal estate, or any part thereof. Testator, 
in case his wife should marry again, bequeathed 
all & singular his personal estate & effects in trust 
for certain legatees, as therein mentioned. After 
testator’s death an inventory of his personal estate 
generally was made for the purposes of probate 
duty, but no inventory was made & signed as 
directed by the will. Testator died in 1853, & 
the widow married again in 1857, whereupon the 
legatees in remainder claimed that the widow & 
her husband might be charged with the value of 
certain articles included in the inventory above 
mentioned, viz. ‘‘ growing turnips & roots, fallows 
labour, seeds & manure: layers: manure made, & 
not carried out on the farm: wheat, barley, beans, 
& peas, & straw & haulm severed from the ground : 
oxen, sheep, pigs, & horses’? :—Held: as testator 
had not directed a valuation, the established rule 
of the ct. must prevail, viz. that articles quae ipso 
usu consumuntur, & which in this case were 
necessarily employed on the farm in order to 
maintain the course of husbandry, did not pass to 
the legatees in remainder.— BRYANT v. KASTERSON 
(1859), 32 L. T. O. S. 852; 5 Jur. N.S. 1663 7 
W. R. 298, 

245. .|—A gift for life of a business & 
stock-in-trade confers only a life interest in such 
part of the stock-in-trade as consists of consumable 
articles. 

Secus, where the gift is of consumable articles, 
without any reference to trade or business.— 
COCKAYNE v. HARRISON (1872), L. R. 13 Iq. 4382 ; 
411. J. Ch. 509; 261. T. 885 ; 20 W. R. 504, 
Annotations :-—Distd. Breton +. Mockett (1878), 9 Ch. D. 

95. Consd. Jee Powell, Dodd uv. Williams, [1921] 1 Ch. 

178. Refd. Connolly vr. Connolly (1887), 56 L. I. 804. 

246. Farm stock. |— Bequest of use of cattle, 
grain, & stock confers absolute interest in them.—— 
GREEN v. SYMONDS (1730), as reported in Amb. 
848; 27 E.R. 529, L. C., 

Annotation :--Mentd. Hertford +. Lowther (1843), 7 Beav. 1. 


247, —-~—.]—Testator devises a farm to his 
wife for life, remainder to A. in fee, with all the 
stock which should be on it at the time of his 
decease, which it was his will should be kept up 
by his wife during her life, & go along with the 
farm; & he bequeathed the residue of his estate 
& effects, real & personal, to his wife absolutely. 
Testator died in July; the wife, having severed 
the growing crops & stacked them on the farm, 
died in the following Sept., when the remainder- 
man entered & took possession both of the farm & 
of the crops which had been so severed :—Held : 
the personal representative of the wife was entitled 
to those crops.—-STEWARKD v. CoTTON (1777), 5 
Russ. 17, n.; 38 E.R. 934. 





























248. (—RANDALL v, Russeni, No. 
242, ante 

249. ——.|—ANDREW v. ANDREW, No. 
243, ante. 

250. ———.]—Farming stock & implements 


of husbandry are not things quae ipso usu consu- 


PART II. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
B. (b). 


brother. 

246 i. Whether gift for life carries 
absolute interest--- Farm —stock.|—Tes- 
tator left his farm with the stock, 


crops & farming implements thereon by his will, whic 


to his widow for her life, & after her 
death to the children of his deceased 
Testator had been a farmer, 
but some years prior to the date of 
his will had given up farming, & sold 
all his farms eae 
y 
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muntur, & a gift of them for life does not confer 

on the legatec for life the absolute interest in them. 

—GROVES v. WRIGHT (1856), 2 K. & J. 3473; 2 

Jur. N.S. 277; 69 E. R. 815. 

Annotations :-—Folld. Myers v. Washbrook, [1901] 1 K. B. 
360. Consd. Re Powell, Dodd v. Williams, [1921] 1 Ch. 
178. Refd. Cockayne v. Harrison (1872), L. RN. 13 Eq. 
432; Maynard v. Gibson, [1876] W. N. 204; Connolly v. 
connelly eels 566 ~. TI. 304; Painev. Warwick, (1914) 


.-—.]- -BRYANT v. EASTERSON, No. 
244, ante. 


252. — -.|—COCKAYNE v. ITARRISON, No. 
245, ante. 
253. —- - —-—.]—Testator gave to his widow his 


personal estate, including his farming implements 
& stock, live & dead, for her life, & declared that 
she should not be liable to account for any diminu- 
tion or depreciation in the farming implements & 
stock, & after her decease he gave the residue of 
his personal estate to his children :—Held: the 
widow took an absolute interest in the farming 
implements & stock.—BRETON v. MOCKETT (1878), 
9Ch. D. 05; 47 L. J. Ch. 7543; 26 W. R. 850. 

Annotations :—Apld. Purnall ». Parnall (1878), 9 Ch. D. 96 ; 

Myers v. Washbrook, [1901] 1 K. B. 360. 

254. .|— Farming stock & implements 
of husbandry are not things quae ipso usu consu- 
muntur, & a bequest of them for life does not 
confer upon the legatee an absolute interest in 
them, even though the legatee takes no interest 
under the will in the farm itself in connection 
with whichthey were used.—MYERS v. WASHBROOK, 
[1901] 1K. B. 860; 70 L. J. K. 3B. 357; 83 L. T. 
633, D.C. 

255. —— .|—In a bequest for life of 
farming stock there is an obligation of, but limited 
to, keeping it up for the benefit of the remainder- 
man, Testator, being yearly tenant of a farm, 
gave all his farming stock to his wife for life ‘‘ in 
order that she may if she so desires carry on my 
farming business, she maintaining & keeping 
such stock at equal value or as near thereto as 
circumstances will permit,’ & after her death to a 
nephew absolutely. At testator’s death in 1894 
the stock was valued at £407 12s. 6d. At the death 
of the widow, in 1919, the stock on the farm 
realised £1,349 1s. lld. :—Held: the £1,349 1s. 11d. 
less expenses of sale & costs of summons to deter- 
mine rights, was divisible between the estates of 
the widow & the nephew, who had died, in the 
proportion of £941 9s. 5d. to £407 128. 6d.—Re 
POWELL, Dopp v. WILLIAMS, [1921] 1 Ch. 178; 
90L.J.Ch. 161: 125 L. T. 6038. 














256. --—- Books.|—PorTER tv. TOURNAY, No. 
240, ante. 

257. Wine.|—PorTER v. TouRNAY, No. 
240, ante. 

258. — - Bequest by wine merchant.|- 


A wine merchant, possessed of a Jarge stock of 
wine, by his will gave all his household goods, etc., 
& everything he died possessed of, to his wife for 
life, & he bequeathed the whole of his effects that 
might be remaining after her death to his daughter : 
—Held: the wife took absolutely the wine which 
testator had for his private use, but a life interest 
only in the rest.—PHILLips v. Beau (No. 1) (1862), 


32 Beav. 25; 55 6. RK. 10. 

Annotations :~—Folld. Cockayne v. Harrison (1872), L. R. 
13 Eq. 432. Distd. Breton v. Mockett (1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 
754. Refd. Myers v. Washbrook (1900), 83 L. T. 633; 
Ive Powell, Dodd v. Willlams, [1921] ] Ch. 178. 


as a dwelling-place. There were no 
crops on the land at the date of his 
death :—Jield: the widow took an 
absolute interest in the stock, but 
only a Hfe interest in the farming 
implements. —- GRIFFIN vo. MCCARE 


that bequeathed 
(1918), 521. L. T. 134.—IR. 


Was used simply 
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259. Household effects.} — ANDREW  v. 
ANDREW, No. 248, ante. 

260. Man’s wearing apparel—Bequest to 
sili em urate wearing apparel given with other 
articles, to wife for life, remainder over :—Held: 
the wearing apparel did not vest absolutely in her 
as things quae ipso usu consumuntur.—Re HALL’s 
WILL (1855), 1 Jur. N.S. 974. 

261. Deer in park.]|—MAYNARD v. GIBSON, 


[1876] W. N. 204. 
Annotations :—Folld. Paine v. Warwick, [1914] 2 K. B. 486. 
Refd. Zte Powell, Dodd v. Williams, [1921] 1 Ch. 178. 


262. -|—Deer in a park do not belong 
to the class of things quae usu consumuntur, & a 
gift of them by will for life does not confer on 
the legatee the absolute interest in them. In 
such a case the tenant for life is primd facie bound 
to keep up the herd, & deer purchased for that 
purpose & added to the herd become subject to the 
provisions of the will.--PAINE v. WARWICK 
(CouNTESS), [1914] 2 K. B. 486; sub 20m. WHITE 
v. PAINE, 83 L. J. K. B. 895; 30 T. L. R. 347 ; 58 
Sol. Jo. 381. 
ay :—Consd. /?e Powell, Dodd v. Williams, [1921] 

263. ——~— Pigeons in dovecote.].—MAYNARD v. 
GIBSON, [1876] W. N. 204. 

Annotations -—Folld. Paine v. Warwick, [1914] 2 K. B. 486. 

Refd. Rte Powell, Dodd v. Williams, [1921] 1 (Ch. 178. 

264. Failure of gift to first donee—Gift over void 
—Gift lapses into residue.]|—ANDREW v. ANDREW, 
No, 243, ante. 


(c) Rule in ILowe v. Dartmouth. 
See Sub-sect. 2, C., post. 














C. Rule in Howe v. Dartmouth. 
(a) Tae General. 


265. Necessity for conversion into permanent 
securities.|—General rule, that, where personal 
property is bequeathed for life with remainders 
over, & not specifically, it is to be converted into 
the 3 per cents., subject in the case of a real 
security to an inquiry, whether it will be for the 
benefit of all partics; & the tenant for life is 
entitled only upon that principlee—HWowr v. 
DARTMOUTH (KARL), LLowkE v. AYLESBURY (1802), 
7 Ves. 137; 382 i. it. 56, LC. 

Annotations :—Consd. Holland +. Wughes (1809), 16 Ves. 
1lt. Apld. Dimes v. Scott (1828), 4 Russ. 195. Expld. 
Alcock tv, Sloper (1833), 2 My. & K. 699. Consd. Pickering 
ve Pickering (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 289; Hinves v. Hinves 
(1844), 3 Hare, 609; Cafe «. Bent (1845), 5 Tare, 24; 
Apld. Pickup v. Atkinson (1846), 4 Hare, 624. Consd. 
Cotton vr. Cotton (1850), 14 Jur. 950. Apld. Morgan v. 
Morgan (1851), 1f Beav. 72: DBJann v. Bell (1852), 2 
Do G. M. & G. 775; Meyer v. Simonsen (1852), 5 De G. w 
Sm. 723. Expld. Baud v. Fardell (1855), 7 De G. M. & G. 
628. Consd. Gurney v. Gurney (1895), 3 We. RR, 353. 
Distd. Simpson v. Lester (1858), 33 1, I. O. 8. 6. Apld. 
Craig v. Wheeler (1860), 29 L. J. Ch. 374. Expld. Stroud 
vo. Gwyer (1860), 28 Beav. 130. Apld. Pidgeon v. Spencer 
(1867), 16 L. T. 83; Yiekner v. Old (1874), L. R. 18 Kq. 
422. Consd. Thursby v. Thursby (1875), L. Ro 19 Hq. 395 ; 
Macdonald », Irvine (1878), 8 Ch. D. 101. Apld. Ie 
Smith’s state, Clitford v. Washington (1879), 48 lL. J. Ch. 
205. Consd. Jie Nicholson, Nicholson v. Nicholson, 
[1895] W. N. 106; Re Viteairn, Brandreth v. Colvin, 
[11896] 2 Ch. 199. Apld. 220 Game, Game v. Young, 
(1897) 1 Ch. 881. Consd. 2e Bland, Miller v. Bland, 
[1899] 2 Ch. 336; Re Hammersley, Heasman v. Ham- 
mersiey (1899), 81 L. T. 150; Re Van Straubenzee, 
Boustead v. Cooper, [1901] 2 Ch. 779 ; Stanicr v. Hodgkin- 
son (1903), 73 L. J. Ch. 179; Jee Bentham, Pearce v. 
Bentham (1906), 91 L. T. 307; Re Bates, Hodgson vw. 
Bates, [1907] 1 Ch. 22: /te Nicholson, Kade v. Nicholson, 
{1909} 2 Ch. 111. Apld. /te Wareham, Wareham v. 
Brewin, [1912] 2 Ch. 312. Consd. te Evans’ Will Trusts, 
Pickering v, Evans, [1921] 2 Ch. 309. Apld. Re Trollope’s 
Will Trusts, Public Trustee v. Trollope, [1927] 1 Ch. 596. 
Refd. Spong v. Spong (1827), 1 Y. & J. 300; Mills v, 
Mills (1835), 7 Sim. 501; Clough v. Bond (1838), 3 My. & 
Cr. 490; Sutherland v. Cooke (1844), 1 Coll, 498; 
Chambers v. Chambers (1846), 15 Sim. 183; Simpson v. 
Earles (1847), 11 Jur. 921; House v. Way (1848), 18 
L. J. Ch. 22; Milne rv. Parker (1848), 17 L. J. Ch. 194; 
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Prendergast v. Prendergast (1850), 3 H. L. Cas. 195; 
Bate v. Hooper (1855), 5 De G. M. & G. 338; Cranley v. 
Dixon (1857), 23 Beav. 512; Johnston v. Moore (1858), 

27 L. J. Ch. 453; Bulkeley v. Stephens (1863), 10 L. T. 

225; Ibbotson v. Elam (1865), L. R. 1 Eq. 188; Craven 

v. Craddock (1869), 20 L. T. 638; Re L. & N. W. Ry., 

Sewell’s Estate (1870), 40 L. J. Ch. 135; Greaves v. 

Smith (1874), 29 L. T. 798; Lean v. Loan (1875), 32 L. T. 

3053; Waters v. Waters (1875), 32 L. T. 306, n.; 

Re Bagshaw's Trusts (1877), 46 L. J. Ch. 567; Gray vw. 

Siggers (1880), 15 Ch. D. 74; Jte Leonard, Theobald v. 

King (1880), 43 L. T. 664; Robertson v. Broadbent 

1883), 8 App. Cas. 812; de Chancellor, Chancellor v. 

rown (1884), 53 L. J. Ch. 443; Re Thomas, Wood v. 

Thomas, {1891} 3 Ch. 482; Ite Armitage, Armitage v. 

Garnett, [1893] 3 Ch. 337; Me Gasquoine, Gasquoine v. 

Gasquoine, [1894] 1 Ch. 470; dt Whitehead, Peacock v. 

Lucas, [1894] 1 Ch. 678; Re Hubbuck, Hart v. Stone, 

[1896] 1 Ch. 7514; Pardoe v. Pardoe (1900), 82 L. T. 547; 

Rowlls v. Bebb, te Rowlls, Walters v. Treasury Solicitor, 

{1900] 2 Ch. 107; Ite Woods, Gabellint v. Woods, [1904] 

2h. 4; Re Chaytor, Chaytor v. Horn, {1905) 1 Ch. 233 ; 

Ite Charteris, Charteris v. Biddulph, (1917) 2 Ch. 379; 

lee Tedlie, Holt v. Croker (1922), 91 L. J. Ch. 346; Jte 

Barratt, National Provincial Bank v. Barratt, [1925] 

1 Ch. 550; 2te Corelli (1925), 69 Sol. Jo. 525; Re Brooker, 

Brooker v. Brooker (1926), 70 Sol. Jo. 526. Mentd. 

Hope v. Hope (1855), 1 Jur. N.S. 770; Morres v. Hodges 

(1860), 27 Beav. 625; Slade v. Chaine, [1908] 1 Ch. 522; 

I. R. Comrs. v. Blott, I. 1k. Comrs. v. Greenwood, [1921] 

2A. C. 171. 

266. -}—When testator limits his residuary 
property to one for life, with remainders over, it 
is primd facie to be intended that testator means 
that the property which is given to the tenant for 
life is to pass to those entitled in remainder; & 
if any part of the property be of a wasting nature, 
as long annuities or leasehold, it must be 
immediately sold & converted into permanent 
property, unless upon the whole context of the 
will it shall appear that testator had not that 


intention 
Testator gave the residue of his estate, real & 

personal, to his exors. upon trust, to permit his 

wife to receive the rents, profits, & annual pro- 
ceeds thereof to her sole use during her life, & 
after her decease upon trust to sell his freehold 
house in Oxford Street, & also his leasehold houses, 
by auction; & testator desired that FE. should be 
cinmployed as auctioneer to convert the whole of 
his estate into money for the purpuses therein 
mentioned :—Teld: the widow was entitled to 
enjoy for her life the income of testator’s long 
annuities. ~-ALCOCK v. SLOPER (1833), 2 My. & Kx, 

699; 89 Id. R. 111. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Belthune v. Kennedy (1835), 1 My. & 
Cr, 114; Lichtield v. Baker (1840), 13 Beav. 447; Hinves 
vt. Hinves (1844), 3 Hare, 609. Apld. Hunt v. Scott 
(1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 2193; Prendergast ¢. Prendergast 
(1850), 3 H. L. Cas. 195. Consd. Hughes v. Porrins (1853), 
1 Kq. Rep. 885. Apld. Skirving v. Williams (1857), 24 
Beay. 275; Rowe vt Rowe (1861), 29 Beav. 276. Refd. 
Pickering ». Pickering (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 289; Suther- 
land v. Cooke (1844), 1 Coll. 498; Chambers v. Chambers 
(1846), 7 L. TT. O. 8. 3855; Vickwp v. Atkinson (1846), 15 
L. J. Ch. 213; Burton vr. Mount (1848), 2 De G. & Sm. 
383: Morgan rv. Morgan (1851), 14 Beav. 72; Hood v. 
Clapham (1854), 19 BKeav. 90; Thursby wv. Thursby 
(1875), Ia. RL 19 Kg. 3953; Macdonald rv. Irvine (1878), 47 
lL. J. Ch, 494; Pe Pitcairn, Brandreth tv. Colvin, [1896] 
2Ch. 199; Ite Game, Game v. Young, [1897] 1 Ch. 881. 
267. —-—.|—Testator gave to M. an annuity of 

£40 for her life, payable out of his lony annuitics ; 

& directed that at M.’s death, the principal out 

of which the annuity arose, should go to his next 

of kin then living; & he further directed that the 
annuity should be secured on his stock of long 
annuities. Testator died possessed of £509 long 
annuities :—Hceld: a fund for payment of the 
annuity ought to be provided in the 3 per cents., 

& the money required for that purpose ought to be 

raised by the sale of part of the long annuities, & 

the remainder of the long annuities formed part 
of testator’s residuary estate.—FRYER v. BuTTaR 
(1837), 8 Sim. 442; 59 E. R. 175. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Parry, Scott v. Leak (1889), 42 
Ch. D.570. Refd, Harbin. Masterinan, (1896) 1 Ch. 351. 
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Sect. 8.—What interests may be created: Sub-sect. 
2, C. (a).] 

268. aoe the construction of a will :— 
Held: testator’s widow was not entitled to enjoy 
testator’s residuary property for her life in specte.— 
JOHNSON v. JOHNSON (1846), 2 Coll. 441; 7 


L. T. O. 8.3; 10 Jur. 279; 63 E.R. 807. 
Annotations :-—-Refd. Morgan v. Morgan (1851), 14 Heavy. 
72; Ite Pitcairn, Brandreth v. Colvin, [1896] 2 Ch. 199. 


269. .|—After a specific gift of certain lease- 
hold houses to testator’s wife for her life, she pay- 
ing the ground rents & performing the covenants, 
with remainder over to his nephew, testator 
bequeathed the “rents & profits, dividends & 
interest ’’ of all the residue of his property to his 
wife for her life, with a gift over of the whole of the 
residue after her decease to other persons :—Held : 
the widow was not entitled to the enjoyment in 
specie during her life of that part of the residue 
which consisted of leaschold & other perishable 
property, but the same ought to be converted.— 
PIcKUP v. ATKINSON (1846), 4 Hare, 624; 15 
lL. J. Ch. 213; 10 Jur. 303; 67 E. R. 797. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Milne vr. Parker (1848), 17 L. J. Ch. 

194. Refd. House v. Way (1848), 18 L. J. Ch. 223) Re 

Piteairn, Brandreth «. Colvin, [1896] 2 Ch. 199: Je 

Game, Game v. Young, [1897] 1 Ch. 881; Je Nicholson, 

Kade vc. Nicholson, [L909] 2 Ch. 111. 








270. —--—.'~-MORGAN v. MorRGAN, No. 316, posi. 
271, —-—.]—BLANN r. BELL, No. 339, post. 
272. ——-.]—Testator gave “ all his property, 


both real & personal,’’ to his wife for life, & he 
authorised her, with the consent of his exors., to 
sell or exchange ‘‘any part of his property.” 
After her death, he gave ‘all his property, both 
real & personal,” to his daughters, & afterwards to 
their children :—Held: the tenants for life were 
not entitled to enjoy the property in specie, but 
the perishable part must be converted.---JEBB v, 
TUGWELL (1855), 20 Beav. St; 7 De G. M. & G, 
663; 21 L. J. Ch. 4383; 24 L. T. O. S. 821; 8 
W. R. 278; 52 E. R. 534; sub nom. Jens v. 
JUCGWELL, 1 Jur. N.S. 460. 


272a.-—~~.|-- JOHNSON v. ROUTH (1857), 27 L. J. 
ae 30 L. T.O. S. 1113 3 Jur. N.S. 1048; 6 
RR. 6. 


innolalion :—Distd. HARRINGTON tv. ATHERTON (1864), 4 


New Rep. 206. 

273. jJ—-STROUD v. GWYER, No. 357, post. 

274, ——-.J—(1) The rule itself [rule in Howe v. 
Dartmowh (Earl), No. 265, ante], is a simple one, 
founded upon the presumption, that where personal 
estate is given on terms amounting to a general 
residuary bequest. to be enjoyed by persons in 
succession, such persons are to enjoy the same 
thing in succession, & effectuating the presumed 
intention of testator by the conversion into 
investments approved by the ct. of so much of the 
personalty as is at the death of testator of a wasting 
or perishable, or insecure nature, & also of 
reversionary interests (THESTIGER, L.J.). 

(2) It is quite clear that the rule inust be applied 
unless upon the fair construction of the will you 
find a sufficient indication of intention that it is 
not to be applied (JameEs, I..J.).—MACDONALD v. 
IRVINE (1878), 8 Ch. D. 101; 47 LL. J. Ch. 404 ; 
38 L. T. 155; 26 W. R. 381, C. A. 

Annotations : —.48 to (1) Consd. Ite Bates, Hodgson v. Butes, 
{1907} I Ch. 22. Refd. /tee Van Struubenzee, Boustead r. 
Cooper, [1901] 2 Ch. 779, As to (2) Apld. ste Game, Game 
e Young, [1897] 1 Ch. 881; Re Bentham, Pearce v. 
Bentham (1906), 04 L. T. 307; Re Wareham, Warcham 
v. Brewin, (1912) 2 Ch. $12; Re Evans’ Will Trusts, 
Pickering «Evans, {1921} 2 Ch. 309. Generally, Retd. 
Gray v, Sleger (1880), 35 Ch. D. 743 Je Gray, Dresser r, 
Gray (1887), 36 Ch. D. 205; dée Green, Baldock v. Green 
3 888), 40 Ch. D. G105 Re Tyler, Tyler v. Tyler (1891), 65 
L. T. $67; Ite Eaton, Daines v. Eaton (1884), 70 15. 7P; 
761; He Cwry, Curry vr. Curry (1908), 53 Sol. Jo. 117; 
fe Donald, Moore tv. Somersct (1909), 53 Sol. Jo. 673; 
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Fe Gillins, Inglis v. Gilling, [1909] 1 Ch, 345 ; Zte Nicholson, 

Eade v. Nicholson, [1909] 2 Ch. 111. 

275. .]|—Testator appointed his wife & two 
others exors. & trustees; directed his business & 
a leasehold house to be sold, & gave the residue, 
which was principally leasehold property, to his 
wife, directing that if she married again it should 
be settled to her separate use for life, then he 
bequeathed the house ‘‘ if not sold, & the money 
settled as above stated & all money, etc., so settled 
upon her for her lifetime,”’ to certain other persons ; 
but if his wife should not. marry again he left the 
property to her own disposal at her death. 

The widow married again two years after 
testator’s death; the leaseholds were not con- 
verted, & she received the entire income till her 
death, twenty-nine years afterwards by which time 
the greater portion of the terms of years had run 
out. Her second husband, who survived his wife 
& her co-trustees, never acted in the trust :—Held : 
the leaseholds ought to have been converted upon 
the widow’s second marriage.-—Re SM1TH’S ESTATE, 
CLIFFORD v. WASHINGTON (1879), 48 LL. J. Ch. 205 ; 
40 J.. T. 389. 

276. jJ—Testator gave the residue of his 
estate to his exors., upon trust to permit his wife 
to receive & take the rents, issucs, profits & annual 
income thereof for her sole & separate use during 
her life, & after her death testator declared that 
the trustees of his will should hold all his residuary 
estate & the investments or income thereof in 
trust for his nephew absolutely. There was no 
trust for conversion & no investment clause. Part 
of the estate consisted of stocks in a gas co. The 
question was raised whether the gas stock should 
be sould, & the proceeds invested in New Consols ; 
& whether testator’s widow was entitled to retain 
the whole of the income of testator’s estate which 
she had actually received & any accruing income of 
the gas stock :—Held: the tenant for life under 
a will could not take a1 specie the income of pro- 
perty which was of a perishable or wasting nature. 
—Re VKaton, DAINES v. EATON (1894), 70 L. T. 
761; 10 T. L. R. 594. 

277. ——— Bank stock.}—Testator gave all his 
freehold & leasehold messuayes, lands & heredita- 
ments, ready money, securities for money, stock 
in the public funds, goods, chattels & effects, & 
all other his real & personal estate & elTects, to 
trustees, in trust to pay the rents of his frechold 
& leasehold estates, & the dividends, interest & 
proceeds of his money in the funds & other his 
personal estate, to his daughter for life, &, after 
her death, to stand possessed of his freehold & 
leasehold estates, money in the funds, & all other 
his real & personal estate, for the children of his 
daughter, &, in default of such children, in trust 
to pay the rents of his freehold & leasehold estates, 
& the dividends, interest & proceeds of his stock 
in the funds & other his personal estate, to his 
nephews, for their lives, &, after their deaths, in 
trust to stand possessed of his freehold & lease- 
hold estates. Money in the funds & other his 
personal estate, for their children; &, in default 
of such children, he gave his freehold & leasehold 
estates, stock in the public funds «& all other his 
real & personal estate, to the corpn. of S. in trust 
as soon as conveniently might be after they should 
come into possession thereof, to sell his freehold & 
leasehold estates, & also to sell, call in & convert 
into money his stocks in the public funds & all 
other his said personal estate, & to lend the same 
to certain persons upon the terms therein 
mentioned. Testator, at the date of his will & 
at his death, was possessed of leasehold estates, 
turnpike securities, bank stock, & other personal 
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estate :—Held: the bequest to the trustees was a 
general residuary bequest, & the leaseholds & 
bank stock ought to be sold, & the proceeds in- 
vested in 3 per cents. ; & an inquiry was directed, 
whether the turnpike securities were real, & 
permanent securities —MILLs v. Mis (1835), 7 
Sim. 501; 4 L. J. Ch. 266; 58 E. R. 929. 

Annotations :—Distd. Oakes v. Strachey (1843), 13 Sim. 

414, Refd. Hinves v. Hinvos (1844), 3 Hare, 609 

278, —~— Leaseholds.]—MIi.1s v. MILLS, No. 277, 
ante. 

279. .|—Testator gave to his wife 
the whole of the interest arising from his property, 
both real & personal, during her life; &, in case 
he should die without issue, he gave, after the 
death of his wife, the whole of his property, both 
real & personal, to his brothers & sister. Testator 
died possessed of leasehold, & also of real property : 
—Held: the widow was not entitled to the leasc- 
hold property, in specie, during her life, but only 
to the dividends of stock to be purchased with the 
proceeds of the sale of it.—BENN v. Dixon (1840), 
10 Sim. 686; 9 L. J. Ch. 259; 4 Jur. 575; 59 
i. KR. 763. 

a ene :- Refd. Winves v. Hinves (1844), 3 Hare, 


280. .|—Testator, after bequeathing 
certain leascholds for years to A., who died in 
testator’s lifetime, & after bequeathing several 
legacies gave & bequeathed to trustees all his 
money in the long annuities & other of the public 
stocks or funds, ready money & securities for 
moncy, outstanding debts & all the rest, residue 
& remainder of his estate & effects whatsoever 
& wheresoever upon trust, in the first place, by 
sale thereof, or of so much thereof as should be 
necessary for that) purpose, to pay thereout all 
his debts & funcral & testamentary expenses & the 
legacies by him thereinbefore given & subject 
thereto, to pay the dividends & interest thereof to 
L. for life, & after B.’s decease to permit C. to have 
the dividends & interest for life & after the decease 
of the survivor of B. & C. he bequeathed the 
principal of the trust fund to the children of D. : 
Held: the tenants for life were not entitled to the 
enjoyment: in specie of the rents of the leascholds 
& the dividends of the stock but the leaseholds & 
stock must be invested so as to be permanently 
productive for the persons entitled to it, according 
to the limitations of the will.—SuTITERLAND v. 
Cooker (1841), 1 Coll. 498; 14 L. J. Ch. 71; 4 
L. T. O. 8.192; 8 Jur. 1088; 63 1h. R. 516. 
Annotations :—Apld. Morgan v. Morgan (1851), 14° Beav. 

72. Refd. Blann ». Bell (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 775. 

281. -|—Testatrix bequeathed the 
residue of her estate, goods, chattels & effects, which 
she should be possessed of, interested or entitled 
to at her decease, to trustees, with very special 
directions to apply the whole of the income thereof 
for the benefit of her daughter, who was a lunatic, 
for her life :—-Held: nevertheless, the bequest of 
the residue was not specific, &, consequently, 
certain leaschold houses, which formed part of it, 
ought to be sold & the proceeds invested in the 
3 per cents. —CHAMBERS v. CHAMBERS (1846), 15 
Sim. 183; 15 1. J. Ch. 318; 7 L. I. O. S. 385 ; 
10 Jur. 326; 60 KE. R. 587. 

2 |—Testator devised &  be- 
queathed the whole of his property comprising 
frecholds, leaseholds & personalty to trustees upon 
trust for the payment of certain annuities & sub- 
ject thereto for certain persons for life with 
remainder to others, their heirs, exors., adminis- 
trators or assigns. ‘Che leasehold property belonging 
to testator was considerable, & was held for 
short terms. The ct. decided that there being no 
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indication upon the face of the will of any intention 
on the part of testator that the leaseholds should 
not be converted the general principle must be 
applied & there must be a conversion.—CRAaIG v. 
WHEELER (1860), 29 L. J. Ch. 874; 3 L. T. 142; 
8 W. R. 172. 


Annotations :—Apld. Ite Game, Game v. Young, (1897) 1 
Ch. 881. Apprvd. Re Wareham, Wareham tv. Brewin, 
[1912) 2 Ch. 312. 


283. .|—Testator gave his real & 
personal estate to trustees, to permit his wife to 
receive ‘‘ the income arising from one-third ”’ for 
her life, with remainder to his children; & to 
facilitate the ultimate devise, he authorised them 
to convert his personal estate into money, & to 
sell his real estate ; & he authorised his trustees to 

ermit any part of his personal estate to remain 
in the state of investment in which it might be 
at his death, & to invest his residuary personal 
estate in the public funds, etc., &, from time to time, 
to alter & vary the securities :—Held: the widow 
was not entitled to enjoy leaseholds & perishable 
property in specie.-—Re LLEWELLYN’S TRUSTS 
(1861), 29 Beav. 171; 54 EB. R. 592. 


Annotations :—Apld., Porter vt. Baddeley (1877), 5 Ch. D. 
542. Refd. Thursby v. Thursby (1875), L. RK. 19 Eq. 


395. 
---—-,]—Testator directed that the 








284. —-— 
residue of his property should be invested in any 
way his exors. thought proper. Part of the pro- 
perty consisted of leascholds :—Held: the tenant 
for life was not entitled to the enjoyment of the 
property in specie, but to interest at 4 per cent. 
on the value of the property as if it had been con- 
verted.—GREEN v. BRITTEN (1872), 42 L. J. Ch. 
187; 271. T. 811. 

Anenaiion :~-Refd. Guthric vr. Walrond (1883), 22 Ch. D. 

573. 


285. Long Annuities.|—Testator possessed 
of sums in various stocks & of Long Annuities, 
gave certain specific & general stock legacies ; 
‘* & as to all the rest, residue, & remainder of his 
estate,’ he gave to his widow for life; & after 
her decease he bequeathed ‘it’ as follows: 
He then gave various general stock legacies, & 
whatever then might be remaining, after the above- 
mentioned divisions had been made, he gave to 
pitfs.:—Held: the widow was not entitled to 
enjoy the Long Annuities in specie.—LICHFIELD uv. 
BAKER (1840), 13 Beav. 447; 51 E.R. 172, L. C. 
station :—Refd. Craig v. Wheeler (1860), 29 L. J. Ch. 

od 








286. —— ——~—.|—-SUTHERLAND v. COOKE, No. 
280, ante. 
287. -—- .]|—Testator bequeathed all his 





personal estate to trustees, & directed them to 
convert it into money, & to pay the interest to 
certain persons for their lives, then to invest the 
principal in the purchase of lands; it being also 
understood that, where his money or personal 
estate might be lying on undoubted real or personal 
security, such securities might be only rencwed 
in the names of the trustees. Testator’s personal 
estate consisted, in part, of long annuities :—Held : 
the cestuis que trust for life of the personalty were 
not entitled to receive the long annuities; but 
they must be converted into Consols.—PRESTON r. 
MELVILLE, MELVILLE v. PRESTON (1845),15 Sim. 
35; 60 E. R. 528. 

288. .]—Testatrix in terms sufficiently 
large to include ‘long annuities’ directed her 
residuary estate to be converted & after payment 
of debts to be invested in Parliamentary stocks & 
funds; & she gave the income of such stocks & 
funds, & of such stocks as should be standing in 
her name at the time of her death to A. for life :— 
Held: A. was not entitled to the income of the 
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Sect. 3.—What interests may be created: Sub-sect. 
fe 2, C. (a) & (b) i. & UJ 

long annuities in specie.—SHEPPARD v. JOYNES 

(1853), 2 W. R. 26. 

289. .|—Testator gave his residue to 
trustees on trust to convert & invest on Govt. or 
real securities, & to pay the income to his wife for 
life, & after her dcath to distribute the corpus, & 
he also empowered them to continue invested 
any of his Govt. stocks or real securities, & directed 
that his wife should be entitled to the interest, 
dividends, & annual proceeds of his residuary 
estate as from the day of his decease :—Held: the 
trustees were, under the will, empowered to retain 
such Govt. securities only as were of a permanent 
character; certain long annuities which formed 
part of testator’s estate ought to have been sold 
& the proceeds invested on permanent securities.— 
TICKNER v. Op (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 422; 31 1. T. 
29; 22 W.R. 871. 

290. Household furniture & farming stock.] 
—-W. gave all the rest & residue of his personal 
estate & effects whatsocver unto trustees, upon 
trust to permit & sufler his wife, to possess & enjoy 
the same & every part thereof, for & during the 
term of her natural life; & after her decease, to 
pay such rest & residue unto his son & daughter 
equally. Testator’s estate consisted of, amongst 
other things, certain household furniture & farming 
stock, which the trustees did not convert into 
money, but permitted the widow to take possession 
of them, whereby the same were ultimately lost :-— 
Held: the widow was not entitled to enjoy those 
effects qn specie. —SMITH v. PuGH (1842), 6 Jur. 
701. 

291. --—  Terminable annuities.| —- Testator 
gave his freehold, copyhold, & leasehold estates & 
all other his real & personal estate to trustees, 
upon trust to call in all moneys due upon mtges., 
bonds, or other securities, & after payment of 
debts & legacics to invest the residue, & to pay the 
rents, dividends, & annual income of his freehold, 
copyhold, & leasehold estates, & all other his real 
& personal estate, to two persons for life, with 
remainder over:—Held: terminable annuities 
were not excepted by the general scope of the will 
from conversion under the general rule.—Hoon v. 
(‘LAPHAM (1854). 19 Beav. 90; 24 L. J. Ch. 193 ; 
24 L.T. O. 8S. 206; 1 Jur. N.S. 78; 3 W. R. 78; 
h2 KB. RR. 282. 

Annotation :—Refd. Iie Wareham, 

(1912), 81. J. Ch. 578. 


292. — -|—Testatrix directed that the 
interest. & dividends of all the residue of her pro- 
poy should be applied by her trustees for the 
yenefit & comfort of her sister during her life. 
Part of the residue so bequeathed consisted of 
terminable annuities :—J/leld : the annuities must 
beconverted & theincome arising from the invest- 
ment of the proceeds paid to the tenant for life.--- 
PIDGEON v. SPENCE (1867), 16]. T. 82. 

293. Application of rule—Funds already in per- 
manent securities.'\—An extrix., who was also 
tenant for life, under a will directing the residuary 
estate to be sold & the proceeds invested in govt. 
or other good security :—Held: not personally 
liable for not converting into Consols a sum of 
Navy 5 per cents. forming part of the residuary 
estate.- BAUD v. FARDELL (1855), 7 De G. M. & G. 
628; 251. 3. Ch. 21; 26L. T. O. 8S. 83; 1 Jur. 
N.S. 1214; 4W.R. 40; 44 E.R. 245, L. JJ. 

294. Disposition of residuary personal 
estate—-To be enjoyed in succession.]—The rule in 
Howe v. Dartmouth (Karl), No. 265, ante, does not 
apply in the case of a scttlement by deed, & 
apparently only applics where there is a disposition 
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WILLS. 


by will of residuary personal estate given as one 
fund to be enjoyed by several persons in succes- 
sion.—Re VAN STRAUBENZEE, BOUSTEAD Uv. 
Cooper, [1901] 2 Ch. 779; 70 L. J. Ch. 825; 85 
L. T. 541; 17 T. L. R. 755; 45 Sol. Jo. 738. 

Annotation :—Refd. /J’c Nicholson, Kade vr. Nicholson, 

{1909) 2 Ch. 111. 

295. ——- Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), 
ss. 28, 205.]|—-Having regard to above Act, ss. 28 
(2), (5) & 205 (1) (ix), the principle of Howe v. 
Dartmouth (Earl), No. 2065, ante, is no longer 
applicable to cases of Icaseholds settled on trust 





for sale.—/%e Brooker, BROOKER v. BROOKER 
(1926), 70 Sol. Jo. 626. 
Annotation :—Apld. Je ‘Trollope’s Wil Trusts, Pubule 


Trustee v. Trollope, [1927] 1 Ch. 596, 

296. .}—The provision in Administra- 
tion of Estates Act, 1925 (c. 23), 5. $9 (1) (i), con- 
ferring on personal representatives ‘ all the powers, 
discretions & duties conferred or imposed by law 
on trustees holding land upon an effectual trust: 
for sale’’ does not operate referentially to make 
Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), s. 28 (2), applic- 
able to pure personalty. 

Accordingly, where under the will of testator 
unauthorised investments are retained under a 
power to postpone conversion, the rule laid down 
in Howe v. Dartmouth (Earl), No. 265, ante, still 
remains applicable in regard to the income payable 
to a tenant for life.— Re 'TROLLOPE’s WILL TRUSTS, 
PuBLIC TRUSTEE v. TROLLOPE, [1927] 1 Ch. 596; 
061. J. Ch. 340; 137 L. T. 875; 71 Sol. Jo. 310. 

——— Interest pending conversion.|—Sce SETTLE- 
MENTS, Vol. XJ1.., pp. 674-675. Nos. 2101-2122 ; 
Trusts & TRUSTEES, Vol. XLII, pp. 615-620. 


—— 








(b) Exceptions lo Rule, 
1. Jn General. 


297. Estate situate abroad.|—The general rule 
for the conversion of personal property bequeathed 
for life with remainders over into the 3 per cents. 
held not to attach upon property of a testator who 
died in India under his will made there invested by 
his exor in the company’s securities there.—ITTo.- 
LAND v. HWuGuHES (1809), 16 Ves. 111; 3 Mer. 685 ; 
33 H.R. 926. 
annotations : - Refd. Caldecott v. Caldecott. (1842), 1 Y. & 

oe Cas. 312; Baud v. Fardell (1855), 7 De G. M. & Gi. 

Pier 

298. |—Testator domiciled in’ England 
made an Inglish will by which he gave, devised, 
& bequeathed all his real & personal estate, both 
in England & South Africa, to his wife for her 
widowhood, with remainders over. 

The property included long leaseholds in the 
Transvaal, where the Roman-Dutch law prevails : 
—Held: the Roman-Dutch law, as stated in an 
uncontested opinion of an ex-Chief Justice of the 
Transvaal, was applicable to the Transvaal lease- 
holds, & the widow was conscquently entitled to 
enjoy them in specic.—Re Moses, Moses». 
VALENTINE, [1908] 2 Ch. 235; 77 L. J. Ch. 783 ; 
90 1. TT. O19. 

299. Meaning of testator doubtful.]|—Secmble : in 
the application of the rule for converting into 
permanent investinents, at the dcath of the 
testator, perishable property in which he has given 
interests for life, & other interests in succession, 
the inclination of the ct. in the later cases, when the 
meaning was doubtful, has been in favour of that 
construction which would give to the tenant for life 
the enjoyment of the property in specie.—HINVES 
v. HINVES (1844), 3 Hare, 609; 67 EK. R. 623. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Pickup v. Atkinson (1846), 4 Hare, 
624; Thursby v. Thursby (1875), L. It. 19 Eq. 395; 
Macdonald v. Irvine (1878), 8 Ch. D. 101; Re VPitcairn, 
Brandreth v. Colvin, [1896] 2 Ch. 199. 
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li, Intention that Property be Enjoyed in specie. 


800. Right to enjoyment in specie.]|—ALcocK v. 
SLOPER, No. 266, ante. 


301. -]—Testatrix after making two spccific 
bequests of sums in the long annuities, gave the 
residue of her property, all she did or might possess 
in the funds, copy or leaschold estates, to her 
sisters during their lives; & at the decease of both, 
to be divided equally between her cousins. Testa- 
trix’s estate, after satisfying the specific bequests, 
consisted in part of £150 per annum in the long 
annuitics :—Held : the sisters were entitled to 
receive the dividends accruing on the long annuities 
as a specific legacy.—BETHUNE v. KENNEDY 
(1835), 1 My. & Cr. 114; 40 H. R. 320. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Lichfield v. Baker (1840), 13 Beav, 
447. Apld. Vaughan rv, Buck (1841), 1 Ph. 75. Consd. 
Hinves v. Hinves (1844), 3 Hare, 609. Distd. Sutherland 
ve Cooke (1844), 1 Coll. 498; Morgan v. Morgan (1851), 
14 Beay. 72. Apld. Mills v.’ Brown (1855), 21 Beav. 1: 
Hill ». Hill (1865), 12 L. I. 797. Refd. Caldecott vr. 
Caldecott (1842), 1 Y. & (. Ch. Cas. 312; Cole v. Stutely 
(1842), 6 Jur, 3143; Chambers v. Chambers (1846), 15 
Sim. 183; Piekup v. Atkinson (1846), 4 Dlure, 624; 
Simpson v. Karles (1817), 11 Jur. 921; Burton v. Mount 
(184%), 2 De G. & Sm. 383; House v. Way (1848), 18 
Le J. Ch. 22; Thursby v. Thuraby (1875), L. R. 19 Eq. 
3903 Le Tootal’s state, Hankin v. Kilburn (1876), 2 
Ch. D. 628; Macdonald v. Irvine (1878), 8 Ch. D. 101. 
302. -|—Where leasehold or other perish- 

able property is included in a gift of all testator’s 

estate & cffects to one person for life, with re- 
maluder over after his decease, the property is not 
to be converted into money at testator’s death, 
if the will contains indications of an intention that 
the tenant for life should enjoy the property in its 
existing state. Qu: whether a devisee in re- 
mainder of leascholds, who is himself the exor. of 
testator, could, after having acquiesced for nearly 
thirty years in the tenant for life’s receiving the 
rents, insist that, according to the terms of the will, 
the property ought to have been converted imme- 

diately after testator’s death.—PICKERING | v. 

PICKERING (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 289; 8 L. J. Ch. 

3363; 3 Jur. 7433 41 H.R. 113, LC. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. & Distd. Lichfield v. Baker (1840), 13 
RBeav. 417. Distd. Smith v. Pugh (1842), 6 Jur. 701, 
Expld. Pickup ». Atkinson (1816), 4 Ilare, 624. Folld. 
Simpson v. Karles (1847), 11 Jur. 921. Distd. Morgan vr. 
Morgan (1851), 14 Beav. 72; Macdonald v. Irvine (1878), 
& Ch. D. 101. Consd. Stanier +. Hodgkinson (1903), 73 
1. J. Ch. 1793) Re Evans’ Will Trusts, Pickering v. kvans, 
1921) 2 Ch. 309. Refd. Benn v. Dixon (1810), 10 Sim 
6365 Caldecott rv. Caldecott (1812), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 
$42; Daniel v. Warren (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 290; 
Hinves v. Hinves (1844), 3 Hare, 609; Cafe v. Bent 
(1845), 5 Tare, 24; Chambers v. Chambers (1846), 15 
Sim. L833 hunt «. Scott (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 219; 
Burton vo Mount (1818), 2 De G. & Sim. 3833; Milne r. 
Parker (1848), 17 L. J. Ch. 191; [lowe v. Howe (1849), 11 
L. T. O. S. 2903) Prendergast: vr. Prendergast (1850), 3 
HW. LL. Cas. 195: Blann v. Bell (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 658 ; 
Craig vo. Wheeler (1860), 29 IL. J. Ch. 374; Thursby vt. 
Thursby (1875), L. R. 19 Eq. 395: Ae Game, Game r, 
Young, [1897] 1 Ch. S813; #e Bland, Miller v. Bland, 
[W899] 2 Ch. 336; Re Van Straubenzee, Boustead rv. 
Cooper, [1901] 2 Ch. 779; Me Wareham, Warehain tw. 














Brewin, (1912) 2 Ch. 312; Me Barratt, National Pro- 
vincial Bank wv. Larratt, (1925) Ch. 540. entd. 
Marshall v. Sladden (1849), 7 Ulare, 428; Smith v. Pin- 


combe (1852), 3 Mac. & G. 653; Mason v. Mason (1886), 

2T. L. R. 266. 

303. -J—Testator, by his will, gave the 
interest of all moneys & securities for money, * 
the rents & profits of all the real & personal estates 
of which he might die possessed, to his widow for 
life, or during such part thereof as she should 
continue his widow. He gave his son the residuc 
of his estate & effects. Le was possessed of long 
annuities & chattel leaseholds :—Held: those 
parts of the property were not to be converted, but 
that the widow was entitled to enjoy them in 
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specie.—HOoOwE v. Howe (1849), 14 L. T. O. S. 290 ; 
14 Jur. 359. 

304. .]—Testator in the cause, by his will, 
gave & bequeathed all the residue of his property, 
including the lease of the cottage in which he re- 
sided, unto his daughter E. for her Life, upon trust 
that she should either allow her sister B. to live 
with her, rent free, in the said cottage while that 
lease should last, or, if from any cause whatever 
the said sisters should not live together, & after 
the said lease should expire pay to the said B. the 
yearly sum of £20, by equal quarterly payments, 
the first payment to be made three months after 
they should cease to live together or the said lease 
should have expired; & after the decease of his 
said daughter H., he gave the residue to his said 
daughter B. for her life, & after her decease, to his 
son S., absolutely. An administration suit having 
been instituted against the personal representative 
of testator, the furniture in the cottage was, with 
the exception of certain articles, sold under an 
order, made at the hearing, to sell the personal 
estate not specifically bequeathed; &, by the 
master’s report, it appeared that testator had 
been only tenant from year to year of the cottage. 
On the hearing for further directions :—Held: the 
furniture of the cottage was intended to be enjoyed 
by the tenants for life as specifically as the lease 
itself, & they were entitled to retain in their 
possession the articles of furniture which still 
remained unsold.—-COrron v. CoTTon (1850), 14 
Jur. 950. 

305. .J}—Tenant for life of a residue, held, 
upon the terms of the will, entitled to enjoy long 
annuities in specie. 

By partnership articles, testator’s capital was to 
remain in the concern for eghteen months after his 
death. The tenant for life of the residue was held, 
upon the terms of the will, entitled to the profits 
made during that period.—SKIRVING v. WILLIAMS 
(1857), 24 Beav. 275; 30 L. T. O. S. 49; 3 Jur. 
N.S. 927; 53 KE. BR. 363. 

Annotation :— Apld. Rowe v. Rowe (1861), 29 Beav. 276. 

306. |—The rule laid down in Howe v. 
Dartmouth (url), No. 265, ante, willnot be applied, 
if there is clear indication in testator’s will that the 
result which would be attained by the application 
of the rule is not his intention.—SIMPSON v. 
Lester (1858), 33 TL. TT. O. 8.6; 4 Jur. N.S. 1269. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Gray v. Sigger (1880), 15 Ch. D. 74. 


307. -——.|—Testator, after bequcathing “ all 
his stock & moncy in the funds,”’ together with his 
residuary personal estate, to trustees to pay debts, 
directed that they should convert into cash all 
his residuary estate & effects, ‘‘ except the free- 
hold, copyhold, leascholds & stocks.’’ Testator 
was possessed of two sums of long annuities at the 
time of his death :—Held: these long annuities 
were within the exception, &, as such, were not to 
be converted into cash.—-GRANT v. MOSSETT (1860), 
21L.T. 1383; 8 W. R. 330. 

308. ——.|]—STROUD v. GwYER, No. 357, post. 

309. -|—The widow of testator was, upon 
the construction of his will:—Held: entitled to 
the enjoyment, for her life, of a leaschold house, in 
specie.—SOLOMON v. SOLOMON (1864), 33 L. J. Ch. 














473; 10 L. T. 54; 10 Jur. N.S. 331; 12 W. R. 
540. 
Annotations ---Mentd. I?c Wormsley'’s Estate, Hill v. 


Jie Kershaw, Drake v. 


Wormsley (1876), 4 Ch. D. 665; 
ive Fraser, Lowther v. 


Kershaw (1888), 37 Ch. D. 674; 
Fraser, [1904] 1 Ch. 726. 


310. .|—Testator gave his residuary estates 





PART II. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 2.—C. (b) ii. 
300 i. Right to enjoyment in specie.}—-KOuN v. KANE, [1918] N. Z. L. R. 834.—N.Z, 
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Sect. 3.—What interests may be created: Sub-sect. 
2, C. (b) ti. & Ui.) 

to trustees in trust to convert into money such 
parts thereof as should not at his decease consist 
in moncy or be invested in any of the public funds 
or Govt. securities, & to invest the same in such 
public funds or Govt. securities as to them should 
seen most advantageous, & to pay the interest, 
dividends, & annual proceeds of such residue to his 
children in equal shares for their lives, & after 
their deaths upon other trusts:—Held: long 
annuitics, of which testator died possessed, 
were within the exception from the trust for con- 
version, & the tenants for life were entitled to enjoy 
them in specie.—WILDAY v. SANDYS (1869), L. R. 
7 Eq. 455; 20 L. T. 861; 17 W. R. 603. 

arn anOn :—Distd. Porter ». Baddeley (1877), 5 Ch. D. 

ro) . 


311. ——-.]—MacpoNnaLp v. IRVINE, No. 274, 
ante. 
312. ——-.|—For the purpose of the application 


of rule in Howe v. Dartmouth (Earl), No. 265, ante, 
there is no difference in principle between a trade 
involving risk & a leasehold burdened with 
onerous covenants. 

Testator after giving to his wife “ all my real 
& personal estate for her use as long as she remains 
a widow & at her death all to be divided ”’ amony 
his children proceeded ‘'‘ Also my shares & interest 
in the New Hern Heath Mining co. & the New 
Rose Vale Brick & Tile co.’’ which were two 
colliery business carried on by him in partnership 
with other persons :-—Held : upon a consideration 
of the authorities & the construction of the will, 
the rule in Howe v. Dartmouth (Earl), No. 265, 
ante, did not apply & the wife was entitled during 
widowhood to the profits of the shares of the 
businesses in specie.—STANIER v. LLODGKINSON 
(1903), 73 L. J. Ch. 1793 sub nom. STAINER v. 
Hop@kinson, 52 W. R. 260; 48 Sol. Jo. 143. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Jte Barratt, National Provincial Bank 

v. Barratt, [1925] Ch. 550. 

313. -|—Testator bequeathed to his trustecs 
all his interest in W. farm, with all his farming 
stock, plant, & crops upon trust to sell & convert 
& stand possessed of the proceeds upon the 
trusts declared concerning his residuary estate, 
& gave them power to carry on his farraing business 
for such period as they might deem beneficial for 
his estate, & for that purpose to retain & employ 
in such business a sufficient amount of his capital 
not otherwise employed in it, without being 
accountable for any loss arising from such carrying 
on. fle bequeathed his residuary estate to his 
trustces upon trust to convert & invest the pro- 
ceeds & to pay the income of his residuary trust 
estate to his wife during her widowhood, & after 
her death or remarriage upon certain trusts. 
Testator diced in May, 1913, & the trustees decided 
to carry on the business for a time, but did not 
employ any further capital in the business. The 
widow died in Aug. 1914. The farm consisted of 
between 700 & 800 acres, & was valued at 
testator’s death at £4,746 48s. In the period 
between testator’s death & that of his widow 
a large profit was made, amounting to 
£2,718 108. 2d., but the widow received nothing 
during her life. Her exors. claimed that her 
estate was entitled to the whole profit, while the 
residuary legatees claimed that her estate was 
entitled only to 4 per cent. per annum on the 
value of the farm :—Held: in such cases the ct. 
must look carefully at the words of the will for 
indications of testator’s intention as to the income 
of the unconverted property ; there was in the 
will sufficient indication that the widow should 
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take the profits of the farming business in specie ; 
& her estate was entitled to the whole of the 
profits.—#te SLATER, SLATER v. JONAS (1915), 
85 L. J. Ch. 4382; 113 L. T. 691. 

314. .|—Re GRANT, GRANT v. GRANT (1920), 
150 L. T. Jo. 296. 
: 315. }—Re CorRELLI (1925), 69 Sol. Jo. 

25. 


ili. What amounts to Indication of Intention. 


316. Small indication sufficient.|—-(1) The rule 
laid down in Howe v. Durtmouth (Earl), No. 265, 
ante, is, that where property of a perishable nature 
is given to be enjoyed in succession, the object 
of testator can only be effected by converting into 
permancnt annuities, & giving each person, in 
succession, the dividends of the fund. This rule 
prevails, unless there can be gathered from the 
will some expression of intention that the pro- 
property is to be enjoyed in specie, & which it is 
incumbent on those contesting the application of 
the rule to point out. 

Modern cases allow small indications of intention 
to prevent the application of the rule; but the 
mere absence of any direction to convert is 
insufficient. 

(2) Testator bequeathed all his money, securities 
for money, money in the funds, household 
furniture, cattle, & all other his personal estate 
& effects unto two trustees, upon trust to pay his 
debts & legacies, & subject to the payment of a 
legacy, to stand possessed upon the trusts after 
mentioned. He then devised his frechold estates 
to trustees, upon trust to permit his wife to reside 
at his house, & to use the houschold furniture, 
plate, linen, & china therein for her life, & to 
‘‘ pay the rents & profits of his real estate,” & “ the 
interest dividends, & proceeds to arise from his 
money, & securities for money, money in the 
funds, & personal estate thereinbefore bequeathed ”’ 
to her for life, &, after her decease, to sell his real 
estate, & divide & pay the purchase-moneys ; ‘' & 
pay, assign, or transfer his money & securities 
for money, mMoncy in the funds, & personal estate ”’ 
unto his children. ‘estator possessed long 
annuitics & leaseholds :—-Held: they ought to be 
converted into 3 per cents. & the widow was merely 
entitled to the dividends thereon.—MORGAN v. 
MorGAN (1851), 14 Beav. 72; 51 KE. RR. 214. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Holgate cv. Jennings (1857), 
24 Beav. 623; Craig ». Wheeler (1860), 28 L. J. Ch. 374 ; 
Rowe v. Rowe (1861), 29 Beav. 276; Macdonald v. Irvine 
(1878), &8 Ch. D. 101: Fe VPiteairn, Brandreth v. Colvin, 
[1896] 2 Ch. 199. Refd. Fe Gome, Game v. Young, 
{1897} 1 Ch. 881. 48 to (2) Distd. Wearing v. Wearing 
(1856), 23 Beay. 99; Yates vo. Yates (1860), 28 Beav. 
637, Apid. Re Tlewellyn’s Trust) (1861), 20 Beav, 171. 
Consd. Thursby vv. Thursby (1875), L. a. 19 Eq. 395. 
Generally, Consd. Morley v. Mendham (1856), 2 Jur. N.S. 
998. Refd. ke McEuen, MeKuen v. Phelps, [1913] 2 Ch. 
704, 








317. Property given without reserve—With right 
to dispose of moiety.|—Testator gave to his wile 
all & every part of his property, in every shape, 
& without any reserve, for her life ; & at her death 
the property so left to be divided, one half among 
certain persons mentioned, the other half to be at 
the sole disposal of his wife. Part of testator’s 
property was leasehold :—Held: the persons to 
whom a moiety of testator’s property was given 
over were not entitled to have the leasehold pro- 
perty sold, but the widow was cntitled to enjoy it 
for her life.—-CoLLLns v. COLLINS (1833), 2 My. & I. 
703; 39 E.R. 1113. 

Annotations :—Folld. Pickering r. | (1839), 4 My. & 
Cr. 289, Distd. Lichfield v. Buker (1840), 13 Beav. 447. 
Apid. Hinves v. Hinves (1844), 3 Hare, 609. Consd. 

Chambers v. Chambers (1846), 15 Sim. 183; Pickup v. 


Atkinson (1846), 4 Hare, 624. Apld. Hunt v. Scott 
(1847), 1 De G@. & Sm. 219; Burton v. Mount (1848), 2 
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Do G. & Sm. 383. Consd. Milne v. Parker (1848), 17 
L. J. Ch. 194; Prendergast v. Prendergast (1850), 3 
H. L. Cas. 195. Distd. Morgan v. Morgan (1851), 14 
Beav. 72; Hood v. Clapham (1854), 19 Beav. 90. and. 
Stanier v. Hodgkinson (1903), 73 L. J. Ch.,179. Folld. 

Barratt, National Provincial Bank v. Barratt, 28) 


Re 
Ch. 550. efd. Caldecott v. Caldecott (1842), 1 Y. 


C. Ch. Cas, 312; Thornton v. Ellis (1853), 16 Jur. 236; 
Craig v. Wheeler (1860), 29 L. J. Ch. 374; Thursby v. 
Thursby (1875), L. lt. 19 Kq. 395; Macdonald v. Irvine 
era’ Ch. D. 101; Re Bland, Miller v. Bland, [1899] 2 


318. Property specifically designated.]—Testa- 
trix, having £115 long annuities standing in her 
name at her death, of which £65 like annuities 
had been purchased for her by ‘I’. B., bequeathed 
her residuary estate to trustees, to be invested or 
continued by them in the public funds or at 
interest, the stocks, funds or securities to be 
varied at discretion, in trust to pay certain 
annuities out of the interest, dividends, etc., &, 
subject thereto, to pay the income of the said 
trust moneys, stocks, funds & securities, to S. N. 
for life; &, subject thereto, she gave all the residue 
of her estate to the trustees absolutely. By 
a codicil she gave all the money funded by T. B. in 
her name in the long annuities, which she mentioned 
to be £50 per annum, to C. D. after S. N.’s death :~ - 
Held: £50 of the long annuities were specifically 
bequeathed to C. D.—D’AGiit v. FRYER (1841), 
be aa 1; 59 KH. R. 10803; affd., 12 Sim. 328, n., 
al eur :-Consd. Purchase v. Shallis (1850), 2 H. & Tw. 


319. ——.] —- Testator began his will by 
bequeathing the whole of his property to his wife 
for life, & afterwards to be equally divided between 
his children. Hethen gave to cach of his children 
& to his wife some pecuniary & specific legacies, & 
afterwards bequeathed as follows: ‘* The pro- 
perty, my house, 21, North Street, St. Marylebone, 
let on lease at £48 a year, £1,000 new 4 per cents., 
£1,500 in the 2 per cent. Consols, £645 in the threes 
reduced, & £20 per annum in the long annuities, 
all this I give to my wife, with the residue & 
intcrest, should there be any ”? :—ITeld : the widow 
took a life interest only in the general residuc, 
including the particulars cnumerated in the 
concluding clause, but of those particulars she was 
entitled to the enjoyment in specie. —VAUGHAN v, 
Buck (1841), 1 Ph. 75; 6 Jur. 23; 41 E.R. 559, 
L. C. 3 subsequent proceedings (1848), 18 Sim. 404. 


Annotations :—Consd. Oakes v. Strachey (1843), 13 Sim. 
414. Distd. Marks 7. Solomons (1850), 19 L. J. Ch. 545. 
Consd. ‘Vickner v. Old (1874), L. R. 18 Jeg. 422. Refd. 
Sutherland v. Cooke (1844), 1 Coll. 498 ; 


Chumbers v. 
Chambers (18416), 10 Jur. 326; 2e Barratt, National 


Provincial Bank v. Barratt, (1925) Ch. 550. 

320. Property in public funds.|——-Testator 
gave all interest & dividends of all such stock as he 
might have in the public funds to one for life, & 
gave “ the principal money so invested ”’ to others 
in remainder ; he possessed a sum of £220 long 
annuities at his death :—-Held: a specific gift of 
the long annuities for life; & the partics in 
remainder were not entitled to have the long 
annuities converted, & the produce invested for 
their benefit, in a fund which was not perishable.— 
WALKER v. THLLoTYr (1835), 4 lL. J. Ch. 232. 

821. --——— -----.| —Testator having 3} per cents. 
Kast India stock, Danish bonds, & other property, 
bequeathed to his wife, during her widowhood, the 
interest of all the money he had or might possess 
in the funds or other sccuritics, ‘‘& I further 
bequeath, to my wife, the interest of any other 
property I do or may possess, to be enjoyed by 

er so long as she remains single” :—Held: 
testator’s widow was entitled, as against the 
residuary legatees, to enjoy, in specie, every 
portion of her husband’s property which came 
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within the description of money in the funds or 
other property, & consequently, his 34 per cents. 
East India stock & Danish bonds.—OAKES v. 
STRACHEY (1843), 13 Sim. 414; 7 Jur. 433; 60 
i. R. 160. 

822, —-— —----.]—Testator willed that his wife 
should receive the interest of ‘“ all the property 
I possess in the public funds, for her life ’’ :— 
Held: the wife was entitled to receive the income 
of all the property which testator had in the funds 
at the date of his will, & in its then state of invest- 
ment, notwithstanding it consisted of long 
annuities.—COCKRAN v. COCKRAN (1844), 14 
Sim. 248; 4L. T. 0.8.49; 8 Jur. 670; 60 EK. R. 
353. 

Annotations :—Refd. Langdale v. Briggs (1846), 8 De G. M. 

& G. 391; Ze Horton, Lloyd v. Hatchett, [1920] 2 Ch. 1. 


323. Property in bank & India _ stock.] 

Testatrix yzave her property, with certain 

exceptions, to her granddaughter, & afterwards 

stated ‘‘ that her property was in the Bank & 

India House’: --Held: she was entitled to enjoy 

the Bank & India stock in specic, & it was not 

liable to be converted into consols.—HUBBARD »., 

Younea (1847), 10 Beav. 203; 16 IL. J. Ch. 182; 

9L. T. O. S. 263; 11 Jur. 177; 50 BE. R. 560. 
324. Power to trustees to apply rents after death 

of life tenant—In maintenance of remainderman.|— 

Testator gave the residue of his estate & effects 

to trustees, to permit the rents, interest & annual 

proceeds to be received by A. for life, & after his 
decease to C. & D. when they attained twenty-one, 
with power after the death of A. to apply the rents, 
ctc., towards the maintenance of C. & D. until 
their shares should become vested. Part of 
the residue consisted of leaseholds :-—Held: the 
tenant for life was entitled to enjoy them 7m specie, 

& they were not to be converted for the benefit 

of those in remainder.—GOoODENOUGH ». TREMA- 

MONDO (1840), 2 Beav. 512; 48 EK. R. 1280. 

Annotations -—Consd. Hinves +. Hinves (1844), 3 Hare, 
609. Apld. Cafe c. Bent (1845), 5 Hare, 24. Distd 
Pickup v. Atkinson (1816), 4 Hare, 624; Morgan v. 
Morgan (1851), 14 Beav. 72; Re Game, Game v. Young, 
[1897] 1 Ch. 881. 

325. Power to tenant for life to retain sum—For 
renewal of leases.|——-T'estator gave his widow “ the 
full & entire cnjoyment ”’ of his real & personal 
estates, which, after her death, he gave to other 
persons ; & he empowered her to retain a portion 
of a sum of £150 a year given to other parties, for 
renewing the leascholds :—Held: she was entitled 
to enjoy the leasehold in specie, if was not impera- 
tive on her to renew, but she had acted wrongly 
in surrendering a lease, of which she was the only 
cestut que vie, as she thereby deprived herself of 
the option of renewing for the benefit of the 
parties in remainder. ---FLARVEY v. HARVEY (1842), 
5 Beav. 1384; 49 EK. R. 528. 

326. Direction for sale with realty—On happening 
of specified event.|—'The fair conclusion to be 
drawn from the will is that there was to be no sale 
or conversion either of the real or leasehold pro- 
perty thus given together, before the event which 
is there mentioned & that, at that time & not 
before that time, both species of property were 
to be sold together. My impression, therefore, 
is... that there is an expression of intention 
that the leasehold property should be enjoyed 
in specie (IKNIGHT Bruck, V.C.).--DANIEL v. 
WARREN (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 290; 7 Jur. 
462; 63 1. R. 127. 

Annotations :—--Consd. Hinves v. Hinven (1844), 3 Hare, 609. 
Distd. Blann v. Bell (1852), 2 Do G. M. & G. 775. Refd. 
Chatmabers v. Chambers (1846), 15 L. J. Ch. 318; Mac- 
donald v. Irvine (1878), 38 Ch. D. 101. 

327. Direction to trustees to retain percentage of 
rents.|—A direction to sell particular parts of 











204 


Sect. 3.—What interests may be created: Sub-sect. 

w 2,°C. (b) tii.) 
testator’s personal estate is not of much weight 
on the question of the conversion of the residue ; 
for the rule as to conversion does not proceed on the 
presumed existence of a definite intention that the 
property shall be converted, but upon the expressed 
intention that the legatees shall enjoy the property 
in succession. 

The direction, that the trustees should retain 
a percentage on the rents to be collected, fortified 
by other expressions in the will, regarded as evi- 
dence that testator contemplated the enjoyment 
of the leasehold property in specie by the legatees. 
—CAFE v. BENT (1845), 5 Hare, 24; 67 E. R. 812; 
sub nom. CAPE v. BENT, 9 Jur. 653. 


Annotations :—Distd. Morgan v. Morgan (1851), 14 Beav. 72. 
Refd. Ite Nicholson, Eade v. Nicholson, [1909] 2 Ch. 111. 


328. Direction to sell part.]|—CAFE v. BENT, No. 
327. ante. 

329. Direction to divide on death of tenant for 
life.|—-Residuary devise & bequest on trust to 
pay the dividends, interest, & annual produce of 
testator’s real & personal estates to the separate 
use of his daughter or daughters for life, & after 
her or their decease, to pay, transfer, & equally 
divide the whole of his real & personal estate among 
the issue of his daughter or daughters; & for want 
of such issue to pay certain legacies, & to sell the 
residue of the real & personal estate not con- 
sisting of money :—Held: to entitle the tenant 
for life to the enjoyment of the personalty in specie. 
—Hunr v. Scott (1817), 1 De G. & Sm. 219; 63 
E. R. 1041. 

Annotations :—Distd. Morgan v. Morgan (1851), 14 Beavy. 

72; Blann wv. Bell (1852), 22 L. J. Ch. 236. 

330. |—Testator, after certain specific 
bequests, gave to his wife all his property in the 
world for her life, & after her decease all his free- 
hold & leasehold estates to his sister B. & her heirs, 
& the interest of his funded & other property 
between B. & S. for their respective lives, with 
remainders over. Testator then declared that his 
wife should hold peaceable possession of his house, 
furniture, plate, linen & glass, & all his property 
at East House «& elsewhere for her life; & that 
no distribution of any part of his property should 
take place until after the decease of his wife, except 
for payment of debts, etc. :—Held : the widow was 
entitled to the enjoyment in specie of certain long 
annuities, part of the residue of testator’s estate.— 
HovusE v. Way (1848), 18 L. J. Ch. 22; 12 L. T. 
O.S. 268 ; 12 Jur. 958. 

331. -|—Testator gave his property to 
trustees for the benefit of his wife for her life, & 
after her decease to be equally divided among his 
ten children, the object being that during the 
widow's life, she might have the means of bringing 
up her children. One of the children became in- 
solvent, & on a claim for the administration of 
testator’s estate, filed by assignees in insolvency 
& praying that the widow might be ordered to 
convert certain leascholds & long annuities, & to 
invest the money in ct., instead of enjoying the 
income tn specie :-—Held: upon the construction 
of the will, & considering that testator’s object 
was to provide not only for his widow but also for 
his children during her life, she was entitled to the 
Income in specic, & pitfs. were not entitled to costs 
In prosecuting a claim in such a case.—MARSHALL 
v. BREMNER (1854), 2 Sm. & G. 237; 2 W. R. 320; 
65 EK. RK. 3s. 

332. -|—Testator gave the residue of his 
estate & effects, in trust to pay ‘the annual 
proceeds to his wife ’’ for life, & after her death, 
to divide ‘‘ his said residuary estate & effects ”’ 
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between his nephews & nieces; & he directed that 
his nephews, in the division, should take such 
arts of the joint property as he held with them. 
Part of the joint property was leasehold :—Held: 
the tenant for life was entitled to enjoy the whole 
perishable property in specie.—HOLGATE v. JEN- 
NINGS (1857), 24 Beav. 623; 53 E.R. 498. 
A :—-Apld. Stanier v. Hodgkinson (1903), 73 
L. J. 


Ch. 179. Mentd. Humphreys v. stupa ye (1867), 
L. R. 4 Eq. 475; He McKuen, McKuen v. Phelps, [1913] 
2 Ch. 704. 


333. .|—Testator bequeathed to his widow 
‘‘the interest, dividends or income of all moneys 
or stock,” & ‘of all the property whatsoever 
yielding income at his decease ’”’ for her life, the 
principal to remain untouched, & at her death to 
be divided amongst his children :—Held: the 
widow was entitled to enjoy the residue a1 specie.— 
Boys v. Boys (1860), 28 Beav. 436; 54 KE. R. 434. 

334. J—Right of a tenant for life to enjoy 
a residue in specie inferred from a direction ‘ to 
get in & convert the same into money & divide ” 
after his death.— ROWE v. Rowe (1861), 29 Beav. 
276; 54 E.R. 633. 

Annatalion :—Refd. Macdonald v. Irvine (1878), 8 Ch. D. 


335. .|—Testator, who was possessed of 
the copyright in certain books, of which his aunt 
was the authoress, bequeathed all his real & 
personal estate to trustees upon trust to pay the 
income to his wife, & after her death or second 
marriaye he devised & bequeathed the whole of 
such real & personal estate to his trustees upon 
trust to divide the same into three equal parts 
& to pay the income of one-third to each of two 
sisters & a brother for life, with remainder in cach 
case to the children of the life tenant. Some of 
these books were being published under agree- 
ments with publishers securing royaltics to 
testator as owner of the copyright. ‘The copy- 
rights in other stories had been previously trans- 
ferred by the authoress under agrecments to 
publishers who were to publish the story in book 
form, & after deducting from the income all 
expenses relating to the production & sale the 
profits remaining were to be cqually divided 
between the authoress & the publishers :—Held : 
the mere trust, on the determination of the limited 
interest, to divide the residuary estate was not in 
itself a sufficient manifestation of an intention to 
exclude the application of the rule in Howe v. 
Dartmouth, Earl, No. 265, ante, & in accordance 
with that rule the interest of testator in the 
copyrights & his agreements relating thereto 
must be valued as at the expiration of one year 
from the date of his death, & the tenant for life 
would, as from the death, be entitled to receive 
interest at 4 per cent. on such value.—lLe EVANS’ 
Win TRustTs, PICKERING v. EvVANs, [1921] 2 Ch. 
309; 91 L. J. Ch. 29; 125 Ll. T. 822; 65 Sol. Jo. 
753. 

336. —-—.]—Testator, after appointing exors. & 
directing the payment of his debts, etc., bequeathed 
the whole of his property of every description to 
his wife for life, & after her death he desired his 
estate to be divided into five portions among his 
three daughters & four others who were infants. 
Testator died possessed of personal estate com- 
prising (inter alia) furniture, a leasehold house, & 
shares in a limited co. :—Held: testator, by the 
language he had used, had evidenced his intention 
to exclude the operation of the rule in Howe v. 
Dartmouth (Earl), No. 265, ante, & the tenant for 
life was entitled to enjoy testator’s residuary 
estate in specie during her life.—Re BARRATT, 
NATIONAL PROVINCIAL BANK, Lrp. v. BARRATT, 
[1925] Ch. 6650; 94 L. J. Ch. 345; 133 L. T. 133. 











Part IJ.—Power or Disposition By WILL. 


837. Trust to pay debts—Annuities not required 
for payment of debts.J—Testator, after certain 
specific bequests gave all other his estate & effects 
to trustees, upon trust, after his decease, to call 
in all moneys that might be due to him upon 
bonds, notes, or other securities, & thereout & out 
of any other part of his personal estate to pay his 
debts, etc., & to invest the residue in govt. stocks, 
& receive the dividends, interest, & annual pro- 
ceeds thereof from time to time as the same 
should become due & payable, together with 
the dividends, interest, & annual proceeds of such 
other govt. stocks as he might be possessed of at the 
time of his decease, & to pay thereout an annuity 
of £20 & to pay the whole remaining dividends, etc., 
of the said stocks & funds as the same should be 
received, to his wife for life, with remainders over. 
Testator, at the time of his death, was possessed of 
£220 long annuities, which were not required for 
the payment of debts :—Held: the tenant for life 
was entitled to the enjoyment of the long annuities 
am specic._-MILNE v. PARKER (1848), 17 Iu. J. Ch. 
194; 12 Jur. 171. 

338. Direction to pay rents.)—Testator gave all 
his real & personal estate & etfects, upon trust to 
pay the rents & profits, dividends & interest to a 
tenant for life, with trusts over in remainder; & 
declared, that, notwithstanding the gift of his 
freehold & leasehold estates, the trustees might 
sell them, except his dwelling-house, at such time 
as they should think fit. Testator’s estate 
consisted partly of leasehold property & long 
annuities :--Held : the tenant for life was entitled 
to the enjoyment of the income of both these 
descriptions of property in specie.—BURTON v. 
Mount (1848), 2 De G. & Sm. 883; 11 L. 91. 0. S. 
492; 12 Jur. 984; 64 K. R. 171, 

Annotations ;~ Distd. Morgan +. Morgan (1851), 11 Beav. 
72; Blann v. Bell (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 775; Hood ». 
Clapham (1851), 19 Beav. 90. Consd. Thursby v. Thursby 
(W875), L. RR. 19 Kq. 395: Re Pitcairn, Brandreth +. 
Colvin, [1896] 2 Ch. 199. Distd. te Warcham, Wareham 
t. Brewin (1912), 81 L. J. Ch. 578 
339. jJ-——Testator gave the residue of his 

frechold, copyhold, & leasehold estates & all other 

his estate & effects, upon trust to pay the dividends 

«& Interest, rents, profits, & annual produce to E. 

for life, with remainders over. This residue con- 

sisted of leasehold property. canal & insurance 
shares, & Dutch bonds: -Held: the tenant for 
life was entitled to enjoy the leascholds in specie, 
but not the shares or Dutch bonds.—BuANn v1. 

BELL (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 775; 22 lL. J. Ch. 

236; 20 1. T. O. S. 162; 16 Jur. 11083; 42 E.R. 

1075, L. JJ. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Re Wareham, Wareham v. Brewin, 
(1912) 2 Ch. 312. Mentd. Wisden rv. Wisden (1854), 2 
Wo. 6163 Re Tandy, Tandy v. Tandy (1886), 34 WLR 
748: Coward «. Larkiman (1888), 60 L. T. 1. 

340. J—Testator gave his freehold, copy- 
hold & leasehold estates, & all his stocks, shares & 
personal estate, to trustees, In trust to receive the 
‘‘ rents,” issues & profits, & thereout to keep the 
houses, etec., in good, substantial & tenantable 
repair, & renew his leaseholds, etc., & then to pay 
‘‘the net income arising from the residuary real 
& personal estate’ to his wife for life :—Held: 
the wife was entitled to the enjoyment in specie.— 
CROWE v. CRISFORD (1853), 17 Beav. 507 5; 2 W. KR. 
45; 51 E.R. 1130. 

Annotations :-—N.F, Re Gaimne, Game v. Young, [1897} 1 Ch. 











881. QOverd. Ae Wareham, Warcham v. Brewin, [1912] 
2Ch. 312. 
341, .|—Testator having freeholds & lease- 


holds gave “ all his real & personal estate ’’ upon 
trust ‘‘out of the rents & profits of his real & 
personal estate ’’ to pay his widow sufficient for 
her maintenance, & on her death he devised “ all 


205 


his real & personal estate’’ to his children :-— 
Held: the trustee was not bound to convert the 
leasehold property.— WEARING v. WEARING (1858), 
23 Beav. 99; 53 EB. R. 39. 


Annotations :—Distd. Craig v. Whoeler (1860), 29 L. J. Ch. 
374. NF. ze Game, Game v. Young, [1897] 1 Ch. 881. 
Re Warcham, Wareham v. Brewin, [1912] 2 Ch. 


ti 

342. .|—Testator gave the “ residue of his 
estate & effects” to trustees, upon trust to sell 
sufficient to pay his debts, & after payment, to 
hold “ his said residuary estate 4 effects,’ in trust 
to pay ‘the rents,” interest, dividends & annual 
produce to A. for life. There was a power to let 
& sell with the consent of A.:—Held: A. was 
entitled to enjoy leaseholds in specie.—HIND v. 
SELBY (1856), 22 Beav. 873; 52 KE. R. 1151. 

343. .|—Testator devised & bequeathed all 
his frechold & leasehold estates to trustces, upon 
trust, out of the annual rents & produce of his said 
real & personal estate, to pay to persons therein 
named certain shares respectively ‘‘ of such 
annual rents & produce,’ in manner therein 
mentioned. He gave to his trustees a power of 
investment of all principal moneys ‘‘ which should 
arise from his said real & personal estate.” ‘The 
will contained a power of leasing ‘ all or any part 
of testator’s hereditaments & premises therein- 
before devised’; & testator declared that the 
receipts or receipt in writing of the trustces for the 
time being” for the purchase-money of the 
hereditaments & premises sold ”’ should be good 
discharges to the purchases. There was no trust 
for sale expressly created, & no power of sale 
expressly given:--Held: the previous words 
which directed an enjoyment of the leaschold 
property in specie, were not controlled by the 
subsequent words ; & the trustees were not bound 
to convert.—Re E.More’s Witt Trusts (1860), 3 
LL. T. 359; 6 Jur. N.S. 1825; 9 W. RR. 66. 
Annotation -—Overd. Ite Wareham, Wareham v. 

11912) 2 Ch. 312. 

344, .|—Testator directed that the rents & 
profits of his residuary real & personal estate 
should be paid to his wife for life ; & after her death 
he gave his residuary estate to others in succession, 
subject to certain annuities, & conferred on the 
annuitants a power of distress. The residuary 
estate included both freeholds & leascholds :— 
Held: neither the direction to pay rents nor the 
power of distress afforded any sufficient indication 
of an intention that the leaseholds should be 
enjoyed in specie. & they ought to be treated as 
converted at the expiration of a year from testa- 
tor’s death, in accordance with the rule in Howe v. 
Dartmouth, Earl, No. 265, ante.-—Re GAME, GAME 
v. YOUNG, [1897] 1 Ch. 881; 66 L. J. Ch. 505 5; 76 
I.. T. 450; 45 W. R. 472; 41 Sol. Jo. 488. 
Annotations :-—Apprvd. Ze Wareham, Wareham tv. Brewin, 

11912] 2 Ch. 31z. Refd. 2te Benthaimn, Pearce v. Bentham 

(1906), 94 L. T. 307, 

345. .|—Testator gave the residue of his 
real & personal estate to trustees upon trust to 
permit his wife to receivethe rents, issues & profits 
from his said real & personal estate during her life 
& after her decease he gave the residue of his said 
real & personal estate whatsoever the same might 
then consist of & wherever the same might be to 
two persons equally to be divided between them. 
The residuary estate included both freehold & 
leasehold property :--Held: the rule in Howe v. 
Darimouth, Earl, No. 265, ante, must be applied, & 
the widow was not entitled to the whole of the 
rents & profits of the leaseholds, but was only 
entitled annually to a sum equal to the dividends 
which would be produced if the leaseholds had been 
sold a year after testator’s death & invested in 








Brewin, 
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Consols.— Re WARFEHAM, WAREHAM 1. BREWIN, 

[1912] 2 Ch. 312; 811]. J. Ch. 578; 107 L. T. 80; 

56 Sol. Jo. 613. 

346. .|—Testator gave the residue of his 
estate upon trust to convert, with power to post- 
pone conversion, & directed his trustees to pay the 
income of his residuary estate to his daughter for 
life. Testator was entitled to a share of the rents 
of leasehold premises in which at the time of his 
death he had an undivided interest :—Held: the 
gift of income included the income of testator’s 
share of the leasehold premises while unconverted. 
—Re ASTE, Mossop v. MACDONALD (1918), 87 Ju. J. 
Ch. 660 ; 118 L. T. 433. 

347. Direction to hold dividends on same con- 
ditions as real estate.|—Testator, having devised his 
real estates in strict settlement, bequeathed his 
personal estate, in trust, as far as the nature of 
it would admit, for the persons who, for the time 
being, might have the ownership & be in the 
possession of his real estates under the limitations 
of his will; & then directed that those persons, 
under letters of attorney & powers from the 
trustees, which he empowered & required them to 
grant, should receive the yearly dividends which 
might arise out of the public or other funds, & 
the yearly interest which might arise from other 
parts of his personal property, under the same 
restrictions & limitations & to the same extent on 
which they held his real estates :—Held : testator’s 
personal estate was to be enjoyed in specie, not- 
withstanding it consisted, in part. of long annuities 
& Bank Stock.—NEVILLE v1. FORTESCUE (1848), 16 
Sim. 333; 12 Jur. 908 ; 60 KE. R. 902. 

348. Trusts to take rents, issue & profits.|— 
Testator after directing payment of his debts, 
& charging the same upon his real & personal 
estate, gave, devised, & bequeathed all his real & 
personal estate, both freehold, leasehold, copyhold, 
& of every other kind whatsoever, to trustees, 
their heirs, exors., & administrators, upon trust 
thereout to set apart & invest in Bank Stock a 
sufficient sum to provide for the payment of two 
annuities mentioned in the will. & subject: to the 
payment thereof, & of his debts, upon trust to 
permit his wife to receive the rents, issues, profits, 
dividends, & proceeds of his said real & personal 
estate for her life, subject as to such part thereof 
as should be leasehold to the payment of the rent, 
& performance of the covenants contained in the 
respective leases thereof; & from & after her 
decease, upon trust to convey certain of his free- 
hold estates to pltf. in fee, & as to the residue of his 
estate & property, both real & personal, of every 
kind & description, including the sum of Stock set. 

apart for payment of the annuities after the decease 
of the annuitants, testator gave, devised, & 
bequeathed the same to pltf., his heirs, exors., 
administrators, & assigns, according to their 
several natures & qualities respectively, for his & 
their own absolute use & benefit :— Held: upon 
bill filed to charge the exors. for having allowed the 
widow to enjoy certain sums of long annuities, 
part. of the estate a specie, the tenant for life had 
been properly allowed to enjoy the  residuary 
estate in specie.—SIMPSON v. EARLES (1847), 11 
Jur. 921. 

349. -|\—Testator gave all his leasehold 
estates & all other his estate & effects to trustces, 
on certain trusts for the benefit of his wife & 
daughters & the children of the latter; &, in de- 
claring the trusts, he used the term “ rents ” as 
well as dividends & annual proceeds; & he over- 
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powered the trustees of his will, for the time 
being, to sell his leasehold estates, & to invest the 
proceeds on mtge. of freehold or other leasehold 
estates & to lease any part or parts of his said 
estates :—Held: in a suit to carry the trusts of the 
will into execution, the leaseholds were not to be 
sold.—BOWDEN v. BOWDEN (1849), 17 Sim. 65; 
60 E.R. 1052. 

350. .|— Devise of residue of real & personal 
estate on trust to permit A. B. to ‘‘ receive & take 
the rents, issues & profits ’’ for life, with remainder 
over :—Held: A. B. was entitled to enjoy lease- 
holds & railway stock in specie.—VACHELL v. 
ROBERTS (1863), 32 Beav. 140; 55 KE. BR. 55. 


Annotations :-—N.F. Re Game, Game v. Young, [1897] 1 Ch. 
881. Overd. 7te Wareham, Wareham v. Brewin, [1912] 2 


Ch. 312, 

351. -| — fe 
Brewin, No. 345, ante. 

352. Absence of direction to 
MorGAN v. MORGAN, No. 3186, ante. 

353. —---—.]—~Testator gave the residue of his 
real & personal estate to trustees, upon trust, to 
pay or permit his widow to receive the income & 
profits; & after her death he gave the capital 
over. The will contained no direction as to the 
conversion of his estate. Part of testator’s estate 
consisted of £12,000 invested in a partnership. 
Under a stipulation in the deed of partnership, the 
surviving partner gave a warrant of attorney to the 
exors. of testator, securing payment of the £12,000, 
by instalments of £1,500 a year, with interest at 
5 per cent. on the unpaid balances :—Held: the 
rule laid down in Howe v. Dartmouth, Earl, No. 265, 
ante, as applied to this case, required the trustees 
not to convert. the property but to set a value 
upon it, & to give the tenant for life 4 per cent. on 
the value & to invest the residue of the surplus 
income, paying the income of these investments 
to the tenant for life, & appropriating the Ts) 
to ee ee —MEYER 1. SIMONSEN (1852 
5 ei G. & Sin. 72 21 iL. J. Ch. 678 ; 19 LL. 
O.S. 337; 64 Ff. R. 1316 


dations -—Apld. fe Liewellyn’s Trust (1861), 29 Beav. 
171; Brown tv. Gellatly (1867), 2 Ch. App, Tol; Re 
Katon, Daines vu. Katon (1894), 70 1. T. 761; W entworth 
v. Wentworth, [1900) A. ©. 163; Re Beech, Saint a. 
Beech, [1920] t Ch. 40; Be Evans’ Will T rusts, Pickering 





WAREHAM UW. 





WAREHAM, 


convert. |— 


av. Evans, [1921] 2 Ch. 309. Refd. Thursby v. Thursby 
(1875), I. Re. 19 Hq. 395 : Ree ChaneelNor, Chancellor v. 
Brown (L884), 26 Ch. D. 42; ke Nicholson, Nicholson 7. 
Nicholson, [1895] W. N. 1063: J’e Woods, Gabellini rv. 
Woods, [1904] 2 Ch. 43; Je Oliver, Wilson vw. Oliver, 
11908) 2 Ch. 74. 

354, --——.]---Where a will contains no trust for 


conversion, & the life tenant of residue, or of a 
legacy, is given the entire income thereof, he is 
entitled to the income of unauthorised permanent 
securities retained, & appropriated, by the trustees 

under a power of retainer, & appropriation.—Re 
WILSON, Moore v. WILSON, [1907] 1 Ch. 394 ; 

76 1. J. Ch. 210; 96 L. T. 453. 


Annotation :—Apld. Jte Nicholson, 
peel 2Ch. L111. 


355. .]—-Where a will contains no trust for 
conversion & the tenant for life of the residue is 
riven the entire income thereof, he is entitled to 
the income of the unauthorised securities retained 
by the trustees under a power of retainer whether 
the securities arc of a permanent or of a wasting 
nature. 

There is no distinction for the ae of the 
application of the rule in Howe v. Dartmouth, Earl, 
No. 265, anle, between unauthorised securities of a 
wasting & those of a permanent nature.—QJ’e 
NICHOLSON, KADE v. NICHOLSON, {1909} 2 Ch. 111; 
7% 1. J. Ch. 5163; 100 L. T. 877. 

356. Gift of leaseholds subject to annuity to 
remainderman.|-—Testator gave all his residuary 


Kade «tv. Nicholson, 





Part [I.—Power or 


real estate & his stock, mtges., & securities for 
money, & all other his personal estate & effects to 
his wife & his son, upon trust for his wife for life, 
subject to an annuity for his son; & after her 
death, as to all the devised & bequeathed freehold 
& residuary real & personal estate, of which his 
wife was to have the yearly interest, upon trust for 
his son absolutely. ‘Testator left leaseholds, as to 
which at the time of his death he was liable to the 
landlord for repairs, & they were afterwards 
repaired at the widow’s expense :—Held: the 
widow was entitled to the leascholds in specie, the 
repairs were to be borne by the residue, & not by the 
tenant for life.-—HARRIS v. POYNER (1852), 1 Drew. 
174; 21 L. J. Ch. 915; 16 Jur. 880; 61 FE. R. 418. 


Annotations :—Apld. Pinfold v. Shillingford (1877), 25 W. R. 
425. Oonsd. Macdonald v. Irvine (1878), 8 Ch. }). 101; 
Re Wareham, Wareham v. Brewin, [1912] 2 Ch. 312. 
Refd. J?c Game, Game v. Young, [1897] 1 Ch. 881. 


857. Authority to executors to enter into partner- 
ship with third party—Leaving testator’s capital 
in partnership.|—(1) Testator authorised his exors. 
to enter into a partnership with his brother, on 
such terms as they should think fit, & leave his 
capital therein. The exors. did so, & the articles 
of partnership stipulated that interest at 5 per 
cent. should be paid on testator’s capital, & that 
part. of the exor.’s profits should be left in the con- 
cern “ as additional capital ’’ :—Held: the tenant 
for life was entitled to the interest, but the share 
of the profits retained as additional capital must, 
as between the tenant for life & remainderman, be 
considered as capital & not income. 

(2) The case of Howe v. Darlmouth (Earl), No. 
265, ante, & other similar cases rest on this principle, 
that where a testator leaves property which is 
wearing out, the tenant for life of the residue 
cannot, in the absence of any direct expression for 
that purpose in the will, enjoy the property in 
specte, that the property must. be pcaliced: & that 
the tenant for life can only have interest on the 
amount thus realised (RoMILLY, M.R.).—StTrrounp 
v GWYER (1860), 28 Beav. 130; 2 1. T. 4003; 6 
Jur. N.S. 710; 54 E. R. 315. 


Annotations :~~.48 to (1) Dbtd. Re Hil), Will ». Hill (1881), 
0 L. J. Ch. 551.) Apprvd, Slade v. Chaine, [1908] 1 Ch. 
522. Apld. 7te Hoyles, Row v. Jagg (No. 2), [1912] 1 Ch. 
67. Refd. Vyse v. Foster (1872), 8 Ch. App. 309: Jee 
Appleby, Walker v. Lever, Jte Appleby, Walker v. Nisbet 
(1902), 51 W. RR. 153.) Generally, Mentd. Chillingworth 
v. Chambers, [1896] 1 Ch. 685, 


358. Discretion given to trustees.]~—Testator, 
after a specific bequest, gave all his residuary 
estate, both real & personal. to trustees, whom he 
also appointed exors. upon trust, as soon as con- 
veniently might. be after his death, to sell so much 
& such part thereof as they might think necessary 
for paying all his mtge. & other just debts & 
funeral & testamentary expenses; & he directed 
the trustees, out of the moneys to arise from such 
sale & other his residuary estate, to pay all such 
sums of moncy as might at the time of his decease 
be charged on his freehold or leasehold estates by 
way of mtge. & allother his just debts & funeral & 
testamentary expenses, & to invest so much 
of the moneys as might remain after such pay- 
ments; & to stand possessed of such investments 
& all other his residuary estate & the income 
thereof upon trust for several persons successively 
for their respective lives, with remainders over. 
Part of testator’s residuary estate consisted of a 
leasehold, which was at the time of his death 
subject toa mtge. Shortly after testator’s death, 
the trustees paid off the mtge. out of testator’s 
estate :—Held : upon the construction of the will, 
the trustees had a discretion as to what part. of 
testator’s estate should be converted; the ct. 
could not interfere with such discretion, at all 
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events if a considerable time had elapsed since it 
had been exercised; & the tenants for life were 
entitled to enjoy the leaseholds in specie.— 
Re SEWELL’S Estate (1870), L. R. 11 Eq. 80; 
sub nom. Re LONDON & NORTH WESTERN Ry. Co. 
(SEWELL’S Estate), 40 J. J. Ch. 185; 23 J, T. 
835; 19 W. R. 220. 

Annotation :—-Apld, Re Pitcairn, Brandreth v. Colvin, [1896] 

2 Ch. 199. 

359. .|—Testator, having purchased a piece 
of land, opened it as a brick field, & it was open at 
his death. By his will he devised it to trustees 
upon trust to sell ‘‘ when, in their discretion, it 
may seem advisable ;’’ & he directed that the 
rents ‘‘ & profits ’’ should, until sale, be considered 
as part of his personal estate, & be applicable & 
applied in such manner as the dividends or interest 
to arise from the investments of the sale moneys. 
He then gave the income of the investments to a 
tenant for life, with remainder, as to the capital, 
over. 

Royalties became payable after testator’s death. 
The trustees did not sell for ten years, but allowed 
the brick field to be worked out, being of opinion 
that by holding the land for the present they 
might sell it at a higher price afterwards for 
building purposes :—-Held: the tenant for life 
was entitied to the royalties absolutely, & not 
merely to the income which they would have pro- 
duced if invested.—-MILLER v. MILLER (1872), 
L. R. 13 Eq. 263; 41 L. J. Ch. 291 ; 20 W. R. 324. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Re North, Garton v. Cumberland, 

{1909} 1 Ch. 625. Mentd. Leppington v. Freeman (1891), 

65 L. T. 145. 

360. .]}—Testator, possessed of shares in 
several ships, bequeathed his personal estate to 
trustees, upon trust for sale, & conversion, & to pay 
the income arising therefrom to his wife for lite 
The will contained a power for the trustees to 
postpone such sale & conversion “ for so long as 
they may think fit,’’ & a direction that the income 
arising from his unconverted personal estate 
should be paid & applied in the same manner as 
the income of the moneys produced by such con- 
version would be payable or applicable. The ships 
were not sold until two years after testator’s death, 
& in the interval made several voyages, from which 
large profits resulted :—Held: such profits must be 
treated as income & not capital, & were, therefore, 
payable to the tenant for life.—DLwan v. LEAN 
(1875), 32 L. T. 805; 28 W. R. 485. 

361. --- —./—-Testator gave the residue of his 
estate, real & personal, to trustees to pay to his 
wife the rents, issues & profits, for hfe for her own 
absolute use & benefit, & after making bequests 
of leaseholds, but. not directing conversion, & of 
moneys, he gave the residue of his estate to five 
persons named equally. He authorised & em- 
powered his trustees to allow the moneys which 
he possessed to remain in the same state of invest- 
ment in which they should find them at his decease, 
unless circumstances should render it’ advisable 
to dispose of his bank shares. ‘Testator’s estate 
consisted (infer alia) of a sum of long annuities :— 
Held: the widow was not entitled to enjoy the 
annuities in specie, but they must be treated as 
having been converted at the death of testator.—— 
PORTER Vv. BADDELEY (1877), 5 Ch. D. 542. 
Annotations :—Distd. Re Thomas, Wood v. Thomas, [1891] 

3 Ch. 482. Consd. He Bates, Hodgson v. Bates, [1907] 1 

Ch. 22; .Re Nicholson, Kade v. Nicholson, [1909] 2 Ch. 

111. Retd. fe Sheldon, Nixon v. Sheldon (1880), 39 

Ch. D. 40. 

362. —-—.|—Testator gave several leasehold 
houses held upon short terms to trustees to pay 
the income to his wife for life, & then to his grand- 
children, & he gave his trustees, one of whom was 
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his wife, power to retain any portions of his 
property in the same state in which it should be 
at his decease, or to sell & convert the same as they 
should in their absolute discretion think fit :—Held: 
the special power to retain existing investments 
took the case out of the general rule as to conver- 
sion of perishable property, & the trustees were at 
liberty to retain the short leaseholds, & any other 
investments held by testator for such period as 
they should think fit—Gray v. SiacErRs (1880), 
15 Ch. D. 74; 49 L. J. Ch. 819; 29 W. R. 18. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re. Nicholson, Eade v. Nicholson, 

[1909] 2 Ch. 111. Refd. Re Thomas, Wood v. Thomas, 

[1891] 3 Ch. 482. 

363. .|—A discretionary power to convert 
if & when the trustees shall think fit, entitles the 
tenant for life to the enjoyment of the leasehold 
property in specie in the meantime. Where a full 
discretion is by the will given to the trustees, the 
rule in Howe v. Dartmouth, Earl, No. 265, ante, is 
not applicable, & the ct. will not interfere.—Re 
LEONARD, THEOBALD v. KING (1880), 43 L. T. 664 ; 
29 W. R. 234. 

364. .|—Testator empowered his trustees 
at their discretion to continue all or any part of his 
personal estate in the state or investment in or 
upon which the same should be at his death, or 
otherwise to convert the same, & to invest the 
proceeds in the names of the trustees in certain 
specified securities. At the death of testator part 
of his personal estate consisted of securities not of a 
wasting nature & not specifically authorised. In 
an action for the administration of the estate the 
Chief Clerk found that some of these securities 
were proper to be continued, & that others were 
proper to be called in :—Held: the tenants for life 
under the will were entitled to receive in specie 
the income of those unauthorised securities which 
were retained, & which were not of a wasting 
nature.—Re SHELDON, NIXON v. SITELDON (1888), 
39 Ch. D. 50; 58 L. J. Ch. 25; 59 1. T. 1835; 37 
W. R. 26. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Thomas, Wood v. Thomas, [1891] 
3.Ch. 482.  Apld. /ée Bates, Hodgson v. Bates, {1907} 1 Ch. 


22; Re Wilton, Moore v. Wilson, [1907] 1 Ch. 394. Refd. 
fete Nicholson, Kade v. Nicholson (1909), 78 L. J. Ch. 516. 


365. -|—Where a power is coupled with a 
trust or duty, the ct. will enforce the power & 
timely exercise of the power, but will not interfere 
with the discretion of the trustees as to the 
particular time or manner of their bond fide 
exercise of it. 

The question which I have to decide is, whether 
the trustees of a voluntary settlement should be 
ordered to scll at once certain leasehold premises, 
& invest the proceeds of sale so as to equalise as 
far as possible the income between a tenant for 
life & those entitled in remainder. There is un- 
doubtedly a duty upon the trustees to sell the 
leaseholds some time. I think their power of 
sale is coupled with a trust or duty, which the ct. 
will enforce if the trustees neglect to act in a proper 
& timely manner, but the ct. will not. interfere 
with the discretion which the trustees possess as 
to the particular time or manner when & in which 
they will exercise their power, so long as their 
conduct is bond fide, & they act fairly between the 
beneficiaries (CHITTy, J.).—/te BURRAGE, Bur- 
NINGHAM v. BURRAGE (1890), 62 TT. 752. 

366. .|—Testator by his will gave his 
residuary estate to trustees upon trust for con- 
version, & investment of the proceeds in specified 
securities, with power to the trustees in their 
absolute discretion to retain any securities or 
property belonging to him at his death uncon- 
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verted, for such period as they should think fit, 
& declared that his trustees should stand possessed 
of ‘‘ the stocks, funds, shares, & securities for the 
time being constituting or representing the resi- 
duary personal estate & effects thereinbefore 
bequeathed, & of the income thereof,’’ upon trust 
to pay the income to certain persons for life with 
remainders over. 

The estate of testator comprised certain 
American bonds, which were not included among 
the securities authorised by the will as investments, 
but were retained by the trustees in exercise of 
the discretion given to them. These _ bonds, 
which bore interest at 6 percent., were redeemable 
at par at a future date, & their present market 
value was considerably above par :—ZIleld: tho 
tenants for life were entitled to the whole net 
income of the bonds so rctained.—/te THOMAS, 
Woop v. THOMAS, [1891] 3 Ch. 482; 60 L. J. Ch. 
781; 65 L. T. 142; 40 W. R. 75. 

Annotations :—Consd. Hope v. D’Hédouville, [1893] 2 Ch. 


1. Distd. Ae Whitehead, Peacock 1. Lucas, [1894] 1 
Ch. 678. Folld. ve Godfree, Godfree v. Godfree, [1914] 
2 Ch. 110. Refd. Pe Chaytor, Chaytor v. Horn, [1905) 


1 Ch. 233: ve Bates, Hodgson vw. Bates, [1907] 1 Ch. 22. 

367. .}—Where the trustees of a will held 
freehold & leaschold estate in trust for sale, with 
power to postpone at discretion :—Held: the 
words of the will were insufficient to entitle the 
tenant for life to enjoy in specie the income 
arising from the Ileaseholds prior to sale.—ZJe 


CARTER (1892), 41 W. R. 140. 
A nen: :—Refd. /ce Searle, Searle v. Baker, [1900] 2 Ch. 


368. .|—Testator devised & bequeathed his 
property to trustees, upon trust for his mother 
for her life, with remainder to other persons, & 
he gave to his trustees, if & when they should 
consider it expedient, full power to sell & dispose 
of all or any part of his estate. Part of testator’s 
property consisted of the reversion, expectant on 
the death of his mother, of funds settled on her 
marriage of which she was tenant for life. The 
trustees did not convert this reversionary interest 
during the mother’s life :—-Held : the discretionary 
power of sale given by the will to the trustees 
excluded the application of the rule in Howe v. 
Dartmouth, Furl, No. 265, ante, & the personal 
representative of the mother was not, after her 
death, entitled to any part of the proceeds of the 
sale of the reversion.—e PITCAIRN, BRANDRETH 
v. COLVIN, [1896] 2 Ch. 199; 65 L. J. Ch. 1203 73 
L. T. 430; 44 W. R. 200. 

Annotations :—Distd. te. Bentham, Pearce rv. Bentham 
(1906), 94 LL. TT. 307. Refd. Re Bates, Hodgson r. Bates 
(1906), 23 T. L. R. 15; Zee Sherry, Sherry v. Sherry, 
[1913] 2 Ch. 508. 

369. .|—Testator by will gave his property 
to trustees upon trust for sale & conversion, with 
power to the trustees to postpone conversion 80 
long as they should in their uncontrolled discretion 
deem proper, & testator declared that without 
limiting the general operation of that power he 
specially intended that it should be made applic- 
able to his shares in a named co. After his death 
the trustees, in the bond fide cxercise of their 
discretion, held the shares for some years in a 
gencrally falling market :—Held: having exercised 
their discretion bond fide, they were not liable for 
loss incurred thereby.—e SCHNEIDER, KIRBY v. 
ScHNEIDER (1906), 22 T. L. R. 225. 

370. J—By his will testator gave his 
personal estate to his wife for life & after her 
death to other persons, & appointed his wife & 
pltf. trustees of his will. By a codicil testator 
empowered his trustees to carry on his businesses 
of a colliery owner & farmer, & gave them a 
general discretion ‘‘ to retain any investments ”’ 
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belonging to him at his death without being 

responsible for any loss occasioned thereby. 

Testator was a director of a coal co., limited, 

which had wide powers of engaging in colliery & 

other businesses under its articles & memorandum 
of assocn., & possessed a considerable reserve fund. 

At the time of his death the testator was possessed. 

of 336 fully paid up shares of £50 cach in the coal 

co., & in pursuance of their power under the 
codicil the trustees retained them :— Held: the 
shares were hazardous, but not wasting securities, 

& the power to retain investments was sufficient 

to exclude the operation of the rule in Howe v. 

Dartmouth (Earl), No. 265, ante. The tenant for 

life was, therefore, entitled to the income of the 

shares so long as the trustees thought fit to retain 

them.—Re BATES, HODGSON v. BATEs, [1907] 1 

Ch. 22; 761L.J.Ch. 29; 951.1. 753; 23 T.L. XR. 

153; 51 Sol. Jo. 27. 

Annotations :--Folld.. te Wilson, Moore v. Wilson, [1907] 
1 Ch. 394. Consd. J/te Nicholson, Kude v. Nicholson, 
(1909) 2 Ch, 111. 

371. J|—S. by his will & codicils gave his 
residuary estate to trustees upon trust in their 
discretion or at the direction of his wife for sale, 
& to invest the proceeds, & pay the income to his 
wife for her life or widowhood ; & on her death or 
remarriage to hold the residuary estate upon 
trust for testator’s children or grandchildren. 
Testator declared that his trustees might permit 
any part of his personal estate, house, & ground 
rents to remain unconverted so long as they 
should think fit ; that the rents, profits, & income 
should be paid & applied as the income of the 
procecds of sale of the residuary estate would be 
payable; & he further gave them powcr to post- 
pone the sale of his house, ground rents, & invest- 
ments until the death of his wife or until desired 
by his wife. S. died in Mar. 1918 > possessed, 
among other property, of a life interest of H. of 
the annual value of about £244 in property held 
on the trusts of a will, & of two policies of insurance 
on the life of H. the annual premiums on which 
together amounted to about £60. The where- 
abouts of HT. were not known, & there was a 
difficulty in selling the life interest :—J/feld: the 
trustees had power to retain the life interest & 
the policies unsold ; the widow of S. was entitled 
to the whole of the instalments of income from 
the life interest while unconverted; & the 
premiums on the policies ought to be paid out of 
capital as being part of the costs, charges, & 
expenses of administering the estate.—Re SHERRY, 
SHERRY v. SHERRY, [1913] 2 Ch. 508; 83 lL. J. Ch. 
126; 100 L. T. 474. 

372. ——-.|—Testator who died in 1913, gave 
his rea] & personal estate to trustees on trust for 
sale & conversion, with the fullest power & discre- 
tion to postpone the sale or conversion of the 
whole or any part thereof during such period as 
they should think proper, & to invest the proceeds 
in manner thereby authorised ; & declared that 
the trustees should ‘ divide the trust premises 
constituting or representing ’’ his residuary estate 
into as many shares as he should leave children 
who should survive him or have died in his life- 
time leaving children who should survive him, 
& should appropriate one of such shares to each 
such child on trust to pay the income unto each 
such child during his or her life with remainder 
on trusts in favour of his or her children. 
Testator’s estate at the date of his death com- 

rised some small leasehold properties & divers 
investments which were not authorised by the 
will but which had not yet been sold or converted 
by the trustees. No appropriation of the children’s 
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shares had yet been made :—Held: as between 
tenants for life & remaindermen, the tenants for 
life were entitled to receive the whole of the 
income of the residuary estate in its actual state 
of investment including the income of any unh- 
authorised investments, whether wasting or 
permanent, retained by the trustees under their 
discretionary power to postpone sale & con- 
version.—Re GODFREE, GODFREE v. GODFREF, 
[1914] 2 Ch. 110; 83 L. J. Ch. 734. 

378. .1—Testator by clause 6 of his will 
gave all his real & personal estate to trustees upon 
trust for sale & conversion & to hold the net pro- 
ceeds as to one moiety upon trust to invest & pay 
the income to his wife during widowhood, with a 
gift over, & as to the other moiety upon trust to 
invest & pay the income to his two daughters for 
life as tenants in common, with gifts over ; clause 9 
empowered the trustees to postpone the sale & 
conversion of all or any part of the estate for so 
long as they thought fit; & clause 11 empowered 
the trustees to permit his personal estate invested 
at his decease upon ‘“‘ any stocks, funds or securi- 
ties whatsoever yielding income to continue in 
the same state of investment’’ so long as they 
should think fit. 

Testator at his death held shares in Canadian 
land cos. which were valuable & paid good divi- 
dends, but were of a wasting character & did not 
come within the investment clause in the will :— 
Held: the shares were ‘ stocks’’ within the 
meaning of that word in clause 11; under clause 11 
the trustecs could retain the shares, & the tenants 
for life were entitled to receive in specie all the 
dividends from the shares.—Ne INMAN, INMAN v. 
INMAN, [1915] 1 Ch. 187; 84 1. J. Ch. 309; 112 
L. T. 240; 59 Sol. Jo. 161. 

374. Direction to convert on death of tenant for 
life.|—Testator by his will gave all his residuary 
estate, including certain leasehold estates, some of 
which were reversionary, to his trustees upon 
trust for his wife for life, & after her death to be 
divided into seven shares for the benefit of his 
seven children, & if A. W., one of his sons, should 
die under twenty-one, his share to accruc to 
testator’s other children living at his decease, or 
their issue. The shares of the daughters were 
settled. The hotchpot clause provided that his 
son J. & his daughters Hl. & C. should bring in 
the sum of £1,000 each, before division of his 
residuary estate. 

A. W. died before testator under twenty-one. 
The other six children survived him & attained 
twenty-one. C., one of the daughters named in 
the hotchpot clause, & her husband, died in the 
widow’s lifetime leaving children. The widow 
died in 1865 :—Held: on the construction of the 
will, the trustees were not bound to have 
converted the leasehold property on the death 
a ne widow.—~-LANE v. Brown (1871), 25 L. T. 

of. 

375. -|—Testator having, a few days before 
the date of his will executed a deed of partnership, 
whereby certain ‘‘ annual sums,” ‘‘rents” & 
“royalties ’’ were payable to him out of the 
partnership property, by his will gave all the 
residue of his real & personal estate to trustees 
upon trust to receive ‘‘ the rents dividends interest 
& annual proceeds thereof,’’ & pay the same to 
his wife for life. After the wife’s death the 
residuary estate was to be sold; & there was a 
subsequent proviso giving the trustees a dis- 
cretionary powcr of conversion in her lifetime :— 
Held: the rule in Howe v. Dartmouth, Earl, No. 265, 
ante, did not apply, but the widow was entitled 
in specie to the annual income of testator’s estate 
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as it existed at the time of his death.—GREAVES 

v. SMITH (1874), 29 L. T. 798; 22 W. R. 388. 

376. Direction to treat profits as income until 
conversion.| — Testator devised & bequeathed 
his real & personal estate upon usual trusts for 
sale & conversion, the proceeds to be invested & 
to be held upon trust for his wife for life, &, after 
her death, for his children. The will contained the 
usual power to postpone the sale & conversion of 
the real & personal estate, & the usual direction 
that until sale & conversion the rents, profits, & 
income thereof should be paid & applied to the 
same persons & in the same manner as the income 
of the trust estate. The will contained no 
reference whatever to the business of testator, 
which comprised the bulk of his estate. The 
exors, carried on the business for nearly two years 
with a view to its sale as a going concern, & the 
question arose whether the profits of the business 
during that period were to be treated as capital 
or income :—Held: the exors. had power to carry 
on the business for a reasonable period with a 
view to its sale as a going concern; &, as testator 
had expressly directed that the profits of his 
personal estate until conversion were to be treated 
as income, the general] rule laid down in Hove v. 
Dartmouth, Earl, No. 265, ante, did not apply, & 
therefore the widow was entitled to the profits of 
the business.—/?e CHANCELLOR, CHANCELLOR v. 
BROWN (1884), 26 Ch. D. 42; 53 L. J. Ch. 448 ; 
51 L. T. 83; 32 W. KR. 465, C. A. 

Annotations :---Apld. Re Crowther, Midgley v. Crowther, 
[1695] 2 Ch. 56; Ite Smith, Arnold v. Smith, [1896] 1 Ch. 
171. Consd. Rowlls r. Bebb (1900), 82 L. T. 633 ; Stanier 
v. Hodgkinson (1903), 73 L. J. Ch..179; Re Elford, 
Elford v. Elford, [1910] 1 Ch. 814. Refd. 2e Godden, 
Teague v. Fox (1892), 41 W. KR. 282. 

377. .|—Testator devised & bequeathed the 
residue of his property, whether real or personal, 
to trustees, upon trust for sale & conversion at 
such times & in such manner as they should think 
fit, but as to his business carried on in Sicily that 
they should wind up & dispose of the same as soon 
as practicable after his death, & if possible within 
twelve months thereof. There was express power 
to postpone the conversion of any part of his 
property other than the business. He then gave 
his wife a life interest in the income of his estate, 
&, subject thereto, his infant daughter was 
entitled to the whole estate contingently on 
attaining twenty-one or being married. The will 
contained a subsequent declaration by testator 
that ‘all the income arising from my estate ”’ 
should, until conversion, be applied as if it were 
income arising from the proceeds of the conversion, 
no part thereof being liable to be retained as 
capital. 

pon a summons to determine whether the 
profits of the business earned since testator’s 
death should be treated as income or be divided 
between capital & income :—-Held: the expression 

“ all the income arising from my estate ”’ included 

the profits arising from the business; there was 

no sufficient ground for limiting the application 
of the clause giving to the tenant for life the income 
of unconverted property to that part of the estate 
which was subject to the discretionary power to 
postpone; & the widow was therefore entitled to 
the profits of the business.—Re ELForp, ELFOoRD 

v. ELFORD, [1910] 1 Ch. 814; 79 L. J. Ch. 385; 102 

L. T. 488; 54 Sol. Jo. 542. 

378. Power of distress.|—Re GAME, GAME v. 
Youne, No. 344, ante. 

879. Direction to trustees to carry on business. ]— 
Testator gave all his real & personal estate to 
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trustees upon trust as to one fourth part for the 

children of A. E. L., as to another fourth for 

A. B. F., as to another fourth the income thereof 

to P. H., & as to the remaining fourth for W. H., 

in each case for their lives, & he declared that if 

any of them died without issue their share should 
form part of his residuary estate; & he gave his 
household furniture, books, pictures, paintings, 
engravings, plate, linen, china, & other effects to 
the said A. B. F. & P. H. in equal shares. On an 
originating summons asking what estates & 
interests in the estate were taken by the above- 

mentioned persons :—Held: the rule in Howe v. 

Dartmouth, Earl, No. 265, ante, was not applicable 

to any share except that given upon trust for P. H., 

& testator having directed his trustees to carry on 

his business the beneficiaries other than 2. H. were 

entitled to the profits thereof as they arose.— 

Re FIAMMERSLEY, HIEASMAN v. HAMMERSLEY 

(1899), 81 J.. T. 150. 

880. Absolute gift subject to executory limita- 
tion.J—The reason of the rule in Howe v. Dart- 
mouth, Earl, No. 265, ante, is not generally 
applicable to an absolute gift subject to an execu- 
tory limitation. 

By his will testator gave all his property to his 
wife, & by a codicil to his will. after reciting that 
G. M. was the adopted daughter of himself & his 
wife & that he was desirous of providing for her 
in the event of his wife dying without issue leaving 
her surviving, he directed that in such event the 
gift in his will in favour of his wife should take 
effect as if the name of G. M. had been substituted 
therein for that of his wife. Part of testator’s 
estate consisted of a reversionary interest in a 
trust fund :—Held;: having regard to the form of 
the gift in the codicil, testator intended that the 
property should be enjoyed in specie, & the 
reversion ought not to be sold.—Re BLANn, 
MILLER v. BLAND, [18909] 2 Ch. 336; 68 I. J. Ch. 
745. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Stainer v. Hodgkinson (1903), 73 
L. J. Ch. 179. Refd. Ite Barratt, National Provincial 
Bank v. Barratt, [1925] Ch. 550. 

381. Optional power of sale to tenant for life. |— 
Testator who was, at his decease in 1901, entitled 
to freehold & leasehold houses, held at a ground 
rent & let to weekly tenants, for a term of which 
thirty-nine years was unexpired, after bequeathing 
legacies, gave to his widow a life rent of all his 
property with power to sell & reinvest the pro- 
ceeds on good security, after her death his property 
to be divided amongst his children :—Held: 
although no indication of testator’s intention 
could be drawn from the use of the expression 
“life rent,’?’ which merely indicated testator’s 
intention to give his widow a life interest in his 
property, yet the optional power of sale given to 
the widow, the life tenant, furnished sufficient 
indication of testator’s intention that she should 
enjoy his leasehold property in specie to exclude 
the operation of the rule of conversion in Howe v. 
Dartmouth, Earl, No. 265, aunte.—Ite BENTHAM, 
PEARCE v. BENTHAM (1906), 04 L. T. 307. 

882. Direction to convert with consent of tenant 
for life.|—R. by will gave all his residuary estate 
to the Public Trustee upon trust with the consent 
of his wife, to sell & convert, with power, with 
the like consent, to postpone sale & conversion for 
such time as he should think fit, & to hold the 
proceeds upon trust, with such consent as afore- 
said, to invest the same upon specified invest- 
coon & to pay the income to his wife during her 
life. 

Testator’s estate comprised investments not 
authorised by his will, which produced a larger 
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income than 4 per cent.:—Held: as both con- 
version & postponement of conversion were sub- 
ject to the wife’s consent, her position was the same 
as if conversion was postponed by the will until 
after her death, & she was entitled to the income 
in specie.—Re RoaErs, PuBLIC TRUSTEE vv. 
RoqggErs, [1915] 2 Ch. 437; 84 L. J. Oh. 837; 113 
L. T. 916; 60 Sol. Jo. 27. 

Property in mines.|—See MInNEs, Vol. XXXIV., 
pp. 630, 631, No. 274-277, 


SUB-SEOT. 3.—ESTATES PUR AUTRE VILE. 
See REAL Property, Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 670- 
G72, Nos, 128-159. 


SUB-SECYr. 4.—CONDITIONAL INTERESTS. 
A, Jn General. 
See Part XTLI., Sect. 1, post. 


B. Option to Purchase. 
(a) In General. 

383, Validity of gift.|--(1) A. right) of  pre- 
emption given by will, whether at a price expressed 
or to be fixed by the trustees, will be executed : the 
construction in the latter case being a reasonable 
price, to be ascertained by reference to the master. 
But to pass such right to the heir or devisee the 
intention to accept the offer must appear by some 
act, or, at least, by will. In this case, the will 
directing, that A. or whoever shall after testator’s 
decease be entitled to estates in settlement may 
have the refusal, A. having died without showing 
such intention, & a tenant for life of part of the 
settled estates, not: by the settlement, but under a 
recovery by A., not answering the description :— 
Held: the right did not then exist in any one. 

(2) If testator goes no farther than to propose 
by his will an offer to a particular person at a 
price, to be fixed by his trustees, & that person 
does not act in his life, signifying what he will do, 
I do not conceive, the interest’ he has can be 
longer than his life; or, that it will descend to his 
real representative, to be paid for by his personal 
estate (LORD ELDON, ©.).—RADNOR (EARL) v. 
SHAFTO (1805), 11 Ves. 448; 32 KH. R. 1160, L. C. 

$84. Devolution of right—Necessity for intention 
to accept offer.|—-RADNOK (KARL) v. Suarro, No. 
383, ante. 

385. Right of executor.}—Testator be- 
queathed four leaschold houses to A. B. & C. D. in 
trust for his wife for life, & after her death he 
bequeathed same to A. b. subject & on condition 
that he should grant an underlease to (. D. for all 
the term, wanting eleven days, at £5 a year rent, 
of two of the houses, containing covenants similar 
to those contained in the original lease, The 
original rent of cach of these two houses was 





winnowing machine ” :—Held: on the 
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£18 7a. 6d. ©. D. died in the lifetime of the widow, 
& on her death his exor. claimed an underlease :— - 
Held; the gift was not personal to C. D. & was 
not lost by his death in the lifetime of the widow ; 
& his exor, was entitled to an underlease according 
to the requisitions of the will.—TAYLok v, COOPER 
(1846), 8 L. T. O. 8S. 134; 10 Jur. 1078. 

386. .|—Testator devised & be- 
queathed certain real & personal property, in- 
cluding an hotel, to trustees upon trust to pay 
out of the rents, issues, & income thereof, annuities 
to his widow & sister, & during their lives & the 
life of the survivor to divide the residue of the 
rents, issues, & income equally between his four 
children; & after the decease of the survivor of 
his wife & sister he declared that his son should 
have the option of purchasing the hotel at the 
price of £10,000, such sum to fall into testator’s 
residuary personal estate ; but if the son should 
decline to purchase the hotel at that price within 
six months after the decease of the survivor of 
testator’s wife & sister, he directed that his trustces 
should sell the hotel, & that the moneys arising 
from the sale thereof should fall into his residuary 
personal estate. The son died very soon after his 
father, testator, also leaving a will whereby he 
appointed exors. ‘T'estator’s wife & sister being 
also dead :—Held: the option to purchase the 
hotel was a right personal to the son, & could not 
be exercised after his death by his ecxors.—J?e 
COUSINS, ALEXANDER v. Cross (1885), 30 Ch, D. 
203, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. County Hotel & Wine Co. vr. L. & N. W. 

sty.. (1918) 2 K. B. 251, 

387. Right of donee to abstract of title.|— 
Testator directed his trustees to offer his real estate 
including a moicty of an estate of which he was 
tenant in common with his brother to the brother, 
at a specified sum, but in case the brother should 
not within a month after testator’s death signify 
his intention to accept the property at the price, 
or should not at the expiration of two calendar 
months from the time of signifying his intention 
pay the purchase-money to the trustees, then 
testator directed the property to be sold by 
auction. The brother signified his intention to 
purchase within the month, & required an abstract 
of the title. None was furnished to him within 
two months after the signification of lis intention 
to purchase, & the purchase-money was not paid 
at. the expiration of that time :—-Held: the right 
of pre-emption was lost.—BROOKE v. GARRKOD 
(1857), 2 De G. & J. 6235 27 L. J. Ch. 2263 30 
L. T. O. S. 194; 6 W. R. 121; 44 BK. R. Olt, 
L. C. 

Annotation :-—Distd. Ward +. Wolverhampton Waterworks 

Co. (1871), L. BR. 13 Eq. 243. 

388. Right of donee to conveyance free from 
incumbrances.}|—S8., who carried on the business 
of a brewer, by a codicil to her will, directed ‘* that, 
M. do, on my decease, immediately purchase all 
my property, brewery, etc., at one-fourth less 








was a gift; the trustees, therefore, 
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385 i. Devolution of riyght—Right of 
exenutor.j—Devise of house & farm of 
land to testator’s wife for lifo, & at 
her decease “‘ I desire that. my brother 
A. shall get the entire of said house 
& lands, together with the plough & 
winnowing machine, at £8 Ns etatute 
acre. If my brother A. will not take 
the land at £8 an acre, together with 
the buildings, etc., they are then to 
he sold by public auction.” A. pre- 
deceased testator’s widow, having be- 
queathed to his non J. “ all my interest 
& goodwill in my deceased brother's 
farm, together with the plough & 


death of the widow, there was a gift 
of property to A. on the condition of 
paying a price for it, & this option 
was exercisable by his exor. after his 
death.— BELSHAW v. ROLLINA, [1904] 
1]. . 234, 289; 881, L. T. 90.—IR. 


887 i. Right of donee to abstract of 
titie.J-—V. devised real estate in trust 
for her husband for his Hfe, & directed 
the trustees to sell & convey the pro- 
perty absolutely to him for a named 
SUL, applicable to the purposes of 
her will, provided that he dectared, 
within one year after her death, that 
he accepted the proposal :—Semble ;: 
the right of pre-emption to the husband 


were not bound to make out title to 
him, nor were they entitled to receive 
out of V.’s assets, & to the prejudice 
of the persons entitled to the residue, 
the costs of making out title.—He 
ea & TORRENS (1865), 17 I. Ch. 

388 i. Fight of donee to conveyance 
free from  tneumbrances.}—GIVAN _ &. 
Maassky (1892), 31 L. R. Ir. 126.—IR. 

b. Obligation te pay net peraonal 
to donee -— After aption exercised, | 
—McKENpDRIcCK ». Lewis (1389), 15 
Vv. L. R. 450.—AUS. 

o. Grant of several options without 
priortty.}—Testator directed that “ in 
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than its value, with the proviso, only that from 
that time & for ever, C. receives no profit from the 
business, & has nothing more to do with the 
property in any way or form whatsoever.’ C. had 
formerly been in partnership with S. in the brewery 
business. Part of the property of testatrix con- 
nected with the brewery was, at her death, subject 
to a mtge. :—Held: (1) upon the construction of 
the codicil, coupled with the facts of the case, 
that M. was entitled to purchase at three-fourths 
of its value, not only the actual brewery & the 
property lying within its precincts, but also the 
public-houses belonging to testatrix, & which 
were held by her for the purposes of her trade, 
the tenants thereof being bound to take their 
beer from her brewery; (2) M. was cntitled to 
purchase the cquity of redemption of the property 
in mtge. at three-fourths of its value, & then to 
take the property subject to the mtge.—WaAITE 
v. MORLAND (1866), 14 l. T. 649; 12 Jur. N.S. 
763; 14 W. R. 746, L. JJ. 

389. |—Testator devised & bequeathed 
his residuary real & personal estate to trustees 
upon trust for sale & conversion & directed that 
they should allow his son the option of purchasing 
two houses forming part of his real estate for 
£450. The two houses were subject to a mtyge. for 
£300. The son gave notice to the trustees of his 
intention to exercise the option & took out a 
summons to determine whether the option gave 
him a right to a conveyance free from incum- 
brances :-—HTeld: the son was not an heir or 
devisee & Real Estate Charges Act, 1854 (c. 113), 
s. 1, did not apply, & he was entitled to have the 
property conveyed to him free from the mtge.-- 
Ike WILSON, WILSON v. WILSON, [1908] 1 Ch. 839 ; 
771. J. Ch. 5643 98 L. T. 828, 

390. Extent of right— Option to purchase ‘‘ All 
my brewery, etc.”’——Whether public-houses in- 
cluded.J|—Watrre v. MorRLAND, No. 888, ane. 

391. Alleged advancement by testator during 
lifetime—Parol declarations.|—‘Tcstator, by his 
will, directed that his son H. should have the 
option of purchasing the good will, etc., of his 
business. ‘The purchase-money to form part of his 
residuary estate. Testator dicd in 1835, & H. 
who, from 1820, had managed the business & 
resided solely on the premises as apparent owner, 
claimed it as an advancement, & alleged a parol 
agreement between him & testator in 1825, & as 
proof thereof gave in evidence declarations of 
testator about that time to his neighbours, that he 
had sct up If. in business, & had asked their 
custom for him :-—J/eld:; as there was no direct 
transfer or proof of change of possession, the 
parol declarations of testator could not counter- 
vail his solemn declaration expressed by his will.—- 
SHARPE v. SHARPE (1840), 10 L. J. Ex. iq. 2. 

392. Effect of sale of property before exercise of 
option—-Right of donee to surplus—Compulsory 
purchase. |— and was devised in trust for testator’s 
widow for life, & after her death for sale & division 
of the proceeds among his children equally, with 
a direction that the trustees should offer the land 
to testator’s son, at a specified price, upon the 
death of the widow. The land was purchased by 
aw railway co., under the powers given by their 








case any one of the above named three yrecluded from 
legatces be able & willing to buy the 
farm, as aforesaid, at the price of 
$4,000, my exors. hercatter named shall 
60 sell safd farm.’’ Mach of the three 
legatees claimed the right to purchase 


the farm :--Held: the exors. were (Gr. 314.—CAN. 


carrying out this 

irection in the will & they must sell 
the estate & divide the proceeds be- 
tween the parties interested according 
to another provision in the w 
JEFFERY v. ScoTr (Ont.) (1879), 27 


WILLS. 


Act, for more than twice the specified sum — 
Held: the son was entitled to the difference.—Ite 
Canv’s Estate (1859), 4 De G. & J. 503; 28 
L. J. Ch. 64); $3 L. T. O. S. 280; 5 Jur. N.S. 
829; 7 W. R. 624; 45 BE. R. 196, L. JJ. 5; subse- 
quent proceedings, 1 De G. F. & J. 153. 
Annotation :—Refd. 7te Kerry, Bocock v. Kerry, Arnull v. 

Kerry, [1889] W. N. 3. 

393. —-—~ Sale in creditor’s action.]—le 
Kerry (1889), 5 T. L. RR. 178. 

Legacies in Heu of dower.]|—See JI{XECUTORS, 
Vol. XXIJT., p. 427, Nos. 4973-4981. 





(6) Time for Exercise of Option. 

304. No time fixed—Effect of delay— Twenty-five 
years.]—Devise of lands to trustces in fee in trust 
to pay debts & legacies, & after these paid then to 
sell; & if any of testator’s name would buy it, 
such person to have it for £200 less than the value. 
One of testator’s name brings a bill for this pre- 
emption ; but delays bringing it until twenty-five 
years after testator’s death. Jill dismissed.— 
Hucksrep v. Maruirws (1685), 1 Vern. 362; 23 
Ig. BR. 623, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Chalmer v. BrudJey (1819), 1 Jac. & W. 

51. Mentd. Pyot v. Pyot (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 335. 

395. Time fixed in will—Must be strictly ob- 
served.|/—A. having five daughters, devises lands 
to trustees to convey to the eldest, in case she 
should pay £6,000 among her four sisters, within 
six months; & if not, he gives the like pre- 
emption to cach of his other daughters. The 
money not being paid within the time, equity will 
not enlarge it.—MASTER v. WILLOUGHBY (1705), 2 
Bro. Parl. Cas. 244; 1 H.R. 919, WL. L. 
Annaaion :—Apld. Brooke +. Garrod (1857), 3 K. & J. 


396. ——— What amounts to exercise of option— 
Purchase not completed.J|—Testator devised a 
house to trustces, upon trust to permit his son, 
at any time within three months after his death, 
to become the purchaser thereof, at the price of 
£4,000; & to sell & convey sume to his son, his 
heirs, etc. But should his son not complete such 
purchase within the three months, then the 
trustees were, within twelve months from {estator’s 
death, to sell the house by auction. ‘The son, 
within two months from his father’s death, 
declared to the trustees his intention to purchase 
the house at the sur mentioned, but they did not: 
deliver the title deeds to their solr., or instruct 
him to prepare the conveyance until the last day 
of the three months; & the son did not pay any 
part of the purchase-money, nor was any con- 
veyance executed to him within the three months : 
—Held: he could not enforce his option.— 
DAWSON v. DAWSON (1837), 8 Sim. 346; Donnelly, 
212; 591. R. 137. 

Annotation :— Apld. Brooke v. Garrod (1857), 3 Kk. & J. 608. 








397. —— -|— BRooKE v. GARKOD, 
No. 387, ante. 
98. —--- When period begins to run—Within 


one month of offer—Price not communicated to 
donee.|—Testator directed his trustees to give to 
A. B. the option of purchasing his Lancashire 
estates at the price mentioned in his conveyance, 
but the offer was to be considered declined unless 
accepted within a month from the offer being 
made :—Held: no valid offer was made until the 
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d. Time jired by will—‘* After three 
months after my decease.’’}—'lestator 
devised Jand to his eldest) son J., 
for life, & after his decease without 
issue to his grandson, pltf. in fee. By 


i}l.— 
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price had been stated to A. B.—LiLForp (Lorp) 
v. KECK (1862), 30 Beav. 295; 54 EB. R. 902. 

399, ---- —_— Within twelve months of death 
of husband of testatrix—-Death in lifetime of tes- 
tator.|—Testatrix appointed an estate to her 
husband for life, remainder to trustees upon trust 
for her daughters, subject to a proviso that her 
son should be at liberty to purchase the estate for 
£8,000 on giving notice within twelve months 
after the husband’s death, the right of pre-emption 
to determine if the notice were not given within 
that time; & she limited the £8,000 on trusts for 
the daughters and their issue :—Held: the con- 
dition must be read as meaning within twelve 
months after the estate came to the trustces, & 
a notice given within twelve months of testatrix’s 
death, though two years after the death of her 
husband, was sufficient to entitle the son to the 
option of purchase.~--EVANS v. STRATFORD (1864), 
2 Hem. & M. 142; 10 lL. 7. 718; 10 Jur. N.S. 
861; 71 EK. R. 416. 

400. ——-- --—— Where price to be fixed by arbi- 
tration.|—Testator gave to his children in succes- 
sion an option to purchase certain property at a 
price to be fixed by arbn. within a prescribed time, 
& declared that the time to be allowed to each of 
his children for exercising the option was to be 
two calendar months, within which time he or she, 
in the event of purchasing, should enter into such 
an agreement for complction as the arbitrators 
should approve. ‘The award was left, on May 5, 
at the office of the solr. of the trustees & testator’s 
family, who also acted for the eldest son. The 
solr., on May 7, wrote to the eldest son, informing 
him of the price. The son, on June 16, replied 
by letter that he elected to take the estate at the 
price, & went on to ask that if he had to sign any 
agreement it might be forwarded to him. He 
signed, on July 6, an agreement approved by the 
arbitrators, & shortly after completed the purchase. 
The son having sold the property & filed a bill for 
specific performance :—Held: the title was 
marketable, for the two months ought to be 
reckoned, not from the date of the award, but 
from the time when it) was first communicated to 
the son; & thus the formal agreement was signed 
within the two months, & semble, the option was 
effectually exercised by the letter of June 16.— 
AUSTIN v. TAWNEY (1867), 2 Ch. App. 1485; 36 
L. J. Ch. 88930175 W. RR. 4638, 1. C. 


(ce) Price, 

401. How fixed—Provision for valuation by 
trustees—Trustees unable or unwilling to act— 
Reference to master.!—-RADNOR (ISARL) v. SHAFTO, 
No. 383, ande. 

402. ‘* Fair & reasonable value ’’— 
How far conclusive.|—'T'cstator gave to his son the 
option of purchasing an estate, at what to his 
trustees ‘“ should seem a fair & reasonable value.” 
The trustees had a valuation made which amounted 
to £1,500, the valuation made at the instance of 
the parties interested in the produce exceeded 
that by one-third :—/Teld: the trustees having 
fixed what they considered “a fair & reasonable 
value,” having authority to do so, it was in- 
cumbent on pltf. to show that it was fraudulent, 
in order to prevent the son’s purchasing at £1,500. 
-—EDMONDS v. MILLETT (1855), 20 Beav. 54; 52 
Kh. OR. 522. 

403. Must be fair & adequate..—Testator had 








a codicil he declared that if J. should 
“after three months after my decease ’”’ 
deposit in the hands of any person to 
he chosen by pltf.’s parents £100, to be 


land should 


invested for Leahy nee then the 
o to J. 
payment of the £100 within a reason- 
able time after three months from 
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said, ‘‘ If my grandson shall be desirous to purchase 
the property, my trustees... shall name an 
indifferent & respectable surveyor to value same 
to him”. . . The grandson did not first: express 
his desire to purchase....I am clearly of 
opinion that in valuing the reversion in a public- 
house under circumstances like the present, the 
goodwill ought to be included in the calculation 

(LorD LANGDALE, M.R.).---EDWARDS v. EDWARDS 

(1837), 1 Jur. 6514. 

Annotation :—Refd. West London Syndicate v. I. R. Comrs., 
[1898] 2 Q. B. 507. 

404. Time for valuation—-After expression of 
desire to purchase.|—-EDWaARpDs v. Epwarps, No. 
403. ante. 

405. What must be included in calculation— 
Goodwill of public-house— Valuation of reversion.] 

—~KHDWARDS v. EDWARDS, No. 403, ante. 

406. Payment of interest—Price to be debited 
against share of reversion—-From what time pay- 
able—Time of distribution of estate.}|—T'estator 
by his will gave each of his sons in succession, 
according to seniority, the option of succeeding 
to his business, & declared that the son electing to 
do so should be debited with the value thereof 
in the division of his residuary estate, &, if the 
value should exceed the amount of such son’s 
expectant share therein at the time the option 
was declared, he should refund the excess to 
testator’s residuary estate. Then, after giving 
certain legacies to his other children, sons at 
twenty-five & daughters at twenty-one or marriage, 
which were to carry interest from his death 
applicable for maintenance, testator gave his 
residuary estate upon trusts for sale, conversion, 
& investment & payment of certain annuities & 
directed the trustees to accumulate the surplus 
income at compound interest for twenty-one years 
from his death, if any child of his should so long 
live & be under twenty-one & on the attainment 
of twenty-one by his youngest living child, which 
was to be the period of distribution, to hold the 
trust fund in trust for his children then living as 
tenants in common. The will also empowered 
the trustees, at any time before the period of 
distribution, to make advances out of the capital 
of the trust premises in favour of any of his sons, 
the sums so advanced to be taken in part satis- 
faction of the shares in the trust premises to which 
the sons advanced should become entitled. 
Testator died in 1883 leaving three sons & two 
daughters. The eldest son in 1884 elected to 
succeed to the business, the value of which 
£15,000, did not at the time exceed the amount of 
his expectant share. The youngest child attained 
twenty-one in 1894; & meanwhile the second son 
had under the powers of advancement received 
sums amounting to £8,200 :—Held: in debiting 
the eldest son with the value of the business taken 
by him, he ought not to be debited with interest 
thereon from the time he took it, but only from 
the period of distribution; as to the sums ad- 
vanced to the second son no interest ought to be 
charged thereon prior to the period of distribu- 
tion.—Re DALIMEYER, DALLMEYER v. DALL- 
MEYER, [1896] 1 Ch. 3723; 65 1. J. Ch. 201; 73 
I. 7.6713; 40 Sol. Jo. 151 5 sub nom. Re DALMEYER, 
44 W. R. 375, C. A. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Re Lambert, Middicton v. Moore, 
[1897] 2 Ch. 169; Re Whiteford, Inglis v. Whiteford, 
[1903] 1 Ch. 889; e Willoughby, Willoughby ». Decies, 
[1911] 2 Ch. 581: Re Forster-Brown, Barry v. Forster- 
Brown, [1914] 2 Ch. 584. 


testator’s decoase was sufficient: & 
‘‘ after ’’ should not be read as ‘‘ with- 
in.’-—HYLAND v. THROCKMORTON, 29 
U. C. R. 560.-—-CAN. 


in fee :—Held: 
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Sup-sEctT. 6,—-RIGHT OF SELECTION. 
A. Express Right. 

407. Validity.;—(1) If a will shows that. testator 
intends to give a particular property to a legatee, 
& owing to testator having several properties 
answering the description in the will of the parti- 
cular property given you are unable to say, either 
from the will itself or from extrinsic evidence, 
which of the several properties testator referred to, 
then on principle the gift must fail for uncertainty 
(RomER, J.). 

(2) Testator who has several properties all 
having the same description, may by his will give 
one of them to a legatee, & leave the choice of that 
one to the legatee; & such a gift is clearly valid 
(ROMER, J.). 

(3) If testator gives one of such properties to a 
legatee without saying more, then the reasonable 
inference is that the testator intended the legatee 
to select (ROMER, J.). 

(4) Where testator gives one of such properties, 
to each of several legatees, then he intends primd 
Sacie to give the right of selection to the legatees 
according to the priority of the bequests (ROMER, 
J.).-—ASTEN v. ASTEN, [1804] 3 Ch. 260; 63 L. J. 
Ch. 834; 71 L. T. 228; 8 R. 496. 

Annotation :—As to (1) Consd. /?e Choadle, Bishop v. Holt, 

[1900] 2 Ch. 620. 

408. Right of donee—Whether right to take 
whole.|— Devise of all the residue of what testator 
should die possessed of, or in expectancy, of what 
nature or kind socver, in Jamaica or any other 
country, to his wife E. S. for her natural life, 
reserving to her full power to will away any part 
or proportion of his residuum at her decease; & 
after that period he bequeathed the residue of 
what was undisposed of by his wife, to his daughter, 
& the heirs of her body for ever :—Held: the wife 
had a power of appointment over the whole residu- 
ary estate.—Cookk v7. FARRAND (1816), 7 Taunt. 





122; 2 Marsh. 421; 129 EK. RR. 49. 

409. ———,.J/—Testator gave all his house- 
hold furniture, linen, wearing apparel, books, 
plate, wines, fixtures, statues, china, horses, 


carriages & everything in his house to trustees, of 
whom his wife was one, & directed that all his 
household property ‘‘ as aforesaid ” should, after 
his decease, be sold, ‘‘ with the exception of such 
articles, whatever they be, that my dear wife may 
desire to retain for her own use ; which | hereby 
empower her to appropriate to her own use’’: 
--Held: this bequest. did not enable the widow 
to take the whole of the houschold property, but 
intimated a confidence that she would not take the 
whole; she was empowered to make her selection 
as well from amongst the statues, pictures & 
ornamental articles as from the ordinary furniture ; 
& she was entitled absolutely to the articles which 
she might select.—KENNEDY v. KENNEDY (1853), 
10 Hare, 438; 1 W. HK. 177; 68 KK. R. 998. 


Annotation :-—Distd. te Sharland, Kemp v. Rozey (No. 2) 
(1896), 74 I. T. 664. 


410. -|—Testator directed his exors. 
to allow his wife to occupy his dwelling-house at 
3., if undisposed of, or at K., as she should elect 
for her life, without the payment of any rent; 
but in the event of this house at B. being disposed 





me 
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R408 i. sight of donee—Whether right 
fo take whole.j~-Testator dovised & 
bequeathed the residue of his real & 
personal estate, including a freehold 
hotel & premises, to his wife & eldest 


furniture, linen, 
kitchen utensils, 


Held: 
bote}, 


son on trust, & gave his wife such 
eee cbina, 


chattels as she might desire to select :—- 
the widow was not. entitled to 
take the whole of the furniture in the 
though, so far as houschold 


WILLS. 


of, then he directed them so to allow her to occup 
his house at. R. After her death he directed suc 
‘* house or houses ”’ to be sold :-——Held: the widow 
must elect between the two houses, & was not 
entitled to occupy both.—TIarBy v. Moore (1860), 
3L. T. 209; 6 Jur. N.S. 883. 

411. -—_—,]— Gift by testator of his plate to 
trustees upon trust to permit his widow ‘‘ to have 
& appropriate absolutely to herself such parts 
thereof as she should signify in writing her desire 
to possess’ :-—-Held: the widow was entitled to 
the whole of the plate.—ARTHUR v. MACKINNON 
(1879), 11 Ch. D. 885; 48 L. J. Ch. 634; 41 L. T. 
276; 27 W. R. 704. 

Annotation -—Apld. Re Sharland, Kemp v. Rosey (No. 2) 

(1896), 74 L. 'T. 664. 

412. .|-~Testator, by his will, devised 
to A. a certain house & the furniture therein, 
except what he otherwise disposed of by will or 
codicil. By his codicil he empowered B. to choose 
everything he might desire from the furniture at 
fhe house, except certain specified articles :—Held : 
testator intended B. to take all, or as much as he 
liked, of the furniture in question other than the 
excepted articles, & was not bound to leave a 
substantial portion thereof.—Re SHARLAND, KEMP 
v. RozEy (No. 2) (1896), 74 L. T. 664; 40 Sol. 
Jo. 514, C. A. 

418. Priority of choice—Right exercisable at 
twenty-one.|—Testator gave to his son, in case he 
should live to attain twenty-one, such part of his 
real estate as his son should choose, but not 
exceeding the yearly value of £350, & to his 
daughter such part of his real estate as should 
remain after his son should have made his choice, 
or of the whole of his real estate in case his son 
should not live to choose his part as she should 
choose, but not exceeding the yearly value of 
£360 :—Held : the son was entitled to priority of 
choice on attaining twenty-one, & there was to be 
no apportionment, although he might not leave for 
the daughter lands of the yearly value of £360.— 
WEIGALL v. BROME (1833), 8 Sim. 99; 58 EK. R. 5382. 

414. Bequest of money or annuity—Who may 
exercise right.|—Bequest of £500, or an annuity 
of £25 for life:—Held: not to give the option 
to the legatee, but to the parties interested in 
the property, subject to the annuity.—WILSON 
uv. WILSON (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 152; 9L. T. O.S. 
291; 11 Jur. 793; 63 FE. R. 1011; 
proceedings (1850), 19 Ju. J. Ch. 279. 


Annotations :—Consd. Hagger vr. Neatby (1854), Kay, 379. 
Mentd. Middlebrovk v. Bromley (1863), 2 New Rep. 224. 


415. -—— Failure of bequest of annuity.| — 
Testator, after giving a legacy of £200 to his wife, 
directed his trustees ‘in addition thereto to pay 
to my wife, so long as she shall continue my widow 
& unmarried, an annuity of £300, or otherwise in 
lieu & in substitution of the annuity, at the option 
of my wife if she shall prefer it, a legacy of £2,000.”’ 
After the date of the will the marriage was declared 
null by the Divorce Ct., in a suit: brought by the 
wife against testator. After this testator died 
leaving the lady surviving :—Held: (1) as the 
lady did not at testator’s death fill the position of 
testator’s widow, she could not take the annuity ; 
(2) she could not take the £2,000, for an option 
to take a legacy instead of an annuity could not 
exist if there was no right to take the annuity.— 
hte BODDINGTON, BODDINGTON v. CLATRAT (1884), 











chattels were concerned, leaving out of 
consideration what might be furniture 
in the hotel, no limit was fixed on the 
Selection she might make.—J?e GILLES: 
PIE, GILLEBPIR ov. GILLNSrIR, 22 
N, de lL. h, 74.--N.Z, 


glass, 
other household 
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25 Ch. D. 685; 53 L. J. Ch. 475; 50 L. T. 761; 

82 W. R. 448, C. A. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Folld. 
Kettlewell (1907), 98 L. T. 23. ‘ 
Burniston 7 White, [1911] 2 Ch. 342. Refd, Anderson v. 
Berkley, [1902] 1 Ch. 936. Generally, Reta@. N. v. M. 
(1885), LT. L. R. 523: Re Lowe, Danily v. Platt (1892), 61 
L. J. Ch. 415; Re Howard, Taylor v. Howard (1901), 84 
L. T. 296. Mentd. In the Goods of Howe (1884), 33 W. R. 
48; Re Bolton, Brown v. Bolton (1886), 54 L. T. 396; Re 
Joseph, Pain v, Joseph, {1908] 1 Ch. 599; Re Wagstaff, 
Wagstaff v. Jalland, {1908} 1 Ch. 162; Re Mason, Mason v. 
Mason, [1910] 1 Ch. 695. 


416. Lapse of right—-Death of party entitled to 
select.|—Testator devised all his houses in South- 
wold to trustees in trust for his wife for life, & after 
her death, in trust to convey one of them, which- 
ever she might think proper to choose, to his 
daughter M., & her heirs, & to convey all the other 
of them, to his daughter C., in fee.” M. died in 
testator’s lifetime, &, consequently, without 
having chosen any one of the houses. (©. survived 
testator. A general demurrer to a bill filed by 
testator’s heir, to have all the houses conveyed to 
him, was overruled.—BOyYcE v. Boyce (1849), 16 
Sim. 476; 60 EK. R. 959. 

417, .|—Testator bequeathed to his 
wife such articles as she should within two months 
select from the articles in certain rooms in a house. 
Five days after the death of testator his wife died 
without having made any selection :—Held: the 
right of selection did not pass to the wife’s exors. 
& the bequest failed.—RWe MApur, PRIDIE v. 
BRILLAMY (1928), 44 T. L. R. 3723 sub nom. Re 
MADGE, PuprE v. BELLAMY, 72 Sol. Jo. 284. 

418. Power to make second selection—Per- 
mission of trustees.|——-A. widow by will devised an 
acre of land, which was “ to be selected by ”’ the 
devisee, to a clergyman absolutely, & devised all 
her other real estate to the trustees of her will 
upon trust to convert it into money. By a letter 
to the clergyman, dated the day her will was 
executed, but not intended to be, & not in fact 
delivered to him until after her death, she said 
that it} would be ‘‘ gratifying to her memory ”’ if 
he of his “‘ own free will’ would dedicate the acre 
of land as a site for achurch; he did select an acre 
for that purpose, but subsequently entered into 
an arrangement with the trustees of her will, 
whereby the trustees sold the acre so selected & 
granted him permission to select another acre in 
lieu thereof. The clergyman died without having 
selected another acre :—Held: the permission to 
make a second selection was ulfra vires, & the 
purchase-money produced by the acre originally 
selected belonged to the personal representatives 
of the clergyman absolutely.-—LITTLEDALE v. 
BICKERSTETH (1876), 24 W. R. 507. 


B. Implied Right. 

419. When right implied——Gift of given number 
out of several properties of same description—-Two 
acres out of four.|——MARSHAT’S CASE (1598,) 3 Dyer, 
28la,n.3 73 BE. R. 6381. 


Annotation :—Retd. Duckmanton 1. 
5H. &N. 219, 


Re Kettlewell, Jones v. 
3 Re Hammond, 








Duckmanton (1860), 


416 i. Lapse of right—Death of party 619; 
entitled to select.}—-A widow did not. 
during her life exercise a power of 
selection given her by testator, but sho 
left a settlement whereby she be- 
pueathod to different Jegatces certain of 
the articles to which the poner applied : 
—Held: upon the construction of the 
husband’s settlement, the power of 
Aelection given to the widow was a 


Testator devised 


43. L. T. 69.—SCOT. 


e. Time for erercise of | 
& bequeathed the 
residue of his real & personal estate, 
including a frechold hotel & premises, 
to his wife & eldest son upon trust, & 
gave his wife such furniture, cte., as sho 
might desire to select :-—7Z/7eld: the widuw 
having lived in the hotel, 
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420. —-— -—— Ten acres out of estate adjoining 
house.|—-Where a general grant is made of 10 
acres of ground adjoining or surrounding a particu- 
lar house, part of a larger quantity of ground, the 
choice of such 10 acres is in the grantee, & a devise 
to the like offect is to be considered as a grant.— 
Hopson v. BLACKBURN (1833), 1 My. & K. 571; 
2L. J. Ch. 168; 39 1. R. 797. 

Annolations :—Mentd. Wilson v. Eden (1850), 5 Exch. 752 ; 
Evans v. Angell (1858), 26 Beav. 202; Cuthbert v. Robin- 
fon (1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 238. 

421. -—_— ——-~ Shares.|—-(1) Testator at the 
time of his death was entitled to 120 shares in the 
G. W. Ry. co. For 38 of these he had been an 
original subscriber, & had signed the Parliamentary 
contract, undertaking to pay the amount sub- 
scribed within ten years to the directors to be 
appointed by the Railway Act. The remaining 
82 shares had been purchased by him as scrip. 
By the Act, which was passed in his lifetime, the 
directors had power to compel payment of the 
moneys subscribed, & also to make calls, & to 
enforce the payment of such calls by action, or 
otherwise to declare the shares forfeited, & to 
sell the shares. "The Act also gave the proprietors 
of shares the right of sale & transfer, declaring in 
effect that the vendor ceased to be liable for calls 
after a proper memorial of such sale & transfer. 
All the calls had not been paid on the shares at 
the time of testator’s death. After his death the 
co. passed a resolution declaring that the pro- 
prietors of shares should be entitled to 2 new 
quarter shares in respect of each whole share. 
By his will testator had bequeathed 30 shares to A. 
& 30 shares to B., declaring that the legacies 
should not be deemed specific so as to be capable 
of ademption :—Held: (1) the legatees were en- 
titled to a proportional number of new quarter 
shares ; (2) the legatees, & not the exors., had the 
right of electing out of which class of shares their 
legacies should be delivered to them. 

(3) If testator, dying solvent, bequeaths to A. 
a given number of articles forming part of a stock 
of the same description, as, for instance, if he has 
twenty horses in his stable & bequeaths to A. six of 
them, A. has the right of selection.—JACQUES v. 

‘TAMBERS (1846), 2 Coll. 485; 4 Ry. & Can. Cas. 

205; 61. T. 0.8. 429; 10 Jur. 151; 11 Jur. 295 ; 

63 EK. R. 803; sub nom. JAQUES v. CHAMBERS, 

16 L. J. Ch. 243. 

Annotations :—-As to (1) Apld. Millard v. Bailey (1866), L. j. 
1 Kq. 378. Refd. Fitzwilliams v. Kelly (1852), 10 Hare, 
266; Armstrong v. Burnet (1855), 20 Beav. 424; Day v. 
Day (1860), 1 Drew. & Sm. 261; 2te Box (1863), 1 Hem. 
& M. 552. 

422. —-— Some not fully paid.]— 
Bequest of 33 shares in the KE. Gas co. amongst 
testatrix's four children, followed by a bequest of 
‘“the remaining shares’’ to her godchild. The 
number of shares held by testatrix was 74, of which 
77 were original paid-up shares of £25 each, & 37 
new £25 shares on which £15 was paid, & which 
had been allotted to the holders of original shares 
by way of bonus; a new share being issued for 








PART II. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 5. 


42141. When right implied—Gift of 
given number out of several properties of 
same _ description-~ Shares. }—Testator 
by will bequeathed * 20 Northern Bank 
shares ’*toalegatee. At the date of his 
death testator was possessed of 51“ A ” 


& been Northern Kank shares of the value of 


power to be exercised within a reason- 
able time after testator’s death: the 
ower had not been exercised within 
duc time, & had lapsed.—MacDONALD'S 
[RUBTERS v. BAIN’s TRUSTEES (1896), 
93 R, (Ct, of Sess.) 913; 34 Se, L. RH. 


licensee of it, & had possession of the 
furniture, it was not too late for her to 
declare, five years after the death of 
testator, what furniture she would 
select.—Re GILLESPIE, GILLESPIE v. 
GILLESPIE, 22 N. Z. L. R. 74.-—-N.Z. 


£26 each, & 72 *'B’’ Northern Bank 
shares of the value of £13 cach :—Held : 
the legatce was entitled to select 20 of 
the ‘‘ A’? shares as constituting her 
legacy.—-O’DONNELL v. WELSH, [1903] 
] ’ RR, 115,—IR, 
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Sect. 3.—What interests may be created: Sub-sect. 
5, B.; sub-sect.6. Part III. Sect, 1.] 


each original share. Parol evidence for the 
urpose of showing that testatrix was in the 
habit of treating, & intended to treat, the shares as 
double shares, so asto pass to her godchild, by the 
residuary gift, four double, & not 41 single shares : 
Held: inadmissible. The specitic legatees allowed 
to take their bequests out of the original shares. 
MILLARD v. BAILEY (1866), L. R. 1 Eq. 378; 35 
l. J. Ch. 3123; 13 L. T. 751; 14 W. R. 385. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Gibson, Mathews v. Foulsham 

(1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 669; Mytton v. Mytton (1874), L. R. 

Ae reg Re Trimmer, Crundwell v. Trimmer (1904), 

423. — —— ——.]—Testatrix gave 
‘“my 140 shares in the C. Brewery ”’ to trustees in 
trust for A. for life with remainder over. At the 
date of her will & death testatrix had 40 fully paid 
shares of £5 cach & 240 similar shares on which 
£2 108. only had been paid :—Held: A. had no 
right of selection, but, having regard to the 
surrounding circumstances, the intention of 
testatrix as shown by her will was to bequeath 
140 partly paid shares.—Re CHEADLE, BISHOP v. 
Hout, [1900] 2 Ch. 620; 69 L. J. Ch. 753; 83 
L. T. 297; 49 W. R. 88; 44 Sol. Fo. 673, C. A. 

424. Six out of twenty horses.|-— 
JACQUES v. CHAMBERS, No. 421, ante. 

425. Two out of, three houses.!— 
Testator, who was possessed of three leaschold 
houses in K. street, bequeathed ‘‘ two houses in 
Kk. street’ in trust for P. for life, & then to form 
part of his residuary gift. The will contained no 
other references to testator’s houses in K. strect: : 
—Held : two of the houses passed under the gift, & 
P. was entitled to elect which he would take.— 
TAPLEY v. EAGLETON (1879), 12 Ch. D. 683; 28 
W. RR. 239. 


Annotations :~-Consd. Re Cheadle, Bishop v. Holt, [1900] 
2 Ch. 620. Refd. Asten v. Asten, [1894] 3 Ch. 260. 























426. ——— |\—ASTEN v. ASTEN, No. 407, 
ante. 
427, -—--- Gift of several properties of same 


description to several legatees—Priority of choice.| 
—J. D. being seised in fee of two freehold closes of 
land in H., by his will devised to his son J. one 
freehold close of land in R., & to his son G. one 
freehold close of land in RK. J. was testator’s 
heir-at-law. After the death of testator J. & G. 
tossed up for choice & G. won :—Held: the devise 
to J. was not void for uncertainty, & the case was 
one for election. Party first named in the will 
being also the heir-at-law was the person who had 
the right to elect.—DUCKMANTON v. DUCKMANTON 
(1860), 5 WW. & N. 219; 29 L. J. Ex. 182; 157 
BE. R. 1165. 


Annotations :—Apld. Tapley v. KMagleton (1879), 12 Ch. Db. 
6383. Distd. Asten v. Asten, [1891] 3 Ch. 260. 


428. -.|—Testator gave certain 
freehold property & £2,400 of his preferential stock 
of the M. R. co. in trust for his niece A. for life ; 
remainder to her children. <A like bequest of 
copyholds & stock to two other nieces for life with 
remainder to their children. The preferential 


_ 











WILLS. 


stock at the time of testator’s death did not 
amount to £2,400. He had, however, other stocks 
& railway debentures :—Held: the niece A. could 
not select to have the £2,400 made up from the other 
stocks :—SKEY v. BARBER (1868), 18 L. T. 145; 
16 W. R. 842. 

429. 
407, ante. 

430. Whether legatee or executor entitled to 
select.|—Semble: the exor. has the right to elect 
out of which stock the bulk of the legacy shall be 
satisfied.— FONTAINE v. TYLER (1821), 9 Price, 
94; 147 BF. R. 32, Ex. Ch. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Stephenson v. Dowson (1840), 3 
Beav. 3412; Queen’s College v. Sutton (1842), 12 Sim. 521; 
Bothamley v. Sherson (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 304. 

431, 


ante, 








——.]—ASTEN v. ASTEN, No. 





.|—JACQUES v. CHAMBERS, No. 421, 


SUB-SECT. 6.—RIGHT oF ENTRY TO SECURE 
PAYMENT OF LEGACY. 

432. Nature of right—Executory devise.|—PrrR- 
SON v. SORREL (1682), 2 Show. 185; 89 KH. KR. 
879, N. P. 

AnnOlaion :--Refd. Doe d. Biass v. Horsley (1834), 1 Ad. & 
(O00. 


El. 


433. Tenancy by elegit.|—-E. W. devises 
lands to his second son '!’., upon condition that T. 
or his heirs shall pay to his grand-children, the 
children of T., £90, to be equally divided among 
them, & on default: of payment, a clause of entry 
& distress. ‘I’. died in testator’s lifetime; the 
son of the eldest son of testator entered on the 
lands as heir-at-law, & sold them. The legacy to 
the children of T., testator’s second son, is a 
continuing charge on the lands in the hands of the 
purchaser, & they are entitled to be satisfied for 
same with interest. 

This is not a mere condition, but a conditional 
limitation, there being an express limitation over 
to the legatees in case of non-payment, who were 
to enter & hold in the nature of tenants by elegit ; 
& there are many nice distinctions on these con- 
ditions arising by wills. A. devises lands to B. 
on condition to pay C. asum of money, & no clause 
of entry; this is no charge on the estate to give 
the legatee of the money a lien on the lands, but 
the heir-at-law shall enter & take advantage of 
the breach of the condition, & yet in this ct. he 
shall be considered only as a trustee for the 
legatee (LORD FHARDWICKEK, ©.).—WI1GG v. W1GG 
(1739), West femp. TIard. 677; 1 Atk. 382; 26 
Ki. R. 244, LC. 

Annotations :—Refd. Cowper +. Mantell (No. 1), Cooper 1, 
Mantell (No. 1) (1856), 22 Beav. 223; We KKirk, Kirk v. 
Kirk (1882), 21 Ch. D. 431. 

434, —— -|-—-SHERMAN 0. COLLINS (1745), 
3 Atk. 319; 26 I. R. 985, L. C. 

Annotations -—Refd. Manning v. Herbert (1769), Amb. 575 ; 
tte Kdwards, Jer p. Shand (1867), 16 L. T. 208, 

435. Legal estate.|--limMrs v. HANCOCK 
(1743), 2 Atk. 507; 26 E. R. 705, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Manning v. Herbert (1769), Amh, 575. 
Refd. A.-G. v. Milner (1744), 3 Atk. 112. 
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Part IIl—Testamentary Capacity. 


SEcr. 1.—SOUNDNESS OF MIND. 
XXXIII., pp. 141-156, 


Effect of undue influence.|—-See EXECUTORS, 


See LUNATICS, Vol. 


Nos. 188-381. 


PART III. SECT. 1. 


f. Capacity to exercise discriminating 
judgment.J—A testator at the time of 
giving instructions for his will, must 
not only be capable of answering with 
an affirmative or negative leading 
questions put to him, but must be 
capable of exercising a discriminating 
judgment as to the varying claims upon 
him of the proposed objects of his 
bounty.—J?e SEVER’S WILL (1887), 13 
V. L. R. 572.—AUS. 


g. Testamentary antec (eat when in- 
structions given.}] —- Where a_ person 
gives instructions for the preparation 
of his will at a time when he is of full 
testamentary capacity, & executes 
Kuch will on a subsequent day, it is 
not necessary that at the actual 
moment of execution, he should have 
been able to comprehend its provisions 
in detailL—KENNY v. WILSON (1911), 
11 8. Rk. N.S. W. 460; 28 N.S. W. 
W.N. 124.--—AUS., 


h. -}]— Where testator is of 
sound mind when he gives instructions 
for a will, but at the time of signing 
accepts the instrument as drawn with- 
out being able to follow its provisions, 
he must. be deemed of sound mind when 
it was execcuted.—-WILKIE 7. WILKIE 
(1915),17 W. A. L. BR. 156.-- AUS. 


‘ : BACH v. ARCHBOLD, 
ne (1901), 31 8. C. R. 387. 








1. .J}—If testator is able to under- 
stand the nature of the act & its effects, 
the extent of the property he is dis- 
posing of, to comprehend & appreciate 
the claims to which he should give 
effect, & no insane delusion influences 
his will or brings about a disposition 
of it, which if the mind were sound 
would not have been made, then he 
is competent to make a will.-—BADE- 
NACH ©. INGLIS (1933), 29 O. L. R. 165; 
4 - W. N. 1495.—CAN. 

w}) FAULKNER 1. FAULKNER, 





11920} 5) W. W. RR. 3073 60 SLO. OR, 
386; 54D. L. R. 145 .—CAN. 
n. —-——.]-—NATIONAL TRUST Co. v. 


TAYLOR, [1923] 3. D. LL. RR. 1196:_ a 
Man. L. R. 50d; 1923) 1 W. OW. R. 
316.—-CAN. 

oO. -}—Where, in propounding a 
will, the evidence did not show that 
testator, when he execented his will, 
had sufficient memory to onable him 
to comprehend the extent of the 
property he was about to bequeath 
& the manner of distributing it, the 
will was pronounced against.—e 
CAN WILL, 30 N. B. ht. 164.-~- 





Harris vv. GALLIMORE 
cuss, 565 Ow L. RR. 566.---CAN 
Aye Tig aie eee v. 





SHAVER, 


11936) 4 .L. R105) 28 0. WL. N, 
L151. Sl SAN. 
Yr. .] -- SARADINDUNATH RAY 





CHowpHURY Vv. SUDHIR CHANDRA Das 
(1922), I. L. lt. 50 Calc. 100.—IND. 

t. .J—It is sufficient if testator 
has such a mind & memory as will 
chable him to understand the dis- 
osition of his property in its simple 
orm.—Re ASHLEY'S WILL (1890), 7 
Nfid. L. R. 447.—NFLD. 

a. J~It is no part of the 
testamentary law of England or of 
this country that the making of a will 
must originate with testator, nor is it 
required that proof should be given 
of the commencement of suc a 
transaction provided it be proved 








1303. 
Wills of 


suicides.] — Sec 
XXTIT., p. 98, No. 908. 


Vol. XXIII.. pp. 126-130, 132, Nos. 1244—-1281, 


ExEcuTors, Vol. 


that deceased completely understood, | aside a will on the ground that testator 


adapted & sanctioned the disposition 
proposed to him & that the instru- 
ment itself embodied such disposition. 
—Re DOYLE’S WILL (1858), 4 Nfld. 
L. RH. 183.—NFLD. 

b. ——.] — LAIDLAW v. LAIDLAW 
(1870), 8 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) $82; 42 
Se. Jur. 525.—SCOT 

co. Delusions.}—Delusions are only 
material to the question of testamen- 
tary capacity if they are connected 
with the dispositions nade by the will. 
—TIPPER v. MOORE (1911), 13 C. L. 2. 
248.—AUS. 

d. --—— .}--Testator, in giving instruc- 
tions to his solrs. for the purpose of 
drawing a will, stated that the person 
who was known as, & whom he called 
his son, & whom the evidence showed 
to be his legitimate son, was not. his 
son; also that such son was addicted 
to the use of intoxicating liquors :— 
Held: not such insane delusions as to 
justify the ct. in setting aside the will. 
— Re Kipnty’s WILL, 33 N. B. R. 9.-— 


oe 

.|—In Mar. 1897, testator 
“inte a will revoking a prior "will made 
in 1890, materially reducing bequests 
to his wife & son, & giving away large 
portions of his estate to collateral 
relatives, The evidence showed that 
ut. the time of the aking of the second 
will, deft. was suffering from certain 
insane delusions as to the relations 
existing between his wife & son, & 
that the disposition of his estate made 
by the second will was affected by such 
delusions :—J/eld ;) the will was in- 
operative & void.—Ite FARQUHARSON 
state, 33° N.S. I. 2613) rersd. 32 
S, — It. 58.—CAN. 

—---.]--Held: the provision made 
bye tlie will for testator’s wife & son, 
& the appointment of the former as 
extrix. & guardian, were inconsistent 
with the belief that when it was 
executed testator was influenced by the 
insane delusion that they were guilty 
of the crime he had imputed to them, & 
the will was therefore valid. ——SKINNE R 
v. cee tea tee naa (1901), 22 CG. L. TP 

197: 328. C. Re 58.-- CAN. 
bb. McINNIS v. McINNIS 
(P. Be. 1.)(1912), 10 6. LL. R.399.—CAN. 
cc. .}/—Granted or proved that, 
insano delusions exist in a man’s 
inind, the question is whether the 
general faculties of his mind have been 
so far affected as to render him incom- 
petent to make a testamentary disposi- 
tion of his property as u whole or of that 
part in respect of which a delusion 
exists. A greater scope of general 
capacity is needed where the whole of 
a man’s property is being deult with as, 
eg., by a wil), than when he deals with 
a single & separate piece of it by way of 








contract.—-THAMER v. JUNDT eer 
22 O. W. R. 206; 3 O. W. N. 1307; 
4D... 753.—CAN. 


dd. -.]—ITeld : even if testatrix, 
who was dying of poisoning, the result 
of a disease from which she suffered, 
entertained the entirely unfounded 
belief that her husband had poisoned 
her, it was not such a delusion as proved 
gh meaty ee a ee 

. Jones (1915), 32 W. L. RR. 6135 9 
0 W.W. RR. 246, 270; 25 D.L. R. 776, 
pee —CAN. 

——.] — BEAMENT v. FOSTER 
(1916), 35 O.l. R. 365; 9 O. WL. NN. 


ff. ---——.]— Before the ct. will set 


was subject to insane delusions, it 
must be shown that such delusion 
influenced the dispositions made by 
him by his will.—PaRE tv. CussoN, 
oe 2W. W.R. 8; 31 Man lL. Xl. 


ac els N. 

.}—Will held valid notwith- 
danding that testator wag subject to 
delusions or disorders of mind from 
the effects of injuries received, it being 
held that these delusions or disorders 
affected only himself & did not affect 
his estimate of the assets he had to 
dispose of nor increase or diminish 
his affections for any one whom he 
might have been expected to benefit 
by his will—RHe MITCHELL ESTATE 
(Man.), (192471 D. L. R. 1039; [1924] 
1 W. W. Ii. 484.—CAN. 

ae —-—,.]— Deceased was of strang? 
& eccentric habits & manners; had 
an extraordinary manner of express - 
ing himself; seerned to believe that 
an aunt of his had been murdered by 
poison & that there was in existence 
9 conspiracy to poison himself; & 
used extraordinary precautions against 
it :—Held: after a full review of the 
doctrine of monomania, though de- 
ceased was eccentric he was not 
deranged : be had not jin his mind a 
morbid delusion irresistibly overbear- 
ing his reason & was of testable capa- 
city; & even if deranged, he had on 
ordinary occasions repeated intervals 
of reason in ono of which his will was 
iInade.-—-WALCOT v. ALLEYN (1819), 
Milw. 65.—IR. 

kk. Kecentricities of behaviour. ]—Re 
WILKIE’S HsStrate, 5. & G. 543.—CAN. 

Il. .]—A person who had at one 
time been insane, afterwards made a 
will. It was shown that, though he 
continued to be eccentric in his habits, 
he had a clear appreciation of the value 
& extent of his property, as also of the 
objects of his bounty :—Held: he 
was qualified to make a valid dis- 
vosition of his estate.—INGOLDSBY v. 
L Seotpuie (1873), 20 Gr. 131.—CAN. 

mm. Senile decay.}— PONDER v. BUR- 
py ae [1909] S. A. L. R. 63.—AUS., 
.J—Re BEAMISN MURDOCH’S 
WILL (1878), 1Z N.S. kK. (3 R. & C.) 
427.—-CAN. 











oo. —— Failing memory.)-—MURPHY 
t LAMPHIER (1914), 310. L. R. 287; 
nad W. N. 238.—CAN. 


——.]}—LAMB v. BROWN 
(1993), 54 0. L. R. 443.—CAN. 
aq. Jertreme weakness—Instructions at 
intervals, |—A will was executed by tes- 
tator on his deathbed ; he was compos 
mentis at the time, although so ex- 
tremely weak in ,body & mind that 
his directions were ‘given at intervals, & 
difficult to understand. No fraud, 
however, was pretended, & the ct. was 
satisfied that the will accorded with his 
wishes, & contained all that was under- 
stood of them, though probably not 
all he desired to oxpress: & was 
understood by testator at the time of 
executing it:—Held: the will was 
valid.—MARTIN v. MARTIN, 15 Gr. 586. 
pee 
a, aan GRANT (1922), 
tt. Ten orarE: incapacity. |--The ct., 
though the weight of evidence seemed 
the other way, refused to set aside 
a verdict upholding a will made by 
a testator in his last illness, which 
was disputed on the ground that he 
was not competent at the time to 


a 
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Srct. 2.—JNFANTS. 


See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8s. 7 

Infant soldiers & sailors on service.|—Sce Wills 
(Soldiers & Sailors) Act, 1917 (c. 58). 

Infant domiciled abroad.]—See CoNFiict oF 
LAws, Vol. XJ., p. 885, No. 621. 


Srecr. 3.—MARRIED WOMEN. 


Testamentary capacity of married woman.]— 
See HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVIL., pp. 184-135, 


Nos. 1093-1100. 





exercise a disposing power, though his 
atrength of mind when in health was 
not doubted.—BrRown v. Bruck, 19 
U. C. R. 345,.-——-CAN, 


f. .-}—Circumstances which go 
to effect the testamentary capacity of 
testator if of a transient character, 
& gathered from periods when his mind 
was inactive, are not inconsistent with 
his sanity. His mind during the same 
periods when called to exertion may 

e capable of attention, application & 
understanding.—Jte ALLAN’R WILL 
(1880), 6 Nfld. L. R. 206.—NFLD. 

g. Drowsiness & stupor. }—A testator 
war auffering from a disease which 
had the effect of inducing drowsi- 
ness or stupor during the time he 
gave the instructions for drafting & 
when he executed his will, but as the 
evidence showed that he thoroughly 
understood & appreciated tho instruc- 
tions he was etving to the draftsman as 
to the form his will should take & the 
instrument itself when subsequently 
read over to him:—Held: it was a 
valid will.—McLavanuin vt. MCLELLAN 
(1896), 26 S.C. Rk. 646.—CAN, 

h. — No delirium.|—When a tes- 
tator’s incapacity before & after the 
act done arises merely from heaviness 
or stupor & when there is no delirium, 
incapacity is not to be inferred in the 
interval, The capacity must depend 
on the changes of the complaint & the 
degree of interest prompting exertion. 
— BLAKE v, JOHNSON (1828), Milw. 162. 


—_—_— 


k. Mental disease.) — The will & 
codicil of testator, made after the dis- 
ease known as gencral paresis had 
settled upon him, but while it was yet 
in its incipient stage, was attacked by 
his widow upon the ground of want of 
testamentary capacity; but was up- 
held by the ct. upon the evidence, as the 
act of a competent testator.— BARTLETT 
”, BULL (Alta,) (1914), 26 W. I. R. 
831; 16 D. L. Rt. 82.—CAN. 

1. Delirium.] —- Where a person 
makes a will while suffering from acute 
delirium, lees evidence of the capacity 
of the testator is necessary when the 
will contains provisions deliberately 
expressed by testator while in a atate of 
health.—GAMBLE v. ADAIR, 4 N. Z. 
L. R. 173 (Ss, C.).—N.Z. 


m. Capacity to judge of a preference 
& to express it.}—Hoaca v. MAcgILu 
(1828), 4 Murr. 446.—SCOT. 

n. Prodigal.}— A will made by a 
person declared a prodigal, which deals 
equitably with his property, is good.— 

rp. F., 11914] W. L. D. 27.—S8. AF. 

0. Onus of proof.)— BAILRY — ¥, 
BAILEY, 34 C, L, R. 558,—AUS. 





Exercise of power of appointment.|—Sce 


WILLS. 


Hvspanp & Wire, Vol. XXVIII, pp. 139-141, 


148-145, Nos. 1140-1150, 1165-1180. 


Appointment of personal representative.]—Sce 
Execurors, Vol. X XIII., p. 87, Nos, 122-124. 

Probate of will 
Execuronrs, Vol. XXIII., pp. 94, 124, 125, Nos. 


of married woman.)— See 


875, 876, 1221-1232. 





p. .]—The onus is on the party 
propounding a will of satisfying the 
ct. of the testamentary capacity of 
the testator.—/te Kkry (1892), 18 
V. L. R. 640.—AUS. 


q. —-—.]~—The existence of a de- 
Jusion being established, the burden 
rests upon the parties setting up a 
second will to show that it was made 
during a lucid interval.—Re FarRqu- 
HARSON ESTATE, 33 N. S. R. 261. 
Revs.l. 32 Ss. C: R. 58.—CAN. 

Yr. -—--—.]--WRIGHT tv. JEWELL, 9@ 
Man. L. R. 607,.—- CAN. 


t. -—.]—He ARCHBOLD (1901), 34 
N.S. R. 254.—CAN, 

a. J e Murpiry’s WILL 
(P. ke. 1.) (1911), 9 BE. L. R. 410.—CAN. 

b. .| — BRAMENT v. FOSTER 
(1916), 9 O. WL. N. 4138; 350. L. RR. 
365.—CAN. 

ce. — -.]—The onus probandi lies 
upon the party propounding the will. 
DEREMORE v. TRUSTS & CGUARANTER 
Co., LTp., {1919} 1 W. W. RR. 081; 14 
Alta. I. WR. 332. —CAN. 


d. —~—-.]—Where the promoter of, 
& a residuary legatee under, a will 
executed two days before testator’s 
death & attacked by his widow & a 
residuary legateo under a former will, 
the devise to the latter of whom was 
revoked, failed to furnish evidence to 
corroborate his own testimony that 
the will was read over to testator who 
seemed to understand what ho was 
doing, & there was a doubt under all 
the evidence of bis testamentary 
capacity, the will was set aside.— 
Britisuo & FORBIGN BIBLE SOCIETY v. 
TUPPER (1905), 37 S.C. R. 100.—CAN. 


e. -J—- Hoge v. MAGUIRE, 11 
A. It. 507.-—CAN. 


aa. ——-.]—Whaere a will is procured 
by the person propounding or takin 
a benefit under it. tho onus of proof o 
its validity is shifted upon that person, 
who must remove any suspicion raised 
in the mind of the ct. by tho 
surrounding cireumstances.—ADAMS ?. 
MCBEATH, 3 BL C. OR. 6185 278. C. 1. 
13.—CAN. 

bb. ---—.}--When once it has been 
proved that a will has been executed 
with due solemnitiecs by wu person of 
competent understanding & apparently 
a free agent, the burden of proving that 
it was executed under undue influence 
rests on the party who alleges this.— 
HOLT v. MAxweEeun (Alta.), [1925] 4 
D.L. 1.223 : (1925) 3 W. W. kh. 324.— 
CAN. 

co. ——--.]—Tho burden lies upon the 
proponent of a will to satisfy the ct. 
that. it is testator’s deliberate act; 


a on 


ee 





Sect. 4.—ALIENS. 
Capacity in respect of personal property.|— See 
Ariens, Vol. II., p. 183, No. 86. 
Right under Naturalisation Act, 1870 (c. 14).]— 
See ALIENS, Vol. II., p. 188, No. 129. 


but once it is determined on the 
evidence that testator, having the 
capacity to make the will, made it as 
he intended to make it the burden is 
Ratisfied.—Re MON AB (1925), 58 N.S. lh. 
248.—CAN. 

dd. Evidence-— Weight of— Medical 
la A een ct., in adjudicating 
upon the question of the mental 
capacity of a testator, will give effect 
to the evidonce thereof given by the 
medical attendants rather than to that. 
of others, poremers those benefited 


by the will.-—-WILSON v., WILSON, 22 
Gr. 393 24 Gr. 377.— CAN. 

ee, —-~— Conflict.) —- MENZIKS Uv. 
Wuaitr, 9 Gr. 574.—CAN. 


ff. ———- — —.]}-—-CANN v. ROUTLEY 
(Man.), [1923] 1 W. W. BR. 173.—-CAN. 

gE. ~J—-MurpPpHY wv. FYTZ- 
GERALD (1836), Milw. 304.—IR. 

hh. -——— --—.]— PARKER v. PARKER 
(1841), Milw. 541.-—IR. 

kk. -—— Necessity for strong proof. )}— 
A will cannot. be admitted to prohate, 
in a contested case, unless the strength 
or degree of proof offered is such as to 
satisfy the ct., without reasonable 
doubt, that testator was, at the time 
of execution, of sound mind.—KEAYS 
v. M'DONNELL (1872), 6 1. Kt. Hq. 611. 


ll. ~~ Admissibility —Evidence of 
diseased mental condition of near rela- 
tives.|—In an action for reduction of 
a will on the grounds of insanity & 
of facility & circumvention, pursuer 
averred, that testator was peculiarly 
Hable to suffer from mental disease, since 
the same was hereditary in his family, &, 
in support of this, made specific aver- 
ments as to the diseased mental con- 
dition of various near relatives of ter- 
tator :—-T/eld: the avermenta were not 
necessarily irrelevant.—- HOUSTON tv. 
AITKEN, [1912] S. C. 1037,.—SCOT. 

mm. Drunkenness.)-—A will made ata 
time when testator was drunk, leaving 
his property to trustees with an absolute 
discretion to pay or not to pay testator’s 
wife any part of the income, was set 
aside, where it appeared that testator 
was affectionate to his wife when sober, 
but the reverse when drunk.—CaMmr- 
BELL v. CAMPBELL (1906), 5 W. LL. &. 
59; 6 Terr. L. RR. 378.— CAN, 


PART III. SECT. 2. 


nn, Yalidity.}—-In a so-called will, 
executed a few days before her death, 
G. L.'s wife assumed to devise the Jand 
in question to L. At the date of this 
will G. wus only 18 years of age :-— 
Heid: the will was invalid.—Re 
MURRAY CANAL, LAWSON t. POWERS, 
6 QO. Kt. 685.—CAN. 
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Part IV.—Capacity to Benefit under Will. 


SEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

Necessity for beneficiary capable of taking at time 
of vesting.|—See Part XIV., Sect. 1, post. 

436. Child en ventre sa mere.]——A child not 
born at testator’s death shall have the profits of 
the lands by the devise.— MARSH v. KirBy (1634), 
1 Rep. Ch. 76; 21 E. R. 612. 

487. J—An executory trust in tail for an 
only son of A. en venire at the testator’s death ; 
not void for uncertainty, nor too remote.— 
BLACKBURN v. STABLES (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 867; 
35 BK. R. 358. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Re Wilmer’s Trusts, Moore v. Wing- 
flold, [1903] 1 Ch. 874. Mentd. Marshall v. Pieler saad ARE 
2 Madd. 166; Parker v. Bolton (1835), 6 L. J. Ch. Late 3 

Shelton v. Watson (1849), 18 L. J. Ch. 223; Hollowa 


oer eed I. 266: Sackville West v. Holmes wile 
ea R. A 543; Silcocks vw. Silcocks, [1916] 





‘When child en ventre sa mere treated as 
born or living.|—Sce Part XVI., Sect. 17, sub- 
sect. 9, post. 

Illegitimate child.J|—Sce Part IV., Sect. 2, 
sub-sect. 5, B. (d), post. 








Whether gift void for remoteness.|—See 
ees Vol. XXXVII., pp. 63-65, Nos. 
7-75. 





penceplon from lapse.|—Sce Part XIV., 
Sect. post, 

Desorip ion of beneficiary.|—See Part XVT., 
Sect. 17, post. 


SEcT. 2.—PARTICULAR DONEES. 





SUB-SECT. 1.—ALIENS. 
In time of peace—At common §law.]-—Sce 
Antens, Vol. I1., pp. 136, 137, Nos. 110-114, 


117, 120, 121. 
— See, now, British Nationality & Status 
of Minne Act, 1914 (ec. 17). 8 

In time of war.|—Sve ere Vol. IT, 
No. 214. 


p. 148, 


SUR-SECT, 2.— BENEFICIARY ORTAINING BENEFIT 
BY FRAUD on UNDUE INFLUENCE. 
A. Fraud. 

438. Fraud—-False assumption of character by 
beneficiary—-False character motive of testator’s 
bounty.|—If a legacy is given to a person under a 
particular character, which he has falsely assumed, 
& which alone can be supposed the motive of the 
bounty, the rule of the civil law is adopted, & 
the legacy fails. 

Therefore, where a legacy was given by a woman 
to a man in the character of her husband, whom 
she supposed & described as such, but: who at the 
time of the marriage ceremony with her had a 
wife living, the ct. in respect of his conduct held 
him not entitled ; but inclined to think if would 
be otherwise, where from circumstances not 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 
Fraud.J}—FREEMAN 0, FREEMAN 


charge of the 
bein 





b. -}—Testatrix was perfectly 
capable & under no control or undue 
influence; had an intention to make 
a will, & the execution of one in 
three parts was clearly proved. The 
drawer of the will propounded, who 
conducted the execution, & took 


pecting fraud 


will propounded ; 


arts when executed, 
, tar neriie = A foe for his 

. mother, the universal legatee named in 
1889), 19 O. It. 141.—CAN. it: the intention to make so large a 
bequest: in their favour not being proved 
& there being strong grounds for sus- 
& conspiracy, 
substitution of a document not the will 
of testator, the ct. decreed against the 
the onus being on 
the agent benefited to remove the 


moving from the legatee himself the description 

is inapplicable ; as where testator gives a legacy 

to a child from motives of affection, supposing it 
his own, but is imposed upon in that respect.— 

KENNELL v. ABBOTT (1799), 4 Ves. 802; 31 E. ‘R. 

416. 

Annotations :—Distd. Giles v. Giles (1836), 1 
Rishton v. Cobb ye My. & Cr. 145. | Consd. Allen v. 
M‘Pherson (1847 Cas. 191. Distd, Turner v,. 
Brittain (1863), 2 New Hop 21. GConsd. Wilkinson ». 
a ee or ce: R. 2 Eq. 319; Meluish v. Milton (1878), 
3 Ch. D Re Boddington, Boddington wv. Clariot 
ie 22 Ch. D. 597 ; Anderson v. Berkley, {1902} 1 Che 

936. Refd. Knox v. Wells (1864), 2 Hem, & M. ie 

Mentd. Amphlett v. Parke (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 2¢1 

Cooke v, Stationers’ Co. ee ; My. & K. 262: Smith " 

Lomas (1864), 10 Jur. N.S. 

439. a false character, 
attributed by testator to a legatee, will not affect 
the validity of the legacy, unless the false character 
has been acquired by a fraud which has deceived 
testator; & where testator & legatee have a 
common knowledge of an immoral or criminal act, 
by which the legatee has acquired the false cha- 
racter, the rights of the legatee, as such, will not be 
affected, it being no part of the duty of cts. of 
equity to punish parties for immoral conduct, 
by depriving them of their civil rights.—GILEs v. 
GILES, PENFOLD v. PENFOLD (1836), 1 Keen, 685 ; 
48 EK. R. 471; sub nom. PENFOLD v. GILES, 6 
L. J. Ch. 43 subsequent proceedings (1837), 8 Sim. 
360. 

Anpolation :--Folld. Dilley v. Matthews (1863), 11 W. R. 


440. ~—-— —~—-,]-—-(1) Where a legacy has 
been given to a legatee in a character which has 
been fraudulently assumed by her, & the existence 
of which character may be considered to be the 
sole motive of testator’s bounty, the legacy fails. 

Testator gave the income of his real & personal 
estate to «a woman whom he described in his 
will as, & supposed to be, his wife. A marriage 
ceremony had been performed between testator 
& such woman, but when it took place she knew 
she had a hushand living :—Held: the bequest 
was void by reason of the fraud practised on 
testator. 

(2) Testator gave a legacy to his “* step-daughter 
S.,”’ the daughter of the above woman :—dHeld: 
such legacy was valid, the supposed motive for 
the gift not being due to any fault on the part of S. 
JOUGHIN (1866), L. R. 2 Iq. 319 ; 

147. T. 394; 30 J. P. 452 12 


Keen, 685; 

















35 L. J. Ch. B84 ; 
Jur. N.S. 330. 


Annotations :-—As to (1) Distd. Anderson ». POICy 1902] 
1 Ch. 936. Refd. Meluish v. Milton (1874), 3 Ch. D. 


441. -|—In order that, that Fite 
fin Krennell v. Abbott, No. 438, ante] may come 
into operation two things must exist; first, the 
false assumption of the character by the legatee ; 
& secondly, there must be evidence, or a pre- 
sumption or inference, that the false character was 
the motive of testator’s bounty (Fry, J.).—ZJte 
BopDINGTON, BODDINGTON 7, CLARIAT (1883), 22 
Ch. D. 597; 52 L. J. Ch. 230; 48 L. T. 110; 381 











sus icion by clear & satisfactory proof. 
ae: GAHAGAN (1830), Milw. 217. 





.}—HORSBURGH ¥. THOMBON'S 
ToerERe. (1912) 8. C. 267.—SCOT. 


& the d. What must be proved.}—An 
issue whether a will was obtained by 
fraud ought not to be submitted to 
the jury unless there is reasonable 
evidence that fraud had been practised 
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Sect. 2.—Parlicular donees: Sub-sect.2, A. & B.) 


W. RR. 449; on appeal (1884), 25 Ch. D. 685, 


C. A. 

Annotations :-—Retd. In the Goods of Tlowe (1884), 33 W. R. 
48; N.v. M. (1885),1 T. L. RR. 523; Re Bolton, Brown v. 
poen (1886), 54 T. 396; Anderson ». Berkley, (1902) 

Ch. 936; Ie Koettlewell, Jones v. Kettlewell (1907), 
. T. 23: : Le Woagstaif, Wagstaff vr. Jalland, (1908] 
71 Ch. ‘162; Re Hammond, Burniston v. White, {1911} 2 Ch. 

342. Mentd. Re Lowe, Danily v. Platt (1892), 40 W. M. 

475; de Howard, Taylor t. Howard (1901), 84 L. T, 296: 

Re Joseph, Pain v. Joseph, [1908] 1 Ch. 599; Jee Mason, 

Mason tr. Magon, (1910] 1 Ch. 605. 


442. No evidence of intention to 
defraud testator.|-—-Bequest to Lady C., widow of 
Sir N. C., considered valid, although at the date 
of the will she had married a second husband, R., 
& the fact of that marriage was unknown to 
testator, & she continued to call herself Lady C. 
The bequest was a bequest of a fund to trustees 
to pay to her the dividends so long as she should 
continue single & unmarricd; & if she should 
anticipate such dividends, then the fund to become 
part of testator’s residue :—Held: she took an 
absolute interest in the fund.—RISHTON v. COBB 
(1839), 5 My. & Cr. 145; 91. J. Ch. 110; 4 Jur. 
261; 41 E.R. 326, 1. € 


Annotations :—Consd. Turner v. Brittain ee): 3 New Rep. 
21: Meluish v. Milton (1876), 3 Ch. D. 27. Dbtd. 
dee "Boddington, Boddington rv. Clairat (1884), 25 ay ]). 
685, efd. /te Lowe, Danilly rv. Platt (1892), 61 TL. J. Ch. 
415; #e Howard, Taylor vv. Howard, {1901] 1 Ch. 412: 
Anderson t. Berkley, [1902] 1 Ch. 936; /te Mason, Mason 
v. Mason, (1910) 1 Ch. 695. Mentd, Morley «. Rennoldson, 
Morley v. Linkson (1843), 2 Hare, 570, 


443, —~- —— —— -——.]-—-Testator gave 
several legacies to a woman by the description of 
“my wife,” he having gone through the ceremony 
of marriage with her; but she was the wife of 
another man, whom she had left nineteen ycars 
before :—Held: in the absence of proof that she 
knew her husband was living, & of any intention to 
commit a fraud upon testator, she was entitled to 
the legacies as persona designata.—Re Prrrs 
(1859), 29 L. J. Ch. 168; 11.7. 153; 5 Jur. N.S. 
1235 ; sub nom. Re Prrvs’ Wit, Aap. NICHOLSON, 
8 W. R. 157. 

444. ~— ——.| — Testator 
bequeathed a life interest in a legacy to H., 
the present wife of his son J. There was a woman 
named C., living with J., & they had falsely repre- 
sented to testator that they were married :---Held : 
C. was entitled to the legacy, there being no evi- 
dence that the representation had been made for 
the purpose of obtaining the legacy. TURNER v. 
Brirrain (1863), 3 New Rep. 21. 
Annotation :—Apld. Anderson vr. Berkley, 

















11902) 1 Ch. 936, 








445. -—-- —- - - .}— WILKINSON vt. 
JOUGHIN, No. 440, ante. 
446. —--- Admissibility of evidence—Declara- 


that its influence continued so that 
testator was labouring under it at the 
time he made his will, & that he was 
by that means induced to make hia 
wlll.—LONGFORD (EARL) 1 PURDON 
ore 1L. R. ir. 75.—IR. 

—~— False interpretation of mean- 
tng. yee will, executed by a father, 


who was paralysed & almost speech. WANNAMAKER v, 


capacity & due execution were shown, 
it was not shown that the document 
propounded was understood & appreci- 
ated by testatrix & was in truth & fact 
the expression of her desire ; 
things must be shown hefore the rule 
that those attacking the will must show 
coercion or fraud, can be applied.— 
LIVINGSTON (1918), 


WILLS. 


tions of cpinaaes Nee iia evidence may be given 
of questions asked by testator at the time of 
executing his will whether the contents were the 
same as those of a former will, to which he was 
answered in the affirmative, in order to set aside 
the latter will, on the ground of fraud.—DoE d. 
SMALL v. ALLEN (1799), 8 Term Rep. 147; 101 


E. R. 1314. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Doe d. 
20 L. J. Q. B. 367. 


447. -—The declarations of 
testator are admissible where a will is disputed on 
account of fraud, circumvention, or forgery.— 
Dor d. EL.is v. HARDY (1836), 1 Mood. & R. 525 ; 
174 FE. R. 181, N. P. 


Annotation :—-Refd. Doe 
16 Q. B. 747. 


Whether ground for refusing probate of 
will.|—See Exrcutonrs, Vol. XXIII., p. 130, 
Nos. 1282-1290. 

Jurisdiction of court to relieve against will.] 
—See Executors, Vol. X XIII., p. 83, No. 718. 


B. Undue Influence. 

448. What constitutes—Necessity for coercion.]| 
—In order to constitute undue influence which 
will impeach a will there must be coercion. It 1s 
only when the will of the person who becomes 
testator is coerced into doing that which he or she 
does not desire to do that it is undue influence. 
If the act is shown to be the result of the wish & 
will of testator at the time, then, however, immoral 
may be the consideration which brought it about, 
apart from fraud, it is not) undue influence.-— 
ar ee v. RICHARDSON, [1906] A. C. 1695; 75 
1. J.P. C. 573 94 L. T. 200; 22 T. L. R338, 
5 ee Or 
Annotation :—Consd. Craig vr. Lamoureux, [1920] A.C. 319. 

449. ——— Question of degree of pressure used-— 
& capacity of testator to resist.}-——The question of 
undue influence is often a mixed question of the 
degree of pressure exercised, & the capacity of 
testator to resist it.- Smaimir. SmMrrit (1866), 1d. RR. 
LP. & dD. 230: 8614.70.88 M213 3 15-1 TT. 1923 
3LILP. 93; 15 W. 1. 230. 

450. —-—. Distinguished from control.|—SruLtz 
v. SCHOEFLIE (1852), 20 L. T. O. S. 183 3 16 Jur. 
909, 

451. —--- Strong case must be made out.|— 
(1) A bill in equity will lie to set aside a will made 
under hee influence of superstitious terrors. 

(2) A strong case must be made out to set aside a 
will on the ground of undue influence ;- but where 
a person acting as the spiritual adviser of testator, 
takes advantage of that situation to become the 
agent & manager of testator’s temporal affairs, 
& while holding those opposite characters, becomes 


Shallcross v. Palmer (1851), 











d. Shallcross v. Palmer (1851), 











ought not to be submitted to the jury 
uniess there is reasonable evidence 
that the person charged had influence 
over testator: that be exercised that. 
influence over testator, to the extent 
of coercion, in relation to the will 
itself; that tho execution of the 
impeached instrument was procured by 
the exercise of such inflnence as the 


& these 


leas, in favour of certain members of 43 O. lL. It. 243.—CAN. causa causans of the act itself.—- 
his family, to the prejudice of others, A48 ii, —--— ——~.]}——_Undue influence, ee eal v% PURDON (1877), 


reduced, although the father had a 


within thie meaning of any rule of law 


disposing mind & the will was prepared 
by a business man, but it had been 
obtained by the parties interested who 
interpreted his meaning to the writer. 
& there was no legal evidence that it 
was properly understood by the father. 
—GILLESPIE v. GILLESPIE (1817), 11 
Fac. Coll. 207.—-SCOT. 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 


4481. What constitutes—Necessity for 
coercion.) — Held: although mental 


which would make it sufficient to vitiate 
a will, must be an influence exercised 
either by coercion or by fraud. Mere 
solicitation or importunity not carried 
to the extent of depriving testator of 
power of free volition would not con- 
stitute undue influence.—NATIONAL 
TRUST Co, v. TAYLOR, [1923] 3 D. L. Kh. 


1196; 382 Man. L. R. 504; [1923) 1 
W. W. BR. 316.—CAN. 
448 iii. -.}—An issue whether 


a will was obtained by undue influence 


451i. - — Strong case must be made 
out.J—Where a will was contested by 
the heir at law, on the ground of undue 
influence by the devises with testator, 
but no evidence thereof was given, the 
judge should not leave such a question 
to the jury.—Dor d. LEVI v, SAMUEL, 
1 Han. 265.—-CAN. 


451 li. ——-- --—— on PARE v, rae 
(1922) 2W. W. R. 8; 31 Man. lL. RR. 


Part 1V.—CapaciItTy TO 


a donee of very large gifts under testator’s will, 
there is strong ground made out for inquiry as to 
undue influence.—MIppLETON v. SHERBURNE 
(1841), 4 Y. & C. Ex. 358; 10 L. J. Ex. Eq. 75; 
160 E. R. 1044 ; on appeal, sub nom. SHERBURNE vv. 
MIDDLETON (1842), 9 Cl. & Fin. 72, H. L. 

Annotations :--Generally, Refd. Boyse v. Rossborough (1857), 

6H. L. Cas. 1. Mentd. Lancashire v. Lancashire (1846), 

9 Beav. 259. 

452. Will or codicil prepared by propounder 
—In own favour.|—HEreBERT v. Lowns (1627), 
1 Rep. Ch. 22; 21 E.R. 405. 

453. -}—MIDDLETON v. FoRBES 
eu: cited in 1 Hag. Kec. at p. 395; 162 E. R. 
G24, 
stat aation :~ Apld. Ingram v. Wyatt (1828), 1 Hag. Kcc. 


454. - -|—Mere evidence of execu- 
tion of a will & codicil by a person of weak & inert 
mind, appointing his attorney & agent sole 
exor. & almost universal leyatee of a large property, 
is sufficient, without proof of instructions by 
deceased ; instructions for the will being given to 
the solr., who prepared & attested it, by & in the 
handwriting of the exor.’s father, also deceased’s 
co-agent & attorney; the codicil being prepared 
exclusively for his own benefit) by the exor., in 
whose house deceased was living apart from his 
family; & other circumstances strongly inferring 
fraud & circumstances.—INGRAM v. WYATT (1828), 
1 Hag. Eec. 384; 162 E. R. 6215 on appeal, 
sub non. WYATT v. INGRAM, 3 Hae. icc. 466. 
Annotations :—Apld. Barry v. Butlin (1838), 2 Moo. PLC. C. 

480. Cockeraft vo. Rawles (1845), 4 Notes of Cases, 237. 

Refd. Waters v. Waters (1X48), 2 De CG. & Sm. 4591; 

Hindson «. Weatherill (1854), 5 De G M. & &G. 3013 

Hastilow tv. Stobic (1865), L. Rot PL. & D. 643 Pulton rv. 

Andrew (1875), L. i. 7H. LL. 448. Hampson ev. Guy (1891), 

G4 L. 'T. 778. Mentd. Rickets v. Bodenham (1834), 

Coop. temp. Brough. 361. 

455. ~ -}—Where an attorney who 
draws the will of testator takes a benefit: under it, 
the case is to be considered with peculiar jealousy, 
& the jury who try the validity of the will must be 
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BENEFIT UNDER WILL. 
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satisfied that testator knew its contents; but 
their consideration need not to be confined to direct 
evidence, & they may find for the will upon cir- 
cumstantial evidence only.—RAWORTH v. MAR- 
RIOTY (1833), 1 My. & K. 643; 39 E. R. 824. 

Annotation :-——Refd. Mitchell v. Thomas (1847), 6 Mov. 

B.C. C. 137. 

——— ——.]—-See, also, EXEcuTORs, Vol. XXITT., 
pp. 180-133, Nos. 1291-1320. 

456. Absence of free agency——Importunity.] 
—If a man make his will in his sickness, by the 
over-importuning of his wife, to the end he may 
be quiet, this shall be said to be a will made by 
constraint, & shall not be a good will.—HACKER 
v. NEWBORN (1654), Sty. 427; 82 E.R. 834. 

457. ——.|—STULTZ v. SCHOEFLLE 
(1852), 20 L. T. O. S. 183; 16 Jur. 909. 

458, —--— Testator in extremis.]—Will 
obtained in extremis, & upon importunity of 
testator’s wife, his hand being guided in the 
writing of his name, set aside. —MONEYPENNY 1. 
Brown (1711), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 766 ; 22 I. R. 651. 

459, —-- - -_—— Testatrix induced to make will 
during illness——By husband.]|—When the will ofa 
woman obtained while she was in an extremely 
weak state nine days before death by the active 
agency of the husband, the sole exor. & universal 
legatee, wholly departed from a former will 
deliberately made a few months before, the 
presumption is strong against the act; & the 
evidence not being satisfactory, the will pronounced 
against, & the husband condemned in costs.— 
MYNN v. ROBINSON (1828), 2 Hag. Ecc. 169; 162 
Ie. R. 823, 

Aniotation: -Mentd. The Lochlibo (1850), 14 Jur, 792. 

460. -—.J—The will of a female of 
seventy-three whose mental charactcr was below 
the ordinary standard, of weak mind, though not 
imbecile, or an idiot, made in favour of a female 
with whom she lodged & boarded, who was a 
person of strong understanding & imperious dis- 
position, & who had gained an ascendancy over 




















462i. — --- Waller codicil prepared by 
propounder ~Tr own jfarour.|~ if the 
ee benetited by a will writes it 
1imiself or procures it lo be written that. 
Circumstance forins a just ground of 
suspicion which calls upon the et. to be 
vigilant & jealous & to require clear & 
satisfactory proof that the instrument 
contains the real intention of testator. 
—Re ZAWACKL Estate (Alta.), [1927] 
2D. L. Re. 8333 [1927] 1 W. OW. RR, 
676.—CAN. 

452 ii. — --  ------—.) —O°CONNEL 
v, BUTLER (1819), Milw. 97.---IR. 





460 i. — Absence of free agency. }— 
THOMPSON 0 TORRANCE, 28 Gr. 203; 
0 A. It. 1.---CAN, 

f. -—-- ~--—— YVestator old & tn- 


sirm—Absence of tndependent adviec,) 
—Pitf. being old & infirm, was induced 
by his son, with whom he resided & 
who had great influence with him, to 
agree in writing to leave to the decision 
of two referees the terns of his will, & 
to execute a will in pursuance of their 
award. The son aving failed = to 
establish that his father had competent 
independent advice in the matter, or 
had entered into the transaction wil- 
lingly, or without pressure from the 
son, the ct. decreed the will revocable 
at the pleasure of pltf.— DONALDSON v. 
DONALDSON, 12 Gr. 431.—CAN. . 


g. Whether inferred from re- 
lationship of parties—-Man & mistress. | 
—ZlJeld: the relation existing between 
@ man & a woman who had lived with 
him as his mistress was not of such a 
character as to support a plea of undue 
influence in an action for reduction of a 
will by which he left the bulk of his 
propery to her & their illegitimate son, 

o the dotriment of his legitimate 


ne he 


fumily.— M‘SKRCHNIE tv. M'KECHNIE’S 
TRUSTEES, [1908] S.C. 93; 5450, L. RR. 


38 8s. L. TP. 419.-~-SCOT. 
Legaladviser & client. }— 
CAGRAVE wv. Kirwan (1828), Beat. 
157.—IR 
k. ——- _Wehether inferred = froin 


reircumstances. |-—'The exercise of undue 
influence may be inferred from the 
circumstances of any particular case.—— 
WATSON 0. KCERRIDGQE (1887), 8 
N.S. W. L. 2h. (léq.) 25; 9 N.S. W. 
L. ht. (Hq.) 35. ~—AUS. 


l. -—— Control subjecting mental will 
to desire of another.|—TVYhe mere exer- 
cise of intluence by a wife or other 
person over the mind of a testator 
is not sufficient to invalidate a will; 
such influence must amount to w con- 
trol subjecting his mental will to the 
desire of another, so that the will 
is not in reality his will, but that of 
another: the question is, in what 
sense is the document the will of 
testator.—-WATERHOUSK v. LEK, 10 
Gr. 176.—CAN. 


m. --—— Urging testator to_ make 








better provision for beneficiary. |}—K AUL- 
BACH v. ARCHBOLD, Re ARCHBOLD 


(1901), 31S. C. R. 387,—CAN. 


n. Will obtained by e.vrercise 
of power to — overbear.|—STANDARD 
TRUSTS Co. v. PULICR (B. C.) (1922), 
70 D. L. R. 145.—CAN. 


QO. Solicitor induced by inle- 
rested party to restore tert of first draft— 
No inquirtes made as to intention of 
festutor.}—-WILSON v. KINNEAR, [1925] 
2p. L. R. 641.—CAN. 

. ———~ Obstructing making of new 
will,]— Testator was violent” ob- 
structed in making a new will by a 








party deriving benefit under a former 
one :—Held: such obstruction did 
not affect any part of the former will 
except that which gave a legacy to the 
party wilfully enue the testator, 
which Jegacy wus not allowed to stand 
us part of the will.—MAGUIRE ¢t. 
MARSHALL (1833), Milw. 307.—IR. 


q. ——--.]-——- Ross v. GOSSkKLIN’s 
ExkcuTors, [1926] &. C. 325.—SCOT. 


r. Costs.) — Where the estate is 
sinall, & fraud & undue influence have 
boon pleaded in opposition to a will. 
which is established on the evidence of 
the party supporting it, though parts of 
the case were suspicious, the party 
failing was excused from paying costs, 
but did not get costs out of the estate.— 
a v. GORMAN (1864), 11 L. T. 148.— 


t. Matters for consideration of jury.J— 
Tn an action involving undue influence 
in the execution of a will propounded 
by a person instrumental in its pre- 

aration, & under which he is the sole 

encficiary, declarations of deceased 
as to hor affections, & her intention 
to dispose of her property otherwise 
than as disposed of in the will, are 
propor matters for the consideration 
of the jury.—FARNELL v, CONWAY 
(1918), 45 N. B. R. 343.—CAN. 

a. Onus of proof.}—CONNELL v. 
CONNELL (1906), 37 8.C. R. 404.—CAN. 

b. ——.]—Re FitcH Estate, 26 
N.S. R. 195.—CAN. 

CG. .J—If a party writes or pre- 
pares a will under which he takes a 
substantial benefit, that is a circum- 





stance creating suspicion, which he 
must displace when he propounds the 
will for probate, if contested.— 
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Sect, 2.— Particular donees: Sub-sect. 2, B.; sub- 
sects. 3,4 & 5, A. & B. (a).] 

deceased, there being direct discrepancies in the 

evidence respecting the factum, pronounced 


against.— COCKCRAFT v. RAWLES (1845), 4 Notes 
of Cases, 287, P. C. 
461. Whether inferred from relationship of 








parties—-Bequest by minor to guardian.]—A_ will 
made by a minor of sixteen in favour of his guardian 
& schoolmaster, substantiated by evidence.— 
laa v. EARLE (1758), 2 Lee, 529; 161 EF. R. 
428. 

462. ——— —--— Bequest to spiritual adviser.|— 
MIDDLETON v. SHERBURNE, No. 451, ante. 

463. —-_— Testator induced to make second will—— 
Disinheriting own child—In favour of son of 
stranger. |—HoBERTsS v. WYNN (1663), 1 Rep, Ch. 
236; 21 EF. R. 5860. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Bath & Mountague’s Case (1603), 3 
Cas. in Ch. 96. 

464. -—-— Deceased living in house of pro- 
pounder—Apart from own family.|—-INGRAM vt. 
Wvrarr, No. 454, ante. 

465. - Superstitious terrors.| -- MIDDLETON tv, 
SHIERKURNE, No, 451, ante. 

466. Effect—-Provisions void as to person exer- 
cilsing influence—Valid as to other parties.|— 
Where an undue influence is exercised over the 
mind of testator in making his will, the provisions 
in the will, in favour of the person exercising that 
influence, are void ; but the will may be good as 
far as respects other parties; so that a will may 
be valid as to some parts, & invalid as to others 
may be good as to one party, & bad as to another.— 
THIMLESTOWN v. D’ALTON (1827), 1 Dow. & Cl. 
85; 6 EK. R. 456; sub nom. TRIMLESTOWN  v. 
Luoyp, | Bli. N. S. 427, H. L. 

Annotations :—Refd. Middleton v. Sherburne (1841), 4 
Y. & C. Ex. 358; Boyse v. Colclough, Boyse vv. Ross- 
borough (1854), 1 K. & J. 124. 

Whether ground for refusing probate.]-— 

See ExeEcutTors, Vol. X XIII., pp. 126-134. 

467. Rebuttal of undue influence—Evidence of 
capacity—-Corroboration by two _ witnesses.}— 
MOORE v. CLARKE (1856), 4 W. R. 531. 

468. Costs—Will pronounced for—Party alleging 
undue influence failing to appear.|—To a declara- 
tion on a will, defts.the widow & daughter of 
testator, pleaded undue influence & incapacity. 
The daughter obtained leave to withdraw from 











Lorres «. HARRIS (1914), 30 O. I OR. 
479; 19 D. L. R. 670; 5 O. WL. N. 
770.—-CAN. 

d. -}— Re SIMPSON’S ESTATE 
(1919), 52 N. S. BR. 285; 51 D. L. l. 
143.—-CAN. 





13.—CAN 
h.- --- 
Co, vv. PULICE 





e. —-— — —.]—The onus probandi 
lies upon the party propoundiyg a will : 
& he must satisfy the conscience of 
the ct. that the instrument propounded 





by pothesis that it was so obtained. It 
inust be shown that they are incon- 
sistent. with a contrary hypothesis.— 
ADAMS ©. MCBYATH (1896), 27 8. C. KR. 


»}—STANDARD 
(B. 
). L. R. 145.—CAN 


person who ({s instru- 


WILLS. 


the suit on payment of costs up to the time ; 
other deft. did not withdraw, & did not appear at 
the trial. The ct., having pronounced for the will, 
condemned her in costs.—TOLLAND v. STEVENSON 
(1866), 13 L. T. 609; 12 Jur. N.S, 300. 
——.]—See, further, Executors, Vol. XXIIT., 
p. 256, 262, 263, 265-267, Nos. 3136, 3193-31098, 
3204-3216, 3241, 3246-8248, 8257-3262. 
Jurisdiction of court to relieve against will.|— 
See Execurors, Vol. XXITII., p. 88, No. 717. __ 
Restraint of executor from acting under will.| —- 
See Execurors, Vol. X-XIII., p. 46, No. 222. 


SuB-secr. 3.—CHARITIES. 
Sec Cuarrtins, Vol. VIII., pp. 232 cb | 
CopyHOLDs, Vol. XIUI., pp. 122, 128, Nos. 1534- 
1529. 


SuB-sEcT. 4.—-DEAD PERSONS. 

469. Fact of death—-Direction of issue to deter- 
mine.|——Issue directed to try whether FT. was 
living at the death of his father, testator, the 
father & son having been shipwrecked together on 
their voyage from India & all on board having 
perished.—MAson v. MASON (1816), 1 Mer, 308 ; 


35 BE. HR. 688. 
Annotutiona :—Consd. Re Phenés Trusts (1870), 5 Ch. App. 
139. Refd. Underwood v. Wing (1851), 19 Beav, 459. 


——— Presumption of—Payment to next of kin on 
security to refund.|—Sce EvipENcrE, Vol, XXII, 
p. 170, No. 1465. 

—— Onus of proof.|—Sce KHviDENCE, Vol. 
XXIIL., pp. 164, 168, Nos. 1403, 1440-1442 ,; 
Executors, Vol. X XILI., pp. 87-89, Nos. 781-789, 


791, 792, 794. 

—— --——.]—See, generally, EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 165-173; Execurors, Vol. XXIII, 
pp. 87-00. 

Doctrine of lapse—-When applicable.|—See Part 


XIV., post. 





SuB-sEctT. 5.-—-LLLEGITIMATE CHILDREN. 
A. Child Alive at Date of Wurll, 


470. Whether capable of takin Ries bees to 
illegitimate children, in esse, will take effect when 


so far as it benefited the party who 
obtained it, the other parts being 
established, though the whole will had 
been read by deceased.—VPIERCY v. 
WESTROPP (1840), Milw. 495.—IR. 


n. Parties.}--In an action to establish 
a will where the execution is impeached 
on the ground of undue influence, all 
parties interested should be made 
parties to the action.—-GUNN v. CORSON, 


TRUSTS 


C.) (1922), 70 


is the last will of a free & capable 
testator, Wherever circumstances cx- 
ist which excite the suspicion of 
the ct., it is for thuse who propound 
the will to remove such suspicion, & 
to prove etehie ate f that testator 
knew & approved of the contenta of 
the document, & it is only where this 
is done that the onus is thrown on those 
who oppose the will to prove fraud or 
undue influence, or whatever else they 
rely on to displace the case made for 
proving the will.— SBLLERS v. SULLIVAN 
(1919), 438 O. L. R. 628,.—CAN. 

{. ——.J—HRe Haun Estate, 
MANGES v. MILIS (1921), 64 D. L. R. 
305; 50 D. L. R. 175,—CAN. 

f. ——.j—In order to set aside a 
will on the ground that its execution 
was obtained by undue Influence on the 
mind of testator it is not sufficient. to 
show that the circumstances attending 
the execution are consistent with the 








; .J—A 
mental in framing a will & who obtains 
a bounty from that will is bound to 
establish that the will was made 
Willingly & deliberately & without 
ressure or inftluence.—ALDRITr wv. 
‘ORONTO GENERAL TRuUSTA CORPN. 
(Man.), [1917] 1 W. W. KR. 178.—-CAN. 


1. -~—.]—Low v. Low's TRUSTEKS, 
(1907) 15 8. L. T. 330.—8COT. 


m. Hffect— Entire will tainted.) — 
MOLONEY v. CASEY (1863), 9 L. T. 57. 


468 i. Provisions void as to 
person exercising tnfluence—Valid as 
to other parties.j)— HEGARTY v. KING, 
7 L. kh. r. 18.—IR. 


456 ii. j--A_ will 
prepared from instructions given by 
& son of deceased, largely benefited 
thereby, the evidence of intention & 
volition being defective & there being 
some evidence from a Jetter written 
by deceased of control, condemned 





eee 








114. L. fT. Occ. N. 47. -CAN, 


o. What court should tnvestigate cir- 
cumstances of execution of will.}-— 
Where a will, purporting to dispose of 
a large property, is drawn by a 
physician in pencil on the back of a 
prescription blank & executed on the 
day of the death of testator, & where 
al) the writing appears to have been 
made by one person & the sole bene- 
ficiary te wrongly named, the will 
should be investigated in a ct. having 
ampler & more effective machinery than 
a surrogute ct.—-Re JONES ESTATE 
(1915), 31 W. L. It. 633.—OAN. 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 5.—~A. 


p. Validity. |—-WILKINSON v, WILKIN: 
a ESTATE (1907), 24 8. C. 603.— 
s A es 

q. —-~-]— BITZGeRaLp_ tt. GREEN, 
[1914] App. D. 88.---8. AF. 


Part 1V.—Caractry To BENEFIT UNDER WILL. 


they ‘are ial aed ape described ; but a pro- 
spective g future illegitimate children of a 
woman is wholly void.—MEDWORTH v. POPE (1859), 
27 Beav. 71; 28 L. J. Ch. 905; 5 Jur. N.S. 996; 

54 BK. R. 28. 

Annotation :—Consd. Occleston v. Iullalove (1873), 9 Ch. 

App. 147. 

471. Sufficiency of description—Blanks in will.] 
-— Bequest to all & every the sons & daughters of 
A., including who _ the illegitimate of A. :— 
Held: the illegitimate children of A. could not take. 
—-MASON v. BATESON (1859), 26 Beav. 404; 28 
L. J. Ch. 391; 383 L. T. 0.8. 85; 5 Jur. N.S. 400 ; 
TW. R. 225; 53 E. BR. 953 ; ‘subsequent proceedings, 
ae nom. GILL v. BaGsHaw (1866), L. BR. 2 Eq. 
746. 


een :—~Apld. McKechnio v. Vaughan (1873), 28 L. T. 


472. ———- Bequest to children ‘‘ legitimate or 
illegitimate.’’}—Bequest to A. & B. for life, & after- 
wards to their surviving children, which gift failed, 
& in default to ‘‘ the children, legitimate or illegi- 
timate, of my brother H.’’ equally. H. had five 
illegitimate children at the date of the will, two of 
whom predeceased testator, & he had nine legiti- 
mate children after testator’s death :—Held: the 
gift was valid, & the property was divisible amongst 
the three illegitimate & the nine legitimate children. 
-~ BARNETT v. 'TUGWELL (1862), 31 Beav. 232; 31 
IL. J. nae G29; 7 L. T. 121; 26 J. P. 627; 8 
Jur. N. 787 3 10 W. Rh. 679; 54 H.R. 1127. 
damittion :—Retd. Occleston v. Fullulove (1874), 9 Ch. App. 


473. ——— Bequest to children ‘‘ legitimate or 
otherwise.’’|—Bequests by a single woman who 
had gone through the ceremony of marriage with 
her deceased sister’s husband, in favour of her 
children, ‘legitimate or otherwise.’’? At the 
date of the will she had one child living, & several 
were born afterwards :—Held: the after-born 
children were excluded ; & the gift enured to the 
benefit: only of the child living at the date of the 
will.—-HTowartTu v. MILs (1866), L. R. 2 Kg. 389 ; 
141. T. 544; 30J. P. 7593 12 Jur. N.S. 794. 
Annotation :—Consd. Occleston v. Fullalove (1874), 9 Ch. 

App. 147. 

474, --—— ‘* Natural children.’’|—-M. A. B., in 
Jan. 1857, bequeathed the whole of her estate to 
EK. B. B., then living with her as her husband, for 
his use for life; & after his decease, to be equally 
ae between the natural children of the said 

B. B. which might be then living. I. B. B. 
hig ed with testatrix as her husband, but was not. 
matried, & there were living with pltf. & testatrix 
two natural or illegitimate children which she had 
had by him, & he had no other natural children :-— 
Held: the description of the objects of testatrix’s 
bounty was sufficient, & the two natural children 
of testatrix, in case they survived pltf., would be 
entitled to the fund.—- BENTLEY v. BLIZARD (1858), 
4 Jur. N.S. 652. 

475. Exclusion of illegitimate children to benefit 
of legitimate.|—-Testator’s sister had three illegiti- 
inate & two legitimate children. By his will 
testator gave his residuary estate to all & every 
his nephews & nieces the sons & daughters of his 
sister, including —- who — the — illegitimate — of 
his sister, equally to be divided between them :— 
Held : the legitimate children took, to the exclusion 
of the illegitimate.—GILL v. BAGSHAW (1866), L. R. 
2 Eq. 746; 35 L. J. Ch. 842; 14 W. R. 1013. 
Annoy: :-Mentd. Re Macduff, Macduff t. Macduff, [1896] 

Description by relationship— Whether illegitimate 
relations inclyded.]—See Part XVI., Sect. 17, sub- 
sect. 6, A., post. 
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B. Future Children. 
(a) In General. 

476. Whether gift invalid.|——-No gift, however 
express, to unborn illegitimate children is allowed 
by law, nor under a gift good as to illegitimate 
children as a class will after born illegitimate 
children be permitted to take (LORD CHELMSFORD). 
-—HILL v. Crook (1873), L. R. 6 H. L. 265; 42 
lL. J. Ch. 702; 22 W. R. 137, H. L. 3 affg. 8. C. 
sub nom. CROOK v. Hiru (1871), 6 Ch. App. 311, 
a J.3 subsequent proceedings (1876), 3 Ch. D. 


Annotations :—Consd. Occleston v. Fullalove (1874), 9 Ch. 
ye 147; Jte Bolton, Brown v. Bolton (1886), 31 Ch. D. 
5 die Horner, Kagleton v. Horner (1887), 37 Ch. D. 


695. Apld. Re Lowe, Danily v. Platt (1892), 61 L. J. Ch. 
415. Consd, te Du Bochet, Mansell v. ley [1901] 2 Ch. 
441. Befd. Ite Brown's Trust (1873), L. R. 16 Kq. 239; 

Dorin v. Dorin (1875), L.R.7 iH. LL. 568 : ‘Laker v. ordern 


1876), 1 Ch. D. 644 ; Lovy v. , Solomon (1877), 37 L. T. 263 $ 
*erkins v. Goodwin, [1877] W. N. 311; Ellis v. Houstoun 
(1878), 10 Ch. D. 236; Mea v. Hindle (1880), 15 Ch. J). 
198; Jte Humphries, | Smith v. Millidge (1883), 24 Ch. 1. 
691; Jte Haseldine, Grange v. ry (1886), 31 Ch. D. 
511; Kagleton v. Horner (1887), 4 L. R. 100; Re 
Hastie’ 3 Trusts (1887), 35 Ch. D. oe > Lee Browne, 
Raggett v. Browne ( 1889), 61 L. T. 4638; ée Jodrell, 
Jodrell v. Seale (1890), 44 Ch. DD. 590; In the Goods of 
Ashton, (1892] P. 83 ; Re Deakin, Starkey v. Kyres, [1894] 
3 Ch. 565; Ite Fish, "Ingham vy. Rayner, Cee 2 Ch. 83; 
de Harrison, Harrison v. Higson, [1894] 1 Ch. 561; Ike 
Jeans, Upton v. Jeans (1895), 72 L. IT. 835; Re Parker, 
Parker v. Osborne, [1897] 2 Ch. 208; te Walker, Walker 
vw. Lutyens, [1897] 2 Ch. 248; Le Wood, Wood v. Wood, 
{1901) 2 Ch. 578: Re Corsellis, Freeborn v. Napper, [1906] 
2 Ch. 316: Jte Loveland, Loveland v. Loveland (1906), 
76 L. J. Ch. 314; Re Eve, Edwards v. Burns, {1909} 1 
Ch. 796; Re Embury, Bowyer v. Page (1914), 111 L. T. 
275; Ite Pearee, Alliance Assce. v. Francis, (1914) 1 Ch. 
254; Re Welliwell, Pickles 7. Helliwell, (3916) 2 Ch. 580 ; 
Re Bleckly, Sidebotham v, Bleckly, (1920 } 1 Ch. 450; 
Ward v. Van Der Loeff, Burnyeat v. Van Der Loeff, 1924] 
A. C, 653; Je Taylor, ‘Hockley v. O'Neal, [1925] Ch, 
Khoo Hooi Leong v. Khoo Hean Kwee, (1926) A. Bay. 


Mentd. Z?e De Wilton, De Wilton v. Monten ores 19001 g 
Ch. 481; Ebbern v. Fowler, (1909) 1 Ch. 578. 
477. Child described by reference to father.] 





—Testator having married his deceased wife’s 
sister, & while living with her as his wife, made his 
will, whereby he gave all his real & personal estate 
‘‘to my wife” for life, & after her death, upon 
trust ‘‘ for all & every my children hereafter to be 
born.”’ At the date of the will testator had no 
children whatever, but two days after, a son was 
born :—Held: the gift ‘‘ to my wife’’ was good, 
but the son could not take under the gift to his 
children ‘ hereafter to be born.’’-—PRarr  v. 
MATHEW (1856), 22 Beay. 328; 25 LL. J. Ch. 409 ; 
271. 7.0.8. 74; 2 Jur. N.S. 364; 4 W. R. 418 ; 
52 R. 11384; on appeal, 8 De G. M. & G. 522, 
L. J 


A ~Apid. Howarth tv. Mills p60), L. Rh. 2 Kq. 
9. Consd. ojt’ ». Sindrey (1868), L. R. 7 Kq. 170; 
tyeclécton v. Fullalove (1874), 9 Ch. App. 147, Refd. 
Medworth v. Pope (1859), 27 Beav. 71; Lepine v. Bean 
1870), 39 L. J. Ch. 847... Mentd. Mitchell m Cols (860), 
ohn, 674; Clarke rv. Colls (1861), 9 H. L. Cas. 60 


478. —— .|—G. B. went through the cere- 
mony of marriage with J. A. C.. whose husband 
had deserted her & gone abroad many years before, 
& was believed to be dead, but G. B. was aware 
that there was no certain information of his death. 
Shortly afterwards G. B. made his will, by which 
he gave “to my dear wife J. A. B., formerly 
J. A.C,,” an interest in certain chattels during 
her widowhood, & also gave to her the income of 
his residuary personalty during widowhood, 
& after her decease or remarridge he gave the 
corpus to ‘‘all & every my child & children,”’ 
as therein mentioned, & in default of children 
to his nephews & nieces. G. B. & J. A. C. co- 
habited for more than a year & a half after the date 
of the will, when G. B. died, leaving J. A. C. 
enceinte of her only child. She enjoyed the income 
of the residue till her death, upon which event 
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Sect. 2.— Particular donees: Sub-sect. 5, B. (a), (b), 
(¢) & (d); sub-sects. 6 & 7.] 


the nephews & nieces claimed the property under 
the gift over, & proved that J. A. C.’s child was 
illegitimate, her former husband having been alive 
at the time of her marriage to the testator :—Held : 
the child could not take. (2) Qu: whether an 
illegitimate child en ventre sa mére at the testator’s 
death, but not en ventre sa mére when the will was 
made, can take as the reputed child of the supposed 
father.— Re BOLTON, BROWN v. BOLTON (1886), 31 
Ch. D. 542; 55 L. J. Ch. 398; 54 L. T. 396; 50 
J.P. 532; 34 W. R. 825; 27. L. R. 303, C. A. 

Annotations :— As to (1) Distd. te Hastie’s Trusts (1887), 35 

Ch. D. 728. Apld. Re Du Bochct, Mansell v. Allen, [1901] 

2 Ch. 441. Generally, Mentd. te Shaw, Robinson v. Shaw 

(1894), 63 L. J. Ch. 770. 

479. --|—A gift by will to future illegiti- 
mate children defined by reference to their pater- 
nity will fail for uncertainty, because the law 
forbids an inquiry as to the paternity of ille- 
gitimate children.—IRe HToMER, CownisHAw. 7+. 
RENDELL (1916), 86 L. J. Ch. 324; 115 L. T. 708. 

480. Child described by reference to mother. | 
—PrRATT v. MATHEW, No. 477, ante. 

481. Distinction between will of mother & will of 
father.J|—A distinction is to be drawn between 
benefits conferred by deed or will upon future 
illegitimate children, according to whether the 
person purporting to confer the benefit is the 
mother or the father. 

A spinster made a will in 1876 by which she 
purported to leave her property in trust for all the 
children who might belong to her at the date of her 
death. In 1878 she gave birth to an illegitimate 
child, who survived her :-—Held: the child was 
entitled to take under the will.—J/n the Estate of 
FROGLEY, [1905] P. 137; 74 L. J. P. 72; 02 1. T. 
429; 54 W.R. 48; 21 7T. L. R. 341. 





(6) Child Born After Date of Will. 


482. General rule.|—One devises £3,000 to all 
the natural children of his son by J.. the bastards 
born after making the will shall not take ; nay, the 
child en ventre sa mére shall not take.—-METHAM v. 
ice (DUKE) (1718), 1 P. Wms. 529; 24 I. Rh. 
502, L. C. 
alnnotations :—Consd. Wilkinson vr. Adam (1812), 1 Ves. & B. 


422. Apld. Beachcroft v. Beachcroft (1816), 1 Madd. 430. 
Consd. Barnett vr. Tugwell (1862), 3l Beav. 232. Apld. 
Occleston v. Fullalove (1873), 9 Ch. App. 117. Befd. 


Lambell & Lambell v. Cleave (1846), 10 Jur. 55; Jee 
Hastie’s Trusts (1887), 35 Ch. D. 728. Mentd, Habergham 
Ve Marit (1792), 1 Ves. 410; Smith v. Attersoll (1826), 1 


483. --|—Testator gave legacies, with main- 
tenance to his two illegitimate children, naming 
them, by C. B. & to all the other children he might 
have by her £6,000 each, & after other bequests the 
residue among his said children. Bv codicil he 
directed maintenance of another child born since ; 
also interlining his name with those of the other 
children in the first part: of the will only. That 
child entitled only to maintenance & a share of the 
residue, not tothe legacy of £6,000. Natural child 
cannot take by a prospective bequest, made 
before his birth.— ARNOLD v PRESTON (1811), 18 
Ves. 288; 34 E. R. 326. 

484, ——.|—-MEDWORTH v. Popr, No. 470, ante. 

485. ——-.|—-HOWARTH v. Mus, No. 473, ante. 

486. Child born before death of testator—Men- 
tioned by name of other parent.|—Testator de- 
vised his real & personal property to trustees, 
upon trust for four children of M., whom he 
described by their respective names, ‘‘ together 
with every other child born of the body of M. alive 
at my decease, or born within nine months after- 
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wards, share & share alike,’’ M. had two other 
children born after the date of the will, but before 
the date of a codicil to it; & these, as well as the 
four previously born, were all illegitimate. The 
children, born after the date of the will, are not 
entitled to any share of the property.—MORTIMER 

v. West (1827), 3 Russ. 370; 5L. J.O.S. Ch. 181 ; 

38 H.R. 615, 1. C. 

Annotations :—Refid. Dover ». Alexander (1843), 2 Hare, 
275, Mentd. Anderson v. Wallis (1813), 7 Jur. 119. 
487. .|—Testator who had _ gone 

through the ceremony of marriage with M. L., his 

deceased wife’s sister, who had two daughters, C. 

& E., by him, & who was enceinte with a third at 

the date of the will, gave a moicty of his property 

to trustees in trust for M. lL. for life, & after her 
death for his reputed children C. & E., & all other 
children which he might have or be reputed to 
have by M. L., then born or thereafter to be born. 

The third child was born before testator’s death, 

& was acknowledged by him as his child :—Held : 

the after-born child was entitled to share with her 

sisters under the will. 

Testator’s bounty is absolute & without control 
asto motive. & if he superadds to that the words 
‘of whom I shall be the reputed father,” giving 
to those words the fair meaning, the benigna con- 
structio, which all the words of an instrument 
ought to have, I find no element of uncertainty. 
It does not mean, I conceive, that of which the 
gossip of the neighbourhood may spread a rumour 
or fame, but that reputation which springs from 
acknowledgment, conduct, & life (JAMES, L.J.).— 
OCCLESTON v. FULLALOVE (1874), 9 Ch. App. 147; 
43 L. J. Ch. 207; 29 L. TP. 785; 38 J.P. 1965 22 
W. R. 305, L. CO. & L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Folld. Ite Goodwin's Trust. (1874), L. Rh. 17 
Kq. 345, Distd. Re Ayles’ Trusts (1875), 1 Ch. D. 282. 
Distd. & Expid. Re Bolton, Brown v. Bolton (1886), 31 
Ch. D. 542. Folld. Re Hastie’s Trusts (1887), 35 Ch. D. 
728. Consd. te Du Bochet, Mansell v. Allen, [1901] 2 Ch. 
441. Apld. Re Loveland, Loveland v. Loveland, [1906] 
1 Ch. 542. Consd. te Homer, Cowlishaw v. Rendell 
(1916), 86 L. J. Ch. 324. Refd. Dorin », Dorin (1875), 33 
I. T. 281; Jee Horner, EKagleton v. Horner (1887), 37 
Ch. D. 695; Ze Shaw, Robinson v. Shaw, [1894] 2 Ch, 573 ; 
In the Estate of Frogley, [1905] P. 137. 

438. J—A gift by will by testator or 
testatrix to his or her illegitimate children by a 
particular person is good as well as to a child born 
after as before the date of the will, if the child 
obtains the reputation of being such a child before 
the death of testator or testatrix.—He GOODWIN’S 
Trust (1874), L. R. 17 Eq. 345; 43 1. J. Ch. 258 ; 
38 J. P. 500; 22 W. BR. 619. 

Annotations :—-Distd. Pee Ayles’ Trust (1875), 45 LL. J. Ch. 
223. Dbtd. Re Bolton, Brown vr. Bolton (1886), 31 Ch. dD. 
542. Gonsd. fe Du Bochet, Mansell v. Allen, (1901) 2 Ch. 
oe ria Ree Horner, Kagleton v. Horner (1887), 37 
Ch. D. 695. 

489. — —---.j|—-H. by his will gave a trust 
fund ‘‘in trust for my four natural children by 
M. E. M.,, viz. J., C., K. & J. H., & all & every other 
children & child which may be born of the said 
M. E. M. previous to & of which she may be 
pregnant at the time of my death, share & share 
alike.’ Besides the four children named in the 
will, there were three other children born of 
M. E. M. after the date of the will & before the 
death of testator, all of whom were known by his 
surname :—Held: upon the construction of the 
will the word ‘ children ’’ must be taken to include 
illegitimate children, & was not void for un- 
certainty ; & being a gift by will to illegitimate 
children of testator, it was a good gift within the 
rule laid down in Occleston v. Fullalove, No. 487, 
ante, that the children who came into esse after the 
date of the will & before the death of testator were 
entitled to share in the gift.—He HASTIE’s TRusTs 
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(1887), 35 Ch. D. 728; 56 L. J. Ch. 792; 57 L. T. 
168 ; . 692. 


8; 85 W.R 
8 ‘Apia. Qe Loveland, Loveland v. Loveland, 
Mh ee on gna. Be torre Cow lana us oe 
ae te ry ° e e ; 9 re 
Allen, [1901] 2 Ch. 441, 4 te peas 


490. -]|—Testator, believing that his brother 
J - was married to B., gave to each of J.’s children, 
‘“‘except his eldest son, HK. J., & his daughter 
M. L., £100.” He gave a fund on trust to apply 
the income for the benefit of J. ‘‘ or of his wife, or 
all or any of his children,’ during J.’s life, & after 
his death to pay the income to the ‘“ present 
wife ” of J., ‘‘ if she shall become his widow ” for 
life, with remainder in trust for all the children of 
J., ‘except his eldest son E. J., & his daughter 
M. LL.” Klsewhere in his will he spoke of his 
‘nephew HK. J.,” & of the ‘‘ brother of the said 
H. J.,” & ‘ all the other children ” of J. He gave 
his residuary personalty to his ‘‘ niece M. I, 
daughter of’? J. The will was dated in 1889. 
J. died in 1890. Testator diced in 1891. J. had 
been married many years before, & his wife died 
in 1875, leaving two daughters, M. L. & another, 
who both survived testator. J. subsequently 
cohabited with B., by whom he had seven ille- 
gitimate children, including IX, J., one of whom 
was born after the will, & all of whom survived 
testator :-—Held: all the gifts were valid, except 
that the illegitimate child born after the date of 
the will could not take.—Re LOWE, DANILY v. 
PLATT (1892), 61 L. J. Ch. 415; 40 W. BR. 475; 8 
T. L. R. 491: 386 Sol. Jo. 413. 
“lnnolations :-—Expld. In the Goods of Frogley, [1905] P. 137. 

Reld. Re Hammond, Burniston v. White (1911), 105 L, T. 


491. -|—A gift by will to illegitimate 
children begotten before the death of testator is 
good. A will speaks from the death of testator 
& is valid as regards gifts to illegitimate children 
then in esse. legitimate children to be begotten 
after the death of testator cannot be provided for 
by will—nor can future illegitimate children be 
provided for by deced—but so long as the pro- 
vision is limited to children in esse when the docu- 
ment takes effect it is more in accordance with 
public policy that provision should be made for 
them than that such a provision should be beyond 
the scope of the law, & that the unfortunate off- 
spring should become a burden on the public 
funds (SWINFEN Eapy, J.).—/te LOVELAND, LOVE- 
LAND v. LOVELAND, [1906] 1 Ch. 542; 75 L. J. Ch. 
314; 94 L. T. 336; 22 T. LR. 3821. 
Annotation :-—Consd. Re Homer, Cowlishaw vv. 

(1916), 86 L. J. Ch. 321. 


492. Will by mother of child.J—Jn the 
Estate of FRoGLEY, No. 481, ante. 


(c) Child Born After Death of Testator. 

493. General rule—Child cannot take.|— 
Testator’s daughter had gone through the 
ceremony of marriage with the husband of her 
deceased sister, & the marriage was known to & 
recognised by the father. At the date of his will 
there were two children of the marriage, & the 
daughter was, to his knowledge, enciente with 
another child, which was born after his death. 
The daughter subsequently had another child. 
Under a gift by testator to ‘the children of my 
daughter ” :—Held: the child en ventre sa mere 
was entitled, but not the child who was begotten 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 5.— 
B. (b). 





Rendell 





4901. Child born before death of testator.) 
—A testator who had no legitimate 
children but who had ten children, by 
@ woman with whom he was living, after 
making certain bequests in favour of 
the woman, directed his real estate to 
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be sold & the proceeds to be equally 
divided ** among my children ”’ (naming 
the ten illegitimate children) ‘“ & any 
other child that ma 
my lifetime ’’ :— He 
child born to him by the same woman 
after the date of the will & before his 
death could not take, as the name of 
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& born after the death of the testator.—-CROOK v. 
Hity (1876), 3 Ch. D. 773; 46 L. J. Ch. 119; 41 
J. P. 228; 24 W. R. 876; previous proceedings, 
oe pane: HILL y. CRooK (1873), L. R. 6 H. L. 265, 


Annolations :—Distd. Re Bolton, Brown v. Bolton (1886), 31 


BENEFIT UNDER WILL. 








h. D. 542. Refd. 2c Du Bochet, Mansell v. Allen, [1901 J 
2 Ch. 441; Ebbern v. Fowler, (1909] 1 Ch. 578. 
494. |—Re LOVELAND, LOVELAND v. 


LOVELAND, No. 491, ante. 

Child en ventre sa mére.|—Sce Nos. 478, 493, 
ante. 

(d) Child en ventre sa mére. 

495. Former rule.|—MrTHAM v. DEVON (DUKE), 
No. 482, ante. 

496. Reference to paternity—Uncertainty.]— 
Under a bequest ‘‘ to such child or children if 
more than one as A. may happen to be enciente 
of by me,” a natural child, of which she was then 
pregnant, cannot take; though a bequest to the 
natural child, of which a woman was enciente, 
without reference to any person as the father, 
would probably be good; having no uncertainty. 
aoe v. WILSON (1811), 17 Ves. 528; 34 E.R. 

ov. 

Annotations :—Distd. Gordon v. Gordon (1816), 1 Mer. 141 $ 
Jivans 7. Massey (1819), 9 Price, 22. Refd. Wilkinson 1. 
Adam (1812), 1 Ves. & B. 422; Beachcroft v. Beachcroft, 
ltoche, ete. (1816), 1 Madd. 430; Lamboll & Lambell v. 
Cleave (1846), 10 Jur. 55; Pratt v. Mathew (1856), 22 
Beav. 328. 

497. .]—Bequest to the natural child 
of which a woman was enceinte, without reference 
to any person as the father :—Held: good, there 
being no uncertainty in the object described.— 
GORDON v. GORDON (1816), 1 Mer. 141; J5 E.R. 
628, L. C. 

«(nnotations :—Apld. Evans vr, Massey (1819), 8 Price, 22; 
Occleston v. Fullulove (1874), 9 Ch. App. 147. 


e 
Beachcroft. +. Beachcroft, Roche, etc, (1816), 1 Madd. 430: 
Lambell & Lambell v. Cleave (1846), 10 Jur, 55, 


498. Sufficiency of designation.|—-A bequest to 
a child en ventre sa mere, introduced by reciting 
that testator ‘‘ having two natural children & the 
mother supposed to be now carrying a third 
child,” in these words: ‘‘ I do will & bequeath,” 
etc.—EVANS v. MASSEY (1819), 8 Price, 22; 146 
Ix. KR. 1119. 

499. Child born after death of testator.]—An 
illegitimate child may take, by particular descrip- 
tion, before its birth_—DAWsoN v. DAWSON (1821), 
6 Madd. 292; 56 EB. R. 1102. 

500. .J|—Crook v. Hitt, No. 493, ante. 

501. .|\—e Boiron, Brown v. BOLTON, 
No. 478, ante. 














SuB-sEecr. 6.—LUNATICS. 

502. Capacity to receive legacy—Lunatic having 
killed testator..—Re HouagutTron, HouGuTon v. 
Hovuantron, No. 506, post. 

Legacy imposing onerous condition.| —See 
Lunatics, Vol. XXXIJII., p. 214, No. 1207. 

Payment of legacy—To whom payment made. |— 
See Kxecurors, Vol. XXIIL, pp. 395, 396, No. 
46868. 





SUB-SECT. 7.—MARRIED WOMEN. 
503. Wife of testator.— ANown. (1532), Bro. N.C. 
10, pl. 55; 73 KE. R. 873. 
the woman who might bear the child 
was not specified. —JOox v. CURATOR OF 


ESTATES OF DECEASED PERSONS (1895), 
21 V. L. R. 620.—AUS. 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 7. 
r. Married woman living in adul- 
tery.]—The rule that a married woman 





be born during 
: an illegitimate 
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Sect. 2.—Particular donees: Sub-sects. 7,8, 9 & 10. 
Part V. Sect.1: Sub-sccts. 1 & 2.] 


Wives of other persons—Payment of legacies to 
married women—Former law.]—See EXECUTORS, 
Vol. XXIV., p. 588, Nos. 6220-6222 ; HUSBAND 
& WIFE, Vol. Xxvil. p. 89, Nos. 686, 687, 689. 
Imposition of restraint on anticipation.]— 
See HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., pp. 101 et se7. 





SUB-SECT. $.----ROMAN CATHOLICS. 

See, now, Roman Catholic Relief Act, 1829 (c. 7), 
8. 23. 

Nun—Civil capacity.]—Sce ECCLESIASTICAL LAW, 
Vol. XIX., p. 541, No. 3919. 

Gifts for benefit or support of Roman Catholic 
priests.|—See Cuaniries, Vol. VIIL., pp. 250, 805, 
Nos. 104, 105, 843. 

Gifts for monasteries & 
CHARITIES, Vol. VIII., pp. 25], 252, 
127-1380, 735. 

Gifts for education in & propagation of Roman 
Catholic doctrine.|/— See Cuaritices, Vol. VIII., 
p. 252, Nos, 131-135. 

Gifts for masses & prayers, obits & chanitries.|— 
See CHARITIES, Vol. VITI., pp. 250, 251, Nos. 106- 
126. 


convents. |—See 
296, Nos. 


SUB-SECT. 9.—SLAYER OF TESTATOR. 

504. Felonious slaying — General rule.] — The 
exors. of a person who has effected an insurance on 
his life for the benefit of his wife can maintain an 
action on the policy notwithstanding the fact that 
the death of the insured was caused by the felonious 
act of the wife. The trust created by the policy in 
favour of the wife under Married Women’s Pro- 
perty Act, 1882 (c. 75), s. 11, having become 
incapable of being performed by reason of her 
crime, the insurance money forms part of the 
estate of the insured; & as between his legal 
representatives & the insurers no question of public 
policy arises to afford a defence to the action. 

When the money is in the hands of the exors., 
the question arises how, under the circumstances, 
they must deal with it. If in consequence of the 
death of the insured having been caused by the 
crime of a person in whose favour the policy is 
expressed to be made, or to or upon whorn the 
policy money is left. by will or settled, such person 
is not entitled to insist on its being paid to him, 
but he nevertheless claims the money from the 
exors., they may then vouch the doctrine of public 
policy, & may say that by reason of it such person 
has forfeited his or her right to the money. What 
would be the consequence of that ? The exors. 
cannot be entitled to keep the money to them- 
selves. It secnis to follow as a necessary result 
that they would hold it as part of the estate of 
testator (Lorp Esuer, M.R.).—Cieraver  v. 
MUTUAL RESERVE FUND Lire Assocn., [1892] 
1 Q. B. 147; 611. J. Q. B. 128; 661. T. 220; 
96 J.P. 180; 40 W. R. 230; 8 T. L. R. 1393; 36 


Sol. Jo. 106, C. A. 
Annotations :—Consd. Yates vr. Ky ffin-Taylor & Wark, 
(1899) W. ON. 1415 In the Goods of Crippen (1911), 80 





L. J.P. 47. Folld. in the Matate of Hall, Hall». Knight & 
Buxter, {1914) BP. 1. Consd. #e Engelbach’s Estate, 
who lives in adultery with a man 


will of a testator whose death has been 
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Tibbetts v. Knglebach, [1924] 2 Oh. 348. Refd. Gordon v. 
Metropolitan Police Chief, Comr., (1910] 2 K. B, 1080 ; 
James v. British General Insce., [1927] 2 K. B. 1; 
Royal Exchange Assce. v. Hope, [1928] Ch. 179. Mentd. 
Re Busecsds Policy (1915), 85 L. J. Ch. 273. 


505. Murder.]|—The principle according to 
which a person who is guilty of feloniously killing 
another cannot take any benefit under that other 
person’s will is based on public policy, & applies 
equally to a case of manslaughter as to one of 
murder. 

A legatee who had been convicted of the man- 
slaughter of her testator was held to be rightly 
dismissed from an action for probate of the will.— 
In the Estate of WALL, TALL v. KNIGHT & BAXTER, 
(1914,1P.1; 883 L. 3. P.1; 109 L. T. 587; 30 
T.L. R.1; 58 Sol]. Jo. 30, C. A. 

506. —— .|—Where a man on a trial for 
murdering his brother was found insane at the 
time when he committed the act, & was indicted 
also for murdering his father, but that charge was 
not, in the event of the finding of the jury on the 
former charge, proceeded with, & where the father 
diced intestate :—Held: there was no reason why 
the lunatic should not have taken a benefit: under 
his father’s will had he made a will & accordingly 
a fortiort he was entitled to take his proper share 
on his father’s intestacy in the property of his 
father, the disposition of which was regulated by 
positive provisions of statute law. 

Where a person is criminally responsible for the 
death, the felonious slaying, of another, whether 
the crime be murder or manslaughter, he cannot 
take anything under the will of the deccased. 
Hitherto it has never been suggested that there 
is any such incapacity or disqualification where 
the person guilty of the act of slaying deceased 
was innocent of any crime, as where deceased was 
killed accidentally or by misadventure, or his death 
was held to be a case of justifiable homicide 
(Joyce, J.)—Re Woucnron, HouGHTon vv. 
HovuGuron, [1915] 2 Ch. 178; 81 L. J. Ch. 726 ; 
113 LL. T. 422; 31 T. LR. 42753 59 Sol. Jo. O62, 

507. Manslaughter.|}—Jn the state of Wan, 
Han v. Kniagur & BAXTER, No. 505, ante. 

508. J—Re Hovanton, LLouGHTON tv. 
HouGuron, No. 506, ante. 

509. Slayer innocent of any crime—Slayer found 
to be insane when act committed.}|—Re HOUGHTON, 
IWoOuGHTON v. LlouGHTON, No. 506, ate. 

510. Death accidental—Or slaying Jjusti- 
flable.|—Re HovuGnTon, HOUGHTON v. HOUGHTON, 
No. 506, ante. 

Conviction — Admissibility in evidence.] — Sec 
EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 280, 281, Nos. 2667- 
2669. 
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SUB-SECT. 10.—OTHER DONUES. 

511. Unmeritorious person.|—A will is not to be 
affected on account of the unmeritorious object.—- 
THELLUSSON v. WOODFORD (1799), 4 Ves. 227 ; 
31 Ic. R. 317, L. C.3 on appeal (1805), 11 Ves. 
112, H. L. 

Annotations -—Mentd. Sheppard +. Lessingham (1751), Amb. 
2; Robinson v. Hardcastle (1786), 2 Bro. CC. C. 22 ; 

Godfrey v. Davis (1801), 6 Ves. 43; St. Pauls, London tv. 

Morris (1804), 9 Ves. 316: Underhill vo. Horwood (1804), 

10 Ves, 209; Beard vw. Westeott (1813), 5 Taunt. 393; 

Southampton v. Hertford (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 54; Bilack- 


507i. —--- Afanslaughter.}—LUNDY 


is disqualified upon his death from 
taking any bequests under his will fs 
still in force in the Cape Colony.— 
DELPONTE’S ESTATE tv. BARNES, 
[1910] C. P. D. 118.--S. AF. 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 9. 


504i. Helonious slaying — General 
rule.J—No devisee can take nnder the 


caused by the criminal & felonious act 
of the devisee himself, & in applying 
this rule no distinction can be made 
between a death caused by murder & 
one caused by 1manalaughter.—LUNDY 
Canc (1895), 24 8. Cc. RR. 650.— 


605i. ——— 
LUNDY (1895), 24 8. C. 


Murder.j--LUNDY 
t. 650.—CAN. 


v. LUNDY (1895), 218. C. R. 650.-—-CAN. 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 10. 
t. Voluntury unincorporated associa- 
tions.}—ELMSLEY v. MADDEN, 18 Gr. 
386,.——CAN. 
u. -ftorney.)—-O’CONNEL v. BUTLER 
(1819), Milw. 97.— IR. 


Part V.—FOoRMALITIES OF WiLL OR CODICIL. 


burn v. Stables (1814), 2 Ves. & B. 367 ; Leake v. Robinson 
(1817), 2 Mer. 363; Hell v. Coleman (1820), 5 Madd. 22; 
Cadell ». Palmer eeu 10 Bing. 140; Winter v. Perratt 
(1843), 9 Cl. & Fin. 606; Cooke v. Turner (1844), 14 Sim. 
218; Nightingale v. Goulbourn ty 2 Ph. 594; Lang: 
dale v. Briggs (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 391; Turvin v. 
Newconle (1856), 3 K. & J. 16; Thellusson 7. Rendlesham 
(1859), 7 H. I. Cas. 429; Eastern Counties, etc. Co.’s 
v. Marriage (1860), 9 H. L. Cas. 32; Income Tax Special 
Purposes Comrs., v. Pemsel, [1891] A. C. 531; Re Burrows, 
Jeghorn v. Burrows, [1895] 2 Ch. 497; He Wilmer’s 
Trusts, Moore v. Wingtield, {1903} 1 Ch. 874; Villar +. 
Gilbey, [1907] A. C, 139; J#e Stamford & Warrington, 
Payne v. Grey, {1911} 1 Ch. 255; Zte Villar, Public Trustee 
v. Villur, [1928] 1 Ch. 471. 


Attesting witnesses.|—-Sce Part) V., Sect. 4, sub- 
sect. 7, post. 

Corporations.|—See CoRPORATIONS, Vol. XIII., 
pp. 282, 371, 373, Nos. 132-134, 1029-1039. 
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Executors—Legacies to—Loss of right to legacy.] 
—See EXECUTORS, Vol. XXIII., pp. 443-447, Nos. 
5133-5168. 

Felon.]——See, now, Forfeiture Act, 1870 (c. 23). 

Foreign law—lIncapacity arising under.]—Sce 
ca or Laws, Vol. XI., p. 474, Nos. 1289, 

290. 

Heir—Being beneficiary under will—Whether 
estate by purchase or descent.|—-See DESCENT, Vol. 
XVITI., pp. 7, 8. 

Infants—Legacies to.]—See EKxrcurTors, Vol. 
XXILL., pp. 447-459, Nos. 5169, 53827; Vol. XXIV., 
p. 588, Nos. 6217-6219. 

Trade union.|—See TRADE & TRADE UNIONs, 
Vol. XLIIT., p. 103, Nos. 1053-1060. 





Part V.—Formalities of Will or Codicil. 


Siccr. 1.—FORM. 
Sub-secT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

512. General rule—Form immaterial-—If inten- 
tion testamentary.|—A writing wil] amount to a 
devise, if the intention sufficiently appear ; 
although there be no technical words of devise.— 
WARD v. SUARPE (1674), Freem. Ik. B. 143; 89 
HK. OR. 104, 

513. --— -]—When a paper is not 
intended as a will, but as an instrument of a 
different nature, if it cannot operate in the latter, 
it may in the former character, for the form does not 
affect its title to probate, provided it is to carry 
into effect the intention of deceased after death.— 
MASTERMAN v. MABERLY (1829), 2 ag. Ece. 285 ; 
162 E.R. $15. 

Annotations :—Apld._ In the Goods of Morgan (1866), f. 1. 
Pp. & 1). 211. Consd. Godman r. Godman, (E920) PB, 
261. Refd. Henfrey v. Henfrey (3812), 4 Moo. POC. CG. 29: 


Pateh vr. Shore (1862), 11 W. oR. 1425) Foundling Lospital 
e Crane (1911), 80 L. JI. KK, BL. Ro3. 














014. -- a KING'S PROCTOR tv. 
DaAINES, No. 521, post. 

515. 2, Se |—GRIFFIN & AMOS t. 
FreRARD, No. 522, post. 

516. ——--  ---—  --——.]J—A  omarricd woman, 


having a power to appoint by will under her 
marriage settlement, executed on the same day 
two instruments, the first purporting to be a deed 
of gift to her sister of all her property, the second, 
after reciting the contents of the first, expressing 
a wish that her sister should pay certain bequests 
out of the property. These two papers were 
handed by deceased after their execution, enclosed 
in an envelope, to the sister in whose custody they 
remained till her dcath. It was shown that 
deceased had afterwards spoken of these papers as 
constituting her will, & that the property referred 
to in them had remained under her control up to 
her death :—ZTeld : that the papers were testa- 
mentary, & entitled to be proved.—ZJn the Goods of 
WEBB (1864), 3 Sw. & Tr. 482; 4 New Rep. 486 ; 
33 0. J. P.M. & A. 18235 110. PT. 277; 28 5 PP. 
696; 10 Jur. N.S. 700; 164 1. R. 1362. 

Annotation :~Mentd. Jn the Goods of Roo (1892), 66 L. TT. 


ow . 


PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1. 


512 i. General rule—Form inanaterial 
~~ If intention testamentary. \}—VThe form 





512 ii. 


(Man.), [192471 D2 L. R. 10895 [1921] 
1 W. W. Rt. 481.-—-CAN 





517. .J—Wuyrr ve. PoLLons, No. 
525, post. 
518. — -|—(1) Testatrix, in con- 


templation of her marriage, settled her property 
upon such trusts us she should by revocable deed 
or by will appoint. In 1884 she duly executed a 
will which did not expressly include this property, 
& in 1887 & 1889 she executed two revocable deeds 
poll, which were duly attested by two witnesses, 
whereby she appointed the settled property upon 
certain trusts from & after her decease :-—Held : 
the deeds were testamentary instruments & 
entitled to probate, as, together with the will of 
1884, constituting the last will of deceased. 

(2) Ihe true principle . . . appears to be that 
if there is proof, either in the paper itself or from 
clear evidence dehors, first, that it was the intention 
of the writer of the paper to convey the benefits 
by the instrument which would be conveyed by it 
if considered as a will; secondly, that death was 
the event that was to give effect to it, then what- 
ever may be its form it may be admitted to probate 
as testamentary. It is not nccessary that testator 
should intend to perform or be aware that he has 
performed a testamentary act (StR HANNEN, P.).— 
MILNES v. FODEN (1890), 15 P. 1D. 105; 50L. 7. 2P. 
G2; 62 L. 7. 408. 

519. |—A testamentary document, 
Whether will or codicil, requires no special form of 
words.—OLDROYD v. HARVEY, [1907] P. 3265 76 
L. J. P. 161; 98 L. T. 563 sub nom. In the Estate 
of LUNN, OLDROYD v. HARVEY, 23 T. L. RR. 729. 

520. Part of sheet left blank— Will continued on 
next sheet.|—Jn the Goods of Kirspy (1849), 1 
Rob. Eccl. 700; 6 Notes of Cases, 6935 1638 E. k. 
1187. 


Annotation :-—Refd. Jn the Gouds of White (860), S30 L. J. 
Po AERA. Oo. 











SECT. 2.-- PROOF OF TESTAMENTARY 
INTENTION. 

521. Paper not per se testamentary—Burden of 
proof on party propounding.|—The party, setting 
up, asa will, a paper not on its face testamentary, 
525,.—CAN. 


. 612 iii, —-— --—- ---——.}-- It. is not 
J—The pre- essential to the validity of a testa- 





or want of form of a writing made in 
contemplation of death or intended to 
take effect upon that event does not 
affect its character as a holograph will 
Where holograph wills are valid under 
the law, asin Manitoba, if the intention 
that it should be the maker’s will can 
be discerned.—e Mircue Le Esrare 


sumption is always against the validity 
of will which bears self-evident. marks 
of its being unfinished, & it behooves 
those who assert its testamentary 
character to show distinctly that 
deceased intended the paper in its 
actual condition to operate as bis will. 
—te GILBERT'S WiLL, 1 DP. & 


inentary writing that it. contain words 
of gift, or be expressed in the form of a 
complete sentence, provided it implies 
aw clear testamentary purpose on tho 
pore of deceased, & ity meaning is 
ntelligible.—CoLnvIN ov. HUTCHINSON 
(1885), 12 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 947; 28 
Se. L. n. 632.—-SCOT. 
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Sect. 1.—Form: Sub-sects. 2 & 3.] 


must show testamentary intention; & as the law 
in such cases lends its aid only to effect intention, 
the question is, whether such a paper, if treated as 
testamentary, will, in trath, give effect to deceased’s 
intention, though the ct. cannot look at the effect 
of an instrument clearly testamentary on its face. 

No case has gone the length of deciding, that 
because an instrument cannot operate in the form 
given to it, it must operate as a will; it may 
operate as a will if shown to have been written with 
a testamentary intention (Sm JOHN NICHOLL). 
Kinqa’s Procrorn v. DAINES (1830), 3 Hag. Ecc. 
218; 162 EK. R. 1136. 

Annotations :—Apld. Jones v. Nicoluy (1850), 2 Rob. Eccl, 
288. Refd. Herbert v. Herbert (1855), Dea. & Sw. 10; 
In the Goods of English (1864), 3 Sw. & Tr. 586. 

522. .|—A paper not dispositive, upon 
the face of it, nor shown to be by extrinsic evidence 
not entitled to probate. 

It is undoubtedly true that the ct. is not pre- 
cluded from granting probate of a paper on account 
of the form in which itisdrawnup. Papers having 
less testamentary appearance than the present, 
which is addressed to the exors., have been 
admitted to probate, such, for instance, as deeds of 
gifts, notes of hand, drafts upon bankers, & 
others; the ct. only requiring to be satisfied that 
it was the intention of deceased, that they should 
be carried into effect after his death, although the 
purport of the instruments might not be strictly 
testamentary. 

It is then necessary to consider the circumstances 
which are pleaded in these allegations from which 
the ct. is to collect. that this paper was written by 
deceased, animo testandi, for that I apprehend 
is necessary to be proved, where the paper, upon 
the face of it, does not purport to be of a testa- 
mentary nature; for there seems to be this dis- 
tinction in the consideration of papers which are 
in their terms, dispositive, & those which are of an 
equivocal character, that the first will be entitled 
to probate, unless they are proved not to have 
been written animo tesfandi ; whilst in the latter, 
the animus must be proved by the party claiming 
under it... . 

I have already said, that the paper does not 
appear to me to be “‘ per se,” dispositive, neither 
do I think that the circumstances of its being found 
with the will & two codicils infers that deceased 
considered it to have, or intended to give it, a 
testamentary character... . 

If this paper were clearly testamentary, the ctl. 
would have no right to inquire whether deceased 
knew his right or not, but would be bound to grant 
probate of it, & leave its effect to be afterwards 
determined. But the case is very different where 
the question is, with what intention a paper, not 
clearly entitled to a testamentary character, was 
written, in such a case, a knowledge of the jis 
disponendi seems to be essential to the animus 
testandi, the latter could hardly exist without the 
former; & as I think it to be perfectly clear in this 
case that deceased was ignorant, that he possessed 
the jus disponendi of this stock, he cannot be con- 
sidered to have written this paper with the 
intention of bequcathing it (Sir H. JENNER).— 
GRIFFIN & Amos v. FERARD (1835), 1 Curt. 97; 
163 E.R. 33. 


Annotations :— Distd. Napper v. Napper (1846), 
342, Apld. ‘Yhorncroft & Clarke v. Lashmar (1862), 
Refd. Patch v. Shore (1862), 11 W. R. 











10 Jur. 


; Sw. & Tr. 479. 
42. 

523. —--— -—--~.]—It is incumbent on a party 
setting up a paper as testamentary to show, by 
the contents of the paper itself, or by extrinsic 
evidence, that it is of that character & nature ; 


WILLS. 


that by the very identical paper the party deceased 
has given, or intended to give or supposed himself 
to have given, the particular legacy or bounty 
claimed. If the paper purports of itself to be 
testamentary, the party who opposes its admission 
to probate must, in order to get rid of It, show to 
this ct. that it was not made animo testandt; 


if the purport be equivocal, it must be shown, by 
the party setting it up, that it was made animo 
testandi (Str H. JENNER Fust).—COVENTRY v. 
WILLIAMS (1844), 3 Curt. 787; 3 Notes of Cases, 
164; 3L.T.0.8.452; 8 Jur. 699; 163 HK. R. 902. 
Annotations :—Distd. Napper v. Mapper (1846), 10 Jur. 342. 


Apld. Thornecroft & Clarke v. Lashmar 1862); 2Sw. & Tr. 
479; Inthe Lstatc of Beech, Beech v. Public Trustee, [1923] 
Pr. 46. 


524. J—THORNCROFT & CLARKE v. 
LASHMAR, No. 615, post. 

525. .|—Where something to suggest 
a doubt as to whether an instrument is intended 
to be testamentary appears upon the face of it, 
extrinsic evidence as to the circumstances is 
admissible of its execution, but the burden of proof 
is not thereby thrown upon the person propounding 
the instrument. 

A. holograph writing was found among the papers 
of a deceased person in a locked desk. it was 
signed by him & made a full & careful disposition 
of the whole of his property in such a form as to 
be a valid will according to the law of Scotland. 
It was headed ‘‘ Notes of intended settlement,’’ 
& dated. Deceased lived for several years after 
the date of this writing, & did not execute any 
other testamentary disposition :—Held: in the 
absence of any evidence that it was only intended as 
a memorandum for a future will, the heading did 
mee prevent the writing from taking effect as a 
will. 

What is said in Jarman on Wills is perfectly 
true, & true as to wills of personal as much as to 
wills of real estate: ‘‘The law has not made it 
requisite to the validity of a will that it should 
assume any particular form, or be couched in 
language technically appropriate to its testa- 
mentary character. It is sufficient that the 
instrument, however irregular in form & inartificial 
in expression, discloses the intention of the maker 
respecting the posthumous destination of his 
property; & if this appear to be the nature of its 
contents, any contrary title or designation which 
he may have given to it will be disregarded’’ 
(LORD SELBORNE, C.).—WHYTE v. POLLOK (1882), 
7 App. Cas. 400 ; 47 L. T. 356 5 47 J. P. 340, H. L. 


Annotations :- -Consd. Godman v. Godman, (1920) P. 261. 
ane. in the Estate of Beech, Beech vt. Public Trustee, [1923] 


526. Proof of knowledge of jus disponendi.] 
—-GRIFFIN & AMOS v. eRARD, No. 522, ante. 

527. Paper found with other papers of 
testamentary character.]-—GRIFFIN & AMOS v, 
FERAKD, No. 522, ante. 

528. Paper per se testamentary-—-Burden of 
proof on party opposing.|—GhirrFIn & AMOS v. 
EF xk ARD, No. 522, ante. 

529. ———.]—COVENTRY v. WILLIAMS, No. 
523, ante. 

530. Paper equivocal—Necessity for proof of 
intention.|—S. N. died, leaving a paper in these 
words: ‘‘ As I intend to make another will owin 
to some alterations in my circumstances since i 
made my last will & testament, I hereby certif 
& declare by this, that I do desire & wish that all 
& any my former will & testament, made & 
executed by me previous to the date of this 
declaration, shall be null & void to all intents & 
purposes, & that my meaning is, to make some 
other, & execute the same the first opportunity, 























Part V.—FoRMALITIES OF WILL OR CODICIL. 


or that my said personal property shall be divided 
among my children according to law ”’ :—Held: 
this paper was, on the face of it, equivocal, & the 
testamentary intention of deceased should be 
roved. The cvidence failing to support such 
intention, the paper pronounced against, & 
administration to deceased, as dead intestate, 
granted to the party having a majority of interests. 
—NAPPER v. NAPPER (1846), 10 Jur. 342. 
Annotation :—Refd. Brenchley v. Lynn (1849), 13 Jur. 1035. 
531. Admissibility of evidence—Parol evidence.] 
—The intention of testator, that a duly executed 
paper writing should operate as a will, may be 
proved by parol evidence.—In the Goods of 
ENGLISH (1864), 3 Sw. & Tr. 686; 341. J. P.M. & 
A. 5; 29 J. P. 72; 183 W. R. 5038; 164 BF. R. 
1403; sub nom. NEWCOMBE v. ENGLISH, Jn the 
Goods of ENGLISH, 11 L. T. 612. 
aoion :—Apld. Robertson v. Smith (1870), L. hR. 2 





532. ~---—,.|—Jn the Goods of NICKALLS, 
No. 734, post. 

5383. -~—--- — —.]—ROBERTSON v. SMITH, No. 
579, post. 

534. Paper not per se testamentary—Ex- 





trinsic evidence.|——-WHYTE 7. Pornox, No. 5265, 


ante. 
585. ——- ——-- —---.]—In the Goods of SLINN, 


No. 585, 


SUB-SECT. 3.—TESTAMENTARY HORM WITHOUT 
TESTAMENTARY INTENTION. 

536. Absence of testamentary intention—Pro- 
bate refused.|—A will, not written with a testa- 
mentary intention, set. aside. NICHOLS v. NICHOLS 
(1814), 2 Phillim. 180; 161 FE. BR. 1113. 


Annotations :—Consd. Lister v. Smith (1863), 3 Sw. & Tr. 
282. Refd. Griffin & Amoa v. Ferard (1835), 1 Curt. 97. 


537. -]—Deceased in 1812, regularly 
executed a will, & in 1818 two codicils, to carry 
real estate; he, in Feb. 1828, pave instructions 
for a new will disposing both of real & personal 
estate ; the will was prepared for execution, read 
over to him, & altered; the sheets altered, re- 
copied, & the will again read over, after an 
interval of some days; deceased postponed the 
execution, & in Mar. the will was again read over 
to him; pencil alterations of slight importance 
were then made; on Nov. 14, 1829, further 
alterations were alluded to; deceased said he 
would call & “ finish’? it on Nov. 19; he died 
suddenly on Nov. 17. The et. refused probate of 
this instrument, holding final intention not 
proved.—GILLow & ORRELL v. BOURNE (1831), 
4 Hag. Eee. 1923 162 KE. RR. 1417. 

Annotation :—Consd. Godman vr. Godman, [1920] T. 261. 

538. ——.]—Where a paper is unfinished, 
the party setting 1t up must satisfy the ct., first, 
of fixed & final intention; & secondly, that its 
completion was prevented by the act of God. 
The strength of evidence required varies according 
to the progress which the paper has made towards 
completion. A pencil memorandum written by, 
& in the pocket book of the person who produced it, 
but sworn to have been written down from the 
instructions of deceased, at a single interview, 
three days before his sudden death, by apeplexy. 
not signed, nor ever seen or afterwards referred 
to by deceased, nor led up to or confirmed by 
conduct, declarations, or affections, but resting 
solely on the evidence of the writer, pronounced 
against with costs; the ct. holding final intention 
not proved, even if the evidence of the only wit- 
ness, whose credit was much shaken, had been 
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fully believed.—THEAKSTON v. Manson (1832), 4 
Hag. Ecc. 290; 162 E. R. 1452. 


Annotations :—Consd. Farmer v. Brock (1856), Dea. & Sw. 
187. Mentd. Evans v. Evans (1844), 3 Notes of Cases, 
416; Simmons v. Simmons (1847), 1 Rob. Eccl. 566. 


539. .|—A duly executed paper, testa- 
mentary on the face of it, is not: entitled to probate, 
if it is clearly proved, by parol evidence, that it 
was executed by deceased without any intention 
that it should affect the disposition of his property 
after death. 

The Ct. of Probate, however, will not hold itself 
bound by the verdict of a jury to that effect, but 
will itself weigh the evidence on which such 
verdict was founded.—Listen v. Smiri (1863), 3 
Sw. & Tr. 282; 381. 3.P.M. & A. 29; 91. T. 
578; 28 J.P. 40; 10 Jur. N.S. 107; 12 W. R. 
319; 164 KE. R. 1282. 

540. ——— Clause introduced per incurlam—Pro- 
bate refused as to such clause.|—Where a clause 
is introduced in a testamentary paper per incuriam, 
& deceased executed the paper, not having given 
any instructions for, & being ignorant of the 
existence of such clause, it forms no part of the 
will of deceased, & probate will be granted of the 
remainder of the paper, omitting such clause.— 
In the Goods of DUANE (1862), 2 Sw. & Tr. 590; 31 
L.J.P.M. & A.173; 61. T. 788; 26 J. P. 663 ; 
8 Jur. N.S. 752; 164 E. R. 1127. 
aeons :—Consd. Harter v. Harter (1873), L. R. 3 


. Refd. Rhodes xv. Rhoder (1882), 7 App. Cas. 
192; In the Goods of Boehm, [1891] P. 247. 


541. How testamentary intention negatived— 
Will expressed as provisional. |—If a man writes a 
paper importing to be his last will & testament. 
made for fear of mortality, till he should be able 
to settle it more at large, & delivers it to the only 
Jegatec mentioned therein, & afterwards declares 
that. he has given such legatee a security for the 
sum, which proves to be the amount of the legacy ; 
assigning as the cause that he did it for fear of 
mortality till he could make a complete will, 
which he meant to do when his wife should be 
brought to bed, & dies while his wife is lying in 
without making any other will, such paper shall be 
considered as his will.—PowELL 7. BERESFORD 
(1707), 2 Ld. Raym. 1282 ; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. p. 761 ; 
92 E. R. 341. 

542. —— ‘*Not meant as a legal will.’’]— 
Testatrix having duly executed a will, subse- 
quently executed a paper drawn up by her husband 
with her full concurrence, which was headed, 
* This is not meant as a legal will but as guide ’’ :— 
Held: the paper was not a valid testamentary 
document. & probate must. be refused.—FERGUSON- 
DAVIE v. FERGUSON-DAVIE (1890), 15 P. D. 109; 
59 L. J.P. 70; 62 L. T. 703. 

543. Contents of will nugatory—-Document 
in due form.|——-ROBERTS v. ROBERTS, No. 52, anife. 

544. Two wills executed on same day—One will 
kept by testator—Codicils added.J—Of wills of 
the same date, that, in testatrix’s possession & to 
which she last added codicils, is entitled to probate 
together with the codicils found therewith, & un- 
revoked codicils found with the other will.—Jn the 
Gvuods of CROsLEY (1828), 2 Hag. Ecc. 80; 162 
kK. R. 792. 

545. Two inconsistent wills.|—Jn the Goods of 
Noswortuy, No. 733, post. 

546. Alternative drafts.|—Where the exors. 
of an officer, who had died from wounds received 
while in command of an anti-aircraft section, pro- 
pounded a will & codicil together with a holograph 
document, which was found in testator’s writing- 
block after his death, & which, it was submitted, 
was a ‘ soldier’s will,’’ the ct. pronounced for the 
will & codicil & against the holograph document, 
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Sect. 1.—Form: Sub-secis. 3 & 4, -1., B. & C. (a).] 


on the ground that the latter consisted of two 
alternative drafts & was not intended to be a final 
testamentary disposition.—BoUGHTON-IX NIGHT v. 
WILSON (1915), 32 T. L. R. 146. 


Sun-sEctT. 4.—WHAT INSTRUMENTS 
TESTAMENTARY. 


A. In General. 


547. Essentials—Instrument must be inoperative 
until death.|——Probate cannot be granted of a 
paper having nothing to give it a testamentary 
character, not intended to operate upon the death 
of the writer; but to effect a gift enter vivos.— 
GLYNN v. OGLANDER (1829), 2 Hag. Ecc. 428. 

548. .|—In the cases referred to there 
has been a general reservation, or something like 
a reservation, of the party’s right to deal with the 
property, notwithstanding the instrument; & 
the cts. have held that in such cases the instrument 
being one which was not to have effect until the 
death of the party ... until then no conclusive 
effect could be given to it. If that does not occur 
the instrument is not to be considered as testa- 
mentary (WIGRAM, V.-C.).—IF*LETCHER v. FLETCHER 
(1844), 4 Hare, 67; 14 1. J. Ch. 66; 8 Jur. 1040; 
67 I. BR. 564. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Scales +. Maude (1855), 6 De G. M. 
& G. 43. Refd. Alexander v. Brame (1854), 19 Beav. 
436: Woodford v. Charniey (1860), 28 Beav. 96; Patch vr. 
Shore (1862), 2 Drew. & Sm. 589; Bonfield v7. TWassell 
(1863), 32 Beav. 217. Mentd. Bridge v. Bridge (1852), 
16 Beav. 315; Beech v. Keep (1854), 23 L. J. Ch. 539; 
Phillips v. Kdwards (1864), 338 Beav. 440; Ze Baker, 
Collins v. Rhodes, Re Seaman, Rhodes v. Wish (1883), 
441.7. 414; Re Patrick, Bills v. Tatham, [1891] 1 Ch, 82; 
te Pluuptre’s Marriage Settlut., Underhill vr. Plumptre, 
(1910) 1 Ch. 609 5; Ate Cavendish Browne's Settlmt. Trusts, 
Horner v. Rowle (1916), 61 Sol, Jo. 27. 











549. -~i—Patcnr. Sion, No. 588, post. 
550. -.|—— Cock v. COOKE, No. 616, post. 
551. -.|—In the Goods of Rowsinson, 


No. 559, post. 
Testamentary intention.|—Sce Sub-sects. 1, 
2,3, ante. 

——— Power of revocation.]—See Part X., Sect. 1, 
yost, 
: 552. Intention collected from circumstances.}|— 
In a (Ct. of Probate. what instruments testator 
ineant to operate as, & compose, his will, is to be 
collected from all the circumstances of the case. 
GREENOUGH v1. MARTIN (1824), 2 Add. 239. 


Annotations :—Consd. Thorne vr. Rooke (1841), 2 Curt. 799; 
Follett v. Pettman (1883), 23 Ch. D.337,) Apld, Chichester 
». Quatrefages, [1895] BP. 186. Refd. Bailey +. Parkes 
(1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 392: Stockwell uv. Ritherdon 
(1848), 1 Rob. Eccl. 661: Green v. Tribe (1878), 9 Ch. D. 
231; Jenner v. Ffinch (1879), 5 P. D. 1065 In the Goods of 
Bryan (1907), 96 1. T. 584. 
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WILLS. 


553. Instrument inoperative untill death---Not 
necessarily testamentary.|—-BrROWN v. ADVOCATE- 
GENERAL, No. 577, post. 

554. Whether instrument testamentary—No exe- 
cutor appointed.|—-WyraLL v. Hari. (1675), 2 
Rep. Ch. 112; 21 EB. R. 631. 

--]—See, also, ExEcuTorS, Vol. XXIII., 
pp. 96, 1, Nos. 895-900. 

555. — Schedule of contents of parcels— 
Directed to be annexed as codicil.|—'Testatrix 
directs her exors. to deliver certain sealed up 
parcels unopened to certain persons named. The 
ct. decreed these parcels to be opened in the 
presence of the register, a schedule to be made of 
the contents, & to be proved as a _ codici]l.— 
PELHAM v. NEWTON (1754), 2 Lee, 46; 161] E.R. 
259. 

556. —— Paper found with will & codicils— 
Paper not dispositive per se.J—GnriFFIN & AMOS 
v. FERARD, No. 522, ante. 

557. Indorsement on bond.}—<An indorse- 
ment upon a bond, in 1836, purporting to convey 
the obligor’s consent, in his own handwriting, that 
A. B. should receive interest & principal, wit- 
nessed but not signed: Allegation propounding 
the paper as a codicil, & pleading declaration of 
the obligor, deceased, that ‘‘ he intended it for 
A.B., who would be sure of having the money at 
his death,’’ rejected.--PEARCE v. PEARCE (18414), 3 
Notes of Cases, 145. 
sinnotations : - -Distd. Coventry v. Willlams (1844), 3 Notes 

of Cases, 161. Refd. Thorneroft, & Clarke «. Lashmar 

(1862), 6 L. T. 476. 

558. Instrument operating inter vivos- 
Words negativing irrevocabllity during life.;—Dor 
d. Cross v. Cross, No. 571, post. 

559. Agreement for lease—Provision as to 
application of rent after lessor’s death—Agreement 
to take effect immediately & not revocable.|—An 
agreement for a seven years’ lease, duly executed 
& attested by two witnesses, contained a pro- 
vision as to the application of the rent in the event 
of the lessor’s death before the expiration of the 
lease, the lessee being beneficially interested in 
such application :—J/eld : as no part of the agree- 
ment was revocable, & as it came into operation 
immediately upon its execution, it was not 
entitled to probate as a testamentary paper. 

The agreement... does not require the death 
of the alleged testator for its consummation. . .. 
Probate of the document must be refused (Sire 
J.P. Winpr).—IZn the Goods of ROBINSON (1867), 
Tl. ROT P. & 2D. 884; 386. J.P. & M. 985° «217 
lL. T2193; 31 ~S. 2D. 743. 

560. Nomination paper—Under Industrial 
Societies Act, 1893 (c. 39).|;—A nomination paper, 
exceuted by the nominator under above Act, 


me Te PF. TSB, 
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PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4.— A. c 


a. Whether instrument testamentary.) 
—A person insured his life & signed 
a document directed to the managers 
of the insurance co. in these words: 
“TT give & beygueath to the 
amount stated on the policy given on 
iny life by the S Life Insurance 
(co. Yo be paid to none other unless 
at my request, dated later.’’ After 
showing or reading the policy, which he 
retained, he handed the document to 
pltf., remarking: ‘* There, that is as 
good as a will’? :—/eld: tho paper 
could not take effect as a will.—K ren 
v. MOBES, 22 O, R. 307.—CAN. 


b. —— Document partly testaument- 
ary.J—1f one part) of a document is 
testamentary in its character, it may 
be presumed that the remainder, if the 
language is capable of that construc- 
tion, is also intended to be testa- 
mentary.—He KOMOLA KANT 

4(. L. R,. 401.—IND, 





. deposit -— Direction 
to pay to another after death of de- 
positor.j—A person depositing money 
with a fund filled in a form provided by 
the fund, whereby he nominated 
another us the person entitled to 
reccive the money after his death :— 
Held this amounted to a will— 
NANA TAWKER tv. BUAWANI BOYER 

(1920), 1. L. 1. 43 Mad. 728.—IND. 
d. - No. disposition of property 
—Noa appointment of exrecutor,|—A 
document which merely declares that 
“in the event of my death I give to 
W.” is not a testamentary instrument, 
as it contains no disposition of property 
& no appointment of an exor.—ZJe 
WARIN, [1919] N. Z%. Tu. R. 555.—N.Z. 
e. -—-- Draft.) — Forsytn's Trvs- 
TEES v. FoRSYTr (1872), 10 Maeph. (Ct. 
of Sess.) 616; 44 Se. Jur. 353.-—SCOT. 
f. Deposit — reccipt.] —- DIN- 
WOODTE’S EXECUTOR tv. CARRUTHERS’ 
(1895), 23 R, (Ct. of Sess.) 





-—SCOT. 





g. -~ -———= JJvolograph arriting on 
envelope, |-~ ROBERTS vt. BURNS EXECU. 
ron, [1914] 18. L. T. 509.-— SCOT. 

. Tlolograph note cancelling 
deht.|—In the repositories of deceased 
four J.0.U.’s & a Ietter from the 
borrower, acknowledging the sum for 
which one of them had been grantod, 
were found pinned together & folded 
so that the back of the Ietter was 
outermost: & on the back of the letter 
there was a holograph note signed by 
the truster, “ I don't. want this money 
paid up ’:—-7/leld: the writing con- 
stituted a valid bequest in cancellation 
of the debts contained in the I.0.U.’s. 
—MITCHEL’S TRUSTEES vv. PRIDE, 
{1912] &. ©. 600 3 40 Se. L. RR. 452; 
11912} 1&8. lL. T. 302.—SCOT. 

k. Holograph writing 
pinned on.}-—CAMERON'S TRUSTEES v0, 
MACKENZIE, [1915}) S, CC. 3135 5g 


tte 
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8. 25, in the presence of two witnesses, who signed 
it in his presence, invalid as a nomination by 
reason of the amount it purported to dispose of 
being in fact over £100 :—Held: to be testa- 
mentary & admitted as a will.—Jn the Goods of 
BAXTER, [1903] P. 123; 72 L. J.P. 2; 871. T. 
748; 51 W. R. 802. 

Annotations :---Retd, Griffiths v. Eccles Provident Industrial 


Co-op. Soc., [1911] 2 K. B. 275; Godman v. Godiman, 
[1919] P. 229, 


Instrument not testamentary in form—Grant of 
administration with will annexed.]—Scee ExEcu- 
TORS, Vol. XXIII., pp. 180, 181, Nos. 2052-2055. 


B. Instrwment Not Operating in Form in which 
Drawn. 
561. Whether testamentary.J—Corr v. 
(1793), 1 Vhillim. 11, n.; 161 H. R. 898. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Thorold v. Thorold (1809), 1 Phillim. 1. 


CorRrP 





562. .|—MASTERMAN v. MABERLY, No. 5138, 
ante. 
563. -—-—.]—KIna@’s Proctor v. DAInus, No. 


521, ante. 
-—-~— Instrument in form of deed.]—Sece Sub- 
pect. 4, ©., post. 


C. Instrument in Form of Deed. 
(a) In General. 


564. May be testamentary—If£ in substance a 
will.|—A written instrument, though in form a 
deed, if in substance a will, may be given in 
evidence as a will.—GREEN v. Proupi (1674), as 
reported in ] Mod. Rep. 1173; 86 E.R. 7783 sub 
nom. GREEN ». FRoupD, 3 Keb. 310. 

Annotations + -~ Expld. Patch v7. Shore (1862), 3 Drew. & Sm. 
589. Mentd. Warren d. Webb «. Greenville (1740), 2 
Stra. 1129; Goodtitle d. Bridges +. Chandos (1760), 2 
Burr. 1065 ; Sawbridge v. Benton (1793), 2 Anst. S72; 
Middleton v. Melton (1829), & IL. J. O. S&S. K. B. 248; 
Merchants of the Staple of England v. Bank of Kngland 
(1887), 21 Q. B. 1. 160. 


565. If executed with formalities of will.|— 
A writing purporting an indenture, but declared by 
the party to be his last will, & by which he gave 
several legacies, & made two exors., was declared 
to be a good will.—-Hickson v. Wirnam (1675), 
Cas. temp. Finch, 105; 23 HK. R. 1075; sub nom. 
Hixon v. WytnaM, | Cas. in Ch. 248. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Foly’s Case (1679), Freem. Ch. 493 


Giosling v. Dorney (1687), 1 Vern. 482; Anon. (1700), 

2 Vern. 405, 

566. Whether testamentary—Deed & will exe- 
cuted on same day.|—Deed & will executed on the 
same day; the deed held a testamentary act.-- 
Peacock v. Monk (1748), L Ves. Sen. 1273 27 
H.R. 984, I. €, 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Parkes r. White (1805), 11 Ves. 209: 
Gale v. Williamson (1841), & M. & W. 405; Clifford r. 
Turrell (1815), 14 L. J. Ch. 390; Kelson uv. Kelson (1858), 
7 W. . 143: Atchison v. Lo Mann (1854), 23 1. T. O.S,. 
302; Re British & Forcign Cork Co., Leifchild's Case 
(1865), LL. R. YF Nq. 231. 

567. Settlement—In form of contract— 
Operating from death.|—Tloa v. LASHLEY (1789), 1 
Phillim. 11, n.; 161 E. R. 898. 

Annotation :-—Apld. Thorold v. Thorold (1809), 1 Phillim. 1. 
568. Marriage settlement.|—Dass- 

MORE v. PASSMORE, No. 605, post. 

Voluntary settlement.|—See Sub- 

sect. 4, C. (d), post. 

569. ——— Appointment by deed in exercise of 























Se. L. R. 3073 (1915) 18. L. T. 78.— 
SCOT. 310.—SCOT. 


n. Instrronent 





1. Informal writing found with 
will—Direction in will to nay legacies 
expressed in any writing.}—YOUNG'S 
TRUSTEES v. Koss (1864), 8 Macph. 
(Ct. of Sess.) 10; 37 Se. Jur. 5.—SCOT. 

m. -—-— -}— FRASER vw. 
YorBES’ TRUSTEES (1899), 1 F. (Ct. of 


face of it 


eed 





Sess.) 513; 36 Sc, L. 


not testamentary in 
formn—wWriting incapahle of being carried 
out as a will.j—A writing not on the 
testamentary will not he 
admitted to probate where it cunnot 
be carried out as a will, notwithstand- 
ing evidence of testamentary intention 
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power—-Power reserved by previous will.|—A. by 
will duly executed & attested, gives certain 
interests in his estates, & in default of the persons 
to whom given, gives same to trustees to such 
uses as he should declare by any deed executed in 
presence of two witnesses; he by deed poll 
attested by two witnesses declares further uses: 
The first) question was, whether the devise is good 
under Stat. of Frauds :—Held: the deed was 
a testamentary act.—VINCENT v. STANSFELD, 
HABERGHAM v. VINCENT (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 353 3 
2 Ves. 204; 29 EK. R. 931, LL. C. 
Annotations :—Consd. Brodie v». St. Paul (1791), 1 Ves. 326. 
Refd. Buckeridge v. Ingram (1795), 2 Ves. 652; Venables 
” Morris (1797), 7 Term Rep. 342; Craufurd v. Coutts 
(1806), 2 Bi. 655; Rose v. Cunynghame (1806), 12 Ves. 
29; Swift v7. Nash (1837), I Jur. 557; Stubbs v. Sargon 
(1838), 3 My. & Cr. 507; Morrice v Morrice 18452; 2 
Notes of Cases, 199; Briggs wv. Penny (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 
525; Ticks v. Sallitt (1853), 23 L. J. Ch. 571 ; Straubenzee 
v. Monck (1862), 8 Jur. N.S. 1159; Sing 7. Leslie (1864), 
4 New Rep. 17; Foundiing Hospital ». Crane, ee 2 
K. B. 367; Warwick v. Warwick (1918), 384 T. Le. RR. 475. 
Mentd. Croker v. Hertford (1844), 4 Moo. P. C. C. 339. 
570. Operating from death.] — By 
Mr. & Mrs. P.’s marriage settlement, estates in 
Kent & other counties, the lady’s property, were 
settled on her for life, remainder to Mr. P. for life, 
if she should s0 appoint, remainder to their children, 
remainder as Mrs. P., by deed under her hand & 
seal, attested, etc.. or by her will, signed & published 
in the presence of three witnesses, should appoint ; 
remainder to Mrs. P. in fee, with a power of sale, 
& directions for reinvesting the proceeds in other 
estates, &. in the usual securities, in the interim, 
& that upon the reinvestment, the uses of the 
settlement should cease as to the sold estates. 
Mrs. P.. by deed not attested as to her signature, 
at the foot of which she had written, without date, 
directions for her burial, appointed the estates, 
after her decease, to her husband for life, &, in 
default of children, 10 him in fee; & she revoked 
a prior deed of appointment. The estates were 
afterwards sold, & the proceeds invested in 
securities, but were never reinvested in lands, 
although their liability to be so was recognised by 
the parties. There was no issue of the marriage. 
Mrs. P. survived her husband, & apphed part of 
the proceeds to her own use. At her death she 
was sceised, exclusive of the settled property, of a 
mansion house, with outbuildings, gardens, & a 
small field adjoining it, & some cottages opposite 
to it, Iet to tenants, & was possessed of some 
personal estate, no part of which was in the name 
of a trustee. She devised the mansion house, 
with its appurtenances, & all other her real 
estates, to (. S., & bequeathed all her personal 
estate, whether in the name of herself or of any 
trustee, subject expressly to her debts & legacies, 
to other persons. After her death, the deed of 
appointment was found in her house, with the title 
deeds of the mansion house ; but the revoked deed 
could not be found. Her debts & legacies greatly 
exceeded her assets:—Held: the former deed 
was not a testamentary instrument.—HovGHAM 
v. SANDYS (1827). 2 Sim. 905; 6 L. J. O. S. Ch. 
67: 57 BK. R. 725. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Burdett «. Spilsbury, Skynner +. 
Spilsbury (1843), 10 CL & Fin. 340: He Pedder’s Settimt. 
(1854), 6 De G. M. & @. 890, Mentd. Minet «. Leman 
(1855), 7 De G. MA. & G. 310. 








%,460; 6S.L. T. on the purt of deceased in executing it. 
—In the Estate of WaTT, 8N. ZL. R. 


72.- N.Z 


PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4.—C. (a). 


568i. Whether testamentary—Scttle- 
ment — Marriage settlement. }—MAIN’S 
TRUSTEES tv. MAIN, [1917] S. C. 660 ; 
54Sea. L. R. 532.—S8COT. 
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Sect. 1.—Form: Sub-sect. 4, C. (a), (b), (c) & (d).] 


571. Power of attorney.]/—P., being in 
India, in 1840, executed the following instrument, 
attested by two witnesses. ‘‘ Know all men,”’ 
etc., ‘‘that I make,’’ ctc. E. my ‘ lawful 
attorney, for mec in my name & to my use to ask, 
demand, etc., ‘‘ or receive the possession of, or 

roduce of, the rent of the freehold of, etc. “ & 
do empower her,”’ E. ‘‘ to hold & retain all pro- 
ceeds of the property for her own use until I may 
return to England, & claim possession in person ; 
or, in the event of my death, 1 do hereby, in my 
name, assign & deliver to ”’ li. ‘‘ the sole claim 
to the before mentioned property, to be held by 
her during her life, & disposed of by her as she may 
deem proper at the time of her death ; at the same 
time I wish it to be understood that I claim all 
right & title to the said property on my arrival 
in Great Britain, when the term of ”’ E.’s ‘‘ occup- 
ancy shall be considered at an end.” ‘‘ In wit- 
ness,’’ etc. The instrument was acted on as a 
ower of attorney by EK. Afterwards P. died in 
ndia, without returning to Great Britain, & left 
E. surviving :—Held: the instrument operated, 
on P.’s death, as a devise to I..—DOE d. CRoss 1, 
Cross (1846), 8 Q. B. 714; 15 L. J. Q. V3. 217; 
7L. T. O. S. 61; 10 Jur. 564; 115 E. R. 1041. 
aan :—Distd. Thorncroft v. Lashmar (1862), 2 Sw. & 

Tr. d 

572. ——— Instrument purporting to be deed— 
Unsealed instrument—Operating from death.|— 
Where testatrix, in ill health, having desired an 
instrument to be prepared, for the disposal of 
her property, which, owing to her nervous appre- 
hension on the subject. of death, was drawn up 
without mention of the word ‘ will,” & in the 
form of a deed, but unsealed, & directing trusts 
to be executed after her death:—Held: the 
instrument could not have elfect as a deed, but 
might operate as a will, & probate granted to the 
trustees as exors. according to the tenour.—~ 
In the Goods of MONTGOMERY (1846), 5 Notes of 
Cases. 99; 8 L. T. O. S. 294; 10 Jur. 1063. 
Annotation :—Refd, In the Goods of Punchard (1872), L. J. 

2P.& D. 369. 


573. Attested by one witness.|—A 
deed, signed by H., gave “all his collection of 
jewels contained in a cabinet,” describing it, to 
A., reserving power to H., during his life, to sell 
& exchange them, & providing that the moneys to 
arise by sale should be laid out in the purchase of 
other jewels, the jewels so purchased, & those taken 
in exchange, to be the property of A.; with a 
covenant for further assurance. ‘The description 
of the cabinet was altered as to its dimensions by 
a note in the margin ; there was also an alteration 
in the body of the instrument. The attesting 
clause was: ‘“‘ signed, sealed, & delivered in the 
presence of, the alterations & erasures in the 
margin whereof the initials I]., are placed, being 
previously made.’”’ In an action against the 
exor. of the grantor, Qu.: (1) whether the 
instrument conveyed anything; (2) whether it 
was not a will, &, consequently, invalid, because 














WILLS. 


attested by one witness only.—Hoper v. WARMAN 
(1847), 16 Q. B. 75l,n.; 8 L. T. O. 8S. 554; 11 
Jur. 1097; 117 E. R. 1089. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Doo d. Richards v. Lewis, Richards v. 
Lewis (1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 126; Ie Way’s Trusts (1864), 
34 L. J. Ch. 49. 


574. ——— Mutual contract between husband & 
wife.|—A husband & wife, by post-nuptial con- 
tract, dated 1850, reciting that their ante-nuptial 
contract dated 1817, had become unsuited to their 
present circumstances, agreed to a new arrange- 
ment of their individual property after the death 
of predeceasor. The husband bound himself & 
his heirs to make payment to the wife, should she 
survive hin, of an annuity during her life of £2,000 
a@ year, with the use of his house, furniture, wine, 
etc. The wife accepted this in full of all legal 
claims’’; ‘‘ & for which causes & on the other 
part’? she ‘‘ has given, granted, & disponed, as 
she does hereby give, grant, assign, & dispone from 
her, her heirs & successors, to & in favour’”’ of 
the husband, ‘‘ his heirs & assignees whomsoever, 
heritably & irredeemably, all & sundry her whole 
estate, goods, chattels, & effects, heritable & 
movable, real & personal, now pertaining & 
belonging to her or that shall happen to pertain & 
belong to her in any manner of way & wherever 
situated, at the time of her death,”’ including her 
claims under the ante-nuptial contract. She then 
yave her husband power to uplift the whole 
heritable & movable estate, & nominated him 
‘sole exor. & universal legator’’; & constituted 
him & his aforesaid her assignees not only to the 
whole titles of her estate, but also to the rents pay- 
able in all time coming from ‘ the last term of 
Whitsunday.’’ The deed contained a power 
during the joint lives to alter. Part of the wife’s 
movable estate consisted of a share of the residue 
of her grandfather’s estate, given to her in life 
rent, exclusive of her husband, with, failing 
children, a general power of appointment over the 
corpus. The husband predeceased, bequeathing 
all his property to trustees. The husband’s 
representatives, on the ground that this fund 
had not. vested in the husband, claimed it as 
conditional institutes in the post-nuptial con- 
tract :—JlIeld: the post-nuptial contract was not, 
a testamentary deed, but a deed of mutual con- 
tract, & that the right which cach party obtained 
was a right of credit which vested at once, & the 
share of residue passed by the husband’s will & 
vested in his trustces.—M'‘ONIE v. WHYTE (1890), 
15 App. Cas. 156, H. J. 

Deed intended to operate on death—No effect as 
escrow.|—See DEEDS, Vol. XVII., pp. 212-213, 
Nos. 250, 251, 257. 


(b) Deed of Gift. 

575. Whether testamentary—When intended to 
operate from death—Of person other than donor.]— 
Corp v. Corp (1793), 1 Phillim. 11,n.; 16] E.R. 
898. 

Annotation :-——Consd. Thorold v. Thorold (1809), 1 Phillim. 1. 


576. —-— ---—— Of donor.|—-A paper in the form 





671 i. Power of attorney.J— a last will & testament.— -LADIES’ as a will, does not create any enforce- 
Re McDONALD (1911), 30 N. ZL. Rk. CHRISTIAN HOME v. S. A. ARSOCN., able right against the inaker’s estate.— 
$96.—-N.Z. [11915] CG. BP. oD. 467; J. 0. 1. 465.— Ite CARILE, DAKIN v. ‘l'RUSTEES, 

5. AF. KXECUTORS & AGENCY Co., LTDp., 


oO. Postnuptial contract.) — 
BUCHANAN’S TTRUBTEES v. WHYTE 
1890), 17 Jt. (Ct. of Sess.) (H. L.) 53; 
7 Sc. L. lt. 1014.—SCOT. 


wo Antenuptial contract—Dis- 
position of property after death.| — 
A disposition of property by ante- 
nuptial contract to take effect after 
death, although it may resemble a 
testainentary act, does not amount to 





q. —— 





_ Document 
acknowledging debt—Debi to be payable 
after death.|-- A document under seal, 
but without consideration in 
which is duly delivered by the maker 
to & donee, with words of present gift, 
& whereby the maker acknowledges a 
debt to the donee, payable out of a 
stated fund after the maker’s death, is 
testamentary in character, &, if invalid 


under seal {1920] Vv. L. R. 263.—AUS. 


PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4.—C. (b). 


_ 5761. Whether _testamentary—When 
intended to onerate from death-—-Of donor. } 
~~Re FENTON, NATIONAL TRUSTEES, 
EXECUTORS & AGENCY Co. OF AUSTRA- 
LASIA, LTD. v. FENTON, [1919] V.L. R. 
740.—AUS. 


fact, 
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of a deed of gift, admitted to probate.—THOROLD 
v. THOROLD (1809), 1 Phillim. 1; 161 E. R. 894. 


Annotations :—Apld. A.-G. v. Jones & Bartlett (1817), 3 
Price, 368. Refd. Godman v. Godman, [1920] P. 281 


577. .1—An instrument may pass 
property from the dead to the living, & yet not be 
testamentary, or subject to legacy duty. 

Upon a recital of mutual love & affection, five 
maiden sisters, by a written instrument, convey & 
assign, ‘from them & their heirs severally to & 
in favour of each other, & to the heirs & assignees 
of the last survivor,’ all property then belonging 
to them, & all property to which they should be 
entitled at their death; transferring the whole 
“‘from them severally, & from predeceasor & 
predeceasors, to & in favour of themselves jointly, 
& the survivors & survivor of them’’; with 
power of administration, & with an obligation to 
pay all debts of the sisters predeceasing :—Held : 
this instrument was not testamentary. PROWN 
v ADVOCATE-GENERAL (1852), 1 Macq. 79, H. L. 
-]—Deceased executed three 
deeds of gift, conveying all his property to trustees 
for the benefit: of his three children, but directing 
that the conveyances were not to take effect until 
after his decease. Probate was granted of the 
three deeds, as together containing the will of 
deceased, to the trustees, as legatees in trust.— 
In the Goods of Monaan (1866), L. KR. 1 P. & D. 
214; 35L. J.P. & M.98; 141.7. 894; 30 J. P. 
679; 14 W. R. 1022. 


Annotation :—Consd. Foundling Hospital v. Crane, [1911] 
2K. 1. 367. 


579. -~——.]-—Deceased duly executed 
a paper which commenced, ‘‘I hereby make a 
free gift to,” etc. The ct. admitted parol evidence 
to explain the intention of deceased, & being 
satisfied therefrom that he intended the operation 
of such paper to be dependent. on his death, granted 
probate of it as a condicil to the will of deceased.— 
ROBERTSON v. SMITH (1870), L. R. 2 PL. & D. 43; 
391.3. P.&M. 41; 22 L. T. 417; 34 J. P. 377. 
Annotations :—Retd. Jn the Goods of Slinn (18909), 15 P. D. 

156; Foundling Hospital +, Crane (1911), 105 L. T. 187. 

580. -|—On the day before his 
death deceased, intending to make “ an ordering 
of his affairs,’ duly executed a paper which pur- 
ported to be a deed of gift. Its language was 
ambiguous, but it was clear that, as to some 
portion at least of his property, deceased did not 
intend that the paper should operate until after 
his death :—Held : the paper was testamentary & 
entitled to probate.—FIELDING v. WALSHAW, 
In the Goods of WaLSHAW (1879), 48 L. J. P. 27 ; 
401. T. 103; 43 J. P. 463; 27 W. RR. 492. 

581. .}—A document purporting 
to be a deed of conveyance by a person of his 
own property, which is delivered by him on a 
condition that it shall only become operative upon 
his death is a testamentary document, & cannot 
take effect as an escrow.—FOUNDLING HOSPITAL 
(GOVERNORS & GUARDIANS) v. CRANE, [1911] 2 
B. 367; 80 L. J. K. B. 853; 105 L. T. 187, 

. A. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Warwick v. Warwick (1918), 34 T. L. R. 

475. Reld. Ite Williams, Williams rv. Ball, (1917) 1 Ch. 1. 


Mentd. Humphrey & Denman v. Kavanagh (1925), 41 
T. Ll. R. 378. 


582. 
intention.]|—PASSMORE  v. 
post, 















































When court satisfied as to testator’s 
PASSMORE, No. 605, 


(c) Deed Poll. 
583. Whether testamentary—When operating 
from death.}|—Testator executed a deed poll 





eee 
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settling certain sums of money after his decease :— 
Held: it was testamentary in form, & probate 
granted a codicil to testator’s last will & testament. 
—GREEN v. ANDREWS (1877), 41 J. P. 105. 








584, ——,|—MILNES v. FopEN, No. 518, 
ante. 
585. No reference to death.]—Probate 


granted of a deed poll duly executed & attested by 
two witnesses, but containing no reference to the 
death of testatrix, & extrinsic evidence admitted 
to show that she intended it to operate as a will.— 
In the Goods of SLINN (1890), 15 P. D. 156; 59 
L. J. P. 82; 63 L. T. 229; 39 W. KR. 175. 
Annotation :—Retd. Godman v. Godman, [1920] P. 261. 


(d) Voluntary Settlement. 

586. Whether testamentary—Life interest re- 
served to settlor—Power of revocation.|—An 
instrument, vesting property in trustces for the 
benefit of the grantor for his life, & after his 
decease for the benefit of other persons, with a 
power of revocation, is not testamentary, &, 
consequently, not liable to the payment of legacy 
duty.—TomPson v. BROWNE (1835), 3 My. & K. 
32; 5L. J. Ch. 643; 40 E.R. 13. 


Annotations :-—-Consd, Sheldon v. Sheldon (1844), 1 Rob. 


ite Sl. Refd. Jeffries ». Alexander (1860), 8 I. L. Cas. 
504, 
587. Covenant for payment by settlor or his 





executors.|—A. being possessed of some pure 
personalty, but of considerable property in 
mtges., executed some years before his death an 
indenture, by which, declaring a wish to found 
certain charities, he covenanted to pay, or that if 
he did not pay during his lifetime, his exors. should, 
within twelve months after his death, subject to 
his debts & legacies, pay to certain persons therein 
named the sum of £60,000, to be invested in their 
names on the trusts thereby declared ; the trusts 
were charitable trusts. This was never enrolled 
in chancery. On the same day he made a will 
giving certain legacies, & appointing cxors. most of 
whom were the persons named in the deed. These 
papers were never communicated by him to any- 
body. Just before his death he caused the papers 
to be produced from his drawes, & handed them 
to the persons attending his death bed. They 
were tied up with a memorandum which declared 
that they had been prepared in that form, wnder 
advice, to save the Iegacy duties, & in order that 
if probate duty was paid in the first instance it 
might be got back again in consequence of the 
covenant creating a debt to be paid out of the 
assets :—Held: the indenture was a deed & not a 
testamentary paper.— JEFFRIES v. ALEXANDER 
(1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 594; 81 L. 3. Ch. 9; 21. T. 
748; 24 J.P. 643; 7 Jur. N.S. 221; 11 KH. R. 
562, 1. L.; reveg. S. C. sub nom. ALEXANDER t. 
BRAME (1855), 7 De G. M. & G, 525, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Refd. Patch v. Shore (1862), 2 Drew. & Sm. 

589. Mentd. Marsh v. A.-G. (1860), 8 L. 1. 6165 Richards 

v. Davies (1862), 13 C. B. N.S. 69; Brook v. Badley (1867), 

L. R. 4 Eq. 106; Coleman vr. Lianelly Ry. & Dock Co. 

(1867),17 L. T. 86: Fox v. Lownds (1875), L. R. 19 Eq. 

453; Re Robson, Emley vr. Davidson (1881), 19 Ch. D. 

156; Cotton v Imperial & Forcign Agency & Investment 

Corpn., [1892] 3 Ch. 454. 

588. No power of revocation.]—(1) S., by 
will in 1855, disposed of all his property ; & by an 
indenture, dated in Feb. 1860, settled a sum of 
£5,072, upon trust for his wife for life, with 
remainder to himself for life, reserving to himself 
power to appoint same by will. In Dec. 1860, 8., 
by a voluntary instrument, attested by one witness, 
& reciting the settlement of Feb. 1860, covenanted 





-}—SuHaw v. SuHaw, 27 N.S. It. 171.—CAN. 


r. ——- Disposition irrevocable &: taking immediate cffect.\—-In the Goods of HALPIN (1873), 81. R. Eq. 567. -IR. 
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Sect. 1.-—Form: Sub-sect. 4, C. 
eee ee ee 
that his devisees or exors. would, after his decease, 


on being satisfied that all his debts, etc., were 
paid, convey, transfer & pay over to the trustees 
therein named, all the real & personal estate to 
which he should be then entitled, or which he 
should then have disposed of by his will. S. died 
in his wife's lifetime. Upon suit for administra- 
tion of S.’s estate:—Held: the instrument of 
Dec. 1880, was a deed & not a will, & the covenant, 
that the exors. should pay over the residue, was 
a valid covenant. 

Here S. wished his wife to have his residuary 
estate, & he wished to deprive himself of the 
power of diverting that estate from his wife, 
whilst retaining to himself the power of spending 
- disposing of it in his lifetime (JSINDERSLEY, 

WC.), 

(2) If an instrument is clearly intended to have 
no operation during the life of the settlor, & can- 
not operate as an instrument inter vivos, or so 
operates as to be a fraudulent. evasion of some 
particular Act of Parliament, the authorities 
show that such an instrument may be regarded as 
a will (KINDERSLEY, V,-C.).—PATCH v0. SHORE 
(1862), 2 Drew. & Sm. 589; 1 New Rep. 157; 
32 1. J. Ch. 185; 7 L. T. 5543 9 Jur. N.S. 63 ; 
JIW. R. 142; 62 E.R. 748. 

-tnnotation ¢--Cencrally, Refd. Re Ruding'’s Setthnut. (1872), 

L. R. 14 Eq. 266, 


D. Instructions for Will. 


589. Whether testamentary—Instructions exe- 
cuted as will.|—flypr v. Hyper (1708), 8 Rep, Ch. 
1553; 21 EK. R. 755. 

Annotations :-—Retd. Limbery c. Mason (1734), 2 Com. 451; 
Bibb d. Mole r. Thomas (1775), 2 Wim. BL 1043; Vineent v. 
Stansfeld, Habergham v. Vincent (1793), 4 Bro. CG. C. 353 ; 
Perrott v. Perrott (1811), 14 East, 423; Doe d. Perks r. 
Perks (1820), Gow, 186: Ferraris, De Zicby & Croker r. 
econ (1843), 3 Curt. 468; Dancer v. Crabb (1873), 





R.3 P.& D.98; Beardsley vr. Lacey (1897), 78 L. T.25; 
entd. Brudenell wv. 


Godman vv, Godman, (1920] P. 261, 

Boughton (1741), 2 Atk, 26k. 

590. --—— |—FREEMAN v. GIBBONS (1793), 
cited in 2 Hag. Eee. at p. 828; 162 KH. R. 878. 
Annotation :—Consd. Colvin v. Fraser (1829), 2 Hag. Kee. 266, 

591. —— -|-—‘' Instructions for a will,’’ so 
headed & indorsed, & how imperfect. soever in 
themselves, if proved to have been signed by 
deceased, even many years before her death, with 
intent to render them operative pro tanto, in the 
event of her dying without any further act done, 
are entitled to probate.—-PopPLE tv. CUNISON 
(1822), 1] Add. 377; 162 E. R. 133. 

592. ——.|— The ct. granted probate as 
of the last will & testament of deceased to a 
testamentary paper, drawn up in the form of 
Instructions for a will, which had been duly 
executed :—Held: the residue passed under the 
words ‘* & moneys of every kind.’’—Jn the Goods of 
JISHER (1869), 20 L. 'E. 684.2 33 J. BP. 508. 

593. *‘ Heads of will.’?|—The papers 
themselves are important: ‘‘ A” is superscribed 
as the “heads of the will of William Spear of 
Grays Inn.” “ The inference would be from this 
that it was a paper from which it was intended 
that a more formal will should be drawn out ; it 
is dated & subscribed, & it contains a complete 
disposition ; still, however, if it rested here, the 
ct. must have considered it as imperfect, because 
it is described as ‘ heads of a will” (Sin Joun 




















PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4. 
—D. 
689 i. Whether testamentary—Tnatrue- 
tions executed ag will.}-—Wurrk tv. 
WHITE, 25 N. 4%, a. R. 129.—--N.Z. 


—STAINTON Ut. 
SCOT. 


(Ct. of Sess.) 363; 


t. - Tolograph 
will inclosed under covering letter to law 


WILLS. 


NICHOLL).—BoNE & NEWSAM v. SPEAR (1811), 1 
Phillim. 345; 161 E. R. 1005. 


Annotations: Consd. Torre v. Castle (1836), 
Whyte v. Pollok (1882), 7 App. Cas. 400. e 


Godman, (1920) P. 261. 


1 Curt. 803; 
fd. Godman v. 


594. —.)]— The indorsement 
‘* Heads on Will’ on a paper fairly written, uta 
ut 


& dated, lets in parol evidence of intention ; 
the primd facie inference rather is, that such paper 
was intended to operate, if no more formal instru- 
ment were drawn up. An allegation propounding 
such a paper, with alterations made from time to 
time, adapting it to deceased's circumstances & 
pleading facts inferring adherence, admitted to 
proof; but on the parol evidence, the paper pro- 
pounded against.—MITCHELL v. MITCHELL (1828 
2 Hage. Mee. T4135 162 1. R. 790. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Godman vr, Godman, [1920] P. 261. 

595. -—- Sketch of my will.|—An entry 
in an account book, containing a full disposition 
of the property, appointment of exor., dated eight 
months before testatrix’s death, which was 
sudden, subscribed, & carefully preserved, pro- 
nounced for, though containing these words, ‘‘ I 
intend this as a sketch of my will which [ intend 
making on my return home.”’? —~ HArrarr v 
HWatrrarr (1832), 4 Hag. Kec. 211; 162 HK. R. 1424. 
«fnnotations :—Consd, Whyte v. Pollok (1882), 7 App. Cas. 

400. Refd. Godman tv. Godman, (1920) P. 261. 

596. —--— ‘‘ Head of instructions ’’—‘‘ My 
last will & testament.’’|—(1) Probate decreed of 
aw paper, commencing ‘ Head of instructions,” & 
indorsed ‘ memorandum,” but concluding ‘ this 
is ny last will & testament,” & signed by deceased. 

(2) Ifa paper is only what at its conumencement 
if purports to be, namely, mere heads of instruc- 
tion to the solr. to add a codicil, there would 
hardly he sufficient. evidence to enable the ct. to 
pronounce for its validity; but if, on the other 
hand... something more is to be attributed to 
this paper than to a document intended to be 
mere heads of instruction, then the evidence given 
in support of it will be only in affirmance of that 
which is the legal character of the paper itself 
(Str HH. JENNER).—TORRE 7 CASTLE (1836), 1 
Curt. 803; 165 H.R. 1083 affd. sub nom, CASTLE 
vu. TORRE (18387), 2 Moo. PLC. GC. 1338. 
etnnatations --— As to (1) Consd. Whvte rv. Pollok (2882), 7 

App. Cas. 400. Refd. Herbert. c. Herbert (1855), Dea. & 

Sw. 1035 Godman wv. Godman, [1920) 2. 261. 

597. ———— Unexecuted instructions.]-——The words 
of the Wills Act ‘* No will shall be valid” 
unless executed in a certain manner obviously 
exclude the probate of unexecuted instructions 
Altogether & have rendered it no longer possible 
to the Ct. of Probate to treat them as part of a will. 
It is coneeded ground ... that this et. cannot 
any longer admit to probate any paper, what- 
ever its form. which is not executed according 
to the Statute (Str J. P. Winpe).-—GQUARDHOUSR vd. 
BLACKBURN (1866), I. Re.» PP. & D. 1093 35 
LJ.P.& M.116; 141. 7.69; 12 Jur. N.S. 278 ; 
14 W. R. 463. 

Annotations :—Refd. Harter v. Marter (1873), Lb. 2.38 Poa YD. 

Il: da the Estate of Musgrove, Davis 7 Mayhew, (1927 ] 

?. 264. Mentd. Reffell vr. Reffell (1866), L. R21 PL & nD. 

139; Fultou v. Andrew (1875), IL RR. 7 TE. 4483 Jn 

the Goads of Boehni, [E891] PL 2475 Collins vw. Elsbone, 

11893) P. 13 Garnott-Bottield v. Garnott-Botteld, [1901] 

PP. 335; Gregson v. Taylor, [1917] P. 256, 

598. |—Testator in 1915 executed a 
will & codicil prepared by his solr. in the ordinary 

















597 i. ——- U'nerecuted instructions.| agent.)}— Wiuson_ v. Toveun, [1924] 
STAINTON (1828), 6 Sh. S.C. 1, 2.—SCOT. 
3 Fae. Coll, 894.— a -)— Youna’s Troua- 


a. 
TERS v. IYENDERSON, MUSSELBURGH & 
INVERESK DistricT NURSING ASSOCN., 
[1925] S. Cc. 749,—SCOT. 


er facie valid 


Part V.—ForMALITIES OF WILL oR CopicIL. 


manner in England. Shortly afterwards he joined 
the Army & went abroad, where he was wounded 
& taken prisoner by the Germans. In July, 1917, 
while in captivity, he wrote a letter to his wife 
dealing with family matters of business & saying : 
“Tell M. (his solr.) this affects my will, which 1 
want added to it at once.”’ Then followed directions 
as to the disposition of his real & persona] estate. 
He died, while still a prisoner, in Oct. 1917, before 
any alterations had been made in his will. Probate 
was granted by the registrar in common form of the 
will & codicil of 1915, with the letter as a second 
codicil, In an action by the exors. of the will & 
first codicil, to revoke the probate of the second 
codicil & establish the will & first: codicil only :— 

Held: testator having died before the Wills 

(Soldiers & Sailors) Act, 1918 (c. 58), came into 

operation, the letter could only operate on the 

personal estate, & inasmuch as it dealt with real 
as well as personal estate, the gifts of the personal 
estate not being independent of those of the 
realty, the letter was improperly admitted to pro- 

bate.—UODMAN v7, GopMAN, [1920] P. 261; 89 

1.J3.P.198 3; 123 1.5.274 3 sub nom. Re GODMAN, 

FODMAN v0, GODMAN, 36 T. 1. R. 484; 64 Sol. Jo. 

424, C0. A, 

Annotations :-— Retd, Selwood v, Selwood (1920), 125 TL. . 
ce a nthe Mstate of Beech, Beech vp. Public Trustee, [19234 
See Wills Act, 1837 (e. 26). 

599. Clause accidentally omitted in execu- 
tion.}] — BLackwoop vv. DAMER (1810), 8 Add. 
239,n.3 38 Phillim. 458,n.; 161 E.R. 1384. 
Annotations :—Consd. Bayldon +. Bayldon (1826), 3 Add. 

2323; Guardhouse «. Blackburn (1866), I. R&R. 1 PL & DD. 

109. Refd. Castell vr. Tage (1836), 1 Curt. 298: Thorne 

”. Rooke (1811), 2 Curt. 799, 


600. —-— - ———.] NATHAN @. Morse (1821), 3 
Phillim. 529; 161 KB. R. 1105, 
Annotation : - Distd. Migneault r. Malo (1872), . Ro. 4 C.D. 


Pau. 








601. - - - Memorandum of intention to give 
instructions.| -CoveEntry rr. Wititams, No. 523, 


602. Evidence to show character of instrument— 
Instructions executed as will.j—Mircueni. v. 
Mireur, No. 504, ante. 


603. -—-- ~— ~.)---Torre ve. CasthR., No. 596, 


Ee, Letters, 

604. Whether testamentary.|—A letter held to 
be testamentary.—REPINGTON ¢. HLOLLAND (1755), 
2 Lee, 1065 161 TF. RR. 280, 

605. —-—.J}—An extract. from a letter pro- 
pounded as a codicil, rejected. 

That the instrument is in the form of a letter is 
not. a conclusive objection against it. Various 
instruments not exactly in the form of a will; 
letters, deeds of gift, marriage settlements have 
heen held to be testamentary, if the et. has been 
satisfied as to the intention of the testator (Str 
JoUN NICHOLL).—PASSMORE 2, PASSMORE (1811), 
1 Phillim. 2165 J61 7, R. 965. 

Annotations :—Consd. Jn the Goods of Miller Mundy (1860), 

30 L. J. P.M. & AL 85.) Refd. Thorncroft 7.” 


PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4.— E. 
604 i. Whether testamentary.) — An 


j " ’ f + Yat 
nformal Jetter was admitted to pro ie on Oc 


604 iii. -———~.)—A letter written by 604 
deceased to his debtor purporting to 
forgive the debt, which letter is placed 
for the 
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2 Sw. : : the Goods of Barnes, Hodson 
ie Te Pane ion dered 6 oO) of i J. Pp, 26. - 
606. —-—.]—A. letter established as a codicil 

to a will of a date subsequent to the letter.— 

DENNY v. BARTON & RASHLEIGH (1818), 2 Phillim. 

575; 161 E.R. 1236. 

Annotations :~-Refd. Gladstone v. Tempest. (1846), 2 Curt. 
eer Menta. Dempsey v. Lawson & Lawson (1877), 2 
607. J—Testator gave the residue of his 

personal estate to trustees for his wife for life, 

& after her death to his nephew R. “ for his own 

use & benefit absolutely.’ After his death a 

letter was found addressed by him to R., which 

letter was expressed to be intended as an explana- 
tion of his will. THe then repeated his ‘‘ wish that 
the property should be” R.’s & hoped that he 
would be ‘‘ kindly, considerate & liberal” to his 
relations, using the additional words “ keeping 
the principal together & using the income arising 
therefrom’? He wished that in a certain event I. 
should bequeath to II.’s or G.’s son all or the greater 
part. of the property, the interest of which he 
bequeathed to his wife, & after her to R., adding 
that. he wished it finally to benefit such nephew 
as R. might sclect as his successor. This letter 
was admitted to probate. The widow survived 

It.. & he, by his will, gave the property to certain 

persons, present petitioners ; on the death of the 

widow the surviving exor. paid the fund into ct. 
under Trustee Relief Act. A petition was pre- 
sented by R.’s legatees, praying payment to them, 

& the prayer was opposed by the next of kin of 

testator, who contended that there was an 

intestacy :—Jleld: the letter. though  un- 
doubtedly a distinct testamentary instrument, was 
uncertain & did not. revoke or cut down the express 
gift, which the will contained. The terms of the 
letter were not such as this ct. could enforce.— 

Re PINCKARD'S Trust (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 422 ; 

ob. T. O.8. 673 4 Jur. N.S, 1041, 1. JJ. 

608. .J—R. on his deathbed dictated a writ- 
ing in the form of a letter, but attested by two 
witnesses, requesting (., the devisce for life of 
certain estates under B.’s will, to consent to charge 
them with £10,000, to be raised as soon as possible 
after B.’s death, adding that he knew the request 
was not legal. The ct. decreed probate of the 
paper on motion, in order that the question of con- 
struction might be brought before a ct. of equity.— 
In the Goods of Mtnxpy (1860), 2 Sw. & Tr. 1193 
80 1.75.P.M.& A. 853 31. 7.8803; 255.P. 151 5 
7 Jur. N.S.523; OW. R.171; 164 E.R. 988. 
alnnotation :  Distd. Thorncroft & Clarke +, Lashmar (1862), 

Z25w.& Tr. 79, 

609. ——~- Extract from letter.|—-PASSMORE vt. 
PassMori, No. 605, ante. 

610. J}—Part of a letter, duly signed 
& attested, admitted to probate as the will of 
deceased ; the person to whom the letter was 
addressed held to be legatee & exor. according to 
the tenor, though he was not named thereitn.— 
Inthe Goods of Wi:DGE (1842), 2 Notes of Cases, 14. 
al Hiaeaail Hold. Tn the Goods of Taylor (1845), 4 Notes of 

‘ases, 240, 














iv. ---—.}—TROTTER @. TROTYER 
(1812), 5 Dunk. (Ct. of Sess.) 2243 15 
Se, Jur. 67.—SCOT. 

debt. ip an 


bate as a will where the ct. was able 
to find, from all the circumstances, 
that the document was written in con- 
templation of death & was intended to 
take effect upon that event, & was, jn 
fuct, the last will of deceased.— Je 
MIrcHELL ESTATE (Man.), [1924] 1 
DL. RR. 1039; (1924) 1 WLW. i 484. 
- -CAN. 

604 ii. —----.]—Towrns v. Hoaan, 23 
i. R. Ir, 53.—IR. 


envelope marked ‘f To be opened im- 
mediately after my death,’? can only 
operate as a testamentary instrument, 
& is inoperative if not executed as u 
will, notwithstanding that it was 
shortly before death handed by 
deecased to the debtor, but without. 
any indication that he was not to regard 
the direction on the envelope.—BAKER 
tv SiMis, 20 N, ZG. RR. 184,--N.Z 


604 v. ----——].—Jl eld: a letter which 
was addressed to a law agent, who was 
one of the trustees nominated hy the 
writer of the letter, was a testamentary 
writing.—ScoTr v. SCKALES (1864), 2 
Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 613; 36 Se. Jur. 


604 vi. ——.J—Rircwse veo WaISIT, 
ETC. (1880), & R. (Ct. of Sess.) 10] ; 
Se. I. R. 81.--ScoTt. 
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Sect. 1.—Form: Sub-sect. 4, F. &G. 3 sub-sect. 5, A. 
& B. (a).] 


F. Memoranda. 


611. Whether testamentary—‘‘ Memorandum of 
my intended will ’’—Signed & intended to operate.| 
—A paper, commencing ‘‘ Memorandum of my 
intended will,’’ but dispositive in terms, signed, & 
intended to operate if no more formal will was 
made, is, unless revoked, entitled to probate. 

Neither instructions, nor a will drawn up there- 
from, which, though in deceased’s possession for 
sevcral months, was not executed nor shown to be 
finally determined on, will, cither as entitled to 
probate or as letting in an intestacy, revoke such 
& paper.— BARWICK v. MULLINGS (1829), 2 Hagg. 
Ecc. 225; 162 EK. R. 842. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Whyte rv. Pollok (1882), 7 App. Cas. 

400. Refd. Godman v. Godman, [1920} P. 261. 

612. Notes attested by witnesses—Declaring 
trust of property—‘* After my decease.’’|—-A para- 
gtuph in a paper in the following words, ‘‘ the 
above named bonds were restored by A., & are 
placed in the hands of K. in trust for the use of C. 
after my decease ’’ :—Held: to be testamentary, 
notwithstanding a delivery of the bonds had taken 
place, & in the donor’s last illness.—TAPLEY v. 
KENT (1846), 1 Rob. Eccl. 400; 4 Notes of Cases, 
292; 9 Jur. 1041; 163 E. R. 1080. 

613. When written below signature to will.] 
—A. executed his will in Feb., & a codicil on the 
same paper in Dec.; below the signature to the 
will, & before the commencement of the codicil, 
appeared a memorandum, which, from the 
evidence of the solr. who prepared the will, had 
been written on the paper before the execution of 
the will:—Held: the memorandum, being no 
part of the will as originally exccuted, was not 
entitled to probate by reason of the duly executed 
codicil of subsequent date, such codicil referring 
merely to the will.—IJn the Goods of WILLMOTT 
(1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 363; 30 1. T. O. S. 8703; 6 
W.R. 409; 164 E. R. 617. 


614. **I should like if possible .. .°’|— 
A paper written in 1832, containing the words “ I 
should like if possible, that their individual shares 
should be settled on each of them in case of their 
marriage ’’:—Held: not to be testamentary, & 
probate of it was refused.—In the Goods of TIARPER 
(1861), 25 J. P. 217. 

615. Document duly executed—Offer of 
situation ‘‘ to continue after my death.’’]—Where 
a paper duly executed as a will is not clearly on the 
face of it testamentary. the burden of proof lies 
on the party propounding it; & the ct. must 
judge from its form, nature, contents & appearance 
whether it is testamentary. 

The following document was duly executed in 
compliance with the Wills Act: “To G. 1., I 
hereby offer you the situation of collector & over- 
seer of my property at a salary of £3 3s. per week, 
with house rent to the amount of £25 a year, & all 
rates & taxes. I hereby further wish that the said 
G. L. shall continue in the aforesaid office, & with 
the same salary as aforesaid after my decease, & 
same allowances” :—Held: it was not testa- 
mentary.—THORNCROFT & CLARKE v. LASHMAR 
(1862), 2 Sw. & Tr. 479; 311L.3.P.M. & A. 150; 














PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4.—-F. 

620 i. Whether testamentary — Un- 
signed memoranda.|}—Testator by his 
settlement directed payment & fulfil- 
ment of all legacies & bequests left & 
bequeathed by *‘ any writing under my 
hand, however informally executed or 
defective, showing my wishes & in- 


tentions.’’ 


ment :—Held : 


He left an unsigned & 
undated holograph memorandum ap- 
portioning certain articles of furniture 
among certain persons. 
randum he had handed to hig Jaw 
agents to be put up with his settle- 
the memorandum was 
not an operative testamentary writing. 


WILLS. 


6L. T. 476; 263. P. 567; 8 Jur. N.S. 595; 10 
W. R. 783; 164 BE. R. 1083. 

616. ‘<I wish my sister to have . . .’'] 
—A duly executed paper in these terms “I wish 
my sister to have my bankbook for her own use, 
was held to be testamentary, the ct. being satisfied 
on the evidence that deceased, at the time of its 
execution, intended it to take effect after her 
death, & not as a present deed of gift.—CockK v. 
CooKk (1866), L. R.1 P. & D. 241; 86L.5.P.& 
M.5; 15 L. T. 296; 15 W. R. 89. 

Annotation :—Apld. Re Coles (1871), L. R. 2 P. & D. 362. 

617. ‘<T have given all that I have.’’] 
—The deceased executed in the presence of two 
witnesses a paper, which commenced, ‘‘I have 
given all that I have” to A. & her two sons. It 
contained directions in what way deceased desired 
his property to be distributed ; but without any 
direct reference to his death. There was evidence 
that he executed it as his will:—Held: it was 
testamentary, & might be admitted to probate.— 
In the Goods of CoLEs (1871), L. R. 2 P. & D. 362 ; 
41L.J.P.&M. 21; 25 L. T. 852; 36 J. P. 120; 


20 W. R. 214. 
Annotation :— Refd. Foundling Hospital v. Crane (1911), 


104 L. T. 187. 

618. ‘* Notes of intended settlement.’’| 
—WIHIIYTE v. PoLLOK, No. 525, ante. 

619. -— When expressed to be testa- 
mentary.|—Pitf., who was the wife of deft., 
claimed £12,000 on an account stated, & there 
was produced at the trial a typewritten document, 
in which after referring to certain properties & 
shares, the husband said ‘‘ The above properties 
& shares have been acquired by me with money 
advanced from Mrs. W.’s estate, which money has 
not been paid. These figures can be proved by a 
reference to Mr. P., Philadelphia, & his books. I 
therefore acknowledge the debt. of £12,000 to my 
wife, M. P. W. After the properties have been 
realised & she has received this sum in cash, any 
balance should be divided equally amongst my 
four children, to the extent of £2,000 each, & if 
there is still any balance left, that I leave to my 
wife. In the event of there being any questions 
as to the amount owed to my wife, & should any 
dispute arise ... in any case she is to reccive 
from the estate £12,000, & the balance to be 
divided as stated above.” The following was 
added in deft.’s handwriting: ‘‘ Note. This docu- 
ment in the event of my death to be construed as 
my will, I having made no other. I appoint my 
wife as sole exor.”” Then followed the signatures 
of deft. & two witnesses. The husband denied 
that the money was due, his case being that he 
pretended that he owed his wife £12,000 so that, 
in the event of his death, she could get it without 
having to pay death duties. Alternatively, he 
said that the writing was executed by him, if at. 
all, as his will, & not otherwise. Pitf. was not 
called & no evidence was given as to how she had 
obtained possession of the document :—Held : 
as the document was only to take effect on deft.’s 
death, & as plitf. had not shown any absolute 
acknowledgment of the debt by deft., the action 
failed.—WARWICK v. WARWICK (1918), 34 T. L. R. 
475, C. A. 

620. ——— Unsigned memoranda.]|—Re Swarr, 
SHARP v. SHARP (1887), 3 T. L. R. 806. 























—HAMILTON’S TRUSTEES v. HAMILTON 
(1901), 4 IF. (Ct. of Sess.) 266; 

Sc. L. R. 159.—SCOT. 

Instructions to agent to alter 
will.J}—A memorandum was found 
in the repositories of a testatrix in 
these terms: ‘ To let T.’’ (her agent) 
‘know that I wish the bequost & the 


The meino- b. 
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G’. Order on Banker. 


621. Whether testamentary—Direction to pay 
bill of exchange—‘‘ At twelve days’ sight ’°—Due 
execution.|—An allegation, propounding a paper 
as a codicil, being in the form of an order on a 
banker to pay ‘‘ at twelve days’ sight ’’ a sum of 
money to a certain person, duly executed, but 
containing no reference to the will, held to be 
admissible to proof.—-JONES v. NICOLAY (1850), 2 
Rob. Eccl. 288 ; 7 Notes of Cases, 564; 15 L. T. 
O.S, 328; 14 Jur. 675; 163 E. R. 1820. 
Annotations :—Folld. In the Goods of Marsden (1860), 1 

Sw. & Tr. 542. Refd. Patch v. Shore (1862), 11 W. R. 

142; In the Goods of English (1864), 3 Sw. & Tr. 586. 

622. Order on savings bank.]—B. having 
been informed that he could not recover from the 
illness he then laboured under, expressed a wish 
that his wife should be in a position to receive, at 
his death, certain sums of money in two savings 
banks, & signed, in the presence of witnesses, two 
orders on a savings bank, to pay to his wife, at any 
time she might apply for the same, any money 
deposited. B. died on the following day. The 
ct. granted administration, with the two orders as 
together containing the will of B. annexed, to his 
widow.-~—In the Goods of MARSDEN (1860), 1 Sw. & 
an 642; 2L. T. 87; 6 Jur. N.S. 405; 164 B. R. 
Aiwa ion :—Refd. In the Goods of English (1864), 3 Sw. & 

r. O86. 

623. ——— Direction to pay promissory note— 
Attested by one witness.|—The payee of three 
promissory notes executed the following indorse- 
ment, preceded by the delivery of them to the 
indorsee : ‘* I bequcath—pay the within contents 
to S. or his order at my death.” There was a 
single witness to the payee’s signature. In the 
act of delivery of the notes the payce expressed 
an intention to be ‘‘ master of them as long as 
he lived ” :—Held: the transaction constituted a 
testamentary gift, & was as such, void, there being 
only one witness.—/te ParreRson’s Esrats, 
MITCHELL v. SMITH (1864), 4 De G. J. & Sm, 422 ; 
4 New Rep. 310; 33 L. J. Ch. 596; 10 L. 1. 801 ; 
12 W. R. Ot1; 466. R. 982, L. Jd. 





SUB-SECT. 5.--INCORPORATION OF DOCUMENTS. 
A. Jn General. 


624. Effect of incorporation—Document incor- 
porated becomes testamentary.|—A.-G. v. JONES 
& BARTLETT, No. 11, ante. 

625. -]—A voluntary settlement pur- 
ported to comprise certain mtge. debts & bank 
shares, but the mtges. & shares were not trans- 
ferred to the trustees, & some of the mtge. debts 
were received by the settlor. By her will the 
settlor confirmed her settlement, but the settle- 
ment was not admitted to probate :—Held: the 
settlement being incorporated with the will, must 
be read as a testamentary instrument, & the 
doctrines of lapse & ademption would apply.— 
BI2zzEY v. FLIGHT (1876), 3 Ch. D. 269 ; 45 L. J. Ch. 
852; 24 W. R. 957. 


annialion :~Mentd. 2?e Patrick, Bills v. Tatham, [1891] 











name of (. to be erased from my 
settioment, & I do hereby desire it to 
be done. (Signed) M.” :—Held: it 
was not a testamentary writing.— 
CUNNINGHAM v. MURRAY'S TRUSTEES 
(1871), 9 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 713; 
43 Se. Jur. 362.—SCOT. 

C. )—TaAir’s TrustTRES v, 
CHIENE, 11911] S.C. 743; 48 Se. L. R. 
609; (1911) 1S. L. '’. 360.—SCOT. 





PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4.—G. 

d. Whether testamentary—lRequest on 
issue of deposit receipt— 7'0 
money so that hia son would get it when 
he was done with it.”"}—HILL vt. HILL 
(1904), 5 O. W. R. 
8 O. L. R. 710.—CAN 


PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 5.—A. 
624 i. Effect of incorporation—Docu- 


spe 
af > 
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B. Reference to Document in Will. 
(a) In General. 


See EXEcutTors, Vol. XXIII., p. 138, Nos. 
1373-1376. 

626. Whether document incorporated in will.]— 
MOLINEUX’s CASE (1607), Noy. 117; 74 E. R. 
1082 ; sub nom. MOLINEUX v. MOLINEUX, Cro. Jac. 
144, 

Annotations :—Refd, Lodge v. Jennings (1727), Gilb. Ch. 
255. Mentd. Bowman v. Milbanke (1664), 1 Sid. 191; 

Grange v. ‘Tiving (1665), O. Bridg. 107 ; Hae Ae Case (1672), 

1 Vent. 199 ; Williams v. Fry (1672), 3 Keb. 19 ; Thomas 
v. Sorrell (1673), 3 Keb. 233; Winsford v. Smith (1691), 
1 Show. 350; lt. v. Hoare (1817), 6 M. & S, 266. 

627. -.|—In the Goods of SOTHERON (1841), 
2 Curt. 831; 1 Notes of Cases, 73; 163 EH. K. 600. 
Annotations :-—Refd. In the Goods of Pembroke (1856), Dea. 

& Sw. 182; Allen v. Maddock (1858), 11 Moo. P. C, C. 427. 

628. -.|—SHELDON v. SHELDON (1844), 1 
Rob. Eccl. 81; 3 Notes of Cases, 250; 8 Jur. 877; 
163 E. R. 972. 

Annotations :—Consd. In the Goods of Darby (1846), 4 Notes 
of Causes, 427 ; In the Goods of Jones (1920), 123 L. T. 202 ; 
In the Estate of Todd, [1926] P. 173. Refd. Jn the Goods of 
Battersbee (1852), 2 Rob. Eccl. 439; In the Goods of 
Lansdowne (1863), 3 Sw. & Tr. 194; In the Goods of 
Leigh (1873), 28 L. T. 914; Bizzey v. Flight (1876), 3 
Ch. D. 269. 

629. Necessity for reference.|—Testator 
contracts for the purchase of a house, & after- 
wards by a codicil to his will gives to A., his exor., 
‘*the house which he had given a memorandum of 
agreement to purchase, & which was to be paid for 
out of timber which he had ordered to be cut 
down.” This amounts to a direction that the 
purchase-money for the house shall be so provided 
for; & evidence was admitted to show what was 
the order given by testator with reference to the 
cutting of timber. 

Where the subject of a devise is described by 
reference to some extrinsic fact, extrinsic evidence 
must be admitted to ascertain the fact, & so 
ascertain the subject of the devise. Different 
from the cases of reference to a paper which is 
to form part of the will, where the will itself must 
specify the paper to be incorporated with it.— 
SANFORD v. RAIKES (1816), 1 Mer. 646; 35 I. Rh. 
808. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Rickards v. Rickards (1843), 2 Y. & 
C. Ch. Cas. 419 3; Horwood v. Griffith (1853), 4 De G. M. & 
Ga. 700. Mentd. Skinner v. MeDouall (1848), 2 De G. & 
Sm. 265; Gordon v. Gordon (1871), L. R. 5 H. L. 25$ ; 
Houston v. Burns, [1918] A. C. 337; Jte Battic-Wrightson, 
Cecil v. Battie-Wrightson, [1920] 2 Ch. 330. 

630. -|—In the Goods of HAKEWELL 
(1856), Dea. & Sw. 14; 26 L. T. O. S. 207; 2 
Jur. N.S. 168; 4 W. R. 304; 164 1. R. 487. 

631. |—H. made a_ testamentary 
disposition on the first page of a sheet of note 
paper, which was signed by himself, & attested by 
one witness only. He shortly afterwards duly 
executed a testamentary disposition, but which 
contained no reference to the former disposition, 
on the third side of the same sheet. At the time 
of the execution he did not mention to the attest- 
ing witnesses the writing on the first page, & one 
of them believed that he asked them to attest his 
will :—Held: the disposition on the first page was 
not incorporated in the document executed on the 
third page, & was therefore inoperative.—In the 














ment incorporated becomes testamentary.] 
~—-It is the duty of the ct. of construc- 
tion to decide whether a document 
merely omitted from probate is in- 
corporated or not, &, if incorporated. 
95 C.L. T. 41; it is of equal efficacy with the rest of 
- the will both as to real & personal 

estate.—WATSON tv. ARUNDEL, 10 
vee Kq. 299; 11 1. R. Kq. 53. 


fix the 
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Sect. 1.—Form: Sub-sect. 5, B. (a) & (0) 7.) 

of DRUMMOND (1860), 2 Sw. & Tr. 8; 2 
L. T. 391; 8 W. R. 476; 164 BE. R. 893. 
Annotations :—Folld,. In the Goods o Tovey (1878), 47 

L. J.P. 63. Mentd. In the Goods of Bottlo (1874), L. R. 3 

P.& D. 177. 

6382. .| — Testatrix made a_ testa- 
mentary disposition on the first three pages of a 
sheet of letter paper, which was signed by herself, 
but unattested. She some time afterwards duly 
executed a testamentary disposition, but which 
contained no reference to the former disposition, 
on the fourth page of the same sheet. At the time 
of the execution testatrix told the witnesses that 
it was her will; but the paper was so folded that: 
they could not sce the writing above her signature, 
& they did not. know that there was any writing 
on the other pages :—Held: the disposition on 
the first three pages of the sheet was not incor- 
porated in the document executed on the fourth 
page, & was therefore inoperative.—ZJn the Goods 
of Tovey (1878), 471. J. P. 68; 80 L. T. 285; 42 
J. P. 760; sub nom. Tovey v. ILANKINSON, 27 
W. R. 140. 

633. ——— Reference to part of former will— 
Former will revoked.J—Part| of a former will, 
revoked, referred to in a later will, which excepts 
such part of the former will, containing a list of 
legacics, from the revocatory clause :—deld: 
to be a subsisting portion of the will, although the 
signatures of the first will torn off after execution 
of the later will.—-BimKHEAD v. BOWDOIN (1842), 2 
Notes of Cases, 66. 

634. Reference to schedule of books.|— 
A schedule of books, referred to in a will, admitted 
to the probate as incorporated with & forming 
part of the will.—Jn the Goods of BACON (1845), 3 
Notes of Cases, 644. 

635. --— Reference to limitations in will of 
another—Will of great length—Probate with 
extracts.|—Jn the Goods of LaMERICK (DOWAGER 
COUNTESS) (1850), 2 Rob. Heel. 3135; 161. 7. OLS. 
6G; 14 Jur. 816; 168 E.R. 1320. 

636. ——— Reference to trusts of deed or settle- 
ment.|—Where the dispositions in a will were 
directed to be in conformity with the trusts in a 
deed, the ct. required the deed to be included in 
the probate, notwithstanding the trustees in the 
deed were exors. of the will.—Jn the Goods of 
PEWTNER (1846), 4 Notes of Cases, 479. 

: —— .J—Where a will contained be- 
quests identical with the trusts of a marriage settle- 
ment the ct. did not require the whole of the 
marriage settlement to be set out in the probate, 
but only such extracts as were necessary to 
explain the bequests.— Jn the Goods of GARBETT 
(1869), 21 L. 1.4366 3; 33 J. P. 792. 

638. ~- Settlement of great length.|— 
IL. by his will bequeathed certain Ivascholds to 
trustees upon the same trusts as declared in a 
certain indenture of settlement. With a slight 
exception, the whole of these leaseholds were 
included in the settlement, which was of preat 
length. Thect. granted probate without requiring 
the settlement to be embodied in it, upon an 
affidavit being filed describing & yviving the date 
of the settlement.—Jn the Goods of TANSDOWNE 
(MARQUIS) (1863), 3 Sw. & Tr. 1943 32 L. J. P.M. 
& A.121; 91.7. 22; 11 W. R. 749. 

Annotations »--Refd. fn the Gooda of Leigh (1873), 28 L. VT. 

914; Quihamnpton vc. Going (1876), 24 W. R. 917. 

639. —-.--- Trustees declining to give up 
settlement.|— Where testator disposed of property 
according to the trusts of a settlement, & the 
trustees under such settlement declined to give it 
up, the ct. granted probate of the will without the 


























WILLS. 


settlement.—Ji the Goods of DuNbDAs (1863), 1 
New Rep. 669; 32 L.J.P.M. & A. 165; 27 J.P. 
648; 9 Jur. N.S. 8360; 12 W. R. 18. 

sah cali :-— Refd. Jn the Goods of Leigh (1873), 28 L. ‘I. 


640. Confirmation of provisions of settle- 
ment.|-—Testator left a will containing the follow- 
ing clause: ‘‘I confirm the provision made for 
my wife by her marriage settlements, & of the 
settleanent made on the marriage of my son.”’ 

The ct. alowed probate of the will to go, without 
requiring the settlements to be incorporated, but 
directed a copy of the settlements to be deposited 
in the registry.-—J» the Goods of LE1ai (1873), 28 
L. T. 914; 387 J. 2B. 647. 

641. Reference to catalogue.|—Testator 
made a bequest to a college of his books as 
enumerated in his library catalogue, a voluminous 
docuinent, a copy of which would entail consider- 
able expense. Probate was granted of the will 
without requiring the catalogue to be brought 
into the Probate Registry under rules 12, 13 of 
the Rules of 1862, the college undertaking to hold 
the catalogue for the registry, & a note to that 
effect being made upon the probate.— Ji the Goods 
of BAUME, [1897] BP. 261; 66 1. J. P. 1613 77 
TT. 219; 137. L. RR. 865. 

642. Probate of will without documents— Refusal 
of party holding documents to deliver up.]-- All 
papers entitled to probate ought to receive 
probate ; but the ct. will permit a departure from 
that general rule in the case of deeds referred to 
in a will, & will grant probate of the will alone, 
when the trustees refuse to bring in the deeds.— 
In the Goods of BATTERSBEE (1852), 2 Rob. Weel. 
439; 168 18. R. 1872. 

AOR :~—Refd. Jn the Goods of Lwigh (1875), 28 Leb, 


643. Admissibility of evidence of intention of 
testator.J;—GousLp uv. LAKES, No. 736, post, 

644, ——.]—ZJn the Goods of IWUTCHISON (1902), 
Is T. i. R. 706. 








reney Of Reference, 
i. Jat General. 

645. Reference must be sufficient to identify 
paper referred to.|—Suegacies out of real estate, 
given by an unattested paper, cannot stand, unless 
that paper is clearly referred to by a will duly 
executed ; so as to be incorporated with it, in this 
instance there being no such clear reference upon 
the contents of the instrument, the legacies failed, 
the circumstance, that a paper was found inclosed 
in the same cover with the will, indorsed as his 
will, not being sufficient.—SMART oo. PRUWAN 
(1801), 6 Ves. 5603 31 Ie. R. 1195, J.C. 
Annotations :— Consd. Ferraris & Croker vr. Hertford (1843), 

3 Curt. 468; Croker v. Hertford (1814), 4 Moo. P.O. C. 

339; Allen v. Maddock (1858), 11 Moo, PLC. C. 427, 

Apld. Vickinson v. Stidolph (1861), 11. C. B. N.S. 34); 

University. College of North Wales v. Taylor, [1908] TP. 

140, Refd. Wilkinson v7. Adam (1813), 1 Ves, & B. 422: 

In the Goods of Durhain (1842), 3 Curt, 573) Morrice v. 

Morrice (1843), 2 Notes of Cuses, 199; North Staffordshire 

Ry. v. Peek (1860), EB. B. & I. 986; Van Straubenzee 

» Monek (1862), 3 Sw. & Tr. 6; Jn the Goods of 

Sunderland (1866), f. R.o1 P. & 1. 19%. Mentd. te 

Delany, Conoley ov. Quick, [1902] 2 Ch. G42; Bourne e, 

Keane, [J919] A.C. SL. 

646, -——-- .}]—OrForpD’s (Lory) Cast (prior to 
1838), cited in IL Jur. at p. 454. 

Annotation :---Apld. Payne & Meredith c. Trappes (1847), 

lf Jur. 854. 

647. ——-.]}—Two papers. A. & B. joined 
together, were propounded in common form, as 
the last will & testament of James Wood, deccased 
inthe cause. The first, A., was headed, ‘* Instruc- 
tions for the will of me, James Wood, of 
Gloucester.””. By it four exors. were named & 
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appointed, to whom was bequeathed all the 
testator’s personal estate, in joint tenancy. It 
bore date Dec. 2, 1834, & was signed by testator. 
The second, B., was declared to be deceased’s 
will for disposing his estates as directed by his 
instructions. It declared his wish that his exors. 
should have all his property, & devised to them all 
his estates, real & personal, as tenants in common, 
but did not name them. It was dated Dec. 3, 
1834, signed by testator, & attested by three 
witnesses. Both papers were prepared by, & were 
wholly in the handwriting of, deceased’s attorney, 
who was one of the exors. named in paper A. A 
caveat having been entered, & further proofs 
required than were given upon the common 
Condidit, it appeared that the paper <A., im- 
mediately after its execution, was taken possession 
by, & remained in the custody of, testator’s 
attorney, until a short time previous to his decease, 
when it was brought to his house, é& without his 
knowledge or authority fastened to the paper B., 
inclosed & sealed up in an envelope, & deposited 
in a bureau, where it was found the day following 
his decease. The Prerogative Ct. refused to grant 
probate to paper A., on the ground that it was 
superseded by paper B., which the ct. rejected as 
inoperative & inetlectual :—Held : upon a review 
of the evidence, it appeared that paper B. referred 
to & incorporated some other paper, which, under 
the circumstances proved, could only be paper A., 
& the two together were intended as, & formed, 
the last’ will of deceased.—~ HircHINGS v. Woop, 
Woop v. LiircHinas (1841), 2 Moo. P. C. C, 355 5 
12 EK. R. 1041; sub nom. Woop «. GOODLAKE, 1 
Notes of Cases 144, P. Cc. 
Annotations :~ Refd. Allen v. 

D.C. C. 4275 Straubenzee ¢. Monck (1862), 8 Jur. N.S. 

115930 University College of North Wales & Universit y 

of Wales v. Taylor (1907), 96 L. 'T. 587. 

648. -}—Probate yvranted of two instru- 
ments, as together containing the will of deceased, 
the latter paper being duly executed, & referring 
to the former, not. in the possession of deceased at 
the time, so particularly, that there could be no 
mistake as to its identity. /n the Goods of 
DURHAM (COUNTESS) (1812), 3 Curt. 57: 1 Notes 
of Cases, 865 5; 6 Jur. 176; 163 E.R. 654. 
«{nnotations ;—Apld. Tn the Goods of Dickins (1832), 3 Curt. 

60. Distd. Kirkhead vr. Bowdoin (1842), 2 Notes of Cases, 

665 dn the Goods of Ushe (1812), 6 Jur. 223. Refd. Jn 

the Goods of Willesford (1842), 3 Curt. 772 Morrice ¢, 

Morrice (1843), 2 Notes of Cases, 199; Sheldon ve. Sheldon 

(18144), 3 Notes of Cases, 250, 

649. -J—Probate granted of an unexecuted 
paper as part of the will of testator, there being 
sufficient reference to the paper in the will to 
identify it as the paper referred to.—IJn the Goods 
of WILLESFORD (1842), 3 Curt. 77; 1 Notes of 
Cases, 404; 163 Ie. R. 660. 

650. ——.J—Jn the Goods of Brewis, No. 826, 
post. 

651. J—Parol evidence is not admissible 
for the purpose of incorporating in a duly executed 
testamentary paper, papers not duly executed 
unless the duly executed paper refers to some 
written document as then in existence, & describes 
it in such a manner as to enable the ct. to ascertain 
its identity. 

A testamentary instrument was written on the 
first three pages of a sheet of paper. ‘The portion 
on the first page only was duly executed, & the 
only reference it contained to any other paper was 
the following clause: ‘I bequeath the following 
sums to my sons & daughters hereunder named, 
& TI declare the under-mentioned sons & daughters 
to be my exors.’’ No names were mentioned in 
the first page, but on the second & third pages 
there were unexecuted bequests, & the names of 


Maddock (1858), 11 Moo. 
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sons & daughters :—Held: there was not a suffi- 
cient reference in the duly executed portion of the 
paper to render parol evidence admissible for the 
purpose of incorporating in it the portion not 
executed.—IJn the Goods of WATKINS (1865), L. R. 
1P.&D.19; 35L.).P.&M.14; 1381. T. 445; 
12 Jur. N.S. 12, 


Annotations -~ Apld. In the Goods of Dallow (1866), L. Lt. 
1P.& 1.189. Consd. Iyre v. Kyreo, (1903) P. 131. 


652. -]—Where a duly executed paper 
refers to a written document then existing in such 
terms as to enable the ct. to identify the latter 
document, probate will be granted of both docu- 
ments, as containing the will of testator. 

The ct. will require an affidavit that no will has 
been found except that propounded.—le Nornris 
(1866), 14 W. R. 348. 

653. -|—In the absence of special circum- 
stances justifying its exclusion in the interests 
of the estate, a document referred to & identified 
in a will should be included in the probate, 
whether in itself testamentary or not.—TJn the 
Goods of JONES (1920), 123 L. T. 202; 36 T. L. R. 
204, 

654. General description insufficient.|— 
A. reference by will or codicil to some other paper 
will not incorporate such paper with the document 
referring to it, unless it can be clearly identified : 
& a general description of it will be insufficient.— 
CROKER v. HERTFORD (MARQUIS) (1844), 4 Moo. 
P. C. C. 339; 3 Notes of Cases 150; 8 Jur. 863 ; 
13 Te. R. 334, P. C.3 sub nom. Me HERTFORD’s 
(MARQUIS) Winn, 3 L. T. O. 8S. 257, P. O.;) affg. 
S.C. sub nom. FERRARIS (COUNTESS) v. HERTFORD 
(MAnkQuESS) (1843), 2 Notes of Cases, 230. 

; ; — me by (1846), 4 Notes 
SU CLOe agra One ‘< NEAT (tsa7), M Notes of 

Cases, 486; Haynes v. Hill (18149), 1 Rob. Keel. 795; 

In the Goods of Watkins (1865), 35 L. J. P. & M. 14. Refd. 

Morrice v. Morrice (1813), 2 Notes of Cases, 199; Johnson 

» Ball (1851), 5 De G. & Sin. 803 In the Goods of Hake- 

Will (E856), 26 L. T. O. S. 207; Allen v. Maddock (1858), 

1! Moo. PP. C. C. 427; Anderson vr. Anderson (1872), 

L. WR. 13 Eq. 3813; In the Goods of Adamson (1875), L. Ri. 

3.1. & WD. 253. Menptd. Fowlis v. Davidson (1845), 4 

Notes of Causes, 149; Anderson v. Laneuville (1854), 2 

Kee. & Ad. 413 Dunean v. Cannan (1855), 25 L. T. O. S. 2. 

655. Mere reference insufficient.|—-A paper 
written before the will referring to it, signed & 
dated but not attested, & not found with the will 
or produced at the time of the execution of the 
will, not admitted to probate.—In the Coods of 
PEMBROKE (COUNTESS, DOWAGER) (1856), Dea. & 
Sw. 182; 2 Jur. N.8. 526; 164 E.R. 542. 
Annotation :-—Reld. Allen v. Maddock (1858), 11 Moo. P.C.C. 

427 


656. .J—A reference in a duly executed 
testamentary paper to a document as a will which 
is not of a testamentary character is not alone 
sufficient to entitle such document to probate as 
a will.--Jn the Goods of HUBBARD (1865), L. R. 1 
Po& D. 533 351. 03. P. & M. 27. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Zn the Goods of Wicks (1869), L. RR. 

1P.& DD, 633. 

657. oj—lTn the Goods of WILLIAMSON 
(1902), 46 Sol. Jo. 552. 
































658. Evidence—Admissibility—Evidence of 
identification.|— ALLEN v. Mappock, No. 698, 
post. 

. 659. —_— ---— Evidence of intention to 








incorporate.|—Parol evidence as to testator’s 
intention to incorporate an unexecuted testa- 
mentary paper with a testamentary paper which is 
duly executed, is not admissible unless the duly 
executed paper contains a distinct reference to 
some other paper. <A duly executed testamentary 
paper in these words: “ 1 name J. C. as my exor., 
empowering him to draw any money out of the 
North Bank, Plymouth, to employ it for me after 
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Sect. 1.—Form: Sub-sect. 5, B. (b) 2., ti. & wii. } 
my decease in all things necessary :—Held: not 
to contain such a reference to any other paper as 
to render parol evidence admissible of testator’s 
intention to incorporate an unexecuted testa- 
mentary paper with it. 

The first [unexecuted] paper was lying before 
her at the time she executed the latter, & she 
placed both of them in one envelope, & delivered it 
to {her exor.].—Jn the Goods of LUKE (1865), 34 
L.J. P.M. & A. 105; 11 Jur. N.S. 397. 

Annotation :—Reld. In the Goods of Watkins (1865), 35 

L. J. P. &. M. 14. 


660. Onus of proof.|—SINGLETON v. 
TOMLINSON, No. 690, post. 
Particular instances.]|—See Sub-sect. 5, B. 
(O) iil., post. 











ii. Reference to Ewisting Document. 
661. Reference must be to document then 
existing.|—J/2 the Goods of WILLESFORD, No. 649, 


ante, 
662. ———--.]—Jn the Goods of Dick1ns, No. 682, 


post. 








663. .|- VAN STRAUBENZEE vt. MONCK, No. 
700, post. 

664. J|- In the Goods of WATKINS, No. 651, 
ante. 

665. ——-.|—-Re Norns, No. 652, ante. 





666. .|—A. by his will left a fifth of his 
property to C. to be applied in such manner as “‘ I 
shall communicate by letter.””. On his death 
a paper of even date with the will was found in the 
same envelope, & it directed the manner in which 
the money in question should be applied. The 
ct. refused to incorporate such paper, the language 
of the will indicating a future paper, & not one 
already in existence.—IJn the Goods of Sims (1868), 
17 L.. T. 619; 32 J. P. 231; 16 W. R. 407. 

667. ——.|—ZJn the Goods of GARNETT, No. 711, 
post. 

668. ——— Effect of codicil—-Codicil containing no 
reference to dccument.)/—-A paper referred to in a 
will, but not written at the time the will was 
exccuted ; not proved to have been written prior 
to the date of a later codicil, which did not refer 
thereto refused probate, as part of the will.—- 
In the Goods of RipGway (1842), 1 Notes of Cases, 
361. 

669. --|—Testatrix made a will, in 
which she gave part of her personalty to legatees, 
in the confidence that they would distribute it. 
as she might by memorandum direct. She after- 
wards wrote several memoranda, containing 
directions for its distribution. She subsequently 
executed a codicil, in which she confirmed her will, 
but made no reference to the memoranda. The 
will, codicils, & memoranda were found tied up 
together after her death. The ct. refused probate 
of the memoranda.——Jn the Goods of LANCASTER 
(1860), 29 L. J. P.M. & A. 1555; 24 J. P. 630. 

670. -|—Testator devised pro- 
perty to trustees in trust to provide an annuity 
of £3,000 for his wife, setting apart certain funds 
which they would find ‘“ noted” by him. He 
made two codicils confirming the will. After his 
ceath a document was found in his handwriting 
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purporting to be instructions to his exors., & con- 
taining the words ‘‘ The stocks to be set aside to 
pay my wife £3,000 per annum,” followed by a list 
of securities, the total income from which was 
stated at £3,000. The earliest date which could 
be attributed to this document was after the will, 
but before the codicils :—Held: as the language 
of the will did not refer to the documents as existing 
the codicils had not the effect of incorporating it 
with the documents of which probate was to be 
granted.— DURHAM v. NORTHEN, [1895] P. 66; 
69 L. T. 691; 10 T. L. R. 49; 6 KR. 582. 

Annotation :— Apld. In the Goods of Smart, [1902] P. 238. 


671. ——— Reference to document ‘‘ which it is 
my intention to annex to my will ’’—Paper dis- 
covered in private drawer.]—In the Goods of 
ASTELL (1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 489, n. 
eeaen :—Refd. Ollive v. Weale (1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 


672. ——— Reference by testator abroad to ‘‘ letter 
inclosed ’’—Letter not forthcoming at death.]— 
Where testator, residing in G., in his will, appoint- 
ing testamentary exors., there resident, as to his 
property in that island, & an exor., his brother, 
resident in England, as to £1,100 stock in the 
Bank of England, his only property in this juris- 
diction, referred to a ‘‘ letter inclosed,’’ addressed 
to his exor. in England, which after his decease 
was not forthcoming: the ct. refused probate of a 
letter from one of deceased’s testamentary exors. 
in G., his father, since deceased, to the exor. in 
England, detailing in what way deceased had dis- 
posed of the £1,100 stock, there being no proof that 
the original letter was ever in existence. 

The ct. cannot go the length of granting probate 
of the contents of the paper as contained in the 
letter from the father, as there is no proof that the 
original letter from the deceased was ever in 
existence (Stn I]. JENNER Fust).—ZJn the Goods of 
NorMAN (1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 550. 

673. ——~- Evidence—Admissibility—Evidence 
that document written before will.|—A will con- 
tained a reference to exors. ‘‘ hereinafter named,’’ 
but did not appvint exors. <A clause appointing 
exors. was writtcn immediately underneath testa- 
tor’s signature :—J/eld: the reference in the 
will was not such a reference to the clause appoint- 
ing exors. as a document in existence at the 
time of the execution as to incorporate it, or to 
justify the ct in receiving parol evidence that it 
was written before the will was signed.—In the 
Goods of DALLOW (1866), L. R. 1 PP. &. D. 189; 
35 L. J.P. & M. 81; 141. T. 573; 12 Jur. N.S. 
492; 14 W. R. 902. 

674, —— —— —— ——.]—Testatrix by her 
will bequeathed the residue of her property, save 
& except such articles of ‘‘ furniture, etc., as shall 
be ticketed or described in a paper in my own 
handwriting to show my intention regarding 
same.”? When she instructed her attorney to 
draw the will, she produced to him two lists which 
she said was the paper she intended to refer to. 
At the time when the will was executed they were 
not shown to the attesting witnesses but at the 
time when a second codicil to the will was executed 
they were seen by the witnesses, but testatrix did 
not make any verbal reference to them :—Held : 


PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 5.-—— 
B. (b) ii. 

661 i. Reference must be to document 
then excistiny.j---In order that an wun- 
executed ducument. should be incor- 
porated with a will, {t is necessary that. 
the will should refer to the document 
as then in existence, & that it should 
be proved that the document pro- 


pounded for probate was in tact 


written before the will was made, & was 
identical with the document referred to 
in the will.—Z?e BEVERIDGE’B WILL 
(1905), 6 BS R. N.S. OW. 125 ; 22 
N.S. W. W.N, 224. - AUS. 

661 fi. .1-—-{In the Goods of ISKNOE, 
13 L. RR. Ir. 13.—IR. 

661 iii. -/—A document referred 
to in a will will not be included in the 
grant of probate of the will unless it is 








clearly described in the will, it is an 
operative document & it is described 
as already existing at the date of the 
will. Parol evidence may be given 
to identify such a document.—He 
oo ere WILL, 29 N. Z. L. R. 733.— 





e. Evidence—Admiasthbility. ] — 
Fle GORTON’s WILL, 29 N. Z. L. Rn. 
733.—N.Z. 
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as the will did not describe the lists as then existing, 
parol evidence was inadmissible to prove that fact, 
& the lists therefore must be excluded from 
probate.—In the Goods of SUNDERLAND (1866), 
.R.1P.& D.198; 351.5. P.&M. 82; 141.7. 
741; 14 W. R. 971. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Durham v. Northen, [1895] P. 66 

Inthe Goods of Sinart, [1902] P. 238. 

675. ——- ———- -——- ———_.|—Testator, by will 
made in June, 1905, bequeathed a legacy of £10,000 
to each of plitf. institutions upon trust to apply 
same in founding scholarships to be held upon 
such terms & subject to such rules “ as are con- 
tained in any memorandum amongst my papers 
written or signed by me relating thereto.”’ There 
was then in existence a memorandum of Mar. 
1905, containing terms & rules addressed to the 
exors. of his will, which had been written by testa- 
tor shortly after making a former will bequeathing 
similar legacies, & the exors. sought to include this 
memorandum in the probate of the will of June, 
1905, & adduced parol evidence to show that it was 
in fact the document referred to by testator :— 
Held: onthe true construction of the will, testator 
intended to include any future memorandum ; 
parol evidence was not therefore admissible to 
show that testator was referring to the memo- 
randum of Mar. 1905; & this document ought not 
to be included in the probate of the will.—UNIVER- 
SITY COLLEGE OF NORTH WALES v. TAYLOR, [1908] 
P.140; 77L. J. P. 20; 9834..1T. 472; 24'T. L. R. 
29; 652 Sol. Jo. 44, C. A.s subsequent proceedings, 
24 T. lL. R. 716. 
ginmotntion :—Expld. J?) White, Knight v. Briggs, [1925] 

Le iJ. 

676. —-—— - Onus of proof.|-—SInGLUTroNn vr. 
TOMLINSON, No. 600, post. 

677. Reference to ‘‘ documents accompany- 
ing this my will.’’|——-Testatrix left a will by which 
a certain portion of her property was to be disposed 
of according to instructions contained in *' any 
documents accompanying this my will,” Three 
letters were found along with the will. one dated 
anterior to the will, another bearing date before 
the will, but evidently altered after, and the third 
written after the execution of the will. The ct. 
held none of the documents were sufficiently 
identified as being in existence when the will was 
executed, & refused probate of all three.—Jn the 
Goods of YOCKEY (1873), 20 LL. T. 699; 37 0. P. 825. 

678. Reference to letter bearing same date 
as will—Letter found deposited with will & codicil.| 
-—Testator gave a draft will to his law stationers 
on Apr. 27, 1914, to be ingrossed, & this was done. 
On the following day the stationers’ clerk went to 
testator & the will was formally executed & dated 
Apr. 28, 1914. Testator had expressed his inten- 
tion of depositing a letter with his will, & the will 
contained the following clause: ‘ & whereas in & 
by a certain writing, or letter, under my hand 
dated Apr. 28, 1914, & deposited with my will, I 
have given to my exor. the names of persons with 
the amounts to be paid to them to purchase 
memorials of me, now | direct my exor. to make the 
said payments accordingly.’’ At testator’s death 
the letter was found deposited at a bank with the 
will & a codicil :—-Held: as the will stated that at 
the time when it was executed the letter was al- 
ready in existence & as the letter was found 
deposited with the will & codicil, the ct. must 
pronounce for the will & codicil with the incorpora- 
tion of the letter in the will.—Jn the Estate of 
PHILLIPS, BOYLE v. THOMPSON (1918), 34 T. L. R. 











__ Particular instances.]|—See Sub-sect. 5, B. (b) 
lll., post. 
J.—VOI. XLIV. 
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iii, Purticular Instances. 

679. Reference in will to future codicil—Codicil 
void for want of attestation.]|—Where testatrix by 
will devised all her real property to A. & E. except 
what she might mention in a codicil, means except 
what she shall mention in a valid codicil; & 
testatrix having made a codicil, which was void 
from being unattested, devising part of her real 
estate to other persons :—-Held: notwithstanding 
this, the whole of the real property passed to the 
devisees under the will & not to the heirs-at-law.--— 
DENN v. TAYLOR (1770), 2 Chit. 681. 

680. Reference to unexecuted will—-Not in pos- 
session of testator—Or read over to him.|—An 
unexecuted will, referred to in a will subsequently 
executed, but not in the possession of deceased, or 
read over to him, refused probate.—J/n the Goods of 
Usxo (1842), 1 Notes of Cases, 405; sub nom. In 
the Goods of USKR, 6 Jur. 223. 

681. Reference to part of will of other testator.]— 
Probate of part of a will, sought to be obtained as 
referred to in, & forming part of, the will of another 
testator, under the circumstances, refused, as not 
identified beyond all doubt.—Cornnier v. LANGE- 
BEAR, CONWAY & Rivaz (1842), 1 Notes of Cases, 
369. 

682. Reference to deed made at certain date— 
Possession of original deed essential to trustees— 
Probate of will with notarial copy.|—-A decd of 
settlement admitted to probate as part of a will, 
which referred to it.—A notarial copy, under the 
circumstances, received, instead of the original 
deed. 

The paper referred to in the will is sufficiently 
identified, & was in existence at the time when the 
will was executed ... the ct... . will hold this 
deed to be a part of testator’s will (Str H. JENNER 
Fust).—Jn the Goods of DIcKkINs (1842), 3 Curt. 60 ; 
1 Notes of Cases, 398 ; 163 E. BR. 655. 

Annotations :~--Refd. Sheldon v. Sheldon (1844), 1 Rob. 

Eccl. 81; In the Estate of Todd, [1926] P. 173. 

683. -—--— Deposited in particular place.}|— 
Testator having referred in lis will, in 1848, to a 
document or deed of settlement as ‘‘ made by me 
& drawn out by S. & A., in 1843 or 1844,” &, after 
his death, a decd was found, in the place where he 
had said it was deposited, which had been prepared 
by S. & A., in 1844, from his written instructions, 
transmitted to them, & forwarded to him for execu- 
tion: —Held: the document was not sufficiently 
identified to be entitled to probate as part of the 
will.—J7 the goods of EDWARDS (1848), 6 Notes of 
Cases, 306. 

684. Reference to memorandum in testator’s 
handwriting—Without date or _ signature.|— 
A memorandum, without date or signature, in 
testator’s handwriting, referred to in his will, 
admitted to the probate as part of the will.—/n the 
Goods of SMARTT (1845), 4 Notes of Cases, 38. 

685. Reference in willto earlier will—Earlier will 
referring to document.}|—An unexecuted paper, 
which is directly referred to by a regularly executed 
will, may be incorporated with & taken as part of 
that will, A paper directly referred to in a last 
will, though such paper be unexecuted, may be 
considered as incorporated & forming part of the 
will, though the ct. must consider whether the 
contents of the paper would admit of its being 
carried into effect; & if deceased in this case had 
expressed his intentions so clearly that there 
could be no doubt, I should have adopted that rule ; 
but I am not of opinion that he has so expressed 
himself (Sir TT. JENNER Fust).—Mornrick rt. 
Mornice (1843), 2 Notes of Cases, 199. 

686. Earlier will to have effect as far as 
practicable.|~—Where testator, in his will of 1844, 
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Sect. 1.—Form: Sub-sect. 5, B. (b) vii.) 


referred to a will of 18365, “ that, in so far as any of | 
the provisions therein contained may be applicable 
to existing circumstances at the time of his death, 
they may be carried into effect,’’ & recommending 
them with that view to his exors.:—Held: probate 
of both papers must be taken as together contain- 
ing the will.—Jn the Goods of DUFF (1846), 4 Notes 
of Cases, 474. 
687. Reference to memorandum ‘‘ made or to be 
made ’’—Paper found in testator’s pocket book— 
Dated prior to will.|—Testator having, in his will 
of 1845, referred to ‘a memorandum made or to 
be made,” as containing gifts to A. & E. R., & a 
paper headed ** memorandum,” dated 1843, specify- 
ing gifts to A. & EK. h., eyusdem generis, in testator’s 
handwriting, being found in an old pocket book 
belonging to him :—Held: the paper was not 
sufficiently identified to be pronounced for as part 
of the will, on motion.—Jn the Goods of SKatn 
(1846), 5 Notes of Cases, 57. 
688. Reference to list intended to be annexed to 
will—List found in private drawer.]—J2 the Goods 


of ASTELL (1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 489, n. 
ORAL :~ Refd. Olive v. Weale (1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 
». 


689. Paper found in private drawer—De- 
clared to be list referred to.|—Jn the Gvuods of 
WATKINS, No. 651, ane. 

690. -|— Where a will refers to a paper, such 
paper cannot be incorporated with the will unless 
it is clearly identified with the description of it 
given in the will, & is shown to have been in 
existence at the time the will was executed. Both 
these matters must be established, & though there 
may be no doubt about the former, unless the 
latter also is proved there can be no incorporation 
of the paper with the will for such a purpose. ‘The 
onus of establishing these two matters lies on the 
person who secks to make the paper admissible 
for such a purpose. A will began, ‘ I direct my 
exors. to pay the expenses of my funeral, & 
all my lawful debts, out of the proceeds of my 
property.”’ It went on thus, ‘‘ Whereas I am pos- 
sessed of landed & chattel property, as stated in 
the annexed schedule, I direct my exors. to sell my 
landed property, namely,’ & then four separate 
pieces of landed property were named, ‘* for its full 
value.’”’ Several legacies were then given, & then a 
fifth landed property was specially devised to I. W., 

a person fully described, with an ultimate remainder 
to T. T., & then came the gift of other legacies, & 
finally the will declared, ‘‘ I constitute TT. T.”’ 
describing him, ‘‘my residuary legatee.’? ‘The 
will was written on three sides of a sheet of paper, 
the signature & attestation were at the bottom of 
the third side, the schedule was on the fourth side ; 
it was in the handwriting of testator, was signed 
by him, & bore the same date as the will. It 
described the four portions of landed estate, & as 
to the fifth landed estate said, it ‘‘ is not included 
in the above schedule, being willed by me to I. W.: 
my exors. have no control over it.’’ The witnesses 
who attested the will had not. seen the schedule 
when they made their attestation :— Held: (1) as 
this schedule was not proved to have been written 
at the time of the execution of the will, it could 
not be incorporated with the will nor referred to 
for the purpose of assisting in its construction ; 
(2) the will itself clearly directed the whole of 
testator’s real estate, except the portion specifically 
devised to a particular person, to be turned into 
money, so as to be converted out & out, not for a 
special purpose only, but for the general objects of 
his will, &, after satisfying those objects, the surplus 
went to the residuary legatee, & not to the heir.— 
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SINGLETON tv. TOMLINSON (1878), 3 App. Cas. 404 ; 
38 L. T. 653 ; 26 W. R. 722, H. L. 


| Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Re Deprez, Henriques +. 


Deprez, {1917} 1 Ch. 24. Refd. Smith v. Condor (1878), 9 
Ch. D. 170; Durham v. Northen (1893), 69 L. T. 691. 
ls to (2) Refd. Re Boyes, Boyes v. Carritt (1884), 26 Ch. D. 
531, 


691. Reference to document containing testa- 
mentary directions—-Document referred to as 
“* will.”’|—A letter, signed by deceased, but not 
attested, containing testamentary directions to the 
persons to whom it was addressed; & a paper, 
regularly executed by him, & attested, referring 
to ‘the exors. nominated in his will,” being the 
same persons named in the letter, this former 
paper not having been produced to the witnesses, 
nor annexed to the latter, though both were 
found together sealed up in deccased’s reposi- 
tories, admitted as the will & codicil of deceased.— 
In the Goods of HALLy (1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 520. 

692. Reference to will revoked by second will— 
Probate of three documents.|—A feme coverte, 
having a power of appointment by settlement at 
her marriage, on the death of her husband, makes 
her will; then marries again without settlement, 
& afterwards executes a paper annulling former 
wills, & subsequently another paper, which refers 
to her will executed before her second marriage, 
& states that great part of her money must go as 
therein directed ; administration decreed with the 
three papers annexed, as together containing the 
will.—In the Goods of MontTaau (LADY) (1849), 7 
Notes of Cases, 292. 

693. Reference to list ‘‘ to be signed ’’—List not 
signed.|—A list of articles was intended to be dis- 
posed of by testatrix, & was described by her as 
one she intended to sign. She, not having done so, 
the list was excluded froin the probate. 

How can J say that this list or book formed part 
of the will of deceased ? She refers in her will to a 
list ‘‘ to be signed by her.”’ Ter signature does not 
appear thereto. There is nothing to identify this 
paper so as to render it entitled to be incorporated 
into the will. JI must therefore reject the motion 
(San HT. JENNER Fust).—ZIJn the Goods of MEGARKY 
(1850), 15 L. T. O.S. 713; 14 Jur. 318. 

694. Reference to unexecuted deed of appoint- 
ment—Document inclosed with will.|—An ap- 
pointment made under a power not duly executed 
was held to be incorporated into a will by a refer- 
ence to it, the appointment. having been found 
inclosed in a packet together with the will. 

The will refers to an appointment. That ap- 
pointment is not duly executed, & is therefore 
not operative per se... . The will is all in the 
handwriting of deceased. & contains the words 
“referring to the provision of my daughter,’’ I 
give s0 & so; & again, with the same reference, | 
give so & so. Here 1s a distinct reference to 
another paper. & the first, the will, would be in- 
complete without the second. It is therefore 
incorporated into the will. The two papers were 
found inclosed together, & were no doubt 
intended by the testator to operate jointly as his 
will. Probate of both papers should pass, as 
forming the will of deceased (Sin H. JENNER 
Fust).—Jn the Goods of BosaANQquET (1850), 16 
2 T. 0.8.63; 14 Jur. 964. 

695. Reference in codicil to unattested codicil— 
‘“Subject to provisions in my first codicil.’’]— 

H., in an executed codicil, referred to an 
unattested codicil by the words ‘‘ at the same time 
& subject to the like provisions as are contained in 
my first codicil with regard to my other grand- 
children ’? :—Held: this was a sufficient reference 
to entitle the first codicil to probate, as forming 
part of the second codicil.—In the Goods of H1I- 
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HOUSE (1853), 1 Ecc. & Ad. 111; 164 BE. R. 64; 
sub nom. In the Goods of W1LLW0UsE, 17 Jur. 1186. 
696. Reference to st of goods signed by 
testator.]—-Lists of plate signed by testatrix, 
but not attested, & written on the same 
sheet of paper with the will which referred 
to them, as in existence, the will & schedules 
being in the handwriting of testatrix admitted 
to probate. No evidence could be obtained 
to show whether the lists were written at 
the time of execution.—Jn the Goods of ASH (1856), 
Dea. & Sw. 181; 2 Jur. N.S. 626; 164 E. R. 542. 
697. Reference to list of goods in possession of 
percnet fala ae 1856 G. made & executed his will. 
In it was the following bequest—‘ I give to S. F. 
some household furniture, which she have got a- 
list of.”’ When the will was executed no such list 
was attached to it nor did it appear that any was 
produced. S. F. deposed that on deceased’s 
making a previous will, in 1852, he told her that 
it was his intention to leave her some portion 
of his furniture, & that he had made a list thereof, 
which he desired she would keep; that he then 
handed her a list, which remained in her possession 
till he made his will, in 1856, when he desired her 
to keep it; that deceased never gave her any other 


list. The list referred to by S. I. commenced 
thus: ‘‘ fast goods I give to miny godson J. 1. F.,”’ 


& then specified divers articles of household 
furniture, & also some kitchen utensils, cutlery, 
crockery, plate, books, a watch, pictures, & 
musical instruments. J. 1. FF. was the son of S. F. 
On motion for a grant of administration, the ct. 
held, the list of household furniture produced was 
not incorporated in the will, its identity with that 
mentioned in the will not being sufficiently proved, 
& rejected the motion.—Jn the Goods of GrisvEs 
(1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 250; 28 4.0. PL & M. 183 32 
L. T. O.S. 1665 7W.R. 86; 164 E.R. 715. 

698. Reference in codicil to ‘‘ last will ’’-—Will 
informally executed—No other will found.|— 
Where there 1s a reference in a duly executed 
testamentary instrument to another testamentary 
instrument, imperfectly executed, but by such 
terms as to make it capable of identification, it: is 
necessarily a subject for the admission of parol 
evidence, & such parol evidence is not excluded 
by Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26). 

If the parol evidence satisfactorily prove that, 
in the existing circumstances, there is no doubt as 
to the instrument. referred to, it is no answer, that 
by possibility, circuinstances might have existed in 
which the instrument could not have been identi- 
fied. 

A married woman, having power under a settle- 
ment to make a will, in the year 1851 made a 
testamentary instrument, in her own handwriting, 
which sho intended to operate as a will, but which 
was not attested according to the requirements of 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. 9. In 1856, she duly 
executed a codicil, which was headed “ 'This is a 
codicil to my last will & testament.” This 
codicil contained no reference to the testamentary 
paper of 1851, which was not produced at the time 
the codicil was executed, but was found at her 
death in a trunk in a room in deceased’s residence, 
enclosed in a sealed envelope, on which was 
endorsed ‘‘ Mrs. Anne Foote’s Will.” The codicil 
was found in a drawer in her bedroom. No other 
will or testamentary paper was found :—Held: 
as there was a distinct reference in the codicil to a 
‘last will & testament,’’ & as no other will had 
been found, the testamentary paper of 1851 was, 
by parol evidence, sufficiently identified as the 
‘last will’? referred to by the codicil of 1856 ; 
though informally executed, the testamentary 


243 


aper of 1851 was incorporated with, & made valid 

y, the duly executed codicil of 1856, & probate 
granted to both papers as together containing the 
last will & codicil of testatrix.— ALLEN v. MADDOCK 
(1858), 11 Moo. P. C. C. 427; 31 L. T. O. S. 359; 
6 W. R. 825; 14 E. R. 757, P.C.; affg. S. C. sub 
nom. MADDOCK v. ALLEN (1857), Dea. & Sw. 325. 


Annotations :—Consd. In the Goods of Greves (1858), 1 Sw. 
& Tr. 250. Distd. Newton v. Newton (1861), 5 L. T. 218. 


Apld. Van Straubenzee v. Monck (1862), 3 Sw. & Tr. 6: 
In the Goods of Brewis (1864), 3 Sw. & Tr. 473; In the 


Goods of Luke (1865), 34 L. J. P. M. & A. 105; In the 
Goods of Watkins (1865), 35 li. J. P. & M, 14 oe the Goods 


of Sunderland (1866), L. R. 1 PP. & D. 198. Consd. 
Anderson v. Anderson (1872), L. R. 13 Eq. 381. Apld. 
In the Goods of Heathcote (1881), 6 LP. D. 30; Durham ». 


Northen, [1895] P. 66; University College of North 

Wales », Taylor, [1908] P. 140. Gonsd. Re White, Knight 

v. Briggs, 11925) Ch.179. Refd. Jn the Goods of Almosnino 

eats | 1 Sw. & Tr. 508; Jn the Goods of Truro (1866), 35 

L. J. Pp. & M. 89; In the Goods of Reid (1868), 38 L. J. P. 

& M. 1; Falle v. Godfray (1888), 14 App. Cas. 70; In 

the Goods of Rendle (1899), 68 L. J. P. 125; Re Trotter, 

Trotter v. Trotter, [1899] 1 Ch. 764; Jn the Goods of 

Smurt, [1902] BP. 328. 

699. Reference in codicil to last will—Copy 
referred to as being in particular place—Erroneous 
reference to executor in possession of will—Probate 
of codicil with copy.|—-A. executed a testamentary 
paper, called a codicil or appendix to her last will, 
in the possession of the exor. LB., of London, of 
which will a copy was kept at Jerusalem, 3B. never 
had any will of A. in his possession, but such a will 
had been executed in his office, was in the posses- 
sion of the executor C., of London, & a copy of it 
was found amongst the papers of deceased at 
Jerusalem, on her death :—Held : these two papers 
were entitled to probate as the will & codicil of 
deceased.—In the Goods of COOPER (1862), 8 Jur. 
N.S. 304 

700. Reference to ‘‘ smaller bequests ’’—-Papers 
inclosed with will—Papers containing bequests.}/— 
M. duly executed a paper with these words on it: 
‘‘It is my wish for my dear husband to administer 
the moneys; the smaller bequests L. will be so 
kind as to attend to.’ She then, in the presence 
of the attesting witnesses, inclosed in it two papers 
with writing on them, & folded & sealed the first. 
paper. After M.’s death, the envelope was found 
to contain two sheets of paper, containing bequests 
of money & other bequests in the handwriting of 
M., but unexecuted. When found, it appeared 
that the envelope had been opened & resealed ; 
there was no evidence that the papers found in it 
were those originally inclosed, or that they were 
in existence when the envclope was executed. No 
other testamentary papers were found :—Held: 
the duly executed paper did not refer to any written 
document as then existing, & if it did so, the docu- 
ment was not pointed out in such a manner as to 
enable the ct. to ascertain its identity ; the three 
papers were not together entitled to probate, & 
the duly executed paper, having by itself no 
testamentary character, was not entitled to 

probate.—VAN STRAUBENZEE v. MONCK (1862), 
3 Sw. & Tr. 6; 1 New Rep. 68; 321. J.P. M. & 
A. 21; 71L. T. 7233; 27 J. P. 23; 11 W. BR. 109 ; 
164 KH. R. 1173 3 sub nom. STRAUBENZEE v. MONCK, 
8 Jur. N.S. 1159. 
Annotations :-—Apld. In the Goods of luke (1865), 34 L. J. 

P.M. & A. 105; Jn the Goods of Sunderland (1866), L. hh. 

1P.& D. 198. 

701. Reference to revoked will & codicils—In 
letter executed as will.]—C. made a will on Apr. 
30, 1857, in which he devised to H. a freehold house 
for life, & the residue of his real & personal estate to 
B. C., making H. & B. C. exors. In Sept. 1857, he 
made a codicil ‘f to my last will of Apr. 30, 1857,” 
by which he left H. £200 in addition to the devise 
in the will, & left other specific money legacies. 

R 2 
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On Feb. 13, 1858, he made another codicil referring 
to his will of 1857, & bequeathed a leasehold house 
& the furniture therein to H., & otherwise confirmed 
his will. On June 3, 1858, he made a will identical 
with that of 1857, except the substitution of F. C. 
for B. C.; at the same time he re-executed the 
codicil of Sept. 1857, which then purported to be a 
codicil ‘‘ to my last will, dated June 3, 1858.’’ On 
C.’s death in Mar. 1862, the will of Apr. 1857, & 
the two codicils were found in an envelope sealed & 
indorsed by C., ‘sealed June 13, 1860, LV. F. 
M. C.” The will of 1858 was not forthcoming, 
though it had been in testator’s possession. There 
was evidence tending to show that before the 
beginning of 1860 deceased intended to exclude 
F. C. & reinstate B. C., & that he had destroyed 
the will of 1858. In June, 1860, deceased wrote 

a letter to H. confirming what he had already done 
by will for her, which letter was signed by him & 
attested. The ct. granted probate of the last will 
of C., as contained in the letter & the papers found 
in the sealed envelope.—IJn the Goods of M‘CaBnE 
(1862), 2 Sw. & Tr. 474; 311. J. P.M. & A. 190; 
ity 474; 26J.P.7144; 10W. R. 848; 164 E.R. 
1080. 

702. Document before testator at execution of 
will—Enclosed in envelope with will.}|—Jn the 
Goods of LUKE, No. 639, ante. 

703. Reference to instructions for will—Dlirection 
that instructions be carried out.|——-A. being at the 
point of death, gave instructions to a solr.’s clerk 
to prepare his will. The clerk took rough memo- 
randa of some of his’ directions, including the 
appointment of exors. & one or two small legacies. 
Before the will could be prepared testator grew 
much worse, & by the advice of his medical atten- 
dant he signed a testamentary paper, in which he 
simply directed the instructions he had given to the 
clerk to be carried out :—Held: there was not 
sufficient identification of the clerk’s notes, & the 
ct. refused to grant probate of the two papers on 
motion, though it left the parties at liberty to pro- 
pound them in solemn form.—In the Goods of 
PAscaALL (1868), L. K. 1 P. & D. 606; 38 L. J. 
P.&M.3; 19 L. 7. 366: 335.72. 40, 

704. Reference to written directions—Directions 
subsequently executed as will—Second will revoking 
previous wills—Clause referring to written direc- 
tions.]—A. executed, in 186, a will which referred 
to written directions, which he intended to form 
part of the will. This paper, which began, ‘ To 
my exors., I have written the following directions 
for your guidance with respect to many things & 
goods not mentioned in my will, which said will 
very probably will be found at W. W.’s, Esq., 
solr.,’’ was further subsequently executed by him 
according to the provisions of Wills Act. In 1888 
he executed a second will, which revoked all 
previous wills, & contained the following clause : 
‘*All my books, pictures, sketches, guns, rods, 
goods & chattels in & about. the rooms I shall 
occupy at the time of my decease, I wish my exors. 
to dispose of faithfully & conscientiously according 
to the written directions left by ine, & affixed to 
this my will, trusting, as I unhesitatingly do, in 
their honour & integrity.’ Nothing was affixed 
to the will, which remained in the possession of 
W., the solr. who prepared it, & the only paper of 
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DICKSON (1842), Milw. 46.-—IR. 
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written directions forthcoming was that which 
testator intended to form part of the will of 1866 :— 
Held: it was not incorporated by the reference in 
the will of 1868, & as an executed testamentary 

aper it was revoked by such will.—Jn the Coods of 
GILL (1869), L. R.2P.& D.6; 39 L. J.P. & M.5; 
21L.7.399; 345.2. 7. 

705. Reference in codicil to copy of will—Copy 
produced at execution of codicil.]—Deceased exe- 
cuted a willin India, which was deposited in a bank 
in that country. Subsequently, in this country he 
executed a codicil to his will which contained the 
following clause : ‘‘ Of which will I, along with this 
codicil thereto, execute a copy, & homologate & 
confirm same in all particulars, except in so far as 
altered or revoked by this codicil.’’ At the time 
of the execution of the codicil deceased produced 
a paper, which he informed the witnesses was a copy 
of his will :—Held : the copy will so produced was 
incorporated in the codicil.—In the Goods of 
Mercer (1870), . R22 P.& D.91; 389. 5.2. & 
M.43; 231.1. 195; 34 J, P.5513; 18 W. R. 1040. 
Annotation :-—Distd. Eyre v. Eyre, [1903] P. 131. 

706. Reference to testamentary papers as 
‘* deeds.’’|—Testatrix in her last will recited that 
she had disposed of certain property in two 
‘* deeds,’’ & confirmed them. There were no such 
deeds in existence, but two testamentary papers 
were found, corresponding in date and substance 
to the description given of them :—Held: the ct. 
held they were sufficiently identified, & incor- 
porated them in the probate.—In the Goods of 
ITastinas (1872), 26 L. T. 715; 363. P. 614; 20 
W. R. 616. 

707. Reference to book entries.|—'Testator by 
his will dated Nov. 22, 1872, declared for the 
information of his trustees that the amount or 
values expressed in his ledger & entered on the 
21st page thereof & signed by him & dated Nov. 8, 
1872, were, & were the only, advancemcnts 
either by way of gift or loan made by him to any 
of his children before Nov. 8, 1872. The 21st page 
of the ledger was not admitted to probate. The 
sums entered therein were not in all instances the 
true amounts actually received by the children :— 
Held: the will must be read as if the entries in 
the ledger were incorporated into it, & the entries 
were conclusive for the purposes of the will.- ~ 
QUIHAMPTON 1. GOING (1876), 24 W. RR. 917. 
Annotations :—Distd. Smith r. Conder (1878), 9 Ch. D170, 

Apld. Re Coyte, Coyte +. Coyte (1887), 561. 1. 510. Refd. 

Re Kowe, Pike v. Hatnlyn (897), 77 LL. TL 45. 

708. -——.}—Testator, who died in 1915, by his 
will made in 1909, & a codicil made in 1918, settled 
his residuary cstate, subject to his wife’s interest 
therein, upon trusts in equal thirds for his three 
children who survived him. By the codicil he 
directed that all sums of money appearing in his 
books of account to have been advanced by him 
to his son should be brought into hotchpot. There 
were no entries of advances in the books at the 
date of the will, but there were such entries between 
the dates of the will & of the codicil, & also after 
the date of the codicil. The sun disputed the 
accuracy of the entries in the books :—Held: 
entries of advances made in the account books 
before the date of the codicil were incorporated in 
the will, but that entries made after that date 
were not receivable either as part of the will or as 
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evidence, & an inquiry was directed.—Re DrEpREz, 
HENRIQUES v. DEPREZ, [1917] 1 Ch. 24; 86 
L. J. Ch. 91; 115 L. T. 662; 61 Sol. Jo. 72. 

709. Reference in codicil to copy of will—Incon- 
venience of producing original will.}—Declara- 
tions of deceased person, who has been in possession 
of property claiming a limited interest therein 
under a eee will, are admissible to prove 
the fact that such will had a legal existence, & also 
that certain persons were named exors. therein. 
& where a copy of such will, the original not being 
forthcoming, is found in the possession or amongst 
the papers of the legal adviser of one of such 
exors., it is evidence of the contents of such will, 
& may be admitted as such.—SLy v. Sty (1877), 2 
P.D. 91; 46L. J.P. 68; 41 5. P. 7763 sub nom. 
SLY v. DREDGE, 25 W. R. 463. 

Annotations :—Refd. Atkinson r. Morris, [1897] P. 40; Re 

Adama, Benton v. Powell, (1922) BP. 240. 

710. Reference to provision in previous wlill— 
In revoking will—Confusion between will & deed.}|— 
Testatrix executed three wills, one in 1878, another 
in 1877, & a third in 188}. By the will of 1873 she 
bequeathed the residue of a certain fund over 
which she had a power of appointment among her 
two daughters, in whose favour she had already 
appointed certain other moneys by deed. The 
will of 1877 affected a portion only of the will of 
1873. By the will of 1881 she revoked all previous 
wills, & appointed deft. in the present action her 
sole residuary legatee. The will of 1881 also 
contained the following passage: ‘ & whereas I 
have also settled one undivided moiety of the 
residue of the third part of £100,000, to which 1 
am entitled under the will of my brother in favour 
of my daughter Is. J. RP.” This fund had actually 
been dealt with by the will of 1873 only. The 
judge held that there was not a sufficient reference 
to the will of 1873 to incorporate it, deeming that 
the mind of testatrix was confused between the 
fund she had bequeathed by will & the fund she 
had appointed by deed.—Patron v.o ORMEROD, 
fls92) P. 2473 GL LJ. P. 1203 66 L. TL. 88). 

711. Reference to inclosed numbered papers— 
Recital that papers signed in presence of witnesses— 
Denial of witnesses.)-—‘I’estator executed a docu- 
ment in the presence of two witnesses, who duly 
attested it. The document appointed no exors. 
& contained no bequest, but referred to “ the 
inclosed papers, numbered 1, 2, 3,4, 5, & 6,” as 
containing his testamentary wishes, & recited that 
those papers had been signed by himself in the 
presence of the witnesses, who, however, stated 
positively that they had never seen any of them. 
They deposed that. deceased called them into his 
study, told them he had made certain alterations 
in his will, & asked them to witness his signature 3 
at the same time pointing to a drawer in the table 
at which he was sitting, saying, ‘‘ The will is in 
this drawer.’’? Papers 1 to 6 bore various dates 
antecedent to the attested document. AI] the 
papers were holograph, & the attestation clause 
of the attested document referred to deceased as 
the “ testator.” All the parties interested having 
consented to the case being disposed of on motion : 
—Held: asthe documents | to 6 were not clearly 
identified with the description given of them in 
the attested paper, so as to exclude the possi- 
bility of mistake, they could not be taken to be 
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incorporated with such paper, & as the attested 
paper without the others would be inoperative, 
probate of all the documents must be refused.— 
In the Goods of GARNETT, [1894] P. 90; 63 L. J. P. 
82; 70 L. T. 37; 6 R. 579. 

712. Reference to ante-nuptial contract of mar- 
rlage.J—In the Goods of WIILIAMSON (1902), 46 
Sol. Jo. 552. 


SUB-sECT. 6.—WILL CONTAINED IN MORE THAN 
ONE DOCUMENT. 

713. Memorandum made after will—Release of 
note of hand.]—-ASTON v. PYE (1788), cited in 
5 Ves. at p. 354; 5 Ves. 350, n.; 31 E. R. 626. 
Annotations :—Apld. Byrn v. Godfrey (1798), 4 Ves. 6. 

Expld, Eden v. Smyth (1800), 5 Ves. 341. Consd. Peace tr. 

Haius (1853), 11 Hare, 151. Refd. Cross r. Sprigg (1849), 

6 Hare, 552; Knapp «. Burnaby (1860), 2 L. T. 83; te 

Pink, Pink v. Pink, [1912) 1 Ch. 498. 

714. Testamentary intention in series of docu- 
ments—Three letters.|.—STRAUSS v. SCHMIDT 
(1820), 3 Phillim. 209; 161 E. R. 1304. 

Annotations :—Refd. Roberts v. Roberts (1861), 31 L. J. 

P.M. & A. 46; Jn the Goods of Spratt, [1897] P. 28. 

715. Necessity for production of all—Before 
probate granted to any.|—Where testator has left 
behind him several testamentary papers, & those 
relied upon are brought forward under peculiar & 
somewhat suspicious circumstances, the ct. will 
require the production of all the papers before it 
grants its probate to any.—LrE BAs v. GREGORY 
(1844), 2 L. T. O. S. 3763 subsequent proceedings 
(1846), 10 Jur. 718. 

716. ——— Paper containing ‘‘ wishes ’’—-List of 
articles.|—A paper, not described as testamentary, 
containing the ‘‘ wishes’’ of deceased, duly 
executed & attested, & a list of articles, containing 
no words of bequest, & not referred to in the other 
paper, pronounced for as together containing the 
will of deceased.—ZIn the Goods of LOWREY (1847), 5 
Notes of Cases, 619. 

717. Informal documents.]—In the Goods 
of WEBB, No. 516, ante. 

718. Formal & informal—None containing com- 
plete disposition.|—Two testamentary papers of 
1836, neither containing a complete disposition of 
the property, the first informal], the second formal, 
inclosed in an envelope dated in 1846, pronounced 
for as together containing the will.—FOLEY v. 
VERNON (1849), 7 Notes of Cases, 119. 

719. |—Where testatrix left three 
testamentary papers, two of which contained 
certain informalities & affected the interests of 
infants, the ct. being of opinion that, if the usual 
practice were insisted upon & the documents 
propounded in solemn form, the result would be 
to establish all three documents, granted probate 
thereof, on motion, to the exors.—ZJn the Goods of 
O'BRIEN, [1900] P. 208; 69 L. J. P. 55. 

720. Two executed wills—Different execu- 
tors in second will—First will not revoked.]—G., a 
widow, by will, dated Feb. 25, 1861, bequeathed 
certain specified property, over which she had a 
power of appointment under her marriage settle- 
ment, between her four sons, R., L., W., & G., & 
made R. sole exor. 

By another testamentary paper, dated Oct. 28, 
1862, she left all her property of which she might 
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die possessed between her three sons L., W., & G., 

& appointed W. sole exor. The ct. held that both 
papers ought to be included in the probate.—Jn the 
Goods of GRAHAM (1863), 3 Sw. & Tr. 69; 32 
L. J. P.M. & A.113; 81. T. 610; 11 W. R. 638. 
A A In the Goods of Fenwick (1867), L. R. 1 


721. All properly executed.|—This ct. has 
been in the habit of admitting to probate such & as 
many papers, all properly executed, as are neces- 
sary to effect testator’s full wishes (Str J. P. 
WILDE).—LEMAGE v. GOODBAN (1865), L. R. 1 
P.& D. 57; 35L. J.P. & M. 28; 13 L. T. 508 ; 
12 Jur. N. S. 32. 

Annotations :— -Apld. In the Goods of Donaldson (1873), : i 
~& D. 45; In the Goods of Petchell (1874), L. 

P. & D. 153; Simpson v. Foxon, [1907] P. 54. Reta. 

In the Goods of De La Saussuye (1873), L. I. 3 P. &D. 42; 

In the Goods of Howden (1874), 43 I. J. P. & M. 26% 

Dempsey v. Lawson (1877 ), 2 PP. D. 98; Grn vy. Tribe 

(1878), 9 Ch. D. 2313; Jn the Goods of enney (18381), 

45 1. T. 78: Helller v. Hellicr (1884), 9 DP. t 

EKleom, Layborn wv. Grover Wright, eed) 4 

Cadell v. Wileocks, [1898] P. 21; Kent 2. Kent, [1902] 

VP. 108 ; Townsend v. Moore, [1905] P. 66 5 in the istate of 

Bryan, [1907] P. 124. 

722. Not inconsistent with each other- 
Some imperfect in form.]—Where several testa- 
mentary papers are found after a decease each 
consistent in all important respects with the 
others, the whole will be taken to form one will & 
will be admitted to probate as such even where 
one or more may be irregular in form & imperfect 
in attestation.-—In the Goods of RoTron (1876), 35 
L. T. 518. 

723. One will unexecuted.]—Testatrix 
left two testamentary documents, of which only 
one was duly executed. The first or unexecuted 
document made various specific bequests, & 
appointed an exor. The second, which was duly 
executed, bequeathed all the property of testatrix 
to her nephew, ‘for the purposes [ require him to 
do absolutely ’’:—Held: the two documents 
could not be admitted to probate as together 
constituting the will of deceased, but probate 
wight be granted of the second or executed docu- 
ment, with directions to the exor. to administer 
the estate in conformity with the trusts of the 
first document.—Jn the Goods of MARCHANT, [1893] 
Pp. 254; 621L. J. P. 114. 

724. Will constituted by aggregate.|— 
Testatrix, by will made before Dec. 31, 1857, 
bequeathed pecuniary & specific legacies, & Lave 
her residuary estate to trustees in trust for con- 
version, & to hold the fund in trust for Mrs. W. 
for life, & after her death for her children. She 
declared that the ‘“ several pecuniary legacies ’ 
bequeathed to such persons as should be married 
women should be for their separate use. After 
Dec. 31, 1857, she made a codicil to her will by 
which she made a considerable increase in the 
amount of her pecuniary legacies, but did not 
otherwise affect the residuary estate. She died 

in 1866. In 1868 one of the daughters of Mrs. W., 
with the concurrence of her husband, by deed 
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721 i. ——- All property erecuted. |— 
Testator executed a will & two codicils, 
& subsequently executed another will 
carrying out the provisions of the 
former one & a codicil referring to the 
provisions of both wills. The ct. 
yo prohate in common form of 

th the willy & the three codicils as 
together containing the last will & 
testament of deceased. —Jn the (loads of 
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m. trconsistent with euch 
olher.|-—Testatrix left two wills neither 
in any respect contrary to the other 
& neither containing a residuary be- 
quest or an executory appointment, but 
the latter though atyle 
being rather codicillary to the former. 
decreed for both as containing 
togetherithe will of testatrix.—BUSTEKD oO. 
vt. EAGER (1834), Milw. 345.—IR. 
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duly acknowledged, assigned her reversionary 
share in the residuary estate to a purchaser, 
treating herself as empowered by Married Women’s 
Reversionary Interests Act, 1857 (c. 57), 8. 1, to 
assign her interest :—Held: the assignor did not 
become “ entitled under an instrument made after 
Dec. 31, 1857,” for she derived title under the will 
which was made before that date, & the will & 
codicil could not for this purpose be treated as 
together | forming one instrument which was not 
‘““made’’ until the codicil was executed.—le 
Excom, LAYBORN v. GROVER Wriatit, [1894] 1 Ch. 
303; 63 L. J. Ch. 392; 42 W. R. 279; 10T. LR. 
162; 38 Sol. Jo. 127; 7 R. 873; sub nom. Re 
Encom, ke HAMILTON, LAYBORN v. GROVES- 
Wriacur, 70 I. T. 64, C. A. 
aunohe een. Re Smith, Prada v. Vandroy (1916), 85 
725. ary instru- 
ments, called respectively a British will & an 
Australian will, testator domiciled in Scotland 
made a complete disposal of his estates, British 
& Australian, directing that the British will should 
be construed & administered according to the law 
of Scotland, the Australian will according to the 
law of New South Wales. IJlis widow, on his 
death without issue, obtained a decree of the Ct. 
of Sess. in Scotland establishing her legal right in 
name of jus relicte & terce, with consequential 
relief, the ct. declining jurisdiction as against the 
Australian trustees. Under a summons issued in 
the Supreme Ct. of New South Wales by resp. 
trustees of the Australian will, the widow claimed 
the beneficial dispositions in her favour contained 
therein; the ct. decided in her favour, & an 
appeal therefrom was instituted by applt., party 
thereto, who took beneficially under the Scottish 
will, but not under the Australian :—Held: the 
two instruments formed one will containing a 
coherent scheme of intention, & the widow, having 
elected to defeat the will in part, could not claim 
under it, & accordingly took no interest) under the 
Australian will.—DOUGLAS-MENZIES v. UMPHELBY, 
[1908] A. ©, 2243; 771.3. P.C. 645; 98 L. T. 509 ; 
24 T. I. R. 344, P. C. 


Annotations :—Refd. VPitinan ». 
217; Brown wv. Gregson, [1920] GC. 
Creamcries v. Hull & Netherlunds 8.8. Co., 
GOR, 











Crum Ewing, [1911] A. Cc. 
A. C. 860; Verschures 
[1921] 2K. w. 


Clause introduced per incuriam in 
second will—Omitted from _ probate.|-——Testator 
executed a will drawn by a lawyer, disposing of 
his real estate, but leaving some personal property 
undisposed of. He expressed an intention of 
disposing of the latter by a future instrument. 
Subsequently he bought a printed form, & without 
leyal advice, disposed of his personal property, 
inserting a clause revoking all former dispositions : 
Held: the second document was intended to be 
supplemental to the prior one, the revocatory 
clause did not represent testator’s wishes, & both 
documents would be admitted to probate, the 
revocatory clause in the second being omitted.— 
MARKLEW v. TURNER (L900), 17 T. LL. RR. 10. 
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724 fi, ——- aoe le ate BHAYROO 
BMxaTATE (1919), 40 N. L. R. 306.— 
S. AF. 
her last will n. Will & letter modifying will. | 


—-DUMBLK v. DUMBLE, 8 A. RK. 476. 
-—CAN. 


we 





Two hol rena, willa.} 


Low's EXkEcvuTORs . 73), 11 Ride ph, 


BOWEN (1811), Milw. 604.---IR. 124 }. Will constituted by aggre- ScG of Sess.) 744; 45 Se. Jur. 452. —_ 
fen a ec aerrea ae athe Grod3 of  yate.}—A will {s not necessarily con- SCOT. 
rE o KR. Tr. 539.-—-IR. fined to one document, but may be Bin 13 -— TRONKON v. TRONSBON 
721 ili. leit ok Goods of | contained in several documcuts.— Ie oS nade 12 Me (Ct. of Soss.) 155; 22 
Power, 25 L. BR. Ir. 509.—IR ERSKINE EsTatre (Alta.), (1918) 1 . R. 125.—S00T, 


Part V.—FoRMALITIES OF WILL oR CopDIcIL. 


727. No evidence of priority of execution- 
Complete inconsistency—-Neither document ad- 
mitted.|—Primd facie every testamentary docu- 
ment duly executed in accordance with the pro- 
visions of Wills Act ought to be admitted to pro- 
bate. But if there are two testamentary docu- 
ments of the same date, & it cannot be ascertained 
which of them was executcd first, & their pro- 
visions are so inconsistent that they cannot stand 
together, the presumption in favour of admissi- 
bility will be rebutted, & neither document will be 
admitted to probate. 

But when the provisions of two testamentary 
documents, the priority of which is uncertain & 
in neither of which there are express words of 
revocation, are apparently inconsistent, the ct. 
will endeavour so to construe the words that if 
possible the two documents may stand together, 
& may both be admitted to probate as expressing 
together the whole testamentary intention of the 
testator. 

Testatrix executed two codicils, both dated the 
sume day, their provisions being to some extent 
inconsistent. The evidence of an attesting witness 
proved, in the opinion of the Ct. of Appeal, that 
the two codicils were executed on the same 
occasion & practically simultaneously. There 
was nothing to show which was in fact executed 
first. The judge refused to admit cither codicil 
to probate, on the ground that an introductory 
clause in each showed that it was intended to 
operate only in the event of testatrix surviving 
her husband, whereas she died before him :— 
Held: (1) on the true construction of the intro- 
ductory clause, the codicils were not contingent or 
conditional, but were intended to operate in any 
event; (2) the provisions of the two codicils were 
not so inconsistent that they could not stand 
together, & both ought to be admitted to probate. 
TOWNSEND v. Moore, [1905] P. 66; 710. J. P. 
17; 921. T. 385; 53 W. R. 3383 19 Sol. Jo. 116, 
CL A. 

728. —-— -- - Partial inconsistency.]—-TowNs- 
END v. Moor, No. 727, ante. 

729. --——— Intention ascertained from disposition 
of property.|—In the absence of express words of 
revocation In a later testamentary paper, the 
admissibility to probate along with it of an carlier 
paper is a matter of intention to be sought from 
the dispositions of property made by testator. 

The question which paper or what number of 
papers testator desired or expected to be admitted 
to probate is not the true test. 

Yestator duly executed a formal will disposing 
of his entire estate & appointing exors. Ata later 
date, on a printed form commencing with the 
words, ‘f This is the last & only will,’ he purported 
to deal only with certain policy moneys & 
appointed an exor. :—Held: the words “last & 
only ” effected no revocation of the earher will. 
—SIMPSON vv. KFoxon, [1907] P. 5643 768 1. J.P. 
7: 086 L. T. 4785 283 T. L. Re 150. 

780. Pencil notes on epitome of will— Pencil 
notes made abroad.|—Testator, while in Scotland 
shortly before his death, had made some pencil 
notes on an epitome of his will, dated June 12, 
L914, by which he gave his estates in Perthshire 
to a nephew instead of to a brother. ‘These pencil 
notes were valid testamentary dispositions accord- 
ing to the law of Scotland :—Held : the notes were 
valid holograph testamentary documents, & should 
be admitted to probate, together with the will of 
June 12, 1014.—Jn the Ratate of Foster, FOSTER 
v. Foster (1022), 67 Sol. Jo. 190. 

Soldier’s will.}—See Rovyan Forces, Vol. 
AXXIX,, p. 330, No. 252. 
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731. Will inclosed in sealed cover—Cover duly 
Signed & attested—-Evidence of identity of in- 
closure.|—-B. produced a sealed envelope, on which 
was written, ‘‘ Iconfirm the contents written in the 
inclosed document in the presence of,’’ etc. This 
was signed by her, & attested by two witnesses. 
On her death, two days subsequently, the envelope, 
still sealed with the same seal, was found on her 
table directed to J. A., her nephew; on being 
opened, it was found to contain a testamentary 
disposition in the form of a letter addressed to 
her nephew. ‘The ct. admitted parol evidence 
of the identity of the inclosure so found after death 
with the document referred to by the executed 
memorandum, & granted probate of the envelope 
& contents to J. A., as exor., according to the tenor. 
—ILn the Goods of ALMOSNINO (1859), 1 Sw. & Tr. 
508; 29 L. J.P. &M. 46; 2 L. T. 191; 23 J. V. 
328; 6 Jur. N.S. 302; 164 EK. R. 835. 

Annotations :—-Folld, Re Nicholls, Hunter v. Nicholls, [1921] 
2 Ch. 11. Refd. Van Straubenzee v. Monck (1862), 3 
Sw. & Tr. 6 
732. -J—An Englishman who had ac- 

quired a domicil in Chile executed a closed or secret 

will according to the provisions of the Chilean Civil 

Code before a notary public & five witnesses. By 

that code a closed will was deemed to include the 

cover which contained it, & that cover was the 
only document on which the names of testator, the 
five witnesses, & the notary were signed together, 
the will itself being signed by testator alone. This 
closed will, with the cover thus indorsed, was 
proved or registered in Chile, & letters of adminis- 
tration with the will, including the cover, annexed, 
were granted to pltf. in England, where testator 
possessed real property :—Held: the indorsement 
on the envelope & the document therein inclosed 
constituted one testamentary disposition, & testa- 
tor had executed a will capable of passing his real 

estate in KEngland.—fRe NICHOLLS, HUNTER v. 

NICHOLLS, [1921] 2 Ch. 11; 90 L. J. Ch. 379 5 125 

L. T. 55; 65 Sol. Jo. 533, 

733. Inconsistent wills of same date—One exe- 
cuted by mistake—Different sides of same paper. |— 
Testatrix duly executed two inconsistent wills, 
bearing the same date, & written on different 
sides of the same sheet of paper. Evidence was 
admitted to show that deceased signed one of them 
only as her will, & signed the other by mistake. 
The ct. granted probate of the paper signed by 
testatrix, with the intention that it should operate 
as her will, & notof the other paper.—ZJn the Goods 
of NOSWORTHY (1865), 4 Sw. & Tr. 44; 34 L. J. 
P.M. & A. 14535 11 Jur. N.S. 570. 

734. Admissibility of parol evidence—What 
documents constitute will.|—Testator executed 
three testamentary papers on the same day, one 
of them purporting to dispose of certain property 
in Canada only, & two of them purporting to 
dispose of certain property in England, & of the 

residue. VParol evidence being admitted to ascer- 
tain the order in which they were executed, & to 
explain their ambiguity, it appeared that testator 
intended the two which purported to dispuse of 
the residue to apply only to the residue in England. 
Probate was granted of the three papers as 
together containing the last will & testament of 
deceased.—In the Goods of NIcKALIS (1865), 4 
Sw. & Tr. 40; 34 L. JI. P.M. & A. 103; 29 J. P. 
4553 13 W.R. 1047; 164 E.R. 1480. 

735. Evidence of mistake.|—Jn the 
Goods of NoswortHy, No. 733, ante. 

736. Statements of testatrix—Made 
before or after execution.|—Statements of testatrix, 
whether made before or after the execution of the 
will, are admissible to show what papers con- 
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Sect. 1.—Form: Sub-sect. 6. 
sects. 1 &2,A.&@ 5 


stitute the will.—GouLpD v. LAKES (1880), 6 P. D. 
1; 49L.J.P.59; 48 L. 'T. 382; 445. P. 698; 29 
W. R. 155. 

Annotations :—Apld, In the Goods of Hutchison (1902), 18 
T. I. R. 706. efd. Jn the Estate of Bryan, [1907] P. 1245; 
In the Estate of Jessop (1924), 40 T. L. R. 800. 

737. Order in which documents executed. |— 
In the Goods of NICKALLS, No. 734, ante. 

English will & Scottish trust disposition & settle- 
ment.|—See Exrcutrors, Vol. XXIII., p. 138, 
Nos. 1376, 1377. 

Probate when testator leaves more than one 
will.|— See EXEcurors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 139-141, 
Nos. 1378-1415. 


Sects. 2 & 3: Sub- 





SECT. 2.—WRITING. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), ss. 9, 11. 

738. Legibility—-Reference to master.]—Where 
the will is writ blindly, & hardly legible, & the 
legacies in figures, ct. referred it to a master to 
examine what those legacies were, & the master 
to be assisted with such as understood the art of 
writing.—-MASTERS v. MASTERS (1718), 1 P. Wms. 
421; 24 KE. R. 454. 

-{nnotations :-—Consd. Norman v. Morrell (1799), 4 Ves. 769. 
Refd. Brudenell v. Boughton (1741), 2 Atk. 268; St. 
Albans v. Beauclerk (1743), 2 Atk. 636; Haberghaim v. 
Vincent (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 353, ¢; Thomas v. Thomas 
(1 796), 6 Term ep. 671; Ferraris & Croker v. Hertford 
(1843), 3 Curt. 468. Mentd. Hatton v. Hooley (1773), 
Lofft, 122; Bonner v. Bonner (1807), 13 Ves. 379 ; Smith 
v, Jersey (1821), 3 Bli. 290; Williams v. Hughes (1857), 
24 Beay. 474, 

739. Method of writing—In pencil—Making of 
will.|—DProbate of a codicil written in pencil, & 
which had been in possession of the exor. upwards 
of three vears, called in & revoked. 

It. has been objected that it is written in pencil ; 
to this it has been replied that deceased had a 
right to write his will with a pencil or to write his 
will & three codicils in ink & a fourth in pencil, & 
so he has undoubtedly, & it would be valid in law 
provided that the ct. could be satisfied that he 
intended so to do. ... But when the question 
to be decided is the previous one, whether he did 
intend this paper as the final declaration of his 
mind & as a codicil, or whether it was merely 
preparatory toamore final disposition the material 
with which it is written becomes a most important 
circumstance, & the importance of it is still further 
increased when the ct. sees that deceased made 
other codicils all formally written in ink, one before 
this paper, others possibly after it (Str J. NICHOL). 
—RyMus v. CLARKSON (1809), 1 Phillim. 22; 161 
kK. R. 901. 

Annotation :— Refd. Godinan v. Godman, [1920] P. 261. 
740. —— —— ——.]—Where a will seemed to 

have been first written iu pencil & afterwards 

traced with ink, but not completely, words in some 
cases being written in ink above, & apparently in 
substitution for, the pencil writing, & in other 
parts the pencil writing standing alone, the ct. 
declined to include the pencil writing in the grant 
of probate of the will.—Jn the Goods of BELLAMY 

(1866), 14 W. R. 501. 

741. |—Deceased executed a 
printed form of a will. The blanks were filled up 
by deceased in her own handwriting, partly with 
ink & partly with a pencil. Some portion of the 











PART V. SECT. 2. 


739 i. Method of writing—In pencil— 
Making of will.|—A testamentary deed 
is not invalid because it is written in 
pencil.—SiMson tv. Simson (1883), 10 


eee, 


eee 





R. (Ct. of Sess.) 1217 5 20 Se... 831. 
SCOT. 


4. Codicil.J—A codicil 
written in pencil is effectual if it be 
clear that it is a testamen ng, 
& not merely a jotting. —Muin’s Trus- 


WILLS. 


writing in ink extended over that in pencil, & 
some words of the latter had been rubbed out & 
obliterated. The words in ink were sensible as 
read with the printed part of the will. The attest- 
ing witnesses did not see the writing when they 
attested the will :—Held : the words in pencil were 
deliberative only, & probate was granted without 
them.—Jn the Goods of Avams (1872), L. R. 2 P. 
& D. 867; 41 L. J.P. & M. 31; 26 L. T. 526; 36 
J.P. 407; 20 W. R. 400. 

742, —— -—— Allterations.)—Jn the Goods of 
Lawson (1842), 6 Jur. 349. 

743. —--- --—-.]—Testator executed a 
will & codicil. At some time after the execution 
of the will, but before that of the codicil, he, with 
a pencil, struck through several paragraphs of his 
will, & made his initials on the margin; he also 
placed a query opposite other paragraphs. The 
codicil confirmed, in so far as it did not alter, the 
will :— Held: the alterations so made were only 
deliberative, & not final, & not included in the con- 
firmation of the codicil, &, therefore, to be omitted 
from the probate.—Jn the Goods of Hau (1871), 
lu R.2P.& D. 256; 40L. 3. P. & M. 37; 251. T. 
384: 35 J. Pp. 808; 19 W. R. 897. 

Ae tetioe :~ Refd. Jic Hay, Kerr v. Stinnear (1903), 52 


744, —— J—Testator duly executed 
his will in 1875, giving an annuity to his widow 
charged upon certain property over which he had 
a power of appointment & subject thereto to his 
daughters. The will remained in the custody of 
his solrs.. & down to the time of his death, testator 
frequently expressed his regret that he was not 
in a position to benefit his widow more largely. 
In 1888 he executed a second document in form of 
a will which he inclosed in a sealed envelope with 
instiuctions that it was to be opened at the same 
time as his will. By it he left to a Mrs. B. certain 
house property which he had purchased out of his 
savings. No exors. were therein appointed, & 
the printed revocation clause was struck through 
with a pencil:—Held: both documents were 
entitled to probate & the second of them should 
not include the revocatory words.—-/u the Goods 
of TONGE (1891), 66 L. 'T. 60. 

745. Important in determining intention of 
testator.) —RYMEs v. CLARKSON, No. 739, ante. 

746. Will containing blank spaces—In body of 
will— Whole sheet.|—Will written on the first side 
of a sheet of paper, an attestation clausc, the 
signature of testator, & subscriptions of two 
witnesses on the third, the second side being in 
blank. Probate granted.—Jn the Goods of Gori 
(1843), 3 Curt. 758; 2 Notes of Cases, 479; 7 
Jur. 1094; 163 EK. R. 892. 


Annotation :— Distd. In the Goods of Chaplyn (1846), 4 Notes 
of Cases, 469. 


747. -J—A will containing a 
disposition of the entire property & an appoint- 
ment of exors, on the fiist page, with two inches 
in the last line in blank, & under that line a blank 
of one inch two-tenths, the second page wholly 
in blank, the third page commencing a fesi- 
monium clause, with a revocation of former wills, 
& the signature of testatrix written one inch eight- 
tenths below that clause, held, to be signed ‘“ at 
the foot or end.”? The Wills Act does not require 
a will to be written continuously. 

The signature of the testatrix is not at the foot 
or bottom of the first page, where, had the will, in 














_...£9 (1869), 8 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 53 ; 
42 Sc. Jur. 25.—SCOT. 


r. Use of ditto marks—tWill valid. |— 
MURRAY v. HAYLOW, [1927] 3D. L. R. 


writi 1036; 60 0. L. R. 629.—CAN. 


Part V.—FoORMALITIES OF WILL OR CODICIL. 


my opinion, there ended, it should have been 
Sap aeeae as undoubtedly there is sufficient space. 
cannot, however, regard the will as complete on 
the first page; the clause of revocation, & the 
declaration that this only is her last will, which 
are written on the third page, I must consider to 
be a part of the will. Iliad the paragraph on the 
third page consisted merely of a testimonium 
clause, I should have taken a different view of the 
matter (per Cunr.).—IJn the Goods of CORDER 
(1848), 1 Rob. Eccl. 669; 6 Notes of Cases, 556 ; 
121. T. O. 8S. 249; 12 Jur. 966; 163 EK. R. 1173. 
Annotation :—Distd. In the Goods of White (1860), 30 L. J. 


P.M. & A, 55. 
Partly filled in writing of testa- 








748. 
trix.]|— Where testatrix, having requested a person 
to draw for her the form of a will, & he did so, 
leaving a large blank space for the disposition, 
which she filled up with her own hand, a con- 
siderable space being unfilled in the body of the 
will, otherwise duly executed :—Held: the statute 
had been complied with, there being no words 
therein to prevent blanks being left in the body of 
a will.—CorNnresby v. GIBBONS (1849), 1 Rob. 
Eccl. 705; 6 Notes of Cases, 679; 13 1. T. O.S. 
27; 13 Jur. 264; 163 BE. R. 1185. 


<innotations :-—Apld. In the Goods of Kirby (1849), 6 Notes 
uy Cera Parca Distd. Jn the Goods of White (1860), 30 
do Se . ~X 500% 


749. —-— Schedule for legacies—Legacies written 
on third sheet.|—Deceased, in making her will, 
used a schedule in which blanks had been left for 
the legacies. Instead of filling up the blanks, she 
wrote the legacies on the third side of the sheet. 
Probate not granted without evidence as to the 
time when she wrote such legacies.—Jin the Goods 
of BURNETT (1844), 2 I. T. O.S. 317. 

750. Will need not be written continuously. |]— 
In the Goods of CoRvDER, No. 747, ante. 

751. Code letters to designate legacies—Evidence 
of intention admissible.|—'lestator bequeathed to 
his son ‘‘ the sum of i. x. x.’?:—Held: extrinsic 
evidence was admissible to explain the meaning of 
these Ietters.—KELL v. CHARMER (1856), 23 Beav. 
195; 4 W. RR. 787; 53 E.R. 76. 

Wills of soldiers & sailors.|—Sece, generally, 
Roya. Forcrs, Vol. XXXIX., pp. 342-339, Nos. 
180-252. 

Willis of seamen.]—See Suipptna, Vol. XIT., 
p. 246, No. 864. 


SEcT. 3.—SIGNATURE. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—NECESSITY FOR SIGNATURE. 
See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. 9. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—METHODS OF SIGNING. 
A. Seal, 
752. Sealing unnecessary.|—Sealing not neces- 
sury to the execution of a devise under Stat. 


Frauds ; nor sufficient without signing.—WRIGUT 
* WAKEFORD (1811), 17 Ves. 454; 34 E. R. 177, 





PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 1. 

t. Whether necessary.)--Where it was 
found that a document purporting to 
be the will of a Mohanimedan lady 


auteteis 
286; 


249 


ai C.; subsequent proceedings (1812), 11 Taunt. 
13. 
Annotations :—Distd. Moodie v. Reid (1816), 1 Madd, 516. 


Consd. Hougham v. Sandys (1827), 2 Sim. 95. td. 
Burdett v. Spilsbury (1843), 10 Cl. & Fin. 340. Apld. 
Barnes v. Vincent (1815), 3 Notes of Cases, 628. Distd. 


Re Wrey’s Trust (1850), 17 Sim. 201. Consd, Vincent, v. 
Sodor & Man (Bp.) (1851), 4 De G. & Sm. 294. Refd. 
Doe d. Hotchkiss v. Pearce (1815), 6 Taunt. 402; Tatnall 
v. Hankey (1838), 2 Moo. P. C. C. $42; Nowton v. Ricketts 
(1861), 9 H. L. Cas. 263; Jn the Goods of Jenkyns (1862), 
32L.J.P.M.&A. 71. 


753. Whether sealing alone sufficient.]—-Where 
a devisor wrote the will with his own hand, & 
sealed it, but did not subscribe his name ; this was 
held a suflicient signing within Stat. Frauds. 
A mark is a sufficient signing. Semble: sealing 
alone is sufficient.—-LEMAINE v. STANELEY (1681), 
1 Freem. K. B. 538; 3 Lev. 1; 89 E.R. 402. 
Annotations :—Apld. Warneford v. Warneford (1726), 2 

Stra. 764. Dbtd. Smith v. Kvans (1751), 1 Wils. 313. 

Apld. Kllis v. Smith (1754), 1 Vos. 11. Consd. Morison v. 

Turnour (1811), 18 Ves. 175; Roberts » Phillips (1855), 

4. & B. 450. Refd. Wilkinson v. Meyer (1724), 8 Mod. 

Rep. 232; Durrell v. Evans (1862), 1 WH. & C. 174. 

754, ——.]Sealing a will is signing.—WARNE- 
FORD v. WARNEFORD (1727), 2 Stra. 764; 93 E. R. 
834. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. Ellis v. Smith (1753), 1 Dick. 220. 
Refd. Cvoch v. Goodman (1842), 6 Jur. 779. 

755. -J]—Sealing a will is not a sufficient 
signing of it within Stat. Frauds.—SMITiH v. 
EVANS (1751), 1 Wils. 313; 95 E. R. 636. 

756. .J]—(1) Not necessary under Stat. 
Frauds that testator should sign in the presence 
of the witnesses. His acknowledgment of his 
handwriting is sufficient, allhough done to the 
several witnesses at different times. 

(2) How can it be said that putting a seal to it 
would be a _ sufficient signing (LORD ITAnRb- 
WICKE, C.).~-GRAYSON Vv. ATKINSON (1752), 2 Ves. 
Sen. 454; 28 E.R. 2913 sub nom. GuAyYsoN v. 
WILKINSON, Dick. 158, L. C. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Ellis v. Smith (1754), 1 Ves. 
11. Consd. Morison v. ‘urnour (1811), 18 Ves. 175; 
Jlott v. Genge (1842), 3 Curt. 160; Casement v. Fulton 
(1845), 5 Moo. P. C. C. 130. Refd. Body v. Halse, Hunt v. 
Halse, Fenning v. Halse (1891), 61 L. J. Q. B. 575; Shamu 
Patter v. Abdul Kadir Ravuthan (1912), 28 T. L. R. 583. 
nay, Mentd. Boyse v. Rossburough (1854), 3 De G. M. 


& U. 81 
|—Nor do I think sealing is to be 








757. 
considered as signing ; & I declare so now, because, 
if that question ever comes before me, I shall not 
think myself precluded from weighing it thoroughly 
& decreeing that it is not signing (WILLEs, C.J.).— 
ELLIS v. Smitit (1754), 1 Ves. ll; 1 Dick. 225; 
34 EK. R. 667, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Harrison v. Harrison (1803), 8 Ves. 
185; White wv. British Museum Trustees (1829), 6 Bing. 
310; Llott v. Genge (1842), 3 Curt. 160; Casement v. 
Fulton (1845), 5 Moo. P. C. CGC. 130; Shamu Patter 1. 
Abdul Kadir Ravuthan (1912), 28 T. L. 1k. 583. Mentd. 
King v. Turner (1833), 1 My. & K. 456, 

758. J—WRIGHT v. WAKEFORD, No. 752, 
ante. 








B. Mark. 


759. Sufficiency of mark.) — LEMAINE _ uv. 
STANELEY, No. 753, ante. 

760. Proof of inability to write unnecessary.|— 
Under Stat. Frauds, ss. 5, 6, the naking of a mark 


a. FoLEY v. COSTELLO (1904), ently signed by him.---ln the Goods 
GI. (Ct. of Sess.) 365; 41 Sea L. 


of ON (1882), 9 L. KR. Ir 443. 


118. L. T. 660.—SCOT. R. 


was in fact drawn up in accordance 
With instructions given by testatrix to 
a vakil at a time when testatrix was 
competent to make a will:—-Held: such 
document was a valid will notwith- 
standing the absence of the signature of 
testatrix.—AULIA BIB v. ATA-UD-DIN 
(1906), 1. L. Rh. 238 All. 715.--IND. 


PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 


b. Seal with initials.}—Testator, in 
the presence of two subscribing wit- 
nesses, affixed a seal stamped with his 
{Initials to his will, which was entirely 
written by himself, placed his finger on 
the seal & said, ** This is my hand & 
seal ’’?:—Zield: the will was suflici- 


PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 

759 i. Suficiency of mark.J}—Semble : 
a signature must be intended by the 
person signing, whether testator or 
witness, as an act cither of execution 
or of attestation. If, therefore, the 
intending testator’s name has been 
subscribed for him, not by way of actual 
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Secl. 3.— Signature: Sub-sect.2,B. &C.; 
3,4 5, 

by the devisor, to a will of real estate, is a sufficient 

signing; & it is not necessary to prove that he 

could not write his name at the time.—BAkEnr v. 

DENING (18388), 8 Ad. & El. 94; 1 Will. Woll. & H. 

148; 7L. J. Q. B. 137; 112 E. R. 7713 sub nom. 

TAYLOR v. DENING, 3 Nev. & P. K. B. 228; 2 

Jur. 775. 

Annotations :—Refd. In the Gvods of Jenkyns (1863), 9 Jur. 
N. S..311; Jn the Guods of Blewitt (1880), 5 P. D. 116. 
Mentd. Trotter v. Walker, Aylan’s Case (1862), 13 C. BK. 
N.S. 30; Hennott v. Brumfitt (1867), L. R. 3 C. P. 28, 
761. No name appearing in will.|——Testa- 

trix signed her will with a mark, her name not 

appearing :—Held: to be a sufficient signing under 

Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26). s. 9.-—IJn the Goods of 

Bryce (1839), 2 Curt. 325; 163 KH. R. 427. 

-fnnotation :-—Refd. In the Guods of Douse (1862), 31 LL. J. 
P.M. & A, 172. 

762. Hand of testator guided—-Prevented 
by illness from signing.|—If testator, who is 
unable, from illness, to sign his will, has his hand 
guided in making his mark, it is a sufficient 
signature within Stat. Frauds.—WILSON v. BEnp- 
DARD (1841), 12 Sim. 28; 10 L. J. Ch. 3053; 5 
Jur. 624; 59 KE. R. 1041. 
annotation :—Mentd. McGregor v. Topham (1840), 3 H. L. 

Cas. 132. 

763. ——— Testatrix incapable of speech or 
writing.|—Testatrix, who was incapable of speak- 
ing or writing owing to an apoplectic stroke, only 
assented by nods of her head & several pressures 
of her hand in answer to guestions put to her by 
the person drawing her will, She made a mark 
with a pen in lieu of a signature :—Held: if the 
jury believed the document was in accordance 
with the wishes of testatrix they could find in 
favour of it.—-Jn the £state of WoOLTAM, GILLETY v. 
ROGERS (19138), 108 L. T. 732. 

764. Wrong name appearing in will.|— 
A will purporting to be that of S. Clarke, & 
delivered by her as such for safe custody to one of 
her exors. shortly before her death, was executed 
by mark, against which appeared the name S. 
Barrell :—JTeld: there being no doubt as to the 
identity of testatrix, her execution by mark was 
not vitiated by another person having written the 
wrony name against it.—ZJn the Goods of CLARKE 
(1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 22; 271. J. P. & M. 18; 30 
L. T. O. 8. 3405 4 Jur. N.S. 243; 6 W. R. 307; 
164 Is. R. 611. 
pera :—Apld. Jn the Gouds of Douce (862), 2 Sw. & 

765. —-— |—A. put his mark to a testa- 
mentary paper in which he was throughout 
described as C. B. The ct. being satisfied on 
affidavit that A. B. duly executed the paper by 
mark animo testandi, granted probate thereof as 
his will.—Jn the Goods of Douct (1862), 2 Sw. & 
Tr. 593; 6 L. T. 789; 8 Jur. N.S. 723; 164 
KB. R. 11273 sub nom. In the Goods of Vous, 
31 L. J. P.M. & A. 172. 

766. Necessity for strict proof of will.|— 
Strict proof must be given of 


sub-secls. 














WILLS. 


informal, signed by mark instead of the usual 
subscription in full of testator, & has been obtained 
from him by one of the propounders having a 
substantial interest in its provisions & witnessed 
by two of her relations. Such a will is not invalid ; 
but the onus probandi may be increased by cir- 
cumstances, & the presumption may even be 
conclusive against the validity of the instrument.— 
DONNELLY v. BROUGHTON, [1891] A. C. 435; 60 
LJ.P.C. 48; 65 L. T. 558; 40 W. R. 209, P. C. 


C. Other Cases. 

767. Signature written in pencil—‘‘ In case of 
accident.’’|—Probate granted of a paper written 
in ink, but dated & signed in pencil, with the 
addition “ in case of accident, I sign this my will,” 
having also an attestation clause unsigned: the 
facts pleaded in the allegation being sufficient to 
rebut the legal presumption ayainst the paper. 
On reversing the decision of the Prerogative Ct. 
rejecting an allegation pleading circumstances to 
entitle a paper to probate, the Judicial Committee 
retained the cause, & ultimately granted probate of 
the instrument.—BATEMAN v. PENNINGTON (1840), 
3 Moo. P.C. C. 223; 138 E.R. 95. 

Annotation :-—Consd. Doe d. Shallcross «. Paluer (1851), 

16 Q. B. 747. 

768. Initials-— Will recited as executed by 
mark.}—Jn the Goods of Savory (1851), 18 L. PT. 
O.S. 280; 15 Jur. 1042. 

769. Signature stamp—Affixed by direction of 
testator.|— JENKINS v. GAISFORD & THRING, Jn the 
Goods of JENKINS, No. 776, post. 

Execution of holograph will.]— Sec Sub-sect. 5, 
If., post. 











SUB-SECT. 3.—ASSUMED NAME. 

770. Maiden name--Execution by widow.}] — 
Where wu widow has been known for some years 
by her maiden name, & her inoney in the funds 
has been standing in that name, the ct. having 
conclusive evidence of identity, will grant probate 
to a will nade in her maiden name with justifying 
security.—J» the Goods of WrstTon (1844), 3 1. T. 
O.8. 140; 8 J. PB. 362. 

771. Assumed name equivalent to mark.]— 
Will of a married woman, under a power in a will 
giving property to her separate use, not requiring 
the power to be executed in any form, the will 
being signed with a wrong name, admitted to 
probate.—IJn the Goods of HAZELBINE (1814), 3 
Notes of Cases, 196. 

772. Name of deceased husband.|— 
Testatrix signed her will in the name of her first: 
husband, during the lifetime of her’ second 
husband :—Held: to be a sufficient signature 
under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. U.-—-Jn the Goods of 
GLOVER (1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 553; 10 L. T. 
O.S. 118; 31 Jur. 1022. 

773. ———.|—Testatrix, having duly executed 
her will under an assumed name, subsequently 





a will which is | altered the will by erasing that name, & signing 


exccution, but as the preliminary of a name. Re Trout, 12 38. CL 243.— seeming to be no ground for suspicion 
mau tu i" ee by fae one mark = S, AF. that any improper practice was oad 
alone would have been his signature.— d. Signature stamp.) —~ Srirmting to, the mere circumstances of the 
Bourke v. Moore, In the Goods of  spvarr cv. ee CRAW¥FURD’s | Signature being placed upside down did 


Moone (1875), 9 I. R. Eq. 609.—IR. 
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TRUSTEES (1885), 12 LR. (Ct. of Sess.) 
610; 22 Se. L. WR. 301.—SCOT. 
e. Signature written upside douwn.}— 


& probate 


not affect the question ; 
(1863), 2 


granted.—Re CAMPBELL 
W. & W. 119.--AUS. 


1007.—N 


PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 2.—C, 

c. Initials.J—A signature by :means 
af testator’s initials is a sufficient com- 
pate With the requirement of the 
Vills Ordinance that he shall sign his 


Where the signature to a will was on 
the opposite side of the paper to the will 
& was turned upside down but its 
position was accounted for by the 
affidavits of the attesting witnesses :— 
Held: Wills Act Amendinent <Act 
exactly provided for the cause: thero 


PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 3. 


f. Mark against maiden wame.jJ—\ 
murried woman executed her lbyv 
making her inark against her maiden 
name :-~fleld : sufficient. -— de ~~ 
WILL (1883), 9 V. L. Lt. 23.—AUS. 
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her true name; but the witnesses did not sub- 
scribe the will as altered. Probate was granted 
of the will as it originally stood, as the ct. con- 
sidered the assumed name might be regarded as 
the mark of testatrix.—In the Goods of REDDING 
(OTHERWISE HiGains) (1850), 2 Rob. Eecl. 339 ; 
16 L. T.0.8.177; 14 Jur. 1052; 163 1. R. 1388. 


Annotation :—Refd. In the Goods of Douse (1862), 31 L. J. 
P.M. & A. 172. 


Execution by mark of willin wrong name.|—Sce 
Nos. 764, 765, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—SIGNATURE ON TESTATOR’S 
BEHALF. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 9. 

774. Signature in name of testator—Signature 
by attesting witness.|—A will signed for testator 
by one of the witnesses who attested the execution, 
valid, under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 9.---/n the 
Goods of BAILEY (1838), 1 Curt. 914; 163 Kk. R. 316. 
aration :—Folld. Smith v. Harris (1815), 1 Rob. Eccl. 


775. ——.J]—One of two attesting wit- 
nesses to a will is competent, under Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 26), 5. 9, to sign for testatrix, at her 
direction.—SMm1TH v. ITARRIS (1845), 1 Rob. Eccl. 
oe 4 Notes of Cases, 48; 9 Jur. 406; 163 E. R. 

776. Stamping with testator’s name.}]— 
Testator, towards the end of his life, had his usual 
signature engraved, so that it might be stamped on 
letters & other documents requiring his signature. 
Ile made two codicils, each of whieh was so 
stamped with his name by another person in his 
presence & by his direction : Held: a due execu- 
tion of the codicils under Wills Act. 1837 (c. 26). -— 
JENKINS v1. GAtsrornpD & Trina, [n the Goods of 
JENKINS (1863), 3 Sw. & Tr. 93; 2 New Rep. 401 ; 
321.50.P.M.&A.122; 81.97.5173; 275. P. 501; 
0 Jur. N.S. 680; 11 W. R. 8545 164 BE. R. 1208; 
previous proceedings (1862), 382 Ll. 3. P.M. & A. 71. 

77, —--— Necessity for direction by testator— 
Act or word of request.|—If the signature of 
testator, who is too ill to write himself, be signed 
in his presence & that of the attesting witnesses 
to the will by a third party, such signature must, 
nevertheless, be accompanied by some act or word 
on the part of testator to show that it was made at 
th oe the Goods of MARSHALL (1866), 13 

aT. 648. 

778. Subsequent confirmation.|— 
Testator at the time of the execution of his will 
was in such a weak state as to be unable to affix 
his signature & it was signed for him by the person 
who drew it. The ct., on aflidavits that testator 
had frequently afterwards confirmed the will, & 
that the next of kin did not object, granted probate 
of the will—ZJn the Goods of E.cock (1869), 20 
Ly Pe 187 $33: 2585. 

179. Testator unable to remember in- 
Structions for will.|—TIf a person who has instructed 
a solr. to prepare his will accepts a will which is 
put before him as a carrying out of such instruc- 
tions, & consents to his signature being appended 
to the will by another person, the will is valid, 
although testator may then be unable to remember 
the instructions which he had previously given. 























PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 4. 

1771, Signature in name of testator— 
Necessity for direction by testator—-Act 
or word of sgh goats abe reer to 
another to sign a will need not be in 
words or writing, but may be implHed 


testator 





will signed by some other person than 
in his presenoe & by his 
direction. —~—THERESA, ETC. v. FRANOIS, 
No I. L. R. 45 Bom, 989. 
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Testatrix, being in failing health, had several 
interviews with her solr., & instructed him to pre- 
pare her will. A few weeks afterwards, a will 
prepared by the solr.’s partner from the instruc- 
tions given by testatrix was brought to her for 
execution. She was then in a comatose condition, 
but was able, when roused, to speak or make signs 
in answer to questions. One of her medical 
attendants held the will before her, saying, ‘‘ This 
is your will,’’ & asked her whether she wished I. 
to sign it for her. Testatrix was heard to say 
“ves,” & the will was then signed in her name by 
F., & was duly attested. The jury found that 
testatrix, when the will was executed, did not 
remember & understand the instructions which 
she had given to her solr. ; that she could not, if it 
had been thought advisible to rouse her, have 
understood each clause of the will; that she was 
capable of understanding, & did understand, that 
she was executing a will for which she had given 
instructions :—Held: the will was valid & was 
entitled to probate.—PARKER v. FELGATE (1883), 
8P.D. 171; 52 L. J. P. 95; 47 J. P. 8083 32 
W. R. 186. 

Annotations :-—Apprvd. Perera v. Perera, [1901] A. C. 354. 

Apld. Thomas v. Jones (1928), 139 L. T. 214. 

780. Signature in name of person requested to 
sign—Drawer of will.|—Testator being too ill to 
sign his will, requested the drawer thereof to sign 
it for hinn, which he did in his own name, not in that 
of testator :—Held: sufficient.—Jn the Goods of 
LARK (1839), 2 Curt. 329; 163 E. R. 428. 


Annotations :-- Consd. In the Goods of Glover (1847), 5 Notes 
of Cases, 553. Expld. Jn the Goods of Marshall (J866), 13 


L. I. 643. 

781. Attesting witness.|—Jn the Goods of 
ULLERSPERGER (1841), 6 Jur. 156. 

782. ‘‘Read & approved... in the 
presence of.’’|—Testator, being disabled by 
paralysis, the effect of a recent accident, from sub- 
scribing his will, desired the solr. who prepared the 
will to sign it for him, & the solr. complied by 
writing at the foot or end of the will, ‘‘ this was 
read & approved by C. F. B. by C. C. in the 
presence of,’’ etc. :—Held: this was a sufficient 
signing within Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26).-—-In the 
Goods of BLAIR (1848), 6 Notes of Cascs, 528. 

a tl ease Wharram v. Wharram (1864), 33 L. J, 








SUB-SECT. 5.- -PLACE OF 
A, In General. 

Sce Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9; 
Amendment Act, 1852 (c. 24), s. 1. 

783. Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26)—Necessity for 
strict compliance.|—-REEVES v. GRAINGER, No. 
1171, post, 

784. How correct place of signature deter- 
mined.|—J1 the Goods of CoovER, In the Goods of 
Sarit (1852), 18 LT. O. 8. 307; 16 Jur. 178. 

785. Space between end of will & signature.|— 
In the Goods of Coorrr, fi the Goods of SMITH 
(1852), 18 L. IT. O. S. 307; 16 Jur. 178. 

Sec, also, Nos. 815-818, post. 

786. Signature following notarial minute.| — 
Deceased made her will in France, & signed her 
name in the presence of a sufficient number of 


Wills Act, 


-/—Probate granted of a k. —— By mark.|\—Signature of a 
will by a mark made by another person 
on behalf of testator, after the pen had 


been handed to testator & he had 
grasped & returned it :—/Ield: a good 
signature.—Dama v. Dama, 18 E. D.C. 


even from deceased’s conduct & the h. By direction — But not in 10.—S. AF. 
res gest@.-— PARKER tv. PARKER (1811), resence of testator.|—In the Goods of 1. —-—.}—Intheyoods of VAN ROOYEN 
Milhw. 541.—-IR. LEVIL, 8 I. Rt. Eq. 244.—IR. HSTAtrEe (1862), 1 R. 59.—S. AF. 
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Sect. 3.—Signature: Sub-sect. 5, A. & B.] 


witnesses, not at the end of the will but at the end 
of a notarial minute which followed in the same 
sheet with the will, & which minute was also sub- 
scribed by the witnesses :—Held: a good execu- 
tion.— Pace v. DONOVAN & HANKEY (1857), 
Dea. & Sw. 278; 28 L. T. O. S. 343; 3 Jur. N.S. 
220; 5 W. KR. 324; 164 BF. RR. 576. 

787. Clauses written at different times—Pre- 
sumed intention to give effect to whole.|—Where 
deceased has signed his name in the presence of 
witnesses at the end of several clauses of a dis- 
positive character, apparently written at different 
times, the presumption is that deceased intended 
to give effect to the whole of what was written at 
the time he so made his signature.—Jn the Goods of 
CATTRALL (1863), 3 Sw. & Tr. 419; 33 L. J. 
P.M. & A. 106; 10 L. T. 540; 28 J. P. 424; 
10 Jur. N.S. 186; 164 KB. R. 1337. 

788. Signature above last line—Partly across 
penultimate Line.]—Testator’s signature to his 
will was written partly across the last line but one 
of the will, & entirely above the last line, with the 
exception of one letter which touched the last 
line :—Held: the will was signed at the foot or 
end thereof.—Jn the Goods of WOODLEY (1864), 3 
Sw. & Tr. 429; 4 New Rep. 72; 331.73. P.M. & A. 
154; 28 J.P.599; 164 E.R. 1341. 

789. Signature on lower part of edge of paper.| 
—When the dispositive part of a codicil, written 
on a half sheet of note paper, occupied nearly the 
whole paper, & the names of the attesting wit- 
nesses were subscribed at the bottom of the page, 
& the signature of testator was written down the 
lower part of the edge of the paper, the ct. held 
it to be a valid execution within Wills <Act 
Amendment Act, 1852 (c. 24).—Jn the Goods of 
JONES (1865), 4 Sw. & Tr. 1; 34 L. J. P.M. & 
A. 41; 183 L. T. 210; 29 J. P. 104; 11 Jur. 
N.S.118; 13 W. R. 414; 164 BE. R. 1414, 
Anolon Auld: In the Goods of Coombs (1866), L. R. 1 


790. Signature in attestation clause.|—Where 
deceased had written his name in the attestation 
clause to his will drawn on a printed form, but had 
not otherwise subscribed his name, the ct. rejected 
a motion for probate of the paper.—Zn the Goods of 
ATKINS (1816), 4 Notes of Cases, 564. 

791. -]—Where the dispositive part cf a 
will, written by deceased, concluded on the upper 
half of the third side of the sheet of paper, & the 
attestation clause was written on the fourth side, 
& purported to be “ signed by the within-named 
Joseph Chaplyn, testator,” but there was no other 
signature ; the ct. refused probate, as the paper 
was not signed at the foot, or end, within the 
meaning of the statute.—In the Goods of CHAPLYN 
(1846), 4 Notes of Cases, 469; 10 Jur. 210. 
Annaialion ---Apl. In the Goods of Puin (1850), 16 L. T. 


792. --J—A will written on a printed form, 
to which deceased added, opposite to the clause 
of attestation, certain legacies, & then in the 
presence of witnesses wrote his name in the 
attestation clause :—Held: it was not duly signed. 
eae n the Goods of BIRKETT (1848), 6 Notes of Cases, 
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790 i. Signature in attestation clause. | 
—The ct. will grant probate of a will 
signed by a testator in the attestation 
clause where both the witnesses are 
dead & no evidence is forthcoming to 
explain why the signature was in the 
attestation clause.— te MEIKLE’s WILL 
(1899), 25 V. L. R. 309.—AUS., 


clause ; 
both dead : 


-+—The only signature to 
a will was contained in the attestation 
the attesting witnesses were 
it was 
signature was that of testator :—Held : 
the will was sufficiently executed by 


St. RK. Qd. 84.—AUS 
790 iii. ——-.}— Where the facts of the 


WILLS. 


71938. ——.]—In the Goods of Pain (1850), 16 
L. T. O. 8S. 178; 14 Jur. 1032. 

794. .}—Testator having informed the 
witnesses that he wished to make his will filled up 
a printed form in their presence, & wrote his name 
in the attestation clause thereto. After the 
witnesses had signed their names testator again 
wrote his name beneath their signatures. The 
ct. granted probate of the will, with the omission 
of testator’s second signature.—In the Goods of 
CasMoRE (1869), L. R. 1 P. & D. 653; 38 L. J.P. 
& M. 54; 20 1. T. 497; 83 J. P. 392; sub nom. 
In the Goods of CASSMORE, 17 W. R. 627. 

Annotations :-—Refd. In the Goods of Harris (1875). 23 W. R. 
734; In the Goods of Pearn (1875), 1 P. D. 70; In the 
Goods of Peverett (1902), 87 L. T. 143. 
795. J—A will was written on a litho- 

graphed form. Testator wrote his name in the 

blank space left in the attestation clause, but did 

not sign it in the ordinary place, which was filled 

by the signatures of the attesting witnesses. The 
latter did not remember any of the circumstances 
of the execution :—Held: tbe will was duly 
executed & attested.—Jn the Goods of HARRIS 

(1875), 23 W. R. 734. 

See, also, Nos. 840-845, post. 

796. Signature below attestation clause.]|—The 
will of deceased had an imperfect attestation clause, 
& the name of deceased appeared written beneath 
the signatures of the attesting witnesses. The 
witnesses were both dead, & no evidence could be 
given as to the order in which the signatures were 
made. The ct., nevertheless, decreed probate of 
the will.—In the Goods of PUDDEPHATT (1870), 
L.R.2 P. & D. 97; 391. J.P. & M. 84. 
Annotations :— Distd. Jn the Goods of Jones (1877), 46 L. J.P. 

80. Refd. Jn the Guods of Peverctt (1902), 87 L. T. 1438. 

797. -|—The will contained as an attesta- 
tion clause the words, ‘‘ signed in the presence of 
us.”’ Then followed the signatures of the attest- 
ing witnesses, & beneath their signatures that of 
testator. The witnesses deposed that all threo 
were present when they signed the instrument, 
but they could not say in what order they signed. 
The ct. held that the circumstances warranted it 
in cominy to the conclusion that the will had been 
duly executed, & decreed probate of it.—Jn the 
Goods of JONES (1877), 46 L. J. P. 805 41 J. P. 
1853 25 W. R. 215. 

798. Signature alongside last paragraph—Part 
of paragraph below signature.|—-In a testamentary 
paper executed by deceased the last sentence com- 
menced immediately above the signature of 
deceased & was continued in three short lines to 
the left of it, the two last lines being somewhat 
below the signature. This sentence was written 
before deceased signed her name :—Held: under 
Wills Act Amendment Act, 1852 (c. 24), the 
execution was valid, & the last sentence would be 
included in the probate.—Jn the Goods of A1N8- 
WORTH (1870), L. R. 2 P.& D. 1513 23 L. T. 3824 ; 
34 J. P. 664. 

See, also, Nos. 823, 824, post. 

799. Signature below attesting witness.] — Tes- 
tator executed a holograph will in 1874 & died 
in 1886. There was no attestation clause to the 
will, & one of the witnesses predeceased testator ; 
the other died in 1887. The signature of one 











case show that the name of testator in 
the attesting cluuse was intended by 
him as his signature to the will, suc 

yroved that the signature is sufficient. Where, in 
addition, testator adds his signature 
after the witnesses havo attested the 


testator.— DOoGGETT v. LENEHAN, (1926] will, probate will issue omitting the 
: second signature.—IJn the Will of 
CAMPBELL, 13 N. Z. L. R. 340.— Z. 
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attesting witness appeared above that of testator 
himself. The handwriting of testator & of one 
witness to the will was proved by oral evidence & 
by comparison of samples of handwriting ; but the 
only sample of writing of the other witness, apart 
from his signature on the will, was a signature in 
the register of his own marriage in the year 1822. 
Evidence was given to show that every possible 
effort had been made to prove the handwriting of 
this witness, & evidence was also given to show 
that the person who purported to have signed the 
will as a witness was the same who was married 
in 1822, & who purported to have signed the 
marriage register in that year. Evidence was 
also given to show that the two witnesses & 
testator had lived together in the same institution 
at the date of the will, & that testator had stated 
that the document in question was his will, & that 
the two persons, whose names appeared upon it, 
had witnessed it :—Held: the will was entitled to 
probate, as there was sufficient to support the 
presumption of law omnia rite esse acta, & the 
position of the signatures was covered by Wills 
Act Amendment Act, 1852 (c. 24).—BYLES v. 
Cox (1896), 74 L. T. 222. 

800. Mark in middle.]|—Testator two days 
before his death, being paralysed on one side & 
partly speechless, intimated to the two medical 
men in attendance on him his desire to make a 
will. They interpreted his wishes by signs & 
wrote them down on a card. He executed the 
document by making his mark, which, however, 
appeared in the middle of the writing, & they then 
put their initials as witnesses at the back. Subse- 
quently, after a conversation with one of testator’s 
relatives, they returned to his room, & telling him 
that they had taken on themselves more responsi- 
bility than they ought to have taken, & that what 
they had written must be regarded as a memo- 
randum, they erased their initials at the back. 
Testator seemed to acquiesce in this, but the card 
was found after his death in a handbag which he 
kept near his bed, & there was evidence that he 
had shown it to the lady whom he intended it to 
benefit, telling her it was for her, & wished her to 
take it:—Held: the card constituted a valid 
testamentary paper duly witnessed, expressing the 
intentions of deceased, & what passed at the 
erasure of the witnesses’ initials did not amount 
to arevocation ; but it was not signed at the “ foot 
or end’ within the meaning of the statute, & was 
therefore not duly executed & not entitled to 
probate.-—MARGARY v. ROBINSON (1886), 12 P. 1D. 
8; 56L.J3.P.42; 57L. T. 281; 51J.P.4073 35 
W. R. 350. 

Annotations :—Distd. Royle v. IHarris, {1895} P. 163. Refd. 


In the Goods of Wughes (1887), 56 L. J.P. 7153 In the Goods 
of Greenwood (1891), 66 L. 'T. 61. 
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801. Signature at side of margin.] — Probate 
granted of a will the signature to which was placed 
in the side margin of the paper containing the will. 
—In the Goods of USBORNE (1909), 25 T, L. R. 519. 

802. Effect of signature by testator’s wife — 
Below testimonium clause—Subsequent execution 
of will.|—T. caused his wife to place her name 
below the testimonium clause in his will, in proof 
of her assent to it, & he subsequently executed the 
will in the presence of two independent wit- 
nesses. The ct. refused to allow her name to be 
omitted from the probate.—Jn the Cloods of Tiicx- 
MAN (1867), 16 L. T. 434. 


B. Will Consisting of More than One Sheet. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8s. 9; Wills Act, 
Amendment Act, 1852 (c. 24), 8. 1. 

803. Necessity for signature on each sheet.]|— 
A will, provisionally made, propounded as con- 
tained in three sheets of paper unattached, of an 
informal nature, signed at the foot of the last 
sheet only, attested by witnesses who could not 
depose affirmatively that testator’s signature was 
upon the paper at the time, the case being also 
bare of information, & the disposition at direct 
variance with a will regularly executed ten days 
before, pronounced for upon evidence of the hand- 
writing of testator; of his delivering the papers 
as his will, & of their plight & condition. ‘The ct. 
does not require direct affirmative evidence of due 
execution, but, where the attesting witnesses 
difter, or their recollection fails, will judge itself 
from all the circumstances. 

It is not necessary ... that all the papers of 
which a will consists should be signed by the 
deceased or connected together (SiR JENNER 
Fust).—GREGORY v. QUEEN’S PROCTOR (1846), 
4 Notes of Cases, 620; 7 lL. T. O. S. 470. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Marsh v. Marsh (1860), 1 Sw. & Tr. 
528. Refd. Rees v. Rees (1873), L. Rk. 3 P. & D. 84, 


$04. J—(1) The question which portion 
or portions of a testamentary document have been 
duly executed is a matter for parol evidence, 
provided that it be clearly established, so as to 
avoid fraud, that the several portions were pro- 
duced to the attesting witnesses at the time of 
execution or acknowledged in a state of attach- 
ment, & that they are identified. 

(2) It is not necessary that he should have 
written his name in their presence, if it was in 
fact there, in his own handwriting & declared by 
him to be his signature. He might have gone 
through the formality of going over the signature 
with a dry pen, & that might have been held 
a re-execution or acknowledgment (BARGRAVE 
DEANE, J.). 

(3) It is no objection to the admission to probate 





801 i. Signuture at side of margin.)— 
A will written on a page of foolscap & no 
room being left at the foot for testa- 
trix’s signature, she wrote her signature 
perpendicularly in the margin, towards 
the top of the page :—Held: the will 
was well executed.--Ie KVERINGHAM'S 
WILL (1900), 21 N.S. WoL. R.(B.) 15; 
17 N. 8. W. W. N. 73.—AUS. 

801 fi. ——-.]—Jn the Goods of Cou.- 
LUNS (1879), 3 L. RR. Ir. 241.—IR. 


m. Signature above appointment of 
erecitors in space following disposing 
clauses.)—Re RYAN’S WILL (1888), 14 
V. LL. 1. 706.-—AUS. 


n. Mark against name in opening 
sentence.|-—In the Itatate of RorFR, 20 
S. R.N.S. W. 632; 37 N.S. W. W.N. 
227.—-AUS. 

0. Signature opposite attestation 
clause-—On left hand inside page.|—In 
the Will of PLAIN, 27 8. R. N.S. W. 
241; 44.N.S. W. W. N, 66.—AUS. 


p. Foot or end.J—Uniless the whole 
of the document which testator in- 
tended to be his will is signed by him 
at the foot or end thereof, the whole 
will is invalid.—Re HUuYSMAN’S WILL 
(1895), 21 V. L. R. 576.—AUS. 

q. Application to will on 
several pages.j}—Re MCCARTHY, [1922] 
V. L. R. 216.—AUS, 

r. ——-.}-—-Sim ov. THER MASTER, 
(1913] C. P. D. 187.—S. AF. 

t. Signature at top of will.)]—The 
signature at the top of the will fulfils 
the requirements of Wills Act.—Re 
Watan (1893), 7 Niid. L. R. 738.— 
NFLD. 


PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 5.--B. 


803 i. Necessity for signature on each 
sheet. }—A will written page-wise upon 
the whole of tho inner side of a sheet of 
paper with a fold in the middle fs a 
will written upon two leaves, & requires 


to be signed & attested upon at. least 
one side of every leaf.--Re WaALTER’s 
ESTATE, 98. C. 311; 2C. T. RR. 243.-— 

803 ii. —-—.]-——A codicil executed by 
virtue of @ reservatory clause & drawn 
up on two leaves does not require to be 
signed at the foot of each leaf.—HarRtT 
» THE MASTER, (1923] C. P. D. 78.— 
S. AF. 

u. Signature on last sheet.J—In the 
Goods of Rice, 5 I. R. Eq. 176.—IR. 


a. .J—~Among papers of de- 
ceased was found a sealed envelope, in- 
dorsed—‘“ The will of,” ctc. (deceased), 
& containing two unattached papers, 
the one on a sheet on which was written 
a holograph will & all but one word of 
an attestation clause, the other a slip 
on which was written the remaining 
one word of the attestation clause, a 
signature of decoased, the word 
‘‘ witnesses,’’ & two other signatures. 
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Sect. 3.—Signature: Sub-sect. 6, B. & C.) 


of any portion that it does not bear the signature 

of testator.—LEwWIs v. LEW1s, [1908] P. 1; 77 

LJ.P.7; 98 L. T. 58; 247. L. R. 4553 52 Sol. 

Jo. 3]. 

805. Signature on last sheet—Expressed to be 
signed on each sheet.}|—(1) Where a will, which 
was written on three sides of one sheet of paper & 
duly attested by three witnesses, concluded by 
stating ‘‘ that testator had signed his name to 
the two first sides thereof, & his hand & seal to the 
last,’ & it appeared that he had put his name & 
seal to the last only, but had omitted to sign his 
name to the two first sides :—-J/eld : the will was 
well executed, as, whatever might have been 
testator’s former intention, it was abandoned by 
the final signature made by him at the time of 
executing the will. 

(2) Where testator had executed such will, by 
which he devised certain real estates to his wife 
for life, & on her death to 1. S., & on the death of 
both, to his exors. in fee, upon certain trusts, & 
some years afterwards he made various inter- 
lineations & obliterations therein, confining the 
first devise made to his wife to her widowhood, & 
striking out the devise to I. S. & obliterating the 
original date, & substituting the day of Nov. 
instead thereof, & the will was never resigned, 
republished, nor re-attested, but a fair copy was 
afterwards prepared, & testator added one inter- 
lineation therein, not affecting his real state, but 
which copy was never signed, published, or 
attested, & the will, thus altered, & fair copy, 
were found locked in a drawer together, at the 
residence of testator after his death :—Held: 
there was no revocation of the will as it originally 
stood, as the alterations & obliterations were 
merely demonstrative of a future intent of the 
testator to execute another will, which was never 
carried into effect.—WINSOR v. PRATT (182}), 2 
Brod. & Bing. 650; 5 Moore, C. P. 484; 129 E.R. 
1117. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Foster vr. Mentor Life Assce. 
(1854),3 KE. & B. 48. As to (2) Apld. Dickinson v. Stidolph 
(1861), 1! C. BLN. S. 341. Refd. Ibbott v. Bell (1865), 34 
Heavy, 395. 

806. Presumed to refer to whole will.}|— 
A will regularly drawn up by a solr. was signed by 
testator & also by two witnesses in the margin of 
the first four sheets; but in the fifth & last sheet 
the signature of deceased alone appeared :—Held: 
the witnesses had not subscribed the will. 

The signatures on the first: sheets were intended 
merely to guard against. other sheets being inter- 
polated ; testator’s signature at the end of the 
paper is that which the ct. must consider as 
intended to give validity to the whole instrument, 
& consequently that is the signature which ought 
to have been attested (SiR JOHN Dopson).— 





There being no evidence of what 
occurred when the signatures were 
made :—TZ/eld: the ct. could not pre- 
sume that when the witnesses attested 
deceased’s signature on the slip of 
paper, the sheet of paper was pro- 
duced by deceased with the intention 
of giving effect to it as his will.— 
In the Goods of MSKry (1876), 111. R. 
fq. 220.—IR. 

b. -/—A_ holograph will was 
written on an undivided double sheet 
of foolscap of which the second page 
was loft blank, & the third contained 
two lines pom pieting & sentence con- 
tinued from the first page & adding 
another. The fourth page contained 
the appointment of oxors., the testi- 
monium & the attestation clause, & 
the signatures of testatrix & two 
witnesses :—Held: the whole docu- 


perty. The 





only leaf that 
attested :—Zeld : 
the unattested 


ment constituted the will of deceased, 
was duly executed.—Re YOUNG 
(1915), 34N.Z. L. RR. 950. —N.Z. 


CG. -—————.|—7?e ERDEN'S WILL (1887), 
4S. C. 495.—S, AF 


d. —-——.J—M. made 
was written on three leaves of 
each containing dispositions o 
third 
tained a residnuary bequest, was the 


integral portion of the will intended as 
deceased’s testament, & as the will 
could not stand as ua whole no part 
could be declared v 
12 S. O. 117.—S. AF 

@. ———.]|— ROBB v. MEALEY’S EXE- 
CUTOR, 186 Ss. Cc. 133.—S8. AF, 


WILLS. 


EWEN v. FRANKLIN (1855), Dea. & Sw. 7; 26 L. T. 
O.S. 127; 1 Jur. N.S. 1220; 4 W. R. 164; 164 
E. R. 485. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Sweetland vv. Sweetland g oy 4 
Sw. & Tr. 6. Apld. Phipps v. Hale (1874), L. R38 P. & D. 
166; Leonard v. Leonard, [1902) P. 243. 


807. Sheets joined together—All sheets 
presumed to form part of will.|}—When several 
sheets of paper, constituting a connected but not 
in all points a consistent disposal of the property 
are found together, the last sheet being duly 
executed, the presumption, in the absence of direct 
proofs, is, that they all formed the will of deceased 
at the time of execution. A general revocatory 
clause of ‘‘ all former wills ’’ leads to the inference 
that the deceased at that time intended to leave a 
subsisting will.—Marsu v. Marsu (1860), 1 Sw. & 
Tr. 528; 30L. 3. P.M. &A.773 11. T. 528; 24 
J.P. 311; 6 Jur. N.S. 380; 164 EB. R. 845. 
Annotations :—Consd. Recs v. Reos (1873), L. R. 3 P. & YD. 

Si. Mentd. 7x the Goods of Steele, In the Goods of May, 

In the Goods of Wilson (1868), L. R. 1 P. & D. 675: In 

the Goodsof Honywood (1871), L. R. 2 P. & D. 251; In the 

Goods of White (1914), 111 L. T. 413. 

808. .}—The will of deceased 
had been ingrossed by a law stationer on fifteen 
brief sheets of paper, consecutively numbered. 
On the sixteenth sheet testator had written a 
codicil, & on the cighteenth & last a schedule of 
property, referred to in the will. On the death 
of testator, it was found that the original fourth 
shect had been removed & placed loose in his desk, 
& that the original seventeenth sheet; had been 
used by testator in substitution of the fourth. 
The several shects were tied together with tape :— 
Held: the legal presumption that papers bound 
together & constituting the will, as found at 
testator’s death, were so bound together at the 
time of execution & attestation was not rebutted 
by the circumstances of the case.— REES v. REES 
(1873), L.R.3P.& D. 84; 29 L. 7. 375; 3775.7. 
760. 

809. Signature on all sheets but last.] — 
Deceased executed a paper, intended to be his 
will, by signing his name at the foot of the first. 
five sheets, but inadvertently omitted to do so on 
the sixth sheet at the end of the will. The wit- 
nesses signed the five sheets, & also the sixth, 
below a full attestation clause. A sentence, which 
commenced at the end of the fifth sheet, was con- 
cluded on the top of the sixth, but no bequest was 
actually written on the sixth sheet :—Held: the 
execution was invalid, even to pass the first five 
sheets. -_SWEETLAND wv. SWEETLAND (1865), 4 
Sw. & Tr.6; 341.3.P.M.&A.42; 111. 7. 749 ; 
29 J. P. 168; 11 Jur. N.S. 182; 13 W. R. 504; 
164 F. R. 1416. 


Annotations :—Apld. In the Goods of Dilkes (1874), L. R. 3 
RP. & dD. 164; Margary v. Robinson (1886), 12 PP. D. &. 
Distd. Royle v. Harris, [1895] P. 163. Apld. Leonard »v. 
Leonard, [1902] BP. 243. 














f. .}-Where the first leaf of 
a will contained the appointment of 
an heir & exor. but was not signed or 
witnessed, & the second leaf, which was 
duly signed & witnessed, merely con- 
tained directions as to the disposition 





a will which of the estate in the event of the heir 
yaper, predeceasing testatrix:—Teld: that 
pro- the will was void.—CRAWFORD » I‘HE 
leaf, which con- MASTER, [1913] C. P. D. 185.—S. AF. 
,o Ac 2.) ~MILLER, [1922] 

was duly ‘signed & g yea 
leaves formed an h. Signature on firat ae mad 
CRUIKSHANK’S WILL (1888), 14 V. L. RR. 

897.—AUS. 

k. ——.}— Probate refused of will 


signed at foot of first page & con- 
tinued on second & third perce ate 
Wvart’s Win (1895), 21 V. L. R. 


h 71 AUS. 


alid.—ZZ’e LLOYD, 


Part V.—FoRMALITIES OF WiLL or CopDICctt. 


810. Signature on sheet attached to will— 
Paper pasted to foot of will—Bearing bill stamp.|— 
Where the signature of testator & the attestation 
clause were written on a piece of paper, bearing a 
bill stamp, pasted at the foot of. the parchment 
upon which the bill was written :—Held: a good 
execution, since it was apparent on the face of the 
instrument that testator intended to give effect to 
it by his signature.—Jn the Goods of GAUSDEN 
(1862), 2 Sw. & Tr. 362; 311.3. P.M. & A. 53; 
5 L. T. 767; 8 Jur. N. S. 180; 164 E. R. 1086; 
sub nom. In the Goods of GANSDEN, 26 J. P. 216. 


Annotations :-- Apld. Cook v. Lambert (1863), 3 Sw. & Tr. 
46. Distd. In the Goods of West (1863), 32 L. J. P.M. & A. 


2 

Attached by wafers.]—Deccased’s will 
was written on a half sheet of paper, filling the 
first side & a portion of the second. At the end 
of the will a piece of paper was affixed by wafers 
upon that on which the will was written; after 
the paper was so affixed, deceased made his mark 
dé attached his seal, & the witnesses signed their 
names on such separate paper:—Held: as 
testator clearly intended, by making his mark 
where he did, to give effect to the writing above it, 
the will was properly executed.—Cook v. LAMBERT 
(1863), 3 Sw. & Tr. 46; 32 L. J. P.M. & A. 93; 
8L.T. 211; 27 J. P. 376; 9 Jur. N.S. 258; 11 
W. WR. 401; 164 H.R. 1189. 
Annotation :-—Distd. In the Goods of West. (1863), 32 L. J. 

P.M. & A. 18%. 


812. -—— No evidence whether attached 
before execution.|—After the death of A. there 
was found a will in her handwriting, which filled 
the four sides of a sheet of paper. To the bottom 
of the second side was attached by wafers a picce 
of paper, upon which was written a formal clause 
of attestation, & the signatures of deceased & 
of two witnesses. One of the witnesses was dead, 
& the other proved that the paper was duly 
signed & attested ; but was unable to say whether 
before execution it was attached to the will. The 
et. refused to grant probate on motion.—IJn the 
Goods of Wrst (1863), 32 lL. J. P.M. & AL 1823 28 
J.P.9;3; OJur. N.S. 11583; 12 W. RR. S89. 

813. ~—--- Attached by _ string.] — Deceased 
signed his name & the witnesses attested such 
signature on a piece of paper upon which no dis- 
positive part of the will was written, This paper 
was attached by string to the paper on which the 
will was written Just opposite to the termination 
of the writing. On the evidence of the witnesses 
that the papers, to the best of their belief, were in 
the same state when they signed them as they are 
now :—Held: the execution was valid.—Jn_ the 
Goods of WoRSFORD (1871), L. R. 38 P. & D. 211; 
441. 0.P.&M.9;3; 310. TT. 5583 283 W. R. 211. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Fiinch vt. Combe, [1894] P. 191. 

C. Overleaf. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 


Amendment Act, 1852 (ec. 24), 5. J. 
814. No room at end of will.|—A will filled two 





9; Wills Act, 


lL —.}--Re McCanrrny, [1921] 
V. iL. OR. 526; 27 Argus L. LK. 3837; 
43 A. Li. T. 86.—AUS P. 





23 L. R. Ir. 433.—IR. 
.]—-Where 
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pages of a sheet of note paper, leaving no room on 
the second page for the signatures of testator & 
attesting witnesses, which were written along the 
side of the will upon the third page :—Held: to 
be a due execution.—in the Goods of WRIGHT 
(1865), 4 Sw. & Tr. 35; 641.5. P.M. & A. 104; 
13 L. 7.195; 29 7. P. 504; 164 BF. R. 1428. 

Annotation :—Apld. In the Goods of Coombs (1866), L. R. 1 

P. & D. 302. 


815. Space left at end of will— Signature 
opposite end.|—A will ended on the middle of the 
second page of a folded sheet of paper, & the rest 
of the page was in blank. The attestation clause 
& the signatures of testator & the attesting wit- 
nesses were written on the third page, the signature 
of testator being opposite to the clause appoint- 
ing exors., the attestation clause being written 
beneath the signatures & ending opposite to the 
concluding words of the will, & the signatures of 
the attesting witnesses being at the bottom of the 
attestation clause :—Held: the signature was 80 
placed beside or opposite to the end of the will 
that it was apparent on the face of the will that 
testator intended to give effect by such his signa- 
ture to the writing signed as his will, & the will 
was therefore entitled to probate under Wills Act 
Amendment Act, 1852 (c. 24), 8. 1.—ZJn the Goods 
of WILLIAMS (1865), LL. Rw 1 P.& D4; 351. 3. P. 
&M.2; 18L. T. 304; 11 Jur. N.S. 982; 14W.R. 
1}t. 

816. Signature across back page.|—A. will 
ended in the middle of a third page of a sheet 
of foolscap paper, the lower half of the page being 
left blank & the attestation clause & the signa- 
tures being written on the top of the fourth page : 
—Held: it was duly executed.—Hunt v. Hunt 
(1866), L. RLV P. & D. 209; 351.5. P. & M. 135 ; 
30 J. P. 679; sub nom, In the Goods of BELL, 
Hunt v. Hunt, 14 L. T. 859. 

817. -—— Top of first & fourth sides.|—A 
will was written across the second & third sides 
of a sheet of note paper, the lower part of such 
sides being left blank. The attestation clause & 
the signatures of testator & witnesses were written 
at the back of the will, & therefore across the top 
of the first & fourth sides of the paper. Testator 
wrote the will in the presence of the witnesses 
immediately before he executed it :—Held: that 
the will was well executed under Wills Act Amend- 
ment Act, 1852 (c. 24).—Jn the Goods of ARCHER 
(S71), LR.2 PL & D252; 40 L. 7. P. & M. 80; 
25 L. TT. 2743 85 J.P. 7123 19 W. RR. 785. 

818. Second & third sides blank.]— 
The whole of the disposing portion of a will was 
written on the first side of a sheet of foolscap ; the 
second & third sides were blank ; & the attestation 
clause with the signatures of testator & the wit- 
nesses were on the fourth side :—Held: the will 
was duly executed.—In the Goods of FULLER, [1892] 
PrP. 377; 62 L. 5. P. 40; 67 L. T. 501; 56 J. P. 
T1833; 1 R. 453. 

819. Will on first & third sides—-Signature on 














to make two leaves, a portion being 
writteu on the tirst page, It then being 


all the dis- aontinued on the third’ page, which 


m, -—-~.}—-LAY v. GoudgHu (1924), 
20 Tas. i. R. 59.—AUS. 

n. ———.J—Where a erson = _in- 
tending to execute his will writes a 
portion upon the first page, but states 
the substance of his will upon the 
second & third pages, & places his 
signature at the foot of the first page, 
the document is not signed in accord- 
ance with Wills Act, 1890, s. 7, & 
therefore wil] not be admitted to 
rohate.—-Re Woon'’s WILL (1897), 23 

. i. R. 362.—-AUS. 

o. —- —.] --JIn the Goods of FRENCH, 


positions were made on tho first leaf 
of a will, which was properly attested, 
& the appointment of exors. on the 
second, which was signed by only one 
witness :—Held: as the first leat of 
the will was complete in itself & con- 
tained the whole of the dispositions of 
the estate, such loaf should be ad- 
mitted as testator’s will.—MEYER v. 
THk MASTER, (1910) C. P. D. 565.— 
8. AF. 
q. Signature on second page—W ill 
written on first, third d& second pages 
of folded sheet of paper.)}—A will was 
written on a piece of paper folded 


was not completely filled up, a blank 
being left at the foot of the page 
(because the maker of the will thought 
there would be no room for attestation 
clause), & concludod on the second 
page, which contained the concluding 
clause of the will, the testator’s 
signature, the attestation clause, & 
the attesting witnesses’ signatures :—~—- 
Held: the will was signed at the foot 
or end thereof, & it was admitted to 
robate.—Re HALL’Ss WILL, [1910) 
. Tu. R. 14.—AUS. 


r, Alicration in order.} —- Testatrix 
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Sect. 3.—Signature : Sub-sect. 5, C., D. & FE.) 


cilia aaa the Goods of GARDINER, No. 1068, 
post. 

820. -.|—A_ will filled the first & 
third pages of a sheet of foolscap paper, leaving 
no room at the bottom of the third page for the 
signatures of testator & of the attesting witnesses, 
which were written crossways on the second page : 
—~Held: the will was duly executed.—Jn the Goods 
of CoomBs (1866), L. R. 1 P. & D. 302; 36L. J. P. 
& M.25; 15 L. T. 363; 315.27. 9. 

Annotations :—Apld. In the Goods of Stoakes (1874), 31 
.T.552. Refd. Royle v. Harris, [1895] P. 163 ; Millward 

vw. Buswell (1904), 20 T. L. R. 714. 

821. - ——,.|—-A will was contained on the 
first & third pages of a sheet of foolscap, but the 
signature & attestation clause were on the second 
page. The ct. being satisfied from the evidence 
that the execution was meant to be at the foot 
or end of the will, granted probate.—Jn the Goods 
of STOAKES (1874), 31 L. T. 552; 39 J. P. 25; 
23 W. R. 62. 


D. Words Below and After Signature. 

See Wills Act, 1857 (c. 26), s. 9; Wills Act 
Amendment Act, 1852 (c. 24), s. 1. 

822. Clause between signature & attestation. |— 
An allegation propounding a paper containing a 
specific bequest, & an appointment of exors. 
written below testatrix’s signature, & interposed 
between the signatures of the attesting witnesses 
rejected.—TOPHAM tv. TopuaAmM (1850), 2 Rob. 
Eccl. 189; 163 FE. R. 12873: sub nom. In the Goods 
of ToPpHAM, 14 Jur. 514. 

823. Clause partly below signature—-Excluded 
from probate.J—A will, having the signature of 
testatrix immediately after the attestation clause, 
& a dispositive clause written partly below that 
signature :—Held: to be entitled to probate 
without that clause, as it was somewhat doubtful 
when that clause was written, & as, with it in- 
cluded as part of the will, the will would not be 
siened at the foot or end.—In the Goods of 
STANDLEY (1849), 1 Rob. Feel. 755; 7 Notes of 
Cases, 69; 163 E. R. 1203. 

Annotation :—Retd. In the Guods of Weaver (1849), 7 Notes 

of Cases, 270. 

824. ——.]—Testator, after signing his 
name to his will in the presence of two witnesses, 
added a clause to it, the writing being squeezed 
into the space above & beside the signature. 
Immediately afterwards the witnesses signed their 
names :—Held: testator did not sign or acknow- 
ledge his signature to the will as containing such 
clause, & probate should issue without it.—Jn the 
Goods of ARTHUR (1871). L. R. 2 P. & D. 273; 25 
1. T. 274; 363. P. 168; 19 W. RR. 1016. 

See, also, No. 798, ante. 

825. Memorandum between will & codicil.]|— 
In the Goods of WinuMorr, No. 613, ante. 

826. Dispositive provision overleaf— List of 
devises & bequests.|—An unexecuted paper writ- 
ing is not entitled to probate as incorporated, 
unless it be so described as to leave no doubt in 














wrote ber will on several sheets of 
paper pines together. At the time 
of application for probute, testatrix’s 
signature & the attestation clause were 
the first of these papers. The ct., 
being of opinion that the sheet con- 
taining the signature & attestation 
clause was originally written last, & 
therefore at the end of the will, & 
night have been afterwards  in- 
advertently misplaced, granted pro- 
bate.—Jn the Goods of Mapprn, [1905] 
27. R. 612; 391. L. 1. Jo. 205.—IR. 


t. One page not 
material. |— lx 


single sheet 
will, & with 


p. 
T. P. D. 295.—-S. AF. 
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827 1. Dispositive provision overleaf— 
Continuation of sentence.}—Words were 
written by testatrix on the back of a 
printed form of will consisting of u 
before the execution of the 

the obvious intention of 
completing an unfinished sentence on 
the face of the will. 


WILLS. 


the mind of the ct., on the circumstances proved, 
that it is the paper writing referred to. 

Testator executed a will on the first side of a 
sheet of paper, leaving his property after his wife’s 
death to be divided inmanner hereinafter named, 
amongst his nine children. On the second & 
third sides of the shect there was a list of absolute 
devises & bequests to his children, not signed by 
testator. The writer of the will & of the list 
deposed that the list was written by him at the 
dictation of deceased, & read over to him before 
the execution of the will, but the attesting wit- 
nesses only saw the first side:—Held: the in- 
trinsic & parol evidence before the ct. was not 
sufficient to justify it in granting i hele of this 
list on motion.—Jn the Goods of Brewis (1864), 
3 Sw. & Tr. 473 ; 4 New Rep. 120; 331. J. P. M. 
& A. 124; 10 Jur. N.S. 593; 164 EF. R.-1359. 

827. Continuation of sentence.] — The 
signature of testator & the attesting witnesses 
appeared at the bottom of the first page of a will— 
immediately after an unfinished sentence, which 
was completed overleaf on the second page :— 
Held: probate might be granted of the first page 
of the will.—Jn the Goods of ANSTEE, [1893] P. 
283; 63 1. J. P. 613; 42 W. R. 163 1 RR. 487. 

828. .|—Testator executed a _ testa- 
mentary document, which consisted of two pages, 
& the whole of which was written before execuation 
The first page, which alone was signed by testator. 
& the witnesses, contained the major part of the 
will, It concluded with an unfinished sentence 
continued on the second page. The second page 
also contained bequests: --Held: the first page 
only could be admitted to probate.—Jn the Goods 
of Gur (1898), 78 L. T. 843. 

829. ——— Two letters of signature extending 
overleaf.]—Testator wrote a will on three side of 
a sheet of note paper. The attestation clause & 
names of the attesting witnesses were at the 
bottom of the second side; a dispositive clause 
was written on the third side, & all the letters of 
testator’s signature, excepting the two last, which 
extended over to the third side, were on the second 
side :-—d[eld: to be a good execution.—Z/n the 
Goods of POWELY (1865), 4 Sw. & Tr. 314; 34 
I. J. P.M. & A. 1073 138. T. 1053; 18 W. R. 999 ; 
164 Ia. R. 1427. 

830. ——— Lithographed form signed on front 
page—Dispositions on second & third pages.|— 
Deceased having obtained a form of will, htho- 
graphed on the first side of a shect of foolscap 
papcr, wrote her will on the second & third sides 
thereof, terminating near the bottom of the third 
side: the fourth side was blank. The form was 
not filled up except. as to the appointment of exors. 
Deceased signed her name in the presence of 
witnesses, at the foot of the lithographed form :— 
Held: as regards the position of the signature, the 
execution was valid as within Wills Act Amend- 
ment Act, 1852 (c. 24).---Jn the Goods of WoTron 
(1874), LL. R238 P.& 2D. 1593 431.5. P.& ML 14; 
30 L. 7.75; 38 J. P. 328; 22 W. R. 352. 


Annotations :—Expld. Royle rv. Harris, [18945) P. 163. Apld. 
In the Cloods of Gilbert (1898), 78 L. T. 762. 











signed & attested at the foot of the 
front of the shect only :—Held: the 
words on the back should be treated 
as in the nature of an interlineation, & 
the whole will, including the words 
on the back, was admitted to probate. 
—Re BULL’S WILL, (1905] V. L. R. 38. 
-—-AUS. 

a. Anpointment of executors.}-~In the 
Goods of WiiITx, [1896) 1 I. R. 269.---IR. 

b. Will on three pages—Signed & 
attested on second.J—In the Goods of 


signed—-Page not 
VILJOEN, [1917] 


The will was 


Part V.—FORMALITIES OF WILL oR CODICIL. 


831. -|—A testamentary docu- 
ment consisted of a sheet of paper containing on 
the first page a lithographed form of will. The 
form in the first page was filled in by testatrix & 
contained bequests to ‘‘ my sisters & friends.” 
Her signature & those of the attesting witnesses 
were at the bottom of the first page. The second 
& third pages contained a list of bequests to 
persons, some of whom were the sisters & others 
friends of testatrix. There was no direct evidence 
that the second & third pages had been written 
before the execution of the will :—Held: assuming 
the second & third pages to have been written 
before the execution of the will, the signature of 
testatrix was not so placed ‘‘ opposite to” the 
writing contained in these pages as to bring the 
case within Wills Act Amendment Act, 1852 
(c. 24), 5s. 1, & therefore the first paze alone could 
be admitted to probate.—RoYLE v. HARRIS, 
(1895] P. 163; 64 1L. J. P. 65; 72 L. T. 474; 48 
W.R. 352; 11 T. i. R. 268; 11 R. 601. 
Ae :—Apld. In the Goods of Gee (1898), 78 L. T. 


832. ——— First two pages executed—Attestation 
on first.;—Testatrix left a will which extended 
over to the third page of a sheet of foolscap. 
The signatures of herself & attesting witnesses were 
at the bottom of the first page, but she also placed 
her name at the end of the second pave in their 
presence & before execution. The ct. granted 
probatc of the first two pages.—In the Goods of 
WRAY (1883), 47 J. P. 279; 31 W. R. 476. 

833. Alterations added overleaf.!|—Testator 
duly executed a will prepared by a solr. which 
was written on the first side of a sheet of foolscap 
paper. Desiring shortly before his death to make 
an alteration in the disposition of his property 
he called in the assistance of a neighbour, who 
wrote out a codicil on the third sheet of the 
foolscap, beginning, “ The following alterations 
having been first. made,”’ & ending with an attesta- 
tion clause in due form. The mark of testator, 
however, & the signatures of the attesting witnesses, 
were written opposite the body of the will on the 
margin of the first page, the person who prepared 
the codicil being under the impression that as it 
was an alteration in the will it ought to be attested 
on the margin :—Held: the codicil was not duly 
executed, & probate refused.—/n the Goods of 
HvuGHES (1887), 12 P. PD. 107; 56 L. J. P. 71; 
57 1..T. 495; 35 W. RR. 568. 

834. Will on three pages—Signed & 
attested on first.J}—A will, which was written on 
three pages of paper, was signed by testatrix & 
by the attesting witnesses on the first page only :-— 
Held: the first page of the will ought to be 
admitted to probate.—MU.LWaARrDd uv. BUSWELL 
(1904), 20 T. L. R. 714. 

835. Signature constructively at end of will— 
General rule.|—Where, from the obvious sequence 
& sense of the context, it appears to the satis- 
faction of the ct. that the signature of deceased 
really follows the dispositive part of a _ testa- 
mentary instrument, though it may occupy a place 
on the paper literally above the dispositive parts or 
part thereof, such testamentary instrument will 
be entitled to probate.—ZJn the Goods of KIMPTON 
(1864), 3 Sw. & Tr. 427; 3 New Rep. 691; 33 
L.J.P.M.& A. 153; 10. T.137; 28 J. P. 552 ; 
164 E. R. 1340. 
Annotations :—-Distd. In 


. Fhe P. M. & A. 41. 
78 L. T. 843. 








the Gooda of Jones (1865), 34 
Refd. Zn the Goods’ of Geo (1898), 
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836. .}— Though certain pages of a 
testamentary document are materially subse- 
quent to the signatures of testator & witnesses, it 
may be held that the other pages of the document 
are substantially a part of the will & that they 
can be construed for purposes of probate as anterior 
to the signatures.—/n the Goods of GILBERT (1898), 
78 J. T. 762. 

837. Sentence carried from foot to top of 
page.|—Jn the Goods of Kimpron, No. 835, ante. 
Use of asterisk.] — Deceased, in his 
will, which was written by himself on the first side 
of a half-sheet of paper, gave his property to his 
wife for life, & then, intending to dispose of certain 
freehold cottages on the death of his wife, com- 
menced a sentence which he left incomplete. 
After the incomplete sentence was an asterisk, 
& the words “ see over.”’ The will, which covered 
the whole of the first side, was executed at the 
bottom of that side, & at the top of the second side 
was another asterisk, & a devise of the cottages 
to his daughter. This bequest was written before 
the will was executed :—Held: the words on the 
second side were in the nature of an interlineation 
& formed part of the will.—-In the Goods of BIRT 
(1871), L. R. 2 P. & D. 214; 24 L. T. 142; 35 
J.P. 296; 19 W.R. 511; sub nom. In the Goods of 
Burt, 40 L. J. P. & M. 26. 


Annotations :-—-Distd. Jn the Goods of Malen (1885), 54 
le J. P. 91. Consd. Zn the Goods of Gee (1898), 78 L. 'T. 
$43. Refd. Royle v. Harris, [1895] P. 163. 


839. .|—A will contained no nomina- 
tion of exors, in the body of it, but at the bottom, 
below the attestation clause, were the words 
‘‘ exors. W. G. & C. S.’? There was an asterisk 
before these words & an asterisk before the word 
‘‘ executor ’’ wherever it occurred in the will. 
It was proved that these words were written before 
the execution of the will. After the execution, 
testator directed the name of C. S., who was an 
attesting witness as well as exor., to be erased & 
the name of W. S. to be written over the erasure. 
The will was not re-executed after these alterations 
had been made :—Held: the nomination of exors. 
might be included in the probate, but the name of 
C.S., must: be restored both as exor. & attesting 
witness.—/n the Goods of GREENWOOD, [1892] 
P.7; 611.5. P.56; 66L. T. 61. 

Appointment of executors.]—See EXECUTORS, 
Vol. XXAITII., p. 27, Nos. 13-15. 

















LE, Holograph Will. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9 
(Amendment) Act, 1852 (c. 24), s. 1. 

840. Signature in attestation clause.]—Probate 
allowed of a will concluding ‘‘ signed & sealed 
as & for the will of me C. E. T. W., in the presence 
of us, T. Hi., E. Lf.’’ as being signed at the foot or 
end thereof.—ZJn the Goods of WOODINGTON (1839), 
2 Curt. 324; 1638 KE. R. 427. 


Annotations :---Distd. In the Goods of Atkins (1846), 4 Notes 
of Casos, 564; In the Goods of Chaplyn (1846), 4 Notes of 
Cases, 469. Folld. Jn the Goods of Gunning (1846), 1 Rob. 
Eeel. 459. Distd. in the Goods of Birkett (1848), 6 Notes 
of Cases, 597: Jn the Goods of Littledalo (1849), 13 L. T. 
O.8. 307. Apld. In the Goods of Pain (1850), 16 L. T. O. 8. 
178. Refd. Re Parslow (1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 112; 
Smee v. Bryer (1848), 1 Rob. Keel. 616. 


841. .}— Deceased read over an attesta- 
tion clause containing his name, written by himself, 
in the presence of two witnesses, who subscribed 
their names. Deceased then, on the opposite 
page of the paper, wrote some words, beneath 
which he added, ‘‘ Attestation. J. W., testator,”’ 


Wills Act 





PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 5.—E. 
o. Signature across gummed flap of envelope— Unsigned holograph will enclosed.}- -FRANCK’S JUDICIAL FACTOR v. FRANCR’S 


TRUSTEES, [1916] 1 8S. L. T. 126.—SCOT. 
J.—VOL. XLIV. 
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& the names of two cxors.:—-Held: deceased 
intended to give effect to his will by the signature 
of his name in the attestation clause.—ZJn the Goods 
of WALKER (1862), 2 Sw. & Tr. 854; 311.3. P.M. 
& A. 62; 51. T. 766; 267. P. 168; 8 Jur. N.S. 
314; 164 BE. R. 1033. 

Annotations :—Folld. 7n the Goods of Casmore (1869), L. KR. 
1 P. & VD. 653. Refd. In the Goods of Harris (1875), 23 
W. LR. 73843 In the Goods of Pearn (1875), 1 P. D. 70. 
842. .||—A testamentary paper, in the 

handwriting of deceased, concluded as follows: 

‘* In witness of this I have set my hand this 14th 

day of Jan. 1858. Signed by testatrix, A. B., her 

last will, in our presence,” etc. There was no 
other signature of deceased at the end of the 
writing. The surviving attesting witness could 
give no distinct account of the state of the paper 
at the time of, or the circumstances attending, 
the execution, & there was no direct evidence on 
the former point. It was admitted to probate.— 

In the Goods of Torre (1862), $ Jur. N. 8. 494. 
843. .]|—Testator left. a holograph will with 

a full attestation clause, also holograph, but the 

only signature was that embodied in the attestation 

clause & it had apparently been inserted at some 
time subsequent to the writing of the attestation 
clause. The two attesting witnesses did not know 
whether or not the signature was on the paper 
when they subscribed their names :—Held: it 
was at liberty to judge, from the circumstances 
of the case, whether it was probable that the 
signature was in the attestation clause at the 
time of the attestation, &, being of opinion that 
it was, granted probate of the will.—Jn the Goods of 

HUCKVALE (1867), L. R. 1 P. & 1D. 375; 36 

lL. J.P. & M. 84; 16L. T. 434; 16 W. FR. 64. 

AN Oar :—Folld. In the Gouds of Pearn (1875), 1 P. D. 


efd. Pearson tv. Pearson (1871), L. R. 2 PP. & D 


451; Jn the Goods of Harris (1875), 23 W. KR. 734. 

844, --——.] — Deceased with his own hand 
wrote out a will, which concluded with an attesta- 
tion clause “ signed, published & declared by the 
said A. B., testator, as & for his last will & testa- 
ment, ectc.”’ At the time of execution deceased 
declared the paper to be his will in the presence of 
two witnesses, & asked them to witness it, which 
they did, but he did not: himself sign it in their 
presence, nor was there any direct evidence that the 
witnesses saw the signature. The only signature 
of deceased was in the attestation clause :— I/eld: 
under Wills Act (Amendment Act), 1852 (c. 24), 
the execution was valid.—IJn the Goods of PEARN 
(1875), 1] P.D. 70; 451. J.P. 31; 33 1. T. 705 ; 
39 J.P. 824; 24 W. R. 148. 

845. -|—In the case of a holograph will, 
the whole operative portion of which was written 
on the first page of a sheet of paper, the attestation 
clause containing the signature of testator was 
written on the second page & stated that the will 
was “‘ signed ’’ by testator in the presence of the 
witnesses. An affidavit, made by one witness only, 
stated that they did not see the first page at all, & 
set forth facts pointing to acknowledgment only 
in the presence of the witness :—Held: the will 
was entitled to probate without notice to the next 
of kin.—Jn the Goods of Moore, [1901] P. 44; 70 
L.J.P.16; 841. T. 60. 

846. Signature in testimonium clause.]—A will, 
with the following testimonium clause, entirely 
in the handwriting of testatrix ‘‘ In witness hereof 
1 have hereunto set my hand & seal, Jane 
Randolph Gunning, this twenty-fifth day of Sept. 
1845,” but no other subsequent signature by her: 
-—Held: to have been signed in conformity with 











WILLS. 


the statute.—Ji2 the Goods of GUNNING (1846), 
1 Rob. Eccl. 459; 5 Notes of Cases, 75; 163 
EK. R. 1101. 

847. .j—Testator produced to three wit- 
nesses his holograph will, contained in one page, 
with his signature in the testimonium clause in 
these words ‘‘ in witness whereof I, R. D., have 
set my hand & seal,” etc. Testator acknowledged 
the paper ‘‘ to be his last will,” but his signature 
‘‘was not more particularly referred to.’’ There 
was no seal. Probate granted under Wills Act 
(Amendment Act), 1852 (c. 24).—Jn the Goods of 
DINMORE (1853), 2 Rob. Eccl. 641; 1 Eee. & Ad. 
2; 163 Hh. R. 1441. 

848. J|—The testimonium clause of a will 
was as follows: ‘‘ In witness whereof I, M. Li. M., 
have hereunto set my hand,” etc. The whole of 
this was in the handwriting of testator, & his 
name written as he usually signed it, but the will 
was not otherwise signed by him :—Held: the will 
was duly executed, the signature being placed 
“among the words of the testimonium clause,”’ 
within Wills Act (Amendment Act), 1852 (c. 24), 
s. 1.—In the Goods of MANN (1858), 28 L. J. P. 
& M. 19. 

849. Signature as last words of will.|— The 
name of testator formed the concluding words of 
a holograph will, made in 1832, which was not 
otherwise signed. When found after the death 
of deceased, beneath the last line were the words— 
‘* Witness, J.S. Witness, I]. E. Apr. 11, 1838.’’ 
The will was propounded as executed on Apr. 11, 
1838. It was proved that the witnesses J. S. 
& H. EH. were dead, & that their signatures were 

enuine :—Held: from the construction of the 
ast sentence testator intended his name at the 
end of the will to represent his signature, & due 
execution & attestation must be presumed, in 
the absence of any evidence to the contrary.— 
TROTT v. SKIDMORE (1860), 2 Sw. & Tr. 12; 2 
I. T. 519; 24 J. P. 4238; 6 Jur. N. S. 760; 8 
W. RR. 590; 164 KH. R. 89043 sub nom. TRort v. 
TrotrT, 29 L. J. P.M. & A. 156. 
Annotation :---Refd. Harris v. Knight (14890), 15 P. ). 170, 








SUB-SECT. 6.—SIGNATURE IN PRESENCE OF 
WITNESSES, 
A. In General, 

See Wills Act, 18387 (c. 26), s. Y. 

850. General rule—Signature must be seen by 
witnesses.|—Two persons subscribed a paper, in the 
presence of S. lL, & of each other, S. L. having 
previously, in their joint presence, acknowledged 
the said paper to be his will. The witnesses did 
not see S. L. sign his name to the paper, nor did 
they, at the time of subscribing their names to it, 
see his signature, the writing upon the paper being 
purposely concealed from them. Upon the death 
of 8S. L., his signature was found at the end of 
the paper :-—Held: this was not a valid will, 
within Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9. 

If the witnesses are to be cognisant of the making 
of the signature, when the execution is in that form, 
must they not see & be cognisant of the signature 
when the will is to be executed in the alternative 
form, by acknowledging the signature? The 
alternative form of execution by acknowledgment, 
is to answer the same purpose, it is to be equivalent 
in effect to actual signing; & ought not the 
acknowledged signature to be proved by the same 
mode of evidence, namely, by the subscribing 
witnesses ? 

What is the plain meaning of acknowledging a 
signature in the presence of witnesses ? what do 
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the words import but this? ‘‘ Here is my name 
written, I acknowledge that name so written to 
have been written by me; bear witness”? how is 
it possible that the witnesses should swear that any 
signature was acknowledged unless they saw it ? 
(SIR H. JENNER Fvust). 

‘‘To attest ’’ is to bear witness to a fact (SIR 
H. JENNER FUST).—HUDSON v. PARKER (1844), 
1 Rob. Eccl. 14; 8 Notes of Cases, 236 ; 8 Jur. 786 ; 
163 E. R. 948. 


Annotations :—-Folld. In the Gvuods o 
Blake (1882), 7 P. D. 102. R 
pees), 
6 Notes of Cases, 699; 


Gunstan, Blake v. 
efd. Faulds v. Jackson 
6 Notes of Cases, Sup. i; Leech v. Bates (1849), 
Bryan v. White (1850), 2 Roh. 

EKecl. 315; Thomson & Allaway v. Hall (1852), 2 Rob. 

Heel. 426; Norton v. Bazett (1856), Dea. & Sw. 259; 

Charlton v. Hindmarsh (1859), 1 Sw. & Tr. 433. 

851. —.J—In Goods of GUNSTAN, 
BLAKE v. BLAKE, No. 913, post. 

852. Testator seen to be writing — Whether 
sufficient.|—If testator signs his will in the presence 
of the attesting witnesses who see him in the act 
of writing, & they then attest, the attestation is 
good, although they do not see the signature, & 
he does not acknowledge it. The attesting 
witnesses to a will saw testatrix writing something 
on the will before they signed, but they did not 
see what she wrote, & they did not know that it 
was a will. When they subscribed their names 
they did not see the attestation clause, which 
contained testatrix’s signature, or any of the 
writing on the will, as testatrix concealed it from 
them by holding a piece of blotting-paper over it. 
There was a full attestation clause in testatrix’s 
handwriting :—Held: as the witnesses had seen 
testatrix write what the ct. presumed to be her 
signature, although they did not sec the signature, 
& she did not acknowledge it to them, the attesta- 
tion was sufficient.—Smitn v. SMITH (1866), L. R. 
1P.&D. 148; 35.3. P.&M. 65; 141.7. 417; 
12 Jur. N.S. 674; 14 W. R. 618. 

853. Must be made or acknowledged in presence 
of witnesses.|—A codicil was signed by deceased, 
who was ill in bed in one room, & attested by two 
witnesses in an opposite room, but who did not 
see deceased make or acknowledge her signature, 
or have any conversation with her respecting it. 
Deceased, the doors of both the rooms being open, 
might by raising herself in bed have secn the 
Witnesses sign; but there was no evidence that 
she did do so :—Held: a bad execution, on the 
vround that deceased did not make or acknow- 
ledge her signature in the presence of the wit- 
nesses, & that they did not attest in her presence. 
Jn the Goods of KILLIcK (1864), 38 Sw. & Tr. 578 ; 
10 Jur. N. 8S. 1083; 1683 KF. R. 1399: sub nom. 
In the Goods of KEL IcK, 34 1. J. P.M. & A. 2; 
28 J. P. 760. 


Annotation :- 
671 





Carter v. Seaton (1901), 17 T. L. RR. 


854. ——~ Actual visual presence.|—The ex- 
pression ‘‘in the presence’’ in Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), s. 9, must be taken to mean actual visual 
presence. 

Where testatrix signed her will in a shop, & 
one witness, who saw her sign, attested it, but the 
other witness, being at the time when testatrix 
& first witness signed engaged at the other side of 
the shop with a person who stood between him & 
testatrix, did not see them sign & did not know 
nor have the opportunity of knowing anything 


ledge it. in their presence.— CARRIGAN 
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about what they had been engaged upon until 
after they had signed, when he was asked to be a 
witness :—Held: testatrix to be a witness :— 
Held: testatrix did not sign ‘‘ in the presence "’ of 
the second witness.—BROWN v. SkIRROW, [1902] 
P.33; 714.5. P.19; 85 L. T. 645; 18 T. LR. 


59. 


B. Signature Not Seen by Witnesses. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9. 

855. Seen by some only— All present.| — 
DURRANT v. DURRANT (1730), 1 Barn. K. B. 367 ; 
94 K. R. 247. 

Actual signing seen by none.|]—A 
will of lands, subscribed by three witnesses in 
testator’s presence & at his request, is well 
executed, though none of the witnesses saw 
testator sign it, & only two of them saw his 
signature.—JOHNSON v. JOHNSON (1832), 1 Cr. & 
M. 140; 3Tyr. 73; 2L.J.Ex.73; 149 EB. R. 348. 
Annotation :—Refd. Diott v. Genge (1842), 3 Curt. 160. 


857. One witness unable to see.|—Tes- 
tator intending to execute a codicil, signed the 
same while lying in bed, there being present in the 
room the two witnesses who attested the codicil ; 
the curtains at the foot of the bed being drawn 
at the time, one of the witnesses could not actually 
see testator sign his name, nor could testator see 
that witness subscribe the codicil as attesting it :-— 
Held: testator & the witness signed their names in 
the presence of each other, as required by Wills 
Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9.—NEWTON & THOMAS v. 
CLARKE (1839), 2 Curt. 320; 163 EB. R. 425. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Hudson v. Parker (1844), 1 Rob. Eect, 
14. Refd. Tribe v. ribo (1849), 1 Kob. Keel. 775; 
Thomson & Allaway v. Hall (1852), 2 Rob. Eccl. 426 ; 
Norton v. Bazett (1856), Dea. & Sw. 259; Carter v, 
Seaton (1901), 17 T. L. R. 67), 


858. -—- —-— Question of fact.)—DorE d. 
JACKSON v. JACKSON (1843), 1 L. T. O. S. 143; 
previous proceedings (1842), 1 Notes of Cases, 575, n. 
Annotations :—Consd. Tlott ». Genge (1842), 3 Curt. 160; 

Blake v. Knight (1843), 3 Curt. 547. 

859. —— _ --—.]—-A. produced a paper writing 
to B. with his signature at the foot of it, said it 
was his will, & asked B. to attest it. At the request 
of B. he retraced his signature with a pen & B. 
attested it. C., the other attesting witness, was 
in the shop where this was done, but did not hear 
what passed. We saw A. in the act of writing, 
& then at A.’s request signed his name as a witness. 
The ct. was not satisfied on the affidavits that C. 
witnessed the acknowledgment, & refused to grant 
probate on motion.—Jn the Goods of GARNER 
(1861), 25 J. P. 183. 

860. .|—-Testatrix died leaving a will 
& an undated testamentary document, signed 
by her, containing a list of articles, with pencil 
notes, as to her wishes for their disposal. The 
document was only witnessed by one witness, as 
the second person who purported to be a witness 
had not seen the testatrix sign, although she sub- 
sequently heard her acknowledge that she had 
signed the document :—Held: that the document 
was not admissible to probate.—Jn the Goods of 
Swirt (1900), 17 T. L. R. 16. 

861. ——— -—-—.|-—- BROWN v. SkiRRow, No. 854, 
ante. 

862. Seen by neither witness—Folded paper.|— 
A. B., deceased, requested two persons, present at 











nesses. The witnesses signed in 


PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 6.-—-A. 


853 i. Afuat be made or acknowledged 
am Pidietnd of witnesses. |}—Testator 
need not sign in the presence of wit- 


hesses. It is sufficient if he either sign 


the will in their presence or acknow- 


v, CARRIGAN, 2 Old. 8.--CAN. 


d. Signed will brought fa wit- 
nesses.|—Testator brought his — will 
which had been previously signed by 
him to two persons to sign as wit- 


testator’s presence, at his request, & 
in the presence of each other, & they 
either saw or had the BPPOvUN Ly, of 
secing testator'’s signature :—Held : 
the will was validly executed.—Soorr 
vy, ScoTr (1887), 13 O. R. 551.—CAN. 
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the same time, ‘‘ to sign a paper for him,”’ which 

they did in his presence; the paper was so folded 

that the witnesses did not see anv writing whatever 
on it; A. B. did not state what was the nature 

of the paper in question. On the death of A. B. 

it was found to be his intended will:—Held: it 

was not entitled to probate, the provisions of Wills 
athe 1837 (c. 26), 8. 9, not having been complied 
with. 

It is said that the ct. may presume that the 
paper was signed while the witnesses were in the 
room; but the ct. cannot presume this, while 
the impression on the minds of the witnesses is 
that it was not signed in their presence. Although 
the circumstances of the case do not preclude the 
possibility of the paper having been then signed by 
deceased in the presence of the witnesses, the proof 
of the affirmative lies on those who propound the 
paper, & I cannot presume, in the absence of all 
evidence, notwithstanding I have a strong inclina- 
tion to carry into effect the clear intentions of 
deceased, that the instrument was signed in the 
presence of the witnesses. 

This brings me then to the second point, whether 
the signature was acknowledged in the presence of 
the witnesses. I have already stated, that, notwith- 
standing the form of the plea, the ct. would be 
inclined to give the party the benefit of any proof 
which may arise from the circumstances of the 
case. It is not contended that there was any 
express acknowledgment of a signature, that 
deceased said, ‘‘ This is my signature, & 1 request 
you to attest it,’ the case must therefore rest on 
what may be considered a virtual acknowledgment 
of a signature, it is not necessary that testator 
should state to the witnesses that it is his signature; 
the production of a will by testator, it having his 
name upon it, & a request to the witnesses to attest 
it, would be a sufficient acknowledgment of the 
signature under the present statute (SIR H. JENNER 
FustT).—I.Lotr v. GENGE (1842), 3 Curt. 160; 1 
Notes of Cases, 572; 163 E. R. 689; affd. (1844), 
4 Moo. P. C. C. 265. P. C. 

Annotutions :— Distd. Blake v. Knight (1843), 3 Curt. 547. 
Consd. Hudson v. Parker (1844), 1 Rob. Eccl. 14. Apld. 
In the Goods of Pearsons (1864), 33 L. J. P. M. & A. 177; 
Folld. Pearson v. Pearson (1871), L. hk. 2 P. & D. 441. 
Consd. Daintree v. Butcher (18838), 13 P. D. 102. Refd. 
In the Goods of Ashmore (1843), 2 Notes of Cases, 465; 
Cooper v. Kockett (1843), 3 Curt. 618; In the Goods of 
Trinder (1844), 3 Notes of Cases, 275; Fischer v. Popham 
(1875), L. R.3 BP. & D. 246. 

863. | Testator wrote a codicil 
upon the first side of a half sheet of foolscap 
folded in the middle, & at the bottom of the sheet 
were written the words, ‘‘ For my signature & 
witnesses see next side.’’ On the fourth side of 
the half shect &, when it was unfolded, by the side 
of & on a level with the bottom of the codicil, were 
the signatures of deceased & of two witnesses. 
The paper was folded when the withesses signed 
their names, so that they could not sec whether 
there was any writing on the first side of the half 
sheet :—Held: the codicil was not duly executed, 
as there was no evidence at all from which it could 
be presumed that anything had been written on 
the paper before the signatures were put there.— 
In the Goods of TIAMMOND (1863), 3 Sw. & Tr. 90; 
321. J.P. M. & A. 200; 8 L. T. 616; 27 J. P. 
521; 9 Jur. N.S. 581; 11 W. R. 639; 164 EB. R. 
1207. 


Annotations :— Distd. Ite Archer (1871), L. R. 2 P. & D. 252. 
Consd. !’earson v. Pearson & Pearson (1871), 40 L. J. 1. 





PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 6.--—-C. 
8711. Execution invalid.}—To render 
a will valid, it must be signed by testator 


before tbe attesting witnesses affix their 
signatures.—J/n the 
(1866), 3 W. W. & A'B, 80.—AUS. 


WILLS. 


&M. 53. Refd. Jn the Goods of Huckvale (1867), L. KR. 1 
bP. & D. 375. 


864. Blank space presented for signature.] 
—Where deceased did not sign the will, or acknow- 
ledge the signature, in the presence of the sub- 
scribed witnesses, presenting to them only the 
blank part whereon they signed :—Held: there 
was no evidence that the statute had been com- 
plied with, & probate of the paper refused.—IJn 
the Goods of TRINDER (1844), 3 Notes of Cases, 
275. 

865. Writing purposely concealed.|—-DoE d. 
JACKSON v. JACKSON, 1843, 1 L. T. O. S. 148; 
previous proceedings (1842), 1 Notes of Cases, 
575, n. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Ilott v. Genge (1842), 3 Curt. 160; 

Blake v. Knight (1843), 3 Curt. 547. 

866. —--- —-—.]—TIIUDSON v. PARKER, No. 850, 
ante. 

867. 
ante. 
868. ——— Witnesses ignorant as to who was 
testator—No mention made of will.J—Jn_ the 
Goods of CLIFFORD (1850), 16 L. T. O. 8. 266. 

869. No writing seen.|—A will entirely 
in the handwriting of testator, with a perfect 
testimonium & attestation clause, with the seal & 
signature of testator, & the signature of two 
witnesses, declared invalid on the testimony of 
the witnesses that they did not see deceased’s 
signature, or any writing whatever, upon the 
paper.---SHAW v. NEVILLE (1855), 2 Ecc. & Ad. 
203; 24 L. T. O. S. 339; 1 Jur. N.S. 408. 

870. --—— .J}—A testamentary paper which 
upon the face of it appeared to have been duly 
executed, was not signed in the presence of the 
attesting witnesses. nor did they when they signed 
see any writing :—Held: it was not duly executed. 
——In the Goods of Pearsons (1864), 33 L. J. P.M. 
& A. 177; 10 Jur. N.S. 372. 


Annotations :—Refd. In the Goods of Huckvale (1867), L. RK. 
1 P. & D. 375; Pearson v. Pearson & Pearson (1871), 40 


L. J.P. & M. 53. 








-- —,]—-Smiri v. SMITH, No. 852, 











C. Attestation before Signature. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 9. 

871. Execution invalid.|—Motion for probate 
of a will, signed by testator after the witnesses had 
subscribed their names, rejected.—IJn the Goods of 
OLpING (1841), 2 Curt. 865; 1 Notes of Cases, 
169; 163 I. BR. 611. 

Annotation :—Apld. In the Goods of Byrd (1842), 3 Curt. 117. 

872. -|}—WILLMoTY v. GILLHAM (1842), 2 
Notes of Cases, 397, n. 

873. Sealed by witnesses after signature by 
testator.|—-Motion for probate of na will signed by 
deceased after the witnesses had subscribed their 
names, the witnesses having, subsequently to 
signing by deceased, placed seals opposite to their 
names, rejected.—in the Goods of Brrp (1842), 
S$ Curt. 117; 1 Notes of Cases, 490; 163 EK. R. 
674. 

Annotation :—Consd. Charlton v. Hindmarsh (1859), 1 Sw. 

& Tr. 433. 

874, ——~.]|—CoorER v. BocKETT, No. 981, post. 

875. .|—A will signed by deceased after 
the attesting witnesses, who were nude exors., 
had signed; the defect cured by a regularly 
executed codicil on the same sheet, attested by 
the same witnesses.—J/n the Goods of CLARINGBULL 
(1844), 3 Notes of Cases, 1. 


Annonice | conal: Allon v. Maddock (1858), 11 Moo. 














871 1i.7 -——.]— BURKE tv. Moors, Jn 


t 
(oods of KELLY dio le of Moore (1875), 0 I. R. Ea. 
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876 .—--— Signature not recollected by witnesses.] 
—A will, written by deceased, exhibiting on each 
of the two pages his signature & an imperfect 
attestation clause, subscribed by three witnesses, 
as ‘‘ witnesses to the signature of J. A.,”’ such 
subscription being made at his request, but the 
witnesses could pot depose that deceased’s signa- 
ture was affixed to the will at the time they 
subscribed, they being ignorant that the paper was 
his will, refused probate on motion.—Jn the Goods 
of ASHTON (1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 548. 


Annotation :— Consd. In the Goods of Huckvale (1867), L. KR. 
1P.& D. 375. 





877. —— -|—-Where the attesting wit- 
nesses to a will duly executed on the face of it did 
not recollect having seen testator’s signature to 
the will when they subscribed their names as 
witnesses, the ct. held that it was at liberty to 
judge from the circumstances of the case, whether 
it was probable that testator’s name was on the 
will or not at the time of the attestation, & being 
of opinion that it was, pronounced for the will.-— 
GWILLIM v. GWILLIM (1859), 3 Sw. & Tr. 200; 
Sea. & Sm. 26; 290L.3J.P.&M.31; 23 J.P. 825; 

EK. R. 1251. 

Annotations :—Consd. Croft vr. Croft. (1865), 4 Sw. & Tr. 10, 
Apld. Jn the Goods of Huckvale (1867), L. R. 1 P. & D. 
375; Beckett v. Howe (1869), L. R.2P. & D. 1. Consd. 
Pearson_v. Pearson (1871), L. KR. 2 P. & D. 451. Dbtd. 
In the Goods of Gunstan, Blake v. Blake (1882), 7 P. 1D. 
102. Refd. Olver ». Johns (1869), 39 L. J.P. & M. 7; 
In the Goods of Swinford (1869), 20 L. 'T. 87; Wright v. 
Sanderson (1884), 9 P. D. 149; Whiting r. Turner (1903), 
47 Sol. Jo. 470. 

878. -]—Where testatrix executed a codicil 
to her will, but the attesting witnesses affixed their 
signatures before testatrix had signed it :-- Held: 
the instrument was not entitled to probate.— 
In the Goods of Wosk1ns (1863), 1 New Rep. 569 ; 
$21.35. P.M. & A. 158. 

879. -|—The will of deceased was written 
on a lithographed form, & extended over the first 
& second sides of a sheet of foolscap paper. The 
form contained attestation clauses at the foot of 
the first & second sides of the paper. Deceased 
made a mark in the blank spaces left for the 
purpose in both such clauses. Two witnesses 
signed their names at the bottom of the first side 
only, & before deceased made her mark in the 
attestation clause of the second side :~ Held: the 
only mark which could yive validity to the will 
was on the second side, & was not attested by the 
witnesses.— Jit the Goods of DVUKES (1874), L. R. 3 
P&P. 1645 48 1.5. RP. & M. 883 30 1. T. 305; 
38.5. P. 329; 22 W. KR. 456. 

880. Will executed by witness on behalf of 
testator— Memorandum by witness after attestation 
—Not evidence of attestation before signature.]— 
Testator, having requested H. to write his, 
testator’s name as his signature to his will, being 
unable from illness to do so, IJ. did so, & he & two 
other persons signed their names as attesting the 
execution of the will by testator. The following 
memorandum was subsequently aftixed & signed 
by H., ‘‘ Memorandum, I., E. H., signed testator’s 
name at his request ’ :—Held: the memorandum 
was not inconsistent: with the previous attestation, 
& that the will was duly executed, according to 
Wills Act, 1887 (c. 26), 8. 9.—DoE d. CALDWEIL tv. 
Jue (1862),19 L. T. O. S. 49. 

881. Properly attested codicil on same sheet— 








878 i. —-— Signature not recollected 
by witnesses. J—When the signature of 
a testator to his will was placed after 
the signatures of the attesting wit- 
heases, & the attesting witnesses were 
tnable to state positively whether or 
not testator’s signature had been 


placed to the will before they them- 
selves had signed their names :—TJZ/eld : 
the will was entitled to 
ae Cards of O’NFILL (1916), 50 1. I. T. 
] oo e 


e. Testator writing name in blank 
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Defect of attestation cured.J—In the Goods of 
CLARINGBULL, No. 875, ante. 


D. Preseni at Same Time. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9. ; 

882. General rule.|—(1) To make o valid sub- 
scription & attestation to a will there must be 
cither the name of the witness or some mark 
intended to represent it. A correction of an error 
in a previous writing of his name, or his acknow- 
ledgment of it, or the adding of a date to it, will not 
be sufficient for that purpose. 

(2) The signature, or acknowledgment, of 
testator must be made in the presence of two 
witnesscs, present at the time, & ane must, after 
he has s0 signed, or so acknowledged his signature, 
subscribe the will in his presence. oe 

Testator produced his will to A., & signed it in 
A.’s presence. A., whose name consisted of four 
words, the first of which began with ‘ F.,’’ then, 
in testator’s presence, signed his own name, but 
by accident left his first initial letter uncrossed, 
so that it stood as if it was ‘‘T.” He afterwards 
advised testator that there ought to be two 
witnesses to the will, & in the afternoon of the 
same day, B. being present, testator produced his 
will, & showed & acknowledged his signature in 
the presence of both A. & B. B. then wrote his 
name, & at his desire A. added the date, & then 
observed & corrected the first initial of his own 
name by crossing the T., & so making it F. :— 
Held: the will was not duly attested within Wills 
Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9.—HINDMARSH v. CHARLTON 
(1861), 8 H. L. Cas. 160; 4 L. T. 125; 25 J. 1? 
339; 7 Jur. N.S. 611; 9 W. R. 521; 11 B. KR. 
388, II. L.; affy. S. C. sub nom. CHARLTON v. 
ITINDMARSH (1859), 1 Sw. & Tr. 433. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. In the Goods of Maddock 
(1874), L. R. 3 P. & D. 169. 4a to (2) Apld. Wyatt v. 
Berry, [1893] P. 53; In the Goods of Swift (1900), 17 
TY. UL. 1. 16. Generally, Consd. Body v. Halse, Hunt v. 
Halse, Fenning v. Halse, [1892) 1 Q. B. 203. Refd. In 
the Goods of Blewitt (1880), 5 P. D. 116 ; Brown v. 
Shirrow, (1902) P. 3. 

883. Attestations at different times—-Signature 
acknowledged on second attestation.]—Deceased 
signed her will, by a mark, in the presence of one 
witness who subscribed the will as attesting it, 
& on a subsequent day she acknowledged her 
signature in the presence of that witness & of 
another who also subscribed the will, but the 
former witness did not again subscribe the will; 
probate refused.—IJn the Goods of ALLEN (1839), 
2 Curt. 3315; 163 KF. R. 429. 

Annotations :—Distd. Moore v. King (1842), 3 Curt. 243. 
Folld. Jn the Goods of Simmonds (1842), 1 Notes of Cases, 
lee Reta. In the Goods of Mansfield (1842), 1 Notes of 
884. J—Testator signed a codicil in 

the presence of a witness, his sister, who, at his 

desire, attested & subscribed it. On a subsequent 
day, when his sister & another person were present, 
he desired her to bring him the codicil, & requested 
the other person present to attest & subscribe 
it, saying, in the presence of both parties, & point- 
ing to his signature, ‘‘ This is a codicil signed by 
myself & by my sister as you see; you will oblige 
me, if you will add your signature, two witnesses 
being necessary.”’ That party then subscribed 
in the presence of testator & of his sister, the latter 
who was standing by him, pointing to her signa- 








in atlestation clause—No acknowledg- 
ment as signature—Subsequent signature 
opposite attestation clause after attesta- 
tion.]—Re WINTER, ({1926] V. L. R. 
300; 48 A. L. T. 233 [1926] Argus 
vn R. 288.—AUS. 


robate.— In 
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ture, & saying, ‘‘ There is my signature, you had 
better place yours underneath,”’ she did not, 
however, resubscribe :—Held: the instrument was 
not sufficiently attested, under Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), s. 9.—MOoRE v. Kina (1842), 3 Curt. 248 ; 
2 Notes of Cases, 45; 7 Jur. 205; 163 KE. R. 716. 
Annotations :-—Folld. In the Goods of Griffin (1844), 8 J. P. 

362. Apld. Wyatt v. Berry, [1893] P. 5. Refd. Faulds v. 

Jackson (1845), 6 Notes of Cases, Sup. i; Leech v. Bates 

(1819), 6 Notes of Cuses, 699; Playne v. Scriven (1849), 

7 Notes of Cases, 122; Charlton v. Hindmarsh (1859), 1 

Sw. & Tr. 433. 

885. --|—Deceased having signed his 
will, acknowledged the signature in the presence 
of one witness, who subscribed his name to the 
will, & on a subsequent day acknowledged the 
signature to another witness, who subscribed his 
name, the former witness being present at the 
time, but who did not again subscribe his name ; 
motion for probate rejected. 

This is not a compliance with the statute ;... 
the intention of the legislature was, that there 
shall be a signing or acknowledgment in the 
presence of two witnesses present at the sare time, 
& that they shall both then attest it (Sm H. 
JENNER Fustr).—Jn the Goods of SIMMONDS (1842), 
3 Curt. 70; 1 Notes of Cases, 409; 6 Jur. 349; 
163 E. R. 661. 

Annotation :-—Distd. Moore v. King (1812), 3 Curt. 243. 

886. .J|—W. B. wrote his will, signed 
it in the presence of C. B., who then subscribed. 
On a subsequent day W. B. acknowledged his 
signature in the presence of C. B. & H.C., & C. B. 
having also acknowledged her signature without, 
resubscribing, II. C. subscribed his name. Will 
invalid, because (. BK. did not sign again instead of 
acknowledging her signature.—Jn the Goods of 
BENNETT (1854), 1 Eee. & Ad. 247; 164 KH. XK. 




















143. 

887. ——-.|—HINDMARSH tv. CHARLTON, 
No. 882, arte. 

888. ——— |—The two attesting  wit- 


nesses to a will were father & son, both working at 
the same workshop, but on different floors. 

Testator produced his will first to the father 
alone, &, telling him it was his will, asked him to 
witness it. 

Testator’s signature was already on the will, 
& the father signed it. Testator then asked that. 
the son, who was working on the floor below should 
be called in, & when he came in asked him to 
witness the paper, saying, in answer to questions, 
“‘ It is a bit of ordering of my affairs. 1 have 
signed it & your father has signed it.’? The son 
then signed the will, all three being present :-— 
fleld : the will was not duly executed in accordance 
with the requirements of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
s. 9.—Wyarr v. Berry, [1893) P.5; 62 1. J. Pp. 
28; 68L. T. 416; 9 T. L. R. 3865; 1 R. 462. 
Annotations :—Refd. Dayman v. Dayman (1894), 71 L. 7. 

699; Brown tv. Skirrow, {1902] P. 35; Whiting «. Turner 

(1903), 89 L. T. 71. 

889. All on one occasion present.|—A 
paper attested by three witnesses, at different 
times, all being on one occasion present, deccased 
having signed the paper, or acknowledged _ his 





PART V. SECT. _ SUB-SECT. 6. 


| es 


WILL (1879), 5 V. L. R. 95.—AUS. 
Witness signing after . 


WILLS. 


signature thereto, in the presence of one witness 
only, refused probate.—Jn the Goods of MANSFIELD 
(1842), 1 Notes of Cases, 362. 

890. Substitution of new for original 
witness.|—-A will had been signed in the presence 
of two persons who subscribed their names thereto, 
one of them was named as exor. in the will; it 
was therefore. unnecessarily, suggested that his 
naine should be erased & another person should 
subscribe the will. This was done; but testator 
did not sign or acknowledge his signature in his 
presence :—Held: the will having been once duly 
executed was entitled to probate.—Jn the Goods of 
HANNAM (1850), 7 Notes of Cases, 437; 15 L. T. 
O.S. 188; 14 Jur. 558. 





SUB-SECT. 7.—ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF SIGNATURE. 
A. In General. 
See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. U. 
891. Equivalent to signature in presence of 
witnesses.]—ANON. (1685), Skin. 227; 90 HK. KR. 
vane :—Refd. Ellis 7. Smith (1754), J) Ves. 11; 


Casement v. Fulton (1845), 3 Moo. Ind. App. 395. Mentd. 
Ashburnham v. Bradshaw (1740), West temp. Hard. 505. 








892. .|--GRAYSON v. ATKINSON, No. 756, 
ante. 

893. ~-—-.'—Abpny v. Grix, No. 1009, post. 

894. — Whether signed by testator or by 


another for him.}|—-The signature to a will, if 
acknowledged by testator in the presence of two 
witnesses present at the same time, etc., is suffi- 
cient, whether the signature be made by testator, 
or by another for him.—/n the Goods of RGan 
(1838), 1 Curt. 908 ; 163 EK. R. 314. 

Annotation :— Refd. Liott v. Genge (1842), 3 Curt. 160. 

895. .|-~-(1) Positive affirmative evidence, 
by the subscribing witnesses, of the facts of testator 
acknowledging his signature in their joint presence, 
& of their subscribing in conformity with the 
requisites of the Jaw, is not absolutely essential 
to the validity of testamentary papers. 

(2) When the inaccuracy & imperfect recollec- 
tion of witnesses are established, the ct. may upon 
the circumstances of the case presume due execu- 
tion. 

(3) The statute [Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26] enacts 
that it is sufficient if testator acknowledge his 
signature in the presence of two witnesses present 
at the same time, & such witnesses shall attest, 
& shall subscribe the will in the presence of 
testator. To constitute such an acknowledgment 
... it is not necessary that an express acknowledy- 
ment be made; it is sufficient that the paper be 
produced open to the witnesses with testator’s 
signature upon it (Sin IH. JENNER Fust).—LEECH 
v. BaTeEs (1849), 1 Rob. Eccl. 714; 6 Notes of 
Cases, 699; 163 EH. R. 1188. 
| ae as to (2) Refd. Wright ». Sanderson (1884), 9 





896. ——.|—LEWIs v. LEwis, No. 804, ante. 

897. Acknowledgment of codicil—Acknowledg- 
ment of whole testamentary paper.|—-Jn the Goods 
of JENNER (1842), 6 Jur. 564. 

898. Necessity for testator to declare that 
signature is his.|—ILoTr v. GENGE, No. 862, ante. 


“MITCHELL UV. HUFFINGTON (1858), 32 
L. T. O. Ss. 211.—IR. 


889 i. Attestation at different times — 
All on one occasion present.}—Where 
testator signed his will in the presence 
of two witnesses, who did not sign in 
the presence of each other :—Held: 
the will was valid though one witness 
signed subsequently & not in the 
presence of the other,—Jve Foiry’s 


nature of testutor—Before execution in 
presence of other witnesses.|—Where one 
of the attesting witnesses subscribes 
the will after the signature of testator, 
buf before exccution in the presence 
of the other witnesses :—Held : n bad 
execution under Wills Act, 1837, 
without the first witness signing again. 


PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 7.—-A. 


g. Necessity for.) — BurKE v, 
Moore, In the Gooda of Moorn (1875), 
91. Rh. Eq. 609.—IR. 


h. ——-—.]—Patrerson ov. 


: BENBOW, 
t N, La L. ee 6735.--N.Z. 


Part V.—FORMALITIES OF WILL oR CODICIL. 


899. Proof of acknowledgment—Necessity for 
positive evidence of attesting witnesses.|—LEEcH 
v. BATES, No. 895, ante. 

900. ——- When court will presume 
execution.|—-LEECH v. BaTEs, No. 895, ante. 


due 


B. What Amounts lo Acknowledgment. 
(a) In General. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 9. 

901. Express acknowledgment not necessary.|—— 
LEECH v. BATES, No. 895, arte. 

902. Acknowledgment by gesture.] — ‘I'esta- 
trix having pointed to her will, which she had 
previously signed, & expressed her satisfaction 
at its contents, & by gestures intimated that she 
had signed same, & that she wished two persons 
present together to attest the will :—Held : to have 
duly acknowledged her signature.—In the Goods of 
DAVIES (1850), 2 Rob. Eccl. 337; 163 FE. R. 1337. 

903. Affixing seal—-Signature written by third 
person.|—-The mere fact of placing a seal by the 
side of a signature previously written, that signa- 
ture not having been written by the person whose 
naine it represented, with the use of the words, 
‘‘T deliver this as my act & deed ” :—Held: to 
be an insufficient acknowledgment of a signature 
to a will under the terms of Wills Act, 1832 (c. 26). 
—In the Goods of SUMMERS (1850), 2 Rob. Eccl. 
295; 7 Notes of Cases, 562; 15 1. T. O. S. 478; 
14 Jur. 791; 163 E. R. 13238. 
afnnotation :-—Expld. Todd v. Thompson (1863), 9 Ta. T. 177. 

904. Going over signature with dry pen.}— 
LEWIS v. Lewis, No. 804, ante. 


(6) Production of Signed Paper. 
See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9. 
905. Whether sufficient acknowledgment.| -— 
Inorr v. GENGE, No. S62, ante. 
906. -—— -.|—Lerciu v. BATES, No. 895, ante. 
907. —-—- Presumption of signature.]- BLAKE 
v. KNIGHT, No. 1122, post. 





908, ——--—  -- | —GWILEIM ot.) Gwittim, No. 
S77, ante. 

909, --~-- - —.} -Jn the Goods of WuckvALeE, 
No. 848, ante. 

910. —-— ---—.]-—The attesting witnesses to 


a Will when they signed did not see testatrix sign, 
nor did they see her signature. At the time she 
asked them to sign, she told them that it was her 
will which they were signing. Ler signature 
appeared at the bottom of the third page, & the 
signatures of the attesting witnesses were at the 
top of the fourth page. The et., under the circum- 
stances, presumed that the signature of testatrix 
had been affixed to the will when the attesting 
witnesses signed & granted probate of the will.— 
In the Goods of JANAWAY (18714), 44 I. J. P. & M. 
6; 31 L. T. 8003; 23 W. R. 3853 sub nom. In the 
Goods of JANNAWAY, 39 J. LV. 104. 

911. —-— Where acknowledgment that paper 


899 i. Proof oy ; 
ecessity for positive evidence of attest- 
utinesses. |—-Re CULLEN, 24 C. L. 'T. her wil 
141; 36 N.S. IR. 482.—CAN. then attested. 
J. Lffect of blindness of testator. | — 
a nm Berry, 5 IT. Re. Hq. 309, 


ee it. 


NCRSCS, 


l. Unattested signature — Subsequent 
acknowledgment.) -—- Testatrix 
1 but ber signature was not. 
Subsequently she signed 
it again in the presence of two wit- 
who signed above 
signature, but before she had written 
The words ‘‘ signed again in the 
presence of,’’ etc., appeared above the 
witnesses’ signatures :—J/Jeld 
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i ea aa the Goods of DINMORRE, No. 847, 

ante. 

912, .|—(1) Where it appeared that, 
at the time of the execution of his last will & 
testament, testator, after the attesting witnesses 
had subscribed their names, laid his hand upon the 
document & told them that he had left his property 
equally among his nephews & nieces, & it further 
appeared that the attesting witnesses were well 
acquainted with testator’s handwriting, & that 
before they subscribed their names they had 
noticed the name of testator written in the 
attestation clause & the testimonium in his own 
hand :—Held : there was a sufficient acknowledg- 
ment of his signature by testator, & the will was 
therefore duly executed, although the document 
bore the date a year & two months previous to 
the date of its execution. 

(2) Semble: any words addressed by testator 
to the attesting witnesses at the time of the 
execution of his will implying that the document 
they are subscribing is testamentary, will be a 
sufficient acknowledgment of his signature by 
testator, although he may not allude to it directly, 
provided the attesting witnesses are acquainted 
with his handwriting & had noticed his signature 
on the document before they subscribed it. 
In the Goods of CLARIDGE (1879), 39 L. T. 612; 43 
J.P. 161. 

913. ——— -—- --.]—-To constitute a sufficient 
acknowledgment, within Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
s. 9, the witnesses must at the time of the acknow- 
ledgment see, or have the opportunity of seeing, 
the signature of testator, & if such be not the case 
it is immaterial whether the signature be, in fact, 
there at the time of attestation, or whether 
testator say that the paper to be attested is his 
will, or that his signature is inside the paper.— 
In the Goods of GUNSTAN, BLAKE v. BLAKE (1882), 
7P.D.102; 511. 5. P. 363 511. J. Ch. 3773; 46 
I. T. 641; 30 W. R. 505, C. A. 

Annotations :— Distd. Daintree vr. Butcher & Fasulo (1888), 
131P.1).102. Refd. Ford +, Kettle (1882), 9 Q. B.D 139; 
Wright vr. Sanderson ((884), 9 P. D. 149; Whiting «. 
fer ( a iL. T. 713; Pearman v, Charlton (1928), 
914, - Necessity for witnesses to see signa- 

ture.|—Testator, having written his will, pro- 

duced it, with his signature attached, to A. B., 

who subscribed it, & then, by desire of testator, 

called into the room C. D., from whom testator 
wished to conceal] the fact that it was his will, & 
said to him, ‘‘ Mr. J.,” testator, ‘‘ wants you to 
sign this paper,’ whereupon C. D. subscribed it, 
testator, who said nothing whilst C. D. was in tho 
room, placing his arm at the time lengthwise over 
the paper :—Held: both witnesses having seen 

testator’s signature, there had been, by act, a 

sufficient acknowledgment.—FAULDS v. JACKSON 

(1845), 6 Notes of Cases, Sup. i, P. C. 


Annotations :—-Apld. Jn the Goods of Webb (1855), 1 Jur. 
N.S. 1096. Refd. Lecch v. Bates (1849), 6 Notes of Cases, 
699; Inglesant v. Inglesant (1874), L. R38 Po & D. ITZ. 

















his signature to a will in the presence 
of one uttesting witness only, & the 
attesting witness subsequently in the 
presence & hearing of testator inforined 
the other attesting witness that the 
signature appearing as that of testator 
was M.'s signature :—J//feld : this von- 
stituted an acknowledgment of his 
signature by testator in the presence 
both witnesses.—McKENZIE vt. 


signed 


her later 


> a good of 


PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 7.— 
B. (a). 


9011. Frpress acknowledgment not 
necessar?.}—TODD v. THOMPSON (1863), 
OL. T. 177.—IR. 

k. Acknowledgment of signature — 
Subsequent changes d& re-acknotwledy- 
ment.J—~ OUNKILL @ OWEN, 17 0. Wl. 
525.— CAN. 


acknowledgment of the earlier signa- 
ture.~-In the Goods of PAaTTIRZ0N, 
HENDERSON vt. PRIKSTMAN, [1918] 2 
I. R. 90.—IR. 

m, Acknowledgment to one — wit- 
ness—-NSecond witness informed ty such 
awitness in presence & 
testator.) —M., a testator, acknowledged 


hearing of 


2,27 N. Z. L. BR. 461.—-N.Z. 
PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 1 


907i. Whether sufficient acknotledg - 
ment—Presumption of signature.|-—In 
the (foods of F'ERausoN, 21 N. B. RR. 


f ere 
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Sect, 3.—Signature : Sub-sect. 7, B. (b), (c) & 








915. .|—In the Goods of CLARIDGE, 
No. 912, ante. 
916. Or have opportunity of seeing.] 








—In the Goods of GUNSTAN, BLAKE v. BLAKE, No. 
913, ante. 








Where request to sign.|— See Sub- 
sect. 7, B. (c), post. 


(c) Request to Witnesses to Sign. 


Sce Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9. 

917. Whether sufficient acknowledgment.|— 
Deceased signed her will, not in the presence of 
witnesses, & subsequently produced her will before 
two witnesses, & said to them “ sign your names 
to this paper ”’ :—Held: not to be an acknowledg- 
ment of her signature under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
s. 0.—In the Goods of RAWLINS (1839), 2 Curt. 
326; 163 E. R. 427. 

918. -1—Testatrix signed her will, & on a 
subsequent day sent for two witnesses to attest 
same, upon their arrival they said that they were 
come for the purpose of signing their names as 
witnesses to her will, which was then produced, 
upon which testatrix said, ‘‘ I am glad of it, thank 
God!” & they subscribed the will as witnesses :-— 
Held: to be an acknowledgment of her signature 
by deceased under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9. 
In the Goods of WARDEN (1839). 2 Curt. 334; 163 
E. R. 430. 

Annotation :-~ Consd. In the Goods of Mansfield (1842), 1 
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919. ——.]—InLotr v. GENGE, No. 862, arte. 

$20. ——-.J}—Jn the Goods of JENNER (1842), 6 
Jur. 564. 

$21. ——.]—BLAkKE v. KNIGHT, No. 1122, post. 





$22. .|—Testator produced a will, all in 
his own handwriting, & having his name signed at 
the end thereof, to three persons, & requested them 
to put their names underneath his:—Held: a 
sufficient acknowledgment of the signature, the 
ct. being satisfied, although there was no express 
evidence of the fact, that the signature was of the 
handwriting of testator.- GAZE v. GAZE (1843), 3 
Curt. 451 ; 2 Notes of Cases, 224; 7 Jur. 803; 163 
E.R. 788. 

923. |—A party showed a paper to two 
persons present at the same time, & requested 
them to sign it; both persons observed the 
signature of the party affixed to the paper; & 
both subscribed it in her presence. This paper, 
being a will :—-Held: to have been duly executed. 
—KYGwin v. KEIGWIN (1843), 3 Curt. 607; 7 
Jur. 840; 163 E.R. 841. 


Annotations :—Refd. Wright +. Sanderson (1884), 9 P. D. 
149; In the Goods of Moore (1900), 84 L. T. 60. 


924. jJ—(1) Testatrix produced a codicil, 
all in her own handwriting, & with her signature 
made thereto, to two witnesses, present at the 
same time, who, at. her request, made their marks 
thereto ; testatrix wrote the names of the witnesses 
opposite their respective marks, &, by mistake, a 
wrong surname of one of them. Probate granted. 

(2) When a paper has been proved to be in the 
handwriting of testator or testatrix, & the signature 
was clearly & visibly apparent on the face of it. 
the production of that paper to two witnesses, 








WILLS. 


present at the same time, accompanied with a 
request to them to subscribe it, has been held 
sufficient acknowledgment of an unquestioned 
signature (SIR H. JENNER Fust),—In the Goods of 
ASHMORE (1843), 3 Curt. 756; 2 Notes of Cases, 
465; 7 Jur. 1045; 163 EB. R. 892. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. In the Goods of Olliver (1854), 
2 Ecce. & Ad. 57. fd. Charlton v. Hindmarsh (1859), 1 
Sw. & Tr, 433. 48 to (2) Refd. In the Goods of Huckvale 
(1867), 16 W. R. 64. 

925. -|—A will not signed in the presence 
of witnesses, the signature virtually acknow- 
ledged, admitted to probate.—Jn the Goods of 
PHILPOT (1844), 3 Notes of Cases, 2. 

926. .|—Where testator, having dictated 
a codicil to his will, being confined to his bed by 
his last illness, signed same in the presence of one 
of the subscribed witnesses, & it was then put into 
a desk, & shortly afterwards, on the other witness 
entering the room, he said to the drawer of the 
codicil, ‘‘ P. had better sign the paper,” & the 
drawer took the codicil from the desk, & the 
witnesses both subscribed their names to it :— 
Held: the circumstances amounted to a con- 
structive or virtual acknowledgment of his 
signature by testator.—IJn the Goods of THOMSON 
(1846), 4 Notes of Cases, 643. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Pearson v. Pearson (1871), L. R. 2 
PP. & D. 451. Apprvd. Daintree v. Butcher & Fasulo 
(1888), 13 P. D. 102, 

927. ——- Purport of document not com- 
municated to witnesses.|—Probate refused of a 
paper produced by deceased to three witnesses who 
subscribed their names thereto, two of the wit- 
nesses not seeing the signature to the paper 
nor knowing that it was signed, the third witness 
deposing that she saw the signature of deceased.— 
In the Goods of HARRISON (1841), 2 Curt. 863; 1 











Notes of Cases, 168; 5 Jur. 1017; 163 KE. R. 
611. 
928. ——./—Deceased having called in 


A., who was an illiterate man, to his room, asked 
him to make his mark to a paper, which he did. 
A., at. deceased’s desire, then fetched his wife, who 
was living in the house, & she also, at deceased’s 
request, placed her mark on the same _ paper. 
There was no evidence that the signature of 
deceased was on the will at the time these marks 
were made, nor did deceased in any way explain 
to the witnesses the nature of the document they 
signed :—Held: the execution was invalid.— 
PEARSON 0. PEARSON (1871). li. R. 2 P. & D. 451 ; 
40 I. J. P. & M. 53; 24 L. T. 917; 19 W. R. 


1014. 
An a Distd. Daintree v. Butcher & Fusulo (1888), 13 
DD. 102. 


929. ——— .|—Testatrix exhibited a codicil 
to her last will, which was entirely in her own 
handwriting, to one of the attesting witnesses, 
telling her she had something which required two 
witnesses. Subsequently, the second attesting 
witness having come into the room was asked, 
either by testatrix or by the other attesting 
witness in her presence, to sign it, & they both 
signed, but testatrix did not tell them that it was 
a testamentary paper, nor did they know what 
sort of paper it was that they had attested. They 
did not recollect seeing testatrix sign, but one of 





PART V. Seer 3, SUB-SECT. 7.-— 
* (2): 


9171. Whether sufficient acknowledg- 
ment.}-Re ROweE’s Estate, [1913] 
S. A. L. RK. 168.—AUS. 

227 i. a Purport of document not 
communicated to witnesses.}—In the 


Goods of FERGUSON, 21 N. B. R. 71.—- 
CAN. 
927 ii. ——- ———.]}— The evidence of 


one attesting witness (the other being 
dead) proved that testator called on 
him & said that the parish priest 
wanted him to sign a paper. He went 
to the chapel & found in the sacristy 
the parish priest, testator, & the other 
attesting witness. In their presence 
he signed the paper opposite the word 
** witnesses.”’ he other witness 
similarly affixed his signature. All the 
writing on the paper was in the hand- 


writing of the parish priest, but at no 
time was the paper read over to or by 
testator in the presence of the witnesses 
or the nature of it explained to the 
witnesses :—J/ield: there was auffi- 
cient evidence to prove that deceased 
testator acknowledged his signature 
in the presence of the witnesses,—- 
eet v. SMyTy (1914), 49 I. L. T. 


° 


Part V.—FoRMALITIES OF WILL OR CODICIL. 


them was clear that her signature was there at the 
time they signed :—Held: this was a sufficient 
acknowledgment by testatrix of her signature, & 
that the codicil was entitled to probate.—DAInN- 
TREE Vv. BUTCHER & FAasuLo (1888), 13 P. D. 102; 
57 L. J.P. 76; 581. T. 661; 47. L. R. 445, C. A. 
Anncanon :—Consd. Pascoe v. Smart (1901), 17 1. L. R. 


980. —— Necessity for signature to be seen by 
witnesses.|—HUDSON v. PARKER, No. 850, ante. 
——.J|—GwIiLLim v. GWILLim, No. 





877, ante. 

932. -——_ -  -] — Testator requested one 
person to attend to witness his will & another to 
witness a paper. They both attended at the time 
& place appointed, when testator produced a 
paper so folded that no writing on it was visible, 
& informed them that in consequence of his wife’s 
death it was necessary to make a change in his 
affairs, & he asked them to sign their names to it, 
which they did. Testator did not sign in their 
presence, nor did they see his signature. The 
pepe had an attestation clause upon it in the 

andwriting of testator, but not quite in the 
ordinary form :—Held: there had been a sufficient 
acknowledgment of the signature.—BECKETT v. 
Howe (1869), L. R.2P.&D.1; 39L. J.P. & M. 
1; 21L.T. 400; 33 J.P. 807; 18 W. R. 75. 
Annotations :—Folld. Olver v. Johns (1869), 39 L. J. 2. & M. 

7. Distd. Pearson v. Pearson (1871), L. Rt. 2 P. & D. 451. 

Folld. Jn the Goods of Janaway (1874), 44 LL. J. P. & M. 

G6. Dbtd. In the Goods of Gunstan, Blake v, Blake (1882), 

7P. D. 102. 

933. -|—Testatrix produced a paper 
to A. & B., & saying, ‘‘ This is my will,’’ asked 
them to witness it. ‘The will covered three pages 
of a sheet of paper. The signature of testatrix 
was at the foot of the third page. The witnesses 
subscribed their names on the fourth page, but did 
not see the signature of testatrix or any part of 
the writing on the paper. The ct., being satisfied 
that the signature of testatrix was on the will at 
the time she produced it to the witnesses :—Held : 
there had been a sufficient acknowledgment, & the 
will was duly executed.— Jn the Goods of JANAWAY 
(1874), 44 L.J.P.& M.6 5 311. T. 800; 23 W. R. 














385; sub nom. fn the Goods of JANNAWAY, 39 
J. P. 104. 
934. |—Where there is no formal 


attestation clause to a testamentary paper, & no 
affirmative evidence that at the time of execution 
deceased’s name was on the paper, the mere pro- 
duction of it to witnesses, with a request that they 
will sign it as a paper, is not: in itself sufficient to 
justify the ct. in drawing the inference that it was 
already signed by deceased.—}*ISCHER v. POPHAM 
(1875), LL. R23 P. & D. 246; 44 1.3. P. & M. 47; 
33 L. T. 231; 395. P. 728; 23 W. BR. 683. 








935. ——.J—In the Goods of PRARN, 
No. 844, ante. 
936. ——.J—In the Goods of GUNSTAN, 


BLAKE v. BLAKE, No. 913. ane. 

937. Witnesses having opportunity 
of seeing signature.|—A. called two servants into 
& room where she was sitting at a table; the 
servant who preceded the other saw A. writing on 
a paper. <A. gave them the pen, & desired them 
to write their names on the paper. Such sub- 
scribing witnesses were examined after seven 
years, & could not speak to having seen A.’s name 
written, or to any acknowledgment of it by A. :-— 
Held: on their evidence, & from the appearance 
of the paper, the presumption was that A.’s name 
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was signed when she desired the servants to write 
their names, & directing them to sign, the paper 
being open hefore them, & A.’s name visible, was 
a sufficient acknowledgment under Wills Act.— 
Dee & DivetTr v. WARE (1857), 30 L. T. O. 8. 





938. ——- ——— |—PascoE v. SMART 
(1901), 17 T. L. R. 595. 
939, ——_—_ ———- Signature seen by one of two 


witnesses.|—DAINTREE v. ButTcner & FASsULO, 
No. 929, ante. 

940. Where evidence of signature prior to 
request.|—-A will was produced by testator to two 
persons whom he asked to sign it, no direct 
evidence whether the will was signed at the time. 
Probate, however, decreed. 

Deceased merely asked the witnesses to sign 
a paper for him. Deceased did not sign it in 
their presence, neither did it appear that his 
signature was affixed thereto at the time they 
signed it; so that the fact of his asking them to 
sign could not be construed into an act of acknow- 
ledgment of his signature previously made. The 
witnesses are to attest the signature of a testator 
either made or acknowledged in their presence. 
Here deceased does neither the one nor the other, 
It is clear he did not sign in their presence, & I 
have no evidence before me that the will was 
signed at the time the witnesses were asked to 
sign it (Sin H. JENNER Fust).—ZIJn the Goods of 
ATTRIDGE (1848), 6 Notes of Cases, 597; 12 L. T. 
O. S. 381; 13 Jur. 88. 

941, No evidence that will signed.}| — 
PEARSON v. PEARSON, No. 928, ante. 








(d) Acquiescence in Act of Third Person. 

942. General rule—Acquiescence amounts to 
acknowledgment.|—Testator’s acquiescence in any 
act of a third person done in his presence & in 
that of the attesting witnesses, which imports that 
a signature upon the will is that of testator, e.g. a 
request that the witnesses should sign ‘‘ beneath 
testator’s signature,”’ is a virtual acknowledgment 
of the signature. Such acquiescence may be 
inferred from testator’s silence.—INGLESANT v. 
INGLESANT (1874), L. KR.3 P.& D.172; 483 L. J.P. 
& M. 43 30 L. T. 909; 38 J. P. 584; 22 W. KR. 
741. 

Annotations :-—Apld. In the Goods of Bishop (1882), 46 J. VP. 
392. Consd. Daintree v. Fasulo (1888), 58 L. T. 349. 
Distd. White v. Tunnicliffe (1897), 13 T. L. R. 469. 

943. Whether inferred from silence of testator.] 
—INGLESANT v. INGLESANT, No. 942, ante. 

944. Attestation in presence of testator—After 
discussion on necessity for attestation.|—-Where a 
discussion takes place in the presence of testator 
who has made an unattested will some time before 
as to the necessity of attestation, & one of the 
attesting witnesses, unable to write, takes the will 
out of the room in which deceased is, obtains the 
signature of another person, & then puts her own 
mark, in deceased’s presence, & the other attesting 
witness aftixes her name in proper form, the know- 
ledge of all these circumstances is a sufficient 
ucknowledgment by testator, & the paper is 
entitled to probate.—ZJn the Goods of PIERREPOINT 
(1844), 2 L. T. O. S. 335. 

945. |}—dn the Goods of BOSANQUET 
(1852), 2 Rob. Eccl. 577; 163 E. R. 1419. 
Annotations :—-Folld. Todd rv. Thompson (1863), 9 L. T. 177. 

Refd. Wright v. Sanderson (1884), 9 P. D. 149. 


946. At request of third person.]|—Jn the 








87 i. —— Necessity for signature to be seen by wiinesses—TVitnesses having opportunity of seeing signature. ]--Re WaLtTEer- 


9 
HOUSK’R ESTATE (Ont.) (1922), 65 D. L. i. 670.- -CAN. 


937 ji. -— -—- ——- ——-.]—Jonts v. OGLK, Sau. & Sc. 1.—IR. 
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Goods of JONES (1855), Dea. & Sw. 3; 1 Jur. N.S. 
1096; 4 W. R. 162. 
Mantaton :—Refd. Wright v«. Sanderson (1884), 9 P. D. 


_ 947, .|—The evidence of one attest- 
ing witness, the other being dead, proved that he 
was called into the room of deceased, & asked by 
w third party, who had the will in his hand at the 
time, to witness the signature of deceased. A 
mark or cross was then on the paper at the foot 
of the will. The witnesses signed their names. 
Deceased was present, & within hearing, but did 
not make any observation, & the will was not 
read to or by him in the presence of the witnesses. 
The writer of the will, who had asked the witnesses 
to sign their names, was not called, & no proof 
was offered of his death :—Held: the evidence 
failed to prove that deceased acknowledged his 
signature in the presence of witnesses.—MOokRITIr 
v. DOUGLAS (1872), L. R. 38 PL & D1; 42 L. 5. P. 
ae 10; 27 L. T. 591; 37 J. P. 243; 21 W. RB. 








948. —— -———,]—-INGLESANT v. INGLESANT, 
No. 942, ante. 
949. --—-,J—H., the sole exor., prepared 





a will at A.’s request, &, after A. had signed it, 
sent for C. & D. to attest it. In A.’s presence & 
hearing B. asked OC. & D. to attest A.’s will, which 
they did. A. said nothing until they had signed, 
when he thanked them for their trouble :—Held : 
A.’s signature had been sufficiently acknowledged. 
—In the Goods of BisHorp (1882), 46 J. P. 392; 30 


W. KR. 567. 

950. ---—-,]—AIl that had happened was 
this. Dr. Jamesen said to the witnesses, ‘‘ 1 want 
you to sign this will on paper.” It was not 
suggested that he did so meaning to attract the 
attention of testatrix to what was going on. She, 
who was an old woman in her eightieth year, & 
who had recently been seriously ill & was probably 
very deaf, said nothing, & now the ct. was asked 
to construe this as an acknowledgment by her of 
her codicil. To do so would be to go far beyond 
the doctrine laid down in J/nglesant v. Inglesant, 
No. 942, ante (per CUR.).—WHITE v. 'TUNNICLLFFE 
(1897), 13 T. L. R. 469. 





SecT. 4.—ATTESTATION. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 9. 

951. Purpose of attestation.}——'The use of 
attestation is to cast round the chair or the bed 
of the person making his will or codicils a protection 
against fraud (LORD BROUGHAM).—PANTON v. 
WILLIAMS (1844), 3 Notes of Cases, 182; 8 Jur. 
585, P. C.3 previous proceedings (1813), 2 Notes 
of Cases, Sup. p. 21. 

952. Meaning of 
PARKER, No. 850, ante. 

953. -|—(1) No attestation clause of any 
description whatever is required under Wills“Act, 
1837 (c. 26). 

A will may be valid notwithstanding there is 
no attestation clause of any description whatever. 





** attest.°”|-— IIUDSON vv. 





PART V. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 1. 


$54 i. Necessity for attestation claise. } 
—Re FERREMmA, [1927] V. L. R. 90; 
48 A. L. T. 145; (1927) Argus I. BR. 
37.—-AUS, 





954 ii. -——.}—Tayton v. PaALMETEn 
(N.38.), (1923) 4. 1. RR. 958.+-CAN, 


n. Affidavit of  crecution — substi- 


for ordinary attestation clause. ]— 
At the execution of a will, instead of the 
usual attestation clause, the attorney 
substituted a formal 
exccution commencing Just below the © 8. 
signature of testatrix & extendir 
part of another page. 
was then signed by the witnesses in the 
presence of testatrix & sworn to by CAN 


WILLS. 


The object [of the statute] is to require the essence 
of a due execution, but to add as little formality 
as possible in order to prevent litigation (DR. 
LUSHINGTON). 

(2) ‘* Attest ’? means the persons shall be present 
& see what passes, & shall, when required, bear 
witness to the facts (Dr. LUSHINGTON).—BRYAN 
v. WHITE (1850), 2 Rob. Eccl. 315; 14 Jur. 919; 
163 BH. RR. 1380. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. Sharp v. Birch (1881), 8 
Q. B. D. 111; He Moulson, He p. Knightley (1882), 46 
L. T. 776; Shamu Patter v. Abdul Kadir Ravuthan 
(1912), 28 T. Js. WR. 583. 

954. Necessity for attestation clause.|— BRYAN 
v. WHITE, No. 953, ante. 

Attesting witnesses.|—See EvIpENCE, Vol. 
XXIT., pp. 495-508, Nos. 5238-5396. 

955. Necessity for attestation.|—A. was pos- 
sessed of a policy of insurance on his own life. 
Having made a will in 1880, by which he gave the 
income of his property to his wife B., he fell ill in 
1887, &, while in anticipation of death, signed the 
following document: ‘‘ March, 1887, I give all 
my insurance money that is coming to me to my 
wife B., for her own use as well as £200 in the 
bank. This is my wish.—Witness, C.’’ This 
document was placed at A.’s request with his will, 
& remained there until his death in Apr. 1887 :— 
Held: the document was intended as a testa- 
mentary instrument, & not having been validly 
attested according to Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
could not take effect as a will.—Re HuaueEs (1888), 
59 L. T. 586; 36 W. RR, 821, C. A. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Re Davis, Griffith *. Davis (1902), 
a er 889; Ite Leaper, Blythe v, Atkinson, [1016] 1 
956. -.|—The owner of a life policy gave 

it to his housekeeper with the following signed 

indorsement, namely: ‘J authorise’? (naming 
her) ‘‘ my housekeeper & no other person to draw 
this insurance in the event of my predeceasing 
her, this being my sole desire & intention at time 
of taking this policy out, & this is my signature.” 

The assignor paid the premiums until his death :— 

Held: the assignment was inoperative, on the 

ground that the assignment was an incompleto 

gift, being either (a) a revocable mandate or 
authority which was revoked by the death of the 

assignor, or (b) if taking effect on the death, a 

testamentary document not duly executed.— Re 

WILLIAMS, WILLIAMS v. BALL, (1917) 1 Ch. 13 86 

L. J. Ch. 86; 115 LT. 689; 61 Sol. Jo. 42, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Westerton, Public Trustee v. Gray, 
{1919} 2 Ch. 104. 

957. Denial of own attestation not admissible.| 
—Witnesses ought not to be admitted to deny 
their own attestation.—GoOopTITLE d. ALEXANDER 
v. CLAYTON (1768), 4 Burr. 2224; 98 E. R. 159. 
angie :—Consd. Wright +. Beckett (1831), 1 Mood. & RL. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—INTENTION TO ATTEST. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. 9. 

958. General rule—Animus required.|—A testa- 
mentary paper is not entitled to probate, unless 
the ct. is satisfied that the names of the alleged 
witnesses were subscribed on it for the purpose 
of attesting testator’s signature. 


them. Their evidence showed that 
they intended to & did witness the 
will, & also intended to subscribe it as 
witnesses :—Held: Wills Act, 1902 
5, had been sufficlently complied 
with, & the will had been validly 
executed.—HRe HARVIB (1907), 7 
W.T. RR. 103; 17 Man. L. Lt, 250.-- 


uffidavit. of 


over 
This affidavit 


Part V.—FOoRMALITIES OF WILL oR CODICILL. 


Where, therefore, a will was written on one page 
of a foolscap sheet of paper, & testator’s signature 
appeared at the end of that page, with the words : 
Witness, William Hatton, & the names of three 
persons were subscribed, under a memorandum 
not testamentary, at the top of the second page of 
the same sheet, the ct. came to the conclusion that, 
from the position of the three names & the circum- 
stances of the case, they were not placed there 
for the purpose of attesting the will, & therefore 
pronounced the execution to be invalid.—Jn the 
Goods of WILSON (1866), L. R. 1 P. & D. 269; 36 
L.J.P.&M.1; 151. TT. 1913; 15 W. RB. 229. 





959. ——.|—In the Goods of SHARMAN, No. 
1091, post. 
960. --|—(1) No particular form of sub- 


scription is required by Wills Act, 18387 (c. 26), 
5. 9. A mark will do, though the witness may be 
able to write ; but whatever form the subscription 
may assume, it must be made animo testandi., 

(2) A. & B. attended to witness the execution of 
his will by C. Testator & B. signed by mark. 
A. then wrote the name of testator against his 
mark, & also the name of B. against his mark, 
together with the word ‘‘ witness’ :—Held: an 
insufficient subscription by A., the writing being 
intended by him as an identification of the marks 
of B. & C., & not as evidence of his own attestation. 
—In the Goods of HYNON (1878), L. R. 3 PL. & 1. 
92; 42 L. J.P. & M. 52; 201L. T. 455 37 J. P. 
616; 21 W. RR. 856. 

961. -— -—- »}-—The attesting witnesses to a 
will signed their names in the margin of the first: 
& second sheets opposite to certain amendments : 
—~Held: on proof that the witnesses signed with 
the intention of attesting testator’s signature, 
this was a valid subscription within the require- 
ments of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. 9, & the will 
mInight be admitted to probate.--ln the Goods of 
STREATLEY, [ISOL] BP. L172; GOL. J. P. 563° 39 
W. WR. 432. 

Annotation :-— Reid. Lewis t Lewis, [1908] Pe 1. 

962. Signature of writer of will—Witness be- 
lieving himself incapacitated for attestation.|—A 
will, bearing on the face of it the signature of 
the drawer & the mark of a witness, pronounced 
invalid, the drawer having signed previous to 
execution, & not as an attesting witness. 

This is the will of a Welshman, written by a 
neighbour, a shopkeeper P., who was not acquainted 
with the mode of executing wills. When IP. wrote 
the words he never intended to attest the execu- 
tion of the will, but only to show that he had been 
the writer of the will from the dictation of the 
deceased. Ife says: “ L was not aware that, in 
order to make a will valid, it must be attested by 
two witnesses ; I wrote my name to the will to 
show that 1 was the writer of it; I did beleve 
that, as I was the writer of the will, I could not 
become a witness to it.’ It is not possible for 
the ct. to say that this is a will signed by deceased 
in the presence of two witnesses, & attested & 
subscribed by them, as the witness P. expressly 
Bays it was not so attested (Sin H. JENNER Fust). 
—HOoOoLEY v. JONES (1842), 2 Notes of Cases, 59. 

963. How intention ascertained -—— Parol evi- 
dence.|—-A. testator before 1888 made his will 
devising lands. The will was written on three 
sides of a sheet of paper; on the last was an 
attesting clause subscribed by two witnesses & 
the signature of testator ; on the second page was 





PART V. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 3. 

969 1. Whether neecssary.|—The sig 
nature of both witnesses to a will 
must be written down together after 
testator’s acknowledgment — of 


signature to his will fino their joint 
presence,— HANNA 
(1884),5 N.S. W. LL. BR. 11.—AUS., 

969 ii. —-—-.]—C. 8. V. C.c. 82.8. 13, 
his | does not repeal but merely extends 


267 


written the name of a fourth person, W. B. ; 
there was nothing on the face of the will to indicate 
in what capacity W. B. signed the will. On the 
trial of the ejectment by the devisees under this 
will, against the heir-at-law, parol evidence of the 
execution of the instrument was given, & the jury 
found that W. BL. ‘‘ signed at the same time as 
the others, as an attesting witness, & that the 
others signed at the same time with him,” & that 
‘‘ all three attested the will as attesting witnesses.”’ 
On leave reserved to enter a verdict on this 
finding for pltfs.:—Held: the will was duly 
attested so as to pass real estate under Stat. 
Frauds.—RoOBERTsS v. PHILLIPS (1855), 4 KE. & B. 
450; 830 L. R. 513; 24 L. J. Q. B. 171; 24 
L. T. O. 8S. 337; 1 Jur. N.S. 444; 119 WW. RK. 162. 


Annotations :—Folld. In the Goods of Streatley, [1891] I. 


172. Refd. Charlton »v. Hindmarsh (1859), 1 Sw. _& ‘Tr 


433: Phipps v. Hale (1874), L. R. 3 P. & D. 166. Mentd. 
Sharpe v. Birch (1881), 8 Q. B. D. 111; Shamu Patter v. 
Abdul Kadir Ravuthan (1912), 28 ‘T. L. R. 583. 


964, Position of names of witnesses. |—Jn 
the Goods of WiLSON, No. 958, ante. 

965. —---- Superfluous witness-—- Evidence of 
attesting legatee.J|—Jn the Goods of SHARMAN, 
No. 1091, post. 

966. ——~ Signature by word ‘‘ executor ’’ — 
Not conclusive.|—Deceased executed his will in 
the presence of two witnesses, who signed their 
names in his presence, one opposite the word 
‘“ executors,” the other opposite the word ‘‘ wit- 
ness.” There was no attestation clause to the 
will. Deceased intended one of the witnesses to 
be his exor., & asked him to sign his name in that 
character :—Held: such person did not sign the 
will exclusively as exor.; but he also intended by 
his signature to affirm that deceased executed the 
will in his presence, & the execution was valid.— 
GRIFFITHS v. GRIFFITHS (1871), L. R. 2 P. & 1D. 
300; 411. J. P.& M. 14; 25 L. T. 574; 303.2. 
8; 20 W. R. 192. 

967. ----~ Signature on back of will—Attestation 
of execution of codicil—Codicil attached to will.| 
—The witnesses to the execution of a codicil 
signed their names on the back of a will, to which 
that codicil was attached by a pin. There was 
evidence which satisfied the ct. that the will & 
codicil were pinned together at the time of the 
execution of the codicil, & that the witnesses 
intended by their subscription on the back of the 
will to attest the signature of testatrix at the foot 
of the codicil :—Held: the codicil was entitled to 
probate.—Jn the Goods of BRADDOCK (1876), 1 
P.D.433 3 451. J5.P.96; 405. P. 792; 24 WL. RR. 
1017. 
ee Refd. Jn the Goceds of Watton (i883), 50 

» @OD 





ao da 

968. Form of attestation-—— Described as 
attesting other attesting signatures.|—Where a 
witness in fact attested testator’s signature, but 
the form of attestation described him as only 
attesting the signatures of two other attesting 
witnesses, the attestation of one of whom was 
insufficient, probate of the will granted.— MASoNn 
v. BrsHor (1883), 1 Cab. & EI. 21. 





SuUB-sECH. J.—IN THE PRESENCE OF FACIL OTHER, 
See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9. 
969. Whether necessary.|-—MoorE v. Kina, No. 
884, ante. 


Stat. Frauds as to the execution of 
wills, & a will subscribed by the wit:- 
nesses in accordance with either Act 
is sufficiently attested :—Held : a will 
subscribed hy two witnesses, in’ the 


vv. WHITWORTH 
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Sect, 4.—Atlestation: Sub-secis. 3 & 4, A. & B. (a) 


970. -J—In Goods of GRIFFIN (1844), 
8 J. P. 362. 
971. ——-.]—-It is perhaps not so important that 


the witnesses should both sign in each other’s 
presence ; nevertheless it is of importance, for it 
gives an additional security against fraud or 
mistake (per CUR.).— CASEMENT v. FULTON (1845), 


5 Moo. P. C. C. 180; 3 Moo. Ind. App. 395; 13 


E. R. 4389, P. C. 

Annotations :— Reid. In the Gocds of Webb (1855), 1 
N.S8.1096 ; Inthe Goods of Maddock (1874), L. R.3 P.& D. 
169; Shamu Patter v. Abdul Kadir Ravuthan (1912), 28 
T. L. R. 583. 

972. -|—Where the two subscribing wit- 
nesses to a will deposed that it was not signed in 
their presence, & that they did not subscribe in 
the presence of each other :—Held: the will was 
not proved to have been duly executed.—BEaAci 
v. CLARKE (1849), 7 Notes of Cases, 120. 

973. -]|—Where the attesting witnesses sub- 
scribe the will in the presence of testator, but 
not in the presence of each other, the execution 
is good under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. 9.—Cnob- 
W1ICK v. PAIMER (1851), cited in Dea. & Sw. at 
p.-2; 26L. T. O.S.111; 164 E.R. 483; sub nom. 
CHADWICK 1. PALMER, cited in 1 Jur. N. S. at 
p. 1096; 4 W. R. 92. 

An ralation :~—Folld. In the Goods of Webb (1855), Dea. & 

WwW. L. 

974, ——.]—Where the attesting witnesses sub- 
scribe the will in the presence of testator, bit 
not: in the presence of each other, the executicn 
is good under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9.—IJn de 
Goods of WEBB (1855), Dea. & Sw. 1; 26 L. T7 0. 8. 
ne ; 1 Jur. N.S. 1096; 4 W. R. 92; 164 E.R. 

$3. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Mitchell v. Huffington (1858), 32 L. T. 
QO. S. 211. 

975. Important as additional security.J}—Casr- 
MENT v. FULTON, No. 971, arte. 








Sup-secr. 4.—IN PRESENCE OF TESTATOR. 
A. Necessity for. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9. 

976. General rule—Probate refused if attesta- 
tion not in presence.}—Probate of a codicil signed 
by deceased in the presence of two witnesses 
present at the same time, but not attested in the 
presence of testator, refused, under Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 26).—In the Goods of NEWMAN (1838), ] 

vurt. 914; 1638 E.R. 316. 
-tnnotation :—Apld. Tribe vr. Tribe (1849), 13 L. T. O. S. 449, 

977. Necessity for showing—Evidence of witness 
—-Not specifically mentioned.j—A witness proving 
a will of Jand. swears that he subseribed it in 





presence of testator, though not of each 
other, was well executed.—CRAWFURD 


present when testator signs, although 
they do not sign in presence of each 2 


WILLS. 


the same room, & at testator’s request :—Held: 

good, though not said in testator’s presence.— 

LONGFORD v. EYRE (1721), 1 P. Wms. 740; 24 

EK. R. 693, L. C. 

Annotation :— Refd. Bullen v. Michel (1816), 4 Dow, 297. 
978. In attestion.)—The attestation of a 

will of land need not state that the witnesses sub- 

scribed their names in the presence of testator.— 

Brice v. Smittt (1737), as reported in Willes, 1; 

125 EB. R. 1025. 

Annotations :— Refd. Burdett v. Spilsbury, Skynner +r. 
Spilsbury (1843), 10 Cl. & Fin. 340. Mentd. Doe d. Ellis 
v. Ellis (1808), 9 Kast, 382; Dood. Jones v. Owens (1830), 
1b. & Ad, 318; Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 Ad. 
Kl. 636; Rimington v. Cannon (1853), 12 C. B. 18. 

979. .J}—Though signing in the de- 
visor’s presence is not mentioned in the attesta- 
tion, yet it may be a good execution.—CROFT v. 
PAWLET (1739), 2 Stra. 1109; 93 EF. R. 1064. 
Annotations :~— Consd. Doe d. Davies v. Davies (1846), 9 

Q. B. 648. Refd. Burdett xv. Spilsbury, Skynner 1. 

Spilsbury (1843), 10 Cl. & Fin. 340, 

980. Addition to will—Unattested—Invalid.]—I 
cannot grant probate of the addition. 'The will 
is regularly attested in the presence of two wit- 
nesses, & in this addition testator appoints exors., 
& of his intention to do so there is very little 
doubt, & I think it is not improbable that the 
addition was in the will at the time it was attested ; 
but the witnesses dv not say so, & the words, 
‘witnessed by the above persons,’ may have 
been written after the execution. It is not a part 
of the will; it is not in the body of the will. I 
am afraid I cannot, with reference to the Act of 
Parliament, grant. probate of the addition. It is 
not attested by the two witnesses who attested 
the will, who cannot say that it was there at the 
time the will was executed, though it is probable 
that it was so, & that the deceased had signed his 
name to it. I presume testator thought that 
sufficient, & there is no probability that it was 
added after the execution (Sir H. JENNER FustT). —- 
In the Goods of JONES (18412), 1 Notes of Cases, 396. 

981. Codicil.]|——-The codicil was 
added, after the execution of the will, & not 
being attested, according to the requisites of the 
Jaw, the codicil is void (Sm If. JENNER F'uST).—- 
Coorer v. BocKETT (1843), 3 Curt. 648; 2 Notes 
of Cases, 391; 7 Jur. 681; 163 KE. R. 855; on 
appeal (1846), 4 Moo. P. C. C. 419, P. C. 


Annotations :— Refd. Pennant vr. Kingscote (1843), 3 Curt. 
642; Wright v. Sanderson (1884), 9 P. D. 149. Mentd. 
Bayliss v. Sayer (1844), 3 Notes of Cases, 22; Jones t. 
Godrich (1845), 5 Moo. P. C. C. 16; In the Goods of 
Bradicy (1846), 5 Notes of Cases, 95; Gregory v. H.M.’s 
Proctor (1816), 4 Notes of Cases, 620; Birch v. Birch 
arial 1 Rob. Eccl. 675; Lushington 1. Onslow (1848), 6 
N 




















otes of Cases, 183; Simmons v. Rudall (1850), 1 Sim. 
. 8.115; Doe d. Tatuin vr. Catomore (1851), 16 Q. B. 
745: Doe d. Shalleross v. Paliner (1851), 16 Q. B. 747; 
Greville v. Tylee (1851), 7 Moo. P. C. C. 3203; Gann v. 
Gregory (1854), 3 Do G. M. & G. 7773; In the Goods of 


presence of each other.—McCKENZIE t 
fea 27 N. 4. L. R. 461.—N.Z. 


v. CURRAGH, 15 C. P. 55.-—-CAN. 


9689 iii. .—A plea stating “ that 
the will was executed by testator 
according to Wills Act, 1837, in the 
presence of the witnesses whose names 
severally appear upon the will ’’ is bad 
without stating that the witnesses 
subscribed same in the presence of 
testator & of each other.—MITCHELL v. 
ee as (1858), 32 L. T. O. 8. 


969 iv. -}—It is not necessary 
that the attesting witnesses to a will 
or codicil should subscribe their names 
to the instrument in the presence of 
each other.—-SULLIVAN »v. SULLIVAN 
(1879), 3 L. R. Ir. 299.— IR. 


969 v. ~——.]—The attestation is 
sufficient where both witnesses are 








other.—Jn the Goods of SMYTHE (1915), 
49 1. L. T. 223.—IR. 

969 vi. ——-.J—Where a creditor 
cited the next of kin to propound 
testator’s will it appeared that testator 
had executed his will by making his 
mark In the presence of two witnesses, 
one only of whom signed in his presence 
the other subsequently signed it, but 
not in the presence of the other witness : 
—THeld: the will was inoperative, & 
could not be admitted to probate, not 
having been signed in the presence of 
testator & of the other witness, & 
testator must be held to have died 


intestate.—Ite DUNN (1885), 7 Nfld. 
J. lt. 82.—NFLD, 
969 vil. -}—Semble: it [3 not 





necessary that the attesting witnesses 
should subscribe their names in the 


969 viii. ——-.}--Where an attesta- 
tion clause docs not state that when tho 
will was signed in the presence of the 
witnesses they were ‘ together present 
at the same time ”’ an affidavit of due 
execution must be filed.—Re KastT- 
woon, 29 N. Z. L. RR. 1037.--N.Z. 


969 ix. -.) -Re CAHILL (1911), 30 
N. Z. L. RR. 1243.—N.Z. 


PART V. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 4.-——A. 


o. Gencral rule.|—It is not sufficient 
that testator be in the same room with 
the witnesses when they are subscribing 
their names to the will, but he must be 
both able to sec them sign, & also 
sian A capable of understanding 
what is being done.— Dor d. VIOLETTE 
v. THERRIAU, 1 P. & B. 389.—CAN. 


Part V.—FOoORMALITIES 


vet (1855), 25 L. T. O. S. 311; Gwillim v. Gwillim 

(1859), 3 Bw. & Tr. 200; In the Gooda of Streaker peeks 

4 Sw. & Tr. 192; In the Goods of Huckvale (1867), 

P.& ED 375: In the Goods oy Cade ee 3 L. d P&D. 

643; Beckett v. Howe (1869), 39 Pearson 
v. Pearson & Pearson et 40L. J.P. & Ni. 1 : In the 

Gaods of Sykes (1873), L. R. 3 P. D . 26. 


B. What Amounts to. 
(a) Statement a ea 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 

982. Within vision of testaior,}—The attesta- 
tion good within Stat. Frauds, if testator might 
see the witnesses sign, if he pleased.—SHIREs v. 
GLASCOCK (1685), 2 Salk. 688; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 


403; 91 E. R. 584; sub nom. SHEEKS’s CASE, 

cited in Carth. at p. 81. 

Annotations :—Distd. ht v. Price (1779), 1 Doug. K. BR. 
241. Apld. Casson v. Dade (1781), 1 Bro. C. C. 99. Distd 


Refd. 


Carter v. Seaton 


Doe d. 
Jones v. Dale (Teed 
(1901), 85 L. T. 76 
983. jJ—It a testator might see the wit- 
nesses subscribe, it is a subscription in his presence. 
—Davy v. SmitTH (1693), 12 Mod. Rep. 37; ¢ 
Salk. 395; 88 E. R. 1149. 
Annotation :—Refd. Carter v. Scaton (1901), 85 L. T. 76. 


right v. Manifold (1813), 1 M. & 8. 294. 


1 Barn. K. B. 131; 








984. J}—DOorE d. WRIGHT v. MANIFOLD, No. 
990, post. 
985. -|—To constitute a good attestation 





of a will of lands, it is not actually necessary that 
testator should actually see the witnesses sign the 
attestation ; it is sufficient if he were in such a 
situation that he might see them attest the will.— 
Top v. WINCHELSEA (EARL) (1826), 2 C. & P. 488 ; 
Mood. & M. 12; 172 E. R. 221, N. P.; subsequent 
procecdings (1828), 3 C. & P. 387, N. P. 


Annotations :—Distd. Tribe v. Tribe (1849), Pg L, T. 0. 8. 
449. Refd. Carter v. Scaton (1901), 85 L. T. 76 


986. Question of fact—Ascertained Gon circum- 
stances—Witnesses dead.J]—-Whether it shall be 
left to a jury to determine whether the witnesses 
to a will, being all dead, set their names in the 
presence of testator, merely upon circumstances 
without any positive proof.—IIANpDS tv. JAMES 
(1736), 2 Com. 531; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 764; 92 KE. R. 
1193. 

Annotations :—Apld. Croft v. Pawlet (1739), 2 Stra. 1109. 


Consd. Burdett v. Spilsbury, Skynner v. Spilsbury (1843), 
A ie & Fin. 340; Doo d. Davies v. Davies (1846), 9 Q. B. 
G48. 


(5) Ln Another Room. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. 9. 

987. General rule—Not in presence of testator— 
Subsequent acknowledgment.]— RISLEY v1. TEMPLE 
(1683), Skin. 106; 90 HK. BR. 50. 

Aantolion :—Refd. Moore v. King (1842), 2 Notes of Cases, 


988. —-— .|—Motion for probate, of a will 
signed by deceased in the presence of two wit- 
nesses present at the same time, who went into 
an adjoining room & signed their names, rejected. 
—In the Goods of Euiis (1840), 2 Curt. 395; 163 
K. R. 461. — 


Annotations :—Refd. Tribe v. Tribe ee), 13 L. T. 
449; Carter v. Seaton (1901), 85 L. 


989. — «] —- FLEMING vt. 
(1843), 1L. T. O. 8. 362. 

990. Doors open between adjoining rooms — 
Visible only by shifting position.}—29 Car. 2, c. 3, 
which requires a will of lands to be attested & 
subscribed in the presence of the devisor, Means 
that he should be in a situation that he may see 
the witnesses attest, therefore where the attesting 
witnesses retired from the room where testator 
had signed, & subscribed their names in an adjoin- 
ing room, & the jury found that from one part of 
testator’s room a person by inclining himself 
forwards with his head out at the door might have 
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seen the witnesses, but that testator was not in 
such a situation in the room that he might by so 
inclining have seen them :—Held: the will was 
not duly attested.—Dor d. WRIGHT v. MANIFOLD 
(1813), 1 M. & S. 294; 105 E. R. 110. 

Annotation :—Refd. Carter v. Seaton (1901), 85 L. T. 76. 


991. -———— Presumption.]—-Generally speak- 
ing, where a will is attested in an adjoining room, 
if there be a particular part of the room in 
which testator might have seen the attestation, & 
if there be an absence of all evidence, or if there 
be doubtful evidence as to the particular part of 
the room in which the attestation actually took 
place, it would be reasonable to presume that 
it did take place where it ought to have taken 
place (LEACH, M.R.).—WINCHILSEA v. WAUCHOPE 
(1827), 3 Russ. 441; 5 L. J. O. S. Ch. 167; 38 
E. R. 641; subseguent proccedings (1829), 3 Russ. 
446. 
aunaens :—Reld. Carter v. Seaton (1901), 17 T. L. R 





671. entd. Waters v. Waters (1848), 2 De G. & Sm. 
992. -|—A will was signed by tes- 


tator in a room from which a door led to another 
room in which the two witnesses who signed the 
will, as attesting his signature did so at a desk. 
The door was wide open, & had either party 
shifted their position they could have seen each 
other write their names but not without. It 
appeared from the evidence that that was not 
done, & therefore testator could not actually see 
them subscribe the will :—Held: the will was not 
signed by the witnesses in the presence of testator, 
& deceased was therefore dead intestate.—NORTON 
v. Bazerr (1856), Dea. & Sw. 259; 27 L. T. O. S. 
289; 3 Jur. N.S. 1084; 4 W. KR. 830. 

Annotation :—Refd. Carter v. Seaton (1901), 85 L. T. 76. 

993. Testator in bed.]|—Jn the Goods 
of KILLick, No. 853, ante. 

994. -‘Testator signed his will 
in his bedroom & the attesting witnesses added 
thelr signature in the adjoining dressing room, 
the door between the two rooms being open 
at the time. On its being shown that testator 
could not have had the witnesses in sight when 
they attested the will:—Held: the will was not 
duly executed.—CARTER v. SEATON (1901), 85 
L. T. 76; 17 T. L. R. 671; 45 Sol. Jo. 673. 
Aivniiiona: -—Apld. Brown v. Siitrow etn), 85 L. T. 645. 

Refd. Betts vr. Cannell (1903), 19 'f. L. 304. 

995. .|—Testator, ee signed his 
will in the presence of two witnesses, was taken ill, 
& the two witnesses went into the adjoining room, 
the door between the two rooms being open, & 
signed their names to the will there. At the time 
when they signed they could not see testator nor 
could he see them. Subsequently the witnesses 
returned to testator’s room with the will & in their 
presence he was shown the will & was told that 
the document had been completed :—Held: as 
the attesting witnesses had not subscribed the 
will ‘‘ in the presence of testator ’’ as required by 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9, the will was not 














validly executed.~--BETTS 7. GANNELL (1903), 19 
T. 1. R. 304. 

996. —--—- Presumption from _ possibility of 
seeing.|]-— WINCHILSEA v. WAUCHOPE, No. 991, 


ante. 

997. Visible from bed of testator—Testator 
blind.]—-Testatrix, being totally blind from 
erysipelas, signs her will, in bed, in the presence 
of three witnesses, who, for convenience, take the 
paper into an adjoining room, & there subscribe 
the same, the doors of both rooms being open :— 
Held: upon affidavits stating that testatrix, if in 
possession of sight, was in a situation to have scen 
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Sect. 4.—Allestation: Sub-sect. 4, B. (b) & (ce); 
sub-sect. 5, A., RB. & C.) 


the witnesses sign, the attestation was sufficient.— 
In the Goods of Pirrcy (1845), 1 Rob. Eccl. 278 ; 
4 Notes of Cases, 250. 

998. -I—Deceased executed his will, 
by signing it in the presence of two witnesses, one 
of whom at once subscribed it in the same room. 
Deceased then noticing that the other witness 
was excited & nervous, suggested that the will 
should be taken into an adjoining room, which 
was done, & if was there signed by the second 
witness. There was evidence that the doors of 
the two rooms were open at the time, & that 
deceased whilst in bed might have seen that part 
of the table in the adjoining room on which the 
will was lying when the witness signed her name : 








—Held: the execution was valid.—/n the Goods of 


TRIMNELL (1865), 11 Jur. N. S. 248. 

Annotation :-—-Retd. Carter v. Scaton (1901), 85 L. T. 76. 
999. Testator unaware of attestation.] — 

Testatrix signed a document in the presence of 

two witnesses, who twenty minutes afterwards 

subscribed the document in an adjoining room. 

The door was open, but testatrix was not aware 

that they were signing : -Held: the document 

was nol duly executed. —JENNER v. FFINCH (1879), 

5P. D. 106; 49 1. 3. P. 25; 42 L. T. 3827; 28 

W. RR. 620. 

Annotations :--Mentd. Wainewright v. Wainewright (1894), 
71. T. 265; Chichester +. Quatrefages, [1895] I. 186; 
Townsend v. Moore, [1905] VP. 66; Jn the Estate of Bryan 
{1907} P. 125. 





(c) Other Cases. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 9. 

1000. Window in passage~--Part of bed visible— 
Not visible from position of testator.|—The wit- 
nesses to a will subscribe their names at a window, 
in a passage where they could see but part of the 
bed on which testator lay, & he could not, as he 
lay there, see them attest his will; this will was 
set aside, as not being duly executed.—CLERK v. 
Warp (1706), 4 Bro. Parl. Cas. 70; 2 Ik. R. 48. 

1001. Testator insensible.|——If testator is in a 
state of insensibility when his will is attested, the 
will is not duly executed according to the meaning 
of Stat. Frauds, although he be corporally present. 
—RiGHT v. Prick (1779), 1 Doug. K. B. 241; 99 
Ig. R. 157. 
vinnutations :— Refd, Winsor». Pratt (1821), 2 Brod. & Bing. 

650; Foster v. Mentor Life Assce. (1854), 3 I. & DF. 48. 

1002. In attorney’s office—Testatrix in carriage 
— Attestation visible through window.] — Will 
attested by the witnesses where testatrix could see 
them through the windows of her carriage & of the 
attorney’s office, well attested.-—-CaAsson v. DADE 
(1781), 1 Bro. C. C. 993; 2 Dick. 586; 28 li. Rf. 
1010, L. C. 
Annotations :—Consd. Newton vr. Clarke (1839), 2 Curt. 

320. Refd. oe d. Wright v. Manifold (1813), 1 M. & 3. 

291; Jn the Goods of Colman (1842), 3 Curt. 118: Carter 

vw. Seaton (1901), 17 T. L. I. 671. 

1008. Curtains of bed drawn—One_ witness 
invisible to testator.|—-NEWTon & THOMAS v. 
CLARKE, No. 857, ante. 

PART V. aaah if eum 4.— 195.—SCOT. 

« (C). 
distance 


p. Testutor in same room but short 
away from 


WILLS. 


1004. Attestation by one witness after death of 
testator.]—-A paper executed in the presence of 
two witnesses, one of whom did not subscribe till 
next day, after deceased’s death, probate refused. 

This shows the propriety of the rule which the 
ct. has laid down, that, where there is no formal 
attestation clause, there shall be an affidavit as 
to the facts of the execution (Sin H. JENNER),— 
In the Goods of DruRyY (1841), 1 Notes of Cases, 
213. 

1005. Testatrix totally biind—Attestation visible 
to person with sight.J)—IJn ithe Goods of PIEROY, 
No. 997, ante. 

1006. Testatrix unable to turn in bed—Attesta- 
tion visible by turning.|—-A will signed by the 
attesting witnesses in the same room where 
testatrix lay in bed with the curtains closed, & 
her back to the attesting witnesses, who deposed 
to her utter inability to have turned herself so as 
to have drawn aside the curtains, held not to have 
been signed by the witnesses in the presence of 
testatrix.—TRIRE v. TRIBE (1849), 1 Rob. Eccl. 
775; 7 Notes of Cases, 182; 13 L. T. O. S. 449; 
13 Jur. 798. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Norton rr. Bazett (1656), Dea, & Si 

259, Refd. Curter rv. Seaton (190t), 17 TT. Ll. R. 671, 


SuB-sEctT. 5. -METHOD OF ATTESTATION, 
A. By Mark. 

Sce Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. 9. 

1007. Valid.}—GURNEY v. CoRBET (1710), cited 
in 8 Ves. at p. 185; 32 E.R. 324. 

1008. -——.!—- Attestation of a devise by a mark 
rood within Stat. Frauds.—HARRISON v. TIARRISON 
(1803), S Ves. 185; 32 EK. R. 324, L. C. 

1009. —-—.j—Attestation of a devise by a mark, 
good within Stat. Frauds. Acknowledgment by 
devisor of his handwriting to one of the witnesses, 
who did not see him execute, good.—ADDY v. 
GRIX (1803), 8 Ves. 504; 32 Ie. R. 450, 


1010. ——.J]—HINpDMARSH v. CHARLTON, No, 
882, arte. 
1011. --—— Witnesses able to write.|—A_ will, 


being subscribed by two of the attesting witnesses, 
capable of writing, with marks :—Held: to be 
sufficiently subscribed by them. Administration 
with the will annexed was granted to the residuary 
legatee for life, as, though the will contained 
sundry directions to executors, their names were 
specified only under testator’s signature.—Jn the 
Coods of AMISS (1849), 2 Rob. Eccl. 116; 7 Notes 
of Cases, 274; 163 HE. R. 1262. 

et enon ian : -Refd. Charlton vt. Hindmarsh (1859), 1 Sw. & 

Tr. 143. 

1012. — — If made with animus testandi.)—— 
In the Goods of EyNoN, No. 960, ante. 

1013. Injudicious.|—It is always extremely 
injudicious to have a will attested by marks, on 
account of the difficulty of proving their identity. 

A will was attested by the signature T. B. V. 
& the marks of C. & M. D. All these were dead ; 
the signature of V. was proved, & the daughter 


document :—Held : the will had been 
duly attested in terms of Ord. 15 (1845), 


witnesses . 3.-—-KING tv. NEL, [1922] OC. PL 1. 


1004 i. Attestation by one witness after 
death of teatator.J—A party who was 
present at the time when a testator 
signed a document, purporting to be a 
will according to Scottish law, cannot 
by attaching his signature thereto 
after testator’s death render the 
document @ valid will, the lapse of 
time between the signature of testator 
& that of the witness not being an 
informality curable under Conveyancing 
(Scotland) Act, 1874, 8. 39.—WUIT- 
WORTH v. WALKER (1915), 32 T. LR. 


attesting will.J}—In an action to have 
a will set aside on the ground of 
improper attestation, it was shown that 
the witnesses had attested the will 
while in the same room as testator, 
within a short distance from hitn & in 
such a position that testator could 
have seen them signing the will. It 
was also proved that one of the attest- 
Ing witnesses did not know that he was 
witnessing a will but knew that he was 
witnessing testator’s signature to the 


when 5 
cl 520.- -S. AF. 


PART V. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 5.—-A. 


1007 i. Valid.|-—Signature by a wit- 
ness by means of a mark ts a sufficient 
subscription to a will.—Re Ln Roux, 3 
S.C. 56.-—S. AF. 


q. Witness temporarily in- 
capable of writingy—Subasaequent identi- 
jication of documcnt,J|\—In the Goods of 
GARNER (1878), 1 T.. R. Ir. 307.—IR. 
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of C. & M. D. proved that they were both dead, 
& that when alive they lived near testator, no 
other persons of those names living anywhere in 
that neighbourhood; & this witness also stated 
that M. D. could not write & C. D. could write his 
name only :—Held: sufficient.—Dor d. COUNSELL 
& PARKER wu. CAPERTON (1839), 9 C. & P. 112; 
173 E. R. 763, N. P. 
Mark to wrong name.|-—Sce No. 924, post. 


B. Name Written by or with the Assistance of 
Another. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9. 

1014. General rule—Must himself subscribe.]— 
(1) An attesting witness must himself subscribe 
the will. 

(2) It is not essential that a witness should sign 
his own name, provided it is clear that his sub- 
scription is intended as an act of attestation. 

The name of A., an attesting witness to a will, 
was at his request subscribed by B., who was 
present at the execution :—Held: as A. had not 
subscribed, & B.’s subscription was not intended 
as an act of attestation, the will was not duly 
executed.—In the Goods of Duaains (1870), 39 
J.P. & M. 24; 22 L. T. 182; 34 J. P. 265. 

1015. Written on behalf of witness—Invalid.]— 
An attesting witness to a will being unable to 
write, the other attesting witness, since deceased, 
wrote her name for her:—-Held: as both the 
witnesses had not ‘ subscribed,” the attestation 
was defective.-—Jn the Goods of MrAD (1842), 1 
Notes of Cases, 456; 6 Jur. 351. 

1016. ——-.|—T'wo witnesses, a man & 
his wife, called to attest a will; the mian sub- 
scribes both his own name & his wife’s :—Held : 
this was not a compliance with the Act.—ZJn the 
Goods of WHITE (1843), 2 Notes of Cases, 4613 7 
Jur. 1045. 

1017. -|—Testatrix having signed her 
will desired M. & IX. to attest, but as I. could not 
write, testatrix desired J.. who was also present, 
to write the name of E., which J. did, but did not 
sign his own name :—Held: the paper was not 
entitled to probate as EK. inight’ have made his 
mark, & a desire that: another should sign could 
not be construed to be a subscription by H.—ZJ the 
Goods of CoPE (1850), 2 Rob. Heel. 335; 163 1. R. 
1337. 
see? t- Folld. Jn the Goods of Mobbs (1854), 2 Kee. 








—— 











Ad. 59. Apld. Jn the Goods of Dugging (E870), 39 
Ji. J. P; & M. Zt. 
1018. ~~ --.| -In the Goods of DUGGINS, 


No. 1014, ante. 

1019. Hand of witness guided —Valid.|—A will, 
made after Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), came into 
operation, was attested by one witness in his own 
handwriting; & he also held & guided the hand of 
a second witness, who could not write or read; & 
in this way the second witness’s name was written 
as attesting witness. ‘Testator had desired the two 
to attest :—Held: a sufficient attestion under 
sect. 9.—IIARRISON v. ELVIN (1842), 3 Q. B. 117; 
2 Gal. & Dav. 769; 11 L. J. Q. B. 197; 6 Jur. 
849; 114 EB. R. 451. 

Annotations :— Distd. In the Goods of Mobbs (1854), 2 Eee. 
& Ad. 59. Apld. /n the Goods of Frith (1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 
8; Lewis v. Lewis (1861), 2 Sw. & Tr. 153. 

1020. -|—W. signed his will in the 
presence of two witnesses, A. & B. J3. being 








PART V. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 5.—B. 

10191. Hand of witness guided— 
Valid.}--It {8s no objection to an 
attestation by a marksman that his 
hand or pen was guided by another.— 
Re HANLON’S WILL, 2 Pug. 136.—CAN. 

1019 li. —— —---.)] — Bet». 


write.|}—A wi 


Huauess, 5 L. R. Ir. 


1022 i. Top of pen held by witness— 
Writing by another—Witness unable to 
} tness to a will, who was 
unable to write, held the pen at the 
top whilst another person wrote the 
name of such witness. 
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unable to write, A., by his request, guided his 
hand when he subscribed the will:—Held: the 
subscription of B. was valid.—In the Goods of 
Fritu (1858), 1 Sw. & Tr.8; 27L. J. P. & M. 6; 
80L. T. 0.8. 295; 4 Jur. N.S. 288; 6 W. R. 262 ; 
164 KE, R. 604. 

1021. Top of pen held by witness—Writing by 
another—Witness able to write.|—Where the two 
attesting witnesses to a will, who were able to 
write, held the top of the pen whilst another 
person, the drawer of the will, wrote their names, 
the ct. rejected the motion for probate.—In the 
Goods of KILEHER (1848), 6 Notes of Cases, 15; 
10 L. T. O. S. 482; sub nom. In the Goods of 
KILCHER, 12 Jur. 163. 


Annotation :---Refd. In the Goods of Lewis (1861), 7 Jur. N.S. 
ORR, 


1022. ---- Witness unable to pee caer 
names of two attesting witnesses to a will, who 
were unable to write, were written by another 
person whilst they held the top of the pen :—Held : 
that the will was duly attested.—LEwIis v. LEWIs 
(1861), 2 Sw. & Tr. 153; 41.7. 583; 267.7. 88; 
164 EE. R. 952; sub nom. In the Goods of LEwIs, 
31L.J.P.M. & A. 153; 7 Jur. N.S. 688. 





C. Wrong Name. 


See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9. 

1023. Whether own name necessary.|—Jn the 
Goods of uGGrns, No. 1014, ante. 

1024. Attestation by marksman—Wrong name 
written by testator.]|—Jn the Goods of ASIIMORE, 
No. 924, ante. 

1025. Correction after attestation—-Wrong name 
partially obliterated.|—Where testatrix had exe- 
cuted a codicil with a mark, & an attesting 
witness, meaning to write her name, had written 
a& wrong surname, & afterwards wrote over the 
same her real name, not wholly obliterating the 
former, deposing, contrary to the appearance of 
the paper, that such former writing contained her 
real name, probate was decrecd as the paper 
originally stood.—In the Goods of POWELL (1848), 
6 Notes of Cases, 557. 

1026. Use of wrong name—‘‘ John Clerk, his 
clerk.’’?} — A witness inadvertently, instead of 
writing his name John Edmunds, under that of 
the other witness, a solicitor, wrote ‘‘ John Clerk, 
his clerk’? :—Held: a sufficient subscription.— 
In the Goods of OLLIVER (1851), 2 ec. & Ad. 573 
164 EB. It. 305. 


Annotation : —Distd. Pryor v. Pryor (1860), 29 L. JI. P.M. & 
A. 111. 


1027. Husband’s name.|—One of the 
attesting witnesses to a will, by the desire of 
testator, subscribed her husband's name instead 
of her own to the attestation clause. The will 
appeared on the face of it to be duly executed. 
The ct. held, that as the attesting witness did not 
intend the subscription to the will to represent her 
own signature, the attestation was invalid, & the 
will could not be admitted to probate.—PRyYor v. 
Pryor (1860), 29 L. J. P. M. & A. 1143 sub nom. 
In the Goods of Pryor, 23 J. P. 712. 

Be ee i, Apia. In the Goods of Leverington (1886), 55 


1028. .|--A will was signed by 
deceased in the presence of two persons, one of 
whom subscribed it with his own name & the other 











407.—IR. to the satisfaction of the ct. that the 
transaction was bond fide, & that the 
witness held the pen with the object 
of thus attesting & subscribing the 
will:—Held: this attestation was 
valid.— VAN NIRKERK v, VAN NIEKERK, 


It was proved 15%. ©. 229.—S. Af. 
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Sect. 4.—-Attestation : Sub-sect. 5, C., D. 
sect. 6, A., B.C. 


with the name of her husband :—Held: the will 
was not properly attested.—In the Goods of 
LEVERINGTON (1886), 11 P. D. 80; 551. J. P. 62. 
1029. ———- _ ‘*‘Servant to Mr. Sperling.’’|— 
Deceased having signed his will in the presence of 
a servant, the Iatter subscribed ‘‘ Servant to 
Mr. Sperling,’ without any name. A solr., the 
other attesting witness, had directed him to sign 
as servant to Mr. Sperling :—Held: a sufficient 
attestation & subscription.—in the Goods of 
SPERLING (1863), 3 Sw. & Tr. 272; 33 L. J. P.M. 
& A. 25; 91. T. 348; 273. P. 777; 9 Jur. N.S, 
1205; 12 W. R. 354. 
Annotation :— Distd. In the Gouds of Maddock (1874), L. R. 
3P.& D. 369. 


D. Acknowledgment of Signature. 


See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9. 
1030. Invalid.|—Jn the Goods of BENNETT, No. 











886, ante. 

1031. .|—HINDMARSH v. CHARLTON, No. 
882, ante. 

1032. |—Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), which 


permits acknowledgment of his signature by 
testator, allows no such latitude in the case of an 
attesting witness. 

Where testator acknowledged his signature to 
his will in the presence of two attesting witnesses, 
& one of the latter, who had previously signed the 
will in testator’s presence, after seeing him sign 
before the arrival of the second witness, traced 
over his signature with a dry pen, & the second 
witness then attested the will, all three being 
present at the time :—Held : the will was not duly 
executed.—HORNE v. FEATHERSTONE (1805), 73 


L. T. 32. 
E.. Other Cases. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9. 

1038. Retracing signature with dry pen.|—An 
attesting witness to a will having on the re- 
execution thereof traced over his previous signature 
with a dry pen held not to have subscribed, but 
only to have acknowledged his signature, which 
is not sufficient under the statute. The statute 
requires an act to be done by the witnesses which 
shall be apparent on the face of the paper.— 
PLAYNE v. SCRIVEN (1849), 1 Rob. Eccl. 772; 7 
Notes of Cases, 122; 13 L. T. O. S. 4053; 13 Jur. 
712 ; 163 E. R. 1209. 

Annotations :— Distd. Jn the Goods of Coleman (1861), 2 


Sw. & Tr. 314. Refd. Jn the Goods of Maddock (1874), 

LkR3 PP. & D. 169. 

1034, ——-.|—-Jn the Goods of SAVORY (1851), 18 
L. T. O. 8S. 280; 15 Jur. 1042. 

1035. --——-.|—-The name of one witness who 


could not write being written at his request by 
the other witness, & then traced over with a dry 
pen, & acknowledged by him, is not a good attesta- 
tion of a will, no mark having been made by the 
witness himself.—In the Goods of Moses (1854), 2 
Ecc. & Ad. 59; 164 E. R. 306. 

1036. -|—Some alterations having been 
made in a will subsequent to execution, testator & 
the attesting witnesses traced the former signa- 
tures with a dry pen, & the attesting witnesses 
wrote their initials in the margin, opposite each 
alteration. The ct. held, that these initials were 





no evidence of a due execution of the alterations, | 


& refused to admit them to probate.-—In the Goods 
of CUNNINGHAM (1860), 4 Sw. & Tr. 194; Sea. & 
Sm. 1382; 29L.J.P.M.& A. 71; 164 E. R. 1491. 


WILLS. 





1037. .|—Deceased executed her will in 
the presence of two witnesses, one of whom signed 
his name thereto; but the other, after writing 
his Christian name, was unable, through feebleness, 
to complete his signature. Subsequently a third 
person was introduced, & deceased made her mark 
in the presence of such person & the witness who 
had signed his name. The latter traced his 
signature over with a dry pen, & the former signed 
his name :—Held: the execution was invalid in 
the latter case by reason that the witnesses did 
not both attest & subscribe the signature of 
deceased ; & in the former by reason that one 
witness had no intention, by writing his Christian 
name only, to subscribe the will—Jn the Goods of 
Mappock (1874), L.R.3 PP. & D. 169; 43 L. J. P. 
& M. 29; 30 L. T. 696; 88 J. P. 631; 22 W. R. 
741, 

1038. }—HorNE v. FEATHERSTONE, No. 
1032, ante. 4 

1039. Initials.)—The initials of attesting wit- 
nesses to a testamentary paper are a sufficient 
subscription under Wills Act; they are not 
required to sign their names.—IJn the Goods of 
CHRISTIAN (1849), 2 Rob. Eccl. 110; 7 Notes of 


Cases, 265; 163 KE. R. 1260. 
Annotations :—Apld. In the Goods of Winds (1852), 20 L. T. 








©. 8. 264. Retd. Charlton +. Hindmarsh (1859), 1 Sw. 
& Tr. 433 In the Goods of Blewitt (1880), 5 P. D. 116. 
1040. --|—In the Goods of CUNNINGHAM, 


No. 1036, ante. 

1041. Re-execution of will—-Addition of word 
** Bristol.’’]|—An attesting witness to a will, duly 
executed, attested & subscribed a second execu- 
tion of the will by adding the word ‘ Bristol,”’ 
the name of the city, at the end of her name & 
street in which she dwelt written on the former 
execution, but did not otherwise subscribe on the 
second execution :—Held: the latter attestation 
& subscription by the witness were not sufficient 
under the Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9.—IJn the 
Goods of TREVANION (1850), 2 Rob. Eccl. 3113 
163 KE. R. 1328. 

Annotation :— Consd. Chariton vr. Hindmarsh (1859), 1 Sw. 

& Tr. 433. 


1042. ——— Correction of signature—Cross to 
letter F.]— HINDMARSH v. CHARLTON, No. 882, ante. 

1043. Names written of marksman—Own signa- 
ture omitted.}-——Jn the Goods of Eynon, No. 960, 
ante. 

1044. Christian name.|-——Jn the Goods of Map- 
pock, No. 10387, ante. 





SuB-SECT. 6.—PLACE OF ATTESTATION. 
A. Necessity for Specified Place. 
See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9. 
1045. No place specified by statute.|— WILLIS 
v. LOWE (1847), 1 Rob. Eccl. 618, n.; 5 Notes of 
Cases, 428; 10 LL. T. O. S. 69; 11 Jur. 807; 163 


E. R. 1156. 
Annotations :--Apld. Smee v. Bryer (1848), 1 Rob. Kecl. 616. 
Refd. Ward v. Lambert (1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 447 


1046. ——-.]—In the Goods of CHAMNEY, No. 
1059, poat. 


B. Wall Bearing More than One Signature of 
Testator. 
See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9. 
1047. Signature of testator on each sheet— 
Attestation not on last sheet—All sheets attested 
except last.]|—E WEN v. FRANKLIN, No. 806, anie. 


PART V. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 5.-—E. 


bie a attestation to a will for a witness to sign the initials of his name.—Re TARRAHAN 


Part V.—FORMALITIES OF WILL oR Copictu. 


1048. _ c|—Testator wrote his will on 
two sheets of brief paper. He affixed his name to 
both sheets, but the attesting witnesses only 
signed the first sheet. 

The ct. ordered tho will to be propounded.—In 
ee of Mornkis (1873), 28 L. T. 745; 37 J.P. 








1049. — —.J—In the Goods of DILKEs, 
No. 879, ante. 
1050. — -J]—The attestation of a will 





made on a printed form of two pages appeared at 
the bottom of the first page, & was not repeated 
on the second page :—Held: the first page only 
was entitled to probate.—Jn the Goods of MALEN 
ta o4 L. J. P. 91; 50 J. P. 262; 33 W. R. 
S20. 

1051. Separate documents—-Not connected—First 
only attested.|—-Testatrix wrote three separate 
lists of legacies on three separate sheets of paper, 
the first of which was headed ‘‘ Codicil to the will 
of S. P.” She signed all three sheets in the 
presence of the witnesses, but they attested her 
signature to the first sheet only. There being 
nothing in the contents of the three papers to 
connect them with each other, & the first which 
was attested being complete in itself, the ct. 
refused to grant probate of the two which were 
unattested.—Jn the Goods of PEARSE (1867), L. R. 
1P. & D. 382; 36 LI. PP. & M. 117; WL. T. 
$53; 31 J. P. 728. 

1052. All sheets but last initialed by testator—& 
attested——Last sheet only signed by testator—No 
attestation. |-—Deceased signed his name at the end 
of his will, on the tenth sheet, & placed his initials 
on the first nine sheets. Two out of three wit- 
nesses signed their names on the first nine sheets, 
but not on the tenth:—Held: the operative 
signature of deceased was not duly attested, & 
the execution was incomplete.—PHIPPS v. TALE 
(1874), L. R.3 P. & D. 166; 22 W. RR. 742. 
Annotations :-—Distd. Rovle +. Harris, [1895] P. 163. Refd. 

Leonard v. Leonard, [T1902] P. 243. 

1053. Signature of testator on last two pages— 
Attestation on penultimate page.|—T'cstator. a 
farmer, wrote his will on a sheet of paper. The 
attestation clause was on the third page. At the 
foot of the page there were the words ‘ turn over,”’ 
& on the fourth page there was a clause bearing 
date the day on which the will was executed & 
with the signature of testator. The will was 
signed by testator & subscribed by the witnesses 
on the third page, but before its execution the 
witnesses saw some writing on the fourth page. 
The will gave legacies & annuities of considerable 
amount, but the debts of testator exhausted the 
personalty, & the only allusion to his real estate 
was contained in the writing on the fourth page : 
Held: the signature to the will which the wit- 
nesses attested, was the signature on the third 
page, & therefore the writing on the fourth page 
could not be included in the probate.—IJn the Goods 
of DEARLE (1878), 47 L. J.P. 453 39 L. TT. 98; 
sub nom. In the Goods of DEACLE, 42 J. P. 664. 





C. Separate Sheet. 

Sce Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26). s. 9. 
1054. Attached by pin—To portion not legally 
attested.]—A fter three several attempts, at different 
periods of the same day, to execute a will con- 


PART V. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 6.-—B. 


1048 ji. Signature of testator on cach 
sheet— Attestation not on last shect.}-— 
lestatrix made a will ona printed form. 
Be bil the will on the dahl yet poe c 

ges, the seconc age being left. Sd 
Wank, She signed a the bottom of 


4.--VOL. XLIV. 


the third page, 


signed. 


the first page & again at the bottom of 
having read 
contents of both pages over to the 
witnesses, as expressing her will, before 
cies fs There was the usual attesta- 

slause printed on the first page, 
here the two attesting witnesses 
They saw testatrix make both 
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formably to the statute, a fourth attempt suc- 
ceeded by the legal attestation of an addition 
thereto, written on a sheet of paper annexed, at 
the time of execution, by a pin, to the portion not 
legally attested, which was held to be part of the 
will.—-In the Goods of CHILDES (1845), 4 Notes of 
Cases, 36. 

Annobstion :~-Refd. Thorncraft v. Lashmar (1862), 26 J. P. 

7) ° 


1055. Attached by wafer.|—A will written upon 
one side of a half shect of paper concluded with the 
words, ‘‘ In witness whereto I have hereunto set 
my hand & seal this 9th day of July, in the year 
as above written.’’ There was a sinall blank 
space between these words & the bottom of the 
host. & the signatures of deceased, & of the 
attesting witnesses, & the attestation clause were 
written on a separate piece of paper attached by 
wafers to the half sheet containing the will. The 
ct. refused to grant probate of this paper upon 
motion.—Jn the Goods of LAMBERT (1862), 31 
L.J.P.M.& A. 118; 71. T. 219; 26 J. P. 456 ; 
8 Jur. N.S. 158. 

1056. ——.]—Cook v. LAMBERT, No. 811, ae. 


DD. Overleaf. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9. 

1057. Signature on first side—Attestation on 
second.|— Will signed at the end of the first side 
of a sheet of paper & attested on the second side 
admitted to probate, on evidence of acknowledg- 
ment of the signature of testator.—IJn the Goods of 
Davis (1843), 3 Curt. 748 ; 2 Notes of Cases, 350 ; 
163 Is. R. 889. 
tinmlations :-~ Distd. In the Goods of Topham (1849), 14 








ve S. 381: Jn the Goods of Nilkes (1874), L. R. 3 
P.& —. 164. Refd. Pye v. Halo (1874), L. R. 3 P. & D. 
10h Mentd. Jn the Goods of Toomy (1864), 3 Sw. & Tr. 
562. 

1058. ——.]—In the Goods of ARCHER, 

No. 817, ante. 
1059. Signature on fourth.|—-The attesting 


witnesses, instead of signing their names near to 
that of testator on the first side of a sheet of paper 
where the will ended, & where there was ample 
space for their signatures, signed under an indorse- 
ment on the fourth page; such attestation held 
to be good, as the Wills Act does not specify where 
they are to sign.—Jn the Goods of CHAMNEY (1849), 
1 Rob. Eeel. 757; 7 Notes of Cases, 70; 14 L. T. 
O. S. 89; 163 KB. R. 1204. 


Annotations -—Distd. Ewen v. Franklin (1855), Dea. & Sw. 7. 
Refd. Phipps v. Hale (1874), L. Wo 3 P. & D. 166. 


1060. ~|—Ln 
No. 818, ante. 

1061. Will folded.}|—.\ will, written on the lower 
half of the second side of a sheet of paper, was 
presented, the sheet being folded broadways, tu 
the witnesses, & was signed & subscribed on the 
lower half of the first side, the witnesses believing 
the will to be contained on the upper half of the 
first side. Probate granted with the consent of 
the next of kin.—Jn the Goods of BULLOCK (1843), 
3 Curt. 750; 2 Notes of Cases, 352; 163 EK. R. 
889. 

Annotation : --Refd. Zn the Goods of Bishop (1811), 3 Notes of 

Caser, 117. 

1062. ——.]—In the Goods of HAMMOND, No. 863, 
ante. 

1068. Will on first & third sides—Signature on 
second—Referred to in subsequent codicil.|—A 





the 





Goods of FULLER, 


her signatures, & si 
were made. They did not at the time 
think it necessary to sign on the third 
page :—J/eld: the whole will was 
sufficicntly attested.—Re GILBERT, 
11925) V. L. R. 662; 47 ALL. T. 73; 
31 Argus L. RR. 461.—AUS. 


ed after both 
the 


T 
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. 4.—Altestution : Sub-sect. 6, D. & #.; 
a. 7 & 8, A. & B.) 


will, written on the first & third sides of a sheet of 
paper, the signatures of deceased & witnesses being 
on the second side, referred to in a subsequent 
codicil, admitted to probate.—IJn the Goods of 
eae (1843), 2 Notes of Cases, 459: 2 L. T. 

1064. Signature of one witness overleaf.|— 
ROBERTS v. PHILLIPS, No 963, ante. 

1065. Attestation on back.J—Jn the Goods of 
BRADDOCK, No. 967, ante. 


E. Other Cases. 


See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 9. 

1066. Two instruments on same sheet-——Codicil 
only attested—-Probate as continuous will.|—A 
will not duly attested; a further writing, de- 
nominated a codicil, duly attested ; admitted to 
probate, not as a will & codicil, but as parts of 
one continuous will.—Jn the Goods of Scriven 
(1843), 2 Notes of Cases, 152. 

1067. First only attested—Second invalid.} 
—Two persons being present together, when 
testatrix in their presence signed her name to two 
testamentary instruments respectively written 
on the same sheet of paper, afterwards subscribed 
their names at the end of the first in order alone :— 
Held: they attested the first only: probate of 
the second refused.—IJn the Goods of Tayton 
(1851), 2 Rob. Eccl. 411; 18 1. T. O. S. 177; 35 
Jur. 1090; 168 BE. R. 13862. 

«fnnotation :—Refd. Roberts vr. Vhillips (1855), 3 CG. L. at. 


513. 





1068. Duplicate instruments—Signature on one 
—Attestation on other.|—J/n the Gouds of HATTon, 
No. 1179, post. 

1069. Attestation in margin.|-—J» the Goods of 
STREATLEY, No. 961, aite. 


SubB-sicr. 7.--CAPACITY OF WITNESSES. 

Persons subsequently becoming incompetent.]— 
See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. 14. 

Beneficiaries.]—See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 15, 
& Sub-sect. 4, post. 

Creditors.|—See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 16. 

Executors.]—See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. 17. 

Evidence of attesting witnesses.|—Sce livi- 
DENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 495-508, Nos. 5238-5396. 


SUB-siCT, 8.—-INVALIDITY OF CUETS TO 
WITNESSES, 
A. In General. 
See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 15. 
1070. General rule—Witnessing beneficiary un- 
able to take.j-——(1) By a will made since Wills 
Act, 1837 (c. 26), certain land & houses, after the 


WILLS. 


deaths of testator’s niece A. & her husband J., 
to whom life interests had been given, were 
directed ‘‘to be equally divided among the 
children’ of A. & J. The will purported to be 
attested by three witnesses, two of whom were 
Thomas & Sarah, children of A. & J. :-—Held: the 
devise to the children, although it was a devise to 
them as tenants in common, was a devise to a 
class, sv that the whole was to be taken by those 
who after testator’s death came within the limits 
of such class & were capable of taking, & therefore 
the shares of Sarah & Thomas, who as attesting 
witnesses were themselves incapable of taking, 
went to the other members of the class, & not to 
the heir-at-law of testator. 

(2) Qu.: whether a person who sees testator 
sign the will, & who afterwards attests the will 
but: not in testator’s presence, & who therefore is 
not an attesting witness within the meaning of 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 9, is rendered by sect. 15 
incapable of taking anything under the will.— 
FELL v. Bippo.Py (1875), L. R. 10 C. P. 7013 
1140.5. C. P. 402; 32 4. T. 864; 23 W. R. 913. 
Annotations :-—As to (1) Consd. Ive Coleman & Jarrom (1876), 

Mita D. 165. As tu (2) Refd. Aplin v. Stone, [1904] 1 Ch. 

vd ° 

1071. In respect of what gifts—Gift in trust— 
For benefit of widow.|-—A. witness having attested 
a will BppoUDE him universal legatee in trust 
for the benefit of the widow :—Held: his being 
an attesting witness did not render such bequest 
null & void, under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 15, 
which contemplates a beneficial interest to the 
party.—Jn the Goods of RypER (1843), 2 Notes of 
Cases, 462. 

1072. ~——— For benefit of church.|—'l'esta- 
trix by a testamentary paper described as a codicil, 
gave “ £203 to Brompton Church, to be disposed 
of as Dr. Irons pleases.’’ One of the witnesses 
to the execution of this paper by testatrix was the 
wife of Dr. Irons:-—Held: as Dr. Irons was a 
mere trustee for Brompton Church, the bequest 
was not invalidated under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
s. 15, by the attestation of his wife.-—CRESSWELL v. 
CRESSWELL (1868), L. BR. 6 Eq. 69; 37 L. J. Ch. 
521; 18 L. T. 302; 32 0. P. 564; 16 W. RR. 609. 
aa On :—Mentd. fe Cox, Cox ™ Davie (1877), 7 Ch. D. 





1073. ——— Interest as joint tenants.]—Where 
there is a gift to a class as joint tenants, & one of 
the joint tenants is an attesting witness, though 
his share is forfeited by the statute, it is not 
undisposed of, & survives to the other joint 
tenants. —YouNG +. Davires (1863), 2 Drew. & 
Sm. 167; 1 New Rep. 419; 32 L. J. Ch. 372 ; 
SL. T. 80; 9 Jur N.S. 3903; 11 W. BR. 452; 
62 E.R. 585. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Fell v. Blddolph (1875), L. kh. 10 CLP. 
701; Jull v. Jacobs (1876), 24 W. R. 047. Refd. Aplin v. 
Stone, (1904) 1 Ch, 543, Mentd. /te Coleman & Jurrom 
(1478), 4 Ch. D. 165, 


PART V. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 6.~--E. 

r. Signatures of witnesses in body 
of will.j—The attesting witnesses to a 
will, already signed by deccased, signed 
their names in a blank space left for the 
names of the exors. in the body of the 
wlll, testator having acknowledged his 
signature in their presence, & dirceted 
them to sign in the space where their 
names appeared. Onsatisfactory proof 
that the witnesses had signed with the 
intention of attesting the signature of 
testator :—f/ield: this was a valid 
subscription by the witnesses within 
Wills Act, 8s. 9.—In the Goods of 


ELLISON, {1907] 2 I. BR. 480; 41 
I. L. T. 123.—IR. 
~jJ—Re Davipson, 31 N. Z. 





t. 
L. RR. 593.—N.Z. 


a. First sheet not signed.)-—A will had 
been executed in favour of W. by her 
husband, T’., who died in 1938, when it 
was impossible to obtain the services 
of an attorncy or notary owing to an 
intluenza epidemic. The second shect 
of the will bad been signed by T. & 
two witnesses, but they had omitted 
to sign the first sheet :—Z/feld: the 
will was privileged by reason of its 
execution tempore pestis —kxr p. DE 
WRT, [1919] O. P. D. 61.—S8. AF. 


PART V. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 8.-—A. 


b. General rule.j}—-RYAN t. DEVE- 
REUX, 26 U. C. 1. 100.—CAN. 


ec. Gift to wife of  witness.}— 
Testator, having given a life interest 


in certain property to her brother, went 
on to dispose of the interest iu the 
property after his death as follows : 
“ After my death the said 16 acres L 
rood with houses & orchards shall 
become the property of my two sisters, 
M. & ©, hereinbefore gaid.” One of 
the attesting witnesses was the husband 
of M.:—J/eld: the gift created a joint. 
tonancy, & so far as it related to M. was 
void under Wills Act, 1837, 8.15; the 
whole gift, therefore, went to C.—Ite 
COTTON (1923), 19 Tas. L. KR. 567.-- 
AUS. 

d. ——.}—lte Fry, 18 B.C. RR. 63.— 
CAN. 

@. .}—A devine by testatrix, 
who died in 1860, to a inarried woman , 
whose husband was one of tho twu 





Part V.—FoORMALITIES OF WILL oR CODICIL. 


1074. Beneficial interest under parol 
trust.]—Testatrix who had by will & three codicils 
made a complete disposition of her real & personal 
estate, afterwards executed a fourth codicil in 
the following words: ‘‘ I hereby bequeath to B., 
to whom I have willed my landed property, also 
all my personalty, such as cash, furniture, etc., to 
be applied as I have requested him to do.” B. gave 
evidence that before executing this codicil testatrix 
had stated to him the alterations she desired to 
make in her will, & that he had made a pencil 
memorandum of her various fresh bequests, 
repeating each item to her, & that, except so far 
as to give effect to the new wishes so stated to 
him, testatrix did not intend to alter her previous 
dispositions. The memorandum was not signed 
by testatrix. H[., one of the joint beneficiaries 
of furniture mentioned in the memorandum, 
attested the execution of the fourth codicil :— 
Held: (1) the words ‘such as cash, furniture, 
etc.,” did not cut down the words ‘all my 
personalty,” & the fourth codicil comprised & gave 
to B. as trustee the entire personal estate. (2) As 
H. had attested the fourth codicil her beneficial 
interest under the parol trust failed, just as it 
would have done had the trust: been declared in the 
codicil, & the whole beneficial interest) in the 
furniture belonged to the other joint beneficiary.— 
Re FLEETWOOD, SIDGREAVES v. BREWER (1880), 
15 Ch. D. 504; 49 L. J. Ch. 514; 29 W.R. 45. 


Annotations :—Cenerally, Refd. Re Blackwell, Blackwell v. 
Blackwell, [192811 Ch. 614.  Mentd. /te Hetley, Hetley v. 
Hetley, {1902] 2 Ch. 866; J/te Huxtable, Huxtable v. 
Crawfurd, [1902] 1 Ch. 214; Le Page v. Gurdom (1915), 
81 L. J. Ch. 749; Bourne v. Keane, [1919] A. C. 815; 
Re Gardner, Huey «. Cunnington, (1920) 2 Ch. 523; Ward 
vy. Van Der Loct, Durnyeat ¢. Van Der Loeff, [1924] A.C. 


1075. Gift to all employees—aAttestation 
by one.{—-The will of M. L. Marcus, executed in 
1879, contained the following gift: ‘‘ My office 
& warehouse employees, such as clerks & workinen, 
shall have to receive six months’ full salaries.’’ 

One of the employees had attested testator’s 
signature to the will, & also two codicils which 
confirmed the will, but did not refer to the yift 
to employees ; another employee had attested the 
codicils, but not the will:-- Held: the employee 
who had witnessed the will & codicils cowld not 
take the gift, but the witness to the codicils only 
was not incapacitated from taking under the will.— 
Re Marcus, MAgcus v. Marcus (1887), 56 L. J. 
Ch. 8380; 57 L. T. 3093; 377. L. R. 8i6. 

Annotation :-—Apld. Re Trotter, Trotter v. Trotter, [1899] 1 

Ch. 761. 

Profit costs-——Solicitor trustee.] — See 
SoLicirors, Vol. ALLL, p. 122, Nos. 1177-1182. 





B. Attestation of Codicil. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 15. 

1076. Gift by will not affected.|—A bequest of 
a legacy by a will is not void because the legatee 
attests a codicil which gives him nothing; nor 
does a residuary legatee of a share of a residue 
lose his title by attesting a codicil, which, by 





revoking leyacies, indirectly benefits him by 
increasing the residue.—-GURNEY tv. GURNEY 


(1855), 3 Drew. 208: 3 Hq. Rep. 569; 24 I. J. Ch. 


witnesses to the execution of the will: 
—Hleld: void, notwithstanding Evt- 
dence Act, 1852.—CRAWFORD v. BoYDnb, 
22 Gr. $08.-—CAN. 

f. .-—While the fact that the 
husband of a beneficiary under a will 
is an attesting witness to the will 
creatos an intestacy in respect of all the 
property purporting to be devised & 





bequeathed to such beneficiary, be- 
quests to other persons under the will 
are not invalidated because the bene- 
ficiary above mentioned is 
trustee for such other persons & is h. 
also appointed by testator an extrix. 
of his will.—Re Dk BLOlW’ TRUSTS 
(N. 8.) (1912), 11 EK. LL. 
D. L. R. 110.—CAN. 
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658; 25 L. T.O. 8S. 30; 1 Jur. N.S. 208; 3 W. RB. 
363; 61 E. R. 882. 


Annotations :—Apld. Tempest v. Tempest (1856), 2 K. & J. 
635; Gaskin v. Rogers (1866), L. R. 2 iq. 284; Le 
Marcus, Marcus v. Murcus (1887), 57 L. T. 399; He 
Trotter, Trotter v. Trotter, [1899] 1 Ch. 764. 


1077. -|—Bequest by will, dated in 1849, 
of an annuity to A. Codicil revoking other 
legacies & confirming the will, was signed by A. 
as an attesting witness:—Held: the annuity 
given to him by the will was not thereby made 
void.—TEMPEsT v. TEMPEST (1856), 2 K. & J. 
635 ; 69 EK. R. 03873; on appeal (1857), 7 De G. M. 
& G. 470, L. C. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Nickisson v. Cockill (1863), 8 L. T. 

158; Beaumont v. Oliveira (1869), 4 Ch. App. 309; Re 

Pitt, Lacy v. Stone (1885), 53 L. T. 113; Ze Bourne, 


Bourne v. Brandreth (1888), 58 L. T. 5373; Ite Miller, 
Daniel v. Danicl (1889), 61 L. 'T. 365. 


1078. |—Ite Marcus, Marcus v. Marcus, 
No. 1075, ante. 

1079. Codicil conferring benefit on witness— 
Indirect benefit—Share of residue increased by 
revocation of legacies.}—GURNEY v. GURNEY, No. 
1076, ante. 

1080. Condition attached to legacy can- 
celled.|—Testator bequeathed several life annuities 
& legacies of sums of money & stock to persons, 
& legacies of sums of stock to charities, & directed 
his residue, after payment of debts, life annuities, 
& the pecuniary legacies thereinbefore given, to be 
accumulated during a term of two years or two 
lives in being, whichsoever should be the larger 
term, & then to be divided amongst the several 
persons taking pecuniary legacies, under which 
denomination legacies of stock were intended to 
be included, under his will or any codicil thereto, 
rateably & in proportion to the amount in value 
of their respective original legacies, the legacies 
of stock being for that purpose estimated at par. 
Testator also directed that, inasmuch as certain 
parts of the proceeds of his estate might be of 
such a nature as not to be legally applicable to 
answer & satisfy bequests to charities, the assets 
should be marshalled, so that such of the legacies 
thereby bequeathed as were given to charities 
might be paid exclusively out of the funds legally 
so applicable. In the original will was a clause 
whereby annuitants were excluded from partici- 
pation, & also representatives of legatees who 
might die before the period of distribution. By 
a codicil in the margin of the will this passage was 
struck through with a pen, & the cancellation 
attested in the ordinary testamentary form, one of 
the witnesses being a legatce who happened to 
die before the period of distribution :---Held: the 
representatives of the legatee who attested the 
cancellation, & died before the period of distribu- 
tion, were excluded from participation, under 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 15.—-GASKIN v. ROGERS 
(1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 284; 14 W. R. 707. 

1081.—-— Parol declaration of trust.}—Jie 
FLEETWOOD, SIDGREAVES vt. BREWER, No. 1074, 
ante. 

1082. Will attested by beneficilary—Republica- 
tion by subsequent codicil—Attested by other 
witnesses.|—Testatrix by her will gave a share 
of her residuary real & personal estate to B., 
& one of the attesting witnesses to the will was 














g. Devise of rent.])—A_ devise of 
rent to aun attesting witnoss is void 
under 25 Geo. 2, c. 6, 8. 1,.—HOPKINS 
», Hopkins, 3 O. R. 223.—CAN. 
Attestation by beneficiaries -— 
{pplication for probate—Exrplanation of 
circumstances—IWhether affidavit suffi- 
clent.J—Re JONES (L911), 18 W. L. i. 
643.—CAN. 


made a 


R. 14135 6 
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B.’s wife. By a codicil, which was attested by 
other witnesses, testatrix, after a direction to her 
exors. to allow an extended time for ih eee 
of a debt due to her from one of her legatees, 
confirmed her will in other respects :—Held: the 
duly attested codicil had the effect of republishing 
& incorporating the will so as to render the gift 
to B. valid, notwithstanding attestation of the 
will by B.’s wife.—ANDERSON v. ANDERSON (1872), 
L. R. 13 Eq. 381; 41 L. J. Ch. 247; 26 L. T. 12 
20 W. KR. 318. 

Ser eedie :—Apld. Re Trotter, Trotter v. Trotter, [1899] 








Ch. 764; J?e Hardyman, Tcesdale v. McClintock, [1925] 
1 Ch, 287. 
1083. ——— Second codicil attested by 


beneficiary.|— Though a gift by will to an attesting 
witness is utterly null & void, it may be rendered 
effectual, if the will is republished by a codicil 
referring to the will but not attested by the 
legatee, & this benefit will not be lost to the legatee 
by his subsequent attestation of a second codicil. 
—Ie TROTTER, TROTTER v. TROTTER, [1899] 1 Ch. 
764; 68 I. J. Ch. 363; 80 1. T. 647; 47 W. 2. 
A77; 15 T. I. 1. 287. 


C. Superfluous Attestation. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 15. 

1084. Whether benefit lost.|—25 Geo. 2, c. 6, 
makes void a devise to an attesting witness, 
although there be three other attesting witnesses 
to the will.— DoE d. Taynor vr. Minus (1833), 1 
Mood. & R. 288; 174 EK. R. 98, N. P. 
eae -— Retd. Re Limond, Limond v. Cunliffe (1915), 


J. Ch. 83 

1085. -Testator executed his will duly 
attested, but being dissatisfied with the attesta- 
tion, added a further attestation clause, which was 
signed by the same witnesses, & by a devisee under 
the will:—Held: the devisee was, under Wills 
Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 15, precluded from taking any 
interest under the will.—HANDFIELD v. RAND- 
FIELD (1863), 2 New Kep. 309; 32 L. J. Ch. 668 ; 
9 Jur. N.S. $423; 11 W. RR. 847. 
Annotations :—-Distd. Re Limond, Limond v. Cunliffe, [1915] 





2 Ch. 210. aiiieran Ps Middleton, Thompson v. Harris 
(1882), 19 Ch. D. 5 

1686. ——— JF ey v. BINDOLPH, No. 1070, ane. 
1087. Signature before execution.] — 





A legatee at the request of testator, signed her 
name to the will, testator subsequently duly 
executed the will in the presence of two witnesses, 
who attested it, motion to strike out the name of 
the legatee rejected.—Jn the Goods of MITCHELL 
(1841), 2 Curt. 916; 163 EK. R. 629. 





1088. Whether evidence of circumstances 
admitted—After probate granted.j|—/ie Ilaux, 
JONES v. PURSEY, [1888] W. N. 249. 

Beswick wv. Luneeley 


Bader :—Folld. Ite Lanceley, 
(1889), 5'T. L. R240. 
1089. ~———~- --~—-.]—Fte LANCELEY, BEs- 

WICK v. LANCELEY (1889), 5 T. L. R. 245. 

1090. Signature for purpose other than attestation 
—Admissibility of evidence of purpose— Verification 
of attestation of marksmen.|— Where the execution 
of a will was attested by two marksmen, & signed 
also by two other persons as witnesses :—Held : 
the signature of the two latter must be regarded 
as affixed likewise in attestation of the will, & 
not as merely verifying the attestation of the 
marksmen ; & the legacy to the wife of one of them 
failed, under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. 15.— 
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j. Signature invalid as attestation 
—- Whether benefit lost.}\—Where the 


devisce witnesses the wil], the devise to 
him is void, although there are two 
other witnesses, & the will would there- 


WILLS. 


WIGAN v. ROWLAND (1853), 11 Hare, 157; 1 
Eq. Rep. 213; 23 L. J. Ch. 69; 21 L. T. O. 8. 
150; 17 Jur. 910; 1 W. R. 883; 68 BE. R. 1229. 


Jinntations: -—Folld. Covenads Crout (1873), 42L.J.Ch. 840. 
Refd. J?c Limond, Limond v. Cunliffe, [1915] 2 Ch. 240, 


1091. Duty of court to inquire.|— 
(1) A residuary legatee who was present at the 
execution of the will, in which no exor. was 
appointed, wrote her name, after the instrument 
had been signed by testator & attesting witnesses, 
underneath the attestation clause, at the request 
of one of the witnesses :—Held: the ct. having 
to determine to whom the grant of administration 
with the will annexed should go, it was the duty 
of the ct. to inquire in what character the legatee 
had signed the paper; & the ct. being satisfied from 
the evidence that she had not signed the will as a 
witness, her signature was omitted from the grant. 

(2) The residuary legatee signed the will after 
it was executed at the request of one of the 
attesting witnesses. The ct. required, before 
making an order for the omission of her signature 
from the probate, that a notice to show cause 
should first be served upon the next of kin.— 
In the Goods of SHARMAN (1860), L. R. 1 P. & D. 
G61; 38L. J.P. &M. 47; 20 L. T. 683; 33 J.P. 
695; 17 W. KR. 687. 
ss ert aarti -~ isto (1) Consd. Griffiths rv. Griffiths (1871), 








4. & D. 300. Folld. In the Goods of Purssglove 
(1872), 26 L. 1.405, sts to (2) Folld. In the Goods of Smith 
(1889), 38 W. RR. 384. 

1092. —- Own sSatisfaction—No testimonium 

clause.|——A will was executed in 1844. It had 
the name of testator, his seal, the word ‘‘ witness ”’ 
& then the names of two persons J.T. C. & J. 8. H. 
These names were the last marks on the third side 
of the sheet of paper on which the will was written. 
On the top of the fourth side the words * This 
last will & testament was signed in our aaa 
& in the presence of each other, by him J. T. 
J. S. ii., C. BB.” This last name was that of a 
person named as a legatee in the will :—Held: 
this was not such an attestation of the will as to 
deprive C, B. of her right to the legacy. 

The memorandum is not a regular attesting 
clause ; it does not express that it was signed by 
them in the presence of each other, in the presence 
of testator, & at his request. For anything that 
appears to the contrary, it was a memorandum 
made only for their satisfaction (LORD CRAN- 
WORTH).—RANDFIELD v. JtANDFIELD (1860), as 
reported in 8 H. L. Cas. 225; 380 L. J. Ch. 177; 


1l HK. R. 414, H. Li; subsequent proceedings 
(1863), 2 New Re . 309. 
Annotations :—-Mentd. Martin v. Mor Gee): L. R. 2 Eq. 


404; lteffell v. Kettell (1866), L.R.EP.& D139; Wallace 
v, Seymour (1872), 20 W. 1. 634 5 eda v. Briggs, Ex p. 
Bacon, fxr p. Martincau (1873), 28 lL. T. 467; Perry 1 
Merritt (1874), 22 W. R. 600; Bizzey v. Flight (1876), 45 
L. J. Ch. 852; f/te Freme’s Contract, {1805] 2 Ch. 778 ; 
Foxwell v. Van Grutten (1896), 12 T. L. KR. SUT: Re 
Wrightson, Battic-Wrightson v. i ciae: [1904] 2 Ch. 95; 
fie Freeman, Hope vt. Freeman, (1910) 1 Ch. 681. 

1093. -—— Acceptance of executorship.|—-B. 
made her will in the presence of C. & D., who 
subscribed same; subsequently W., an exor. & 
legatee in the will, at the request of testatrix, 
signed his name, to signify, as suggested, his 
acceptance of the exorship. The ct. rejected a 
motion praying to omit HK.’s name in the probate.— 
In the Goods of ForEst (1861), 2 Sw. & Tr. 334; 31 
L.J.P.M. & A. 200; 5 L. T. 689; 164 E.R. 1024. 


Annotations :—Consd. Jn the Goods of Sharman (1869), 38 


J.P. & M. 47. Refd. Jn the Goods of Hickman (1867), 
16 L. T. 435. 
1094. -—_——.|-——Testatrix left a will, which 





fore have been sufficiently attested 
without him.—LItrLk v. AIKMAN, 28 
U.C. Rt. 337.---CAN. 
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was signed by her exor. as well as by two attesting 

witnesses. The exor. was also residuary legatee. 

The ct. held that by signing as exor. the residuary 

legatee did not forfeit his interest & granted 
robate to his representative.—In the Goods of 
2URSSGLOVE (1872), 26 L. T. 405. 

1095. Request of one of attesting witnesses 
—No executor appointed.|—Jn the Goods of SHAR- 
MAN, No. 1091, ante. 

1096. In token of approval.|—A_ benc- 
ficiary under a will attested the will as a third 
witness, & deposed that he did so at testator’s 
especial request as a token of approval :—Held: 
the attestation invalidated the bequest.—CozENs v. 
CrouT (1873), 42 L. J. Ch. 840; 21 W. R. 781, L.C. 

1097. Verification of contents.|—--After a 
will had been executed, & duly attested by two 
attesting witnesses, the wife of testator, who was 
also an exor., & took a life interest in the whole 
estate, signed her name to the will by testator’s 
request, not with the object of attesting it, but 
in order to verify its contents. The ct. granted an 
application for probate of the will, omitting the 
signature of the wife, upon proof that notice of 
the application had been served upon a guardian 
appointed by the ct. to represent children who had 
a reversionary interest in the will & were minors, 
& that no appearance had been entered.—J/n the 
Goods of SmiTy (1889), 15 P. D.2; 59 L. J. P. 5; 
62 L. T.183; 5473. P.199; 38 W. BR. 384. 

1098. Signature at request of testator—Greater 
security.]|—The day before her death testatrix, by 
her will, gave a legacy to her sister M. The will 
was then properly attested by two witnesses. 
Immediately after they had signed, M., at the 
request of testatrix, & as she thought for greater 
security, signed her name :—Held: M. signed as 
an attesting witness, & must pay the costs.— 
In the Goods of TOKER, TOKER v. MAGUIRE (1860), 
4]. T. 183. 

1099. 
No. 1092, anle. 

1100. Signature of beneficiary erased—Signature 
of third witness added --Omission of erased name 
from probate refused — Probate in facsimile.] — 
Deceased executed his will & a codicil thereto in 
the presence of three witnesses, two of whom 
subscribed their names as such to both instruments. 
Immediately afterwards, before any person had 
left the room, deceased having been informed that, 
one of such subscribed witnesses would forfeit her 
interest under the will, ordered her name to be 
struck through, & the third witness to sign the 
will & codicil, which was done :—/Held: the ct. 
could not allow the probate to issue with the 
omission of the name struck through, but might 
permit it to be taken in facsimile.—J/n the Goods of 
RAINE (1865), 34 L. J. P.M. & A. 125; 11 Jur. 
N.S. 587. 











~-~.]- RANDFIELD v. RANDFIELD, 








D. Marriage of Devisee to Altesting Witness 
after Attestation. 
See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. 15. 
1101. Validity not affected.|—-Under Wills Act, 


1096 f. Signature for  .rurpose other 
than attestation—In token of approval. | 
~—-SHIAM SUNDAR SINGH v. JAGANNATH 


attesting the execution, ordered L.'s 
signature to be excluded from the 
probate. —In the Goods 
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1837 (c. 26), s. 15, the marriage, after attestation 
of a will, of a devisee to the attesting witness, does 
not affect the validity of the devise.—THORPE v. 
BESTWICK (1881), 6 Q. B. D. 811; 50L. J. Q. B. 
320; 44 L. T. 180; 45 J. P. 440; 29 W. R. 
631. 

E. Will Consisting of More than One Document. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 15. 

1102. Each document separately signed & 
attested—-Beneficiary signing sheet conferring no 
gift.]|—-Separate sheets of paper, separately signed 
by testatrix, & separately witnessed on the same 
day, & dealing with different portions of testatrix’s 
property, held. in the circumstances, to be different 
documents, & a legatee under one document held 
not to be deprived of a benefit derived under that 
document by reason of having attested one or 
more of the later documents.—te CRAVEN, 
CREWDSON v. CRAVEN (1908), 99 L. T. 390; 24 
T. L. R. 750; on appeal (1909), 100 L. T. 284, 
C. A. 


Annotation : -Mentd. Ree Conyngham, Ramsden r. Conyng- 
ham (1908), 24 T. L. RR. 789. 


F. Will of Member of Royal Forces. 

See, generally, Roya. Forces, Vol. XXXIX., 
pp. 332-339. 

See Wills Act, 18387 (c. 26). ss. 11, 15. 

1103. No application—Actual military service.|] 
—Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 15, does not apply 
to a will made in exercise of the privilege reserved 
to soldiers & seamen under s. 11 of the same Act. 

On the conclusion of the Waziristan operations 
on the frontier of India in 1895 a portion of the 
force remained in the Tochi Valley as an escort 
to the party engaged in the delimitation of the 
frontier. Testator was a lieutenant in an Indian 
regiment forming part of this escort. While so 
serving testator was mortally wounded by a 
fanatic & was carried into camp, where he dictated 
a will to his brother-in-law, whom he made his 
residuary legatee, & died on the next day. The 
will was signed by testator & attested by his 
brother-in-law & another officer as witnesses. 
llis estate consisted of personal property only :~— 
Held: (1) testator was in “ actual military 
service ” within the meaning of s. 11 of the Wills 
Act, 1837, at the time when he made his will; 
(2) notwithstanding the attestation by two wit- 
nesses the will was a soldier’s wil] made in exercise 
of the privilege reserved by s. 11 & requiring no 
attestation ; s. 15 of the Wills Act did not apply 
to a will so made; & the gift to the attesting 
witness was therefore valid.—RHe LIMOND, LIMOND 
v. CUNLIFFE, [1915] 2 Ch. 240; 84 L. J. Ch. 838 ; 
113 L. T. 815; 59 Sol. Jo. 613. 


Annotations >--As to (1) Consd. Re Wernher, Wernher v. 
ae [1YV18] 1 Ch. 339; In the Estate of Grey, ([1922] 1’. 
Q), 


G. Effect on Construction of Will. 
See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 15. 
1104. Acceleration of subsequent interests— 
Failure of life estate.]|—-Gift to testator’s daughter 
of real & personal estate ‘‘ during her life time, & 


of the case & it thus appeared that the 
mistake of having the legatee as an 


of MURPHY attesting witness had been remedied, 


SINGH (1927), 55 IL. HK. Ind. App. 1. 
—IND. 


k. ——.}—At the foot of a will, 
signed by testator, & attested by two 
Witnesses, there appeared subscribed 
beneath testator’s signature I).’s 
signature, who was the principal 
legatee & sole extrix. On motion on 
behalf of D., the ct. being satisfied by 
her evidence that her signature had not. 
been added with any intention of 


(1873), 81. R. lq. 300.—IR,. 

]. Atlestation by mistake.J—A_ will 
having been attested by one of the 
legatees, the solr. for testator, being 
present at the time, & apprehensive 
that the legatee was incompetent, 
signed the will himself, & procured 
another also to do so, but the name of 
tho legatee was not struck out of the 
attestation clause :—--Held: evidence 
was admissible to prove the actual fact 


not by striking out her name, but by 
the parties proceeding to a new 
attestation & subscription of the will, 
& the legatce was therefore not in- 
capacitated froin taking under the will. 
~~ Je STURGIS, WEBLING v. VAN ICPERY, 
17 O. RK. 342.—CAN. 
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1104i%. Acceleration of subsequent in- 
terests——Failure of life estate.)}—The 
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Sect. 4.—Altlestation : Sub-sect. 8, G. 
sect. 1.] 


after her decease the property to be equally 
divided between her children on their becoming 
of age’? :—Held: as regarded the real estate, the 
gift to the children was strictly a remainder, & 
the construction as to the personalty followed the 
same rule as to the realty; &, therefore, the gift 
to the daughter being void on account of her having 
attested the will, the gift to the children was 
accelerated, & took effect immediately.—JULL v. 
JACOBS (1876), 3 Ch. D. 703; 35 L. T. 153; 24 
W. RR. 947, 


Annotations :-—Distd. Re Townsend’s Estate, Townsend 1, 
Townsend (1886), 34 Ch. D. 357; Aplin » Stone, [1904] 
1 Ch. 543. Mentd. Re Dawe’s Trusts (1876), 4 Ch. D. 210; 
Smyth v. Smyth (1878), 8 Ch. D. 561; Harle v. Jarman 
(1895), 73 L. T. 20; Jee Willis, Crossman v. Kirkaldy, 
[1917] 1 Ch. 365. 


1105. —— |—Testator, after devising & 
bequeathing all his real & personal estate to 
his wife for her life, directed that his property 
should be divided equally between such of his 
children as should be living at) her death; «& 
in case any of his children should die before his 
wife, leaving children, these latter children were 
to take their parents’ share; & in the event 
of anv of his daughters being married at the 
date of his wife’s death, it was his will that such 
proportion as they might be entitled to should 
be left to them & their children exclusively, 
& should in no way be controlled by their husbands. 
The hushand of one of testator’s daughters was 
an attesting witness to the will; the gift to her 
was therefore void under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
s. 15. At the widow’s death this daughter was 
living & had children: —Held: the daughter’s 
children took an immediate interest as tenants in 
common in the share which their mother would 
have taken if she had not been incapacitated by the 
statute.---He CLARK, CLARK 7. RANDALL (1885), 
31 Ch. 1D. 72; 55]. J. Ch. 89; 53 L. T. 591; 34 
W.R. 70; 2T. L. 8. 53. 

Annotation :-- Expld. Aplin vr. Stone, [1904] 1 Ch. 543. 

1106. - J—Gift by will of real & 
personal estate upon trust to convert & pay the 
income of the proceeds to A. for life, & after A..’s 
death to pay the capital & income thereof unto the 
child or children of A. in equal shares, with gifts 
over in case A. should die without leaving issue 
living at his death. The will had been attested 
by A.’s wife, so that the gift of a life interest to 
him was void under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 15. 
There were no children of A.’s marriage. The 
personal estate was exhausted, & the trust funds 
represented real estate only:—Held: until A. 
had a child the gifts upon the determination 
of A.’s life estate could not be accelerated, & 
during the life of A., & so long as he had no 
children, the income of the trust funds was 
undisposed of, & belonged to the heir-at-law, & 
could not be accumulated for the benefit of the 
persons contingently entitled in remaijndcr.— 
Re TOWNSEND’S ESTATE, TOWNSEND v. TOWNSEND 


Sect.5: Sub- 











ft of a life interest tu B. was void, as 
he will was attested by her husband : 
—Tfeld : the effect of this was, not that 
there waa an intestacy as to the life 
interest, but that the estates in at 
remainder were accelerated. BURKE 
vt. BURKY, 16 N, Z. I. 0. 216.—N.Z. 
1104 ii. -}—Testatrix bequeathed 
to her adopted daughter ‘‘ the whole 
of my real & personal estate for her 


disposal.” 


once.—-fee 


421.— CAN. 





m. Witness 


The adopted daughter was 
one of the witnesses to the will :—Held : 
the gift. to the adopted daughter being 
vold, the gift to the nephew took effect 
MAYBE 
C.. 7.399; 80.1. R. 601; 40. W.R. 


: residuar 
Where one of several residuary legatees 


WILLS. 


(1886), 84 Ch. D. 357; 561. J. Ch. 227; 55 1. T. 
674; 35 W. R. 153; 3 T. L. R. 204. 


Annotations :—-Apld. Aplin v. Stone, [1904] 1 Ch. 548. 
mente dee Conyngham, Conyngbam v. Conyngham, (1921) 
1 Ch. ; 


|—See Part XTI., Sect. 6, sub-sect. 3, post. 
1107. Gift avoided but not struck out—Will 

construed before section applied.|—(1) Wills Act, 

1837 (c. 26), s. 15, though avoiding (inter alia) a 

devise to the wife of an attesting witness, guoad 

her interest, does not strike the devise out of the 
will. The will must therefore be construed before 

s. 15 is applied. 

(2) General devise after the death of testator’s 
wife to his daughter or her children. The daughter, 
whose husband attested the will, survived the wife 
& had children :—Jield: an intestacy.—APLIN v. 
Stone, [1904] 1 Ch. 543; 73 L. J. Ch. 456; 90 
L. T. 284. 

Annotations -—Montd. Ie Willis, Crossman v. Kirkaldy, 
{1917] 1 Ch. 365; ce Conyngham, Conyngham v, Conyng- 
ham, {1921] 1 Ch. 491. 

1108. Absolute gift to wife of attesting witness— 
Attestation contingent gift in event of her death— 
Failure of alternative gift—Intestacy.|—APLINn 
v. STONE, No. 1107, avite. 





SecT. 5.—EXECUTION. 
SUB-SECT, 1.—PROOF OF EXECUTION. 

See, also, EXECUTORS, Vol. XXIIT., pp. 100-106, 
Nos. 933-1006. 

1109. Instrument lost or destroyed—Contents 
taken as set out in pleadings.|—A will was 
destroyed, & upon strong proof, it was decreed, the 
will should be taken as set out in the bill.—- 
TIAMPDEN v. HAMPDEN (1709), 1 Dick. 26; 21 
EK. R. 176; affd., 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 550, H. L.. 
Annotations :— Consd. Dalston +. Coatsworth (1721), 1 

RP. Wins. 731. Refd. Cowgill +. Rhodes (1863), 33 Beav. 

310; Williams v. Willlams (1863), 33 Beav. 306. Mentd. 

Shepherd v. Morris (1838), 1 Beayv. 175, 

1110. Admissibility to probate of schedule 
of legacies.)}—A will destroyed by mistake. 
Probate of a schedule of legacies, as part of the 
will refused on the ground that the proof of due 
execution of the will was insufficient.—-Jn the 
Goods of THOMPSON (1841), 1 Notes of Cases, 211. 

1111. No sufficient proof of existence.]|— 
The contents of a missing codicil were propounded 
by an intervenecr. No copy of it had been taken, 
but it had been read over by the intervener & by 
deceased's legal adviser, & they both remembered 
its purport, & that it was attested by two females, 
It had always remained in testator’s custody. 
One of the attesting witnesses was in the frequent 
habit of witnessing papers for deceased, but 
remembered nothing about this particular paper, 
except that she had once witnessed some paper 
along with the other witness. The second witness 
remembers signing a paper, but could not say 
whether it was a will or not:—Held: there was 
no sufficient proof of the factum of the codicil, 








if she were non-cxistent,—- FAREWELL 
v. FAREWELL, 22 ©. KK. 573.—CAN. 


n. Right of eubstituted hetra.j—J. 
was a@ Icgatee under a will which pro- 
vided that his children should be 
snibatituted as legatees in the event of 
J. predeceasing teatator. The will was 
witnessed by J.:—Held: the bequest 
to J. was vold so far as he was concerned, 


(1904), 24 


legater.) — 


sole & only use absolutely, & in the 
event of her decease without heirs ” 
she directed that ‘‘ whatever may 
remain of my real & personal estate 
shall go to my nephew for his sole use & 


was ajso a witness to the will :—JJeld: 
the will must be read as {ff the gift to 
her had been blotted out by testator & 
the residuary gift distributed rateahly 
among the other residuary legatees as 


& his children became the legatees 
thereto by direct substitution in place 
of their fathor.—SWANEPOERL’S ESTATE 
ne [1911] oO. P. Dn. 828. - 
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& the ct. refused probate.—CRICKETT v. FIELD 
(1870), 23 L. T. 680; 34 J. P. 792; 19 W. R. 282. 

1112. No proof of execution.|—The ct. 
refused to grant probate of a lost codicil, of the 
execution of which no proof was forthcoming.— 
In the Goods of WILSON (1872), 26 L. T. 405. 

1113. Genuineness & authenticity of instrument— 
Sufficiency of evidence of handwriting—Production 
under doubtful circumstances.|—A. codicil pro- 
duced under mysterious circumstances eighteen 
months after deceased’s death, there being no 
evidence of finding nor of anything directly con- 
necting it with deceased, cannot be established on 
evidence of handwriting alone, particularly when 
such evidence is conflicting, & when other circum- 
stances raise a suspicion of the genuineness of the 
instrument.—CnIsP v. WALPOLE (1829), 2 Hag. 
Eee. 581; 162 KB. R. 047. 

Annotations :—Apld. Bussell v. Marriott (1835), 1 Curt. 9; 

Wood v. Goodlake (1839), 2 Curt. &2. : 

1114. Onus of proof-—When shifted from 
propounder.|—The genuineness & authenticity of a 
document tendered for confirmation as the last 
will of a deceased person lies on the party who 
propounds it. As it purports to deprive the next 
of kin of a right which would otherwise belong to 
them, the tenderer or propounder of the document 
must show, not only that it is genuine & authentic, 
but that it constitutes the Jast will of a free & 
capable testator. 

To shift the onus probandi, & cast it on those who 
dispute the genuineness & authenticity of the 
document, it is not enough simply to show that it 
is a holograph instrument. It must be proved 
that. the doeument is holograph of deceased.— 
ANDERSON v. GILL (1858), 3 Maeq. 180; 6 W. KR. 
526, IT. 1. 

1115. Attesting witnesses—Proof by one only.|— 
A will eannot) be established by proof of the 
attestation by one of the witnesses only (Sir 
RIcHARD RIcHARDS, [..0°..B.).---Woop v. STANE 
(1820), 8 Price. 615 5; 146 Te. R. 188. 

Abroad or not able to be found— 
Evidence of handwriting.|---Where an attesting 
witness could not be found after sufficient inquiry : 
—Held: evidence of his handwriting was admis- 
sible, although a letter not disclosing his retreat. 











PART V. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 1. 


1112 j. Instrument lost or destroyed 
—No proof of  esecition.j—~ GAR tv. 
hS (1909), 9 C. LL. bt. 510.--AUS. 

o. ——.]—-Where clear evidence is 
given proving the existence of a will 
Whieh has sinee been lost & cannot be 
found secondary evidence of the 
contents of tho will is admissible & the 
et. Will presume that the lost) will was 


(1842), Milw. 683. 
r. 
L. Ri. Ir. 91.—1R. 


Riad nts allowed, } 
PREWS (1819), 1 


& contents of a lost will corroborated by 
evidence of subsequent recognition of 
the will by testator is sufficient proof 
of the ea acy i 





---—.]-- FLoop 


t. —-— Whether oral testimony 
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had been received from him a few days before the 
trial— _Mora@an v. Morcan (1832), 9 Bing. 359 ; 
2 Moo. & 8S. 490; 2L. J.C. P. 27; 131 E. BR. 650. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Spooner v. Payne (1847), 4 C. B. 328. 


7 iExecutors, Vol. 
AXIII., p. 104, Nos. 973-977, 980-982. 

1117. —— Admissibility of affidavit by one 
—In respect to other proceedings.|—In a suit for 
probate in solemn form, where it appeared that. 
after every effort to trace the attesting witnesses 
neither of them could be found, the ct. admitted, 
as secondary evidence of execution, an affidavit 
of one of them, sworn to support an application 
for probate in common form.—HAYES v. WILLIS 
(1906), 75 I. J. P. 86. 

1118. Evidence rebutting allegation of 
fraud & forgery.|—Where a will, opposed to the 
constant declarations, & to the previous act of 
deceased, is disputed on the ground of fraud & 
forgery, & those charges are not substantiated by 
evidence, the ct. will be satisfied with the unshaken 
testimony of the two attesting witnesses as to the 
execution, &, upon their testimony alone, pro- 
nounce for the validity of the paper. SYMONS v. 
TOZER (1844), 3 Notes of Cases, 41:31. T. O.S. 21. 


.}—See, also, HxEcuToRsS, Vol. XXITI., pp. 
102-104, Nos. 954-9875; &, generally, EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 495-508, Nos. 5238-5396. 

1119. Attestation clause absent or defective— 
Affidavit as to mode of execution—Refusal of 
witnesses to make.|—-Where the clause of attesta- 
tion in a will was imperfect, & the witnesses 
refused to make an affidavit as to the mode of 
execution, the ct. under the circumstances of the 
case, waived the affidavit.—In the Goods of Mustow 
(1845), 4 Notes of Cases, 289. 

Annotation :-—Refd. In the Goods of Rees (1865), 29 J. P. 296. 


1120. Sufficiency.]|—An affidavit to 
supply the defect of the attestation clause by a 
surviving attesting witness to the due execution 
of a will, ‘‘ according to the best of deponent’s 
knowledge & belief’: —Held : under the circum- 
stances, to be sufficient.—IJn the Goods of NoyvErs 
(1845), 4 Notes of Cases, 284. 

1121. -~ When dispensed with.|—-The 
attestation clause to a seaman’s will was defective, 























C. ---- - .J—Re Youno, 27 
O. Tl. 698.- CAN. 

d. Probate produced — Service of 
notice of intention to dispute.)—Where 
pone of a will is produced at the 
iearing, in pursuance of notice served 
under 22 Vict. c. 93, & the opposite 


LEITCH 


v RUSSELL, 29 


of arty does not serve notice of an 
ANDREWS 1, N- ntention to dispute the validity of the 
Nild. LL. RR. 180.— alleged devise, the probate will be 


duly executed in couformity with the 

rovisions of Wills Act.—MCQUEEN 1. 

TCQUEBEN, [1924] 1 DD. L. RR. 423 5° 56 
N.S. KR. 401.—CAN. 

p. ae ae executed a will 
shortly before her death, but it was 
not witnessed in the manner required 
by Wills Act, & was not admitted to 
prolet An earlier will which had 
een loat was admitted to probate, upon 
the evidence of pltf., who had drawn 
it, & was present at its execution & 
was named as exor. in it. He testified 
that. the lost will had been executed 
in accordance with the requirements of 
Wills Act, & proved the contents by 
the production of his memorandum of 
instructions & a carbon copy of the 
will, which he veritied & he was corro- 
borated, it was held, by many facts & 
circumatances in evidence.—HowITn 
? MCFARLANE, [1924] 2D. L. R. 395; 
56 O. L. RR. 375,.—CAN, 

q. Proo by one attesting 
wtiness only.J—The deposition of one 
subseribing witness to the execution 





NFLD. 


a. Geniineness & authenticity of 
instrament.) — JAGRANI KUNWAR 4. 
DUenRGa PRASAD (1913), J. a. 2. 36 All. 
93.— IND. 

1115 i. Attesting witnesses-— Proof by 
one only. |-—-NEWCOMBE v. EVANS (J 918), 
43.0. 1. RR. 1.—CAN. 


b. Not able to be found.)—In 
an action to establish a will in the 
handwriting of testator, purporting 
to be executed in the presence of 
two subscribing witnesses, whe could 
not be found & whose handwriting 
could not be proved, & probate whereof 
had been refused by the proper surro- 
rate ct., a8 motion for judgment asking 
to have the will established & probate 
thercof granted, notwithstanding that 
all parties interested consented, was 
dismissed & the application refused, 
on the ground that sufficient evidence 
had not been produced to show that 
such will was the will of testator.— 
WILLIAMBON ?. WILLIAMSON, 17 0. R. 
734.—CAN. 





sufficient evidence of such will & of its 
validity & contents; but if the notice 
to dispute haus been served, & the will 
docs not appear to be duly executed, 
the ct. will give liberty to adduce 
further evidence, by affidavit or other- 
wise, to show that the several requisites 
of 4 Will. 4, c. 1, as to the execution of 
wills, have been duly complied with.— 
STEWART vt. LEES, 24 Gr. 433.—CAN. 

e. Necessity for strict  proof.j— 
NE vt. MCDONALN, 9 N.S. KR. 527. 

{£. Whether sufficient to prove ezxe- 
cution d& conaciousness of testator.j— 
Proof of execution & of the conscious- 
ness of a testator is insufficient ; it 
should be further shown that he knew 
of & understood the contents of the 
document which he rigned.—KUPPA- 
YAMMAL v. AMMANI AMMAL, I. lL. BR. 
22 Mad. 345.—IND. 

g. Testator nearly blind.|—Testator 
mado a & three codicils;: at. 
the time of executing the will & two 
codicils his sight. was much impaired 
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Sect. 5.— Execution: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A. & B. (a).] 


in that it did not state that the witnesses had 
signed in each other’s presence. One of the 
witnesses was in India, the whereabouts of the 
other was unknown. The ct., under the circum- 
stances, on the consent of the widow being filed, 
dispensed with the usual affidavit from attesting 
witness.—Jn the Goods of BENSON (1870), 21 L. T. 


7131; 84 J. P. 152. 
——.]— See, further, EXECUTORS, Vol. XXITI., 
p. 105, Nos. 988-999. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—PRESUMPTION OF DUE 
EXECUTION. 
A. In General. 

See EXEcuTors, Vol. XXTII., 
Nos. 939-953. 

1122. Discretion of court to presume—Positive 
affirmative evidence not  required.}|—-Positive 
affirmative evidence, by the subscribed witnesses, 
of the fact of signing or acknowledging the signa- 
ture of testator in their presence, is not absolutely 
essential to the validity of a will. The ct. may 
presume due execution by testator upon the 
circumstances.— BLAKE v. KNIGHT (1843), 3 Curt. 


pp. 101, 102, 


547; 2 Notes of Cases, 337; 1L. T. O. S. 208; 

7 Jur. 633; 163 FE. R. 821. 

Annotations : -—Consd. Cooper v. Bockett (1843), 3 Curt. 
648. Refd. re Bas v. Gregory (1846), 10 Jur. 718: Leech 








v. Bates (1849), 1 Rob. Keel. 714; Noding v. 
ei ga Ste 14 Jur. 904; Wright v. Sanderson (1884), 
1123. -}] — GREGORY tv. QUEEN’S 


Proctor, No. 8038, ante. 

1124. .|—Law of evidence as to execution 
of wills. If a will, on the face of if, appears to be 
duly executed, the presumption is in favour of 
due execution. If the witnesses are entirely 
forgetful of the transaction. the presumption is 
the same. If they profess to remember, & state 
that the will was not duly executed, & this nega- 
tive evidence be not rebutted, by showing that the 
witnesses are not to be credited, or, taking their 
statement of the facts, that their memories are 
defective, the will must be pronounced against.—— 
BuRGOYNE v. SHOWLER (1844), 1 Rob. Eccl. 5; 
3 Notes of Cases, 201; 8 Jur. 814; 163 E. HR. 945. 


Annotations :—Apld. In the Goods of Tees (1865), 29 J. P. 
296. Refd. In the Goods of Leach (1818), 6 Notes of Cases, 
92; Iee Attridge (1849), 12 L. T. O. S. 381; Leech v. 
Bates (1849), 1 Rob. Keel. 714; Jn the Goods ‘of Thomas 
(1858), 23 J. P. 72; Wright v. Sanderson (1884), 9 P. DD. 








WILLS. 


1125. Attestation clause complete.|—VIN- 
NICOMBE v. BUTLER, No. 1134, post. 

1126. jJ—K. died in 1877. At his 
funeral his widow produced a document, which 
she stated to be the will of K. It gave her a life 
interest in his property, which consisted of a free- 
hold house & land, & divided it after her death 
among the sons & daughters of testator. The 
document was subscribed with three names, one 
of which purported to be the name of K. written 
in his own handwriting ; the other two names were 
those of friends of testator. At the funeral deft., 
who was the eldest: son of K. said that the docu- 
ment was no will of his father’s, & that the signa- 
ture was not in his writing. But he took no steps 
to assert his right as heir-at-law, & the widow 
continued to occupy the house & land until she 
died in July, 1885, without, however, taking any 
step to prove or establish the will she had so 
produced. After her death the will could not be 
found; & pltf., who was one of the daughters of 
the marriage, propounded the alleged will, & 
pleaded that although it was lost the ct. ought to 
grant probate of it. Both the persons whose names 
were subscribed to the lost document were dead. 
No copy or draft of such document could be 
found, & it was not proved that it bore any date or 
contained any attestation clause ; but its existence 
& contents & the handwriting of testator, & that 
of one of the two friends of his who had subscribed 
it, were proved to the satisfaction of the judge, 
who granted probate of the will:—Held: the 
judge was justified in presuming that the lost will 
was duly executed, & in granting probate ac- 
cordingly.— Harris v. Knicut (1890), 15 P. D. 
170; 62 L. T. 507; OT. lL. R. 234, C. A. 


Aninialions -—Refd. Jn the Estate of Musgrove, Davis v. 
Mayhew, (1927] P. 264. 











B. When Arising. 
(a) Witnesses Unable to Recollect Circumstances. 


Omnia przsumuntur rite esse acta.]—Sec 
DEEDS, Vol. XVII., pp. 285, 286, Nos. 968-076 ; 
EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 175-179, Nos. 1526- 
1544. 

1127. Due execution presumed.|—BURGOYNE 
v. SHOWLER, No. 1124, ante. 

1128. -|—Where a will, on the face of the 
attestation clause, purported to be ‘‘ signed in 
the presence of the underwritten ’’ two witnesses, 
neither of whom could recollect whether deceased 
signed or acknowledged in their presence; nor 
whether his co-witness was present at the time: 











J49; Harris v. Knight (1890), 15 P. D. 170; Jn the Goods ve oe 7 ; ; 

of Phibbs (1917), 86 L. J.P. 81; Inthe Estate of Musgrove, /4eld: the Fearon eee was in iavour “of a due 

Davis v. Mayhew, [1927] P. 264. execution, & probate decreed.—In the Goods of 
but not wholly gone; their validity 1124 i. .)—Re Burrs, [1914] 1126 iii. --~~---, |] —J) UBOURDIKU 
decreed for without proof of knowledge — V. i he 302.—AUS. PATTERSON (1919), 547. I. T. 23. 
of contents & the genuineness of certain 1124 ii. SMITH vt. NEVINS, “IR. 
pages of the will established on parol gai 2D. 1. lt. 865.-—-CAN. k. No attestation clause—Wit- 
evidence & from the context of the 1124 iii. — —.)—CLeERY tv. BARRY nesses not available or identified.)—- 


vage executed & of the codicils.— 
os v, BEST (1828), Milw. 170.— 








(1887), 21. i. Ir. 152.—IR. 





SCARFF v. SCARFF, [1927] 11. R.13.— 


1124 iv. .}—BEAMISH t. BEAM- A Ap Maaaadl of ey lt is oy 

1 OBAGI uF GIL BE-BF Gib ISH, (1894] 1 1. R. 7.—IR. when witnesses, or other persons who, 

witnesses. aay “the ‘Goods of sri 1124 v .|)—In_ the Goods o enaie ree Nitti saerpal eile to a will, 
Bl te hg, 326 IR ‘GOMAON, OJ.1RN. 8. 154.—N.Z were present, are dead, or canno 

. dt, Iq. . . evidence through incapacity, or their 

1124 vi. BY. vt. evidence cannot be accepted on account 


PART V. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 2.—-A. 


1122 i. Discretion of court to presume 
— Positive affirmative evidence not 
required.\~ Ileld: although there was 
no positive evidence that one of the 


1125 
plete.)—-There is a 





ScHOLTz, 14S. G. 183-8. 4 AF. 

i. ——- Attestation clause com- 
resumption of duc 
execution of a wi 
proper attestation clause although no 





of unreliability, that the doctrine 
‘omnia presumuntur rite esse acta,’”’ can 
be applied. It is to be called in ald 
only when there is a void to be filled.— 
JROLLESTON tv. SINCLAIR, [1924] 2 1. Kh. 


where there is a 


witnesses, who was dead, had sub- evidence of {ts due execution is forth- 157.—IR. 

scribed in presence of testator, the coming.—WOOLMER v. DaLy (1920), 

circumstances attending the execution J. UL. R. 1 Lah. 173.—IND. PART V. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
of the will, & the fact of possession 1125 ii. .}—The legal pre- B. (a). 

having for 16 years gone along with it, sumption is in favour of a will with a 1127 1. Due execution presumed. |\—Re 


would warrant the inference that the 
witness had so signed.—CRAWFORD v. 
CURRAGH, 15 C. P. 55.—CAN, 


perfect attestation clause.—O’MEAGHER 
v. O’MEAGHER (1883), 11 1. It. Ir. 117. 


FERREMA, [1927] V . R. 90; 48 
ae T. 145; (1927) Argus L. R. 87.— 


Part V.—FoORMALITIES OF WiLL OR CopDIcIL. 


LEACH (1848), 6 Notes of Cases, 92; 11 L.T. 0.8. 
112; 12 Jur. 381. 

1129. .J—LEECH v. Bates, No. 895, ante. 

1180. -|——There was no positive irrefragable 
evidence that a will had been signed in the presence 
of the subscribing witnesses ; still the presumptions 
were allowed to operate, & the will held valid.—— 
THOMSON v. HialL (1852), 2 Rob. Eccl. 426; 21 
L. T. O. S. 291; 16 Jur. 1144; 163 EB. R. 1367. 

1131. -|—A will appeared to have been 
signed by two attesting witnesses; they neither 
of them had any recollection of the circumstance ; 
both, however, when shown the _ signatures, 
acknowledged them to be theirs :—Held: the will 
must be presumed to have been duly executed.— 
Foot v. STANTON (1856), Dea. & Sw. 19; 26 
L. T. O. 8S. 288; 2 Jur. N.S. 880; 164 E. R. 489. 

-J]—A will, in the handwriting of 

deceased, admitted to probate, although the 
attesting witnesses did not recollect whether it 
was signed by testator, or his signature acknow- 
ledged in their presence.—Jn the Goods of JIOLGATE 
(1859), 1 Sw. & Tr. 261; 29L. J.P. M. & A. 161; 
5 Jur. N.S. 251; 164 FE. R. 720. 
Annolation eae In the Goods of Pearsons (1864), 33 L. J. 


M. & 











--|—The attesting witnesses to a will, 
which was apparently duly executed & attested, 
swore that they did not remember secing testator 
sign in their presence, or seeing his signature on 
the will before they signed. Another person who 
was present at the time of the execution, but did 
not attest, swore that testator did sign in the 
presence of the two witnesses. The ct. admitted 
the will to probate.—-Jn the Goods of AUSTIN 
(1860), 24 J.P. 568. 

1134. ——.]—Where a will appears to be duly 
executed, & there is a complete attestation clause, 
the presumption omnia rite csse acta applies, & 
is not rebutted by the defective memory of the 
attesting witness. Where the attestation clause 
is incomplete, the presumption also applies, but 
with less force. 

The attestation clause to a will was informal, 
& the memory of the attesting witness was 
defective ; but if was proved that. the will was 
signed by deceased, & that the witness had been 
in the room with him for the purpose of attesting 
it. The presumption omnia rite esse acta-was held 
to prevail, & the ct. pronounced for the will.— 
VINNICOMBE Vv. BUTLER (1864), 3 Sw. & Tr. 580; 
34]. 0.P.M.&A.18; 295. P.56; 10 Jur. N.S. 
1109; 18 W. R. 392; 164 EF. RR. 1400. 

Annotations :—Distd. In the Goods of Wilson (1866), 15 
L. T. 191. Refd. Re Swinford (1869), 17 W. RR. 536; 
in the Goods of Poverett (1902), 71 L. J. P. 1143 Jun the 
Fistate of Musgrove, Davis ». Mayhew, [1927] P. 264. 
1135. -.|—Where the attestation clause to a 

will is informal, & the attesting witnesses identify 

their signatures & that of testator, but have no 
recollection of the circumstances under which the 
will was executed, the presumption, in the absence 
of evidence to the contrary, is that the will was 

duly executed.—Jn the Goods of REES (1865), 84 

L.J.P.M. & A. 56; 29 J. P. 296. 

1136. -|—Testatrix left a holograph will, 
with no signature except that contained in the 
attestation clause, which had apparently been 
written after the attestation clause, but which the 
witnesses were unable to say was there when they 
signed. The ct. held that it was at liberty to 
judge from the circumstances of the case whether 
the signature was there at the time of attestation, 
& being of opinion that it was, granted probate of 
the will.—Jn the Goods of HINCKVALE (1867), 31 
J. P. 664. ; 

1187. ——— No evidence as to proper execution— 
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Presumption excluded.]-—The attestation clause to 
a codicil was in form perfectly correct, & there was 
every external appearance of due execution, but 
the attesting witnesses were unable to depose as 
to the circumstances of the execution, the order of 
signing, whether they had signed in each other’s 
presence, or whether testator’s name had been 
signed when they witnessed the paper. The ct. 
declined to apply the presumption omnia rite 
esse acta, & refused probate of the codicil.— 
In the Goods of SWINFORD (1869), L. R. 1 P. & YD. 
630; 38 L. J. P. & M. 38; 203. T. 875 335. P. 
231; 17 W. R. 536. 

1138. —_—.]—The sole surviving attesting wit- 
ness to a will, which had been prepared by a person 
well accustomed to the making of wills, deposed 
that when she signed the will she did not see 
testatrix’s signature, nor could she remember 
seeing the other attesting witness sign though she 
handed the pen to him. She had been requested 
by testatrix to witness her will & the ct. held the 
will to have been duly executed.—OLVER 1. 
JoHns (1869), 39 L. J. P. & M. 7; 21 L. T. 597; 
34 J. P. 56. 





11389. .J|—In the Goods of Harris, No. 795, 
ante, 
1140. }—~The memory of two attesting 





witnesses to a will was not very clear whether 
they had signed it in each other’s presence, 
but there were circumstances about the case 
which led them to the presumption that they 
had. ‘The attestation clause also was correctly 
filled in :—Held : the will had been duly executed. 
—Pirr vy. Pirr (1875), 39 J. P. 568. 

1141. Nervous & confused at time of 
attestation.]|—In 1878 testator, who was a good 
man of business but not a lawyer, wrote a holo- 
graph codicil upon the same paper as a will 
which he had made in 1868, & wrote at the 
end of it an attestation clause adapting that at 
the end of the will to the case of a codicil. He 
called the nurse into the schoolroom, & asked 
her & the nursery-governess to ‘‘ sign this paper.’’ 
There was evidence that he took his own pen 
into the room. Both witnesses signed. At the 
trial, which took place between four & five 
years afterwards, the codicil was produced bearing 
testator’s signature, & both the attesting witnesses 
were examined. The governess deposed that she 
had designedly abstained from looking at any of 
the writing on the paper, & the nurse it appeared 
had been very nervous. Neither of them could 
say anything as to what writing was on the paper, 
nor as to whether testator’s signature was there 
when they signed, & both said that they did not 
see him sign:—-Held: as the codicil cx facie 
appeared to be properly executed, & the presump- 
tion omnia rite esse acta was strengthened by the 
conduct of testator, which showed an anxious & 
intelligent. desire to do everything regularly, that 
presumption was not rebutted by the evidence of 
the witnesses, who appeared to have been nervous 
& confused on the occasion of the attestation, & 
whose recollection of what took place was evidently 
imperfect.—WRIGHT v. SANDERSON (1884), 9 
P. D. 149; 50L. T. 769; 48 J.P. 180; 32 W. R. 
560; sub nom. Re SANDERSON, WRIGHT wv. 
SANDERSON, 538 L. J. P. 49, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. weet v. Berry, {1893] P. 5; Whiting 
v. Turner (1903), 89 L. T. 71. Refd. Jn the Estate of 
Musgrove, Davis v, Mayhew, [1927] P. 264. 


1142. .}—Testator Icft a codicil entirely 
in his own handwriting, written on the third 
side of the sheet of foolscap the first side of which 
contained his will. There was an attestation 
clause in proper form, & testator had signed his 
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Sect. 5.—Eaecition : Sub-sect. 2, B. (a). (b) & (e).] 


name at the foot of the codicil, but there being 
no more space on the shect the names of the 
attesting witnesses appeared at the bottom of 
the second page opposite the attestation clause. 
The attesting witnesses acknowledged their signa- 
tures, but had no recollection of having signed the 
paper nor of ever having seen it before.-—Held: 
the codicil was duly executed.—WoOODHOUSE v. 
BauFour (1887), 138 P. D. 2; 67 L. J. P. 22; 
581. T.59; 525.P.7; 36 W. R. 368s. 


Annotation :-—Retd. In the Estate of Musgrove, Davis v. 
Mayhew, [1927] P. 264. 


1143. -|—Where a will appears to be duly 
signed & witnessed, it is a presumption of law that 
the execution was duly carried out according to the 
requirement of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), even though 
the witnesses may afterwards be in doubt as to 
what took place at the time of its execution.— 
WHITING +. Turner (1903), 89 T. T. 713 47 
Sol. Jo. 470. 

1144. One witness unable to recollect—Other 
deposing against execution.|—An affidavit as to 
the due execution of a will being required from 
the attesting witnesses; one of the witnesses 
deposing that the will was signed in the presence 
of himself & the other witness, the other witness 
having no recollection as to the fact, probate 
allowed. 

There is sufficient to show that the requisites of 
the Act have been complied with (Str IT. JENNER 
Fust).—Jn the Goods of HARE (1842), 3 Curt. 54 ; 
1 Notes of Cases, 359; 163 7. R. 653, 

See, also, Nos. 876, 877, ante. 





(6b) Evidence of Witnesses Contradictory. 


1145. Due execution presumed.|—-A paper 
admitted to probate, on the testimony of one of 
the two attesting witnesses, although the other 
witness deposed, that it was not signed by testator 
in his presence; the circumstances of the case 
inclining to favour the supposition of a due 
execution, e.g. a formal attestation clause; & the 
first witness having, in an affidavit sworn a few 
days after the will was made, deposed to the due 
execution, the second witness not having been 
examined until two years & a half atterwards. — 
GOVE v. GAWEN (1842), 3 Curt. 1515; 1 Notes of 
Cases, 5386; 163 E. R. 686. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Farmer rv. Brock (1856), Dea. & Sw. 187. 

1146. -|—Will pronounced against. Both 
attesting witnesses deposing against a signature 
according to the requisites of Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), 8. 0; & there being no circumstances on 
which the ct. could found a presumption that the 
recollection of the witnesses was infirm on the 
subject. 

The ct. has to decide on the evidence of these 
two attesting witnesses ; the one having a strong 
impression that the paper was signed in_ his 
presence, although signed after he & his co-witness 
had subscribed ; the other having no doubt, being 
in fact quite certain that deceased did not sign at. 
all in his presence. There are no circumstances 
of which I can give the party propounding the 
will the benefit, so as to pronounce for a due 
execution. Mrs. K. does not recollect anything 
about the transaction, & even if she could have 
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from its date, one of the attesting 
witnesses swore, but not very positively, 


WILLS. 


stated that deccased signed in the presence of 
both witnesses, the ct. would have been left in 
great difficulty in coming to a decision that the 
will is duly executed ; because in order to do so 
it would be necessary to hold, according to the 
construction which the ct. has gest put on the 
Wills Act, that deceased signed before the wit- 
nesses subscribed; this would be directly con- 
trary to the evidence of both witnesses. 
There are no circumstances in this case on which 
the ct. can rely to enable it to pronounce for this 
paper, & I must, therefore, refuse to decree probate 
of it (Str H. JENNER FuST).-——PENNANT v, KINGS- 
COTE (1843), 3 Curt. 642 ; 2 Notes of Cases, 405, n. 3 
7 Jur. 754; 163 BE. R. 853; sub nom. PENNANT v. 
SEDGWICcCK, 1 lL. T. O. S. 412. 
1147, .|—Where one of the two attesting 
witnesses to a will deposed that her name had 
been forged, & that the paper propounded was not 
that which she had subscribed, the other attesting 
witness deposing to the contrary :—Held: the 
circumstances & corroborative evidence supported 
the latter, & the will pronounced for.—-K EATING v,. 
Brooks (1845), 4 Notes of Cases, 253; 9 Jur. 216. 


Annotations : — Retd. In the Goods of Topham (1849), 14 I. T. 
O.S. 381; Jn the Goods of Dilkes (1874), L. R23 P.& DD. 


164 
.|—(1) The factum of a will :—Held : 





1148, 
under the circumstances of the case, to be suffi- 
ciently proved, though one of the subscribing 
witnesses deposed that he did not see all that 
testator wrote, only the large initial of his Christian 
nane; & the other witness stated that she did not 
see what he wrote, but that he acknowledged the 
paper to be his will, in their joint presence. 

2) The will contained alterations & erasures, 
affecting the amount, & objects of testator’s bounty, 
the existence of which, at the time of the execu- 
tion, the attesting witnesses could not depose to : 
—Held; in the absence of all direct evidence as 
to the alterations & erasures, the presumption 
of law was, that such alterations & erasures were 
made after the execution of the will, & probate of 
the will granted in its original form.—COoOPER v. 
Bocketr (1846), 4 Moo. P. C. C 410; 4 Notes of 
Cases, 685; 10 Jur. 981; 18 HK. R. 365, BP. C.; 
affy. (1843), 3 Curt. 648. 

Annotations :--As to (t) Apld. Gwillim v, Gwillim (1859), 3 
sw. & T'r. 200. Refd. Gregory v. H.M.'s Proctor (1846), 
4 Notes of Cuses, 620; Jn the Goods of Wuckvale (1867), 
LRIP.& Dp. 375; Beckett v. Howe (1869), 39 Ta J.P. 
& M.1; Pearson ». Pearson & Pearson (1871), 40 L. J. 2. 
& M. 53. As to (2) Apld. Jn the Goods of Bradley (1846), 
5 Notes of Cases, 95 (See 5 Notes of Cases, 186); 
Lushington ». Onslow (1818), 6 Notes of Cases, 183; 
Simmons rv, Rudall (1851), 1 Sim. N. 8. 1153; Greville v. 
Tylee (1851), 7 Moa. P.C. C. 320. =Distd. Gann v. Gregory 
(1854),3 De G.M.& G. 777: Inthe Goods of Cadre (1868), 
L. RLY PP. & 2D. 513. Consd. Wright 7. Sanderson (1884), 
9 PP. D. 1419. Refd. Birch v. Birch (1848), 1 Rob. Eecl. 
675; Doe d. Tatum vw. Catomore (1851), 16 yt B. 745; 
Poe d. Shallcross »v. Palmer (1851), 16 Q. B. 7473 In the 
Cioods of Foley (1855), 25 lL. T. O. 8. 311; In the Goods of 
Streaker (1859), 4 Sw. & Tr. 192; Jn the Goods of Sykes 
(1873), L. RL 8 PL. & 1D. 26. Generally, Refd. Pennant. v. 
Kingscote (1843), 3 Curt. 642; Bayliss 7. Saver (1844), 
3 Notes of Cases, 22. Mentd. Jonos v. Godrich (1845), 
4 Moo. P. C. Cc. 16. 


1149. --—~.]—In 1846 an issuc was directed to 
try whether a will dated in 1825 had been signed 
& published in the presence of three credible 
witnesses, A., B., & C., & whether it was attested 
Dy them. A. was dead, & his signature was 
proved. B. denied having signed the will, but 





presumption in favour of the due 
execution of the will, & declared it 


1145 i, Due crecution presumed. |--- 
Where a solr, drew his will himself with 
a perfect attestation clause, which 
appeared attested by two witnesses of 
humble rank, & on the will being pro- 
pounded, after the lapse of 74 years 


that testator signed his name to the 
will before the witnesses, while the 
other witness swore that at the time he 
signed the wil] testator’s name was not 
signed to it, the ct., not relying on the 
memory of the latter, acted on the 


woll proved.—O’MRAGHER v. O’MBA- 
GHER (1883), 11 L. R. Ir. 117.—IR. 
1145 ii. ———.)}—PatTTI£ v. Fry, 30 
N. Z. L. R. 681.-—N.Z. 
1145 iii. ——.J]—Rte TrRwIN, [1920] 
N. Z. L. RR. 410.- -N.Z. 
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was disbelieved by the judge & jury, & O., an 
ignorant man, proved his attestation, but did not 
remember the signing or publication by testatrix. 
The jury found for the will. The ct., under the 
circumstances, refused with costs an application 
for a new trial. 

Presumption in favour of a will, apparently duly 
executed where one attesting witness was dead, 
the second denied her signature, but was not to be 
believed, & the third was of defective memory.— 
TittcH v. WELLS (1846), 10 Beav. 84; 50 E. R. 514. 

1150. -]}—On a question whether testatrix 
signed her name before or after the witnesses sub- 
scribed, one of the attesting witnesses deposed 
throughout her examination to the impression 
on her mind that testatrix signed after them ; the 
other, in the first instance, likewise deposed to the 
same cffect, but after having inspected the paper 
she deposed that testatrix signed before them :— 
Held: under the circumstances of the great 
experience testatrix had in executing wills, of her 
having sent to a solr. for instructions in regard to 
the paper in question, & of the paper on the face 
of it appearing to be duly signed & attested, the 
presumption was that the instrument was executed 
in conformity with the requisites of the statute. 

The onus probandi is upon the person who sets 
up the instrument; but in a case where testatrix 
had previously executed a multitude of testa- 
mentary papers with reference to a settlement, 
& had recourse to a professional gentleman to 
prepare the paper in question, who gave spccial 
directions as to the mode of execution, & testatrix 
was exceedingly careful in pointing out to the 
witnesses the spot where they must sign their 
names, the presumption is very strong that the 
instrument was duly executed. ... 

Where both attesting witnesses positively 
declare that they did not sign their names till 
after the testator had signed, the case is conclusive, 
unless there be evidence to contradict them. 
Where the witnesses differ, the ct. must judge 
which is the more likely to be correct in the 
account given. Where the witnesses depose with 
doubt & hesitation, the ct. must look at all the 
circumstances, & see on which side the pre- 
ponderance of probability rests (Sir H. JENNER 
Fust).—BRrENCHLEY v. STILL (1850), 2 Rob. Keel. 
162; 163 76. R. 12773 sub nom. BRENCHLEY »v. 
LYNN, 16 Jur. 226; affd., 16 Jur. p. 228, P.O. ; 
subsequent proceedings (1852), 2 Rob. Eccl. 441. 
“tnnotation : -—Mentd. In the Goods of Tlicks (A869), I. Rh. 

LP. & 2D. 683. 

1151. -|—Once of the attesting witnesses to a 
will appearing on the face of it to be duly executed, 
swore that he & the other attesting witness did not 
sign in each other’s presence. The other attesting 
witness swore that they did sign in each other’s 
presence. The ct. was of opinion, upon a balance 
of the evidence, that the will had been duly 
executed, & admitted it to probate.—CREGEEN vt. 
WILLOUGHBY (1860), 24 J. P.408; 6 Jur. N.S. 590. 

1152. Verdict of jury.|/—UItf., exor., pro- 
pounded a will, to which deft. next of kin, pleaded 
undue execution, but gave no notice of merely 
cross-examining pltf.’s witnesses. <At the trial 
pltf. examined one attesting witness, who proved 
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due execution, deft. called the other attesting 
witness, who negatived due execution, & the jury 
found a verdict establishing the will.—IFERREY v. 
Kina (1861), 3 Sw. & Tr. 50; 31L. J. P.M. & A. 
120; 7L. T. 219; 26J. P. 88; 164 E.R. 1191. 

A nae :—Refd. Bone rv. Whittle (1866), L. R.1 P. & D. 


(c) Other Cases. 


1153. Last sheet only seen—Whole will presumed 
to be in room.|—It may be presumed when the 
witnesses only saw the last sheet of the will that 
the whole was in the room.—BoNnpd v, SEAWELL 
(1765), 3 Burr. 1773 ; 1 Wm. BI. 454,n.; 97 E. R. 
1092. 

Annotations :—Refd. Gregory v. H.M.’s Proctor (1846), 4 
Notes of Cases, 620; Le Bas v. Gregory (M‘Culloch inter- 
vening) (1846), 10 Jur. 718: Roberts v. Phillips (1855), 
ae ae 450; In the Goods of Hammond (1863), 3 Sw. 
1154. Will signed on behalf of testator—Attesta- 

tion not showing what name witnessed.|—Where 

the signature to a will was made by another person 
than testator, by the direction of the latter, & the 
clause of attestation did not specify whether the 
subscribing witnesses attested the name of 
testator, or that of the writer of it, signed in the 
attestation clause, the ct. dispensed with an 
affidavit, on the objection of the exor., & decreed 
probate.—Jn the Goods of COOPER (1847), 5 Notes 

of Cases, 618; 10 L. T. O. S. 230; 11 Jur. 1070. 
1155. Acknowledgment of  signature.|—If a 

will appears upon the face of it to have heen 

properly executed according to the requirements 
of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), the presumption of law 
is, that testator duly acknowledged it. 

The grant of probate to a will, which was 
entirely in the handwriting of the testator, an 
attorney, without break or crowding, with an 
attestation clause in its proper place, & attested 
by two witnesses, was opposed by the wife & 
daughter of testator, they having been entirely 
excluded from any benefit under it, on the ground 
that it was written after the witnesses attested the 
will. One of the attesting witnesses was dead. 
The other deposed that when he signed the will, 
with the exception of testator’s signature, & the 
signature of the other attesting witness, the paper 
was blank :—/eld: from the appearance of the 
will, as well as the circumstance that testator was 
a professional man well acquainted with the 
necessity of a proper execution, & the presumption 
of law; the will was written when attested, & 
had been duly acknowledged in the witnesses’ 
presence, notwithstanding the testimony of the 
surviving attesting witness, who, in the opinion 
of the Judicial Committee, must have been mis- 
taken, or his memory failed him.—-LLoyD v. 
ROBERTS (1858), 12 Moo. P. C. C, 158; 14 E. R. 
871, P. C. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Gwilllm & Duggan v. Gwillim (1859), 
Sea. & Sm. 26; Croft v. Croft (1865), 4 Sw. & Tr. 10; 
Wright 7. Sanderson (1884), 9 P. D. 149; Wratt v. Berry, 
[1893] P. 53 In the Goods of Moore, [1901] P. 443. dn the 
Estate of Musgrove, Davis *. Mayhew, [1927] P. 264. 
Refd. Smith & Smith v. Smith (1866), 14 W. KR. 648: In 
the Goods of Wuckvale (1867), L. RL 1 PL & 1.375; Beckett 
» Howe (1869), 21 L. T. 400: Jn the Goods of Gunstan, 


Blake v». Blake (1882), 7 PP. D. 102: Whiting vr. Turner 
(1903), 89 L. T. 71. 


—-—.]—See Sect. 3, sub-sect. 7, ante. 
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m. Willsigned on behalf of testator.| 
——-The cases which have been decided 
in reforence to the presumption of due 
execution of wills apply as well where 
the allered testator’s signature has been 
affixed by his direction as where he has 
himself actually written his name.-—— 
CLERY v. BARRY (1887), 21 I. R. Ir. 


152, 164.—IR. 
n. Both attesting witnesses nrede- 


ceasing testator.}—CLARKE v. CLARKE 
(1879),5 L. Ror. 47; 30. R. Ir. 306. 


0. Memorandum as to due erccu- 
tion.J—A will was signed by deceased 
& two witnesses, but without an 
attestation clause. The witnesses were 
dead, & no proof could be given of their 


handwriting. A synopsis of the will & 
f& memoranduin in testator’s hand- 
writing, stating that the will had been 
signed before the two witnesses, were 
found enclosed in an envelope, in 
testator’s desk :—Held : due execution 
of the will should be presumed.—Jn 
the Goods of MALINS (1887), 19 L. R. Ir. 
231.—IR. 

p. Unsupported 


testimony of one 
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Sect. 5.—-Execution: Sub-sect.2, B. (c), & C. 3; aub- 
sect. 3.] 


1156. Attestation clause incomplete.; —- VINNI- 
COMBE v. BUTLER, No. 1134, ante. 
Absent or defective.]—-See 
Vol. XXITI., p. 105, Nos. 990-998. 

1157. Last sheet duly executed—Will of several 
sheets—Forming connected whole—All sheets pre- 
sumed part of will.|—-Marsu v. Marsa, No. 807, ante. 

1158. Evidence of attesting witnesses doubtful.|— 
In a suit concerning the validity of a will the 
surrounding circumstances & the appearance of 
the document were in favour of its having been 
duly attested. The adverse evidence, viz. that of 
the two witnesses, who denied having attested 
in the presence of testator, appeared to be of a 
doubtful character. The ct. acted on the pre- 
sumption omnia rite esse acta, & pronounced for 
the will.— BAILEY v. FROWAN (1871), 19 W. R. 511. 

1159. Evidence that testator knew & approved of 
will.|— By a document dated in 1890 L. 
purported to appoint her cousin K., her extrix., 
& to bequeath the whole of her property to A., 
the daughter of E., absolutely. lL. died in 1905. 
The extrix. took no steps to prove the document 
as a will, & died in 1924. In 1925 the document 
was found by pltf. in a desk which had been in 
the possession of the extrix. up to the time of her 
death. Both the attesting witnesses were dead. 
Pitf., as personal representative of his late wife, 
A., propounded as the will of L. this apparently 
duly executed document, which was a printed 
form of will filled up in a handwriting that was not 
proved, but containing signatures of lL. & of two 
attesting witnesses, of whom the extrix. was one, 
the signatures of the attesting witnesses being 
opposite a formal attestation clause. All the 
signatures were proved to be in the handwriting 
of the respective persons:—Held: there was 
sufficient internal evidence to show that L. knew 
& approved of the contents of the will at the time 
of its execution; the suspicion arose at a later 
time & did not relate to the date of the execution ; 
&, therefore, the presumption ‘‘ omnia rite esse 
acta’’ must prevail, & in such circumstances the 
ct. would, without evidence aliunde, presume that 
the document was duly executed & that LL. knew 
& approve of its contents.—IJn the FEatate of 
MusGROVE, DAVIS v1. MAYHEW, [1927] P. 264; 96 
J.P. 140; 137 L. T. 612; 438 T. L. R. 648; 71 
Sol. Jo. 542, C. A. 


C. When Iebutiled. 
See Executors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 101, 102, 
Nos. 940-953. 
1160. Direct evidence of both witnesses.!/— 
PENNANT v. KINGSCOTE, No. 1146, ante. 


EXECUTORS, 














1161. Unless evidence discounted.| — 
BURGOYNE v. SHOWLER, No. 1124, ante. 

1162. -——-- —-—.]|—-BRENCHLEY 17. STILL, No. 
1150, ante. 

1163. -|—In a suit for revocation of 


probate on the ground of undue execution, both 
the attesting witnesses swore that the will was not, 
signed by them in testator’s presence, but their 
evidence did not coincide upon other matters :-— 
Held: the presumption of law, omnia presumuntur 
rite esse acta, must prevail.—DAYMAN v. DAYMAN 
(1894), 71 L. T. 699, 
1164. ———.]—-ILoTr v. GENGE, No. 862, anle. 


witness. J—The ct. refused to set aside 
a will on the unsupported testimony 
of one of the attesting witnesses, to the 
effect that testator’s signature had 
not been adhibited or acknowledged in 
her presence.—FoRREsts v. Jows’ 


TRUSTEES, [1907] S. C. 1240: 
L. R. 925; 158... T. 330.—SCoT. 
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q. Strongest evidence required.}—The 
legal presumption is in favour of a 


WILLS. 


1165, ——-.]—-BEACH v. CLARKE, No. 972, anie. 

1166. .|—Where the evidence of the attest - 
ing witnesses directly negatives due execution, 
such evidence not being rebutted either by direct 
or circumstantial evidence, & the veracity of the 
witnesses is unimpeached, the ct. cannot, by 
reason of a formal attestation clause, & on the 
presumption omnia esse rite acta, pronounce for 
the will.—Crort v. Crort (1865), 4 Sw. & Tr. 10 ; 
341.3. P.M. & A. 44; 11 L. T. 781; 29 J. P. 
168; 11 Jur. N.S. 183; 13 W. R. 526; 164 E.R. 


1418. 
aration :—Consd. Wright v. Rogers (1869), L. R.1P.& D. 
iO. 


.]}—Where a will appeared on the face 
of it to have been duly executed as prescribed by 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), & the attestation clause 
was in full accordance with sects. 9 & 10 of that 
statute, the ct., nevertheless, gave effect to the 
parol evidence of the attesting witnesses, varying 
the terms of the attestation clause they had sub- 
scribed to:—Held: the presumption of law, 
omnia presumuntur rite et sollemniter esse acta, Was 
rebutted by their evidence, & the will had not been 
duly executed, & it could not be admitted to 
probate.—-GLOVER v. SMITH (1886), 57 L. T. 60; 
50 J. P. 456. 

1168. Positive evidence of one _ witness.}— 
Positive evidence of one of the subscribing wit- 
nesses negativing the fact of signing, or acknow- 
ledgment of the signature by deceased in his 
presence, in the absence of circumstances raising 
any presumption of his being mistaken, will compel 
the ct. to pronounce against the due exccution of 
a testamentary paper.—NoODING v. ALLISTON 
(1850), 14 Jur. 904. 

See, also, No. 1144, ante. 

1169. Evidence of surviving witness—No attesta- 
tion clause.|—A. made her will in 1842; at her 
death there appeared the names of three sub- 
scribed witnesses, but no attestation clause. The 
only surviving witness, whose name stood first 
of the three, stated that testatrix signed the will 
in his presence only; that) he suggested the 
necessity of two witnesses, but could remember 
no more particular circumstances :—Held: the 
presumption of due execution was not rebutted 
by the affidavit of the surviving witness.—JIJn the 
Goods of THOMAS (1859), 1 Sw. & Tr. 255; 28 
L.J.P.& M. 33; 32 L. T. O.S. 261; 23 J. P. 72 ; 
5 Jur. N.S. 104; 7W. RR. 270; 164 6. R. 717. 
Annotations :—-Apld. In the Goods of Rees (1865), 29 J. 7. 

296. Consd. Harris v. Knight (1890), 15 bP. D. 170. 

1170. Information after long delay.|-—- 
Deceased signed his will in the presence of two 
witnesses, an attorney & his clerk, whose names 
were written at the foot of a full attestation clause. 
After the death of deceased, an affidavit was 
required as to certain interlineations which 
appeared on the face of the will, & such affidavit 
was prepared by the clerk on a printed form, the 
blanks being filled in by him. This affidavit was 
sworn to by the attorney & contained the usual 
clause of due execution, more especially that the 
witnesses had signed their names in the presence 
of the deceased. After the death of the attorney, 
the clerk for the first time gave information that 
the will was not signed by the witnesses in the 
presence of deceased, but in the attorney’s office, 
& at the trial gave evidence to the same effect. 
No other witness, either to disprove or corroborate 








will with a perfect attestation clause, & 
to rebut. it the ct. requires the strongest 
evidence.—--O’MEAGHER v. O'’MEAGHER 
(1883), 11 L. R. Ir. 117.—IR. 

Yr. .) OODISSON v. GOODISSON, 
f1913]) 17. R. 31, 218.—IR. 
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this statement, was produced. The ct., on a 
review of all the circumstances, declined to act 
upon the recollection of the surviving witness, & 
decreed probate of the will as duly executed. 

The ct. ought to have in all cases the strongest 
evidence before it believes that a will, with a 
perfect attestation clause, & signed by the testator, 
was not duly executed, otherwise the greatest 
uncertainty would prevail in the proving of wills 
(LORD PENZANCE).—WRIGHT v. ROGERS (1869), 
L. R.1 P. & D. 678; 38L. J.P. &M. 67; 211. T. 
156; 33 J. P. 711; 17 W. R. 833. 

Annotations -—Consd. Harris v. Knight (1890), 15 P. D. 170. 
Refi. oo the Estate of Musgrove, Davis v. Mayhew, [1927) 
1171. Evidence by person writing testator’s 

name—Intended as guide for execution—Testator 

illiterate.|—The provisions of Wills Act, 1837 

(c. 26), 8. 9, which provides that it is necessary that 

a will ‘‘ shall be signed at the foot or end thereof 

by testator, or by some other person in his presence 

mares his direction,’’ must be strictly complied 
with. 

In some cases there was a presumption that the 
will had been duly executed, but in the present one 
the evidence had rebutted that presumption. It 
seemed clear that when the will was handed over 
by the solr.’s clerk, the day & month were in 
blank, although the year had been filled in, & 
that the pencil name was mercly written in as an 
indication to testator as to where he should sign. 
That the solr.’s clerk was unaware that testator 
could neither read nor write was shown by the 
form of the attestation clause. The signature 
had never been put on the document by the 
direction of deceased & in his presence, & conse- 
quently could never have been subsequently 
acknowledged by him (GoORELI. BarNnEs, P.).— 
REEVES v. GRAINGER (1908), 52 Sol. Jo. 355. 


SUB-SECT. 3.-—-OTHER CASEs, 

1172. Declaration after execution—Will not 
according to  iIntention.}] — Where a person 
declares that a will has not been executed accord- 
ing to his intentions, no part of the will can be 
entitled to probate.— MACHIN », GRINDON (1757), 
2 Lee, 406; 161 KF. R. 385. 
alnnotations :— Refd. Bussell rv. Marriott (1835), 1 Curt. 93 

Wood v. Goodlake (1839), 2 Curt. &2, 

1173. Execution by blind man—Whether 
necessary to read will over.|——It is not necessary 
to the valdity of the execution of a will of lands 
by a blind man, that it should be read over to 
him in the presence of the attesting witnesses.— 
LONGCHAMP d. GOODFELLOW v. FisH (1807), 2 
Bos. & VP. N. R. 415; 127 KB. RR. 690. 

1174. —-—.J—(1) To establish the will 
of a party totally blind, or so nearly so as to be 
incapable of discerning writing, it must be proved, 
that the will was read over to deceased in the 
presence of witnesses, or, that he was otherwise 
acquainted with the contents. 

(2) When the ct. is asked to grant probate of a 
will of a party totally, or almost blind, it must be 
shown, to the satisfaction of the court, that the 
contents of the will are conformable to the instruc- 
tions & intentions of deceased (Sir H. JENNER 
Fustr).—FINCHAM v. EDWARDS (1842), 3 Curt. 63; 
163 E. R. 656; affd. sub nom. EDWARDS v. 
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FINcHAM, 4 Moo. P. C. C. 198 ; sub nom. EDWARDS 
i oe, In the Goods of YEOMANS, 7 Jur. 
26, PoC. 

1175. —— Proof of conformity of contents with 
intentions of testator.|-FINCHAM v. EDWARDS, 
No. 1174, ante. 

1176. Proof of knowledge of contents.|— 
A. when blind made his will, having no property of 
his own, but being surviving trustee of a fund 
consisting of £1,105 5s. stock, solely for the purpose 
of enabling B., to whom the reversion in the trust 
fund had been assigned, to receive the same. By 
the will he appointed B., his exors., administrators 
& assigns, his sole exor. B. died in A.’s lifetime, 
having made a will whereof C., one of his exors., 
had taken probate. The ct. being satisfied that 
A. knew & approved of the contents of his will 
when he executed it, granted probate of it to C., 
limited to the said trust-fund.—Re AXFoRD (1860), 
1 Sw. & Tr. 540; 2L. T. 86; 8 W. R. 340; 164 
K. R. 851. 

1177. Execution by mistake—WiIlI prepared for 
another person—Exchange of mutual bree 
Two sisters made their wills each in favour of the 
other, but by mistake at the time of execution 
each signed the will prepared for the other. This 
mistake was not discovered till the death of one 
of them, when an attempt was made to correct 
the error by altering the Christian name of the 
signature :—Held: deceased was dead intestate, 
never having executed her will.—Jn the Goods of 
(1850), 14 Jur. 402. 

1178. .]|— Deceased, who resided 
with her sister, prepared two wills for their respec- 
tive execution. The legacies in each & the dis- 
position of the residue were almost identical, & in 
either case a life interest was given to the survivor 
in the bulk of her sister’s property. Deceased, in 
mistake, executed the will prepared for her sister : 
—Held: deceased did not know & approve of the 
contents of the document she executed, & refused 
probate of it.—In the Goods of HUNT (1875), L. R. 
3P.& D. 250; 44L.3.P.&M. 43; 33 L. T. 321 ; 
39 J. P. 7443 23 W. RR. 553. 

An een 7 Apld. Jn the Goods of Hatton (1881), 50 L. J.P. 


1179. Wrong copy.|—An intended will 
was written in duplicate, one copy of which was 
signed only by deceased & the other only by the 
attesting witnesses :—Held: neither paper was 
entitled to probate.—IJn the Goods of HATTON 
(1881), 6 P. D. 204; 50L. J. P. 78; 46 J. P. 40; 
30 W. R. 62. 

1180. Date of execution—Admissibility of evi- 
dence.|—Parol evidence is admissible to show that 
a will was executed on a date other than that 
which it bears. 

A. executed a will in 1858 & another dated 
‘€ 1855.”" Both wills contained clauses of revoca- 
tion, & there was nothing in the second will in- 
consistent with its execution at the date it bore. 
The ct., being satisfied by parol evidence that 
there was a mistake in the date of the second will, 
& that it was executed in 1865, admitted it to 
probate as the last will, & pronounced against the 
will of 1858.—REFFELL v. REFFELL (1866), L. R. 1 
P.& D. 1393; 851.5. P.& M. 121; 141. T. 705; 
12 Jur. N.S. 910; 14 W. RK. 647. 

1181. Two testamentary papers executed at 
same time—Witnesses doubtful as to priority— 
Presumption that fuller document last.]— Testatrix 























PART V. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 8. EG ve ee a ee etatopsi but if ae proved that in- 
t. Onus o J—On 1 ; 79; .-L. R. 670; 5 O. W. N. ~~ structions were no ven for any par- 
lies upon the ie fe divide ah eee 770.—-CAN. ticular part. of the will & that it was not 


will to satisfy the ct. that it is the 
Jast will of a freo & capable testator; & 
this being fulfilled the onus is shifted.— 


a. Reading orer.}—Capacity of mind 
of testator being established 
structions proved reading over is not 


read to or by testator the ct. will not 
admit such part to proof.—STEWARD 


& in’ SNow (1842), Milw. 613._-IR. 


286 


Sect. 6.—Haecution: Sub-sect. 3. Sect. 6. 
VI. Sects. 1 & 2.] 


left two testamentary papers executed at the 
same time, but the attesting witnesses, who were 
the same to both, could not depose as to the 
priority in execution. They were identical in 
substance, but one was fuller in its description of 
the bequests, than the other. The ct. granted 
probate to the fuller of the two as being on the 
face of it the last executed.—In the Goods of 
STEPHENS (1870), 22 L. T. 727; 34 J.P. 518; 18 
W. R. 528. 

1182. Knowledge of contents—Recollection of 
instruction.]—PARKER v. FELGATE, No. 779, ante. 

Execution when testator under disability.|—See 
ExeEcutors, Vol. XXIII., p. 106, Nos. 1002-1004. 


Part 


Part Vi.—Executors 


SEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


1183. Appointment of executor—Appointment of 
debtor—Effect of appointment—Release of debt.]— 
Testator having by his will appointed his sons 
exors. & trustees, declaring, however, his intention 
to be that such appointment should not operate 
either at law or in equity as a release or extinguish- 
ment of any debts due from two of them to his 
estate, & directing that either so indebted should 
not be entitled to take the office of exor. or trustee 
until such debt be paid; expressing at the same 
time his confidence that, in the meanwhile, they 
would see that the farming business be properly 
managed: ct. granted probate to the three sons, 
the appointment operating at law, though not in 
equity, as a release of the debt.—Jn the Goods of 
BODDINGTON (1818), 6 Notes of Cases, 18. 

.|—See Execcrors, Vol. XNITI., 
pp. 39-41, Nos. 140~—167. 

Appointment of person to assist executor.| 
~—- See Sect. 2, post. 

——,.|—See Exrcurors, Vol. XXTIT., pp. 26- 
44, Nos. 38-201. 

1184. Powers & rights of executor—Power of 
sale—-Extent of power.|—'Testator devised amony 
his children, naming them, one-half of his property, 
at his decease, whether in houses, lands or other 
effects, to be equally divided among them & their 
heirs, according to the judgment of his exors., 
whom he empowered to sell or dispose of the whole 
or any part, according to their opinion, for the 
benefit of his children, as they severally arrived 
at the age of twenty-five, & not before, unless his 














WILLS. 


SrtctT. 6.—WILL BY WHICH POWERS EXERCISED. 
sae generally, POWERS, Vol. XXXVII., pp. 405- 


Requisites of valid execution by will.|—Sce 
PoweErs, Vol. XXXVII., pp. 412-415, 417-419, 
Nos. 217-250, 266-292. 

Expression of intention to exercise powers.|— 
See Powers, Vol. XXXVII., pp. 435-460, Nos. 
406-617. 

Conflict of laws.|—See CONFLICT OF LAWS, Vol. 
XI., pp. 381-386, Nos. 596-626. 

Exercise of powers by will.|—See Part XV., 
post. 

Will of member of Royal Forces.] — See 
a ee Forces, Vol. XXXIX., p. 837, Nos. 237- 

38. 


and Administrators. 


exors. should think it prudent to divide it before. 
Testator then gave the remaining half of his 
property to his wife, for her life, & to leave it 
at her death by her will among his children ; but 
if she made no will, then to be equally divided 
among his children & their heirs :—Held: the 
power of sale given to the exors. extended only 
to the moiety first devised among the children & 
their heirs. —BRAGG v. RYLAND (1840), 7 M. & W. 
59; 10 L. J. Ex. 1863 151 H.R. 678. 
}—See Execurors, Vol. XXIV., pp. 
560-568, 577-570, Nos. 6040-6061, 6135-6140. 
1185. --—- Power to compromise claims.]— 
ABDALLAH v. RICKARDS (1888), 4 T. L. R. 622. 
Annotation :—- Mentd. Casdagli v. Cusdagl, (1V19] A.C. 145. 














—.J— See Execurors, Vol. XXIV., 
pp. 385-588, Nos. 6189-6214. 
.)}— See Execurors, Vol. XXIV., pp. 





507-U13, Nos. 5971-6444. 

1186. Liability of executor—For own acts-— 
Promise to pay legacy.|—Assumpsit lics upon a 
promise by an exor. to pay a legacy in considera- 
tion of assets.—ATKINS v. HILL (1775), 1 Cowp. 
284; 98 I. KH. 1088. 

Annotations :—Apld. Hawkes vr. Saunders (1782), 1 Cowp. 
289. Distd. Rose v. Bowler (1789), 1 Hy. BI. 108. Refd. 
Barnes rv. Hedley (1809), 2 Taunt. 184; Knights 7. 
Quarles (1820), 4 Moore, C. P._582; Jones 7. Tanner 
(1827), 1 Man. & Ry. K. 8.420. Mentd. R. ». Grampound 
Corpn. (1798), 7 Term ee 600; Karle v. Oliver (1848), 2 
Iexeh 71; Flight v. Reed (1863), 1 H. & C. 708, 

1187. ---- — For torts of deceased.|—-Testatrix of 
defts. was admitted tenant for life of certain copy- 
hold tenements of amanor. By the custom of the 


PART VI. SECT. 1. 


1184 i. Powers & rightea of erecutors 
—Power of sale—Katent of power.) — 
esr ye v., LEWIN (1881), 58. C. BR. Old. 


b. effect of licence to 
sell. J—Exors. obtuining Heence to sell 
from the Governor & Council do not 
waive any right they have to sell under 
the will.—Dor da. PIKE v. TIFRNEY 
(1825-97), N. B. Dig. 376.— CAN. 


c. ——-~—.J-— McDONNELL | v. 
PUANIURN (1922), 56 I. L. TY. 143.- 














d. Power to postpone dtvision 
of catate.|\—JARVIS v. CRAWFORD, 21 
Gr. 1.—CAN. 

e. Power to apportion & divide 
property—Distribution made in bad 
Jaith controlled by court-- Discretion 
Setlered by terms of will.} -INGRAHAM ”. 
FULL (1920), 52 N Ss. RR. 442; 51 





D. L. R. 98.—CAN. 

f. -—- JWVhether executors take punver 
or legal estate—Construction of will, j-- 
pee v. BROWN, 10 U. C. R. 125.-- 


£. Right to have transfers of 
shares registered.}—Under Bank Act, 
c. 120, KS. Can., a bank cannot refuse 
to register a transfer by an exor. of 
shares in the bunk standing in the name 
of testator, though by testator’s will 
the shares ure specially bequeathed.— 
Boyp v. BANK oF NEW BRUNSWICK 
(1825 97), N. B. Dig. 315.—CAN. 


h. Diserctionary right to in- 
crease share of devisec.}—MOKENZIE v. 
GRANT, 13 U. ©. Rt. 1830.—CAN. 

k. Discretionary qyower to pay 
over sum Gf money. j—BAIN v. MEARNS, 
25 Cir. 450.~-CAN. 

1. Power to raise loan on pro- 
nussory note— Advancing legatee’s share.] 
—BANQUE JACQUES-CARTIER v. GRAT- 














TON (1900), 30 S.C. R. 317.--CAN. 

m. ---— J'o draw’ on da ela a 
tator left to his widow all his real & 
personal poy for the term of her 
natural life or while she remained a 
widow :—Jleld: the widow was entitled 
to a life interest only in the estate 
both real & personal, with wn implied 
power in the exor. to draw on. the 
capital should the needs of the widow 
require it.—te Mika (Sask.), [1918] 
1 W. W. R. 888.—CAN. 

n. ——- Right to remuncration for 
services. |—Where testator provides by 
his will for the payment to exors. for 
their services, any presumption that 
any undisposed of residue of personalty 
fy intended for them beneficfally is 
effectually rebutted ; & the fact that 
by law they aro entitled to be paid a 
compensation without any provision 
wade therefor by the will, is immaterial. 
—LOVELESS Vv. CLARKE, 34 Gr. 14.— 
CAN. 


Part VI.—ExEcuTorRS AND ADMINISTRATORS. 


manor the tenants were bound to repair their 
tenements, & the only mode in which that obliga- 
tion had been enforced had been by presentment, 
fine & forfeiture. Upon the death of testatrix 
the premises were found to be out of repair. More 
than six months after defts., as her exors., had 
taken upon themselves the administration of her 
effects, the lord brought an action against them for 
dilapidations :—Held: testatrix, by accepting 
the tenancy according to the custom of the manor, 
impliedly contracted to discharge the customary 
obligation to repair; for the breach of her implied 
contract the lord was not confined to his customary 
remedy by presentment, fine & forfeiture, but had 
a remedy by action; & that remedy by action, 
sounding in contract & not in tort, survived against 
her exors.—BLACKMORE v. WHITE, [1899] 1 Q. B. 
rite ; 68 L. J. Q. B. 180; 80 L. T. 79; 47 W. R. 
.fnnotations :-—Distd. Galbraith +. Poynton, 11905] 2 K. B. 

258. Mentd. J?e G., [1809) 1 Ch. 719; Jay v. Juy, 1924) 

IK. B. 826. 

——.]—See ExEcuTorS, Vol. XXIV., pp. G14- 
716, Nos. 6445-7433. 

1188. Actions by & against representatives— 
Actions by representative—Parties— Whether bene- 
ficiarles need be parties..—A married woman 
invested a sum of £525 stock, out of moneys which 
she had as pin money to her separate use, in the 
names of trustees, in confidence that the fund 
should be held by them in trust for such persons 
as she should direct or appoint. She afterwards 
made a will, giving the interest of the money she 
had in the stocks to her servant maid for life, & 
afterwards to the poor of certain parishes. The 
wife having died, administration with the will of 
his deceased wife annexed was granted to her 
husband. To a bill filed by the husband alone, 
as such administrator, against the surviving 
trustec of the stock, deft., by her answer, sug- 
gested that the legatees under the will were 
necessary parties ; but the ct.. without requiring 
the legatees to be parties to the suit, ordered pay- 
ment of the stock to pltf., with costs.— MUSTERS 
one (1848), 2 De G. & Sm. 777; 64 E.R. 
348. 

1189. —--- Costs.|—-'Testator, by his will 
made three days before his death, bequeathed, after 
payment of his debts, to A., the sum of £3,000, the 
interest to be for her sole & separate use for life, 
& while she continued unmarried; thereafter 
to his residuary legatee. Ile bequeathed to J., 
the daughter of A., another legacy of £3,000 ; to 
his brother, his executor, a legacy of £1,000; a 








oO. ———~, | — HASTERN TRUST Co. 
cn (1923), 56 N. 8S. R. 355.— 





Pp. Will giving diserction to 


tion until the minor children, for the 
education & care of whom provision 
‘ was made in the will, attained the age 
of majority. GiLMouR v. Cory (1902), 
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legacy of 50 guineas to A. P., & the residue to his 
mother. Testator was in the habit from time to 
time of investing his money in funds, securities & 
railway shares. A., who lived with him as his 
wife, claimed part of the securities so purchased as 
above to the amount of £3,180 stock, as a gift to 
her in testator’s lifetime. he exor. filed a bill 
against A. for a declaration & account, alleging 
that the estate would prove insufficient to pay the 
debts & legacies unless the above property should 
be determined to form part of the estate :—Held: 
upon the evidence, there was clear proof of an 
absolute gift to A., & bill dismissed without costs 
with a direction that pltf.’s costs should not come 
out of the estate.—McCULLOCH v. BLAND (1860), 
2 Giff. 428; 3 L. T. 357; 6 Jur. N.S. 1183; 66 
E. Rk. 1793 sub nom. BLAND v. MACCULLOCHL, 9 
W. KR. 65. 

1190. Actions against representative— 
Costs. |—-Costs incurred by an exor., who to meet a 
possible charge of devastavit, separately defends 
an action brought jointly against residuary 
legatees & himself, are not an outlay in the strict 
line of his duty towards his cestuis que trust, & he 
cannot call upon them to indemnify him in respect 
of his expenditure.—HoOsEGoopD v. PEDLER (1896), 
66 L. J.Q.B.18; 13 T. L. R. 6. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Ze Dunn, Brinklow ¢. 
L1904) 1 Ch. 648. 


.}—See Iixecutors, Vol. XXIV., pp. 716- 
750, Nos. 7434--7789. 

1191. Administration by the court —Payment out 
of court-—Before account decreed—Legacies & 
annuities.]|——Where it appeared, upon affidavits, 
in an adrinistration suit, that the estate was 
large, with but few debts or charges thereon, the 
ct. ordered the jointure of the widow of testator, 
& annuities given by his will, to be paid out of the 
income of the estate, before decree, but refused 
to direct the payment of pecuniary legacies.— 
DicsBy v. Boycarr (1845), 4 Hare, 444; 67 FE. R. 
722, 

——.]—Sce, generally, Extcurors, Vol. XXIV., 
pp. 730-863. 





Singleton, 








SECT. 2.—DIRECTION FOR EMPLOYMENT OF 
AGENTS OR PERSONS TO ASSIST EXECUTORS. 
1192. Persons to assist executors—-Not neces- 
sarily executors.|—ANON. (1346), Y. B. (Rolls 
Series) 20 Edw. 3, Part II., p. 428, pl. 69. 
.|\—See Exercutrors, Vol. XAILILI., p. 35, 
Nos. 03-98. 





Savoy, 30 N. B. R. 227.—CAN. 

d. Withdrawal of assets from juris- 
diction-—Power of court to” restrain. } 
—Where a testator dies in a foreign 


operate or dispose of farm.J— Ite ALL- 
COCK ESTATE (Sask.), (192412 D. Tr. R. 
440; [1924] 2 W. W. R. 172; 18 Sask. 
L. lt. 476.—CAN. 


q. Liability of executor—Penalty for 
not ak vt HUTCHISON, 
22 N. B. R. 1.~-CAN,. 

r-—-— ‘0 action of debt. J—A 
legatee may maintain an action of 
debt against an exor. for a certain 
legacy given by his tostator.—LIVING- 
STONE v. POWELL, Ber, 225.—CAN. 


t. To account.| — Action by 
beneficiaries under will against the 
exors. for an account & share of 
testator’s estate, claiming that it was 
not necessary to postpone the distribu- 
tion simply to permit the exors. to 
fulfil a trust of little Importance in 
comparison with the bulk of the 
ostate & which could be otherwise 
provided for :—J/eld : the will excused 
the exors. frum an account & distribu- 





1 Cout. Dig. 1532-3.—CAN. 

1190 f. Jfctions by or against represen- 
tatives— Action against representative— 
Costs.J—NORRIS v. BELL, 9 Gr. 23.— 
CAN. 

a. Administration by court — Pay- 
ment out of court--RBefore period of 
distribution. ]-—Two devisees of full age 
having a vested interest absolute in a 
definite fund in ct., although not 
divisible by the terins of the will until 
a@ third devisee attained twenty-one, 
having assigned their interest in (he 
fund to a purchaser, the ct., the estate 
having been otherwise wound up, made 
an order for payment out to the 
assignee, without waiting for the period 
of distribution.—Re WAaAnkTMEN, 22 
O. R. 601.—CAN. 

b. Lot specifically devised dealt with 
as part of residue—Compensation, J— 
SLINSON v. MOORE, 10 Gr. 94.—-CAN. 

0. Proof & registry of will though 
probate not granicd.]—DOok d. SAVOY v. 


couutry leaving assets in O., the ct., at 
the instance of a legatee, will restrain 
the withdrawal of the assets from the 
jurisdiction, notwithstanding that there 
may be creditors of testator resident 
where testator was domiciled at the 
time of his death, & that there are no 
creditors resident in) O.—-SHAVER wv. 
GRAY, 18 Gr. 419.—CAN. 

e. Application far advice by executor 
— Determination of validity of lease 
made by life fenant.)— Re GorvdDOoN 
(1912), 22 O. W. R. 577: 3 O. WL NN, 
1458: 4D. L. R. 3.—CAN. 

f. Death of bencficiary— Application 
for directions — Payment into court 
for benefit of next of kin.}—Re Rispin, 
CANADA TRusT Co. v. DAVIS (1912), 23 
O. W. R. 308; 46S. C. R. 649; 
D, L. R. 556.—CAN. 

gE. Annuttant under will indebted to 
deceased —VWhether right of set-off.j— 
Re Tart, [1922] 1 W. W. R. 73; 3 
B.C. hR. 363.—CAN., 
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Sect. 2.—Direction for employment of agents or 
persons to assist executors. Sect. 3.] 


1198. Recommendation to executors—Employ- 
ment of factor—Not imperative.|—A. by will 
devises all his estates to his eldest son in tail male, 
with remainders over; part of the property con- 
sisted of an estate in Jamaica, & therefore testator 
added the following clause: ‘* & J recommend to 
my exors., that all sugars, rum, & other plantation 
produce that is sent to the port of London, be 
consigned to the house of C., E. & co. until such 
time as any of my sons shall set up in the business 
of a sugar factor ; then my desire is, that the con- 
signments may pass through his or their hands.” 
('.,a natural son of testator’s, set up the business 
of a sugar factor, during the minority of the devisee, 
& accordingly got the consignments. Upon the 
devisee’s coming of age, C. accounted with him, 
but insisted on being entitled to his commission 
not only upon the produce which he had actually 
sold, but also upon the produce which had been 
consigned to him, but was not then arrived in the 
port of London :—WHeld: the words of the above 
clause were not imperative, or amounted to words 
of bequest in favour of C. but were recommendatory 
only.— BECKFORD v. BECKFORD (1783), 4 Bro. 
Parl. Cas. 38; 2 KE. R. 26. 

Annotation :-—Mentd. Hovey 7. Blakeman (1799), 4 Ves. 596. 
1194. Whether appointment creates trust—Agent 

or manager.|—FRISWELL v. MOORE (1819), cited 

5 Cl. & Fin. at p. 142; 7 E.R. 357, L. C. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Finden +. Stephens (1846), 1 > Coop. 
temp. Cott. 318. 

1195. ‘*My particular desire.’’|-— 
Testator devised certain real estates to trustees 
for the use of W. S. for life, with remainders over, 
& he directed the residue of his personal estate to 
be invested in the purchase of other real estates. 
He gave a legacy of £100 to B. E. L. as a token of 
estecm. The will then contained this clause, ‘‘ & 
it is also my particular desire that my said exors., 
whilst acting in the management of all or any of 
my affairs under this my will, as also my friend 
W. S. when he shall enter into the receipt & 
perception of my said rents of K. V. & K., shall 
continue the said B. E. 1. in the receipt & manage- 
ment thereof, & likewise shall employ & retain 
him in the receipt, agency, & management of the 
rents & issues of such other lands & premises as shall 
& may be purchased & scttled in pursuance of the 
directions hereinbefore contained, at the usual feces 
allowed to agents, he having acted for me since 
I became possessed of said estates fully to my 
satisfaction ’’ :—Held ; these words did not create 
a trust in favour of B. BK. L.—SHAW v. LAWLESS 
(1838), 5 Cl. & Fin. 129; 7 E.R. 3538, H. L. 
Annotations :— Apld. Finden +. Stephens (1846), 2 Ph. 142: 

Knott v. Cottee (1847), 2 Ph. 192. Distd. Saunders vr. 

Rotherham (1862), 3 Gilt. 556. Apld, Foster vr. Elsley 

(1381), 19 Ch. D. 518. Refd. Consett vr. Bell (1842), 1 

Y. & C. Ch. Cus. 569. Mentd. Rhodes vr. Forwood (1876), 

1 App. Cas. 256. 

1196. .|\—A_ direction in a will that 
a certain person should be cmployed as agent & 
manager of testator’s estates whenever his trustees 
should have occasion for the services of a person 
in that capacity :—Held: not to create a trust 
which such person could enforce.—FINDEN v. 
STEPHENS (1846), 2 Ph. 142; 1 Coop. temp. Cott. 
318; 161.3. Ch. 63; 8L. T. O.S. 249; 10 Jur. 
1019; 41 EB. R. 896, L. C. 

Annotations :-~ Distd. Saunders v. Rotherham (1862), 3 Giff. 
556. Apld. Foster», Klsley (1881), 19 Ch. D. 518. Re 
Knott rv. Cottee (1847), 2 Ph. 192. 

1197. ——— Solicitor.|—A direction in a_ will 
appointing a particular person solr. to the trust 
estate imposes no trust or duty on the trustees 














WILLS. 


of the will to continue such person their solr. in 
the management & affairs of the estate.—FosTER 
v. ELSLEY (1881), 19 Ch. D. 518; 51 L. J. Ch. 


275; 30 W. R. 596. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Jie Cleveland’s 8. E., [1902] 2 Ch. 350. 


1198. Power of trustees to dismiss—Auditor.]— 
Testator devised his estates to trustees in trust 
to apply the rents in paying off incumbrances, & 
directed them to employ A. to audit their accounts, 
& to allow him a proper salary :—Held: the 
trustees could not, arbitrarily, remove A. from 
his office ; but he was entitled to hold it as long 
as he was willing & able, & to receive an adequate 
salary.— WILLIAMS v. CORBET (1837), 8 Sim. 349 ; 
6L. J. Ch. 182; 59 EB. R. 188. 

Annotation :— Refd. Finden tv. Stephens (1846), 1 Coop. 

temp. Cott. 318. 

1199. Agent — Misconduct.|] — Testator 
having by will devised his property upon certain 
trusts to trustees whom he also appointed exors., 
by a codicil willed as follows, ‘‘I appoint K. my 
agent, at a salary of £150 a year, & to be paid by 
quarterly payments, to live in my house called 
the H., with the garden belonging to it, for which 
such salary he must do my business, & the business 
of my exors. & trustees, & not be employed in 
the service of any other person or persons; to live 
rent free as long as he continues to be my agent, 
that is, as long as he does my business honestly 
& to the satisfaction of my exors. & trustees, or 
any one of them.”’ 

K. having refused to deliver up certain leases 
to the trustees, & otherwise to obey their directions, 
was dismissed from the agency by one of the 
trustees, such dismissal being afterwards approved 
by the other of them ; but he declined to give up 
possession of the house called the H.; & upon 
ejectment by the trustees against him :—Held: 
the utmost interest which K. had in the house was 
an estate so long as he did the business of the 
trustees honestly & to their satisfaction; the 
direction in the codicil amounted only to a recom- 
mendation to the trustees to continue him as 
agent, & they were the judges whether or not he 
had done the business to their satisfaction, the 
burden being on deft. to show that they had dis- 
mussed him capriciously, or maliciously, or with- 
out reasonable warrant.—BELANEY v. KELLY 
(1871), 24 L. T. 738; 19 W. R. 117). 





SECT. 3.—PROBATE AND LETTERS OF 
ADMINISTRATION. 

1200. Presumption of death & survivorship— 
Evidence.|—A sum of money being given under a 
will to such of a class of persons as should be 
surviving at the death of a person having a life 
interest therein, one of the class went to sea, & was 
not heard of for many years before the death of 
the life tenant, which was in 1825, nor since. 
His share of the fund, which was very small, was 
ordered to be paid to the survivors of the class, 
on the presumption, from the evidence, of his death 
before the life tenant, although the Master of the 
Rolls was not quite satisfied that he had before 
him the best evidence which might be obtained as 
to the time of the death.—ROLFE v. WRIGHT 
(1845), 4 L. T. O. S. 431. 

1201. Leave to swear death—Practice.]— 
Upon a motion to swear that testator died on or 
since a certain day, & for probate of his will, the 
estate partly consisted of policies upon testator’s 
life. The ct. declined to accede to the applica- 
tion until notice thereof had been given to the 
insurance co.—Jn the Goods of KIRKBRIDE (1891), 
55 J. P. 503. 





Part VI.—ExEcurors 

——.j—See ExEcutors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 
85-90, Nos. 727-825. 

1202. Wills proved abroad—Doubt as to correct- 
ness of grant.|—Administration, with a copy of 
the will annexed, of a party domiciled in Scotland, 
granted, in conformity with the grant of the ct. 
of competent jurisdiction in Scotland, though the 
judge of the Prerogative Ct. entertained great 
doubt as to the correctness of the grant in Scotland. 
—In the Goods of HENDERSON (1850), 2 Rob. 
Kecl. 144; 7 Notes of Cases, 378; 163 E.R. 1271. 

1203. —-— Estate undervalued-—Evidence as to 
real value.|—An exor. residing abroad had sworn 
the value of an estate at an amount which turned 
out to be considerably under its real value. The 
ct. alowed the agent of the exor. in this country, 
who was well acquainted with the estate, to 
reswear it at its real value.—IJn the Goods of 
URRUELA (1869), L. R. 1 P. & D. 508; 88 L. J.P. 
& M. 213; 191.7. 704; 33 J. P. 167. 

-----,|— See Execurorns, Vol. XXIVJ., pp. 95, 
96, Nos. 882-894. 

1204. Will of person domiciled abroad.|—--Jn the 
Goods of OSBORNE (1855), Dea. & Sw. 4; 26 L. T. 





O.S. 125; 1 Jur. N.S. 1220; 4 W. RR. 164; 164 
i. JR. 484. 

>See Ixecuroks, Vol. XXITIIT., p. 188, 
No. 2077. 


1205, Original will not available--Destroyed 
will.|— Where it was satisfactorily shown that the 
destruction of a duly executed will was not 
attributable to neglect or default on the part of 
those whose duty it was to take charge of it, the 
ct. allowed probate of the draft on motion.— 
In the Goods of BARBER (1866), L. R. 1 P. & D. 
San 36L.3.P.&M.19; 151. 7.192; 15 W. R. 
“Annotations :— Refd. Warris v. sae ae 15 1. DD. 170; 

Sainsbury (1896), 1 271. L. It. 423. 














1206. .| —— dte SAINSBURY (1896), 12 
Dy day 428, 

1207. Lost will.|—A will had been lost or 
mislaid. Upon an aflidavit of the contents of 16, 


made by the solr. who drew it, probate was granted, 
limited until the original, or a copy, could be pro- 
duced.—-TULLY v. PYNE & RICHARDS (1848), 
Il i. TPT. OLS. 135. 
--——-—.,-— A duly executed will, having 
been sent by testator himself in a box, which 
never reached its destination, & has not since been 
heard of, limited probate of a draft was granted 
to the exors.—ZJn the Goods of Butts (1804), 2 
lice. & Ad. 58; 164 E. R. 305. 
etunotation -—Reld. Jn the Goods of Berry (1891), 65 L. 'T. 763. 
1209. ———- ---—.]—-In the Goods of SYEWART 
(LORD) (1855), 25 L. TPT. O.S. 312. 
1210. |—Jn the Goods of UlLLiaARD 
(1856), 26 1. T. O. S. 228, 
1211. —— - - -.| —A 








will was lost after a 
PART VI. SECT. 3. 


1205 i. Original will not available-- bate of a will 


lions of undue infiuence.|}—Where pro- 


opposition, & this action wus after- 
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certified copy of it had been deposited in the 
British Legation at Lima. A certified copy of 
this copy was propounded, but the ct. refused 
to grant administration with the will annexed in 
the absence of evidence that the document so 
propounded was a true copy of the original will.— 
In the Goods of YATES (1860), 24 J. P. 471. 

1212. -]—Where a will was deposited 
by testator with his agent, &, subsequently to 
testator’s death, was examined by the latter, & 
found to have been duly executed, & wherein he 
was named exor., but the will was afterwards lost 
or mislaid, the ct. granted probate of the substance 
of the will to the agent, limited in operation until 
the discovery of the lost instrument, no opposition 
having been made by the next of kin.—In the Goods 
of LANGTRY (1862), 1 New Rep. 194. 














1213. |\—In the Goods of CROFTS 
(1900), 17 T. L. R. 16. 
——.]—-See Exercutors, Vol. XXIII... pp. 


106-110, Nos. 1007-1039. 

1214. Refusal of probate--Genuineness of will— 
Evidence of attesting witnesses.) — Codicils, 
opposed on the ground of fraud, the facts upon 
which the charge of fraud rested, being deposed 
to by the attesting witnesses, admitted to probate. 
—PANTON v. WILLIAMS (1844), 3 Notes of Cases, 
182; 8 Jur. 585, P. C.3; previous proceedings 
(1843), 2 Notes of Cases, Supp. p. XXI, P. C. 

1215, -——- —-—..|—-A will & codicil, propounded 
by a party, as exor. & joint residuary legatee, 
taking a large interest under the will, suing in 
forma pauperis, pronounced against, the circum- 
stances of the transaction showing fraud & con- 
spiracy.— WINTLE & DOWDING v. ForD (1847), 
5 Notes of Cases, 517. 

1216. — -— Onus of proof.}|—The High Ct., 
considering it to have been proved by the evidence 
that the alleged testator was incapable, by reason 
of illness, of signing the will as firmly as it purported 
to be signed, found that the signatures were not 
renuline, & reversed the decree of the first ct. which 
had granted probate. On appeal there was no 
view of the signatures, neither party having applied 
to have the originals transmitted, or to have photo- 
graphs taken of them. But their lordships found 
that the evidence did not warrant the conclusion 
that on the day on which the will purported to 
have been executed testator physically & mentally 
was unable to execute it; but that there was 
sufficient evidence to establish the genuineness of 
the will & the capacity of testator to make it, & 
that the evidence for the defence was not sufficient 
to destroy petitioner’s case on either of these points. 
--~BAMA SOONDARI DEBI v. TARA SOONDARI DEBI 
fee L. R. 18 Ind. App. 182; J. L. R. 19 Cale. 
G5, P. C., 

1217. —— ——.]—A., a lady, left the 
residue of her estate to B., her ordinary law agent, 








may properly be reclieved from tho 
was granted without costs of the successful party.”’— 
Kemp, 27 Gr. 442.— 


Destroyed will. J—Tn the Goods of CALLAN, 
9 L. a Hn 484.—IR. 

1 -_ —Re MURRAY'S 
W ae). G Nfld. L. NR. 228.— NFLD 


1207 i. — Tost will.}-—MAnoop v, 
, Sl. R. Mq. 35.-- IR. 

1207 ii. z] > Goods of 
CALLAUAN, 13 Ju. R. Ir. 245 IR. 

h. Costs of probate actions — Costs 
on appeal dismissed.)—Re JOocur’s 
KSTATE, 3 R. & C. 5650.—-CAN, 

k. Lack of justification for 
allegation of mental inconipetence. }—FoR- 
MAN © RYAN (1911), 19 W. L. R. 212.— 
CAN. 

1. ~-——- Lack of justification for allega- 


J.--VOT,. XLIV. 


oe eee 











wards brought to vacate the probate & 
nullify the will, for alleged undue 
influence & testumentary incapacity, 
on insufficient evidence & without any 
proper inquiry, pltf. was ordered to pay 
all the costs of the defts, who actively 
defendcd.—MCALLISTER v. MCMILLAN 
(1911), 20 O. W. R. 305: 3 O. W.N. 
192; 250. L. R. 1.—CAN. 


~---.J—The rulo is, that 
if There exist ‘ sufficient & reasonable 
wround, looking at the knowledge & 
means of knowledge of the opposing 
party, to question cither the execution 
of a will or the capacity of testator, 
or to put forward a charge of undue 
intlucnce or fraud, the losing party 





can v. 
n. ——.)— On tho trial of 
issucs as to the validity of a will which 
deft. alleged had been executed under 
undue influence the judge found nothing 
in the evidence to justify the allegations 
of deft. & thorefore ordered him to 
ay the costs of the litigation.— 
MIDDLKTON v. MIDDLETON, [1921] 3 








W. W. BR. 178.—CAN. 

Oo. Deficiency of oere a 
KELLY @ O'CONNOR, [1917] 1 
312. —-IR. 


p. English probate — Adnrisstbility 
tr = evidence.}-—The words “ Her 
Majesty’s possessions out of Upper 
Canada,’ used in 16 Vict. c. 19, 8s. 4 


U 
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Sect. 3.—Probate and letters of administration. 
Sect. 4: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A.] 


by a will prepared by another law agent. A.’s 
next of kin brought an action against B. to reduce 
the will on the ground of undue influence on his 
part. The following facts were proved: A. & 
her sister many years before their death delivered 
to B. a letter stating their desire to leave to him 
the residue of their respective estates. He 
declined to act in such a matter, & returned the 
letter advising them to leave their money to their 
relatives, but upon their adhering to their intention 
& naming another agent as suitable to prepare a 
formal] will he called upon that agent & told him 
their wishes. That agent prepared for each of 
them a will by which she gave her estate to the 
other, & failing the other to BB. A.’s sister having 
died, A. from time to time made alterations in her 
will, but left the gift of residue unaltered. Her will 
was never in the custody of B. It was proved 
that B. was an old family friend for whom testators 
entertained a high regard. A. lived for sixteen 
years after the making of the will:—Held: the 
will having been duly executed & the sanity & 
testamentary capacity of testatrix having been 
admitted, the onus lay upon the persons challeng- 
ing the will on the ground of undue influence to 
prove fraud or coercion, & the pursuers had failed 
to do so.— WEIR v. GRACE (1899), 2 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 
(H. L.) 30. 

1218. —--— ---- - —--~-..|-—-The onus of proving 
aw will to have been duly executed is on the party 
propounding it. The failure of its opponent to 
prove it to be a forgery is no reason in its favour.-— 
SukKH DE 2. IKEDAR Natit (1901), L. R. 28 Ind. 

EXECUTORS, 


App. 186, P.O. 
Vol. XXII, pp. 
126-134, Nos. 1239-1332. 


~--——.]— See 

1219. Recall of letters of administration-— Testa- 
mentary paper found & propounded—Probate 
refused-—Letters of administration redeliveroed.|—~ 
Administration had been granted to deceased as 
dead intestate, a testamentary paper was after- 
wards found, the administration was called in, 
& the paper propounded, it appearing not to be a 
final & complete disposition of the property of 
deceased, probate of it was refused, & the letters 
of administration redelivered out.- SQUIRE tv. 
CARTER (1848), 11 L. TT. O.S. 228 5 12 Jur. 587, 

1220. Administration with will annexed—When 
granted-—-Executor renouncing.|—By her will, 
testatrix gave all her property to her friend J.C. B. 
‘for her own use, & also for the education, 
maintenance, & placing out in business of her son 
H. Ie. B.” ; but in case the said J. C. B. should die 
during the rmuinority of the said HT. 1. B., testatrix 
directed “‘ the money arising from all the property 
to be laid out or invested ’’ by her exor. ‘ for his 
use & benefit until he shall attain the age of twenty- 
one, When whatever remains shall be landed over 
to him.” J. C. LB. died before testatrix, but after 
the said HI. EK. B. had attained the age of twenty- 
one. The exor. renounced, &, there being no 
known next of kin of testatrix, & the Queen’s 
Proctor declining to interfere, the ct. granted 


(Cc. &. U. GC. a 32, 5s. 11), 
England :—-#/eld; the probate of a 
will executed there, under the seal of 
the prerogative ct. of Canterbury, was 
properly received in evidence.—CoLr- 
MAN @ BROWN, 16 U. GC. RR. 133.— 
CAN. 

4. Right to jury in actions to eatablish 
wills,)—Re Lewis, JACKSON t. Scorr, 
11 BP. R. 107.—CAN, 

r. Tune for service of notice of 
intention to use probate.}—DeEuUART v, 
DEHART, 28 C. P. 489.—CAN., 





include t. Jurisdiction 
cross-eramination 


of judge to 
of petitioners.}-- [re 
McDonaLp EBTATE (1920), 53 VD. 


a. Will written in 
ractice with reference to wills written 
n Welsh is applicable in Ontartoe to 
wills writteu in French. According to 
that practice, the original will is sworn 
to & imarked by the exors. & by the 
comr,, a translation of the will into 
English, accomspanied by an affidavit 
of tho trunslator vorifying the transla- 


WILLS. 


administration with the will annexed to H. E. B., 
the surviving beneficiary.—Jn the Goods of ARMS 
(1894), 71 L. T. 699; 11 R. 587. 

1221. Costs.]|—A married woman, entitled 
under her marriage settlement to a rentcharge for 
life for her separate use, made a will operative 
to pass separate estate, became a lunatic, survived 
her husband, & died without having republished 
her will or made another. Her rentcharge was 
accumulated by her husband during his life to the 
amount of £13,000, which sum on his death was 
handed over to the trustee of the marriage settle- 
ment. The rentcharge & the income of the 
£13,000 were both accumulated by the trustee 
after the husband’s death. The will purported 
to be, but was not, in exercise of a power of appoint- 
ment; the fund purported to be appointed, except 
so much as passed as separate estate, fell into the 
general residue :—Held: in ah administration 
action, the fund which passed by the will was 
liable to the costs of letters of administration with 
the will annexed.—Re WILSON, MENTEATH v. 
CAMPBELL (1878), 26 W. R. 848. 

-—~-,] — See Execurors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 
180-191, Nos. 2051-2192. 

1222. Costs of probate actions—Litigation caused 
by act of testatrix./—Where the litigation was 
caused by the act of testatrix & the state in which 
she left her papers, the ct. allowed costs out 
of the estate to the heir-at-law as well as the next 
of kin, their interests being different & the heir-at- 
law, who appeared on citation, having in no way 
embarrassed the contest.-- SMyTH wv. WILSON 
(1866), 86 1. J.P. & M. 82; 15 LT. 446. 

1223. — Litigation due to secrecy in prepara- 
tion of will.]|—'Testatrix directed by her will that 
all her ‘‘ just debts, funeral & testamentary ex- 
penses be paid & discharged out of her real & 
personal estate.’ She diced possessed of no 
personal estate, & the litigation in relation to 
her will was in some measure due to its conceal- 
ment, by her direction, from deft. in the suit, who 
opposed probate of it, but failed. In the circum- 
stances of the case the ct. was of opinion that deft. 
was entitled to his costs, & ordered such costs to 
be paid rateably out of the real cstate.—SMITH v. 
LioPKINSON (1878), 4 PV. D. 843; 47 1. 3.2.40; 39 
L. TT. 124; 42 J. P. 617; 26 W. RR. 884. 





Annotation :-— Refd, 2c Shaw, Bridger v. Shaw (t894), 8 2.555. 
.}— See Executors, Vol. XXIII, pp. 





255-275, Nos. 3117-3385. 

1224. Form of grant of probate—Correction of 
will by court.|—Where testator, seized with the 
cholera morbus, & in extremus, had, in giving 
instructions for his will, described a legatce by a 
wrong christened name, the person described 
having been long dead &, though he discovered the 
mistake on the prepared will being read over, in 
the hurry of execution the alteration was not 
made, the ct., notwithstanding the consent of the 
residuary legatce & devisee, refused to alter the 
will.—Jn the Goods of COLLINS (1849), 7 Notes of 
Cases, 278; 14 L. T. O. S. 295; 13 Jur. 1108. 

.| ---See ExecurTors, Vol. XXIII, pp. 134- 
141, Nos. 1883-1415. 





order & stating his qualification, is 
lodged at. the same time as the original. 
The translation is engrossed & registered 
& forms part of the letters probate or 
letters of udministration with the will 
aunexed.—~l?e MARINEAU (1922), 583 
©. L. lt. 184.--CAN. 


b. Jnvalid will —Agreement by next 
of kin to share in accordance with 
invalid will — Whether persons not 
perlies to this agreement bound by it. }— 

te CHAFE (1887), 7 Nitid. L. Rt. 182.— 
NFLD. 


a At. 


I’rench.}) —- The 


Part VI.—ExeEcutors 


Srct. 4.—DUTIES OF REPRESENTATIVE. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


See Exxcutors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 318-530, 
Nos. 3820-5969. 


1225. Payment of debts-—Waiver by creditors— 
What amounts to.|—A letter from the attorney 
of a creditor of testator to the attorneys of his 
extrix., W. stating that his clients did not claim 
from W. payment of the debt as extrix. of W. B. 
W., testator, but claimed from her individually, 
she having become liable, by payment of interest 
from time to time, to the debt:—dHeld: this 
letter was no waiver of the creditor’s right to sue W. 
as extrix., nor did it justify her exor. in discharging 
a specific legacy before the debt.—RICHARDS v. 
BROWNE (1837), 3 Bing. N. C. 493; 3 Hodg. 27; 
4 Scott, 262; 61L.J.C. 2.95; 1382 E.R. 500. 
Annotations :-—Apid. Jewsbury v. Muinmery (1872), L. 1. 8 

a” 56. Consd. Jee Birch, Koe v. Birch (1834), 27 Ch. D. 

1226. —~— Priority over legacies.|-—RicHARDS 
v. BROWNE, No. 1225, ante. 

_ See Execurors, Vol. XXIII., 
pp. 855, 356, Nos. 4233-1240. 

1227. Getting in & investment of property.|—- 
Question upon power to exors. to employ testator’s 
property in any manner they should think proper. 
—DICKONSON v. PLAYER (1838), Coop. Pr. Cas. 
178; 2 Jur. 870; 47 KB. R. 455. 

-—~—.|—See Exicurors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 
321-430, Nos. 8887-3962. 

1228. Distribution of residue~—Residue settled— 
Ascertainment of income.|]-—The tenant for life 
of a residue, which is directed to be laid out in 
certain securities, is entitled to the income accrued 
in the first year after testator’s decease on such 
parts of testator’s estate as are invested, at his 
death, in the proper securities, & on such parts as 
are afterwards so invested within the same year ; 
but the income, before such investment, forms part 
of the capital of the residue.—LA TERRIERE v. 
BULMER (1827), 2 Sim. 18; 57 KE. Wt. 697. 
Annotations :—-Consd. Douglas v. Congreve (1838), 1 Keen, 

410. Expld. Taylor v. Clark (1811), 1 Hare, 161. Consd. 


Morgan v. Morgan (1851), 14 Beav. 72; Maepherson vr. 
Macpherson (1852), 19 I. T. O. S. 221. 
AXITI., 


Vol. 





-}—See EXECUTORS, 
459-473, Nos. 5328-5424. 


PART VI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 1. 


c. Distribution of residue -— Whether 
ereculor bencficially  entitled.} — ‘Ves- 


pp. 


U.S.A, 
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in Ontario, left a large estate ; 
one-half of his property was situatod in h. 
England & tbe other half in Canada & 
By the will, made in Ontario, 


291 


Sup-sEcT. 2.—DLEGACIES. 
A. In General. 


See, also, Wxecurors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 384- 
459, Nos. 4546-5327. 

1229. Abatement of legacies —- Estate insuffi- 
cient.)—Legatees to abate in proportion where 
there is not enough to pay all.— Grove v. BANSON 
(1669), 1 Cas. in Ch. 148; 22 K. KH. 736. 

1230. —— —--.]--One by will gives several 
legacies, & afterwards in the same will, apprehend- 
ing that there will be a surplus, therefore gives 
further legacies; the legacies in the former part 
of the will shall have preference in case of a 
deficiency.—A.-G. v. ROBINS (1722), 2 P. Wms. 23 ; 


24 K. R. 627. 

Annotationa :-—Consd. Stammers v. Halliley (1841), 12 Sina. 
4%. Refd. Heron v. Heron (1741), 2 Atk. 171; Thwuaites 
v. Foreman (1844), 1 Coll. 409. 


1231. —-—.]—Testator gave legacies to 
trustees, in trust for his daughters for their separate 
use for their lives, & after their deaths, for their 
children. By a codicil, after reciting that he had 
settled on his daughters fortunes which he was 
satisfied his property would allow of being increased, 
he gave to each of them £500, which he directed 
not to be settled, but to be paid to them. By a 
second codicil, he gave to his wife £3,000 in leu 
of £1,000 which he had given her by his will. His 
property proved insullicient to pay the legacies 
in full:—-Held: the legacies given by the first 
codicil were postponed to the legacies given to the 
daughters by the will, & also to the legacy given 
to the wife by the second codicil. —-SvamMMERS v. 
HALLILEY (1841), 12 Sim. 42; 5 Jur. 817; 59 
E.R. 1046. 

1232. —-— —- -.]—~-Testator bequeathed to C. 
the full amount of whatever sum H. might be 
indebted to C. at testator’s decease. Testator 
added, ‘‘ & ib is my positive will that the amount 
required for the eae of the same, whatever 
if may be, be taken out of the amount of that 
share to which II. becomes entitled to a life interest 
under my will.’”’ The share of Hi. proved 
insufficient to pay the debt :—-Held: this was not 
a demonstrative legacy to C., & his debt could only 
be satisfied out of the assets su far as the share of 
Vf. therein would extend.—CoaARD v. HOLDERNESS 
(1856), 22 Beav. 391; 52 KB, R. 1158. 





G15; Affd. 14 A. RR. 723.—CAN, 
Sale in order to pay — legacy 
charged on land.\}---Testator devised to 


about 


tator devised & bequeuthed all his 
realty & personalty to a sole devisee 
& IlIegateo who died before testator. 
Testator, who was illegitimate, died 
without having aitered his will & with- 
out issue. Festator appointed — as 
oxor, a solr. who became a witness to 
the execution of the will, which he had 
prepared :—Held : the fact that the 
whole of  testator’s property was 
devised & bequeathed to a universal 
legatec raised the presumption that 
testator intended only to pive the 
office, & not the beneficial interest in 
his residuary estate to the exor., & the 
exor, held the personalty as trustee for 
the Crown by way of escheat) under 
Real Property Act, 015, 4. 





Re YounG, BROWN tt. HANSEORD, 
{i923} V. I. Ut. 6.—AUS. 
ad. ——-~- jJ— Held: the pro- 





vision made for exors. indicated that 
testator did not iatend them to take 
the residuoc beneticlally ; &, by Trustee 
Act, 1914, 8. 58, they beld the residue 
in trust for the next of kin, who would 
take mpen an intestacy, if there were 
next of kin; &, thore being no next of 
kin, the exors. held for the Crown.— 
Re ASPEL (1918), 42 O. L. R. 191: 13 
O. W. N. 478.—CAN. 


e. Divided between hospitals at 
d& abroad.j}—'leostator domiciled 





the property was given to the exors. in 
trust to convert, & pay certain legacies 
& annuities, &, subject. to these to 
divide the residue as it should become 
free, in equal parts between a hospital 
in Ontario & one in Knugland. Some 
of the funds derived from the English 
proneny beine available for division 
retween the hospital a question as to 
the course which the exors. ought to 
pursue in making the division having 
regard to the rates of exchange arose : 
-—~ TTeld - when the exors, had available 
in England a sum which they desired 
to divide betwoen the hospitals, they 
ought to give one-half of it tu the 
English hospital, & with the other half 
buy Canadian Exchange & pay over 
the proceeda of the draft to the Ontario 
hospital ; & rice versa when tho exors. 
should have funds available in Ontario. 
-- fe Cox (1921), 67 D. L. RR. 187; SL 
O. a. HR. 293.—CAN. 


f. Trust for sale & nat power to sell.) -—- 
DOWLING v. POWER, 5 C. P. 480.--CAN. 


g. -lssent— Specific legacy.) — Al- 
though at law the assent of the exor. 
is necessary to the vesting of a specific 
legacy, in equity he is considered as a 
bare trustoe, & if he refuse his assent 
without cause he may be compelled to 
give it.— ARCHER tv. SEVERN, 12 0. I. 


his daughter a lot of land charged with 
au legacy. The daughter predeceased 
testator, leaving two children to whoun 
the lot descended. On an application 
by the exors. at the instanco of the 
official guardian :—Jleld: it} was the 
duty of the exors. to sell the Jand & pay 
the legacy.--He Eppig, 22 0. R. 556. 


PART VI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 3.-- A. 


k. Payment of legacies — Time for 
pauntent -Right of executor to stipulate 
Jor reduced payment —In_ consideration 
of payment before certain  ttime.j—- 
Reppy tm. Smirnu (1843), 1 GL. T. 0. 8. 

lL. Payment of legacy.]-— CARSON t. 
CARSON, 6 Gr. 368.—CAN. 

m. Leqacy paid without ad- 
munistraiion.J—Ross v. Ross, < Ch. 
Ch. 27.—CAN. 

n. T’riority.|] —Specific & genoral 
legacies take priority over a residuary 
legatce.— DAVISON v. PARKS (Sask.), 
11919) 2 W. W. R. 100; 46 D. L. R. 
259.- -CAN. 

o. What amounts to devise.}—~The 
words, ** I have already given to my son 
J. lot numbered one,’ do not constitute 
a devise.—Dor d, SMIvit wv. 

2 O. Ss. 301.—CAN. 
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Sect. 4.—Duties of representative: Sub-sect. 2, A.) 


1233, —— Specific legacy.}] —- Specific 
legatee is not to abate in proportion with other 
legatces, where there is a deficiency to pay the 
debts.—WEBB v. WEBB (1689), 2 Vern. 110; 23 
E. R. 680. 

1234. ---— --—-,]— Legacy of £1,500 to 
be laid out in land shall be taken as land, but if 
a deficiency of assets, then not specific, but shall 
contribute in pruoportion.—HINTON v. PINKE 
(1719), 1 P. Wms. 539; 24 EB. R. 506, L. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Blower v. Morret (1752), 2 Vos. Sen. 

420; Ashburner v. Macguire (1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 108, 

1235. —-~ Annuity for  life.|—An 
Annuitant for life is not to abate in proportion 
with pecuniary legatees, upon a defect of assets.— 
MAYTIN v. Hormr (1744), Ridg. tenp. H. 206; 27 
i. R. 806, L. C. 

1236, ——- —-—- —- -.]|—Testator gave his wife 
his freehold estate of B., & certain specific chattels ; 
& also an annuity for her life, charged upon all 
his real estates, except B., with power of distress 
for the same, the first payment thereof to be made 
on the Ist of May or Nov. which should first 
happen after his decease. Ie then charged his 
debts upon his real estates, except B., in aid of his 
personal estate; & gave an annuity to his sister, 
in similar terms to those used respecting that 
given to his wife. JTe next gave several pecuniary 
legacies to nieces & others, to be paid by his 
trustees, as soon as convenient after his decease, 
out of the residue of his personal estate, & in 
deficiency thereof, to be raised & paid by them, 
as they should think proper, out of his real estates, 
except B., & he charged the same therewith. He 
lastly gave two annuities to his servants, in similar 
terms to those used respecting the preceding 
annuities. 

The personal estate was insufficient to pay the 
debts & legacies; the real estate was insufficient 
to pay the annuities & legacies :—Held : upon the 
true construction of the provisions of the will, as 
to the real estate, the annuities were entitled to 
priority over the legacies.—-CREED v. CREED (1841), 
11 Cl. & Fin. 491; 8 Jur. 943; 8 E. R. 1187, EL L. 
_Jnnotations :——Consd. Paget v. Huish (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 

663; Poole v. Heron (1873), 42 L. J. Ch. 348. Refd. 

Conron v. Conron (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 168; #te Briggs, 

Brigeys v. George (1881), 45 L. T. 249; Ze Saunders- 

Davies, Suunders-Davies v. Saunders-Davics (1887), 34 

Ch. D. 482. Mentd. Patching v. Barnett (1881), 51 L. J. 

Ch. 743 Bristol Corpn. v. Virgin, (1928) 2 K. B. 622. 

1237. ~——— Legacy of sum in hands of 
testator’s agent. |—Legacy to A. of £12,000, & to B. 
of £1,000, the latter sum directed to be paid out of 
money in the hands of testator’s agent. At the 
time of testator’s death there was a sufficient fund 
in the agent’s hands to answer this legacy ; but 
the gencral assets did not extend to the payment, of 
both. Legatee of the £4,000 :--/leld: entitled 
to be paid by priority.—ACTON v. ACTON (18186), 
1 Mer. L783; 305 K. RR. 611. 
wAnnotations :-—Consd. Crecd +. Creed (1844), 11 Cl. & Fin. 

491; dtobinson v. Geldard (1852), 3 Mac. & G. 735; 

Tempest v. Tempest (1856), 2 K. & J. 635. Refd. Livesay 

v. Redfern (1836), 2 Y. & C. lex. 90. 

1238. —--— ~~ Residuary legacy.|-—Testatrix 
gave several life annuities & directed funds to be 
invested, producing an income sufficient to mect 
them. She bequeathed the residue of her estate, 
‘“‘including the fund set apart to answer the 
annulties when & so soon as such annuities shall 
respectively cease,’ to J. The estate was only 
sufficient to pay about 5s. in the pound on the 
legacies & the values of the life annuities, & 
under an order of the ct. the sums apportioned 
to the valucs of the life annuities were invested, 
& the dividends paid to the annuitants. On 
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the death of one of the annuitants, J. applied for 
ayment to him of the fund of which that annuitant 
had been receiving the income :—Held: J. had 
only the ordinary rights of a residuary legatce, & 
could take nothing until the legacies & annuities 
had all becn paid in full, & his application must be 
dismissed.—Re T'ooTaL’s EstaTE, HANKIN v. KKIL- 
BURN (1876), 2 Ch. D. 628; 24 W. J. 1031, C. A. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Hichens v». Hichens (1876), 36_L. T. 8. 
Distd. Gee v. Mahood (1878), 9 Ch. D. 151, Refd. Mac- 
donald v. Irvine (1878), 8 Ch. D. 101; Me Green, Baldock 
v. Green (1888), 40 Ch. D. 610. 


1239. Provision for abatement in 
will.]|—Testatrix bequeathed numerous legacies 
& annuities, which she charged on her personal 
estate, & gave the residue of her personal estate 
to W., & desired it to be understood that she made 
W. sole residuary legatee in consideration of his 
having a very large family of children. By a 
codicil testatrix directed that should the income 
from the residue of her personal estate, calculated 
at the rate of £4 per cent. per annum, be insufficient 
to meet all the annuities in full, cach of the 
pecuniary lIegatees above £100 should abate pro 
rata in order to enable her exors. or residuary 
legatee to raise a further sum, & from the income 
or interest thereof to make up such deficiency. 
The income of the residuary estate proved 
insufficient to mect the annuitics in full :—ZHeld: 
the lagacies above £100 must abate permanently, 
& the deficiency fund went to the residuary 
legatee.— HICHENS v. HICHENS (1876), 36 L. T. 8 ; 
25 W. 1. 249, 

1240. - -~—~.|—Testatrix gave legacies 
of £100 to each of her exors. & trustees & then 
bequeathed all her plate, jewellery, ornaments, 
china, & other household effects to two specific 
legatees absolutely. The whole of her residuary 
property of every kind she devised, bequeathed & 
appointed to her trustees upon trust to sell & out 
of the proceeds first, to pay her funeral & testa- 
mentary expenses, debts, & the legacy duty ; 
secondly, to appropriate & set apart two sums of 
£4,000 & £2,000 to be held upon certain trusts for 
life & then over; & thirdly, to pay a number of 
pecuniary legacies, including one of £600; & 
testatrix declared that should her residuary 
personal estate be insufficient to pay all the 
legacies then the legacy of £600 should be reduced 
to £500 ; & every legacy & annuity was bequeathed 
free of legacy duty. ‘There was a deficiency in 
the estate:—IHeld: (i) there were suflicient 
indications in the will that testatrix intended the 
distribution of her estate to be in accordance with 
the priorities mentioned, & the settled legacies 
must be paid in full before all the other pecuniary 
legacies ; (11) the legacy of £600 must be reduced 
to £500, & this reduced legacy, plus the duty, must 
abate pro rata with the other postponed legacies, 
including those to the exors.—Re LEAcH, MILNic 
v. DAUBENY, [1923] 1 Ch. 161; 92 L. J. Ch. 225; 
128 1.. T. 525; 67 Sol. Jo. 198. 

1241. —— -- Personal legacies —Legacies to 
charities.) —Testator bequeathed certain personal 
legacies, & continued, “ after making provision 
for the above-mentioned sums, I direct ” certain 
legacies to be paid to charities. The estate was 
insufficient to pay all the legacies in full :—Held: 
the personal legacies had priority over the charities. 
-~Re OLIVIER, HAMiInL v. Rusconi (1912), 56 
Sol. Jo. 613, C. A. 

1242. Settled legacies.|—Iic Lacu, 
MILNE v. DAUBENY, No. 1240, ante. 

1243. Depreciation of securities.|—-Legacics 
to infants at twenty-one, if placed out in 
annuities. & those annuities sink in point of value ; 
infants not bound to accept those annuities in full 
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satisfaction of their legacies.—AtLcocKk v. FB as 

(1780), 2 Dick. 678; 21H. 806 Ce 
——-~.]—See Execu rors, Vol. X XIII., pp. 416— 

427, Nos. 4880-4981, 

1244. Legacies to debtors—-Whether debt re- 
leased.] — An illegitimate son of testator was 
entitled to a legacy of £1,000 under testator’s will, 
made in 1883. Some few years before his death 
testator had advanced the legatee £500, which 
was to have been repaid by instalments lasting 
over some years. No part of the £500 had, in 
fact, ever been repaid. The legatec now contended 
that the debt had been released, as testator had 
constantly mentioned the loan in letters to the 
legatee as being wholly lost to testator, & testator 
had continued down to the time of his death to 
pay the legatee an allowance without making any 
kind of deduction from it :—Held: the law on the 
case was correctly & concisely stated in ‘‘ Williams 
on Executors ”’ in these words—‘‘ Where a creditor 
bequeaths a legacy to his debtor, & either does not 
notice the debt or mentions it in such a manner as 
to leave his intention doubtful, & after his death 
the securities for the debt, if any exist, are found 
uncancelled, the cts. of equity do not consider the 
legacy to the debtor as necessarily or even primd 
facie a release or extinguishment of the debt.’’—— 
QUIN v. SEFI (1884), 1 T. L. R. 49. 

-——.]—-See Iixecurors, Vol. XXIII., 
435-441, Nos. 5056 5109. 

1245. Legacies to infant—-Maintenance of infant 
—-Out of income of legacy.|-—The interest of small 
legacies ordered to be paid to the mother for 
maintenance upon his aflidavit that the father 
was abroad in very embarrassed circumstances.— 
WALKER v. SHORE (1808), 15 Ves. 122; 33 1. RR. 
701, 1. C. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Taylor rv. Martindale (1842), 1 Y. & 
C. Ch. Cas. Gd8 5) Evans v. Jones (1816), 2 Coll. 516; 
King v. Cullen (2848), 2 De G. & Sm. 2562; TWarvey v. 
Stracey (1852), 1 Drew. 7335) Baldwin rv. Rogers (1853), 3 
De G, M. & G@. 649; Noathway vr. Reed (1853), 3 De G. M,. 


& G18, 
Vol. XNIIT., 


pp- 


See JeXECuUrToRS, 
Nos. 5169-5327. 

1246. Refunding of legacies—Right of executor 
to refund—Assets becoming deficient.)— Dan v. 
WHEATLEY (1837), Donnelly, 2223; 47 H.R. 33d, 
L. ¢. 

1247. —-—- Right of legatee to refund—-Payment 
to wrong person.|—'Testator bequeathed. the sum 
of £4,000 capital stock in the 8 per cent. consols, or 
in whatever of the Govt. funds the same should 
be found invested :—Held: this was a specific 
legacy; & the exor. having paid one dividend on 
the stock, which became due within a year after 
testator’s death to the residuary legatee, must 
refund to the specific legatee.— HOSKING  v. 
NICHOLLS (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 478; 11 
I. J. Ch. 280; 6 Jur. 386; 62 H.R. 979. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Davies «. Fowler (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 

308. Refd. fe Pratt, Pratt ¢. Pratt, (1894) 1 Ch. 491. 

——--.]|-~—See Execurons, Vol. XN XIII., pp. 427- 
434, Nos. 4982-5050. 

1248. Interest & accretlons—Contingent lega- 
cles.|—Devise of an Kast India bond to be paid 
at twenty-one or marriage, & if the legatee 
died before it was devised over, the interest shall 
wait on the principal, & not go to the exor.—Hunr 
v. STONE (1729), Mos. 210; 25 1. R. 354, L. C. 

1249. —---,|—-A bequest of a vested legacy, 
directed to be paid at twenty-one or marriage, & 
subject to be divested by death before those events, 
testator not being in loco parentis, does not carry 
interest until the time for payment.— Me BULLEN’Ss 
Trust (1865), 12 L. T. 763. 

1250. -_—- Right to intermediate income.|— 


pp. 
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Testator ordered his trustees, out of certain funds, 
to pay to his wife, what should be to be returned to 
her of her portion ; & to invest the residue in funds 
to pay her the interest for life, then to pay the 
interest to his niece for life, then to pay the 
principal to her children, if any, if not to the 
younger children of H. W. W. if any, if not to deft. 

W. W., & gave the residue of his effects to his wife. 

The niece & nephew had neither of them children. 

The intermediate interest, from the death of the 

niece to that of the nephew, shall not follow the 

principal, but fall into the residue, & go to the wife’s 
exor., aS personal estate of testator undisposed of. 

—WYNDHAM v. WYNDHAM (1789), 3 Bro. C. C. 58 ; 

29 HK. 1. 407, T.. C. 

«Annotations :—Apld. Shawe vr. Cunliffe (1792), 4 Bro. GC. C. 
144; Harris v. Lloyd (1825), Turn. & R. 310. Consd. 
Drew v. Killick (1847), 1 De G. & Sm, 266. Apld. Hodgson 
v. Bective (1863), 2 New Rep. 269; Guthrie v. Walrond 
(L883), 22 Ch. D. 573. Refd. Stono v. Harrison (1846), 2 


Coll. 715. 

1251. -—— -|—Where a_ legacy 
depends on a contingency, the intermediate 
interest between the death of the tenant for life 
& the contingency happening does not follow in 
principal, but falls into residue.—SNAWE v. CUN- 
LIFFE (1792), 4 Bro. C. C. 144; 29 KE. RR. 822. 
Annotations :—Apld. TWarris v. Lloyd (1823), Turn. & M. 

310. Folld. Guthrie « Walrond (1883), 22 Ch. D. 573. 

Refd. Stone v. Harrison (1816), 2 Coll. 715; Cunningham 

Murray (1847), 1 De G. & Sin. 366; Drew v. Killick 

(1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 266; Fullerton v. Martin (1860), 1 

Drew. & Sm. 31. Mentd. Tucker v. Tucker (1833), 2 

L. J. Kk. 2B. 143; Pigott v. Wilder (1858), 26 Beav. 90. 

1252. .j— Legacy in trust for 
the children of A. to be equally divided between 
them with bencfit of survivorship & a provision 
for maintenance out of the interest, A. having 
no children at the death of testator :—IHeld : 
afterborn children would take, & the interest till 
the birth of a child fell into the residue.—HAnRnris 
v. LLOYD (1823), Turn. & R. 310; 37 E.R. 1119, 
L. ce, 

Annotations :-~- Refd. Bagley v. Mollard (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 
581: Stone «. Harrison (1846), 2 Coll. 715; Drew a. 
Killick (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 266. Mentd. Dover v. 
Alexander (1813), 2 Hare, 275; fe Overhill's Trust 
(1853), 1 Sm. & CG. 562; Re Williams’ Will (1861), 10 
I. T. 405: Crook vr. Hill (1869), 38 L. J. Ch. 579; Dorin 
vr. Dorin (1875), L. R. 7 H. L. 568. 

1253. ---- -—-—- -----.]|—Testator gave legacics 
out. of asum of stock to the grandchildren named in 
his will on their attaining the age of twenty-one ; 
é& if any of them should die under twenty-one, 
their portion to be equally divided among such of 
them as should attain twenty-one; but if the 
whole of his grandchildren should die under that 
age, then he gave the interest of the sum of stock 
to the father of the grandchildren for his life, & 
after his decease the principal, as therein 
mentioned :—Held: the grandchildren were cn- 
titled to the interest during their minority.—— 
Boppy v. DAWES (1836), 1 Keen, 362; 6 L. J. Ch. 
145; 48 i. RR. 346. 
winnotations :-—Retd. Fexting vr. Allon (1844), 5 Hare, 573 ; 

Dundas v. Wolfe Murray (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 425; fe 

Judkin’s Trusts (1884), 50 L. T. 200. 

1254, -—--—- From when computed.'—Interest of 
legacies to be computed from a year after testator’s 
death: unless some other time appointed by 
testator, but he cannot make exor. answer interest 
beyond what the law has done.—-HUTCHEON v, 
MANNINGTON (1791), 1 Ves. 866; 4 Bro. C. C. 
491,n.; 30 EF. R. 388, LC. 

Annotations -~ Consd. Sitwell v. Bernard (1801), 6 Ves. 520 ; 
Kirkpatrick ». Bedford, Bedford v, Kirkpatrick (1878), 
4 App. Cas. 96. Refd. lwin v. Kiwin (1803), 8 Ves. 547 ; 
Gaskell «. Harman (1805), 11 Ves. 489; Bernard r. 
Mountague (1816), 1 Mer. 422; Noel v, Henley (1819), 
7 Price, 241; Law v. Thompson (1827), 4 Russ, 92: Stair 
®. MacGill (1827), 1 Bu. N. S. 662; Clifton » Cockburn 
(1834), 3 My. & K. 76; Minors v. Battison (1876), 1 App. 
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& B.] 

Cas. 428: JZte Collison, Collison v. Barber (1879), 12 Ch. D. 

834; Johnson v. Crook (1879), 12 Ch. D. 639; Bubb v. 

Padwick (1880), 13 Ch. D. 5173; Re Chaston, Chaston r. 

Sengo (1881), 18 Ch. 1). 218; Re Wilkins, Spencer vr. 

Duckworth (1881), 18 Ch. D. 634 ; Re Campbell, Campbell 

». Campbell, (1893]3 Ch. 468. Mentd. Rammell». Gillow 

(1845), 15 I, J. Ch. 35; Martin v. Martin (1866), L. R. 

2 Ea 404; He Sampson, Sampson ». Sampson, (1896) 1 

Ch. 630; Jee Goulder, Goulder », Goulder, [1905] 2 Ch. 100. 

——~- —~—~,]---See, also, EXEcUTORS, Vol. XXIII, 
pp. 406-414, Nos. 4765-4852. 

1255. Interest by way of maintenance— 
Legacy to grandchild or natural child.]—No interest: 
by way of maintenance upon a legacy simply to a 
grandchild or a natural child.—PERRY ». WHITE- 
HEAD (1801), 6 Ves. 544; 31 EB. R. 1187, 1. ©. 
fu eon :-- Refd. Errington », Chapman (1805), 12 Vea. 





1256. --—- Debts remaining unpaid.] —Smaq, 
v. WiInaG, No. 1261, post. 

1257. ——— Whether interest payable out of real 
or personai estate---Construction of will.|—C. by 
his will devised to trustees all his real estates for 
a term of five hundred years, upon trust, if there 
should be issue of his marriage, to raise & pay 
to his wife during her life an annuity of £2,000 in 
addition to a provision of £400 a year made for 
her by the will of his father, but in satisfaction of 
dower. The further trusts of this term were to 
raise portions for younger children, with provisions 
for maintenance; & in case of a deficiency of 
personal estate to pay debts & the legacies given 
by the will, to raise after the death of his wife, 
by sale, etc., of the term, such sum as should be 
sufficient to discharge the legacies, etc. : & subject 
to the term, he limited the estates to his first & 
other sons in tail male, reinainder to his daughters, 
in tail general; & in default of such issue, to his 
wife for her life in lieu of dower, & in satisfaction 
of all provision by his own or his father’s will ; 
with remainders over. ‘Testator then gave to M., 
his wife’s sister, £1,000 to be paid within one year 
after his death, with interest at. 5 per cent. until 
paid ; & £3,000 to be laid out in the public funds 
upon trust, to pay the interest to the separate use of 
Q., a married sister of his wife, & the principal to 
the use of her children at her death. He then 
bequeathed to divers persons, his kinsmen & 
others, a great number of pecuniary legacies of 
various amounts, but only in the event of his 
dying without. issue living at his death; & many 
of these Jegacies were limited for life interests to 
parents, with remainder to children. Finally, 
testator by his will gave a legacy of £2,000 in trust 
for acharity, & £2,000 to his wife, which he directed 
should be paid to her in any event, & in preference 
to all other legacies, except the charitable bequest, 
with interest from his decease, at 5 per cent. He 
then directed “that all the legacies by his will 
bequeathed, should from the time when they should 
respectively become payable, bear interest at the 
rate of 5 per cent., & he raised & paid accordingly ; 
that his funeral & administration expenses, & the 
charitable bequest, should be paid out of the pro- 
duce of his personal estate; that the residue 
thereof should be applied in payment. of his debts, 
& the other legacies which should take effect & 
become payable under his will; & in case his 
personal estate should be insufficient for that pur- 
pose, he charged the lands, etc., comprised in the 
term, with the payment of such debts & legacies, & 
directed the trustees to raise same, pursuant to 
the trusts vested in them for that purpose ”’ ; 
& subject to the payment of such debts & legacies, 
testator bequeathed the residue of his personal 
estate to his wife. Testator died without leaving 
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issue. The personal estate was deficient. & after 
application of the rents, etc. of the real estates 
comprised in the term to supply the panacea 
including interest upon the legacies, there would 
be a surplus of rents amounting to £83,400 to which 
the widow as tenant for life under the will would 
have been entitled :—-Held : the interest upon the 
legacies was payable out of the real cstate, during 
the lite of the wife.—MILLTOWN (HARL) v. TRENCH 
(1837), 11 Bl. N.S.1; 4 01. & Fin. 276; 61H. R. 
236, H. L. 

Heaton -—Refd. Massy v. Lloyd (1863), 10 H. lL. Cas. 





1258. - Abatement of legacies.]|—Testator 
bequeathed his personal estate to trustees upon 
trust to place out so much money in the funds as 
would produce a yearly suin of £100 to be paid to 
his wife, & then to place out the further sum of 
£2,120 upon the like securities, & pay the dividends 
of part thereof to W. for life, & afterwards to his 
children, & the remainder of the £21,120 to other 
persons named; & testator declared that in case 
his estate should not be sufficient to pay the legacies 
in full previousl; to the death of his wife, then such 
legacies should only be paid in part during the life 
of his wife, & the same should be made up after 
her decease. The estate proved to be insufficient 
to pay the legacies in full during the life of testator’s 
wife: - field: the legatees were only entitled to 
interest upon the unpaid portion of their legacies 
from the time at which the remainder should be 
capable of being paid up.-- HOLMES tv. CRISPR 
(1849), 18 J. J. Ch. 439. 

1259. --—— Direction to pay debts of another— 
Debts owing by deceased brother ‘‘ at time of his 
death ’’——Interest not paid.]|— Direction in a will 
to pay & discharge all the just & lawful debts 
owing by a deceased brother at the time of his 
death :—Held: upon the terms of the will, & 
looking to the circumstance the brother had been 
dead about forty years at the date of the will, 
to comprise debts, but not interest..--ASKEW 1. 
THOMPSON (1858), 4 K. & J. 620; 70 H.R. 257. 
sigh -—Mentd. Carey rv. Cuthbert (1873), 22 W. WR, 


1260. Right of legatee to share in increase 
of funds.]—'Testator by his will gave his real & 
residuary personal estate upon trust for sale & 
conversion, & as to the sum of £20,000, part of the 
trust moneys, upon trust for his son C. for life, 
with remainder to (.’s children, giving the residue 
of the trust moneys between his other two sons, & 
giving his trustees a discretionary power to post- 
pone the sale & conversion of the estate so long as 
seemed to them expedient. 

The trustee, who was one of the residuary 
legatees, neither paid nor appropriated funds to 
meet the legacy of £20,000, but retained the trust 
estate in its original state of investment, mean- 
while paying C. interest at 4 per cent. upon the 
amount of the legacy. The investments of the 
estate having risen considerably in value, ©. & 
his children, more than ten years after the death of 
testator, claimed to participate in the increase of 
value, on the ground that the trustee, being a 
residuary legatee, could not retain profits caused 
by his own default :-~/feld : the residuary legatees 
must be treated as owners of the estate, subject 
to a charge thereon of the legacy, & C. & his 
children were only entitled to the amount of their 
legacy with interest at 4 per cent. from the end 
of the year after the death of testator.—e 
CAMPBELL, CAMPBELL v. CAMPBELL, [1893] 3 Ch. 
468; 62 L. J. Ch. 878; 69 L. T. 134. 

.} — See Executonrs, Vol. XXITII., pp. 








1405-416, Nos. 4754-4879, 


Part VI.—EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS. 


1261. Payment of legacies—Mode of payment.] 
—A. gives his daughter B. a legacy of £1,000 to be 
raised out of the rents & profits of his estate, after 
payment of his debts, but without mentioning any 
particular time of payment. This legacy will not 
carry interest while any of testator’s debts remain 
unsatisfied, nor will the ct. direct it to be raised 
by a sale ‘of any part of the estate.—SMALL v. 
ae (1730), 56 Bro. Parl. Cas. 66; 2 E. R. 537, 


Annotations :—Consd. Bornard v. Mountagne (1816), 1 Mer. 
423, Distd. Motealfo v. Hutchinson (1875), 45 L. J. Ch. 
210. Refd. Astloy v. Essex (1871), 6 Ch. App. 898. 


1262, ——. .|—Testator directs a sum of 
4 per cent. bank annuities to be invested in the 
names of his exors., in trust to accumulate during 
the life of his daughter, & after her death, to be 
transferred to her children; at the date of his will 
he was possessed of a large sum of old 4 per cent. 
bank annuities, & also of a small sum of new 
reduced 4 per cent. bank annuities; the former 
stock was converted in testator’s lifetime into 
34 per cent. stock :—Held: the trustees were 
bound to purchase the specified amount of a stock 
bearing 4 per cent. interest, & the legacy would not 
be satifised by purchasing the speciticd amount of 
34 per cent. stock.--BANKS uv. SLADEN (1830), 





Tamil. 407; 1 Russ. & M. 216; 8 L. J. O. S. Ch. 
101; 48 E.R, 162. 
1263. —---- ---~.] —Testatrix gave to her exors, 


such a sum of money as, at her decease, would 
purchase £2,500 3 per cents. .» & directed them to 
invest it in their naines, & to pay the dividends to 
A. for life. She then gave several pecuniary 
legacies, & directed all the above-named legacies 
to be paid within three months after her death. 
The exors. were unable to get in the assets until 
four years after testatrix’s death, at which time 
the 3 per cents. had risen: -Held: the direction 
for payment of the legacies did not apply to the 
first bequest; but A. was entitled to have the full 
sum of £2,500 stock purchased, & to be paid the 
amount of the dividends from testatrix’s death.— 
OWDEN v. CAMPBELL (1837), 8 Sim. 551; 9 6 
L. J. Ch. 811; 59. RR. 218. 

1264. -— Time for payment.] — Ceneral 
legatee of ‘‘the sum of £—-—-~ Long Annuities,” 
held not entitled to dividends accruing before the 
expiration of a year from testator’s decease. 
COLLYEK v. ASHBURNER (1818), 2 De G. & Sm. 404 ; 
G4 HK. RR. 18. 

1265. —-— - -—.}—/te DRINKWATER, 
WATER v. FIELD (1898), 42 Sol. Jo. 212. 


B. Classification. 

See, also, ExEcurorS, Vol. XXIII., pp. 384- 
388, Nos. 4546-4590. 

1266. Whether general, specific or demon- 
Strative.|—-If it be doubtful on the words of a will 
whether a specific or general legacy is given, the 
rule of the ct. is to lean to the construction which 
makes the legacy general; but this rule does not 
involve the proposition that the ct. is to address 
itself to the construction of a will with any pre- 
possession one way or the other.— SAYER v. SAYER, 





DRINK- 


PART VI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 2.---B. with the 

1266 1. Whether general, specific or 
demonstratire.}—-In cases of doubt the 
ct. should lean towards the view that a 
legacy is demonstrative rather than 


Bpecific.—In the Will of ADAM, McLRAN = 24 Gr. 422.—-CAN 








{nuterest. 
survive thom, his next heir shall become 
inheritor ”’ -—-Held : 
of the money & interest which vested 
preaently.—-FULTON v, FULTON (1876), 
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INNES v, SAYER (1849), as reported in 7 Hare, 
377; 68 E. R. 156; on appeal (1851), 3 Mac. & G. 
606, L. C. 

Annotations :—-Mentd. Minchin v. Minchin (1871), 19 W. BR. 





993 ; Ize IIuddleston, Bruno v. Kyston, [1894] 3 Ch. 595. 

1267. .|—COARD v. HOLDERNESS, No. 1232, 
ante. 

1268. Bequest of stock.]—Testatrix, after 





giving certain legacies, as to £1,800 consols, & 

£300 long annuities, & all moncys to which she 

had the power of appointment, under a deed of 

1815, & all the residue of her personal estate, 

bequeathed & appointed the same to trustees 

upon certain trusts:—Held: the gift of the 

consols & long annuities was specific.—KAMPF v. 

Jones (1837), 2 Keen, 756; 7 L. J. Ch. 63; 1 

Jur. 814; 48 If. R. 821. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Lassenco v. Tierney (1819), 2 H. & 
Tw.115; Harvey v. Stracey (1852), 1 Drew. 73 ; Churchill 
aang ee L. R. 5 Kq. 443; Cooke v. Cooke (1887), 
1269. —-——.] —- Testatrix bequeathed a 

large amount of ‘‘ stock’ legacies, declarin ese 

by the word ‘ stock” she meant Govt. stock 

stock or shares in public cos., to which she might 
be entitled. She had various such stocks & 
shares :—Held: the gifts were specific, & the 
legatees were entitled to a proportionate share of 
each of such stocks & shares.—MEASURE c. CARLE- 

TON (1862), 30 Beav. 538; 54 KE. R. 998. 

1270. Bequest to hospital—‘‘ Divi- 
dends to be divided among four widows.’’|— 
Bequest to an hospital of £3,400 in the 3 per cents., 
the dividends to he divided among four widows, 
this is a pecuniary not a specific legacy.—PETER- 
BOROUGH (Bre.) v. MoRTLOCK (1784), 1 Bro. C. C. 
585 3; 28 E.R. 1301, L. C. 
anotiion :— Refd. Simmons v. Vallance (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 








1271. Part of ’’ certain annuities.] 
—~Testatrix gave nine legacies of £1,000 each, 
part of £14,500 South Sea annuities; & as to the 
residue of the said fund & all other her personal 
estate, including such of the said legacies as should 
lapse by death before they should be transferable, 
upon trust to convert into money such part of 
her residuary personal estate as shall not consist 
of South Sea annuitics, & invest such money with 
any money belonging to her at her decease in 
said fund of South Sea annuities & from time to 
time invest the dividends, etc., of all such South 
Sea annuities as shall constitute her residuary 
personal estate in the same fund till the youngest 
of the said legatees shall, or would, if living, have 
attained twenty-one ; & then to transfer the whole 
of such South Sea annuities to said nine legatees 
equally with such survivorship as their original 
shares, the nine legacies of £1,000 each only are 
specific ;_ the remainder of the South Sea annuities 
is part of the general personal estate.—RICHARD- 
SON v. Brown (1798), 4 Ves. 177; 31 E. R. 91. 

1272, -—-— ——— Smaller amount than possessed 
by testator.|-Legacies of new South Sea annuities 
declared to be pecuniary, not specific; though 
testator had more of that stock than sufficient to 


£250 out of my share in D. estate under 
my father’s ‘will.’ Testator, in the 
events which happened, took no share 
under his father’s will :—Held: tho 
legacy was demonstrative, & was 
accordingly payable out of the testa- 
tor’s residuary estate.—In the Will of 


Should he not 


a specific bequest 








v. ADAM, Saree L. KR. te 3; 27 p. Bequest of stock — Specific 

A L. R. 280; 43 A. Tn DT. 57.-- sum in certain stock.}—Re Warren apse McLEAN v, ADAM, [1921] 
s. ea 54 0. LU. R. 433,—CAN. — oe ny ie Ua aaa R. 280; 43 
gree if. .}—~Testator bequeathed —--- Bequest of particular sum-— Do 

He moncy in the Bank of Commerce “ Out of my share in D. estate under my Yr. ied ai pron 


“HH. F., son of C. & F., when he 
eee: of ago, to receive it in full 


father’s will.’’}—Testator b 
bequeathed to his sister “ the sum of 


sory  note.}—Testator 


his will ee his 
bequeathed a legacy in the een 


296 


Sect. 4.—Duties of representative: Sub-sect. 2, B.] 


ay them.—SIMMONS v. VALLANCE (1793), 4 
sro. ©. C. 345; 29 I. R. 927. 

1273. —-—— §* £100 long annuities cape 
—Legacy of £100 Long Annuities stock: hel 
upon the context of the will & the terms of the 
gift as compared with those of the other bequests 
& upon the evidence of the state of the funded 
property to be pecuniary & not specific.—A.-G. v. 
GROTE (1827), 2 Russ. & M. 699; 39 KE. R. 561, 
L. C.; reveg. (1817), 3 Mer. 316. 


Annotations :--Distd. Colpoys v. Colpoys (1822), Jac. 451. 
Consd. Boys v. Williams (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 689; Gordon 
vo. Dut? (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 662 ;_ Re Grainger, Dawson 
”% Higgins, [1900] 2 Ch. 756. Refd. Warren v. Postle- 
thwaite (1845), 2 Coll. 108 ; Horwood v. Griffith (1853), 2 
aya R. 71. entd. Hart v. Tulk (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 


1274. ——— Particular amount prosessed by 
testator.J)—A. by his will bequeaths to his two 
daughters A. & FE. £2,702 3s. capital stock in the 
bank of England, & £2.000 sterling capital stock 
in the English East India co., to be equally divided 
between them; after making his will he sold 
£702 38. of the bank stock. The ct. held that 
testator having the stock at the time he madc his 
will, he meant to give that very individual stock, & 
the sale of part afterwards was an ademption pro 
tanto.— JEFFREYS v. JEFFREYS (1743), 3 Atk. 120 ; 
26 E.R. 878; affd. (1744) 3 Atk. at p. 124, l. C. 
Annotations :—N.F. Re Willeocks, Warwick v. Willcocks, 
Refd. Simmons v. Vallance (1793), 4 











[1921) 2 Ch. 327. 

Bro. C. C, 345. 

1275. —— .—RoGERS v. CLARKE 
(1838), Coop. Pr. Cas. 376; 47 E. R. 552. 

1276. --—- ~————-.]—The bequest of a surn 
of stock in pounds, shillings, & pence, being the 
exact amount of the stock testator possesses at the 
date of his will, is a general legacy, unless there is 
something else on the face of the will to indicate 
that testator intended it to be specific.—Z?e 
WILLCOCKS, WARWICK v. WILLCOCKS, [1921] 2 
Ch. 327; 91 L. J. Ch. 27; 126 L. T. 863 eub nom. 
Re WILcocks, WARWICK v. WILCOCKS, 65 Sol. Jo. 
793. 

1277. —— Specific sum in certain stock— 
‘*Or in whatever funds same should be found 
vested.’’]——HOSKING v. NICHOLLS, No. 1247, ante. 

1278. —-—- -—-— ‘** Now standing in my 
name.’’|--A legacy of £10,000 Consols ‘‘now 
standing in my name :—#Held: from the context 
of the will, not to be specific. —AUTHER v. AUTHER 
(1843), 13 Sim. 422; 1L. T. O. S. 106; 7 Jur. 
410; 60 E. R. 164, 

1279. —-— ---—~— Direction for purchase out of 
residue—In case of deficiency.|—-A bequest of 
£5,000 consols, with a direction that, if testatrix 
should not have sufficient stock to answer the 
legacy, her exors. should, out of her residuary 
estate, purchase enough to make up the deficiency : 
—Held: to create a specific, & not a merely 
demonstrative, legacy. — TOWNSEND v. MARTIN 
(1849), 7 Hare, 471; 68 EK. R. 1943 subsequent 
proceedings, sub nom. CoLr v. MILES (1852), 10 
Hare, 179. 

Annotation :—Refd. Cole +. Miles (1852), 10 Hare, 179. 

1280. Money testator ‘‘ might have ”’ 
in annuities.|——(1) Where, in a residuary gift, 
specific property is bequeathed, the bequest may 
nevertheless be specific as to that particular 
property though general as to the rest. 




















words, “J give & bequeath unto my referred to. 
sister, C., $900.00, which I authorise & 
direct my truetee to pay by the cancella- 
tion of a promissory note for that 
amount madc by my said sister in 
favour of myself.’”’ There never had 
been a promissory note such as that 


There 
note for $900 by C.’s husband in favour 
of testator :—Held: 
not a specific legacy of the note to 
be cancelled & delivered 

was a demonstrative legacy 
primarily from the source inc 


WILLS. 


(2) Testator bequeathed his Consols to A., & 
directed his exors. to sell all such parts of his 
estate & effects as should not consist of ready 
money or money in the funds, & ‘‘to stand 
possessed of the moncys to arise thereby, with such 
ready money & the money he might have in the 
long annuities, upon trust’”’ for A., B. & C.:— 
Held: the long annuities were specifically be- 
queathed, & not liable to contribute towards the 
payment of general legacies.—MILLS v. BROWN 
(1855), 21 Beav. 1; 52 EK. R. 758. 


Annotation :-—As to (1) Refd. #te Tootal’s Estate, Hankin tv. 
Kilburn (1876), 2 Ch. D. 628. 


1281. ---— Power of appointment over 
Government stock.]—A married woman who had 
a power of appointment over a fund invested in 
Government stock, by her will gave legacies of 
specified suis of the fund :—-Held: the legacies 
were specific, & carried interest from her death.— 
DAVIES v. FOWLER (1873), L. R. 16 Hq. 308; 43 
L. J. Ch. 90; 20 L. T. 285. 
soa) :—Mentd. /J?e King, Travers v. Kelly, {1904] 1 


1282. Greater amount than possessed 
by testator.|—Testator by his will dated five days 
before his death, gave ‘‘ all those my 7,000 dollars 
payable to me or the produce thereof,” in trust for 
his sisters. Ie died possessed of twenty dollars 
in gold & 6,800 dolars in United States 5/20 Bonds. 
The 5/20 Bonds having been sold by the exor., 
produced 7,863 dollars :—-Held: the gift was a 
good specific gift of the 6,800 dollars in 5/20 Bonds 
or the produce thereof.—PALIN v. BROOKS (1878), 
48 L. J. Ch. 191; 26 W. 1. 877. 

1283. -——--- On trust for sale & distribu- 
tion between certain charities.|—'Testator, by will 
made in 1887, gave to trustees £10,000 New 3 per 
cent. Bank annuities upon trust to apply the 
dividends in making certain payments to his 
wife during her life, & after her death upon trust. 
for sale & distribution between certain charities. 
By a codicil made in 1891, testator, after reciting 
the above gift & that the bank annuities had been 
converted into 2? per cent. Consols, bequeathed 
to his trustees £15,000 23 per cent. Consols then 
standing in his name, upon trust to apply the 
dividends in making the payments to his wife 
directed by his will; & he further directed that, 
in addition to those payments, his trustees should 
out of such dividends during the life of his wife 
make further annual payments to the charities 
thercin mentioned, & in all other respects con- 
firmed his said will. Testator survived his wife, 
& died in 1894: //leld: the bequest to the 
charities by the will had not been revoked by the 
codicil, the legacy was demonstrative, not specific. 
—Re HOWELL-SHEPHERD, CHURCHILE vv. ST. 
GEORGE’S HospiTat, [1894] 3 Ch. 6495 sub atom. 
Rte SHEPHERD, CHURCHILE v. ST. GEORGE'S 
Hospitrat, 64 L. J. Ch. 42; 71 1L.7T.516; 43 W.R. 
95; 8&8 R. 735. 

1284. Debenture stock ‘‘ in ’’ certain 
railways.|—A gift of ‘ 2,000 4 per cent. debenture 
stock in the Argentine Great: Western Railway ”’ 
is a general & not a specific legacy where there is 
nothing in the context to prevent such a con- 
struction, & therefore it does not carry interest 
from the death of testator.—Re CurRnyY, CURRY v. 
CuRRY (1908), 53 Sol. Jo. 117. 

1285. —--- Particularised in schedule.|— 








ree 

















failing which it was payable out. of the 
general estate.— Re MCINTOSH ESTATE 
(Man.), [1923] 2 W. W. R. 605.—CAN. 


was, however, 8 


the Jeracy was 





t. —— “ Which sum my son 
up, but hag invested for me.’"]—By a general 
Dey nO disposition && settlement  testatrix 

icated, bequeathed her whole estate to ber 


Part VJ.—ExXEcuTors 


Testatrix bequeathed to each of the persons 
named in a schedule to her will ‘‘ the”’ stocks, 
shares & securities, particulars whereof were in the 
schedule set opposite to his or her name. She 
also bequeathed to A. C. S. “the” stocks, shares 
& securities, particulars whereof were set forth in 
another schedule thereto. ‘The first schedule 
comprised Indian investments & included shares 
in a number of industrial concerns in India. The 
other schedule comprised English investments & 
included shares in a number of industrial concerns 
in England. 

Lestatrix was at the date of her will possessed 
of investments corresponding in every detail 
both as to amount & description with the invest- 
ments described in the two schedules :—/Teld: 
the legacies were specific & not general legacies.— 
Rte HAWKINS, PUBLIC TRUSTEE v. SHAW, |1922) 2 
Ch. 569; 91 L. J. Ch. 486; 127 L. T. 488; 66 
Sol. Jo. 612. 

1286. Bequest of residue.] —- ADAMS v. 
Meyrick (1724), 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 271, pl. 13; 21 
K. R. 1039. 

-{nnotations :—Refd. Walker v. Jackson (1743), 2 Atk. 624. 
Mentd. Bicknel v. Page (1740), 2 Atk. 79; Hone v. Med- 
craft (1783), 1 Bro. ©. C. 261; Ancaster v, Mayer (1785), 
1 Bro. C. C. 454; Burton v. Knowlton (1796), 3 Ves. 107. 
1287. - Residuary devise of real estate 

Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26).]|—Semble, every devise of 

lands, whether in particular or general terms, is, 

since above Act came into operation, as it was 
before that period, specific.—PEARMAIN v. TwIss 

(1860), 2 Giff. 130; 29 L. J. Ch. 802; 2 L. TL SL; 

6 Jur. N.S. 387; 8 W. R. 329; 66 E.R. 56. 

Annotations :—Refd. Clark v. Clark (1865), 34 L. J. Ch. 4773 
Gibbins vw Kyden (1869), L. Re 7 iq. 37%, 

1288. —-—— Bank annuities directed to be pur- 
chased out of personal estate.]——Testator, by his 
will, directed £3,920 bank annuities to be pur- 
chased out of his personal estate, for persons 
named in his will, & gave several legacies to other 
persons. The personal estate not being sufficient 
to purchase so much bank annuities, & to pay the 
other legacies, a question arose, whether the bank 
annultics so directed to be purchased were to be 
considered as pecuniary, or specific legacies :— 
Held; the bank annuities so to be purchased were 
to be considered as pecuinary. & not as specific 
legacies.—-GIBBONS v. Hinus (1759), 1 Dick. 824 ; 
21 E.R. 293. 

1289. —---- Bequest of particular sum —‘* Out 
of my reduced bank annuities.’’]—legacy of 
“£1,000 out of my Reduced Bank Annuities *’ :-— 
fleld: pecuniary, the ct. leaning against holding a 
legacy specific, unless clearly intended.—KIRBy 
v. POTTER (1799), 4 Ves. 7483 31 1. R. 387. 
Annotations :—Apld. Davies v. Fowler (1873), L. Re. 16 Jaq. 


308. Refd. Deane v. Test (1803), 9 Ves. 1465 Bothamley 
hag (1875), Iu. RR. 20 Eq. 804; 22e Wait, (1927) 1 Ch. 


1290. ‘* Which said sum is in two 
bills.’’]—Legacy of ‘£5,000 sterling or 50,000 
current rupees,’’ afterwards described as ‘‘ now 
vested in” the Fast India (Co.’s bonds, & some- 
times mentioned as ‘‘the said sum of £5,000 
sterling ’’ :—Held: not specific, but general; as 
a demonstrative legacy ; with a fund pointed out: ; 
a construction to be favoured for a natural child ; 
as giving a provision in all events: the will also 
giving one legacy, clearly specific, viz. the sum of 
£3,348 ‘ which said sum is in two bills ”’ described 




















daughter F., ‘‘ with the exception of to her. 
£300 sterling of mine which my son A. 
has invested for me, & which I do hereby 
leave & bequeath to himself.’’ At the 
date of the settlement A. had in his 
possession a sum of £300 belonging to 


his mother on which he paid interest SCOT. 


This sum 
repaid to ber before her death :—Held : 
the legacy to A. was a specific legacy of 
a sum of £300 in his hands at the date 
of the settlement.—-MACLEAN v. MACc- 
LEAN’S EXECUTRIX, [1908] 8. C. 838.- 
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as then laying for acceptance.—GILLAUME v. AD- 
DERLEY (1808), 15 Ves. 384; 33 i. R. 799, lL. C. 
Annotations :—Consd. Sidcbotham »,. Watson (1853), 11 


Hare, 170. Distd. Re Pratt, Pratt v. Pratt, [1894] 1 Ch. 
491. Refd. Mytton v. Mytton (1874), L. RR. 19 Kq. 30. 


1291. -—- Money received from debtors by 
third person—In hands of third person.]——A legacy 
of £1,000, ‘“‘ being part: of the moneys received by 
J. from my debtor A. G., but not remitted to me,”’ 
is specific.—NELSON v. CARTER (1882), 5 Sim. 530 ; 
58 KE. R. 487. 
cee aed ee Refd. J?e Robe, Slade *. Walpole (1889), 61 

1292, -——— — ** My share of capital in bank- 
ing business.’?]|—Bequest of £10,000 sterling, 
‘being my share of the capital now engaged in 
the banking business,’’ etc.:—Held: to be a 
demonstrative & not a specific legacy.— SPARROW 
v. JOSSELYN (1852), 16 Beav. 185; 51 E.R. 729. 

1293, ——- ‘* Invested in Indian security.’’] 
—Testatrix having £3,000 Kast India Debenture 
Bonds gave a legacy by the following description : 
‘The sum of £3,000 invested in Indian security ”’: 
--Held: not a specific legacy.--MYTTON  v. 
Myron (1874), L. RB. 19 Kq. 80; 44 L. J. Ch. 18 ; 
31 L. 1. 328; 23 W. ht. 477. 

Annotations :—Consd. 7’e Pratt, Pratt vr. Pratt, [1894] 1 Ch. 
491. Refd. Jee Yyler, Tyler 7. Tyler (1891), 65 L. 'T. 367. 
1294. —-- Sum ‘‘now vested in’’ certain 

stock.|—GILLAUME v. ADDERLEY, No. 1290, ante. 

1295. ——— Particular estates guaranteed for 
payment of legacies.|—Testator gave a number of 
Jeyacies, adding: ‘‘ 1 guarantee my estates at C. 
for the payment of the above legacies’: & he, 
in the subsequent part of his will, gave many other 
legacies. The first class of legacies are not specific, 
&, failing the estates at C., are to be borne by the 
general personal estate.-—WILLOX v. HILIODES 
(1826), 2 Russ. 452; 388 I. R. 405, L. C. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Creed v. Creed (1814), 11 CL & Fin. 

491. Refd. Williams v. Hughes (1857), 24 Beav. 474. 

1296. ——-- Bequest of annuity.] — Testatrix 
after making two specific bequests of sums in the 
long annuities, gave the residue of her property, 
all she did or might possess in the funds, copy or 
leasehold estates, to her sisters during their lives ; 
& at the decease of both, to be divided equally 
between her cousins. Testatrix’s estate, after 
satisfying the specific bequests, consisted in part 
of £150 per annum in the long annuities :—Held: 
the sisters were entitled to receive the dividends 
accruing on the long annuities as a specific legacy. 
BETHUNE v. KENNEDY (1835), 1 My. & Cr. 114; 
40 &. R. 320. 


Annotations :—Consd. Lichficld v. Baker (1840), 13 Beav. 
447: Chambers v. Chambers (1846), 15 Sim. 183. Folld. 
Hill v. Hill (1865), 12 L. T. 797. Refd. Vaughan v. Buck 
(1841), 1 Ph. 75; Caldecott o. Caldecott (1842), 1 Y. & 
C. Ch. Cas. 312 ; Cole v. Stutely (1842), 6 Jur. 314 ; Hinves 
vw. Hinves (1844), 3 Hare, 609 ; Sutherland v. Cooke (1844), 
1 Coll. 498: Pickup ». Atkinson (1846), 5 Hare, 624 3; 
Simpson «. Karles (1847), 11 Jur. 921; Burton v. Mount 
(1848), 2 De G. & Sm. 383; House «. Way (1818), 18 
L. J. Ch. 22; Morgan v. Morgan (1851), 14 Beav. 72; 
Mills v. Brown (1855), 21 Beav. 1: Thursby v. Thursby 
(1875), L. R. 19 Kq. 395: Ie Tootals Estate, Hankin v. 
Kilburn (1876), 2 Ch. D. 628; Macdonald r. Irvine (1878), 
8 Ch. D. 101. 


1297. - ~— Charged on particular property 
& ‘‘all residuary personal estate ’’—‘‘Save & 
except ’’? other property.J—Testatrix bequeathed 
an annuity of £100 to her niece for life, & charged 
the same upon her leasehold property in Wirapole 























he subsequently u. Specific distinguished from general 
legucey.|—A_ specific. as distinguished 
from a genera) bequest, must be a 
bequest in terms clearly expressing 
testator's intention that a specific 
article or class of articles, or a specific 
debt or class of debts, or a specific 
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Sect. 4.—Dulies of representative: Sub-sect. 2, B.; 
sub-sect. 3.} 


Street & all & every her residuary personal estate 
& effects whatsoever, save & except her leaschold 
premises at Rh. :—Held: this was a demonstrative 
legacy.— LIVESAY v. KEDFERN (1836), 2 Y. «& ©. 
ix. 90; OL. J. Ex. Eq. 35; 160 E.R. 824. 

an -—Consd. Robinson v. Geldard (1852), 2 Mac. & 


1298. Bequest of money due to testator on 
bond.]—-A gift to A. B. ‘‘ of the sum of £100, which 
said sum is owing to me, by bond, from her 
father ” :—Held: aspocific & not a demonstrative 
legacy.— DAviss v1. Morgan (1839), 1 Beav. 405 ; 
3 Jur. 284; 48 BE. R. 997, 

1299. ---— Bequest of shares—Testator possessed 
of no shares answering description.}—Testator 
having fifteen & a half Leeds & Liverpool Canal 
shares, which by Act of Parliament were to be 
deemed personal estate, bequeathed five & a half 
such canal shares to A., five such shares to B. & 
five such shares to (. There was no description 
or reference in the will to show that testator 
intended to give the particular shares which he 
held at the date of his will. At his death he 
possessed no Leeds & Liverpool Canal shares : 
ffeld: the legacies were general, & not specific. 
ROBINSON v. ADDISON (1840). 2 Beav. 515; 9 
L. J. Ch. 369; 4 Jur. 647; 48 E.R. 1281. 
Annotations :—Refd. Mytton +. Mytton (1871), L. R. 19 Faq. 

30; Re Tyler, Tyler ». Tyler (1891). 65 I. T. 3867 5° Te 

Willcocks, Warwick v. Willeocks, (1921] 2 Ch. 327. 

1300. —— ‘* AS many shares as I shall 
leave children ’’—-More children than shares at 
death.]—'Testator bequeathed as many of his canal 
shares as he should leave children him surviving, 
one of such shares to be in trust for each of his 
children. At the date of his will he had cight 
shares & seven children, & at his death he had ten 
shares & eleven children :—Held: the bequest 
was specific.—MILLER v. LittLe (1840), 2 Beav. 
259; 48 HE. R. 1180. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Bothamley v. Sherson (1875), Tl. R. 20 

Eq. 304. 

1301. —-— —~--- Testator possessed of exact 
number mentioned in will— Shares not referred to 
as being in possession.|—A bequest of shares not 
referred to as being in testator’s possession is not 
necessarily specific because he has the exact 
number mentioned in his will; but a bequest of 
a certain number of Wheal A. shares, & afterwards 
of “all the remaining Wheal A. shares, I may 
hold at the time of my decease,’”’ was held to be 
specific; &, under the same will, bequests of 
shares corresponding with the exact number held 
by testator, & mixed up with bequests clearly 
specific, were held to be specific also.—Hinn tv. 
HILL (1865), 12 J.. 1. 797; 11 Jur. N.S. 806. 














1302, —-~- Mixed with other bequests 
Clearly specific.|— Hin. v. Lita, No. 130), ante. 
1303. Certain number of particular 








Shares—-& ‘‘ all remaining shares ’’ of same kind.] 
—Hiy v. Hin, No. 180), ante. 
1304. —-—— Devise of freehold, copyhold & lease- 
hold property.}—SyMons v. JAmMus, No. 1357, post. 
1805. -—-—- Executors authorised to permit 
persons to carry on business—-Without payment for 
goodwill—Stock to be ascertained by arbitration.|-~- 


kum or sums of money severed from 


by the legatee in specie.—SINCULAIR tv. 


WILLS. 


Testator authorised his exors., in case his nephew 
& clerk “ should elect to carry on his business, to 
permit them to do so without any payment for 
goodwill ’’; the value of the stock was to be 
acsertained by arbitration, & to be payable by 
instalments within ten years :—-Held: this con- 
ferred a right on the nephew & clerk, as specific 
legatecs, & not a mere discretion on the exors.— 
FRYER v. WARD (1862), 31 Beav. 602; 32 L. J. 
Ch. 433; 9 Jur. N. S. 164; 11 W. RR. 104; 64 
I. R. 1272. 

1306. Bequest by person entitled under 
will—Share in sum of stock.|—-A bequest of ‘‘ the 
share in a sum of £10,000 Consols, to which I am 
or may, in certain events, become entitled under 
the will of my father’’ is a specific legacy.—Re 
Borrer’s Trusts, DUNLOP v. BorRRER (1909), 54 
Sol. Jo. 32. 

1307. —- - - Bequest of property, stock & money— 
In terms including whole residue.|——Testator gave 
certain legacies to his trustees & to his wife, & 
then gave to his trustees copyhold & leasehold 
property, & all the stocks, funds & securities & 
all sums of money in his house or at his bankers 
or elsewhere at the tine of his death, & also all 
debts or sums of money & securities for money 
owing to him, upon trust to pay to his wife, in 
addition to the legacies & bequests therein given, 
an annuity, &, subject to the annuity, gave this 
property to two children equally. He then gave 
several other specific bequests, & gave the residue 
of his property to trustees upon trust for his wife, 
but subject to the payment of debts, legacies & 
other charges: —Held: the gift of copyhold & 
leasehold properties, & of stocks, funds, securities 
& debts was specific, &, as there was no residuary 
estate out of which to pay the legacies, they must. 
fail. - ROFFEY v. Karny (1873), 42 I. J. Ch. 472 ; 
sub nom. Re ROFFEY’S Esrate, ROFFLY v. HARLEY, 
28 L. 1. 617; 21 W. RR. 646. 

1308. ---— Bequest of all personal property.}~-- 
A gift by will by a testator to his wile of “ all my 
personal property, all sums of money which J 
may possess or may be owing to me at the time of 
my decease, together with all the furniture, farm- 
ing implements,” & other things in the family 
mansion, is not specific.— FPArRER v. PARK (1876), 
3 Ch. D. 309; 45 L. J. Ch. 760; 35 L. T. 27, 
tnnotation :—Refd. Robertson v. Broadbent (1883), 8 App 

Cas. 812, 

1309. Devise of land residuary in form.]— 
A devise of land, though in form residuary, is 
specific (CHitry, J.).—PsiLirps v. Low, [1892] 1 
(Ch. 47; 61. J. Ch. 44; 65 L. T. 562. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Corbett «. Jonas, [1892] 3 Ch. 137; 
Nicholls v, Nicholls (1899), 81 1. T. 8113; Milner’s Safe Co, 
mdSN.& City Ry., (1907) 1 Ch. 208 : Schwann v. Cotton, 
{1916} 2 Ch. 45%. 








SuB-SECT. 3.-—ORDER OF APPLICATION OF ASSETS, 


See, also, Exucurors, Vol. XXIIT., pp. 478- 
530, Nos. 5425-5970. 

1310. Liability of real or personal estate for 
payment of debts & legacies.|—The legacy is a 
charge on the lands, for the words, subject to the 
exception of what was given before, amount to 


Held: tho wife took the rear half.— 


all other articles, debts or suis of 
nioney, & forming a part & a part only 
of testator’s actual personal property, 
either at the time when the will was 
made, or when in the absence of an 
apparent contrary intention the wil] 
takes effect, viz., immediately before 
the death of testator, is to be enjoyed 


YOUNG (1888), 14 V. L. RR. 721.---AUS. 

a. General devise—E ffect of erroncous 
apecific descrintion.} here testator, 
after devising to his wife for life all 
his real eatate, stated the lots of land 
of which it was composed, &, amongst 
others, the front half of a lot of which 
only the rear half belonged to him ;:~ 





Dog d. TAYLOR v. PATERSON, 3 O. S. 
497,.-- CAN. 


PART VI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 3. 


1810 i. Iaiability of real or personal 
estate for payment of debts &: legacies, |— 
Where tostator devised certain real 
estate specifically, & also made specific 


Part VJ.—ExkEcuTors AND ADMINISTRATORS. 


the same as if testator had given his goods, lands 
& chattels, subject to what was given before. 

The goods, lands & chattels are given altogether 
as one fund, & lands are inserted in the middle, 
& the whole are subject to the exception of what 
was given before; this, l think, amounts to the 
same, as if he had given them subject to what was 
given before; therefore, | think this legacy is a 
charge on the lands (LornpD HARDWICKE, C.).— 
HDGELL v. Taywoop (1746), 3 Atk. 852; 26K. RB, 
1008. 

Annotation : -Mentd. Otley v. Lines (1819), 7 Price, 274. 

1311, ——.|-—A. seised of a remainder in fee 
expectant of an estate tail in N., limited the same 
lo himself for life, remainder to trustees for a 
term of ninety-nine years on trust amongst other 
things to raise & pay such sums of moncy, & to 
such persons as A. should by deed or will appoint ; 
& he reserved to himself a general power of 
revocation of all the uses thereby limited. A. 
afterwards by deed appointed that when the 
estate tail should be spent, & the term come into 
possession, the trustee should raise £2,000 for W. 
& covenanted that if the estate tail should be 
spent in his own lifetime, then he would pay the 
£2,000 unto W.; but if not till after his death, & 
he should revoke the term of ninety-nine years, 
then that his heirs, exors., etc., should, within a 
year after the estate tail should be spent, pay the 
£2,000 to W. with a proviso that if N. should sufter 
a recovery of the premises & bar the remainder 
in fee, the £2,000 should not) be payable. A. 
afterwards by will revoked all the uses of the first 
settlement ‘to all intents & purposes whatsoever, 
as if the same had never been limited ’?; & thereby 
devised all the premises ‘“ subject) nevertheless 
to payment of the sum of £2,000 to W.”’ in manner 
therein mentioned. A. died & afterwards N. died. 
The £2,000 remained a charge on the devised 
premises after the death of N. notwithstanding the 
revocation of the tenn, & the personal estate of 
A. wus not applicable to it.--WILSON 17. DAR- 
LINGTON (MARL) (1785), 1 Cox, Mq. Cas. 1723 29 
Ka. RR. T114, 

1312. -——-.]—-Testator pave all his personal 
estate to his wife, exonerated from the payment 
of his debts ; he then charged his real estates with 
his debts, & afterwards directed two legacies to be 
paid out of all his real estate, without exempting 
his personal estate from the payment of them :—~ 
Meld: the wife took the personal estate exempted 
from the legacies as well as the debts.— JONES v. 
Broce (1840), 11 Sim. 221; 4 Jur. 1055; 659 
K. R. 859. 
afnnotations :—Distd. Davies v. Ashford (1845), 15 Sim. 42. 

Consd. Robertson v. Broadbent (1883), 8 App. Cas. 812. 

1313. --|-—Upon the construction of a will: 
~-ITeld: the elfect. of general words of charge at 
the commencement was not cul down by subse- 
quent words. 

Tam of opinion upon this will that there is at 
the commencement of it, plainly expressed, an 
intention to charge all the property with all the 
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debts, & that the following parts of the will do not 
contain any sufficient indication of a contrary 
intention, &, therefore, according to the truc 
construction, whatever might be the order of 
precedence in which testator considered the pro- 
perty chargeable, all the property is charged 

(Knigire Broucr, V.-C.).—lones v. WILLIAMS 

(1844), 1 Coll. 156; 8 Jur. 373: 63 K. RR. 364. 
1314. --—- Personal estate deficient.|-FoLEyY 

v. PERcIVAL (1793), 4 Bro. C. CG. 419; 29 E.R. 

968, I. C. 

1315, —-—- —-~- —.]—- Real estate made liable to a 
legacy, the personal estate proving deficient, & it 
being testator’s intention that it should be raised 
at all events.— JONES v. SELBY (1709), Pree. Ch. 
288; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 371; 24 BE. R. 188, I. C. 

1316. —-~— ---~.]—A man makes his will in 
the following manner: As to the disposal of my 
worldly estate, I give & devise, etc., & then gives 
his lands to his eldest son in tail, remainder to his 
three other sons in tail, & devises copper mines & 
other estates to his eldest son, to be sold for pay- 
ment of his debts, & gives his daughter £1,500 ; 
there not| being personal estate sufficient to pay 
this legacy, whether real estate, by the words of 
this will, shall be charged therewith.--PAWLET 
(Lorn) v. Parry (1716), Prec. Ch. 449 ; 2 Eq. Cas. 
Abr. 497; Gilb. Ch. 123; 24 E.R. 200, L. C. 

1317. ---. —-—.]—The words, ‘‘ Imprimis, I 
will that all the debts that T shall owe at the time 
of my decease, be discharged & paid,” are sufficient 
to make the real estate liable, in case of a de- 
ficiency of personal assets.—LEGH v, WARRINGTON 
(HART) (1733), 1 Bro. Parl. Cas. 511; 1 E.R. 723, 
Il. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. WARRINGTON (LORD) v. 
Lr (1732), Kel. W. 39, L. C. 

Annotetions :~ Consd, O’Brien v. Inchiquin (1744), Ridg. 
temp. HU. 230... Distd. Thomas v, Britnell (1751), 2 Ves. 
Sen, 313. Apld. lison v. Airey (1754), 2 Ves. Sen. 568 ; 
Godolphin vw. Penneck (1754), 2 Ves. Sen. 271; Clifford v. 
Lewis (1821), 6 Madd. 33. Consd. Price v. North (1841), 
1i Lh. J. Ch. 68. 

1318. - ———.]|—-Testator charged his real 
estate with £1,000 to be applied as the residue of 
his personal estate was therein after directed. 
Hie then gave the residue of his personal estate 
after his debts, legacies, & funeral expenses were 
paid, to certain trustees for the benefit of his 
relations in manner therein mentioned. The 
personal estate was deficient for payment of his 
debts. The £1,000 is payable to the trustees for 
the relations without being subject to the claims 
of the creditors.—KILLET v1 Forpd (1788), 1 Cox, 
Eq. Cas. 442; 29 FE. R. 1240, Tu. C. 

1319. .]—Testator directed his debts 
& funeral & testamentary expenses to be paid out 
of his personal estate. He then devised his frec- 
holds to trustees to be sold & the proceeds, after 
deducting costs, to be deemed part of the residue, 
of his personal estate, & to be subject to the 
dispositions thereinafter made of the same. 
Testator then gave a legacy of £1,000 upon certain 
trusts, & finally directed all the rest & residue of 
his personal estate to go to his wife for life, 

















pecuniary bequests to several persons : 1810 v. ——.) — DE VEBER v. the Jegacier should be payable first out 
-~Held: the roal estate so devised  AwNDrews, 3 Al. 383.-—CAN. of the produce rents & profits of the 
could not be sold to contribute towards 1319 vi. -———-.]-—KASTERN Trust co. realty &, as to the balance should form 
the pecuntary bequests.—/?e PIER’S — », AtiETS (1993), O56 N.S. R. 341-——CAN. 4 charge on the land—e Ruse 
1310 if, ——.]—Hanrnoup v. WALLIS CALLEN a PUGSLE ~ : 485, —- . W. RR, : ask. L. R. 62,.— 
(1863), 10 Gr. 197.——CAN. Cl te PE nee eee CAN. 
1310 fil. -J— Devolution of I:s- 1314 i. Personal estate deficient.) b Devise of incumbered 








tates Act, 1920, 8. 5, has not changed 
the oe in hapa fade alia classes of 
property are applicable to the payment 0 r 
of debte.—Re Wats Farare (eask.), property 
{1923] 3 W. W. Rt. 1306.—CAN, 

1810 iv. .J—Howr v. CARLOW, 
15 O. R, 697,—CAN. 





—'Testator gave four pecuniary legacies 
& then disposed of the residue of his 
fe directed ‘‘ that the first 
our Jegacies are to be paid in cash & of $5,000 
that the real estate is not to be moart- 
gagod or sold ’? :—Hleld 
{ion of the personalty, the balance of 


-—Testatrix specifically devised to her 

andson a part of her land, which was 
neumbered. To pltf. she gave a legacy 
The remainder of hor 
estate, consisting of personalty & other 
lands, she did not dispose of or in any 


: aftor exhaus- 
way refer to in her will, except in this 
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remainder over. The pure personal estate being 
insufficient to pay all the debts & legacies :— 
Held: the legacy of £1,000 ought to be paid out 
of the moneys arising from the sale of the real 
ooo WooLLARD’s TrRusT (1854), 18 Jur. 

12. 

1320. .|—Testatrix, by her will, gave 
her real & personal estate to exors., with a direction 
to convert her personal estate into money, & to pay 
thereout: her debts, & a pecuniary legacy to A., & 
to hold the entire residue of her estate in trust for 
her grandchildren. By a codicil she directed the 
trustees acting under such will to pay additional 
Jegacies. The personal estate proving insufficient 
for payment of the debts & legacies :—Held: the 
legacies were a charge on the real estate.—GaALLI- 
MORE v. GILY. (1854), 2 Sm. & G. 158; 23 L. J. Ch. 
604; 18 Jur. 480; 65 E.R. 346; affd. (1856), 8 
De G. M. & G. 567; 27L. T. O. S. 279; 2 Jur. 
N. 8.1178; 4 W. R. 778, lL. JT 

1321. .|-—-J. devised real estate to his 
son A, in fee, & also gave to A. the residue of his 
effects, & directed that his son, A. should pay unto 
his, J.’s, grandson a certain sum by instalments. 
A. paid several sums on account of the instal- 
ments. & then refused to pay any more, on the 
ground that the personal estate was insufficient. :— 
Held: under the terms of the will the legacy was 
charged on the real as well as on the personal 
estate, & A. himself was personally liable in case 
the assets should be deficient.—PRxESTON  v. 
PRESTON (1856), 2 Jur. N.S. 1040; 4 W. R. 455. 

1322, —-— .|—Testator devised his free- 
hold estates to trustees for one hundred & twenty 
years upon trust that they should enter into 
possession of & manage them, & out of the ‘‘ rents 
& profits’? pay such of his debts as the personal 
estate should be insufficient to pay, & also pay 
thereout the interest. on incumbrances, & £50 a 
year to each of the acting trustees, & £200 a year 
to J. for life, & should accumulate the residue of 
the rents & profits for twenty years after the death 
of the survivor of five persons named in the will, 
& apply the fund in discharge of the ineumbrances 
onthe estates. Subject to the term of one hundred 
& twenty years he devised his estates to J. for life, 
with remainder to his sons in tail male, with 
remainder to pltf. for life, with remainder to pltf.’s 
sons in tail male, with remainders over. 

By a codicil testator revoked the devise of his 
frechold estates for the one hundred & twenty 
years’ term, & instead, devised them to his trustees 
for two hundred years, upon trust that they 
should raisc out of the “rents & profits ’’ such 
sums as they should in their discretion think 
necessary to be raised in aid of his personal estate 
for payment of his debts, other than his mtge. 
debts, & the legacies bequeathed by his will, & 
should pay the moneys to be raised accordingly ; 
& should also out of the “ rents & profits’ raise 
£1,000 annually until the death of J., & invest the 
same & accumulate the interest thereof, & apply 
the trust fund in payment of incumbrances on the 
estates. Subject to the term of two hundred 
years he devised his estates to J. for life, & after 

















clause: ‘* I hereby charge my estate 
with payment of all incumbrances upon 
the said lands at the timo of my 
death ” :—H/eld: the residue of the 
estate was charged with the mortgage 
debts to the exclusion of the land apeci- 
fically devised.—-Scotr v. SUPPLE, 23 
O. R. 393.—CAN. 


°c. —— ——.! 
Gr. 195.-~ CAN. 


i 3 Sz 


-BURK v. BURK, 26 


F-roneration.|— Ban- TIeld: 


CROFT 1 MILLIGAN (1913), 5 O. W.N. 
5063 30 0. L. R. 113.—CAN. 


©. ——~ Mortgaged land charged with 
legacies.}—Testator devised all his real 
estate to a mtgee. thereof, charged 
with a legacy in favour of an infant, 
& bequeathing legacies to others. 
mtgee. filed a bill claiming to have the f. 
Suins appropriated as legacies applied 
to the payment of his mtge. debt :—- 
e was not entitled to be paid 


WILLS. 


his death to the trustees for one hundred & twenty 
years upon trust that they should enter into 
possession of & manage the estates, & out of the 
“rents & profits’? pay the expenses of manage- 
ment, & invest & accumulate the residue of the 
“rents & profits” for twenty years after the 
death of the survivor of the five persons named 
therein, & apply the last-mentioned trust funds 
in payment of incumbrances. Subject to these 
changes testator confirmed the dispositions made 
by his will. 

The personal estate was insufficient to pay the 
debts. J. survived testator & died without issuc. 
Pitf. then became tenant for life in possession. 
On special case :—Held: according to the 
ordinary legal construction of the words in the 
codicil, testator intended the deficiency between 
the personal estate & the amount of the debts to 
be raised by an assignment of the two hundred 
years’ term. The ct. accordingly declared that 
the debts other than mtge. debts, so far as the 
personalty was insufficient, were primarily charged 
on the corpus of the estate in exoncration of the 
income, & were raisable out of the corpus.-— 
FITZHERBERT v. WELD (1875), 24 W. R. 43, L. JS. 
Annotation :—Refd. Metcalfe v7. Hutchinson (1875), 45 

L. J. Ch. 210. 

1323. —-— Real estate devised to be sold— 
Bequest of surplus subject to debts & legacies— 
Bequest of residue of personalty.|—MReal estate 
devised to be sold, & the surplus, subject to debts, 
given from the heir-at-law. Jesidue of personal 
bequeathed to testator’s sister, who is made sole 
extrix. The real estate shall exonerate the 
personal from payment of debts.—-HAYForRD v. 
BENLOWS (1716), Amb. 581; 27 KE. R. 875; sub 
nom, WAINWRIGHT v. BENnDLOWS, Gilb. Ch. 125 ; 
Prec. Ch. 4513 2 Vern. 718, L. €. 

Annotations :--Consd. Stapleton «a. Colvilo (1736), Cas. 
temp, Talb. 202. Expld. & Distd. Inchiquin ». French 
(1744), 1 Ainb. 33. Consd. Giecd vr. Gleed (1783), 3 Keny. 
14. Expld. Cogan v. Stephens (18385), 56 L. J. Ch. 17. 
Refd. Walker v. Jackson (1743), 2 Atk. 6245; Gray v. 
Minnethorpe (1796), 3 Ves. 105. 

1324. Charge by will on real estate—Charge 
of legacies.|—Once secised in fee of a real estate, & 
possessed of a personal estate by will directs that 
his legacies be paid out of his real estate, & 
devises his personal estate to his children; his 
children shall have his personal estate free from the 
legacies, but charged with the debts, & the real 
estate only shall be charged with the legacies.— 
HeATH v. TTEATIT (1726), 2 P. Wms. 366; 2 Inq. 
tas. Abr. 375; 24 Th. R. 768. 


Annotations :—-Distd. Davies v. Ashford (1845), 15 Sim. 42. 
Refd. fon v. Ashton (1860), 2 1. I. 686. 


1825. —-— -—- .J—Testator directed his 
just debts, etc., to be paid, & gave his wife, an 
annuity which he charged on his real estate; he 
then gave several legacics to be paid in six months 
after his death & several others to be paid after 
the death of his wife, * when he charged his exors. 
with the payment thereof.’”? All the residue of 
his real & personal estate he gave to his exors., 
their heirs, ete., as tenants In common for their 
own. absolute use & benefit +-—Held : the legacies 
payable after the wife’s death were well charged 
on the real estate.—Cross v. KENNINGTON (1846), 











out of the personalty in preference to 
the legacies ; but he was entitled to be 
paid his mtge. debt out of the property 
so devised to him, before tho sums 
charged thereon for legacies were raised. 
—RICKER v. Ricker, 14 Gr. 264.— 


Tho CAN. 





Direction to pay testamentary 
erpenses—Succession duty.|—Ite Wat- 
KINS (1905), 1 W. L. Rh. 457.—CAN. 


g..--—- Bequesta to be paid out of 


Part VI.-—ExEcurorSs 


9 Beav. 150; 15 1. J. Ch. 167; 6 L. T. O. 8, 497; 
10 Jur. 343; 50 10. R. 301; subsequent proceedings 
(1848), 11 Beav. 89. 

1326. —— Subsequent devise of part for 
payment of debts & legacies.|— Charge by will of 
the whole real estate in aid of personal for debts 
& legacies, not restrained by subsequent devise 
of a particular part for that purpose, without 
negative words.—ELLIson v. AtREY (1754), 2 
Ves. Sen. 568; 28 E. R. 362, L. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Wrigley v. Sykes (1856), 21 Heav. 337. 

13827. ——— Subsequent power to sell par- 
ticular estate.|—A general charge of debts & 
legacies upon all the real estates of testator not 
annulled by a subsequent power to sell a par- 
ticular estate only & apply the produce tothe same 
purpose ; but that estate was first applied. Con- 
struction of a will & several very inaccurate codicils 
upon a disposition of the personal estate, as to the 
interest, whether absolute or for life; as to the 
extent, whether general, or specific, & exempt 
from debts. Though testator has charged his 
real estate with debts in aid of the personal, the 
personal may be given exempt from the debts by 
an unattested codicil.--COXxE v. Basser (1796), 3 
Ves. 155; 30 KE. BR. 945. 

Annotation :-—Consd. Wrigley v. Sykes (1856), 21 Beay. 337. 

1328. —-—- --— Direction for payment out of 
personalty if realty insufficient.|—'Testatrix de- 
vised all her messuages, lands, tenements, heredita- 
ments & real estate to trustees, in trust to sell, & 
out of the produce to pay her funeral & testa- 
mentary expenses & legacies, except her charitable 
legacies, Which she directed to be paid out of her 
personal estate, legally applicable to that purpose, 
& not out of any part of her messuages, lands, etc., 
which she might die seised or possessed of 5 & she 
also directed her trustees to keep separate accounts 
of the proceeds of her messuages, etc., & of her 
personal estate legally applicable for charitable 
purposes 5; & that, if the proceeds of her messuages, 
etc., should be insufficient to pay the legacies 
directed to be paid therewith, the trustees should 
apply her personal estate in payment of such 
legacies :—Held: that notwithstanding the 
personal estate was more than sufficient to pay 
the charitable Jegacies, no part of it could be 
applied to pay the other legacies until the proceeds 








of the real estate were exhausted.—DIxoNn vt. 
DAWSON, SLAWIN v. FARSIDE (1525), 2 Sim. & St. 
$27; 3L. J. 0.8. Ch. 1953 57 MW. KR. 371. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Spencer rv. Wilson (1873), 42 LL. 
7543 Holues v. Saver-Milward (1878), 38 L. T. 381. 
1329. ---—- --—~ Payments to younger children. | 

-—Testator devised certain lunds to his wife for 

life, & after her decease, to his eldest son in fee, 

chargeable, nevertheless, in aid of the other 
estates thereinafter devised to him, with the pay- 
ment of the several sums of money thereinafter 
bequeathed to testator’s younger sons & daughters : 
then, after a specific bequest of personal chattels, 
he devised all his other real cstates to trustees, 
until his eldest or some other son should attain 
twenty-one, subject to the payment of the several 
sums of money thereinafter bequeathed to his 
younger sons & daughters, with a direction that 


J. Ch. 
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his trustees should in the meantime apply the 
rents & profits to the maintenance, education, & 
advancement of all his younger sons & daughters ; 
& then he gave to his younger sons £4,000 each, 
& to his daughters, £3,000 each, to be paid to them 
at twenty-one by his eldest son, if he should attain 
twenty-one, or by such other son as should attain 
twenty-one, & become entitled to his real estates 
by virtue of his will, & he expressly charged all 
his real estates, including the remainder in fee of 
the lands devised to his wife for her life, with the 
payment of the several suins of money so given 
to his younger sons & daughters; testator died 
intestate as to the residue of his personal estate :-—— 
Held: the personal estate of testator was not 
applicable to the payment of these legacies or 
portions. KIRKE v. KIRKE (1828), 4 Russ. 435 ; 
6L. J. O.S. Ch. 143; 38 E.R. 868. 

11M. & W. 901. 

1330. —-—— ——— Charge of debts.}—Testator, 
by his will, gave to his daughter A., so long as she 
should continue unmarried, all his copyhold 
estates situate at TP., & also all his live & dead 
stock, furniture, noneys & securities for money, 
after payment of his just debts, funeral expenses, 
& the costs of proving his will; & declared that, 
if A. should be married after his death, or die 
unmarried, the whole of the estates, with the live 
& dead stock, furniture & goods whatsoever, 
should be sold, & the procecds arising therefrom 
be divided between B., C. & D. :—Held: testator 
had charged his copyhold estates with the payment 
of his debts.—)} Ss v. WHITTLE (1852), 22 
L. J. Ch. 207; 20 L. T. O. S. 41. 

1331. - -——— Debts & legacies.|—Testator 
bequeathed certain personal property to his wife 
specifically, & he devised his real & personal 
property to trustees for sale, & out of the produce, 
in the tirst place, to pay his debts, funeral expenses 
& legacies; &, in the next place, to invest the 
surphis ; &, subject to the trusts aforesaid, to pay 
the income to his wife for life, with remainder 
over. By a codicil, he gave all his personal 
estate to his wife :—Held: the widow was entitled 
to the personal estate exonerated from the debts 
& legacies, & they were primarily charged on the 
real estate.— LANCE v. AGLIONBY (1859), 27 Beav. 
65; 34 L. T. O.S. 69; 5 Jur. N.S. 561; 541. R. 
26, 

Annotations :—Apld. Gilbertson ». Gilbertson as ae 

Beav. 3543 Powell v. Riley (1871), ie R. 12 E 

Refd. Robertson v. Broadbent (1883), 8 App. Cas, AES 

1332. ---— Legacy ‘‘ to be paid out of freehold 
& copyhold estate.’’|—Testator charges his real 
estate, which was subject to a mtge., contracted 
by his ancestor, & also all his personal estate, 
with his debts & legacies. The mtge. shall be 
borne by the estate originally lable, not paid out 
of his estates; & the extrix., having paid it out 
of the personal estate, shall be repaid the money. 
A legacy of £100 out of the freehold & copyhold 
estate, also to be borne by that fund, not paid out 











of the personal estate.-—-Lawson v. HUDSON 
(1779), 1 Bro. C. C. 58; 285 i. R. 982, L. C.; 


affd. sub nom, LAWSON v. LAWSON (1781), 3 Bro. 
Parl. Cas. 421, 11. LL. 


real estute.J—STOCKMAN Ut. STOCKMAN tanto of residue---Speeial fund created-— a testator has not signifiod any 
Ok i. 1.) (1913), 18 HK. LL. R. 3891.— = expense of administration to be borne contrary intention ” under sa. 37 & 38 
AN. by fund itself.J—-Re Witson (1913), 24 of the Wills Act, so as to entitle the 
—-— Direction in will as to . W. R. lt; 4 0. W. N. 906; 9 ~ devisecs of the mtgod. land to have the 
crection of tombstone—W hether direction — hi. 634.—CAN mteoo: cobtestieted out om tho insurance 
may be disregarded—A ssets apa tae te Land devised subject to mort- or other personal property & where the 
Jor payment of legacies.)—Ite CARLKY e—Life insurance polic 4 assigned as pee: applies the insurance moneys to 
(1911), 18 W. L. Re 695; 4 Sask. L. W. oa lateral—No indication of intention that eee ea oe the intge. the land 
280.-—CAN. nortnage be paid from insurance.)—By Pte poset espe age arena Ao pene 
Particular land charged assigning a life insurance policy as O86 Oenehciaries 





with portion of debts—IIiconeraled pro 


collateral security for payment of a 


thus deprived of it.— Re TRUSTuK ACT, 
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Sect. 4.— Duties of representative: Sub-sect. 3.) 


1333. Real estate given to executor—& 
residue of personalty after payment of debts & 
funeral expenses.|—Testatrix directed her legacies 
to be paid by her exor. to whom she afterwards 
gave all her real estates, & the residue of her 
personal estate after payment of her debts & 
funeral expenses :—Held: the legacies were not 
charged on the real estates. — PARKER v. FEARNLEY 
(1826), 2 Sim. & St. 592; 57 E. R. 472. 

Annotations :—Distd. Cross v. Kennington (1846), 15 L. J. Ch. 
167. N.P. Preston v. Preston (1856), 2 Jur, N. S. 1040. 
.}—See, also, EXECUTORS, Vol. XXIII., 

p. 511, Nos. 5763--5770., 

1334, —-—- Construction of will.]|—-Construction 
of a will as to the question whether the proceeds 
of real estate were made the primary fund for the 
payment of certain legacies. —RICKETS v. LADLEY 
(1827), 3 Russ. 418; 38 E. R. 632. 

1835. --—- Bequest of annuity & pecuniary 
legacies—Prior to deviso of residue.}—'Testator 
gives an annuity & pecuniary legacies, & then 
devises all the rest, residue, & remainder of his 
freehold, copyhold, & leasehold estates to trustees, 
for the use & benctit of his children. The annuity, 
& pecuniary legacics, given prior to the devise, are 
well charged upon the freehold, copyhold, & lease- 
hold estates.—COoLE v. TURNER (1828), 4 Russ. 
376; 6L. J. 0.8. Ch. 101; 38 BE. R. 847. 
Annotations :—Apprvd. Greviile +. Browne (1859). 7 Hf. I. 


Ce eetahiee enanmael 





ire 689. Reid. Mirchouse v. Scaife (1837), 2 My. & Cr. 
1336. ——— Charge by will on real & personal 


estate—-Legacy given by codicil.|—Testator, by 
his will, after devising his real estates & giving 
pecuniary legacies, directed his debts, funeral & 
testamentary expenses, & the legacies thereby 
given, to be paid as soon as conveniently might 
be after his death: ‘'& I charge my debts & 
legacies on my real & personal estate.’ By a 
codici] he gave to A. & B. a sum of stock, & 
directed the trustecs & exors. of his will, who 
were the same persons, to purchase & transfer the 
stock to A. & B. in trust for C. for life; &, subject 
thereto, in trust to permit the same to return to 
& become part of his personal estate :-~—Held: the 
charge in the will extended to the legacy given by 
the codicil.— ROoOKE v. WORRALL (1810), 11 Sim. 
216; 4 Jur. 933; 59 I. RR. 857. 

Annotation :—-Apld. Jauneey v. A.-G. (1861), 3 GLP. 308. 

1337. ---—— Direction to executors to pay debts & 
expenses—‘‘ As soon as conveniently might be ’’ 
after his decease.|—(1) Testator commenced _ his 
will with a direction that all his debts & all his 
funeral & testamentary cxpenses should be paid 
by his exors. as scon as conveniently might be 
after his decease :-—Held : upon the construction 
of the whole will, this clause had not the effect of 
charging real estate of testator, whether devised 
to the exors. or otberwise, with the payment of 
his debts. 

(2) A devise of freehold, copyhold & leasehold 
property, apparently general & residuary, held to 
be specific.— SYMONS v. JAMES (1843), 2 Y. & C, 
Ch. Cas. 301; 7 Jur. 826; 63 BE. R. 182. 
Annotation :—As to (1) Distd. Warris ve Watkins (1854), 

Kay. 438. 


Tee RULES or Count, De ' [1919] 2 W.W. RR. 
—CAN. 


25%. 


EstatTi (Sask.), (1919) 2 W. W. RR. 932. 
—CAN. oH 

m. —— Share of widow given relicf 
under Devolution of Istates Act.] — 
Where a widow is given relief under 
the Devolution of Estates Act the share 
given to her must all come out of the 
residuary gift if the same is sufficient 


to bear it.— Davison v. Parks (Sask.), Held; 


‘ Property — at 
abroad.) -- Under a will which gave all 
testator’s reul & personal property to 
his wife for her sole use & benefit during 
her life & provided that the residue 
remaining after her death should be 
divided between his son & daughter :-— 
the personal property situate 
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1338. Direction for sale & conversion of 
real estate.|-—A trader devised his real estate to a 
person whom he also appointed his exor. upon 
trusts for sale; & he, by his will, declared that 
the moneys arising from such sale should be 
deemed part of his personal estate; he then 
directed that his personal estate, which should be 
remaining after payment of his debts, should be 
collected, & the convertible part of it converted 
into money, & that all the eee arising from the 
real & personal estates should be invested in the 
funds or on real securities :—Held: the real 
estates were equitable assets for payment of 
testator’s debts.—SHAKELS v. RICHARDSON (1845), 
2 Coll. 31; 63 E. R. 622. 

1339. ——— Devise of real estate to executors— 
Exccutors charged with payment of debts.]|—A. by 
his will had appointed exors., & devised his real 
estate to them, & he then charged his exors. with 
payment of his debts :—AHeld: this amounted to 
a charge of the debts on the real estates.-—- 
DoRMAY v. BORRADAILE (1847), 10 Beav. 263; 16 
L. J. Ch. 837; 9 L. T. O. 8. 449; 50 . . 583. 

1340. —--- Legacies directed to be paid out of 
personal estate—-Additional legacies given by 
codicil.|—Real & personal estates were given by 
will upon trust as to the real estates, Lo pay such 
of testatrix’s debts, funeral & testamentary 
expenses as her personal estate was insufficient 
to satisfy, & subject thereto in trust as to all the 
residuary real & personal estate for testatrix’s 
grandchildren. By a codicil testatrix directed 
her trustees acting under her will to pay certain 
legacies :—Teld: these legacies were charged on 
the real estate, although given to legatees in 
addition to legacies which by the will were directed 
to be paid out of the personal estate.—GALLEMORE 
v. GILL (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 567; 271. T. 0.8. 
270; 2 Jur. N.S. 1178; 4 W. KR. 778; 44 H.W. 
509, lL. JJ. 

13841. - --- Direction to executors to pay debts— 
Mortgage of estate subsequently purchased.|—N., 
by his will, made in 1835, directed payment of 
his debts by his exors. He afterwards purchased 
Jands which he mortgaged, & as to which, in 1868, 
he died intestate. The intge. was subsisting at 
his death :—-Held: the heir was not entitled to 
have the mtge. debt) paid out of the personal 
estate. NELSON v. PAGE (1868), L. R. 7 Iq. 25 ; 
38 L. J. Ch. 138; 19 L. T. 4473; 17 W. 2. 27. 
ee :~Consd. Gall v. Fenwick (1874), 43 L. J. Ch. 


1342. —-—- Legacies charged on real estate— 
Personal estate to legatees charged with debts, etc. 
~-Residuary real estate to legatees subject to 
charges.|-—Testator gave to his wife an annuity of 
£60 issuing & payable out of his real estate therein- 
after devised to his three sons. Ile then gave to 
his daughter A. a legacy of £500, & to each of his 
sons TI. & S., & to each of his daughters M. & E., 
a legacy of £1,600, to be paid, with interest, two 
years after his death; & he thereby charged & 
made chargeable his real estate, thereinafter 
devised to his three sons J., ‘I’... & F., with the pay- 
ment of the legacies & the interest thereon. He 
gave his personal estate, charged with the pay- 
ment of debts, funeral & testamentary expenses, & 


in Saskatchewan, after satisfying the 
debts of the deccased in Saskatchewan, 
was available to satisfy bis debts 
wherever owing; &, if the personal 
property should not. be sufficient for 
that purpose, then the real estate 
would become available therefor, but 
that, before the Saskatchewan real 
estate is used to satisfy debts in 
Washington, it should be shown that 


100; 46 D. L. Rh. 


home 
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ed of proving his will, unto his sons J., T., 
& F., & gave all his residuary real estate, subject 
to mtges., & subject to & charged with the payment 
of the annuity of £60 & the legacies to his sons I. 
& 8. & his daughters M. & FE., & also the legacy of 
£500 to his daughter A., & subject also, in aid of 
his personal estate, to the payment of his debts, 
funeral & testamentary expenses, & the expenses 
of proving his will, equally between his sons J., 
T., & F. :—Held: the legacies were charged on the 
real estate exclusively in exoneration of the 

ersonal estate.—Re NEEDHAM, ROBINSON v. 

EEDHAM (1884), 54 L. J. Ch. 75. 

1343. ——-- Creation of mixed fund of realty & 
personalty—Mode of Shaya eae gave 
all his real & personal estate to his exors., in trust 
to pay legacies; & after a particular disposition, 
gave the residue of his property in trust for his 
next of kin; directing his exors. to pay any debts 
upon any evidence they think proper, except the 
claims mentioned in the margin; a general con- 
version into a mixed fund, applicable to all debts, 
none being mentioned in the margin, on evidence 
satisfactory to the exors., although not strictly 
legal.— MILDRED v. ROBINSON (1816), 19 Vas. 585 ; 
34 H.R. 633. 
ene :—-Mentd. White v. Parnther (1829), 1 Kuupp, 


1344, -—-— --— -——..]-—Testator gave & e- 
vised to his exors. his freehold house & all his other 
property he might dic possessed of, “‘ in trust for 
the purposes of his will’? :—Held: he had not 
created a mixed fund.—HLuis v. BARTRUM (No. 8) 
(1857), 25 Beav. 110; 53 In. R. 578. 

1345. --- Bequest of specified moneys— Charge 
of debts & expenses. |——'Testatrix bequeathed to her 
trustees certain specified moneys, upon trust, 
‘after payment thereout, in the event of my pre- 
deceasing my husband, of my debts & funeral 
expenses as well as of my testamentary expenses 
for the time being,” for her nephew 5; W after giving 
certain pecuniary legacies, she devised &  be- 
queathed all her real & personal estate not therein- 
before otherwise bequeathed to trustees, upon 
trust, after her husband’s death, to sell & convert, 
& out of the proceeds, ‘ subject nevertheless to the 
bequest of moneys to my nephew hereinbefore 
contained,” to pay her debts, pecuniary legacies, 
& funeral & testamentary expenses, & invest the 
residuc & stand possessed thereof upon certain 
trusts. ‘Testatrix predeceased her husband :— 
Held: the moneys comprised in the specific gift 
were primarily applicable to the payment of the 
debts & funeral & testamentary expenses of 
testatrix.—Re HASTINGS (LADY), HALLETT v. 
Jlastinas (1886), 55 L. J. Ch. 278; 54 L. T, 75 ; 
34 W. RR, 152, 


the Washington property is insuflicient 
for that purpose, —He KNUTSON ESTATE, 
[1925] 2 W. W. R. 126.—CAN. 

o. What forins part of testator’s estate 


—Policy of insurance payable at death p. Specific d& 


to ** legal heirs "—-Widou * legal hetr”’ 
—JVhether bequest vests in her.j—Re 
DUNCOMBE (1902), 22 C. L. T. 
vo O.L. R. 510; 10. W. RR. 153.—-CAN. 
general 
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1346. Bequest of mortgaged premises- 
Notice of intention to pay off mortgage before 
testator’s death-——Real Estate Charges Act, 1854 
(ec. 113), s. 1.]—A letter to a mtgee. by testatrix’s 
solr., giving notice of an intention on the part of 
testatrix herself to pay off the mtge. within six 
months is not another document within above 
sect., by which testatrix has shown a contrary or 
other intention within the meaning of the Act, 
since if she had lived, she might have meant to 
alter her will or create a fresh mtge.-—Re NicHOL- 
SON, NICHOLSON v. BOULTON (1923), 68 Sol. Jo. 84. 

1347. Liability of property appointed under 
general power of appointment.)—A married 
woman, by her will, in exercise of 2 power of 
appointment over trust moneys, made several 
bequests, & “after payment of her just debts, 
funeral & testamentary expenses, & the expenses 
attending the execution of her will, appointed ” 
the residue of the trust moneys among her nicces : 
—Held: the charge of funeral expenses was not 
contingent upon her surviving her husband, & 
her husband surviving was entitled to repayment, 
out of the trust moneys, of money paid by him in 
respect of such expenses.—-WILLETER v. DOBIE 
(1856), 2 K. & J. 647; 4 W. R. 609; 69 Ie. R. 
942. 

Annotation :---Distd. Re M’Myn, Lightbourn v. M‘Myn (1886), 

33 Ch. D. 575. 

-———-.J—See Kxecurons, Vol. XXII., p. 524, 
Nos. 5909-5912. 

1348. Liability of specific legacy—-Payment of 
customs duties—Goods imported before testator’s 
death.|—Testator, a wine merchant, directed by his 
will that A. & C. should carry on his trade, & he 
bequeathed to them his stock of wines. Before 
the death of testator, certain wines belonging to 
him arrived in a vessel at the port of London & 
the vessel was teported. After his death the 
wines were entered :-—Held : the exors., & not the 
lezatees, were chargeable with the dutices.— 
Srewarr iv. DENTON (1785), 4 Doug. K. 13. 219; 
OO 1, R. SLO 3 sub nom. SEWART v. DENTON, 2 
Chit. 456. 
naan : -Apld. Bothamlcy v, Sherson (1875), I. 1k, 20 

oq. dUL. 

1349. —-— To contribute to annuity.]—Under 
executory devise of a life interest in real & personal 
estate, to take effect upon the death of an annui- 
tant, the surplus rents & dividends which accrue 
due during the life of the annuitant, belong to the 
partics entitled for life. But a specific devise, 
liable to be resorted to for payment of the annuity, 
will not contribute pro raia to the annuity so as to 
increase the amount of the surplus rents & divi- 
dends.—THORNTON v. THORNTON (1863), 3 New 
Rep, 23. 
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of testator—-Property at home & 

abroad —Fund liable for maintenance, }— 

STANDARD TRUsTS Co, v. PULION (B. C.) 

1924] 1 D. L. R. 985; (192413 W. Ww. 
% 771; 33 B.C. R. 250.—CAN, 


167 ; 


bequests — 
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Part Vil.—Wills made Abroad——Conflict of Laws. 


1350. Will governed by law of domicil.|—Testator, 
a Spaniard, died at Bilboa, in Spain. On the day 
of his death he caused a document to be prepared 
by a notary, purporting to give authority to his 
wife to make a will on his behalf. In pursuance 
of this authority, she made a will on his behalf 
after his decease, & appointed herself extrix. The 
ct. being satisfied from the affidavit of a Spanish 
advocate that such a will was valid according to 
the law of Spain, decreed probate.—ZJn the Goods of 
GUTTIEREZ (1869), 38 L. J.P. & M. 48; 17 W. R. 
742; sub nom. In the Goods of GUTIERUS, 20 L. T. 
758; 33 J. P. 535. 

13851, — -.J—Mortmain & Charitable Uses Act, 
1888 (c. 42), which consolidates the Mortmain Acts, 
& m effect prohibits the gift of money by English 
wills to be invested in land in Eneland for charit- 
able purposes, does not apply to colonial wills. 
Where a domiciled Victorian by will gave moncy 
to an English corpn. for the purchase of land in 
Ingland for charitable purposes :-—Held: the 
eift was governed wholly by the law of Victoria, & 
being valid by that law, bound the exors. to pay 
the legacy to the corpn.—CANTERBURY CORPN. v. 
WyBURN & MELBOURNE HOSPITAL, [1895] A. C. 
89; 64 L. J.P. C. 36: 71 L. T. 554; 438 W. R. 
4303; 11 T. L. R. 303; 11 R. 831, P. C. 

Anlihon >—Refd. #te Hoyles, Row v. Jagg, [1910] 2 Ch. 


1352. Evidence of domicil.} — Where a 
British subject executed a will in Paris & a codicil 
referring to the will by date at Buenos Ayres, & 
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See RoyvyaL Forces, Vol. AXATXN., pp. 332 - 
339, Nos. 180-252 5; Snipprne, Vol. ASL T., p. 246, 
No. "864 Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 11; Merchant 
Shipping Acts, 1894 (c. 60), ss. J69-177, 1906 
(c. 48), s. 29. 

1354. Mariner’s will admitted to probate— 
Application of Statute of Frauds, s. 23 to merchant 
seamen.|/—The ct. will grant administration with 
a nuncupative will made at sea, will annexed as 
contained in an affidavit of three witnesses holding 





PART VII. r. 


Change of domicil ~New will revok- 


the attestation clause to both will & codicil being 
imperfect, evidence of due attestation became 
necessary, the ct. only required evidence as to the 
codicil, as that sect up the will by reference. It 
refused, however, to be satisfied with the certificate 
of the British Consul at Buenos Ayres, to the effect 
that the attesting witnesses had sworn before him 
to their due attestation of the codicil; & the ct. 
required their affidavit & also an affidavit as to 
testator’s domicil of origin being English.—Jn the 
Goods of LaTHAM (1864), 4 New Rep. 253; 33 
L. J.P. M. & A. 186; 28 J. P. 712; 10 Jur. N.S. 
620. 

1353. Will executed according to formalities of 
English law.|—A will of a foreigner executed 
abroad according to the formalities required by 
the English law is invalid, notwithstanding the 
provisions of 24 & 25 Vict. c. 114, & Naturalisation 
Act, 1870 (c. 14).—Jn the Goods of VON BUSECK 
(1881), 6 P. D. 211; 51L.3.P.9; 46J. P.104; 
30 W. R. 140. 

Domicil.}—See, generally, CONFLICT OF LAWs, 
Vol. XI., pp. 309-310. 

Nature of property.|—Sce, generally, CONFLICT 
OF LAws, Vol. XI., pp. 340-344. 

Wills of immovables.}]~-Scee Conrurcr 
Vol. XI., pp. $63--365, Nos. 440-452. 

Wills of movables.|—See ConFruicr oF Laws, 
Vol. X1., pp. 369-3877, Nos. 492-561. 

Probate & letters of administration.| — Scc 
Conrniicr oF Laws, Vol. XI., pp. 377-3381, Nos. 
562-805 ; KxEcutrons, Vol. X XIII., p. 04, No. 869. 


OF LAWS, 


Soldiers and Seamen. 


that above 
MORRELL t. 
KE. RR. 508. 

1355. --—— Pencil entries In book unattested— 
Evidence of handwriting & declarations.|—-lintries 
made in a book, kept by a mariner, when at sea, 
written in pencil & unattested, admitted to pro- 
bate, on evidence of handwriting & of declarations, 
as containing his will. /a the Goods of TMOMPSON 
(1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 596. 


sect. applies to merchant seamen.-— 
MORRELL (1827), 1 Hag. Kee. SL 3 162 


b.---— Female typtst employed on 


1350 i. bWill governed by law of domi- 
cil, --MACDONALD tv. MACDONALD, 19 


U.C. R. 130; devsd. 2 kb. & A. o4i.— 
CAN. 
1350ii. -—.) - Movahles situated in 


Sask. disposed of by the will of a person 
domiciled in Alta. at the time of his 
death are not subject to the laws of 
Sask.—Re OSTANDER ESTATE (1915), 
30 W. L. ht. 890.—CAN. 

1350 fii. — —.]— HARDMAN 1. Rovu- 
GET’S TRUSTEES (1842), 4 Dunl. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 1505; 14 Se. Jur. 576.—SCOT. 


13650 iv. -1—- GRIFFITH’s)~=JUDI- 
CIAL FACTOR t. GRIFFITH'S IEEXECUTORS 
(1905), 7 EF. (Ct. of noe 470: 12 
L. T. 730; 42 T. lL. I. 361.—SCOT. 


q. Ib deters }—In the con- 
struction of a testamentary deed the 
presumption that testator intended his 
deed to be interpreted in accordance 
with the law of his domicil may be 
overcome by cvidence of a contrary 
intention derived from the deed & the 
cireumstances.~ MITCHELL & BAXTER 
v. DAVIES (1875), 3 RK. (Ct. of Sess.) 208; 
13 Se. L. R. 130.-- SCOT. 








all previous wills.jJ—Re TOWARD, 
11924) 1D. Ta. RR. 1062; 51 OL. RK. 
109.--CAN. 
t. Proof of foreign will.J—Re Box- 
GARD’S WILL (1881), 6 Nfld. L. R. 255. 
—NFLD. 


PART VIII. 


a. Mariner’s will admitted to pro- 
bate— Construction.}—The last will of 
W., a seaman, was written on the 
face of an envelope addressed to G., 
to whom he was engaged to bo married, 
the will being covered by two large 
postage stamps & being in the words 
following: ‘* If I never return my will 
for you is $2,500 my share Jand shares 
vessels remainder for mother.’ The 
will was found through directions 
written on the inside of the envelope 
& was wudmitted to probate :-—Zeld: 
the will was spinor interpreted as 
giving to G., in addition to the money 
gift, the shares of vessels owned by 
deceased, but the devise of the share of 
land could not be given effect to, a will 
of this kind being applicable only to 

ersonal property..—lte WENTZELL’S 
{STATE (1919), 52 N.S. RR. 173.—CAN. 


liner. jin the Goods of HALE, [1915] 2 
J. R. 362.- AR: 





-~~T)eceased was a noe in the 
mail service, & commanded the L. 
during its cross-channel voyages be- 
tween Holyhead & Kingstown. Ho 
was actually at sea for the time each 
day spent in transit. He was on shore 
for the remainder of cach day. He 
had a house at Holyhead where ho & 
his wife & family lived. His testa- 
mentary disposition was contained in a 
document purporting to be a will which 
he signed at his house at Holyhead 
between voyages. Deceased was 
drowucd when the 7. was sunk :— 
Held: deceased was “ a scaman,’’ but 
was not “a seaman being at sea’’ 
within Wills Act, 1837, s. 11, when he 
signed the said document papers 
to be his will—BHBARNARD v IRCH, 
1919) 2 1. RR. 404.—IR. 

d. -—— --—.]—-The imaster of a 
N.4. vessel, on a round voyage from 
N.Z., nade his will on shore at the Port 
of London, & died there. The will was 
informally attested :—JTeld: the will 


Part 1X.—ALTERATIONS AND ERASURES. 





1356. Dispositive words—‘‘ I wish you to 
_ ~* & bequeath.’’]—A letter written by a seaman 
in the merchant service in the Margate Roads 
unattested, containing dispositive words, held 
oa Wills Act, 1887 (c. 26), s. 11, to be his 
will. 

There are dispositive words contained in the 
paper: ‘ I wish you to have, & bequeath,’’ etc., 
& the words ‘“‘] have not made any will,’’ etc., 
imply T have not made any other or more formal 
disposition of my property by will (Sir H. JENNER 
Fust).—IJn the Goods of MiLiiGAN (1849), 2 Rob. 
Eccl. 108; 7 Notes of Cases, 271; 14 L. T. O. S. 
294; 13 Jur. 1011; 163 EK. R. 1258. 

Annotation :-—Folld. In the Goods of Parker (1849), 2 Sw. & 

Tr, 375. 

1357. --—~ Testamentary sentences in letter.|— 
Deceased, who was master of a trading vessel, in 
the course of a voyage, arrived at Port Adelaide, 
from whence he wrote, & forwarded by post a 
letter, some sentences of which were testamentary. 
The vessel was subsequently lost at sea :—ZTeld : 
deceased was a mariner at sea, & consequently 
such a letter, being in the handwriting of deceased, 
& testamentary, was entitled to probate.—J/n the 
Goods of PARKER (1859), 2 Sw. & Tr. 3755; 28 
L. J.P. & M. 91; 23 J. P. 360; 5 Jur. N.S. 553 ; 
164 HK. 2. 1041. 

1358. Purser in Navy—Unexecuted testamentary 
papers.|-—A purser in the Navy, being at sea, 
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made two testamentary papers in his own hand- 
writing, & signed by himself, but not attested. 
The first was complete ; the second, though signed 
at the foot, was incomplete. Probate granted of 
the complete paper only.—Jn the Goods of WISEMAN 
(1854), 2 Eee. & Ad. 63; 164 EK. BR. 308. 

1359. Soldier’s will—Admissibility of letter— 
Must be testamentary in character & intention.|— 
A letter which may be otherwise admissible as a 
soldier’s will must be testamentary in character 
& intention. There is no difference in this respect 
between the will of a soldier & that of a civilian 
executed with the formalities of Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26).—In the Estate of BEECH, BEECH v. PUBLIC 
TRUSTEE, [1923] P. 46; 92 L. J.P. 33; 128 1. T. 
616; 39 T. L. R. 88; 67 Sol. Jo. 145, C. A. 

1360. Ship canal pilot—Whether mariner or 
seaman at sea—Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 11.]—A 
ship canal pilot whose duties are intermittent, 
{hough he be liable to serve at any time both in 
the canal & also in tidal waters, is not ‘‘ a mariner 
or seaman being at sea’? within above sect., 
unless the evidence establishes that the ‘ docu- 
ment ” propounded as the privileged will was made 
either on board ship or when proceeding to join 
or returning from a ship. Qu.: whether he 
would be within the sect. when on duty in the 
canal waters only.—Jn the Goods of BARNES, 
Hopson v. BARNES (1926), 96 L. J. P. 263; 136 
L. T. 880; 43 'T. LR. 71. 


Part IX.-—Alterations and Erasures. 


Srecr. 1.—BY TESTATOR. 
Sup-sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 
; 1361. Obliteration—Meaning of.]-—GrEVILLE v. 

TyLEek, No. 1459, post. 

1362. Parts deleted deprived of testamentary 
effect.|—-Whatever has been purposely deleted is 
undoubtedly deprived of all testamentary effect.-— 
DUNDEE MAGISTRATES v. MORRIS (1858), 3 Macq. 
134 3 sub nom. wan v. MORGAN, 32 L. 7. O18. 19 
22 J. P. 607; 6 W. RR. 556, IT. L. 

Annotations :~ Refd. Fisk v. A.-G. (1867), lL. Re. 4 Eq. 521. 
Mentd. /te Birkett (1878), 9 Ch. D. 576; Re Taylor, 
Martin vr Freeman (1888), o8 L. T. 588; Income “Tax 
Comrs, for Special Purposes v. Pemsel, [1891] A. C. ost | 


Blair vr. Duncan, [1902] A. C. 37; Jaekson's Trustees r 
Lord Advocate (1926), 10 Tax Cas. 460. = 





came within the exception in Wills Act, 
us being the will of a ** seaman belng at 
soa,”’’ & was entitled to probate.—- Re 
oN WILL, 9 N. Z.. Ja. It. 167, 


Will. ’— SMITH =v. 





proper channels at the war office in 
England.’ 2... “I 
TIUBBARD 
[1917] 1 W. W. R. 1237.—CAN. 


1363. Meaning of interlineation.]—GREVILLE 
vu. TYLEE, No. 1459, post. 

1364. Words on one side of sheet—Indi- 
cated by asterisk on another.]—Decceased, in his 
will, which was written by himself on the first 
side of a half sheet of paper, gave his property to 
his wife for life, & then, intending to dispose of 
certain freehold cottages on the death of his wife, 
commenced a sentence which he left incomplete. 
After the incomplete sentence was an_astcrisk, 
& the words “ see over.” The will, which covered 
the whole of the first side, was executed at the 
bottom of that side, & at the top of the second side 
was another asterisk, & a devise of the cottages 
to his daughter. This bequest was written before 





not sigued by deceased. The will 
purported to dispose of both real & 
ersonal estate. The widow of the 
eceased applied for administration 
cum testamento annero :--Held: the 


will send you my 
(B. C.), 





e. —--.} —Deceased, who was 
an officer in the merchant service, had 
obtained leave while his ship was in 
harbour about July $, 1914, & remained 
on shore till about Aug. 13, following, 
when he rejoined the vessel. <A docu- 
ment dated July 29, 1914, which 
purported to be the will of deceased, 
was in his handwriting, but. unattested : 
—Held : to come within tho exception 
in Wills Act, s. 11, in favour of ** marine 
or seaman being at sea,” the seaman, 
if not actually at sea, must be only on 
temporary leave; & therefore the will 
could not be admitted to probate.—- 

BROADBENT, (1916) N. ZL. RR. 821. 


{. Soldier’s will — Admissibility o 
letter.J—The letters of a soldieu. bat 
active service were held to be a nuncu- 
pative will when they contained clauses 
suoh as: ‘fT have ...made...a 
will . . . leaving all & everything to 
you, but 1 will send it on to you from 
Kngland ag it has got to go through the 


J.—-VOL. XLIV. 


ies Infant.|—A_ soldicr being in 


&. 
actual military service may make a 
valid will although he is a minor. 
Such will continues in operation after 
the cessation of warfare. A soldier is 
on actual military service within Wills, 
Probate & Administration Act, 1898, 
sg. 10, as soon as be has, in obedience 
to orders, tuken some step in view of, 
& oo denen to joining the forces iu 
the fiold.—-2te THOMPSON’S WILL (L9L0), 
10.8. R. NLS. W. 406; 27 N.S. W. 
W. N. 113.—AUS. 

h. ---—.]—-A testator by his will 
declared that his last will was in the 
hands of his wife. estator, who dicd 
on active service as w member of the 
Austrajian linperial Force, had left 
with his wife a document purporting 
to be a will, but which was not signod 
by him:—Held: both documents 
should be admitted to probate.— le 
Murvry (1919), 19 8. Ro N.S. W. 357 5 
36 N.S. W. W. N. 132.—AUS. 

k. -~--.]-—-A will made by a soldier 
while on actual military service was 


will was valid as to personal estate, but 
invalid as to real estate, & letters of 
administration should be granted 
‘with the will (except so far as the samo 
relates to real estate) annoxed.”’—Ire 
Virnon (1919), 19S. RN. S. W. 368 | 
36 N.S. W. W. N. 132.--AUS. 

l. —- —Application for »robate— Duty 
of applicant.|—Semble : t is the duty 
of an applicant for probate of a 
soldier’s will to propound any letters 
which testator may have written while 
on active service expressing testa- 
mentary wishes.—Re MvIR, [1919] 
N. 4%. L. R. 632.—N.Z. 


PART IX. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1. 

m. Meaning of interlineation—Grfts 
on separate page not executed — Use 
of wards ** turn over »»__.. Incorporation. } 
—lte MARTIN’S WILL, 17 N. Z L. R. 
418.—N.Z. 

n. Presumption that obliteration made 
by testator.}—-The presumption is, in 
the absence of other evidence, that 
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Sect. 1.—By testator: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A. & B.) 


the will was executed :—Held: the words on the 

second side were in the nature of an interlineation, 

& formed part of the will.—Jn the Goods of Birr 

(1871), LD. R.2P. & PD. 214; 241. T. 142; 35 J.P. 

296; 19 W. R. 5113 sub nom. In the Coods of 

Burt, 40 lL. J. P. & M. 26. 

Annotations :—Distd. In the Govuds of Malen (1883), 54 
L. J. P. 91; Royle v, Harris, [1895] P. 163; In the Goods 
of Geo (1898), 78 L. T. 843. 

1365. ——— Not confined to something written 
between the lines.|—The definition of the word 
** interlineation ”? in Wills Act is not to be confined 
to somcthing written between the lines. Some- 
thing put into one of the lines, but written on the 
line, is equally an “ interlineation ’’ within the 
Act —BAGSHAWE v. CANNING (1888), 52 J. P. 583. 

1366. —-— Something put into.line—Written on 
line.]— BAGSHAWE v. CANNING, No. 1365, ante. 

1367. Meaning of alteration.|—GREVILLE  v. 
TYLEE, No. 1459, post. 

1868. - Distinguished from destruction.}—— 
LUSHINGTON v. ONSLOW, No. 1445, post. 





SUB-SECT, 2.—VALIDITY OF ALTERATIONS. 
A. In General, 


1369. Necessity for intention.] —- BROOKE v. 
KENT (1811), 3 Moo. P. C. C. 3845 1 Notes of 

rases, 93; 13 H.R. 136, P. C. 3 previous proceed- 

angs, sub nom. In the Goods of BROOKE (1889), 2 

Curt. 343. 

Annotations :—Consd. Townley v. Watson (1844), 3 Curt. 
761. Refd. Thorne », Rooke (1841), 2 Curt. 799; Birk- 
head v. Bowdoin (1842), 2 Notes of Cases, 66; Soar v. 
Dolman (1842), 1 Notes of Cases, 513; Ferraris vr. Hertford 
(1843), 2 Notes of Cases, 230; Croker v. Hertford (1844), 
4 Moo, I’. C. C. 3895 In the Goods of Fendell (1844), 3 
L. T. O. S. 141.3 Jn the Goods of Bedford (1847), 5 Notes 
of Cases, 188; In the Goods of Reeve (1849), 13 L. T. O. §. 
1035 Doe d. Shallcross v. Palmer (1851), 15 Jur. 836 ; 
in the Goods of Parr (1859), 6 Jur. N.S. 56; Inthe Goods of 
Harris (1260), 29 L. J. P.M. & A. 793 Quick v. Quick & 
Quick (1864), 3 Sw. & Tr. 442; In the Goods of McCabe 
(1873), LL. RSP. & D. 943 Inthe Estate of Zimmer (1924), 
$O T. L. Tt. 502. 

1370. Alterations made before execution of will.] 
——Testator wrote out his will in 1885 & signed 
& dated it, but did not) have it attested. He 
subsequently destroyed all but the last sheet, & 
wrote out two fresh sheets, which he attached 
to the last sheet. He then, in 1888, inked over his 
signature in the presence of two attesting witnesses, 
who duly signed their names at. the foot of the 
attestation clause. Testator died in 1889, & 
after his death the will was found with the name of 
the residuary legatee altered, & with several other 
alterations, all being in testator’s own handwriting. 
There was no evidence as to when these were made. 
The next of kin & heir-at-law concurred in the 
application of the sole exor. for probate. The ct. 
admitted the will to proof.—MAULE v. MAULE 
(1890), 62 L. T. 702. 

1371. Alterations made after execution of will.] 
—Upon the death of A. a will was found, in which 
a legacy to BK. was erased, but so as to be legible. 
One of the attesting witnesses stated that the 
erasure was made before the execution of the will ; 
the other witness had no recollection on the sub- 
ject; & evidence was given tending to show that 
the erasure was made after execution. The ct., 
upon the balance of the evidence, being of opinion 


an obliteration was made by testator 
himself.— Re Hrnert Estatx (Sask.), 
11927) 3 W. W. R. 24.—CAN. 


0. Distinction between interlineation 
cd obltteration.|— Lnterlineation muat 


be intentional, obliteration may not.— 
EWAN (DUNDEK PROVOBT) ?. 
(1858), 6 W. Jt. 556.—S8COT. 


p. Application of rules to 
ments written munu aliena & holograph 


WILLS. 


that the erasure was made after execution, granted 
probate without the erasure. 

Qu.: whether declarations of testator made 
after the execution of a will are admissible in 
evidence to show that an crasure was made after 
execution.—In the Goods of Warpy (1861), 30 
L. J.P. M. & A. 1423 25 J. P. 407. 

1372. -——.]—-Where the name of one of the 
attesting witnesses to a will was written on an 
erasure, but it appeared that the will had been 
duly executed & attested. & that subsequently 
the attesting witness’s name had been erased by 
testator, & had at his request been re-written by 
the attesting witness, the ct., on motion, granted 
probate to the widow on affidavit that she & two 
infant children were the only persons entitled in 
distribution, & that notice had been given to the 
children.—In the Goods of COLEMAN (1861), 2 
Sw. & Tr. 314; 5 L. T. 119; 25 5. P. 503; 164 
KE. R. 1016; sub nom. In the Goods of COLMAN, 
30 L. J. P. M. & A. 170. 





1378. .|-—Re Hay, KERR v. STINNEAR, No. 
2118, post. 
1374. —--— Words or effect of will before altera- 


tion not apparent.|~—Testatrix having obliterated 
certain parts of her will, so that they could not be 
made out on the face of it, without having the 
alterations attested, & having declared her reasons 
for revoking such parts :-—-Held: (1) the altera- 
tions should have effect; & (2) evidence dehors 
the will, showing what the obliterated passages 
had been, was inadmissible. 

(3) Sect. 21 [Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26)] enacts 
that, where the words or effect of the will before 
the alteration shall not be apparent, then the 
obliteration shall be valid. The construction 
which the ct. has put upon the word ‘ apparent ” 
is ‘‘apparent on inspection of the instrument, 
itself’? (Sin H. JENNER Fust).—TOWNLEY vt. 
WATSON (1844), 3 Curt. 761 ; 3 Notes of Cases, 17 ; 
2L. T. O.S. 3763; 8 Jur. 1113; 163 1. R. 893. 
Annotations :— As to (1) Consd. In the Hstate of Zimmer 

(1924), 40 T. L. 2. 502.) As to (3) Consd. in the Goods of 

McCabe (1873), L. . 3 P.& D. 94. Apld. Jn the Goods of 

Horsford (1874), L. Rh. 3 P. & D. 211; Filinch rv. Combe, 

[1894] 1. 191. 

1375. —-— Meaning of ‘‘ apparent °’’—- 
Apparent on inspection of instrument.|—'lestator 
atter the execution of his will, obliterated & erased 
certain parts thereof. Probate granted of the will, 
with those parts in blank, the original words not 
being discernible on the face of the paper. 

The obliterations & erasures should be carefully 
examined by persons accustomed to inspect 
writings in order to ascertain how the will originally 
stood ; possibly with the use of glasses that may 
be discovered (Sik H. JENNER).—Jn the Goods of 
IBBETSON (1839), 2 Curt. 337; 163 EH. R. 431. 
Annotation :~-Apld. Ffinch vr. Combe, [1894] P. 191. 











1376. —--- ——- —-~ -—--./—-TOWNLEY — v. 
WATSON, No. 1374, ante. 

1377. —— —-- ~--—.|-~In the Goods of 
McCaser, No. 1955, post. 

1378. —---.]|—Words beneath 











obliterations, erasures, or alterations on a testa- 
mentary document are “ apparent’ within Wills 
Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 21, if experts using magnifying 
glasses, when necessary, can decipher them & 
satisfy the ct. that they have done s0; but it is 
not allowable to resort to any physical interference 


writings. |—The rules which have been 


MorRis —_ Jaid down as to erasures, eto., in instru- 
ments written manu aliena do not 
generally apply to holograph writings. 

instru- —~—EWAN (DUNDEE PROVOST) v .MORKIS 


(1858), 6 W. KR. 556.—SCOT. 


Part [X.—ALTERATIONS AND ERASURES. 


with the document, so as to render clearer what 
may have been written upon it. 

Slips of paper which could have been removed, 
leaving the document intact, were, after the 
exccution of a will, pasted over certain words of 
it. These words could be read by an expert in 
writing, on placing a piece of brown paper round 
them, & holding the document against a window 
pane :—Held: such concealment amounted to an 

‘ obliteration’ of the words but as they could 
be read by an expert in writing using the above 
means, they were ‘‘ apparent "’ within the meaning 
of the sect.—FFINCH v. ComBE, [1894] P. 191; 
63 L. J. P.118; 70. T. 695; 10 T. L. R. 358 ; 
6 R. 545. 

1379. ——-— -——.]—The ct., on 
motion, allowed words bencath alterations in a 
will to be substituted, as ‘‘ apparent’? within 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 21, upon proof that they 
could be deciphered by an expert in handwriting 
using &@ magnifying glass.—Jn the Goods of BRASIER, 
[1899] P. 363 sub nom. In the Goods of BRAZIER, 
68L. J.P.63; 791. 7.4723 47 W. RB. 272. 














1380. - Capable of being made out 
by evidence.|—LusHINGTON », ONsLow, No. 1445, 
post, 

1381, - —-- —---— -—~— Apparent without removal 


of superimposed paper.} — Where testator has 
pasted over a whole legacy a piece of paper on 
which at. some time, about which the witnesses 
can give no information, he has written a new 
bequest, the et. will not order the upper paper to 
be removed, & will direct the probate to issue in 
blank as to that legacy ; but if testator has covered 
over the amount of a legacy only, leaving the 
legatee’s name untouched, the ct. will consider it 
a@ ease which comes under the principle of a 
dependent. relative revocation, & will endeavour 
to dicover the amount of the legacy originally 
bequeathed by removing the upper paper.— 
In the Goods of Tlorsrorn (1874), 2. BR. 8 PL & D. 
2113 441. 3.P.O& M.9s SET. 1.5583: 28 W. R. 
21]. 
wlnnotation >—Consd. Itinch vv Combe, (1894) P. 1g. 
1382. —-- ---- Admlssibility of evidence as to 
alterations —Extrinsic evidence.|-—TOWNLEY = 7. 
WATSON, No. 1874, ante. 


13883. —~ ~--- -~-~ ~—.] -In the Goods of 
McCasr, No. 1955. post. 
1384. -—- — —-~ Words obliterated - almost 


illegible.|— An obliteration in = a temporary 
will of 1844, the words being almost Wegible, no 
evidence being obtainable whether niade before 
or after execution. Probate decreed of the will as 
altered.—in the Goods of RAMSROTTOM (1845), 4 
Notes of Cases, 316. 

1385. --~ Unattested alterations.|—Will of 
realty, dated prior to Jan. 1, 1838, & bearing upon 
the face of it certain obliterations which were 
favourable to the claim of the heir-at-law of 
testatrix, established against the heir, without the 
obliterations ; the evidence leading to the con- 
clusion that the obliterations were not made 
previously to the execution of the will, or under 
circumstances rendering them valid within the 
provisions of Stat. Frauds, s. 6, & the heir not 
desiring an issue.—-WYNN v. LT EVENINGHAM (1845), 
1 Coll. 6380; 63 E.R. 574. 





1886. ---——  —-—.]~—-ANoN. (1846), No. 1442, 
post. 
13887. —-— .|—A will contained no formal 





appointment of exors. in the body of it, but there 


PART IX. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 


q. Absence of evidence that alteru- 
tions made before execution of codicil. }— 


In the absence of any ovidonce that 
words written over erasures in a will 
were added before the execution of a 
codicil to the will probate must be 
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wore frequent allusions to ‘‘my exors. herein 
named,’’ & whenever these words occurred in 
the will they were marked with a “x” (sic). 
At the bottom of the will, below the attestation 
clause, the following words were written, ‘ exors. 
W.G. & U.S. x’ (sie). It was proved that these 
words were written before the will was executed. 
Some months afterwards testator caused the name 
of C. S., who was an attesting witness as well as 
exor., to be erased wherever it occurred in the will, 
& the name of W.S. to be written on the erasures, 
but he did not re-execute the will after such altera- 
tions were made. The ct. allowed the words 
appointing exors. to be included in the probate, 
but ordered the nate of (. S. to be restored where- 
ever it occurred in the will.—Jn the Goods of 
GREENWOOD, [1892] P.7; 61 L. J. P.56; 661. T. 
61. 

—— Effect of alteration.|——Sec Sub-sect. 





3, post. 

1388. -——- Final or deliberate alterations.|— 
S. executed a will in 1770, & in 1778 he executed 
a copy of the will & a codicil in duplicate on the 
same day. The main object of the codicil was to 
provide for the lessor of pltf., who was his youngest 
son, born in 1777. In 1808 S. died leaving four 
sons him surviving. After his death the will of 
1776, with the duplicate codicil annexed, was 
found in his portfolio; & the will executed in 
1778, with duplicate codicil annexed, in a box in 
the same room. The will & codicil in the port- 
folio contained erasures which diverted the limita- 
tion of certain estates from the younger sons to the 
eldest son. The altered will & codicil were proved 
by the extrix., & acted upon until the death of all 
the sons of S., except the lessor of plitf., who, 
when his turn to inherit according to the unaltered 
will arrived, brought ejectment. against deft., the 
suecessor of the eldest son of S. 

The judge asked the jury, whether the two wills 
with the duplicate codicil annexed to each, formed 
the last will of S.. Whether the erasures in the 
will & codicil in the portfolio were intended to be 
tinal or deliberative only, & he directed the jury 
that if their opinion on these two questions was 
in the affirmative, then the cancellation of one part 
was the cancellation of the other part, & the 
passage uncancelled was the last will of S. :—-Held : 
the questions left to the jury & the direction, in 
point of law, were correct..—DoOE d. STRICKLAND v. 
STRICKLAND (1819), 8 C. B. 724; 10 L.3.C. P. 89 5 
4 L. T. O.S. 2703 187 Is. R. 698. 

Annotation : -Retd. Price v. Powell (18538), 3 H. & N. S41, 


BR. Effect of Codicil. 


1389. Alterations in will made before execution 
of codicil.}—-Jn the Goods of ParkER (1856), 27 
lL. TT. O. S. 18. 

1390. .|—A., on Apr. 28, 1847, executed a 
draft will, in which, after his death were found 
interlineations & cancellations, some in ink & 
some in pencil. In May, 1847, he executed an 
engrossed will, & in 1854 he executed a codicil, 
which purported to be a codicil of the will of Apr. 
1847. It appearing that the engrossed will was 
copied from the will of Apr. 1847, & that it corre- 
sponded with it as altered in ink, & consequently 
that the latter will was so altered before the date 
of the codicil, the ct. granted probate of the will 
of Apr. 1847, as altered in ink, & of the codicil 
of 1854.—Jn the Goods of Wyarr (1862), 2 Sw. & 





granted with blanks wherever erasures 
occur if the words erased cannot 
be ascertained.—-DOHERTY v. DWYER 
(1890), 25 L. Tt, Ir. 297.--IR. 
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Tr. 404; 31L. J. P.M. & A. 197; OL. T. 604; 

10 W. R. 783; 164 E. R. 1088. 

Annotation :--Consd. In the Goods of Truro (1866), lL. R. 1 
P.& dD. 201. 

-.| —Interlineations & alterations in a 
will, admitted to probate where it was proved 
that they had been inserted before the date of the 
execution of a codicil to the will.—TyLEr v. 
MERCHANT Taynors’ Co. (1890), 15 P. D. 216; 
60 L. J. P. 86; 63 L. T. 779. 
anole: Rete: Re Hay, Kerr v. Stinnear (1903), 52 


1392. .|—Testator, after the execution of 
his will, made various alterations & interlineations, 
some of which were attested & some unattested. 
Among the later was an interlineation giving a 
legacy of ‘‘ £1,000 to each of my exors.’’ In the 
body of the will he gave a legacy of £10,000 to 
one of his exors. In a codicil testator recited that 
he had given a legacy of £11,000 to this par- 
ticular person :—Held: this reference showed that 
the interlineation had been made prior to the 
execution of the codicil, & it was therefore incor- 
porated by it.-- dn the Goods of Hmatn, [1892] LP. 
253; 61 L. J. P. 131; 67 L. T. 356. 


Annotation :— Refd. Re Hay, Kerr v. Stinnear (1903), 52 
W.R., 92. 


1393. ----- Internal evidence as to time of 
alterations.| — Where unattested alterations ap- 
peared in a will, without extrinsic evidence as 
to whether made before or after the execution, & 
a codicil bore date two years after that of the will, 
the ct., upon internal evidence, decreed probate 
with the alterations, as made at least before the 
execution of the codicil.—/» the Goods of BRADLKY 
(1846), 5 Notes of Cases, 187. 

Effect of republication by codicil.) Sve Part X., 
Sect. 3, sub-sect. 3, B., post. 








SUB-SECT. 3.—EFFECT OF ALTERATIONS. 


1394. Alteration after execution of will—Original 
words not apparent—Probate granted in blank.j|— 
Testator, after Jan. 1, 1838, having obliterated 
the words three or five, & substituted the word one, 
in a will made in 1837, the alteration not being 
attested as required by Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26). 
Probate granted in blank.—Jn the Goods of Livock 
(1838), 1 Curt. 906; 1683 KE. R. 313. 








1395. —~- .}—In the Goods of IBBET- 
SON, No. 1375, ante. 
1396. -- --- -~-- -~—.] -Testatrix after the 


PART IX. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 38. 


1894 i. Alteration after execution of 
uril—Original words not apparent—Pro - 


seven 
pounds. 


daughters the sum of forty 
In the will as originally 
cngrossed the amount appeared as thirt.v 


WILLS. 


execution of her will erased certain parts thereof, 
substituting in their places other words. Probate 
granted of the will with those parts erased in blank, 
the original words not being discernible on the 
face of the paper, & there being no evidence to 
show what they were.—Jn the Goods of JAMES 
(1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 238; 164 BE. R. 709. 

1397. Admissibility of evidence— 
Evidence of original words.]|—-Words had been 
erased from a will, & others substituted which 
could not take effect. Paro! evidence was admitted 
to show what the original words were.- -In the 
Goods of RKEvE (1849), 13 L. T. O. S. 103; 18 
Jur. 370. 


—— ~~ 








—~.|—Testatrix duly 
executed a holograph will, which after her decease 
was found with the word ‘ one” written in the 
place of another word. There was no evidence 
to show when the alteration was made. The 
original word was quite illegible :—Held: it was 
the duty of the ct. to decide what the obliterated 
word was, if, from the evidence, it was able to do 
so with ‘reasonable certainty,” & in that event 
to admit the will to probate with the word 80 
decided upon in place of the word substituted for 
it by testatrix.— JEFFERY v1. CANCER FLOSPITAT 
(1887), 57 Ju. T. 6003 51 J. P. 508. 

1399. ——,.]—Fte WYarr, FURNIsS Uv. 
PHEAR (1888), 36 W. R. 521; 4 1. L. RR. 245. 

1400. Original words apparent—Probate of 
will as it originally stood.|—'Testator after the 
execution of his will, having partly erased the word 
four, & substituted the word five, the alteration 
not. being attested, as required by Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26). Probate of the will, passed as it originally 
stood, the word four being sufficiently apparent 
upon the paper. —Jn the Goods of BreaAvan (1840), 
2 Curt. 369; 163 HK. BR. 442. 
Annotation - - Consd. Ffinch v. Combe, [1894] P. 191. 

















1401, —---- ——-~— .j—In the Goods of DYER 
(1841), 5 Jur. 1016. 
1402. ——._ — -!—Testator executed his 


will, containing a legacy therein of fifty pounds 
tu S$. 8. Subsequently to the execution, he erased 
the word fifty, & substituted the word thirty. 
The alteration not being attested, probate granted 
with the original word {fifty inserted. -SOAR v. 
DouMAN, Jn the Goods of Rippin (1812). 3 Curt. 
121; 1 Notes of Cases, 513 ; Gur. 512; 168 7. R. 
675. 

1403. .|-~Where an = appoint- 
ment of an exor, is made in a duly executed will, 
& testator, having expressed his intention of so 
doing, obliterates the original name & = sub- 





so that words interlined or interpolated 
appear in the text, & words struck 
through or obliterated are omitted.— 


vate granted in blank.}—A will of which 
certain passages have been completely 
obliterated by testator ofter its execu- 
tion should be probated in its altered 
state.—Jte HEBERT Estatre (Sask.), 
{1927} 3 W. W. Rh. 24.—CAN. 


1400 i. Original words apparent 
— Probate of will as it oar y stood. | 
—~ Testator, after making his will, which 
was duly executed, struck out a clause 
therein with the intention of substitu- 
ting a clause which he wrote below the 
will, which Jast mentioned clause was 
ineffective because signed only by 
testator & one witness :—Fleld: the 
will as originally drawn must stand & 
probate was granted accordingly.—J’e 
GARTON (Sask.), [1924] 1 W. W. R. 
1023.—CAN. 


Y. Alteration prior to execution of 
uill— Erasure of such alteration 
substitution subsequent to erecution— 
Erasure & substituted word not attested.) 
—Testator bequeathed to each of his 





pounds, but prior to the execution of 
the will that sum was altered to forty 
pounds. The alteration was duly 
attested. Subsequently to the execu- 
tion of the will the word “ forty ’? was 
erased & the word ‘‘ twenty ’’? was 
substituted. This subsequent crasure 
& alteration was not Ailested in the 
usual manner. Satisfactory evidence 
was given as to the word erased :— 
Ileld: the probate of the will should 
be granted with the substitution of the 
word “ forty ” for the word “ twenty.” 
ee 30 N. Z. L. R. 161. 

t. - ——~.]J—Where there are altera- 
tions in a will or codicil, & these 
alterations are verified by the signa- 
tures or initials of testator or witnesses 
or by a reference in the attestation 
clause, or sre shown by affidavit to have 
been made before the execution of the 
will or codicil, the will or codicil is 
engrossed ‘ fair,”’ i.e. not in facsimile, 


Re STEVENS, (1918) N. ZL. KR. 940.-- 
N.Z 


a. Will uith interlineations— & oblite= 
rations. |—Interlineations In a will (jome 
of which were initialed), obliterations 
(not initialed) & the signatures all 
appeared to have been written with the 
Kame mn & ink & at the same time: 
~Held: this was sufficient evidence 
to admit. the document to probate with 
the initialed interlineations, & excluding 
al) obliterations the beginnings of which 
were under an interlineation but not 
excluding obliterations not connected 
with the interlineations.—AHe PuURViIs's 
WILL (1877), 3 Vv. L. hk. 37.—AUS. 

b. ———.]-—GREEN ¥. GREEN (1872), 
1P. EK. 1. 384.—CAN. 

ce. Kxamination by inspectors—Pro- 
bate as set out by them.}— Where 
testator had obliterated & altered 
portions of a codicil, the ct., upon 
application for probate, directed the 
codicil to be examined by two inspec- 


Part 1X.—ALTERATIONS AND ERASURES. 


stitutes another, such obliteration & substitution 
being unexecuted, the ct. will direct the original 
name to be restored in the probate, if it is satisfied 
by evidence aliunde what the original name was.— 
In the Goods of Harnis (1860), 1 Sw. & Tr. 536; 
20L.J.P.M.&A.79; 21.17.118; 8 W. R. 368. 
a oon eld, In the Goods of McCabe (1873), L. R. 3 


1404. —— -—.]/—Testator having duly 
executed his will, he, on a subsequent occasion, 
in the presence of his exor., erased his signature, 
with the avowed intention of writing it in a better 
style, & did thereupon write it again in presence 
of the exor., but not of the attesting witnesses: 
Held: the instrument was entitled to probate, 
the original signature being considered as restored. 
—In the Goods of KENNETT (1863), 2 New Rep. 461. 

1405. - ——- --—-.|—Testator by his will 
bequeathed certain legacies to his children & 
their issue, & had expressed to the solr. who pre- 
pared the will his desire that his grandchildren 
should not receive their legacies until they should 
attain the age of twenty-five years. The solr. 
explained to him that such bequests would be 
void, & the will, when executed, contained a pro- 
vision that the grandchildren should be entitled 
to their legacies upon attaining the age of twenty- 
one years. ‘Testator was of unsound mind during 
the last six years of his life, & after his death it 
was discovered that: wherever the words “ twenty- 
one years”? occurred in the will, the word ‘ one ”’ 
had been effaced & the word “‘ five ” substituted : 
The ct. granted probate of the will, substituting 
“one” for “ five’? wherever the latter word had 
been inserted.— STunvTON 7. WuerLocKk (1883), 
o2 Ld. P. 293 48 L. 1. 237; 47.1. P. 282; 31 
W. RR. 882. 

—-~ -—— - Meaning of apparent.|]— See Sub-sect. 
2, A. ante. 

1406. -- - - --— Probate granted in blank.]— 
Where testator appoints by will bearing date 
Dec. 11, 1888, A., as one of his trustees, & after- 
wards, in Apr. 1842. directs one of the attesting 
witnesses to strike wA.’s name cut of the will, & 
insert Bas. & the alteration is made accordingly i— 
Held: though B.’s name cannot stand, A.’s can- 
not, under Wills Act, 1837 (ce. 26), be restored, & 
probate must) pass in blank. /n the Goods of 
HNDELL (1844), 3 FT. O. S. 141. 








SUuB-sEcr., 4.--HEXECUTION OF ALTERATIONS. 

See Wills Act. 1837 (c. 26), s. 21. 

1407. Re-execution of will.}—ToOWNSHEND »., 
cme (1711), 8 Ving Abr. 142, pl. 8, 


tors, & upon their report of its entire will, taken 


in the presence 
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1408. -.|—WINSOR v. PRATT, No. 1959, post. 

1409. Acknowledgment of signature by testator.] 
— TOWNSHEND v. Pranrck (1711), 8 Vin. Abr. 
142, pl. 3. 

1410. —-—- Initials of witnesses opposite altera- 
tions.]—Interlineations were made in a_ will 
by testator after execution. He sent for the 
witnesses, pointed out the alterations, declared he 
republished his will, & then acknowledged his 
original signature, but did not re-sign. The 
witnesses placed their initials opposite to the 
alterations, & also signed a memorandum at the 
foot of the will :—Held: a. sufficient execution of 
the interlineations.—In the Goods of DEWELL 
(1853), 1 Eee. & Ad. 103; 22 L. T. O. 8.12435 17 
Jur. 1180; 164 K. R. 60. 

1411. Signatures or initials of testator & wit- 
nesses near to alterations.|—Where the signature 
of testator & the subscription of the witnesses are 
made in the margin of the will, near the alterations, 
the ct. will decree probate of the will with the 
alterations, without requiring any affidavit as to 
the time when the alterations were made.—IJn 
the Goods of WINGROVE (1850), 16. T. O. S. 347 ; 
15 Jur. Ol. 


1412. ——-.]-—GREVILLE v. TyLEn, No. 1459, 
post. 
1413. ——-.]—In 1847, A. regularly executed his 


will; two years afterwards he made an interlinea- 
tion in the will, in the margin of which, & opposite 
the intcrlincation, he & the subscribing witnesses 
to the will placed their initials :—eld: the 
interlineation was to form part of the probate.— 
In the Goods of Hinps (1852), 20 L. T. O. S. 264 ; 
16 Jur. 1161. 

1414, ——.J—The initials of testatrix & the 
attesting witnesses in the margin of the will 
opposite interlincations are sufficient to render the 
interlineations valid.—Jn the Goods of BLEWITT 
(1880),5 P.D.116; 49L. 5. P. 31; 42 L. T. 329 ; 
44 J. P. 768; 28 W. R. 520. 

1415. — One witness not sufficient.|—Tcstator, 
some time after the execution of his will, ordered 
the names of two exors. to be crased, & other 
names to be substituted in their place. This 
alteration was completely effected, but not in the 
presence of two witnesses :—Held : in the probate 
the names erased must be restored.—-In the Goods 
of Parr (1859), Sea. & Sm. 146; 29 L. J. P. M. 
& A. 70; 6Jur. N.S. 56. 

Annotation :—Refd. In the Goods of McCabe (1873), L. R. 3 

Pp. & VD. 4. , 

1416. Initials of witnesses alone not sufli- 


cient.)—Testatiix having duly executed her will, 
& having subsequently made certain alterations & 








of the v. Fainig, 25 N.S. RR. 454.—CAN. 


legibility, granted probate of it as set 
out by them.—Re RippreLy’s WILL 
(1880), 6 V. L. R. 5.— AUS 

d. Application for probate— Procedure 
where pa of utll oblitcrated.|-—When 
there any doubt as to whether an 
Obliteration in a will ought to prevail 
the application for probate should be 
made by way of nalice of motion & all 
persons interested in the will should be 
served therewith.—J’e HEBERT ESTATE 
(Sagek.), [1927] 3 W. W. RR. 24.-—CAN. 


e. Photographic facsimile of will 
attuched to probate.\- Where the exors. 
ap Wied for probate of a will, consisting 
of two documents, the first being a copy 
will with various alterations & inter- 
lineations made In peneil by testator 
himeelf some time before the execution 
of the second, which was in the nature 
of a codicil confirming the first as 
altered, the ct. granted probate with a 
copy of the will showing the alterations 
& interlineations in red ink, & directed 
® photographic facsimile of the copy 


registrar & the exors., to be attached, 
as the pencil alterations were likely to 
fade in the course of time.-- Jn the 
Goods of BROUGHTON (1902), T. LL. lh. 
29 Cule. 3113; 6C. W.N. 477.— IND. 

f. Iteference to erased words for 
urposes of construction. j—Semble : in 
iolographs, erased words may be 
regarded, to discover the meaning of 
words not ecrased.— EWAN (DUNDEE 
Provosr) vr. Morris (1858), 6 W. hk. 
556.—SCOT. 


PART IX. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4. 


14111. Signatures or initials of testator 
d& witnesses near to alterations. }—Any 
alteration or revocation made in or of 
the provisions of a will after Jan. 1, 
Is74, to be effectual, must be attested 
in the saine inanner as a will requires to 
be attested; & that notwithstanding 
the will was made anterior to that date. 


—SMITH vt. MERIAM, 25 Gr. 383.— 
CAN. 
1411 il. ——.]—Re LAWSON, JORDAN 


1411 iii. -.}~-After the execution 
of w will made subsequent to Jan. 1, 
1838, testator caused certain words to be 
erased & others to be substituted but 
did not execute the alterations as re- 
quired by the statute. Tho ct. rejected 
the words substituted & restored the 
words obliterated & decreed for the 
will as it stood when executed.—WHITE 
v. GRIER (1841), Milw. 602.—IR. 


1411 iv. .J—Where the initials 
of testator & witnesses are affixed to 
important interlineations made in a 
will after it has been duly executed, 
application for probate with such 
interlincations must be supported by 
proof that the Initials of testator were 
affixed in the presence of the witnesses. 
& the initials of the witnesses affixed 





in the resence of testator.—Re 
BROWN’'S WILL (1895), 13 N. Z. L. R. 
645.—N.Z. 

14161. Initials of witnesses alone 





not sufficient.) —Where, after the execu- 
tion of a will, an interlineation was 
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Sect. 1.—By testator: Sub-secis. 4 & 5, A.] 


interlineations therein went over her signature 
with a dry pen, in the presence of the subscribed 
witnesses, who placed their initials in the margin, 
opposite to & against the alterations, not otherwise 
re-subscribing :—Held: the re-execution was not 
duly attested, & probate decreed as the will 
originally stood.—Jn the Goods of MARTIN (1849), 
1 Rob. Keel. 712; 6 Notes of Cases, 694. 

aot one :~Apld. Jn the Goods of Shearn (1880), 50 








ae PP. 15, Refd. Jn the Goods of Biewitt (1880), 5 P. D. 
y. 
1417. -———.]—Testator having made some 


alterations in a duly-executed wil], he & the attest- 

ing witnesses traced their former signatures with 
a dry pen, & the attesting witnesses placed their 

eee in the margin opposite each of the altera- 
ions. 

The ct. refused to regard the initials in the margin 
as evidence that the alterations had been duly 
executed & attested, & declined to grant probate 
of the will with alterations.—IJn the Goods of 
CUNNINGHAM (1860), Sea. & Sm. 132; 4 Sw. & Tr. 
1045 201. J. P.M. & A. 71. 

1418. —-- -~.J—Testatrix dulv executed her 
will in the presence of two witnesses, who subscribed 
& attested it. Immediately after its execution 
an omission was discovered in the will, & this 
omission was supplied by an interlineation.  ‘Testa- 
trix approved of the will as altered, acknowledging 
it as her “ last will & testament,’’ & the witnesses 
then, in her presence, placed their initials in the 
margin opposite the interlineation :—Held: there 
had been no re-execution of the will, & conse- 
quently the interlineation should be omitted from 
the probate.—Jn the Goods of SHEARN (1880), 50 
LJ.P.15;3 43. T. 736; 45 J. P. 808; 29 WLR. 
A445, 

1419. Memorandum referring to alterations. |— 
Testator, by his will duly executed, devised certain 
real estates to R. in fee, subject to & charged with 
an annuity of £600 a year, which he gave to his 
daughter KE. for her life, with powers of distress 
& entry on the devised estates, in case the annuity 
were in arrear. He subsequently erased with a 
pen the word “ six,’”’ & inserted over it the word 
‘“ two,” leaving, however, the word “‘ six ”’ legible, 
in each place where it occurred : & on the same 
day he added a memorandum or codicil to his will, 
signed by him in the presence of one witness only, 
recognising the above alterations :—Held: the 
substitution of “two” for ‘six’ hundred was, 
under these circumstances, inoperative, & E. 
retained a legal intcrest in the annuity of £600.— 
LOCKE v. JAMES (1848), J1 M. & W. 9015 13 
I. J. Ix. 186; 1 L. T. 0. 8.387; 152 EB. fh. 
1071. 





WILLS. 


1420. ——.|—Jn the Goods of DEWELL, No. 1410, 
ante. 
1421. -—.]—Testator in the beginning of his 


will disposed of certain leasehold houses in trust 
for the benefit of his children. The words of the 
description of one of such houses were struck 
through by a pen, & deceased's signature, but not 
those of the witnesses, was placed near such altera- 
tion. At the end of the will a clause was interlined, 
by which testator bequeathed the same house to his 
trustees for the sole benefit of his wife. Under 
the signatures of deceased & the witnesses at the 
termination of the will a memorandum was added 
to the effect that the above words were struck 
out for the benefit of testator’s wife. ‘This memo- 
randum was signed by deceased & attested by the 
witnesses :—Held: the memorandum referred to 
both alterations, the obliteration & intcrlineation, 
& the will so altered should be admitted to probate. 
-——In the Goods of TREEBY (1875), L. R. 3 BP. & D. 
242; 447. 75.P.&M. 44; 39 J.P. Jo. 761. 

1422. Testator & witnesses tracing signatures 
with dry pen.]~—Jn the Goods of CUNNINGHAM, No. 
1417, ante. 

1428. Erasure of name of executor—Necessity 
for execution in clause appointing executors.|—- 
A.. by his will, appointed B. & C. trustees & 
ruardians of his children, & exors. of his will. 
He subsequently erased the name of BK. wherever 
it appeared, & substituted that of D. All the 
alterations were duly executed, except in the clause 
appointing guardians & exors., which was not 
attested. The ct. held that an exor. is cither 
expressly nominated, or is so according to the 
tenor, & declined to look at the construction of 
the instrument for the purpose of determining 
whether I. was appointed exor., & decreed probate 
of the will without the unattested alterations.— 
In the Goods of GAUSSEN (1868), 17 I. T. 3854 5° 32 
J.P. 101; 16W. R. 242. 

1424. Alteration on separate sheets-—One attesta- 
tion sufficient.|—The clause appointing exors. was 
written partly on the second & partly on the third 
side of a will. Subsequently testator altered the 
clause, but his signature & those of the attesting 
witnesses appeared opposite only to the alterations 
which were made on the second side. The ct. 
granted probate of all the alterations.—In the 
Goods of WILKINSON (1881), 6 PLD. 1005 45 0. 2. 
716; 29 W. RR, S96. 


fw 


De — TIME OF ALTERATION, 
AL In General, 
1425. Whether presumption of alteration before 


or after execution of will.|—Jn the Goods of IWOLLo- 
WAY (1841), 1 Notes of Cases, 214. 


SUB-SECT, 


made, which was attested by the wit- 
nesses to the will, but not subscribed 
by testator, the ct. refused to grant 
probate to the will as altered; but. 
granted probate witbout the alteration. 
ree DELVES (1875), 1 V. L. R. 33.—- 


g. ——— Whether necessary.)-—A testia- 
mentary writing, holograph, was found 
in a locked repository enclosed in 
an envelope marked with testator’s 
own hame & with the word “‘ private.” 
The deed contained certain provisions 
which had been deleted by a pen being 
drawn through them, but. the deletions 
were not initialled or otherwise 
authenticated :-—Held: the deletions 
must be presumed to have been made 
by testator with the intention of 
altering the decd, & the provisions so 
deleted were validly  cancelled-- 
ALLAN’R FOXKCUTRIX v. COCKBURN, 
{1920] S. CC. 732; 57 Se. L. I. 644; 


(1920) 28S. L. 'T. 248.—SCOT. 

h. Sufficiency of  <dnitials.) ~ Al- 
though a testator has executed his 
will by signing his name in full it tx a 
sufficient signature to an alteration 
made in it after execution if he puts his 
initials only opposite the alteration.- - 
Re PuGcu (1889), 15 V. L. K. 833.—AUS, 

k. Testamentary document executed 
by testatrir in existence at death —- 
Alterations made in carlier document 
after erecution without re-execution.)}— 
In 1910 testatrix made a will disposing 
of all her property. Afterwards she 
made many alterations in the document 
by striking out words & interlining 
others; but did not re-cxecute as a 
will the documents as altered. In 1916, 
she duly exeeuted a new will, written 
by her own hand, beginning: ‘** This 
is the last will of K. G. if the one stroked 
over will not. stand. If the stroked one 
stands take it.’’ Vhis willalso disposed 


of all her property, but it differed 
materially from the will of 1910, both 
us first written & as subsequently 
witered :--Held: the two documents 
could not stand together, there not 
being an express confirmation of the 
earlier writing.—GRANT v. GRANT 
(1919), 44 O. L. R. 143.—CAN. 

l. Evidence of finality.}—An unsigned 
pencil alteration in a will made by 
testator on bis testament which is 
presumed to be merely deliberative 
may be proved by parol or other 
evidence to huve been intended to have 
beon = final.-~LAMONT v.  GLABGOW 
MAGISTRATES (1887), 14 R. (Ct. of Seas.) 
G03; Zise L. Rk. 426.—SCOT. 


PART IX. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 5.—A. 

1425 1. Whether presumption of altera- 
tion before or afler execution of will.}— 
A will contained some unattested 
erasures & interlineations. They were 


Part [X.—ALTERATIONS AND ERASURES. 


1426. -]—Alterations in a will, without 
evidence as to date, or decisive circumstances. 
pronounced for. 

I think there is enough to satisfy the ct. that the 
alterations were most probably made _ before 
execution. ... 

There is an addition which would seem to have 
been made after execution, which must be rejected 
as pee of the will (Sir H. JENNER).—ZIn the Goods 
of HarRTLEY (1841), 1 Notes of Cases, 100. 

1427. -]|—In the Goods of PHILLIPS (1841), 1 
Notes of Cases, 37. 

1428. -.|—-COOPER v. BOCKETT, No. 1440, 


ost. 
-|—One sheet of a will had bcen 








1429. 
abstracted & another one substituted, there was 
no direct evidence to show when this was done :-— 
Held: from presumptive evidence, this was done 
before execution, & probate of the will therefore 
decreed.—In the Goods of Morton (DOWAGER 





oe (1849), 14 L. T. O. S, 425; 13 Jur. 
O8, 
1480. -——-.]—-A_ will, having an additional 


bequest to a legatee inserted, by which the sense 
of the paragraph, as that bequest stood, was inter- 
rupted, held to be entitled to probate, with such 
additional bequest, as the attesting witnesses knew 
not whether the same was or was not written 
previously to the execution. 

There is no evidence to show when the words, 
which interrupt the grammatical structure of the 
paragraph, were written. The attention of the 
attesting witnesses has been directed to them, & 
they know nothing of the matter. Under this 
circumstance I consider it is no part of my duty to 
raise obstacles, & make Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
more difficult of compliance than it is already. 
I decree probate of the paper as it stands (Dr. 
LUSHINGTON).~—In the Goods of SWINDIN (1850), 
2 Rob, Kecl. 192; 163 E. R. 1288, 
noe i, Rela. In the Goods of Cadge (1868), L. R. 1 


1431. -—--—--.]|—-As u deed cannot be altered after 
execution without fraud or wrong, the presump- 
tion, if an alteration appears, is that it was made 
before execution. But this presumption does 
not apply in the case of a will, which may be 
altered by testator without fraud or wrong.— 
DoE d. TATUM v. CATOMORE (1851), 16 Q. B. 745; 
117 K. R. 1066; sub nom. Dor dad. TATHAM v. 





CATTAMORE (OR CATAMORE), 20 I. J. Q. 
oe 17 I. T. O. 8S. 74; 15 J. P. 673; 15 Jur. 

1432. —GREVILLE wv. TyLint, No. 1459, 
post. 

1433. - -—— -j—~- WILLIAMS v. ASHTON, No. 1460, 
post. 

1434. -ROWLEY v. MERLIN, No. 1461, 
post. 

1435. -.}—Where a will, on the face of it, 


had been executed in 1858 & subscribed by two 


apparently written with the same ink 1425 ili. 


——-.) — Although 


3il 


legatees named in it as witnesses, & was re-executed 
in 1860 & attested by different witnesses & after 
the death of testatrix was found with the first 
attestation clause & the names of the witnesses 
to it cancelled, but there was no evidence to show 
the date of the cancellation, the ct. refused to 
exclude the part cancelled from probate, & directed 
the probate to go in facsimile.—Jn the Goods of 

SMITH (1864), 3 Sw. & Tr. 589; #$4L.53.P.M. & A. 

19; 11 L. T. 684; 29 J. P. 199; 10 Jur. N.S. 

1248; 164 EK. RK. 1404. 

1436. --- -.}—In the Goods of SyKrs, No. 1464, 

ost. 

i 1437. ---—- Evidence that some alterations made 

before execution.]—-Alterations in a will, dated in 

1840, without evidence as to date when made: 

administration decreed with the altcrations, on 

presumption. 

When some of the alterations were made does 
not appear; but when I find that deccased did 
make alterations, in writing the will, as he went on, 
the conclusion is, that all the altcrations were 
made before execution, & before the paper was 
sealed up (SIR HL. JENNER).—ZJn the Goods of Cross 
(1841), 1 Notes of Cases, 189. 

1438. -— — Absence of evidence.|—A will, bear- 
ing on the face of it an appearance of crasure & 
alteration, respecting which the partics are un- 
willing or unable to make an affidavit, in explana- 
tion, refused probate.—IJn the Goods of PARFITY 
(1842), 1 Notes of Cases, 533. 

1439. ——— —-—.!—~Alterations on the face of 
a will, unaccounted for by evidence, are primd 
facie presumed to have been made after execution. 
—BURGOYNE v. SHOWLER (1844), 1 Rob. Keel. 5; 
3 Notes of Cases, 201; 8 Jur. 814; 163 EK. Kk. 
945, 

Annotations :-—Folld. In the Gooda of Rees (1865), 29 J. VP. 
296. Refd. In the Goods of Leach (1848), 6 Notes of Cases, 
92; Re Attridge (1849), 12 L. T. O. S. 3813 Wright +. 
Sanderson (1884), 9 P. D. 149; Harris v. Knight (1890), 
15 PP. D. 170; Jn the Goods of Phibbs (1917), 86 L. J. P. 
a : / n the Estate of Musgrove, Davis v. Mayhew, [1927] 
1440. ——-.} ~The will contained altera- 

tions & erasures affecting the amount & objects 

of testator’s bounty, the existence of which, at 
the time of the execution, the attesting witnesses 
could not depose to :—Held: in the absence of all 
direct evidence as to the alterations & crasures, 
the presumption of law was, that such alterations 

& erasures were made after the execution of the 

will, & probate of the will granted in its original 

forin.—COoOoPER v. BOCKETT (1846), 4 Moo. P. C. C. 











419; 4 Notes of Cases, 685; 10 Jur. 931; 138 
BK. R. 365, P. C.; affg. (1843), 2 Notes of Cases, 
391. 

Annotations :—Consd. Anon. (1846), 8 L. T.O.8.174. Folld. 
Simmons #. Rudall (1850), 1 Sim. N.S. 115. Oonsd. Doe 
d. Tatum v. Catomore (1851), 16 Q. B. 745. pare. 
Greville v. Tylee (1851), 7 Moo. P. C. C. 320. Apld. In 
the Goods of Foley (1855), 25 L. T. O. S. 311. Ref 
Pennant v. Kingseote (1843), 3 Curt. 642; Bayliss v. 


Sayer (1844), 3 Notes of Cases, 22; Jones v. Godrich 


when a declaration that some alterations 
have been made in the codicil before 


& at the samo time as the rest of tho 
will :-—Held : the ct. was not bound to 

resume that these erasures & inter- 
incations were made after execution.— 
Re Yen roON’s WILL (1900), 21 N.S. W. 
ae 17; 17 N.S. W. W.N. 145. 


1425 fi. --- Where interlineations 
appear in a will which are not noted 
alter a long lapse of time a strong 
presumption may be raised that thoy 
were made before or after the oxecution 
of the will, according as the possession, 
title, etc., have run. & as the parties 
interested appear to have acted. — 
Doe d. McVry v, DANIEL, 2 Pug. 372.— 





ulterations are apparent on the face of 
a will, it cannot be presumed that they 
were nade before execution, & they can- 
not be admitted to probate without somo 
affirmative ovidence that they were in 
fact so made, yet a ect. or jury trying 
this question of fact is not confined 
to any particular species of ovidence, 
which, having regard to all the circuim- 
stances, reasonably leads the judgment 
to the conclusion that the alterations 
were made before execution.—MOORE 
v. FaOOEs (1872), 6 LR. Eq. 166. 





1437 i, Evidence that some altera- 
tions made before execution. |}—Where the 
attestation clause in a codicil contains 


execution, the ct. may infer from this 
circumstance, & from the appearance 
of the codicil itself, that all the altera- 
tions were made before execution.— 
DOHKRTY vv DWYER (1890), 25 L. R. 
Ir. 297.—IR. 

m, Rebuttal of preswmption— 
Slight affirmative evidence.)—The pre- 
sumption of law, that the interlinea- 
tions in a will were made after execu- 
tion, prevails only in the absence of 
evidence to the contrary, & very slight 
uffirmative evidence is sufficient to 
rebut the presumption.—In the Goods 
of VIER (1871), 5 I. IR. Eq. 506.—- 
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WILLS. 


Sect. 1.—By testator : Sub-sect.5, A. & B. (a) & (b).] | anything to show or from which it could be 


(1845), 5 Moo. P. ©. C. 163 Gregory v. H.M.’s Proctor 
(1846), 4 Notes of Cases, 620; Birch v. Birch (1848), 1 
Rob. Eecl. 675 ; Lushington ». Onslow (1848), 6 Notes of 
Cases, 183; Doe d. Shalicross v. Palmer (1851), 16 Q. B. 
747; Gann v. Gregory (1854), 3 De G. M. & G. 777; 
Gwillim v. Gwillim (1859), 3 Sw. & Tr. 200; In the Goods 
of Streaker oe 4 Sw. & Tr. 192; In the Goods of 
Huckvale (1867), lL. R. 1 P. & D. 375; In the Coods of 
Cadge (1868), L. RK. 1 P. & D. 543; Beckett v. Howe 
(1869), 39 L. J. P. & M. 1; Pearson v. Pearson (1871), 40 
L. J. P. & M. 533; In the Goods of Svkes (1873), L. R. 3 

P.& DD. 26; Wright v. Sanderson (1884), 9 P. D. 149. 

1441. -|—Where there is nothing to 
show that alterations apparent on the face of a 
will were made after execution, this ct. will 
presume they were made before; but parties to 
whom probate is decreed on motion must take it: 
at their peril, great doubts existing upon this 
point elsewhere.—In the Goods of Srow (1846), 
4 Notes of Cases, 477. 

1442, ——- _ ----.]—-In accordance with the 
decision of the Privy Council in Cooper v. Bockett, 
No. 1440, ante, the ct. will in future presume that 
alterations appearing upon the face of a will, 
where no evidence is yiven as to the time when they 
were tnade, were made after the execution, & 
consequently are invalid.— ANON. (1846), 8 L. T. 
O. S. 174. 

1443, —-- -- --—./—-Where an erasure & inter- 
lineation, unattested, appeared on a will, & the 
attesting witnesses could not depose whether 
or not the alteration was made before execution, 
the ct. refused to decree probate with the words 
which persons skilled in writing had ‘‘ no doubt ”’ 
had been crased.—In the Goods of ABBEY (1847), 
5 Notes of Cases, 614. 

1444. ——----.|—Testatrix having referred in 
a codicil to a paper dehors, & a paper, unattested, 
being found after her death with the codicil, 
answering to the description given therein :— 
Held: such paper was entitled to probate as part 
of the codicil, but certain alterations appearing 
therein, without evidence as to whether they were 
made before or after the execution of the codicil, 
were excluded from the probate.—SwWETE vv. 
DPIDSLEY (1848), 6 Notes of Cases, 189. 

1445. —-—- —— ~.]—-Testatrix executed a will in 
1840 & two codicils in 1843 & 1844. After her 
death, a legacy of £1,000 to E. O. was found to be 
obliterated, or struck through, in the will, not 
so as that the words were not apparent, testatrix 
having written in the margin ‘‘ erased by me, 
M. L.’’ Parol evidence was given that testatrix 
declared her intention to leave a legacy of £1,000 
to 8S. L.; that she had bequeathed such legacy ; 
& that she had struck out, or intended to strike out, 
a legacy of £1,000 to allow of the alteration ; but 
the dates of these declarations could not be fixed : 
—ITeld: this was a case not of destruction, under 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 20, but of alteration, 
under sect. 21; there was not evidence to show 
whether the alteration was made before or after 
the execution of the codicils, & the presumption 
of law, therefore, was, that it was made after 
their execution ; &, as the words obliterated were 
apparent, probate must pass as the will was 
originally executed.—LUSHINGTON tv. ONSLOW 
(1848), 6 Notes of Cases, 183; 11 L. T. O. S. 206; 
12 Jur. 465. 

Annotations :—Retd. In the Goods of Sykes (1873), lu. R. 3 P. 

& D. 26; Fflnch v. Combe, [1891] P. 191. 

1446. .]—DoE d. 
PALMER, No. 1462, post. 

1447, -.|—Testator, who died in 1821, 
struck the name of one of the devisees out of his 
will & interlined the names of two other persons 
above the erasure ; but those alterations were not 
noticed in the attestation clause nor was there 

















SHALLCROSS — v. 











inferred that they were made before the will was 
executed :—Held: they did not affect the devise. 
—SIMMONS v. RUDALL (1851), 1 Sim. N. S. 115; 
15 Jur. 162; 61 EH. R. 48. 


Annotations :—Refd. Groville v. Tylee (1851), 7 Moo. P.-C. C. 
320: #e Judkin’s Trusts (1884), 25 Ch. D. 743. Mentd. 
Boaler v. Brodhurst (1892), 8 T. L. R. 398; 2e Whitrod, 
Burrows v. Base, [1926] Ch. 118. 


1448, --— ——-—.]—The ecclesiastical ct. granted 
probate of a will of personalty with cross lines 
drawn in ink over the bequests of certain legacies. 
On a claim raised by the parties interested in 
these legacies :—Held: the will must be taken to 
have been executed after the cross lines were 
drawn, & the only question was, what was the 
meaning of testator, & this was that the legacies 
were not to stand part of the will. 

The case of Cooper v. Bockett, No. 1440, ante, 
established this principle, namely, that primd 
facie the presumption of law is, that alterations & 
erasures in & will are made after the execution 
(LORD CRANWORTH, C.).—-GANN v. GREGORY 
(1854), 3 De G. M. & G. 777; 2 Eq. Rep. 605; 23 
L. T. O. S. 136; 18 Jur. 1063; 2 W. R. 484; 
43 10. R. 305, L. C. 

.{nnotation :-—Consd. Tee Battic-Wrightson, Cecil v. Battic- 

Wrightson, [1920] 2 Ch. 330, 

1449. |—A., after Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), made a will, which was written on the 
first & third pages of several sheets of note paper. 
At the bottom of one of these pages were the words 
& mark, “ I leave the whole of my property to the 
following religious societies, viz., X., to be divided 
in equal shares among them.” On the top of 
the opposite page was a similar mark to that 
following the “ viz.,” & the names of four religious 
socicties. There being no evidence that the 
names of the societies were written before the 
execution of the will, the ct., considering them to 
be interlineations, excluded them from probate.— 
In the Goods of WHITE (1860), 30 L. J. P.M. & A. 
503 215. P. 792; 6 Jur. N.S. 808. 

1450. --- -- Testator’s knowledge of statutory 
requirements.|-~Unattested alterations in the will 
of a barrister, without evidence as to when made, 
on presumption, admitted to probate. 

Deceased was a gentleman whom we all knew & 
all lament. From the tenour & context of the 
will, it would appear that he made these alterations 
as he wrote it. Looking to the contents of the 
paper, & to the character of a gentleman high in 
his profession, & to the manner in which the 
attestation clause is expressed, I cannot suppose 
that the alterations were made after execution. 
knowing, as he must have done, what was required 
by the Act. I am clearly of opinion that they 
were made by him at the time the will was written, 
& there is no one circumstance which leads to the 
presumption that they were done afterwards. 
Under these circumstances, the ct. is bound to 
decree probate of the paper in the form in which 
it now appears ; & there can be no doubt that, as 
he went on, & read what he had written, he made 
these alterations (Sim H. JENNER Fustr).—In the 
Goods of JACOB (1842), 1 Notes of Cases, 401. 

1451. -~——,.|—Where unattested altera- 
tions appear in a will, without evidence as to 
whether made before or after execution, the fact 
that deceased was acquainted with the proper 
mode of executing wills, & correct in transacting 
business, affords a presumption that the altera- 
tions were made after, not. before, execution.—Jn 
the Goods of THOMSON (1844), 3 Notes of Cases, 441. 











1452. -——- Testator’s correctness in business 
transactions.|—/1 the Goods of Tuomson, No. 1451, 
ante. 


Part [X.—ALTERATIONS AND ERASURES. 


1453. Blank spaces filled in—Use in ink 
of different colours.|—-A will prepared with blanks 
left for legacies was found after testator’s death 
in an open envelope, which had been twice sealed, 
with the legacies inserted by testator, some in 
black, some in red ink, with sundry alterations & 
interlineations connected with the legacies, of 
which the attesting witnesses could give no informa- 
tion :—Held: not to be necessary that testator 
& witnesses should execute legacies so inserted. 
Probate granted of such parts of the will as were 
in black ink, those in red rejected on facts leading 
to the presumption of their being inserted after 
the execution of the will.—Bincu v. Burcu (1848), 1 
Rob. Eccl. 675; 6 Notes of Cases, 5681; 12 L. ‘I’. 
O. S. 334; 12 Jur. 1057; 168 BE. R. 1175. 
Annotation :—Retd. In the Goods of Cadge (1868), L. R. 1 


1454, —--— Distinction in case of interlineation & 
alteration—Interlineation of words effecting mani- 
fest intention.|—A will contained several un- 
attested interlineations, most of them of single 
words, each of which was required to complete 
the sentence to which it belonged. The ct. held 
that it was not bound to presume that these 
interlineations were made after execution, & 
Included them in the probate.--Jn the Goods of 
ADGL (L868), 1. Ro LP. & D. 6483 87 1. J.P. 
a J5; 17 1. T. 484; 32 J. P. 198; 16 W. Rh. 
‘ ). 

Alterations in soldier’s  will.] —- Sce 
Forces, Vol. XX XLX.,, p. 338, No. 250. 


ROYAL 


B. Hvidence as to Time. 
(a) dn General. 

1455. Evidence of person drawing will—Tending 
to prove alteration previous to execution of will.}—- 
(1) A party showed a paper to two persons present 
at the same time, & requested them to sign it; 
both persons observed the signature of the party 
affixed to the paper; & both subscribed it in her 
presence. This paper, being a will, held to have 
been duly executed. 

(2) Alterations on the face of a duly executed 
will, held, upon the circumstances, to have been 
made before execution.-—KEIGWIN 7. KEIGQWLN 
(1843), 3 Curt. G07 5 7 Jur. $40; 1683 H.R. 841. 


-fnnotations : —18 to (1) Refd. Wright v. Sanderson (18384), 
YP. D.1WI9s In the Goods of Moore (1900), 84 LL. T. 60. 


1456. Documents connected with will—Necessity 
for preservation for purpose of evidence—Envelope 
or packet in which will found.|—-Testator died 
Apr. 27, 1845, leaving a will dated in 1829, which 
was found in an envelope, not sealed up, the will 
exhibiting unattested alterations, without date, 
& the envelope having been destroyed ; the ct. 
said, “It is highly proper that the envelope in 
these case should be preserved ; in this case, it 
may have been originally sealed & re-opened, & 
may have had an indorsement ; it is highly proper 
that the envelope should be preserved in these 
cases & produced.”—Jin the Goods of Piaaorr 
(1845), 4 Notes of Cases, 180. 

1457, -—-.- -—-~ ——~-.]|—"Testator had died on 
Feb. 24, 1845, & his will, which bore date in Aug. 
1837, contained unattested alterations & oblitera- 
tions, there being no evidence whether they were 
made before or after the execution: the sealed 
packet, in which the will was found, not being 
produced, the ct. said, ‘The envelope in which 
the will was sealed up might be highly important 





PART IX. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 5.— 
B. (a.) 


_ 1458 i. Onus of proof-—-On party reli- 
ing on alterations—7'o prove that ulteru- 


tian made before execution of will.}-—The 
onus $s upon the party who secks to 
have ap interlineation or alteration in 
a will admitted to probate to show by 
some evidence that it was mado before 
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for the consideration of the ct., with respect to 
the time when the alterations were made. It 
must be understood that, where papers are found 
in this state, the envelopes or packets ought to 
be preserved & brought in.’”—IJn the Goods of 
SIMMONDS (1845), 4 Notes of Cases, 180. 

1458. Onus of proof—On party relying on altera- 
tlons—To prove that alteration made _ before 
execution of will.|— Dor d. SHALLCROSS v. PALMER, 
No. 1482, post. 

1459. -—-- -—~— -—-—.]——-By Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), s. 21, obliterations, interlineations, or 
other altcrations in a will, after execution, are void, 
if not affirmed in the margin, or otherwise, by the 
signature of testator, & the attestation of witnesses. 

The mere circumstance of the amount, or the 
name of a legatee, being inserted in different ink, 
& in a different handwriting, does not alone con- 
stitute an obliteration, interlineation, or other 
alteration, within that Act, nor does any presump- 
tion arise against a will being duly executed as it 
appears. The case is different where there is an 
erasure apparent on the face of the will, & that 
erasure has been superinduced by other writing. 
In such circumstances, the onus probandi lies upon 
the party who alleges such altcration to have been 
done prior to execution, to prove by extrinsic 
evidence, that the words were inserted before 
execution, & that they had the sanction of testator. 
-—GREVILLE v. TYLEE (1851), 7 Moo. P. C. C. 320 3 
[3 HK, R. 904, P. Cc. 

1460, ——- —— — — -—.|—Wherce there are altera- 
tions on the face of a will there is no presumption 
of law that they were made at any particular time ; 
but the rule applicable to such cases is that those 
who propound a doubtful instruinent must make 
the doubt clear. 

Therefore, where testatrix told the witnesses to 
her will, at the time of attestation, that she had 
made alterations in her will, but did not allow them 
to see what the alterations were :—Held: in the 
absence of any means to determine what altera- 
tions were made before execution, the ct. could not 
ive effect to any of them.—WILLIAMS v. ASHTON 
(1860), 1 John. & H.115; 3L.T. 148; 70 E. li. 685. 


afnnotations :-—Consd. Re Sykes (1873), L. R. 3 P. & D. 26. 
Refd. Steevens’ Hospital v. Dyas (1864), 10 L. T. 882. 


1461. ---— -——.]—Testatrix duly executed 
a draft of a will, in which at the time were several 
marginal notes & alterations, in the handwriting 
of her solr. About four years after, a codicil was 
executed, in which no reference was made to the 
contents of the will, These papers remained in 
the custody of testatrix until her death. It was 
then found that a marginal note, disposing of the 
residue of the personalty, & several bequests, 
had been struck through with a pen, & other altera- 
tions had been made, in the handwriting of testa- 
trix :—Held: as no aflirmative evidence was pro- 
duced to satisfy the ct. that these last-mentioned 
obliterations & alterations were made before 
execution, whether the date of the execution were 
taken to be that of the will or of the codicil, the 
presumption in law was that they were made sub- 
sequently, & that they could not, therefore, be 
included in the probate.—ROWLEY v. MERLIN 
(1860), 24 J. P. 824; 6 Jur. N.S. 1165. 








(b) What Evidence Admissible. 


1462. Declarations of testator before making of 
will.}—Alterations apparent on the face of a will 


execution.—Re LAWs80N, JORDAN tt. 
FAIRIn, 25 N.S. R. 454.—CAN. 


1458 ii. we —,]-- FIELD UV. 
LIVINGSTON, 17 C. P. 15.—CAN. 
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Sect, 1.—By testator: Sub-sect. 5, B. (0). 
Part X. Sect. 1: Sub-sect. 1.] 


are to be presumed to have been made after 
the will was executed, until evidence to the con- 
trary is adduced. It appeared on the face of a 
holograph will that, as it was originally written, 
certain real estate was thereby devised to A. in 
fee, but, by an erasure & interlineation in the 
same handwriting, that devise was changed into 
a devise to A. for life, with remainder to B., of 
whom no other mention was made in the will. 
Testator died in 1834, A. was his heir-at-law. The 
devisee of A. brought ejectment against B. Evi- 
dence was tendered & admitted on the trial that 
testator had, on various occasions, before the will 
was executed, stated that he intended to make 
provision for B. by his will:—Held: it was 
necessary for deft. to rebut the presumption of 
the alterations having been made after the will 
was executed by adducing some evidence of their 
having been made before. Also, that the declara- 
tions of testator made before the execution of the 
will were admissible evidence from which a jury 
might draw that inference, since the alteration 
was made in furtherance of an intention shown to 
have existed before the execution of the will. 
But that declarations by testator after the will 
was executed, tending to show that the alterations 
had been made before, would be inadmissible.— 
Doe d. SHALLCROSS v. PAnMER (1851), 16 Q. B. 
747; 20 L. J. Q. B. 367; 17 L. T. O. S. 252; 15 
J.P. 689; 15 Jur. 8386; 117 E. R. 1067. 


Annotations :-~-Apld. In the Goods of Foley (1855), 2 Ecce. & 

Ad. 206; In the Goods of Ripley (1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 68, 
Consd. Williams v. Ashton (1860), 1 John, & H. 115. 
Apld. Re Sykes (1873), L. 2.3 P. & D. 26. Consd. In 
Goods of Adamson (1875), L. 2.3 PL & : 
v. St. Leonard’s (1876), 1 P. D. 154. Apld. Dench .. 
Dench (1877), 2 P. DP. 60; Atkinson v. Morris, [1897] 1’. 
40; Ne Jessop, [1924] P. 221. Refd. Jn the Goods of 
Hardy (1861), 30 L. J. P.M. & A. 142; Staines v. Stewart 
& Jones (1861), 31 L. J. P.M. & A. 10; Christmas v. 
Whinyates (1863), 32 L. J. P.M. & A. 73; Quick v. 
Quick & Quick (1864), 3 Sw. & Tr. 442; Woodward v. 
Goulstone (1886), 11 App. Cas. 469. 


1463. -|}—Evidence of declarations by 
testator before the execution of a will is admissible 
to rebut the presumption of law that alterations 
therein were made after the execution.—ZJn the 


Sect. 2. 





Goods of FoLuEY (1855), 2 Eec. & Ad. 206; 25 
“L. T. O18. 311; 164 i. . 891. 
1464. .J—Stated, however, as the rule 





generally is, that there is a presumption that 
alterations on the face of a will were made after 
its execution, this presumption may be rebutted 
by evidence of declarations made before & not 
after the execution (Sm J. ITANNEN).—JIn the 
Goods of SYkEs (1873), L. R. 3 P. & D. 263 42 
L. J.P. & M.17; 28 L.T. 142; 875. RP. 183; 21 
W. R. 416. 

a ator -—Relfd. In the Lstate of Jessop (1924), 40 T. LR. 





avuv. -—Testator left a holograph will. 
One clause was unintelligible, but an unattested 
interlincation in testator’s handwriting made the 
clause intelligible when taken with it, & also in 
accordance with declarations proved to have been 
made by testator before the execution of the will. 
Invidence was also given tending to prove that 
the will had been kept in a fastened-up envelope 
from five days after its date in 1867 to a couple 
of hours before testator’s death in 1874; & an 
expert gave his opinion that the interlineation was 
written at the same time & with the same pen & 
eat = ae A ee ct. granted probate of the 
1 the interlineation. — i 

(1875), 23 Wat’ oe In the Goods of KING 
-]|—Testator having obtained the 


WILLS. 


lithographed form of a will by which the prone 
was left to all the children absolutely on the eath 
of the wife, filled up the blanks in his own hand- 
writing, & in the place of the bequest to the 
children interlined the words ‘“‘ ‘To my only son, 
A. B.” The bequest to all the children was can- 
celled by a line drawn through it. No reference 
was made to the alterations in the attestation 
clause, nor were any initials placed in the margim 
to identify them. ‘The surviving attesting witness 
had no knowledge whether the alterations were 
made at the time of execution. Testator had one 
child, a son, by the second wife, who took a life 
interest under the will, & five children by a previous 
marriage :—Held: the presumption arisin from 
the ignorance of the witness was rebutte by a 
declaration of testator, made previous to the 
execution of the will, he intended to provide for 
the child of the second marriage & by the other 
circumstances of the case.—DENCH v. DENCH 
(1877), 2 P. D. 60; 461.5. P.13; 41 J.P. 328 $ 
25 W. K. 414. 

1467. —-—.]—Testator duly executed his will 
in 1875, giving an annuity to his widow, charged 
upon certain property over which he had a power 
of appointinent &, subject thereto, to his daughters. 
This will remained in the custody of his solrs., & 
down to the time of his death testator frequently 
expressed his regret that he was not in a position 
to benefit his widow more largely. In 1888 he 
executed a second document in form of a will, 
which he inclosed in a sealed envelope with 
instructions that it was to be opened at the same 
time as his will. By it he left to a Mrs. B. certain 
house property which he had purchased out of his 
savings. No exors. were therein appointed & the 
printed revocation clause was struck through 
with a pencil:—Held: both documents were 
entitled to probate, & the second of them should 
not include the revocatory words.— /n the Goods of 
TONGE (1891), 66 L. 'T. 60. 

1468. — .J|—Deelarations by testator made 
before the execution of his will which support the 
inclusion therein of unattested alterations or inter- 
lincations are admissible as evidence for that 
purpose. It is, however, clear that declarations 
by him of the same character made after the execu- 
tion are inadmissible. —/te Jessop, [1924] P. 221 ; 
03 LJ. P2135; 182 L. 1.31; 40 T. L. 1. 800. 

1469. Declaration of testator after execution of 
will.J—Dor d. SHALLCROSs v. PALMER, No, 1462, 
ante. 


1470. --,]--—In the Goods of Hanrvy, No. 1371, 
anle. 

1471. -~.|—In the Goods of Svkus, No. 1464, 
ante. 

1472. .-—.] --In the absence of any proof that 


alterations in w will were made before its execution, 

beyond the fact that they bear an earlier date than 

the will in the handwriting of the testator, such 
alterations will not be recognised by the ct. or 
appear in the probate. 

It has been held that declarations by testator 
after execution of a will, that an alteration was 
made before, are not admissible as evidence (SLR 
J. HANNEN).—Re ADAMSON (1875), L. R. 3 P. & D. 
253. 

Annotations :—Consd. J?e Jessop, [1924] LP. 221, 
In the Goods of Brown (1910), 51 Sol. Jo. 478. 
14738. .|—Re Jessop, No. 1468, ante. 
1474. Expert evidence.|—A person skilled in 

examining writings deposed to the original words 

erased frum a will, & also that a legacy at the 

end of one of the pages had been written at a 

different time from the rest of the will, On 

motion, the ct. refused to strike out the legacy.— 


Mentd. 
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In the. Goods of Rusuout (1849), 13 L. T. O. S. 
264; 13 Jur. 458. 
_ 1475, .|—Some trifling alterations & intcr- 
lineations appeared on the face of a holograph will, 
there was no evidence whether they were 
written before or after the execution, except the 
affidavit of an expert, that in his opinion they were 
written at the same time as the rest of the will. 
On that evidonce the ct. admitted them to probate. 
—In the Goods of WiinpMaRcH (1866), L. R. 1 P. & 
oe 36 L. J.P. & M. 24; 15 L. TT. 391; 31 





SEctT. 2.—BY STRANGERS. 


1476. Alteration after death of testator-—Probate 
granted as will originally stood.|—Jn the Goods of 
Norru (1842), 6 Jur. 564. 
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1477, -——.|—-Insertions of the date made 
in a will & a codicil, after the death of testator, 
by the solr. who drew the codicil. Probate of the 
instruments decreed as they originally stood.— 
i Goods of Escorr (1842), 1 Notes of Cases, 

1478. —- - .} —I'he drawer of two codicils 
to a will having made errors in dates & descriptions, 
&, after the death of testator, corrected those 
errors; a motion for probate as the papers stood 
rejected, & probate as they were originally written 
decreed, the affidavit being registered ; the codicils 
themselves remaining as they stood.—Jn the Goods 
of ROLFE (1846), 4 Notes of Cases, 406. 

——..]-—See Exercutors, Vol. XXIII., p. 113, 
No. 1071. 

1479. Words added without testator’s know- 
ledge—-Words omitted from probate.|—-FLIGEL- 
STONE v. FLIGELSTONE (1902), 46 Sol. Jo. 451. 











Part X.-—Revocation, Revival, and Republication. 


SEcT. 1.—REVOCATION. 
SUB-SECr. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), ss. 19, 20, 

1480. General rule—Will revocable.| -— If I 
make my testament & last will irrevocable, yet 
l may revoke it, for iny act or my words cannot. 
alter the judgment of the law to make that 
irrevocable, which is of its own nature revocable 
(per CUR.).—VYNIOR’S CASE (1609), 8 Co. Rep. 81 b; 
77 «WK. OR. 597. 

Annotations :—-Consd. In the. Hstate of TWeys, Walker v. 
Gaskill, (1914) DP. 192, Mentd. Lyn +. Wyn (1665), 
O’Bridg. 122; Londre ». Mohun (1672), Freem. K. 3B. 
42. ‘Thomas tv. Sorrell (1673), Freem. IK. B. 842 Charneley 
t. Winstanley (1801), |} Smith, K. B. 4833: Marsh rv. 
Bulteel (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 5073 Brown x, Tanner (1825), 
1C. & P2651; Warburton ¢, Storr (1825), 1B. & C. 103; 
Smart ov. Sandars (1848), 4 C. BB. 895: Livingston x. 
Ralli (854), 5 bk. & B. 1825 Toppin vr. Wealey (1863), 11 
W. RR. 466: Pestonjee Nussurwanjee vr. Manockjee (1868), 
12 Moo. Ind. App. 112: Re Rouse vr. Meicr (1871), L. BR. 6 
C. bP. 2'g:) Randell cv Thompson (1876), 1 Q. B.D. 7483 
Fraser vt. Mbrensperger (1883), 12 Q@. BB. 2. 810. 

1481. -~-.J~ A will being of its own 
nature revocable & alterable, it may be revoked 
or altered as the party pleaseth (per Cur.).— 
HATCHER v. Curtis & ANDERSON (1680), Freem., 
Ch. 613; 22 H.R. 1058, 1. C. 

1482. ----- -.-—.]—Ieme covert has a power of 
appointment by will or deed, she executes by both, 
& it docs not appear which was prior, both were 
on the same day. By the deed she settles, on 
failure of issue of her & her husband, to such 
children of her sisters as shall be living at the death 
of her & her husband, or the longest liver, habendum 
to such children of her sisters as shall be living at 
her decease. The will devises to such children of 
her sisters as shall be living at her decease. <A child 
born after her decease, & before her husband’s. 
Question, whether he could take ? Determined, 
that if the deed was first, there being no power of 
revocation given; therefore the will, quo ad hoc, 
would have no effect ;_ if the will was first, it being 
revocable in its nature, was revoked by the deed, 
if the deed was contrary: that the whole, 
therefore, would turn upon the effect of the deed ; 
& that by the deed, the child of the sister took ; 


testator ean have no legal effect & 
nre to be ignored.---VAN NIEKERK v. 
VAN NIEKERK, 15 8. C, 229.—S. AF. 


PART IX. SECT. 2. 


n. Lrasures or other altcrations 
made without knowledge of testator— 
No legal effect.J-—Krasuros or other 
alterations made r execution by a 
third party without knowledge of 


PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1. 
1480 i. General rule—Will revocable. | 


the office of the habendum being to ascertain the 
quantity & quality of the estate, & not to destroy 
the premises. Cocuin v. HrarucotTe (1773), 
Lofft, 190; 98 I. R. 604. 

1483, —- - - --—.]—Testator, by a voluntary 
deed, covenanted with trustees that in case A. & B., 
his two natural sons, or cither of them should sur- 
vive him, his, testator’s, exors. & administrators 
should within twelve months after his death pay 
to trustees named in the deed of £60,000, upon 
trust, for such of them, A. & B., as should attain 
twenty-one & be living at the time of his death ; 
& if neither of them, having survived him, should 
attain twenty-one, then upon trust for him, 
testator, his exors. & administrators. ‘Testator 
retained the deed in his own possession until his 
death, & did not communicate it either to the 
trustees orto A. & BK. Testator, by his will, dated 
some years later than the deed, bequeathed all 
his property upon trust for the benefit of his wife, 
his said sons A. & B., & his Icgitimate children. 
After the death of testator the deed of covenant 
was found amongst his papers. A. survived 
testator & attained twenty-one :—Held: the deed 
was not of a testamentary nature, there being no 
power of revocation reserved to the covenantor. 

In the cases referred to there has been a general 
reservation-—or something like a reservation—of 
the party’s right to deal with the property, not- 
withstanding the instrument; & the cts. have 
held, that in such cases the instrument being one 
which was not to have effect until the death of the 
party .. . until then no conclusive effect could 
be given to it. If that does not occur, the instru- 
ment is not to be considered as testamentary 
(WIGRAM, V.-C.).—FLETCHER v. FLETCHER (1844), 
4 Hare, 67; 14 L. J. Ch. 66; 8 Jur. 1040; 67 
E. R. 564. 


Annotations :~ Refd. Patch rv. Shore (1862), 2 Drew. & Sim. 
589. Mentd. Bridge ». Bridge (1852). 16 Beuv. 315 ; 
Alexander vt. Braine (1854), 19 Beav. 436; Beech v. Keep 
(1854), 23 L. J. Ch. 539; Scales v. Maude (1855), 6 De 
G. M. & G. 43; Woodford v. Charniey (1860), 28 Beav. 
96; Bonfield v. Hassell (1863), 32 Beav. 217; Phillips v. 
Kdwards (1864), 33 Beav. 410: Re Baker, Collins ». 
Rhodes, te Seainan, Rhodes tv. Wish (1883), 44 1. T. 414 ; 


-—One of the invariable tests in coming 
to a conclusion as to the testamentary 
character of a paper is whether the 
paper is revocable. If it is not 
revocable, the document is not a will. 
-~—-RAJAMMAL t. AUTHIAMMAL (1909), 
1. L. R. 33 Mad. 304.—IND. 
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Sect. 1.—Revocation: Sub-secls. 1, 2 & 3.] 


Re Patrick, Bills v. Tatham, [1891] 1 Ch. 8&2; Re 
Plumptre’s Marriage Settlmt., Underhill v. Plumptre, 
11910) 1 Ch. 609; Re Cavendish Browne’s Sett)mt. 
Trusts, Horner v. ltawle (1916), 61 Sol. Jo. 27. 


1484. ———.]—-Where an instrument had 
been executed containing a lease for certain lands, 
& a provision had been made for the application of 
the rent in the event of the lessor’s death before 
the expiring thereof, & in such a manner that the 
lessee would have a beneficial interest in it, the 
ct. decided against its testamentary character, & 
refused it probate, on the ground that it was to 
take effect immediately on execution, & that no 
part of it was revocable.—Jn the Goods of ROBINSON 
(1867), L. R.1 P. & D. 384; 36L. 5. P. & M. 93; 
WL. T.19; 815.2. 743. 

1485. —--— Wholly or in part.)—A part 
only of a will may be revoked in the manner 
described, in other words, that the whole will is 
not necessarily revoked by the destruction of a 
part ; nevertheless I do not by any means intend 
to say that the destruction of a part may not, under 
certain circumstances, operate as a revocation of 
the entire will... “the burning, tearing, or 
otherwise destroying” the instrument must be 
done with the intention to revoke. It is not the 
mere manual operation of tearing the instrument, 
or the act of throwing it into a fire, or of destroying 
it by other means, which will satisfy the requisites 
of the law ; the act must be accompanied with the 
intention of revoking ; there must be the animus 
as Well as the act, both must concur in order to 
constitute a legal revocation. It is the animus, 
also, Which must govern the extent & measure of 
operation to be attributed to the act, & determine 
whether the act shall effect the revovtation of the 
whole instrument, or only of some, & what, portion 
thereof. . . . The intention of testator to revoke 
wholly, or in part, may... be proved by 
evidence of the expressed declaration of testator, 
especially if such declaration was contemporaneous 
with the act. ... The intention may, in the 
absence of any express declaration, be inferred 
from the nature & extent of the act done by 
testator; i.e. it may be inferred from the state 
& condition to which the instrument has been 
reduced by the act... . The intention may, in 
some degree at least, be inferred from extrinsic 
circumstances. There may have been declarations, 
not direct as to the revocation, but such as would 
lead to the inference, whether he did intend to 
revoke the will, or did not (Sin JonN TDopson).— 
CLARKE v. ScRIPPS (1852), 2, Rob. Eccl. 563; 20 
L. T. 0.8. 83; 16 Jur. 783; 163 B. R. 1414. 
Annotations :—Apld. In the Goods of Woodward (1871), 

2 Ro 2 PL. & J, 206. Consd. Dancer v. Crabb (1873), 


R38 P.& b. 98. Apld. Leonard +. Leonard, [1902] P. 
243. Refd. Price v. Price (1858), 27 I. J. Kx. 409. 


1486. No power to delegate right to revoke.]— 
Testator cannot. authorise a will to be destroyed 
after his death.--SToCKWELL v. RITHERDON 
(1848), 1 Rob. Eccl. 661; 6 Notes of Cases, 409 ; 
12 L. T. O. 8.107; 12 Jur. 779; 163 BK. BR. 1170. 

1487. Testator must be of sound mind.]—- 
CRANVEL 1. SANDERS, No. 1500, post. 








1487 i. Testatur must be of sound 
mindjJ—-The revocation of a will re- 
quires the same degree of mental 
capacity as the making of a will.— 7e 


not revoke the 
P. It. 272.—CAN. 


will.- -Zve 


q. Contract to sell real estate.}-— 


WILLS. 


1488. Proof of revocation—Admissibility of parol 
evidence.|—This presumption, or presumed in- 
tention to revoke, may be rebutied by other 
evidence. Some questions have arisen as to the 
species of evidence to be let in. The evidence of 
circumstances has been admitted in all cts., & 
in all cases. In this ct. parol declarations have 
always been admitted in concurrence with other 
evidence (SIR JOHN NICOLL).—JOHNSTON  v. 
JOHNSTON (1817), 1 Phillim. 447; 161 E. R. 1039. 
AT tanGR :~ Refd. Castle v. Torre (1837), 2 Moo. P. C. C. 

33. 


1489, —— -—— ..]—An allegation setting up 
parol evidence in order to show that two codicils 
were not intended to operate together, but that 
the latter revoked the former rejected ; there 
being no ambiguity on the face of the papers 
themselves. : 

I apprehend that in all these cases, the ct., In 
the first instance, must look to the papers them- 
selves in order to discover whether there 1s any- 
thing in the nature of ambiguity, or any absurdity 
arising out of insertion or omission, which you 
please, & if it should find that the papers them- 
selves, by necessary implication, or from an 
ambiguity raised on the contents of the instru- 
ments; show that it was not the intention of 
deceased that they were to operate, then the ct. 
may admit parol evidence to remove that difficulty 
(Sin H. JENNER).—THORNE v. ROOKE (1841), 2 
Curt. 799; 163 Ie. R. 589; sub nom. THORNE v. 
WORRALL LANGDON v. KooKkE, 1 Notes of Cases, 
254, 

Annotations :—Consd. Jenner v. Ftinch (1879), 5 -P. DV. 106 ; 
In the Estate of Bryan, [1907] BP. 185. efd. Upfill v. 
Marshall (1843), 2 Notes of Cases, 400. 

1490, -—— Declaration of testator—Con- 
temporaneous declaration.|—CLARKE v. SCRIPPS, 
No. 1485, ante. 





1491. Acts of testator.|-—CLARKE v. 
Scripps, No. 1485, ante. 
1492. ----~ -——— Extrinsic circumstances.|-—— 


CLARKE v. SCRIPPS, No. 1485, ante. 





1493. Onus of proof.|—'THORNE v. ROOKK, 
No. 1489, ante. : 
1494, ---—- — —.] ~After the due execution of a 


will has been proved, the burden of proving that 
it was revoked lies upon those who set up the 
revocation, & in the absence of evidence, revoca- 
tion will not be presumed.—-BENSON 0. BENSON 
(1870), L. RL 2 PL. & Db. 172; 40L. J.P. & Mo 1; 
23 L. T. 709; 34 J. P. 807; 19 W. R. 190. 
Annotation :—Consd. In the Estate of Musgrove, Davis tv. 

Mayhew, [1927] P. 264. 

---- --— Insanity of testator after execution — 
Will not found at death. |——Sce Nos. 1514, 1515, post. 

1495. Words written on back of codicil—Blank 
paper pasted over writing—Order for removal of 
paper-—To see if writing amounted to revocation. |— 
Where testatrix executed two codicils & struck out 
the names of the attesting witnesses to the first 
codicil & wrote underneath words to the effect 
that she had cancelled it, & also wrote some words 
on the back of the third sheet. of the first codicil, 
& afterwards pasted a piece of blank paper over 


ge Teen See A 


is once regularly created, it shall not be 
held to be taken away except by clear 
words importing or inferring a revoca- 
tion.—Svotr v. ScKALES (1865), 3 


TTOBEY, 6 


oy et WILL, [1911] V. LL, 2. 284. 


0. Proof of revocation — 
bility of parol cridence—Declaration of 
testator. }—FERGUBON v LONDON 
MISSIONARY Society (1918), 56 Se. 
L. R. 57.—SCOT. 


p. Birth of child.|)~The birth of a 
child after the making of a will does 


Ttoss v. Ross, 20 Gr. 203.—CAN. 


r. Running pen through signature—- 
Written clause of revocation subscribed 
by initials— Attested by  wife.-—le 
MULHOLLAND & VAN DEN BERG (1915), 
8 O. W.N. 573; 24 D. L. R. 785; 34 
O. L. R. 242.- -CAN, 


_ t. Necessity for clear words import- 
ang or inferring revocation.}—Where, 
in testamentary writings, a provision 


Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 1130; 37 Sc. Jur. 
592.—SCOT. 


a. Verbal declaration of intestacy.) 
---~A will is not invalidated by parol 
evidence that testator declured himself 
to be intestate.—-LupWI1G v. LUDWIG's 
ExEcuTonrs, 2 M. 449, 471.—S. AF. 


b. —-——.]—MAYEKINO v. HERMANUS, 
[1908] K. D. C. 53. —§. AF. 
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such writing, the ct. ordered the removal of such 
blank piece of paper for the purpose of ascertaining 
whether the words written underneath amounted 
to revocation or not.—ZJn the Goods of GILBERT, 
Pei P.183; 62L.7.P.111; 681. T. 461; 18. 

Soldier’s will —- No formalities for revocation 
required.|—See Royar, Forces, Vol. XXXIX., 
p. 338, No. 2465. 

Revocation by ademption.] — See Part XII., 
Sect. 5, sub-sect. 2, post. 


SuB-SECT. 2.-- INTENTION TO REVOKE. 


1496. Necessity for.]-—The revocation of a will 
must be by express, & not by accidental, words.—- 
SYMSON v. KIRTON (1606), Cro. Jac. 115; 79 E.R. 
99. 

1497. «JENKINSON v, 
Lofft, 610; 08 EK. R. 825. 

1498. —--—.]- -Questions of revocation all, to 
some extent, questions of intention. Hence 
testamentary instruments, regularly executed ones 
in particular, are hardly to be deemed revoked by 
mere inference & implication under any circum- 
stances; but are certainly not to be, under 
circumstances tending to show that testator’s 
intention was not to revoke them.- -SMITIL 7. 
CUNNINGHAM (1823), 1 Add. 448 5; 162 FE. R. 158. 
Annotations :-- Consd. Green v. Tribe (1878), 9 Ch. 1). 231; 

Yollett v. Pettman (1883), 23 Ch. D. 337. Refd. “Thorne 

vr. Rooke (1841), 2 Curt. 799. 

1499. Present intention.|——A will in writing 
may be revoked by a parol declaration importing 
a present intention. BURTON v, CGOWELL (1593), 
Cro. Eliz. 806; 78 EK. it. 557. 

Annotation : --Refd. Doe d. Reed rv. Harris (1838), 8 Ad. & 

1500. —-— -——.]—(1) Words in the future 
tense expressive of testator’s intention to revoke 
his will can never amount to a revocation; but 
if he say, ‘‘ I do revoke it,” it is sufficient. 

(2) Testator must be of sound mind to revoke 
his will.—CrANVEL v. SANDERS (1618), Cro. Jac. 
497; 79 Ke. R. 424. 


Watts (1774), 








1501. ——.] —Fonp’s CASE (1662), 1 Sid. 
733; 82 H.R. 977. 
1502. - .|—This is no revocation of the 








first will . . . because it} is a mere declaration of 
an intent to dispose of it in future.—~THoOMAsS d. 
JONES v. IVANS (1802), 2 Kast, 488; 102 EB. R. 
456. 
A ron :— Consd. Stoddart v. Grant (1852), 19 L. 'T. OLS. 
305, 
1503. —-— Effect of erasure.|}— An erascment of 
a name in a will is not. a revocation of the bequest, 
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MASTER v. GARDINER (1836), Donnelly, 93; 47 
EK. R. 249; sub nom. MARTINS v. GARDINER, 8 
Sim. 733; 5 L. J. Ch. 305. 

1504, — -}—Where a will was written 
in ink, & formally exccuted, & testator afterwards 
drew a line in pencil through a clause in the will :-— 
Held: the erasure in pencil raised no presumption 
in revocation, & without other explanation, it was 
properly regarded not as a revocation of the 
clause, but as merely deliberative, or indicative 
of some future & incomplete purpose.—FRANCIS 
v. GROVER (1845), 5 Hare, 39; 15 L. J. Ch. 99; 
61. T. O. S. 235; 10 Jur. 280; 67 HK. R. 818. 
Annotations :~~Mentd. Hughes v. Williams (1852), 3 Mac. & 

G. 683; Petre v. Petre (1853), 1 Drew. 371; Jte Ashwell’s 

Will (1859), John. 112; Cunningham v. Foot (1878), 3 

App. Cas. 974; de Iengland, Steward v. England (1895), 

65 L. J. Ch. 21: de Jordison, Raine v. Jordison, [1922] 1 

Ch. 410; Lewis v. MeKay, Algate v. Vugler, Clark +. 

Potter (1924), 93 L. J. K. B. 810. 

1505. - .|—Where the name of an exor. 
had been erased in a will, after execution, & that 
of another person written by testator upon the 
erasure, the ct. held it to be a ease of absolute 
revocation, not of substitution, refusing, upon 
parol evidence, to grant probate of the will as it 
originally stood, & required the consent or renuncia- 
tion of the party whose name had been erased, 
before granting probate in blank to the other exors. 

T cannot grant the motion for probate as the 
will originally stood, for the revocation is complete. 
This case is different from that of Brooke v. Kent, 
No. 1369, ante, which related to the substitution of 
a legacy ; it was a question of intention, & there- 
fore evidence was received aliunde (Str H. JENNER 
Fustr).——In the Goods of Brprorp (1847), 5 Notes 
of Cases, 1&4. 
nA ON : Refd. Jn the Goods of Harris (1860), 1 Sw. 

Tr. 536, 

1506. Must be as clear as bequest revoked.|— Dot 
d. HEARD v. Hicks, No. 1671, post. 

Revocation by later will or codicil.]—See 
Sub-sect.. 5, posé. 

-_—~ Revocation by destruction.] — See Sub- 
sect. 7, post. 

——— Conditional revocation.]|—Sce Sub-sect. 8, 
post, 

















SuB-SsEectT. 3.—WILL NoT FounpD Ar DEATH. 


1507. Presumption of revocation.|—When a 
will is not found on the death of testator the 
presumption of law is that it has been destroyed 
by him.—LOxLEY v. JACKSON (1819), 3 Phillim. 
128; 161 E. R. 1277. 

1508. —-—.|—Testator exccuted his will at his 
solr.’s office, & took it away with him. It was 
never seen afterwards, & could not be found after 
his repositories. He had made 





providing a sufficient description remains.— his death in 
PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2. 404.—SCOT. 
1496 i. Necessity for.| --A subsequent 1508 {. Kffect of erasure.| —Re 


testamentary paper does not necessarily 
revoke one prior in date, even though 
the second instrument contains a 
general revocatory clause. ‘The in- 
tention of testator is the sole guide in 
the matter, & the intention to be 
discovered is that relating to the 
disposition of the testator’s property 
& not to the form of the will-- Me 
ERSKINE Estate (Altn.), [1818] J 
W. W. FR. 249,.—CAN. 

1496 ii. ———.]-— Re 
(1925), 56 O. L. R. 485.—CAN. 

1496 fii. ——.]—LEITH TRUSTEES vv. 
Lerrn (1848), 10 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 
1187; 20Sc. Jur. 418.—SCOT. 

1496 iv. -+—PURVIS TRUSTEES &. 
Purvis Exrcutrors (1861), 23 Dunl. 

of Sess.) 312; 33 Sec. Jur. 





MCALPHING 


WILL (1892),18 V. L. R. 
7S86.—AUS. 


1508 ii. .}-— LAMONT 2. 
GLASGOW MAGISTRATES (1887), 14 MR. 
(Ct. of Sess.) 603 ; 24 Se. L. R. 426.— 
SCOT. 

1503 iii, —- ———,] —MILNE’R EX- 
ECUTOR & WAUGH, [1913] 8. C. 203; 50 
Sc. L. R. 102; [1912] 28. L. T. 379. 
SCOT. 








PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 38. 


1507 i. Presumption of revocation, }- - 
When a person who is known to have 
executed a will, & to have had that will 
in his possession, dies & the will is not 
found after his death, a presumption 
arises that he has revoked the will 


during his Jifetinie.--ADITRAM CUirp- 
HAR, ETC. v. BAPULAL BECHARLAL 
(1920), I. L. Rk. 45 Bom. 906,—IND. 


1507 ti. —-—.J -—~ Erakt Dasya vv. 
PopEr Dasya (1927), I. L. R. 55 Cale. 
4S2.— IND. 

1507 iii. .J—If a will traced to 
testator’s possession & last seen there 
is not. forthcoming on his death, the 
presumption is that he destroyed it, & 
that) presuinption must have effeet 
unless there is sufficient evidence to 
repel it.— Fe WILSON, (1919] N. ZL. R, 
$03.-—N.Z. 

1507 iv. ——-.]}- -Where a willis traced 
to the possession of a deceased person & 
cannot be found on his death the pre- 
sumption arises that it has been de- 
stroyed by deceased animo revocand:. 
— WYNNE 0. WYNNE'S EsraTe (1908), 
25 8S. C. 951.—-S. AF. 
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Sect. 1.—Revocation : Sub-sects. 3 & 4, A., B.& C.] 


declarations inconsistent with his testamentary 
depositions shortly before his death :-——Held: he 
being the last custodian of the will, & it: not being 
forthcoming, the presumption of revocation arose 
& was not rebutted. 

The ct. will not apply the principle of dependent 
relative revocation except there is proof of the 
actual destruction of the instrument.— HOMERTON 
v. ITEWETtT (1872), 25 L. T. 854; 367. P. 216. 

1509. ——— Necessity for evidence of non- 
existence.|— FINCH v. FINCH, No. 1869, post. 

1510. Insanity of testator after execution.]} 
--The presumption that) a will which was in 
testator’s custody up to the time of his death, & 
cannot be found after his death, was destroyed by 
him animo revocandi, does not apply to a case 
where testator became insane after the execution, 
& continued insane until his death. In such a 
case the burden of showing that the will was 
destroyed whilst testator was of sound mind 
lies on the party setting up the revocation, & 
in the absence of evidence as to the date of the 
destruction, the contents of the will are entitled 
to probate.—SpRIGGE vt. SpPRIGGE (1868), LL. FR. 
1P.&). 608; 381. J.P. &M.4; 19 1. T. 462 ; 
33 J. P. 104; 17 W. 1. 80. 

Annotations :—-Refd. Benson vv. Benson (1870), L. Re. 2 

P.& D.172; Allan v. Morrison, [1900] A. C. 604. 

1511. Rebuttal of presumption.|—DParren 
v. PouLTon, No. 1880, post. 

1512. - -—When the substance of a 
will is propounded, the first point to be ascertained 
is whether such a will was duly executed. If 
that. is established, the next point is, whether it was 
in existence at the death of deceased. If it) was 
not, then the primd facie presumption that it was 
destroyed by deceased, with intention to revoke, 
arises, Which may be rebutted by further evidence. 
-~PODMORE v. WHATTON (1864), 3 Sw. & Tr. 449; 
33 L. J. P.M. & A. 143; 10 L. FP. 7843 28 J.P. 
503; 10 Jur. N.S. 756; 18 W. RR. 106; 164 
KK. R, 1849. 
elngolation :—Consd. Finch v. Finch (1867), L. R21. & D. 

Oil. 














1513. —— --——.|]—Testator duly executed a 
will & codicil, the former of which was last seen 
about a year before his death, when it was handed 
to testator, at his own request. Only the codicil 
could be found after his death. The widow had 
heen separated from testator, her husband. for 
over twelve years. His relations with his children 
never altered after the date of the will. <All 
parties interested consented to probate of the draft 
of the missing will :—//eld: as all parties con- 
sented, a liberal view might be adopted; the 
presumption of law might be taken to be sufficiently 
rebutted ; & probate of the draft will might go 
to the exor. therein named.—/n the Goods of 
BeRrRy (1891), 65 L. T. 763. 

1514. Necessity for proof of revocation— Where 
testator insane after execution—Onus of proof.]—- 
SPRIGGE v. SPRIGGE, No. 1510, anle. 

1515. —— - —~—.J|—Where testator has his 
last will in his possession, & afterwards becomes 
insane, & the will is not forthcoming after his 
death, the onus is on those who allege revocation 
to satisfy the ct. that testator destroyed his will 
while of sound mind.—ZJ/» the Hstate of TAYLOR, 
NATIONAL & PROVINCIAL & UNION BANK OF 
IENGLAND v. Traynor (1919), 64 Sol. Jo. 148. 











1511 i. Rebuttal of presumption.) 
— The presumption of revocation which 
urises on the non-production of a will 
may be rebutted by evidence as to the 


relationship between testator & 

wife, his words & actions subsequent to 
the execution of the will, & any evidence 
which may tend to rebut the presump- 


WILLS. 


Sub-sEcT, 4.—REVOCATION BY MARRIAGE. 
A. In General. 

Sec Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5s. 18, 34. 

1516. General rule.|—(1) By a deed of arrange- 
ment large real estates were vested in trustees upon 
trusts for sale, & payment of mtges. made by a 
husband, &, subject thereto, to pay the income to 
the wife for life ; & an absolute power was reserved 
to her to appoint by deed or will not only the 
surplus income, but also the real estates themselves. 
The husband subsequently deserted the wife, 
leaving her in possession of the estates, one of 
which was reserved for her occupation free of rent, 
so long as the interest on the mtges. was paid. 
The husband afterwards went to live with another 
woman; & after a lapse of years the wife, by 
collusion with her husband, induced him to go to 
Scotland & commit adultery, to afford her an 
opportunity of obtaining a divorce there. During 
the negotiations she made her will & appointed 
the estates, together with the proceeds & income 
thereof, to P., a Frenchman, whom she knew before 
her marriage, his heirs & assigns. She obtained 
the divorce, & afterwards executed two deeds 
appointing the estates to P., his heirs & assigns, 
& then went through the ceremony of marriage 
with P. in Scotland & France. After her death, 
uponasuit by P., & upon another suit by a creditor 
of the husband who had become insolvent, the one 
to carry the deeds into effect, & the other to impeach 
the appointments both by deed & will :—Held : 
on P. submitting to carry out the trusts of the will, 
the will was not revoked by the deeds, as they 
contained no declaration to that effect. 

(2) All those cases, in which it was formerly 
held that a will was revoked by an alteration 
of the estate of testator are now put an end to by 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 23, & a wl can only be 
revoked by marriage, by express declaration in 
writing, or by burning, etc. (ROMILLY, M.R.).— 
Forn v. DE Ponths, De Ponres uv. KENDALL 
(1861), 30 Beav. 5723; 31 7. J. Ch. 185; 5 1. 1. 
515; 8 Jur. N.S. 823; 10 W. BR. 695 54 6. BR. 
1012. 

1517. }— Resp. & co-resp. In a divorcee 
suit in India, in which a decree absolute was 
pronounced on Nov. 27, 1879, came to this country 
& were married on Feb. 4, 1880. On Feb. 6 
co-resp. duly executed a will. by which he 
bequeathed all his property to his * reputed wife.” 
On Apr. 2, 1880, the partics went through a second 
form of marriage :—-Held: the first marriage, 
having been celebrated within six months from the 
date of the final decree of divorce, was invalid, & 
the will was revoked by the subsequent marriage.—- 
WARTER v. WARTER (1890), 15 P. 1D. 152; 59 
L.J.P.87; 681. T. 250; 5450.2P.631; 6T. LR. 
391. 

Annotations :---Mentd. Ogden v. Ogden, [1908] P. 46 ; Keyes 

vr. Keyes & Gray, [1921] P. 205. 

1518. Application of rule—-Independent of in- 
tention.)—The revocation of a will by the subse- 
quent marriage of testator, & the birth of a child, 
isfounded on a rule of law, altogether independent 
of any question of intention of testator, & conse- 
quently no evidence of testator’s intention that 
his will should not. be revoked, is admissible to 
rebut the presumption of law in favour of such 
revocation.—MARSTON v. RoE d. Fox, Roe d. 
Fox v. MARSTON (1838), 8 Ad. & El. 14; 2 Nev. 





tion. The presumption is woakened 
where testator did not have the 
custody of the will-—UNwIn v. UNWIN, 
20 B.C. R. 77.—CAN. 


Part X.—REVOCATION, REVIVAL, AND REPUBLICATION. 


& P. K. B. 504; Will. Woll. & Dav. 712; 8 


L. J. Ex. 298; 112 KB. R. 742, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Apld. Israell v. Rodon (1839), 2 Moo. P. GC. C. 
51; In the Goods of Cadywold (1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 34. 
Refd. Doe 1. Evans (1839), 2 Per. & Dav. 378; Matson v. 
Magrath (1849), 1 Rob. Kecl. 680. 


_-Marriage & birth of a child 
do not afford presumptive evidence of intention 
to revoke, bub are in themselves an absolute 
revocation of a will made previous to the marriage, 
but not in contemplation of it ; the rule being that 
there is a tacit condition annexed to the will, that 
at the time of making it, it should not have effect, 
provided deceased have a wife, & child subse- 
quently born. 

Such tacit condition is applicable to a will of 
personal as well as real estate, & is annexed to it 
at the time of making the will, which speaks from 
that period, & not from testator’s death. 

Testator having made his will previous to his 
departure from England to Jamaica, devising his 
real estate to his brother, & his personal estate 
equally among his four sisters of the half blood, 
married soon after his arrival in the West Indies, 
when a settlement was made of the real, but 
which did not include the personal estate. Testator 
died without having revoked his will, leaving 
his wife enceinte, who was subsequently delivered 
of a posthumous child. The exor. in Wngland 
obtained probate from the Prerogative ct. of 
Canterbury, & having sent out an exemplification 
of the letters of administration to Jamaica, 
probate was also granted there. <A suit having 
been instituted to recall the probate, on the ground 
of the will being revoked by the marriage & birth 
of a child :—Held: such circumstances were an 
absolute revoeation of the entire will.—ISRAKLL 
@ Ropon (1839), 2 Moo. P. CG. (. 51; 12 E.R. 


Annotations :—-Apld. Matson 1. Magrath (1849), 1) Rob. 
Heel, 6805 Lu the Goods of Cadywold (1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 


1520. Marriage must be lawful.]——A., a 
native of Marburg, came to England in 1822, 
aged thirteen, & remained here till his death in 
1856, having made occasional visits to Germany. 
In 1835 he was married in this country to B., a 
native of Krankfort-on-the-Maine ; in 1836 he 
obtained letters of naturalisation; in I8ti he 
made a will; tin S844 his wife died, leaving 
children, & in 1846 he married, at Frankfort, (., 
Who was B.’s sister of the half-blood, & had 
children by her. On his death his brother took 
out letters of administration as the uncle & 
guardian of all the children, none of whom were 
of age, on the supposition that the will was revoked 
by the second marriage. The eldest. son of the 
first marriage, on coming of age, called in the 
letters of administration, & set up the will :—- 
Held: though, by the law of Frankfort, (C.’s 
domicil, such a marriage would have been valid, 
yet the disability of cither party to the contract 
would invalidate the marriage; the letters of 
administration must be revoked, & the probate 
of the will granted.—MeErrr v. Metre (1859), 1 
Sw. & Tr. 4165 3831. T.0.8. 139; 164 TE. BR. 792 ; 
sub nom. METTE v. Metre, Jn the Goods of METTE, 
28L.5.P.&M. 117; 7W.R. 543. 


-innotations :—Refd. Ie Martin, Loustalan vv. Loustalan, 

[1900] P. 211. Mentd. Sottomayer vr. De Barros (1879), 

65 PP. D. 94; Ogden v. Ogden, [1908] P. 463 Chetti ve. 
Chetti, [1909] P. 67. 

executed before operative date 


PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4.—A. 1520 ii 

15201. 4 a ion of rule-—Marriage 
must be awful. }--FItzPaATRICK 1. 
Ader aa 144N. 8S. W.1 R. (B.) 


te we, 


Cc. J 
Scotland with 


: ——.j-Jdee ‘TIERNAY, 
25 N. B. 1. 286.- CAN. 
arriage celebrated in 


the daughter of a de- 
ceased wife’s sister, the parties being 
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of Wills Act, 1887 (c. 26)—-Marriage after that 
date.|—Probate allowed to pass of a will made 
previously to Jan. 1, 1838, testator having married 
in 1839, as unrevoked by above Act, 8s. 18.— 
In the Goods of Surmuny (1841), 2 Curt. 657; 168 
E.R. 541. 

Anmtelon :—Distd. In the Goods of Pugh (1854), 1 Isce, & 


1522. —--— Codicil after that date—Subse- 
quent marriage.|—R. duly executed a will prior 
to Jan. 1, 1838, & upon the same paper a codicil 
subsequently thereto. He afterwards married, 
but survived his wife :—Held : the codicil brought 
the will within the operation of the statute, & 
both were revoked by the marriage.—In the Goods 
of Puau (1854), 1 Eec. & Ad. 416; 164 E. R. 239. 

—_—- Conflict of laws.}] — See CONFLICT OF 
Laws, Vol. XI., p. 377, Nos. 555-558. 

Soldier’s will.|—Sce Roya Forces, Vol. 
XXXIX., p. 338, No. 244. 


B. Will Made in Contemplation of Alarriage. 
See, now, Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), 
8. 177. 


C. Will in Exercise of Power of Appointment. 

See Wills Act, 18387 (c. 26), ss. 18, 34. 

1523. Whether revoked by second marriage— 
Same persons to take on default of appointment as 
on intestacy——Gift to persons on default of appoint- 
ment otherwise than as next of kin—Gift to chil- 
dren.]——A. under his marriage settlement had, in 
the event of his surviving B., his wife, a power 
of appointing by decd or will amongst his children 
certain trust moneys, & in default of such appoint- 
ment the moneys were to be equally divided 
amongst them. <A. survived B.. & by a will 
exceuted in 1847, he, being then a widower, 
amongst other things, directed the then un- 
appointed portion of such moneys to be equally 
divided amongst his sons, a portion of such 
moneys having been previously assigned to his 
only daughter on her marriage. <A., in 1855, 
contracted a second marriage, & died in 1858 
without. having executed any other will, or any 
further appointment of the trust moneys :—Held : 
the will of 1847, so far as it was an execution of 
the power of appointment, was not. revoked by 
A.’s second marriage, though the same persons 
would take under the settlement in default of 
appointment, as would have taken in case of an 
intestacy under the Statute of Distributions.— 
In the Goods of FitzRoy (1858), L Sw. & Pr. 133 ; 
311.7. O.8S. 171; 6W.R. 863 ; 164 E.R. 662, 
Annotations :-—Apld. fn the Goods of Fenwick (1867), 31 
J.P. 3595 In the Goods of Kussell (1890), 15 P. D. 109. 

1524, _—— -- — Gift to itssue.|—By a 
deed of settlement executed between deceased & 
her intended husband, certain property was con- 
veyed to trustees to pay the income to deceased 
herself during her life, & if she predeceased her 
husband, then to him for life, if she should so 
appoint by will, but not otherwise, & if she did 
not so appoint, then it was to go to the issue of 
the marriage. The same day she made a will 
exercising her power of appointment in favour of 
her intended husband :—/Teld: the will came 
within the exception of Wills Act, & was not 
revoked by the subsequent) marriage.—In_ the 
Goods of WORTHINGTON (1871), 25 L. T. 853; 36 
J. P. 168; 20 W. R. 260. 








domiciled in Victoria, held to revoke 
uw will made before the marriage, 
though by Scots law such a marriage 
might be void & not voidable only.— 
ne of Swan (1871), 2 V. R. 47. 
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Sect. 1.—-Revocation : Sub-sect. 4, C.; sub-sect. 5, 
A. & B. (a).] 


1525. Property passing on default 
under settlement containing power.|——-A will made 
in the exercise of a power of appointment is not 
revoked by a subsequent marriage, when in 
default of appointment the property of which it 
disposes passes under the settlement containing 
the power, although the same persons would take 
under such settlement as would have taken in 
case of intestacy under the Statute of Distribu- 
tions. Nor is a will made in the exercise of a 
power of appointment revoked by a subsequent 
marriage, which in the event of certain con- 
tingencies happening, the property thereby 
appointed will not, in default of appointment, pass 
to the persons who would have taken in case of 
intestacy under the Statute of Distributions. <A 
married woman executed a will in pursuance of a 
power therein recited, leaving all the property 
comprised in the power to her son. By a later 
will, containing no recital of a power, & no words 
of revocation, she left all her property to her son. 
She was possessed of property other than that 
appointed by the first will, on which the second 
will could operate. Both the wills were included 
in the probate, as together containing the last will 
of deceased.—IJn the Goods of Fenwick (18607), 
L.R.1 P. & D. 319; 36L. J. P. & M. 54; 16 
L. T. 124; 31 J. P. 359. 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Gibbes’ Settimt., White v. Randolph 
(1887), 57 Iu. J. Ch. 757. 


1526. ——~ Unless specified contingency 
happens.|-—Jn the (ioods of FENWICK, No. 1425, 
ante, 

1527. --—~ ---~-- Property to pass to ‘‘ next of 
kin”? on default—-Not next of kin according to 
Statutes of Distribution.|—By the will of A., a 
power was given to B. under certain circumstances 
to dispose by will of certain property. & in default 
of her appointment, the property was to devolve 
on the person or persons who, at her decease, 
should be her next of kin. 3B. in pursuance of such 
power, executed a will in favour of a person whom 
she afterwards married, but who died in her life- 
tine :-—-Held: the personal estate appointed by 
the will of B. would not, in default of such appoint- 
ment have passed to the person entitled as her 
next of kin under the Statutes of Distribution ; 
&, consequently, her will was not revoked by her 
subsequent marriage.-~Jn the Goods of McCVICAn 
(1869), L. R.1 P. & D. 671; 38 L. J.P. & M. 84; 
20 Ju. T. 1013; 33 J. P. 678; 17 W. R. 832. 

1528. Gift on default by general 
residuary clause.|—'lestator, who died in 1895, 
gave a sharc in his residuary estate to trustees in 
trust to pay the income thereof to his daughter, 
Mrs. A., during her life, & to hold the share after 
her death, but only if she should so direct by will 
or codicil, in trust for such child or children of hers 
«& in such manner as she should by will or codicil 
appoint. He also by his will declared that, 
subject as aforesaid, he left all his residuary estate 
‘“ not hereby or hereunder ” effectually disposed of 
in trust for his two other daughters. In 1917 
Mrs. A. by her will appointed that the share 
bequeathed to her by her father’s will should be 
held in trust for her son A. J. A. contingently on 
his attaining the age of twenty-five years. She 





PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 5.—A, Teasonable, 

1532 {. Intention to revoke must be 
clear.)—The intention to revoke in a 
codicil must be as clearly expressed as 
the intention to devise in the will; 
otherwise the codicil will not’ operate 
&® revocation. A doubt, however 


{is not sufficient, if the 
two instruments are not absolutely 
inconsistent. — PILSWORTH v. MOSSE, 
14 1. Ch. R. 163.—IR. 


1532 fi. - --- -.}—O’LEARY v. Doua- 
LASS oe) LL. R.Ir. 45; 13 7. R. Ir. 


WILLS. 


was married for the second time in Apr. 1919, & 
died in July, 1919. A. J. A. was then eighteen or 
ninetcen years old :—Held: the will, being made 
in exercise of a powcr of appointment when the 
property appointed would not in default of 
appointment pass to any of the persons specified 
in the bracketed part of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
s. 18, was not revoked by the subsequent marriage. 
—Re Pau, PusLic Truster v. PEARCE, [1921] 
2Ch.1; 901. J. Ch. 446; 125 L. T. 566. 

1529. Will partly in exercise of power of appoint- 
ment—Partial revocation.]-—/i the Goods of 
Firzroy, No. 1523, ante. 

1530. .|—Testator by his will be- 
queathed all the real & personal estate to which 
he might be entitled at the time of his death, or 
over which he had power of appointment, to A. B., 
& appointed her his sole extrix. He pubs anon 
married A. B., & died without making another will. 

The property over which he had power of 
appointment under the will of his mother if he had 
not exercised it would have been divided among 
his brother & sisters :—-Held : so much of the will 
as was in execution of the power of appointment 
came within the exception of Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), s. 18, & was not revoked by marriage, & 
administration with the will annexed might be 
granted to the widow, limited to the property 
over which testator had a power of appointment.--— 
Tn the Goods of Russenu (1890), 15 P. D. 111; 59 
L. J. P. 80; 62 L. T. 644, 

1531. — ----,|—-P. made a_ will which 
exercised a general power of appointment in favour 
of his son, but in such a manner as to make the 
appointed fund part of his estate for payment. of 
debts, & also disposed of his general estate. He 
afterwards married & died without having made a 
fresh will. It was admitted that by virtue of 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 20), 8. 18, the will was revoked 
as to general estate, but was not revoked so far as 
it was an exercise of the power. Testator’s son 
was a person of unsound mind not so found, & 
a receiver of his estate had been appointed in 
Lunacy. This action was brought by testator’s 
widow, claiming administration. The son, who 
was his sole next of kin, was made deft. & appeared 
by the receiver. The receiver claimed that the 
administration should be granted to him for the 
use of the son :—Held: the grant must be made to 
the widow, but must be a general grant. of adminis- 
tration with so much only of the will annexed 
as related to the appointed fund, not a grant of 
administration limited to the appointed fund.—- 
In the Kstate of Poort, POOLE v. Poour, [1919] 
P.10; 881.65. P.77; 35 'T. I. R. 1485 63 Sol. 
Jo. 179. 











SuB-SEcT. 5.—By LATER WILL or CoDIcIL. 
A. In General, 

1532. Intention to revoke must be clear.|—A 
codicil not to be presumed a revocation, unless it 
distinctly appears. GRIFFITHS v. GRIEVE (1819), 
1 Jac. & W. 313 37 BE. R. 287. 

1533. ——.]—The clearest & most consistent 
evidence of capacity, & volition, are required to 
support a codicil conveying bequests of such 
extent as to be irreconcileable with the character 
of deceased, & with his intentions as proved by her 


1532 iii. —— -.]—It is no doubt open 
to a testator by means of a codicil to 
revoke a previous will, & to make an 
entirely new disposition of his property, 
but then it must bo clear that such is 
his intention.—KLEYN w=. KLEYN 
EHsTAtTK, [1915] App. DPD. at p. 437.— 
S. AF, 
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affections, & former testamentary dispositions.— 
BRYDGEs v. Kina (1828), 1 Hag. Ecc. 256; 162 
E. R. 576. 

1534. ——.]—A gift in a will can only be 
destroyed by something equally clear in a codicil 
(CHANNELL, B.).—RICHARDSON v. POWER (1865), 
19C.B. N.S. 780; 35 L. J.C. P. 44; 11 Jur. N.S. 
739; 13 W. R. 1104; 144 BK. R. 004, Ex. Ch. 

1585. -|—The principle is perfectly clear, 
that where you have a distinct disposition made by 
a will, that disposition cannot be revoked by a 
codicil except through the medium & use of words 
equally clear & distinct (Lorp CatRNs, C.).— 
KELLETT v. KELLEtT (1868), LL. R.3 H. L. 160, H. L. 


Annotations :—Apld. Wallace v. Seymour (1872), 20 W. KR. 
634; Re Wileock, Kay v. Dewhirst, [1898] 1 Ch. 95. 
Mentd. Carter ». Smith (1871), 25 L. T. 555; Bishop v. 
Wise (1872), 26 LL. VT. 5303 Ite Richards, Williams v. 
Gorvin (1883), 50 L. T.. 22. 


1536. .|—Testator devised frecholds upon 
trust, after events which had happened, as to one- 
fourth part for his son G. W. for life, & after his 
death, subject to a power of appointment to his 
widow, which was not exercised, for the children of 
G. W. equally; & as to the other three-fourth 
parts upon trust for the other three sons of testator 
respectively for life, & for their children in manner 
corresponding with the trusts of the share of G. W. 
& his children. By a codicil reciting that he was 
dissatisfied with G. W. testator revoked the gift 
‘to or for the benefit of ’? G. W., & directed that 
every clause of his will purporting to entitle G. W. 
to any part of his estate should be construed, & 
the trusts thereof carried out, as if the name of 
G. W. had not appeared therein :—Held : to revoke 
a gift by will the words of revocation must be plain. 
—-Re WHITKNORNE, WHITENORNE v. Best, [1906] 
2Ch. 121; 75 L. J. Ch. 587; 94 I. T. 6983 54 
W. 2. 580. 

Annotation :—Refd, fee McKacharn, Gamblies v. McEacharn 

(1911), 55 Sol. Jo. 204, 

1537. Onus of proof—On party asserting revoca- 
tion.|—(1) The ct. will not, from doubtful or equi- 
vocal expressions tound in a subsequent testa- 
mentary paper, infer the revocation of a previous 
one. 

(2) The onus of proving the revocation of prior, 
by subsequent, testamentary instruments. is on 
those who assert the revocation.—STODDART 1. 
GRANT (1852), 19 L. TT. O. S. 3053 1 Macq. 1638, 
HL. J. 

Annotations : - .{s to (1) Consd. Richards rv. Queen's Proctor 

(1854), 1 nee. & Ad. 235. Refd. Cutto v. Gilbert (1854), 

9 Moo. P.C. GC. 1315) Lemage vr. Goodban (1865), L. Re 1 

PX 1.573 In the Goods of De La Saussaye (1873), lL. RR. 

3PL.& 1.42; In the Goods of Towden (1874), 438 L. J.P. 

& M. 26; Townsend vr. Moore, [1905] P. 66. Generally, 

Mentd. Lord 7. Colvin (1859), 7 W. 2. 661, 

1538. ——,|-—-Curro v. GILBERT, No. 1614, 
post, 

1539. Revocation by later will—-Later will must 
be valid according to law of domicil.|—-A., a domi- 
ciled Englishman, married B., an Englishwoman, 
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in England. Differences having arisen between 
them, a separation by mutual agreement took 
place. A. having subsequently to their separation 
gone to Scotland, but without any apparent 
intention of making that country his permanent 
residence, committed adultery there. Shortly 
before B.’s death, she made at Paris a holograph 
will, valid according to the law of France, revoking 
all previous wills :—Held: the will she executed 
at Paris not having been executed according to the 
law of the country of her domicil (England) was 
inoperative to revoke a previous will & codicil 
made by her in pursuance of a power & in con- 
formity to Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26).—Rortns & 

PAXTON v. DOLPHIN (1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 373; 27 

lL. J. P. & M. 24; 301. T. O. S. 3713 4 Jur. 

N.S. 267; 6 W.R. 457; 164 Eo. R. 618; affd. sub 

oe DOLPHIN v. Rospins (1859), 7 H. Li. Cas. 390, 

I. T.. 

Annotations :— Mentd. Yelverton v. Yelverton (1859), Sea. 
& Sm. 49; Shaw v. Gould (1868), lL. R. 3 Wi. L. 653 Le 
Sueur v. Le Sueur (1876), 1 P. D. 139; Harvey v. Farnie 
(1882), 8 App. Cas. 43; Le Mesurier v. Le Mesurier, [1895] 
A. ©. 517; de MacKenzie, MacKenzie 1. dwards-Moss, 
{1911] 1 Ch. 578; Lord Advocate v. Jaffrey, [1921] 1 
A. CG. 146; A.-G. for Alberta v. Cook, [1926] A. C. 444 ; 
Salvesen (or Von Lorang) v. Austrian Property Adminis- 
trator, [1927] A. C. 641; H. v. H., [1928] P. 206. 
1540. Revocation in attestation clause.} — In 

an attestation clause of a third codicil it was 

stated by mistake that the first codicil was can- 
celled :—Held: an attestation clause forms no 
part of a codicil, & therefore the first codicil must 
be admitted 1o probate.—ZJn the Goods of ATKINSON 

(1883), 8 P.D. 165; 521. 5. P. 80; 47 J. P. 440 ; 

3LW. RR. 660. 

1541. Re-execution of will—Revocation of codicil 
—Codicil not referred to at re-execution.|—J/n the 
Goods of NAZER (1817), 5 Notes of Cases, 187, n. 
aration :—Refd. Ollive vt. Weale (1817), 5 Notes of Cases, 


Conflict of laws.]—Sce CoNFLicT oF Laws, Vol. 
NJ., p. 377, Nos. 560, 561. 


B. Express Revocation. 
(a) In General. 

1542. Express words of revocation unnecessary. | 
——A codicil virtually revoked by another codicil of 
a subsequent date, there being no express words of 
revocation in the latter instrument.—METHUEN v. 
METHUEN (1817), 2 Phillim. 416; 161 E. R. 1186. 
Annotations :—Consd. Thorne v. Rooke (1841), 2 Curt. 799 : 

Jenner v. Ffinch (1879), 5 P. D. 106. Apld. Chichester v. 

Quatrefages, [1895] DP. 186. Consd. Jn the Kstate of 

Bryan, [1907] P. 125. Refd. Henfrey v. HWenfrey (1812), 

ab p. C. C. 29; Dempsey v. Lawson (1877), 2 P. D. 

1543. .|—Testator, having erased a clause 
in his will after the execution, asked a friend to 
make a fresh copy of the will, omitting the erased 
clause. The copy was made, but the person who 
made it by mistake omitted several other clauses. 
The copy was duly executed, & the omissions were 








1587 i. Onus of proof—On party assert- 
ing revocation.}—-Where a testator has 
duly made his will, & has subsequently 
executed a testamentary writing which 
he has destroyed at a later date, such 
later testamentary writing will not be 
held to operate as a revocation of the 
prior will unless it can be clearly shown 

y the person sactting up such revoca- 
tion that had that effect.—-Hc 
TRELEASK, 30 N. Z. L. R. 226.—N.Z. 


d. Revocation by later will.}-——MCRAR 
®. CORMIER, 5 IR. & G. 373.—CAN. 
e -}—A later will revokes all 


former wills.—Zte WHITING’S ESTATE, 
{1901} T. P. D. 527.—S. AF. 


™f. Codicil reviving revoked will.j— 
Testatrix having made oa will dated 


J.-~VOL. XLIV. 





Jan. 10, 1890, & subsequently a codicil 
thereto, made another will revoking 
all other wills made by her. After- 
wards she executed a codicil making 
certain dispositions of her pope & 
not referring to the second will in an 

way, but specially referring to the will 
of Jan. 10, 1890, & calling it. a second 
codicil thereto :—Jleld : the second 
codicil amounted to a confirmation to 
the first will & a revocation of the 


second.—J?e CRAWFORD (1892), 18 
V. L. R. 512.—-AUS, 
g. Subsequent invalid  will.jJ—R 


PARKER’sS TRUSTS, 20 Gr. 389.—CAN. 
h. Revocation by codicil.) — BRODIE 
». CIHPMAN (1919), 57 8S. C. R. 321; 43 
}). L. R. 593.—CAN. 
k. - -—— Extent of revocation.)——- A 


codicil is never held to revoke a will 
further than is necessary to give effect. 
to the intentions of testator.—Youna 
fae (1841), 1 Dr. & War. 638.—~ 





1. .]-— WALLACK tt. SKYMOUR 
(1872), 20 W. R. 634.-—IR. 
m. ~-— Codicil tnvalid.] STIR- 





LING STUART ® STIRLING CRAWFURD'S 
TRUSTERS (1885), 12 R. (Ct. of Seas.) 
610; 22 Se. L. R. 391.—ScCOT. 

n. Revocation grounded on false 
assumption of fuct.}—The revocation of 
a bequest grounded on an assumption 
of fact which is false, takes effect, unless 
as a matter of construction the truth of 
the fact is the condition of the revoca- 
tion.—Re Faris, GODDARD v. OVEREND 
(No. 2), {1911) 1 1. R. 469. —IR. 


Y 
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Sect. 1.—Revocalion: Sub-sect. 6, B. (a) & (b).] 


not discovered until after testator’s death, both 
wills having romained in his custody up to that 
time. The two wills were not inconsistent with 
each other, & the Jattcr contained no express clause 
of revocation. Probate was granted of both 
documents upon parol evidence of the circum- 
stances under which they were drawn up & exe- 
cuted, as together containing deceased’s last will & 
testament. 

I repudiate the notion that there are any parti- 
cular words, or any particular forms of expression, 
on which one’s finger can be put as an universal 
test of revocation (Srr J. P. WiLpE).—Birks v. 
Birks (1865), 4 Sw. & Tr. 23; 341.3. P.M. & A. 
90; 13 L. T. 193; 29 J. P. 360; 13 W. R. 638; 
164 BK. R. 1423. 

1544, Question of intention.]—Deceascd 
executed a will in 1858, by which she disposed of 
the whole of her property. In 1860 she executed 
another will, which commenced, ‘‘ This is the 
last will & testament of me,’’ etc. It varied & 
repeated various bequests given in the first will, 
appointed the same exors. for England as in that 
document, but contained no residuary nor revoca- 
tory clauses :—Held: from the general tenor of the 
last will, it was clear that testatrix did not intend 
the first will to remain in force, & it therefore was 
revoked.—-DEMPsEy v. LAWSON (1877), 2 P. D. 98 ; 
40.3. P. 23; 36. T. 515; 41 J. P. 6063; 25 
W. R. 629. 

Annotations :—~ Consd. Jenner v. Ffinch (1879), 6 P. D..106. 


Apld. Jn the IWstate of Bryan, (1907) P. 125. Refd. 
Chichester v. Quatrefages, [1895] P. 186, 





(b) Revocation in General Terms. 


1545. How far effective—Question of intention.] 
—DENNY r. BARTON (1818), 2 Phillim. 575; 161 
E.R. 1236. 

Annotations :—Consd. Gladstone ». Tempest (1840), 2 Curt. 

650; Dempsey v. Lawson (1877), 2 P. D. 98. 

1546. .|—Deceased supposing his will 
appointing his wife sole extrix. & universal legatec 
to be Jost made in Peru a nuncupative will not in 
conformity with Stat. Frauds with a general 
revocatory clause & appointing two executors & 
his wife universal legatee absolutely. The exors. 
renounced, & she took probate of that will in Peru. 
The former will being found, of which fact he was 
ignorant at the time of his death, probate thereof, 
at the wife’s prayer, granted to her.—In the Goods 
ON (1828), 1 Hag. Eee. 378; 162 EB. R. 
d . 

Annotation :—Refd. Newton vt. Newton (1861), 5 L. T. 218. 

1647, —--~ --—.]—In the earlier part of the 
will legacies are given to W. M. & three other 
persons, nephews of testator. Afterwards legacies 
are given to the same W. M. & to C. P. in the 
character of exors. of his will for their trouble 
therein. By the codicil testator revokes all 
legacies given to W.M. & the other three nephews, 
& this must according to the plain meaning of the 
words be held to be a revocation of all legacies 
which are by the will given to this person. But the 
matter does not rest here, for testator after appoint- 
ing W. M. & (. P. trustees over the real estates 








PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 5.— 
B, (a). 742.—IR 


1644 i. Frprese words of revocation 
unnecessary -- Question of intention. |-- 
Where a codicil contains an unhroken 
set of limitations, not reconcilable with 
those in the will, & exhausting the fee, 
it is to be inferred that testatorintended CAN. 
to dispose of the whole fee by the p. 
codicil, whieh he had otherwise dis- 
posed of by his will.—Datry », DALY, 


Whether 


PERSSE », DALY (1845), 2 Jo. & Lat. 


0. Larpress revocation by subsequent 
document —Validity of document as a 
will notwithstanding invalidity of be- 
quest3. J—FREEL 2, 
1K O. a. R. 651; 13 O. W. R. 1164, 


) revocation of legacies 
entire or partial.|—-Re WALSH ESTATE 
(Sask.), {1920} 2 W. W. R. 519.—CAN. 


WILLS. 


appoints them also exors. of his will & gives them 
the legacies in question for their trouble therein. I 
cannot give these words any other construction 
than the plain apparent one, that the legacies are 
given to the exors. for their trouble as exors.; 
must therefore decide that the legacies are re- 
voked by the codicil (LRAcH, M.R.).—PERRY v. 
MEDDOWCROFT (1882), 2 L. J. Ch. 40. 

1548, —— .|—A_ codicil contained the 
words, ‘‘ Whereas I have by a former will & codicil, 
given to my late son, etc. I do hereby revoke 
such codicil.” It being clear, from the circum- 
stances of the case, that it was not the intention 
of testator wholly to revoke such codicil, 1t was 
allowed to operate with the other testamentary 
papers.—In the Goods of Lewis (1850), 7 Notes of 
Cases, 436; 15 L. T. O. S. 165; 14 Jur. 514. | 

1549. —-—.]—Testator, by his will, devised 
certain houses to his son John for life, & after his 
death unto his children then born, or thereafter 
to be born, upon their attaining a certain age as 
tenants in common, & in case of the death of any 
of them under the specified age, the share & shares 
of the child or children so dying to go to the sur- 
vivors & survivor, & in case of the death of all of 
such children under that age, then to trustees to 
permit testator’s three daughters S., A. & E. to 
receive the rents during their lives in equal shares, 
& after their decease to the children in fec. Testa- 
tor made a codicil in these words :—‘‘ I likewise 
revoke that part of my last will & testament 
whereby I give, etc. (the houses in question) unto 
my son John & to his heirs ; & my willis, that my 
daughters A. & If. should enjoy them, & I hereby 
give & bequeath the frechold ground & houses 
to my daughters A. & E. equally & jointly between 
them & to the survivor of them, & after their 
decease to their child or children equally, & if 
they should both die leaving no child or children, 
then the freeholds to go as ordered by my will.” 

The daughters, A. & E., died, leaving no child ; 
John, the son, died in 1850, leaving a daughter, 
his only surviving child, one of the lessors of pltt., 
who was born in testator’s lifetime & attained the 
required age. John had another daughter born 
in the testator’s lifetime, & who married & had a 
son, but she & her son both died in the lifetime of 
John. Testator’s third daughter, S., died leaving 
children, who were defts.:--deld: the codicil 
operated as a revocation, only so far as to effectuate 
the intention of testator to pier A. & E. & their 
children, to John & his children, &, therefore, the 
lessors of pltf. were entitled to a moiety of the 
houses in question. 

The general rule is that a revocation by subse- 
quent will or codicil, whether by express words of 
revocation or demise inconsistent with the former 
devise, shall operate only so far as is necessary to 
effectuate intention of testator (LORD CAMPBELL, 
C.J.) —-DoE d. Evers v. Warp (1852), 18 Q. B. 
197; 21 L. J. Q. B. 145; 18 1. T. O. S. 317; 
16 Jur. 709; 118 Wo. Wt. 73. 

Annotation: -Apld. Williams ». Evans (1853), 1 FF. & B. 727. 


1550. —--— Will made in execution of power.]— 
Deceased having, under a trust deed, power to 
dispose of certain effects by a will attested by two 








PART X. SECT ama 5,-- 
q. How fur cffective.}-—THOMAB Ut. 
TENNENT’S TRUSTEES (1868), 7 Macph. 
(Ct. of Sess.) 114; 41 Sc. Jur. 59.--- 
ROBINBON (390%), SCOT. 

r, ——.}—Meld: a will revoking al! 
decds of scttlement, & declaring ter- 
tator’s wish that hia estate should g° 
to his heirs whomsoever, was not to be 
construed as revoking the special 
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witnesses, such a will is revoked by a subsequent 
will containing an express revocatory clause, duly 
executed, but attested only by one witness; the 
disposition intended by deceased being thereby 
completely effected.—RICHARDSON v. BARRY 
(1880), 8 Hag. Hee. 249; 162 14. R. 1147. 

A neon eieta: In the Goods of Eustace (1874), le. RR. 3 


1551. Reference to particular clause in 
revoked will—Probate only granted of second will.| 
—A will, dated 184], revoking all former wills, 
referred to a clause in a former will. Probate 
prayed of so much of the former will as was 
necessary to explain the latter will. Motion 
refused. 

I do not see how the ct. can decree probate of 
any part of the former will in conjunction with the 
present will, containing, as the latter does, an 
express clause of revocation of all former wills. 
1 can only decree probate of the latter will as it. 
stands (Sir H. JENNER Fusr). ‘foods of 
SINCLAIR (1843), 3 Curt. 746; 2 Notes of Cases, 
222; 7 Jur. 803; 163 E.R. 88s. 

1552. —-—— Wills under different powers—General 
revocation in second will.|—A feme covert made 
two wills during different covertures, the one in 
1848 under one power, & the other in 1857 under 
another power. The Jatter will contained a general 
revocatory clause, but did not refer to the previous 
will or to the power under which it was made :—~- 
Held: the will of 1848 was entitled to probate.-— 
In the Goods of Joys (1860), 4 Sw. & Vr. 214; 30 
L.J.P.M. & A. 169; 164 H.R. 1498. 

«fnnotations . ---Distd. In the Goods of ustace (1874), I 3 
& 1.183. Expld. Sotheran v. Dening (1881), ecu. we 


aie Ree Kingdon, Wilkins 7. Pryer (1886), 32 Ch. D. 604. 
Dbtd. Cadell ¢. Wileoe ks, [1898] BP. 20. 


1553. —--—.)--A married wotnan 
exercised two powers of appointment in separate 
wills, executed at different times. The later will 
contained a clause revoking all former wills. 
Evidence being adduced that deceased did not 
thereby intend to revoke the appuintment in the 
first will, the ct. granted probate of both wills.— 
Ji the Goods of MEREDITH (1860), 29T.. J.P. M.& A, 
155; 24 J. P. 567. 





ee nn ee 


Annotations --—Distd. In the Qoods of Kustace (1874), I. R. 
i & D. 183. Refd. fn the Goods of Fenwick (1867). 
J.D. 359. 

1554. -—-— Some property undisposed of by 
subsequent will.|-—Testatrix had a power of 
appointinent under her marriage settlement. In 


1857, she made a will in which, after referring to 
this power, she devised all her property to her 
husband. Jn 1863 she made a second will in which 
she also referred to the power. It varied the 
bequests of the first will, but it left undisposed of 
all her household furniture & effects, & it concluded 
thus: ‘Sl revoke a}l former wills by me heretofore 
made.”’ The ct. refused to grant probate of both 
wills as together constituting the last will of 
deceased, but) granted probate of the last will 
alone.——/n the Goods of KUSTACE (1874), In. R. 38 
P& D.188; 481. J.P. & M. 4635 30 L. T. 909 
38 J.P. 600 | 22 W. R. 832. 


Annatation : ~ Gonsd. lee Kingdon, Wilkins v. Pryer (1886), 
32 Ch. JD i. 


1555. —-—- Words of revocation introduced in 
error—-Probate granted without revocation clause.]| 
——-Deceased by her will left) a portion of her 
furniture & household effects to her daughter, & 
disposed of the residue of her property, appointing 


trustees & exors. Subsequently she was advised 
destination in a movable bond taken Sa. L, KR. 376; 
by testator, although its effect was SCOT. 
ene: —-PATERSON’S JUDICIAL ees 


PATTERSON'S TR 
(Ct. of Sess.) 499; 


FACTOR 
(1897), 24. R. 


USTEES 


34 of Sess.) 708: 


REVIVAL, AND REPUBLICATION. 


i 


.}]— Brypon’s CURATOR ¢. 
BRYDON’S TRUSTEES (1898), 25 R. (Ct. 
35 Se. IL. R. 545; 5 
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that the bequest to her daughter should be secured 
to her separate use, & she gave directions that a 
testamentary paper should be preparcd to that 
effect. The paper thus prepared purported to be 
her last will & testament, & in addition to a 
clause to the effect above- mentioned, contained one 
revocatory of all former wills. This paper was 
executed deceased, but was not read over to or 
by her, & she was not aware that it contained such 
words of revocation :—Held: as the words of 
revocation had been introduced per incuriam & 
without the instructions of deceased, & their 
presence there was unknown to deceased when she 
executed the will, they ought to be omitted from 
the probate.—In the Goods of OSWALD (1874), L. R. 
3P.&D.162; 48. J.P.&M. 24; 30L. T. 344; 
38 J. P. 425. 

Annotations :—Folld. In the Goods of voor [1892] P. 378; 

Marklew v. Turner (1900), 17 T. L. It. 10. 

1556. }-_Testatris by her will 
constituted her illegitimate son her universal 
legatee & one of her exors. After the execution of 
the will & shortly before her death, she expressed 
a wish to bequeath part of her furniture & other 
Peon effects to her sister, her sole next of kin & 

eiress-at-law, & proceeded to write out a bequest 
giving effect to such wish on a printed form of 
will, which was duly executed. The form com- 
menced by a clause of revocation ; but testatrix 
did not fill up the blanks in this part of the form ; 
& the clause was not read over to her at the 
time of execution, though the rest of the will was, 
& there was no evidence that she knew of such 
clause :—Held: under the circumstances, probate 
might be granted of the paper, omitting the clause 
of revocation, as a codicil to the original will.— 














In the Goods of Moor, [1892] P. 378; 62 LL. J. P. 
9; 1 R. 454, 
1557. -—— ——.]—Testator executed a 


will drawn by a lawyer, disposing of his real estate, 
but leaving some personal property undisposed of. 
He expressed an intention of disposing of the latter 
by a future instrument. Subsequently he bought 
a printed form, &, without legal advice, disposed of 
his personal property, Inserting a clause revoking 
all former dispositions :—Held: the second 
document was intended to be supplemental to the 
prior one, the revocatory clause did not represent 
testator’s wishes, & both documents would be 
admitted to probate, the revocatory clause in the 





second being omitted.—MARKLEW v. TURNER 
(1900), 17 T. L. R. 10. 
1558. —- Knowledge of testatrix that 


words included.|—-Testatrix left two wills, & a 
codicil to the first) will. The second will, which 
disposed only of a small policy of insurance on her 
life, was prepared for her on a printed form by one 
of her exors. The form commenced with a clause 
revoking all previous testamentary dispositions ; 
but when this was read over to her she objected 
to it, saying that she did not wish to revoke her 
first will & codicil. The person who prepared 
the will assured her that as it only related to the 
insurance policy the words of revocation would 
not apply to her former testamentary dispositions, 
& that to make an erasure might invalidate the 
will. Being satisfied by this assurance testatrix 
duly executed the will :—Held: testatrix must be 
taken to have known & approved of these words 
of revocation, & they must be included in the 
probate of the last will.—CoLLIns v. ELSTON, 
Ds S. foe 


313. - T. 355.—SCOT. 


Effect on special destinations 
hieews previously & subsequently by 
testator. eee TRUSTEES 1. 

{1922} S. C. 741.—SCOT. 


Y 2 


Ss. lL. 
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Sect. 1.—-Revocation : Sub-sect. 5, B. (b) & (c) 7. & ii.) 


[1893] P. 1; 62 L. J. P. 26; 67 L. T. 624; 9 

T. L. R. 16; 41 W. RR. 287; 1 BR. 458. 

Annotations :—Distd. Gregson +. Taylor, [1917] TP. 256. 
Refd. Beech v. Public Trustee (1922), 92 L. J. V. 33. 
1559. Will giving interest of share & power 

of appointment over capital.)—Testator by his 

will gave to his sister H. a life interest in a share of 
his residuary estate, & a special power of appoint- 
ment by will over the capital of the share. By 

a codicil he revoked all devises & bequests what- 

soever “in favour of”? H.:— Held: the power 

was revoked as well as the life interest.—Re 

Brovuau, CURREY v. Brouvai (1888), 388 Ch. D. 

456; 57 L. J. Ch. 486: 58 I. I’. 7885 36 W. R. 

409. 

-—— Previous testamentary appointment.|—-Scc 

Part XV., Sect. 7, post. 


(c) Partial Revocation. 
1. Office of Executor or Trustee. 

1560. Revocation of appointment as trustees—~— 
Part of will dealing with appointment only revoked. | 
—-(1) If testator devise ‘' all the rest: & residue of 
his real & personal estate to A. B. C. & D. in 
trust ;’? & afterwards makes a codicil, whereby he 
‘* patifies & confirms his will, except in the altera- 
tions after mentioned ;”’ & then revokes that 
part of his will whereby he appointed A. & JB. his 
trustees, & requests E. & F. to be two of his trustees, 
& devises his real estate to them accordingly ; 
this is only a revocation as to the appoint- 
ment of the two trustees, & not of any other part 
of the will. 

(2) A codicil signed & published in the presence 
of three witnesses, held a republication of the will 
& that both made but one will.—ACHERLEY v. 
VERNON (1723), 9 Mod. Rep. 685; 1 Com. 381 ; 
S88 H.R. 821; affd. (1725), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas, &5, TL. Th. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Folld. Doe d. Pate v. Davy (1774), 1 

Cowp. 158. Consd. 7te Earl's Trust (1858), 4 K. & J. 

673. As to (2) Apld. Potter ». Potter (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 

437. Consd. Gibson v. Montfort (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 485 ; 

Barnes v. Crow (1792), 4 Bro. C. C. 2. Distd. Strathmore 

v Bowes (1798), 7 erm Rep. 482. Apld. Pigott vr. 

Waller (1802), 7 Ves. 983; Goodtitle d. Woodhouse v, 

Meredith (1813), 2M. & 5.09; Hulme v. Heygate (1816), 

1 Mer. 285. Distd. Smith v. Dearmer (1829), 3 Y. & J. 

278, Apld. Monypenny rv. Bristow (1832), 2 Russ. & M. 

1173 Yarnold vr. Walls (1810), 4 Y. & C. lex. 160. Dbtd. 

Hughes v. Hosking (1856), 11 Moo. . Cc. C. 1.) Apld. le 

Smith, Bilke v. Roper (1890), 45 Ch. D. 632. Generally, 

Refd. Bond 7. Seawell (1765), 3 Burr. 1773; A.-G. tv. 

Downing (1769), Amb. 571. Mentd. Kechford r. Tobin 

(1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 3808; Collison #. Girling (1838), 4 

My. & Cr. 63; Blacklow v. Laws (1842), 2 Hare, 40. 

1561. --— |—Testator, by his will, 
directed that his trade should be carried on by his 
daughter & others, as trustees, for ten years, when 
the concern should be closed, the property sold, 
the produce invested in the funds, & the funds 
held in trust, as to one moicty, for the benefit 
of the daughter & her children, & as to the other 
moiety, for the benefit of the children of his brother. 
By a codicil testator revoked that part of his will 
which empowered his trustees to sell his effects, 
& instead thereof he authorised his daughter to take 
possession of all furniture, stock-in-trade, & every 
description of property found on his, teustator’s, 
premises, to be disposed of at. her discretion :— 
Held: the effect of the codicil was not to alter 
the enjoyment of the property, but only to consti- 
tute the daughter sole trustee under the will.— 
NEWMAN tv. LADE (1842), 1 Y. & ©. Ch. Cas. G80 ; 
6 Jur. 702 ; 62 BF. R. 1070. 








PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 5.-—— 
B. (c) i. 

1560 i. Revocation o 
trustees-—Tart of will 


appointment as 
ealing with 


appoiniment only revoked.j-—Re Bun- 
BURY’s Trusts, 10 J, R. Eq. 408.—IR. 

b. Provision as to appointment in 
codicil—-Not referred to in later codictl— 


WILLS. 


1562. -J|—A., by will & first codicil, 
appointed four exors. & trustees & left them £500 
each. By a second codicil he substituted B. & 
D., in the place of two of the original exors & 
trustees, & varied the £500 legacies accordingly. 
By a third codicil, he revoked any codicil or codtcils 
empowering B. to act as trustee, & appointed C. 
one of his trustees & exors :—Held: on a view of 
all the papers, the third codicil was a revocation 
only of Cs appointment, & not of the whole 
codicil in which it was contained.—CRUTTWELL v, 
Cirancy, Jn the Goods of Brerr.Ee (1857), Dea. & 
Sw. 310; 29 L. T. O.S. 235; 164 16. R. 586. 

1563. —-— Original appointment as trustees & 
guardians—-Appointment as guardians not revoked.| 
~—Testator gave part of his property to A., B., C. 
& TD. upon certain trusts, for the benefit of his 
children, & gave the guardianship of them to his 
wife & his trustees, the said A., B., C. & D., who 
were to maintain & educate them out of the trust 
property. By a codicil, reciting that he had 
appointed A., B., C. & I). exors. & trustees of his 
will, he revoked the appointment so far as regarded 
bB., (. & D., & in lieu of thetn appointed EB. & F. 
to act as trustees & exors. of his will along with 
A. :—Held: the appointment of B., C. & D. to 
act as guardians to the children, jointly with A., 
remained unrevoked.-—Me Park (1844), 14 Sim. 
89; 13 L. J. Ch. 369; 8 Jur. 372; 60 16. R. 291 ; 
sub nom. Hap. PARK, 3 L. T. OWS. 158. 

1564. --—- Whether devise to trustees also 
revoked.|—-A legacy given to testator’s trustees 
& exors. as a mark of his respect for them : --JIeld : 
not revoked by a codicil appointing other trustees 
jn their room, & giving a legacy of equal amount 
to the newly appointed trustees & exors. in similar 
language.—BuRQGEsS v. Burerss (1844), 1 Coll. 
367; 31. 1. O.S. 452; 8 Jur. 660; 63 1. R. 458, 

1565. -~- -- —.}]—Testator devised real estates 
to two trustees ; by a codicil he appointed another 
person to be a trustee & exor. of his will, in the 
place of one of the two trustees whom he did not 
wish to act as cxor., In consequence of his being 
an interested party in the disposal of his estate : 
~- Held: the codicil was a revocation of the devise 
to the displaced trustee, as well as of the office. 
Re Wovuan’s Trusts (1851), 4 De G. & Sin. 371; 
20 L. J. Ch. 4223; 171. T. O.S. 282; 15 Jur. 9438 : 
b4 Ik. R. 874. 

1566. Revocation of appointment as executor— 
Original appointment as executor & trustee-— 
Appointment as trustee not revoked.}——Testator 
appointed his wife a trustee of his will jointly with 
W. I., & he appointed her sole extrix. ; he subse- 
quently, on account of the arduous duties, revoked 
her appointment as extrix., & appointed W. L. & 
two other persons exors. in trust of his will :-— 
Held: this did not revoke the office of trustee, 
which had been given by testator to his wife. 
GRAHAM v. GRAHAM (1853), 16 Beav. 550; 22 
L. J. Ch. 937; 21 1. T. O. S. 80; 17 Jur. 569 ; 
51 16. R. 892. 

1567. —-~— -— .J—Testatrix having by 
will appointed her son Il. her exor. & trustee, 
revoked his appointment as exor, by codicil, on 
the ground of his having gone to Australia; & 
appointed her son J. exor. in his place, with all the 
powers & authorities which she had given to Il. for 
carrying out the trusts of her will :—Held: the 
appointment of IH. as trustee was not revoked but 
J. was appointed trustee jointly with him.— 





Appointment not revoked. }—STEWART vv. 
MACLAREN, [1920] 8S. C. (H. LL.) 148; 
57 aR R. 6313; (1920)28. 0. 8. 134. 


Part X.—REVOCATION, 


WORLEY v. WORLEY (1854), 18 Beav. 58; 2 W. R. 
216; 52 E.R. 23. 


pointed EK. W. & It. B. trustees, &, besides other 
instructions, directed them to pay his debts, 
funeral & testamentary expenses & the legacies 
bequeathed by the will, or to be bequeathed by any 
codicil thereto. In a subsequent part of his will 
he appointed the same individuals exors. In 
a codicil to his will, after stating that he had ap- 
pointed R. B. one of the trustees under his will, he 
continued, ‘‘ It is my will & desire to substitute in 
his stead & place Kk. T. Now I do hereby, by this 
my codicil, nominate & appoint the said R. T. to be 
one of the trustees of my said will & codicils in the 
place & stead of the said KR. B., to act with & in 
conjunction with the said EK. W.: & I hereby give 
the said R. T. the same powers & authorities as I 
have throughout my will given to & reposed in the 
said R. B. in the same & as full & ample a manner 
as if the name of the said R. T. had throughout 
my said will becn inserted in the place of the name 
of the said R. B.’’:—Held: the appointment of 
lt. B. as exor. was revoked.—BARKETT v. WILKINS 
& BuessLtey (1859), 6 Jur. N.S. 687. 

——_—~- Whether legacy to executor also revoked. |— 
Sec éxecutTors, Vol. XXIIIL., p. 443, Nos. 5133- 
5136. 

See, also, EXECUTORS, Vol. XXIIT., pp. 43, 44, 
Nos, 191-201. 








il. Specific Devises and Specific and Pecuniary 
Bequests. 

1569. Extent of revocation--Specific devise] — 
Devise of real estates to trustees & their heirs, upon 
trust to convey upon certain trusts; &, subject 
thereto, to several natural sons successively in 
strict settlement. Testator also vave the residue 
of his personal estate upon trust to be laid out in 
land, to be settled to the same uses, ete. <A 
codicil revoking so much of the will as directed the 
settlement of his said estate upon his sons, & vary- 
ing the order of the limitations, was considered as 
confined to that object, operating by way of sub- 
stitution only, not as a revocation of the devise ; 
& therefore extending to the estates to be pur- 
chased with the personal estate.—-CARRINGTON 
(LoRD) v. PAYNE (1800), 5 Ves. 404; 01 I. RR. 
052, 

Annotations :--Consd. Le Gibson’s ‘Trusts (1861), 2 John. & 
H. 656. Distd. Langdale «. Briggs, Jer p. ane ky p. 
Martineau (L873), 28 Le. TT. $67; Bridges t. Strachan 
(1878), 8 Ch. J. 558, Apld. Je Towry: x Settled Mstate, 
Dallas v. Towry (1889), 41 Ch. DD. 64. Refd. Holmesdale 
v. West (1866), L. Mo kaq. d74 ee Liddeu, Liddell e. 
Liddell (1895), 73 L. T. 363. 

1570. —-— —-~.]— Testator by his will, devised 
to trustees & their heirs, all his freehold & copyhold 
land at. S. & also his freehold land at H. in case 
there should be but one son of his daughter A. who 
should attain the age of twenty-one years, upon 
trust for such son & his heirs; & in case there 
should be two or more sons of A. who should attain 
the age of twenty-one years, then in trust for the 
second of such sons & his heirs; & in case there 
should be no son of A. upon trust for such of the 
daughters of A., if any, as should first attain the 
age of twenty-one years, ctc.: & then after certain 
bequests of stock in trust, to pay the dividends by 
way of life annuities, testator devised & bequeathed 
all the residue of his property, whether freehold, 
copyhold, or for years, money in the funds, upon 
intge. or otherwise, upon security or at intercst, 


PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 5.— 
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1569 1. Extent of revocation—Specific 


Cas. 93.—AUS. 


REVIVAL, AND REPUBLICATION. 


devise. J-—Re GALE (1895), 16 N. S. W. 
B. & P.) 54; 5N. 8. W. Bkpty. IR. 
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debts of whatever other nature or kind, to the same 
trustees, their heirs, exors., & administrators, upon 
trust, to sell, get in, etc., & to apply the proceeds in 
payment of debts & legacies, etc.; & as to the 
residue of the moneys to arise by such sales, to 
invest the same in the public funds or real securi- 
ties ; & if there should be only one child of A. upon 
trust, to transfer or assure the funds, & the divi- 
dends, interest, & annual proceeds thereof, to such 
only child, at or on his attaining the age of twenty- 
one years, etc.; & if there should be two or three 
children of A. in trust for such two or three children 
equally to be divided between them, the shares of 
sons to be transferred on their attaining the age 
of twenty-one years, etc. 

Testator afterwards made a codicil to his will in 
these words, to the effect following :-——‘' Having 
some short time back drawn my pen through the 
first fifteen lines of the sixth sheet of my will, & 
being apprehensive that such rasure not being 
witnessed, might lead to litigation, I declare that 
the sole intention of such rasure is, to revoke that 
part only of the will, whereby I direct the sale of 
my freehold property, & I hereby direct & appoint, 
that, the son of my daughter A. who shall first 
attain the aye of twenty-one years, shall on attain- 
ing that age change his name to Elwes; & I give 
& devise to the son of A. on his attaining the age 
of twenty-one years, & changing his name to 
Klwes, all my freehold property, Jands, tenements, 
& hereditaments, to hold to my said grandson, his 
heirs, & assigns, etc.; & I do hereby ratify & con- 
firm the said will, except as before in excepted ’’ :—. 
Held: the will was revoked by the codicil, expressly 
as to the power of sale; & as to the corpus of the 
lands, at S. & H. by the effect of inconsistency of 
devise, but the will was unrevoked & operative in 
all other respects.~--DUFFIELD v. DUFFIELD (1829), 


3 Bhi. N.S. 260; 1 Dow. & Cl. 268; 4 EK. R. 1334, 
H. L.; revsg. S. C. sub nom. DUFFIELD v. ELWES 


(1826), 2 Sim. & St. 544. 


alnnotations :—Consd. Doe d. Evers v. Ward (1852), 18 Q. B. 
197: Green tv. Tribe (1878), 38 L. T. 914. Refd. Festing 
vy. Allen (1843), 12 M. & W. 279: Cleoburey rv. Beckett, 
Cleoburey v. Turner (1851), 14 Beayv. 583: Hodgson rt. 
Bective (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 376; Holmes rv. Prescott 
(L864), 3 New Rep. 559; Perceval v. Perceval (1870), 
I. RR. Y Eq. 386: Re Love, Green vv. Tribe (1878), 47 
I. J.Ch. 783 5 Re Wrightson, Battie-Wrizhtsou v. Thomas, 
{1904) 2 Ch. 95. Mentd. Browne v. Browne (1857), 3 


Sm. & G. 568; Jte Astor, Astor v. Adams, [1922}] 1 Ch. 
364. 
1571. -——-.|—By will testator gave seven 





cottages specifically described, together with other 
property, also specifically described. By a codicil 
he recited the gift by the will, referring in terms 
to the property described, other than the seven 
cottages ; he then revoked the gift of the property 
dese ribed in the recital, & gave the property 

‘included in the hereinbefore-mentioned devise ”’ 
in a different manner & upon other trusts :—Held : 
the gift of the seven cottages was not revoked, but 
they passed under the devise, upon the trusts 
i i LIFFE v. HINCH- 
CLIFFE (1861), 2 Drew. & Sm. 96; 5 L. T. 660; 62 
i. TR. 558. 

1572. |—Testator, by his will, gave 
to trustees for the benefit of his wife ‘“‘ as con- 
cerning my mansion house, land & premises 
called O., now in my occupation, to permit her to 
reside in & occupy same so long as she shall think 
proper,” with certain conditions as to residence, 
etc., & from & after her decease to his son R., for 
his own absolute use. By a codicil he recited 











JOHNSTON (1842), 3 Dr. & War. 143.— 


1569 iii, ——— ———.]—- Bownkon’_ vv. 
BAXTER, 14 N. Z. L. R. 56.—N.Z. 
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Sect. 1.— Revocation: Sub-sect. 5, B. (c) wi] 


‘that he had pulled down the mansion house, 

offices & buildings called O., & was then erectin 

another mansion house called M., & he directe 
that his trustees should hold the new mansion 
house on the like trusts as by his will were expressed 

& declared of & concerning his mansion called O., 

& in all other respects he confirmed his will :— 

Held: the codicil was, pro tanto, a revocation of 

the will, & the gift over of the estate at O. to his 

son R. took effect on testator’s death.—Poorg v. 

WRIGHT (1861), 3 L. T. 773. 

1578. ———.]—Testator, whose family con- 
sisted of two legitimate sons, an illegitimate son, 
pltf., & daughter, in 1801 devised his estate W. 
to his elder son, & his children in strict settlement, 
remainder to his younger son & his children also 
in strict settlement, remainder to pltf. for life, 
remainder to A. IT. in fee; & devised his estate H. 
to similar uses, but preferring the younger son & 
his children to the elder. The estate W. was 
charged with certain annuities, including one of 
£21, to pltf. He also bequeathed legacies to 
several persons, & the residue of his personalty 
to his two legitimate sons. In 1806 the elder son 
died without issue, & in 1818 A. T., the remainder- 
man, also died. In 1819 testator by an instru- 
ment duly executed & attested, which he thereby 
declared ‘‘ to be a codicil to be added to, & to be 
taken as part of ’’ his will, gave to pltf. “ a further 
sum of £21 annually, in addition to the £21 left 
to him by his will,” & gave certain legacies to other 
persons; & gave to his surviving legitimate son 
‘all his estate & property of every description 
whatever, after discharging the above legacies.” 
The surviving legitimate son died without issue, 
& pltf. brought ejectment against his devisecs, 
for the estate H., claiming as tenant for life under 
the will :—Held: the intention to revoke by the 
codicil, the devise of the estate to pltf., was not 
equally clear with the original intention to devise ; 
&, according to the principle laid down in Doe d. 
fearle v. Hicks, No. 167], post, the devise was not. 
revoked by the codicil.—ROBERTSON v. POWELL 
(1863),2 Hl. & C. 7623 3 New Rep. 4383 ; 33 L. W. Ex. 
34; 9L. T. 543; 10 Jur. N.S. 442 3 12 W. RR. 628; 
159 H.R. 315. 

Annotations :»--- Reid. Richardson r. Power (1865), 10 C. B. 
N.S. 780; Wallace vr. Seymour (1872), 20 W. It. 634. 
1574. -j—~By clause 8 of his will 

dated June 24, 1871, testator devised ‘ all my 

farms & lands in the parish of Bedwas’’ upon 
certain settled trusts. By clause 14 he gave his 
residuary real & personal estate upon certain 

residuary trusts. By a codicil dated Feb. 15, 

1873, testator, after reciting that he had lately 

purchased farm A.in the parish of B., thereby 

gave farm A. to his daughter for life, & at her death 
to his grandson J. & the heirs of his body, but with 
no ultimate disposition of the fee simple. Testator 
died on May 31, 1878. His grandson, J., died on 
Jan. 21, 1883, an infant without issue. T'estator’s 
daughter died on Feb. 20, 1927 :—Held: the fee 
simple in farm A. being undisposed of by the codicil 
passed, not under the general residuary devise in 
clause 14, but under the devise of ‘‘ all my farms ” 
in B. in clanse 8, which devise was unrevoked by 
the codicil as regards the fee simple.-—Re DAvixEs, 
THOMAS v. THOMAS-DAviEs, [1928] Ch. 24; 97 
lJ. Ch. 141; 188 Ll. T. 262; 71 Sol. Jo. 880. 














1575. ---— —-— Omission of trust in confirma-. 


tion of original devise.]—Codicil, reciting a specitic 
& limited purpose, revokes the whole devise, 
declaring the trusts again, with the proposed altera- 
tion, & confirms the will in every particular not 


WILLS. 


thereby altered or revoked. The omission of one 

trust, though probably against the intention, 

cannot be supplied.—HoLpDER v. HOWELL (1803), 

8 Ves. 97; 32 H. R. 289. 

Annotations :—Distd. Hill v. Walker (1858), 4 K. & J. 166. 
Refd. Tupper v. Tupper (1855), 1 K. & J. 665; Holmes- 
dale v. Weat (1866), L. R. 3 Raq. 474; He Wood, Wood v. 
Wood (1900), 83 L. T. 157, 

1576. ——— ——— Omission of power of advance- 
ment in confirmation of original will.]|—Testator, 
by will, gave his trustees a power of advancement 
in favour of sons. By a codicil he did not repeat 
this power of advancement, but altered some of 
the trusts relating to the fund to which the power 
of advancement applied, & confirmed his will 
generally :—Held: the codicil did not revoke the 
will as to the power of advancement.—HILL v. 
WALKER (1858), 4 K. & J. 166; 32 L. T. O.S. 
T1; TOK. R. 69. 

Annotations :~-Mentd. Midgley v. Midgley, [1893] 3 Ch. 282 ; 
Budgett v. Budgett, [1895] ] Ch. 202; Trevor v. Hutchins, 
{1896] 1 Ch, &44. 

1577. Effect on  limitations.] 
Testator, by his will, devised his messuages, 
tenements, etc., called Penty Park, to J. L. for 
life, with remainders to his first & other sons in 
tail: & he devised his messuage, tenement & 
lands, known by the name of Coedllys, to J. P. for 
life, with remainders to his first & other sons in 
tail: & in the subsequent parts of his will he 
mentioned the estates as his Penty Park & Coedllys 
estates. By a codicil, after reciting that he had 
given the Penty Park estate to J. L.. he revoked 
the Penty Park estate & gave it to J. P.; & after 
further reciting that he had given the Ovedllys 
estate, in his will, to J. P., he revoked the bequest 
& gave the Coedillys estates to J. L.:—Held: all 
the limitations in the will of the two estates, were 
revoked, & J. P. took Penty Park in fee, & J. L. 
Coedllys in fee.--PHinipes v. ALLEN (1835), 7 
Sim. 446; 58 E.R. 900, 

Annotations :-—Consd. Re Whitchorne, Whitchorne vr. Best, 
[1906] 2Ch. 121. Mentd. Doce d. Pottow r. Fricker (1851), 
6 Exch. 510. 

1578. Expression in codicil against 
beneficial interest.] — Devise to the children of 
A.:—Held: not to be revoked, by an expres- 
sion in a codicil that they were not intended 
to take any beneficial intcrest under the will or 
codicil. 

Testator devised his real estate to his brother 
W. for life, with remainder to his first & other sons 
in tail, with remainders over ; & he bequeathed his 
residuary personal estate between his nephews & 
nieces. By a codicil, he revoked his will, so far 
only as it was altered by the codicil, & he gave to his 
nephews & nieces, except, as he said, his brother 
W.’s children, ‘‘ who are not intended to take any 
beneficial interest under his will or this codicil,” 
£1,000 each :—Held: the devise to the children 
of W. was not revoked.—CLEOBUREY v. BECKETT, 
CLEOBUREY v. TURNER (1851), 14 Beav. 583; 51 
K. R. 408. 
tometer :—Refd. Wallace r. Seymour (1872), 20 W. R. 


1579. ——— ---— Effect on bequest of money to 
same uses.]——Testator devised frecholds in Dorset- 
shire upon certain trusts, & bequeathed £3,000 
to his trustees to purchase lands in Dorsetshire 
to be held upon the same trusts. By a codicil 
he revoked the devise of his frecholds, & declared 
other trusts without alluding to the £3,000 :— 
Held: there was no implied revocation of the 
hequest of £3,000, which would pass under the 
will as if no codicil had been made.—BRIDGES Vv. 
STRACHAN (1878), 8 Ch. D. 558; 38 L. T. 502; 
26 W. R. 681. 


Part X.—REVOCcATION, REVIVAL, AND REPUBLICATION. 


1580. Life interest—Effect on interest 
in remainder.]—Devise & bequest of real & personal 
estate to a person for life, with limitations over. 
By a codicil, reciting the devise & bequest, 
& also the limitations over, the devise & bequest 
were revoked, ‘‘ so far as related to the tenant for 
life’; but ‘estates’? both real & personal, out 
of which the interest of the tenant for life was 
carved, were directed to sink into the residue :— 
Held: this was a revocation of the interest of the 
tenant for life only.—Ivks v. Ivms (1840), 4 Y. & 
C. Ex. 84; 4 Jur. 265; 160 KE. R. 908. 

1581. .]—A revocation of a 
life interest does not of itself operate to revoke the 
interests in remainder..—Re MCEACHARN, GAMBLES 
aoe (1911), 103 L. T. 900; 55 Sol. Jo. 

1582. Pecuniary bequest.] — Testator 
directed his trustees to invest such a sum as would 
produce £40 a year, & to pay same to his daughter, 
&, after her death, to transfer the fund to his 
residuary legatees: & he gave £100 to his daughter 
absolutely. By a codicil he revoked the sum of 
£1,200 given to his daughter for her life, & gave her 
£500 in lieu thereof :—-Held: as the £40 a year was 
the only sum given to the daughter for her life, 
it was revoked by the codicil.—PILCHER v. HOLE 
(1834), 7 Sim. 208; 4L. J. Ch. 50; 58 KE. §. 816. 
ann On :--Refd. Wallace v. Seymour (1872), 20 W. 2. 


1583. -——_- -——-.]—Testatrix bequeathed a 
legacy to A. for life, with remainder to his children ; 
by a codicil, she revoked all gifts to A. & his 
children, except B., to whom she gave £400. 
Testatrix subsequently, in a letter to BK., which 
was proved as testamentary, said “IT cut A. & 
his children off from every bequest. T have formerly 
given to him or them” :—Held: the gift to B., 
though one of A.’s children, was not revoked.-— 
MILs v. ALLEN (1836), 5 L. J. Ch. 111. 

1584. -——-  --.} -- Revocation by codicil of all 
the gifts to A. named in the will :-—Held: to 
extend to A.’s interest under a gift to a class of 
Which A. might. form one.---COTTERELL v. SANDER- 
SON (18387), 1 Jur. 471. 

1585, -- -- —-- .] —Testatrix by will bequeathed 
£3,000 in trust for C. for life for her separate use, 
& after her death for her children ; & in case there 
should be no such children, in trust for P. By a 
codicil, stating that (. had been largely provided 
for from other sources, testatrix deducted the sum 
of £2,900 from the legacy of £3,000, & revoked so 
much of the legacy accordingly, leaving C. £100 
only as a remembrance of her affection :—Held: 
the legacy of £3,000 was revoked in toto, & in 
hieu of it the legacy of £100 was given for the 
absolute benclit of C.; & P. took no interest: 
either in the £100 or any part of the £3,000.— 
SANFORD v. SANFORD (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 67; 
8L. T. O. S. 5383; 11 Jur. 322; 63 E.R. 974. 
Annotation :—Distd. Re Whitchorne, Whitchorne cv. Best, 

[1906] 2 Ch. 121. 




















1580 1. —- Life interest—-Effect 
on interest in remainder. |}—-Testator by 
his will, among other gifts, gave 
certain real property to his wife for 
life with remainder to his brother in 
fee. By a codicil he provided as 
follows: ‘‘ At the death of my said 
wife all property real taken under this 
or my former will to be devised by her 
in any way she pleases, to all or any 
one or more of my brothers & sisters 
she may think proper or on their death 





od f —IR. 


1580 iii. ~—— 


MELBOURNE 


AUSTRALIA, Lirp. 





C. L. R. 640.— AUS. 


1580 ii. —-—-—- —— ; 
FITZMAURICE v. SADLIER, 12 I. R. Kq. 





JERMINGHAM TRUSTS, GORMANSTOWN 
v. NICHOLE, [1922] 1 I. R. 115.—IR. 
1882 i. -—— Pecuniary bequest.j— 
HOSPITAL 1, 
EXECUTORS & TRUSTEES ASSOCN. OF 
(1915), 20 CG. L. XR. 
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1586. .|—Testatrix by her will gives 
a legacy of £500 to be invested, & the annual 
roduce paid to BK. H. for life, & after her death 
o J. H. absolutely. Testatrix then makes five 
codicils, by some of which she gives several legacies 
of the same amount to the same persons, as she 
has previously given by other codicils anterior in 
date, expressing in other instances of legacies 
given; that those legacies were in addition 
to those already given, but not using the words 
‘in addition to’? where she gives the same sums 
to the same persons as before, in a former codicil. 
K. H. dies before testatrix, who, after the 
death of E. H1., by a codicil to her will, declares 
that she revokes the legacy of £100 given to 
J. H. Evidence is adduced to show that testatrix 
intended to cancel two of the codicils, sup- 
ported by the fact that she calls her fourth 
codicil her third codicil, & also that she promised 
to settle £400 on J. H. :—Held: the codicils being 
all admitted to probate, the legacies given twice 
over were cumulative & not substitutionary, & 
the revocation of the Jegacy of £100 meant. to 
revoke the legacy of £500 to the extent of £100 only, 
& therefore J. I]. was entitled to £400.—THURNALL 
v. RAYNER (1856), 4 W. R. 404. 

1587. --— —,|—-JTestator gave £4,000 to lis 
exors. upon trust, with the concurrence of his sister, 
to settle it by deed, on trust to provide ‘‘ stipends 
& annuities ’’ for indigent persons, not exceeding 
nine. The deed was also to regulate the manage- 
ment, etec., of the ‘‘ institution.’’ He also devised 
nine freehold houses to his sister, suggesting to her, 
but without imposing any obligation, ‘ legal, 
equitable or moral,” that they might be converted 
into almshouses for the recipients of the income 
of the legacy. By a codicil, he revoked such parts 
of his will, ‘‘ as related to the building of certain 
almshouses,” there was none, & released his exors. 
‘‘from carrying out the same & the stipends & 
annuitics connected therewith ” :—Held: the 
charitable gift was valid; & had been revoked 
by the codicil.—BALDWIN v. BALDWIN (No. 1) 
(1856), 22 Beav. 413; 26 L. J. Ch. 121; 28 
L. T. O. 8S. 29; 20 J. P. 659; 2 Jur. N.S. 773; 
D2 FE. R. 1167. 

1588. ---—- - —-.]—Testator, by his will, gave 
a sum ot £1,500 to each of his daughters nominalim, 
& also bequeathed to trustees as many sums of 
£6,500 as he should have daughters living at his 
death, for the benefit of such daughters & their 
children, with a clause of accrucr between them 
upon dying without children. By a codicil 
referring to the said bequests, & to the fact that 
since the said will he had made a provision for his 
daughter E., a settlement of £8,000, & stating that 
he intended such to be taken in lieu & satisfaction 
of the two legacies of £1,500 & £6,500, testator 
‘“revoked & made void the said legacies of 
£1,500 & £6,500 in & by his said will given & 
bequeathed to or for the benefit of his said 
daughter EK. & otherwise as in the said will is 











will gave $2,000 to his son W. & no 
other person named W. was mentioned 
init. In the codicil to the will he said 
‘*T am sorry my dear W. to make this 
alteration. {[ eut you off my will & 
leave you 8200. I leave $500 to 
Acton School .. . & $300 to the three 
oldest & poorcst people in Rosedale 
miuucipality. .. .°:—Held: the be- 
quest of $2,000 to the son was revoked 
& one of $200 substituted for it.—Law 
v. ACTON, 14 Man. L. R. 246.—CAN. 


ee 2 ee —- 


eaten ie 


PERPETUAL 


to any of their childron’'’:—Hrld: jo] —- : 

the provision in the codioil operated se dondad 4 168 2 Af , -~Macra BEANE 
upon the gift in the will so as to defeat 1582 il. ---—-.]-~ Kpwarps v. (1885), 12 RR. (Ct. of Sess.) 926; 22 
the gift in remainder to testator’a FINDLAY, 25 O. I, 439.—CAN. Se. L. R. 614.—ScoT. 
brother.——-REDMAN wv. Hack (1914), 18 1582 ili. - ———, }—-Testator in c. —--—- WNSpecific bequest.] — SHEP: 
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Sect. 1.—Revocation : Sub-sect. 5, B. (c) ti. & wi.) 


mentioned ’’ :—Held: this was not a revocation 
of the accruer clause quoad E. & a child of E. was 
entitled to participate in accrued shares.— 
AGNEW v. PorE (1857), 1 De GQ. & J. 49; 29 
lL. T. O.S. 170; 3 Jur. N.S. 625; 56 W. R. 512; 
44h.R 640,L.C. & L. JJ. 

1589. ——— Effect on legacy not expressly 
revoked.|——-BARCLAY vV. MASKELYNE, No. 1709, post. 


1590. —— —-——.|--Testator by his will 
legacies of £10,000 cach to three institutions 

& legacies of £1,000 each to ten other institutions, 
& directed that, subject to a life interest therein, 
one-half of his residuary estate should be divided 
between the before mentioned thirteen institutions 
‘‘in the proportions of their respective legacies.” 
By a codicil he directed his trustees to stand 
possessed of the other half of his residuary estate, 
subject to further life interest therein, upon the 
hke trusts as were declared in his will of the first: 
half thereof. I3y a second codicil he revoked the 
legacies of £1,000 each given to nine of the ten 
institutions mentioned in his will, & in all other 
respects confirmed his will as altered by the 
former codicil thereto :—Held: there was no 
revocation in terms of the bequest of shares of the 
residuary estate to the nine institutions, nor was 
there any imphed revocation of such shares, but 
the ct. should, if possible, find a construction which 
would leave the residuary bequest intact; either 
the words in the residuary bequest could be read 
as a covenient way of showing the proportions 
intended, or “ respective legacies ’’ could be read 
as ‘‘respective legacies as hereinbefore named,”’ 
hes construction the nine institutions took 








& on eit 
proportionate shares of the residuary estate.— 
Re FLORENCE, LYDALL v. HABERDASHERS’ Co. 
oer $71. J. Ch. 86; 117 L. 'T. 701; 62 Sol. Jo. 
& 


1591. —-- Life interest.|—Testator, by 
will, bequeathed the sum of £6,000 to trustees upon 
trust to pay the income to his widow for life, for 
the maintenance of herself & two infant children ; 
&, after her death, he gave the corpus to the 
children on their attaining twenty-one. One of 
the children having died in testator’s lifetime, he 
made a codicil to his will, by which, after reciting 
the gift of £6,000 to have been intended as a pro- 
vision for his widow, & to enable her to support: 
the infants he revoked ‘“‘the said legacy.” & 
bequeathed to his trustecs the sum of £4,000, the 
Income of which he directed to be paid to his wife 
for the support of herself & the surviving infant 
child :—-Held: the revocation by the codicil of the 
£6,000 given by the will, was confined to the 
income of the widow, & the gift of the corpus of 
the £6,000 was not affected by the codicil.— 
STOCKS vt. TAMMOND (1863), 2 New Rep. 307. 

1592. Effect on power of appointment. | 
—Testator by his will gave an annuity of £300 
a year to his granddaughter A., & after her death 
he directed that the said sum should be raised & 
paid among ber children as she should appoint, 
& in default of appointment in equal shares during 
their respective lives; & he gave to his grand- 
daughter E. a like annuity to be paid to her & her 
children in the same manner as the annuity 
thereinbefore given to his granddaughter A. By 
a codicil he revoked the devises of the several 
annuities, & instead thereof gave to each of his 














HERD tv. SHEPHERD (1881), 2 N. 8S.  1284.—CAN. 
W.L. R. (Eq.) 4.—AUS. 8. 

1. ——— -~ ~~.J—-NIMMO v, ADAMS, ‘! also his 
1921} 1 W will.”’J-—In the 


: . R. 733; affd., 30 
B. C. R. 527; (1922) 1 wR 


Revocation of gift to dead son 

heirs or successors in the 
will of 
R.  MacLELiAN vt. Howrpon, (1922) V. Lu. R. Cy 


WILLS. 


granddaughters A. & KE. an annuity of £150 to be 
payable in the same manner as the annuities of 
£300 :—Held: the substitution of the smaller 
annuities extended to the interests of the children 
of the granddaughters.—Re FREME’S CONTRACT, 
[1895] 2 Ch. 778; sub nom. Re FREME’s ESTATE, 
Re WREME’s Contracr, FREME v. HAL, 64 
L. J. Ch. 862; 73 L. TI. 366; 44 W. R. 164, C. A. 
Arcot :-—Refd. ?e Staples, Owen v. Owen, [1916] 1 Ch. 


1593. —-— Income for life—Effect on 
bequest of capital to heirs -Re COURTENAY, 
BovEY v. COURTENAY (1905), 49 Sol. Jo. 515. 

1594. - Specific bequest.]—Testatrix, by her 
will, gave & bequeathed all her leasehold estates, 
together with all rents or arrears of rent which 
might be owing to her in respect of such leasehold 
estates, to J. J. T. & W. T. F., ‘their exors., 
administrators, & assigns, on trust, out of the 
rents & profits from time to time to grow due from 
the said premises, to pay the annuities therein 
mentioned, &, subject to the several annuities, 
upon trust to pay the rents & profits of the said 
leascholds, or the surplus thereof, after answering 
the same several annuities, or such of them as 
should then be subsisting, to his nicce S. C. F., 
& her husband W. TT. F., & the survivor of them, 
during their lives & the life of the survivor of them, 
& after the decease of the survivor of them W. 'T. F. 
& 8S. C.¥F., his wife, to stand possessed of the said 
premises upon the trusts therein mentioned, for 
the benefit of the children of S. C. F. by her hus- 
band W. T. F., with remainder over in default of 
children who should become entitled; & she 
appointed W. T. KF. & J. J. F. exors. of her will. 
Testatrix afterwards, by a codicil, after reciting, 
that, by her will, she had bequeathed to her exor. 
W. T. F. the whole of her leasehold estates at N., 
revoked so much of the bequest as related to the 
whole of such leasehold estates so given & 
bequeathed to W. 'T. F., his heirs & successors, & 
gave & bequeathed to him one-half part only, 
& the other half part of the said Ieasehold estates 
she thereby gave & bequeathed to her cousin 
(. L. G. to be at his absolute disposal. & she 
further revoked the appointment of J. J. T. as 
her exor., & instead thereof she nominated T. H. 
her, or one of her, exors., & in all other respects 
she confirmed her will :—dJ/leld: the codicil 
amounted to a revocation not merely of W. 'T. F.’s 
interest under the will in a moiety of the leaseholds 
at N. but to an absolute revocation of the bequest 
of a moiety thereof, subject to the charges imposed 
thereon by the will; & C. L. G. took, under the 
codicil, the subject of the bequest so revoked, viz. 
a moiety of the leascholds at N., subject to the 
debts & annuities charged thereon by the will.— 
Fry v. Fry (1845), 9 Jur. 894. 

Artie :—Consd. Wallace «. Seymour (1872), 20 W. Rh. 


1595. Effect on pecuniary legacy.|— 
—Testatrix by her will bequeathed her watch to 
her granddaughter M. & her brooch to her grand- 
daughter J.; & after giving certain pecuniary 
legacies, bequeathed to M. a legacy of £200. A 
codicil made by testatrix three years later, after 
reciting the legacies of the watch & brooch, con- 
tinued as follows, ‘‘ Now I hereby revoke & make 
void the said Jegacies & bequests in my said will 
contained in favour of the said M. & J., & declare 
that my said will shall be read & construed in all 











165; 28 Argus ll. R. 66; 43 A. L. T. 
154.—AUS. 





f. Annuity to one—Gift over 
to children.|}-—-LEWIN v. LEWIN, 23 
L. T. 267.—CAN. 


TIRSON, 


Part X.—REVocATION, REVIVAL, AND REPUBLICATION. 


respects as if the names of the said M. & J. had not, 
been inserted therein, & in all other respects I 
confirm my said will’’:—Held: the legacy of 
£200 was not revoked by the codicil.—Re PERCIVAL, 
Boots v. Dutron (1888), 59 L. 'T. 21, C. A. 


Annotations :—Apld. te Freeman, Hope v. Freeman, [1910] 








1 Ch. 681. Consd. Zee Mellor, : 912), 
ee pears é Mellor, Dodgson v. Ashworth (1912) 
1596. -|—Testator by his will be- 


queathed his personal estate to his two daughters 
A. & B. equally. 

By a codicil he directed that ‘instead of such 
bequests in the manner expressed in my said 
will to such daughters absolutely’ his exors. 
should stand possessed of his personal estate 
upon trust for sale & conversion, & to pay the 
Income in moieties to his two daughters for 
life & on the death of either of them to pay the 
moicty of the trust moneys to their children as 
they should by deed or will appoint. The codicil 
contained no gift over in the event of a daughter 
dying without issue. 

B. died without ever having had any issue, 
having by her will devised & bequeathed all her 
real & personal estate to her exors., upon the trusts 
therein mentioned :—Held : there was no intestacy 
us to the moiety of the personal estate given to B., 
there being no revocation under the codicil of the 
absolute gift given to her by the will. 

Undoubtedly by the will that share is given to 
her absolutcly, & the question is whether that gift 
is revoked by the codicil beyond what is necessary 
to give effect to the special provisions of that 
codicil. ... The conclusion ] come to is that testator 
has not entirely thereby revoked the gift’ by 
the will (Romrr, J.).—e Wiicock, Kay». 
Drwiursr, (1808] 1 Ch. 94; 67 L. J. Ch. 154; 
77. TV. 679; 46 W. 1. 153; 42 Sol. Jo. 115. 

1597. —--- Power of appointment.]—T stator 
directed his trustecs to stand possessed of a sum 
of money, upon trusts in favour of his son & his 
son's wife & children, with a power to the son, on 
failure of issue, to appoint the fund by will or 
codicil. He also gave the trustees a discretionary 
power to give the fund to his son, discharged of all 
the trusts. By a codicil, testator revoked the 
power given to the son. & directed that after 
the son’s decease, & on failure of issue, the fund 
should go to the son’s wile for life, & after her 
decease, form part. of testator’s residuary estate :-— 
Held: the discretionary power given by the will 
to the trustees was not revoked by the codicil..— 
BUTLER v. GREENWOOD (1856), 22 Beav. 303; 52 
KE. R. 1125. 
sata ca :— Refd. Wallace v. Seymour (1872), 20 W. Rh. 


Hi. Gifts and Trusts of Residue. 


1598. Extent of revocation.]|—Testator —be- 
queaths as follows: ‘ As to all that my leasehold 
house in L. & all my household goods & furniture 
there & at. S. & as to all my plate, linen, china, 
pictures, live & dead stock, & all the residue of 
my goods, chattels, & personal estate, etc. I give 
& bequeath the same to A.” By a codicil, he 
revokes the bequest ‘‘ of the residue”? to A. & 
gives ‘‘ the residue of his said personal estate ”’ to 
B. The gift of the general residue only, & not of 
the articles enumerated, is revoked by this codicil. 


PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 5.— 
B. (0) iti. 


1698 i. Extent of revocation.}—Tes- 
tator by his will gave the residue of his 
estate to a son but made a codicil to 
his will which after making tho various 
bequests & dovises therein mentioned 


- the residue of this estate to the 
said son,” to have & to hold during the 
remainder of his natura] life & upon his 
death the remaiuder to go to his legal 
heirs, share and share alike :—ZJ/eld: 
the disposition of the residue made by 
the codicil took the place of that made 
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jo v. BUTLER (1810), 1 Mer. 304; 35 E.R. 
Annotation :—Refd. Taylor v. Taylor (1833), 6 Sim. 246. 
1599. —-—.]—-Testator, in the case of an event 
which happened after his death, directed a free- 
hold estate to be sold, & the produce applied upon 
the trusts, intents, & purposes afterwards expressed 
in his will, as to his residuary personal estate: by 
a codicil, he revoked the gift in his will of his 
residuary personal estate, & made a new disposi- 
tion of it. The produce of the freehold estate is 
not thereby affected, but passes upon the trusts, 
intents, & purposes, which were expressed in the 
will as to the residuary personal estate.—FRANCIS 
v. COLLIER (1828), 4 Russ. 331; 38 EH. BR. 830. 
Aivioeaen :~Refd. Bridges v. Stracham (1878), 8 Ch. D. 
553. 
1600. .|—Testator by his will devised all 
his real estates to trustees. upon trust for his son 
during his life, with remainder to the son’s children 
in strict settlement, & for default of such issue, 
to testator’s brother for life, remainder to R. in 
tail; & he gave the residue of his personal estate 
to the same trustees, on trust, subject to two 
annuities, for the children of his son, & failing them, 
for his brother for life, & after his death for R. 
absolutely. The brother died; & testator after- 
wards made a codicil, by which, after reciting that 
in casc his son should die without an heir, male or 
female, he had bequeathed his estates in the parish 
of M. & elsewherc, to R., he revoked that part of 
his will, & excluded R. from al) chance of benefit 
under the will, & in the place of R., he, if his son 
should die without. heirs male or female, bequeathed 
all the estates he had or might have at the time of 
his death, in M. or elsewhere, which by virtue of 
his will were the sole property of his son, to 'T., 
& the heirs of his body, subject to the same con- 
ditions of entail as were imposed on the son; & 
in case T. died without heirs, he bequeathed all 
the estates which T. would inherit by the death of 
testator’s son, to J. & his heirs, subject to the pay- 
ment of testator’s debts & annuities :—HLeld> 
the gift of the residue of the personal estate to R. 
was revoked, & this residue was not undisposed of, 
but was given to T.—ReEaD v. BACKHOUSE (1831), 
2 Russ. & M. 5406; 39 KW. R. 502. 
seanen :—Reld. Wallace vr. Seymour (1872), 20 W. Ff. 


1601. ~J—H., by his will, gave the use, 
income, & enjoyment of his personal estate to his 
brother, F., for life, &, after his death. testator 
gave all his property to the eldest son then living 
of C., who had three sons, of whom W. was the 
eldest. By a codicil, testator said, ‘‘ I revoke so 
much of my will as relates to W., & I leave my 
brother F, in full enjoyment of all my property ue 
—Held: the codicil revoked the gift to the eldest 
son of C., & I". took all the property absolutely.—- 
WELLS v. WELLS (1853), 17 Beav. 490 ; 23 L. J. Ch. 
691; 22 L.'T. O.S. 93; 17 Jur. 1020; 2W. KR. 6; 
51. R. 1124. 
ai poten :—Refd. Wallace r. Seymour (1872), 20 W. f. 








1602. --—.]-—Testator gave real & personal 
estate to trustees in trust to pay the rents & 
dividends & interest to his father & mother for 
their lives in succession, & then to KE. & her issue 
equally, after the determination of the previous 


by the willL.- Rusk [1924) 1D. RR. 
437: [1924] 1 W. W. R. 119. 18 Sask. 
L. FR. 62.- 

1598 ij. ———.]—-Ree GIVAN's ESTATE, 
[1918] 1]. R. 68.—I1R. 


1598 ifi. ———.}—W@aTSON v. DONALD- 
son, [1915] 1 I. R. 63.-—IR. 
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Sect. 1.—Revocation : Sub-sect. 5, B. (c) a1., & (d).] 


estates ; with remainder, in default of such issue, 
or if they diced, under twenty-one, as to one-half 
part of the realty, & residue of the personalty, 
amongst the sons & daughters of his uncle W. 
living at testator’s death, & the issue of such as 
were then dead; & as to the remaining half of the 
rents & dividends & interest to his aunt M. for life, 
remainder to her daughter R. for life, & after the 
death of the survivor, to the children of R. then 
living, & the issue of such as were dead, with 
benefit of survivorship. By a codicil testator 
revoked the ultimate distribution of the residuc 
directed by the will, & instead of dividing it into 
two parts, gave it to all his cousins equally, HR. 
taking asone. Testator’s uncle had seven children, 
& five predeceased testator :—Held: the codicil 
was a revocation of the shares, not the manner in 
which they were given; & the property was 
divisible into fifths, two to the surviving children 
of W., & the others to R. & the issue of deceased 
children of W.—-LEICESTER v. Woop (1867), 15 
W. RR. 808. 

1603. .j|—-Testator bequeathed his residuary 
estate upon trusts for the benefit of his children, 
& as to the sons’ shares he directed that one moiety 
should be held absolutely, & that the other moiety 
should be settled. By a codicil testator revoked 
every devise & bequest to or in favour of his son 
S.:--Held: a revocation of the interest of the 
children of S, in the settled moiety.— PRENTICE v. 
TABOR (1884), 52 L. T. 85; sub nom. Tasonr v. 
PRENTICE, 32 W. Rh. 872. 
alnnotation :— Refd. Re Whitchorne, Whiteborne v. Best, 

119061 2 Ch. 121. 

1604. -—- .!—We FLORENCE, LYDALL v. L1ABER- 


~ 


DASHERS’ Co., No. 1590, ante. 








1605. —--.] Ste CLAY, SPENCER v. CLAY (1922), 
153 L. T. Jo. 473, 
1606. -- -—— Effect on legacy to be paid out of 


residue.|—--Testator bequeathed one moiety of his 
personal estate to pay certain legacies, & then to 
pay the residue of such moiety to J., & in the 
event of the death of J. living LL., then over; 
provided, if J. left a widow, to pay to her £200, 
part of moneys so given to J. By a codicil 
testator revoked the gift of the moiety to J. :— 
Held: the £200 legacy to his widow was rcvoked by 
the revocation of the gift of the moneys out of 
which it was to be paid.--Grick v. FUNNELL (1852), 
18m. & G. 130; 65 KF. R. 57. 

1607. Revocation of office of executor.) — 
In the Goods of 'TONAK (1856), Dea. & Sw. 267; 
oW. R. 42; 164 E.R. 572. 

1608. - -——./—Testator by his will ap- 
pointed an exor., & gave him a legacy if he should 
prove the will, & also bequeathed him a third 
share of his residuary estate. By a codicil testator 
revoked the appointment of the exor. & the legacy, 
& appointed another exor. in his place, & declared 
that the name of the substituted exor. should be 
read “ throughout ”’ the will instead of the name 
of the original exor. :—-Held: the gift of one-third 
of the residue was not revoked by the codicil.— 
Re FREEMAN, HOPE v. FREEMAN, [1910] 1 Ch. 681 ; 
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79 L. J. Ch. 678; 102 L. T. 516; 54 Sol. Jo. 443, 
C. A. 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Mellor, Dodgson v. Ashworth (1912), 
28 T. L. R. 473. 
1609. Question of revocation.]—He MILLER, 
GALLOWAY v. MILLER (1918), 185 L. T. Jo. 10. 


(dq) “ Last Will.” 


1610. Effect of words ‘‘ last will ’’—Whether 
former wills revoked—-Question of intention.]— 
Testatrix, possessing a power of appointment, 
duly by will executed that power. By a later will 
duly executed & attached according to the power, 
but without any recital of, or reference to, the 
power, she disposed of a real estate over which 
the power extended, left all the rest, residue, & 
remainder of her estates & effects, real or personal, 
plate, etc. or other property whether in possession, 
reversion, or expectancy, or held in trust for her ; 
revoked & made void all & every other will & 
wills by her at any time theretofore made, & 
declared this only to be her last will & testament ; 
the ct. holding, that the intention to revoke the 
former will was, taking all the contents of the 
latter will together, clear, refused probate of the 
two papers, as together containing her will, & 
granted probate of the latter paper alone.— 
Huaues v. TURNER (1832), 4 Hag. Ecc. 30; 
162 E. R. 1359. 

Annotations: -Consd. Brenchley v. iaynn (1852), 2 Rob. 
Ecol. 441. Mentd. Henfrey v. Henfrey (1842), 4 Moo. 
P.C. ©. 29. Barnes v. Vincent (1846), 4 Notes of Cuses, 
Supp. xxi; Cadell v. Wileocks, [1898) V. 21. 

1611. ——--~- ——.]—Testator, by his 
“Vast will,” in which exors. were appointed, dis- 
posed of a part only of his personal estate, & did 
not expressly revoke a former testamentary paper ; 
the two were not wholly inconsistent, but there 
was no evidence to show he intended them to be 
taken conjointly as his will :—Held: the paper 
of the carlier date was in effect revoked by his 
* Tast will.” 

Now can | in the face of the written declarations 
of testator, that the will of 1838 is ‘‘ his last will,” 
sav that it is not; which I should, in effect, do, 
were I to hold that the paper of 1837 is to be taken 
conjointly with it. It was clearly his intention 
that the paper of 1838 should stand alone, though 
that. disposed of a part only of his personal estate 
(per CUR.).--PLENTY v. WEst & Bupp (1845), 1 
Rob. Keel. 264; 4 Notes of Cases, 103; 9 Jur. 
458; 163 EK. R. 1083. 

Annotations :- - Distd. In the Guods of Holt (1848), 6 Notes of 
Cages, 93; Cutto vw. Gilbert (185-4), 9 Moo. P. C. C. 131; 
Richards v. Queen’s Proctor (1851), 1 Eee & Ad. 235. 
N.F. Lemage v, Goodban (1865), L. R. 1 PL. & 2D. 57; 
Re De La Saussaye (1873), L. R. 3 P. & D. 423 In the 
Goods of Howden (1874), 43 L. 5. P. & M. 26: Jn the Gools 
of Petchell (1874), L. RL 3P. & DD. 153. Apprvd, Deinpsey v. 
Lawson (1877), 2. P. D. 98. Bxpld. Shnpson o. Foxon, 
[1907] BP. 54. Refd. Yownsend v. Moore, (1905) P. 66; 
In the Estate of Bryan, [1907] P. 125, 

-—--,|-—In questions of revoca- 
tion of a testamentary paper by a subsequent 
instrument, the main thing to be lovked at is the 
intention of testator. 

The description of a paper as a last will & testa- 
ment is not conclusive evidence of its being 
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PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 5.— 
B. (a) 


1610 i. PeYfect of words “last will ’—-- 
Whether former wills revoked—Question 
of intention.}—Where a later will does 
not expressly revoke an earlier one, & 
the two may stand together in several 
important matters, it Hes on the party 
impunging the earlier will to prove the 
intention of testator to revoke It by 
the later ; & in deciding such « question, 
conjecture or slight probabilities are 


not sufficient, & the words ‘ this is my 
last will’? are not entitled to any 
weight whatever.—LEsnk v. LESLIE 
(1872), 6 I. R. Hq. $32. --IR. 

1610 ii. ~}—Where a testator 
by his first will only made specific 
bequests of chattels & by a subsequent 
will beginning ‘‘ This is the last wiU, 
cte.,”?’ made specific devises & gave a 
legacy & appointed exors., probate 
was granted of both documents as 
together constituting his Jast will.— 








Re CHRISTIE’S WILL (1883), 9 V. Ll. 
16.—AUS. 


1610 iil. .}—The words 
“last will,’’ contained in a testament- 
ary instrument, are not, of themselves, 
sufficient to constitute it. the last will of 
testator.—-DEPPER v. PEPPER (1870), 
65 1. lt. iq. 85.—IR. 


1610 iv. _ «In the Goods of 
es (1884), 13 L. R. Ir. 406.-— 
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revocatory of former instruments.——-RICHARDS v. 
QUEEN’S PRocTOR (1854), 1 Ecc. & Ad. 235; 23 
L. T. O. S. 248; 18 Jur. 540; 164 E.R. 136. 

1613, ——~ .]-—If a subsequent testa- 
mentary paper is only partly inconsistent with one 
of an earlier date, the latter instrument is only 
revoked as to those parts where it is inconsistent, 
& both of the papers are entitled to probate. 

Where there are two testamentary papers, each 
professing in fori to be the last will of deceased, 
the ct. in determining whether one or both are 
entitled to probate must be guided by the 
consideration, not whether testator intended them 
both together to form his will, but what dispositions 
of his property he designed to revoke or to retain. 

This ct. has been in the habit of admitting to 
probate such & as many papers, all properly 
executed, as are necessary to effect testator’s full 
wishes (Sin J. P. Winpr).—LEMAGE v. GoODBAN 
(1865), L. R21 P. & D. 57; 35 L. J.P. & M. 28; 
13 L. T. 508; 12 Jur. N. S. 32. 

Annotations :—-Apld. In the Goods of Donaldson (1873), 
L,R3P.& D. 453; Jn the Goode of Petchell (1874), L. R. 
3’P. & D. 153; cliier v. Hellier (1884), 9 P. D. 237; 
Consd. Ite Klcom, Layborn v. Grover Wright, [1894] 1 
Ch. 303. Apld. Simpson v. Foxon, [1907] P. 54. Refd. 
ite De La Saussaye (1873), L. R. 3 P. & D. 42: In the Goods 
of Howden (1874), 43 L. J. PL & M. 26: Dempsey v. 
Lawson (1877), 2. P. & D. 98; Green tr. Tribe (1878), 9 
Ch. D. 231; In the Goods of Tenney (1881), 45 1. T. My 
Cadell v. Wilcocks, [1898] P. 2b; Kent v. Kent, (1902] P. 
108; Townsond v. Moore, [1905] P. 66; Jn the Estate of 
Bryan, [1907] P. 125. 

1614, -—. — - -—- Necessity for difference between 
wills.|—~Testator executed a will in 1825, which 
was found uncancelled at) his death, which event 
took place in 1853. Jn 1852, he executed another 
testumentary paper, the contents of which were 
wholly unknown, except the circumstance of the 
paper commencing with the words, *‘ This is the 
last will & testament.’? This latter instrument 
was not forthcoming at his death, but there was 
no evidence of its destruction :--/Te/d: (1) the 
onus probandi lies upon the party setting up the 
subsequent instrument as a revocation of the 
former will; (2) to establish a revocation of a 
former will relating to personalty, by a subsequent 
testamentary paper not forthcoming, by parol 
evidence of execution only ; in the absence of any 
draft or instructions for such instrument, such 
evidence must be strong & conclusive as to its 
contents 5; (3) the mere fact of such an instrument 
commencing with the words, ‘‘ This is ny last will 
& testament,” does not render it a revocatory 
instrument; as those words do not necessarily 
import that such instrument. contained a different 
disposition of the property ; & to make it operate 
as # revocation of a former will, it must be proved 
that the contents of the latter instrument were 
different from the former; (4) a subsequent will, 
the contents of which were unknown, having 
remained in the custody of deceased & not forth- 
coming, the presumption of law was, that it was 
destroyed by him animo revocandi, & did not re- 
voke a prior will uncancelled.- -CurTrTo v7. GILBERT 
(1854), 9 Moo. P.C. C. 131; lee. & Ad. 4173 24 
L. T. O. S. 193; 18 Jur. 660; 14h. R. 247, P.C. 
Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. Wharram vr. Wharram (186), 

3Sw. & Tr. 30t. Apld. Berthon v. Berthon (1868), 18 

L. T. 301; Silver v. Silver (1872), 27 L. T. 766. efd. 

Hellier v. Hellier (1884), 9 BP. D. 237. As_to (3) Consd. 

Dempsey v. Lawson (1877), 2 P. 1). 98. Reid. Lemage v. 

Goodban (1865), L. K. 1 P. & YD. 57; In the Goods of 

De La Sauassaye (1873), L. RR. 3 P.& D. 42; Inthe Goods of 

Howden (1874), 43 L. J. BP. & M. 26; Townsend vt. Moore, 

11905] P. 66. As lo (4) Refd. Brown v. Brown (18538), 8 

KE. & B. 876; Homerton ». Hewett (1872), 25 L. T. 854. 

1615, -—--— -—--—.]—-Testator, having made a 
will & codicil in 1837, & varied the disposition by 
later unfinished & inoperative papers, in 1843, 
three weeks before his death, after a paralytic 
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seizure, dictated to his medical attendant, whom 
he informed that he had no valid will, a paper, 
described as his last will & testament,’’ containing 
a legacy to one individual & an appointment of 
exors. & two days after, a codicil to such last will, 
containing some trifling legacies, but not expressl 
revoking the former will, nor disposing of the b 

of the property :—Held: notwithstanding that 
two days later, deceased wrote a letter, which 
seemed to imply that he considered the will of 1837 
as subsisting, the will of 1843 was a substantive 
will, revoking that of 1837, & deceased, as to the 
bulk of his property, was dead _ intestate.— 
JAMES v. ROBERTS (1844), 3 Notes of Cases, 309. 








1616. -— --—,]— STODDART v. GRANT, No. 
1537, ante. 

1617. —-— .| — A testamentary paper 
relating to real estate alone, commencing ‘‘ This 


is the last will & testament of me relating to all 
my real estate whatsoever’ :—Held: totally to 
revoke a prior will.— PLENTY 1». WEST (1852), 16 
Beav. 173; 22 L. J. Ch. 185; 17 Jur.9; 1 W.R. 
3; 51 KE. R. 743. 

1618. --— -.J--The expression “ This 1s 
my last will & testament ’’ does not operate as a 
revocation of a former will, without words to that 
effect, as regards real estate.—FREEMAN v. I*KEE- 
MAN (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 704; 2 Eq. — 970 ; 
23 L. J. Ch. 838; 23 L. T. O.S. 317; 2 W. R. 658 ; 
43 Ki. R. 1044, L. JJ. 

1619. - ——.) —Primd facic a will, purport- 
ing to be the last will, & disposing of the whole 
property, is the only last will, & will revoke a 
previous disposition of part of the property of a 
different kind.—MoornouskE v. LorpD (1863), as 
reported in, 8 L. T. 212; 9 Jur. N.S. 677, H. L. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Re Mitchell (1863), 33 L. J. Ch. 187 ; 

Allardice v. Ouslow (1864), 33 L. J. Ch. 434; A.-G. t. 

Blucher Do Wahletatt (1864), 3 H. & C. 3745 Re Capde- 

vicllo (1864), 2 H. & C. 985; Drevon v. Drevon (1864), 

4 New Rep. 316; Pitt v. Pitt (1864), 10 L. T. 626; Jopp 

v. Wood (1865), 4 De G. J. & Sm. 616; Re Lord’s Ustate, 

Lord v. Lord (1867), 17 L. T. 105; Haldane v. Evkford 

(1869), L. R. & Eq. 631; Sharpe v. Crispin (1869), L. RK. 

1P.& D. 611; Udny v. Udny (1869), L. R. 1 Se. & Div. 

441: Brunel vt. Brunel (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 298 ; Douglas 

v. Douglas, Douglas v. Webster (1871), 25 L. T. 430; 

King vr. Foxwell (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 693; Winans v. 

A.-G., [19041] A. C. 287; Huntly v. Gaskell, [1906] A.C. 

56; Re James, James v. Jamer (1908), 98 L. T. 438; 

Cusdagli vt. Casdagli, [1919] A. C. 145. 

1620. .|—Testator, by birth a British 
subject, but domiciled in Spain at his death, 
executed a will in England, & subsequently several 
codicils valid by the law of Spain. Lastly, he 
executed a paper in England which confirmed the 
English will in whatever it did not clash or inter- 
fere with the contents of the codicil, which was to 
be considered as his last & deliberate will :—Held : 
the Spanish codicils were not revoked by the last- 
mentioned paper, but, as forming part of the will 
which did not clash with such paper, were con- 
firmed by it. 

Nor does the fact that testator speaks of his 
English codicil as his ‘‘ last & deliberate will ”’ 
affect the earlier codicils (STR J. HANNEN).— 
In the Goods of DE La SaussayveE (1873), L. BR. 3 
P& D. 42; 42 5.P. & M. 47; 28 L. T. 368 ; 
37 J. P. 312; 21 W. RR. 549. 

tatt — 0G ‘de 1874), 43 
Ane NAR Teeth eet hit Uti Ck. B: 

231; Follett v. Pettinan (1883), 23 Ch. D,. 337. 

1621. -.|—Testator executed a will on 
Sept. 8, 1866, & on Feb. 21, 1871, added a codicil 
thereto. The will was subsequently destroyed by 
his wife, by his direction, but not in his presence. 
On Sept. 29, 1872, he executed the following 
codicil : ‘‘ I desire to cancel the will that I made in 
1866, & that the will that I made on Oct. 17, 1855, 
with the codicil dated Feb. 21, 1871, shall stand 
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as my last will & testament.’? The document 
which he executed on Oct. 17, 1855, was a marriage 
settlement & not a will :—Held : the will of Sept. 8, 
1866, was sufficiently identified by the reference in 
the second codicil, that its revocation was not 
dependent on the validity as a testamentary paper 
of the settlement, & the will was therefore abso- 
lutely revoked.—Jn the Goods of GENTRY (1873), 
I. R.3 PP. & D. 80; 421.5. P.&M. 49; 281. T. 
480; 37 J. P. 456; 21 W. R. 888. 
Annotation :—Apld. Cossey v. Cosscy (1900), 69 L. J. P. 17. 
1622. -|— Deceased executed a will, in 
which, after disposing in legacies of a small part of 
her property, she left the rest to her daughter 
absolutely, & she appointed her extrix. She 
subsequently executed another instrument, which 
purported to be her last will & testament, but had 
no revocatory clause. By this she gave the whole 
of her property to her daughter for life, & made her 
whole & sole extrix. On the death of the daughter 
she gave legacics to a larger amount than in the first 
will, but did not dispose of the residue :-——Held: the 
two instruments ought to be admitted to probate 
as together containing the will of the deceased. 
Where there are two instruments, the later of 
which in date, purporting to be the Jast will, does 
not. contain words of absolute revocation, it is a 
question of construction whether or not it revokes 
the former (Sir J. TANNEN).—IJn the Goods of 
PETCHELL (1874), Li R. 3 P. & D. 153; 48 L. J. 
P.& M.22; 38 J.P. 824; 22 W.R. 353; sub nom. 
In the Goods of Pecnrus, 30 L. T. 74. 
Annaclions :—Consd. Townsend v. Moore, [1905] P. 66. 


Refd. Dempsey v. Lawson (1877), 2 P. D. 98; In the 

Wstate of Bryan, (19071 P. 125, 

1623. j--Similar words [‘‘last & 
deliberate will ”’] were formerly held to be revo- 
catory of carlier instruments (Sir J. TIANNEN). 
—In the Goods of WowpEN (LorD) (1874), 43 L. J. 
P.& M. 26; 307. T. 768; 38 J.P. 663. 
Annotations :---Mentd. In the Goods of Astor (1876), 1 P. D. 

150; In the Goods of Keller (1891), 61 L. J. P. 39: Inthe 


(oods of Lockhart (1893), 69 L. ‘I’. 21; In the Goods of 
Murray, [1896] P. 65. 














WILLS. 








1624. .]—Testator in 1898 executed a 
will disposing of all his property & appointing his 
daughter extrix. 

In 1903 he duly executed a document on a 
printed form, commencing ‘ This is the last & 
only will of me,’’ whereby he bequeathed the pro- 
ceeds of an insurance policy & appointed an exor. 

In 1905 he duly executed a further document, 
described as ‘‘ a codicil to the last will,’ whereby 
he made certain bequests & appointed other 
exors. :-——Held: the words “ last & only ’”’ in the 
intermediate document did not preclude the 
admission to probate of all three documents. 

What a man intends & the expression of his 
intention are two different things. He is bound, & 
those who take after him are bound by his expressed 
intention (BARGRAVE DEANE, J.).—SIMPSON v. 
Foxon, [1907] P. 54; 76L.5.P.7; 9601. T. 473. 

— ~~ Words of form.]—See Part I., Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 2, ante. 


C. Implied Revocation. 
(a) Subsequent Will or Codicil Inconsistent. 
i. In General. 

1625. Effect of subsequent inconsistent will or 
codicil.|—Testatrix by codicil gave to A. the legacy 
given by her will to the children of B. ‘‘ as I know 
not whether any of them are alive & if they are 
well provided for’’: though they are living, B. is 
entitled ; the construction being that if they are 
living, they are well provided for. 

The next question is, whether their codicil is at 
all events a substitution: & upon reading it with 
some attention it is impossible to say it is not a 
complete revocation of that legacy. It is an 
absolute gift of the legacy designed for B.'s 
children: & the reason accompanies it (LORD 
ALVANLEY, M.R).—A.-G. v. Warvb (1797), 3 
Ves. 327; 30 E. R. 1036 
Annotations : --Refd. Hooper r. Goodwin (1811), 18 Ves. 1456 

Collins ». Johnson (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 226; Locke rv. James 


(1843), 11 M. & W. 901; Doe d. Chidgey v. Harris (1847), 
16M. & W. 517. 


1626. - .|—Testator devised real estate to A. 





(Ct. of Sess.) 1258.--- SCOT. 
1625 xviii. —- .)— MILLER’s ThRUs- 





PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 5.- 1625 x. I—Re isu, St N. Z. 
C. (ali. L. R. 380. —N.Z. 
18625 i. Effect of subsequent incon- 1625 xi. -})) Pe CRAMOND ¥ CRA- 


sistent will or codicil. J—The factum of a 
later will is only a presumed revocation 
of a former one, if there be any repug- 
nance or inconsistency ; & even then 
the presumption may be rebutted by 
evidence that testator intended other- 
Wise.—BUSTEED tf. Hager (1834), 
Milw. 345, 348.—IR. 





1625 ii. ~~ ~.)--2te Mupwin (1918), 
14 Tus. LL. R. 60.~ AUS. 

1625 iii. —-—-.}—-Re KEvaws ESTATE, 
[1921] 1 W W. R. 104.—CAN. 

1625 iv. ) — Frravatrick v. 


KNARESBOROUGH, 13 J. R. Ieq. 338.--- 

1625 v. -}-—JIn the Goods of Mat - 
FARLANE, 13]. It. Ir. 261.—IR. 

1625 vi. -} Testatrix by her will 
bequeathed the residue of her personal 
estate to her sister absolutely. By a 
codicil after making certain specific 
bequests of furniture & other personal 
chattels & certain legacies, she pro- 
ceeded ” The residue of my money lL 
Wish to go to_the Socicty of Church 
Missions :-—#/eld > the gift of ‘ the 
residue of my money ”’ in the codicil 
was u residuary bequest of the personal 
estate revoking the residuary gift in 
the will. -DeEAcON vr. O'GRADY, 38 
I. L. T. 73.—IR. 








1625 vii. —-—.} -O'Lrary v. Douc- 
Lass, 1 L. R. Ir. 45.—IR. 
1625 viii. --——- J~>MADDEN v. KIR- 


WAN, 71. R. Eq. 570.—IR. 


1625 ix. -~J—Re CHESTER, RYAN 
v. CHESTER (1914), 49 1. L. Ut. 97.—-IR. 


MOND, 31 N, Z. lL. RR. 1.—N.Z 

1625 xii.-— -—- .J —Brown v. TRUSTEES, 
EXECUTORS & AGENCY Co. OF NEW 
LEANED: Lrop., [1923] N. Z. LL. hk. 494. 





1625 xiii. -J- Testator appointed 
his trustees to pay one half of the free 
proceeds of his movables to his wife, & 
in a codicil to pay to her, as an addi- 
tional provision, the intcrest of all such 
free money as he should die possessed 
of, but declared that under the bequest, 
she should not have a right to the 
principal :—Held: it was to be pre- 
sumed that he did not intend to revoke 
the original bequest. —Wruan'’s TRUSs- 
TEES 0. SMITH & DONALDSON (1829), 
7 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 734.— SCOT. 

1625 xiv. —-—~.} RICHMOND ’s TRus- 
TEES 7. WINTON (1864), 3 Macph. (Ct. of 
sess.) 95; 37 Sc. Jur. 53.-—SCOT. 

1625 xv. -- —.J—KeENMORE'sS ‘S'RUS- 
TEKS (1869), 7 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 
771; dl Se. Jur. $99.--SCOT. 


1625 xvi. ———.]}--- Testator who by bis 
settlement had directed payment of 
u number of special legacies repeated 
them all in w subsequent settlement, 
with the exception of a valuable legacy 
to his heir, & a derisory bequest of one 
venny to a third person :—VHeld: the 
egacy to the heir was revoked by 
implication. -——-- MAcLEon’s TRUSTEES 
(1871), 9 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 903; 
43 Se. Jur. 517.—SCOT. 


1625 xvii. -|—BRANDER’S Trus- 
TEES tv. ANDERSON, Ere. (1883), 10 R. 





TEES vt. MILLn (1903), 5 FL (Ct. of 
Soss.) 909; 40 Se L. kK. 663; 118. 1.7. 
114.-—SCOT. 


1625 xix. -—~ Jo-- RUTHERFORD'S 
TRUSTEES tv Dickie, [1907] B.C. 
1280; dt Se Il. RR. 960; 15S. L. TV 
296.— SCOT. 

1625 xx. ---,) -- HENDERSON'S 


2 | 

1&. €(. 5253; 48 &e. 

lL. R. 4243 (1911) 18. L. T. 109.—SCOT. 

1625 xxi. —-- .) —— KINNEY - MorR- 

GAN‘S ‘TRUSTEES v. CAMPBELL (1915), 
52 Sc. L. H. 289.—SCOT. 


TRUSTEES, [1911 
} 


1625 xxii. -~-- .J-——-Dienninnr. AVPCHT- 
SON, (1924] S. C. (H. L.) 122.--SCOT. 
1625 xxiif. - —.}- Held: a will in 


English form, declared to be testator’s 
last will & containing a clause revoking 
all testamentary dispositions thereto- 
fore made by testator, did not revoke 
a prior testamcuturyv settlement of a 
Scottish beritable estate, asthe last will 
read as a wholo treated the prior settle- 
ment as still subsisting. —CLARKE ov. 
CLARKE, [1925] S.C. 431.—SCOT. 


1625 xxiv. {| -GRAHAM 0. GRA- 
HAM’S ‘TRusTeKs, [1927] 8. C. 388.— 
SCOT. 

1625 xxv. ----- .}— MIrcigeEn’s Ab- 
MINISTRATRIX 1. HDINBURGH ROYAL 
INFIRMANY, (1928] 8. C. 47.—SCOT. 


1625 xxvi. .]~-A subsequent will, 
in the absence of express revocation, 
only revokes a prior will in so far as the 
two documents are inconsistent. — 
ae SCUEUBLK, (1918] T. P. D. 158.— 
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in tail male; remainder over, & gave a sum of 

money in trust to be laid out in land, to be settled 

to the same uses, by codicil he devised the same 
real estate to B. & his heirs; & gave every thing, 

he had given by his will to A., in as ample a 

manner to B., B. is tenant in fee of the real estate ; 

& is entitled to have the money paid to him.— 

YOUNGE v. COMBE (1798), 4 Ves. 101; 31 E. R. 52. 
1627. .|—Power, given by will & codicil to 

sell to certain persons at a fixed price, revoked by a 

subsequent codicil devising the premises to trustees 

to be sold for the payment of debts & subject there- 
to upon the trusts of the will.—BkIDGER v. RicE 

(1819), 1 Jac. & W. 743; 37 E. R. 308. 

Aan. -—Montd. Shrewsbury & Bie nara Ry. v. 
L. & N. W. Ry. (1853), 4 De G@. M. & G. 1) 

ary seen giving a 

legacy to A., “my exor.,’’ being the person who was 

named exor. in a former will & codicil, & giving 

‘the interest of all my remaining property to B., 

& at his decease, the principal to C.,’’ is a revoca- 

tion of a former will & codicils.—HUTCHINSON v. 

HUTCHINSON (1832), 2 L. J. Ch. 14. 

1629. —-——.]—Testator left two substantive 
wills, each disposing of his entire property. By the 
first, dated in 1838, he appointed exors., to one 
of whom he gave the residue of his estate. By the 
second will, dated in 1839, which contained no 
revocation of the prior onc, he gave the whole of 
his property to his wife, with the exception of £5 ; 
but appointed no exors. :—-Held: the second will 
operated as a revocation of the first will, & was 
alone entitled to probate.—LENFREY v. HENFREY 
Sele Moo. P. ©. C. 29; 1 Notes of Cases, 356 ; 
6 Jur. 355; 138 BH. R. 211, P. Cc. 

Annotations :—Distd. Cutto v. Gilbert (1854), 9 Moo. P.C. C. 
31; Richards v. Queen’s Proctor (18545, 1 Kee. & Ad. 
235: Lemage v. Goodban (1865), L. 1P. & VT. 57. 
Refd. Dempsey v. Lawson & Lawson (877 i 2s DDS OSes 
Townsend v. spore, [1905] P. 66; Nixon wv. Prince (1918); 
B4T. 1. R. 144. 

1630. --——-.]—A will was written on three sides 
of a shect of paper; onthe fourth side was written 
a codicil. Both instruments were signed in the 
presence of, & attested by the same two witnesses, 
& at the same time; the witnesses were not. 1n- 
formed of the fact that they were attesting two 
separate instruments. The codicil to a great 
extent annulled the will:— Held: this cirecum- 
stance was not sufficient to discredit the will, it 
being proved to have been the voluntary act of a 
capable testatrix.—BIDpLES v. BippLEes (18 £3), 
3 Curt. 458 5; 7 Jur. 777; 168 1. R. 790. 

1631. —---.]—Testator, by will, distributed 
£7,300 stock amongst several legatees, except £200, 
surplus of the stock, which he directed to be 
applied in defraying any necessary expenses. By 
a codicil, dated two years after the will, at which 
time there was, by reason of certain erasures made 
in his will, a much larger surplus than £200 stock, 
he left ‘‘ the surplus of his money in the funds ”’ 
to be appropriated as his exors. might think proper 
among the several Jegatees. By «a subsequent 
codicil, dated a few days after the former, testator, 
after bequeathing certain snuff boxes, ete., & 
stating that there appeared “ a surplus remaining 
after the legacies aforesaid were paid,’’ begged his 
exor. to distribute the same among the children 
of his son W. There was property of inconsider- 
able amount besides stock, to which the residuary 
bequest, contained in the last codicil, might be 
applied :—Held: that bequest did not operate as 
a revocation of the bequest of the surplus of the 
funds contained in the second codicil.— INGLEFIELD 
v. COGHLAN (1845), 2 Coll. 247; 63 BE. R. 719. 


cary age oe ---Refd. Wallace v. Seymour (1872), 29 W. R. 
634. Mentd. Re Tarsey’s Trust eo . Ro 1 Eq. 561; 
Hartford v. Power (1868), 16 W. R. 
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1632. -.]|—Testator bequeathed all the resi- 
due of the estate & effects which, at his death, he 
should have power to dispose of, to trustees, in 
trust for the separate use of a married woman 
for her life, with a general power of appointment 
over the capital of the fund, & a limitation, in 
default of appointment, in trust, for such persons 
of her blood & kindred as would be entitled, under 
the Statute of Distributions, to her personal "estate, 
if she had died unmarried. By a codicil, he be- 
queathed an annuity & gave all his property, in 
houses or in the funds, or of any other sort not 
disposed of by his will, & which had accumulated 
since the making thereof, in trust for the married 
woman & three other legatees, equally to be divided 
amongst them. There was, at testator’s death, 
no description of property not disposed of by his 
will or accumulated since :—Held: the beneficial 
title to testator’s property was not affected by the 
codicil, unless in the event of the married woman’s 
death without having fully exercised her power, & 
without leaving any person of her blood & kindred 
living at her death.--LEeE v. DELANE (1850), 4 


DeG. &Sm. 1; 161. T. 0.8. 102; 14 Jur. 861 ; 
64 KH. RR. 707. 

1633. —-—.]—A. by his will made in England 
in 1801, gave all his real & personal property in 


Kngland & Canada to B. & C. upon trust, to realise 
& «divide the proceeds between certain persons 
therein named. 

By a codicil made in Canada in 1801, testator 
gave his property in Canada to D. & EK. upon 
trusts, to realise & remit the surplus proceeds to B. 
to whom he gave all the residue of his estate & 
effects in Canada or in Great Britain, not otherwise 
disposed of by the codicil or by his will; to hold 
the same to ., his heirs, exors., administrators & 
assigns for ever; & testator revoked everything 
contained in his will which might be construed to 
be contrary to the above disposition of his said 
estates :—Held: B. took the surplus produce of 
the Canadian property beneficially.—SCHOFIELD v. 


CANTAC (1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 885; 23 L. T. O.S. 8, 
I. C C. 
1634. —-—.1—By his will, testator bequeathed 


stock to his granddaughters absolutely. By a 
codicil he revoked the bequest & directed his 
trustees to hold the stock for his granddaughters 
for life, with remainder to their issue :—Held: 
this was a total revocation of the first gift, & the 
issue having failed, the stock fell into the residue.— 

NEVILL v. BODDAM (1860), 28 Beav. 554; 29 L. J. 

Ch. 7388; 8 W. RR. 490; 54 E.R. 179. 

Annotations :-~Mentd. Re Mortimer, Grifiths +. Mortimer 
ecee 64 L. J. Ch. 414; Re Roper’s Fstate, Morrell v. 
Gissing (1889), 41 Ch. D. £09. 

1635. ———.]—J. Ih. left) two wills dated respec- 
tively June, 1850, & Apr., 1855, & a codicil exe- 
cuted in 1859. The codicil which was drawn up 
by a person who was not aware of the existence of 
the will of 1855, referred to the will of June, 1850, 
as the last will of deceased, recited its contents. & 
confirmed it in every respect except as therein 
altered :—Held: the will of 1850 was revived, & 
that) of 1855 revoked.—IJn the Goods of LEwIs 
(1860), 25 J. P. 280; 7 Jur. N.S. 220. 

1636. — —.]-—Testatrix duly executed a power 
of appointment under her father’s will in the form 
of a “testamentary appointment’? Some years 
later she made a will, & in it exercised fully all 
powers of appointment under her control, but did 
not refer in any way to the power of appointment 
she had under her father’s will, or to her previous 
exercise of it in the “ testamentary appointment ”’ 
already made by her :—Held: as the will contained 
a complete execution of all the powers at deceased’s 
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Sect. 1.—Revocation: Sub-sect. 6, C. (a) 4. 


disposal, that instrument revoked all preceding 
wills, & was therefore entitled to probate alone.— 
In the Goods of TENNEY (1881), 45 L. T. 78. 

1637, .|—-By a first. codicil to his will tes- 
tator made a provision for his wife, gave directions 
as to his burial & monument, & bequeathed 
pecuniary & specific legacies. On the death of his 
wife, testator altered a draft of the first codicil so 
as to make a second. The second codicil referred 
to the will but not to the first codicil &, except that 
it contained dispositions consequent upon the death 
& that one legacy was increased after it had been 
engrossed was a repetition of the first codicil, 
there was no external evidence of testator’s inten- 
tion as to the two codicils :—Held: the second 
codicil was intended to be substituted for the first 
codicil, & could alone be admitted to probate with 
the will.—CHICHESTER v. QUATREFAGES, [1895] 
P. 186; 6437.3. P.79; 72. T. 475; 43 W. R. 
667; 11 T.L. R. 328; 11 RR. 605. 

Annotation :-—Consd. In the Estate of Bryan, [1907] P. 125. 
1688. --—.]—(. by will devised his estate at 

Worcester Park to F. C. for life, & after his death 
to his eldest son, & if F.C. should die under twenty- 
seven intestate & without issue, he directed that 
the said estate should be sold by his exors., & 
the proceeds should form part of his residuary 
estate. & he appointed A., B., & D. exors. By a 
codicil testator appointed the said A. & D, exors., 
revoked previous appointments, & directed his 
exors. to sell & dispose of his estate at: Worcester 
Park :—Held: the codicil did not deprive F. C. & 
his son of the benefical interest given them by the 
will—Re CHIFFERIEL, CHIFFERIEL v. WATSON 
(1895), 73 Ta. PT. 53, 

1639. —- .|—-A will devised lands to W. in fee 
simple. By a codicil testator devised the lands 
upon the same trusts as were set forth in the will, 
but nevertheless upon the special trust, & his will 
was, that it should not be lawful for W. at any time 
during his life to suffer any recovery or enter into 
any deed, matter or thing whereby to cut off, dock 
or destroy the entail of his said freehold lands : 
Held: the codicil did not cut down the fee simple 
estate given by the will to an estate tail.—Van 
GRUPITEN v, FOXWELL, FOXWELL v. VAN GRUTTEN 
[1897], A. ©. 658; 661.7. Q. B. 745; 77 L. T. 170 
46 W. R. 426, WH. L.3 subsequent proceedings 
(1900), 82 1. T. 272, H. 1. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Foxwell v. Van Grutten (1898), 15 
T. 1. R. 115: Re Adams & Perrva’ Contract, (18991, J 
Ch. 584; Pelham Clinton v. Newcastle, [1902] 1 Ch. 34; 
Re Buckton, Buckton v. Buckton, [1907] 2 Ch. 406; 
Hill ¢. Clifford, Clifford v. Timms, Clifford v. Phillips, 
{1907) 2 Ch. 238; Fe Simcoe, Vowler-Simcoe v, Vowler, 
{1913} 1 Ch. 552: Re Lawrence, Lawrence v. Lawrence, 
[1915} 1 Ch. 129: Re Hobbs, Hobbs v. Hobbs, {1917) 1 


Ch. 569; Jte Hussey & Green’s Contract, Jte Husscy, 
Hussey v. Simper, [1921] 1 Ch. 566. 


1640. .| ~ Testator executed a will in 1894 
wherein he purported to exercise a power of appoint- 
ment over certain property in which he took a 
life interest under the terms of his father’s will. 
In 1896 he executed a second will, whereby he did 
not in terms revoke the will of 1894, & which did 
not in terms allude to the power of appointment of 
purport to execute it. The second will, however 
contained the words, ‘‘ I give, devise, bequeath & 
appoint all my real & personal estate whatsoever 
unto my trustees upon trust.:—Held: the use of 
the word “ appoint,” taken with the context & 
surrounding circumstances, was a sufficient exer- 
cise of the power, & the will of 1894 was revoked.— 
Kent v. Kent, [1902] P. 108; 711. 5. P. 505 86 
L. T. 5365 18 'T. 1. R. 293; 46 Sol. Jo. 247. 

1641. —-----.|—By her will made in 1875 testatrix 
bequeathed her residuary estate upon trust for her 














WILLS. 


sister for life, & after the death of her sister upon 
trust for deft. society absolutely. In 1901, testa- 
trix made a codicil in the following terms: ‘ ‘This 
is a codicil to my last will & testament. I bequeath 
1o my exors. as souvenirs my two rings... & 
I hereby appoint as my residuary legatee ”’ pitf., 
= bequeathing to her all that is not specified in my 
will’? :—Afeld: the gift to deft. society was 
revoked by the codicil.-—Re PEREIRA, WORSLEY v. 
SOCIETY FOR PROPAGATION OF GOSPEL IN FOREIGN 
Parts (1912), 28 T. L. R. 479; 56 Sol. Jo. 614. 

1642. -—-.|—By a will executed in 1900 testa- 
trix appointed two exors., who after her death in 
1913 obtained probate of the will. Subsequent 
thereto a holograph will duly executed in 1911 was 
discovered, but it contained no appointment of 
eXors. 

In an action by a residuary legatec to establish 
the later will, the exors., defts. in the action, of the 
earlier will asked that both testamentary docu- 
ments should be admitted to probate ‘‘ as constitu- 
ting the last will & testament ”’ of testatrix :-— 
Held: the will of 1900 was revoked by the later 
document.—/n the Hstate of WATKIN, WHITLARK 
v. WHITE, (1915] P.24; 84 L. J. P. 47; 112 L. T. 
736; 31 T. L. R. 100; 59 Sol. Jo. 220. 

1643. --—— Codicil expressly reviving earlier wilil.| 
—-SEROCOLD v. HEMMING, No. 2000, post. 

1644. Intention of testator.;—Where a 
gift was made by a will, & by a codicil 1t was not 
clear that testator did not intend to revoke the 
gift, but it was reasonably doubtful whether he did 
so intend :-—ITe/ld: the gift was not revoked.— 
BUNBURY v. BUNBURY (1849), 14 L. T. O. S. 22; 
13 Jur. 1091. 

1645. —- — -.] —Testator executed a will of 
1885, & two codicils of 1890 & 1892 respectively. 
These documents were found, each in a separate 
envelope, at his bankers after his death. The 
eodicil of 1892 contained no revocation clause. 
After the death of testator, there was found at his 
residence an altered copy of the codicil of 1890, 
which had served as a draft of the later codicil. 
Between the dates of the codicils testator’s pro- 
perty had largely increased in value. The benetits 
conferred by the later codicil were larger in amount 
than those mentioned in the earlier codicil ; but the 
same class of persons were benefited in both 
documents, the terms of which were almost. 
identical, & contained almost identically the same 
powers, provisions & limitations. On the draft 
testator had written an indorsement which made it: 
quite clear that he thought & intended the second 
codicil to be in substitution for the first :—Held : 
evidence of surrounding circumstances was admis- 
sible ; &, upon that evidence, taken in connection 
with the documents themselves, the later codicils 
must be taken to be in substitution for the former. 
—WAINEWRIGHT v. WAINEWRIGHT (1894), 71 
Il. T. 265. 

1646. - Second will leaving some property 
undisposed of—-Question of intention.|— DrEmprsry 
vy, LAWSON, No. 1544, ante. 

1647. — - --- ———.]|—A later will may re- 
voke earlier testamentary documents, although the 
earlier documents may have disposed of the whole 
estate of deceased, & although the last document 
contain no express clause of revocation & leave the 
residue undisposed of. 

The intention of testator or testatrix is to be 
gathered from a consideration of the substance, & 
not merely the form of the testamentary docu- 
ments. 

If the intention remain in doubt upon the face 
of the documents themselves, extrinsic evidence of 
the surrounding circumstances may be admitted 
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to place the ct., as far as may be, in the position 
of testator or testatrix at the time when the last 
document was executed.—ZJn the estate of BRYAN, 
[1907] P.125; 76L. 53. P.30; 96 L. T. 584. 

Annotation :—-Mentd. In the Hatate of Vines, Vines v. Vines, 

{1910} P. 147. 

1648. —-—— Second will dealing with entire 
property.|—Testatrix, having made a formal will, 
subsequently executed a holograph will, which did 
not contain residuary or revocation clauses, nor any 
powers for the administration of the estate, such as 
the firat will did:—Held: as the second will 
disposed of all the property of testatrix, it was to 
be taken to be in substitution for, & must be 
admitted to probate in exclusion of the first will.— 
In the Goods of TURNOUR (1886), 56 L. T. 671; 50 
J.P. 344. 

1649. -|—A second testamentary 
document did not in terms revoke a prior will, 
but nevertheless dealt with the entire property 
of testator. Parol evidence was offered to prove 
that the second document was intended by 
testator as a codicil, but rejected on the ground 
that there was no such ambiguity in the second 
document as would render necessary an explana- 
tion by parol evidence :—Held: the second 
document, being unambiguous & dealing with the 
entire property of testator, must: be admitted to 
probate as the true will.—-Jn the Goods of PALMER, 
PALMER v. PEAT (1889), 58 L. J. P. 44. 

1650. -——,]-—The father of testatrix left 
her the sum of £4,000 for life with power of appoint- 
ment by will among her children. Testatrix made 
three wills, one in 1890, by which she left one of her 
daughters “othe sum of £4.000, being the sum left 
to me by the will of my father’; a second in 
1804, by which she left the same daughter £4,000, & 
the residue of her property to the same daughter & 
one of her sons; & a third in 1895, by which she 
left all her property to the same daughter :---Held : 
as the second & third wills both professed to deal 
with all the property of testatrix, the second will 
was revoked by the third, the general words of 
bequest in the third will did not revoke the exceu- 
tion of the limited power of appointment by the 
first, will, & probate should, therefore, be granted 
of the first & third wills.--CApdELL o. WILCOCKS, 
[ISOS] P.2b; 671. P.8: 78. T8833; 46 WR. 
3913; 14 bP. d. 1. 100. 
ztnnotations > Apld. Kent » Kent, [1902] P. 108. Distd. 

Nixon v, Prince 1918), 34%. LR. 4a. 

1651. Will treated as_ codicil.) — When 
there are two inconsistent testamentary documents 
& the ct. is satistied that the second document, 
though purporting to be a Jast will & testament, 
was only intended to operate as a codicil of the 
former will, & there is no objection raised on the 
part of other parties interested, probate will be 
granted of both documents, the second being con- 
sidered to be a codicil only.--Jn the Goods of 
SUMMERS (1901), 84 L. T. 271; {7 T. La BR. 325; 
45 Sol. Jo. 327. 











li. Invalidity of Subsequent Disposition. 
1652. Whether revocation effected—Subsequent 
invalid devises.|—FRENCH’sS Cask (1587), 1 Roll. 

Abr. 614. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Tupper «. Tupper (1855), 1_K. & J. 
665 ; Quinn v. Butler (1868), L. R. 6 Kq. 225. Refd. Doc 
d. Reed v. Harris (1838), 8 Ad. & El. 1; Ward v. Van der 

Loeff, Burnyeat v. Van der Loeff, [1924] A. C. 653. 
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1653. .|—A subsequent devise to A. 
though A. be incapable of taking, is a revocation 
of a precedent devise to B.—RADCLIFFE v. ROPER 
(1712), 10 Mod. Rep. 89; 88 KE. R. 639; sub nom. 
ROPER v. RADCLIFFE, 9 Mod. Rep. 181 ; on appeal, 
sub nom. Rooper v. RADCLIFFE (1714), 5 Bro. Parl. 
Cas. 360; sub nom. RoprER v. RADCLIFFE, 9 Mod. 
Rep. 167; 10 Mod. Rep. 230, H. L. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Carrick v. Errington (1726), 2 P. 
Wms. 361; Duavers v. Dewes (1730), 3 P. Wms, 40. Apld. 
Christopher ». Christopher (1771), 2 Dick. 446. Consd. 
Foons ». Blount (1776), 2 Cowp. 464. Distd. Hz p. 
Ilchester (1803), 7 Ves. 348. Consd. Du Hourmelin v. 
Sheldon (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 525. N.F. Ward v. Van der 
l.oeff, Burnyeat v. Van der LoeiY, [1924] A. C. 653. 
Refd. Ratcliffe’ Case (1719), 1 Stra, 267; KEmblyn v. 
Vreeman (1720), Pree. Ch. 541; Hill v. Filkin (1724), 
10 Mod. Rep. 536; Hill wv. Filkin (1725), Cas. temp. 
King, 22; Marwood d. Fennel v. Darril!l (1735), Cunn. 
149; Mallom v. Bringloe (1738), Willes, 75; A.-G. ». 
Weymouth (1743), Amb. 20; Arnold v. Chapman (1748), 
1 Ves. Sen. 108; Wyth v. Blackman (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 
196; Mayer v. Gowland (1779), 2 Dick. 564; R. v. 
Wivelingham (1781), 2 Doug. K. B. 767; Pickering v. 
Stamford (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 214; Bettison v. Rickards, 
(1816), 2 Marsh. 413; R.v. Aslackby (1836), 5 Ad. & FI. 
200; R.v. Burgate (1854), 18 J. P. 631. Mentd. Thornby 
v. Fleetwood (1720), 1 Stra. 318; Mogg v. Hodges (1750), 
1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 8; Tregonwell v. Sydenham (1815), 3 
Dow, 191. 

1654, ——-- ----—.] - -Devise before the Mortmain 
Act, & a codicil after it, not disturbing the charit- 
able trust, but devising to the same use, & adding 
two more trustees, is not rendered void, although 
the codicil attempted to unite another piece of 
Jand in the trust. The codicil no revocation.— 
WILLET v. SANDFORD (1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 178, 186 ; 
27K. R. 967, 972, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Distd. A.-G. v. Heartwell (1764), Amb. 451. 
Consd. Doe d. Murch vt. Marchant (1843), 6 Man. & G, 813; 
Young v. Grove (1847), 4 ©. B. 668. Refd. A.-G. v. 
Downing (1767), Wilin. J. 

1655. - --,|—Testator made a will, devis- 
ing his real estate to his wife absolutely ; after- 
wards he executed another will, giving his real 
estate to trustees, upon trust after his wife’s death, 
for the Bristol General Hospital, & he devised to 
his trustees all the residue of his real estate, & ‘* the 
proceeds thereof, which by any law to the contrary 
might not by that will pass to the hospital, fully 
relying upon my trustees to carry out my wishes 
& desires.”’ The gift to the hospital was void, & 
the trustees claimed to take the real estate bene- 
ficially under the ultimate gift. The ct. held that 
they did not take beneficially. The question then 
arose as to whether the first will was revoked by 
the second :—Held: the first will was revoked by 
the devises in the second, notwithstanding that. 
these devises were invalid.—BAKER v. STORY 
(1874), 31 1. PF. 68315 23 W. RR. 147. 


Annotations :—Distd, Vencatanarayuna Pillay vo. Subammal 
1915), 32 T. L. R. 118.) N.B. Ward v. Van der Loeff, 
gurnveat v. Van der Loeff, [1924] A. C. 653. 

1656. — —- ——,|-—-An alternative inconsistent 
disposition which is not valid or effectual in itself 
does not revoke an earlier disposition of the same 
property. In 1889 testator made a will disposing 
of his property & giving his widow authority in a 
certain event to adopt a son. In 1890 he made a 
second will, which made an invalid disposition of 
his property & did not expressly revoke the previous 
will & did not refer to the clause giving his widow a 
contingent power of adoption. Shortly afterwards 
he died :—Held : the second will did not impliedly 
revoke either the disposition in the first will or the 
power of adoption conferred by it.—VENCATANA- 


PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 5.—C. (a) ii. 
K. Whether revocation effected-—Subsequent will inoperative. |—Re CoTron’s WILL (1863), 2 N. 8. W.8. C. R. 123.—AUS. 


br, ———.}-—-M'Drromor vr. O'Conor, 10]. R. Eq. 342.—IR. 
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Sect. 1.—Revocation : Sub-sect. 5, C. (a) 74., i. 
iv., & (b) 1.] 

RAYANA PILLAY v. SUBAMMAL (1915), 32 T. L. R. 

118, P. C. 

1657. .|—Testator came of age in 
1914, & on Dec. 12 of that year, being then pos- 
sessed of certain freehold & leasehold property, 
settled it by deed on trusts for sale & conversion & 
then for himself & his children & then for such 
persons as he should by deed or will appoint. 
Afterwards on the same day he made a formal will 
by which he exercised the power of appuvintment in 
favour of pltf.’s daughter, & left half of all his 
other real & personal estate to plitf. & the other half 
to pltf.’s wife, & appointed pltf. exor. On May 1], 
1917, testator made a soldier’s will, in which he 
said ‘‘ I leave all I have’”’ to deft. Testator died 
on May 17, 1917, & so far as was known he at that 
time possessed no real property :—Held: as no 
contrary intention appeared, the soldier’s will 
operated as an execution of the general power of 
appointment & as a revocation of the appoint- 
ment in the first will, but, as testator died before 
the passing of Wills (Soldiers & Sailors) Act, 
1918 (c. 58), & therefore had no power by a soldier’s 
will to dispose of real estate the, earlier will, which 
did dispose of real estate, was not revoked in toto, 
& both wills must be admitted to probate.— 
NIxon v. PRINCE (1918), 34 'T. L. R. 444. 

1658. Subsequent will cancelled.|—-Former 
will not cancelled nor reversed by a subsequent will 
afterwards cancelled by testator.—GoopDRIGuT d. 
GLAZIER v. GLAZIER (1770), 4 Burr. 2512; Lofft, 
575, n.3; 98 K. R. 317. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Brady v. Cubitt (1778), 1 Doug. K. B. 
31 Hooton & Dickens vv. Head (1819), 3 Phillim. 26. 
Dbéd. Wilson v. Wilson (1821), 3 Phillim. 543; Jamea v. 
Cohen (1844), 3 Curt. 770. Refd. Rerkenshaw v. Gilbert 
(1774), Lofft, 465; Maver v. Gowland (1779), 2 Dick. 
564; Moore v. Moore (1817), 1 Phillim. 406. 

1659. -|-——-Where a later will has 
been destroyed & a former will left uncancelled it 
has been a point much controverted whether the 
former will revives or not. It is a question of 
intention, & the intention must be collected from 
all the circumstances.— WILSON v. WILSON (1821), 
3 Phillim. 543; 161 KE. R. 1409. 

1660. —— -- Subsequent codicil limiting bequest— 
Limitations {tnoperative.|—An absolute bequest 
by will is not altered or revoked by being repeated 
in a codicil with limitations in favour of a class 
which never came into existence.—NORMAN v. 
IKK YNASTON (1861), 83 De G. F. & J. 29; 30 7, J. 
Ch. 189; 31. T. 826; 7 Jur. N.S. 129; 9W. RR. 
250; 45 E.R. 788, L. JJ. 

1661. --—- Materiality of intention to revoke.]|— 
No case can be produced where ...a mere 
alternative inconsistent disposition, not valid in 
itself, has been used to revoke an carlier & effective 
disposition of the same property (LORD CAIRNS, C.). 

The changed disposition having failed to take 
effect, the intention to revoke is not any further 
to be presumed from it (LORD HATHERLEY). — 
ALEXANDER v. KIRKPATRICK (1874), I. R. 2 Se. 
& Div. 3897, HW. L. 

Annotations :—Apld. Vencatanarayana Pillay ¢. Subaummal 
(1915), 32 T. 1. R. 118 5; Ward v. Van der Locff, Burnyeat 
v, Van der Loeff, [1924] A. C. 653. Refd. Ie Fleetwood, 
Sidgreaves v. Brewer (1880), 15 Ch. D. 594. 

1662. ----— Subsequent gift void for remoteness.| 
—Testator devised & bequeathed his residuary 
real & personal estate to trustecs upon trust to pay 
the income thereof to his wife for life & after her 
decease in trust for his children as therein men- 
tioned, & if there should be no such child then 
testator gave to his wife a power of appointment, 
among the children of his brothers & sisters, & in 
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default of appointment he gave the residuary trust 
funds to all the children of his brothers & sisters. 
By a codicil to his will testator, after declaring that 
the life interest given to his wife by his will should 
be determinable on her remarriage unless such 
remarriage should be with a natural-born British 
subject, revoked the power of appointment given 
to his wife & declared that after her death his 
trustees should stand possessed of his residuary 
trust funds in trust for all or any of the children 
or child of his brothers & sisters who should be 
living at the death of his wife or born at any time 
afterwards before any one of such children for the 
time being in existence attained a vested interest 
& who being a son or sons attained the age of 
twenty-one years or being a daughter or daughters 
attained that age or married, if more than one in 
equal shares. Testator died without issue & left 
personal estate only. At the date of his will his 
father & mother, both of whom survived him, were 
both aged sixty-six years. The father had 
subsequently died. Testator’s widow had _ re- 
married with a person who was not a natural born 
British subject. All testator’s brothers & sisters 
were over thirty years of age at the date of testa- 
tor’s will & all had children, one of whom was horn 
after the remarriage of testator’s widow :—llleld : 
the gift in the codicil being inoperative, there was 
no implied revocation of the gift in the will, & the 
latter gift took effect.—WakD v. VAN DER LOEFF, 
BURNYEAT v. VAN DER LOEFF, [1924] A. C. 6538 ; 
93 LJ. Ch. 397; 131 L. T. 202; 40 T. L. R. 498 ; 
68 Sol. Jo. 517, If. I. 3 revsg. S. C. sub nom. Re 
BURNYEAT, BURNYEAT v. WARD, [1923] 2 Ch. 52, 
©. A. 

Annotation :—Apld. Re Davies, Thomas vr. Thomas-Davies, 

(1928) Ch. 24. 


iii. Uncertainty as to Order of Execution of Docu- 
ments, 


1663. Two wills of same date.|—(1) If a will be 
made, & afterwards another will, without cancel- 
ling the former, & either will is proved to be con- 
firmed after the other will, the whole estate 
comprised in the will so last confirmed will go 
according to the limitations in that will. 

(2) If there are two Inconsistent wills of the same 
date, neither of which can be proved to be last. 
executed, they are both void by the common law 
for uncertainty, & will let in the heir-at-law ; unless 
such wills are explained by some subsequent act 
of testator, so as to reconcile such inconsistency. 

(3) If two wills appear & the limitations in both 
are consistent, & they have both been confirmed 
by various codicils, the wills & codicils may all be 
taken as one testamentary disposition, & such 
construction made as that the limitations in both 
wills shall take place, to the disinherison of the 
heir-at-law.—PHIPppPs v. ANGLESEY (EARL) (1751), 
7 Bro. Parl. Cas. 443; 3 E. R. 289, I. L. 
Anes :—As to (2) Refd. Townsend v. Moore, [1905] P. 


1664. |—Primad facie, every document 
purporting to be testamentary & executed in 
accordance with the provisions of Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), ought to be admitted to probate. This 
presumption may be displaced where there is more 
than one document if there is a sequence in the 
dates of the documents which, coupled with the 
words of the later, leads to the inference that the 
later was meant to be a revocation in whole or in 
part of the earlicr, or if the documents are proved 
1o have been executed on the same date & occasion, 
or are undated, & it is impossible to say which was 
executed first, & they are so inconsistent that they 
cannot stand together. 
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Where, however, two testamentary documents 
are duly executed on the same day & occasion, & 
practically simultancously, & the circumstances 
are such as to lead to the inference that they were 
both intended to be effective, then though there 
are apparent inconsistencies both will be admitted 
to probate, unless they are so inconsistent that they 
cannot stand together; & in determining that 
question the ct. will, so far as possible, read the 
words of the documents so as to support the 
admissibility of both to probate, even though the 
construction should be one which the ct. would not. 
have otherwise arrived at.~-TOWNSEND v. Moons, 
(1905) P. 66; 741. 3. P2173; 92 L. Tb. 38385; 53 
W.R. 3888; 49 Sol. Jo. 146, C. A. 

1665. Wills undated.|—TowWNsEND v. Moore, 
No. 1664, ante. 


iv. Onus of Proof of Revocation. 

1666. Onus on those who assert revocation.] -— 
STODNART v. GRANT, No. 1537, ante. 

1667. What must be pleaded. j|—-In pleading 
the revocation of a former will by a subsequent 
will, it is not sufficient to allege that the will ‘“ was, 
after the execution thereof, revoked by another 
will duly executed.” but the date of the second 
will, its due execution, & the sanity of testator 
must be alleged.—Lituakr vw. Durst & DoDUsoNn 
(1860), 30 L. J. P.M. & A. 39; 25J).P.42; 7 Jur. 
N.S. 104. 


(b) Subsequent Wall or Codicil Partly Inconsistent. 
i. Jat General, 


1668. Whether revocation effected.}- If lands be 
devised to a son for life, a devise afterwards of the 
same lands to the fJeme of testator, allowing an 
annuity to the son, is no revocation of the former 
will,—Cowanrb v. MARSHAL (1509), Cro. liz. 721 ; 
WS J. RR. O55. 

Annotations ;—Consd. Hodghinson tv. Wood (1625), Cro. Car. 
233; Willet v. Sandford (1745), 1 Ves. Sen. 1865 > Good- 
Tight d.o Roffe ce. Harwood (1773), Lofft, 282. Refd. 
Ilitchins d. Nosworthy cc. Basset (1688), J Show. 537; 
Goodtitle «. Otway (1796), 1 Bos. & P. 576. 

1669. - -— SEYMOR ov. NORTHWORTLY 
(1664), Hard. 8715 145 KB. Re. 504 3) subsequent 
proceedings, 8ub nom. IUNGERFORD v. NOSWORTHY 
(1694), Show. Parl. Cas. 146, HI... 

Annotations :— Refd. Hitchins v. Basset (1692), 2 Salk. 
092; Goodright d. Roffe v. Harwood (1773), Lotft, 252. 
1670. —— .}—STONE v. Evans (1740), 2 Atk. 

86; 26 E. R. 453. 

Annotations - ~-Refd. Waite v. Templer (1829), 2 Sim. 524; 
fte Curries’ Seitlmt., Ae Rooper, Rooper v. Williams, 
{1910] 1 Ch. 829, 


1671. .| ~J. devised his copyhold premises 
called P., ete., to the use of trustees, in trust for 
his wife, during her life or widowhood, or so long 
as she should reside upon the premises ; remainder 
to the uses declared of his residue : he devised to 
the same trustees a freehold estate, charged with 
an annuity; in trust for his daughter for life, 
remainder to the use of her children in tail, & in 
default of issue, upon the trusts declared as to his 
residue ; he further devised to the same trustees 
certain frechold premises, & all the residue of his 
real estates, in trust for his son H. for hfe, charged 
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revocation.}—Where o devise in a will 1668 ii 


REEVES v. REEVES, [1909] 2 LL. R. 521 


appointed A. & 33. his exors, & trustees. 
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with an annuity to testator’s wife, remainder in 
tail male to the issue of his son; on failure of such 
issue, a further annuity being thereupon payable 
to testator’s wifc, to the use of his grandson G. 
for life, remainder to the sons of his grandson in 
tail male; & on failure of such issue, to the use of 
the sons of his daughter in tail male, remainder to 
his own right heirs. Ile bequeathed all his ready 
money to his wife absolutely ; the dividends of all 
his money in the funds to his wife for life; & all 
the personal property in & upon the copyhold 
premises, in trust for his wife, during such time as 
she should be entitled to the copyhold premises, 
& on the determination of her estate therein, for 
his son, the devisee of the residuary real estate. 
Testator, by his first codicil, referring to his will, 
& reciting the death of his son, devised to the 
husband of his daughter, after her death, the 
frechold estate devised by his will to her ; charged 
his residuary estate with a further annuity to his 
wife, over & above those already limited thereout 
for her benefit ; bequeathed two further annuities 
to his daughter & to her husband, & revoked the 
bequest of his personal property in & about his 
copyhold premises, giving the same & the residuc 
of his personal property absolutely to his wife, 
& in the event of her death before him, to his 
nephew. By a second codicil testator appointed 
his wife sole extrix. & residuary legatee of his 
personal property ; & by a third codicil directed 
the proceeds of certain shares in the County Fire 
Oftice, to be enjoyed by his wife for life; after her 
death, by his daughter & her husband for life; & 
after their decease by his heir in possession. By 
a fourth codicil, revoking & making void several 
of the dispositions theretofore made by his will & 
codicils, of all his freehold, copyhold, & personal 
estate & effects of every kind & description, instead 
& in place of such devise, disposition, & bequest. 
thereof, gave, devised, & bequeathed all & every 
his freehold, copyhold, & personal estate & 
effects, of every kind & description whatsoever 
& wheresoever situated, to his daughter for life, 
remainder to his grandson & his hes in strict 
entail, the rents to accumulate for his benefit. 
till he was twenty-one; & on failure of issue, as 
by his will directed 5; he ratified, & confirmed the 
several annuities & donations by his will & former 
codicils bequeathed ; & gave & bequeathed to his 
wife a further annuity, with the like restrictions 
as the former were payable ; in all other respects 
confirming his will & codicils :— /feld : the devise 
to testator’s wife of the copyhold premises called 
P. was not. revoked by the fourth codicil. 

To revoke a clear devise, the intention to revoke 
must be as cleav as the devise.—Dor d. HEARLE 
v. Hicks (1832), 8 Bing. 475; 6 Bi. N.S. 375 1 
Cl. & Fin. 20; 1 Moo. & S. 759; 131 E.R. 476, 
H. 1.3 affg. S.C. sub nom. Wicks v. DoE d. HEARLE 
(1827), 1 Y. & J. 470, Ex. Ch. 


Annotations ;-—Apld. Bunbury v. Bunbury (1849), 14 L. T. 
O. S. 22. Consd. Evans v. Evans (1849), 17 Sim. 86; 
Cleoburey vr. Beckett (1851), 14 Beav. 583. Apld. Wells 
v. Wells (1853), 17 Beav. 490. Consd. Williams v. Evans 
(1853), 1 KE. & BB. 727: Baldwin v. Baldwin (1856), 22 
Beav. 413; Butler v. Greenwood (1856), 22 Beay. 303. 


| trustee had been revoked by tho codicil. 
—Re ANDERSON, 25 N. Z. L. R. 878.— 


is cloar & unambiguous, the onus is on 
those alleging revocation by a codicil 
to show that the expression of testa- 
tor'’s intention to revoke is equally 
clear & unambiguous.—-PENNEFATHER 
a. LLoyp, (1917) 1 f. RR. 337.—IR. 


PART X. sacha t Pun cerens 5.— 


1668 i. Ih hether revocation effected. ]-— 
J. : --VOlL. XLIV. 


In aw codicil he stated that, complica- 
tions having arisen with his trustees 
owing to A. leaving the district & BL. 
having withdrawn, testator desired to 
appoint M. to act in conjunction with 
the said A. as trustee in his estate. 
The will directed the trustees to pay 
debts & funeral expenses :—IJJeld - 
the appointment of B. as exor, & 


Lie 
Su Or ay uy 1668 iif. ——.]—H&sENAN v, HEENAN, 
12 N. Z. lL. R. 111.—N.Z. 
1668 iv. ———.] — Scotr wv. ScotTr 


(1813), 5 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 580; 15 
@c. Jur. 217.—SCOT. 


1668 v. .]— JAMIESON’S TRUS- 
TEES v. JAMIKSON (1899), 2 F. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 258; 37 Se. L. R. 194; 75. L. 7T. 
279.—SCOT. 
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Sect. 1.-Revocation: Sub-sect. 5, C. (6) 2.] 


Apld. Darcey v. Meee (1858), Jonn: 124; Robertson 
v. Powell (18638), 2 H. 76 ae v. nang Md 
(1872), 20 W. R. 634, Consd. Langdale 

Bacon, Hz Dp. Martineau (1873), 28 Le T. a Apld 

Farrer wv. St. Catherine’s College, renee ve 3). 

lh. R. 16 Hq. 19; Follett rv. Pottuian ee oa 

337; Re Freme’s Contract, [1895] 2 Ch. Reta: 

Graves v, Pritees la 10 L. J. Ch. 185; Shi comisen Ve 

Tower (1842), 1 Y. & C, Ch. Carn. 441; Lee v. Delane 

(1850), # bo @. & Smo 1; Hicks v Sallitt (1854), 23 L. J. 

Ch. 571; Maddison v. Chapmian (1859), 33 L. T. 112; 

Combe v. Hughes (1865), 11 are N.S. “94; Richardeon 

. Power tee 5), 19 Cc. BN, 780; Craven v. Brady 
(1869), 17 505; Green v, Tbe 1878), 9 Ch. D. 231; 
rlie v. Rothes, {1894} 2 Ch. 499; Morley». Rennoldson 

(1895), 72 L. T. 308; Re Wrightson, Battie-Wrightson 

v. Thomas, Lae 2 Ch. 95; Re Freeman, Hope v. Free- 

man, {1910} 1 . 681; Re Stoodley, Hooson v. Locock, 

{1915} 2 Ch. 205 ' 

1672. .|—Testator, by his will, gave all his 
property to his wife absolutely. By a subsequent 
incomplete testamentary paper, he gave all his 
property to his wife & two other persons, in trust 
to sell & pay the interest of the proceeds to his wife 
for her life, &, after her decease, to dispose of the 
principal to the purposes after mentioned. 
Testator then gave several legacies & annuities, 
& directed that, after the death & failure of issue 
of one of the annuitants, the annuity should be 
paid to his residuary legatee, but he did not name 
any. In another testamentary paper testator 
vave legacies & annuities to the legatees & 
annuitants named in the former paper, & also to 
other persons :—Held: the three papers formed, 
together, testator’s will; the bequest to the wife 
in the first paper was not revoked except so far as 
was necessary to provide for the legacies & 
annuities ; & the legacies given by the second & 
third papers were single & not cumulative.— 


BRINE v. FERRIER (1835), 7 Sim. 549; 58 HE. R. 
948, 
1673. - -—.; —Testator, by his will, gave his 


real estates to his wife for life, &, after her death, 
he directed them to be sold, & one moiety of the 
proceeds to be paid to his wife’s relations as she 
should appoint, &, in default of appointment, to 
her next of kin, & the other moiety to his own next 
of kin. By acodicil he expressed his will that his real 
estate should he sold at any time, either before or 
after his wife’s death. The interest of the share 
bequeathed to his own relations after his wife’s 
death to be paid to her, & the other moiety 
devised by his will to be paid to his wife for 
her own use:- Held: the power of appointment 
given by the will was revoked by the codicil, & 
the wife took an absolute interest in one moiety 
of the proceeds of testator’s real estate. —ANKERS 
tv. SANDFORD (1840), 4 Jur. 817. 

1674. -—- —.|~ Y. by his will, after giving several 
legacies, gives the residue of his estate to trustees, 
in trust to pay the income to his wife for life, & 
after her death to transfer the residue to D. By 
a codicil, after giving specific & pecuniary legacies, 
there is the following clause: ‘‘ All the rest & 
residue of my property not hereinbefore, or by my 
will or any other codicil, disposed of, 1 give & 
bequeath to my nephew C., & to D., their exors., 
udministrators, & assigns, after the death of my 
wife, equally to be divided between them ” :— 
Held: the residue of testator’s property passed 
under the residuary clause of the codicil, & revoked 
the gift of the residue bequeathed by the will.— 
HARDWICKE (EARL) v. Doug Las (1840), 7 CL & 
Fin. 795; West, 555; ¥ E.R. 597, H. L.; revagq. 
are sub nom. Dovgras v. LEAKE (1835), 51. J. 

5. 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Stoodley, Hooson v. Locock, Aho. 
1 Ch. 242. Refd. Lee v. Delane (1850), 4 De G. & Sm. 1 he 
Wallace v. Seymour (1872), 20 W. R. 634; Re Evans, 
Public Trustee v. Evans, [1920] 2 Ch. 304. 
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1675. -.]—Testator bequeathed the residue 
of his personal estate to his daughter upon trust 
for her maintenance & support, until she attained 
twenty-one, or married with the consent of his 
trustees under that age, & upon her attaining such 
age or her marriage, for her separate use, with 
remainder to her children; & in case of her 
death without issue, he bequeathed the same to 
certain legatees in remainder. Testator after- 
wards declared by a codicil, that, in consequence 
of a nervous debility, his daughter was unfit for 
the control of herself, & his will was that she should 
not marry, & in case of her marriage or death, 
he gave the property he had bequeathed to her 
over to the same legatees in remainder :—Held : 
the limitation over by the codicil, being in general 
restraint of marriage, was void as to the life- 
interest of the daughter. 

Qu.: whether the interest in remainder 
bequeathed to the children of the daughter by the 
will was revoked by the codicil.—MoRLEY v. 
RENNOLDSON, Monuiy v. LINKSON (1843), 2 Hare, 
570; 12 L. J. Ch. 8372; 1L. T. O. 8.12; 7 Jur. 
938; 67 EK. R. 235. 
Annotations :—Apld. Morley v. 

158. Consd. Ite Hewott, Hldridge v. 

458. Refd. Godfrey vr. Hughes (1847), 1 liob. Eccl. 593; 

Newton v. Maraden (1862), 2 John. & H. 356; Bellairs 


v. Bellairs (1874), : R. i. ood: 510. Mentd. Grace v. 
Webb (1846), 16 . Ch 


1676. ——--.| - J. ie he vill, gave £20 to his son, 
& £5 a piece to such female servants as should be 
in his service at his decease. By a codicil to his 
will he gave his servant B. £2,000. He afterwards, 
by an incomplete testamentary paper, made before 
Jan. 1, 1838, which was admitted to probate, 
& which was a copy of his will, with some altera- 
tions, gave to his son £19 19s., & to his servant 
B., if she should be in his service at his decease, 
£500. No other servant than B. was in his service 
at his decease :—Held: so far as the last testa- 
mentary paper extended, it revoked the will & 
codicils ; & B. took only the £500 which was given 
to her by the last testaminentary paper.-—Kinp v. 
Norry (1846), 2 Ph. OL; y L. J. Ch. 1163; 10 
Jur. 9953; 41 Ik. R. 876, L. 

Annotations :—Apld. Tuckey ». eee eke). 33 Beav. 
174. Refd. Wilson v. O'Leary (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 525; 
In the Estate of Bryan, [1907] P. 125. 

1677. —. —-.|---Where a feme covert, in possession 
of per sonal property, a disposing power over which 
was given to her by her husband, in pursuance 
thereof, in 1831, disposed of such property by will ; 
&, having acquired other personal property, & 
such property, together with the before-mentioned, 
being recognised as her separate property, in 1844, 
by her husband, who died bequeathing to her a 
share in @ newspaper, in 1846 made a second will, 
bequeathing an annuity secured upon such share, 
appointing other exors.:-- Weld: under the cir- 
cumstances, with consent of parties, the second 
will was not a revocation of the former will, & 
probate of both papers decreed as together con- 
taining the will.—In the Goods of Hour (1848), 
6 Notes of Cases, 93. 

1678. —--—.| ——- Testator, having executed a 
codicil on July 23, on July, 30, executes another, 
lotidem verbis, except the substitution of a clause 
& the addition of a legacy, intending, according 
to parol testimony, to supersede the former, but 
leaving it entire & unrevoked :—Held : both the 
vapers were cntitled to probate.—ZJn the Goods of 


Rennoldson (1895), 12 kh. 
ee {1918} 1 Ch. 


cr ie a (1848), 6 Notes of Cases, 13; 13 Jur. 
4,n. 
1679. .|—Testator gave the residue of his 





personal estate to his niece & appointed her extrix. 
By a codicil he appointed A. & B. his residuary 
legatees & exors. :—Held: though power to prove 
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the will & codicil was reserved to the niece, the 
gift of the residue to her was wholly revoked.— 
EVANS v. EVANS (1849), 17 Sim. 86; 14 Jur. 383; 
60 E. R. 1060. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Towry’s 8S. E., Dallas v. Towry 


rey 41 Ch. D. 64. Refd. Williams v. Kvans (1853), 
Ne B. 727; Robertson v. Powell (1863), 2 H. & C. 


aoe ———-.|-- DoE d. Evens v. Wann, No. 1549, 
ante. 
1681. -—-.]—A. devised “all his real estate 


of what nature or kind soever & wheresoever 
situate ’’ to his niece B. for life, remainder to her 
first & other sons in tail; but by a separate ante- 
cedent clause devised his ‘‘ tithes ’’ co nomine, to 
his nephew C., for life, remainder to the uses ex- 
pressed concerning his ‘real estate.”” By a 
codicil subsequently executed, he devised ‘‘ all his 
real estates, of what nature or kind soever’”’ to 
the son of B. in strict settlement ; & on failure of 
such issue, then he gave & devised ‘ all his real 
estates in such manner as was in that behalf 
mentioned in his will, thereby declaring it to be 
his will that the devises thereinbcfore made should 
take effect in precedence to the devises of his real 
estates contained in his will ” :-- eld: the words 
‘‘ real estate ’’ appeared to have been used in the 
same sense both in the will & codicil, & they did 
not include “ tithes ’”’ in either; & consequently 
the spucific devise of ‘ tithes ”’ in the will was not 
revoked by the codicil.-—WinuiamMs v. EVANS 
(1853), | BE. & B. 727; 22 1. J. Q. B. 241; 21 
lL. T. O.S. 150; 17 Jur. 1093; 118 E. hk. 608. 

Annotations: --Apld. Robertson v. Powell (1863), 2 H. & C. 

762. Retd. Wallace v. Seymour (£872), 20 W. R. 634. 

1682. --- .'- After a trifling specific bequest 
testator gave his residuary real & personal estate 
upon trusts for the benefit of his granddaughter 
& her children. By a codicil, which he directed to 
be annexed to & taken as part of his will, he, in 
consideration of the faithful services of his servant 
J., gave & bequeathed to him ‘‘ the whole of ” 
testator’s ‘‘ estate’? & “ all” his household goods 
& furniture, linen, china, watches & all other 
testator’s personal property & effects, free from 
legacy duty; & testator confirrmed his will in all 
other particulars thereof :-—-Held: the devise in 
the will of the real estate was not revoked by the 
codicil.--MoLyNEUX v. Rowe (1856), 8 De G. M. 
& G. 368; 25 1. J. Ch. 570; 27 1. 1%. O. 8S. 179; 
2 Jur. N.S. 769; 4 W. RR. 539; 44 In. RR. 432, 
34. Fd. 

1683. - -., —Testator made a will before the 
passing of the Wills Act, 1857 (c. 28), by which he 
disposed of his real & personal property. Lle made 
another will after the passing of Wills Act, dis- 
posing only of his realty, & not expressly revoking 
the former will. The ct. granted probate of both 
wills.--—-/n the Goods of CoorerR (1859), 23 J. P. 
140 


1684. -- ., NORMAN v. KYNAston, No. 1660, 
ante. 
1685. - -.. -Where testator executed two wills 


partially consistent & partially inconsistent, by 
the first will disposing of certain property over 
which she had a power of appointment, bequeath- 
ing certain legacies & the residue, & appointing 
W. & J. exors.; & by the second will, which con- 
tained no revocatory clause, bequcathing certain 
specific legacies, disposing of the residue & 
appointing J. & two other persons exors. ; the ct. 
granted probate to J. of the two instruments, so 
far as they were not inconsistent, reservin poe 
to W. & the two other exors. appointed in the 
second will to come in & take probate.—-Jn the 
Goods of Bunn (1862), 3 Sw. & Tr. 196; 164 I. R. 
1249. 


339 


1686. ——--.]|—-Testator by his will, directed 
that his trustees should stand possessed of all his 
freehold & copyhold estates, upon trust, out of 
the rents & profits, but not by way of mtge. or 
sale, to discharge the mtges. & incumbrances 
affecting the same, & by a codicil directed that his 
trustees should out of such rents & profits, after 
the death of his wife, lay apart a sum of £5,000 
yearly, to form, with the interest, an accumulating 
sum for the purpose of discharging such mtges. :—- 
Held: the direction in the codicil was not a 
revocation of the direction in the will; &, there- 
fore, the trustees, during the life of testator’s 
wife, should appropriate the whole of the rents 
& profits in discharging the mtges.—LOvVAT (LORD) 
v. LEEDS (DUCHESS) (1862), 2 Drew. & Sm. 62 ; 
6L. T. 307; 10 W. R. 397; 62 BK. R. 545; on 
appeal, sub nom. LOVET (LORD) v. LEEDS (DUCHESS), 
71. T. 36, L. C. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Floyer v. Bankes (1863), 2 New Rep. 
7; Abadam v. Abadam (1864), 10 L. T. 53; He Banner- 
man’s Estate, Bannerman v. Young (1882), 21 Ch. D. 105 ; 
Gleadow v. Leetham (1882), 22 Ch. D. ; Peareth v. 
Marriott (1882), 22 Ch. D. 182; He Crosse, Oldham v. 
Crosse, [1920] 1 Ch. 240; Rotunda Hospital, Dublin v. 
Coman (1920), 7 Tax Cas. 517; Re Shrewsbury Estate 
Acts, Shrewsbury v. Shrowsbury, [1924] 1 Ch. 315. 
1687. -.J—GHREEN v. BRITTEN (1863), 1 

De G. J. & Sm. 649; 46 EH. R. 257, L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Lewis v. Mathews (1866), L. R. 2 
Kq. 177; Brown v. Gellatly (1867), 2 Ch. App. 751 ; 
Cooper v. Laroche (186%), 38 lL. J. Ch. 591; Massy 2. 
Iiowen (1869), L. Rk. 4 H. L. 288; Lambert v. Lambert 
(1872), 27 L. ‘t. 59; Lean v. Lean (1875), 23 W. RR. 484; 
Thursby v. Thursby (1875), L. . 19 Kq. 395; Gow v. 
Forster (1884), 26 Ch. D. 672; Re Thomas, Wood v., 
Thomas, (1891}] 3 Ch. 482; te Lambert, Lambert vt. 
Lambert (1892), 36 Sol. Jo. 327. 
1688. —— .}—-Testator by his will devised to 

A. certain real estate. By a codicil testator said, 

‘*T acknowledge C. to be my next of kin & heir-at- 

law of all my real & personal property ” :—WHeld: 

the devise contained in the will was revoked by 
the codicil, & C. took the estate absolutely.— 

PARKER v. NICKSON (1863), 1 De G. J. & Sin. 177 ; 

1 New Rep. 298; 32 1..J.Ch. 307; 71. T. 813; Y 

Jur. N.S. 4513 11 W. R. 5335; 46 E.R. 69, L. C. 
1689. -—- .'—<A., by his will, made in 1853, 

rave all his rcal & personal estate to B. & appointed 

B. sole exor., & by a subsequent will which con- 

tained no clause of revocation, he gave two houses 

to (. & appointed C. sole exor. :—Held: the latter 
will was not inconsistent with the carlier, & 
therefore did not revoke it, & B. & C. were entitled 

to probate of both instruments.—-GEAVEs v. 

Prick (1863), 3 Sw. & Tr. 71; 32 1. J. P.M. & A. 

113; 81. f. 610; 11 W. R. 809; 164 BE. R. 1199. 

Annotation :-—Folld. In the Goods of Andrew (1873), 42 
LJ. PDP. & M. 38. 

1690. --—-.| -A.. by her will, gave certain 
property over which she had a power of appoint- 
inent to her four sons, & appointed B. exor. Bya 
subsequent will, which contained no clause of 
revocation she gave all the property of which 
might die possessed to three of her sons, & appointed 
(. exor.:—Held: the second will did not revoke 
the first, but both were entitled to probate.— Jn 
the Goods of GRAMAM (1863), 3 Sw. & Tr. 69; 32 
I. J.P.M. & A113; 8.7. 610; 11 W. R. 638 ; 


164 BK. R. 1198. 
_tnnotation -—Apld. In the Goods of Fenwick (1867), L. R. 1] 
P.& D. 319. 


1691. ~.|- -Yestator gave sums of money as 
legacies to his three daughters, & charged the same 
on his realty if his personalty should be insuflicient. 
By a subsequent will, proved as a codicil, he gave, 
subject to two new legacies, all his personal estate 
to the same daughters ~--H cld: the legacies were 
not revoked by the codicil, but were payable out 
of the personalty, &, if that were insufficient, out 

Zz 2 
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of the realty.—LEESE v. KNIGHT (1864), 11 L. T. 


1384; 12 W. R. 1097. 

1692. ---- .!-—Inthe Goods of Fenwick, No. 1525, 
ante. 

1693. --.!-—Testatrix, by her will gave to 


A. for life the interest of £300, or thereabouts, 
invested by her in the General Steam Navigation 
co., & the interest of £200; & after A.’s death she 
yave the “ principal sum of £500 ” to A.’s children ; 
& she directed that in case of her personal estate 
proving insufficient for the payment of her legacies, 
such deficiency should be made up out of her real 
estate, by sale or mtge. By a codicil she gave 
all her personal estate ’’ to B. :—Held: the whole 
personal estate passed by the codicil ; the legacy 
of £300 was specific, & was revoked by the codicil, 
& the legacy of £200 was not revoked, but remained 
charged on the real estate.--KERMODE v. MAC- 
DONALD (1868), 3 Ch. App. 584; 37 L. J. Ch. 879 ; 
191... 1793; 17 W. RR. 4, 1. C. 

1694, - ——.'-—Testator left two wills, containing 
different & inconsistent dispositions of his property. 
The first will appointed an exor., & the second 
did not revoke that appointment, & appointed no 
fresh ecxor., & contained no general words of 
revocation. With the consent of all parties pro- 
bate of both wills, as together containing the last 
will of deceased, was granted to the exor. named in 
the first. will—Jn the Goods of Grirriri (1872), 
L.R.2P. & D. 457; 261. 'T. 780; 365. P. 424; 
20 W. AR. 405. 

1695. - --.'—'Testatrix pave legacies to the 
children of her deccased nephews & niece, & gave 
her residuary personal estate in equal shares to 
her nephews A. & B. By a codicil, after reciting 
that by her will she bequeathed to A. & B. one- 
fifth of her real & personal estate, & the residue 
thereof to the children of her deceased niece & 
nephews, she directed that if any of the children 
should be abroad at her death & should not apply 
for their shares within twelve months, such shares 
should be taken as part of residue & divided 
among the then surviving children of her niece & 
nephews: - Held: the codicil did not. revoke the 
original gift of the residue to A. & B.—ScCARLEDT v. 
PHURLOW (1873), 28 LT. 5885 21 W. OR. 728. 

1696. - —.'-—Testutor madetwo wills. By the 
first Which disposed of all his property he appointed 
his wife extrix. By the second which disposed of 
part of his property, he appointed S. his exor. :— 
Held: the widow was entitled to probate of both 
instruments.—In the Goods of ANDREW (1873), 
421.J3.P.&.M. 38; 28 LT. 2383 37 5.2. 207; 
21 W. R. 391. 





1697.-  .J—-In the G ETC ‘i 
‘ «i t€ Goods of PrETCHELL, No. 
1622, ante. 

1698. —-—-.|-—-In a testamentary suit, where the 


partics have come to an arrangement under the 
terms of which the ct. is applied to to vrant pro- 
bate of two testamentary instruments jt will do 
so provided such documents are not entirely 
inconsistent 


with one another.—-Ron.n: 
CLARKE (1877), 2 P. D. 269; 471%. J.P. 17: 39 
L. 1.43; 425.2. 217. , 
1699. -----.! -IT. made two wills. By the first of 


such wills he gave the whole of his real & person: 

estate & etfects to his wife E. absolutely, & peat 
her sole extrix. thereof, & revoked all former wills. 
By the second will he gave his household furniture 
& effects & all moneys whatsoever deposited or 
invested to his wife for life, & after her deccase to 
his wife’s sister, M., absolutely, whom he also 
appointed joint extrix. with his wife. The will 
contained no disposition of the real estate or the 
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residue of the personal estate, & no clause revoca- 
tory of previous wills. The ct. granted probate 
of both papers as together constituting the will 
of testator, but before doing so required that notice 
of the application for such probate should be 
served on the heir-at-law.—Jn the Goods of HARTLEY 
(1880), 50 1.3. P.1; 29 W. RR. 356. 

1700. - -——.|—Re Towry’s SrETTLED ESTATE, 
DALLAS v. TOWRY, No. 2194, post. 

4701. -- -—.|—Testator by his will gave all his 
property to S. & appointed her sole extrix. After- 
wards he made a second will, devising his real estate 
to his sister EK. & appointed her sole extrix. ; but 
he did not expressly revoke the first will. He 
subsequently cancelled the second will :—Held: 
the first. will was partially revoked by the second, 
& the revoked part of the first will was not revivied 
by the cancellation of the second’; therefore, 
probate must be granted of the first will limited to 
such part of testator’s property as was not com- 
prised in the second will, & as to such part as was 
comprised in the second will there was an intestacy. 
~-In the Goods of Hopa@ktnson, [1893] P. 3389 ; 
62 L. J. P. 116; 69 L. T. 5640; 9 T. L. R. 650 ; 
37 Sol. Jo. 700, C. A. 

Annotation :—Apld. Barkwell vt. Barkwell, [1928] P. 91. 





1702. —-— .|—-MorLuy v. RENNOLDSON, No. 
2195, post. 
1703. .-——.|—-By his will dated Feb. 6, 1892, 


testator declared (iter alia), that, as to one-eighth 
share of his residuary estate, it should be held by 
his exors. on certain trusts. These trusts provided 
that the income of the share should be paid to 
testator’s son, I'., until ‘‘ he should become bkpt. 
or do or sulfer something whereby the income if 
belonging absolutely to him or some part thereof 
would become payable to or vested in some other 
person”; &,. on determination in the lifetime 
of T. of the above trust, that the income should 
be applied during the remainder of T.’s life in 
favour of certain other specified persons ; & after 
the decease of 'l’., that the share should be divided 
among his children; ‘ provided always that T., 
might by deed or will appoint that the whole or 
any part of the income of the share should after 
his death be paid to his widow, if any, during her 
life or for any less period.”” ‘I’. became bkpt. early 
in 1893. By a codicil dated July 27, 7898, 
testator declared his intention to vary the trusts of 
the share of T., & in pursuance thereof declared 
that. such share should be held by his trustees upon 
the trusts thereafter recited. The trusts so recited 
made provision in the event of T. being prevented 
by reason of antecedent bkpcy. or by the happen- 
ing of any other event from enjoying the life 
interest if if were given to him. In other respects, 
the trusts so cited followed the trusts in the will, 
except that no mention whatever was made of the 
power given by the will to T. to appoint to his 
widow. The trusts in the will were not expressly 
revoked by the codicil :~--/ield: the power of 
appointment still subsisted.- Ae Woop, Woop v. 
Woop (1900), 88 L. T. 157. 

1704. .|—Testatrix, domiciled in Scotland, 
under the will of her mother had power to appoint 
by will or codicil attested by two witnesses certain 
trust funds to her children. By her will testatrix 
appointed such trust funds to her three daughters 
equally, & by a holograph codicil, signed but not 
witnessed, valid according to Scottish law & 
admitted to probate in Mngland, she purported to 
appoint part of such funds to her sons & the 
remainder to her daughters. On a summons to 
have it determined whether the funds were divi- 
sible under the will or under the codicil, or whether 
such codicil operated as a revocation of the will :— 





Part X.—REvocaTIon, REVIVAL, AND REPUBLICATION. 


Held: there was no express revocation by the 
codicil of the appointment duly made by the will, 
consequently the codicil did not revoke the dis- 
position by way of appointment made by the will 
except to the extent to which the appointment 
made by the codicil effectively interfered with the 
dispositions of the will.—Re Wa.LkrEr, MacCoL. 
v. BRucE, [1908] 1 Ch. 560; 77 L. J. Ch. 370; 98 
L. T. 624; 52 Sol. Jo. 280. 

1705. —-- -.]-—Testator, by his will dated Dec. 21, 
1912, after making numerous specific & pecuniary 
bequests & devising certain lands for charitable 
purposes, devised & bequeathed all his real & 
personal estate not thereby otherwise disposed of 
to his trustees upon trust to sell, &, after making 
certain payments therein directed, to hold the 
residue & the income thereof in trust, as to one 
third, for the Socicty for Promoting Christian 
Knowledge, & as to the other two thirds for the 
vicar of 1. for purposes connected with his church. 
By a codicil dated Feb. 17, 1915, after referring 
to his will, he gave & bequeathed ‘‘ the residue of 
my estate not bequeathed by the above will ’’ to 
M. absolutely, & appointed her sole extrix. of the 
codicil. Lie died on Feb. 27, 1915 :--Held: the 
residuary gift in the will was revoked by the codicil 
& under the gift in the codicil the whole of testator’s 
estate undisposed of by legacies or specific hequests 
passed to M.—J/te STOODLEY, ITOOSON v. LOcock, 
[1916] 1 Ch. 242; 114 L. TV. 445; sub nom. Re 
STOODLEY, LOOSON v. STOODLEY, 85 L. J. Ch. 226 ; 
60 Sol. Jo. 221, C. A. 

1706. -\—-Where there is no real incon- 
sistency between two wills made by testator, the 
second does not operate to revoke the first, & any 
number of testamentary instruments may be 
admitted to probate as together constituting the 
last will of deceased.— DEAKIN v. GARVIE (1919), 
36 T. li. KR. 122, C. A. 

1707. — -.|--tec ATKINSON, ATKINSON 0. 
WEIGHTMAN, [1925] W. N. 30, ©. A. 

A te t-~Apld. J?e Monk, Giffen v. Wedd, [1927] 2 Ch. 











ii. Hffecl of Hrroncous Belief of Testator. 

1708. Erroneous belief in death of persons entitled 
under will.|—Iivans v. WILLIAMS (1837), Don- 
nelly, 218; 47 I. KR. 8st. 

1709. Erroneous belief as to persons benefiting 
under will.!— Where a devise in a will is clear, it is 
incumbent on those who contend that it has been 
revoked by a codicil to show that the intention to 
revoke is equally clear & free from doubt with the 
original intention to devise, for if there is only a 
reasonable doubt whether the clause of revocation 
was intended to include the particular devise, then 
such devise ought to stand. 

A bequest of specific chattels by will is revoked 
by a bequest simpliciler of the same chattels by 
codicil to another. But where the latter bequest 
is not made simpliciter, but is prefaced by a recital 
showing that it was founded on a misconception 
of the true effect of the will, the same result will 
not necessarily follow. 

Thus, where a will bequeathing specific chattels 
to A., who was not personally known to testator, 
was followed by a codicil reciting, erroneously, 
that by the will they were bequeathed to B., who 
was uncle to A., & a personal friend of testator, 
revoking that bequest on the ground that B. was 
lately dead, & testator’s connection with his 
family thereby almost null, & bequeathing the 


PART X. SECT. 1 SUB-SECT. 5.— PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 5.— vt. 
C. (b) ii. C. (b) iii. 


k. Words in will equivocal—Testator i 
old & with impaired sight.J-—-CARROLL 
v. CARROLL (1835), Milw. 434.-~—IR. 


1, Fill destroyed by person who would 
be benefited by its destruction.}—OTLEY  [R, 
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same chattels to another family :—Held: the 
bequest in the will was not revoked by the codicil. 
—-BARCLAY v. MASKELYNE (1858), John. 124; 
28 L. J. Ch. 115; 32 L. T. O. 8S. 205; 22 J. P. 786; 
5 Jur. N.S.12; 7W.R. 43; 70 E.R. 365. 


Annotations :--Apld. Langdalo v. Briggs, Ex 7p. 
dic p. Martincan (1873), 28 L. I. 467. Distd. ke Freme’s 
Contract, [1895] 2 Ch. 256; Nickall v. Fawkes (1905), 50 
Sol. Jo. 126. Refd. Wallace v. Seymour (1872), 20 W. K. 
oe pret He Sidney, Hingeston v. Sidney (1907), 


1710. —-—-.]—By a codicil to the will of a Chincse 
testator, whose testamentary disposition was in 
English & to be construed according to Mnylish 
law, certain clauses of the will were revoked & 
testator directed that at the termination of twenty- 
one years the proceeds of certain property should be 
distributed between his sons by a named Chinese 
wife who survived testator but had only one son. 
The will & codicil were admitted to probate. It 
was contended that the terms of one of the revoked 
clauses showed that the draftsman understood that 
two sons of testator by another Chinese wife, who 
predeceased testator, were the sons of the named 
wife, & that the intention of testator was that 
they should share in the distribution : —HWeld: the 
language of the codicil being unambiguous the 
revoked clause could not be resorted to.—-CHOA 
ENG WAN v. CoA GIANG TEER, [1923] A. C. 469 ; 
92 L.J.P.C.145; 129 L, T. 226, P.C. 


Bacon, 


iii. L’vidence of Revocation. 

1711. When evidence admitted—Ambiguity on 
face of will.|—-I must here observe that in the Ct. 
of Probate there must be some ambiguity not upon 
the construction but upon the factum of the 
instrument, not whether a particular clause will 
have a particular effect, but whether deceased 
meant that particular clause to be part of the 
instrument, whether the codicil was meant to 
republish a former or a subsequent will (Sin JOHN 
NICHOLL).— FAWCETT v. JONES, CODRINGTON & 
PULTENEY (1810), 3 Phillim. 434; 161 ko. R. 1375 ; 
on appeal, 3 Phillim. 490. 

_{nnotations :—Consd. Thorne v. Rooke (1841), 2 Curt. 799. 
Refd. Bayldon tv. Bavldon (1826), 3 Add. 232; Toldervy 
vr Colt (1886), Tyr. & Gr, 3245 Guardhouse v. Blackburn 
(1866), L. Ro TP. & D. 1093 Harter v. Harter (1873), 
y 3PO& DD. 1T. 


. ~THORNE v. ROOKE, No. 1489, 





1713. - - --.}-—-If a clause is inserted in a 
will by mistake, parol evidence may be received for 
the purpose of that clause being expunged, by 
showing it never was intended that it should form 
part of the will. So the ct. may receive parol 
evidence to explain a word in a will, but not to 
substitute one word for another (Dr. LuSsH- 
INGTON).—In the Goods of CHAPMAN (1844), 1 Rob. 
Keel. 1; 3 Notes of Cases, 198; 8 Jur. 902; 168 
kK. R. 944. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Reffell o. Retfell (1866), 1. 
D. 139. Refd. Payne v. Trappes (1847), 5 Notes of Cuses, 
478: In the Goods of Steele, /n the Goods of May, In the 
Goods of Wilson (1868), L. R. 1 PP. & D. 570. 

1714. - --- -——.]—A testatrix, having made a 
will in 1842 & a codicil thereto in 1844, made 
another will of a contrary tenor without an ex- 
pressed revocation in 1845, & subsequently declared 
she had destroyed the will of 1842. Im 1845 a 
solr, in ignorance of the existence of the will of 
1845 prepared, in lieu of the codicil of 1844, a 
more formal codicil, which was executed in Jan. 
1846, & in Mar. 1846, a further codicil was 


wT & 





OTLEY (1829), Milw. 193.—IR. 

m. IFhen evidence admitted — Non- 
production of will & draft of will. }—Max- 
LAND v. OGILBY (1836), Milw. 4105.-— 
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Secel, 1.— Revocation : Sub-sect. D, C. (6) wi., & (c).] 
executed. The codicils of 1846 did not refer by 
date to any will, but only to her “ last will,” & 
the codicil of Jan. revived by reference to the con- 
tents of the will of 1842 that will, then destroyed. 

An allegation (inter alia) pleaded the unexecuted 
draft of the will of 1842, & that the original was 
destroyed prior to Jan. 1846, & propounded the 
will of 1845 with the codicils of 1846. The ct. 
rejected so much of the allegation as propounded 
the will of 1845, & intimated its opinion that the 
two codicils of 1846 were alone entitled to probate, 
& that the unexecuted draft of the will of 1842 
would not be entitled to probate, though the 
codicils of 1846 revived the destroyed will of 1842. 

I apprehend that when testator refers in a codicil 
to a last will, & there is nothing in the contents of 
the codicil to point to any particular will, it must 
be construed to refer to the will in legal existence 
as the last: will & not to a revoked will (IDR. Lusi- 
INGTON). 

Declarations of testatrix would, [ apprehend, be 
admissible evidence to prove a fact of Aeetriction: 
though declarations as to which will testatrix 
intended should operate would not be admissible. 

Now how will this fact, the previous destruction 
of the will of 1842, affect the construction of the 
codicil of Jan. 1846? Of course it may be urged 
that deceased never intended to revive an instru- 
ment, not only revoked, but destroyed. DPresum- 
ing that testatrix remembered the destruction 
of this will, when she executed the codicil, it is not 
consistent with probability that she intended by 
the codicil to revive it. 

But to what ultimate effect can this argument be 
carried ? It cannot, I think, alter the construc- 
tion I am bound to put on the codicil of Jan. 1846. 
I can construe that codicil to revive & confirm the 
will of 1842 only, because to that will alone the 
words can by any construction refer ; but that will 
is gone, destroyed animo revocandi, the codicil 
cannot in effect revive that will. 

What is the next question ? Does it follow that 
because the codicil of Jan. 1846, is inoperative to 
revive the will of 1842, that it should apply to the 
will of 1845? Certainly not ; there is nothing in 
that codicil which can apply to the will of 1845. 

Then could it be argued that the will of 1845, 
being a will in existence when the codicil was 
executed, & not being specifically revoked by that 
codicil, would remain unrevoked in consequence of 
the codicil being inoperative to revive the will 
of 1842 by reason of its destruction? Can I 
consider all that relates to the confirmation of the 
will of 1842, & consequent implied revocation of 
other wills, pro non seripto? 1 think not. 1 
think that the will of 1845 is necessarily revoked by 
the codicil of Jan. 1816, confirming another will 
of a different tenor disposing of the whole property. 
If this be so, I cannot decree prohate of the will of 
1845, for the case stands thus, that the will of 1845, 
though a subsisting instrument at the execution 
of the codicil of Jan. 1846, is revoked by necessary 
implication, when a prior will is confirmed, & I 
can discover no principle upon which such revoca- 
tion should not operate, though the will of 1842 
be not in existence, I think the revocation must 
stand, though the revival of the will of 1842 is 
inoperative, & for this reason, the intention to 
confirm the will of 1842 is wholly irrespective of the 
will of 1845 (Dr. Lusyinaron).—HALE v. TOKE- 
LOVE (1850), 2 Rob. Eee]. 318; 16L. T. O.S. 85; 
14 Jur. 817; 163 EK. R. 1381. 


Annotations :—Consd. Rogerr . Goodenough (1862), 2 

hh ao ae . up es A ae ihe oe yar 

; 1€ Goods o gon, ehe LP, . 675, 
Ref, Newton v. Newton (1861), 5 ", T. 218 
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1715. ~——.]—-If upon the face of a testa- 
mentary document & the facta known to testatrix 
at the time of its execution, it is doubtful whether 
testatrix intended altogether to revoke a former 
will, the ct. will admit parol evidence to ascertain 
the intention.— JENNER v, Frincy (1870), 6 P. D. 
106; 491.J3.7P.25; 42 L. T. 327; 28 W. R. 620. 


Annotations :—Consd. Townsend v. Moore, [1905] P. 66; 
In the Estate of Bryan, [1907} P. 125. Refd. Wamewright 
v. Wainewright (1894), 71 L. T. 265; Chichester v. 
Quatrefager, [1895] P. 186. 


.|—Testator by his will made 
in 1901 gave all his coins with the cabinets in 
which they were placed to a university. In Jan. 
1912, he by letter presented his ‘ collection of 
coins’ with the cabinets to the university on 
certain conditions, but no coins or cabinets were 
then handed over. In Feb. 1912, testator made a 
codicil to his will & thereby, after reciting the gift 
of coins & cabinets in his will, he revoked the 
gift & declared that he had during his lifetime 
handed over to the university all the coins, & 
cabinets he intended to leave them by his will. 
In Aug. 1912, testator delivered to the university 
eleven cabinets containing the greater part of his 
coins, but some remained in his possession. On 
the death of testator in 1915 the university claimed 
the remainder of the coins as part of his gift to 
them on the ground that the revocation by the 
codicil was based on an erroneous assumption of 
fact & was therefore conditional & inoperative so 
that the original gift in the will took effect :— 
Held: the revocation by the codicil was not 
conditional but absolute, & the university was 
only entitled to the coins & cabinets they had 
received in testator’s lifetime; evidence of the 
statements made by testator at the time the coins 
& cabinets were handed over was not admissible. 
—Re CHURCHILL, TAYLOR v. MANCHESTER 
UNIVERsITy, [1917] 1 Ch. 206, 86 I. J. Ch. 209 ; 
115 L. T. 769; 61 Sol. Jo. 131. 


(c) Subsequent Wall Lost. 

1717. Whether sufficient evidence of revocation 
---Contents of subsequent will unknown. |— HUNGER- 
FORD v. NOSWORTHY (1694), Show. Parl. Cas. 146 ; 
1K. RR, 99, H. L.; affg. 8. C. sub nom. NoBwoRTHY 
v. BASSET (1688), Comb. 90; sub nom. HITCHINS v. 
BASSET, 2 Salk. 592. 

Annotations :—Distd. Willet v. Sandford (1748), 1 Ves. 
Sen. 186. Refd. Helyar v. Helyar (1754), 1 Leo, 472; 
Harwood v. Goodright (1774), 1 Cowp. 87; Thomas v. 
Evans (1802), 2 East, 408; Stoddart v. Grant (1852), 19 
L. T. O. 8S. 305; Dickinson v. Stidolph (1861), 11 C. B.N. 


S. 341. 
1718. ——.]—Burr v. Burt (1718), cited 
in 1 Phillim. at p. 412; 161 E.R. 1028. 


Annotations :—Consd. Cutto v. Gilbert (1854), 9 Moo. P. C. C. 
131. Refd. Helyar v. Helyar (1754), 1 Leo, 472. 


1719. Evidence of contents must be 
conclusive. |—CuTTo v. GILBERT, No. 1614, ante. 

1720. ——- ——- ———.]— Where the revocation 
of an existing will is sought to be established oy 
the proof of the execution of a subsequent will 
not forthcoming, the evidence should be clear & 
conclusive, not only as to the execution of such 
subsequent will but also as to its contents. 
Accordingly, where the fact of the execution of a 
subsequent will a ae upon the evidence of an 
attesting witness who could only remember, though 
fully persuaded that all the requirements necessary 
to a valid execution had been fulfilled, that he 
himself had signed the instrument, & who had no 
recollection of its contents, the ct. declined to act 
upon such evidence & granted probate of the 
existing will—BERTHON v. BERTHON (1868), 18 
L. T. 301; 32 J. P. 551; 16 W. R. 673. 

1721. --—- ——- ———.]—Testator made a will] 
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in 1864 appointing his wife sole extrix. & duly 
executed another document in 1877. There was 
no evidence of the contents of the second docu- 
ment except that after its execution testator said, 
‘‘T have made a will altering my affairs, & I have 
taken care of H., & there will be something for 
R.,”’ & except a memorandum at the foot of the 
will as follows: ‘‘ This will is now useless, a new 
will having been made in Oct. 1877, upon m 
wife telling me she was sorry she had ever seen me,” 
etc. :—Held: in the absence of proof of an alter- 
ation of extrix. or of a revocatory clause or disposi- 
tion wholly inconsistent with the first will, that 
will was not revoked, & was therefore entitled to 
probate. Qu.: whether the memorandum was 
admissible in evidence to show an intention to 
revoke the first will. —HELMER v. TTELLTER (1884), 
9P. D. 237; 581. J. P. 105; 49 J. P. 83 83 
W. R. 324. 

1722. -——Subsequent will different from earller.] 

Stat. Frauds does not prohibit the introduc- 

tion of parol evidence, to prove the fact of a will 
having existed subsequent to the will found on 
the death of alleged testator. Established by 
proof that a latter will, with a different exor., 
which did not appear, had been made. 

The execution of a second will of a different 
purport from the first, is by law a revocation of 
the first, though the second may not appear. 

(2) It is a presumption of law that a will never 
out of deceased’s custody, & not appearing at 
his death, has been destroyed by deceased.— 
cen v. HHELYAR (1754), 1 Lee, 472; 161 71. TR. 
Annotations :~ As to (1) Refd. Cutto v. Gilbert (1854), 9 

Moo. P.C.C. 131. 48 to (2) Folld. Brown v. Brown (1858), 


. I. ite 876. Refd. Homerton v. Hewett (187%), 25 
de . OD. 


1723, ---~ ---—.]—A. makes a will in 1748, & 
another in 1756; the first) will is produced, but. 
the other cannot be found; upon an issue the 
jury find that the latter will was different from the 
former, but in what particulars was unknown to 
them. Under these circumstances the latter will 
is not a revocation of the former.—GOoODRIGHT d. 
ROLFE v. HARWOOD (1775), 7 Bro. Parl. Cas. 489 ; 
3. R. 8183 affy. S.C. sub nom. WARwoopD v. 
GOODRIGHT (1774), 1 Cowp. &7. 

Annotations :— Refd. Thomas v. Kvans (1802), 2 Kast, 488 ; 

Doe d. Phillips v. Morris (1835), 3 Ad. & El. 46; Stoddart 

v. Grant (1852), 19 L. T. O. 8S. 305 ; Dickinson v, Stidolph 

Poe 11C. B. N.S. 3415 Pettinger v. Ambler, Bunn ¢. 

eltinger (1866), L. kh. 1 kq. 510. 

1724. ——~.|— A. executed a will, & after- 
wards executed a second will, which he took away 
withhim. On his death the earlier will was found ; 
but the second will could not be found. The solr. 
who prepared the second will, gave evidence, 
{from recollection, of its contents, which were incon- 
sistent with the first will, & revoked it. Ona case 
where the ct. had power to draw inferences of fact : 
—Held: (1) secondary evidence might be given 
of the contents of the last will, & the evidence given 
sufficiently showed that it revoked the first will: 
(2) the facts that the second will was last seen in 
the custody of deceased, & could not be found, 
raised a presumption that he had destroyed it, 
animo cancellandi, & cast on those sceking to 
establish the will the onws of rebutting that pre- 
sumption; &, this not being done, the ct. held 
that A. died intestate.— BROWN v. BROWN (1858), 
8E.& B. 876; 27 L. J. Q. B.173; 30 L. T. O.S. 
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1722 1. Whether sufficient evidence of 
revocation—Subsequent will different 
from ecarlier.}—Testator made his will, 


appointing no exor., & without any it was 


Clause of revocation. 
made a second will exactly in the same 
terms as the first will, except that he 
ave by it a small ad 
he second will could not be found, but 
last traced to  testator’s 
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273; 4 Jur. N.S.168; 120 E. R. 327; subsequent 
proceedings, sub nom. In the Goods of Brown, 1 
Sw. & Tr. 32. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Wharram v. Wharram 1864), 
3 Sw. & Tr. 301. Folld. Sugden v. St. Leonards (1878), 
. D. . Refd. Jn the Goods of Brown (1858), 1 Sw. 
& Tr. 32; In the Goods of Gardner eee): 1 Sw. & Tr. 
109; Wood v. Wood (1867), L. R. 1 P. & D. 309; Burls 
v,. Burls (1868), L. R. 1 P. & D. 472; Read v. Price, [1909] 
2K. B. 724; Barkwell v. Barkwell, [1928] P. 91. As to 
{?) Apld. Homerton v. Hewett (1872), 25 L. T. 854. 
efd. Whiteley v. King (1864), 17 GC. B. N. &. 756. 
1725. ——— Clause of revocation in subse- 
quent will.|—Bill to carry into execution the trusts 
of a will of real estate. The heir-at-law, by his 
answer, admitted the due execution of the will 
set up by the bill, but alleged that a subsequent 
will was executed by testator revoking the prior 
will, & devising the estate to him; & that he was 
informed & believed that this subsequent will was 
accidentally destroyed, & he submitted that this 
subsequent will ought to be established, or, if not, 
that testator died intestate :—Held: the heir, 
admitting the descent to be broken, was not. 
entitled to an issue devisavil vel non: & the statement 
being vague in assertion, & no evidence being given 
of the fact of the subsequent will, the ct. refused to 
give any further inquiry, & declared the will well 
established.---WHITAKER v. NEWMAN (1843), 2 
Hare, 299; 12 L. J. Ch. 350; 7 Jur. 2313; 67 
K. R. 124. 
1726 





ew ere 


: ~-- ---,|/—-A will was found after 
testator’s death, but parol evidence was given that 
he had executed a subsequent will, which con- 
tained a clause of revocation, & which remained 
in his custody until his death, & could not then be 
found, & that he had declared an intention to 
destroy it. The ct. pronounced for an intestacy. 
—Woop v. Woop (1867), L. R. 1 P. & D. 309; 
361.).P.& M. 34; 156 L.T. 598; 31 J. P. 567. 

1727. .\—No rule of the com- 
mon law as to evidence is contravened by the 
admission of secondary evidence as to the con- 
tents of a lost document, & when the due execution 
of a no longer existing testamentary paper 1s 
established, & its contents are shown to have 
included a clause revoking previous papers, those 
papers are no longer testamentary from the 
moment of such execution.— BARKWELL v. BARK- 
WELL, [1928] P. 91; 44 T. L. R. 207; 72 Sol. Jo. 
69 3; sub nom. In the state of BARKWELL, BARK- 
WELL Vv. BARKWELL, 97 L. J. P. 53; 138 lL. T. 526. 

1728. Copy of subsequent’ will.!-—De- 
ceased left a will dated 1881, & the copy of a will 
dated 1847, of which the original was not forth- 
coming. The person who made the copy deposed 
that testator had signed it, but that he had copied 
the attestation clauses & the names of the attest- 
ing witnesses from the original will produced to 
him. He could not swear to the handwriting of 
testator, nor to the handwriting of the attesting 
witnesses. Under the circumstances the ct. held 
that there was not sufficient proof of the existence 
of the later will, & therefore that the anterior will 
was not revoked.—Jn the Goods of Gray (1870), 
39 L. J.P. & M. 42; 22 L. T. 489; 34 J. P. 377; 
18 W. R. 900. 

1729. — ---.]—Special verdict finding a will of 
lands, & that afterwards testator made aliud 
testament. imports not a revocation.— HUNGER- 
FORD v. NOSWORTHY (1694), Show. Parl. Cas. 146 ; 
1E. R. 99, H. L.; affy. S.C. sub nom. NOSWORTHY 














He afterwards possession, & parol evidence was given 
of its contents :—Held: the second 
will although it did not contain a clause 
of revocation, revoked the _ first.—- 


ditional legacy. 
M‘ARA v. M'Cay (1889), 23 L. R. Ir. 
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Sect. 1.-—Revocation : Sub-sect. 5, C. (c), & D.) 


?. BASSET (1688), Comb. 90; sub nom. HITCHINS 


v. BASSET, 2 Salk. 592. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Willet «. Sandford (1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 
186. Refd. Helyar «. Helyar (1754), 1 Lee, 472; Har- 
wood v. Goodright (1774), 1 Cowp. 87; Thomas v. 
iivans (1802), 2 East, 488; Stoddart v. Grant (1852), 
iv th eee 8.305; Dickenson v. Stidolph (1861), 11 C. B. 


1730. .|--In ejectment by the heir of A. 
deft. sets up a will of A. whereby he devises all 
his property in fee to B., through whom deft. 
claims. One of the attesting witnesses stated 
that he had prepared this; that a fortnight after- 
wards he prepared another will for A., which A. 
executed & delivered to him, & which the witness 
upon A.’s death delivered to B. 

Qu. : whether, if the second instrument in this 
case could have been shown to have been duly 
executed, published, & attested, as the last will 
of A., pltf. would have been entitled to recover 
us heir-at-law, without) showing its contents or 
application.-- DoE d. Pronuies v. Morris (1835), 
3°Ad. & Ki. 46; 1 Har. & W. 226; 4 Nev. & 
M.K.B. 5908; 4 1. 5. K. B. 145; 111 FE. R. 329. 

1731. —.|—'Testator, in the year 1832, made 
a will & codicil, &, in Mar. 1836, a second codicil. 
In Oct. 1836, he executed a new will, prepared by 
his solr. & which was delivered into his own 
possession. At his death the will of 1886 could 
not be found :—Held: the effect of the execution 
of the later will was to revoke the prior will & 
codicils, & the subsequent destruction of the 
second will by testator, so presumed from it 
having been delivered into his possession & not. 
being forthcoming did not per se operate to revive 
the first will & codicils.—-JAMES v. COHEN (18144), 
3 Curt. 770; 3 Notes of Cases, 30; 2 J. 7. O. S. 
518; 8 Jur. 249; 1638 I. R. 896. 

1732. -— -.)-~ A will of 1881 was propounded by 
pltfs. as exors. Defts. pleaded that it was 
revoked by a will of 1884, which, in its turn, they 
alleged to have been revoked by tearing, & said 
that deccased died intestate ; and they counter- 
claimed for a decree against both wills. Pltfs., 
in reply, denied the revocation, & joined issue upon 
the other parts of the defence & counterclaim. 
No evidence was offered to show that the later 
will had ever been executed. 

The ct. pronounced for the will of 1881, but 
declined to pronounce against. the will of 188 1,— 
GRUBB bv, GruBB (1890), 62 I. TT. 6445 S51 5. PR. 
663. 

1733. - — -.!-~Testatrix made a will in 1886 
leaving all her property to her two sisters. Upon 
the death of one of the latter, testatrix executed 
another will, leaving all her property to her sur- 
viving sister, & appointed her sole extrix. The 
second will did not, in terms, revoke the first. 
Both wills were taken charge of by testatrix, but 
after her death only the earlier will was found. 
The effect of both wills would be the same in the 
circumstances which had happened. The et. 
refused probate of the contents of the second will 
& admitted the earlier will to proof.—Jn the Goods 
of RADCLIFFE (1891), 65 LL. T. 165, 

1734. ---— .} —In the Goods of DEBAG, SANGER 
v. Hart, No. 1867, post. 


D. Effect of Revocation of Will on Codicil. 
1735. Validity of codicil—Destruction of will. 











By the law of England, a codicil is not destroyed 
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n. Shares of other legatecs auy- 
mented.\—Testator bequeathed — the 
residue of his property to trustees upon 


in equal shares. 
trust for his sister for life, & upon her 


death in trust for five persons or such 
Of them as should be alive at the death 
of the survivor of his sister & himself, 
By a codicil testator 
revoked the gift to two of the five 


WILLS. 


by the burning of the will to which it originally 
belonged. In such a case a codicil may become 
a substantive instrument, & be per se entitled to 
probate.—Barrow v. Barrow (1758), 2 Lee, 


335 ; 161 E. R. 360. 
Annotations :—Apld. Jn the Goods of Coulthard (1865), 11 





Jur. N.S. 18f£. Consd. Black v. Jobling (1869), L. lt. 
1P.& D. 685. 
1736. —-— —-—-.|—-A will was destroyed animo 


revocandi ; testator expressing himself at the time 

to the effect that he trusted the codicils thereto 

would not be affected thereby. The codicils were 
held to be unrevoked. 

Nothing can be clearer than when deccased 
destroyed the will he conceived that the codicils 
would not be alfected thereby. His words at 
the time were, ‘‘ It will not affect that codicils ”’ ; 
thereby showing that it was his intention that the 
codicils should operate, should he make no other 
will. The destruction of a will is not necessarily 
a destruction of the codicils to that will, although 
primd facie it is so. Before the passing of the 
present Wills Act, if a will were destroyed it 
amounted to a presumptive revocation of all the 
codicils to that will, but since the passing of that 
Act there must be an intention to destroy. Here 
there was no such intention; deceased did not 
intend to destroy the codicils which remained 
untouched, but, on the contrary, he expressed an 
anxiety that the interest of the persons benefited 
by the codicils should not suffer by his act. The 
ct. is bound to pronounce for the two codicils 
(Sin LL. JENNER IuST).---CLOGSTOUN v. WALCOTT 
(1848), 5 Notes of Cases, 6283; 11 L. T. O. S. 185 ; 
12 Jur. 422. 

Annotations :-- Dbtd, Black v. Jobling’ (1869), L.R. tp. & dD, 
685; Jn the Goods of Savage (1870), I. R. 2 BP. & DD. 78, 
1737. - --~ —,|——-A codicil is prund facie 

dependent on the will. Where a will & codicil to 

it have been in existence, & the will has been 
subsequently destroyed by testator, the burden 
of proof is on the party setting up the codicil, to 
show that it was the intention of testator that it 
should operate separately from the will; otherwise 
the presumption is that by the destruction of the 
will the codicil was) revoked.—GkIMWooD vt. 
COZENS (1860), 2 Sw. & Tr. 38645 5 Jur. N.S. 497; 
164 Te, R. 1087. 


zinnotations :---Apld. Jn the Goods of Greig. (1866), Ja. Re 
P & D. 72.) Dbtd. Black v. Jobling (1869), L. Re. ob bP. 
& D. 685. Consd. Re Sauvage (1870), Le RR. 2 P. &. DD. 














78. Refd. Falle +. Godfray (1888), 58 L. J.P. CG. 61. 

1738. ——.{|— ROGERS & ANDREWs) Uv. 
GOODENOUGH & RoGkns, No. 1980, post. 

1739. -—— -- ——.| —I3. having executed a codicil 


at the foot of his will cut off lis signature to the 
will. Upon proof that he thereby intended to 
revoke the codicil the ct. held that) the codicil 
was also revoked.—-ln the Goods of BLECKLEY 
(1883), 8 PP. D. 169; 521.3. P. 102; 475. P. 668 ; 
32 W. R. 171. 

a et :~-Distd. Gardiner v. Courthope (1886), 12 P. D. 


1740. - Loss of will.|—TAGART & LBAKE- 

WELL v. HOOPER, Harris & SQUIRE (18386), 1 

lurt. 289; 163 FE. 2. 98. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Clogstoun v. Walcot (1848), 11 TL. T. 
O. S. 185. Apld. In the Goods of Coulthard (1865), 11 
Jur. N. S. 184. Consd. Black v. Jobling (1869), L. R. 1 
P. & 2). 685. Refd. Peacock & Peake rv. Lowe (1867), 36 
L. J.P. & M. Ot. 

1741. ———.|--Where testator, two days 
before his death, declared he had a will in existence 

& made a codicil thereto, desiring that it should be 








legatecs. All five survived testator & 
his sister :---7/elds the effeet of the 
revocation was to augment the shares 
of the other legatees.—WATSON Vv. 
DONALDSON, [1915] 1 1. R. 63.—IR. 
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added to such will, & after his death no will could 

be found :—Held: as the paper, relating solel 

to mattcrs of account, was independent of the will, 
it was entitled to probate as the only substantive 
testamentary paper of deceased.—Jn the Goods of 

oo (1846), 4 Notes of Cases, 400; 9 Jur. 

Annotations :—Apld. In the Goods of Coulthard (1865), 11 
Jur. N. 8. 184. Dbtd. Black v. Jobling (1869), 38 L. J. 
P.& M.74; Inthe Goods of Savage (1870), L. R.2P.& D.- 
78. Refd. Clogstoun v. Walcot (1848), 11 L. T. O. 8. 185. 
1742. -|—Deceased duly executed a 

paper, commencing ‘‘ This is a codicil to any will 

& testament of me, A.B.’’ No will could be found, 

nor could evidence of any will having ever been 

executed be obtained :—Held: such paper must 
be admitted to probate.—Jn the Goods of CouL- 

THARD (1865), 11 Jur. N. S. 184. 

Annotation :-—Apld. In the Goods of Clements, [1892] P. 254. 
1743. ———~.|—Deceased duly executed a 

will, & subsequently a paper, which purported to 

be a codicil to his last will & testament. his 
codicil referred to a bequest not contained in the 
will, but in a deed of gift executed after the will & 
before the codicil. On the death of deceased the 
will was not forthcoming :—Held: as the codicil 
was not revoked by any of the modes indicated by 

Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26). it remained in full force & 

effect, é& was entitled to be admitted to proof..— 

BLACK v, JOBLING (1869), L. R. 1 P. & D. 685; 

38 1. J.P. & M. 74; 21 1. T. 298; 33 3. P. 727; 

17 W. It. 1108. 

Annotations » ~-Folld. In the Goods of Savage (1870), L. R. 
2P.& D. 78; Re Turner (1872), L. R21. & DD. 403; 
Gardiner v. Courthorpe (1886), 12 1. dD. 4. 
1744, --— -~—.!—At the death of testatrix 

the sole testamentary papers forthcoming were a 

duly executed codicil & two drafts of wills, as to 

the execution or revocation of which there was 
no evidence :—Held: though the codicil by its 
language was dependent on the will to which it 
belonged, & could not be construed without it, it 
ought to be admitted to probate, not having been 
revoked in any of the methods prescribed by Wills 

Act, 1837 (¢. 26).— GARDINER v. COURTHOPE (1886), 

12P. D. 1435 561. J.P. 55; 57 LT. 2803; 50 

J.P. 7913 35 W. RR. 352. 

«Annotation :—Apld. Beardsley x. Lacey (1897), 78 L. T. 25. 
1745. ~—Testator executed a codicil 

which was described as ‘ta codicil to my will 

executed some years ago,’ & after his death no 
trace of a will could be found :—/Teld : probate of 
the codicil might be granted.---Jn the Goods of 

CLEMENTS, [1802] P. 254; 61 7. J. PL. 1803 67 

L. TT. 356. 

1746. -—— Revocation of will.) —The ordinary 
presumption that a codicil to a will is revoked by 
the revocation of that will held not to be sufficiently 
rebutted by circumstances showing a different 
intention, & testatrix consequently pronounced 
to be dead intestate.-—MEDLYCOTT v. ASSHETON 
(1824), 2 Add. 229; 162 EK. R. 278. 

«{nnotations :—Apld. Qlogstoun 1. Walcot (1848), 11 Tl. T. 
O.S.185. Consd. Black v. Jobling (1869), L. R21. & DD. 
685. Refd. Tagart & Bakewell v. Hooper, Harris & 
Squire (1836), 1 Curt. 289. 

1747. B. duly executed a will on 
July 3, 1852, & on Oct. 16, 1857, a codicil, described 
as ‘‘ a codicil to my will of July 3, 1853,”’ by which 
codicil he left a legacy to N., & otherwise confirmed 
his will, B. handed the codicil to N., & it remained 
in her custody till B.'s death on Jan. 7, 1863. 
In Sept. 1860, deceased expressed his displeasure 
with certain legatees under the will, & in the pre- 
sence of N. took the will out of a box, cut off his 
own signature & those of the attesting witnesses, & 
replaced the mutilated paper in the box, where it 
was found at his death. At various times between 
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Sept. 1860, & his death, B. gave certain instruc- 
tions to his solrs. with respect to another will, but 
nothing was ever settled or completed. Three or 
four days before his death deceased executed a 
bond securing to N. a monthly payment of £4. 

On motion for administration with the codicil 
annexed, the ct. refused to make the grant on 
motion, at least without citing those interested 
in an intestacy, & intimated its opinion that there 
was nothing to rebut the presumption that the 
revocation of the will was a revocation of the 
codicil.—In the Goods of DuTTON (1863), 3 Sw. & 
Tr. 66; 32 1. J. P.M. & A. 137; 8 L. T. 609 ; 
27 J.P. 5215 11 W. RR. 1063; 164 EB. R. 1197. 

1748. -.—_—.!—-A testamentary paper pur- 
porting to be a codicil to a will, but being sub- 
stantially independent of it, is not necessarily 
revoked by the revocation of the will. 

‘Testator made a will in 1851, & a codicil thereto 
in 1854. He burned the will in 1861 with the 
intention of revoking it, but not with intention of 
revoking the codicil. The codicil was substantially 
independent of the will:—fHeld: the revocation 
of the will did not revoke the codicil.—/n the 
Goods of ELLICE (1863), 33 L. J. P. M. & A. 27; 
28 J. P. 248; 12 W. R. 355. 

1749. -I—Where a will & codicil have 
been in existence, & the will has been revoked, the 
ct. will not grant probate of the codicil unless it is 
satisfied that testator intended it to operate 
separately from the will. Testator by a testa- 
mentary paper, purporting to be a codicil to his 
last will & testament, bequeathed his balance at 
his bankers to the wife. No will could be found, 
although a will was proved to have been in 
existence, & in testator’s possession previous to 
the date of the codicil. The ct. was of opinion, 
looking at the provisions of the codicil, that 
testator intended it to be independent of the will, 
& therefore admitted it to probate until such time 
as the will should be found.—IJn the Goods of 
GREIG (1866), L. R. 1 P. & D. 72; 351.5. P. & M. 











1138; 13 1. T. 681; 14 W. R. 349. 
1750. - .|-—-A testamentary paper in 








the form of a codicil to a will is not revoked by 
the revocation of the will. It can only be revoked 
by one of the modes indicated by Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), s. 20.—In the Goods of SAVAGE (1870), 
I,R.2P.& D. 78; 301.0. P.& M.25; 22 0. T. 
375; 34 J.P. 3593; 17 W. R. 766. 

A notation :—Consd. Jn the Goods of Turner (1872), 27 L. T. 


0) at oe 





1751. -—— .|—-Deceased executed a will & 
codicil. In the latter she referred in several 
paragraphs to the dispositions contained in her will, 
& more particularly she bequeathed a certain 
legacy to be held under conditions stated in her 
will. She subsequently destroyed the will by 
burning it, but preserved the codicil :--Held : as 
the codicil was not revoked by any of the methods 
prescribed by Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), it must be 
admitted to probate.—J/n the Goods of TURNER 
(1872), L. R. 2 P. & D. 4038; 27 L. T. 3822; 36 
J.P. 808; 21 W. R. 3s. 

Annotations :-—Folld. Gardiner tv. Courthope (1886), 12 P. D. 

14. Apld. Eyre v. Eyre, (1903) P. 13t. 

1752. ——-—.|-—A will & three codicils of 
testator had been proved. The will contained a 
gift of £2,500 each to the York & Leeds Hospitals, 
the second codicil reciting the gifts in the will 
added £1,500 to each of these gifts, the third 
codicil purported to revoke the last will, except 
a gift therein of £1,000 to St. Catherine’s College, 
which it purported to confirm. The will con- 
tained no such gift. By the third codicil the 
testator gave £25 to W., describing him as curate 
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I -Revoeation: Sub-sect. 5, D3 aub-sect. 8.| 
of Holy Trinity Church. W. had never been 
curate of Trinity Church :—Held: the will which 
had been admitted to probate was revoked by the 
third codicil, although inaccurately referred to, 
the intervening codicils were not revoked, St. 
Catherine’s College was entitled to the legacy of 
£1,000, which the testator purported to confirm 
by the third codicil. W. was entitled to the legacy 
of £25, although wrongly described, & neither the 
instructions for the rill! nor any evidence of in- 
tention could be adduced to show that he was not 
the person for whom the legacy was intended.— 
JARRER v. ST, CATHARINE’S COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE 
(1873), L. R. 16 Kq. 19; 42 TL. J. Ch. 809; 28 
L. T. 800; 21 W. R. 643. 

innotations :—Consd. Burton ». Newbery (1875), 1 Ch. D. 

234. Refd. Green v. Tribe (1878), 9 Ch. D. 231; Follett 

v. Pettman (1883), 23 Ch. D. 337; Re Yatee, Singloton v. 

Povah (1922), 128 L.'!. 619. Mentd. Re Turnbull, Skipper 

v. Wade, [1905) 1 Ch. 726. 

1753. -.|—Testator in 1891 executed a 
will in duplicate & retained both parts in his 
possession at the time, but, in the following year, 
he sent one part to deft., who, some time in 1893, 
tore it up by accident along with some other papers, 
but, finding he had done so, caused the pieces to 
be pasted together. 

No testamentary papers were found in testator’s 
repositories, but soon after his death, which 
occurred in July, 1895, a friend of testator pro- 
duced to his solrs. holograph copies of the will & 
of a document which purported to have been 
executed as a codicil to the will & to bear date 
1892, & also an original holograph document duly 
exccuted & bearing date Aug. 22, 1892, & described 
as ‘‘a second codicil to my will.’’? The Jast docu- 
ment gave a legacy of £800 among the children of 
the friend to whom testator had sent it & in whose 
custody it had remained :—Held: the will & first 
codicil had been revoked, & the second codicil 
alone was entitled to probate.—PAIGE v. BRooKs 
(1896), 75 1. VT. 465. 

1754. Codicil partly revoking will— Effect on 
intermediate codicil.|—By her will testatrix gave 
legacies of £200 each to the seven children of J., 
& also of her interests. By her first codicil she 
revoked the legacies of £200 to the children of J., 
& all other legacies given by the will, & in lieu gave 
legacies of £200 each to S. & four other children of 
J. by name. By her second codicil she cancelled 
all legacies left in her will to J.’s children, & by a 
third she revoked the legacy of £200 by a previous 
codicil to her will given to 8. :—Held: the legacies 
of £200 each, given to the other four children by 
the first codicil, were not revoked.—BUNNY v. 
Bunny (1840), 3 Beav. 109; 9 L. J. Ch. 835; 4 
Jur. 716; 49 E. R. 42. 
Annotation :—Apld. Farrer wv. St. 

Cambridge (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 19, 

1755. —~—.|—Testator bequeathed a 
year’s wages & £150 to his servant, J. By a 
codicil, he revoked those bequests, & gave J. an 
annuity in lieu of them. By a subsequent codicil 
he revoked every gift in his will bequeathed to J., 
his late butler, both the one year’s wages & the 
further pecuniary legacy of £150 :—-Held: the 
annuity given by the prior codicil was not revoked. 
-~PRATT v. PRATT (1844), 14 Sim. 129; 3 L. T. O. 
S. 466; & Jur. 507; 60 EK. R. 306. 

Annotation :— Apld. Farrer v. St. Catharine's 

Cainbridge (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 19. 

1756. —_-- ——.]-~In the Goods of DreNpyY 
(1851), 18 L. T. O. 8.177; 15 Jur. 1042. 

1757. -~-~—.|—Testator appointed A., B., 
C, his exors, & trustees, & devised & bequeathed 





Catharine’s College, 





College, 
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to them his real & personal estate in trust. By a 
codicil, he desired that A., named in his will as 
‘‘ exor.’”? be no longer such, & he nominated D. 
to succeed him, but he made no alteration in the 
devise :--Held: <A. still remained a trustee of 
the will. 

Testator appointed A., B., & C. to be trustees & 
executors. He revoked the appointment of C. as 
exor. & trustee by his first codicil. By a second 
codicil he revoked the appointment of B. & C. 
as exors., but ratified his will except as altered 
thereby :— Held: the first codicil was not revoked, 
& C. was not a trustee.—CARTWRIGHT v. SHEP- 
HEARD (1853), 17 Beav. 301; 51 HE. R. 1049. 

1758. —-~.]—Testator by his will gave 
real estate, with various limitations, & also stock, 
to his wife for life or widowhood, & after her death 
to the person who should be entitled to his 
residuary real estate, either as tenant for life, or 
in tail male. 

By his first codicil he gave his residuary estate 
to his widow. By the fourth codicil he revoked 
the dispositions made of his real & personal estate 
& instead he gave his real & personal estate to his 
daughter; remainder as to the same to his 
grandson & his heirs in strict entail, as in his will 
directed, but he was not to take possession till he 
should attain thirty-one, & on failure of issue of his 
grandson, he ordered that his estate & effects 
should go & descend as by his will directed :— - 
Held: the gift of the residuary property by the 
first. codicil was not revoked by the fourth codicil ; 
the funded property did not fall into the residue, 
but was given for life to the daughter, remainder 
in strict settlement to the grandson for life, 
remainder to his eldest son.—PATCH v. GRAVES 
(1855), 3 Drew. 317; 617 Ie. R. O85. 
2a = .]--The words in the last 
codicil, ‘‘ IT give & bequeath all the residue of my 
real & personal estate whatsoever & whceresoever 
undisposed of by my will & this codicil ;’? revoked 
an intermediate codicil.—-7n the Goods of TASTINGS 
(1872), 26 L. T. 715; 36 J. P. 614; 20 W. R. 
616. 

1760. ----- ——.]—Testator by will gave 
legacies to three of his daughters, & devised & 
bequeathed his residuary real & personal estate 
upon trusts for his wife & children. By a first 
codicil in 1878 he revoked one of the legacies in 
his will & increased another, & concluding ‘“ in 
all other respects I contirm my will.”’ By a 
second codicil after reciting that he was desirous 
of altering the residuary devise contained in his 
will, he made a specific devise, & in all other 
respects confirmed his will. He afterwards made 
a third codicil, by which, after referring to his 
will by date & reciting a promise to that effect, 
he directed his trustees to grant an underlease of 
a house to his daughter-in-law, & gave his wife 
a pecuniary legacy in addition to the benefit she 
derived under his said will, & concluded ‘in all 
other respects I confirm my will except as altered 
by a certain codicil made thereto in 1878, whereby 
I revoked a legacy to my daughter M.” :—Held : 
the words of confirmation in the first & third 
codicils were to be read as meaning that testator 
did not intend to alter his gencral testamentary 
dispositions further than in the specific way men- 
tioned in those codicils ; & the devise in the second 
codicil being clear, no intention to revoke it had 
been shown with sufficient clearness to enable the 
ct. to reject that devise.—FOoLLETT v. PETTMAN 
(1883), 23 Ch. D. 337; 52 L. J. Ch. 521; 48 L. T. 
865; 31 W. R. 779. 

1761. ——-.|—-CHICHESTER iv. 
FAGES, No. 1637, ante, 








QUATRE- 


Part X.—REvocaTION, REVIVAL, AND REPUBLICATION. 


SUB-8ECT, 6.—By INSTRUMENT OTHER THAN 
WILL OR CODICIL. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 20. 

1762. Deed.J—LincoNn (EARL) v. Ronn (1608), 
Show, Par]. Cas. 154 3 ] E. R. 105, H. yu. ; 
affg. 8. C. aub nom. LINCOLN’S (EARL) CASE (1695), 
Freem. Ch. 202 ; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 411. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Ratcliffe’s Case (1719), 1 Stra. 267; 
tecri trea v. Fauconberge (1729), Fitz G. 207; Abney 
v. Miller (1743), 2 Atk. 593; Hick v. Mors (1754), Keny. 
Ch. 117; Hardcastle (1754), Amb. 224. 

td. Roo d. Noden v. Griffits (17866), 4 Burr. 1952. 

ned. Doe d. Gibbons v. Pott (1781), 2 Doug. K. B. 710. 
pld. Cave v. Holford (1798), 3 Ves. 650; Doe d. Dilnot 

v. Dilnot (1807), 2 Bos. & P.N. Tt. 401. Refd. Clavering 

v. Clavering (1704), 2 Vern. 473; Banks v. Sutton (1732), 

2 P. Wms. 700; Parsons v. Lanoe (1748), Amb. 557; 

Parsons v. Freeman (1751), Amb, 116; Jackson 1. 

Hurlock (1764), Amb. 487; Christopher v. Christopher 

(1771), 2 Dick. 446; Evans v. Saunders, Evans v. Kvans 

1855), 25 L. T. O. S. 37; Grant. v. Bridges (1866), L. hk. 

3 Kq. 347. 

1768. ——— .]—-Any deed showing an intent to 
make a different disposition is a revocation of a 
will.— dick v. Mors (1754), Keny. Ch. 117; Amb. 
215; 06 E. R. 1829, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Consd. A.-G. v. Vigor (1803), 8 Ves. 256. 
Refd. Harmood v. Oglander (1801), 6 Ves. 199; der pn. 
Iichester (1803), 7 Ves. 348; Simpson », Walker (1831), 
6 Sim. 1]; Andrew v. Andrew (1855), 35m. & G. 130. 


1764, ——.}—-A deed executed under circum- 
stances which render it void in equity, & not at law, 
is a revocation of a prior will.——SiMPSON v. WALKER 
(1831), 5 Sim. 1 ; 58 E.R. 238. 

1765. ——.J— Fonrp v. Dr Pontrks, Dir PONTES 
v. KENDALL, No. 1516, ante. 

1766. .|—The intention of the framers of the 
Wills Act was that a will should only be revoked by 
a will, & not by a deed.--PaATcH v7. SHORE (1862), 
2 Drew. & Sm. 589; 1 New Rep. 157; 32 Ts. J. Ch. 
185; 77%. 7.554; 9Jur. N.S. 63; 11 W. R. 142; 
G2 EK. R. 748. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Ruding’s Settimt. (1872), L. R. 14 
iq. 266. 
1767. —— .J——-By his will dated Sept. 28, 1900, 

testator gave & bequeathed all his houschold 

plate, furniture, linen, china, pictures, books & 
other household effects which should at his death 
be in or about his mansion house to trustees in 
trust to permit his wife to have the use & benefit 
thereof during widowhood & afterwards in trust 
‘‘to permit the same to be held & enjoyed as 
heirlooms by the person or persons for the time 
being entitled to the... mansion house under 
the limitations herein declared & contained, or as 
nearly as the rules of law & cquity will permit, 
but so that the heirlooms shall not vest absolutely 
in any person hereby made tenant in tail by 
purchase of the . . . mansion house unless he or 
she shall attain the age of twenty-one years.”’ 
Testator then devised his estate & mansion house 
in strict settlement. In 1910, testator executed 
two voluntary deeds, as a result of which the 
estate & mansion house were settled to uses 
differing somewhat from those of the devise in the 
will, which was thereby rendered inoperative :— 

Held: the trusts of the chattels contained in 

testator’s will were not affected or rendered in- 

operative by the dispositions by voluntary deed 


Sparrow v. 
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of the real estate.-—Re WHITBURN, WHITBURN 1. 
CHRISTIE, [1928] 1 Ch. 3382; 92 L. J. Ch. 362 ; 129 
L. T. 449; 39 T. L. R. 170; 67 Sol. Jo. 276, 

1768. Indorsement on envelope containing will.] 
—GRANTLEY v. GARTHWAITE (1826), 2 Russ. 90 ; 
38 E.R. 270, L. C. 

1769. ~-—.]—The fact that a will is found with 
a codicil in an envelope indorsed as containing the 
codicil only will not raise any presumption that the 
will was not meant to take effect.—In the Goods of 
BELLAMY (1866), 14 W. I. 501. 

1770. Undated pencil writing.|—A will of 1822, 
revoked by a pencil writing without date. Probate 
of the former, at first, refused, but afterwards, on 
circumstances affording a presumption that the 
pencil writing was made after 1838, granted.— 
In the Goods of FARINGTON (1841), 1 Notes of Cases, 
Zot. 

1771. Instrument solely revocatory—Whether 
entitled to probate.|—A codicil, not containing 
any disposition of property but simply revoking all 
former wills, is of a testamentary character, &, 
if proved, is entitled to probate.—BRENCHLEY 1. 
Sri_ut (1850), 2 Rob. Kecl. 162; 163 E. R. 1277; 
sub nom. BRENCHLEY v. LYNN, 16 Jur. 2263 pre- 
vious proceedings (1849), 13 Jur. 1035. 

Annotation :—Distd. In the Goods of Hicks (1869), lL. TR. 1 

Pr. & DD. 683. 

1772. - ——--,]--A testamentary paper con- 
taining a clause of revocation of any testamentary 
papers is entitled to probate, although it does not 
purport to dispose of any property, & there is 
no evidence of the existence of any previous testa- 
mentary papers.-—In the Goods of LLUBBARD (1865), 
LR.IP.& D.53; 385 L. J.P. & M. 27. 

Annotation :—Refd. In the Goods of Hicks (1869), lL. R. 1 

PrP, & D. 683. 


1773. —— -——.|—An instrument which dis- 
poses of no property. but simply declares an inten- 
tion to revoke a previous will, is not. a will or codicil, 
& is therefore not entitled to probate.—IJn the Goods 
of FRASER (1869), L. R. 2 P. & D. 40; 38 LL. J. 
P.&M. 20; 211. T. 680; 3173. P. 264; 18 W.R. 
263. 

1774. Words of cancellation on will.)—Jn the 
Goods of FAREY (1851), 18 L. T. O. S.177; 15 Jur. 
1114. 

1775. Memorandum on will.|——-Deceased at the 
foot of his will wrote the following words: ‘ This 
my last will & testament is hereby cancelled, & 
as yet [have made no other.” Ife signed his name 
to this memorandum in the presence of two 
witnesses, who attested the execution. The ct. 
ordered administration to issue with the memo- 
randum annexed.-—In the Goods of Hicks (1869), 
LR. 1 P. & D. 683; 3881. J. P. & M. 655 21 
L. T. 300; 33 J. BP. T11. 


Annotation :—Distd. In the Goods of Fraser (1869), L. FR. 
2P.& 7D. 40. 


1776. Letter.]——-Testator, in a letter addressed to 
his brother, which was signed by him in the 
presence of two witnesses, directed his brother to 
obtain his will & burn it without reading it :— 
Held: the letter was a writing duly executed 
declaring an intention to revoke the will, & 





PART xX, SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 6. 

17621. Deed,}—Testator devised 200 
acres to one of his sons, a minor, & the 
remainder (100 acres) to testator’s wife. 
The husband & wife afterwards agreed 
to live apart; that her 100 acres should 
be given to her at once; & that, in 
consideration of this, she should release 
her dower in the rest of his land. To 
effect this object, both joined in «a 
deed of the 300 acres to a trustce; the 
trustee conveyed to the wife her 100 
acres, & declared that he held the rest 
in trust to convey as the grantor should 


appoint :—Held: the decd operated as 
a revocation of the will in equity, as 
well aa at law.—LOUGHEAD v. KNOTT, 
15 Gr. 34.—CAN. 

1762 ii. ———.}—Dor dd. MARSH v. 
ScaRBoROUGH, 5 U. C. R. 499.-—CAN. 


1762 ili. ———.}+—-FITZGERALD tv. STIR- 
e> 61. Ch. R. 198; 9Ir. Jur. 382.— 








1762 iv. .]—POWER v. POWER, 9 
I. Ch. R. 178.-—IR. 

1762 v. .)}—LANGFORD (LORD) v° 
LIrrue (1845), 2 Jo. & Lat. 613,—IR. 








1762 vi. ——-.J—- BERTRAM'S = TRUs- 
TEES v. MATITESON’S TRUSTEE (1888), 
15 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 572; 25 Se. L. R 
385,.—SCOT. 


1776 i. Letter.]|—Re TKALE (1923), 54 
O. L. RK. 130.—CAN, 


1776 ii. .}—~Testatrix in a letter 
addressed to her daughter, which was 
signed by her in the presonce of two 
witnesses, directed her will to be 
destroyed :-—/feld: the letter was a 
writing declaring an intention to revoke 
the will, though, not being of a 
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Sect. 1.— Revocation: Sub-sects.6 & 7, A. (a) & (b).] 


administration with the letter only annexed was 
granted to the next of kin of deceased.—IJn the 
Goods of DURANCE (1872), L. R. 2P.& 1.406; 41 
LJ.P. & M. 60; 261. T. 983; 36 J. P. 615; 
20 W. R. 759. 

1777. Settlement.]|—By a settlement certain real 
estate was conveyed to trustees, upon trust to sell, 
& to pay the proceeds of sale to such persons as A. 
should by deed or will appoint. By a seccond deed 
of settlement A. appointed that the trustees of the 
first settlement should stand possessed of the sale 
moneys in trust for such persons as she should by 
will appoint. By her will, made previous to the 
second settlement, A., ‘‘in pursuance of” the 
power contained in the first settlement, appointed 
the property comprised therein, describing it as 
real estate, to her three sons. Semble, the will was 
revoked by the second settlement.—TIHOMPSON v. 
SIMPSON (1881), 50 L. J. Ch. 461; 44 L. T. 710. 

1778. Erasure of words.}—Testator had oblite- 
rated the whole of a codicil, including his signature, 
by thick black marks, & at the foot of it had 
written the words, signed by himself & attested by 
two witnesses, ‘‘ We are witnesses of the erasure of 
the above ”’ :—Held: the codicil was revoked, for 
the words above-mentioned were ‘a’ writing 
declaring an intention to revoke ’”’ it within Wills 
Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 20.-—ln the Goods of GOSLING 
(1886), 11 P.D. 79; 551. J. P2273; 505. P. 268 ; 
34 .W.R. 492; 2T.. R. 476. 

1779. Declaration of intention to revoke.!--- 
Where testatrix duly executed, In accordance with 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 20, a paper writing 
declaring her intention to revoke her existing will, 
the ct., in pronouncing for the revocation, directed 
a grant of administration to issue, as upon an 
intestacy. with a note thereon that the grant was 
so made in consequence of the execution of the said 
paper writing, but without annexing the said paper 
writing to the grant.—TooMER v. SOBINSKA, 
[1907] P. 106; 761. J. P2193; 96 L. T. 475. 

1780. Interpretation of clause of revocation.| 
In considering the operation & effect of a revoking 
clause, I must be guided by the same principles as 
apply to the interpretation of a devise or bequest 
(Dr. LUSHINGTON).—THOMSON & BAXTER v. 
IIEMPENSTALL (18419), 1 Rob. Eeel. 783; 7 Notes 
of Cases, 14]; 13 ]L. T. O. S. 449; 183 Jur. 814; 
163 BK. R. 1213. 

1781. Instrument must be executed as will.|— 
A will imade by a Woman, previous to her sccond 
coverture, under a power contained in a settlement 
executed in contemplation of her first marriage, 
or during her first: coverture, may be revoked by 
another will or codicil, or by some writing declaring 
an intention to revoke, & executed like a will.— 
DAWKSLEY v. Barrow (1866), L. R.1 P.& D. 147; 
35 L. J.P. & M. 67; 14 L. 1. 672; 14 W. RR. 822. 





SUB-SECT. 7,—BY DESTRUCTION, 
A. What Amounts to Destruction. 
(a) In General. 


1782. Mutilation.|—(1) A mutilation of a will 
held to amount to a cancellation. (2) That 
cancellation not to revive a prior will of nearly 


mentary character, it was not admitted 
to probate ; but liberty was given toa — . 
next-of-kin to apply for a grant, as in Sess.) 538; 35 
the case of intestacy.—In the Goods of 
EHYRE#, (1905) 2 I. R. 540.—IR. 

o. Instrument executed as will.j— 
WHITE v. WHITE (1908), 28 N. Z. lL. R. 
129.—N.Z. 


p. Lond.|—JOUNSTONE'S TRUSTEES 
JOHNSTONE (1896), 23 R. (Ct. of 
; gC: Liv Re 3923 °°3 
s. L. T. 292.—SCOT. 


PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 7.— : 
A. (a) Act: & a memorandum at the foot of 


q. Cancellation—Signatures cancelled 


WILLS. 


similar import.—Moore v. Moore & METCALF 
(1817), 1 Phillim. 406; 161 E. R. 1026. 


Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. Usticke v. Bawden (1824), 2 
Add, 116; Cutto v. Gilbert (1854), 9 Moo. P. C. C. 181. 
Tt is not quite correct as stated in the marginal note, that 
tho two wills were nearly of siinilar import. In the one 
case the property was given to the two sons; & by the 
second will, to one son only (per Cor.). 


1783. “‘ Otherwise destroying.’’|—STEPHENS v. 
'TAPRELL, No. 1784, post. 

1784. Actual destruction.]—Cancellation of a 
will is not a revocation thereof, under the words 
‘otherwise destroying ”’ the same, in Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 26), 8. 20 

It appears to me quite impossible to put such a 
construction upon the Act as to say, that cancel- 
ling a will, by striking it through with a pen, is a 
destruction of the will. When the legislature, 
after mentioning ‘‘ burning ”’ a will, & ‘‘ tearing ”’ 
a will, speak of ‘ otherwise destroying ”’ a will, 
they must: be understood as intending some mode 
of destruction ejusdem generis, not an act which 
is not a destroying in the primary meaning of the 
word, though it may have the sense metaphorically, 
as being a destruction of the contents of the will ; 
it never could have been their intention that the 
cancelling of a will should be a mode of destroying 
it (Sin H. JENNER).—STEPHENS v. TAPRELL (1840), 
2 Curt. 458; 163 1, BR. 473. 
winnotation :—Folld. Re Warris, Cheese v. Lovejoy (1877), 

46L. J. bP. 66. 

1785. -- -..,;—A will is not revoked by mere 
abandonment; to operate a revocation, there 
must be some unequivocal act of cancellation or 
obliteration by the testator himself or by some 
person in his presenee & by his direction.-— 
ANDREW v. MoTLiey (1862), 12 CC. B. N.S. 514; 
142 H.R. 12435 subsequent proceedings, 12 CC. B. 
N.S. 526. 

1786. —- --.|—Testator drew his pen through the 
lines of various parts of his will, wrote on the back 
of it, “ This is revoked.’ & threw it among a heap 
of waste papers in his sitting room. <A servant 
took it up & put it on a table in the kitchen. It 
remained lying about in the kitchen till testator’s 
death seven or eight vears afterwards, & was then 
found uninjured: -Held: the will was not 
revoked, the words ‘* or otherwise destroying ”? in 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. 20, not being satisfied, 
as, Whatever testator intended, the will lad not 
been actually injured. 

It is quite clear that a symbolical burning will 
not do, a symbolical tearing will not do, nor will a 
symbolical destruction. There must be the act 
as well as the intention (JAMES, JL..J.).--CHEESE v. 
LOVEJOY (1877), 2 PP. D. 251; 3877. T. 2953 25 
W. RR. 8533) sub nom. Re HARRIS, CHEESE 2, 
LoviEsoy, 46 L. J.P. 66. C. A. 

1787. Burning.|—-STeEPHENS v. No. 
1784, ante. 

1788. ---—.] ~—Forp v. DE PoNTEsS, DE PONTES 
v. KENDALL, No. 1LOLG, ante. 

1789. —- — Attempted burning.|—Under Stat. 
Frauds, s. 6, a will of freehold is not legally revoked, 
if testator, intending to destroy it, throws it on the 
fire, & another person snatches it off, a corner of 
the envelope only being burnt; & such person 
afterwards, being urged by testator to give up the 
will, promises to burn it, & pretends to have done 
so.— Dor d. REED v. Harris (1837), 6 Ad. & El. 


TAPRELL, 


but not obliterated.) -—- The cancella- 
tion by testator of his own name & 
those of the witnesses to a testa- 
mentary writing, without obliterating 
them; is not such a destruction of the 
instrument as is required by Wills 


the instrument, signed by witnesses 
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209; 1 Nev. & P. K. B. 405; Will. Woll. & Dav. 
106; 6L. J. K. B. 84; 112 BE. R. 79; sub nom. 
DoE d. READ v. Harris, 1 Jur. 134. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Hobbs v. Knight (1838), 1 Curt. 768. 
Apld. Andrew v, Motley (1862), 12 C. B. N. 8. 514; Cheese 
vw. Lovejoy (1877), 2 P. D. 251. Refd. Clarke v. SCHpps 
(1852), 2 Rob. Keel. 563; Price v. Powell (1858), 3 H. & N. 
341; In the Goods of Harris (1864), 4 New Rep. 485; 
The Glenlivet, [1893] P. 1614. 


1790. ~~ ~——,|—-Testator, intending to de- 
stroy his will, threw it on the fire; but a devisee 
under the will snatched it off, & took it away, a 
corner of the envelope only being burnt. Testator 
was displeased at her having taken it, & she, being 
urged by him to give it back, promised to burn it, 
& pretended to do so in his presence, but did not. 
Testator afterwards told another person that the 
devisee had thrown the will on the fire; but, on 
that party expressing a doubt, testator said that he 
did not care, & that, if he was alive & well, he would 
make another. IJfe took no further step either to 
destroy the old will, or to make a new one. A jury 
having found that testator had revoked the will 
by burning :--Held: in a case of copyhold, to 
which Stat. Frauds does not extend, & before Wills 
Act, 1837 (c. 26), the will was revoked by the 
attempt to burn, & was not revived after such 
revocation.—Dor d. REED v. HaARkiIs (18388), 8 
Ad. & Fl. 1; 2 Nev. & P. K.3B.615; Will. Woll. & 
Dav. 684; 7L. J. Q. B. 763; 112 1. R. 737. 
Annotation :—Refd. Cheese v. Lovejoy (1877), 2 P. D. 251. 

1791. -- — Symbolical burning insufficient.|— 
CHikise v. Loviesoy, No. 1786, ante. 

1792. Tearing.J—SrerHeNns v. TAPRELL, No. 
1783, ante. 

1793. —- - Not necessarily into more than one 
piece.) —A.. having previously expressed his inten- 
tion to make a new will, & leave all his property 
to the principal legatee in the existing will, sent for 
the will & tore it almost in two, but was stopped by 
the exclamations of persons in the room as to the 
danger of destroying the existing will before 
making another. A. let the will fall on the 
ground, but ina few minutes picked it up & refused 
to burn it; it was replaced in his drawers upstairs, 
& a few days afterwards, being about to sail for 
India, he burnt certain papers, but not the will, to 
which his attention was at that time drawn; he 
afterwards showed a paper, which he called his 
will, to the principal legatee. Tle sailed for India, 
still expressing his intention of making a new will; 
after his death the torn will was found in the house 
in Wales in which he had been staying :-~-Held : in 
order to revoke a will by tearing it is not necessary 
to rend the will into more pieces than it originally 
consisted of ; but it is sufficient, if testator intended 
the tearing actually done of itself to work a revoca- 
tion, without any further act; there being satis- 
factory evidence that the paper had been duly 
executed, & no evidence to prove that, by partial 
tearing, testator had carried into effect the original 
intention he had had to revoke the instrument, it 
was entitled to probate.-—ELMs v. IaLMs (1858), J 
Sw. & Tr. 155; 27L. J.P. &M. 96; 311L. T.0.S. 
332; 4 Jur. N.S. 765; 6 W. RR. 861; 164 E.R. 
O72. 
annotation :—Refd. Jee Cowling, Jinkin v. Cowling, [1924] 








but not by testator, stating that it has 
been revoked by testator in their 


revoked by destruction by the direction 
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1794. ---— Symbolical tearing insufficient.|— 
CHEESE v. LOVEJOY, No. 1786, ante. 

1795. Cancellation.|—-STEPHENS v. 'TAPRELL, 


No. 1784, ante. 

1796. —. — Word ‘‘ cancelled ’’ written over 
Signature & initialled---Memorandum of revocation 
at end of will.|—After testator’s death a duly 
executed will was found, but testator had written 
the word ‘ cancelled’”’ & his initials across his 
signature, & at the end he had written a memo- 
randum, in which he said, ‘‘ I hereby revoke this 
will, & it is altogether cancelled,” & ‘‘ I intend to 
make another will, whereupon I will destroy this.” 
The ct. granted probate to the exor., as the will 
had not been revoked in any of the modes pre- 
scribed in Wills Act, 18387 (c. 26), s. 20.—In the 
Goods of BREWSTER (1859), Sea. & Sm. 108; 29 
L.J. P.M. & A. 69; 24 5.2.87; 6 Jur. N.S. 56. 

1797. Defacement.] — LuRTENSHAW vv. GIL- 
BERT, No. 1919, post. 


(6) Partial Destruction. 


1798. Whether amounting to revocation of whole 
or part—-Partial destruction of duplicate-—Other 
duplicate preserved.|—-Testatrix having without 
destroying the seal or signature, partially mutilated 
a duplicate will, but retained in her own possession 
& carefully preserved entire the other duplicate, 
such mutilation is neither a total nor partial 
revocation.—ROBERTS v. RouND (1830), 3 Ilag. 
Kee. 548 3 162 H.R. 1258. 

1799. Part of will cut off.|—~Part of a draft 
will, executed by way of precaution cut away, 
without evidence as to date when done held to be a 
revocation pro tunto, whether done before or after 
the Act, for, under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 20, 
a willamay be revoked in part, as well asin the whole, 
by burning, tearing, or otherwise destroying, 
with intention to revoke. 

There can be no doubt that testator intended to 
revoke the part removed, & that it was his own act ; 
the paper is, therefore, revoked pro tanto, & good 
for the other parts (Str TH. JENNER).-—J7 the Goods 
of LAMBERY (1811), 1 Notes of Cases, 131. 


Annotations: Consd. Clarke v. Scripps (1852), 2 Rob. Kecl. 
563. Refd. Swinton v. Bailey (1876), 1 Ex. D. 110. 


1800. --- .}-_Where testator had cut out 
parts of his will, after execution :—Held: that it 
was a revocation pro ltanto.—Jn the Goods of COOK 
(1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 390. 
stnnotation :- Apld. 7n the Goods of Ecles (1862), 11 W. RR. 31. 

1801. --- - ~~ —.:—On the death of deceased a 
will was found in an iron chest, In which deceased 
kept important papers. It had been written on 
the first sides of seven shects of brief-paper, & had 
been signed by deceased & witnesses on each sheet 
& at the end. The first seven or eight lines had 
been cut & torn off, but in other respects the will 
was complete :—Held: from the mere cutting or 
tearing off the beginning of the will without other 
circumstances, it could not be inferred that 
deceased intended to revoke the whole will, & it 
must be admitted to probate in its incomplete 
state.—In the Goods of WOODWARD (1871), L. R. 
2P.& D. 206; 40L. J.P. & M. 17; 24 1. T. 40; 
35 J. P. 216; 19 W. R. 448. 

Annotation :—~Refd. Leonard v. Leonard, [1902] P. 243. 

















presence, will not operate as a revoca- 
tion.—IJIn the Will of BARRETT (1876), 
2V.L. R. 98.—AUS. 

r. Attestation clause & all 
signatures scribbled over.J—Re WHitt- 
HWAD'’S WILL (1882), 3 N.S. W. 1. RR. 
(Kq.) 21.-~AUS. 

t. Effect of absence of testator.) — 
Under 32 Vict. c. 8, a will is not 





of testator, unless the destruction take 
place in his presence.—Re Toney, 6 
P. RK. 272.—CAN. 

a. EFrasure of signature when in- 
sane.J—Testatrix having duly made a 
will becamo insane, & while in that 
condition crased her signature to it :— 
Held: the will should be admitted to 
probate ate ODENDAAL, 16 8. C. 271. 


—_— 





PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 7.— 
A. (b). 


b. Whether anounting to revocation 
of whole or part—Tearing off seal— 
Although will not expressed to be under 
seal.J—Re DRURY’S WILL, 22 N. B. R. 
318.—CAN. 





CG. -+—A testament exo- 
cuted by a Scotsman, who had long 
resided in India, & to which a seal had 
been attached, but which had been cut 
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Sect, 1.—Revocation : Sub-sect. 7, A. (b) & (c).] 


1802. Destruction of codicil—-Parts of will 
not revoked by codicil.|—-STRIDE v. SANDFORD, No. 
1988, post. 

1803. —-— Seal torn off.|—A will dated in 1795, 
testator dying in 1807, now brought to the ct. for 
the first time, had a piece torn from the top of each 
sheet. The clause of attestation mentioned 
sealing, but no seal appeared. The ct. suspecting 
the seal to have been torn off, declined granting 
pe on motion.—In the Goods of REED (1854), 

Kec. & Ad. 202; 24 L. T. O. S. 224; 164 BK. BR. 388. 

1804, —---- —---.]—-A person having made his 
will, executed under seal & published & attested 
as a sealed instrument, afterwards, for the purpose 
of revoking it, tore off the seal & with it part of a 
word :—Held: the act of tearing off the seal was 
sufficient within Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5s. 20, 
& the will was thereby revoked.—PRICE v. POWELL 
(1858), 3 H. & N. 3413; sub nom. PricE v. PRICE, 
27 L. J. Ex. 409; 311.7. O. 8. 204; 6 W. R. 597. 


Annotations :—Folld. Williams v. Tyley (1858), John. 530. 
Consd. In the Goods of Harris (1864), 3 Sw. & Tr. 485. 
Refd. Andrew v. Motley (1862), 12 C. B. N. 8. 526. 


1805. —--— Signature cut off one sheet—Cir- 
cumstances showing intention not to,revoke whole 
will.|—Where a will in the custody of testator is 
found after his death mutilated, the presumption, 
in the absence of evidence, is that it was mutilated 
by him after its execution, & if there be a codicil 
after the execution of the codicil. 

Testatrix wrote her will upon the four pages of a 
sheet of paper, & upon the first page of another 
sheet, & in the presence of the attesting witnesses 
signed it at the bottom of that page, & also at the 
top of the next page, & underneath the latter 
signature the attesting witnesses signed their names. 
She afterwards wrote & duly executed a codicil on 
the second page referring to the will. After her 
death both sheets of paper were found in a box, 
inclosed in separate envelopes ; but the top of the 
second sheet, & with it the signature of de- 
ceased, was cut off, the signatures of the attesting 
witnesses remaining. There was no proof that any 
writing besides testatrix’s signature had been cut 
off, though this appeared probable from the fact 
that the conclusion of the first sheet referred to a 
certain disposition of property as following, which 
was wanting in the second sheet :—Held: (1) in 
the absence of evidence it) must be presumed that 
deceased rnutilated the will after the execution 
of the codicil; (2) when the codicil was exe- 
cuted, the will & codicil formed but one testament ; 
(3) the manner in which the will was cut, the 
preservation of both sheets, & other circumstances 
showed that testatrix intended not to revoke the 
will altogether, but only such part as was cut off; 
& therefore, the remaining part of the will & 
the codicil were entitled to probate.—CHRISTMAS 
& CHRISTMAS v. WHINYATES (1863), 35Sw. & Tr. 81 ; 
1 New Rep. 336; 32 L. J.P. M. & A. 73; 7L. 7. 
801; 27 J. P. 327; 9 Jur. N.S. 283; 11 W. 1. 
371; 164 E. R. 1208. 

1806. Destruction of document referred to 
in will.|—Testator, who died in May, 1886, by his 
will, dated in Dee. 1871, disposed of all his pro- 
perty in favour of his children, & declared that 
whereas he had advanced, or might advance, for 
the benefit of his children, certain sums towards 








off, was revoked, although he was 
domiciled in Scotland, & the deed was 
holograph, of, & subscribed by him.- -- 
NASMYTH @ TLARE'S TRUSTEES (1821), 
1 Sh. Se. App. 65.—SCOT. 

d. Destruction of dispusitive  por- 
tion.}—In 1879, after the decease of 
W., who had made his will in 1863, 
there was found atmnong his papers a 


my wl 


will; 


portion of it torn off, & containing 
(besides the date as of 1863, & the 
signature duly attested) only the words 
*& apucint D. to be exor. of this 

1”; & at the foot In the hand- 
writing of deceased, ‘‘ as some circum: 
stances have changed ’’ :—MHeld: W. 
must be taken to have revoked his 
& accordingly the mutilated 
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their advancement in life or for their benefit, & 
all which sums respectively would appear & be 
mentioned in a book marked ‘‘ A,’’ & signed by him, 
every sum of ane & appearing or mentioned in 
such book to have been so advanced or paid on 
account of any child should be taken in or towards 
satisfaction of such child’s share, & brought into 
hotchpot. 

In Jan. 1886, testator tore from the book 
marked ‘‘ A ”’ several leaves, upon which entries of 
such advances had been written, & directed them 
to be burnt in his presence, & wrote on the book, 
the cover of which was preserved, a memorandum, 
stating that the book had been destroyed by him. 
It appeared that some of the sums advanced had 
been advanced before the date of the will, & others 
subsequently. 

An originating summons was taken out for the 
purpose of determining the effect of the above 
clause :—Held: (1) the book would probably 
have been admitted to probate, if it had contained 
writing; & if a document formed part of a will 
it was liable to revocation in the same manner as 
the will itself ; (2) as the book had been destroyed 
by testator, no sum advanced by him, whether 
before or after the date of the will could be brought 
into hotchpot.—Re CoyTE, CoytrE v. CoytTsE (1887), 
56 L. T. 510; 3T. L. R. 352. 

Annotation :—Generally, Mentd. I?e Deprez, Henriques v. 

Deprez, [1917] 1 Ch. 24. 

1807. Name of executor cut out.]--- 
Testatrix, having duly executed her will, proceeded 
sometime afterwards to cut out, with a pair of 
scissors, the name of one G., who was named as an 
exor. therein, wherever G.’s name appeared in the 
document. 

She stated to one or more persons that she had 
‘cut G. out of her will,’ her alleged reason being 
on account of some disagreement which had arisen 
between G. & his wife, who was a daughter of 
testatrix :—Held: the will was only partially 
revoked, & it was entitled to probate in the state 
in which it was found upon the death of testatrix.— 
In the Goods of LEACH (1890), 63 L. T. 111. 

1808. - -——- Two sheets destroyed & others sub- 
stituted —- Remainder unintelligible.} — Tecstator 
left a will which was contained in five sheets of 
paper. Each sheet was signed by testator & duly 
attested by two witnesses. The whole five sheets 

urported to have been executed on June 16, 1900. 

n reality the first two sheets of the will had been 
altered by testator after June 16, 1900, re-engrossed 
by a firm of law stationers, & resigned by himself 
& the two attesting witnesses on Dec. 9, 1901 :— 
Held: although testator had not had any intention 
of revoking his will, but rather had desired it to 
stand as he had left it, the effect of the destruction 
of the original first two sheets on the last. three 
being such as to make the latter unintelligible & 
unworkable, such destruction of a part of the will 
destroyed the whole, & therefore the whole will 
was revoked, & must be pronounced against.— 
LEONARD v. LEONARD, [1902] P. 243; 71 L. J. P. 
117; 87 L. T. 145; 18 T. L. R. 747; 46 Sol. Jo. 


666. 





(c) Mutilation of Signatures. 
41809. Whether amounting to revocation — 
Testator’s signature—Cut or torn off.)—A party 
duly executed a will in 1835, & after Jan. 1, 1838, 


document should not be admitted to 
the @ 


probate.- -In of WHITE 
(1879), 3 L. R. Ir. 413.—IR. 


PART X. eae is SUB-SECT. 7.— 
. (oc), 
1809 j.Whether amounting to revoca- 


tion-- -Teatator’a sigqnature—Cut or torn 
off.j—Where A., lucaning tou make a 


Part X.—ReEvocaTion, REVIVAL, AND REPUBLICATION. 


cut therefrom his signature :—Held: (1) the effect 
of such act was to be considered with reference to 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26); sect. 34 of that statute 
enacting, that the Act ‘‘ shall not extend to any 
will made before Jan. 1, 1838,’’ not applying to any 
act done to a will after that date; (2) the cutting 
out the signature amounted to a revocation of the 
will under the terms ‘‘ tearing or otherwise destroy- 
a eee same,’ in sect. 20 of the statute.—HoBbBs 
v. KNIGHT (1838), 1 Curt. 768; 163 E.R. 267. 

Annotutions :—Consd. In the Goods of Cooke een: 5 Notes 

of Cases, 390; Clarke v. Scripps (1852), 2 Rob. Keel. 563. 

Refd. Walker v. Armstrong (1856), 21 Beav. 284. 

1810. -—— — — |—By the usual state- 
ment in the witnessing clause at the end of his will, 
that he has set his hand to the preceding pages, 
testator makes the signatures on those pages a part 
of his will; & if, having so recited, he afterwards, 
animo revocandi, tears off the signatures from the 
preceding pages, it is a good revocation of the whole 
will under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. 20.—WILLIAMS 
v. TYLEY (1858), John. 530; 32 L. I. O. S. 194; 
5 Jur. N.S. 35; 7W.R. 116; 70 1. R. 531. 

BA :—-Folld. In the Goods of Harris (1864), 4 New Rep. 


1811. j— At the death of de- 
ceased, @ paper writing, inclosed in a half sheet of 
foolscap paper, & indorsed in the handwriting 
of deceased, ‘‘ Will of Major J. S.,” was found with 
other papers in a locked drawer. It had been cut 
in two pieces immediately above the signatures of 
deceased & the attesting witnesses, but both 
pieces were preserved :—-Held: the ct. could not 
grant probate of such a document.—ZJn the Coods of 
SIMPSON (1859), 5 Jur. N.S. 1366. 

1812. —— -—.|/-~H. duly executed a 
will, appointing exors., on six sheets, by signing 
her name at the end of each of the first five sheets, 
& at the foot of the will on the sixth sheet. The 
testimonium clause stated that she had so executed 
the will. H. afterwards executed a codicil, which 
was written at the back of the last sheet of the will, 
containing an appointment of exors. TT. subse- 
quently cut off her signatures at the end of each 
of the first tive sheets, & drew her pen through her 
signature at the foot of the will on sheet. six. 
There was satisfactory evidence that she intended 
to revoke the will but not the codicil --—/eld : TI, 
having cut off a portion of the will, which, though 
not in fact, was treated by her as a material part, of 
it, had done an act of revocation sufficient to 
satisfy Wills Act, 1837 (ec. 26), 5s. 20. Probate 
granted of the codicil alone.—Jn the Goods of 
Harris (1864), 3 Sw. & Tr. 485; 4 New Rep. 485; 
33 L. J. P.M. & A. sls 11 L. TT. 2763 28 J.P. 
B80; 10 Jur. N.S. 684; 164 1. R. 1364. 

1813. ——-- ~.|—'Testator made his will, 
appointing two exors. Subsequently he became 
dissatisfied with one of them, & shortly before his 
death he cut from the will his own signature & 
those of the attesting witnesses, with the presumed 
intention of revoking the appointment of the 
obnoxious exor. :—Held: the ct. could not look 
at the intention, such acts always amounting to a 
revocation.—In the Govds of MARSHALL (1869), 17 
W. R. 687. 

1814, —~——- ——-.]—Testatrix executed a 
will in duplicate, & retained one copy herself, but 
placed the other in independent keeping. Sub- 
sequently she revoked the copy in her own 
possession, tearing off the signature. The ct. 
declined to grant probate on motion of the 
unmutilated paper which had remained out of her 











new will, & having the draft with him 
for that purpose, cancelled the first 
Will not by obliterations & alterations, 


but. by tearing off his name & seal, & 
then died suddenly before executing 
the other will :--J/ecld: A. 
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possession.—In the Goods of SLADE (LADY) (1869), 
20 L. T. 330; 33 J. P. 311. 

1815. Scratched out with knife.|— 
A will which after execution had remained in the 
custody of deceased was found in her repositories 
after her death with her own signature & the 
signatures of the attesting witnesses scratched 
out as with a knife :—Held: there was a revoca- 
tion within the requirements of Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), 8. 20.—In the Goods of MoRTON (1887), 12 
P.D.141; 56L. 5. P. 96; 57L.T. 501; 5135. P. 
680; 35 W. R. 735; 3 T. L. R. 577. 

Annotation :—Consd. In the Goods of Godfrey (1893), 69 


L. T. 22 
Signature still legible.| 








1816. 
Scratching with a knife, which is a lateral cutting 
unless carried by testator to the extent of rendering 
his signature illegible, does not amount to a 
revocation within the terms of Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), s. 20.—In the Goods of GODFREY (1893), 
69 L. T. 22; 1K. 484. 

1817. Witnesses’ signature—Cut or torn 
off.|—-At. deceased’s death his will & codicil were 
found in this condition, the names of the attesting 
witnesses & the attestation clauses were torn away 
from the Jast shect of the will & the foot of the 
codicil, but) deceased’s signature remained intact 
both at the end of the will & codicil, & at the foot 
of each sheet of the will. Certain lines & parts of 
lines in the will were also struck through with blue 
ink :-—Held: the act of tearing was sufficient to 
revoke the will, when combined with the pre- 
sumption, arising from the circumstances, that 
it was strongly against deccased’s intention that 
this will should stand.—ABRAHAM v. JOSEPH 
(1859), 5 Jur. N.S. 179. 

1818. --—.]—(1) The signatures of 
the attesting witnesses to a will being an essential 
part of the will, the tearing them off by testator 
animo revocandi revokes the will. 

(2) Where a will of which the testator has the 
custody is found so mutilated after his death, the 
presumption is, that the mutilation was the act 
of testator, done animo revocandi.—IEVANS  v. 
DaLitow, Jn the Goods of DALLOW (1862), 3l 
LJ. P.M. & A. 128; 26 J. P. 631. 

















ee 


1819. ——- -—— -—--.]—Jn the Goods of 
MARSHALL, No. 1813, ante. 
1820. -——--- —----.]—Testator cut from the 





will the portion of the document on which the name 
& address of the second attesting witness were 
written. ‘The excised part was also mutilated, 
but the name & address of the witness remained 
legible upon it, & it was found with the will in 
testator’s writing desk. The ct. being satisfied 
that the name had not been removed animo 
revocandi, decreed probate of the instrument. 

Semble: the names of the attesting witnesses 
are an essential part of the will, & their removal 
from the will animo revocandt will render it 
inoperative.—-In the Goods of WiEELER (1879), 49 
L. J. P.29; 42 L. 7. 60; 44 5. P. 285; 28 W.R. 
476. 

1821. —-— ——_ —--— Name re-written by another 
person.;—A will, being regularly executed & 
attested, the name of one of the attesting witnesses, 
with the knowledge of deceased, afterwards cut off, 
& written by another person, not in the presence of 
deceased, admitted to probate.—In the Goods of 
Tozer (1842), 2 Notes of Cases, 11; 7 Jur. 134. 











1822. Scratched out.|—-In the Goods 
of MorTon, No. 1815, ante. 
1823. -——- —--—- --— Namesillegible.]|_-Testator, 





testate.—Dor d. Crooks v0. CUMMINGS, 
GU. C. R. 305.—CAN. 
died in- 
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Sect. 1.—Hevocation : Sub-sect. 7, A.(c), & B. (a) & 
(6) 4. & 2.) . 

besides a will, left a second testamentary paper, 
to which his signature was attached. The place, 
however, in which the names of the attesting 
witnesses should have appeared was scratched over 
with a pen & ink, so that no letter of a name could 
be deciphered :—Held: this latter paper was 
revoked.—In the Goods of James (1860), 7 Jur. 
N.S. 52. 

1824. —— Cut through—In cutting off 
immaterial portion.|—-Testatrix duly executed her 
last will. At some date subsequently she added 
something in writing at the foot of the will. She 
afterwards appeared to have cut off this addition, 
&, in doing this, cut through the name of one of 
the attesting witnesses. Sufficient, however, 
remained for the name to be still legible. There 
was also a piece cut out in the margin of the will. 
The signature of testatrix all the other material 
parts of the will remained intact. ‘The ct., upon 
motion, admitted the document to proof in its 
mutilated form.—ZIJn the Goods of TAYLOR (1890), 
63 L. T. 230; 67. L. RB. 375. 

1825. -—-- --— Erasure by witnesses them- 
selves.|—The erasure of their signatures by the 
attesting witnesses to a will cannot affect the 
vahdity of the instrument. 

A., Who had previously executed a will & codicil, 
& who was suffering from paralysis, requested two 
physicians who were in attendance upon him to 
prepare for him a fresh testamentary instrument. 
One of the physicians thereupon wrote upon a card 
the following words: ‘6 £30,000 to Miss Robinson, 
to be tied up to her for life, & after her death to 
come back to my family & divided fair & equally.” 
Testator made his mark in the middle of the 
writing after the word ‘ hfe,’ although there was 
sufficient space for the mark at the foot of the 
card. The two physicians who were present when 
the mark was made signed their initials on the 
back of the card, the initials being preceded by the 
words ‘‘ Witnesses to mark,” & followed by the 
date. The witnesses, with the consent of deceased, 
afterwards erased their initials :-—Held : although 
the writing on the card constituted a testamentary 
document, & the writing by the witnesses of their 
initials on the back of the card was a sufficient 
attestation, & the subsequent erasure of those 
initials would not operate as a revocation of the 
instrument, testator’s mark in the middle of the 
writing was not a valid execution, & probate of the 
card must be refused.—MARrGARY », ROBINSON 
(1886), 12 P.D. 8; 567. 3. P. 42; 571. 7. 281; 
51 J. P. 4073 385 W. RR. 350. 

Annotations :—Distd. Royle v. Harris, [1895] P. 163. 


In the Goods of Hughes (1887), 56 I. J. P. 74; 
Goods af Greenwood (1891), 66 I. T. 61. 





Reid. 
In the 


B. Intention to Destroy. 
(u) In General. 


1826. Testator subsequently repenting —— Will 
revoked.|— Tearing of a will by testator. who 
afterwards repented. Primd fucie, a revocation.— 
In the Goods of COLBERG (1841), 2 Curt. 832; I 
Notes of Cases, 90; 163 E. BR. 600. 

1827. - -FRANCIS v. FRANCIS (1885), 


by hae tele, 


PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 7.- 


1828i. Intention to revoke necessary. \-— 

8 the revocation by destruction is 

done animo revocandi, it is no revoca- 
tion.— FREKEL v. ROBINSON, 18 O. 


e. Necessity for eridence—To rebut 
pres nnnen of intention to revake.j\— 
USSELL vr. MATCHETT, (1903) St. RR. 


Qd. 98.—AUS. 651.—OAN. 


1828 ii. -———.]—If oa will be simply 


PART X. SECT. eS SUB-SECT. 7.- 


WILLS. 


(6) Necessity for Intention. 
i. In General. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 20. 

1828. Intention to revoke necessary.J]—In the 
Goods of TozER, No. 1821, ante. 

1829. -——.]—-An illiterate tcstatrix having, as 
presumed, destroyed her will, upon the execution 
of a codicil, under the impression, as alleged, that 
it was of no further use; allegation setting up the 
draft will, rejected, & the codicil refused probate. 

The first question is, did testatrix destroy the 
will 2 The second is, did she do it animo revocandi 
(per CUR.).—F OGDEN v. FOGDEN (1844), 3 Notes of 
Cases, 266. 

1830. .|—Where a will of an aged testatrix 
was found after her death with her signature at 
the foot defaced so as to be nearly but not wholly 
illegible, without any information as to when or 
by whom done:—-/leld: the obliteration, not 
appearing to have been done animo revocandi, 
did not amount to a revocation.—SHAW v. THORNE 
(18416), 4 Notes of Cases, 649. 

1831. ——.] Where all the testamentary 
papers of deceased, dated before 1838, were found 
after his death to have had his signature struck 
through with a pen & ink, & no positive evidence 
could be obtained as to when this was done ; 
the ct., upon evidence that deceased, at a late 
period, meditated making a new will—held, with 
consent of all parties interested, that the act was 
done after 1838, & not animo revocandi, but as a 
preparatory step to making a new will; & adminis- 
tration with the papers consequently decreed.— 
In the Goods of DE Bopk (1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 
189. 

Oe :—Apld. In the Goods of Eeles (1862), 2 Sw. & Tr. 











1832. -—---.]--CLOGSTOUN v. WaLcort?, No. 1736, 
ante. 
1833. —-—.]—After the death of testator, his 


will dated in 1844, was found with his original 
signature erased, but another signature by him 
appeared a short distance beneath :-——Held: the 
original signature was not erased animo revocandi 
as required by Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), & in the 
probate the original signature must be restored, & 
the second signature omitted. 

The original signature of deceased has been 
erased, but by whom & with what motive it is not 
easy to determine (DR. LuUsuiIneron).—In_ the 
Goods of KinG (1851), 2 Rob. Keel. 408 5; 163 1. J. 
1360. 


1834. -— -.|—CLARKE v. Scrivps, No. 1485, 
ante. 

1835. - .i--POWELL v. POWELL, No. 1944, 
ost, 

1836. -- ..]---CnrEsre v. LovEsoy, No. 1786, 
ante. 

1837. — — Intention must be completed.|]— 


Testator being angry with one of the devisees 
named in his will, began to tear it, with the 
intention of destroying it; & having torn it into 
four pieces, was prevented from proceeding further, 
partly by the efforts of a bystander, who seized 
his arms, & partly by the entreaties of the devisee. 
Upon this he became calm; & having put by the 
several pieces, hie expressed his satisfaction that 
no material part of the writing had been injured, 


revoked in order to make a gift in 
favour of unother person, & it is clear 
that there is no intention to revoke 
unless for such purpose, then the 
doctrine of Onions v. J'yrcr, 1 P. Wms. 
343, upplies.— PEMBERION ESTATE v. 
Lewis (B. C.), [1917] 3 W. W. RR. 7813 
25 B.C. R. 118--CAN. 


L. Rh. 


Part X.—REvocaTION, REVIVAL, AND REPUBLICATION. 


& that it was no worse :—Held: it was on these 
facts properly left to the jury to say whether he 
had completely finished all that he intended to do 
for the purpose of destroying the will; & the jury 
having found that he had not, tho ct. refused to 
disturb the verdict & supported the will.— Dok d. 
PERKES v. PERKES (1820), 3 B. & Ald. 489; 106 
E. R. 740; previous proceedings, Gow, 186, N. P. 


Annotations :—Consd. Winsor v. Pratt (1821), 2 Brod. & 
Bing. #50; Doe d. Reed v. Harris (1837), 6 Ad. & El. 200; 
Klms v. Elms (1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 155; Je Cowling, 
Jinkin v. Cowling, (1924) P. 113. Refd. Jn the Goods of 
Colberg (1841), 2 Curt. 832. 


oe —— —-—.]—Eims v. Exms, No. 1793, 
anve. 
1889. —-— Proof of intention—Question of fact.] 


—Dor d. PERKES v. PERKES, No. 1837, ante. 

1840. Destruction during incapacity— 
Insanity.]—A will partially defaced by testator 
while of unsound mind is to be pronounced for 
as it existed in its integral state, that being ascer- 
tainable. If testator of impeached sanity do some 
act with relation to his will, whose state of mind at 
the time of doing which, there is nothing to 
evidence aliunde, his rationality at such time or 
the contrary is to be inferred from that of his 
act.—Scruby & Fincuw v. Forpuam (1822), 1 


Add. 74; 162 E. R. 27. 
aoe :—Refd. Andrew v. Motley (1862), 12 Cc. B. N.S. 


1841, ——— |—Testatrix executed a 
will, & thereupon destroyed a former will, & sub- 
sequently executed two other wills. The last will 
was propounded, but abandoned. <A decree then 
issued calling on all parties interested to show 
cause why probate of the instructions for the first 
will should not be granted ; & the ct.,on proof per 
testcs that the instructions were of the same effect 
as the first will, that that will was executed when 
deceased was sane, but destroyed & the other wills 
executed when insane, pronounced for the instruc- 
tions, & refused costs out of the estate to persons in 
distribution who by interrogatories sect up insanity 
when the first will was executed.—Jn the Goods of 
BRAND (1831), 3 Hag. Hee. 754; 162 8. R. 1333. 

1842. .|-—A will torn by testator 
when in a delirious state not revoked. 

Deceased when delirious tore off a part of the 
will, now the presumption from this act, if unex- 
plained, would be against the instrument, but it 
appears that deceased, when restored to his senses, 
expressed his regret at having torn the will, & his 
Wishes that it should operate... . There being 
sulficient to satisfy the ct. that the act was done by 
deceased when in a state of incapacity, it will 
allow probate of the will to pass (Sin HH. JiENNER),.-— 
In the Goods of Suaw (1838), 1 Curt. 905; 163 
KE. R. 3138. 

1843. -|—If at the time of the 
attempted destruction he was not of sound mind 
the act can have no effect upon the instruinent he 
attempted to destroy (Sir Ll. JENNER FusT).— 
BORLASE v. BORLASE (1845), 4 Notes of Cases, 106. 
mai sath :—Apld. Brunt v. Brunt (1873), L. R.3 PP. & D. 


1844. .|—Testator, having duly 
executed his will, became afterwards of unsound 
mind, & whilein that state, destroyed it. Having 
partially recovered, he expressed regret, & gave 
directions for the preparation of another will to 
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PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 7.— 
B. (b) il. 


1850 i. Will not revoked.j—There is 
no doubt that certain acts done by a 
testator, which operate as a revocation 
or destruction of a will or codicil, may 
admit of qualification. Cancelling an 
instrument & destroying it, by burning 


J.—VOL. XLIV. 


or otherwise, are acts which depend 
on the intention with which they are 
performed; & if they are done under a 
mistake as to the effect. or legal conse- 
quence, e.g. where the act is done for the 
purpose of sctting up another instru- 
ment & this other instrument fails in 
effect the ct. will go back 
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the same effect. Before this was prepared, he 
destroyed himself. Probate granted of the un- 
executed draft of the original will.—IJn the Goods of 
DOWNER (1853), 1 Ecc. & Ad. 106; 23 L. T. O.S. 
11; 18 Jur. 66; 164 KE. R. 61. 

1845. .|—Upon an application 
by the widow of testator for probate it appeared 
that while suffering from softening of the brain he 
had torn his will in pieces, & that the pieces had 
been collected & pasted together. The will left 
the estate to his wife for life, & after her death to 
his two sons, who were both abroad. The eldest 
son had advised his mother to take out probate, 
but no notice of the application had been given to 
the younger son:—Held: probate might be 
granted to the widow on her giving security for 
one-third of the personal estate of deceased, to 
cover the share to which the younger son would 
be entitled in the case of an intestacy.—Jn the Goods 
of TIINE, [1893] P. 282; 683 L. J. P. 45; 69 TL. T. 
458; OR. 578. 

















1846. ——— ~——-,!—- GILL v. GILL, No. 1941, 
post, 
1847, ——. Delirium tremens.|—Testator, 


having duly executed his will, subsequently, when 
suffering under an attack of delirium tremens, 
tore it in pieces. The pieces were preserved, & 
on his recovery he was informed of what he had 
done, & he answered he must have been mad 
when he did the act, & that he would make a 
fresh will, which intention he did not carry out :— 
Held: the will was not revoked.—BRUNT vu. 
BruNT (1873), L. R. 3 PB. & D. 37; 28 L. T. 368 ; 
37 J.P. 3123; 21 W. RB. 392. 

1848. Intoxication.|—-Where a will 
had been destroyed by testator when drunk, & 
the picces pasted together by him next day when 
sober, & it was evident he wished the will to stand, 
the ct., the estate being worth £1,300, granted 
probate to the extrix. & universal legatee named in 
the will.—In the Goods of BRASSINGTON, [1902] 
Pil; 71L605.P.9; 85 L. 7.644; 18 'T. L. R. 15. 

1849. Accidental destruction — Mere 
acquiescence by testator insufficient.|—If a will is 
accidentally destroyed by fire, mere acquiescence 
by testator will not amount to voluntary revoca- 
tion.—Re Boorn, Bootu v. Boot, [1926] P. 118 ; 
95 L. J.P. 64; 185 L. T. 229; 42 'T. L. R. 454. 


ii. Effect of AListuke. 

1850. Will not revoked.|—Probate allowed of 
a copy of a duly executed codicil which had been 
burnt by mistake.—In the Goods of THORNTON 
(18£1), 2 Curt. 913; 1 Notes of Cases, 216; 163 
Ki. RR. 628. 

1851. —-_— Erroneous belief in validity of sub- 
sequent will.]|—-A will in nine sheets sealed, etc., 
by testator, who intending a new will signed a draft 
thereof, & then tears off eight scals from the former, 
vet held good for the real estate, & the other for 
the personal.—Hybr v. Hype (1708), 3 Rep. Ch. 
155; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 409; 21 E.R. 755, L. C. 
Annotations : —Apld. Limbery v. Mason (1734), 2 Com. 451 ; 

Perrott v. Perrott (1811), 14 IMast, 423. Distd. Doo d. 

Perks v. Perks (1820), Gow, 186. Consd. Dancer v. 

Crabb (1873), L. R. 3 P. & D. 98. Apld. Beardsley v. 

Lacey (1897), 78 _L. T. 25. Consd. Godman v. Godman, 

[1920) P. 261. Refd. Brudenell v. Boughton (1741), 2 

Atk. 268; Bibb d. Mole v. Thomas (1775), 2 m. Bl. 

1043; Habergham v. Vincent (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 353; 

Ferraris v. Hertford, (1843) 3 Curt. 468. 











intention, will qualify the act, & will 
hold that it was conditional—that it 
was accomplished for a purpose which 
has failed & that it must not have an 
effect different from & opposed to the 
intention of tcsatator.—NEWTON  v. 
wren (1861), 121. Ch. R. 118, 128.— 


to the 


AA 
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Sect. 1.—Revocation : Sub-sect. 7, B. (b) d., & 


1852. .|—Cancelling a former will by 
mistake, or on a presumption that a later will is 
good, which proves void, will not let in the heir.— 
ONIONS v. TYRER (1716), 1 P. Wms. 348; 2 Vern. 
741; 24 E.R. 4183; sub nom. ONYONS v. TRYERS, 
Prec. Ch. 459; Gibb. Ch. 180, I. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Limbery v. Mason (1734), 2 Com. 451. 
Distd. A.-G. v. Lioyd (1747), 3 Atk. 551; Hick v. Mors 
1753), 3 Keny. 117. Consd. Guodright d. Glazier v. 

lazier (1770), 4 Burr. 2512; Glazier v. Glazier (1774), 

Lofft, 575. _Expld. Burtenshaw v. Gilbert (1774), 1 

Cowp. 49; Dbtd. Goodright d. Roffe v. Harwood (1774), 

Lom, 282. Apid. Ex p. Ilchester, (1803), 7 Ves. 348 

Consd. Short d. Gastrell v. Smith (1803), 4 East, 419; 

Winsor v. Pratt (1821), 2 Brod. & Hing. 650. Apld. 

Kirke v. Kirke (1828), 4 Russ. 435. Distd. Hobbs v. 

Knight (1838), 1 Curt. 768. Consd. Birkhead v. Bowdoin 

(1842), 2 Notes of Cases, 66; Tupper v. Tupper (1855), 

1K. & J. 665. Distd. Williams v. Tyley (1858), John. 

530; Nevill v. Boddam (1860), 28 Beav. 554. Consd. 
Rawlins v. Rickards (1860), 28 Beav. 370. Expld. Quinn 
v. Butler (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 225. Consd. Dancer vr. Crabb 
(1873), L. R. 3 RP. & D. 98; Alexander v. Kirkpatrick 
(1874), L. Rh. 2 Se. & Div. 397. Apld. Re Fleetwood, 








Sidegreaves v. Brewer (1880), 15 Ch. D. 594. Consd. 
Beardslcy v. Lacey (1897), 78L. 1.25. Apld. Re Bernard's 
Settlut., Bernard v. Jones, [1916] 1 Ch. 552. Consd. 


Ward v. Van_der Loell, Burnyeat vo. Van der Loeff, [1924] 
A. ©. 653, Refd. Bibb d. Mule v7. Thomas (1775), 2 Wm. 
Bl. 1043. Perrott. v. Perrott (1811), 14 East, 423; 
Doe d. Perks v. Posks (1820), Gow, 186; Brooke v. 
Kent (1840), 3 Moo. P. C. C. 334; Ford v. De Pontes 
(1861), 30 Beauv. 572; Ibbott v. Bell (1865), 34 Beav. 395. 

1853. |—A will was destroyed by 
testator, on the supposition that he had = sub- 
stituted another for it, but which was not duly 
executed. Probate of a copy of the first will 
granted.— Scorr v. Scorr (1859), 1 Sw. & Tr. 258 ; 
5 Jur. N.S, 228. 

1854. ——.]——B. duly exccuted a will in 
Aug. 1857 ; in July, 1859, he executed another will, 
purporting to revoke the will of 1857; in a suit 
respecting the validity of the will of 1859, the 
Ct. of Probate pronounced against the validity 
of such will. The draft of the will of 1857 was then 
propounded, & it was proved that after the 
execution of the will of 1859, B. had called for the 
wil of 1857, & after appearing to read it had torn 
it up saying, ‘‘ Jt is of no use now, I have another.”’ 
Most of the above facts were admitted on the 
record, & the ct. held that there was no proof of the 
destruction of the will of 1857 with intention to 
revoke, so as to satisfy Wills Act, 1837 (e. 26), 
s. 20, decreed probate of the draft thereof, & 
ordered the costs of all parties to be paid out of the 
estate.—CLARKSON 1. CLARKSON (1862), 2 Sw. 
& Tr. 497; 31L.J3.P.M.& A. 148; 61. T. 506 ; 
26 J. P. 6381; 10 W.R. 781; 164 £2. R. loge, 
Annotations :-— Apld. Beardsley v. Lacey 97 ) 

oe Refd. Jie anette ee Sonticrdaie | it con 


1855. —-—- Erroneous impression that will 
invalid.|— If a testamentary paper be cancelled, 
law inicrs the revocation of it unless it can be 
clearly shown that it once cxisted as a finished will, 
& that testator adhered to it throughout in mind 
& intention, notwithstanding its cancellation. 

It is not attempted, however, to sect up this as 
an unfinished paper, & ouc in ils progress to com- 
pletion ; but as a finished paper, which has been 
cancelled, sine animo revocand: by testatrix, under 











WILLS. 


an erroneous impression, that the law did not 

ermit her, as a minor, to dispose of her property 

y will. Now it is perfectly true, that, in legal 
consideration, a will may be cancelled, without 
being revoked. The cancelling, itself, is an 
equivocal act, &, in order to operate as a revocation, 
must be done animo revocandi. <A will, therefore, 
cancelled through accident, or by mistake, is not 
revoked (Sin J. NICHOLL).—-THYNNE (LORD 
JOUN) v. STANHOPE (1822), 1 Add. 52; 162 H. R. 
19. 

1856. .|\—Testator, under the false 
impression that his will was invalid, tore it up. 
Immediately afterwards, on reconsideration, he 
collected the pieces, & placed them together 
amongst his papers of importance, & preserved 
them until his death :—Held: as the act done was 
not accompanied by an intention to revoke a 
valid will, it was ineffectual, & the will was 
admitted to probate.—G1LES v. WARREN (1872), 
LR2P.& D. 401; 41L. 5. P.& M. 50; 26 
L. T. 780; 36 J. P. 668; 20 W. RR. 827. 

1857. —— ——.]—Testatrix, being under an 
erroncous impression that a codicil had not 
been duly executed, directed it to be torn up & 
sent to her solr. to be recopied, but died before 
she could re-execute it:—Held: in the cireum- 
stances, probate of the codicil might be allowed.— 
In the Goods of THORNTON (1889), 14 P. D. 82 3; 58 
L. J.P. $2; 611. T. 200; 53 J. P. 407. 

1858. Execution of codicil—Will destroyed 
as useless.|—Testator, having duly executed a 
codicil to his last will, destroyed the latter docu- 
ment under the impression that it was of no further 
use. The ct. admitted the contents of the will as 
sct forth in a draft thereof, together with the 
codicil, to probate. —BEARDSLUY v. Lacey (1897), 
G7L.J.P. 35; 78 L. 7.25; 14 T. LR. 140. 
Annotation :-—-Consd. Ite Southerden, Adams v. Southerden, 

[1925] b. 177. 

See, also, Sub-sect. 8, B. (6), post. 











(c) Presumption of Intention. 
i. Will Not Forthcoming at Testator’s Death. 


1859. Whether destruction with intention to 
revoke presumed.|— Deceased died on Oct. 19, 
1831, having made a will in 1820, & three codicils, 
all formally executed & attested to carry realty ; 
he destroyed the will, but on each of the codicils 
was written, ‘‘ June 1&8, 1830, my will, J. P.,’ & 
other indorsements at a subsequent date, inferring 
that he considered that at such time he had no 
will. In 1830 he executed a new will & a codicil, 
the latter subsequent to June, 1830, which will & 
codicil were not. forthcoming, & in 1831 he executed 
a settlement. Three codicils, the settlement, & its 
envelope were propounded as together containing 
the will, the ct., holding first, that the destruction 
of the will of 1820, primd fucie, revoked the 
codicils, that the words written on the codicils 
were not conclusive’ of an intention that they 
should operate as substantive papers, that 
evidence dehors the papers was therefore admis- 
sible, & on such evidence that the will & codicil 
of 1830 must be presumed to have been destroyed 


PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 7,— 
B. (c) i. 


1859 i. Whether destruction with in- 
tention to revoke presumed. J--Where a 
will duly executed, & last seen in 
testator’s posscssion, is not fortheoming 
ut his death, the presumption is that 
it was destroyed by the testator animus 
revocandi.—MCCAULEY v. McCAULEY 
(1910), 10 C. L. RR. 434.—AUS. 


1859 ii. Re PE 
St. I. Qd. 154-—AUS ee 11827) 





1859 iii. ——.]}—2te NAM SING (1912), 
19 W. OL. R. 658: 1 W. W. 4725 «5 
b. L. It. 45.—CAN. 

1859 iv. ~,J—Re PreRRY, [1925] 1 
D.L. . 980; 56 0. L. RB. 278.—CAN. 

1859 Vv. -J—La the Goods of PAGET 
(1913), 47 1. L. LT. 284.—IR. 

1859 vi. ———.]— Deceased was proved 
to have made a will & the solr. who drew 
it stated that he belleved he had 
handed {t to deceased, but cowd pro- 
duce no receipt for it. The will could 











not be found after the death of deceased, 
It was proved that deceased had 
referred to the will us it stillin existence, 
in speaking to his solr. shortly before 
his death, & in speaking to a brother 
(who was not interested under it) im- 
mediately before his dcath :—Hcld: any 
presumption of revocation by destruc- 
tion was rebutted.—PuUBLIG TRUSTEE 
v. KELLA, 23 N, Z. L. R. 605.—N.Z. 


1859 vil. ———.J—ltc WELLBROCK, 
[1920] N. 4. L. h. 1.—N.Z. 
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by deceased, but though destroyed, would prima 
facie have been revocatory of the former will & 
codicils, & that the settlement was intended as a 
substitution for the codicils, pronounced for an 
intestacy, & refused costs out of the estate.— 
CoPpPIN v. DILLON (1832), 4 Hag. Ecc. 361; 162 
kk. R. 1478. 

1860. .|—The will not being forthcoming, 
the presumption is, that it was destroyed by 
deceased (Sin H. JENNER Fust).—Jn the Goods of 
CLIFFORD (1848), 2 Notes of Cases, 125. 

1861. ———.]—-Deceased made a will in 1840, & 
in 1867, while on a visit to a friend, he employed 
himself much in writing, & stated he was writing 
out his will, & he gave his friend a paper-writing 
which, he said, was a copy of his will which he was 
going to execute. Shortly after he duly executed 
a will, which, however, could not be found. The 
paper-writing revoked all former wills :—Held: 
the will of 1840 was revoked by a will made in 
1867, which, not being forthcoming, must be pre- 
sumed to be revoked by destruction, & an in- 
testacy was decreed.—- JOINSON v. LyrorD (1868), 
L. R.1 PP. & DD. 646; 37 L. J.P. & M. 65; «18 
L. T. 769; 32 J. P. 668; 16 W. BR. 11380. 





"ia ——-,|—-HOMERTON v. HEWeETT, No. 1508, 
ante. 

1863. —--- Blank paper substituted for will. |— 
AuboTr & BARMAN v. WILLSTEAD (1886), 2 
T. L. R. 23. 

1864. --—— Will not traced to possession of 


testator.|—-IIELYAR v. HELYAnR, No. 1722, ane. 
1865. .|—-The law presumes primd 
Jucie that if a paper, a will, be left at a party’s 
house it comes into his possession ; & that if it be 
thus traced into his possession & not be forth- 
coming at his death he destroyed it.-—IALLLE wv. 
LILuiE (1829), 3 Hag. Hee. 15435 162 KB. RR. 1124. 
alnnotations — . Weleh e. Phillips (1836 ac 
200. Reta. ace nee oy ae bee cree 
1866. ———.|~-In June, 


1856, deceased 
duly executed a will, which remained in_ his 
custody & possession, In Jan, L861, the draft. of 
a pew will was forwarded to him for perusal, but 
such new will was never completed. <A few 
months before his death. in conversation, he 
referred to the executed will as being still in exist- 
ence, & at a later period expressed an intention 
to settle the terms of the new one: he died, how- 
ever, Without carrying out bis intention. On his 
death the draft of the new will was tound but not 
the executed will :—-Zfe/ld; as the executed will. 
having Leen in the possession of deceased, was not 
found on his death, the presumption arose that he 
had destroyed it anime revocandi: & as no evidence 
was forthcoming to rebut that presumption 
deceased died intestate.—-/n the Goods of MircHt- 
aon (1863), 32 L. J. P.M. & A. 20235 9 Jur. N.S. 

1867. —-—-— --—~——.|—Testator made & duly exe- 
cuted a will & afterwards a codicil revoking certain 
portions of the wil. Both documents were handed 
to him by his solr. They were in separate envelopes 
which were sealed up. On testator’s death the 
will only was found, with the seal of the envelope 
containing it broken :——Held: although the pre- 
sumption of law must prevail as {o the destruction 
of the codicil, probate could only be granted of 
such parts of the will as the codicil by its execution 
had not revoked.—ZJn the Goods of DEBAC, SANGER 
v. HART (1897), 77 L. DT. 874. 

1868. ——-— Facts strengthening presump- 
tion.|——A. made her will in Mar. 1854, & a codicil 
in June, 1854, one of the legatees under the will 
having died since its execution. In May, 1856, she 
executed another codicil, among other things 
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appointing one of the parties benefited under the 
codicil of 1854, to be exor., in the room of one 
appointed in the will. At her death, in Dec. 1857, 
the will & second codicil were found in a tin box 
at the Bank of England, in which she kept her 
papers; but the first codicil, of which testatrix 
took possession immediately after its execution, 
was nowbere to be found. 

On motion for probate of the draft of the first 
codicil, with the consent of the residuary legatees : 
—-Held: the primd facie presumption of revocation 
was strengthened, rather than rebutted by the 
circumstances.—ln the Goods of SHAW (1858), 1 


Sw. & Ir. 62; 31 L. T. O. 8. 41; 164 E.R. 
630. 
4869, ——--- ——— Whether proof of non-existence 


of will at death necessary.|—The presumption 
that a will in testator’s possession, & not forth- 
coming after his death, has becn revoked, does not 
arise unless there is evidence to satisfy the ct. 
that it was not in existence at the time of his 
death. 

A will which had been in testator’s custody 
could not be found in his depositories after his 
death, but there was evidence of declarations 
recognising its existence up to within three weeks 
of his death ; there was no evidence of any change 
of intention during those three wecks, & the only 
person who was interested in an intestacy had 
aceess to & made a search in the depositories before 
they were searched by any other person. Coupling 
{hese facts with the non-appearance of the person 
interested in an intestacy, the ct. refused to pre- 
sume that the will had been revoked, & granted 
probate of the draft.--—FINCIL v. incu (1867), 
IR tP & D. 871; 361 5. PP. & M. 78; 16 
L. T. 268; 81 J. P. 617; 15 W. RR. 797. 
wtnnotations :--Consd. Re Sykes, Drake v. Sykes (1907), 25 

™ T. R. 747. Refd, Allan «. Morrison, [1900] A.C. 604. 

1870. -- — —- — —---.|— If a will duly executed 
was in testator’s possession when last seen, & is 
not forthcoming after his death, there is a pre- 
sumption of law that he destroyed in animo 
revocandi, but that presumption may be rebutted 
by evidence of facts. A letler written by testator 
after the will that he had cancelled it is not evidence 
of an effective revocation, but it is admissible in 
evidence as showing the state of mind & intention 
of testator. "The evidence in the particular case 
held not to be sufficient to rebut the presumption. 
—-Re Sykes, DRAKE vt. SYKES (1907), 23 T. L. Kt. 
TAT. A 

1871. —- —-~- Testator becoming insane— 
Onus on party alleging revocation.!—SPRIGGE 1. 
SpriacaE, No. 1510, arfe. 

1872. j—In the Estate of 
TAYLOR, NATIONAL & PROVINCIAL & UNION BANK 
OF ENGLAND v. TAYLOR, No. 1515, ante. 

1873. ---— — — Rebuttal of presumption.}— 
Where a will is not traced out of deceased’s pos- 
session but is not forthcoming, the presumption 
of law is that he destroyed it, though that pre- 
sumption may be rebutted by proof, & the pre- 
sumption requires stronger evidence to rebut it 
when a charge of spoliation is made. ‘The evidence 
establishing that) deceased had possession of & 
access to his will, & might have destroyed it, & the 
presumption of law not being rebutted, a copy 
pronounced against.—WARGENT  v.  HOLLINGS 
(1832), 4 Hag. Ecc. 245; 162 E.R. 1436. 

1874. ——- —--—.|—Where the duplicate 
of a will, executed by testatrix in 1845, retained in 
her possession, was not forthcoming at her death, 
nine months after:—Held the presumption of 
law arising from its non-appearance was rebutted 
by the circumstances & the will admitted to pro- 
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Sect. 1.—Revocation: Sub-sect. 7, B. (c) i. & v4.) 
bate.—SAUNDERS v. SAUNDERS (1848), 6 Notes of 


Cases, 518. 


Annotations :—Apld. Williams v. Jones (1849), 7 Notes of 
Cases: 106. Folld. Patten v. Poulton (1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 


1875, ——— -|—(1) The destruction of 
a second will, itself revoking one of prior date, does 
not reinstate the first will, even though it may be 
in existence at testator’s death. 

(2) This question arises under peculiar circum- 
stances. Deceased made a will, & some years after 
he made another will, revoking the first; the 
second was not to be found after his death, & the 
ordinary presumption that he had destroyed it 
animo revocandi must, in the absence of any 
evidence to the contrary, prevail.—In the Goods of 
Brown (1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 32; 271. J. P. & M. 
20; 30 L. T., O. S. 353; 4 Jur. N.S. 244; 164 
EH. R. 615; previous proceedings, sub nom. BROWN v, 
Brown, 8 E. & B. 876. 

Annotations :—Generally, Refd. In the Goods of Gardner 


(1858), 1 
(1893), 62 
LP. 91. 








Sw. & Tr. 109; Jn the Goods of Hodgkinson 
L. J. P. 116; Barkwell v. Barkwell, [1928) 


1876. .|—S. L. duly executed a 
will, dated Aug. 19, 1857, whereby her property 
was almost equally divided amongst her nephews 
& nieces. This will was left in deccased’s pos- 
session, & was not found at her death. On the 
day before the funeral, S. P., deceased’s maid, 
produced a document, dated Aug. 3, 1857, which 
she alleged to be deceased’s will. It was written 
in large, awkward characters, & was very ill 
spelt. By it the nephews & nicces, with two 
exceptions, would have received 1s. each, & S. P. 
have been materially bencfited. This paper was 
not propounded :—Held: the presumption that a 
will left in the custody of testator, & not found at. 
his death, has been destroyed by testator, was 
rebutted in this case by reason of the suspicious 
conduct of deceased’s maid, as connected with 
the document dated Aug. 3, 1857.—BATTYLL v. 
LYLEsS & PHILLIPS (1858), 4 Jur. N.S. 718. 

















1877. ——- |—in the Goods of 
Mircuurson, No. 1866, ante. 

1878. ——— -|—HoMERTON v. HEWETT, 
No. 1508, ante. 

1879. - Evidence.|—The rule of 


law is, that if a will be traced to the possession of 
deceased, & last scen there, is not forthcoming on 
his death, it is presumed to have been destroyed 
by himself, & that presumption must prevail, 
unless there 1s sufficient evidence to repel it, & to 
raise a higher degree of probability to the contrary. 
(2) The onus of proof in such cases lies upon the 
party propounding the will—WELCH v. PHILLIPS 
(1836), 1 Moo. P. C. C. 299; 12 EF. R. 828. 


Annotations :--—As to (1) Apld. Saunders v. Saunders (1848), 
6 Notes of Cases, 518; Brown v. Brown (1858), 8 K. & LB. 
876; Homerton v. Hewett ee 25 L. T. 854; Allan 
v. Morrison, [1900] A. C. 604. onsd. He Sykes, Drake 
». Sykes (1907), 23 T. L. It. 747. Refd. James v. Cohen 
eee ee: Curt. 770; Patten v. Poulton (1858), 1 Sw. 

Tr. 55. 


1880. ——- ——- ——-— ~——.]— (1) The pre- 
sumption of fact, that a will, known to have been 
in testatrix’s custody, & not forthcoming at her 
death, was destroyed by her animo revocandi, is 
a prima facie presumption only, & may be rebutted 
by probable circumstances, among which deélara- 
tions of unchanged affection & intention have much 
weight. (2) It is not necessary for the parties 
seeking probate, having proved the factum of the 
original instrument & given sufficient secondary 
evidence of its contents, to show how the original 
instrument was in fact destroyed or lost.—PATTEN 
v, POULTON (1858), 1 Sw. & Tr.55; 27L J.P. & 


WILLs. 


M. 41; 31 L. T. 0. S. 40; 22 J. P. 180; 4 Jur. 
N.S. 341; 6 W.R. 458; 164 E. R. 626. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. In the Goods of Debac, 

Sanger v. Hart (1897), 77 L. IT’. 374. Generally, Refd. 

Whiteley v. King (1864), 10 Jur. N. S. 1079. 

1881. —— ——- ——— ———.]—_ Where a will & 
codicil, the drafts of which were produced, were 
proved to have been left by the attorney who drew 
them with testator after execution, but were not 
forthcoming after his death, declarations of testator 
to various members of his family down to a few 
days before his death, expressive of his satisfaction 
at having settled his affairs, & intimating that his 
will was left with his attorney, were held to have 
been properly admitted, to rebut the presumption 
that the will & codicil had been destroyed py we 
testator animo revocandi.—WHITELEY v. ING 
(1864), 17 ©. B. N. S. 756; 5 New Rep. 12; 11 
L. T. 342; 10 Jur. N. S. 1079; 13 W. R. 83; 
144 KE. R. 308. 

Annotation :—Refd. Johnson v. Lyford (1868), 18 L. T. 769. 

1882, —-- -——— ——— -——.|—-ECKERSLEY v. 
Piatt, No. 1950, post. 

1883. ——-- —— .]}—In order to rebut 
the presumption of revocation arising from a will 
which was in testator’s possession not being found 
after his death, evidence was produced of declara- 
tions by the testator showing an intention to 
adhere to the will. The ct. held that evidence of 
declarations of an intention not to adhere to the 
will, produced by the opponents of the will, was 
admissible to contradict the evidence of adher- 
ence, whatever might be the form of words in 
which such intention was expressed; & therefore 
that a declaration by testator that he had burnt 
his will was admissible, not as evidence of the fact 
of destruction, but as evidence of intention.— 
KEEN v. KEEN (1873), L. R. 3 P. & VD. 105; 42 
L.J.P.& M. 61; 201. T. 247; 377. P. 696. 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Sykes, Drake v. Sykes (1907), 23 
T. L. RR. 747. Refd. Atkinson v. Morris (1896), 75 L. T. 








1884. -.|—Testator, pos- 
sessed of considerable real & personal estate, duly 
made & executed a holograph will, to which, at 
different times, he added eight codicils. The will 
& codicils were kept in a common box accessible 
to the inmates of the house. Upon testator’s 
death, the will was missing, & was never found. 
Thereupon, a daughter of testator wrote out the 
contents of the will from memory, there being no 
draft or copy of it. The daughter had lived with 
testator all her life; he had constantly consulted 
her about the will & explained its provisions to her, 
& she had from time to time assisted him to make 
& alter it. It was admitted that there were some 
ulterior limitations of the real estate, & some 
small legacies which the daughter could not 
remember, but her veracity & honesty of purpose 
were not impugned by those who opposed probate. 
By the alleged will the daughter took a consider- 
able share in testator’s property, & particularly 
in the residuary personal estate. Her statement 
of the will was, in some degree, corroborated as to 
the realty by the codicils, & as to the personalty by 
other papers of testator’s found in the box, & also 
by his verbal declarations made after the execution 
of the will to his friends & relatives, but there was 
no direct corroboration of the residuary bequest 
to the daughter. The ct., being satisfied that there 
was sufficient evidence to rebut the presumption 
of testator’s having destroyed the will animo 
revocandi, & being also satisfied that the contents 
of the will were substantially as stated by the 
daughter :—Held: probate of the will as written 
down by the daughter should be granted.—_ SUGDEN 


Part X.—REVOCATION, REVIVAL, AND REPUBLICATION. 


v. St. LEONARDS (LORD) (1876), 1 P. D. 154; 45 
L. J. P. 49; 84 L. T. 372; 24 W. BR. 860, C. A. 


Annotations -—-Consd. Woodward v. Conieione atiOee) _ 
aR; Cas. 469. Folld. Clark v. Dixon (1891), 8 T. 11. 
d. Gardiner v. Courthope (1886), 12 P. D. ae vere 

v. cag ths (1890), 15 P. D.170; Allan v. Morrison, 1800) 
4; Re Sykes, Drake v. Sykes ase 23 T. L. R, 

447 In the Goods of Phibbs es ) es a "81. 
Mentd. Krehl v. Burre (1878), 10 Ch.  e20: Gould ». 
Lakes i, al D.1; At ingon v. aise [1897] P. 
40; > Gill v. Gil, F 1909] Pp, 157; Read v. Price, [1909] 


2K. B. 724; Re J oeeoD: [1924] bP. 221; Barkwell v. 
Borkwell, Tioga ye 
1885. ——- ———- ——— ——-.]—-CLARK v. DIXON 
(1891), 8 T. L. R. 11. 
1886. -}—Where a will 








duly executed, traced tS testator’s possession & last 
seen there, is not forthcoming on his death, the 
pr esumption is that it was destroyed by himself. 
o rebut it there must be sufficient evidence that 
it was not destroyed by testator animo revocandi : 
—Held: in this case concurrent findings that it 
had not been rebutted could not be disturbed. 
There is a presumption against its fraudulent 
abstraction either before or after his death, but 
the circumstances which render such abstraction 
possible must be taken into account in arriving at 
the result of the evidence.—ALLAN v. MORRISON, 
[1900] A. C. 604; 69 L. J. P. C. 141, P. C. 
Annotation aoe Re Sykes, Drake v. Sykes (1907), 23 








fie See 

1887. —— —-—.]— Re SYKEs, 
DRAKE v. SYKES, No. 1870, ante. 

1888. —-— ——- -—— ——.]—Where a will has 


been destroyed by testator, although the pre- 
sumption is that he destroyed it animo revocandi, 
this presumption can be rebutted by proof that 
hoe destroyed it in error, & such proof will be 
inferred from a statement ten days before his death, 
& long after the presumed date of destruction in 
error, indicating a belief by testator that the will 
was then still in existence.—In the stale of 
TEMPLEMORE (1925), 69 Sol. Jo. 382. 

1889. Onus of proof.|-—WELcn v. 




















Puitires, No. 1879, ante. 

1890. ~——.]— BRown  v. 
Brown, No. 1724, ante. 

1891. Destruction of document referred to 





in will.|—In order that an unattested paper may 
be adopted as part of a duly attested will, it must 
be referred to by the will in such a manner as shall, 
with the assistance of parol evidence when neces- 
sary & properly admissible, leave no doubt of its 
identity. Where a codicil refers to two memo- 
randums, & only one is found, effect must be given 
to that. which is found, for, either the ordinary 
presumption must prevail, that the missing paper 
was destroyed by testatrix animo revocandi, or 
the principle must be applied that the apparent 
testamentary intentions of testator are not to be 
disappointed, merely because he made other dis- 
positions of his property which are unknown by 
reason of tho testamentary paper whch contained 
them not being forthcoming.—-DICKINSON  v. 
See (1861), 11 C. B. N.S. 341; 142 KE. R. 
8 


Annotations :—Apld. § ened en o. St. Leonards Oa 1P.D. 
154. Refd. Ibbott v. Bell (1865), 34 Beav. 


1892. Will executed in ruplicnterestalon? Ss 
duplicate not forthcoming.|—Where a will has 
been executed in duplicate, one only being retained 
by testatrix, & such duplicate is not forthcoming 
after her decease, the presumption of law is that 
she destroyed it animo revocandi.—JONES  v. 
FIARDING (1887), 58 L. T. 60; 523.2. 71. 
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1893. Testator becoming insane. | 
—P. duly executed his will in duplicate in Aug. 
1813; one copy he deposited with one of the exors. 
therein named; as to the other, there was no 
evidence whether he retained it in his own custody 
or not. He became insane in 1827, & so remained 
till his death. Only the copy in the custody of the 
exor. was then forthcoming :—Held: the ordinary 
legal presumptions as to revocation of one duplicate 
by reason of the destruction or non-appearance 
of the other, did not under the circumstances 
arise; & probate of the copy in the hands of the 
exor. was granted.—TorHamM & TomBs v. NORRIS 
(1857), 29 L. T. O. S. 346. 

1894. Whether revocation of codicil implied— 
From destruction of will..—Grimmwoop v. COZENS, 
No. 1737, ante. 

1895. —-——-.]—Jn the Goods of TURNER, No. 

751, ante. 














li. Will Found Mutilated. 
1896. Whether destruction with intention to 
revoke presumed— Seal torn off.|— Will found with 
the seal torn olf, in the repositories of deceased :— 





Held: the act was done animo cancellandi.— 
DAVIES v. DAVIES (1753), 1 Lee, 444; 161 E.R. 
164. 

Annotations :--Refd. Price v. Powell (1858), 3H. & N. 341; 
Andrew v. Moe (1862), 12 C. B. S. 514; Bell v. 
Fothergill (1870), L. . 2 P. & D. 1 8. 

1897. amet ey. will found in deceased’s 


repositories with the seal cut off is to be presumed 

to be cancelled by himself animo cancellandi, & 

can only be revived by some further act.— 

LAMBELL v. LAMBELL (1831), 3 Ilag. Ecce. 568 ; 

162 BK. R. 1266. 

Annotations : —Refd. Brown v. Brown Se 1 Fee. & AA 
423; Price v. ron (1858), 3 H. 341; Andrew 
Motley (1862), 12 C. B N. 8. ave Np v. Fothergill 
(1870), L. RR. yp. &. D 148. 

1898. Will divided in middle.|—-A will was 
written upon very brittle paper. Testator had 
given instructions for a new will, but died before it 
could be executed. The former will was found in 
a box tied up with a draught of the new will, 
divided in the middle, but without any other 
indication of having been cancelled, the seal & 
signatures remaining :—Held: these circumstances 
did not afford a sufficient presumption that the 
paper was torn by deceased for the purpose of 
revoking it, but the possibility & probability was 
that it was occasioned by the wear & tear of a 
brittle paper.— BIGGE v. BIGGE (1845) 3 Notes of 
Cases, 601; 41. T. O.S. 4743; 9 Jur. 192. 

1899. ——— Signature & attestation clause cut or 
torn off.;—A. made his will, being in extreme 
illness, on Dec. 15, & placed it in his mother’s 
custody. At his request his mother gave it to him 
on Dec. 21. On Dec. 22 he died, & the will was 
found under the bolster of his bed, with the signa- 
tures & attestation clause torn off; the latter 
were nowhere to be found. A. had expressed no 
dissatisfaction with his said will. 

On motion for probate of the paper to his widow 
as extrix. :—Held: the will was revoked.—J7 the 
Goods of Lewis (1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 31; 27 L. J. 
P.& M.31; 3801. T. O.S. 353; 4 Jur. N.S. 248 ; 
164 HK. R. 615. 

1900. ---— ---—- Middle sheets removed.|—T. G. 
duly executed a will on six or eight detached sheets 
of paper. At the time of execution he subscribed 
his name at the foot, of each sheet in the presence 
of the attesting witnesses, who thereupon also 
subscribed in his presence each sheet. On his 
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Re TALBOT, [1925] S. . R, 100.—A 
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death two of the middle sheets of the will only 
were found amongst his papers, & there was no 
trace of the remaining sheets. 

On motion to decree lettors of administration 
with these shects, as the will annexed :—Held: 
the signatures at the end of the will, being the only 
ones that satisfied the Wills Act, having been 
destroyed, the will must be presumed to have been 
revoked.—ZIJn the Goods of GULLAN (1858), 1 Sw. & 
Tr. 23; 27L. J.P. &M.15; 30 L. T. O. 8. 326 ; 
4 Jur. N.S. 196; 164 E.R. 6123; sub nom. In the 
Goods of GALLAN, 6 W. R. 307. 
sa eis al pear po uniatias v. Whinyates (1863), 32 

Be Be 73; 


1901. —-— Folded inside  will.}]— Will 
found after death with signature & attestation 
clause cut off & folded inside the will. No other 
evidence of intention :—Held : this was a sufficient 
evidence of an animus revocandi.—MAGNESI U. 
HAZELTON (1881), 44 L. T. 586 5 sub nom. MAYNES 
v. HAZLEDON, 45 J. P. 816. 

1902. —--—- ——- Signatures also erased with ink.] 
---In 1897 testatrix duly executed her will, which 
was then placed untorn in an envelope, sealed up, 
& retained by her solr. In 1906, at her request, 
the solr. sent the will to testatrix. Sonic months 
later testatrix stated to two people that she had 
destroyed her will, that when she got better she 
would make a new one, but that if she never 
recovered she should die intestate, & all her pro- 
yerty would be divided between her sisters & her 

rother. After the death of testatrix the will was 
found among her papers torn halfway across, the 
tear coinciding with the line of testatrix’s signa- 
ture, & that signature & those of the two attesting 
witnesses were also erased with ink :—Held: 
testatrix had torn her will animo revocandi.— 
Nort vv. NoRTH (1909), 25 T. La. R. 322. 

1903. Names of attesting witnesses torn off. | 
—HEVANS r. DALLOW, Jn the Goods of DALLOW, No. 
1818, ante. 

1904, — — Signature cut out—-Gummed into 
origina] place.|—On the death of deceased a will 
was found, the signature to which had been cut 
out, but gummed on to its former place. ‘The 
will had been in the custody of testator up to the 
time of his death. Declarations of deceased made 
subsequent to the date of the will were proved of 
an intention to benefit his wife by will. No other 
will was forthcoming :--//feld: the presumption 
that deceased cut out the signature animo rero- 
candi was not rebutted, & the gumming on the 
signature in its original place did not revive the 
will.—- BELL +. FotTHerGin (1870), L. R.2P.& dD. 
148; 23 L. T. 323; 34 J.P. 679; 18 W. RR. 1040. 
Annotation :-—Apld. Magneai v. Wazelton (1881), 44 L. T. 586. 

1905. Original sheet removed-—Other sheet 
substituted.]—-Testator after duly executing his will, 
which was in five sheets, each of which was signed 
by himself & initialled by the attesting witnesses, 
took out three sheets & substituted three new ones, 
which he signed, but which were not attested. He 
did not alter the date of will, nor did he re-sign it, 
nor was it re-attested :—Held: the will was not 
entitled to probate.—TRELOAR t. LEAN (1889), 14 
P.D.49; 58 L. J. P. 39; 60 L. T. 512; 37 W. R. 560. 

1906. Will torn up.| —Testatrix by her will 
left all she possessed to two persons, whom she 
named, in trust to pay the income to her husband 


—— - 














PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 7.-—— 
B. (c) iii. 
1918 i. IW¥hether destruction with in- 


d 1913 if. 
tention to revoke presumed—Testator 





retaining one duplicate.J-—CROSBIE v. 
WILSON (1865), 3 Macph. ag of Sess.) 
~—-—,}—If one part of a 
will, executed in duplicate, has been 


WILLS. 


during his lifetime, & directed that her estate 
should be divided equally between her four children 
at his death. There was no direction to pay debts 
& no appointment of exors. Testatrix expressed 
adherence to her will, which she retained in her 
own possession, but at her death it was found torn 
up. All parties interested consenting :—Held : 
there was on these facts nbd presumption of revoca- 
tion, the persons named as trustees were not, in the 
absence of a direction to pay debts, exors. accord- 
ing to the tenor, & the proper form of grant was 
one, with the will annexed, to them as universal 
legatees in trust.—Jn the Estate of MACKENZIE, 
[1909] P. 305; 791L.J3.P.4; 267. L. R. 39. 
1907. Onus of proof of intention—-On party 
alleging revocation—Testator of unsound mind.j]— 
A., having duly executed her will, subsequently 
became insane. Shortly before her death, it was 
discovered that the will had been mutilated by 
her; but it was proved to have been in her custody 
for a short time subsequent as well as prior to her 
insanity :—Held : there being satisfactory evidence 
of the due execution of the will, the onus of showing 
that it had been mutilated by testatrix when of 
sound mind was upon the party alleging its revoca- 
tion.— HARRIS v. BERRALL (1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 
153; 7W.R.19; 164 i. . 671. 
Annotations :—Apld. Spriggs vr. Sprigge (1868), L. It. 1 











Pp. & DD. 608; Benson v. Benson (1870), L. R. 2 P. & D. 
172. Refd. Allan v. Morrison, [1900) A. C. 604. 
1908. —-— Partial tearing leaving 


words legible.J—When a will is found in the pos- 
session of testator, partially torn, the presumption 
of law is that the tearing was done by testator. 
But the burden of proof that this tearing was done 
animo revocandi is on the party alleging the revoca- 
tion. Partial tearing which leaves all the words of 
the will distinct & legible does not necessarily show 
an intention to revoke the will.—/te Cownlina, 
JINKIN v. COWLING, [1924] P. 1183; 938 1. J. BP. 
433 1381 L.'1.157; 407. L. RR. 358. 

1909. Rebuttal of presumption.|/—Evans 
v. DALLOW, Jn the Goods of DALLOW, No. 1818, ante. 

1910. —-— Evidence.|—(1) A will which 
at the date of its execution was deposited with the 
drawer, & a year before the death of deceased was 
at his request delivered to him to reconsider, & 
was found after his death in his bureau locked up, 
with the first sheet, containing the substance of 
the will, detached & missing :—Held: on the pre- 
sumption of law, it was done by deceased animo 
revocandi, 

(2) Testamentary declarations are considered of 
little weight; they may be insincere or they may 
be misunderstood, or misremembered, & not 
repeated in the very words of deceased (Sir H. 
JENNER FUustT). 

(3) They [declarations] will not destroy the 
presumption of law arising from those facts (Sm 
H. JENNER J*ustr).—WILLIAMS v. JONES (1849), 
7 Notes of Cases, LOG. 








1911. --——- --——- ~-——..] —HMiums wv. Enms, No. 
L793, ante. 
1912. ——— ---—- -—-.] —- BELL vo. FOTUERGILL, 


No. 1904, ante. 
Hi. Destruction of Duplicate. 
1913. Whether destruction with intention to 
revoke presumed—Testator retaining one duplicate. | 
—SEYMOUR’S (Str EDWARD) CASE (prior to 1710), 


cited in 1 P. Wms. at p. 345. 
annotations :—Consd. Onions v. peasy (1716), 1 P. Wms. 343. 
Mentd. Anon. (1734), 2 Barn. K. B. 437. 





retained by testator & cannot bo found 
after his death, the presumption is that 
he destroyed it with the intention of 
revoking the same.—NELAON 0, ¢ 

4 S. Ci. 345, -~§, AF. 


Part X.—REVOCATION, REVIVAL, AND REPUBLICATION. 


1914. --|—By cancelling a will in his 
own possession, testator cancels a duplicate in the 
custody of another person.— RICKARDS v. MUMFORD 
(1812), 2 Phillim. 23; 161 E. R. 1066. 

Annotation :—Refd. Topham & Tombs v. Norris (1857), 29 

L. T. O. 8. 346. 


1915. —— .|—A will being executed in 
duplicate, one part of which was proved to have 
been in, & was never traced out of, deceased’s 
possession, & was not found at his death, the 
prima facie presumptions are: first, that testator 
destroyed the part in his own possession; & 
second, (if the first be not repelled), that he 
intended thereby to revoke the duplicate not in 
his possession. Deceased pronounced dead_ in- 
testate.—CoLVIN v. FRASER (1829), 2 TIag. Eee. 
266; 162 hy. R. 856. 

Annotations :—Refd. Welch v. Phillips (1836), 1 Mod. P. C. C. 
299; James uv. Cohon (1844), 2 L. T. O. 8. 5183; Topham 
& Tombs v, Norris (1857), 29 L. T. O.S. 316; Vatten v. 
Poulton (1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 55. Mentd. Hayle v. Wasted 
& Pierson (1836), 1 Curt. 236. 

1916. —— .|—LUXMOORE  v. 
(circa 1885), cited in 58 T. T. at p. 61. 
Annotation :—~ Apld. Jones v. Harding (1887), 58 L. T. 60. 


1917. Rebuttal of presumption.]— 
The cancellation of one duplicate is the cancella- 
tion of both. 

Opportunity afforded to the adverse party of 
showing that the cancellation was not done aniimo 
cancellandi,—-BOUGHEY v. Morrtron (1758), 2 
Lee, 532; 3 Hag. Eee. 191; 161 Te. R. 429. 

1918. — Duplicate retained missing after 
testator’s death.]-—Pa1GE v. Brooks, No. 1753, 
ante. 

1919. Testator retaining both.}—(1) One 
having made his will & a duplicate thereof, delivers 
the duplicate to A.; afterwards he wakes another 
will, by which he revokes all former wills, & at the 
same time cancels that part of the former will 
which was in his own custody. Before his death 
he sends for an attorney to make a third will, but 
is senseless before he arrives. After his death, 
the first & second will are found together in a paper 
both cancelled 3 but the duplicate of the first is 
found uneancclled amongst) his other deeds & 
papers. The act of cancelling the latter will does 
not set up the duplicate of the former. 

As if a man were to throw the ink upon his will, 
instead of the sand : though it might be a complete 
defacing of the instrument it would be no can- 
celling : or suppose a@ man, having two wills of 
different: dates by him, should direct the former to 
becancelled : & through mistake the person should 
cancel this latter: such an act would be no 
revocation of the last will: or suppose a man, 
having a will consisting of two parts, throws one 
unintentionally into the fire where it is burnt: it 
would be no revocation of the devises contained in 
such part (LORD MANSFIELD), 

(2) In order to explain any such act of cancelling, 
tearing or defacing, ctc., as [have before mentioned, 
parol] evidence must be Jet In (LORD MANSFIELD ).-— 
BURTENSHAW v. GILBERT (1774), 1 Cowp. 49; 
98 H.R. 750; sub nom. BERKENSHAW v. GILBERT, 
Lofft, 465. 

Annotations :—Ae to (1) Consd. Colvin r. Fraser (1829), 2 


Hag. Eee. 266. Refd. Brady v. Cubitt (1778), Lt Doug. 
K. B. 31; Pemberton v. Pemberton (1807), 18 Ves. 290 5 








CHAMBERS 























Perrott v. Perrott (1811), 14 Kast, 423; Beardsley v. 
Lacey (1897), 78 L. T. 25. 
1920. .|—Presumption, that the can- 


cellation of one duplicate of a will cancels the 
other, though both are in testator’s possession, & 
the cancelled instrument had been altered.— 
PEMBERTON v. PEMBERTON (1807), 13 Ves. 290 ; 


33 E. KR. 303, L. C. 
Annotations :—Consd. Payne & Meredith v. Trappes (1847), 
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Refd. Colvin v. Fraser (1829), 


5 Notes of Cases, 147. (1841), 1 
Cas. 1. 


2 Hag. Ecc. 266. Mentd. Wilson v. Boddard 

Sim. 28; Boyse v. Rossborough (1857), 6 H. L. 

1921. «]—A codicil executed in dupli- 
cate whereof one part was destroyed & the other 
part retained by testator until his death, the 
destruction of such part being contemporaneous 
with the execution of another substituted codicil, 
excluded from probate. 

The prima facie presumption is that, by the 
destruction of one part of the codicil of 1839, 
testator intended to do une y, with the effect of 
that codicil (Str H. JENNER Fust).—ZIJn the Goods 
of TIAINS (1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 621. 

1922. Partial destruction of one— 
Careful preservation of the other.]—HOBERTS v. 
Rounn, No. 1798, ante. 

1923. —-—— Duplicate used as draft of new 
codicil—New codicil destroyed.|—L. B. executed a 
codicil & duplicate on Mar. 9, 1841. On May 29, 
1841, she executed a codicil, the same totidem verbia, 
except the addition of one legacy, with that of 
Mar., the duplicate of which was used as the draft 
of the new codicil, & at the same time drew her pen 
through her signature to the codicil & duplicate of 
Mar., & wrote a memorandum “ This codicil, on 
May 29, 1841, was cancelled by me, lL. B.”’ She 
subsequently destroyed the codicil of May :— 























Held: the codicil of Mar. was not entitled to 
probate.—GREGORY v. GREGORY (1849), 13 Jur. 
843. 


(d) Hvidence of Intention. 


1924. Admissibility of evidence of intention— 
Parol evidence.|—BURTENSHAW v. GILBERT, No. 
1919, ante. 

1925. —-— o--KIRKCUDBRIGHT vu. KIRK- 
CUDBRIGHT (L828), 1 Hag. Ecc. 325; 162 E.R. 
GO1. 

1926. -- — Declarations of testator.|-—HALE v. 
TOKELOVE, No. 1714, ante. 

1927. ~.]—A codicil once executed 
cannot be revoked except by burning, tearing, or 
otherwise destroying, or some other instrument to 
revoke that former instrument. At the time of 
the execution of a second codicil testator was asked 
What she had done with the first, & her answer 
was, ‘‘T have or 1 will destroy it,’? therefore she 
knew that the codicil was in existence (STR 








JENNER Fust).—CLEARSON tv. ‘TEAGUE (1851), 
St. T. O.S8.175; 15 Jur. 1016. 
1928. — —-——.]--Declarations by testator 








that he had destroyed a will, the revocation of 
which is in issue, are inadmissible in evidence.— 
STAINES v. STEWART (L861), 2 Sw. & Tr. 3203 31 
LJ.PM. & AJ 10; 51. T. 457; 265. P. 73 8 
Jur. N.S. 4405 164 E.R. 1019. 
Annotation :—Apld. Drake v, Sykes (1906), 22 T. L. R. 741. 
1929. .—Testator having duly exe- 
cuted a will, subsequently married. On the day 
of & after the marriage ceremony he executed a 
codicil, by which he made a provision fur his wife, 
& in all other respects revived. ratified, & confirmed 
his will. Ilis wife predeceased him, & on his 
death the codicil, which had been in his possession, 
could not be found. Declarations of testator of a 
desire to adhere to his will were proved, extending 
up to the last: period of his life :—Held: testator 
could not have intended by the destruction of the 
codicil to render his will inoperative, & the ct. 
would therefore grant probate of the will & of the 
codicil as contained in a draft from which the 
original was prepared for execution.—JAMES v. 
SHRIMPTON (1876), 1 P. D. 431; 45 L. J. P. 85. 
Annotation :—Refd. Beardsley v. Lucey (1897), 67 L. J. P, 
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Sect. 1.—Revocation: Sub-sect.7, B. (d), &C.; sub- 
sect. 8, A. & B. (a) & (b).] 

1930. --——.]——Testator by his will ap- 
pointed two exors., with the usual directions as to 
payment of debts, etc. He also appointed the 
same persons trustees, with directions to pay the 
income arising from his property to his wife & 
his only son in equal shares during her life or 
widowhood, & after her death or re-inarriage the 
whole estate was bequeathed to the son absolutely. 
There were also alternative trusts in the case of the 
son dying in the wife’s lifetime, cither unmarried 
or married leaving children. After his death the 
will was found with the clause appointing ecxors. 
cut out of it, & there was evidence of declarations 
by testator that he had cut it out with a pair of 
scissors with the intention of cutting out the name 
of one of the exors. The wife died in the lifetime 
of testator, & in the events which had happened 
at his death the son was the only person entitled to 
the estate :—Held : theappointment of exors. was 
revoked by the mutilation of the will.—Jn the Goods 
of MALEY (1887), 12 P. D. 1384; 561. J. P. 112; 
67 LL. T. 500; 515. P. 423; 85 W. RR. 764. 

1931. -——- ---——.]—- Declarations made by testa- 
tor after the date of an alleged will are not: admis- 
sible to prove the execution of the will, & they are 
equally inadmissible to prove that the will was 
executed in duplicate. 

In order to prove that a testatrix had executed 
her will in duplicate, & that she had revoked the 
will by destroying one of the parts, evidence 
was tendered of oral declarations to that eftect. 
made by testatrix after the date of the will :— 
Held: these declarations were inadmissible.— 
ATKINSON v. Mornis, [1897] P. 40; 66 L. J. P. 
7; 755.7. 440; 45 W.R. 293; 13 T. L. R. 83; 
41 Sol. Jo. 110, C. A. 

Annotations ;--Apld. Eyre ». Eyre, (1903) P. 131. Refd. /n 

the Estate of Jessop (1924), 40 T. L. 1. 800. 





C’. Destruction by Stranger. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 20. 

1932. Directions by testator to third person— 
Will not destroyed.|—Deceased having made a 
will, which she deposited with one of the exors., 
caused a letter to be written, desiring that the 
will might be destroyed. The exor. did not de- 
stroy the will, & deceased was not inforined, down 
to the time of her death, whether the will had been 
destroved or not; but died without having altered 
her intention to revoke, & in the belief that she 
had done so:—Held: to be a revocation.-— 
WALcoTY v. OCHTERLONY (1837), 1 Curt. 580; 163 
EE. R. 2038. 

1933. —— -- Whether act must be done in testator’s 
presence.|-—Where a legatee is allowed to retain a 
former codicil in her possession, «& is told by 
testator after he has executed the last codicil to 
destroy the one in her possession this does not 
amount to a legal] intention of revocation: & the 
legatee by preserving it may take the benefit of 
both legacies for the late Wills Act, 18837 (c. 26), 
8. 20, requires that the destruction of atestamentary 
instrument must be made in the presence of 
testator himself—ROoKE v. LANGDoNn (1844), 2 
L. T. 0.8. 495. 





1934. - ——.J|—-STOCKWELL ¥. RITHERDON, 
No. 1186, ante. 
1935. — — -Probate decreed of draft 


copy of codicil, which had been burnt by testa- 
trix’s order, with intent to revoke, but not in her 


PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 8.—A. 
g- Incomplete transfer to son in fact & 


testator's lifetime of portion of land— 
Codicil reciting incorrect statement of 
correcting transfer—Whether 


WILLS. 


presence.—ZIn the Goods of Dapps (1857), Dea. & 
Sw. 290; 29 L. T. 0.8.99; 164 E. R. 579. 

1936. ——— .|—Testator, having duly exe- 
cuted a will, directed his wife to destroy it because 
his estate had become insolvent. She did not 
destroy it until after his death. The ct. granted 
probate of a copy of the will, as there had been no 
revocation under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 20.— 
In the Goods of BAcon (1859), 23 J. P. 712. 

——— -~-—— Soldier’s will.|—Sce Royal Forces, 
Vol. XXXIX., p. 338, No. 245. 

1937. Unauthorised destruction by third person.| 
—LAWRENCE v. KETE (1648), Aleyn, 54; 82 E. R. 
912. 

1938. ——.] —WooproFrre v. Woop (1719), 1 
Dick. 32; 21 BK. R. 179. 
Annotation :---Refd. Cowgill v. Rhodes (1863), 33 Beav. 310. 

1939. .|—The will of testator -was, after his 
death, torn into pieces by one of his sons while a 
copy was being made by the exor. Most of the 
pieces were recovered & gummed together ; but 
there were still some blanks left, & it was in an 
incomplete form when presented for probate, 
though the copy showed what all the words 
omitted in the blanks had been :—IHeld: probate 
might be granted of the incomplete will & the copy 
as together constituting the will of deceased.— 
In the Goods of Leia, [1892] P. 82; 61 L. J. P. 
124; 661L. T. 379; 8T. L. BR. 270. 

1940. ~ Whether act may be ratified by 
testator..—The will of testatrix was destroyed in 
her presence, but without her consent or authority, 
by a relative. Subsequently testatrix, though 
pressed to do so, refused to make a new will, 
saying that she could not bring her mind to it, & 
that it must remain as it was :—Held: there was 
no sufficient evidence of a subsequent ratification 
of the destruction of the will so as to constitute it 
an act done by the direction & by the authority 
of testatrix, & probate might be granted of the will 
as contained in an affidavit of the exor. Qu: 
whether, where a will has been destroyed not only 
without the authority of testatrix, but against her 
Wish, any subsequent ratification of the act of 
destruction will make it a revocation within 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. 20.—Mim1s v. MILLWARD 
(1889), 15 P. D. 20; 59L. J.P. 23; 61 L. T. 651. 
Annotations :—Apld. Gill v. Gill, [1909] P. 157. Consd. Ie 

Booth, Booth v. Booth, {1926] P. 118. 

1941. ——-.]---Where a will has been torn 
up without testator’s authority, he cannot, by any 
subsequent ratification of the destruction, render 
the act a valid revocation of the will. 

At the moment when the will was torn, testator 
had no mental capacity to authorise such an act, & 
the tearing up did not amount to a revocation. 
The intention to revoke must be manifested at the 
time of destruction, & no subsequent ratification 
is of any effect.—Gmun v7. Gint, [1909] P. 157; 
78 lL. J. P. 60; 100 L. T. 861; 25 T. L. R. 400 ; 
53 Sol. Jo. 359. 
gas tee :--Consd. Ae Booth, Booth v. Booth, [1926] 




















SUB-SECT. 8.—CONDITIONAL REVOCATION. 
A. In General. 

1942. What amounts to—Destruction in belief 
of revival of former will.|—The destruction of a 
last will, by burning or otherwise, docs not revive 
an earlier will; & therefore, where testatrix caused 
her last will to be destroyed by burning it, at the 


revocation by codicil absolute.}—Copr 
v. BIDDULPH, 23 8S. R. N.S. W. 390 5 
40) N, 8, WwW. Ww. N. 41.— AUS. 
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same time expressing a wish that the provisions 
of an earlier will, which had been in terms revoked 
by a clause in the last will, should thereupon again 
become operative :—Held: to be only a condi- 
tional revocation of the last will, & as the condition 
was inoperative, the act of destruction was nuga- 
tory, & the last will was still valid & subsisting, 
&, a8 such, was entitled to probate-—WELCH & 
FREEMAN v. GARDNER (1887), 51 J. P. 760. 

1943. Construction.] — Re CHURCHILL, 
pee v. MANCHESTER UNIVERSITY, No. 1716, 
ante. 





B. Dependent Relative Revocation. 
(a) In General. 


1944. Foundation of doctrine.|—Testator exe- 
cuted a will in 1864 revoking all former wills. In 
1865 he destroyed this will, with an intention, 
expressed at the time, that he wished to substitute 
for it a will of 1862, which he held in his hand :— 
Held: the act of destruction by testator was 
referable solely to his intention to validate the will 
of 1862, & that act being conditional, & the con- 
dition being unfulfilled, there was no revocation. 

I conceive that the doctrine of dependent relative 
revocation properly applies to facts such as this 
case involves. This doctrine is based on the 
principle that all acts by which testator may 
physically destroy or mutilate a testamentary 
instrument are in their nature equivocal. ‘They 
may be the result of accident, or, if intentional, of 
various intentions. It is, therefore, necessary in 
each case to study the act done by the light of the 
circumstances under which it occurred, & the 
declarations of testator with which it may have 
been accompanied. For unless it be done animo 
revocandi, it is no revocation. What, then, if the 
act of destruction be done with the sole intention of 
setting up & establishing some other testamentary 
paper, for which the destruction of the paper in 
question was only designed to make way? It is 
clear that in such case the animus revocandi had 
only a conditional existence, the condition being 
the validity of the paper intended to be substituted, 
& such has been the course of decision in the various 
cases quoted in argument. (Sir J. P. Winprk).— 
POWELL v. POWELL (1866), L. R. 1 P. & D. 209; 


35 q,. Js P. Xv M. 100 ; 14 qh. PB, 800. 

Annotations : —Distd. Eckersley +. Platt (1866), L. R. J 
PP. & YD. 2813 Ju the Goods of Weston (1869), lL. R. 1 
Pp. & VD. 633. Apld. Cossey v. Cossey (1900), 69 L. J.P. 
17. Consd. Jn the Wstate of Zimmer (1924), 40 T. L. 1. 
5023; Jee Southerden, Adams v. Sontherden, [1985] VP. 
177. Relfd. Jn the Goods of Andrews, [1893] P. 14. 

1945. Revocation by codicil-—Whether affected 
by invalidity of codicil.| Warp vt. VAN DER LOEFF, 


BURNYEAT v. VAN DER LOEFF, No. 1662, ante. 


(b) Application of Doctrine. 
1946. Revoking will not itself good for all 
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purposes.|— A will sufficient to pass a personal 
estate will not amount to a good revocation of a 
former will, whereby the real estate is devised 
according to Stat. Frauds.—LIMBERY v. MASON 
(1734), 2 Com. 451; 92 KB. R. 1155. 


Annotations :—-Refd. Goodright v. Glazier (1770), 4 Burr. 
2512; Hoe v. Heyhoo (1776), 2 Wm. Bl. 1114; ax p. 
lichester (1803), 7 Ves. 348; Colvin v. Fraser (1829), 2 
Hag. Kee. 266+: Foley v. Parry (1833), 2 My. & K. 138; 
Doe d. Strickland v. Strickland (1849), 8 C. B. 724; 
Dancer v. Crabb (1873), L. R. 3 P. & D. 983 Re Viggies, 
Gregory v. Edmondson (1888), 39 Ch. D. 253, 

1947. Destruction with intention to substitute 
former will.|-—Disposition by will, so as to have 
legal effect, & afterwards another, by which _ the 
former would be revoked, but the other substi- 
tuted; & it is evident, testator did not intend 


revocation for any other purpose than to give it 

effect, if the second instrument cannot have the 

effect of disposition, it shall not be a revocation, 

Where the act is valid for the whole purpose, but 

by disability of the person to take, or some matter 

dehors or subsequent to the will it is inelfectual, it 

is a revocation.—Ex p. ILCHESTER (HARtr) (1803), 

7 Ves. 348; 32 E.R. 142. 

Annotations ou In the Goods of Middleton (1864), 3 
Sw. & Tr. 583. Refd. Johnston v. Johnston (1817), ] 
Phillim. 447; Andrew v. Andrew (1855), 3 Sm. & G. 130; 
Dickinson v. Stidolph (1861), 11 C. B. N.S. 3415 Louis 
vy. Louis (1864), 3 New Rep. 369; Ibbott v. Bell (1865), 
34 Beav. 295; Daneer v. Crabb (1873), L. R.3 P. & D. 983 
In the Goods of McCabe (1873), le. R. 3 P. & D. 94; 
Alexander v. Kirkpatrick (1874), L. hk. 2 Se. & Div. 397 ; 
Ward v. Van der Locff, Burnveat v. Van der Loeff, [1924] 
A. ©. 653. Mentd. Eilbeck ». Wood (1826), 1 Thuss. 564 ; 
In the Estate of Tollemache, (1917) BP. 246. 





1948. |\—POWELL v. POWELL, No. 1944, 
ante. 
1949. ---.]—Testatrix, having a will in her 


hand, dictated the alterations she desired to be 
made in the first part of it to a friend, who wrote 
them down. ‘Testatrix, feeling unwell, desired 
her friend to stop there, & then tore off & burnt so 
much of her will as had been covered by the memo- 
randum written at her dictation. This memo- 
randum, together with the rest of the will, which 
contained the residuary clause & the signatures of 
testatrix & witnesses & the attestation clause 
intact, was placed in a desk by testatrix & locked 
up, & she believed when she did so that these 
papers constituted a new will, & were not merely 
instructions for such a will :—Held: it was a case 
of dependent relative revocation, a revocation 
dependent on the papers locked up constituting a 
new will, & probate was granted of the original 
will as contained in the portion which remained 
& the draft of the part which was destroyed. 
Although testator does an act which unexplained 
would be one of revocation, yet if it appear that he 
did it only as part of the means of setting up 
another will if that end be not accomplished the 
former will is not revoked (Sir J. HANNEN).~- 


PART X. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 8.— 
B, (b). 


1947 i. Destruction with intention to 
substitute former will.|—Testator execu- 
tod a will in 1890 revoking former wills. 
In 1891 he destroyed this will with an 
intention cxpressed of substituting for 
it a previous will he had made in 180 : 
—HHeld: the act of destruction by 
testator was referable solely to his 
intention to validate the former will 
of 1880, & that act being conditional, 
& the condition being unfulfilled, there 
was no revocation.—BOWMAN v. BuT- 
LER (1894), 15 N.S. W. LL. RR. (B. & P.) 


7: 4N. S. W. Bkpty. Cas. 54,— 
AUS. 
1947 ii. .}—In a sult brought by 





W. for a grant of administration to her 
of the estate of her deceased husband, 
the evidence showed that one of several 


wills of deceased had been destroyed by 
him, but it was not clearly shown that. 
this destroyed will was the last will of 
deceased: the suit was therefore 
dismissed, pltf. W. not having dis- 
charged the onus laid on her of proving 
the revocation. From tho evidence 
it appeared that. even if the destroyed 
will was in fact, the last will of deceased 
by which former wills had been revoked 
the will had only becn destroyed with 
the intention of reviving a former will: 
—ITeld: this was no revocation.-—— 
Warp v. Crook (1896), 17 N.S. W. 
L. R. (B.) 64.—AUS. 

1947 iii. ./—-M.I. signod a printed 
form of will containing blanks, the 
printed matter including a revocation 
clause, & his signature was duly 
witnessed by two witnesses. All the 
blanks in the form were filled in by 
M. I, subsequently to execution. On 





motion on notice by the person named 
as exor. to have the revocative part 
alone admitted to probate, tha ct. 
found the following facts :—(1) the 
attempted revocation was merely the 
first act towards accomplishing testa- 
tor’s design to make a new will; (2) it 
was dependent or conditional on a new 
will being made ; (3) no will was made: 
——TTeld the doctrine of dependent 
relative revocation applied, & probate 
should be refused without requiring 
the alleged will to be propounded.— 
In the Goods of Irvine, [1919] 2 f. R 
485.—IR. 

iv, ——.J]—WEST 1%. 
I, R. 34.—IR. 


1947 WEST, 
[1921] 2 

1947 v. ———.]— Re WENBORN, [1923] 
N. 4. L. R. 27.—N.Z. 

1947 vi. ———.}——Re Tay Lor, [1924) 
N, 4. L. R, 1109.—-N.Z,. 
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Sect. 1.—Revocation: Sub-sect. 8, B. (b).} 


DANCER v. CRABB (1873), L. R. 3 P. & D. 98; 42 
L.J.P.& M. 53; 281. T. 914; 37 J. P. 663. 
1950. ——-- Act must be referable to intention.] — 
Testator having made three wills, the last of which 
was not duly executed, subsequently burned the 
second & third & preserved the first. The only 
witness present at the time was a person who had 
an interest in upholding either of the two first 
wills, but who took nothing under the third will. 
The ct. not being satisfied on such evidence that 
the ‘‘ act of destruction was referable wholly & 
solely to the intention of setting up ”’ the first will, 
declined to apply the doctrine of dependent 
relative revocation, & pronounced for an intes- 
tacy.—EckrrsLby v. PLATT (1866), L. R. 1 P. & 
D. 281; 36 L. J.P. & M. 7; 15 W. RR. 2323 sub 
nom. EKERSLEY v. PLATT, 15 L. TT. 327. 
ar eaatar :—Refd. Dancer v. Crabb (1873), L. R. 3 1. & D. 


1951. Former will.|—Testatrix destroyed 
a will without stating at the time her intention in 
doing so. Subsequently on the same day she said 
that she destroyed the will with the intention that a 
former will should take effect. The ct. on motion 
refused, under the circumstances, to grant probate 
of a draft. of the destroyed will.—In the Goods of 
WESTON (1869), L. R.1 P. & D. 6338; 88 L. J.P. & 
M. 58; 20 L. T. 3803; 83 J. B. 812. 

Annotations :—Refd. In the Goods of Andrews, [1893] P. 14; 

Cossey v. Cossey (1900), 69 L. J. P. 17. 

1952. -.-— .|---Testator duly executed a 
will on Dec. 16, 1887, whereby he left all his 
property to his wife, subject to a legacy of £2,000 
to a niece whom they had brought up. On May 1, 
1897, he executed a second will, whereby he left his 
property to Jus wife for life, with remainder to a 
sister-in-law. On Apr. 6, 1899, he executed a third 
will, revoking all previous wills. This will bene- 
fited his wife to a greater extent than the will of 
May 1, 1897, but not to the same extent as the 
will of Dec. 16, 1887. On May 24, 1899, it 
being his wedding day, testator told his wife it 
should not pass without the destruction of the 
will of Apr. 6, 1899, in which he said he had been 
unjust to her; & hesaid he wished his property to 
xo by the will of Dec. 16, 1887. Vhe servant was 
ordered to come into the room that she might. be 
present when the will was destroyed, & in her 
presence testator tore it up & gave her the pieces 
to burn, repeating to her first what) he had pre- 
viously said to his wife :—Held : testator destroyed 
the willof Apr. 6, 1899, with the sole intention, wish, 
& expectation, & in the belief that the result of 
such destruction would be to revive & sel up the 
will of Dec. 16, 1887, & therefore the doctrine of 
dependent relative revocation applied, & the ct. 
pronounced for the will of Apr. 6, 1899, as con- 
tained in a draft propounded by pltf{.—Cossty v. 
CossEy (1900), 69 L. J. P. 17; 82 L. T. 208; 64 
J.P. 89; 167. L. R. 183. 

1953. Misdescription of document as will.] 
—In the Goods of GENTRY, No. 1621, anie. 

1954. Erasures by testator—Names of trustees 














h. What amounts to—-Whether revo- 
cation of later will with mixed inten- 
tion of cutting out a pe aey there- 
under & reviving an earlier will.J—In 
the Estate of NIVEN, 21 8. R. N.S. W. 
702; 38N. 8. W. W. N,. 223.—AUS. 


k. Failure of legacy—Legatee’s hus- 
band an attesting witness to last will 
—Prior will yiving same legacy— 
Whether revocation of former will 
effectual.|—Testator having made a 
will containing several bequests & 
dispositions, mude a luter willin which  & 
he repeated all those bequests & 


wills. 


of £500. 


the 


effectual.—Jte 


dispositions, but added an extra gift 
to one of his grand-nephews. 
later will he appointed the same exors. 
as in the previous will & he inserted 
therein a clause revoking all previous 
A married woman was named 
in both wills as a Jegatee of the sum 
Hicr husband witnessed the 
last will, the legacy to her thus falling 
under Willis Act, 1915, 5s. 13:—Held: 
doctrine of dependent 
revocation did not apply, & the revoca- 
tion of the earlier wil 


V.L. R. 480; 29 Argus L. RR. 344; 45 


WILLs. 


erased for purpose of inserting other names.]— 
Where one devised lands to two trustees in trust for 
certain purposes, by a will duly executed & 
attested, & he afterwards struck out the names of 
one of those trustees & inserted the names of 
two others, leaving the general purposes of the 
trust unaltered, though varying in certain particu- 
lars; & did not republish his will :—Held: his 
intent appearing to be only to revoke by the 
substitution of another good devise to other trus- 
tees, as such new devise could not take effect for 
want of the proper requisites of Stat. Frauds, it 
should not operate as a revocation ; or at most it 
could only operate as a revocation pro tanto, as to 
the trustee whose name was obliterated ; leaving 
the devise good as to the old trustee whose name 
was retained.—SHorT d. GASTRELL v. SMITH 
(1803), 4 Hast, 410; 1 Smith, K, B: 06; 102 BK. R. 
891. 

Annotations :—Apld. Kirke ». Kirke (1828), 4 Russ. 435. 


Mentd. Doe d. Hawe v. Warles (1847), & L. P.O. S. 538; 
Swinton uv. Bailey (1878), 4 App. Cas. 70. 


1955. -— — Admissibility of evidence of original 
words.|— The principle of dependent relative revo- 
cation applies to the case where testator has so 
entirely erased the name of a legatee that it is no 
longer apparent, & has substituted another name 
for it. The ct. will receive evidence to show what 
the original name was, & restore it to the probate 
if satisfied that testator only revoked the first 
bequest on the supposition that he had effectually 
substituted a new legatec. 

The statute of Wills gives no effect to oblitera- 
tions, except so far as the original words shall not 
be apparent, & this has been decided to mean 
‘apparent on an inspection of the instrument,” 
not ‘“‘apparent by extrinsic evidence” (Sir J. 
ITANNEN).—Jn the Goods of MCCABE (15873), L. R. 3 
P&b. 04; 421..5.P.& M. 79; 29 L. TP. 250 ; 
38 J. P. 9. 

Annotations :—Apld. Sturton v. Whetlock (1883), 52 4. 5. P. 

29. Expld. Ffinch v. Combe, [1894] P. 191. 





1956. —- --—.| Jn the Goods of Worsrorn, 
No. 1881, ante. 
1957. -- -|--Where words in a will have 


been erased by testator so as no longer to be appa- 
rent & other words have been written over the 
erasure which are not admissible to probate because 
they are not duly attested, the ct., applying the 
doctrine of dependent relative revocation may 
receive extrinsic evidence of the original words & 
restore them in the probate if satisfied that their 
obliteration was referable wholly & solely to 
testator’s intention to substitute the other words 
for them. But the testator’s intention is a ques- 
tion of fact to be ascertained from his declarations 
& the surrounding circumstances, & where that 
intention would be defeated by restoring the 
original words the ct. is not bound to apply the 
doctrine of dependent relative revocation & may 
hold that the original words were revoked although 
the other words were ineffectually substituted. 
Testatrix by her will left her property to her 
three children. One child died leaving issue, & 
thereupon testatrix completely erased the word 


A. L. T. 44.—AUS., 


l, Part of will cut out.)—Testator 
exocuted a will bequeathing a number 
of legacies, the amounts of which were 
stated in words, & afterwards erased 
some of those words & insertod others, 
the alterations being unattested; & 
he also cut out a portion of the wi 
Hleld: the doctrine of dependent 
relative revocation applying, the sub- 
stituted words should be struck out, & 
the original amounts stand part of the 
will.—IJn the Goods of NELSON (1872), 6 
I. R. Eq. 569.—IR. 


By the 


relative 


was complete 


BOURKE, [192 3) 
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“three ’’’ & wrote the word ‘“two’’ over the 
erasure. Her declared intention was that her two 
surviving children should share the estate between 
them. The alteration was unattested. The ct., 
while omitting the word ‘ two ”’ from the probate, 
refused to restore the word “ three’’ because it 
was not satisfied that testatrix would have desired 
that word to stand if she had been told that the 
word ‘‘ two ” written as she had written it, would 
have no effect.—Jn the Estate of ZIMMER (1924), 40 
T. L. R. 602. 

1958. Admissibility of evidence of intention.] 
—In the Estate of ZimmMER, No. 1957, ante. 

1959. Destruction with intention to make new 
will-——_New will not made or not executed.|—A., on 
July 17, 1812, made a will, by which he devised 
certain real estates to his wife for life; & on her 
death, to M.; & on the death of his wife & M. to his 
exors. in fee, upon certain trusts. The will, which 
was attested by three witnesses, concluded by 
stating that A. had signed his name to the two first 
sides, & his hand & seal to the last side of the will, 
which was written on three sides of a shect of 
paper. <A. put his name & seal at the end of the 
will, but did not sign his name to the two first, sides. 
In Nov. 1816, he made various interlineations & 
obliterations, the effect of which, as regarded his 
real estate, was to confine the first devise to his wife, 
to her widowhood, & to strike out the devise to 
M.; the original date was struck out, & the day 
of Nov. 1816, was substituted. The willwas never 
re-signed, re-published, or re-attested ; but, in the 
folowing month, A. caused a fair copy of it to be 
made, & added one interlineation not. affecting his 
real estate ; but the copy was never signed, pub- 
lished, or attested. The will & fair copy were 
found locked up in a drawer at. the residence of 
testator, who died on Dec. 21, 1816 :—Held: the 
will was well executed ; & there was no revocation 
of it, as it stood originally.—WINSOR v. PRATT 
(1821), 2 Brod. & Bing. 650; 5 Moore, C. P. 484 3 
129 KH. RR. 1117. 

Annotations :-— Refd. Foster «. Mentor Life Assee, (1854), 
3H. & 13.483 Dickinson v. Stidolph (1861), 11 C. BL. NLS 
3415 Ibbott v. Bell (1865), 34 Beav. 395, 

1960. .|-~An exor. having, in pencil, 
altered a will, by the direction of testator who 
approved of it when so altered, & then cancelled it, 
only in order that another might) be drawn up, 
the preparation of which will was prevented by the 
death of deceased -—probate of the canceHed will, 
in its original state, will be granted, on a proxy of 
consent being given by all persons interested.— 
In the Goods of APPELBKt (1828), 1 Hag. Mee. 148 ; 
162 E.R. 5386. 

Annotations :-—Refd. In the Goods of Mitcheson (1863), 32 
1 oo M.& A. 202; Dixon ete. Treasury Solicifor, [1905] 
1961. -|-—A. having a will & codicil, 

cut off the last page of the will, on which were the 

names of A. & the witnesses, & desired B. to burn 
the page so cut off. A. then made some alterations 
in the remaining pages of the will, desired B. to 
write out a new will, & send for A.’s solr. B. wrote 

the new will, but did not burn the part cut off, as A. 

knew. <A diced before executing the new will: 

Held: the former will was entitled to probate, 

there being no intention to revoke, except in con- 

nection with the completion of a new will.—Jn the 

Goods of COCKAYNE (1856), Dea. & Sw. 177; 2 

Jur. N.S. 454; 4 W. R. 555; 164 EB. 1. 541. 

me lola ie Dixon v. Treasury Solicitor (1904), 21 

+ be KR, 5. 


1962. ee testator cut a piece 
out of his will which had been duly executed, con- 
taining the word “‘ witnesses,’’ & the names of the 
attesting witnesses, giving his reason, at the time, 
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for having so cut the same, that he had some idea 
of altering it, & having a new will made; & 
subsequently, on the same day, refastened the 
piece he had so cut out, saying ‘that his will 
would do for the present, & that if he wanted 
another will made he could do it afterwards,” 
& died without making another will; the ct., on 
motion, but with the consent of the parties in- 
terested in case of an intestacy, granted probate of 
the will to the exors. named therein.—Jn the Goods 
of NELES (1862), 2 Sw. & Tr. 600; 32 L. J.P. M. & 
A.4; 71. T. 338; 27 7. P. 9; 11 W. 1 31; 
164 I. R. 1130 


Annotation :-—Retd. Dixon v. Treasury Solicitor (1904), 21 
Plo de 345s 


1963. -|—The doctrine of dependent 
relative revocation may apply to a case where the 
document intended to be substituted for that 
which was destroyed is non-existent, & has never 
existed as a valid testamentary paper. 

Upon a finding of fact that the testator destroyed 
his will with the intention that it should be revoked 
conditionally on his executing a fresh will :— 
Held: as he did not execute a fresh will, the will 
destroyed was entitled to probate.—DIxon v. 
TREASURY Sonicrror, [1905] P. 42; 74 1. J. P. 
345 92 1. T. 427; 211. L. R. 145. 

Annotations :—Refd. Ward v. Van der Loeff, Burnyeat. rv. 
Van der Loeff, {1924] A. C. 653; In the iHstate of Souther- 
den, Adams v. Southerden, [1925] P. 177. 

1964. Failure of subsequent gift.;—A codicil 
revoked valid bequests in a will, & bequeathed the 
property to a fund which was being raised for the 
purpose of buying land for a charity :—Held: 
although the gift by the codicil failed, the revoca- 
tion nevertheless took effect.—TUPvER v. TUPPER 
(1855), ] K. & J. 665; 26 1. T. 0. 8.473; 1 Jur. 
N.S. 9173; 3 W. RR. 616; 69 E.R, 627. 
Annotations --—-Folld. Quinn wv. Butler oe L. R. 6 

Kq. 225. Distd. Vencatanarayuna Pillay tv. Subammal 

(1915), 32 T. L. Ik. 118. Consd. Ward +. Van der Loeff, 

Burnyeat +. Van der Locff, [1924] A. CG. 653. Refd. 

Donnellan v. O'Neill (1870), 18 W. RR. 1188 3 #e Bernard’s 

Settlut., Bernard v. Jones, (1916) 1 Ch. 542, 


1965. — —.|—If awill be revoked by cancellation, 
for the purpose of giving effect to different disposi- 
tions, such revocation is incffectual if the substi- 
tuted disposition be not effective. 

The rule of English law. following that of the civil 
law, is this *' Tune prius testamentwon rumpitur cum 
posterius perfectum est.” 

'Testatrix, by her will, made in 1819, but not 
property attested, purported to give real estate 
to seven persons as tenants in common, In Aug. 
following, she executed a codicil, properly attested, 
which, by referring to the prior instrument, made 
it effective as regarded real estate. In Nov. 
following she cancelled the names of two of the 
seven devisees & re-executed the will, but 1b was 
not properly attested. In Feb. 1821, she repub- 
lished her will by an instrument. properly attested, 
& died in 1823 :—I/eld : the erasure of the names of 
the two devisees was final & not deliberative, & 
they took no interest. in the real estate.—IBBOTT v. 
BELu (1865), 84 Beav. 395; 55 I. R. 687. 

Bs aL TF at Re Sykes, Drake v. Sykes (1907), 23 
» Ade » (Ele 

1966. .J|—Testator, having a power by will 
to charge certain hereditaments with £7,000, to be 
divided amongst his children in such shares as he 
should by will appoint, & in default amongst them 
equally, by his will charged the hereditaments 
with the £7,000, & directed that £4,000, part thereof, 
should be paid to his younger son, & the remaining 
£3,000 to his three daughters equally. By a 
codicil he revoked the appointment or charge of 
£7,000 made by his will, & charged the same 
hereditaments with the payment of £7,000 to the 





364 


Sect. 1.—Revocation: Sub-sect. 8, B. (b). 
Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A.) 


younger son alone :—Held: though the appoint- 

ment made by the codicil was invalid, the revoca- 

tion nevertheless took effect.—QUINN v. BUTLER 

(1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 225. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Bernard’s SettImt., Bernard 
v. Jones, [1916] 1 Ch. 552. Refd. Baker v. Story (1874), 
23 W. lt. 147; Duguid v. Fraser (1886), 34 W. R. 267; 
Vencatanarayana Pillay v. Subammal (1915), 32 T. L. R. 
118; Ward v. Van der Loeff, Burnyeat v. Van der Loeff, 
[1924] A. C. 653 
1967. -|—Testatrix who had by will & three 

codicils made a complete disposition of her real & 
personal estate, afterwards executed a fourth 
codicil in the following words ‘‘ 1 hercby bequeath 
to B., to whom I have willed my landed property, 
also all my personalty, such as cash, furniture, etc., 
to be applied as I have requested him to do.” B. 
gave evidence that before executing this codicil 
testatrix had stated to him the alterations she 
desired to make in her will, & that he had made a 
pencil memorandum of her various fresh bequests, 
repeating each item to her, & that, except so far 
as to give effect to the new wishes so stated to him, 
testatrix did not intend to alter her previous dis- 
positions. The memorandum was not signed by 
testatrix. I., one of the joint beneficiaries of 
furniture mentioned in the memorandum, attested 
the execution of the fourth codicil :—Held : (1) the 
words ‘‘ such as cash, furniture, etc.,’’ did not cut 
down the words ‘‘ all my personalty,” & the fourth 
codicil comprised & gave to B. as trustee the entire 
personal estate. 

_ (2) If the ct. could not have given effect to the 

Intended trusts, then, as the fourth codicil con- 

tained no express revocation of the will & three 

first codicils, but was executed in order to create 
new interests which had failed, the original disposi- 
tions in the prior instruments would have remained 

in operation.—-??e FLEETWOOD, SIDGREAVES t. 

Brewer (1880), 15 Ch. D. 5943; 49 L. J. Ch. 514 ; 

29 W. R. 45. 

«tnnotations :-—Cenerally, Mentd. Re Hetley, Hetley tv. 
Hetley, (1902] 2 Ch. &66; Re Huxtable, Huxtable v. 
Crawfurd, [1902} 1 Ch. 214: Le Page v. Gardoim (1915), 
84 L. J. Ch. 749; Bourne vw Keane, [1919] A. C. 815; 
Re Gardner, Huey +. Cunnington, [1920] 2 Ch. 523; 
Ward rv. Van der Locff, Burnyeat v. Van der Loett, [1924] 
Ae ae Ke Blackwell, Blackwell v. Blackwell, [1928] 
1968. Effect of mistake—Belief in validity of 

subsequent will.|-——Hipi v. Mason (1734), 2 Eq. 

Cas. Abr. 776; 8 Vin. Abr. 140; 22 E.R. 660. 
1969. ——-~— Subsequent will invalid.}—R. 1. 

duly executed a will in 1817. In 1855 owing to 

the changed circumstances of one of the legatees, 
another will was drawn up; & testatrix, sup- 
posing this to be duly executed, though in fact it 
was not, directed the will of 1847 to be torn up. 
The substance of the will of 1847 was preserved 
only in an origina] letter of testatrix written con- 
temporaneously :—Held: the destruction of the 
will of 1847 was with reference to & dependent on 
the validity of the paper of 1855; & as the latter 
failed from: want of the execution, the ct. granted 

letters of administration with the will of 1847, 

as contained in the above-mentioned original 

letter, annexed.—In the Goods of lt. I.. (1857), 29 

L. T. O. S. 26. 

1970. —---— - ~—----.|—Testatrix duly exe- 
cuted a will in 1855, & in 1862 she signed another 
will, being a copy of the former one, with the 
exception of bequests to a niece, but which was not 
duly attested. In 1864 she cut out the names of 
the attesting witnesses to the earlier will, in the 
presence of a fellow servant. Both documents 
were retained in her possession until her death :-— 
Held: the doctrine of dependent relative revoca- 


Sect, 2: 
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tion applied, & the will of 1855 was entitled to 
probate.—In the Goods of MIDDLETON (1864), 
3 Sw. & Tr. 583; 34L.J3.P.M.&A.16; 11 L. T. 
684; 10 Jur. N.S. 1109; 164 E. R. 1402. 

sAeite -.]—Testatrix made her 
will in 1901. In 1907 she wrote out a document 
which she thought to be a valid will, but which was 
in fact invalid, in that her signature was not 
attested. Testatrix destroyed the will of 1901 in 
the belief that the document of 1907 was a valid 
will, There was evidence of the due execution 
of the will of 1901, & that the provisions contained 
in the completed draft which was put in evidence 
were in accordance with those in the will. On an 
application for probate of the will of 1901 as con- 
tained in the draft, the consent of each of the next 
of kin who were all sui juris having been obtained 
to the application, the ct. made'an order as 
prayed.-—Jn the Estate of IRvIN (1908), 25 'T. L. R. 
Al. 

1972. —-— —--— -~———.]—The destruction by 
testator of a valid will after the date upon which he 
believes that he has validly executed a later will 
does not operate to revoke the destroyed will if, 
in fact, the later will is found upon evidence to be 
invalid, for want of proper execution. In such a 
case the doctrine of dependent relative revocation 
will be applied, & the proper execution & the 
contents of the destroyed will being established, 
it will be pronounced for, although thereby the 
intention of testator may be defeated.—Re BuUNN, 
DURBER vt. BUNN (1926), 134 L. T. 669. 

1973. —-— Mistake as to legal effect of former 
will.|—J. M. by will dated Feb. 8, 1734. gives 
particular lands & his personal estate to be laid 
out in lands to charitable uses, & declares by codicil, 
July 12, 1736, if by the Mortmain Act the estates 
cannot pass to those uses, he gives them to M. B. 
& his heirs. By a second codicil of Mar. 17, 1737, 
reciting he had been advised the devise of his lands 
was void, gives his personal to the same charitable 
uses, & his real estate to deft. M. B. The Mort- 
main Act passed in 1736, & testator died Feb. 8, 
1738. On a case stated for the opinion of the ct. 
of K. B., the judges certified it was their opinion 
these estates were well devised by the second 
codicil to M. B. 

The question of revocation does not turn upon 
collateral circumstances, but mercly on the words 
in the instruments themselves (LORD FIARDWICKE, 
('.).—A.-G. v. LLeoyp (1747), 3 Atk. 5513; 1 Ves. 
Sen. 323; 26 6. R. 1147, 1. C. 


Annotations :-—Dbtd. & Distd. Thomas v. Howell hea 
L. R.o18 Eq. 198. Refd. Kvans v. Williame (1837), 
pou 218; Doe d. Kvans v. Evans (1839), 10 Ad. & 
Gis Geos 
1974. —-- Belief in death of donee.} — 

Testator by his will gave legacies to A. & B. 

describing them as grandchildren of C. & their 

residence in America; by a codicil he revoked these 
legacies, giving as a reason, that the legatees were 
dead ; that fact not being true, they were held 

entitled upon proof of identity.—-CAMPBELL v. 

FRENCH (1797), 3 Ves. 321; 30 12. BR. 10338, L. C. 

Annolalions :-——Distd. Wallace »v. Seymour (1872), 20 W. R. 
634. Consd. 2e Churchill, Taylor v. Manchester Univer- 
sity, [1917] 1 Ch. 206. Refd. Thomas v. Howell (1874), 
L. R. 18 Eq. 198; Nickall +. Fawkes (1905), 50 Sol. Jo. 
126: In the Estate of Southerden, Adams v. Southerden, 
(1925) P. 177. 

1975. -———- -----.|——-Testatrix devised lands to 
I.. for life, remainder to his first & other sons & 
daughters successively in tail. L. died, leaving 
one son, & one posthumous daughter. The son 
died. Testatrix, being ignorant of the existence 
of the daughter, made a codicil, reciting the death 
of L. without leaving any issue, & devising the land 
to H., in the same manner as she had before done to 
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L. :—Held: the codicil must be construed as a 
conditional revocation only, & was inoperative as 
against the daughter of L., though testatrix, after 
making the codicil, & two years before she died, had 
become acquainted with her existence.—Dork d. 
EVANS v. Evans (1889), 10 Ad. & El. 228; 2 Per. 
& Dav. 378; 8L. J. Q. B. 284; 3 Jur. 844; 118 
H. R. 88. 

Annotations :—Distd. Wallace v. Seymour (1872), 20 W. R. 


634. Consd. #te Churchill, Taylor v. Manchester Uni- 
versity, [1917] 1 Ch. 206. Refd. Nickall v. Fawkes (1905), 
50 Sol. Jo. 126. 


1976. Mistake in legal effect of destruction— 
Evidence of intention to 'revoke.|—DICKINSON v. 
SWATMAN, No. 1990, post. 

1977. Belief that former will useless.|— 
Testator, on the execution of a will in 1895, caused 
i will of 1882 to be cancelled under the erroneous 
belief that funds comprised in a settlement of 1855 
would, in the absence of certain provisions in the 
will of 1882, be divided equally amongst the 
children of his first marriage. In 1896 he executed 
a fresh will, & revoked the will of 1895, & later in 
1896 he executed two codicils, but the settled funds 
wae not mentioned in any of the documents of 

In a suit by the exors. propounding the will & 
codicils of 1896 together with the will of 1882 :— 
Held : the wil .of 1882 was, in law, a valid & sub- 
sisting testamentary document, & it should be 
included with the three documents of 1896 in the 
probate.——STAMFORD v. WuITE, [1901] P. 46; 70 
i. J. P.9 3 $4 LL. T. 269. 

1978. - Mistake as to legal rights of widow.| 
—A revocation of a will grounded on an assump- 
tion of fact which is false takes effect unless, as a 
matter of construction, the truth of the fact is the 
condition of the revocation, so that the revocation 
is contingent upon the fact being true. 

Testator under the mistaken belief that in the 
event of his dying intestate his widow would be 
entitled to the whole of his property revoked a will 
which he had made by burning it :—-Held: the 
revocation of the will being dependent on a con- 
dition which was not fulfilled was inoperative, & 
the contents of the will so destroyed were admitted 
to probate.—ZJn the I’state of SOUTHERDEN, ADAMS 
v. SOUTHERDEN, [1925] P.177; 95 L. J.P. 13 1838 
1.7. 505; 41 0. L. R. 593 5 69 Sol. Jo. 723, C. A. 

—-~.|— See, also, Sub-sect.. 7, B. (b) ii., ante. 











Sicr. 2.—REVIVAL. 
SuUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

1979. Instruments capable of revival— Destroyed 
instrument.|—IJALE v. TOKELOVE, No. 1714, ante. 

1980. ——- ——.|—(1) Where testator made a 
will, dated June 30, 1858, & destroyed it upon 
executing a second will in 1859, & afterwards 
made a codicil intending it to be supplementary 
to the will of 1859, but expressing it to be ‘fa 
codicil to my last will, made on June 30, 1858,” 
the ct. granted probate of the will of 1859 & the 
codicil. 

There can be no revival of a will which has 
ceased to have both a physical & legal cxistence. 

(2) Qu.: whether a will can be revived which 
is not longer in esse. 

(3) Q@u.: whether evidence is admissible to 
explain the mistake, or supposed mistake, of 


PART X. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 
1985 i. ee ceeuy a re-execution or 
codictl.j-—In_ the te of Horner, 20 
3S. R. N.S. W. 531; 37 N.S, W. WN. 
185.—AUS. 
1985 fi. ——-.])—A will which is lost, 


destroyed b 
may bo re 


fee WATSON 


but which is not shown to have been 

testator, animo revocandi, 
ved by a codicil, although 
there is in existence an interinediate 
will inconsistent with the former one.— 
(1887), 13 Vv. L. lh. 
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testator.—RoGErs & ANDREWS v. GOODENOUGH 
& Rocers (1862), 2 Sw. & Tr. 342; 31 L. J. P. M. 
&A.49; 5L. 7.719; 26J.P.119; 8 Jur. N.S. 


391; 164 E. R. 1028. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. In the Goods of Stecle (1868), 
L.R.1P.& D. 575. _Folld. In the Goods of Reade, [1902] 
P. 75. Generally, Refd. In the Goods of Woublon (1865), 
1l Jur. N.S. 549; Re Lindsay (1892), 8 T. L. LR. 507. 


1981. — Draft in existence. |-—Jte LINDSAY 
(1892), 8 T. L. R. 507. 

1982. — Omission in instruments 
admitted to probate of words referring to destroyed 
instruments.|—-Ji the Goods of READE, No. 2033, 
post. 

1983. ——— Must have physical & legal existence.] 
-—RocERS & ANDREWS v. GOODENOUGH & ROGERS, 
No. 1980, ante. 

1984. Effect of revival--Instrument revived in 
then state.|—NEATE v. PICKARD, No. 2002, post. 











SuB-sEcr. 2.—MopES OF REVIVAL. 
A. In General. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 22. 

1985. Necessity for re-execution or codicil.|— 
A. will, revoked by a subsequent will, which is 
destroyed is not thereby revived; a will once 
revoked by a later will can only be revived by 
re-execution, or re-publication. —MAJon & MUNDY 
v. WILLIAMS & ILES (1843), 3 Curt. 432 ; 2 Notes 
of Cases, 196; 163 KM. RR. 781 3 sub nom. MAJOR v. 
Ines, 7 Jur. 219. 

1986. ~---..|—-Testatrix having struck through 
her signature to her will, intending thereby to 
revive a former will:—J/eld: the act was in- 
effectual, & the later will was entitled to probate.—- 
In the Goods of Rose (1815), 4 Notes of Cases, 101. 

1987. —_—.|/—Testator gave all his real & 
personal property to trustees, in trust for his eight 
nephews & nieces, naming them, in equal shares, 
as tenants in common, the shares of nephews 
absolutely, & the shares of nieces as they should 
by deed or will appoint, “& in default of ap- 
pointment for them absolutely, but for their 
separate use; & testator also declared that in 
case any of his nephews & nieces should die in 
his lifetime, leaving children, or should survive 
him & die under twenty-one, leaving children, 
then their shares to be in trust for their children ; 
& if any of the nephews & nieces should die in 
his lifetime, without children, or should survive 
him, & afterwards die under twenty-one, without 
leaving children, then the shares of each such 
nephews & nieces so dying should go to the sur- 
vivors. By separate codicils testator revoked the 
trusts in favour of two of hisnephews. By another 
codicil he gave a legacy of £100 to A.; by a sub- 
sequent codicil he appointed A. his exor., & 
gave him £500 in lieu of the £100, provided he 
should act as his exor. By a further codicil he 
revoked the appointment of A. as exor., & also 
revoked the legacy of £500 :-—Held: the shares of 
the two nephews that were revoked were undis- 
posed of, & went to the heirs & next of kin of 
testator; the share of a nicce who died during 
testator’s lifetime, without children, was also 
undisposed of ; & the revocation of the £500 legacy 
to A. did not revive the £100 legacy, but that also 
was completely revoked.—BovuLcotTt v. BoULcorr 
(1853), 2 Drew. 25; 2 Eq. Rep. 457; 23 L. J. Ch. 


599.—AUS. 

1985 iii. ———.]—-Re Marks’ ESTATE, 
{1920} T. P. D. 180.—S. AF. 

m. Whether codicil revives void devise 
in. original will. }-—HARRIS tv. HARRIS 
(1880), N.S. W. L. BR. (L.) 247.—AUS. 
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Sect. 2.—Hevival: Sub-sect. 2, A. & B. (a) & (6) 
1. & ri.) 

57; 22 L.T. O.8.130; 18 Jur. 231; 2 W. FR. 52 ; 

61 KE. R. 627. 


Annotation :—Refd. Jte Whitchorne, Whitehorne v. Best, 
{1906} 2 Ch. 121. 


1988. -——.|—-IJ., by will, gave his property to 
A., B., & C., whom he also appointed exors., upon 
certain trusts. By codicil, he revoked the appoint- 
ment of C. as exor. & trustee, & substituted D. ; 
& he also revoked & altered some of the trusts. 
Ife subsequently revoked the codicil by destruc- 
tion, but did not revive the revoked parts of the 
will. Probate of so much of the will as was not 
revoked by the codicil decreed to A., B., & D.— 
STRIDE v. SANDFORD (1853), 21 L. T. O. S. 24; 17 
Jur. 263. 

1989. ———.|—- Jn the Goods of Brown, No. 1875, 
ante. 

1990. —--.|,—A. made awill in 1826 & another 
in 1851 inconsistent with the former. Before his 
death he burned the second will aimo cancellandt, 
accompanying the act with declarations which 
showed that he supposed that the will of 1826 had 
thereby been revived :—Zeld : (1) the earlier will 
was not revived, as though made before Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 26), it could only be revived in the way 
pointed out by that Act, & not by declarations of 
testator; (2) the doctrine of dependent relative 
revocation did not apply to the burning of the 
later will, but it was absolutely revoked. 

(3) Semble; the doctrine of dependent relative 
revocation only applies where the revocation is to 
be dependent on a future event.— DICKINSON v. 
SWATMAN (1860), 4 Sw. & Tr. 205; 30 L. J. P.M. 
& A.84; 24J.P.792; 6Jur.N.8. 831; 164 E.R. 
1495. 


Annotations :-— As to (2) Expld. Powell vr. Powell (1866), T. R. 
1P& DY. 209. NB. Cossey rv. Cossey (1900), 69 L, J, BP. 
17. Refd. Newton v. Newtou (1861), 5 L. Tb. 218. 


1991. ——.!—Jn the Goods of STEELE, Jn the 
Goods of May, In the Goods of WiLson, No. 1995, 
post. : 

1992. .|-—In the Goods of HODGKINSON, No. 





1701, ante. 

1993. Cancellation of subsequent will.|-MooRE 
v. MoorE & METCALF, No. 1782, ante. 

Necessity for intention to revive.|—See Sub-sect. 
2, B., post. 


B. Intention to Revive. 
(a) In General, 

Sce Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 22. 

1994. Codicil must show intention to revive.}-— 
In order that a revoked will may be revived 
by a codicil since Wills Act, an intention to revive 
it must appear from the contents of the codicil, 
& cannot be established by any act dchors the 
codicil. Mere physical annexation, e.g. the tying 
the will & codicil together, is not sufficient.— 
Mansi v. Mansi (1860), 1 Sw. & Tr. 528; 380 
L.J.P.M. & A. 773 1L. T. 523; 245. P. oll; 
6 Jur. N.S. 380; 164 Is. RR. 845. 

Annotations :-— Consd. in the Goods of Steele, Jn the Goods of 
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disposition of testutor’s property in- 


WILLS. 


May, In the Goods of Wilson (1866), L. R.1 P. & D. 575. 

Refd. Jn the Goods of White (1914), 11 L. T. 413, entd. 

In the Goods of aon yay ood (1871), L. R. 2 P. & D. 251; 

Rees v. Rees (1873), L. R.3 P. & D. 84. 

1995. -|—A codicil may, by referring in 
adequate terms to a revoked will, revive that will 
if it be in existence, but the codicil must ‘‘ show an 
intention to revive the same” (Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), 8.22). In order to satisfy those words the 
intention must appear on the face of the codicil, 
either by express words referring to a will as 
revoked & importing an intention to revive the 
same, or by a disposition of testator’s property 
inconsistent with any other intention, or by some 
other expression conveying to the mind of the 
ct. reasonable certainty the existence of the 
intention. Since the passing of the statute a 
will cannot be revived by mere implication. 
References in codicils to revoked wills by their 
dates held insufficient to revive them, there being 
no evidence on the faces of such codicils of an 
intention to revive the wills so referred to.—/n 
the Goods of STEELE, fn the Goods of May, In the 
Goods of W1LSON (1868), L. R. 1 P. & D. 5765; 37 
L. J. PL. & M. 68,72; 10 L. T. 01; 32 J. P. 791; 
17 W. R. 15. 

Annotations :—Apld. In the Goods of Jee TP ON) 21... 
399; In the Goods of Anderson (1870), 89 L. J. P. & M. 55: 
McLeod vw. MeNab, (1891) A. C. 471; Re Lindsay (1892), 
8 T. 1. RR. 56073 In the Goods of Chileott, [1897] P. 223; 
Jane v Jane (1917), 33° T. L, RR. 389; Deakin v. Garvie 
(1919), 36 T. L. RR. 680. 

1996. Proof of intention-— Sufficiency.|;—Marsu 
v. Mars, No. 1994, arte. 

1997. ——— — —.|—Jn the Coods of STEELE, 
In the Goods of May, Jn the Goods of WILson, 
No. 1995, ante. 

1998. Admissibility of evidence.|—-ltoGgEnrs 
& ANDREWS ?. GOODENOUGH & RoGErs, No. 1980, 
ante. 

1999. ——_- -——-~ Parol evidence.}|—-PATON v. 
ORMEROD, No. 2009, post. 

--— Reference to will or codicil.|-—See 

Sect. 3, sub-sect. 2, C. (6), post. 








—_ —— 


(b) Reference to Wall or Codicil. 
j. fn General. 

Sce Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 22. 

2000. General rule.}——A codicil may revive a 
first will by a direct reference to the instrument, 
& revoke by implication the will in existence of 
the latest date. 

It is not the act of revival that revokes the last 
will, but the first will after it is revived.—SERo- 
COLD v. LEMMING (1758), 2 Lee, 490; 161 Ie. KR. 
415. 

Annotation -- -Refd. 2c Stith, Bilke rv. 

Ch. D. 632. 

2001. Sufficiency of reference---Codicil merely 
for particular purpose——- To change executor -- 
Codicil confirming will in all other respects.|—All 
codicils are part of the will. Therefore a codicil 
merely for a particular purpose, as to change an 
exor., & confirming the will in all other respects, 
does not revive a part of the will revoked by a 


toper (1890), 49 


such later testamentary instrument 


B. (a). 
1994 i. Codictl muat show intention to 
revive. }— PURCELL vt. BERGIN, 20 A. LR. 


1994 fi. —— .]—A will which has been 
revoked vannot, sinee the passing of 
Ontario Wills Aet (lu S. 0., 1887, 
ec. 109), be revived by a eodictl unless 
the intention to revive ft appears on 
the face of the codicil either by express 
words referring to the will as revoked 
& importing such intention, or by a 


consistent with any other intention, or 
by other expressions conveying to the 
mind of the ct., with reasonable 
ecrlainty, the existence of the intention 
in questlon.—MACDONELL 1. PURCELL, 
CLEARY t. PURCELL (1896), 23 S.C. RR. 
101.—CAN. 

1994 lif, ——-.J—Jn the Goods of 
COURTENAY, 27 L. It. Ir. 507.—IR. 

1994 iv. -}—-Clear proof of an 
intention to revive an earlier will must 
be afforded before the destruction of 





can bo held to effect such revival.-— 
WYNNE vb. WYNNE'S ESTATE (1908), 25 
S.C, 951; 180. T. R. 1062.—8. AF. 


19961. Proofofintention—Suficiency.] 
—The intention to revive a prior will 
need not necessarily be evidenced by a 
declaration of deceased made at the 
time of destroying the later will, but 
if there 1s no such declaration tho 
evidence of intention must be clear & 
convincing.—WakRp 1 CRooK (1898), 
17 N.S. W. L. 2. (B.) 64.—AUS, 
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former codicil.—CrosBrm v. MacpouaL (1799), 
4 Ves. 610; 81 E. R. $14. 
Annotations :—Apld. Booker v. Allen (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 

270; Wade v. Nazer (1848), 1 Rob. Kecl. 627. Consd. 
Burton v. Newbery (1875), 1 Ch. D. 234; Green v. Tribe 
(1878), 9 Ch. D. 231; Follett v. Pettman (1883), 23 Ch. D. 

337. Refd. Ze De La Saussayo (1873), L. It. 3 1. & D, 42; 

Re Caithness (1891), 7 T. L. RB. 354. 

2002. Ratification of will—-No express 
reference to any particular will.j}—(1) A wil & 
codicil, revoked by marriage, under the statute, 
held to be revived by a codicil made after the 
marriage, ratifying testator’s ‘ will,’ without 
express reference to any particular will. 

(2) Alterations on the face of the will so revived 
held to be republished by the codicil, the will 
being revived in the state in which it was at the 
date of republication. 

(3) A will, when revived, is revived in its then 
state.—NEATE v. PICKARD (1843), 2 Notes of 
Cases, 406. 

2003. —-— Part of revoked will incorporated in 
subsequent will.|—Parts of testamentary papers 
revoked, referred to in a posterior will :—-Held: 
to be incorporated there with, & admitted to pro- 
bate together.—JORDEN v. JORDEN (1843), 2 
Notes of Cases, 388. 

2004, --—— Substitution of name by memo- 
randum indorsed on will.|— ‘I’. made a will, giving 
a life interest in his property to his wife 8S. She 
died, & he subsequently married I3. On the day 
before his death he told an attendant, that he 
wished the naine of his former wife S. to be erased 
in his will, & the name of M., his present wife, to 
be substituted for it, & requested her to write a 
memorandum on his will to carry out: his wishes. 
The attendant thereupon wrote a memorandum 
upon the will, which was executed according to the 
provisions of the Wills Act. The memorandum 
did not in direct terms refer to the will :—-lHeld: 
the memorandum operated as a codicil to the will, 
so as to revive the will.—~ Ji the Goods of THERRIBLE 
(1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 140; 31 L. I. OO. S. S18; 6 
W. 2. 816; 164 H.W. O65. 

2005. -~— Appointment of additional executors. 
—A domiciled Scotsman made a will disposing 
of (inter alia) certain Jeasechold property in England, 
which disposition was, however, revoked by his 
marriage. A codicil made subsequently referring 
to the will was held to revive the will so far as it 
dealt. with the leasehold property. 

Although testator’s main object was to appoint 
additionul exors. yet be had referred to the will in 
such terms as to treat it as subsisting (Curry, J.). 
— Re CAITHNESS (KARL) (1801), 7 T. da. WR. 354, 

2006. ----— Reference to contents of will.].— 
Deceased, having executed his will, married, & 
subsequently executed another will in favour of 
his wife & children. In this last will, in case there 
were no child or children of the marriage living 
at the death of his wife, he revived & brought 
into force again his former will, & directed that its 
provisions & directions should be reel ae with 
as though they formed part of his last will. At the 
time of his death there were living a widow & one 
child :—-Held: the first will should be included in 
the probate.—Jn the Goods of BANGHAM (1876), 
1P. 1D. 420; 24 W. RR. 7123; sub nom. In the Goods 
of BAUGHAM, 45 L. J. P. 803 40 J. 2B. 487. 
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2006 i. Sufficiency of — reference -- 1907 


the custody of testator’s agents. By 
a holograph codicil dated Nov. I1, 
which was found ulong with au 
number of other holograph codicils in 
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_ 2007. --|—Testator died at Calcutta 
in Apr. 1888. 

By a will made in 1873 he appointed three 
persons, two of whom had since died, to be his 
exors., & after disposing of his property, 
appointed his wife ‘‘ during her widowhood, & 
after her death, his trustces therein named & the 
survivors or survivor of them, guardians of my 
infant children for the time being.” 

In 1878 he executed a holograph will, at the foot 
or end of the will of 1873, inthese terms: ‘ I hereby 
revoke the above will in its entirety, declaring all 
its provisions null & void, & constitute my wife 
sole heiress & oxtrix. of any property I may die 
possessed. of.’’ 

In 1882 testator executed a further testamentary 
document, as follows: ‘‘ I declare this to bea codicil 
to my last will. 

I hereby confirm my said will in all respects, 
& particularly the appointment therein of my wife 
as guardian of my infant children, & I hereby 
appoint my sister L. C. G., guardian of my infant 
children after the death of iny said wife ’’?:—Held: 
the word ‘* confirm ”’ in the codicil, coupled with 
the reference to the guardianship of the infant 
children, no inention of which was made in the 
revocative second will, was suflicient to revive the 
earlier will of 1873 as against the second will of 
1878, & probate should go of the will of 1873 & 
the codicil of 1882, as together constituting the 
true last wishes of deceased.---/i. the Goods of 
VAN CursieM (1890), 63 L. T. 252. 


2008. -——-_ —~-~-.|--Ive Tanpsay (1892), & 
T. I. R. 507. 
2009. -——__ —Testatrix executed three wills, 


one in 1873, another in 1877, & a third in 1881. 
By the will of 1873 she bequeathed the residue of 
a certain fund over which she had a power of 
appointment amony her two daughters, in whose 
favour she had already appointed certain other 
moneys by deed. The will of 1877 affected a 
portion only of the will of 1573. By the will 
of 1881 she revoked all previous wills, & appointed 
deft. in the present action her sole residuary legatee. 
The will of 1881 also contained the following 
passage ** & whereas I bave also settled one un- 
divided moiety of the residue of the said third 
part of £100,000, to which I am entitled under the 
will of my said brother in favour of my said 
daughter EK. J.P.’ This fund had actually been 
dealt with by the will of 1873 only :—AHeld-: 
(1) there was not a sufficient reference to the will 
of 1873 to incorporate it, deeming that the mind 
of testatrix was confused between the fund she 
had bequeathed by will & the fund she had 
appointed by deed; (2) parol evidence was not 
under the circumstances adnussible to explain her 
intention.._—PATON v. ORMEROD, [1892] P. 247; 
G61 L. J. P. 120; 66 L. T. 8813; subsequent pro- 
ceedings, sub nom. Re BAgor, PATON v. ORMEROD, 
[1893] 3 Ch. 348, C. A. 

--~—. Reference by date.|—Sce Sub-sect. 2, B. 
(b) ii., pros. 

i. By Date. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 20), s. 22. 

2010. Whether sufficient intention to revive. 
One entire part of a will in duplicate in the 


Nov. 11, 1907 to ‘any legacy men- 
tioned ’ in testutor’s will & codicils 
did not have tho effect of restoring the 
revoked bequest of the £5,000 to Dr. B. 


— 





Reference to contents of will.J—Testator 
died leaving a trust disposition & 
settlement dated Dec. 9, 1808, by which 
he bequeathed u logacy of £5,000 to 
Dr. B. By a codicil dated Sept. 9, 
1901, be revoked that legacy & be- 
gueathed the sum of £5,000 to a cousin. 

oth of these documents remained in 


testator’s repositories, ho bequeathed 
the sun of £2,000 to Dr. B. & provided 
—* This is in addition to any legacy 
mentioned in my will & codicils.” 
There were no other bequests to Dr, B. 
mentioned in his testamentary writings : 
—Held: the reference in the codicil of 


—LOTHIAN’S TRUSTEKS v. Back, [1918] 
Ss. C. £01.—SCOT 
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2010i. Whether sufficient intention to 
revive.j]--Testator made a will on 
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Sect, 2.—Revival: Sub-sect. 2, B. (b) i.) 


possession of testator being undestroyed, but the 

other part in the possession of his solr. having 

been destroyed by testator on the execution of a 

subsequent will made in 1838, in terms revoking 

the prior will :—Held: to be revived by a codicil, 
made subsequently to the second will, though 
referring to the first will merely by date, & such 
reference sufficiently shows the intention to revive 
as required by Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5s. 22, & 
parol evidence was not admissible to establish 

a mistake in the date.—PAYNE & MEREDITH v. 

TRAPPES (1847), 1 Rob. Eccl. 583; 5 Notes of 

Cases, 478; 10 L. T. O. S. 36; 11 Jur. 854; 163 

kK. R. 1148. 

Annotations :—Distd. Thomson & Baxter v. Hompenstall 
(1849), 1 Rob. Ecel. 783. Consd. J2 the Goods of Steele, 
in Line Goods of May, In the Goods of Wilson (1868), L. R. 
oe & 1. 575. Refd. Jn the Guods of Langhorn (1847), 

5 Notes of Cases, 512. 

2011. ~ .|-~Testator, having executed a will in 
1837, prior to Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), re-executed 
it in 1842, & in Oct. 1848, executed a further will, 
whereby the former will was virtually revoked. 
In Wee. 1848 he wrote & executed a codicil 
which declared the last will null & void, & that the 
only valid will was that of 1842 :—Held: the codicil 
revived the will of 1842 in its altered state.—Jn the 
Goods of HARPER (1849), 7 Notes of Cases, 44. 





2012. — .|—JERMYN v. HervEY (1851), 16 
L. T. O. S. 468; 15 Jur. 184. 
2013. J—In the Goods of STEELE, Jn the 





Goods of: May, Jn the Goods of Winson, No. 1995, 
ante. 

2014. .|—Testator executed a will in 1867, 
& two codicils to it in 1869 & 1874. In 1875 he 
made another will, by which he expressly revoked 
all previous wills & testamentary papers. Sub- 
sequently his two sisters, who were benefited by 
the codicil of 1874, & the will of 1875, died; & he 
made another codicil in 1881 disposing of the pro- 
perty which he had left to them, which he described 
as a codicil to his last will & testament, & which 
began in these words ; ‘‘ Whereas, my two sisters 
named in my codicil, dated May 12, 1874, are both 
since dead,” etc. :--Hleld: the reference to the 
codicil did not revive it, & it was, therefore, 
excluded from probate.—Jn the Goods of DENNIS, 
[1891] BP. 326. 

2015. —~—~.]---Where by a codicil dated July 21, 
1882, expressed to be a codicil to his will of 1880, 
testator confirmed the said will, & it appeared that 
the will consisted not merely of the document of 
1880, but also of an intermediate codicil revoking 
a particular bequest therein :—Held: though a 
reference simply to the date of the earlier docu- 
ment was not sufficient in itself to restrict the con- 
firmation to that particular document, yet other 
words & surrounding circumstances could & did 
convey such an intention with reasonable certainty, 
& accordingly the will of July 17, after confirmation 
was no longer affected by the partial revocation 
made by the intermediate codicil.--McLEopD v. 
McNarn, [1891] A. C. 471; 60 L. J. P. C. 70; 65 


L. 'T. 266, PLC, 
pumaton: aa. In the Goods of Green (1899), 79 L. T. 





2010 ii. 





Mar. 13, 1876, & a second will on 
Apr. 29, 1876, by which he revoked the 
former will, & made some changes in 66 ; 
the disposition of his property; & a 
codicil, dated June 9, 1880, commencing 
thus: ‘I make & publish this codicil 
to my will, dated Mar. 13, 1876. I 
cancel the gift of £100 willed to my 
son W.J., having paid him that amount 
since [ made suid will ’’?:—Held: the 
codicil revived the tirst will.—IJIn the 
Goods of FpGE (1882), 9 L. BR. Ir. 516. 


— IR. 


testamentary 


1911, Aug. 29, 19 


a 
UNIVERSITY (1880), 8 
18 Se. L. R. 45.—SCOT 


2022 i. Mistake in reference—Effect 
of.|—~Testatrix died on Jan. 
possessed of considcrable property. 
On her death three instruments of a 
character 
poxered dated peep er ely Feb. 27, 


Each of the two ant mentioned instru- 
ments purported to be her lust will, & 


WILLS. 


2016. —-—- No intention to revive intermediate 
codicil.|—-Deceasod executed a will in 1866, & a 
codicil to it in May, 1871. In Nov. 1871, he 
executed a will which revoked all previous testa- 
mentary papers. In 1872 he executed a paper 
which was headed, ‘‘ This is a codicil to the will 
of R., dated May, 1866.”’ It concluded with the 
appointment of the son as exor. of the will & codicil, 
& the attestation clause commenced, ‘“ Codicil 
to the will of R., dated May, 1866, in the presence 
of, etc.” :~-Held : the only intention to be gathered 
from the words of the codicil was that testator 
intended to revive the will of 1866, but not the 
codicil of May, 1871.—In the Goods of REYNOLDS 
(1873), LL. R. 3 P. & D. 35; 42 L. J. P. & M. 20; 
28 L. T. 144; 37 J.P. 215; 21 W. R. 512. 
alae :—Refd. Burton v. Newbery (1875), 45 L. J. Ch. 


2017. Mistake in reference—Effect of—Admis- 
sibility of evidence to establish or explain mistake.| 
——JANSEN v. JANSEN (1797), cited in 1 Add. at 


p. 88; 162 KK. hk. 15. 

2018. —---- — -- —-~-.]—In the Goods of CulAP- 
MAN, No. 1713, ante. 

2019, -----— --- — --——.]|—A codicil executed in 


1843 purported to be a codicil to a will of 1833, 
which was not in existence, & was supposed to have 
been destroyed, when a will of 1837 was executed. 
Evidence admitted to show that the reference 
to the will of 1833 was a mistake, & that the 
will of 1837 was that intended by testator. Pro- 
bate of the will of 1837 & codicil of 1843 granted.— 
In the Goods of BROWN, QUINCEY v. QUINCEY 
(1846), 11 Jur. 111. 


2020. -~— —-~-- ---—.]--PAYNE & MEREDITH 
Vv. 'TRAPPES, No. 2010, ante. 
2021. —-. - —-~ ~~-—.]—Where there is a dis- 


tinct reference ina subsequent codicil to a revoked 
& destroyed will of an earlier date, as ‘‘ my last 
will of such a date,’’ parol evidence cannot be 
admitted to show that the reference was by mis- 
take, & that testator intended a will of a later date 
to operate. Probate of such later will refused.— 
In the Goods of GOODENOUGH (1861), 2 Sw. & Tr. 








141; 30 L. J. P.M. & A. 166; 4 LL. T. 772; 
25 J. P. 440; 164 BE. R. 947. 

2022. ———.]—In the Goods of LEWIs, 
No. 1635, ante. 

2023. — -—,]-—In the Goods of Wyart, No. 
1390, ante. 

2024. —--—- -  -.|-—A. executed a will & codicil, 


which had been prepared by her solr., bearing 
date Feb. 14, 1856. On Nov. 10, 1858, she copied 
the will, omitting several legacies, & executed the 
copy & a codicil of the same tenor as the previous 
one. In 1861 she instructed her solr. to prepare 
a further codicil, & he, not knowing that the will 
& codicil of 1858 had been made, drew up a codicil, 
which purported to be a codicil to deceased’s 
‘* last will & testament, bearing date Feb. 14, 1856,”’ 
& deceased duly executed it. After her death, 
the will & codicil of Nov. 1858, & the codicil of 
1861 were found together, & in another place the 
will & codicil of Feb. 1856, from which deceased’s 
signature had been tornoff. Thect. being satisfied 
that deceased intended the last codicil to be a 


the third to be a codicil. The codicil 
opened Dy tear lie it ‘“‘ to bea cod 
to my will which bears date Feb. 27, 
1911.’’ The contents of the codicil 
however were referable to the second 
instrument. There boing a reference 
to a specific bequest in such instru- 
ment :—Held: the date mentioned in 
the codicil must be rejected, & the 
codicil did not in consequence revive the 
first instrument, which was not 
admissible for probate.—J@e HODES 
(1914), 34 N. Z L. RR. 190.—N.Z. 


trv. EDINBURGH 
R. (Ct. of Sess.) 


Z, 1914, 


were _ dis- 


, & Dec. 19, 1913. 
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codicil to the will of 1858, held that the words 
‘* bearing date Feb. 14, 1856,”’ as they were merely 
words of description, might be disregarded, upon 
the principle ‘‘ falsa demonstratio non nocet si de 
corpore constat,’’ & granted probate of the will & 
codicil of Nov. 10, 1858, & of the codicil of 1861.— 
In the Goods of WHATMAN (1864), 34 L. J. P. M. 
& A.17; 10 Jur. N.S. 1242. 

2025. —-—— --—---.|—-Testator died leaving a will 
revoking all former wills. He subsequently 
executed a codicil, which by mistake he described 
as a codicil to a previous will; the ct. on the 
authority of Jn the Goods of Sicele, No. 1995, ante, 
admitted the later will & codicil to probate.— 
In the Goods of Law (1869), 21 L. T. 3099; 33 J.P. 
808. 

2026. --—— -—~—--.]|—Testator executed a will on 
Feb. 13, 1864, & another, on June 24, 1865, revoking 
all former wills. He afterwards executed a codicil, 
which purported to be a codicil to his will dated 
Feb. 13, 1864, & after devising some property 
confirmed his said will. Thesolr. who prepared the 
codicil had inserted the date of the first will under 
the supposition that it was the last will. There 
was nothing in the codicil which showed an 
intention to revive the first will:—Held: the 
second will & codicil were entitled to probate.— 
In the Goods of ANDERSON (1870), 39 L. J. P. & M. 
55; 22 L. T. 308; 34 J. P. 329. 

2027. ——- - —A codicil referring to a 
previous will by its date does not necessarily revive 
the will referred to. 

Testatrix made a will & afterwards a codicil 
in the year 1876, & subsequently revoked the will 
& codicil of 1876 by a will in 1877. Afterwards 
she wished to make a codicil to the will of 1877, 
but by mistake, called it in the instrument a codicil 
to the will of 1876 :—Zeld : the mistake, if clearly 
proved, did not revive the will of 1876, but was a 
codicil to the will of 1877.—Jn the Goods of INCE 
(1877), 2P.D. 111; 46L. 7. P. 303; 360. T. 519 
25 W. R. 8963 sub nam. In the Goods of Pricr, 41 
J, P. 425. 

2028. ——— —-—- .j-—Testator made a will, & 
afterwards another, which by implication revoked 
the former will. Subsequently, by the terms of 
a duly executed codicil, he, by mistake referred to 
the former instead of the later will :—//eld: the 
codicil by its language, revived the former will, 
& as the later will was not revoked by the codicil 
all three documents must be admitted to probate. 
—In the Goods of StEDHAM, In the Goods of DYKE 
(1881),6P.D. 205; 501.3.P.75; 45 1. T. 192 ; 
45 J. P. 784; 46 J. P. 40; 29 W. R. 743. 
Annotations :-—Apld. In the Goods of Chilcott, [1897] P. 223. 

Refd. Jn the Goods of Turner (1891), 64 L. 'T. 805. 

2029. -—--—.|—Testatrix, forgetting the 
existence of a will & codicil duly cxecuted by her 
in 1885, or under a misapprehension as to the legal 
effect thereof upon an earlier will & codicil, 
executed, in 1889, a ‘second codicil’’ to the 
earlier will & codicil, which she thereby purported 
to ‘ratify & confirm.’’ The solrs. who drew the 
first will & codicil & the last codicil knew nothing 
of the existence or eexecution of the intermediate 
will & codicil until after the death :—Held: the 
first will & codicil were not revived by the last 
codicil.-—In the Goods of TURNER (1891), 64 L. T. 
805. 

2030. ~~——,.|—Testatrix executed a will in 
1887, & a subsequent will in 1889 by which she 
revoked all previous wills. In 1891 she executed 
a codicil which by mistake was described as a 
codicil to the will of 1887 :—Jicld : probate might 
be granted of the codicil together with the will of 
1889 with the reference to the will of 1887 omitted. 


J VOL. xXLIV. 
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—ZIn the Goods of GORDON (LADY ISABELLA), [1892] 
P. 228; 61L. J.P. 132; 671. T. 328. 

2031. ———-.]|—Testator executed a will in 
1883. His wife died in Aug. 1884, & in Nov. 1884, 
he executed a fresh will. In Oct. 1890, testator 
handed to his solr. a document, which the solr. 
understood to be the last will, & testator requested 
that a codicil should be prepared. This was 
accordingly done, & appended to the document in 
question & duly executed. In1895 asecond codicil 
was duly executed on the same document. 

After testator’s death it was discovered that 
the codicils had been appended to & made to refer 
to the document which was, in fact, the revoked 
will of 1883. 

The ct., upon motion, allowed the words of 
misdescription in the codicils to be omitted from 
the probate, &, with such omissions, granted pro- 
bate of the two codicils, & of the will of 1884, as 
together constituting the true testamentary 
intentions & dispositions of deceased.—Jn the Goods 
of SNOWDEN (1896), 75 L. T. 279. 

2032. ———— .|—Testatrix in 1889 made a 
will, & in 1892 instructed her solr. to prepare a 
codicil, which she took away with her, but never 
executed. Later in 1892 she executed a fresh will, 
prepared by a different solr., revoking the former 
will. In 1893 she executed a codicil, prepared by 
her original solr., who was in ignorance of the 
existence of the second will, & believed that the 
codicil to the first will had been duly executed ; 
this codicil purported to be a second codicil to 
the will of 1889, & to confirm ‘‘ my said will & 
the first codicil thereto” :—Held: the codicil, 
by its language, revived the earlier will, & both the 
wills together with the codicil, must be admitted 
to probate.-—in the Goods of CriLcorr, [1897] P. 
223; 66 L. J. P. 108; 77 1. T. 3872; 46 W. R. 
32; 13 T. L. BR. 378. 

2033. ----— -- —.]--(1) Where testator refers 
by mistake in a codicil to a will, which has not 
only been revoked but actually destroyed at the 
time of the execution of such codicil, the ct. 
may, if satisfied that such reference is a pure 
mistake & that testator intended to refer to an 
existing will, grant probate of the codicil, omitting 
the words of reference which have been inserted by 
mistake. But it is otherwise if the will referred to 
by mistake is in existence at the time of the 
execution of the codicil. 

Testator executed a will on Jan. 10, 1895, 
with two codicils thereto later on in the same 
year. In 1898 he executed his last will, with 
one codicil thereto in 1899, & another in 1900. 
In the codicil of 1900 he referred to his will ‘‘ dated 
Jan. 10, 1895.”” There was evidence that this was 
a mistake, & that the reference should have been 
to the will of 1898; & that the wills & codicils of 
1895, which had been duly revoked by the will of 
1898, had been destroyed by testator at the time 
of its execution. The ct. admitted the will of 
1898 & the two codicils thereto to probate, omitting 
from the second codicil the reference to the will 
of Jan. 10, 1895. 

(2) Semble: if the will of Jan. 10, 1895, had 
been in existence & not destroyed at the time 
of the execution of the codicil of 1900, the reference 
to it in that codicil, although inserted by mis- 
take, would have operated as a revival.—In the 
Goods of READE, [1902] P. 75; 71 lL. J. P. 453; 86 
L. T. 258. 

2034. ——-— .|—Testator made a will in 
1909 which he left in the custody of his solr., & 
he made another will in 1912 which he retained 
in his own custody. In 1916 he instructed his 
solr. to prepare a codicil, & in accordance with 


BB 
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Sect. 2.—Revival: Sub-sect. 2, B. (b) it. 


Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A., B. & C. (a).) 


these instructions the solr., having found the will 
of 1909 & supposing it to be the last will, prepared 
a codicil which contained the words ‘‘ This is a 
codicil to my last will dated Dec. 18, 1909,” & 
which revoked the appointment of the exors. 
named in the will of 1909, 

Testator duly executed the codicil. 

An exor. propounded the will of 1909, with the 
codicil, alleging that the codicil revived the will 
of 1909 & thereby revoked the will of 1912, & 
testator’s widow, as an extrix., propounded the will 
of 1912 with the codicil:—Held: there was 
nothing to show an intention on the part of 
testator to revive by the codicil the will of 1909, 
& the codicil was intended to be a codicil to the 
will of 1912, & as the will of 1912 had been duly 
executed the ct. pronounced for the will of 1912 
together with the codicil, omitting from the latter 
the words relating to the will of 1909 & the exors. 
appointed under that will.—JANE v. JANE (1917), 


83 T. i. R. 389. 
Annotation :— -Refd. Gregson v. Taylor, [1917] P. 256. 


Sect. 3: 





Secr. 3.—REPUBLICATION. 
SuB-skcrT. ].—INSTRUMENTS CAPABLE 
REPUBLICATION. 


See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 34. 

2035. Will of land—Made before operative date 
of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26).|—-A will of lands made 
before Jan. 1, 1838, & revoked, may, under above 
Act, ss. 9, 34, be republished after that: day by 
a codicil attested by only two  witnesses.— 
ANDREWS v. TURNER (1842), 3 Q. B. 177; 114 
E. R. 475. 
an oeation :—Refd. Croker v. Hertford (1844),4 Moo. P. Cc. GC, 


2036. Object & effect of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
s. 34.]|——The object of above scct. is to get rid of 
republication as a method of conferring testa- 
mentary validity even as regards a will made 
before the date of the Act, & not to extend its 
operation to wills made since the Act. Therefore, 
the will of a married woman, made in 1869 with 
the assent of her husband, was held not to be 
revived by republication after his death, & held 
further, that whatever support, authority, or 
efficacy the will might have derived from the 
husband’s concurrence was extinguished by his 
death.—NOBLE v. PHELPS (1871), lL. R. 2 P. & VD. 
276; 40 L. J.P. & M. 60; 25 1L. T. 65; 19 W. R. 


1115. 

ee -—Consd. Noble v. Willock (1873), 8 Ch. App. 
778. Refd. Parkinson v. Townsend & Townsend (1875), 
44L.5.P. & M. 32. 


OF 


SUB-SECT. 2.—MODES OF REPUBLICATION, 
A. In General. 


2037. Necessity for intention to republish.]. 
To make it a republication, there must be animus 
republicandi in the testator (LORD HARDWICKR, C.). 
—-ABNEY v. MILLER (1743), 2 Atk. 503; 26 EK. R. 
764, LC. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Carto v. 
Rudstone v. Anderson (1752), 2 Ves. Sen. 418; A.-G. 
Downing (1769), Amb. 571; Hone v, Modcraft (1783). 2 
Bro. C. C. 261; Penrice v. Garnons (1796), 3 Anst. aot: 
James v. Dean (1808), 15 Ves. 236; Slatter v. Noton 
(1809), 16 Ves. 197. 

2038. Necessity for express intention.]— 
PIGoTr v. WALLER, No. 2054, post. 

2039. sa will not venture to lay down 
decidedly 1 that no act short of a direct & formal 


se (1744), Amb. ae 








WILLS. 


republication would be sufficient to revive a 
former & revoke a latter will, both instruments 
remaining perfect, but it certainly would require 
either a second publication or very unequivocal 
circumstances. The animus revocandi must be 
very clearly established otherwise the last dated 
will uncancelled must remain in force (SIR JOHN 
NICOLL).—STRIDE v. CoopER (1811), 1 Phillim. 





334; 161 HK. R. 1002. 
2040. ———,|—-e SMITH, BILKE v. ROPER, 
No. 2042, post. 


2041. Republication prevented by fraud—Proof 
of intention.]-—The bill stated that testator 
intended to republish his will, but was prevented 
from so doing by the fraud of the heir-at-law. A 
demurrer to s0 much of the bill as required him to 
discover whether testator did not intend to 
republish his will, was under these circumstances 
overruled. DIXON vy. OLMIUS (1787), 1 Cox, Eq. 
Cas. 412; 29 KE. R. 1226, L. C. 


Annotation : ec Re McCallum, McCallum v. McCallum, 
11901) J Ch, 


B. Re-Execution of Will. 

2042. General rule.J—A married woman having 
a power of appointment made a will whereby she 
appointed the property subject to the power & 
all other, if any, property over which she had any 
power of disposition. After her husband’s death, 
she signed, in the presence of two witnesses, a 
paper which contained no reference to her will, 
but merely stated that certain specific property 
was a present to X., & after her death this paper 
was admitted to probate together with her will: 
—Held: this subsequent testamentary instru- 
ment did not constitute a republication of the 
will, & testatrix was intestate as to her property, 
not being separate property or within the power, 
other than that portion of it specifically mentioned 
in the instrument. 

Apart from any statutory requirements, it has 
long been settled that a will may be republished 
cither by a re-execution of it, or by a codicil, & 
according to the notes to Duppa v. Mayo (1669), 
1 Saund. 278 (6th dit. 1845), “ anything which 
showed an intent that the vin should be of a 
subsequent date, was a sufficient. republication.” 
The reference to the will involved in calling the 
subsequent instrument a codicil to 1t shows such 
an intention, & the codicil would amount to a 
republication of the will. The learned author of 
Wiliams on Eaecutors, Mr. JUSTICE VAUGHAN 
WILLIAMS, says, 7th Hdit. vol. 1. p. 211: “A 
codicil will amount to a republication of the will 
to which it refers, whether the codicil be or be not 
annexed to the will, or be or be not expressly 
confirmatory of it; for every codicil is, in con- 
struction of law, part of a man’s will whether it 
be so described in such codicil or not; & as such, 
furnishes conclusive evidence of the _ testator’s 
considering his will as then existing’ (STIRLING, 
J.).—Re SmitH, BILKE v. ROPER (1890), 45 Ch. D. 
632; 60 L. J. Ch. 57; 63 L. T. 448; 39 W. R. 
93; 6T. L. R. 484. 

2043. What amounts to.]---In the Goods of 
DEWELL, No. 1410, ante. 





2044. J—A. duly executed a will in 1837, 
appointing B., her nephew, an exor. & residuary 
legatee. On May 20, 1861, being desirous to 


deliver the will & her deeds to B. for safe custody in 
the presence of a witness, C. was sent for, & in 
his presence she delivered the will & deeds to 
B., saying she wished him to be a witness to such 
delivery. Before the delivery she subscribed her 
name at the foot of the will, & C. & B. subscribed 
theirs, the latter with the prefix of the word 
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‘‘exor.’”’ <A. gave no reason for signing her name, 
& said nothing to B. & C. about being witnesses 
to her will :—-Held: what took place on May 20, 
1861, was not a re-execution of the will, & the will 
was entitled to probate by virtue of the original 
execution.— DUNN v. DUNN (1866), L. R. 1 P. & D. 
277; 15 L. T. 216; 15 W. R. 231. 

2045. Evidence — Sufficiency of proof.] — Tes- 
tator having, in 1840, duly executed his will, 
wherein he declared ‘‘ that all codicils added, 
if signed by him, after executing that will, should 
be equally valid as if placed in the body of that 
same will,’ wrote, on the fourth side of the paper, 
& signed two testamentary papers, entitled 
‘* Codicil No. 1,’ & ‘‘ Codicil No. 2” the first 
dated two days after the will; in 1843, resigned 
& re-executed the will, assigning, in a memorandum 
written thereon, & to the subscribing witnesses, 
as his reason for such re-execution, that ‘‘ two 
of the former witnesses were dead ’’; &, having 
made certain alterations in the will, in 1844, again 
re-signed & re-executed the will, in the presence 
of the same subscribing witnesses, who deposed to 
their strong impression & belief that, upon both 
occasions of re-execution, testator signed the will 
in their presence after they had subscribed it, & 
who could not identify any one of the several 
signatures of deceased appearing on the will, as 
made or acknowledged in their presence, or depose 
to the existence of the codicils on the back of the 
will at the time of either ve-execution :—leld : 
there was not sufficient proof of re-execution, & 
the will alone pronounced for as originally 
executed.— OLLIVE v. WEALIE (1817), 5 Notes of 
Cases, 1863 10 L. T. O. S. 693 sub nom. OLIVER 
v. WEALK, 11 Jur. 852, 


wt eon :—Refd. Wade v. Nazer (1848), 6 Notes of Cases, 
d 


2046. ——- Onus of proof.|—DuNN »v. DUNN, 
No. 2014, ante. 


C. Codici to Will. 
(a) In General. 


2047. General rule.|—The addition of a codicil 
to a will sets up everything in the will, not altered 
by the codicil; & though the codicil is without 
date, vet if it appears by evidence to have been 
executed subsequent to an act which might amount 
to a revocation, it will operate as a republication. 
CARTE v. CARTE (1744), Amb. 28; 3 Atk. 174 ; 
Ridg. temp. WH. 210; 27 I. R. 807, I. C. 
Annotations : —Refd. Cooper e. Mantel (1856), 27 GL. T. OS. 


130. Mentd. Slatter +. Noton (1809), 16 Ves. 19735 Cole- 
grave v. Manby (1821), 6 Madd. 72. 


2048, —— .]—That a codicil makes the will 
speak as of its own dates must be admitted to be 
the general rule; but it may, nevertheless, be 
framed in such a manner as to operate as a partial 
republication only, or to work no republication 
at all (LORD BROUGHAM, C.).—-MONYPENNY 0. 
Bristow (1832), 2 Russ. & M.117; 1 L. J. Ch. 88 ; 
39 FE. R. 339, L. ¢. 

Annotations :—Refd. Hugbes vr. Turner (1835), 3 My. & K. 
666; Yarnold vw. Wallis (1840), 4 Y. & C. Ex. 160; Doe 
dad. York vr. Walker (1831), 12 M. & W. 5915) Skinner wv. 
Ogle (1815), 4 Notes of Cases, 74: Tlughes v. Hosking 
(1856), 11 Moo P.C. CG. 1; Ite Karl's Trust (1858),4 K. & J. 
673: Phillips v. Homfray (1883), 24 Ch. D. 439. 








2049. .|—He SMITH, BILKE v. ROPER, No. 
2042, ante. 

2050. — ..|- iv. MELLERSIT, No. 2098, 
post. 


PART X. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. ee 


for life, 


2062 1. Codicil indorsed on will.) —In 
marry ; ”’ 


ene of CoTTon, [1923] 2 [. R. 52. 


R. her death or marriage. 


n. Codicil made 
beneficiary benefiting under 
» (@). by will, dovised lands to trustees for B. 
“provided she does 
remainder over, in case of 
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2051. Form of codicil—- No special form 
necessary.]|— Where a codicil is a republication of a 
will: no precise form necessary thereto: need not 
be indorsed or annexed to the will.—PotTrEerR v. 
POTTER (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 4837; 27 EB. R. 1128. 


Annotations :-—Reid. Gibson v. Montfort, Nogera 1. Gibson 
(1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 485; Pigott v. Waller (1802), 7 Ves. 
98; Maddison v. Alderson (1883), 8 APD. Cas. 467. 
Mentd. Whittaker v. Whittaker (1792), 4 Bro. C. GC. 81; 
Marston v7. Roe d, Fox (1838), 8 Ad. & El. 14; Matthow 
v. Osborne (1853), 13 C. B. 919. 


2052. Due attestation.|—-LYTToNn v. FALK- 
LAND (LADY) (1707), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 769; 22 BE. R. 
653; sub nom. LITTON STRODE (alias LITTON) v. 
FALKLAND (LADY), 3 Rep. Ch. 169; sub nom. 
STRODE (Sim Lirron) v. Russet (LADY), 2 Vern. 
6213; on appeal, sub nom. FALKLAND (LADY) v. 
T.YTTON (1708), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 24, Ti. Li. 


Annotations :—Consd. Potter v. Potter (1750), 1 Ves. Son. 
437; Barnes v. Crow (1792), 4 Bro. C. C. 2. Refd. 
Gibson v. Rogers, Rogers v. Gibson (1750), Amb. 93: 
A.-G. v. Downing (1769), Amb. 571: Pigott v. Waller 
1802), 7 Ves. 98; Hulme vw. Heygate (1816), 1 Mer. 285. 

entd. Rutland v. Rutland (1723), 2 P. Wms. 210; 
Canning v. Canning (1729), Mos. 240; Chester ». Chester 
(1730), Fitz-G. 150; Casburne v. Inglia (1737), West 
temp, Hard. 221: Francis v. Dichfleld (1742), 2 Coop. temp. 
Cott. 6381; Ulrich ». Litchfield (1742), 2 Atk. 372; Ridout 
v. Pain (1747), 3 Atk. 486; Goodtitle d. Daniel v. Miles 
(1805), 6 Kast, 494; Morgan d. Surman », Surman ea 
I Taunt. 289; Doe d. Allen wv. Allen (1840), 12 Ad. & El. 
451; A.-G. v. Shore (1843), 7 Jur. 781; Ford ». Ford 
(1848), 6 Hare, 486 ; O’Reilly «. Smith (1851),17 L. T.Q.8. 
280; Horwood v. Griffith (1853), 2 W. R. 71: Yardley 
v. Holland (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 428. 








2053. - —— .|-- BARNES v. CROWE, No. 2086, 
post, 
2054. - .|~—A codicil, with three wit- 








nesses, though relating only to personal estate, & 

expressing no intention as to republication of the 

will. is a republication.—PiaoTr v. WALLER (1802), 

7T Ves. 08; 382 E. R. 40. 

Annotations -—Apld. Goodtitle d. Woodhouse v. Meredith 
(1813), 2M. & S. 5. Refd. Hulme v. Heygate (1816), 1 
Mer. 285; Guest v. Willasey (1825), 2 Bing. 429; Mony- 
penny v. Bristow (18382), 2 ltuss. & M. 117; Allen v. 
Maddock (1858), 11 Moo. P. GC. C. 427. Mentd. Grenville 
v. Blyth (1809), 16 Ves. 223. 

2055. ——--.]|—A codicil duly attested does 
amount to such republication (GRANT, M.R.).— 
TluumMi uv. [leva@atre (1816), 1 Mer. 285; 35 E.R. 
O80. 

Annotations :—Consd. Monypeuny tv. Bristow (1832), 2 
Russ. a M. 117; Wughes vr. Hosking (1856), 11 Moo. 
Pp. coc... 





2056. --—- —-~—.]-- ANDREWS v. TURNER, No. 
2035, ante. 
2057. Codicil framed to operate only as 








partial republication.|—-MONYPENNY v. BRISTOW, 
No. 2048, ante. 

2058. Codicil not framed to effect republica- 
tion.|—_MoONYPENNY v. Bristow, No. 2048, ante. 

2059. Codicil added to will.|—One devises a 
lease to his daughter & afterwards renews the 
lease, & afterwards adds a codicil to his will. 
Whether the renewal of the lease is a revocation ; 
& whether the adding a codicil to his will is a 
republication.- -ALFORD ». FAR LE (1690), 2 Vern. 
209; Nels. 162; 23 I. R. 736. 
winnotation :—Refd. A.-G. v. Downing (1769), Dick. 415. 

2060. Codicil annexed to will.|—POTTER v. 
Potrer, No. 2051, ante. 

2061. .|— BARNES v. CROWE, No. 2086, post. 

2062. Codicil indorsed on will.|—-POTTER v. 
PoTrER, No. 2051, ante. 

2063. -|—The due execution of a codicil 
written on the same sheet of paper as an informal 














after marriage to 


& afterwards made a codicil to his will, 
will. j—C. : 


which republished it :—Held the 
devise to B. took effect, notwithstand - 
ing her marriage to C.—COOPER Yr. 
COOPER (1846), 6 I. Ch. R. 217, 223.— 
©. married B. IR. 


not 


BB 2 
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Sect. 3.—Republication: Sub-sect. 2, C. (a) & (b).] 


will, & in which such will is acknowledged, will 
operate as a republication of the will under the 
new Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26).—Jn the Goods of 
WARRENDER (1844), 2 L. T. O. S. 317. 

Codicil referring to will.}-—See Sub-sect. 2, C. 
(6), post. 

2064. Codicil to take effect only on contingency. | 
-~—Testator by will specifically devises an estate 
to his wife; &, after certain bequests, he gave & 
devised to her all other his freehold, copyhold, & 
leasehold estates, not thereinbefore otherwise 
disposed of. By a codicil, after reciting the devises 
to his wife, he, in case his wife should die before 
him, devised all his estates to trustees upon certain 
trusts :—Held: that the will was not republished 
by the codicil.—SmitnH v. DEARMER (1829), 3 
Y.& J.278; 148 E.R. 1184, Ex. Ch. 

2065. .|—A codicil conditioned to take 
effect only upon an event which does not happen 
republishes a will, & is on that ground entitled 
to probate.—In the Goods of MENDES DA SILVA 
(1861), 2 Sw. & Tr. 315; 30 L. J. P.M. & A. 171; 
oL. T. 140; 25 J. P. 519; 164 Kh. R. 1017. 
Annotation :—Refd. Jn the Goods of Hugo (1877), 2 1. D. 73. 


2066. Codicil appointing new executors or 
trustees—-Appointment of new trustee.|—-M. D., by 
a codicil to her will, duly attested to pass real 
estate, revoked an annuity given by her will, & 
after reciting that one of the trustees named in her 
will was dead, she revoked the estates & powers 
given by her will to such deceased trustee, & 
devised the same to a new trustee, thereby placing 
the new trustee in the place & stead of the deceased 
trustee, as trustee for the purposes of her said 
will. She then gave a legacy to the new trustee, 
in consideration of his taking on himself the trusts 
thereby in him reposed, & she revoked a legacy 
given to the deceased trustee :—Held : this codicil 
did not: operate as a republication of testatrix’s 
will.—-HUGHES v. TURNER (1835), 3 My. & I. 666 ; 
4L.J. Ch. 141; 40 E.R. 254. 

Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. York vr. Walker (1844), 12M. & 
W. 591; Hope v. Hope (1854), 5 Git. 13; Hurhes «. 
Hosking (1856), 11 Moo. P. C. C. 1.) Mentd. Innes rv. 
Sayer (1851), 3 Mac. & G. 606; Minchin v. Minchin (171), 
19 W. R. 9933 Re Nicholl, #e Perkins, Nicholl 7. Perkins 
(1920), 125 L. T. 62. 

2067. ——— Appointment of additional trustee.|— 
Testator, by his will, dated in Feb. 1847, devised 
all his lands in B. to two trustees, to the use of Y. 
for life, with remainders over: he also bequeathed 
to the same trustees & Y. certain sums of moncy 
on certain trusts therein mentioned, & appointed 
them exors ; & he yave to the three legacies of 
£100 each for their trouble in the execution of his 
will. By a codicil dated in Feb. 1838, after 
Wills Act. 1837 (c. 26), came into operation, after 
reciting the devises & bequests contained in his 
will, & that he had since determined to appoint C. 
an additional trustee for the purposes in his will 
mentioned, he gave & devised all his messuages, 
lands, ctc., described in & devised by his will, & 
also the several sums of money therein mentioned, 
to C., his heirs, exors., etc., upon the trusts in the 
will mentioned, & nominated him one of the exors. 
of his will; & directed & declared, that it should 
be read & construed in the same manner & have 
the same operation & effect, as if C. had been 
named a trustee & exor. with the other trustees, 
& bequeathed to him the like legacy of £100, & 
in all other respects, testator ratified & confirmed 
his will :—Held: the will was republished by the 





PART X. aoe ‘by SUB-SECT. 2.-—- 
2071 i. Codicil referring tu will——Con- 


Jirmation of will.J-—Re STEELE, STEELE 
v. STEKLE, (1913) 17. R. 292.—IR. 
0. Republication of will referred to 


WILLS. 


codicil—Dor d. York v. WALKER (1844), 12 
M. & W. 591; 13 L. J. Ex. 1538; 2L. T. O.S. 
424; 152 BR. RR. 1834. 

Annotations :—Apld. Skinner v. Ogle (1845), 4 Notes of 
Cases, 74; Langdale v. Briggs (1855), 3 Sm. & G. 246, 
Consd. Jie Champion, Dudley v. Champion, [1893] 1 Ch. 
101. Apld. Ie Fraser, Lowther v. Fraser, [1904) 1 Ch. 
726. Refd. dre Joseph, Pain v. Joseph (1908), 98 L. T. 392. 
Mentd. Douglas v. Douglas (1854), Kay, 400 ; Goodlad v. 
Burnett (1855), 1 K. & J. 341; Hepburn v. Skirving 
(1859), 32 L.. T. O. S. 26; Castle v. Fox (1871), L. lt. 11 
Iq. 542; Page v. Young (1875), L. 2. 19 Eq. 501; Saxton 
v. Saxton (1879), 13 Ch. DD. 359; Re Portal & Lamb 
(1884), 27 Ch. D. 600; Re Bridger, Brompton Hospital 
for Consumption v. Lewis, [1894] 1 Ch. 297. 

2068. Substitution of trustees.|—Testator, 
by will in 1873, devised his frechold cottage & 
land ‘now in my own occupation’ to trustees 
for his wife for life. le also gave all his personal 
estate for the benefit of his wife for life, so that 
she might have the full benefit of the profits & 
interest arising from the whole of both his real 
& personal estate for life. After her death the 
real estate was to be sold, & the whole proceeds, 
& also his persona] estate, to be divided among his 
children. Shortly after making his will testator 
bought two pieces of freehold land adjoining the 
cottage, & occupied them with it until his death. 
In 1887, by a codicil reciting that he had devised 
& bequeathed his real & personal estate, he 
substitute his wife & two sons for the trustees 
appointed by his will, & otherwise affirmed his 
will :—Held: the two picces of freehold land 
passed by the wil]l.—J?e CHAMPION, DUDLEY v. 
CHAMPION [1893] 1 Ch. 10L; 62 L. J. Ch. 372; 67 
L. T. 694; 2 R. 162, C. A. 

Annotations :- Folld. Re Rayer, Rayer v. Rayer, [1903] 1 
Ch. 685. Apld. Re Fraser, Lowther rv. Fraser, (1904) 1 
Ch, 726; Re Donald, Moore v. Somerset (1909), 43 Sol, 
Jo. 673; Re Smith, Prada v. Vandroy, (1916] 1 Ch. 5238. 
Consd. Zve Hardyman, Teesdale v. McClintock, [1925] 1 Ch, 
287, Folld. Ite Reeves, Reeves v. Pawson. [1928] 1 Ch. 
351. Refd. 2te Willix, Sponcer v. Willis, [1911] 2 Ch. G63. 
2069. —~—- Appointment of new executor.|-~A 

codicil appointing a new exor. :—Held : a republi- 

cation of the will—Re Farvu’s Trusr (1858), 4 

K. & J. 678; 70 IK. 1. 280. 

2070. Codicil for purpose of adding legacies 
omitted from will.|—S. directs his exors. to place 
out at interest £1,000 in their own names, & that 
the interest. should be applied for the maintenance 
etc., of his grandson, & that they might pay all 
or any part of the £1,000 & interest in binding him 
apprentice, & so much as should not have been so 
applied, he directed should be transferred to his 
grandson at twenty-one. Testator himself put 
his grandson apprentice to an haberdasher, & 
paid £126 with him to his master, & a year after- 
wards made a codicil to his will, by which he gave 
some legacics. The question was, whether the 
£126 for apprenticing him was an ademption 
pro tanto? The ct. was of opinion, as the £1,000 
was not given for this use alone, but for other 
purposes, & the codicil made after this sum had 
been so laid out, it was a confirmation of the legacy, 
& amounted to a republication of the will, & 
decreed the whole £1,000 to the grandson.— ROOME 
v. Room (1744), 3 Atk. 181; 26 EK. R. 906. 


Annotations :—Refd. Powys v. Mansfield (1837), 3 My. & Cr. 
359; dee Aynsley, Kyrle cv. Turner, {1914] 2 Ch. 422. 
Mentd. Chapman tv. Gibson (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 229; 
Wharton v. Durham (1834), 3 My. & K. 472; Re Lacon, 
Lacon v. Lacon (1891), 60 L. J. Ch. 403; Ze Dawson, 
Swainson v. Dawson, (1919) 1 Ch. 102. 


(b) Reference to Will. 
2071. Codicil referring to will-—Confirmation of 
will.]|—-IZARD v. Hurst (1698), Freem. Ch. 224 ; 








by date—Codicil not mentioned. ]|—-Testa- 
tor made a will dated Oct. 21, 1805, & 
a codicil thereto dated Oct. 31, 1895. 


Part X.—ReEvocATION, REVIVAL, AND REPUBLICATION. 


22 E.R. 1173; sub nom. Irop v. Wurst, 2 Eq. Cas. 
Abr. 769. 

2072. ——- ——— How far will & codicil made 
ses document.]—ACHERLEY v. VERNON, No. 1560, 
ante. 

2078. .|—In Acherley v. Vernon, 
No. 1560, ante, it was held that the effect of a codicil 
referring to an existing will was not merely to 
amount to a recognition of that will in the state 
in which it existed & to the interpretation which 
it then bore, but that the effect of it was to bring 
down the date of such will to the date of the 
codicil, therefore ... not merely to recognise 
the existing instrument, but to create a new 
instrument. That case was followed by other cases 
which in effect declared that the execution of a 
codicil is a recognition, & equivalent to a republica- 
tion of the previously executed will, &, therefore, 
that you must read the residuary clause contained 
in the codicil, just as if there had been a republica- 
tion in the more ordinary form of the will itself. 
This principle was, at all events, not open perhaps 
to any great objection so long as there was nothing 
in the codicil itself inconsistent with that con- 
struction. .. . You could not read the clause in 
the will as contained in the codicil, if you found 
in that very codicil a clause dircctly inconsistent 
with that interpretation (per CuR.).—HUGNES v. 
HOSKING (1856), 11 Moo. P.C.C.1; 28 L. T. O. 8. 
150; 4W. 1. 755; 14 1. R. 595, P. C. 
Annotations: ‘-—Refd. Castlo v. Fox (1871), L. LR. 11 Ea. 542. 

Mentd. Hosking v. Terry (1862), 8 Jur. N.S. 975 

2074. Mistake in reference to will. |— 
Testator, Sie in Jamaica, by his will devised 
freehold property to trustees, in trust for A. in 
tail. Nine years afterwards, being resident in 
Scotland, he made a codicil, apparently prepared 
by a writer to the signet. By this, supposing that 
he had sufficiently referred to the will, he 
substituted C. for A., & in all other respects 
confirmed the will. But the codicil did not men- 
tion a will: it used the word “ settlement ’’; but 
under that word, so describing the will, that there 
could be no reasonable doubt of the ‘identity of 
the instrument. Speaking of the estate devised 
to A. by the will, it was described as an estate to 
him & ‘‘ his heirs,” instead of using the words used 
in the will, which created an estate tail only. Le 
devised that C. should take in all respects as if 
originally named instead of A. :—Held: the codicil 
was sufliciently connected with the will, so as to 
enable C. to take instead of A.—-MARSITALL v. 
WEDDERBURN (1829), 8 L. J. O. 8S. K. B. 157. 

2075. Several codicils to which 
confirmatory words applicable.|—Testator died, 
legally domiciled in England, having never had 
another domicil, leaving, amongst other codicils, 
one made at Milan, dated Oct. 28, 1838, written 
in his own handwriting, & signed by him, but not 
attested. 

Auother valid codicil made subsequently by 
same testator contained these words: ‘ | hereby 
ratify & confirm my will & codicils in every 
respect’ :—Held: there being other codicils to 
which these words might refer, the Milan codicil 
was not rendered valid, republished, or incor- 
porated with the valid codicil by these words of 
reference. 

A reference by will or codicil to some other paper 
will not incorporate such paper with the document 

















of a Bete ee 


He made a new will, revoking all 
previous testamentary instruments, 
on Nov. 18, 1896, but he revoked this 
last-mentioned will by tearing it on 
Jan. 7,1897. Hethen (Jan. 15, 1897), 
made two codicils, one republishing the 


will of Oct. 21, 1895, written on the 
saine sheet of paper as that will, & 
referring to it as ‘‘ my above-written 
will,’’ & the other, stated to be a codicil 
to the will of Oct. 21, 1895, making a 21. 
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referring to it, unless it can be clearly identified ; 
& a general description of it will be insufficient.— 
CROKER v. ILERTFORD (MARQUESS) (1844), 4 Moo 
P. C. C. 339; 3 Notes of Cases, 150; 8 Jur. 863 ; 
13 E.R. 334 ; ; sub nom. In the Goods of ITERTFORD 
(MARQUIS), 3 li T. O. 8. 257; affg. S. C. sub nom. 
DE Zicnhy FERRARIS (COUNTESS) & CROKER v. 
HERTFORD (MARQUIS) (1843), 3 Curt. 468. 
Annotations :—Apld, In the Goods of Chute (1842), 2 Notes 
of Cases, 25. Distd. Ingoldby v. Ingoldby ( 1846), 4 Notes 
of Cases, 493. Apld. Ollive v. Weale (1847), 5 Notes of 

Casos, 486; Haynes v. Hill 0) 849), 1 Rob. Eecl. 795. 

Consd. Johnson v. Ball (1851), 5 Do G. & Sm. 85. Apld. 

In the Goods of Hakewill (1856), 26 L. T. O. &. 207. 

Distd. Allen ». Maddock (1858), 11 Moo. P. ©. GC. 427. 

Apld. In the Goods of Watkins (1865), 33 a J.P. & M. 14. 

Consd. /7 the Goods of Adamson (1875), L. R. 3 P. & D. 

253. Refd. Morrice v. Morrice (1843), 2 Notes of Cases, 

199; Fowlis v. Davidson (1845), 4 Notes of Cases, 149 ; 

Anderson v. Anderson (1872), L. R. 13 Eq. 381. Mentd. 

Anderson v. Laneuville (18: ee 2 Ps & Ad. 41; Duncan 

v. Cannan (1855), 25 L. T. 

2076. "Where a will & seven 
codicils were republished, under the old law, by an 
eighth codicil, & even without such confirmation, 
the description “ persons & institutions to whom 
& to which I have given pecuniary legacies ’’ in 
the first codicil was held to cover pecuniary legatees 
under the will & all the codicils.—RHe DONALD, 
MooRrE v. SOMERSET, [1909] 2 Ch. 410; 78 L. J. Ch. 
761; 101 L. T. 377; 53 Sol. Jo. 673. 

2077. —— .|—In this case, where the 
codicil expressly confirms the will in all respect 
except as altered by the codicil, it contains an 
express declaration of that republication, which 
would have been presumed in the absence of any 
language showing a contrary direction (STUART, 
V.-C -). LANGDALE (LADY) v. Briacs (1855), 3 
Sm. & G. 246; 25 L. J. Ch. 100; 26 L. T. O. 8S. 
306; 2 Jur. N. 8. 35; 4 W. R. 144; 65 E.R. 
645; on appeal (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 391, 
L. JJ. 


Annotations ; :--Mentd. Hepburn ». Seving (1858), 32 1. T. 
O. 8. 26; Taylor v. Sparrow Ca ty Giff. 703 ; Carroll 














v. Ceara (1865), 11 Jur. N. S. 1012; Castle v. Fox 
(1871), L. Rh. IL Eq. 542; Juttendromohun ‘Tagore v. 
Ganendromohun ‘Tagore, Ganendromohun Tagore tv. 


Juttendromohun Tagore (1872), L. I. Ind. App. Supp. 
48; Bothamley v. Sberson (1875), L. HR. 20 Ee 304; 
Kathama Natchiar v. Dorasinger Tever (1875), L. KR. 2 


Ind. App. 169; Hampton v. “Holman (1877), 5 Ch. D. 
183: Ram Lal Mooke rjec v. Secretary of State for India 
(1881), L. R. 8 Ind. App. 463; Curtis v. Sheffield (1882), 
30 W.R. OSL; Re Dugdale, Duedale v Dugdale (1888), 


Re Bridger, Brompton Hospital », Lewis 
Leslie v. Rothes, [1894] 2 Ch. 
Hayes, (1900) 2 Ch. 332; 


38 Ch. D. 176; : 
(1893), 63 L. J. Ch. 
499; Ie Hayes, Turnbull tv. 


186 ; 


re Muddock, Llewelyn v. W ashington, (1902] 2 Ch. 220; 
Mason v. Ogden (1902), 87 L. T. G22; Re G ‘reenwood, 
Goodhart v. Woodhead, (1903) 1 Ch. 149; Re Horton, 


Lloyd v. Hatchett, [1920] 2 Ch. 1. 

2078. ise in a will is 
revoked by a settlement of the property devised, 
a codicil made after the scttlement, purporting to 
confirm the will in every respect, will operate as a 
republication of the will, & will, subject to the 
rights of the persons entitled under the settlement, 
revive the devise which was revoked by the 
settlement. 

D., by will, in 1821, devised two dwelling-houses 
to his niece E. in fee. In 1823, on the marriage 
of K., he made a settlement of the two dwelling- 
houses on herself, her husband, & issue as therein 
mentioned, with remainder to his own right 
heirs, which operated to revoke the devise in his 
will. In 1826 he made a codicil, confirming the 
will of 1821 in all matters in which it had not been 
expressly varied. E. & her husband died without 











few different bequests, but in all 
respects confirming the same :—Held : 
the codicil of Oct. 31, 1895, was not 
republished.—FRENOH v. Horry, [1899] 
R. 472.— IR, 
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Sect. 3.—Republication: Sub-sect. 2, C. (b); sub- 
sect, 3, A.] 


issue surviving :—Held: the codicil of 1826 
operated as a republication of the will, & a revival 
of the devise in the will, & the representatives of 
E. were accordingly entitled to the reversion of 
the dwelling-houses.—HARVEY v. LLoyp (1869), 
38 L. J. Ch. 634; 20 L. T. 1003; 17 W. R. 990. 








2079. ——.]|— WEDGWOOD v, DENTON, No. 
2100, post. 
2080. -—-——.|—J/ie CHAMPION, DUDLEY v. 


CHAMPION, No. 2068, ante. 

_ 2081. -|—Testator by his will made 
in 1882 gave an annuity to H. for her life, & after 
her death, in the events which happened, he gave 
annuities to her three children, & charged all the 
annuities on his real estate, & directed that they 
should be paid ‘‘ without any deduction except 
for legacy duty & income tax.” By a codicil, 
made after the passing of the Customs & Inland 
Revenue Act, 1888 (c. 8), he made certain dis- 
ponuons: & in all other respects confirmed his 
will. 
Testator died in 1892. H. died in 1900; & 
thereupon estate duty & succession duty became 
payable in respect of the annuities given to her 
children, & the question arose who was liable 
to pay the same :—Held: the effect of the codicil 
was to republish the will as from the date of the 
codicil—ARe Rayrr, RAYER v. RAYER, [1903] 
1 Ch. 685; 72 L. J. Ch. 280; 87 L. T. 712; 51 
W. HR. 538. 











Annotations :—Consd. Re Smith, Prada v. Vandroy, [1916] 
1 Ch. 523. Refd. Jee Joseph, Pain v. Joseph (1908), 98 
L. T. 392; Re Whiting, Ormond v. De Launay (1913), 


108 L. T. 629; 


eo5y Gi oe Re Wardyman, Teesdale v. MeClintock, 
3) ). 2 is 


de Drake, Drake v. Wilson, [1926] Ch. 

559; Ite Reeves, Reeves v. Pawson, [1928] 1 Ch. 351. 

2082. —--.|—Re MALCOLM, MaAnJORI- 
BANKS v. MALCOLM (1923), 156 L. T. Jo. 361. 

2083. -|--The settlor entered into a 
voluntary covenant in an indenture under seal to 
settle upon certain trusts any freehold properties, 
with one exception, that he should afterwards 
acquire in Kent, & that until such assurance should 
have been actually made he, his heirs, exors., & 
administrators ‘‘ shall & will stand seized of all & 
any such after acquired hereditaments upon such 
trusts & with & subject to such powers & provisions 
as last aforesaid.” The settlor afterwards ac- 
quired four freeholds in Kent that came within 
the covenant. The settlor by his will, which was 
executed after the two first freeholds had been 
acquired by him, confirmed the settlement, & 
declared that the benefits under the will were 
to be in addition to those under the settlement. 
After acquiring the last two freeholds the testator 
executed two codicils, in each of which he con- 
firmed his will :---Held : by confirming the settle- 
ment in his will & directing that the benefits under 
the settlement & will should be cumulative 
testator had declared in his lifetime that the 
trustees of the settlement were entitled to the 
first two freeholds & that he, the testator, held 
them on the trusts of the settlement, & by con- 
firming his will in the two codicils he republished 
his will at the dates of the codicils, & so nade the 
same declaration with regard to the two freeholds 
last acquired, & therefore the exors. of the will 
were entitled to assure to the present trustees of 
the settlement the frecholds aforesaid.—Ie 
NORTHCLIFFE, ARNHOLZ v. Tlupson, [1925] Ch. 
651; 95 1. J. Ch. 41; 133 L. T. 466. 

2084. - Codicil directed to be annexed to will.] 
—Testator devises real & personal estate to certain 
uses, & afterwards by deed conveys it to the same 
uses until marriage, & then to new uses 3 providing 
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for his intended wife & the issue of the marriage ; 
after the deed & before marriage, by codicil 
attested by three witnesses, & directed to be 
annexed to his will, he imposes a forfeiture in 
case of his wife being disturbed; & after the 
codicil marries :—Held: the settlement revoked 
the will which was republished by the codicil.— 

JACKSON v. HukLocK (1764), 2 Eden, 263; Amb. 

487; 28 EK. R. 899, L. C. 

Annotations :—Folld. Harvoy v. Lloyd (1869), 38 L. J. Ch. 
634. Refd. Gravenor v. Hallum (1767), Amb. 643; 
A.-G. ». Downing (1769), Amb. 571; Shepherd v. od i 
herd (1770), 6 Term Rep. 51, .n.; Christopher v. Chris- 
topher (1771), 2 Dick. 445; Pigott v. Waller (1802), 7 
Ves. 98; Tregonwell v. Sydenham (1815), 3 Dow, 194 ; 
Lainson v. Lainson (1854), 24 L. J. Ch. 46. Mentd. Covke 
v, Stationers’ Co. (1831), 3 My. & K. 262; Henchman v. 
A.-G. (1834), 3 My. & K. 485, 

2085. Codicil directed to form part of will.| 
— One having by will devised all the residue of 
his estate of what kind or quality soever to W. 
afterwards purchases copyhold lands, & surrenders 
them ‘“ to such uses as he shall by his last will 
declare, limit, & appoint.’? He afterwards makes 
a codicil, & thereby ratifies & confirms all & every 
the gifts, devises & bequests in his said will, except 
what he had altered by the codicil; & desires the 
codicil may be annexed to, & taken as part of his 
will to all intents & purposes. This amounts to a 
republication of his will so as to make the after 
purchased copyhold lands pass by the residuary 
devise.—DorkE d. PATE «. Davy (1774), 1 Cowp. 
158; 98 HK. R. 10203; sub nom. Dot d. Davy, 
Lofttt, 749. 

Annotation :—Refd. Barnes v. Crow (1792), 4 Bro, C. Cc. 2. 
2086. — — ——---.|—Lands purchased after a 

general devise pass under it ; republication being 

implied from a codicil concerning personalty 
referring to the will, directed to be taken as part 

of it, & attested by three witnesses.- BARNES v. 

CROWE (1792), 1 Ves. 485; 4 Bro. C. C. 2; 29 


i. Rh. G47. 
annotations :-—Apld. Pigott o. Walter (1802), 7 Ves, 98; 
2M. & 8&8. 4 


Goodtitle d. Woodhouse v. Meredith (1813), ‘ , 
Consd. Allen v. Maddock (1858), 11. Moo. P.O. C._427; 
Dickinson v. Stidolph (1861), 11 C. B. N.S. 341). Distd. 
ee Sinith, BUke v. Roper (1890), 45 Ch. D. 632. Apld. Jee 
Champion, Dudley v. heron [1893) 1 Ch. 1015; Tee 
Hardyman, Teesdale v. McClintock, {1925] Ch. 287. 
2087. - .|—A codicil signed by testator 

& attested by three witnesses ‘‘ to be taken as part 

of his will,” is a republication of the will so as to 

make the will pass lands contracted for before, 
but conveyed between the date of the will & codicil. 

The effect, of all these decisions is to give an 
operation to the codicil per se, & independently of 
any intention, so as to bring down the will to the 
date of the codicil, making the will speak as of that 
date, unless indeed a contrary intention be shown, 
in which case it will repel that effect. Subject 
only to the restriction, arising out of the intention 
implied from the use of the word said, that where 
testator does not mean to pass the whole, the 
general effect of a codicil is to make the will speak 
as of its own date (LORD HKLLENBOROUGH).— 

GOODTITLE d. WOODHOUSE v. MEREDITH (1813), 

2M.&58.5; 105 E.R. 284. 

Annotations :---Apld. Huline v. Heygate (1816), 1 Mer. 285. 
Distd. Monypenny v. Bristow (1832), 2 Russ, & M. 117. 
Consd. Dickenson v. Stidolph (1861), 11 C. B. N. 8, 341. 
Refd. Doe d. Murch v. Marchant (1843), 6 Man. & G,. 813; 
Doe d. Brodbelt v. Thomson (18538), 12 Moo. P. C. C. 116. 


2088. —~--.]-—Testatrix, by her will, gave 
an ultimate remainder in fee of all her lands to 
trustees, in trust for B.in fee. By a codicil, which 
she directed to form part of the will, she devised 
the land in question, which was acquired subse- 
quently to the date of the will, together with her 
other estates, to trustecs, in trust for B. for life, 
& after B.’s decease, upon trust for the child or 
children of B. living at the time of her decease, 
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‘‘ instead of the devise contained in the will,” but 
did not in the codicil dispose of the ultimate 
remainder in fee. The trustees named in the 
codicil were not the same as those in the will :— 
Held: the codicil operated as a republication of 
the will, & was not a revocation of it.—Dor d. 
MuRcH v. MARCHANT (1843), 6 Man. & G. 813; 7 
Scott, N. R. 644; 13 1.3.0. P.59; 21. T. 0.8. 
209; 8 Jur. 21; 134 BE. R. 1120. 
Annotations :—Consd. Plenty v. West (1848), 6 C. B. 201. 
Folld. He Wilcock, Kay v. Dewhirst, [189%] 1 Ch. 95. 
Apld, | Jie Davies, Thomas v. ‘Thomas-Davies, [1928] 1 


2089. Subjoined will.’’?]—An unattcsted 
addition made to a will held to be republished & 
rendered valid by a subsequent codicil, not 
annexed to the will in deceased’s presence, referring 
to “ the subjoined will.”’—-/n the Goods of BARKE 
(1845), 4 Notes of Cases, 44. 

2090. ** Last will ’’—No reference to will 
by date.|—Testatrix having made a will, which in 
the opinion of the ct. was not executed according 
to the provisions of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), made 
also a codicil to her “last will’? on a separate 
half-sheet of paper, but did not refer to her will by 
date. The will & codicil, after testatrix’s death, 
were found loose in a box & not attached, but there 
were wafer marks on the two papers leading to an 
inference that the papers had been annexed. 
The codicil specially referred to two bequests 
mentioned in the paper produced as the will. No 
other testamentary paper was found :—Held: 
the paper produced was the will referred to, & 
it was republished by the codicil which was duly 
executed.—ZJn the Goods of DicKIN (1850), 2 Rob. 
Kecl, 208; 163 HK. R. 1824. 

2091. ---—~—.])— BARNES v. CROWE, No. 2086, ante. 

2092. —~---.|—-Testator by will charges all his 
estates with payment of debts, & makes his son 
residuary devisee; afterwards purchases copy- 
holds which are duly surrendered to the use of his 
will, & by codicil devises those copyholds to his son 
in fee. The codicil held a republication of the 
will so as to subject those copyholds to the pay- 
ment of debts.— ROWLEY v. HKyTon (1817), 2 Mer. 
1285 35 E.R. 889. 
alnnotations :-—Distd. Hope v. Hope (1854), 5 Giff. 13. 

Expld. /’c Smith, Bilke v. Roper (1890), 15 Ch. D. 632. 





SUB-SECT. 3.—HFFECT OF REPUBLICATION, 
A. In General. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 3. 34. 

2093. Whether will brought down to date of 
republication.|— ANON. (undated), cited in 1 My. & 
K. at p. 14; 39 E.R. 586, 

Annotation :—Expld. We Donald, Moore v. Somerset (1909), 

53 Sol. Jo. 673, 


2094. .|—Bequest of personalty by will 
dated prior to 9 Geo. 2, to be laid out in lands for 
a charity. It is afterwards confirmed by a codicil 
dated after the statute. The codicil operates as a 
new will, & the devise is void.—A.-G. v. HEART- 
WELL (1764), Amb. 451; 2 Eden, 234; 27 E, QR. 
298, L. C. 








2095. ——.]—-Dok d. York v. WALKER, No. 
2067, ante. 
2096. .|—Testator, by a will made before 





Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), came into operation, 
bequeathed a share of his residuary estate to one 
of his sons, who was also thereby made one of the 


2091 i. Codicil referring to will.J— 
aaa v. SAMPSON, (1917) 1 1. R. 


PART X. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 3.—A. 
2008 1. Whether will brought down to 


date of republication. }—A‘wlll was dated 
before the change of currency made 
by 6 Geo. 4, c. 79. 
after that Act:—Held: a republication 
of the will such that the legacies were 
deemed bequeathed in British currency, 
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devisees in trust & exors. of his estate. The son 
died after Wills Act came into operation, leavin 
issue; & after his death testator made a codici 
to his will, altering a bequest to another child, but 
in other respects confirming his will :—Held: tho 
gift to the son did not lapse, but same, so far as it 
was real estate, descended to the heir at law of the 
son, & so far as it was personal, to his extrix., under 
a will made before Wills Act came into operation. 
Under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 34, the effect of 
the republication of the will by the codicil was the 
same as if testator had at the date of the codicil 
made a will in the words of the will so republished. 
—WINTER v. WINTER (1846), 5 Hare, 306; 5 
Notes of Cases, 2, n.; 16 L. J. Ch. 111; 8 lL. T. 
O. S. 252; 11 Jur. 10; 67 E. R. 929. 
Annotations :—Consd. Wade v. Nazer (1848), 1 Rob. Keel. 
627. Apld. Mower v. Orr (1849), 7 Hare, 473. Refd. 


Barkworth v. Young (1856), 4 Drew. 1; Jn the Goods of 
PayEce (1860), 1 Sw. & Tr. 523; Ie Scott, (1901) 1 K. B. 
8. 


2097. .|—Testator, by will made in 1815, 
after giving certain legacies, bequeathed ‘‘ all the 
rest, residue, & remainder of his personal estate, 
goods, & chattels, whatsoever & wheresoever,” 
subject to the payment of his debts & legacies, to 
TD. ‘‘ absolutely, to & for his own use & benefit.”’ 
Testator further devised ‘all & singular his manors, 
rectuories, advowsons, messuages, lands, tenements, 
tithes, & hereditaments, situate, lying, arising, or 
being at or near Windlestone, in the county of 
Durham, & “all other his real estate’’ in the 
said county, ‘ & all his estate & interest therein, 
to trustees, to the use of D. for life, &, after his 
decease, to the use of the first & other sons of D. 
in tail male.’”’ ID. died in the lifetime of testator, 
who, in 1841, made a codicil, whereby he appointed 
another exor., & ratified, confirmed, & republished 
his will. Testator, at the time of his death, was 
possessed of both frechold & leasehold estates in 
the county of Durham :—ZHeld: the will, having 
been republished by the codicil, must, according 
to Wills Act, 1837, (c. 26), 5s. 34, be deemed to have 
been made at that date; & therefore, by virtuc of 
sect. 26, the leaseholds passed to the trustees under 
the general devise of the real estate, no contrary 
intention appearing on the face of the will.— 
WILSON v. EDEN (1850), 5 Exch. 752 ; 20 L. J. Ex. 
73; 16L. 7.0.8. 152; 155 EK. R. 329; subsequent 
proceedings (1852), 16 Beav. 153. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Butler v. Butler (1884), 28 Ch. D. 66. 

2098. —-——.|—-A codicil does not for all purposes 
republish a will so as to make it speak at the time 
of testator’s death. 

In my opinion, then, when it is said a codicil 
republishing a will, or confirming a will, makes the 
will speak from the time of republication, that does 
not mean that you are to read the will in any way 
different from the mode in which it would have been 
read if testator had died the moment after he had 
executed it. 

You do republish it so as to make it operate from 
that other later time, & if there be any legal effect 
that is brought to operate by what has taken place 
in the meantime, you have the benefit of that 
(LORD CRANWORTH, V.-C.).—STILWELL v. MEL- 
LERSH (1851), 20 L. J. Ch. 356. 
an oaen :-—Consd. ive Park, Bott v. Chester, [1910] 2 

2099. J—(1) The presumption of law is 
against double portions ; where a sum of money is 
given by the will of a parent to a particular child, & 








though the codicil merely appointed 
new exors.-—-HAMILTON @. CARROLL 
(1839), 1 I. Eq. R. 175.— IR. 

; Construction of will un- 
affected. }-MOUNTOASHELL (KARL) v. 
SMYTH, [1895] 1 I. R. 346.—IR. 


A codicil, dated 
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the like sum is afterwards secured by a settlement 
on the marriage of that child, there is a presump- 
tion in favour of the ademption of the legacy, but 
this presumption may be rebutted by evidence of 
intention to the contrary. The burden of proof 
of intention is on the person claiming the double 
portion. Itis not necessary that the legacy should 
be paid in order that it may be adeemed. 

(2) Though a codicil for certain purposes con- 
firms a will, & brings it down to the date of the 
codicil, it does not necessarily make the will 
operate as if it had been originally made at the 
date of the codicil—Horwoon v. Tlopwoopn (1859), 
7H. L. Cas. 728; 29 L. J. Ch. 747; 34 L. T. O.S. 
56; 5 Jur. N.S. 897; 11 E. R. 290, H. L. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Ite Pollock, Pollock v. 

Worrall (1885), 28 Ch. D. 552; Jte Peel’s Settlmt., Bid- 

dulph v. Peel, (1911] 2 Ch. 165. 

2100. .|—Testatrix being entitled to a lease- 
hold for the life of K., & a term of twenty-one 
years from his death, bequeathed it) by that 
description in trust for her two nieces till marriage, 
imposing conditions as to residence. Afterwards, 
K. having died, testatrix surrendered the old lease, 
& took a fresh one for seventy-five years. She 
then made a codicil, confirming her will. One of 
the nieces married :—Held: the trusts of the 
will subsisted with regard to the seventy-five 
years’ term but only for the same period as they 
would have subsisted in case the former lease had 
been still in existence, & the conditions were not 
discharged. 

The codicil has the effect of a republication of 
the will, & is to give it the effect of being read so far 
as the property intended to be dealt with by 
testatrix is concerned, as if it were made immedi- 
ately before her death (Bacon, V.-C.).—WEDG- 
WooD v. DENTON (1871), I. K. 12 Eq. 290; 40 
L. J. Ch. 526; 25 L. T. 379. 

Annotation :—Refd. Saxton v. Saxton (1879), 13 Ch. D. 359. 

2101. -——.|—-Testator confirms & republishes 
his will by the codicil in 1871, & I think he must be 
considered as repeating every word of his will at 
that time (MALINS, V.-C.).—CAPRON v. CAPRON 
(1874), L. R. 17 Eq. 288; 43 L. J. Ch. 677; 29 
L. T. 826; 22 W. R. 347. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Pollock v. Pollock (1874), 30 L. T. 
779: Thomas v. Howell (1874), 22 W. R. 676; Constable 
v. Constable (1879), 11 Ch. D. 681; Patching v. Barnett 
(1880), 43 L. T. 50; Browrigg v. Pike (1882), 7 P. PD. 61; 
te Bridger, Brompton Hospital for Consumption vw. 
Lewis, [1893] 1 Ch. 44 


2102. -.|—Testator by his will, made in 
1886, bequeathed all his personal estate, except 
what he otherwise disposed of by his will or any 
codicil thereto, & except chattels real, to trustees, 
upon the trusts therein mentioned. & he devised 
& bequeathed “all real estate & chattels real in 
England to which I may be entitled at my death, 
except what I have otherwise disposed of by this 
my will,’’ to his brother absolutely for all his 
estate & interest therein. 

Testator made seven codicils to his will, the 
last of which was made in July, 1898. In that 
codicil he stated that his brother was dead, 
but he did not revoke the bequest to him, or the 
general bequest of personalty, though he made 
some alterations in his will & the previous codicils. 
In other respects testator confirmed his will as 
altered by the prior codicils. 

In Apr. 1898, testator entered into a contract 
for the purchase of a rentcharge issuing out of 
leasehold property in England. Testator died in 
Aug. 1898. At that time the contract had not 
been completed :—Held: inasmuch as the will & 
codicils must be read together, & the will treated 
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as if made at the date of the last codicil, it could 

not be taken that testator had excepted chattels 

real from the general bequest merely for the 
purpose of giving them to his brother, but they 
were excepted for all purposes.—Re FRASER, 

LOWTHER v. FRASER, [1904] 1 Ch. 726; 73 L. J. 

Ch. 481; 91 L. T. 48; 52 W. R. 616; 20 T. L. R. 

414; 48 Sol. Jo. 883, C. A. 

Annotations :—-Apld. Re Taylor, Dale v. Dale, [1909] W. N. 
59; Ie Whiting, Ormond v. De Launay, [1913] 2 Ch. 1; 
Re Wedgwood, Sweet v. Cotton, [1914] 2 Ch. 245. 
Consd. Jte Aynsley, Kyrle v. Turner, [1914] 2 Ch. 422; 
Re Smith, Prada v. Vandroy, [1916] 1 Ch. 523. Apld. Re 
Hardyman, Teesdale v. McClintock, [1925] Ch. 287; Re 
Reeves, Reeves v. Pawson, {1928} Ch. 351. Refd. Re 
Joseph, Pain v. Joseph (1908), 98 L. T. 392; Re Florence, 
Lydall v. Haberdashers’ Co. (1917), 87 L. J. Ch. 86. 








2103. .|—Re TAYLOR, DALE v. DALE, [1909] 
W.N. 59. 
2104. .|—Hitherto I have ‘dealt with the 


matter quite apart from the codicil; but the 
suggestion is that, the codicil having been made 
after the marriage, & confirming the will, I must 
treat the will as having for all purposes been made 
at the date of the codicil, & that therefore the 
condition can only refer, not to the first marriage, 
but to a subsequent marriage ; & that, inasmuch as 
the son never did marry again after the death of 
the first wife, to whose marriage the father had 
consented, there is an intestacy, since there has 
been no such marriage as is contemplated by 
the will so read. It is perfectly clear, on the cases 
quoted by counsel for the parties entitled on an 
intestacy, that for many purposes the republication 
of a will may affect the property to which a devise 
or bequest in the will applies ; but I do not think 
any of the authoritics quoted go to this length, 
that for all purposes in construing it I must treat 
the will as having been made at the date of the 
codicil (PARKER, J.).—Re PARK, BoTr v. CHESTER, 
[1910] 2 Ch. $22; 79 L. J. Ch. 602; 102 L. T. 725 ; 
54 Sol. Jo. 563. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Re Grove, Public Trustee v. Dixon, 

{1919} 1 Ch. 249. 

2105. .|\—-e NORTHCLIFFE, ARNHOLZ v. 
Hupson, No. 2083, ante. 

2106. -——-- Intention of testator not to be 
defeated thereby.|—The rule that a codicil con- 
firming a will makes the will for many purposes to 
bear the date of the codicil, is subject to the limita- 
tion that testator’s intention be not defeated 
thereby.—DoE d. BrppuLen v. Hone (1850), 
15 Q. B. 848; 20 L. J. Q. B. 57; 16 L. T. O.S. 
392; 15 Jur. 13; 117 EB. R. 678. 

2107. Effect on exercise of power.|—A married 
woman, by her will, appointed & devised certain 
property & all other ‘“ hereditaments, if any, 
which she had any power to appoint or devise.”’ 
She afterwards, when a widow, by codicil, con- 
firmed the will :—Held: the will, as confirmed, 
only passed such hereditaments as were subject 
to her power.—Du HOURMELIN v. SHELDON (1854), 
19 Beav. 389; 23 L. T. O. S. 339; 2 W. R. 639 ; 
52 IX. R. 401. 

Annotation :—Distd. Ie Smith, Bilke v. Roper (1890), 45 

Ch. D. 632. 


2108. -]—An ante-nuptial settlement of 
personal estate gave the survivor of husband & 
wife, in the events which happened, “ after the 
decease of the other of them,” a testamentary 
power of appointment among their children. 
During the life of the wife the husband made a 
will containing a residuary devise & bequest in 
favour of his children of all property he ‘‘ might 
be possessed of or over which he might have power 
of bequest or disposal ’’ at the time of his death. 
After the death of his wife the husband made a 
codicil confirming his will :—Held: though he 
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could not execute the power in his wife’s lifetime, 
the effect of the codicil was to reiterate the words 
of the will, & the power had been duly executed.— 
Re BLACKBURN, SMILES v1. BLACKBURN (1889), 43 
Ch. D. 75; 59 1.. J. Ch. 208; 38 W. R. 140. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Hardyman, Teesdale v. McClintock, 
Nee nee Mentd. Re Boyd, Nield v. Boyd (1890), 


-——— Powers generally.|—Sce Part XV., post. 

2109. Effect on liability of personal estate—For 
payment of debts secured on realty or chattels real 
—Republication of will made before Real Estate 
Charges Act, 1854 (c. 113).|—-A will executed be- 
fore Jan, 1, 1855, is a will already made within the 
meaning of above Act, notwithstanding it does not 
come into operation by the death of testator till 
after that day. Nor will a mere republication by 
codicil, giving no new operation to the material 
dispositions in the will, deprive it of the character 
of a will already made. Therefore, where testator, 
by his will dated before Jan. 1, 1855, devised real 
estate, which was then subject to certain mtges., to 
T. P. in fee, & after that day made a codicil which 
did not affect or refer to the devise :—Held: the 
devisee was entitled to have the devised estate 
exonerated out of the personalty.—ROoOLFE v. 
PERRY (1863), 3 De G. J. & Sm. 481; 32 L. J. Ch. 
A711; 8 L. T. 441; 9 Jur. N. S. 853; 11 W. R. 
674; 46 KE. R. 722, L. C. 

Annotation :—Consd. I?e Elcom, Layborn v. Grover Wright, 

[1894] 1 Ch. 303. 

2110. -.|—-Testator, who at the date 
of his will in 1912 was the owner of several freehold 
properties, one of which was subject to a mtge., & 
of leasehold & other personal estate, gave & 
bequeathed all the freehold & leasehold properties 
of which he might die possessed upon trusts in 
favour of certain of his grandchildren & great 
grandchildren, & the residue of his estate upon 
trust for sale & conversion ; he then directed that 
his trustees should out of the moneys thereby pro- 
duced pay (infer alia) his debts & legacics, & should 
out of the residue of such moneys pay & discharge 
“any sums of money secured on mtge. of any of 
my said freehold & leasehold properties,’ & should 
stand possessed of the residue of such moneys in 
trust to divide the same as therein mentioned. 

After the date of his will testator paid off the 
ee & took a reconveyance of the mtged. pro- 
perty. 

Shortly before his death, in June & October, 
1917, testator contracted to purchase certain free- 
hold properties, in respect of which he paid 
deposits, leaving balances of the purchase-moncys 
owing to the respective vendors. 

On Dec. 23, 1917, testator made a final codicil, 
by which, after revoking the appointment of one 
of his exors. & bequeathing a legacy, he confirmed 
his will in all other respects. 

Testator died on Dec. 26, 1917, without having 
completed the purchases or paid the balances of 
the purchase-moneys; & shortly after his death 
his exors. completed the purchases & paid the 
balances of the purchase-moneys ; whereupon the 

uestion arose whether, as between the persons 
claiming under testator’s will, those balances 
ought to be borne by the freehold properties of 
testator in respect of which the same were payable, 
or ought to be satisfied out of his residuary estate : 
—Held; the confirmation of the will by the last 
codicil thereto, although executed after the 
mtge. on testator’s freehold property had been 
paid off & after the vendors’ lien had arisen, had 
not the effect of extending the meaning of the 
words, ‘‘ any sums of money secured on mtge. of 
any of my freehold & leasehold properties so as to 
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include the balances of unpaid purchase-moneys in 
question.—Re BEIRNSTEIN, BARNETT v. BEIRN- 
STEIN, [1925] Ch. 12; 94 L. J. Ch. 62; 132 L. T. 251; 
sub nom. Re BERNSTEIN, BARNETT v. BERNSTEIN, 
69 Sol. Jo. 88. 

Effect on gift in will to attesting witness.|—Sce 
Part V., Sect. 4, sub-sect. 8, ante. 


B. On Alterations and Additions. 

2111. Alterations—In will & codicil.|—A _ will 
with two codicils, the first two instruments 
exhibiting unattested alterations & additions, 
refused probate therewith, as republished by the 
second codicil on motion.—In the Goods of CHUTE 
(1842), 2 Notes of Cases, 25. 

2112. —--- In will.|—A will, dated after the 
statute, containing unattested alterations, to which 
will a codicil duly executed was subsequently 
attached, admitted to probate as it stood, the 
codicil being held to have republished the will.— 
In the Goods of Moaa (1842), 1 Notes of Cases, 323. 


2113, —-----~——.]-—NEATE v. PICKARD, No, 2002, 
ante. 
2114. --—- --— —.] —Alterations in a will, con- 


sisting of words intecrlined, made after its execution, 
held to be republished by a codicil containing the 
words—‘ It is my wish that interlineations made 
in my will may stand in part thereof, if in my own 
handwriting,’ there being proof that the interlinea- 
tions were in the handwriting of deceased.— 
In the Goods of M1iu1s (1847), 10 L. T. O. S. 230; 11 
Jur. 1070. 

2115. - ~—-- --——-—.]—-Testator duly executed his 
will & subsequently a codicil in which he confirmed 
his will. On his death the will was found with 
several passages scored out in pencil, & before those 
passages the word ‘‘ query ” in the handwriting 
of deceased. ‘There was evidence to show that the 
alterations were made before the execution of the 
codicil, & that when he executed it he had not the 
will before him nor made any reference to it. The 
ct. being satisfied that the alterations were intended 
by testator to be deliberative, not final, excluded 
them from the probate. 

This ct. will adhere to the doctrine which has 
been laid down in many cases, that where a codicil 
reaffirms a will the effect is that it gives validity 
to the testamentary dispositions to be found in 
that document. But it thus validates the disposi- 
tions which are to be collected from the document 
as it stood at the time of the execution of the 
codicil, & not as it stood at any previous period 
(LORD PENZANCE).—--In the Goods of HAL (1871), 
IL. R.2P.&D. 256; 407.5. P.& M. 3873; 251. T. 
384: 35 J.P. 808; 19 W. R. 897. 
seh aa Refd. Z’e Hay, Kerr v. Stinnear (1903), 52 








2116. -——— -_ -.] In the Goods of Sykss, No. 
1464, ante. 

2117. ~ -~.]--Jn the Goods of HEATH, No. 
1392, ante. 

2118. ----— —- —.]—Testatrix by her will, dated 
Feb. 1, 1901, gave many legacies, including 


legacies (a) £200 to C., (b) £500 to M., & (¢) £3,000 
to S. 

On Oct. 19 her servant by her direction, struck 
out the three legacies. On Oct. 21, 1901, testatrix 
executed a codicil referring to her will as of Feb. 
1, 1901, & thereby revoked legacy (b) but did not 
refer to the other two legacies, & concluded by 
ratifying & confirming the will in other respects :— 
Held: only legacy (b) was revoked. 

An alteration in a duly executed will made after 
the execution thereof is not effective unless the 
alteration igs executed in the manner required by 
the statute for the execution of the will. I have 
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Sect. 3.—Republication : Sub-sect. 3, B. & C.] 


to see, therefore, whether by her third codicil this 
testatrix has confirmed, not the will as validly 
executed, but the will as altered, with the result 
that the alteration is by the execution of the codicil 
now executed, in manner required for the execu- 
tion of a will (BUCKLEY, J.).—Re Hay, KERR v. 
STINNEAR, [1904] 1 Ch. 317; 73 L. J. Ch. 83; 52 
W. R. 923; 48 Sol. Jo. 15. 

———.]-—See, generally, Part IX., ante. 

2119. In codicil.]|—Testator, having duly 
executed a will & a codicil, alters the latter, without 
having the alterations attested ; & subsequently 
duly executes a codicil, ratifving & confirming the 
will :—Held : the first. codicil, in its altered state, 
was thereby republished.—Jn the Goods of TEGG 
(1846), 4 Notes of Cases, 531. 

2120. Additions—To will & codicil.|-—Jn the 
Goods of CHUTE, No. 2111, ante. 








2121. To will.|—Jn the Goods of BARKE, 
No. 2089, ante. 
2122, J—An addition, unattested. 








made to a will, admitted to the probate, as con- 
firmed by a subsequently executed codicil.—Jn 
ae Goods of WOLLASTON (1845), 3 Notes of Cases, 
2123. .|—Unattested memoranda at 
the end of a will of 1838, upon which will was 
written a codicil of 1844, both duly executed, such 
memoranda not being of a dispositive nature, 
though testamentary excluded from the probate, 
as not published by the codicil.— Jn the Goods of 
BALDWIN (1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 293. 

2124. .|—A codicil (C.) duly executed 
in 1847, & commencing ‘‘ By this codicil to my 
will,’ held not to include, under the term will, 
unattested additions written subsequently to the 
vperation of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), as they were 
not, prior to the execution of (C.) in law, either a 
part of the will, or codicils, & were not specified 
or referred to in (C.).—HAYNES v. HILL (1849), 
l Rob. Eccl. 795 ; 7 Notesof Cases, 256; 14 L. T. 
O. 8. 295; 13 Jur. 1058; 163 K. R. 1217. 
annotations :-—Refd. Allen v. Maddock (1858), 11 Moo. 

i C. 427; In the Goods of Drummond (1860), 2 Sw. & 














C. On Bequest and Legacies. 

2125. Prevention of lapse—Gift to child dying 
before testator—Application of Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), ss. 33, 34.|—A codicil exccuted in 1839 toa 
will of 1818, held to be a republication of that will, 
& to have the effect of bringing a bequest in the 
will tou a deccased daughter under the operation of 
sect. 33 of above Act, as no intention to the con- 
trary appeared on the face of either instrument. 

Every codicil, primd facie, has that effect, unless 
an intention be shown to the contrary (Sir fl. 
JENNER FuStT)..—SKINNER v. OGLE (1845), 1 Rob. 
Eccl. 363 ; 4 Notes of Cases, 74; 9 Jur. 482; 168 
I. R. 1067. 

Annotation :-—Refd. In the Govds of Truro (1866), L. R. 1 

P& DD. 201. 


2126. -|--~Where testatrix, by 
a will of 1825, bequeathed the residue of her 
personal property in trust for three of her children, 
who died in her lifetime, prior to 1838, one of them 
leaving a child, & after their death, executed a 
codicil in 1840, republishing the will :—Held: 
the legacies had lapsed, & were not revived, under 
above Act, sect. 83, by the codicil, adminis- 
tration, with will & codicil, granted to the grand- 
child.— WILD v. RkrYNOLDs (1846), 5 Notes of 
Cases, 1; 8 L.T. O.S. 348. 
Annotations :—Distd. Mower v. Orr, Mower v. Orr, Mower v. 


Mower (1849), 18 L. J. Ch. 361. . zB a 
Young (1856), 4 Drew. 1. Refd. Barkworth + 


WILLS. 


2127. 
No. 2096, ante. 

2128. No revival of lapsed gift-—-Lapsed legacy.| 
—DRINKWATER v. FALCONER, No. 2131, post. 

2129, —-—- .|—F. having an estate, which 
came to her ex parte materna, on her marriage 
conveyed the same to trustees to such uses as she 
should direct, with remainder to her own right 
heirs: by will, she directed the estate to be sold, 
the money to be laid out in the funds, & the 
trustees to permit the husband to receive the 
interest for life; then, after the deduction of 
£3,500 to uses which vested in pltf. A., & after 
payment of £1,000 to G., to pay the residue of the 
purchase-money to the three defts. II. By codicil 
she gave pltf. her husband a power of appointing 
the £3,500 in case A. should marry without his 
consent. G. died, living testatrix, before the 
codicil made, but IF. in the codicil took no notice 
thereof. The £1,000 is real, not personal, & shall 
not go to the exors. of G., though given to her 
exors., nor to the personal representative of 
testatrix, nor yet to the residuary legatee of the 
purchase-money, but to the heir-at-law, ex parle 
materna, the side from which the estate came.— 
IIUTCHESON v. HAMMOND (1790), 3 Bro. C. C. 128 ; 
29 Ik. R. 449, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Kennell v. Abbott (1799), 4 Ves. 808. 
Refd. Cooke v. Stationers’ Co. (1831), 3 My. & K. 262; 
Buchanan v. Harrison (1861), 1 John. & H. 662. 


2130. .|-—A. devised to B. & the heirs of 
her body & for default of such issue, then over ; 
B. diced in the lifetime of A. & then A. by a codicil 
confirmed his will :—J/Ield: the heir of B. took 
nothing, though it appeared that A. knew of the 
death of B. & of the birth of her son, before he 
made the codicil.— Dor d. TURNER v. KETT (1792), 
4 ‘Term Rep. 601; 100 I, R. 1198. 

Lapse generally, sce Part XIV., post. 

2131. Whether revival of adeemed or Satisfied 
bequest.|— One great objection is from that general 
direction in the codicil, that the will should stand, 
but that cannot operate in the extent the specific 
legatees would take; for it cannot operate to 
make good a legacy adeemed. <A lapsed legacy by 
devisee’s dying in life of testator could not be made 
good by such direction in a codicil, nor by parity of 
reason could a legacy adeemed, which is as much 
gone as a legacy lapsed. If it could not operate 
in contradiction to the operation of law, much less 
can it in contradiction to the acts of testatrix. 
Then the direction amounts to this: that the will 
shall stand so far as not contradicted by the codicil 
or other acts done by me; it does not operate by 
way of analogy to republication which it is 
improperly called (per CuR.).-~ DRINKWATER v. 
FALCONER (1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 623; 28 E. R. 397, 
Annotations :—Apld. Powys v. Mansfield (1837), 3 My. & Cr. 

ae Refd. Simmons v. Vallance (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 


2132. .|—Testator, who has contributed to 
the maintenance & education of a female infant 
nearly related to him from the time of her father’s 
death, & who has been treated by her as the person 
whose consent was necessary to her marriage, 
& who has taken upon himself the obligation to 
make a provision for her in that event, is, as to 
the question of a double provision by will & settle- 
ment, to be considered in loco parentis; & the 
presumption against a double provision, which 
would arise in the case of a father, will apply to 
such a case. 

It being proved by parol evidence that testator 
intended the provision made by the settlement to 
be in lieu of a legacy given by the will, the settle- 
ment was held to be a satisfaction of the legacy, 
though the two provisions differed so much from 


-|—WINTER v. WINTER, 














Part X.—Rervocation, REVIVAL, AND REPUBLICATION. 


each other that they could not be considered sub- 
stantially the same. 

The legacy was not set up by a codicil, made 
after the settlement ratifying & confirming the 
will & all the devises & bequests therein con- 
tained.—BOoKER v. ALLEN (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 
270; 9L. J. O. S. Ch. 180; 389 BE. BR. 397. 
Annotations :—Refd. Powys v. Mansfield (1837), 3 My. & Cr. 

359; Pym v. poche (1840), 5 Jur, 34; Follett v. 

Pettman (1883), 23 Ch. D. 337. 

2183. -|—A codicil republishing a_ will 
makes the will speak as from the date of the codicil, 
for the purpose of passing after-purchased lands ; 
but not for the purpose of reviving a legacy 
revoked, adeemed, or satisfied.—Powys v. MANS- 
FIELD (1837), 3 My. & Cr. 359; 71. J. Ch. 9; 1 
Jur. 861; 40 E. R. 964, L. C. 


Annotutions :— Apld. Montague v. Montugue (1852), 15 Beav. 
565. Consd. Hopwood v. Hopwood (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 
728; Ravenscroft v. Jones (1864), 4 De G. J. & Sm. 
224. Refd. Pym v. Lockyer (1841), 5 My. & Cr. 29; 
Kirk vw. Hddowes (1844), 3 Hare, 509; Campbell v. 
Campbell (1866), IL. It. 1 Eq. 383: Ite Hamlet, Stephen 
v. Cunningham (1888), 38 Ch. D. 183. Mentd. Lyddon v 
Ellison (1854), 19 Beav. 565; ‘Tucker v. Burrow (1865), 2 
Hem. & M. 515; Sayre v. Hughes (1868), L. KR. 5 Kg. 376; 
Bennet v. Bennet (1879), 10 Ch. D. 474: 
Ingram v. Papillon, [1897] 2 Ch. 574, 

2134. -|— Testator being underlessee for a 
long term of years, of two houses in Gower Street, 
numbered 63 & 64, & being possessed of two other 
houses in that street, numbered 67 & 70, for the 
residues of certain terms for years, bequeathed 
then to trustees in trust for D. for her life, 
remainder in trust, as to 63, 64 & 67, for his half- 
brothers & half-sisters, whom he named, & the 
survivors & survivor of them, for their, his or her 
lives or life, remainder in trust to sell & divide the 
proceeds amongst their children living at. the death 
of the survivor of then; & as to number 76, in 
trust, after the decease of I)., for his niece S., for 
life, remainder in trust for her children who should 
survive her, &, in default of such children, upon the 
same trusts as he had declared of the other houses 
after the death of D.; & he gave the residue of his 
effects to I)., & appointed her his extrix. 

Testator, somne years after the date of his will, 
took an assignment of the original lease, which com- 
prised numbers 62 & 65 as well as 63 & 61; & afew 
months afterwards made a codicil by which he 
confirmed his will. Jie subsequently made another 
codicil which was in part as follows: ‘I also 
give, subject to her life-estate, one moiety of the 
residue of my estate, unto & amongst my nephews 
& nieces living at my decease, payable in like 
manner as, by my will, is directed concerning their 
shares & interests in the reversion of my houses in 
Gower Street, except that their shares & interests 
in the moiety is to depend solely on the decease of 
my extrix.” I). & all testator’s half-brothers & 
half-sisters died before the suit was commenced :-— 
Held: though the bequest in the will of numbers 
63 & 64 was adeeined by testator taking an assign- 
ment of the original lease, the effect of the last- 
mentioned codicil was to entitle the children of 
testator’s half-brothers & half-sisters who were 
living at the decease of the survivor of them to 
testator’s interest in numbers 63 & 64, as it existed 
at his death.—PorTER v. Smirit (1848), 16 Sim. 
2513; 12 Jur. 931; 60 E. ht. 870. 

2135. -}—The confirmation of a will by a 
codicil does not revive a legacy adeemed in the 
interval between the will & codicil. MONTAQUE 
v. MONTAGUE (1852), 15 Beav. 565; 51 Ih. R. 657. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Peel’s Settimt., Biddulph v._ Peel, 
[1911] 2 Ch. 165. Mentd. Re Perkins, Perkins v. Bagot 
(1892), 67 L. T. 743; Re Ashton, Ingram v. Papillon, 
ea 2 Ch. 574; Re Bristol, Grey v. Grey, [1897] 1 Ch. 

6. 





dtve Ashton, 








2136. ——-.|—An adeemed bequest is not set 
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up again by a subsequent confirmation of the will. 
—COWPER v. MANTELL (No. 1), COOPER v. MANTELL 
(No. 1) (1856), 22 Beav. 223; 27 L. T. O. S. 180; 
2Jur. N.S. 745; 4 W. BR. 500; 52 E.R. 1094. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re De Bruyn Ford v. Prevost (1904), 

48 Sol. Jo. 458. Mentd. Rte Hayes, Turnbull v. Hayos, 

{1901] 2 Ch. 529. 

rita ——.]—IIopwoop v. Hopwoon, No. 2099, 
ante. 

2138. .|—Testator by his will, after reciting 
there was due to him from his son the sum of £1,440 
or thereabouts, secured to him by bills or notes, or 
otherwise, released his son from payment of any 
interest up to the time of his death, & directed that 
he should have time for payment of the principal 
by instalments. Some years after he made a 
codicil not containing any reference to the release. 
At the date of the will the son was indebted to his 
father in the sum of £1,400, & between the dates 
of the will & codicil that sum was paid off & a 
subsequent advance of £1,291 was made to the 
son by testator, which was owing at the time of 
his death :—Held: the release of interest was 
equivalent to a specific legacy of the interest on the 
debt due at the date of the will; the legacy had 
been adeemed, & the release did not extend to the 
interest on the subsequent debt due at the date of 
the codicil.— SIDNEY v. SIDNEY (1873), L. R. 17 Eq. 
65; 43 L.J.Ch. 15; 29 L. T. 569; 22 W. R. 101. 
Annotations :—-Refid. Rte Rowe, Pike v. Hamlyn (1897), 77 

L. 1. 475; Re Slater, Slater v. Slater, [1906] 2 Ch. 480. 

2139. -|—No doubt where a legacy has been 
adeemed or satisfied the confirmation in terms 
of the will by subsequent codicils may or may not 
be merely formal, but confirmation of the will by 
a subsequent codicil will not set up the legacy 
again when it has been adecmed or satisfied, but 
where there is a serious doubt as to whether there 
has been ademption or not, the fact of there being 
a subsequent codicil confirming the will in all 
respects is to my mind very important (JOYCE, J.). 
—Re AYNSLEY, KYRLE v. TURNER, [1914] 2 Ch. 
422; $3 1.J3.Ch. 807; 111 L. T. 525; 30 T.L. &. 
oe 08 Sol. Jo. 734 5 on appeal, [1915] 1 Ch. 172, 
Cis 
2140. ---—.|—Testator by his will made in 
the year 1901 specifically bequeathed three houses, 
& in 1909 contracted to sell them. The purchase 
of one house was completed in 1911, testator 
advancing part of the purchase-money on mtge. 
still subsisting The date for completion of the 
purchase of the other two houses was Dec. 13, 1914, 
& the purchaser agreed to pay a yearly rent for 
them until that date. Testator confirmed his 
will by codicil in 1916. The rent had been paid 
to testator until his death on Oct. 20, 1919 & 
since to his exors., but this purchase had not yet 
been completed :—eld ; there had been complete 
ademption. There being no mention in the codicil 
of the house already assigned to the purchaser, the 
general confirmation of testator’s will in the codicil 
was not suflicient to pass the mtge. debt secured 
on the property.—Re RICHARDS, JONES v. REB- 
BECK (1921), as reported in 90 L. J. Ch, 298; 124 
L. T. 597; 65 Sol. Jo. 342. 

Ademption generally, sec Part XII., Sect. 5, 
sub-sect. 2, post. 

2141. No revival of revoked legacy.|—-Powys 
v. MANSFIELD, No. 2133, ante. 

2142. Substitution of beneficiary—-Portions given 
over.|—One devises portions to his children, A., B. 
& C., & if any die before twenty-one or marriage 
the portion of the child so dying to go to the 
survivor: one of the children dies in the life time 
of testator; this is not a lapsed legacy, but shall 
go over to the surviving children. 
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Sect. 3,—Republication : Sub-sect. 3, C. & D.]) 


It is improper to call this a lapsed legacy, but 
it is a portion given over, & should take effect ; 
the making the codicil is a republication of the 
will (LoRD CowPER, C.).—PERKINS v. MICKLE- 
ee (1714), 1 P. Wms. 274; 24 E. R. 3886, 

de Je 

2143. Conditional legacy—Subsequent dispensa- 
tion—Effect of subsequent confirmatory codicil.}|— 
Where testator by his will bequeathes a legacy, 
coupled with a condition, by his subsequent acts 
dispenses with the performance of the condition ; 
& then by a codicil confirms the will generally ; 
the legacy is confirmed but the condition is not 
attached to it.—VIOLETT v. BROOKMAN (1857), 26 
L. J. Ch. 308; 29 L. T. O. S. 104; 5 W. R. 342. 

2144. Bequest of reversionary interest to married 
woman—Republication of will made before 20 & 21 
Vict. c. 57.]|—A will executed on or before Dec. 31, 
1857, & republished by the execution of a codicil 
after that date, is not an “ instrument made after 
Dec. 31, 1857,” within above Act ; & a reversionary 
interest bequeathed to a married woman by such 
a will is consequently not assignable under the Act. 
—Re ELcom, LAYBORN v. GROVER WRIGHT, [1894] 
1 Ch. 303; 63 L. J. Ch. 392; 42 W. R. 279; 10 
T. L. R. 162; 7 R. 87; 38 Sol. Jo. 127; sub nom. 
Re E.com, Re HamiLToNn, LAYBORN v. GROVES- 
Wricut, 70 L. T. 54, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Smith, Prada v. Vandroy, [1916] 

1 Ch. 523. 


2145. Bequest of shares — Reconstruction of 
company before republication.;,—Re DoLAmMore, 
ITAMMOND v. DOLAMORE (1897), 13 T. L. R. 487 ; 
41 Sol. Jo. 623. 


D. On Intermediate Instruments. 


2146. Whether revoked.|-—A codicil operates as 
the republication of that will to which it applies ; 
&, consequently, as the revocation of any inter- 
mediate will—RKocers & Brownine v. Pitris 
(1822), 1 Add. 30; 162 FE. R. 12. 

2147, - Admissibility of evidence of inten- 
tion.;—A will, dated Feb. 1837, disposed of real 
& personal estate. 

A codicil, June, 1837, partly revoked the dis- 
position of the personalty. A memorandum, 
July, 1838, formally republished the will :—Held : 
parol evidence was admissible to show quo animo 
the memorandum was made ; & upon the evidence, 
the codicil was not revoked by the republication 
of the will.— UPFILL v. MARSHALL (1843), 3 Curt. 
636; 2 Notes of Cases, 400; 1 I. T. O. S. 412; 
7 Jur. 819; 163 E.R. 851. 


Annotations :—Refd. Wade v. Nazer (1848), 6 Notes of Cases, 
46; Green v. Tribe (1878), 9 Ch. D. 231; Jn the Goods of 
Rawlins (1879), 48 L. J. P. 64. 


2148. Republication to give effect to altera- 
tlons—-No reference to intermediate instrument.]-—- 
Testator, having duly executed his will, revoked all 
other wills, executed a codicil to it, & subse- 
quently re-executed the will without referring to 
the codicil. There was nothing to show that he 
intended to revoke the codicil & the wording of the 
second attestation clause warranted the inference 
that the object of the re-execution of the will was 
to give effect to certain alterations in it :—Held: 
the codicil was not revoked.—In the Goods of 
RAWLINS (1879), 48 L. J. P. 64; 41 L. T. 559; 
44 J.P. 60; 28 W. R. 139. 

———-.|— See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 20. 

2149. Whether republished.|—Testator by his 
will, duly attested after devising his estate C. to 











WILLS. 


his son J. in fee devised all his estate O. to two 
trustees, whom he named as his exors., & their 
heirs, directing them to sell it ; having afterwards 
sold his estate C. & purchased another, A., he by a 
codicil written on the back of the will, attested by 
two witnesses only, directed that the money 
obtained from the sale of the estate C. should go 
to a general fund, to be divided amongst all his 
children & also that the estate A. should be sold, 
& its produce applied in like manner; & he 
appointed his wife an extrix. jointly with those 
named in the will. By a second codicil, also 
attested by two witnesses only, he after stating 
that one-half of the estate O. had been sold & 
giving directions as tothe sale of the other half, 
appointed new exors. in lieu of those named in the 
will ; subsequently he made a third codicil, duly 
attested to pass lands, by which he merely 
appointed another exor. in the room of one of 
those in the second codicil named ; all the codicils 
were written on the back sheet of the will :—Held : 
the third codicil operated as a republication of the 
first codicil.—GuUEsT v. WILLASEY (1826), 3 Bing. 
614; 12 Moore, C.P.2; 5L.7.0.S8.C. P. 101; 
130 EK. R. 650. 

Annotation :—Refd. Allien v. Maddock (1858), 11 Moo. 

Pp. Cc. C, 427. 


2150. ——.] —- Testator having estates in 
Jamaica & England, by his will, directed his 
English estates to be sold & £10,000 to be paid out 
of the produce to pltf. He afterwards sold_his 
English estates, & by an unattested codicil recited 
that he had so done, & directed that, notwith- 
standing, the £10,000 should be paid to pltf., & 
charged all his estates with the payment thereof. 
He then made another codicil which was duly 
attested, & in which he referred to his will & 
ratified & confirmed all the provisions & bequests 
which he had thereby made in pltf.’s favour :— 
Held: the Jamaica estates were liable to the pay- 
ment of the £10,000.—-GoRDON vv, RrEAY (LORD) 
(1832), 5 Sim. 274; 58 E. BR. 339. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. Burton v. Newbery (1875), 1 Ch. D. 
234. Refd. De Zichy Ferraris & Croker v. Hertford 
(1843), 3 Curt. 468; Aaron v. Aaron (1849), 3 De G. & 
Sm. 475; Allen v. Maddock (1858), 11 Moo. B.C. C. 427 ; 
Green v. Tribe (1878), 9 Ch. D. 231; Follett v. Pettman 
(1883), 23 Ch. D. 357. 

2151. .}—Testator gave all his property to 
trustees, & declared that he had made no pro- 
vision for his granddaughter, K. H., because her 
deceased father had, in his lifetimne, recelved more 
than his other children would become entitled to 
under his will. He then declared trusts of an 
equal share of his property for each of his sur- 
viving children for their lives, with remainders 
to their children. He then made a codicil as 
follows: ‘‘ My dear daughters, is that you do give 
my dear granddaughter, K. H., £1,000, & that you 
will be kind to K. S. & it is my desire that you 
do give her some part of my table linen & sheeting. 
This is my last wish.’’ By a subsequent codicil, 
he made some altcration in the bequest made by 
his will, in favour of one of his daughters, &, 
subject thereto, confirmed his will :—Held: the 
second codicil confirmed the first, as being part of 
the will, & the concluding sentence of the first 
codicil was sufficient to create a bequest of the 
£1,000 to K. H., & as the articles specifically given 
by it to I. S. passed, by the will, to the trustees, & 
not to the daughters, so the £1,000 was to be paid, 
not by the daughters out of their life interests, 
but by the trustees, out of testator’s general 
personal estate.—HINXMAN v. POYNDER (1832), 
5 Sim. 546; 58 E. R. 448. 





PART X. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 3.—D. 
2146 i. Whether revoked.]—Da.auisu’s TRUSTEES v. CRUM (1891), 19 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 170; 29 Sc. L. R. 149.—SCOT. 


Part X.—REVOCATION, REVIVAL, AND REPUBLICATION. 


2162. i—Testator, having made a will & 
two codicils thereto, makes a third codicil, con- 
firming the will, the disposition i in which had been 
altered by the second codicil, but describing such 
third codicil as ‘‘ a further & second codicil ”’ :— 
Held: all the papers were entitled to probate, 
their effect being matter of construction.— 
BuNNY & SLOCOCK v. HEMSTED (1845), 3 Notes of 
Cases, 593. 

2158. —--.]—-OLLIVE v. WEALE, No. 2045, ante. 

2154. .|—Testator in 1843 executed his 
will, in which was contained a clause revoking all 
former wills; he afterwards duly made & executed 
a codicil confirming his will, save as altered by 
the codicil, & subsequently he re-executed the 
will, on the supposition that the attestation 
clause of the will was defective, & for that reason 
only, but did not re-execute the codicil, or in any 
way refer to it :—Held: the re-execution of a will 
extends to & republishes, notwithstanding the 
clause of revocation, a codicil, unless an intention 
to the contrary appear.—WADE v. NAZER (1848), 
1 Rob. Eccl. 627; 6 Notes of Cases, 46; 10 L. T. 
O.S. 482; 12 Jur. 188. 


Gaston: -—Refd. Ollive v. Weale ( eae 5 
Cases, 486; Green v. Tribe (1878), 9 Ch. 
Goods of Rawlins (1879), 48 L. J. P. 64 


2155. .|—-A. B., by his will dated in 1828, 
& attested by three witnesses, gave to ©. D. an 
annuity of £20, which he charged upon his real & 
personal estate; by a codicil dated in 1831, & 
attested by two witnesses only, he revoked the 
annuity given by his will, & gave to the wife of 
©. D. an annuity or clear yearly rentcharge of £70 
with a power of entry & distress over his real estate 
in case the annuity should be in arrear, & testator 
ratified & confirmed his will in all other particulars. 
A. 3. afterwards made another codicil, dated in 
1831, & executed in the presence of three witnesses, 
& thereby, after referring to the first codicil «& 
making certain alterations in the disposition of 
his property, ratified & confirmed his will :- —J/eld : 
the annuity given by the first codicil was well 
charged upon the real estate. 

Signing a will of Jands does not make it an 
operative instrument. .. . The effect of the will, 
& second codicil together, is to confirm the first 
codicil ; as if it had had three witnesses (KNIGHT 
Bruce, V.-C.).—-AARON v. AARON (1849), 3 De G. 
& Sm. 475; 13 L. T. O. 8S. 545; 14 Jur. 125; 64 
K. R. 568. 

As :—Refd. Allen v. Maddock (1858), 11 


27: Burton wv. Newbery (1875), 1 Ch. D. 
Green v. Tribe (1878), 9 Ch. D. 231. 





Notes of 
. 231; In the 





Moo. 
ols 





(1851), 18 
~8.1773 15 Jur. 1042. 
Draft codicil.| — ‘lestator 
exccuted a will & five codicils. The first exe- 
cuted codicil, dated Mar. 25, 1848, commenced, 
‘“ This is the second codicil to the will of A.,’’ 
& ended, ‘‘ In all other respects I confirm my 
said will, save only so far as the same is un- 
revoked by my first codicil thereto, & I do 
hereby confirm the said codicil.” It did not 
appear that testator had executed any codicil to 
his will prior to this one, described as the second 
codicil to his will; but his solr., after the date of 
the will, & before the date of this ‘codicil, forwarded 
Ne him for his perusal a draft codicil, which, when 
repared this codicil, he erroncously concluded 
hed been executed, & therefore described it as a 
second codicil. The draft codicil after 
testator’s death, found tied up in a pa reel con- 
taining the will & five executed codicils :—Held: 
the draft codicil was not sufficiently identified 
as the er intended to be referred to by deceased 
in his ‘frat executed codicil, & could not be admitted 





duly 


was, 
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to probate.—Jn the Goods of ALLNUTT (1863), 3 





Sw. & Tr. 167; 33 L. J. P.M. & A. 86; 9 Jur. 
N.S. 581; 164 BK. R. 1287. 
2158. Mistake in reference.|—Testator 


executed a will & five codicils. The fourth codicil 
revoked the three first, & the fifth, after making 
an alteration in the will, in all other respects con- 
firmed the ‘ said will & four codicils ’’ :—Held: 
there was sufficient ambiguity on the face of the 
codicils to render parol evidence admissible for the 
purpose of explaining it ; & as it appeared by such 
evidence, that testator intended to confirm his 
will & fourth codicil only, & that by mistake of the 
copyist of the draft will the words “ four codicils ”’ 
had been substituted in the engrossment for the 
words ‘‘ fourth codicil,’’ the will & fourth & fifth 
codicils only were entitled to probate.—IJn the 
Goods of 'THOMSON (1865), L. R. 1 P. & D. 8; 35 
L.J.P.&M.17; 13 L. T. 608; 11 Jur. N.S. 960; 
14 W. R. 316. 

2159. -———.]—-A codicil, which refers to a will of 
a particular date, & does not refer to a subsequent 
codicil, does not operate as a republication of that 
subsequent codicil. 

Testator made a will, dated before the Wills 
Act, by which he dirccted his residuary real estate 
to be sold & the proceeds to be divided, in the 
events which happened, among twelve persons of 
whom A. & B. were two. He made a first codicil, 
dated after Wills Act, by which he directed certain 
real estate acquired subsequently to the date of 
the will to be sold, & the proceeds divided in the 
same way as the proceeds of his other real estate. 
This codicil was attested by A. & B. He then 
made another codicil, described as a codicil to his 
will of a certain date, but not referring to the prior 
codicil: —Held: the second codicil did not 
operate as a republication of the first codicil; the 
gifts to A. & LB. of two twelfth shares of the pro- 
ceeds of the property comprised in the first codicil 
failed ; & these shares fell into the residue, & were 
divisible between A. & B. & the other ten residuary 


legatees.—-BURTON v. NEWBERY (1875), 1 Ch. D. 
234; 45 L. J. Ch. 202; 34 4. TT. 15; 24 W. RR. 
388. 


Annotations :-—-Distd. Green v. Tribe (1878), 9 Ch. D. 231. 
Refd. Follett v. Pettman (1883), 23 Ch. D. 337. 
2160. —----.]-—Where testator by a codicil con- 
firms his will, the will together with all previous 
codicils is taken to be confirmed. Testatrix by 


“her will gave shares in her residue to her nephew. 


By a codicil she revoked all devises & bequests to 
her nephew. By a second codicil she devised 
certain after-purchased property to the trustees 
of her will & confirmed her will:—Held: the 
second codicil did not revoke the first, & the after- 
purchased property went according to the will & 
first codicil together, & not according to the will 
alone. 


The character of a codicil is verv peculiar, Its 
nature is not substantive but adjective (I'Ry, J.).— 
IN v. TRIBE (1878), 9 Ch. D. 231; 38 L. T. 


27 W. R. 393 sub nom. Re LOVE, GREEN v. 

TriIBb, 47 L. J. Ch. 783. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re Whitehorne, Whitehorne »v. nae 
(1906] 2 Ch. 121. Refd. Follett vc. Pettman (1883), 
Ch. D. 337; Prentice v. Tabor (1884), 52 L. T. 85; hee 
Taylor, Smart v. Taylor, {1901) 2 Ch. 134, 

2161. |\—Testator diced leaving a duly 
executed will, dated Oct. 20, 18838, & four duly 
executed codicils, dated respectively Oct. 20, 1888, 
Apr. 7, 1890, Oct. 20, 1891, & Oct. 22, 1891. His 
three brothers were appointed exors. & trustees 
in England, under the said will & codicils. By 
the third codicil testator revoked the first & second 
codicils. The fourth codicil confirmed testator’s 
‘*will & former codicils.’? The exors. now applied 
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Sect. 3.—Republication : Sub-sect.3, D. & FE. Part 
XI. Sects. 1 & 2.] 


for probate of all five documents, or for directions 
as to which of these should be admitted to proof :— 
Held: as the third codicil was confirmed by the 
fourth, the revocation of codicils ] & 2 remained 
good, & accordingly probate should go in respect 
of the will & last two codicils only.—Jn the Goods of 
CARRITT (1892), 66 L. T. 379. 


E. On Property of Testator. 


Nore.-—— The cases on the old law before Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 26), relating to the effect of the republication 
of a will on a general devise of real estate, have been 
omitted as being obsolete. 

2162. General devise of land—Codicil made after 
operative date of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26)—-Lands 

urchased after date of will & codicil.|—Dok d. 

ORK v. WALKER, No. 2067, ante. 

2163. —— Testator possessing leasehold 
land.]—WILSON v. EDEN, No. 2097, ante. 

2164. Specific devise—-Of leasehold estate— 
Renewal of lease before confirmation of will.]— 
WEDGWOOD v. DENTON, No. 2100, ante. 

2165. —--—- ——— J|—By his will testator 
bequeathed to his daughter ‘“‘ all my interest in my 
present lease of No. 1, Chesterfleld Street,’? which 
at. that time had nearly three & one-half years to 
run. Testator afterwards acquired a renewal of 
the lease &, at a later date, having added a codicil 
to his will, confirmed his will in all other respects. 
This summons was taken out by the trustees to 
determine whether the bequest in the will to the 
daughter ‘‘ of all my interest in my present lease 
of No. 1, Chesterfield Street’? was a bequest of 
the renewed lease :-——-Held: by the use of the words 
‘in all other respects I confirm my will ’’ testator 
had brought down the date of the will to the date 











WILLS. 


of the codicil, & so made the bequest in the will 
operate in the same way as it would have done if 
the words in the will had been contained in the 
codicil of later date. The benefit of the renewed 
lease therefore passed to testator’s daughter under 
the provisions of his will.—Re REEVES, REEVES v. 
Pawson, [1928] Ch. 351; 97 L. J. Ch. 2113 139 
L. T. 66; 72 Sol. Jo. 121. 

2166. —-— Of land ‘‘ now in my own occupa- 
tion ’’—Acquisition of further land—Subsequent 
codicil confirming will, |—@e CHAMPION, DUDLEY v, 
CHAMPION, No. 2068, ante. 

2167. Of freeholds—Grant of lease with 
option of purchase—-Effect of confirmatory codicil 
on purchase-money.|—-Testator by his will, dated 
in 1886, specifically devised certain freeholds, & 
bequeathed his residuary real & personal estate 
to other persons. 

On June 10, 1890, he made a codicil, which did 
not in terms refer to the specifically devised pro- 
perty, but expressly confirmed his will. On the 
same day, but whether before or after the execu- 
tion of the codicil was not known, he granted a 
lease of the specifically devised property, with an 
option of purchase to the lessee. After testator’s 
death the lessee exercised his option by purchasing 
the property. Upon a summons raising the 
question whether the purchase-money belonged to 
the specific devisee or fell into residue :—RAHeld ;: 
whether the codicil was exccuted before or after 
the lease, testator must have known of the existence 
of the latter, & by confirming his will had indicated 
a sufficient intention to pass whatever estate he 
had in the property to his devisee.—He PYLE, 
Pyne v. Pyne, [1895] 1 Ch. 724; 64 L. J. Ch. 477 ; 
72 L. T. 827; 43 W. R. 420; 39 Sol. Jo. 346; 13 
R. 396, 

Annotation :-—Consd. Re Calow, Calow v. Calow, 11928) 1 

Ch. 710. 





Part XI.—Codicils. 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

Form & execution of codicils.|—Sce Part V., 
ante. 

2168. Nature of codicil—-Forms part of will.]— 
GREEN v. TRIBE, No. 2160, ante. 

2169. ~.|— Re SMITH, BILKE v. RorEn, 
No. 2042, ante. 

2170. Several codicils—Some mere repetitions of 
others.|-—There being several codicils to a will, 
some of which were bare repetitions of others, the 
ct. declared thern to be only substitutions.— 
CAMPBELL v. RADNOR (EARL) (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 
271; 28 K. RR. 1123. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Barnard v. Pumfrett (1841), 5 My. & 

Cr. 63; Thorne v. Rooke (1841), 2 Curt. 799; Walsh v. 


Gladstone (1843), 1 Ph. 204; Lee v. Pain (1844), 4 Hare 
201; Wilson v. O’Leary (1871), L. Rt. 12 Eq. 525, 








Sect. 2.—-VALIDITY. 


Form & execution of codicils.]—-See Part V., 
ante. 

2171. Uncertainty—Whether codicil eee — 
Testator had given by his will all his lands in U.S. 
to his son, J. with the exception of an estate 
called X. which estate he gave, together with the 
residue, to M. ‘Testator having subsequently 
acquired other lands in U. S. devised the same to 
the like uses as were declared in his will, & such 
parts thereof as should be situate ** in or belonging 
to the parish, hamlet, district, or territory in 
which such newly-purchased lands should or might 
be situate.’ The newly-purchased lands were 
situate in U. S. in the tything of N. wherein the 
estate X. was also situate. he other lands in 


PART X. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 3.-—E. 


gq. Like effect.}—Acts of republica- 
tion when established have the same 
effect on the old will as if a new will 
were exeented.-—HRe DoOYLE’s WILL 
(1859), 4 Nfld. L. R. 403.—NFLD. 


r. Special destinations in bonds & 
Share certificates dated privr to- codicil 
not evacuated by general conveyance in 
will, J- CUNNINGHAM'S TRUSTEFS 1, 
CUNNINGHAM, [1924] S.C. 581.— 
SCOT. 


PART XI. SECT. 1. 


218681. Nature of codicil——Forms part 
of will.)}—A codicll, referring expressly 


to a will, must be looked upon as forin- 
ing part. of it.—Donw d. DicKSON v. 
Gkoss, 9 U. C. R. 580.—CAN., 

t. —---.}——Under Roman-Dutch law 
codicils do not depend for their validity 
on the will. If properly executed they 
become testamentury dispositions of 
themselves.-—VAN REENEN v. BOARD 
OF EXECUTORS (1876), Buch. 44.—S. AF. 

a. Second will treated as codicil. |— 
A second will disposed of part. only of 
testator’s property, & did not purport 
to revoke the former will :—J/eld : the 
second will should be admitted to 
probate as a codicil of the will already 


proved.-—Re Barry, 30 N. Z. ua. Rh. 


1192.—-N.Z. 


PART XI. SECT. 2. 

2171 i. Unecertainty—Whether codicil 
void.] ~Where a testator, by a codicil, 
revoked, on the narrative of a false 
cause, a legacy he had previously 
granted by his settlement, & where it 
did not appear certain that [f he had 
known the truth he would not have 
revoked, & where the false cause 
assigned was not made a condition of 
the revocation :—J/eld:; the alleged 
error not. to be a relevant ground for 
reduction of the codicil—-GRanYr v. 
GRANT (1846), 8 Dunl, (Ct. of Sess.) 
1077; 18 Se. Jur. 535.—SCOT. 

b. Mistake —- Intention of testator 
considered, \--CHAPMAN 


Part XI.—CopicI3s. 


U. S. which were given to T. were situate in the 
parish of U. S. but not in the tything of N. :— 
Held: the codicil was void for uncertainty.— 
BEALE v. SYMONDS (1850), 15 L. T. O. S. 82. 
2172. -|—Testator bequeathed by his 
will a legacy of £1,000 to each of his sons. By a 
codicil testator gave to his eldest son ‘‘ a sum of 
£300 sterling instead of the sum of £500 which 
I have bequeathed to my other children.” The 
will contained no such bequest to his other 
children :—Held: the codicil was insensible, 
inoperative, & void for uncertainty.—ARMIT v. 
HIPKINS (1873), 28 L. T. 222; 21 W. R. 475. 
2173. ——- ——.|—Re CAMPSILL, READING v. 
HINDE (1910), 128 L. T. Jo. 548. 
sadder re dite Barrance, Barrance v. Klis, (1910) 


2174. ——.]—A document containing no 
words of gift, but giving a list of the names of 
eight persons, & after each name stating a sum of 
money was admitted to probate as a codicil :-— 
Held: the ct. being bound to assume that all 
documents admitted to probate are testamentary 
documents, & it being its duty to construe them 
in order to ascertain testator’s intention as to the 
disposition of his property & within the limits 
allowed by law to give effect to that intention, the 
codicil must be construed as giving to cach person 
named a legacy of the amount set after his name.— 
fle BARRANCE, BARRANCE v. ELLs, [1910] 2 Ch. 
419; 70. J. Ch. 544; 103 L. TT. 104.3 54 Sol. Jo. 
G5L. 

Annotation :~-Refid. Re Stoodicy, Hooson v. Locock, [1915] 

2 Ch. 295, 











2175. —--— Reference to limitations as in will—- 
Two sets of limitations in will--Words of reference 
ignored.|—Re BucKLyY (1891), 8 ‘T. L. R. 181. 
Effect on doctrine of election.|—Sce 
Keurry, Vol. XX., p. 409, No. 145]. 

2176. Two codicils of same date—-One con- 
forming to the other contrary to provisions in will.] 
—Of two papers of the same date propounded as 
codicls one pronounced against, & the other 
established, the former interfering with the dis- 
position of the property contained in deccased’s 
will, to whieh he was shown to have adhered 
gencrally, & the real intention of deceased being 
on the face of the paper doubtful, the latter being 
a simple & intelligible instrument, clear upon the 
face of 1t.— RKeYNoLps ¢, ‘CuRoprp (1837), 1 Curt. 
508 3 168 Th. Re 199. 

2177. Containing no disposition of property— 
Merely revoking all former wills.].—BRENCHLKEY v. 
STILL, No. 1771, ante. 

2178. Misdescription of codicil—Described as 
last will.|—-A paper, intended as a codicil to the 
will, & bequeathing only two small legacies, 
described, by misapprehension of the writer, as 
the “last will & testament” of the deceased, 
admitted into the probate as an ‘addition ’”’ to 
the will.—Jn the Goods of LuvrmMaNn (1847), 5 
els of Cases, 188; 8. T. O. S. 478; 11 Jur. 

2179. .|—A paper, intended by testa- 
trix to be a codicil to her will, but described by the 
writer, through misapprehension, as her *‘ last 
will, & testament.” confined to real property, not 
revoking the previous will & codicil, nor appointing 
exors., nor disposing of the personalty, admitted 











(1860), 22 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 745; 32 
COT. 


[1915] 8S. C. 298 ; 
Se. Jur. 303.—§ 














52 Se. L. R. 289 ; 
(1915) 1S. lL. T. 89.—SCOT. 
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to probate as a codicil.—Jn the Goods of LANGHORN 
(1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 512. 

2180. ——- }—In the Goods of SUMMERS, 
No. 1651, ante. 

2181. Mistake in reference to will—Wrong date.) 
—-Where a codicil recited the date of a will in- 
correctly the will itself having been executed 
neither on the day on which it purported to bear 
nor at the date by which it was described in the 
codicil, but the contents of the will were recited 
correctly, the ct. held that the will was sufficiently 
identified by the recital of the contents, & granted 
probate of it with the codicil.—In the (ioods of 
BRACKENBURY (1861), 25 J. VP. 280. 

2182. ——— .|}—Deceased left a will dated 
& executed in the year 1854, & a codicil executed 
in 1856, which contained the following words: 
‘“T wish to add this codicil to the will 1 made in 
the year 1848.” A draft will had in the year 
1848 been prepared for deceased’s perusal, but 
there was no evidence that she had ever executed 
a will in that year :—Held: the reference in the 
codicil to a will made in 1848 was a mere mis- 
description, & the will executed in 1854 & the 
codicil must be admitted to probate.—IJn the Goods 
of HouBLon (1865), 11 Jur. N.S. 59. 

2183 .|—Testatrix left a will, dated 
June 3, 1868, & three codicils. The second codicil 
referred to a will dated Apr. 1870. No such will 
could be found, & the only evidence of its existence 
was an entry in the bill hook of deceased’s solr. 
The ct. held that there had been a mistake in the 
date, & granted probate of the codicil, as being a 
codicil to the will of 1868.---Jn the Goods of DENT 
(18741), 31. i Ve bn2 ss 30 Sn Ps Oe 23> We Tt. 
417 


2184. No will in existence.J|—J2 the Goods 
of COULTNARD, No. 1742, ante. 

2185. -_—.]-—Jn the Goods of CLEMENTS, 
No. 1745, ante. 

2186. Proof of validity—-Burden of proof.]|—On 
the trial of an issue directed by the Ct. of Ch. to 
try whether three codicils, set up by & mostly 
in favour of principal pltf., in whose handwriting 
it was suggested they were, there being also an 
interlineation in the will in his favour, also sug- 
gested to be in his handwriting: the attesting 
witnesses to the first codicil denying their attesta- 
tions, were allowed to be examined by  pitfs. 
adversely ; but. evidence, byicomparison of his hand- 
writing & otherwise, was received with a view to 
show the probability of forgery of their attesta- 
tions & of the codicils ; & the jury were directed ; 
(a) that they might find the forgery upon the cir- 
cunstantial evidence alone, even against positive 
testimony of attesting witnesses ; (b) that the onus 
was upon plitf., who set up alterations & codicils 
against an admitted will, to satisfy the jury as to 
their genuineness ; (c) that if the evidence left the 
jury in doubt on that question, they should find 
for defts., who claimed under the will. 

The onus is on pltfs. to establish the codicils 
(COCKBURN, C.J.).—CRESSWELL v. JACKSON (1864), 
4F. & F. 13 subsequent proceedings, 11 Ll. T. 530. 

2187. —-— Sufficiency.|—Uvidence of hand- 
writing alone is not sufficient to establish a 
testamentary paper. <A codicil propounded upon 
such evidence without any facts or ceremonies 
connecting it with deceased, pronounced against 




















ESTATE (1907), 24 S. C. 76.—-S. AF. 


h. -——.]}--A_ codicil, execnted by 


6G, ———.]}-—BANKES v. BANKES’ e. ivffect of reservatory clause in will. |-— 4 : : 
TRUSTEUS (1882). 9 R. (Ct. of Sess.) NELSON v, CURREY, 45. C. 355.—S. AF Se HRY We Pane eri A net aaly 
046; 19 Sc. L. &. 785.—SCOT. ; f. -b-ERAgMUsS vr. ERASvUS’ = attested as wills are required to be.— 
oo .--CAMPBELL’s Trus- Exbourors, (1903] T. S. 843.—S. AF. Erney’s Eatars v. Espen, [1910] 
TEES 0. KINSEY-MORGAN’S TRUATEEA, g- ~~] — Josern vv. Josern’s App. D. 321.-—8. AF. 
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Sect. 2.— Validity. Sect. 3: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


with costs.—BUSSELL v. MARRIOTT (1835), 1 Curt. 
9; 163 BE. R. 4. 
Annotations :—Apld. Wood v. Goodlake, Helps v. Hitchings 


(1839), 2 Curt. 82. Refd. Wellesley v. Vere (1841), 1 
Notes of Cases, 240. r : 


2188. -]—Where tho title to property 
under contract of sale was derived through a 
devise contained in a will, made before the Wills 
Act, 1887 (c. 26), & a codicil republishing the will, 
the property having been purchased by testator 
after the date of his will, which codicil had not 
been propounded for probate, & was only proved 
by a declaration of the attesting witnesses that it 
was duly executed by testator :—Held: this was 
not sufficient proof of the validity of the document 
as a codicil; & the purchaser was entitled to 
the same amount of proof as would be necessary to 
establish it against the heir; & it ought to be 
propounded for probate.—-WEDDALL v. NIXON 
(1853), 17 Beav. 160; 22 Ll. J. Ch. 939; 21 L. T. 
nt 147; 17 Jur. 642; 1 W. RR. 250; 51 E.R. 

ie to invalid will.]—-See Sect. 4, sub-sect. 1, 
post. 








SrEcT. 3.—-CONSTRUCTION. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—GENERAL RULE. 

2189. Will & codicil construed together.|— 
FosTER v. GRAYHAM (1733-4), 2 Barn. K. B. 341, 
428; 94 E. R. 540, 597; sub nom. Forsrer v. 
GRAHAM, 2 Stra. 962. 





2190. .|—PHIPpepS v. ANGLESEY (EARL), 
No. 1663, ante. 
2191. -~—-.]—A. devised lands in trust to pay 


the rents & profits to his daughter, whose husband 
was then living, for her life, notwithstanding her 
coverture, & not to be subject to any control, 
etc. of her husband, nor liable to any debts which 
he had or should contract ; afterwards the devisor 
made a codicil, taking notice of the death of his 
daughter’s husband, wherein he ratified & con- 
firmed his will; the daughter is entitled, under 
this devise, to the rents & profits, ctc., free from 
the control of any future husband. 

Whatever might be the construction upon the 
will alone, yet taking both the will & codicil 
together, it is clear that this restriction applies 
to any future as well as a present husband 
(BULLER, J.).—BEABLE v. Dopp (1786), 1 Term 
Rep. 193; 99 KB. R. 1047. 

Annotations : --Consd. Benson v. Benson (1835), 4 lL. J. Ch. 
273. Mentd. Tullett v. Armstrong (1810), 9 L. J. Ch. 41. 
2192. —-—.]—-A. by will bequeathed to his wife, 

besides some other legacies, a leasehold estate at 
N. for her life, & a leasehold estate at W. to B. ; 
& by his codicil he directed that the bequests 
to his wife in his will should be in full of all claims 
she should be entitled to on his real or personal 
estate, except the estate for life of his wife in the 
prermmses at W. :-~fTeld: the wife was not entitled 
to the estate at W. by the codicil. 

_ This case must be decided according to the 

intention of testator, as that intention is to be 

collected from the several parts of the will & the 
codicil taken together. Now it is impossible to 
read them without seeing that the word ‘‘W.. .” 
was written in the codicil instead of the word 

“N .. . in reciting in the codicil what he had 

given by his will, testator made that evident 

mistake (LorD Kernyon, O©.J.).—SKERRATT v. 
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2189 i. Bill > codicil construcd to- 
gether.}—A will & codicil being all nae 
testament the language of the codicf) 


may be 


used to interpret that of 
the will, if the latter is open to two 
constructions.—JENKINS  »¥. 
(1906), 3 ©. L. R. 799.—AUS. 


WILLS. 


OAKLEY (1798), 7 Term Rep. 492; 101 E. R. 
1094. 


Annotations :—Apld. Darley v. Martin (1853), 18 C. B. 688. 
Consd. Fee Smith (1862), 2 John. & H. 594. Apld. Re 
Venn, Lindon v. Ingram, (1904) 2Ch. 52. Refd. Cosby v. 
Millington (1869), 88 L. J. C. P. 373. entd. Ormond 
Investment Co. v. Betts, [1928] A. C. 143. 


2193. .}|—Testator, by his will, made in the 
year 1820, gave & bequeathed to his daughter 
Mary, her exors., administrators, & assigns, certain 
leaseholds, for life; &, from & after her decease, 
he gave & bequeathed the same “‘ unto & amongst 
the lawful issue of his daughter Mary, equally, 
share & share alike, with benefit of survivorship ; 
&, in default of such issue, he gave & bequeathed 
the same unto his son George, for his natural life, 
&, after his decease, to his children equally, 
share & share alike, with the benefit of survivor- 
ship.” Wie afterwards made a codicil, which con- 
tained a recital that he had by his will given & 
bequeathed the leaseholds to his son George 
‘‘ after the decease of his daughter Mary, & in 
default of her leaving lawful issue,’’ & then went 
on to provide, that, in the event of his son not 
indemnifying his estate from a liability he testator 
had incurred on his account, all the bequests 
to his son, but so far as concerned the son only, 
should be revoked :—Held: interpreting the will 
by the codicil, the gift over in the former, ‘ in 
default of such issue,’’ being capable of importing 
a bequest over on failure of issue living at the 
death, it must be inferred from the latter that 
testator employed it in that sense, inasmuch as in 
the codicil he referred to it as if it were a gift over 
in default of his daughter’s leaving issue, which, 
as regards personalty, is tantamount to a gift over 
on failure of issue living at the death; & conse- 
quently, that, assuming the limitation in the will, 
if it stood alone, would have conferred an absolute 
interest on the daughter, upon the true construc- 
tion of the will & codicil taken together, such gift 
was subject to a good executory bequest over in 
favour of the children of testator’s son. 

The argument with respect to the effect: of the 
codicil when rightly considered is not that the will 
is at all revoked or varied by the codicil, but 
rather that, the will & codicil being all one testa- 
ment, the language of the will may be inter- 
preted by that of the codicil (JERvis, C.J.).— 
DARLEY v. Marvrin (1853), 13 C. B. 683 5 1 C. 1. R. 
729; 221L.J3.C. P. 249; 17 Jur. 1125; 188 E.R. 
1368. 

Annotations :-~Folld. Re Venn, Gindon v. Ingram, [1904] 2 
Ch. 52. Refd. Bamford v. Chadwick (1854), 2 C. L. R. 
1757: Cosby v. Millington (1869), 38 L. J. C. P. 373. 
Mentd. cp. Wynch (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 188; Ormond 
Investinent Co. v. Betts, [1928] A. C. 143. 

2194. —-—.]—If, in a will or codicil, there is an 
expression of intention by testator that two estates 
or properties shall go together, that intention 
ought, so far as possible, to have effect given to 
it; though, if no such intention is expressed, it 
ought not to be inferred from the mere fact that, 
under the will, the two estates are in fact united 
by being left in the same way. 

Testator by will devised real estate in favour of 
certain persons, & bequeathed certain chattels in 
trust to be held & enjoyed as heirlooms by the 
persons for the time being entitled to the real 
estate ‘‘ under the devise thereof hereinbefore 
contained.’’ He also gave a pecuniary legacy of 
£20,000 to trustees upon trust for the persons for 
the time being entitled to the real estate. By a 
codicil he altered the persons to take the real 








2189 ii. -}+—TAYLOR’S TRUSTRES 
%. ROBINSON, [1911] S. C. 334; 48 


SrewaRT Se. L. R. 270; (1910128. L. T. 415.— 
SCOT. 


Part XI.—CopIcIzs. 


estate, &, as to the legacy of ‘‘ £20,000 to trustees,” 
merely put, in the codicil, opposite to those words 
the words ‘‘ the same.”’ The codicil, which con- 
tained no reference to the chattels, ended with the 
words ‘ SreeP as here intimated, I confirm my 
will ” :—Held: the will & codicil ought to be 
construed as one disposition, & the will mani- 
fested an intention to unite the enjoyment of the 
chattels & legacy with the possession of the 
rea] estate, which intention, there being nothing in 
the codicil to indicate any alteration of it, ought 
to have effect given to it, & as regarded the 
chattels, the mere use by testator in the will of 
the words ‘‘ under the devise thereof hereinbefore 
contained ”’ ought not to be allowed to defeat that 
primary intention; & as regarded the legacy, the 
meaning of the words ‘‘ the same ’”’ in the codicil 
must be taken to be that the legacy was to be 
dealt with as if the words in which it was given 
by the will had becn in terms repeated in the 
codicil. Re Towry’s SETTLED EsTaTE, DALLAS 
v. TowrRy (1889), 41 Ch. D. 64; 58 L. J. Ch. 598; 
sub nom. Re Towry, DAL.as v. Law, 60 L. T. 715 ; 
37 W. R. 417, ©. A. 

Annotations :—Distd. Fee Whitburn, Whitburn v. Christie, 


[1923) L Ch. 332, Refd. Jte Liddell, Liddell v. LiddeN 
(1895), 73 L. T. 363. 


2195. -|—Testator by his will bequeathed 
his residuary personal estate to trustees, on 
trust for his daughter for her separate use for her 
life, & after her death in trust for her children, 
with a gift over, in default of children, to other 
persons. By a codicil testator stated that, in 
consequence of the nervous debility of his daughter, 
his will was that she should not marry ; & in case 
of her marriage or death, he directed that his 
trustees should hold his residuary estate in trust 
a persons mentioned in the gift over in the 
will. 

After the death of testator the daughter married, 
& in a suit to administer his estate the judge 
decided in 1843 that the limitation over contained 
in the codicil, being gencral restraint of marriage, 
was void as regarded the daughter’s life interest. & 
that she was entitled to the income during her life. 
She died in 1894, leaving children :—Held: the 
will & codicil must be construed together; the 
true construction was that the property was to go 
over upon the marriage or death of the daughter, 
whichever should first happen; & as it could not, 
as had been already decided, go over upon her 
marriage, the daughter’s children were entitled 
to the fund.—Mor LEY v. RENNOLDSON, [1895] 1 
Ch. 449; 641L.J3.Ch. 485; 727..T. 308; 43 W. R. 
518; 39 Sol. Jo. 288; 12 R. 158, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. Ward v. Van der_Loeff, Burnyeat v. 


Van der J.oeff, [1984] A. C. 653. Refd. Zée Wright, Mott 
v. Issett (1906), 76 L. J. Ch. 89. 


2196. ce by her will made in 
1898, bequeathed a legacy of £5,000 “ in trust for 
my cousin, his children & his wife failing his 
children upon his death & that of his wife or until 
she marries again the sum of five thousand pounds 
to be divided ‘‘in manner therein mentioned. 
The cousin of testatrix was, at the date of the will, 
married to his first wife, & she died in Jan. 1901. 
In Nov. 1901, testatrix, with knowledge of the 
death of her cousin’s first wife, made a codicil to 
her will, in which she made a bequest of a sum of 
stock & appointed a residuary legatee. The codicil 
contained no reference to the bequest of £5,000. 
In 1903 the cousin of testatrix remarried. He 
died in 1924. There was no issue of either 
marriage. This summons raised the qucstion 
whether the second wife was entitled to benefit 
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under the bequest of £5,000 :—Held: the will & 
codicil must be read together, & the second wife 
was entitled to an interest in the £5,000 for her 
life or until remarriage.—Re HARDYMAN, TEESDALE 
v. McCLintock, [1925] Ch. 287; 04 L. J. Ch. 
2043; 183 L. 1. 175. 

Avan + Bold, Ite Reeves, Reeves v. Pawson, [1928] 

. vl, 


SUB-SECT. 2.—APPLICATION OF GENERAL RULE. 


2197. Court will look at codicil in construin 
will— Recital in codicil—Cannot amount to devise.| 
—A recital in a will or codicil cannot amount unto 
a devise (per CuR.).—-BAMFIELD v. POPHAM (1703), 
Holt, K. B. 2833; 2 Vern. 449; 1 Eq. Cas. 
Abr. 183; 1 P. Wms. 54; Freem. Ch. 266; 23 
Ki. KR. 873; sub nom. POPWAM v. BAMFIELD, Freem. 
Ch. 269; 1 Salk. 236; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 308. 
Annotations :—Apld. Downing v. Bagnall (1755), Amb. 818. 

Refd. Wyld v. Lewis (1738), 1 Atk. 432; Ginger ad. White 

v. White (1742), Willes, 348 ; Vaughan v. Farrer (1751), 2 

Ves. Sen. 182; Doe d. Bean v. Halley (1798), 8 Term 

Rep. 5; Doe d. Ellis r. Ellie (1808), 9 Kast, 382. Mentd. 

Idle v. Cook (1705), 1 P. Wms. 70; Shaw v. Weigh (1728), 

Fitz-G. 7; Law v. Davis (1729), 1 Barn. K. B. 238 ; 

Allanson v. Clitherow (1747), 1 Ves. Sen. 24; Portsmouth 

», Eftingham (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 430; Letheullier v. 

Tracey (1754), Amnb. 220; Anthony v. Rees (1831), 2 

Tyr. 100; Trash v. Thomas (1840), 4 Jur. 669; Baker v. 

Tucker (1850), 3 H. L. Cas. 106. 

2198. ——- —-— .|—Testator, by his will 
in 1801, gave all his ‘‘ moiety ’’ of an estate to 
his daughter M. for life, remainder to her sons 
successively in tail, remainder to her daughter, 
without words of limitation, & ‘‘ in default of such 
issue’? to A. in fee. By a codicil in 1808, testator 
after reciting that he had by his will given the 
reversion in fee of the property, expectant on the 
decease of M. ‘‘ without issue of her body,” to A., 
declared that if A. died without issue before the 
estate became ‘‘ vested ’’ in hitn by virtue of the 
limitations aforesaid, he gave it to other persons :— 
Held: the daughters of Mary took life estates 
only, the word ‘* moicty’’ in the will not being 
sufficient to pass to them the fee, & neither the gift 
over, ‘in default of such issue,’’ nor the recital 
in the codicil, being sufficient to enlarge the 
previous gift. 

If the construction of a devise or bequest con- 
tained in the will is ambiguous, the expression of 
testator in a codicil as to the way in which he 
understands or construes his own words is conclusive 
& must be followed, but if testator, in the codicil, 
recites that in his will he has made a devise or 
bequest that does not there appear, then the codicil 
does not, by such recital, create that bequest or 
devise (ROMILLY, M.R.).—He ARNOLD'S ESTATE 
(1863), 383 Beav. 163; 9 L. T. 530; 9 Jur. N.S. 
1186; 12 W. R. 4; 55 BEB. R. 329. 

Oe eed, Richardson v. Power (1865), 19 C. B. 


2199. - Effect of erroneous recital.]— 
SKERRATY v. OAKLEY, No. 2192, ante. 

2200. .]—Testator gave by will 
£3,000 upon trust for A. & her children, & after the 
decease of A., without issue, for the children of B. 
By a codicil of later date testator recited that he 
had by his will given the £3,000 to A. for life, with 
remainder to her children, & afterwards to B. for 
life, with remainder to his children, & revoked the 
will as to £2,000, part of the £3,000, from & after 
the devise to A. & her children, & instead of giving 
the sum of £2,000 to B. & his children bequeathed 
the same to C. :—Held: the erroneous recital in 
the codicil that the £3,000 was given to B. for life 
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did not amount to a gift of a life estate in the £1,000 
which remained unrevoked. 

Where you find a recital that a particular person 
is entitled under another instrument, that does not 
in general amount to a gift by the instrument which 
contains the recital, because testator, supposing 
the interest already to exist, cannot intend by that 
instrument to create it; but where testator says 
in any testamentary instrument that he has by that 
very document made a particular gift; there the 
ct. will lay hold of this as conclusive evidence of an 
intention to confer such bounty, & will give to the 
erroneous recital the effect of an actual gift (PAGE 
Woop, V.-C.).—Ze Smitiu (1862), 2 John. & IT. 
594; 70 E.R. 1196. 


Annotations :-—-Reid. #te Boden, Boden v. Boden, [1907] 1 
Ch. 132: Re Curzon, Martin v. Perry (1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 




















862. Mentd. Re Bedson’s Trusts (1885), 28 Ch. D. 523. 

2201. -]—He ARNOLD’s ESTATE, 
No. 2198, ante. 

2202. -.|—Testator by his will 


gave an estate tail to his daughter. By a codicil 
he recited that he had given her a life intercst & 
declared it to be for her separate use, & gave her 
a power of appointment of a life interest to her 
husband, & finally disposed of the whole interest 
in the property in the event of his daughter dying 
without issue :—Held: the erroneous recital con- 
tained in the codicil did not vitiate the subsequent 
dispositions of the property, & those dispositions 
being inconsistent with the will, the will was 
revoked pro tanto, & the daughter took only a life 
estate.—fte MARGITSON, HaGGarp v. HAGGARD 
(1882), 48 L. VT. 172; 31 W. BR. 257, C. A. 

2203. -}—In construing a will con- 
taining an ambiguity the ct. may, for the purpose 
of explanation, refer to a recital in a codicil, unless 
it be obviously erroncous. 

Testatrix by her will gave all her property 
upon trust for her niece for life, & after her death 
to divide the same equally between the brothers 
& sisters of the niece living at her decease, & A., B., 
& C. in equal shares, ‘‘ & should either be dead 
leaving children, such children are to take the share 
their deceased parent would have been entitled to 
if living.” 

By a codicil testatrix recited that by her will 
she had directed her estate to be divided between 
the persons therein named, & declared that she 
desired a certain great-niece to have a share equally 
with the others named in the will, & bequeathed 
the same to her accordingly. 

A. & B. stood in the same degree of relationship 
to testatrix, but C. was a stranger in blood. A. 
predeceased both testatrix & the tenant for life. 
B. survived testatrix, but predeceased the tenant 
for life :—Held : interpreting the will by the recital 
in the codicil, the estates went, not in moieties 
between the brothers & sisters of the tenant for 
life on the one hand, & the named persons on the 
other, but equally between them all.—Re VENN, 
LINDON v. INGRAM, [1904] 2 Ch. 52; 73 L. J. Ch. 
507; 90 L. T. 502; 52 W. R. 608. 

2204. ——- Although not duly attested.|— 
Testator by his will devised & bequeathed certain 
frechold & leasehold property at B. as follows: 

“IT give unto my beloved wife, Maria, the five 
shares of the freehold & leasehold messuages or 
tenements in the city of Bath, which belong to 
me, & which formed part of the property of her 
father, Mr. William Cross, deceased, for her sole 
use & henefit ; & I beg & request that at her death 
she will give & bequeath the same or such shares 
as She shall think proper unto such members of her 
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own family, as she shall think most deserving of 
the same.” There was a gift in similar terms of 
some money in the funds, & other personal pro- 
perty to the wife, with a like request, but in these 
words: ‘‘ That at her death she will give & 
bequeath what shall be remaining, in such sums as 
she shall think proper, unto such members of her 
own & my family, that she shall think most 
deserving & entitled to the same.” Testator, In 
Mar. 1836, made a codicil in his will giving his wife 
the residue of his property ; but the codicil was 
attested by only two witnesses. ‘The wife sur- 
vivied, & by her will, in 1850, gave the five shares 
to her five nieces as tenants in common, & a sum 
of £3,000 to W. & £300 to his son, A.; & she 
bequeathed the residue of her property to W. 
By a codicil to her will, she revoked the prior 
legacies of the five shares, & gave them the question 
related to the interest of W. under her husband’s 
will, which depended on the prior question, whether 
she took an absolute interest under her husband’s 
will or only an interest: coupled with a trust for 
his or her family :—Held : she took the feo in the 
freeholds, & the leascholds & the personal property 
absolutely ; & they therefore passed by her will & 
codicil respectively. 

The ct. will look at an improperly attested 
codicil, directed to form part of a will, to arrive 
at. testator’s intention, if necessary.—GREEN 2. 
MARSDEN (1853), 1 Drew. 646; 1 Iq. Rep. 487 ; 
22 L. J. Ch. 1092; 22 L. 1. 0.8.17; 1W.R. 511; 
61 E. R. 598. 

Se aaa :~—Mentd. Burt v. Hellyar (1872), L. R. 14 Iq. 
MU. 


2205. Bequest of specific sum among specified 
children—Birth of further child between will & 
codicil.|—Gift by will of a specific sum among the 
six children of A., A. had six children at the time, 
one more was born after testator’s will, but before 
the codicils, she shall not take a share with the 
six born before.—SHERER v. BisnoPp (1792), 4 
Bro. C. C. 55; 29 1. R. 776. 

Annotation :—Dbtd. Hall v. Severne (1839), 9 Sim. 515. 


2206. Division of residue among legatees— 
Exclusion of legatees under codicil.|—Gift of 
residue “‘to be divided among legatees in pro- 
portion to the legacies bequeathed by this my 
will’; restricted, upon construction of the whole 
will, to general pecuniary legatees, in exclusion of 
legacies payable out of a specific fund in futuro, 
& of legacies given by codicil—ILENwoopD v, 
OVEREND (1815), 1 Mer. 23; 35 HE. R. 586, 
Annotation :-—Consd. Jte Smith, Prada v. Vandroy, [1916] 2 

Ch. 368. 

2207. -~——.]—Testator, by his will, gave 
pecuniary legacies to several persons, & directed 
his residue to be divided amongst his before-men- 
tioned legatecs in proportion to their several 
legacies thereinbefore given. By a codicil, which 
he directed to be taken as part of his will, he gave 
several pecuniary legacies to persons, some of 
whom were legatees under his will, & declared that 
the several legacies mentioned in the codicil were 
given to the therein-mentioned legatees, in addition 
to what he had given them or any of them by his 
will :—Held: none of the legatecs under the 
codicil were entitled to share in the residue in 
respect of their legacies under the codicil.— Hau 
v. SEVERNE (1839), 9 Sim. 515; 59 FE. RR. 456. 
Annotations :—Retd. Donnellun v. O'Neil) (1870), 18 W. NR. 

1188; Re Courtauld, Courtauld v. Cawston (1882), 47 L. T. 

647: Re Sealy, Tomkins v. Tucker (1901), 85 L. T. 451. 

2208. Substitution of legacy—Subject to limita- 
tions imposed by will.]|—A bequest by a codicil of 
£1,000 instead of £1,500 given by the will, is subject 
to the same limitations & restrictions which 
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affected the £1,500.—Prescort v. EDMUNDS (1826), 
4L. J. O. S. Ch. 111. 


2209. General charge in will on real estate of 
legacies given by codicil—Annuity given by un- 
attested codicil.|—Testator directed his real & per- 
sonal estate to be sold, & the moneys arising from 
the sale to be applied in the first place to the pay- 
ment of his debts, funeral & testamentary expenses, 
& also the legacies which he might bequeath by 
any codicil or codicils to his will. He afterwards 
gave an annuity to his wife by an unattested 
codicil :—Held: the annuity was well charged 
on the real estate.—Swirr v. NASH (1837), 2 Keen, 
20; 6L. J. Ch. 363; 1 Jur. 557; 48 BE. R. 535. 
sa ead :—Refd. Cornficld v. Wyndham (1845), 2 Coll. 


2210. Court will look at will & codicils in con- 
struing subsequent codicil.]|—In the construction of 
a gift in a codicil, the ct. may & must look at the 
previous will & codicils. 

Testator, by his fourth codicil, made gifts to 
M., his wife, & H., their child, & also to a boy F., 
& in this codicil he spoke of EK. & F. as ‘ the 
children,’ & appointed his wife their guardian. 
By the fifth codicil, he bequeathed £4,000 to M. 
‘for her own & the children’s benefit.” The 
marriage of testator with M. turned out to be 
invalid :—-Held : by the term ‘ children ”’ in the 
fifth codicil, EK. & F. were meant.—HARTLEY v. 
TRIBBER (1853), 16 Beav. 510; 51 E. R. 876; 
sub nom. Harr v. Trip, 22 L. J. Ch. 890; 21 
I. T. O. S. 29. 

2211. Gift in codicil not commensurate with gift 
in will.|-——Testator gave all his property to trustees 
for the sole & absolute benefit of his daughter until 
she attained the age of twenty-five, &, in the 
event of her marrying under that age, to her sepa- 
rate use during the joint lives of herself & her 
husband, with a power of disposing of the property 
by will if she was single or a widow when she 
attained twenty-five, but in the event of her 
dying under twenty-five unmarried, or after that 
age Intestate, then there was a gift over. By a 
codicl testator mentioned that he had left. all his 
property in trust for the sole use & benefit of his 
daughter :—J/leld: the daughter having attained 
twenty-five unmarried, took an absolute interest, 
the yviff over on the event of her dying intestate 
being invalid as not commensurate with the prior 
gift.---GROVER v RAPER (1856), 28 L. T. O. S. 
215; 5 W. RR. 134. 

Aoeton :—Folld. Re Venn, Lindon v. Ingram, [1904] 2 
. o2, 


2212. Provision against lapse—Application to 
legacies given by codicil.]|—Testatrix by her will 
made in 1894 gave a number of specific & pecu- 
niary legacies & disposed of her residuary personal 
estate, & directed that all bequests & legacies given 
to married women should be for their separate 
use, & that ‘‘ no legacy given by this my will shall 
lapse by reason of the death of the legatee before 
me, but. shall take effect as if the death of such 
legatee had happened immediately after my death, 
é& such legacy shall accordingly pass to the legal 
personal representative of such deceased legatee.”’ 
Testatrix made seven codicils to her will, each of 
which contained an express formal clause confirming 
in other respects her will & any previous codicil or 
codicils, & died in 1915 :—Held: the provision in 
the will against lapse extended to a bequest con- 
tained in a codicil of a leasehold house to W. who 
predeceased testatrix ; the expression ‘‘ this my 
will’ referring not to the particular instrument, 
but to the testamentary disposition constituted 
by the will & codicils at the date of testatrix’s 
death.—Re SMITH, PRADA v. VANDROY, [1916] 
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2 Ch. 368; 85 L. J. Ch. 657; 115 L. T. 161; 


60 Sol. Jo. 603, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re Reeves, Reeves v. Pawson, [1928] 
1 Ch. 351. Refd. Re Young, Public Trustee v. Walker, 
[1920] 2 Ch. 427. 


See, also, Part XIV., Sect. 6, post. 


Sect. 4.—EFFECT. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—ON INVALID WILL. 

22138. General rule.]—S. M. H. while a married 
woman made a will which was invalid. After- 
wards, when a widow, she executed a document 
beginning with the words, ‘‘ this is a codicil to the 
last will & testament of me.’’ The codicil was 
written on the same paper as the will & imme- 
diately after it, & it was proved that she had made 
no other will :—Held: the will was incorporated 
in the codicil. Probate granted of both docu- 
ments.—In the Goods of HEATHCOTE (1881), 
6 P. D. 30; 50 L. J. P. 42; 44 L. T. 280; 45 
J.P. 361; 29 W. R. 356. 

2214. .]|—The laws of Jersey are derived 
from those of Normandy, where the Roman law, 
including that respecting codicils following the 
condition of the testament, & being void where 
the latter is annulled, did not prevail. Where a 
will was held by the law of Jersey to be null & 
void by reason of incompetent attestation :— 
Held: a validly executed codicil did not fall with 
the will, & the residue disposed of by the codicil 
included all the legacies given by the will. 

In the absence of authority their Lordships have 
to determine whether it is reasonable that as an 
absolute rule of law a codicil is dependent on the 
will, & if the will is void the codicil must fall with 
it. If testator, by a codicil duly executed, gives 
a specific legacy, having, in a previous will not 
duly executed, given other legacies, it does not 
seem reasonable that his intention expressed in the 
codicil should not be given effect to because effect 
cannot be given to the intention expressed in the 
will (per Cur.).—FALLE v. GODFRAY (1888), 14 
App. Cas. 70; 58 L. J. P. C. 61; 60 L. T. 120, 
Po. 

Arnie :~-Mentd. Baudams v. Richardson, [1906] A. C. 








2215. Unexecuted will.]—A codicil was duly 
executed & attested, & expressly referred to an 
unexecuted will on the same paper :—Held: such 
execution gave effect to the will, & it thereby 
became a good will of lands.—DoE d. WILLIAMS 
vo, EVANS (1832), 1 Cr. & M. 42; 3 Tyr. 56; 2 
L. J. Ks. 39; 159 E.R. 307. 

Annotations :—Consd. De Zichy Ferraris & Croker v. Hert- 
ford (1843), 3 Curt. 468; Aaron v. Aaron (1849), 3 De G. 
& Sm. 475; Allen v. Maddock (1858), 11 Moo. P. C. C. 
427, Apld. In the Goods of Drummond (1860), 2 Sw. & 
Tr. 8; Burton v. Newbery (1875), 1 Ch. D. 234. Refd. 
Green v. Tribe (1878), 38 L. T. 914. 
2216. |—In the Goods 

(1902), 46 Sol. Jo. 552. 

2217. Draft will.|—The substance of the 
draft of a will which is not proved to have been 
executed or to exist is not incorporated by the 
execution of a subsequent codicil, referring in 
terms to a will supposed by the person who draws 
the codicil to have been validly executed in 
accordance with what is expressed in the draft 
will. -EyvrkE v. EYRE, [1903] P. 1381; 72 L. J. P. 
45; 88 L. T. 567; 51 W. R. 701; 19 T. L. R. 380. 

2218. Will not duly attested.J—A will not duly 
attested ; a further writing, denominated a codicil, 
duly attested ; admitted to probate, not as a will 
& codicil, but as parts of one continuous will. 

I do not know that the ct. has held that a codicil 
executed in the presence of witnesses has given 

co 2 
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Sect. 4.—Effect: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


validity to a paper, without there being reference 
therein to that paper. It is not, in fact, a republi- 
cation, but a publication. The difficulty is to 
know what to do with this case, in which the 
propert +f is so small. If the property were not 
so small, I should have no hesitation in directing 
the paper to be propounded. As the will is 
signed by deceased, but not duly attested by 
witnesses, this other writing may be considered, 
from the manner in which he expresses himself, 
‘‘T do now further desire,’’ as a continuation of 
the will; & I pronounce for that writing, with 
the other, as a continuation of the will of deceased 
(Str II. JENNER Fust).—ZIJn the Goods of SCRIVEN 
(1843), 2 Notes of Cases, 152. 

2219. .|—A. signed a paper intended for 
her will, in 1851, which was attested by only one 
witness. In 1856, on the day before her death, 
she duly executed a codicil ‘‘to my last will & 
testament.’”’ The paper of 1851 was not produced 
at the time the codicil was executed, but was 
found after A.’s death in a locked chest in her 
room; the codicil in a drawer. On a view of the 
two papers, & on the evidence of the circumstances 
attending the factum of the codicil :—J/eld: the 

aper of 1851 was sufficiently identified as the 
ast will & testament referred to by the codicil, 
& it acquired validity from the due execution 
of the codicil.— MaAbpbock v. ALLEN (1857), Dea. & 
Sw. 325; 29 L. T. O. S. 299; 3 Jur. N.S. 965; 
164 i. R. 591; affd. sub nom. ALLEN v. MADDOCK 
(1858), 11 Moo. P. C. C. 427; 31 1. T. O. S. 359 ; 
6W. KR. 825, P. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. In the Goods of Greves (1858), 1 Sw. & 
es 250; Van Straubenzce v. Monck (1862), 3 Sw. & Tr. 
; In the Goods of Watkins (1865), oe L.J.P.& M. 14; 

Tn the Goods of Sunderland (1866), L. Rt. 1 P. & D. 198. 

Apld. In the Goods of Truro (1866), 35 a J.P. & M. 89. 

Consd. Anderson v. Anderson (1872), L. Lt. ae Kq. 331. 

Apld. In the Goods of Heathcote 1881 ), P. D. 30. 

Consd. Re Trotter, Trotter . - rotter, 1899) 1 Ch. 764; 

In the Goods of Smart, [1902] P. 238: University College 

of North Wales v. Taylor, [1 908] Pr. 140: Re White, 

Knight v. Briggs, [1925] Ch. 179. Refd. In the Goods of 

Almosnino (1859), 1 Sw. & Tr. 508; Newton v. Newton 

(1861), 5 L. T. 218; In the Goods of Browis (1864), 3 Sw. 

& Tr. 473; Inthe Goods of Luke (1865), 34 L. J.POM.& A 

105; In the Goods a Reid (1868), ede Se 

Kalle v. Godfray (1888), 14 App. Can: Meg Durham 17, 

ES ad, bP. 66; In the Goods of Rendle (1899), 

Dy es Yaw Oa 





2220. ——.]—FALLEv. GovFRAY, No. 2214, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—ON NON-TESTAMENTARY Docu- 
MENTS. 

2221. Whether incorporated —- Reference in 
codicil—To deed.J)—Where testator, in a codicil to 
his will, but not in the will itself, referred to a 
deed, whereby he rescrved to himself a power 
over the trusts of the deed :—Held: such decd, 
whether void or valid per se, was entitled to be 
admitted into the probate as incorporated with 
the will.—SHELDON v. SUELDON (14844), 1 Rob. 
Eecl. 81; 3 Notes of Cases, 250; 8 Jur. $77; 
163 EB. R. 972. 

Annotations : -——Apld. In the Goods of Darby (1846), 4 Notes 
of Cases, 427; In the Goods of Battershee (1852), 2 Rob. 

Eccl. 439 : In the Goods of aansdowne (1863), 3 Sw. & ‘Tr. 


194. Distd. Bizzey v. Flight (1876), 3 Ch. D. 269. Consd. 
In the Goods of Jones (1920), 123 L. T. 2023; In the Estate 


of Todd, (1926) P. 173. Refd. Zn the Goods of Leigh 
(1873), 28 1. I. 914. 
2222. To unattested document.]— 








SWETE v. Prpsiery, No. 1444, anle. 

2223. eee by her will, be- 
queathed all her jewels, furniture, etc., to such of 
her children in such portions as she should by any 
list signed by herself direct. She subsequently 
duly executed a codicil in the following words :— 
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‘‘T declare that this writing shall be a codicil to my 
will.’”’” When she executed the codicil there was 
a list annexed to it in her own writing, but unsigned 
by her, & expressed to be made for the purpose 
of carrying out the intentions expressed in her 
will, disposing of different articles of jewellery, 
furniture, etc., amongst her children. The ct. 
granted probate of the will & codicil, but without 
the list annexed to the codicil.—In the Goods of 
WARNER (1862), 10 W. R. 566. 

2224. -|—Testator in a codicil 
referred to one gift as being contained in a list 
of gifts which he had previously deposited with 
his brother :—Held: under the circumstances, 
that the whole list was incorporated by the refer- 
ence in the codicil.—ZJn the Goods of DANIELL (1882), 
8P.D.14; 52L.J.P.28; 481.17. 124; 463. P. 
808; 31 W. KR. 248. 

2225. .|—Testatrix, the day be- 
fore undergoing an operation, which ended fatally, 
wrote two lIettcrs; the first, which was addressed 
to a personal friend, gave directions as to certain 
articles of plate to which testatrix had affixed the 
names of various donees, & the second to her exor. 
In this latter, which was duly attested as a codicil, 
she mentioned having written the first letter :— 
Held: the second letter, which constituted a valid 
codicil, incorporated the first letter, & the {first 
letter incorporated the papers therein referred to.— 
SYMES v. APPELBE (1887), 57 L. T. 599; 51 J. P. 
632. 

2226. ——— Reference in will—To unattested 
document—Document in existence at date of 
codicil.|—Testator by his will bequeathed articles 
of plate “ specified in schedules A. & B. to be 
annexed to this document ”’ [his will]. Two such 
schedules, marked A. & B., were found after his 
death, which, it was sworn, were not written when 
the will was executed, but were in existence prior 
to the execution of a subsequent codicil, in which 
no mention was made of the schedules. Probate 
was granted of A. & B. 

The question is whether unexecuted papers, not 
having been written when a will was executed, but 
being in existence prior to a codicil] duly executed, 
in which there is no reference to such unexecuted 
papers, can be held to be incorporated, & form 
a part of such will. 1 know of no precise decision 
in point; still, 1 think, probate may pass with 
the schedules as prayed (per Cur.).—Jn the Goods 
of Hunt (1853), 2 Rob. Eccl. 622; 21 L. T. O.S. 
202; 17 Jur. 720; 1638 EK. R. 1435. 

Annotations :-—Apld. In the Goods of Stewart (1863), 4 Sw. 

& Tr. 211. Dbtd. Jn the Goods of Mathias (1863), 3 Sw 


& Tr. 100: In the Goods of Smart (1902), P. 238, Refd. 
In the Goods of Truro (1866), L. Rh. 1 P. & D. 201. 


2227. —— ——- ——— ——.]—- Testatrix having 
directed her exors. in her will to distribute certain 
articles according to any list or lists signed by her, 
& having, prior to the execution of a second 
codicil, signed a list to which no reference was 
made in the second codicil, the ct., upon the 
authority of the case In the Goods of Hunt, No. 2226, 
ante, allowed the list to be included in the probate. 
—In the Goods of STEWART (1863), 3 Sw. & Tr. 192 ; 
4Sw. & Tr. 211; 82L.5.P.M.& A. 94; 275. P. 
376; 9 Jur. N.S.417; 11 W. R. 540; 164 E.R. 
1497. 

Arne :—Consd. In the Goods of Truro (1866), L. R. 
Pr. & D. 201. Refd. 7n the Goods of Smart, (1902] P. 

238 University Collezo i acon Wales & University of 

Wales ». Taylor, [1907] P. 228. 

2228. ——_ -——- —-— on . executed a 
will in 1848, in which she requested her trinkets to 
be divided ‘as I shall direct in a small memo- 
randum.” She executed a codicil in 1853, & 
another in 1862, which amounted to a re-execution 
of the will. On her death the will & two codicils, & 
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a paper headed ‘‘ memorandum of trinkets referred 
to in my will,” were found folded together in a 
locked portfolio. There was no evidence to show 
that the memorandum was in existence when the 
will was signed, but there was evidence from which 
it might be inferred that it was in existence before 
the date of the last codicil, but the last codicil did 
not refer to it :—Held: the re-execution of the will 
by the last codicil could not make that a part of 
the will which was no part of it before, & the 
memorandum ought not to form part of the 
probate.—In the Goods of MATHIAS (1863), 3 Sw. & 
Tr. 100; 82 L. J. P.M. & A. 115; 81. T. 471; 
11 W. R. 808; 164 FE. R. 1211; sub nom. In the 
Goods of MATTHIAS, 9 Jur. N.S. 630. 


Annotations :—Consd. In the Goods of Truro (1866), lL. RR. 
17. & D. 201. Refd. Durham v. Northen, [1895] P. 66: 
In the Goods of Smart, [1902] P. 238. 


2229. —— ——- ——— -~——.]-—The republica- 
tion of a will by the execution of a codicil will not 
of itself entitle an unexecuted paper, written or 
signed between the date of the will & the date of the 
codicil, to probate. But where the will, if read as 
speaking at the date of the execution of the codicil, 
contains language which would operate as an in- 
corporation of the document to which it refers, 
such document, although not in existence until 
after the execution of the will, is entitled to 
probate by force of the codicil.—IJn the Goods of 
TrRuRO (LADY) (1866), L. R. 1 P. & D. 2013; 35 
L.J.P.&M. 89; 141. T. 893; 14 W. It. 976. 


Annotations :—Consd. In the Goods of Reid (1868), 38 I. J. 
Pp. & M.1; Durham v. Northen, [1895] P. 66. Folld.Zn 
the Goods of Rendle (1899), 68 L. J.P. 125. Apld. Jn the 
Goods of Smart, [(1902] P. 238. Refd. Inthe Goods of 
Yockey (1873), 29 L. 'T. 6993 Te Coyte, Coyte v. Coyte 
(1887), 56 L. T. 510; Re Hardyman, ‘Teesdale v. 

McClintock, [1925] Ch. 287. 


2230. ——- ——- ——~— --———.]—Where the will, 
if read as speaking at the date of the execution 
of the codicil, contains language which would 
operate as an incorporation of a document to 
which it refers, such docuinent, although not in 
existence until after the execution of the will, is 
entitled to probate by force of the codicil. But 
where the reference in the will was to a future 
document, & the language of the codicil, in which 
the reference was repeated. was ambiguous & 
might be read as pointing either to an existing or 
future document, the ct. refused to incorporate 
unexecuted papers written by testatrix between 
the date of the will & codicil.-—Jn the Goods of 
REID (1868), 38 J. J. P. & M. 13; 19 L. T. 265; 
33 J. 2. 7. 

Annotations :—Folld. Durham yr. Northen, [1895] BP. 66. 

Consd. Jn the Goods of Smart, [1902] P. 238, 

2231. —— ——- ———_ -—.]—-Testatrix duly 
executed her will in 1875, & (inler alia), bequeathed 
to trustees named in the will all her watches, 
Jewellery, & other personal effects, ‘‘ upon trust to 
deliver the same, as soon as conveniently may be 
after my decease, to such my children & issue as I 
shall, by any memorandum in writing, purporting 
to dispose thereof, & signed by me, direct.’? She 
subsequently drew up a memorandum, putting 
the name of the bencficiary against each article, 
but she did not sign the document. About two 
months later she mado a codicil, by which she 
confirmed her will, except in so far as it was altered 
by this codicil. Upon the exors. applying for pro- 
bate of all three documents, the registrars refused 
to admit the memorandum, &, upon appeal to the 
ct. :—Held: they were right, & the memorandum, 
by reason of its never having been signed, was not 
incorporated in the will, either by the terms of that 
document, or by the subsequent execution of the 
codicil.—In the Goods of MACGREGOR (1889), 60 
L. T. 840; 53 J. P. 231. 
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2232. —— ——- ——- ——.]—Testator devised 
property to trustecs in trust to provide an annuity 
of £3,000 for his wife, setting apart certain funds 
which they would find ‘‘ noted’? by him. He 
made two codicils confirming the will. After his 
death a document was found in his handwriting 
purporting to be instructions to his exors., & con- 
taining the words, ‘‘ The stocks to be sct aside to 
pay my wife the £3,000 per annum,” followed by 
a list of securities, the total income from which 
was stated at £3,000. The carlicst date which 
could be attributed to this document was after 
the will, but before the codicils :—/eld: as the 
language of the will did not refer to the document 
as existing, the codicils had not the effect of in- 
corporating it with the documents of which 
probate was to be granted.— DURHAM v. NORTHEN, 
[1895] P. 66; 69L. T. 691; 10T. L. BR. 49; 6R. 
582. 

Annotation :-—Folld. In the Goods of Smart, [1902] P. 238. 

2233. —— ——— ——~ ———.]—Where a will, if 
treated as exccuted on the date of a codicil & read 
as speaking from that date, contains language 
which may be taken to refer to a certain document, 
such document may be incorporated & admitted to 
probate, although it was not in existence at the 
date of the execution of the will, provided it came 
into existence before the date of the execution of 
the codicil. 

Testatrix executed her last will Mar. 28, 1888, 
together with four codicils thereto dated respec- 
tively Aug. 20, 1890, Mar. 17, 1891, June 7, 1893, & 
May 22,1894. She died Mar. 4, 1899. In her will 
of 1888 she referred to a certain ‘list of articles.’ 
After her death a “ list of articles ’’ was found in 
her tin box answering the description in the will of 
1888. It was, however, executed as a will in 
several places, the dates of such executions being 
respectively Dec. 15, 1890, Apr. 21, 1892, Mar. 21, 
1893, & Oct. 1, 1894 :—Held : the execution of the 
codicil of May 22, 1894, republished or re-executed 
the will of Mar. 28, 1888, which must be taken to 
speak from the later date, & the will & codicils 
must be admitted to probate, together with so 
much of the list of articles as upon examination 
should be found to have been executed before the 
date of the last codicil, May 22, 1891.—Jn the Goods 
of RENDLE (1899), 6S L. J. P. 125. 

2234. ——-~ -——-.|— A. book or other 
document referred to in a testamentary paper can- 
not be incorporated unless it is in existence at 
the time of the execution of such testamentary 
paper, & is actually referred to as an existing & 
not as a future document. 

So, where a will contained the following words, 
‘I direct my trustees to give such of my friends 
as I may designate in a book or memorandum that 
will be found with this will, the different articles 
specified for such friends in such book or memo- 
randum,”’ & subsequently testatrix did write up 
such book or memorandum, & after she had so 
written it up executed a codicil which did not refer 
in any way to such book or memorandum, but 
confirmed the will with certain alterations :— 
Held: although the will was republished by the 
codicil & must be taken to speak from the date 
of such codicil the allusion therein to the ‘‘ book 
or memorandum ” was still to a ‘‘ future” & 
not to an ‘“ existing’? document, & therefore 
such ‘‘ book or memorandum ”’ was not incor- 
porated, & could not be included in the probate.— 
In the Goods of SMart, [1902] P. 238; 71 L. J. P. 
123; 87. T. 142; 18 T. L. R. 663; 46 Sol. Jo. 
587. 

2235, ——- ——- ——- ——..]—-Testator gave a 
draft will to his law stationers on Apr. 27, 1914, to 
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be engrossed, & this was done. On the following 
day the stationers’ clerk went to testator & the 
will was formally executed & dated Apr. 28, 1914. 
Testator had expressed his intention of depositing 
a letter with his will, & the will contained the 
following clause: ‘‘ & whereas in & by a certain 
writing, or letter, under my hand dated this Apr. 
28, 1914, & deposited with my will, I have given to 
my exor. the names of persons with the amounts to 
be paid to them to purchase memorials of me, now 
I direct my exor. to make the several payments 
accordingly.” At testator’s death the letter was 
found deposited at a bank with the will & a 
codicil :—Held: as the will stated that at the time 
when it was exccuted the letter was already in 
existence, & as the letter was found deposited with 
the will & codicil, the ct. must pronounce for the 
will & codicil with the incorporation of the letter 
in the will.—Jn the Estate of Puitiips, Boy. v. 
THOMPSON (1918), 34 T. I. R. 256. 

Incorporation of documents referred to in 
lor generally.|—Sce Part V., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 5, 
ante. 





Sus-sEcT. J.—ON INTERMEDIATE CODICILS. 

2236. Whether revoked.|—Devise to J. of all his 
plantations, lands, tenements, negroes, slaves, 
cattle plantations, stock, utensils, & hereditaments 
in the island of St. Kitts, to hold to J., his heirs, 
exors., etc., according to the nature & quality 
thereof, to the use that W. should have one clear 
annuity or rentcharge of £150 for his life, to be 
issuing out of said plantations, etc., & subject to 
& chargeable as aforesaid to the use of J., his heirs, 
exors., etc., according to the nature & quality of 
the premises. Codicil, reciting the death of W. 
devised the said annuity to trustees in trust for M. 
for life, to be raised out of his said plantations & 
estates, & paid in same manner & with like remedies 
as directed in favour of W. Second codicil re- 
voked that part of first in which he had given to M. 
£150 per annum, & instead thereof he gave £20 per 
annum to M. for life. Third codicil revoked that 
part of will in which he devised to J. all his estate 
& property in St. Kitts, & declared the same void, 
& gave & bequeathed the said property to P. in 
fee :—Held: the annuity given to M. by the first 
codicil was not revoked by the last codicil, nor 
reduced by the second codicil, the second codicil 
not being executed according to the Stat. Frauds, 
which is in force in the said island of St. Christopher. 
——BECKETT v. HARDEN (1815), 4 M. & S. 1; 105 
EH. R. 735. 


Annotations :—Refd. Locke v. James (1843), ]1 M. & W. 901; 
aed v. Beckett, Cleoburey v. Turner (1851), 14 Beav. 


2237. ———.}—-Testator, by his will, gave £500 to 
A. & £1,000 to B., to be paid within 12 calendar 
months after his wife’s death. By a codicil of the 
same date he reduced those legacies to £300 & £500 
respectively. Afterwards he formally republished 
his will. By a second codicil, after reciting the 
bequest in his will of £500 to A., he revoked that 
bequest, &, in lieu of it, gave A. £300, to be paid at 
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the same time as the revoked bequest was directed 
by his will. By a third codicil, after reciting that, 
by his will, he had given to R. £3,000, he reduced 
that legacy to £2,000; & then directed that the 
£300 given to A., as well as the £1,000 given to B., 
should not be paid till twelve months after the 
death of his wife :—Held: taking all the instru- 
ments together, B. was entitled to a legacy of 
£1,000.—GRAND v. REEVE (1840), 11 Sim. 66; 59 
K. R. 799. 

2238. .|—Testator, having added at the foot 
of his will of 1835 a memorandum, in 1843, con- 
taining an appointment of an exor. in case of the 
death of either of the exors. named in the will ; 
having altered the will, detaches the memorandum 
therefrom, & alters the body of the memorandum 
& the date to 1844, re-executing same :—Held: 
this was a revocation of a codicil of 1843 by a 
codicil of 1844, which entitled the papers to pro- 
bate as they stood.—In the Goods of PERRY (1846), 
4 Notes of Cases, 402. 

2239. Whether incorporated—Intermediate codi- 
cil not duly attested.]|—Probate granted of a will 
& two codicils, the first codicil not attested, 
but the latter being duly executed & referring to 
the former. & thereby operating as a due execution 
thereof.—ZJn the Goods of SmirH (1841), 2 Curt. 796 ; 
1 Notes of Cases, 1 ; 163 HK. R. 588. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Jn the Goods of Sotheron (1841), 1 
Notes of Cases. 73; Ferraris & Croker v. Hortford (1843), 
Jou 468: Allen v. Maddock (1858), 11 Moo. P. C. C. 





2240. -|—Where testator made a 
codicil to his will, in 1845, attested by one witness, 
& the day before his death dictated a paper as 
‘another codicil to my will,” without more speci- 
fically referring to the defectively attested instru- 
ment :—IHeld: under the circumstances, & there 
being no other paper to which testator could have 
referred under the description of a ‘‘ codicil,” 
both codicils were entitled to probate.—I] NGOLDBY 
v INGoLpBY (1846), 4 Notes of Cases, 1933; 6 
L. T. O. S. 499. 








Annotations :—Consd. Allen v. Maddock (1358), 11 Moo, 
P.C.C.427. Refd. Dickenson rv. StidoJph (1861),11 C. B. 
N. 8. 341. 

2241. -|—Where testator, a barrister- 








at-law, duly executed his will in 1843, &, at the foot 
of the attestation, wrote a codicil in 1846, which was 
not attested, & in 18417 wrote another codicil on 
the same paper, which was duly attested, & which 
referred to the will, but not to the previous codicil : 
—Held: the first codicil was not entitled to 
probate. ~-/n the Goods of Huyton (1847), 5 Notes 
of Cases, 598. 

2242. -.|-~-Testator, a solr., having 
duly executed his will, executed a paper purporting 
to be a codicil thereto on the same paper, which was 
attested by one witness, the writer of it, who 
reminded testator at the time that two witnesses 
were required, but he replied, “it was not worth 
while, as he knew his exors. would pay the legacy.”’ 
He afterwards duly executed a codicil on the same 
sheet, which referred to & confirmed the will :— 
Held: the unattested paper, not being a codicil, & 
not therefore a part of the will, was not rendered 
valid by the last paper, & not entitled to probate. 
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2236 i. Whether revoked.) — Woop- ,, 2236 iv. ——-.]~Scori’s TRUSTEES vy. Ment as trustee of o law agent, the son 


ia v. CREED, [1894] 1 I. R, 508.— 


2236 v. 
& three codicils. 








2236 ii. -}—WRIGHT’S TRUSTEES 
@. WRIGHT (1880), 16 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 
677; 26 Sc. L. R. 514.—SCOT. 


2236 fii. -J-—MELLIS v. MiELLIS'S 
TRUSTEKS (1898), 25 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 


720; 35 Sa L. R. 552; 5 8S. LL. TT. 





the 


Dukgr, [1916] S. C. 732; 53 Se. I. RR. 
651; (1916) 18. L. T. 409.—SCOT. 

.}—Testatrix left a will 
The third codicil, 
which was notarially executed, repeated 
the provisions of the second codicil with 
the exception of one, & expressly con- 
firmed the testament & first, but not 
second codicil. 


of the notary. 4 to 
codicil was very illegible :— 
the second codicil was not 
revoked.—-STEWART  v. MACLAREN 
(1920), 57 Se. L. R. 531.—SCOT. 


2239 1. [Whether incorporated—Inter- 
mediate codicil not duly attested.J—In 
ue Goods of SPOTTEN, 5 L. R. Ir. 403.— 


second 
He 


The provision 


Part XI.—CopIcILs. 


aoa the Goods of PHELPS (1849), 6 Notes of Cases, 


Annotations -—Refd. Allen v. Maddock (1858), 11 Moo. 
P. C. 0. 427; In the Goods of Drummond (1860), 2 Sw. & 


2243. Intermediate codicil not duly ex- 
ecuted.|—T'wo codicils to a will were made & duly 
executed, subsequent to one which was not duly 
executed. -—Held: those codicils, not sufficiently 
referring to the one not duly executed, did not cure 
the defect of undue execution.—IJn the Goods of 
recat (1849), 18 L. T. O. S. 307; 13 Jur. 


2244. -]—Deceased exccuted a will on 
the first side of a sheet of paper ; on the back of the 
will was a codicil, to which the signatures of 
deceased & two witnesses were attached, but which 
had not been executed in accordance with the 
requirements of the statute. Below this codicil, & 
partly on the third side of the sheet of paper, was 
another codicil duly executed. In this last docu- 
ment there was no other reference to the {first 
codicil than that a specific legacy given in such 
first codicil was revoked, the legatce’s name being 
misstated :—eld: as there was a_ reference, 
although in erroncous terms, to the contents of 
the first codicil in the one duly executed, & they 
were on the same paper, the ct. would grant pro- 
bate of both as incorporated.-—Jn the Goods of 
WIDDRINGTON (1866), 35 L. J. P. & M. 66; 14 
L. T. 869; 14 W. R. 774. 

2245, —-— -| — Testator executed six 
codicils, enumerating each as ‘S Thisisa first codicil 
to my will,” ‘“ This is a second codicil,” etc., & so 
on throughout the whole of the six codicils, but 
the third codicil by inadvertence was not duly 
executed :—Held: the mere enumeration of 
the codicils did not make the last executed a 
sufficient recognition & confirmation of the third 
codicil.—STockIL v. PUNSHON (1880), 7 P. D. 93 
501. J.P. 4; 44 1. T. 280; 455. P. 159; 29 
W.R. 214. 
ee :~— Refd. In the Goods of Weathcoto (1881), 7 














SUB-SECT, 4.—REPUBLICATION OF WILL. 
See Part X., Sect. 3, sub-sect. 2, C. (6), ante. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—REVOCATION BY CODICLL OF SHARE 
OF RESIDUE. 

What amounts to revocation.|—See Part X., 
Sect. 1, sub-sect. 5, ante. 

Gift of share of residue—Effect ae failure of gift.| 
—See Part XTI., Sect. 6, sub-sect. 2, B., post. 

2246. Residue given to persons as individuals & 
as tenants in common—Revoked share devolves as 
on intestacy.]-—A. by his will gives the residuo of his 
estate to three of his children, share & share alike, 
as tenants in common, & not as joint tenants. 
But by a codicil, he revoked his daughter M. from 
being one of his residuary legatees, & in lieu 
thereof, gave her a pecuniary legacy. This third 
shall go to testator’s next of kin, & does not belong 
to the two other residuary legateos, as such.— 
CHESLYN v. CRESSWELL (1763), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 
248; 1E. R. 1298; affg. 8. C. sub nom. CRESSWELT, 
v. CHESLYN (1762), 2 Mden, 123, L. ¢. 


Annotations :—Distd. Shaw v. MeManen ere 17... T. O. 
361: Harris v. ee ua ‘oll. 6; Vaudrey a. 
Howard (1853) A 1 Re ‘hadelifte Young 
v. Beale (1908). vt W. "hi. 400.” Distd. Ie Whiting, 
Ormond v. De Launay, [1913] 2 Ch. 1. _Consd. 7t?e Wilkins, 
Wilking v, Wilkins, [1920] 2 Ch. 63. Refd. Skrymsher v. 
Northcote (1818), Swan. 566; Ba per Barber (1837), 

1 Jur. 957; Eyre v. Marsden (1889), 4 My. & Cr. 231; 
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Elborne v. oe ster 14 Sim. 165; Humble v 
to ane 1 Hem. & M. 5650: Clark v. Phillips (1833), a 
erat v. patel (1863), 3 Ww ue 
Sykes ° Sykes ero eg a 301; Fell v. Bi Solon 
(1875), 10 C Palmer, Palmer v. Ans- 
worth, (1303) cf a 360: <r Allan, Dow v. Cassaigne, 
{1 903] 1 Ch. 
2247. ——.]—By her will, testatrix gave 


her residue to H. R. & nine others as tenants in 
common, but if H. R. died, she gave £300, part of 
the residue, to his children. H. R. died, & testa- 
trix made a codicil giving his children £500 out of 
his share of the residue, & she confirmed her will, 
except as to any legacy which had lapsed by 
reason of the death of the legatees :—Held: there 
was an intestacy as to one-tenth of the residue 
beyond the £500.—HRe Woop’s WILL (1861), 29 
Beav. 236; 54 E. R. 617. 
Annotation :—Distd. Sykes v. Sykes (1868), 3 Ch. App. 301. 
2248. .|—Testator, by his will, gave 
his residuary real & personal estate to trustees 
upon trust for his five sons as tenants in common, 
& by a codicil revoked & made void all the trusts 
in his will contained concerning his residuary 
estate, so far as the sume trusts related to his son 
K., or his interest therein, & in lieu thereof gave a 
pecuniary legacy upon trust for R., his wife & 
children, & if KR. should have no ‘children, he 
directed that the said legacy should sink into the 
residuary estate, but so that R. or his representa- 
tives should not take any share or interest therein : 
—Held: testator died intestate as to the trusts 
of one-fifth share of his residuary estate, & the 
legacy was payable out of the residuary estate, & 
not out of the share which was undisposed of.—- 
SyYkKES v. SYKES (1868), 3 Ch. App. 301; 37 L. J. 


Ch. 367; 16 W. R. Bin. Lie, 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Wilkins, Wilkins v. Wilkins, 
11920] 2 Ch. 63. Refd. /te Ballance, Ballance y. Lamphier 
(1889), 42 Ch. D. 62; Ze Palmer, Palmer v. Answorth, 
ea 369 ; Ie Dunster, Brown v. Heywood, [1909] 
1 ° s 


2249. .}—Testator, by his will, made 
in 1907, gave the residue of his real & personal 
estate to my five children, X., H., F., & L., 
in equal shares as tenants in common.” ‘Tn 1914 
H. was adjudicated a bkpt., & by clause 2 of a 
codicil made in 1915 testator revoked the share 
of residue given to If. as one of his five children. 
By clause 3 of the codicil he declared that £500 
paid for the benefit of L. was to be taken in part 
satisfaction of her share of residue as one of his 
five children ‘‘ & accordingly that such residue 
shall be divided between the children entitled to 
the same in such manner that the share of the 
said I.. shall be less in amount than the shares of 
my other children by the sum of £500. Subject 
as aforesaid I confirm my said will’’ :—Held: 
although the effect of mere revocation of the gift 
of a share of residue to II. would be that the share 
would be undisposed of, this result was prevented 
by clause 3 of the codicil; testator was thereby 
directing that the whole residue was to be divided 
among the children who were taking title under 
the will & codicil combined, namely the four named 
children other than H.—Re WILKINS, WILKINS v. 
WILKINS, [1920] 2 Ch. 63; 89 L. J. Ch. 507; 
123 L. T. 571; 64 Sol. Jo. 530. 

2250. —— Unless otherwise disposed of — 
Direction that share should sink into residue.] — 
A gift by a will, of one-sixth of testatrix’s residuary 
estate to ee revoked by a codicil, & the same sixth 
given to 8. for life, with a direction, after her 
decease, to pay a legacy thereout, & that the 
remainder of such sixth should sink into the 
residue of her, testatrix’ 8, ie aaa estate, & be 
disposed of accordingly the remainder 
of the sixth share of he. residue was not thereby 
given to the other residuary legatees, but was 
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Sect. 4.—Hffect : Sub-sects. 5 & 86.] 


undisposed of.—HUMBLE v. SHORE (1847), 7 Hare, 

247; 1 Hem. & M. 550, n.; 33 L. J. Ch. 188, n.; 

10 Jur. N. S. 308, n.; 12 W. KR. 149, n.; 68 E.R. 

101; affd., 7 Hare, 249, L. CO. 

Annotations :—Apld. Lightfoot v. Burstall (1863), 1 Hem. & 
M. 546; Re Beviss’s Trusts (1872), 26 L. T. 239, Folld. 
ke Barker’s Estate, Hetherington v. Longrigg (1880), 
15 Ch. D. 635.  Distd. Crawshaw v. Crawshaw (1880), 
14 Ch. D. 817. Apld. /te Savage’s Trusts (1880), 50 L. J. 
Ch. 131. Distd. Ze Rhoades, Lane v. Rhoades (1885), 29 
Ch. D. 142; Re Owen, Owen v. Wood (1892), 36 Sol. Jo. 
539. Consd. fe Bignold, Bignold v. Bignold (1893), 38 
Sol. Jo. 57; Holgate v. Jennings (1893), 37 Sol. Jo. 303. 
Overd. Re Palmer, Palmer v. Answorth, {1893} 3 Ch. 369. 
N.F. Re Allan, Dow v. Cassaigne, [1903] 1 Ch. 276. Refd. 
fte Ballance, Ballance v. Lanphier (1889), 42 Ch. D. 623 
Re Jones, Lewis v. Lewis, [1910] 1 Ch. 167; Re Whiting, 
Ormond v. De Launay, (1913) 2 Ch. 1; Ite Powell, Bodvel- 
Roberts v. Poole, [1918) 1 Ch. 407; Re Wilkins, Wilkins 
v. Wilkins, [1920] 2 Ch. 63. 


2251. —— —— ——— ——.]—Testator by his 
will gave his residuary real & personal estate upon 
trust as to two fifth parts for his daughters M. & 
A. & all other daughters born in his lifetime 
equally. By a codicil he declared that the share 
given to M. should be restricted to a life interest 
only, & that upon her death it should fall into & 
form part of his residuary estate :—J/ecld: the 
share of M. after her death did not pass to testator’s 
next of kin as undisposed of, but was divisible 
between the other residuary legatees.— Re PALMER, 
PALMER v. ANSWORTH, [1893] 3 Ch. 369; 62 
L. J. Ch. 988; 69 L. T. 477; 42 W. BR. 151; 37 
Sol. Jo. 701; 2 KR. 619, C. A. 


Annotations :—Folld. Ie Allan, Dow ». Cassaigne, [1903] 1 
Ch. 276. Consd. Rte Whiting, Ormond vr. Do Launay, 
{1913} 2 Ch. 1. Refd. Re Bignold, Bignold v. Bignold 
(1893), 38 Sol. Jo. 57; Re Parker, Stephenson v. Parker, 
{1901} 1 Ch. 408; Fe Jones, Lewis v. Lewis, [1910] 1 Ch. 
167; Ie Hawkins, White v. White (1916), 86 L. J. Ch. 
25; Re Powell, Bodvel-Roberts v. Poole, [1918] 1 Ch. 407; 
Re Wilkins, Wilkins v. Wilkins, [1920] 2 Ch. 63. 


2252. ——- ——- ——— ——.]—Re BIGNOLD, 
BIGNOLD v. BIGNOLD (1893), 38 Sol. Jo. 57. 
2253. ——- --——- —— ——.]—Testator gave 


his residuary estate upon trust for conversion & 
investment, & as to one-fourth part thereof upon 
trust for the separate use of his daughter M. during 
her life, & after her decease upon trust for the 
children or child of his said daughter living at her 
decease, provided that, if any one or more of the 
children of his said daughter should die in her 
lifetime leaving lawful issue, such issue should be 
entitled to the share which their parent would 
have been entitled to if he or she had survived 
testator’s daughter. & he gave one other fourth 
part of his residuary estate upon similar trusts 
for the benefit of each one of his three daughters 
O., S., & E., & their respective children & issue. 
& he declared that if any one or more of his said 
four daughters should die without leaving any 
child or the issue of a child living at their respective 
deceases the shares or share of his said daughters 
or daughter so dying should fall into & become 
part of his residuary estate, & be held & disposed 
of on the same trusts as were thercinbefore 
declared thereof :—Held: on the death of a 
daughter of testator without issue her share ought 
to be divided into thirds, & one-third held upon 
trusts for the benefit of each one of the surviving 
daughters & her children & issue similar to those 
declared by the will as to her original share; & on 
the death of another daughter without issue her 
share, both original & accrued, ought to be 
divided into halves, & one half held upon similar 


PART XI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 5. 

22591 Residue given to beneficiaries as 
class—Jhether remainder take revoked 
share.]|—Testator gave a surplus fund, 
constituted of the accumulation of 


his death. 


certain rents issuing out. of frechold & 
leasehold estates, to be divided In equal 
parts amongst all his children living at will 


By a codicil testator revoked the gift 


WILLS. 


trusts for the benefit of each of the remaining two 
daughters & her children & issue, & so on, so that 
in the event of there being issue of one daughter 
only such issue would ultimately take the whole 
residue.—Re ALLAN, Dow v. CASSAIGNE, [1903] 
1 Ch. 276; 72 L. J. Ch. 159; 88 L. T. 246; 51 
W. R. 403, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Powell, Bodvel-Roberts v. Poole, 

(1918] 1 Ch. 407. 

2254. Survivorship clause.]|— 
Testatrix left her residuary estate to four named 
persons, A., B., C., & D., “ as tenants in common, 
& if only one of them shall survive me, then to 
such one absolutely.”’ By a codicil, after referring 
to the death of D., testatrix revoked whatever 
interest D. had in her will. <A., B., & C. survived 
testatrix :-—Held: the gift of survivorship was 
intended to be gencral & not confined to the case 
of only one legatee dying, & in any event the 
revocation clause of the codicil must be construed 
as directing the residuary bequest of the will to 
be read as if D. was not one of the residuary 
legatees, & consequently, that in the events that 
had happened D.’s share was not undisposed of, 
but went to the other legatees.—Re RADCLIFFE, 
Youna v. BEALE (1903), 51 W. KR. 409. 

2255. Codicil confirming will in 
all other respects.|—By his will, dated in 1906, 
testator gave the proceeds of sale of his residuary 
real & personal estate upon trust to be divided 
equally between forty-six named persuns, described 
in the will as being children, or the widows or 
children of deceased children, of his & his wife’s 
brothers & sisters, including T. W. & F. W. By 
a codicil he revoked the gifts of the shares in his 
residuary estate to T. W. & F. W., & in all other 
respects confirmed his will :—Held: although the 
rift was not a gift to a class, there was no intestacy 
as to any portion of the residue, but the whole 
residue passed under the will, as altered & repub- 
lished by the codicil, to the persons named in the 
will omitting F. W. & T. W.—Re WHITING, 
OrmMonND v. Dre LAUNAY, [1918] 2 Ch. 1; 82 L. J. 
Ch. 309; 108 L. T. 629; 57 Sol. Jo. 461. 


Annotations :-—Dbtd. Re Wilkins, Wilkins 7. Wilkins. [1920] 
2 Ch. 63. Refd. Re Powell, Bodvel-Roberts v. Poole, 
f1918]) 1 Ch. 407. 




















SPENCER v. CLAY (1922), 153 L. T. Jo. 4783. 

2257. Directions for division 
among other beneficiaries. |—-He WILKINS, WILKINS 
v. WILKINA, No. 2249, ante. 

2258. Residue given to beneficiaries as joint 
tenants —- Remainder take revoked share.| — 
Devise of residue to A. & B. Codicil revokes every 
legacy, thing, & part, to A.; B. shall take the whole. 

If an estate is limited to two jointly, the one 
capable of taking, the other not, he who is capable 
shall take the whole (LORD HARDWICKE, C.).— 
ITUMPHREY v». TAYLEUR (1752), Amb. 1386; 1 
Dick. L161; 275. R. 89, L. C. 

Annotations :—-Refd. Alexander vr. Alexander (1755), 2 Vos. 

Sen. 640; Jte Kerr’s Trusts (1877), | Ch. D. 600. 

2259. Residue given to beneficiaries as class 
-—— Whether remainder take revoked share.| — 
Bequest of residue to the children of A., the chil- 
dren of B.,to C., to the children of D.,& to E., in 
equal shares. Revocation by codicil of the gifts 
to C. & to the children of A., with a declaration 
that they should not be residuary legatees :— 
TTeld: the gift of residue was to the residuary 
legatees as a class, notwithstanding that some of the 








2 ree 


to W., one of the children :—Ield: 
the share which had been given by the 
to W., belonged to the other 
children.—SHAW v. M‘Manon (1843), 4 
Dr. & War. 431.—IR. 
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individuals to take were named; & the effect of 

the will & codicil, taken together, was to give all 

the residue to the legatees whose bequests were not 

revoked.—CLARK v. PHILLIPS (1853), 17 Jur. 886. 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Chaplin’s Trusts (1863), 3 New Rep. 
192. Refd. Drakeford v. Drakeford (1863), 9 L. T. 10; 
Fell v. Biddolph (1875), L. R. 10 C. P. 701; Re Foather- 
stone’s Trusts (1882), 22 Ch. D. 111. 

2260. --|—Gift of residue upon trust 
to convert & ‘ divide the same into as many equal 
parts or shares as shall be equal in number to the 
number of my children living at my decease, or 
born in due time afterwards, or such of them as 
may happen to have died in my lifetime, leaving 
issue; & I give one of such shares to each of 
my sons who shall attain twenty-five or die in my 
lifetime, leaving issue, & on trust to retain each 
of my daughters’ shares, to be settled to their 
separate use, the shares of those dying without 
issue to go to the survivors.” By his codicil 
testator revoked all & every provision in his will 
in favour of his daughter K. or her issue in her own 
right, or by right of survivorship, or in any other 
matter whatsvever :—Held: the children did not 
take as a class, & there was an intestacy as to 1.’s 
share; but E. was not excluded from sharing as 
one of the next of kin.—RAMSAY v. SHELMERDINE 
(1865), L. R. 1 Mq. 129; 13 L. T. 393; 11 Jur. 
N.S. 003; 14 W. RB. 46. 

Annotations :—Expld. Rte Dunster, Brown. v. Heywood, 
[1909) 1 Ch. 103. Refd. Re Radcliffe, Young v. Beale 
(1903), 51 W. RR. 409; Re Whiteborne, Whitehorne v. 
Best, [1906] 2 Ch. 121. 

2261. J—D. by his will directed his 
trustees to divide his residuary estate into as many 
equal shares as he should have daughters who 
should survive him, or should have died in his life- 
time leaving issue him surviving, & to appropriate 
one such share to each such daughter. He then 
directed each daughter's share to be settled on 
herself & her children. By a codicil he revoked 
the gift of a share to his daughter L. All his 
daughters, including J... survived him :—IW/eld: 
the gift was to a class, & therefore there was no 
lapse as to the revoked share, but the residue was 
divisible among the daughters other than L. in 
equal shares.—Re DUNSTER, Brown v. HEywoon, 
{1909} 1 Ch. 103; 78 L. J. Ch. 138; 990 1. T. 921. 








SUB-SECT. 6.—OTHER CASES, 


2262. Will giving portions to specified children— 
Birth of further children—-Codicil giving further 
portions to newborn children.}—One charges his 
estate with £10,000 for portions for all his younger 
children, enumerating them. Llaving four children 
more after making the will, he charges his estate, 
by codicil, with a further sum for such newborn 
children. The estate not producing above £8,000, 
all the younger children were decreed to take 
equally.— BRACKENBURY v. BRACKENBURY (L764), 
Amb. 474; 2 Eden, 275; 27 EF. R. 311, L. C. 
Anno or :—Refd. Hart vr. Tulk (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 


2263. Bequest for life to separate use of three 
nieces—Remainder to nieces’ children—Codicil 
giving vested interest to nieces transmissible to 
their children.]—-Testator, by his will, made a gift 


PART XI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 6. 


22681. Colicil referring to event never 
occurrin?.J—Where a codicil is exe- 
cuted for a specific purpose, if that 
purpose fails provisions which are 
neidental to that purpose fail also.— m. 
Re JEFFS, BROWN v. JEFFS, 31 N. Z. 
L. R. 156.—N.Z. n. -}— ie 





lL. Gifts of two estates to same uses 
tin will—Alicration of devolution of one.) 
—HRe KELLY, PERPETUAL TRUSTEE Co, 
v. KELLY (1903), 38. R. N.S. W. 190 ; 
20 N.S. W. W.N,. 90.—AUS. 
Confirmation of will.J-—-McLEOoD 
v. MCNaB, [1891] A. C. 471.—CAN. 
FARRER’S 
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for life to the separate use of his three nieces, with 

remainder to their children. By a codicil, he 

directed that each of his nieces should have a 

vested interest, transmissible to her children upon 

her death :—IJleld: the nieces took to their 

separate use.—VESEY v. VESEY (1848), 12 Jur. 548. 
2264. General devise of real estate charged with 

debts & legacles—Bequest by codicil of freehold 

house to A.—Whether house liable to charge of 

debts & legacies.|—Testator, by his will, made a 

general devise of his real estates to his nephews, 

charged with his debts & legacies. By a codicil, 
he devised a freehold house to A., it being his wish 
that she should reside therein if she should think 
fit :—Held : the house was exempt from the charge 

of debts & legacies.---WHEELER v. CLAYDON (1852), 

16 Beav. 169; 51 H.R. 742. 

2265. Codicil confirming sale—Sale ado me 
A solr. purchased a property from his client, who, 
by a codicil, confirmed the sale & devised the pro- 
perty tothe solr. The ct., having, on the evidence, 
held the sale invalid, also decided that the codicil 
was inoperative in equity.—WaATERS v. THORN 
(1856), 22 Beav. 517; 52 i. R. 1219. 

2266. Gift by codicil of ‘‘ annuity or clear rent- 
charge ’’-—Whether charge on estates devised by 
will.|—Gift of ‘an annuity or clear rentcharge ”’ 
of £40, in a codicil, held to charge all the estates 
devised by the will.—Ha2 p. M’DOWAL (1859), 
dD Jur. N.S. 5535. 

2267. Legacy charged by will on real in aid of 
personal estate—Codicil reducing amount of legacy 
—Codicil not attested so as to affect real estate.|— 
Testator made a will & codicil, the former was 
attested so as to pass real estate, but the latter 
was not. By his will, he bequeathed a legacy of 
£3,000, & charged it on his real ‘‘in aid of his 
personal estate ’?; & he devised his real & personal 
estate to trustees, charged with his legacies, upon 
trust thereout by mtge., sale or other disposition, 
to pay the legacy of £3,000. By the codicil ho 
reduced the legacy from £3,000 to £2,000 :—Held : 
the codicil, though not properly attested, effected 
the reduction.—CovERDALE v. LEwIs (1862), 30 
Beav. 409; 8 Jur. N. 8S. 351; 10 W. R. 307; 
bd Wd. WN. 947. 

2268. Codicil referring to event never occurring.] 

Testatrix, by will, bequeathed certain chattels to 

her niece, M., then unmarried, absolutely. M. D. 

married a husband named W., & testatrix, by a 

codicil, revoked the bequest contained in her will, 

& made another disposition of the same property 

in favour of her two nieces. The second niece died, 

& testatrix made another codicil, in which she 

expressed a wish that ‘‘in the event of the name 

of M. W. having been erased from my will, it be 
reinstated as previously there placed ”’ :—ZJfeld : 

the codicil was inoperative.—WILKINSON _ v. 

SCHNEIDER (1870), I. R. 9 Eq. 4233 sub nom. 

WILKINSON v. SCHNEIDER, Re LE BLANC, 39 I. J. 

Ch. 410. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Bristow v». Skirrow (1870), L. R. 10 
fq. 1: Re Davies’ Trusts (1871), L. R. 13 Bq. 163; 
Re Van Hagan, Sperling v. Rochfort (1880), 16 Ch. D. 
18; Rous v. Jackson (1885), 29 Ch. D. 521: Re Scott, 
Scott v. Hanbury, [1891] 1 Ch. 298; te Elen, Thomas v. 
MckKecknie (1893), 68 L. T. 816. 

2269. Additional legacy by codicil—-Whether 
bound by conditions attaching to original legacy.]— 
An additional legacy is subject to all the conditions 





(1858), 81. C. L. R. 370.—IR. 

0. ———.J-—STRWART v. MACLAREN 
(1919), 57 Se. L. RR. 66.—SCOT. 

p. —— dAdeemed legacy not re- 
vived.|—A confirmation of a will by a 
codicil does not revive an adeomed 
legacy.—Re WARREN’S WILL (1886), 7 


EstaTKE Nfid. L. R. 112.—NFLD. 
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Sect, 4.—Hffect: Sub-sect.6. Part XII. Sects. 1, 
2,3 & 4: Sub-sect. 1, A 


attached to the previous legacy, unless there are 
express words to the contrary. 


Testator, by his will, gave his wife an annuity 
during her widowhood. Eleven years afterwards 
he made a codicil, & thereby, after reciting that he 
had made too small a provision for his wife, he 
gave her, in addition to all other provisions, an 
annuity of £800 for her life, for her sole & scpa- 
rate use. After testator’s death, his widow 
married again :—Held: the gift in the codicil was 
not subject to the condition of widowhood, &, 
therefore, she was not deprived of it by her second 
marriage.-—May v. May (1871), 19 W. R. 4382. 


2270. Will dealing with settled property— 
Acquisition on death of husband of real & personal 
estate—Codicil devising real estate ‘* having come 
from ’’ husband.]—'T'estatrix, a married woman, 
having under her marriage settlement a power of 
appointment over some £15,000 worth of securities, 
& being entitled to jewels & furniture for her sepa- 
rate use, by her will in 1883, in exercise of this 
power & “ of all other powers enabling her in this 
behalf,” appointed, gave, & bequeathed “ all the 
property of whatever nature comprised in the 
settlement, & over which I have any power of 
appointment or disposition by will,” to trustees 
upon certain trusts. In Aug. 1885, the husband of 
testatrix died, & she thereupon became entitled 
to certain real estate, & had £7,500 worth of per- 
sonal estate ; in Dec. 1885, she made a codicil, by 
which she devised certain real estate therein re- 
ferred to as having come to her from her late 
husband, but which did not otherwise refer to 
or confirm her will. Testatrix died in 1886 :-— 
Held: the will as originally executed was only 
intended to deal with the property comprised in the 
settlement, the codicil merely confirmed the will 
as it originally stood, & in no way enlarged its 
scope so as to make it include the £7,500 subse- 
quently acquired from her husband, &, as to this 
amount there was an intestacy.—te ‘TAYLOR, 
WHITBY v. HIGHTON (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 480; 58 
L. T. 842; 36 W. R. 683. 


WILLS. 


2271. Codicil revoking old & making new 
appointment of trustee & executor—Alteration of 
bequests to executors in will—Direction that will 
to be read as if new name inserted.|—By her will 
testatrix appointed plitf. & B. exors. & trustees, & 
she gave to each of her trustees a legacy of £500, 
& also to each of her trustees for the time being 
£50 per annum so long as any of the trusts therein 
contained should continue. By a codicil testatrix 
revoked the appointment of B. as exor. & trustee 
& the legacy of £500 & the annual allowance, & 
appointed W. to be exor. & trustee, & gave him a 
legacy of £50 for his trouble. She further declared 
that her will should be construed as if the name of 
W. had been inserted instead of the name of B. :— 
Held: W. was entitled to the legacy of £50 & to 
the annuity of £50, but not to the legacy of £500.— 
Re MELLOR, DopGson v. ASHWORTH (1912), 2 
T. L. R. 473; 56 Sol. Jo. 506. 

2272. Codicil referring to former will—Directions 
for settlement.|—By his will, dated Nov. 29, 1922, 
testator directed his trustees to hold three- 
twentieths of his residue upon trust for his sister. 
By a codicil which was in form a direction to 
prepare a codicil, testator instructed his solr. to 
‘“ settle bequest to sister as in a former will but so 
as to give her a protected life interest equivalent 
to what is known as an alimentary provision 
according to Scottish law.’’ The codicil was ad- 
mittee to probate. The solr. had in his possession 
only one will of testator, dated Oct. 29, 1920, in 
which the sister’s share was settled :—Held: the 
instructions given were final & complete, as was 
shown by testator executing them as a testa- 
mentary disposition; there was only one will by 
reference to which the instructions to prepare a 
codicil could be carried out-—namely, the will 
dated Oct. 29, 1920, which had been identified as 
the ‘‘ former will’? by properly admissible evi- 
dence ; & the effect of the codici] was that the three- 
twenticths of the residue given to the sister were 
scttled upon the trusts declared of her bequest 
in the ‘‘ former will,” & on her death devolved 
upon the trusts declared in that will.—/’e WHITE, 
KNIGHT v. BrRiGGS, [1925] Ch. 179; 94 L. J. Ch. 
211; 182 L. T. 481 ; 60 Sol. Jo. 2138. 


Part Xil.—Legal Incidents of a Gift by Will. 


1.—PARAMOUNT TITLE OF PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE. 


ae Administration of Estates Act, 1925 (c. 23), 
ss. 1-3. 

2273. Devise of remainder during life of tenant 
for life—Executor trustee for devisee.|-A. devises 
a term for years to LB. for life, remainder to C. C. 
in the life of I3. devises his remainder. This is 
good, & amounts to C.’s declaring by his will, that 
his exor. shall stand possessed of the teri, in trust 
for the devisee.—-WIND v. JEKYL (1719), 1 P. Wms. 
5723 24 BE. 1. 622, L. C. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Wright v. Wright (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 409. 

Interest of representative in testator’s property.] 
SM da Executors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 


SECT. 





SEcr. 2.—EFFECT ON PROPERTY. 
2274. Devise of goods—Use of goods—Distinc- 
tion between interests conferred.|] — Difference 
between the devise of goods & the use of goods ; 


the first curries the property, the last carries not 
the property.—ANON. (undated), Freem. Ch. 145 ; 
22 EK. RR. 1118. 

2275. Disposition of real property—Devise— 
Appointment of particular lands to particular 
devisee.|—A devise in england is an appointment 
of particular lands to a particular devisee; & is 
considered in the nature of a conveyance by way 
of appointment ; & upon that principle it is, that 
no man can devise lands which he has not at the 
date of such conveyance (LORD MANSFIELD).— 
HARkWOOD v. GOODRIGHT (1774), 1 Cowp. 87; 98 
kK. R. 981; reveg. S. C. sub nom. Gooprianyr d. 
ROLFE v. HARWOOD (1773), 3 Wils. 497 ; on appeal 


(1775), 7 Bro. Parl. Cas. 489, Hl. L. 

Annotations :—Refd. Pettinger v. Ambler, Bunn v. Pettinger 
(tee) L. R. 1 Eq. 510. Mentd. Thomas d. Jones v. 
{vans (1802), 2 East, 488; Doe d. Phillips v. Morris 





(1835), 3 Ad. & El. 46; Stoddart v. Grant (1852), 19 
. T. O. 8S. 305; Dickinson v, Stidolph (1861), 11 O. B. 
N.S. 341. 

2276. Residuary gift—Gift of specific pro- 


perty.|—If the term “ residue’’ was used by this 
testator, with reference to what remained, after 
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deducting Gillfoot, before given, the meaning & 
the construction must be the same as if he had first 
enumerated all his lands, & then had given 
Gillfoot, & then had devised all the rest of his 
enumerated lands. _ Beyond all doubt, that would 
have been as specific a devise of the rest, as of 
Gillfoot, or as if he enumerated all the other parts. 
It would, indeed, have been so in the case of 
personalty. Upon this supposition, therefore, the 
Jand which passed under the residuary clause was 
strictly a specific devise (LORD CoTrENHAM, CU.).— 
MIREHOUSE v. SCAIFE (1837), 2 My. & Cr. 695; 
71. J. Ch. 22; 1 Jur. 134; 40 E.R. 805, L. C. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Francis v. Clemon (1854), Kay, 435; 

Wheeler v. Howell (1857), 38 K. & J. 198: Conron »v, 

Conron (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 168; Thorman v. Hilhouse 

(1859), 33 L. T. O. S. 142; Hensman v. Fryer (1867), 

3 Ch. App. 420. Refd. Ball v. Harris (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 

264 ; ombs v. Roch (1846), 2 Coll. 490: Harris v. 

Watkins (1854), Kay, 438; Fream v. Dowling (1855), 20 

Beav. 624; Greville v. Browne tbe): 7H. L. Cas. 690; 

Peacock v. Peacock (1865), 34 L. J. Ch. 315; Le Bailey’s 

state, Bailey v. Bailey (1879), 41 L. T. 157; Re Bawden, 

National Provincial Bank of England v. Cresswell, 

Bawden v. Cresswell, [1894] 1 Ch. 693. Mentd. Walker 

v,. Jeffreys (J nee 1 Hare, 341; Tatam v. Williams (1844), 

3 Hare, 317; Farnam v. Wiggins (1847), 9 L. T. QO. 8S. 

213; Paterson v. Scott (1852), 21 L. J. Ch. 346: Barrs v. 

Fowkes (1864), 33 L. J. Ch. 484; Farquharson v. Floyer 

(1876), 3 Ch. D. 109. 

2277. |The owner of two 
estates subject to the same mtge. specifically 
devised one of them, & Icft the other to pass by a 
vesiduary devise :—Held: the residuary devise 
was specific.—GI1BBINS v. HyDEN (1869), L. R. 
7 Ky. 371; 38 L. J. Ch. 377; 20 L. T. 5163; 17 
W. R. 481. 

Annotations :— Refd. Re Smith, Wannington v. True, Giles v. 

True (1886), 33 Ch. D. 195. Mentd. ‘Tomkins v. Colthurst 

(1875), 1 Ch. D. 626; Mager v. Furnivall (1881), 17 Ch. D. 


115. 

2278, ——— —- - — Notwithstanding Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 26).|—-A residuary devise of real estate 
remains specific notwithstanding above Act, s. 24, 
which makes the will speak as if it had been 
executed immediately before the death of testator. 
—IJIENSMAN v. FRYER (1867), 5 Ch. App. 4203; 3 
.J.Ch. 97; 17 L. T. 394; 16 W. RR. 162, L. Cc. 
Annotations :—-Apld. Gibbins v. Kyden (1869), L. Rt. 7 iq. 

371. Folld. Lancefield v. Iggulden (1874), 10 Ch. App. 

136. Consd. Tomkins v. Colthurst (1875), 1 Ch. D. 626. 

Apld. &e Smith, Hannington cv. rue, Giles v, True (1886), 

33 Ch. D. 105. Refd. Collins v. Lewis (1869), lL. R. 8 Eq. 

708; Dugdale v. Dugdale (1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 234; 

Farquharson v, Floyer (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 7503 Jee 

Mills, Mills v. Mills (1886), 56 L. J. Ch. 118; de Bourne, 

Martin », Martin, [1893] 1 Ch. 1883 Z’e Palmer, Palmer v, 

Answorth (1893), 62 lL. J. Ch. 988. Mentd. Wallace v. 

Seymour (1872), 20 W. Lh. 634. 

2279. .|—-A residuary devise 
of land is specific as well since as before Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 26).—LANCEFIELD v. IGGULDEN (1871), 
10 Ch. App. 1865 41 L. J. Ch. 20835 311. T. 8138; 
23 W. RR. 228,01. C. & lL. J. 

Annotations :—-Apld. Phillips v. Low, [1892] 1 Ch. 47. 
Consd. fe Mason, Ogden v. Mason, [1901] 1 Ch. 619. 
Refd. Jackson v. Peaso (1874), L. 1. 19 Kq. 96: Tomkins 
v. Colthurat (1875), 1 Ch. D. 626; Farquharson v. Floyer 
(1876), 3 Ch. D. 109; Ite Mills, Mills v. Mills (1886), 34 
Ch. D. 186. 

2280. |\—A devise of land, 
though in form residuary, is specific (ChiTry, J.).— 
PHILLIPS v. Low, [1892] 1 Ch. 47; 61 L. J. Ch. 44; 
65 IL. T. 552. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Corbett v. Jonas, [1892] 3 Ch. 137; 
Nicholls v. Nicholls (1899), 81 L. T. 811; Miluer’s Safe 
Co. v. G. N. & City Ry., (1907) 1 Ch. 208; Schwann v. 
Cotton, [1916] 2 Ch. 459. 

Whether donees take by purchase.]—Sce 

DeEsceNnT, Vol. XAVIII., pp. 7, 8, Nos. 36-46, 

48, 49. 


PART XII. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 1.—A. 

22831. Person taking benefit under will 
—Iuty to perform conditions uttached to 
cd Da v. BLACK, 21 O. R. 372. 
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2281. Passes only what testator can grant.]— 
ries v. MorGANn (1730), Mos. 376; 25 E. R. 

2282. ———-.|—HarRwoop v. No. 
2275, ante. 


GOODRIGHT, 


Secr. 3.—CONDITIONS. 
See Part XLII, post. 


Sect. 4.—-ACCEPTANCE AND DISCLAIMER BY 
DONEE. 
SuUB-SECT. 1.—HFFECT OF ACCEPTANCE, 
A. In General. 


As to election.|—Sce, yenerally, MaQuiry, Vol. 
XX., pp. 403 et seq. 

2283. Person taking benefit under will—-Duty to 
perform conditions attached to gift.|—Where there 
is a proviso in a will that in case what is left to one 
daughter shall exceed in value what is given to 
another, the former shall refund pro tanto ; what is 
given to either of the daughters’ children is to be 
looked upon as given to the daughter.— THOMAS 
v. BENNET (1725), 2 P. Wms. 341; 24 HE. R. 757, 
L. C. 

2284. .|—A person taking a benefit 
in personal or real estate under a will must abide 
by it in toto. Therefore an unsurrendered copyhold 
decreed to pass.—CookrEs v. HELLIER (1749), 1 
Ves. Sen. 234; 27 EK. R. 1003, L. C. 

Annotation :—Refd, Dillon v. Parker (1818), 1 Swan. 359. 


2285. \—A widow was absolutely 
entitled to legacies of £3,500, of which her husband 
by his will professed to give to her & her children 
£2,500, which he directed to be invested in the 
funds or real securities. He gave his widow other 
benefits out of his own property. The widow 
received the money, & invested it in the funds, 
but treating it as her own, she afterwards sold it 
out, & applied it to her own use. A case of election 
arose on the will, but it did not appear when she 
had elected :—Held: the widow electing to take 
under the will was responsible for £2,500 only, & 
not for the stock purchased therewith.—PALMER 
v. WAKEFIELD (1840), 3 Beav. 227; 49 H.R. 88. 

2286. .|—1t was then contended, as 
it has been in several recent cases, that it is in- 
equitable that parties should take property of 
testator under his will, & yet refuse to effectuate 
other parts of his intention; although such 
intention be not expressed in his will, but mani- 
fested by some other acts, instruments, or declara- 
tions. The answer to this, is, that there is no 
case in which a person is obliged in equity to carry 
out such intention, not being testamentary, or 
imposed as a matter of trust, unless the person to 
be so charged has been instrumental in causing 
testator to omit from his will a formal direction 
providing for its fulfilment (PAGE Woop, V.-C.).— 
PEACE v. TTAINS (1853), 11 Hare, 151; 17 Jur. 
1091; 68 BE. R. 1226. 
ae :— Refd. Re Milnes, Milnes v. Sherwin (1885), 53 

al’. OSE. 

2287. ——— .|—It is the law of Scotland as 
of England that no person can accept & reject the 
same instrument. Where therefore a deed or 
will professes to make a general disposition of 


























fulfilling the conditions.—GILLESPIE v. 
GILLESPIF (1908), 8 W. LL. R. 725.— CAN. 

2283 iil, —— .J—-Re TREMBLAY 
(1920), 48 O. L. R. 321; 56 D. L. RH. 
281.—CAN. 


lupon the condi- 
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Sect. 4.—Acceptance and disclaimer by donee: 
sect. 1, A.| 


property for the benefit of a person named in it, 
such person cannot accept a benefit under the 
instrument without at the same time conforming 
to all its provisions & renouncing every right in- 
consistent with them. 

Testator gave the life rent of a fund to his 
daughter, & the fee to her children “in such 
proportions ... & subject to such restrictions, 
provisions, & limitations as she may direct,” & 
failing such directions then equally among them. 
The daughter by one comprehensive trust dis- 
position & settlement which was not a good exercise 
of the power of appointment gave the fund massed 
with her own estate to her children in life rent & 
to their children in fee :—I/cld: the children of 
the daughter claiming the fund in default of 
appointment must be put to their election between 
their own rights & the benefits conferred on them 
by the will, & they could not accept part & reject 
part of the same will.—PITMAN v. CRuM Ewing, 
[1911] A. C. 217; 80L. 3. P.O. 175; 104 L. Te. 
611, H. 1. 

Annotation :—Refd. Brown v. Gregson, [1920] A. C. 860. 

2288. Implied conditions.!——-Where 
testator, making provision for the different 
branches of his family, gives a fee simple estate to 
one, & a settled estate to another, imagining that 
he had power so to do; a tacit condition is implied 
to be annexed to the devise of the fee simple estate, 
that the devisee thereof shall permit the settled 
estate to go according to the will; & if in that 
respect he should disappoint the will, what is 
devised to him shall go to the person so dis- 
appointed. It being presumed, that if testater 
had known his defect of power to devise the settled 
estate, he would out of the estate in his power, 
have provided for that branch of his family who 
was not entitled to the settled estate; & have 
declared that no person should enjoy a legacy or 
devise, who controverted his power, as to any 
benefit given to another.—Bor v. Bor (1756), 3 
Bro. Parl. Cas. 167; 1 Ih. Rk. 1247. 

2289. ——— Condition to release all claims 
on testator’s estate.|—-Legacy given on condition 
of releasing all claims upon testator’s estate & 
effects within a limited time, the legatee takes the 
legacy but does not actually release :—Held: he 
was bound by election, & his exors. should release. 
~-NORTHUMBERLAND (HARL) v. EGREMONT (LORD) 











(1768), Amb. 657; 27 I. RR. 427, L. C.3) affy. 
S. C. sub nom. NORTHUMBERLAND (DUKE) v. 
AYLESFORD (EHARL), Amb. 610; sub nom. 


NORTHUMBERLAND (EARL) v. GRANBY (MARQUIS) 

1 Eden, 489. 

Annotations :—Refd. Simpson v. Vickers (1807), 14 Ves. 
341; Worthington 2», Wiginton (1855), 20 Beav. 67. 
Mentd. Gray v. Limerick (1848), 2 De G. & Sm. 370. 
2290. Where loss inecurred.}——Where 

an estate is given upon condition, the taking the 

possession binds to the performance of the con- 
dition, though there be a loss.—A.-G. v. CHRIST'S 

HospiTau (1790), 3 Bro. C. C. 165; 29 KB. R. 468, 

L. C,. 








Annotation :— Refd. A.-G. v. 

Russ. & M. 626. 

2291. Condition to pay testator’s 
debts.|—-Testator gives a specific bequest to A., & 
directs, that, in consideration of the bequest, A. 
shall pay his debts, & makes A. his residuary 
legatee, & exor.: the payment of the debts is 
a condition annexed to the specific bequest, &, 
if A. accept the bequest, he is bound to pay the 
debts, though they should far exceed the amount 
of the property bequeathed to him.—MrssENGER 


Christ’s Hospital (1830), 1 


WILLS. 


v. ANDREWS (1828), 4 Russ. 478; 38 E. R. 885, 

| Pas OF 

Annotations :—Apld. Rees v. Kngelback (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 
225. Refd. Woodhouse v. Walker (1880), 5 Q. B. 1D. 404 ; 
Re Williames, Andrew v. Williames (1885), 54 L. T. 105 ; 
Batthyany v. Walford (1886), 33 Ch. D. 624; Ie Williams, 
Williams v. Williams, [1897] 2 Ch. 12. 


2292. -—— --- Payment of annuity.] — 
Testator begins his will by directing that all his 
just: debts be first paid ; he then devises Blackacre 
to A., & Whiteacre to B.; & charges Blackacre, 
& A., his heirs, exors., & administrators, with pay- 
ment of an annuity, which was secured by testator’s 
bond; gives various legacies, & bequeaths the 
residue of his personal estate to A.; &, by a codicil, 
he revokes the gift of the residuc, & gives half of it 
to A., & the other half to B.:—Held: as between 
A. & B., the personalty was exoncrated from the 
annuity, & A. was bound to elect, either to 
renounce all benefits under the will, or to provide 
for the annuity.—WELBY v. ROCKCLIFFE (1830), 1 
Russ. & M. 571; 81. J. O. 8S. Ch. 1423 30 FE. R. 
219, L. C. 
arnoanay :~- Refd. Williams v. Ilughes (1857), 24 Beav. 

4. 


2293. —---- Renewal of lease.|—'lestator 
devised a freehold estate to A. for life, with 
remainder to his first & other sons in tail male; 
& he directed that a church lease which he held for 
a term of twenty-one years, renewable every 
seventh year, should be regularly renewed by the 
persons successively possessing the frechold estate 
under his will, & be enjoyed together with the 
same. A. omitted to renew in proper time, & the 
lease expired in 1798. A.’s eldest son came of age 
in 1800, & thereupon joined with his father in 
suffering a recovery of the freehold estate. A. died 
in 1830, & in 1831 the son filed his bill, praying 
compensation for the loss of the lease, out of his 
father’s assets :—Held: there was no such laches 
or acquiescence on the part of pltf., as to debar 
him of his equitable remedy.—BENNETT v. COLLEY 
(1833), 2 My. & K. 225; Coop. temp. Brough. 248 ; 
39 Ih. R. 930, L. C. 

Annotations :--—Apld. Hawkins v. Gardiner (1854), 2Sm. & G. 
441; Baker rv. Peck (1860), 3 L. T. 656; Blake v. Peters 
(1862), 31 1. J. Ch. 881. Refd. Leods vr. Amberst (1846), 2 
ray 117; Higginbotham v. Hawkius (1872), 41 L. J. Ch. 
2294. -—— Prohibition of action for breach 

of trust.|-- Pltf. deliberately & with full notice, 

accepted the benefits under his mother’s will, 
which ‘ prohibited’? him from setting up any 
claim, on account of any “ error, irregularity, or 
impropriety ” in the execution of the trusts of her 
father’s will:—/eld: he could not maintain 

a suit against the exor. of the father’s will, to make 

him accountable for the profits made by the 

employment of part of the trust funds in his 

business.—-Eaa@ v. DEVEY (1847), 10 Beav. 444; 

16L. J. Ch. 509; 10 L. T. O.S. 243; 11 Jur. 1028 ; 

50 BK. R. 658. 

2295. —-— Property charged with legacy- 
Devisee not personally charged.|—-Copyhold here- 
ditaments were devised to A. for life, & after his 
decease the same were devised to B. his heirs & 
assigns, but subject to the payment of £400 within 
three years from the death of A. to C. & her exors., 
administrators, or assigns. B. sold the heredita- 
ments for the full value, allowing nothing in respect 
of the legacy. A. afterwards died, but the legacy 
was not paid at the end of the three years. The 
purchaser sold the hereditaments to two persons, 
in equal shares, one of whom purchased the share 
of the other, & was admitted to the whole. C. the 
lezatee of the £400 died, & her exor. filed a bill 
against the party admitted to the copyholds & 
against B. praying an account of what was due for 











Part XIJ.—Lercau Incrpents or A Girt By WILL. 


the legacy, & a decree directing defts., or one of 

hem, to pay. The case against B. was pressed 
at the bar, but against the other deft. was 
abandoned :—Held: though the will charged the 
hereditaments with the legacy, it did not charge 
B. personally with the same ; & though he accepted 
the devise, he was not bound to pay the legacy 
when the three years expired.—JILLARD v. EDGAR 
(1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 502; 14 L. T. O. S. 63; 13 
Jur. 1114; 64 HK. R. 580. 

2296. Implied contract.]—Testator 
directed his trustees to allow A. to occupy a mill, 
etc., so long as he should think proper so to do, 
‘‘ he nevertheless keeping ”’ the premises “ in good 
& tenantable repair, & paying” a rent of £100. 
A. accepted the gift, but the premises were after- 
wards totally destroyed by accidental fire :—Held : 
A. was bound to reinstate them, & was liable for 
the rent in the meanwhile, & he could not escape 
from the liability to rebuild, by declining any 
longer to retain them. 

1 am of opinion that this must be treated as an 
implied contract entered into by the person who 
accepts the estate (RomiLtLy, M.R.).-—Greaa v. 
COATES, LIODGSON v. COATES (1856), 23 Beav. 33 ; 
2 Jur. N.S. 964; 4 W. R. 785; 53 FE. R. 13. 
Annotations :—Apld. Ie Williaines, Andrew v. Williames 

(1885), 54 Iu. T. 105. Refd. Woodhouse v. Walker (1880), 

5 Q. LB. 1). 404; Batthyany vr. Walford (1886), 33 Ch. D. 

624: Re Brad brook, Lock v. Willis (1887), 56 L. T. 106. 

2297. —~-— Payment of rent.]|—GREGG v. 
COATES, Hopuson v. Coates, No. 2296, ante. 

2298. ----—- Debts & legacies.|—J., by 
will, devised real & personal property to trustces, 
upon trust to convert into money, & to pay the 
income thereof to his daughter, H. for her life ; 
& in case she should die without having married, 
the property, & the income thereof, were to remain 
& be upon such trusts as she should by her will 
appoint; & in default of any such appointment, 
in trust for devisor’s brother, R., & his sister, B. 
Li. survived her father J., & died without having 
married, & by her will gave, subject to the payment 
of her debts, funeral & testamentary expenses, & 
certain legacies & annuities, all the residue of her 
property unto & equally between her uncle R. & 
her aunt B.; & appointed her uncle R., one HK. 
& one T., who renounced probate, her exors. 
In an information against R. & E., claiming legacy 
duty at the rate of £5 per cent. in respect of so 
much of the residuary estate of J.as was appointed 
& disposed of by the will of H. in favour of her 
uncle, deft. R., & her aunt B.:—Held: H.,. by 
making the fund in question liable to her debts, 
legacies, etc., dealt with it as her own, & exercised 
her power of appointment, & R. & B. could not 
reject the appointment & clect to take under the 
gift from their brother J.; & they were therefore 
liable to legacy duty at the rate of 5 per cent., 
being the rate according to their relationship to 
H.—A.-G. v. BRACKENBURY (18638). 1H. & C. 782 ; 
1 New Rep. 334; 32 I. J. Ex. 108; 8 L. T. 22; 
9 Jur. N.S. 257; 11 W. RR. 3880; 158 E.R. 1099. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Milman v. Lane (1901), 85 L. T. 180, 

2299. Payment of annuities.|-— 
Testator devised & bequeathed to his exors. & 
trustees a lease of a house & premises in which 
his trading business was carried on, & all the 
stock-in-trade, fixtures, machinery, utensils, & 
effects at the time of his death used in the same 
business, & the goodwill of the same, upon trust 
to permit his son to carry on the business, & use 
& occupy the house, premises, & effects ‘* upon the 
terms & conditions following ’’: that was to say— 
that he, the son, should, during the joint life of 
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testator’s daughter, & widowhood of his widow, 
pay to each of them an annuity; & after various 
other provisions he directed that from & after the 
decease of the wife & daughter in the lifetime 
of the son, the trustees should execute to the son 
an assignment of the house, premises, fixtures, 
machinery, & effects. If the son should cease to 
carry on business, the above property was to be 
subject to the trusts of testator’s residuary estate, 

& the son was to be excluded from all benefit under 

the will. Testator then declared the trusts of 

residuary personalty in favour of his wife, son, & 
daughter above mentioned. 

A bill having been filed by the sole acting exor. 
& trustee against the son & daughter for adminis- 
tration, in which it was alleged that the son had 
made default in payment of the annuities, & an 
answer having been filed by the son in which he 
stated that no application had been made to him 
by the daughter for payment of her annuity, & 
that it was his intention to pay the annuity 
bequeathed to testator’s wife, the daughter filed 
the present bill, praying for a declaration that she 
was entitled to the annuity bequeathed to her by 
the will, for an account, & other relief. Upon 
demurrer to so much of the bill as prayed for the 
account & other relief, & answer as to the rest :— 
Held: deft. had incurred a personal liability to 
pay the annuity. & he had by his answer confessed 
an equity.—REES v. IENGELBACK (1871), L. R. 
12 Eq. 225; 40 L. J. Ch. 382; 24 L. T. 417; 19 
W. 1. S09. 

Annotations :—--Apld. Re Williames, Andrew_v. Williames 
(1885), 54 L. T. 105. Refd. Batthyany v. Walford (1886), 
33 Ch. D. 624; Jay vw. Jay, (1924) 1 K. B. 826. 

2300. Keeping down incumbrances. |— 
A tenant for life of estates settled by will :—Held : 
bound to keep down interest in respect of charges 
on the several parts of the estates out of the income 
of the whole. —FREWEN v. LAW LIFE ASSURANCE 
Sociery, [1896] 2 Ch. 5113 65 L. J. Ch. 787; 75 
L.T.17; 44 W. R. 682; 40 Sol. Jo. 621. 
Annotations :—Apld. Ie Kensington, Longford v. Kensing- 

ton, [1902] 1 Ch. 203. Refd. Honywood v. Honywood, 

[1902] 1 Ch. 347; Ze Lysons, Beck v. Lysons (1912), 107 

L. 'T. 146; Re Holt, Holt v. Holt (1916), 85 L. J. Ch. 779. 

2301. Calis on shares.|—The rule 
that a specific legatee of shares lable to calls 
must take them cum onere docs not apply to calls 
made in the lifetime of a person who is tenant for 
life of the whole residuary estate, including the 
shares, as an entire fund. The truc test is 
whether the shares have or not been separated 
from the general residue at the date of the call.— 
Re Box (18638), 1 Wem. & M. 552 5; 3 New Rep. 65 ; 
33 L. J. Ch. 42; 9 L. T. 8723 12 W. RR. 67; 71 
E.R. 242. 

2302. — --- —--- Bequest ‘‘ subject to ’’ payment 
of testator’s debts.|~—Testator gave all his interest 
in certain leasehold farms mentioned in his will, & 
all the stock of every description thereon, & also 
all moneys due to him, to his son, subject never- 
theless to the payment of all his debts, funeral & 
testamentary expenses. 

Testator’s son continued in occupation & receipt 
of the profits of the farms for about three years, 
when the leases of the farms & the stock thereon 
were disposed of. Testator’s estate was involved 
in difliculties, & the liabilitics to be discharged by 
the son, under the terms of the will, & as a condition 
of his accepting the bequest, greatly exceeded the 
value of the bequest :—Held: the son must be 
deemed to have elected to accept the bequest 
contained in the will, subject to payment of the 
debts, funeral & testamentary expenses; but he 




















Implied contract.}—ROBERTSON v. JUNKIN (1896), 26 S. C. R. 192.—CAN. 
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was not personally liable to pay the same.—Re 





CowLEy, SoucH v. CowLEy (1885), 638 L. TT. 
494. 
2308. ——— Successive interests given by 


will.|—Where testator gives successive interests, 
& adds to them a direction that the person who 
takes shall do a particular thing, & the devisee 
accepts the estate, there is a personal liability, 
capable of being enforced in equity, to perform the 
directions imposed by testator.—Re WILLIAMES, 
ANDREW v. WILLIAMES (1885), 54 L. T. 105, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Jay v. Jay, [1924] 1 K. He 826. Apld. 
Rte Field, Sanderson v. Young Fxors. . ae 1925} Ch. 636. 
Refd. Blackmore vw. White, [1899] 1 Q. 93. 

Settled eee ot ecu ma SETTLE- 


MENTS, Vol. XL., pp. 650-652, Nos. 1895-1911. 








B. Condition to Keep Premises in Repair. 

2304. Person taking benefit under will—Duty 
to perform conditions attached to gift.)—Z. ‘T. 
bequeathed certain leasehold property to which 
she had becoine entitled by will, to R. A., his 
exors., administrators, & assigns, absolutely, 
during the residue of her term therein. subject to 
the payment of the rent & performance of the 
covenants reserved & contained in the lease under 
which she held the premises ; & as to her residuary 
personal estate, subject to the payment of her 
debts, funeral, testamentary, & other expenses, 
she gave, devised & bequeathed the same to J. B., 
his heirs, exors., administrators, & assigns 
absolutely. The lease under which the premises 
thus bequeathed to R. A. were held contained a 
covenant by the lessee to keep them in repair: it 
appeared that, at the time of testatrix’s decease, 
dilapidations had taken place, but whether any 
of them had taken place before she came into 
possession of the premises was not shown. An 
order having been imade, letting R. A. into 
possession & setting aside a sum of stock out. of 
testatrix’s estate to indemnify the exors. :—Held : 
on the language of the will, & also on general 
principles, R. A. took the property cum onerc, & 
was liable as between himself on the one hand, & 
the exors. of Z. T. & her residuary legatee on the 
other, to do the repairs in respect of dilapidations 
existing at testatrix’s death.— HICKLING v, BOYER 
(1851), 3 Mac. & G. 685; 21 L. J. Ch. 388; 20 
L. T. O. S. 33; 16 Jur. 187; 42 KE. R. 404, 
i Be OP 
Annotations :—Distd. Harris v. Poyner (1852), 1 Drew. 174. 

Refd. Swainson v. Swainson (1856), 6 De G. M. & G. 648; 

Swainson v. Swainson (1858), 4 Jur. N. 8. 1011; Pinfold 

». Shillingford (1877), 25 W. R. 425; Re Tomlinson, 

Tomlinson v. Andrew, [1898] 1 Ch. 232. 

2305. -|—A. B. being devisee for life 
of premises, with a condition against committing 
any manner of waste & for keeping the same in 
good & tenantable repair, became lunatic, & 
the premises were subsequently destroyed by 
accidental fire. A petition was then presented 
by the committee of the person who was also 
remainderman praying a declaration that the 
premises ought to be rebuilt at the expense of the 
hinatic’s estate, & a reference as to the amount 
of such expense, & out of what fund it ought to 
be defrayed. The Lord Chancellor made an order 
for the reference, holding that the words of the 
will created an obligation upon the tenant for life 
to rebuild the premises, & that the question of such 
liability was rightly brought before the ct. on the 
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petition. Re SkinaLey (1851), 8 Mac. & G. 221 ; 
20 L. J. Ch. 142; 16 L. T. O. 8. 405; 15 Jur. 958 ; 
42 EK. R. 246, L. 0. 
AS -—Distd. Powys v. Blagrave (1854), 4 De G. M. 
& G. 448. Folld. Gr ‘Dist v. Coates, Hodgson v. Coates 
(1856), 23 Boav, 33. d. Micklothwait v. Micklethwait 
ae 1 De G. & J. 504; Barnes v. Dowling (1881), 
4. T. 809. Apld. Me Williames, Andrew v. Willfames 

(1885), 64 L. . 105. pone Batthyany v. oe 

(1886), 33 Ch. ID. 624. Refd. Re Williams, Williams 

aie [1897] 2 Ch. 12; Blackmore v. White, [1899] 

1Q. £ 293; fte G., (18d97 1 Ch. 719. 

2308. .]|—GREGG v. COATES, IIODGSON 
v. COATES, No. 2296, ante. 

2307. .|—Testator, who died in 1878, 
devised some cottages & marsh lands upon trust 
for his wife for life, she out of the rents & profits 
keeping ‘the premises in good tenantable repair & 
condition,” & after her death upon trust for C. in fee. 
In 1882 C. mortgaged his reversion in fee to the 
widow, who was in receipt of the rents & profits 
of the property as tenant for life. She died in 1897, 
& her exors. brought an action of foreclosure 
against C., who had made no payment either of 
principal or interest since the date of the mtge., 
& who set up the Statutes of Limitations. At the 
trial C. submitted to the usual judgment for fore- 
closure with arrears of interest. limited to six years 
prior to the date of the writ, but counterclaimed 
damages against the estate of the tenant for life 
for non-repair of the cottages & depreciation of 
the marsh lands, alleging that the latter had been 
continuously mown against all custom, & had 
thereby been greatly impoverished, & offered to 
redeem on the footing that any dainages awarded 
him: should be set off in account against what was 
due on the mtge., & contended that on redeeming 
he was only bound to pay six years’ arrears of 
interest prior to the date of the writ. Testator 
had in 1874 granted a seven years’ lease of the 
marsh lands, with a covenant by the lessee not to 
mow them oftener than once in any one year, but 
to keep them during the term in good condition, 
& the tenant for life in granting subsequent leases of 
the same lands had inserted covenants as to mowing 
similar to that in testator’s lease. The cottages 
were out of repair & the marsh lands had been 
depreciated to some extent by mowing :—Held: 
UC. was entitled to damages for non-repair of the 
cottages, but not for depreciation of the marsh 
lands, the tenant for life in her dealings with the 
latter having followed the course that had been 
adopted by the testator.—-DINGLE v. COPPEN, 
COPPEN v. DINGLE, [1899] 1 Ch. 726; 68 L. J. Ch. 
337; 79 L. T. 6933; 47 W. RR. 279. 

Annoktions : ——Mentd. Powell r, Brodhurst, poeta 160 ; 

Re Lloyd, lloyd v. Lloyd, [1903] 1 Ch. 

2308. — .|—Testator ees a leasehold 
house to KR. . for life, she paying the rent & perform- 
ing the covenants of the lease ;_ he also left her the 
dividends of certain stocks for life. By the lease 
testator had covenanted to keep the house in 
repair. J. accepted the legacies & mortgaged her 
interests under the will to deft. society in one 
mtge. The society obtained an order for fore- 
closure but did not take possession of the house. 
R. was now a pauper lunatic. The trustees paid 
the fire insurance premiums on the house & the 
rent out of the dividends on the stock & handed 
over the balance to the society. The lessor claimed 
possession of the house on the ground of breach of 
covenants to repair it. The society disclaimed 
all interest in the house & declined to do the 
repairs although they claimed to be entitled to the 
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dividends on the stocks. On a summons to 
determine whether they were liable to do the 
repairs :—Held: on accepting the legacies R. 
became personally liable to perform the covenants 
of the lease ; the society had done nothing to make 
themselves liable to do the repairs; the gifts in 
the will were independent; & the society were 
entitled to retain the dividends on the stocks 
without being liable under the lease.—Re Loom, 
FULFORD v. REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
Lrp., [1910] 2 Ch. 230; 79 L. J. Ch. 704; 102 
L. T. 907; 54 Sol. Jo. 583. 

2309. No duty to complete unfinished 
building.]—Testator commenced building a column 
on his estate, which was only half finished at his 
death. By his will he declared that if the devisee 
for life of his estates ‘‘ should neglect to keep in 
complete repair the column then being erected,’’ 
he should forfeit his estate :-—Held: this implied 
no obligation on the exors. to complete the column 
out of testator’s assets.—JOLIFFE v. TWYFORD 
(1858), 26 Beav. 227; 28 L. J. Ch. 93; 32 L. T. 
O.S. 141; 4 Jur. N.S. 1165; 63 i. R. 884. 

2310. Right of remainderman against 
tenant for life in possession.]—A house was devised 
to X. for life subject to a condition to keep it in 
repair, with remainder to A. for life with remainders 
over, the estates being all legal:—Held: A. had 
no remedy in equity against X. for breach of the 
condition.—KINNERSLEY v. WILLIAMSON (1870), 
39 L. J. Ch. 788; 23 L. T. 80; 18 W. RR. 1016. 

2311. -—— Limitation of action.|—'The 
limitations imposed by Civil Procedure Act, 1833 
(c. 42), 5. 2, are not applicable to an action by 
remaindermen against the exors. of a deceased 
tenant for life in respect of damage to the estate 
during his lifetime by reason of his failure to fulfil 
his obligation to repair. Such an action is not 
based on tort, but on the equitable principle that 
where a person accepts a benefit under a will on 
condition that he shall discharge a certain lability, 
he takes the bencfit cum onere, & a et. of equity 
will not apply to the equitable remedy the limita- 
tion contained in sect. 2 of the Act as to the time 
within which the action must be brought.-—— 
JAY uv. JAY, [1024] 1 K. B. 826; 93 L. J. WN. B. 
2803; 180 1. TT. 667, D.C. 

Annotation :-—Apld. Ie Vield, Sanderson v. Young, [1925] 

1 Ch. 636, 




















-——— Settled property.|—Sce SETTLEMENTS, 
Vol. XL., pp. 649-651, Nos. 1882-1901. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—WHEN ACCEPTANCE JNFERRED. 

See Equity, Vol. XX., pp. 444-446, Nos. 1691- 
1711. 

2312. Presumption of acceptance—In absence of 
disclaimer.]—Re BiIRCHALL, BIRCHALL v. ASHTON, 
No. 2318, post. 

2313. Acts of ownership—Entry into possession.] 
—An estate being limited to the use of A. & his 
wife, & the heirs of their bodies, with remainder 
to A. in fee, & A. having died, leaving his widow, & 
G. an only son, & L. & H., only daughters, the 
widow, in 1735, by deed poll, in consideration 
of an annuity granted to her by G., & of natural 
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affection, granted, surrendered, & yielded up the 
estate to him in fee; & he afterwards, during her 
life, suffered a recovery. She died in 1767. @G. 
died without issue, in 1779, having devised the 
estate to trustees, to secure an annuity to B., only 
son of his sister L., then dead, & subject thereto, to 
W., eldest son of B., for his life, with remainder 
to L.’s second son. In 1790, W., on his father’s 
death, entered into possession of the whole estate, 
claiming under the will of G., & subsequently did 
various acts in the character of devisee for life. 
In 1814 he suffered a recovery of one moicty of the 
estate, & in 1816 conveyed the entircty to mtgees. 
in fee. In 1818, M., the descendant of H., the 
other coparcener, suffered a recovery of the other 
moiety, which, it was declared, should enure, 
subject to the trusts of a term to the use of W.’s 
mtpgees. :—Held: although W. entered under the 
will, & manifested an intention to take the cstate 
under it for his life only, that was immaterial, & 
he was remitted as to his moiety to the original 
estate tail, which was barred by the recovery in 
1814.—Dor d. DANIEL v. WOODROFFE (1849), 2 
H. L. Cas. 811; 9 E. R. 1801; sub nom. DoE 
d. DANIEL v. WOODROFFE, WOODROFFK v. DOE 
d. DANIEL, 13 Jur. 1013, H. L.; affg. (1846), 15 
M. & W. 769, Tix. Ch. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Tarte v. Darby (1846), 15 L. J. Ex. 


326: Spotswood v. Barrow (1850), 5 Exch. 110; Cowan 
v. Milbourn (1867), L. RK. 2 Exch. 230. 


2314. .|—A disclaimer by two out of 
three joint tenants, surrenderces of certain copy- 
hold lands belonging to a manor, executed before 
the admittance of the remaining joint tenant, but 
after the exercise by all the three of various act 
of ownership over the estate is void, & the lord is 
entitled to a fine as upon the admittance of all.— 
BENCE v. GILPIN (1868), L. R. 3 Exch. 763; 37 
}.. J. Ex. 86; 16 W. R. 7053; sub nom. BENCE v. 
GILPIN, REEVE v. GILpIn, 17 L. T. 655. 

Annotation :—Refd. R. v. Garland (1870), L. R. 5 Q. B. 269. 
2315. Acts not amounting to acts of ownership— 

Preservation of property.}—A college devisee in 

reinainder, after estates for lives, in trust for 

purposes partly for their own benefit, & very speci- 
fic with respect to them, held not to have accepted 
the devise by acts done merely to preserve the 
fund; & refusing to accept after the death of the 
tenants for life, the master was directed to reserve 

a proposal, in order to have it determined, whether 

it could be executed cy prés.—A.-G. v. ANDREW 

(1798), 3 Ves. 683; 30 HK. R. 1194, L. C.; affd. 

(1800), see 7 Ves. p. 2238, H. 1.. 

Annotations :—Refd. Corbyn tv. French (1799), 4 Ves. 418 ; 
A.-G. v, Catherine Hall, Cambridge hoe Jac. 381; 
A.-G. v. Christ’s Hospital (1831), 1 Russ. & M. 626; 
Cherry v. Mott (1836), 1 My. & Cr. 123 ; Sinnett v. Herbert 
(1872), 7 Ch. App. 232. 








SUB-SECT. 3.—DISCLAIMER. 

2316. Right to disclaim.|—A devisee in fee may 
by deed, without matter of record, disclaim the 
estate devised. 

A man “ cannot have an estate put into him in 
spite of his teeth.’ J concur in that opinion, & 
think that the renunciation here having been by 


PART XII. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 2. 

2312 1. Presumption of ucceptance-— 
In absence of disclaimer.J—Whiere one 
to whom a devise prima facie beneficial 
to him is made, neither accepts nor 
rejects the same, but remains pussive, 
he will be presumed to accept.—Re 
DAFOE, 2 QO. R. 623.—CAN. 

2312 ii. —— ——.]—-MAUNDER  v. 
ale (1917) N. Z L. R. 725.— 


23131. Acts of ownership—Entry into 
possession.]—GLKEESON v. COOKE, 
Hog. 297.—IR. 


q. ——.|+—-HALL v. RAYMOND, 8 
ia R. 83; Drury, temp. Nap. 80.— 


r. —-—~—.J--DIxon vw. Fisuer (1841), 
2 Robin. App. 345.—SCOT. 

t. Suing as legatee.J—QUINTON Vv. 
FritTH, 2 1. R. Kq. 396.—IR. 


PART XII. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 3. 


2316 i. Right to disclaim.}—The rule 
of English law that no legacy can vest 
in the legatee against his will, may 
legitimately be adopted in deciding 
questions under the Indian Law.— 
LAKSHAAMMA 0. RATNAMMA (1913), 
I. L. R. 38 Mad. 474.—IND. 


2316 ii. -/—-PARNELL v. Boyn, 
{1896} 2 I. R. 571, 602.—IR. 
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deed under the hand & seal of the party, must have 
the effect of making the devise with respect to 
him null & void, &, consequently, that there must 
be judgment for pltf. (ABBorT, C.J.).—TOWNSON 
v. TICKELL (1819), 3 B. & Ald. 31; 106 E. R. 575. 
Annotations :—Folld. Begbie v. Crook (1835), 2 Scott, 128. 
Refd. Doe v. Andrews Se 4 Bing. 348; Dood. Winder 
v. Lawes aged 7 Ad. & El. 195; rowell v, Reed (1842), 
1 Hare, 434; Doed. cmnge y v. gtotris rae 16 M. & W. 


517; Siggers v. Evans A oe ,o E, 367; Xenos v. 
Wickham (1862), 13 C. B . 381; peace © Eastland 


(1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 

2317. How acti may be made—By deed.]— 
A devisee in fee may, by deed, disclaim the estate 
devised, & after such disclaimer has no interest in 


the estate.—BEGBIE »v. CROOK (1835), 2 Bing. 
N. C. 70; 2 Scott, 128; 4 L. J. C. P. 264; 182 
E. R. 28. 

2318. oa 











trustec, conduct which arnounts to a disclaimer 

of the office of trustee will also amount to a dis- 

claimer of the legal estate. 

It is now established that a man’s assent to a 
devise is presurned unless he disclaims, which may 
be by conduct as well as by record or by deed 
(LINDLEY, L.J.).— Re BiIRCHALL, BIRCHALL $v. 
ASHTON (1889), 40 Ch. D. 436; 60 L. T. 369; 87 
W. R. 387, C. A. 

Annotate apie. Re Clout & Frewer'’s Contract, [1924] 
2319. SON , 

TIcKkELL, No. 

2320. } 
A devisee in trust on the reading of the will, after 
testator’s death, stated that he ought to have had 
£5 for being trustee :—~Held : these words were 50 
ambiguous that they ought not to have been left 
to the jury as evidence of his assent to the devise. 
Qu. : whether a devisee in trust can disclaim by 
deed after previous assent to the devise in words.— 
DoeE d. CHipGuy v. HARRIS (1847), 16M. & W. 517; 
16L. J. Ex. 190; &8L. fF. 0.8. 4143; 12 J.P. 39 
153 KE. RR. 1294. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Young v. Grove (1847), 4 C. B. 668; 
Venables v. Kast India Co. (1848), 18 L. J. Ex. 266; 
Wright v. Wilkin (1860), 2 B. & 8S. 232; Jte Lacy, loyal 
Genera] Theatrical Fund Assocn. v. Kydd, 11899) 2 Ch. 149, 
2321. By conduct.|—te BIRCHALL, Bir- 

CHALL v. ASHTON, No. 2318, ave. 

2322. ——~ j—An exor.-trustee survived 
testator for nearly thirty years without proving or 
acting or applying for or receiving a legacy given 
him in his official capacity. He had not, however, 
formally renounced or disclaimed :—Held: his 
conduct amounted to a disclaimer.—Re CLouT & 








2316, ante. 














FREWER’S ContTracr, [1924] 2 Ch. 230; 983 L. J. 
Ch. 624; 182 L. T. 483; 68 Sol. Jo. 738. 
2323. ——- By record.|—-Re Bircnauy, Bir- 


CHALL v. ASHTON, No. 2318, ante. 

2324. Effect of disclaimer—As regards donee — 
Interest in estate ceases.|—TOWNSON v. 'TICKELL, 
No. 2316, ante. 

2325. 


2317, ante. 
2326. Disclaimer in foreclosure suit- 


Persons disclaiming entitled to costs.|—Defts. ina 
foreclosure suit, properly disclaiming, are entitled 
to their costs.-—-SILCOCK v. ROYNON (1843), 2 Y. & 
C. Ch. Cas. 376; 7 Jur. 548; 63 i. R. 166. 
2327. = 
2321 i. Ifow disclaimer may be made 


—RBRy conduct,}—COBEAN vt. EKLLIOTT 
(1906), 11 0. L. R. 395; 7 O. W. R. O. 
495.—CAN. 


———.]|—BEGBIE v. CROOK, No. 











GENERAL 
oo 491.—CAN. 


a. —— By parol.|}—- BINGHAM v. CLAN=- 
MORRIS (LORD) (1828), 2 Mol. 253.—IR. 


b. Hffect of disclaimer.j}—~TORONTO 
TRuUsTs Co. v. 


~}-If a fiduciary refuse to 
Adtate, his portion accrues to the other 
heirs with the burden of the fide 


WILLS. 


affected.|—Testator, by a will not executed so as to 
pass frechold estates, gave freeholds & copyholds to 
his brother, on condition of the latter joining 
testator’s nephew in the purchase of certain annui- 
tics, & gave to the nephew freeholds, leaseholds & 
personalty, on a similar condition. 

The brother disclaimed :—Held: the nephew 
must make provision for one-half of the annuities. 
—WILSON v. WILSON (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 152; 
9L.T. 0.8. 291; 11 Jur. 793; 63 E. R. 1011. 
Annotations : -—Consd. Haggar v. Noath eee Kay, 379. 

Refd. Wilson v. Wilson (1850), 1 Ot Ch 279; Middle- 

brook v. Bromley (1863), 2 Now oe ong; 

2328. Presumption of disclaimer—-Where mani- 
fest disadvantage to devisee.|—-Devise of residuary 
real estate in lieu & discharge of all debts due from 
testator to devisee. Devisee dies intestate three 
days after testator :—Jleld: as between the heir 
& personal representative of the devisee, that, it 
not being manifestly for the disadvantage of the 
devisce to retain the devised estate, the ct. could 
not presume a disclaimer by her, consequently 
her heir was entitled to the estate, & debts claimed 
by her administrator as due to her from testator 
were discharged. But. semble, had it been mani- 
festly for the disadvantage of the devisee to retain 
the estate upon the terms proposed by the testator, 
the ct. might have presumed a disclaimer.—HARRIS 
v. WATKINS (1856), 2 K. & J. 4733; 69 E.R. 869. 

2329. Disclaimer “by married woman—Legacy 
subject to restraint on anticipation—Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882 (c. 75), s. 1.]— 
Since the passing of above Act, which by sect. 1 
enables a married woman to acquire & hold pro- 
perty as a feme sole, a married woman is entitled to 
disclaim a gift by her will or other disposition of 
personal property, notwithstanding that the pro- 
perlty so given is subject to a restraint on antici- 
pation. 

Testatrix gave an annuity to a married woman, 
during her life for a separate usc, without power of 
anticipation. The annulty was to commence from 
the death of testatrix & to be paid quarterly, & 
testatrix directed defts., whom she appointed 
exors. & trustees of her will, to set apart a fund for 
securing the annuity & testatrix gave the residue 
of her estate to tenants in common. ‘Testatrix 
died in Feb. 1913. In May, 1913, defts. ascer- 
tained that it would be difficult to set aside a fund 
to answer the annuity without selling leasehold 
property which the residuary legatees were desir- 
ous of retaining. As the result of negotiations 
between the married woman & the residuary 
legatees, she agreed to disclaim the annuity in 
consideration of a lump sum to be paid her by 
them. 

On an application by the married woman for a 
declaration that she was at liberty to refuse & 
disclaim the annuity:—Held: having done 
nothing to accept the bequest of the annuity, she 
was entitled to refuse & disclaim it.—Re WIMPERIS, 
WICKEN v. WILSON, [1914] 1 Ch. 502; 83 L. J. Ch. 
5113; 110 L. 7.477; 58Sol. Jo. 304. 


Supn-SECT, 4.—ACCEPTANCE AND DISCLAIMER OF 
BLENDED GIFTs. 


2330. One gift onerous—-Whether donee may 
disclaim onerous gift & accept other—Distinct 


commissum.—_Hx p. DE JAGER, [1907] 
S. 287.—S. AF. 

2327 i. Agr i gale third parties 
—Rights not affected.}-—MUIRHEAD v. 
MUIRHEAD (1890), 17 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 
(H. LL.) 45; 27 Sc. L. R. 917.—SCOT. 


IRWIN, 27 A 





Part XIJ.—LrcGau INCIDENTS oF A Girt BY WILL. 


gifts.|—It was never laid down, that because you 
refuse one benefit by a will, clogged with some 
burden, therefore you are to be deprived of 
another benefit by the same will, unclogged with 
any burden. Suppose a bequest to me of a house 
to live in it, & afterwards in the same will a bequest 
of £100; & I find it inconvenient to live in the 
house : "there is an intention of benefit to me, 
intending to Nhs me more than I find it conve- 
nient to geceue of: but that shall not deprive me 
of the other benefit (GRANT, M.R.).—ANDREW v. 
TRINITY HALL, Cees (1804), 9 Ves. 525; 
32 E.R. 706. 


1 :—Consd. Warren v. Rudall, Er p. Godfrey 

(1860), 1 John. & H.1. Mentd. A.-G. v. Fishmongers Co., 
Hulberts’ Charity (1837), Coop. Pr. Cas. 85. 

2331. -|—Testator gave certain 
real estate & some shares in a banking co. to his 
exors. 1n trust for an infant, but soon after testator’s 
death the bank became insolvent, & its affairs were 
wound up, & in a suit by the official manager a 
large debt was established as due from testator’s 
estate, in respect of the shares. The exors. had 
assented to the bequest of the shares to the infant, 
& received dividends :—Held: the infant on 
coming of age having repudiated the bequest of the 
shares, the debt in respect of them was not to be 
thrown on the real estate devised to the infant, but 
to be borne by the residuary estate.—MOFFETT v. 
BATES (1857), 3 ao & G. 468; 26 L. J. Ch. 465 ; 
28 L. T. O.S. 352; 3 Jur. N. 8. 200; 5 W. RB. 338 ; 
65 E. R. 740. 

Annotations ead, Warten v. Rudall, Fr p. ier ae AC ae 
1 John. & H. 1; Aston v. Wood (1874), 43 L. J. Ch. 
2332. ——— ——~—.|—Testator gave £1 ae 

to a daughter by his will, & by a codicil gave 

certain shares to his sons & ‘daughters, & others, & 
directed that all calls should be borne by ‘* his 
sons & daughters,’ etc. in proportion to their 
interests :—-Held : the daughter might take the 
£1,000, & disclaim the shares.—LONG v. KENT 

(1865), 6 New Rep. 354; 12 LL. IT. 794; 11 Jur. 

N.S. 724; 13 W. R. 961. 

2333. .|—Shares in a co. were 
given, together with other property, & were 
onerous :—//eld: the legatees could repudiate the 
shares, & take the rest of the gift. — ASTON v, Woop 
Saget 43 L. J. Ch. 7153; 31 L. T. 293; 22 W. RR. 

3. 

2334. —.|-——-Testator devised & be- 
queathed a freehold house & the furniture & effects 
therein on trust for A. & B. for life. ‘The house was 
subject to a mtge. for more than its value :—Held: 
A. & B. were entitled to the use of the furniture 
without keeping down the interest: on the mtge.— 









































SYER v. GLADSTONE (1885), 30 Ch. D. 6143; 34 
W. R&R. 565. 
Annotations : ae Re Hotchkys, Freke v. Calmady 


(1886), 32 Ch. D. 408. Expld. Frewen r. Law Life Assce: 
Soc., [1896] 2 Gh 611. The subject of the headnote is not 
referred to in the arguments or judgment, & does not 
epee to me to have been decided, or to have arisen, in 
the case at all (NoRTH, J. pld. 2’e Kensington, Long- 

Kensington, (190 41 Ch. 











ford v. 203. one. & Folld. 

dte Lysons, Beck v. Lysons (1912), 107 L. T. 146 

2335. -|—Testatrix gave ‘all 
my real & personal estate”’ to trustees ‘‘ upon 


trust at their discretion to sell all such parts thereof 
as shall not consist of money,” & out of the pro- 
duce to pay her debts & funeral & testamentary 
expenses, invest the residue, ‘‘ & shall stand 
possessed of such real & personal estate, moneys, 
& securities’? upon trust ‘‘to pay the rents, 
interest, & dividends & annual produce thereof ”’ 
to T. during her life, with a clause of forfeiture on 
alienation, & after the decease of T. testatrix 
devised & bequeathed ‘‘ my real & personal estate 
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& the securitics on which the same may be invested 
unto & to the use of V., his heirs, exors., adminis- 
trators, & assigns for ever, according to the nature 
& quality thereof respectively.’’ At her death 
she was entitled in fee to the P. estate, which was 
unincumbered. Some time after her death a 
remainder in fee to which she was entitled in the 
B. estate, which was subject to mtges. made by 
prior owners & was out of repair, fell into posses- 
sion, & its income was only sufficient to pay the 
interest on the mtges. The trustees took out a 
summons for directions as to interest & repairs. 

The tenant for life contended that she could dis- 

claim the B. estate, the remainderman contended 

that the rents of the P. estate were liable for the 
interest on the mtges. of the B. estate & for 

repairs of that estate :—Held: as the P. & B. 

estates were not specifically mentioned, but only 

formed parts of one gift in general terms, T. could 
not accept one & refuse the other. 

There are two things given to the legatec, & the 
legatce is in no way bound to take one if he does 
not like to take it, but on the other hand, he may 
take the one entire & separate thing which is given 
to him without taking the other. But here what is 
given to the tenant for life, & to the remaindcrman 
is an aggregate, & what results from that aggregate 
is given to both of them. In my opinion under 
those circumstances if the tenant for life likes to 
accept the gift, & likes to accept it by entering into 
possession of part of the property, he cannot say 
1 will take possession of this, & take it with the 
obligation thus thrown upon me, but at the same 
time I will reject another part of that one integral 
gift which is given to me by testatrix (Corron, 
L.J.).— Re HoTrcHkKys, FREKE v. CALMADY (1886), 
32 Ch. D. 408; 55 L. J. Ch. 516; 55 L. T. 110; 
34 W. TR. 569, C. A. 

An -—Consd. Frewen v. Law Life Assce. Soc., [1896] 
2Ch. 551; Re Kensington, Longford v. Sear ee 
1eCh, 203" Re Lysous, Beck v. Lysons (1912), 107 IL. 
116. Mentd. Conway v. Fenton (1888), 40 Ch. '». 512; Re 
Montagu, Derbyshire ». Montagu, [1897] 1 Ch. 685: Re 
Kreman, Dimond v. Newburn, [1898] 1 Ch. 28; Re 
Tomlinson, Tomlinson v. Andrew, [1898] 1 Ch. 232; Re 
Douglas & Powell's Contract, [1902] 2 Ch. 296; Hony- 
wood v. Honywood, [1902] | Ch. 347: Re Willis, Willis v. 
Willis, [1902] 1 Ch. 15 ; Zte Farnhain’'s Settlmt., Law Union 
& Crown Insce. v. Hartopp (1904) 2 Ch. 561; Re McClure’s 
Trusts, Carr v. Coe Union Insce. (1906), 76 I. J. Ch. 
52°: Ite Wagstall's S. E., [1909] 2 Ch. ah : Gresham Life 
Assee. Soe, 2. Crom ther. (1914), 111 ue Lf. 887 ; fe Johnson, 
Cowley v. Public Trustee, [1915] 1 Ch. 435; Ite Gray, 
Public Trustee v. Woodhouse, [1927] 1 Ch. 242; Ire 
Robins, Holland v. Gillam, [1928] 1 Ch. 721. 


2336. -|—Re Loom, FULFORD v. 
REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, LTD., No. 2308, 











2337. atrix by her will 
bequeathed unto L., ‘‘ my leaschold messuage 
with the appurtenances belonging thereto situate, 
etc., wherein I now reside for all the residue of the 
term for which the same premises are held subject 
to the rent reserved by & the covenants & condi- 
tions contained in the lease under which the 
premises are held, together with all articles of 
personal or domestic or household or stable or 
garden use or ornament & all the horses & carri- 
ages, harness & saddlery belonging to me & not 
hereby otherwise disposed of. I bequeath to L. 
all the ready money which at my decease may be 
in my house or standing to the credit of my 
current account at my bankers.’’ She also gave 
J.. a life interest in certain trust funds. The lease 
being onerous :—Held: there being a separate & 
independent gift of the chattels, the legatee was 
entitled to disclaim the gift of the leasehold house 
& accept the other bequests contained in the will.— 
Re Lysons, BEcK v. Lysons (1912), 107 L. T. 146; 
56 Sol. Jo. 705. 
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Sect. 4.— Acceptance and disclaimer by donee: 
sects, 4&5. Sect. 5: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, 


2338. Testator’s intention con- 
sidered.|—Where testator makes several bequests 
to a devisee, one of which is clogged with a burden 
created by testator, it is a question of the intention 
of testator, to be gathered from the will, whether 
the devisee must elect to take all or none of the 
gifts in the will, or whether he may accept the bene- 
ficial gifts & repudiate that which is burdensome. 

Testator bequeathed a legacy to A. & devised 
freeholds to A. & his wife for their lives, with 
remainder over, & after several intervening gifts 
bequeathed leasehold premises to A. :—Held: A. 
might take the legacy & the frecholds, & repudiate 
the bequest of the leasehold.—- WARREN v. RUDALL, 
Ex p. GopFrREY (1860), 1 John. & H. 1; 29 
L. J. Ch. 643; 2 L. T. 693; 8 W. R. 331; 70 
E. R. 637; sub nom. WARREN v. RUDALL, TIALLY v. 
WARREN, 6 Jur. N. S. 395. 

Annotations :—Apld. Green v. Britten (1872), 42 L. J. Ch. 

187; Aston v. Wood (1874), 43 L. J. Ch. 715. Mentd. 


Taylor v. Sparrow (1863), 4 Giff. 703 ; Leathes v. Leathes 
(1877), 5 Ch. D. 221; Ite Cowin, Cowin v. Gravett (1886), 


33 Ch. D. 179. 

2339. -]—When by a will 
two distinct legacies are bequeathed to the same 
person, one of them being onerous & the other 
beneficial, primd facie the legatee is entitled to 
disclaim the onerous legacy & to take the other. 
If, however, onerous property & beneficial pro- 
perty are included in the same gift, primd facie 
the legatee cannot disclaim the onerous & accept 
the beneficial; he must take the whole gift or 
none of it. But this primd facie rule may be 
rebutted if the will manifests a sufficient intention 
of testator to the contrary. 

It appears to me plain that when two distinct 
legacies or gifts are made by will to one person he 
is, as a general rule, entitled to take one & disclaim 
the other, but that his right to do so may be 
rebutted if there is anything in the will to show that. 
it was testator’s intention that that option should 
not exist (I"ry, J.).—GuUTHRIE v. WALROND (1883), 
22 Ch. D. 573; 52 L. J. Ch. 165; 47 L. T. 614 ; 
31 W. i. 285. 

Annotations :—Apld. 7#?te Hotchkys, Freke v. Calmady (1886), 
32 Ch. D. 408; Frewen v. Law Life Assce. Soc., [1896] 
2Ch. 511. Refd. J’?e Lord & Fullerton (1894), 65 L. J. Ch. 
184; Re Lysons, Beck v. Lysons (1912), 107 L. T. 146. 
Mentd. Ie Prater, Desinge v. Beare (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 
342; Re Clements, Clements v. Pearsall, [189t!1 Ch. 665 ; 
Re Woodin, Woodin v. Glass, [1895] 2 Ch. 309: Re Clark, 


McKecknie v. Clark, [1904) 1 Ch. 204; Ite Eyre, Johnson 
v. Williams, [1917] 1 Ch. 351. 


2340. Single & undivided gift.|—A.-G. 
v. BRACKENBURY, No. 2298, anle. 

2341. .|—Bequest of six lcase- 
hold villas to one for life, & by a subsequent codicil 
reciting his death, bequest of the same to another, 
together with any other house testator might build 
on an adjoining space of ground, ‘ together with 
the ornamental park I am now forming opposite 
that cottage & villas,’’ for his life:—Held: the 
legatee could not take the villas without the park, 
of which the tenure was onerous.—GRkEEN 1, 
BRITTEN (1872), 42 L. J. Ch. 187; 27 L. T. 811. 
Annotation :-—Folld. Guthrie v. Walrond (1883), 22 Ch. D. 


2342. --|—Testator specifically 
bequeathed certain personal estate upon trusts for 
H. & her children after payment thereout of a 
legacy & of his debts & funeral expenses, & 
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2338 i. One gift onerous—Whether 
donee may disclaim onerous gift & accept 
other—Distinct gifts---Tecstator’s inten- 
tion considercd. }-—FAIRTLOUGH v, JOHN- 
STONE (1865), 16 1. Ch. KR. 442.—I1R. 


eee 


Although where a testator gives two 
distinet properties in the same will to 
the same person & one of these is not 
acceptable to the donee, primd facie 
he is entitled to disclaim it & take the 
other, yet a clear intention of testator 


WILLs. 


bequeathed his residuary estate to pltf., whom he 
appointed his exor. Part of the residuary estate 
consisted of a leasehold house, held for a term at a 
rack rent & considerably out of repair. This 
leasehold being worthless, pltf., five months after 
testator’s death, surrendered it to the landlord, 
who would only accept a surrender on payment 
of rent for two & a half quarters from testator’s 
death & a sum for dilapidations. ‘The residuary 
estate as a whole was valuable :—Held: pltf. was 
not entitled to have the sums which he had paid 
to the landlord for dilapidations & for rent subse- 
quent to testator’s death paid out of the specifically 
bequeathed property as being debts of testator. 
If the residuary legatee accepts the residue, he 
accepts the leasehold which forms part of it, & it 
makes no difference that it is not specifically 
bequeathed to him (JEssEL, M.R.).~-ITAWKINS v. 
ITAWKINS (1880), 18 Ch. D. 470; 44 J. P. 329; 
sub nom. Re TIAWKINS, HAWKINS v. LLAWKINS, 42 
l.. T. 306; 28 W. R. 526, C, A. 
Annotations :—Apprvd. Eccles v«. Mills, [1898] A. ©. 360. 


Consd. Fe Betty, Betty v. A.-G., [1899] 1 Ch. 821. Refd. 
die Hughes, Kllis v. Wughes (1913), 109 L. ‘I’. 509. 





2343. —~ - —— ———.]—-Re Horcitkys, FREKE 
v. CALMADY, No. 23835, aitle. 
2344, —~— ~-—— --——..]—-Testator devised his 


P. freeholds & all other his real estate to certain 
uses, being in effect uses in strict settlement. He 
also bequeathed his leaseholds to trustees upon 
trust to pay the rents & hold the leaseholds on 
trusts corresponding to the uses limited of his 
freeholds so far as the law would allow. 

We bequeathed the residuary personal estate 
to his trustees upon trust to pay his funeral & 
testamentary expenses, debts, & legacies, & to 
stand possessed of the residuc upon the trusts 
which would be applicable thereto 1f the same had 
arisen from the sale of his P. freeholds, & so that 
the same should be deemed to be impressed with a 
trust for investment in the purchase of freeholds. 
Testator died on June 24, 1900.) Karly in 1900 
testator agreed to purchase land in P. for £60,000 
of which he paid on account only £4,000 in his 
lifetime. The property was worth somewhat 
less than £60,000. The question arose whether the 
real estate must bear the whole unpaid purchase- 
money, under locke King’s Acts, or whether the 
personal estate should bear the deficit. At the 
date of his death testator was also entitled to a 
leasehold house subject to a mtge. of £10,000. 
The mtge. was paid off on the sale of the house, 
which realised only £8,400. A similar question 
arose as to this deficit) of £1,600 :—IHeld: there 
was an aggregate gift of incumbered & unin- 
cumbered property, including the leaseholds, & 
the beneficiary could only take the benefit subject 
to the burden. The deficits must be borne by the 
agetegated freeholds & leaseholds, the personal 
estate being exonerated.—Ie KENSINGTON, LONG- 
FORD (MARL) v. KENSINGTON, [1902] 1 Ch. 203; 71 
lL. J. Ch. 1703 85 1. T. 5773 50 W. RR. 2013 18 
T. L. R. 89; 46 Sol. Jo. 176. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Ie Holt, Holt v. Tolt (1916), 85 
L. J. Ch. 779. Refd. /te Lysons, Beck +. Lysons (1912), 
107 L. T. 146. Mentd. dic Egmont’s S. K., Lefroy v. 
Egmont, (1912) 1 Ch. 251. 

2345. a .| ~Ke SITWELL, WoRSLEY 
v. SITWELL (1913), 57 Sol. Jo. 730. 

2346. -——-—- --——, |—-GUTHRIE v. WALROND, 
No. 2339, ante. 














to be gathered from the will that the 
donee must take all or none of the gifts 
will prevail over the beneficiary’s prima 
Jacic right to accept one & reject the 
other.---Hte PEARCE, [1926] N. ZL. R. 
608.—N.Z. 
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SUB-SECT. 5.—WITHDRAWAL OF ACCEPTANCE 
OR DISCLAIMER. 

2347. Whether disclaimer may be retracted.]— 
JOHNSON v. RICHARDSON (1781), Rom. 78, L. C. 

2348. Disclaimer with assertion of higher 
title.|—Where the devisee of an estate refused to 
take it, saying she was entitled as heir-at-law, & 
would not accept any benefit by the will of the 
devisor :—Held: this was not such a disclaimer as 
prevented her from afterwards bringing ejectment 
& relying on her title as devisee.—DoE d. SMYTI 
v. SMYTH (1826), 6 B. & C. 112; 9 Dow. & Ry. 
K.B.136; 61. 3.0.8. K.B.13; 108 E. R. 394. 


Annotations :—Refd. Begbie v. Crook (1835), 2 Scott, 128 ; 
Doe d. Winder v. Lawes (1837), 7 Ad. & El. 195; Doe d. 
alan deed v. Harris (1847), 16 M. & W. 517; Bickley v. 
Bickley (1867), L. Rk. 4 Kq. 216. Mentd. Siggers v. Kvans 
(1855), 5 EK. & B. 367. 


2349. ——— Disclaimer not acted on.|—Trustees 
accepted & held a trust legacy in trust for pltf. 
for life & after her death for her son for life & 
after his death for the residuary legatees, but 
pltf., being annoyed at the terms of the will, 
refused to receive the income, & with her consent 
it was paid to her son. 

On the death of her son eight years later plté, 
retracted her refusal qguoad future income. 

‘The residuary legatees took the view that pltf.’s 
refusal amounted to a disclaimer of her interest 
in the legacy & could not be retracted :—-Held: 
(1) pitf.’s refusal to receive the trust income could 
not be treated on the footing of disclaimer of a 
legacy ; (2) as neither the trustees nor residuary 
legatces had changed their position on the faith 
of that refusal, it could be retracted quoad future 
income. 

Semble: an actual disclaimer, until acted on, 
may be retracted.— Re YOouNG, FRASER v. YouNG, 
[1013] 1 Ch. 272; 82 1. J. Ch. 171; 108 L. TV. 
202; 20 'T. L. R. 224; 57 Sol. Jo. 205. 

2350. Refusal of property by life tenant— 
Right to interest in proceeds of sale.| —-I.eascholds, 
specifically bequeathed to married women suc- 
cessively for life, for their separate use, with 
remainder to infants, proved damonosa hareditas. 
The ct. decreed a sale notwithstanding the exors. 
had so far assented to the bequest as to put the 
first tenant for life into possession. 

The second tenant for life, who had declined the 
property a specie, was held, nevertheless, entitled 
to a life interest in the proceeds of the sale, & that 
without) such life interest contributing to the 
charges on the estate which accrued since she 
became entitled in possession.-—LONSDALE (IfARL) 
0» BERCHTOLDT (COUNTESS) (1857), 3 K. & J. 185 ; 
3Jur. N.S. 328; 60 I. R. L074. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Re Skinner’s Trusts (1860), 1 John. 

& HW. 102; Re Bowes, Strathmore tv. Vane, [1896] 1 Ch. 








507. 

2351. — Refusal by tenant for life to receive 
income.|—J/?e YOUNG, FRASER v. YOUNG, No. 2319, 
ante. 

2352. Whether acceptance may be retracted. |— 
Testator gave £400 a year to the governors of 
Christ’s Hospital, upon condition to receive four 
boys or four girls annually, to be nominated by the 
president & governors of Guy’s Hospital. For a 
time they received the income & admitted the 
nominecs, & then refused :—Held: having once 
accepted the gift, subject to the condition, they 
could not repudiate it; & decreed accordingly.— 





PART XII. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 
2356 i. Application of doctrine. }-—Rhe 
ar a (Ont.), (192412 D. L. R. 179. 





2356 if. -J—Legacy to the parish Ir. 92.— IR 
priest of the parish of K. for the erection eas : 
of a new chapel in the town of C, :— 2356 iil. 


Held: adecmed by a gift of a like sum 
for the samo purpose to the Roman 
Catholic Archbishop of the diocese by 
testator in his lifetinme.—GRIFFITH 1. 
BOURKE, BOURKK v. GRIFFITH, 21 L. R. 
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A.-G. v. Curist’s Hosprran (1831), Taml. 393 ; 
ras & M. 626; 9L. J. 0.8. Ch. 186; 48 E.R. 
Ano :—Relfd. Re Robinson, Wright v. Tugwell, [1892] 

2353. By executors of legatee.|—D. by his 
will bequeathed to W. certain personal estate of 
the value of £7,487, upon trust for D.’s daughter, 
the wife of B. during her life, & provided she died 
without issue, he bequeathed the same to B., his 
heirs & assi B. by his will bequeathed the 
said & all his other personal estate to S. & deft., 
upon trust to pay debts & legacies, & as to the 
residue in trust for such purposes as his wife 
should by her will appoint, & in default of such 
appointment, in trust for her exors. & adminis- 
trators. B. appointed S. & deft. exors. of his 
will, & died, leaving his wife him surviving. After 
the death of B. his wife, appuinted deft. with two 
other persons trustees of the will of D. in the 
place of W. & all the personal estate of D. was 
assigned by W.tothem. The wife of B. appointed 
deft., with the two last mentioned persons, exors. 
of her will, & bequeathed to them the whole of 
her personal property on certain trusts. She died 
without ever having had issue, & more than two 
years after her death, S. & deft., on being applied 
to for payment of legacy duty, on the above sum 
of £7,487, by a certain writing, signed by them, 
reciting the bequest by D. to B. professed to 
disclaim & renounce such bequest :-—Held : it was 
not competent for deft. to disclaim the bequest 
after B. had accepted & bequeathed it, & deft. 
was liable as exor. of B. to pay a legacy duty of 
10 per cent.—A.-G. v. MUNBY (1858), 3 H. & N. 
826; 157 E. BR. 701. 

2354. By joint tenant.]|—BENCE v. GILPIN, 
No. 2314, ante. 








Srecr. 5.—MODES OF FAILURE OF A GIFT. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—SATISFACTION, 
See, generally, Equity, Vol. XX., pp. 449-494. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—ADEMPTION. 
A. In General. 

See, generally, Equity, Vol. XX., pp. 449-1094. 

2355. Nature of ademption.|—LEE v. LEE, No. 
2392, post, 

2356. Application of doctrine.|—Testatrix by 
her will, made in Feb. 1897, gave a moiety of a 
trust fund of £8,000 on deposit at V. & co. tw 
which she was entitled, subject to a prior lfe 
interest, to her nephews & nieces. She bequeathed 
her residue, including money at her bankers & on 
deposit with V. & co. to S. 

In Mar. 18097, the prior life interest deter- 
mined: & on Dec. 14, 1897, £4,000 was transferred 
by the trustee to testatrix’s deposit account with 
V. & co. :—Held: the plain rule in cases of ademp- 
tion was to inquire whether the specific thing given 
remained or not at the death of testator. IJLere the 
£4,000, the moiety of the trust fund of £8,000, 
was intact & was not adeemed either in whole or 
in part.—Re VICKERS, VICKERS v. MELLOR (1899), 
81 L. T. 719; 44 Sol. Jo. 90. 


(1918) 1 I. R. 6.—IR. 

2356 iv. .}—ANDERSON v. THOM- 
BON (1877), 4 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 1101; 14 
Se. L. R. 654.—-SCOT. 

23586 v. -}—MACLEAN v. MaAc- 
LEAN’S EXECUTRIX, (1908) 8S. C. 838.— 








-J—HAYESv. WILLIAMS, SCOT. 
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Sect. rene of failure of a gift: Sub-sect. 2, A. 
__B. (a).) 
2857. To appointment by will.] — Re 


fore. BEDDINGTON v. BEDDINGTON, No. 2429, 

ost, 

2358. ——- To residuary gift.|—Testator be- 
queathed to a legatee ‘‘ all my stocks, shares, & 
other investments,’”’ & appointed another person 
his exor., to whom he gave all the remainder of 
his property, ‘‘ including any balance I may have 
at my agents.” He subsequently became a 
lunatic, not so found by inquisition, & a receiver 
of his property was appointed. At that date he 
had at his agents a sum of £604 5s. 2d. An order 
was made directing the agents to pay to the 
receiver £104 65s. 2d., which was applied for the 
lunatic’s benefit, & to pay the balance of £500 into 
ot., & directing the investment of the £500 in 
India 34 per cent. stock. It was invested in the 
purchase of £714 4s. 3d. such stock, which re- 
mained at the death of testator. He left little 
propetty except this stock :—Held: Lunacy Act, 
1890 (c. 5), 8. 123, did not apply to the conversion 
of money into stock, but only to the conversion 
of property into money, nor did it apply to a 
residuary bequest, & there was no ademption & 
the specific legatee was entitled to the stock.— 
Re WALKER, GOODWIN v. Scort, [1921] 2 Ch. 63; 
90 L. J. Ch. 483; 125 L. T. 764; sub nom. Re 
WALLER, GOODWIN v. Scott, 65 Sol. Jo. 584. 

2359. Subject-matter ceasing to exist.;—Where 
a legacy shall be extinct, the estate out of which it 
issucd being determined.—MoORGAN v7. MORGAN 
(1680), Cas. temp. Finch, 464; 23 HE. R. 251. 

2360. —-—.]—LEE v. LEE, No. 2392, post. 

2361. ——.|—M., by her will dated in ]865, 
directed the trustees thereof to stand possessed of 
the sum of £1,500, then invested in the Bombay, 
Baroda, & Central India Ry. co., upon trust for 
her brother, who had then disappeared, for life, 
if he should present himself to the trustees within 
five years after her death; & after the five years 
or the decease of her brother, whichever should 
first happen, she bequeathed the sum of £500, 
part of the Bombay, Baroda, & Central India 
Railway shares, to the trustees of a charity for 
the benefit thereof. M. was at the date of her 
Will possessed of about: £1,900 in the railway, but 
at the date of her death in 1881 she was possessed 
of no property therein, & the brother had not 
appeared :—Held: the legacy to the charity was 
a specific & not a demonstrative legacy, & the 
investment out of which it was given having ceased 
to exist, the legacy was not payable to the charity 
out of testatrix’s general estate.—Ie SAYER, 
MCCLELLAN v. CLARK (1884), 53 L. J. Ch. 8382; 
50 L. T. 616. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re Robe, Slade v. Walpole (1889), 
61 L. T. 497; Re Pratt, Pratt v. Pratt, [1894] 1 Ch. 491. 
2362. -|—Testatrix bequeathed £200 to 

trustees on trust to accumulate for twenty-one 

years, & then to lay out the accumulated fund in 
repairing certain premises, & to pay the surplus 
to the same persons to whom the premises were 
devised ; & then devised the premises in strict 
settlement. She afterwards sold the premises, 

& by a codicil bequeathed the purchase-money to 

the original devisee for life absolutely, & the 

codicil contained no reference to the £200 :— 

Held: it was adcemed.—WHITEWAY v. FISHER 

(1861), 9 W. R. 438. 

2363. .|—Testator, reciting that he was 
entitled, after the death of his sister, to £5,602 








WILLS. 


consols, bequeathed to his son the sum of £2,000 

consols, part thereof, or a sum equal thereto, to be 

transferred or paid to him when the same should 
be received by his exors. After the date of his 
will testator’s sister died, & he received the £5,602 

Consols, which he sold out & mixed with his other 

moneys. He afterwards confirmed his will by a 

codicil, but died without having any sum of 

Consols :—Held: the particular fund, part of 

which was given to the son, being no longer in 

existence, the legacy failed.—OLIVER v. OLIVER 

(1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 506; 40 L. J. Ch. 189; 24 

L. T. 350; 19 W. R. 432. 

2364. ——— Devise of house contracted to be 
purchased—Sale repudiated by vendors before 
testator’s death.]—'l'estator by his will, made in 
1919, devised a freehold house, therein described 
as “ recently contracted to be purchased by me” 
in trust for his granddaughter as therein men- 
tioned, & he directed that in case the purchase 
should not have been completed in his lifetime all 
purchase-money & costs & expenses incident to 
the completion of the purchase should be paid 
out of his gencral personal estate. Between the 
date of testator’s will & his death in 1920, the 
vendors repudiated their contract to sell the house 
to testator on the ground that they had agreed 
to sell the house to testator’s agent in the mistaken 
belicf that he was acting as agent of the tenant :— 
Held: at the date of testator’s death no enforce- 
able contract existed between him & the vendors, 
& the specific devisee was not entitled to require 
from the residuary legatees payment of the moneys 
which would have been laid out in completing the 
purchase & paying the expenses had there been a 
contract. binding on testator.—RHe Rix, STEWARD 
v. LONSDALE (1921), 90 L. J. Ch. 474; 125 L. T. 
216; 65 Sol. Jo. 5138. 

2365. Subject-matter not found at testator’s 
death.|—Where a particular chattel is specifically 
described & distinguished froin all other things 
of the same kind & is not found among testator’s 
effects it fails; or if disposed of in testator’s life- 
time it is an ademption of such legacy.—PURSE v. 
SNAPLIN (1738), as reported in 1 Atk. 414; 26 
E. hk. 262, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Jeffreys v. Jeffreys (1743), 8 Atk. 120; 
Wingtield v. Newton (1741), 9 Mod. Rep. 428; Door 
v. Geary (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 2553; Avelyn v. Ward (1750), 
1 Ves. Sen. 420; Sleech v. Thorington (1754), 2 Ves. Sen. 
560 ; Ashburner v. Macguire (1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 108; 
Simmons v. Vallance (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 345; Re Wiil- 
cocks, Warwick v. Willcocks, [1921] 2 Ch. 327. 

2366. Destruction of subject-matter.|—Tcstator 
gave specific chattels to a legatee, & he gave the 
residue of his estate & effects to his exors. ; having 
insured these chattels, testator took them with 
him on an Indian voyage; the ship was lost at 
sea, the goods perished & testator was drowned ; 
& the exors. received the moneys in which the 
goods had been insured from the insurers. In a 
suit for the administration of testator’s estate :— 
Held: testator & the chattels having perished 
together the legatce had no interest in the chattels, 
&, consequently, not in the insurance money ; but 
that it vested in the exors. as part of the residuary 
estate. —DURRANT v. FRIEND (1852), 5 De G. & 
Sm. 343; 21 L. J. Ch. 353; 19 1. T. O. S. 152; 
16 Jur. 709; 64 I. R. 1145. 


Annotations :—Apld. Jenkins v. Jones (1866), L. R. 2 ed 
323. Refd. Rayner v. Preston (1881),18Ch.D.1. Mentd. 
Dorin v. Dorin (1875), 39 J. P. 790. 


2367. .|—Testator made a devise of advow- 
sons in Ireland. The Irish Church Act, 1869 
(c. 42), was then passed abolishing advowsons & 








2366 i. Destruction of subject-matter.}—TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS & AGEXCY Co., Lrp. v. Scorr (1898), 24 V. L. R. 522. 


-A US. 
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giving their owners a right to compensation. 
Testator after the passing of the Act made a 
codicil to his will & then died. Compensation for 
the advowsons was claimed on behalf of the 
devisee, & was ascertained & made payable to the 
exors. of testator :—Held: the compensation 
money was payable to the exors. of testator, & not 
to the devisee of the advowsons.—I°REWEN v. 
FREWEN (1875), 10 Ch. App. 610; 33 L. T. 43; 
23 W. R. 864, L. IS. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Ie Price, [1928] Ch. 579. 

2368. ———.]|—_LEE v. LEE, No. 2392, post. 

2369. Advance in testator’s lLfetime.] — An 
advance & settlement of £10,000 stock by testator, 
upon the marriage of his daughter, was held, upon 
evidence of the circumstances of the family & 
property, & of the declarations of testator, not to 

e an ademption of a bequest of £30,000 like stock, 
given upon similar trusts by his will made in the 
preceding month & pending the treaty of mar- 
rniage.—H1Lui v. COLLETT (1839), 8 L. J. Ch. 189. 

2370. Invalid appropriation of legacy duec—By 
testator-executor.|--A sole extrix. was entitled to 
pecuniary legacies of £10,000 & £1,000 under the 
will. By her own will she specifically bequeathed 
those legacies, describing them as ‘‘the two 
several sums of £10,000 & £1,000.” During her 
life she purported to appropriate certain shares & 
debentures towards her legacies :—Held: she had 
made no valid appropriation, & therefore her 
bequest of these legacies was not pro tanto adeemed. 
—HRe Bytriuway, Goucin v. DAmiuss (1911), 80 I. J. 
Ch. 246; 104 L. 'T. 411; 55 Sol. Jo. 235. 

2371. Effect of ademption—-Ademption of specific 
gift—-Formerly bequeathed as general gift.|——(1) 
Testator bequeathed as follows :—‘ to M., besides 
Australian metalliques for 104,000 florins, I give 
£5,000.” By a subsequent codicil he bequeathed 
as follows :—‘' Whereas, I have by indorsement 
on two little parcels, containing 101 Austrian 
bonds of 1,000 florins each, given them to M.; 1 
confirm disposition, & add to it £20,000 ” :-—-Held: 
testator, as to the Austrian securities, referred to 
the same subject-matter ; & testator not possessing 
such securities at) his death, the gift of them 
failed. 

(2) Where a testator, having given a general 
legacy, by «a subsequent instrument makes it 
specific, the ademption of the specific legacy, 
without more, will not sct up the genera: legacy.-— 
HERTFORD (MARrQuis) v. LowtTHeR (LORD), 
BERCHTOLDT’sS (COUNTESS) CASE (1843), 7 Beav. 
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107; 13 L. J. Ch. 41; 1L. T. O. S. 311; 7 Jur. 
1098; 49 I. R. 1003. 

2372. Effect of subsequent confirmation of will.] 
—-An adeemed bequest is not set up again by a 
subsequent confirmation of the will.—-COWPER v. 
MANTELL (No. 1), Cooper v. MANTELL (No. 1) 
(1856), 22 Beav. 223; 27 L. T. O. S. 1380; 2 
Jur. N.S. 745; 4W. R. 500; 52 E.R. 1094. 
Annotations :—Refd. ke De Bruyn, Ford v. Prevost (1904), 


48 Sol. Jo. 458. Mentd. Re Hayes, Turnbull v. Hayes, 
[1901] 2 Ch. 529. 


B. Disposition in Lifetime of Testator. 
(a) In General. 


2373. Whether gift adeemed.}] — PURSE v. 
SNAPLIN, No. 2365, anie. 

2374. —— Question of construction.] — He 
DowsETT, Dowsetr v. MEAKIN, No. 2375, post. 

2375. Subject-matter described as existing 
at date of will.|—(1) The question whether a testa- 
mentary gift or appointment is adeemed by the 
subsequent disposal of the subject of the gift 
during the lifetime of testator is in every case a 
question of the construction of the will. 

(2) If the gift or appointment be given simply 
by a description of the subject as it exists at the 
date of execution of the will, it will be adeemed if 
the subject be subsequently disposed of during 
the lifetime of testator. 

(3) If, on the contrary, it be given by a descrip- 
tion which not only includes the subject of the gift 
as it then exists, but still includes it in whatever 
other form it may happen to exist at the date of 
testator’s death, it is not then adeemed by any 
subsequent disposal of it, provided that at testator’s 
death the original subject of the gift is represented 
by actual property which can be identified.—He 
DowsETT, DOWSET® v. MEAKIN, [1901] 1 Ch. 398 ; 
70 L. J. Ch. 149; 49 W. R. 268; 45 Sol. Jo. 119. 


Annotation :—Generally, Refd. Beddington v. Baumann, 
[1903] A. C. 13. 


2376. Description of gift including form as 
existing at testator’s death.]|—CALMADY v. CALMADY 
(1718), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 628; 22 KE. R. 528, L. C. 


Annolations :-—-Apld. Jervoise ». Jervoise (1853), 17 Beav. 














566; Hare v. Pryce (1864), 1] L. I. 101. 

2377. --—— |\—Re DowsEetTT, DOWSETT v. 
MEAKIN, No. 2375, ante. 

2378. —---—- .|—Testator bequeathed ‘‘ the 


interest arising from money invested in (inter alia) 
the Lambeth Waterworks Co.” to a legatee for 
life & then over. Between the dates of his will 
& death the undertaking of the Lambeth Water- 


2869i. Advanre in testator’s lifetime.) 
—SALWAY Vv. SNOWDEN (L888), L4 
V.L. R. 669.—AUS. 





236911. ——--.]—Jte CHIRNSIDE (1903), 
29 V. L. R. 4.—AUS. 
2368 fii. Where the intestate, 


in his lifetime, gave his 
£1,000, the same was held to be an 
advancement which ought to have 
been taken into account in making a 
distribution of the estate.—Re Forp, 
PRICE v. FORD, 1 VP. & B. 551.—CAN. 
2869 fv. -}—Tuckrtr-LAWRY 7. 
LAMOURKAUX (1902), 22 GC. L. T. 174; 





3 0. In R. 577; 10. W. R. 295.— 
CAN. 
2369 v. ——.]—HRe BoEHMRER, Boru- 


MER v. BOKHMER (1912), 22 O. W. RR. 
oe 8 O. W.N. 1353; 3D. L. R. 57. 


2369 vi. —----.] —-Re BICKNELL (1920), 
aN: L. R. 416; 17 O. W. N. 275.— 


2369 vil. ——-.]}—Monck v. MoncK 
(LORD) (1810), 1 Ball & B. 298.—IR. 

2369 viii. ——.]— Dwryrrv. LYSAGHT 
(1812), 2 Ball & B. 156, 162.—IR. 

2869 ix. -}—MAHER v. LENIGAN 
(1850), 2 Ir. Jur. 74.—IR. 
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2369 x. —--.]-—BARRY v. HARDING 
Sn . bg. R. 313; 1 Jo. & Lat. 
..— ° 
2369 xi. —----.]-—-LENEHAM vt. WALL, 
(1922) 11. R. 59.—IR. 








2369 xii. -}— BUDGE v. DODSON, 
4N. 4. L. R. 160.—N.Z. 

2369 xiii. .]—Z’e GIBSON, 31 N. Z. 
L. R. 5628.—N.Z. 

2369 xiv. -.}~-Case where it was 





found, in construing the terms of a 
decd of settlement, & relative holograph 
memorandum signed by the testator, 
that a transfer of stock, in a prosperous 
trading co., in favour of his son, to 
whom a legacy of neurly equal amount 
had been provided in the deed of settie- 
ment, was to be held as an anticipated 
payment of the said legacy.-—RoBERT- 
SON v. ROBERTSON’S TRUSTEES (1838), 
16 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 554; 13 Fac. Coll. 
454.—SCOT. 

2369 xv. .}— HUTCHISON v. AN- 
DERSON’S TRUSTEES (1853), 15 Dun. 
(Ct. of Sess.) 570; 25 Se. Jur. 346: 2 
Stuart, 323.—SCOT. 

2369 xvi. ——.]—-SMITH’s TRUSTEES 
v. SELLAR (1894), 21 NR. (Ct. of Sess.) 633; 
31 Sa. LL. RR. 588; 1 8 L. T. 








542.—SCOT. 

2369 xvii. --—.]-—-JOHANSON v. JO- 
HANSON (1898), 1 EF. (Ct. of Seas.) 2445 
36 Sc. L. R.169; 65. L. TT. 230.—-SCOT. 

d. Intention of testator considered. } 
—e LRGGATT, GRIFFITH v. CALDER, 
{1908} V. L. R. 385.—AUS. 

e. ——.J—SKABORN v. MARSDEN 
(1926), 26 S. R. N. S. W. 485; 43 
N.S. W. W. N. 125.—AUS. 

f. Subject-matter changed.|\—Re HUT- 
TON, ALLEN v. HuTTON, (1916) V. L. R. 
546.—AUS 
g. .J—MITCHELL’S TRUSTEES ¥. 
FERGUS (1889), 16 K. (Ct. of Sess.) 902. 
—SCOT. 


PART XII. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
B. (a). 


2373 i. Whether gift 
Where testator in his will makes a 
specific devise of land but subsequently 
sells same under eement for sale, 
the devise is rendered inoperative ; 
the devisee is not entitled to any part 
of the unpaid purchase-money, which 
falls into residue.—CnHURCH v. HILL, 
[1923] 3 D. L. R. 1045; (1923])8. Cc. R. 
642; [1923] 3 W. W. R. 405.—CAN, 





adeemed.)— 
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Sect. 5.— Modes of failure of a gift: Sub-sect. 2, B. 
(a) & (b).] 


works Co. was acquired by the Metropolitan Water 
Board under the provisions of Metropolis Water 
Act, 1902 (c. 41), & a sum of Metropolitan Water 
Board Stock had been issued to testator as com- 
pensation in respect of the ordinary stock which 
at the date of his will he held in the Lambeth 
Waterworks Co. :—Held: the Metropolitan Water 
Board stock did not pass under the bequest.—- 
Re SLATER, SLATER v. SLATER, [1907] 1 Ch. 665 ; 
76 1. J. Ch. 472; 97 L. T. 745; 51 Sol. Jo. 426, 
OC. A. 
Annotations :—Apld. Re Jameson, King v. Winn, [1908] 
2 Ch. 111. Consd. Re Clifford, Mallam v. McKie, [1912] 


cages Apld. Ite Kuypers, Kuypers v. Kuypers, (1925) 
rh, 244, 
2379. Acts of testator—Application of Wills 


Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 23.|—-Testatrix devised all her 
freehold messuages, etc., in 8. to trustees in trust 
to sell & stand possessed of the procecds in trust 
for A., & gave the residue of her personal estate 
to the trustees in trust for B. After the date of 
her will she sold the houses & conveyed them to 
the purchaser, & he deposited the conveyance & 
title-deeds thereof with her, to secure part of the 
purchase-money :—Held: the security & the 
money due on it did not pass, under above Act 
to the trustecs in trust for A., but to the trustees 
in trust for B.—Moor v. KAIsBEcK (18141), 12 
Sim. 123; 59 BE. R. 1078, 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Clowes. [1893] 1 Ch. 214. Refd. 
Re Moses, Beddington v. Beddington, [1902] 1 Ch. 100. 
Mentd. Fenn v. Death (1856), 2 Jur. N. S. 700; Pride 


v. Fooks (1858), 3 De G. & J. 252. 


2380. Will executing power.|—A will exe- 
cuting a power is not revoked by deeds altering 
the estate or interest of the party appointing in the 
property. 

A. disposition by will since Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), can only be revoked by ademption of the 
property devised, or by a declaration of an inten- 
tion to revoke, or by words equivalent thereto. 

All those cases, in which it was formerly held 
that a will was revoked by an alteration of the 
estate of testator, are now put an cnd to by Wills 
Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 23, & a will can only be revoked 
by marriage, by express declaration in writing, or 
by burning, etc. (Str J. Romitiy, M.R.).—Forp 
¢. De Portkés, DE Pontks v. KENDALL (1861), 
30 Beav. 572; 31 L. J. Ch. 185; 5 L. T. 515; 
8 Jur. N.S. 3923; 10 W. R. 69; 51 E.R. 1012. 





(b) Sale by Testator. 


2381. General rule.|——AXTEL v. AXTEL (1679), 
2 Cas. in Ch. 243 22 E.R. 828, L. C. 

2382. -|—Legacy of a debt is not adeemed 
by testator having received dividends on a bkpcy. 
Legacy of my £1,000 Kast India stock is specific, 
& adeemed by testator’s having sold the stock.— 
ASHBURNER Vv. MACGUIRE (1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 108 3 
20 Ih. R. 62, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Stanley v. Potter (1789), 2 Cox, Eq. 

Cus. 180; Barkera. Rayner (1820), 5 Madd. 208 ; Gardner 

v. Hatton (1833), 6 Sim. 93; Re Bridle (1879), 4 C. P. D. 


$36; Re Robe, Slade v. Wimpole (1889), 61 L. T. 497. 
Refd. Simmons v. Vallance (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 345; 








WILLS. 


Chaworth v. Beech (1799), 4 Ves. 555; Innes v. Johnson 
1799), 4 Vos. 568; Re Tyler, Tyler v. Tylor (1891), 65 


a T. 367. 

2383. .|—Testator bequeathed to the M. 
co. ‘‘ the sum of £42,000 New Three per cents., 
more or less at the time of my death ’”’; to the B. 
Society the sum of £42,000, more or less at the 
time of my death, to be the Brazilian Five per 
cent. stock ’’; & to the L. M. Society “ the sum of 
£42,000 Russian Five per cent. stock.’’ At the 
date of testator’s death there were no stocks 
answering any of these descriptions. Testator 
had sold the New Three per cent. annuities, & 
the Brazilian & Russian stocks had been con- 
verted into other stocks by the Brazilian & 
Russian Govts. respectively :—Held: the bequests 
of the New Three per cents. & the Brazilian stock 
were specific, & the legacies therefore failed, but 
that the bequest of the Russian stock was not 
specific, but was to be treated as a legacy of such 
a sum as at testator’s death was of the value of 
£42,000 Russian Five per cent stock.—Ne TYLER, 
Ty tur v. TYLER (1891), 65 L. T. 367; 7 'T. 1. RR. 
3103; on appeal, [J891] 3 Ch. 252, C. A. 
Annotations :-—Mentd. Re Bowen, Lloyd Phillips v. Davis, 

(1893] 2 Ch. 491; Worthing Corpn. «. Heather, [1906] 


2 Ch. 632; Re Davies, Lloyd v. Cardigan County Council, 
[1915) 1 Ch. 543. 


2384. Sale of part—Discharge of mortgage.|— 
Testator being indebted on mtge. & being possessed 
of £5,000 stock, by his will gave to A. & BR. “ all 
the stock he had in the 3 per cents. being about 
£5,000, except £500 which he gave to (.,”? & he 
devised other specific parts of his property to be 
sold & the produce to be applied in discharge of 
the intge. Testator himself afterwards sold out 
£2,000, part of the £5,000, & paid off the mte. 
with it. This adecemed the legacy pro tanto, & 
the specific legatees can have no relief from the 
funds by the will appropriated for payment. of 
the mntge.—TIumMpiurtiys v. HumMpureys (1789), 
2 Cox. Eq. Cas. 1813 30 H.R. 85, L. C. 
Annotations :— Consd. Bothamley v. Sherson (1875), T. Wt. 

20 Eq. 304; Re Bridle (1879), 4 CG. P. D. 336. Refd. Ie 

Chadwin, xr p. Chadwin (1818), 3 Swan. 380 ; Partington 

v. Carrington (1859), 84 1. T. O. S. 69. Mentd. Fe Hull's 

Histate (1855), 21 Beayv. 314. 

2385. Deeds deposited with testator to secure 
purchase-money.|—Moor v. Katsnpeck, No. 2379, 
ante. 

2386. Purchase not completed at testator’s 
death.|-— Testatrix devised a real estate, & after- 
wards sold it. The purchase was not completed 
until after her death :—J/eld: the purchase- 
money belonged to the personal representatives, 
& not to the devisees of testatrix, notwithstanding 
her lien on the estate for the purchase-money, & 
notwithstanding Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 58. 23.— 
FARRAR v. WINTERTON (KART) (1812), 5 Beav. 1; 
6 Jur. 204; 49 K. R. 476. 

Annotation :— Refd. Pe Clowes, [1893] 1 Ch. 214. 

2387. Sale under compulsory powers.|-— 
The owner of an estate, after having devised it to 
an infant, agreed, under compulsion, to sell a 
portion of it to a railway co. The owner having 
died before the completion of the purchase, with- 
out having altered his will: —J/eld: his exors., 
& not the devisee, were entitled to the purchase- 
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23811. General rule.]—Re MCDONALD, 
STEWART v. McDONALD, [1913] St. R. 
Qd. 58.—AUS. 

2381 fi. -]—Where land speci- 
fically devised wasn subsequently sold 
by testator under an agreement for sale 
in force at testator’s death such sale 
mnust be held to have adeemed the 
devise.—-Re MacDouGaLL  ESsraTrR, 
(1927]3 D.L. 1. 464; [1927] 1 W. WwW. R, 





612; 21 Sask. L. R. 397.—CAN. 


2381 fii. -.J}—Where testator pro- 
vides by his will that all his cattle are 
to be sold, & out of the proceeds of the 
gale £50 is to be paid to A., & the rest 
of the money to B., the legacy 1s specific, 
& is adeemed where testator afterwards 
sells all his cattle, even although a 
portion of the proceeds of the sale 
sufficient to satisfy the legacy can bo 
traced.— WILSON v. Bray, 12 N. Z. 
L. R. 620.—N.Z. 


2386 i. Purchase not completed at 
testator’s death.|}—GutIrny v. CONDON, 
{1918) 11. lt. 23.—IR. 


2386 ii. .}—MILEY v. CARTY & 
MILEY, [1927] I. R. 541.—IR. 


2386 fii. .J—M‘ ARTHUR'S EXECU- 
TORS v. GUILD, [1908] S. C. 7433 45 
Se. L. R. 551; 158. L. T. 1023.—- SCOT. 


2387 i. Sale under compulsory 
powers.)-——POLLOK’s TRUATEES ¥v. AN- 
DERSON, 4 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 455.—8SOOT. 











Part XIJ.—Leaat INCIDENTS or a Girt By WILL. 


money & to the compensation for severance.— 
Re MANCHESTER & SOUTHPORT Ry. Co. (1854), 
19 Beav. 365; 62 E. R. 391. 

aranen :—Refd. Haynes v. Haynes (1861), 1 Drew. & Sm. 


2888. .|—A. B., being tenant for life 
of real estate under a marriage settlement & 
ultimate owner in fee, subject to intervening 
interests, contracted to sell the estate to a railway 
co. absolutely. <A. B. by his will, made previously 
to the contract, had specifically devised this estate, 
& there was no general devise in the will. No 
conveyance having been executed to the co., they 

aid interest upon the money to the tenant for 
ife; & upon his death, & failure of all the inter- 
vening interests, the co. paid the principal & 
arrears of interest into ct. under their special 
Act :—Held: there was no conversion of the real 
estate ; the specific devise failed ; & the purchase- 
money descended to the heir of A. B.; & the 
devisees under the will of the heir were now 
entitled.—-Re Baaor’s SETTLEMENT (1862), 31 
L. J. Ch. 772; 61.1. 774; 10 W. R. 607. 

2389. Purchase-money paid into 
court.|-—The Common Council of London, being 
empowered by a local Act of Parliament to take 
a freehold house belonging to A. for the purposes 
of the Act at the expiration of six months after 
notice given of their intention to take the same, 
served A. with the required notice in Sept. 1840. 
The amount of the purchase-money was afterwards 
agreed upon, & an abstract of A.’s title was sent 
to the Common Council. Im Apr. 1841, he died, 
having by his will, dated in 1837, devised his real 
estate to B. & his residuary personal estate to C. :— 
Held: the purchase-money, which, after <A.’s 
death, was paid into ct. under the Act, was to be 
considered not as part of his real, but as part of 
his personal estate, & all his debts, ctc., having 
been paid, it: belonged to his residuary legatee.— 
Iie p. WAWKINS (1848), 13 Sim. 569; 27.1. O. S. 
94; BOK. R. 221. 











ne ee 





Annotations :-—Apld. Watts v. Watts (1873), L. R. 17 Eq. 

rae Refd. Haynes +. Huynes (1861), 1 Drew. & Sm. 
do 

2390. Donee entitled to rents until 


completion.|---W., by will, in 1859, bequeathed 
leaseholds to his sister A., & the residue of his 
estate to his sister E., & in 1865 was served with 
a notice on the part of a railway co. to treat for 
the purchase, under the provisions of their Acts, 
of the leascholds for the purposes of their railway. 
Surveyors appointed by W. & the co., but not in 
writing, settled the value of the Jeaseholds, & 
the former verbally agreed to accept the sum 
named. W. died in Feb. 1869, the matter remain- 
ing in abeyance till Apr. 1470, when the sale was 
completed by the exor. :-~Held: the notice to 
treat, followed by the valuation of the surveyors, 
was, notwithstanding Stat. Frauds, a valid con- 
tract; there had been an ademption of the 
bequest to A.; but A. was entitled to the rents 
which had accrued between the death of testator 
& the completion of the purchase by the co.— 
WATTS wv. WATTS (1873), L. R. 17 Hq. 217; 438 
L. J. Ch. 77; 20 L. T. 671; 22 W. R. 105. 

2391. Bequest of sum to carry on property sold.| 
—Testator gave to his brother ahsolutcly certain 
collieries, & all debts which might be due to him at 


238921. Purchase-money mixed with j. Sale to 


testator’s property. J— CONGREVE’S TRUS- 
TEES vt. CONGREVE (1874), 1 R. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 1102; 11 Se. L. R. 636.—SCOT. 


ere ee 


h. Devise of land previously sold.) 
—- SHAND v. ROBINSON (1898), 19 
8. W. (E aa 88; 14 N. 5S. W. 


N. 8. 
W.N. 214.— m, Compulsory 


devisee.] 
ARCHER, Cass. Dig. 2nd ed. 875.—CAN. 
k. .|}— HEWSON) 4, 
(1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 296.—IR 
l. Purchase-money 
trustecs.|—-GILFOYLE v. WOOD-MARTIN, 
(1921) 11. R. 105.—IR. 
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the time of his decease in respect of such collieries 
& works, but subject to the payment of all debts 
& engayements due & payable in respect of or 
connected with the said works; & for the better 
enabling his brother to carry on the collieries, 
testator bequeathed to him £10,000. Shortly 
before his decease testator sold all his property 
in the collieries to his brother :—Held: there was 
no ademption of the legacy of £10,000, but the 
direction as to receiving & paying debts could not 
be carried into effect.—Parsons v. COKE (1858), 
27 lL. J. Ch. 828; 6 W. R. 715. 


2392. Purchase-money mixed with testator’s 
property.|—-Ademption is a destruction or cesser 
of existence of the thing given. 

Testator bequeathed all the personal estate of 
which he should die possessed, except such share 
as he should become entitled to in the property 
of A. to his wife absolutely ; & he bequeathed all 
his share in A.’s property upon certain trusts 
mentioned in his will. A.’s estate, which consisted 
of two separate sums of stock, came into testator’s 
possession after the date of his will, & the sums 
were transferred into his name. One of such 
suins of stock remained standing in his name at 
his death, but the other sum was sold out by him 
& applied for his own purposes :—J/eld : there was 
an ademption of the legacy in respect of the stock 
sold out, it having been mixed with testator’s 
property & spent, but the stock transferred to 
him & continuing to stand in his name passed 
under the bequest.— lasik v. Ler (1858), 27 L. J. 
Ch. 824; 32 1. T. O. S. 59; 6 W. R. 846. 
Annotation :—Apld. Moore v. Moore (1860), 29 Beav. 496. 

2393. Gift of ‘‘ all interest in estate ’’—Purchase- 
money deposited in bank by testator.|—-Testator 
after bequeathing pecuniary legacies, directed 
them ‘“‘ to be paid from such part of my personal 
estatc as shall consist of money at my bankers or 
in the 3 per cent. consols.”” & after directing that 
the whole of his income should be devoted to the 
comfort & maintenance of his wife, & that she 
should have the use of his residence, he desired 
‘that the furniture, goods & chattels be not sold 
during my wife’s lifetime, but at her decease he 
divided among the exors.’”’? & after the death of 
his wife he bequeathed to M. ‘‘ all my interest in 
the C. estate.’ Prior to the date of the will, the 
C. estate, which had been appointed by will by 
testator’s wife to him absolutely, was taken by the 
M. Board of Works, the purchase-money being 
paid into ct. Subsequently the wife died, & ad- 
ministration with her will annexed was taken out 
by testator, who then conveyed the C. estate to 
the Board, & obtained payment out to himself 
of the purchase-money, which he placed with his 
bankers partly on deposit & partly to his general 
account with his other moneys, from time to time 
drawing on that general account. At his death 
there stood to his credit at his bankers the sum 
on deposit & a balance on his general account :— 
Held : the gift of ‘‘ all my interest in the C. estate ”’ 
had been adeemed & did not pass the money on 
deposit or any part of the balance at the bankers.— 
MANTON v. TABOTS (1885), 30 Ch. D. 92; 54 L. J. 
Ch. 1008; 538 L. T. 289; 33 W. R. 832. 
Annotation: -Mentd. Re Miller, Daniel v. Danicl (1889), 

61 L. T. 365. 


disposition & deed of settlement con- 
tained a special bequest of a house, 
which afterwards & during the truster’s 
life was conveyed by a compulsory sale 
to a railway co.:—Held:; the price 
given for the house could not be re- 
covered by the legatce named in the 
deed.—CHALMERS v. CHALMERS (1851), 
18 L. T. 0. 8S. 188.—SCOT. 


SEVERN 1%. 





CAROLIN 


deposited with 


sale.J)— A trust 
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Sect. 5.— Modes of failure of a gift: 
(b) & (ce) 4. & 27.) 

2894. Sale by trustees with consent of testator— 
Property subject to power of appointment—Con- 
veyance not executed at testator’s death——Purchase- 
money not received.|—-Under his marriage settle- 
ment, A. B. had power to appoint the reversion 
in fee of the settled estates, & the trustees had a 
power of sale with his consent. <A. B., by his will, 
appointed it to trustees, to sell & stand possessed 
of the produce in trust for a class ; ; & he gave all 
his real & personal estate ‘‘ not thereinbefore 
specifically disposed of’ to his widow. Subse- 
quently, the trustecs, with A. B.’s consent, sold 
the estate ; but, at his death, the conveyance had 
not been executed by one of the trustees, & the 
purchase-money had not been received :— Held: 
the gift to the class was inoperative, & the pur- 
chase-money passed, under the residuary gift, to 
the widow.—GALE v. GALE (1856), 21 Beav. 349 ; 
4W. KR. 277; 52 E.R. 894. 

Annotations : —-Folld. Blake v. Blake (1880), 15 Ch. 1D. 481. 
Consd. Ke Dowsett, Dowsett v. Meakin, (1904) 1 Ch. 398, 
Apprvd. Beddington v. Baumann, (1903) A 13. Refd. 
Re Johnustone’s Settlmt. (1880), 14 Ch. D. 163. 

2395. Subsequent mortgage to testator.|—Testa- 
tor being absolutely entitled to a freehold estate, 
specifically devised it to IT. Afterwards he sold 
the estate to a purchaser, & on the following day 
the property was reconveyed to him by way of 
mtge. for securing part of the purchase-money, 
which was allowed to remain charged on the 
estate :—Jleld: the sum secured by the mtge. did 
not pass to the specific devise LOWES, 
[1893] 1 Ch. 214; 68 L. T. 395; 41 W. R. 69; 
37 Sol. Jo. 25; 21. 115, C. A. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Re Carter, Dodds v. Pearson, [1900] 
a Gh. Ri Apld. Jte Bick, Kdwards v. Bush, [1920] 


2396. Request by testator to agents to sell.| — 
Testator in Jamaica, having given a general power 
of attorney to sell out particular stock, made his 
will, bequeathing the stock specifically. He after- 
wards drew bills on the attorneys, & by letter 
requested them to dispose of a portion of the stock 
to repay themselves. The bills were paid. Soon 
afterwards testator died, & after his death, but 
without Knowledge of it, the attorneys sold out 
a portion of the stock, & repaid themselves :— 
Held: neither the direction to sell, nor the sale 
after testator’s death, adeemed any part of the 
legacy.—ITARRISON v. ASHER (1848), 2 De oe & 
Sm. 436; 17 1. J. Ch. 452; 12 1. T. O. 8. 25; 
12 Jur. 833 ; 64 HE. R. 196. 

Annotation -—Refd. Thomas v. Thomas (1859), 1 1. T. 208. 

2397. Sale by agents after testator’s death.|— 
HARRISON v. ASHER, No. 2396, ante. 

2398. Offer by agent to sell-—Offer before testa- 
tor’s death—Acceptance after.]|—An offer by an 
agent to sell the subject-matter of a specific legacy, 
made before but accepted after testator’s death, 
does not operate as an ademption.—Re PEARCE, 
ROBERTS v. STEPHENS (1894), 8 It. 805. 

Change of investment after sale.|—See Nos. 2412- 
2414, post. 


Sub-sect. 2, B. 











(c) Investment. 
i. In General. 

2399. Investment by agents—Without testator’s 
knowledge.|—Testator resident in Jamaica be- 
queathed to A. £2,000, part of a sum of £7,000 
in the hands of his agents in England & received 
by them from the Transport Board on his account. 


WILLS. 


Testator afterwards went to Philadelphia, where 
he died. Seven days before his death he wrote 
to his agent in Jamaica, desiring him to order his 
agents in England to invest all his moneys in their 
hands, received from the ‘Transport Board, in 
any stock most beneficial to his estate. The agent 
wrote accordingly ; but, some time before his 
letter arrived in England, the agents there had, 
of their own accord, invested the whole of testator’s 
moneys in their hands in the 4 per cent. :—Held : 
the legacy was not adeemed.—BASAN v. BRANDON 
(1836), 8 Sim. 171; 59 H.R. 68. 

2400. Gift of claim on estate—Money received in 
testator’s lifetime—Investment of money received.| 
-—Testator gave one- -third part of the ‘‘ amount 
of money” that might accrue from his claim 
on a testator’s estate in course of administra- 
tion in Chancery to his son, & the other two-third 
parts thereof to his wife & his son-in-law for their 
lives, with remainder to the son. The larger part 
of the amount was, after the date of the will, 
received by testator under orders of the ct., & 
invested in his name in Consols, some small part 
of which he sold, but afterwards repurchased in 
part. The extrix., on testator’s death, treating 
this stock as the subject of the legacy, transferred 
the son’s one-third to him, & she also transferred 
the two-thirds parts to trustees, who paid the 
income to her & the son-in-law :—Jleld: on the 
principle of the civil law, testator having set apart 
a specific fund received by him, in order that it 
may be expressly reserved for the benefit of the 
legatee, it was not adeemed.-—CLARK v. BROWNE 
(1854), 2 Sm. & G. 524; 241. T. 0.8.3; 18 Jur. 
903; 2 W. R. 66d ; 65 KK. OR. 510. 
Annotations ; -N.F. Harrison v. Jackson ob, 7), 7 


339: Manton v. Tabols (1885), 30 92. Se fa 
Ite Robe, Slade v. Walpole (1889), 61 in T. 497. 


2401. .|—A widow, being entitled 
to one-third of her husband’s personal estate, 
took out administration, & having sold out a sum 
of stock belonging to him, she reinvested the 
produce, with a small addition, in another stock 
in her own name. By her will, she bequeathed to 
her younger son all her share in the personal 
property of her husband, to which she became 
entitled to at his decease :—Held: the stock 
passed as a fea bequest to the legatee.—MooRE 
v. MoorkE (1860), 29 Beav. 496; 54 KH. R. 720. 


Annotations :—Distd. Manton v. Tabois (1885), 30 Ch D. 
92. Refd. Morgan v. Thomas (1877), 6 Ch. D. 176 


2402. —--— ---—-.]—Testator devised & be- 
queathed to defts. “ all the real & personal estate 
which I am or shall or may be entitled to under 
the will of my late uncle,’’? & he bequeathed the 
residue of his personal estate to pltf. Between 
the date of the will & the time of his death he 
received from the estate of his uncle £800, & 
invested part of it in the purchase of a sum of 
£600 railway stock. Jie had previously purchased 
other sums of the same stock with his own money, 
& at the time of his death these sums & the £600 
remained standing as one sum in his name :— 
Held: the £600 stock passed under the gift to 
defts.—MorGaAN v. THOMAS (1877), 6 Ch. D. 176; 
461. J. Ch. 7753; 36 L. T. 689; 25 W. R. 750. 


Annotations :—Distd. Re Bridle (1879), L. T. 343; 
Manton v. Tabois (1885), 30 Ch. D. Co che Re 
Kenyon’s Estate, Mann v. Knapp UgsT), 56 L. 626. 
Apld. Re BEA ah Gough v. Dames (1911), 80 L. ay. Ch, 





ee ee 








246. Refd. He Armstrong, Marescaux v. Hee rone (1Ri 2}. 
49 L. J. Ch. 53. Mentd. Woolaston v. Woolaston 1877), 
37 L. T. 631. 

2403. -—---— —Testatrix by her will, 








after directing the payment of her debts, & giving 


PART XII. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. (c) I. 
n. Sale by curalor bonis.}—MACFARLANE’S TRUBTEES v. MACFARLANE, [1910] 8. C. 325; 47 Se. L. R. 266; (1910) 


18. L. T. 40.—SCOT. 
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certain legacies, gave a sum of £7,500, “ which 
I believe is left under uncle Price’s will to me,” 
In various legacies to several persons. At the date 
of her will she was entitled in reversion to shares 
in two sums of £25,000 & £20,000, which together 
amounted to £7,500 under her uncle’s will & a 
settlement which contained the usual power to 
change investments made by him. When the 
reversion fell into possession testatrix received the 
money representing her share, which she invested 
& the investments could be traced :—Held: the 
gift of the £7,500 was not adeemed, but was 
effectual so far as the funds representing the shares 
of testatrix undcr her uncle’s will & settlement 
could be traced.—Re KENYON’sS ESTATE, MANN v. 
KNAPP (1887), 56 L. T. 626. 

2404. Devise of estate under power—Sale by 
trustees—Proceeds invested in stock.]—Under a 
settlement testator had a general power of appoint- 
ment over the reversion in fee of certain real 
estate thereby settled & which the trustecs were 
empowered to sell with his consent, there being 
no express power of re-investment of the proceeds 
of sale. During his lifetime, & with his consent, 
parts of the real estate were sold. Shortly after 
wards some of the real estate still remaining un- 
sold, he made his will, whereby, after reciting that 
under the settlement the real estate comprised 
therein was subject to such uses as he should 
appoint, he appointed the same to the use of 
trustecs for a term of five hundred years, & subject 
thereto, to the use of his son in fee; &, without 
prejudice to that appointment, he gave all the 
real & personal estate of or to which he was 
seised or possessed, or over which he might have 
any power of appointment, to his widow abso- 
lutely :-—ITeld > the purchase-money of the real 
estate sold, which had been received by the 
trustecs of the settlement & invested by them in 
India Stock, passed to the widow under the 
residuary gift, & not to the son under the prior 
appointment.—RBLAK v. BLAKE (1880), 15 Ch. D. 
481; 49 L. J. Ch. 303; 42 TT. 721; 28 W. R. 
G47. 

Annotations :—-Expld. Re Dowsett, Dowsett cv. Meakin, [1901] 

1 Ch. 398. Apprvd. Beddington v. Baumann, [1903] 


A.C. 13. Refd. &c Lowman, Devenish v. Pester (1895), 
12 It. 362. 


il. Change of Investment. 


2405. Conversion of stock to annuities.|——A. 
devises £1,000 capital South Sea stock to B.3 at the 
time of making his will he had £1,800 such stock, 
& after, by sale, reduced it to £200, which he after 
increased to £1,600, & died LBetween the making 
his will & his death, the act took place, which 
changed three-fourths of the capital South Sea 
stock into annuities: the legacy is not taken away 
or impaired by the sale, nor by the Act. of Parlia- 
ment.—PARTRIDGE v. PARTRIDGE (1786), Cas. 
temp. Talb. 226; 9 Mod. Rep. 269; 2 Eq. Cas. 
Abr. 570; 25 E.R. 749, I. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Purse v. Snaplin (1738), 1 Atk. 414. 
Distd. Jeffreys v. Jeffreys (1743), 3 Atk. 120; Wingfield 
v. Newton (1744), 9 Mod. Rep. 428. Expld. Ie Tyler, 
wer vw. Tyler (1891), 65 L. T. 367. Refd. Bronsdon v. 

inter (1745), 1 Amb. 57 ; Ashburner v. Macguire (1786), 

2 Bro. C. C. 108. 

24.06. -|—One devises the sum of £2,000 
S. 8. stock. At the time of making his will he 
had just £2,000 S. S. stock. He afterwards sold 
£1,500 of it, & three-fourths of the residue was 
turned into annuities by Act of Parliament :— 
Held: the bequest was not specific, nor adeemed.— 
BRONSDON v. WINTER (1738), Amb. 57; 27 E. R. 


Annotations :—Distd. Jeffreys v. Jeffreys (1743), 8 Atk, 120; 
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Wingficld v. Newton (1744), 9 Mod. Rep. 428. Consd. 

Simmons v. Vallance (1793), 4 Bro. C. ©. 345. Apld. 

A.-G. v. Fletcher (1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 75. Refd. Innos 

v. Johnson (1799), 4 Ves. 568; Page v. Young (1875), 

lL. R. 19 Eq. 501; Re Tyler, Tyler v. Tyler (1891), 65 

L. T. 367. 

2407. Annuities paid off.|—Another question in 
this cause is as to a sum of one thousand three 
hundred pounds paid out of testator’s South Sea 
annuities after the making his will & before his 
death, by way of annihilation, under 4 Geo. 2, c. 5, 
it not appearing what is become of it; whether 
this is to be considered as an ademption pro tanto 
out of the several legacies charged thereupon ? 
or, whether this ought to be made good to the 
legatees out of the assets in the hands of the 
exor. ? 

As to this question the case was thus: testator 
had a great quantity of South Sea, Bank, & India 
stock, & devised as follows: ‘‘ Item, I give & 
devise to my daughter M., her heirs & assigns, 
my rentcharge of twenty-five pounds a year, & all 
my money, goods, chattels, notes, bonds, securities, 

personal estate, except all such money or 
securities for money as I have in Bank stock, 
India stock, South Sea stock, & South Sea 
annuities, which I charge with the payment of 
my debts, legacies, & funeral; & the surplus I give 
to trustees for my daughters.’’ Afterwards, on 
Jan. 26, 1731, by a codicil, reciting, that he had 
changed his mind in some things, & confirmed it 
as to the rest, he gives to his daughter M. the 
fifth part of the surplus of the South Sea & other 
stocks & annuitics, to be at her own disposal, & 
upon her death then to the surviving daughters. 
Between the making of the will & this codicil the 
thirteen hundred pounds was paid off. As to this 
part of the case, 1 am of opinion, that this is not 
to be considered as an ademption of any part 
of the legacies, but that the deficiency ought to be 
made good to the Iegatees out of the assets of 
testator. It has been insisted for the pltf., that 
the South Sea stock charged with the payment 
of the testator’s legacies was a specific legacy of 
stock slalu quo tempore doni, & as such would not 
admit of any satisfaction in value, but must be 
extinguished as to so much which has been paid 
olf But 1 deny it to be a specific legacy; & if 
not such a legacy, the Act of Parliament is no 
ademption of it. It is plainly a general bequest 
of South Sea stock, whether more or Jess, which 
testator had at the time of his death ; for though 
to some purposes a will must be taken to speak 
from the time of its making, yet that rule holds 
only as to particular things or individuals, & not 
as to all personal legacies in gencral; but con- 
struction must be made upon the whole will; & 
testator’s intent is to be considered, whether it 
was to extend the description of the thing devised 
to the time of his death, or to confine it to the time 
of executing his will (LorRD IIARDWICKE, C.).— 
WINGFIELD v. NEWTON (1739), 2 Coll. 520, n. 3; 9 
Mod. Rep. 428; 88 FB. R. 552, Ll. C, 

2408. Share in profits in partnership—aAlteration 
in articles affecting shares.|-—One partner by will 
gives one-ninth of one-twelth of the profits reserved 
to him, to his partners. We afterwards, on the 
expiration of the partnership, renews it with the 
saine partners, giving them a greater interest than 
they had under the former articles :—Held: they 
were entitled to one-ninth of testator’s interest in 
the partnership at his death; & the renewal of 
the articles was not an ademption nor revocation 
of the devise.—BACKWELL v, CHILD (1755), Amb. 
260; 27 E.R. 173, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re Russell, Russell v. Chell (1882), 19 

Ch. D. 432. Refd. Aston v. Wood (1874), 22 W. R. 893. 


410 


Sect. age of failure of a gift: Sub-sect. 2, B. 
(c) 2.] 

2409. Money paid off re-invested in other 
securities.|—Testator enumerates mtges., bonds, & 
notes, due to him; & gives out of the interest an 
annuity to A. for life, & after her death directs 
the securities to be vested in trustees for charitable 
uses. Some of the securities are paid off, & new 
securities taken after the will :—J/eld: a general 
bequest of the amount of the value of the securitics 
to be made good out of the general assets.—A.-G. 


v. PARKIN (1769), Amb. 566; 1 Dick. 422; 27 
Ki. RR. 365, L. C. 
Macguire (1786), 2 


Annotations :—Consd. Ashburner ¢, 
Bro. C. C. 108. | Dbtd. Stanley v. Potter (1789), 2 Cox, 
Eq. Cus. 180. Consd. Chaworth v. Beech (1799), 4 Vea. 
Colvile ». Middleton (1840), 3 Beav. 570. Refd. 


ied ee 
Williams vu. Hughes (1857), 24 Beav. 474; Re Bridle 


(1879), 4 C. P. D. 336; Re Robe, Slade v. Wimpole (1889), 

61 L. T. 497. 

2410, —-—.|— By her will testatrix directed the 
trustees of a settlement executed by her to hold 
“all & singular the trust moneys comprised therein 
& the securities on which the same should be 
invested ’’ on trust to pay legacies, ete. :—JIeld : 
the bequest. of such of the trust moneys as had been 
called in, received & reinvested by testatrix in her 
life was adeemed.—JONES v. SOUTHALL (No. 2) 
(1862), 32 Beav. 31; 1 New Rep. 152; 32 L. J. Ch. 
1380; 8L. T.103; 9 Jur. N.S. 93; 11 W. R. 2417; 
55 E. R. 12. 


Annotation :—-Mentd. Re Young, Public Trustee v. Walker, 
[1920] 2 Ch. 427. 


2411. .|—-Bequest of ‘£1,000 D Stock in 
the L. & N. W. Ry. co., now standing in the names 
of the trustees of my settlement, & bequeathed to 
me by my late wife & which stock it is my intention 
to have transferred into my name, unto A., B., 
& C. upon trust for A.’”? The stock was never 
transferred into testator’s name, but was paid off 
by the co. & reinvested, by his desire, in the 
purchase, in the names of the settlement. trustees, 
of other securities :—Held: the legacy was 
adeemed, & the residuary legatees were entitled 
to the securities.—ITARRISON v, JACKSON (1877), 
7 Ch. D. 330; 477. J. Ch. 142. 

Annotations :—Folld. Manton v. Tabois (1885), 30 Ch. D. 

92. Consd. Re Robe, Slade v. Walpole (1889), 61 lL. T. 


497. Refd. #’e Kenyon’s state, Mann vr. Knapp (1887), 
56 L. T. 626. 


2412, Sale by testator--Long annuities con- 
verted to short.|-—Testator gave to M., whom he 
afterwards marricd, among other bequests, £50 
long annuities, which he had purchased with 
£1,000 left him by the willof J. After his marriage 
he made a codiell, by which he confirmed to his 
wife the benefits given to her by his will, in 
addition to the provision made for her by her 
marriage settlement. De afterwards sold his long 
annuities, & with the produce purchased new 
annuities, which differed only from the long 
annuities by being terminable a quarter of a year 

sooner. Subsequently to this transaction he made 

another codiciJ, by which he confirmed his will 

& former codicil :—Held: the legacy of £50 long 

annuities was adeemed.—PATTISON v. PATTISON 

(1832), 1 My. & K.12; 21. J. Ch. 15; 39 I. R. 585. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Tyler, Tyler v. Tyler (1891), 65 





I.. T. 367. Mentd. Zte Donald, Moore ». Somerset, (1909), 
53 Sol], Jo. 673. 
2413. Annuities converted to mortgage. |— 





Testator gave to his wife, F., the interest of all 
his property in the public funds during her life, 
the principal being placed in the names of the 
under-mentioned trustees for that purpose; & 
he also gave to his wife all his other property which 
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he might be possessed of at his decease, after 
paying his funeral expenses & debts, part of his 
funded property being applied for that purpose if 
necessary. On the death of his wife he gave to 
his daughter J. £200 stock 3 per cent. reduced 
annuities, & to two other persons £50 3 per cent. 
Reduced annuities respectively, & to his son the 
residue of his property, after paying those legacies, 
& he appointed two persons his exors. & trustees. 
At the date of his will testator had £700 3 per cent. 
Reduced annuities, but he afterwards sold out 
that stock, & invested part of the produce on 
mtge. :—Jleld: the gift to F. of the interest of 
testator’s property in the funds was specific, & was 
consequently adeemed by the sale of the stock, 
but the other legacies were general, & F. took 
only a life interest in testator’s residuary estate. 
—Hayers vr. Hayes (1836), 1 Keen, 97; 5 L. J. Ch. 
2433 48 KL. RR. 243. 

2414. ——— Purchase of other securities.}|—'Tcs- 
tator being possessed, among other things, of 
Egyptian 9 per cent. Bonds, & also of a lease- 
hold house held for lives, & a policy for £3,000 on 
one of the lives, gave several specific legacies, & 
among others, specific legacies of several of his 
Egyptian bonds to various legatecs, & gave the 
leasehold house & the policy for £3,000, & all 
bonuses & additions thereto, to J., she paying the 
future premiums, & directed that if she should be 
married at his death, the house & policy should 
be settled on her & her children; & testator 
gave the residue of his estate, including his house- 
hold furniture, to A. After the date of his will 
testator married, & by a codicil gave to his wife 
for her life all the income, dividends, & annual 
proceeds of his entire estate, & postponed the 
payment of all legacies & the distribution of all 
estates vested in him till after her death, & subject 
thereto confirmed bis will. Between the dates 
of his will & of his codicil testator sold his Egyptian 
9 per Cent. Bonds, & with the proceeds of the 
sale & other moneys purchased other Mgyptian 
bonds called Khedive Bonds :—Held : the specific 
legacies of the Egyptian bonds were adeemed, & 
the Khedive Bonds formed part of the residue.— 
MACDONALD v. IRVINE (1878), 8 Ch. D. 1015 47 
J.J. Ch. 491; 88 L. 7. 155: 26 W. RR. 381, C. A. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Grav, Dresser v. Gray (1887), 36 

Ch. D. 205: lee Green, Baldock ow Green (2888), 40 Ch. D. 
610; Ae Tyler, Tyler «. Tyler (1891), 65 1. T. 367; Tee 
Curry, Curry v. Curry (1908), 53 Sol. Jo. 1175 > Fe Gillins, 
Inglis v. Gillins, [1909] 1 Ch. 315. Mentd. Gray v. 

(1880), 15 Ch. D. 74; Re Eaton, Daines v. Eaton (1894), 
10 L. T. 761; Re Game, Game vr. Young, [1897} 1 Ch. 881 ; 
Re Van Straubenzee, Boustead v. Coopor, (1901) 2 Ch. 779; 
Re Bentham, Pearce v. Bentham (1906), OF 1. TT. 307 ; 
Re Bates, Hodgson v. Bates, (1907) 1 Ch. 22. Re Donald, 
Moore tv. Somerset (1909), 53 Sol. Jo. 673; Re Nicholson, 

Eade v. Nicholson, [1909] 2 Ch. 111.5 Re Wareham, Ware- 

hain v. Brewin, [1912] 2 Ch. 312; Re Evans’ Will Trusts, 

Pickering v. Evans, [1921] 2 Ch. 309. 

2415. Annuities converted into different denomi- 
nations.|—Testator by his will gave to his son a 
legacy of £20,000 in ‘‘ the joint stock of the 4 per 
cent. Bank annuities, transferable at the Bank 
of England, commonly called 4 per cent. Bank 
annuities ’’: the only 4 per cent. Bank annuities 
existing at the date of his will were reduced to 
34 per cents.; afterwards, & before his death, 
a new stock of 4 per cent. Bank annuities was 
created: the will speaks at the testator’s death, 
& the son is entitled to the sum of £20,000 in the 
then existing 4 per cent. Bank annuities.— 
SHEFFIELD v. COVENTRY (KARL) (1833), 2 Russ. 
& M. 317; 39 E.R. 415. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Powys v. Mansfield (1836), 6 Sim. 528. 
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2416. Conversion of shares to sipdaeas I ie Testa- 
trix bequeathed all her shares in the Imperial Gas 
Light & Coke co. After the date of her will all 
testatrix’s shares of the above description were, by 
a statutory scheme of amalgamation of the Im- 
perial & other cos., converted into stock of the 
Gas Light & Coke co. : —Held: a provision in the 
scheme, transferring to the substituted stock the 
trusts & limitations affecting the old shares, ‘‘ so 
as to give effect to & not revoke any testamentary 
disposition,” was effectual to prevent ademption. 
(2) After the amalgamation testatrix purchased 
other stock of the Gas Light & Coke co. :—Held: 
these also passed by the bequest.—I?e LOVEMAN, 
WATSON v. WATSON (1879), 48 L. J. Ch. 565. 
2417. Debentures to debenture stock.| 
Testator bequeathed ‘‘ all my debentures in the 
St. Paulo Brazilian Ry. co.”? upon certain trusts. 
At the date of the will testator held debentures 
of the co., but subsequently exchanged them for 
& died possessed of debenture stock in the 
same co. :-—Held: the subject of the bequest had 
been converted, & the legacy was adeemed.— 
Re LANE, Luarp v. LANE (1880), 14 Ch. D. 856 ; 
49 L. J. Ch. 768; 43 L. T. 87; 28 W. RR. 764. 
Annotations :--Folld. Re Gray, Dresser v. Gray (1887), 
36 Ch. D. 205. Expld. Ae Herring, Murray v. Herring, 
[1908] 2 Ch. 493. Refd. /te 'I'yler, Tyler v. Tyler (1891), 
65 L. T. 367; Ie Slater, Slater v. Slater, [1907] 1 Ch. 665. 
2418. Conversion of bonds—To shares.|—Rail- 
way bonds specifically bequeathed were afterwards 
converted into shares by a general arrangement 
with the bondholders :—//eld : the bequest had 
not been adeemed, notwithstanding that testator 
need not have joined in the arrangement.—-lRe 
PILKINGTON’s Trusts (1865), 6 New Rep. 246; 
13 L. T. 85. 
Ain ation :—Apld. Jenkins +. Jones (1866), IL. RR. 2 Eq. 


2419. To war loan.|—Re MACARTNEY, 
BROOKHOUSE v. BARMAN (1920), 86 T. L. R. 894 ; 
64 Sol. Jo. 409. 

2420. Appointment of annuities under power of 
appointment——Annuities sold out—-Re-investment 
in stock.|— By a post-nuptial settlement a specific 
sum of bank annuities was settled s0 as to give 
the wife a general power of appointment by will. 
Three days after the settlement the wife made 
her will in execution of the power & apportioned 
the sumof bank annuities between three appointees. 
Subsequently a portion of the bank annuities was 
with the consent of the wife & her husband sold 
out under a power of varying securities contained 
in the settlement & invested in railway stock :— 
Held: the legacies appointed by the will were not 
adeemed by the subsequent change in the invest- 
ment of the fund but the appointees took the rail- 
way stock in the proportions in which the bank 
annuities were appointed to thern by the will.— 
Re JOHNSTONE’S SETTLEMENT (1880), 14 Ch. D. 
162; 49 L. J. Ch. 596; 28 W. BR. 593, 

Annotations :—-Consd. Re Moses, Beddington v. Beddington, 
[1902) 1 Ch. 100. Refd. Blake v. Blake (1880), 42 L. T. 
724; Re Dowsctt, Dowasctt v. Meakin, [1901] 1 Ch. 398. 
2421. Shares in unlimited company converted 

into Hmited company.] — Testator bequeathed 

“fifty shares in the York Union Banking co.,”’ 

to be held upon certain trusts. At the date of 

the will the co. was registered & incorporated as 
an unlimited co. under the Companies Acts, & 
testator held seventy shares therein of the nominal 
value of £100 each. Between the dates of his 
will & his death the co. was registered as a limited 
co. under the same style, except that the word 

Limited was added, & each £100 share was con- 

verted into two shares of the nominal value of 

£60, & one hundred & forty of these new shares 
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were allotted to testator in substitution for his 
seventy shares of £100 each :-—Held: the bequest 
was not specific, but general, it was in effect a 
gift of such a sum as at the death of testator 
should be the value of fifty shares of £100 each 
in the unlimited co., & as, by reason of events of 
which testator was aware, it had become impossible 
to determine such value, the bequest failed.—Re 
GRAY, DRESSER v. Gray (1887), 36 Ch. D. 205; 
56 L. J. Ch. 975; 57 L. T. 132; 35 W. FR. 795. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Slater, Slater v. Slater, [1907] 1 

Ch. 665. Refd. Re Tyler, Tyler ». Tyler (1891), 65 LL. T. 

367; Re Curry, Curry v. Curry (1908), 53 Sol. Jo. 117; Re 

Gillins, Inglis v. Gilling, (1909) 1 Ch. 345. 

2422. Substitution of stock.|—ite TYLER, TYLER 
v. TYLER, No. 2383, ante. 

2423. Transfer of undertaking—Allotment of 
different stock.|—te SLATER, SLATER v. SLATER, 
No. 2378, ante. 

2424. Sub-division of shares.]-— Testator be- 
queathed ‘‘ my hundred shares in the Palatine 
Rubber Syndicate.’’ There was no such co., but 
there was a co. called the Pataling Rubber Syn- 
dicate, in which testator held at the date of his 
will hundred £1 shares, each of which was by 
special resolution of the co. subsequently sub- 
divided into ten shares of 2s. each :—Jleld: the 
thousand shares of 2s. cach passed under the 
bequest.-—~Re GREENBERRY, Hops v.o DANIELL 
(1911), 55 Sol. Jo. 683. 

2425. -|--Testator bequeathed to trustees 
23 shares belonging to him in the London & 
County Bank upon certain trusts. At the date 
of his will, the testator held 104 shares in the 
bank, of £80 each, £20 paid. Between the date 
of the will & the date of testator’s death the 
London & County Bank was amalgamated with 
the London & Westminster Bank, the name was 
changed to the London County & Westminster 
Bank, & the shares of £80 each, £20 paid, were 
subdivided into four shares of £20, £5 paid :— 
Held: the bequest was not adeemed & the 
twenty-three original shares, or four times that 
number since the division of the shares, passed 
bv the bequest.—Re CLIFFORD, MALLAM 1. McFYTE, 
[1912] 1 Ch. 20; 81 L. J. Ch. 220; 106 L. T. 14; 
28 T. L. R. 57; 56 Sol. Jo. 01. 

:—Refd. Re Kuypers, Kuypers v. Kuypers, 

(1925) Ch. 244: Ite Sikes, Moxon v. Crossley (1926), 

io T. 666; Ke Bancroft, Bancroft v. Bancroft, [1928] 

o OE de 

2426. Substitution of shares.]—Testator by his 
will gave his ten £4 fully-paid ordinary shares in 
aco. to N. Between the date of the will & of the 
death of testator the co. went into voluntary 
liquidation for the purposes of reconstruction, & 
as so reconstructed was incorporated in the same 
name. Under the scheme of reconstruction 
testator became entitled to two £5 fully-paid 
preference shares & two £5 fully-paid ordinary 
shares in the new co. for every £4 ordinary share 
he held in the old co., but in other respects the new 
co. was substantially the same as the old co. :-— 
Held: there had been no ademption, & N. was 
entitled to the substituted shares in the new co.— 
Re Leemine, TurRNER v. LeEeEMING, [1912] 1 Ch. 
828; 81 L. J. Ch. 453; 106 LL. T. 793. 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Kuypers, Euypers vt. 
{1925] 1 Ch. 244. 


2427. Reduction of dividends on shares—TIssue 
of additional shares in compensation.|—By her will 
made in 1920 testatrix bequeathed six hundred 
15 per cent. cumulative preferred ordinary shares 
of £1 each in a co. to trustees upon trust to pay 
the income to a tenant for life during his life & 
with a direction that after his death the shares 
should fall into residue. Subsequently during the 
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lifetime of testatrix the co. reorganised its capital 
by (inter alia) changing its 15 per cent. cumulative 
preferred ordinary shares into a like number of 
8 per cent. cumulative A. preference shares of £1 
each & at the same time issuing to a former holder 
of 15 per cent. cumulative preferred ordinary 
shares the same number of new 8 per cent. cumu- 
lative A preference shares of £1 each paid for in 
full out of reserves :—Held: the tenant for life 
was entitled only to the income of the six hundred 
8 per cent. cumulative A preference shares, which 
were really the original six hundred 15 per cent. 
cumulative preferred ordinary shares with an 
altered name & a reduced right to dividends ; 
& he took no interest in the new six hundred 
8 per cent. cumulative A preference shares which 
were issued to testatrix by way of compensation 


for the reduction in the rights attached to her 


original holding of shares.— Re KUYPERS, KUYPERS 
v. KUYPERS, [1925] Ch. 244; 94 L. J. Ch. 253 ; 
183 L. T. 468; 69 Sol. Jo. 366. 


(qd) Other Cases. 

2428. Lease of estate.|-A man devises land in 
fee, & then makes a lease for years of the same 
land. The lease, if not made to the devisee, is 
a revocation at law, pro tanto only.— PERKINS v. 
WALKER (1682), 1 Vern. 97; 23 Ki. R. 339, L. C. 
Annotation :—Refid. Fitzgerald v. Fauconberge (1729), 

Fitz-G. 207. 

2429. Premiums paid by lessees.!—(1) A 
tenant for life of real estate, who had under the 
settlement power to appoint the estate by will 
among his children after his own death, made a 
will by which he appointed part of the estate to 
one son & part of it to another son. After the 
execution of the will testator, in exercise of the 
power conferred on him as tenant for life by 
Settled Land Act, 1882 (c. 38), granted leases of 
parts of the appointed property in consideration 
of premuims paid by the lessees. The premiums 
were paid to the trustees of the settlement, & were 
invested by them :— Held: neither by Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 36), 8. 24, nor by Settled Land Act, 1882 
(c. 38), 8. 22 (5), did the appointment carry the 
premiums to the appointees, &, there being, in 
the opinion of the ct., nothing in the will to show 
an intention that the premiums should pass under 
the appointment the premiums went. as in default 
of appointment under the provisions of the settle- 
ment. 

(2) The doctrine of ademption applies to an 
appointment by will, whether made under a 
general or under a special power.—Re MOosEs, 
BEDDINGTON v. BEDDINGTON, [1902] 1 Ch. 100; 
W100. J. Ch. 101; 85 L. T. 596; 18 T. I. R. 147, 
C. A.; on appeal, sub nom. BEDDINGTON v. BAu- 
MANN, [1903] A. C. 13, H. L. 

Annotations :—-Generally, Refd. Re Wlanover, Herbert. v. 


Freshfield (2), (1903) 2 Ch. 330; Re Thompson, Thompson 
v. Thompson (1906), 54 W. KR. 613. 


2430. Devise of money in hands of A.-—Subse- 
quent withdrawal of part.|—One placed £500 in 
a goldsmith’s hands on his note, & afterwards 
orders part out again, & then devises the £500 in 
the goldsmith’s hands to J., this good for the 
whole £500; secus: if testator had, after the 
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making the will, drawn out part of this money, 
for this had been an ademption pro tanto.— 
CROCKAT v. CRocKAT (1723), 2 P. Wms. 164; 


2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 569; 24 E. R. 684. 
Annotations :-—Refd. A.-G. v. Parkin (1769), Amb. 566; 
Ashburner v. Macguire (1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 108. 


2431. Devise of leasehold estate—Subsequent 
surrender & renewal.|——Devise of a leasehold estate 
held under a college; after the will made the 
lease is renewed, this new lease does not pass by 
the will.—HIonE vu. Mipcrartr (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 
261; 28 BE. RR. 1116, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Selby v. Alston (1797), 3 Vos. 339 ; 
James v. Dean (1808), 15 Ves. 236; Colegrave v. Manby 
(1821), 6 Madd. 72; Plowden v. Hyde (1852), 2 Sim. N.S. 
171; Jacob v. Jacob (1898), 78 L. I. 451. Mentd. Davies 
v. Lowndes (1838), 7 Scott, 21. 

2432. Bequest of goods in particular place— 
Removal of goods by third person.|—-J. S. devises 
all his household goods & furniture which should 
be in his house at R. at his death to his wife, & 
afterwards going beyond sea, his steward gets the 
landlord of the house to accept of a surrender of 
the lease of the house, & removes the goods to 
another house; & writes an account of this to 
J.S. who approves of it. The goods will not pass 
by the will to the wife: otherwise, if they had 
been removed by fraud to defeat the legacy ; or 
by any tortious act without the privity of the 
testator.--SHAFTSBURY (EARL) v. SHAFISBURY 
(CountEss) (1716), 2 Vern. 747; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 
201; 23 E.R. 1089, 1. C. 

Annotations :—Distd. Cunningham v. Ross (1756), 2 Lee, 272. 
Consd. Jenkins v. Jones (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 323. Refd. 
Houlding v. Cross (1855), 25 L, T. O. 8. 29. 

2433. Bequest of sum ‘‘ for which I have sold 
my estate ’’—Subsequent deposit & withdrawal of 
sum by testator.|-—CARTWRIGHT v. CARTWRIGHT 
(1775), cited 2 Bro. C. C. 114; 29 1. R. 65, L. C. 


Annotations ;-—Dbtd. Ashburner v. Macguire (1786), 2 Bro. 
Cc. C. 108. Consd. Colvile vr. Middlcton (1841), 3 Beav. 
570. Refd. Williams v. Wughes (1857), 24 Beav. 474. 


2434. Mortgage of devised estate.|—The rules as 
to revocations of wills are the same in law & 
equity. Articles to settle estates of the husband, 
subject to certain uses & trusts, on the first & 
other sons in tail male ; remainder to the husband 
in fee: the husband, confirming the articles, 
devised the same estates in case he should die 
without issue male, or on failure of issue male in 
the life of his wife; & by a subsequent settlement 
in performance of the articles conveyed to trustees 
& their heirs, after certain uses & trusts, to the 
use of the first & other sons in tail male ; remainder 
to himself in fee: the whole fee being conveyed, 
& some of the purposes being inconsistent with the 
will & the articles, the will is revoked as to the 
settled estates. If lands devised are conveyed 
for a partial purpose, as a mtge., or payment of 
debts, it is a revocation pro tunto only. Evidence 
to prove the intention of the parties to a settlement 
refused.—-BRYDGES v. CHANDOS (DUCHESS) (1794), 
2 Ves. 417; 30 BK. RR. 702, L. C.3 on appeal, sub 
nom. CHANDOS (DUCHESS) vu. Brypars (lADY) 
(1795), 7 Bro. Parl. Cas. 505, If. L. 

Annotations :—Apld. Willams v. Owens (1795), 2 Ves. 595. 
Consd. Cave v. Holford (1798), 3 Ves. 650. pld. Rawlins 
a Burglis (1814), 2 Ves. & B. 382. Consd. Grant v. Bridger 
(1866), L. I. 3 Eq. 347. Refd. Goodtitle d. Holford v. 
Otway (1797), 7 Term Rep. 399: Tarmood v. Oglander 


(1803), 8 Ves. 106; Andrew v. Andrew (1855), 25 L. T. 
O. S. 30. 


2435. ———.|—Testator seised in fee of an estate 


with purchasing At testator’s death J. G. HW. had not 
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_0. Devise of leasehold estate — Lessors 
haate on of ec neon of pos- 

ston. OYNE v. COYNE, ~ At, 
Eq. 496.—IR. Bre 


p. ——— Reversion subsequently bought 


clause.J—J. M. by his will bequeathed 
all his leasehold property, situate at 
L., to his daughter, J. H., wife of 
J.G.H. He afterwards purchased the 
reversion in fee of the property, & 
subsequently demised it to f G. H., 
his son-in-law, with a purchasing clause. 


exercised the option to purchase :— 
Hela: the bequest to J. H., his 
daughter, was not adeemed by the sub- 
sequent purchase.—MINIFIE v. HALL, 
1C. A. 421.—-N.Z. 


q. Mortgage of insurance policy.) 
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disposes of it by will. After making his will, 
having occasion to borrow a sum of money, he 
conveys the estate by way of security for the 
money to trustees in fee; & there is a proviso in 
the deed of conveyance that if the mtge. money 
was paid at the time fixed, the trustees were to 
reconvey the estate to him, his heirs & assigns, 
or to such person or persons, & for such estate & 
estates, & to & for such lawful trusts, intents & 
puree as testator, his heirs & assigns, should 
y any deed or instrument in writing direct, limit 
or appoint :—Held: the direction of the additional 
words, to convey to such person or persons, etc., 
gave no new power of conveyance to testator 
beyond what he would have acquired without 
them, as the necessary consequence of the conver- 
sion of his legal into an equitable fee, & conse- 
quently that the conveyance, being as a mere 
security for money, operated only as a revocation 
of the will, pro tanto.--BRrAIN v. BraAIN (1821), 
6 Madd. 221; 56 KE. R. 1075. 
Agno :—Consd. Bullin v. Kleteher (1837), Donnelly, 


2436. ———.|—-A  remainderman in fee joined 
with his mother, the tenant for life, in a mtye. in 
fee, by which it was provided that if the remainder- 
man, his heirs, exors., etc., should repay the sum 
borrowed on a certain day, the mtgee., his heirs 
or assigns, should reconvey the estates to the 
person or persons for the time being entitled to 
the reversion & inheritance of the estates, & his, 
her or their heirs or assigns, or unto such other 
person or persons, & in such other manner & form, 
as he, she or they should direct or appoint :— 
Held: a devise of the estates previously made 
by the remainderman was not revoked by the 
mtge.—YoupbE v. JONES, as reported in (1845), 
14 Sim. 131; 9 Jur. 910; 60 KK. BR. 307. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Culsha v. Cheese (1819), 7 Hare, 236. 

2437. -—-—.jJ—-The owner of an estate limited 
to the usual uses to bar dower, mortgaged it in 
fee, &, by the proviso for redemption, the estate 
was agreed to be reconveyed to him, his heirs, 
appointees, or assigns, or to such other persons, 
to such uses, & in such manner as he or they should 
direct. After executing this mtge. testator made 
his will, devising the estate, & subsequently paid 
olf the mtge., taking a reconveyance to the same 
uses, in bar of the dower, as the estate was subject 
to before the mtge., the dower trustees being the 
same person in both deeds. Testator died before 
the Wills Act came into operation :—/Held: the 
will was not revoked as to the estate in question.— 
PLOWDEN v. Hyper (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 684 ; 
21L. J. Ch. 796; 20 L. T. O.S. 18; 16 Jur. 823 ; 
42 Kk. R. 1040, 1. SU. 

Annotations :—Refd. Whitbread v. Sinith (1854), 3 De 
GQ. M. & G. 727; Jones v. Davies (1878), 8 Ch. D. 205; 
Jacob v. Jacob (1898), 78 L. T. 825. 

2438. - J—If the testator gave all stock stand- 
ing in his name at the date of his will, & it turned out 
there was some stock standing in the name of a 
mtgee., the equity of redemption in that stock would 
not pass ; but ifit happened that, at the date of his 
will, there was stock standing in his name, & that 
testator had subsequently mortgaged it, the 
mtge. would not have adeemed or revoked the 
bequest (TURNER, V.-C.).—OAKES v. OAKES (1852), 
9 Hare, 666; 68 E. R. 680. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Herring, Murray v. Herring, [1908] 
2 Ch. 493. Refd. Morrice v. Aylmer (1875), L. R. 7 
H.L. 717; Re Lane, Luard v. Lane (1880), 14 Ch. D, 856; 


Re Tyler, Tylor v. Tyler (1891), 65 L. I. 367; dte Slater, 
Slater v. Slater, [1907] 1 Ch. 665. 





—Re SOMERVILLE, PERMANENT TRUB- 
TKe Co., N.S. W., Ltn. v. SOMERVILLE 
(1905), 56 S. R. N. S. W. 390; 22 
N. Ss. Ww. WwW, N. 138.—AUS. 


r. Iicquest 


R. 383.—IR. 


of property 
under will—Payment of charges on hae a gga 
POD ea v. HAMILTON, [1901] 
1 i: 
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2439. Conveyance to trustees—To uses of pre- 
existing settlement.|--By marriage articles the 
husband convenanted to convey to the use of 
himself for life; remainder in trust to secure an 
annuity to his wife for life in bar of dower; 
remainder to trustees for years, to raise portions ; 
remainder to the sons & daughters successively in 
tail ; remainder to his own right heirs ; afterwards 
he devised, upon condition that he should leave 
no issue; & after the will he, in pursuance of the 
articles, conveyed to trustees & their heirs, to the 
uses & trusts of the articles; the will is not re- 
voked.-——-WILLIAMS v. OWENS (1794), 2 Ves. 595; 
30 i. R. 70-4. 

Annotations :—Consd. Cave v. Holford (1798), 3 Ves. 650. 

Refd. Harmood v. Oglander (1803), 8 Ves. 106; Rawlins 


v. Burgis (1814), 2 Ves. & B. 382. Mentd. Bullen v. 
Fletcher (1837), 6 L. J. Ch. 140. i 


2440. ——- To such uses as testator should by 
deed or will appoint.|— Devise of the equitable fee, 
under a contract to purchase, revoked by the 
conveyance to a trustee & his heirs to such uses 
as the devisor should appoint by deed, with two 
witnesses, or will; with remainder to him for life, 
to the trustee for the life of the devisor, to bar 
dower, & to the devisor in fee.—RAWLINS v. 
Burais (1814), 2 Ves. & B. 382; 35 E. R. 364. 
Annotations :—Consd. Bullin v. Fletcher (1837), Donnelly, 

213; Youde tv. Jones (1845), 9 Jur. 910; Plowden v. 

Hyde (1852), 2 De G@. M. & G. 684. Refd. Jacob v. Jacob 

(1808), 78 L. I. 845. Mentd. Schroder v. Schroder (1854), 

2 iq. Kep. 895. 

2441. —-—- By co-owner—Upon trust to allot 
among grantors.|—A testatrix, entitled with others 
to rights of pasture over certain lands, by will, 
before the Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), devised the 
estate in respect of which her rights of pasture 
were held. Afterwards, in 1805, she joined with 
her co-owners of the rights of pasture, & with the 
owners of the lands over which they extended, in 
granting the rights & the lands to trustees upon 
trust to allot & convey the lands amongst the 
several grantors, & also to make & repair roads, 
drains, bridges, etc. In 1807, the trustees re- 
conveyed to testatrix a portion of the lands in 
lieu of her rights, by a deed to which she was made 
a party. She died before the execution of the 
decd :——Held: the conveyance in 1805 operated 
as a revocation of the devise.—GRANT v. BRIDGER 
(1866), L. R. 38 Eq. 347; 36 L. J. Ch. 3773; 15 
W. RR. 610. 

2442. Bequest of sum due on mortgage—Mort- 
gage money paid to testator—Sum applied to 
different purposes.|—-IX. by will, reciting ‘‘ that it 
was the wish of her mother & herself that the 
£500 they had then out upon mtge. should be 
given to S. & her family,’’ bequeaths ‘“ the said 
£500, with interest,’’ accordingly. ‘Testatrix, at 
the time of making her will, had a sum of £500 
out on mtge., which she afterwards called in, & 
applied to different purposes. ‘The mother being 
dead, the testatrix took out administration ; &, 
upon her death, without having altered or revoked 
her will, the question was, whether the legacy was 
adeemed :—Held: no ademption.—LE GRICE v. 
Fincu (1817), 3 Mer. 50; 36 E. R. 20. 


Annotations :—Apld. Barker v. Rayner (1820), 5 Madd. 208. 
Consd. Gardner v. Hatton (1833), 6 Sim. 93. Distd. Side- 
botham v. Watson (1853), 11 Hare, 170. Dbtd. Oliver v. 
Oliver (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 506. N.F. Harrison v. Jackson 
(1877), 7 Ch. D. 339. Consd. Re Robe, Slade v. Walpole 
(1889), 61 L. T. 497. Refd. He Slater, Slater v. Slater, 
[1906) 2 Ch. 480. 


2443, —-—  --~- .|—Testator by his will 





| bequeathed to his trustees therein named, in trust 


receivable t. Devise of proceeds of insurance 


p TRUSTEES 1. 
AVIDSON, 4 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 107.— 
SCOT. 
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Sect. 5.—Modes of failure of a gift: Sub-sect. 2, B. 
(d), &C., D. 
for two persons, the sum of £4,000, ‘‘ at present 
secured by a mtge. of certain landed property at 
Podington, Beds.” During the lifetime of testator 
the mtge. was paid off. The question therefore 
was, whether the legacy must be treated as 
adeemed, or whether it was a general legacy, having 
regard to the words ‘‘ at present ’’ in the gift :— 
Held: the legacy was specific, & the gift failed.— 
Re ROBE, SLADE Vv. WALPOLE (1889), 61 L. T. 497. 
aenoean :—Refd. Re Slater, Slater v. Slater, (1907] 1 Ch. 


2444, ——.|—Testator bequeathed ‘‘ the 
principal sum’’ secured to him by a mtge. in 
fee. It was afterwards voluntarily paid off in 
the testator’s lifetime :—Held: the legacy was 
adeemed.—PHILLIPS v. TURNER (1853), 17 Beav. 
194; 1 Kq. Rep. 143; 21 L.T. 0.8. 215; 1W.R. 
376; 51 E. R. 1007. 

2445. Bequest of policies—Recelpt of policy 
money by testator.|—Testator bequeaths all his 
right, title, & interest in two policies of insurance, 
which he had effected on the life of his wife, 
together with all benefit & advantage thereof, to 
his exors., upon trust, after the death of his wife, 
to receive the amount of the policies, & thereout 
to pay or provide for certain legacies; his wife 
having dicd, he received the money, & invested it 
in securities, of which he continued possessed at 
his death :—Held: the legacies failed.—BARKER 
v. RAYNER (1826), 2 Russ. 122; 38 KE. KR. 282, 
L. C, 

Annotations -—Refd. Gardner v. Hatton (1833), 6 Sim. 03; 
Clark v. Browne (1854), 2 Sm. & G. 524; Jte Tyler, Tyler 
v. Tyler (1891), 65 L. T. 367. 

2446. Bequest of farming stock—Sale of stock by 
legatee & executor—Before death of testator— 
Testator lunatic.|—Testator bequeathed farming 
stock which should be in his possession at his 
decease. IJIle became of unsound mind, & so 
remained till his death; but two years before 
the latter event the specific legatee, who was 
named as exor., with the concurrence of his 
mother, who was named as extrix., converted 
the stock into money, which they deposited in 
their own & a third person’s names at a bank, 
where it remained till after testator’s death :— 
Held: there had been no ademption, & the 
specific legatee was entitled.—JENKINS v. JONES 
(1866), L. R. 2 Hq. $23; sub nom. Re JONES, 
JENKINS uv. JONEs, 35 L. J. Ch. 5203 14 1. T. 540; 
12 Jur. N.S. 3683; 14 W. BR. 665. 

Annotation :—Refd. Jre Slater, Slater v. Slater (1907), 76 
L. J. Ch. 472. 





2447. Appointment under power.|]——Testatrix, 
who had a general power of appointiment over the 
A. property, by her will in 1854 after specific de- 
vises & bequests devised & bequeathed the residue 
of her estate to X. By a deed poll in 1855 she 
appointed the A. property upon such trusts as she 
by deed or her last will ‘‘ should from time to time 
or at any time thereafter direct or appoint,’’ & in 
default of appointment upon trust for Y. Testa- 
trix died in 1857 :—IJleld: reading together 
sects. 24 & 27 of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), the will 
operated as an exercise of the power given or 
reserved by the subsequent deed poll & passed 
the property to X.—AIREY v. BOWER (1887), 12 
App. Cas. 263; 56 L. J. Ch. 742; 56 1. T. 409; 
35 W. RR. 657, HW. LL. 


Annolationa :—Consd. Re Wells Trusts, Hardistry v. Wells 
(1889), 42 Ch. D. 646. Refd. Ke Marsh, Mason v. ‘I'horne 
Mgaal'e eke fae hae Re aah Turnbull v. Hayes, 

: th. 332; Fe Moses, Be ton v. Bedd j 
{1902} 1 Ch. 100. = relics 


2448. Devise of rentcharge—Purchase of fee 


WILLS. 


simple by testator—Merger.]—-Testator by his will 
made in 1894 specifically devised a rentcharge of 
£15 per annum issuing out of a freehold house 
to his daughter absolutely. In 1918 he purchased 
the fee simple of the house, & his conveyance 
expressly stated that the rentcharge should merge 
in the fee simple. He died in 1919 :—Held: the 
devise of the rentcharge had been adeemed, & the 
daughter took no estate or interest in the house.— 
Re Bick, EDWARDS v. BusuH, [1920] 1 Ch. 488; 89 
L. J. Ch. 8385; 123 L. T. 49; 64 Sol. Jo. 359. 


C. Transfer by Trustees into Testator’s Name. 

2449. Gift not adeemed.|}—-Stock was, in contem- 
plation of a marriage vested in trustecs for the 
separate use of the wife for life, & with full power 
for her to dispose of it by will. She made her will 
during coverture. She survived the husband, & 
afterwards took a transfer of the stock into her 
own name. This does not operate as a revocation 
of the will, or an ademption of the bequest of the 
stock.—DINGWELL v. ASkEW (1788), 1 Cox, Hq. 
Cas. 427; 29 TE. R. 1233. 
Annotations :—Refd. 'Vrimuiell v. Fell (1853), 16 Beav. 537 ; 

Hall rv. Waterhouse (1865), 5 Giff. 64. 


2450. .|—A married woman having a power 
to appoint personal estate, held in trust for her, 
by her last will & testament notwithstanding her 
coverture, made a will in exercise of her power 
during the life of her husband. She survived her 
husband, & afterwards took an assignment from 
her trustee of the personal estate to herself. This 
assignment does not operate as a revocation of 
the will. 

The vesting of the legal interest in her by the 
assignment of the trustee could in no manner 
affect the bequests of the will. The mere accession 
of the legal to the beneficial interest is not a revo- 
cation even of real estate. The legacy given to 
her husband lapsed by his death & passed by the 
residuary clause in the will (LeacHu, M.R.).— 
CLOUGH v. CLouGH (1831), 3 My. & K. 296; 40 
BK. R. 118. 
aati : Distd. Trimmell v. Pell (1853), 21 L. T. 0. SS, 








2451. — --.;|—L6eE v. LEE, No. 2392, ane. 
2452. — -Re VICKERS, VICKERS vu. MELLOR, 


No. 2356, anife. 


D. Exercise of Option to Purchase. 
Whether operating as conversion.|—See Equity, 
Vo). XX., pp. 356-358, Nos. 951-966. 


BE. Payment of Debt. 

2453. Whether bequest of debt adeemed.|—Onc 
devises £500, viz. £100 due on bond, & £100 in 
money; afterwards testator receives part of the 
£100, & takes a bond for the other part. This is 
no ademption of the legacy.—ORM v. SMITH (1711), 
2 Vern. 681; 23 KE. R. 1042; sub nom. ORME v. 
SmivTH, Gilb. Ch. 82; 1 Iq. Cas. Abr. 302, LC. 
Annotations :~-Apld. Thomond v. Suffolk (1718), 1 P. Wms. 

461. Consd. A.-G. v. Parkin (1769), Amb. 566; As&h- 

burner t. Macguire (1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 108. Refd. Rider 

v. Wager (1725), 2 P. Wms. 328. 

2454. .|—Testatrix gives legacies to be paid 
within three months out of a bond debt due to 
her; the obligor afterwards, in the lifetime 
of testatrix, paid the debt, & took up the bond ; 
the legacies are thereby adeemed.—BADRICK v. 
STEVENS (1792), 3 Bro. C. C. 481; 29 BE. R. 626, 
L. C. 

2455. ——-— Proviso that any part paid should 
be made good—Release of part by testator.]—Ono 
devises to her grandchild a debt of £4,000 owing to 
testatrix, by 8. provided if any part of the debt 
should be paid in before testatrix’s death, then 
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so much as should be np in, to be made good 
to the grandchild out of the surplus of her estate. 
Afterwards testatrix released £2,000 of the debt 
to 8S. without having received any of the money. 
Decreed that this was no ademption of the legacy 
pro tanto, but that the legatee or her representative 
was entitled to the whole £4,000 as much as if the 
same had been paid in to the testatrix.—THOMOND 
(HARL) v. SUFFOLK (EARL) (1718), 1 P. Wms. 461 ; 
2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 567; 24 E. RR. 474, L. C. 


Annotations :—Refd. Hambling v. Lister (1761), Amb. 401; 
A.-G. v. Parkin (1769), Amb. 566; Ashburner v. Mucguire 
1786), 2 Bro. C. 0.108. Mentd. Heard v. Stamford (1735), 
P. Wms. 409; Re Parkin, Hill v. Schwarz, [1892] 3 Ch. 
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2456. Gift of residue of debt.]—(1) A. 
having a debt due to him from S. devises £500 of 
it to B. & the residue of it to C. but docs not 
mention what the debt is which is owing from S. 
A. receives the whole debt in his lifetime, B. dies 
in testator’s lifetime ; testator’s receiving in the 
debt in his own lifetime is an ademption of the 
legacy, as to the devise of the residuum of the debt ; 
but it may be otherwise as to the certain legacy 
given to B. if B. had survived testator. 

(2) A. devises £500 legacy to the second son of 
S. & devises other legacies to the other sons of S. 
& declares, that if any of the younger sons of S. 
should die before they are capable of receiving 
their share, the share or legacy of him so dying 
shall go to the survivor; the second son dies in 
testator’s life-time, this £500 given to the second 
son shall not survive.—RIDER v. WAGER (1725), 
a Wins. 328; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 560; 24 H.R. 
7 r1, La C. 


A niotations :-—As to (1) Refd. A.-G. rv. Parkin (1769), Amb. 
566; Brydges v. Chandos (1794), 2 Ves. 4173; Nelson v. 
Carter (1832), 5 Sim. 530. Generally, Refd. Vawser v. 
Jeffery (1828), 3 Russ. 479. 


2457. —-— Sum expressed in bequest.|—ItupEr 
v. WAGER, No. 2456, ante. 

2458. -|—A bequest of a debt is 
adeemed by the debt being paid to testator in his 
lifetime, whether the payment be compulsory or 
voluntary, or whether the sum be expressed in the 
bequest or the debt bequeathed generally.— 
STANLEY v. Porren (1789), 2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 180 3 
30 IX. R. 83. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Barker v. Ruyner (1820), 5 Madd. 208 ; 
fie Bridle (1879), 4 CG. P.O. 336. Refd. Re Tyler, Tyler 
t. Tyler (1891), 65 LL. 'T. 367; Re Vickers, Vickers v. 
Mellor (1899), 8U LL. T. 719. 

2459. -- Allowance for charges of collecting 
debt.!/—She gives by will £40 to her granddaughter, 
being part of a debt due & owing for rent, she 
allowing the charges for getting in the same, 
testatrix afterwards recovers the debt, this is no 
ademption of the legacy.--FoRD vv. KLEMING 
(1729), 2 Stra. 8233; 1 Ky. Cas. Abr. 802 5; 1 Roll. 
Rep. 614; 2 PD. Wms. 4605 98 E.R. 873, 1. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Wingticld v. Newton (1741), 9 Mod. 

Rep. 428%: Hambling v. Lister (1761), Almb. 401: A.-G. tv. 

Parkin (1769), Amb. 566; Ashburner v. Macguire (1786), 

2 Bro. C. C. 108. 

2460. —-— Sum bequeathed generally.|—STAn- 
LEY v. Potrier, No. 2458, ante. 

2461. Compulsory payment.;—Where a 
articular debt is devised, & afterwards recovered 
y testator in an adversary way, it is an adeinption 

of the legacy.—LAWsoNn v. Sriurcu (17388), 1 Atk. 

907; West temp. Hard. 325; 25 BE. R. 968, L. C. 

Annotations :~-Refd. Ashburner 1». Macguire (1786), 2 Bro. 
C. C. 108; Simmons v. Vallance (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 345. 
2462. |—A debt specifically be- 

queathed, & afterwards voluntarily paid in, no 

ademption of the legacy; if a compulsory pay- 
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2460 i. Whether bequest of debt adeemed 
— Sum bequeathed generally.)—BELL wv. 




















SARVIA (1903), 7 Terr. L. R. 74.—CAN. 


2464 1. ——- Voluntary ek a a 
ASHE v. BERRY, Beat. 255.—IR. 
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ment, it may or may not be an ademption according 
to circumstances; for if a particular reason is 
given, or if replaced on same fund, or so ordered, 
it is no ademption. Bequest of a note for £500 
‘‘in the hands of F.’’ ; when F. had laid it out in 
stock unknown to testatrix. Though the bequest 
of the note is specific, the legatee shall have the 
stock in which it is vested.—DRINKWATER Uv. 
FALCONER (1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 623 ; 28 KE. R. 397. 


Annotations :—Refd. Simmons v. Vallance (1793), 4 Bro. 
C. C. 345; Powys v. Mansfield (1837), 3 My. & Cr. 359. 











2463. .}—STANLEY v. Potter, No. 
2458, ante. 
2464. Voluntary payment.]—DRINKWATER 


v. FALCONER, No. 2462, ante. 








2465. —— .]—STANLEY v. PoTTER, No. 2458, 
ante, 
2466. Part payment—Dividends on bank- 


ruptcy.|—ASHBURNER v. Macauir&, No. 2382, 
ante. 

2467. Payment of money due on note— 
Payment into bank by testator—Money partially 
drawn out.|—Specific legacy of money due on a 
note, received afterwards by testatrix, & paid to a 
banker, with whom she had no other money ; 
where, except £10 which she drew out, it remained. 
at her death. An ademption.—FRYER v. MORRIS 
(1804), 9 Ves. 360; 32 EK. RR. 641. 


Annotations :—-—Distd. Jenkins v. Jones (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 
323. Refd. Barker v. Rayner (1820), 5 Madd. 208. 


2468. Payment of policy moneys.|—-Testa- 
tor bequeaths all his right, title & interest in two 
policies of insurance, which he had effected on the 
life of his wife, together with all benefit & advan- 
tage thereof, to his exors., upon trust, after the 
death of his wife, to receive the amount of the 
policics, & thereout to pay or provide for certain 
legacies; his wife having died, he received the 
money, & invested it in securities, of which he 
continued possessed at his death :—Held: the 
Jegacies failed. —BARKER v. RAYNER (1826), 2 
Russ. 122; 38 H.R. 282, L. C. 

Annotations :~-Consd. Gardner v. Hatton (1833), 6 Sim. 93 ; 
Clark v. Browne (1854), 2 Sm. & G. 524. Refd. Re Tyler, 
Tyler vy. Tyler (1891), 65 L. 'T. 367. 

2469. Mortgage.|—A legacy of a sum of 
money owing to testator by A. upon a mtge. of 
certain premises therein mentioned, & which mtge. 
was paid off in testator’s lifetime, after the date 
of the will, held to be a specitic & not a merely 
demonstrative legacy, & to be adeemed by such 
payments. 

'Testator placed part of the mtge. money received 
by him fromm A. in a bank, & afterwards drew 
out a part of such deposit, leaving in the bank at 
the time of his death a balance amounting to a 
moiety of the sum which had constituted the mtge. 
debt; but it was held that the specific legatec 
of the mtge. debt was not entitled in respect of 
such legacy to the money so remaining in the bank. 
—SIDEBOTHAM v. WATSON (1853), 11 Hare, 170 ; 
1 W. R. 303; 68 E.R. 1234. 


























2470. -]}—PHILLIPS v. TURNER, No. 
2444, ante. 
2471. Part of mortgage moneys re- 


invested.|—Testator bequeathed £7,000 secured on 
mtge. of an estate at W. belonging to R. The 
£7,000 & interest were received after the date of 
the will by testator’s agent on his account, & 
immediately afterwards £6,000, part of it, was 
invested on another mtge., & the remainder was 
paid into a bank in which testator had no other 
moneys, but was afterwards drawn out by a person 
to whom testator had given a cheque for the 


2468 i. ——- Payment of policy 
noneys.}—COBBAN’S EXECUTORS  v. 
CoBBAN, {1915} S. C. 82.—SCOT. 


416 


Sect. 5.— Modes of failure of a gift: 
F.; sub-sects. 3,4,5 & 6. 
sects. 1 & 2, A. (a).] 


amount :—Held: the legacy was spccific, &, not- 
withstanding the £6,000 remained due on the 
second mtge. at testator’s death, the legacy was 
wholly adeemed.—GARDNER v. HATTON (1833), 6 
Sim. 93; 58 E. R. 530. 


Annotations :—Apld. Oliver v. Oliver (1871), L 11 Eq. 
B06. Consd. Re Robe, Slade v. Wulpole bi day’ 61 L. T. 


2472. Intention that money should go 
to legatee—Evidenced by conduct of testator.|— 
A specific gift by will of a ‘‘ mtge. debt ”’ is adeemmed 
if the mtge. is paid off in the lifetime of testator, 
notwithstanding that an evident intention that 
the money for which the mtge. was a security 
should go to the legatee is shown by the conduct 
of the testator.—Re BrRivLE (1879), 4 C. P. D. 
336; 41 L. T. 343. 


ainnotations :-—Apld.. Re Robe, Slade v. Walpole (1889), 
61 L. T. 497. Reta, Re Armstrong, Marescaux v. Arm- 
strong (1879), 49 L. J. Ch. 53; He Slater, Slater v. Slater 


Sub-sect. 2, E. 
Sect. 6: Sub- 











ae ‘ 1 Ch. 665; Re Jameson, King v. Winn, [1908] 
2473. Release of interest on debts—Payment 


of debts—-Further debts incurred by debtor—Be- 
quest confirmed by codicil.]—Testator, by his will 
said ‘‘ whereas there is due to me from: my son 
£1,440 or thereabouts, secured by bills or notes 
or otherwise, I release my son from the payment 
of any interest up to the time of my death, & I 
direct that he shall have time for payment of the 
sum by paying one-sixth in every year next after 
my death.’”’ He afterwards made a_ codicil 
whereby he confirmed his will. The son paid the 
debts due at the date of the will amounting to 
about £1,440 & afterwards incurred fresh debts 
to the amount. of about £1,300, which were due at 
the date of the codicil & at the death of testator :— 
Held: the legacy was specific, it was adeemed by 
payment of the debt & the confirmation of the will 
by the codicil did not give the son any benefit 
in respect of the debts then due.—SIDNEY v. 
SIDNEY (1873), I. R. 17 Eq. 65; 438 1. J. Ch. 15; 
29 L. T. 569; 22 W. RR. 101. 

Annotations —Refd. Re Rowe, Pike v. Hamlyn (1897), 77 

L. VT. 475; Re Slater, Slater v. Slater, [1906] 2 Ch. 480. 


FE. Sale by Court of Lunacy. 
See Lunatics, Vol. XXXITI., pp. 148, 198, 
221, Nos. 267, 1014, 1233-1236, 1301, 1302. 
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3.—NON-VPERFORMANCE OF 
CONDITIONS. 
Non-performance of conditions, generally.| 
See Part XTIT., Sect. 4, sub-sect. 4, post. 


SUB-SECT. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—INCAPACITY OF DONEES. 
Incapacity of donees, generally.|—See Part IV., 
ante. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—-ILLEGALITY. 


Illegal conditions, generally.|—See Part XIII, 
Sect. 3, sub-sect. 5, noat. 

Iegal purposes.|—-See, generally, Trusts, Vol. 
XLII, p. 614, 


PART XII. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 1. 


Whether treated as intestacy.}— 
Where a rule of law, independent of & 
paramount to the testator's intentions, 
defeats the devise, the proper course is 
to let the property go as the law directs 





Te 


in cases of intestacy.—FERGUSON ». 
en (1878), 2 8. C. 


b. .J— WIISON, 
JAMIESON, 20 O. R, 553. —CAN. 


GC. —--- .J--~ Re pr 


WILLS. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—UNCERTAINTY AS TO PROPERTY 
OR DONEE. 


See Part XVI., Sect. 13, post. 


Secr. 6.—EFFECT OF FAILURE OF GIFT. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


2474. Failure of bequest of personal estate— 
Direction exonerating personal estate from mort- 
gage debt—Liability of personal estate.]—Testator 
having two estates in mtge., orders the debt upon 
one to be paid out of his personal estate, & charges 
the other upon the mtged. premises, & gives the 
residue of his personal estate to persons by whose 
deaths it afterwards lapses; the mtge. debt 
charged upon the mtged. premises, shall be paid 
out of the personalty ; for, though he exonerated 
the personal estate for the legatees, non constat 
he meant so to do for the next of kin, & it 
is as if he had said nothing of his personal 
estate; in which case a mere gift of the mtged. 
premises, subject to the ntge., would not exempt 
the personalty.— HALE v. Cox (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 
322; 29 HK. KR. 660, L. C. 


Annotations :--Consd. Hancox v. Abbey (1805), 11 Ves. 
we Apld. Dacro v. Patricksun (1860), 1 Drew & Sm. 


2475. Failure of gift of term on trust—No trust 
declared-—Gift follows limitations in will.]— Devise 
to trustees for ninety-nine years upon the trusts 
hereinafter expressed ; & from & after the expira- 
tion or other sooner determination of the term in 
strict settlement. The term, no _ trust being 
declared, decreed to attend the inheritance, accord- 
ing to the limitations of the will, & no resulting 
trust. for the heir, upon the apparent intention to 
devise immediate estates, subject to the term, not 
future estates, expectant on its deter mination.—- 
SIDNEY v. SHELLEY (1815), 19 Ves. 3525 34 EK. R. 
Cae sub nom. SIDNEY v. MILLER, ade G. 206, 

C. 


Annotations : -— Consd. fre Cooper eens Nis 23 I. we Ch. 
27,n. Refd. Lainson r. JLainson (1854), 24 L. J. ¢ 46; 
oh urton v Lambarde, Lambarde v. Turton faNGo), 1 
ea ie & J. 495; Sinith «. Lomas (1864), 4 New Kep. 
wo ° 


2476. Failure to provide objects for whole gift. }-— 
Testator directed his exors. to invest £4,000 & pay 
the interest of £100, part thereof, to his niece C. 
for hfe, & from & after her death to pay the 
capital to such persons as she should appoint, & 
in default of appointment, to her next of kin. 
Testator directed his exors. to pay the interest of 
six other sums of £400, “further part of the £4,000,” 
to six other nieces for life, in like manner, “ & 
with the same like power of appointment over the 
capital & gift over, to the next of kin of the 
nieces in default of appointment, as he had before 
declared in all respects of & concerning the bequest 
to his niece C.”? Testator then directed his exors. 
to pay the interest of the £400, “ being the remain- 
ing part of the £4,000,” to his nicce J., & also the 
capital of the sum, in precisely the same words as 
the former bequests :—Jleld: the unappropriated 
part of the £4,000 fell into the residue of testator’s 


estate. EDWARDS v Corey (1853), 22 LL. T. 
O.S. 9. 
2477. Failure of mode of application.]—B. 


made his will in 1830, directing after payment of 
debts, etc., & legacies, “‘ all my remaining property 


(1915), 48 N. S. R. 529.-—CAN. 
Rk. 497.—~— d. ——.}—Jte BUCKLEY (1923), 53 
O. a R. 6 1.—CAN. 


REID v. ———.J—M‘CaRTHY v. M4 
(1878), 1 L. Rh. Ir. 189; 3 U. R. Ir. 317. 


Biow EsratTe 
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to be placed in proper securities & appropriated 
to the education of my sister C.’s children, as shall 
seem most meet & beneficial to them, by the exors. 
of this my will, recommending to them that the 
boys receive a classical education to fit them for the 
learned professions, & the girls to fit them for the 
purpose of teaching in respectable private families, 
or in schools of the first respectability.””’ B. died 
in 1859, having survived his exors., leaving a 
brother & three sisters his only next of kin, & 
et of his sister (., all grown up, surviving 
Lim. 

On a question as to administration with the 
will annexed, the ct. held that C.’s children were 
entitled as beneficial residuary legatees.- —~PRE- 
SANT & PRESANT t. GOODWIN (1860), 1 Sw. & Tr. 
6443; 20 L. J. P.M. & A. 115; 24. T. 57; 24 
J.P. 344; 6 Jur. N.S. 404; 164 KE. R. 852. 

2478. Failure of purpose of gift-——Gift by refer- 
ence to terms of settlement——No existing settlement.| 
-- Certain family estates were settled in strict 
settlement by a deed made in 1832. In 1863 
the then tenant in tail in possession executed a 
disentailing deed, & became seised of the estates 
in fee simple. Testator, who died in 1877, by his 
will made shortly before his death, left his residuary 
estate, in the events which happened, to trustees 
upon trust to convey & assign the same to the 
trustees for the time being of the above-mentioned 
settled estates, to be held upon the trusts declared 
by the settlement of the same estates :—Held: 
as there was not at the date of the will any existing 
settlement, nor were there any scttled estates, & 
as there were not, & could never be, any trustees 
of such settled estates, there was an intestacy, as 
testator had given his property: for a purpose 
which had wholly ceased to exist, & could not be 
supplied.-—-Re SLADE, WITHAM v0. WATSON (1919), 


SO i. J. Ch. d123 122 L. VT. 321, W. L.:) affy. 
S. ©. sub aom, Re SLADE, WATSON v. WITHAM 


(1918), 87 La. J. Ch. 586. 

Effect on bonds.!--- See Bonps, Vol. VIT., p. 230, 
Nos. 725, 726. 

Direction to convert property---Failure of purpose 
of conversion.'— See Isquiry, Vol. XX., pp. s7s— 
3SO, Nos. 1155-1286. 

Effect on property appointed under power.|— 
See Powrnrs, Vol. NAXNVII., pp. 465-469, Nos. 
Gol-G60, O72 Gs2Z. 

Gifts in joint tenancy & tenancy in common.|- — 
See Part ALV., Sect. 8, post. 

Gifts to class.|—Sre Part XIV., Sect. 10, post. 


SUB-SECT. 2. --JUFFECT ON SUBJECT OF GIFT. 
AL Specific Geft. 
(a) Where Git of Residue. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c¢. 20), 8. 25. 

2479. General rule- -Gift falls into residue.) 
A wife having power to appoint. £4,000 to any of 
her kin; &, for want of appointinent, to go accord- 
ing to the statute, appoints it by will to her nephew, 
“upon condition ” that he paid his mother an 
annuity of £100. She then bequeathed to her 
niece S. all the rest & residue of what she had power 
to dispose of. The nephew dying in her life time, 








f. -}-— NISBET'N TRUSTEES 1. k. Residuary 
Nisper (1851), 14 Dunk. (Ct. of Sess.) 
146; 24 Sc. Jur. 60; 1 Stuart, 119.— 


SCOT. 


go. ———.J-—FULTON'S TRUSTEES v. 
FULTON (1880), 7 RR. (Ct. of Sess.) 
566; 17 Sc. L. R. 377.—SCOT. 

h. ——.)—Porrern & POTTER v. 
RINGER, [1914] O. FS. 79.—S. AF. 


J.~—VOL. XLIV. 


erecutor’s 


gift 
nuentain hem-—Payments to be made at 
discretion—Whether unused 
balance falls into residue.J—Re COLLINS 
(1912), 23 O. W. RR. 2253; 
206; 6D. lL. I. 893.—CAN. 
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the appointment as to him was void, but not so 

as to the annuitant, & the remainder was held to 

pass by the above residuary bequest.—OKE Uv. 

ne aad (1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 135; 27 KE. R. 940, 
e C, 

Annotations :—Consd. Easum v. Appleford et 5 My & 
Cr. 56; Cowper v. Mantell, Cooper v. Mantell (No. 1) (1858), 
22 Beav. 223; He Harries’ Trust (1859), John. 199. 
Apld. Zte Meredith’s Trusts (1876), 3 Ch. D. 757. Consd. 
ke Marten, Shaw v. Marten, [1902] 1 Ch. 314. Refd. 
Marlborough v. Godolphin (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 61; Taylor 
v. George (1814), 2 Ves. & B. 378; Bernard v. Minshull 
(1859), John. 276; Re Moses, Beddington v. Beddington, 
[1902] 1 Ch. 100. 

2480. ~—---.|—Residuary bequest of per- 
sonalty includes everything; as a void legacy, 
or one that has lapsed.—DurouR v. MoTTrevux 
(1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 320; 1 Sim. & St. 292, n.; 27 
E. R. 1057, L. C. 

Annotations :—-Distd. Hutcheson v. 
Bro. C. C. 128. Apld. Kennell v. Abbott (1799), 4 Ves. 
802. Consd. Williams v. Coade (1805), 10 Ves. 500. 
Expld. Maugham v. Mason (1813), 1 Ves. & B. 410. Consd. 
Jones uv. Mitehell (1823), 1 Sim. & St. 290. Expld. 
Amphlett v. Parke (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 221. ‘The report 
in Vesey cannot be correct (LORD BrRouGgHAM, C.). Apld. 
Phillips «. Phillips (1832), 1 My. & K. 649; Green v. 
Jackson (1835), 2 Russ. & M. 238. Folld. Salt v. Chatta- 
way (1841), 3 Beay. 576. Distd. Taylor v. Taylor (1853), 
3 De G. M. & G. 190. Refd. Digby rv. Legard (1774), 2 
Dick. 501; Fletcher v. Ashburner (1779), 1 Bro. C. C. 
497; Ackers v. Phipps (1835), 3 Cl. & Fin. 665; Cogan 
v. Stephens (1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 17; ka p. Pring (1841), 
4Y.&C. Ex. 4507; Spencer v. Wilson (1873), L. R. 16 Kq. 
501. Mentd. Turner v. Ogden (1787), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 316. 
2481. —---—.]—-Legacies bequeathed by the 

will of a husband, & subsequently of his widow, 

proving void, they fall into the residue of the estate, 

& are not to be distributed among the remaining 

legatces.—LAKE v. Cook (1753), 3 Keny. 54; 96 

Ie. KR. 1305. 

2482, ~~~. |-—A legacy out of the produce 
of a copyhold estate, directed to be sold, failing 
was held to pass by the residuary clause against 
the heir; the object being a general conversion 
out & out.—KENNELL v. ABBOTT (1799), 4 Ves. 
802; 31 H.R. 416. 

Annotations :-- Expld. Amphlett. v. Parke (1831), 2 Russ. 
& M. 221. Refd. Cooke v. Stationer’s Co. (1831), 3 My. 
& K. 262: Smith ». Lomas (1864), 10 Jur. N.S. 742. Mentd. 
Giles 7. Giles (1836), 1 Keen, 685 ; Penfold v. Giles (1836), 
6 L. J. Ch. 4: Rishton v. Cobb (1839), 5 My. & Cr. 145; 
Avlen wm M‘Pherson (1847), 1 H. L. Cas. 191; ‘Turner v. 
Brittain (1863), 3 New Rep. 21; Knox v. Wells (1864), 
2 Hem. & M. 674; Wilkinson v. Joughin (1866), L. R. 2 
Eq. 319: Meluish v. Milton (1876), 3 Ch. D. 27; He 
Boddington, Boddington v. Clariat (1883), 22 Ch. D. 597; 
Auderson t. Berkley, [1902] 1 Ch. 936. 

2483. - - — .|—A leasehold house, the be- 
quest of which, being to a charity, fails, passes 
under a general disposition of the residue & does 
not belong to the next of kin as undisposed of.— 
SHANLEY wt. BAKER (1799), 4 Ves. 732; 31 E. R. 
378. 

Annotation :—Refd. Luiniecy rv. Robbins (1853), 10 Hare, 621. 
2484. --- -— .|—Residuary clause passes all 

personal property, that is not disposed of, as by 

lapse.—-CAMBRIDGE v. Rous (1802), 8 Ves. 12; 

oe Me Re 2b, 

innotations :—-Consd. Eastin v. Appleford (1840), 5 My. & 
Cr. 56. Apld. Evans rv. Jones (1846), 2 Coll. 516. Consd. 
Egerton v. Massey (1857), 3 C. B. N.S. 338; Bernard vu. 
Minshull (1859), John. 276; Re Whitrod, Burrows 2. 
Base, [1926] Ch. 118. Refd. Smith v. Barneby (1846), 
2 Coll. 728; Fisher v. Hepburn (1851), 14 Beav. 626 ; 
Marriott v. Abel (1869), L. R. 7 Eq. 478; Travers vr. 
Blundell (1877), 6 Ch. D. 436. Mentd. Galland v. Leonard 
(1818), 1 Swan. 161; Home v. Pillans (1833), 2 My. & K. 





Hammond (1790), 3 














to to land.) —A will contained a void devise 
of lands to charitable purposes, & then 
w residuary devise of testator’s lands 
not therciubefore mentioned or disposed 
of :—IJIeld: the property in the void 
devise passed to the heira-at-law.— 
LEWIS v. VATTERSON, 13 Gr. 223. -- 
CAN. 

—- -—.J—DONNELLAN 1, 


m. 
(1870), 4) I. R, Eq. 523.-—IR. 
EE 


husband 


40. W.N. 


O’NEILL 
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Sect. 6.—Lffect of failure of gift: 
A, (a).] 
15; Smith v. Stowart (1851), 4 De G. & Sm. 253 ; Wilmot 
v. Flewitt (1865), 11 Jur. N.S. 820; King v. George (1876), 
4 Ch. D. 485; Ambatielos v. Anton Jurgens Margarine 
Works, [1922] 2 K. B. 185. 

2485. -|—General residuary disposi- 
tion of real & personal estate, ‘‘ not hereinbefore 
specifically disposed of" held to comprehend 
specific legacies lapsed: the word “ specifically ”’ 
being construed “ particularly.”—ROBERTS  v. 
COOKE (1810), 16 Ves. 451; 33 I. R. 1055. 


Sub-sect. 2, 














2486. |—DokE d. STEWART tv. SHEF- 
FIELD, No. 3341, post. 
2487. -|—Testator bequeathed £5,500 


stock to trustees upon trust, to pay the dividends 
to his son for life, & in case he should marry any 
woman with a fortune of £1,000 that the stock 
should be settled on her, & the issue of such mar- 
riage ; & in case of his son’s death, leaving no issue 
of his body lawfully begotten, he gave the stock 
over to various persons; &, finally, he bequeathed 
the residue to A. ; testator’s son married a woman 
who had not a thousand pounds fortune, & died 
leaving issue. The stock, as not specifically 
disposed of, fell into the residue, & belonged to the 
residuary legatee.—GREENE v. WARD (1826), 1 
Russ. 262; 4 L. J. O. S. Ch. 99; 88 EK. R. 102; 
affd. (1829), cited in 3 De G. & J. at p. 265, L. C. 

-innotations :-—Refd. Cooper v. Pitcher (1846), 16 L. J. Ch. 

24; Pride v. Fooks (1858), 3 De G. & J. 252: Re Haytons 

Trusts (1864), 4 New Rep. 55; He Rawlins’ Trusts (1890), 

45 Ch. D. 299. 

2488. ——- ——-.]—Testator gave £1,000 to his 
natural son, & if he died under twenty-one then 
that sum & the residue to go to testator’s family ; 
& he gave the residue to his natural son to be 
applied as above directed. The son died under 
twenty-one :--Held: the £1,000 was part of the 
residue, & did not pass to testator’s next of kin 
as a legacy._-BREASHUR v. Dor (1830), 4 Sim. 21 ; 
58 E.R.9; affd. (1831), 4 Sim. 22, LC. 

2489. J--Testator gave the interest 
of £2,000, to be paid to his daughter for life; & 
in case her husband should survive her, & have 
children then living by her, he was to enjoy the 
interest during his widowhood ; but on his marry- 
ing again, it was to devolve to the children then 
living, in equal portions. "The husband died before 
the wife, the wife died leaving several children :— 
lleld: the children were not entitled, & the money 
fell into the residue.—CAREW v. ROBINSON (1835), 
1L. J. Ch. 56. 

2490. .|----Testator bequeathed a sum 
of stock to his wife for life, &, after her decease, 
to his three sons, equally to be divided amongst 
them, if they should be all living at the decease 
of his wife; but, if any or either of them should 
happen to die in the lifetime of his wife, & should 
leave any child or children, his will was that such 
child or children who should be living at the time 
of his wife’s death, should be substituted in the 
place of such of his sons who should so happen to 
die, & take his, her or their parent’s share. All 
the sons died in the wife’s lifetime. Two of them 
left children, who were living at the wife’s death. 
The third son died a hachelor :—Held: one-third 
of the stock fell into the residue.—HUSTLER v. 
TILLBROOK (1888), 9 Sim. 868; 59 IX. I. 309. 

2491. .|—Testator devised & be- 
queathed his real & personal estate, in trust to sell, 
& constituted a mixed & blended fund. He 
thereout gave J. £100 & onec-cighteenth of the 
residue, & he gave the remaining portions of the 
residue to other persons. J. died in testator’s 
hfetime :-~Held: the next of kin & heir were 
entitled to their proportionate part of the lapsed 




















WILLS. 


share of the residue & the legacy of £100 fell into 
the residue & passed by the gift thcreof.—SattT 
v. CHATTAWAY (1841), 3 Beav. 576; 10 L. J. Ch. 
234; 49 MW. R. 227. 

A ratoe :—Refd. Simmons v. Hosc (1856), 6 De G.M. & G. 


2492. Testatur bequeathed all his 
personal estate, except the money laid out in 
stock, mtges. & bonds, to A.; & as to his money 
in stock & on mtges. & bonds, he gave the same to 
B. The gift to B. failed by an event analogous 
to a lapse:—Held: the property which was 
intended to be given to B. passed under the 
residuary bequest to A.—EVANS v. JONES (1846), 
2 Coll. 516; 63 E.R. 840. 

Annotations :—Expld. Wainman v. Ficld (1854), Kay, 507. 

onsd. Bernard v. Minshull (1859), John. 276; Hill +. 

Rattey (1862), 2 John. & H. 634. Apld. Torrens r, Mil- 

lington (1878), 26 W. R. 753. Refd. Blight v. Hartnoll 

(1883), 23 Ch. D. 218. Mentd. Key vt. Key (1853), 4 De 

G.NM.& G. 73. 

2493. ---— -—---.]---Testatrix having power 
under her late husband’s will to dispose of £10,000 
Consols, recited the power & then proceeded thus : 
* Now I do give & bequeath the £10,000 Consols 
in manner following: that is to say, ] give to G. 
the sum of £500 sterling ; I give to my exors. the 
sum of £600 Consols, in trust to pay the dividends 
to S. during her life, & after her decease, the £600 
to sink into the residue of my estate: J give &. 
bequeath to H., his exors., etc., all the rest & 
residue of the £10,000 Consols, after deducting 
therefroin the legacies above mentioned. G. died 
in testatrix’s lifetime :—Held: the £500 given to: 
him was not to be deducted from the £10,000: 
Consols.— CARTER v. TAGGART (1818), 16 > Sim.. 
423; 60 EK. R. 938. 

Annotations :- Apld. Re Harries’ Trust (1849), John. 199. 
Consd. Champney v. Davy (1879), 11 Ch. D. 919. Refd. 
Lakin v. Lakin (1865), 34 Beav. 445; dee Whitrod, Bur- 
rows t. Base, [1926] Ch. 118. 

2494. -j——If there be a direction in a 
will that the residuary personal property shall be 
given to certain objects after providing for a specifie 
purpose which fails of taking effect, or which 
cannot be carried into execution from any cause 
whatever, Ghe failure of such purpose shall inure 
to the benefit of the residuary fund. 

Testator directed that a certain piece of ground, 
called the ‘‘ Mount,” should be purchased by his 
exors. for the purpose of erecting a monument 
for the reception of his own remains, together with 
those of other parts of his family. He then gave 
the remainder of his property to the govt. of 
Bengal for certain charitable purposes at Dacca. 
It appeared from the master’s report that the 
owner of the ‘* Mount ’’ would not sell it, whereby 
the particular purpose to which it was intended to 
be appropriated failed :-—//eld: against those 
claiming under the Statute of Distributions, the 
clause in the will respecting the monument ought 
to be considered as if 1t had never been inserted, 
& as it failed of taking effect it must be considered 
as falling into the residuary fund for the benefit 
of the charity objects.—Mitrrorp v. RKYNOLDS 
(1848), 16 Sim. 105; 17 1. J. Ch. 238; 10 L. T. 
O. 8. 499; 12 Jur. 197; 60 EK. R. 812. 

Annotations :—Consd. Fowler v. Fowler (1864), 33 Beav. 

















616. Refd. 2c Dean, Cooper-Dean v. Stevens (1889), 41 
Ch. D. 552. 
2495. -—-- -—--—.|-—Testator directed that a. 


sum of stock standing in his name should be 
divided between & amongst the relations of his 
late wife, in such manner, shares & proportions 
as would have been the case, in case she had died 
possessed of it, a spinster & intestate. The wife 
had sixteen next of kin living at her death. Five 
of them died before testator :—Held: the eleven 
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survivors took only a sixteenth each, & the other 
five shares lapsed into the residue.—Re Ham’s 
TrRusT, He p. BILES (1851), 2 Sim. N. S. 106; 21 
L. J. Ch. 217; 15 Jur. 1121; 61 BB. R. 281. 
Annotations ;—Consd. Cruse v. Howell (1858), 4 Drew. 215. 
Refd. Fitzroy v. Richmond (1859), 28 L. J. Ch. 750: Re 
Rees, Williams v. Davies (1890), 44 Ch. ID. 484. Mentd. 
Re Hodgson, Wx p. Cunliffe (1854), 18 Jur. 786: Scott v. 
Cumberland (1874), L. R. 18 Kq. 578; Fenton v. Wills 
te aes D. 33; Re Jones, Jones v. Caless (1878), 





2496. -——-.|——Testator, by his will, gave 
to A. asum of £1,000 in trust to invest & accumu- 
late, & pay the accumulated fund to any son he 
might have named John who should attain twenty- 
two years of age, & if the first son he should have 
& call John should die before twenty-two, then to 
the next son called John, & if no son called John 
should attain twenty-two years, then A. was to 
retain the £1,000 for his own use. Testator then 
declared that his residuary estate should be divided 
among his pecuniary & particular legatees in pro- 
portion to the particular legacies. A. claimed to 
retain the £1,000 on the ground that the legacy 
was void as being too remote; & the residuary 
legatees claimed it according to their shares of the 
residue :—J/leld: the residuary legatees were 
entitled, & not A.—Joy v. ASPINWALL (1854), 23 
L. T. O. S. 206; 18 Jur. 284. 

2497. —~--- ~---——.]—Testatrix devised an estate, 
E., to A. absolutely, & ‘' all her freeholds, etc., not 
hereinbefore devised’? to <A. for life, with 
remainders over. <A. died in testatrix’s life :— 
Held: the estate, H., passed under the residuary 
devise. —GRIEEN v. DUNN (1855), 20 Beav. 63 24 
lie ade Ch.577 3 256 Le. P.O, 8S. 151s 3 OW. R. 277: 
52 HW. R. 504. 

2498. — — —.|—Testator gave all his real & 
personal property of whatever nature & kind 
soever to trustees, upon trust for his sister; pro- 
vided always, & he thereby directed that three 
several farms, therein respectively described, 
should be sold, & the proceeds applied to purposes 
prohibited by the Statute of Mortmain :— Held : 
the farnis so directed to be sold passed to testator’s 
sister as part of the general devise for her benefit. 

The legislature intended by this enactiment 
PWills Act, L857 (ec. 26), 5. 25] to assimilate the 
law as to residuary devises of real estate with 
that of residuary gifts of personal property, which 
has long been settled to comprise every legacy 
which failed by lapse or by being void ab initio 
(STUART, V.-C.).—CARTER v. LTASWELT. (1857), 
26 L. J. Ch. 576: 29 1. T. O.S. 398; 3 Jur. N.S. 
7883; 5 W. RR. 38s. 

2499. ——--- -.| —Testator gave freehold & 
leasehold property to his wife for life, & after her 
decease, to A., to B., to C., to D., to E., to F., to 
G., & to H.: this to be paid to them by his exors., 
free from every husband or wife that then was or 
ever should be; & after their decease, to their 
children, share & share alike, for his (testator’s) 
term & interest. There was a residuary gift in the 
will. H. survived testator & the tenant for life, 
& then died intestate & without issue :—Held: 
his share in the above-mentioned gift thereupon 
fell into the residue of testator’s estate.—WATERS 
». WATERS (1857), 26 L. J. Ch. 624; 20 L. T. OVS. 
310; 3 Jur. N.S. 654. 
aun :—Distd. Crozier v. Crozicr (1873), L. R. 15 Ka. 


2500. -—----. -——~-.]-—Testator bequeathed £1,500 
towards adding to the endowment of a church. 
By a codicil he declared that, in consideration of it, 
his nephew & his heirs should have every third 
nomination of the clergyman. The bishop, who 
was the patron, refused to relinquish the patron- 
age :—Held: the gift failed, & the ¢1.500 fell into 
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the residue.—Re WELSTEAD (1858), 25 Beav. 612 ; 

53 E. R. 770. ; ; 
2501. ——-- .|—Appointment by will of 

‘‘ the residue & remainder of the moneys,’ meaning 

thereby the sums secured by certain policies of 

assurance & all bonuses & other sums of money 
which had accrued or should accrue by virtue of 
the same, ‘after payment of’ certain sums 
specified in previous appointments contained In 
the will :---Held: upon the whole of the will, to 
pass a sum which had lapsed by reason of the 
death of an appointee in the lifetime of testator.— 

Re Warries’ Trust (1859), John. 199; 70 E. R. 

395. 

Annotations :—Folld. Re Moredith’s Trusts (1876), 3 Ch. D. 
757. Refd. Tathum v. Drummond (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 
262; Lakin v. Lakin (1865), 34 Beav. 443; Swete v. 

Tindal (1874), 31 L. T. 223; Chainpney v. Davy thaaey 

11 Ch. D. 949; We Currie, Bjorkman v. Kimberley (1888), 

36 W. R. 752; Re Whitrod, Burrows v. Base, [1926] 

Ch. 118. 


2502. - - J—(1) A devise to A., B., & C. 
in fee, as tenants in common, ‘‘ & in the event of 
any of them dying before having heirs of their 
body, or making a particular disposition of his 
or her property,” then over :—Held: ‘‘ or’’ was 
to be read “and,” & the gift over was void for 
repugnancy. ror 

(2) A. & B. having died in the lifetime of 
testator, their shares held to have lapsed, & fallen 
into the residue.-—GREATED v. GREATED (1859), 
26 Beav. 621; 28 L. J. Ch. 756; 33 L. T. O. S. 
176; 5 Jur. N.S. 454; 7 W. R. 367; 53 E. R. 
1038. 


Annotations :—.A8 to (2) Dbtd. Re Stringer’s Estate, Shaw v. 
Jones-Ford (1877), 6 Ch. D. 1. Refd. #e Lowman, 
Devenish v. Pester, [1895] 2 Ch. 348. Generally, Mentd. 
Allen v. Allen (1862), 30 Beav. 395; Elliott v. Dearsley 
(1879), 40 L. T. 548. 














25038. —NEVILLv. BoppaM, No. 1634, 
ante. 
2504. .|---M. by will gave all his pro- 





perty real & personal to trustees, directing them 
to pay the income to his son & heir J. until J. 
should attain the age of thirty & then convey to 
J. the residue. By codicil M. recalled the above 
direction to pay the whole income to J., & directed 
the trustees to pay to J. thereout the sum of £300 
yearly until he attained thirty, & then to dispose 
of ‘‘ the residue ”’ as directed by the will :—Held : 
the surplus income beyond £300 which accrued 
during the minority of J. was not undisposed of, 
but passed to the trustees under the word 
‘ pesidue.’—STURGIS tv. CAMPBELL (1865), 12 
L. TT. 836, H. Lb. 

2505. ] — Testator, after giving 
legacies, directed the conversion & investment of 
his real & personal estate, & the appropriation of 
a sufficient sum to produce an annuity to be 
paid to his wife for hfe, & then to a charity, & 
testutor gave the residue of the net produce of his 
real & personal estate to certain persons named. 
The gift to the charity failed by reason of there 
being no pure personalty :—Held: the annuity 
fund fell into the residue.—PEARSON v. HULLAH 
(1867), 17 L. TP. 113. 





2506. -—--— ——- -.]} --GREEN v. TRIBE, No. 2581, 
post. 
: 2507. ——— —- ./-—Buienr v. Warrnouu, No. 
2573, post. 

2508. - --.]--By his will, made Mar. 19, 





1870, testator devised frechold land to the use of 
trustees & their heirs during the life of his daughter, 
I., in trust for his daughter for her separate use, 
& after her death to the use of any husband she 
might thereafter marry, & after the death of the 
survivor of his daughter & her husband to the use 
of the children of his daughter as she should 
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Sect. 6.—Lffect of failure of gift: 
A. (a). 
appoint, & in default of appointment to the use of 
the children of his daughter who should be living 
at the death of the survivor of his daughter & 
her husband, or who should be previously dead 
leaving issue then living, their heirs & assigns in 
equal shares, as tenants in common; but if there 
should be no such child, then to the use of such 
of his sons or other daughters as should be then 
living, or should have previously died leaving issue 
then living, their heirs & assigns, as tenants in 
common. The will contained a residuary devise. 
Ic. survived the testator, & after his death married 
R., & died in 1872 without issue. HK. has since 
died. This was an originating summons, raising 
the question whether the limitations after the death 
of the survivor of E. & her husband were valid or 
not :—Held: asthe daughter might have married 
a person unborn at testator’s death, the limitations 
in default of appointment after the death of the 
daughter & her husband were void for remoteness, 
& the lands fell into the residue & were disposed of 


Sub-sect. 2, 





accordingly.—e Frost, Frost v. Frosr (1889), 
438 Ch. D. 216; 59 L. J. Ch. 118; 62 L. T. 25; 


38 W. RK. 264. 

Annatations :-—Refd. Re Ashforth, Sibley v. Ashforth, [1905] 
1 Ch. 635; Whitting v. Whitting (1908), 53 Sol. Jo. 100; 
Re Nash, Cook v. Frederick, (1909) 2 Ch. 450: Jee Park’s 
Setthnt., Foran v. Bruce, [1914] 1 Ch. 695; Re Bullock’s 
Will Trusts, Bullock v. Bullock, [1915] 1 Ch. 493; Re 
Garnham, Taylor v. Baker, [1916] 2 Ch. 413. 

2509. ——-- -—-~.]-—Where a specified portion of 
testator’s real estate, & an cyual share of the 
residue, was by his will devised to each of his five 
sons for life, with remainder to his children if 
more than one, with cross remainders between 
them; & the will declared that in case of any of 
the five sons dying without leaving any child or 
children him or them surviving, “ then I devise 
the share or shares of such son or sons unto & 
equally between the survivors & survivor of them 
my sons, & their respective heirs, as tenants in 
common in tail’? :—Held: on the death of the 
Jast surviving son without issue his share was 
not disposed of by the above clause; but as to 
so much thereof as consisted of specifically devised 
estate it fell into the residue, & as to so much as 
consisted of residue, 1t was undisposed of by the 
will.—BKinG «. Frost, UNDERWOOD v. F Rost, 
Prick v. FRost, PLOMLEY v. Frost (1890), 15 
App. Cas. 548; 60 L. J.P. C.15;3 638 lL. I. 422; 
OP 1. Re. 448, PLC, 

Annotations :-—-Folld. Ranelagh Ranelagh (1893), 
W. RR. 549. Refd. Zte Brown, Brown v. Acomb (1896), 41 
Sol, Jo. 665; Inderwick v. Tatchell (1901), 85 L. T. 432; 
Powell v. Hellicar, [1919] 1 Ch. 138; Auger v. Beaudry, 
[1920) A. C. 1010. 

2510. .|—A devise which does not 
include all the testator’s real estate may be a good 
‘residuary devise " within Wills Act, 1847 (c. 26), 
8 25.~-MASON v. OGDEN, [1903] A. C. 13 72 
L. J. Ch. 152; 871. 7.622; 51 W. 1.560, 1. L.; 
affg. 5. C. sub nom. Re Mason, OGDEN v. MASON, 
[1901] 1 Ch. 619, C. A. 

2511. ———.]—Testator devised all his real 
estate to his exors. upon trust to receive the rents 
&, after paying thereout all rates, taxes, & out- 
goings & the cost of repairs, to pay off all mtge. 
charges existing on the real estate held by a 
certain named building society or others, & upon 
further trust when all the real estate should be 
clear of all charges to sell the same & divide the pro- 
ceeds amongst all his children & issue then living 
in manner therein mentioned, & he gave & devised 
all the residue of his estate to his children equally. 

Lestator died in 1909, leaving children & grand- 
children surviving him. His real estate, con- 


v. d1 
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| sisting entircly of house property, was subject 
to two mtges. to the building society, in the usual 
form of such mtges., to secure £1,000 & £225 
respectively, payable by monthly instalments with 
interest. It appeared from the evidence that if 
the instalments were duly & regularly paid & the 
terms of the mtge. deeds complied with the larger 
mtge. would be completely discharged in 1927, & 
the smaller in 1921 :—Held: the earlier devise 
of the real estate was void for remoteness, & the 
real estate passed under the gift of residue.—Jte 
BEWIcK, RYLE v. RyuLyE, [1911] 1 Ch. 116; 80 
L. J. Ch. 47; 103 L. T. 634; 55 Sol. Jo. 109 
2512. Whether gift falls into general or particular 
residue.|—One devises several pieces of plate to 
A. & B., & the residue of her plate to C., & the 
residue of her personal estate to D. <A. & B. die 
in the lifetime of testator, their legacies shall lapse 
into the general residue, & not into C.’s, for C.’s 
is a particular legacy, so expressed, to save the 
trouble of enumerating particulars —HUNT  v. 
Berk Ley (1728), Mos. 473 25 i. 1. 268. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Owen v. Owen (1738), 1 Atk. 404. 
Dbtd. Barber v. Barber (18388), 3 My. & Cr. 688. Refd. 
Humphrey v. Tayleur (1752), Amb. 136; Jackson vt. 
Juckson (1804), 9 Ves. 591 
2513. --—-.] —- Testatrix, after bequeathing 
divers annuities & legacies, & amongst others, a 
sum of stock to M. to vest at twenty-one or 
marriage, devised & bequeathed a West India 
plantation, & all the residue of her money in the 
funds, after payment of the annuities & legacies 
therecinbefore bequeathed, & also her plate, books, 
& certain portraits, to 1. & T. for their lives equally, 
& after the death of either, the whole to the 
survivor for life, & after the decease of the sur- 
vivor, then unto such children of IT’. as she should 
by deed or will appoint; & in default of appoint- 
ment, then the plantation & the residue of the 
money in the funds to be equally divided among the 
children & their heirs, & if but one child, the whole 
to such child & his or her heirs, the funded property 
to be an interest vested in them, being sons, at 
twenty-one, & being daughters, at twenty-one 
ormarriage ; but incase 'l’. should die without issue 
of her body lawfully begotten, testatrix devised the 
plantation equally among all the children of A. 
& theiv heirs ; & in case T. should die without issue 
as aforesaid, she then bequeathed her residue of 
her money in the funds, & all her said plate, books, 
& portraits unto J. for life, & after his deccase to 
his eldest son for ever: but, in case J. should die 
under age & without issue, then the residue of her 
money in the funds, plate, books, & portraits unto 
M. absolutely. All the rest & residue of her estate 
& effects testatrix gave & bequeathed unto EK. 
& I’. absolutely. T. having survived I. & died 
without having been married :—J/eld: J. took a 
life interest in the funded property ; J. took no 
interest’ in the plate, books, & portraits, the 
limitation over of those articles being too remote ; 
the stock legacy to M., which had lapsed by her 
death under age & unmarried, passed under the 
residuary bequest of the funded property for the 
benefit of J., & did not sink into the general 
residue.--MALCOLM v. TAYLOR (1832), 2 Ttuss. 
& M. 416; 39 HB. RR. 452, L. C. 
Annotations :—Expld. Kasum ». Appleford (1840), 6 My. & 
ir. 56. Refd. Candy v. Campbell (1834), 8 BH. N.S. 469; 
Elicombe v. Gompertz (1837), 3 My. & Cr. 1273 Garratt 
e. Cockerell (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 494; Mortimer ». 
Hartley (1851), 16 L. T. O. S. 5513; Bryan v. Mansion 
(1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 737; Foster v. Hayes (1855), 4 
kK. & B. 717; Coles v. Witt (1856), 2 Jur. N. S. 1226; 
Grey v. Pearson (1857), 6 H. L. Cus. 613; Abbott %. 
Middleton, Ricketts v. Carpenter (1858), 7 H. lL. Cas. 69; 
Pride v. Kooks (1858), 3 De G. & J. 252; Re Mercoron’s 
Trusts, Davies v. Merceron (1876), 4 Ch. D. 182; Bowen 
v. Lewis (1884), 9 App. Cas. 890. 
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2514. -»|- the construction of a will 
—Held: lapsed legacies fell into the general, & 
not into a particular residue.—MASTER v. LAPRI- 
MAUDAYE (1846), 2 Coll. 443; 63 KE. It. 807. 

2515. .|— Distinction between a general & a 
particular residue. ‘Testator bequeathed par- 
ticular chattels at his residence to A., & his 
chattels there ‘‘ not thereinbefore otherwise dis- 
posed of” to B., & his general residue to C. 
The gift to A. lapsed by her death in testator’s 
lifetime :—Held: the chattcls bequeathed to A. 
passed to B. as part of a particular residue, & not 
” C., as part of the general arr rete TRAFFORD 

. TEMPEST (1856), 21 Beav. 564; 52 If. R. O78. 
Aenniaions: -—Consd. Springett. v. Tealnes aan. 6 Ch. App. 

333, Expld. fée Mason, Ogden v. Mason, [1901] 1 Ch. 619. 

Consd. De Quetteville v. De Quetteville (1905), 92 L. I. 

758. Refd. Champney v. Davy (1879), 11 Ch. D. 949. 

2516. ——-.] — Fe SHIPLEY, MIDDLETON v. 
NEWCASTLE-UPON-TYNE CoRPN. (1910), 130 
L. Ty. Jo. 8 82. 

2517. Residuary devise of remaining land—In 
same place as land subject of specific devise.|— 
If a testator devise ‘‘ all that my messuage in I4. 
to A. & his heirs,” & “ all the rest & residue of my 
messuages, lands, tenements & hereditaments, in 
K., & elsewhere, to B. & his heirs for ever’; & 
A. die in the lifetime of testator ; the messuage in 
Ik. shall not go to B. but to the heir-at-law of 
testator.—Wrianr v. HoRNE (1726), 8 Mod. Rep. 
222; 88 E.R. 1595 sub nom. WriGHT v. HALL, 
Fortes. Rep. 182. 

Annotations :—Folld. Doe d. Morris v. Underdown (1741), 
Willes, 293. Consd. Watson v. Lincoln (1756), Amb. 325; 
Doe d. Wells v. Scott (1814), 3 ML & 8.300. Refd. Jackson 
v, Kelly (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 285 3; Doe d. Winter tv. Perratt 
(1826), 5 B. & C. 483 Cooke ve. Stationers’ Co. (1831), 3 
My. & k. 262 ; Ackers vy Phipps (1835), 9 BH. N.S. 430. 
Re Cooper’s Trusts (1853), 23 L. J. Ch. 27, 1.3 #0e Mason, 
Ogden v. Mason {t001L] 1 Ch. Ga, 





2518. --—— -- --.:—The devisor devised lands 
to A. till B., C. & D. attained their respective ages 


of twenty-one, & then to B.,C. & D.& their heirs 
equally to be divided between them as tenants in 
common, charged with the payment of an annuity 
of £10 by 3., C. & J). equally & proportionably 
out of their several estates ; then he devised other 
lands to A. m tee; & then gave all the rest, 
residue & remainder of his renal & personal estate 
not before viven to I., ber heirs, exors., etc., & 
directed that his debts, ete., should be paid out 
of the estate given to A. & Ki. Lb. died before the 
devisor, but, if he had lived, would have been of 
age at the time of the trespass & ejec 
Held: the devise to B. was a lapsed devise, & the 
heir-at-law of the devisor, not the residuary 
devisee, was entitled to B.'s share as not being 





disposed of by the will.-—Dot d. Morris v. 
UNDERDOWN (1741), Willes, 203; Andr. App. 
VIII; 125 KB. OR. 1179. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Smith d. Davis 7. Saunders (1771), 2 
736. Apld. Doo d. Wells rv. Seott (1814), 3 

300. Consd. 7?e Mason, Ogden v. Mason, [1901] 
1 Ch. Gis. Refd. Doe d. Scott rv. Roach ate OML&S. 
; Driver d. Frank v. Frank (1818), 8 ‘Taunt. 468 ; 

Warter v. H[utchinson (1823), 1 BB. & C. 7213; Doe d. 

Winter v. Perratt (1826), 5 B. & C. 483 Doe d. Cadogan 

» HKHwart are . Ad. & i), 636; Perceval v. Perceval 

(1870), L. RR. 9 Hq. 3st. 

2519. =1-—Testatrix gave certain lands 
in‘the parish of H. to A., B., & C., as joint tenants 
in fee, & devised to pltf. ‘ the rest of my freehold 
hereditaments in the parish of II., & all my free- 
hold hereditaments in the parishes of,’ ete. 
The devise to A., B., & C., having been declared 
void, as made on a secret trust for a charity :— 
Held: the lands comprised in that devise did not 
pes under the gift of ‘‘ the rest of my frechold 

1ereditaments in the parish of HI..’’ but were 


>» 


undisposed of.—SprRINGETY v. JENINGS (1871), 6 








42) 


Ch. App. 333; 40 L. J. Ch. 348; 24 L. T. 648; 
19 W. 2. 575, L. JS. 


Annotations :—Distd. Rowbotham v. Dunnett (1878), 8 Ch. 
1). 430; Mason 0. Oxgdon, [1903}) A. CG. 1; Re Davies, 
‘Thomas v. Thomas-Davies, [1928] Ch. 24. 


2520. -|— Devise of all my lands at H. to J., 
my cousin & heir-at-law, his heirs & assigns for 
ever, provided that he or his heirs do, within six 
months after my decease, assure to R. & to his 
children the copyhold premises at R., & in default 
thereof to R. for life, & from & after his decease 
to his children living at the time of his deccase, 
their heirs & assigns for ever, as tenants in 
common; J. & R. died unmarried before the 
devisor :-~Held: this was not a lapsed devise of 
the whole interest, so as to belong to the heir-at- 
law of the devisor, but by reason of the contingent 
interest which remained undisposed of, if J. should 
not assure, & RK. should die without children, the 
residuary devisees, to whom was devised all the 
rest of the devisor’s lands, etc., wheresoever situate, 
etc., was entitled.—Dor d. WELLS v. Scott (1814), 
3M. &S. 3003 105 E.R. 624. 

Annotations :—Consd. Mackinnon v. Sewell (1433), 2 2 My. & 
K. 202; Re Cooper’s Trusts (1853), 23 L. J. Ch. v7, ne; Fe 
Mason, Ogden v. Mason, [1901] 1 Ch. 619. Refd. Greatod 
v. Greated (1859), 26 Beav. 621. Mentd. Doc d. Winter v, 
Perratt (1826), 5 KB. & C. 48. 

2521. Legacy greatly exceeding value of residue. | 
-—Residue under particular circumstances will not 
take in lapsed legacies ; the residue being given as 
a stmnall remainder of about £100 & the lapsed 
legacies amounting to £20,000.—A.-G. v. JOHN- 
sTONE (1769), Amb. 577; 27 Is. R. 873, L. C. 
wAnnolations :—Consd. Pago v. Leapingwell (1812), 18 Ves. 

463; Bland v. Lamb (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 399.  Apld. 

Legge v. Asgill (12823), Turn. ms R. 265,n. Refd. Bridge v. 

Abbot (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 2245 Boys v. Morgan (1838), 

9 Sim. 289; Nasum v. Appleford (1840), 5 My. & Cr. 56; 

Wainman v. Field (1854), Kay, 507; Kilvington v. Parker 

(1872), 21 W. R. 121. 

2522. Express provision in will—Subsequent pro- 
vision for rateable reduction of annuities given.|— 
Testator, by his will, gave certain annuities, & 
directed that the sums, set apart to secure them, 
should, as the annuitants died, sink into the 
residue of his personal estate. By a codicil to his 
will, he stated, that, In case his property would not 
provide an income equal to the annuities, they 
should be rateably reduced. His estate was 
deficient, & the annuities were rateably reduced. 
Upon the death of any annuitant, the sum, set 
apart to secure the reduced annuity, will belong 
to the residuary Jegatees, & is not to be applied to 
increase the reduced annuities to the amount 
given by the will.—FARMER v. MILLS (1827), 4 
Russ. 86; 38 EK. R. 737. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Re Lyne’s Estate, Sands v. Lyne (1869), 
l.. R. 8 Eq. 482. Folld. Dudman v. Shirreff (1870), 18 





W. RR. 596. Refd. Arnold v. Arnold (1835), 2 My. & K. 
365: Hichens v. Hichens (1876), 36 L. T. 8: de Tootal’a 
Estate, Hankin ». Kilburn (1876), 2 Ch. D. 628; lMobert- 


gon v. Broadbent (1883), 8 App. Cas. 812. 

2523. -— -- ——-.]|—When a_ testator gives 
legacies, & directs that in case of deficiency they 
shall abate in proportion, & the estate proves 
deficient, & an abatement is accordingly made ; 
a fund subsequently falling into the estate, from a 
default in the trusts of the legacies, goes to the 
residuary legatees, & is not applicable to make up 
the deficiency of the abated Iegacies.—DUDMAN 
v. SHIRREFF (1870), 18 W. BR. 596. 

2524. Lapse of share of annuitant.|—Testator 
gave his whole estate to trustees to sell, &, after 
payment of debts, expenses, & certain legacies, 

oO pay out of the residue two annuities of £400 each 
..& P., & one of £200 to B., for their respective 
lives; & for the better fulfilment of that purpose, 
he directed them to vest sufficient capital sums on 
securities ; & if the residue should not be sufficient, 
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to vest whatever residue might be, & pay the 
dividends to the annuitants in the same pro- 
portions; & if more than sufficient, to vest the 
surplus, & divide it & the capital sums set apart 
for the annuities, as the same should become 
tangible, by the death of each annuitant, among 
residuary legatees. BK. predeceased the testator. 
The residue did not yield sufficient income every 
year to pay F. & P. £400 each. On F.’s death, 
P. & F.’s personal representatives claimed payment 
of all the arrears out of the then enlarged income 
of the residue :—Held: (1) I’. & P. were entitled 
to payment of £400 each, only in those years in 
which the income of the residue was sufficient ; 
when in any year that income was more than 
sufficient, the excess belonged to the residuary 
legatees; on F.’s death half the capital of the 
residue became divisible among them, & then P. 
became entitled to the income in each year of the 
other half; but when in any year this income 
exceeded £400 the excess belonged to the residuary 
legatees, & neither P. nor F*.’s representatives were 
entitled to any payment of arrears ; (2) no benefit 
accrued to the residuary legatees from the lapse of 
the annuity to B. except when thereby the income 
of the residue exceeded the amount of the two sub- 
sisting unnuities.—-CASAMAT.JOR v. PEARSON (1841), 
% Cl. & Fin. 69; 8 E.R. 27, TT. LL. 

Gift excepted out of property given by will.}|— 
See Sect. 6, sub-sect. 2, D., post. 


(6) Where No Gift of Residue. 

See Administration of Kstates Act, 1925 (c. 23), 
ss. 45-49. 

2525. Right of person entitled on intestacy — 
General rule.|—(1) If testator devise land for pur- 
poses altogether illegal, or which altogether fail, 
the heir takes it as undisposed of : soif he bequeath 
personalty under the same circumstances, the next 
of kin are entitled. 

(2) If testator devise land for purposes which 
are in part illegal, or which partially fail, or which 
require part only of the land devised, the heir 
takes the part which fails, or is not required for 
the purposes of the will; & so conversely, in the 
case of personal estate, the next of kin are entitled. 

Testator directed his exors. immediately to 
lay out £30,000, in the purchase of an estate in his 
name, the income of which he settled to one for 
life, with remainder to others in tail, with remainder 
to a charity ; the noney was not actually laid out 
previous to the estate for life & the estates tail 
being spent. ‘The gift of the charity failing by 
reason of the Mortmain Act, & the estates tail 
not having been barred :—Held: the next of kin, 
& not the heir-at-law, were entitled to the £30,000. 
-—COGAN v, STEPHENS (1835), 1 Beav. 482, n.; 
5 L. J. Ch. 17; 48 I. R. 1027. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Apld. Head v. Godlee, Reynolds v. 
Godlee (1859), John. 536. Generally, Refd. Hereford v. 
Ravenhill (1839), 1 Beav. 481; Fitch 7. Weber (1848), 6 
Hare, 145; Taylor v. Taylor (1853),3 De G. M. & G. 190; 


Simmons v. Rose (1856), 6 De G. M. & G. 4431; Curteis v. 
Wortnald (1878), 10 Ch. D. 172. 


2526. —- ~- -,J-—-A. by his will devised & 
bequeathed to trustees certain freehold & lease- 
hold messuages upon trust to pay the income to 
(. J. C. for life, with remainder to his children ; 
& in default of children upon trust to sell the pro- 
perty & divide it as in the will specified. <A dis- 
cretion was given to the trustees that instead of 
paying the income to the tenant for life to appro- 
priate it for the benefit of his children, if any, 
& as to any part which should be unapplied for that 
purpose, to accumulate & invest from time to time, 
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& to stand possessed as to five-sixths of the surplus 
for other parties: & as to the other one-sixth, 
to purchase an annuity for the life of the said 
C. J. C.: with similar trusts thereof as of the 
income before given to him. C. J.C. died without 
children, & the trustees realised the property :-—— 
Held: as to the one-sixth it was undisposed of, 
it was personalty, & the next of kin of testator 
were entitled to it. WALTER v. CorpPE (1851), 18 
LL. T. 37; 15 Jur. 764. 

2527. ——— .j|—-Testator gave his real & 
personal property in trust for his eight nephews 
& nieces by name, with a proviso, that if any of 
those nephews & nieces diced in his lifetime without 
leaving issuc, their shares should go to the sur- 
vivors in the same manner as the original shares. 
By a codicil he revoked the shares given to two 
of the nephews. One of the nephews & one of the 
nieces died in the lifetime of testator :—Held: the 
shares originally given to the nephew & niece who 
died lapsed by the revocation, & the share of the 
niece went to the other five nephews & nieces.— 
BouLcotrr v. Bouncotr (1853), 2 Drew. 253; 2 
Kq. Rep. 457; 23 L. J. Ch. 57; 22 L. T. O. S. 
130; 18 Jur. 281; 2 W. R. 52; 61L.E. R. 627. 
Annotation :-—Retd. Iie Whitehorne, Whitchorne v. Best, 

[1906] 2 Ch. 121, 

2528. ——- --—.]—-A married woman having a 
power of appointment under her marriage settle- 
ment over estates A. & B., appointed by will. in 
Sept. 1838, estate A. to her husband, in fee; “ & 
all other the hereditaments comprised in the 
settlement not hereinbefore disposed of’’ to 
another person. 

By codicils to her will she revoked the appoint- 
ment of estate A. to her husband, & gave him the 
same estate for life, with remainder to trustees 
to sell & pay certain legacies, & pay the residue to 
charities :-—Held: the devise of ‘‘ all other the 
hereditaments,” ete., by the will was not residuary, 
but specific, & the void gifts to the charities did not 








pass by it, but Iapsed as unappointed.—e 
Brown’s Trusts (1855), 1 K. & J. 5223; 3 W.R. 


D423; 69 EK. R. 566, 

Annotations :—Apld. Springett v. Jenings (1871), 6 Ch. App. 
333. Expld. Re Mason, Ogden v. Mason, [1901] 1 Ch. 619. 
2529. -—-— .|—Testator, by will made in 

1819, devised frechold & copyhold estates to 

trustees, on trust (inter alia) after the death of all 

his three children except one, in case there should 
be no issue of such deceased children, or being 
such, they should all die, to pay the rents to such 
one only child for life, & after the death of such 
surviving child, in the event aforesaid, leaving 
lawful issue, then to pay & divide the rents unto 
& among the children of such surviving child so 
dying, if more than one; & in case there should 
be but one child of such surviving child living at 
his or her death, or in case there should be more 
than one, & they should all except one, depart this 
life, then, so soon as such event should happen, 
absolutely to convey the estates in fee to such only 
or surviving child of the survivor of his children 
so dving, on his or her attaining the age of twenty- 
one, & in the meantime to apply the rents for his 
or her benefit. :-—-Held: this was a gift to the 
surviving children of testator’s surviving child for 
life, in equal shares as tenants in common, with 
remainder to the survivor of those children in fee ; 

& the remainder in fee was void for remoteness & 

passed as undisposed of to testator’s heir-at-law.— 

CARLAND v. BROWN (1864), 10 I. T. 292. 

Annotation :—Apld. Re Ashforth, Sibley v. Ashforth, [1905] 
1 Ch. 535, 


2530. ——— ——-.]—-By a marriage settlement, 
dated in 1863, after reciting that B., the wife, 
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was ‘‘seised of or otherwise well entitled to ”’ 
the freeholds therein described, subject to the life 
estate of J., & that she was entitled to leasehold 
premises & certain personal estate, the freeholds 
were conveyed to trustees, subject to the life estate 
of J., & the leaseholds & the personal estate were 
assigned to them, upon trust as to £10,000 for B. for 
life, & afterwards for A., the husband, for life, & 
subject thereto, as of all the realty & personalty, 
as B. should appoint, & in default in trust for B. 
for life, &, if she should pre-decease her husband, 
in trust as to the realty for her heirs, & as to the 
personalty for her next of kin, as if she had died 
unmarried. The settlement contained the usual 
covenant for further assurance. At the date of 
the settlement it was believed that B. was entitled 
to the entirety of the freeholds & leaseholds, 
subject to the life estate of J., whereas she was 
entitled to only thirteen-sixteenths thereof, & J. 
was then, & to the time of his death, entitled to 
three-sixteenths. J. died in 1866, having by his 
will given his property to B. B. made her will in 
1880, & in exercise of the powers in the settlement, 
& of every other power, gave all the freeholds & 
leaseholds comprised in the settlement to W. & T. 
equally ; & she gave all the rest of her personal 
estate to trustees to pay the income to her husband 
for life, & afterwards to divide such estate equally 
between B., W., & T. She declared that her 
exors. should have power to sell her real & personal 
estate. B. made a codicil in 1880, revoking the 
gift of any moneys or other properties which she 
should have accumulated from or purchased with 
the income of the property comprised in the 
settlement, or the corpus of any property not 
included in the settlement & otherwise acquired, & 
giving the same to her husband. T. died in B.’s 
lifetime, without issuc. The questions were, who 
was entitled to the share of the residuary personal 
estate, the gift of which lapsed by the death of 
Tl’. ; who was entitled to the three-sixteenths of the 
frecholds ; & who was cntitled to the interest in 
such three-sixteenths, the gift of which lapsed 
by the death of T. :—Held: (1) B. had made the 
personal estate which was included In the residuary 
gift part of her own assets, & so far as it lapsed, it 
passed to her next of kin, as though at her death 
it had belonged to her absolutely ; (2) the person 
claiming under the appointment had as regards the 
three-sixteenths of the freeholds, the right to 
insist upon that claim, cither on the ground that 
the ‘recital in the settlement amounted to an 
estoppel, or that he had an equity to enforce the 
covenant for further assurance ; LB. had made the 
property part of her own estate, & so far as it 
lapsed, it devolved upon her heir-at-law.—lLe 
HORTON, HORTON v. PERKS, HORTON v. CLARK 
(1884), 51 Le T. 420. 





my sister & his heirs for ever ’’ operates in favour 
of the elder of her two sons living at the date of 
the will, though he predeceased testator, in the 
absence of any contrary intention appearing in 
the context. As the gift lapsed on the death of 
the donee, there was an intestacy in favour of the 
heir-at-law.—AMyYoT v. Dwarris, [1904] A. C, 
268; 73 L. J. P. C. 40; 90 L. T. 1023 58 W. BR, 
16; 20 T. L. R. 268, P. C. 
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2535 i. General rule-—Right of person 
entitled on intestacy.]-— He ATSON, 
a Case L. R. 626; 610. L. R. 173. A.-G., [1917) 1 1 

2535 il. -—-—- —-—_.]—- A lapsed share 
of residue does not accresce to other 
& different shares of such residue.— 


STEWART, [1924] S 
61 Se. L. R. 691.—SCOT. 
n. Devise aubled! to wift. }—KELLY +. se I 
. R. 183.—IR. 

0. “ll real d: personal estate devised 
& bequeathed tn jirst class— Subsequent 
devise lapses~-Final clause disposing of 
“*4U the rest & residue of my estate ’’— - 
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2532. Where partial failure.|—-CoGAN v. 
STEPHENS, No. 2525, ante. 

2533. we J-—Testator gave the whole of 
his personal property, after payment of his debts, 
to his wife during her widowhood ; remainder to 
his son, his only child; &, if his son should die 
under twenty-one, he expressed it to be his wish 
to give £500 to each of his brothers & sister, Joseph, 
James & Mary, ‘“‘ any further surplus to be equally 
divided between these, my brothers & sister, or 
their legal heirs & successors.’ Testator’s son 
survived him & died under twenty-one. His 
brother Joseph died in his lifetime :—Held: the 
gift of the further surplus was not a residuary gift, 
but was a gift of the surplus of testator’s property 
after the three sums of £500 each should be 
subtracted from it; & the legal heirs & successors 
of the brothers & sister were not intended to take 
unless all of them died so as not to take; &, 
consequently, that there was an intestacy as to the 
£500 & the share of the further surplus given to 
Joseph.--GIBSON v. HALE (1849), 17 Sim. 129; 
14 Jur. 27; 60 E. R. 1077. 

2534. j|—Testatrix devised a freehold 
house, yard, garden, & outbuildings, to trustees 
& their heirs, upon trust to block up all the rooms 
of the house, except four rooms in which she 
directed that a housekeeper & his wife should be 
placed in occupation, & the coachhouse, for twenty 
years; & subject thereto upon trust for a devisee 
in fee. She directed her trustees to visit the house 
& premises once in every three months to see that 
the trusts were effectually carried out, & declared 
that if any trustee should neglect or refuse to carry 
out the trusts aforesaid, any real or personal estate 
given or intended to be given to him by the will 
should go to persons therein named, absolutely :— 
Held: there was an intestacy as to the twenty 
years terms in the house, yard, garden, & out- 
buildings.— BROWN v. BURDETT (1882), 21 Ch. D. 
667; 521. J. Ch. 52; 47 L. T. 94. 

Annotation :--Mentd. Formby v. Barker (1903), 89 L. 'T. 249. 

Gift excepted out oh property given by will.|— 
See Sect. 6, sub-sect. 2, D., post. 





Rar ate 





B. Gift of Share of Residue. 

See Wills Act, 18837 (c. 26), s. 25; Adaininistra- 
tion of Estates Act, 1925 (c. 23), ss. 45-49. 

2535. General rule—Right of person entitled on 
intestacy.|—'Testator devises his real & personal 
estate, to six, in trust, to pay his debts & legacies, 
& the residue to them, equally to be divided, share 
& share alike, one dies before testator, his share of 
the real estate, shall go to the heir at law, & of 
the personal, to the next of hin to testator, as a 
lapsed legacy, for though the legal estate is joint, 
their interest in the residue is several, & the others 
cannot claim it as exors.—PAGE v. PAGE (1728), 
Mos. 42; 2 P. Wms. 489; 2 Stra. 820; 25 BE. R. 
259, L. Cc, 

Annotations :-—Apld. Owen v. Owen (1738), 1 Atk. 494. 

Consd. Cloyne (Bp.) v. Young (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 91 5 

Knight 7+. Gould (1833), ( er femp. Brough. 210. 


Barber v. Bere (1838), 3 My. & Cr. 688. Refd. Man v. 
Man Cues Stra. 903: Humphrey v. Tayleur (1752), 


Amb. 1: 
2536. —- .] -- Testator gave several 
legacies, & ordered his ral & personal estate to be 


sold, his debts & legacies paid, & the residue to 





Whether lapsed devise descends as on 
intestacy.) —Re FARRELL (1906), 12 
R. 580; 8 O. W. R. 442.—CAN. 

p. Property “not hereinbefore disposed 
of ’’—Second residuary clause—-Lapsed 
legacies & devises—-Whether captured by 
jirst or second fort eee clause.|—JOIUNS 
v. WILSON, [1900] 1 I. R. 342.—IR. 
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certain legatees, in the proportion of their legacies, 

Two of the residuary legatees died, living testator. 

These shares are lapsed, & so far as they are con- 

stituted by personal estates shall go to the person 

next of kin, & so far as they are constituted of real 
estate, to the heir-at-law.—ACKROYD v. SMITHSON 

(1780), 1 Bro. C. C. 503; 28 BE. R. 1262; sub nom. 

AKEROID v. SMITHSON, 2 Dick, 566; 3 P. Wms. 

22,n., L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Robinson v. Taylor (178%), 2 Bro. C. C. 
589; Wheldale v. Partridge (1800), 5 Ves. 388; Williams 
v. Coade (1805), 10 Ves. 500; Hooper v. Goodwin Halas 
18 Ves. 156. istd. Noel v. Henley, Noel v. Strong (1819), 
Dan. 211; Amphlett v. Parke (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 221. 
Consd. Jessop v. Watson (1833), 1 My. & K. 665. Folld. 
Cogan v. Stephens (1835), 5 L. J. Ch.17. Apld. Taylor v. 
Taylor (1853), 3 De G.M. &. G. 190; Whitehead v. Bennett 
(1853), 1 Eq. Rep. 560; Cooke v. Dealey hae 22 Beav. 
196. Consd. Bective v. Hodgson (1864), 10 H. Iu. Car. 
656. Apld. Spencer v. Wilson (1873), 29 L. I. 19. Expld. 
Steed v. Preece (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 192; Hyett »v. Mekin 
(1884), 25 Ch. D. 735. Apld. Re Milnes, Milnes v. Sherwin 
(1885), 53 L. T. 534; Re Perkins, Brown v. Perkins (1909), 
101 L. T. 345; Re se wad ea Dyson v. Hopkinson, [1922] 
1 Ch. 65. Refd. Maughamv. Mason (1813), 1 Ves. & 1. 410 ; 
Cooke v. Stationer’s Co. (1831), 3 My. & K. 262; Vhilllps 


vw. Phillips (1832), 1 My. & k. 649; #te Cooper’s Trusts 
(1853), 23 L. J. Ch. 27, n.; Sinmmmons v. Rose (1856), 6 
De G. M. & G. 411; Barrs v. Fewkes (1865), 6 New Rep. 


355 ; Ramsay v. Shelimerdine (1865), 14 W. i. 46; A.-G. 

v. Lomas (1873), 29 L. VT. 7493 Simmons v. Pitt (1873), 

8Ch. App. 978; Curteis v. Wormald (1878), 10 Ch. 1). 172; 

Fe Cameron, Nixon v. Cameron (1884), 26 Ch. 1. 193 Jte 

Richerson, Scales v. Heyhoe, [1892] 1 Ch. 379; Burgess 

v. Booth, [1908] 1 Ch. 880; Jee Grimthorpe, Beckett v. 

Grimthorpe, [1908] 1 Ch. 666. Mentd. Kyre v. Marsden 

(1839), 4 My. & Cr. 231; Elborne v, Goode (1844), 14 

Sim. 165; Christian v. Foster (1846), 2 Ph. 161; A.-G. for 

Alberta v. A.-G. for Canada, [1928] A. C. 475. 

2537. -.|--Where the residue is given 
to a person who dies in the life of testator, by 
Which the gift is lapsed; still the exors., 
though they have no legacies, are trustees for the 
next of kin.—BENNET v. KATCHELOR (1789), 3 
Bro. C. C. 28; 1 Ves. 63; 29 BE. R. 389, L. C. 
Annotations :— Consd. Fe Lacy, Royal General Theatrical 

Fund Assoen. v. Kydd, [1899] 2 Ch. 149. Apld. Re Jones, 

Johnson v. A.-G., [1925] Ch. 340. Refd. Fleming v. 

Burrows (1826), 1 Juss. 276; Harris 7. James (1864), 

12 W. R. 509. 

2538. -]|—Where testator, resident & 
domiciled at the time of his death within the 
province of York, disposes of all the residue of his 
personal estate, & names exors., but his dis- 
position fails as to part of the residue, by the death 
of one of the residuary legatees in his lifetime, the 
share which thus becomes lapsed, will be 
apportioned between the widow, & the next of kin, 
according to Statute of Distributions, & will not 
be affected by the custom of the province.— 
WILKINSON v. ATKINSON (1823), Turn. & R. 255 ; 
LL. J. Ch. 222: 37 EF. R. 1096. 

Annotations :—Apld. Fitzgerald v. Field (1825-6), 1 Tuas. 


416. Refd. Pickford v. Brown, Brown v. Brown (1856), 
25 L. J. Ch. 702; 2e Ford, Ford v. Ford, [1902] 1 Ch. 218. 























2539. -——— .;— COOKE v. STATIONERS’ Co., 
No. 2568, post. 

2540. — —]—SALT uv. CHATTAWAY, No. 
2491, ante. 

2541. -—- —.j|--Testator, by a will made 


since Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), after directing pay- 
ment of his debts & bequeathing several specific 
articles of plate to his sister L., desired that all his 
other plate, jewellery, books, pictures, & other 
property, except freehold & leasehold property, 
should be sold, & the produce after deducting 
funeral & other expenses, be divided in equal parts 
amongst L., M., N., O., & P. Ile then directed 
that his freehold house & his leaseholds, some of 
which were held for years, & others for years 
determinable on lives, should be kept in hand & 
let to the best advantage, & the produce be 
divided every half-year to J.., M., N., O., & P., 
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or to their lawful heirs; &, in case of there being 
no heir, the share or shares to be divided in equal 
parts among the surviving legatees. Testator, at 
his death, left L., his heiress-at-law & sole next of 
kin. M., N., O., & P. were not related to L., but 
were related to & capable of inheriting from each 
other. M. died unmarried in testator’s lifetime :— 

Held: (1) M.’s share of the residuary personal 

estate lapsed for the benefit of the next of kin ; 

(2) M.’s share of the freehold property did not 

lapse, but went to the surviving devisees; the 

words ‘heir’? & ‘lawful heirs” referring to 
heirs of the body, & ‘“‘ or ”’ being construed ‘‘ and ”’ ; 

(3) M.’s share of the leaseholds for years lapsed 

& fell into the residue, the words ‘‘ there being no 

heir” referring to an indefinite failure of issue, & 

the word ‘“ surviving’? meaning ‘ other.’’-— 

ITARRIS v. DAVIS (1844), 1 Coll. 416; 9 Jur. 269 ; 

63 EH. R. 480. 

Annotations + ~As to (2) Apld. Re Clerke, Clowes v. Clerke, 
[1915] 2 Ch. 301.  Distd. dée Whitehead, Whitchead v. 
Hemsley, [1920] 1 Ch. 298. As to (3) Dbtd. 7?e Lowman, 
Devenish v. Vester, [1895] 2 Ch. 348. Generally, Reid. He 
Itye’s SettImt. (1852), 10 Hlare, 106: Sykes v. Sykes 
(1868), 3 Ch. App. 301; Re Whiting, Ormond v. De 
Lannay, [1913] 2 Ch. 1; fle Wilkins, Wilkins v. Wilkins, 
[1920] 2 Ch. 63. 

2542. --~---.] —~Testator by his will gave 
£5,000 to trustees upon trust for his wife for her 
hife, with remainder in a certain event to his two 
nieces, as tenants in common, for their separate 
use, with a gift over, in case of either of his nieces 
dving in the lifetime of his wife, to the children 
of such niece; & testator gave the residue of his 
moneys in the funds to trustees in trust for his 
wife for life, & after her death for the benefit of 
his said nieces in manner thereinbefore directed, 
of & concerning the sum of £5,000. One of 
testator’s nieces died in his lifetime :—//eld : her 
share did not go over to her children, but lapsed 
for the benefit: of testator’s next of kin.---LUMLEY 
v. ROBBINS (1853), 10 Hare, 621 5 1 Kq. Rep. 129 ; 
22 LL. J. Ch. 869; 22 1. T. O.S. 403 17 Jur. 410 ; 
1 W. R. 285; 68 H.R. 1077. 
erracionon :-—-Refd. Re Wilder’s Trusts (1859), 27 Beav. 


2543. ----— ---—-.]-—A. by his will bequeathed the 
residue of his personal estate to be equally dis- 
posed of between five of his children, whom he 





named. QOne cf those children died in A.’s life- 
time. The ct. held that the five children took as 


the tenants in common, & the share of deceased 

child therefore lapsed to the undisposed residue, 

& granted administration with the will & codicil 

annexed to B., a son of deceased, not as a legatee, 

but as entitled as one of his next of kin to part of 
the undisposed residue.—Jln the Coods of PILE 

(1862), 2 Sw. & Tr. 628; 71. T. 194; 164 FB. ¥. 

1142. 

2544, ——— -|—Where bv the will the residue 
is given in shares, & by a codicil the gift of one of 
those shares is directed on a certain contingency 
to sink into the residue, ‘‘ & be held & applied 
accordingly.”’ the heir & next of kin of testator 
will, upon the happening of the contingency, be 
respectively entitled to the share, to the exclusion 
of the residuary legatees.—LIGHTFOOT v. BURSTALL 
(1863), 1 Tem. & M. 546; 3 New Rep. 1123 3&8 
lL. J. Ch. 1883; 9 L. T. 7113; 10 Jur. N.S. 308; 
12 W. R. 148; 71 I. R. 239. 

Annotations :— Folld. Re Barker’s Estate, Hetherington v. 
Longrigg (1880), 15 Ch. D. 635; Re Savage’s 'l'rusts (1880), 
50 L. J. Ch. 131. Consd. Crawshaw v. Crawshaw (1880), 
14 Ch. D. 817; Re Rhoades, Lane ». Rhoades (1885), 29 
Ch. VD. 142. Refd. Re Ballance, Ballance v. Lanphier 
(1889), 42 Ch. D. 62; Jee Palmer, Palmer v. Answorth, 
[1893] 3 Ch. 369. 

2545. .j|-—(1) Testator gave his real 
& personal estate to trustees, upon trust, out of 
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the rents & produce, or by a sale or other dis- 
poser thereof, to raise an annuity for his wife 
» certain legacies, & to invest the surplus. Ile 
directed a sale of his real estate after the death 
of his wife, & gave his residue to his children : 
Held: & personal estate was not primarily charged 
with the annuity, but the real & personal estate 
formed one common fund for its payment. 

(2) Testator gave his real & personal estate to 
trustees, in trust to raise an annuity for his widow 
& invest the surplus; & after her death he 
directed a sale of his real estate, & declared that 
the produce ‘‘ should be deemed to be part of his 
personal estate & should be subject to the dis- 
position ’’ of his personal estate, which he gave 
to his children :—Held: the realty was converted 
into personalty only for the purposes of the will. 
& the heir of testator was entitled to so much of 
the real estate as had lapsed by the death of a 
child in testator’s lifetime.—BEDForb v. BEDronD 
(1865), 35 Beav. 584; 55 Hh. Ik. 1028. 

a :—.48 to (1) Refd. Aan «. Gott (1872), 7 Ch. App. 


2546. -- -— ..J~-Testator gave the residue of 
his real & personal estate to trustees upon trust 
to convert the same, & pay two-fourths of the 
proceeds to A. & M., & to stand possessed of the 
two remaining fourth parts upon trust to invest 
the same, & to stand possessed thereof when in- 
vested, & of the income thereof in trust as to one 
moiety for the benefit of J. & her children; & 
as to the other moicty in trust for the benefit 
of Id. & her children; & he declared that in the 
event of cither or both J. & Ik. dying without 
issue, the share or shares of cither so dying should 
sink into & form part of his residuary estate, & 
be paid & divided accordingly, but so that the 
husband of the one so dying should take no share 
therein as representing his wife. J. died, after 
testator, without issue, & Ieaving a husband 
surviving her :~— ffe/d: there was an intestacy 
as to her share.—/?e Brviss’s Trusrs (1872), 
20 I. T. 239, 20 W. R. 359. 

Annotation :-—Apld. Re Barker's Estate, Hetherington wv. 

Longrigg (1880), 15 Ch. D. 635. 





254.7, ---—- ———..|-— GREEN v. Trhinke, No. 258], 
post. 
2548. -- -— -—--.]—Testator, by his will, 


directed that his trustees should stand possessed 
of the residue of his estate, upon trust as to one- 
seventh part thereof to invest the same & pay the 
income to his daughter for life, & after Jer death 
to hold the same in trust for her child or children 
who should attain the age of twenty-one years : 
but if there should be no such child, then he 
directed his trustees ‘‘to apply the share as part 
of his residuary estate.’? He afterwards declared 
trusts of the remaining six shares of his residuary 
estate. I’. survived the testator, but left no child 
who attained the age of twenty-one years: - 
Held: the share of I. was undisposed of by the 
will.— Re SAVAGE’S TRusTs (1880), 50 L. J. Ch. 18d. 
-{nnotation :—Refd. Re Palmer, Palmerv. Answorth, [183] 

3 Ch. 369. 

2549. -|—Testator, by his will dated 
in 1853, after appointing trustees & cxors., gave 
to them his residuary real & personal estate in 
trust for sale, & to divide the proceeds “ among 
all his children in equal shares” on their respec- 
tively attaining twenty-one, but to stand possessed 
of the share of his married daughter I. upon trusts 
for her during her life & after her death for her 
children, &, in default of children, upon trust for 
such persons as she should appoint: «& in default 
of appointment, testator directed that such share 
should ‘‘ fall into & become part of his residuary 
personal estate, & be paid & applied accordingly.”’ 
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By a codicil testator varied the ultimate gift by 
directing that his daughter’s power of appoint- 
ment should be limited to a moiety of her share 
of the residue, & that the other moiety should 
‘* fall into & become part of his residuary personal 
estate, & be paid & applied according to the 
trusts of his will.” estator left seven children, 
including his daughter I., all of whom attained 
twenty-one. The daughter died without issue, 
but having appointed the first moiety of her 
one-seventh share of the residuary estate to her 
husband :—Held: the second or unappointable 
moiety of her one-seventh was not undisposed of 
by testator, but was divisible equally among 
his other six children as residuary legatees.— 
CRAWSHAW v. CRAWSHAW (1880), Li Ch. D. 817; 
49 L. J. Ch. 662; 45 [. TT. 3093; sub nom. Re 
CRAWSHAW, CRAWSHAW ?. CRAWSHAW, 29 W. KR. 
GS. 
-{nnotations :~- Distd. Re Barker’s Estato, Hetherington v. 
_(1880), 15 Ch. 1D). 635; Re Savage's Trusts (1880), 
60L.3.Ch.131. Consd. 7?e Ballance, Ballance v, Lanphier 
(1889), 42 Ch. D. 62; Zee Allan, Dow v. Cassaigne, [1903] 
1 Ch. 276; #e Powell, Bodvel-Roberts v. Poole, [1918] 
1 Ch. 407. Refd. J¢e Rhoades, Lane v. Rhoades (1885), 29 
Ch. D. 142: Re Owen, Owen ». Wood (1892), 36 Sol. Jo. 
539; Holgate vo. Jennings (1893), 37 Sol. Jo. 303; Re 
Palmer, Palmer v. Answorth, [1893] 3 Ch. 369. 


2550. ---——.]-—Testator gave legacies upon 
certain trusts for each of his daughters for life, 
& after her death, for her husband & children, & 
subject thereto he directed that each Jegacy 
should “sink into & form part of my residuary 
estate & be applicd & disposed of as hereinafter 
mentioned.’”? He gave his residue to his children 
equally, ‘the shares of daughters to be paid to 
the same trustees respectively & to be settled upon 
the same trusts’? as their respective legacies. 
One of the daughters having died unmarried :—- 
Held: the direction for settlement of daughters’ 
shares of residue being executory, the ct., im 
framing a settlement of such a share, would 
modify the ultimate gift) over by inserting a 
lnnitation in favour of the other residuary legatees 
excluding the particular daughter, & the share of 
deceased daughter of testator was divisible 
accordingly among the other residuary legatees.— 
Re BALLANCE, BALLANCKE tv. LANPHIER (1889), 
42 Ch. D. 88; 58 L. J. Ch. 5384; G1 L. T. 158; 
37 W. R. 600. 

Annotations :—Reld. Holgate v. Jennings (1893), 37 Sol. Jo. 
303; dée Palmer, Palmer wv. Answorth, [1893] 3 Ch. 369. 
2551. j\—Re WHISTON, WHISTON t. 

WooLLEy, No. 3324, poss. 

2552. Express provision in will—Intention that 
lapsed share should fall into residue.|—Testatrix 
bequeathed the residue of her personal estate, “ & 
also all such & so much of her personal estate, 
the trusts, bequests, or dispositions whereof in 
the will contained, should fail, or become incapable 
of being performed,’ in eleven equal parts, among 
different persons. he legacy of one eleventh part 
lapsed :—Held: the lapsed legacy fell into the 
residue, which became divisible into ten parts, 
amongst the remaining residuary  legatees.— 
KiVANS t. PyELD (1839), 8 L. J. Ch. 264. 

Annotations :--Distd. Lightfoot v. Burstal] (1863), 1 Hem. & 


M. 516. Refd. Re Barker’s Estate, Hetherington v. 
Longrigg (1880), 15 Ch. D. 635. 


2553. -~.|—Testator bequeathed the 
residue of his personal estate to his wife for life, & 
after her death to his sister & three brothers in 
equal shares ; but directed that in the event of 
his sister dying unmarried in his wife’s lifetime, 
which happened, ‘‘ her one-fourth should fall 
into the residue ”’ :-- Z7cld : there was no intestacy 
as to the sister’s one-fourth, but the whole residue 
was, on the widow’s death, divisible in thirds 
between the three other legatees.—Jlte RHOADES, 

















426 
Sect. 0.—E£ffect of failure of gift: Sub-sect. 2, B., 
C. & D.) 


LANE v. KHOADES (1885), 29 Ch. D. 142; 541. J. 

Ch. 573; 53 L. T. 15; 33 W. R. 608. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Ballance, Ballance t. Lanphicr 
(1889), 42 Ch. I). 62: Re Palmer, Palmer v. Answorth, 
[1893] 3 Ch. 364. 

2554. —-~— —--— .J-—-Re OWEN, OWEN v. Woop 

(1892), 36 Sol. Jo. 539, C. A. 

A npetation S—Retd. Re Palmer, Palmer v. Answorth, [1893] 


Revocation by codicil of gift of share of residue.] 
-—See Part XI., Sect. 4, sub-sect. 5, ante. 


C. Gift Charged on Realty Devised by Will. 
2555. Right of devisee.|—Where lands were 
devised, subject to, & charged with a sum not 
exceeding £10,000, which testator afterwards 
directed to be paid to charities:—Held: the 
charge sunk for the benefit of the devisee.— 

JACKSON v. ITTuRLocK (1764), 2 Eden, 263 ; Amb. 

487; 28 E. R. 899, L. C. 

Annotations :—Distd. Gravenor v. Hallum (1767), 
643 ; Trefonwell v. Sydenham (1815), 3 Dow, 194. Consd. 
Henchman v. A.-G. (1829-1834), 3 My. & K. 485; Cooke 
v. Stationer’s Co. (1831), 3 My. & K. 262. Refd. A.-G. vr. 
Downing (1769), Amb. 571 ; Shepherd v. Shepherd (1770), 
5 Term Rep. 51,n.; Christopher v. Christopher (1771), 
2 Dick. 445 ; Pigott v. Waller (1802), 7 Ves. 98; Lainson 
». Lainson (1854), 24 L. J. Ch. 46 : Harvey v. Lloyd (1869), 
38 L. J. Ch. 634. 


2556. ———.|--WRIGHT v. Row, No. 2567, posi. 

2557. —— .|—COOKE v. STATIONERS’ Co., No. 
2568, post. 

2558. —--—.]|—Freeholds were devised upon 
trust to raise £2,000 ‘‘ by sale or otherwise,’’ & to 
permit testator’s son P. to enjoy the estate ‘ after 
raising as aforesaid.’ for his life, with trusts in 
remainder for P.’s children, & in the event, which 
happened, of P. dying without leaving issue, in 
trust for S. & T. in common in fee. Trusts were 
declared of the £2,000, which, as to £1,000, were 
for a daughter of testator for life, & after her death 
for her children. The £2,000 was not raised till 
after the death of P., who survived S. & T., & 
kept down the interest of the £2,000. The 
daughter afterwards died without ever having 
had a child :—//eld: (1) the £2,000 was a charge 
upon the devised estate, & not an exception out 
of the devise, & therefore, as to the above £1,000 
sank upon the daughter’s death, for the benefit 
of the inheritance; (2) the £1,000 formed part 
of the real estates of S. & T. at their decease.— 
Re Coopen’s Thrusts, Lr p. SPARKS (1853), 4 De 
G. M. & G. 747: 23 1. J. Ch. 25; 22 LT. O.S. 
162; 17 Jur. 1087; 2W.R. 601; 43 E.R. 704, L. JJ. 
Annotations :—-Apld. Tucker ». Kayess (1858), 4 K. & J. 


339; Heptinstall ». Gott (1862),2 John. & H. 449. Consd. 
He Newberry’s Trusts (1877), 5 Ch. 1D. 746. 


2559. ----—.'—Testator gave certain real estate 
to A., subject to a charge of £7,000, which he 
directed his exors. to raise by mtge. or sale, the 
same to be appropriated as follows, namely, 
£1,000 to the mother of A., £1,000 to his sister, 


Amb. 





£1,000 to the children of his uncle, & the remaining | 


£4,000 for the payment of a debt. The sister 
died during testator’s lifetime :—Held: the above 
devise was not a devise minus the £7,000, but was 
a devise subject to a charge of that sum; &, in 
consequence of the death of the sister, the legacy 
of £1,000 fell into the devise & belonged to A.—- 
SUTCLIFFE v. COLE (1855), 3 Drew. 185; 24 L. J. 
Ch. 486; 6] E.R. 854; sub noni. SUTCLIFFE v. 
CRossk, 5 W. R. 265, 

2560. .| ~Bequest. to exors. of a sum of 
money “‘ to be chargeable & paid as thercinafter 
mentioned,’’ upon trust for testator’s wife for life, 
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remainder for his children ; then a gift of certain 
freehold & leasehold property to his nephew, 
“subject to the payment’”’ of the sum & to 
testator’s debts ; with a residuary devise & bequest 
to the wife absolutely :—Held: as between 
testator’s widow & his nephew, the sum was a 
charge on the gift to the nephew, & not an excep- 
tion out of that gift; & testator never having 
had any child, the sum, subject to the widow’s life 
interest, belonged to the nephew: the pera 
being that, where there is a gift by will of any 
property, whether real or personal, subject to a 
particular charge, if any of the purposes of the 
charge fail before all are satisfied, the donee takes 
the property relieved from the residue of the 
burden, which, in the events that have happened, 
testator no longer intended him to bear. 

Test in all such cases. Is the thing in question 
excepted out of the devised property-—in other 
words, did testator mean to give that property 
minus the thing in question, or is it a charge on 
that property ? If the former, then, the purpose 
failing, it goes to the residuary devisee; if the 
latter, to the devisee of the property charged. 
Qu: whether a sum of money to be paid out of 
an estate has ever been held to be an exception.— 
TUCKER v. KAYESS (1858), 5 K. & J. 38393 70 
K. R. 142. 


Annotation :—Consd. Heptinstall v. Gott (1862), 2 
& H. 449. 


2561. -- ~— |—Devise to A. of specific property, 
‘subject to a charge of £150,” followed by a 
residuary bequest, without any disposition of the 
£150 :—Held: the devisee took free from the 
charge.—HTErriInstaLL v. Gorr (1862), 2 John. 


John. 





& H. 449; 317. J. Ch. 776; 71. T. 02; 8 Jur. 
N.S. 1091; 10 W. R. 708; 70 16. R. 1184. 
2562. | “Testatrix devised her residuary 


real estate, subject nevertheless, to a term for 
raising a sum of money upon certain trusts. The 
money was raised by the trustees before the death 
of the residuary devisee. Subsequently the trusts 
failed & the fund sank for the benefit of testatrix’s 
residuary real estate :-—Held: the fund formed 
part of the personal estate of the residuary devisee. 
—Re NEWBERRY’s PRUsTS (1877), 5 Ch. D. 746 ; 
46 L. J. Ch. 612; 25 W. Wt. 747, 

2563. Gift charged under power -—-Partial failure 
—Right of next of kin.|—Testator having power 
to charge real estates did, by deed, charge them 
with the payment. after the deaths of himself & 
his wife, of £6,000 & interest, to trustees upon such 
trusts as he should by will appoint. By his will 
he directed that the £6,000 & interest should form 
part of his residuary personal estate & directed 
the residue to be invested in the purchase of land, 
of which the trustees were to accumulate the 
rents in a manner which in part: was void under 
Accumulations Act, 1800 (c. 48) :—/Zeld: that 
part of the interest as to which the directions to 
accumulate were void went to the next of kin of 
testator, & did not sink into the estates on which 
it was charged, or go to his heir.—-StIMMons v. PIrr 
(1873), 8 Ch. App. 978; 43 L. J. Ch. 2673; 29 
J.T. 320; 21 W. R. 860, L. JS. 





D. Gift Excepted out of Property Given by Will. 
2564. Right of person entitled on intestacy. 
CHANDOIS (DUKE) v. TALBOTT (1731), Kel. W. 25 ; 

2 P. Wms. 601; 25 BE. R. 477, Li. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Hallv. Torry (1738), West temp. Hard. 
500; Prowse v. Abingdon (1738), 1 Atk. 482; Nicholls 
v. Judson (1742), 2 Atk. 300; A.-G. v. Milner (1744), 3 
Atk. 112; Basset v. Bassot (1744), 3 Atk. 203: Chester 
v. Willes (1754), Amb. 246; Peoarco v. Lomi , Pearce v. 


—d 
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Taylor (1796), 3 Ves. 135: Astley v. Milles (1827), 1 Sim 
D8 : Horton v. Smith 1858 » 27 E. J.eCh.773: The ' 
v. Hood (1859), 27 Bea, re. Mier neat 


2565. .|—LYNCH v. MILNER (1752), 1 Hov. 
Supp. 273; 34 KE. R. 786, L. C.; revsg. 8. C. 
sub nom. A.-G. v. MILNER (1744), 3 Atk. 112. 

2566. ———-.]—-BLAND v. WILKINS (1782), 1 
Bro. C. C. 61,n.; 28 E. R. 985. 

2567. .|— Moncey charged upon a real estate, 
for a charity, void by the Statute of Mortmain, 
shall sink in favour of the specific devisee, not go 
to the heir-at-law or residuary legatee. Secus, when 
it is an exception out of the devise.—Wriacir 


v. Row (1779), 1 Bro. C. C. 61; 28 BF. R. 984. 
Annotations :—Refd. Cooke v. Stationers’ Co. (1831), 3 
My. &K. 262; Henchman v. A.-G. (1834), 3 My. & K. 485. 


2568. ———.|—-(1) Where a real estate is directed 
to be sold, & a part of the produce is to be applied 
to a purpose which fails, & the residue of the 
produce is given over, the heir, & not the residuary 
devisee, will take the sum intended for the 
particular purpose. 

(2) Where the real estate is not directed to be 
sold, & the residuary vift is not of the produce, but 
of the corpus of the estate, then if a gift, intended 
for a particular purpose which fails, is to be con- 
sidered as an exception froin the residuary gitt, 
the heir will take; if it is to be considered as a 
charge upon the devised estate, the residuary 
devisee will be entitled to the benefit of the 
failure.-- CookE v. STATIONERS’ (1831), 3 
My. & K. 262; 40 K. R. 100. 

Annotations :— -4s8 o (2) Folld. Re Cooper’s Trusts (1853), 








Co. 





3 Tn ae Ch. 87, n; efd. Carter v. Haswell (1857), 26 

L. J. Ch. 576. 

2569. —,| -TTEPTINSTALL v. Gorr, No. 2561, 
ante, 

2570. - .|—Testator bequeathed to his exors. 


& trustees all his personal estate, except such 
goods as were by his will especially bequeathed, & 
also except his leasehold estates, which he declared 
it to be his intention to exonerate from the pay- 
ment of his debts & legacies, upon trust, in the 
first place, to pay his debts, funeral & testa- 
mentary expenses, & legacies; & in case there 
should be any residue of his personal estate, 
except as aforesaid, he gave the same to his son 
R.; &, after giving certain specific legacies, 
testator devised all his frechold hereditaments to 
the same trustees, upon trust for his son R., for 
life, with remainder to his grandson W., for life, 
with divers remainders over in tail; & testator 
gave all bis leasehold estates to the same trustees, 
in trust, to permit the clear rents thereof to be 
received, taken, & enjoyed by the person for the 
time being entitled to the freeholds, until such 
person should by good assurance becoine seised of 
the freeholds in fee simple in possession; & then 
in trust to convey & assign the leascholds to him: 
—Held: the limitations of the Jeascholds beyond 
the life estates of It. & W. were void for remote- 
ness; & the interest thus improperly attempted 
to be given did not belong absolutely to W. as 
the last tenant for life, nor did it pass by the 
residuary bequest to R., because the exception of 
the leascholds out of the residuary gift was not 
simply for the purpose of making a separate 
bequest of them, but also to exonerate them from 
payment of the debts & legacies, & therefore 
beyond W.’s life estate, the leaseholds were un- 
disposed of by the will, & belonged to the next 

of kin of testator.—WAINMAN v. FIELD (1854), 

Kay, 507: 69 EF. R. 215. 

Annotations :—Distd. Torrens v. Millington (1878), 26 W. R. 
7538. Expld. Blight v. Hartnoll (1883), 23 Ch. D. 218. 
2571. Right of residuary legatee.|-—WRriIGHT v. 

Row, No. 25867, ante. 

2572. ---—--.|—-One of the sisters & two of the 
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nephews mentioned in the will died after the date 
thereof, but prior to the death of testator himself, 
& upon the death of the widow a petition was 
presented to obtain a declaration of the rights of 
the parties in the legacies postponed :—Held : 
notwithstanding the words “or to their legal 
representatives,’’ the shares of the pre-deceased 
legatees in the amounts postponed to the wife's 
life interest lapsed, & as the £4,100 was given not 
as a part of the residue, but as an exception from 
it, the shares that lapsed fell into the residue, & 
did not go to testator’s next of kin.—'THOMPSON 
vw. WHITELOCK (1859), 4 De G. & J. 490; 28 
J. J. Ch. 793; 33 L. T. O. 8S. 339; 5 Jur. N.S. 
901; 7W.R. 625; 45 K. R. 190, L. JS 


ea :—Folld. Re Jupp, Gladman.v. Jupp (1903), 87 
Poa bs ), 


2578. .|—Testatrix gave to C. all her 
personal property except a certain wharf which 
she bequeathed to other persons charged with 
certain debts & annuities. The bequest of the 
wharf failed for remoteness :—Held: the wharf 
fell into the residue, & belonged to C. 

You may have a residuary bequest in various 
forms; the same thing may be meant though not 
expressed in the same words. But, however it 
is expressed, the effect must be that it is intended 
to comprise all which is not disposed of by the will. 
It is not a true residue if there is some part not 
disposed of by the will to anybody at all. There 
is a difference between a part of the estate being 
undisposed of & a part being unduly disposed of. 
When I say a residue I mean the residue of the 
estate not professed to be otherwise disposed of 
by the will. If any part is not professed to be 
disposed of at all by the will there is no true 
residuary gift. The wording is not material. If 
a& man says, ‘I give all my personal estate except 
my gold watch, which I give to A., & my leasehold 
house, which 1 give to B.,’’ that is a true residuary 
sift. The common form no doubt is to begin with 
a bequest of legacies to A., B., & C.. & then to give 
the residue to D. But it means the same thing. 
Kvans v. Jones, No. 2492, ante, is an authority for 
that, if one is wanted. Hut it is very different 
if testator gives everything to A. except his gold 
watch & his leasehold estate & does not give them 
to anybody else. In that case there is not a lapse 
or void gift of the watch & leasehold estates, they 
are not legacies at all, but they go to the next 
of kin, & there is no true residuary gift. But the 
moment we get a truc residue the law is that the 
residue is increased by the lapse of a legacy or by 
the fact that it has not been effectually given away 
in accordance with the expression of testator’s 
intention (JESSEL, M.R.).—BLIGHT v. HARTNOLL 
(1883), 28 Ch. DD. 218; 62 1. J. Ch. 672 3 48 L. T. 
543 5 31 W. R. 535, C. A. 

Annotations :—-Apld. Re Bagot, Paton v. Ormerod, [1893) 





3 Ch. 348. Distd. Jere Fraser, Lowther v. Fraser, (1904) 
1 Ch. 726. 
2574. .|~--Testator gave his residuary estate 





to his wife absolutely, except as to a sum of 
£1,000 in which he gave her a life interest, with 
remainder as to £500 to ‘‘ my nephew J.,”’ & as to 
the other £500 to certain other nieces & nephews. 
It appeared from the evidence that testator had, 
so far as was known, no nephew named J., & 
though he had had a brother of that name the 
brother had predeceased him:-— J/Zeld: the case 
was governed by Thompson v. Whitelock, No. 2572, 
ante, but was really a stronger case than that ; 
& the gift to J. failing, the beneficiaries of the wife 
were entitled to the £500 bequeathed to him, 
subject to a liability to refund it should a nephew 
of testator bearing that name establish a claim,— 
Re Jupp, GLADMAN v. JUPP (1903), 87 L. T. 739. 
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Sect. 6.—Effect of failure of gift: Sub-sect. 3.] 


SUB-SECT. 3.—-EFFECT ON SUBSEQUENT 
INTERESTS—ACCELERATION, 

2575. General rule.|—Where there are in a will 
successive limitations of personal estate in favour 
of several persons absolutely, the first of those 
persons who survives testator takes absolutely, 
although he would have taken nothing if any 
previous legatee had survived & had taken; the 
effect of the failure of an earlier gift being to 
accelerate, not to destroy, the later gift. 

Application of this principle to successive 
limitations, in the forms properly applicable to real 
estate, of property erroneously supposed by 
testator to be unconverted, but in fact converted 
into personalty. 

‘Testator, who under a settlement was absolutely 
entitled, subject to a life estate, to a moiety of the 
proceeds of a certain real estate under a trust for 
sale, by his will devised that real estate by its 
proper description, reciting that he was scised 
or possessed of it by virtue of the settlement, sub- 
ject to the life estate, together with certain real 
estate of his own, to trustees, to the use of H. for 
life, with remainder to trustees to preserve the 
contingent remainders, with remainder to the use 
of the first & other sons of II. successively in tail 
male, with remainder to the use of the first & other 
sons of his niece EK. successively in tail male, with 
remainder to the use of the first & other sons of 
his niece M. successively in tail male, with 
remainder to the use of the first & other sons of 


his niece I. successively in tail male, with 
remainders over. 
H. survived testator & died a bachelor. M. also 


survived testator & died unmarried. Fé. was still 

alive but unmarried, & seventy years of age. I’. 

had two sons, the eldest of whom died before 

testator :—Held: (1) testator’s moiety of the 
yroceeds of sale passed under the devise of the 
and; (2) there was no lapse by reason of the death 
of the first son of F. before testator, & the second 
son of IF. took the moiety of the proceeds of sale 
absolutely at the death of testator, subject to the 
contingency of Is. having a son; (3) the gift to the 
second son of If. on failure of issue of the first son 
was not void under the rule against perpetuities, 
because the estate, by the terms of the gift, unust 
vest, if at all, in the lifetime of a person living at 
the death of testator; (4) KI. being now past 
child bearing, the second son of F’. was entitled to 
the intermediate income since the death of the 
tenant for life.—- te LOWMAN, DEVENISH v. PESTER, 

[1895] 2 Ch. 348; 64 L. J. Ch. 567; 72 L. T. 816; 

11 T. L. R. 8963; 12 R. 362, C. A. 

Annotations :— As to (1) Refd. Re Carter, Dodds v. Pearson, 
{1900] 1 Ch. 801. As to (2) Extd. Re Dunstan, Dunstan’. 
Dunstan, {1918] 2 Ch. 304. As to (4) Distd. Re Hocking, 
Michell v. Loe, [1898] 2 Ch. 567. Refd. Re Cazenove, 
Perkin v. Bland (1919), 122 L. T. 181. Generally, Refd. Ze 
Glassington, Glassington v. Follett, [1906] 2 Ch. 305; 


fee Richards, Jones v. Rebbeck (1921), 90 L. J. Ch. 298: 
I. R. Corrs. v. Bone (1927), 13 Tax Cas. 20. 


2576. —--——.]—-The principle that where there 
are in a will successive limitations of personal 
estate in favour of several persons absolutely the 
first of those persons who survives testator takes 
absolutely, although he would have taken nothing 
if any previous legatee had survived & taken also 
applies to real estate. Where, therefore, testatrix 
by her will gave freeholds absolutely to A. subject 
to the bequest that whatever of the freeholds 
should remain after A.’s death should be given to 


” in lifetime_o 
PART XII. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 3. (1904), 24 C. 
a. Whether subsequent interests ac- 


celerated—General rule--Death of donee Yr. 


testator.J—Re MAYREE 
.T. 399; 80.L. R. 601; 
4 0. W. R. 421.-—CAN. 


WILLS. 


a named charity :—Aeld: if A. had survived 
testatrix the gift to the charity would have been 
repugnant & void, & A. would have taken abso- 
lutely. But A. having died in the lifetime of 
testatrix, the doctrine of repugnancy did not 
apply, & the gift to the charity was accelerated & 
took effect.—Re DUNSTAN, DUNSTAN v. DUNSTAN, 
[1918] 2 Ch. 304; 87 L. J. Ch. 597; 119 L. T. 
561; 63 Sol. Jo. 10. 

2577. Whether subsequent interests accelerated 
—Death of donee in life time of testator.]—If a 
devise be made of lands in tail with divers 
remainders over, & the devisee dies, leaving issue, 
in the lifetime of devisor, the next in the remainder 
shall have the land, although devisor had declared 
vivd voce that the issue of the devisee should have 
it.—FULLER v. FULLER (1595), Cro. Eliz. 422 ; 
Moore, K. B. 353; 78 KE. hR. 664.. 

Annotations :—Consd. Goodright v. Wright (1717), 1_Stra. 

25. Apld. Busby v. Greonslatoe (1721), 1 Stra. 445. Consd. 

Harle v. Jarman (1895), 73 L. T. 20. Refd. Davy v. Kemp 

1665), O’Bridg. 384; Scattergood v. Edge (1699), 12 

fod. Rep. 278; Simpson v. Hornby (1716), Gilb. Ch. 115 ; 

Thornby v. Fleetwood (1720), 1 Stra. 318; Hopkins v. 

Hophins (1734), Cas. temp. Talb. 44: White d. White v. 

Warner (1781), 3 Doug. K. B. 4: Denn d. Radclyffe v. 

Bagshaw (1796), 6 Term Rep. 512. 

2578. —-— Donee not in existence—Gift void for 
remoteness.|—-\Wherever land, or any interest in 
land, which would descend to the heir-at-law, is 
devised for purposes which the law will not permit 
to take eflect, the heir-at-law shall have the 
benefit of the interest so devised as undisposed of, 
whether testator intended that he should have it 
or not; for there is this distinction between the 
case of a devisee & that of an heir-at-law, that the 
devisee takes by force of the intent of testator, 
& can only take what is given him by the will to 
him; whereas the heir-at-law takes whatever is 
undisposed of, not by force of the intent, but by 
the rule of law. Therefore where A. devised lands 
to his son 3B. for life, remainder to the first & 
other sons of H. in tail male, remainder to the 
second, third, & other sons of A. successively in 
tail male; & in case there should be no such issue 
male of A.’s body, or the same should become 
extinct, then to trustees for a term of sixty years, to 
retain the rents, etc., & apply them in the purchase 
of lands to be conveyed to such person as should 
then be in possession by virtue of his will of certain 
other estates therein mentioned, for life, with such 
remainders as would continue the estates as long as 
possible in testator’s name & blood; & after the 
trusts should be executed or the term expired, 
the estate was limited to ©. for life, with remainders 
over: & it happened that the persons so in 
possession at the time when the conveyance could 
have been made of the lands to be purchased as 
ubove was one not in existence at the time of A., 
testator’s death, & the uses were considered as in 
the event too remote & void :—-/Jleld: the con- 
sequence of the failure of the intermediate devise 
was, not that the next devisee became entitled 
as if there had been no such intermediate devise, 
but the trusts of the lands to be purchased as 
above resulted to the heir-at-law.—TREGONWEDLL 
v. SYDENHAM (1815), 3 Dow, 1943; 3 E. R. 1035, 
H. L. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Oddie v. Brown (1859), 4 Do G. & J. 
179. Refd. Sidney v. Shelley (1815), 19 Ves. 352; Cogan 
v. Stephens (1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 17; lee Cooper’s Trusts 
(1853), 23 L. J. Ch. 27, n.: Smith v. Lomas (1864), 33 
L. J. Ch. 578; Simmons v. Pitt (1873), 21 W. LR. 860; Re 
ye ata Conyngham v. Conyngbam, [1920] 2 Ch. 


JERMINGHAM TRUSTS, GORMANSTOWN 
v. NICHOLL, [1922] 1 I. R. 115.—IR. 
CROTHER’S TRUSTS, 


t. ——.]—Re 
revoked.) — Re [1915] 1 1. R. 53.—I1R. 
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2579. Gift revoked.|—Testatrix directed so 
much of a sum of money as would produce £100 
a year to be set apart, & the £100 a year paid to A. 
for life, & that after her death the capital should 
be divided among the children of 4. By a codicil 
she revoked the bequest. of the £100 a year to A. :— 
Held: the gift to the children of B. was thereby 
accelerated.—EAVESTAFF v. AUSTIN (1854), 19 
Beav. 591; 52 E.R. 480. 

Annotations :—Consd. Jull v. Jacobs (1876), 3 Ch. D. 703. 
Apld. Re Johnson, Danily v. Johnson (1893), 68 L. I’. 20. 
Refd. He Lovo, Green v. Tribe (1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 783; 
Aplin v. Stone (1904), 90 L. ‘I’. 284; Re Young, Fraser v. 
Young, {1913] 1 Ch. 272. 

The 


2580. «| words ‘‘from & 
immediately after his decease ’’ following a limita- 
tion for life, in general point out the order of 
limitation merely. Where therefore testator 
revoked a limitation for life. which was followed 
by those words introducing subsequent limitations : 
—Held: the remainders were accelerated.— 
LAINSON v. LAINSON (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 754; 
3 Eq. Rep. 43; 24 L. J. Ch. 46; 247. T. O. S. 
$5; 1 Jur. N.S. 49; 3W.R. 31; 48 EF. R. 1063, 
ic dds 
Annotations: - Consd. Havestai? v. Austin (1854), 19 Beay. 

59]. Apld. Jull «. Jacobs (1876), 3 Ch. D. 703; Ie 

Stephenson, Stephenson v. Stephenson (1885), 54 LL. J. Ch. 

928; Ae Johnson, Danily v. Johnson (1893), 68 L. LT. 20. 

Refd. Craven v. Mrody (1870), 23 L. I. 57; Re Duawe’s 

Trusts (1876), 4 Ch. D. 210: Re Love, Green . Tribe 

(1878), 47 1. 3.Ch. 7835 Haurlev. Jarman (1895), 73 L. 1. 

20; Aplin aw. Stone, [1904] 1 Ch. 543 5 ?e Salvin, Worscley 

v. Marshall, [1912] 1 Ch. 332: e Conyngham, Conyne- 

ham v. Couyngbain, [1921] 1 Ch. 491, 

2581. ---- ——.] --- Testatrix bequeathed 
£1,000 on trust for ki. for life, with remainder to 
the children of EK. She directed ber residuary 
estate to be converted & divided into sixteen parts, 
two of which she directed to be paid to S. & two 
to be held on the same trusts as the legacy of 
£1,000. By a codicil she revoked all gifts to or 
in favour of lt. & S. respectively. By a second 
codicil, after reciting that she had purchased 
certain realty since the date of her will, which 
in fact was bought before the date of the first 
codicil, she devised the same upon the trusts 
declared in her said will in respect of her residue : 
ffeld: (1) the first codicil was not revoked, & the 
property devised by the second codicil, was subject, 
to the trusts of the residue as declared by the will 
& first codicil taken together; (2) the gift to the 
children of K. was accelerated, but until she should 
have w child the income of the £1,000 fell into 
residue, & the income of the two-tenths of the 
residue as to personalty belonged to the next of 
kin, & aus to realty to the heir of testatrix.—- 
GREEN tv. Thibk (1878), 9 Ch. D. 231; 388 L. "E. 
Vid 5 27 W. RR. SOs sub nom. Re LOVE, GREEN 0. 
Tre, 47 L. J. Ch. 783. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Re Whitehorne, Whitehome 
v Dest, (1906) 2Ch. 121.) Refd. Follett v. Pettman (1883), 
23 Ch. D. 3873) Prentice v. Tabor (1884), 52 L. T. 85. 
wisto (2) NB. fe Taylor, Sinart v. Taylor, (1901] 2 Ch. t84, 
2582. ~~--~]-—~Pestatrix gave all her 

personal estate to her sisters Mary, Sarah, & Ann 

upon trust to invest & pay the income to her sisters 
in equal shares during their lives, with benefit 
of survivorship, & after the death of the survivor, 
in cage any of her nephews D. & KR. & her niece 

A. should be then living, she gave her personal 

estate to T. RR. & J. upon trust to transfer the sums 

invested as aforesaid & all interest unto D., R., & A. 

in equal shares & proportions; & if but one of 

them should be then living, then the whole of such 
principal sums, etc., to be paid or assigned to such 
one, his or her ecxors., administrators, & assigns 
absolutely, But in case of the death of testatrix’s 
nephews & niece, leaving either of her sisters sur- 
viving, testatrix gave & bequeathed all the 
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principal sums, etc., & all other her estate unto the 
survivor of her sisters absolutely. Testatrix made 
a codicil, whereby she requested ‘all names of 
T. RK. J. & of D., R.S. & A., & any other of her 
friends except her three sisters, to be considered 
the same as if omitted from her will ’’ :—Held-: 
the omission of these names did not strike out the 
gift of the capital to the surviving sister, who took 
absolutely.—STKPHENSON v. STEPHENSON (1887), 
56 L. T. 75, C. A. 3 affy. S.C. sub 20m. Re STEPHEN- 
SON, STEPHENSON v. STEPHENSON (1885), 54 L. J. 
Ch. 928. 

2583. ———.]—Testator by his will gave 
his business to trustees upon trust to carry it on 
for the benefit of his four sons, including G., until 
the youngest attained twenty-one, with power to 
employ any of them, for reward, as manager 
or otherwise, & subject as aforesaid in trust 
for the sons equally when the youngest attained 
twenty-one, & he declared that if, on the 
determination of the trusts as to the business, 
any son should be dead or unwilling to carry it 
on, any of the other suns were to be entitled to 
purchase his share. 

By paragraph 6 of the will the trustces & 
the sons, while respectively carrying on the 
business, were to be entitled to use the property 
on Which it was carried on for that purpose at 
a specified rent; & G. was to be entitled to 
occupy a house, 13%, W. Road, at a fixed rent. 
These rents were payable to testator’s widow for 
life, & after her death to two of his daughters 
during spinsterhood. Subject as aforesaid both 
properties were devised to the trustees to be held 
upon trust as to one-fourth share for G. for life, 
& after his death for his children in fee simple. 

By a codicil reciting that testator had reasons 
for dissatisfaction with G., that he had ceased to 
employ him in his business, & that G. had at 
testator’s desire ceased to occupy 133, W. Koad, 
testator revoked the trust for permitting G. to 
occupy that house, & proceeded to revoke “‘ each 
& every devise, bequest, gift & legacy contained 
in my will to or for the benefit of ny same son,”’ 
& to revoke & annul “ every provision & bencfit 
thereby given, made or intended to or for him,’ 
& to direct: that ‘‘ every clause of my will pur- 
porting to entitle him to share any part or parts 
of my estate, or of the proceeds, income or profits 
thereof with any other person or persons shall be 
construed, & the directions & trusts thereof shall 
be carried out, as if the name of my son G. had 
never appeared therein.’’ Testator also by the 
codicil directed that G. should not be appointed 
manager of or employed in the business, & left 
w jeyacy of £500 in trust for the children of G. 
at. twenty-one or marriage, & for their maintenance 
in the meantime, but directed that the trustees 
should not pay any income of the legacy to G. 
pursuant to s. 43 of Conveyancing & Law of 
Property Act, 1581 (c. 41), s. 438:-—-Held: the 
revocation extended only to the benefits given by 
the will to G.; the interests thereby given to 
G.’s children were not revoked ; but the children’s 
interests were accelerated & the children were in 
addition entitled to the legacy of 4£500.—Ie 
WHITEHORNE, WHITEHORNE v. BEST, [1906] 2 Ch. 
121; 75 L. J. Ch. 537; 94 L. T. 608; 54 W. KR. 
580. 

Annolation :—Refd. Re McKacharn, Gambles v. McKacharn 

(1911), 55 Sol. Jo. 204. 

2584. —---- Gift forfeited.;—A., who was tenant 
for life with remainder to his issue in tail, forfeited 
his estate before he had any issue :—Held: upon 
the intention apparent on an executory instru- 
ment the next remainderman thereupon became 
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entitled to the rents.—D’EYNCOURT v. GREGORY 
(1864), 34 Beav. 36; 3 New Rep. 628; 10 L. T. 
317; 10 Jur. N.S. 484; 12 W. R. 679; 55 E.R. 
545, 


Annotation :—Apld. He (Conyngham, Conyngham v. Conyng- 
ham, [1921] 1 Ch. 


2585. " } —Teatator appointed, under 
a general power, real estate, & devised other real 
estate to his wife & her assigns during her life, & 
after her death to his son, with a proviso that if his 
wife should ‘ do, make, or execute any deed, 
matter, or thing, whereby she should be deprived 
of the rents & profits, or the power or right to 
receive, or the control over the same, so that her 
receipt alone should be a sufficient discharge for 
the same, her life estate should ccase & determine 
as fully & effectually as it would by her actual 
decease.”’ By a codicil he gave his personal estate 
to his wife for life for her separate use, inde- 
pendently of any future husband. The wife 
married again without making any settlement :—— 
Held: notwithstanding the limitation to her & 
‘* her assigns,’’ & the allusion to a future husband 
in the codicil, the wife’s life estate was forfeited 
by her second marriage ; & the remainder both in 
the appointed & devised estates was accelerated.— 
CRAVEN v. BRADY (1869), 4 Ch. App. 296; 38 
L. J. Ch. 345; 238 L. T. 57; 17 W. R. 505, 
Li. 


1nnotations :—Consd. Re Kelly’s Settlmt., West 7. nee 
(1889), 59 L. T.494. Refd. Carr v. Atkinson (1872), L 
Kq. 3 e 


14 

2586. Will attested by legatee.|—Testator 
devised & bequeathed real & personal property 
to his daughter L. ‘‘ during her lifetime, & after her 
decease the property to be equally divided between 
her children on their becoming of age.” He also 
by the last disposing clause in his will directed that 
his debts should be paid from money or pro- 
missory notes or bills which might be in his 
possession, & what might be due to him at the time 
of his decease at the bank or elsewhere. ‘‘ The 
remainder to be equally divided to my surviving 
children.’’ One of the attesting witnesses was the 
husband of L., who had two infant children at the 
testator’s death :—Held: the incapacity of L. to 
take the life estate did not create an intestacy as 
to either the real or the personal estate, but the 
gift to her children was a remainder which 
was thereby accelerated.—JULL v. JACOBS (18786), 
3 Ch. D. 703; 351. T. 153; 24 W. R. 947. 
Annotations :—Distd. Re 'Townsend’s Estate, Townsend v. 

Townsend (1886), 34 Ch. . 357; Aplin wv. Stone, [1904] 














1 Ch. 543. efd. Ke Dawe’s Trusts (1876), 4 Ch. DD. 210; 
Smyth v. sinyth (1878), 8 Ch. D. 561; Harle v. Jarman 
(1895), 73 L Se 20; Re Willis, Crossman v. Kirkaldy, 


(1917] 1 Ch. 

-.|-—Testator devised &  be- 
bequeathed all his real & personal estate to his 
wife for life, & after her death to be equally divided 
between such of his children as should be living at. 
her death ; & in case of any of the above-mentioned 
children dying before his wife leaving children, 
such children were to take their parent’s share ; 
& in the event of any of his daughters being 
married at his wife’s decease, it was his will that 


er en 


such proportion as they might be entitled to should | 


be left to them & their children exclusively, & 
should in no way be controlled by their husbands. 
At the death of testator’s widow one of the 
daughters was living who had several children. 
Her husband was an attesting witness to the will, 
& consequently the gift to her was void under 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 15:—Hleld: the 
daughter’s children were not to be disappointed 
by her disability, but took an immediate interest 


WILLS. 


in her share as tenants in comimon.—fHe CLARK, 


CLARK v. RANDALL (1885), 31 Ch. D. 72; 
a J. Ch. 89; 53 L. T. 591; 34 W. R. 70; 2 
T. L. R. 53. 


Annotation :--Distd. Aplin v. Stone, [1904] 1 Ch. 543. 

2588. Contingent remainder — Right to 
rents & profits.|—An estate is limited in trust to 
A. for life, remainder to trustees to preserve, etc., 
remainder to his first & other sons in tail male, 
remainder to B. for life, remainder to trustees to 
preserve, etc., remainder to his first & other sons 
in tail male, remainder to the right heirs of the 
grantor. A. is a apist & has no son, the trust 
during his life shall go to the grantor’s right heirs 
& not to B., the next remainderman.—ERRINGTON 
v. CARRICK (1728), 5 Bro. Parl. Cas. 391; 2 E. R. 
751, We L.; affa. S. C. sub nom. CARRICK v. 
ERrinaTon (1726), 2 P. Wms. 361, L. C. 
Annotations :-- Consd. Marwood v. Darrill (1735), Cunn. 149 ; 

Hopkins v, “Hopkins (1738), 1 Atk. 581. Apld. Jee Scott, 

Scott v. Scott, [1911] 2 Ch. 374. Distd. Ze AWillis, Cross- 

nan v. Kirkaldy, [1917] 1 Ch. 365; Re Conyngham, 

Conyngham v. Conyngham, [1921] 1 Ch. 491f. Refd. 

Adlington vt. Cann & Anudrewsr (1744), 3 Atk. 141; Tregon- 

well « Sydenham (1815), 3 Dow, 194; Lomas v. Wright 

irede 2My. & K. 769; Lainson v. Laingon (1854), 24 

.J.Ch. 46; D ‘Kyncourt vy, Gregory (1864), 34 Beav. 36. 

Seo. —— ——~,|-—Testator, by his will, 
devised certain frechold estates to the use of his 
eldest son, J., for life, with remainder to the use 
of his first & other sons successively in tail male, 
with remainder to his grandson W., the son of his 
second son S., for life, with remainder over. ‘Then, 
after giving numerous legacies & annuities, 
testator devised & bequeathed his real & personal 
estate not otherwise specifically disposed of to 
trustees upon trust to sell & convert, & to stand 
possessed of the proceeds upon the trusts therein 
mentioned. 

J.. testator’s eldest son, had disclaimed the 
estate for life limited to him by the will. He 
was married & his wife was living, but he bad no 
issue & there was no prospect) of any :-—Held: 
the estate for life in remainder of W. was not 
accelerated by J.’s disclaimer, but the rents & 
profits of the disclaimed estate during the life of 
J., so long as he had no son, formed part of 
testator’s residuary estate & were distributable as 








income of that estate.-—/ie Scorr, Scorr v. SCOTT, 
[1911] 2 Ch. 374; 80 J. J. Ch. 750; 105 L. 'T. 577. 
Annotations :——Distd. Je Willis, Cross1uaan 7. Kirkaldy, 


Re Conyngham, Conyngham v. Couyner- 


11917] 1 Ch. 365 ; i 
Re Brooke, Brooke v. Dickson, 


ham, [1921] 1 Ch. 491; 

[1923] 2 Ch. 265. 

2590. -|—Testator, who died in 
1899, devised real estate unto & to the use of 
trustees in fee simple upon trust for A., who was 
his heir-at-law, during his life, with remainder in 
trust for A.’s first & other sons suc cessively in tail, 
& in default of such issue in trust for each succes- 
sively of B. & C. during his life, with remainder 
immediately after the death of each of them in 
trust for his first & other sons successively in tail, 
& in default of such issue in trust for testator’s 
own right heirs. Testator also bequeathed 
personal estate upon corresponding trusts. A. 
disclaimed the devises & bequests made in his 
favour by the will except as to any right to which 
he might become entitled as heir-at-law of testator 
under the ultimate trust. <A. was still living, but 
had no son. B., to whom the income had been 
paid during his life by way of family arrangements, 
was now dead without issue. C. was living :— 
Held: the effect of the disclaimer by A. was to 
accelerate the equitable remainders until a son of 
A. was born, & until that cvent the income of 
the real & personal estate was not undisposed of, 
but was now payable to C. during the joint lives 
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of himself & A.—Re WILLIS, CROSSMAN v. Kir- 
KALDY, [1917] 1 Ch. 365; 86 L. J. Ch. 3365 115 
L. T. 916; 61 Sol. Jo. 233. 


Annotations ; -—Apld. Ie one ham, Conyngham v. Conyng- 
ham, [1921] 1 Gn ae . Ite Brooke, Brooke v. Dick- 
son, [1923] 2 Ch. 


2591. .|—Testator by his will, 
dated in 1915, devised his Kent estates to the use 
of his trustees in fee simple, upon trust out of 
the income to pay certain life annuities, &, subject 
as aforesaid, testator devised the estates to the 
uses of his Lrish estates, namely, to the use of his 
brother, pltf., for life, with remainder to the use 
of pltf.’s first & other sons successively, according 
to seniority in tail male, with remainder to the 
use of his nephew, infant deft., for life, with divers 
remainders over in strict settlement, & an ultimate 
remainder to the use of testator’s own right heirs. 
By a codicil dated in 1916 testator revoked pltf.’s 
life interest in the Irish estates ‘‘ & all other bene- 
fits’ given him by the will, & in lieu thereof he 
devised the Irish estates to the use of his trustees 
during pltf.’s life upon trust to pay him a certain 
annuity out of income. In all other respects he 
confirmed his will, In 1918 testator died a 
bachelor, leaving pltf. his heir-at-law. Pltf. was 
married in 1914, but had no children :—VHeld : 
testator had shown a clear intention to make 
the equitable, limitation of the Kent estates 
completely exhaustive against his heir, & con- 
sequently until pltf. had a son infant deft.’s life 
interest. in the surplus rents was accelerated.— 
Re CONYNGHAM, CONYNGHAM v. CONYNGHAM, 
[1921) 1 Ch. 491; 90 L. J. Ch. 8643; 725 L. TT. 
3003 37 T. L. BR. 4203 65 Sol. Jo. 342, C. A. 
Annotation :—Apld. Ite Brooke, Brooke v. Dickson, [1923] 

2 Oh. 265. 


2592. -|-—Testator by his will, 
after providing for his elder son, R., by giving him 
an annuity of £400 “issuing out of my estate,’ 
gave, devised & appointed his freeholds, copybolds, 
« leascholds to his trustees, their heirs & assigns, 
to hold the same unto those trustees, their heirs 
& assigns for ever, but nevertheless to the uses, 
upon the trusts, & for the ends, intents, & purposes 
& with, under, & subject to the powers, provisos, 
declarations, & dispositions thereinafter declared 
& contained of & concerning the same, that was 
to say, to the use of the trustees, their exors., 
administrators, & assigns for a term of ninety- 
nine years, & from & immediately after the 
expiration or other sooner determination of the 
term & in the meantime subject thereto & the 
trusts thereof, to the use of his younger son, 
H., for life, & from & after his decease to the use 
of his first & other sons successively in tail male, 
& in default or on failure of such issuc to the use 
of R.’s first & other sons successively in tail male, 
& in default or on failure of such issue to the use 
of the trustees, their exors., administrators, & 
assigns during the life of his daughter, C., upon 
trusts for her benefit during her life. The will 
contained a management clause which empowered 
the trustees, so long as the rules of law & equity 
permitted, to manaye the real estate & to receive 
the rents & profits thercof, & thereout to pay & dis- 
charge the expenses of management & repairs, & to 
pay the balance of the rents to the person for the 
time being entitled thereto. ‘Testator died in 1888. 
EK. died in 1921, a bachelor. lt. was living, but 
had noson. On an application by C. for payment 
to her of the balance of the rents & profits :— 
Held: on construction of the will as a whole, the 
trustees took the legal estate in fee & the limita- 
tions to the beneficiaries following the limitation 
to the trustees were equitable, therefore the 
vested intercst of C. took effect at once, but 
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without prejudice to the estate in tail male of 
any son of K.in case such son should be born.— 
Ite BROOKE, BROOKE v. DICKSON, [1923] 2 Ch. 205 ; 


92 L. J. Ch. 504; 129 L. T. 379; 67 Sol. Jo. 
594, C. A. 





2593. —-— Persons contingently entitled ascer- 
tainable at future time.]—Testatrix gave all her 
real & residuary personal estate to trustees upon 
the usual trust for sale & conversion & directed her 
trustees to stand possessed of the trust fund, & 
the income therefore, upon trust for A., for her 
life & after her death for B. for his life, & after his 
death to pay the capital & income of the trust 
fund to the child or children of B., in equal shares 
with gifts over in default of issue of L. living at 
his death. One of the attesting witnesses to the 
will was B.’s wife, & accordingly, on the death of 
A., B. was by Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5s. 15, pre- 
cluded from taking the income of the trust fund 
during his life. B. was the heir-at-law & one of 
the next of kin of testatrix. There had been no 
issue of B.’s marriage & his wife, the attesting 
witness, was fifty-eight years of age. 

The question was, whether the income of the 
trust fund ought to be accumulated for the benefit 
of the persons who were contingently entitled 
to the corpus; or whether it ought, during the 
life of B., to be distributed between B., the heir- 
at-law, & the next of kin of testatrix, ‘according 
as it arose from real or personal property. The 
trust fund was practically represented only by 
real estate of testatrix :—Held: the doctrine of 
acceleration did not apply, as until there were 
children of B., the gift in remainder upon the 
deterinination of B.’s life could not be accelerated ; 
& as the gifts to the persons contingently entitled 
were to take effect at a future time, & could only 
be ascertained at a future time, there was no 
ground for accumulating the income for the bene- 
fit of such persons.—e TOWNSEND’s ESTATE, 
TOWNSEND t. TOWNSEND (1886), 34 Ch. D. 357 ; 
56 L. J. Ch. 227; 55 L. DT. 6745 35 W. R. 1538 ; 
3.7. L. R. 204, 

Annotations :--Consd. Aylin v. Stone, [1904] 1 Ch. 5438. 

Refd. en fonynghum, Conyngham v. Conyngham, [1921] 


1 Ch. 

2594. |—By trust disposition & 
settlement a truster who Fdlied in 1865 directed his 
trustees to hold his whole estate, in order to pay 
his wife an annuity & to accumulate the balance 
of the income till her death, & °° as soon after the 
death of my wife as convenient ”’ to convey specific 
heritable subjects to certain of his children, to 
realise the whole residue, & having invested 
£1.000 for the life rent benefit of another child, 
with the fee to his children, to divide the remaining 
residue among his four children; declaring that 
if any of the children ‘ predeceased the term of 
payinent of their provisions without leaving i issue ’ 
his or her provisions under the deed ‘‘ should lapse 
& fall into residue.’’ “The residue was to be 
divided in the porportion of one share to each 
surviving child, & one share among the children 
of each deceasing child. The widow repudiated, 
immediately after the truster’s death, her testa- 
mentary provisions, & clected to take her legal 
rights of terce & jus relictee. One child died with- 
out issue on 1866. The period allowed by Accu- 
mulations Act, 1800 (c. 98), for accumulation came 
to an end in 1886, & - that year one of the 
children & the representative of the husband of 
the deceased child claimed, In contradiction to 
the contention of the other children, that the fund 
in respect of the widow’s repudiation has vested 
a morte testatoris. The widow was still alive :-—- 
Held: the beneficial fee of the specific heritable 
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subjects & the residue did not vest until the death 
of the truster’s widow, her repudiation of her 
testamentary provision could not accelerate the 
distribution of the fund, & until her death the 
beneficiaries could not be ascertained. —MUIRHEAD 
v. MUIRHEAD & CRELLIN (1890), 15 App. Cas. 289, 
H. L. 

Annotation :—Reld. Hughes v. Edwardes, [1892] A. C. 583. 

2595. -|—V. on the marriage of his 
daughter covenanted with the trustees of her 
settlement that his heirs, exors., & administrators 
would, within twelve calendar months after his 
decease or that of his wife, pay to them a share, 
which ultimately became one-sixth, ascertained 
by the number of his children, of his real & 
personal estate upon trusts for his daughter for 
life for her separate use without power of anticipa- 
tion, then to her husband J. for life, & subject to 
a joint power of appointment among their issue, 
& in default of such appointment as the survivor 
should appouint, to the children of the marriage 
at twenty-one or marriage. The settlement 
contained an agreement & declaration that any 
share passing to the daughter under her father’s 
will should, if she elected to claim under the will, 
be a satisfaction of the covenant. The father 
subsequently made a will, whereby he confirmed 
the covenant in the settlement, &, after a trust 
for payment of his debts directed his trustees to 
stand possessed of an equal share of his residuary 
estate upon trust for his daughter for life, & then 
for her children at twenty-one or marriage, in 
default of children for any husband of his daughter 
for life & subject thercto such share to fall into 
residue. 

The daughter having elected against the will, 
the question arose whether her husband & children 
could claim under the will & as to their rights 
having regard to the provisions of the settlements 
& will. 

The result of the daughter not claiming under 
the will was not to accelerate the interests of 
those claiming In remainder as if she had been 
an attesting witness to the will, & as before the 
event she could not be regarded as leaving or not 
leaving children there was held to be an intestacy 
as regards her life interest under the will.— 
Re VERNON, GARLAND v. SHAW (1906), 95 L. T. 
48, 











Annotation :—Consd. Re Cooper, Townend v. Townend 
(1917), 86 L. J. Ch. 507. 
2596. --—-|—Testator devised his real 


estate & impure personalty upon trust for sale 
& conversion, & directed the proceeds to be held 
as to one-third part to pay the income to his 
son for life, & after his death upon trust for his 
issuc, & in default of issue upon trust to pay the 
income to his daughter for life, with remainders 
over; & he gave the residue of his pure personal 
estate In remainder to certain charities. LHe gave 
the son power by wil to appoint the income of 
the share to which he was entitled for life to any 
widow who might survive him for life, & declared 
that if the son should become bkpt. the trusts 
for payment of Income to him should immediately 
cease & determine in the same manner ‘ as if he 
were then actually dead.’? The son became 
bkpt., was marricd, but had no issue; é& in 1888 
the judge directed that the income should be 
accumulated till it appeared who was entitled to 
it. ‘Swenty-one years having eclapsed since the 
bkpcy., questions arose as to who was entitled to 
the accnmulations & the future income during 
the son’s life. The daughter claimed that her 
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Sub-sects. 3, 4 | life interest expectant on the son’s death had been 


accelerated :—Held: the words ‘ actually dead ”’ 
did not mean dead for all purposes, but only 
the son was no longer capable of himself taking 
any interest, & the daughter’s life interest was 
not accelerated, the accumulations & income 
during the lifetime of the son, so far as they arose 
from the proceeds of real estate & impure person- 
alty, were undisposed of & passed to the heir-at- 
law & next of kin respectively & so far as they 
arose from pure personalty passed under the residu- 
arv bequest.—Ae COOPER, TOWNEND v. TOWNEND 
(1917), 86 L. J. Ch. 507; 116 L. T. 760; 61 Sol. 
Jo. 444; [1917] H. B. R. 186. 


Annotation :-—Refd. Re conynehon, Conyngham v. Conyng- 
hain, [1920] 2 Ch. 49 





SunR-SEcT. 4 LFFECT ON PRIOR INTERESTS— 
FAILURE OF CONTINGENT GIFT OVER. 


2597. Whether prior gift divested—General rule.] 
—If testator were to devise to A. B. in fee, & to 
direct, that, in the event of A, B. dying in the life- 
time of J.S., the estate should go over to a charity, 
it surely is perfectly clear, that, if A. B. died in 
the lifetime of J.S., he, A. B., or, rather, his heirs, 
would lose the estate. Testator could not give 
to the charity, without taking away from the 
devisee. Testator, therefore, in such a case, by 
his will says: ‘‘ If A. B. dies in the lifetime of J.S., & 
] do not mean that A. B. or his heirs should any 
longer have the estate.’ The estate of A. B. is 
in such case defeated, not by the giving over of 
the estate to the charity, but by the happening 
of the event on which testator intended it should 
£O over (PARKE, B.).— Dor d. BLOMFIELD  v. 


WYRE (1848), 5 C. B. 718; 18 L. J. C. P. 284; 
10 L. T. OJ 8. 525 3; 136 E.R. 1058, Fx. Ch. 


Annotations :—Folld. Robinson v. Wood (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 
726, Expld. & Distd. Jones v. Davies (1880), 28 W. R. 
$55. Consd. Hurst v. Hurst (1882), 21 Ch. D. 278; ic 
Deacon’s rusts, Deacon v. Deacon, Hagger v, Hea 
(1906), 95 L. T. 701; #e Bold, Banks v. Hurtland (1028), 
95 L. J. Ch. 201. 

2598. ----— ——~—.|—-Testator devised lands in 
fee, but. declared that if the devisee died under the 
age of twenty-one, & without issue, then the lands 
should go to a charity. The gift to the charity 
being void :—Held: the devise in fec was defeated. 
—ROBINSON v. Woon (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 726 5 31 
L. T. O. S. 311; 4 Jur. N. S. 625; 6 W. R. 
728, 

Annotations :—-Consd. Hurst v. Hurst (1882), 21 Ch. D. 278; 
Ite nares 8 ae Deacon v. Deacon, Hugger v. Heath 

O01. 


(1906), 95 L. T. 

2599. -——-~ .|—Gift of £1,000 Consols to A. 
for her life, after her death to her daughter B., 
“if B. should die unmarried or without children 
the Consols I here will to revert to C.’ The will 
then appointed D. residuary legatee. Both A. 
& C. died in the lifetime of testatrix. On her death, 
B. entered into possession, & married, but after 
some years died without ever having had a child: 
—ITeld: (1) on the death of B. without children 
the gift over to the residuary legatee took cffect, 
& it was not affected by the death of C. in the 
lifetime of testatrix ; (2) the gift to C. failed by 
lapse, & the residuary legatee became entitled to 
take all that C., if Iiving at the death of the 
testatrix, could have taken ; (3) the words ‘‘ I here 
will to revert to C.’”’ indicated a bencfit intended 
for C. by means of an executory limitation over, 
after enjoyment by a previous taker, & not an 
alternative gift to take effect, if at all, before 
the period of enjoyment had commenced. — 
O’MAHONEY v. BURDETT (1874), L. R. 7 H. L. 
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388; 44 L. J. Ch. 56,n.; 311. T. 705; 23 W. R. 
361, H. L. 


Annotations : -—As to (1) Distd. Jones v. Davies ee 28 
W.R. 455. Consd. Hurst v. Hurst (1882), 21 Ch. L _ 278 
As to (2) Consd. Hurst v. Hurst (1882), 21 Ch. 378. 
Generally, Consd. Ingram v Soutten (1874), L. R. ? ‘ALL. 
408; Besant v. Cox (1877), 6 Ch. D. 604; #e Schnadhborst, 
Sandkubl v. Schnad eel {1902} 2 Ch. 234: ; Re Barker, 

ae dea Flick (1905), 92 L. T. 831; Re Brailsford, Holmes 
rompton & Evans Union Bank, [1916] 2 Ch. 536 ; dte 
Tioborte. Roberts t. Morgan, [1916] 2 Ch. 42; Ward v. 
Brown, [1916] 2 A. C. 121; Christian v. Taylor, [1926] 
A.C. 773. Refd. areas v. Wright (1875), 1 Ch. D. 346; 
KNiott v. Smith (1882), 2 Ch. D. 236; Re Luddy, Peard 
v. Morton (1883), 25 Ch. D 394; Lewin v. ured (1888), 
59 L. T. 675; Hordern v. Hordern, [1909] A. 210; Jee 
Mackinlay, Scrimgeour v. Mackinlay (1911), $8 Sol. Jo. 
142; Re Poultney, Poultney v. Poultney, [1912] 1 Ch. 245 ; 
Chunilal Parvatishankar v. Bai Samrath (1914), 30 








La ae . 407; Jdte Fisher, Robinson v. Kardley, (1915) 1 
Ch. 302. 
2600. -|—Specified freeholds & lease- 


holds were given by a will to trustees upon trust 
to permit the rents to be received by H. for life 
& after his death to convey to his children on their 
attaining twenty-one with a proviso that if Ii. 
charged or incumbered the property the gift to 
him should be absolutely forfeited & that in such 
case the gift in favour of his children should at 
once take effect & be acted upon by the trustecs 
as thereinbefore directed. H., by a memorandum 
in writing in 1869, charged his life estate in favour 
of W. W. shortly afterwards on hearing of the 
clause of forfeiture & before he had taken any 
benefit under the charge, repudiated the security 
& obtained another security from H. In 1874 
the trustee of the will by leave of the ct. in an 
administration suit filed a bill against persons 
who were in possession of the property under a 
title derived from a lessee of Il., to make them 
account for the rents. H. had no children :— 
ITeld: the memorandum of charge produced a 
forfeiture of the life interest of H., although W. 
had never claimed any benefit thereunder & had 
afterwards disclaimed it & although HI. had no 
children so that there were no persons to take 
under the gift) over. 

There are cases in which it is plain that 
the original gift’ was not intended to be defeated 
unless there were objects to take under the gift 
over, as, for instance, in cases of substitutionary 
gifts to children ; but here we have an intention 
separately declared that the gift is to be forfeited 


(Jrsse., M.R.).—Tursr v. Hurst (1882), 21 
Ch. D. 278; 51 L. J. Ch. 729; 46 L. T. 899; 31 
W. RR. 827, C. A. 


Annotations : - Refd. Re Sheward, Sheward v. Brown, [1893] 
3 Ch. 502: Re Deacon's ‘Trusts, Deacon v. Deucon, Hagger 
». Heath (1906), 95 L. T. 701; Re Bold, Banks v. Hartland 
(1926), 95 L. J. Ch. 201. 


2601. Combined contingency—Gift to class 
not in existence.|—Testator gave real & personal 
estate to his daughter A., & to two other persons, 
upon trust, to permit A. to receive the rents & 
interest for life, for her separate use, & after her 
decease in trust to convey to her heirs, exors., 
etc.: but in case A. should marry, & have no 
children, then the property to belong to D.; or 
in case of his decease before A., then to his chil- 
dren :—Held: A. took an absolute equitable 
estate, with an executory gift over, to D. & his 
children, & D. having died in the lifetime of A., 
leaving no children, A. was absolutely entitled to 





the property.—-JACKSON v. NOBLE (1838), 2 Keen, 
590; 7 L. J. Ch. 183; 2 Jur. 251 ; 48 KK. OR. 
755. 


Annolations :—Consd. Robinson v. Wood 1838) 27 7.. J. Ch. 
726. Apld. Gatenby v. Morgan (1876), 1.Q. B. D. 685; 
Jones v. Davies (1880), 28 W. R. 455. Consd. Hurst v. 
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Hurst (1882), 21 Ch. D. 278. Refd. Re Deacon’s Trusts 
Deacon v. Deacon, Hagger v. Heath (1906), 95 L. T. 701 ; 
dte Jones, Last v. Dobson, [1915] 1 Ch. 246. 


2602. Gift to survivors of a class—No sur- 
vivor existing.|—Testator gave all his real & 
personal estate to his two sons & daughter in 
equal shares absolutely, & if his daughter should 
die without leaving issue, he gave the property 
bequeathed to her to the survivors or survivor 
of his shares :—Held: the survival of the sons 
was part of the contingency raising the gift over ; 
& therefore, the sons having predeceased the 
daughter, the latter’s estate became indefeasible, 
although she died without leaving issue.—JONES 
v. DAVIES (1880), 28 W. R. 455. 
eons :—-Folld. Re peecou a Te Deacon v. Deacon, 


er v. Heath (1906), 95 L. T. 701. Pai Re Bold, 
ie sv. Hartland (1926), 95 L. J. Ch. 


2603. piney por ery g devised cer- 
tain freeholds & bequeathed shares, stock, & 
moneys to his daughter L., &, in case she should 
happen to die Jeaving no issue, which event hap- 
pened, he bequeathed the whole of his real & 
personal estate to his two nieces, H. & R., their 
heirs & assigns, equally to be divided between 
them share & share alike for their separate use, 
‘* &, in case either of my two nieces shall happen 
to die leaving no issue,” he directed that ‘‘ the 
part or share of her so dying shall go to the sur- 
vivor.’’ lL. died, leaving no issue, having outlived 
both nieces, of whom H. had died leaving issue in 
the lifetime of R., who, however, left no issue. 
The question being whether the moiety of R. 
passed on her death to the other niece H., under the 
will, went as on an intestacy, or was not divested : 
—Held: the use of the word ‘‘ survivor ’’ imported 
the contingency of there being a survivor into 
the gift to R., & there being no survivor, although 
she died without leaving issue, her moiety was not 
forfeited, but the two nieces took absolutely.— 
Re DEACON’sS TRUSTS, DEACON v. DEACON, 
HAGGER v. HEATH (1906), 95 L. T. 701. 














SUB-SECT. 5.- -EFFECT ON CHARGE ON GIFT. 

2604. General rule—Charge not affected.}—E. 
devises lands to his second son T., upon condition 
that T. or his heirs shall pay to his grandchildren, 
the children of T.., £90, to be equally divided 
among them, & on default of payment, a clause of 
entry & distress. T. died in testator’s lifetime ; 
the son of the eldest son of testator entered on the 
lands as heir-at-law, & sold them. The legacy 
to the children of T., testator’s second son, 18 a 
continuing charge on the lands in the hands of 
the purchaser, & they are entitled to be satisfied 
for the same with interest.—WIGG v. W1Ga@ (1739), 
1 Atk. 382 ; West temp. Hard. 677; 26 E. R. 244 ; 
sub nom. W1a v, WIG, cited in 1 Ves. Sen. 137, L. C. 
Annotations :—-Folld. Re Kirk, Kirk v. Kirk (1882), 21 Ch. D. 

431. Refd. Cow per v. Mantell (No. 1), Cooper v. Mantell 

(No. 1) (1856), 22 Beav. 223. 

2605. -—-—.|—As long as the fund itself 
exists upon which a legacy is charged, though it 
devolves either upon the heir or exor., yet they 
take it subject to the charge.—HILIs v. WIRLEY 
(1743), 2 Atk. 605; 26 E. R. 762, L. C. 
Annotations :—Folld. Re Do Bruyn, Ford v. Prevost (1904), 

48 Sol. To. 458. Refd. Cowper v. Mantell (No. 1), Cooper 

v. Mantell (No. 1) (1856), 22 Beav. 223. 

2606. ———.]—OKE v. HEATH, No. 2479, 
ante. 

2607. ———- ———-.|—Re Dr Bruyn, Forp v., 
PrREvosT (1904), 48 Sol. Jo. 458. 
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Part XII!.—Conditions. 


SEcr. 1.—NATURE OF CONDITIONS. 
SuUB-8Ecr. J.—-JN GENERAL. 


2608. Whether subsequent or precedent—lInten- 
tion of testator.]|—There are no technical words to 
distinguish conditions precedent & subsequent ; 
but the same words may indifferently make either 
according to the intent of the person who creates 
it (LoRD TALBOT, C.).—ROBINSON v. COMYNS 
(1736), Cas. temp. Talb. 164; 25 E. R. 718, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Walker v. Inge (1767), Rom. 95. 
Distd. Doe d. Planner v. Scudamore (1800), 2 Bos. & P. 
289. Refd. Egerton v. Brownlow (1853), 4 H. L. Cas. 1. 
Mentd. Salvin v. Thornton (1766), Amb. 545; Doo d. 
Lloyd v. Evans (1827),5 L. J. O. 8S. K. B. 146. 


2609. .|—A condition is to be con- 
strued to be precedent or subsequent as the intent 
of testator may require (LORD HLpoN, C.J.).— 
DOE d. PLANNER v. SCUDAMORE (1800), 2 Bos. & 
P. 289; 126 BE. R. 1287. 
site ane :— Mentd. Doc d. Watton v. Penfold (1842), 6 
Presumption of vesting.'-—See Part XVI., 
Sect. 20, post, 

2610. Condition subsequent --Operates in 
nature of penalty..—GopFrREY v. Huaites, No. 
27867, post. 

Conditions in gifts to charities.!.— See CHARITIES, 
Vol, VIII., pp. 320-323, Nos, 1021-1051. 

Bequests to executors.|—Sce Exrcutors, Vol. 
XXILI., pp. 441-443, Nos. 5110-5129, 














SUB-SECT. 2.—-WoRDS IMPORTING CONDITIONS. 


2611. Words declaring intention of testator. |— 
MANCHEL t=. DOUNTON (1587), 1 And. 179; 123 
K. R. 417; sub nom. MACHEL v. DuntToN, 2 Leon, 
33; sub nom. MICHELL v. DUNTON, Gouldsb. 74 ; 
Owen, 54, 92; sub 20m. MAUNCHEL v. DODENTON, 
1] And. 197. 

Annotations :— Refd. Martindale v. Martin (1593), Cro. Eliz. 


288; Isherwood v. Oldknow (1815), 3 M. & S. 382; 
Egerton v. Brownlow (1853), 4 H. L. Cus. 1. 


2612, —--—.]--—YATES v. UNIVERSITY COLLEGE, 
LONDON, No. 2662, post. 

2613. Words describing event when gift comes 
into existence.!-—A. by her will bequeathed a legacy 
of £100 to her nephew KE. to be paid him within 
six months after he shall have fully served out his 
apprenticeship to which he is bound. KE, ran away 
from his apprenticeship & afterwards died :-— 
Held: his representative was entitled to this 
legacy with interest from the end of six months 


after the apprenticeship expired ; for the serving 
out the apprenticeship was not to be considered as 
a condition annexed to the legacy, for the non- 

erformance whereof the legacy would be forfeited ; 
but was only an appointment of the time when the 
legacy should be paid.—SIDNEY v. VAUGHAN 
(1721), 2 Bro. Parl. Cas. 254; 1 E. R. 926, H. L. 

2614. .|—-A testator directed his trustees to 
invest his residuary estate, & suffer the interest to 
accumulate until the principal, together with the 
accumulation of interest, should amount to ‘‘ £3,000 
or thereabouts,’’ & then to place out the same at 
interest, & pay the interest equally among certain 
specified legatees named in the will in equal shares 
during their lives & the life of the survivor; & 
in case any of them should happen to die leaving 
lawful issue, the issue were to be entitled to the 
same share in the interest to which their parents 
would, if living, have been entitled, & immediately 
after the decease of the survivor of the legatees 
specifically named, then upon trust, to pay the 
‘* £3,000 or thereabouts ’’ equally among the 
lawful issue of the specified legatees to whom 
testator gave & bequeathed the same, but in case 
any of them should happen to be then dead leaving 
lawful issuc, such issue were to be entitled to the 
share to which the parent or parents of such issue 
would, if living, have been entitled :—Held: the 
gift of the ‘ £3,000 or thereabouts ’’ was not void 
for uncertainty or remotieness, but the disposition 
of the income accruing between the expiration of 
the period allowed by Accumulations Act, 1800 
(c. 98), & the end of the time required to accumu- 
late the £3,000 was invalid, & the income for that. 
period was undisposed of, & belonged to the next 
of kin. 

It is argued that it is void for uncertainty on 
account of the words “or thereabouts ’? which 
follow the stated amount of the accumulated sum 
wherever itis named. Iam not satisfled, however, 
that these superadded words introduce such 
uncertainty as to render the directions for aecumu- 
lation void (LORD CHELMSFORD, C.). 

Looking at this will, it cannot, I think, be 
doubted that testator intended the residue to go to 
the persons whom he has named; & I think, 
therefore, that following the cases to which I have 
referred, we must consider the words, relied on by 
the next of kin as importing condition or con- 
tingency, to have been intended merely for the 
direction of the trustees, as meant to describe the 





one.—J’e DELLER (19038), 24 C. L. T. 


PART XIII. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1. 

u. Whether subsequent or precedent— 
Devise conditional on devisees being of 
good charucter &° report. j--WOODHILL ¢. 
CTHOMAS, 18 O. R. 277.-——CAN. 

x. - Land devised conditionally 
on payment off of morlyuge.j—-Where 
land is devised upon condition that a 
mtge. thereop be paid by devisee, & 
devisor pays off the mtge. the devise is 
good, such a condition being a condition 
subsequent.— MCKINNON v. LUNDY, 
24 0. RR, 132: revsed., 21 A. KR. 560; 
restd., 24 Ss. C. R. 650.—CAN. 

a. Condition that devisees 
‘assist’? wife of teatater.J—DoOK a. 
MYERS v. BABINEAU, 6 All. 89.--CAN. 

b. Land devised conditionally 
on devisees return from abroad within 
two years.|—MURPHY v. BRODER (1874), 
I], KR. 9 C. L. 123.—IR. 

C. Property devised subject to 
its being claimed by devisee within three 
years. |}—~HORRIGAN v. HORRIGAN, [1904] 
11. R. 29, 271.—IR. 











PART XIII. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2. 

d. General rule.\}—The ct. is always 
slow to construe the words of tes- 
tator as importing a condition, if a 
different meaning can fairly be given 
to them.—C atk 7, MOULTON, 40 N.S. RR. 
308.--CAN. 

2611 i. Fords declaring intention of 
testator.)--Re MEAGHER, ‘TRUSTEES, 
ExgecutTorRs & AGENCY Co., LYb, 1. 
MEAGHER, [1910] V. lL. R. 407. —AUS. 

2611 ii. .}—- DENISON Vv, DENISON, 
17 Gr. 219; 18 Gr. 41.—CAN 

2611 iii. —--—.}-—Testator by his will 
bequeathed a small sum for a religious 
object, & proceeded: ** My wife shall 
have the whole of my estate which 
remains at my deceasc, however with 
the observation that should she marry 
again then she shall receive only the 
third part, & the residue shall be equally 
divided between my five children.” 
The estate consisted of realty :--~Held : 
the words were sufficient to create a 
eondition & the condition was a valid 





ya L.R. 7113; 2 0. W. l. 1150, 


--]—No preclse form of 
words is necessary in order to create the 
condition in wills; any expression 
disclosing the intention will have that 
effect.—Re CLEGHORN (1919), 44 
O. lL. R. 540; 15 O. W.N, 444 °° «48 
D. Ll. R. 511.—CAN., 


2613 i. Words describing event when 
gift comes into existence.J—By codicil to 
his will testator left a legacy of £500 
‘* which is to be handed over along with 
or at such time as legacies mentioned 
in clause VD of this will are paid or 
banded over.’’ The legacies in clause 
D were contingent on testator surviving 
his mother, an event which dJd not 
oceur :-~—J/eld : the terms in which the 
direction was expressed did not import u 
condition into the legucy, & the legatee 
was therefore ontitled to payment.— 
GRANT v. CowKr (1887), 15 hR. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 81; 25 Sc. L. R. 80.—SCOT. 


2611 iv. 
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event in which the enjoyment was to commence, & 

not as operating to prevent the vesting in interest 

(TURNER, I..J.).—ODDIE v. BRown (1859), 4 De 

G. & J.179; 28 L. J. Ch. 542; 33 L. T. O.S. 174; 

§ Jur. N.S. 685; 7W.R.472; 45 E.R. 70,1. 6. 

& L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Refd. Williams ». Lewis (1859), 6 H. L. Cas. 
1013; Talbot v. Jevers (1875), L. R. 20 Faq. 255; Ralph 
v. Carrick (1877), 5 Ch. D. 984; Re Wood, Tullett v. 
Colville, [1894] 2.Ch. 310. Mentd. Scott v. Cumberland 
(1874), L. R. 18 Kq. 578. 

2615. _ -Where an estate has been plainly 
given in a will, it is not, from the use of subsequent. 
words, to be treated as given upon a condition, if 
those subsequent words are capable of being 
interpreted, not as a condition imposed, but as a 
mere description of the event on which the gift is 
to come into existence. W. devised to his brother 
C. for life, & in default of C. having issue living 
at the time of his death, to his next brother F. 
for life, & in default of F. having issue living 
at the time of his death, to his youngest brother 
P. in fee. TTestator then described how C.’s 
children should take, namely, in tail male, & 
went on thus: ‘ & in case KF. should come to 
the possession of the estate hereinbefore limited 
to him, & should die leaving issue, said issue 
to take in like manner” as before limited to the 
issue of C.F’. died in the lifetime of C. leaving a 
son. ©. died some years afterwards :—Held 
the words ‘‘ should come to the possession ”’ did 
not constitute a condition which, not having 
happened, prevented F.’s son from taking under the 
will, & so created an intestacy, but he took under 
the force of the limitation created in favour of his 
father.— EpGEWoRTH v. HDGEWORTH (1869), Ta. R. 
4H. L. 35; 17W. R. 714, 11. Ju. 

Annotation :—-Apld. Re Sanforth’s Will, [1901] W. N. 152. 
2616. - --.]-—Re SanvortH’s WILL, [1901] 

W. N. | es pue 
2617. ‘‘ When ’’—-Alone & unqualified..—The 

word “when” in a will, alone & unqualified, is 

conditional: but it may be controlled by expres- 
sions & circumstances : so as to postpone payment 
or possession only, & not the vesting: as, where 
the interest of the legacy in the interval was 
directed to be laid out at the discretion of the 
exors. for the benefit of the legatees, it) vested 
vpnmediately.--HANSON @. GRAITAM (1801), 6 Ves. 

2393 31 E.R. 1030. 

elnnotations +- Apld. Branstrom v«. Wilkinson (1802), 7 Ves. 
421. Consd. Lane v. Goudge (1803), 9 Ves. 225. Apld. 
Watson v. Hayes (1839), 5 My. & Cr. 125; Lister rv. 
Bradley (1841), 1 Hare, 10. Distd. Lloyd vr. Lloyd (1856), 
3K. & J. 20. Consd. Hardcastle ». Hardcastle (1862), 

| Hem. & M. 405; Locke v. Lainb (1867), li. Re 4 Wq. 

372. Refd. Doe d. Hunt vr. Moore (1811), 14 Kast, 601; 

Cioodright d. Revell v. Parker (1813), 1 M. & S. 602; 

Phipps v. Ackers (1835), 3 Ch & Fin. 702: Leeming v. 

Sherratt (1842), 2 Hare, 14: Iesting v. Allen (1844), 5 

Hare, 673; UHWammond wv. Maule (1844), 1 Coll. 281; 

Re Sanderson’s Trust (1857), 3 K. & J. 497; Re Hart's 

Trusts, Ex p. Block (1858), 3 De G. & J. 195; Dundas v. 

Wolfe Murray (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 425; Jte Baxter's 

Trusts (1864), 4 New Rep. 131: Pearson v. Dolman 

(1866), L. . 3 Eg. 315; Re Peek’s Trusts (1873), L. R. 

16 Hq. 221; Spencer cv. Wilson (1873), L. R. 16 liq. 501 ; 

Fox v. Fox (1875), L. R. 19 Eq. 286; Re Holt’s Estate, 

Bolding v. Strugnell (1876), 46 L. J. Ch. 208; Re Martin, 

Tuke rv. Gilbert (1887), 57 L. T. 471; Re Wintle, Tucker 

v. Wintle, [1896] 2 Ch. 711; Le Gossling, Gossling 7. 

Kleock, |1903] 1 Ch. 448: Le Bowlby, Bowlby v. Bowlby, 

[1904] 2 Ch. 685; Ae Nunburnhohne, Wilson v. Nunburn- 

holme, [191t1] 2 Cbh._510; Je Ussher, Foster v. Ussher, 

{1922] 2 Ch, 321. Mentd. Saunders v. Vautier (1841), 

Cr. & Ph. 240; Mence v. Bagster (1850), 4 De G. & Sm. 

162; Re Rouse's Kstate (1852), 9 Hare, 649; Chance v. 

Chance (1853), 16 Boav. 572; King v. Isaacson (1853), 1 

Sm. & G. 371; Re Grove’s Trusts (1862), 9 Jur. N.S. 38; 

fte Hunter’s Trusts (1865), L. Rt. 1 Eg. 295; Re Wrey, 
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Stuart v. Wrey (1885), 30 Ch. D. 507; Re Bourne, Rymer 
v. Harpley (188%), 56 L. T. 388; He Wenmoth’s Estate, 
Wenmoth ». Wenmoth (1887), 67 L. T. 709; Re Boulter, 
Capital & Counties Bank v. Boulter, [1918] 2 Ch. 40. 
2618. —---- ----.]|—-Legacy, when the legatee 

shall attain twenty-one, may be so controlled by 

the apparent intention as to postpone the posses- 
sion only, not the vesting ; as where it was to two 
children, when they shall attain twenty-one, to be 
equally divided between them, share & share 
alike ; appointing their father in trust for the same 

& trustee for them during their minority; & in 

case of the death of either the survivor to take the 

whole; & in case both die in their minority, over. 

—D3RANSTROM v. WILKINSON (1802), 7 Ves. 421; 

32 BE. R. 171. 

Annotations :—Apld. Mills «. Robarts (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 
555; Lister v. Bradley (1841), 1 Hare, 10. 

2619. ~—— Effect of attendant circumstances, |-— 

TIANSON v. GRAHAM, No. 2617, ante. 


SuB-SECT. 8.—CONDITION DISTINGUISHED FROM 
LIMITATION. 

2620. Whether condition or limitation—Donee 
not inhabiting premises.]—-ANON. (1574), Dal. 117 ; 
123 BE. R. 320. 

2621. Proviso against alienation.] — H. 
devises land to his son in tail, remainder to 
another of his sons in tail, remainder to S. his 
daughter in tail, with divers remainders over to 
others of his own name, with this clause, that if 
any of the entailecs alien, sell, waste, mortgage, or 
discontinue, etc., the same estates, that then he or 
they shall be utterly excluded from any benefit 
of the devise thereof to him or them, & the estate 
shall immediately come to the party next in tail ; 
both the sons commit a forfeiture of their estates, 
whereupon S., the daughter, wife of pltf., enters :—- 
Held: the clause of restraint in the will is not a 
condition requiring a re-entry, but a limitation, 
which utterly dissolves & determines the estate.— 
NEwIs v. LARK (1571), 2 Plowd. 408; 75 E. R. 
6163 sub aon. News v. LARK, Benl. 196. 


Annotations :—Apld. Hainsworth »v. Pretty (1603), Oro. 
Eliz. 919. _ Consd. Portington’s Case (1613), 10 Co. Rep. 
35h. Refd. Cholmley’s Case, Cholmley v. Hanmer 
(1597), 2 Co. Rep. 50a; Corbet’s Case (1599), 2 And. 
134; Counden v. Clerke (1612), Hob. 29; Anon. (1675-6), 
2 Mod. Rep. 7; Darbison v7. Beaumont (1713), Fortes. 
Rep. 18; Scarborough ». Doe d. Lumley (1836), 3 Ad. & 
Kl. 897 ; Holmes v, Godson (1856), 8 Do G. M. & G. 152. 
Mentd. Olive v. Guin (1659), 2 Sid. 145; Goodright d. 
Roffe v. Harwood (1773), Lofft, 282: Wells v. Iggulden 
(1824), 3 B. & C. 1863; Cooper v. Slade (1857- 8), 6 H. a 

& C. 





Cae. 746; Webber v. G. W. Ry. (1866), 4 H. 
582. 
2622. —- ~-—-,| -RubDpDALL & MILLER’s CASE 


sub nom. 


(1586), 1 Jeon. 298; 74 E. R. 271; 
sub 


RUDHALL v. Minwarp. Moore, K. B. 212; 

nom. RUDHALL’S CASK, Sav. 76, 

Annotations :—Consd. Gulliver d. Corrie rv. Ashby (1766), 4 
Burr. 1920; Re Hollis Hospital & Hague’s Contract 
Trustees, [1899] 2 Ch. 540. 

2623. -- — ~ ~~ -—,|—SPITTLE & DAVIE’S CASE 
(1588), 2 Leon. 38; Owen, 8; 74 1. KR. 339. 
Annotation: -Refd. Re Rosher, Rosher v. Rosher (1884), 53 

L. J. Ch. 722. 

2624. ---— To pay younger children.]|—A man 
makes a bequest of £20 to his youngest son, & then 
devises his lands to his eldest son ‘‘ upon con- 
dition he should pay the £20, & if he refuse, that 
then the youngest: son shall have the land.”’ This 
is a limitation, & on failure of payment the 
youngest son may enter, notwithstanding a discent 


PART XIII. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 3. 
©. Whether condition or limitation—Proviso against alienation of property adjoining, property: devised.\—In the Will of 


NILEN, Kipp v. NILEN, [1908] V. L. R. 332.—AUS. 
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Sect. 1.—Nature of conditions: Sub-sect. 8.] 


to his brother’s issue.—HAINSWORTH v. PRETTY 
(1603), Cro. Eliz. 919; 78 E. R. 1140; sub nom. 
HAMSWORTH v. PRETTY, Moore, K. B. 644. 


Annotations :—Apld. Fry’s Case (1672), 1 Vent. 199; Doe 
d. Pratt v. Timins (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 530. Refd. Bate 
v. Amberst (1662), T. Raym. 82; Gardner v. Sheldon 
1671), 2 Keb. 781; Thomas v. Howel (1691), 4 Mod. 
Rep. 66; Iuddington v. Kime (1696), 1 Ld. Raym. 203 ; 
Scatterwood v. Edge (1696), 1 Salk. 229; Clerk v. Smith 
1698), 1 Salk. 241; ading v. Rawsterne (1702), 2 Ld. 
taym. 829; Goodridge v. Goodridge (1742), 7 Mod. Rep. 
453; Allam v. Heber (1747), 2 Stra. 1270; Doed. Planner 
v. Scudamore (1800), 2 Bos. & P. 289. 


2625. |—A. by his will limited his 
lands to E., his daughter, & H., her husband, for 
their lives, etc.; remainder to their sons succes- 
sively in tail ; remainder to M., his daughter, & F., 
her husband, for their lives, etc.; remainder to 
their sons successively in tail; with divers re- 
mainders over, including C. & his sons, & their 
issue; & he declared & provided by the will, that 
in case M. or F., or the sons or son of F. & M., or 
either of them, should become entitled to the 
estate under the limitations of the will, a sum of 
£2,000 should be charged on the lands in pousses- 
sion, for the use of the younger children of C., in 
certain specific proportions. E. & H. died without 
issue. The sons of M. & F. died before the estate 
became vested in them; & after the death of M. 
& F., & the expiration of the preceding life estates, 
G., a grandson of M. & F., became entitled under 
the limitations of the will to an estate tail :—Held: 
the lands having vested in a grandson, & not in a 
son of M. & F., were nevertheless liable to the 
charge created by the will in favour of the younger 
children of C.—GORE v. LORTON (LORD), LORTON 
(VISCOUNT) v. GORE (1828), 2 Bli. N. S. 286; 1 
Dow. & Cl. 190; 4 KK. R. 1189, H. L. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Skeffington v. Whitchurst (1838), 3 

Y. & C. Ex. 1. 

2626. --—- To pay daughters.|—-A devise of 
land in borough English to a second son, he paying 
twenty pounds to each of the daughters of the 
devisor at their full age, is a condition & not a 
limitation; but it is not broken, unless notice of 
their full age be given & a demand made—CURTEIS 
v. WOLVERSTON (1605), Cro. Jac. 56; 79 FE. RR. 48. 
Annotation :—Refd. Williams v. Fry (1672), 3 Keb. 19. 

2627. -|—Testator by his will after 
declaring his intention of disposing of all his 
estate, gives to his three daughters £550 to be paid 
in four years after his decease. He then devises 
his lands to trustees for ninety-nine years, upon 
trust, that if his wife should pay or secure to be 
paid the £550 in four years, then he gave the 
inheritance of the lands to his wife for life, & after 
her decease to his son & his heirs, male & female, 
& for want of such issue to his own right heirs for 
ever; & desired that his trustees at the request. 
of his wife or son should convey over the term to 
wait upon the inheritance. This is a conditional 
limitation in the wife, taking place as an executory 
devise, & the freehold descended to the son as 
heir at law to testator, till the four years were 
elapsed or his wife had performed the condition, 
as a part of the inheritance undisposed of ; & by 
this devise the son hath a good estate tail in the 
inheritance expectant on the determination of the 
term of ninety-nine years.— HAYWARD v. STILLING- 
FLEET (1737), West temp. Hard. 176; 1 Atk. 422 ; 
25 BE. R. 881, L. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Doo v. Brabant (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 393. 

2628. To give security.|,—A husband de- 
vises the use of all his plate & jewels to his wife 
during her widowhood, she giving security to leave 
the same to his daughter on her death or second 
marriage ; this is not a condition, but a limitation, 

















WILLS. 


& though the wife usually wore them wt ornamenta 
corporis sui, yet she cannot retain them as her 
paraphernalia, against this devise of the usc of 
them only; for the express declaration of the 
husband will control the implication which the 
law would otherwise have madc.—HASTINGS 
(LORD) v. DouGLAS (1634), Cro. Car. $43; W. Jo. 
332; 79 KE. R. 901. 


Annotations :—Refd. Smith v. Clever (1688), 2 Vern. 59. 
Mentd. Masson, Templier ». De Fries, [1909] 2 K. B. 831. 


2629. Failure of issue at death of third 
party.|— ALLEN v. RIVINGTON (1670), 2 Saund. 111 ; 
1 Sid. 445; 2 Keb. 606; 82 KE. R. 1208. 
aon :—Mentd. Brest v. Lever (1841), 10 I. J. Ex. 

2630. -—-- Marriage with consent.|—A. had 
issue three sons & three daughters. ‘The eldest 
daughter had issue B. The youngest daughter 
had issue C. A. devises an estate to his wife for 
life, ‘‘ & after her death to B. & the heirs of her 
body: provided always & upon condition, that 
she marry with the consent of D.; & in case she 
marry without such consent, or die without issue, 
then I bequeath the estate to ©.’ This is a limita- 
tion, & not a condition; & therefore if KB. marry 
without the consent of I). it is a determination of 
the estate tail, & casts the possession upon (. by way 
of immediate remainder, although B. had no 
notice of this limitation previous to her marriage.— 
FRY v. PORTER (1670), 1 Mod. Rep. 300; 1 Cas. in 
Ch. 137; 2 Rep. Ch. 26; 1 Iq. Cas. Abr. 111; 
86 Id. R. 898. 

Annotations :—Expld. Cage v. Russel (1681), 2 Vent. 352. 
Apld. Bath & Mountague’s Case (1693), 3 Cas. in Ch. 553 
Bertie v. Faulkland (1698), 3 Cas. in Ch. 129. Consd. 
Harvey v. Aston (1740), 2 Com. 726. Apld, Reynish v. 
Martin (1746), 3 Atk. 330. Consd. Low v. Pecrs (1770), 
Wilm. 364. Refd. Acherly v. Vernon (1739), Willes, 153: 
Burleton v. Humfrey (1755), Amb. 256; Doe d. Kenrick 
® Beauclerk (1809), 11 East, 6575; de Lewis, Lewis v. 
Lewis (1904), 9L L. TT. 242. 

2631. --- -- -.j--WILLIAMS v. Fry (1674), 
T. Rayin. 236 ; 2 Lev. 213 3 Keb. 19; 83 1. R. 125 ; 
sub nom. WILLIAMS d. PortTiER v. Fry, 1 Mod. Rep. 
863; sub nom. Fry’s (LADY ANNE) CASE, 1 Vent. 








199; sub nom. PORTER v. FRYE, 1 Kreem. Iv. BK. 

bl. 

Annotations : — pid. Page v. Hayward (1704), 2 Salk. 570. 
Consd. Doc d. Kenrick v. Beauclerk (1309), 11 Kast, 657. 


Apld. Astley v. Kssex (1874), L. BR. 18 Kq. 290. Refd. 

Reed v. Hatton (1675), 2 Mod. Rep. 20: Anon. (1675--6), 

2 Mod. Rep. 7; Bath & Mountague’s Case (1693), 3 Cas. 

in Ch. 55; Thrustout v. Peake (1716), 1 Stra. 12; Andrews 

d. Jones v. Fulham (17388), Andr. 2633; Harvey ov. Aston 

(1740), 2 Com, 726; Gulliver ve. Wiekett (1745), 1 Wils. 

105; ste Lewis, Lewis v. Lewis (1904), 91 L. T. 242. 

See, generally, Sect. 6, post. 

2632. ——— Words sounding conditional.| —- 
Words sounding conditional taken as limitation 
in a will.— PAGE v. HAYWARD (1705), 11 Mod. Rep. 
6]; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 362; Holt, K. B. 618; 2 
Salk. 570; 91 I. ht. 481. 

Annotations: Apld. Guliver v». Wieckett (1745), J 
105. Consd. Igerton ». Brownlow (1853), 4 H. I. Cas. 
1. Apld. Pelham-Clinton vr. Newcastle, (1902) 1 Ch. 8t. 
Refd. Andrews d. Jones ». Fulham (1738), Andr. 263; 
Pullen v7. Ready (1743), 2 Atk. 587; Frogmorton d. 
Robinson v. Wharrey (1770), Wilm. 354; Doo v. Brabant 
(1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 393 3 Doe d. Lumley v. Scarborough 
(1835), 3 Ad. & Kl. 2. Mentd. Bennet. «. Vade (1742), 2 
Atk. 324; Doe d. Greasly v. Nelson (1809), 2 Taunt. 59. 
2633. Direction to pay.|—-WISEMAN  v. 

BALDWIN (1505), Owen, 112; 1 Roll. Abr. 411, 

pl.5; 74 E. R. 988; revsg. S.C. sub nom. BALD- 

WIN v. WISEMAN, Cro. liz. 377. 

Annotations :—Refd. Williams v. Fry (1672), 3 Keb. 19; 
Anon. (1676), 2 Mod. Itep. 7. 

2634. —— --- .|—A. devises a lease for years 
to his daughter for life, & if she should die before 
his son, then the remainder over to him, on his 
making such an allowance as certain persons 
should name. The daughter died possessed within 
the term. The son enters wihout any allowance 





Wils. 
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having been named. Adjudged that the remainder 
over was void, for that the entire term vested in 
the daughter; but that if it had not, the estate 
limited to the son was upon a condition subsequent. 
—Woopcock v. Woopcock (1600), Cro. Eliz. 
795; 78 E.R. at 

2635. T. devises copyhold lands he 
had surrendered a the use of his will to his wife 
for life, & after her decease to his son, S., till deft., 
his grandson, attained the age of twentiy- three & 
as svon as he attained that age, gives it to him & 
his heirs, on condition that he pays to E. £60 
within two years after he attains twenty-three, & in 
default of payment of the £60, then testator gave 
Ik. a power to enter & receive the rents till the £60 
was paid. Testator died soon after making his 
will; KE. married pltf., & deft. attained his age of 
twenty-three, but died within the two years after 
he attained that age. 

I take it to be a conditional limitation & 
therefore whatever right KE. gained thereby is a 
legal estate (per CuR.).—-EMES v. ITANCOCK (1748), 
2 Atk. 507; 26 1. K. 705. 
«<f{nnotations :-— Apld. Manning vr. 

efd. A.-Gi. v. Milner (1744), 

2636. Birth of child. | “GULLIVER v. 
Wickrrr (1745), 1 Wils. 105; 95 E. RR. 5617; 
previous procecdings, sub nom. Ror d. FULHAM v. 
WICKET® (1741), Willes, 303 ; previous proceedings, 
sub nom. ANDREWS d. JONES v. KULHAM (1738), 
Andr. 263. 

“tnnotations ae Doo v. Brabant (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 

393. Consd. ‘hellusson . Woodford (1805), 1 Bos. & 

PON. R. 357: Doe d. Herbert v. Selby (1824), 2 B. & C. 

926; Warren wv. Rudall, Hall ve. Warren (18: 58), 4 kK. & J. 

603 3; Hvers v. Challis (1859), 7 HW. i. Cas. 532 3 Kastwood 

v. Lockwoud (1867), L. It. 8 Hq. 487. Refd. Parry v. 

Boodle (1785), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 1833) Doe d. Harris v. 

llowcll (1830), 10 Bo. & C. 1913) Re Martin, Simith v. 

Martin (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 10713) de Burrows, Cleghorn 

i. ens [1895] 2 Ch. 497; Hancock +. Watson, [1902] 


2637. —_-- Wife surviving husband.'|—'Testator 
bequeathed £1,000 in trust for his daughter, a 
single woman, for her life for her separate use, 
independently of any husband with whom she 
might intermarry, &, after her death, in trust for 
her chudren, & if there should be no children, 
then, if she should survive any husband with 
whom. she night intermarry, in trust for her, her 
exors., etc. 3; butif her husband should survive her, 
then in trust as she should by will appoint, & in 
default of appointment, in trust for her next of kin, 
as if she had died intestate, & without having 
married. The daughter died a spinster :—Held: 
the words, “if my daughter shall survive any 
husband with whom she may intermarry,’’? were 
words of condition & not of mere limitation, &, 
consequently, the residuary legatees, & not the 
daughter’s exor., becume entitled to the £4,000 on 
her death. 

In a case where the meaning of testator clearly 
is that the ultimate limitation should take effect 
on the failure of a preceding gift, & that gift does 
fail, but the language in wiich the limitation 
over is expressed does not, in terms, apply to the 
event which has happened, then, in my opinion, 
the limitation over should take effect (SHADWELL, 
V.C.).---LENOX v. Jiasnox (1839), 10 Sim. 400 ; 
9L. J. Ch. 88; 59 KE. RR. 6703; sub nom. LENNOX v. 
LENNOX, 4 Jur. 5. 

2638. —-. --.}—Testator had three sons, 
J.,7T., & K. Ife devised to each, in the same form 
of wor rds, a separate property for life, & after a son’s 
death to his child or children in fee. In case 
any one of the sons should die without lawful issue, 
the property of such son was to be divided equally 
between the two survivors ‘‘ in the same manner 
as the estates hereinafter devised are limited to 











Herbert eh Amb. 575. 
$ Atk. 11 
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them respectively ; subject, nevertheless, to the 
proviso hereinafter mentioned.’’ At the end of 
the three devises came the proviso in these terms : 
‘‘ Provided that in case any or cither of my sons 
shall depart this life, leaving a widow, then I give 
the hereditaments & premises so _ specifically 
devised to such one or more of them so dying unto 
his widow & her assigns for & during the term of her 
natural life.’” The youngest son died unmarried. 
Ilis two brothers divided his property between 
them. The eldest son died, & after him the second 
son, each leaving a widow but no child :—Held : 
each widow was entitled to a life estate in all that 
had been possessed by her husband during his 
life. The proviso is a limitation, & must be so 
construed.— GILES v. MrELsSom (1873), L. R. 6 
H. L. 24; 42 L. J.C. P. 122; 28 L. T. 789; 21 
W. R. 417, H. L. 3 revsg. S. C. sub nom. MELSOM v. 
GILES (1871), L. R. 6 C. P. 532, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations : "Ref. Gibbons v. Gibbons eats 6 ig te 


471. Mentd. Hough v. wails 361884). 
Witt v. Banner (1887), 19 Q. B. D. 276 


2639. Direction as i sale of property for 
particular price—In specified event.|—-A testator, 
by a codicil, after reciting that he had contracted 
to purchase certain land, & that his personalty 
might be deficient to enable his exors. to carry out 
the obligations of his will, directed them to 
realise any such deficiency by sale for not less than 
£8,000 of the L. farm; & in case they should be 
unable to obtain £8,000 for the farm, he be- 
queathed the farm upon certain conditions to his 
son, C., & in case they did sell & obtain £8,000 he 
directed £4,000 of the same to be invested in land 
for the benefit of C. upon the same conditions as 
he would have inherited the J.. farm in case of 
non-sale. There was nu deficiency, & the exors. 
did not sell :—Held: the intention of testator was 
not merely to protect C. from damage, but to 
benefit him to the further extent of at least £4,000, 
& that to carry out his intention the provision ‘‘ in 
case of non-sale,’”’ might be construed as intended 
to apply to the case of a non-sale by reason of 
there being no deficiency of personalty.—WARDE 
2 PLUMB (1871), 40 L. J. Ex. 105; 24 LL. T. 442, 
ux. Ch. 

2640. |-—T ‘estatrix gave certain real & 
personal estate ‘‘ upon trust for my third son, J., his 
heirs, & assigns; but if my said son should. do, 
execute, cominit or suffer any act, deed or thing 
whatsoever whereby or by reason or in consequence 
whereof, or if by operation of Jaw, he would be 
deprived of the personal beneficial enjoyment of the 
said premises in his lifetime, then & in such case 
the trust hereinbefore contained for the benefit of 
my said son shall absolutely cease & determine, & 
the estates & premises hereinbefore limited in 
trust for him ”’ should go & be held in trust for his 
wife, or, if no wife then living, for his children 
equally. J. survived his mother, & was still 
living, a bachelor :-—-Held: he took an absolute 
interest under the gift, & the attempted executory 
gift over was void for peounoane ys ——Re DUGDALE, 
DUGDALE v. DUGDALE (1888), 38 Ch. D. 1763; 57 
L. J. Ch. 684; 58 L. T. 581; 36 W. R. 462. 
Annotations :~ -Refd. Re Aeatieny s Trusts (1895), 13 R. 

uy e Gane Greenwood, Sutcliffe v. Gledhill (1901), 70 

2641. Donee remaining unmarried.| — 
A. bequest of an annuity to an unmarried woman, 
if living & unmarried at the death of a prior 
annuitant ; for the term of her natural life, if she 
should so long remain unmarried :—Held: to bea 
limitation, & not a bequest upon a condition 
subsequent, & therefore determinable upon mar- 
riage.—HEATH v. LEWIS (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 
954; 1 Eq. Rep. 55; 22 L. J. Ch. 721; 21 L. TY. 


Cas. 
224: 
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Sect. 1.—Nature of conditions: Sub-secis. 3 d& 4. 
. 2.] 


O. 8. 185; 17 Jur. 443; 1 W. R. 314; 43 BE. R. 
374, L. JJ. 


Annotations :— Consd. Evans 7. Rosser (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 
190; Jones v. Jones (1876), 24 W. R. 274; Re Moore, 
Trafford v. Maconochic (1888), 39 Ch. D. 116. 


2642. --—— Direction as to vesting.|—Testator 
devised real estate to trustees in fee upon trust for 
T. for life, with remainder to the use of the trustees 
to preserve contingent remainders, with remainder 
to the first & other sons of S. successively in tail 
male, with remainders over. ‘TTestator directed 
that the real estate so devised should not vest 
in any person thereby made tenant for life or in tail 
until he should have attained the age of twenty- 
five years, & that the rents & profits were in the 
meantime to form part of the personal estate. 
He further empowered the trustees, so long as any 
person entitled to actual possession or to the 
receipt of the rents & profits of the real estate, 
should be under the age of twenty-five years, to 
apply part of the rents & profits for his mainte- 
nance & education :—Held: the direction as to 
the vesting amounted to a limitation of the estate, 
which was void for remoteness.—LUSHINGTON t. 
PENRICE, PENRICE 1. LUSHINGTON (1868), 18 L. T. 
597; 16 W. R. 836. 

See, generally, Part XVI., Sect. 20, post. 

2643. Bankruptcy of donee.|—'Testator 
devised a freehold estate to the use of his daughter, 
‘‘her heirs & assigns ’’ for her separate use ‘* sub- 
ject, nevertheless, to the proviso hereinafter 
contained for determining her estate & interest 
in the event therein mentioned.”’ In a subsequent 
part of the will was a proviso that in case his 
daughter should at any time be declared a bkpt., 
then & thenceforth the devise thereinbefore made 
to her should be void, & the premises should thence- 
forth go, remain & be to the use of her children :—— 
Held: the devise did not operate as a conditional 
limitation, & the condition in the proviso was void 
for repugnancy ; & accordingly the daughter was 
entitled to the property for an absolute estate in 








fee simple.—Re Macnu (1882), 21 Ch. D. 838; 
47 LL. T. 577; 30 W. R. 887. 
Annotations :--- Consd. te Dugdale, Dugdale v. Dugdale 


(1888), 38 Ch. D. 176. Refd. Zte Hewett, Kldridge vt. 

Iles, [1918] 1 Ch. 458. 

2644. - -—- Donee remaining widow or widower. | 
-~EVANS v. ROSSER (OR ROSSALL), No. 2800, post. 

2645, --—— |\—DUDDING v. GAUSS (1886), 
2'T. L. R. 465, IT. L. 

2646. Wife remaining separate from hus- 
band.!|—Testator bequeathed personal estate to 
trustees, upon trust to pay to a married woman, 
during such time as she might live apart from her 
husband before testator’s son attained twenty-one, 
the sum of £2 10s. per week for her maintenance 
whilst so living apart from her husband. She was 
at the date of the will & of testator’s death living 
with her husband :-—Held : the words as to living 
separate were not a condition either subsequent or 
pe ceee ne which could be rejected leaving the 
egacy pure & simple, but formed part of the 
limitation of the gift; & the gift being a limited 
gift, the duration & commencement of which were 
fixed in a way not allowed by law, the whole gift 
was void.—Re Moone, TRAFFORD v. MACONOCHLE 
(1888), 39 Ch. D.116; 571. J. Ch. 986; 59 1..'L. 681; 
62 J.P. 596; 37 W. R. 83; 47. LR. 591, C. A. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Re Hope Johnstone, Hope Johustone 
«. Hope Johnstone, [1904] 1 Ch. 470. Distd. Jte Charleton, 
Bracey t. Sherwin (1911), 55 Sol. Jo. 330; Re Lovell, 
Sparks v. Southall, [1920] 1 Ch.122. Consd. Re Wilkinson, 
Page v. Public Trustee, [1926] Gh. 842. Befd. Corbett v. 
Corbett (1888), 14 P. Db. 7; Re Wagstaff, Wagstaff v. 
Jalland, [1907] 2 Ch. 35. 








WILLS. 


2847. ~-.—-.|—Testator, who was living 
apart from his wife & was living with M., a married 
woman who had been deserted by her husband, 
bequeathed to M. provided she was living with 
him, testator, at the time of his death an annuity 
of £750 ‘‘ provided & so long as she shall not return 
to live with her husband & provided & so long as 
she shall not remarry & subject to her leading a 
clean moral & respectable life in the opinion of ny 
exors. & trustees ’’; in the event of M. remarrying 
or returning to live with her husband testator 
reduced her annuity to £250 per annum :—Held: 
(1) the bequest was a limitation & not upon a 
condition, & was therefore valid ; (2) the bequest 
was not void as being contrary to the policy of the 
law, for that its object was not tu induce M. to 
continue to live apart from her husband & not to 
remarry but to maintain her until she returned to 
her husband or remarried.—e LOVELL, SPARKS v. 
SOUTHALL, [1920] 1 Ch. 122; 88 L. J. Ch. 540; 
122 L. T. 26; 35 T. L. R. 715; 64 Sol. Jo. 35. 

See, generally, Sect. 3, sub-sect. 6, B., post. 

2648 --—- Marriage with person of particular 
class.|— A devise to ‘‘C. if he marries a fit & 
worthy gentlewoman & has issue male to such 
issue male & their male descendants, in failure of 
which” then over:—-Held: upon the = true 
construction of this will to be equivalent to a 
devise to ‘* C. & such issue male as he may have by 
marriage with a fit & worthy gentlewoman & their 
male descendants, in failure of which ’”’ then over 
& thus to create an estate in special tail male in C. 

The reference ... to the marriage of C.... 
iy not a condition properly so-called (ROMER, L.J.). 
--PELHAM CLINTON v. NEWCASTLE (DUKE), [1903] 
A.C. 111; 72 L. J, Ch. 424; 88 L. T. 273; 51 
W. R. 608; 19 T. L. R. 275, HW. lL. 

See, generally, Sect. 3, sub-sect. 6, C., post. 

2649. To give effect to gift.| —- ANON. 
(undated), cited 2 Plowd. at p. 413 , 75 KK. R. 622. 

2650. ——-  -— ~.|--PoRTER v. PRETTY (1604), 
Ch. Cas. in Ch. 105; 21 i. R. 66. 

2651. Remedy defeated by treating words 
as condition.|—-Words of consideration in a will 
are construed as a limitation, if by construing the 
words as a condition the remedy will be defeated. 
—-BORASTON’s CASE (1587), 3 Co. Rep. 19a; 76 
EK. R. 668. 














Annotations :-—Refd. Wellock vo. Uanunond (1590), Cro. 
Kliz. 204; Roberts o. Roberts (16133), 2 Bulst. 123; 
Blamford v. Blamford (1615), 3 Bulst. 98; Havergil rv. 


Hare (1616), 3 Bulst. 250; Sheriff 7+. Wrotham (1618), 
Cro. Jac. 509; Pills v. Brown (1621), Palm. 131; Napper 
v. Sanders (1631), Hut. 118; Blunket vv. Holmes (1661), 
1 Keb. 29, 119; Petty v. Goddard (1662), O’Bridg. 35; 
Gardner tv. Sheldon (1671), 2 Keb. 781; ‘Taylor 7. Bydall 
(1677), Freem. K. B. 243; Coates v. Needham (1688), 2 
Vern. 65; Seattergood v. Kdge (1699), 12 Mod. Rep, 278 ; 
Mantfleld v. Dugard (1713), Gilb. Ch. 36; Bacon v. Clerk 
(1718). Pree. Ch. 500; Paptilion v. Voice (1728), Kel. W. 
27; Moone d. Fagge v. Heaseman (1738), Willes, 138 ; 
Doe d. Morris v. Underdown (1741), Willen, 293: Park- 
hurst v. Smith (1741), Willes, 827 ; Lovell v. Lovell (1743), 
3 Atk. 11; Bagshaw v. Spencer (1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 142 ; 
A.-G. v. Duplessis (1752), Park. 144: Tunstall v. Brachen 
(1753), Amb. 167; Goodtitle d. Hayward v. Whitby 
(1757), 1 Burr. 228; Carleton d. Griffin v. Gritin (1758), 
2 Keny. 281; Doed. Wheedon v. Lea (1789), 3 Term Rep. 
41; ooth v. Booth (1799), 4 Ves. 399; Hanson v. 
Graham Scrat 6 Ves. 239; Stanley v. Stanley (1809), 16 
Ves. 491; Bull v. Pritchard (1826), 1 Nuss. 213; Vawdrey 
», Geddes (1830), Taml. 361; Doc d. Cadogan ». Kwart 
(1838), 7 Ad. & Fl. 6386; Doe d. Dolley v. Ward (1839), 
9 Ad. & El. 582; Newman v. Newman (1839), 10 Sim. 
51; Jackson v. Marjoribanks (1841), 12 Sim. 93; New- 
coman v. Bethlem Hospital (1841), Amb. 785 App.; 
Leeming v. Sharratt (1842), 2 Hare, 14; Phipps v. Ackers 
(1842), 9 Cl. & Win. 583; Tapseots vw Newcombe (1842), 6 
Jur. 755; Greene v. Potter (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 
517; Baynes v. Prevost (1844), 8 Jur. 506; Milroy v. 
Milroy (1844), 13 L. J. Ch. 266; Parkin v. Knight (1846), 
15 Sim. 83; Mortimer v. Hartley (1847), 11 Jur. 682; 
James v. Wynford (1852), 1 Sm. & G. 40; Walker r. 
Mower (1852), 16 Heav. 365; Alexander ». Alexander 
(1855), 16 C. B. 59; Hepworth v. Scale (1855), 25 L. 


Part XIII.—Conpirions. 


O. 8. 328; Browne v. Browne (1857), 3 8m. & G. 568 ; 
Re Gregson’s Trusts (1864), 2 Hem. & M, 504 ; Holmes v, 
Prerco t (1864), 3 New Rep. 559; Re Mottram (1864), 10 
L, '. 866; Dean v. Handley (1865), 2 Hem. & M. 635 ; 
Richardson v. Power (1865), 19 C. B. N. 8. 780: Locke v. 
Lambe (1867), L. R. 4 IXq. 372; Andrew v. Andrew 
24 W. R. 349; Patching v. Barnett (1880), 49 
» Ch. 665; Pearks v. Moseley (1880), 5 App. Cas. 
714; He Wrey, Stuart v. Wrey (1885), 30 Oh. D. 507; 
dte Radford, Jones v. Radford Jaa 62 Sol. Jo. 604 ; 
Re Blackwell, Blackwell v. Blackwell, [1926] Ch. 223° 
Mentd. Lovie’s Case (1614), 10 Co. Rep. 78a; Gonrs v. 
Nelson (1757), 1 Burr. 226; Ludlow ». Stevenson (1854), 
23 L. TT. O.S. 2094. 


SUB-sECT. 4.—CONDITION DISTINGUISHED 
FROM ‘TRUST. 

2652. Whether condition or trust-—-Proviso for 
payment by devisee.|—SMITH v. ALTERLY (1649), 
Freem. Ch. 136; 3 Rep. Ch. 93; 22 BE. R. 1111. 

2658. J—FREAK v. Lea (1679), 2 Lev. 249 ; 
2 Show. 36; T. Jo. 113; 83 E.R. 541; sub nom. 
FREKE v. LEB, Poll. 553; sub nom. REAKE v. Lea, 
1 Freem. K. B. 4793; affd., Poll. p. 559, ix. Ch. 
Annotutions :—Refd. Jenkins d. Prosser v. Jenkins (1752), 

Willes, 650; Doe a. Cole v. Weston (1778), 2 Wm. BI. 








2654. -  ---— —.j—Testatrix by her will after 
giving & beyqueathing several legacies, among others 
some for charitable purposes, proceeded as follows. 
“TI give. devise & bequeath to T. (deft.) all my 
real estates both freehold & copyhold, in,’’ ete., 
“ & all the residue of my personal estate & effects, 
to hold to him, '., his heirs, exors., administrators 
& assigns for ever; upon this express condition, 
that if my personal estate should be insufficient 
for the purpose that he or they do & shall, within 
twelve months after my decease pay & discharge 
all & every the legacies hereinalter bequeathed, 
é& I feel confident that he will comply with my 
wish, it being my particular desire that all the 
above legacies shall be paid ; & I do hereby charge 
& make chargeable all my real & personal estate 
with the payment of the legacies & bequests ’’ + — 
Ifeld: these words did not show that testatrix 
intended to make a gift of an estate to deft. on a 
condition, of which the heir might take advantage 
by way of forfeiture, if deft. failed to perform it 
by paying the legacies within the twelve months ; 
& the true construction was that they created a 
trust in deft., the performance of which was 
cognisable in a ct. of equity.—WRIGHT v. WILKIN 
(1862), 2 B. & S. 2505 31 iL. J. Q. BB. 1963 6 
L.''. 2213; 9Jdur, N.S. 715; 10 W. R. 403; 121 
K. RR. 1070, Ex. Ch. 


Annotations : --Refd. Macdonald +. Irvine (1878), 8 Ch. D. 
101; #e Gwynno's Charity, Charity Comrs. vr. Moulden 





(1894), 10 T. L. 2. 428; Re Williams, Williams v. 
Williams, [1897] 2 Ch. 12. 
2655. -—- —.|— A devise of real estate 





subject & charged with legacies does not create 
an express trust in favour of the legatees, & 
therefore such legacies are barred by Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), after twenty years 
unless there has been some payment or signed 
acknowledgment.—Proub v. PRouD (1862), 32 
Beav. 234; 32 L. J. Ch. 125; 7 1. T. 5333 11 
W. KR. 101; 55 KB. R. 92. 
Annotations :~~Refd. Dickinson v. Teasdale (1862), 9 Jur. 
N.S. 60; Cunningham v. Foot (1878), $3 App. Cas. 974, 
2656. 


——.|—Testator who died in Jan. 
1887, by his will dated in Aug. 1879 gave his real 
estate at North & South Collingham & his residuary 
real estate to his nephew, ‘‘ he also paying thereout 
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the following legacies; that is to say, the legacy 
or sum of £1,000 to my trustees, to be held by them 
upon the trusts hereinafter declared concerning 
the same; the like legacy or sum of £1,000 to the 
four daughters of my late niece M. in equal shares ; 
& the legacy or sum of £200 to my niece S., to 
whom I give & bequeath the same respectively.” 
Testator directed that such legacies should be 
paid at the end of six months after the death of 
his sister, & he directed his trustees to stand 
possessed of the sum of £1,000, thereinbefore 
directed to be paid to them & charged on my 
Collingham estate,’ upon certain trusts. The 
question was, whether testator’s nephew was 
liable to account for the occupation rent of so 
much of testator’s real estate at North & South 
Collingham as was in his possession or occupation 
at the date of testator’s decease for the period 
between that date & the completion of the sale 
of that estate by the direction of the ct., & with 
any profits made by him in respect of the crops & 
other produce of the estate during such period : 
Held: testator’s nephew was not a trustee of the 
legacies for the legatees, but the same were merely 
charged on the North & South Collingham estate ; 
that being so, he was not liable to account for the 
back rents & profits thereof.—Re OLIVER, NEW- 
BALD v. BECKITT (1890), 62 L. T. 533. 

Trust by impositionjof condition, generally.|— 
See Trusts & TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIII., pp. 577, 578. 

Conditions creating trusts for charities.|—-See 
Cuarities, Vol. VIII., pp. 322, 323, Nos. 
1042-1051. 





Secr. 2.—HOW CREATED. 

2657. Necessity for sufficient words.|—-MANCHEL 
v. DouNTON (1587), 1 And. 179; 123 HK. R. 417; 
sub nom. MICHELL. v. DuUNTON, Gouldsb. 74; 
Owen, 54, 92; sub nom. MACHEL v. DUNTON, 2 
Leon. 333; sub nom. MAUNCHEL v. DODENTON, 1 
And. 197. 

Annotations :---Retd., Martidale v. Martin (1593), Cro. Eliz. 
288; Isherwood ». Oldknow (1815), 3 M. & S. 382; 
Egerton v. Brownlow (1853), 4 H. L. Cas. 1. 

2658. Direction to pay.|—Land was devised to 
the heir-at-law, paying a sum of money to B. It 
was held in this case, that paying did not make a 
condition, because no one could enter for the con- 
dition broken but the devisee himself.—ANON. 
(1704), Freem. Ch. 278; 22 I. R. 1209. 

2659. .|\—Where testator gives an estate 
to his wife for life, with remainder to his son in fee, 
& directs that he shall, when he comes into 
possession, as well of the estate devised as of 
another estate of which he was tenant in tail, pay 
to testator’s daughter a legacy :—Held: this 
created a condition, & though the son never 
came into possession of the estates, the legacy was a 
charge upon the estate devised, into whatever 
hands the estate came. 

There are many cases where adverbs of time 
have been considered as creating conditions 
(LORD HARDWICKE, C.).—-MILEs v. LEIGH (1739), 
West temp. Hard. 707; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 503; 25 
I. R. 1160, L. C. 

2660. Advance of time.|—Mityes v. LEIGH, No. 
2659, ante. 

2661. Expression of intention.|—Devise of an 
annuity for life, & a direction that the annuitant 





PART XIII. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4. 
{. Whether condition or trust--Use of vrecatory words.}- -REID v. ATKINBON, 5 I. R. lq. 373.—IR. 
PART XIII. SECT. 2. 
g Tacit fidei-conmissum—Where subsequent legucy included in fidei-commissum expressed in previous clause.J—--MOssk tv, 


KBDKN'S ESTATE, [1913] C. P. D. 567.—S. AF. 
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Sect. 2.—How created. Sect. 3: Sub-sects.1 & 2, 
A. & B. (a).] 


shall receive no wages after testator’s death, do 
not imply a condition that the annuitant shall 
continue in service. 

_ If from the words of the will or codicil any 
intent should appear that deft. should live on 
with testator’s wife & son, I should hold it to be 
clearly conditional. Jsut no such intention appears 
(Lorpd MANSFIELD, C.J.).—MOoLYNEUX v. SCOTT 
(1762), 1 Wm. Bl. 376; 96 E. R. 212. 

2662. --_-.]— The expression of an intention 
accompanying a bequest does not, necessarily, 
constitute a condition on which the bequest is to 
take effect, or be defeated. Testator may not do 
that which would fully elfectuate his expressed 
intention, & yet the bequest may be valid. 
Testator left certain specified personalty to his 
wife for life, & after her death provided as follows : 
ae give & bequeath the same, etec., unto Uni- 
versity College, London, for the purpose of found- 
Ing in it a new professorship in Archmwology, for 
the regulation of which professorship I purpose 
preparing a code of rules & regulations, which I 
intend to authenticate under my hand.”? As soon 
as convenient after his deceasc, the fact of his 
bequest & a copy of the rules were to be com- 
municated to the college, & the college was, 
within twelve months afterwards, to signify in 
writing by the president, etc., the acceptance of 
the rules ; & if the college should decline or refuse 
to accept the rules, or should not within twelve 
months signify acceptance thereof, the bequest 
of the stock & shares was to be wholly null & 
void, & the stock & shares were to sink into & form 
part of the residuary estate. Tcestator died 
without making any rules:—WHeld: the will 
contained a clear & valid bequest, which was not 
altected by the subsequent provisions, nor by the 
non-acceptance of intended rules & regulations, 
the acceptance of which had. by the act of the 
testator himself, been rendered impossible.— 
YATES v. UNIVERSITY COLLEGE, LONDON (1875), 
L. R. 7H. 1. 488; 45 L. J. Ch. 187; 82 L. Tb. 43 ; 
23 W. R. 408, H. L. 


Annotation :—Apld. Re Williams, Tuylor v. University of 
Wales (1908), 24 T. L. R. 716. 





SECT. 3.—VALIDITY. 

SUB-SECT. 1.--IMPOSSIBLE CONDITIONS. 
2663. General rule — Condition inoperative. |- 
If I annex a condition to a legacy impossible at 
the time of imposing it, the legacy can never take 
effect, consequently it is repugnant, as if 1 give 
A. £100 si mare ebiberit, si caclum digito attigerit ; 
but if I give a legacy upon a possible event that is 
not repugnant to the nature of the gift, but only 
goes in restriction of testator’s benevolence 
(HENLEY, Lond KEEPER).— LowrHen v. CAVEN- 
DIsH (1758), 1 Kden, 99; Amb. 356; 28 E. R. 
621; affd. sub nom. CAVENDISH (LORD) v. 

LOWTHER (1759), 3 Bro. Parl]. Cas. 186, H. Ju. 


Annotations -—Mentd. Thompson v. Lawley (1800), 2 Bos. & 
P. 303; Watkins v. Lea (1802), 6 Ves. 633; Mason v. 
Mason (1909), 101 L. T. 669. : 
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h. General rule.j}—-PARLANE’S Trus- 
TEES tv. PARLANE (1902), 4 F. (Ct. 
of Sess.) 805; 39 Sa L. Rh. 632; 10 


live there & enjoy it myself ”’ 
the words ‘* until I am able to live there 
& enjoy it myself ’? should be rejected, 
as a limitation until an impossible event 


WILLS. 


2664. ; Testator devised certain 
estates to trustees upon trust to pay the rents, etc., 
to A. & B., his wife, for their lives, & after their 
decease to settle & assure the cstates to the use of 
all & every the son & sons of A. & B. successively, 
for their respective lives, with intermediate 
remainders after the decease of each & every 
such son to the use of his first & other sons succes- 
sively in tail male, with remainders over, with an 
ultimate remainder to his own right heirs. The 
will contained a proviso that if A. & B. or any of 
their children who might be entitled to the estates 
should reside in foreign parts for more than six 
months while in enjoyment of the rents & profits 
of the estates, or if any son or remoter issue of 
A. & B. should fail, as therein mentioned, to pro- 
fess the Protestant religion, ‘‘ then the devises 
in favour of A. & B. & their sons & remoter issue 
should cease & be absolutely void, so far as con- 
cerned the rights & interests of the party making 
default, but not further or otherwise.” A tenant 
in tail male having come into possession, & both 
resided abroad & failed to profess the Protestant 
religion :—Held: (1) upon the true construction 
of the proviso testator had not shown an intention 
that the whole estate tail should determine, but 
that only the individual interest of the tenant in 
tail should cease, & yet the estate tail with all the 
remainders limited thereon continued for the 
benefit of those to whom testator intended the 
property to devolve after the death of the tenant 
in tail; (2) this intention of testator was one 
which could not legally be effected, &, conse- 
quently, the proviso was inoperative, & as to the 
operation of the proviso upon the ulterior re- 
mainders, assuming it to have amounted to a 
declaration that the whole estate tail should 
determine.— SEYMOUR v. VERNON (1864), 33 L. J. 
jh. 690; 10 L. T. 3973; 10 Jur. N. S. 487; 12 
W. RR. 729. 

2665. ———,|-- YATES ?. UNIVERSITY CoL- 
LEGE, LioNDON, No. 2662, arite. 

2666. What condition impossible — Condition 
against marriage with particular persons—Possible 
during lives of persons concerned.|—/ie BATHE, 
BATHE v. PUBLIC TRUSTEK, No. 2687, post. 

Impossibility as excuse for non-performance. |-— 
See Sect. 4, sub-sect. 4, B. (b), post. 














SUB-SECT. 2.—UNCERTAIN CONDITIONS. 
A. ln General. 


2667. Necessity for certainty - Condition to defeat 
vested estate—Event must be ascertainable.|—A 
condition which is to defeat a vested estate must 
depend on an event ascertainable from the begin- 
ning. 

G. C. gave his real & personal estates to trustees, 
upon trust, among other things, to invest his 
personal estate, & pay the interest to his son, 
T.J.C., for life, then to all the children of his son, 
& their heirs; & he gave all the residue amongst 
all the children, to be paid as they should attain 
twenty-one; “ provided that the devises herein- 
before contained to the children of my said son 
are made upon this express condition, they they 


together as husband & wife’? on death 
of testator — Wife drug addict d& in 
flome for Drug Addicts.J—BARKER v., 
WATSON’S TRUSTEES, [1919] 8. C. 109. 


:- Held: 


8. L. 'l’. 48.—SCOT., 

k. “ Until I aim able to live there & 
enjoy it myself."}-—A will executed in 
1851 contuined u clause in the following 
terms: ‘‘] leave to P. & M. D. the 
house & lands of I. until I am able to 


& the estate in the lands given to P. & 
M. D. passed to them unqualificd by 
these words.—BUNBURY tv. DORAN 
(1875), I. R. 9 C. L. 284, 286.—IR. 


1. Devise to wife conditionally on 
being reconciled tv husbaund—c& “living 


--SCOT. 
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m. Condition that devisee should farm 
land—‘* Until such time as he was in 
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be educated in England, & in the Protestant 
religion, according to the rites of the Church of 
England; & in case any one or more of such 
children shall be educated abroad, or not in the 
Protestant religion, according to the rites of the 
Church of England, then I do hereby revoke,” 
etc., & there was a gift over :—Held: the children 
took equitable estates tail, subject to be divested 
upon certain contingencies; the proviso con- 
stituted a condition subsequent to defeat vested 
estates, & was therefore to be construed strictly.— 
CLAVERING v. ELLISON (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 707 ; 
29 L. J. Ch. 761; 11 E.R. 282, H. L. ; affg. (1857), 
eee G. M. & G. 662, L. JJ. 3; affg. (1856), 3 Drew. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Exmouth, Exmouth v. Praed 


Sacre 23 Ch. D. 158; Jeffreys v. Jeffreys (1901), 84 

4 ‘T. 417. Apld. Re Moore’s Trusts, Lewis v. Moore 

(1906), 96 L. T. 44; Ite Sandbrook, Noel v. Sandbrook, 

Consd. Jte Lanyon, Lanyon v. Lanyon, 

{1927} 2 Ch. 264. Refd. Kiallmark v. Kiallmark (1856), 

26 L. J. Ch. 1; Duddy v. Gresham (1878), 39 L. T. 48; 
Ate Vyler (1901), 45 Sol. Jo. 204; Re Boulter, Capital & 
Counties Bank v. Boulter, [1922] 1 Ch. 75. 

2668. —-—- Both in expression & operation— 

Condition subsequent.|—-When a trust is created 

to secure the devolution of chattels as heirlooms, 

any limitations which are to take elfect by way 
of postponement or defeasance of an absolute 
interest are subject to all the rules which govern 
the validity of conditions subsequent. Such 
limitations, therefore, must be certain, not only 
in expression, but also in operation, & it is essen- 
tial to their validity that it should be capable 
of ascertainment at any given moment of time, 
whether the limitation has or has not taken effect. 
estator, who was a peer, bequeathed chattels 
to trustees, upon trust to permit & suffer the same 
to go & be held & enjoyed with the title, so far 
as the rules of law & equity would admit, by the 
person who for the time being should be actually 
possessed of the title, in the nature of heirlooms, 

& so that) no person in existence at the time of 

testator’s decease, or born in due time afterwards, 

& afterwards coming to the title, should have any 

other than a life interest in the same, & so that 

ho person should acquire an absolute interest in 
the same till the expiration of twenty-one years 
after the decease of all such persons as should be 

In existence at the time of testator’s decease & 

afterwards attaining the title :—Held: the latter 

clause of the limitations was void for uncertainty 

In operation, & the first person born after the death 

of testator who attained the title acquired an 

absolute interest in the chattels, notwithstanding 
that there was still living a person who was alive 
at the time of testator’s death, & who was capable 
of inheriting the title.— Re ExXmMouTu (Viscount), 

EXMOUTII (ViscoUNT) v. PRAED (1883), 23 Ch. 

D.158; 621.5. Ch. 420; 48 L. T. 422; 31 W.R. 

545. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Jeffreys v. Jeffreys (1901), 84 L. 'T. 
417. Reid. 2te Johnston, Cockerell v. Essex (1884), 26 
Ch. D. 538; Re Moore, Prior v. Moore, [1901] 1 Ch. 936 ; 
Re Will, Hill v. Hil, [1902] 1 Ch. 807; Re Sandbrook, 
Nocl v. Sandbrook, [1912] 2 Ch, 471; Ze Fowler, Fowler 
» Fowler, {1917} 2 Ch. 307; Re Lanyon, Lanyon v. 
Lanyon, [1927] 2 Ch. 264. 


B. What Conditions Sufficiently Certain. 
(a) Conditions as lo Behaviour. 


2669. Whether sufficiently certain.|—KINGSMAN 
v. KINGSMAN (1706), 2 Vern. 559; 23 E.R. 962. 
Annotations :~~Refd. Jones v. Nabbs (1718), Gilb. Ch. 146 ; 





a position to retire from active work ?-— 
Or ** a Na to give up work because 
of ill-health.’’]}—Re Morrison Estate, 
{1922] 3 W. - RR. 493; 68 D. L. RR. 
787.—CAN. 


n. Whether su 
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Devise conditionally on abstention from 
tntozicants 4: cards.J-—-JORDAN v. DUNN, 


44) 


Canning v. Canning (1729), Mos. 240; Drakeford v. 
Wilks (1747), 3 Atk. 539; Malim v. Keighley (1795), 2 
Ves. 529. 

2670. Condition to behave civilly.|ANON. 
(1701), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 362; 22 E. R. 308; sub 
nom. NEAL v. HANBURY, Prec. Ch. 173. 

Annotation :—Refd. Savery v. Dycr (1752), Amb, 139. 


2671. Condition to give up low company.|— 
Legacy, upon condition that the legatee shall 
change the course of life he has too long followed, 
& give up alllow company &, frequenting public 
houses, etc. The condition is such as a ct. will 
carry into effect, & the evidence not being con- 
clusive, an inquiry was directed, following the 
words of the will.—TATTERSALL v. HOWELL (1816), 
2 Mer. 26; 35 E. R. 850. 

Annotation :—Refd. Egg v. Dovey (1847), 10 Beav. 444. 


2672. Condition for ‘‘ discreet ’’ conduct.]— 
KR. granted an annuity to S. during her life, or 
so long as her conduct & behaviour should be 
discreet, & meet with the approbation of testator’s 
wife, & his other trustees. 

Semble: the condition that a woman’s conduct 
& behaviour shall be ‘ discreet’? is one of which 
the law will take notice —WYNNE v. WYNNE 
(1840), 2 Man. & G. 8; Drinkwater, 52; 2 Scott, 
N. R. 278; 10 L. J. C. P. 23; 4 Jur. 1114; 133 
E.R. 642. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Richards v. Hayward (1841), 2 Scott, 
N.1t. 670; Brooke v. Spong (1846), 15 M. & W. 153. 
2673. ~ Condition to ‘‘conduct himself 

steadily ’’—-To satisfaction of executors.|—Tes- 

tator by his will declared it should be in trustees’ 
discretion to advance all or any part of the principal 
of a fund to his son, or to his children, if he should 
be dead, in or towards his or their maintenance 
or advancement in the world, it being his wish 
that his son, if living, should have the whole 
benefit of such moneys if he should conduct him- 
self steadily & to the satisfaction of his trustees, 
with gifts over, in the event of the whole of such 
moneys not having been advanced by the trustees, 

The son having assigned his interest under the 

will, the trustees, after the widow’s death, paid 

the fund into ct. under Trustee Relief Act, 1858 

(c. 96), but did not suggest that the son had 

conducted himself otherwise than steadily & to 

their satisfaction :--JTeld: (1) upon the con- 
struction of the will, this was in effect a trust for 
the son, with a power for the trustees to deprive 
him of the fund if he should not conduct him- 
self steadily & to their satisfaction; (2) the 
trustees having declined to exercise that power, 
it was not competent to this ct. to exercise it ; 

& the fund was ordered to be transferred to 

the assignee.—Re Cork’s Trust (1858), 4 K. & J. 

199; 32 L. T. O.S. 239; 4 Jur. N. S. 158; 70 

E. Rh. 83. 

Annotations :—-As to (2) Refd. Re Tege’s Trusts (1866), 15 
L. T. 236: Re Kyre, Eyre v. Kyre (1883), 49 L. T. 259; 
Re Nettlefold’s Trusts (1888), 59 L. T. 315. 

2674. —-—— Condition to ‘‘ follow paths of virtue ”’ 
——& obey wishes of wife & executors. |——-Testator, 
referring to his daughter in his will, said, ‘‘ should 
she follow the paths of virtue & obedience to the 
wishes of my dear wife & my ecxors., they may 
give her, by instalments, when they think proper, 
the sum of £200.’’ The exors. disclaimed :— 
Held: the daughter was entitled to payment of 
£200.—MaAUD v. Maup (1860), 27 Beav. 615; 
29 7. J. Ch. 3125 54 i. R. 243. 











13 O. R. 267; 15 A. R. 744.—CAN. 

oO. Condition not to engage in 
malt or spirituous liquor traffic or gamble. ] 
—Re Quay (1907), 9 O. W. R. 823; 14 
O. L. t. 471.—CAN. 
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Sect, 3.—Validity : Sub-sect. 2, B. (b) & (c). 
(6) Conditions as to Place of Residence. 


2675. Whether sufficiently certain—Condition to 
reside in particular house.|—Devise of several 
estates to A. for life, with remainder to trustees 
to preserve contingent remainders, with remainder 
to the first & other sons of A. in tail male, with 
divers remainders over, with power, to the persons 
from time to time entitled to the estates devised, 
to lease all such estates, except an estate called 
Juts; & with a direction, that the presons, who 
should be entitled to & possessed of the devised 
estates, should not lease the estate called Juts, 
or any part thereof, & that every such person 
should live & reside on the said estate called Juts ; 
& for default thereof, all the devised estates to 
go over to the person next in succession, as if the 
person refusing or neglecting to reside or live at 
Juts was actually dead :—Held: in a suit by 
parties making title under a recovery suffered by 
A. & his eldest son, against a purchaser, for speci- 
fic performance, 1t was too uncertain what testator 
meant by the words live & reside for the ct. to 
determine that there had been a forfeiture & a 
specific performance decreed.—-FILLINGHAM  t. 
ar eae (1823), Turn. & R. 5380; 37 KE. RR. 1204. 


Annotations :-- Consd. Walcot 1. Botfleld (1854), Kay, 534; 
May v. May (1881), 44 L. T. 412; Jeffreys v. Jeffreys 
(1901), 84 L. T. 417. Refd. Potter v. Richards (1855), 24 
L. J. Ch. 488; Clavering 7. Ellison (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 
707; Duddy v. Gresham (1878), 39 L. T. 48; Ze Tyler & 

Charitable Trusts Acts, 1853 to 1894 (1901), 45 Sol. Jo. 

neg dee Vivian, Vivian v. Swansea (1920), 36 T. L. 2. 


2676. —--~,|—-A mansion & estate were 
devised to A. D., the wifeof T. D..for life, remainder 
to pltf. for life, he not committing any waste by 
suffering the house, etc., to go out of repair, with 
remainder over. The will contained a proviso, 
that all & every the person & persons entitled 
to the possession of the estate should, while he 
or they should continue so entitled, reside in the 
mansion, & make the same his or their principal 
place of abode, & that in case any such person or 
persons should refuse or neglect to go to, or dis- 
continue to reside & dwell at the mansion, the 
limitation to him or them should be. void. 
Testator bequeathed his residuary personalty to 
be invested in lands to be settled to like uses. 
A. D., shortly after the decease of testator, became 
a widow, & she refused to reside at testator’s 
mansion. Upon a claim, alleging the forfeiture of 
the estate by A. D., & praying the application of a 
portion of the personalty in performing necessary 
repairs & improvement of the mansion :—Held : 
the condition of residing & dwelling in a mansion 
was sufficiently certain to be enforced by forfeiture. 
& it applied to the female tenant for life as well 





WILLS. 


as to the other devisees.—DUNNE v. DUNNE (1855), 
7DeG. M. & G. 207; 8 Eq. Rep. 760; 25 L. T. 
O. S. 60; 1 Jur. N. S. 1056; 3 W. R. 380; 44 
EK. R. 81, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Dent v. Dent (1862), 30 Beav. 363 ; 

Stanford v. Roberts (1882), 52 L. J. Ch. 50. 

2677. -——--- ‘* Usual & common place of 
abode & residence.’’]|—A clause of forfeiture in 
case of the devisee not making the mansion house 
‘‘his usual & conimon place of abode & residence,”’ 
is not void for uncertainty. 

Testatrix devised an estate to A. for life, with 
divers remainders over. She provided that A., 
é& every other person who should by her will 
‘“become possessed or entitled ’’ to the estate, 
should make & use the mansion house as_ his 
‘usual common place of abode & residence,” & 
keep the same & the garden & desmesne lands 
thereto belonging in a suitable & proper state of 
repair, condition & cultivation. & in case A., 
or any other person who should be so possessed 
or entitled, should refuse or neglect to reside at & 
make use of the mansion house as his common 
place of abode & residence, or should wilfully 
suffer the same to fall into decay, or should con- 
vert or alter the garden or demesne lands to other 
purposes than those for which the same were then 
used & occupied, unless with the express consent 
of his trustees, then the limitation in his favour 
should cease :—Held: the trustees could not 
dispense with the condition as regarded residence, 
their power being limited to the case of an altera- 
tion of the garden & demesne lands.—WYNNE v. 
FLETCHER (1857), 24 Beav. 480; 53 5. R. 423. 

2678. ---— ‘* Permanent home.’’]—By her 
will dated in 1913 testatrix gave her dwelling- 
house to her niece, & she also bequeathed to 
trustees the sum of £7,000 upon trust for invest- 
ment, & to pay the income to her said niece, 
‘“‘in order to enable her to reside in the dwelling- 
house... for & during the term of her natural 
life or until she shall voluntarily cease to make 
the said dwelling-house her permanent home 
without power of anticipation & after her death ” 
testatrix directed her trustees to hold this sum & 
the investments representing it in trust for such 
person or persons for such purposes & in such 
manner as her niece should by deed or will appoint 
& in default as part of testatrix’s residuary estate, 
‘* Provided, however, that in the event of my said 
niece voluntarily ceasing to make the said dwelling- 
house her permanent home as aforesaid, I direct: 
that the said sum of £7,000 & the investments 
representing the same shall fall into residue ”’ :—— 
Held: (1) the gift was to the niece for her life or 
until she voluntarily ceased to make the dwelling- 
house her permanent home, whichever first 
happened, & the provision against ceasing to make 











PART XIII. ee SUB-SECT. 2. -- 
- (D). 


2676 i. Whether sufficiently certain - 
Condition to reside in particular house. | 
-~GARDINER v. GARDINER, [1920] St. 
R. Qd. 154.—AUS. 


p. Condition that beneficiary 
should retain possession of adjoining 
property. j—In the Will of Niven, 
rai v. NILEN, [1908] V. L. R. 332.--- 


q. - —_ Condition not to reside at 
apecified place for one year.) ~ Devise in 
fee provided devisce * comes to live & 
reside on the land devised during the 
term of his natural life’: with gift 
over * provided devisee docs not come 
to reside on the said land Ko devised to 
hina within one year after my decease ”’: 
—Held: the condition as to residence 
of the devisee was void for uncertainty ; 
&it was # condition subsequent, & not 


a condition precedent to the acquisition 
of the lund devised, but a condition of 
its retention—Re Ross (1904), 24 
Ch. T. 231; 70. L. BR. 4933; 3 
O. W. R. 405.—CAN. 

r. -—.)]-—Land was devised to the 
devisee after the death of her mother, 
testator having directed in the event 
of the devisee not coming toa live 
thereon that) it should be rented, & 
the rent paid to the devisec, the land 
to come to her heirs afterwards :— 
Held: these words did not operate to 
make the devise contingent or to inter- 
fere with her estate in fee: & in any 
circumstances the language was tou 
indefinite, if the clause was not invalid 
to create a forfeiture.—-IEAMILTON 1+. 
McKELLAR, 26 Gr, 110.—CAN. 


t. -.}+—Testator bequeathed the 
residue of his property to his brother, 
X., at present residing in I., New 





Zealand, provided that he or any of 
his sons came to live at) M. within 
one year after testator’s death, & in 
the event of X., or any of his sons not 
KO Comning to live at M., he bequeathed 
the residue to his brother A.: --dZeld : 
the condition as to residence was too 
vague to be enforced, & was void for 
uncertuinty, & that X. was entitled 
to the residue of the estate absolutely. 
—Re M‘CLEARY, Morratr v. M‘CLHEARY, 
[1923] 1 I. R. 16.—IR. 


a. Iffect of condition becoming 
illusory.J—Testator by will left two 
farms to his sou M., & by a codicil he 
provided that in the case of his son R., 
who was then in New Zealand, wishing 
to return & to settle in his native 
country, one of the farms should be 
given to him by testator’s exors. at 
such time & coupled with such condl- 
tions us they might deem expedient. 
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the house her home was not a condition subse- 
quent; (2) the gift was not invalid either as being 
contrary to public policy or as being too uncertain ; 
(3) if the niece, being a married woman, ceased to 
make the house her permanent home in pursuance 
of her husband’s injunction & because he wished 
to make another house the matrimonial home, the 
legacy would not determine. In such a case she 
would not cease to use the house as her permanent 
home “ voluntarily,’ but in pursuance of her 
legal duty to her husband.—He WILKINSON, PAGE 
v. PUBLIC TRUSTEE, [1926] Ch. 842; 95 L. J. Ch. 
528; 135 L. T. 736. 

2679. ----~ Condition not to reside abroad.|— 
Re Bouter, CapiraL & COUNTIES BANK v. 
BOULTER, No. 2804, post. 


(c) Other Conditions. 


2680. Condition not to dispute will.|—'l'estatrix, 
by her will dated May 18, 1861, gave the usufruct 
of her estate to her son, applt., charged with certain 
annuities in favour of her daughters & sisters. 
subject to the following condition :—-‘' Je veux et 
ordonne et ma volonte expresse est que si mes 
dites filles, ou aucune d’elles, venait a faire soit 
directement ou indirectement aucune demarche 
quelconque pour contester mon present testament, 
qualors et dans ce cas mes dites filles, ou aucune 
Welles qui voudraient ainsi chercher a contester 
mon present testament, soient privécs ou soit 
privée de tous droits queleconques dans ma dite 
succession, et de la rente viagére susdite, et) que 
quant a celles ou celle qui voudrait. contester mon 
dit testament, le legs a elle fait de la dite rente 
soit mon avenu et caduc; car telle est mon 
intention expresse.”’ 

One of the daughters, her husband being co- 
pltf, with her pro forma by protracted litigation, 
unsuccessfully impugned the will, as not having 
been duly executed, & as having been obtained by 
fraud & captation, & undue influence of applt. 
They obtained a decree of the Superior Ct. ; 
avoiding the will on the ground of informal 
execution, which was reversed by the Ct. of Q.B. 
of Quebec 5; the Superior Ct. then on remand dis- 
missed the suit, having decided the issues as to 
fraud & undue influence against them. Those 
issues were finally abandoned by their counsel in 
oral argument before the Privy Council. 

In an action brought thereafter by resps. (the 
daughter & her husband) to recover from applt., 
in respect of the annuity charged upon the estate 
as above, in which applt. pleaded a forfeiture 
thereof by female resp. under the penal clause by 
reason of said litigation :—Held: according to 
the true construction of the clause, it was neither 
void for uncertainty, nor contrary to good morals, 
nor prohibited by any positive law, nor contrary 
to public policy. —-EvVANTUREL wv. EVANTUREL 
(1874), L. R26 P.C.1;3 48.0. P.C. 58; 31 L. PT. 
105; 23 W. R. 32, BP. Co; previous proceedings 
(1869), L. R. 2 2P. C. 462, P. ©. 

Anotations :--Refd. Maxim Nordenfelt Guns & Ammuni- 
tion Co. v. Nordenfelt, [1893] 3) Ch. 630 ; Wilson v. Carniey, 
11908) 1 K. B. 729; Pullen vr. Pullen & Holding (1920), 
1238 L. T. 2038. 

2681. Condition as to interest in heirlooms. |— 
Re Exmoutn (Viscount), Exmoutrn (Viscount) 
w. Prakbp, No. 2668, anfe. 
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2682. Condition not to associate with specified 
relatives.| —- l'estator by his will gave his 
residuary estate to trustees upon trust to pay the 
income to K. for life, & after her death to divide 
the corpus among her children. By a codicil he 
declared that if she ‘‘ shall in any way associate, 
correspond, or visit with any of my present wife’s 
nephews or nieces,”’ etc., then the life interest was 
to be forfeited & a gift over was to take effect. 
On an originating summons taken out to ascertain 
the effect of the codicil upon the original gift :— 
Held: the condition was void for uncertainty.— 
JEFFREYS v. JEFFREYS (1901), 84 L. T. 417: sub 
nom, Re JEFFREYS, JEFFREYS v. JEFFREYS, 17 
T. L. 1. 356. 

2683. Condition as to marriage with person of 
ample fortune—-‘‘ To maintain her in comfort & 
affluence.’’|—-W. devised & bequcathed all proper- 
ties, real, freehold, & personal of which he might 
die entitled to trustees upon trust to pay to his wife 
during her natural life the annua] income to arise 
from his estates, & subject to legacies to his two 
daughters & a son devised & bequeathed the residue 
of his estates & properties of every kind by way 
of contingent remainders to two of his sons & his 
two daughters respectively, & continued: ‘ In 
case my dear wife M. should marry again & person 
of ample fortune to maintain her in comfort & 
affluence then I revoke the bequest of the life 
estate in my estates,’ & directed the provision 
made for his children to take effect on their reaching 
twenty-one vears or sooner if his exors. approved, 
but in case all his children died before twenty-one, 
which did not happen, then he bequeathed to his 
wife all his property. Testator was a land agent, 
his annual income, exclusive of that derived from 
investments subject to the trusts of certain settle- 
ments, was about £150 derived from the manage- 
ment of landed estates, & he also was tenant pur 
autre vie of a residence & lands. 

Some years after testator’s death his widow inter- 
married with F., who it was admitted was a person 
of ample fortune, had settled £10,000, over which 
M. was given a power of appointment by will, 
was well able to maintain his wife in comfort & 
affluence, & in fact did so. 

On a summons asking whether the life estate of 
M. had determined by her marriage with F. :--- 
iIcld: deciding the case as a pure question of 
construction, & construing the words “ comfort 
& affluence ” with reference to testator’s position 
in life, & to the fact that F. was in a position to 
maintain his wife in the state to which she had been 
accustomed, the defeasance of her life estate was 
not too vague to be enforced but was perfectly 
good.-- Re Moorr’s Trusts, LEwWIs v. Moore 
(1906), 96 L. "I, 44. 

2684. Condition to retain testator’s name—On 
marriage.|—-Testator directed that in the event of 
any of his daughters marrying, such daughter 
should retain the name of G. as an addition to the 
surname of her husband, & in the event of her 
failing to do so she should forfeit all benefits under 
the will :—Held: without further directions as to 
the manner in which the surname should be used, 
the forfeiture clause was void for uncertainty.- -- 
Re Gasstot, Brouanam v. RosE-GAsstoT (1907), 
51 Sol. Jo. 570, 


The farms were sold in a suit, under an 
order which reserved the question of the 
rights of the parties in respect of the 
proceeds, & realised £1,100 & £400, 
respectively. Tho exors. were dead. 
KR. had never returned, & was still in 
New Zealand :-—Held : the proceeds of 
the two farms should be divided into 


two equal parts, & that R. was entitled 
to be paid one woiety without returning 
to this country.—CROSKERY v. Rircuik, 
11901) 11. R. 437.—IR. 

b. Condition that beneficiary should 
not allow his mother to reside on his 
estate. J---WEMYsS v. WEMYS88’S TRUS- 
THES, [1921] Ss. C. 30.--SCOT. 


PART XIII. aah he SUB-SECT. 2.—- 
e Cc). 

ce. Condition as to death of bdene- 
ficiary before reeciving legacy.}—-A gift 
over of residue in the case of death of 
{lio legatee before actually receiving the 
legacy is void for unoertainty.—He 
Hupson, [1912] V. L. R. 140.—AUS. 
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2685. Condition relating to forfeiture on aliena- 
tion.|— Bequest of share of residue to J. for his own 
use absolutely, with a gift over in the event of J. 
being unable at any time prior to the actual pay- 
ment of the share to give a receipt for the same by 
reason of his having committed or suffered any act 
whereby he had deprived himself of the right to 
the benefit of such share. Before the money was 
handed over, J. had committed an act of bkpcy., 
which was followed by a receiving order & adjudica- 
tion :-—Held: the contingency was described with 
definite certainty, & consequently the gift: over 
was not void for uncertainty, but took effect.— 
Re GOULDER, GOULDER v. GOULDER, [1905] 2 Ch. 
100; 74 L. J. Ch. 552; 93 L. T. 163; 53 W. R. 
531; 49 Sol. Jo. 481. 

2686. Condition against control of parent.]— 
Three-fourths of testatrix’s residuary estate were 
given upon trust to pay the income to her two 
grandchildren up to Dec. 31, 1927, & then to divide 
the corpus between them. In case either grand- 
child should die before that date without leaving 
lawful issue his or her share was given to other 
persons, & the will then contained a declaration 
that if at any time on or before Dec. 31, 1927, 
either one or both of the grandchildren should 
“live with or be or continue under the custody, 
guardianship or control of their father ... or 
be in any way directly under his control, all 
benefits, profits & income provided to be given 
under this my will to both or either one of them, 
as the case may be, shall thereby cease & deter- 
mine, & it shall be at all times & under all circum- 
stances an absolute condition of either one or both 
of them receiving any income, benefit or legacy 
under this my will that he or she or both of them 
shall separately & individually continue to live 
free from his direct influence & control.’’ In case 
of forfeiture of the interest of a grandchild under 
this condition his or her forfeited share was to be 
held upon the trusts declared on the happening 
of the death of the grandchild before Dec. 31, 1927, 
without leaving lawful issue :—Held: (1) the 
clause was a condition in defeasance of an interest 
previously given ; (2) it was void as being contrary 
to public policy, because it was inserted with the 
object of deterring the father from performing his 
parental duties, & also because it was an attempt 
to interfere with the discretion of the ct. as to the 
custody & maintenance of its wards; (3) the 
condition was bad on the ground of uncertainty.— 
He SANDBROOK, Norn v. SANDBROOK, [1912] 2 Ch. 
oF >; Sl L. J. Ch. 800; 107 L. T. 148; 56 Sol. Jo. 
ieee Co i: (3) Refd. Re Lanyon, Lanyon v. Lanyon, 

2687. Condition against marriage with specified 
persons—-Inaccurate description of persons.|—-By 
his will testator made certain bequests of per- 
sonalty & a devise of a frechold house in favour of 
his son, pltf., on his attaining twenty-five, & be- 
queathed the residue of his estate to the Public 
Trustee upon trust in certain events for testator’s 
brother absolutely. By a first codicil made on the 
same day as the will testator directed that if his 
son should marry a certain lady therein named he 
should forfeit all benefits given by the will which 
should then devolve, according to the trusts of the 
residue, as if his son had died immediately after 
testator’s death without attaining twenty-one & 





PART XIII. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 3.—-A. 

2690 i. Whether valid—Condition post- 
poning free cnjoyment.j—In the Will of 
BICKERDIKK, BICKERDIKE v. HILL, 


2690 ii. ——- 


[1918] V. L. R. 191.—AUS. 

Any attempt by 
a testator to postpone the payment of u 
pecuniary legacy given to a person of 





WILLS. 


without leaving issue. By a second codicil 
testator extended the condition to marriage with 
a second lady therein named. Testator died in 
1918, & in 1921 pltf. having attained twenty-one, 
married his present wife, who was not one of the 
ladies mentioned in the codicils. In Feb. 1924, 
he attained twenty-five, & became entitled on 
possession to the real & personal property 
bequeathed. Both the ladies mentioned in the 
codicils were living, & one had married, & her 
husband was still alive. Neither of the ladies was 
fully & accurately described in the codicils, as in 
both cases testator had omitted the second 
Christian name, & in one he had given the lady 
the surname of her step-father. But pltf. in his 
aflidavit had identified the individuals intended. 
On a summons by pltf. asking whether the pro- 
visions in the codicils for forfeityre were valid, or 
void for uncertainty otherwise :—Held: (1) the 
condition was not void for uncertainty, nor illegal, 
inasmuch as it was only in partial restraint of 
marriage with particular persons ; (2) the condition 
was also not impossible of fulfilment so long as 
pltf. & either of the two ladies survived ; & there- 
fore appcet. took what was bequeathed to him 
subject to defeasance on breach of the condition 
at any time.--Re Batrne, BATHE v. PUBLIC 
TRUSTEE, [1925] Ch. 8377; 183 L. T. 1825 sub 
nom, Re BATHE, PUBLIC TRUSTEE v. BATHE, 95 
L. J. Ch. 37. 


_ SuB-secr. 3.—CONDITIONS REPUGNANT TO 
‘ INTEREST OF BENEFICIARY. 


4 
3] A. In General. 


2688. Whether valid.} —If land be devised upon 
condition, or reserving rent, it is void, for the 
reservation of rent or re-entry cannot be good but 
in respect that the reservor may by possibility 
take advantage of it, & the heir cannot have that 
which his ancestor himself could never have.— 
ANON. (undated), Plowd. Qrs. Ja, No. 88; 75 
EE. RR. 860. 

2689. --- .| --Conditions which are repugnant 
to the estate to which they are annexed are 
absolutely void, & may consequently be dis- 
reyarded (LINDLEY, L.J.).--HARBIN vv. MASTER- 
MAN, [1894] 2 Ch. 184; 6841. J. Ch. 388; 70 L. T. 
357; 10 'T. L. R. 340; 38 Sol. Jo. 306; 7 R. 159, 
C. A.3 affd. sub nom. WHARTON v. MASTERMAN, 
[1805] A. C. 186. 

Annotations :—Refd. Weatherall v. Thornburgh (1878), 8 
Ch. D. 261; Re Travis, Frost v. Greatorex, (1900) 2 Ch. 
541: Ree Deloitte, Griffiths v. Deloitte, [1926] Ch. 46. 
Mentd. ‘'albot v. Jovers (1875), L. KR. 20 Eq. 255. 


2690. -—---- Condition postponing free enjoy- 
ment.|--—-Devise to J. for life, remainder to his first 
& other sons in tail male; with a proviso, that if 
the devisees entitled to the possession of the estates 
shall be severally under the age of twenty-six, 
the trustees shall receive the rents, & apply them 
as directed. J. died, leaving a son under twenty- 
six :—Held: the proviso was void as against 
him.—LADE v. HoLrorp (1763), Amb. 479; 3 
Burr. 1416; 1 Wm. BI. 428; 27 BE. R. 313. 
Annotation :-—Refd, Southampton v. Hertford (1813), 2 

Ves, & 13, 54. 

2691. .j|--Testator, by his will, be- 
queathed to his exors. & trustees all the East 
India stock which should be standing in his name 
at his death, upon trust to accutnulate the dividends 
until 1D. should attain twenty-five, & then to 








full age is null & void us fettering the 
enjoyment of the gift, unless there is a 
gift over.—Re CaRTER, HARDING vt. 
CARTER, 21 N. Z. L. R. 227.—N.Z. 


Part XIJI.—ConpIrTIons. 


transfer the principal together with such accumula- 

tions, to D., his exors., administrators, or assigns, 

absolutely. The will contained also a rosiduary 
bequest. Testator had £2,000 Mast India stock 

standing in his name at his death :—Held: J). 

took an immediate vested interested in that legacy, 

although he was a minor at testator’s death— 

&, accordingly the ct. ordered the stock, with its 

accumulations, to be transferred to him on his 

attaining twenty-one.—SAUNDERS v. VAUTIER 

(1841), Cr. & Ph. 240; 10 L. J. Ch. 354; 41 E.R. 

482, L. C. 

Annotations :—Distd. Curtis v. Lukin (1842), 5 Beav. 147. 
Consd. Leeming v. Sherratt (1842), 2 Hare, 14. Apld. 
Rammell v. Gillow (1845), 15 L. J. Ch. 35. Distd. Joy v. 
Aspinwall (1854), 23 L. T.0.8.206. Apld. He Smith’s Will 
1855), 20 Beav. 197. Distd. Oddic v. Brown (1859), 4 

eG. & 5.179. Apld. fe Jacob’s Will (1861), 20 Beav. 

402. Consd. Pearson v. Dolman (1866), L. Rh. 3 Hq. 315. 

Apld. Re Bevan’s Trusts (1887), 34 Ch. D. 716.  Distd. 

Re Jobson, Jobson v. Richardson (1889), 44 Ch. D. 154. 

Apld. #e Johnson, Mills v. Johnston, [1894] 3 Ch. 204; 

Wharton vw. Masterman, [1895] A. ©. 186; te Thompson, 

Griffith v. Thompson (1896), 44 W. R. 582. efd. 

Lister v. Bradicy (1841), 1 Hare, 10; Festing v. Allen 

(1844), 5 Hare, 573; Packham v. Gregory (18415), 4 Hare, 

396; Re Rouse’s Kstate (1852), 9 Hare, 619; Chance v. 

Chance (18538), 16 Beav. 572; dete Colson’s Will rusts 

(1853), 2 Hq. Rep. 257; King v. Isaaeson (1253), 1 Sin. & 

G. 371; Petty v. Petty (18538), 22 L. J. Ch. 1065; Laxton 

v Eedle (1854), 19 Beayv. 321; Lonsdale v. Berchtoldt 

(1854), Kay, 646; Re Clulow’s Trusts (1859), 28 L. J. Ch. 

696; Gosling v. Gosling (1859), John. 265; Ingrain v, 

Suckling (1859), 33 Lh. UO. S. 89; Dundas v. Wolfe 

Murray (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 425; Re Buaxter’s Trusts 

(1864), 4 New Rep. 131; Hilton v. Hilton (1872), L. i. 

14 Kq. 468; Weatherall v. Thornburgh (1878), 8 Ch. D. 

261; Re Judkin’s Trusts (1884), 50 L. T. 200; Re Wrey, 

Stuart vo. Wrey (1885), 30 Ch. D. 507; Harbin v. Master- 

man, [1896] 1! Ch. 351; Ite Travis, Frost v. Greatorex, 

{1900] 2 Ch. 541; 2e Nunburnholme, Wilson vu. Nunburn- 

holme, [1912] 1 Ch. 489. 

2692. —---. ---.|—Testator gave a legacy to 
trustees for the maintenunce of A. & B. during 
their minority, ** & when & so soon as the youngest 
child should have been born twenty-one years,”’ 
to “pay & divide” it between them, if they 
should then both be Jiving. But if either of them 
should be then dead, then he gave his moiety 
over to other persons. They both died before the 
youngest would, if living, have attained twenty- 
one, but A., the eldest, had attained that age :— 
Held: <A. took a vested interest, & his repre- 
sentatives were entitled to a moiety.—Re Smitu’s 
WILL (1855), 20 Beav. 197; 24 L. J. Ch. 466; 21 
L. T. O. 8S. 3223; 1 Jur. N.S. 220; 3 W. RH. 277; 
52 K. R. 578. 

2693. ----—- .|— Unless there is in a will, or 
some codicil thereto, a clear indication of an 
intention on the part of the testator, not only 
that his devisees are not to have the enjoyment 
of the property he has devised until they attain 
twenty-five, but that some other person is to have 
that enjoyment; or unless the property is so 
clearly taken away from the devisees, up to the 
time of their attaining twenty-five, as to induce the 
ct. to hold that, as to the previous rents & profits, 
there has been an intestacy, the ct. does not 
hesitate to strike out of the will any direction that 
the devisees shall not enjoy it in full until they 
attain the age of twenty-five years. 

Expressions in a codicil of testator’s desire that 
real & personal property given by his will should 
not be enjoyed by any of the successive devisees 
till twenty-five, & direction to accumulate in the 
meantime :—Held: inoperative, there being no 
gift over. 








2696 i. ——— Condition limiting free 
enjoyment.}—Re LESTER, BURTON v. 
LESTER (1906), 75S. RL. N.S. W. 58; 23 
N.S. W. W. N. 240.—AUS. 








2696 il. .}~Testator by his 
will ap ointed his wife & another the 
exocutrix & exor. thereof & gave, 


devised & bequeathed to his wife all his 
T. real estate & personal property to 
deal with as she & her co-exor. deemed 
fit :——T/eld : there was an absolute gift 
of the T. estate & personal property to 
testator’s widow for her own benefit.— 
Inthe Willof HENDY, HAYES v. 
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The principle of this ct. has always been, to 
recognise the right of all persons who attain the 
age of twenty-one to enter upon the absolute use 
& enjoyment of the property given to them by a 
will, notwithstanding any directions by testator 
to the effect that they are not to enjoy it until 
a later age—unless, during the interval, the pro- 
perty is given for the benefit of another. 

If the property is once theirs, it is useless for 
testator to attempt to impose any fetter upon 
their enjoyment of it in full so soon as they attain 
twenty-one; & upon that principle, unless there 
is in the will, or in some codicil to it, a clear 
indication of an intention on the part of testator, 
not only that his devisees are not to have the 
enjoyment of the property he has devised to them 
until they attain twenty-five, but that some other 
person is to have that enjoyment, or unless the 
property is so clearly taken away from the devisees 
up to the time of their attaining twenty-five as 
to induce the ct. to hold, that, as to the previous 
rents & profits, there has been an intestacy-—the 
ct. does not hesitate to strike out of the will any 
direction that the devisees shall not enjoy it in 
full until they attain the age of twenty-five years 
(PAGE Woop, V.-C.).—GOSLING v. GOSLING (1859), 
John. 265; 5 Jur. N. S. 910; 70 EH. R. 423; 
subsequent proceedings, sub nom. CHRISTIE v. 
GOSLING (1866), L. R. 1 H. lL. 279, HH. L. 


Annotations :—Apld. Harbin v. Masterman, [1894] 2 Ch. 
184. Consd. Wharton v. Masterman, [1895] A. C. 186. 
Apld. 2c Couturier, Couturicr v. Shea, [1907] 1 Ch. 470; 
Re Jeffery, Nussecy v. Jeffery (1913), 110 L. T. 11. Refd. 
Re Parry, Powell v. Parry (1889), 60 L. T. 489; Re 
Johnston, Mills v. Johnston, [1894] 3 Ch. 204; se Tre- 
vanion, Trevanion v. Lennox, [1910] 2 Ch. 538. 


2694. ——- -|—Bequest of residue to four 
sons cqually, but the capital not to be divided 
until they should all become settled in life; the 
interest of their portions alone to be paid after 
they were all provided for, until they severally 
became thirty years old, when the capital to be 
placed at their disposal :—Held: the sons were 
entitled to payment of the capital on attaining 
twenty-one.—Ne JACOB’Ss WILL (1861), 29 Beav. 
402; 4L.1T. 104; 7 Jur. N.S. 302; 9 W. R. 474 ; 
54 KK. R. 688. 

2695. —--—- .|—Testator gave all his pro- 
perty, real & personal, to trustees for division 
amony his children, their shares to be paid when 
they respectively attained twenty-eight. The 
will further contained a clause cutting down the 
children’s shares to £1,000 each in the case of 
sons, & to £500 in the case of daughters, if any of 
them should embrace a religious life :—Held: 
there was an absolute gift to the children vesting 
on testator’s death, & the provision as to payment 
at twenty-eight was nugatory ; & the clause as to 
embracing a religious life was a condition repugnant 
to the former gift, & must be disregarded.—Re 
THOMPSON, GRIFFITIL v. THOMPSON (1896), 44 
W. R. 582; 40 Sol. Jo. 544. 

2696. ——-- Condition limiting free enjoyment.]— 
Testator gave his personal & landed estates to A. 
for life, & afterwards to B. for life, & then to the 
eldest son of C., & afterwards to his second, third, 
or any later sons he might have by D., & then to 
the eldest son & other sons successively of E. ; 
but all these to be subject to the outpayments & 
legacies following. Testator declared, ‘ that if the 
legacies & conditions of his will were not complied 








[1913] V. LR. 559.- -AUS. 


2696 iii. .J—Re BOWRRMAN 
(1918), 14 Tas. L. R. 18.—AUS., 

2696 iv. —-~-.]—A condition in 
restraint of sale anncxed to a devise in 
fee is void in law as being repugnant 
to the nature of an estate in fee.— 
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Sect. 3.—Validity : Sub-sect. 3, A. & B.| 


with exactly, then he left all the advantages of it 
to the next person in succession, subject to those 
legacies, & so on, unless they were discharged.”’ 
Hie gave many legacies & annuities by thirteen 
codicils, which, if not paid, those who were to 
inherit his personal estate were to be subject to 
the penalties in his will, & his personal estate was 
to go to the next he had entailed it on. C. had 
several sons :—Held: subject to the prior life 
estates, the eldest son of C. took the personal 
estate absolutely. 

It is the duty of the ct. to give effect to the 
intention of testators, as far as the rules of law 
will permit ; but if testator uses words, which by 
their plain import give an absolute estate, the 
circumstance of his giving the same absolute estate 
to a succession of legatees, in a manner in- 
compatible & inconsistent with the free enjoy- 
ment of the property plainly given to the first, 
will not authorise the ct. to alter the effect of the 
words by which that property is given. 

The first legatee of a quasi estate tail in per- 
sonalty takes the absolute interest, notwith- 
standing a manifest & avowed intention to give 
a succession of limited interests. 

The words of a will must be construed with 
reference to the subject-matter, & the same words, 
even in the same sentence, may have one effect 
in their application to real estate, & another 
effect in their application to personal estate (LORD 
LANGDALE, M.R.).—BYNG v. STRAFFORD (LORD) 
(1843). 5 Beav. 558; 12 L. J. Ch. 1695; 7 Jur. 
98; 49 I. R. 604; affd. sub nom. JIOARE v. BYNG 
(1844), 10 Cl. & Fin. 508, H. L. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Watkins v. Williams (1851), 3 Mac. & 


G. 622. Refd. Mussumat Bhoobum Moyee Debia v. Ram 
Kishore Acharj Chowdhry (1865), 10 Moo. Ind. App. 279. 


2697. —— .|—Testator gave to trustecs 
all his property upon certain trusts, & directed 
that certain specified sums of money should be 
invested for the benefit) of his four sons on their 
attaining twenty-one, such sums to be applied 
as the trustees in their discretion might think fit ; 
& he further directed that the sums specified 
should be very judiciously invested, as they were 
intended specially for the advancement in life of 
the respective recipients :—Held: the sons were 
absolutely entitled to the legacies, freed from the 
exercise of any discretion on the part of the 
trustees.—-Re JOHNSTON, MILES vv. JOHNSTON, 
[1804] 38 Ch. 204; 638. J. Ch. 753 3; 71 Li. T. 392 ; 
42 W. RR. 6163 38 Sol. Jo. 5643 8&8 R. 568. 

2698. .|—Where there is what amounts 
to an absolute gift, that absolute gift cannot be 
fettered by prescribing a mode of enjoyment 
(SWINFEN EADY, M.H.).---Re NELSON, NORRIS 
v. NELSON (1916), [1928] Ch. 920,n.; 97 L. J. 
Ch. 443,n.3 140 J. T. 371, n., C. A. 

Annotation :—-Refd. Re Smith, Public Trustee v. Aspinall, 

[1928] Ch. 915. 

2699. —--— Donee restrained from cutting 
timber.|——Testator gave freehold, copyhold & 
leasehold estates, & personal estate, to his sister 
absolutely, subject to a condition that, unless she 
made disposition thereof by will or otherwise, 
it should go to J., his heirs, exors. & administrators ; 














Lucas « GoOubpib, (1920) N. ZZ. L. RR. tion or gift) over 


WILLS. 


but in the event of his death without male issue, 
then over; but he restrained J. from felling 
timber on pain of forfeiting his estate & interest. 
The sister occupied the estate for many years, 
together with other property purchased. by herself, 
& she, by her will, disposed of the whole, certain 
portions of which she gave to L. for life, & then 
to the same J., his heirs, exors. & administrators, 
but with a like executory devise over, & a like 
prohibition against his cutting timber, & a proviso 
that he should keep the leaseholds fully estated 
with three lives. J. cut timber largely, & com- 
mitted other waste, & upon his death without 
leaving male issue, the persons interested under 
the executory devise over filed this bill to make 
his estate liable for the waste committed :—Held : 
although, when there was such a devise as in 
the present case, the devisee might cut timber 
so that he did not commit destructive or equitable 
waste, yet, in the event of the executory devise 
over taking effect, the persons interested under 
it would be entitled to an account against his 
estate for ail timber beyond what was required 
for necessary repairs, &, although the instrument 
creating the disposition declared that the breach 
of the prohibition should be on pain of forfeiture, 
still forfeiture was not the only remedy of the 
executory devisees. 

There is nothing repugnant in annexing such a 
condition to an estate in fee for the benefit of an 
executory devisee, if it be annexed during the life 
of the first devisee only (TURNER, L.J.).—BLAKE 
v. PETERS (1868), | De G. J. & Sm. 345; 1 New 
Rep. 603; 32 L. J. Ch. 200; 9 L. T. 247; 9 Jur. 
N.S. 886; 11 W. RK. 409; 46 E.R. 139, lL. JS. 
Annotation : —Refd. Rc Williames, Andrew v. Williames 

(1884), 52 L. Tb. 41. 

2700. -—-— Condition to carry on business.]-— 
Testator in this action, who died in 1890, by will 
bequeathed to his three sons, in equal shares, his 
business of a scientific Instrument maker, & the 
goodwill, stock-in-trade, & plant thereof, including 
the lease of the messuage or factory on which the 
same was carried on, upon condition that they 
paid to his wife during widowhood an annuity of 
£150, & he required his sons within three months 
of his death to declare in writing whether they 
accepted the conditions or not ; & if one son should 
accept & the others refuse, testator bequeathed the 
entirety of the business to the son so accepting ; 
& it was by the will provided that. if testator’s 
sons should cease to carry on the business, the 
messuage or factory should thereupon fall into 
& form part of his residuary estate. The three 
sons accepted the bequest of the business upon the 
conditions expressed in the will. In Jan. 1891, 
M., one of the sons, retired & assigned his share in 
the business to his brothers. On Nov. 15, 1892, 
the two sons who had continued the business 
assigned it to a limited co. The arts. of assocn. 
of the co. provided that the two sons should be 
inanaging directors for life if they continued 
qualified. All the shares of the co. had been 
issued to the two sons or their nominees, but 
certain debentures had been issued to outsiders. 
The business was then carricd on by the sons as 
3OIL 28 Se b.. R. 246.-- 


to which, on the — of 


28 — e e 

2696 v. --]—The position of 
an absolute unlimited owner subject to 
a conditional gift over is unknown to 
the law of England, but well known to 
the Seotch law. Hence in Seotland, 
although # conveyance to a man “ & 
his heirs & assigns whomsoever ”? makes 
him an absolute owner or fiar, there 
may follow a valid conditional 


vecurrence of the contemplated events, 
effect will be given.--—BARSTOW 1. 
BLACK, PATTISON t. HENDERSON (1868), 
L. RR. 1 Se. & Div. 392.—SCOT. 





2696 vi. -——-,J]-——- BROWN Uz 
Brown's TRusTEKS (1890), 17 KR. 
(Ct. of Sess.) 517; 27 Sc. I. R. 414.— 
SCOT. 

2696 vii. ——— ———, }] — MILLER'S 


TRUSTEES 0. MILLER (1890), 18 R. (Ct. 


SCOT. 


d. Devise over ‘Sin case my 
son shall die intestate or without issue.’’ | 
—Testator devised certain lands to his 
son H. in fee, with a devise over, & “ in 
case iny son H. shall die intestate or 
without issue ’?:—H/leld: ‘Cor’? must 
be read “and ’’ & the condition was 
inoperative. ---Re BascocKk, 9 Gr. 427. 





Part XIITI.—Connpririons. 


managing directors of the co. This was an 
originating summons taken out by the trustees 
of the will for the decision of the question whether 
the leasehold messuage had fallen into testator’s 
residuary estate. The co. & the debenture- 
holders appeared & submitted tothe jurisdiction : 
—Held: the direction that the leasehold messuage 
should fall into the residue was not a condition 
repugnant to, but must be construed as part of 
& as qualifying, the previous absolute gift to the 
sons; it was not necessary that all three sons 
should carry on the business, & the retirement of 
one son & assignment of his share to the others 
was not a ceasing to carry on the business; but 
the sons ceased to carry it on when they assigned 
it to the co. for the purpose of its being carried. 
on by the co., & the leasehold messuage then fell 
into the residuary estate.—Re Sax, BARNED v. 
Sax (1893), 62 L. J. Ch. 688; 68 L. T. 849; 41 
W. RR. 584; 37 Sol. Jo. 560; 3 BR. 638. 

2701. Condition to erect & maintain monu- 
ment.|—Testator by his will devised two freehold 
farms to his nephew on condition that he should 
set apart the rents & profits thereof for the term 
of five years’’ for the use & purpose of erecting 
on some portion,’ suggesting a particular situation, 
a monument to the memory of J. L., & at the 
expiration of the five years he directed that his 
nephew should enjoy three-fourths of the rents 
& profits, but should devote the balance or 
remaining one-fourth towards the maintenance 
& keeping in order of the monument :—VHeld: the 
erection of the monument was not intended as a 
mode of enjoyment of the property of the devisee, 
& the application of one-fourth of the rents & 
profits was intended to perpetuate the memory 
of J. L., &, therefore as to such one-fourth there 
was an intestacy.—He JONES, PARKER v. LicrH- 
BRIDGE (1898), 79 L. VT. 154. 

2702. ----- Condition against embracing religious 
life.|\—Rte ‘THOMPSON, GRIFFITH v. THOMPSON, 
No. 2695, ante. 

—--— Gift over of undisposed part of gift.) —Sce 
Part: X VI., Sect. 19, sub-sect. 8. F. (a), post. 

2703. —-—- Gift over if donee die Intestate.) --- 
A. devise over in case a prior devisee in fee shall 
die without having made a will is void as depending 
upon a condition repugnant to the preceding estate. 
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—-HotMEs v. GODSON (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 152 ; 
25 I. J. Ch. 317; 27 L. T. O. 8.8; 2 Jur. N.S. 
383; 4 W.R. 415; 44 FE. R. 347, L. TI. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Barton +. Barton (1857), 8 K. & J. 
512; Re Wilcocks’ Settimt. (1875), 1 Ch. D. 220; Fe 
Dixon, Dixon v. Charlesworth, {1903] 2 Ch. 458; Le 
Hanbury, Hanbury v. Fisher, [1904] 1 Ch. 415; Je 
Ashton, Ballard v. Ashton, [1920] 2 Ch. 481. Refd. 
Pennock v. Pennock (1871), L. Rh. 13 Kq. 144; Shaw v. 
Ford (1877), 7 Ch. D. 669; A.-G. 7. Ailosbury (1887), 12 
App. Cas. 672; Re Dugdale, Dugdale v. Dugdale (1888), 
38 Ch. D. 176; Metcalfe v. Metcalfe (1889), 43 Ch. D. 
633. Mentd. Webb v. Sadler (1873), 21 W. R. 394; He 
Fitzgerald, Surman v. Fitzgerald (1904), 90 L. T. 266. 
2704. ——-~~,]|—-Where there is an absolute 

devise or bequest of real or personal property, 

followed by a gift over in the event of the donee 
dying intestate, the gift over is repugnant & 

void.— BARTON v. BARTON (1857), 3 K. & J. 512; 

3 Jur. N.S. 808; 69 BK. R. 1212. 


Anolon :—Mentd. Simons v. Bagnell (1870), 19 W. R. 


2705. & childless.|—An executory 
gift over in the event of the donee of an absolute 
interest dying ‘‘ without a will & childless’”’ is 
void for repugnancy.—Re Dixon, DIxon ». 
CHARLESWORTH, [1903] 2 Ch. 458; 72 L. J. Ch. 
642; 88 L. T. 862; 51 W. R. 652. 

Bane ee :—Refd. Re Ashton, Ballard v. Ashton, [1920] 2 


2706. Condition relating to mental 
capacity of donee.|—A gift over by will of real & 
personal property in the event of the original 
absolute donee dying mentally unfit to manage his 
own affairs is repugnant & void as tending to 
contravene the law by providing a different devolu- 
tion of the property from that prescribed by law 
in the event of an absolute owner dying intestate. 
Re ASHTON, BALLARD v. ASHTON, [1920] 2 Ch. 
481; SOL. J. Ch. 583; 124 L. T. 374; 65 Sol. Jo. 
44. 

2707. Condition not to live under control of 
parent.| —Re SANDBROOK, NOEL v. SANDBROOK, 
No. 2686, ante. 




















B. Conditions in Restraint of Alienation. 
2708. Whether valid.|—ANON. (undated), 2 Co. 


Litt. 223 a. 
Annotation :-—Reld. Holmes v. Godson (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 


NEAU (1906), 11 O. TE. RR. 3495 7 


O. W. BR. 191.—CAN. 


2708 i. Wiether valid.j—Ift testator 
gives proper y to a beneficlary directly 
or absolutely, he cannot validly attach 
a condition that it shall cease to belong 
to him if he attempt to give it away or 
RCI] it.---JAMES 1. GARD (1887), 13 
V. i. BR. 908.--AUS, 

2708 ii. ———.]—J., by her will left. 
the rents & profits of realty to S. for life, 
& directed that after the death of 5S. 
the property was to be sold, & @ share 
thereof was to be given to G. The will 
also contained a proviso that in case 
(4.’8 interest was voluntarily or in- 
voluntarily alienated from him, then 
that interest was to be forfeited by G. : 
-~-HTeld: as GQ. took a vested estate in 
fee in remainder, expectant on the 
death of S., the attempted restraint 
was Void ,.——GAZZARD 0, JOBBINS (1893), 
14 N.S. W. GL. RR. (186q.) 28; ONL SW. 
W.N. 106,.---AUS. 

2708 ili, —-—.J-—-ASKEW 0. YARVELI 
(1893), 14S. R. N.S. W. 336.—AUS. 

2708 iv. ——.]}—Re Lyons, [1908] 
V. G. R. 190.—AUS. 

2708 v. E-SMITH 0. PERPETUAL 
TRUSTEE Co., Ltp. & DELOHERY (1910), 
11 C, L. R. 148.—AUS. 





2708 vi. ———-.]— Re McKRELuAR, 
{1916] V. L. R. 220.—-AUS. 
2708 vii. ———.)—-Re DUNN, DUNN ¥. 


McCowan, [1927] St. R. Qd. 265.—- 
AUS. 


2708 viii. -.-—-Re Drew & Mce- 
Gowan, 21C.L. T. i865 10.0. R. 575. 
—-CAN. 

2708 ix. .]—G. devised property 
to his three sons, M., H., & G., in fee 
rimple & In joint tenancy, adding that 
they * shall not be at liberty to sell any 
part of my homestead farin herein 
willed, except to each other, & so 
desecond to their heirs to the third 
generation ’?:—JIicld: the condition 
in restraint of wlienation as void..— 
GALLINGER 1. FARTANGER, 6 ©. P. 512. 
~~CAN. 








2708 x. —-- .}——EARIS ©. MCALIMINE, 
6 A. R. 145. —CAN. 

2708 xi. —- ——.| -- MCF ARTLANE?. HEN- 
DERSON (1908), 16 O. IL. R. 725 I1 
O, W. R. 218.--CAN. 

2708 xii. ———. |--- Testutor by his will 


devised certain land to his ‘fson_H. 
his heirs & assigns, to have & to hold to 
said H., his heirs & assigns, for his & 
their sole & only use forever, subject to 
the condition that the said H. shall not 
during his lifetime either mtge. or sell 
(the Jand) thus devised to him" :—- 
Held: the restraint on alienation, being 
limited, was good.—Re PORTER (1 907), 
yO. W. R. 197; 13.0. L. R. 399.— 
CAN. 

2708 xiii. ——--.}---Re Martin & Daa- 


2708 xiv. ——--.]— 'Testator by his will 
devised certain real estate to two of his 
nephews subject to the following 
eondition: “ But neither of my said 
nephews is to be at liberty to sell his 
half of the said property to any one 
except to persons of the name of O.’'s 
in my own family ; this condition is to 
attach to every peer of the said 
property ":—Held: the condition was 
valid. —O’'SULLIVAN t. PHELAN, 17 
QO. It. 730.-—CAN. 

2708 xv. .}--Tegtator who died 
in 1854, devised land to his two sons 
in fee “ but not to be assigned to any 
person, except a son of his, for the term 
of twenty years from the day of his 
decease ’?:—-Held: the condition was 
not vold, us in general restraint of 
alienation.—PENNYMAN v. McGROGAN, 
18 C. P. 132.-—-CAN. 

2708 xvi. -——--.]—‘Testator devised as 
follows: “ I also will that that portion 
of the within-mentioned lands which lL 
have hereby bequeathed to my gon W., 
to my son R., & to my son J. shall not 
he disposed of by them, either by sale, 
by mtge. or otherwise, except by will 
to their lawful heirs ’’:—Held: the 
condition imposed by the will was 
invalid, pltf., one of the devisees, was 
entitled to hold the land freed from the 
restrictions above mentioned.—-Hrnp- 





448 


Sect. 3.—Validity: Sub-sect.3, B 
|—Larae’s Case (1587), 3 Leon. 


2709. 
182; 74 KE. R. 620. 





Annotations :-—Consd. Re Rosher, Rosher v. Rosher Ceri 
Refd. Doe d. Mitchinson v. Carter 


26 Ch. D. 801. 
8 Term Rep. 57. 


2710. ———.|—SpitrLE & DAVIE’S CASE (1588), 
2 Leon. 88; Owen, 8,55; 74 EH. R. 339. 
Annotation : ~Refd. Re Mosher, Rosher v. Rosher (1884), 


53 L. J. Ch. 722. 


2711. ——.|—-GERMIN v. AScoT (1594), Moore, 


K. B. 364; 72 KE. R. 631. 


Annotations :—Consd. Corbect’s Case, 
(1600), 1 Co. Rep. 83 b. Refd. Mildmay’s Case (1606), 6 
Portington’s Case (1613), 10 Co. Rep. 


Co. Rep. 40a; 
35 8. 


LESTONE v. HEDDLESTONE, 15 O. Ki. 
280.—CAN. 


2708 xvii. .]—2e WINSTANLEY, 6 
O. R. 315.—CAN. 


2708 xviii. ——-.]— After a devise to his 
son C., his heirs & assigns for ever, of 
certain lands, testator added that his 
dovise to C., was subject to this express 
condition, that he should not. sell or 
mtge. the land during his life, but with 
power to devise the same to his children 
as he might think fit in such way as he 
might desire :—Held: the case was 
governed by fre W rata 60.R. 315, 
& the property was not clothed with a 
trust, in favour of the children. but the 
deviseo took it in fee simple with. 
however, a valid prohibition against 
selling & mortgaging it during his life. 
—Re NORTHCOTE, 18 O. R. 107.~-CAN. 


2708 xix. .)— Devise of real 
estate to a son with a condition as 
follows: “* But I direct that before my 
said son... shall sell, mtge. trade or dis- 
pose of, or encumber the said property or 
any part thereof, or any farm produce 
or timber, that he shall first obtain the 
consent of i 








my sister. .. .’’:—Held: 
the restriction being against all kinds 
of alienation, & in that regard absolute 
& unlimited, as the required consent 
was a condition precedent to any kind 
of alienation & unlimited as to time, 
the restraint was void.--McRiak ct. 
McRAKR, 30 O. R. 54.--CAN. 

2708 xx. —— -.}—By his will) P., after 
giving a life estate to his widow, 
devised lands to his son as follows 
“That T. do inherit) the same as his 
property on the conditions that he 
never will or shall make away with it 
by any means but keep it for his 
heirs ’? :—fAfeld the condition attached 
to the devisc was invalid being an 
absolute unqualified restraint on aliena- 
tion.-- Re WATSON & Woons, 14 O. KH. 
48.—CAN. 


2708 xxi. .}—Devise of real estate 
to two grandchildren in fee, with a 
condition as follows: “ & I further 
will & direct, & it is an express condi- 
tion of this my will & testament that 
none of the devisees herein ... that 
is to say neither my said grandchildren 
. . . Shall either sell or mtge. the lands 
hereby devised to them ”’ :-— Feld: an 
absolute & unqualified restraint on 
alienation & 80 tvalid.—Jie SHANACY 
& QUINLAN, 28 O. KR. 372.—-CAN. 


2708 xxii. -J]— Testator devise 
land to his three sons, in equal shares, in 
fee simple, adding, ** without power to 
them, or any of them, to charge or alien 
the same or any part thereof except by 
. . » will” :-—Held: a valid restraint 
on allenation.—Re BELL, 30 O. R. 318. 
—CA 








2708 xxiii. --—-.]—-A_ direction in a 
devise in fee simple that the devisee 
should ** not sell, or cause to be sold, the 
above-named lot, or any part thercof, 
during her natural life, but she shall be 
at liberty to grant it to any of her chil- 
dren whom she shall think proper ’’ :— 
Held: a valid restraint upon aliena- 
tion.—SMitTn v. Faucutr, 45 U. C. R. 
484.—CAN. 


Corbet v. 


WILLS. 





2712. 


J—A devise to his two sons, & if 
either of them or their heirs do sell it, that the gift 
shall be void; & directing an annuity to be paid 


by them to his eldest son & his heirs, conveys an 


1798). estate in fee. 


560. 
2718. 





Corbet .M. 
Ch. D. 801. 


2708 xxiv. ———.]— RENAND vv. 'PTOUR- 
ANGEAU (1867), C. Rh. 5 A.C. 377.—CAN. 

2708 xxv. .J--A clause in a will 
rendering the property therein con- 
veyed wunattachable by the creditors 
of the legatee Is not valid —RENAUD 
vy. GUILLET (1869), 12 L. C. J. 90, 
FP. C.—CAN. 

2708 xxvi. —— .]—-A devisee of real 
estate under a will was restrained from 
selling or incumbering it for a period 
of 25 years after testator’s death :— 
Held: as the restraint, if general, 
would have been void the limitation 
as to time did not make it valid.— 
BLACKBURN 0» MCCALLUM (1903), 33 
Ss. C. It. 65.—CAN. 

2708 xxvii. .}—A condition in re- 
straint of alienation to a devise in fee, 
even though its operation is limited 
to a particular time, e.g. to the life of 
the devisee, is void in law, as being 
repugnant to the naturo of an estate 
in fee simple.-—f?e CARR, CARR v. CARR 
(1914), 20 B.C. IR. 82.—CAN. 

2708 xxviii. -———.]—MUHAMMAD AB- 
DUL Masip v. FATIMA Birr, 1. L. Rh. 8 
All, 393; I. R. 12 Ind. App. 159.--IND. 

2708 xxix. .}—ASHUTOSH. DUTT 
v% DOORGA CHURN CHATTERJEE, I. L. R. 
5 Cale. 488: 5 C. L. R. 296; L. RR. 6 
Ind. App. 182.—IND. 

2708 xxx. -——.] — ABDUL KARI 
KWAN tv ABDUL QAYUM KHAN (1906), 
I. L. It. 28 All. 342.—-IND. 











2708 xxxi. ——--.]—KIpDD v. DAVIES 
ExEcuTors, [1920] N. Z Le. R. 486.— 
2708 xxxii. -}—STEWART’S Trus- 








TEKS v. STEWART (1897), 25 R. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 302; 35 Se. L. t. 298; 585. L.0. 
232.—SCOT. 


2708 xxxiii. ———.]-—-MICKEL’S FACTOR 
v. OLIPHANT (1892), 20 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 
172; 30 Sc. L. R. 209.—SCOT. 


2708 xxxiv. STEWART v. WIL- 
KIE (1892), 19 It. (Ct. of Sess.) 630; 
29 Sec. L. It. 534.—SCOT. 


2708 xxxv. -.}--Where parents 
during lifetime made over for a price 
certain property to their son, with the 
stipulation that ‘‘ the said ground shall 
not be sold or disposed of to a stranger, 
but shall continue to remain among the 
legal heirs ’ :—Held:; this stipulation 
placed a restriction on the son prohibit- 
ing alienation outside of the class 
named, 1.e. the legal heirs, creating 
thereby a fidei-commissum conditioned 
to come into existence on a breach of 
the prohibition; yet mtges. by the 
son, not heing absolute alienations, 
did not constitute a breach until 
enforced by a judicial sale.—JosEPrn 
vw MULDER’S EXECUTRIX, 18 8S. C 
20.—S. AF. 

2708 xxxvi. -J—RYKLIEF’s HEIRS 
v. RYKLIEF’S EXECUTORS, 138. C. 64.- 
S. AF. 

2708 xxxvii. .}—A condition in a 
will that *‘ all the heirs shall have no 
right under the will to se)l certain land 
until the second generation,” is not 
sufficient by itself to create a fidei- 
commissum in favour of the children 
or other descendants of such heirs.— 














This is a void condition, being annexed to a fee 
(per CuR.).—SHAILARD v. BAKER (1600), Cro. Eliz. 


744: 78 EB. R. 977, 
Annotation :—Retd. Meredith v. Webbor (1666), O. Bridg. 


J—Muscnamp v. BLUET (1617), J. 
Bridg. 132; 123 E. R. 1258. 
Annotations :—-Consd. Holmes v. 

G & G. 152; Re Rosher, Rosher v. Rosher (1884), 26 
Refd. Doe a. Gill v. Pearson (1805), 6 Hast, 
173: Attwator v. Attwater (1853), 22 L. T. 0.8. 150; Re 
Macleay (1875), L 6 


Godson (1856), 8 De 


. R. 20 Eq. 186. 


LIND v. CALITZ, 9S. C. 268.—S. AF. 

2708 xxxviii. .J}—NEL v. NEL’S 
EXECUTORS, 8 S. C. 189.—S. AF. 

2708 xxxix. .}—A testator who 
in making bequests has in his will 
used the words, ‘‘ I desire that the 
immovable property in my estate shall 
he kept in the family name as long as 

ossible,’? cannot be deemed to have 
mposed a fidei-commissum on the 
property, & to have thereby prohibited 
its alienation outside the family.— 
Re Canty, 11 S. C. 123.—S8. AF. 

2708 x!l. .J—Testator after giv- 
ing & bequeathing a certain farm to 
his children in equal shares with the 
housebold furniture in the homestead 
& the movable property in the mill & 
appertaining thereto added the follow- 
ing words: ‘f But jit is my wish that. 
my children shall not alienate tho 
aforesaid property from the family : 
—IJTeld: in the absence of a clearly 
expressed intention to prohibit. such 
alienation, no fide’ coammismon was 
created by tho will.—Hr p. ‘TERWIN 
(1908), 25 S.C. 890.—S. AF. 











2708 xli. ——.]—Dr Jacer v. DE 
feet (1909), 3 Bueh. A. C. 555.-- 
2708 xlil. -———.]—Lirescuirz & Toocn 


v RAUBENHEIMER (1909), 26 S.C. 78. 
—S. AF. 

2708 xliii. -.}—TTusband & wife by 
joint will bequeathed certain portions 
of land to their five sons &, after 
expressing a wish that if any of the sons 
wished to let or sell their portions they 
should give the first preference to one or 
more of the brothers, added the words 
‘the above ure our wishes & conditions 
with respect to all the said portions of 
land because we desire that the land 
shall remain to our sons & their de- 
seendants ’"?:—TIeld: no  fidet com- 
missum in favour of the sons’ descen- 
dants was creuted by the will.—/e 
LOURENS ESTATE, [1912] C. Pp. D. 643. 


2708 xliv. --——.]}—Where land is be- 
queathed jointly fo undivided shares & 
with the restraint that the co-legatees 
may sell to each other but not to 
strangers, the law does not enforce 
such restraint literally by completely 
debarring a sale to a stranger, but 
rather allows such a sale if the co- 
legatees waive their right & decline to 
purchase.-—ScCHORMAN @. Russouw, 
[1915] C. P. D. 446.—S. AF. 

2708 xiv. -J—VAN WUIK v. POSE- 
MANN, [1915] C. P. ID. 672.--S. AF. 

2708 xivi. ———.}— Where land was he- 
queathed subject to the condition that 
the legatee was prohibited from selling, 
exchanging or mortgaging it & that 
he was bound to dispose of it after his 
death by will to his eldest son in any 
lawful marriage which he might 
contract :—Held: a fidei-commiasumn 
was created.—Fr pn. JINGELBRECHT, 
[1916] C. P. D. 732.-—S. AF. 

2708 xlvii. --—.]--Ez p. VAN ROOYLN 
ESsTaTE (1917), 38 N. L. R. 79.—-S. AF. 

2708 x\iviii. .}—— Testator  be- 
queathing landed property to his chil- 
dren stipulated that the property should 
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2714, -|—PIERCE v. WIN (1677), 1 Vent. 
821; 86 F R. 208. 
Annotation: -Consd. Bradley v. Peixoto (1797), 3 Ves. 324. 
2715. -.|—Testator devised lands to A. B. & 
his heirs for ever, but if A. B. died without heirs, 
then to C. D., who was a stranger in blood to A. B., 
& his heirs; orifin case A. B. offered to mortgage 
or suffer a fine or recovery upon the whole or any 
part thereof, then to go to C. D. :—Held: A. B. 
took an estate in fee with an executory devise 
over, to take effect on conditions which were void 
in law, & a purchaser in fee from A. B. would have 
a good title against all persons claiming under the 
said will.—WaRE v. CANN (1830), 10 B. & C. 433 ; 
5 Man. & Ry. K. B. 341; 8L. J. 0.8. K. B. 164; 
109 E.R. 511. 
Annotations :~—Consd. Holmes v. Godson (1856), 8 De 
M. & G. 152. Apld. He Wolstenholme, Marshall v. 


G. 
Aizlewood (1881), 43 L. T. 752. Refd. Shaw v. Ford 
(1877), 7 Ch. D. 669; Re Rosher, Rosher v. Rosher (1884), 


26 Ch. 1D. 801 

2716. .|—-A. devised property to B. for life, 
remainder to her children, remainder to such uses 
as she should by will appoint, remainder over to 
L. in fee, with a clause against alienation during her 
lifetime. She married, & during her coverture, 
with the concurrence of her husband, aliened the 
property in fee. After his death, she made a will 
In pursuance of the power reserved in the will of 
A.:—Held: the clause against alienation was not 
effectual. DOE d. HVANS v. WILLIAMS (1840), 5 
Jur. 219. 

2717. —-—.]—Testator gave as follows: ‘I give 
to my brother G. C., for his natural life, the 
dividends from £5,000 New 34 per cent. Govt. 
stock. Ifthe said G. C. should die or become bkpt., 
then the said dividend shall be paid to his wife, if 
she shall then be living, for her life; she is to lay 
it out for the good of his children. But if she 
should be the longest liver & get married again, 
then she shall have nothing more to do with the 
money. The exors. shall then have full control 
over the money, & shall lay it out as they think best 
for such of the children as remain under age. & 
when the youngest child becomes of the age of 
twenty-one years, then the said £5,000 shall be 
sold, the money shall be then equally divided 
between such of the said G. C.’s children as shall 
then be living, equally, share & share alike; but 
no one of the said children shall be allowed, or 
shall ever sell or part with his or her share or 
interest in the said money until it shall be divided ; 
if, on proof of any one or more of them having done 
so, then his or her share wil] from that time become 
the property of the other children.’ G. C. died in 
1836, leaving his widow & six children surviving. 
J.C... one of the children, being insolvent & arrested 
& committed to prison in Aug. 1840, presented his 
petition under Judgments Act, 1837 (c. 110), 
thereby stating he was willing that all his real & 
personal estate & effects should be vested in the 
provisional assignee for the benefit of his creditors, 
& praying for his discharge. On Aug. 8, the usual 
vesting order was made, & on Sept. 3, following the 
insolvent filed his schedule. On Feb. 27, 1841, the 
insolvent was adjudged to be entitled to the benefit 
of the Act, & discharged from custody. The 
widow of G. C. died in May, 1843. The youngest 
child of G. C. attained twenty-one on Jan. 16, 
1844 :—-Held: at the time of his presenting his 





remain from generation to generation as 11.—-S. AF. 


a perpetual inheritance for the heirs of 
such property :—//eld: as there was 
no restriction against alienation & no 
clear expression of intention to create 
a fidet-commissum, no fidei-commissum 
had been created.—ScHORMAN 1%. 
REGISTRAR OF DEEDS, [1918) T. P. D. 


J.—VOL. XIV. 


2708 1. ——--.]—-I?e WINSNES (Alta.), 
[1924] 2 W. W. R. 561.—CAN, 

e. Declaration that on death of dis- 
ponee without male issue survived by 
testator’s daughter d&: hetr-at-law, estate 
should ** revert’ to tes(ator’s daughter— 
Whether clause of return effectual to 
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petition & of vesting order, J. C.’s interest in the 
£5,000 stock was both contingent & reversionary, 
the clause restraining alienation was valid, by 
means of the petition, the vesting order upon it, & 
his discharge so procured, J. C. parted with his 
interest under the will within the meaning of the 
clause restraining alienation, & the same went over 
to the other children.—CuURCHILL v. MARKS 

(1844), 1 Coll. 441; 14L. J. Ch. 65; 4L.T. 0.8. 

452; 63 E.R. 491; sub nom. MARKS v. CHURCHILL, 

9 Jur. 155. 

Annotations :—Apld. Rochford v. Hackman (1852), 9 Hare, 
475. Consd. Ite Porter, Coulson v. Capper, [1892] 3 Ch. 
481. Refd. Holmes v. Godson (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 
152; Re Cott’s Trust (1864), 10 Jur. N. S. 536; Lee 
Dugdale, Dugdale v. Dugdale (1888), 38 Ch. I). 176; 
Re Smith, Sinith v. Smith, [1916] 1 Ch. 369. 

2718. ——.|—-Devise in fee, with an earnest 
hope & request that the devisee would not sell, 
alien or dispose of the estate, except by way of 
exchange or for reinvesting in other estates :— 
Held: the restriction was repugnant & void.— 
Hoop v. OGLANDER (1865), 34 Beav. 513; 6 New 
Rep. 57; 34 L. J. Ch. 528; 12 L. T. 626; 11 Jur. 
N.S. 498; 13 W. R. 705; 55 EK. R. 733. 

2719. .|—A bequest of a share of residuary 
personal estate in trust for A. for life, & after the 
decease of A. for his children equally, to be vested 
interests in such children at twenty-one, with power 
to apply the income for their maintenance during 
their minorities, & a gift over on default of such 
children; & a proviso, that, if A. should in any 
manner sell, assign, transfer, incumber or otherwise 
dispose of or anticipate his share or any part thereof, 
then, immediately after such alienation, sale, as- 
signment, transfer or disposition, the bequest in 
trust for A. should cease, determine & become 
utterly void, as if the same had not been mentioned 
in the will, or as if A. were dead. <A., being in 
prison for debt, presented a petition for his dis- 
charge under Judgments Act, 1837 (c. 110), & 
thereupon the vesting order was made :-—Held : 
there was a valid limitation over of the share of 
A.3 taking the benefit of the Insolvent Act was a 
voluntary alienation of his share by A.—RoOcH- 
FORD vt. TTACKMAN (1852), 9 Hare, 475 5; 21 L. J. Ch. 
511; 19. T. 0.8.5: 16 Jur. 212; 68 FE. R. 597. 
Annotations >—Consd. J?e Stone’s Estate (1869), 18 W. R. 

222; Re Moore, Trafford v. Maconochie (1888), 39 Ch. D. 

116. Refd. Hare v. Burges (1857), 4 K. & J. 45; Joel v. 

Mills, Harvey v. Mills (1857), 3 K. & J. 458; Ite Catt’s 

Trusts (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 46; Pearson v. Dolman 

(1866), L. R. 3 Faq. 315; Craven v. Brady (1869), 4 Ch. 

App. 296; Re Ainherat’s Trusts (1872), L. R. 13 Eq. 464; 

Hurst «7. Hurst (1882), 21 Ch. D. 278; Re Machu (1882), 

21 Ch. D. 8383 Ae Dugdale, Dugdale v. Dugdale (1888), 

38 Ch. D. 176; Adams v. Adama~, [1892} 1 Ch. 369; 

Rte Holford, Holford v. Holford, (1894) 3 Ch. 30; He 

Carew, Carew v. Carew, [1896] 1 Ch. 527 Re ; 

key p. Lovell, [1901] 2 K. B. 16; Wynn wv. Conway Corpn., 

[1914] 2 Ch. 705. 

2720. ----—.|--- Devise of real & personal estate 
to A. absolutely, with a proviso that A.’s interest 
should cease if B. or his wife or their children 
should become entitled to any part of the estate by 
gift, sale, etc., from A.:—Held: the clause of 
forfeiture was void.—LUDLOW v. BUNBURY (1865), 
35 Beav. 36; 55 E. R. 807. 

2721. |—Testator by his will, directed his 
residuary real & personal estate, after the death of 
his wife, to be divided into as many shares as he had 
nephews & nieces & he thereby gave one of such 
shares to each of his nephews & nieces. By a 











prevent gratuitous alienation by dis- 
ponec.}— LORERTSON v. HAY-Boyp 
[1928] S. C. (A. L.) 8.-—--SCOT, 


f{. Right of bencficiaries solely intercsted 

T'o waive restraint on sale to strangers. ] 
—Kr pnp WRFESSELS (OR POTGIETER), 
[1923] 0. P. D. 11.—S. AF. 


a G 
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Sect. 3.—Validity: Sub-sect. 3, B.| 


subsequent clause in the will testator declared that 
if the share of his nephew W. should become liable 
to be seized, etc. or if he should alien it, then 
immediately on either event happening his interest 
in such share should cease, & the same should go 
to his sisters :-—Held: the gift to W. was absolute, 
& the subsequent condition against alienation was 
void.—-Re JONES’ WILL (1870), 23 L. T. 211. 

saa ala Re Smith, Smith v. Smith (1916), 85 


2722. .\—Testatrix bequeathed a sum of 
£20,000 stock ‘to be laid out by her trustees in the 
purchase in the name of A. of an annuity for his 
life, & if A. should sell his annuity then testatrix 
directed that the same should cease & fall into her 
residuary estate. The trustees having purchased 
the annuity in the name of A.:—Held: the 
condition restraining alienation was void.—HUNT- 





FOULSTON v. FURBER (1876), 3 Ch. D. 285; 24 
W. R. 756. 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Mabbett, Pitman v. Holborrow, 


{1891] 1 Ch. 707. 

2728. .J|—Testator devised & bequeathed 
his residuary estate to trustees on trust to pay his 
wife an annuity out of the income during her life & 
divide the surplus income during her life between 
his four children, & directed his trustees on the 
death of his wife to divide his estate into four parts, 
& to pay the income of one of such four parts to 
each of his children during their lives; & on the 
death of any of them to pay & apply the share of 
such child so dying should by deed or will appoint ; 
& declared that if during the life of any of his 
children, the income of his or her share should from 
any cause whatever cease to be payable into his or 
her own hands as an inalienable personal provision, 
then all the dispositions in favour of such child 
should be void, & the devise lastly thereinbefore 
contained should thenceforth take effect: as if such 
child were dead. <A daughter of testator assigned 
& appointed her share by way of settlement on 
herself :—Held: each child having under the will 
what amounted to the absolute interest in a share, 
the attempted restriction by testator on alienation 
was void, & therefore no forfeiture had been 
worked by the settlement.—Re WOLSTENHOLME, 
MARSHALL v. AIZLEWOOD (1881), 43 L. T. 752 ; 
29 W. R. 414. 

2724, ——-.]—Testator gave real estate & shares 
in certain cos. to trustees for the use of his son, his 
heirs, exors., & administrators, to be assigned & 
transferred to him as soon as conveniently might 
be after testator’s death, subject to the provision 
against mortgaging or alienating therein contained. 
Testator directed that in the event of his son 
dying unmarried without lawful issue, his share 
should go over, & that the property should be held 
on the express condition that the son should not 
during his life have power to mortgage, sell, alien, 
charge, or incumber any part of the same, & in the 
event of his so doing the trustees should stand 
possessed of his share upon trust for other persons : 
-—Held: there was an absolute gift to the son, 
& the gift over upon alienation was repugnant to it, 
& therefore bad.—CorRBETT v. CORBETT (1888), 14 
P.D.7; 58L.J.P.17; 60 L.T.74; 37 W.R.114,C.A. 

2725. .|—-Testator by his will left real 
estate to trustees & directed that ‘‘ the same shall 
not be disposed of, mortgaged, or incumbered in 
any way whatsoever, but shall remain for the 
benefit of my wife & children free from the control 
ot their respective husbands & wives, so that the 
same shail remain in my family from time to time 
for ever hereafter, the rents & proceeds arising 
out of the property to be equally divided between 








WILLS. 


my childien ’’ (naming seven children), ‘‘ also my 
wife, Mary Erwin, for her life use only, & after 
her death same to revert back & her share to be 
equally divided among my aforesaid children or the 
issue thereof respectively ’’ :—Held: the seven 
children took an absolute interest in fee simple. 
—-GARDINER (W.) & Co., Lrp. v. DESSAIX, [1915] 
A. C. 1096; 84 lL. J.P. C. 231; 113 L. T. 9383, P. C. 

2726. -——- Partial restraint.|—DANYEL v. UBLEY 
(1626), Benl. 178; Lat. 184; 73 E. R. 1038; 
sub nom. DANIEL v. UBLEY, W. Jo. 1387; sub nom. 
DANIEL v. UPTON, Noy. 80. 


Annotations :--——Expld. Grange v. Tiving (1665), O. Bridg. 
107. Consd. Doc d. Gill v. Pearson (1805), 6 Kast, 173; 
Re Macleay (1875), L. R. 20 Hq. 186; Re Rosher, Rosher 
». Rosher (1884), 26 Ch. D. 801. Refd. Petty v. Goddard 
(1662), O. Bridg. 35 ; Leefe v, Ssiueaion (1674), Freem. 
K. B. 176; Thomlinson vr. Dighton Me 10 Mod. Rep. 
71; Nerlbosoach Vv. Godolphin (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 61; 
Crockett v. Crockett (1848), 2 Ph. 553. ” Mentd. Lompton 

Collinson vo 1 Hy. BI. 334° Ward v. S. BE. Ry. 
(4860), 6 Jur. N. 8S. 890. 


2727. —— pene aoe having real & personal 
estates gave by his will several legacies & annuities, 
which he directed to be paid by his extrixes. out of 
his real & personal estates, which he charged 
therewith ; & the devised certain lands in Y. to A. 
& Il., two out of five daughters which he had, & 
their heirs, as tenants in common, on condition, 
that in case they or either of them should have no 
issue, they or she having no issue should have no 
power to dispose of her share except to her sister 
or sisters, or their children; & he devised all the 
rest & residue of his real & personal estates to A. & 
H. in fee; whom he made his extrixes. On his 
death A. & IJ. entered, & afterwards A. levied a 
fine of her moiety to the use of her husband in fee, 
& died :- Held: the condition against alienation, 
except to sisters or their children, annexed to the 
devise to A. & TI. & their heirs was good ; & for the 
breach of it by A. in levying such fine, the heirs of 
the devisor might enter on her moiety ; it being a 
remainder undisposed of by the residuary clause, 
which was only intended to operate upon such 
things of which no disposition had been made by 
the will, & not contemplating the devise over of the 
respective moicties of the daughters on non- 
performance of the condition, & one of the several 
co-heirs of the devisor might enter for non-perform- 
ance or breach of the condition, & recover her own 
share in ejectment. -Donm d. GILL vv. PEARSON 
(1805), 6 East, 178 ; 2 Smith, Kh. B. 295; 102 Kh. R. 
1253. 

Annotations :--Consd. Re Macleay (1875), I. R. 20 Ky. 186 : 

Re Rosher, Rosher a. Kosher (1884), 26 Ch. D. 801. Refd. 


sneer ee 2 Crockett (1818), 1 J. Ch. 230; Attwater 
Attwater (1853), 18 Beav. 140: Bernard v. Minshull 


(1859), John. 276; Wright v. Wilkin (1362), 6. T. a 
Mentd. Doe d. Campbell v. Hamilton (1849), 13 Q. 
977. 

2728. -~-—- ,,-—Testator gave an estate to 





A. ‘‘ to become his property on attaining the age of 
twenty-five years, with an injunction never to sell 
it out of the family ; but, if sold at all, it must be 
sold to one of his brothers ” :-- Held: the estate 
was vested subject to he divested in case of A.’s 
death before he attained twenty-five, & the 
restriction on alienation was inoperative.—ATrT- 
WATER v. ATTWATER (1853), 18 Beav. 330; 23 
L. J. Ch. 692; 22 L. T. O. S. 150; 18 Jur. 50; 
2W.R. 81; 52 E.R. 131. 


Annotations : -—Expld. & Distd. Re Macleay (1875), L. R. 
20 Eq. 186. Refd. Homer v. Homer (1878), 8 Ch. D. 758; 
Re Rosber, Rosher v. Rosher (1884), 26 Ch. D. 801. 


2729. -]--Testator may not give an 
absolute interest, cither in realty or personalty, 
with a proviso restraining alienation, even though 
the interest should be reversionary & the pro- 
hibition should only apply to alienation before the 
vesting in possession. 








Part XIIJ.—ConpirTIons., 


Testator gave certain lands to his sister for life, 
& at her death directed the lands to be sold & 
the proceeds divided among certain persons, & 
directed that ‘‘ if any of the persons to whom he 
had left legacies should sell & dispose of the same 
before the time of payment that they should 
receive the same, then he discharged his exors. 
from the payment of such legacies as should have 
been so sold & disposed of.’’ 

The sister was sole extrix. & residuary legatee. 

Several of the legatees sold & assigned their 
shares during the life of the sister :—Held: the 
prohibition on alienation was void, & the assignees 
were entitled.—POWELL v. Boaats (1866), 35 
Beav. 535; 35 L. J. Ch. 472; 14 W. R. 8670; 55 
EK. B. 1004. 

63 L. J. 


Mentd. Smith v. Butcher (1878), 10 Gh. D. 113. 


2730. ---—.|—Devise ‘‘ to my brother J. 
on the condition that he never sells out of the 
family,’’ followed by gifts to other relatives :— 


Ch. 400. 








Held: the condition was valid.—Re MAacLEAY 
(1875), Iu. R. 20 Wq. 186; 44 I. J. Ch. 441; 382 
L. T. 682; 23 W. Rh. 718. 


Annotations :—-Dbtd. Re Rosher, Kosher v. Rosher (1884), 
26 Ch. D. 801. ee Re Dugdale, Dugdale v. Dugdale 
(1888), 38 Ch. 76; Re Hollis’ Hospital & Haguc’s 
Contract, 11889), 9 Gn. 7340. Refd. Dawidas ». Penrhyn 
(1877), 6 Ch. D. 318; Ze Elliot, Kelly v. Elliot, [1896] 2 
Ch. 353; Manaiacu gris Ganal Go. v. Manchester 
Racecourso Co., [1900] 2 Ch. 352. 

2781. »|---A condition in absolute re- 
straint of alienation annexed to a devise in fee, 
even though its operation is limited to a particular 
time, ey. to the life of another living person, is 
void in law as being repugnant to the nature of an 
estate in fee. Testator devised an estate to his 
son in fee, provided always that if the son, his heirs 
or devisees, or any person claiming through or 
under him or them, should desire to scll the estate, 
or any part or parts thereof, in the lifetime of 
testator’s wife, she should have the option to 
purchase the same at the price of £3,000 for the 
whole, & at a proportionate price for any part or 

arts thereof, & the same should accordingly 

»e first. offered to her at such price or proportionate 

price or prices. The real selling value of the estate 

was, at the date of the will & at the time of testa- 
tor’s death, £15,000 :-—-Held: the proviso 
amounted to an absolute restramt on alienation 
during the life of testator’s widow ; it was void in 

Jaw; & the son was entitled to sell the estate as 

he pleased, without first offering it to the widow 

at the price named in the will.—le RosHEr, 

Rosner v. Roser (1881), 26 Ch. D. 801; 53]. J. 

Oh. 722; 511. 1. 785; 32 W. R. 82]. 

Sr :—Refd. Re Dugdale, Dugdale v. Dugdale (1888), 


Ch. D. 176 
- —— AHenation by will.J]—A. 








2732. de- 
vised his copyhold & real estates to B., his heirs 
& assigns; but, ‘‘in case B. shall depart this lfc 
without leaving any issues of his body lawfully 
begotten then living, or being no such issue & BL. 
shall not have disposed & parted with his interest 
of, in, & to the copyhold estate,’ then he devised 
the s same unto & to the use of C, , her heirs & 
assigns :—Teld : the limitation over to C. was 
valid, & took effect on the death of B. without 
issue, & without having parted with his interest. 
by surrender or by deed in his lifetime, & a testa- 
mentary disposition by L. was inoperative.— DoF 
d. STEVENSON v. GLOVER (1845), 1 C. B. 448; 14 
L.J.C.P.169; 51. T. 0.8.54; 9 Jur. 498: 185 
E. R. 615. 


Annotations :—Distd. Watkins . 
& G. 622. Dbtd. Holmes v. Godson (1856), 
G. 152; Shaw wv. Ford (1877), 7 Ch. 1). 669. 
Palmor (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 649. 





Williams St) : ee 
De G.M.& 
* Red hex p. 
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2788, —-—- Where no gift over.|--Testator gave 
a sum of money for the separate use of his daughter, 
a feme sole; & declared that she should not be at 
liberty to sell or dispose of it, &, if she attempted so 
to do, that such sale should be void. The daughter 
afterwards married:—Held: the restraint on 
alienation was void, there being no gift over.— 
NEWTON v. REID (1880), 4 Sim. 141; 5 L. J. Ch. 
137, n.; 58 E.R. 54. 


Annotations : ame ee Brown v. Pocock (1833), Coen. temp. 
Brough. 70 nsd. Benson v. Benson (1835), 6 Sim. 126. 
ne Knight v. Bolehs (1834), 6 Sim. 121; Malcolm v. 

O’Callaghan (1835), J. Ch. 137; Davies v. Thorny - 
croft (1836), 6 Shae Mod: Johnson v. Freeth (1836), 
Donnelly, 16; Ke Gaffee’s Settlmt. Trusts (1850), 1 
Mac. & G. 541. Mentd. Massey ve Parker (1834), 2 My. & 
K.174; Mabor v. Hobbs (1836), 2 Y. & C. Ex. 317 ; Nedby 
Vv. Nedby (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 367; Tullett . _ Armstrong, 
Scarborough v. Borman (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 3 
2734. .|—A direction in a vill, that an 

equitable life interest in real estate thereby devised 
shall cease & determine if the devisee should 

attempt to alienate it, is valid, whether there be a 

gift over of his interest on that event or not.— 

JOEL v. MILLS, HARVEY v. MILus (1857), 3 K. & J. 

458; 69 E. R. 1189. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Dugdale, Dugdale v. gp ued eems 

38 Ch. D.176; Re Cane, Ruff v. Sivers (1890), 60 L. J 

36. Mentd. Re Nettlefold’s Trusts (1888), 59 a T. $b: 

Fe Parsons, Stockley v. Parsons (1890), 45 Ch. D. 51. 

2735. Condition restraining seeks to 
assign.]—Testator devised to his four sons, in trust 
to pay an annuity to his widow, & on her death, 
or second marriage, to divide equally between his 
said sons & his two daughters; & on the decease 
of either of his sons or daughters, or the children 
of his sons or daughters, then to their children; & 
in case any person becoming entitled to his pro- 
perty should attempt to sell it, then he should for- 
feit his share :—Held: the first takers, the children 
of testator, each took his share absolutely, subject: 
to the annuity.-- BARTLETT v. BARTLETT (1841), 
1A do Oh, AG 

2736. —--— —-—~—.]—A clause of forfeiture & 
bequest over on an attempt to assign is valid with 
regard to a vested & a contingent gift in remainder. 
An attempt to assign will work a forfeiture under 
such a clause, although the attempted assignment 
is In itself void.—Re PORTER, COULSON v. CAPPER, 
[1892] 3 Ch. 481; 611. J. Ch. 688; 67 L. T. 828 ; 
41 W. R. 38; 36 Sol. Jo. 626; 3 R. 19. 
Annotations :--Consd. Fe Tancred’s Settlmt., Somerville v. 

Tancred, Re Selby, Church v. Tuncred, [1903] 1 Ch. 715. 

Distd. Fe Smith, Smith v. Smith, [1916] 1 rare Boe. Refd. 

Re Sheward, Showard Vv. Brown, [1893] 3 Ch. 502; Fe 

Adamson, Public Trustee v. Billing (1913), 109 L. T. 25, 

2737. Absolute or contingent interest.|- 

A clause of forfeiture so generally expressed as to 
be applicable to an assignment at any time of an 
absolute interest as well as of a contingent interest, 
is void on the ground of repugnancy. The clause 
cannot be split, so as to give effect to the forfeiture 
in the event which actually happens, of an assign- 
ment of a contingent reversionary interest during 
the period of its contingency. 

Cases in which forfeiture 1s expressly limited to 
alienation before the interest falls into possession 
are distinguishable.—He SMITH, SMITH uv. SMITH, 
[1916] 1 Ch. 369; 85 L. J. Ch. 473; 114 1. T. 680 ; 
60 Sol. Jo. 368; [1916] H. B. R. 66. 

Annotation : __Expld. & Distd. Re Forder, Forder v. Forder, 

[1927] 2 Ch. 291. 

2738. ———— Alienation before interest falls into 
possession.|— Re SMITH, SMITH v. SMITH, No. 27387, 
ante. 














Involuntary alienation.]—See, generally, 
BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 653-656, Nos. 6839-5853. 

Forfelture on alienation .|— See Part XVI, Sect. 
30, post. 


to 
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Sect. 3.—Validity : Sub-sects. 4,5 & 6, A. & B.] 


SUB-SECT. 4.—CONDITIONS REPUGNANT TO OTHER 
GIFTS IN WILL. 

2739. Whether valid.|—A condition inconsistent 
with the gift is void ; therefore ppen a bequest to 
A. for life, & at his decease to his heirs, exors, etc., 
but if he attempts to dispose of the principal, over, 
he takes the absolute interest; & the condition, 
being inconsistent with it, is void.—BRADLEY v. 
PEIXOTO (1797), 3 Ves. 324; 30 EK. R. 1034. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Britton v. Twining (1817), 3 Mer. 176. 
Apld. Green v. Harvey (1842), 1 Hare, 428. Distd. 
Churchill v. Marks (1844), 1 Coll. 441; Borton v. Borton 
(1849), 16 Sim. 552; Hatton v. May (1876), 3 Ch. DD. 148. 
Apld. Shaw v. Ford (1877), 7 Ch. D. 669. Consd. Je 
Dugdale, Dugdale v. Dugdale (1888), 38 Ch. D. 176. 
Refd. Byng v. Strafford (1843), 56 Boav. 558. 


2740. Executory devise —- Alteration of 
course of devolution—At moment of devolution. |~— 
Testator devised thirteen houses to his four sons, 
share & share alike, to hold subject to certain con- 
ditions. Jirst, it was his will that. none of the 
houses be disposed of, either by division, assign- 
ment, transfer, or sale, without the written consent 
of each & every of his four sons, their heirs, assigns, 
or representatives. Secondly, it was his will that, 
until the before-mecntioned distribution of the 
property was made, the rents should come into 
one cominon fund & be divided equally among his 
four sons. Furthermore, it was his will that, if 
there should be no lawful distribution of the 
property during the life or lives of his four sons, 
It should then devolve to the children of his four 
sons; &, in case any of them should die without 
issue, then it was his further will that the share of 
the rents possessed by them or him should devolve 
to the widow or widows of such deceased son or 
sons, to be by them received during their widow- 
hood, & afterwards it should devolve to the 
survivor or survivors of his other sons, that is to 
say to his grandchildren & to their heirs & assigns, 
to be divided equally among them :--- //eld: the 
four sons took the houses as tenants in common in 
fee, & the executory devise over to their children 
was void. 

Prima facie, & speaking gencrally, an estate 
given by will may be defeated on the happening 
of any event; but that general rule is subject to 
many & important exceptions. One of these 
exceptions may, in my opinion, be expressed in 
this manner, that any executory devise, defeating 
or abridging an estate in fee by altering the course 
of its devolution, which is to take effect. at the 
moment of devolution & at no other time, is bad. 
The reason alleged for that is the contradiction or 
contrariety between the principle of law which 
regulates the devolution of the estate & the 
executory devise which is to take effect. only at 
the moment of devolution, & to alter its course 
(fry, J.).--SHAW v. Forp (1877), 7 Ch. D. 669 ; 
47 L. J. Ch. 531; 37 L. T. 749; 26 W. RR. 235. 


Annotations ;- Consd. Re Dugdale, Dugdale v. Dugdale 
(1888), 38 Ch. D. 176. Distd. Re Fowler, Fowler tv. 
Fowler, [1917] 2 Ch. 307. Apld. Jt?e Ashton, Ballard r. 
Ashton, [1920] 2 Ch. 481. efd. 2?e Aganoor’s Trusts 
(1895), 13 HR. 677. 

2741. ---- Defeating estate—On exercise of 
right incident to that estate.,—SHAw v. I'orb, No. 


2740, ante. 
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SuB-SEcT. 5.—ILLEGAL CONDITIONS. 


2742, Whether valid—Condition creating new 
mode of devolution.|—A fund was settled in trust 
for W., the illegitimate daughter of the settlor, 
for life, & in the event, which happened, of her 
not at her death being under coverture, for her 
absolutely ; with a proviso that if any estate, 
interest, or benefit should, under the powers & 
provisions of the settlement, be undisposed of, 
or in the events which should happen would but 
for the proviso be held in trust for the Crown, or 
belong beneficially to the Crown, then & in every 
such case the estate, interest or benefit should 
belong to & be held in trust for her father for life, 
& after his death, for her mother. W. having 
died intestate, the Crown claimed the fund :— 
Held: the fund vested absolutely in W., at her 
death, & the gift over was repugnant & void; & 
consequently the Crown was entitled to the fund. 

The law of England has from the earliest times 
prohibited the introduction of new modes of 
devolution of property by operation of law. Of 
course a man can direct his property to go accord- 
ing to any series of limitations that he pleases, but 
he cannot create a new mode of devolution by 
operation of law. J therefore decide that the 
proviso is void as repugnant to law (JESSEL, M.H.). 
—Re WiLcocks’ SETTLEMENT (1875), 1 Ch. D. 
229; 45 L. J. Ch. 1083; 33 L. T. 719; 24 W. R. 
290. 

2743, Condition not to carry out contract 
— To settle after-acquired property.]— By her 
marriage settlement a lady covenanted to bring 
under the trust of the settlement any property 
exceeding in value £200. <A legacy was subse- 
quently left to her absolutely & for her separate 
use & with the cundition ‘‘ so as to be free from any 
covenant contained in her marriage settlement to 
settle after-acquired property :—Held: the con- 
dition was void & the legacy must be bound by the 
covenant. 

There is, in fact, a direction which is nothing 
more than a direction to the Jegatee not to carry 
out her contract, & is consequently bad (PARKER, 
J.).--Re WHARTON, WHARTON v. BARMBY (1910), 
102 I. T. 531. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Ie Torrington, [1913] 2 Ch. 623. 

2744. Condition against marriage with par- 
ticular person.|—/?e Batrnk, BATU vv. PUBLIC 
TRUSTEE, No. 2687, ale. 

Conditions infringing rule against per- 
petuities.|-——-See PERPETUITIES, Vol. XXXVIT., 
pp. 119-122, Nos. 517-545. 











SUB-SECT. 6.—CONDITIONS CONTRARY TO PUBLIC 
Pouicy. 
A. In General. 


2745. Whether valid-—--General rule.]|—HGERTON 
v. BROWNLOW (EARL), No. 2806, post. 

2746. Condition not to cultivate land.|— 
EGERTON v. BROWNLOW (KARL), No. 2806, post. 

2747. Condition not to dispute will.|] — 
EVANTUREL v. EVANTUREL, No. 2680, ante. 

2748. Condition not to change religion.|——- 
Testatrix, by will, dated in 1815, limited to a 











PART XIUI. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 4. 


g. General rule.) -—- When testator 
makes an absolute devise, & by subse- 
quent provisions in his will imposes 
conditions & restrictions on the disposal 
of the property by the devisee, the 
restrictions are void as being repugnant 
to the absolute devise, & the devisee 
will hold the property absolutely.:-~- 
Re Mckay Mckay v. McKay, 22 


N. 4% l. R. 121. -N.Z. 

h. Derise of “all my property ’’ 
to one & residue (if any) to another— 
(Aft of residue invalid.J—Re J¥NKINS’ 
Trusts, 23 L. R. Tr. 162.—IR. 


PART XIII. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 6.—A. 


k. Whether valid—Qift to daughter 
provided she would live away from her 
mother. )——Testator by his will devised 


certain Jand to trustees to the intent 
that his daughter should ‘ receive out 
of the rents & profits thereof an annuity 
of £104 during her lifo so long as she 
shall live away from & keep apart from 
my wife ...’’& proceeded. ‘I direct 
that in the event of my daughter going 
to reside with or allowing my wife to 
live with her, etc., that the provision 
made for my daughter during her life 


Parr XIII.—Conpririons. 


daughter an exclusive power of appointment by 
will amongst her children. The daughter, by her 
will, dated in 1874, in exercise of the power, 
appointed the fund amongst the objects of the 
power in certain shares, giving to two of her 
daughters life interests only, & declared that if 
either during her life or after her death any son or 
daughter of hers should marry a person who did 
not profess the Jewish religion, or was not born a 
Jew though converted to Judaism, or should 
forsake the Jewish & adopt the Christian, or any 
other religion, then such son or daughter should 
forfeit all share in the fund, & in case of forfeiture 
the forfeited share was to accrue & go over to the 
other or others of the children living at the time 
of the forfeiture. J., a son of the appointor, 
married a Christian in his mother’s lifetime, but 
without her consent. Pltf., one of the two daughters 
of the appointor, to whom a life interest only was 
appointed, became a Christian after the mother’s 
death. Both J. & pltf. were born after the death 
of the creator of the power :—J/eld : the forfeiture 
clause was not void as against public policy ; 
it was effectual as to the shares of children marrying 
Christians or becominy Christians during the life- 
time of the appointor, & therefore the share of J. 
was forfeited.—HOpGSON v. IIALrorpd (1879), 11 
Ch. D. 950; 48 L. J. Ch. 548; sub nom. Jte LYON, 
ke JAcoBs, HopGson v. HALFornD, 27 W. R. 545. 


Annotations :--——Refd. Hurst v. Hurst (1882), 21 Ch. D. 278; 
Wainwright v. Miller, [1897} 2 Ch. 255; Me Lanyon, 
Lanyon v. Lanyon, [1927] 2 Ch. 264. 


2749. ——~— Condition not to enter naval or 
military services.|-~A condition divesting the 
interest of a devisee or legatee if he enters into the 
naval or military serviees of the country is void as 
against public policy. --Re Bearnp, REVERSIONARY 
& GENERAL SEcuRiItIES Co., Jrp. v. TALL, Re 
Branp, Brarp v. TWAnr, [1908] 1 Ch. 883; 77 
L. J. Ch. 265; 98 L.T. 3153 24 T. L. RK. 225. 
«fnnotations :—Consd. Re Wallace, Champion vr. Wallace, 

(1919) 2 Ch, 305. Mentd. Joyco ve. Kbury (1916), 33 

TG. l. 140. 

2750. -—— Condition to conduct church services 
to true time of sun./——Testatrix attached to a pift 
either for the repair of the church or for the 
benefit. of the poor of the parish a condition that 
the services of the church should be held according 
“to the true time of the sun”: --/feld: in view 
of the statutory introduction of what is known us 
‘sunimer time ” the condition was void, as being 
against public policy. -/te Woop, WALKER v. 
CARLILE (1920), 36 T. I. R. o6d. 

2751. ---— Condition attached to gift to alien 
enemy-—Gift over with provision for repayment. |— 
Testator, who died before Nov. 11, 1918, the date 
of the armistice in the war with Germany, gave the 
income of trust funds to German nationals for life, 
& directed (clause 23) that, if as the result of 
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legislation owing to the war any beneficiaries who 
were German subjects were precluded from taking, 
their interests should be held in trust for other 
persons not German subjects till the German 
beneficiaries should be able by reason of further 
legislation to take, & he expressed a wish that the 
non-German beneficiaries would when the law 
allowed repay to the German beneficiaries the 
sums which would but for this clause have passed 
to them. Clause 25 provided that, if any person 
to whom a life interest in a trust fund was given 
should charge the income or by reason of any 
event the income would become charged in favour 
of other persons, his life interest should determine 

& the income be dealt with as if he were dead, 

subject to a discretionary trust in favour of him 

and others :—Held: (1) the true construction of 
clause 23 was that the life interests given to the 

Cierman nationals were only till the Treaty of 

Peace came into force, & then ceased, & the Treaty 

had no operation to charge them; (2) the clause 

so construed was not against public policy ; (3) in 
the circumstances, clause 25 did not apply.—We 

ScutFF, HENDERSON v. ScuiFF, [1921] 1 Ch. 149 ; 

90 f. J. Ch. 82; 124 L. T. 266; 37 T. L. R. 3; 

65 Sol. Jo. 174. 

Annotations :—Generally, Refd. Re Levinstein, Levinstein 
v. Levinstein, [1921] 2 Ch. 251; Re Hallensteln, Halsted 
v. Blank, [1922] 1 Ch. 355. 

2752. —--—- Condition as to residence—Not to 
reside abroad.|——-Re BountTen, CAPITAL & COUN- 
TIES BANK v. BoULTER, No. 2804, post. 

2753, - --— —~— Not to cease making house per- 
manent home.|——-Ftc WILKINSON, Pace v. PUBLIC 
TRUSTEE, No. 2678, ante. 








B. Conditions Tending to Cause Separation between 
Husband and Wife. 


2754, Whether valid—Condition for divorce.|-— 
TENNANT v. Brae (1608), oth. 78; 21 EE. R. 
128. 

Annotation :---Refd. Re Moore, Trafford v. Maconochle (1888), 

39 Ch, D. 116. 

2755. --——- Condition to live apart.|—Bequest 
of an allowance to a feme covert on condition she 
lived apart: from her husband :—Held: the con- 
dition contra bonos mores & void.—BROWN v. 
Peck (1758), 1 Kden, 140; 28 16. HK. 637. 
Annotations :—Consd. Cartwright v. Cartwright (1853), 3 

De G.M. & G. 982; Bean v. Griffiths (1855), 1 Jur. N. 8. 

1045. Distd. te Moore, Trafford v. Maconochie (1888), 3 

Ch. D. 116, Consd. Re Lovell, Sparks v. Southall, [1920] 

1 Ch. 122. Refd. Powys v. Mansfield (1836), 6 Sim, 528 ; 

Davys v. Boucher (1839), 3 Y. & C, Ix. 397; Yonge v. 

Furse (1857), 3 Jur. N. 8. 603. 

2756. Parties separated at date of will.| 
—Testator bequeathed an annuity to his daughter, 
a married woman, ‘ in case she shall be living apart 
from her hushand, & should continue so to do,” 











Bhall absolutely cease & determine,” mores, & wust be beld pro non scrizto : 


with a gift over in that ovent :—Held : 
the condition was not void as being 
against the law of nature.—-MCDONALD 
v. TRUSTEFS, Exkcurors & AGENCY 
Co., LTp. (1902), 28 V. L. R.442.—AUS. 


1. —— .-—A father by his trust 
deed, granted a provision to his 
daughter, exceeding the sum to which 
she was entitled ex lege. By a codicil, 
te directed her trustecs to remove his 
daughter from the house of her mother, 
& declared that she should forfeit her 
provision if they resided together. The 
daughter, who was of full age, raised an 
action, concluding for declarator, that 
the condition contained in the codicil 
Was not valid or effeetual: & that she 
was entitled to payment of her whole 
provision, even though sbe should take 
up her residence with her mother :— 
Held; the condition was contra bonos 





& tho daughter was entitled to her 
ovision without regard to it. 
TRASER tv. Rose (1849), 11 Dun. (Ct. 
of Sess.) 1466: 21 Se. Jur. 551.—SCOT. 

m. - Condition as to entering 
anto’ Holy Orders.|—Testator directed 
that if a particular person should be 
employed by or hold orders in the 
Chureh of Kngland, certain trusts 
Which he had declared in favour of 
Chureh of England missions should be 
void & of no effect :—Tleld: the 
condition was valid & not void = as 
against public poliev.— Re Rick, TuUR- 
NER tv. Rick, (1920) V. L. RR. 4b. US. 

n. Condition not to form 
certuin branch of church.J— A codicil to 
a will which forbids, under pain of 
forfeiture of one half of any legacy, 
legatecs to form part of a certain branch 
of the church, ls not null & void as 














contrary to public order or good morals. 
- THORNTON tv. PARKER (1918), Q. RR. 
548. C. 413.—CAN. 

0. ---— Condition for erection of 
eleven bronze statues being representations 
of whole family.J—M'Caia'’s TRUSTEES 
*. KIRK SESSION OF UNITED FREE 
NIVRCH OF LISMORE, [1915] 8S. C. 426 ; 
52 8c. L. R. 347; [1915] 18. L. T. 152. 
SCOT. 








p. Necessity for beneficial dita- 
posal of estate—Dedication of heritage 
to particular purpose— Iailure to create 
beneficial interest in any particular 
person — Whether sufficient to disinherit 
heir-at-law.J—AITKEN’S TRUSTEES vv. 
AITKEN, [1927] 8S. C. 374.--SCOT. 
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2755 i. Whether valid—Condition to 
live aaa ANDERSON, [1908] 
V.L. R. 593.—AUS. 
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Sect. 3.—Validity : Sub-sect, 6, B. & C. (a).] 


during the lifetime of his widow, with a direction 
that if at any time the annuitant should cohabit 
with her husband the annuity should cease. By 
the same will he bequeathed a share in the residue 
upon trust to pay the income to the same daughter 
during such time as she should continue to live 
apart from her husband; but should she at any 
time cohabit with him, testator directed that 
during such time the income should be paid 
between other legatees. The will also contained 
a trust for children of the daughter by any other 
husband. At the date of the will the daughter & 
her husband were living apart, but before & at the 
date of testator’s death they were reconciled & 
living together, & so continued to live :—Held: 
the daughter was entitled to the bequests.—-WREN 
v. BRADLEY (1848), 2 De G. & Sm. 49; 17 L. J. Ch. 
aan? 10 L. T. O. S. 438; 12 Jur. 168; 64 E.R. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Moore, Trafford v. Maconochio 

(858); 39 Ch. D. 116. Refd. Yonge v. Furse (1857), 3 

ur. N. 8. 603. 


2757. |-—-A gift of £200 per 
annum ‘to iny niece J., who is now living apart 
from her husband,” with recitals throwing the 
blame on her husband, ‘‘ to be paid to her during 
her life for her sole & separate use,” with a proviso, 
that if the niece should be induced to live with 
her said husband, or cohabit with him, the annuity 
should cease, & she should have an annuity of 
£100 :—Held: a condition subsequent, & bad as 
to public policy.—BEAN v. GRIFFITHS (1855), 1 
Jur. N.S. 1045; sub nom. BENN v. GRIFFITHS, 26 
L. T. 0. S. 686; 38 W. R. 640. 


Annotation :—-Retd. Re Moore, Trafford v. 
(1888), 39 Ch. D. 116. 


2758. Wife deserted at date of will.) — 
A gift to a married woman, during such time as 
her husband should be living apart from her, with 
a limitation over away from her in the event of 
their living together again, is not necessarily 
invalid, as being against public policy, if she was 
at the date of testator’s will already deserted by 
her husband.—fRe CHARLETON, BRACEY v. SHERWIN 
(1911), 55 Sol. Jo. 330. 


Annotation :—Consd. Re Lovell, Spurks v. Southall, [1920] 
1 Ch. 122. 











Maconochie 








2759. -|—Re LOVELL, SPARKS v. 
SOUTHALL, No. 2647, ante. 
2760. -—— Condition for maintenance of wife 


—In event of separation.|—Bequest, in case a 
husband & wife should not at testator’s death be 
living together as husband & wife, to the wife 
“absolutely ’’ :—Held: upon the construction of 
the will, to be for her separate use; & the bequest 
upheld, notwithstanding the rule which avoids 
gifts providing for a future separation.— SHEWELL 
v. DWARRIS (1858), John. 172; 70 BE. R. 384. 

2761. |—Re Moore, TRAFFORD 
v. MACONOCHI2, No. 2646, ante. 

2762. ----— Condition not to reside at husband’s 
place of business.|—Testatrix, by will, after be- 
queathing to W., the wife of a miller, residing at 
S., an interest in the residuc, directed, by a 
codicil, that such interest should pass away from 
W. ‘‘ should she not cease to reside in S. within 
eighteen months of my death” :—Held: such 
condition was bad, as tending to cause the husband 
& wife to live apart, & the legatee was entitled to 
the life interest unconditionally.-—-WILKINSON v. 











3, SUB-SECT. 6.-- - 
a). 

q. General rale.] — Conditions im- 
posing a general restraint. on marriage, 
including remarriage, are void except 
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where such conditions are izaposed, not 
from a@ general objection to marriage, 
but for some reason special h 
reference to the legatce.—-CARRODUS v. 
CARRODUS, [1913] V. L. R. 1.—AUS. 


WILLS. 


WILKINSON (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 604; 40 L. J. Ch. 
242; 24 L. T. 314; 19 W. BR. 558. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Re Tyler, Tyler v. Tyler, [1891] 3 Ch. 

2; Neville v. Dominion of Canada News Co., [1915] 3 

K. B. 556; Re Borwick’s Settlmt., Woodman v. Borwick, 
Re Woodman, [1916] 2 Ch. 304. 


C. Conditions in Restraint of Marriage. 
(a) General Restraint. 

2763. Whether valid—Condition annexed to 
estate tail.|—(1) A condition annexed to an estate 
tail that the donee shall not marry is void for 
without marriage he cannot have an heir of his 
body. It is otherwise of a fee passed on such 
condition for the collateral heir may inherit. 

(2) A condition annexed to any particular 
estate as for years, life, or in tail that he shall not 
commit felony, treason, or any treasonable act is 
good.—ANON, (1574), Jenk. 243; 145 BE. R. 171. 

2764, —_— Condition annexed to estate in fee. |— 
ANON, (1574), No. 2763, ante. 

2765. Condition in terrorem,|—Testator 
bequeathed to A. ‘ should she survive, & continue 
unmarried, all his goods, chattels, estate & effects, 
at the time of his death, to use, occupy & possess 
the same during the term of her natural life, & 
from & immediately after her death,’’ he disposed 
of the same. <A. married. ‘The condition held to 
be only in terrorem.—MARPLES v. BAINBRIDGE 
(1816), 1 Madd. 590; 56 E. BR. 217. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Rishton v. Cobb (1839), 5 My. & Cr. 
145; Morley «. Rennoldson, Morley v. Linkson (1843), 2 
Hare, 570; Godfrey v. Hughes (1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 
499; Trickor v. Kingsbury (1859), 33 L. T. O. S. 366; 
Re Whiting’s Sottlint., Whiting » De Rutzen, [1905] 1 
Ch. 96; Re Howett, Eldridge v. Iles, [1918] 1 Ch. 458. 


2766. ----— Condition precedent.|—Testator be- 
queathed the residue of his personal estate to his 
daughter upon trust for her maintenance & 
support until she attained twenty-one or married 
with the consent of his trustees under that age, & 
upon her attaining such age or her marriage, for 
her separate use, with remainder to her children 3; 
& in case of her death without issue, he bequeathed 
the same to certain legatees in remainder. Testator 
afterwards declared by a codicil that, in conse- 
quence of wu nervous debility, his daughter was 
unfit for the control of herself, & his will was that 
she should not marry, & in case of her marriage 
or death, he gave the property he had bequeathed 
to her over to the same legatees in remainder :-— 
Held: the limitation over by the codicil, being in 
general restraint of marriage, was void as to the 
life interest of the daughter. 

In the English law a distinction has been taken 
between the cases in which the restraint operates 
as a condition precedent, & those in which it is 
expressed to take effect as a condition subsequent. 
A distinction has also been made as to whether 
it is a particular restraint, a partial & reasonable 
restraint, or whether it is a general restraint; & 
the decision is gencrally made to depend upon the 
question whether there is a gift over or no gift 
over. In Stackpole v. Beaumont, No. 3081, post, 
LORD LOUGHBOROUGH appears to have said that, 
such was the state of the authorities, a judge 
could not be considered to act too boldly whichever 
side of the proposition he should adopt. There 
are some points, however, which seem clearly 
settled, according to the law as administered in cts. 
of justice in this country; one is, that if the 
restraint is a general restraint, & the condition is 
subsequent, then the condition is altogether void, 





r. Whether valid -—- Condition thal 
share of devise lapses if daughter mar- 
ried. J—STURROOK Vv. RANKIN’sS TRUB- 
ey 2 Tt. (Ct. of Sess.) 850.— 


Part XIIJJ.—Conprrions. 


& the party retains the interest given to him, 
discharged of the condition ; that is, supposing a 
gift of a certain duration, & an attempt to abridge 
it by a condition in restraint of marriage, generally 
the condition is, prima facie, void, & the original 
gift remains. But, until I heard the argument 
of this case, I had certainly understood that, 
without doubt, where property was limited to a 
person until she married, & when she married then 
over, the limitation was good (WIGRAM, V.-C.).— 
MORLEY v. RENNOLDSON, Morey v. LINKSON 
(1843), 2 Hare, 570; 12 lL. J. Ch. 372; 7 Jur. 
938; 67 E. R. 235, 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Hewett, Eldridge v. Iles, [1918] 1 
Ch. 458. Refd. Grace v. Webb (1846), 16 L. J. Ch. 113; 
Godfrey v. Hughes (1847), 1 Rob. Eccl. 593; Newton v. 
Marsden (1862), 2 John. & H. 356; Bellairs v. Bellairs 
Shee R. 18 Hq. 510; Morley v. Rennoldson (1895), 

- 158. 


2767. -|—(1) All general restraints 
ae marriage are void by the law & practice 
of cts. in this country, as against the policy of 
the law. 

Where testatrix had bequeathed her property to 
her sister, M., for life, & at her death, in remainder 
to her niece B., subject to an annuity to her 
sister P., “ but if her niece B. should be married 
at the time of her sister M.’s death,”’ then, at her 
sister M.’s death, to her sister P., for life, in 
remainder to relations :—Held: the limitation of 
the bequest to the niece B., being a condition 
precedent, not subsequent, was not in general 
restraint of marriage, &, the niece B., having 
married during the hfetime of the sister M., the 
next of kin, in remainder, were entitled to adminis- 
tration & to the property. 

(2) Where a condition is subsequent, it operates 
in the nature of a penalty, as a forfeiture. 

(3) A gift until marriage may be good, & a 
limitation over, in such case, perfectly good.— 
GODFREY v. J1UGHES (1847), 1 Rob. Eec). 593; 
5 Notes of Cases, 499; 163 FE. R. 1147. 














2768. ---— Condition subsequent.|—MorLEyY 1. 
RENNOLDSON, MORLEY v. LINKSON, No. 2766, ante. 

2769. -—-— -~--.}—GODFREY v. Huairs, No. 
2767, ante. 

2770. ——--- ----—.|—-A covenant to pay to E. 


during her life, subject to the proviso thereinafter 
contained, an annuity of £40; the proviso being 
that, in case I. should at any time thoreafter 
happen to marry, the annuity should thenceforth 
be reduced to £20 only, which sum should in such 
case be paid & payable to EK. from the time of her 
marriage for the remainder of her life :—Held: 
to be, in effect, a covenant to pay an annuity of 
£40 until marriage, & afterwards an annuity of 
£20 only: the proviso for reducing the annuity 
being part of the original] gift itself, & not operating 
as a condition subsequent so as to be void as in 
restraint of marriage. 

There can be no doubt that marriage may be 
made the ground of a limitation ceasing or com- 
mencing (LORD COTTENILAM, C.).—WEBB v. GRACE 
(1848), 2 Ph. 701; 41 EF. RR. 11143 sub nom. 
GRACE v. WEBB, 18 L. J. Ch. 183; 12 Jur. 987, 
L. C. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Re Machu (1882), 21 Ch. D. 838, 
Apld. Re Hewett, Eldridge vr. Les, [1918] 1 Ch. 458. Refd. 
Corbett v. Corbett (1888), 14 P.D.7; Re Dugdale, Dugdale 
vt. Dugdale (1888), 3&8 Ch. PD. 176; Re Moore, Trafford v. 
Maconochie (1888), 39 Ch. D. 116. 


2771. - > a Laoyvp rv. Liroyp, No. 2792, 
post. 
2772. --- --——- Intention to protect child of 


testator. |—Testator directed his trustecs to pay an 
annuity to a single woman, by whom he had an 
illegitimate child, during her life, provided that she 
should continue single, & that she should neither 


455 


cohabit nor have connection with any man; his 
reason being that if she were to marry, her child 
would be neglected ; & for a further reason, that 
no man should have the spending of his hard- 
earned money. The annuitant having married :— 
Held: tho proviso against marriage was valid, the 
condition being incorporated with the gift, & the 
object being to protect the child of testator.— 
PoTrer v. Rictiarps (1855), 24 L. J. Ch. 488; 1 
Jur. N.S. 462; 3 W. R. 266. 

Anneation j- Contd. Re Hewett, Eldridge v. Iles, [1918] 

. Jo. 


2773. ---—— —-~— -——-.]—A condition subsequent 
in a will in restraint of the marriage of a single 
woman is not absolutely but only prima facic 
void; & if the intention of testator is to promote, 
not celibacy, but some other lawful object, the 
condition may be good. 

Testator bequeathed to a woman who was living 
under his protection an annuity of £1,200 a year, 
with a declaration that if she should marry after 
his death she should be paid an annuity of £800 
in lieu thereof, & he directed after her marriage 
his trustees should apply an annuity of £400 a year 
for the benefit of his son by this woman. The 
woman having married after the death of testator : 
--Held: (1) in making these provisions the 
intention of testator was not to restrain tho woman 
from marrying but to provide for his child in the 
event of her marriage, & therefore, even if the 
declaration was a condition subsequent, it was not 
void, but operated to reduce her annuity from 
£1,200 to £800; (2) the declaration was valid as 
being on its true construction not a condition 
subsequent but a conditional limitation.—FHe 
HewrErr, ELDRIDGE v. ILES, [1918] 1 Ch. 458; 118 
L. Tl. 524; sub nom. Re Hewitt, ELDRIDGE v. ILEs, 
$7 L. J. Ch. 209. 


Annotation :—As to (1) Refd. Ie Wilkinson, Page v. Public 
Trustee, [1926] 1 Ch. 842. 


2774, Condition annexed to gift of 
income from mixed fund.|—A condition subse- 
quent in restraint of marriage is void if annexed 
to a gift of the income arising from a mixed fund 
consisting of the proceeds of sale of real estate & 
pure personal estate. Semble: such a condition 
is also void if the gift be of income of a fund 
arising from the proceeds of sale of realty only.—- 
BELLATRS v. BELLAIRS (1874), L. RK. 18 Eq. 510; 
43 L. J. Ch. 669 ; 22 W. R. 942. 


Annotations :—Distd. Duddy v. Gresham (1878), 39 lL. 'T. 48. 
Consd. &e Dumbic, Williams v. Murrell (1883), 23 Ch. LD. 
360. Expld. Re Oliver, Wilson uv. Oliver, [1908] 2 Ch. 74. 
Refd. He Machu (1882), 21 Ch. 1). 838; Re Moore, Trafford 
v. Maconochie (1888), 39 Ch. 1). 116; dt Smith, Smith v. 
Smith, [1913] 2 Ch. 216; Re Hewett, Hidridge v. Iles, 
{1918} 1 Ch. 458. 


2775. ~ -— Condition annexed to gift of 
income from proceeds of sale of realty.|—-BEL- 
LAIRS v. BELLAIRS, No. 2774, ante. 

2776. ---—— ----- Condition annexed to gift of 
realty—Intention to provide for devisee while 
single.|—A. devise of realty saddled with a proviso 
that the devisee shall remain single, & a limitation 
over in case of marriage, is not void as against 
public policy, unless it appears that the intention 
of the devise was actually to prevent marriage, & 
not merely to provide for the devisee while single. 

There is no distinction between a condition 
subsequent & a conditional limitation in restraint 
of marriage in a devise of real property. 

Testator bequeathed an interest in land to M., 
‘* provided M. shall remain in her present state of 
single woman; otherwise, if she shall alter her 
present state of single woman & bind herself in 
wedlock, she is liable to losc her share of the 
roperty immediately, & her share shall be en- 
joyed by the other mentioned parties, share & 
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Sect. 3.— Validity : Sub-sect. 6, C. (a) & (6).] 

share alike’? :—Held: the proviso & limitation 
over were good, & not void as against public 
policy.— JONES v. JONES (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 279; 
45 L. J. Q. B. 166; 34 L. T. 248; 24 W. R. 274. 
-{nnotations :—-Refd. Re Whiting’s Settlmt., Whiting v. 

De Rutzen, [1905] 1 Ch. 96 ; Lte Hewett, Kidridge v. fies. 

{1918} 1 Ch. 458. 

2777, ----- Condition reducing legacy.!—The 
principle that a testamentary gift over operating 
as a general restraint upon marriage is void as 
being against public policy, is as applicable to a 
vift over intended to reduce the amount of a legacy 
as it is a gilt over affecting the entire bequest.— 
He BELLAMY, PICKARD v. HoLrRoyp (1883), 48 
L, T. 212. 
sa aa : Refd. Re Hewett, Eldridgo v. Iles, [1918] 1 Ch. 

Jd. 


Condition distinguished from limitation.] 
Sect. 1, sub-sect. 3, post. 


‘See 


(6) Partial Restraint. 

2778. Whether valid-—-Condition against mar- 
riage with particular class—Scotsman.!—J. de- 
vised real & personal estate to trustees. to pay 
thereout an annuity to his wife for life, & out of 
the residue to pay suflicient for the maintenance, 
education, & support of his only daughter, until 
she should attain the age of twenty-one years, or 
marry ; & when she should attain twenty-one, 
or marry, then to her in fee: but in case his 
daughter should die under age & unmarried, then 
the estates to go to his wife for life; &, after her 
decease, to the two children of his nephew, as 
tenants in common in fee with a proviso, that if 
either his wife or daughter should marry a Scots- 
man, then his wife or daughter so marrying should 
forfeit’ all benefit under his will, & the estates 
viven to such his wife or daughter as should so 
marry should descend to such person or persons 
as would be entitled under his will in the same 
manner a3 if his wife or daughter were dead :— 
Ifeld: such partial restraint of marriage was legal ; 
& the daughter having while under age marricd 
a Scotsman & died, leaving a son; such son could 
not inherit, nor her husband be tenant by the 
curtesy ; but the limitations over, testator’s wife 
being also dead, to the two children of testator’s 
nephew, which nephew was still living, took effect 
immediately on such marriage; they being the 
persons designated by the will to take in the event 
Which had happened ; testator having considered 
such prohibited marriage the same as the death of 
his daughter under age unmarried.—PERRIN v. 
Lyon, LYON v. GEDDES (1807), 9 East, 170; 103 
E. it. 538, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Jenner v. Turner (1880), 16 Ch. D. 188. 
Refd. Abbott v. Middleton, Ricketts v. Carpenter (1858), 
7H. L. Cas. 68; de Lanyon, Lanyon v. Lanyon, [1927] 2 
Ch. 264. 

2779. - Cousins.|—-The will contained a 
proviso that, in case any one of testator’s sons 
should marry or illegally cohabit with certain of 
their cousins, then & in every such case as well 
the original as every accruing share or shares of 
the son or gons so intermarrying or illegally co- 
habiting as aforesaid should go over & be in trust 
for all & every the person or persons who, under 
the trusts & directions of the will, would have 
been entitled thereto, in case the son or sons 80 
intermarrying or illegally cohabiting as aforesaid 
had died under the age of twenty-one years, & 
he declared that it should not be lawful for his 
trustees to pay to his sons the amount thereby 
bequeathed, or to permit them to enter upon the 
possession of the lands thereby devised, until they 
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should have respectively given & executed to his 
trustees a bond in the penal sum of £20,000 that 
they respectively would not intermarry or illegally 
cohabit with their cousins :—Held: the direction 
with regard to the bonds would not be enforced 
by the ct.; & the trustees were directed to transfer 
the residuary shares of the sons, without requiring 
them to enter into such bonds.—PooLE v. BoTr 
(1853), 11 Hare, 33; 1 Eq. Rep. 21; 22 L. J. Ch. 
1042; 21 L. T. O. 8S. 262; 17 Jur. 688; 1 W. R. 
276; 68 E. R. 1175. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Armytage v. Wilkinson (1878), 3 

App. Cas. 355. 

2780. New Zealand native.|—Testa- 
tor gave real & personal estate to his trustees upon 
trust for his son for life, & after his death upon 
trust ‘‘ for all & every or such one or more ex- 
clusively of the other or others of the child or 
children & remote issue born in wedlock of his 
son provided he should marry an English lady or 
one approved of by testator’s trustees, not being 
a New Zealand native’’ as he should appoint, & 
in default of such appointment ’’ upon trust for 
all & every the children of his, testator’s, son to 
be divided between them if more than one in 
equal shares as tenants in conunon or the whole 
to one only child as the case might be & in default 
of such issue over:—Held: the children of a 
marriage between testator’s son & a woman, 
concerning whom there was not sufiicient evidence 
before the ct. to show that she was not a New 
Zealand native, were entitled to the property 
under the gift in default of appointment.— 
ARMITAGE v. ARMITAGE (1808), 16 W. R. 643. 

2781. Domestic servant.}|—Testatrix 
devised real estate to her father for life, remainder 
to her brother for life, remainder to his first & 
other sons in tail, with remainders over. She 
then bequeathed the proceeds of her residuary 
personalty in trust for her brother absolutely. 
But she declared, if her brother should thereafter, 
whether he should at the time be in possession as 
tenant for life ov not, marry a domestic servant, or 
a person who had been a domestic servant, then 
the devises & bequests in favour of ber brother 
& issue should be null & void, & in lieu thereof, 
she devised her real estate to the use of pltfs., & 
declared that the personalty was to be held & 
enjoyed with a specific part of the realty. The 
father survived testatrix & died. Thereupon the 
brother became entitled to the realty as tenant 
for life in possession. Afterwards the brother 
married a person who at the time of her marriage 
was, & had previously been a domestic servant :— 
Held: the condition was valid, & the real estate 
passed to pltf.—JENNER v. TURNER (1880), 16 
Ch. D. 188; 50 L. J. Ch. 161; 43 L. T. 4683; 45 
J.P. 124; 29 W. R. 99. 

Annotations :~—Apld. Zte Bathe, Bathe v. Public Trustee, 


(1925] 1 Ch. 377. Refd. Wainwright v. Miller, [1897] 2 
Ch. 255; Re Lanyon, Lanyon v. Lanyon, [1927] 2 Ch. 264. 


2782. - Blood relation.|--—'Testator, by 
his will, directed that his trustees should stand 
possessed of his residuary estate upon trust to pay 
the income to his son J. for his life, & on his 
decease upon trust to pay the capital to his child 
or children & equally between them if more than 
one, provided J. ‘‘ does not marry a relation by 
blood, as I wish to mark my great objection to 
marriage between blood relations; & in the event 
of my son not leaving a child or children surviving 
him who shall live to attain the age of twenty-one 
years, or in the event of his marrying a blood 
relation,’’ then upon certain other trusts. Testa- 
tor died on June 18, 1924 :—-Held: the condition, 
although in terms only a partial restraint on 
marriage, was of such a nature that it would lead 
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to the probable prohibition of marriage, & was 
void accordingly. 

J. could contract no marriage with a supposed 
stranger, except subject to the risk that should a 
common ancestor be traced, the provision for 
defeasance would operate. He couJd only be 
certain that he was marrying a blood relation, he 
could never be certain that he was not.—Re 
LANYON, LANYON v. LANYON, [1927] 2 Ch. 264; 
96 L. J. Ch. 487; 137 L. T. 806; 43 T. L. R. 714 ; 
71 Sol. Jo. 865. 

2783. Condition against marriage with 
named person.|-——~Bequest in trust for A. for life, 
if he should not marry Harriett B., & after such 
forfeiture should have taken place, & after the 
decease of A., in trust for the widow of A., except 
as aforesaid, & A.’s children by any other woman 
than Harriett B. A. married Harriett B. :—Held: 
A. was still entitled to the income.—W——- v. 
B (1849), 11 Beav. 621; 50 E. R. 957. 
4nnotation:—Consd. Cooke v. Cooke (1865), 34 L. J. Ch. 460, u. 

2784, ——- ——.]—Jve BATHE, BATHE v. PUBLIC 
TRUSTEE, No. 2687, ante. 

2785. Condition against marriage under 
specified age.|—A father by will gave his daughter 
an annuity, & also in case she did not marry before 
the age of twenty-eight, a legacy of £1,000. By 
a codicil on the same paper, he gave her ‘‘ further- 
more”? £5,000 ‘upon the terms hereinbefore 
mentioned.’ <A suitor of the daughter wrote to 
testator after the date of his will, & before she 
attained twenty-eight, proposing to marry her, 
in answer to which testator stated what provision 
he meant to make for her in his lifetinie, but did 
not mention the above-intended testamentary 
dispositions. He added, that the marriage had 
his qualified consent, but that le must hear from 











457 


daughter wrote to testator expressing her consent, 
to which, being very ill, he replied, that he could 
not appoint a time to attend to business. He 
shortly afterwards died without making any further 
communication on the subject, & subsequently 
the marriage took place before the daughter 
attained twenty-eight :—Held: (1) the £5,000 
was subject to the same condition as the £1,000 ; 
(2) testator had not given an unconditional con- 
sent to the marriage; (8) even if the consent to 
the marriage ought to be considered as having 
become absolute, the daughter was not entitled 
to the £1,000 or £5,000. 

It appears to me that the two legacies of £1,000 
& £5,000 are given in the same manner & on the 
same terms & conditions in all respects. If the 
condition on which the present contention arises 
was precedent, I think that it was valid, & that 
its performance has become impossible, & that, 
therefore, the gift cannot take effect. If it was 
subsequent, it was, in my opinion, reasonable & 
valid; it has not been testamentarily waived, &, 
supposing it capable of being otherwise waived, it 
has not, in my judgment, been so waived. In 
saying this I assume testator’s consent. to the 
marriage to have been absolute ; for, In my view, 
its being absolute is immaterial, in such a case & 
under such testamentary dispositions as those 
before us (KNiaur Brucr, L.J.).—YOUNGE wv. 
FuRSE (1857), 8 De G. M. & G. 756; 44 BE. R. 581 
sub nom. YONGE v. Furse, 26 L. J. Ch. 352; 29 
L. I. O. S. 34; 3 Jur. N. S. 603; 5 W. R. 394, 
hae ls 

2786. ——-- Condition against marriage out of 
particular religion.|—Hopason v. Hatrorp, No. 
2748, ante. 


his daughter before he inade it absolute. 


PART XIII. ga es SUB-SECT. 6.-—— 


2783 i. Whether valid -- Condition 
against marriage with named person. )-— 
WELPLY v. CORMICK, 16 I. Ch. It. 74.— 

2783 ii. ——- —.Jj—- FORRES tv. 
VORBES TRUSTEES (1882), 9 RR. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 675; 19 se. lL. RR. 453.—SCOT. 

2786 i. Condition against mar- 
riage out of particular religion.)~— 
MAINWARING t. MAINWARING, 23S. Rt. 
N.S. W. 63135 40 N.S. W. W.N. 102. 
- -AUS. 

2786ii, -—----  -~.J—Evangae. ToORPY 
(W898), 19 N. §& W. L. RR. (Kq.) 91, 
14 N.S. W. WN. 185.—AUS. 

2786 iii. - .}—/v’e Moas, Fox 
v. Moss, [1919) V. L. RR. 192.-—AUS. 




















2786 iv. ~——-,J—(RAYRON 
GRAYSON, [1922] St. 2. Od. 155.—AUS. 

2786 v. -—-—- ——--—. }--- Re FOUND, SEM- 
MENS t. LOVEDAY, (1924) S. A. S. R. 
301.—AUS., 

2786 Vi. ~—~——, J—Testator, after 


devises 10 bis sons, bequeathed por- 
tions, charged on his real & persona) 
estate, to each of bis daughters, to be 
paid to them respectively on attaining 
age, or day of marriage, provided they 
should murry with consent of the 
exors.; & if either of his sons. or 
daughters should at any time thereafter 
futermarry with a Papist, he revoked 
& made void to all intents & purposes 
the devises & bequests, 80 as aforesaid 
made to such child or children & 
instead thereof Jeft to each of his 
children so offending one shilling, & 


devised & bequeathed such child or 


children’s share or shares to the 
survivors :—Held : on the construction 
of the whole will, the restriction upon a 
daugbter’s marrying a Roman Catholic 
was to be confined to the perlod of 
minority.— DUGGAN v. KELLY (1848), 
10 1. Hq. R. 295, 473.—IR. 


2787. ——-- ——.]—Re Biu:REns (1888), 5 T. L. R. 
The 473. 
2786 vii. -- -~J)—A_ condition ifthey donot.” J.N.& M. K. married 





that if testator’s son should marry he 
should © marry a Protestant wife, the 
daughter of Protestant parents, & who 
have always been Protestants : —Held: 
to be a legal condition. Jn the Goods 
of KNOX (1889), 28 L. Ro Jr 542.-—-IR. 
2786 viii. - = VF LEONARD 9. 
LEONARD (1898), 1 N. B. Eq. Rep. 576. 
CAN. 





t. - Condition as fo solemnisu- 
lion of murriage.|--3In the Province of 
Quehee the English Law rules on the 
bubject of testamentary dispositions, 
&. therefore, in that province, testator 
may validly impose as a condition of a 
legacy to his children & grandchildren, 
that: marriages of the children should 
be celobrated according to the rights of 
any church recognised hy the laws of the 
province, & that the grandchildren 
should be educated according to the 
teachings of snch church & may also 
exclude from benefit under his will any 
of his children marrying contrary to 
iis provisions & grandchildren born of 
the forbidden marriages or who may 
not have been educated as directed. - 
Itenavun v. LAMOTHE (1902), 32 S.C. RR. 
357,-—CAN. 


oe eatin 


a. - wee --Devise to A. on 
condition that if lie shall marry or form 
any connection resembling or in imita- 
tion of inarmage, contrary to the order 
& established rules of the people called 
at that such devise should as to 
them & their issue cease, & be votd 
established, & A. having broken the 
condition :-—- Held: to have forfeited 
the devise.— HAUGHTON tv. HAUGHTON, 
1 Mol. 611, 614.--1R. 

. Condition an  farour of 
marriage with named person. |— Testa- 
tor, by his will, made in 1776, devised 
us follows: “I give & devise my right 
& title in & to my freehold leases, in 
the town of L., to J. N. & M. K., pro- 
vided they marry; remainder over, 


be ee 


& had two daughters. J. N. died, & 
M. K. married again, & had a son, to 
whom, as heir-at-law, pltf. in ejectment 
claimed : -7/leld: after the death of 
M. K. the estate went to her exora.--— 
aoe v. JONES, 1 Hud. & B. 227, n.— 





Cc, .}-- Testator be- 
queathed a farm to his wife for life, & 
upon her death to his nephew W., 
provided he married M. F., but not 
otherwise, & appointed his wife resi- 
duary legatee. After the death of the 
widow M. F. refused to marry W. The 
personal representative of the widow 
Claimed the farm under the residuary 
giftin the will: -77eld : marriage with 
M. I’. was a condition precedent to W. 
tuking the farm.—K JERSEY v. FLAHA- 
VAN, [1905] 11. R. 45.—-1R. 

d, ----— Condition against  muar- 
riage with particular class—Persons not 
setsed of freehold estate of specified value. ]} 
——A legacy wus given to a daughter 
payable upon her marriage or age of 
21, upon condition that she shall not 
marry without consent, or shall not 
marry a man who shall not be seised 
of an estate in fee simple or of freehold 
property of the elear vearly value of 
£500 :—Held: the condition was void 
as leading to a probable prohibition of 
marriage. ~KEILY v. MONCK (1795), 3 
Ridg. Parl. Rep. 205.-—-IR. 

e. ——~- Condition in restraint of 
daughter marrying below her social 
position, -—A gift over of real estate in 
the event of the devisee marrying a 
man‘ beneath her in life, that is to say, 
helow her in social position,” is good. 
-—Re GREENE, GREENE v. KIRKWOOD, 
(1895] 1 I. R. 130, 142.—IR. 

f. —--— Condition as to forfeiture 
of devise on marriage—Devise to three 
persons—One beneficiary to take life in- 
terest if three beneficiaries marry. )—Re 
Mckay (1914), 33 N. Z. Ll. hR. 811.—N.Z . 
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Sect. 3.—Validily: Sub-sect. 6, C. (6) & (c), D. GE 
2788. Gift until marriage.|—-GoDFREY v. 
HUGHES, No. 2767, ante. 


Conditions requiring consent.j|—Scc Sect. 
6, sub-sect. 1, nost. 











(c) Conditions ugainst Re-Marriage. 

2789. Whether valid—cCondition against re- 
marriage of widow.|—One devises, after debts & 
legacies paid, the surplus of his estate to his wife 
& son J. a re whom he makes his exors., but 
if she should marry, that then she should render 
the right of being extrix. to testator’s son R., he 
to be partner with his brother J. in the exorship. 
The wife marries again, she thereby loses her right 
to the surplus, & to the exorship.—BARTON v. 
BARTON (1693), 2 Vern. 808; 23 E. R. 800. 


Annotations :—Refd. Morley v. Rennoldson, Morley v. 
Linkson (1843), 2 Hare, 570; Godfrey v. Hughes (1847), 5 
Notes of Cases, 499. 


2790, —-— —-—.]—Bequest to testator’s wife, 
if living at his decease, provided she continued his 
widow ; but if she should die before his decease, 
or afterwards marry again, then & in either of such 
cases to his father, *' if he shall be living at the 
time of my decease or of such marriage as afore- 
said; & in case he shall not be then living, I 
give & bequeath the same to my brother.’”’ The 
father survived testator; but died before the 
marriage of the widow. Upon her marriage the 
brother entitled.—PyYLi: v. PRICE (1802), 6 Ves. 
779; 31 E.R. 1305, L. C. 

Annotations :—-Mentd. A.-G. v. Poole Corpn. (1838), 4 My. & 

Cr.17; Pratt v. Keith (1864), 3 New Rep. 406. 


2791. —-—~,|--Pltf. pleaded in bar to an 
avowry for the rent of a house, that before deft. 
had any interest in the house, one F. was seised 
in fee of the same, & devised to S. his wife for her 
life, in case she should so long continue to be his 
widow, & not live with any other man, except a 
father or brother, a rentcharge of £25 issuing 
out of the said house, with power of distress. F. 
died seised, leaving his wife surviving, & she con- 
tinued seised of such rentcharge until the half- 
yearly payment thereof was in arrear to her, & 
pltf. to prevent a distress upon his goods paid her 





the amount of the rent :—Held: the words in the | 


WILLS. 


will were a condition subsequent in defeasance of 

the estate in the rentcharge, & not a condition 

precedent, & therefore plaintiff was not bound to 
aver performance of the conditions, but breach 
thereof ought to be shown by the defts.—BROOKE 

v. Spona (1846), 15 M. & W. 153; 15 lL. J. Ex. 

94; 6L. T. O. S. 453; 153 HK. R. 801. 

Annotations :—-Refd. Telmuiayon v. Cannon (1853), 12 C. B. 
18. Mentd. Whitaker v. Harrold (1847), 11 Q. B. 163. 
2792. -.|—- Testator, by his will, 

directed that his residuary personal & real estate 

should be sold, & the proceeds vested in some 
govt. annuity for the benefit of his wife, L., & of 

A., for their joint lives, & at the death of either of 

them her share to go to the survivor; ‘* & in case 

either L. or A. should marry or to live in a state 
of adultery, then her share shall pass to the other, 
the same as if death had taken place; & should 

L. & A. both marry, then their shares & interest 

shall pass to my nephew H. in case L. & A. fail 

in fulfilling the conditions of this my will.” & 
he directed L. & A., out of the annuities they 
received, to keep in good & sound repair a certain 
tomb & vault belonging to him, & to paint it, 

‘‘ & in default or failure they shall lose & forfeit 

their claims to the annuities, & any person here- 

after that shall receive the annuities shall be bound 
to perform the same conditions ’’:—Held: as 

between L., the widow, & A. the gift over to A. 

upon L. marrying was good; but the condition 

against A. marrying was void; the gift over in 
the case of both marrying was void; & the con- 
dition annexed to the gift of the annuities to L. & 

A. to keep his tomb in repair was good. 

Such a condition [against remarriage] is not 
void as to the wife, the law recognising in a husband 
such an interest in his wife’s widowhood as to make 
it lawful for him to restrain her from making a 
second marriage by imposing a condition that on 
such marriage any provision he may have made 
for her shall cease (IKINDERSLEY, V.-C.).- LLoyD 
v. Luoyp (1852), 2 Sim. N. S. 255; 21 1. J. Ch. 
596; 19 L. T. O. S. $4; 16 Jur. 306; 61 E. R. 
338. 


Annotations: -Extd. Newton v. Marsden (1862), 2 John. & 
H. 356. Apld. Bellairs v. Bellairs (1874), L. R. 18 Haq, 
510. Refd. Jones v. Jones (1876), 45 L. J. Q. B. 166. 











PART XIII. yt SUB-SECT. 6.— 
Cc). 


2789 i. Whether valid — Condition 
ayainst remarriage of widow.|—BAR- 
CLAY v. EVANS (1882), 8 V. L. Jt. 330.— 
AUS. 

2789 fi. —~-~~, |-—Testator left all 
the residue of his real & personal estate 
to his wife in trust for berself & their 
son, shure & share alike, provided that. 
if after his deccase she sbould marry 
again he revoked this devise & bequest 
& devised & pocueetied to his son all 
the residue of his estate: - Weld: the 
provision for tho cesser of her interest 
upon her marriage was eficctual, 
although by way of condition subse- 
quent in restraint of marrlage.-—TRtUs- 
TEKS, EXECUTORS & AGENCY Co. v. 
Foy (1884), 10 V. L. R. 267.—AUS. 

2789 iii. ——--.])— Re POWER, 
O’LEARY v. POWER, [1904] St. R. Qd. 
93.—AUS, 

2789 iv. J~A testator by 
his will devised & hequeathed to his 
wife all his real & personal estate ‘ so 
long as she remains single.”” There was 
no gift over :—Held: this was a gift 
to testator’s widow, with a condition 
terminating the gift, & not a conditional 
limitation ; that this being a gift of 
real & personal estate, the rule to be 
applied in determining whether the 
condition was good was the rule 
applicable to personal estate, which 
requires a gift over in order to make the 
condition effective ; &, there being no 











gift over in the will the condition which 
required the widow to remain single 
must be treated as in terrorem & that 
the absolute gift stood freed from any 
condition. —Re DEPPNER, JIEPPNER tv. 
HEPPNER (1913), 14S. KR. N.S. W. 173; 
30 N.S. W. W. N. 220.—AUS. 

2789 v. -}—Re BOWLES’ 
WILL, KEAM v. BOWLES, [L921] V. L. i. 
506.—AUS. 














2789 vi. -——.}—-HENRY v. GIL- 
LEECK, 31 C. PP. £3.~-CAN, 

2789 vii. }-~-h., devised 
junds to his widow, ‘‘ provided she 


does not marry or misbehave,’ & to 
his son after his wife’s death :—Jleld : 
the widow’s csatate was not absolutely 
determined by her again imarrying; 
the party next entitled not having 
claimed the estate.—LEECH v. LEECH, 
11 Gr. 572.—CAN. 

2789 viii. — —-——~-,J-——Testator de- 
vised all his real & persona] estate to his 
wife during her life or widowhood ;_ but 
jn case she married again, he willed 
that she should have only his personal 
property with his farm at Q., which sho 
might sell at her discretion ; he then 
devised to certain of his relatives the 
whole of his real property, of whatever 
nature & wherever situated, except the 
farm in Q. :—Held: this condition was 
not void as being in restraint of matri- 
mony, & the widow's estate in the land 
therefore ceased on her marriage.—~ 
Dox d. LIVINGSTON vy. CORRIE, 3 Kerr, 
450.—CAN, 





2789 ix. - ~~) Re TUcKER 
(1910), 16 W. L. R. 172.—- CAN. 

2789 x. ----  - —.;/—Re CASWELL 
(1912), 20 W. L. RR. 469; 1 W. W. RR. 
941; 1D. L. R. 497.—CAN. 

2789 xi. ——---- ------ .}—A condition in 
restraint of the second marriage, 
whether of a man or of a woman, is not 
void.— Re MUIRHEAD ESTATE, (1919] 2 
W. W. RR. 4543 12 Sask. L. R. 123. -- 
CAN. 

2789 xii. .)— MYLES v. 
Myers (1920), 47 N. B. R. 195,.—-CAN. 

2789 xili. —~-~,] —'Testator by 
his will made the following bequests : 
‘“T give, deviso, & bequeath unto my 
wife M. the sum of £700 & to my 
daughter A. the sum of £300. Should 
the aforesaid M. remarry, then shall 
the sum of £400 be deducted from the 
above-mentioned bequest & be given to 
my daughter A.” :--—-/leld : the widow 
was entitled to have the whole of the 
legacy paid to her by the trustees.—— 
MADILY. v. MAnILL (1907), 26 N. 4. 
L. R. 737.—N.Z. 

2789 xiv. -— — --——-.]---Re CARLETON 
(1909), 28 N. Z. lL. R. 1066.—-N.Z. 

2789 xv. ——-=—.J--KUSSELL Uv. 
DuRU., [1920] N. 4. L. R. 91.-—N.Z. 

2789 xvi. .}—Hor: v. DICK- 
RON (1833), 12 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 222 ; 
40 Fac. Coll. 140.—-SCOT. 

2789 xvii. ——— — Kipp v. 
Kipps (1863), 2 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 
227: 36 Sc. Jur. 112.—S8COT. 
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Mentd. Re Rickard, Rickard v. Robson (1862), 31 Beav. 
244; Choa Choon Neoh v. epotiewoods (1869), 1 Kyshe’s 
popes: - 6; Re Vaughan, Vaughan v. Thomas (1886), 33 


2798. —— ——-..|]---A condition in testator’s 
will was to the effect, that if his widow married 
again before a son of the testator attained twenty- 
one years of age, all her interest under the will 
was to cease :—Held: this was not a condition 
in terrorem, & having married again, her interest 
under the will then ceased.—TrickER 1. KiNGs- 
BURY (1859), 33 L. T. O. S. 366; 7 W. R. 652. 

2794, ~--—— —-—.|-—-By a will certain trusts were 
declared for the benefit of the widow of testator’s 
nephew & her children, under which the widow 
was entitled to certain rents of real estate, & to 
annuities charged primarily on real estate, & to 
be made up, if necessary, out of personal estate, 
with a condition subsequent that the trusts for 
the benefit of the widow should cease if she mar- 
ried :—Held: the condition was valid..~-NEWTON 
v. MARSDEN (1862), 2 John. & H. 356; $1 1L. J. Ch. 
690; 6L. T. 155; 8 Jur. N. S. 1034; 10 W. R. 
438; 70 EB. R. 1094. 

Annotation :—Consd. Allen v. Jackson (1875), 1 Ch. D. 399. 

2795, ———— .|—A condition attached to 
a gift, in restraint of a second marriage, whether 
of & man or woman, is valid, & by whomsoever 
imposed.---ALLEN v. JACKSON (1875), 1 Ch. D. 
399; 45 L. J. Ch. 310; 33 L. T. 718; 40 J. P. 
262; 24 W. RR. 306, C. A. 

Annotation :—Consd. Hatton v. May (1876), 3 Ch. D. 148. 

2796. General residuary disposition to 
widow.|—Trust by will to permit testator’s wife 
to receive interest & rents for life, for the main- 
tenance of herself & children, & in case of her 
marriage that the interest, etc., shall not be paid 
to her any longer, but be applied by his exors. 
& trustees, she being an extrix. with them, for 
maintenance of the children, revoked on her 
marriage ; & not restored by a general residuary 
disposition to her.—DUNCAN v. DUNCAN (1815), 
Coop. G. 254; 19 Ves. 394; 34 EK. FR. 564. 

2797. ——-—. Widow cohabiting under illegal 
marriage.|---Rents devised to a female duranle 
viduilaic, do not pass over to the remainderman 
upon her cohabiting with one who, under an 
illegal marriage. holds himself out as her husband. 
—-ALLEN v. Woobv (1834), 1 Bing. N. ©. 83; 4 
Moo. & S. 510; 3L.J.C. P. 219; 181 KB. RR. 1020. 




















2798, -—-— Widow remarried at date 
of will.|---Testator yave the dividends of a 
fund to <A., the widow of B., ‘‘ as long as 


she should remain single & unmarried, & in 
case of her assigning or anticipating the divi- 
dends, then to yo over.”? A. had contracted a 
marriage, which was not generally known, with a 
second husband, who was still living abroad, «& 
had not been heard of for some years, & she 
passed as, & under the title of the widow of B. ; 
& in this character the legacy was given to her by 
testator, who had an attachment for her, but it 
was proved that she did not misrepresent her 
condition in order to impose upon testator :— 
Held: the misapprehension of her condition was 
not the motive of his bounty; the condition was 
subsequent, & the legacy good.--RisHTron v. 
Coss (1839), 56 My. & Cr. 145; 9 I. J. Ch. 110; 
4 Jur. 261; 41 FE. 1. 326, L. ©. 

Annotations :—Consd. Turner v. Brittain (1863), 3 New Rep. 


21. Dbtd. Re Boddington, Boddington v. Clariut (1884), 
20 Ch. D. 685. Expld. Re Mason, Mason v. Mason, [1910] 
1 Ch. 695. Refd. Morley v. Rennoldson, Morley v, Linkson 


(1843), 2 Hare, 570; Meluish v. Milton (1876), 3 Ch. J). 
27; Re Lowe, Danilly v». Platt (1892), 61 L. J. Ch. 414 ; 
Re Howard, Taylor v. Howard, [1901] 1 Ch. 412. Mentd. 
Anderson v. Borkley, [1902] 1 Ch. 936. 

2799. No gift over on breach—-Con- 


dition annexed to gift of realty & personalty.|— 
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Re Pertirer, PErtirer v. Perviren (1900), 44 
Sol. Jo. 698. 

2800. ——— Condition against remarriage of 
widower.]—A_ gift to testator’s son-in-law for 
life, or during marriage with any other person than 
testator’s daughter, who was dead at the date of 
the will, followed by gift over from & after the 
decease or marriage of the son-in-law :—Held: 
this was a good limitation, & not void as containing 
a condition subsequent in restraint of marriage.— 
EVANS v. RossEer (OR Rossa.) (1864), 2 Hem. & 
M. 190; 3 New Rep. 685; 10 L. T. 159; 10 Jur. 
N.S. 385; 12 W. R. 570; 71 E.R. 485. 


Annotations :—-Conred. Re Moore, Trafford v. Maconochie 
(1888), 39 Ch. D. 116. Refd. Allen v. Jackson (1875), 1 
Ch. D. 399. Mentd. Re Allsop & Joy’s Contract (1889), 
61 LL. T. 213. 

No. 


2801. 
2795, ante. 
D. Conditions against Performance of Duties 

to Parent. 

2802. Whether valid—-Condition to live with 
mother in case of separation.|—Testator be- 
queathed one-fourth of his estate in trust for his 
daughter for life & then for her children who 
should survive her & testator, & attain twenty-one, 
but he declared that if at any time his daughter & 
her husband should be living separately from each 
other, only such of their children, who, being 
under twenty-one, should perinanently reside with 
or be under the sole control of his daughter should 
be entitled to any benefit under the will, & if no 
child should become entitled, the daughter’s share 
was to be held in trust for certain other bene- 
ficiarics :—Held: the above-mentioned condition 
was invalid, & notwithstanding its non-perform- 
ance, the daughter’s children were entitled, on 
surviving their mother, to a share in the testator’s 
estate.-—Re MORGAN, Dowson v. DAVEY (1910), 
26 T. 1. Tt. 398. 

2803. Condition not to live with or be under 
contro] of father.|— Re SANDBROOK, NOEL v. SAND- 
BROOK, No. 2686, ante. 

2804. —-.-- Condition not to reside abroad.|— 
Testator by his will made in 1916 having settled a 
share of his residuary estate upon a son, & the son’s 
children, provided that the gift to the children 
Was upon the express condition that they should 
during their respective minorities be maintained 
in England, & should not reside abroad except for 
periods not exceeding six weeks in each year. 
Upon non-compliance with such condition in the 
case of any such child, his or her share was to be 
forfeited, & accrue to the shares of the other chil- 
dren, with a gift over in the event of non-compliance 
in the case of allofthem. At the date of testator’s 
death in 1917 the son had two infant children, 
whose mother was of German origin :—Held: 
the condition was a condition subsequcnt, 
‘abroad’? meant anywhere outside the British 
Isles, the non-compliance referred to meant the 
non-compliance of the parents, &, so interpreted, 
the condition, though not too uncertain to be en- 
forced, was void as being contrary to public 
policy, & tending to the possible separation of the 
parents from their children.— Re BOULTER, CAPITAL 
& COUNTIES BANK v. BOULTER, [1922] 1 Ch. 75; 
91 L. J. Ch. 250; 126 L. T. 653; 66 Sol. Jo. 
(W. R.) 14. 

EF. Conditions relating to Acquisition of Dignity. 

2805. Whether valid—Condition to procure 
dukedom.|—KINGSTON (ISARL) v. PIEREPONT (LADY 
ELIZABETH) (1651), 1 Vern. 5; 23 16. R. 264. 
Annotations :—Consd. Egerton v. Brownlow (1853), 4 


H. L. Cas. 1. Distd. Re Wallace, Champion v. Wallace, 
{1920] 2 Ch. 274. 


-|—-ALLEN v. JACKSON, 
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Sect. 3.—Validity : Sub-sect. 6, F.; sub-sects. 7 & 8, 
A. & B.] 
2806. Condition dependent on acquisition 


of title—Peerage.|—-(1) The Earl of Bridgewater 
by his will devised very large real estates to 
trustees to make a settlement according to the 
limitations mentioned in the will. One of these 
limitations was ‘‘ to Lord Alford for & during the 
term of ninety-nine years, if he shall so long live ’’; 
remainder to trustees during his life to preserve 
contingent remainders ; ‘‘ remainder to the use of 
the heirs male of his body, with remainder, in 
default of such issue, to the use of C. for the term of 
ninety-nine years, if he shall so long live’’; re- 
mainder to trustees to preserve contingent re- 
mainders; ‘‘remainder to the use of the heirs 
male of the body of C., subject, nevertheless, 
as to the several uses & estatcs so to be 
limited to Lord Alford & C., & to the trustees 
during their respective lives, & to the heirs 
male of their respective bodies, to the several 
provisoes for the determination thereof hereinafter 
contained.’”? Testutor then declared ‘ that in the 
settlement to be made pursuant to this my will, 
my estates are not to be limited successively to the 
use of the first & other sons of Lord Alford or of C. 
in tail male, but to the heirs male of their respective 
bodies, in the words of this my will, it being my 
intention that the vesting of my estates in the 
heirs male of the respective bodies shall be sus- 
pended during the lives of Lord Alford & C. 
respectively.” Testator then provided, ‘ that if 
Lord Alford shall die without having acquired the 
title of Duke or Marquis of Bridgewater to‘-him & 
the heirs male of his body, then, & in such case, the 
use & estate hereinbefore directed to be limited to 
the heirs male of his body shall cease & be abso- 
lutely void.”? There was a similar proviso as to 
Lord Alford acquiring such title within five years 
after he should succeed to be Earl Brownlow, & 
unless he did so, testator directed that the estate 
limited, ete. (as before) ‘‘ shall thenceforth cease 
& be absolutely void; & my real estates herein- 
before devised shall thereupon go over & be 
enjoyed according to the subsequent uses & limi- 
tations declared & directed by this my will, as 
if Lord Alford were actually dead without issue 
male.’’? Lord Alford entered into possession of the 
estates, but died without acquiring cither of the 
titles, leaving an heir male :—Held: the estate 
thus created in favour of Lord Alford’s heirs male 
was not affected by the proviso, which was a con- 
dition subsequent, & which was void, as being 
against public policy. 

(2) It has already been shown . . . that no man 
can attach any condition to his property which is 
against the public good. For instance, the case 
.. . of a man making a condition that his devisee 
shall not cultivate his arable land. That is void, 
because it is against the prosperity of the country 


PART XIII. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 6.—E., 





succession to the lands, had succeeded 


WILLS. 


(CROMPTON, J.).—EGERTON v. BROWNLOW (EARL) 
(1853), 4 H. L. Cas. 1; 8 State Tr. N. S. 193; 
23 L. J. Ch. 348; 21 L. T. O. S. 306; 18 Jur. 71 ; 
10 BE. R. 359, H. L. 


Annotations :—.As to (1) Distd. Re Wallace, Champion ». 
Wallace, [1920] 2 Ch. 274. Refd. Bean v. Griffiths (1855), 
1 Jur. N. S. 1045; Montefiore v. Menday Motor Com- 
ponents Co., [1918] 2 K. B. 241. Generally, Refd. Hilton 
v. Eckersley (1855), 6 Kh. & B. 47; Kiallmark v. Kiallmark 
(1856), 26 L. J. Ch. 15; Scott v. Avery (1856), 5 H. Il. Cas. 
811: H.v. W. (1857), 3 K. & J. 382; Clavering v. Ellison 
(1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 707; Shrewsbury v. Scott (1859), 6 
Cc. B. N. 8. 1: Christie v. Gosling (1866), L. R. 1H. hh. 
279: Re Harrison’sa Estate (1870), 5 Ch. App. 408; Ite 
Exmouth, Kxmouth r. Praod (1883), 23 Ch. D. 158; 
Lound v. Grimwade (1883), 39 Ch. D. 605; Re Kelcey, 
Tyson v. Keleey, [1899] 2 Ch. 530; Joffreys v. Jeffreys 
(1901), 84 L. T. 417; Re Greenwood, Goodhart v. Wood- 
head, [1902] 2 Ch. 198; Janson v. Driefontein Con- 
solidated Mines, [1902] A. C. 481; Re Hope Johnstone, 
Hope Johnstone v. Hope Johnstone, [1904] 1 Ch. 470; 
R. v. L. G. Board, Hr p. Arlidge, [1913] 1 K. B. 463; 
Nodriguez v. Speyer, [1919] A. C. 59; Kemp ». Glasgow 
City Corpn., [1920] A. C. 836;_ James vr. British General 
Insce., [1927] 2 K. B. 311. Mentd. Kerkin v. Korkin 
(1854), 2 KH. & B. 399; Tatham v. Vernon (1861), 29 Beav. 
604; Elliott v. Richardson (1870), L. R. 5 C. RP. 744; 
Sackville-West v. Holmesdale (1870), L. R. 4 H. L. 548 ; 
Thompson v. Fisher (1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 207; Duvies v. 
Davies (1887), 36 Ch. D. 359; Windhill L. B. of Health 
v. Vint (1890), 45 Ch. D. 351; Maxim Nordenfelt Guns & 
Ammunition Co. v. Nordenfelt, [1893] 1 Ch. 630; Savill 
v. Langinan (1898), 79 L. T. 44; Prince v. Haworth, 
{1905} 2 K. B. 768; Wilson v. Carnley, [1908] 1 kK. B. 
729; Continental Tyre & Rubber Co. (Great Britain) v. 
Daimler Co., [1915] 1 K. B. 893. 


2807. Baronetcy.]-—It is not the law 
that all conditions dependent on the acquisition of 
a dignity are contrary to public policy. 

Testator by his will directed, in the events which 
happened, that the capital of his residuary estate, 
on the determination of certain prior trusts affect- 
ing the income thereof, should go to & vest in 
testator’s sole surviving son if he should have 
acquired the title of baronet or other title superior 
thereto; but if he should not have acquired the 
title of baronet or other title superior thereto the 
residue was to be divided in equal moieties between 
the British Treasury & the Treasury of British 
India :—Held: the conditional gift to the son was 
not void as being contrary to public policy, but was 
capable of taking effect on the fulfilment of the 
condition. 

We have to consider a disposition of property 
depending on the requisition of a baronetcy. .. . 
A. baronetcy is a barren title involving on the part 
of its holder the performance of no duties to the 
State or to the public, except those which are cast 
upon every good citizen. In this respect it differs 
most materially from a peerage (WARRINGTON, 
L.J.).--Re WALLACE, CHAMPION v. WALLACE, 
[1920] 2 Ch. 274; 89 L. J. Ch. 4503; 123 L.'T. 343 ; 
36 T. L. R. 481; 64 Sol. Jo. 478, C. A. 








SUB-SECT. 7.—CONDITIONS IN TERROREMY. 
2808. What constitutes condition in terrorem- 
Condition with no gift over.|—HARVEY v. ASTON 

(LADY), No. 3257, post. 


CG. L. TT. 1265 1 0. L. R. 10.-—--CAN. 


2806 i. Whether valid—Condition de- 
pendent on acquisition of tithe— Peerage. | 
—A clause ina mortis causd disposition of 
heritage provided that each of the heirs 
who should succeed to the lands, should 
be obliged in all time to use disponer’s 
naine & arms, & that ‘in case any of 
the said heirs shall succeed to a peerage, 
then, when the person so succeeding, or 
having right to succeed, to my said 
lands shall also succeed to a peerage, 
they shall be bound & obliged to denude 
themselves of allright" in the lands, & 
the saine should devolve on the next 
heir :—Tfeld : this clause was not void 
as against public policy. it was eftect ual, 
although not protected by the fetters of 
an entail, &, it applied to, & excluded, 
an heir who, prior to the opening of the 


to @ peerage.—CAITHNESS (KARL) Uv. 
SINCLAIR, [1912] S. GC, 79. -—SCOT. 
2806ii. —-- -— .l— Devise to 
“N., kinsinan of E.N.,if the House of 
Lords will allow his right to be Lord 
Viscount N., but tf their lordships do 
not confirm the title to him, then 
over’: -/eld: good.--FINGAL (EARL) 
p. BLAKE (1829), 2 Mol. 50, 80.-~IR. 
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g. General rule.)- -With regard to 
personalty, the Ct. of Ch. long ago 
adopted the rule of the civil & ecelesias- 
tical law by which such a condition is 
void or regarded as merely tin terrorem ; 
& according to modern rules a mixed or 
massed fund is to be treated in the same 
Way a personalty.—Re HAMILTON, 21 





2808 i. What constitutes condition in 
terrorem —Condition urith no gift over.) 
—A. will provided as follows, ‘‘ I give. 
devise & bequeath unto my beloved 
wife as her own absvlute property all 
Iny real & personal property & effects 
as long as she remains my widow.’’ 
There was no gift over :—Held : testa- 
tor’s widow took the whole estate 
absolutcely.—MRe PasHak Esrari (Alta.), 
(1923) 1 D. L. RR. 11305 (1923) 1 
W. W. 2. 873.-—CAN. 

2808 ii. ——- —-.]—-DuUppbyYv. GRuis- 
HAM (1878), 2 Ll. It. Ir. 442.—IR. 

2808 fii. ——,]—Testator he- 
queathed a share of a residue to M., 
provided she should marry with the 
consent of his wife, if then living, or 
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2809. -.|—Re Dicxson’s Trust, Ex p. 
Dickson, No. 2825, post. 
2810. -|—Though a clause in a will 








revoking a bequest upon a condition will be per- 
fectly good without any gift over, although the 
condition be subsequent, yet if the revocation be 
by way of acceleration of the remainders, & the 
words used are not apt for that purpose, or if in 
any other manner the defeasance does not “ fit” 
the condition, the whole clause will be ineffectual, 
& the gift will be absolute.—fe CaTr’s TRUSTS 
(1864), 2 Hem. & M. 46; 4 New. Rep. 88; 33 
L. J. Ch. 495; 10 L. T. 409; 10 Jur. N. S. 536; 
12 W. R. 739; 71 EH. R. 377. 
‘Annotations :—Distd. Astley v. Kasex rey 30 L. T._485. 
Consd. Musgrave v. Brocka Abe.) 26 Ch. D. 792. Refd. 


Exmouth v. Praed (1883), 31 W. R. 545 ; Ke Cornwallis, 
Cornwallis v. Wyke tl (1886), 32 Ch. D. 388 


2811. Condition for forfeiture on disputing 
will.|—A. provision by will that a legatee contro- 
verting the disposition of the estate shall forfeit 
his legacy, is in terrorem only.—MORRIS v. Bur- 
ROUGHS (1737), 1 Atk. 399 ; West temp. Hard. 242 
2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 272 ; 26 K. R. 253, L. C.; ee 
quent proceedings (1743), 2 Atk. 627, L. C. 

2812, —-— |—Lioyp & JOBSON v. SPILLET 
(1740), 2 Atk. 148; Barn. Ch. 384; 26 EH. QR. 493, 
L. C.; previous proceedings, sub nom. LoypD v. 
SPIL LET, (1734) 3 P. Wms. 344, L. C. 


Annolations ; -— Mentd. Cook v. Duckenfield ee 
562; Benbow v. Townsend (1833), 1 My. 


2813. -- -——.|-—- WARBHICK  v. Wants No. 
2), No. 2816, post. 

Conditions as to consent to marriage.]-—See Scct. 
6, sub-sect. 1, post. 
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SUB-SECT. 8.-—PARTICULAR CONDITIONS. 
A. Conditions as to Behaviour. 


Whether sufficiently certain.|—-See Sub-sect. 2, 
B. (a), ante. 


B. Condition Not to Dispute Will. 

2814. Whether valid — Reasonable cause for 
litigation.|—Legacy given on condition the legatee 
shall not dispute the will. Legatee commences a 
suit whereby he contests the validity of the will, 
yet no forfeiture of the legacy if there was proba- 
balis causa liligandi.-— POWELL v. MORGAN (1688), 
2 Vern. 90; 23 E.R. 668, 

Annotations :-- Consd. Adams rv. Adains, [1892] 1 Ch. 369. 
Refd. /ee Williaris, Williams v. Williams, [1912] 1 Ch. 399. 
Mentd. Chester v. Willes (1754), Amb. 246; Powell v. 
sala et ) § Cl & If'in. 108; Kyam v. Sutton (1854), 19 
Beav. 


2815. Legatee acting in self-defence, |— 
Testator declared that if any dispute should arise 
between his devisees or legatees, in anywise relating 
to his ‘‘ estate or effects,’ or any claim therein 
contained, it should be referred to arbr., & he 
declared that, in case his devisee or legatee should 
commence any proceedings at law or in equity 

* touching or concerning or relating to the matters 
& things aforesaid,’’ the devise to him should be 
void :—Held: the ‘‘ matters & things’’ referred 
to were the “‘ estate & effects,” etc., & the condition 
of forfeiture was void, as it would prevent the 
devisee taking any legal proceedings necessary 
for the protection of his rights.—-RHODES v. Mus- 
WELL Hitn LAND Co. (1861), 29 Beav. 560; 30 
IL. J. Ch. 509; 4 L. T. 229; 7 Jur. N.S. 178; 
YW. R. 472; 541. BR. 745. 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Williams, Williams v. 
(1912] 1 Ch. 399. 


of the trustees for the time being of his 
will; & in case M. should dle bcfore 
she should attain the age of 21 years, 
or marry without the consent aforesaid, 
he directed that such share should go 
over. M., having attained 21, but 








Williams, 


nent :—Held : 
now take effec: be 


being still unmarried, claimed pay- 
the gift over could not 

that the condition as 
to consent was in terrorem mercly, & 
would be disregarded.—-GRAY v. GRAY 
(1889), 23 L. R. Ir. 399.— IR. 
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2816. -.]—Testator gave a share 
of his estate to his nephew, but declared that, if he 
should “make any claim or demand against his 
estate,” it should lapse, & there was a gift over. 
Two years before testator’s death a dispute had 
arisen between him & his nephew as to some 
cottages. Testator distrained on the tenants & 
they replevied, & after testator’s death the nephew 
distrained, & it was determined in a consolidated 
action that the cottages belonged to testator :— 
Held: there was no forfeiture, the proceedings of 
the nephew being defensive, & the proviso pointing 
to acts subsequent to testator’s death. 

It is clear that this is not a mere clause in 
terrorem, because testator directs the forfeited 
share to fall into his residue, which is given over 
to the exclusion of the persons ‘‘ debarred as 
aforesaid ’’ (ROMILLY, M.R.).—WARBRICK  v. 
VARLEY (No. 2) (1861), 30 Beav. 347; 54 KB. R. 
923. 

2817, —---- -——— .i—Devise of an estate 
upon trust to pay an annuity, with a proviso for 
cesser if the annuitant should in any way inter- 
meddle with or interfere, or attempt to inter- 
meddle with or interfere, in the management of 
testator’s estate. The annuitant brought a frivo- 
lous action against the trustees for a receiver :— 
Held: (1) this was an attempt to interfere with the 
management of the estate, & the annuity ceased ; 
(2) if the action had been brought in defence of the 
annuity, it would not have been within the proviso. 
--ADAMS v. ADAMS, [1892] 1 Ch. 369; O1 L. J. 
Ch. 237; 667... T. 98; 40 W. KR. 261; 8'T. L. R. 
236: 36 Sol. Jo. 215, C. A, 


fe One -—Generally, Refd. Re Sax, Barned v. Sax 
1893), 62 L. J. Ch. 688 ; Re Willlams, Williams v. Williams, 
1912} 1 Ch. 399. 














2818. Action claiming benefit to which 
legatee entitled.)}—PiILuiIps v. Put.utprs, [1877] 
W.N. 260. 

2819. —---— Action based on wilful default.] 


—Testator provided that in case any action or other 
proceedings tor the administration of his estate 
should be commenced by any beneficiary as pltf., 
the costs of all parties should be retained & paid 
out of pltf.’s share :—Held: (1) this provision 
did not apply to an action based on wilful default, 
this being probabilis causa litigandi; (2) the pro- 
vision if applicable to such an action would have 
been void for repugnancy.—Re WILLIAMS, WIL- 
LIAMS v, WILLIAMS, [1912] 1 Ch. 399; 81 L. J. Ch. 
298; 106L. T. 584 ; ; 56 Sol). Jo. 325. 

2820. ---— Dispute as to validity of will-—Or 
competency of testator.] --A condition, ina will of 
real estate, that if the devisee shall dispute the will, 
or testator’s competency to make it, or shall refuse, 
when required by the exors. to contirm it, the 
disposition in favour of such devisee shall be 
revoked, 1s valid in law.---CoOOKE v. TURNER (1846), 
15 M. & W. 727; 14 Sim, 493; 17 L. J. Ex. 106; 

53 Td. R. 1044. 

Aunolahions ~Apprvd. Evanture] v. Kvanturel = ( ie 

L.h.6 2. 8C.B 


C.1. Refd. Gibbons rv. Vouillon (1849), 8 
483 ; Ege rton vr. Brownlow (1853), 23 L. J. Ch. 348 


2821. Frivolous’ action. |! — ADAMS UV. 
ADAMS, No. 2817, ante. 





2822. -—-- In absence of gift over.]— Re 
Dickson’s Trust, La p. DIcKson, No. 2825, 
post. 

2823. —--— Proceedings to revoke probate. |— 


A clause in a will provided, that if any of the 
legatees should attempt to set aside the will, he 
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h. Whether valid—- Condition that 
children do not repudiate settlement et: 
claim legal rights. |}—- BROWN’S TRUSTEES 
v. GREGSON, (1916] S. C. 97; 53 Se. 
J. R805 [1915] 28. L. T. 283. "—SCOT. 
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should forfeit all interest under it, & his share 
should fall into the residue. A. was a legatee 
under the will, which was proved in common 
form, & a suit was afterwards instituted to 
administer the estate. A. subsequently, as the 
residuary legatee of a legatee under the will, took 
proceedings in the Probate Ct. to revoke the 
probate :-—-Held: A. had forfeited his legacy; & 
the forfeiture could be taken advantage of at any 
time before the legacy was actually paid over.— 
STEVENSON v. ABINGTON (1863), 9 L. T. 74; 9 
Jur. N. 8. 1063; 11 W. R. 935. 

2824. --—— Application to Parliament.|—-—e 
ALLAN, HAVELOCK v. HAVELOCK-ALLAN (1896), 12 
T. L. R. 299. 

Uncertain conditions.|—Sce No. 2680, anle. 
Condition contrary to public policy.|—Sce 
No. 2680, ante. 

Condition in terrorem.|—See Nos. 2811, 
2812, ante. 

Performance of condition.|—See Sect. 4, sub- 
sect. 2, E., post. 











C. Conditions relating to Marriage. 
Conditions in restraint of marriage.|— See Sub- 
sect. 6, C., ante. 
‘ Conditions as to consent to marriage.]—-Sce Sect. 
» post. 


D. Conditions relating to Religion. 

2825. Condition not to take veil—Or associate 
with Roman Catholic establishment.] — (1) A 
condition in a codicil which deprived a leyatee 
under the will of all interest in a legacy of £10,000 
thereby given, in case of the legatee taking the 
veil, becoming a nun, continuing to reside in a 
convent, or in any other way associating herself 
permanently with any Roman Catholic establish- 
ment :—Held: to be a valid condition; & the 
legatee having entered as a nun in a Roman 
Catholic convent, it was declared that she took no 
interest under the legacy from the time of her so 
entering the convent. 

(2) If a bequest be given absolutely in the first 
instance, & then a condition be subsequently 
imposed, but without any gift over, the subse- 
quent condition is to be regarded only in terrorem, 
& to be inetiectual (RoLFE, V.-C.). 


PART XHI. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 8.--D. 
k. General rule.}—-A provision in 
a will that a beneficiary shall forfeit a 
gift if or unless he adopts a particular 
religious faith is void for uncertainty if 
it is impossible to ascertain from the 
will at what time, in what. manner, & 
os Noe circuinstances the forfeiture 
sha 


— A. by 


oceur.—-PUBLIC TRUSTER v. 


mortis causa deed disponed 
certain heritable property to his nephew 
B., “ but always under the express 
condition of his continuing to profess 
the Roman Catholic religion, & failing 
the said ¥3., by death or bandoning his 
said religion, then to my own nearest 
heirs professing the Roman Catholic 
religion, & to the heirs & assignees 


WILLS. 


(8) If testator directs that the legatee should 
not dispute the will, the condition is held to be 
ineffectual (ROLFE, V.-C.).—He Dickson’s TRustT, 
Ex p. Dickson (1850), 1 Sim. N.S. 37; 20 L. J. Ch. 
83; 15 Jur. 282; 61 EK. R. 14; sub nom. Re 
Dixon’s Trust, 16 L. T. O. S. 168; subsequent 
proceedings (1851), 17 L. T. O. 8S. 283. 

Annotations :—-As to (1) Apld. Hodgson v. Halford (1879), 
11 Ch. D. 959. Reid. Powell v. Boggis (1866), 35 L. J. Ch. 
472. Asto(2) Refd. Ae Catt’s Trusts (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 
46. As to (3) Expld. Evanturel v. Evanturel (1874), 
L. R. 6 P.C. 1. Generally, Refd. Rochford v. Hackman 
(1852), 9 Hare, 475. 
Condition repugnant to interest of beneficiary. |— 

See No. 2695, ante. 

Condition contrary to public policy.|—See Nos. 


2786, 2787, ante. 


E. Conditions relating to Residence. 

2826. Condition against sisters living together.]|— 
Testator directed bis charitable bequests to be 
paid out of his pure personalty, in priority of all 
other charges; & he devised his real & personal 
estate to trustees, upon trust, to lay out the 
personal estate in real estate, & pay the rents, 
etc., to his wife for life; & he directed, that in 
case his wife’s sister should reside with, or dwell 
in the house or place of residence of his said wife, 
or become part of her family, then, for every day 
of such residence, etc., his trustees should retain 
£100 out of the rents, etc., payable to his wife, & 
pay the same to a charity :—Held: the condition 
was not illegal ; its effect being to divest a vested 
interest, it must be strictly construed; & as the 
benefit intended for the charity could not. in 
consequence of Statute of Mortmain, take effect, 
the condition was void.-—RIpGWAayYy v. Woop- 
HOUSE (1844), 7 Beav. 437; 3 L. T. O. S. 19; 

K. R. 11384. 

Uncertain conditions.|—Sce Sub-sect. 2, B. 
ante. 

Condition repugnant to Interest of beneficlary.| - 
See No. 2686, ante. 

Conditions contrary to _ public 
Nos. 2678, 2762, 2802-2804, ante. 

Validity under Settled Land Acts.|—See SETTLE- 
MENTS, Vol. XI., pp. 7438, 744, Nos. 2789-2752. 


policy.|—Sce 


F. Conditions relating to Name and Arms. 
See Names & ARMs, Vol. XXXV., pp. 705-712, 
Nos. 55-86, 95-98. 


Jarm & maintaining mother ct sisters. | 
--Testator by his will devised a farm 
to three of his sons in these words: 
‘*T give & devise to my beloved sons, 
A., J. & N. the whole of my lot or farin 
on which J now reside ; that is to say, 
if they will remain on the furm to 
mnaintain their mother & four younger 
sisters.’’ The sons made partition of 


Gower, [1924] N. 4% L. R. 1233.— whomsocver of my said disponees.’’ the lands, & sold & removed from the 
N.Z. Wh who levied A., throughout. ae diae - er eee a Cae ; 
‘ diti or . ife professed the Roman Catholic —Held: e words in the devise 
mer Pies ee pe a religion, & diced intestate Jeaving issue: constituted such a condition in con- 
TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS & AGENCY Co ~ Held: A.’s ‘own nearest heirs nection thcrewith as that for non- 
LTD. ». KEAST (1896), 22 V LE 447. professing the Roman Catholic religion’’ performance of the terms of the condi- 
: coe" were conditional institutes, & not tion, the estate devised was subject. to 


AUS. 





m. - -.J— BIRTWHISTLE  v. 
Myers (1899), 25 V. L. R. 306.—AUS. 
n. Condition against expenditure on 
erection of buildings in interests of 
divine science.J—lre Lestin, Borrow 








of Sess.) 460 ; 
Sco 


Kubstitutes, & that therefore B.’s heirs 
were at his death entitled to succeed, 
& were not affected bh 
---HAYS v. BROWN (1883), 10 R. (Ct. 
20 wSe. a 


forfeiture.—-McIsaac v. McLrop, 7 


N.S. it. 232.—-CAN. 

b. Condition as to residence in 
mansion house Condition contrary to 
Settled Land <Act.j—Re THOMPSON'S 
WiLL, 21 L. hk. Ir. 109.—IR. 


the condition. 


Sh es 





vt. LESTFR, (1906) 7 8S. Ro. N.S. W. 

48 3 a eee Ww. = N. 240.—AUS. PART XIII. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT.8.—E. tT “BHI oR ore, SN 
o. Condition as to religious  up- r. Condition agai ivi Unt “ae Anita: 1 
bate 3 ee. uP gainst living with d. Annuity bequeathed condition- 

Sennen 1 yee Re GUNN, 32 mother.) — McDonaLp ov. TRUSTEES — ally on anniitantd non-residence in 

C nidit iets — ; WXECUTORS & AGENCY Co., LYD.  Angland.j—Re CRUMPE, ORPEN 1. 

Pe ua a go becoming mem- (1902), 24 V. Ll. R. 442.—AUS. MoniarRTy, [1912] 1 I. R. 485.—IR. 

atholic Church.) - lee t. Condition against living with e. Condition against residing with 


CARLETON, 28 N. Z. L. R. 1066.—N.Z. 


q. Condition as to retention o 
membership of Roman Catholic Chanel 


father. |-——-CLARKE 
QO. KR. 140.-—-CAN. 


a. Condition ag 


DARRAUGH, 5 — yarents.|-~ GRANT'S TRUSTEES t. GRANT 
(1898), 25 R. (Ct. of Seas.) 929; 35 


to remaining on Sel. R. 718; 68. L. T. 38.—SCoT. 


Part XITI.—Conprrions. 


G. Other Conditions. 

2827. Condition not to commit felony.]—Awnon. 
(1574), No. 2763, ante. ue a 

2828. Condition created to prevent escheat.|-— 
MILDMAY v. MiInDMAY (1601), Moore, K. B. 632 ; 
72 E. R. 805; subsequent proceedings, sub nom. 
MILDMAY’s CASE, HETHERSALL v. MILDMAY (1605), 
6 Co. Rep. 40 a. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Rowles v. Mason (1612), 2 Brownl. 
192 ; Portington’s Case (1613), 10 Co. Rep. 35a; Bath 
& Mountague’s Case (1693), 3 Cas. in Ch. 55. 


2829. Condition for payment of debts—Sale of 
realty.|—If A. devises land to B. his wife for life, 
& also wills, that if it shall appear that there are 
not sufficient assets to pay his debts, that then B. 
shall have power to sell so much of the land as 
will pay the debts, B. may immediately sell so 
much of the land as is necessary for the purpose ; 
for this is a condition precedent.—Dikx v. Ricks 
(1633), Cro. Car. 335; W. Jo. 327; 70 1. R. 893. 


Annotations :-—Retd. Greetham v. Colton (1865), 34 Beav. 
615. Mentd. I. v. Cotton (1751), Park. 112. 


2830. Condition to release all claims.]|—HAWEs 
v. WARNER (1704), as reported in 3 Rep. Ch. 206 ; 
2 Vern. 477; 21 E. R. 768. 

i ——,|—ACHERLEY v. VERNON, No. 2919, 
post. 

2832. Condition to give security & execute deeds.| 
—~‘lestator devised all his freehold, copyhold, & 
leaschold messuages, lands, tenements, rents, & 
hereditaments, & all other his real & personal 
estate, whatsoever & wheresoever, not before 
disposed of, to trustees, with power to sell & 
absolutely dispose of, or to exchange or let, all or 
any part or parts of his said estate, upon trust, as 
to a certain part, to convey & assure that part to 
his godson, G., when & so soon as his godson 
should attain twenty-one; & also to pay to G. 
£7,000 upon his attaining twenty-one. But in 
case G. should die without issue before attaining 
twenty-one, then the said part of the real estate, 
together with the £7,000, was to sink into & 
become part of the residue, & to go according to 
the disposition thereof, thereafter in the will 
expressed. As to the rest, residue, & remainder 
of his personal estate, he directed it to accumulate 
at compound interest until J. should attain 
twenty-four years, then upon trust to convey, 
assign, ctc., unto J. (upon his giving such security, 
& executing such deeds for the payment of annui- 
ties before bequeathed to other persons, as should 
be to the satisfaction of the trustees) all the legal 
estate & interest of & in all the freehold, leaschold, 
& copyhold lands, tenements, rents, & heredita- 
ments, & all other testator’s real & personal 


PART XIII. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 8.—G. 


f. Condition as to keeping land 
Sree from incumbrancesa for a period of 


iN -—-—,} - Under a 
recting that testator’s estate should be 
charged with the support of his wife 
during her life or widowhood & dovising 
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estate, whatsoever & wheresoever, not therein- 
before devised & bequeathed :—Held: this gift 
to J. displaced the heir-at-law as to the residuary 
gift of real & personal estate; J. took a vested 
interest in the intermediate rents & profits, & the 
words respecting his executing deeds & assurances 
did not constitute a condition precedent.—ACKERS 
v. Puiprs (1835), 3 Cl. & Fin. 665; 9 Bli. N. S. 
430; 6K. R. 1586, H. L.; subsequent proceedings, 
sub nom. PHIpPs v. ACKERS (1842), 9 Cl. & Fin. 


583, H. L. 

Annotations :—Refd. Watson v. Hayes (1839), 8 L. J. Ch. 
169; Cunningham v. Murray (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 366 ; 
Egerton v. Brownlow (1853), 4 H. L. Cas. 1; Smith v. 
Spencer (1856), 6 De G. M. & G. 631. 


2833. Condition to attend at particular place for 
payment of annuity.|—Testator bequeathed an 
annuity to his son A., payable quarterly, charging 
it upon his personal estate only, which, subject 
to the annuity, he bequeathed to his son B., whom 
he appointed his exor. The will proceeded, ‘‘ & 
l declare that the receipt of my son A., signed with 
his own hand after each of the quarterly payments 
shall have become due, shall be the only discharge 
which my exor. shall be bound to accept, for each 
of such payments, & that it shall be lawful for my 
exor. to require that my son A. shall attend at the 
Town Hall in Nottingham, to receive & give 
receipts for the annuity, & to suspend the payment 
thereof until such requisition shall be complied 
with, from time to time, as my exor. shall think 
proper ”’ :-- Held: assuming the condition to be 
a valid one, there was nothing to prevent A. from 
assigning the annuity to a third person.—ARDEN 
v. GOODACRE (1852), 11 C. B. 883; 21 L. J. C. P. 
129; 18 L. T. O. S. 208; 16 Jur. 529; 1388 E.R. 
723. 

2834. Condition to settle accounts with executors 
—Bequest of annuity to collector of rents.}— 
Testator bequeathed an annuity to B., who was 
acting as collector of the rents of his leasehold 
estate. By a codicil, dated 1837, reciting that B. 
was in arrear in respect of such rents, testator 
declared that the annuity should not be payable 
until B. had settled with his exors. from the date 
of that codicil, & paid the balance due, & that the 
first payment in respect of the annuity should be 
three months after payment of such balance. 
Testator died in 1845, B. did not send in his 
accounts til] 1850, when he claimed a balance due 
to himself thereupon. The exors. rejected the 
accounts as unsatisfactory, & in particular as 
including an allowance of £450 as comr. for 
collecting, whereas they swore in their answer 
that they believed B. was to act gratis. B., being 


p. Affect of condition in gift of 
corpus of estate after life intereast— 
Intestacy as to corpus.J)—A will which 
the ct. found would otherwise clearly 


will «da- 


vears, |}-—CHISHOLM 7. LONDON & WRES- 
TERN TRUsTS Co., 28 0. R. 347.—CAN, 


g Condition as to place of burial.) 
—WRIGHT v. BENNIE (1903), Q. RR. 13 
K, Bh. 379.— CAN, 


h. Condition to provide home - 
For sisters.\—GILu v. GILL (1921), 21 
S. aR. N.S. W. 400; 38 N.S. W. WON, 
130.—AUS. 





; For widow.) — Testator 
seiged in fee of land devised the saine 
to his son on condition that he should 
support pltf. during her life, & that she 
should be mistress, & have control of 
the dwelling-house on the Jand :—- 
Hfeld: the son took the land condi- 
tioned for the maintenance of pltf. 
during her life, but that no title was 
conferred upon ther under which she 
could bring ejectment, the control 
which testator meant being merely 
the domestic management, not the 
ownership of the house.—GRanvT rv. 
McLENNAN, 16 CC. P. 395.-—CAN, 


1t to his sons in fee, ‘f subject to the 
devise hereinbefore contained in favour 
of my dear wife ” :—Held: the widow 
took no legal estate.-—GILCHRIST tv. 
Ramsay, 27 U. C. RR. 500.—CAN. 


m. .] -- WESTHAVER 1. 
Furrr (9917), 51 N.S. RR. 23530 36 
DD. L. R. 251. -CAN. 

n. - .]-— Testator devised 
to his widow for life the western half 
of bis farm, & on ber death gave the 
western half of his farm to pltf., his 
son-in-law, on condition that he sup- 
ported the widow to the best of his 
ability while she lived :—Held: the 
condition referred to was a condition 
precedent, & pltf.’s rights depended 
upon hia performance of it. McDONALD 
Ceo (1921), 54 N.S. R. 379.— 


ee ee — 





Oo. - -—-,)— Re HAMILTON, 
HAMILTON v. HAMILTON, 25 N. ZL. ht. 
218.--N.Z. 


nd 


give, after a life interest to testator's 
wife, the corpus of the estate to a 
certain charitable assocn. :—Held: by 
reason of the provisions for the benefit 
of the assocn. being introduced by the 
words ‘‘ Should my wife predecease 
me,"’ to give no interest to the assocn. 
where his wife survived testator, 
though in such case the corpus of the 
estate, after the wife’s life interest, 
remained undisposed of; effect had to 
he given to the conditions expressed. 
—lee GAUTIER ESTATE, [1920) 1 W. W. 
R. 1005.—CAN. 


q. Denise conditional on recovery 
from illness.}—ALLKUYNE v. ALLEYNE 
(1845), 2 Jo. & Lat. 544.—IR. 


r. Bequest mude subject to condi- 
tion in favour of third party.J}—When a 
bequest is made subject to a condition 
in favour of a third party the condition 
is held to be fulfilled when the third 
party voluntarily renders its fulfilment 
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Sect. 3.—Validity: Sub-sect. 8, G. Sect. 4: 
sects. 1 & 2, A., B. & C.] 


examined, swore that he had been promised the 
usual commission; but the accounts were some- 
what suspicious, & only commenced in 1839. In 
May, 1850, B. filed his bill for the annuity, alleging 
that he could not make out better accounts with- 
out documents in defts.’ possession :—Held : 
irrespective of the question whether an agreement, 
had been made to allow B. a commission, & irre- 
spective also of the question whether the pro- 
duction of accounts to the satisfaction of the 
exors. was a condition precedent or subsequent to 
B.’s right to enjoy the annuity, the accounts 
between B. & testator’s estate ought to be taken 
by this ct. in this suit, inasmuch as the estate 
could not be properly cleared while the contingent 
claim to the legacy was suspended over it.— 
BRoa@pvEN vw. MERTON (1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 1040; 
17 Jur. 824, 

2835. Condition that legatee assist in auditing 
accounts.|——-Testator bequeathed a sum of £1,000 
to his solr. by a payment of £50 per annum for 
twenty years after his, testator’s, death, with a 
condition to attend meetings of his exors. & assist 
in auditing the accounts of the estate :—ZTeld@ : to 
be an absolute bequest of £1.000.— WELLS v. Woop 
(1861), 4 L. T. 768; 9 W. R. 780. 

2836. Condition to convey part of certain estate— 
Condition to settle property—Intention on happen- 
ing of either event defined—Intention on happening 
of both not defined.|—G. the devisee for life of 
certain freehold & copyhold estates, with remainder 
to his children, gave his residuary real & personal 
estate equally to his four children, & directed that 
each of his three younger children should sell & 
convey his share of a certain part of the estates 
to which he was entitled for life as aforesaid to 
his eldest son; & in case any of the three should 
refuse so to do, he directed that his or her share 
in his own real & personal property should go over 
to Jus eldest son, & that the child so refusing 
should take no benefit under his will; & he 
declared that the share of his daughter A., one of 
the three younger children under his will, should 
he settled for her separate use for life, & after her 
death for her children equally; & he willed & 
desired that his daughter & her husband should 
settle & assure the real property to which he 
himself was entitled for life, upon trusts corre- 
sponding with those already declared concerning 
her share of his own estate; & in case she & her 
husband should refuse to make such settlement, 
then that the property given by his will to her & 
her issue should go over to his other three children 
in equal shares. After G.’s death, A. & her 
husband signed a letter wherein they positively 
refused both to sell the share. & to make the 
settlement directed. Upon special case for the 
opinion of the ct. :—Held: provisions of forfeiture 
are to be construed strictly, & both of the pro- 
visions in this case were nugatory & void; for G. 
though he had clearly defined his intention upon 
the happening of either of two events, had given 
no indication of his intention upon the simul- 
taneous occurrence of both.—ORMEROD ». RILEY 
(1865), 138 L. 1.571; 12 Jur. N.S. 112,00. C.& 1. IS. 





impogsible.--Prrim v. Pre (1873), 1 
Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 941; 45 Se. Jur. 
134.—SCOT. 

t. Devise to ‘* beloved friend ’—Sub- 
ject to the condition that declaration 
made— By a writing under his hand 
he should erpressly declare that whatever 
he took under the will was to form part 
of his own means d& estate, d: belong to 
his own heirs & disnonces.’’}—Rk&IDS v. 
M‘PHEDRAN ETC. (1881), 9 R. (Ct. of 


filment 


Sess.) 80; 19 Se. L. R. 51.-—-SCOT. 


PART XIII. SECT. 
a. Condition made impossible of ful- 
aan testator — Whether bequest 
fails.)}—Where there was a bequest 
made conditional on the re-excavating 
of a certain tank by the legatee & the 
condition became impossiblo of per- 
formance by reason of testator himself 
re-excavating the tank ;:—Held : 


WILLS. 


2887. Condition to learn to play plano.|—-She 
[widow] claimed a piano given her by testator on 
condition that she learnt to play on it, a condition 
which she had fulfilled :—Held: this was a valid 
gift.—J?e WHITTAKER, WHITTAKER v. WHITTAKER 
(1882), 21 Ch. D. 657; 51 L. J. Ch. 737; 46 1. T. 


802; 30 W. R. 787. 


Sect. 4.—PERFORMANCE OF CONDITIONS. 
Sun-sEcr. 1.—-IN GENERAL. 

2838. Gift subject to condition precedent 
Necessity for performance.]—Woop (SIR 
(alias CRANMER) v. WEBB (1695), Shaw. Parl. Cas. 

87; 1h. R. 60. TT. LL. 

Annotation :—Refd. Hervey v. Aston (1738), West temp. 

Hard. 350. 

2839. Bequest subject to condition subsequent — 
Order for payment—On security being given.}— 
A. by will gives portions to his daughters, but 
mentions no time when to bo paid, but adds a 
proviso that his daughters should marry with 
consent of his wife; & if any married without 
such consent, her portion to go over. On a bill 
brought by the daughters for their portions, the 
ct. decreed the portions to be paid; but on 
Recurity to refund, if the condition should be 
broken.—ASTON v. ASTON (1703), 2 Vern, 452 ; 
23 E. R. 890; sub nom. ASHTON v. ASHTON, 
Prec. Ch. 226; sub nom. ANON., 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 
212. 

Annotations :—Consd. Reynish v. Martin (1746), 3 Atk. 330. 

Apld. #e Whitings’ Sottimt., Whiting v. De Rutzen, 


[1905] 1 Ch. 96. Refd. Hervey v. Aston (1738), West 
ne: Hard. 350; Garbut v. Hilton (1739), 9 Mod. Rep. 
210. 


2840. —-- —- -.]|—-Legacy payable at twenty- 
one, with proviso to go over, if legatee should at 
any time become seised of the real estate, to which 
he was entitled in remainder after an estate tail 
limited upon an estate for life subsisting, when he 
became twenty-one. Iiven supposing there is a 
contingency left, he must have the legacy at 
twenty-one; but it may be disputed afterwards 
upon the happening of the contingency.—GRIF- 
FIrHs v. Smirn (1790), 1 Ves. 97; 30 HK. R. 248, 
I. C. 

Annotation ¢ ~-Folld. Fawkes v. Gray (1811), 18 Ves. 131. 

2841. -—-- -- — Without security.| -— Legacy 
on condition to be void, in case the legatee should 
succeed in the event of the death of A. without 
issue of her body ; payment decreed in the life of 
A. & without securityv..—-FAWKES v. Gray (1811), 
18 Ves. 13); 34 E.R. 267, 

2342. Breach of condition—Proof of.!-—Wi1- 
KINSON @ Dyson, No. 2854, post. 

—-— Effect of.|—-See Sub-sect. 4, C., post. 

2843. Payment to A. of sum from beneficiary’s 
share of income while benefictary living with A.— 
Assignment by beneficiary of share of income— 
Right of A. to continue to receive sum.|—Testator 
gave the income of his residuary estate to his 
children in equal shares, & made provisions for a 
home to be maintained under the charge of M. for 
such of his unmarried children as chose to take 
advantage of it, & directed that while any child 
resided with M. a sum of £50 a year should be 


pequeat failed & the legatee could not 
take anything under the will.--Ra- 
JENDRA LAL GiosK v. MRINALINI DASI 
(1921), I. L. RR. 48 Calc. 1100.—IND. 

b. Gift subject to obligation to test 
-—Whether inter vivos deeds struck at by 
abligation.| —MURRAY v. MACFARLANE’S 
TRUSTEES (1895), 22 R. (Ct. of Sesa.) 
927; 32 Sec. 2.715; 38. L. T. 93. 
-~-SCOT. 
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deducted from his or her share of the income & 
paid to M. A., an unmarried son of testator, 
ceased to reside with M., & assigned all his interest 
under his father’s will to B. for a valuable con- 
sideration. He afterwards returned to reside 
with M. :—Held: notwithstanding the assignment 
M. was entitled to be paid the £50 a year out of 
A.’s share of the income while he resided with her. 
—Re GREENWOOD, PRIESTLEY v. GRIFFITH (1892), 
66 L. T. 101; 40 W. R. 357 3 36 Sol. Jo. 254, C. A. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—WHAT AMOUNTS TO PERFORMANCE 
oR BREACH. 


A. In General. 


2844. Gift over on refusal to perform condition— 
Mere non-performance not breach of condition. ]— 
TRENERN v. CLAYBROOK (1624), Win. 69; 124 
E. R. 58. 
ae :-—Mentd. Tattersall v. Groote (1800), 2 Bos. & 

2845. -—-— Difference between conditions pre- 
cedent & subsequent.|—-PoPHAM v. BAMPFIELD 
(1682), 1 Vern. 167; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 108; 23 E. R. 
391, L. C. 

Annotations :—Distd. Falkland v. Bertic (1696), 2 Vern. 
333. Refd. Woodman v. Blake (1691), 2 Vern. 222; 
Simpson v. Hornby (1716), Gilb. Ch. 115; Jones v. Dale 
iae) 1 Barn. K. B. 131; Bagshaw v. Spencer (1748), 1 

es. Sen. 142; Theebridge v. Kilburne (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 

233; Watson v. Brickwood (1804), 9 Ves. 447; Wynne v. 

Wynne (1840), 2 Man. & GQ. 8. 


2846. Necessity for strict performance.|—A man 
having two manors devises the manor of X. to 
the eldest son of A. in fee; the manor of Y. to Bb. 
for life, with remainder ‘‘ to such of A.’s children 
as shall then be alive & have the manor of X.’’ 
The devisee of X. enters & aliens; & then B. dies, 
living the eldest son of A. the manor of Y. shall 
go to the heir of the devisor. 

The devise being to one of A.’s children, his 
child’s child shall not have it, for it is out of the 
words. It ought also to be such a child as then 
should have the manor of X. (per CuR.).—BROWN 
v. Preys (15941), Cro. Eliz. 857; 1 And. 306: 
738 Ih. R. 606. 





2847. ——— ,.|—CLAVERING v. ELLISON, No. 
20667, ante. 
2848. Necessity for literal compliance.]—- 





Testator directed that a specific sum of £10,000, 
to which he was entitled, should be applied in 
paying off a charge on his B. estate, if established : 
& that in case it} should be so applied, then a charge 
of £13,000 to which his D. estate was liable, should 
not be raised thereout, but out of his B. estate. 
After his death, the charge on the B. estate having 
been established, the £10,000 was applied in pay- 
ing it off. Subsequently, his other personal estate 
having proved insufficient) for payment of his 
debts, a decree was made for refunding the £10,000 
out of the B. cstate ; but it was disputed whether 
the whole of it was wanted for payment of debts : 
—Held: the disposition in favour of the D. estate 
was upon a condition which was not apportion- 
able; & unless the B. estate got the full benefit 
of the £10,000, the owners of the D. estate had no 
title to throw any part of the £13,000 on the B. 
estate.—CALDWELL v. CRESSWELL (1871), 6 Ch. 
App. 278; 24 L. T. 5604, Ll. JJ. 


B. Conditions relating to Behaviour. 

2849. To behave dutifully towards mother— 
Marriage without consent of mother.]-—VITNER v. 
Pix (1639), Toth. 180; 21 E. R. 145; sub nom. 
VINTNER v. Prx, 1 Rep. Ch. 121. 


Annotation :-—Refd. Hervey v. Aston (1738), West temp. 
Hard. 350. 


J.-- VOL. XLIV. 
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2850. Not to molest devisee by suit or otherwise— 
Entry by heir.]|—If a devise be made upon a con- 
dition, that the heir-at-law do not molest the 
devisee by suit or otherwise, & the heir enters, it 
; a breach.—ANON. (1675), 2 Mod. Rep. 7; 86 
1. R. 910. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Meyrick v. Anderson (1850), 15 
L.T. O.S. 24. 


2851. Not to give trouble to executor—Legatee 
releasing all demands on estate.|—-A. gives a 
specific legacy to his niece, ‘‘ provided she gives no 
trouble to my exor.’’ :—Held: the legatee should 
release all demands upon testator’s estate, & then 
the exor. should deliver the legacy.—MoHUN 
(LORD) v. HAMILTON (DUKE) (1703), 2 Bro. Parl. 
Cas. 239; 1 EE. R. 916, H. L. 

2852. ——— Legatee claiming orphanage part by 
custom of London.|—The freeman by his will gives 
£35 to his daughter, provided that if she refuse to 
give a release, or put the exors. to any trouble, then 
her legacy of £35 to go over to her sister’s children ; 
the daughter claims her orphanage part, & her 
husband joined in the claim, & does not claim the 
£35 legacy. Decreed the daughter & her husband’s 
claiming the orphanage part was a forfeiture, & 
the £35 being vested in the devisee over, equity 
will not divest it.—-CLEAVER v. SPURLING (1729), 
2 P. Wms. 528; Mos. 179; 24 E. R. 846. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Fawkner v. Watts (1741), 1 Atk. 

406; Lee v. Head (1855), 26 L. T. O. S. 12. 

2853. Not to make any claim or demand against 
estate—-Defensive proceedings arising before testa- 
tor’s death.|—-WARBRICK v. VARLEY (No. 2), No. 
2816, ante. 

2854. Not to interfere or intermeddle in manage- 
ment of estate—Beneficiary acting as attorney for 
another beneficiary—Suit to administer estate.]— 
Testator by his will gives a legacy to his son, 
W., upon condition that he does not interfere or 
interneddle in the management of the estate 
either individually or as solr.; & he also declares 
with regard to another son, G., who is abroad, 
that he shall personally receive his share, not by 
attorney, or if not personally, by certain means 
pointed out. W. is the general attorney under a 
power for G. in this country, & after various 
communications a bill is filed to administer 
testator’s estates, G. being pltf., & W. one of 
defts., but there is no actual proof that W. autho- 
rised the suit, the question, on his examination, 
not being directly put to him, but he admitting 
that the suit arose in consequence of the communi- 
cations :—fHeld: there was no proof of a breach 
of the condition, & therefore W. was entitled to 
the legacy. 

Semble, the onus of proving a breach lies on the 
party alleging it, & the other side cannot be 
called on to prove a general negative. A case 
of suspicion is not sufficient; there must be 
actual proof of the breach.—WILKINSON v. DYSsoNn 
(1862), 10 W. JR. 681. 

Not to dispute will.]-—See Sect. 3, sub-sect. 8, 
B., ante. 


C. Conditions relating to Carrying on Business. 

2855. Not to have any concern or interest in 
public-house—Managing public-house as servant 
for other persons.|—-Testator having devised his 
property in trust for his wife during widowhood, 
on condition that she should, neither directly nor 
indirectly, keep or have any concern or interest 
in a public or licensed victualling house, or any 
other kind of a business :—Held: the keeping & 
taking care of a public-house belonging to other 
persons as their servant, & at regular wages, & 
in the profits or emoluments of which she had no 
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interest, was not such a breach of the condition 
us to create a forfeiture—JONES v. BROMLEY 
(1821), 6 Madd. 137; 56 FE. R. 1044. 

2856. To continue to carry on business—Sale of 
business to limited company—Beneficiarles ap- 
pointed managing directors.|—Re Sax, BARNED v. 
Sax, No. 2700, ante. 


D. Conditions relating to Claiming Bequests. 

2857. To make claim by writing—Filing of bill to 
administer estate—Beneficiaries not parties to suit.] 
——Testator gave £100 to each of the children of 
his sisters provided they claimed the same within 
five years after his decease by writing under their 
hands, delivered to his exors. No claim was made 
by the children in the manner prescribed; but 
within the five years a bill was filed by the re- 
siduary legatees to have testator’s estate 
administered :—Held: the filing of the bill was 
equivalent to a claim, though the legatees were 
not parties to the suit.—TOLLNER v. MARRIOTT 
(1830), 4 Sim. 19; 58 E.R. 8; sub nom. ToLNER 
v. Marriott, 9]. J. O. S. Ch. 14. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Ite Hartloy, Stedman v. Dunster 
(1887), 34 Ch, D. 742. Refd. Re 'Tunno's Estate, Raikes 
® Raikes (1890), 63 L. T. 23. 


2858. To make claim within specified time -— 
Beneficiaries abroad—Claim made within time by 
third party on beneficiary’s behalf.]—Testator by 
his will left certain legacies in trust for such of 
his cousins who should claiin them within twelve 
months after his decease. After his death B., a 
cousin, residing abroad, put in his claim within 
the time fixed, & at the same time, with the view 
of protecting the interests of C., another cousin, 
wrote to the trustees’ solr. as follows: * I have a 
brother, C., but I do not know his present address. 
I have written to find out ; as soon as he is found 
he will write; therefore put in his claim.’ The 
solr, complied with these instructions :— Held: 
this was sufficient to entitle (. to his legacy.-—Le 
STONE’S Trusts (1866), 14 L. 'T. 542; 12 Jur. 
N.S. 447. 

2859. To appear before executors—& furnish 
proof of identity—Beneficiary too infirm to appear 
before executors—Attendance of executors at 
beneficiary’s house.!—Testatrix devised an estate 
to the three daughters of L., or such of them as 
should be living at her decease, & the issue of such 
as should be dead leaving issue, & their respective 
heirs, as tenants in common ; but upon the express 
condition that the daughters, or such of them as 
should be living at the decease of testatrix or their 
issuc, should, within seven years after her decease, 
personally appear before her exors., & deliver to 
them a testimonial of their or his identity; & 
in default thereof the estate was devised over. 
Upon the death of testatrix EK. was the party 
entitled under the devise to the daughters of I. 
& their issuc. E., however, being too aged & 
infirm to appear before the exors., one of them 
& the agent of the other attended her at her 
house, & received from her satisfactory proofs of 
her identity :—Held: the condition annexed to 


PART XIII. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 2.—E. 
c. Not to dispute by will—W'hether 
forfeiture incurred then legatee secks 
construction of will.J-—~HARRISON ¢v. 
HARRISON (1904), 24 C. L. T. 222: 7 
O. 1, . 297; 3 0. W. Rt. 247.—CAN. 


trys either at law or in eyu ity against 
Ae erecutors or tinstees—Whether for- 
fetture ineurred for artion agarnst trus- 
tees for breach of trust.) - WALLACE t. 


WALLACE (1898), 24 V. L. 1, 859.—-AUS. 


PART XIII. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 2.—F. 


e. Gift until marriage-- Whether limi- 
tation, condition subsequent or defeas- 
ance.J\— Re Kina’s TRusts (1802), 29 
d. Forfeiture on taking ‘any procecd- a. RK. Tr. 401.— IR. 

f. Forfeiture on marriage with certain 
persons— Clause applicable to first iar- 
raage only Whether property vests abgo- 
lutely on marriage ‘outside prohibited 


WILLS. 


the devise to the daughters of L. & their issue was 
performed. Qu.: whether it was or was not a 
condition subsequent.—TANNER v. TEBBUTT 
(1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 225; 12 L, J. Ch. 216; 
7 Jur. 339; 63 I. R. 99. 


E.. Conditions Not to Dispute Will. 


2860. Not to dispute will—Commencement of 
suit whereby validity of will contested—Reasonable 
grounds for Utigation.|—POoWELL v. MorGaAN, No. 
2814, ante. 

2861. —— Claim for immediate payment— 
Vested immediate gift with deferred payment.|— 
PHIniies v. Purmuips, [1877] W. N. 260. 

2862. Not to give executor any trouble—Frivolous 
action.|—Nutr v. BuRRELL (1724), Cas. temp. 
King, 1; 25 I. R. 189, L. C. 

2868. Not to attempt to set ‘aside legacies—Sult 
to recall probate of will.])—S1revENSON v. ABING- 
TON, No. 2823, ante. 


I’. Conditions relating to Marriage. 

2864. To marry person of particular surname— 
Marriage with person commonly called & known 
by such surname.|—OLIvE v. Tona (1653), Sty. 
389; 82 E.R. 802. 

2865. ——— Marriage with person assuming sur- 
name.]—A. gives a legacy of £1,000 to B. payable 
at the day of her marriage, in case she should 
marry any person of the surname of 8. but if she 
should not, he gave the legacy to W. B. married 
@ person who assumed the surname of S. but it 
was held that this was not a performance of the 
condition, so as to entitle LB. & her husband to 
the legacy.---BaARLOW v. BATEMAN (1735), 2 Bro. 
Parl. Cas. 272; 1 EE. R. 939, H. L. ; : 
Annotations :—Consd. Leigh v. Leigh (1808), 15 Ves. 92. 

Refd. Pyot v. Pyot (1719), 1 Ves. Sen. 335; W akeficld v. 

Wakefield (1807), 1 Hay. Con. 394; He Borens, Re Dow- 

deswell, Berens-Dowdeswel) v. Holland-Martin, [1926] 

Ch. 596, 

2866. Gift to female on marriage -Must be of 
marriageable age.|—If a legacy be given to a young 
girl when she marries, & she marries before she is 
viri potens, she shall not have it, for it must be 
intended a complete marriage (WricHt, Lorp 
KEEPER).-~- YATE v. FETTIVLACE (1700), as reported 
in Freem. Ch. 248; 22 BE. R. 1185. a a 
Annotations :-—~Consd. Reynish v. Martin (1746), 2 Atk. 330, 

Refd. Hervey 7. Aston (173%), West temp. Hard. 350 ; 

Prowse tv. Abingdon (1738), West temp. Hard. 312; 

Richardson v. Greese (17413), 3 Atk. 65. Mentd. Anon. 

(1711), 2 Kq. Cas. Abr. 54]; Jennings v. Looks (1 725), yA 

YP. Wiis. 276; Chandos v. lalbot (1731), 2 P. Wins. 604 : 

Bellasis v. Uthwatt (1737), West temp. Bard, v7 

Billingsley vr. Nekershall (1738), 20 Ky. Cas. Abr, O70 : 

Hall v. Terry (1738), West temp. Hard. 300;  A.-G. v. 

Milner (1744), 3 Atk. 1123; Hanson v. Graham (LSOL), 6 

Ves. 230; Henty 7. Wrey (1882), 21 Ch. 1D. 332. 

2867. Gift over on refusal to marry——Offer of 
marriage declined.j--Gift over, on A.’s refusal to 
marry B. The forfeiture held not to take place 
from an offer being declined once or twice, but 
from a more formal acknowledgment. ~—J OHNSON 
vw. SMITH (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 314; 27 I. R. 1058, 
4. C, 

Annotation :---Mentd. Alleyn v. Alleyn (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 
2868. Not to marry without competent fortune— 
Marrlage with portion.|—-On a devise on condition 


class.)—Jic SHARP, CANTY %v. SHARP 
(1904), 4S. RN. S. W. 155; 2l 
N.S. W. W.N. 57.--AUS. 


g. Effect of condition as to death of 
one beneficiary &: marriage of another.) 
— Testator devised his land his son, 
an only child for ever, testator’s wife 
to have it as long as she lived or 
remained bis widow, & then procecded : 
“& if my son die & she inarry, all to 
come to my brothers & sisters equal 
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that if a marriage without a competent fortune, 
or without consent; the condition is performed 
by having a portion only, without consent.— 
LONG v. DENNIS (1767), 4 Burr. 2052; 1 Wm. BI. 
630; 98 E. R. 69. 


Annotations :—Consd. Clarke v. Parker (1812), 19 Ves. 1; 
Re Lanyon, Lanyon v. Lanyon, [1927] 2 Ch. 264, 


2869. Gift payable within twelve months of 
testator’s death—Revocation on marriage of bene- 
ficlary with named person—Marriage with such 
person after twelve months.|——Testator bequeathed 
a legacy to his daughter to be paid within twelve 
months after his deccase: but if she should 
marry A. then he revoked the legacy. She re- 
mained unmarried till about fourteen months 
after testator’s death; & then married A. They 
obtained a decree for the legacy.—-OSsBORN v. 
‘BRown (1800), 5 Ves. 527; 31 EH. R. 717, L. C. 


Annotations :—-Distd. Money v. Money (1881), 44 L. IT. 639. 
Refd. Brydges v. Wotton (1812), 1 Ves. & B. 134. 


2870. Marriage in lifetime of testator or 
within twelve months of death.]—Testator by his 
will, made after Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), devised 
all his real & personal estate to his ‘‘ three un- 
married daughters, A., B., & C.,” as tenants in 
common in fec. By a codicil he declared that, 
‘‘in case one of my daughters, A., B., & C., should 
get married, the two then remaining single, shall, 
at the end of twelve months after my decease, 
pay to the married sister the sum of £500 in lieu 
of any further claimn whatsoever on my property ; 
& the two surviving daughters then single above 
named, to be sole possessors of all my property 
named in this my last will & testament, & to their 
heirs for ever’? :—Held: the codicil contem- 
plated the marriage of a daughter in the lifetime 
of testator—or, at all events, within twelve months 
after his decease.—LiLoyp v. DAVIES (1854), 15 
© BK. 76; 2C. iL. R. 1788; 23 L. T. O. S. 160: 
18 Jur. 1056; 2 W. RK. 495; 139 HK. R. 38473 sub 
nom. Dow d. lwoyp v. DAvirs, 23 L. J. C. P. 169. 

2871. Direction to settle share on marriage—— 
Time of marriage not restricted.|-—l'estator gave 
the income of his residuary estate of his wife for 
life & the capital equally among his children who 
should be living at his death, but directed that if 
any daughter married the interest of her share 
should be paid to her for her separate use for her 
life, & after her death to her husband for his life, 
& after the death of the survivor equally among 
their children ; & if the daughters had no children 
living at thei respective deaths the principal of 
their portions tu be at their own disposal :—- 
Held: the contingency of a daughter's marrying 
was not restricted to a marriage in the lifetime 
of the widow.--WITHAM v. WirtaAM (1861), 
3 De GF. & J. 75835 380 1. J. Ch. $88; 5 L. BP. 
133; 09 W.R. $54; 45 16. RR. 1072, L. JJ. 
Annotation :-—-Distd. Money v. Money (1551), 44 L. T. 639. 

2872. Gift to widow until remarriage — Secret 
remarriage—Marriage invalid.|—-ALLEN v. Woop, 
No. 2797, ante. 

2873. ---— Marriage valid.|--In order to 
keep her second marriage secret, a widow, whose 
life interest under her first husband’s will ceased 
on remarriage, was married before a registrar in 
her maiden name, the previous statutory notice 
given under Marriage & Kegistration Act, 1856 
(c, 119), 5. 3, being false to the knowledge of both 
spouses in this & other respects:—Held: the 








share alike.”” The widow married h. 
during the lifetime of the son, who 
subsequently without ever having 
married, died intestate :—Held: the 


estate given to the son was not taken Plunk. 102.—IR. 


from him by her marriage, & the widow i Gift of chattels subject to marriage 
with consent of erecutor.|—YVWITZGERALD 
tv. RYAN, [1899] 21. R. 637, 661—-IR. 


took the property as heir of the son.-— 
iLL @. DAVIS, 23 Gr. 132.-—-CAN. 


Sufficiency of performance—Con- 
sent of three trustees necessary— One 
trustee's consent not obtained.}—BOYCE 
». CORBALLY (1834), Li. 
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marriage was valid & the widow’s life interest 

had ceased.—Re RUTTER, DONALDSON v. RUTTER, 

[1907] 2 Ch. 592; 77 L. J. Ch. 34; 97 L. T. 883 ; 

24 T. L. R. 12. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Plummer v. Plummer, [1917] P. 163. 
2874. Gift to surviving wife ‘‘so long as she 

continues unmarried ’’—Divorce of wife—Wife 

surviving husband & remaining unmarried.] — 

Testator by his will devised freehold & leasehold 

estates to trustees upon trust out of the rents & 

profits arising therefrom to pay an annual sum 
to his son & his son’s wife E. jointly, & if his son 
predeceased H., to E. ‘‘ so long as she continues 
unmarried.”? Before his son’s death his son 
obtained a divorce from E. He was now dead, 

& EK. had not been remarried. On an application 

that the receiver might be directed to pay E. the 

arrears unpaid since her husband’s death, & con- 
tinue to pay the annuity :—Held: the phrase 

‘‘so long as she continues unmarried ’”’ was not 

equivalent to ‘“‘ during widowhood,” &, although 

E. was not a widow, as she was the ‘‘ K.’”’ named 

in the will, & was unmarried, she was entitled to 

the annuity so long as she remained unmarried. 

—KNox v. WELLS (1883), 48 L. T. 655; 31 W. R. 

559. 

2875. --——- Marriage declared null & void— 
Wife surviving husband.|——Testator, after giving 
a legacy of £200 to his wife, directed his trustees 
‘‘in addition thereto to pay to my said wife, so 
long as she shall continue my widow & unmarried, 
an annuity of £300, or otherwise in lieu & in 
substitution of the said annuity, at the option of 
my said wife if she shall prefer it, a legacy of 
£2,000.” After the date of the will the marriage 
was declared null by the Divorce Ct., in a suit 
brought by the wife against testator. After this 
testator died leaving the lady surviving. The 
judge held that she was entitled to the legacy of 
£200, but was not entitled either to the annuity 
or the £2,000. She appealed from this decision 
so far as it was unfavourable to her :—Held: 
although if the lady had been testator’s wife at 
his decease the words ‘‘ shall continue my widow 
é& unmarried,’’ might have been in substance the 
same as “ shall continue unmarried,”’ the reference 
to widowhood could not on that ground be 
treated as surplusage, but was the principal part. 
of the condition, & as the lady did not at testator’s 
death fill the position of testator’s widow, she 
could not take the annuity.—Re BODDINGTON, 
BODDINGTON v. CLAIRAT (1881), 25 Ch. LD. 685 ; 
50 L. T. 761; 32 W. R. 448, C. A. 

-innotations :—Consd. N. v. M. (1885), 1 T. T. Re 425. 
Distd. Itc Lowe, Danily v. Platt (1892), 10 W. R. 475; 
‘Anderson v. Berkley, [190211 Ch. 936. Folld. Re Kottle- 
well, Jones v. Kettlewell (1907), 98 1. T. 23. Distd. Re 
Hammond, Burniston v. White, [1911] 2 Ch. 342. Refd. 
In the Goods of Howe (1884), 33 W. R. 48;  Jte_ Bolton, 
Brown v. Bolton (1886), 54 L. T. 396; Re Howard, 
Taylor v. Howard (1901), 84 L. T. 296; fe Wagstaff, 
Wagstait v. Jalland, [1908] 1 Ch 162; Re Mason, Mason 
v. Mason, [1910] 1 Ch. 695. Mentd. fve Joseph, Pain vr. 
Joseph, [1908] 1 Ch. 599. 

Conditions requiring consent to marriage.|-—See 


Sect. 6, post, 


G. Conditions relating to Payment of Money. 

2876. To pay several specified persons—-On 
attaining certain age—Necessity for notice & 
demand.|—CurTEIs v. WOLVERSTON, No. 2626, 
ante. 


PART XIII. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 2.-—G. 


k. To ney son £5 per year & board 
. lodging.|—Testator gave his son A.. 
an imbecile, his board & lodging & £5 
uw year during his natural life. He 
devised to his eldest son a portice of 
his real estate on condition of bis paying 


MH 2 


& G. temp. 
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Sect. 4.—Performance of conditions: Sub-sect.2,G., 
H., I. & J.) 
2877. To pay rent— Rent not demanded.] — 


Where an estate is upon condition to be void for 
non-payment of rent, the condition will not be 
broken if the rent is not demanded.—MOLINEUX 
v. MOLINEUX (1607), as reported in Cro. Jac. 144 ; 
79 BE. R. 126. 

Annotations :—Consd. Fry’s Case (1672), 1 Vent. 199. 
Refd. Lodge v. Jennings (1726), Gilb. Ch. 255. Mentd. 
Bowman v. Milbanke (1664), 1 Sid. 191; Grange v. Tiving 
(1665), O. Bridg. 107; Thomas v. Sorrel (1673), 3 Keb. 
233; Winsford v. Smith (1691), 1 Show. 350; R. v. 
Hoare (1817), 6 M. & S. 266. 


2878. To provide for or pay sum to testator’s 
mother—Mother provided for whilst living at bene- 
ficlary’s house—Mother leaving house of own free 
will.|—-SHAWE’s CASE (1620), Palm. 76; 81 E. BR. 985. 


H. Conditions relating to Residence. 

2879. Intention to reside— Whether sufficient. |— 
Under a devise to a party of premises for life, 
provided he chooses to reside therein, & then to 
A. in fee, it is not necessary to complete A.’s right 
to the premises on the death of the devisee tor 
life, that such devisee should have actually resided 
in the premises. ‘The intention to reside, & which 
intention would have been carried into effect had 
circumstances permitted, is sufficient.—RorE d. 
SAMPSON v. DOWN (1787), 2 Chit. 529. 

2880. Nature of residence required—Whether 
personal residence necessary— Whether sleeping on 
premises necessary.|—<A person may be said to 
have more than one residence. If he have houses 
in different places, at each of which he keeps an 
establishment, each may be called his residence, 
though he may not go there for years. But the 
meaning of the word ‘‘residence’”’ is different 
from ‘‘ domicil,’’ for an infant has the domicil of 
his parents until he attains his full age & docs 
some act to acquire a new one, & thus his domicil 
may be in a country in which he has never per- 
sonally been; whereas “ residence ’’ implies per- 
sonal presence at some time or other. 

A proviso in a will, requiring the devisee for life 
of a mansion house, & estates to “ reside’’ there 
for six months in every year, & imposing a penalty 
for breach of such condition; & if he should 
neglect to observe it for tive years, devising the 
estate to others, rendered it necessary for the 
devisee to be personally present in the house 
one hundred & sixty-eight days in each year, in 
order to escape the penalty or forfeiture :—Held: 
it would be sufficient if, keeping up an establish- 
ment at the house, he were merely to visit it each 
day, & it was not necessary for him to spend a 
night there.—-WALcOoT v. BOTFIELD (1854), Kay, 
534; 2 Eq. Rep. 758; 23 L. T. O. S. 127; 18 
Jur. 570; 2 W. RR. 393; 69 HK. R. 226. 

-{nnotations :—Consd. Re Wright, Mott v. Issott, (1907) 1 
Ch. 231. Apld. #e Vivian, Vivian v. Swansea (1920), 36 
T. La. R. 222. 

2881. ---—-.|—-Testator devised a messuage 
& hereditaments in the country to the use of his 
son Gs. for life, ‘‘ provided as a sine qud non”’ that 
he “‘ within six calendar months after my decease 
shall enter upon & take actual possession of ”’ 
the messuage & hereditaments ‘‘as & for his 
residence & place of abode’’; & “shall as such 
tenant for life thereafter during his life continue 
to reside in or upon the same capital messuage for 





A. £3 out of the £5 a year. He further 
devised another portion of bis real 
estate to his wife for her life, & then to 
his son R., on condition that lt. should 
pos the balauce of £2 a year & keep 
lis 8On A. in beard & jodgiae during 


his natural Nfe :-—Fleld: the intention 432.—CAN 


of testator was to provide for A. from 
the time of testator’s death, & 
Jand was chargeable with such &£2 a 
year, & the board & lod 
ime, notwithstanding the tenancy fur 
life.—MUNSIE v. LiInpDsaAy, 10 P. R. 


WILLS. 


at least six calendar months, but not necessaril 
consecutively, in every year.’ After G.’s deat 
‘‘ or his failing to take such possession as aforesaid 
& to reside in’’ the house, testator devised the 
same to G.’s first & other sons in tail male. G. 
entered & took possession within six months after 
testator’s decease; but as to residence, during 
the year following the expiration of the six months, 
he was in the house for eighteen days only; & 
from Jan. 1 to Dec. 28 in the year following the 
date of such expiration, for no more than twenty- 
four days. He had, however, placed the house in 
charge of a staff of servants, he had paid the rates, 
he had kept horses & poultry in the stables & on 
the grounds, & his son, who was at college near, 
had stayed at the house on an average on every 
alternate Saturday till Monday :—Held: no for- 
feiture of G.’s life estate had taken place.—Re 
Morr, WARNER v. Morr (1884), 25 Ch. D. 605 ; 
53 L. J. Ch. 474; 50L. T. 10; 32 W. R. 377, 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Wright, Mott v. Issott, [1907] 1 


Ch. 231. N.F. Re Vivian, Vivian v. Swansea (1920), 36 
Po dis R222. 
2882. }—Re INGILBY, CROSSKELL v. 








INGLEBY (1890), 6'T. Tu. HR. 446. 

2883. .|—By his will testator gave his 
leasehold house, No. 33, Turner Road, Lee, to his 
trustees, upon trust to permit his niece C. to hold 
& occupy the same free of rent, but subject to a 
proviso thereinafter mentioned, ‘‘ & to her residing 
upon the premises during her lifetime.” In a 
subsequent part of the will testator directed that 
the use & occupation of the house aforesaid were 
given by him upon the express condition that after 
his decease C. should ‘‘ remain single & unmarried,”’ 
& in the event of her marrying she was to forfeit 
the bequest, & it was to fall into the residue. 

C. resided in the house until her marriage & 
for some ten years afterwards, & then her husband 
took another house in the neighbourhood, & she 
moved into it with him. She Iet all the rooms 
but one at No. 33, Turner Road, to a weekly 
tenant, & in this reserved room she kept a bed 
always ready for use, her books, some clothes, 
writing materials, etc., & she retained the key of 
this room & also one of the outside door of the 
house. She went there two or three times a week, 
& occasionally had meals & slept there :—Held : 
(1) ‘residing’? meant “ personally residing,’’ & 
what C. had done at No. 33, Turner Road, did not 
amount to residing within the meaning of the 
will; (2) reading the subsequent void condition 
in restraint of marriage into the condition as to 
residence for the purpose of construing the will, 
the words ‘‘ residing during her lifetime,’’ must 
mean during her lifetime while she was capable 
of residing, namely, as a spinster; &, therefore, 
upon her marriage, the condition as to residence 
did not apply, & thcre was no forfeiture.—ZIte 
WRIGHT, Morr v. Issorr, [1907] 1 Ch. 231; 76 
L. J. Ch. 89; 95 L. T. 697; 51 Sol. Jo. 47. 
Annotation :—As to (1) Apld. Ite Vivian, Vivian v. Swansea 

(1920), 36 T. L. R. 222. 

2884, ——— -|—Where trustees are directed 
by a will to pay the income of the residuary estate 
to the tenant for life of certain property during 
such period of his life as he should reside on that 
property for a limited period in every year, with 
a gift over of such income in the event of the 
tenant for life ceasing or declining so to reside, 





PART XIII. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 2.—H. 


2881i. Nature of residence required— 
Whether personal residence necessary. ]-— 
Rte STEWART, STUWART v. HISLOP, 23 
N. Z. L. RR. 797.—N.Z. 


1. Whether residence of care- 


Tt.’s 


ng from that 


Part XIII.—ConpitIons. 


personal residence for that period is necessary in 
order to entitle the tenant for life to the income, & 
the maintenance of an establishment is not suffi- 
cient.—Re VIVIAN, VIVIAN v. SWANSEA (1920), 36 
T. L. R. 657, C. A, 

2884a. Exclusive residence—No manner or period 
prescribed.]—TAGORE v. TAGORE (1874), L. R. 1 
Ind. App. 387, P. O. 

2885. Length of residence required—Beneficiary 
in Army.]—Testator, by his will, placed the son 
& daughter of his deceased son under the protec- 
tion & trust of his trustees, & provided certain 
annual sums for their maintenance, until they 
attained twenty-four, when each of them was to 
receive a legacy of £1,500; but if their mother 
should fix with her children out of England, their 
allowances were to be reduced; &, if the son did 
not remain in England under the protection of 
the trustces, he was to forfeit his legacy. The 
mother took her children to India during their 
infancy, but returned to England four years 
afterwards. The son, having obtained a commis- 
sion in the Army shortly after his return, joined 
his regiment in India. Afterwards, & whilst he 
was still under twenty-one, he returned to England 
on account of illness, & remained there about 
three years, & then, having attained twenty-one, 
he joined his regiment in India :—Held: the son 
had incurred neither a forfeiture of his legacy, 
nor a reduction of his allowance.—SCHNELL v. 
TYRRELL (1834), 7 Sim. 86; 58 E. R. 769. 

2886. Temporary absence.|——A residuary 
bequest to the nephews & nieces of testatrix who 
should be in England at the time of her decease, 
é& the children of such of her nephews & nieces as 
should be then dead living in England, such chil- 
dren taking only their, his or her parent or parents’ 
share; & to her great-niece J., & the children of 
her deceased niece M., such last-mentioned children 
only to take one of such shares in right of their 
mother, equally among them :—IIcld : two nieces, 
who at the date of the will & at the death of the 
testatrix were settled in America were excluded, 
& two nieces who at the time of tcstatrix’s death 
were in Ireland, one with her husband on duty 
with his regiment, & the other visiting her, were 
not excluded.—Woops v. TOWNLEY (1853), LL 
Hare, 314; 23 L. J. Ch. 281; 22 L. T. O. S. 75; 
1 W. Tf. 504; 68 K. R. 1295. 

2887. -—— How calculated.|—Watcor v. Bort- 
FIELD, No. 2880, ante. 

2887a. Effect of justifiable delay in taking up resi- 
dence.|~-TAGORE v. TAGORE, No. 2884a, ante. 

2888. Wife changing residence by husband’s 
Wish.|—J?e WILKINSON, PAGE v. PUBLIC TRUSTEE, 
No. 2078, ante. 





I. Conditions to Execute Release. 


2889. Release of all demands on estate—Refusal 
to execute release—-Release including annuities 
granted during life of testator.|—P. J. in his life- 
time granted two annuities to P. T. his son, &, 
there being subsistipg accounts between them, 


merecl 


taker sufficient.|—MACKLEM v. MACK- 
. self o 


LEM, 19 O. R. 482.—CAN 


2886 i. Length of residence required 
—~ Temporary absence.] — 'Testator, m 
umongst others, made the following 
bequest in favour of his housekeeper, 
** & further, for her, the said H. P., to 
have her own free will to stay on the 





(1912), 


ceasing for a time to avail her- 
her intended benefit.—HEspP v. 
BELL, 16 Gr. 412.—CAN., 
. Substantial fulfilment of 
condition required |—ADAMS ¥. GOURLAY 
210. W.R. 772; 30. W. N. 909; 
260. L. R. 87; 4D. L. R. 
n. Devise of land subject to pro- 
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by will gave him an annuity of £600 on condition 
he should, within three months, execute a release 
of all demands on his estate ; the release tendered 
including the two annuities granted during the 
life, P. T. the son did not forfeit his annuity of 
£600 by refusing to execute it, but a release settled 
by the master, omitting those annuities, being 
tendered & refused :—Held: he forfeited the 
annuity under the will—TayLor v. PoOPHAM 
(1782), 1 Bro. C. C. 168; 28 E. R. 1059, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Hollinrake v. Lister (1826), 1 Ituss. 

500; de Packard, Packard v. Waters, [1920] 1 Ch. 596. 

2890. No proof of legatee’s knowledge 
of contents of deed or that explanation given—Deed 
containing inaccurate recital.}] —- Testator be- 
queathed an annuity, to cease in case the legatee, 
if required, should not execute a release. A 
release was tendered, which A. refused to execute. 
It was not proved that the legatee knew the con- 
tents of the deed, or that any explanation was 
offered to him; & it appeared to have contained 
an inaccurate recital :—Held: there was no for- 
feiture.—WILLIAMS v. KNIPE (1842), 5 Beav. 278 ; 
49 K. R. 583. 

2891. Failure to execute release within 
period specified.|}—-Conditional limitation over, if 
the first devisee should refuse or neglect to comply 
with the condition, viz. within six months after 
testatrix’s death to release all demands upon her 
as extrix. of A. or otherwise, established; the 
failure arising from the act of the first devisce, as 
heir-at-law, contesting the will; & the union of 
the character of extrix. with that of devisee over 
is no objection. 

It was by pltf.’s own act that the probate was 
delayed so long; & it may be doubted whether it 
would be competent to him to take advantage of 
his own groundless resistance to the proof of the 
will (SIR WILLIAM GRANT, M.R.).—SIMPSON v. 
VICKERS (1807), 14 Ves. 341; 33 E. R. 552. 

2892. Release of annuity—Execution of release 
reserving right to claim arrears of annuity.|— 
A., by will, gave property to B., upon condition of 
his releasing an annuity :—-Held: the release 
must include arrears due at the death of A. 

The release contained a proviso reserving B.’s 
right to claim the arrears of the annuity :—Held : 
as the arrears were included in the condition, the 
reservation did not make the release void.— 
PHILBY v. PHILBY (1866), 15 W. R. 98. 











J. Conditions to Settle Property. 


2893. To settle property to specified uses— 
Settlement to other uses.]——R. devises all his real 
estates to his son J. for life, on condition that he 
should, in twelve months after testator’s death, 
suffer a recovery of his own estate, & settle it to 
certain uses mentioned in his father’s will; but 
if he should neglect or refuse so to do, then testator 
declared, that the devise of his real estate to his 
said son J. should cease & be void; & that in 
that case, the same should go according to the 
uses before limited, in the same manner as if his 


533.—N.Z. 


PART XIII. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 2.— J. 

0. Direction to ‘ settle to her separate 
use ’’-—On attaining eee age or 
marrying—Condition fulfilled on attain- 
ing age.J—Pass wv peer (1886), 7 


73.—CAN. : 
NS. WL. R. (Eq.) 34.—AU 


premises I now at this time enjoy & vision for maintenance of daughters— p. Bequest to daughters for separate 
possess, & for her to havo a quict home (iift to them of share_of income r= use—-Application by daughters for pay- 

maintenance as long as she may deducting ‘' all incidental household ment.}——Testator bequeathed a mixed 
think good to hold to the said expenses ’'—Right to reside in house— fund to trustees on trust to sell & divide 
privilege ” :—Ield : P. had not Implied power to leave.}—CLARKE v. the trust moneys among children, the 


forfeited her right to the provision by 


CLARKE, Re CLARKR, 21 N. Z. L. R. 


shares of daughters to be for their 
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tr. 4.— Performance of conditions: Sub-sect. 2, J., 
K. & LZ.) 

said son was really dead. J. suffered a recovery 
of his own estate, but declared the same to other 
uses than those mentioned in his father’s will; 
he nevertheless continued in the possession of the 
devised estate :—Held: not having complied with 
the condition, he was not entitled to any benefit 
or advantage under the will—Monraau (DUKE) 
v BEAULIEU (DUKE) (1767), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 
277; 1 EH. R. 18173; sub nom. BEAULIEU (LORD) 
v. CARDIGAN (LORD), Amb. 533, H. LL. 


Annotations :—Apld. Simpson v. Vickers (1807), 14 Ves. 

341. Refd. Yate v. Moseley (1800), 5 Ves. 480. 

2894. To settle property on doubtful trusts— 
Settlement in general terms.|—Property was, by 
will, limited to deft., on condition of his settling 
some Scottish estates within a limited time on 
trusts, the validity & effect of which were 
doubtful. Deft. settled the estates within the 
time, in general terms, on the persons on whose 
behalf the condition was imposed :—Held: this 
was a sufficient compliance with the condition.— 
SCARLETT tv. ABINGER (LORD) (1865), 34 Beav. 
8333; 55 I. R. 665. 

2895. To re-settle ‘‘ hereditaments °’’—Settle- 
ment of proceeds of sale of land --Proceeds under 
trust for re-investment in land.|---Testator de- 
vised certain property to his son on condition 
that the latter should re-settle, on certain specified 
limitations, the ‘S hereditaments ’? of which tes- 
tator was tenant for life, & the son was tenant for 
tail, under a certain settlement. Part of the real 
estate subject to this settlement had been sold at 
the time of testator’s death, & was then repre- 
sented by certain funds & securities that were 
held in trust for re-investment in land. On the 
construction of the will :—Held: these funds & 
securities were included in the term ‘ heredita- 
ments,’ & it was necessary, accordingly, that the 
son should re-settle them, not Jess than the real 
estate that still remained unsold, in order to 
satisfy the condition of testator’s will.—Re 
(FORKSELIN, GOSSELIN v. GOSSELIN, [1906] 1 Ch. 120 ; 
75 L. J. Ch. 88; 54 W. R. 1933 50 Sol. Jo. 94. 

2896. To settle after-acquired property——‘‘ Pos- 
sessed of or entitled to.’’|—Where there was a 
clause of forfeiture of benefits under her father’s 
will if the daughter did not settle after-acquired 
property which she should become ‘‘ possessed of 
or entitled to’’ of over the value of £1,000, the 
words ‘ possessed of or entitled to’’ were held 
to be not cumulative, but alternative, & separate 
meanings must accordingly be found for them, & 
accordingly property of over the value of £1,000 
in respect of which the daughter had before her 
father’s death a vested reversionary interest was 
held to be subject to this clause of forfeiture.— 
Re Brook, Brook wv. Hirst (1914), 111 L. T. 86; 
58 Sol. Jo. 399. 


separate use & to he settled for their 
benefit in the names of such persons 
as the trustees should think fit :-— 
Held: if the daughters applied for 


Yr. ae 


— Sufficiency of performance— 
Time for compliance.}—-Under the imi- LL. R. Ir. 144.-~-IR. 
tations of a will, cach devisee, becoming 
entitled to the actual possession of the 


WILLS. 


K. Conditions relating to Name and Arma. 

2897. Condition to take name & arms.|— 
Estates being devised to trustees & their heirs, 
upon trust to permit M., C., & J. to reside in a 
mansion house, & receive part of the rents, in 
recompense of the maintenance of L., eldest son 
of M., till he attained 21, or died, & subject thereto, 
to the use of the trustees & their heirs, in trust 
for L., until he should attain 21, or die. & to the 
intent that the rents might be accumulated, & 
after he attained 21, to the use of him & his assigns, 
during his life, he taking the testator’s surname 
of K.; remainder to the use of the trustees, & 
their heirs, during his life, to support contingent 
remainders ; remainder to the use of his first & 
other sons, taking the surname of K., in tail 
male; remainder to the use of the second & every 
other son of M. by her present husband; re- 
mainder to her first’ & every other son by any 
future husband, in tail male, taking the surname of 
K. 3 remainder to the use of the trustees & their 
heirs, during the life of M. upon trust for her 
separate use ; remainder to the use of the trustees, 
& their heirs, during the life of C. upon trust for 
ner separate use; remainder to her first & other 
sons taking the surname of K. in tail male, with 
ulterior remainders, & a proviso, that the heirs 
male of the bodies of M. & C. claiming under the 
will, should, on taking possession of the estates, 
assume the surname of K., &, within three years, 
procure their name to be altered by Act of Parlia- 
ment, or some other effectual way; & in case 
they should neglect to obtain an Act of Parlia- 
ment, or some other authority as effectual, for 
three years after being in possession, then the use 
& estate limited to the person so neglecting should 
cease & become void, & the estates should vest 
in the persons next in remainder, as if the persons 
so neglecting were dead without issue; J.., in 
1794, having attained 21, taken possession of the 
estates & assumed the name of K., but neglected 
to obtain an Act of Parliament, or any other 
authority for the use of that name, & having had 
a son born in 1806, & M. having died without other 
sons; on a bill by C., insisting that L. had for- 
feited the estates the ct. refused to appoint a 
receiver, or, infants, who are not bound by admis- 
sions, being interested, to direct a case.—HAWKINS 
v, LUSCOMBE (1818), 2 Swan. 375; 36K. R. 659. 1. C. 


Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Muller v. Claridge (1848), 6 
Cc. B. 641; Toller v. Attwood (1850), 15 Q. B. 929. 


2898. Sufficiency of performance—Adop- 
tion & subsequent relinquishment.!—-he FARRER 
& CHAMPION (1887), 4 T. L. R. 75. 

.|—See, also, NAME & Arms, Vol, XXXV., 
pp. 705-712, Nos. 55-86, 95-08. 











L. Miscellaneous Conditions. 
2899. Condition against committing waste— 


Waste committed by husband.} — Con’s Casr 
(1590), Lat. 20; 8&2 KH. R. 254. 
—MILLER 1. (1891), 28 


WHEATLEY 
IR 


t. Condition to adopt surname.J— 
CHRISTIE VU. WISELY (1874), 1 R. (Ct. 


payment of their shares the trustees 
could make such payment, otherwise 
they were bound to have a settlement 
executed as directed by will.—HoGaAaRrtTH 
v. HOGARTH (1894), 15 N. 8. W.L. R. 
(Kq.) 93; 10 N.S. W. W. N. 178.—AUS. 

. Necessity for formal deed to carry 
out direction.|---DUNCAN vv. BLUETT 
(1870), 19 W. R. 41.—IR. 
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2897 i. Condition to take name @: 
arms. |—-BEVAN v. MAnHON-HaGan 
(1892), 27 L. R. Ir. 399,.—IR. 


devised lands, was directed to take the 
name & beur the armas of testator, sub- 
ject to forfeiture on neglect to do so for 
the space of one yearnextafter becoming 
entitled to the possession of the estates. 
A tenant for life of the devised estates 
died on Apr. 9, 1888; & on Apr. 9, 
1889, the next remainderman did what, 
ifin time, was admittedly a compliance 
with the condition :—Heid: in the 
computation of time for this purpose 
the day of the death of the tenant. for 
life was not to be counted, & therefore 
the condition was duly complied with. 


of Seas.) 436.—SCOT. 
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a. Condition as to steadiness dt 
reapectability—Effect of enlistment tn 
irmy.J—A bequest war made to the 
son of testatrix payable on his attaining 
21, provided he continued a steady 
boy & remained in some respectable 
family until that time, with a bequest 
over if he did not do so. Without any 
reason being assigned therefor, the 
ser abe’ enlisted & served as a private 
soldier in the army of the United States. 


Part XIIJI.—ConpITIons. 


2900. Several persons to sell land-—Death of one 
before testator—Sale by survivors.|—-If a devise be 
that testator’s sons in law shall sell the land, & 
one of them dies before testator, a sale by the two 
survivors is good.--LER v. VINCENT (1584), Cro. 
Kliz. 26; 78 E. R. 291; sub nom. VINCENT v. 
LEP, Moore, K. B. 147; sub nom. LEE’S CASE, 1 
Leon. 285; 3 Jeon. 106. 

Annotations :— Refd. Philips v. Bury (1694), Skin. 447; Forth 

v. Chapman (1720), 1 P. Wms. 663; Southby v. Stonehouse 


othe 2 Ves. Sen. 610 ; Mansell v. Mansell (1757), Wilm. 
36; Sykes v. Sheard (1863), 2 De G. J. & Sm. G. 


2901. Condition for quiet enjoyment-——Parol 
denial of right to possess—Whether breach.] —- 
FRAUNCES’S OASE, No. 2942, post. 

2902, Condition to keep testator’s name—Gift 
to wife — Subsequent re-marriage.|—A. being 
seised in fee of one moiety in possession, & another 
moiety in reversion, devises to his wife ‘‘ all that 
my living which I do now occupy, so long as she 
do keep my name, until such time as my son shall 
come to age, & that then she shall have the thirds 
of all my living.’’ The wife shall have the third 
of all as well in possession as reversion, although 
she changes her name by marriage.—ROWLAND v. 
Dovuaeuty (1622), Cro. Jac. 649; 79 EK. R. 560. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Meredith ». Webber (1666), O. Bridg. 


2908. Condition providing for compensation for 
eviction—Partial eviction.|—Black Acre is devised 
to J. with a proviso that if he be evicted he shall 
have White Acre: J. is evicted of a moiety of 
Black Acre. He shall only have a satisfaction 
pro tanto out of White Acre.—-TYTE v. TYTE (1684), 
1 Vern. 270; 1 Kq. Cas. Abr. 106; 23 E. BR. 463. 

2904. Creditors to accept composition—Creditors 
filing bill for payment—& declaring acceptance of 
legacies towards satisfaction of debts.|—IF'RANCO 
v. ALVARES, No. 2050, post. 

2905. Bequest of sum if not assigned or trans- 
ferred—Sum ordered to be transferred—-Not actually 
transferred.|—Hequest after the death of certain 
annuitants of a sum set apart by the ct. for pay- 
ment of them or of such part of it as should not, 
by reason of their deaths have been assigned or 
transferred +—/Teld: a sum which had been 
ordered to be transferred on the death of an 
annuitant but had not been actually transferred, 
did not pass.—lIIOOPER v. GOODWIN (1821), Jac. 
3753; 37 E.R. 8938. 

2906. In case executors unable to complete pur- 
chase—-Purchase not completed—-Executors able to 
complete.}|—Testatrix, having the moiety of an 
estate, directed her exors. to purchase the other 
molety ; & ‘if the purchase should be completed 
within twelve months after her death,” she gave 
the entirety on certain trusts; ‘‘ but in case her 
exors. should not be able,”? within that time, ‘‘ to 
purchase it,’’ she directed her moiety to be sold, 
& the produce, together with £1,100 to be held on 
other trusts. The will contained a gift of the 
residue of her estate of whatever kind, etc. The 
purchase ‘‘ was not completed ”’ within the time, 
although the exors. ‘‘ were able,’”’ so that neither 
of the expressed events happened :—Held: the 
trusts both of the estate & £1,100 failed; &, as 
between the devisees & heir at law, the latter was 
entitled to testatrix’s moiety of the estate.-— 
Upson v. Upson (1843), 7 Beav. 50; 491. R. 984. 
Annotation :-—Refd, Bernard v. Minshull (1859), John. 276. 

2907. To convey estate on request——Request con- 





against the then Confederate States :-—- 
Held: the son had not performed the 
condition & was not entitled to the 
ee ee v. LEFFERTH, 16 Gr. 408. 
—CAN. 


, ». Gift to be divested on ¥ devisee 
‘embracing doctrines of Church of 


Rome ”’—\Vhat amounts to breach.}-- - 

Testator devised an undivided third 

share in a lot of land to M. with a 

pee that ‘tin the event of the said 
. embracing the d 

church of Rome, & at any time after 

his majority acknowledging himself in 
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dition precedent.|—-Testator, G., seized in fee of 
an estate in L., & whose cldest son & heir-at-law, 
J., was seized in fee of an independent estate in 
'l., devised as follows: ‘‘ That provided his said 
eldest son, J., should, when requested by his second 
son, D., effectually convey & assure unto him, the 
said D. W., his heirs & assigns for ever, free from 
all manner of incumbrances, the estate in T., then 
he gave & devised his estate in L. unto him, the 
said J., his heirs & assigns for ever; but if the 
said J. should, when required as aforesaid, refuse 
to execute such a conveyance unto the said D. & 
his heirs, then he gave & devised the said estate 
in L. unto his said son D., his heirs & assigns for 
ever.’’ Afterwards G. died, & his eldest son & 
heir, J., took possession of the estate in L., demised 
the estate in T. receiving the rents, & so retained 
both till his death, when he devised both to deft., 
his wife. During the life of J., his brother D., 
the lessor of pltf., never either claimed the estate 
in L., nor requested J. to convey to him the estate 
in T. according to the directions, of their father’s 
will, but after the death of J. he did tender a 
conveyance of the estate in T. to deft., the devisee 
of J., which she refused to execute :—Held: (1) on 
the death of testator, his estate in L. vested in his 
eldest son, J., as heir-at-law; for, by a true 
construction of the devise, that estate in L. was 
only to be divested out of J., so as to vest in D., 
upon the condition that J. should, when requested, 
refuse to convey to D. his estate in T., free from all 
incumbrances ; (2) the estate in L. did never vest 
in 1)., for that the condition never happened on 
which it should vest, since J. was never asked, & 
therefore never refused, during his life, to convey 
his estate in I’. according to the directions of the 
will, & a subsequent refusal by his devisee was not 
equivalent to a refusal by him; (3) J. did not by 
demising it from year to year, disable himself 
from conveying the estate in T. according to the 
directions of the will; for that a demise from year 
to year was not such an incumbrance as was 
intended to be prohibited by the will.—-Dor d. 
DAVIES v. Davirs (1861), 16 Q. B. 951; 20 
L. J. Q. B. 408; 17L. 1.0.8. 104; 15 Jur. 1029 ; 
117 Is. R. 1146. 

2908. To return to England—-Embarkation on 
board ship—Ship lost on voyage.|—Testator, by 
a codicil, after reciting that a person to whom he 
had by his will given a legacy of £2,000 had 
emigrated to Australia, proceeded therefore to 
revoke such legacy, & in lieu thereof gave to the 
same legatee, in case he remained in Australia or 
out of this kingdom, £600 after the death of 
testator’s wife, “ but if he return to England 
before her decease,”’ testator gave him the further 
sum of £400 :—Held: the return of the legatee to 
England was a condition precedent, & was not 
satisfied by his embarkation on board a British 
ship to return to England, the ship & passengers 
being lost on the voyage. 

If the codicil had contained a recital, that, 
owing to the testator’s displeasure with James 
Priestley on account of his departure to Australia, 
he attached this condition to the legacy as a 
penalty, possibly the inchoate return might have 
satisfied the condition (PAGE Woop, V.-C.).— 
PRIESTLEY v. HOLGATE (1857), 3 K. & J. 286; 26 
L. J. Ch. 448; 30L. T. O. 8.30; 3 Jur. N.S. 486; 
5 W. R. 445; 69 E.R. 1116. 


connection with thut church,” the 
interest devised to him should pass, 
etc. :—Held: the condition was a 
double one & to dofeat the gift it must 
be shown, not only that M. embraced 
the doctrines of the church of Rome, 
but that, after attaining his majority, 


octrines of the 
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Sect, 4.— Performance of conditions: Sub-sect, 2, L. ; 
sub-sect. 3.] 


2909. Provided A. ‘‘ be left an orphan ’’—-Father 
living.|—-Testatrix devised by her will the rents & 
profits of certain houses to be applied ‘“‘for & 
towards the maintenance, education & support of 
my granddaughter A. until she arrives at the age 
of twenty-one years, provided she be left an 
orphan unprovided for, & lives with part of my 
family.’’ On bill filed by the granddaughter, an 
infant, by her father as next friend, the mother 
being dead at the time of the execution of testa- 
trix’s will :—Held: she was not an orphan within 
the meaning of testatrix’s will, & the rents & 
profits not applicable to her support, etc.— 
GUILMETTE v. Mossop (1862), 7 L. T. 190. 

2910. ‘‘In the event of the death of or her 
separation from her present husband ’’——Separation 
by reason of infirmity.|—-A bequest of an annuity 
to a married woman “in the event of the death of 
or her separation from her present husband ”’ was 


WILLS. 


[1919] 1 Ch. 218; 88 L. J. Ch. 82; 120 L. T. 374; 


35 T. L. R. 183. 
sel ar :—Distd. Re Drake, Drake v. Green, [1921) 2 
se y, 


2913. To lose estate if ‘‘ actually entitled to pos- 
session or receipt ’’ of rents of other estate.|—In 
1900 G. was life tenant of a family estate. His son 
R. was second life tenant of the greater part, & 
remainderman in fee of the rest. G. & KR. had a 
joint power of appointment over the whole estate. 
R. was also life tenant of the H. estate, but under 
a shifting clause in the will devising it, he would 
lose it if he became actually entitled to the posses- 
sion or the receipt of the rents of the family estate 
or the bulk of it. In order to defeat this shifting 
clause & enable HR. virtually to have the full 
benefit of both estates a conveyancing device was 
resorted to, whereby the family estate was 
appointed so that at G.’s death in 1919 the 
interests were as follows: (a) R. was given a life 
rentcharge of £3,700 charged on the family estate 
but abateable in any year if it| exceeded nine ? 


tenths of the net rents now about £2,000. (b 
Subject thereto the estate was limited to thi 

trustees during R.’s life with possession & full 
powers of management. (c) The surplus income - 


followed by a right to reside in testator’s house 
‘‘in the event of the death of her husband or her 
separation from or living apart from him.’’ She 
was separated from him not by any legal separa- 


. 
n 


tion but by reason of his infirmity :—/Held: she 
was entitled to the annuity.-- BK EDBOROUGH v. 
BEDBOROUGH (No. 2) (1865), 34 Beav. 286; 655 
i. R. 645. 

2911. Coudition that benefice not to be held in 
plurality—Union of benefices.|—A clergyman who 
had for many years down to shortly before his 
death been rector of K., by his will bequeathed 
£1,000 ‘‘as an augmentation fund” for that 
benefice ‘‘ upon condition that the benefice or 
rectory never be held in plurality by any neighbour- 
ing clergyman.’’ Steps towards the union of the 
rectory of K. with a neighbouring rectory & 
vicarage were commenced by the bishop of the 
diocese in the year preceding testator’s death & 
subsequently, in the year of his decease, the rector 
of M. with the vicarage of S. & the rectory of K. 
were united into one benefice for ecclesiastical 
purposes, deft., incumbent of M.-cum-S., being 
presented to the rectory of K.:—Held: testator 
having used “ plurality,’ which was a technical 
expression involving the holding of a benefice by 
some clergyman who at the same time holds one 
or more other benefices, the rector of the one 
united parish or benefice was not holding in 
plurality, & the event contemplated by the con- 
dition of defeasance had not arisen.—/?c MACNA- 
MARA, HEWITT v. JEANS (1911), 104 L. T. 771; 55 
Sol. Jo. 499. 

2912. To remain in company’s employment for 
stated period—Military service during such period.] 
—Testator gave a legacy of shares in a co. to each 
of his three sons who should, prior to attaining 
twenty, enter the employ of a named co. & remain 
in such employ until the age of thirty-three. One 
of the sons, who was born in 1895, in 1913, before 
attaining the age of twenty, entered the co.’s 
employ, but in Sept. 1914, he voluntarily, but 
with the consent of the co.’s directors, joined His 
Majesty’s Forces, from which he had not obtained 
his discharge :—Held: the son had not ceased to 
be in the employ of the co., although from the 
time when he entered the army he had not actually 
served the company.—Re CoLE, ConE v. Conn, 


he acknowledged himself in connection O.T.. R. 


that church.—LAWRENCE  v. 
MCQUARRIE, 26 N.S. R. 164.—CAN. 


Cc. Devise to wife conditionally on 
her making will in favour of two of 
testator’s children.}—Ie TURNER, TUR- 
NER v. TURNER, 22 C. L. T. 389; 4 


578.—CAN. 


d. Condition that if daughter took 
veil legacy reduced—\Whether daughter 
becoming novice amounts to breach.}— 
se v. BOYLAN, 5 I. R. Eq. 90.— 


e. Bequest conditionally on devisee 


after paying the rentcharge & expenses was 
applicable for R.’s wife & children at the trustees’ 
discretion. (d) The trustees were given the full 
powers of a life tenant under the Scttled Land 
Acts. (e) KR. was entitled to a lease of the mansion 
house, park & sporting rights at a nominal rent. 
(f) R. was given full powers of jointuring, portion- 
ing & appointing new trustees. (g) R. was given 
a power to revoke & appoint new uses :—WHeld: 
the above device was eficctua]l, & R. though 
financially & otherwise in as good a position as if 
he were life tenant in possession of the family 
estate was not either at law or in equity entitled 
to the possession or the receipt of the rents of the 
bulk of that estate, & consequently the shifting 
clause did not operate.—e HINCKEs, DASHWOOD 
v. Tinckes, [1921] 1 Ch. 475; 90 L. J. Ch. 335; 
124 L. T. 681; 37 T. L. R. 808; 65 Sol. Jo. 291, 
C. A. 





SuB-sEcr, 3.—TIME OF PERFORMANCE. 
2914. Where no period prescribed.|—WHEELER 
v. WHITHALL (1676), Freem. Ch. 9; 2 Eq. Cas. 
Abr. 360; 22 E. RR. 1023, Ju. C. 
2915. .|\—CaGE v. Russet (1681), 2 Vent. 
352; 86 EB. R. 481, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Davis v. West (1806), 12 Vos. 475; 
Sanders v. Pope (1806), 12 Ves. 282; Simpson v. Vickors 
(1807), 14 Ves. 341; Reynolds v. Pitt (1812), 2 Price, 
212,n.; Bracebridge vr. Buckley (1816), 2 Price, 200; 
Howard v. Fanshawe (1895), 64 L. J. Ch. 666; #e Dixon, 
Heynes v. Dixon, [1900] 2 Ch. 561. 


2916. .|—Devise of lands to trustces in fee 
in trust to pay debts & legacies, & after these 
paid then to sell; & if any of testator’s name 
would buy it, such person to have it for £200 less 
than the value. One of testator’s name brings a 
bill for this pre-emption ; but delays bringing it 
until twenty-five years after testator’s death. 
Bill dismissed.—-JJUCKsSTEP v. MATHEWS (1685), 1 
Vern. 362; 23 BF. R. 523, L. C. 

Annotations :-—-Refd. Pyot v. Pyot (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 335; 

Chalmer v. Bradley (1819), 1 Jac. & W. 51. 


2917. 











.|—A. by will gives a particular part 


entering  calling—lWhether 
teacher in Jesuist calling satisfies condi- 
tion. J—-GALWEY v. BARDEN, [1899] 1 


I. R. 508.—IR. 


{. Condition that Icgatee will act as 
trustee.)—BROWNK v. BROWNE, [1912] 
11. R. 272.—IR. 


becoming 


Part XIIJI.—ConpiIrions. 


of his estate to his second son; but upon con- 

dition, that if, by the death of his elder brother, 

he should come to the possession of the estate 
devised to him, then he should relinquish the 

articular estate so devised, to H., his younger 

rother. On the death of the elder brother, the 
second becomes entitled to his estate; but it was 
incumbered :—Held: this condition could not 
take place until all the incumbrances were satis- 
fied.—NEWBURGH v. NEWBURGH (1715), 2 Bro. 

Parl. Cas. 247; 1 E. R. 921, H. L. 

2918. .|—Devise of land to trustees, in 
trust if the eldest son of A. turn protestant, then 
to such eldest son; this a good devise not to a 
papist, but to a protestant.—CARTERET v. CAR- 
TERET (1723), 2 P. Wms. 132; 24 E. R. 670, L. C. 

2919, |—A. by will gave a rentcharge to 
his sister, payable half-yearly, & said he gave it to 
er in lieu & satisfaction of all claim she might 

ave on his real or personal estate & upon con- 
ition that she release all right & claim thereto to 

exors. & trustees; the sister lived several 
ars without executing any release; held that 

e husband of the sister was not entitled to the 

rears of the annuity. The release was a con- 
ion precedent ; but if it were only a condition 

subsequent, it ought to have been performed in a 

reasonable time; within six months, or at all 

events during her life. 

The non-performance of a condition, though 
subsequent, sufficient to bar pltf.’s title to what- 
ever he claimed upon such condition.—ACHERLEY 
v. VERNON (1739), Willes, 153; 2 Com. 513; 
Fortes. Rep. 186; 125 E. R. 1106. 

Annotations :—Refd. Askes v. Poulterer’s Co. (1731), 2 Ves. 
Sen. 89; Duddy v. Gresham (1878), 39 L. T. 48; He 
Greenwood, Goodhart v. Woodhead, [1902] 2 Ch. 198. 
2920. -.|—Testator devised subject to this 

contingency; if either of the devisees should 

marry into the families of RK. or G., & have a son, 

I give all my estate to him for life with remainders 

over; if not, to R. The devisees married, but 

not into the favoured familes. K. files his bill, 
but dismissed, for the devisces have their whole 
lives to perform the condition.— RANDAL v. PAYNE 

(1779), 1 Bro. C. C. 55; 28 FB. RR. 980, La. C. 

Annotation :—Reld. Re Greenwood, Goodhart v. Woodhead, 
[1902] 2 Ch. 198, 

2921, —---.]—Testator gave to his daughter a 
legacy of £10,000, ‘‘ payable & to be paid unto 
her in manner following, viz. a sum of £5,000 upon 
her marriage under twenty-one, with the consent 
of his trustees, & the sum of £5,000, within two 
years afterwards.” The daughter married under 
twenty-one, without consent of the trustees; &, 
her first husband dying, she married a second 
husband at the distance of thirty years from her 
first marriage :—Qu.: if, on such second marriage, 
Bhe became entitled to the £10,000.—CLIFFORD v. 
BEAUMONT (1828), 4 Russ. 325; 38 EK. R. 828. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Beaumont ». Squire (1852), 17 Q. B. 

905; Re Thomson's Trusts (1870), L. R. 11 Hq. 146. 

2922, -|—Testator having three natural 
daughters, namely, J)., married to B., S., married 
to W., & L., unmarried & a minor, devised lands 
to uses as follows: To B., & D. his wife, for their 
joint lives & the life of the survivor; remainder 
to such one son of the body of D. as the survivor 
should appoint ; remainder, in default of appoint- 
ment, or on decease of such son without issue male, 
etc., to the first, second, etc., & every other son 
of the body of D. by her present or any future 
husband, successively, according to seniority, & 
to the respective heirs male of their bodies; 
remainder, in default of such issue, etc., to W. & 
S. his wife, for the like life estates, & to the son & 
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{| sons of the body of S. by her present or any future 


husband, with the like power of appointment, for 
the like estates, & with the like remainders, as in 
the preceding devise. &, for default of such issue 
of the body of S., remainder to L., or such person 
as she shall first intermarry with, if before she 
attains twenty-one, with the consent & appro- 
bation of EH. & C., trustees under the will, or the 
survivor of them & his heirs, & which person shall 
also previously make a competent settlement upon 
L. by jeed, to the like approbation, for their joint 
natural lives & the life of the survivor; &, from 
& after the decease of L., & of any such person as 
she shall so first marry, if any, then to the son & 
sons of the body of L. by such first or any after 
taken husband, with the like power of ap oint- 
ment, & for the like estates, & with the like re- 
mainders, as aforesaid in relation as aforesaid. 
Remainder, for default of such issue of the body of 
L., to Sir J. S. for his life, remainder, in default 
of appointment by him to one of his sons as was 
specified in the will, to his eldest son by his then 
wife, in fee. &, after a further devise of lands to 
B. & D. & the son & sons of D. in tail male, with 
like limitations in remainder successively to W. & 
S. & to L., & such person as she may so marry, 
if any, as aforesaid, & to Sir J. S. & his son or sons, 
etc., as in the preceding devises, testator charged 
part of the last mentioned lands with two rent- 
charges. to uses as follows ; first rentcharge, to W. 
& S., the second daughter, for such life estates & 
with such remainders as in the first & secondly 
mentioned devises, except that the power of 
appointment was in favour of the son & sons of 
the body of Sophia & the son or sons of such son or 
sons, in such shares, & for such estates, or charge- 
able with such payments to the other or others of 
them, as the survivor of W. & S. should appoint ; 
the next remainder to take effect in default of 
such appointment, or on determination of the 
estates thereby limited, & as to such part of the 
rentcharge whereof no appointment should be 
made; &, for default of issue, etc., or if W. & S. 
or either of them should inherit any of the afore- 
said hereditaments in succession by virtue of the 
aforesaid devises, the rentcharge was to sink into 
the hereditaments, etc., charged therewith, & be 
no longer payable. Second rentcharge to L., the 
third daughter, & her assigns, until she shall 
marry, under & with the restriction above men- 
tioned, or for the term of her natural life; &, when 
& so soon as she shall marry as aforesaid, then 
upon such trusts, etc., & with the like powers, 
& for the like estates & interests, & with the like 
remainders, & subject to the same contingencies 
& annihilations, as were expressed in relation to 
the previous rentcharge. Testator then gave 
legacies of £5,000 to B. & W. respectively, & 
directed that, in case of a separation between W. 
& S., the devises & bequests to W. should go over, 
& be held to the sole use of S., his wife. & he 
bequeathed to L. £10,000; £5,000 thereof to be 
paid to her on her marriage, with such consent & 
approbation as aforesaid, & £5.000 within two 
vears next afterwards. After testator’s death, 
L., being still a minor, married without consent 
of the trustees, & without any settlement. She 
had one son by this marriage; & subsequently, 
& after coming of age, married a second husband. 
After that marriage, she made an appointment to 
the use of the son :—Held: the appointment was 
well made for the devise of rentcharge to L. 
‘‘ when & so soon as she shall marry as aforesaid ”’ 
did not make the marriage of L. according to the 
terms of the previous devise to her a condition 
precedent to the exercise of her power of appoint- 
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Sect. 4.— Performance of conditions: Sub-sects. 3 
4, A. & B. (a).} 

ment or the vesting of the estates limited in 
remainder to her son & sons; nor did her marrying 
in breach of testator’s restrictions disable her from 
executing the power after she came of age, or 
prevent the limitation to her son & sons from 
taking effect. Semble, although I. could not claim 
the £10,000 legacy while she was a minor & 
married in disobedience to the terms of the will, 
yet she might have claimed it after her second 
marriage & attainment of full age.—BEAUMONT 
v. SQUIRE (1852), 17 Q. B. 905; 21 L. J. Q. B. 
123; 19 L. T. O. S. 44; 16 Jur. 591; 117 E. R. 


1528. 
Annotation :—Refd. Agassiz v. Squire (1854), 23 L. J. Ch. 


2923. Where period prescribed.J—Devise of 
lands to one for seven years, on condition that. 
within that time he pay all testator’s debts; & 
afterwards the fee simple was devised to T., pltf., 
& if he died without issue, then to the devisee for 
seven years, & his heirs; he did not pay the debts 
within that time; but decreed that he should pay 
them, & pltf. might amend his bill & add proper 
parties.—PIGG v. COLDWELL & EDWARDS (1677), 
Cas. temp. Finch, 278; 23 FE. R. 153, L. C. 

2924. Whether court will extend time, |— 
One having three daughters, devises land to his 
eldest upon condition that she within six months 
after his death, pay certain sums to her two other 
sisters, & if she failed, then he devised the land 
to his second daughter on the like condition, etc. 
The ct. may enlarge the time for payment, though 
the premises are devised over, & in all cases that. 
lie in compensation, the ct. may dispense with the 
time, though even in case of a condition precedent. 
—WOoOODMAN v. BLAKE (1691), 2 Vern. 2223 23 
BE. R. 748. 

2925. —--—-,|-—_Man’s (StR THOMAS) CASE 
(1695), cited in Freem. Ch. at p. 206; 22 E. R. 
1162. 

2926. ——— -——-.|—-One devises his land to J., 
paying £1,000 to his daughter. J. makes default. 
in payment. The daughter recovers in ejectment. 
The heir of J. brings a bill, & is relieved on payment 
of principal, interest, & costs; though to the dis- 
inherison of an heir, & in favour of a voluntary 
devisee.—BARNARDISTON v. FANE (1699), 2 Vern. 
366; 23 EF. R. 830. 














2927. ---——,]—SIMPSON v. VICKERS, No. 
No. 2891, ante. 
2928. .j—Legacy, reciting the pro- 








bability, that the legatee was not living, upon 
express condition, that he shall return to Iingland 
& personally claim of the extrix. or in the church 
porch; if he shall not so claim within seven years, 
to be presumed dead, & the legacy to fall into the 
residue. The legatee not having returned, & 
dying abroad within seven years, the legacy was 
held not due; the existence of the legatee, though 
appearing otherwise, being to be proved by the 
particular means prescribed; & therefore not 
within the cases from the civil law, where, the end 
being obtained, the means were not essential.— 
TULK v. HovuLpircn (1813), 1 Ves. & B. 248 
35 E. KH. 97, L. C. 

2929. ——— -——-.|— Testator gave a legacy to A. 
in the event of B. dying unmarried, but upon the 
express condition that A. should within three 
years from testator’s death, pay to the exors. all 
Moneys due from him to testator :—Held: the 
condition was substantially performed by a pay- 
ment after the expiration of the three years, & the 
legacy was payable.—PAINE v. HyDE (1841), 4 
Beav. 468; 49 E, R. 420. 


WILLS. 


2930. -.|—Testator directed his trustees 
to offer his real estate including a moiety of an 
estate of which he was tenant in common with his 
brother to the brother, at a specified sum, but in 
case the brother should not within a month after 
testator’s death signify his intention to accept tho 
property at the price, or should not at the expira- 
tion of two calendar months from the time of 
signifying his intention pay the purchase-money 
to the trustees, then testator directed the property 
to be sold by auction. The brother significd his 
intention to purchase within the month, & required 
an abstract of the title. None was furnished to 
him within two months after the signification of 
his intention to purchase, & the purchase-money 
was not paid at the expiration of that time :— 
Held: the right of pre-emption was lost.— 
BROOKE v. GARROD (1857), 2 De G, & J. 625 27 
L. J. Ch. 226; 301. T. O.S. 194; 6 W. RR. 121; 
44 FE. R. 911, L. C. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Ward v. Wolverhampton Waterworks 

Co. (1871), L. R. 13 Eq. 243, 

2931. ——.]-—Testator bequeathed his 
residuary personal estate to such persons who 
should within one year from his death establish 
their right or title thereto as his next of kin, 
with a gift over in default. An order for limited 
administration, including an inquiry as to next 
of kin, was made on summons shortly after 
testator’s death. The persons who were next of 
kin did not bring in a claim within the year :— 
Held: the gift over took effect.—Re HARTLEY, 
STEDMAN v. DUNSTER (1887), 34 Ch. D. 742; 56 
L. J. Ch. 564; 56 L. T. 565; 35 W. R. 624. 

2932. —— .|—Testator, who diced in 1899, 
gave his daughter a pecuniary legacy upon tho 
express condition that she should within a year of 
his death settle upon certain trusts of the will a 
sum to which she was entitled under a deed of 
settlement. There was no gift over in case of 
failure to perform the condition, or direction that 
in that case the legacy should fall into residue, 
although the residuary estate was given in trust 
for the daughter & three other persons. In 1905 
an insufficient settlement was executed in intended 
performance of the condition, but the income had 
been paid as it would have been if there had 
been a settlement. The corpus was intact, & the 
daughter was willing to execute a proper settle- 
ment :—Held: assuming the condition was a 
condition precedent, the limit of time was not of 
the essence or substance of the condition, which 
would be sufficiently complied with by the 
daughter’s execution of a proper settlement 
within the year.—He PACKARD, PACKARD v. 
WATERS, [1920] 1 Ch. 596; 80 L. J. Ch. 801; 123 
L. T. 401. 

Annotation :—Apld. Re Goodwin, Ainslie v. Goodwin (1924), 

93 L. J. Ch. 331. 

2933. -—--.]|~—-Testator, who died on 
Nov. J, 1906, bequeathed an annuity of £500 to 
his wife to commence from the day of his death, 
the first payment to be made at the expiration of 
three calendar months from his decease, & he 
declared that the annuity was intended to be in 
lieu of & in substitution for the annuity of £70, 
which he had covenanted by deed to pay to his 
wife, & that the bequest thereof should become & 
be absolutely void & of no effect unless his wife 
should within six calendar months after his death 
absolutely release & discharge his estate, effects & 
trustees from payment of the £70 annuity as from 
the date of his death. There was a gift of residue 
in the will but no gift over of the annuity on failure 
to comply with the condition. Owing to heavy 
incumbrances it remained doubtful during the life 
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of the widow whether the estate would produce 

anything for the beneficiaries, & she died on 

Feb. 10, 1921, without having done anything 

specifically during her life to comply with the 

condition. The trustees being now in a posi- 
tion to make payments to beneficiaries raised 
the question whether the annuity had not been 
forfeited by non-compliance with the condition :— 

Held: the condition was not personal to the 

annuitant so as to be performed only by her, & 

a present release by her exors., which would put all 

aloes in the position intended by testator, would 
e a sufficient compliance with the condition. 

It is well settled by authority that where a gift 
in a will is made subject to a condition, even a 
condition precedent, to be performed within a 
specified time, but the condition is not in fact 
performed within that time, then, at any rate in 
the absence of an express gift over, it is always a 
question for the ct. to determine whether the time 
so specified was of the essence of the matter. In 
determining that question the ct. must have regard 
to what was presuinably the intention of testator 
in inserting the condition, what it was that he 
desired to bring about or to guard against; & if 
the ct. finds that a performance of the condition 
at a time subsequent to the expiration of the time 
fixed by testator in substance provides for the very 
thing that testator intended to provide for, s0 
that all partics can be put in substantially the same 
position as they would have been in had the con- 
dition been performed within the proper time, time 
is not regarded as of the essence, & such perform- 
ance 1s treated as a sufficient compliance of the 
condition (ROMER, J.).—/?e GOODWIN, AINSLIE v, 
(KOODWIN, [1924] 2 Ch. 263 93 1. J. Ch. 331 ; 180 
L. TP. 822; 68 Sol. Jo. 478, 

2934. —~—-- How  calculated.} —- Bequest of 
residue, in trust, in case A. shall within six months 
after testator’s decease give security not to marry 
B. then, & not otherwise, to pay to the children of 
A.; with a proviso to go over, if she shall refuse 
or neglect to give such security. A condition 
precedent. Tho six months are exclusive of the 
day of testator’s death: therefore ; as he died on 
Jan. 12, between eight & nine in the evening, a 
security given on July 12, about nine in the 
evening, was held sufficient. No general rule, in 
computing time from an act or an event, that the 
day is to be inclusive or exclusive; depending 
on the reason of the thing, according to the cir- 
cumstances.—LESTER v7. GARLAND (1808), 15 Ves. 
2485 33 Is. R. 748. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Hardy v. Ryle (1829), 9 B. & C. 
603; Pellew v. Wonford (1829), 9 B. & C. 1343; Godson 
”. Sanctuary (1832), 4 B. & Ad. 255: In the Goods of 
Wilmot. (1834), 1 Curt. 1; Webb ». Fairmaucer (1838), 6 
Dowl. 549; Re Whitby, Zar p. Whitby (1839), 8 L. J. 
ie aa : Young v. Higgon (1840), 6 M. & W. 495 Weeks 
v. Wray (1868), 9 B. & S. 62; Isaacs v. Royal Insce. 

(1870), L. I. 5 Exch. 296; Migotti v. Colville (1878), 4 

C. P. DD. 233; de Ry. Sleepers Supply Co. (1885), 29 

Ch. D. 204; de North, Fa p. Hasluck, [1895] 2 Q. Bk. 

ve Re eat Co. v. West Metropolitan Ry., [1904] 


SUB-SECT. 4.——-NON-PERFORAMCE. 
A. What amounts to Non-Performance. 
See Sect. 4, sub-sect. 2, ante. 


B. Excuses for Non-Performance. 
(a) Ignorance of Beneficiary. 
2935. General rule.|—F Ry v. PORTER, No. 2630, 
ante. 
2986. .|—If a devise be to one upon con- 
dition, the devisee must take notice of the con- 
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dition at his peril—PorrerR v. Frye (1674), 1 
Ireem. K. B. 31; 89 E.R. 263 sub nom. WILLIAMS 
v. Fry, 2 Keb. 814; 3 Keb. 19; 2 Lev. 21; 
T. Raym. 236; sub nom. WILLTAMS d, PORTER v. 

Fry, 1 Mod. Rep. 86; sub nom. Fry’s (LApy 

ANNE) CAsR, 1 Vent. 199. 

Annotations :---Consd. Doe d. Kenrick v. Beauclerk (1809), 
11 East, 657. Apld. Astley v. Essex (1874), L. R. 18 
Tq. 290. Refd. Anon. (1675), 2 Mod. Rep. 7; Reed v. 
Hatton (1675), 2 Mod. Rep. 25; Bath & Mountague’s 
Case (1693), 3 Cas. in Ch. 55; Page v. Hayward (1704), 
2 Salk. 570: hrustout v. Peake (1716), 1 Stra. 12; 
Andrews d. Jonos v. Fulham (1738), Andry. 263; Gulliver 
v. Wickett (1745), 1 Wils. 105; Burleton v. Humfrey 
ee) Amb. 256; Ke Lewis, Lewis v. Lewis (1904), 91 

.T. 242. Mentd. Ven v. Phillins (1703), 1 Salk. 208. 


2937, ——-.|—-Where there is a _ condition 
annexed by a will to a devise of real or personal 
estate, & no notice required to be given, unless the 
legatees perform the condition, they cannot be 
entitled, & where there is a devise over, a forfciture 
incurs.—CHAUNCY v. GRAYDON (1743), 2 Atk. 
616; 26 E. R. 768, L. C. 


Annotations :-—~Consd. Re Lewis, Lewis v. Lewis, [1904] 2 
Ch. 656. Mentd. Meek uv. Kottlewell (1843), 1 Ph. 342; 
dée Cresswell, Parkin ». Cresswell (1883), 24 Ch. D. 102. 


2988. -—-—.!—Devise to R. subject to the pay- 
ment of legacies of £200 each, to testator’s three 
nephews, to be paid as soon as the legatees should 
arrive in England, or claim the same, provided 
they should arrive or claim within three years ; 
if two only should arrive or claim within the time 
aforesaid, each to have £250; if one only, £400 ; 
the remainder, in either case, to fall into the residue 
of his estate; &, if neither should arrive or claim 
within the time aforesaid, then £500, part thereof, 
to fall into the residue of his estate :—Held: the 
condition not performed by one of the legatees 
arriving in England, & making his claim after the 
time specified, although ignorant till then of the 
will, or of testator’s death, & no advertisement for 
legatees.—-BURGESS v. ROBINSON (1817), 3 Mer. 7 ; 
36 KE. R. 33 previous proceedings (1815), 1 Madd. 
172. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Re Hall, Foster v. Metcalfe (1903), 

72.L. J. Ch. 554. 


2939. .|—Testatrix gave legacies to A. 
& C., & declared that if any of them should be 
dead at her decease, or should not then be heard 
of to be then living, or should not respectively 
claim their respective legacies within twelve 
months after her death, then the legacies given 
to such of them as should be dead at her decease, 
or as should neglect to claim the same within the 
time aforesaid, should sink into her residuary 
estate. Three years after testatrix’s death, C., 
who had not been heard of for upwards of twenty 
years, claimed her legacy :—Held: she was not 
entitled to it, although she had been ignorant, until 
a short time before, that her sister was dead.— 
HAWKES v. BALDWIN (1838), 9 Sim. 355; 7 
L. J. Ch. 207; 2 Jur. 698; 59 BE. R. 304. 
Annotation :—Expld. Re Quintin Dick, Cloncurry v. Fenton, 

[1926] Ch. 992. 

2940, ——-.|-—Gift to F. of £17,000, provided 
that upon attaining twenty-one, or within six 
months next after, he should, by such legal 
instruments as counsel should advise, at the cost of 
the extrix., relinquish & make over to his brother 
& sister all interest: under his parents’ settlement ; 
& in case he should neglect to do so within that 
time, the £17,000 should be reduced to £12,000, 
& the £5,000 should fall into the residue. The 
legatee was in India, serving in the army, at the 
time specifled, & was not informed of the clause, 
but he subsequently relinquished & made over all 
interest under his parents’ settlement to his brother 
& sister :—Held: the £5,000 belonged to the 
residuary legatees.— He HonGEs’ LEGACY (1873), 
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Sect. 4.—Performance of conditions: Sub-sect. 4, B. 
(a), (b) & (c).] 


L. R. 16 Eq. 92; 42 L. J. Ch. 452; 28 L. T. 624; 
21 W. R. 658. 


Annotations :—Refd. Astley v. Essex (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 
290; Re Quintin Dick, Cloncurry v. Fenton, [1926] Ch. 993. 


2941. —-—-.]—Ignorance of a condition annexed 
to a gift by will does not protect the devisee or 
legatee from the consequences of not complying 
with the condition —AsTLEY v. Essex (EARL) 
(1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 290; 43 L. J. Ch. 817; 30 
L. T. 485; 22 W. R. 620. 


Annotations :—Distd. Re Quintin Dick, Cloncurry v. Fenton 
ete ea 992. Refd. Partridge v. Partridge (1893), 70 


2942. Whether beneficiary entitled to notice of 
condition.]|—In replevin, deft. avowed taking the 
cattle damage feasant. Pltf. pleaded in bar a 
devise to one I. of the Jands in which, etc., for sixty 

ears, who demised them to pltf. for one year. 
eft. replied, a feoffment in fee after the making 
the will, to the use, amongst other uses, of 1. for 

sixty years after the death of the devisor, with a 

proviso, if I. should disturb T. & others, etc., so 

that they could not quietly enjoy the tenements 
the devisor conveyed to them, etc., or if I. should 
not permit the exors. of the devisor to have & 
remove, etc., all the goods & chattels, etc., of him 
the devisor, which should then be in his mansion 
house, or if he should do any thing to impede & 
frustrate the intention of the devisor expressed in 
his will, the use should cease & be void ; & further 
pleaded, that I. entered into a house where certain 
goods of the devisor were, & took them; & that 
the exors. came & requested I. to let them take away 
the goods, but that I. would not permit the exors. 
to take thom away : but he altogether prevented & 
hindered them from so doing; & then deft. con- 
cluded his replication by averring that the use to 

I. ceased. On demurrer, judgment was given for 

pltf. :—Held: a denial by parol is not any breach 

of the condition, but there ought to be some act 
done; (2) deft. had showed a special act of dis- 

turbance against the words of the proviso, yet I. 

should not lose his term, for being a stranger to the 

feoffment, notice ought to be given to him of the 

proviso & of the will—FRAUNCES’S CASE (1609), 

$Co. Rep. 80 b; 77 EK. R. 6093 sub nom. MILLER 

v. FRANCIS, Brownl. 277. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Apld. Malloon v. Fitzgerald (1683), 
3 Mod. Rep. 29; Whalley v. Reede (1699), 1 Lut. 
804. Folld. Burleton v. Humfrey (1755), Amb. 256. 
Consd. Doe d. Kenrick v. Beauclerk (1809), 11 Kast, 657. 
Distd. Doe d. Taylor v. Crisp (1838), 1 Per. & Dav. 37. 
Refd. Hicks v. Goates (1616), Cro. Jac. 390; Tracey v. 
Dutton (1621), Cro. Jac. 617; Williams v. Fry (1672), 
2 Keb. 814; Lancashire v. Kellingworth (1701), 12 Mod. 
Rep. 529; Anon. (1715), 1 Com. 228; West v. Blakeway 
(1841), 2 Man. & G. 729; Clavering 1. Ellison (1856), 3 
Drew. 451; Kiallmark v. Kiallmark (1856), 26 L. J. Ch. 
1; Sealtock v. Harston (1875), 1C. P. D. 106; Jeffreys 
v. Jeffreys (1901), 84 L. T. 417. Generally, Mentd. R. vr. 
Hampden (1637), 3 State Tr. 826; Le Bret v, Papillon 
a on 4 Kast, 502; Castledine v. Mundy (1832), 4 B. & 


2943. .|-—-SAUNDERS _ v. (1622), 
Palm. 164; 81 E. R. 1028. 
Annotation :—Refd. Williams v. Fry (1672), 3 Keb. 19. 

2944. .|—Under a devise of a mansion & 
family estate to several successively for life & 
in tail; with a proviso that whatsoever person 
should by virtue of the will become possessed of or 
entitled to the estate should from the time he 
became so possessed, take upon himsclf the sur- 
name of Thelwall, & make the mansion his usual 
& common place of abode & residence :—Held : 
a tenant in tail in remainder succeeding to the 
possession, who had also become heir-at-law to 
testator, not being found to have had notice of the 
will of her ancestor containing such condition, her 
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title could not be impeached by the remainderman 
over, who brought ejectment after her death 
against her husband, by whom she had had issue 
which died before her: she having also in fact 
suffered a recovery about four months after she 
came of age, within which period it was con- 
tended that she ought to have complied with the 
condition of residence to enable her to make a 
good tenant to the precipe.—DoE d. KENRICK v. 
BEAUCLERK (LORD) (1809), 11 East, 657 ; 103 EB. R. 


1160. 

Annotations -—Refd. Doe d. Taylor v. Crisp (1838), 8 Ad. & 
El. 779; Re Lewis, Lewis v. Lewis (1904), 91 L. T. 242 ; 
Re Quintin Dick, Cloncurry v. Fenton, [1926] Ch. 992. 


2945. .|—When an estate is devised to the 
heir upon a condition, express notice of the will 
& condition, must be given to him, before his 
estate can be destroyed.—DoEr 4. TAYLOR v. 
Crisp (1838), 8 Ad. & El. 779; 1 Per. & Dav. 37; 
1 Will. Woll. & H. 593; 8 I. J. Q. B. 41; 2 Jur. 
943; 112 E. R. 1033. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Garland v. Mead (1871), L. R. 6 

Q. BK. 441. 


2946. .|—Direction by codicil to exors. to 
invest £200 & pay the proceeds to testator’s 
daughter, a single woman, for life, for her separate 
use, & after her death, the capital to be for her 
children; with a proviso that if the bequest 
should be not ‘“‘ duly claimed ”’ by the daughter 
within three calendar months after testator’s 
decease, the bequest should lapse. The legacy 
was not claimed by the daughter. She alleged 
that she did not hear of the legacy or of testator’s 
death till nearly two years after he died ; & it was 
admitted by the exors. that no notice was given to 
her by them :—Held: the legacy had become 
forfeited, & had lapsed.— POWELL v. RAWLE (1874), 
L. R. 18 Eq. 248; 22 W. KR. 629. 

2947. Executor taking beneficial Interest on 
breach of condition.]— Where a legacy is given upon 
a condition, an exor. who takes a bencficial intcrest 
in the legacy on the breach of the condition owes 
no duty to the legatee to give notice of the terms 
of the legacy.—ARe Lewis, LEwIs v. LEWIS, [1904 | 
2 Ch. 656; 73 L. J. Ch. 748; 91. T. 24235 53 
W. R. 393, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re meee Mackay v. Gould, [1906] 
1 Ch. 25. Refd. Re Turnbull, Skipper v. Wade (1905), 
49 Sol. Jo. 417. 


2948. .|—Testator bequeathed all his pro- 
perty to his wife & children, & appointed his wife 
sole extrix. He left him surviving his wife & two 
infant children, viz. a son, long since deceased, & 
a daughter, who attained twenty-one in 1876. 
The widow married again, & during her daughter’s 
infancy she, in her character of extrix., advanced all 
testator’s estate to her second husband upon the 
security of a mtge. which proved insufficient. She 
survived her second husband, & died in 1885, 
having left all property away from her daughter. 
The daughter, as sole surviving beneficiary under 
her father’s will, claimed the whole of her mother’s 
estate, upon the ground that it represented moneys 
retained by her mother under an order of the ct. 
in part satisfaction of the mtge., & in 1903 she 
commenced an action against her mother’s exors. 
for an account on this footing :—Held: the 
mother was not an express trustee of these moneys 
for pltf., this was an action to recover a legacy 
within Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 
s. 8, & the claim was statute-barred. 

Qu.: whether the mother was under any legal 
obligation to inform her daughter upon attaining 
twenty-one of the benefit conferred on her under 
her father’s will.—Re MACKAY, MACKAY v. GOULD, 
[1906] 1 Ch. 25; 75L. J. Ch. 47; 93 L. T. 604; 54 
W.R. 88; 50 Sol. Jo. 43. 














Part XIII.—ConpirTions. 


(6) Impossibility of Performance. 

2949. Act of God.|—-Condition made impossible 
by act of God.—TuHomas v. Howe. (1692), 1 
Salk. 170 ; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 360; Holt, K. B. 225; 
4 Mod. Rep. 66; Skin. 301; 91 E. R. 157. 


Annotations :—Refd. Atkins v. Hiccocks (1737), 1 Atk. 500: 
Smith v. Doe d. Jersey (1821), 2 Brod. & Hing. 473. 


2950. .|—A. by will gives to trustees £312 
& several jewels in Vienna, in trust to sell the same, 
& apply it as a composition, & towards payment 
of his son’s debts, provided the creditors shall 
within four months accept of the same & dis- 
charge his son; if they shall not, then he devises 
the same effects over to be divided among the 
children of his son. Testator died Dec. 15, 1742, 
& the son’s creditors filed their bill Apr. 13, 1743, 
raying to be paid their respective demands. 
ltis. by bringing their bill within four calendar 
months, & thereby declaring their acceptance of the 
legacies towards satisfaction of their debts, & 
offering to release, have performed the condition 
annexed according to the true intent of the will. 
Wherever cts. of law, or cts. of equity, take 
notice of a condition impossible, it must be a 
natural impossibility arising from an act subse- 
quent, which the party could not avoid, being 
become impossible by an act of God (LoRD HARD- 
WICKE, C.).—-FRANCO v. ALVARES (1746), 3 Atk. 
342; 26 E. BR. 998, L. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Tollner v. Marriott (1830), 4 Sim. 19; 


Re Hartley, Stedman v. Dunster (1887), 34 Ch. D. 742; 
Schiller v. Petersen, [1924] 1 Ch. 394. 


2951. —-—- Distinction between conditions pre- 
cedent & subsequent. |—'Testator bequeathed a fund 
to trustees upon trust, after the determination of 
a life interest, 10 pay & transfer the trust property 
equally among the female children of his sister on 
their attaining twenty-one or marrying with the 
consent of their parents. At the death of the 
tenant for life testator’s sister was a widow & 
had two daughters, the elder of whom afterwards 
married, while under age, with the consent of her 
mother :—Held: (1) the consent mentioned in 
the will must be taken to be that of the parents 
or parent, if any, & the daughter who had married 
with the consent of her surviving parent took 
a vested interest in the fund. 

(2) The rule is that where a condition precedent 
annexed to a legacy becomes impossible by the act 
of God the legatee takes nothing. It is otherwise 
if the condition is a condition subsequent; then the 
the legatee takes absolutely because there is nothing 
to take the legacy away from him (JESSEL, M.R.).— 
DAWSON v. OLIVER-MASSEY (1876), 2 Ch. D. 753; 
45 L. J. Ch. 519; 384 L. T. 551; 40 J. P. 676; 24 
W. KR. 998, C. A. 

Annotations :——As to (1) Consd. Booth v. Meyer (1877), 38 


I. 'T. 125. Distd. 7@e Brown’s Will, Jée Brown’s Settimt. 
(1881), 18 Ch. D. 61. 


2952. Lunacy——Condition subsequent, ]— 
Testator made a bequest adding a proviso that if 
the legatee, who was abroad, did not within a 
fixed period return to England & appear before 
the trustees of the will, he should forfeit the 
bequest. he legatee became a lunatic, but had 
within the period lucid intervals, during any of 
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upon himseclf testator’s name, & should 
not afterwards divest himself of his 
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which he might have returned but did not :—Held : 
the lunacy was an act of God, making performance 
of the condition impossible, & the condition being 
subsequent, the legatee was therefore entitled.— 
Re Birp, Birp v. Cross (1894), 8 R. 826. 

Power of court to accept conditional 
devise.|—See Lunatics, Vol. XXXIII., p. 214, 
No. 1207. 

2953. Act of parties—Marrlage of beneficlary— 
Condition of residence so long as unmarried.}— 
Re WRIGHT, Morr v. Issorr, No. 2883, ante. 

2954. Beneficiary’s father—Condition re- 
lating to religious instruction.|—-He CupDpoNn, Fooks 
v. RICHARDSON (1920), 150 L. T. Jo. 228. 

2955. Death—Of party under whose advice land 
directed to be sold.|—FRANKELEN’S CASE (prior to 
1564), cited in Moore, K. B. at p. 62; 72 E.R. 442. 

2956, Of beneficiary.| — Testator  be- 
queathed a bust of Oliver Cromwell after the death 
of his wife to ‘‘ John, now Duke of Bedford,”’ 
upon condition that he placed it in Woburn 
Abbey, & at the time of the delivery of the same 
caused it to be settled that it might be held as an 
heirloom by the persons for the time being entitled 
to the possession of Woburn Abbey under the 
limitations thereof, with a gift over to the trustees, 
upon his neglect to do so for twelve months, to 
settle it as an heirloom to be held by the person 
entitled to his real estate under the limitations of 
his will. At the date of the will & death of the 
testator, F. was Duke of Bedford & owner in fee 
of Woburn Abbey. F. died during the lifetime 
of testator’s widow. The present duke was willing 
to allow the bust to be placed in the Abbey :— 
Held: the condition could not be fulfilled by the 
exors. of F., & the bequest lapsed & fell into the 
residue.——PATCHING v. BARNETT (1881), 51 L. J. Ch. 
74; 45 L. T. 292, C. A. 














(c) Incapacity of Beneficiary. 
2957. Infancy—Condition to make payments out 
of profits—Profits in Crown’s lands.|—-SLADE uv. 
THOMSON (1615), Cro. Jac. 374; 3 Bulst. 58; 1 


Noll. Rep. 136, 198; 709 BE. R. 320. 
snltion oe Neale v. Mackenzie (1835), 2 Cr. 
2 & dt. - 


2958. —-—— Condition to give discharge to exe- 
cutors.|—A bequest to A. for life, & after A.’s 
death to B., ‘if he be then living & able to give 
my exors. a good & valid discharge for the same,”’ 
otherwise, gift over to C.; & then another bequest 
of residue to C., “ if he shall be living & able duly 
to discharge my exors. at the time such residue is 
payable, but if otherwise,” gift overto B. B. &C. 
were infants at the date of the will, & C. was an 
infant at the death of testator:—Held: C.’s 
infancy did not prevent his performing the con- 
dition, as he could duly discharge the exors. by a 
suit in Chancery. 

Semble: the question would have been more 
difficult if the terms of the condition had been the 
same as those of the condition annexed to the 
bequest to B.—LEDWARD v. HASSELLS (1856), 2 
K. & J.370; 25 L. J. Ch. 311; 2 Jur. N.S. 277; 
4W.QKR. 315; 69 KK. R. 825. 


of the above Act, requiring five years’ 
residence as a condition of naturaliza- 


g. Death of subject of condition as 
to maintenance. |—GRAIIAM v. BOULTON, 
9 O. IR. 481.—CAN. 

h. Devisee to become naturalised 
British subject within two years-——I: ffect 
of Naturalisation Act, 1870.]—Testator 
devised his real estato to A. (a German 
subject) & the heirs of his pee on the 
express condition that he shou d within 
two years from the date of testator’s 
death become a British subject, & take 


status as a British subject, or of such 
namie; testator further provided that 
if A. refused or neglected to comply 
with the said conditions, his said real 
estate should go (subject & upon the 
same conditions) to A.’s sister (who 
was also a German subject.) & the heirs 
of her body, with similar remainders 
over. On testator’s death A. executed 
a disentailing assurance of the lands :— 
Held: notwithstanding the provisions 


tion, the condition as to naturalization 
was not an impossible condition, ag it 
was not impossible to obtain a private 
Naturalization Act within two years 
from the date of testator’s death.—Re 
KNOX, VON SCHEFFLER v. SHULDHAM, 
{1912} 1 I. R. 288.—1R. 


k. Direction to offer business to 
testutor’s father—Effect of death of father 
before testator.}-—-Woop v. Woop, [1917] 
N. ZL. L. R. 152 ,—N.Z,. 
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(c) & (d).] 
2959. Condition relating to residence.|— 


Testator after giving a life estate therein to his 
wife devised certain real estate to trustees upon 
trust after his wife’s death to allow his grandson 
to receive the rents & profits thereof during his 
life upon condition that he should reside for two 
calendar months in each year at the mansion 
house on the estate, & in case his grandson did not 
comply with that condition, then the rents, etc., 
should go over as if he were actually dead, & after 
the grandson’s decease testator directed his trustees 
to hold the estate upon trust for his grandson’s 
first & other sons successively in tail general, 
& he declared it to be his will that in case his 
grandson or any other person who should become 
entitled to the estate under the limitations of the 
will, should not reside at the mansion house during 
two calendar months in each year, the estate of 
every person by whom such default should be 
made should become void as if he were actually 
dead. The grandson died in the widow’s lifetime. 
Hela: the condition requiring residence was not 
binding on or applicable to the grandson’s eldest 
son, who was now tenant in tail in possession ; & 
leave was given to him to let the mansiqn house 
during his minority.—ParrRyY v. ROBERTS (1871), 
25 L. T. 871; 19 W. R. 1000. 

annotation :—Folld. Partridge v. Partridge, [1894] 1 Ch. 

51, 


2960. —-- .| — Testatrix devised real 
estate, including a mansion house, in strict settle- 
ment, & added a proviso directing that every 
person who, by virtue of the limitations therein- 
before contained, should become entitled to the 
possession or to the receipt of the rents of the estate 
should, within three months next after the death 
of the first tenant for life, reside in & occupy the 
mansion house for nine months at the least in 
every year; & in case any person who should 
come into possession or receipt of the rents of the 
estate should ‘‘ refuse or neglect’? to reside In & 
occupy the mansion house, then the limitation 
thereinbefore contained of the estate to the use 
of him or her so refusing or neglecting should 
cease, & testatrix gave the estate to the person or 
persons next in remainder under the limitations 
of her will:—Held: inasmuch as an infant has 
no power to choose his own place of residence, an 
infant who had become entitled under the will to 
the possession of the estate could not. if he did 
not reside in the mansion house, be said to *‘ refuse 
or neglect’? to do so, & consequently he was not 
bound by the condition, & the gift over could not 
take effect.—PARTRIDGE v. PARTRIDGE, [1894] 1 
Ch. 351; 68 L. J. Ch. 122; 70 L. T. 261. 
Annotations :—Apld. Re Kdwards, Lluyd v. Boyes, [1910} 1 

Yh. 54); Re Quintin Dick, Cloncurry +. Fenton, (1926) 

Ch. 992. Refd. Re Boulter, Capital & Counties Bank v. 

Boulter, [1922] 1 Ch. 75. 


2961. ——— Condition relating to religion.) 
By her will testatrix bequeathed a sum of money 
to trustees upon trust to pay the income to her 
nephew after he attained twenty-four years of 
age during his life, provided that he should not be 
a Roman Catholic at her death, or being a Roman 
Catholic at her death should cease to be a Roman 
Catholic within a year after her death. At the 
date of the will the nephew was an infant, & 
eighteen months afterwards, when testatrix died, 
was nine years of age. He had been baptised in 
the Roman Catholic Church, & brought up by 
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his father in the Roman Catholic faith. A year 
had elapsed since the death of testatrix :—Held : 
the infant nephew had not become incapacitated 
from taking the benefit of the legacy by being 
baptised in the Roman Catholic Church, as the 
intention of testatrix was that the legatee should 
have the opportunity of making his choice of a 
religion; & in the eye of the ct. he could not 
determine what his religion should be until he 
reached years of discretion, & during the time 
until he reached the age of twenty-one he could 
not be in the sense meant in the will either a 
Roman Catholic or not a Roman Catholic.—He 
May, EGGar v. May, [1917] 2 Ch. 126; 86 L. J. Ch. 
698; 117 L. T. 401; 33 T. L. R. 4195 61 Sol. Jo. 
577. 

Lunacy.|—Sce Part XII., Sect. 5, sub-sect. 2, 
unte. 

Marriage.|—Sce IIUSBAND & WIF¥, Vol. XXVILI., 
p. 124, No. 1004. 


(dq) Condition Dispensed with. 

2962. By testator—Condition relating to resi- 
dence—-Use of furniture at named estate—Testator 
Subsequently dealing with estate.|—-A man devises 
the use of his furniture, etc., at B. to his wife for 
life, on condition of her residing there. He after- 
wards suffers a recovery of the estate at B. & 
dying without republishing his will, the estate 
descends to his heir-at-law :—-Held : the wife was 
entitled to the use of the furniture, etc., discharged 
of the condition, which the recovery had put out 
of her power to perform.—DARLEY v. LANG- 
WoRTHY (1774), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 359; 1 E. KR. 
1360, H. L.; revag. S. C. sub nom. DARLEY v. 
DARLEY (1767), Dick. 397, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Wedgwood v. Denton (1871), L. R. 





12 Ky. 290; te Towry'’s S. E., Dallas v. Towry (1889), 
41 Ch. D. 64. Apld. Re Whitburn, Whitburn v. Christie, 
[1923] 1 Ch. 332. Consd. #le Turton, Whittington v. 
Turton, [1926] Ch. 96. Refd. Goodright d. Roffe 1. 


Harwood (1773), Lofft, 282; Brydges v. Chandos (1794), 

2 Ves. 417; Fordyce v. Ford (1795), 2 Ves. 536 ; Goodtitle 

. Otway (1796), 1 Bos. & P. 576; Cave v. Holford (1798), 

3 Ves. 650; Carrington v. Payne (1800), 5 Ves. 404 5 

Doo d. Lushington v. Llandalt (Lord Kp.) (1807), 2 Bos. 

& P.N. RR. 49); Southey vr. Somerville (1807), 13 Ves. 

486; Johnson v. Johnson (1832), 1 Cr. & M. 140; Re 

Gibson (1861), 2 John. & HU. 656; Bridges v. Strachan 

(1878), 8 Ch. D. 558. 

2963. -—~— Bequest of house so long as 
beneficiaries should reside there-—-Testator sur- 
rendering lease & obtaining new lease.|——A., by 
will made in 1863, gave her house in Z., ‘‘ held 
under the Corpn. of X. for the life of T., & the 
tern of twenty-one years after his death,” & the 
furniture & effects in the house. her carriage & 
horses, pew in church, & a sum of £8,000, to 
trustees upon trust during the lives of her nieces 
B. & C., so long as they should remain single & 
reside in her said house in Z., & keep the same in 
repair, to pay to them the rent of another house 
& the income of the £8,000, & to permit them to 
reside in the said house during the remainder of 
the said term for which the said house was held 
of the Corpn. of X. If either of them should 
marry or die before the expiration of the term, or 
should cease to reside in the house, £500 was to be 
paid to the one who married, & the rents & 
dividends were to be paid to the other in case she 
resided in the house, with a gift over in favour of 
another niece D., in case both B. & C. should die 
or cease to occupy the house before the expiration 
of the said term. T. died in 1865, whereupon 
testatrix surrendered the estate, & obtained from 
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the corpn. a lease of the house at Z. for a term of 
seventy-five years :—Held: notwithstanding the 
surrender of the original lease, the trusts & con- 
ditions declared by testatrix were valid for at 
least the period of twenty-one vears from the 
death of T.—WEDGWooD v. DENTON (1871), L. R. 
12 Eq. 290; 40 L. J. Ch. 526; 25 L. T. 379. 

Sa -—Oonsd. Saxton v. Saxton (1879), 13 Ch. D. 


2964. —-—— Condition relating to marriage— 
Condition not to marry particular person—Testator 
consenting to marriage with such person.|—-Bequest 
to M. on the day of her marriage with any other 
person than T., & if she married T. then over. 
M. married T. in the lifetime & with the consent 
of testator :—Held: she was entitled to her 
legacy.—SMITH v. COWDERY (1825), 2 Sim. & St. 
398; 3L. J. O.S. Ch. 205; 57 E.R. 382. 
Annotations :-~Consd. Violott v. Brookman (1857), 26 L. J. 


Ch. 308. Distd. Davis v. Angel (1862), 31 Beav. 223. 
Refd. Yonge v. Fursoe (1856), 26 L. J. Ch. 117. 


2965. Condition to marry particular 
person-—--Testator consenting to marriage with 
another person.|—Testator by his will gave a 
share of his residuary estate in case a specified 
nephew should marry a specitied niece of testator, 
in trust for the nephew for life, subject to the 
proviso thereinafter contained, & after this 
decease for his eldest or only child, if any, who 
should attain twenty-one, but if the nephew 
should not marry the niece, testator directed that 
the bequest to the nephew should not take effect, 
but that such share should fall into & become part 
of the general residuary estate for the benefit of 
the other legatees. The nephew in testator’s 
lifetime, & with his assent, married another 
person than the niece. 'Testator died leaving the 
nephew, the nephew's wife & a son of the nephew, 
& also leaving the niece, who was still unmarried, 
him surviving :—JZleld: (1) the condition being 
precedent, could not be removed by the assent ; 
(2) it applied to the whole interest in the share & 
not only to the nephew’s life interest.---DAVIS v. 
ANGEL (1862), 4 De G. FL & J. 5245 31 Le. Ch. 
6133; 6 L. TT. S803; S Jur N.S. 10245 LOW. RR. 








Taek Bye Tee ee ta at 

-tnnotations :—Generally, Mentd. Re Sheppard's 'Prusts 
(1862), 3b OL. J. Ch. 788: Powell vt Rawle (1874), 22 
Von. 629. Bright v. Tyndall (1876), $£ Ch. J). 289; 


Clowes v. Hilliard (1876), 4 Ch. D. 413; Peacock r. Colling 
(IR85), 54 L. J. Ch. 7485 Ze Parsons, Stockley v. Parsons 
(1890), 450 Ch. 1D. 515 Alleard a7. Walker, [1896] 2 Ch. 
369, Re Tayler, Atkinson vv. Lord (1900), SLL. T. 812; 
Re Mudge, [J914) 1 Ch. 115. 

2966. ---—- Condition to pay debt due to testator— 
Testator accepting composition.|——\ bequest was 
inade by testator to his debtor. on condition of 
his paying his debt before, or to his, testator’s, 
cxors. inminediately after, his death; testator 
afterwards accepted a composition, & the re- 
mainder of the debt continued unpaid :—Held: 
the legatee was nevertheless entitled to the 
legacy.—GATH v. BURTON (1539), 1 Beav. 478; 3 
Jur. 817; 48 E.R. 1025. 

.t{nnotations :---Consd. Wedgwood ». Denton (1871), Le. RR. 
12 Eq. 290; Re Turton, Whittington r. Turton, [1926] 
Ch. 96. Refd. Yonge v. Furse (1857), 3 Jur. N.S. 603. 
2967. Condition not to dispute will—of 

beneficilary’s father—-Testator joining with bene- 

ficiary In proceedings to refer bequests to valuer.|—— 

Testator bequeathed to his sister EK. an annuity, 

with a clause of revocation in case she should do 

any act or take any proceedings to alter, frustrate 
or dispute the devises & bequests in the will of 

their deceased father. FE., in pursuance of a 

power in the father’s will, did take proceedings 

for altering the devises & bequests therein, & 
testator afterwards joined in an agreement, which 
was cxpressed to be, for the purpose of preventing 
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& determining all doubts & controversies, to refer 
such devises & bequests to a valuer. The valuer 
awarded a sum of money to H. for equality of 
partition, & all the parties interested under the 
father’s will, including testator, executed a deed 
of mutual confirmation & discharge, which recited 
that they were respectively satisfied with the 
valuation, & was expressed to be made in order to 
carry into effect what they believed to be the 
wishes of the father. Testator afterwards, by 
codicil, confirmed his will. Qu.: whether the 
steps taken by E. were within the proviso in 
testator’s will :—-Held: if so, testator had by his 
subsequent acts dispensed with the prohibition.-— 
VIOLETT v. BROOKMAN (1857), 26 L. J. Ch. 308 ; 
29 L. T. O.S. 104; 5 W.R. 342. 

2968. Condition to convey interest in estate 
—Testator purchasing interest.|—Testator be- 
queathed £500 to J., his eldest son, with a proviso 
that, if the legatee should neglect to convey, 
within six months after request, his interest in the 
LB. estate to E., another of testator’s sons, the 
conditional gift was to become thenceforth wholly 
void. Testator, after the execution of his will, 
purchased all the legatee’s interest in the B. estate 
for £300 :—Held: the legatee was entitled to the 
£500, discharged of the condition.—WALKER v. 
WALKER (1860), 2 De G. F. & J. 255; 29 L. J. Ch. 
856; 45 E. lt. 619, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Middleton v. Windross (1873), L. R. 

16 Kq. 212; Ite Turton, Whittington v. Turton, [1926] 

ee oe Ie Grove, Public Trustee v. Dixon, [1919] 


2969. —--——- Bequest on trust to pay debts—-Part 
paid by testator-—Part by committee on lunacy of 
testator.|——Tcstator bequeathed a policy on his 
own life on trust to pay two debts due from him, 
& to pay the balance of the money to be received 
on the policy, if any, to his daughter J. Testator 
paid off one debt; he becaine lunatic; his com- 
mittee paid off the other debt :—Held: J. was 
entitled to the money received on the policy, less 
the debt paid by the committee.—Me LARKING, 
LARKING v. LARKING (1887), 387 Ch. D. 310; 57 
La, Oh 282; 

2970. Condition to transfer property on 
declared trusts—-Testator consenting to transfer on 
other trusts.|—-Testator, who died in 1918, by his 
will made in 1911 gave his residuary estate upon 
trust for his son & five daughters equally, & 
settled the share of each daughter upon usual 
trusts for her & her issue, the daughter taking a 
life interest restrained from anticipation & no life 
interest or power of appointment being given to a 
husband with a gift over in default of issue to the 
son & the other daughters; & testator declared 
that the bequest to each daughter was upon the 
condition that she within three months after his 
death settled her interest under her mother’s 
marriage settlement upon similar trusts, & that 
upon her failing to do so her share in his residuary 
estate should “‘ therefrom cease ’’ & go over to the 
son & other daughters. Three of the daughters 
had married with testator’s concurrence before 
the date of his will, & each of them on her 
marriage had settled her interest under her 
mother’s marriage settlement upon trust for 
herself & her husband respectively for life, she 
being restrained from anticipation, with power for 
them jointly or for the survivor to appoint to their 
issue, & in default of appointment upon usual 
trusts for fheir children with a gift over in default. 
of issue for her statutory next of kin. Testator 
was a party to two of these settleinents. On the 
question whether the married daughters were 
bound by the condition :-—Hcld: the condition 
was uw condition subsequent, & the married 
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daughters, having on their marriage in testator's 
lifetime with his concurrence settled their interests 
under their mother’s marriage settlement, were 
exempt from the performance of the condition ; 
but the ct. removed the restraint on their life 
interests under their marriage settlements so that 
they might, if so advised, assign to trustees any 
interest they had at testator’s death in their 
mother’s marriage  settlement.—He GROVE, 
PUBLIC TRUSTEE v. Dixon, [1919] 1 Ch. 249; 88 
L. J. Ch. 96; 120 L. T. 882; 63 Sol. Jo. 213. 

2971. Condition to carry on business— 
Testator giving up business.|—(1) By his will of 
1906 a coal merchant devised & bequeathed his 
freehold coal wharf, where his business was 
carried on, & also his coal business, to his trustees 
upon trust to carry on the business until the 
younger of two named nephews attained twenty- 
five, on which event he directed his trustees to hand 
over to them the business, which he desired them 
to carry on in copartnership, & if they so carried 
on the business for five years to the satisfaction of 
his trustees, then he directed his trustees to convey 
his said freehold coal wharf to them in cqual 
shares as tenants in common, to whom he devised 
the same absolutely. But if the business was not 
carried on by the nephews for five years to the 
satisfaction of his trustees, he directed his trustees 
to hold his coal wharf as part of his residuary 
estate, which was otherwise disposed of. In 1912 
testator gave up his business, in which the two 
nephews, though of age, were not employed, & 
sold his stock in trade. He, however, retained 
the wharf until his death in 1925, having let it to 
tenants who used it for a different business. 

The wharf was now claimed by the two nephews 
on the ground that the condition precedent having 
been rendered impossible by testator’s own act 
was discharged, & the specific devise took effect :— 
Held: on the construction of the will & in the 
events that had happened, the wharf fell into 
residue. 

(2) Semble: the ratio decidendi of Darley v. 
Langworthy, No. 2962, ante; Gath v. Burton, 
No. 2966, ante; & Walker v. Walker, No. 2968, 
ante, to the effect that a condition precedent, 
which becomes impossible by the act of testator, 
is discharged, is confined to personalty & does not 
apply to real estate-—Re TURTON, WHITTINGTON 
4 Ape [1926] Ch. 96; 95 L. J. Ch. 186; 1384 

2972. ——— Difference between personalty & 
realty.|—Re TURTON, WHITTINGTON v. TURTON, 
No. 2971, ante. 


C. Effect of Non-Performance. 

2973. General rule.]|—-ACHERLEY v. VERNON, 
No. 2919, ante. 

2974. Where condition not operative.1—A.-G. 
v. LLoypD (1747), 3 Atk. 551; 1 Ves. Sen. 32 ; 26 
E. R. 1117, L. C. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. Thomas v. Howell (1874), L. R. 18 


Kq. 198. Refd. Evans v. Williams (1837), Donnelly, 
218; Doed. Evans v. Evans (1839), 10 Ad. & El. 228. 


2975. On devise of realty..—WaARREN v. LEE 
(1555), 2 Dver, 126b; 73 E. R. 276. 
Annotation :—Refd. Fuller v. Fuller (1595), Cro. Eliz. 423. 
2976. ALLEN v. HI“t (1591), Gilb. Ch. 
257 ; Cro. Eliz. 238; 25K. R. 177. 
airoranon :—Refd. Butler v. Duckmonton (1607), 1 Brownl. 


2977. ——-.]—-Fox v. (1595), 
Eliz. 454; 78 E. R. 698. 
2978. ~----.|—If the estate of the infant had 
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been upon condition to be performed by the 

infant, & the condition had been broken during 

his minority, the land had been lost for ever.— 

WHITTINGHAM’S CASE (1603), 8 Co. Rep. 42b; 

77 E. R. 587. 

Annotations :—Refd. Smaleman v. Eigburrow 5s , 3 Bulst. 
272; Kry’s Case (1672), 1 Vent. 199. entd. Goring 
v, Bickerstaff (1633), 2 Freem. Ch. 163 ; King v. Dilleston 
(1688), 1 Show. 83; Burgess v. Wheate (1759), 1 Eden, 

; Zouch d. Abbot & Hallot v. Parsons (1765), 3 Burr. 
1794; Keane v. Boycott (1795), 2 Hy. Bl. 611. 

2979. .|—SKINNER v. KILBY (1686), 2 Rep. 
Ch. 391; 21 E. KR. 696. 

2980. .|—Lands are given by will to a 
woman & the heirs of her body; & it is declared, 
if she left no sons, & only two daughters, the 
eldest should pay the younger £300 & have the 
estate. There being only two daughters & the 
£300 not being paid, the younger brought her bill 
for an account of profits, & for possession of half 
the estate. The ct. may decree deft., though an 
infant, to pay the £300 in six months, with interest 
from the mother’s death, or in default, to account 
for profits of a moiety, & the moiety to be set out 
by comrs.; but deft. being an infant, must have 
a day to show cause, when she comes of age.— 
GUNDRY v. BAYNARD (1704), 2 Vern. 479; 1 
Eq. Cas. Abr. 282; 23 E. R. 907. 

2981. ---—-..—_ Devise of freehold Jands to the 
wife for life, & after her death to such child as his 
wife was enceinte of in fee; ‘* Provided that if 
such child, as should happen to be born as afore- 
said, should die before twenty-one without issue 
the reversion of one-third should go to the wife & 
the reversion of the other two-thirds to two of 
devisor’s sisters. The wife was not enceinte at all: 
—Held: the remainder over depended on the birth 
of a child & its dying under twenty-one & without 
issue; as those events never happened the 
remainder over did not take effect, but the heirs- 
at-law of devisor were entitled to take.—ROoE d. 
FULHAM v. WICKETT (1741), Willes, 303; 125 
E.R. 1184; sub nom. ROE d. GULLIVER v. WICKETT, 
Andr. App. 1; subsequent proccedings, sub nom. 
GULLIVER v. WICKETT (1745), 1 Wils. 105, 

2982. .|\—MontTAacgu (DUKE) v. BEAULIEU 
(DUKE), No. 2893, ante. 

2983. .J|—C., having an estate for life under 
the will of S., with remainder in tail to H., devised 
his own estate, together with the estate under the 
will to trustees to uses by which the tenant in tail 
would take only a life estate, but provided that his 
own estates should not be conveyed until the 
tenant in tail should suffer a recovery, & bar the 
remainders in the former will. H. did acts of 
ownership, & prepared for, but never suffered, the 
recovery, & died. This is not a case of election, 
but a condition precedent which the tenant in tail 
not having performed, C.’s own estate never vested, 
& the estate of S. is not affected by it.—ROUNDEL 
v. CURRER (1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 67; 29 E. R. 39. 
Annotation :—Retd. Robinson v. Wheelwright (1856), 6 

De G.M. & G. 535. 

2984. --—.]--DoE d. GILL v. PEARSON, No. 
2727, ante. 

2985. —---.| — Pltf. purchased a house & 
premises at a sale by auction. The third & fourth 
conditions of sale stipulated that the vendors would 
deliver an abstract of title, commencing with a 
conveyance of the property to J. D., dated in 
Jan. 1800, that the quantities, which in the par- 
ticulars of sale were stated to be 76 feet frontage 
& upwards of 217 feet into the main road, were to 
be taken more or less. The fifth condition stated 
that the said J. D., died in 1800, having devised the 
property to his wife for life or widowhood; that 
he appeared to have made no devise of the 
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reversion, & the property had been since dealt 

with on that supposition. The abstract of title 

traced the title from J. D., through his sons & 
co-heirs-at-law, the property being gavelkind. 

J. D. had made a will, by which he devised the 

property in question to his wife for life, or so long 

as she should remain a widow, & with the rest, 
residue & remainder of the produce of the sale of 
certain other property directed to be sold, after 
payment of certain legacies, he directed the same 
to be placed at interest, & he gave to his wife for 
life or widowhood the whole of such interest; & 
after her decease or second marriage, to his three 
sons & his said daughter Ann, equally to be divided 
between them, share & share alike: but if the 
share of his said daughter should not be legally 
claimed within three years after his wife’s decease, 
then to his said three sons equally, or the survivors 
of them. The title deeds, stated the property to 
be only 204 feet in depth :—Held: assuming that 
J. D. did not die intestate as to the reversion in the 
property devised to his wife for life, & that his 
daughter Ann took an equal share in it with his 
three sons, under the residuary clause, yet, as it 
appeared Ann had made no claim within three 
years, according to the condition in the will, her 
title never accrued; & a good title had been 
deduced according to the contract of sale.— 

LETHBRIDGE v. KIRKMAN (1855), 25 L. J. Q. B. 

$V; 26L.T.0.8. 122; 2 Jur. N.S. 372 3; sub nom. 

LETHBRIDGE v. HICKMAN, 4 W. R. 90. 

2986. |—Although testator makes it a 
condition of a devise that the devisee shall do 
somcthing, the devisee by refusing to perform 
the condition, or dying before it is to be performed 
cannot deprive the person who is to have the benefit 
of the condition from such benefit; & there is no 
distinction between a condition to pay a sum or 
an annuity, or to give a valuable thing to a legatee, 
& a condition that the personal cstate shall be 
exonerated from a debt.—Re Kirk, Kink v. KIRK 
(1882), 21 Ch. D. 48313 47 L. 1.365 31 W. R. O94, 
UC. A. 

2987. On bequest remitting part of mortgage 

money.|---Mtgee. remits by will part of the mtge. 

money & all the interest, if the rest be paid in 
three years. Mtgor. failing to pay within three 
years, loses the benefit of the bequest.—GLOVER 

v. PORTING'TON (1661), 1 Cas. In Ch. 513; Freem. 

Ch. 182; Nels. 06; 22 HK. KK. 690, L. C. 

2988. On legacy.|—PARKER v. PARKER (1680), 
Freem. Ch. 58; 22 K. R. 1057, L. C. 

Annotation :---Refd. Horvey v. Aston (1738), Willes, 83. 
2989, —-——.|--A legacy upon an express con- 

tingency, which never happened, failed, notwith- 

standing the apparent intention in favour of the 
legatee.—HOLMrmEs v. CRADOCK (1707), 3 Ves. 317 ; 

30 EH. R. 1081. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Abbott v. Middleton, Ricketts ¢. 
Carpenter (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 69. Consd. Taylor v. 
Lambert (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 418. Refd. Parsons v. 
Parsons (1800), 5 Ves. 578; IKdgeworth v. Edgeworth 
(1869), 17 W. R. 714; Brookman v. Smith (1871), L. R. 
G Exch. 291. 

2990. .j—Legacy held, upon the wording 
of the will, to be conditional, & the condition not 
being performed, the legatee not entitled to the 
legacy.— PINK v. DE THUISEY (1817), 2 Madd. 
157; 56 KE. R. 292, 
Annotation :—Mentd. Ik. v. Lincolnshiro County Court 

Judge (1887), 20 Q. B. D. 167. 

2991. .|—A legacy being given to A. to bind 
her apprentice :—Held : she was not entitled to the 
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legacy while she refused to be bound apprentice.—— 
WOOLRIDGE v. STONE (1825), 4 L. J. O. S. Ch. 56. 

2992. .|—O., by will, gave one moiety of 
the dividends of his Reduced 3 per Cents. to his 
niece M. for life, the principal to her children, & 
the other moiety to his niece E. for life, or till 
she shall marry her first cousin, adding: ‘‘ In the 
event of H.’s marriage with a first cousin, O. 
gives H. the dividends of £3,000 of 34 per Cents., 
a much smaller sum, for life, &, subject thereto, 
he gives the principal to M., subject to the same 
trusts as were declared as to M.’s other money.” 
EK. never married her cousin, & died without 
issue :—Held: the sum, to the dividends of 
which E. was entitled for life, fell into the residue 
on her death.—GRAY v. GOLDING (1860), 2 L. T. 
198; 6 Jur. N.S. 474; 8 W.R. 371, I. L. 

2993. J—Gift by will of legacies of £200 
each to twenty charitable institutions, followed by 
a gift by a codicil as follows: ‘‘ Presuming & 
believing that the rental of my estate will produce 
from £16,000 to £18,000, I desire the four exors. 
named at the top of my will will appropriate 
£4,000 more to the established institutions of the 
country, making it together £8,000 :—Held: the 
gift was conditional on the income of the estate 
amounting to the specified sum, & that not being 
the case the gift failed.—THomas v. HOWELL 
(1874), L. It. 18 Eq. 198; 43 L. J. Ch. 511. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Nickall v. Fawkes (1905), 50 Sol. Jo. 
126. Mentd. Re Corcoran, Corcoran v. Riddell (1892), 
62 L. J. Ch. 267. 


2994. Testator’s intention to make disposition on 
breach of condition—Intention not clearly mani- 
fested.]|—Re Carrs Trusts, No. 2810, ante. 

2995. On annuity.|—Testatrix gave an annuity 
for an unexpired term of years to W. ‘to bring 
up M., to whose care I commit her, & at the child’s 
death to the said W.” W. refused the care of M., 
& never made any application for the annuity :— 
Held: the administrator of W. had no title to the 
annuity.—PitTr v. Pirr (1872), 26 L. T. 827; 20 
W. hR. 590. 








Sect. 5.. -RELIEF AGAINST CONDITIONS. 

2996. When court will grant relief.|;—The ct. of 
equity will give relief against an entry made by 
the heir for the breach of a condition.—UNDER- 
WOOD v. SWAIN (1649), 1 Rep. Ch. 161; 21 E. R. 
537. 

2997. .|—BLAND v. MIDDLETON (1679), 2 
Cas. in Ch. 1; 22 BE. R. 817, L. C. 

2998. |\—BERTIE v. FALKLAND (VISCOUNT) 
(1698), Colles, 10; 22 BE. R. 1171, Il. L.3 revag. 
S. C. sub nom. FALKLAND (VISCOUNT) v. BERTIE, 
2 Vern. 333. 

Annotations :—Consd. Achorley v. Vernon (1739), Willes, 

153. Refd. Harvey v. Aston (1737), 1 Atk. 361. Mentd. 


Bromley wv. Fettiplace (1700), 2 Freem. Ch. 245; Eyre 
v. Shaftsbury (1722), 2 b. Wms. 103. 


2999. .|—Testator, being subject to a com- 
mission of lunacy, gave by his will certain benefits 
to his only daughter, a married woman, who was 
also his heiress-at-law, & declared that if she 
or her husband, or any person on their or either 
of their behalf, should dispute his will, or if any 
proceedings should be taken by any person 
whomsoever, by any possible result of which any 
estate or interest could be in any way attainable 
by his daughter or her husband of larger extent 
than was intended for her by the will, & she & her 
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Sect. 5.—Helief against conditions. Sect. 6: Sub- 
sect. 1.] 


husband should not formally disavow, stay, or 
resist such proceedings to the best of their ability, 
then he revoked the bencfits given to her. The 
heiress-at-law, on occasion of her marriage & 
during her minority, had joined with her husband 
in assigning her expectant interest to the trustees 
of her marriage settlement. The trustecs of the 
will filed their bill to have the will established & 
the trusts carried into execution, & adduced proof 
of the sanity of testator at the date of his will: 
to this suit the heiress-at-law & the trustees of the 
settlement were made parties :-—Held: without 
deciding on the validity of the settlement, pltfs. 
were bound to prove their title as against the 
trustees of the settlement, & the ct. accordingly, 
at the instance of these trustees, directed an issue 
devisavit vel non. 

In order to protect the heiress-at-law from the 
clause of forfeiture contained in the will, the ct. 
directed a statement to be inserted in the order 
that the issue was directed at the instance of the 
trustees of the settlement.--CooKis «. CHOL- 
MONDELEY (1849), 2 Mac. & G. Is; 2 IF. & Tw. 
162; 14 Jur. 117; 42 1. RLS; sub nom. COOKE v. 
TURNER, COOKE v. CHOLMONDELEY, 19 L. J. Ch. 
81; 14 L. T. O. S. 413, L. C. 

Annotations :-- Refd. Gibbons tv. Vouillon (1819), 8 CG. B. 
483; Egerton v. Brownlow (1853), 23 1. J. Ch. 318; 
Evanturel v. Evanturel (1874), L. R. 6 B.C. 1. 

3000. - ---- Breach capable of compensation.|— 
CaGE v. Russe, (1081), 2 Vent. 852; Sb E.R. 
481, L.C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Davis rv. West (1806), 12 Ves. 475; 
Sanders v. Pope (1806), 12 Ves. Y82 5 Simpson v. Viekers 
(1807), L£ Veo. S415 Reynolds cv. Pitt (1812), 2 Price, 
212,n.3; Bracebndge ro Buckley (1816), 2 Price, 200; 
Howard v. Fanshawe (1895), 64 L. J. Ch. 666; dée Dixon, 
Heynes v. Dixon, (1900) 2 Ch. 561. 





3001. - ———. HAYWARD r. ANGELL, No. 
8003, post. 
3002. ----- Condition precedent.)—-Hanviiy v. 


ASTON (LADY), No. 3257, post. 

3003. — - - Or subsequent.) — Portious 
given by will to three daughters, upon condition 
they released certain lands to the heir; one dies 
without releasing. Whether the portions of the 
other daughters shall be paid. 

_In all cases where the matter lies in compensa- 

tion, be the condition precedent) or subsequent, 
I think there ought to be relief (LORD GCILFORD, 
KEEPER).-—- HAYWARD uv. ANGELL (1683), 1 Vern. 
222; 23 H.R. 428. 

3004. — -~- Condition to settle property on mar- 
rilage—Marriage without settlement—Absence of 
settlement due to neglect of trustee.J—'l'rust term 
by will to raise out of real estate portions for 
daughters, to be paid on marriage, upon con- 
dition, that they should be married with consent 
of their mother, or, after her death, of the trustees, 
& that the husband should previously make a 
settlement: the residue of the personal estate, 
subject to debts & legacies, to be applied in dis- 
charging the portions in ease of the real estate, or 
for any purpose the trustees might judge most 
beneficial for the devisee. A marriage having 
taken place with the consent of the mother & the 
Pe of the trustee, but without any settlement, 

y the neglect of the trustee, the husband having 
before & after the marriage offered all that) was 
required of him, & been ready to execute a settle- 

ment within the condition, relief was given upon 
those circumstances by raising the portion upon 


Ree at 


WILLS. 


executing the settlement.— O’CALLAGHAN  v, 
Cooprr (1799), 5 Ves. 117; 31 E.R. 501, L. C. 

3005. —— Condition to execute release-—Of 
claims..—G. having by deed given his niece a life 
interest in some real property, by his will devises 
to her other real property in fee, & then directs 
the debts due to him from her husband to be 
released, on condition that, within two months 
from his, testator’s, decease, the husband shall 
release all claim in or to the property which testator 
had given or should give to the wife :—Held: 
the release, which the husband is to execute, 1s to 
be in favour of his wife, & not for the benefit of 
the estate; the husband does not forfeit the 
benefit. intended for him by not executing, within 
the time limited by the will, such an instrument as 
testator required of him. ; . 

Where there is no bequest over, he who derives 
a benefit under the will, on condition of his 
executing a release within a specified time, shall 
not be deprived of that benefit. in consequence of 
his not having executed the release within the 
prescribed period, if the parties can be placed in 
the same situation as if the condition had been 
strictly performed (LORD GIFFORD),—ILOLLINRAKE 
v. LASTER (1826), 1 Russ. 500; 38 H.R. 193. 
ea CE rates Re Packard, Packard v. Waters, [1920) 

0 . 
Extension of time of performance.]—Sce 
Sect. 4, sub-sect. 3, anfe. 

3006. Terms on which relief granted—Breach of 
condition to pay money—-Payment of interest.|— 
A. by will gives his grand-daughter £30,000 to be 
paid by £1,000 a year, & devises his lands to B. 
& his heirs on condition that he pays his debts & 
legacies. The £1.000 a year not being paid, the 
grand-daughter enters. If B. is relieved against 
the breach of the condition, it must be upon pay- 
ment of interest for cach £1,000 from the time it 
became due, together with costs.—GRIMSTON tv. 
Bruce (LORD) (1707), 1 Salk. 1565 2 Vern. 591 ; 
91 H.R. 144. 

Annotations :-~ Refd. Ammurst vr. Litton, Litton v. Ammiurst 


(1729), I Barn. K. OB. 2175) Reynolds v. Pitt (1813), 19 
Ves. 1345 Bracebridge ce. Bucklcy (1816), 2 Price, 200. 





SeEctr. 6.— CONDITIONS RELATING TO CONSENT 
TO MARRIAGE. 
Sup-sEcT. 1.—-VAnLipiry. 

3007. Whether condition in terrorem.)—-BEL- 
LASIs v. eRMINKG (1663), 1 Cas. in Ch. 225 Freem. 
Ch. 171; 22 KE. R. 674, LC. 

Annotations :- Refd. Fry v. Porter (1669), 1 Cas. in Ch. 138; 
Hervey v. Aston (1738), Went temp. Hard. 350; Wheeler 
v. Bingham (1746), 3 Atk. 361. 

3008. ——~—.|--ANON. (1673), Freem. Ch. 302 ; 
Freem. K. B. 3802 35 22 1. Re. 124. 

3009. -|--SUTTON v. JEWKE (1674), 2 Rep. 
Ch. 95; 21 KB. R. 626. 


Annotation :-— Reid. Hervey v. Aston (1738), West temp. 
Hard. 350. 


3010. -— RIGHTSON vt. OVERTON (1677), 
Freem. Ch. 20; 2 ddq. Cas. Abr. 420; 22 E.R. 
10380, I. €. 

3011. ---—-.J—Hicks vv. PENDARVIS 
lig. Cas, Abr. 212; Freem. Ch. 41; 
1046, LL. 

3012. ----—.J—A legacy given to a feme on con- 
dition not to marry without the consent of J. is 
only in ferrorem, if not devised over.-—-JARVIS tv. 
DuKE (168]), 1 Vern. 103; 23 i. RR. 274, 1. C. 
Annotations :-—~Refd. Hervey v. Aston (1788), West femp. 

Hard. 350. Mentd. Baugh v. Price (1752), 1 Wils. 320. 








(1678), 2 
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30071. IWVhether condition in terrorem.J—GRAY v. GRAY (1889), 23 L. I. Ir. 399.—IR. 
o. Necessity for deed to show approbation of trustees.}— FOSTER v. PATTERSON, 15 Gr. 426.- -CAN. 


Part XIII.—ConpiITIons. 


3013. .J}—SALISBURY (EARL) v. BENNET 
(1691), Nels. 170; 21 EH. R. 818; eub nom. 
BeNNere vy. SALISBURY (LORD), Freem. Ch. 118, 
H. 


Annotations :—Distd. Bertie v. Faulkland (1698), 3 Cas. in 
Ch. 129. Oonsd. Hervey v. Aston (1738), West temp. 


Hard. 350. 

3014, .]—One devises £3,000 to his daughter 
at twenty-one, or marriage, provided she marry 
with the consent of A., & if she married without 
such consent, then she was to have but £500, & 
the £3,000 legacy to cease. The daughter marries 
without consent, yet she shall have her whole 
£3,000, because it is not devised over, but only to 
fall into the surplus.—GARRET v. PRitry (1693), 2 
Vern. 293; 238 HM. KR. 790. 


Annotations :—-Consd. Hervey v. Aston (1738), West temp. 
Hard. 350. Refd. Wheoleor v. Bingham (1746), 3 Atk. 
364; Lloyd v. Branton (1817), 3 Mer. 108. 


3015. .|—Devise of a legacy to a daughter ; 
but if she marry without her mother’s consent, 
then £500 of the daughter’s legacy to go to the 
son. ‘The daughter marries without the mother’s 
consent, the son shall have the £500.—STRATTON 
v. GRYMES (1698), 2 Vern. 357; 23 E.R. 825. 
Annotations ;—-Refd. Hervey v. Aston (1738), West temp. 

Hard. 350; Scott v. Tyler (1788), 2 Bro. C. C. 431. 

3016. J--AmMos v. HornrER (1699), 1 Eq. 
Cas. Abr. 112; 21 EF. RR. 920. 

Annotation :—Consd. Hervey v. Aston (1738), West temp. 

Hard. 350. 

3017. - ---—-.]—-A. devises his real estate to his 
son, charged with his debts & legacies, & devises 
£2,500 to his daughter ; at the age of twenty-one, 
or Inarriage, provided, that if she should marry in 
the lifetime of her mother, without her consent in 
writing, then £500 to cease, & be applied towards 
payment of the debts. The dauyhter attains 
twenty-one, & marries without her mother’s 
consent, the whole portion shall be raised, for it 
was vested in her at the time of the marriaze. 

The rule that where there is no devise over that 
the condition shall be taken only in terrorem, is a 
great deal too wide, for here in effect is no devise 
over, for though it be to go towards payment of 
debts, yet here appears to be no ereditors con- 
cerned, none that are in danger of losing their 
debts (HakcourT, Lorn Krererten).—KING v. 
Wirutrs (1712), Gilb. Ch. 26; Pree. Ch. 348 ; 
1 Kq. Cas. Abr. 1125 25 H.R. 19. 
wAnnolations :— Consd. Hervey v. Aston (1788), Willes, 83 ; 

Reynish v. Martin (1746), 3 Atk. 330. Refd. Lowther ov. 

Condon (1741), 2 Atk. 127; Pullen v. Ready (1743), 2 

Atk. 587; Seott re. Tyler (1788), 2 Bro. C. C. 431. 

3018, -}--One by will leaves an annuity to 
his granddaughter; but if she marry with the 
exors.’ consent, then a portion ; she marries, sans 
consent, a man worth nothing; husband is not 
entitled to the money, she having married with 
the exor.’s consent being a condition precedent to 
the gift of the portion.—Cinuirr v. Wray (1715), 1 
P. Wms. 284; 24 KE. R. 390. 

Annotations :—-Consd. _7?e Nourse, Hampton vv. Nourse, 
eels Ch. 63. Refd. Scott v. Tyler (1788), 2 Bro. 


1. 

3019. J—A. having issue three daughters, 
B., C. & D., devises £1,000 to B. to be paid her at 
the age of twenty-one, or marriage, upon con- 
dition that she married with the consent of his 
exors., & likewise devises to her several messuages, 
etc.; & after several other legacies, he devises 
the residue of his estate to the exors., for the 
benefit of his children: though B. married a 
person, who made his addresses to her in her 
father’s lifetime, which the father knew, & was 
dissatisfied at, & had notice by the exors. of 
her father’s will, yet there being no limitation over, 
this will not amount to a forfeiture, being only 
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in terrorem.—SEMPHILL v. BAyLy (1721), Prec. 
Ch. 562; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 213; 24 H. R. 252. 


Annotations :—Consd. Hervey v. Aston (1738), West temp. 
Hard. 350. Refd. Rhenish v. Martin (1746), 1 Wils. 130. 


3020. .|—REVvES v. HERND (1717), 2 Eq. 
Cas. Abr. 215; 22 E. R. 183. 

3021. .|—ANON. (1730), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 
545; 22 H.R. 459, L. C. 

3022. .}|—SHERIFF v. MorRLOCK (1731), Kel. 
W. 23; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 546; 25 E. R. 476. 














3023. .|—HERVEY v. ASTON (Lavy), No. 
3257, post. 
3024. .|—Where testator by his will, gave 





his personal estate to his exors. in trust for the 
use of his niece E.; but in case she married before 
she attained twenty-four, without their consent, 
then he gave his personal estate to his exors. in 
trust to be disposed of & given to any child or 
children which then should be lawfully born of 
his niece J., or her eldest sister M., at the discretion 
of his exors. or major part of them :—Held : upon 
the marriage of E. before she attained twenty-four, 
without the consent of the exors., she had for- 
feited her right to testator’s personal estate.— 
ROBINSON v. BACON (1737), West temp. Hard. 96 ; 
25 Ik. R. 839, L. C. 

3025. .J|—A. gives £2,000 to A. his daughter, 
payable at her age of twenty-one, or marriage, if 
she marries with the consent of his exors.; pro- 
vided if either of the legatees die before their 
legacies become payable, such legacy to be divided 
between the survivor of her brother & sisters. 
A. married at fifteen without the consent of the 
exors.:—ffeld: to be a devise in_terrorem.— 
UNDERWOOD v. Morris (1741), 2 Atk. 1843; 26 
HK. RR. 515. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. Hemings v. Munckley (1783), 1 Cox, 


Iq. Cas. 38: Scott v. Tyler (1788), 2 Bro. C. C. 431 ; 
ite Nourse, Hampton v. Nourse (1898), 79 L. T. 376. 


3026. —-—.|—-A legacy is devised to a grand- 
daughter to be paid on her marriage, & if she 
marry without consent, ‘‘I hereby revoke what 
was before directed to be paid her,’’ is only in 
terrorem.--- WHEELER v. BINGHAM (1746), 1 Wils. 
135; 3 Atk. $64; 95 KE. R. 535, L. C. 


Annotations :— Distd.. Tricker 7. Kingsbury (1859), 33 
L. Tt. O. 8. 366. Refd. Lloyd v. Branton (1817), 3 Mer. 
108; Re Packard, Packard v. Waters, [1920] 1 Ch. 596. 





3027. ——--..—RityNIsH v. Martin, No. 3057, 
post. 
3028. —-~ .|—Legacy on condition of marrying 


with consent, the condition held to be a condition 

subsequent, & the Jegacy, payable to the husband ; 

but the wife being dead, the master to see if the 
husband had made any provision for her.— 

COCKEL v. PHtpps (1766), 1 Dick. 391; 21 EK. R. 

321. 

Annotations :-—Expld. Lloyd v. Willams (1816), 1 Madd. 
450. Refd. Murray v. Klibank (1806), 13 Ves. 1. 

3029. ——--.]—HFEMMINGS v. MUNCKLEY (1783), 

1 Bro. C. C. 304; 28 HK. R. 1147; sub nom. 

HiEMINGS v. MUNCKLEY, 1 Cox, Hq. Cas. 38, L. C. 
3030. -——.|—-A condition annexed to a legacy, 

that the legatee shall marry with consent of her 

mother, is a valid condition; & upon marriage 
without such consent shall go to the mother, 
under a gift of a general residue.—Scort v. TYLER 

(1788), 2 Bro. C. C. 4313; 2 Dick. 712; 29 I. R. 

241, L. C. 

Annotations :-—-Consd. Lloyd v. Branton (1817), 3 Mer. 108; 
Godfroy v. Hughes (1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 499. Apld. 
Re Whiting’s Sottlmt., Whiting v. De Rutzen, [1904] 1 
Ch. 96. Refd. Pearce v. Loman, Pearce v. Taylor (1796), 
3 Vés. 135; Stackpole v. Beaumont (1796), 3 Ves. 89; 
Clarke v. Parker (1812), 19 Ves. 1; Morley v. Rennoldson, 
Morley v. Linkson (1843), 2 Hare, 570 ; Newton v. Marsden 
(1862), 2 John. & H. 356; Bellairs v. Bellairs (1874), 
L. R. 18 Eq. 510; Re Nourse, Hampton v. Nourse, [1899] 
1 Ch. 63; Re Howett, Eldridge v. Iles, [1918] 1 Ch. 458. 
Mentd. Hill v. Simpson (1802), 7 Ves. 152; M*Lecod v. 


Iria 
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Sect. 6.—Conditions relating to consent to marriage : 
Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 

Drummond (1810), 17 Ves. 152; Wilson v. Moure (1834), 

1 My. & K. 337; Vane v. Rigden (1870), 5 Ch. App. 

663; Graham v. Drummond, [1896] 1 Ch. 968; fe 

Chaplin & Staffordshire Putterles Waterworks Co.’s Con- 

tract, [1922] 2 Ch. 824; Jte Kemnal & Still’s Contract, 

[1923] 1 Ch. 293. 

3031. -.|—Condition in restraint of marriage 
under twenty-one, without consent of trustees, 
established both as to a rentcharge out of real 
estate, & a personal legacy.—STACKPOLE v. 
BEAUMONT (1796), 3 Ves. 89; 30 KE. R. 909, L. C. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Clifford v. Beaumont (1828), 4 luss. 

325. Consd. Morley v. Rennoldson, Morley v. Linkson 

1843), 2 Hare, 570; Godfrey v. Hughes (1847), 5 Notes of 

Yases, 499; Beaumont v. Squire (1852), 17 Q. B. 905; 

Re Hewett, Eldridge v. Iles, [1918] 1 Ch. 458. Refd. 

Parker v. Hodgson (1861), 1 Drew. & Sm. 568; Newton 

v. Marsden (1862), 2 John. & H. 356; Re Whiting’s 

Settlmt., Whiting v. De Rutzen, [1905] 1 Ch. 96. Mentd. 

Winch v. James (1798), 4 Ves. 386. 

3032. .1—By will, the principal of certain 
legacies was given to two daughters, to be paid on 
marriage with the consent of the cxors.; & on 
the death of cither, without having marricd with 
consent, her legacy to go to the survivor. By a 
codicil it was provided that if cither of the 
daughters died before twenty-five, or marriage 
with consent, the legacy of such daughter should 
go to the survivor. One daughter married before 
twenty-five, without consent :—Held: she was 
not cntitled to the legacy. Qu..: whether a second 
marriage with consent would entitle her to the 
legacy. 

If there had been no bequest over, the restriction 
would have been void (PLUMER, V.-C.).— MALCOLM 
vw. O’CALLAGHAN (1817), 2 Madd. 349; 56 If. R. 
363. 








Annotation :--Consd. Morley v. Rennoldson, Morley v. 

Linkson (1843), 2 Hare, 570. 

3033. j--Luoyp v. BRANTON, No. 3046, 
post. 

3034, -—- -Re SrePHENSON's ‘Rusts, No. 
3064, post. 

3035. —- .j—Testator by his will bequeathed to 


his son out of personal estate an annuity of £2,000, 
&, in the event of his marriage, an additional 
annuity of £1,000; & by a codicil he directed that 
the additional annuity should be payable only if 
the son should have married with the previous 
consent in writing of the trustees of the will :— 
Held: as testator had provided for the son in any 
event, the condition as to the consent was not 
an terrorem S& was valid.—Re NOURSE, TIAMPTON 
v. NOURSE, [1899] 1 Ch. 68; 68 1]. J. Ch. 155; 79 
L. T.576; 47 W. R. 1165 43 Sol. Jo. 29. 

3036. .|—A condition subsequent in partial 
restraint of marriage, ¢.g. a condition providing 
for the forfeiture of interests, given by a settlement 
to a daughter of the settlor & her children, upon 
the marriage of the daughter at any time without 
the consent of named persons, is valid & enforcec- 
able if it be accompanied by a gift over of the fund 
on marriage without the required consent.-—Ze 
WHITING’S SETTLEMENT, WIUITING v. DE RuTzEn, 
[1905] 1 Ch. 96; 74 1. J. Ch. 207; 911. T. 821; 
at RN. 203; 21 T. L. R. 833 49 Sol. Jo. 88, 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Hewett, Eldridge v. les, [1918] 1 

Ch. 458. 

3037. Presumption in favour of condition.]— 
(1) In all cases of conditions requiring consent 
to the marriage of a child of testator for whom he 
Is providing, the presumption is that he is 
endeavouring to insure that the child shall not 
make an Improvident marriage, but one of which 
he himself would approve. 
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(2) The rule that a condition in a will requiring 
consent to a marriage is fulfilled by marriage in 
testator’s lifetime with his consent, held not 
to be excluded by the fact that the will was 
confirmed by a codicil made after the marriage ; 
& the rule applied in favour of parties entitled 
under a gift over in default of issue of the subject 
of the condition.—Re Park, BoTr v. CHESTER, 
[1910] 2 Ch. 322; 79 L. J. Ch. 502; 102 L. T. 725 ; 
54 Sol. Jo. 563. 

Annotation :—.As to (2) Apld. Re Grove, Public Trustee v. 

Dixon, [1919] 1 Ch. 249. 


SuB-sSECT, 2.—APPLICATION OF CONDITION. 


8038. Gift vesting at specified age—Bequest pay- 
able at specified age or on marriage with consent. |—- 
Norwoop v. Norwoop (1637), 1 Rep. Ch. 121; 21 
FE. R. 625. 

Annotation -—Refd. Hervey v. Aston (1738), West tcp. 

Hard. 350. 


3039. —-— ——--.]|_—-KX1na v. WitrnErs, No. 3017, 
ante. 
3040, ----- - -— .| —One by a will gives a legacy 


to a daughter to be paid to her when she should 
attain twenty-one, or be married with the consent 
of his exors. 3 proviso, that if the daughter marrics 
without the consent of the exors., the legacy to go 
over; this condition, though general must yet be 
intended, if she marries under twenty-one sans 
consent of the exors. ; & on the daughter’s coming 
to twenty-one, the ct. will decree the legacy to her. 

—DrsBovy v. BoYVILLE (1729), 2 P. Wms. 547 ; 

2 Iq. Cas. Abr. 365; 24 FB. RR. 856, L. C. 

3041, J—DonBINs v. BLAND (17380), 2 
Eq. Cas. Abr. 545 ; 22 E.R. 459, LC. 

3042. JI—C, by his will gives legacies 
to his nieces, to be paid to them at twenty-one, 
or marriage, which shall first happen, provided they 
mary With the consent of their father & mother, 
or the survivor of them; otherwise to sink into 
his personal estate. The legacies vested at their 
attaining the age of twenty-one, & cither of them 
marrying without consent afterwards is of no 
consequence ; for LORD ITARDWICKE held that the 
marriage with consent of father & mother must be 
construed so as to relate to the time of the legacies 
vesting.— PULLEN v. READY (1743), 2 Atk. 587; 
1 Wils. 213 26 H.R. 751, L. C. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Stockley v. Stockley (1812), 1 Ves. 
& B. 23; Stewart v. Stewart (1839), 6 Cl & Fin. 911; 
Hoghton v. Hoghton (1852), 15 Beav. 278; Baker v. 
Bradley (1855), 7 De G. M. & G. 597. 

3043. —-—- -——.|—Testator bequeathed to his 
daughters £1,500 each, to be paid them respectively 
at the time of their marriages with consent of his 
extrix. & exor., who are made guardians during 
their minority ; with a clause for maintenance & 
education till twenty-one :—-Held: a child attain- 
ing twenty-one, her legacy was vested ; the con- 
dition is to be understood as confined to marriage 
under twenty-one.—KNAPP tv. NOYES (1768), Amb. 
662; 27 EH. R. 430, L. C. 

Annotations :— Reid. Gardiner v. Barber (1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 


888; Wilkins v. Jodrell (1879), 13 Ch. D. 564; Re 
Cue Settimt., Whiting v. De Rutzen, [1905] 1 
sh. 96, 














3044, ——— --—-.|—-Construction of a will, giving 
the real & personal estate to testator’s son, his 
heirs, exors., etc., when he shall attain twenty-one 
or marry before that age with consent ; in case of 
his marriage under that age without consent, the 
real estate to be conveyed to him & his children 
in strict settlement ; remainder to the daughters ; 
& a subsequent limitation of the personal cstate 
to the daughters, in case the son should not attain 
twenty-one or marry before that age with consent ; 
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that the son, having married under twenty-one 
without consent, attaining that age became 
absolutely entitled to the personal estate.— 
AUSTEN v. HALSEY, BEDFORD v. HALSEY (1806), 
13 Ves. 125; 33 BK. R. 242. 

8045. .|—Legacy to A. to bo paid to 
her as soon as she shall attain twenty-one, & in 
case she shali live to that age, & not otherwise ; 
or upon her marriage, with consent of the exors., 
& not otherwise ; but in case sho shall die, before 
she shall have attained twenty-one, or be married 
with such consent, over. <A condition precedent ; 
& by her marriage under age without consent, one 
exor. being dead, & the other resident abroad, 
reduced to the single contingency of her attaining 
twenty-one.— IC NIGHT v. CAMERON (1807), 14 Ves. 
389; 33 If. R. 570. 

Annotations :—Distd. Collett: v. Collett (1866), 








35 naa te 


312. a Dawson v. Oliver-Massey (1876), 2 Ch. 
te ran Re Kirkley, Halligey v. Kirkley ules By 
Bee Ch. 247. Refd. Lister v. Bradley (1841), 1 Hare, 








3046. .|—(1) Testator gives £24,000, 
upon trust, as to £6,000, to pay the interest to S., 
his niece, during her life, &, after her decease, the 
principal among her children ; if she should die 
without issue, over. He declares similar trusts 
as to three other sums of £6,000, making the 
remainder of the £24,000, for his three other nieces 
& their children. Proviso, that, in case any of his 
nieces should marry without such consent as therein 
prescribed, each, ctc., so marrying, should forfeit 
the interest of her £6,000, & all other sums to 
which she may be entitled under his will; & the 
respective sunis of £6,000, & all such other sums, 
etc., should fall into his residue; & he gives the 
residue in trust for his two nephews & their 
children, in case of the death of either without 
issue, his moiety to go over to & be divided among 
his nieces. Afterwards, by codicil, he gives to 
each of his nieces £2,000 in addition, ‘ subject 
to the same powers, provisos, directions, & 
limitations, as are contained in the will respecting 
the sums of £6,000.” S. who wasof age atthe date 
of the will, marries without the consent required : 
--Held : a forfeiture; extending not only to the 
future interest. of her £6,000, but to the capital, 
& also to the £2,000 given by the eodicil. & to a 
fund set, apart to answer an annuity, to which S. 
would otherwise have been entitled on the death 
of the annuitant. Que: whether the forfeiture 
would also extend to her share of the residue, in 
the event of the contingency upon which it is 
given over to testator’s nieces. 

(2) When a legacy is to vest or be paid at a 
particular age & there is a clause of forfeiture on 
marriage without consent the ct. will construe it 
as having relation to a marriage under the speci- 
ficdage. But where no age is specified, qu. : if the 
ct. can limit the condition to a marriage without 
consenf under twenty-one. Clearly not where the 
party so marrying was above twenty-one at the date 
of the will. 

(3) A subsequent condition of forfeiture on 
Marriage without consent where there is no devise 
over will not be enforced. ‘The reason of this rule 
is differently assigned, either because the bequest 
over affords a manifestation of intention that the 
condition is not merely in terrorem or on account of 
the interest of the legatees over.—LLoyD v. 
BRANTON (1817), 3 Mer. 108; 86 KE. R. 42. 
Annotations ee fo (1) Distd. Tricker v. Kingsbury (1859), 

33 L. 'T.0.8. 366, uts fv (3) Consd. Stevenson v. Abington 

(1863), 9 i T7275: Re Nourse, Hampton v. Nourse, 


[1899] 1 Ch. 63. Apld. Re Whiling’s SettlImt., Whiting 
v Do Rutzen, [1905] 1 Ch. 96. 


3046a. -~---- -[—Testator devised his real 
estate to trustees on trust that his daughter M. 
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should, until she attained twenty-one, if un- 
married, receive thereout an annuity of £60, & 
that she should thereafter & till she attained 
thirty-one, if unmarried, receive a further annuity 
of £40, but in case she should marry without the 
consent of his trustces, then she should only receive 
one annuity of £50, & the estate should, imme- 
diately upon such marriage, be in trust for all her 
children, under the limitations in the will; & for 
default of such issue then in trust for testator’s 
sisters, & the children of S. one of them ; provided 
that if the daughter should marry with ‘consent of 
trustees, they might convey the estate to such 
persons as they should think fit, in trust for the 
husband & wife for their joint lives & the life of 
the survivor, with remainder to the children of 
the marriage, under the former limitations. M. 
having attained twenty-one, married with consent 
of the trustees, & died without having had issue :— 
Held: the limitation in remainder to testator’s 
sister S. was conditional, depending on his 
daughter’s marriage without consent; & failed 
on her marriage with consent.—TOLDERVY v. 
Cour (1836), 1 M. & W. 250; Tyr. & Gr. 324; 

1Y. &C. Ex. 621; 51. J. Ex. Eq. 25; 150 E. R. 
427. 

mee ark :—Refd. Gundry v. Pinniger (1852), 1 De G.M. & 


3047. .|--Gift of a share in a residue 
to trustees to be divided between testator’s son & 
daughter as tenants in common, the share of the 
son to be vested in hitn when he should attain the 
age of twenty-four years, & “the share of my 
daughter to be vested in her on her marriage, with 
the consent, nevertheless, of her guardian or 

guardians for the time being ” :—Held: on the 
Sonat ruction of the whole will, the daughter, who 
had attained twenty-one, took an absolute interest 
although she remained unmarried.—WEST  v. 
West (1863), 4 Giff. 198; 1 New Rep. 258; 32 
1. J. Ch. 240; 71. T. 779; 9 Jur. N.S. 400; 66 
Ki. R. 677. 

3048. Allowance for maintenance pending 
attainment of age—-Right to interest surplus to 
maintenance.|—BouRNE v. BULL (1679), Freem. 

th. 45; 22 EB. R. 1048 ; sub nom. ANON., 2 Vent. 
346, L. C. 

3049. Second marriage—First marriage with 
consent of testator—Beneficiary widow at testator’s 
death.|—Condition by will, requiring consent of 
trustees to marriage, not applicable to the 
second marriage of a daughter who had married 
between the date of the will & the death of 
testator, & was a widow at his death.—CROMMELIN 
v. CROMMELIN (1706), 3 Ves. 227; 30 E. BR. 982, 
L. C. 


Annotations :—Apld. Parnell ». Lyon ee Vos. & B 
479; Smith v. Cowdery (182: 5), 2 Sim. t. 358. Consd. 
Highton v. Cobb (1839), 5 My. & Cr. tas. Distd. Bullock 

Bennett (1855), 3 1. Rep. 779. Retd. Re Whiting’s 
Seat. Whiting v. De Rutzen, [1905] 1 Ch. 96. 


3050. No age specified at which gift to vest— 
Whether condition confined to marriage under 
twenty-one.|—LLOYD v. BRANTON, No. 3046, 
ante. 

3051. Power to testator’s widow to make gift— 
After child attained twenty-five married with con- 
sent—Attainment of age without marriage suffi- 
clent.|—Testator empowered his widow, if his 
children should conduct themselves to her satis- 
faction up to the age of twenty-five, & marry with 
her approbation, but not otherwise, to give them 
£1,000 each, for the purpose of setting out in the 
world :—Held: she had a discretionary power 
which she might exercise after a child attained 
twenty-five, though unmarried.—DAVIDSON  v. 
Rook (1856), 22 Beav. 206; 52 BK. R. 1087. 
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Sect. 6.—Conditions relating to conaent to marriage : 
Sub-sect. 3, A., B. & C. (a).] 


SUB-SECT. 3.—CONSENT. 
A. In General. 


3052. Duty to give consent.|—Whether con- 
ditions be precedent, or subsequent, if they are in 
restraint of marriage, the ct. have always put a 
favourable construction upon them to prevent a 
forfeiture. Where there is no objection to the 
person or estate of the gentleman who proposes, 
& the young lady herself is inclined to the match, 
trustees should consider themselves in the light 
of a parent, & readily come into a consent.— 
DALEY v. DESBOUVERIE (1738), 2 Atk. 261; 26 
E.R. 561 3; sub nom. DALY v. DESBOUVERIE, West 
temp. Ward. 547, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Strango v. Smith (1755), Amb. 263; 

Consd. Long v. Dennis (1767), 1 Win. Bl. 630; Dashwood 

v. Bulkeley (1804), 10 Ves. 230; Clarke v. Parker (1812), 

19 Ves. 1. Apld. Re Smith, Keeling v. Smith (1890), 

44 Ch. D. 654. Refd. Whiting’s Settlmt., Whiting v. 

De Rutzen, [1905] 1 Ch. 96. 

3053. When consent presumed.|—Aftcr a lapse 
of twenty-eight years, a consent to marriage, so 
as to avoid a forfeiture, was, under the circum- 
stances, presumed. 

A legacy was given, conditional on a marriage 
with the consent of trustees. The marriage took 
place in 1825, & the party entitled in default never 
raised any question as to the consent having been 
given until 1852, after the death of the trustees & 
of A. :—Held: everything was to be presumed in 
favour of the consent; & though there was no 
distinct proof of consent, yet it was presumed from 
the conduct of the trustees subsequent to the 
marriage.—Re BrrRcH (1853), 17 Beav. 3858; 51 
E. R. 1072. 

8054. Refusal of consent — Reasonableness — 
Burden of proof.|—-CLARKE v. PARKER, No. 3073, 
post. 


B. Nature of Consent. 


3055. May be tacit.|—A. devised £300 to B. her 
daughter, & that if she married under twenty-one, 
without consent of the exors., or major part of 
them, the legacy to go to the children of her sister 
the wife of C., & made C. & two others exors. 
B. being at the house of C. there marries his son 
by a former wife, with his privity, being under 
twenty-one; B. & her husband bring a bill for the 
legacy. C. in favour of his other children, insists 
the legacy forfeited. The other exors. confessed 
they had notice of the courtship, & did not con- 
tradict or disapprove of it. Decreed the £300 to 
itfs., there being at least a tacit consent.— 

TESGRETT v. MESGRETT (1706), 2 Vern. 580; 23 

E.R. 977. 

Annotations :—Apld. Strange v. Smith (1755), Amb. 263; 
Merry v. Ryves (1757), 1 Eden, 1. Expld. Dashwood v. 
Bulkeley (1804), 10 Ves. 230. Consd. Clarke v. Parker 
(1812), 19 Ves. 1. Refd. Daly v. Desbouverle (1738), 
West temp. Hard. 547; Hervey v. Aston (1738), West 
temp. Hard. 350. 

3056. May be implied.| -—- Harvey v. ASTON 
(LADY), No. 3257, post. 

3057. Whether may be subsequent to marriage. | 
—-(1) A mother by her will says, that if her 
daughter marry with the consent of trustees, or 
the major part of them, & signified in writing, 
before such marriage had, then I give to her, & not. 
otherwise, £800 & directed M. to pay her £30 
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p. Necessity for consent of named 
pcersons—Trustees.}—HOLMES 9. lLy- 
SAGHT (1733), 2 Bro. Parl. Cas. 261; 1 
i. R. 931.—IR. 





}— ELtrs ». ELuis 


qa— —-. 
(1802), 1 Sch. & Lef. 1.—IR. 


rr. ———_ ~——-~.]-—-GREEN _ ¥. 
(1845), 2 Jo. & Lat. 529.—IR. 


t. ———, } —Re 
ESTATE (1878), 1 L. R. Ir. 421.—IR. 
a, - —— Lffect of not oabtain- 
ing consent of one trustee—Trusteec not in 
having acted in the trust.) —WHITE v. 


WILLS. 


vearly whilst she continued sole, by £15 each May 
day, & All Saints day, & charged all her real estate 
with debts of all kinds & legacies. The consent 
of the trustees after the marriage immaterial, 
for no subsequent approbation could amount to 
a performance of the condition, or dispense with 
a breach of it. 

(2) It has long been the doctrine of this ct., that 
where a personal legacy is given to a child on con- 
dition of marrying with consent, that this is not 
a condition annexed to the legacy, but a declara- 
tion of testator in terrorem only.—REYNISH v. 
MARTIN (1746), 3 Atk. 330; 26 E. R. 991; sub 
nom. RHENISH v. MARTIN, 1 Wils. 130, L. C, 
Annotations :—As to (2) Apld. J?e Berens (1888), 4 T. L. R. 


473. Consd. Ite Moore, Trafford v. Maconochie (1888), 39 
Ch. D. 116. Distd. 22e Nourse, Hampton v. Nourse, 
[i899] 1 Ch. 638. Generally, Refd. Pearce v. Loman, 


Pearce v. Taylor (1796), 3 Ves. 135; Sheppard v. Wilson 

(1845), 4 Hare, 392. 

3058. .|—Devise in case his daughter shall 
marry with consent & approbation of N. in writing ; 
but in case she marries without such consent or 
approbation, the whole, after the death of the 
survivor & her & her husband, to go to, etc. She 
married without the previous consent of N., 
but he approved of the marriage afterwards 
in writing :—Held: no forfeiture.—BURLETON v. 
HUMFREY (1755), Amb. 256; 27 E. RR. 170, 
L. C. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Clarke v. Parker (1812), 19 Ves. 1. 
Refd. Long v. Dennis (1767), 4 Burr, 2052; Doed. Taylor 
v. Crisp (1838), 1 Per. & Dav. 37 
3059. May be general.|—MEncER v. ITALL, No. 

3080, post. 

3060, ———.!——Bequest of personal estate to A., 
provided she marry with the consent of B., but, 
if she marry without such consent, then to C. 
A general permission given by 3B., after A. attained 
twenty-one, to contract marriage as she might 
think fit, & subsequent. approbation of a marriage 
contracted under such general permission without 
his knowledge, held a sufficient compliance with 
the requisition... -POLLOCK v. Crorr (1816), 1 Mer. 
181; 35 E.R. 642. 

3061. May be expressed in other than prescribed 
manner.|—-(1) Where a legacy was given on con- 
dition of the legatee marrving with the consent in 
writing of the exors., & he afterwards married with 
their approbation, but they [did not give] their 
consent in the manner required by the will :— 
Held: the legatee was entitled to his legacy, & 
the consent of one of the exors. who had not acted 
was not necessary. 

(2) Where marriage is required to be with the 
consent of trustees, generally, it is sufficient if the 
marriage be had with the consent of such of the 
persons named trustees, as accept the offlce.— 
WORTHINGTON ¥. EVANS (1823), 1 Sim. & St. 165; 
1L. J. 0.8. Ch. 126; 57 EK. R. 66. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Reid. ve Brown's Trusts (1881), 44 
I. VT. 340. Generally, Reid. Dawson v. Oliver-Massey 
(1876), 45 I. J. Ch. 579. 

3062. - -—— Matter of substance & not of form.]— 
In cases where a benefit is given to a person with 
a condition attached that the beneficiary is to 
marry with the consent of certain other persons, 
but no particular form or manner in which the 
consent is to be given is prescribed by the instru- 
ment conferring the benefit, the ct. has from an 
early period treated the consent as a matter 





GREEN a ere (1872), 7. R7C. L. 1— 
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b. Consent rescribed to be given 

writing— Whether parol consent 
suficient.J—When consent to marriage 
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of substance, & not as a matter of form, &, if the 

consent is given substantially it will not look 

very minutely into the form in which it is given.— 

Re SmiTnH, KEeEETANG v. SMITH (1890), 44 Ch. D. 

664; 59 L. J. Ch. 284; 62 L. 7. 1813; 38 W. R. 

380; 6 T. L. R. 183. 

Amy :—Consd. Re Brown, Ingall v. Brown, [1904] J 
May be conditional.|—See Sub-sect. 3, ©. (a), 

0st. 

' 3063. Must not be obtained by fraud.]|—DI1.0N 

v. Harnis (18380), 4 Bl. N.S. 321; 5 E.R. 114, 

H. L. 

Annotations :— Refd. De Zichy Ferraris & Croker v. Hertford 
(1843), 3 Curt. 468; Sheldon cv. Sheldon (1844), 1 Job. 
Keel. 81. 

3064. Must be free consent.|—(1) A condition 
attached to a gift to a minor in the event of his 
or her marrying under the age of twenty-one, that 
such marriage must be with the consent of his or 
her parents or guardians, is a perfectly reasonable 
& proper condition. 

(2) If, under such circumstances, the marriage 
in fact take place without the free consent of the 
parent or guardian, such consent, in the absence 
of fraud on the part of the parent or guardian, 
will be deemed not to have been given, notwith- 
standing that the parent or guardian may have 
sanctioned the engagement to marry at some future 
time. 

(3) The ‘S consent’? in order to avail in a ct. of 
equity. must be a free consent, & not one wrung 
from the parent or guardian by the misconduct of 
one or both of the parties to the marriage. 

Il. was contingently entitled, under her father’s 
will, to a share in a certain fund in the event of 
her attaining the age of twenty-one, which did not 
happen, or marrying under that age, with the 
consent of her parents or guardians. €., her mother, 
was her guardian. In May, 1867, P. made a 
proposal of marriage to H.. & was accepted by 
her. On P. applying to C. for her consent to the 
engagement CL. told him that her daughter was too 
young to marry, bul she would always be glad to 
see him at her house. (. wrote to P.’s father a 
letter, in which she said that ber daughter was very 
young & would be all the better for a year or two 
at home, & that. she should prefer P. beme firmly 
established in business before anything could be 
decided upon. From that tune until the marriage 
took place JP. never directly asked C.’s consent to 
the marriage. In Aug. ISGS, 2. took TH. fron C.’s 
house without C.’s knowledge. Jic shortly after- 
wards telegraphed to C. to the effeet that her 
daughter “was in safe hands,” & also wrote a 
letter, but said not a word about marriage. C., 
beheving that her daughter was in P.’s power, 
& that if BP. did not marry the dauchter her 
reputation was gone, sent a telegram & letter to 
P., giving her consent to the marriage. The 
marriage took plaee, but neither C.’s telegram nor 
her letter reached P. & HL. till after the marriage :-- 
Held: that until P. took Hl. away from her 
mother’s house there had been no consent given 
by C. to the marriage ;— the enforced consent given 
at last by C. to the marriage, even supposing it 
had been communicated to P. & JJ. before the 
marriage, was not such a consent as was con- 
templated by testator’s will, so as to pive IL. a 
vested interest under testator’s will in the event, 
which happened, of her dying under the age of 
twenty-one.-~Re STEPHENSON’s TrusTSs (1870), 
18 W. RR. 1066. 


is prescribed to be in writing, if given  30.—IR. 


by parol, the defect will be cured b 


the ct.—HoLtron rv. Lrorp, 1 Mol forfeiture 


o. Whether subsequent consent 
of devise.) — WELLWOOD’S 
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C. What Amounts to Consent. 
(a) Conditional Consent. 

3065. Whether sufficient—Consent conditional 
on settlement —- No settlement.|—Bostock  v. 
TIreTrON (1675), Cas. temp. Finch, 234; 23 E. R. 
128. 

Annotation :~Consd. Hervey v. Aston (1738), West temp. 
Hard. 350. 

8066. - -—-. ----— Settlement made after marriage.} 
-—DALKY v. CLANRICARDE (1738), cited in 4 Burr. 
at p. 2056; 98 I. Kh. 72. 

Annotations :—Refd. Eastland v. Reynolds (1758), 1 Dick. 
318; Long v. Dennis (1767), 4 Burr. 2052. 

3067. -- — —- --.|—Marriage held to have been 
with consent, where A., whose consent was 
necessary, agreed to the marriage, provided a 
proper settlement could be made, & referred 
to B. to prepare one, which was accordingly done ; 
& though there was afterwards some altercation 
between A. & the proposed husband, who signified 
his intention of relinquishing his address, yet the 
consent having been obtained without misrepre- 
sentation could not be retracted: otherwise if 
it had been obtained by deceit or fraud.—-MERRY 
v. KYVES (1757), 1 Eden, 1; 28 E.R. 584. 
Annotations :—Apld. Re Brown, Tngall v. Brown, [1904] 1 

Ch. 120. Mentd. Kicy «. Read (1897), 76 L. T. 39. 

3068. ---—- -—-~- Withdrawal of consent on re- 
fusal to settle.;—-Portion given over as to the 
greater part upon marriage without consent of 
exors. A conditional consent, upon the offer of 
a settlement, retracted on a subsequent refusal to 
settle. & the marriage taking place afterwards: 
no relief against the forfeiture. 

Consent to marriage once given shall not be 
withdrawn bv adding terns that. do not go to the 
propricty of giving the consent.—DaAsHWOOD v. 
BULKELEY (LORD) (1804), 10 Ves. 230; 32 E.R. 
$32, 1. C. 

Annotations : —Apld. Lioyd 7. Branton (1817), 3 Mer. 108; 
die Brown, Ingall ¢. Brown, [1904] 1 Ch. 120: Re Whiting’s 
SettImt., Whiting +. De Rutzen, [1905] 1 Ch. 96. Refd. 
CJarke v. Parker (1812), 19 Ves. 1. 

3069. -— -.'—Testator directed his trustees to 
pay, to his daughters. their portions on their 
marrying with the consent, in writing, of his 
trustees first had & obtained ; &, on their marrying 
without such consent, that the trustees should 
stand possessed of their fortunes, in trust for their 
separate use, for life, with remainder to their 
children. A. proposed to the trustees, to marry 
one of the daughters, who was an infant. The 
terms, as communicated to her by one of the 
trustees, were, that £500 should be paid to A., on 
his marriage, out of her portion, & that the 
remainder should be invested, in the names of 
trustees, for her sole use & benefit, the interest to 
be paid to her only. The daughter accepted the 
proposals, & asked the consent of the trustees. 
The same trustee then wrote a letter to the 
daughter, saying that he & his co-trustee had not 
then signed the consent, but were ready to do so 
as soon us requisite; & a draft was prepared by 
which, subject to the payment of the £500 to the 
husband, the portion was scttled on the intended 
husband during his solvency, then on the intended 
wife, for her separate use, for life, with remainder 
to the children, with remainder to the survivor of 
the intended husband & wife. A. having made 
certain arrangements for the disposal of the £500, 
which the trustees disapproved of, the trustee 
who had written the letter, refused to look at the 
draft of the settlement, saying he should expect 


TRUSTEES 0. ROSWELL (OR HILy) (1856), 
19 Dunl. (Ct. of Sessa.) 18. 29 Se. Jur. 
86.—SCOT. 
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A. to make some other proposals respecting the 
disposal of the £500. Another arrangement was 
accordingly made & communicated to the trustee, 
but he took no notice of it, & his name was struck 
out of the settlement; & the marriage, to which 
his co-trustee had duly consented, was had, 
without further communication with him :—Held: 
the letter was a sufficient consent on his part to 
the marriage.— LE JEUNE v. Bupp (1834), 6 Sim. 
441; 58 EK. R. 659. 


(b) Conditions requiring Consent of Scveral 
Persons. 

3070. Whether consent of all necessary. |-— 
WISEMAN v. Foster (1668), 2 Rep. Ch. 23; 21 
E. R. 605. 

Annotations -—Apld. Daley v. Desbouverie (1738), 2 Atk. 





261. Refd. Hervey v. Aston (1738), West temp. Hard. 350. 

3071. J—HarvEy tv. ASTON (LADY), No. 
3257, post. 

3072. Consent by mother-——Consent im- 





properly withheld by executors.|—Mrs. R. has not 
forfeited her legacy. The mother did consent ; 
the exors. improperly withheld theirs (Sir THOMAS 
CLARKE, M.1t.).—EASTLAND v. REYNOLDS (1758), 
1 Dick. 317; 21 E.R. 201. 

3073. Consent withheld mala fide or un- 
reasonably.|—-(1) Real & personal estate given by 
will on marriage with consent & approbation, 





with a limitation over in case the devisee should | 


marry without the full consent, etc., of the 
trustees, etc., or refuse to execute such settlement: 
as they should think proper. Previous consent & 
settlement not dispensed with, though under 
favourable circumstances: the treaty with consent 
of the two acting trustees, preparing the scttlement 
avowedly on behalf of all, without authority, but 
with slight knowledge & no dissent, of the third ; 
who had not acted, except proving the will, & 
a few other instances; & execution deferred only 
from collateral circumstances: viz. a debt claimed 
by the two acting trustees. 

(2) Consent to marriage may be withdrawn upon 
good reason. 

(3) The opinion attributed to ComMyns, C.B., 
that the consent of the majority of the trustees 
is sufficient, spurious. That was never held 
sufficient without more; as where one withholds 
his consent for a vitious or unreasonable cause. 

(4) Trustee for consent to marriage not required 
to show his reason for dissent. It must be shown 
that he has unreasonably refused assent.-- CLARK 
v. PARKER (1812), 19 Ves. 1; 34 BF. R. 419, LC, 
Annotations :~--As to (1) Consd. Worthington v. Evans 

(1823), 1 Sim. & St.165. Refd. 72e Brown's Trusts (1881), 

44 L. T. 340. Generally, Refd. Zee Birch (1853), 17 Beav. 

358; te Smith, Kecling v. Smith (1890), 44 Ch. D. 654. 

3074, — Consent by one executor—Other 
executor declining to interfere.|—Dortion by will 
on marriage with consent of the exors., or the 
major part of them, their or his exors., etc. One 
of two survivors consenting, & the other declining 
to interfere, inquiry directed, whether the intended 
marriage was suitable; &, if s0, a proposal for a 
settlement to be received.—-GOLDSMID v. GOLDSMID 
vole 19 Ves. 368 ; Coop. G. 225; 34 E.R. 554, 





3075. —--- Whether consent of executors or 
trustees not accepting office necessary.|—-WorTH- 
INGTON uv. Evans, No. 3061, ante. 

3076. — —~—.|—-Testator directed that in 





WILLS. 


case his daughter should marry, with the consent 

of his exors., or the survivors or survivor of them, 

his exors. should pay to his daughter so marrying, 
£2,000. 

A., B. & C. were appointed exors. by the will. 
A. formally renounced the exorship. After the 
death of B. testator’s daughter married with the 
consent of C. :—Held: the consent of A., who had 
never acted as exor., was not necessary.— HWENS v. 
ADDISON (1858), 32 L. T. O. S. 1038; 4 Jur. N.S. 
1084: sub 20021. EWING v. ADDISON, 7 W. R. 28. 

3077. Death of one-—-Whether consent of sur- 
vivor or survivors sufficient.|—Bray’s (Lonrp) 
CASE (undated), cited in Moore, K. B. at p. 62; 
72K. RR. 442. 

3078. ——— .]—One devises the residue of 
his personal estate to J. provided she marries with 
the consent of his two exors. ; on'the death of «ne, 
the condition, being a subsequent one, is become 
impossible, & she may marry without the consent 
of the survivor.—PEYTON v. Burky (1731), 2 P. 
Wms. 620; 24 EK. R. 889; on appeal, sub nom. 
PAINTON v. BERRY, ETC. (ADMINISTRATORS OF 
THORNTON (1732), Kel. W. 37, 1. C. 

Annotations :—Distd. Knight. » Cameron (1807), 14 Ves. 
389. Refd. Graydon +. Hicks (1739), 9 Mod. Rep. 215; 
Mansell vv. Mansell (1757), Wilm. 36; Jones v. Suffolk 
ae Bro. C. C. 528; Crawford v. Forshaw, [1891] 2 


3079. ——.1—A. by will gives to his 
daughter £1,000 to be paid at twenty-one, or 
marriage, provided she marry with consent of 
exors.; if any of the exors. dic, condition void.— 
GRAYDON v, HICKS, GRAYDON v, GRAYDON (1739), 
2 Atk. 16; 9 Mod. Rep. 215; 26 E. R. 407, L. C. 











— Annotations :—Distd. Knigbt v. Cameron (1807), 14 Ves. 


389. Consd. Kwens rv. Addison (1858), 32 L. T. O.S. 108 ; 
Collett v. Collett (1866), 35 Beav. 312. Apld. Re Bird, 
Hird v. Cross (1894), 8 KR. 326. 

3080. -|—Legacy to pltf. in case of 
marriage with consent of parents; they consent, 
by a writing, generally to any marriage she may 
contract ; after the deccase of the survivor, pltf. 
marries ; consent was only necessary during the 
lifetime of the father & mother or the survivor, if 
otherwise, this yeneral consent is sufficient.— 
MERCER v. HLALL (1798), 4 Bro. C. C. 326; 29 Ie. RR. 
917. 

Annotation :~-Apld. Dawson v. Massey (1876), 24 W. R. 993. 

3081. -——— —---~ Survivor not expressing decisive 
opinion.|—Testator bequeathed to two trustees 
a sum of £6,000 & directed them to hold the same 
upon trust for his daughter during her minority 
or until her marriaze “ with their approbation & 
consent ”’; & on her attaining twenty-one without 
having so married, to pay her the income of the 
said sum for her life & on her marriage ‘‘ with the 
consent of the trustees, but not otherwise ’”’ he 
directed them to pay to or on behalf of his daughter 
the said sum of £6,000 in such manner as they 
should think proper. In the event of his daughter 
dying without having married with such consent, 
or her death & failure of issue of her mnarriage with 
such consent, the £6,000 was to be held in trust for 
various persons of whom It. W.. was to enjoy a 
third for life, with remainder to his children. One 
of the trustees died, & IX. W. was appointed in his 
stead. The daughter attained twenty-one & in 
the following year was married with the knowledge 
& approval of her mother, but without any formal 
consent on the part of the trustees; the trustees 
paid the fund into ct. :-~Held: (1) as one of the 
original trustees had died, & the other had not 
expressed any decisive opinion, it was no longer 
of the essence of the beneficial enjoyment that 








; PART XIII. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 3.—C. (b). 
3070 I. TWhether consent of all necessary.}—ADAMS v. ADAMS (1858), 8 I. Ch. It. 41; Drury temp. Nap. 247.—IR. 
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there should be an express consent & approbation 
to the marriage on the part of the trustees. 

(2) Semble, if it was to be held on the con- 
struction of the will that the consent of the 
trustees for the time being was a necessary con- 
dition to the enjoyment. the circumstance of the 
new trustec having a direct interest in with- 
holding his consent would make the condition 
inequitable as a condition precedent.—-Re W11- 
MoT’s Trusts (1864), 10 L. T. 568. 

3082. ——,.|—-DAWSON v. OLIVER-MASSEY, 
No. 2951, ante. 

3083. Death of all whose consent required.|— 
Testator gives £3,000 portion to each of three 
daughters, the interest to be paid them in the 
meantime, & the principal on the event of their 
marriage with the consent of his widow & one or 
more of his trustees; & in case of their marrying 
without such consent, the principal sum of the 
daughter so marrying to go, not to the wife & 
husband, but to the children of the marriage; & 
in case of their dying unmarried, then the principal 
sum to revert to his estate; the residue of which 
he gave to hisson. After testator’s death, the son 
assigned his contingent interest in the portions to 
one of the sisters. The mother & trustees died :— 
Held: that, as those, whose consent to the 
marriage of the daughters was required by the will 
in order to entitle them to their portions in that 
event, were dead, & as the son was the only other 
person interested in the portions, & us he had 
assigned his interest to one of his sisters, that 
sister was entitled to uplift her own portion 
immediately, & the portions of her other sisters 
with their consent, & to close the trust.—-GRanr 
v. DYER (1818), 2 Dow, 73: 38 KK. RR. 792, H. 1. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Re Brown’s Trusts (1881), 29 W. ™. 

GO4 > Ae Whiting’s Setthut., Whiting v. De Jtutzen, 

(1905) 1 Ch. 96. 


3084. Consent of trustees for time being—New 
trustee having interest in withholding consent.]—— 
Re WinMor’s Trusts, No. 8081, ante. 


(c) Other Cases. 


3085. Encouraging courtship.|—-Marriage held 
to have been with consent of a trustee under a will, 
though expressed, not absolutely, but in general 
terms; that he would not stand in the way of any 
arrangement by the co-trustees. etc. ; & advising 
a settlement; having previously encouraged 
the proposal; & though fraud was not imputed, 
having a prospect of benefit from the forfeiture. 
~~ TV AGUILAR v. DRINKWATER (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 
225; 35 H.R. 305. 

_ 3086, --—— Subsequent refusal of consent.] 

CAMPBELL vt. NETTERVILLE (1737), cited in 2 Ves. 

Sen. at p. 634; 28 H.R. 841, HH. I.. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Dashwood v. Bulkeley (1804), 10 Ves. 
230; D’Aguilar ». Drinkwater (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 225. 
3087. ———.]---Settlement on two daughters. 

Proviso, if either marry without the consent of 

their mother, it should be to her separate use, 

etc. The mother proposed & encouraged the muar- 
riage of one of her daughters with S. & afterwards 
refused her consent oul of pique & resentment ; 
the marriage was had without her consent, & held 

no forfeiture.—-STRANGE (LORD) v. Sirn (1755), 

Amb. 263; 27 E. R. 175, J. €. 

Annotations :—Consd. Walker v. Inge (1767), Rom. 95; 
Dashwood v. Bulkeley (1804), 10 Ves. 230; Clarke 2. 
Parker (1812), 19 Vex. 1. Refd. Merry v. Ryves (1757), 
1 Kden, 1; D’Aguilar v. Drinkwater (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 
225; die Brown, Ingall v. Brown, [1904] 1 Ch. 120. 


D. Withdrawal of Consent. 


3088. Power to withdraw consent—Consent 
eis by fraud.|—MeErnry v. Ryvegs, No. 3067, 
ante, 
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3089. Addition of improper terms.] 
DASHWOOD v. BULKELEY (LORD), No. 3068, ante. 

80980. For good reason.|—CLARKE v. 
PARKER, No. 3073, ante. : 

$091. -—— Necessity for.|—-A person in loco 
parentis is justified in altering his mind & with- 
drawing his consent to a marriage if circumstances 
subsequently come to his knowledge which, had 
they been known at the time, would have caused 
him originally to withhold his consent. This 
power of retractation, however. is not unlimited, & 
cannot be exercised for inere caprice or without 
just & exceptional reasons. 

By a codicil made in 1891 testator directed that, 
in the event of his daughter marrying against her 
mother’s wish, a legacy of £500 & her share in his 
residuary estate were to be settled on the daughter 
for life, with remainder to her children. In May, 
1893, the daughter became engaged with the 
consent of testator & his wife, conditionally on the 
marriage being deferred for two years. In Feb. 
1805, testator died; the engagement was still 
recognised by the widow, who stipulated for a 
further delay till Aug. To this the daughter 
agreed. Subsequently there were disputes between 
the mother & daughter as to tle form of settlement 
& other matters; the daughter left her mother’s 
house & was married in June. Immediately before 
the marriage the mother wrote withdrawing her 
consent to the marriage :—Held: under the cir- 
cumstances the consent originally given could not 
be withdrawn & the daughter was absolutely 
entitled to the legacy & to her share in testator’s 
residuary estate.—Re Brown, INGALL v. BROWN, 
(1904) 1 Ch. 120; 73 L. 5. Ch. 180; 901. T. 220 ; 
52 W. R. 178. 








Sus-sEectT. 4.—PERFORMANCE OF CONDITIONS. 
A. In General. 


3092. Necessity for performance — Before pay- 
ment of legacy.}—On a devise of so much money 
to a feme sole, “* provided she inarry with the con- 
sent of her father & mother, or the survivor of 
them ”’?; the marriage is a condition precedent to 
the payment of the legacy.—GAunRnuT v. HILTON 
(1739), 9 Mod. Rep. 210; 1] Atk. 381; 88 E. R. 
403. 


Annotations :---Apla, Elton +. Elton (1747), 3 Atk. 504. 
Distd. Booth v. Booth (1799), 4 Ves. 399. 


3093. What amounts to breach—Condition not 
to marry against consent—Marriage without con- 
sent—Subsequent disapproval.|—A. by will gives 
his grand-daughter £200 on condition she con- 
tinued with his exors. till she was twenty-one ; 
but if she was taken from them by her father wha 
was a papist, before twenty-one, or married 
against the consent of his exors., then he gave her 
but £10. The daughter was placed by the exor.’s 
with a clergyman, who, before she was twenty- 
one, with consent of one of the exors., permitted 
her to make a visit to her father; & he took that 
py to marry her to a papist. Decreed 
she should only have the £10.—CnrEAGH v. WILSON 
(1706), 2 Vern. 572; 23 E.R. 972. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Hervey v. Aston (1738), West temp. 

Hard. 350. 

3094. — — -|—Devise of an 
estate to trustees, upon trust to pay the rents & 
profits to testator’s son I. while unmarried, & to 
convey to him, in case of his marriage with the 
consent of the trustees; but in case he should 
marry against their consent, then to sell the estate 
& divide the procceds among other persons, The 
son having married without the knowledge of the 
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trustees, both of whom disapproved of the marriage 
when they were informed of it:—Held: the 
marriage having been had without the consent of 
the trustees, though not against their consent, the 
devise over took effect—LonG v. RICKETTS 
(1824), 2 Sim. & St. 179: 57 EK. R. 313. 

3095. —-—- - ---- ---— During testator’s lifetime.] 
—-A clause in a will by which the interest of any 
child of testator who ‘ shall contract any marriage 
forbidden by me as hereinafter expressed .. . 
shall thenceforth cease & determine,” held not to 
apply to a child who after the date of the will, but 
before testator’s death, had contracted a forbidden 
marriage.—CHAPMAN tv. PERKINS, [1905] A. C. 
106; 74 L. J. Ch. 331; 92 L. T. 372; 53 W. R. 
485, HT. 1.3 affg. S. C. sub nom. Re CHUAPMAN, 
PERKINS v. CHAPMAN, [1904] 1 Ch. 431, C. A. 
Aue :—Consd. Re Hewitt, Howitt +r. Hewitt, [1926] 





3096. Effect of non-performance —-Condition sub- 
sequent.|—'Testator devises the residue to his 
children, but if any of his daughters shall marry, 
without the consent of her mother or guardians, 
her share to go to those unmarried. This is a 
condition subsequent, & a daughter who married 
without consent: is entitled.—JONES vw. SUFFOLK 
(Hanrr,) (1782), 1 Bro. C.C. 528 3 28 BK. R. 1278, LC, 

3097. ——-.|— Bequest to trustees, in trust “‘ to 
pay. assign & transfer’? unto «& hetween the 
children of A., ‘‘ when & as they should respectively 
attain the age of twenty-one years, or be married 
with the lawful consent of parents or guardians,”’ 
with maintenance in the meantime. A child died 
under twenty-one, having married without anv 
consent :-—-Held:; her representatives took no 
share in the property.-—GARDINER v. SLATER (1858), 
25 Beav. 509; 53 Fi. R. 731. 

38098. Condition to make settlement to liking of 
trustees— Bond approved by trustees.|—Testator 
by his will directed his trustees, in case I. should 
marry as therein mentioned. & her intended 
husband should, ‘‘ well & effectually, & to the 
good liking of his trustees, settle or secure to be 
paid,’’ to or for the issue of the marriage, a sum 
equal to the provision made for them by testator, 
to transfer to the children of the marriage sums of 
stock, varying according to the number of the 
children, & not exceeding in the whole £8,000 3 
per cents. The husband gave his bond for the 
amount, the trustees giving their written appro- 
bation, “ provided the bond was a settlement or 
security within the meaning of the will ’’:- -Held: 
the bond so approved was a sufticient security 
within the meaning of the will.— Baccnuus v. 
CGILBEE (1863), 3 De G. J. & Sm. 577; 2 New Rep. 


502: 8. 7. 714; 9 Jur. N.S. 888; 11 W. R. 
1049; 46 EL R. 760, L. VS. 


B. Heaceuses for Non-Performance. 
(a) Impossibility of Performanee. 

3099. Death —- Of beneficiary unmarried.| -— 
Devise of £1,500 to a granddaughter to be at her 
own disposal, if she married with consent of her 
father & mother, or trustees, & not otherwise. 


She dies at thirteen intestate & unmarried ; it is 
not vested nor transinissible.—ELTON wv. JOyLon 





(1747), 1 Ves. Sen. 4; 3 Atk. 504; 1 Wils. 159; 
27 K. R. 858, I. C. 
Annotation :—Distd. Booth v. Booth (1799), 4 Ves. 399. 


PART XIII. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 4.— 
B. (a). Ranction 

d. Death-——-Of persun whose consent 
reguired.|—A legacy charged on the real 
estate of testatrix, conditional on the 


marriage of the legatee 
of testatrix, 
because the performance of the condi- 
tion has become impossible by reason 
of the death of testatrix before the —IR 


WILLS. 


3100. Of person whose consent required. ]- 
Devise & bequest of lands & furniture to A., 
testator’s wife, for life, & after her death to H. 
& her assigns for life, in case she continued single 
& unmarried; & after her decease unto such 
person, etc., as she should by deed or will appoint, 
& for want of appointment, to L. & to M., their 
heirs, etc., as tenants in common; but in case 
H. should marry in the lifetime of A., & with her 
consent, or after her death, with the consent of 
J. & T., or the survivor, signified in writing, then 
Tl. & her assigns should enjoy the lands & furniture 
in the same manner she would have done if she 
had continued single & unmarried. 

A., the testator’s wife, & also J. & T., died. H. 
took possession of the estate, & married :—Held: 
H. took an estate for life, with a power of appoint- 
ment, subject as to her life estate only to the 
condition of her remaining sole & unmarried, 
which was a condition subsequent ; & as the com- 
pliance with it became impossible by the act of 
God, her estate for life became absolute, & she 
might execute the power of appointment.— 
AISLABIF tv. Rice (1818), 3 Madd. 2568; 2 Moore, 
C. P. 358; 8 Taunt. 459; 56 i. WR. 508. 





Arnation: on Consd. Egerton rv. Brownlow (1853), 4 H. L. 
as. 1. 
3101. -.-- -—-—.]-—-A condition of marriage 


with consent :—Held: subsequent & not prece- 
dent, & its performance having become impossible, 
by the act of God, was dispensed with. 

Testator gave a share of his residuary real & 
personal estate to his daughter, her heirs, exors., 
administrators & assigns, to be paid at twenty-one 
or on her day of marriage. provided it should take 
place with the consent of his widow. There was 
a gift over in case of her death ‘ without having 
attained twenty-one vears or been so married as 
aforesaid ? :—Held: the cousent was a condition 
subsequent, & the daughter, having married 
without such consent, her mother being dead at 
the time, had a vested interest, & her share ought to 
be transferred to the trustees of her settlement, 
though she was. still an infant.—-COLLETT v. 
COLLETT (1866), 35 Beav. 312; 1J4 1. T. G4; 12 
Jur. N.S. 150; 14 W. RR. 446; 55 Te. RR. O16. 
Annotations :—Expld. Dawson +. Oliver-Massey (1876), 2 


Ch. 1D. 743. Distd. ?e Grove, Public Trustee v. Dixon, 
[1919] 1 Ch. 249, 
3102. —-- ~ - ~——-.]-—Testator by his will declared 


that if his danghter L. should at any time inter- 
marry with J. without his consent in writing for 
that) purpose first had & obtained, the legacy 
given to her should be absolutely void & of no 
effect, & that. in such case the legacies therein- 
before hequcathed to her should go over in favour 
of other persons. 

After the testator’s death his daughter inter- 
married with J. without having obtained his 
written consent to the marriage :—/feld : that the 
restriction was only intended to apply to marriage 
during testator’s life, & the condition having 
become impossible of fulfilment, the gift over did 
not take ctffect.--Booric uv. Myer (1877), 38 
i. FT. 125. 





Where consent of several persons 
required.) - See Part XID., Sect. 6, sub-sect. 3, 
C. (0), ante. 

3103. No guardians in existence—Appointment 
of guardians by court possible.|—(1) Testator ap- 
pointed his wife sole guardian of his infant 


marriage of the legatee; the condition 
being applicable only in the event of 
marriage in the lifetime of testatrix.— 
CURRAN v. CorBet, [1897] 1 I. R. 343. 


with the 


does not fatl 


Part XITI.—Conprttons. 


children, & bequeathed a legacy to each of his 
daughters on her attaining twenty-one or marrying 
with the consent of her ‘‘ guardian or guardians,” 
which should first happen. He gave the residue 
to his wife for life, &, after her death, gave a further 
legacy to each daughter who should attain twenty- 
one or marry with the consent ‘ of her guardian 
or guardians.” Ile empowered the trustees 
during the minority of the daughters, to pay the 
income of their contingent legacies to his wife for 
their maintenance & education, &. in case of her 
decease, empowered them to apply so much of 
the income of the contingent legacies as they might 
think {fit for the maintenance of the infant 
daughters presumptively entitled thereto, with 
power to pay it to the guardian or guardians of 
the daughters for that purpose. After the death 
of the wife, a daughter married under twenty- 
one without the consent of any guardian or 
guardians, there being none, & died shortly after- 
wards, under the age of twenty-one years: —JIeld: 
the condition was not complied with, & the 
daughter took no vested interest in the legacies, 
the condition not being made inoperative by 
there being no guardians, since guardians could 
have been appuinted by the ct., & testator, on 
the language of his will, must be taken to have 
contemplated such an appointment. (2) By 
testator’s marriage settlement the trust funds, 
after the death of the husband & wife, were to 
be held in trust for such children as, being a son 
or sons, attained twenty-one, or being a daughter 
or daughters. attained that age or married with 
the consent of their parents or guardians :-- Held: 
the saine rule applied to this gift, & the daughter 
took no vested interest; (3) the consent of a 
guardian appointed by the infant herself would 
not have satisfied the condition.-—Re Brown’s 
Winn, 2e BRrown’s SETTLEMENT (1881), 18 Ch. D. 
61; 50h. J. Ch. 724; 44 0. 1. 757; 80 W. R. 
Pd Cea 


(b) Condition Dispensed with. 


3104. Testator consenting to marriage. }-—CLAKK 
v. Lucy (1716), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 213, 771; 5 Vin. 
Abr. 87; 22 KH. R. 181, 655. 

3105. —---.|--A. devises lands in trust to 
permit his daughter S. to receive the rents until 
her marriage or death; & in case she marry with 
the consent of trustees, then to convey the premises 
to her & her heirs. But if she died before marriage, 
or marricd without such consent, then to convey 
to other persons. S. afterwards marries with the 
consent of her father, who settles part of the 
lands on his daughter & her husband, & dies. 
This settlement is no revocation of the will as to 
the devise of the other lands to S. —CLARKE v. 
BERKELEY (1716), 2 Vern. 720; 23 E.R. 1073; 
oe CLERK v. BERKELEY, 8 Vin. Abr. 154, 
Annotations :—Apld. Parnell v. Lyon (1813), 1 Ves. & B. 

479; Wheeler v. Warner (1823), 1] Sim. & St. 304. Folld. 

Smith v. Cowdery (1825), 2 Sim. & St. 358. —Refd. Hervey 

v. Aston (173%), West temp. Hard. 350; Jee Park, Bott 

vt. Chester, [1910] 2 Ch. 3822 5 Jee Grove, Public Trustee v. 

Dixon, [1919] 1 Ch. 249. 

3106. .|—Condition requiring the consent of 
exors. to marriage not applied to a daughter, 
married in testator’s life with his consent or 
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subsequent approbation. That fact not being 
proved, an inquiry was directed.—PARNELL v. 
Lyon (1813), 1 Ves. & B. 479; 35 KE. R. 186. 


sinnotations :-—Apld. Wheelor v. Warner (1823), 1 Sim. & St. 
304. Folld. Sinith v. Cowdery (1825), 2 Sim. & St. 358. 
Apld. Re Park, Bott v. Cheater, [1910] 2 Ch. 322. Refd. 
Yonge v. Furse (1857), 3 Jur. N.S. 603. 


3107. .|—Testator having three illegitimate 
children, two sons & a daughter, gave £18,000 to 
trustees, in trust out of the interest, to pay £100 
a year for the maintenance & education of each 
of them during their minorities, & to accumulate 
the residue & add it to the principal, & to pay one- 
third of the aggregate fund to each of the sons on 
his attaining twenty-one, &, out of the remaining 
third, to pay £1,000 to the daughter on her attain- 
ing twenty-one, or marrying under that age with 
the consent of the trustces, & to stand possessed 
of the residue in trust for her separate use for her 
life: & testator directed all the legacies given by 
his will to be paid within three months after his 
death. The sons attained twenty-one in testator’s 
lifetime, & the daughter married under that age 
with testator’s consent :—Held: the legacies to 
the sons & daughter became payable on testator’s 
death, &, consequently, they bore interest from 
that time.—CovENTRY v. HIGGINS (1844), 14 Sim, 
30; 8 Jur. 182; 60 BE. R. 267. 


Annotation :-—-Refd. Jee Palfreeman, 
Palfreeman, [1914] 1 Ch. 877. 


3108, —-— —.'|--Davis v. ANGEL, No. 2965, ante. 

3109. -—--.|—-Testator gave his trustees power, 
if his daughter married with their consent, to 
appoint part of her fortune on her death to her 
husband. She married in testator’s lifetime with 
his consent :—Held: the provision was equivalent 
to a gift to the husband of the life interest. 

As the testator’s daughter married in the life- 
time of her father, it was just the same as regards 
the fulfilment of the condition as if she had 
married after his death with the consent of the 
trustees (MALINS, V.-C.).—T'WEEDALE v. TWEE- 
DALE (1878), 7 Ch. D. 633; 47 L. J. Ch. 530; 38 
lL. T. 1387; 26 W. l. 457. 

3110. Marriage without testator’s consent—Sub- 
sequent reconciliation.|-W. bequeathed £10,000 
stock to trustees, in trust to pay the dividends to 
his daughter whilst she remained single; &, 
provided she marricd with the consent of his 
trustees, he authorised them to advance to her 
husband such part of the stock, not exceeding one- 
third, as they thought proper, & he declared certain 
trusts of the remainder for the benefit of his 
daughter & her children. But if she married 
without the consent of the trustees he declared 
certuin trusts of the whole fund for the benefit of 
his daughter & her children. She married in 
W.’s lifetime, & without his consent, but he was 
afterwards reconciled to the marriage :—Held -: 
the husband was entitled to one-third of the stock, 
& the remainder was to be held upon the same 
trusts as it would have been had the daughter 
married after W.’s death, & with the trustees’ 
consent.—WHEKLER v. WARNER (1823), 1 Sim. & 
St. 3013; 57 HK. R. 123. 

Annotations :—Distd. Bullock v. Bennett (1855), 3 Hq. Rep. 

779.  Apld. Tweedale v. Tweedale (1878), 7 Ch. D._ 633. 
Consd. /te Park, Bott v. Chester, [1910] 2 Ch. 322. Refd. 


Flower v. Martin (1837), 1 Jur. 233; Yonge v. Furse 
(1857), 8 Jur. N.S. 603. 





Public Trustee v. 
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WILLS. 


Part XIV.—Lapse. 


SrctT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

3111. General rule.|—Testator gave the residue 
of his estate to his trustees upon trust for children 
living at his death as tenants in common, & 
provided that the share which ‘' would belong ”’ 
to any daughter married at his decease should be 
paid to the trustees of her marriage settlement to 
be held upon the trusts of certain moneys settled 
thereby ‘‘ or such of them as shall be then sub- 
sisting & capable of taking effect.’”’ The settled 
funds of a married daughter were held in default 
of issue, in trust for testator, his exors., adminis- 
trators, & assigns. <A share of testator’s residue 
was paid over to the trustees of this settlement. 
The daughter survived testator & died without 
issue :—Held: there was no effective disposition 
of the daughter's share of residue after her death 
without issue, & it went to her representatives by 
virtue of the original absolute gift to her in the 
will. 

No one can take under a will who does not 
survive testator (Joycr, J.).—Re CuURRIE’s 
SETTLEMENT, /J?e RooPER, ROOPER v. WILLIAMS, 
[191011 Ch. 829; 791. J. Ch. 255 ; 101 L. LT. 899 ; 
54 Sol. Jo. 270. 


Annotations :--Consd. 7?e Powell, Bodvel-Roberts uv. Poole, 
[1918] 1 Ch. 407. Refd. Ze Harrison, Hunter v7. Bush, 


11918) 2 Ch. 59. 

3112. Death in testator’s lifetime—Of devisee or 
legatee.!-—One devises to his sister £350 on con- 
dition that at or before her death she gives £200 
thereof to her children. The sister dies in the life 
of testator. The whole legacv is lapsed.—BIRK- 
HEAD v, COWARD (1689), 2 Vern. 116; Freem, Ch. 
107; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 297; 23 EF. R. 684. 

3113. —— .|—-One devises £1,200 to A., 
B., C. & D., the four children of J., to be divided 
amonyst them according to the discretion of J., 
whom he makes exor., & wills that he shall not be 
compelled to pay any of the legacies within a year 
after testator’s death. A. dies before testator. 
B. dies within six months after testator & before 
any allotment or distribution. J. pays to C. 
£900 & takes a receipt from C. in full of his share of 
the £1,200, & by will gives £400 to D. in full of his 
share.—-Brrp v. LocKkEY (1716), 2 Vern. 743 30 28 
E.R. 1086, L. C. 

3114, —-- ----—.|—Whoere the devisee of copy- 
hold dies after the surrender & before the death of 
the devisor, the devise is void..--BUSBY v. GREEN- 





3115. ——_- — ..|—RIDER v. WAGER, No. 2456, 
ante. 
3116. -—--- ---—.]—A legacy to A. to buy 


mourning for himself, his wife, & children, if A. 
dies in the lifetime of testator, is lapsod.—WILSON 
v. NORTH (1729), Mos. 185; 25 HK. R. 340. 

3117. - .}-—— CALTHORPE v. Govan 
(1789), 4 Term Rep. 707, n.; 3 Bro. C. C. 395, n. ; 
100 Iu. R. 1257. 

Annotations :—Consd. Doo v. Brabant (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 
393; Holmes v. Cradock (1797), 3 Ves. 317; Parsons v. 
Parsons (1800), 5 Ves. 578. Id. Humberstone v. 
Stanton (1813), 1 Ves. & B. 385; Tarbuck v. Tarbuck 
(1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 129. Consd. Brookman v. Smith 
(1871), L. I. 6 Exch. 291. Refd. Uptdn ». Ferrers (1801), 
5 Ves. 801; Baker +. Hanbury (1827), 3 Russ. 340; 
Kdwards v. Saloway (1848), 12 Jur. 493; Greated v. 
Greated (1859), 26 Beav. 621. 

3118. .|—Testator gave his sister M. 
& his brother W. the interest of the residue equally ; 
at the death of M. one half of the principal to her 
children ; her husband by no means to have any 
part, but to be entirely for the children ; if none, 
to W.’s children; & after the death of W. & his 
wife the other half to his children ; & he excluded 
his eldest brother from any benefit: M.’s life 
interest is not to her separate use; the interest, 
of the other moiety during the lives of W. & his 
wife would have vested in W. & therefore lapsed 
by his death in the life of testator.—BROWN 1. 
CLARK, HOFFMAN v. CLARK (1796), 3 Ves. 166; 
30 KE. RR. 950. 

Annotations :—Refd. Beresford v. Hobson (1816), 1 Madd. 
362. Mentd. Wright v. Morley, Morley v. St. Alban 
(1805), 11 Ves. 12; Sturgis v. Champneys (1839), 5 My. & 
Cr. 97; Taunton v. Morris (1878), 26 W. It. 674. 

3119. -—--- --——-.]—Bequest of personal estate 
exempt from debts by mtge.; the benefit of the 
exemption was confined to that legatee ; & failed ; 
the bequest having lapsed by the death of the 
legatee in the life of testator.—WaARING v1. WARD 
(1800), 5 Ves. 670; 31 EK. R. 7963 en appeal 
(1802), 7 Ves. 332, I. C. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Noel v. Henley, Noel v. Strong (1819), 
Dan. 211. Refd. Browne tv. Groombridge (1819), 4 Madd. 
495; Vandeleur v. Vandeleur (1835), 9 BH. N. S. 157; 
Dacre v. Patrickson (1860), 1 Drew. & Sm. 182; Re 
Meere, Kilford v. Blaney (1885), 34 W. R. 109. Mentd. 
Ree Law Courts Chambers Co. (1889), 61 LL. T. 669; 
Bridgman rv. Daw (1891), 40 W. R. 2533 Dodson v. 
Downey, [1901] 2 Ch. 620; Re Bodega Co. (1903), 73 
lL. J. Ch. 1983; Mills v. United Counties Bank, {1912] 
1 Ch. 2313; Hastern Shipping Co. v. Quah Heng Kee, 
[1924] A. C. 177. 


3120. ——— 

















.|-—Bequest to a son of testator 





SLATE (1721), 1 Stra. 4145; 938 E.R. 625, N. P. 


PART XIV. SECT. 1. 


3112 i. Death in testator's lifetime—-Of 
devisee or leqatce}—Testator bequeathed 
an amount of personal estate to his 
brother J., “‘ to have & to hold to him, 
his heirs & assigns for ever.” J. pre- 
deceased testator :—/eld : the legacy 
lapsed, & the next of kin of the legatee 
were not entitled.—-MraLry v. AITKINS, 
27 Gr. 563.—CAN. 

3112 ii. ———,]}-—-ZUMSTEIN 4%, 
HEDRICK (1885), 8 O. R. 338.---CAN. 


3112 iii. a settee 
(1912), 21 O. W. R. 954; 30. WL, 
1109; 26 O. L. R. 294; 4 D. L. R. 
626.—-CAN., 

3112 iv. ~--———,}+—A pift of a 
legacy to alegatee out of a fund charged 
with an annuity, upon the death of 
annuitant, did not Japse when the 
legatee predeceased annuitant, pay- 
ment being postponed only for the 
convenience of the fund.—Re WISHART 
1912), 23 O. W. RR. 855: 4 0. WLN, 

19; 8D. L. R. 255.—CAN., 
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3112 v. ., A legacy to 
testator’s daughter, with a gift over, 
in the event of her dying unmarricd, to 
such of testator’s other children as 
She should appoint, &, in default of 
appointment, to & amongst his other 
children equally, is not) an absolute 
gift, & docs not lapse by the death of 
the daughter unmarried in the lifetime 


of testator—KELLETY «+. KELLErT 
(1871), 5 7. R. Ky. 298. —IR, 
3112 vi. ----- ——-.]—A_ will con- 


tained a number of pecuniary legacies. 
Testatrix having said that she gave & 
bequeathed ao certain sum of money 
to F., added, within brackets, the 
words: ‘A charge which I have on 
his property of D., & which I now 
cancel.” The intended — benefictary 
pre-deccased the  testatrix :—//eld: 
this was a simple bequest of the chargo 
to the beneficiary for his own benefit, 
which lapsed by reason of his pre- 
deceasing tostatrix.-—J2e MACDONNELL, 
COIGAN v. MACDONNELL, [1927] 1 
I. R. 213.— IR. 


on his accomplishing his apprenticeship, with the 


3112 vii. - --—---—--.]—T.cgacy left by 
two persons in a joint settlement does 
not lapse by the death of tho legatee 
before ono of granters.—NICOLSON 4. 
RAMSAY (1806), 13 Kac. Coll. 588.— 
SCOT. 


3112 viii. ——- -—--—-.]-- NEILSON vv. 
BAILLIE (1822), 20 Fac. Coll. 617; 1 
Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 458.—SCOT. 


3112 ix. ~-+ -]—BURNSIDES %, 
SMITH (1829), 7 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 735; 
4 Fac. Coll. 1003.—SCOT. 

$8112 x. ——--- -—-—.]—DIxXON v. DIXON 
(1841), 2 Robin. App. 1.—SCOT. 

3112 xi. ----~ -~—.]}—]TORSBRUGQH v. 
Horssponan (1848), 10 Dunk. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 824.—SCOT. 


3112 xii. —-—~ .} — Dovuagwas’ 
EXECUTORS (1869), 7 Macph. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 504; 41 Sc. Jur. 268.—SCOT. 


8112 xiii. .}—The doath of 
an instituted heir may result in tes- 
tator’s cstate being partially testate & 
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Part XIV.—LAPSE. 


dividends in the meantime for maintenance; & 
in case he shall die, before he accomplishes his 
apprenticeship, then & in such case to the other 
children. The legacy lapsed by the death of the 
legatee, having accomplished his apprenticeship, 
in testator’s life-—HUMBERSTONE v. STANTON 

(1813), 1 Ves. & B. 385; 35 H.R. 150. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Humphreys v. Howes (1830), 1 Russ. 
& M. 639; Tarbuck v. Tarbuck (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 129; 
Willetts v. Willetts (1848), 7 Hare, 38; Hannam v. Siins 
(1858), 2 De G. & J. 151; Re Green’s Kstate (1860), 1 
Drew. & Sm. 68, 

3121. .|—Testator by his will direct ed 
the residue of his property real & personal, to be 
invested in the names of his exors., & suffered to 
accumulate for ten years from the time of his 
decease, & then to be distributed in seven equal 
shares unto A., B., C., D., E., F., G.; & he then 
appointed the said A., B., C., D., E., I’., G. residuary 
legatees. ©. died in the lifetime of testator :— 
Held: A., B., C., D., E., F°., G. were tenants in 
common, & C.’s share of the residue lapsed.— 
NORMAN v. FRAZER (1843), 3 Hare, 84; 7 Jur. 
763; 67 KF. R. 306. 

3122, -Estate A. was intended to be 
devised to R., who, having died in testator’s life- 
time, it lapsed for the benefit of testator’s heirs-at- 
law.— BLUNDELL v1. GLADSTONE (1852), 3 Mac. & 
G. 692; 1901. T.O.S. 8543; 42 Bb. R. 426.1. 6. 

3123. —--- .|—Two legacies of £4,000 each 
had been bequeathed to testator’s daughters, J. & 
C., & also charged on the estate A. 

The devisee, the son, predeceased testator, the 
devise having thus lapsed :—Held: although the 
devise lapsed, the charges of the £4,000 did not, 
& they still constituted a charge on the real estate. 
——'MIOMAS v. Nurs (1868), 190 L. LT. 8. 

3124. —- - .|-—Testator gave, by will, the 
residue of his estate to trustees to pay & transfer the 
same unto seven legatees named, In equal shares as 
tenants in common, & their respective exors., 
administrators, & assigns, to whom he bequeathed 
the same accordingly ; & he declared that such 
shares should be vested interests in each legatee 
immediately upon the execution thereof, & that 
the shares of the married women should be for their 
separate use: —lTeld: the share of one of the lega- 
tees, a marricd woman, who died after the date of 
the will but before testator, did not belong to her 
husband, her legal personal representative, but 
it had lapsed.—-BROWNE v. Horr (1872), lL. R. 14 
Iq. 3483; 41 LL. J. Ch. 475; 26 L. T. 688; 20 
W. AR. 667. 

















3125, —— ---—.]—Re GAILTSKELL'S Trust, No. 
3183, post. 
3126, —-— --~--.|—Testatrix, after bequeathing 





diamonds & china to L., Baron L., declared that she 
made “* the above bequest to Lord I. as head of the 
existing family,’’? & so far as she lawfully could, 
directed that the said diamonds & china should be 
‘* deemed heirlooms in the family of I., & be held & 
enjoyed by the person for the time being bearing 
the title of Baron I.” She then made a further 
bequest to ‘ the said Baron I.”? L., Baron I., died 
in the lifetime of testatrix, being succeeded in the 
title by Ik. :—Held: the second bequest was to L., 
& lapsed by his death in the lifetime of testatrix.—-- 
MONTAGUE v. INCHIQUIN (LORD) (1875), 32 L. T. 
427; 23 W. RR. 592. 
Annotation :—-Consd. Re Johnston, Cockerell v. Essex 
(1884), 26 Ch. D. 538. 


partially intestate—EsTaTE SIgENU v. 
ESTATE S1iaenu, (1910) C. B.D. 430.~- 


e. Bequest of sum not secured by 
mortgage—Sum repaid to testatrix before 
her death—Bequest lapses, }-——He RALLY 
(1911), 20 O. W. R. 482; 3 O. WL. N. 





273 5 


25 O. L. R. 112.-—CAN. 

f. Wohether caecutor bccomes entitled. | 
—Tte MACDOUGALL’s KEsratric (1884), 7 
Nild. L. R. 7.—NFLD 

5. Gift to daughters unmarricd— 
Whether lapse occurs tf daughters marry 
during continuance of life estate.)—A 
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3127. -.J—Re CAHILL, LOGAN v. CAHILL 
(1894), 38 Sol. Jo. 399. 
8128. -~— Devise for benefit of infant.]— 


A. devises £300 to B. which he wills him to give C., 
his daughter, at his death, or sooner, if there be 
occasion, for her better preferment. 1. dies before 
testator; but C. survived, & died at the age of 
sixteen years ; this is not a lapsed legacy, but shall 
zo to the representatives of C., B. being only in the 
nature of a trustee.-—-EELES v. ENGLAND (1704), 2 
Vern. 466; 23 EK. R. 901; sub nom. EACLES v. 
ENGLAND, | Eq. Cas. Abr. 297, L. C., affg. S. C. 
sub nom. HALES v. ENGLAND (1702), Prec. Ch. 206. 


Annotations :— Refd. Harding v. Glyn (1739), 1 Atk. 469; 
Burgess v. Wheate, A.-G. v. Wheate (1759), 1 Isden, 177 ;: 
Pierson v. Garnet (1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 38; Bull «. Hardy 
(1791), 1 Ves. 270; Malim uv. Keighley (1795), 2 Ves. 52y. 


3129. Death known to testator.|— 
Legacy to a person dead in the lifetime of testator, 
lapsed, although the words are to M., his exors., 
administrators, & assigns; & parol evidence 
that testator knew, at the time of inaking the will, 
that the legatee was dead inadmissible.-—MAYBANK 
v. Brooks (1780), 1 Bro. C. C. $43; 28 E.R. 1000 ; 
sub nom. MABANK v. Brooks, 2 Dick. 577, L. C. 


Annotations :-—-Apld. Hutcheson v. Hammond (1790), 3 
Bro. C. C. 128. Refd. Zte Currie’s Settlmt., J2e Rooper, 
ltooper v. Williams, [1910] 1 Ch. 329. 


3130. —-— — — ——.]—-Testator, after giving 
specific legacies to his ‘‘ brother D., his sister M., 
the widow of his late brother J. C., & the eight 
children of 1). J.’ gave the residue of his estate 
upon trust for ‘‘ the said D. M., & J. C. & the eight 
children of the said D. J. in equal shares as tenants 
in common ” :—-Held : the words ‘‘ the widow of ”’ 
could not be inserted before J. C. in the gift of the 
residue, although testator had noticed the fact 
of J. C.’s death in the preceding bequest; in the 
division of the residue there was no intestacy as 
to J. C.’s share. 

Where testator names several objects of bounty, 
who are clearly intended to take an entire fund 
between them, but one of whom is incapable, & 
known by testator to be so at the time of making 
his will, those of the donees who are capable will 
take all.—CLARKE vv. CLEMMANS, SELWAY v. 
CLEMMANS (1866), J6 L. J. Ch. 1713 sub nom. Re 
CLEMENTS, CLARKE v. CLEMANS, 15 W. R. 250. 
sep aeons :-—Consd. Jte Sharp, Maddison v. Gill, [1908] 1 


3131. Legatee bequcathing legacy 
back to testator.|-—Testatur gave his residuary 
estate to M. & J., & in case of their decease be- 
queathed what he had bequeathed to them to 
their cxors. or administrators. M. & J. both pre- 
deceased testator. J. by her will bequeathed to 
testator the residue of her property, which com- 
prised the property devolving on her representa- 
tives under testator’s will :—Held: in the events 
which had happened, one moiety of testator’s 
residuary estate was undisposed of by his will._— 
Re VALDEZ’s Trusts (1888), 40 Ch. D. 159; 58 
i. J. Ch. 861; 60 L. T. 42; 37 W. RR. 162. 

3132. —-— Of beneficiary—-Devise to trustees.]— 
Testatrix devised estates to N. in fee, in trust to 
receive & apply the proceeds to the use of S., the 
sister of testatrix, for her life, &, from & immedi- 
ately after the decease of S., to convey the same to 
such uses as S. should by deed or will appoint. 
There was no devise over. SS. died in the lifetime 
of testatrix :—Held: the death of S. in testatrix’s 
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gift, after a previous life estate, to “ all 
wy daughters then unmarried, & to the 
last inarricd, as long as sbe pleases,’’ 
lapses if all the daughters marry during 
the continuance of the Hfe estate.— 
LOFTUS v. STONEY (1867), 15 W. R. 
550.—IR. 
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Sect. 1.—In general. Secta. 2 & 3.] 


lifetime was not an implied revocation of the will.— 

Dok d. SHELLEY v. EDLIN (1836), 4 Ad. & El. 582 ; 

51L. J. K. 3.137; 111 E. R. 906. 

Annotations -—Refd. Doc d. Cadogan v. Wwart (1838), 7 
Ad. & El. 636; Ackland v. ne he Man; & G. 937 ; 
Doe d. Davies v. Davies (1841), 1 Q. B 
3133, —— —-— ——.|—Upon he marriage of 

testator & testatrix certain estates were settled 
to the use of the husband for life, remainder to the 
wife for life, remainder to the children of the marri- 
age, &, in default of issue of the marriage, to the use 
of the survivor of the husband & wife, & his or her 
heirs & assigns. Testator, by his will, made 
during the coverture, having other estates not in 
settlement, devised all his real estates to testatrix 
for her life, & upon her decease, to the use of A., 
B. & C., in trust for sale, & out of the proceeds of 
such sale, & the residue of his personal estate, to 
pay certain legacies. &, subject thereto, to stand 
possessed of one-fourth part of the said trust 
moneys, for such purposes as testatrix should 
appoint, &, In default) of appointment, for her 
next of kin; & to pay & dispose of the other three- 
fourths equally amongst A., LB. & C., their exors., 
administrators, & assigns. ‘Testator died in the 
lifetime of testatrix, leaving no child of the 
marriage. Testatrix, by her will, made in 1839, 
after the death of A., B. & C., reciting that she 
believed it was testator’s wish that the settled 
estates should pass by his will. & she was 
desirous of fulfilling his wishes, devised the settled 
estates to the uses by testator’s will declared 
concerning the same, & in exercise of the power of 
appointment viven to her by testator of the fourth 
of his estate, appointed the same to her trustees, 
upon the trusts which she declared of her own 
residuary estate, & directed her real estate to be 
sold & fall into such residue, which she bequeathed 
to several legatees:—WHeld: there being, in the 
events which happened, no uses declared of the 
settled estates by the will of testator, the specific 
devise of such settled estates by the will of testa- 
trix was void, or incapable of taking effect. 

The claims of the beneficial devisees represented 
by Mr. H., who died before the wife, would fail 
upon the same ground; & it was therefore gratui- 
tously, though not extrajudicially, that in the 
course of the argument I said, that the wife’s will 
must speak from her own death, & that no person 
who did not survive her could take under her will, 
even if the trusts of her will could be found in that 
of her husband (Str J. W1GRAM, V.-C.).—CULSHA 
v. CHEESE (1819), 7 Hare, 2386; 18 L. J. Ch. 269 ; 
13 Jur. $02; 68 E.R. 97. 
Annotations :—Reld. Green v. Dunn (1855 

Re Currie'’s Settimt., de looper, pees Uv. 

{1910} 1 Ch. 329. 

3134. ——-— —-— —-—.;—_A father, on the matrri- 
age of his daughter, covenanted that if she should 
survive him or leave any child, children, or issue, 
he would by will give & devise. or otherwise 
effectually settle & assure to trustees, a share 
equal with his other children of the property he 
should have at his death to the uses therein 
mentioned, being uses for the benefit. of the husband 
& wife & the children of the marriage, with a clause 
of survivorship & accruer in the event of children 
dying under twenty-one & without issue. Some 
years afterwards the father made a will, giving 
property to trustees upon the trusts therein de- 
clared, the limitations being in substance the same 
as those set out in the articles. The children of 


20 Beav. 6; 
W illiams, 
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' the marriage all died without issue in the lifetime 
of the covenantor, one of them only having 
attained twenty-one. The wife survived her 
father :—Held: the representatives of the child 
who attained twenty-one were not entitled to 
anything, for the covenantor was at liberty to make 
a settlement either by deed or will, & he was not 
bound by the covenant so to frame his will as to 
guard the child’s interest from lapse.—Re BRooxK- 
MAN’S TrustT (1869), 5 Ch. App. 182; 39 L. J. Ch. 
138; 22 L. T. 891; 18 W. R. 199, L. J. 

Annotation :—Consd. Brookman v. Smith (1871), L. R. 6 

Exch, 291. 

3135. ------,| Re CURRIE’S SETTLE: 
MENT, I’?c ROOPER, ROOPER v. WILLIAMS, No. 3111, 
ante. 

3136. Applicable to money to be laid out in 











purchase of annuity.|—ve DRAPER, No. 3264, 
post. 
3137. .}—Re STRANGE, LAMB v. Bossi LEU 


(1916), 60 Sol. Jo. 640. 
3138. Term to raise portions—Balance of term 
after portions raised.|—One devises lands to 
trustees & their heirs in trust to receive the rents, 
until his son shall come to twenty-one, & to pay 
one-third thereof to testator’s wife in lieu of 
dower, & out of the other two-thirds to raise 
portions for his daughters; & devises all to his 
son William, when twenty-one, in tail, remainder 
to B. & C. Yhe wife dies. The son dies before 
twenty-one, & without issuc. Resolved, the 
daughters’ portions being raised, the residue of 
the term shall go to the heir, as an interest un- 
disposed of by the will.—LrvreT v. NEEDHAM 
(1690), 2 Vern. 138; 23 E. R. 697. 
Annotations :—~Expld. Siduey vw. Shelley Co 19 Ves. 352. 
Refd. Re Cooper's Trusts (1853), 23 L. J. Ch. 27, n. 
3139. Fictitious survivorchip= “Tinie of com- 
mencement.|—CULSHA v. CHEESE, No. 3133, ante. 
Presumption in case of simultaneous death of 
testator & beneficiary.:-— See Evipincr, Vol. 
AXAITT., pp. 171-173, Nos. 1472-1496. 


SEcT. 2.—LAPSE IN RELATION TO POWERS. 

3140. Death of donee of power—Before death of 
testator.]|-—A legacy was given to the separate use 
of a married woman during the joint lives of her & 
her husband, & in case she survived him, to ber 
absolutely, but if she did not survive him, to such 
person as she should by will appoint, & in default 
of appointment to her next of kin, exclusive of her 
husband ; she died in the lifetime of her husband & 
testator :—Held: the legacy lapsed.-—BAKER v. 
HANBURY (1827), 3 Kuss. 340; 38 Ie. R. 603, L. C. 
Annotation :—Expld. Icdwards v. Saloway (1848), 2 De G. 

é& Sm. 248. 

3141. — Testatrix bequeaths a legacy 
to such persons as her daughter, S., should appoint ; 
& in default of such appointinent, to S. for life, 
to her separate use; &, after her decease, to such 
persons as would have been her next of kin, if 
she had died sole & intestatc, to the utter exclu- 
sion of her husband. She then bequeaths another 
legacy, on similar trusts, & with similar powers, 
for the separate use * of her daughter U., who was 
unmarried, & such her appointee & appointecs, or 
such other person or persons, in default of any 
appointment, as are hereinbefore respectively 
declared & contained, of & concerning the several 
hereinbefore-mentioned trust sums, for the sepa- 
rate use & benefit of my daughters, M. & M. G. 


P a} 
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3140 i. Death = donee of power— 


Before death of testator.)}— SHARPE v. M‘CALL, [1903] 1 1. R. 179.— IR. 


Part XIV.—Lapse. 


respectively, & the benefit of such appointee & 
appointees, or such other person or persons, in 
default of any appointment, or as near thereto as 
the deaths of parties, or other intervening circum- 
stances, will admit & allow.’’ U. married, & died 
in testatrix’s lifetime, leaving an only child her 
surviving :—Held: the child was entitled to the 
legacy.— HARDWICK v. THURSTON (1828), 4 Russ. 
380; 6L. J.0.8. Ch. 124; 38 E. R. 848. 


Aanctiions :—-Folld. Kdwards v. Saloway (1848), 12 L. T. 
O. 8.101. Gonsd. Pratt v. Mathew (1856), 22 Beav. 328. 


3142. .|—Under a gift of residue to 
testator’s wife for life to her separate use, with an 
absolute power of appointing the principal by deed 
or will, & a gift, in default of such appointment, to 
her next of kin as in case of intestacy :—Held: 
the gift of the principal had not lapsed by the death 
of the wife in testator’s lifetime, but her next of kin, 
according to the statute, were entitled to the benefit 
of it.—-EDWAKDs v. SALOWAY (1848), 2 Ph. 625; 
I7L. J. Ch. 329; 12. T. O.S. 101; 12 Jur. 487; 
41 kK. R. 1085, L. C. 

Annotation :~—Folld. Nichols v. Wuviland (1855), 1K. & J. 504. 

3143. |—A gift by will of real & 
personal estate to L. for life, & then to L.’s husband 
for life, & then to her appointees by ae or will, 
é, in default, to her “ next of kin according to the 
Statutes of Distribution of personal estate; & in 
the like shares & proportions as if she had died 
without having been married ”’ ; with a direction to 
L. to appoint trustees, 11 Whom the property was 
to be vested upon the above trusts. J.. died in the 
lifetime of testatrix, leaving testatrix, who was her 
mother, & one other person, who was the only 
child of her only sister, her next of hin according 
to the statute:—Held: the gift to the next of 
kin had not lapsed.— Nicos v. HAVILAND (1855), 
lk. & J. 5045 1 Jur. N.S. 891; 69 K. R. 558; 
sub nom. Nicos v. UAVILAND, LLAVILAND v. 
LEIGHTON, 26 J.T. O.S. 52. 

3144. Death of beneficiary—Before death of 
donee of power.|—Appointinent by will among 
children under a power to the father. <A share, 
lapsed by the death of one in his life, goes among 
all, as in default of appointment, not withstanding 
a direction that each, receiving a share, should 
release the fund.—BurGes v. MAWBEY (1804), 10 
Ves. 8195 32 E.R. 867, L. C. 

3145. .[—Devise to testator’s widow 
for life to be by her divided amongst such of 
testator’s children & their issue as should be sur- 
viving at her death. The power well executed by 
a will appointing a share to each of the surviving 
children of testator or in case of their deaths to 
their children respectively, & another share to the 
children of a deceased child. On petition for trans- 
fer of stock standing in the name of the accountant 
general, subject to the order of the ct. under a 
power in an Act of Parliament the facts alleged 
being disproved, the petition is not dismissed, but 
an order made for the transfer to the persons 
appearing to be entitled.-—Ha p. WILLIAMS (1819), 
1 Jac. & W. 89; 37 KE. RR. 309. 

Annotations : -—Consd. Freeland v. Pearson (1867), LT. R. 3 


Kq. 658; Humble v». Bowman (1877), 47 L. J. Ch. 62. 
Mentd. Stokes v. Heron (1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 161. 


3146. -|—Bequest of £500 to A., for 
her life, & at her decease to divide it in portions as 
she shall choose to her children, & if she died before 
testatrix, to be equally divided amongst her 
children :—-Held : the children of A. living at her 
death were the only objects of the power & as such 
entitled to a share lapsed by the death of a child 
to whom it had been rete aera es v. 
KINGSTON (1821), 2 Jac. & W. 431; 37 EK. R. 692. 


Annotations :—Folld. Freeland v. Pearson (867), hy oo “4 ue: 
658. Distd. Humble v. Bowman (1877), 47 L. J. 
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Refd. Lees v. Mosley ag 1Y¥.&C. Ex. 589; Faulkner 
v. Wynford (1845), 15 L Ch. 8; Lambert v. Thwaites 
(1866), L. Wk. 2 Eq. 151; Carr v. Atkinson (1872), L. R 
14 Kq, 397. 

3147. .|—Testator gave all his pro- 
perty to his wife for life, & directed her to pay his 
debts, & at her decease to make such a distribution 
& disposal of his then remaining property among his 
children as might seem just & equitable, ‘‘ accord- 
ing to her discretion’ :—Held: a power to the 
wife, exercisable by will only, to appoint in favour 
of testator’s children living at her death.—FREE- 
LAND v. PEARSON (1867), L. RK. 3 Eq. 658; 36 
L. J. Ch. 374; 15 W. . 419. 

Annotations —Dbtd. Humble v. pi a VL ge L. J. Ch. 
G2. Refd. Re Jackson’s Will (1879), 13 Ch. 189. 

3148. -.|—Settlement of a oo after 
the death of A. & B. for such descendants of C. 
as B. should by will appoint :—Held: to create 
a power in the nature of a trust for descendants 
of C. living at B.’s death, entitled such descendants 
in equal shares in default. of appointment, & an 
appointment to the legal personal representatives 
of descendants dying before the death of the 
donee of the power was unauthorised.—Re 
SUSANNI’S Trusts (1877), 47 L. J. Ch. 653; 26 
W. it. 98. 














e, also, PowERS, Vol. XXXVILI., 
pp. 407-169, Nos. 667-682. 
Construction of powers as testamentary.|]—WSce 
Powrrs, Vol. XXXVII., pp. 399, 400, Nos. 119- 
131. 


SEcT. 3.--BEQUEST FOR BENEFIT OF CREDITOR. 


Satisfaction of debt by legacy.J}—See Iiquity, 
Vol. XX., pp. £78 et seq. 

3149. Death of creditor-—In testator’s lifetime.|— 
Testator, who had been bkpt., & had obtained 
certificate thirty years before ‘the date of his will, 
directed by his will that all his debts should be 
paid, including the debts proved & not paid in 
full in the bkpey., & directed his exors. to pay to 
the official assignee in the bkpcy., in trust to pay 
all such creditors so much money as would make 
the dividend in the bkpcy. equal to 20s. in the 

ound : --/Zeld: the benefit thereby intended to 

e conferred on a creditor did not lapse by his 
death in testator’s lifetime.—Re SOWERBY’S 
TRUsTS (1856), 2 K. & J. 680; 69 H.R. 935. 
Annotation :—Folld. Steveus v. King, [1904] 2 Ch. 30. 

3150. -- —A. & B. having been bkpts. 
in 1822, J4., the survivor, in 1851, by his will 
directed his exors. & trustees to pay his just 
debts, including the unpaid in full debts proved 
under the bkpcy., & he directed his exors. to pay 
to the official manager of the bkpcy., or to some 
authorised person to be appointed by the Ct. of 
Ch.. in trust for all the creditors under the com- 
mission, sO much money as would make the 
dividend on the estate equal to 208. in the pound 
on all the debts so proved :—Held: the direction 
to pay must be regarded as a bounty, not only in 
favour of those creditors who survived B., but of 
representatives of those who predeceased him, & 
the official assignee of the joint estate was entitled 
to receive the amount found due to all the creditors, 
less the amount of legacy duty.—TURNER v. 
MARTIN (1857), 7 De - M. & G@. 429; 26 L. J. 
Ch. 216; 28 L. T. O. . 349; 3 Jur. N.S. 397; 
5 W.R. 2773; 44 1. R. "i6s, L. C. 

3151. -|—A testamentary appoint- 
ment in discharge of a moral or legal obligation 
does not lapse merely by reason of the appointee 
predeceasing testator, but extends to the legal 
personal representative of the appointee.— 
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Sect. 3.——Bequest for benefit of creditor. Sects. 4 
5: Sub-sect. 1.) 

STEVENS v. KING, [1904] 2 Ch. 30; 73 L. J. Ch. 


635; 90 L. T. 665; 52 W. R. 443. 


Srecr. 4.—-BEQUEST OF DEBT TO DEBTOR. 

3152. Death of debtor—In life of testator.]— 
A. devises to B. £400, which he owed him, pro- 
vided he should thereout pay several sums to his 
children ; the rest he freely gives him, & directs 
his exors. to deliver up the security, & not to 
claim any part of the debts, but to give such 
release as B., his exors., etc., should require ; B. 
dies in the life of A.: decreed this was a lapsed 
legacy. —ELLIOTT v. DAVENPORT (1705), 1 P. 
Wms. 83; 2 Vern. 521; 24 EK. R. 304. 


Annotations : -—Distd. Sibtharn v. Moxom (1747), 3 Atk. 
580. Apld. Toplis v. Baker (1789), 2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 118. 
Refa. Izon v. Butier (1815), 2 Price, B43 Shuttleworth v. 
Greaves (1838), 4 My. & Cr. 35; Re Currie’s UUs Ite 
Rooper; Rooper v. Willmas, (1910) 1 Ch. 32y 


3158. -J—DItf.’s gr andmother says by 
her will, I likewise forgive my son-in-law R. a 
debt of £500 due to me upon bond, & desire my 
exor. to deliver the same to be cancelled. The 
legatee died in the lifetime of testatrix. Pltf., 
his representative, ought to have the benefit of 
this discharge of the debt, & the ct. ordered the 
bond to be delivered up to be cancelled.—Srb- 
THORP v. Moxom (1747), 3 Atk. 580; 1 Ves. Sen. 
49; 1 Wils. 178; 26 E.R. 1184, L. C. 
sdntadinne : -_-Distd. Toplis v. Buker (1789), 2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 

118. Consd. Izon v. Butler (1815), 2 Price, 34. Refd. 

Waite v. Templer (1829), 2 Sim. 524. 

3154. .|—J. bequeathed in these 
words, “I give to N. the sum of £400 which he 
owes me un mtyge. of his estates in Shropshire, & 
I further order my exor. to give him up all bonds 
owing from him to me, & which shall be found 
in my custody at my decease, with all interest 
due thereon.”’? N. had given testator a bond as 
a collateral security forthe mtge. money. N. died 
before testator. This is a lapsed legacy & the 
exor. of N. must pay the money. In order to 
prevent a legacy from lapsing by the legatee'’s 
death it is necessary to substitute another leyatee 
in his stead.—TopPpuis v. ae (1787), 2 Cox, 
iq. Cas. 1183; 30 E.R. 

Annotations . -—Consd. Izon : aati (1815), 2 Price, 34; 

Christophers ae a” (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 223. R efd. 

Rte oroey 3 Settimt., W iloughby v. Drummond, [1911] 


1 Ch. 35 Mentd. Burnes v. Glenton, (1899) 1 Q. B. 885; 
London x Midland Bank v. Mitchell, [1899] 2 Ch. 161. 


~—— Debtor joint obligor on bond.|—WSee 
Bonps, Vol. VIU., pp. 280, 237, 238, Nos. 726, 
797. 

3155. Bequest to wife of debtor—Death of wife 
before testator—Survival of debtor.|—Testator be- 
queathed his residuary estate in trust for his son 
& daughter equally, & declared that certain sums 
which he had lent to his son should be deducted 
from his share of the residue, & that certain sums 
which he had lent to C., his daughter’s husband, 
on bonds, should be taken & allowed in account 
as part of her share; &, if the balance should 
appear to be against C., the trustees were to 
refrain from putting the ‘bonds in force against 
him, & to take a security from him for payment 
of the balance by instalments. The daughter 
died in testator’s lifetime :—-Held: nevertheless, 
C. was releascd from the debts due from him, & 
was answerable only for the excess, if any, of 
those debts beyond the amount of a moiety of 
the residue.—SovuTH v. WILLIAMS (1842), 12 Sim. 
se 11 L. J. Ch. 4103; 6 Jur. 3382; 59 E.R. 
12 Q. 
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Srcr. 5.—SUBSTITUTED GIFTS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—ALTERNATIVE GIFT CLEARLY 
STIPULATED. 

8156. No lapse.|—Legacies of £50 apiece given 
to two & if either die before twenty-one the sur- 
vivor to have all. Ono dies before testator, yet 
the survivor decreed to have all.—PRIGG v. CLAY 
(1680), 2 Rep. Ch. 187; 21 HK. R. 653. 

3157. —-—--.]—Devise of a legacy of £1,500 to 
A. payable at his age of twenty-one, & if A. die 
before then to B. A. dies in the life of testator, 
yet B. shall have the legacy.—-MILLER v. WARREN 


(1690), 2 Vern. 207; 23 E. R. 735. 
Annotations :-— Apld. ive v. King (1852), 16 Beav. 46. 
Refd. Kone v. Cook (1824), M'Cle. 168; 2te Faulding’s 


Trust (1858), 26 Beav. 263. 

3158. .j}—Divers legacies given by a will, 
& the will is, that if any legatee dies before his 
legacy was payable, it should go to his brothers 
& sisters; a legatee died in testator’s lifetime ; 
no lapsed legacy, but shall go to his sister.—- 
aia v. MOLESWORTH (1700), 2 Vern. 378; 23 
q. RK. 839. 


Annotations :-—-Folld. Sibley vw. 


Consd. Wuite vr. Templer (1829), 2 Sim. 524. Apld. 


v. King (1852), 16 Beay. 46, Refd. Ze Faulding’s 

(1858), 26 Beav. 263; Ive Green’s state (1860), 1 Drew. 

& Sm. 68 

3159, —--—--.]—J. S. devised £300 apiece to his 
three daughters A., B. & C. at twenty-one or mar- 
riage. If any died before, to go to the survivors. 
B. died in the life of testator. Her legacy shall 
go to the surviving daughters.—LEDSOME v. 
HICKMAN (1708), 2 Vern. 611; 23 E.R. 999, L. C. 


Annotations : -—-Consd. Bretton v. Lethulier on ca peru: 
653. Refd. Ze Green’s Trust (1860), 29 L. J. 


3160. .|—Surplus devised to the Gatos Ss 
four brothers, & if any of them dicd before the 
estate was got in & divided, his share to go to his 
children. One of them died in the life of the 
testator, leaving children. The share means the 
share intended for him, & the children take their 
father’s share.—BRETTON v. LETHUULIER (1710), 2 
Vern. 6535 28 E.R. 1026, L. C. 

3161. —-—.}—-One_ devises portions to his 
children, A., B. & C., & if any die before twenty- 
one or marriage, the portion of the child so dying 
to go to the survivor: one of the children dies 
in the lifetime of testator; this is not a lapsed 
legacy, but shall go over to the surviving children. 
— PERKINS v. MICKLETHWAITE (1714), 1 P. Wms. 
274; 24 b. KR. 386, LC 

3162. -|—Devise of land to A. in tail, & 
after A.’s death without issue to B. A. dies in 
the life of testator, leaving issue, the devise to A. 
is void, & B. shall take the remainder presently 
though against the words & Intent.—SYMPSON v. 
HOoRNsBy (1716), Prec. Ch. 489, 452; Gilb. Ch. 
115, 120; 24 EK. R. 196, 202; sub nom. HUTTON 
v. SIMPSON, 2 Vern. 722, L. C 


Annotations :—Consd. White d. White v. Warner ee 
Doug. K. B. 4; HK. vu. Ringstead (1829), 9 B. & C ; 
ue Willatts, Willatts v. Artley, [1905] 1 Ch. 378. ’ Rela’ 

rae tee (iTS). 1) Wi Cas. temp. Talb. 44; Gulliver 
ickett (1745), 1 Wils. 105; ‘odgson vv, Ambrose 
(i780), 1 Doug. K. B.S ree Stamford (1797), 3 
Ves. 332; Dyer Re ae (1816), Mer. 414; Lett v. 
Randall (1855), 3 Sm. & G. 833 Mithoniain ‘y. Watts 
(1862), 8 Jur. N.S. 760; Ralph v. Carrick (1879), 11 Ch. D. 
oy: Mentd. peice v. Potter (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 437; 
-G. tu. owe ee) Amb. 571; Curtis v. Curtis 
(1736), 2 Bro. C. C. 620; Pigott v. Waller (1802), 7 Ves. 


3163. ——--,]—A devise of £500 apiece to two of 
testator’s grandchildren by name, & if either of 
them died, his share to go to the survivor, & if 
both died, then their shares to go to their mother ; 
one of them died in the life of testator, yet his 
share went by the express words of this will to 
the other grandchild, & was held to be no lapsed 





Cook (1747), 3 Atk. 572. 
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legacy (per Cur.).—NORTHEY v. BURBAGE (1716), 
Gilb. Ch. 186; Prec. Ch. 470; 25 3. R. 963; sub 
nom. NORTHEY v. STRANGE, 1 P. Wms. 340. 


Annotations :—Distd. Bone v. Cooke (1821), 13 Price, 332. 
Refd. Mackinnon v. Peach (1838), 2 Keen, 555. Mentd. 
Thellusson v. Woodford (1805), 1 Bos. & P. N. ht. 357. 


3164, ——-.]—-One devises £300 to his three 
daughters at twenty-one, or marriage, & if any 
died before, to go to the survivor; one died in the 
lifetime of testator, her legacy shall go to the 
surviving daughters.—HORNSLY v. HORNSLY 
(1730), Cas. temp. King, 73; Mos. 319; 20 1. QR. 
230, L. C,. 

3165, —---.) WILLING v. BAINE, No. 3285, post. 

8166. -———--..—-SALT v. CHAMBERS (1739), 9 Mod. 
Rep. 260; 2 liq. Cas. Abr. 539; 88 Hi. R. 487, L. C. 
Annotation :—Refd. Willis v. Brady (1740), Barn. Ch. 64. 

3167. ——----.|—Testator ordered the interest of 
the residue to be paid to his sisters for life, & in 
case any of them should die leaving issue then to 
transfer the principal of the residuum, to the 
children of the sister so dying, at twenty-one. 
One of the sisters dicd in the life of testator :— 
Held: her children shall take her share of the 
residuc.—RUEENER v. OWER (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 
240; 29 FE. R. 513, L. C. 

8168, ———.]—Rosrt v. Rosk (1810), 17 Ves. 
347; 34 E.R. 134. 

3169. ---—.]—(1) Devise of real estate, to be 
sold after the death of tenant for life; & bequest 
of specific suins out of the produce to several 
grandchildren & a child, & of the residue to other 
children, to be respectively paid at twenty-one, 
or marriage. ‘* But if any of my said children or 
grandchildren shall happen to die before the time 
of such legacy becoming due & payable, then I 
give & bequeath the share or part of such child 
or children, or grandchildren so dying, unto & 
among those that shall be then living, share & 
share alike.’ Two of the children died before 
testator; their shares are to be divided among 
the other children & grandchildren equally. 

(2) Another child, & a grandchild having sur- 
vived testator & attamed twenty-one, died before 
the tenant for life. Their shares transmissible 
to their representatives. —WALKER vt. MAIN (1819), 
1 Jac. & W. 13 37 E.R. 275. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Iumphreys v. Howes (1830), 
1 huss. & M. 639; Willetts «. Willetts (1848), 7 Hare, 
38. Consd. Varicy v. Winn (1856), 2K. & J. 700. Apld. 
IIannan v. Sims (1858), 2 De G. & J. L151: Re Green’s 
Estate (1860), 1 Drew. & Sm. 68; Re Gaitskell’s Trust 
(1873), I. R. 15 Inq. 386. As to (2) Apld. Mendham v. 
Williams (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 396. 

8170. —--—.J]—-CHATTERIS v. Youna (1821), 6 
Madd. 30; 56 KE. IR. 1000; on appeal (1827), 2 
Russ. 183, I. C. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Byne v. Curry (1831), 4 Tyr. 478. 
Refd. fe Moro's ‘Trust (1851), 10 Hare, 171; Me Josoph, 
Pain v. Joseph, {1908} 2 Ch. 507. 

3171. .|—Testator gave the residue of his 
estate to trustees upon trust, to puy the dividends 
to A. during her life, & after her death to transfer 
the trust moneys to his two nephews, B. & C., 
share & share alike; & if either of his nephews 
died before his share of the trust moneys became 
payable, without leaving issue, the share of him 
so dying was to go to the survivor. B., one of 
the nephews, died in testator’s lifetime, & left 
no issue :—Held: there was no lapse as to any 
part of the residue, & the whole went, upon the 
death of A., to the surviving nephew C.—Hum- 
PHREYS v. Llowes (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 639; Taml. 
497; 8L. J. 0.8. Ch. 165; 389 BE. R. 245. 
Annotations :—Apld. Hues v. Jackson (1853), 2 Faq. Rop. 

eB Groen’s Lstato (1860), 1 Drew. & Sm. 68. Refd. 


nnon v. Peach (1838), 2 Keen, 555; Gray v. Garman 
oer: 12 L. J. Ch. 259; Harris v. Davis (1844), 1 Coll. 
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3172. -.|—Bequest of plate to two legatees, 
to be divided between them share & share alike, 
& upon the demise of either without lawful issue, 
then the share of her dying to go to the other. 
One of the legatees died in the lifetime of testator : 
—Held: the other was absolutely entitled to the 
whole.—MACKINNON v. PEACH (1838), 2 Keen, 
5655; 71. J. Ch. 211; 48 E.R. 741. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. Harris v. Davia (1844), 1 Coll. 416. 
Consd. Ive v. King (1852), 16 Beav. 46. efd. Re Ryo's 
SettiImt. (1852), 10 Hare, 106; Re Fauldings Trust (1858), 
26 Beav. 263; Re Lowman, Devenish v. Pester, [1895] 2 
Ch. 348. 

31738. -.|—Testator declared that the trus- 
tees of his will should stand possessed of the 
residue of the money to arise from his real & per- 
sonal estate, upon trust, ‘‘for all & every my 
first cousins German, to be divided equally amongst 
them, share & share alike; & in case any of my 
said cousins shall depart this life before their 
respective shares shall become due or payable, 
leaving any lawful issue, I direct that such issue 
shall have the same share or shares of the same 
residue as his, her, or their parent or parents 
would have been entitled to if living.’’ Testator 
had several first cousins German living at the date 
of his will, two of whom died in his lifetime ; the 
others survived him. One of those who died left 
seven children, the other left no issue :—Held: 
(1) the words ‘‘ due or payable ”’ referred to the 
time of testator’s death ; (2) the issue of deceased 
cousin were entitled to their parent’s share ; 
(3) the share of the cousin who died without issue 
did not lapse.—CoorT v, WINDER (1844), 8 Jur. 
770. 

3174, --—--.]—Testator gave the residue of his 
personal estate to trustees, in trust to pay the 
income for the maintenance & education of his 
grandson, G., & such other grandchildren, the 
children of his son, G., during their lives or life ; 
& after the decease of any or either of his said 
grandchildren, to pay the share of the income of 
any or either of them so dying, unto their, his or 
her issue, if any, until he, she or they respectively 
attained the age of twenty-five years, & then to 
pay, transfer & equally divide their parent’s share 
of the residue between them, if more than one, 
& if but one, then the whole to such one child 
absolutely ; & in case either of his grandchildren 
by his son G. should die without leaving lawful 
issue at the time of his or her decease, & without 
having obtained a vested interest, he directed 
that the share or shares of him, her or them so 
dying should go to the survivors or survivor of 
them, upon the same trusts as were thereinbefore 
declared, & to be payable & transferable as therein- 
before mentioned. G., the grandson, died a 
bachelor; leaving three brothers & a sister sur- 
viving him :—Held: they were entitled to their 
deceased brother’s share of the income for their 
lives: because, though the first gift was too 
remote, the subsequent one was intended to take 
effect, not by way of remainder, but by way of 
substitution.—GORING v. HOWARD (1848), 16 Sim. 
395; 18 L. J. Ch. 105; 60 EB. R. 926. 

Ane :—Refd. Evers v. Challis (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 


3175. —----.|—If the original legacy be not to 
a class, but to a named individual legatee, with 
a direction that in case of death of the legatee 
before payment, the legacy is to go to another 
person, although the death of the legatee occurs 
before the death of testator, that gift over takes 
effect, upon the presumption that such ulterior 
legateo was substituted, in order to prevent a 
lapse of the legacy (Romitty, M.R.).—IvE v. 
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KING (1852), 16 Beav. 46; 21 L. J. Ch. 560; 20 
L. T. O.S.5; 16 Jur. 489; 51 E.R. 693. 


Annotations :—-Apld. Ashling vw. Ne (1856), 3 Drew. 
593; Hodgson v. Smithson Ue L. J. Ch. 110. 
Consd. Pek Oren rust (1537))4 ae 188; Cambridge 

Rous (1858), 25 Boav. 409. Apld. Z?e Faulding’s Trust 
(1858), 2 ke "263, Consd. Hobgen v. Nealo (1870), 
L. RR. . 48. Fo nd. fe Hannam, Haddelsey v. 
Hokana: \ ago ; “56 L. var 471. Distd. Jee SE ee 

. Williams, ak Ch. 219. Refd. King v. 

Cleaveland ane. J vn oP): 26 Beav. 26; Je Paulding’s 

Oa eens 7 74 Loring v. Thomas eh ae 

Vilmot = ‘Flevwitt (1865), 11 Jur. N. 8 

He Pore oT nee Cason L. R. 8 Hq. 52; Re Dannadhovet, 

Sandkuhl v. Schnadhorat, [1901] 2 oh 338; He Kirk, 

Wethey v. Kirk (1915), 85 L. J. Ch. 


3176, .J—Testatrix liveeled her trustees to 
ees out a sum of £1,000, & to pay the interest: to 
R. for life, & after his decease the principal 
to be divided between his son & daughter; but 
in case of the decease of either of them before the 
same should be payee. then such principal & 
interest to be paid to the survivor of them. The 
daughter of B. R. died before testatrix :—Held : 
the daughter’s share in the £1,000 did not lapse, 
but that the whole legacy was vested in the son, 
subject to his father’s life interest, & was not 
liable to be divested by the death of the son during 
the life of his father.—HUEs v. JACKSON (1853), 
2 Kiq. Rep. 462; 23 L. J. Ch. 51; 22 L.T. 0.8 
152; 2 W. RB. 83. 

3177. .j|-—lf there be an executory bequest 
of personalty depending either upon the deter- 
mination of a preceding limited interest, or upon 
a collateral event defeating an interest previously 
given, & such limited intcrest determine, or such 
collateral event happen during the lifetime of 
testator, the executory bequest does not lapse. 


Metcalf v 








—VARLEY v. WINN (1856), 2 K. & J. 7003 25 
L. J. Ch. 8831; 28 L. T. O. S. 80; 2 Jur. N.S. 
661; 4 W. R. 792; 69 E. R. 963. 


Annotation :—-Mentd. Olive v. Westerman (1884), 53 L. J. Ch. 
3. 


3178. —— .|\—Re PorTER’S Trust, No. 3199, 
post. 
3179. --—-.|—Testator gave £300 to A. if living, 


& if dead the £300 to become part of the residue. 
The willcontained a gift of the residue to B.,C., D. 
& A. if living. A. was dead at the date of the 
will :—-Held: the gift to A. had not lapsed. but 
was contingent upon his being alive, so that the 
other residuary legatees, & not the next of kin, 
took the share to which he would have been 
entitled.—Re Hornny’s WILL (1859), 34 L. T. 
O.S.63; 7 W. RK. 729. 

Annotation :—Folld. Re Spiller, Spiller v. Madge (1881), 18 

Ch. D. 614. 

3180. —--.|—Testator bequeathed the residue 
of his estate to trustees upon trust to transfer one 
moiety to his sister, & the other moiety to his 
three brothers, K., J. & K., & directed that 
‘‘ should not my said brother R., who is supposed 
to be now alive & resident in Australia, make any 
claim to the shares & interests In the said several 
trust moneys to which he may become entitled 
under this my will within the time or space of 
three years next after my decease,’ then the 
trustees were, at the expiration of such three 
years, to transfer “‘ the shares & interests of the 
said R.”’ unto his sister & two brothers, J. & K., 
in equalshares. . died in the lifetime of testator : 
--Held: R.’s share in the residue did not lapse 
by his death without claiming it, but it passed by 
the gift over to the sister & two surviving brothers. 
—Re GREEN’S Estate: (1860), 1 Drew. & Sm. 68 ; 


PART XIV. SECT. 
pees pe gift.}—In no case of substitutional gifts has it been held that the paneeg ven gift is to go 
er the subsequent limitation of the former gift.—-ScoTt v. Gonn, 4 O. R. 457.—-CA 


h. Destination o 
to the parties entitled un 


WILLS. 


6 Jur. N.S. 479 ; 


De La MARR, No. 


29 L. J. Ch. 716; 21. T. 791; 

8 W. RK. 403; 62 FE. R. 303. 
3181. ——--.|— RACKHAM v. 

3255, post. 

3182. --Testator devised his estate to 
trustees in ia to pay the rents to his widow during 
her life, & after her decease to his four children 
equally, & after the decease of any of his said 
children leaving issue, then he gave to such issue 
the share of his or her parent in the rents until 
the decease of his last surviving child, when he 
directed that his estate should be sold, & the pro- 
ceeds divided amongst the issue of his children 
equally, the children of each of his sons & daughters 
Lo receive one-fourth part; & in case any of his 
children should dic without leaving issue, then he 
gave the share of such of them unto the sur- 
vivors or survivor of them, & the issue of such of 
them as should have died leaving issue. Two of 
the children died unmarried, & it was contended 
on behalf of the issue of the last surviving child, 
that there was an intestacy as to these two shares : 
—-Held: there was no intestacy.—Re Bootu’s 
Trusts (1864), 10 L. 'T. 327. 

3183, ——--.|—-Testator gave to A. B. a legacy 
to be vested in him when & as he should attain 
the age of twenty-one vears, or if he should die 
under that. age leaving lawful issue at his death ; 
& in case he should die without attaining a vested 
interest in his said legacy, testator gave the legacy 
over to other persons. The leygatee attained the 
age of twenty-one, & died in testator’s lifetime 
leaving issue :— Hfeld: the gift over took effect.— 
Re GAITSKELI’S TRUST (1873), L. R. 15 Eq. 386; 
28 1... T. 760; 21 W. Jt. 788. 

3184, —-- .|--Testatrix devised & bequeathed 
real & personal estate to trustees upon trust for 
the children of her sister who should be living at 
her sister’s death, & declared that if any child of 
her sister should die in her sister’s lifetime leaving 
issue, who should be living at her said sister’s 
death, such issue should take the share which their 
parent would have taken if living at the sister’s 
death. If there should be no such children or 
children’s issue, there was a gift over. One 
child of testatrix’s sister died before the date 
of the will, leaving issue, who survived testatrix :—-- 
Held: the gift was original, & not substitutional, 
& the issue of the child who predeceased testatrix 
took under the will.—Re Woo.RicH, Haris v. 
Harnis (1879), 11 Ch. D. 663; 48 L. J. Ch. 321; 
41 L. T. 809; 27 W. RR. 429. 

Annotations : --—Distd. Re Offiler, Offiler +. Offiler (1901), 83 
L. 1. 758. Apld. 7c Stokes, Barlow v. Bullock (1907), 
a ae ao a Reid. Re Chinery, Chinery 7. Hill (1888), 
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SuB-SECT. 2.—WokDS OF LIMITATION ADDED 
TO NAME OF DEVISEE OR LEGATEE. 

3185. Death of devisee or legatee—In lifetime of 
testator.|—Devise to A. his youngest son & his 
heirs for ever, & if either of his two sons should 
die without issue, that then it should remain to 
his daughter in fee. <A. dies without issue in the 


life of testator, the daughter shall have her 
remainder.—RICKMAN v. GARDENER (1554), 2 
Dyer, 122a; 73 HK. 1. 267. 


Annotations :—Retd. Dutton ». uneven) Se Cro. Jac. 
427 ; Chadock v. Cowley (1624), Cro. Jac. 6 
3186. —— ~~ ,]-—A. devises land ‘ B. & his 
heirs, B. dies in the life of the devisor, C. the heir of 
B. shall take nothing by the will, though after the 
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death of B. the devisor said to C. that he should 
be his heir, & should have all the lands which B. 
should have had if he had outlived the devisor, for 
the heirs of B. were not named as immediate 
purchasers, but only to express the quantity of 
estate that B. should take.—BRETT v. RIGDEN 
(1568), 1 Plowd. 340; 75 HK. RR. 516. 


Annotations :—Apld. Fuller v. Fuller (1595), Cro. Eliz. 423. 
Consd. Davies v. Kempe (1676), Cart. 2. Distd. Goodtitle 
d. Gurnall] 7. Wood (1740), Willes, 211. Consd. White «. 
Warner (1782), 11 East, 552, n. Apld. Toe d. Turner v. 
Kett (1792), 4 Term Rep. 601. Refd. Anon. (1587), 
Gouldsb. 64; Butler v. Baker (1591). 3 Co. Kep. 25a; 
Hartopp’s Case (1591), Cro. Kliz. 243; Steede v. Berrier 

167%), 1 Freem. K. B. 477; Eairfax vo. Heron (1696), 
rac. Ch. 67; Arthur v. Bokenham (1707), 11 Mod. Rep. 
148; Brunkerv. Cook (1707), 11 Mod. Kep. 121; Darbison 
», Beaumont (1713), Fortes. Rep. 18; Simpson v. Hornby 
(1716), Gilb. Ch. 1153; Goodright ». Wright (1717), 1 
Stra. 25; Marks v. Marks (1718), Prec. Ch. 486 ; Bagshaw 
v. Spencer (1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 142; Marlborough ov. 
Godolphin (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 613; Robinson +. Knight 
(1762), 2 Kden, 155: Harwood ». Goodright (1773), 
Lofft, 558; Jones v. Roe (1789), 3 Term Rep. 883; Je 
Mayo, Chester v. Keirl, [1901] 1 Ch. 404. Mentd. Simpson 
v. Sotherne (1614), 2 Brdst. 272; Pouseley 7. Blackman 
(1622), Palm. 201; Kent a. Steward (1634), Cro. Car. 
358 ; Cowworth v. Throustout (1730), 1 Barn. K. B. 328; 
Deluchcrois v. Delacherois (1864), TL H. L. Cas. 62. 
3187. ——-- ———.|-—T'he heirs of a devisee in 
tail who dies in the lifetime of the devisor cannot 
take under the will, for the estate never vested in 
the ancestor.—- HLARTOPP’s CASE (1591), Cro. Eliz. 

243; ] Leon. 2533; 78 i. R. 499. 

Annotations: ~Apld. Goodright ». Wright (1717), 1 Stra. 
25. Consd. Doe d. Shelley v. Kdlin (1886), 4 Ad. & Kl. 
582. Refd. Broughton 7. Langley (1700), 1 Lut. 814; 


Simpson ». Hornby (1716), Gilb. Ch. 115; White ev. 
Warner (1782), 11 Hast, 552, n. 





3188. - FULLen ec. Fotmer, No. 2577, 
ante. 

3189. -SYMPSON «. LTFORNSBY, No. 
3162, 

3190. - -.-—Devise to A. & his issue, 


remainder to 1b. & his issue, remainder to the heirs 
of A. A. dies without issue in the life of testator ; 
13. dies in the life of testator, leaving issue, who is 
also the heir of A. The issue shall not take an 
estate tail as issue of B., nor the remainder in fee 
as hei of A.—-Goopriacur vr. WiroiGiubr (L717), 1 
P. Wins. 897; 1 Stra. 25: 23 BE. R. 112 5 sab nein. 
WoonriGghyr vw. Wricnr, 10 Mod. Rep. 3870. 
{nnotations :-—Apld. Busbv tv. Greenslute (1721), 1) Stra. 
4155 Doe d. Turner or. sett (1792), 4 Ferm Rep. 601, 
Refd. Papillion +. Voiee (1728), Kel We. 275 White ev. 
Warner (1782), 11 least, 552. 1. Mentd. Power ve. Jones 
(1721), PStra, $19 5 Carrier. Cooper (1861), 1B. & S. 230, 
3191, ——- o1-—Pestator gives the residue 
of his estate to his extrix.. or to her heirs, exors., 
administrators or assigns ; she died in his lifetime : 
Held: it was given her as extrix., & she dying 
before him, he is dead intestate as to the residue. 
-—-STONE @. EVANS (L740), 2 Atk. 86: 26 H.R. 
453. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Waite «. Templer (1829), 2 Sim. 524. 


Refd. /2e Currie’s Setthot., Re Rooper, Rooper +. Williains, 
f1910) 1 Ch. 329. 


3192, - —-- ------.|—-MaYBANK v. Brooks, No. 
3129, ante. 
3193. i-—-Cts. of justice have been 











always anxious to effectuate the intentions of 
testators, where they are not contrary to the rules 
of law, or settled authorities: & there is no case 
to be found in which it has been adjudged, that 
a devise to aman & the heirs of his body, lapsed for 
the benefit of a person in remainder, from the 
circumstance of the first devisee dying in testator’s 
lifetime, where it has appeared that the heir of the 
body of the first devisee was likewise the heir- 
at-law of testator. 

A. devises the residue of his real estate to his 
eldest son S. & the heirs of his body lawfully 
begotten; & for default of issue of S. then to 
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testator’s son H. & the heirs of his body lawfully 

begotten. S. dies in the lifetime of testator, 

leaving issue :—Held: the eldest son of S. is 
entitled, in preference to his uncle H.--WARNER 

v. WHITE (1782), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 435 ; 1 Bro. C. C. 

219,n.3; 1 E. R. 1417: sub nom. WHITE d. WHITE 

v. WARNER, 3 Doug. K. B. 4; 11 East, 552, n., 

H. L. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Denn d. Radclyffe v. Bagshaw (1796), 
6 Term Rep. 512. Reid. Doe d. Turner v. Kett (1792), 4 
Term Rep. 601; Doe d. Lindsey v. Colyear (1809), 11 
Kast, 548. 

3194. ----- ——--.|—-A. devised to B. & the 
heirs of her body & for default of such issue, then 
over: B. died in the lifetime of A., & then A. by 
a codicil confirmed his will: —Held: the heir of 
B. took nothing, though it appeared that A. knew 
of the death of B. & of the birth of her son, before 
he inade the codicil. —Dor d. TURNER v. KETY 
(1792), 4 Term Rep. 601; 100 KE. R. 1198. 

3195. .}—Testator has an undoubted 
power to prevent oa legacy lapsing; but to be 
effectual it must be exercised in express terms. 

Testatrix devised real estate to S. for her life, 
& after her death & failure of issue, to trustees, to 
sell, & pay the proceeds to four persons in pre- 
ascribed proportions; & in case of the death of 
any of the legatees ‘‘ before such their respective 
legacies should or might become payable, then the 
legacy or part of him, her, or them so dying, to go 
to his, her, or their exors. or administrators, as 
part of his, her or their personal estate.’’? She gave 
the residue of the real & the personal estates to 
the trustees, upon trust as to the former, to sell 
& invest the proceeds, & as to both, to pay the 
interest, dividends, produce & proceeds to S. for 
her life; & after her decease to pay certain 
pecuniary legacies, & then to pay the remaining 
trust moneys to the same four persons, in the same 
proportions ; “' & in case of the death of any of 
the said legatees before their legacies should become 
payable, then testatrix directed that the legacy 
of each of them dying should go to, & be paid 
amongst his, her, or their children, share & share 
alike; & in case of such decease of any of the said 
legatees, without having a child or children, the 
legacy of him or her so dying, should go to his or 
her exors. or administrators, as part of his or her 
personal estate.”” One of the four legatees having 
died in the lifetime of testatrix, unmarried, upon 
the death of S. subsequently, without issue :— 
Held: the legacy to that legatee had lapsed ; 
although her children, if there had been any, 
would have been entitled to take it.—BONE v. 
Cook (1824), 13 Price, 332; M'‘'Cle. 168; 147 
H.R. 1008. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Humphreys ». Howes (1830), 1 Russ. 
& M. 639; Re Porter’s Trust (L857), 4 K. & J. 188. 

3196. ----——,|-—Testatrix, born in Scotland, 
but domiciled in Iingland, executes, during an 
oceasional residence In Kdinburgh, a disposition, 
or will, in the Scottish form, by which she gives 
her personal estate to A., his heirs & assignees ; 
aA. dies in her lifetime; & afterwards, testatrix 
dies domiciled in England, leaving personal estate 
here :—/Teld: though the meaning of the will 
must be construed according to the import of the 
terms in the Scottish law, yet the rule of English 
law must prevail, & the gift to A. is lapsed.— 
ANSTRUTHER v. CHALMER (1826), 2 Sim. 1; 4 
L. J. O.S. Ch. 123; 57 E.R. 691. 


Annotations :—Counsd. f2e Cunnington., Healing v. Webb, 
f1v24]) 1 Ch. 68. Refd. Stanley ». Bernos (1830), 3 Hag. 
iiec. 373; Yates vr. Thomson (1835), 3 Cl. & Fin. 544; 
Price v, Dewhurst (1838), 4 My. & Cr. 76; Chambers v. 
Bicknell (1843), 2 Hare, 536; Yates v. Haddan (1849), 
18 Jur. 331; idgar v. Reynolds (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 562 ; 
Boyes v. Bedale (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 798; Bradford v. 
Young (1885), 33 W. RR. 860. 
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3197. —BOTTOMILEY vv. FISHER 
(1836), Donnelly, 164; 47 E. R. 206. 

3198. .|—Gift of residue to testator’s 
wife, her exors., administrators, & assigns, & “‘ if 
she died intestate,’’ over. The wife having dicd 
in testator’s lifetime :—Z/eld: the gift over was 
inoperative, & the bequest lapsed.—HUGHES v. 
Enis (1855), 20 Beav. 1938; 24 L. J. Ch. 351; 1 
Jur. N.S. 316; 3 W. KR. 310; 52 KE. R. 577. 
Annotations :—Apld. Perry v. Merritt (1874), 22 W. BR. 600. 

Consd. J’e Stringer’s state, Shaw v. Jones-Ford (1877), 

6Ch.D.1. Refd. Re Lowman, Devenish v. Vester, [1895] 

2 Ch. 348. 

3199. -~——.|—Where there is a bequest 
to A. for life, & after his decease to B. ‘or his 
personal representatives,’ or a bequest to B., to 
be paid so many months after testator’s death to 
B. ‘or his personal representatives,’’ the cts. 
have construed it simply as another way of giving 
B. a vested interest upon testator’s death; & B. 
dying before testator, the bequest has been held 
to lapse; but if, instead of ‘‘ personal repre- 
sentatives,” the word ‘“ heirs ’’ be used, it shows 
testator intended the persons he designates as 
‘heirs’? to take by way of substitution whenever 
B. may die, & there shall be no lapse although B. 
should die before testator. 

Bequest of residue to A. for life, & at her death 
a legacy to B. ‘ or his heirs ’? :—Held: the legacy 
to B. did not lapse by reason of his death in the 
lifetime of testatrix, but his widow & only child 
took by substitution.—Me PORTER’s TRUST (1857), 
4K. & J. 188; 27 L. J. Ch. 196; 32 L. T. O.S. 
86; 4 Jur. N.S. 20; 6 W. RR. 187; 70 E.R. 79. 
Annotations :—Distd. Appleton +. Rowley (1869), L. 1. 8 iq. 

139. Retd. Ze Jeaffreson’s Trusts (1866), L. RK. 2 Ey. 

276; Neilson rv. Monro (1879), 41 L. T. 2093; Re Bromby 

(1900), 44 Sol. Jo. 675; te Sehnadhorst, Sandkuhl v. 

Schnadhorst, [1901] 2 Ch. 338. 

3200. ——— -——--.]—Stock was bequeathed in 
trust for testator’s brother & the brother’s wife 
for their lives successively, & after their decease 
in trust to be divided equally amongst testator’s 
nephews & nieces, children of the brother, then 
living, or their legal personal representatives :— 
Held: the representatives of nephews & nieces 
dying in the lifetime of the surviving tenant for 
life took shares. & such representatives were the 
next of kin, & not the cxors. or administrators of 
the nephews & nieces. 

Looking at the whole of the will, I think it quite 
clear that testator designates the two classes of 
legatees who should both take directly, & neither of 
them by representation; first, the nephews & 
nieces living ut the death of the surviving tenant 
for life; & secondly, the persons who should answer 
the description the ‘legal personal representa- 
tives ’’ of the nephews & nieces dying before the 
surviving tenant for life (LORD CAMPBELL, C.).— 
KING v. CLEAVELAND (1859), 4 De G. & J. 477; 
28 L. J. Ch. 83853; 33 5. T. O. S. 340; 7 WLR. 
602; 45 BK. RR. 186.L. C. & L. JS. 


Annotations :—Consd. Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L. I. 
4 Hq. 359. Folld. te Philps’ Will (1869), L. It. 7 Eq. 
151. Apld. Burt v. Hellyar (1872), L. KR. 14 Eq. 160. 
Consd. Wing v. Wing (1876), 34 L. T. 9413 dte Brooks, 
Public Trustee v. White, [1928] 1 Ch. 214, Refd. Re 
Henderson (1860), 28 Beav. 656; Leak wo. MacDowall 
(1863), 3 New Rep. 185; Wingfield +. Wingtield (1878), 9 
Ch. D. 658; Keay v. Boulton (1883), 25 Ch. D. 212; 
Re Thompson, Machell +. Newmun (1886), 55 lL. T. 85; 
Jte Hannam, Haddelsey v. Hannam (1897), 66 L. J. Ch. 
471; Re Woolley, Wormald v. Woolley, [1903] 2 Ch. 206, 


3201. .|—Gift of residue to widow for 
life, & afterwards to fifteen designated persons, 
“or their exors., administrators or assigns,” & 
“to be absolutely vested ’’ on testator’s death, & 
to be payable ut twenty-one, provided the widow 
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had died :—Held: the shares of two of the fifteen 

who predeceased testator had lapsed.—LEACH v. 

LEACH (1866), 35 Beav. 185; 55 HK. R. 865. 
3202. ——— ———.|—-BROWNE v. Hope, No. 3124, 

ante. 

3203. —— |—W., by his will, bequeathed 
‘“*to Lord Sherborne & his heirs my Oliver Crom- 
well cup, presented to our common ancestress. 
A. I3., for an heirloom.” ‘Testator made five 
codicils to his will, by the last of which he 
hequeathed to his servant, C. K., all his silver & 
plated articles, jewellery & all other the contents 
of his dwelling-house which might be in or about 
the same at the time of his decease, & which were 
not otherwise specifically disposed of by his said 
will, except money, securities for money, & scrip, 
or other documents relating to investments. The 
Lord Sherborne who held that title at the date of 
the will died in Mar. 1888. The fifth codicil was 
executed in July, 1883. Testator died in Aug. 
1884 :—Held: the gilt to Lord Sherborne must be 
construed to mean the Lord Sherborne at the date 
of the will; therefore, the bequest of the cup lapsed, 
& it passed under the fifth codicil to C. R.—fe 
WHORWOUD, OGLE v. SHIERBORNE (LORD) (1887), 
34 Ch. D. 446; 56 L. J. Ch. 340; 56 L. T. 71; 
35 W. RR. 3842; 37. L. R. 807, C. A. 

3204. — —,J—Gift by a will to trustees 
upon trust for A., B., & C., & for their respective 
heirs, exors., administrators, & assigns. <A. died 
before testator. (©. died since testator, an infant 
& unmarried :—Held: the share of A. lapsed, & 
was undisposed of by the will, & the gift con- 
stituted a joint tenancy for lfe, with several 
remainders over, so that B. took the income of 
the whole for his life, with remainders over to 
himself & C. as tenants in common.— le 
ATKINSON, WILSON v. ATKINSON, [L892] 4 Ch. 
523; 6LL. JI. Ch. 504; 66 L. T. 717; 40 W. RR. 
666; 36 Sol. Jo. 5032. 

Annotation :—Refd. Ite Clarkson, Public Trustee v. Clarkson, 
{1915] 2 Ch. 216. 

3205. .|—-fe MASTERSON, TREVANION 
v. Dumas, [1902] W. N. 192, C. A. 

3206. —-—- ——— Legacy payable one year aiter 
testator’s death.|-—-A legacy to A. of £600 to he 
paid at the end of one year after testator’s death, 
or to her respective heir :—Held: to be lapsed by 
the death of A. in the lifetime of testator.— 
TIDWELL v. ARIEL (1818), 3 Madd. 403; 56 KE. R. 
553. 

Annotations :—Apld. Bone wv. Cook (1821), M‘Cle. 
Distd. Hardwick v. Thurston (1828), 4 Russ. 380. Consd. 
Gittings v. M*Dermott (1834), 2 My. & K. 69. Distd. Jee 
Porter’s Trust, (1857), 4 K. & J. 188. Refd. Waite +v. 
Templer (1829), 2 Sim. 524; Kdwards v. Saloway (1848), 
12 L. T.. 0. 8. 101. Mentd. Foster & G. W, ley., Re, 
iz p. G. W. ly. Co. (1882), 51 L. J. Q. B. 833. 

3207. Death of legatee calculated for- 
Intervening life interest.|;—-Bequest of the residue 
to A. for life; & after her death legacies were 
given to B. or to her proper representative, in case 
she should not be living at the decease of A. & 
to four other persons or their representatives or 
representative ; one of the four died in the life 
of testator; & another survived him, but died 
in the life of A.; the former lapsed, the latter 
vested. 

Another point arising upon this will is as to the 
legacies given by testator to the children of his 
sister H., or their representatives or representative. 
One of those children died in the life of testator. 
Another survived testator, but died in the life of 
his widow. The question is, whether they are 
vested & transmissible to the representatives? I 
am very clearly of opinion, the legacy to C. is 
good. This is stronger than the common case of 
a legacy to A. & his representatives. There those 
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. words are surplusage ; for if the legatee dies before 

the day of payment, it would go to his repre- 
sentatives. But in this case there is a reason for 
inserting them. This is not an immediate legacy, 
but after the death of another person. There is 
therefore an interval in which the legatee might 
die; & though it vested, he might not live to 
receive it. That addition might be inserted to 
put it out of doubt ; & must mean in case they die 
in the life of testator’s wife. I desire to be under- 
stood to determine it upon that circumstance, 
that there is a life intervening (LORD ALVANLEY, 
M.R.).—CorBYN v. Frencu (1799), 4 Ves. 418; 
31 E.R. 2138. 


annotations :—Consd. Bone v. Cook (1824), M‘Cle. 168. 
Distd. Gittings v. M‘Dermott (1834), 2 My. & K. 69. 
Consd. 7’e Crawford's ‘Trusts (1854), 2 Drew. 230; le 
Porter’s Trust (1857), 4 K. & J. 188. Refd. Waite v. 
Templer (1829), 2 Sim. 524; Cherry v. Mott (1836), 1 
My. & Cr. 123; Shuttleworth v. Greaves (1838), 4 My. & 
wr. 35; Taylor v. Beverley (1844), 1 Coll. 108; Chandler 
ov. Wowell (1876), 4 Ch. 1). 651; Re Brooks, Public 'Trustee 
v, White, [1928] 1 Ch. 214. Mentd. l. v. Bates (1816), 3 
Price, 341; West v. Shuttleworth (1835), 2 My. & K. 684 ; 
Russell v. Kellett (1855), 3 Sm. & G. 264; Cocks », 
Manners (1871), 40 IL. J. Ch. 640; Sinnett v. Herbert 
(1872), 7 Ch. App. 232; Re Lynall’s Trusts (1879), 12 
Ch. D. 211: Pe Jones, Jones v. Williams (1886), 2 TL. 2. 
544; Ite Slevin, Slevin «. Hepburn, [1891] 2 Ch. 236. 


SuB-SEcT. 3.—DECLARATION AGAINST JLAPSF, 


3208, Whether lapse avoided,|—A. gives several 
legacies, & declares, that if any of the persons 
should die before the same become due, that they 
shall not be deemed lapsed legacies ; & then says 
to A., the wife of R., & to her exors. or adiminis- 
trators, I give £50; she died in testatrix’s lifetime, 
& her husband administered to her; Lorp 
TARDWICKE held it not to be a lapsed legacy, & 
decreed it to the hushand.—SiBLey vu. Cook 
(17417), 3 Atk. 5725 26 1K. RR. 1180, 1. C. 
Annotations: - Consd. Bone vr. Cook (1824), M‘Cle. 168. 

Refd. Bridge vr. Abbot (1791), 3 Bro. C. CG. 224 5 Waite . 
oe (1829), 2 Sim. 524; Re Clay, Clay 7. Clay (1885), 
h aw J. Ch. 648 5; Je Greenwood, Greenwood v. Sutcliffe, 

[1912] 1 Ch. 392. 

3209. .|—A. bequeathed a legacy of £5,000 
to B., with a declaration that if 1B. died in his 
hfetime, the legacy should not Japse, but should 
go & devolve on his personal representatives. B. 
died in A.’s lifetime having by his will, appointed 
C., his widow, & 1)., his exor. & extrix., & given 
all his personal estate to C. & leaving C. & three 
children his next of kin according to the Statute 
of [nstribution. ©. & D. both proved the will :-— 
Meld: (. in her own right was alone entitled to 
the legacy of £5,000.—HlEwrrson v. TopHtuNTIiER 
(1852), 22 1. J. Ch. 76; 20 L. T. O. 8S. 153; 1 
W. ER. 78. 

ANH ALON :-+ Mentd. Bliss v. Putnam (1860), 30 L. J. Ch. 








$210. —-—-.)—-By his will testator gave a legacy 
“equally between my brothers & sisters now 
living’: & he directed that their shares should 
not lapse by their deaths in his lifetiine, but 
should go to their exors. By a codicil of the same 
date, he bequeathed another legacy ‘‘ between 
iny brothers & sisters in like manner as I have 
directed by my will” :—Held: the class men- 
tioned in the codicil were not the same as that in 
the will; the ‘‘ manner ”’ referred to the mode in 
which the class were to take, & not to the class 


PART XIV. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 3. 


BUTT v. NICHOLSON, ({1918] N. Z. L. R. 
447.—N.Z,. 


j. Whether gift over void for un- 
certainty.}—Where testator gives bis 


respect. t 


saree - Fs kaiien ae ater after a 
oe cues _ period of twelve years to se 1e same, 
$2081. Whether lapse avoided.|— Tar & after payment of all abilities in 

ereof to divide the residue 
equally among his children, &, in the 
event of any of his children dying before 
the period of distribution, to pay the 


50! 


itself, & consequently the representatives of a 
sister who predeceased testator took no interest 
in the second legacy.._-Re WILDER’s TRUSTS 
(1859), 27 Beav. 418; 54 EF. R. 164. 

3211. J—Testator bequeathed a fund to 
his nephew A. & the children of his late sister B., 
as tenants in common ; but, in case any died before 
testator leaving issue, his share was not to ‘‘ lapse,’’ 
but go to his exors. as part of his personal estate. 
Three of the children of B. died before testator 
& left no issue :—Held: there was no lapse, but 
the whole went to the other members of the class.— 
ASPINALL v. DUCKWORTH (1866), 35 Beav. 307; 


14 W. R. 527; 55 BF. RR. 914. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Featherstone’s Trusts (1882), 22 
Ch. D. 111; Kingsbury v. Walter, [1901] A. C. 187. 


3212. .|—Testator gave certain property 
to trustees upon trust for sale & investment, & 
directed that the proceeds of such sale & the 
investments thereat: should constitute the fund 
thereinafter called the general trust fund; & he 
directed that his trustees should appropriate one 
sixth of the said genera] trust fund as a main- 
tenance fund for his son J., which, on his death, 
was to fall into & again become part of the general 
trust fund, & that subject thereto his said general 
trust fund should be held upon trust as to one 
moiety thereof for his wife for life, & upon her 
death upon the trusts & subject to the provisions 
thereinafter contained relative to the other 
moicty thereof, & as to the other moiety in trust 
as to three fifths for his daughters, E., C. & S., 
cach to take one fifth part, & as to the remaining 
two fifth parts thereof in trust for his son A. 
provided that if any of his said daughters should 
die in his lifetime, without leaving issue living at 
the death of testator, the shares thereinbefore 
provided in the said general trust fund for each 
daughter so dying as aforesaid should not lapse, 
but should sink into & form part of the same 
general trust fund & maintenance fund in the same 
manner as if the same share had never been so 
provided, & the name of the said daughter had 
accordingly been omitted in the gift & disposition 
& trusts thereinbefore contained of the same 
general trust fund. One of the said daughters 
died in the lifetime of testator :—Held: the one 
fifth was undisposed of by the will.—SMITH v. 
STONE (1872), 25 L. T. 803. 

3213. ———.|—Testator by his will gave certain 
property to be held by his ecxors. upon trust for 
the equal benefit of testator’s brother & sister, & 
in case of the death of either or both of them in his 
lifetime he desired that the bequest should not 
lapse, but should go & become the property of 
their respective ecxors. or administrators. The 
brother died in testator’s lifetime, leaving four 
children, having by his will given all the residue 
of his estate & effects upon trust in equal shares 
between his two elder sons. ‘The question arose 
whether the gift contained in testator’s will to his 
brother’s exors. or administrators was to be taken 
by such personal representatives to be by them 
distributed amongst the four children as the 
next of kin of testator’s brother under the Statutes 
of Distribution, or whether the gift passed to 
testator’s brother’s personal representatives as 
part of his estate :—Held: the gift was a gift to 
the exors. or administrators of deceased legatee, 
to be held by them as part of his estate, & was not 








share intended for such child to the 
child’s personal representatives, or, 
if such predeceasing child leaves issue 
him surviving, to pay it to such isaue 
per stirpes, testator's children take a 
vested interest in his estate, subject 
to such interest being divested by death 


502 


Sect. 5.--Substituted gifts: Sub-sect. 3. Sect. 6.] 


distributable amongst the next of kin.—He Cuay, 

CLAY v. CLAY (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 648; 52 L. T. 

641, C. A. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Re Greenwood, Greenwood v. Sutcliffe, 
[1912] 1 Ch. 392. 


3214. .|—Testator devised & bequeathed 
his residuary estate to trustees upon trust to 
divide the same in equal shares amongst all his 
children, both sons & daughters & his niece I. as 
tenants in common, the said niece & the children 
to form one class together taking in equal shares, 
& in case any of the said residuary legatees might 
die in testator’s lifetime leaving any issue who 
should be living at his death, then in such case the 
gift of a share of residue in favour of such residuary 
legatee should take effect in the same manner as 
if such residuary legatee had survived testator 
& died immediately after him. The said niece 
predeceased testator leaving issue who were living 
at his death :—Held: there was a good gift under 
the will to the legal personal representative of 
deceased niece of the share such niece would have 
taken had she survived testator.—Re CLUNIES- 
Ross, STUBBINGS t.o ChUNLES-Koss (1912), 106 
L. T. 986; 56 Sol. Jo. 252. 

Annotations :—Apld. Rc Greenwood, Greenwood vr. Sutclilfe, 
(1912) 1 Ch. 392. Refd. Zte Young, Public Trustee rv. 
Walker, [1920] 2 Ch, 427. 

3215. ---Testatrix by her will, made in 
1897, gave her residuary estate to trustees, upon 
trust to convert the same, & to pay four seven- 
teenth parts or shares of the proceeds unto her 
brother B. for his own absolute use, two seven- 
teenth shares thereof to her brother J. absolutely, 
one seventeenth share to her niece A., & two 
seventeenth shares to her nephew &S., & after dis- 
posing of the other eight seventcenth shares the 








will provided that if any of these four persons 
should die in the lifetime of testatrix without 


leaving issue living at her death, his or ber share 

should be held in trust for the other bencficiaries. 

There was no dispute as to this pait of the will, 

but later on it contained the following words: 

‘*J declare that if any of them my said brothers 

B. & J., my niece A., & my said nephew S.. shall 

die in my lifetime leaving issue, & any of such 

issue shall be living at my death, the benefits 
hereinbefore viven to him or her so dying shall not 
lapse, but shall take effect as if his or her death 
had happened immediately after mine.” 

S. died before testatrix, namely in 1006, leaving 
issue who survived testatrix, & having made a will. 

J. also died before testatrix, namely in 1909, 
leaving issue who survived testatrix, & having 
made a will :--—Held: the shares of J. & S. did not 
lapse as undisposed of, but went to their respective 
legal personal representatives as parts of their 
respective estates.---fte GREENWOOD, GREENWOOD 

v. SUTCLIFFE, [1912] 1 Ch. o92; 81 L. J. Ch. 298 ; 

106 L. T. 4243; 56 Sol. Jo. 4438. 

Annotations :---Refd. Re Smith, Prada v. Vandroy, (1916] 1 
Ge He fe Young, Public Vrustee v. Walker, (1920) 2 
3216. j--Testatrix by her will bequeathed 

certain parts of her property to ber five children 
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in equal shares, & bequeathed the residue of her 
property to four of such children in equal shares, 
& declared that, in case any child should die in 
her lifetime leaving issue surviving her, the 
bequests to the children should take effect in the 
same manner as if the child so dying had survived 
& died immediately after testatrix, & so that the 
share or shares of testatrix’s estate bequeathed to 
him or her, or which he or she would have taken if 
surviving testatrix should devolve to his or her 
next of kin or Jegatees as part of his or her estate 


accordingly. Two of the children who were 
residuary Jegatees predeceased testatrix. One 
died a bachelor & intestate. The other died 


intestate, leaving a husband & four children, who 
survived testatrix :—-Held: the shares of the 
daughter who predeceased testatrix did not 
devolve upon her children as her next of kin, but 
upon her husband, & the same devolved upon him 
under the express provisions of the will, & not 
under Wills Act, 1837 (ce. 208), s. 33.--Ne Morris, 
CORFIELD v. WALLER (1916), 86 1. J. Ch. 4565 115 
L. T. 915. 

Annotation :-—Distd. Re Meredith, Davies v. Davies, [19214] 

2 Ch. 352. 

3217, ---—.]—Testatrix by her will made in 
1894 gave a number of specific & pecuniary 
legacies & disposed of her residuary personal 
estate, & directed that all bequests & legacies 
given to married women should be for their 
separate use, & that, “ no legacy given by this my 
Will shall lapse by reason of the death of the legatee 
before me, but shall take ctfect as if the death of 
such legatee had happened immediately after my 
death, & such legacy shall accordingly pass to the 
legal personal representative of such deceased 
legatee.’  Testatrix made seven codicils to her 
will, cach of which contained an express formal 
clause confirming in other respects her will & any 
previous codicil or codicils, & died in 1915 :--- 
Held: the provision in the will against lapse 
extended to a bequest contamed in a codicil of a 
leaschold house to W., who predeceased testatrix ; 
the expression “this my will’’ referring not to 
the particular instrument, but to the testamentary 
disposition constituted by the will & codicils at 
the date of testatrix’s death. --Me Smirit, PRADA 
v. VANDROY, [1916] 2 Ch. 368 30 80 L. J. Ch. 657 ; 
115 L. PT. 16b +. 60 Sol. Jo. 6038, CL. A. 


wtnnotutions :-—-Refd. dtc Young, Pubhe Trustee v. Walker, 
(1920) 2 Ch. 427; dee lteeves, Reeves », Pawson, [1023] 
1 Ch. $51. 


Secr. 6.--STATUTORY PROVISION AGAINST 
LAPSE. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), ss. 32-34. 

3218. Death of devisee or legatee in lifetime of 
testator — Fictitious survivorship-- When com- 
mencing.|—-M. by her will, made subsequently to 
Wills Act, gave a legacy of £1,000 & half her 
residuary estate to her daughter V.. a married 
woman, for her separate use. DP. having under 
her marriage settlement a general power of 
appointinent over all property coming to her 


before the period of distribution arrives 
& such gift over will not be held void 
ax being vague & uncertain.—FORSYTH 
v. MCGILL, 13 N. Z. L. R. 377.—-N.Z. 


k. Whether direct or fidei-commis- 
sary.j—- Husbund & wife by will be- 
gueathed certain farms to their three 
sons, subject to certain conditions, one 
of them being that the sons should show 
obedience to testators during tho life- 
time of the latter. The will added that 
if contrary to expectations, any of the 
three sons should dic, the bequest 


should devolve on their respective sons, 
KFubject to the same conditions, inchid- 
ing that of obedience to testator :— 
Held: adirect & nota fidei-commmissary 
substitution of the grandsous was 
intended.—-VAN biER MERWE v. VAN 
DER MrERWH's Execorors (1004), 2) 
S.C. 396; 14 C. T. R. 593.— 8. AF. 

l -—-.]--VAN DER Watcr v. VAN 
DER WALT, (1915170. P. D. 443. --S. AF. 


PART XIV. SECT. 6. 
m. Death of devisce or legatce in 


lifelime of testator—Iffect of repeal of 
Mills Act, s. 37. —-Re Karnes (1921), 
64D.L. 1.511; 500. L. Lt. 509.—CAN. 


n. Applicability of Wills Act, 8. 33 
—Lo jomt legacy.j—Testatrix by her 
will nominated her two sons, A. & 3., 
her residuary legutees. Both A. & B., 
predeceased testutrix., A. died in 1899 
leaving o son, X., who survived 
testutrix. KB. died in 1912 without 
issue :——Held : the above sect. does not 
apply to a joint legacy, & the testatrix 
had died intestate as to her residuary 


Part XIV.—LAPSE. 


during coverture, by her will, in pursuance of 
such power & every other power thereunto enabling 
her, appointed two specified sums of money & 
‘‘ all other her moneys & securities for money over 
which she had any power of disposition,” to her 
exors. upon certain trusts, & appointed all her 
‘‘ goods, chattels, & separate personal estate & 
effects, not thereinbefore disposed of,’ to other 
persons. FF. predeceased M., leaving her husband, 
who also predeceased M. & issue who survived M. : 
—Held: the legacy of £1,000 & moicty of M.’s 
residuary estate passed by the residuary appoint- 
ment in P.’s will. 

Semble: the will of a child legatee who dies in 
the parent’s lifetime leaving issue is, with reference 
to the property bequeathed to such child by the 
parent, to be construed as if the child had survived 
the parent. Qu.: whether as if the child had died 
immediately after the actual date of the parent’s 
death or as if the parent had died immediately 
before the actual date of the child’s death.— 
Re MAson’s WILL (1865), 34 Beav. 494; 6 New 
Rep. 193; 34 1. J. Ch. 6083; LL Jur. N.S. 835; 
13 W. BR. 790; 55 H.R. 726. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Ie Callow (1889), 5 T. L. I. 705. 

3219. ——,.J—Dec eased, a legatee 
under the will of her father, died in his lifetime 
leaving issue living at his death. She also left a 
husband surviving her who, however, died before 
the father, having made a will in which he ap- 
pointed exors. who took probate of the same. 
The ct. granted administration to the son of 
deceased, limited to the personal estate be- 
queathed to her by the will of her father & dis- 
persed with the renunciation or citation of the 
husband of 








surviving exor. of the will of the 
deceased.—J/n the Goods of CoUNCELL (1871), 
LR2P.& D.81l43 41 J.P. & M. 16; 25 
Li. T. 7635 36 0. P. 89. 
dnnotation ;—Apld. Zte Allen's ‘Trusts, (1909] W. N. ist. 
8220, —-- ---— —-—.]—/te ALLEN'S Trusts, 
[1909] W.N. I8t. 
8221. ---~- Issue living at death of learner 





Geeraion of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 33.] 
order to entitle a erande hild under above er 
to take @ bequest made by his grandfather, in his 
will in favour of the father of the et randchild, who 
died in the lifetime of the grandfather, the will 
must have been executed, & the father have died, 
subsequent to above Act coming into operation ; 
the death of the father at the time of making the 
will, will be no bar to the right of the grandchild.— 


WINTER ev. WINTER (1816), 5 Hare, 306; 5 Notes 

of Cases, 2, nw; 16 LL. 2. Che fll; 8 i T. OLS 

262; 11 Jur. 10; 67 E.R. 92, 

Annotations :—Consd. Wade v. Nazer (1818), 6 Notes of 
Cases, 46; Mower v. Orr (1849), 7 Hare, 473: Barkworth 


av, Young (1856), 4 Drew. 1. Refd. /n the Goods of Parker 

(1860), 1 Sw. & Tr. 523; Re Scott, [1901] 1 K. B. 228, 

3222. - - -.)--A bequest to a 
child of testator, mle vhild is dead leaving 
issue at the time of making the will, is valid under 
above Act.—BARKWORTH vv. Youn aa 4 
Drew. 1; 26 L. J. Ch. 1583 28 L. - . 199; 3 
Jur. N. S, 34; 5 W.R. 156; 62 E.R. 
Annotations :-—Reid. Re Brookman’s Trust ae 5 


Ch. 


App. 186, n. Mentd. Goldicutt vr. Townsend (1860), 28 
Beav. 445; Patch v. Shore (1862), 11 W. R. 142; Trowell 
v. Shenton (1878), 8 Ch. D. 318; Futcher v. Futcher 


(1881), 50 L. Ch. 735 3; Lueas pv. Dixon (1889). 22Q.B.D. 
357; Fe Hoyle, Hoylo +. Hoyle, [1893] 1 Ch. 84; Me 
Holland, Gregg v. Holland, {1902] 2 Ch. 360. 


versonal estate. east BUTLER, JOYCE 0. 
REW, (1918) 1 I. R. 394.—IR. 
Oo. To ae Colony. |—Where 
& person is instituted as heir without 
any substitution of his children, in 


caso of his dyi 
& contrary 
will. 





case of his predecease before tostator, in 
his share of the inheritance lapses in 
ing before testator, unless 
tention appears by the 
The above sect. 
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8223. .j|—-A father bequeathed 
certain personal property to his son. ‘The son 
died before the father, leaving children, who 
were alive at the father’s death. Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), 5. 33, enacts that in such a case the bequest 
shall not lapse, but shall take effect as if the 
death of the son had happened immediately after 
that of the father, unless a contrary intention 
shall appear by the will. The son left a will :— 
Held: probate duty was payable by the son’s 
exors. upon the amount of the bequest made by 
the father to the son, as forming part of the son’s 
personal estate.—-PERRY’s ExEcuToRS wv. R. 
(1868), L. R. 4 Exch. 27; 17 W. BR. 3823; sub nom. 
Bacon v. R., 38 L. J. Ex. 5; 10 L. TT. 520. 
Annotations —Dis td. A.-G. v. apes Utes 1 Q. B. 496. 

Apld. te Scott, [1901] 1 ‘ RB. Refd. In the (ioods 

of Kwing (18815, 6 P. D. 19 

8224. —— JAA father devised real 
itonenty S his son, who died in the lifetime of the 
father, leaving a daughter, who was living at the 
death of the father. ‘The son devised his residuary 
real estate to trustees. This devise included the 
property devised by the father’s will, & took effect 
with regard to it by virtue of above ‘sect. 

This additional property is left to go & devolve 
as part of the property of deceased child. If the 
child, while living, entered for valuable considera- 
tion into any contract with reference to such 
property, as, for example, by way of sale or mtge., 
or by way of covenant in a marriage settlement, 
by such contract the property will be bound. If 
the child made a will by which such property is, 
by appropriate language, disposed of, either 
specifically or otherwise, the property will pass 
under such disposition, If the child died intestate, 
the property will go to the persons entitled by law 
as upon an intestacy. If the child died an un- 
discharged bkpt., it will vest in his trustee in 
bkpcy., & so on (SrirRuineG, 1..J.).—Re Scorr, 
riyol} 1K. B. 228; 70 L. J. Q. B. 66; 881. T. 
G18; 65 J. P. 81; 49 W. R. 178; 17 T. LR. 
148, C. A, 

“Annotations :—Apld. Re Pearson, Smith v. Pearson, [1920] 
1 ; Reta. Ike Greenwood, Greenwood v. Sutcliffe, 
{1912} 1 Ch. 392 
3225. Meaning of “‘ issue living.’’]— 

'’o prevent the lapse of a legacy to a Icgatee, 

being a child or other issue, who may die in the 

lifetime of testator, it is not necessary that the 
issue of the legatee who is alive at the death of 
testator, should be the same issue who was alive 
at the death of the legatee ; it is sufficient that 
any issue, e.g. a grandchild of the legatee, should 

be in existence at the death of testator. Such a 

legacy is a vested interest in the legatee, & passes 





' to his representatives or under his will, as the case 


may be, & not to the issue, whose existence pre- 
vents the lapse.—IJn the Goods of PARKER (1860), 
1 Sw. & Tr. 523; 31 4. J. P.M. & A. 83 1 iL. T. 
iD ; JZJiJ. P. 199; 6 Jur. N.S. dod; 164 E.R. 
Annotation :—Consd. Re Scott, [1900] 1 Q. B. 372. 

3226. Posthumous child.|— 
By his ‘last w vill ¢ & testamentary appointment,” 
testator, a solr., made the following disposition : 
“7 cane all the remainder of my real estate & 
bequeath all my personal estate & by virtue of the 
provisions contained in the settlement executed 
upon my marriage I appoint the funds subject to 
the trusts thereof unto my trustees upon trust 


A ee eek Ree 


the Cape Colony.—EKSTEEN  v. 
EKSTEEN'S ExkouTors, 4 8. C. C. 18. 
—S§. AF. 
Dp. .+-In the absence of 
any indication in a will of such an 








ves not apply 
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Sect. 6.—Statutory provision against lapse.] 


after payment of my just debts & funeral & testa- 
mentary expenses to divide the same equally 
between my five children’’; & testator directed 
the shares of two of his daughters to be held by 
his trustees upon the usual settlement trusts for 
the daughters for life, with remainder to their 
children at twenty-one or marriage. 

At the time of making his will testator had 
under the trusts of his marriage settlement a 
testamentary power of appointment in favour of 
the children of the marriage over the funds settled 
by both his wife & himself, & the trust of the latter 
fund in default of appointment was for testator, 
his exors., administrators, & assigns absolutely. 

After testator’s death a posthumous child was 
born to one of the residuary legatees who had died 
shortly before testator :—Held: Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), s. 33, applied, & the share passed undcr 
the legatee’s will.—Re GRriFFITHS’ SETTLEMENT, 
GRIFFITHS v. WAGHORNE, [1911] 1 Ch. 246; 80 
L. J. Ch. 176; 104 L. T. 125. 

3227. —The son of testator was dead 
at the time the latter made his will, but left issuc, 
who survived testator :—Held: the bequest in 
the will to the son did not lapse or become void, 
but passed, as part of his personal estate, to his 
administrator under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 33.— 
MOWER v. ORR (1849), 7 Hare, 473; 13 L. T. O.S. 
184; 13 Jur. 421; 68 KE. R. 195; sub none 
ee v. ORR, MOWER v. Mower, 18 L. J. Ch. 
361. 

Annotations :—Consd. Barkworth v. Young (1856), 4 Drew. 
1. Distd. ?tc Wintle, Tucker v. Wintle (1896), 65 L. J. Ch. 
863. Refd. Greenway v. Greenway (1860), 29 L. J. Ch. 
601; Flux v. Best (1874), 31 L. TT. 645; Ite Hailes & 
Hutchinson’s Contract, [1920) 1 Ch. 233. 

3228. .|—Testator gave the residue of 
his estate to his children nominatim at twenty-one 
or marriage, with a gift over in the event of any 
child failing to acquire a vested interest in the 
trust premises. Onc of the sons attained twenty- 
one, & died in testator’s lifetime, leaving issue who 
survived testator:—Held: under Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 26), s. 33, on the true construction of the 
will, the legal personal representatives of the son 
who dicd in testator’s lifetime were entitled to the 
son’s share.—Re WILSON, LOTHIAN v. WILSON 
rales 89 L. J. Ch. 216; 123 L. 1.165; 64 Sol. Jo. 
389, 

3229. |—By his will testator be- 
queathed a share of furniture & a legacy of £100 
to his only son, & his residuary estate in equal 
shares between his five children by name, in- 
cluding the son. The son died in testator’s life- 
time leaving children who survived testator. By 
a codicil to his will testator provided as follows: 
‘* Whereas since the date of my said will my son 
has died & the legacy & share of residue given to 
him by my said will have lapsed. Now with a 
view of making some provision for the two children 
of my said son I give to each of them a legacy of 
£100,’ & in all other respects he confirmed his 
will :—Held: inasmuch as testator believed that 
the death of his son had caused the gifts of the 
legacy & share of residue to lapse, his failure to 
make further disposition of the legacy & share of 
residue showed an intention to let them lapse, & 
thereby ‘‘ a contrary intention’ appeared within 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 33, 80 as to prevent the 
application of that sect.; the legacy & share of 




















intention, the children of the pre- 
deceased child of testator are not 
entitled to take the share to which 
their parent would have been entitled 
had he survived the testator.—Van 


REENEN 1. KELSEY’S ESTATE, [1913] 
c. P. Db. 92.—-S. AF 

. —— Newfoundland Wills Act, 8.17.) 
—A child en ventre sa mére—the father 
legatee—having predeceased testatrix, 


WILLS. 


residue given to his son were undisposed of; the 
gift of furniture took effect by virtue of sect. 33, 
& the legacies to the son’s children were 
payable. 

Qu.: whether if testator’s codicil had merely 
stated the fact of his son’s death & then given a 
legacy to each of the son’s children, ‘‘ a contrary 
intention ’’? would have thereby appeared within 
the meaning of sect. 33.—Re MEREDITH, DAVIES v. 
DAVIES, [1924] 2 Ch. 552; 94 L. J. Ch. 873; 131 
L. T’. 800. 

3230. Gift over must be stipulated in will.|— 
The provisions in Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), against 
the lapse of legacies given to children, renders it 
necessary for testator, intending that a legacy to 
one child shall go over to another in the 
event of the death of the first legatee, to express 
that meaning by his will.—-Jt?e Mores’ TRUST 
(1851), 10 Hare, 171; 68 Ih. R. 885. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Re Boden, Boden v. Boden, [1907] 1 
Mentd. Mann wv. Fuller (1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 1085 ; 





Ch. 132. 
Fe Gibson (1861), 2 John. & H. 656; ste Joseph, Pain v. 
Joseph, [1908] 2 Ch. 507. 

3231. ---- Gift to ‘*surviving children.’’|— 
Devise & bequest to all testator’s children living 
at his decease, without naming them. <A subse- 
quent codicil confirmed the gift, as mentioned in 
his will ‘‘ to his surviving children,’? naming them 
all. One died in testator’s lifetime, leaving 
children who survived testator:—Held: the 
survivorship had relation to testator’s death, & 
not to the date of the will, & the representatives 
of deceased child took nothing under Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 26), 5. 338.—FULLFORD v. FULLFORD (1853), 
16 Beav. 565; 1 W.R.315; 511. RR. S083 sub nom. 
FULFORD v. FuLForD, 2] lL. T. O. 8S. 205. 

3232. ——— Legatee one of class.|—'I'cstator 
gave real estate to his wife tor life. & after her 
death on trust to sell twelve months after her 
death, the proceeds to go ‘' equally between all his 
children, but if any of them should be then 
deceased, leaving lawful issue surviving them, 
then the respective share or shares of such deceased 
child or children should be given to such issue, if 
more than one, in equal proportions.’? The widow 
died, living testator: one of the children of 
testator survived the widow, & died. living testator, 
leaving a husband & children:—-J/cld: her share 
went to the surviving children of testator, & not 
to her issue, nor to her personal representatives. 

Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 338, applies only to 
cases of strict lapse, not to the case of gifts to a 
class.—OLNEY v. BATES (1855), 3 Drew. 31935 26 
L. T. O.S. 85; O17. R. 9253 sub nom. ONLEY v. 
BATES, 3 W. KR. 606. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Browne v. Vaminond (1858), John, 210; 
Jie Warvey’s Estate, Waurvey ov. Gillow, [1893] 1 Ch. 567. 
Refd. fe Potter’s Trust (1869), 309 L. J. Ch. 102; Uns- 
worth +. Speakman (1876), 35 L. T. 731; 2e Milne, Grant 
v Heysham (1887), 56 lL. J. Ch. 543. 

3233. JI—Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 33, 
does not apply where the devise or bequest is to 
testator’s ‘children’? as a class.——-BROWNE  v. 
HAMMOND (1858), John. 210; 70 BE. RR. 400. 


ainnotations :-—Apld. Re Harvey’s Estate, Harvey v. Gillow, 
[1893] L Ch. 567. Refd. Wardroper vr, Cuttield (1864), 
10 J. T. 193 Piekwell v. Spencer (1872), 41 L. J. Ex. 73; 
Underhill v. Roden (1876), 2 Ch. D. 494; Ie Jones’ 
state, Wume v. Lloyd (1878), 26 W. R. 828; Fe Tred- 
well, Jeffray «. Tredwell, [1891] 2 Ch. 640; Re Wilmot, 
Wilmot « Betterton (1897), 76 L. VT. 415; Ite Canney’s 
Trusts, Mavers v. Strover (1910), 101 L. T. 905; In the 
Kstate of Griffiths, Morgan v. Stephens, [1917] P. 59; 
Chia Khwee Eng. v. Chia Poh Choon, {1923} A. C. 424, 














is to be regarded as issue “living ”’ 
at the death of testatrix within the 
above sect., & the legacy does not 
lapse.—-DUDER v. DUDER (1884), 7 
Nfid. L. R. 10.—NFLD. 


Part XIV.—Lapse. 


3234, —--- .---—.]—Bequest of residue ‘In 
trust for my son G., my daughters L., M. A., B. & 
F., & such of my child or children, if any, hereafter 
to be born as shall attain the age of twenty-one 
years or marry, in equal shares as tenants in 
common, but subject, as to the share of any 
daughter, whether now living or a child hereafter 
to be born, to the trusts following ”’ the share of 
‘“such daughter’’ being settled. Testator had 
six children only, the five named & one other, all 
of whom had attained twenty-one at: the date of the 
will. Of the named children two died in testator’s 
lifetime without issue, & three survived him :— 
Held: the five named children took as a class & 
not as individuals, & the whole residue was 
divisible among the three who survived testator. 

If it is a gift to individuals quoad the five who are 
named, then the ordinary rule as to lapse must 
apply; it is a gift to them nominatim. I may 
mention that Wills Act, 1887 (c. 26), s. 33 has some 
bearing on the clause, although not in the particular 
events that have happened, because both G. & F. 
have died without issue. The authorities on 
sect. 33 have decided that where the gift is to 
individuals sect. 33 applies, but that where it is a 
gift to children as a class sect. 33 does not apply 
(Cuirry, J.).—Re JACKSON, SHIERS v. ASHWORTH 
(1883), 25 Ch. D. 1623; 53 1. J. Ch. 180; 50 L. T. 
18; 82 W. RR. 194. 

Annotations -~Apld. Re Mervin, 

[1891] 3 Ch. 19 

A. C. 187, 


3235. —---- Class consisting of one person.| 
—The rule that Wills Act, 1887 (c. 26), 5. 83 docs 
not apply to gifts to children or grandchildren of 
testator as a class is not affected by the fact that 
in the events which happened. the class consisted 
of but one individual.—/’e Harvey's Estate, 
HARVEY v7. GILtLow, [18983] 1 Ch. 567; 62 L. J. 
Ch. 3828; 681. T. 562; 41 W. RR. 298; 9TLLL RR. 
1873; 87 S8ol. Jo. 212; 381. 247, 

3236. -—--- Legatee one of specified individuals.] 
—-Testator directed that at the decease of his wife, 
who died in his lifetime, his real estate & household 
furniture should be sold, & the moneys equally 
divided “ between my nine children.’ He then 
bequeathed his personal estate not thereinbefore 
bequeathed to his trustees, upon trust to get in & 
convert the same into money, & pay & divide the 
same ‘equally to & between all my children,’’ 
except that his eldest son J., by reason of his be- 
coming entitled to a piece of property by a different 
title, should receive £30 ‘‘ less than cach of my 
other children ”’ :—J/ eld : the gift of residuary per- 
sonalty was a gift to testator’s nine children as 
persons designated ; & hence the representative 
of a child who died in testator’s lifetime was 
entitled to participate by virtue of Wills Act, 1837 
(ce. 26), 8. 338.— Re STANSFIELD, STANSFIELD v. 
STANSFIELD (J880), 15 Ch. 1. 84; 49 L. J. Ch. 
7903; 43 L. T. 310; 29 W. RR. 72. 


Mervin ». Crossman, 
7. Apprvd. Kingsbury v. Walter, [1901] 











3237, - |—Re JACKSON, SHIERS v. 
ASHWORTH, No. 3234, ante. 
3238. ---— Subject of gift disposable by will.]— 


Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 33, which provides that, 
where a child or other issue of testator, to whom 
any real or personal estate shall be devised or be- 
queathed, shall die in the lifetime of testator, 
leaving issue, & any such issue shall be living at the 
death of testator, such devise or bequest shall not: 
lapse, but shall take effect as if the death of such 
person had happened immediately alter that of 
testator, does not substitute, for the predeceased 
devisee or legatee, the issue whose existence is the 
event or condition which excludes the lapse, but 
renders the subject of the gift the absolute property 
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of the predeceased devisee or legatee, & therefore 

disposable by his will, notwithstanding his death 

before the death of testator.—-JOHNSON v. JOHNSON 

(1843), 3 Hare, 157; 138 L. J. Ch. 79; 2L.T. 0.8. 

18; 8 Jur. 77; 67 E.R. 336. 

Annotations :-—Folld. In the Goods of Parker (1860), 1 Sw. 
& Tr. 523. Apld. Bacon (Kxors. of Perry) v. R. (1868), 
38 L. J. Ex. 5; Eager v. Furnivall (1881), 17 Ch. D. 115. 
Consd. /?e Scott, [1901] 1 K. B. 228. efd. pore), v. 
Heath (1860), 29 L. J. Ch. 3133; Pearce v. Graham (1863), 

x 


eal Rep. 507; Bain v. Fothergill (1874), 43 L. J. Ex. 


3239. - --—,.|—Re Scorr, No. 3224, ante. 

3240, -- - Devisee devising to testator.|— 
A father by his will devised a freehold house to a 
son, & his residuary real estate to trustees in 
trust for other persons. The son died in his 
father’s lifetime leaving issue living at his father’s 
death, & having by his will devised all his real 
estate to his father :—Held: as under Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 26), s. 383 the son must be deemed to have 
survived the father, the property passed to the 
son absolutcly under his father’s will, & became 
subject to testamentary disposition by the son. 
But as by the will of the son the property was 
devised to his father, the devise by the son failed, 
& his heir-at-law was entitled to the property.— 
Re IENSLER, JONES v. HENSLER (1881), 19 Ch. D. 


612; 511. J. Ch. 3083; 45 L. T. 672; 30 W. R. 
4&2, 


Annotation ;—Refd. 7?e Scott, [1901] 1 K. B. 228. 

3241. After execution of codicil.) —— 
Testator, by his will, dated in i818, gave a legacy 
of £100 to Kk. B., & the residue of his property to 
his daughter. By a codicil executed in 1839 he 
merely revoked the legacy to EK. B. The daughter 
died before testator, but after the execution of the 
codicil, leaving two children who survived testator : 
—RHeld: the will was republished by the codicil, & 
the representative of the daughter was entitled to 
the residuary estate.--SKINNER v. OGLE (1845), 
1 Rob. Kecl. 363 ; 4 Notes of Cases, 74; 9 Jur. 482 ; 
163 Td. R. 1067. 

Annotation :- -Refd. In the Goods of Truro, (1866), L. R. 1 

Pr. & YD. 201. 


3242. Bequest on trusts of marriage settle- 
ment — Right of husband as administrator.] — 
Testator gave his residuary personal estate to his 
children in equal shares, & directed that the share 
of his daughter, Mrs. B., if she survived him, 
should be subject to the trusts of her marriage 
settlement & paid to the trustees thereof. Mrs. B. 
died in testator’s lifetime, but left children sur- 
viving him. Her hushand having taken out 
administration to her he claimed her share :— 
Meld: under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 33 Mrs. B. 
must for all the purposes of the will be taken to 
have survived testator, & the share must be paid 
to the trustees of the marriage settlement & not 
to the administrator.—Re HONr’s Trusts (1883), 
22 Ch. D. 663; 52 L. J. Ch. 295; 48 L. T. 266; 
3L W. RR. 370. 











3243. Devisee dying intestate.|-—-fte ScoTT, 
No. 3224, ante. 
3244. —-— After acquired property bound by 


covenant in marriage settlement-—-Whether cove- 
nant applicable to interest under will.|—By a 
marriage settlement of 1598 a sum of £10,000, 
which included a sum of £5,539 secured to the 
trustees by the covenant of the wife’s father, was 
settled on certain trusts for the wife, husband & 
children, the wife taking the first life interest, & 
covenanting to settle after acquired property to 
which she became entitled during the coverture 
on substantially the same trusts. 

By his will of 1905 the father gave one third of 
his residuary real & personal estate to the wife for 
her separate use absolutely. The father died 
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during the coverture. His clear residuary estate 
subject only to the covenant was £80,000 all 
personalty :—Held: the bequest was a satisfaction 
as to the wife’s life interest in the £5,539 secured by 
the covenant but not as to the interest of other 
cestuis que trust not mentioned in the will taking no 
direct interest In the bequest & only in fact taking 
derivatively under the after acquired property 
clause, because the bequest happened to take 
effect during the coverture.—Re BLUNDELL, 
BLUNDELL v. BLUNDELL, [1906] 2 Ch. 222; 75 
L. J. Ch. 561; 04 1. T. 818; 22 T. L. R. 570. 

3245. Devisee undischarged bankrupt.|— 
Re Scorr, No. 3224, ante. 

8246. -—--. ——-~.|—-Testator bequeathed a share 
in his residuary estate to his son. The son died 
in testator’s lifetimnec, leaving issue who survived 
testator, but having been adjudicated bkpt. 
without obtaining his order of discharge :—Held : 
the trustee in bkpcy. was entitled to the son's 
share in the residuary estate.——ARe PEARSON, 
Smitny v. Pearson, [1920] 1 Ch. 247; 80 L. J. Ch. 
123; 122 L. T. 515; 64 Sol. Jo. 83; [1920] B. & 
C. RR. 388. 

3247, —— - ‘* Contrary intention ’’ as to lapse. ]-— 
Re MEREDITH, DAVIES vt. Davies, No. 3229, ante. 

3248. Devisee dead at time of will—Issue living 
at death of testator.|—Devise by testator to his 
eldest son, who had died previously to the date of 
the willleaving an heir:—Held: on the construction 
of Wills Act. 1837 (c. 26), 5s. 33 the heir of the de- 
visee was entitled.— WISDEN v. WISDEN (1854), 
28m. & 396; 241. 7T. O.S. 2503 18 Jur. 1090 ; 
2W.R. 616; 65 E.R. 452 3 subsequent proceedings 
(1859), 33: L. T. O. S. 130. 

Annotation :—Refd. Ite Scott, [1901] 1 K. B. 228, 








SecT. 7.— SETTLED SHARES. 

3249. Whether gift lapses—Death of legatee in 
lifetime of testator—General rule./—A testator 
made a general gift by will of his real & personal 
estate to trustees upon trusts for sale & conversion, 
& to hold the proceeds in trust for all of his children 
who being sons should attain twenty-one, or being 
daughters should attaim that age or marry, the 
share of each of his sons to be for his own absolute 
use & benefit. We directed that the share of each 
of his daughters should be held upon trusts in effeet 
for herself for life for her separate use, & after her 
death for her children. The will contained 
provisions for substituting the issue of sons dying 
in the lifetime of the testator for the sons, but no 
similar provision for the case of daughters. <A 
daughter having died in testator’s lifetime leaving 
children who survived him :—J//eld : the gift of the 
daughter’s share did not fail, & her children were 
entitled.—-Re SPEAKMAN, UNswortTH v. SPEAKMAN 
(1876), 4 Ch. D. 620; 46 L. J. Ch. 608; 35 L. T. 
7313 25 W. RR. 225. 

Annotations :—N.F. Ie Roberts, Tarleton r. Bruton (1884), 
27 Ch. D. 346. Refd. King cv. George (1876), 35 L. T. 786. 
3250. -—-- ——.|—Testator directed his 

trustees to stand possessed of his residuary estate 

in trust for his four sisters (by name) in equal 

Shares, “‘ Provided always & I declare that my 

trustees shall retain the share of each of my sisters 

of & in the residuary trust funds upon the trusts 
following,’’ which were, to pay the income thereof 
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NON (1909), 19 O. 
r. Whether gift lapses— Death of 


378, 1003.—CAN. 


legulee in lifetime of testutur. }— Re SHAN- 
~K.39; 130. W. RR. 


WILLS. 


to such sister for life, with power to appoint a 
life interest to a husband, & after her death for 
her children at twenty-one or marriage, & in 
default of children who should attain a vested 
interest, for such persons as should be next of kin 
to her at her decease. One of the sisters having 
predeceased testator, leaving infant children :—- 

Held: the share of the deceased sister had not 

lapsed, & the infants were entitled to it contin- 

gently on their attaining twenty-one or marriage.— 

Re PINHORNE, MORETON v. Tluauss, [1894] 2 Ch. 

276; 638 L. J. Ch. 607; 70 1. T. 901; 42 W. R. 

438 ; 38 Sol. Jo. 400; 8 R. 264. 

Annotations -—Apld. Fe Powell, Campbell v. Campbell, 
11900] 2 Ch. 525, Consd. Re Whitmore, Walters v. 
Harrison, [1902] 2 Ch. 66. Apld. ‘te Walter, Turner v. 
Walter (No. 2) (1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 632. 

3251. ——- --- - —-~.]-——A testatrix gave her 
real & personal estate to trustees upon trust for 
sale & conversion, & after payment of debts & 
legacies, ‘* in trust for my said three daughters in 
equal shares’’; the trustees were then directed 
to retain the share of each daughter upon trust to 
pay the income to each daughter for life, to her 
husband for life, & then for her children in the 
usual way, & in default of children who should 
attain a vested Interest, in trust for the other 
daughters in equal shares, but so that the share 
so accruing should be subject to the same trusts 
as those declared concerning her original share. 
One of the daughters having predeceased the testa- 
trix without issue, but leaving a husband :—/Teld : 
the share of the deceased daughter had not lapsed, 
«& the husband was entitled to receive the income 
during his life, & subject to this —it accrued for the 
benefit of the other daughters, their husbands & 
children.—-e POWELL, CAMPBELL 1. CAMPBELL, 
[1900] 2 Ch. 525; 69 L. J. Ch. 788; 83 LL. T. 24. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Whitmore, Walters rv. Harrison, 

(1902})2 Ch. 66. Apld. de Walter, Turner v. Walter (No. 2) 

(1912), 56 Sol, Jo. 632. 

3252, —--- --—— .}—Testatrix gave the resi- 
due of her estate in trust for all or such of her 
brothers & sisters who should be living at the 
decease of the survivor of two of her sisters in equal 
shares, with a substitutionary gift to the then 
living children of parents who should be then dead. 
She then settled the share of a sister, C., in trust to 
pay her the income for life, & after her decease the 
capital to be held in trust. for her children as she 
should appoint, & in default of appointment to vest 
in her children who should attain twenty-one, or 
being daughters marry, with a gift over in default. 
of children to the persons entitled to the other 
shares. At the period of distribution all the 
brothers & sisters of testatrix were dead. C. 
alone had had issue, & they had attained twenty- 
one, but had all died before the period of distribu- 
tion :--Held: the gift of the settled share had not 
failed in consequence of C.’s death before the period 
of distribution, & therefore the representatives of 
C.’s children were entitled to testatrix’s residuary 
estate.—-Rte WHITMORE, WALTERS 2. LLARRISON, 
[1902] 2 Ch. 66; 71 L. J. Ch. 673; 87 L. T. 210, 
C. A. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Ne Laing, Laing v. Morrison, [1912] 2 
Ch. 386. Apid. ke Walter, Turner 1, Walter (No. 2) 
(1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 632. Refd. Ze Simmons, Dennison v. 
Orman (1902), 87 I. T. ov4. 

3253. —---- ~~  -~—,|-——Testator bequeathed 
his residuary estate to be divided between his flve 
named children, ‘‘ subject to the trusts following,”’ 
which were in effect a settlement on each child for 
life, with remainder as to the capital of the share 


t. .]—WI1LKIE v. JACKBON 
(1836), 14 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 1121.— 
SCOT. 
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to his grandchildren, the children of such child, 
with accruer to the other shares in default of such 
grandchildren. One of the children died in the 
lifetime of the testator, leaving no issue him 
surviving :—Held: the share of the deceased child 
did not lapse, but accrued to the other shares. 
Re WALTER, TURNER v. WALTER (No. 2) (1912), 56 
Sol. Jo. 632, C. A. 

3254, —-— Bequest with recommendation 
to settle.|—Testator bequeathed to his daughter 
A., the wife of B., a legacy of £10,000, payable six 
months after his decease ; & he recommended his 
daughter & her husband to settled it, together with 
such sum of money of the husband as he should 
choose, for the benefit of A. & her children :--- 
Held: a trust for the children, & the legacy did 
not lapse by the death of A. in the lifetime of 
testator.-- Forp v. Fowler (1810), 3 Beav. 146; 
9L. J. Ch. 352; 4 Jur. 958 5; 49 Kh. R. 57. 

Annotation :—Refd. Fisk v. A.-G. (1867), L. BR. 4 leq. 521. 


3255, ----- -.--- Where accruer clause.| — 
A share of residue was given by will to testator’s 
daughter C. for life, & after her death to her 
ehildren who should attain twenty-one, other 
shares being given upon corresponding trusts for 
other sons & daughters of the testator aominatim 
& their children, with a proviso that if any one or 
more of the sons or daughters should die without 
having any child who under the preceding trusts 
should become absolutely entitled to a share of the 
property, the original & surviving or accruing share 
of each son or daughter whose issue should so fail, 
& his or her children, should vest in, accrue & 
belong to the survivors or others of the sons & 
daughters for their lives, & he transmitted to their 
children in the same manner as their original 
shares. One of the daughters named in the will 
having died without issue in testator’s lifetinne, 
after the date of the will: - Meld: lher share did 
not Japse, but passed to the other sons & daughters 
& their children under the gift over contained in the 
proviso.—RacknamM cv. Dr LA Mare (1864), 2 
DeG. J. & Sm. 743 3 New Rep. 808 5 9 1. 'T. 699 ; 
10 Jur. N.S. 1903 12 W. RL 868; 16 FL 1. 803, 
Dasdil 4 

3256. - - ., ~ A testator bequeathed 
the residue of his estate to trustees upon trust for a 
nephew & three nieces equally between them, & in 
case any or either of them should die under 
twenty-one, then he directed that the share or 
shares of him, her or then so dving, whether 
original or accruing, should po to the others or 
other of them, & if more than one in equal shares : 
‘ Provided & I declare that my trustees or trustee 
shall retain the share of each of my nieces of & 
in the said trust moneys upon the trusts following.” 
Then followed trusts for the niece for life for her 
separate use, & after her decease as to the capital 
upon trust as she should by will appoint, & in 
default of appointment upon trust for her children 
who being sons should attain twenty-one or being 
daughters attain that age or marry, & in default of 
such issue upon trust for such persons as should be 
next of kin to her at her decease. One of the nicees 
married & died before the testator leaving a child 
who survived him :—//eld: the share of the 
deceased niece had lapsed, & there was an intestacy 
as to it.-—Re Rornerrs, TARLETON tv. BRUTON 
(1885), 380 Ch. D. 234; 58 0. T. 482, C0. A. 
Annotations :--Distd. Re Pinborne, Morcton v. Hughes, 


11894) 2 Ch. 276: Re Powell, Campbell v. Campbell, 
{1900} 2 Ch. 525. Folld. 2te Whitmore, Walters v. llarri- 
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_&. Death of issue of legatee in life- 
lime of leyutee.J—'Testatrix boqucuthed 


wu sum of £300 to her exors. in trust to 
place the same out at interest, & pay 
same, as {it should fall due, to her 
nephew, for lifo, & at his decease, ‘* to 
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son, [1902] 2 Ch. 66. Distd. te Walter, Turner v. Walter 
(No. 2) (1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 632. 


Where gift to class.|—Sce Sect. 10, 
post. 


Srecr. 8.—FUTURE GIFTS. 


3257. Death of legatee before time for payment— 
Legacy payable at certain future time.|-—(1) It is 
now fully settled, if a pecuniary Iegacy 1s given on 
condition of marriage with consent, & there 1s no 
devise over, such condition is void. 

(2) Where a condition has been performed to a 
reasonable intent, the ct. will dispense with the 
want of circumstances, as where the major part 
of the trustees consent, or where they give an 
implied, not an express consent. ons 

(3) Where an estate is to arise on a condition 
precedent, it cannot vest till that condition 1s 
performed. 

(4) Though the civil law has no such term as 
condition precedent, yet the rule in that law, 
conditio suspendit legatum, is the thing in effect.— 

(5) It is laid down as a rule that governs in 
devises of personal estates, that where there 1s no 
devise over, the condition is only in terrorem, but 
I rather take it this is laid down as a rule to 
construe testator’s intention, but not that it is in 
all events a general rule that such conditions shall 
be in terrorem only, unless there are words of 
limitation over, for testator’s intent may be known 
other ways (WILLES, C.J.). 

(6) Swinburne, part 4, sect. 17, fol. 308, at 
pp. 377, 378, takes the difference where legacy 1s 
given at a day certain or time uncertain ; in the 
first case, the legatee dying, his exor. generally 
may recover the legacy when the time 1s come 3 
but if the legacy is given to be paid at an uncertain 
time, as where testator’s daughter shall marry, if 
he die before her marriage, the legacy is utterly 
extinguished (COMYNs, J.).—-HARVEY v. ASTON 
(LADY) (1737), 1 Atk. 361; 2 Com. 726; 2 Eq. 
Cas. Abr. 539; 26 EH. R. 2303 sub nom. HERVEY 
v. ASTON, West temp. Hard. 330. 

Annotations :-—.18 to (1) Refd. Parsons v. Parsons (1744), 
9 Mod. Rep. 464; Reynish v. Martin (1746), 3 Atk. 330 ; 
Berkley v. Ryder (1752), 2 Vos. Sen. 533; Burleton v. 
Huuifrey (1755), Amb. 256; Low v. Peers (1770), Wilm. 
3643 Seott v. Tyler (1788), 2 Bro. C. C. 431; Pearce v. 
Loman, Pearce v. Taylor (1796), 3 Ves. 135; Re Moore, 
Trafford v. Maconochie (1888), 39 Ch. D. 116; Re Nourse, 
Hampton v. Nourse (1898), 79 L. T. 376. As to (2) Dbtd. 
Clarke v. Parker (1812), 19 Ves. 1. 1] have seen & manu- 
script note, in which the Chief Baron savs no such thing. 
We has published his judgment in his own reports where 
no such passage appears (LORD KLDON, C.). dato (4) Reid. 
Lloyd v. Branton (1817), 3 Mer, 108. Generally, Consd. 
Newton v. Marsden (1862), 2 John. & H. 356. Refd. 
Wheeler v. Bingham (1746), 3 Atk. 364. 

3258. —— —.-..,;-—-PARSONS v. Parsons (1800), 
5 Ves. 5783 31 KH. R. 748. 
are tara :—Refd. Andrew v. Andrew (1875), 1 Ch. D. 


3259. —-— .|}—Where testator gave a 
legacy of £1,000 & a share of residue to his sister, 
a widow, payable on his wife's death, provided 
the sister be a widow at that date, but in the event 
of her being a wife at that date then over to her 
two children, & the sister died a widow, but pre- 
deceased testator’s wife. Upon the death of 
testator’s wife :—Held: the legacy & the gift of 
the share of residue, as well as the gifts over to the 
children in each case, were contingent upon the 
sister being alive at the date of distribution, & 
in the events that had happened both the gifts 








divide the said sum, & any interest. 
which might be duo thereon, among all 
his children equally; & if he should 
leave but one, then to give the whole 
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& the gifts over failed.—Re Latina, LAING v. 
Mornison, [1912] 2 Ch. 886; 81 L. J. Ch. 686; 
107 L. T. 822 ; 57 Sol. Jo. 80. 








3260. Legacy contingent an uncertain 
pia v. ASTON (LADY), No. 3257, 
ante. 

8261. Time annexed to legacy.}|—Where 


a time is annexed to the legacy, & not to the pay- 

ment, & legatee dies before that time, it is lapsed. 

—SMELL v. DEE (1707), 2 Salk. 415; 91 EK. R. 

360, L. C. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. King v. Withers (1735), Cas. femp. 
Talb. 117. Refd. Hutchins v. Foy (1740), 2 Com. 716. 
3262. Capital payable after death of tenant 

for Hfe.J}—STRICKLAND v. GARNET (10674), 2 Rep. 

Ch. 97; 2 EH. R. 627. 

3263. }—SMITH v. VAUGHAN (1729), 
2 Kq. Cas. Abr. 543 5 8 Vin. Abr. 381, pl. 382; 22 
E.R. 457, 

3264, —--- --.-- .]|—A gift of a sum of money to 
be applied in the purchase of an annuity can be 
the subject of lapse. 

A testator bequeathed a sum of money to 
trustees upon trust after the decease of his wife, 
to invest the same in the purchase of a Govt. 
annuity for the life of J. D., & to pay the annuity 
to him; but in case J. D. should assign, charge. 
or incumber the annuity, or become a bkpt. or 
insolvent, then the annuity was to fall into the 
residue. J. D. survived the testator, but died in 
the lifetime of the testator’s widow. He had not 
done any act, since the date of the will, whereby 
the gift over was to take effect. No annuitv was 
purchased by the trustees :— Held: the repre- 
sentatives of the annuitant were not entitled to 
the money directed to be invested, but it passed 
under the residuary vift.—Re DRarER (1888), 
Le L. J. Ch. 942; 58 L. TY. 9425 36 W. R. 
eUads 
Annotation :-—Folld. Re Strange, Lamb v. Bossi Leu (1916), 

60 Sol. Jo. 640. 

3265. Where proviso for payment to 
survivors./—Testator devised his real estates to 
his daughter for life, & after her death devised 
them to his exors., with a direction to sell them & 
divide the sum arising from the sale amongst 
‘““miy grandchildren that are living at my 
daughter’s death, & by the present marriage, in 
the following manner: J give & bequeath to my 
grandson A. one-fifth, to B. one-fourth, to (. one- 
fifth, & the other parts to be equally divided 
amongst the other children living at the death of 
my daughter by this present marriage.” Testator 
died leaving his daughter his heiress at law & also 
pext of kin. She had at that time seven children, 
of whom A., B. & C. were three. <A. & B. died in 
their mother’s lifetime:—Held: their shares 
Japsed to their mother, as the testator’s heir at 
law, as personal estate.—HATFIELD v. PRYME 
(1845), 2 Coll. 201; 51. LT. O.S. 388; 9 Jur. 838 ; 
63 E. R. 700. 

3266. —-— Legacy payable on attaining twenty- 
one.|—A Jegacy of £20 to A. ‘ when he shall come 
to the age of twenty-one,”’ lapses by A.’s death 
during minority: aliter, if it be a legacy ‘‘ to be 
paid to A. at or when he comes to the age of 
twenty-one.” — ANON, (16786), 1 Freem. K. B. 420 ; 
89) H.R. 312, 

3267, ----~— ——.]—ONSLOW v. SouTit (1710), 1 
Eq. Cas. Abr. 295; 21 EF. R. 1056, 

Annotation :— Refd. May v. Wood (1792), 3 Bro. C. C. 471. 











to said one child.’ Thero were two 
children of the nephew, both of whom 
died in his lifetime :—Held: this was 


a gift to the father for life, with that child; 


remainder to the children as tenants in 
common, with a gift over, in case there 
should be but one surviving child, to 
& that as that event had 


WILLS. 


3268. ——— J—CHANDOIS (DUKE) v. TAL- 
BOTT (1731), Kel. W. 25; 2 P. Wms. 601; 25 E.R. 
477, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Hall »v. Terry (1738), West temp. 
Hard, 500; Prowse v. Abingdon (1738), 1 Atk. 482; 
Nicholls v. Judson (1742), 2 Atk. 300; <A.-G, v. Milner 
(1744), 3 Atk. 112; Basset vp. Basset (1744), 3 Atk. 203 ; 
Chester v. Willes (1754), Amb. 246; Pearco v. Loman, 
Pearce v. Taylor (1796), 3 Ves. 135; Astley ». Mills 
(1827), 1 Sim. 298; Horton vr. Smith (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 
773; Remnant v. Hood (1859), 27 Beav. 74. 

3269. - — .1—Testatrix, who died in 1867, 
by her will, dated in 1865, devised & bequeathed 
her real estate & the residue of her personal estate 
to trustees upon trust for sale & conversion, & 
after payment of her debts, &c., & certain legacies, 
upon trust to divide the residue of the income of 
her personal estate & the rents of her real estate 
until sold into nine equal: shares. Testatrix 
disposed of one of such shares in the following 
manner: As to one other equal ninth part or 
share of such dividends, rents, & interest, upon 
trust to pay or apply the same for & towards the 
maintenance & education of A.. B., & C.; & as 
& when they should respectively attain the ages 
of twenty-one years. upon trust to pay them in 
equal shares one equal ninth part or share of such 
principal moneys, & the dividends & interest 
which might accrue due thereon. A. died in the 
lifetime of testatrix. B. survived testatrix but 
died under the age of twenty-one. C. survived 
testatrix & attained the age of twenty-one. Upon 
the question whether the yift to B. was vested or 
contingent :—Held: the gift was contingent & 
not vested, &, therefore, the share of B. lapsed by 
reason of his death under the age of twenty-one 
aa MARTIN, TUKE v. GILBERT (1887), 57 
J.T. 471. 

Annotation :—Apld. Re Gossling, Gossling v. Elcock, [1902] 
1 Ch. 945, 

3270. Or on marriage.!— Legacy 
devised to A. to be paid at. the age of twenty-one, 
or marriage, Which shall first happen, so as such 
marriage be with the consent of B., if not, devise 
over: A. marries without consent, & dies before 
twenty-one; the legacy is gone.—VPIGGOT vv. 
Morris (1725), Cas. temp. Wing, 26; 25 E.R. 
203, [. C. 

3271, —--- - -- ——.]—Direction to exors. to 
apply £25 per annum for the maintenance of 
testator’s natural daughter till twenty-one or 
marriage, which should first’ happen, when his 
exors. were thereby required to pay to her £500. 
She died under twenty-one & unmarried :—-fHeld: 
the legacy failed. —WaATSON v. HAYES, WATSON v. 
REYNARD (1839),5 My. & Cr. 125; 91. 9. Ch. 49 ; 
4 Jur. 186; 41 1. R. 319, Lc. 


Annolations :-- Refd. James v. Wynford (1852), 1 Sm. & G. 
0; dee Hart’s Trusts, er pm. Block (1858), 3 De G. & J. 
194: Ree Peek’s Trusts (1873), L. Tk. 16 Kq. 221; Spencer 
v. Wilson (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 5013 Fox v, Fox af 
H.R. 19 IKeq. 286; Re Holt’s Estate, Bolding v. Strurnell 
(1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 208; 7te Grimshaw's Trusts (1879), 
11 Ch. D. 406; Patching v. Barnett (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 
665: Fe Martin, Tuke v7. Gilbert. (1887), 57 L. T. 4713 
Re Wintle, Tucker v. Wintle, [1896] 2 Ch. 711; fee 
Nanburnholme, Wilson v. Nunburnholme, [1911] 2 
510; Jte Ussher, Foster v. Ussher, [1922) 2 Ch. 321. 


3272. --—— Legacy payable ten years after death 
of testator.|—ANoN. (1707), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 541; 
8 Vin. Abr. 389, pl. 19; 22 i. R. 455, L. C. 

3273. |\—A testator, after having 
made certain bequests, directed the surplus of 
his estate to accumulate for five years, at the end 
of which time he left various persons by name, 
‘Cor as many as are living, £100 each,’ & to other 











eee ree 











not happened, the representative of the 
deceased children was entitled to the 
fund.— KIMBERLEY v. Taw (1843), 4 
Dr. & War. 139.—IR. 
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persons by name, “‘or as many as are then living, 
£50 each, & the same sum to be given at the 
expiration of ten years from the time of my death, 
& ditto at fifteen & twenty years from my death.” 
All the legatees survived the first period of five 
years, but some did not survive the ten, & others 
did not survive the fifteen years. The question 
was whether the legatees, having all survived the 
first five years, did not thereupon take vested 
interests in the subsequent legacies, & were 
entitled to the subsequent payments, though not 
living at those times :—Held: the contingency 
equally applied to the subsequent periods, & such 
legatees only as were alive at the respective 
periods were entitled to those payments. 

If a legacy be given to a man ‘at ten years 
from my death,” it is clear that that is not a vested 
legacy. If it be given to him to be paid at the end 
of ten years, then it is vested (per Cur.).—BRUCE 
v. CHARLTON (1842), 18 Sim. 65; 6 Jur. 594; 60 
kK. R. 26; affd. (1843), 18 L. J. Ch. 97, Li C. 

3274. Legacy payable six years after death 
of testator.|—Testator declared that his trustees 
should stand seised & possessed of his residuary 
personalty & realty, upon trust to retain legacies 
to themselves, & to “ pay the following legacies : 
To my brother, G. I. the annual sum of £50 for 
the term of five years from my decease, & the 
legacy of £1,000 six years after my deccasce.”’ 
Testator died on July 6, 1900, & G. IK. on May 9, 
1903 :—Held: there being no gift except in this 
direction to pay, everything depended upon the 
expiration of six years, & G. EK. not having sur- 
vived this period after the testator’s death, his 
estate did not take the £1,000.—Re Evi, BELTON 
v. TiomMPSONn (1905), 93 TL. PL 235, 

3275. --—-— Legacy payable three years after 
death of testator—Direction for payment of interest 
meanwhile.|—A trust to sell & pay the annual 
income arising from such sale to A. during the 
three vears immediately folowing the testator’s 
death, & from & after the determination of such 
three vears upon trust to pay out of the capital 
of the said trust fund legacies to B., C. & D., gives 
1B. a vested interest in his legacy immediately on 
the death of the testator, Such a legacy does not 
lapse by reason of B. dying before the expiration 
of the period of three years from testator’s death.— 
Re BoamM, SHorrioust v. ANNIBAL (1911), 56 
Sol. Jo. 142. 

3276. —-— Legacy conditional on death of wife 
without fissue.]-—GkiteEN ¢«. Rop (1729), as reported 
in Mos. 18235 25 V4. R. 888, L. C. 
annotations :—-Refd. eauclerk vw. Dormer (1742), 2 

308; Sheffleld v. Orrery (1745), 3 Atk. 282. 

3277. ——- -——~-3—Testator gave his residuary 
estate to trustees in trust for his wife for hfe, & 
if she died without issue, in trust, as to one-sixth, 
to purchase an annuity for a person, “for his 
support & maintenance” The annuitant died 
during the life of the wife :-—Held: there was an 
intestacy as to the one-sixth.—POWER v. ITAYNE 
(1869), L. R. 8 Eg. 262; sub nom. POWER v. 
HAYNE, BURCHELL v. DISNEY, 17 W. R. 7&3. 
Annotations :—Apld. Re Draper (1888), 47 L. J. Ch. 942. 

Refd. Hatton v. May (1876), 3 Ch. D. 148; Re Strange, 

Lamb v, Bosal Leu (1916), 60 Sol. Jo. 640. 

8278. —-—— Legacy payable after decease of 
husband—Intention to postpone time of vesting.|— 
DUINS v. ROLLE (1844), 2 L. T. O. S. 517, 

8279. —-— Legacy payable within twelve months 
of death of testator—-Death of legatee one month 
after testator.|—A legacy out of real estate to be 
paid within twelve months after the death of A. 
The legatee survives A. but one month; it does 
not lapse, but goes to the representative.— 





Atk. 
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Hopa@son v. RAWSON (1747), 1 Ves. Sen. 443 27 

BK. R. 880, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Tunstall v. Brachen (1753), Amb. 167 ; 
Jeale v, Titchener (1771), Amb. 703; Godwin v. Munday 
(1779), 1 Bro. C. C. 191. 

3280, —--— Legacy to be raised after expiration 
of prior interest.|—T'estatrix appointed some pro- 
perty to trustees to sell, & upon trust to pay “ the 
legacies hereinafter by me directed.’ She then 
directed the payment of an annuity to A. for life, 
unless he should become entitled to the sum of 
£20,000. She then directed, after some dis- 
positions which did not expire till after the death 
of A., the sale of all the property not already sold 
under the trusts of her will, & out of the proceeds 
the payment of £20,000 to A., his exors., adminis- 
trators, & assigns :—Held: the £20,000 did not 
lapse by the death of A. before the period for 
raising it.—ITopGeEs v. GRANT (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 
140; 36 L. J. Ch. 985; 15 W. RR. 607. 

Annotations :—Refd. Wecasman v. Pearse (1871), L. I. 11 Eq. 
§22; Re Smith (1889), 48 L. J. Ch. 661; Je Yates, Bos- 
tock v. D’Iyncourt, [1891] 3 Ch. 53. 

3281. Death of tenant for life before time for 
payment.|—-Testator, after bequeathing a sum of 
long annuities to his wife for life. gives the capital, 
after her death, to A., if he shall be living at her 
decease; & if not, to A.’5 son. A. outlives the 
wile, but both he & the wife die in the testator’s 
lifetime :—J/eld: the legacy to A. lapsed, & the 
gift to his son did not take effect.—-WILLIAMS v. 
JONES (1826), 1 Russ. 517; 38 14. R. 199. 
annotation -—Consd. Gaskell +. Holmes (1844), 3 Hare, 438. 

3282. ———.|—Testator devised real estate to 
trustees & their heirs, upon trust to permit his 
brother-in-law, IT. M.. & all & every his brothers 
& sisters, to enjoy the rents & profits for their 
respective own use in equal shares for their lives, 
with benefit of survivorship where any of them 
should die without leaving children; but where 
any of them should die leaving children, upon 
trust to let such children have their parents’ share, 
until the longest liver of his said brother-in-law, 
brothers, & sisters should die; & so soon as they 
should all be dead, upon trust. to convey the said 
shares equally among the children of his said 
brother-in-law, brothers, & sisters, in equal shares 
by families & not by heads; but if any of them 
should die without having a child or children, then 
upon trust to convey the shares of such as should 
so die unto the survivors in equal shares. Before 
the date of the will one brother of the testator 
had died, leaving children. After the date of the 
will, & before the death of the testator, TT. M. & 
a brother & sister had died. leaving children :— 
Held: the children of H. M. & of the brother & 
sister who were living at the date of the wil] were 
entitled to share in the estate ; bat not the children 
of the brother who was dead at the date of the 
will. —ITABERGHAM v. RIDEHALGH (1870), L. R. 9 
Hq. 3953; 39 L. J. Ch. 545; 23 TT. 214; 18 
W. RR. 427. 

Annotations :-—Expld. Re Wannam, Haddelscy v. Hannam, 
[1897] 2 Ch. 39. Refd. 7?e Speakman, Unaworth v. Speak- 
man (1876), 4 Ch. D. 620; Fle Guibert, Daniel v. Matthews 
(1886), 54 L. T. 752. 

Time of vesting of gift.|—See Part XVI., Sect. 
20, post. 








Sect. 9..—GIFTS IN JOINT TENANCY AND 
TENANCY IN COMMON. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—JOINT TENANCY. 
3283. Application of doctrine of survivorship— 
Death of one joint tenant in lifetime of testator, }|— 
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Sect. 9.—Gifts in joint tenancy and tenancy in com- 
mon: Sub-sects.1 & 2, A. & B 


Davies v. KeMpr (1663), Cart. 2; 1 Eq. Cas. 


Abr. 216; 124 E. RR. 789. 
Annotations :—-Consd. Brunker v. Cook (1707), 11 Mod. Rep. 
12 Apld. Humphrey v. Tayleur (1752), Amb. 136. 


3284. .|—If a legacy is given to two, 
& one dies in the lifetime of testator, his legacy 
is not lapsed but survives to the other.—CRAy v. 
Wiris (1729), Mos. 184; 2 P. Wms. 529; 25 
kK. R. 389. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Morley «. Bird (1708), 3 Ver. 629. Refd. 
Campbell v. Campbell (1792), 4 Bro. C. C. 1683 Jackson tv. 
Jackson (1804), 9 Ver. 591: Swaine wo. Burton (1808), 15 
Ves. 365: Barber v. Barber (1837), 7 L. J. Ch. 703 elliott 
v. Kliiott (1841), 9 M. & W. 23; Forrest v. Whiteway 
(1849), 3 Hxch. 367; Edwards v. Chainpion (1853), 3 
De G. M. & G,. 202. 

3285. —-— -——.]—One devises the surplus of 
his personal estate to his four exors.; this is a 
joint bequest, & on the death of one shall go to 
the survivors as well in the case of a legacy, as of 
a grant. 

One gives a legacy of £200 apiece to his children 
pavable at twenty-one, & if any of them dic before 
twenty-one, then the legacy given to him so dying, 
to go over to the surviving children. One of the 
children dies in the life of the testator :—-Held: 
though this legacy lapses, as to the legatee dying 
under twenty-one, yet. it is well given over to the 








surviving children.--WI1LLING tv. BAINE (1731), 
$ P. Wins. 118; Kel. W. 12; 24 E. RR. 991, 


J... C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Doo v. Brabant (1792), 4 Term Rep. 
706: Huinberstone v, Stanton (1813), 1 Ves. & B._385 ; 
Humphreys v. Hawes (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 639.  Distd. 
Bullock v. Bennett (1845), 1 K. & J. 315. Refd. Jackson 
v. Jackson (1804), 9 Ves. 591: Bone v. Cook (1824), 
M‘Cle. 168; Mackinnon *. Peach (1838), 2 Keen, 555; 
Harris v. Davis (1841), 1 Coll. 416; Willetts 7. Willetts 
(1848), 7 Hare, 38; Hannam v, Sims (18538), 2 De G.& J. 
151; Re Green's Estate (1860), 1 Drew. & Sm. 68. 

3286. - —Testator having divided his 
personal estate into eight shares, gave four parts 
to his niece B., & the children born of her body. 
Pitf. was born after the will was made, & JB. dies 
in testator’s lifetime :---Held: this is not a lapsed 
legacy, for she did not take an estate tail, but as 
a joint tenant with pltf., & as she is dead he takes 
the whole by survivorship.— BUFFran v. BRADFORD 
(1741), 2 Atk. 220; 26 E.R. 537, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Scott v. Scott (1845), 15 Sim. 47; 
Byng v. Byng (1562), 10 H. l. Cas. 171. Reid. Blinkhorn 
v. Feast (1750), 2 Vex. Sen, 27: Bowker vt. Hunter (1783), 
1 Bro. C. C. 32%; Stokes + Ileron (1845), 12 Ch & Fin. 
1615 Webb v. Byng (1856), 2 K. & J. 6693; Audsley +. 
Horn (1858), 26 Beav. 195; Grieve vr. Grieve (1867), L. k. 
4 Ikeq. 180: Clifford v. Koe (1880), 43 L. T. 322. 











3287. ---— ~—~—.|- -HUMPHREYs v. TloweEs, No. 
3171, ante. 
3288. - -— One joint tenant Incapable of taking.] 


—If an estate is hmited to two jointly, the one 

capable of taking, the other not, he who is capable 

shall take the whole (LORD HakpwickE, ©.).— 

HUMPHREY v. TAYLEUR (1752), Amb. 136; 1 Dick. 

161; 27 I. R. 89, dC. 

Annotations :--Consd. Alexander v. Alexander (1755), 2 
Ves. Sen. 640; He Kerr’r rusts (1877), 4 Ch. D. 600. 


3289. --——- —--~ Witnessing will.|——-Where there 
is a joint tenancy under a will, & one of the joint 
tenants witnesses the will, the others take the 
whole.— YOUNG v. DAVIES (1863), 2 Drew. & Sm. 
167; 1 New Rep. 419; 32 L. J. Ch. 972; 8 L. T. 
40; 9 Jur. N.S. 390; 11 W. R. 452; 62 E.R. 
585. 

Annotations :—Distd. Jul) v. Jacobs (1876), 24 W. R. 947. 
Refd. Aplin v. Stone, (1904) 1 Ch. 543. Mentd. Fell v. 
Biddolph (1875), L. R.10C. P. 701 5 Re Coleman & Jarrom 
(1876), 4 Ch. D. 165. 


3290. Express provision in will.|—Testator, 
by his will, directed as to his general residue, to 
pay & divide same with the accumulations from 








WILLS. 


the time of the decease of his mother, who had a 
life interest therein, between & amongst a brother 
& four sisters, naming them, ‘‘ & he did further 
will & direct that in case his said brother, or any 
of his said sisters, should depart this life before 
his or her share or shares of such residue should 
become payable, without leaving lawful issue him 
or her surviving, that then & in such case the share 
or shares of him or her so dying be paid to the 
survivors or survivor in equal shares,’ with 
directions for maintenance, education, etc., of 
infant children of his said brother & sisters so 
dying :—Held: the original & accruing shares of 
any of the legatecs so dying without issue went to 
the survivors in equal shares.-—-SPILSBURY v. KENT 
(1861),5 LL. T. 3438. 


Sup-sEcT. 2.-- TENANCY IN COMMON. 
A. Ln General. 

See, generally, Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), 
s. 34. 

3291. Gift to executors—-Refusal of one to act.]— 
Testator, after bequeathing certain shares of his 
residuary estate, the produce of a mixed fund, to 
his son & daughter respectively. directed that the 
interest of the share given to the son should be 
applied for his maintenance & education till 
twenty-one, & that after that period he should 
have power to receive & dispose of such interest 
till his age of twenty-five, when the whole of the 
property bequeathed to him was to be at his own 
disposal. Ue further directed that half the 
property viven to his daughter should be invested, 
in trust for her maintenance, education, use & 
benefit, during her life, & for her children, if any, 
after her decease ; A. if there was no issue living 
at her decease, the said property was to devolve 
to his son; & in case he was dead also, & had left 
no issue, the said property was to devolve to his 
exors. thereinafter named. The other half of the 
property bequeathed to his daughter he directed 
to be invested for her sole use & benefit till twenty- 
one, & that the said property should then be at 
her own disposal; &, if cither the son or daughter 
should die under twenty-one, the property be- 
queathed to the one so dying should devolve to 
the other; &, if both should die under that age, 
then the property bequeathed to them should 
devolve to & become the property of the four 
persons therein named & described, to be divided 
betwixt them in equal proportions, & their heirs 
for ever; which four persons he also appointed 
his exors. One of the four persons named exors. 
renounced probate, & declined to act; & after- 
wards both the son & daughter died under twenty- 
one & without issue :---Held : the one-fourth share 
in the residue, to which the exor. who had re- 
nounced would have been entitled as one of the 
legatees over, if he had acted, was a lapsed legacy, 
& did not devolve to the three other persons named 
with him as legatees of that residue.---BARBER ». 
BARBER (1838), 3 My. & Cr. 688; 8 J. J. Ch. 36; 
2 Jur. 1029; 40 E.R. 1001, L. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Anon. (1846), 8 L. T. 0. S. 33. 


3292. Will attested by one.|—'l'estatrix 
gave the residue of her property to “ the persons 
hereinafter appointed ny exors., to be divided 
among them in equal shares for their absolute 
benefit ’’ :-—-Held: this was a gift to individuals, 
not to a class; & consequently one of the persons 
named exors. having died in the lifetime of testa- 
trix, & another having attested her will, the shares 
of these two persons lapsed.-—lIOARE v. OSBORNE 





Part XIV.—LaApsE. 


(1864), 33 L. J. Ch. 586; 10 L. T. 20; 10 Jur. 
N.S. 883; 12 W. R. 397. 


A nnotations : -—Refd. 2c Penedi’s Settlmt. Trusts SAL 48 
L. J. Ch. 741: Coxen v. Rowland, [1894] 1 Ch. 406. 


3293. Gift contingent upon happening of certain 
ix-sevenths of his 
residuary estate unto & equally between six 
individuals ; but in a certain event, in order to 
secure to all an equal participation in the property, 
A. & B. (two of the six) were not to receive any 
share :—Held: upon the happening of the event, 
the six-sevenths became divisible among the four, 
& there was no intestacy as to the shares of 
A. & B.—VAUDREY v. HOWARD (18538), 2 W. RR. 32. 
Gift to class.|—-See Sect. 10, post. 
Tenancy in common generally.|——See Part XVI., 
Sect. 19, sub-sect. 10, B., post. 





B. Death of Tenant in Common in Lifetime of 
Testator. 

3294, General rule—Share lapses.|—-One devises 
the surplus of his personal estate to four equally, 
& leaves J. exor.in trust. One of the four dies 
in the life of testator :—Held: his share, as so 
much of testator’s estate undisposed of by the will, 
shall go according to the Statute of Distribution.— 





BAGwELL v. Dry (1721), 1 P. Wms. 700; 24 E.R. 
577, Ia C. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Farrington v. Knightley (1721), Prec. 


Ch. 566; Owen ». Owen (1738). West temp. Ward. 
Androvin wv. Poilblane (1745), 3 Atk. 299. 


3295. --- - .| -PaGiiv. PAGE, No. 2535, ante. 
3296. - - j-—K. B., after giving various 
legacies, as to the residue of her estate, gives the 
same to her two nieces, & desires their father & 
mother to be their trustees, & declares her will to 
be, that her estate should be equally divided 
between them, & appointed them her extrixes. ; 
one of the nieces having died in the lifetime of the 
testatrix :---Held ; the two nieces took the residue 
as tenants In common, & the moicty of the residue 
being undisposed of was a lapsed legacy, & must 
vo to the next of kin.— OWEN tv. Own (1738), 
1 Atk. 4945 West teap. lard. 593; 25 E.R. 

1102, LC. 

Annotations :—Consd. Knight +. Gould (1833), 2 My. 
295; Barber 7 Barber (1838), 3 My. & Cr. 688. 
Lake v. Cook (1753), 3 Keuy. 5. 

3297. —-- ~.]-—Bequest of a moiety between 
two; one of them dying in tsetator’s lifetime, no 
survivorship, & his moicty is undisposed of.-—PEAT 
v. CHAPMAN (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 542 50 271K. R. 1198. 

3298. -  --- -2 - Testatrix devises her estates 
to trustees to sell, to pay debts. & devises the 
surplus to five persons, one of whom dies in her 
lifetime ; on the question, whether the share given 
to the person dying was to be considered as land : 


593; 


& K, 
Reid. 


—Held: it was land, & to go to testatrix’s heir. 
— Diaby v. LeGARD (1774), 2 Dick. 500; 21 BE. BR. 
363. 


Annotations :-~Consd. Fletcher ». Ashburner (1779), 1 Bro. 
C.C. 497. Refd. Ackroyd +. Smithson (1780), 1 Bro. C. ¢. 
503; Robinson wv. Taylor (1789), 2 Bro. C. C. 5893 
Amphlett v. Parke (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 221; Cooke v. 
Stationers Co. (1831), 3 My. & K. 262; Taylor v. Taylor 
(1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 190. 

3299. .j—Gift of a share over, to the 
children of my late cousins W. U. & J. U., share 
& share alike, at their respective ages of twenty- 
one: this is a tenancy in common among those 


PART XIV. SECT. 9, SUB-SECT. 2.-—B. 


82941. General rule—Share lapses. }— 
GRIFRITIE v. CHOMLEY (1868), 5 W. W. 
& A’B. 186. --AUS. 


3294 i -——,}] —Teostator, by his 
will, amongst othor provisions, dovised 
certain land to two aisters,” naming hated: 
them, to whom he also gave his .797; 130.0. 
residuary estate. One of the sister» 3294 ill. 





predeceased testator :—Held : 
gards the land, the sisters would have 
taken as tenants in common, & there- 
fore, as to deceased sister’s share there 
was & lapse, & it was undisposed of, but: 
as to the personalty they would have 
tuken us joint tenants, & the survivor 
took the whole.—J?te GAMBLE, 
R lt. 299.—CAN. 


——— -—----,]-~Testator he- 


51] 


then living: & one of them dying in the lifetime 
of testator. that share is lapsed.—-MARTIN v. 
WILSON (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 824; 29 EH. R. 561. 


Annotations :—Refd. Leigh v. Leigh (1854), 17 Beav. 605; 
Fe Smith’s Trusts (1878), 9 Ch. D. 117. 


3300. ---.— —--—.!—Bequest in the form of a 
letter to testator’s mother & sisters, expressed 
thus: ‘“‘to be divided amongst you.’ <A tenancy 
in common among those living at that time; & 
the shares of those, who died in testator’s lifetime, 
lapsed.—ACKERMAN v, BURROWS (1814), 3 Ves. & 
B. 54; 35 KB. R. 400. 





Annotations :--Refd. Knight v. Gould (1833), Coop. tem 
ee 240; Fitzroy v. Richmond (1859), 28 L. J. Ch. 
voU,. 
3301, --—- ---—-.]—_-Testator directed his residue 


to be divided amongst the children of L., to wit, 
J.,K., & A. :—Held: the gift was not made to the 
children as a class, but as individuals; & one of 
them having died in testator’s lifetime, the share 
intended for that child was undisposed of.—BAIN 
v. LESCHER (1840), 11 Sim. 397; 59 E. R. 926. 


Annotations :—Consd. Leigh «. Leigh (1854), 17 Beav. 605. 
Refd. Holloway ve. Collier (1853), 1 W. R. 266: Re Seyton, 
Seyton v. Satterthwaite (1887), 34 Ch. D. 511. 


3302. -—-— -—--——.) —]HIARRIS v. Davis, No. 2541, 
ante. 
3303. Gift by W. to his wife of 


all his goods, chattels, etc., &, at her departure, 
for her biter & sister & ‘his brothers & sister, 
to have equal shares thereof. At the time of 
making his will, W. had three brothers & one 
sister, &, at the same time, his wife had one 
brother & one sister only: but at the death of 
testator & his wife, one brother & one sister only 
were living :-—Meld:; the surviving brother & 
sister were entitled each to one-sixth of the fund 
bequeathed, & the legacies of deceased brothers 
& sisters lapsed & was undisposed of.—HAVERGAL 
7. LIARRISON (181413), 7 Beav. 49; 13 L. J. Ch. 36 ; 
7 Jur. 1100; 49 EB. R. 980. 

3304. j—Testator gave his real & 
personal estate to his exors., upon trust, after con- 
version & payment ther eout of his debts, funeral & 
testamentary expenses & legacies, to stand pos- 
sessed of the residue, & divide the same into ten 
equal parts or shares, which he bequeathed to ten 
persons named in his will. & he declared that if 
the net residue of his property, after payment of 
the debts, ete., should exceed £10,000, then £10,000 
only should be applicable to the said trusts (£1,000 
to each share); & in that case testator gave the 
residue of his said property beyond the sum of 
£10,000 to his nephews & nieces in equal shares. 
The net residue after the payment of debts, etc., 
exceeded £10,000. One of the tenth shares of the 
£10,000 lapsed by the death, in the testator’s 
lifetime, of one of the ten legatees :—Held: the 
lapsed share of £1,000 did not pass as residue to 
the nephews & nieces, but) was undisposed of.— 
GREEN v. PERTWEE (L816), 5 Tare, 249; 15 
L. J. Ch. 872; 71. T. 0. S. 4055 10 Jur. 538 ; 
67 Id. 1. 905. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Jeatfreson’s Trusts (1866), 12 Jur. 
N.&. 660; Je Whitrod, Burrows v. Base, [1926] Ch. 118. 


rete em es renin —, 








3305. - s|—Re Ham's Trust, Ka p. 
Bites, No. 2495, ante. 
3306. ——- - ----—.]— BouLcoTtT v. BouLcort, No. 


2527, ante. 


queathed personal estate to his two 
sisters M. & S., & to their children, all 
to share alike’ if living. One of the 
sisters «died before testator :—Held : 
her share lapsed.—BRADLEY tv, WILSON, 
13 Gr. 642.—CAN. 


as re- 





-~ —.J—Re YVoRBES 
R. 605; 9 W.W. RR. 
. 230.—CAN. 


SO. W. 3294 iv. 
ae (1916), 33 W. LL. 
1159; 26 Man. L. R 
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Sect. 9.—Gifts in joint tenancy and tenancy in 
common: Sub-sect. 2, B. & C.J 


3307. — --~ 1]. -GREATED v. GREATED, No. 
2502. ante. 

3308, --- .|- -PATERSON v. ROLLAND, No. 
3827. post. 


3309. -|—Beguest to a brother for 
life, & at his death “‘ to be equally divided amongst 
his surviving children & my niece R. W.”’ :—Held : 
this was not a gift to a class; &, R. W. having 
died in the life of testator, R. W.’s share lapsed.-— 
DRAKEFORD v. DRAKEFORD (1863), 33 Beav. 43; 
9 13. i. 10 ; 11 W. R. 977 3 55 E. R. 282. 
Annotations :—Distd. Howard 7. Collins (1868), L. R. 45 Ea. 

349. Consd. Re Featherstone’s Trusts (1882), 22 Ch. J. 

1113; Kingsbury v. Walter, (1901] A. C. 187. Retd. Live 

Jackson, Shiers v. Ashworth (1883), 25 Ch. D. 162. 

3310. ——---,|—Testator gave residue equally 
to all & every the children of his cousins R. B. & 
B. B. who should be living at his death, & to ten 
other persons by name, one of whom died in his 
lifetime :—Held: the share of the deceased 
legatee lapsed.—te CHAPLIN’s TRUSTS (1863), 3 
New Rep. 192; 33 L. J. Ch. 183; 9L. 7.475; 12 
W. lt. 147. 

Annotations :—Folld. Re Alien, Wilson v. Atter (1881), 44 
. 1. 240. Distd. 2e Jackson, Shiers v. Ashworth (1883), 

25 Ch. D. 162. _Apld. Zee Wallis, Taylor v. Booth (1895), 39 

Sol. Jo. 247. Refd. He Featherstone's Trusts (1882), 22 

Ch. D. 111; Kingsbury v. Walter, [1901] A. C. 187. 








3811. ———_  --—-.|— HOARE v. OSBORNE, No. 
3292, arte. 
3312. ---— —-—-.;—Testator directed real estate 


to be sold, the proceeds to go in equal moieties 
between A. & B., as tenants in common, & their 
respective heirs or representatives :—Held: these 
were words of limitation, & the share of A., who 
predeceased testator, lapsed.—APPLETON  ¢. 
Row LeEy (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 139; 38 L. J. Ch. 
689; 20 L. I’. 600. 

ai Caton :—Refd. Cooper v. Macdonald (1877), 7 Ch. D. 


3313. —--— iS. by her will gave all her 
residuary estate to be equally divided between 
the five daughters of A. & B. Two of the five 
daughters died in her lfetime :—Held: the gift 
was to persone designate, & the shares of the two 
daughters who died in the testatrix’s lifetime 
lapsed.— Re SM1ITH’s TRustTs (1878), 9 Ch. D. 117; 
38 L. T. 905; 27 W. R. 182. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Woolrich, Harris v. Harris (1879), 

27 W. RR. 429. 

3314. —-— --—.]—A gift in a will ‘ equally 
amongst all the children of R. W., the child of 
WwW. W. & L., his wife, & A. W., the widow of 
H. S. W., share & share alike’ is not a gift to a 
class, therefore :—Held: there was an intestacy 
as to the share of the child of W. W., & L., his 
wife, such child having predeceased the testator.— 
Re ALLEN, WILSON v. ATTER (1881), 44 L. T. 240 ; 
29 W. BR. 480. 


Annotations :—Distd. Re Featherstone’s Trusty (1882), 22 
Ch. D. 111; Re Jackson, Shiers «. Ashworth (1883). 24 
Ch. D. 162. Apld. Jte Wallis, Taylor v. Booth (1895), 
39 Sol. Jo. 247. Apprvd. Kingsbury v. Walter, [1901] A. C. 


187. 

3315. - ——.i-—Testator devised &  be- 
queathed all his real & personal estate to trust ces 
upon trust for A. for life, & after her death to his 
three nephews, J., 'T., & G., & for their respective 
heirs, exors., administrators, & assigns. J. died in 
testator’s life, G. had died afterwards an infant, 
& unmarried :—Ileld: the share given to J. 
lapsed, & the remainder therein was undisposed 
of by the will.—/?e ATKINSON, WILSON v. ATKIN- 
BON, [1892] 3 Ch. 52; 61 L. J. Ch. 504; 66 L. T. 
717; 40 W. R. 666; 36 Sol. Jo. 503. 


on :-—Refd. We Clarkson, “arks 
Y Ch. 916. iy son, Public Trustee v. Clarkson, 








WILLS. 





3316. —— ans WALLIS, TAYLOR v. 
Bootn (1896), 39 Sol. Jo. 247. 
3317. J—Testatrix by her will gave 








her residuary estate to be divided equally between 
the brothers & sisters of the tenant for life living 
at the latter’s decease & three named persons © 1n 
equal shares,” & by a codicil recited that in her 
will she had directed such estate to be ‘‘ divided 
between the persons thercin named.’ Of the 
three named lIegatees one predeceased testatrix, 
another the tenant for life, & the third, together 
with one brother of the tenant for life, survived 
the latter :—Jleld: there was a lapse of the share 
intended for the legatee who predeceased the 
testator, as the gift was not one to a class.—Le 
Vinn, LINDON v. INGRAM, [1904] 2 Ch. 52; 73 
L. J. Ch. 507; 90 L. I. 502; 52 W. R. 608. 

3318. —-—-,|—-By her will testatrix made 
the following bequest: ‘ I bequeath all my house- 
hold furniture & personal effects in equal parts to 
my nephew & nieces [children] of my late brother 
J. D. & my sister S. H.” :—Held: S. II. having 
died in the lifetime of testatrix, the one half part 
bequeathed to her lapsed & was undisposed of.— 
Re BROADWELL, MACKENZIE v. READMAN (1012), 
134 J.. 'T. Jo. 107. 

3319. —--——,]—-Testatrix directed her 
trustees to hold her residuary personal estate & 
the proceeds of sale of her residuary real estate 
‘in trust for all my nephews & nieces hereinafter 
named, that is to say, A. & B., the two children of 
my sister X., & C., D., E., F., & G., the five 
childyen of my brother Y., who being sons have 
attained or shall attain the age of twenty-one 
years, or being daughters have attained or shall 
attain that age or shall marry under that age, in 
equal shares as tenants in common ”’ :—Held: 
this was not a gift to a class, but a gift to named 
persons, & the shares of those nephews & nieces 
who dicd in the lifetime of testatrix were un- 
disposed of by the will—ARe BENTLEY, PODMORE v. 
SMITH (1914), 110 L. T. 623; 58 Sol. Jo. 362. 

3320. —-—~ —--—- .]— Testator, who died in 1921, 
by his will made in 1913, bequeathed the residue 
of his personal estate in equal shares to his 
brothers & sisters therein named *‘ for the benefit 
of themselves & their respective  famihes.’’ 
Testator had only two brothers & three sisters. 
One of the legatees predeceased testator & left 
children; of the other four, two had children ; 
another was married & had no children, & another 
was a spinster :—Jfeld: the four legatees who 
survived testator took their four-fifths absolutely, 
& the remaining fifth in the circumstances was 
undisposed of.-—fe DLlinn, Pusnic TRUSTER tv. 
O'DONNELL, [1928] 2 Ch. 259; 935 LL. J. Ch. 13 5 
129 L. T. 824. 

3321. —--- - -- .j—Testator left his property 
on trust for sale & realisation, & thereafter gave 
& bequeathed one-tenth part to A., two-tenth 
parts to C.’s children, & the rest in tenth & 
twentieth parts to specific objects in a similar 
manner, & *‘ to K. £30, to L. £40, to Nonconformist 
Ministers of Diss the residue in equal shares ”’ :--~ 
Held: the will must be read as though after 
disposing of nine-tenths of his residuary estate he 
directed the remaining tenth charged with the 
two suins as therein provided to be divided among 
the ministers, & there was an intestacy as to the 
undivided aliquot shares of persons who _ pre- 
deceased testator.--Re Wuirrop, BURROWS. v. 
BASE, [1926] Ch. 118; 95 L. J. Ch. 205; 1384 L. 7. 
627; 70 Sol. Jo. 209. 

3322, Tenant in common dead at date of will-—- 
Death known to testator.|—CLAKKE v. CLEMMANS, 
SELWAY v, CLEMMANS, No. 3130, ante. 














Part XIV.—LAPSE. 


3323. Gift to ‘‘ children not living.’” 
Testator gave the residue of his estate to five 
named persons & the six children of O. in equal 
shares as tenants in common. By a codicil to his 
will he declared that by the words ‘‘the six 
children ”’ he meant ‘* the six children now living.”’ 
Five of the children were dead at the date of the 
will :—Held: the residue was divisible between the 
five named persons & the surviving child in equal 
shares.—Re SHARP, MADDISON v. GILL, [1908] 2 
Ch. 190; 77 LJ. Ch. 724; 99 L. T. 129, C. A. 


Annotation Tt a Re Whiston, Whiston v. Wouvlley, 
[1924] 1 Ch. 
3324. ae ineatatoe who had been twice 





married, made a general bequest of his residuary, 
real & personal estate, except what belonged to 
his late wife, to trustees upon trust to sell & divide 
the proceeds amongst his six named children in 
equal shares, with a direction that the shares to 
which his children should be entitled under his 
will should be vested in them at his decease. He 
then directed his trustees to divide the personal 
estate of his late wife, to which he had become 
entitled on her death intestate, amongst the three 
named children by her. One of these three 
children, P., was dead at the date of the will, his 
father knowing that he had been reported missing 
during the war, but refusing to believe in his 
death : : (1) owing to the death of P. before 
the date of the will his one-third share in the 
specific property lapsed & fell into the general 
residue, & did not devolve upon the two children 
of testator’s late wife who were alive at the date 
of the will; (2) the one-sixth share of IT. in 
testator’s real & residuary estate was, in the 
events which happened, undisposed of, & passed as 
to the real estate to testator’s heirv-at-law & as 
to the personal estate to testator’s next of kin.—He 
WHISTON, WHISTON v. WOOLLEY, [1924] 1 Ch. 122; 
93 1.5.Ch. 113; 130 L. T. 4387; 68 Sol. Jo. 116, C. A 

3325. Contrary intention expressed in will —Gift 
to survivor.|— Where legacies are left to two, with 
a survivor in case of death; if one dies in the life 
of the testator, the legacy is not lapsed, but shall 
survive.— IJORNSLY v7. HORNSLY (1730), Cas. tenrp. 
King, 73; Mos. 319; 25 Kk. RR. 230, L. C. 








3326. — ~---—,]—T]uUrs v. JACKSON, No. 3176, 
ante, 
3327. --——,|—Bequest to A. & L., with 


benefit of survivorship ; as to the moiety of B., at 
B.’s death, to A., her exors., administrators 
assigns :-—JTeld: A. 8B. took as tenants in 
common, & A. having diced in testator’s life, her 
share lapsed, & B. took a life interest only in the 
other moiety, which fell into the residue on his 
death.—-PATERSON v. ROLLAND (1860), 28 Beav. 
347; 54 E.R. 300. 

3328. Direction to fall into residue.|— 
A.B. by will gave real & personal estate to a trustee 
to sell & convert & out of the moneys to pay debts, 
& to divide the residue between five persons, 
named, equally, By a codicil A. B. bequeathed 
to the issue of S. R., one of such persons, all the 
effects which by the will she had bequeathed to 
S. R., who was stated to be dead, but if there 
should be no issue living at A. B.’s decease, or 
being such, if such effects should not be claimed by 
such issue within twelve months after her decease, 
then such effects should fall into & be considered 
as part of the residue of the personal estate. S. lt. 
mever had any issue :—Held: S. K.’s share of 
residue under the will was undisposed of.—Zle 
BARKER’s ESTATE, LIETHERINGTON v. LONGRIGG 
(1880), 15 Ch. D. 685; 20 W. R. 281. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Savage’s Trusts (1880), 50 L. J. Ch. 


131; Re Ballance, Ballance v. Lanphier (1889), 42 Ch. D,. 
62; Re Palmer, Palmer v. Answorth, [1893] 3 Ch. 369. 
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3329. Direction as to vesting of legacies.}- 
Testator gave the residue of his estate to trustees, 
upon trust to pay legacies, & subject thereto 
“unto & equally amongst all the children of my 
said brother-in-law, D., & the said A., & I direct 
that the same shall be ‘vested legacies ‘at the time 
of my decease.’’ <A. having died during testator’s 
lifetime :—Held : the words directing the ne 
of the legacies indicated an intention on the p 
of testator to give the whole of the residue to such 
only of the residuary legatees as should be living 
at his death.—Re FLATHERSTONE’S Trusts (1882), 
22 Ch. D. 111; 524. J. Ch. 75; 47L. T. 588; 31 
W. R. 89. 

Annotation :—Expld. le Whiston, Whiston v. Woolley, [1924] 

1 Ch. 122. 





Gift to class.|—See Sect. 10, post. 


C. Revocation of Gift to Tenant in Common. 


3330. General rule—--Gift lapses.|—A. by his 
will gives the residue of his estate to three of his 
children, share & share alike, as tenants in 
common & not as joint tenants. But by a codicil 
he revoked his daughter M. from being one of the 
residuary legatees, & in lieu thereof, gave her a 
pecuniary legacy. This third shall go to testator’s 
next of kin, & does not belong to the two other 
residuary legatees, as such.—CHESLYN v. CRESS- 
WELL (1763), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 246; 1 E. R. 1298, 
H.L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. CRESSWELL Vv. CHESLYN 
(1762), 2 Eden, 1238, L. C. 

Annotations :—Distd. Shaw v. McMahon (1843), 1 L. T. O. 8. 
61; Harris v. Davis (1844), 1 Coll. 41 Apld. Humpble v. 
Shore (1847), 1 Hem. & M. 550, n. Distd. Clark v. a 
i 17 Jur. 886 ; Vaudrey &. eee Go one : WwW. R 

; Hell v. Biddolph (1875), L. R. 10. C. P. Apld. 
ite Radcliffe, Young v. Beale (1903), 51 W. Bie doy. Distd. 

Re Whiting, Ormond v. De arin (913 }2Ch1; R 

Wilkins, Wilkins." Wilkins, [1920].2 Ch, 63, Reta. 

Barber v. Barber (1837), 1 Jur. 957 ; Sykes &. Sykes (1868), 

3 Ch, . 301; Re Palmer, Palmer v. Answorth, [1893] 

3 Ch. 369; Re Allan, Dow v. Cassaigne, (1903) 1 Ch, 276. 

Mentd. Skrymsher +. Northcote (1818), 1 Swan. 566; 

Kyre v. Marsden (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 231; Elborne v. 

Goode (1844), 14 Sim. 165. 

3331. ——- --—.]|—-BouncotTtT v. BouxucotTt, No. 
2527, ante. 

3332. —~—,|—Testator, by his will, gave 
his residuary real & personal estate to trustees 
upon trust for his five sons, as tenants In common, 
& by a codicil revoked & made void all the trusts 
In his will contained, concerning his residuary 
estate, so far as the same trusts related to his son 
K., or his interest therein, & in heu thereof gave 
a pecuniary legacy upon trust for R., his wife & 
children, & if A. should have no children, he 
directed that the said legacy should sink into his 
residuary estate, but so that R.or his representa- 
tives should not take any share or interest therein : 
—-Held: testator died intestate as to the trusts 
of one-fifth share of his residuary estate, & the 
legacy was payable out of the residuary estate & 
not out of the share which was undisposed of.— 
a v. SYKEs (1868), 3 Ch. App. 301; 37 
I. J. Ch. 367; 16 W. R. 545, L. C. 

Annotations -—Distd. Re Palmer, Palmer v. Answorth, [1893] 
3 Ch. 369; dte Dunster, Brown v. Heywood, [1909] 1 Ch. 
103 3 Fe Wilkins, Wilkins uv. Wilkins, [1920] 2 Ch. 63. 
Retd. Ie Ballance, Ballance v. Lanphier (1889), 42 Ch. D. 





3333. Exception to rule—Express provision for 
survivorship.|—Testatrix left her residuary estate 
to four named persons, A., B., C., & D., ‘ as 
tenants in common, & if only one of them shall 
survive me then to such one absolutely.’’ By a 
codicil after referring to the death of D., testatrix 
revoked whatever interest D. had in her will. 
A., B., & C. survived the testatrix :—Held: the 
gift of survivorship was intended to be general 
& not confined to the case of only one legatee 
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Sect. 9.—Gifts in joint tenancy and tenancy in com- 
mon: Sub-sect.2,C. Sect.10: Sub-sects. 1 &2.] 


dying, & in any event, the revocation clause of the 
codicil must be construed as directing the residuary 
bequest of the will to be read as if D. was not one 
of the residuary legatees &, consequently, in the 
events that had happened D.’s share was not 
undisposed of but went to the other legatces.—Re 
RADCLIFFE, YOUNG v. BEALE (1903), 51 W. RB. 409. 

3334. ~ Will otherwise confirmed by codicil.] 
-—Testator gave his residuary estate to his trustees 
to be divided equally between forty-six persons 
named in the will, & being the children, or the 
widows or children of deceased children, of his 
own & his wife’s brothers & sisters. The list 
included F. W. & T. W. By a codicil testator 
revoked the gifts in favour of F. W. & T. W., & 
in all other respects confirmed his will :—Held: 
there was no intestacy in respect of the gifts 
revoked by the codicil, & the whole residuary 
estate was divisible amongst the remaining forty- 
four persons named in the will.—Re WHITING, 
ORMOND v. DE LAUNAY, [1913] 2 Ch. 1]; 82 
L. J. Ch. 8309; 108 L. T. 6293 57 Sol. Jo. 461. 


Innotations :—Consd. I?e Powell, Bodvel-Robeorts vt. Poole, 
{1918} 1 Ch. 407. N.F. Jte Wilkins, Wilkins v. Wilkins, 
[1920] 2 Ch. 63. 


-~-— Gift to class.|—-See Sect. 10, post. 





Secr. 10.— CLASS GIFTS. 
SuB-SEcT. 1.—-IN GENERAL. 

3335. General rule—Gift does not lapse.]—Re 
COLEMAN & JARROM, No. 3349, post. 

3336. Effect of revocation of share-—Remainder 
take whole.]—-Bequest of residue to the children 
of A., the children of B., to C., to the children of 
D., & to E., in equal shares. Kevocation by 
codicil of the gifts to C. & to the children of <A., 
with a declaration that they should not. be residuary 
legatees :— Held: the gift of residue was to the 
residuary legatees as a class, notwithstanding that 
some of the individuals to take were named; & 
the effect of the will & codicil, taken together, 
was to vive all the residue to the legatees whose 
bequests were not revoked.— CLARK v. PHILLIPS 
(1803), 17 Jur. 586. 

Annotations :--Distd. Re Chaplin’s Trusts (1863), 3 New Rep. 
192. Consd. Fell v. Biddolph (1875), L. Wt. 10 C. P. 701. 
Refd. Drakeford v. Drakeford (1863), 9 lL. T. 10; Re 
Featherstone’s Trusts (1882), 22 Ch. D. 111. 

3337. .|—-D. by his will directed his 
trustees to divide his residuary estate into as many 
equal shares as he should have daughters who 
should survive him, or should have died in his 
lifetime leaving issue him surviving, & to appro- 
priate one such share to each such daughter. He 
then directed each daughter’s share to be settled 
on herself & her children. By a codicil he revoked 
the gift of a share to his daughter L. All his 
daughters, including L., survived him :—Held : the 
gift was to a class, & therefore there was no lapse 
as to the revoked share, but the residue was 
divisible among the daughters other than L. in 
equal shares.—J?e DUNSTER, BROWN v. HEYwoop, 
f1909] 1 Ch. 103; 78 L. J. Ch. 188; 99 L. T. 921. 

3338. Member of class attesting will— Remainder 











WILLS. 


take whole.]—Testator devised lands to his niece 
S. for life, & after her death to her husband J. for 
his life, & then ‘‘ to be equally divided among the 
children of the above-named J. & S., either by the 
proceeds from the sale of the properties or other- 
wise, as may be considered most advantageous at 
the time.’’ There were eight children of the niece 
living at the date of the will & at the death of 
testator, of whom two were respectively named 
T. & S. J’. was an attesting witness to the will. 
S. was present when testator executed the will, but 
she did not sign it in his presence so as to make 
her a good attesting witness within Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 26):—Held: the devise was to the 
“children ’”’ as a class, as tenants in common ; 
&, as the attesting witnesses (assuming S. to have 
been an attesting witness) were by reason of 
sect. 15 of above Act incapable of taking at the 
death of testator, they could not be reckoned as 
members of that class, & their shares, therefore, 
went to the rest of the class, the other children, 
& not to the heir-at-law.—FELL v. BIDDOLPH 
(1875), L. R.10C. P. 701; 441. 3. C. P. 402; 32 
1, V. 8643; 28 W. R. 913. 


Annotations :~—-Consd. J?e Coleman & Jarrom (1876), 4 
Ch. D. 165. Refd. Aplin v. Stone, [1904] 1 Ch. 543. 


3339. Failure of class—-Gift to named persons & 
children of another---Death of other without chil- 
dren—No lapse.|—'T'cstatrix gave the residue of 
her estate equally between a number of persons 
whom she named, & such of the children of J. G. 
as were living at the date of her will. J. G. had 
died before the date of the will & had left no 
children :—-Held : there was no lapse of the share 
given to the children of J. G., but the whole residue 
was divisible among the other persons named. 
—Re SPILLER, SPILLER v. MADGE (1881), 18 Ch. D. 
614; 50 L. J. Ch. 750; 45 LT. 413 29 W. RR. 782. 

3340. Division of residue between two classes— 
Forfeiture of share of one of a class.!—Testator 
directed his trustees to stand possessed of the 
proceeds of sale & conversion of his residuary real 
& personal estate, ‘As to three equal seventh 
parts thereof ” in trust for a class of persons living 
at his death (hereinafter called class A.) as tenants 
in common; & ‘As to the remaining four equal 
seventh parts thereof’ in trust for another class 
of persons living at. his death (hereafter called 
class B.) as tenantsin common. He provided that 
if a certain event should happen in his lifetime the 
share of a certain member of class A. “ shall lapse 
& form part of my residuary personal estate.” 
The event happened & the share lapsed :—Held: 
three-sevenths of the lapsed share went to the 
effective members of class A. & four-sevenths to 
class B.—Re WAND, Escritrr vr. WAND, [1907] 1 
Ch. 891; 76 1. J. Ch. 253 5 96 TT. 424. 
Annotation :—Consd. Ite Powell, Kodvel-Roberts v. Poole, 

[1918] 1 Ch. 407. 

Time of ascertaining members of class.|—Sec 
Part XVI., Sect. 17, sub-sect. 3, posi. 








SuB-SECT. 2.—-DEATU OF MEMBER OF CLASS IN 
LIFETIME OF TESTATOR., 

3341. General rule-—-Survivors take whole.] — 

Under a devise of land to ‘the sisters’’ of J., 


either to the survivor for life & children 


PART XIV. SECT. 10, SUB-SECT. 1. 
$335 i. General rule—Gift does not 
lapse.jJ—~ Wills Act. R. S. O. c. 128, 
4. 36, Which provides that gifts to issue 
who leave issue on testator’s death, 
shall not lapse. applies only to cases 
of strict, lapse. & not to the case of a 
ift to a class, such as a residuary 
request “equally among my children 
share & share alike.’*-—Ite SINCLAIR, 
CLARK v. SINCLATR, 21.0. LG. T. 501; 2 


O. L. R. 349.—-CAN. 
3335 fi. -——- - ——.}--In the Goods of 
Prick (1891), N. B. Dig. 314.—CAN. 
3335 ili. ——- -——~.]—M‘'Kay  . 
11900] 1 I. R. 213.—IR. 
3336 i. [effect of revocation of share— 


Remainder take whole.|-—-MCARTHUR v. 
Strap, [1908} V. L. R. 10.—AUS. 


b. Giftto 4.,B.,C.& D., & on death of 


thereafter.) —AUGER 1, BEAUDRY, [1919] 
3W.W.R.559; 48 D.L. R.356.—CAN. 

c. Conatruction of gift — Whether 
gift to class or nersone designate. \— 
ORFORD v. ORFORD, [1903] 1 J. KR. 121; 
37 I. lL. T. 119.—-IR. 


PART XIV. SECT. 10, SUB-SECT. 2. 
3341 i. General rule—Survivorse take 


Part XIV.—LAPSE. 


generally, their heirs, etc., as tenants in common, 

& not as joint tenants, one of three sisters of J. 

who alone survived at the time of tho devise made, 

& who also survived testator, is entitled to take 

the whole. But even if she had been only entitled 

to a part, whether a moiety or a third, the residue 
would not have gone to the heir-at-law, as in case 
of a lapsed devise ; which supposes the deceased 
sisters to have been once capable of taking under 
the will; but to the residuary legatee, to whom 
was devised certain other lands, ‘‘ & also all other 
testator’s lands, etc., not therein before disposed 
of, etc., & all other his real & personal estate what- 
soever which he might be possessed of or entitled 

to,” etc.—Don d. STEWART v. SHEFFIELD (1811), 

13 Bast, 626; 104 HK. R. 475. 

Annotations :—Consd. Smith v. Lomas (1864), 4 New Rep. 
318: Fell v. Biddolph (1875), L. R. 10 C. P. 701. Refd. 
Picken v. Matthews (1878), 10 Ch. D. 264; Re Smith’s 
Trusts (1878), 9 Ch. D. 117. Mentd. Garner v. 
Hannyngton (1856), 22 Beav. 627. 
8342. -——-,|—Gift to B. for life, with 

remainder to the children of B. living at his 

decease equally between them. JB. died in the 
lifetime of testatrix, leaving three children, one 
of whom afterwards died in the lifetime of testa- 
trix :—Held: there was no lapse of the third part 
of the legacy by the death of one of the children 
of I. after him, & before testatrix. & the two 
surviving children were entitled to the whole 

legacy..-LEE v. PAIN (1845), 4 Hare, 201; 14 

J.. J. Ch. 316; 9 Jur, 247; 67 4. R. O19. 

Annotations :—~Folld. Cruse vt. Howell (1858), 4 Drow. 215. 
Consd. Dimond v, Bostock (1875), 10 Ch. App. 348. Refd. 
Pritchard +, Norris (1854), 25 J.. T. O. 8. 605 see Smith’s 
Trusts (1878), 9 Ch. DP. 11753 fee Stephenson, Donaldson 
e. Bamber, [1897] 1 Ch. 75; Re Whiston, Whiston v. 
Woolley (1923), 93 L. J. Ch. 113. Mentd. Bourne v, 
Hartley, Bourne v. Mahon (1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 910; Ben- 
ham v. Newell (1855), 21 L. J. Ch. 424 5 Palmer v. Newell 
(1855), 20 Beav. 32; Thurnall v. Rayner (1856), 4 W. R. 
404; Johnstone v, Harrowby (1859). 7 W. R.610 ; Totham 
v. Drummond (1864), 10 Jur. N.S. 5907) Wilson tv, O'Leary 
(1872), 7 Ch. App. 448; Whyte v. Whyte (1873), L. RK. 
17 Kq. 50; Blakey v. Latham (1889), 41 Ch. D. 518; 
In the Goods of Hubboek (1905), 21 T. 1. R. 333. 

3343. —---.J— Bequest to A. B. for life, 

& after his death to ‘ all the present. born children 

of A. B. equally.” One of them died between the 

date of the will & the death of testatrix > eld: 
his share did not: lapse, but the bequest, being to 

a class, the whole was divisible amongst those who 

survived testatrix.-—Liiagn v. Lian (1854), 17 

Beav. 605; 23 7. J. Ch. 287; 22 L. T. O. 8S. 279 | 

18 Jur. 115; 2 W. RR. 2055 51 EK. RR. 1170. 

Annotations -—Consd. Cruse vr. Howell (1858), 4 Drew. 215, 

Ae. Spencer v. Wilsou (1873), L. R. 16 Ka, 501. Folld. 
Dimond «. Bostock (1875), 10 Ch. App. 358. Refd. 
Re Smith’s Trusts (1878), 9 Ch. D. 117; Re Bentley, 
Podmore v. Smith (1914), 58 Sol. Jo. 364, 

—OLNEY v. BATES, No. 3232, 











ante. 
3345, --—— - -~|—Testator gave after the 


death of A., one of his children, to such of his 
other children as should be living at the death of 
A. :—Held: this was a ygift to a class; & one of 
the children having died before testator, the 
survivors took the whole.—Crust v. HOWELL 
(1858), 4 Drew. 215; 6 W. R. 271; 62 E.R. 83. 
Annotation :—Consd. Dimond v. Bostock (1875), 10 Ch. App. 
358 


3346, —— --—-.] —- Testator, having five 
daughters, gave a legacy to one & the residuc to 


whole.}—TWURAT v. Hurst (1886), 12 
Vv. L. R. 93. —AUS. 
3341 i -—--~-,]-— HERON Vv. 


{. 
WatsnH, 3 Gr. 606.—CAN. 
3341 fli ~.J--Re WILLIAMS 


(1903), 93C. L.T. 156; 0.L. 2.345; 2 
_W.R. 47.—-CAN. N. Z. 


-—— 


3341 vi. 











meets 


iv. -——— 


(1904), 24 C. U. 7.399; 8 O.L. R.599; 
40. W. RH. 414.—CAN. 


8341 v. -, 
(1924), 56 O. L. R. 189.—CAN, 





Win., Punnrc Trousrer v. Eaves, 20 
L. QR. 436.-—N Di 


3341 vii, ——— —-—.])—STURROOK v. 
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the remaining four (by name) ‘ & their issue,’ 

but he afterwards directed that any subsequent 

born daughters & their issue should be entitled to 
equal shares with the four daughters. One of the 
four died without issue in the life of testator :— 

Held: there was no intestacy, the daughters took 

as a class, & those who survived took absolutely.— 

Re STANHOPE’S TrRusTS (1859), 27 Beav. 201; 54 

Ki. R. 78. 

«{nnotations :-—-Folld. Re Jackson, Shiers v. Ashworth (1883), 
25 Ch. D. 162. Refd. Ze Chaplin’s Trusts (1863), 33 
L. J, Ch. 183; Drakeford v. Drakeford (1863), 9 L. T. 
10; te Featherstone’s Trusts (1882), 22 Ch. D. 111; 


Kingsbury v. Walter, [1901] A. C. 187; Re Coulden, 
Coulden v. Coulden, [1908] 1 Ch. 320. 


3347, .|—Devise to five in fee, to be 
equally divided between them, ‘‘ if more than one.” 
One died in the testator’s life :—-Held : there was 
no lapse, but the four survivors took equally.— 
SANDERS v. ASHFORD (1860), 28 Beav. 609; 54 
HK. R. 500. 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Bentley, Podmore v. Smith (1914), 
58 Sol. Jo. 362, 


3348, --—- —-—.]-—E. M., by her will, gave her 
residue in trust as follows: ‘‘ For all the nephews 
& nieces in the first degree of relationship to my 
late husband, E. B., who were living at the time 
of his decease, excepting the said E., R. & J. B., 
in equal shares as tenants in common. At the 
date of the death of testatrix’'s husband there 
were nine nephews & nieces who answered this 
description. One of those had died before the 
date of the will, whether with or without testatrix’s 
knowledge did not appear, & another died subse- 
quently in her lifetime :—Held: the residuary 
gift in the will of testatrix was a gift to a class, & 
the fund must be divided into sevenths amongst 
those who survived testatrix.—--DImMoND v. Bostock 
(1875), 10 Ch. App. 358; 33 I. T. 217; 24 W. R. 
5541, L. JT. 

Annotations :— Consd. Fell v. Biddolph (1875), L. R.10C. P. 
701. Expld. 2e Coleman & Jarrom (1876), 4 Ch. D. 165. 
Distd. Re Smith's Trusts (1878), 9 Ch. D. 117. Consd. 
Stansfield, Stansfield v. Stansfleld (1880), 15 Ch. D. 84. 
vee He Bentloy, Podmore v. Smith (1914), 58 Sol. Jo. 
3349. - --——-——.|]—-Testator devised five free- 

hold houses to ‘ all & every the children of my late 

brother J. C. who shall be living at my decease or 
who shall have died in my lifetime leaving issue 
living at my death in equal shares.”’ By a codicil, 
after reciting that some of the children of his late 
brother J. C. had lately died without issue, testator 
revoked his previous devise, & devised one of the 
houses to A., & the remaining four in the same 
terms as the original devise. Four children of 

J. ©. were living at the testator’s death, & one 

other child died in testator’s lifetime leaving 

children at testator’s death :—Held: the four 
children who survived testator took the whole 
property. 

Where there is a gift by testator to a class, the 
rule is that those members of the class who are 
at his death capable of taking, take the whole, the 
gift being construed as showing an intention on 
the part of testator that the class shall take so far 
as the law allows.—Re COLEMAN & JARROM (1876), 
4 Ch. D. 165; 46 L. J. Ch. 333; 8ub. nom. COLEMAN 
v. JARROM, 35 J. T. 614: 25 W. R. 137. 


Annotations :—-Apld. Re Ofner, Samuel v. Ofner (1908), 99 
LL. T. 813. Refd. Aplin v. Stone, [1904] 1 Ch. 543. 








..-.-» 6 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 
117; 16 Sc. Jur. 100.—SCOT. 

_d. Construction of gift to legatee or 
his executors.}—Testator directed that 
a charge On his estates should, accor 
to a previous appointment. be pai 
“to his younger sons or their exors.”’ 
in equal shares. He bequeathed a 
legacy to be divided among his sons, & 


Lr 2 


]—Re GUTHRIE 


.]J—Re BANKS’ 
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Sect. 10.—Class gifts : Sub-sect. 2. Sect.11. Part 
XV. Sects. 1 & 2.) 
3350. |—Re JACKSON, SHIERS v. 
Asuwonrtn, No. 3234, avite. 
3351. .|— Re Warvey’s Estate, 








HARVEY wv. GILLOW, No. 3235, ante. 

3352. .|—Testator appointed ‘ his 
wife & his niece A.” extrixes., & gave them pro- 
perty in trust for his wife, who survived him, for 
life & after her death for ‘ A.’’ & the child or 
children of his sister B., who should attain the age 
of twenty-one years equally to be divided among 
them as tenants in common.”’ At the date of the 
will A. was nearly twenty-one; she died in 
testator’s lifetime. At the deuth of the tenant for 
life B.’s children had attained twenty-one :—Held : 
the bequest to A. did not lapse, since upon the true 
construction of this particular will testator’s 
intention appeared to be to make one class of 
nephews & nieces, so that if any of them died in 
his lifetime the survivors should take. —K INGSBURY 
v. WALTER, [1901] A. C. 187; 70 L. J. Ch. 546; 
84 L. T. 697, H. L.; affg. S.C. sub nom. Re Moss, 
KINGSBURY v. WALTER, [1899] 2 Ch. 314, C. A. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Venn, Lindon v. Ingram, [1904] 

2Ch. 52. Apld. /?e Scorer, Burtt v. Harrison (1924), 94 

T.. J. Ch. 196, Refd. Capes v. Dalton (1902), 86 L. ‘TV. 129; 

Kekewich v. Barker (1903), 88 L. T.. 130; Re Harper, 

Plowman v. Harper, [1914! 1 Ch. 70. 

3353. .|—Testator by his will be- 
queathed his residuary personal estate to trustees 
upon trusts for the benefit of his daughter for life, 
& for her issue, &, in the event of the failure of 
issue,” in trust for G. 33., his sister M. B., & the 
children now living of R. IT. who being male shall 
live to attain the age of twenty-one years, or being 
female shall live to attain that age or marry, & 
if more than onc, in equal shares.’? The daughter 
died unmarried. At the date of the death of 
testator there were four children of R. H. living, 
who all attained the age of twenty-one years :— 
Held: the gift was a gift to a class, & that the fund 
was divisible in equal sixths between G. L., M. B., 
& the four children of R. L.-~KEKEWICH vv. 
Barker (1903), 88 L. T. 130, H. J. 

3354. .|—Testatrix drew up her will 
herself, & it was as follows: 




















“To my brother & 
sisters In equal shares I give & bequeath three 
parts of all 1 possess in money & securities .. 2”: 
—Held: the gift of the three parts was a class gift 
& took effect in favour of the two surviving sisters. 
—Re Scorer, Burrr v. TArrison (1924), 94 
L. J. Ch. 196; 1382 L. T. 529. 

3355. —— Gift of residue to executors.|— 
(1) A bequest, after various legacies given, was 
made, of the whole of testator’s real & personal 
estate, into the hands of two persons, as his sole 
exors., ‘‘ in trust to dispose of the whole,’’ according 
to testator’s directions, with a concluding bequest 
in these words: ‘‘ To my two exors., whom I 
appoint to this purpose, in trust to see the above 
fulfilled, I bequeath ten guineas, together with all 
the rest residue of my estate, whether real & 
personal, wherever deposited, after my funeral 
expenses, debts, or incidental charges attending the 
performance hereof are paid by them, my said 
exors.” One of the exors. died in testator’s life- 
time, the other survived him seventeen days & 
died, having made his will appointing exors. 
On the hearing of a cause, by bill filed against the 





all rents & arrears of rent, money in 
the funda, ete., & all charges on his 
estates which he had paid, or ee 
be in trust to his exors. (at 
isposal), to be paid in equal shares 
among his ‘‘ younger sons or their 
exors.’?:—Held: the administratrix 
of a younger son alive at the date of the 


Issue take 


appointment, but who died before the 
date of the will, was entitled to a share 
of the Jatter bequest, in her representa- 
us tive capacity. —MAXWELL ™. MAXWELL 
(1868), 21. R. bq. 478.—IR. 

e. Death of all members of class— 
whole.|)-- MOWBRAY 0 
ScouGaLu (1835), 


WILLS. 


exors. of the surviving exor. of the original testator, 
by the next of kin, praying to be declared entitled 
to the general residue (many of the legatecs having 
died in the lifetime of the testator) :—Held: the 
exor. of the first testator was, under the circum- 
stances, not precluded by having done no act in 
his lifetime, manifesting his intention to take on 
himself the burthen of the execution of the will; 

& under the words of the will he & his exors. were 

entitled to the lapsed legacies, & to the whole of 

the residue, from whatever cause arising, bene- 
ficially, & not as trustees. 

(2) Qu.: whether exors., when entitled to a 
general residue as exors., are entitled to that part 
of it which arises from leyacies that have lapsed. 

(3) The survivor of two exors., to whom a residue 
is bequeathed, is entitled to the whole, the other 
exor. having died in the lifetime of testator.— 
PARsons v. SAFFERY (1821), 9 Price, 578; 147 
i. R. 187. 

3356. .|—A bequest of residue 
“to my exors. hereinafter named, to enable 
them to pay my debts, legacies, funeral & testa- 
mentary charges, & also tou recompense them for 
their trouble, equally between them,” followed 
by the appointment of three persons as exors., is 
a gift to those persons as a class in their official 
character; &, therefore, one having died in the 
lifetime of the testator. the whole residue vests 
in the two survivors.-~-KNIGHT v. GOULD (1833), 
2 My. & K. 295; Coop. temp. Brough. 240; 39 
Ii, Wt. 956, L. OC. 

Annotations :—Distd. Barber v. Barber (1838), 3 My. & Cr. 
688: Havergal vo. Harrison (1843), 13 L. J. Ch. 30.) Expld. 
Re Gibson (1861), 2 John. & H. 656. Distd. Moare v. 
Obsorne (1864), 33 LL. J. Ch. S86: Re Smith’s Trusts 
(1878), 9 Ch. D. 117. Refd. Vell v. Biddolph (1875), 
L.R.10C. P. 701. 

3357. Settlement of share in favour of grand- 
children.|-—Testator bequeathed his residuary 
estate in trust for all & every his children & child 
then born & thereafter to be born, who being a son 
or sons should attain the age of twenty-one years, 
or being a daughter or daughters should attain 
or marry under that age, in equal shares as tenants 
in common; & if there should be but one 
such child, then the whole in trust for that one 
child. Testator declared, that the share to which 
each of his daughters on her attaining the age of 
twenty-one years, ov marrying under that age, 
should become entitled under the trusts aforesaid 
should be held by the trustees in trust for such 
daughter for her life & afterwards for her children : 
-—Held: the children of a daughter who died in 
the lifetime of the testator did not take any 
interest. —STEWART v. JONES (1850), 3 De G. & J. 
532; 33. L. T. 0. S. 134: & Jur. N. S. 2293 7 
W.R. 184; 44 1. RR. 1375, L. C. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. Re Potter's Trust (1869), L. R. 8&8 Iq. 
62; Jte Speakman, Unsworth tv. Speakman (1876), 4 
Ch. D. 620. Distd. Z?e Pinhorne, Moreton +. Hughes, 
11894] 2 Ch. 276; Re Walter, Turner v. Walter (No. 2) 
(1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 632. Refd. Jee Hayward, Creery v. 
Lingwood (1882), 30 W. Jf. 315: fe Roberts, Tarleton v. 
Bruton (1885), 30 Ch. D. 234. 

3358. Effect of proviso agains: lapse-—Share of 
deceased member to go to executors.!-— -ASPINALI v. 
Duckwortru, No. 8211, ante. 








Srecr. 11.—EFFECT OF LAPSE. 
Scc Part XIT., Sect. 6, arte. 


305.—SCOT. 

f. Kaception to rule.)—In the case of 
gifts to children as a class, as tenants 
in common, the sharesgof members of 
the class dying before testator do not 
288 to the issue of those dying.—He 
Morr (1907), 9 O. W. RR. 8583; 14 


2 Sh. & Mach O. LAR. 541.--CAN. 


Part XV.—POWERS. 
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Part XV.—-Powers. 


Secr. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


Powers of appointment generally.| -— 
Powrrs, Vol. XXXVII., pp. 380 ef seq. 

Application of rule against perpetuities.|— See, 
gencrally, PERPETUITIES, Vol. NXXAVIT., pp. 107— 
117, Nos. 410-480. 

Power to revoke settlements.|—See SrETTLE- 
MENTS, Vol. XI.., p. 549, Nos. 903, 908-012. 


SrecT. 2.— CREATION OF POWERS. 


3359. Power to jointure.|—RkrAp & NASHE’S 
CASE (1589), 1 Leon. 147; 74 E.R. 136. 
4nnotations -—Relfd. Re Bolton Estates, Russell v. Meyrick, 

11903] 2 Ch. 461. Mentd. Wilson v. Sewell (1766), 1 Wm. 

Bl. 617; Goodtitle v. Funucan (1781), 2 Doug. K,. B. 565 ; 

Roe d. Brune vw. Prideaux (1808), 10 Idast, 158. 

3360, ——.]|—Under 27 Hen. 8, c. xvi, & Bolton 
Iistates Act, 1863 (c. vi), M. was tenant in tail of 
an undivided third share of the Bolton cstates. In 
May, 1901, M. executed a codicil to his will whereby 
he purported in exercise of the powers contained 
in the two private Acts, & of all other powers, 
enabling him in that behalf, to appoint the income 
of his third or other share in the Holton estates 
for the jointure of his widow. He died in Mar. 
1902 :—-Held: the jointure might be created by 
testamentary instrument; & therefore testator 
had power by will or codicil to appoint the income 
of the entailed estates for the jointure of the widow, 
& such power was well exercised in her favour.--- 
Re Boron Esrarius, RusSEn, ». Meyrick, [1903] 
2Ch. 461; 72 1. 7. Ch. 605; 88 Ll. T. 851; 52 
W. WR. 873; 47 Sol. Jo. 637, C. A, 

Annotation :—Refd. Jie Bolton Estates Act, 1863, [1901] 

2 Ch. 280. 

3361. ----— Power to 
wills Whether power 
devised his estates to his eldest son for life, 
with power to charge them with a jointure 
of £600 a year, & to raise portions for younger 
children not exceeding a certain amount. The 
brother of testator died some time after, & 
devised his estates ‘‘upon & for & subject to 
the like uses, & to, for, & upon the like trusts. 
powers, provisions & limitations, & to & for the 
like intents & purposes as testator’s late brother 
by his will had devised, given, or directed of & 
concerning his estates.”” By virtue of the powers 
contained in the last testator’s will, the tenant for 
life granted to his wife a Jointure of £100 a year 
in addition to the £600 a year which he had power 
to appoint to her under the will of the first testator : 
—Held: the words of reference did not multiply 
the charges, & the widow was not entitled to the 
additional £400 a year.—Lreigit rv. LaciGci (1870), 22 


Same donee under two 
cumulative.| -- Testator 





aé 


3362. Power to dispose of interest in partnership 
--Use of words ‘‘ name or appoint.’’]—(1) In a 
partnership deed it was stipulated that testator’s 
interest in the partnership concern after his death, 
& during the term of the partnership, should go 
to such persons as he should by will name or 
appoint, & in default of appointment, that it should 
devolve to his wife; in case of her death, to his 
children in equal shares; & in case of the death 
of all his children to his exors. or administrators :— 
Held: the true construction of this is not to 
create a technical power of appointment, but to 
reserve to the testator an absolute power of dis- 
position by will. 

(2) Testator made a will, not containing any 
allusion to the power, by which he gave all his 
estate & effects to one of his children :—Held: 
his interest in the partnership passed by this 
bequest.-—-PONTON v. DUNN (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 
402; 30 Kh. RR. 155. 

Annotation :-- Consd. Re Flavell, Murray v. Flavell (1883), 

25 Ch. D. 89. 

3363. Property to be subject to ‘‘ disposition ”’ 
of donee.]—Testator gave the residue of his per- 
sonal estate to trustees in trust for his wife for 
life, & after her death, to his daughter, who was 
an Infant at his death: ‘‘ the same to be always 
considered as vested in her upon her attaining 
twenty-one, & to be subject to her disposition 
thereof”; & by a subsequent clause, testator 
gave the property over, in case his daughter should 
die under twenty-one, or without disposing of the 
property by her will :—feld: the daughter was 
entitled to the property, not absolutely, but only 
for Jifo with a power to dispose of it by will.— 
Bor TON v. BORTON (1849), 16 Sim, 552; 18 L. J. 
Ch. 219; 130. T. O.S.5; 13 Jur. 247; OO. R. 
98. 
afnnetation : 

& G. 152. 

3364. Power of appointment.]-—Civin v. Ricw 
(16079), 2 Rep. Ch, 141; 1 Cas. in Ch. 3090; 21 
MK... 640, L. C. 

Anse -—Relfd. Boulger v. Smith (1851), 17 L. T. 0. S. 
ie 

3365. .|.—(1) Gift to wife for life, ‘to be 
disposed of, at her death, amongst my children as 
she shall think proper’ :—Held: to confer a 
power to appoint, by will, amongst his children 
living at her death, & an implied gift in default of 
appointment. 

(2) Testatrix having property of her own, & a 
power to appoint to her children other property 
of which she was tenant for life, gave ‘‘ the whole of 
the residue of her property,” etc., ‘‘ except her 
freehold property,’ disposed of by a _con- 
temporancous codicil, to A. The excepted frec- 
hold property was part of the subject of the power : 


--Distd. Holmes v. Godson (1856), 8 De G. M. 





L. T. 837; 18 W. ht. 991. 


PART XV. SECT. 2. 


33591. Power to jointure.|—Theexecu- 
tion of a power to appoint a jointure & 
porcione for children by deed, supported 

n Kquity, though executed by will.— 
ia v. MILIS (1842), 8 I. Hq. BR, 192.--- 


33641. Power of appointment}|—Where 
in express estate for life only is given 
by will, followed by words showing that 
the devisce can dispose by means 
taking placo at death, the latter gives 
& power only, ospecially in the case of 


—ITeld : 


feinnle devisces.— JOHNSTON v. BROPHY 
(L578), 4 Ve. L. WR. 77.--AUS. 


3364 ii. .}—Testator gave to his 
wife bis farm (which was all his real 
estate) & all his personal property “‘ dur- 
ing ber natural life,’ & then provided “at. 
her death if she make no will all ny real 
estate & personal proporty is to be sold 
& equally divided. among my surviving 
children ’?:—Held : the will gave to 
testator’s wife a Hfe interest in all his 
yroperty & impliedly conuferred upon 

er a general power of appointment b 
will & the wife had exercised suc 





in consequence of the exception, the 


power by her will in which she directed 
payment of her debts, etc., gave to a 
son ‘* the sum of one thousand dollars,”’ 
to certain of her children ‘‘ the sum 
of one dollar each’ & to a daughter 
‘all the residue of my real & personal 
estate.”—~Re Hin. ESTare, (1921) 1 
W.W.R. 247 5 56 D. L. RR. 711.—CAN. 

3364 iii. BAI MOTIVAHOO 2, 
BAL MAMooRAI (1897), 13 T. L. R. 307, 
1’, C.—IND. 

3364 iv, -)— MaAHm™ CITANDRA 
SARKAR v. HARI KUMARI DASI (1914), 
1. L. R. 42 Cale. 561.—IND. 
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Sect. 2.—Creation of powers. Sects. 3 & 4: Sub- 


sect. }.] 


residue of the property subject to the power 

passed. 

(3) Testatrix had ground rents of her own, & 
round rents of which, under the will of her 
usband, she was tenant for life with power to 

appoint to her children. By her will, she gave a 

son an annuity, payable “ out of my ground rents.’’ 

The ct. having held, on another clause of her will, 

that ‘‘ my property ”’ included the husband’s also, 

came to the conclusion that ‘my ground rents ”’ 

also included the husband’s.—REIb v. REID (1858), 

25 Beav. 469; 53 E.R. 716. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Folld. Freeland v. Pearson (1867), 
LL. k. 3 Eq. 658. eid. Humble v. Bowman (1877), 47 
L. J. Ch. 62. As to (2) Refd. Re Goulding’s Scttimt., 
Dobell v. Dutton (1899), 48 W. R. 183. Generally, Mentd. 
Swete v. Tindal (1874), 31 L. T. 223. 

3366. -|—A Parsee by his will, after giving 
to his wife a life interest in his property, directed 
as follows: ‘' & in her lifetirae, keeping God & 
Meher Daver (the Dispenser of Justice) before her 
mind, my wife shall duly, as I have directed her 
orally, & according to the times, make her will, & 
all my heirs... shall duly act agreeably to the 
same ’’:—Held: the clause did not mean that 
testator’s wife should dispose of the estate accord- 
ing to oral directions given by testator, but accord- 
ing to her own discretion, & accordingly the wife 
had a valid general power of appointinent.— 
‘oo v. RATANBAI (1921), L. R. 48 Ind. App. 

ge. 

——.]—See, gencrally, PowErs, Vol. XXXVIL., 
pp. 386, 387, Nos. 14-21. 


Sriuct. 3.—CONSTRUCTION OF POWERS. 

3867. Whether in nature of trust— Recommenda- 
tion to have due regard to specified objects.;—A 
devise to A. for life, with liberty to leave the same to 
whom she thought most deserving of it, recom- 
mending to her to have a due reyard to testatrix’s 
mother’s relations, is not mandatory as to the 
objects of the appointment.-——-RANDAL v. [EARLE 
(1793), 1 Anst, 124; 145 FE. RR. 820; subsequent 
proceedings (1794), 2 Anst. 368. 

.|—See, generally, Powers, Vol. XXXVIL., 
pp. 523-532, Nos. 11385-1233. 

3368. Whether exclusive or distributive—-Power 
to appoint among children.|—Voluntary bond to 
pay to & among all such child or children of A. in 
such parts, cte., as the obligor should by deed or 
will appoint ; & for want of appointment, & as to 
what should be unappointed, to & among all such 
child or children of A. as might survive the obligor. 
Appointment by will of the whole fund to one of 





g. Power of — sale.) 
BEATON (1905), 38 N. 
5. CO. KR. 143.—CAN. 


— McIsaac wv. 716.—CAN. 
Ss. R. 60; 37 l. Power toa 


dispose of 


WILLS. 


six children established.—WOLLEN v. TANNER 
(1800), 5 Ves. 218; 31 KE. R. 555, TL. OC. 


Arnal :—Apld. Tanner v. Babbage (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 


Or their issue.|—-Power to 
appoint, amongst testator’s present or future 
grandchildren or their respective issue, does not 
authorise the donce to exclude the children of a 
deceased grandchild, who were living at the donee’s 
death.—GARTHWAITE v. ROBINSON (1827), 2 Sim. 
43; 57 1. R. 706. 

Annotation :—Dbtd. Re Veale’s Trusts (1876), 4 Ch. D. 61. 
3370. —-— —_-—,| — Testatrix bequeathed 
a fund to ber daughter for life, & after her death 
to & amongst the other children of the testatrix 
or their issue, in such parts, shares, & proportions, 
manner & form, as her said daughter should by 
deed or will appoint :—-Held: the daughter’s 
power was exclusive & not distributive merely.— 
Re VeaALE’s Trusts (1877), 5 Ch. D. 622; 46 
L. J. Ch. 799; 36 L. 'T. 634, C. A. 
ae :—Refd. Chambcrlain v. Napier (1880), 15 Ch. D. 








3371. Whether ambulatory during life of donee 
of power—No property passing to donee.|-— 
PERROTT v. PERROTT, No. 3441, post. 

3372. Settlement to pay income during life of 
wife—-As wife should from time to time appoint— 
Whether power extends to disposal by will.|— 
The marriage settlement of EK. L.,a lady entitled 
to various species of property, both real & personal, 
after vesting it in trustees, declared the following 
trusts: ‘hat the trustees do & shall, during the 
life of the said E. L. pay & apply the annual 
produce of the said trust moncys, etc., to such 
person or persons as the said I. L. notwithstanding 
coverture, by any writing or writings signed by her 
with her own hand, shall appoint, with clause 
against anticipation, &, in default of appointment, 
to her separate use; after the decease of Li. L. 
upon trust to pay an annuity of £500 to the 
intended husband. ‘' & subject to the trusts 
aforesaid all the said several trust moneys, stocks, 
funds, securities, & premises, & all annual produce 
& yearly rents & produce which may remain un- 
applied at the decease of the said Is. L. shall, after 
her decease, remain upon the trusts following.’’ 
After the marriage the income was received by the 
trustees, part of it was remitted by them to FE. L. 
é& the surplus was, by the direction of EK. L., paid 
into a bank in the names of the trustees, & yearly 
accounts were submitted by them to HK. I. In. L. 
by her will, gave to her husband all the money 
which might be in the house at the time of her 
decease, a8 well as any other savings which she 
might have made out of her income from the time 
of her warriage. At the time of E. L.’s death 
there was in the house a considerable sum of 
money; & there was standing in the names of her 
trustees at the bankers a much larger sum :— 


bound to divide her property among 
of ali tho children, although she migbt, in 


sum : 
her discretion, eive persovualty to one 


h. . .J—Ite Fox, 8 O. R. 489.— 
CAN. 

j. -—-—.]}—Testator gave to his wife 
certain land, to be at her disposal 
during her natural life, & to his son the 
reversion of all bis property that this 
mother might not have disposed of in 
her lifetime :-——Z/eld : that she had the 
power, during her life, of disposing of 
the estate by any conveyance In fee or 
otherwise.—Dor d. ANDERSON Uv. 
HAMILTON, 8 U. C. R. 302.--CAN. 


k. Intention of testator -—— Power 
analogous to power of appotntment— 
Ontario law.J—Re Hewrrt & Hewitt 
(1918), 14 O. W. N. 300; 43 DL. BR. 


money during lifetime only—tl-ffect of 
attempted disposal by will.J—BaARR’s 
TRUSTICES v. BARR’S TRUSTEES (1891), 
18 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 541; 28 Sc. L. KH. 
387.—SCOT. 


PART XV. SECT. 3. 


m. Whether words of power directory 
or precatory.|}—Testator devised thus: 
** All the residue of my property, real 
& personal, I devise to my wife, re- 
questing ber to will the same to our 
children, as she shall think best.”” The 
widow devised the whole of the pro- 
perty to one child out of a number: 
—Held: the words used were directory, 
not precatory only; & the widow was 


& realty to another.—FINLAY v. FEL- 
LOWES, 14 Gr. 66.—CAN. 


n. Power of advancement.]— Where 
the will gave to the trustees a power 
of advancement in favour of testator’s 
sons the power was exercisable during 
the continuance of the life estate, but 
any son in whose favour an advance- 
ment was made was chargeable with 
jnterest thereon at the rate of {lve per 
centum.—Re FINDLAYSON, 5 B.C. kh. 
517.—CAN. 

0. Appointment given to wife in 
default of direction by husband-—LE fect 
of.j—When a settlement gives the wife 
surviving the husband a power to 


Part XV.—Powers. 


Held; the money in the house passed by the will 
to the husband, but that the money at the bankers 
must be considered as ‘‘ unapplied’’ at her decease ; 
&, therefore, subject to the trusts of the settle- 
ment, the ct. being of opinion that H. L. had not 
a testamentary power of directing the application 
of the income.—JOHNSTONE v. LUMB (1846), 15 
ou 808; 15 L. J. Ch. 386; 10 Jur. 699; 60 LK. R. 
637. 

38378. Whether general or restricted.|—M. B. 
being scised in fee of certain premises, & being 
also possessed of certain stock, by a deed of 
settlement prior to her marriage with J. C., assigned 
the said stock in trust, after marriage, for her 
separate use, or to such person or persons as she 
should by deed appoint & conveyed her said real 
property in trust for herself until her marriage 
with J. C. & then to her scparate use during their 
joint lives; &, after her decease, to the use of 
her husband J. C. for life; & after his death, ‘‘ to 
the use of the child & children of the said M. B. 
by the said J. C. or other person or persons, & 
for such estate, & subject 10 such powers & pro- 
Visions as the said M. B. should, notwithstanding 
her said intended coverture, by deed appoint ”’ :— 
Held: that such power of appointment was not a 
general one, but could be exercised in favour only 
of the child or children of M. B. by J. C. or other 
after-taken husband.—Dor d. BEECH v. NALL 
ie 6 exch. 102; 20 L. J. Hx. 161; 155 4. A. 

72. 

3374. .| —Testator devised an estate upon 
the same trusts, etc., as his wife, by her will, 
should declare ‘‘ with respect to the disposition 
of her residuary personal estate.’ The widow 
bequeathed the estate to A., & her residue to B., C. 
& D. :—Held: the widow had an absolute, & not 
a restricted power, & the estate did not pass with 
the widow’s residue, but belonged to A.—-BRISTOW 
® SKirnnow (No. 1) (1859), 27 Beav. 585; 1 L. T. 
180; 5 Jur. N.S. 1379; S54 H.R. 232. 

3375. Gift of moieties to two daughters—-Power 
to each to appoint one moiety of her share absolutely 
-——Other moiety to follow trusts of other daughter’s 
moiety.|—'Testator bequeathed his residuary estate 
upon trust as to ope moiety for his daughter M. for 
life, & in default of issue of M. upon trust as to one 
half part thereof as M. should appoint, & in 
default of appointment over, & as to the other half 
part of such moiety, upon the same trusts as were 
thereinafter declared concerning the other moiety 
of his residuary estate; & he proceeded to declare 
precisely similar trusts of the other moiety, sub- 
stitutine the name of his daughter Ii. for that of 
M. Both M. & FE. exercised their powers of 
appointment, & died without issue :—eld: each 
appointment effectually disposed of one moiety of 
testator’s residuaryv estate.—ATKINSON v. JONES 





appoint by will, in default of direction, 
limitation, or appointment by tho 
husband, the legal effect of such pro- 
vision is, to give the wife a power to 


appoint, in respect of any portion 3376 i. 


Re BLUNDON, BLUNDON v. BLUNDON b 
(1906), 9 Nild. L. i. 178.—NFLD. 
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(1859), John. 246; 28 L. J. Ch. 758; 5 Jur. N.S. 
761; 70 KB. R. 415. 


Annotations :—Refd. Lightfoot v. Burstall (1863), 1 Hem. 
& M. 546; Crawshaw v. Crawshaw (1880), 14 Ch. D. 


Construction of powers of apeotnimen generally.] 
—See Powrrs, Vol. XX XVII., pp. 387-405. 


Sect. 4.—EXERCISE OF POWERS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL, 

Exercise of powers generally.|—Scc POWERs, 
Vol. XXXVIL., pp. 405-486. 

3376. Exercise a question of intention.|—This is 
always a question of intention whether the party 
meant to execute the power or not. Formerly it 
was sometimes required that there should be an 
express reference to the power. But that is not 
necessary now (SIR WM. GRANT, M.R.).—BENNETT 
v. ABURROW (1803), 8 Ves. 609; 32 KB. RR. 492. 


.{nnotations :—Apld. Davies v. Davies cae 28 J. J. Ch. 
102, Refd. Doe d. Nowell v. Roake (1825), 2 Bine. 497 ; 
Hlougham v, Sandys (1827), 2 Sim. 95; Lempricre vr. 
Mei eee § Sim. 108; Jte Mills, Mills v. Mills (1886), 
34 Ch. D. 186, 


3377. .|—Undoubtedly the question whether 
the clause operates as an appointment under the 
settlement is one of intention (Fry, J.).—Re 
GREAVES’ SETTLEMENT Trusts (1883), 23 Ch. D. 
oe 52 1. J. Ch. 753; 48 L. T. 414; 31 W. R. 

07. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Re Cleveland’s 8. K., [1893] 3 Ch. 244; 
Basset v. St. Levan (1894), 71 L. T. 718. 


8378. —-—- How intention ascertained.|—In the 
execution of powers, the material object to be 
attended to is the intention of the person creating 
the power; & that intention is to be collected 
from the words of the will. or other instrument, 
giving the power, according to the ordinary & 
common acceptation of the words, & not according 
to any legal or technical exposition of them (per 
CUR.).—GRIFFITH v. HARRISON (1792), 4 Term Rep. 
7373; 100 H.R. 1274 5 previous proceedings (1791), 
3 Bro. C. C. 410, L. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Routledge v. Dorrll (1794), 2 Ves. 


357. 
.|— See, also, Powers, Vol. XX XVITI., 





pp. 431-462. 
3379. Confirmation of will exercising power -— 
Effect of.|-—A., having no issue, & being tenant in 
tail under the will of G., with remainder to B. & 
C’. for life, remainder to the heirs of their bodies 
for such estates & in such proportions as they or 
the survivor should appoint, & in default of such 
appointment, remainder to the heirs of the bod 
of B., with remainders over; made his will, 
whereby, after devising certain estates to trustees 
to sell & apply the purchase-money amongst 








‘ Fund settled on husband for 
life—Several legactes bequeathed there- 
out. |-—HICKSON v. WOLFE (1858), 9 
1. Ch. R. 144.—IR. 


c. — —Appointment by will & codicil. ] 





unappointed by the husband, or not 
completely or validly appointed by 
him.— Ix p. BERNARD, 6 1 Ch. R. 133 ; 
9 Ir. Jur. 226.—IR. 


p. Whether exclusive or non-erclusive. | 
ret a sROMURAD ’s Trusts, [1922j 1 
° e 5.- 


qd. Whether exclusive or  distribu- 
tive.J—A. bequeaths certain property 
to B.. C., & YD. for their successive 
lives, & aftor death of D. “ to bis sons 
at own disposal.’ 1D. exercises the 
power In favour of one son. In a 
preeceding to obtain a construction of 
he will :—Held : the power of appoint- 
ment was not exclusive & all the sons 
living at the death of D. take cqually. 


fion.|—SYK¥s 0. CARROLL, [1903] LI. RR. 
17; 361. L. T. 125.—IR 

r. Joint power of appointment —- 
Whether survivor may exercise.)—Re 
SIMONTON (1920), 48 O. L. R. 413; 54 
va R. 399; 18 O. W. N. 331.— 


t. ee 





-}—PATERSON'S TRUS- 
ThES v. FINLAY, [1918] 8S. C. 713: 55 
Se. L. R. 7593; (1918) 25. L. T. 931.— 
SCOT. 


u. Whether appointment in accord- 
ance with power. |—Re Tioss’ MARRIAGE 
SETTLEMENT (1910), 16 O. W. kt. 327: 
1 QO. Ww. N. 867.—CAN,. 


a. ——.]—Re KING (1925), 570. L. R. 
144.—CAN. 


— CRONIN v. Rocnk (1858), 8 J. Ch. Xl. 
103.-—IR. 


d. - .-——A lady executed a settle- 
ment, conveying to her sisters the 
whole means & estate, heritable & 
movable, which should belong to her at 
her death; afterwards her uncle died, 
whose settlement directed his trustees 
to pay her an annuity of £100, “ & 
with power to her, by will, or other 
deed under her hand, to dispose of & 
convey as she may think proper, after 
her decease, the capital sum of £2,000, 
to be set apart by my trustees for 
answering her annuity, & which sum 
my trustees are directed to pay in the 
way she may order & appoint ”’ :— 
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Sect. 4.—KHzercise of powers: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


different relations, & directing them to sell all 
other his real estates, & apply the money to some 
of those relations; he gave £5 apiece to C. (who 
survived BB.) & to D. the only child of B. & C., ‘‘ in 
consideration of the ample provision made for 
them after my decease by G. who has by his will 
devised to them certain estates in R., now in my 
possession, which, though I could now legally 
dispose of, I mean fully to confirm to them, accord- 
ing to the intent of the said will.” After this A. 
suffered a recovery, & declared the uses to himself 
for life, remainder to such persons & for such uses 
as he by deed, will, or codicil, to be properly 
attested, should appoint; & for default of such 
appointment, to C. for life, remainder to D. for 
life, with remainder over in fee. After this he 
made a codicil, duly executed, whereby he con- 
firmed his said will in all respects not thereby 
altered ; & after making some alterations in respect 
of other property, he declared such codicil to be 
part of his said will :—Held: C. & D. took nothing 
under the will & codicil of A. in the property which 
had belonged to C.; for it did not appear that A. 
intended by his will to devise the property in 
question, but rather to let it pass as it was devised 
by the will of G.: & his confirmation of his will 
by his codicil could not carry it further. But 
even if he had intended to exercise a devising 
power by the will, according to the estates carved 
out by G.’s will for C. & D., yet he afterwards 
altered that intent, & took a new estate in the 
premises by suffering a recovery, the uses of which 
were different from those of G.’s will; reserving 
to himself the power of appointment by deed, 
will, or codicil; & when he executed a codicil 
afterwards, confirming his will in all respects 
except where altered, or revoked by his codicil, 
& then making specific alterations as to other 
parts of his property, without reference to his 
power or to the property in question (though such 
reference be not essentially necessary to the execu- 
tion of a power, if it plainly appear that the party 
meant to execute it) nothing appeared to show 
that he meant to execute the power by his codicil 
confirming his will generally, supposing it could 
take effect through the medium of such a will.— 
ane v. WILKINS (1808), 10 Hast, 241; 103 E. R. 
766. 

Annotation :—Refd. Hope v. Hope (1854), 5 Giff. 13. 

3380. .|—-A married woman, by her 
will, appointed & devised certain property & all 
other “‘ hereditaments (if any) which she had any 
power to appoint or devise.’’ She afterwards, 
when a widow, by codicil, confirmed the will :— 
Held: the will, as confirmed, only passed such 
hereditaments as were subject to her power.— 
Dv HOURMELIN v. SHELDON (1854), 19 Beav. 389 ; 
23 L. T. O. S. 3389; 2 W. R. 639; 52 KE. R. 401. 


Aron eaele: Re Smith, Bilke v. Roper (1890), 45 


3381. Whether appointment in accordance with 
power—Power to appoint among such children as 
appointor choses.|—-N. by will devises to his wife 
& her heirs all his freehold & copyhold lands, 
being well assured she would, at her decease, 
dispose of the lands amongst all, or such of his 








Held: her settlement was a_ valid f. -Jj-—A 
exercise of the power to dispose of the 
£22,000, & carried it to ber sisters.-—~ 
Gea . “Aa Paes ere TRUSTEES 
34), - (Ct. of Sess. : ; 
Coll. 246.—-SCOT, ise ibe 
e. ——- Whether odject certain.|— 
v. HENDERSON ‘'TrRusTEES « 

Sexs.) 





which, after 


s0n who was entitled 
under his father’s settlement to the 
fee of part of his father’s estate & to 
the liferent of another part with a 
power of testing thereon, left a will in 
bequeathing 
legacies, he left the residue of bis real 
versonal estate to his brothers :— 
Held: the will was to be construed as 
embracing the share of his father’s 


WILLS, 


children, as by their conduct should deserve it. 

The wife devises all the freehold & copyhold lands, 

except the copyhold in H., to her daughter & her 

heirs, & that copyhold to the heir-at-law of 
testator & his heirs. 

It is clear, that under the words ‘‘such of his 
children,” the wife of testator, though a trustee in 
some sort, had a full power to devise the whole to 
the daughter, if she had thought fit (LORD Harp- 
WICKE, C.).—MACEY v. SHURMER (1739), 1 Atk. 
389: 26 BE. R. 249, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Spring d. Titcher v. Biles (1784), 1 
Term Rep. 435,n.; Chapman v. Gibson (1791), 3 Bro. 
C. C. 229; Kemp vt. Kemp (1801), 5 Ves. 849. 

3382. ——— Power to appoint among children & 
other issue—Appointment to unborn grandchild.|]— 
By the marriage settlement of A., a term of years 
is limited to trustees, upon trust to raise £16,000 to 
be paid to all & every, or such one or more, ex- 
clusively of the other or others, of the child or 
children of the marriage, or to all & every, & such 
one or more, exclusively of the other or others, of 
the issue, born in the lifetime of A., of any such 
child or children, in such shares & proportions as 
A. should by deed or will appoint; &, in default 
of appointment, to the children in equal shares: 
A., by his will, after devising certain real estates 
to his first & other sons, in strict settlement, & 
reciting that he was, by the marriage settlement, 
authorised to appoint the sum of £16,000 unto all 
or any one or more of his child or children, & 
grandchild or grandchildren, appointed £4,000 to 
each of his children, other than the child who 
should, under the preceding limitations, be 
entitled, as tenant for life, to the rents & profits 
of the devised premises: & as to the residue, if 
any, of the £16,000, he appointed the same unto 
such grandchild of his body as should, by the 
regular course of events, become entitled as 
tenant in tail in possession of the devised premuises. 
A. died, leaving three sons, the eldest of whom 
was tenant for life of the devised estates, & no 
grandchild :—Held: inasmuch as there might 
have been a grandchild born in A.’s lifetime, & as 
such grandchild would have been among the 
objects of the power, the appointment of the 
residue of the £16,000 to a grandchild, who, in the 
events that had happened, was not an object of 
the power, did not raise «a case of election against 
the children, & they were entitled to have the 
appointment of that residue declared invalid, & 
yet to retain all the benefits given them by the 
will.— BULWER v. HOARE (1825), 3 L. J. O. S. Ch. 
A 

-— —-—.,]—See, also, Nos. 3368, 3370, ante. 

3383. Necessity for proof—Application for 
administration with will annexed.|— Administra- 
tion with will annexed, as executed in pursuance 
of a power refused, the power not being before 
the ct.—-In the Goods of MONDAY (1837), 1 Curt. 
290 3; 163 BE. R. 207, 

3384. -——- Power to appoint annuity—Appoint- 
ment of principal sum.]—-A testator bequeathed 
an annuity of £500 a year to his daughter for life, 
& directed an investment in the funds for securing 
it, & after her decease, he directed the annuity 
should go as his daughter should by will appoint, 
& in default, the annuity should be applied towards 


estate of which he had the power to 
dispose by will.—CLARK’S TRUSTEES 0. 
CLARK’S EXECUTORS (1894), 21 R. (Ct. 
of Sess.) 546; 31 Se L. R. 430; 1 
S. L. T. 528.—SCOT. 

g. .}—-Where testator has con- 
ferred on @ person to whom he has 
given a limited interest in property the 
power of selecting the person on whom 
such property shall devolve at the 


certain 





Part XV.—PoOwWERS. 


the maintenance of her children till twenty-one, & 
then the principal sum to the children, with a gift 
over ‘‘ of the said principal sum of money ” :— 
Held: the daughter had the power of appointing 
the principal sum.—SAMUDA v. LOUSADA (1843), 
7 Beav. 248; 49 Kh. R. 1058. 

.]|—See, generally, POWERS, Vol. XXXVII., 
pp. 486-490. 

3385. Power to appoint notwithstanding coverture 
— Whether exercisable after coverture ceased.|— 
A power to a woman to appoint notwithstanding 
coverture may be well exercised after coverture 
has ceased.—Dor d. SmitTH v. Brrp (1833), 5 
B. & Ad. 695; 2 Nev. & M. K. B. 679; 3 L. J. 
Kk. B. 78; 110 E. R. 947. 

Annotutions :—Distd. Doe d. Edmunds v. Llowellin ( aa 

2Cr. M.& RR. 503. Refd. Doe d. Winder v. Lawes (1837 

7 Ad. & El. 195. 

3386. Unexecuted deed of appointment—Express 
reference in will—-Whether part of will.;—A will 
referred expressly to an unexccuted deed of 
appointment which was found inthe same envelope, 
& the will was incomplete without the deed: 
—Held: the appointment formed a part of the 
will.—IJn the Goods of BOSANQUET (1850), 16 
L. T. OO. S. 63 14 Jur. 964. 

8387. Who may exercise power-——Donee having 
customary fee.|—(G. H., being the purchaser of 
the customary fee simple in a piece of copyhold 
land, the vendor duly surrendered the same, 
according to the custom of the manor, to the 
following uses: To the use of G. H. & his assigns 
for life, without impeachment of waste, & after 
his decease to the use of such person or persons, 
for such estate or estates, & upon & for such trusts, 
ete., as the said G. I., by any surrender or sur- 
renders, or by his last: will, should surrender, give, 
devise, or dispose, & in default of such surrender, 
etc., to the use of the said G. 11... his heirs & assigns, 
for ever, according to the custom of the manor. 
G. Tl. was duly admitted. By his will G. HL. 
devised the said piece of land, upon trust for sale, 
& died, leaving a widow. By the custom of the 
manor the widow of a copyholder was entitled to 
have for her freebench the whole of the ecopyhold 
lands & tenements held of the said manor. of 
which her husband was at any time during marriage 
scised for an estate of inheritance; & such title 
could not, according to the custom, be barred by 
the surrender or other act of the husband, or other- 
wise than by a voluntary surrender made by the 
wife :—Held: the devise by will by G. H. was not 
an execution of the power of appointment contained 
in the surrender.-—-POWDRELL v. JONES (1854). 2 
Sm. & G. 4073; 3 Kq. Rep. 63; 2 L. J. Ch. 123 ; 
24 dae T. OWS. 883 18 Jur Js 38° W.. Re 32: 
65 Te. 1. 457. 

Seale :— Mentd. Farley v. Bonham (1861), 2 John, & H. 





b] 


———.]— See, generally, PowERS, Vol. XX XVII., 
pp. 406-409, Nos, 172 195. 

3388. Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26)— ‘‘ Devise ’’ — 
Whether exercise of power by will included.]— 
The word ‘‘ devise”? in above Act includes in 
general a devise by way of appointment under a 
special or general power.-- KREME v. CLEMENT 
(1881), 18 Ch. D. 409; 501. J. Ch. 801; 44 7. 7. 
300; 30 W. R. 1. 

Annotation :—Dbtd. Holyland vr. Lewin (1884), 26 Ch. 1D. 266, 


expiration of such limited interest, the 
due exercise of such power hus tho 
same effect as if such testator had 
himself made the selection in the will.~~- 
STANLEY v, BotHa’s EXECUTORS, 17 
S.C. 48.—S. AF. 

h. Application of 37 & 38 Vict. 
¢. 37 to Scotland.}—The above Act SCOT. 


which enacts by its first sect. that no 
exercise of a power of appointment 
should be invalid on the ground that 
any object of the power is altogether 
excluded, applies to Scotland.—MACKIE 
v, MACKIE’S TRUSTEES (1885), 12 KR. 
(Ct. of Sess.) 1230; 22 So. L. RK. 814.— 
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3389. —-—- ---—-,]~-The words ‘‘ devise ”’ 
& ‘‘ bequeath,” & ‘‘ devise’ & ‘' bequest,’’ when 
used in above Act, unless thereby clearly indicated 
to apply to testamentary appointments, must be 
construed in their ordinary sense as referring to 
dispositions by a testator of his own property.— 
HonyLANn v. LEWIN (1884), 26 Ch. D. 266; 53 
L. J. Ch. 530; 51 L.T. 14; 32 W. R. 443, 0. A. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Harvey’s Estate, Harvey v. Gillow 
{1893] 1 Ch. 567: Re Paul’s Settimt. Trusts, Paul v. 
Nelson, [1920] 1 Ch. 99. 


3390. Covenant restricting exercise of power— 
Validity.|—-(1) The donee of a testamentary power 
of appointment among children & .issue may 
covenant that he will not exercise the power in 
such a way as to reduce the share of a particular 
object below a certain amount, & thereafter 
the power can only be exercised subject to the 
limitation or fetter imposed by the negative 
covenant. (2) The donee may satisfy the covenant 
either by appointing by will to the covenantee 
the named sum or by so appointing to other 
objects as that there shall remain unappointed 
such a sum as shall result in the covenantee 
receiving the named sum, but the covenant can- 
not operate affirmatively as an appointment, 
since that would be to allow a power exercisable 
by will only to be exercised by deed.—Re EVERED, 
MoLINEUX v. Everepb, [1910] 2 Ch. 147; 79 
I. J. Ch. 465; 102 L. T. 694; 54 Sol. Jo. 540, 
C.. As 
Annotction :—Consd, J?e Cooke, Winckloy v. Winterton, 

[1922] 1 Ch. 292. 

3391. —-—— How  Satisfied.] — Re 
MOMINEUX v. EVERED, No. 3390, ante. 

.|—See, generally, PowEnrs, Vol. XXXVII., 
p. 520, Nos. 1112-1116. 

Effect of bankruptcy on capacity to exercise 
power.|—See, generally, BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., 
pp. 740-743, Nos. 6392-6415. 

Will void at law—Validity as appointment for 
charitable purposes.|— Sce CHARITIES, Vol. VIIL., 
p. 282, Nos. 562-568. 

Conflict of laws.]-—See CONFLICT OF LAws, Vol. 
AI., pp. 381-386, Nos. 596-626. 

Exercise of power by married woman.|—See, 
generally, TlusBaAnNpD & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., pp. 
136-147, Nos. 1104-1184. 

Validity of execution of power to charge portions. ] 
- See SETTLEMENTS, Vol. XL., pp. 600-602, Nos. 
1364-1384. 

Exercise of determinable powers—Appointment 
by will—-Occurrence of determining event before 
will operative.|—See Powers, Vol. XXXVILI., 
p. 426, Nos. 341-344, 


EVENRED, 





SUB-SECT. 2.-—-REQUISITES OF VALID 
EXECUTION. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 10, &, generally, 
Powrnrs, Vol. XXNVII., pp. 409-417, Nos. 196—- 
262. 

3392. Necessity for compliance with formalities. ] 

Baron & feme scised in fee in right of the 
feme by deed & fine settled the premises to the 
use of the baron & feme for their lives, remainder 
to the first, etc., son in tail, remainder to the 
daughters in tail, remainder to the husband & 


k. Liferent — Alternative powers of 
disposal—Power to dispose to charities or 
to ‘any person ’’—Power exercised by 
deed of directions to wife of residuary 
devisee.J—BANNERMAN’'S TRUSTEES tv. 
BANNERMAN, [1915] S. C. 3983; 52 
Se. L. R. 315; (1915]183. 4. T. 143.— 
SCOT. 
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Sect. 4.—Ewercise of powers: Sub-sects. 2,3 & 4, 
A. & B. (a) & (b).] 


wife & their heirs, with power to the baron 
during the joint lives of him & his wife, by his 
last will, or any writing purporting to be his last 
will under hand & seal, attested by three 
witnesses, if baron dies before his wife, to charge the 
premises with £2,000. The like power (mutatis 
mutandis) to the wife, if she die first, to charge the 
premises with the like sum; husband by will 
under his hand attested by three witnesses, but 
not sealed, charges the premises with £2,000 :— 
Held: void, being without a seal.—DorMER v. 
THURLANIS (1728), 2 P. Wms. 506; 24 EF. ht. 837. 


Annotations :—Consd. Ross v. Ewer (1744), 3 Atk. 156: 
Darlington » Pulteney (1775), 1 Cowp. 260; Bur- 
dett v. Doe d. Spilsbury, Skynner », Doe d. Spilkbury 
(1843), 6 Man. & G. 386. Refd. Ellis v. Smith (1753), 
Ae 225; Casement v. Fulton (1845), 5 Moo. BP. C. C. 


3393. Unattested codicil.|—By the cus- 
tom of the manor of S., the legal interest in lands 
of customary tenure, parcel of the manor, is not 
devisable, but is transferred by a deed of bargain 
& sale, having the effect of a surrender. in which 
the operating words are, ‘‘ bargain, sell, & sur- 
render,’”’ & on the presentment or production of 
which, admittance is granted to the alienee ; but 
an equitable interest in such customary lands 
is capable of being passed by devise without regard 
to the custom. <A tenant of this manor, who was 
seised of customary lands, conveyed them by a deed 
of bargain, sale, & surrender, to a trustee, upon 
trust for such person as the tenant, by any deed 
or instrument in writing or by his last will or any 
codicil thereto or any instrument in the nature of 
a last will or codicil, to be by him legally executed, 
should appoint or devise the same; & under this 
conveyance the trustee was admitted :—Held: 
the equitable intcrest in the lands would not: pass 
by an unattested codicil of the tenant.—WHEILLAN 
vt. LANCASTER (1826), 3 Russ. 108; 38 E. R. 516. 

3394, Determinable power-—Necessity for 
exercise before determining event.|—-Bv a marriage 
settlement certain real & personal property 
belonging to the wife was conveyed to trustees 
upon trust to pay the income to the wife for life ; 
& after her decease, in trust for such persons & in 
such manner as the wife ‘‘in & by her last will, 
to be signed & published by her during her 
intended coverture, should direct or appoint ’’ :— 
Held: the words ‘‘ during her intended coverture ”’ 
applied to the whole clause; & an appointment 
made by the wife after the death of the husband 
was an invalid execution of the power.—TLOLLIDAyY 
v. OVERTON (1852), 14 Beav. 467 ; 21 1.. J. Ch. 769 ; 
19 L. T. O.S. 211; 16 Jur. 346; 51 E.R, 366; 
affd. sub nom. WALLIDAY v. OVERTON, 20 L. T. 
O. 8. 12, L. JJ. 
annotations :-—Refd. Re Hudson, Kiikhne vu. Hudson (1892), 

72°. 1. 892. Mentd. Lucas v. Brandreth (No. 2) (1860), 

28 Beay. 274; Osborn rv. Bellman (1860), 3 L. T. 264; 

Tatham v. Vernon (1861), 29 Beav. 604; Le Whiston’s 

Setthut., Lovatt v. Williamson, [1894] 1 Ch. 661; Le 

Irwin, Irwin v. Parkes, [1904] 2 Ch. 752: Zee Tringham’s 

Trusts, Tringham v. Greenhill, [1901] 2 Ch. 487: #e 

Bostock’s Scttlunt., Norrish v. Bostock, [1921] 2 Ch. 469. 
-|—See Powers, Vol. XNXAVII., pp. 
425, 426, Nos, 3387-344. 

——— Wills made abroad.|—-See CoNFLIcr oF 
Laws, Vol. XI., pp. 382-386, Nos. 600-626. 
.j|--See, furlher, Powrrs, Vol. XXXVII., 
pp. 412-415, Nos, 217-250. 
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1. “ bill or by any deed or writing.’’) 
~——-Bapusl Rustroms1 KERAWALLA v. 
HaJI Kematrn Hast ANMED (1921), 


imperfect 
1. L. KR. 46 Bom, 694.—IND. Hs 
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m. Power of court to effectuate in- 
tention.j--In the construction of an 
instrument 
power has been created, a judge is never 
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SuB-SECT. 3.—INSTRUMENT SPECIFIED BY 
DONOR. 


See, also, Powrrs, Vol. XXXVILI., pp. 417-420, 
Nos. 263-298. 

8395. ‘‘ Deed ’’—Exercise by will.|—One has 
a power to make a jointure by deed under hand 
& seal, he executes it by will, this is a good execu- 
tion in equity in favour of a wife.—TOLLET’S CASE 
(1728), Mos. 46; 25 Th. R. 262; sub nom. TOLLET 
v. ToLtuet, 2 P. Wms. 489; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 863. 
Annotations :—Distd. arlington v. Pultency ( 1778), 1 

Cowp. 260. Refd. Hervey v. Hervey (1739), 1 Atk. 561 ; 

Wilkio ». Holme’ (1752), 1 Dick. 165; Churchman v. 

Harvey (1757), Amb. 335; Chapman v. Gibson ia 

3 Bro. C. C. 229; Dowell v. Dew (1842), 1 ¥. & C. Ch. Cas. 

oot ; Kvans v. Evans, “vans v. Saunders (1853), 1 Drew. 

u¢, 

3396. ---—,.|—A power of revocation is 
reserved to A. by any writing under his hand & 
seal, & of appointing new uses, by the same or 
any other deed. A. by his will, without taking 
any notice of the power, devises the estate to B. :-— 
Held: this was a good exccution of the power.— 
RoscoMMON (DOWAGER COUNTESS) v. FOWKE 
(1745), 6 Bro. Parl. Cas. 158; 2 BE. R. 908, H. L. 
Annotations :—Consd. Kdwards 1. Edwards (1818), 3 Madd. 





197. Refd. Darlington v. Pulteney (1775), 1 Cowp. 
260; Moss v. Harter (1854), 24 L. T. O. 8. 19. 
—— ——.jJ—See, further, Powers, Vol. 


AXXVIT., p. 417, Nos. 268, 264. 

3397. Instrument to be signed, sealed, delivered 
& attested—-Whether power sufficiently exercised 
by will.|—Qu.: whether on a power given to IL. 
to revoke uses ‘‘ from time to time during his 
natural life,’ such revocation & Fh ace 
‘to be signed, sealed, & delivered in the presence 
of & attested by two or more credible witnesses,”’ 
can be executed by will.—EbDWARDS v. HDWARDS 
(1818), 3 Madd. 197; 56 E. R. 4825 on appeal 
(1821), Jac. 335, L. C. 


{,—JIXPRESSION OF INTENTION TO 

EXERCISE POWERS. 

A. fit General. 

See, generally, Powers, Vol. XXXAVIL., pp. 4380- 
462. 

3398. Whether intention to exercise power in- 
dicated—-Power to charge-——Devise of estate -— 
Testator having no other interest {in estate.|. 
BEAUMONT v. wiss (1777), cited in 3 Russ. at 
p. 3858; 38 E. kh. 610. 

Annotation :—--Refd. Furmer v. Bradford (1827), 3 Kuss. 351. 


3399. —-— Appointment ‘‘in case I have 
power.’’|—A. having power under her father’s 
will to appoint a fund amongst her children or 
more remote issue to be born before such appoint- 
ment, by her will appoints the fund & bequeaths 
her personal estate to her four children. By a 
codicil she, in case she had power so to do under 
her father’s will or otherwise, directed that 
the share which one of her daughters would derive 
under her will, should be in trust for that daughter 
for life, & after her death for her children generally, 
& not those only who were then born, as prescribed 
by the power:—-leld: A. did not intend the 
codicil to affect her own property, but only that 
which was subject to the power; & she did not 
mean to make the appointment unless she had 
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justified in either striking out or 
{uxerting in order to arrive at the inten - 
tion of the donor of the power, unless 
there be no other means by which his 


VW dgeisvover clear & manifest intention can be 
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alia so to do, which she had not.—CHURCH v. 
EMBLE (1832), 5 Sim. 525; 3 L. J. Ch. 65; 58 
H. R. 485. 

3400. Where gift over in default of appoint- 
ment.]|—Bequest, after the death of A., of £2,500, 
as A. should appoint, with a gift over “of the 
same ”’ in default, & to be paid with interest from 
A.’s death. <A. appointed a part to B., & £1,630, 
to other persons, & directed the said sums to be 
paid at the decease of B., except the one left to 
himself, which was to be payable at A.’s decease :— 
Held: the interest on the £1,630, accruing between 
the death of A. & B. neither passed to the 
appointees of that sum, nor to B. by implication, 
but went over, as in default of appointment.— 
HENDERSON v. CONSTABLE (1842), 5 Beav. 297 ; 
11 L. J. Ch. 832; 49 BF. R. 592. 

3401. -——— Gift of legacies to some objects of 
power -—-Gift of residue & appointable fund to 
others.|——-Testatrix, having power to appoint. 
certain funds by will in favour of A., B., C., D., 
& K., in such parts, shares, & proportions as she 
might think fit, & having no other power, by her 
will vave lezacies of £5 each to A., B., & C., & all 
the residue of her property, of whatever kind, & 
wheresoever situate, & over which she had any 
power of appointment, to D. & IK., & died leaving 
some personal estate of her own :— Held: the will 
was a valid execution of the power.-—GAINSFORD 
v. DUNN (1874), I. R. 17 Hg. 405; 43 L. J. Ch. 
403; 30]. TT. 283; 22 W. RR. 499. 

Annotations :-~ Mentd. Blann v. Bell (1877), 7 Ch. D. 382; 





Re Bawden, National Provincial Bank of England v. 
Cresswell, Bawden uv. Cresswell, [1894] 1 Ch. 693; Jee 
Boards, Knight v. Knight, [1895] 1 Ch. 499. 
Be. Apart from Wills Ae. 
(a) Li General. 
Expression of intention.|—See Powers, Vol. 


XXXVIL, pp. 416-449, Nos. 49L 521. 


(b) Reference to Power. 

See, also, Powknks, Vol. ANAVIT., pp. £490-4654, 
Nos. 522 555. 

3402. Necessity for.|—TEMPEST v. SABINE, PoL- 
LEXFEN v. ADELMERE (1743), Sugden on Powers, 
Sth ed. App. 015, L. C. 

3403. —|J—A. by a voluntary deed assigned 
all the personal estate, which he was then or might 
at any time afterwards be possessed of or entitled 
to, upon trust to pay the interest, ete., to himself 
for life, & after lis decease to such persons as he 
shoul¢“ippoint by will for their lives, & subject 
thereto, to pay the principal to his next of kin, 
who sbould be living at his decease, his, her, or 
their exors., etc. Soon afterwards testator by his 
will gave some legacies, & gave the residue to 
the persons by name, who were his next of kin at 
the execution of the deed & at his death; upon 
whose bill claiming under the deed an account of 
the trust estate received by the trustees & of the 
personal estate, etc., & to set aside the legacies :— 
Held: the power was not executed by the will.— 
ae v. NANSON (1798), 4 Ves. 314; 31 1. Rh. 

76. 





sl lation :—Refd. Anderson v. Dawson (1808), 15 Ves. 
VOL, 

3404, ——--.|-—--NANNOCK v. Horron, No. 3413, 
post. 

3405. ---—.]—The will of a person having a 


power to dispose of a fund consisting partly of 


effectuated.-—FRENYON v. FENTON, 1 


Dr. & War. 66, 76. ~ IR. 

_ nh. Whether intention to excercise power 
tndicuted.J—SMART v. SMART, [1926] 
8. C. 392.—SCOT. 
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3402 i. Necessity for.}—A power of 
bequest conferred upon a party might 
be exercised without making cxpress 
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real estates, & partly of household furniture, linen, 
& plate, containing a gift of ‘‘ all my estates & 
effects of whatsoever denomination,’”’ & of ‘* my 
household furniture, with linen & plate,’”’ is not an 
execution of the power.—JoNEs v. CuRRY (1818), 
1 Swan. 66; 1 Wils. Ch. 24; 36H. R. 300. 
Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Nowell v. Roake (1825), 2 
Bing. 497. Apld. Lempriere v. Valpy (1832), 5 Sim. 108. 
Consd. Innes v. Sayer (1851), 3 Mac. & G. 606. Apld. 
Evans v. iKvans (1856), 23 Beav. 1. Refd. Hougham v. 
Sandys (1827), 2 Sim. 95; Lovell v. Knight (1829), 3 
Sim. 275: Parker v. Marchant (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 
290; Jte Mille, Mills ». Mills (1886), 34 Ch. D. 186. 
3406. .|\—PONTON v. DUNN, No. 3362, ante. 
3407. .|—The widow, by her will, alluding 
at the opening to her husband’s will, but not 
referring in any way to the power of appointment 
given to her, gave personal estate to one of her sons, 
& only a small pecuniary legacy to two of the 
others :—leld: her will was inoperative as an 
appointment.— JONES v. JONES (1846), 8 L. T. 
O. S. 134; 10 Jur. 960. 














3408. — No property passing to donee.|— 
GRisk v7. GOODWIN (1703), Freem. Ch. 264; 22 


i. R. 1200. 

3409. Sufficiency of reference. |—Tecstatrix having, 
under the will of herammother, a power of appointing 
by willto a sum of £2,000, & also an interest in 
the residue of her mother’s personal estate, gave 
legacies of £1,000, £500, & £500. She then gave 
£21 to each of her cxors., & proceeded as follows: 
‘* Forasuuch as the amount of my property is 
not yet. ascertained, the same awaiting the settling 
of my late mother’s attairs, my will is that, if my 
money & personal estate should not be sufficient 
to pay the said legacies in full, the legatees shall 
make an abatement.” She then disposed of her 
furniture, plate, ctc., & of the residue of her money 
& personal estate :—ITeld: testatrix’s will was not 
an execution of her power.—BUXTON v. BUXTON 
(1837), 1 Keen, 753; 48 E.R. 497. 

3410. -—-—.]—-Testator gave his widow the 
power of appointing his residuary estate. By her 
will, after reciting the power, she declared that, in 
pursuance of the power & all other powers enabling 
her, for the purpose of disposing of her husband’s 
& her own estate, she made her will as follows. 
She then directed her debts to be paid, & gave some 
legacies ; & as to all the rest, etc. ‘‘ of her personal 
estate,” she bequeathed the same to A. & B. upon 
trust, ete. :-- eld: the widow (who died in 1832) 
had thereby appointed the residuary estate of her 
husband. -DAVIES ». Fisiiser (1842), 5 Beav. 201 ; 
11 J. J. Ch. 838; 6 Jur. 248; 49 EK. R. 554. 


atnnotations :—Mentd. Lang v. Pugh (1842), 1 Y. & CG. Ch. 
Cas. 718; de Orme’s Trusts (1851), 18 L. T. O. 8. 12; 
Re Rouse’s Matate (1852), 9 Hare, 649: Lloyd v. Lioyd 
(1856), 3 K. & J. 20; Hardeastle v. Hardcastle (1862), 
1 lem. & M. 405 ; Re Baxtor’s Trusts (1864), 4 New Rep. 
131; Pearman v. Pearman (1864), 33 Beav. 394; Locke 
v. Lamb (1867), L. R. 4 Kg. 372. 


3411. -— --.]--He WATSON & MOoRRISON’S CON- 
TRACT, WATSON 0. KERR (1900), 44 Sol. Jo. 529. 

3412. -—-- Inaccurate reference-—Reference to 
wrong settlement.|—Testator, after reciting that 
under the settlement in 1819, on his second 
marriage, he had power to charge £5,000 amongst 
the children of his second marriage, proceeded to 
appoint it. The settlement of 1519 contained no 
such power, but a resettlement of 1839 contained 
a power to appoint that sum to his younger 
children :—IHeld: the will was a valid execution 
of the power.--ke WiLMoT (1861), 20 Beav. 644 ; 
64 Io. R. 777. 





reference to the deed by which the 
ower Was conferred. — MILLER v. 
TILLER (1852), 14 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 
939; 24 Sc. Jur. 571; 1 Stuart, 956. 
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Sect. 4.—Haxercise of powers: Sub-sect. 4, B. (c), & 
C.; sub-sects. 5 & 6. Sect. 5.] 


(c) Reference to Property. 

Sce, also, PowEns, Vol. XXXVII., pp. 454-460, 
Nos. 556-617. 

3413. Necessity for.]-—Power of appointment not 
exccuted by a will having no reference to the 
power or the subject of it ;_& the ct. will not inquire 
into the circumstances of the property.—NANNOCK 
v. Horton (1802), 7 Ves. 391; 32 BE. R. 158, lL. C. 
Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Nowell v. Roake (1825), 2 

Bing. 497. Refd. Jones v. Tucker (1817), 2 Mer. 533; 
Lovell v. Knight (1831), 1 L. J. Ch. 47; Innes vw. Sayer 
(1851), 3 Mac. & G. 606; Re Mills, Mills v. Mills (1886), 
34 Ch. D. 186; He Huddleston, Bruno v. Kyston, [1894] 
3 Ch. 595. Mentd. Sibley v. Perry (1802), 7 Ves. 522: 
Cuthbert v. Purrier (1822), Jac. 415; Bromley v. Wright 
(1849), 7 Hare, 334; Re Jodrell, Jodrell v. Seale (1890), 
ates Poe: Re Gue, Smith v. Gue, No. 2 (1892), 36 
0 e OQ. e 


3414. Gift of legacies—Precise sum subject to 
appointment—Donee having no personal property 
of his own.]—M. gives to deft. all her freehold & 
copyhold estate, upon trust to permit E. to receive 
the rents, ctc., during her life; &, after her death, 
to sell, & out of the produce to pay £100 to such 
person as she should by will appoint. JK. by will, 
without reference to the power, gives £100, & the 
Whole of her houschold furniture, to pltf. It 


was charged by the bill, & not denied, that testa- | 


trix had no personal property, at the time of her 
death, besides some household furniture to a very 
small amount in value: but no evidence was gone 
into, & an inquiry was asked as to the state of the 
property at the time of making the will, with the 
view of ascertaining that testatrix must have 
intended the gift of the £100, as in execution of 
her power. But the inquiry was refused, & the 
bill dismissed.— JONES v. TUCKER (1817), 2 Mer. 
533; 35 B. RR. 1044. 


Annotations :—Consd. Jones v. Curry (1818), 1 Swan. 66; 
Davies v. Thorns (1849), 2 De G. & Sm. 347, Distd. 
Davies v. Davies (1858), 32 L. T. O. S. 156. Apld. 


Rayner v. Rayner (1903), 89 L. T. 85, nn. Refd. Hougham 
», Sandys (1827), 2 Sim. 95; HRoake v. Denn (1839), 4 
Bi. N.S. 1; Lovell v. Knight (1831), 1 L. J. Ch. 47: 
Lempriere v. Valpy (1832), 5 Sim. 108: Dummer v. 
Pitcher (1833), Coop. temp. Brough. 257: Innes v. Sayer 
(1851), 3 Mac. & G. G06; Ie Mills, MUIs v. Mills (1886), 
Nyaa ae 186; Ite Huddleston, Bruno v. Kyston, [1894] 
UDO). 


3415. ————.|—A father, on his son’s mar- 
riage, conveyed a certain farm to the use of himself 
& his wife successively for life, with remainder to 
the children of the son. A power was reserved to 
the father by deed or will to charge all or part of 
the hereditaments thereby settled, with any sum 
or sums not exceeding £500, for the portions of his 
younger children, & to create a term for securing 
the same. The father, by his will, devised the 
said farm to his son in fee, charged with the pay- 
ment of legacies of £200, £200 & £100 to testator’s 
three daughters respectively. The will contained 
no reference to the settlement, & no limitation of 
any term, nor did the father otherwise exercise 
the power :—Held : the will operated as an execu- 
tion of the power of appointment, of which the 
father was donee under the settlement.—-DAVIES 
v. DAVIES (1858), 28 L. J. Ch. 102 5 32 L. T. O.S. 
156; 4 Jur. N.S. 1291; 7 W. 2. 85. 

3416. Gift of specific stock—Donee having no 
other stock.|—-Testator having a general power 
over a sum in the funds limited in default of 
appointment to his children, & having no other 
funded property, bequeaths all his personal estate 

‘“ consisting of money invested in any of the public 
funds, household furniture, etc.’’ This is not an 
execution of the power. The circumstance of his 
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having no other funded property is not to be 
adverted to, on the question whether he was or 
was not executing the power.—WEBB v. HONNOR 
(1820), 1 Jac. & W. 352; 37 FE. 1. 410. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Lovell v. Knight (1829), 3 Sim. 275 ; 

Innes v, Sayer (1851), 3 Mac. & G. 606 ; Fe Davids’ Trusts 

(1859), John. 495. Apld. J?e Mattingley’s Trusts (1862), 

2 John. & H. 426. efd. Hughes v. Turner (1835), 3 

My. & K. 666; Parkor v. Marchant (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch, 

ae “ike : Re Huddleston, Faa di Bruno v, Kyston (1894), 

. Jade 

3417. Power to appoint proceeds of sale of land— 
Devise of all lands.!——.A general devise of all lands 
of which testatrix had power to dispose, is not a 
good execution of a power to appoint moneys, 
which were to arise from the sale of Jand.—-ADAMS 
v. AUSTEN (1829), 3 Russ. 461; 38 E.R. 648. 

3418. Bequest of all sums & other interest under 
donor’s will.|—T'estator gave £3,000 to trustees for 
C. for life; remainder to such persons as she 
should appoint. C. by her will disposed of all 
her personal estate, & then gave all sums, mes- 
suages, etc., & other interest to which she was 
entitled under testator’s will :—#Held: the latter 
gift was a good execution of the power.—-MAPLES 
v. BROWN (1828), 2 Sim. 8275 57 Id. R. 811. 

3419. Power of appointment over two funds-— 
Specific disposition of one fund—General bequest of 
residue of personal estate.|—A person having a 
power of appointment, by deed or will, over two 
sums, one of which is standing in her own name, 
sells the funds standing in her own name, & pur- 
chases long annuities with a part of that fund, & 
disposes of these long annuities by her will; but 
makes no allusion to the other fund; her will 
contains a gencral bequest of all the residue of 
her personal estate :---Held: this bequest is an 
execution of the power.—-NEWMAN v. WALL (1883), 
2. J. Ch. 208, 

3420. Devise of whole fund—Lapse of gift to one 
of appointees—-Effect of.|;—-Upon the marriage of 
J. with P., his intended wife, asettlernent was made 
of a certain fund among all & every the sons & 
daughters of P. in such manner as I’. should by 
will appoint, & in default of appointment, among 
the sons & daughters, & the children of such 
sons & daughters, in case any should happen 
to be dead leaving issue, in equal shares; the 
children to take the parents’ shares. TP. made 
her will, whereby she gave the fund between her 
four children C., L., B. & M.; C., one of them, died 
before her mother, leaving issue:—Held: the 
appointment was well executed, & each of the 
surviving children, L., 33. & M. took one-fourth 
under the will, & one-fourth of the other fourth, 
as in default of appointment, & the children of C., 
deceased, took the remaining one-fourth of one- 
fourth.—-GUINAND v. NAISH (1845), 6 JT. O. S. 
18; 0 Jur. 703. 

3421. Devise of all property ‘‘ comprised in 
recited settlement.’’?|—By a scttlement, lands in 
Black Acre & White Acre were conveyed to trustees 
upon various trusts, & subject thereto upon trust 
for several children as A. should by deed or will 
appoint, & in default, among such children equally 
as tenants in common in fee. ‘Two of the trustees 
never acted; the other sold the lands in White 
Acre & purchased Jands in Brown Acre with part 
of the money, &, in a suit, invested the remainder 
in consols. In the same suit the lands in Black 
Acre & in Brown Acre, & the consols, were declared 
to be the trust estate, & subject to the settlement. 
A. by will, reciting the settlement & all the facts 
relating to what was the property, subject to the 
trusts of the settlement, appointed pursuant to 
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3413 i. Necessity for.}—DPATERSON'S TRUSTEES v. JOY, [1910] S. C. 1029.—SCOT. 
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her power therein, & devised & bequeathed “ all 
the real & personal estate mentioned & comprised 
in the said recited settlement, & all other her real 
& personal estate,’ to C., D., E. & F., four of the 
children :—Held: the lands in Brown Acre & the 
stock passed, by the appointment, to these four 
children absolutely.—EASTERBY v. FENWICK 
(151), 17 L. 'T. O. 8S. 138. 

8422. Personalty held on trusts corresponding 
with trusts of real estate—WIIll varying order of 
succession to real estate—Effect on personalty.|/— 
Testator by his will, devised his rea] estate, upon 
trust for his brother for life, & after his death 
upon trust for the brother’s four sons in order as 
named in the will, & their respective issue male in 
atrict. settlement severally in succession according 
to seniority ; & he directed his personal estate to 
be held upon such trusts as would best correspond 
with the trusts thereinbefore declared concerning 
the real estate. By a codicil, after reciting the 
trusts in the will relating to the real estate, testator 
directed that his will should be read as if there 
were contained therein, immediately after the 
limitation upon trust for his brother for life, a 
limitation upon trust for the brother’s four sons, 
& their respective issue male in such order of 
succession as testator’s wife should appoint. The 
wife altered the order of the succession :—Held : 
the personal estate devolved in the order of suc- 
cession appointed by the wife as to the real estate. 
—-LIDDELL v. LippELL (1896), 66 L. J. Ch. 62 ; 
741... 7.105, H.7.. ; aff. S.C. sub nom. Re lADDELL, 
LIDDELL v. LIDDELL (1895), 64 L. J. Ch. 674, C. A. 

3423. Appointment of personal estate—Effect on 
proceeds of real estate.|—Jie Invina, Invine v. 
BALDEN (1910), 129 L. UW. Jo. '72. 

3424. Admissibility of evidence—As to state of 
property.|/—-NANNoOcCK v. HWorron, No. 34138, are. 

3 .|— JONES v. TUCKER, No. 3414, 





ee ee 


ante. 

34.26, —-— —--~.]—— WEBB v. Ifonnor, No, 5416, 
ante. 

GC. Where Wills Act Applicable. 

See Wills Act. 1837 (c. 26). 5. 27, &, also, 
Powers, Vol. NXNVIL., pp. 455-d46, Nos, 406- 
490. 

3427. Contrary intention excluding Wills Act. — 
Confirmation of instrument creating power—- Power 
not extending to whole subject-matter of instru- 
ment.|-- N. devised an estate at R. to such of the 
children of J. as J. should by will appoint, & in 
default to them equally. By the death of four 
of J.’s children, J. took half the estate as heir of 
his deceased children. J., by his will, devised all 
his real estate to his children equally, & he directed 
that the estate at R., devised by the will of N., 
over which he might have any power of appoint- 
ment. by will, should not be included or affected 
by his own will, but should go according to the 
limitation contained in N.’s will:—J/eld: J.’s 
moiety in the R. estate passed under the residuary 
devise in his will, & did not descend to his heir.-— 
ATHERTON v. LANGFORD (1857), 25 Beav. 55; 53 
K. R. 537. 

$428. Residuary bequest following appointment 
— Revocation of appointment— Whether residuary 
bequest execution of power.|—-A fund was settled 
in trust to pay the income to C. 


PART XV. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 4.-—C. 


o. Whether second will amounts to 
exercise of power given by first will. J— 
Re Krown’s Wsratt (1867), 1 1. RR. 
Eq. 372.—IR. 

p. Will valid by Wills Act, 1837, 
but invalid according to Scots Law— 


Whether residuary gift in will good 
appointment.|~-MURRAY tt. CHAMPER- 
NOWNE, 11901) 21. hk. 232; 3571.1. T. 
re 


PART XV. SECT. 5. 


q. Power to appoint residuary fund 
-Whether advancement clause in will 
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& after her death upon such trusts as G. should 
by will or codicil appoint & in default of a ane 
ment in trust for her statutory next of kin as therein 
mentioned. G. by her will recited the power of 
appointment conferred on her, appointed the fund 
in favour of her husband absolutely, & bequeathed 
her residuary estate upon trust for certain other 
persons therein named. By a codicil she revoked 
her bequests to her husband, & died in his lifetime : 
—Held: the residuary bequest operated as an 
execution of the power, & the fund passed to the 
residuary legatees.— He JARRETT, Re VRENEGROOR, 
Birkp v. GREEN, [1919] 1 Ch. 866; 88 L. J. Ch. 
150; 121 L. T. 1193; 63 Sol. Jo. 353. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—DEFECTIVE FIEXERCISE. 
See Sect. 6, post. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—NON-EXERCISE., 
See Sect. 8, vost. 


SECT, 5.—OPERATION OF APPOINTMENT. 

See, generally, Powers, Vol. XXXVII., pp. 
462~-482, Nos. 637-786. 

3429. Power to appoint trust fund—-Appointment 
of ‘‘ residue ’’ to trustees for appointee—On trust 
to pay specified sum as appointee should appoint— 
Right of appointee to immediate payment of specified 
sum.]—A feme coverte had power by will to appoint 
a trust fund, of which £2,000 was payable imme- 
diately, & the remainder subject to her husband’s 
life interest therein. She appointed the £2,000, 
& directed the trustees, after the decease of the 
husband, to stand possessed of the ‘ residue ’”’ of 
the stock, after payment thereout of the £2,000, 
upon trust to pay £5,700 as the husband should 
appoint, & to apply the residue in payment of a 
number of legacies. The husband appointed the 
£5,700 to himself :—Zeld : notwithstanding there 
was a probability that the fund would prove in- 
sufficient for the payment of all the legacies, he 
was entitled to immediate payment of the £5700. 
The “residue”? applicable to the payment of the 
legacies (other than the £5,700) meant simply what 
remained after payment of the £5,700, & not a 
proportionate share of the fund.—VIVIAN v. 
MorvrLock (1855), 21 Beav. 252; 52 E.R. 855. 

3430. Power under marriage settlement—Mar- 
riage invalid.|—Upon a marriage the lady’s pro- 
perty was settled on herself until the marriage, & 
afterwards on certain trusts & giving her, in the 
event of her predeceasing her husband, power to 
appoint the property by will.” Shortly after the 
marriage the lady made a will appointing & 
bequeathing the property partly to her husband’s 
family. She survived her husband & the marriage 
turned out to be void :-—Held: notwithstanding 
the power had never arisen, the will was a valid 
disposition of the settled property.—JONES v. 
SOUTHALL (1861), 830 Beav. 187; 30 L. J. Ch. 875 ; 
41. T. 231; 7 Jur. N. S. 1180; 9 W. R. 546; 


during her life, | 54 BE. R. 860. 


applies to appointed share.}—M‘'MAHON 
v. GANSSEN, [1896] 1 I. R. 143.-—IR. 


r. Power to appoint trust fund— 
Iffect of death of donor before donee & 
death of donee before appointee attains 
specified age.---Re LAMBERT, LAMBERT 
ve, LAMBERT, (1910] 1]. R, 280.—IR. 
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Sect. 6.—Onperation of appointment. Sects. 6 & 7.] 


3431. Whether appointed property assets for pay- 
ment of debts—On bankruptcy of appointee.|—-F’. de- 
vised & bequeathed his real & personal property 
upon trust for his wife E. for her life, & after her 
death in trust for his children who should be living 
at the death of K. & the issue then living of his 
children, as EK. should appoint, & in default of 
appointment, as therein mentioned. E., having 
survived E. by will appointed two-fifths of the 
residuc of the trust fund in trust for T., a son of 
F. & E. for his life, subject as therein provided, & 
after his death to his children as he should appoint, 
so that the benefit of every such appointment 
should vest before or upon the expiration of 
twenty-one years from the death of T.; & if there 
should be no child of T. who should acquire a vested 
interest, then in trust for T. absolutely. Pro- 
vided that if T. should alien or dispose of his share, 
or should become bkpt., the trust in his favour 
should cease & determine, & the property subject 
to the trust should be held by the trustees for the 
support, maintenance, or otherwise for the benefit 
of his wife & children, as the trustees in their 
discretion should think proper. E. died. & T. 
became bkpt.. & M. was appointed his assignee : 
Held: the shares of the trust fund appointed in 
favour of ‘I’. became his absolutely under the 
provisions of E.’s will, & consequently went to 
his assignee on his bkpcy.—STOCKBRIDGE v. STORY 
(1871), 19 W. R. 1049. 

3432. General power created by Scotch 
will.}|—Where a domiciled Englishman executes 
by will a general power of appointment created 
by a Scotch will, the case is governed by the law 
of Scotland, & consequently the appointor does 
not thereby make the appointed property part. of 
his general estate so as to be assets for creditors.— 
Re Bain, Bary v. BAtp (1897), 66 L. J. Ch. 
524; 70 L. T. 462; 45 W. R. 499; 41 Sol. Jo. 
490. 

Annotations —Consd. Ie Mégret, Tweedie v. Maunder, [1901] 

1 Ch. 547 ~=Jte Pryce, Lawford v. Pryce, [1911] 2 Ch. 286, 

Estate duty.)—See Estate: & OTHER 
DEATH DuTIES, Vol. XXI., pp. 30, 31, 32, Nos. 
177-190, 197. 
Testator’s debts-——Liability of personalty.| --- 
See EXeEcuTorS, Vol. XXIUIT., pp. 386-338, Nos. 


4011-4025. 

Liability of realty.|-—Sec MxEcuToRS, 
Vol. XXITI., p. 845, Nos. 4106, 4107. 
.I—See, generally, Powkks, Vol. XXNXVIT., 
pp. 474-476, Nos. 723-742. 

3433. Bequest comprising both testator’s own 
property & property subject to power-——No dis- 
tinction taken.|-—-ReEID v. REID, No. 3365, ante. 

3434. Title of appointee—Whether derived from 
instrument creating power or from appointment. |]— 
The doctrine that the appointee takes under the 
original deed is followed in all its consequences, 
except that where the power is a general power 
the rule against perpetuities is applied only from 
the time of executing the power (CHrrry, J.).— 
Re DEVON’S (BHARL) SETTLED HSTATES, WHITE v. 
DEVON (EARL), Re STEER, STEER v. DOBELL, 




















PART XV. SECT. 6. 94.—AUS. 


WILLS. 


[1896] 2 Ch, 562; 65 L. J. Ch. 810; 75 L. T.178 ; 
45 W. R. 25; 40 Sol. Jo. 685. 


Annotation :—Apld. Re Gordon & Adams’ Contract, Re 
ea ee S. K., [1913] 1 Ch. 561. (See [1914] 1 Ch. 


3435. -—-—,]—-The doctrine that an ap- 
pointee under a power derives title from the 
instrument conferring the power & not from the 
appointment is well established (LORD LINDLEY).— 
Bryrus v. LAWLEY, [1903] A. C. 411; 72 L. J. Ch. 
781; 89 L. T. 309, H. L.3 affg. S. O. sub nom. 
Re LAWLEY, ZAISER v. LAWLEY, [1902] 2 Ch. 799, 
C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. O’Grady v. Wilmot, [1916] 2 A. C. 
231. Refd. Zte Purdie’s Scttlnt., Rose v. Hill (1904), 48 
Sol. Jo. 524: Stamp Duties Comr, v. Stephen, [1904] 
A.C.137: Re Hadloy, Johnson v. Hadley, [1909] 1 Ch. 20 ; 


Re Whitehead, Whitehead v. Street (1913), 108 L. T. 368; 
Re Wernher, Wernher v. Beit, [1918] 2 Ch. 82. 


3436. ——— .|---A special power must be 
read into the instrument creating it, but that 
cannot be treated as applicable to general powers 
(Cozmens-ITarnpy, M.R.).—Re Gorpon & ADAMS’ 
ConrRAcT, Re PriITCHARD’S SEYTLED ESTATE, 
[1914] 1 Ch. 110; 88 L. J. Ch. 172; 109 L. T. 
725; 58 Sol. Jo. 67, C. A. 

.|—Compare POWERS, Vol. XXXVII., 
p. 473, Nos. 716-718. 

3437. Appointment of marriage settlement fund 
—Direction to transfer fund to executors of will.]|— 
Re PuRDIE’S SETTLEMENT, RoSE v. Hitt (1904), 
48 Sol. Jo. 524. 

3438. Appointed fund & donee’s free estate 
treated as residue—Creation of one blended fund. ]— 
Re Carn, HEALD v. SMITH (1014), 137 L. 'T. Jo. 564. 














Sect. 6.--DEFECTIVE EXERCISE OF POWER. 

Defective exercise generally.|—Scee POWERS, 
Vol. XXXVI, pp. 490-502. 

Appointment not in accordance with terms of 
power.]— See, generally, PowErs, Vol. XNXVILI., 
pp. 486-490. 

3439. Appropriation by donee.|—Trustee to ap- 
point cannot appropriate part of the sum appointed 
to himself, but may recall it into the original 
fund.—- BoYvLE v. PETERBOROUGH (BP.) (1791), 
1 Ves. 299; 3 Bro. C. C. 243; 30 E.R. 353. 
Annotations :—Consd. Joel v. Mills, Harvey v. Mills (1857), 

3K. & J. 458. Refd. Butcher v. Butcher, Gooday v. 

Butcher (1812), 1 Ves. & B. 79; M'Ghie wv. M‘Ghie (1817), 

2 Madd. 368; Nocl v. Walsinghain (1824), 2 Sim. & St. 

99; Houstoun v. Houstoun (1831), 4 Sim. 611; Bray v. 

Bree (1834), 8 Bli. N.S. 568 ; Colston v. Pemberton (18386), 

Donnelly, 19; Ricketts v. Loftus eats 4Y.& C. Ex. 

519; Lancashire ». Lancashire (1847), | De G. & Sm. 288 ; 

Fry v. Capper (1853), 2 W. R. 138; Neatherway v. Fry 

(1853), Kay, 172; Lee v. Head (1855), 1 K. & J. 620; 

Lee v. Olding (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 580; Pasko rv. Haselfoot 

(1863), 33 Beav. 125; te Ware, Cumberlege v. Cumber- 

lege-Ware (1890), 45 Ch. D. 269. 

3440. |—Re WHITAKER, AINLEY v. AINLEY 
(1897), 4] Sol. Jo. 209. 

3441. Direction to raise money for purpose of 
appointment -— Money not rafsed.]—Deft.’s an- 
cestor, devisor, gave a bond in a penal sum, con- 
ditioned to pay, after T.’s death, £1,000 to such 
person or persons as she should, by deed or will 
appoint :—Teld: (1) such an alternative power 





ower, & therefore void.—Soank v. 


t. Effect of subsequent clauses cutting 
down appointed share.J}—Where there 
is a gift in the first Instance to an 
object of a power, followed by clauses 
cutting down that gift to a life estate, 
with a gift over to objects not within 
the power, both the gift over & the 
limitation of the original gift are 
inoperative & the object of the power 
takes absolutely.—Re KnNaGLAND, Ena- 
LAND v. Bayurs, [1906] V. L. R. 


a. Effect of excessive execution of 
paower.jJ—-Testator devised to his wife 
all his property, real & personal, “ as 
long as she, my said wife, shall exist ; 
& at her decease the said property to 
be at her sole disposal unto any one or 
other of my descendants, so as the 
property & land shall be entailed in the 
furmnily, from one generation to 
another ’’ :—Held: a devise by her in 
feo was an excessive execution of the 


ARTWIOK, 11 U. C. 1. 550.—-CAN. 


b. Declaration in favour of wife & 
children - Variation in favour of bene- 
ficiary-——Creditor.)--Under a enefit 
certificate in a fraternal society, the 
kum insured, $2,000, was made payable 
on insured’s death to his wife & 
children. Heing indebted to a daughter 
in the sum of £3,000, he indorsed on 
the certificate a transfer of the insur- 
ance to, & surrendered the certificate & 


Part XV.—PoweERs. 


to appoint a sum of money, not necessarily working 
a transmutation of property like an appointment 
of land, was meant to be ambulatory during the 
life of the person who was to make the appoint- 
ment: & therefore, that an execution of it by 
deed, which in fact was retained in her own 
possession, might be revoked by cancellation 
animo cancellandi, though it contained no power 
of revocation. 

(2) As the mere act of cutting off her name 
& seal from the deed was equivocal, it might 
be explained, & its effect done away, by showing, 
from what was said by her at the time, that she 
did it under a mistaken notion that she had pro- 
vided an effectual appointment by her will made 
after the deed, & that the deed was therefore 
useless; whereas, in truth, her will could not 
operate as an appointment, as it contained no 
direction for raising the money upon the obligor’s 
estate, but, proceeded upon the supposition as 
therein expressed, that the children of her ap- 
pointee, who was dead at the time of the will 
made, ‘‘ would acquire the said £1,000 under & by 
virtue of the deed of appointment,” & giving all the 
rest & residue of her estates & effects to them & 
others, ‘‘ on the express condition that they, the chil- 
dren, should bring into hotchpot with such residue, 
etc., the said £1,000.”") Whether she mistook the 
contents of her will at the time she cut: off her name 
& seal, & made the declaration before mentioned, 
which would be a mistake in fact, or whether she 
mistook the Iegal operation of her will, which 
would be a mistake in Jaw. in either case the 
mistake annulled the cancellation.—PERROTT v. 
PiskROrrT (1811), 14 Mast, 423; 1014 KE. I. 665. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refid. Alsager ». Close (1842), 10 

M. & W. 5763) In the Nstate of Southerden, Adans wv. 

Southerden, (1925) PB. 177. 

Lacey (1807), 67 L. J. P. 35. 

3442, ----- Whole money not raised.|—Testa- 
trix, having the power to raise & appoint a sum of 
£10,000, out of certain real estate, after directing 
that sum to be raised & appointing £5,000 of it to 
A., proceeded to direct the residue to be distributed 
in the proportions thereinafter mentioned, naming 
certain beneficiaries, among others, a charity. 
She then “ gave & bequeathed ” to B., C., & D., 
certain sums, & provided that, in the event of 
any of the legatees or appointees dying, in her 
lifetime, their share should po over to other 
persons. The money thus disposed of amounted 
to £8.950 :—//leld: this was a good appvuintment 
of the whole £10,000; & ordered that, after 
setting aside £5,000 for A., the residue was to be 
apportioned among the remaining appointees, in- 
cluding the charity, in proportion to the amounts 
set against their names.—-Cusr v. MIppLETON 
(1868), 18 L. TT. 36; 16 W. RR. 39). 

3443. Right of donees entitled in default of 
appointment.|—Testatrix, under a power, charged 
estates with a sum of moncy, & directed it to be 
yaid to such of her mother’s relations as her 
hacbamt should by will appoint, & for want of 
such appointment then to her mother’s relations 
according to the Statute of Distributions. The 
husband survived, but did not appoint the fund 
to any relation of his wife’s mother :--Held: the 
next of kin of the mother living at the death of the 
husband were entitled to the fund, in default of 


As to (2) Refd. Beardsley v. 


obtained a new one in favour of, such 
daughter, he undertaking to peel the 
insurance, in force, & she, on being 
apprised thereof, acquiesced in the 
transfer, & agreed to release the insured 
from the debt :—Held: the transfer 
was not invalid, as an improper exercise 
of a power of appointment.—He KEMP, 


JOHNSON t. ANCIENT ORDER OF UNITED 
WORKMEN (1907), 11 QO. W. RR. 915 15 
QO. L. i. 339.—CAN. 


c. Whether defective exercise of power 
severable from proper exercise.) — Re 


GOODHUE TRUSTS (1920), 47 O. L. R. of power.J—HAVERTY v. CURTIS, 
178; 18 O. W. N. 7.—CAN. : 1 CR 2 IR [1895] 
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a valid appointment by the husband.—DAVIDSON 
v. Proctor (1849), 19 L. J. Ch. 395; 14 Jur. 81. 
tance -—Refd. Re Sprague, Miley v. Cape (1880), 45 


Erroneous exercise of power—Election.|—See, 
generally, Equity, Vol. XX., pp. 427-433, Nos. 
1573-1608. 


Srecr. 7.—REVOCATION OF APPOINTMENT. 


3444. By deed.|—By deed of Nov. 4, 1800 (being 
the scttlement made on the marriage of A. & B.), 
the intended wife B., in exercise of a general power 
of appointment vested in her by a previous deed 
of May 4, 1799, appointed certain freehold houses 
to the use of trustees, during the joint lives of 
herself & her husband, to her separate use, with 
remainder in the event of her dying in the lifetime 
of her husband (which happened), as she should 
appoint by will, attested by three witnesses, with 
limjtations over. Shortly after her marriage, B. 
by will duly attested by three witnesses, devised 
the houses to her husband in fee; afterwards, in 
1811, she & her husband executed a deed, attested 
by two witnesses, by which, after reciting the 
indenture of May 4, 1799, but not mentioning 
the marriaye settlement, B., in exercise of the 
power given her by the deed of 1799, & of all 
other powers, etc., appointed the messuages to 
the use of her husband for life, remainder to the 
use of herself for life, remainder to the use of the 
children of the marriage as she should appoint, &, 
in default of appointment, to all the children 
equally in tail, with remainder to her husband in 
fee :—Held: the deed of 1811 did not operate as 
a revocation of the previous will.—EILBEcK »v. 
Woop (1826), 1 Russ. 664; 5 L. J. O. S. Ch. 61; 
38 Ie. BR. 2173 subsequent proceedings (1827), 
5L. J. 0.8. K. B. 194. 

Annotation :—Distd. Tebbott v. Voules (1833), 6 Sim. 40. 


3445, No power of revocation reserved in 
will by which power exercised.|——-Appointment 
under a power by will is revocable by a subsequent 
appointment by deed, though no power of revo- 
cation is reserved by the will. ---LisnE v. LIsLE 
(1781), 1 Bro. C. C. 5383; 28 E.R. 1282, L. C. 
Annotation :—-Refd. West v. Ray (1854), Kay, 385. 


3446. By codicil—Revocation of bequest of 
residue—Gift to appointee & another—Whether 
appointee solely entitled.|.—Roacu wv. TIAYNES 
(1803), 8 Ves. 584; 32 E. R. 482, L. C. 
Annotation :—Refd. Bradly v. Westcott (1807), 13 Ves. 445. 


3447, Re-appointment in codicil invalid 
——Whether revocation takes effect.] — Testator, 
having a power by will to charge certain heredita- 
ments with £7,000, to be divided amongst his 
children in such shares as he should by will appoint, 
& in default amongst them equally, by his will 
charged the hereditaments with the £7,000, & 
directed that £4,000, part: thereof, should be paid 
to his younger son, & the remaining £3,000 to his 
three daughters equally. By a codicil he revoked 
the appointment or charge of £7,000 made by his 
will, & charged the same hereditaments with the 
payment of £7,000 to the younger son alone :— 
Held: though the appointment made by the 
codicil was invalid, Hie revocation neverthcless 








da. Power to be exercised by will exer- 
cised by deed—Whether court will aid 
defective execution.) — Re Watsn’s 
TRusTS (1878), 1 L. R. Ir. 320.—IR, 


e. Whether misrecital in will execution 


o df e 
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Sect. 7.—Revocation of appointment. Sect. 8.] 


took effect.—QUINN v. BUTLER (1868), L. R. 6 

Eq. 225. 

Annotations :—Distd. Duguid v. Fraser (1886), 34 W. R. 267. 
Consd. Z?e Bernard’s Settlmt., Bernard v. Jones, [1916] 
1 Ch. 552. efd. Baker v. Story (1874), 23 W. IR. 147; 
Vencatanarayana Pillay v. Subammal (1915), 32 T. L. R. 
118; Ward v. Van Der Loeff, Burnyeat v. Van Der Loeff, 
(1924) A. C. 653. 

3448. .J—Testatrix had under 
her marriage settlement a testamentary power to 
appoint the settled funds to all or any of her three 
sons & six daughters, all of whom attained the age 
of twenty-one years. By her will she appointed 
the funds to her six daughters in equal shares 
absolutely. By a codicil to her will, after reciting 
the appointment to her daughters & her desire 
that the share of her daughter M. should not be 
paid to her but should be held upon the trusts 
for her benefit thercinafter declared, testatrix 
revoked the said appointment ‘‘ in so far (but no 
farther) as the same’”’ gave to M. an absolute 
interest therein, & appointed the share which M, 
‘“would have been entitled to but for these pre- 
sents ’’ to trustces upon absolute discretionary 
trusts for her for life. with a gift over after her 
death to her sisters which trusts offended the rule 
against perpetuities & were void :—Held: the 
share appointed to M. by will was not wholly 
revoked by the codicil & did not, on failure of the 
trusts of the codicil, go as in default of appoint- 
ment under the settlement ; but, the trusts of the 
codicil being void, the original appointment to M. 
by the will remained operative.—-Re BERNARD'S 
SETTLEMENT, BERNARD v. JONES, [1916] 1 Ch. 552 ; 
85 L. J. Ch. 414; 114 L. ‘DT. 654; 60 Sol. Jo. 458. 
Annotation :—Refd. Ward v. Van Der Lootf, Burnyeat v. 

Van Der Loeff, [1924] A. C. 653. 

3449. —— Absence of express revo- 
cation.|—-Testatrix, in accordance with a special 
power in that behalf vested in her, appointed, by 
will, to a class formed of her husband & children. 
One of her children subsequently died, & testatrix, 
by a codicil, made an appointment of the share to 
which, under her former appointment, the child, 
if he had survived her, would have been entitled. 
The appointment by codicil was invalid under the 

ower. Theinvalid appointment was not preceded 

y any words of revocation referring to the ap- 
pointment in the will:—Held: the attempted 
appointment by codicil being wholly bad, & there 
being no express revocation in the codicil referring 
to the appointment in the will, the whole of the 
appointment in the will remained unallected.— 

DvuGvuIb v. FRASER (1886), 31 Ch. D. 449; 55 L. J. 

Ch. 285; 54 L. T. 70; 34 W. Kt. 267. 

Annotations :— Consd. Z?e Bernard’s Settlmt., Bernard +. 
Jones, [1916] 1 Ch. 552. Refd. Re Walker, MacColl +. 
Bruce, (1908) 1 Ch. 560 ; Ward v. Var Der Loeff, Burnycat, 
v. Van Der Loeff, (1924) A. C. 653. 

3450. Power of revocation & new appointment -- 
Creation of life estate.|\— A. having a power of 
revocation & new appointment over an estate, of 
which B., his heir, was tenant in tail, by his will 
directed the estate ‘‘ to be attached to his title 
as closely as possible’ :— Held: the estate of B. 
& all other tenants in tail in esse at A.’s death 
(being in the line of the title) were abridged to 
estates for life only.—-DORCHESTER (LOKD) v. 
EFFINGHAM (EARL) (1813), 3 Beav. 180, n.; 10 
Sim. 587, n.; 49 EK. HR. 71. 

Annotations :— Refd. Bankes v. Le Despencer (1840), 10 
Sim. 576; Itowland v. Morgan (1848), 2 Ph. 764; Sack- 
ville-West v. Holmesdale (1870), L. R. 4 H. L, 543. 

3451. By unattested alterations.;—Where the 
donee of a power of appointment executed such 
power by will, & afterwards made unattested 
alterations in the will, with a view to revoke & 














WILLS. 


reappoint, & the whole will had been admitted to 

probate :—Held: to be a valid execution of the 

Poche v. Hoskins (1844), 3 L. T. O. S. 

158. 

3452. Application of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
s, 27.)—-K. H., a married woman, in 1846, duly 
made a will in execution of a general power of 
appointment, disposing of certain stock, & ap- 
pointing executors thereof. In 1855 she made 
another will, without the consent of her husband, 
disposing of certain other property under her 
marriage settlement, & of other articles; it did 
not refer to the general power, under which the 
will of 1846 was made, nor to the stock thereby 
appointed ; but it contained a general revocatory 
clause, & named a different exor.:—Held: (1) 
sect. 27 of above Act was intended to enlarge the 
dispositive power of testators, & has no bearing 
on questions of revocation; (2) the revocatory 
clause in the will of 1855, being in general terms, 
& containing no reference to the general power in 
execution of which the will of 1846 was made, or 
to the property thereby appointed, did not 
operate to revoke that will.—In the Goods of 
Merrerirr (1858), 1 Sw. & Tr. 112; 382 L. T. O. S. 
78; 4 Jur. N.S. 1102; 164 hk. R. 652. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. te Kingdon, Wilkins v. Pryer 
(1886), 32 Ch. D. 604. As to (2) Distd. Jn the Goods of 
Eustace (1874), L. R. 3 P. & D. 183. Consd. Sotheran v. 
Dening (1881), 20 Ch. D. 99. Refd. Cadell v. Wilcocks, 
[1898] P, 21. 

3453. By later will-—Containing general revocatory 
clause.|——/n the Goods of Merritt, No. 3452, aniie. 

3454. .|—A feme covert made two wills 
during different covertures, the one in 1848 under 
one power, & the other in 1857 under another 
power. The latter will contained a gencral revo- 
catory clause, but did not refer to the previous 
will or to the power under which it was made :— 
ITeld: the will of 1848 was entitled to probate.— 
In the Goods of Joys (1800), 4 Sw. & Tr. 214; 30 
L. J. P.M. & A. 169; 164 EH. R. 1498. 

Annotations :—Distd. In the Goods of Kustace (1874), L. R. 
3°. & D. 183. Consd. Sotheran v. Dening (1831), 20 
Ch. D. 99. N.BF. 7?e Kingdon, Wilkins «. Pryer (1886), 32 
Ch. D. 601; Cadell v. Willcocks, [L898] BP. 21. 

3455. -|—A will inade by a woman, 
previous to her second coverture, under a power 
contained in a scttlement executed in contempla- 
tion of her first marriage, or during her first 
coverture, may be revoked by another will or 
codicil, or by some writing declaring an intention 
to revoke, & executed like a will, or by destruction 
with the intention of revoking, during her second 
or any subsequent coverture, although no power 
of revocation was reserved by the settlement, & 
no settlement was made on the second or subse- 
quent marriage.— TTAWKSLEY v. BARRow (1866), 
I. Rk. 1 P. & PD. 147; 35 L. J.P. & M. 67; «14 
L. T. 672; 14 W. KR. 822. 

3456. .j—A married woman having a 
general power of appointment by will over real 
estate executed a will appointing the estate. After 
the death of her husband she made another will 
revoking all former wills & containing a general 
devise & bequest of all her real & personal estate. 
She afterwards made a third will, also revoking 
all former wills & bequeathing her personal estate, 
but not devising or appointing her real estate. 
She had no real estate except that subject to her 
power of appointinent :—Held: the testamentary 
appointment under the first will was revoked by 
the second will, & the second will by the third, 
& the real estate went as in default of appoint- 
ment.-~--SOTHERAN v. DENING (1881), 20 Ch. D. 
99, C. A. 


Annotations :—Apld. Ie Kingdon, Wilkins v. Pryer (1886), 
32 Ch. D. 604. Consd. Cadell v. Willcocks, [1898] P. 21. 
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3457. -.—A married woman having in 
a settlement a special power of pppemunent by 
will over real estate executed a will during cover- 
ture in 1866 aps the same. After the 
death of her husband she made three other wills. 
In the first & second she said: ‘‘ I revoke all other 
wills,’ & in the third: ‘‘ I... hereby revoke all 
wills, codicils, & other testamentary dispositions 
heretofore made by me, & declare this to be my 
last will & testament,’’ & then disposed of all her 
estate ‘‘ including as well real estate as personal 
estate over which I have or shall have a general 
power of appointment,”’ but she did not in any 
way exercise or affect to exercise the power in the 
settlement, nor did she refer to it, or to the property 
the subject of the power :—Held: the _ testa- 
mentary appointment of 1866 was revoked.— 
Re KINGDON, WILKINS v. PRYER (1886), 32 Ch. D. 
604; 55 L.J. Ch. 598; 541. T. 753 ; 34 W. RR. 634. 


Annotations :—Distd. Cadell v. Wilcocks, [1898] P. 21. 
Rela. Hie D eate's Settlmt. Trusts, Poulter v. D’Kste, [1903] 


3458. ——-— Not referring to earlier appointment.] 
—A., a widow having power of appointment 
among her children by deed or will over certain 
real estate, appointed it to her two children, a son 
& daughter, in moieties by will. She afterwards 
executed another will, revoking all former wills 
made by her (without special reference to the 
former will & appointment) & devised & bequeathed 
all her real & personal estate to her daughter 
absolutely. Ter son died in her Jifetime leaving 
issue one child, a son:-~-Held: the second will 
revoked the first, but did not amount to an 
execution of the power of appointment.—-HARVEY 
v. HARVEY (1875), 32 L. T. 141: 23 W. TR. 478. 
Annotation :—Consd. J’e Kingdon, Wilkins v. Pryer (1886), 

32 Ch. J). O04. 

3459. -—-— - —.|—-Where testator, having 
made a will reciting a power of appointment & 
exercising or purporting to exercise that power, 
made a subsequent will, which contained no clause 
of revocation & no reference to the power, but by 
which he purported to ‘‘ give, devise, bequeath, & 
appoint ”’ all his real & personal estate :—Held : 
the word “ appoint ”’ was, under the circumstances, 
a sufficient exercise of the power, & the second 
will, by implication, revoked the first.—KENT vt. 
Kent, [1902] P. 1083; 71 lL. J.P. 50; 86 LT. 
536; 18 'T. L. R. 293; 46 Sol. Jo. 247. 

3460. Irrevocable appointments in different in- 
struments—To same _ person—Election.|—Where 
successive irrevocable appointments are made in 
favour of the same person, the latter appointment 
will be held to be in substitution for the former, 
if such appears to be the intention of the donee 
of the power, & the person in whose fayour the 
appointments are made will be compelled to elect 
between them.—- ENGLAND v. LAVERS (1866), L. R. 
3 Eq. 638; 15 W. RR. 51. 

Annotations :-—Expld. Ire Tancred’s Settlmt., Somerville 1. 

Tancred, Jte Selby, Church v. Tancred, {1903)] 1 Ch. 715, 


Refd. Re Kardley’s Will, Simeon v. Freemantle, [1920] 
1 Ch. 397. 


Revocation generally.|—See Part X., Sect. 1, 
ante. 


SEcT. 8.—NON-EXERCISE OF POWER. 
See, generally, Powmrs, Vol. XXXVII., p. 517, 
Nos. 1085-1091. 
8461. Whether gift by implication arises.]— 


PART XV. SECT. 8. 


f. Power unexecuted by deed—Effect 
of attempted exercise by will.}—A tenant 
for life of the lands at T., with a 
power of appointment amongst his 


J.—VOL. XLIV. 


children exercisable by deed or will 
over the said lands, made no aPro 
ment by deed, but made his wil 

contained the followi 
ny eldest son D. will inherit my estate 
of T. under his grandfather's will, I 
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There must either be express words in a will or a 
necessary implication to disinherit an heir-at-law. 
A devise of lands to the heir after the death of the 
wife by a necessary implication gives an estate 
for life to the wife. Otherwise where the devise 
is to a stranger.-—LONDON CITY v. GARWAY (1706), 
2 Vern. 571; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 272; 23 E. R. 972. 


Annotations :—Retd. Loder v. Loder (1730), Mos. 356; Hill 
v. London (Bp.) (1738), 1 Atk. 618. 


3462. ——.|—-Testatrix gave a weekly sum to 
A. for his life or until he should attempt to assign, 
etc., the same, & she directed a sum of stock, to 
be set apart to answer the payments; & she gave 
to A. the power of leaving the stock, after the 
payments to him should cease, to & for the benefit 
of his wife & children, as he should, by will duly 
executed, give & bequeath the same. A. died, 
having made an invalid appointment of the stock : 
—Held: there was an implied gift to his wife & 
children, in default of appointment.—BRown v. 
Pocock (1833), 6 Sim. 257; 58 E. R. 590. 
aes :~-Consd. Lambert v. Thwaites (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 


3463. .|—By a marriage settlement, a power 
was given to the wife, in case she left any child 
of the marriage living at her death, to appoint 
amongst all & every the children; but if there 
should be no issue of the marriage living at her 
death, then she was to have a general power of 
disposition. She did not exercise the power, & 
died leaving several children :— Held: those chil- 
dren alone who survived her were entitled to take 
by implication.—WINN tv. FENWICK (1849), 11 
Beav. 438; 18 L. J. Ch. 337; 13 7. T. O. S. 155 ; 
13 Jur. 996; 50 KE. R. 886. 
age :—Consd. Lambert v. Thwaites (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 

ol. 


3464. |—T. by his will devised all his 
estates, copyhold & freehold, to his wife, C., for 
life, & directed that, immediately upon her death, 
his brother, R., in case he should survive her, 
should ‘‘ part & share out, or divide, all & singular ”’ 
the said estates ‘‘in such manner, amongst all my 
children, sons & daughters, as they shall severally 
arrive at their ages of twenty-one years, as ny 
said brother shall think equitable & fair.’’ He also 
directed that, in case his wife should survive K., 
she should ‘‘ make her will, &,’’ ‘‘ devise all & 
singular ’’ the said estates “‘ amongst all my chil- 
dren, in the best & fairest manner that she can.’’ 
T. died, leaving him surviving C., three children, 
a son & two daughters, & K. Two only of the 
children, the son & one daughter, attained twenty- 
one, & all three died in the lifetime of C. KH. sur- 
vived C., & died without having ever exercised the 
power of appointment given hin by the will of 
Tl’. :—Held: as there was no devise to the children, 
& all of them died before any power to appome in 
their favour had accrued, no estate of inheritance 
vested, by implication, under the will, in both or 
either of the two younger children.—-HALFHEAD v. 
SHEPPARD, HALFHEAD ¥. HALL. HALFHEAD vv. 
TYLER (1869), 1 E. & BE. 918; 28 L. J. Q. B. 248; 
1L. T. 162; 5 Jur. N. S. 1162; 7 W. R. 480; 
120 E. R. 1155. 

3465. .]|—Testatrix by her will gave £2,000 
to trustees upon trust to pay the interest to H. 
during her life for her separate use, & after her 
death to pay the fund to such persons as H. 
should by will appoint, & in default of appoint- 
ment to the next of kin of testatrix, living at the 











consider him provided for ’”’ :—Held: 
this recital did not operate as exercise 
which of the power of appointment in favour 
recital—-‘* As of 1D).—L’ESTRANGE vw. L’ESTRANGE 
(1890), 25 L. R. Ir. 399.—IR. 
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Sect. 8—wNon-ewercise of power. Part XVI. 
Sect. 1.} 
death of H.; & testatrix directed that in case H. 
should die without leaving issue who should attain 
twenty-one, the trustees should divide the £2,000 
between certain persons therein mentioned. H. 
died leaving one son who attained twenty-one, & 
without having exercised the power of appoint- 
ment :—Held: there was no gift by implication 
to the son, nor to H. absolutely ; but in the events 
which had happened the nearest in blood to 
testatrix living at the death of H. were entitled 
to the fund as joint tenants under the first gift 
over in default of appointment.—Re HAyTOn’s 
Trusts (1864), 4 New Rep. 55; 10 L. T. 836. 
3466. .]|—Testator gave his residuary estate 
to trustees upon trust for his daughter for life, & 
after her death amongst her children, grand- 
children, or other issue, as she should by deed or 
will appoint, & in default of appointment as 
she should by deed or will generally appoint, & 
in default of appointment under that power to 
her nearest of kin, according to the Statutes of 
Distribution. The daughter made a testamentary 
appointment under the general power in favour of 
her husband, reciting, as the fact was, that she had 
then no children. She afterwards had children, 
but died without revoking the appointment :— 
Held : there was an implied gift to the objects of 
the first power in default of appointment.—/ste 
JEFFERYs’ Trusts (1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 1386; 42 
lL. J. Ch. 17; 261. T. 821; 20 W. R. 667. 
sit ares ry Menta. Richardson v. Harrison (1885), 16 


« OV 

3467. .|—By deed, personalty was settled 
on trust for the wife for life, & after her death to 
pay the income during the husband’s life as the 
wife should by will appoint; & if no children, 
then in the event which happened in trust for her 
appointees by will, remainder to her statutory 
next of kin. The wife, by will, appointed the 
fund after her husband’s death, ‘‘ but not to affect 
the income thereof during his life,’’ to some, but 
not all, of her next of kin:—Held: her husband 
did not take a life interest by implication.— 
WOODHOUSE v. SPURGEON (1883), 52 L. J. Ch. 
825; 49 L. T. 97; 382 W. R. 225. 

3468. -|—Where there is a gift to A. for 
life with a power to A. to appoint among a class, 
but no gift to the class & no gift over in default 
of appointment the ct. is not bound, without 
more, to imply a gift to the class in default of the 
power being exercised. In order to imply a gift 
there must be a clear indication in the will that 











WILLS. 


testator intended the power to be regarded in the 

nature of a trust, so that the class or some of the 

class should take——Re WEEKES’ SETTLEMENT, 

(1897] 1 Ch. 289; 66L.J.Ch. 179; 76L. T. 112; 

45 W. R. 265; 41 Sol. Jo. 2265. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Re Liewellyn’s 
Solicitor v. Evans, [1921] 2 Ch. 281. 
Combe v. Combe, [1925] Ch. 210. 

Gifts by implication generally.] — See 

Part XVI., Sect. 32, post. 

3469. Unexecuted power—-Whether assets for 
payment of debts—On bankruptcy of donee.|-— 
Mere power unexecuted in a tenant for life, who 
becomes bkpt., does not vest in his assignees.— 
TTOWNSHEND (LORD) v. WINDHAM (1750), 2 Ves. 
Sen.1; 28 E. R. 1, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. te Hadley, Johnson v. Hadley, (1909] 
1 Ch. 20; O’Grady v. Wilmot, [1916] 2 A. C. 231. Refd. 
Hurst v. Winchelsea (1759), 2 Keny. 444; Holmes v. 
Coghill (1806), 12 Ves. 206: Thorpe v. Goodall (1811), 
17 Ves. 460; Platt v. Routh (1840), 6 M. & W. 756; 
Scarf v. Soulby (1849), 1 H. & Tw. 426; Ewart vw. Ewart 
(1853), 11 Hare, 276; Patch v. Shore (1862), 2 Drew. & 
Sm. 589; J2e Roper, Roper v. Doncaster (1888), 39 Ch. D. 
482; Re Power, Fe Stone, Acworth v. Stone, [1901) 2 Ch. 
659; #e Dixon, Penfold v. Dixon, [1902] 1 Ch. 248; Ite 
Guedalla, Lee v. Guedalla’s Trustee, [1905] 2 Ch. 331. 
Mentd. Ward v. Shallet (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 16; Doe d. 
Otley v. Manning (1807), 9 Hast, 59; Holloway v. 
Millard (1816), 1 Madd. 414; Scarf v. Soulby (1848), 16 
Sim. 344, 

3470. Devise as third party may appoint—-No 
appointment made—Whether assignees of third 
party have interest in subject-matter.|—A devise 
to a person or his children, as a third party may 
appoint, if no appointment be made, gives the 
assignees of the person no benefit or interest in 
the subject-matter of the devise-—BONNOR v., 
Bonnor (1844), 3 L. T. O. 8S. 98. 

3471, ——- —-—— Right to take in default of 
appointment.|—S. I). devised to trustees freehold 
premises, in trust to pay the rents to her grand- 
niece, M. P., for life, & after her decease, on further 
trust for such person or persons, being a child or 
children, of M. P., as she should by will, etc., 
appoint : & in case she should die without leaving 
children her surviving, or in default of appoint- 
ment, or so far as the same, if incomplete, should 
not extend, in trust for her nephew, J. M., in fee. 
M. P. died in 1860, leaving eight children surviving, 
but without having exercised her power of appoint- 
ment :—Held: J. M. was entitled to the pro- 
perty, there being no gift at all, express or by 
implication, to the children of M. P., as they could 
only have taken by virtue of an appointment.— 
GOLDRING v. INwoop (1861), 3 Giff. 1389; 5 L. T. 
17; 8 Jur. N.S. 206; 66 E. R. 366. 


Settimt., Official 
Apld. He Combe, 





Part XVI.—Construction. 


SEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

3472. Construction matter for court.)—(1) For 
the purpose of construing a will, the ct. must be 
informed of the circumstances surrounding the 
testator when making his will—such as his family 
status & the nature of his property. Extraneous 
evidence of these matters is therefore admissible. 

(2) The construction of the will is for the ct., 
& the application of the words of the will to the 


PART XVI. SECT. 1. 

DP grat to court—Whether by 
petition or dbill.}—Re CasaR's WILL, 
13 Gr. 210.—CAN. 

h. Necessity to construe each case 
in accordance with its facts.}—No two 


is not 


cases of wills are exactly alike: 
must be determined upon its 
facts; & a finding of fact in one case 
binding in any other case in 
which it does not operate as an 
estoppel._-LLOYD v. ROBERTSON (1916), 


person or thing described is part of the operative 
construction (ERLE, C.J.). 

(3) In construing a will, alteration of the words 
cannot be allowed for the purpose of effecting an 
intention collected only from the extrinsic facts, 
& opposed to the words as they stand (ERLE, C.J.). 

(4) A further argument against the construction 
which we have adopted was found in the fact that 
testatrix would thereby be made to die intestate 


35 0. L. R. 264.—CAN. 


k. Liberal construction where will 
not drawn by pel am ae @ will is 
obviously not drawn a skilled lawyer 
the words used may be looked at less 
strictly than in a case where it is sa 


each 
own 
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so far as regards the property in W.; & the fact 
is so, but the answer is, that we do not find any 
declaration of an intention that the whole of the 
property should pass by the will, nor of any 
intention that the heir-at-law should be entirely 
disinherited. Indeed, as there is a residuary 
clause relating to personal property, & no residuary 
clause relating to real property, the will does not 
afford any inference against an intention to leave 

some property undisposed of thereby (ERLE, C.J.). 

—WEBBER v. STANLEY (1864), 16 C. B. N.S. 698 ; 

4 New Rep. 192; 38 L. J. C. P. 217; 10 L. T. 

417; 10 Jur. N.S. 657; 12 W. R. 83883; 143 E. R. 

1301. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Carr v. Montefiore (1864), 
4 New Rep. 169. 48 to (3) Refd. Hardwick v. Hardwick 
(1873), L. R. 16 Kq. 168; Re Cleveland’s S. E., [1893] 
3 Ch. 244; Re Stephenson, Donaldson v. Bamber (1896), 
66 L. J.Ch. 93. Generally, Refd. Pedley v. Dodds, Dodds 
v. Pedley (1866), L. R. 2 Ky. 819; Smith v. Ridgway 
(1866), L. R. 1 Exch. 331; White v. Birch (1867), 36 
L. J. Ch. 174; Cosby v. Millington (1869), 38 L. J. Cc. P. 
373: Re Seal, Scal v. Taylor, (1894) 1 Ch. 316; Re 
Brocket, Dawes v. Miller, [1908] 1 Ch. 185. 

3478. Rule of construction— Distinguished from 
rule of law.|—A rule of construction is one which 
points out what a ct. shall do in the absence of 
express or implied intention. A rule of law is one 
which takes effect when certain conditions are 
found, although testator may have indicated an 
intention to the contrary.—J?e Cowarb, COWARD 
v. LARKMAN (1887), 57 L. T. 285, C. A.3; affd. 
(1888), 60 L. T. 1, H. L. 

8474. Necessity for adherence to rules.] — [ 
agree in the necessity of adhering to gencral rules 
in the construction of wills. . . . It is expedient 
that such rules should be held sacred, because they 
withdraw the decision from the discretion of the 
individual judge & prevent him from pursuing 
his own views of each particular case (TINDAL, 
C.J.).--DoE d. CLARKE @. LUDLAM (1831), 7 Bing. 
275; 5 Moo. & P. 48; 91. I. OLS. C.P. 745° 181 
E. R. 106. 

Annotations :-— Refd. Doo d. Smith v. Bird (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 
694: Weigall v. Brome (1833), 6 Shin. 99 ; Doe d. Kdmunds 
vy. Llewellin (1835), 1 Gale, 193; Maxwell v. Maxwell 
(1852), 2 De @. M. & G. 705; Torre v Browne (1855), 5 
H. L. Carn. 555: Usticke v. Peters (1858), 4 K. & J. 437; 
Ree Mason, Ogden vc. Mason, {1901] 1 Ch. 619. 

3475. .|--It would lead to endless con- 
fusion & interminable litigation if the cts. were to 
make or find minute differences in the language 
of instruments for the purpose of escaping from 
the authority or apparent authority of previous 
decisions. With respect to wills in particular, it 
is far better to have settled rules which will enable 
the members of families to know what the law 
gives them, than that every variation of language 
used by testator, or his lawyer, should entail on 
family after tamily the costs, the heartburning & 
misery of litigation (JAMES, I.J.).WAKE v. 
VARAH (1876), 2 Ch. D. 348; 45 L. J. Ch. 533; 34 
lL. T. 437; 24 W KR. 621, C. A. 


Annotations -—Refd. Beekwith v. Beckwith (1876), 46 
lL. J. Ch. 07: Lucena v. Jaucena (1877), 7 Ch. D. 255; 
Re Horner's Estate, Pomfret v. Grabam (1881), 19 Ch. D. 
186; Re Benn, Benn v. Benn (1885), 29 Ch. D. 839; 
Askew t. Askow (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 629; Zte Bowrnan, 2?e 
Lay, Whytehead v. Boulton (1889), 41 Ch. D. 5255 Re 
Bilham, Buchanan v. Hill, (1901) 2 Ch. 169; Harrison v. 
Harrison, [1901] 2 Ch. 136; Powell v. Hellicar, [1919] 
1 Ch. 138. 





drawnu.—He NOBLE (Alta.), (1927) 1 
D. le R. 1078; [1927] 1 W. W. R. 
442,—CAN. 


1, English rules of construction — 
Applicability to India.}—The residuary 
clause in the form in which it appears 
in Inglish wills is practically unknown 








the construction 


YAPRAKASAROYA MUDALIAR 
I. L. R. 38 Mad. 1096.—-IND. 

m. -}) — Cases 
upon rules adopted by English cts. for 

of wills made in 
England are not of assistance in con- 
struing the will of a Parsi made in 
India.— DINBAI v. NUSSERWANJI RUS- 
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3476. -|—(1) In ascertaining the intention, 
I ought to a certain extent to lean against an 
intestacy & not to presume that testator meant to 
die intestate if, on a fair construction, there is 
reason for saying the contrary. (2) I must apply 
any established rule of construction which has been 
adopted by the ct. (BUCKLEY, J.).—-K1RBY-SMITH 
v. PARNELL, [1903] 1 Ch. 483; 72 L. J. Ch. 468 ; 
51 W. R. 493: 47 Sol. Jo. 279. 

3477. .|—I think this principle is right— 
that after a system of construction has existed 
for a couple of centuries it would be very rash 
indeed to interfere with that system of construc- 
tion when it has been so laid down as a principle 
to guide people whose duty it is to construe wills 
(LORD HALSBURY).—A.-G. v. JEFFERYS, [1908] 
A. C. 411; 77 L. J. Ch. 685; 99 L. T. 737; 24 
T. L. R. 793; 52 Sol. Jo. 660, TH. L.; affg. S.C. 
sub nom. te GLUKMAN, A.-G. v. JEFFERYS, [1908] 
1 Ch. 552, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Jones, Johnson v. A.-G. (1925), 133 


L. T. 601. 

3478, — Subject to intention of testator.|— 
Although decided cases may be of great value in 
laying down & establishing certain principles, 
still when the question is the meaning of a par- 
ticular will, that meaning must be derived after 
all, from the consideration of the whole context 
of the particular will which you have to construe 
(LorpD CAIRNS, C.). 

Certain settled & fixed rules of construction are 
laid down, but they are fixed subject to a very 
important qualification with regard to intention 
(orp HATHERLEY).--SINGLETON v. TOMLINSON 
(1878), 3 App. Cas. 404; 38 L. T. 653; 26 W. R. 
722, H. bL. 

Annotations :—Refd. Smith tv. Conder (1878), 9 Ch. D. 170; 

Re Boyes, Boyes v. Carritt (1884), 26 Ch. Bb. 531; Durham 

v. Northen (1893), 69 L. TT. 691; Re Deprez, Henriques 

v. Deprez, [1917] 1 Ch. 24. 


3479. .|—The first thing to be done 
when I have a will before me & I am called upon 
to construe it is to look at that will, & if I find 
what I believe to be a clear enunciation of the 
testator’s intentions then upon that will I say 
that none of the technical rules of construction 
have anything to do with it (Brett, M.R.).— 
Limeus v. ARNOLD (1884), 15 Q. B. D. 3003; 54 
L. J. Q. B. 853 33 W. R. 537, C. A, 

Annotations :—Refd. He Warde, Warde v. Ridgway (1914), 
Ve L. v.35; Re 'Trolope, Gamo v. Trollope, (1915) 1 Ch. 
3480. -J]—(1) In wills of real property 

well-known technical phrases as to realty are 

used, &, therefore, such wills should be construed 
according to the established technical meaning of 
such words of art. (2) One general rule as to the 
construction of any instrument is that one should 
give words their ordinary meaning in the English 
language, & should neither add to nor take any- 
thing away from such words unless one be obliged 

to do so (BRETT, M.R.). 

(3) As regards the construction of wills, I cannot 
agree to the departure from well-known rules of 
construction which apply unless testator has 
expressed a different intention by the words which 
he has used, when, of course, such rules will not 
apply (Corron, L.J.)—Jte BrEpbson’s Trusts 























—In construing wills made in execu- 
tion of wu power, the same rules of 
construction aro to be applied as in 
ordinary cases.—Re ORME’S TRUSTS 
(1851), 18 L. T. O. 3S. 12.—IR. 


o. Necessity for taking punctua- 
tion into account.J—In construi a 
will the punctuation of the original 


(1915), 


depending 


to the ordinary testator in Madras & 
the rules of construction which have 
been laid down by English cts. are not 
applicable.—-KUNTHALAMMAL v. SUR- 


ae (1922), 49 L. R. Ind App. 323.— 


n. Wills made in execution of power.) 


deed may be taken into account.— 
HousTron v. LORD ADVOCATE (1917), 
55 Se. L. R. 208.—SCOT. 
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Sect. 1.—In general. Sect. 2.] 


(1885), 28 Ch. D. 623; 54 L. J. Ch. 644; 52 L. T. 
554: 33 W. R. 386, C. A. 
fen ign Genera) Refd. Blackman v. Fysh, [1892] 

3481, .|—Re 
LARKMAN, No. 3473, ante. 

3482. -]}—One has, no doubt, to con- 
strue the language of testator; but, having 
arrived at the meaning of testator, I have to apply 
to it one of those technical rules invented by the 
ct. for the purpose of giving effect to what, no 
doubt, is in average instances the intention of 
testator (KEKEWICH, J.).—Re INMAN, INMAN 2. 
ROL.s, [1893] 8 Ch. 518; 62 L. J. Ch. 940; 69 
L. T. 374; 42 W. R. 156. 


Annotation :—Refid. Re Marten, Shaw v. Marten (1900), 70 
L. J. Ch. 354. 


3483. .}—(1) I repudiate the invoca- 
tion of any canon of construction here, beyond the 
fact that I find enough in the language of this 
instrument to show what was the meaning of 
testator; & I propose to give effect to what, in 
my view, testator meant (LORD HansBuky, C.). 

(2) Without a clear expression of intention on 
the part of the testator, I] should not attribute to 
him such a whimsical & cruel result as that 
derivable from the earlicr part. of the will (Lorp 
MACNAGHTEN ).—BARRACLOUGH v. COOPER (1905), 
[1908] 2 Ch. 121, n.; 77 L. J. Ch. 555, n.; 98 
L. T. 852, H. L. 


Annotations :—Generally, Refd. Re Cope, Cross ». Crore, 
[1908] 2 Ch. 1; Re Lambert, Corns v. Harrison, [1908] 
2 Ch. 117; Re Taylor, Taylor v. White (1911), 56 Sol. Jo. 
175; Re Williams, Metcalf v. Williams, [1914] 2 Ch. 61: 
Fe Kirk, Wothey v. Kirk (1915), 85 L. J. Ch. 182: Te 
Rayner, Couch v. Warner (1925), 134 L. I’. 141. 


34.84. Partial construction.]—It is fit that 
every man’s will should hold as far as it: may, if it 
cannot hold as far as testator would have it (Lorp 
NOTTINGHAM, KEEPER).—NOURSE v. YARWORTH 
(1674), Cas. temp. Finch, 155; 23 E. R. 85; sub 
nom. NURSE v. YERWORTH, 3 Swan. 608. 
Annotations :—Refid. Scattergood v. E 2 

Hop. 278. Mentd. Whittle v. Hearing Gl S18), 2 Ph ae 

3485. Liberal construction permissible.|— 
(1) The cts. construe wills with more laxity & 
with more attention to their various passages 
than are allowable in construing deeds (Str 
LANCELOT SHADWELL, V.-C.). 

(2) I rather think that you wil] see, upon the 
whole construction of this will, that the word 
““ respective ’? may be very well rejected without 
injuring testator’s meaning ; & that in fact, unless 
you do reject it, you cannot act on the will at all, 
as far as the real estate is concerned (Sin LANCELOT 
SHADWELL, V.-C.).--JONES v. PRICE (1841), 11 
Sim. 557; 10 L.J.Ch.195; 5Jur.719; 595. Rk. 988. 

3486. .|—A will consisting of memo- 
randa intended as instructions for a more formal 
will, will be construed liberally, & the ct. will 
consider how the conveyancer would have carried 
out his instructions.—GREETHAM v. COLTON (1865), 
34 Beav. 615; 6 New Rep. 311; 13 ].. T. 34; 11 
Jur. N.S. 848; 13 W. R. 1009; 55 KB. R. 778. 


Annotations :—Refd. Bank of Ireland v. McCarthy, [1898 
ar ook fe Richards, Uglow v. Richards, T1902) t 


3487. Whether amount of property or number of 
objects considered.]—(1) The ct. will not take into 
consideration the amount of the property or the 


COWARD, COWARD v. 
































PART XVI. SECT. 2. 


p. [ nterpretation governed by law 
of dygnivil. }—Tho Interpretation of CAN 

rittk IN governed by the law of the > 
domicil of. teatator.--Noap v. NOAD. Petey! 
21 L. C. J. 312.—CAN. 


qa. By what court will may ve 


construed—Court of Common Pleas. 
SCOULER v. SCOULER, 19 U. C. R. 106. 


court — On petition 
under Actto Amend Law of Property & 
Trusts, 8. 31—7'0 make a declaration as 
to the construction of a will.}—~Re WiL- 


WILLS. 


number of objects, for the purpose of construing 
a will, except in the case of a specific disposition. 
(2) An annuitant falls under the general 
character of legatee; unless distinguished by 
testator; entitled therefore under a residuary 
bequest in favour of legatecs.—-SIBLEY v. PERRY 
(1802), 7 Ves. 622; 32 E.R. 211, L. C. 
Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. Bromley v. Wright (1849) 
7 Hare, 334. Generally, Refd. Hampson v. randwood 
(1816), 1 Madd. 381; Pruen v. Osborne, Pruen v. Wilcox, 
FPruen v. Gilbert. (1840), 11 Sim. 132; Dodsworth v. Addy 
(1842), 6 Jur. 700; Head v. Randall (1843), 2 ¥. & C. Ch. 
Cas. 231; Williams v. Teale (1847), 6 Hare, 239; Pope v. 
Pope (1851), 14 Beav. 591; Bradshaw v. Melling (1853), 
19 Beav. 417; Bamford v. Lord (1854), 14 C. B. 708; 
Ross v. Ross (1855), 20 Beav. 645 ; Anderson v. St. Vincent 
(1856), 2 Jur. N. S. 607; Re Heath’s Settlmt. (1856), 23 
Beav. 193; Maynard v. Wright (1858), 26 Boav. 285 ; 
Smith v. Horsfall (1858), 25 Beay. 628; Lanphier v. 
Buck (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 484; Heasman v. Pearse 
(1871), 7 Ch. App. 275; Page v. Young (1875), L. RK. 19 Ka. 
501: Ralph v. Carrick (1879), 11 Ch. D. 873; Re Judd’s 
Truate, [1884] W. N. 206; #e Birks, Kenyon v. Birks, 
[1900] 1 Ch. 417; #te Embury, Page v. Bowyer (1913), 
109 L. T. 511; Re Johnson, Pitt v. Johnson (1914), 111 
L. T. 130; #e Timson, Smiles v. Timson, [1916] 2 Ch. 362 ; 
Re Burnham, Carrick v. Carrick, [1918] 2 Ch. 196. 
Generally, Retd. Re Swan, Brett v. Ward, [1918] 1 Ch. 399. 


3488. Clauses read referentially to each other— 
Unless clearly independent.|—The tendency of 
modern decisions is to read the different clauses 
of the same will referentially to cach other, unless 
they are clearly independent.—-Forb v. FORD 
(1848), 6 Ilare, 486; 67 E.R. 1256. 
Annotation :—Refd. Jacob v. Jacob (1898), 78 L. T. 441. 

3488a. Will by foreigner in English language— 
Using English legal terms —-Consideration of foreign 
usages.]—CHIA KHWEE ENG v. CHIA POH CHOON, 
No. 10196, post. 





SECT. 2.—FUNCTIONS OF COURT OF 
CONSTRUCTION. 

3489. By what court will may be construed—Not 
court of probate.]—Probate of the will of a married 
woman under a power limited in such manner as 
will leave questions of construction for the decision 
of cts. of equity. 

.. - That is a question of construction not for 
this ct. to determine (Sin H. JENNER).——LEDGARD 
& Parr v. GARLAND (1836), 1 Curt. 286; 163 
iE. R. 97. 

Annotations :—Consd. te Lambert’s Estate, Stanton tv. 

Lambert (1888), 39 Ch. Db. 626. Refd. Tugman v. 


Hopkins (1842),11 L. J. C. P. 309; In the Goods of De 
Pradel (1867), L. R.1 PP. & D. 454. 


3490. —It is no part of the juris- 
diction of this ct. to enter into questions of con- 
struction, but the ct. may, incidentally, be com- 
pelled to do so.—BURGkEss v. MARRIOTT (1843), 3 
Surt. 424; 2 Notes of Cases, 171; 7 Jur. 473; 
163 KE. R. 779. 

3491. Conditions precedent to construction — 
Circumstances for construction must have arisen.|— 
Where the interests of the parties to a special case 
are not of such a nature as to give the ct. juris- 
diction to decide the questions, the ct. will not feel 
itself bound to decide upon a fictitious interest 
created for the express purpose of obtaining a 
decision. 

Upon a special case to obtain a decision whether 
persons not a esse would be entitled. under certain 
circumstances which might never arise, to a share 
in property, the ct. declined to decide the question, 
being of opinion that it would be injurious to the 








LIAMA (circa 1865), 1 Ch. Ch. 372.—CAN, 
t. Power of master in taking accounts 
—Whether master may construe will. }— 
Re SUERLOCK, 18 P. lt. 6.—CAN. 
a. Power of court to construe will 
—Under Trustee sict, R. S. B.C., 1911 
(c. 232%), 8. 79.]—He DouGAN ESTATE, 


Part XVI.—ConstRUCTION. 


la to have that decision until the events should 
appen which would give rise to the question.— 
BRIGHT v. TYNDALL (1876), 4 Ch. D. 189; 25 
W. R. 109. 

3492. Necessity for probate.] — Suppose 
he makes such a will as would be admitted to 
probate, suppose it to have been proved as his last 
will at Doctors Commons; then suppose any 
person gets possession of that will, by the rules of 
evidence in England, it cannot be received at 
nisi prius, & the party would be non-suited, or 
have a verdict passed against him if he did not 
choose to be nonsuited, if he had not another 
instrument, & if he only produced the original 
will. By our rules of evidence he must produce 
the probate (LORD BROUGHAM).—YATES v. THOM- 
SON (1835), 3 Cl. & Fin. 544; 6 KF. R. 1541, L. C. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Boyes v. Bedale (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 


798. Mentd. Bain v. Whitehaven & Furness Junction Ry. 
(1850), 3H. L. Car. 1. 


3493. .|—TIn all cases in which parties 
apply to the Ct. of Ch. for its construction of a 
wil, or payment of legacies under a will, the 
ct. proceeds only on the foundation of a will 
oroved in a ct. of competent jurisdiction.— 
tYVES v. WELLINGTON (DUKE) (1846), 9 Beav. 
579 ; 15 J.. J. Ch. 461; 8 L. T. O. S. 66; 10 Jur. 
697; 50 EK. R. 467. 

Annotations :-~Mentd. Dyson v. A.-G., [1911] 1 K. B. 410; 
Kaquimalt & Nanaimo Ry. v. Wilson, [1920] A. C. 358; 
fte Mason (1928), 97 L. J. Ch. 321. 

3494, Whether probate conclusive.| - Exor. 
proves a will of a personal estate, wherein one of 
the legacies is forged ; the exor. has no remedy in 
equity, but ought to have proved the will with a 
special reservation as to that legacy.—PLUME v. 
BEALE (1737), 1 P. Wms. 888; 2 My. Cas. Abr. 
4213; 24 Kh. R. 438, 1. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Sheldon v. Sheldon (1844), 1 Rob. Eccl. 
81; Allen vr. M‘Pherson (1847), 1 H. 1. Cas. 191. 

3495. J—A will cannot’ be set aside in 
equity for fraud or imposition ; because if it is of 
personal estate it may be set aside in the ecclesi- 
astical ct.; & if of real estate, it may be set aside 
at law on the issue devisavil vel non. ~ Kismnicn v. 
BRANSBY (L727), 7 Bro. Parl. Cas. 4373; 3 1. R. 
284, Ll. L. 

Annotations :- -Consd. Ex p. Fearon (1800), 4 
Apld. Gingell v. Horne (1839), 9 Sim. 539. 
Middleton v, Sherburne (1841), 4 Y.& C. dex. 358. Apld. 
Allen «. M‘Pherson (1847), 1 I. L. Cas. 1913 Jones ¢. 
Gregory (1863), 2 De G. J. & Sm. 83.) Refd. Farrington +. 
Knightly (1719), 1 FP. Wins. 544; Karnesly v. Powe! 
(1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 284; Hick v. Mors (1753), 3 Keny. 
117; Bates v. Graves (1793), 2 Ves. 287; Boysxe tv. Ross- 
borough (1854), 23 L. J. Ch. 305. 

3496, —-—.J—-Probate conclusive as to the 
character of exor.—- GRIFFITHS v. ILAMILTON (LSO6), 
12 Ves. 298; 33 EK. R. 114, 1. C. 

Annotation :- Refd. I@e Glukiman, A.-C. v. Jefferys, [1907 ) 
1 Ch. 171. 

3497. .J—With respect to wills of personalty 
after probate has been granted ... this ct. is 
bound by the judgment & has no jurisdiction to 
try whether the will is complete is not (LORD 
ELDON, ©.).-—-LYNN v. BEAVER (1823), Turn. & R. 
63; 37 I. R. 1018, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Oldham v. Slater (1829), 3 Sim. 84: 
Malone v. Malone (1841), 8 Cl. & Fin. 179; Re Bucon’s 
Wil, Camp v. Coe (1886), 31 Ch. D. 460 ; Croome wv. Croome 
(1888), 69 L. 1. 582. Mentd. Windham v. Graham (1826), 
1 Russ. 331; Turner v. Frampton (1846), 2 Coll. 331; 
Lee v. Delane (1850), 4 Do G@. & Sm. 1; Re Walker’s 
Trusts (1852), 16 Jur. 1154; Wilson v. Eden (1854), 23 
L. J. Ch. 105; Sneesby v. Thorne (1855), 25 L. T. O. S&S. 
250; Merlin v. Blagrave (1858), 25 Beav. 125. 














Ves. 633. 
Consd. 








(1922] 1 W. W. R. 1105; 30 B.C. R. 
334.—CAN. 

b. Whether jurisdiction of court may 
be ousted.}—Testator cannot, by con- 
stituting private individuals a forum IR. 
domesticum to decide whatever qucs- c. Decision on 


of his will, oust t 


on the construction 
16 Jurisdiction of the 
ct. to determine such question. 
v. ROGERS (1883), 11 L. R. In. 409.— 


tions may arise up 
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3498. |—If the Ecclesiastical Ct. has 
thought proper to grant probate of this will I 
cannot contradict them. ... I do not know on 
what ground the Ecclesiastical Ct. has granted 
probate. It is enough for me that having granted 
probate I am concluded from examining the 
question whether there is a will or not (LORD 
COTTENHAM, ©.).—THORNTON v. CURLING (1824), 
8 Sim. 310; 59 BE. R. 123, L. C.3 previous pro- 
ceedings, sub nom. CURLING v. THORNTON (L823), 2 
Add. 6. 

Annotations :—Refd. Campbell v. Beautoy ( ye oe John. 320; 


D’Auart v. Harkness (1865), 34 L. J. 311. Mentd. 
Price v. Dewhurst (1838), 4 My. & Cr. 76. 


3499. J}—BERNAL v. BERNAT, (1838), as 
reported in 3 My. & Cr. 559, n.; 40 &. R. 1050, L. C. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Sinnett v. Herbert (1872), 7 Ch. App. 

232; He Cliff's Trusts, [1892] 2 Ch. 229; Polham Clinton 

v. Nowcastic, [1902] 1 Ch. 34. 

.|—See, also, Executors, Vol. X XIIT., pp. 
230-235. 

3500. What court may consider—Events which 
might have happened.|—In considering the con- 
struction of the will, I am compelled to consider it, 
not only with reference to the events which 
actually happened, but to those which might have 
happened, & are expressly provided for by the 
will (Sin JAMES WiGRAM, V.-C.).—BOREHAM v. 
BIGNALL (1850), 8 Hare, 131; 19 L. J. Ch. 461; 
14 Jur. 265; 68 E. R. 302. 


Annotations :—Refd. Southern v. Wollaston (1842), 16 
Beav. 166; Re Lyne’s Trust (1869), I. Rk. 8 Eq. 653 
Firth vw. Fielden (1874), 22 W. R. 622; ée Drew, Drew v, 
Drew, [1899] 1 (Ch. 336; Re Coley, Hollingshead v. Coley, 
[1903] 2 Ch. 102. 


3501. J—HARDING v. Norr (1857), 7 
K.& B. 650; 26 L. J. Q. B. 244; 29 L. T. 0.8. 179; 
3 Jur. N.S. 1020; 5 W. R. 574; 119 Ie. R. 1387. 

3502. .|—(1) The will must be in 
writing, & the only question is, what is the meaning 
of the words used in that writing. To ascertain 
which every part of it must be considered with 
the help of those surrounding circumstances, 
which are admissible in evidence to explain the 
words, & put the ct. as nearly as possible in the 
situation of the writer of the instrument (LORD 
WENSLEYDALE). 

(2) We are bound by decided cases, for the sake 
of securing as much certainty in the adniinistration 
of the law as the subject is capable of (LORD 
WENSLEYDALE). 

(3) In construing wills the events which might 
possibly have happened as well as those which 
did happen are to be considered (LORD WENSLEY- 
DALI). 

(4) 1 have been long & deeply impressed with 
the wisdom of the rule, now, | believe, universally 
adopted, at least in the cts. of law ... that in 
construing wills . . . the grammatical & ordinary 
sense of the words is to be adhered to, unless that 
would lead to some absurdity, or some repugnance 
or inconsistency with the rest of the instrument, 
in which case the grammatical & ordinary sense 
of the words may be modified, so as to avoid that 
absurdity & inconsistency, but no farther (LORD 
WENSLEYDALE). 

(5) Where words have for a long series of years 
obtained a well known technical meaning, although 
it might not be that which if the case had been 
entirely untouched by decisions, the cts. might 
now adopt, it would be unsafe, & it would render 
property insecure if it were now to depart from 























may never uarise.jJ-~—The ct. will not 
decide claims under a will dependent 
Massy on the happening of contingencies 
which may never arise.—COLEMAN v. 
BLOOMFIELD, 2 N. Z. i. R. C. A. 49.— 





contingency which N.Z. 
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Sect. 2.—Functions of court of construction. 
3: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.) 


that eee & apply a different rule (LORD 

CRANWORTH, C.).—GREY v. PEARSON (1857), 86 

H. L. Cas. 61; 26 L. J. Ch. 478; 29 L. T. O.S. 

67; 3Jur. N.S. 823; 5W.R. 454; 10 KE. R. 1216, 

H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. PEARSON v. RUTTER 

(1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 398, L. C. 

Annotations :-—As to (1) Consd. Thellusson v. meneleaben 
(1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 429; Surtees v. Surtees (1871), L. R. 
12 Ey. 400; Waring v. Currey (1873), 22 W. R.150. Refd. 
Taylor v. St. Helens Corpn. (1877), 6 Ch. D. 264. As to 
(2) Consd. Slingsby wv. Grainger (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 
273. ees d. Baker v. Baker (1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 616. 


is to (4) Consd. Slingsby v. Grainger (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 
273; Thellusson v. Rendlesham (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 429 ; 


Sect. 








Allgood v. Blake (1873), L. R. 8 Exch. 160. Folld. 
Lowther v. Bentinck (1874), L. i 19 Kq. 166. Consd. 
Faber v. Lathormn (1897), 77 L. 168. etd. Roddy wv. 


es eas (1858), 6H. L. Cas. g33 5 Day v. Day ae 
8 W. 417; Kdwards r. West (1878), 38 L. T. 481 
Leecli - ere (1878), 30 L. T. 242; Cale. Ry.» N. B. Ry 
(1881), 6 App. Cas. 114; Re Levy, Ex p. Walton (ss); 
17 Ch. D. 746; Harding v. Pearce (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 281; 
Spencer t. Metropolitan Board of Works (1882), 22 Ch. D. 
142; Hill wv. Hast & West India Dock Co. (1884), 9 Avi. 
Cas. 448: Re Martin, Smith v. Martin (1885), 54 L. J. Ch 
1071; Mills +. Dunham, {1891} 1 Ch. 576; Rogers v. 
Maddocks (1892), 62 L. J. Ch. fee oon Suevic, [1908] 
292; Cave v. Horsell, {1912} 3 K. B. 533; Vacher 
“London Sue. of Cor vositors, [1913] A. C. 107; Bodega 
Co. v. Martin, [1915] 2 Ch. 385; Rv w. Halliday, [1917] 
A. C. 260; Whitmore v. King (1918), 87 L. J. Ch. 647 ; 
Scott v. Northumberland & Durham Miners’ Permanent 
Relicf Fund Friendly & Approved Soc., [1920] 1 K. B. 
174; Victoria City v. Vancouver Island (Bp.), [1921] 2 
A. C. 384; The Ruapehu, [1927] P. As to (5) Retd. 
Robinson v. Evans (1873), 43 1]. J. van $2. Generally, 
Consd. Abbott v. Middleton, Ricketts v. Carpenter (1858), 
7 H. L. Cas. 68; Rhodes v. Rhodes (1882), 7 App. Cas. 
192. Refd. Seccombe +. Edwards (1860), 28 Beav. 514 ; 
Seeger v. Duthie (1860), 6 Jur. N.S. 1095; 
Hart (1863), 32 Beav. 349; #te Sanders’ ‘Trusts (1866), 
L. R. 1 Eq. 675: Reed v. Braithwate (1871), L. R 11 Eq. 
514; Keogh tv. aeeueh (1874), 22 W. R. 508: Sweeting v. 
Prideaux nee L. J. Ch. 378; Faber v. Latham 
(1897), 77 L. T. 8 


3508. Events happening after date of will.] 
—I quite agree that you cannot construe a will by 
the events that have happened afterwards, & 
cannot vary it in point of construction by circum- 
stances which may afterwards occur (Woop, V.-C.). 
——Re CLARK’s TRUSTS (1863), 2 New Rep. 386 ; 32 
L. J. Ch. 625; $L. 7. 5715 11 W. R. 8715 subse- 
oe proceedings (1864), 3 De G. J. & Sm. 111, 





Annotation :—Refd. Re Hudson, Hudson v. 
20 Ch. D. 406. 


Hudson (1882), 


Sect. 3.—TIME TO WHICH WILL REFERS. 
SuB-secr. 1.—IN GENERAI. 

3504. Date of will.|—A will speaks not until the 
death of the party, but the construction is to be 
made as matters stood at the time of making the 
will (LORD Cowrpkr, C.).— BRETTON vr. LETHULIER 
(1710), 2 Vern. 653; 23 EK. R. 1026, LL. ¢ 

8505. Unless otherwise intended.|—Wills 
in general construed from the making unless 
circumstances or the tenor of it shows it should be 
from the death of testator but the intermediate 
time not pected v. HOLMDEN (1749), 
1 Ves. Sen. 290; 27 FE. R. 1088, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. King v. Bennett, (1838), 4M. & W. 36. 
Reld. Robinson v. monneen (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 225; 
Driver v. Frank (1818), 6 Drice, 41; Early v. Benbow 
(1846), 2 Coll. $42; Bird v. Luckie (1850), 8 Hare, 301; 
Warde v. Plumb (1870), 22 L. T. 723; Re Lowman, 
Devenish v. Pester, [1895] 2 Cb. 348 ; Amyot v. Dwarris, 
[1904] A. C. 268. Mentd. Clayton v. A.-G. (1834), 1 


Coop. temp. Cott. 97; Wensleydale Peerage Case (1856), 
8 State Tr. N.S. 479. 





PART XVI. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 1. d. 

3504 i. Date of will.) ——- GUARDIAN 
Trust & EXECUTORS Co. or NEW 
ZEALAND, Lip. v. Smiru, [1923] 
N. Z. L. R. 1284.—-N.Z. 


Coates v , 


Construction of 
before receiving payment of such share.’’| 
—Where a will directed, if any person 
entitled to a share under it should die 
before receiving payment, how such 


WILLS. 


3506. -.|—The general rule as to testa- 
ments is, that the time of the testament, & not 
testator’s death is regarded. This rule admits of 
a variety of distinctions & exceptions. One 
yeneral exception is, where the legacy is universal, 
as of all my goods, because of the fluctuation of 
the personal estate; but a specific legacy is no 
exception, unless it be in its nature subject to 
increase & diminution; as a bequest of a flock of 
sheep (LORD HARDWICKR, ©.).——DOWNING (OR 
DOWNES) v. TOWNSEND (1755), Amb. 280; 27 
I. R. 1893 sub nom. DOWNING v. BAGNALL, Amb. 
App. 818, L. C. 

3507. .|—A will is in general to be 
construed from the time of its date, unless circum- 
stances or its tenor show, that the death of testator 
was the time intended. The intermediate time ri 
not to be regarded.— KING v. BENNETT (1838), 4 
M. & W. 36; 1 Horn. & H. 289; 71. J. Ex. 242 ; 
150 KE. R. 1333. 

Annotation -~ Refd. ?2e Lowman, Devenish v. Pester, [1895] 

3508. Use of words of present tense.]- 
ANON. (1561), Moore, K. B. 31; 72 E.R. 420. 

3509. |—Where testator expressed 
himself in the present tense, it relates to what is 
in being at the time of making the will.—ABNEY 
v. MILLER (1743), 2 Atk. 593; 26 K. R. 755, L. C. 
Annotations :—Consd. Slatter v. Noton (1809), 16 Ves. 197. 

Refd. Carte v. Carte (1744), ie 28; liudstone v. 

Anderson (1752), 2 Ves. Sen. 418 ; -G.. Downing (1769), 

Ainb. 571; Hone v. aN aa ae jis3), 1 Bro. C. C. 261; 

Penrice v. Garnons (1796), 3 Anst. 821; James v. Dean 

(1808), 15 Ves. 236. 

3510. Lunacy of testator after making will.] 
—Testator by will, dated in 1850, directed all his 
just debts to be paid out of his personal estate. 
Ife then bequeathed to trustees all his household 
goods, & all his live & dead stock, etc., & all moneys 
& securities for money, cash at his banker’s, & all 
his freehold, copyhold & Jeasehold estates, but 
without general words specifying personal estate, 
upon trust. He then declared the trusts to be: 
‘As to his household goods, live & dead stock, 
etc., & all moneys in the house, & cash in his 
banker’s hands, book & other debts,’ without 
other general words, upon trust to sell & convert 
all the aforesaid property, as should not consist 
of money, & get in the debts, & after payment 
thereout of his debts pay certain legacies, & 
equally divide ‘“‘ the remainder of the proceeds 
of such sale ’’ amongst his two daughters, share & 
share alike. In June, 1857, testator was found by 
inquisition to be of unsound mind. At that date 
he possessed (besides real estate) personal estate 
of the various kinds described in his will. He had 
a sum of £2,100 at his banker’s. <A considerable 
portion of the personal estate was converted in 
his lifetime, by the committee under the lunacy, 
& was partly used in the cultivation, etc., of the 
farm. ‘Testator died in Aug. 1858 :—Held: from 
what happened under the lunacy, the clearest in- 
tention was shown that the will should not speak 
from the death of testator, but from the date of 
the will.—WHEELER v. TitoMAs (1860), 4 L. T. 
173; 7 Jur. N.S. 599. 

3511. —— Condition not to take veil —|— 
Testator by his will dated Apr. 29, 1912, devised 
& bequeathed the residue of his real & ‘personal 
estate upon trust for sale & conversion & invest- 
ment & directed his trustees to stand possessed of 
his residuary estate upon trust to pay three- 

















words —* Died share should he disposed of :—TJ/eld : 

the words ‘‘ died before receiving pay- 
ment of such share ’’ must be construed 
to mean_before being entitled to 


receive.— BROOMFIELD wv. SUMMER- 


Part XVI.—CONSTRUCTION. 


fiftieths of the income thereof to his niece EK. for 
life ‘‘ or until she shall take the veil.’’ At the 
time he made his will testator was aware that EH. 
contemplated becoming a professed nun & that 
such a step would involve her taking a vow of 
poverty, with the consequence that she would be 
deprived of the personal enjoyment of any bounty 
which he might bestow upon her by his will. On 
Sept. 16, 1913, EK. became a professed nun, & on 
Mar. 9, 1920, testator died :—Held: having 
regard to the facts, of which testator was aware, 
& to the absence of a context limiting the occur- 
rence of the event to the period after testator’s 
death, the word of futurity in the limitation of the 
gift of income to E. was referable to its occurrence 
after the oxecution of the will & not merely to its 
occurrence after testator’s death, & accordingly 
the gift to KE. failed.—Re Hewirr, HEewirt v. 
HEWITT, [1926] Ch. 740; 95 L. J. Ch. 300; 1385 
L. T. 319; 70 Sol. Jo. 607. 

3512, Date of death—-Provision for payment of 
debts.]—Provisions in will for payment of debts 
relate to the time of testator’s death.— BRIDGMAN 
v. DovE (1744), 3 Atk. 201; 26 KE. R. 917, L. C, 
Annotation :-—Retd. Kelly v. Powlct (1763), Dick. 359. 

3513, Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 24—Relates 
only to property.|—The provision in the above 
Act, that the will is to be construed as if made 
immediately before testator’s death relates only 
to the property comprised in the will.—BuULLOcK 
v. BENNETT (1855), 7 De G. M. & G. 283; 3 Eq. 
Rep. 779; 24 1. J. Ch. 512; 25 L. T, O. S. 230; 
: ce N.S. 567; 3 W. RR. 545; 44 E.R. 111, 

be ° 
Annotations :—Apld. Williams v. Owen (1863), 2 New Rep. 

585; Re Whorwood, Ogle v. Sherbourne (1887), 34 Cb. D. 

446. Consd. Jee Chapman, Perkins v. Chapman, [1904] 

1Ch. 431. Refd. Violett v. Brookman (1857), 26 L. J. Ch. 

308; Thorpe v. Bestwick (1881), 6 Q. B. D. 311; Amyot 

v. Dwarris, [1904] A. C. 268. 

3514, -|—The term “ eldest son ”’ 
in a willis properly applied to the elder of two sons, 
& if there be a person answering the description 
at the date of the will, such person, though he dies 
afterwards in testator’s lifetime, is an object of 
testator’s bounty, above sect. not having, with 
reference to the objects of bounty, the same effect 
as it has “ with reference to the real & personal 
estate comprised in it.”—Amyor v. DWARRIS, 
[1904] A. ©. 2683 731.5. P.0.40; 901. T. 102; 
53 W. R. 16; 20 T. L. R. 268, P. ©. 

——.]-—See, further, Sect. 15, sub- 





‘ 





oe Pee 





sect. 1, post. 

3515. Condition relating to marriage of 
ee rch by will left. property in trust for 
his children, & declared that if any son or daughter 
should alienate his or her share or become bkpt., or 
marry a person of any degree of kindred unless 
more remote than third cousin, or if a daughter 
marry without the previous written consent of 
the trustees, his or her share & interest should 
‘thenceforth cease & dctermine.’’ A daughter 
married a first cousin between the date of the will 
& testator’s death :—Held: upon the true con- 
struction of this particular will, testator intended 
that as to marriage the forfeiture should take 
effect only in the case of a marriage after testator’s 
death, & the daughter had not forfeited her 
interest.—CHAPMAN v. PERKINS, [1905] A. C. 106; 
74 L. J. Ch. 331; 92 L. T. 872; 53 W. KR. 485, 
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H. 1.3; affy. S. C. sub nom. Re CHAPMAN, PERKINS 


v. CHAPMAN, [1904] 1 Ch. 481, C. A. 
Ares :—Consd. Re Hewitt, Hewitt v. Hewitt, [1928] 


Sun-sEecT. 2.—NzEw STaTuTE INTERVENING 
BETWEEN WILL AND DEATH. 

3516. Effect of statute—On construction of will.] 
I should have great difficulty indeed in seeing my 
way to the conclusion that this Act of Parliament 
either was intended to alter or has in this case 
had the effect of altering the proper construction 
of words contained in a will made before the Act 
passed. ... TI aprons the construction of the 
words of a specific gift will be taken generally 
according to the meaning of the words at the period 
the will was made (LORD SELBORNE, C.).—JONES 
v. OGLE (1872), 8 Ch. App. 192; 42 L. J. Ch. 334 ; 
28 L. T. 245; 21W.R. 236; LO & L. JJ. 
Annotations :-—Distd. Capron v. Capron (1874), I. R. 17 Eq. 

288. Apld. Zte March, Mandor v. Harris (1884), 27 Ch. D. 

166. Refd. Hasluck v. Pedley (1874), 23 W. KR. 155; 

Constable v. Constable (1879), 40 L. T. 518; Re Cox’s 

Trusts (1878), 9 Ch. D. 159; Patching v. Barnett (1880), 

43 L. T. 50; Re Lawrence, Lawrence v. Lawrence (1884), 

63 L. J. Ch. 982; Re Bridger, Brompton Hospital for Con- 

sumption v. Lewis, [1894] 1 Ch. 297; Re Rayer, Rayer v. 

Rayer, [1903] 1 Ch. 685. Mentd. Jtée Griffith, Carr v. 

Griffith (1879), 12 Ch. D. 655. 

3517. .|—Testatrix, by her will, dated 
in 1880, gave her residuary personal estate ‘ to 
C.J.M. &J.H. & H. his wife,” to & for their own 
use & benefit absolutely, & appointed C. J. M. & 
J. H. & E. H. his wife, her exors. Testatrix died 
in 1883, after the commencement of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, J. H. & EK. H. were 
married in 1864 :—Held: as the will was made 
before the above Act came into operation, it must 
be construed in accordance with the law at that 
time.—Re Mancn, MANDER v. HARRIS (1884), 27 
Ch. D. 166; 54 L. J. Ch. 143; 51 L. T. 380; 32 
W.R. 941, C. A. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Turnbull v. Forman (1885), 15 Q. B. D 
234; Re Jupp, Jupp v. Buckwell (1888), 39 Ch. D. 148 ; 
Re Bridger, Brompton ited aan for Consumption v. 
Lewis, [1894] lt Ch. 297; #e Turnbull, Skipper v. Wade, 
{1905} 1 Ch. 726. 

3518. -|—An extension, whether by a 
statute or otherwise, of a testator’s power of 
disposition in the interval between the making of 
his will & of his death does not alter the meaning 
of his language, although such extension will 
necessarily enlarge the legal effect of that language 
by making it apply to more objects than it pre- 
viously would have applied to (LINDLEY, L.J.).— 
Re BripGer, BROMPTON FELOSPITAL FOR CON- 
SUMPTION v. LEWIS, [1894] 1 Ch. 297; 63 L. J. Ch. 
186; 70 L. T. 204; 42 W. R. 179; 10 T. L. R. 
153; 88 Sol. Jo. 111; 7 R. 78, C. A. 

Anaotations ;—Apld. Re Turnbull, Skipper v. Wade, [1905] 
1 Ch. 726. Consd. Ke Harris, Harris v. Harris, (1912) 

2 Oh. 241. Apid. Re Groos, Groos v. Groos, {1915] 1 Ch. 

572; In the Estate of Yates, (1919) P. 93. Reld. Re 
Hume, Forbes v. Hume, {1895] 1 Ch. 422; Re Rayer, 
Rayer v. Rayer, (1903] 1 Oh. 685; &e Bennett, Gibson v. 
A.-G., [1920) 1 Ch. 305. 

3519. -|— What the result would have 
been if the matter had rested there, having regard 
to what has been said in other cases as to the effect 
of an Act of Parliament on the construction of a 
will made prior to the passing of the Act, it is not 
necessary for me to determine; but LorRD SEL- 
BORNE in Jones v. Ogle, No. 3516, ante, points out 























FIELD (1876), 2 V. L. R. (Hq.) 174.— g. ——.]—-Re THOMPSON (1919), 45 Wills Act thata will has the same effect 
AUS. O. L. R. 520; 48 D. L. R. 757; 186 as if it were executed at the time of 
O. W. N. 227.—CAN testator’s death.—BOpI v. VENKATA- 


e. Date of death.]-— VANSICKLE 0. 
VANSICKLE, 9 A. R. 352.—CAN. 

f. .-Re RUTHERFORD (1918), 
Gan? L. KR. 405; 14 O. W. N. 40.— 








h, ——~.J—Re RoGERs (1920), 47 
O.L. R. 82; 17 0. W. N. 441.—CAN. 

k. ./~The principle applicable 
in India is that adopted in the 


BAMI NaipuU (1913), I. L. R. 38 Mad. 
369.—IND. 


—MOSEDALE v. MCDOUGALL 


L——, 
nglish (1893), 7 Nfld. L. R. 732.—NFLD. 
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Sect. 8.—Time to which will refers: Sub-sect. 2. 
Sect. 4: Sub-sect. 1.] 


in that case the Act of Parliament does not usually 

affect the construction of the will. It may, 

however, in some cases affect the expression of 
testator’s intentions, as will be seen, for example, 
in the case of Re Bridger, No. 3518, ante (Far- 

WELL, J.).—Re RAYER, RAYER v. RAYER, [1903] 

1 Ch. 685; 72 L. J. Ch. 230; 87 L. T. 7123; 51 

W. R. 538. 

Annotations :—Retd. Re Josoph, Pain v. Joseph (1908), 98 
L. T. 392; Re Whiting, Ormond v. Do Launay (1913), 
108 L. T. 629; Re Smith, Prada v. Vandroy (1916), 85 
L. J. Ch. 657; Re Hardyman, Teesdale v. McClintock, 
[1925) 1 Ch. 287; #te Drake, Drake v. Wilson, [1926] 
Ch. 559 ; de Reeves, Reeves v. Pawson, (1928] 1 Ch. 351. 
3520. |—If it is a question of con- 

struction as regards the doneces of the gift the Act 

does not affect the meaning at all; but if it be a 

question of the description of the subject-matter 

of the gift, then Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 24, 

requires that every will shall be construed, with 

reference to the real & personal estate comprised 
in it, to speak & take elfect as if it had been 
executed immediately before the death of testator, 
unless a contrary intention shall appear by the 

will (FARWELL, J.).—Re TURNBULL, SKIPPER 0. 

WADE, [1905] 1 Ch. 726; 74 L. J. Ch. 488; 53 

W. KR. 440; 49 Sol. Jo. 417. 

Annotation :-—Mentd. Ite Snape, Elam v. Phillips, [1915] 
2 Ch. 179. 

3521. ——— As to legal operation of will—Will 
before codicil after statute.|—-Apportionment Act, 
1870 (c. 35), applied to a devise contained in a will 
dated before the Act to which a codicil was made 
after the Act. 

A testator who knows of an alteration in the law 
(as this testator must be presumed to have done), 
& does not choose to alter his will, must be taken 
to mean that his will shall take effect according to 
the new law (Sir G. JESSEL, M.R.).—HASLUCK v. 
PEDLEY (1874), L. R. 19 Eq. 271; 44 L. J. Ch. 
143; 23 W. R. 155. 

Annotations :—Refd. Constable 1. Constable (1879), 11 Ch. D. 
681; ste March, Mander v. Harris (1884), 27 Ch. 1). 166; 
Fe T.ucas, Parish v. Hudson (1885), 55 L. J. Ch. 101; Re 
Bridger, Brompton Hospital for Consumption v. Lewis, 
[1894] 1 Ch. 297; Re Meredith, Stone v. Meredith (1898), 


67 L. J. Ch. 409; Re Ford, Myers v. Molesworth, [1911] 
1 Ch. 455. 
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3522. _ -Re BRIDGER, BROMPTON 
HOSPITAL FOR CONSUMPTION v. Lewis, No. 8518, 
ante. 





3523. —— .|—Re RAYER, RAYER v. RAYER, 
No. 3519, ante. 
3524. .j—Accumulations Act, 1892 





(c. 58), which provides that after the passing of the 
Act there shall not, under any disposition of 
property, be any accumulation of rents or income 
for the purchase of land only, for any period longer 
than the minority of any person who, if of age, 
would for the time being be entitled to such rents 
or income—-applies to a will made before & coming 
into operation after the passing of the Act.—Re 
LLANOVER (BARONESS), ITERBERT v. FFRESHFIELD 
(2), [1903] 2 Ch. 830; 72 L. J. Ch. 720; 88 L. T. 
856; 51 W. R. 615; 19 T. L. R. 524; 47 Sol. Jo. 
385. 

Annotations :-~Refd. He Llanover, Herbert v. Ram, [1907] 

1 Ch. 635; Ite Lianover 8. E., [1926] Ch. 626. 





3525, —--— |—Re TURNBULL, SKIPPER Vv. 
WADE, No. 3520, ante. 
3526. ——— .]—-I may specially refer to Lte 





Bridger, No. 3518, ante, where it is laid down 
that the effect of a will may be enlarged by the 
due interpretation of a statute passed between the 
making of the will & the death of testator, I pre- 
sume because, with reference to the real & personal 
estate comprised in it, a will acts from the date 
of the death & not that of execution (LORD 
COLERIDGE, J.).—Jn the Estate of YATES, [1919} P. 
93; 881I.J.P.92; 120 L. T. 671; 35 T. L. R. 
301; 63 Sol. Jo. 355. 

3527. Presumption of testator’s knowledge of 
alteration of law.|—IHIAsLucK v. PEDLEY, No. 
3521, ante. 


Srecr. 4.—CONSTRUCTION ACCORDING TO 
INTENTION OF TESTATOR. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


3528. General rule.I—ANoN. (1498), Y. B. 13 


Hen. 7, fo. 17, pl. 22. 

Annotations :—Refd. Horton v. Horton (1605), Cro. Jac. 74 ; 
Counden v. Clarke (1613), Hob. 29; Gardner v. Shelden 
(1671), 2 Keb. 781 ; Holmes v. Meynel (1681), ’. Raym. 
452; Fisher v. Wigg (1701), 1 Ld. Raym. 622 ; Gooden’ 
d. Goodridge v. Goodridge (1742), Willes, 369 ; Re Willatts, 
Willatts v. Artloy (1905), 74 L. J. Ch. 269. 


vw. KERR 


35281. General rule. }—In interpreting 
a will the ct. considers the intentions 
of testator, & not what may be best 
for those interested under it.-— 
KEARNEY tv. LOWRY (1868), 5 W. W.& 
A’B. 202.—AUS. 

3528 fi. ——-.}—lor the purpose of 
ascertaining the subject-matter of 
testator’s gift, the ct. may place itself 
in the position of testator, & consider 
what he may reasonably be presumed 
to have known.—fFe LONGLEY, [1906] 
V. L. R. 641.—AUS. 


3528 iii. J—-Re FINKELSTEIN, 
NATIONAL TRUSTEES, EIc., Co. OF 
AUSTRALASIA, LTD. v. MICHAEL, [1926] 
. iL. R. 2403; [1926] Argus L. R. 
200; 48 A. L. T. 25.—AUS. 


3528 iv. .J--COOPER ”, ALLCHIN 
(1913), 13 & R. N.S. W. 422: 30 
N.S. W. W.N. 105.—AUS. 


3528 v. -}—WHITESIDE v. MIL- 
LER, 14 Gr. 393.—CAN. 

3528 vi. ———.] —- Re WhRIGHTON 
(1906), 4 O. W. R. 261; 25 C. L. T. 
44; 8 UO. L. It. 630.—CAN, 


3528 vii. J—Wills ought to be 
80 interpreted as not to defeat the 
intention of the testator by technical 
rules of construction: but by con- 
sidering the language in a free, liberal 
& common-sense spirit, to give effect 
to the manifest intention.—OrTrtry v. 














CROOKSHANK, 21 N. B. lt. 169.—CAN. 


3528 viii. —-—.] — MORRISON v, 
FREDERICTON (BP.) (1909), 4 N. B. eq. 
Rep. 162.—CAN. 

8528 ix. .}/-It is the ct.’s duty 
to give effect to intention as expressed, 
& not to add to the will.—-NARASIMHA 
AVPA ROW @v. PARTHASARATHY APPA 
Row (1913), 18 C. W.N. $54; 1.1L. RA. 


3528 x. .JJ—NARANDAS VRIJBHU- 
KHANDAS % BAI SARASWATIBAL (1914), 
I. L. R. 38 Bom. 697.—IND. 


3528 xi. .}—When from the terms 
of a will taken as a whole, the intention 
of testator, to bequeath an estate of 
inheritance is manifest, the mere fact 
of somo of the restrictions & qualifica- 
tions imposed by the will being void 
does not affect the validity of the 
estate conveyed by it.—RAMESHWAR 
PROSAD SINGH v. LACHM!I PROSAD SINGH 
(1904), I. L. R. 31 Cale. 111.—IND. 

8528 xii. Ross SKINNER Vv. 
DurRGA PRASAD (1904), I. L. R. 31 
All. 239.—IND. 

8528 xili. ——.}— Rosr vv. 
(1897) 1 1. R. 9.—IR. 

8528 xiv. -J—The thing to be 
ascertained is, what is testator’s will. 
—Re PATIERSON, DUNLOP v. GREER, 
(1899} 11. R. 324.—IR. 


8528 xv. REEVES v. NEWEN- 
HAM, 2 Ridg. Parl. Rep. 43.—IR. 














ROSE, 








3528 xvi. - --;— 
(1918), 52 I. L. T. 178.-—IR. 
3528 xvii. .j-——-Where a clause is 
imperfect & unfinished, & testator’s 
meaning {s obvious, the ct. will supply 
the words to perfect the bequest.-—- 
In the Estate of BENNETT (1884), 7 Nfld. 


L. Rk. 36.—NFLD. 
3628 xviii. .J—In a will the in: 


tention, when legitimatcly proved, is 
conipetent not only to fix the sense of 
ambiguous words, buf to control the 
sense even of clear words, & to supply 
the place of express words in cases of 
difficulty or ambiguity.—-HuULL vo. Car- 
PENTER, [1920] N. Z. L. Kk. 361.—N.Z. 


8528 xix. .]—In construing a will 
the object of the ct. is in every case to 
ascertain the intention of testator as 
declared by the words of the will, & 
for this purpose the ct. is entitled to 

ut itself in the position of testator & 
o consider all matcrial facts & circum- 
stances known to testator with refer- 
ence to which he is to be taken to have 
used the words in the will & then to 
declare what is the intention evidenced 
by the words used with reference to 
these facts & circumstances.—Day 
®, COLLINS, COLLINS w. Day, [1925] 
N. 4. L. BR. 280; Gaz. L. RR. 70.—N.Z. 


3528 xx. .| — HORSBRUGH v. 
Horsspruaen (1847), 9 Dunl. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 329; 19 Sc. Jur. 118.-—-SCOT. 


3528 xxi. .}—RAMSAY v. ANDER- 
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_ 8529. .|—Wills are to be construed accord- 
ing to the intent.—BuTLER & BAKER’s CASE 
Gert) as reported in 3 Co. Rep. 25a; 76 E. R. 


Annotations :—Refd. Arthur 1». Bokenham (1708), 11 Mod. 
Rep. 148; Bunker v. Cooke (1708), Fitz.-G. 225; Wind- 
ham v. Chetwynd (1757), 1 Burr. 414; Cave v. Holford 
(1798), 3 Ves. 650; Goodright d. Fowler v. Forrester 
(1807), 8 Kast, 552; Doe d. Tofield v. Toficld (1809), 11 
Last, 346 ; fe Arbib & Class’s Contract, [1891] 1 Ch. 601. 
Mentd. Monvil’s Case (1585), 13 Co. Rep. 19; Mountjoy’s 
Case (1589), 5 Co. Rep. 3b; Jennings v. Bragg (1595), 
Cro. Eliz. 447 ; Fitzwilliam’s Case (1604), 6 Co. Rep. 32a; 
Poxhall’s Case (1609), 8 Co. Rep. 83b; Lovies’s Case 
(1613), 10 Co, Rep. 78a; Court of Wards Case (1627), 
Cro. Car. 33; Sydowne v. Holine (1635), Cro. Cas. 422; 
it. v. Hampden (1637), 3 State Tr. 826; Norrice & 
Norrice’s Case (1640), March, 23 ; eens v. White (1662), 
O. Bridg. 82; Geary v. Bearcroft (1666), O. Bridg. 484 ; 
Thompson v. Leach (1690), 2 Vent. 198; Wankford v. 
Wankford (1702), 1 Salk. 299; Atkin v. Barwick (1719), 
1S8tra.165; R.v. Westbeer (1739), 1 Leach, 12 ; Bucking- 
hamshire v. Drury (1762), Wilm. 177; Brydges v. Chandos 
(1794), 2 Ves. 417; Goodtitle d. Holford v. Otway (1796), 
1 Bos. & P. 576; Crowther v. Ramsbottom (1798), 7 
Term Rep. 654; Doe d. Garnons v. Knight (1826), 5 
Lb. & C. 671; Balme v, Hutton (1831), 2 Tyr, 17; Lucas 
vw. Nockells (1833), 10 Bing. 157; Bramah v. Roberts 
(1835), 1 Bing. N. C. 481; Mills v. Oddy (1835), 2 Cr. M. 
& R. 103; Garland v. Carlisle (1837), 4 Cl, & Fin. 693; 
Doe d. Chidgey v. Harris (1847), 16 M. & W. 517; Siggers 
». Hvans (1855), 5 i. & B. 367; Xenos v. Wickham (1867), 
L. R. 2 H. L. 296; Standing v. Bowring (1885), 31 Ch. D. 
282; London & County Banking Co. v. London & River 
Plate Bank (1888), 21 Q. B. D. 535; Mallott v. Wilson, 
[1903] 2 Ch. 404. 


3530. ——-.1—-(1) Every will shall be construed 
according to the intent & meaning of the devisor 
(per CuUR.). 

(2) Construction is not to be made upon the 
first part of a will by itself, but upon all the words 
& parts of it, the same being entire (per CuR.). 

(3) This intent of the devisor is plainly collected 
out of the very words of the will (per CurR.).— 
ROBERTS v. ROBERTS (1613), 2 Bulst. 123; 80 
Ki. R. 1002. 


.innotation :—Generally, Mentd. Bate v. Amherst (1662), 
T. Raym. 82. 


3531. .}—GouGcH v. IOWARDE (1615), 3 
Bulst. 121; 81 lk. R. 104. 


se UaeaION -—Refd. Doc d. Payne tv. Plyer (1849), 14 Q. B. 
012. 











3532, .\—BLAMFORD v. BLAMFORD, No. 
3597, post. 
3533, .|\—BUFFIELD v. BYBuURO (1626), 





Poph. 188; 79 E. R. 1282. 
Annotations :—Refd. Winsford rv. Smith (1692), 1 Show. 350; 

Lawrence v. Dodwell (1698), 1 Ld. Raym. 438. 

3534. .|—A will shall be construed accord- 
ing to the intent of testator, & exposition shall be 
made of the words to supply his intent (YELVER- 
TON, J.).—LOWEN v. Cocks (1627), Het. 63; 124 
E. R. 345. 

3535, —-—.]—The intention of testator is the 
law to expound the testament (HALE, J.).—KIna 
v. MELLING (1671), as reported in 1 Vent. 225; 
86 I. R. 1513; on appeal, 1 Vent. 232, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :-——Consd. Papillion v. Voice (1728), Kel. W. 27. 

Refd. Luddington v. Kime (1696), 1 Ld. Raym. 208; 

Bamfield v. Popham (1703), Holt, K. B. 233; Legate v. 

Sewell (1706), 1 b. Wms. 87; Woodright v. Wright (1716), 

10 Mod. Rep. 369 ; Newland v. Shepherd (1723), 2 P. Wms. 

194; Goodright v. Puwllyn (1726), 2 Ld. Raym. 1437 ; 

Shaw v. Weigh (1728), Fortes. Rep. 58; A.-G. v. Young 

piee), 2 Com. 423; Glenorchy v. Bosville (1733), Cas. 

emp. Talb. 3; Clare v. Clare (1734), Cas. femp. Talb. 21 ; 

Sabbarton v. Sabbarton (1734), Cas. temp. Talb. 55; Wyld 

», Lewis (1738), 1 Atk. 432; Procter v. Upton (1739), 

5 De G. M. & G. 199, n.: Hodgeson v. Bussey (1740), 2 

Atk. 89: Beauclork v. Dormer (1742), 2 Atk. 308; Ginger 

d. White v. White (1742), Willes, 348 ; Read v. Snell (1743), 

2 Atk. 642; Coryton v. Helyar (1745), 2 Cox, Hq. Cas. 

340; Gulliver v. Wickott (1745), 1 Wils. 105; Lainpley 





SON (1836), 14 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 570; 
11 Fac. Coll. 499.—SCOT. 

8528 xxil. .}—- The question 
whether a bequest is to be hold in satis- 
faction of or in addition to a prior pro- 
visionl n obligatione depends entirely on 





presumption of 


the intention of testator, & while the 
circumstances that testator is already 
bound to give so much may be an SCO 
important element in discovering the 
intention it raises no more than a 
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v. Blower (1746), 3 Atk. 396; Bagshaw v. Spencer (1748), 
1 Ves. Sen. 142; Robinson v. Robinson (1751), 3 Atk. 
736; Goodtitle d. Pearson v. Otway (1753), 2 Wils. 6 ; 
Letheullier v. Tracey (1754), Amb. 220; Garth v. Baldwin 
(1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 646; Robinson v. Robinson (17586), 
1 Keny. 298; Sayer ». Masterman (1757), Wilm. 386; 
Austen v. Taylor (1759), 1 Eden, 361; Doe d. Long v. 
Laming (1760), 2 Burr. 1100; Dubber v. Trollope (1764), 
Amb. 453; Griffith v. Harrison ey 4 Term Rep. 737 ; 
Seale v. Barter (1801), 2 Bos. & P. 485: Doo d. Nowell v. 
Roake (1825), 2 Bing. 497; Maleolm ». Taylor (1831), 
2 Russ. & M. 416; Doe d. Jones v. Davies (1832), 4 B. 

Ad. 43; Doe d. Burrin v. Charlton (1840), 1 Scott, N. R. 
290 ; Woodhoune v. Herrick (1855), 1 K. & J. 352; Abbott 
v. Middleton, lticketts v. carpenter (1858), 7 H. L. Casa. 
68; Marshall v. Grime (1860), 8 W. R. 385; Jordan v. 
Adams oe 9C. B. N.S. 483; Fuller v. Chamiecr (1866), 
Iu. R. Kq. 682: Allgood v. Blake, Rouch v. Blake, 
Clennel] v. Blake, Reed v. Gee ee L. kt. 7 Exch. 339 ; 
Beauchant v. Usticke, [1880] W. N. 14. Mentd. Page v. 
Hayward (1704), 2 Salk. 570; Thomlinson v. Dighton 
(1712), 10 Mod. Rep. 71; Furnival v. Crew (1744), 3 Atk. 
83; Wykhamv. Wykham (1810), 3 Taunt. 316; Broughton 
v. Sandilands (1811), 3 Taunt. 342 ; Weat. v. Berney (1819), 
1 Russ. & M. 431; Smith v. Death (1820), 5 Madd. 371; 
Willis v. Hiscox (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 197; Evans v. Evans, 


[1892] 2 Ch. 173. 

3536. — -.|—GREEN v. HAYMAN (1679), 2 
Cas. in Ch. 10; 22 BE. R. 822, L. C. 
Annotation :—Reld. Crofts v. Middleton (1856), 8 De G. M. 


& G. 192 
3537, ——.]—-BrRown v. CurreR (1683), T. 


Raym. 427; 2 Show. 152; 83 Hi. R. 223; sub nom. 
LUXFORD v, CHEEKE, 3 Lev. 125. 


Annotations :—Consd. Marlborough v. Godolphin (1750), 2 
Ves. Sen. 61. Refd. Sheffield vw. Orrery (1745), 3 Atk. 
282: Letheuller v. Tracy (1753), Amb. 204; Sayer v. 
Masterman (1757), Wilm. 386 ; Doe d. Westminster (Dean 
& Chapter) v. Freeman (1786), 1 Term Rep. 389; eeds 
v. Wood (1854), 19 Beav. 215; Abbott v. Middleton, 
Ricketts «v. Carpenter pieee) 7H. L. Ch. 68; Walpole 
v. Laslett (1862), 1 New Rep. 180; Eastwood v. Lockwood 
(1867), L. R.3 Eq. 487; Re Martin, Smith v. Martin (1885), 
44 1. J. Ch. 1071; Re Dear, Helby v. Dear (1889), 58 
L. J. Ch. 659; Re Tredwell, Jeffray v. Tredwell, [1891] 


2 Ch. 640. 

3538. .\—MONNINGTON v. Davis (1695), 
Fortes. Rep. 224; 92 KE. R. 827. 

3539. .J—FISHER v. NICHOLLS (1700), Holt, 
kK. B. 743; 3 Salk. 127; 394; 90 E. R. 1309. 

3540. -|—Words in a will shall give the 
very same estate as such words in a deed would, 
unless the intent of the party can be discovered 
to the contrary (per CUR.).—-GOODRIGHT v. PULLEN 
(1726), as reported in 1 Barn. K.B.6; O04 E.R. 4. 


Annotations :---Refd. Papillion v. Voice (1728), Kel. W. 27; 
Sayer v. Masterman (1756), Amb. 344; Jones v. Morgan 
(1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 206; Denn d. Webb v. Puckey (1793), 
5 Term Rep. 299: Poole v. Poole (1804), 3 Bos. & LP. 620 ; 
Winter ». Perratt (1843), 9 Cl. & Fin. 606; Vernon v. 
Wright (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 35; Mills ». Howard (1861), 

















: ee S. 654; Foxwell v. Van Grutten (1900), 82 
3541. .|—The general sense of the words 


of a will are to be restrained, by the intention of 
testator, & the other words they are in company 
with.—STRAFFORD v. BERRIDGE (1729), Mos. 208 ; 
25 HK. R. 358, L. C. 

3542, ---—.]—The first question [is], what is 
the intention of testator & the construction of the 
will (LoRD TIARDWICKE, C.).—COVENTRY (EARL) 
v. COVENTRY (1742), 2 Atk. 366; 26 E. R. 621, 
L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Sleech v. Thorington (1754), 2 Ver. Sen. 

560; Drinkwater v. Falconer (1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 623 ; 


Whittaker v. Whittaker (1792), 4 Bro. C. C. 31; Broome 
v. Monck (1805), 10 Ves. 597. 


3543. —-—.]|—If there be manifest intention to 
devise an estate in fee, the construction ought to 
be, that such an estate is devised.—KENNON v. 
OWEN (1755), Say. 194; 96 EH. R. 849. 

3544, —-——-.]—A construction is to be made on 


_...... 3 TRUSTER (1874), 1 R. (Ct. 
of ease 1I7L; 11 Se. L. R. 686.— 
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Sect. 4.—Construction according to intention of 
testator: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.) 


the whole will, & this ct. is not bound by the legal, 

technical sense of the words a but to follow the 
intent (LORD HARDWICKE, C.).—GARTH v. BALD- 

WIN (1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 646; 28 EB. R. 412, L. C. 


Annotations :—Refd. payers. Masterman (1756), Amb. 334; 
Le Rousseau v. Rede (1761), 2 Eden, 1; Jones v. ee 
ate 1 Bro. C. C. 206 ; Thong v. Bedford es 

CC. 313; pron Dv. Mitehell (1816), 1 Madd. : Oho 
mondeley v ton (1820), 2 & W.1; eres v. 
Northumberland an dee 1 Pid ‘= W. 559; Verulam v. 
Bathurst ane 13 sens 374; Re Jeatfreson’s Trusts 
(1866), L. qd. 

3545. oe) Race: BURCHALL, No. 3913, post. 
3546. |—Will to be construed according to 
the intention.—FEN d. LOWNDES v. LOWNDES 

(1768), 4 Burr. 2246; 98 E. R. 171. 

Annotations :—Consd. Driver v. Frank (1814), 3 M. & S. 25. 
Refd. Bird v. Luckie (1850), 8 Hare, 301. 


3547. .|—The ct. will struggle against a 
construction that would defeat the obvious in- 
tention of the will (Lorp Epon, C.).—KIrRkK- 
PATRICK v. KILPATRICK (1807), 13 Ves. 476; 33 
HK. KR. 873, L. C. 
srt natal :—Refd. Williams v. Hughes (1857), 27 L. J. Ch. 


3548, -]|—Where a testator clearly indicates 
an intention to keep several descriptions of 
property together, but the language of the devise, 
with respect to the interest conveyed in some of 
those descriptions is doubtful, it ought to be con- 
strued so as to effect that intention.—HOoOUsTON 
v. HUGHES, HOUsTON v. LESINGHAM, HOUSTON v. 
PEYTON, HoOUsTON v. SMITH (1827), 6 B. & C. 
403; 9 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 464; 5L. J. 0.8. K. B. 
$15; 108 E. R. 500 ; subsequent proceedings (1828), 
5 Russ. 116, H. L. 

3549. |—You must give the will the con- 
struction that will carry into effect the primary 
intent of testator (LORD ELDON, C.).—-STAIR (KARL) 
v. MACGILL (1827), 1 Bli. N. S. 662; 1 Dow. & Cl. 
24; 4K. R. 1020, H. L. 

3550. -|—In construing wills, the ct. en- 
deavours to give such a construction to the words 
as will make the whole context consistent with the 
apparent general intention of testator (LORD 
LANGDALE, M.R.).—GLENDENING v. GLENDENING 
(1846), 9 Beav. 324; 71. T. O.S. 184; 50 KE. R. 
368. 

Annotation :—-Refd. In the Gouds of Hand (1849), 7 Notes 

of Cases, 59 

3551. -|—Where a will admits of a double 
construction in consequence of events which 
subsequently happened, the ct. will give effect 
to that construction which will nearest carry out 
what was apparently the intention of testator, 
had the event which raised the construction not 
occurred.—HAMMOND t. SMITH (1816), 7 L. T. O. S. 
80 


3552. -|—It is upon intention, either 
expressly declared or collected by just reasoning 
upon the terms of the instrument, or evidenced 
by surrounding circumstances, where surrounding 
circumstances can be called in aid, & not upon 
conjecture merely, their Lordships feel bound to 
proceed (per Cun.).— Dor d. BRODBELT v. THOM- 
SON (1858), 12 Mov. P.Cc.C. 116; 32 L. T. O. S. 
65; 14 BE. R. 855, P. CC. 

3553. S22) her is no principle whatever 
involved in this case except that which pervades 
all these cases, namely, to ascertain what is 
testator’s intention & to carry that intention into 
effect (LonD CHELMSFORD, C.).—BAKER v. BAKER 
(1858), 6 I. L. Cas. 616; 311L.T. O.S. 62; 4 Jur. 
N.S. 491; 6 W.R. 410; 10 E. R. 1436, H. L. 


Annotations : —Apld. Ie Baer Yilsley v. Randall (1884), 
53 L. Ch. 1161. Ref . Bright v. Larcher (1888), 3 
De G. x J. 148; Stelfox v. Sugden (1859), John. 234; 


ole 


























WILLS. 


Hickman v. Upsall ead), 2 Giff. 124; Upton v. Vanner 
eben 1 Drew. Sm. 594; Perkins v. Seen 502) 
& H. 3893: Tarbottom v. Harle (1863), 1 es 
680; Prowett v. Prowett (1864) 10 L. T. 564; Se 
Rees (1866). 15 L. T. 349; Salvin v. Weston (1860), 85 
T. h. 552; Michell v. Wilton (1875), L L. R. 20 Ea. 269; 
Re Tootal’s Estate, Hankin v. Kilburn (1876) Un. D. 
628: Re Mason, Mason v. Robinson (1878), 8 she D. 411 
Carmichael v. Gee (1880), 5 App. Cas. 588; Re Howarth, 
Howarth v. Makinson, [1909] 1 Oh. 485. 


8554. |—In the administration of chari- 
table bequests, it is the duty of the ct. to ascertain 
from the words of the will, by the ordinary rules of 
construction, the true meaning & intention of 
testator, both as to the bequest itself & the mode 
of carrying it into effect, without, in the first 
instance, adverting to the existence of the Statute 
of Mortmain. When the intention of testator 
has been ascertained, inquiry is to be made whether 
the whole or any part of that intention is contrary 
to the provisions of the statute. But no secondary 
interpretation ought to be adopted, nor ought the 
ct. to resort to any different mode of administra- 
tion from that indicated by testator, even though 
it may be reasonable in itself for the purpose of 
escaping from the operation of the statute.—- 
TATHAM v. DRUMMOND (1864), 4 De G. J. & Sm. 





484; 5 New Rep. 24; $41. J. Ch. 1; 11 L. T. 
324; 10 Jur. N.S. 1087; 13 W. R. 61; 46K. R. 
1006, L. ©. 


Annotations :—Refd. Cresswell v. Cresswell (1868), L. R. 
6§ Kq. 69; Re Watmough’s Trusts (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 272 ; 
Biscoe v. ‘Jackson (1881), 50 lL. J. Ch. 597; Re Wedgwood, 
Allen v. Wedgwood, [1915] 1 Ch. 113. 


8555. .|—SIDEBOTHAM v. Knorr (1872), 26 
L. T. 700; 20 W. R. 415. 

3556. —-—.]—A will is to be construed according 
to the plain meaning & intention of testator, not- 
withstanding that the result of so construing it 
may be to defeat the object which he had in view. 
—CUNLIFFE 7. BRANCKER (1876), 3 Ch. D. 393 ; 
461. J. Ch. 128; 35 L. T. 578, C. A. 


Annotations :— Apld. Re Brooke, Brooke v. Brooke, [1894] 
1 Ch. 43. Expld. Re Brooke, Brooke v. Dickson, (19231 





2Ch. 265. Refd. Patching v. Barnett (1880), 40 of 
665: Richardson v. Harrison (1885), 16 Q. B. ne 35°: 
Tudball v. Medlicott (1888), 36 W. R. 886. Mentd. Re 


voy ao Trustees & Hagues Contract (1899), 47 


3557. .|—[ Wills] ought to be so interpreted 
as not to defeat the intention of testator by 
technical rules of construction ; but by consider- 
ing the language in a free, liberal, & commonsense 
spirit, to give effect to his manifest intention 
(MALINS, V.-C.).-—Re SPEAKMAN, UNSWORTH 0. 
SPEAKMAN (1876), 4 Ch. D. 620; 46 L. J. Ch. 608 ; 


35 L. T. 731; 25 W. R. 225. 
Annotations : -—Ap Id. King v. George (1876), 35 LL. T. 786. 
Refd. ite Robots, Tarleton v. Bruton (1884), 27 Ch. D. 346. 


3558. .J—I think that in construing a will 
we are to inquire what is the intention of testator 
shown by the words of the will (LorD BLACKBURN). 








—-BOWEN v. Lewis (1884), 9 App. Cas. 890; 54 
L.J.Q.B. 55; 52 L. T. 189, If. L. 
Annotations : -— Refd. Kvans v. Evans, eel Ch. 173; 


Pelham Clinton v. Newcastle, [1902] 1 Ch. 

3559. J—(1) The cardinal rule or peneiele 
to be kept in view is, of course, that effect shall be 
given to the expressed intention of the testator 
(LORD SHAND). 

(2) The gift is no doubt unusual & may be called 
capricious. But in my judgment it is not in any 
sense extravagant, & Ido not think that your lord- 
ships would be justified by any considerations of 
that kind in inserting words which are not there, 
or putting any but the ordinary meaning on the 
words which you find there (Lorp DAvEyY).— 
HICKLING v. Fair, [1899] A. 0.156; 68 L. J.P. C. 





12, H. L. 
‘Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. Re Walker, Dunkerly A 
Hewerdinc, {1917] 1 Ch. 38. Generally, Refd. Re 


Stephens, Tomalin v. TomalJin’s Trustee, [1927] 1 Ch. 1. 


Part XVJI.—ConstRUCTION. 





3560. .|—In interpreting a will the intention 
of testator which is to be arrived at solely from the 
language in which he has expressed himself is . . . 
the only guide to be followed (per CUR.).—BEAUDRY 
v. BARBEAU, [1900] A. C. 569; 69 L. J. P. C. 131; 
83 L. T. 236, P. C. 


SUB-SECT. 2.--INTENTION MUST BE CONSISTENT 
WITH RuLES oF Law. 
3561. General rule.|J—CLERE’s Case (1599), 


as reported in Jenk. 260; 145 E. R. 186. 


Annotations :—Refd. Lovie’s Case (1613), 10 Co. Rep. 78 a; 
Colt & Glover v7. Coventry & Lichfield (Bp.) (1617), Hob. 
140; Alford’s Case (1662), O. Bridg. App. 584; King v. 
Well 1672), 3 Keb. 95; Leficester’s Case (1675), 1 
Vent. 278; Wigon v. Gurret (1675), 3 Keb. 536; Orby 
v. Mohun (i 706), 2 Freem. Ch. 291; Thomlinson v. Dighton 
(1711), 10 Mod. Rep. 31; Fitzgerald v. Fauconberge 
(1729), Fitz-G. 207; Maddison v. Andrew (1747), 1 
Ves. Sen. 57; Hurst v. Winchelsea (1758), 2 Keny. 444 ; 
Buckland v. Barton (1793), 2 Hy. Bl. 136; Stauden v. 
Stauden (1795), 2 Ves. 589; Maundrell »v. Maundrell 
(1805), 10 Ves. 246; Roe d. Berkeley v. York (Archp.) 
(1805), 6 Fast, 86; Morgan d. Surman v. Surman (1808), 
1 Taunt. 289; Langley v. Sneyd, Alcock vr. Sneyd (1822), 
7 Moore, C. P. 165: Denn d. Nowell v. Roake (1826), 5 
B.& C. 7203 Roake v. Denn (1830), 4 BU. N.S.1: Doe d. 
Caldecott v. Johnson (1844), 7 Man. & G. 1047; Logan v. 
Bell (1845), 1 C. B. 872. Mentd. Udal v. Udal (1648), 
Aleyn, 81; Varker v. Kett (1701), 12 Mod. Rep. 467. 


3562, -|—In a will the intent & meaning 
of the devisor is to be observed, & the law will make 
construction of the words to satisfy his intent, & 
put them into such order & course that his will 
shall take effect (per Cun.).--MANNING’S CASE 
(1609), 8 Co. Rep. 94b; 77 KK. RR. 618. 


Annotations :-- Refd. Sinith wv. Clever (1688), 2 Vern. 59; 
Bagshaw v. Spencer (1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 142. Mentd. 
Woodcock v. Woodcock (1600), Cro. Eliz. 795; Lampct's 
Case (1612), 10 Co. Rep. 46b; Price v. Abnory (1612), 
Moore, K. B. 881; Roberts v. Roborts (16138), 2 Bulst. 
124; Blamford v. Blamford (1615), 3 Bulst. 98; Pills 
v. Brown (1621), Pala. 131; Child v. Baylie (1623), Cro. 
Jac. 4569; Alford’s Case (1662), O. Bridg. App. 584; 
Bate v. Amherst & Norton (1663), T. Raym. 82; Jemmot 
vw. Cooly (1665), 1 Lev. 170; Burgis v. Burgis (1674), 
1 Mod. Rep. 114; Warman rv. Seaman (1675), 1 Freem. Ch. 
306; Howard v. Norfolk (1682), 3 Cas. Jn Ch. 38; Jerman 
vw. Orchard (1694), Skin. 528; Ayres v. Falkland (1697), 
1 Ld. Rayim. $253; Seattergood v. Hdge (1699), 12 Mod. 
Rep. 278; Gower eve. Grosvevor (17410), Barn. Ch. O43 
Beauelerk wv. Dormer (1742), 2 Atk. 3083; Cooper v,. 
Chitty (1756), 1 Barr. 20; Goodtitle d. Hayward v. 
Whitby (1757), 1 Burr. 228; Haigh cv. Jaggar (1847), 16 
M. & W. 525; Johns uv. Pink, [1900] 1 Ch. 296, 








3563. —— ~-.|—BLAMFORDv. BLAMVORD, No. 3597, 
post. 
3564. .J—In the case of wills the intention 


of the party is principally to govern. ... His 

intention must conform to the rules of law. The 

intent must be clear & apparent (JikKyYLL, M.R.). 

—PAPILLION wv. Votce (1728), Kel W. 27; 2 

P. Wms. 471; 25 E.R. 4785 affd. Kel. W. p. 84 3 

22. Wms. p. 478, L. C. 

Annotations :- Refd. A.-G. v. Young (1733), | Com. 423; 
Roberts v. Dixwell (1738), 1 Atk. 607 ; Bagshaw v. Spencer 
(1748). 1 Ves. Sen. 142; Garth v. Baldwin (1755), 2 Ves. 
Son. 646; Doe d. Long v. Laming (1760), 2 Burr. 1100 ; 
Green v. Stephens (1810), 17 Ves. 64; Doe d. Bagnall v. 
Harvey (1825), 7 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 78: Davenport v. 
Davenport (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 775. Mentd. Glenorchy 
v. Bosvillo (1733), Cas. temp. Talb. 3; Williams v. Brown 
1734), 2 Barn. K. B. 416; Hopkins (alias Dare) v. 

opkins (1738), 1 Atk. 581; Roe d. Gulliver v. Wickett 
(1738), Andr. App. i; Neweoman v. Bethlem Hospital 
Tty. Amb. 8; Roo d. Fulham v. Wickett (1741), 


PART XVI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 2. 
85611. Gencral rule.}|—When testator 
gives property to one, intending him 
to have all the rights incident to owner- 
se é& adds to this a gift over of that 
which remains in specie at his death 
or at the death of that person, he 15 


part of the 


being 
intention.-—-2e 





effect to the wishes of testator as is 
legally possible by ascertaining which 
testamentary inteution 
predominates & by giving effect to it, 
rejecting the subordinate intention as 
repugnant fo the 
WALKER 
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Willes, 303: Sayer v. Masterman (1757), Amb. 344; 
Austen v. Taylor (1759), Amb. 76; Jervoise v. 


Northumberland (1820), 1 Jac. Jordan v. 


Adams (1861), 9 C. B. N.S. 483. 

3565. .|}—In the construction of wills all 
the words are to be taken together, & the intention 
of testator shall take place if not contrary to the 
rules of law (WILLEs, C.J.).—SAYER v. MASTERMAN 
(1757), as reported in Wilm. 386; 97 E. R. 146. 
Annotations :—Refd. Jones v. Morgan (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 

206; Van Gruten v. Foxwell, Foxwell ». Van Gruten, 

[1897] A. C. 658. 

35866. .\—The principle that must govern 
all cases of this kind is the intention of testator, 
provided it be not inconsistent with the rules of 
law. All cases which depend upon the intention 
of testator, which is the pole star for the direction 
of devises, are best determined upon comparing 
all the parts of the devise itself, without looking 
into a multitude of other cases; for each stands 
pretty much upon its own circumstances; & one 
is no rule for another, or very seldom at least 
(WiILMoT, J.).—Dok d. LONG v. LAMING (1760), 
2 Burr. 1100; 1 Wm. BI. 265; 97 E. R. 731. 
Annotations :—Refd. Jacobs v. Amyatt (1794), 4 Bro. OC. C. 

642; Goodtitie v. Herring (1801), 1 Kast, 264; Poole v. 

Poole (1804), 3 Bos. & P.620; Doe d. Atkinson 1. Feather- 

stone (1831), 1 B. & Ad. 944; Fetherston v. Fetherston 

(1835), 3 Cl. & Fin. 67. Mentd. Due d. Cooper v. Collis 

(1791), 4 ‘Term Rep. 294; Doe d. Candler v. Sinith (1798), 

7 Term Itep. 531; Doe d. Wright v. Jesson (1816), 5 

M. & §. 95; Doew. Harvey (1825), 4 B. & ©. 610: Doed. 

Linscy v. MWdwards (1836), 6 Nev. & M. K. B. 633. 

3567. .|—There is no doubt but that the 
intention ought to prevail, if it can be enforced 
without|' breaking in upon any rule of law 
(SEWELIL, M.R.).—-TOTHILL v. Pirr (1766), 1 Madd. 
488; 56 E.R. 170; revsd. on other grounds (1770), 
2 Dick. 431; restored, citedin5 De G.M. & G. at 
p. 206, H. I. 

Annotation :---Consd. Re Wynch's Trusts, kx p. Wynch 

(1854), 6 De G. M. & G. 188. 

3568. -J—(1) The general rule is a clear & 
a just one, that the intention of testator is to be 
collected from the whole will, & such a construction 
made as will effectuate that intention, provided 
that intention does not contradict, or clash with, 
any legal principles or positive rules of law 
(WiLMoT, C.J.). 

(2) Ilere are twothingsintended. Can they both 
take place? If they can, they ought. If they 
cannot, then balance the two intentions against 
one another & see which is the weightiest & most 
comprehensive & give that an effect (WILMOT, 
C.J.). 

(3) Though the intention collected from the 
will is to govern the construction, yet there must 
be words used which are proper & fit for that 


& W. 559; 














purpose. It would confound the use of all lan- 
guave, & introduce the greatest barbarity & 


confusion, to make words stand for ideas in 
opposition to the sense which usage has put upon 
them (WrLMoT, C.J.).—Ror d. DoDSON v. GREW 
(1767), Wilm. 272; 2 Wils. 322; 97 E. R. 106. 


Annotations -—As_to @ Apld. Marshall v. Bousfield (1817), 
2 Madd. 166. Refd. Dov d. Davy v. Burnsall (1794), 6 
‘Term Rep: 30; Seale v. Barter (1801), 2 Kos. & P. 485; 
Roc v. Briggs (1812), 16 East, 406; Murthwaite v. 
Jenkinson (1823), 3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 764; Foster v. 
Hayes (1855), 4 BE. & B. 717; Parker v. Clarke (1855), 
6 Do G. M. & G. 104; Pelham Clinton v. Newcastle, 


the proper course is to let the property 
go as the law directs in cases of in- 
testacy..—FERGUSON  v. FERGUSON 
(1878), 2S. C. Rt. 497.—CAN. 


3561 iii. .}—If the meaning of the 
testator appears plain it must be given 
effect to, unless it is clear that there is 





dominant 
(1924), 56 


endeavouring to do that which is 0. L. KR. 517.—CAN. some Jaw compelling the ct. to ignoro 
impossible. His intention is plain, 3561 ii. -/—-Where the rule of  it.---Re DENTON (1912), 21 0. W. R. 
but effect cannot be given to it. The law, independent of & peramount to 954; 3 0. W.N. 11093; 26 0. L. BR. 
ct. has then to endeavour to give such  testator’s intentions, defeats the dovise 294; 4 D. L. R. 626.—CAN. 
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Sect. 4.—Construction according to intention of 
testator: Sub-sects. 2 & 3.] 
{1902] ] Ch. 34. As to (2) Apld. Doe d. Candler v. Smith 
(1798), 7 Term Rep. 531. std. Goodtitle v. Herring 
(1801), 1 East, 264. Refd. Doe v. Cooper (1801), 1 Kast, 
229; Losh v. Townley (1834), Coop. temp. Brough. 372. 
Generally, Refd. Key v. Key (1853), 4 Do G. M. & G. 73. 
entd. Denn d. Webb v. Puckey (1793), 5 erm Rep. 
299; Doe d. Bean ». Halley (1798), 8 Term Rep. 4; 
Alpass v. Watkins (1800), 8 Term Rep. 516; Frank v. 
Stovin ae 3 Kast, 548; Lees v. Mosley (1835), 1 
ano C. Ex. 589 ; Woodhouse v. Herrick (1855), 1 K. & J. 
Jd e 


3569. -|—The intention of a testator if not 
contrary to the rules of law must take placc.- 
RUDSDELL v. RUDSDELL (1771), 5 Burr. 2806; 98 
KEK. R. 473. 

3570. .|—There is no rule better established 
than that the intention of testator expressed in his 
will, if consistent with the rules of law, shall 
prevail. That is the first & great rule in the 
exposition of all wills; & it is a rule to which all 
others must bend. The question, whether the 
intention be consistent with the rules of law or not, 
can never arise, till it is settled what the intention 
was (BULLER, J.).—-HODGSON v1. AMBROSE (1780), 
1 Doug. K. B. 337; 99 E.R. 21635 affd. sub nom. 
AMBROSE v. HopGSON (1781), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 
416, H. L. 

Annotations ‘apld. Doe d. Scott v. Roach (1816), 5M. & S. 
482 Refd. Phillips v. Garth (1790), 3 Bro. C. C. 64; Doe 
d. Turner v. Kett (1792), 4 Term Rep. 601 ; Cholmondeley 
v. Clinton (1820), 2 Jac. & W. J. entd. White v. Warner 
(1782), 11 Kast, 552, n.; Goodright v. Herring (1785), 
4 Doug. K. BK. 298; Pineke v. Curteis (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 
329; Denn d. Radclytfo v. Bagshaw (1796), 6 Term Rep. 
512; Measure t. Gee (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 910; Doo d. 
Jones v. Jones (1823), 1 B. & C. 238; Kimsley v. Young 
(1835), 2 My. & K. 780; Mortimer v. Hartley (1848), 
6 C. B. 819; Van Grutten v. Foxwell, Foxwell v. Van 
Grutten, [1897] A. C. 658; Re Bayley-Worthington & 
Cohen’s Contract, {1908} 1 Ch. 26. 

3571. -J—-(1) The intention of testator, if 
clear & consistent with the rules of law, is to 
govern, without regard to the grammatical con- 
struction, or whether it deserves favour, or not. 

(2) If _words are capable of a two-fold 
construction, the rule is to adopt such as tends to 
make it good, even in the case of a deed, much more 
of a will. 

(3) The intention is to be collected from the 
whole will. 

(4) Every word is to have effect according to the 
natural common import. 

(9) Words of art to be construed according to 

the technical sense, unless upon the whole will 
plainly not so intended. 
__ (6) The ct. are bound Lo carry the will into effect 
if consistent with the rules of law; & if they can 
sce a gencral intention consistent with the rules 
of law, but the particular mode is not, though 
that shall fail, the general intention shall take 
effect. 

(7) In the original will all the words are put in a 
parenthesis which shows an entirety of idea 
(BULLER, J.).-- THELLUSSON ©. WOODFORD (1799), 
4 Ves. 227; 31 E. R. 117, L. C.: affd. (1805), 1 
Bos. & P. N. R. 357; 11 Ves. 112, H. L. 
Annotations :—<As to (1) Refd. KMastern Counties, ete. Cos. 

v. Marriage (1860), 9 H. L. Cas. 32. As to (4) Apld. 
Thellusson v. Kendlesham (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 429; 
Villar v. Gilbey, [1907] A. C. 139. 48 to (5) Apld. Doe d. 
Winter v. Perratt, Doe d. Viney v. Perratt, Doo d. Slade 

v. Perratt (1843), 6 Man. & G. 314. Distd. Villar v. Gilbey, 

{1907} A. C. 139. Generally, Mentd. Godfrey v. Davis 

(1801), 6 Vos. 43; St. Paul’s v. Morris (1804), 9 Ves. 316; 

Underhill vt. Horwood (1804), 10 Ves. 209; Beard v. 

Westcott (1813), 5 Tuunt. 393; Southampton v. Hertford 

(1813), 2 Ves. & B. 54; Blackburn v. Stables (1814), 

2 Vers. & B. 367; Bell v. Coleman (1820), 5 Madd. 22; 

Cadell v. Palmer (1833), 10 Bing. 140; Cooke v. Turner 

(1844), 14 Sim. 218; Nightingale v. Goulbourn (1848), 

2 Ph. 594; Langdale v. Briggs (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 


391 ;_ Turvin v. Newcome (1856), 3 K. & J. 16; Income 
Lax Special Purposes Comrs. v. Pemsel, (1891) A. C. 631; 
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Re Burrows, Cleghorn v. Burrows, [1895] 2 Ch. 497; He 
Wilmer’s Trusts, Moore v. Wingfield, {1903)] 1 Ch. 874; 
uo rete & Warrington, Payne v. Grey, [1911] 1 Ch. 

Ude 

3572. J—With this guide to the general 
intention it is the duty of the ct. to effectuate it, 
if the words be sufficient, & the intention be such 
as the law permits (LoRD DENMAN, C.J.).— 
Dor d. TREMEWEN v. PERMEWEN (1840), 11 Ad. & 
El. 431; 3 Per. & Dav. 303; 113 E. R. 479. 
Annotation :—Refd. Toller v. Attwood (1850), 15 Q. B. 929. 

3573. .J—(1) 1t is the duty of the ct. to 
give effect to the intention of testators, as far as 
the rules of law will permit. 

(2) The words of a will must be construed with 
reference to the subject-matter (LORD LANGDALE, 
M.R.).—Byne v. STRAFFORD (LORD) (1843), 5 
Beav. 558; 12 L. J. Ch. 169; 7 Jur. 98; 49 
E. R. 694; affd. sub nom. HOARE v. BYNG (1844), 
10 Cl. & Fin. 508; 8 Jur. 563; 8 1. R. 835, H. L. 
Annotation :-—Generally, Mentd. Watkins v. Williains, 

Haverd t. Chureb (1851), 3 Mac. & G. 622. 

3574. --—-.|-—_In the construction of any will 
the great object of cts. of justice must be within 
settled rules of law to give effect to the intentions 
of testator (LORD St. LEONARDS, C.). — Mac- 
PHERSON v. MACPHERSON (1852), 19 L. T. O. S. 











221; 16 Jur. 847; 1 W. R. 83; 1 Macq. 243, 
H. L. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Allhusen v. Whittell (1867), lL. R. 
4 Eq. 295. 
3575. .|—The lawful intent of testator, 


expressed or implied, is the governing rule in the 
construction of wills.—ROBINSON v. GELDARD 
(1852), 3 Mac. & G. 735; 19 L. T. O. S. 365; 16 
Jur. 955; 42 E.R. 442. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Tempest v. Tempest (1857), 7 De 
G. M. & G. 470: Jauncey v. A.-G. (1861), 3 Giff. 308; 
Beaumont v. Oliveira (1869), 4 Ch. App. 309; Re 
Delevingne, Layton v. Royal Earlswood Institution for 
Metal Defectives, [1916] W. N. 235. 


3576. .i—The great principle in all cases 
upon the construction of wills is, that the intention 
of testator is to be carried out as far as it is con- 
sistent with the rules of law (TURNER, L.J.).— 
Re Wyncn’s Trusts, Hx p. WyncH (1854), 5 
De G.M. & G. 188; 2 Eq. Rep. 1025; 23 L. J. Ch. 
930; 238 L. T. O. S. 259; 18 Jur. 659; 2 W. KR. 
570; 43 E. R. 842, L. C. & L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Banks’ Trust, Er p. Hovill (1855), 
2K. & J. 387; Law v. Thorp (1858), 27 I. J. Ch. 649 ; 
Williains «. Lewis (1859), 6 H. L. Cas. 10133; Surridge v. 
Clarkson (1866), 14 W. RR. 979: Re Barker’s Trusts (1883), 
62 L. J. Ch. 565. Mentd. Golduey v. Crabb (1854), 19 
Beav. 338; Fe Andrew’s Will (1859), 27 Beav. 608 ; 
Jackson v. Calvert (1860), 1 John. & H. 235; Ite 
Jeatlfreson’s Trusts (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 276; Herrick uv 
Franklin (1868), L. li. 6 Hq. 593. 

3577. ——.|—(1) If you once get at a man’s 
intention, & there is nolaw to prevent you from 
giving it effect, effect ought to be given to it 
(LINDLEY, L.J.). 

(2) Reference to other cases on other wills is 
useless unless such cases lay down some canon of 
construction (SMITH, L.J.).—He MORGAN, MORGAN 
v. MorGAN, [1893] 3 Ch. 222; 62 L. J. Ch. 789; 
69 L. T. 407; 37 Sol. Jo. 581, C. A. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Itc Bawden, Bawden v. Cress- 
well, National Provincial Bank v. Cresswell (1893), 63 
L. J. Ch. 412. Aa to (2) Distd. Ite Bawden, Bawden v. 
Cresswell, National Provincial Bank v. Cresswell (1893), 
63 L. J. Ch. 412. 


3578. Time for ascertaining consistency—After 
ascertainment of intention.) -HODGsON v. AMBROSE, 
No. 3570, ante. 

3579. -|— The question for our 
decision seems to depend upon two points: first, 
whether the intention of testator can be clearly 
& satisfactorily collected from the will; secondly, 
whether we are enabled, consistently with the 
rules of law, to carry that intention into effect 











Part XVI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


(LORD DENMAN, C.J.).—Dor d. Hickman v. 
HASLEWOOD (1887), 6 Ad. & El. 167; 1 Nev. & 
P. K. B. 352; Will. Woll. & Dav. 116; 6 L. J. 
K. B. 96; 112 E. R. 63. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Doo d. Pratt v. Pratt (1837), 6 Ad. 
& K1.180; Bromitt. v. Moor (1851), 9 Hare, 374 
_ 3580. .|—-The question must be de- 

cided first upon the intention of the testator as 

it may be collected upon the face of the will 
without reference to any rule of law, & then we 
must apply the rules of law to the intention thus 
collected in order to see whether we are at liberty, 
according to the principles of law to carry that 

intention into effect (LORD St. LEONARDS, C.).— 

DE BEAUVOIR v. DE BEAUVOIR (1852), 3 H. L. Cas. 

524; 16 Jur. 1147; 10 EK. R. 206, H. L. 

Annotations :—Refd. Low v. Smith (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 503 ; 
Hamilton v. Mills (1861), 29 Beav. 193: Smith v. Butcher 
(1878), 10 Ch. D. 113; Todhunter v. Thompson (1878), 
26 W. . 883; Wingfleld v. Wingficld (1878), 9 Ch. D. 
658; Keay v. Boulton (1883), 25 Ch. D. 212; Kivana v. 
Evans, [1892] 2 Ch. 173. Mentd. Kgerton » Brownlow 
(1853), 4 H. lu. Cas. 13; Doody v. Higgins (1856), 2 K.& J. 
729; Haslewood v. Green (1860), 28 Beav. 1; De Beauvoir 
v. Benyon (1866), 1 Ch. App. 212; Re Jeaffreson’s Trusts 
(1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 276; Re Steevens’ Trusts (1872), lh. R. 
15 Eq. 110; Comfort v. Brown (1878), 10 Ch. D. 146; 
In the Goods of Dixon (1878), 4 P. ID. 813; Neilson v. 
Monro (1879), 41 lL. T. 209: Re Stannard, Stannard 1. 
Burt (1883), 48 L. T. 660; Berens v. Fellowes (1887), 56 
bel. 3h hk. 

3581. .|—Neither can I use the statute 
for the purpose of giving to any term or description 
contained in the will a meaning which it would 
not have had if the trust for accumulation were 
good, instead of bad (LORD WerstTBurRy, C.).— 
GREEN v. GASCOYNE (1865), 4 De G. J. & Sm. 565 ; 
5 New Rep. 227; 34 L. J. Ch. 268; 12 L. T. 35; 
11 Jur. N.S. 145; 13 W. R. 371; 46 EF. R. 1038, 
C. A. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Coombe v. Hughes (1865), 34 Beav. 
1275 Talbot v. Jevers (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 255. Mentd. 
Weatherall ». Thornburgh (1878), § Ch. D. 261; Wharton 
vt. Masterman, [1895] A. C. 186. 














SUB-SECT. 3.—EXPRESSION OF INTENTION. 


3582. Form of expression immaterial.]|—No par- 
ticular form of words necessary to convey testator’s 
meaning.—STRONG d. CUMMIN v. CUMMIN (1759), 
2 Burr. 767; 2 Keny. 489; 97 E.R. 552. 

3583. .I—If such intent is manifest from 
the will, it signifies nothing to what mode it is 
expressed (LorD HENLEY, C.).---CAvi v. CAVE 
(1762), 2 Eden, 1389; 28 BE. RR. 849, Li. C. 
Annotation :-—Mentd. Carr v. Ellison (1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 56. 

3584. —.|---If the intent [of a will] be clear 
& agreeable to law, no matter what words testator 
has made use of, the cts. of justice where the 
question arise, must adapt & model his clear 
intent, in such manner as he himself might have 
done if he had made use of apt & legal terms 
(LoRD MANSFIELD, C.J.).—JONES uv. MORGAN 
(1773), cited in 4 Bro. C. C. at p. 460; 29 EK. R. 
987; subsequent proceedings (1774), 3 Bro. Parl. 
Cas. 323, H. L. 
aancialion :—Consd. Lytton v. Lytton (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 


3585. Technical words unnecessary. |-— 
In deeds it is necessary to make choice of apt 
words of conveyance, but wills are always taken 
favourable, & the intent of testator is to be con- 
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35821. Form of erpression imma- 
terial..| ABBOTT 1. MORRIS (1903), 29 
V. L. R. 166.--AUS. 

$582 il. .J——IASTERN TRUST Co. 
(TRUSTER) v. Fraser (1926), 58 


3582 iv. 





N.S. R. 484.—-CAN. 


3582 iii. —-—.]—EASTERN TRUST Co. 
v. Rosn, 388 N.S. R. 546.—CAN. 


--—--~-, }-——GATRDNER ¥. GAIRD- 
NER, 1 O. R. 184.—CAN. 


3582 v. ——-.]—FootT v. Foot (1888), 


541 
sidered (RAYMOND, C.J.).—MANnDY v. MANDY 
(1735), Kel. W. 297; 25 E. R. 624; eudb nom. 


Maupy v. Maupy, Lee temp. Hard. 142; sud 
nom. MAUNDY v. Maunpy, 2 Stra. 1020. 
ATR aEON :—Moentd. A.-G. v. Meyrick (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 


3586. -|—The difference of favour 
between a will & a deed, is, as to the technical 
terms of limitation, which are required in a deed, 
but may be dispensed with in a will; but intent 
must be equally preserved. Where there are any 
parts to show intention, the cts. must lay hold of 
them.—BARKER v. FREEMAN (1772), Lofft, 31; 
34 E.R. 516. 

3587. --——-.| We must construe the will 
as we should construe any other document, subject 
to this, that in wills, if the intention is shown, it is 
not necessary that the technical words which are 
necessary in some instruments should be used for 
the purpose of giving effect to it (Corton, I..J.).— 
KALPH v. CARRICK (1879), 11 Ch. D. 873; 48 
L. J. Ch. 801; 40 L. T. 505; 28 W. BR. 67, C. A. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Spriugficld, Chamberlin v. Spring- 

field, [1894] 3 Ch. 603. Refd. Re Judd’s Trusts, [1884] 

W. N. 206; He Morgan, Morgan v. Morgan (1893), 69 

L. T. 407; Re Willatts, Willatts vo. Artler. [19051 1 Ch. 


378: Re Rawlinson, Hill v. Withall, (1909) 2 Ch. 36; 
Re Kmbury, lage v. Bowyer (1913), 109 L. T. 511: Re 





Burnhain, Carrick v. Carrick. [1918] 2 Ch. 196. Mentd. 
Woodhouse v. Spurgeon (1883), 52 L. J. Ch. 825; He 
Roberts, Percival v. Roberts, [1903] 2 Ch. 200: Re 


‘Timson, Siniles v. Timson, [1916] 2 Ch. 362; Re Swain, 

Brett v. Ward, [1918] I Ch. 399. 

8588. ---- Bad grammar _ disregarded.) — 
MARRET v. SLY (1658), 2 Sid. 75; 82 EF. R. 1265. 

3589. -|—You are never unnecessarily 
to introduce & interpolate words in a will, nor ever 
to give a construction to any clause of a will 
eontrary to what the plain words import, without 
an absolute necessity, by intention declared or 
evinced in some other part of the will... . If the 
moat illiterate person makes his own will, though 
there is not a word of correct grammar in it, yet, 
if you can collect the intention, you are bound to 
give legal effect to it. ... The whole sentence 
must be read together, & every part, if such be 
the intention, must be treated as bearing upon 
every other portion of it (LORD Sr. LEONARDS, 
C.).—EDEN v. WILSON (1852), 4 II. L. Cas. 257; 
10 K. R. 461, H. L.3 revsg. S. C. sub nom. WiLson 
v. EpEN (1850), 12 Beav. 454. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Abbott v. Middleton, Ricketts v. 
Carpenter (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 69. Refd. Sheffield +. 
Coventry (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 551; Stanley v. Stanley 














eee John. & H. 491; Hanbury v. Bateman, [1920] 1 
Ch, 313. 
3590. .|— Unless the ordinary & usual 


meaning of the words leads to some adsurdity or 
something which is manifestly contrary to 
testator’s obvious intention, I will simply construe 
the language of the will itself & give effect to the 
meaning of those words according to the ordinary 
& proper meaning of them. ... It may be per- 
fectly true to say falsa grammatica non nocet; at 
the same time one must not divorce language 
from its ordinary meaning by introducing a 
suggestion of false grammmar—indeed, I do not 
think the expression falsa grammatica is applicable 
to what we have here (EARL OF HALSBURY, C.).— 
GORRINGE v. MAHLSTEDT, [1907] A. C. 225; 76 
L. J. Ch. 527; 97 L. T. 1113; sub nom. Re 
GORRINGE, GORRINGE v. MAHLSTEDT, 51 Sol. Jo. 


15 8. C. I. 699.—CAN. 


3582 vi. ——-.]—SHaw v. 
28 N. Z. L. R. 397.—N.Z. ee 
3582 vii. -}—CONGREVE’s TRUS- 
TEES v. CONGREVE (1874), 1 R. (Ct. of 
sess.) 1102; 11 Sc. L. R. 636.—SCOT, 
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Sect. 4.—Construction according to intention of 
testator: Sub-sects. 3 & 4, A. (a).] 


497, H. L.; revag. S. ©. sub nom. Re Gornrinasz, 
GORRINGE v. GORRINGE, [1906] 2 Ch. 341, OC. A. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Re Brown, Leeds v. Spencer, [1917] 

2 Ch. 232. Refd. Re Stoker, Barlow v. Bullock (1907), 

52 Sol. Jo. 11; Re Cope, Cross v. Crose, {1908} 2 Ch. 13 

Re Lambert, Corns v. Harrison, [1908] 2 Ch. 117; Re 

Metcalfe, Metcalfe v. Earle, [1909] 1 Ch. 424; Re Willfams, 
~ Metcalf v. Williams, [1914] 1 Ch. 219; Re Kirk, Wethey 

v. Kirk (1915), 85 L. J. Ch. 182; Fe Burnham, Carrick v. 

Carrick, [1918] 2 Ch. 196. 

3591. Punctuation as aid to construction.|— 
(1) The meaning of an ambiguous will to be 
collected from the words & the context, not from 
the punctuation. 

(2) Where the subject of a devise is described 
by reference to some extrinsic fact, extrinsic 
evidence must be admitted to ascertain the fact, 
& so ascertain the subject of the devise.—SANFORD 
v. RAIKES (1816), 1 Mer. 646; 35 E. R. 808. 


Annotations -—As to (1) Appryd. Gordon v. Gordon (1871), 
L. lt. 5 H. L. 254. Consd. Houston v. Burns, [1918] 
A.C. 337. As to (2) Refd. Rickards v. Rickards (1843), 
2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 419; Horwood v. Griffith (1853), 4 
De G. M.& G. 700. Generally, Mentd. Skinner v. M‘Douall 
(1848), 2 De G. & Sm. 265. 

3592. --|—(1) In construing a will, if 
the words used are themselves of doubtful meaning, 
the circumstances of the case may be referred to 
for the purpose of assisting in the explanation, but 
must not be employed to show the construction 
to be doubtful, in order to enable the ct. to make 
what appears a more reasonable will for testator. 

(2) Wherever there is any difficulty on the 
words of the will you are, if possible, to make the 
construction correspond with a reasonable & 
probable, rather than an improbable intention 
(LORD WESTBURY). 

(3) I admit, of course, the canon of construc- 
tion that you are in the first place to determine 
the natural & ordinary meaning of the words 
employed; & to this you must adhere unless 
other parts of the will, or the general scope & 
object of it, plainly manifest that testator meant 
them in a different sense (LORD CHELMSFORD). 

(4) It is from the words, & from the context & 
not from the dep Behari that the meaning of 
testator is to be collected (LORD WESTBURY).— 
GORDON v. GORDON, GORDON v. GORDON (1871), 
L. R. 5 H. L. 254, WoT. 


Annotations :-—As to (2) Refd. Re Rayner, Rayner v. Rayner, 
(1904]1Ch.176. <Asto(4) Refd. Houston v. Burns, (1918) 
A. C. 337. Generally, Refd. Re Hudson, Hudson v. 
Hudson (1882), 20 Ch. J). 406. 





PART XVI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 4.— 
A. (a). 
8594 iii. 





3594 i. General rule.}-—Testator by 
his will provided ‘‘ All my property 
which shall not consist of money 


AGENCY Co., Lirp. v. 

W.A. L. R. 41.—AUS 
.] — Testator, after de- 
claring the will in question to be. his 
last. will, & after revoking all previous 


WILLS. 


3598. -.|—The punctuation in a will 
may be looked at for the purpose of helping in 
its construction. — Houston v. Burns, [1918] 
A. C. 337: 87 L. J. P. C. 99; 118 L. T. 462; 84 


T. L. R. 219, H. L. 

Annotations :—-Mentd, Re Bennett, Gibson v. A.-G., [1920] 
1 Ch. 305; Caldwell v. Caldwell (1921), 91 L. J. P. C. 95; 
Re Hughes, Hughes v. Footner, [1921] 2 Ch. 208; Re 
Davis, Thomas v. Davis, [1928] 1 Ch. 225; A.-G. v. 
National Provincia] Bank, [1924] A. C. 262. 


Sup-secT. 4.—How INTENTION ASCERTAINED. 
A. From Will. 
(a) Actual Words Used. 

3594. General rule.|—It is the office of judges to 
take & expound the words, which common people 
use to express their meaning, according to their 
meaning (yer CUR.).—HILL v. GRANGE (1556), as 
reported in 1 Plowd. 164; 75 E. R. 258. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Doc d. Winter v. Perratt, Doo d. 

Viney v. Perratt, Doc d. Slade v. Perratt (1843), 6 Man. 
& G. 314. Refd. Mallory’s Case, Mallory v. Payn (1601), 5 
Co. Rep. 111 b; Finch’s Case, Avery v. Crat (1606), 6 
Co. Rep. 63a: Clay & Barnet’s Case (1613), Godhb. 2386 ; 
Ongley v. Chambers (1824), 1 Bing. 483; Dood. Meyrick 
v. Meyrick (1832), 2 Cr. & J. 223; Pannell 7. Mill (1846), 
3C. B. 625. Mentd. Anon. (1561), Dal. 29, pl. 5; Tyrring- 
ham’s Case, Phesant 7. Salmon (7584), 4 Co. Rep. 36a ; 
Wood v. Payne (1590), Cro. Eliz. 186; Luttrel’s Case, 
Cottel v. Luttrel (1601), 4 Co. Itep. 84); Pain v. Malory 
(1601), Cro. Kliz. 832; Wade’s Case, Foxcroft v. Wade 
(1601), 5 Co. Rep. 114 a: Lowe's Case (1609), 9 Co. Rep. 
122 b;: Loficld’s Case, Young 1. Milton (1612), 10 Co. Rep. 
106 a; Clun’s Case (1613), 10 Co. dhe 127a; Attoe v. 
Hemmings (1614), 2 Bulst. 281; Stukeley v. Butler (1615), 
Hob. 168; Burton +. Browne (1622), Palm. 319; Crabbe 
v. Tooker (1626), Poph. 204; Rockingham v. Oxenden 
(1711), 2 Salk. 578; Hinchliffe v. Kinnoul (1838), 5 a 
N.C. 1; Hopkins v. Helmore (1838), 3 Nev. & P. K. B. 
453: Startup v. Macdonald (1843), 6 Man. & G. 593; 
Waterpark +. Fennell (1859), 7 W. R. 634: Fergusson v. 
I. B. & S.C. Ry. (1863), 3 De G. J. & Sin. 653 5 Guthbert 
v. Robinson (1882), 51 LL. J. Ch. 238; Thomas v. Owen 
(1887), 20 Q. B. J). 225; Roe v. Siddons (1888), 22 Q. B.D. 
224: Schwann v. Cotton & Hayles (1916), 85 L. J. Ch. 
689: Hansford vc. Jago, [1921] 1 Ch. 322. 

3595. —— .]—RoOBERts v. ROBERTS, No. 3530, 
ante. 

3596. .|-—-(1) No will ought to be con- 
strued, per parcellas, but by entireties (Cokk, C.J.). 

(2) Wills ought to be taken according to the 
true intent & meaning of the party who makes 
the will; . . . the meaning of the devisor ought 
to be collected out of the words of the will (COKE, 
C.J.).—MIRRIL v. NICHOLS (1614), 2 Bulst. 176 ; 
80 BE. R. 104653 previous proceedings (1611), 1 


Bulst. 117. 





315; Z8 Man. Jl. R. 1, 5.-- CAN. 

3694 ix. .}— The intention of 
testator must always be the guide in 
the interpretation of wills; but, when 
onee the intention is clear, the legal 
effect of that Intention must follow 


GALE (1919), 21 





shal] be sold & realiked, & after paying 
my debts & funeral expenses I direct 
my exors. out of the proceeds there- 
from to pay the following legacies ... 
& I direct that the remainder of such 
net proceeds sha!l be equally divided 
amongst the following persons. ... 
There was no other gift in the will :--- 
Held: the strict literal construction 
of the will should be rejected in favour 
of an implied intention to dispose of 
the money & the proceeds of property 
converted into moncy as one fund, 
there was no intestacy as to the money. 
—Ke WRIGHT, FROST v. WARWICK, 
{1914] V. L. R. 426.—AUS. 

3594 ii. -}— In determining 
whether a tenant for life of residuary 
estate is entitled to receive in specie 
the income of the unconverted portion 
of such estate, it is the duty of the ct. 
to have regard to the intenti n of 
testator as appearing by the terms of 
the will.—BUNBRENY & Wrst AUS- 
TRALIAN VRUSTHR, ExEcuToR & 





wills, proceeded thus: ‘f It. is my will 
that as to all my estate both real & 
personal my wife EF. & I hereby 
appoint my said wife E. to be extrix. 
of this my will’? :—-J/eld : the intention 
to devise the estate to the wife might 
fairly be gathered from this language.--- 








MAY v. Login, 27 O. R. 5013 25 A. 7. 
785.—CAN. 

8594 iv. J—McCDONALD tv. JONES, 
41 N.S. R, 536.—CAN. 

3594 v. j—Re GOULET (1905), 6 
O. W. PR. 161; 10 O. L. R. 197.-- 
CAN. 

3594 vi. ——.}--Fte MCVICAR (1906), 


3 W.L. R. 492; 6 Terr. L. R. 363.— 
CAN. 

3594 vii. ——-.J—KENNEDY ». KEN- 
NEDY (1913), 28 O. L. R.1; 40.W.N. 
607; 11 D. L. R. 328.—CAN. 

3594 viii. .}—-The principle is 
that the ct. should find from the words 
of the will the intention of testator.— 
PERRY v. PERRY, [1917] 3 W. W. RK. 





even if it could be shown that testator 
did not know the effect in law of what 
he had directed.—Ite CARTER (1918), 
42 0, L. RR. 57; 18 O. W. N. 41 
CAN. 

3594 x. ~]—Testator’» Intention 
must. be gathered from the words of 
the will.—/te BROWN ESTATE, [1920] 
2W. W. R. 226.--CAN, 

3594 xi. -}—The intention of 
testator has to be gathered from the 
language employed by him & from the 
circumstances existing at the time of 
the grant of the power.—MaDANa 
MOHANA %. PURUSHOTHAMA (1914), 
1. J. R. 38 Mad. 1105.—IND. 


— 
. 











3594 xii. --——.]}-—-MASON v. MASON 
(1829), Beat. 322.—IR, 
3594 xiii. .J]— It ix from the words 





& context of a will & not from the 
punctuation that the sense must be 
collected.—He CAMPRELL, M'CABE 0». 
CAMPBELL, [1918] 1 I. R. 429.—IR. 
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3597. -]—(1) The intent of the devisor is 
to be observed (CoKR, C.J.). 

(2) This intent ought to be taken & collected 
out of the will itself (Cok, O.J.). 

(3) This intent ought to agree with the rules of 
law (COKE, C.J.).—-BLAMFORD v. BLAMFORD (1615), 
as reported in 3 Bulst. 98; 81 E.R. 84; sub nom. 
BLANDFORD v. pec aae 1 Nepiag Rep. 318. 


Annas :—Generally, Refd. v. gad! eee): 
ym. 82; Norfolk’s Case: rie8e), 3 Cas. in Ch. 
Menta. Seattergood v. Edge (1699) 12 Mod. Rep. 28 
Gore v. Gore (1733), Kel. W. 254: Re Ashforth, Sible 
Ashforth [1905] 1 Ch. 535; Re Nash, Cook v. Freder ale 
{1910} 1 Ch. 1. 


3598. --|—In construing a will, the intention 
of testator shall be collected from the words he has 
used.—SPIRT v. BENCE (1634), Cro. Car. 368 ; 79 
E.R. 921. 


Annotations :—Refd. Bosworth v. Forard (1666), O. Bride. 
153; Gardner . Sheldon (1671), 2 Keb. 781; Pybus v. 
Mitford (1674), 3 Keb. 338; Goodright d. Goodrid we Hf 
ae tne (1742), Willes, 369 : Doo ad. Wright v. 

(18 P; R. 335 : Rigbt d. Compton A 
Com en (1808), 9 East, 267. Mentd. Bouls v orton 
(1672), Freem. K. B. 56; Williamson v. Hancock (1675), 
2 Mod. Rep. 14. 


3599. -|—BAILE v. COLEMAN (1711), 
reported in 2 Vern. 670; 23 HK. R. 1036. 


Annotations :—Dbtd. Bagshaw v. Spencer (1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 
142. Refd. Trevor v. Trevor (1720), 1 P. Wms. 622; 
Papillion v. Voice (1728), Kel. W. 27, 34: Glenorchy v. 
Bosville (1733), Cas. temp. Talb. 3; Meure v. revels 
(1737), 2 Atk. 265; Baskerville v. Baskerville (1741), 

: ; Tollett v. Tollett (1753), Amb. 177; Garth = 

Baldwin (1755), 2 Vex. Sen. 646; Austen v. Taylor (1759), 

1 Kden, 361: Jones v. Morgan ETE 1 Bro. C. C. aoe 

Mentd. Brydges v. Brydgos, Philips v. eae (1796), 3 

Ves. 120; Blake v. Luxton (1815), Coop. G. 


(1713), 7 Dick. 23 ; 
2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 415; 21 E.R. 175, L. C. 


3601. .|}—SEALE v. SEALE, No. 4371, post. 


3602. The rule in construing wills is 
this, that testator is not tied down to the technical 
sense of the words he uses, but if he shows a mani- 
fest intention, that shall prevail, though not 
technically expressed, but the ct. will not go 
further to supply an intention lr is not in any 
way expressed (LORD THURLOW, C.).—FOLEY v. 
BURNELL (1785), as reported in Rom. 1, H. lL. 


Annotations : —Consd. Lincoln v. Newcastle (1806), 12 Ves. 
218; Anon. (1848), 11 L. T. O. 8. rs Refd. Vaughan ». 
Burslem (1790), 3 Bro. C. C. 101; Carr v. Krroll (1808), 
14 Ves. 478; Brandon vw. Robinson (1811), 18 Ves. 429; 
Brouncker v. One Wier 1 Mer. 271; Conduitt v. Soane 
ath 1 Coll. 285; oren v. Rowland (1848), 13 L. T. 
- S.4; Potts v. Potts (1848), 1 H. L. Cas. 671; Rochford 

Hackman (1852), 9 Hare, 4753 Cox v. Sutton cree): 
25 L. J. Ch. 845; Doncaster v. Doncaster (1856), 3 
ve Bot Scarsdale v. Curzon (1860), 1 John. & H. io: 
Ose v. nes (1863), 32 Beav. 45; Re Johnson’s Trusts 


as 











ieee L 2 Eq. 716; Shelley v. Boor uae 
6 Kiq. Ae  Mrartoll v, Pern oer 5 H. te 
ae _femple v. Thring (1887), 6 7: Re 


“08 
tein, Angerstein v. Dagens 11808 ] 2 Ch. 883; 
Tie “Fothersiil g aeatate, Price-Fothereill v. Price, (1903) 1 
Ch. 149; &e Chesham’s Scttlmt., Valentia v. Chesham, 
roe 2'Ch. 320; Re Swan, Withain v. Swan, {1915} 1 
Ch. 829; te Beresford - Hope, Aldenham v. Berostora- 


Hope, (1917) 1 Ch. 287; Jte Fowler, Fowler v. Fowler 
[1917] 2 Ch. 307; Re Lewis, Busk v. ee a 2 Ch 
308; Portman v. Portman, [1922] 2 A. C. 473. entd. 


Mo seley v. Cresseyv’s London & Burton ‘Steam ‘Coo erage 
Co. (1885), 85 L. J. Ch. 360; Ashton v, Blackshaw (1870), 
39 L. J. Ch. 5; fe Fitz crald, Surman v. Fitzgerald 
(1904), 7 73. L. J. Ch. 436; Parker, Parker v. Parkin, 
{1910} L Ch. 581. 
3608. «|—INNES v. JOHNSON (1799), 4 Ves. 
568; 81 H. R. 292. 


Aniolalion :—Refd. Sidebotham v. Watson (1853), 11 Hare, 
170. 


3604, ———.J—(1) Will not construed by refer- 
ence to a settlement; the provisions differing 
in some respect ; though a substitution was 
intended. 

(2) This is a i rar of intention; which the 
ct. can get at only by the words of the will (Lorp 
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BLDON, C.).—HIXxoNn v. ee (1806), 13 Vea. 

108; 33 E. R. aoe) LL. 

Annotation =~ 
3605. e-In a ct. of construction where the 

factum of the instrument has been previously 

established in the Ct. of Probate the inquiry is 
pretty closely restricted to the contents of the 
instrument itself, in order to ascertain the inten- 
tions of testator (Sm JOHN NICHOLL).—GREENOUGH 

v. MARTIN (1824), 2 Add. 239. 

Annotations :—Distd. Chichester v. rate iaees. [1895] P. a 
Refd. Thorne v. Rooke (1841), 2 Curt. 799; Baile 
Parkes aes 5 Notes of Cases, 392 ; Stockwell v. Rit en 
don ree Rob. Eccl. 661; Green v. Tribe (1878), 9 
Ch. ID. 231; Jenner ». F finch (1879), 5P.1D. 106: Follett 
¢. Pettman qQ1 ee _ Ch. DD. 337; In the Goods of Bryan 
(1907), 96 L. T. 

3606. (1) Will not to be construed by 
something dehors, as by the state of the property, 
where no latent ambiguity. 

(2) To authorise a departure from the words of 
a will, it is not enough to doubt whether they were 
used in the sense which they properly bear. ‘The 
ct. ought to be quite satisfied that they were used 
in a different sense & ought to be able distinctly 
to say what the sense is in which they were meant 
to be used (SIR WILLIAM GRANT, M.R.).—A.-G. 
v. GROTE (1817), 3 Mer. 316; 36 BE. R. 121; on 
appeal (1827), 2 Russ. & M. 699, L. C. 


Annotations :—Generally, Consd. J?e Grainger, Dawson ». 
Iliggins, [1900] 2 Ch. 756. Retd. Colpoys v. Col oys 
(1822), Jac. 451; Boys v. Willlams (1831), 2 Jiuas. M. 
689 ; Warren v. Postlethwaite (1845), 2 Coll. 108; Hart 
». Mik (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 300; Horwood v. Griffith 
(185 3) 2W. kt. 71; Re Ward, Gordon v. Duft (1861), 3 
De G. F. & J. 662. 


3607. —-—-.]—-The question is, not what his 
actual intention was, but what is the oe of 
the words he has used (LITTLEDALE, J.).—Dokr d. 
GWILLIM v. GWILLIM (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 122; 2 














Nev. & M. K. B. 247; 2.3. K.B.194; 110 E.R. 
737. 
3608. .|}—Whilst the intention of testator 


ought to be our only guide to the interpretation 
of his will, it must be his intention to be collected 
from the words employed by himself in his will 
(TINDAL, C.J.).—- SCARBOROUGH (EARL) v. DOE d. 
SAVILE (1836), 3 Ad. & I]. 897; 6 Nev. & M. K. B. 
$843; 6 L. J. Ex. 270; 111 E. R. 653, Ex. Ch.; 
revsg. S. C. sub nom. DoE d. LUMLEY v. SCAR- 
BOROUGH (KARL) (1835), 3 Ad. & El. 2. 

<{nnotations :—Refd. Egerton v. Brownlow (1853), 4 H. L. 

Cas. 1; Atkinson v. Holtby (1863), 10 H. L. Caan, 313 

Cope v. De La Warr (1873), 8 Ch. App. 985,n.; Milbank 

v. Vane, (1893] 3 Ch. 79. 

3609. (1) Testator devised lands to his 
son II. for life; & from his decease, to testator’s 
grandson J., eldest son of H., for life; & on his 
decease, to the first son of the body of his said 
grandson J. in tail male, with other remainders 
over. At the time of making the will, testator’s 
son H. had been twice married; by his first wife 
he had one son, 8., by his second wife an eldest 
son, J., & other younger children, sons & 
daughters :—Held: evidence of the instructions 
given by testator for his will, & of his declarations, 
was not admissible to show which of these two 
Sreaone was intended by the description in the 
will. 

(2) The object in all cases is to discover the 
intention of testator. The first & most obvious 
mode of doing this is to read his will as he has 
written it, & collect his intention from his words 
(LorpD ABINGER, C.B.). 

(3) All the facts & circumstances respecting 
persons or property, to which the will relates, are 
undoubtedly legitimate, & often necessary 
evidence, to enable us to understand the meaning 
& application of his words (LORD ABINGER, C.B.). 
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Sect. 4.—Construction according to intention of 
testator : Sub-sect. 4, A. (a).] 


(4) Testator may have habitually called certain 
persons or things by peculiar names, by which 
they were not commonly known. If these names 
should occur in his will, they could only be ex- 
plained & construed by the aid of evidence to show 
the sense in which he used them, in like manner 
as if his will were written in cypher, or in a foreign 
Janguage. The habits of testator in these par- 
ticulars must be receivable as evidence to explain 
the meaning of his will (LORD ABINGER, C.B.). 

But there is another mode of obtaining the 
intention of testator, which is by evidence of his 
declarations, of the instructions given for his will, 
& other circumstances of the like nature, which 
are not adduced for explaining the words or mean- 
ing of the will, but either to supply some deficiency 
or remove some obscurity, or to give some effect 
to expressions that are unmeaning or ambiguous. 
Now, there is but one case in which it appears to 
us that this sort of evidence of intention can 
properly be admitted, & that is, where the meaning 
of testator’s words is neither ambiguous nor 
obscure, & where the devise is on the face of it 
perfect & intelligible, but, from some of the cir- 
cumstances admitted in proof, an ambiguity 
arises, as to which of the two or more things, or 
which of the two or more persons (each answering 
the words in the will), testator intended to express 
(LoRD ABINGER, ©.B.).—DoE d. Jltscocks 2. 
Hiscocks (18389), 5 M. & W. 3638; 2H. & N. 54; 
9L. J. Ex. 27; 3 Jur. 955; 151 E.R. 154. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Folld. Doe d. Allen v. Allen (1840), 
12 Ad. & El. 451. Consd. Doe d. Shallcross v. Palmer 
(1851), 16 Q. B. 7475 Grant ». Grant (1870), L. R. 5 C. BP. 
727; Charter v. Charter (1874), L. R. 7 H. L. 364; 
Paton v. Ormerod, [1892] P. 247 : Inthe state of Hubbock, 
{1905] P. 129; Re Battie-Wrightson, Cecil v. Battie- 
Wrightson, [1920] 2 Ch. 330. Refd. Blundell v. Gladstone 
(1841), 11 Sim. 467: Spicer v. Cooper (1841), 5 Jur. 1036; 
Lindgren v, Lindgren (1846), 9 Beav. 358; Douglas v. 
Fellows (1853), Kay, 114: Micklethwaite v. Micklethwaite 
(1858), 4 C. B. N. 8. 790; Macdonald v. Longbottom (1860), 
6 Jur. N.S. 724; Sugden v. St. Leonards (1876), 1 P. ). 
154. 48 to (2) Folld. Doe d. Gains v. Rouse (1848), 5 C. B. 
422. Refd. Allgood v. Blake (1873), L. R. & Exch. 160. 
As to (3) Folld. Doe d. Gains v. Rouse (1848), 5 C. B. 422; 
Consd. Bernasconi v. Atkinson (1854), 23 L. J. Ch. 184. 
Refd. Horwood wv. Griffith (1853), 2 W. R. 71: Allgood 
v. Blake (1873), L. R. & Exch. 160. Generally, Retd. Hart 
vy. Tulk (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 300: Mostyn v. Mostyn 
(1854), 5 H. L. Cas. 155; Re Feltham’s Trusts (1855), 1 
K. & J. 528; Gillett v. Gane (1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 29; 
Patching v. Barnett (1880), 28 W. R. 886; Downe v. 
ShefHteld (1894), 71 L. T. 292; Jee Ray, Cant v. Johnstone, 
{1916} 1 Ch. 461. 


3610, —----.]—-(l) Of two inconsistent disposi- 
tions in a will (both being intelligible), whether 
occurring in the same sentence or in different 
sentences, the last is to prevail, unless a contrary 
intention can be safely inferred from the context. 

(2) Technical words, are primd facie, to be 
eee in their strict technical sense (PARKE, 

es 
(3) The clause is, if possible, to receive a con- 
struction which will give to every expression in it 
some effect, so that none may be rejected. All the 
parts of the will are to be construed so as to form 
a consistent whole (PARKE, B.). 

(4) Of two modes of construction, that is to be 
preferred which would prevent an_ intestacy 
(PARKE, B.).—-MORRALL v. Surron (1845), 1 Ph. 
533; 14 L. J. Ch. 266; 5 L. T. O. S.1; 9 Jur. 
697; 41 E. R. 735, L. C. 

Annotation :—Generally, Refd. Doc d. Blakiston v. Hasle- 

wood (1851), 10 C. B. 544, 

3611. .|—By the law as it existed previous 
to 1838, the ct. could not admit parol evidence 
to show to what paper a codicil was intended to 
refer, but the intention must have been taken 








WILLS. 


from the instrument itself. Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), s. 22, shows that no alteration was to be 
made in the law, & that the intentions of testator 
must, as heretofore, be taken from the paper 
itself (Str 1. JENNER Fust).—PAYNE & MEREDITH 

v. TRAPPES (1847), 1 Rob. Eccl. 583; 5 Notes of 

Cases, 478; 10 L. T. O. S. 86; 11 Jur. 854; 163 

BE. R. 1143. 

Annotations :—Consd. Thomson & Baxter v. Hempenstall 
(1849), 1 Rob. Eccl. 783. Refd. Jn the Goods of Langhorn 
(1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 512; In the Goods of Steele, In 
the Goods of May, In the Goods of Wilson (1868), L. R. 1 
P.& DD. 575. 

3612. .j—In order to determine testator’s 
meaning, I must look at all the words he has used, 
& I must give to every word its original natural 
sense unless I find something to show that testator 
meant it in another sense (Woop, V.-C.).— 
WILLIAMSON Vv. JEFFREYS (1854), 18 Jur. 1071. 

3613. .|—All that the ct. can do is to put a 
construction on the words actually used (per 
Cun. ).—DOoRMER v. PHILLIPS (1855), 4 De G. M. & 
G. 855; 25L. T.O.S. 74; 3 W. RR. 3837; 43 E.R. 
742, L. C. 

Annotation :—Consd. Re Watkias, Maybery v. Lightfoot, 
[1912] 2 Ch. 430. 

3614, ----—.]|—-The intention of testator to be 
ascertained from the language which he has used 
« from the surrounding circumstances so far as 
those circurnstances can be regarded in proof of 
the intention (TURNER, L.J.).—LANGDALE (LaDy) 
v. Briaas (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 391 ; 26 L. J. Ch. 
27; 281L.T. 0.8.73; 2 Jur. N.S. 982; 4 W. R. 
703; 44h. R. 441, L. JS. 3; subsequent proceedings, 
3 Sm. & G. 255. 

Annotations :—Consd. Leslie v. Rothes, [1894] 2 Ch. 499. 
Refd. Hepburn v. Skirving (1858), 4 Jur. N. & 651; 
Carro]J] v. Grabam (1865), 11 Jur. N. 8. 1012; Castle v. 
Fox (1871), L. R. 11 Kq. 542; Juttendromohun Tagore v, 
Ganendromobun ‘Tagore, Ganendromohun ‘Tagore v. 
Juttendromohun Tagore (1872), lu. RR. Ind. App. Sup. 48; 
Bothamley v. Sherson (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 304 ; Kathama 
Natchiar v. Dorasinga Tever (1875), L. R. 2 Ind. =e ee 
169; Hamptou v. Holman (1877), 5 Ch. D. 183; Ram Lal 
Mookerjee v. Secretary of State for India (188! )» L. R. 8 
Ind. App. 46; Curtis v. Sheffield (1882), 30 W. R. 581; 
Re Dugdale, Dugdale v. Dugdale (1888), 38 Ch. D. 176; 
Re Bridger, Brompton Hospital v. Lewis (1893), 63 L. J. 
Ch. 186; d/te Hayes, Turnbull v. Hayes, [1900] 2 Ch. 332; 
Re Maddock, Llowelyn v. Washington, (1902) 2 Ch. 220; 
Mason v. Ogden (1902), 87 L. T. 622; Re Greenwood, 
Goodhart v. Woodhead, [1903] 1 Ch. 749; Jte Horton, 
Lloyd v. Hatchett, {1920} 2 Ch. 1. Mentd. Taylor v. 
Sparrow (1863), 4 Giff. 703. 

3615. ———.|-——GREY v. PEARSON, No. 3502, ante. 

3616. .|—The words of a will, after all, are 
but the means of expressing testator’s intention, 
& where the intention is plain from the words 
themselves, it is then the duty of the court to 
execute the intention however inartificially ex- 
pressed (LORD CRANWORTH, C.).—-SMITH v. 
OSBORNE (1857), 6 H. L. Cas. 375; 30 L. T. O.S. 
57; 3 Jur. N. S. 1181; 6 W. R. 21; 10 E.R. 
1340, H. L. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Koep’s Will (1863), 32 Beav. 122: 
Ford v. Tynte (1865), 34 L. J. Ch. 452 ; Hurry v. Morgan 
(1866), IL. R. 3 Eq. 1523 Jte Arnold’s Trusts (1870), L. R. 
10 Fq. 252; Waite r. Littlewood Lae 8 Ch. App. 70; 
Ree Johnson, Hickman v. Williamson (1884), 53 L. J. Ch. 
1116; Askew v. Askew (1888), 57 I). J. Ch. 629; 
Bowman, Re Lay ,Whytebead vr. Boulton (1889) 
525+ Powell v. Hellicar, (1919] 1 Ch. 138. Mentd. Ite 
Harper’s Settlmt., Willlams v. Harper, [1919] 1 Ch. 270. 


3617. .|—(1) Where testator shows upon the 
face of his will that he must have used technical 
words in another than their technical sense, there is 
norule that prevents us from saying that he may be 
his own interpreter. So any established course of 
construction must give way to a contrary intention 
plainly apparent upon the face of the will. But 
unless there is something apparent upon the face 
of the will to the contrary, technical rules & 
ordinary canons of construction must prevail 


(LORD CRANWORTH, C.). 
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(2) The first duty of the ct. expounding the 
will is to ascertain what is the meaning of the words 
used by testator. It is very often said that the 
intention of testator is to be the guide, but that 
expression is capable of being misunderstood, & 
may lead to a speculation as to what testator may 
be supposed to have intended to write, whereas 
the only & proper inquiry is, what is the meaning 
of that which he has actually written. That which 
he has written is to be construed by every part 
being taken into consideration according to its 
grammatical construction & the ordinary accepta- 
tion of the words used, with the assistance of such 
parol evidence of the surrounding circumstances 
as is admissible, to place the ct. in the position 
of testator (LORD WENSLEYDALE). 

(3) Another rule of construction has been re- 
ferred to ...that the general intention of 
testator was to prevail over the particular in- 
tention. . .. accuracy of expression is 
important, the use of those terms had better be 
discontinued, though if qualified & understood as 
explained in [Doe d. Gallini v. Gallini, No. 3704, 
post}... it can make no difference in the result 
(LORD WENSLEYDALE).—Roppy v. Fir7zGErRALD 
(1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 823; 10 E. R. 1518, H. L. 
Annotations : --As to (1) Refd. Jordan », Adams (1861), 9 C. B. 

N.S. 483 ; Leach v. Jay (1877), 39 L. T. 242; Van Grutten 

v. Foxwell, Foxwell v. Van Grutten, [1897] A. ©. 658; 

fte Simcoe, Vowler-Simcoe v. Vowler, [1913] 1 Ch. 652; 

fee Lawrence, Lawrence v. Lawrence, [1915] 1 Ch. 129. 

“13 to (2) Refd. Surtees v. Surtees (1871), 19 W. It. 1043; 

Leach v. Jay (1877), 39 LL. T. 242. Generally, Refd. 

Jordan v. Adams (1861), 9 C. B. N.S. 483; Bradley v. 

Cartwright (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 6113 Re Nelley’s Trusts 

(1877), 26 W. Kt. 88; Clifford v. Koc (1880), 5 App. Cas. 

447; Bowen v. Lewis (1884), 9 App. Cas, 890; Je Score, 

‘Tolman v., Score (1887), 57 J.. T. 40; Van Grutten v. 

Foxwell, Foxwell v. Van Grutten, [1897] A. C. 658; 

Re Wilmot, Wilmot v. Betterton (1897), 76 L. T. 415; 

Foxwell v. Van Grutten (1898), 79 L. T. 617; Pelham 

Clinton v. Newcastle, [1902] 1 Ch. 34 3 Re Simcoe, Vowler- 

Simcoe v. Vowler (1913), 1 Ch. 552; Re Lawrence, Law- 

rence v. Lawrence (1915), 1 Ch. 129. Mentd. Taylor v. 

st. Helen’s Corpn. (1877), 6 Ch. D. 264. 

3618. - .|—(1) Implication may arise from 
an elliptical form of expression, which necessarily 
involves & imphes something else, or from a form 
of gift which cannot be rendered effectual, or a 
direction to do something, which direction cannot 
be obeyed without implying something else. 

Where, therefore, a will gave to T. an ‘ estate 
for life, with remainder to the first son of the body 
of 'l. lawfully begotten, severally & successively 
in tail male,’ the words ‘‘ & other sons’’ were 
introduced in order to prevent the words ‘‘ sever- 
ally, etc.,’’ from being in effect struck out of the 
will. 

(2) There is very much to be said in favour of 
that construction, because it gives effect to every 
word of the will (LORD WESTBURY, C.).—-PARKER 
v. TOOTAL (1865), 11 H. L. Cas. 143; 5 New Rep. 
378; 384 L. J. Ex. 198; 12 L. T. 89; 11 Jur. N.S. 
185; 138 W. R. 442; 11 BE. R. 1286, H. 1.; affg. 
S. C. sub nom. BARROw v. TOTAL (1862), 7H. & N. 
962, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Reid. Allgood v. Blake, Roach v. 
Blake, Clennell v. Blake, Reed v. Blake (1873), 29 L. T. 
331. Generally, Reid. Dias v. De Livera (1879), 5 App. Cas, 
123: Re Hillman, Ado v. Hillinan (1910), 103 L. T. 183. 
3619. .}—(1) We should give effect to 

every word. But the rule is by no means an 

inflexible one (LORD CRANWORTH, C.). | 

(2) In considering this question it will be 
proper to adhere as closely as possible to the 
words of the will, & from them to gather the 
intention (LORD CHELMSFORD).—MARTIN v. HOL- 
GATE (1866), L. R. 1 H. L. 175; 35 L. J. Ch. 789 ; 
15 W. R. 135, H. L. ; revag. S. C. sub nom. HOLGATE 
v. JENNINGS fished — gk aa ae eneuens 

tons -—Gler ; . Re on’s ‘Trus , 

An 3 ba. 37 Bt Re Applebee’s Trusts (1873), 28 L. T. 
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102; Ralph wv. Carrick (1877), 5 Ch. D. 984: Wingtield 
v. Wingfield (1878), 9 Ch. D. 658: Crosthwaite 1. 

40 L. T. 837; Re Woolrich, Harris v. 
11 Ch. D. 663; Jte Birks, Kenyon v. irks 
.Ch. 319; Re Woolley, Wormald v. Woolley, 
[1903] 2 Ch. 206; Re Embury, Page v. Bowyer (1913), 
109 L. T. 511; Re Timson, Smiles v, Timson, [1916] 1 


3620. -|—The law has provided that no 
testator’s testamentary intentions can be ex- 
ressed or gathered from anything except the 
estamentary instrument duly executed & attested 
as required by law, & that a testamentary intention 
once so expressed cannot be deemed or taken by 
any ct. to have been altered, unless such change 
of intention is manifested by the statutory 
evidence (JAMES, L.J.).—WILSON v. O’LEARY 
(1872), 7 Ch. App. 448; 41 L. J. Ch. 342; 26 
L. T. 463; 20 W. R. 501, C. A. 


Annolations :—Refd. Hubbard v. Alexander (1876), 35 L. T. 
52; Re Pinney, Pinney v. Pinney (1902), 46 Sol. Jo. 
552; Re Barker, Capon v. Flick (1905), 92 L. T. 831. 


3621. .|—The ruling principle in the con- 
struction of all testamentary deeds is the intention 
of testator, & that is to be gathered from the words 
used (LORD GORDON).——TAYLOR uv. GRAHAM (1878), 
3 App. Cas. 1287, H. L. 

Annotations -—-Refd. Hood v. Murray (1889), 14 App. Cas. 


124; Hickling v. Fair, [1890] A. C. 16. entd. He Cress- 
well, Parkin v. Cresswell (1883), 24 Ch. D. 102. 


3622. .J—C. died in Irance in 1874, having 
made a will in French directing a certain part of 
his property to be held upon trust after the death 
of his wife for his children according to [inglish 
Law. The original will was proved in France & 
reiuained there. In 1876 an English translation 
of a certified copy of the French will was proved 
in Iingland ...:—Held: the ct. must look at 
the original language of the will as shown in the 
certified copy. The case was directed to stand 
over for the production of expert evidence as to 
the meaning of technical French words of the will. 
—Re Cumrr’s Trusts, [1892] 2 Ch. 229; 61 
L. J. Ch. 397; 661. IT. 483; 40 W. R. 439; 36 
Sol. Jo. 398. 

Annotation :—Retd. Re Manners, Manners v. Manners, [1923] 

1 Ch. 220. 

3623. |—Martineau v. Briggs, No. 8741, 
post; Webber v. Stanley, No. 8472, ante, & Homer 
v. Homer, No. 4619, post, are striking instances 
of the rigidity of the rule which precludes a ct. 
when construing a will, from giving effect to an 
intention not expressed by a testator, & whieh 
cannot be extracted from his language (LINDLEY, 
Ju.J.).— Re CLEVELAND ’S (DUKE) SETTLED ESTATES, 
[1893] 3 Ch. 244; 69 L. T. 735; 9 T. L. R. 573; 
37 Sol. Jo. 630; sub nom. Ite CLEVELAND (DUKE), 
BARNARD v. WOLMER, 62 L. J. Ch. 955, C. A. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Harman, Lloyd v. Tardy (1894), 8 
R. 549. Mentd. Basset v. St. Levan (1894), 71 L. T. 718; 
Fee Gosselin, Gosselin v. Gosselin, [1906] 1 Ch. 1203; Fe 
Yord, Myers »v. Molesworth (1911), 104 L. T. 245; Re 
Upton-Cottrell-Dormer, Upton v. Upton (1915), 84 LisJ. 
Ch. 861; Jte Dickson’s S. EK. (1920), 90 L. J. Ch. 242. 


3624. .j—I1 think he meant neither more nor 
less than just what he said—if she thought fit 
to sell, she was to pay the two sums to his brother 
& sister. To hold otherwise would, in my opinion, 
be acting on conjecture only, & would be makin 
«a will for the testator, & a will which he did no 
intend to make (Curry, J.).—He ELLIOT, KELLY 
v. Kinior, [1896] 2 Ch. 353 ; 65 L. J. Ch. 753 ; 
75 L. T. 188; 44 W. R. 632; 12 T. L. R. 497: 
40 Sol. Jo. 600. 

3625. -.|—It would be a strange canon of 
construction for a will to say that wherever you 
can discover what testator’s desires & wishes were, 
although you cannot find express words in the will 
which give the authority sought for, nevertheless 
you can supply words & declare trusts which are 
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Sect. 4.—Construction according to intention of 


testator: Sub-sect. 4, A. (a) & (b).] 


not to be found in the will itself—that, to put it 
plainly, testator’s intention is to be judged by the 
general desire that he has expressed to have his 
money devoted to such a purpose. To create a 
trust by such a process of argumentation as that 
appears to my mind to be not interpreting the 
will, but making a will for testator (EARL OF 
HALsBury, L.C.).— HUNTER v. A.-G., [1899] A. C. 
309; 68 L. J. Ch. 449; 80 L. T. 732 ; 47 W. R. 
673; 15 T. L. R. 384; oe Sol. Jo. 580, H. L. 
Annotations : -—Refd. Hi v. Dawson, (1902) A. C. 1; 
e Hinckes, Dashwoo eiionee (1921), 124 L. 1. 681. 
Ment td. Re Church Patrona e Trust, Laurie v. A.-G., 
1904] 2 Ch. 648; Re Allen, Beereates v. eee 1905} 
Ch. 400; Je Pardoe, McLaughlin v. -» [1906] 2 Ch. 
184; fe Sidney, Hingeston v. Sidney, 11p08) 98 L. T. 625 ; 
Fe Davidson, Minty v. Bourne, [1909] 1 Ch. 567; Ite 
Clarke, Bracey v. Royal National Lifeboat Institution, 
{1923} 2 Ch. 407; Re Davis, Thomas v. Davis, [1923] 1 


Ch. 225; Re Tetley, National Provincia] & Union Bank of 
England v. Tetley, [1923] 1 Ch. 258. 


3626. ——.]—-—-HICKLING v. Fair, No. 3559, ante. 


8627. .|—BEAUDRY v. BARBEAU, No. 8560, 
ante. 

3628. |—-The right interpretation of the 
will is in the will itself (ROMER, L.J.).—Re 


HOLMES, SMILES v. HoLMES (1904), 48 Sol. Jo. 
716, C. A 

3629. .]—-What a man intends & the ex- 
ression of his intention are two different things. 
Je is bound, & those who take after him are 
bound by his expressed intention (BARNES, P.).— 
SIMPSON v. Foxon, [1907] P. 54; 76 L. J. P. 7; 
96 L. T. 4738. 





(1919), 52 N 


. R. 257.—CAN. 


WILLS. 


(b) Whole Will. 


8630. General rule.]—INcuLEY & RoBiNson’s 
CasE, No. 3802, post. 

















3631. J—CHAMBERLAIN’S CASE (1611), Lanc, 
117; 145 E. Rh. 346. 

3632, —-— j—Roserts v. ROBERTS, No. 3530, 

te. 
3688. ——-,]. ___.. _,v. N1cHOLS, No. 3596, ante. 

3634, ---—.]- -IsBETSON v. BECKWITH, No. 3804, 
ost. 

8634a. Davis (1695), 
Fortes. Re O24 ; 92 KH. R. 827. 

3635. a jJ—Riwovr v. DOWDING (1737), West 
temp. Hard. 164; 1 Atk. 419; 26 EH. R. 266, L. C. 

3636. J—Sayur Vv. MASTERMAN, No. 3565 
ante. 

3637. |—Words may be_ supplied to 


restrain the generality of a devise, so as to except a 
reversion, if the intent of testator can be collected 
from other parts of his will.-STRONG v. 'TEATT 
(1760), 1 Wm. Bl. 200; 2 Burr. 912; 96 HE. R. 
100; affd. sub nom. TEATT v. STRONG, 3 Bro. 
Parl. Cas. 219, H. lL. 


Annotations :—Consd. Roc d. Reade v. Reade (1799), 8 


Term JTep. 118; Goodright d. HKuckinghamshire v. 
Downshire (1801), 2 Bos. & P. 600. td. Doo d. 
Cholmondeley v. Weatherby (1809), 11 East, 322; Ford 


v. Ford (1848), 6 Hare, 486. Refd. Atkyns v. Atkyns 
has 2 aes 808; Goodtitle d. Daniel v. Miles (1805), 
aes 494; Morgan d. Surman »,. Surman (1808), 1 


Pane rye bibeerehs v. Welby Satria 2 Ves. & B. 187; 
Re Bellis’ Trusts (1877), 6 Ch. D. 50 
3638. |—The ct. must goer from the 





words to comply with the intention upon the 
whole frame of the will (LoRp HARDWICK, C.).— 


his mill, tannery, houses, lands, & all 


PART XVI. oe 4, SUB-SECT. 4.— 


3630 1. General rule. -—MCLAUGHLAN 





vw. MCLAUGHLAN, [1902] St. R. Qd. 11 
3630 li. -E-In the will of GREEN, 
CROWSON WILD, [1907] V. le XK. 
284.—AUS. 
3630 iil. ---—-.]-—Re Bowen, [1917] 
5. A. L. R. 41.—AUS. 


3630 iv. -]—Wherc testator omits 
to dispose of a portion of his estate, if 
there is an irresistible inference to be 
drawn from the will as a whole that the 
omission was inadvertent, & that 
testator obviously intended to dispose 
of that portion of his estate in a 
particular way, the et. will supply the 
omission so as to carry out that obvious 
intention.—BuRYT v. WALL (1891), 12 
N. a W. Hq. 153.—AUS. 








acne -~——~=,}-—REI?v v. Bert (1874), 

4 é ee 70. —AUS. 
ae a -+—Tho ct. in deciding 
Whether an interest conferred by a 


willis a vested ora contingent interest, 

will gather testator’s intention, not 

merely fromm the words of the particular 

gift, but from the whole will.—TysoNn 

? a (1891), 12 N. &. W. Eq. 73.— 
a 


_ 3630 vil. ——.]--Where, on construc- 
tion, the ct. finds a dominant intention 
by the testator to benefit persons who 
answer a particular description or 
class, conpled with a mistake in the 
enumeration of the persons answering 
the description or composing the class, 
the ct. will reject the Inaccurate 
enumeration & give effect to testator’s 
intention.— Re GARNOCK, GARNOCK vw. 





GARNOCK (1909), 10 S. R. ON. S. W. 
51; 27 N.S. W. W. N. 3.—AUS. 
3630 viii. .| SERISIERv. MULLER 
ae 3 N. 8. W. OL. R. (Kq.) 8.— 
8630 ix. ——~.]—OLIVERv. DAVIDSON 
(1882), 1S. Rt. 166.—CAN, 
3630 x CAN U ; 
Rei. De 46 —CA vp eee 
3630 xi. ee eee v. Bipren 


3630 xii. ——-.]—He McDONALD Is- 
TATE, 35 N.S. R. 500.—OCAN. 


3680 xiii. The general rule in 
regard to wills is that, in order to 
exonerate the personal estate of 
testator from tho payment of legacies, 
express words or plain intention must 
be found, & this intention may be 
found not merely in the mode in which 
the personal estate is given, but also 
in the mode in which the real estate 
is given.—HKe WaTSON (1922), 52 
O. L. R. 387.—CAN. 








3630 xiv. .—-McCLure tv. HICKS, 
(1922) 3 W. W. R. 285; 70 D. L. R. 
2387.—-CAN. 

3630 xv. .}-—-The words, ‘' Will, 





simply appointing an exor.,’’ written 
immediately above, & apparently as 
art of the will, can be construed us 
ncorporated with it so as to show the 
intention of testator.—Re JEROME, 1 
B.C. H., pt. 1, 87.—CAN. 


3630 xvi. ---In interpreting a 
portion of a will one should read the 
whole will in order to gather from it 
testator’s intention.—Re LAND REGIS- 
TRY ACT, BLANCHARD & MORGAN’S 
CASE (B. C.), veer 1 W. W. R. 311; 
44 D. L. R. 728.—CAN. 


3630 xvii. ———.]—He Morst TRUSTS 
(1911), 10 BE. L. R. 59.—CAN. 


3630 xviii. .J—Inconstruing a will 
the ct. goes far to discover the inten- 
tion of testator, & if It can be discovered 
from the will itself & the surrounding 
circumstances a clerical error will be 
treated as such the apparent 
intention given effect to.—Re Zu- 








WOWSKI Estate (Sask.), [(1927] 3 
W. W. R. 745.—CAN. 
3630 xix. ———.]—FIsSHER v. ANDER- 


SON (1879), 4S. C. R. 406.—CAN. 
3630 xx. -/—The will should be 
read as 4 whole & effect should be given 
so far a8 possible to ey pete thereof.— 
Re Swayzik (1912), 21 O. W. R. 95; 
a LG. D. L. R. 631. — 





. W.N. 621; 


CAN. 


86380 xxi. J—By ono of the clauses 
of his will, testator gave to his nephew 





his real ostate, effects, & property 
whatsoover, & of what nature & kind 
socver, at x named place, chargeable, 
with certain legacies -—Held: the 
clause, when taken by itself, would 
inelude personal as well as real pro- 
perty, yet when read with other clauses 
of the will, & the whole context taken 
into sonsidcration, the gift was limited 
to the real extate.—-THORNE v. PARSONS 


(1903), 22 C. L. T. 379; 4 0. DL. lh. 
682; 10. W. RR. 608.—CAN, 
8630 xxii. .}—Where atrust fund 





was directed to be created for a lezutee, 
but the amount was not stated, other 
sections of the will should be looked 
at to discover, if possible, what amount 
testatrix intended to set aside, in order 





that effect might be given to her 
wishes.—Re CAMPBELL (191%), 24 
O. W. R. 30; 4 0. W. N. 760; 10 
D. L. R. 311.—CAN. 

3630 xxiii. SHAW @. TAYLOR 
[1920] 3 W. W. R. 215.—CAN. 





3630 xxiv. -}—The will must be 
construed as a whole in order to deter- 
mine tho meaning of these words in any 


particular case.—NANDKISHONR LAL 
vy. Pasuepati NATH Sanu (1928), 
I. L. . an Pat. 396.—IND. 





363 .J—MUNRO v. eee 
SON, “ya08i La R. 260; (1907) 1 I. 
440.—IR. 


8680 xxvi. .)}—Re JOYCE, PUBLIU 
TRUSTEE Vv. SMITH, MILLIKEN v. PUBLIC 
TRUSTEE, [1026] N. Z. L. R. 835.— 


Lie 


8630 xxvii. ——.] -—— Sedat ee 8 
TRUSTEES v. PATTERSON, KERR a 
23 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 927 .—SCO 

3630 xxviil. .)] — FORBES v. 
LUCKIE (1838), 16 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 

74; 13 Fac. Coll. 324.—8COT. 

8630 xxix. ———.]—-BALFouR v. BAL- 
FOUR’S TRUSTKES (1842), 4 Dunl. (Ct. 
Lae 1014; 14 Sea Jur. 329.— 


38630 xxx. .)—ABERDEEN’S TRUB- 
TEES v¥. ABERDEEN (1870), 8 Macph. 
iG of Sess.) 750; 42 Se. Jur, 387. - 
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BAGSHAW v. SPENCER (1748), as reported in 1 Ves. 
Sen. 142; 1 Wils. 238; 27 E. R. 944, L. C. 


“dvnolalions :—Conad. istee rv. Idster (1753), Keny. Ch. 1; 
Garth v. Pee (1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 646; Strong ». 


Teatt (1760), 2 Burr. 91 Hodgson v. Ambrose (1780), 
1 Doug. K. B. 337; Tones v. Morgan (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 
206; Fe Brooke, Brooke v. Dickson, [1923] 2 Ch. 265. 


Refd. Theebridge v. Kilburne (1751), 
Sayer v. Masterman (1757), ilm. 386; Wright v. 
Pearson (1758), Amb. 358; King v. Burchell (1759), 1 
Eden, 424; Doe d. arr Leming (1760), 2 Burr. 1100; 
Le Rousseau vw. Rede (176 Eden, 1; Rooke v. Rooke 
(1761), 2 Eden, 8; Good 1 at v. Herring (1785), 4 Doug. 

K. B. 298; Bry v. Brydges, Philips v, Brydges (1796), 
3 Ves. 120; Goodtitle d. Sweet v. paroack (1801), 1 East, 
264; Kenrick v. Beauclerck (1802), 3 Bos. & Pp, 175; 
Poole v. Poole (1804), 3 Bos. re 620 5 Jervoise v. North- 
umberland (1820), 1 Jac. W. 559. Mentd. Exel v. 
Wallace (175 ae Sen. 318; Thong ». Bedford (1783), 
1 Bro. C. C. 313; Harton v. Harton aT ee 7 Term Rep. 
652; Roe a Thong v. pearons (1815), 4 M. & S. 362; 
Rimington v. Cannon ee ia 2C. B. 18; Scarsdale v. 
Curzon (1860), 1 John. & H. 40. 


2 Ves. Sen. 233; 


ee ——.]|—Dor d. Lona v. LAMING, No. 83566, 
ante. 
3640. -]—Intention of testator to be col- 





lected from the whole of the will.—BADDELEY v. 
LEPPINGWETI. (1764), 3 Burr. 1533; Wilm. 228; 
97 E. R. 966. 

Annotations :—-Refd. Doe d. Palmer v. Richards (1789), 3 
Term Rep. 356 ; Goodright d. Baker v. Stocker (1792), 5 
Term Rep. 13; Right d. Compton v. Compton (1808). 
Kast, ge Silvey v. Howard (1837), 6 Ad. & El. 253. 
Mentd. Moor v. Denn (1800), 2 Bos. & P. 247: Doe d. 
Stevens v. Snelling (1804), 5 ast: 87; Cooke v. Blake 
(1847), 1 Exch. 220; Nickels v. Ross (1849), 8 C. B. 679. 
3641, -]—I have laid it down as a principle, 

that in questions of this sort, the whole will must 

be taken together, & from thence a judgment 
formed of testator’s intention (Lonp HARDWICKE, 

C.).—-BODENS v. WATSON (1764), Amb. 478; 27 

EK. R. 3133 sub nom. BopENs v. GALWAY (Lorn), 

2 Eden, 297, 1. C. 

3642. J|—Some effect must be given to 
every part of a will.—CoLLET v. LAWRENCE (1791), 
1 Ves. 268; 30 EK. R. 336, L. C. 

3643. .|—We are to collect the intent. of 
testator from the whole will taken together, & 
not merely from the particular codicil in which 
the residuary bequest is last mentioned ee 
DONALD, C.B.).—MATITEWS v. BOWMAN (1796), 
Anst. 727; 145 E.R. 10203 subsequent ak 
ae sub nom. BOWMAN v. MATHEWS (1801), For. 
163 























3644. -| — THELLUSSON tv. WOODFORD. 
No. 3571, ante. 

3645. JJ—A will is to be taken altogether 
(ABBOTT, C..J.). WICKHAM 17. TURNER 
(1823), 2 Dow. & Ry. Ik. B. 398; 1 L. T. O. S. 
K. B. 104. 

Annotations :—Reid. Losh +. Townley (1834), Coop. temp. 
Brough. 372; Clarke v. Clemmans, Selway v. Clemmans 
(1866), 36 L. S: Ch, 171. 

3646. .J—Where it 1s a question of con- 


struction of the meaning of the will, to be deter- 
mined by intention of testator, recourse must be 
had to the general tenor of the whole will.— 
HENEAGE v. ANDOVER (LORD) (1829), 10 Price, 
316; 3 Y. & J. 3600; 147 BE. RR. 325, lex. Ch. 


Annotations :—Consd. Forbes v. Richardson eo) 11 Hare: 
354. Refd. Greene v. Marsden 1853), 1 Eq. Re ep. 4 
Mentd. Marsh v. Marsh (1856), 2 Jur. N. = 348; Hicaine 
v. Hutchinson (1875), 45 L. on 210 


3647. -]—Whether test aoe intended by 
his will to execute a power, is to be collected from 
the whole instrument, & not from the force of any 
particular expression. —Barey v. LLOYD (1829), 
5 Russ. 330; 71. J. 0.8. Ch. 98; 38 i. R. 1051. 


Annotations : -—Mentd. Cooke v. Cunliffe & Cooke (1851), 15 
Jur. 1076; Banks v. Banks (1853), 17 Beav. 352 ; Hone 
». Hope (1854), 56 Giff. 13; Pomfret v. Perring (1854), 5 
De. G. M. & G. 775; Payne ». Mortimer $3538), 28 
Ch. 716; Cowx ». Foster (1860), 1 John. & 

v. Wickham (1863), 1 De G. J. & Sm. 474; 
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Maunsell (1871), 24 L. T. 688; Re Denton, Bannerman 
v. Toosey (1890), 68 L. i. "105: Rte Ackerley, Chapman v. 
Andrew, {1913} 1 Ch. 610. 


3648. .|—Whether a sum directed to be 
raised out of the rents & profits of a real estate is 
to be raised by annual rents & profits, or by sale 
or mtge., is a question of intention to be collected 
from the context of the will, & from the purposes 
to which the money is to be applied.— WILSON v. 
HALLILEY (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 690; 8 L. J. O.S. 
Ch. 171; 39 E. R. 226. 


Annclations -—Refd. Bennett v. Wyndham (1857), 23 Beav. 


521; Wragg v. Morley Sash a W. RR, 949; Metcalfe v. 
Hutchinson (1875), 1 Ch. D. 591. 


3649. .|— Where ee provides a fund 
for the payment of fines on admission to copy- 
holds, or on renewals of leases, the manner of 
raising the fines, & the question of contribution 
between the tenant for life, & the remainderman 
must depend upon the intention of testator, to be 
collected from the whole will.—PLAYTERS v. 
ABBOTT (1833), 2 My. & K. 97; 3 L. J. Ch. 57; 
39 KE. R. 881. 

Annotations :—Refd. Jones v. Jones (1846), 5 Hare, 440; 

Ainslie v. Harcourt (1860), 28 Beav. 313; Re Bute, Bute 


v. Hyder (1884), 27 Ch. D. 196. Mentd. Carter v. Sebright 
(1859), 26 Beav. 374. 


3650. -]—(1) A mistake clear on the face of 
a will is legitimate ground of construction. 

(2) When testator’s intention is manifest in one 
part of his will & he adopts a clear mode of effecting 
it, that circumstance may be safely used to throw 
light on other parts of the will where the intention 
is doubtful. 

(3) A construction which tends to preserve all 
parts of the will is to be preferred to that which 
destroys it, especially when the more liberal 
construction accords with the probable intention 
of testator. 

Ut res magis valeat quam pereat is a rule of 
common law & common sense; & much the same 
principle ought surely to be adopted where tne 
question is, not between two rival constructions of 
the same words appearing in the same instrument, 
but where the question is on so ready an instrument 
as that you may either take it verbally & literally, 
as it is, or with a somewhat larger & more liberal 
construction, & by so supplying words as to read 
it in the way in which you have every reason to 
believe that the maker of it intended it should 
stand; & thus again, according to the rule ut res 
magis valeat quam pereat, to supply, if you can safely 
& easily do it, that which he per incuriam omitted, 
& that which instead of destroying preserves the 
instrument ; which, instead of putting an end to 
the instrument & defeating the intention of the 
maker of it, tends rather to keep alive & continue 
& give effect to that intention. If this is a rule 
applicable to all cases, it surely is more peculiarly 
applicable ie a case like the present (LORD 
BrovuGuHamM, C.).—LANGSTON v. LANGSTON (1834), 
2 Cl. & Fin. 194; 8 Bli. N.S. 167; 6 E. KR. 1128, 
H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. LANGSTON v. POLE 
(1829), Tamil. 119. 


Annotations :—Aas to (1) Distd. Locke v. Dunlop (1888), 39 
Ch. D. 387. Refd. Abbott v. Middleton, Ricketts v. Carpenter 











(1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 68; fe Blake’s Katate (1871), 19 os 

765. As to is Consd. Tuite v. Bermingham (1875), L 

: H. LL. 634; Haygartbh, Wickhai v. exeor: qyiyey 
2Ch. 9. Refd. Grant v. Grant (1870), L. R. 


As to (3) Distd. Clarke v. Clemmans, Selway Cintas 
(1866), at L. J. Ch. a Consd. Surtees v. Hopkinson 
(1867), L. RR. - a0 Generally, Refd. Monypenny v. 
pone on 50), 7 ae ‘ Bass Hart 7. Tulk (1852), 2 De 

.M. & G. 3003 Grey v. Pearson (1857), 6 H. L. Cas. 61; 
Tee ‘9 Henna? 3 Trusts oon L. kh. 11 Eq. 146; Tavernor 
v. Grindley (1875), 32 L. T. 424. 


3651. .}—Dawson v. DAWSON (1837), as 
reported in Donnelly, 212; 47 E. R. 605. 
Sa :—Mentd. Brooke v. Garrod (1857), 3 K. & J. 

608. 
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Sect. 4.—Construction according to intention of 
testator: Sub-sect. 4, A. (b).| 


3652. .|—It is the rule ... that we must 
not look merely at the separate part of a will, 
but we must consider the whole instrument taken 
together, for the purpose of collecting the effect of 
if (LORD LANGDALE, M.R.).—TITCHFIELD (MAR- 
QUIS) v. HORNCASTLE (1888), 7 L. J. Ch. 279; 
2 Jur. 610. 

Annotations :—-Refd. Doe d. Haw v. Karles (1846), 15 M. & 
W. 450; Milsome v. Long (1857), 3 Jur. N. S. 1073; 
Wallace v. Seymour (1872), 20 W. R. 634; Smyth v. 
Smyth (1878), 8 Ch. D. 561. 

_ 8653. -|—Where a will is expressed in 
singular language, the construction to be put on 
it must depend on the whole of the context.— 
Boys v. MorGANn (1838), 9 Sim. 289; 7 L. J. Ch. 
247; 2 Jur. 514; 59 E. R. 369; affd., 3 My. & 
Cr. 661, L. C. 

Annotations :— Refd. Waite v. Combes ( a oe De G. & Sm. 
676. Mentd. Borton v. Dunbar (1860), 3 L. T. 519. 
3654. .|—A testator gave directions to his 

trustees ‘“‘to pay the principal sum of £10,000 

consols, now standing in my name, or the stocks, 
funds, & securities in which the same may be 
invested,’’ to an adopted nephew for life, subject 
to certain conditions, with remainder over. He 
had also given directions to his trustees for the 
general conversion & investment of his estate. 

At the time of making his will, testator had £10,000 

consols standing in his name, but not at his death ; 

& the question was, whether the gift was a specific 

legacy, & being so, had failed by the diposal of the 

consols by testator :—Held: to determine testa- 
tor’s meaning, it was necessary to look at the whole 
will, for the purpose of ascertaining the sense in 
which he had used words.—AUTHER v. AUTHER 

(1843), 13 Sim. 422; 1L.T. 0.8. 106; 7 Jur. 410; 

60 E. R. 164. 
is ——.]—_BouvVERIE v. BOUVERIE, No. 3894, 

post, 

3656. ——.|—-BURTON v. WHITE (1848), 12 L. T. 
O. S. 216. 

3657. ——-.|—The ct. must collect testator’s 
intention, whether the intention was that the life 
interest should continue or not from the whole 
will. The ct. must look to the primary disposition 
to see what estate testator intended to give, & to 
the ulterior disposition to see in what events it 
was given over (TURNER, V.-C.).—ROCHFORD v. 
HACKMAN (1852), 9 Hare, 475; 21 L. J. Ch. 511; 
19 L. T. O.S.5; 16 Jur. 212; 68 E. R. 597. 
Annotations :—Apld. Hare v. Burges (1857), 4 K. & J. 45. 

Refd. Cravon v. Brady (1269), 4 Ch. App. 296; Ite Machu 

(1882), 21 Ch. D. 838; Wynn v. Conway Corpn., [1914] 

2 Ch. 705. Mentd. J?e Stultz (1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 917; 

Joel v. Mills, Harvey v. Mills (1857), 3 K. & J. 458; Re 

Catt’s Trusts (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 46; Pearson v. Dolman 

(1866), L. R. 3 Eq. 315; Craven v. Brady (1869), 38 L. J. 

Ch. 345; Re Stone’s Estate (1869), 18 W. KR. 222; Je 

Amherst’s Trusts (1872), L. R. 13 Eq. 464; Hurst v. 

Hurst (1882), 21 Ch. D. 278; Re Dugdale, Dugdale »v. 

Dugdale (1888), 38 Ch. D. 176; Re Moore, Trafford v. 

Maconochie (1888), 39 Ch. D. 116; Adams v. Adama, 

{1892} 1 Ch. 369; Re Holford, Holford v. Holford, [1894] 

3 Ch, 30; te Carew, Carew v. Carew, [1896] 1 Ch. 527; 

fe Riggs, Hr p. Lovell, [1901] 2 K. B. 16. 

3658. -|— Questions relating to wills should 
be decided by looking to the whole contents of the 
documents, with a view to discover what is fairly 
to be inferred as the intention of testator (Lorp 
‘TRURO).—STODDART v. GRANT (1852), 19 L. T. 
O.8. 305; 1 Macq. 163, H. L. 

Annotations :—Refd. Cutto v. Gilbert (1854), 9 Moo. P. C. C. 
131; Nichards v. Queen’s Proctor (1854), 1 Ieee. & Ad. 
235; Lord v. Colvin (1857), 7 W. RK. 661; Lemage v, 
Goodban (1865), L. R. 1 P. & D. 57; In the Goods of De 
La Saussaye (1873), L. R. 3 P. & D. 42; In the Goods of 
Howden (1874), 43 L. J. P. & M. 26; Townsend v. Moore, 
[1905] P. 66, 

3659. .|—Testator bequeathed the residue 
to three trustees & their heirs, in trust for his 
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daughter for life, with remainder over. He 
afterwards struck out the names of his trustees 
& substituted that of his daughter. <A facsimile 
ee was granted :—Held : a construction must 
e put upon the whole will as it stood, for to 
neglect any part of it would be taking upon the 
ct. itself the province of a ct. of probate.—SHEA 
v. BOSCHETTI (1854), 18 Beav. 321; 2 Eq. Rep. 
608; 23 L. J. Ch. 652; 23 L. T. O. S. 187; 
18 Jur. 614; 2 W. R. 281; 52 E. R. 127. 
Annotation :—Apld. Re Battie-Wrightson, Cecil v. Battie- 

Wrightson, [1920] 2 Ch. 330. 

3660. -|—The context of the will & the 
aptitude of the testamentary limitations to 
testator’s interest ought to be regarded.—WIN- 
TOUR v, CLIFTON (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 641; 
26 L. J. Ch. 218; 28 L. T. O.S. 194; 38 Jur. N.S. 
74; 5W.R. 129; 44 H.R. 587, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Refd. Usticke v. Peters (1858), 4 K. & J. 437 ; 

Grissell v. Swinhoc (1869), 17 W. R. 438. 

3661. .}—The ct. will, if possible, so construe 
a testamentary instrument as to give effect to 
every part thereof.—Jn the Goods of JONES (1857), 
30 L. T. O. S. 175. 

3662, ———.]—GREY v. PEARSON, No. 3502, ante. 

3663. ———_.]—I am not here deciding on implica- 
tion. I am not, in the absence of a gift, implying 
a gift. Iam proceeding on the interpretation of a 
doubtful clause, which may mean a gift, & I am 
gathering that interpretation not from the clause 
itself, but from the context (KINDERSLEY, V.-C.). 
—TUNALEY v. Rocu (1857), 3 Drew. 720; 29 
L. 'T. O. 8.192; 5 W. R. 515; 61 E. R. 1078. 

3664, .J}—(1) Whether a general intent, or 
a particular intent, expressed in a will is to prevail, 
must depend on the context of the whole will, in 
construing which words of a technical kind are not 
necessarily to receive a technical meaning. 

(2) A testator has a right to be capricious. He 
may have had motives unknown to us; & after 
all, our duty is not to explore what was passing in 
his mind, but to ascertain the meaning of the 
words he has used (LORD CRANWORTH). 

(3) Cts. of justice have no right to interfere with 
the most capricious limitations of property, when 
it is clear that such limitations have been made, 
& are such as the law allows, yet if the language 
used in a will admits of two constructions, accord- 
ing to one of which property will go in a convenient 
& ordinary course of succession, & according to 
another in a capricious & inconvenient course, 
cts. of justice may reasonably lean towards the 
former as what was probably intended (LorpD 
CRANWORTH).—JENKINS vw. Huaues (1860), 8 
H. L. Cas. 571; 30 L. J. Ch. 870; 3 L. T. 106; 
6 Jur. N.S. 1043; 8 W. KR. 667; 11 E. R. 5538, 
H. L.3 affg. S. C. sub nom. JENKINS v. CLINTON 
(LORD) (1858), 26 Beav. 108. 

Annotations :—Generally, Retd. Allgood v. Blake, Roach v. 

Blake, Clennell v. Blake, Reedv. Blake (1873), 29 L. T. 331; 

Re Veale’s Trusts (1876), 4 Ch. D. 61; Hughes v. Pritchard 


(1877), 6 Ch. D. 24; Leach v. Jay (1878), 39 L. T. 242 ; 
Emmins v. Bradford, Johnson v. Emimins (1880), 13 Ch. D. 
493, 











3665. ———-.]—-The paramount duty of the cts. 
in construing wills is to ascertain & give effect to 
the intention of testator, to be collected from the 
whole will, & not from any particular word or 
expression which may be contained in it.— 
MARTIN v. LEE (1861), 14 Moo. P. C. C. 142; 4 
L. T. 657; 9 W. KR. 622; 15 HE. R. 259, P. C, 
Annotations :—Expld. MeGibbon v. Abbott (1885), 10 App. 

Casa. 653. Refd. Galliers v. Rycroft, [1901] A. C. 130. 

3666. .|—In construing a will of real estate 
the ct. will look at the nature & circumstances of 
the property & at the value of the subjects of the 
various devises, & if the whole will, read by the 
light of such circumstances, discloses an intention 
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inconsistent with restrictive words in the descrip- 
tion of the subject: of a devise, those restrictive 
words may, as a matter of construction, be rejected 
as falsa demonstralio.—STANLEY v. STANLEY 
(1862), 2 John. & H. 491; 7L. T. 186; 10 W. R. 
857 ae E. Be. ge 
Annotations :-—Consd. Webber v. 8 
417. Dbtd. Ze Seal, Seal v. Taylor Thao ys Ch. 316" 
Refd. Griffiths ». Penson (1863), 1 New Rep. 330: White 
y ee ree 15 L. T. 605; Grant v. Grant (1870), 39 


3667. -]—The ct. will look at the whole 
will to sce what the intention of testator is.— 
EvANS v. RosseR (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 190; 
3 New Rep. 685; 10 L. T. 159; 10 Jur. N.S. 885; 


12 W. R. 570; 71 #B. R. 435. 

Annotations :—Refd. Allen v. Jackson (1875), 1 Ch. D. 399: 
Re Moore, Trafford v. Maconochie (1888), 39 Ch. D. 116: 
Rte Allsop & Joy’s Contract (1889), 61 L. T. 213. 











3668. -.]—SINGLETON v. TOMLINSON, No. 
3478, ante. 
3669. .1—The question whether a will has 


executed a power of revocation & new appointment 

contained in a subsequent deed is one of intention, 

& to ascertain that intention the ct. can look, not 

merely at the part of the will which deals with 

the subject, but also at any other part of the 
instrument, including the date.—Re WELLS’ 

Trusts, HARDISTY v. WELLS (1889), 42 Ch. D. 

oe 58 L. J. Ch. 835; 61 1. T. 588; 88 W. R. 

229. 

Annotations :-- Refd. Re Hayes, Turnbull ». Hayes, (1900) 2 
Ch. 332; Fte Barker’s Settimt., Knocker v. Vernon Jones. 
{1920} 1 Ch. 527. 

3670. -——-~.]---The various parts of the will must. 
be taken into consideration, the whole must then 
be put together, & on a just consideration of all 
the parts as a whole, the ct. arrives at testator’s 
intention (Cintry, J.).—/ée Prinnornt, MORETON 
v. Huaiues, [1804] 2 Ch. 276; 63 L. J. Ch. 607; 
70 L. T. 901; 42 W. RR. 4383 8 R. 264. 
Annotations: Reid. Re Powell, Campbell ». Campbell, 


{1900} 2 Ch. 525; Re Whitmore, Walters ». Harrison, 
{1902} 2 Ch. 66; Re Walter, ‘Turner vo. Walter (1912), 

56 Sol. Jo, 632. 

3671. |—The whole instrument must of 
course be read together, & reading the whole 
instrument together 1] find, to my mind, a 
sufficiently clear exposition of the gift. In his 
will testator may explain what he is doing, or 
what he means to do by any form of words he 
pleases, provided he makes his meaning clear. 
Here, I think, testator has made his intention 
clear (LORD MACNAGHTEN).—CRUMPE v. CRUMPE, 
ae A.C. 127; 69 L. J. P.C. 7; 82 L. T. 130, 


3672. |—(1) Where you are construing 
either a will or any other instrument it is perfectly 
legitimate to look at the whole instrument &, 
indeed, you must look at the whole instrument to 
see the meaning of the whole instrument, & you 
cannot rely upon one particular passage in it to 
the exclusion of what is relevant to the explanation 
of the particular clause that you are expounding 
(LorRD HALSBURY, C.). 

(2) It may be that testator may have been 
imperfectly acquainted with the use of legal 
language, he may not have understood the legal 
effect of making a specific gift & what a specific 
gift was & he may have used language the legal 
interpretation of which does not carry out the 
intentions that he had in his mind. . . . Whether 
that be so or not, of this I am quite clear that that. 
fact should not induce the ct. to put a meaning on 
his words different from that which the ct. judicially 
determines to be the meaning which they bear 
(Lorp DAVEY). 

(3) In the class of cases in which you cannot. 
tell exactly what is given or to whom it is given 
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because of obscure & doubtful expressions of 
testator’s will in regard to the particular conditions 
of his property you must have recourse to extrinsic 
evidence in order to ascertain his meaning. But 
here, in the first place, the will is in its expressions 
& language as I think, unambiguous, & that being 
so, no proof inreference tothe amount of testator’s 
estate at the date of the will can affect its con- 
struction. It appears to me that the purpose, or 
the effect at all events, of the proposal to lead 
evidence in this case is to supply a basis for in- 
ferring the intention of testator & to take one away 
from the true construction of the will as showing 
that testator intended something different from 
what he has said. . . . Even if it could be shown 
that the intention of testator was something 
different from the language of the will that 
intention would not prevail but the language of the 
will must settle the rights of parties (LORD SHAND),. 
—Hiaains v. Dawson, [1902] A. C. 1; 71 L. J. 
Ch. 182; 85 L. T. 763; 50 W. R. 337, H. J..; 
revag. S. C. sub nom. Re GRAINGER, DAWSON v. 
Tliaatns, [1900] 2 Ch. 756, C. A. 


Annotations :—As to (2) Apld. Re Pearce, AlHance Asace. 
v. Francia, (1913) 83 L. J. Ch. 266, As to (3) Folld. Re 
Pinney, Pinney v. Pinney (1902), 46 Sol. Jo. 552. Consd. 
Re Glassington, Glassington v. Follett, 11906) 2 Ch. 305. 

pld. fe Vear, Vear v. Vear (1917), 62 Sol. Jo, 159. 
Refd. fe Gibbs. Martin v. Harding, (1907) 1 Ch. 465; 
Re Ackerloy, Chapman v. Andrew, [1913] 1 Ch. 510; 
National Soc. for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children v. 
Scottish National Soc. for the Prevention of Cruelty to 
Children, [1915] A. GC. 207; Ward v. Van der Locff, 
Rurnyeat v. Van der Looff, [1924] A. C. 653. Generally, 
Refd. Ie Balls, Trowby v. Balls, [1909] 1 Ch. 791; Fe 
Townley, Public Trustee v, Allder, [1922] 1 Ch. 154. 


3673. .|—If£ I can read the language of the 
instrument in its ordinary & natural sense, I do 
not want any rule of construction; & if I cannot, 
why then I think one must read the whole instru- 
ment as well as one can, & conclude what really 
ita effect is intended to be by looking at the instru- 
ment asawhole. Iam very reluctant to encourage 
the suggestion that you may wander from the 
actual words of a will into the region of conjecture 
as to what it is reasonable to suppose testator 
would have done had he contemplated a certain 
event happening. I protest against the notion 
that any canon of construction entitles you to 
indulge your imagination & go into what testator 
would have said if he had thought of it.... 
Now, in this case I wish to give every effect to the 
context, & when I look to see if there is anything 
in the context which controls, cuts down, or 
explains otherwise than the words themselves do, 
what is referred to by those words, I can find 
nothing that entitles me to go beyond the words 
themselves in the context in which they stand 
(LorpD Hatspury, C.). ; 

The most that can be said is that if so taken the 
language leads to results which testator prope 
did not foresee & specially provide for. do not 
think that is sufficient to justify your Lordships 
in departing from the language he has used (LORD 
LINDLEY).—INDERWICK v. TATCHELL, [1903] A. C. 
120; 72 L. J. Ch. 393; 88 L. T. 399, H. L.; 
affg. S. C. sub nom. INDERWICK v. TATCHELL, 
TATCHELL v. TATCHELL, INDERWICK v. INDER- 
wick, [1901] 2 Ch. 738, C. A. 

Annotation :-—Consd. Powell v. Hellicar, [1919] 1 Ch. 138. 

3674. .|—The true rule is to determine by 
the language & context of each rule, including the 
consideration of the whole instrument & any 
evidence properly admissible, the meaning of the 
expressions contained in it, & the persons who are 
entitled to share in the benefits thereby conferred 
(SWINFEN Eapy, J.).—Re Cozens, MILES v, 
WItson, [1903] 1 Ch. 188; 72 L. J. Ch. 395; 8¥ 
L. T. 581; 51 W. R. 220; 47 Sol. Jo. 50. 
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Sect. 4.—Construction according to intention of 
testator: Sub-sect. 4, A. (b) & (c), & B.; sub- 


sect. 5, A.] 


3675. -|—In cases. . . of wills of personal 
estate it is useless in nearly all cases to try to 
compare the will under consideration with some 
other will upon which there has been a decision. 
The will in each case must be read as a whole, & 
unless the words are substantially identical very 
little light can be got from a decision to any other 
will except so far as that decision lays down some 
such Seaiage rinciple of construction of wide 
application ORD HALDANE).—WALFORD _ v. 
WALFORD, 1912 A. C. 658; 81 L. J. Ch. 828; 
107 L. T. 657; 56 Sol. Jo. 631, H.l.; affg. S. C. 
sub nom. Re WALFORD, KENYON v. WALFORD, 
{1912} 1 Ch. 219, C. A. 


(c) Original Will. 

3676. Genera] rule—Court may consider original 
will.|—(1) Mistake in a will corrected upon the 
clear intention, appearing on the whole will. A 
mistake in a will cannot be corrected, or an 
omission supplied, unless it clearly appears by fair 
inference from the whole will. 

(2) When the residue is given every presumption 
is to be made, that he did not intend to die 
intestate (LORD ALVANLEY, M.R.). 

(83) I have seen the original will, which is 
written by testator himself; & it is very extra- 
ordinary, that all the principal legacies are in very 
large characters except this one of £30,000 (LoRD 
ALVANLEY, M.R.).—PHILIPPS v. CHAMBERLAINE 
(1798), 4 Ves. 51; 31 E.R. 27. 
mantel one: -—Generally, Refd. Wilson v. Major uae Ae 

205; Adamson v. Armitage (1815), Coop. G. 

Sen: Vibrate ee 1 Madd. 253; Hishton v. Coit 

(1839), 5 5 My. & Cr. 145; Blewitt v. Roberts Sere Cr. 

& Ph, 274; Stokes. y. Heron (1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 16 








3677. .|—THELLUSSON v. WOonnGies 
No. 8571, ante. 
3678. .]—LUNN v. OSBORNE, PRUEN v. 








OSBORNE (1834), 7Sim.66 ; 58 E.R. 758 ; sub nom. 

LUNN v. OSBORNE, PRUEN v. LUNN, 3 L. J. Ch. 233. 
3679. J1—WorpswonrtTi v. Woop 

(1847), 1 H. J.. Cas. "129; 9L. T. O. S. 480; 11 

Jur. 593; 9 EF. R. 702, 11. AG; 

Annotations :—Refd. Neathway v. Reed (18538), 3 De 
G. M. & G. 18; Re Gregson’s Trust Ustute (1864), 2 De 
ion & Sm. 428; Richardson v. Power (1865), 13 W. kt. 


3680. »|—We have caused the original 
will to be examined, & it appears that the whole 
gift in question. . . including the direction for the 
time of payment is written continuously as one 
sentence, & is closed with a full stop (orp CRAN- 
wortTn, L.J.).—Cuiip v. KiswortTn (1852), 2 


De G. M. & G. 679; 42 EK. R. 1038, L. JJ. 
Annotation :—Refd. Re ein “Wrightson, Cecil v. Battio- 
Wrightson, {1920} 2 Ch. 


3681. Fg une v. CARTER (1853), 
17 Beav. 586; 23 Ll. J. Ch. 219; 17 Jur. 981 ; 


1 W. R. 500; 51 E. R. 1163. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Houstan v. Burns, {1918} A. C. 337. 


3682. .|—Semble: an original will of 
real estate may be looked at where there are 
circumstances in the handwriting, etc., indicating 
the intention of testator.—MILSOME v. JONG 


(1857), 3 Jur. N. S. 1073. 
Annotation :—Refd. Smyth v. Smyth (1878), 8 Ch. D. 561. 


3683. .|—THOMPSON v. WHITELOCK, 
No. 4210, post. 
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3676 i. General rule--~Court may con- 
sider original will.-}—Testator by his 
will, which was written by another 
person, in making a gift over to his 
six brothers & one sister, directed that 


his property should be divided into 
A. (c). eight shares, & that each of five of his 
brothers should receive one share, but 
as to the distribution of the other three 
shares between his sixth brother & his 
sister left in doubtful which of the two 
should receive one share, & which two 


WILLS. 


3684. -.|—(1) For the purpose of con- 
struing a will the ct. is entitled to look at the 
original will as well as at the probate copy. 

(2) When the form is filled up as a will it must 
be read according to ordinary loose English 
grammar & ideas (LORD ESHER, M.R.). 

(3) There is one rule of construction, which to 
my mind is a golden rule, viz. that when testator 
has executed a will in solemn form you must 
assume that he did not intend to make it a solemn 
farce, that he did not intend to die intestate when 
he has gone through the form of making a will. 
You ought, if possible, to read the will so as to 
lead to a testacy, not an intestate. This is a 
golden rule (LORD HsHER, M.R.).—Re Harrison, 
TURNER v. HELLARD (1885), 30 Ch. D. 390; 55 
L. J. Ch. 799; 53 L. T. 799; 34 W. FR. 420, C. A. 
Annotations Ms to (1) Consd. Re Battie ‘Wiehtson, Cecil 

v. Battie-Wrightson, [1920] 2 Ch. 330. mds Refd. 

Re Bright-Smith, Bright-Smith As 'Bright- oinith Q 886), 31 

Ch. D. 314; Re Tandy, Tandy v. Tandy (1886), 3 ae GP 

748; Furniss v. Phear (1888), 36 W. R. 521; In ihe Goods 

of Gates, [1928] P. 128. 

3685. Original will in foreign 
language.|—-Testator, whose domicil was English, 
while residing in Nicaragua made his will in the 
Spanish language, leaving to his wife for life three- 
fourths of the income derived from the *‘ bonds & 
moneys ”’ then deposited with a specified bank in 
London. Upon the death of his wife this same 
income was to be paid to his sister I*., & the income 
of the other one-fourth was to be equally divided 
between I’. & a brother. No exor. was appointed 
by testator, & there were no children of the 
marriage. Testator’s widow died on Nov. 15, 
1918. On Apr. 27, 1920, letters of administration 
with the will annexed of testator’s estate were 
obtained by I. from the Probate Registry in 
England, & a translation of the will into English 
was registered with it. At the bank in London 
there were deposited fifteen securities consisting 
of bonds to bearer, debenture stocks & one sum of 
inscribed stock. ‘T'wo of the certificates of deben- 
ture stock were not under seal. There was evi- 
dence that ‘‘ bonds ”’ was the correct translation of 
the Spanish word ‘ bonos”’ used by testator :— 
Held: (1) the language of the Spanish will must be 
looked at to ascertain the equivalent expressions 
in English ; (2) in the absence of sufficient proof of 
any special local meaning of the Spanish word, the 
word ‘‘ bonds’’ did not include the stocks, the 
certificates of which were not under seal, & testator 
died intestate as to these two items of debenture 
stock as well as to the inscribed stock.—Re 
MANNERS, MANNERS v. MANNERS, [1923] 1 Ch. 
220; 921. J. Ch. 249; 128 1. T. 564; 67 Sol. Jo. 


262. 
——-,]—See, also, EXECUTORS, Vol, XXIII., 
pp. 233, 284, Nos. 2834-2839. 





B, Admissibility of Evidence. 
See Sect. 14, post. 


SuB-SEctT. 5.—GENERAL AND PARTICULAR INTEN- 
TION—TILE Cy-PpreEsS DOCTRINE. 


A. General Rule. 


3686. General intention effectuated.]—-PreRIMAN 
v. PiERcE (1622), J. Bridg. 14; Palm. 808; 2 


shares :—//eld: on an inspection of 
the original will & a consideration of 
its provisions, the intention of testator 
was to give his sister two shares & his 
brother one share.—CLERK v. EQUITY 
TRUSTEES, HTC., Co. (1913), 16 OC. L. R, 
625. —AUS. 


Part XVI.—ConstTRUcTION. 


123 E.R.1166; sub nom. PERIN v. PEARCE, 2 Roll. 


Rep. 256; sub nom. PERYMAN v. PEIRCE, Benl. 106. 
Annotations :—Refd. Winter v. Perratt (1843), 9 Cl. & Fin. 
606; He Chapinan, Ellick v. Cox (1883), 49 L. T. 673. 


3687. -]— Devise to L. for his natural life, & 
no longer, provided he takes the name of R. & 
after his decease, to such son as he shall have 
lawfully to be begotten; & for default of such 
issue to W. & his heirs for ever :-—Hfeld : upon the 
true construction of the will, & to effectuate the 
manifest general intent of the testator, L. must be 
construed tio take an estate in tail male.— RoBIN- 
son v. Ticks (1758), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 180; 1 
EK. R. 1255; sub nom. ROBINSON v. ROBINSON, 
1 Burr. 38; 1 Keny. 298; 97 I. I. 177, li. I. 


Annotations :—Distd. Hay v. ovens (1789), 3 Term Rep. 
83. Apld. Doe d. Blandford v. App in (1790), 4 Term Rep. 
82. Consd. Denn d. Webb v. Puckey (1793), 56 Term Rep. 
299; Doe d. Bean v. Halley (1798), 8 Term Rep. 5; Doe 
d. Candler v. Smith (1798), 7 Term Rep. 531; Doo d. 
Cock v. Cooper (1801), 1 East, 229; Seale v. Barter (1801), 
2 Bos. & P. 485; Scaward v. Willock (1804), 5 East, 198, 
Refd. Doe d. Long v. Laming (1760), 2 Burr. 1100 ; Thong 
v. Bedford (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 313; Doe d. Phipps v. 
Mulgrave (1793), 5 Term Rep. 320; Mackell v. Winter 
(1797), 8 Ves, 536; Itoo d. Clemett’v. Briggs (1812), 16 
Kast, 406; Beard v. Westcott (1813), 5 Taunt. 393; 
Doe d, Liversage v. Vaughan (182%), 1 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 
52; Mellish v. Mellish (1823), 3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 804; 
Maleolm v. Taylor (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 416; Losh v. 
Townley Geeu, Coop. temp. Brough. 372; Doe d. 
Burrin », Chariton (1840), 1 Man. & G. 429; Enst vw. 
Twyford (1853), 22 L. T. O. S. 173; Key v. Key (1853), 
De G.M.& G. 73; Foster v. Hayes oor 4K.& 3B. 717; 
Webb v. Byng (1857), 26 L. J. Ch. 107; Jordan v. Adams 
(1861), 9 C. B. N.S. 483: Barrow v. Total (1862), 7 H. & 
N. 962; Bradley v. Cartwright (1867), 36 L. J. C. P. 218; 
Bowen v. Lewis (1884), 9 App. Cas. 890. Mentd, Head v. 
Godlee, Reynolds v. Godlee (1859), John. 536. 








38688. |— Ror d. DODSON v. GREW, No. 3568, 
ante. 
3689. .|—In order to give an effect to the 





devisor’s general intent, a ct. will overlook a 

particular intent inconsistent therewith.—DokE d. 

BLANDFOoRD v. APPLIN (1790), 4 Term Rep. 82; 

100 K. R. 906. 

Annotations :—Consd. Jacobs ». Amyatt (1794), 4 Bro. C. C. 
“42; Doe d. Wright v. Jesson (1816), 5 M. & S. 95; 
Losh v. Townley (1834), Coop. temp. Brough, 372. Refd. 
Burnsall v. Davy (1798), 1 Bos. & P. 215; Seaward v. 
Willock (1804), 5 Kast, 198; Lyon v, Mitchell (1816), 1 
Madd. 467; Doe d. Atkinson v, Ireatherstone (1831), 1 
BB. & Ad. 914; Heather v. Winder (1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 41; 
Doc d. Burrin ». Chariton (1810), 1 Man. & G. 429; 
Slater v. Dangerfield (1846), 15 M. & W. 263; Kavanagh 
v. Morland (1833), Kay, 16; Foster vu. Hayes (1855), 4 
KH. & B. 717; Woodhouse v. ITerrick (1855), 1 kK. & J. 
352; Roddy «v. Fitzgerald (1857), 6 ID. L. Cus, &23; 

: v. Blake, Roach v. Blake, Clennell ». Blake, Reed 

v. Blake (1873), 29 1. "TP. 33d. 

3690. - j—Where it appears in a will that 
testator had a general intention, & also a secondary 
intention & they clash, the latter must give way to 
the former (Lorp WENYON, C.J.)-—-DoE d. 
CANDLER v. SMITH (1708), 7 Term Rep. 5381; 101 
K. R. 1116. 

Annotations :-—-Apld. Doe d. Cock v. Cooper (1801), 1_ East, 
229: Pierson v. Vickers (1804), 5 Kast, 518. Consd. Doe 
d. Wright ». Jesson (1816), 5 M. & 38. 95. Refd. Gretton 
v. Haward (1815), 2 Marsh. 9; Doe d. Cole v. Goldsmith 
(1816), 2 Marsh. 517; Doe d. Atkinson v, Featherstone 
(18395, 1B. & Ad. 944 ; Parker v. Clarke (1855), 6 De G. M. 
& G. 104; Vernon v. Wright (1858), 7 H. lL. Cas. 35. 
3691. .|—THELLUSSON v. WOODFORD, No. 


3571, ante. 

3692. -.J—(1) The same word may be used 
in different senses in a will if the intent to do so 
be obvious (LORD Kenyon, C.J.). 

(2) It has been the settled doctrine of West- 
minster IIall for the last forty or fifty years that 
there may be a general & a particular intent in a 
will, & that-the latter must give way when the 
former cannot otherwise be carried into effect 
(Lord Kenyon, C.J.).— Don d. Cock v. COOPER 
(1801), 1 Fast, 229; 102 I. R. 89. 

Annotations :-—As to (2) Apld. Pierson v. Vickers (1804), 5 


East, 548. Consd. Doc d. Wright v. Jesson (1816), 5 
M. & 8. 95. Refd. Rue d. Clement v. Briggs (1812), 16 
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Fast, 406; Gretton ». Haward (1815), 2 Marsh. 9; Doe 
d. Cole v. Goldsmith (1816), 2 Marsh. 517; Doe d. Atkinson 
v. Featherstone Saha 1B. & Ad. 944; Heather v. 
Winder (1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 41; Harrison v. Harrison 
(1844), 7 Man. & G. 938; Slater ». Dangerfield (1846), 
15 -M. & W. 263; Roddy v. Fitzgerald (1858), 6 H. L. Cas, 
823; Allgood v. Blake, Roach v. Blake, Clennel] v. Blake, 
Reed v. Blake (1873), 29 L. T. 331. Generally, Retd. Doe 
d. Tooley v. Gunniss (1812), 4 Taunt. 313. 





epee: -|\—JENKINS v. Herries, No. 3748, 
post, 
3694. ——.|—It appears to be clearly estab- 


lished, by the authorities which have been cited. 

that a particular intent expressed in a will must. 

give way to a general intent (ABBorr, C.J.).—DoE 

d. BOSNALL v. Harvey (1825), 4 B. & ©. 610; 

107 E.R. 1187; sub nom. Dor d. BAGNALL v. 

HARVEY, 7 Dow. & Ky. K. B. 78; 4 L. J. O. S. 

K. B. 18. 

Annotations :—Refd. Fetherston v. Fetherston (1835), 3 
Cl. & Fin. 67: Key v. Key (1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 73; 
Gummoe v. Howes (1857), 26 L. J. Ch. 323; Bowen ». 
Lewis (1884), 9 App. Cas. 890; Van Grutten r. Foxwell, 
Foxwell v. Van Grutten, [1897] A. G, 658, 


3695. -]|—1 take the principle of construc- 
tion as consonant to reason, & established by 
authority, to be this, that where by plain words, in 
themselves liable to no doubt, an estate tail is 
given, you are not to allow such estate to be 
altered & cut down to a life estate unless there are 
other words which plainly show testator to have 
used the former as words of purchase, contrary to 
their natural & ordinary sense, or unless in the 
rest of the provisions there be some plain indica- 
tion of a general intent inconsistent with an 
estate tail being given by the words in question, & 
which general intent can only be fulfilled by 
sacrificing the particular provisions, & regarding 
the expressions as words of purchase (J.ORD 
BROUGHAM).—-FETHERSTON v. FETHERSTON (1835), 
3.Cil. & Fin. 67; 6 K. R. 138633; sub nom. JAcK 
v. KETHERSTON, 9 Bli. N.S. 237, TT. L. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Toller v. Attwood (1850), 15 Q. B. 
929; Re Lawrence, Lawrence v. Lawrence, [1915] 1 Ch. 
129. Refd. Lees v. Mosley (1836), 1 Y. & CG. Ex. 589; 
Jordan v. Adame (1861), 9 C. B. N.S. 483; Van Grutten 
v. Foxwell, Foxwell v. Van Grutten, [1897] A. C. 658. 
3696. -|—It is a rule in the interpretation of 

wills, that this particular intent is controlled by 

the general intent, where the latter can be satis- 

factorily ascertained (per Cun.).—Dor d. BILLS 1. 

HOPKINSON (1843), 5 Q. B. 223; 13 L. J. Q. B. 

85; 2L. T. O.S. 207; & Jur. 142; 114 1. R. 12338. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Re Mid Kent Railway Act, 1856, 
fir p. Styan (1859), John. 387: Holmes v. Prescott (18614), 
3 New Rep. 559; Price wv. IDall (1868), L. R. 5 Hq. 309 5 
Sulley v. Barber (1888), 59 L. I. 824. 

3697. J|—Although by the doctrine of 
cy-prés or by inplication, as applied to the con- 
struction of a will, an estate may be carried other- 
wise than in the exact form & manner indicated 
by testator, yet it must always be in favour of a 
class or part of a class of persons intended to be 
provided for by testator. 

In the first place, it is said that I am to effectuate 
this intention by means of the doctrine of cy-preés. 
This doctrine, as I understand it, is nothing more 
than that which prevails in other cases of giving 
effect to the general intent, but with this difference, 
that it is not, as in them, carried into effect at the 
expense of the particular intent. In the common 
case there is a valid particular intent & there is a 
valid general intent, & the particular intent not in 
the view of the ct. effectuating all the intentions 
which they presume testator to have had, they 
look to his general intent, & they effect his general 
intent at the expense of his particular intent. In 
applying, however, the doctrine of cy-prés, nothing 
is sacrificed ; for example, in the case of limitations 
under powers, where there is a good gift of a limited 
estate to a person, anobject of the power & then a gift 
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over to his children who are not objects of the power, 
effect may be given to the whole intention by giving 
to the parent an estate of inheritance by means of 
which the estate will descend to his children. In 
such a case, no doubt, the general intent is effectu- 
ated, but it is done at no expense of the particular 
intent, because there is no valid particular intent 
to which effect can be given. Soin the case, more 
closely applying to that now before the ct., of a 
limitation to an unborn son for life, with remainder 
to his unborn children in tail, where, as effect 
cannot be given to the expressed intention, because 
successive estates cannot be limited to an unborn 
person & to his issue, an estate tail is given to the 

arty to whom the limitation was made for life ; 

ere, again, the particular intent is not sacrificed, 
but effect is given to it as a general intent. Sup- 
posing, then, that the cy-prés doctrine is not to be 
applied to the case before me, it must be upon this 
ground & this ground only, that although the 
doctrine may be applied to cases where the inten- 
tion of testator is not by such application carried 
into effect because that intention was illegal, yet 
it must be so applied in favour of a class intended 
to be provided for by testator (LORD ST. LEONARDS, 
O.).—MONYPENNY v. DERING (1852), 2 De G. M. 
& G. 145; 22 L. J. Ch. 313; 19 L. T. O. S. 320; 
17 Jur. 467; 42 BE. R. 826, L. C. 





Annotations :-—Consd. Re Rising, Rising v. Rising, [1904] 1 
Ch. 533; Re Mortimer, Gray v. Gray, [1905] 2 ge ee 
vers 


Refd. Re Clulow’s Trust (1859), 1 John. & TI. 639; 
», Challis (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 532; Sanatun HKysack v. 
Sreemutty Juggutsoondree Dossee (1859), 8 Moo. Ind. 

pp. 66; Re Thatcher’s Trusts (1859), 26 Beav. 365; 


App 
Parfitt v. Hember (1867), Il. Ik. 4 Eq. 443; Hampton v. 


Holman (1877), 5 Ch. D. 183; Re Farncombe’s Trusts 
(1878), 9 Ch. DP. 652; Hodgson v. Halford (1879), 11 


Ch. D. 959; Re Roberts, Repington v. Roberts-Gawen 

(1881), 19 Ch. D. 520; Ze Bonce, Smith v. Bence, [1891] 

3 Ch. 242; Re Abbott, Peacock v. Frigout, [1893] 1 Ch. 

54: Re Stevens, Clark v. Stevens (1896), 40 Sol. Jo. 296; 

Re Richardson, Parry v. Holmes, [1904] 1 Ch. 332; Ze 

Bowles, Page v. Page, [1905] 1 Ch. 371; Whitting ». 

hfenhdeased (1908), 53 Sol. Jo. 100; Re Davics & Kent's 

Contract. [1910] 2 Ch. 35; Re Nash, Cook v. Frederick, 

(1910) 1 Ch. 1; Re Wilmer’s Trusts, Wingfield v. Moore, 

{1910] 2 Ch. 111: Re Norton, Norton v. Norton, (1911) 2 

Ch. 27; Re BRullock’s Will Trusts, Bullock v. Bullock, 

{1915} 1 Ch. 493; Ite Davey, Prisk v. Mitchell & Bawden 

(1915), 113 L. T. 60; Re Hewett’s Settimt., Hewett v. 

Eldridge, {1915} 1 Ch. 810. Mentd. Whitby »v. Mitchell 

(1890), 44 Ch. D. 85. 

3698. -]— This rule, that the general inten- 
tion must be effectuated by the sacrifice of the 
particular intention, is only an application of the 
rule in Shelley’s Case, No. 7798, post, where, 
although the particular intent is clearly expressed 
that the ancestor should take for life only, those 
words do not make the matter any stronger (PAGI 
Woop, V.-C.).—KAVANAGH v. MornLAND (1853), 
Kay, 16; 2Eq. Rep. 771; 23 L. J. Ch. 41; 221.7. 
O.S. 143; 18 Jur. 185; 2W.R.8; 69 E. R. 7. 
«nnotations :—Consd. Woodhouse v. Herrick (1855), 1 

K. & J. 352. Refd. Roddy v. Fitzgerald (1858), 6 H. L. 

Cas. 823; Maddison v. Chapman (1859), 33 L. T. O. S. 
112; Clifford ». Koe (1880), 5 App. Cas. 447; Morgan v. 


Thomas (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 643. Mentd. Davis v. Davis 
(1863), 1 Hem. & M. 255. 


3699. .|—The general intent is to prevail 
against the particular intent; & if the ct. can 
arrive at a general result as to what testator 
intended, that general result will prevail over every 
particular construction (JAMES, V.-C.).—HABERG- 
HAM v. RIpDEHALGH (1870), L. R. 9 Eq. 895; 389 
L. J. Ch. 645 ; 23 LL. T. 214; 18 W. R. 427. 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Speakman, Unsworth v. Speakman 
6),4 Ch. D. 620. Refd. Re Gilbert, Daniel v. Matthews 
, ee es a 752; Zée Hannam, Haddelsey v. Hannam, 


3700. -|—First of all, there is the doctrine 
usually called cy-prés. It has been said that that 
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doctrine only applies to executory trusts; but 
that is not so. In the first place, the doctrine is 
not properly called cy-prés at all; it is merely a 
rule of construction, a rule of construction, that is, 
by which you sacrifice the particular intent to the 
general intent, or the subordinate intent to the 
paramount intent. When you find two intents in a 
will which are inconsistent with each other, & you 
therefore cannot carry out both, you give effect 
to the general or paramount intent. The rule 
applies just as much to direct devises as to execu- 
tory trusts, where trustees are directed to convey 
or do some other act (JESsSEL, M.R.).— HAMPTON v. 
HorMan (1877), 5 Ch. D. 183; 46 L. J. Ch. 248 ; 
86 L. T. 287; 25 W. R. 459. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Re Rising, Rising ». Rising, [1904] 
1 Ch. 583; Re Mortimer, Gray 1. Gray, [1905] 2 Ch. 502. 
Menta. Re Harvey, Peek v. Savory (1888), 39 Ch. D. 


3701. .|—Where, on construction, the ct. 
finds a dominant intention by testator to benefit 
persons who answer a particular description or 
class, coupled with a mistake in the enumeration 
of the persons answering the description or com- 
posing the class, the ct. will reject the inaccurate 
enumeration, whether the actual number in exist- 
ence at the date of the death is less or more than 
that specified in the will. 

You may either say that testator showed a 
dominant intention, namely, that of benefiting the 
persons falling within the particular descriptive 
words, & a subordinate intention that each of them 
should take such a fractional interest as would 
result from the number which he erroneously 
states to be their accurate number, & that the ct. 
gives effect to the dominant intention & disregards 
the subordinate intention ; or you may say that 
if the gift be to three persons defined in a particular 
way, & there are four such, then inasmuch as it 
would be impossible to discriminate as between the 
four & select three of them, because all have equal 
claim to share, the ct. disregards the erroneous 
statement of their number so as to escape defeating 
the gift altogether. In cither case the result is 
that the ct. disregards the figure which testator 
has crroneously given as measuring the number of 
persons who fall within the qualification, & says 
the gift is to have elfect in favour of the persons 
who answer the qualification, notwithstanding 
that he made a mistake as to their number 
(BuckiLiy, L.J.).—FRe SHaArp, MADDISON v. GILL, 
[1908] 2 Ch. 190; 77 L. J. Ch. 724; 99 L. T. 129, 
C. A, 


Annotalion :—Refd. Re 
{1924} 1 Ch. 122. 


3702. .|—Testator devised estates to trus- 
tees upon trust for F., his nephew, for life, & after 
his decease in trust for every son of F. “ & his 
issue male in succession so that every elder son 
& his issue male may be preferred to every younger 
son & his issue male, & so that such son may take 
an estate for his life with remainder to his first & 
every subsequent son successively according to 
seniority in tail male.’”’ F.’s eldest son, B., was born 
after the death of testator :—Held: the words in 
the devise previously to ‘‘ so that’’ were merely 
introductory, & the effective gift was in the subse- 
quent words, & consequently B. was given an estate 
for life only, & did not get an estate in tail under 
the rule in Shelley’s Case, No. 7798, post; but, as 
B. was born after the death of testator & no estate 
could be piven to his son after his life estate the 
doctrine of cy-prés applied, & under that doctrine 
Bb. took an estate in tail male by implication in 
remainder after his father’s estate for life.—Re 
ELTON, ELTON v. ELTON, [1917] 2 Ch. 413; 87 
L.J.Ch.49; 117 L. T. 683; 62 Sol. Jo, 





Whiston, Whiston v. Woolley, 
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Effect of use of technical words.]. 

That the general intent should overrule the parti- 
cular, is not the most accurate expression of the 
principle of decision, The rule is, that technical 
words shall have their legal effect, unless, from 
subsequent inconsistent words, it is very clear that 
testator meant otherwise (LORD REDESNALE).— 
Jnsson v. WRIGHT (1820), 2 Bli. 1; 4 E. R. 2380, 
H. L. ; ie 8. O. sub nom. Dor d. Wriaut v. 
JussoNn (181 ee at & _ ae 

Annotations :— - Doe d. Bogsall v. Harvey (1825), 4 

B. & C. 610; Doe d. Atkinson v. Featherstone G83) 

1 B. & Ad. 944; Dunk v. Fenner (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 

657: Doe d. Gallini v. Gallini (1833), 6 B. & Ad. 621. 

Consd. Lees wv. Mosley (1836), 1 Y. & C. Ex. 589: Doe 

d. Woodall y. Woodall (1846), 8 C. B, 349. Expld. Doe 
d. Cannon v. Rucastle (1849), 8 C. B. 876. Consd. Toller 
vw. Attwood (1890), 15 Q. B. 929; Roddy v. Fitzgerald 
(eee 6 H. L. Cas. 823. Apld. Jordan v. Adama (1861), 

Cc. B. N. 8. 483. Consd. Fairfield v. Bushell (1863), 32 
Beav. 158; Hampton v. Holman (1877), 5 Ch. D. 183; 
Van Grutten v. Foxwell, Foxwell v. Van Grutten, [1897] 
A. C, 658; Re Lawrence, Lawrence v. Lawrence, (1915] 
1 Ch. 129. Refd. Willcox v. Bellaers (1823), Turn. & R. 

491; Wollen v. Andrewes (1824), 2 Bing. 126: Mortimer 

v. West (1828), 2 Sim. 274; Reece v. Steel (1828), 2 Sim. 

233; Candy v. Campbell (1834), 8 Bi. N. 3S. 469; 

Fetherston v. Fetherston (1835), 3 Cl. & Fin. 67: Heather 

v. Winder (1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 41; Ryan v, Cowley (1835), 

L. & G. temp. Sugd. 7; Scarborough v. Doe d. Lumley 

(1836), 3 Ad. & EK), 897; Doe d. Winter v. Perratt (1843), 

6 Man. & G. 314; Darley v. Martin (1853), 13 C. B. 683; 

Key v. Key (1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 73; Woodhouse v. 

Herrick (1855), 1 K. & J. 352; Grimson v. Downing 

(1857), 4 Drew. 125; Gummoe v. Howes (1857), 23 Beav. 

184; Anderagon v. Anderson (1861), 30 Beav. 209: Re 

Jeaffreson’s Trusts (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 276: Bradley v. 

Cartwright (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 511; Allgood v. Blake, 

Roach v. Blake, Clennell v. Blake, Iteed v. Blake (1873), 

29 L. T. 331; Jones v, Robinson (1878), 38 L. T. 945; 

Clifford v. Koe (1880), 5 App. Cas. 447; Bowen v. Lewis 

(1884), 9 aa Cas. 890: Symons v. Leaker (1885), 15 

Q. B. D. 629; Pelham Clinton v. Newcastle, [1902] 1 Ch. 

34; He Richardson, Parry v». Holmes, [1904] 1 Ch. 332; 

Re Simcoe, Vowler-Simcoe v, Vowler, {1913} 1 Ch. 552. 

Mentd. Piggott v. Stratton (1859), 8 W. 1k. 13. 

3704. --— -|—The doctrine that the 
general intent must overrule the particular intent 
has been much, & we conccive justly, objected 
to of late: as being, as a general proposition, 
incorrect & vague, & likely to lead in its applica- 
tion to erroneous results. Inits origin, it was merely 
descriptive of the operation of the rule in Shelley's 
Case, No. 7798, post; & it has since been laid down 
in others, where technical words of limitation have 
been used, & other words, showing the intention of 
testator, that the objects of his bounty should take 
in a different way from that which the law allows, 
have been rejected; but in the latter cases, the 
more correct mode of stating the rule of construc- 
tion is, that technical words, or words of known 
legal import, must have their legal effect, even 
though testator uses inconsistent words, unless 
those inconsistent words are of such a nature as 
to make it perfectly clear that testator did not mean 
to use the technical words in their proper sense 
(DENHAM, C.J.).—-DoE d. GALLINI v. GALLINI 
(1833), 5 B. & Ad. 621; 2 Nev. & M. K. B. 619; 
3 L. J. K. B. 71; 110 E. R. 920; affd. (1835), 3 
Ad. & El. 340, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Consd. Hampton v. Holman (1877), 5 Ch. D. 





183. Refd. Hart v. Tulk (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 300; 
Coles v. Witt (1856), 2 Jur. N. S. 1226; Roddy v. Fityz- 
gerald (1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 823; Atkinson v. Holtby 


(1863), 10 H. L. Cas. 313; Clarke v. Clemmans, Selway 
v. Clemmans (1866), 36 lL. J. Ch. 171; Forsbrook v. 
Forsbrook (1867), Ch. App. 93; Allgood v. Blake, 
Roach v. Blake, Clennell v. Blake, Reed v. Blake (1873), 
29 L. T. 331; Andrew v. Andrew (1875), 1 Ch. D. 410; 
Bowen v. Lewis (1884), 9 App. Cas. 890; Lalit Mohun 
Singh Roy v. Chukkun Lal we Bepin Mohun Singh Roy 
wv. Chukkun Lal Roy, Priambada Hoy v. Chukkun Lal Roy 
tS 13 T. L. R. 356; Re Hobbs, Hobbs v. Hobbs, 
1917] 1 Ch. 569. 


L. R. 129; 


n. ED —— ee 
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(ISHER v. WENTWORTH, [1926] Argus 


36 C. L. R. 310.—AUS. 
-—— DONALDSON’S 
—Failure of trusts.}— TRUSTEES ¥. DONALDSON (1916), 8. C. 
(H. L.) 55.—SOCOT, 


553 


38705. ——_- ——..|—Roppy wv. Frrzamerabp, No. 
8617, ante. 

3706. —— -.|—(1) In order to determine 
the meaning of a will, a ct. of construction must 
read the language of testator, in the sense which 
he himself appears to have attached to the 
expressions that he has used, with this qualification, 
that when a rule of law has affixed a certain 
determinate meaning to technical expressions, 
that meaning must be given to them, unless testator 
by his will excluded beyond all doubt such 
construction. 

(2) When the main purpose & intentions of 
testator are ascertained to the satisfaction of the 
ct., if particular expressions are found in the will 
which are inconsistent with such intention, though 
not sufficient to control it, or which indicate an 
Intention which the law will not permit to take 
effect, such expressions must be discarded or 
modified ; &, on the other hand, if the will shows 
that testator must necessarily have intended an 
interest to be given which no words in the will 
expressly devise, the ct. is to supply the defect by 
implication, & thus to mould the language of 
testator so as to carry into effect, as far as possible, 
the intention which, in its opinion, testator has on 
the whole will sufficiently declared.—Towns v. 
WENTWORTH (1858), 11 Moo. P. C. C. 5263; 31 
I. T.0.8. 274; 6W.R. 397; 147K. R. 794, P. C. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Biddulph »v. Lees (1859), 
Er. B. & WK. 308. Refd. Fisher v. Webster (1872), Iu. &. 14 
Kq. 283. As to (2) Apld. Biddulph v. Lees (1859), KH. B. & 
K. 308. Consd. Swocting v. Prideaux (1876), 2 Ch. D. 413. 
Apld. Mellor v. Daintree (1886), 33 Ch. D. 198. Generally, 
Refd. Thellusson v. Rendlesham (1859), 7 H. lL. Cas. 429 ; 
Bowen v. Lewis (1884), 9 ADP: Cas. 890; Re Sanford, 
Sanford v. Sanford, [1901] 1 Ch. 939. 


3707. jJ—LaLit Monun Srnan Roy 
v. CHUKKUN LAL Roy, BEPIN MoHUN StInan Roy 
v. CHUKKUN LAL Roy, PRIAMBADA Roy v. CHUK- 
KUN LAL Roy (1897), L. RB. 24 Ind. App. 76; 13 


dt lh R. 356, P. C. 
Annotation :—Reftd. Musammat Surajmani v. Rabi Nath 
Ojha (1907), 24 T. L. BR. 218. 











B. Instances of Application of Rule. 


3708. Cross-remainders.|—Devise of lands to a 
corpn., in trust to convey the premises to his 
godson, A., forlife, & so to his first son for life; & 
afterwards to convey the premises to the first son 
of that son for life; & in failure of such issue of A. 
to convey it to B. for life, etc., this is a perpetuity ; 
but the conveyance shall be made as near the 
intent of the party as the rules of law will admit, 
viz. by making all the persons in being but tenants 
for life; but the limitation to the sons unborn 
must be in tail—HUMBERSTON v. HUMBERSTON 
(1716), 1 P. Wms. 332; 2 Vern. 737; 24 KH. KR. 
412; sub nom. HUMERSTON v. HUMERSTON, Prec. 
Ch. 455; Gilb. Ch. 128, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Marlborough wv. Godolphin 
Eden, 404; Thellusson v. Woodford (1805), 11 Ves. 112. 
Distd. Mortimor v. West (1828), 2 Sim. 274. Apld. 
Parfitt v. Hember (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 443. Consd. Le 
Richardson, Parry v. Holmes, {1904] 1 Ch. 332; He Nash, 
Cook v. Frederick, {1909] 2 Ch. 450. Refd. Papillion v. 
Voico (1728), Kel. W. 27, 34; Wopkins (alias Dare) v. 
Hopkins (1738), 1 Atk. 581; Godolphin v. Godolphin 
(1747), 1 Ves. Sen. 21; Routledge v. Dorril (1794), 2 Ves. 
357; Vanderplank v. King (1843), 3 Hare, 1: Williams 
v. Teale (1847), 6 Hare, 239 ; Monypenny v. Dering (1852), 
2DeG. M. & G. 145; Lyddon v. Kilison (1854), 19 Beav. 
565; Hampton v. Holman (1877), 5 Ch. D. 183; e 
Hobbs, Hobbs v. Hobbs, [1917) 1 Ch. 569; Fe Villar, 
Public Trustee v. Villar, [1928] Ch. 471. 


3709. .]—The analogy from cross remainders 
applies only where the nature of the devise over 


1759), 1 





0. Gift of income to arise from 
carrying on business—-Abandonment of 
business-—Lease of property on which it 
was carried on— Application of income 
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Sect. 4.—Construction according to intention of 
testator: Sub-sect. 5, B.] 


is such as to raise the implication of a survivorship ; 

pee the question whether the shares do, or do not 

vest. 

In a devise of real estate, where a limitation over 
is not to take effect till a failure of issue of all the 
devisees in tail, & then the whole is to go over, 
an inference, arises that, in the meantime, the 
several devisees in tail are to succeed each other. 
But the question of survivorship cannot arise with 
respect to personal property, when a share once 
vests, though liable to be divested on a contingency. 
-——SKEY v. BARNES (1816), 3 Mer. 335; 36 E. R. 128. 
Annotations :—Consd. Bromhead v. Hunt (1821), 2 Jac. & W. 

459. Distd. Bentinck v. Portland (1825), 4 L. J. O. S. Ch. 

13. Consd. Davies v. Fisher (1842), 5 Beav. 201. Refd. 

Templeman v, Warrington (1842), 13 Sim. 267; Faulkner 

vw. Wynford (1845), 15 L. J. Ch. 8; Williams wv. Clark 

(1851), 4 De G. & Sim. 472; Strutt v. Braithwaite (1852), 

16 Jur. 882; Daniel v. Gosset (1854), 19 Beav. 478 ; 

Peace v. Edmeades (1854), 2 W. R. 672; Rider v. Wood 

(1855), 3 Eq. Rep. 1064; Re Theed’s Settimt. (1857), 

3K. & J. 375; Hardcastle ». Hardcastle (1862), 1 Hem. & 

meee ; Re Hudson, Hudson v. Hudson (1882), 20 Ch. D. 

8710. -]|—Devise in trust for A. for life with 
remainder in trust for B., C. & D., & the survivor, 
for their lives & the life of the survivor, & for the 
issue of them respectively for their lives for ever, 
as tenants in common with a gift over on their 
death without issue, or in case of the death of all 
their issue; & a direction that the before-stated 
entails to B., C., & D., & their respective issues, 
were to be equally divided amongst the daughters 
as well as the sons of them & their issue :—Held : 
B., C. & D. took equitable estates in remainder 
for their lives & the life of the survivor, with cross- 
remainders between them, &, on the death of the 
survivor, all the children of 33., C. & D. took 
equitable estates as tenants in common in tail, 
with cross-remainders between them in tail. 
The doctrine of cy-prés, is applicable to such a 
devise, & not merely to a will of an executory 
character.—-PARFITT v. HEMBER (1867), L. I. 4 
Eq. 443. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Hampton v. Holman (1877), 5 Ch. D. 
183; te Richardson, Parry v. Holines, [1904] 1 Ch. 332. 
3711. Gift in trust for daughter for separate use— 

Remainder to children surviving daughter—Death 

of daughter unmarried.|—Testator directed his 

trustees & exors. to apply the income of his 
residuary estate, for the maintenance, etc., of all 
his children, & to accumulate the surplus for their 
benefit, until the youngest should attain twenty- 
one, & then to divide the capital into as many equal 
shares as the number of his children who should 
be then living should amount to, an equal share 
being allotted to each of them & to the issue of 
such of them as should be then dead, such issue 
taking their parents’ share, the shares of such of 
his children as should be sons, to be paid to them 
or their issue, on his youngest child attaining 
twenty-one, &, the shares of such of them as should 
be daughters, &, of the issue of such his daughters 
as should be then dead, he directed to remain in 
the hands of his trustees, upon trust to pay the 
interest to each of his said children, being daughters, 
during their lives for their separate use; &, on 
the decease of each of his said daughters, or in 
case any of them should be dead leaving issue 
when his youngest child should attain twenty-one, 





arising from lease.}—Re PATTERSON,  PETUAL 
PATTERSON v. Bagor’s EXECUTOR & 


TRUSTER Co., LTp., (1925] 8. A. S. R. 


147.—AUS. ; of appointment.]—Tho 

_ BP. Hxrercise of discretionary trust cy-pris was applicuble to the con- 
impracticable -— Trustee's power to struction of a wil) made in the exercise 
modify —testator’s —directiun.)—Prn- of @ power of appointment.—Srack- 


HXECUTORS 
JOHNSON, [1907] V. L. R. 596.—AUS. 


q. Will made in exercise of power 


WILLS. 


then he directed his trustees to pay the share of 
each such daughter to her issue. One of the 
daughters, who was living when the youngest 
child attained twenty-one, died a spinster :—Held ; 
she took an absolute interest in a share of the 
residue.-—HULME v. IJULME (1839), 9 Sim. 644; 
59 EB. R. 507. 

Annotations :—Apld. Bishop v. Wise (1872), 26 L. T. 530. 


Refd. Gompertz v. Gompertz (1846), 16 L. J. Ch. 23; 
Lasgence ». Merney (1849), 2 H. & Iw. 115; Lyddon v, 


Ellison (1854), 19 Beav. 565 

8712. .]—Testator directed his 
trustees ‘‘ to raise £5,000 for his daughter,’’ & to 
invest ‘his said daughter’s legacy’”’ & pay the 
interest to her for life, for her separate use, & not 
to be under the control of any husband, with 
remainder to her children absolutely, & he gave 
her the power of appointing a life interest to her 
husband. The will contained no ultimate limita- 
tion of the property, but charged the legacy on 
the rea] estate in case of a deficiency of the per- 
sonalty :—Held: subject to the interests given to 
the children, the daushter took an absolute 
interest. & having dicd unmarried, her personal 
representatives were entitled thereto.—MAYER v, 
TOWNSEND (1841), 38 Beav. 443; 10 L. J. Ch. 216; 
5 Jur. 91; 49 kK. R. 174. 


Annotations :—Consd. Woolridge v. Woolridge (1859), John. 
63. Distd. Royds v. Royds eee): 1 New Rep. 516. 
Apld. Bousfleld v. Bousticld (1869), 21 L. T. 136. Consd. 
Carter v. Smith (1871), 25 L. T. 555; Re Merceron’s 
Trusts, Davies ». Merceron (1876), 4 Ch. D. 182. Apld. 
Re Sidway Hall Estato (1 1). 37 L. T. 457. RBefd. 
Salisbu v. Potty (1843), 3 Hare, 86; Gompertz v. 
Gompertz (1846), 16 L. J. Ch. 23; Lassence v. Tierney 
(1849), 2 H. & Tw. 115; Nichols v. Haviland (1855), 1 
K. & 5. 504; Ruoker v. Scholefield (1862), 1 Hem. & M. 
36; Martin v. Martin (1866), 35 1. J. Ch. 679; Butler v. 
Gray (1869), 5 Ch. App. 26; Savage v. Tyera ees 7 
a dat as fte Richards, Williams v. Gorvin (1883), 


3713. -|—Under a gift of a sum 
of money ‘‘ to my daughter J. H., to be employed 
for her use in the following manner”; accom- 
panied by a direction that the fund should be 
invested, & the interest only paid to the daughter 
during her life, & in case she should marry & have 
children, then the principal to be divided amongst 
such children :—Held: upon the construction 
of the whole will, the daughter having died without 
children, the personal representative, & not the 
residuary legatee, was entitled to the fund.— 
CAMPBELL v. BROWNRIGG (1843), 1 Ph. 301; 138 
J. J. Ch. 7; 41 16. RR. 646, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Lumley v. Robbins (1853), 10 Hare, 
621. Id. Lord v. Lord (1857), 3 Jur. N.S. 485. Refd. 
Gompertz v. Gompertz (1846), 16 L. J. Ch. 23; Lassence 
v, Tierncy (1849), 1 Mac. & G. 551; Martin v. Martin 
(1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 404; Carter v. Smith (1871), 25 L. T. 
555. 


3714. Absolute bequest with restrictions as to 
mode of user—Restrictions to secure certain objects 
—-Falilure of objects.|-—GOMPERTZ v. GOMPERTZ 
(1846), 2 Ph. 107; 16 L. J. Ch. 23; 10 Jur. 937; 
Al Kk. R. 882, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Scawin v. Watson ( aul 16 L. J. Ch, 
404. Consd. Lassence v. Tierney (1849), 2 H. & Tw. 115. 
Apld. Zée Richards, Williams +. Gorwin CAGES). 50 L. T. 22: 
Re Wilcock, Kay v. Dewhirst, [1898] 1 Ch. 95. Distd. Re 
Hancock, Watson v. Watson, [1901] 1 Ch. 482. efd. 
Cooper v. Pitcher (1846), 16 L. J. Ch. 24. 

3715. .|\—If testator leaves a 
legacy absolutely as regards his estate, but restricts 
the mode of the legatee’s enjoyment of it, to secure 
certain objects for the benefit of the legatce ; upon 
failure of such objects, the absolute gift prevails: 














ere 

















& TRUSTERS v. POOLE t. STACKPOOLE, 2 Con. & Law. 
506.—IR. 

r. Devise to several in succession.) 
—When there is a devise to several in 
succession in words suiflicient to pass 
the fee, or the whole interest of testator 
in frecholds, the ct. will, in order to 


doctrine of 
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but, if there be no such absolute gift as between 
the legatee & the estate, & particular modes of 
enjoyment are prescribed, & those modes of enjoy- 
ment fail, the legacy forms part of testator’s estate, 
as not having in such event been given away from 
it.—LASSENCE v. TIERNEY (1849), 1 Mac. & G. 
551; 2H. & Tw. 115; 15 lL. T. O. S. 557; 41 
BK. R. 1379; sub nom. LASSENCE v. TIERNEY, 
LASSENCE v. LESCHER, 14 Jur. 182, L. C. 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Skinner’s Trusts (1860), 1 John. & 
H. 102. Distd. Whiteway v. Fisher (1861), 9 W. R. 433. 
Consd. Kellett v. Kellett (1868), L. R. 3H. L. 160. Folld. 
Ite Richards, Williams wv. Gorvin (1883), 50 L. T. 22. 
Consd. Ke Houghton, Houghton v. Brown (1884), 53 
L. J. Ch. 1018; Couoke v. Cooke (1887), 38 Ch. D. 202; 
Ite Wilcock, Kay v. Dewhirst, (1898] 1 Ch. 95; Spencer 
v. Registrar of Titlea, (1906) A. ©. 503. Apld. Re Curries’ 
Settimt., Re ee Rooper vy. Williams, [1910] 1 Ch. 
329. Consd. Re Walter, ‘Curner v. Walter (1912), 56 
Sol. Jo. 632. Apld. Re Connell’s Settlmt., Re Bennett’s 
Trusts, Fair v. Connell, [1915] 1 Ch. 867; Re Harrison, 
Hunter v. Bush, (191812 Ch. 59; Moryoseph v. Moryoseph, 
1920) 2 Ch. 83. istd. Z2e Payne, Taylor v. Puyne, 

1927} 2 Ch. 1. Refd. Salmon v. Salmon (1860), 29 Beav. 
27; Churchill v. Churchill (1867), L. R. 5 Eq. 44; Savage 
v. Tyers (1872), 7 Ch. App. 356; Ie Crawshay, Crawshay 
vw. Crawshay (1890), 43 Ch. D. 615; Re Pinhorne, Moreton 
vw. Hughes (1894), 42 W. R. 438: Re Whitehead, Peacock 
vw. Lucas, [1894] 1 Ch. 678; Hancock v. Watson, [1902] 
A. C. 14; Re Witty, Wright v. Robinson, [1913] 2 Ch. 
666; se Jones, Last vw. Dobson, [1915] 1 Ch. 246; Je 
Monk, Giffen v. Wedd, [1927] 2 Ch. 197: #e Marshall, 
Graham v. Marshall, [1828] 1 Ch. 661. Mentd. Zée King’s 
College Hospital Act, hx p. Pinniger, Surcome v. Pinniger 

1853), 3 De G. M. & G@. 5713 Kield v. Moore, Field wv. 

3rown (1855), 7 De G. M. & G,. 691; Warden v, Jones 
(1857), 23 Bouv. 487; Barrow v. Barrow (1858), 4 K. & J. 

409; Goldicutt v. Townsend (1860), 28 Beav. 445; 
Caton v. Caton (1866), 1 Ch. App. 137; MeDonald v. 
McDonald (1875), L. R. 2 Sc. & Div. 482; Cahill v. Cahill 
(1883), 8 App. Cas. 420; Maddison v. Alderson (1883), 8 
APP; Cas. 467; McManus v. Cooke (1887), 35 Ch. D. 681; 
Re Boyd, Nield v. Boyd (1890), 63 L. T. 92; Johnstone v. 
Mappin (1891), 60 L. J. Ch. 241; Sharman v, Sharman 
(1892), 67 L. T. 834; ?e Holland, Grege v. Tolland, 
Poe 2 Ch. 360; Zee A Bankruptcy Notico, [1924] 2 Ch. 


3716. — ~-—-.|—Where in a will there is 
an absolute gift, followed by a qualification of the 
mode of its enjoyment to secure certain objects 
for the benefit of the legatee, then, if the objects 
fail, the absolute gift remains. Sut if there is an 
absolute gift followed by a clause diminishing the 
estate so given to the first taker, the absolute gift 
has, in effect, been cut down, & the ct. can only 
give effect to it as so diminished.—-Ate RICHARDS, 
WILLIAMS ¥. GORVIN (1883), 50 1. T. 22. 
Annotation :—Apld. Re Wilcock, Kay v. Dewhirst, [1898] 

1 Ch. 99. 

8717. ——— -—— —-—-.|—In 1881, on the marri- 
age of M. B., the daughter of W. B., & A. C., a 
settlement was made which recited that W. B. & 
A. C. were respectively entitled to certain funds, & 
that W. B. had transferred from his own funds to 
the trustees of the settlement a suin of £1,670 
Consols, to be held as part of ‘“‘ the trust estate 
hereby constituted.”? A. C. & M. B. respectively 
assigned their own funds to the trustees upon the 
trusts thereinafter declared. The settlement went 
on to declare that the trustees should hold “‘ all the 
trust estate hereby constituted ’? until the marri- 
age upon trust for the persons to whom the same 
respectively then belonged, & after the marriage 
to pay the income of A. C.’s fund to him during the 
joint lives of A. C. & M. B., & as to the £1,670 
Consols & M. B.’s fund to pay the income to M. B. 
during the same joint lives, & after the death of 
either A. ©. or M. B. to pay the income of “ all the 
trust estate hereby constituted ’? to the survivor 














give effect to the general intent, con- 
atrue the gift as successive estates in 
tail.—STUDDERT v. VON STHIGLITZ 
(1889), 23 L. R. Ir. 564.—IR. 

t. -——.]—A devise of ‘ all my real 
& personal fortune ’”’ to V. for life, 
& after his decease to “the first & 


every other son in succession " of V.3; 
in default of such issne, to B. for life, 
with the same limitations to his sons; 
in default of such issue to C. for life 
with the same limitations repeated as 
to her sons & daughters; & in default 
of such issue to X. in fee :—Held: to 
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for life, & after the survivor’s death upon truat as 
to corpus for the children of the marriage. If 
there was no child of the marriage A. C.’s fund was 
to belong to him, & both the £1,670 Consols & 
M. B.’s fund if M. B. died in the lifetime of A. C. 
were to be held in trust for such persons as she 
should appoint, & in default of appointment to the 
persons who, if she had died intestate & unmarried, 
would have been entitled to her personalty under 
the Statutes of Distribution. There was no 
declaration of trust of these two later funds in the 
case of A. C. dying in the lifetime of M. B., & there 
being no child of the marriage. W. 3., in the 
lifetime of A. C. & M. B., made a will whereby he 
declared that his trustees should stand possessed 
of one-fourth of his residuary estate (‘‘ hereinafter 
referred to as M. B.’s share ’’) upon trust to transfer 
the same to the trustees of her settlement to be 
held by them upon the trusts of that settlement 
declared concerning ‘‘ the fortune brought into 
settlement. by or on behalf of M. B.”’ A. C. died 
in the lifetime of M. B. & there was no child of 
their marriage. It was admitted that as regarded 
the fund which belonged to M. B. & was settled by 
her there was a resulting trust in her favour :— 
Held: as regarded the £1,670 Consols there was a 
resulting trust subject to the life interest of M. B. 
in favour of W. B., her father; but the fourth 
share of his residue had been completely severed 
from W. B.’s estate & given to M. B.’s trustees for 
her benefit & there was an ultimate trust of this 
share in favour of M. B.—Re CONNELL’S SETTLE- 
MENT, /te BeNETY’s Trusts, Fain v. CONNELL, 
(1915] 1 Ch. 867; 841.J.Ch. 601; 113 L. T. 234. 


anon :—Refd. Jte Harrison, Hunter v. Bush, [1918] 2 
e we ° 





——.}—See, also, Trusts & TRUS- 

TEES, Vol. XLIII., pp. 643-645, Nos. 790-799. 
3718. Absolute gift followed by clause diminish- 

ing estate given.|—GomMpeErtTz v. GOMPERTZ (1848), 

2 Ph. 107; 16 L. J. Ch. 23; 10 Jur. 937; 41 E.R. 

882, 1. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Scawin v. Watson (1847), 16 L. J. Ch. 
404. Consd. Lassence v. Tierney (1849), 2 H. & Tw. 115. 
Apld. Re lhtichards, Williams v. Gorvin (1883), 50 L. T. 

2; Re Wilcock, Kay v. Dewhirst, {1898]1 Ch. 95. Distd. 
Re Hancock, Watson v. Watson, [1901] 1 Ch. 482. Refd. 
Cooper v. Pitcher (1846), 16 L. J. Ch. 24. 


3719. .j}— Re RiIcHARDS, WILLIAMS. v. 
GORVIN, No. 3716, anvite. 

3720. Absolute bequest with subsequent gift 
in derogation — Failure of subsequent gift.| — 
Distinction between an absolute bequest with a 
subsequent gift in derogation, & a limited bequest 
followed by a subsequent restricted gift over. In 
the former case the absolute gift remains upon 
failure of the subsequent gift, but in the latter 
the limited bequest is not enlarged by such an 
event.—SCAWIN v. WATSON (1847), 10 Beav. 200 ; 
16 L. J. Ch. 404; 11 Jur. 576; 50 FE. R. 559, L. C. 
Annotations :—Consd. Lasaence v. Tierney (1849), 1 Mac. & 





G. 551: Salmon v. Salmon C1EGD), 29 Beav. 27. Refd. 
ane Houghton, Houghton v. Brown (1884), 53 L. J. Ch. 
3721. ——.|—G., by his will, bequeathed to his 


exor., B., two leasehold houses, & declared that 
it was his will that out of the net proceeds of the 
rent of those houses B. should give yearly equal 
portions to testator’s two brothers & three sisters, 
naming them—that was to say, each to receive 
one-fifth part of the net proceeds of rent. On the 
death of any or all of his brothers & sisters, testator 


successive life estates in all the 


limitations previous to the gift to X.— 
Peay iv: HITE (1844), 7 I. Eq. R. 


a. Ltemainder-over void for remote- 
ness.J—GuvuyY v. Guy, 30 N. Z. L. R. 383. 
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Sect. 4.—Construction according to intention of 
testator: Sub-sect. 5, B. Sect. 5: Sub-sect. 1.] 


directed that the same should go to their children : 
—Held: upon the true construction of the will, 
the brothers & sisters took only an estate for life.— 
Re Woucnton, HouGHTON v. Brown (1884), 53 
L. J. Ch. 1018; 50 L. T. 529. 

8722. Limited bequest with subsequent restricted 
gift over—-Failure of subsequent gift.|—-ScawIN v. 
Watson, No. 3720, ante. 

3723. Absolute gift with limitations over— 
Failure of limitations.|—A legacy in trust for A., 
& to pay the income to her, with limitations over 
to her issue, & to the survivors of A., B. & C., & 
their issuc :—Held: to vest absolutely in A., on 
failure of the subsequent limitations.—Re Cor- 
BETT’s Trusts (1860), John. 591; 29 L. J. Ch. 
468: 21L. 1T. 147; 6 Jur. N.S. 339; 8 W. R. 257 ; 
70 HK. R. 555. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Hurry vc. Morgan (1866), L. R. 8 Ka. 
152; Re Arnold’s Trusts (1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 252; 
R. 1010; Beckwith v. 


Williams v. James (1872), 20 W. 
Beckwith (1876), 25 W. R. 6; Wake v. Varah (1876), 2 
Ch. D. 348; Griffiths v. Mortimer (1885), 33 W. R. 441; 
Re Roper’s Estate, Morrell v. Gissing (1889), 41 Ch. D. 
409; Re Robson, Howden v. Robson, [1899] W. N. 260; 
Harrison v. Harrison, (1901] 2 Ch. 136. 


3724. Gift to daughter on trust of marriage 
settlement—-Ultimate trust In default of issue to 
testator—Daughter surviving husband & testator.| 
—-Testator gave his residuary estate to trustees 
upon trust for his children living at his decease as 
tenants in common, & then directed that the share 
which “‘ would belong to ’’ any daughter who at his 
death should be or have been married should ‘“ go 
& be paid to” the trustees of her marriage settle- 
ment, to be held upon the same trusts as were 
thereby declared of the moneys thereby settled by 
him upon such daughter or such of them as should 
be then subsisting & capable of taking effect. 
The ultimate trust of the moneys settled by 
testator upon the marriage of his daughter, C., 
who survived him & her husband, was a trust in 
default of issue of C. (as happened) for testator, his 
exors., administrators, & assigns :—Held: in the 
events which had happened there was no valid 
effective trust declared by testator’s will of C.’s 
aliquot share of residue upon her death without 
having issue, & the share devolved upon her legal 
personal representative.— Re CuRRIE’s SETTLE- 
MENT, f?e ROOPER, ROOPER v. WILLIAMS, [1910] 1 
Ch. 820; 79 L. J. Ch. 285; 101 L. T. 899; 54 
Sol. Jo. 270. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Harrison, Hunter v. Bush, [1918] 2 
Ch. 59; Re Powell, Bodvel-Roberts v. Poole, [1918] 1 Ch. 407. 


See, also, CHARITIES, Vol. VIII., pp. 344-351, 
Nos. 1365-1460. 


SEctT. 5._-CONSTRUCTION ACCORDING TO 
CONSEQUENCES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

3725. Unambiguous intention must be executed 
—Regardless of consequences of will.|—-The de- 
claration of the decree, upon the principle, that the 
residuary property vested only as it was received 
& converted into money, was reversed: the 
judgment being, that such an intention, though, 
if clearly expressed, it must notwithstanding the 
inconvenience be executed, was not the true con- 
struction upon the whole will; & is not to be 
collected, unless clearly expressed.—GASKELL v. 
HARMAN (1805), 11 Ves. 489; 32 I. R. 1177, L.C. 


Annotations :~Consd. Rammell v. Gillow (1845), 15 L. J. Ch. 
35, Apld. Johnson v, Crook (1879), 12 Ch. D. 6389. Refd. 
Wood v. Fenayre (1807), 13 Ves. 325: Noel ». Henle 
eer s Pricc, 241; Re Grove’s Trusts (1862), 3 Gift. 
575 ; fe Sampson, Sampson v. Sampson, {1896} 1 Ch. 630. 
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3726. --]—The ct. is desired to pre- 
sume against the intention declared. That a case 
might arise of difficulty to execute the whole 
purpose, is no reason for not executing it where no 
such difficulty occurs (StR WM. Grant, M.R.).— 
ELWIN v. ELWIn (1803), 8 Ves. 547; 32 E. R. 467. 
Annotations :—Consd. Johnson v. Crook (1879), 12 Ch. D. 

639. Refd. Wood wv. Ponayre (1807), 13 Ves. 325; Re 

Dodgson’s Trust (1853), 1 Drew. 440; Minors v. Battison 

Cea 1 App. Cas. 428; Re Chaston, Chaston v. Seago 

1881), 18 Ch. D. 218. 

3727. J—It is urged that... it 
would be most inconvenient to impose upon the 
ct. the burthen of judging at what time the debts 
might, or ought, to have been paid. But in 
answer to this & without) denying the incon- 
viences which exist in this view of the subject, it is 
certainly a very strong proposition to say, either 
that a testator has no power to make such & pro- 
vision, or (which is tantamount to such a declara- 
tion) that the ct. will pay no regard to it when 
made (Str Wm. GRANT, M.R.).—BERNARD 1. 
MOUNTAGUE (1816), 1 Mer. 422; 35 EF. R. 729. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Astldy v. Essex (1871), 6 Ch. App. 898. 

3728. Inconvenience attending the 
carrying into effect. a particular disposition by will 
not a sufficient reason for controlling its obvious 
construction.—-DEFFLIS v. GOLDSCHMIDT (1816), 
1 Mer. 417; 19 Ves. 566; 35 1. R. 727. 
Annotations :—Refd. Berkeley v. Swinburne (1840), 12 Jur. 

5713 Stone v. Harrison (1846), 2 Coll. 715; Mann v. 

Thompson (1854), Kay. 638; Dias v. De Livera (1879), 5 

App. Cas, 123. 

3729. -.|—Inconvenient consequences. 
not in the contemplation of testator, at the time of 
making his will, not sufficient to authorise a varia- 
tion or interpolation in the terms of a bequest ; 
where those terms are in themselves clear & 
intelligible.---SmMITH v. STREATFIELD (1816), 1 
Mer. 358; 35 E. R. 706. 

Annotations :—N.F. Arrow v. Mellish (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 
355. Apld. Abrey v. Newman (18538), 16 Heav. 431; 
Ie Campbell’s Trusta (1886), 33 Ch. D. 98. Refd. Wills 
v. Wills (1875), I. R. 20 Kq. 312; Re Stone, Baker v, 
Stone (1895), 64 L. J. Ch. 637. 

3730. j|-—If testator expresses an 
intention precisely, in clear & positive terms, & 
there is no legal objection to it, no inconvenience 
arising from a literal adherence to such intention, 
so expressed, is to be regarded. The case is very 
different where the intention is not fully expressed, 
but is to be collected & inferred as only probable. 
In that case, the probability, from which the 
intention is to be inferred, may be outweighed by 
the improbability, that testator could intend to 
make a distribution of his property, attended 
with such inconveniences as would follow from 
carrying into execution his supposed intention 
(DAMPIER, J.).—DRIVER d. FRANK v. FRANK (1814), 
3M. &S. 25; 105 BE. R. 521; affd. (1818), 6 Price, 
41, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Apld. Cholmondeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 
Jac. & W. 1. Consd. Bird v. Luckie (1850), & Hare, 301. 
Apld. Warde v. Plumb (1870), 22 L. T. 723. Refd. Doe d. 
Winter v. Porratt (1826), RB. & C. 48; Windham v. 
Graham (1826), 1 Russ. 331; Duffleld v. Dufficld (1829), 3 
BI. N. 8. 260: Wharton v. Barker (1858), 4 K. & J. 483 ; 
Head v. Godlee, Reynolds v. Godlee (1859), John. 536 ; 
Holmes v. Prescott (1864), 1] L. T. 38; Smith & Goddard 
v. Ridgway (1865), 13 L. T. 561; Radford v. Willis (1871), 
L. R. 12 Eq. 105; Patching v. Barnett (1880), 43 L. T. 50. 
3731. -|—To avoid a will for un- 

certainty, it is not enough that the dispositions in 

it are so absurd & irrational that it is difficult to 
believe they could have been intended by the 
testator: but it must be incapable of any clear 
meaning.—MASON v. ROBINSON (1825), 2 Sim. & 

St. 295; 57 E. R. 3593; subsequent proceedings 

(1826), 3 Bing. 621. 

Aeon :—Consd. Re Meredith’s Trust (1864), 10 l. T. 
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Part XVI.—CoNSsTRUCTION. 


37382. -|—(1) Where in a will it 
appeared, having reference to the circumstances of 
testator’s property & family, that the words 
‘‘fourth schedule’’ had been used instead of 
‘‘ fifth schedule ”’ by a mere clerical error :—Held : 
the word ‘“ fourth’? should be construed as if it 
had been “ fifth ’’—the latter construction being 
such as on the whole might be deemed the will of a 
rational, careful, prudent, & just man; the former 
to be one of an eccentric kind, capricious, arbitrary, 
& unjust. 

(2) Words, however, must be construed accord- 
ing to their natural sense, unless it be perfectly 
clear that testator had a contrary intention.— 
Hart v. TULK, HART v. GORDON, TULK v. HART, 
TiART v. COTTRELL (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 300; 
22 L. J. Ch. 649; 21 L. T. O. 8.174; 42 E.R. 
888, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apid. Stanley v. Stanley (1862), 2 
Jobn. & H. 491. Generally, Consd. Surtees v. Hopkinson 
(1867). L. R. 4 Eq. 98. Refd. Key v. Key (1853), 4 
De G. M. & G. 73: Maddison v. Chapman (1859), eae: 


. 5363; Webber v. Stanley (1864), 16 C. B. : 
dte Thomson’s Trusts (1870), L. R. 11 Eq. 146. 


3733. .|—An Englishman, who had 
resided for many years in India, & become imbued 
with eastern notions, professing himself, at 
different times, a believer in the Hindoo & Maho- 
medan faiths, & to a great degree adopting the 
habits of life of the latter, by his will (which, with 
the exception of a small legacy, excluded his 
brother, his only next of kin, from any benefit), 
after bequeathing several legacies & specific 
bequests, gave the residue of his property to the 
Turkish Ambassador, or the person for the time 
being representing him, to be applied for the benefit 
of the poor of the city of Constantinople, & for 
the erection of a cenotaph at Constantinople, with 
alight burning, & a description of testator engraved 
thereon. This will, which was in conformity with 
his written instructions, was duly executed during 
the last illness of testator :—THfeld: as the will was 
in conformity with the written instructions of the 
deceased, the true test to ascertain its validity was 
to look into the previous habits & opinions of 
testator to account for his extravagant behaviour 
& language, & though the depositions in the will 
might be absurd & irrational in a native of England 
& a Christian, according to English habits, they 
were accounted for in the case of the testator, 
who had in early life adopted the manners & mode 
of living of a Mahomedan.—-AUSTEN v. GRAHAM 
(1854), 8 Moo. P. UC. C. 4933; 1 Hee. & Ad. 357; 
241. T. 0.8.37; 14 i. R. 188, P. C. 

Annotation :-—Mentd. Davis v. Gregory & Francis (1873), 

42 L. J.P. & M. 33. 


3734. .J—It is the privilege of testators 
to be capricious if they please; .. . dispositions, 
apparently capricious, May in some cases have 
their foundation in circumstances unknown to the 
ct., but which might be sufficient, at all events in 
the opinion of testator, to render the disposition 
reasonable. In cases of this nature, therefore, 
the ct. must be guided by the words of the will; 
but it must look to the whole will, so far as it bears 
upon the subject, & not merely to any particular 
expression contained in it; & it must, as in other 
cases, be careful that the particular expressions of 
the will are applied only to the subjects to which 
they were intended to refer (TURNER, L.J.).— 
Boosey v. GARDENER (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 
122; 18 Beav. 471; 43 Kb. R. 816, L. JJ. 
Annotation :—Consd. Paylar v, Pegg (1857), 24 Beav. 105. 

3735. .J]—(1) The only reason, there- 
fore, for proposing to put a different interpretation 
on the language used, is the persuasion that the 
intention expressed by the words does not truly 
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convey the meaning of testator using them, that 
he meant to say something different from that 
which he has said. But this is not a legitimate 
ground for adopting a forced construction, or for 
interpolating words, unless the instrument itself 
enables us to do so (LORD CRANWORTH). 

(2) Where by acting on one interpretation of the 
words used we are driven to the conclusion, that 
the person using them is acting capriciously, 
without any intelligible motive, contrary to the 
ordinary mode in which men in general act in 
similar cases, there, if the language admits of two 
constructions, we may reasonably & properly 
adopt that which avoids these anomalies, even 
though the construction adopted is not the most 
obvious, or the most grammatically accurate. 
But if the words used are unambiguous, they 
cannot be departed from merely because they lead 
to consequences which we consider capricious, or 
even harsh & unreasonable (LORD CRANWORTH). 

(3) In a will we have nothing to guide us but 
the language of testator. In marriage articles, cts. 
have always felt warranted in saying, that such a 
construction must be put on them as will accom- 
plish their object, namely, the securing a provision 
for the children. They must, in general, be read 
as if there was a recital in them, ‘‘ Whereas the 
object of the parties is to secure a provision for the 
children of the now intended marriage’? (LORD 
CRANWORTH). 

(4) The will must be expressed in writing, & 
that writing only is to be considered. In 
construing that writing the rule is to read it in the 
ordinary & grammatical sense of the words, unless 
some obvious absurdity, or some repugnance or 
inconsistency with the declared intentions of the 
writer, to be extracted from the whole instrument, 
should follow from so reading it. Then the sense 
may be modified, extended or abridged, so as to 
avoid those consequences, but no farther (Lop 
WENSLEYDALE).—ABBOTT v. MIDDLETON, Rick- 
ETTS v. CARPENTER (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 68; 28 
L. Ds Ch. 110 3 33 L. fh QO. S. 66 ; 5 Jur. N. S. W17 3 
11 E. R. 28, H. L.3; affg. (1855), 21 Beav. 143. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Phillips v. Tail (1906), 54 

W. R. 517. Refd. Hope v. Potter (1857), 3 K. & J. 206; 

Coates v. Hart (1863), 32 Beav. 349; Foxwell v. Van 

Grutten (1900), 82 L. T. 272. As to (2) Apld. Gordon v. 

Gordon (1871), L. R. 5 H. L. 254; Bathurst v. Errington 

(1877), 2 App. Cas. 698. Consd. Re Hudson, Hudson v. 

Hudson (1882), 20 Ch. D. 406. Apld. Rogers v. Maddocks 

(1892),62L.3.Ch. 219; Re Whitmore, Walters v. Harrison, 

11902) 2Ch. 66; Re Rayner, Rayner v, Rayner, (1904) 1 Ch, 

176; He Layard, Layard v. Bessborough (1916), 85 L. J. 

Ch. 505. Refd. Locke v. Dunlop (1888), 39 Ch. D. 387; 

Mills v. Dunham, [1891] 1 Ch. 576. 4g fo (4) Apld. Nunn 

v. Hancock (1868), 16 W. R. 818. Refd. Wing v. Avgrave 

(1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 183 ; Re Bowman, Re Lay, Whytehead 

». Boulton (1889), 41 Ch. D. 525; Cave v. Horsell, [1912) 

3 K. B. 533. Generally, Consd. Stevens v. Pyle (1860), 

28 Beav. 388; Stanley v. Stanley (1862), 2 John. & H. 

491. Refd. Slingsby v. Grainger 1898), 7 H. L. Cas. 

273; Neighbour v. Thurlow (1860), 28 Beav. 33; East- 

wood v. Lockwood (1867), L. KR. 3 Hq. 487; Keogh v, 

Keogh (1874), 22 W. R. 508; Leach v. Jay (1878), 39 

L. Tf. 242: Evans v. Ball (1882), 47 L. T.185; Rhodes v. 

lihodes (1882), 7 APP, Cas. 192; Jee Northen, Salt v. 

Pym (1884), 54 I. J. ; &e Mitchell, Mitchell v. 

Mitchell (1913), 108 L. T. 180. Mentd. Anderson v. 

Abbott (1857), 3 Jur. N. S. 833; Taylor v. St. Helen’s 

Corpn. (1877), 8 Ch. D. 264; Whitmore v. King (1918), 

87 L. J. Ch. 647 ; Lowther v, Clifford, [1927] 1 K. B. 130. 

3736. .}—Where clear words of gift 
are found in a will, full effect is to be given to them 
notwithstanding capricious results may follow.— 
WHARTON v. BARKER (1858), 4 K. & J. 4833; 4 
Jur. N.S. 653; 6 W. R. 534; 70 E. R. 202. 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Sturge & G. W. Ry. (1881), 19 
Ch. D. 444; Fe Rees, Williams v. Davies (1890), 44 
Ch. D. 484; Hutchinson v. National Refuges for Homeless 
& Destitute Children, [1920] A. C. 795. Refd. Moas v. 
Dunlop (1859), John. 490; Bullock v. Downes (1860), 
9 H. L. Cas. 1; Re Lang’s Will (1861), 9 W. R. 589: 

Thorpe v. Thorpe (1862), 1 H. & C, 326; Mitchel] v, 
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Bridges (1864), 11 L. IT. 727; Travis v. Taylor (1866), 12 
Jur. N. 8S. 791; Day v. Da Wes 18 . R. 417; Re 
Morley’s Trusts (1877), 25 W. R. 825; Mortimer v. Slater 
(1877), 7 Ch. D. 322; Re Taylor, Taylor v. Ley (1885), 
62 L. T. 839; Re Wilson, Wilson v. Batchelor, [1907] 1 
ee 450; Me MclFce, McFce v. Toner (1910), 79 L. J. Ch. 


3737. —--—— 
3664, ane. 
8738 


ne ee 


-—— 


-|—JENKINS v. HuGHES, No. 


—-——.]—The rule that testator’s 
language ought to be adhered to unless some 
inconsistency would result from doing so ought 
not to be departed from on slight grounds, & the 
ct. refused to depart from that rule in a case where 
there was very strong probability that testator 
meant something different from what he had 
actually said. 

In the construction of this will there is, no doubt, 
a great temptation to swerve from the rule of 
construction Jaid down by the House of Lords in 
the case of Abbolt v. Aliddleton, No. 3735, ante, 
that you must adhere to the words of testator 
unless some inconsistency would result from doing 
so, but that rule is of so much importance that it 
ought not to be departed from on slight grounds, 
nor even upon the ground of strong probability 
that testator meant something different from what 
he had actually said (Woop, L.J.).—NUuUNN v. 
Hancock (1868), 16 W. R. 818, L. JJ. 

3739. ——.]—The dispositions of the will 
literally construed might be, in part at least, 
unusual, might seem, in part at least, eccentric. 
Testatrixes, however, & testators, not only had 
a right to make such dispositions, but, as had been 
frequently said, had sometimes reasons, not. stated, 
for provisions seemingly capricious & strange 
(KNIGHT Bruce, L.J.).—Re PoLtLaryp’s EsSrate 
(1863), 38 De G. J. & Sm. 541; 2 New Rep. 404; 
32 L. J. Ch. 657; 8 L. T. 710; 11 W. R. 10838; 
46 E.R. 746, L. JJ. 


Annotations :-—-Refd. Yarrow v. Knightly (1877), 36 L. T. 
907; Jte Jones, Last v. Dobson, [1915] 1 Ch. 246. 


3740. -|—-Where the terms of a will 
are clear, plain, & unambiguous, the fact that to 
carry them into effect would lead to an absurdity, 
or to an apparent harshness towards an individual, 
affords no grounds for the ct. putting a construc- 
tion upon them which is opposed to their plain & 
obvious meaning (CLEASBY, B.).—-WARDE v. 
PLUMB (1870), as reported in 22 L. TI’. 7233; on 
appeal (1871), 40 L. J. Ex. 105, Ex. Ch. 

3741. —— -]—(1) The fact that, having 
regard to the nature & character of the property, 
testator would probably have wished to keep 
the freeholds & copyholds together; & that, on 
my construction of the will, difficulties & doubts 
are likely or certain to arise, which another inter- 
pretation of the codicil would get rid of, is no reason 
for... giving to words . . . a meaning which is 
not their own meaning (WICKENS, V.-C.). 

(2) Words cannot be inserted because their 
omission is unaccountable or would have probably 
been mentioned if intentional (WicKENS, V.-C.).— 
LANGDALE (LADY) uv. Bricas, La yp. Bacon 
(LADY), Ka p. MARTINEAU (1873), 28 L. T. 467; 
affd. sub nom. MARTINEAU v. Brices (1875), 45 
i. J. Ch. 674, H. L. ; 
Annotationa :—Generally, Refd. Holmes v. Sayer-Milward 

(1878), 38 L. T. 38) ; Homer v. Homer (1878), 8 Ch. D. 

758; Jte Towry’s &. I., Dallas v. Towry (1889), 41 Ch. D. 

64; He Cleveland’s 8. H., [1893] 3 Ch. 244; Liddell v. 


liiddell (1896), 66 L. J. Ch. 62; Re Whitburn, Whitburn 
v. Christie, [1923] 1 Ch. 332. 

















3742. ———.]— BATHURST v. ERRINGTON, 
No. 3758, post. 
3743. — |—(1) Testator gave £6,000 to 








trustees upon trust to pay the income of one 


WILLS. 


moiety to his daughter J. for her life, & the income 
of the other moiety to his daughter A. for her life. 
& from & immediately after the several] deceases 
of each of the daughters ‘‘ leaving lawful issue or 
other lineal descendants her or them surviving,”’ 
upon trust ‘‘ to pay, assign, & transfer ”’ the fund 
of her or them so dying ‘‘ unto her or their child or 
children or other linea) descendants respectively,” 
to be equally divided between them if more than 
one ‘such child or children or other lineal de- 
scendants to take per stirpes & not per capita, such 
principal trust moneys to be paid, assigned, & 
transferred to them respectively ”’ at twenty-one, 
& the income in the meantime to be applied 
towards their maintenance & education; ‘ but 
nevertheless the said parts or shares of the said 
child or children shall be absolute vested interests 
in him, her, or them immediately on the decease 
of his, her, or their respective parent or parents, 
& transmissible to his, her, or their exors. or 
administrators respectively.’”?’ There was a gift 
over, in case either of the daughters should die 
‘‘ without leaving any lawful issue or other lineal 
descendants her surviving,’’ to the other daughter 
& her child or children or other lineal descendants. 
In case both of the daughters should die ‘* without 
leaving any lawful issue or other lineal descendants 
her or them surviving,’’ there was a gift over to 
other persons :—-Held: children of a daughter 
who predeceased her did not take. 

I fully admit that on the authorities & on the 
reason of the thing, if that stood alone followed by 
an immediate gift to children, though it might 
appear to be & would be a very eapricious intention, 
because it would make the interests of the children, 
if they all died in their parents’ lifetime, depend on 
whether one of them had Ieft a grandchild who 
would not take anything, still. there being no other 
words, that would not be sufficient to make the 
interests of the children contingent on their sur- 
viving their parents. It would be a remarkably 
capricious intention, having the interests of the 
children dependent upon an extraneous fact, 
but still it would not be an impossible intention 
(JESSE],, M.R.). 

(2) 1ltake it that no rule of construction is better 
ecttled than that, when two meanings are open to a 
judge, & the one is reasonable & sensible, & the 
other, though not absolutely unreasonable in the 
sense of supposing that the testator must have 
been a lunatic, yet is extremely unlikely, he ought 
to select that meaning which is consonant to 
ordinary reason, & not. liable to the imputation of 
excessive caprice (JESSEL, M.R.).—SELBY  v. 
WHITTAKER (1877), 6 Ch. D. 2393 47 L. J. Ch. 
121; 387 L. T. 614; 26 W. RR. 117, C. A. 
Annotations :— Aas to (1) Consd. Hickling v. Fair, (1899] A.C. 

15. Refd. Ite Walker, Dunkerby v. Hewerdine, [1917] 1 

Ch. 38. Generally, Refd. J’e Stephens, Tomalin v. Toma- 

lin’s Trustee, (1927) 1 Ch. 1. 

3744. —-—.|—-Re SEAL, SEAL v. TAYLOR, 
[1894] 1 Ch. 316; 63 L. J. Ch. 275; 70 L. 'T. 329, 
Cons 

3745, —-- --—..]—VAN GRUTTEN v. FOXWELL, 
FOXWELL v. VAN GRUTTEN, No. 4044, post. 

3746. -J—Tck Lina v. Fair, No. 3559, 
ante. 














SUB-SECT. 2.—WHERE WILL AMBIGUOUS. 

3747. Rational construction adopted.|—INcH- 
LEY & ROBINSON’S CASE, No. 3802, post. 

3748. -|}—(1) Where the literal force of 
expressions differs in a will, it is a true rule to seek 
the intention of the devisor, rather in a consistent 
& rational purpose, than in a purpose inconsistent 
& irrational. 
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(2) Qu.: where a devisor has expressed an 
intent to exclude A. from the descent, will a ct., 
in order to effectuate the general intent, give an 
estate which may descend to A.—JENKINS v. 
HERRIES (1819), 4 Madd. 67; 56 EH. R. 633. 
Annotation :—A ° , 

aie oda ries (1) Consd. Jenkins v. Hughes (1860), 8 

3749. -|—(1) Now I do not mean to deny 
the right of testator to be capricious in the disposi- 
tion of his property but where a plain simple & 
rational scheme for the disposition of property is 
made by testator in one part of his will & a clause, 
certainly not of inflexible construction, afterwards 
occurs which according to one construction of it 
subverts that scheme & disappoints the primary 
objects of testator’s bounty, & that without any 
cause assigned by testator... it is clearly the 
duty of the ct. to examine it with care & to see 
whether by any reasonable construction of which 
its words are fairly susceptible it may not be 
reconcilable with that scheme of the will about 
which when separately considered no question 
can arise (W1GRAM, V.-C.). 

(2) Admitting that between two inconsistent 
clauses in a will the last should prevail it is a sound 
rule of construction that an intention plainly 
declared shall not be avoided by subsequent words 
of doubtful import which are not necessarily 
irreconcilable with the intention first expressed 
(WIGRAM, V.-C.).—IHIILLERSDON v. LOWE (1843), 
2 Hare, 355; 12 L. J. Ch. 321; 7 Jur. 482; 67 
i. R. 146. 


Annotations :-—As to (1) Retd. Abbott v. Middleton, Ricketts 
v. Carpenter (1858), 7 If. L. Cas. 68. Generally, Refd. 
Wing v. Angrave (1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 183. 





ae — -~|--MARKS v. SOLOMONS, No. 4162, 
post. 
3751. — -J—ABBOTT v. MIDDLETON, RICKETTS 


v. CARPENTER, No. 3735, ante. 

3752, -——-——.|—In the first place, such an inten- 
tion is not readily to be imputed to testatrix when 
you consider that the result would be to deprive 
her own brother & sisters & their children of 
everything; or to make the fact of their taking 
anything or not, dependent upon that which is 
never alluded to by testatrix, the solvency or 
insolvency of her debtor. ‘That would seem to bea 
very strange construction, & one that we ought not 
to adopt, if the words can have any other other 
meaning (LORD CRANWORTI).-—VICKERS v. POUND 
(1858), 6 H. I. Cas. 885; 28 L. J. Ch. 163 31 L. T. 
O. S. 372; 4 Jur. N.S. 543; 6 W. RR. 580; 10 
EK. R. 1543, H. L. 

3753. —-—-.]—-(1) I quite agrec to that rule, 
when properly understood & rightly applied, but 
that rule means that words are to be taken in their 
plain ordinary sense with reference to the subject- 
inatter in the instrument to be construed. Taking 
hold of a particular word, & giving it the meaning 
which it most often bears, will lead into great 
mistakes, if we do not remember that the rule must 
refer to the meaning it bears with reference to the 
subject-matter (LORD CRANWORTH). 

(2) I think there is no weight in the argument 
that the natural & ordinary meaning of the word 
‘‘ eldest ’’ is eldest in point of age, & that it is 
unjustifiable to substitute such a meaning as a 
conveyancer or other lawyer whose mind is habit- 
uated to established rules of descent & conven- 
tional limitations of real property would be lead to 
adopt. The will is confessedly not the natural 
language of testator himself, but the professional 
language of the conveyancer who was employed 
to draw it. Surely it is difficult to maintain that 
in construing such a will the same sense ought to 
be imputed to its languago as if the subject of 
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construction were a document of an ordinary kind, 
framed in natural language, & treating of 
untechnical matters (LORD CRANWORTH). 

(3) Reading the will, therefore, with no other 
inclination as to its construction except that which 
naturally & properly arises from an unwillingness 
to attribute unreasonable or capricious intentions 
to testator, when his language permits us to regard 
him as reasonable & not capricious, I thi it 
clear, that if the words “ eldest male lineal de- 
scendant’”’ can, without violence, be taken to 
indicate the person who should at the specified 
time be heir male of the body of I., we are bound 
so to construe them (LORD CRANWORTH).— 
THELLUSSON v. RENDLESHAM (LORD), THELLUSSON 
v. THELLUSSON, HARE v. ROBARTS (1859), 7 H. L. 
Cas. 420; 28 L. J. Ch. 948; 6 Jur. N. S. 1031; 
11 EK. R. 172; sub nom. THELLUSSON v. ROBARTS, 
HARE v. ROBARTS, RENDLESHAM v. ROBARTS, 33 
L. T. 0.8. 379; 7 W. 1. 563, H. L. 


Annotations :-—As to Cd) Consd. Rhodes v. Rhodes (1882), 7 
App. Cas. 192; Re Northen’s Estate, Salt v. Pym (18 38 
28 Ch. D. 153. As to (2) Refd. Richards v. Davies (1862), 
13 C. B. N.S. 69. Generally, Mentd. Di Sora v. Sake 
IB ES )a a NeW. Rep. 553; R. v. Sunderland JJ. (1901), 85 


3754. ———.]—JENKINS v. HuaGHss, No. 3664, 
arte. 
3755. -|—In his choice between two con- 





flicting implications the effect of adopting one in 
preference to another must not be overlooked. 
If one would lead to unreasonable consequences 
& the other would avoid them the latter implication 
has a presumption in its favour in an attempt to 
ascertain the probable intention of testator (LORD 
CHETLMSFORD).—ATKINSON v. HOLTBY (1863), 10 
H. L. Cas. 313; 32 L. J. Ch. 785; 8 L. 'T. 583 ; 
9 Jur. N.S. 503; 11 W. R. 544; 11 E. R. 1047, 
H. L.3 revsg. S. C. sub nom. ATKINSON v. BARTON 
(1861),3 De G. F. & J. 339, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—-Consd. 72e Hudson, Hudson v. Hudson (1882), 


20 Ch. D. 406. Refd. Z?e Clark’s Trusts (1863), 2 New 
Rep. $86. 
3756. ---—.|—-lf, therefore, we are to seck the 


interpretation of the will in conformity with the 
declared intention, & to find in it, a rational & 
consistent, rather than in an extraordinary & 
irrational object, it would be impossible for me 
to countenance this interpretation on the part 
of the heiress-at-law, if any other interpretation 
can be reasonably put upon the words (Lorp 
WESTBURY, C.).—SIDNEY v. WILMER, FITZ- 
CLARENCE v. WILMER, WILMER v. HUNLOKE, 
FITZCLARENCE v. WILMER (1863), 4 De G. J. & Sm. 
$4; 3 New Rep. 180; 9 L. T. 737; 10 Jur. N.S. 
217; 46 E.R. 847, L. C. 

Aeon :—Reld. Wade-Gery v. Handley (1876), 3 Ch. D. 


3757. .|—GORDON v. GORDON, GORDON v. 
GORDON, No. 8592, ante. 

3758. -|—Where the words of a will are 
unambiguous, they cannot be departed from 
merely because they lead to consequences capri- 
cious or even harsh & unreasonable. But where 
they are capable of two interpretations, that con- 
struction of them is to be adopted which is in 
accordance with an intelligible & reasonable, & 
not a capricious or anomalous, result.—BATHURST 
v. ERRINGTON (1877), 2 App. Cas. 698; sub nom. 
CRAVEN v. ERRINGTON, BATHURST v. ERRINGTON, 
46 L. J. Ch. 748 ; 25 W. R. 908 3; sub nom. CRAVEN 
v. HRRINGTON, HERVEY-BATHURST v. ERRINGTON, 
37 L. T. 338, LU. L.;3 affy. S. C. sub nom. HERVEY- 
BATHURST v. STANLEY, CRAVEN v. STANLEY (1876), 
4 Ch. D. 251, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Locke v. Dunlo 
387; Fe Whitmore, Walters e. Harrison, at 
Refd. Mcredith v. ‘Treffry (1879), 12 Ch. D. 








(1888), 39 Ch. D. 
62) 2 Ch. 66. 
170, 
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Sect. 5.—-Construction according to consequences : 
Sub-sect.2. Sects. 6 & 7.] 


8759. — -|—-SELBY v. WHITTAKER, No. 3748, 
ante. 
3760. — -.|—-There can be no doubt that ‘‘ the 


paramount duty of the cts.,’’ to use the words of 
TURNER, L.J., in Marlin v. Lee, No. 3665, ante, “‘ is 
to ascertain & give effect to the intention of 
testator to be collected from the whole will, & not 
from any particular word or expression which may 
be contained in it.”” But it is not their duty by 
adhering to the strict letter of a will so to con- 
strue general words as in the absence of clear & 
unambiguous language to impute to testator an 
unreasonable intention (per Cur.).—McGIBBON v. 
ABBOTT (1885), 10 App. Cas. 653; 34 L. J. P. C. 
39; 54 L. T. 188, P. C. 

3761. -]—The rule in favour of putting on a 
settlement or will making a provision for a family 
such a construction as will give the children inde- 
feasible interests on their attaining twenty-one, 
is only a rule of construction to be applied in con- 
struing ambiguous words, & not a positive rule 
which will modify the effect of plain words. 

If testator makes in clear terms an unreasonable 
disposition we cannot help it, & we cannot make a 
will for him. All rules of construction are simply 
rules to be applied where there is no definite 
expression of intention in the instrument. If there 
is, you do not want any rule of construction. 
Even when it has been laid down as a rule that 
certain words have a particular meaning, still, if 
there is any expression in the will which shows 
that testator intended to use them in a different 
sense, we must give them the meaning which he 
has shown that he intended them to bear. Rules 
of construction are only intended to aid us where 
there is ambiguity, & not to enable us to get rid 
of the express words of testator if expressed in 
clear language (CoTTron, L.J.).—AHe HAMLET, 
STEPHEN v. CUNNINGHAM (1888), 39 Ch. D. 426; 
58 L. J. Ch. 242; 59 L. T. 745; 37 W. R. 245; 4 
T. L. R. 762, C. A.3 affy. S. C. sub nom. Re 
HAMLET, CUNNINGHAM v. GRAHAM, 57 L. J. Ch. 
1007. 


Annolations :—Apld. Re Edwards, Jones v. Jones, {1906} 1 
Ch. ae Refd. Re Robertr, Percival v. Roberts, (1903) 


2 Ch. 200. 

3762. -|—The rule of the ct. is this, that if 
we find language in a will which is capable of being 
used in what 1 may call a primary & secondary 
sense, & if we find that the primary meaning if 
applied, gives a construction which would lead to 
the conclusion that the person using it is acting 
capriciously, & without intelligible motive & 
contrary to the ordinary mode in which men 
generally act in similar cases, then we may adopt 
the second (STIRLING, J.).—LOCKE v. DUNLOP 
(1888), 39 Ch. D. 387; 57 L. J. Ch. 1010; 501. T. 
683; 4 T. L. R. 712, C. A. 

3763. -|—So far as taking any particular 
statement or any one passage is concerned, if 
you can infer anything reasonable from that 
statement itself, then you ought to do so, & if you 
can you may compare that reasonable inference 
with what seems to be manifestly apparent in 
other parts of the instrument (Lorp HALSBURY, 
C.).—LAw Union & CROWN INSURANCE Co. v. 
re in A.C. 263; 71 L. J. Ch. 602; 86 L. T. 














PART XVI. SECT. 7. 


377414. How fur considered. }—No one 
would doubt that, short of absolute 
necessity to do otherwise, it is desirable 
to adopt a view which subjects to the 
same rules things which produce sub- 


TRUSTEES, ETC., 


3774 il. 





stantially the same results though in 
different ways.—He MALIN, NATIONAL 

Co., LTp. Vv. LOUGH- 
NAN, (1912) V. L. R. at p. 263.— 
AUS. 


-}~In general, no aid in 
the construction of a will can be 


WILLS. 


3764, ———.|—It may be well, however, before 
proceeding further to recall one rule of construc- 
tion, namely . . 


. where by wool one interpre- 
tation of the words used we are driven to the con- 


clusion that the person using them is acting 
capriciously, without any intelligible motive, 
contrary to the ordinary mode in which men in 
general act in similar cases, there, if the language 
admits of two constructions, we may reasonably & 
properly adopt that which avoids these anomalies, 
even though the construction adopted is not the 
most obvious, or the most grammatically accurate 
(StrRLING, L.J.).—Re WHITMORE, WALTERS v. 
Harrison, [1902] 2 Ch. 66; 71 L. J. Ch. 673; 87 
L. T. 210, C. A. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Simmons, Dennison v. Orman 


(1902), 87 L. T. 5943 Zte Laing, Laing v. Morrison, {1912} 
fone 386; Re Walter, Turner v. Walter (1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 


3765. ——.]|—-BARRACLOUGH v. CoopER, No. 
3483, ante. 

3766. ———.]—HorRDERN v. HORDERN, [1909] 
A. C. 210; 78 L. J. P. C. 49; 100 L. T. 52; 
25 T. L. R. 185, P. C. 

3767. .|—Now, a priori it is in the highest 
degree improbable, if not impossible, that a 
rational testator should give or devise property to 
a child & his or her children as a class or so as to 
make them take not in succession, but concur- 
rently . . . upon the whole, then, there is, in my 
opinion, sufficient to enable me, or rather I should 
say to compel me, to adopt the more probable & 
natural construction (Joycr, J.).—-ite JONES, 
Lewis v. LEwis, [1910] 1 Ch. 167; 79 L. J. Ch. 34; 
101 L. T. 649. 





Sect. 6.—CONSTRUCTION ACCORDING TO 
ORDINARY RULES OF GRAMMAR. 
3768. General rule—Ordinary rules of grammar 








apply.]|—-The grammatical construction of the will 
must prevail.—RIGHT d. HEIRD v. SAUNDERS 
(1804), 1 Smith, K. G. 135. 

3769, ——-- ——-.]——-GREY v. PEARSON, No. 3502, 
ante. 

3770. ——.]—-Roppy v. FITZGERALD, No. 
3617, ante. 


8771. --——.]—~Re HARRISON, TURNER v. 
HELLARD, No. 3684, ante. 

3772. ——~.]—Re WILLIAMS, GREGORY v. 
MUIRHEAD (1913), 134 L. T. Jo. 619. 

3778. Will in foreign language.]— 
This is a will in the French language ; but I appre- 
hend that the grammatical rules of construction 
are applicable to a will whatever may be its 
language (KEKEWICH, J.).—He HARMAN, LLOYD v. 
Tarnpy, {[1894] 3 Ch. 607; 63 1. J. Ch. 822; 71 
L. T. 401; 8 R. 549. 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Scholefield, Scholefield v. St. John, 
Re Young, Smith v. St. John, [1905] 2 Ch. 408. 











Cer enne nine 


SEct. 7.—CONSTRUCTION ACCORDING TO 
PREVIOUS LEGAL DECISIONS. 
3774. How far considered.|—Dokr d. LONG v. 


LAMING, No. 3566, ante. 
3775. .|— SMITH v. COFFIN (1795), 2 Hy. BI. 


444; 126 E. R. 641. 
Annotations :—Folld. Doe d. Penwarden v. Gilbert (1821), 3 
Brod. & Bing. 85. Refd. Monk v. Mawdsley (1827), 1 


derived from reported decisions which 
do not establish a principle but simply 
seek to apply an established popes 
to a particular document.—-Re WALKER 
(1924), 56 O. L. R. 517.—-CAN. 

8774 ifi. .}—ASHTON v. ADAM- 
BON (1841), 1 Dr. & War. 198.—IR. 
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Sin. 2863; Wilce v. Wilce Sagrey 7 Bing. 664; Ackers v. 
Phipps (1835), 9 BH. N. 8. 430. Mentd. Goodright d. 
Fowler & Burton v. Forrester (1807), 8 East, 552; Clark 
v. Calvert (1819), 8 Taunt. 742; Michell ». Hughes (1830), 
6 Bing. 689; Kearsey v. Carstairs (1831), 2 B. & Ad. 716; 
Beckham v. Drake (1849), 2 H. L. Cas. 579. 


3776. -]|—I should be very sorry to decide 
one case of this kind by another of the same kind, 
unless, on comparison, the two were found pre- 
cisely alike (DALLAS, C.J.).—Dok d. PENWARDEN 
v. GILBERT (1821), 3 Brod. & Bing. 85; 6 Moore, 
CG. P. 268; 129 B. lh. 1214. 

Annotations :—Refd. Gully v. Exeter (Bp.) (1827), 4 Bing. 
290; Monk v. Mawdsley (1827), 5 L. J. O. S. Ch. 149; 
Bradford v. Belford (1828), 2 Sim. 264: Wilee vw. Wilce 
(1831), 7 Bing. 664; Doed. Hickinan v. Haslewood (1837), 


6 Ad. & I). 167: Doed. Roberts v. Rober fest), 7M. & W. 
3823; Dood. Nixon v. French (1850), 15 L. T. O. S. 93. 











3777. ——.]—Dor d. Smirn v. FLEMING, No. 
4397, post. 
3778. -|—The cases referred to are valuable 


& important, but the ct. must look at the expres- 
sions & context, with reference to the whole scope 
& object of testator, in order to see what he 
intended. Unless the limitations & expressions 
are identical, one man’s will cannot control 
another’s (Sink J. Romitty, M.R.).—CorMack v. 
Corous (1853), 17 Beav. 397; 51 i. RR. 1087. 

3779. -- -|-—In construing this will, I am not 
tied down by any particular expressions to be found 
in other cases (for the terms in one will form but a 
very inaccurate test of the meaning of expressions 
to be found in others); but I may, however, look 
to the construction which the ct. has put upon 
words of a similar description in other cases 
(RoMILLY, M.R.).—Hoop vo, ChAPHAM (1854), 19 
Beav. 90; 24 L. J. Ch. 193; 24 L. T. O. S. 206 ; 
1 Jur. N.S. 78; 3W.R. 78; 52 i. RR. 2s8v. 








Annotation :- Refd. Jie Warebain, Warcham vr. Brewin 
(1912), sl L. J. Ch. 578. 
3780. -—-—.}/-—- GREY v. PEARSON, No. S502, 
ante. 
3781. .|—Our duty is to ascertain not what 


testator may be supposed to have intended, but 
the mcaning of the words he has used, & these we 
must construe according to their ordinary & 
grammatical sense, unless some obvious absurdity, 
or some repugnance or inconsistency with the 
declared intentions of the writer, to be collected 
from the whole instrument, followed from it, or, 
it may be added, some inconsistency with the 
subject on which the will is meant to operate, & 
then the sense might be inodified so as to avoid 
those consequences, but no farther... . Doubt- 
Jess we are bound by decided cases for the sake of 
obtaining as much certainty in the administration 
of the law as the subject is capable of. But when 
the decision is not upon some rule or principle of 
law, but upon the meaning of words in instruments 
which differ so much from each other, & when the 
proper construction is so varied by the particular 
circumstances in each case, it seldom happens 
that the words of one will formn any guide for the 
construction of words resembling them in another 
(LORD WENSLEYDALE). 

It is a familiar rule of construction, that in inter- 
preting wills the import of particular expressions 
may be restricted or enlarged by the context of the 
instrument, & that a ct. of justice must read the 
language used in the sense in which it appears 
that testator used it. For this purpose the ct. is 
not only authorised, but is bound to place itself 
as far as possible in the situation of testator when 
the will was made, & to expound the bequests 
which are contained in it by the hght afforded by 
the surrounding circumstances (LORD ININGS- 
DOWN).—SLINGSBY v. GRAINGER (1859), 7 HT. L. 
Cas. 273; 28 L. J. Ch. G16; 5 Jur. N.S. 11115 
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11 E.R. 109, H.L.; affg.S. C. sub nom. GRAINGER 
v SUNGEpy (1856), 8 De G M. & G. 385, 
Annotations :-—Refd. White v. Birch reer), 36 L. J. Ch. 

174; Hardwick v. Hurdwick (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 168; 

Keogh v. Keogh (1874), 22 W. R. 508. 

3782. .}—We are to construe this will not 
according to the meaning to be put on it if left to 
ourselves to determine it, but to see what construc- 
tion has been put on wills containing almost the 
same words as the will in question (BRAMWELL, B.). 
—THORPE v. THORPE (1862), 1 T1. & C. 326; 32 
L. J. Kx. 70; 8 Jur. N.S. 871; 10 W. R. 778. 

3783. —-~.]—You cannot often look usefully 
at the construction of one will to enable you to 
interpret another will, but when the wording is 
precisely similar as in this case I do not see that the 
authority of a prior decision is less binding in this 
case than in any other (PAGE Woop, V.-C.).— 
LIGHTFOOT v. BURSTALL (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 546; 
3 New Rep. 112; 33 L. J. Ch. 188; 9 L. T. 711; 
10 Jur. N. S. 308; 12 W. R. 148; 71 HK. ft. 
239. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Crawshaw t. Crawshaw (1880), 14 
Ch. D. 817. Reid. Z’e arker’s Kstute, Hetherington v. 
Longrigg (1880), 15 Ch. DD. 635; Re Savage’s Trusts 
(1880), 50 IL. J. Ch. 131; /te Khoades, Lane v. Rhoades 
(1885), 29 Ch. D. 142; Re Ballance, Ballance v. Lamphier 


(1889), 42 Ch. D. 62; lee Palmer, Palmer v. Answorthb, 
{1893} 3 Ch. 369. 


3784, —-—.]—Jte INGLE’s Trusts, No. 4714, 





3785, —---.|—The ct. deprecates the citation 
of authorities in cases of wills unless to lay down 
sonie general principle or to explain some technical 
expression.-—-WARING Uv. CURREY (1873), 22 W. R. 


150. 

3786. -- .} — WAKE v. VaARAU, No. 38475, 
ante, 

3787. —— -SINGLETON v. TOMLINSON, No. 
viTs, ante. 

3788. —- -.|—I do not intend to go through the 


cases Which have been cited ... but I will say 
this, that they are no further a guide to another 
tribunal in deciding a case upon this subject than 
any cases of construction are a guide to a ct. of 
construction on another instrument, that 1s to say, 
they help the ct. in considering what the true 
meaning of words & phrases may be, but lay down 
no absolute rule which prevents the ct. of construc- 
tion arriving at its own conclusion from the words 
used irrespective of the actual authority of the 
decided cases not being decisions upon the same 
instrument or the same words (JESsEL, M.j.).— 
ie ATHILUL, ATHILL v. ATHILL (1880), 16 Ch. D. 
2113; 50 L. J. Ch. 123; 43 L. T. 581; 20 W. R. 
309, C. A. 

annotation :-—Mentd. Re Pimm, Sharpe v. Hodgson (1904), 


91 L. ‘I. 190. 

3789. —--—.|—-(1) I do not know that the law 
affords any presumption whether a testator intends 
to benctit those who are related to himself in the 
strict sense, or related to his wife. 1 do not know 
that the law presumes that he means to make a 
provision for those in respect of whom it may be 
said they are connected by blood, although not in 
every link of the pedigree, by wedlock. The law 
makes no presuunption, I believe, upon the subject 
(LORD LALSBURY, C.). 

(2) Cases of construction are useful when they 
lay down canons or rules of construction, & they 
are useful when they put an interpretation on 
common forms—whether in deeds, wills, or mer- 
cantile documents (LINDLEY, L.J.). 

(3) I do not desire to express my meaning other- 
Wise than to use the language of Lord Cairns in Hill 
v. Crook, No. 3936, post. . . . ‘' Ifyou find that that 
is the nomenclature used by testator, taking his 


OO 
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Sect. 7.—Construction uccording to previous legal 
decisions. Sects. 8&9: Sub-sect. 1, A.] 


will as the dictionary fromm which you are to find 
the meaning of the terms that he has used, that is 
all which the law, as I understand the cases, 
requires.”’ It seems to me that that is a very 
simple test (LORD HALSBURY, C.).—e JODRELL, 
JODRELL v. SEALE (1890), 44 Ch. D. 590; 59 
L. J. Ch. 5388; 63 L. T.15; 38 W. R. 721, C0. A.; 
affd. sub nom. SHALE-HAYNE v. JODRELL, [1891] 
A. C. 304, H. L. 


Annotations :-—As to (1) Refd. Le Deakin, Starkey v. Eyres, 
(1894} 3 Ch. 565. 48 to (2) Refd. ve Green, Bath vr. 
Cannon, [1914] 1 Ch. 134; Me Winn, Burgess v. Winn 
(1916), 86 L. J. Ch. 124. Ae to (3) Apid. In the Goods of 
Ashton, (1892) P. 83. Consd. 22e Deukin, Starkey v. 
Eyres, [1894] 3 Ch. 565: Re De Wilton, De Wilton v. 
Montefiore, [1900] 2 Ch. 481. Refd. &e Jeans, Upton v, 
Jeans (1895), 13 KR. 627; Re Cozens, Miles v. Wilson, 
(1903) 1 Ch. 138; Jve Kiddle, Gent v. Kiddle (1905), 92 
L. T. 724; Me Corsellis, Freeborn v. i dae? {1906} 2 
Ch. 316; Re Helliwell, Pickles v. Helliwell, [1916] 2 Ch. 

-_ Generally, Refd. Jte Gue, Smith v. Gue, [1892] 
~N. 132; Ae Lowe, Danily v. Platt (1892), 61 L. J. Ch. 
415; Re Stone, Baker v. Stone (1895), 12 R. 415: Re 

Parker, Parker v. Osborne, [1897] 2 Ch. 208; Jée Woud, 

Wood wv. Wood, [1902] 2 Ch. 542; Re Winn, Burgess v. 

Winn (1916), 86 L. J. Ch. 124. 


8790. ——.]—Ke BLANTERN, LOWE v. Cookn, 
[1891] W. N. 54, C. A. 


Annotation :-—Apld. Re Sanford, Sanford v. Sanford, |19U1] 
1 Ch. 939. 








3791. .|-—-Re MORGAN, MORGAN v. MORGAN, 
No. 3577, anic. 
3792. -|--I do not propose to follow the 





fallacious course . . . of lookiny at the authoritics 
first & then seeing how this will differs from them. 
{ propose to examine the will lirst & put my own 
interpretation on it & then to see whether there is 
any principle to be derived from the cases which 
renders it necessary for me to qualify or alter that 
interpretation (SARJANT, J.).—/?e WILLIAMS, MET- 
CALF v. WILLIAMS, [1914] 1 Ch. 219; 83 L. J. Ch. 
255; 110 L. T. 60; 58 Sol. Jo. 1983 affd., [1914] 
2 Ch. 61, C. A. 

Annotations :--—-Retd. Re Kirk, Wethey v. Kirk (1915), 85 


J. Ch. 182; &e Brown, Leeds v. Spencer, (1917) 2 Ch. 
a dee Rayner, Couch v. Warner (1925), 134 L. WT. 


3798. --—— Authorities with reference to real 
property.:—(1) No doubt there are authorities 
with reference to real property that are binding 
upon us (JESSEL, M.R.). 

(2) You require a context of a different character 
to show that testator has made a mistake in writing 
one word for another from what you do when you 
wish to ascertain which of two meanings that the 
word properly bears is to be affixed to it (JESSEL, 
M.R.).—Morcan v. THOMAS (1882), 9 Q. B.D. 
643; S51 L.J3.Q. B. 5563 47 L. Tb. 281; 31 WLR. 
106, C. A. 

Annotation :—.i8 to (2) Refd. R. rv. Westminster Assint. 

ou R. uv. Islington Assmt. Com., []917}) 2 k. B. 

Ue 

3794. Previous decision on same will.|-— 
Where the ct. has construed a will for the purpose 
of determining the title to a fund passing under 
the will, & the same question of construction is 
raised afterwards in regard to another fund 
passing under the same will, the ct. is bound by 
the precedent created by its former decision.—/?e 
Larr, WILKINSON v. BLADES, [1896] 2 Ch. 7383; 
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3795i. Gencral rule. J—In dealing with 
the meaning of words in a will which 
are doubtful the ct. is entitled, even in 
& question of remotencss, to give 
weight to the consideration that it is 


8795 ii. 





effectuate 
destroy the iutention of testator.-— 
fe HOBSON’S WILL, HOBSON vo. SHARP, 
(1907) V. L. R. 724.—AUS, 
-}—The ct. 
construe the will that effect may be 
given to the bequest, if it is possible 


WILLS. 


65 L. J. Ch. 846; 75 L. T. 175; 45 W. R. 27; 40 
Sol. Jo. 658. 
een :—Mentd. Re King, Jackson v. A.-G., [1917] 2 


Sect, 8.—CONSTRUCTION UT RES MAGIS 
VALEAT QUAM PEREAT,. 

3795. General rule.|—-Where words are capable 
of a twofold construction even in the case of a 
deed, & much more of a will, it is just & reasonable 
that such construction should be received as tends 
to make it good (LORD TALBOT, C.).—-ATKINSON 
v. HUTCHINSON (1734), 3 P. Wms. 258 ; 2 Hq. Cas. 
Abr. 204; 24 1. R. 10538, I. C. 


Annotations :—Consd, O'Mahoney v. Burdett (1874), L. R. 
7H. Refd. Sabbarton v. Sabbarton (1734), Cas. 
temp. Talb. 55; Beauclerk ¢. Dormer (1742), 2 Atk. 308; 
Excl v. Wallace (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 117 a Sheppard vv. 
Lessingham (1751), Amb. 122; Keiley v, Fowler (1768), 
Wilm. 298; Bigge v. Bensley (1783), 1 Bro. C. C, 187; 
Chandless v. Price (1796), 3 Ves. 99; Lyon v. Mitchell 
(1816), 1 Madd. 467. 

3796. ———.] -— THELLUSSON uv. 
No. 3571, ane. 

3797. .] —Testatrix directed her trustees to 
settle her property, but in such a way that some of 
the limitations would be void for remoteness : 
Held: in carrying the direction into effect, the 
ct. would modify the limitations, so as to make 
them consistent with the rules of law & equity.— 
LyYDpDON v. KLLISON (1854), 19 Beav. 565; 24 
L.'T. O. S. 123; 18 Jur. 1066; 2 W. R. 690; 52 
i. RR. 470. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Re White, White vr. Edmond, [1901] 

Ch. 570. 

3798. —— .|—There is a maxim to which I 
hold, perhaps as strongly as any one, that, i 
possible, you should construe a will wf res mages 
valeat quam pereat (PEARSON, J.).--VON BRocK- 
Nor v MALCOLM (1885), 30 Ch. D. 1725 56 
L. J. Ch. 121; 53 L. ‘bh. 263; 33 W. RR. 934. 
«(nnotations :-—Refd. 2e Cotton, Wood ve. Cottom (L888), 40 

Ch. D. 413 Jee Paget, Re Mellor, Mellor v. Mellor, ee: 

78 U. 0.723 Re Milner, Bray vc. Milner, [1890] 1 Ch. 5638. 

Re Rickman, Stokes v. Rickman (1899), 80 LL. T. 518; 

Ite Thompson, Thompsou vt. Thompson, (1906) 2 Ch. Tag ; 

fie Weston’s Setthut., Neeves ve Weston, [1906] 2 Ch. 

6203; fée Clarkhe’s Settimt. Trust. Wanklyn v. Streat feild, 

11916] 1 Ch. 467 3 Re Paul, Publie Trustee vr. Pearce, [1921] 

2 Ch. 1; Re slacks’ Setthnt., Re Slack, Butt v. Slack, 
Mentd. fe Mackenzie, Bain cv. Mackenzie, 


. 3 ~! . 


WOODFORD, 








(1923) 2Ch, $59. 
{1916) 1 Ch. 125. 
3799. .|-—-The rule is to construe a will wt 
res magis valeal quam pereal & to give effect so 
far as possible to all the words used by testator 
(I<ay, J.).—-Re POUNDER, WILLIAMS v. POUNDER 
(1886), 56 T.. J. Ch. 1133; 56 1. T. 104. 
Annotations :—-Refd. ve Jones, {tichards v. Jones, [1898] 1 








Ch. 4838; Re Sanford, Sanford v. Sanford, (1901J} 1 Ch, 
939, 
3800. .|\—If the ct. were to construe this 
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to be an absolute gift to the wife, the clause ‘‘ so 
that my said wife may have full possession,” & so 
on, would be rendered ineffective & what follows 
void & inoperative. The rule is to construe a will 
ul res magis valeal quam percal, & to give effect so 
far as possible to all the words used by testator 
(JoYcR, J.).—Re SANFORD, SANFORD v. SANFORD, 
[1901] 1 Ch. 9389; 70 L. J. Ch. 591; 84 LL. T. 
456. 

Annotation :-— 


tle 


ltoberts v. Thorp (1911), 56 Sol. Jo. 


to do so, rather than to declare it void 
for uncertainty & so defcat testator’s 
intention. “LL KSTATE, . : 
1D.L. R15; [1924]1 W.WL R11, 34 
Man. L. R. 41,--CAN. 


rather than 


should so 


me 


3795 iil. - Re McCiennan, 
(1925) 1D. L. BR. 


015.—CAN, 


Part XVJ.—ConstTRUCTION. 


Presumption against intestacy.]— See Sect. 9, 
sub-sect. 1, post. 

Presumption in favour of legality.|—Sce Sect. 9, 
sub-sect. 2, post. 


SECT. 9.— PRESUMPTIONS. 
SUB-SEcCT. 1.—-PRESUMPTION AGAINST INTESTACY. 
A. General Rale. 


8801. Will construed to avoid intestacy.]— 
ANON. (1573), Jenk. 239; 145 i. R. 167. 

3802. -|—Favourable construction is to be 
always given to wills, according to the intent of 
the devisor, & no part of a will shall be holden void, 
if by any means it) may take effect; then here it 
appeareth, that his meaning was, that upon these 
words everything should pass to the devisee con- 
cerning the said manor of I.; for otherwise, the 
words of the manor of F. should be void & 
frivolous, which shall not be in a will, if any 
reasonable construction can be (GAWby, J.).- - 
INCHLEY & ROBINSON’S Casi (1587), 2 Leon. 41 ; 
74 i. R. 3423) sub nom. JELSEY v. ROBINSON, 
Owen, 88, 

Arnon -—Mentd. Chandler v. Ruberts (1779), 1 Doug. 
. - US. 

3803. ——.j—B. made his wife extrix., «& 
devised to her the use of his table plate for life, & 
after to C., his grandson ; but made no disposition 
of the surplus of his personal estate. Parol 
evidence was admitted, that testator intended his 
wife should have the surplus to her own use 3. it 
being only to rebut the construction of a ct. of 
equity, which would create a resulting trust. & 
make the extrix., a mere trustee for the next of 
kin.-- BEAUFOLKT (DOWAGER JIUCLIESS) «. GRAN- 
VILLE (LADY DOoWAGER) (1710), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 
37; ] oR. Ptel, Tb fy) revsg. S.C. sub 
nom. GRANVILLE (LADY DOWAGER) vt. BEATFOR'T 

MER DUcHiess) (1709). Lo OP. Wins. 114. 
lis Gh 


«tnnotations :-— Retd. Colesworth v. Brangwin (1711), Pree. 
Ch, 323 — Farrington v. Iuightly (1721), 1 P. Wms, 
Rashtield v. Carelesse (1722), 9 Mod. Kep. 9: Fowler v. 
Fowler (1735), 3 PP. Wins. $535. Newstead rv. Johnston 
(1740), 2 Atk. 45; Willis ve, Krady (1740), Barn. Ch. 64 ; 
Southeot «. Watson (1740), 38 Atk. 226; Cloyne (Bp.) «. 
Young (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 9b 3 Lake v. Lake (1751), Amb. 
126; Bowker v. Hunter (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 328 5; Nourse 
v. Finch, Hornsby vp, Finch (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 239; 
Clennel! +. Lewthwaite, ‘Thornton v. Tracy (1794), 2 Ves. 
4653; Dicks v. Lambert (1799), 4 Ves. 725. Mentd. 
Hatton v. Hatton (729), 1 Barn. K. B. 277. 

3804. —---.J/—Testator’s setting out in his will 
to give & dispose of lis worldly estate is a strong 
proof that he intends to dispose of the inheritance 
of his lands, when there are sufficient words in the 
following parts of the will for that purpose ; the 
words estate at such a place, or in such a place, 
may carry a fee. The whole complexion of a will 
ought to be considered. 

Now, although the word estate may, Im common 
speech, not mean an Inheritance > yet if is clear 
he has meant it so here; & then taking it in that 
proper legal sense it will be a complete disposition 
of the whole: whereas, taking it to carry but an 
estate for life, there will be a chasm, an incomplete 
disposition ; since half must: descend to this very 
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3801 i. Hill) construed to: aroid in- 
testacy.J-—-Thoe ct. will always lean 
against intestacy, & place itself in the 
pluce of testator at the time of making 
the will.—CHARLES vt. KMNDALL (1878), 
1N. 8S. W. 5S. C. RR. N.S. (eg.) 1l-- 
AUS. 

3801 ii. J- The words in a will 
being reasonably capable of two con- 
structions, one of which created, while 


adopted the 


owl 
3801 iii. 








Will.-—#te 


the other awvoided an futestacy, the et. 
latter.—HERBERT oY. 
BAvDGERY (1898), Li N.S. W. OL. R. 
10 N. =. W. W. N. 128.—AUS. 


-F-In construing a will 
of doubtful construction the cet. should 
presume that testator did not intend 
to die even partially intestate if such 
can be reasonably coneluded from the 
BADLEY 


ESTATE, 
W. W. R. 428.—CAN. 
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Thomas, & the other half to the other co-heirs, 

as hath been before observed (Lorp TALBOT, C.).—- 

IBBETSON v. BECKWITH (1735), Cas. temp. Talb. 

157; 25 1. R. 714, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Bailia v. Gale (1750), 2 Vea. Sen. 48. 
Apld. Doe d. Smaljl v. Allen (1800), 8 Term Rep. 497. 
Consd. Pettiward v. Prescott (1802), 7 Ver. 541; Bowen 
v. Lewis (1884). 9 App. Cas. 890. Refd. Tufnell », Pago 
(1740), 2 Atk. 37; Goodwyn v. Goodwyn (1744), 1 Ves. 
Sen. 226; Macaree v. Tall (1753), Amb. 181; Goodright 
d. Baker v. Stocker (1792), 5 Term Rep. 13; Doe d. 
Spearing v. Buckner (1796), 6 Term Rep. 610; Doe d. 
Child ». Wright (1798), 8 Term Rep. 64; Roe d. Child v. 
Wright (1806), 7 Kast, 259; Lloyd v. Jackson (1866), 35 
L. J. Q. B. 188. 

3805. - = -.; —The et. will prevent an intestacy 
if possible (LORD NORTHINGTON, ©.)..--FOxX  v. 
COLLINS (1761), 2 den, 107; 28 I. RR. 837, L. C. 
Annotation :--Apld. Douglas v. Fellows (1853), Kay, 114. 

3806. ——--.!-—-lf none of the children had sur- 
vived II., he would have died intestate ; a con- 
struction the ct. always endeavours to avoid 
(Lond ALVANLEY, M.&R.).—Royv.e v. TAMILTON 
(1799), 4 Ves. 437; 381 1. RR. 225. 

Annotations :—Retd. Radcliffe » Buckley (1804), 10 Ves, 
1945; Doe d. Smith v. Webber (J818), 1 B. & Ald. 713; 
Alker v, Barton (1812), 12 L. J. Ch. 16; Stokes v. Herou 
(1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 161. 

3807. - —--.]—(1) The literal & technical force 
of words in a will to be counteracted by rational 
implication. 

(2) The object of it [the codicil] is to complete 
the disposal of his property ; but if his purpose 
were not to convert the devised estates in question 
into personal estate, his codicil operates nothing, 
& he dies intestate as to the yvreat bulk of his 
property (Leach, V.-C.).---VAUCHAMP v. BELL 
(1822), 6 Madd. 343; 56 IK. R. 1122. 

A meter >—As to (1) Refd. Russel vr. Buchanan (1854), 4 
Tyr. 381. 








3808. — -.) —ANGSTON v. LANGSTON, No. 3650, 
ante, 

3809. ~ Morratn uv. SuTron, No. 3610, 
ante, 

3810. --  .j-—The ct. will not, except as the 


very last. resource, decide in favour of an intestacy 
for uncertainty.—Boyrs v. BrapLtEy (1853), 10 
Hare, 389; 17 Jur. 159; 1 W. R. 143; 68 KB. R. 
978; affd., 4 De G. M. & G. 58, L. JS. 3 affd. 
sub nom. Sayin v. Brapiy (1856), 5 LL. f. Cas. 
873. Li. L. 

3811. ——-.] -My present impression is, that it 
was the share that was to be divided equally 
among their children, if none, the share would go 
to the husband, if living. If it means ‘“‘ the share,”’ 
no doubt he takes the fee in it. It is argued that 
the last antecedent is ‘ the interest ’’?; &, if so, 
it would only give the “ interest”? to the husband, 
if living. Tn that case it would create an intestacy 
after the death of the husband, which this ct. 
would be disposed to strive against (IROMILLY, 
M.R.).— BENTLEY ?. OLDFIELD (1854), 19 Beav. 
225; 62 1. R. 335. 

3812. -}—To hold that the clause in ques- 
tion amounts to a revocation of those Interests 
would be nothing less than to creafe an intestacy, 
a construction which the et. would be most 
reluctant to adopt. Besides, there is this 
further objection to construing the codicil as 








3801 iv. ~F—In construing a will 
the et. will prevent an intestacy If the 
languace will reasonably admit of 
that being done.—Catk v. MOULTON, 
40 N.S. R. 308.—CAN. 


3801 v. ——.]}—When there is a will 
executed in lawful form there is a 
presumption against intestacy in regard 
to any of testator’s property.—Re 
WYLLIE KSTATE, [1920] 3 W. W. I. 


392.—-CAN 


[1920] 1 


00 2 
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Sect. 9.—Presumptions: Sub-sect.1, A. & B.] 


amounting to a revocation of the estates devised 
by the will. & a substitution of fresh estates to 
vest at twenty-five. As regards all the estates 
by the will devised to testator’s nephews born 
after his deccase, such a construction would have 
the singular effect . . . of making them all void ; 
for, by cutting out four years of their interest after 
attaining twenty-one, it would bring the limitations 
to testator’s unborn nephews within the rule 
against perpetuities, by which the whole of such 

limitations would be void (PAGE-Woon, V.-C.).— 

GOSLING v. GOSLING (1859), John. 265; 5 Jur. 

N.S. 910; 70 E. R. 423; subsequent proceedings, 

sub nom, CHRISTIE v. GOsLING (1866), L. R. 1 

H. L. 279, H. L. 

Annotutions :-—Refd. Re Parry. Powell v. Parry (1889), 60 
L. T. 489; Ike Johnston, Mills v. Jobuston, [1894] 3 Ch. 
204; Wharton v. Masterman, [1895] A. C. 186; Je 
Couturier, Couturier v. Shea, [1907] 1 Ch. 470: 
vanion, Trevanion v. Lennox, [1910] 2 Ch. 538: Je 
Jeffery, Nussey v. Jeffery (1913), 110 L. T. 11: Portman 
vw. Portinan, (1922] 2 A. C. 473. 

3813. J—To arrive at a construction 
which should declare that the wife took the whole 
absolutely would necessitate striking out of a 
whole set of clauses in the will. This would 
produce an intestacy which the ct. was always 
studious to avoid (PAGK-Woop, V.-C.).—HARE 
v. WEsTROrP (1861), 4 L. T. 578; 9 W. R. 689. 

3814. |—The ct. always leans against an 
intestacy, & here I think the expressions used by 
testator amount to a gift of all his property 
(RomMILLY, M.R.).—Dornson v. Banks (1863), 32 
Beav. 259; 55 E. KR. 102. 

3815. .|—Testator devised his real estate 
to trustees, upon trust to settle it upon A. for life, 
with remainder to his children in strict settlement, 
with remainder to 33. for life, with remainders 
over. The scttlement was to contain a name & 
arms clause, which would make the estate shift 
from the person failing to comply to the next 
remainderman 7 esse, but without prejudice to 
prior contingent estates. Jt was also to contain 
a clause which, in an event which happened, would 
make the estate go to such uses as the same would 
have gone to if the limitations in favour of A. had 
not been inserted. <A. had no children :-~Held: 
the whole will was inconsistent with an intention 
to die partially intestate, & B. was entitled to the 
rents of the estate during his life. or until A. 
should have a child, to the exclusion of the heir- 











at-law.—D’EyxcoturT uv. GREGORY (1864), 34 
Beav. 36; 3 New Rep. 628; 10 L. T. 3173 10 


Jur. N. S. 484; 12 W. R. 679; 55 Ik. R. 545; 
subsequent proceedings (1866), I. KR. 3 Eq. 382. 
Annotation :—Apld. ke Conyngham, Conyngham v. Conyng- 

ham, (1921) 1 Ch. 191. 

3816. -J—Testator, having two sons «& five 
daughters, by his will directed the residue of his 
real & personal estates to be divided, as a mixed 
fund, into sevenths, & bequeathed one-seventh to 
one son, & another to the other son. He then 
bequeathed ‘“‘ the remaining {five-sevenths ” upon 
trust during the respective lives of his daughters, 
K., S., Z., M., & H., to invest & pay the income 
into the proper & respective hands of his said 
daughters, again naming them, in equal shares 
for their separate use. Tle then, from & after 
the death of E., gave one-fifth of the fund to the 
children of E.; & from & after the death of S., 
another fifth to the children of S.; from & after 
the death of Z., another fifth to the children, not 
of Z., but of M.; & from & after the death of 
H., another fifth to the children of H. He further 
gave directions, until the ‘‘ part or share of the 
said trust moneys of the issue of any of my said 
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daughters ’’ should become payable, to apply the 
same by way of maintenance. The ct., holding 
that a clause, giving to the children of Z. an 
interest in one-fifth of the trust fund similar to 
that which was given to the children of the other 
four daughters, & giving the children of M. a like 
interest on the death not of Z. but of M., had been 
accidentally omitted, declared that the will must 
be read as if it contained the omitted clause. 
Now, no doubt the mere letter of the will, or 
any other instrument, is not to be adhered to if a 
contrary signification can be suggested by the 
whole context of the instrument. The spirit is 
to prevail, & the letter is not to be allowed to kill. 
That I take to be a plain, clear canon of construc- 
tion. There is the other rule which the ct. always 
acts upon, namely, not to impute to testator the 
intention of dying intestate. . . . There is not any 
case that can be referred to, that I know of, in 
which the merce letter has been allowed to prevail 
over the plain sense of the instrument (BACON, 


V.-C.).—Re REDFERN, REDFERN v. BRYNING 
(1877), 6 Ch. D. 188; 47 L. J. Ch. 17; 25 


W. R. 902; sub nom. REDFERN v. HALL, 37 L. T. 

241. 

Annotations :— Refd. Mclor v». Daintree (1886), 33 Ch. D. 
1983; Ie Dayrell, Hastie v. Dayrell (1904), 91 L. T. 373. 
3817. .I—The ct. leans against intestacy & 

will, if possible, favour a construction which leads 

to a different result (I*ny, J.).—Re SALTER, 

FARRANT vt. CARTER (1881), 44 L. T. 608. 

3818. —In my judgment the gift to the 
trustees carries with it the undisposed-of profits. 

If not, there would be an intestacy against which 








the ct. always Iecans (I*ry, J.)-——fe LUENTON, 
JIENTON vt. HienTON (1882), 30 W. KR. 702. 

3819. ——--.J)—Ne Hannrison, TURNER v. LHEL- 
LARD, No. 3684, arle. 

3820. --——-..]—(1) The first rule is this: if all the 


terms of description fit some particular property, 
vou cannot enlarge them bv extrinsic evidence, so 
as to include anything which any part of those 
terms does not accurately fit. That is the first 
rule, but then the second rule is: if the words of 
description when examined do not fit with accu- 
racy, & if there must be some modification of some 
part of them in order to place a sensible construc- 
tion on the will, then the whole thing must be 
looked at fairly in order to see what are the leading 
words of description, & what is the subordinate 
matter, & for this purpose evidence of extrinsic 
facts may be regarded (CHIrty, J.). 

(2) In the first place there was a residuary 
devise, & as has often been pointed out, & as 
the Ct. of Appeal has lately appointed out in Jie 
Harrison, Turner v. Hellard, No. 3684, ante, it is a 
matter of some importance in construing a will to 
see whether the construction which is offered does 
or does not result: in an intestacy. The present 
Master of the Rolls has expressed his opinion in 
regard to that point, speaking of it as a golden 
rule, that you ought, if possible, to read the will 
so as to lead to a testacy & not to an intestacy 
(Curry, J.).—Me BrigHt-SMITH, BRIGHT-SMITH v. 
BRIGHT-SMITH (L886), 31 Ch. D. 314; 55 1. J. Ch. 
365; 641. T.47; 34 W. R. 252; 2 7T. 1. RK. 230. 

3821. .|—The first question is as to the 
interest taken by the wife; does she take a life 
interest determinable on remarriage in one-ninth 
only of the residue, or in the whole ? We think in 
the whole, & that there would be great difficulty 
in giving any other construction to the words, for 
we cannot think that testator intended to create 
a class of whom his widow would be one, & unless 
you read the clause as creating a joint tenancy, 
which would be impossible if the wife takes a life 
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interest while the children take absolutely, there is 
an intestacy as to the wife’s share after her death 
(VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J.).—Jte MORSE, MonseE v. 
Morse (1902), 46 Sol. Jo. 280, C. A. 





3822. |—KirBy-SmM1ITH v. PARNELL, No. 
3476, ante. 
3823. Property not acquired at date of will.! 





—Although there is a presuinption ayainst a person 
who makes a will dying intestate as to any part of 
the property which he has, that presumption is 
not so strong as regards property which he has not ; 
& which, as far as we know he has no intention of 
acquiring (JESSEL, M.H.).—Re Mrriven & 
BLORE’s Contract (1881), 16 Ch. D. 696; 50 
L. J. Ch. 464; 44 L. T. 332; 29 W. KR. 656, 

3824. Conflict between gifts in same will-— 
Whether presumption applicable.|——I get no assist- 
ance from the usual extrinsic circumstances, or 
from putting myself in his arm chair, because 
unfortunately the subject-matter on this particular 
dispute was not in existence at the time that he 
made his will. Nor is there assistance to be de- 
rived from the inclination of the ct. to avoid 
intestacy, because it is not a case between testacy 
& intestacy, but between two gifts in the same 
will. Nor is there any assistance to be derived 
from the man’s natural desire to provide for 
persons having a claim on him as compared with 
strangers, because it is a case between the children 
of his brother, the daughters & the sons (HARWELL, 
J.).—Re Prick, Prick r. NEWTON, [1905| 2 Ch. 55 ; 
741.5. Ch. 487; 98 L. T. 44; 53 W. RR. 600. 
Annolation :-—-Retd. J?e Derbyshire, Webb v. Derbyshire, 

{1906] 1 Ch. 135. 


B. Intention of Testator. 


3825. Expression of intention to die testate— 
Introductory words as evidence of intention.]—- 
IBBETSON v. BeckWITH, No. 3804, ante. 

3826. -- .|—Very little inference of inten- 
tion can be drawn from mere formal words of 
introduction ; though we certainly find them in 
some cases called in aid to show that a man did 
not mean to die intestate as to any part of his 
property ; & the making a will at all may also be 
used as affording such an inference (orb HKLLEN- 
BOROUGH, C..).—DoE d. WALL wv. JIANGLANDS 
(1811), 14 Ikast, 83703 104 Te. R. Off, 

Annotations :-—Consd. Pocock v. Lincoln (Bp.) (1821), 3 
Brod. & Bing. 27. Refd. Doe d. Bunny vr. Rout (1816), 2 
Marsh. 397: Doe ad. Morgan «. Morgan (1827), 6B. & C. 
§12: Doe d. Evans uv, Evans (1839), 1 Per. & Dav. 472 ; 
Midland Counties Ry. v. Oswin (1811), 1 Coll. 74; Doe d. 
Haw ». Karles (1846), 15 M. & W. 450; Ludlow v. Steven- 
son (1854), 23 L. P.O. S. 2943) Meeds 1. Wood (T8514), 19 
Beav. 215; Gyett 7. Williams (1862), 2 John. & H. 429; 
Smyth v. Smyth (1878), 8 Ch. D. 561. 

3827. | ~A. devised all his real estate to jis 
son L. & his issuc. remainders over: & directed the 
residue of his personal estate to be laid out in Tand, 
& settled to the same uses as he had devised his 
real estate. b. died without issue, before this resi- 
due was laid out :—Held : his exor. was not entitled 
to it, but that it should be invested in the purchase 
of lands, pursuant to testator’s will.---BUCKING- 
HAMSHIRE (DUCHESS) vt. SHEFFIELD (1737), 3 Bro, 
Parl. Cas. 148; 1K. 1. 1234, H. L. 

3828. J—Testator gives to his heir-at-law 
for life, remainder to R. for life, & to his first & 





me. 
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other sons, remainder to S. & W. for their joint lives, 
& to the survivor of them, the survivor is only to 
take an estate for life. 

It is clear testator intended to exclude the heir- 
at-law to a certain extent & where testator has 
manifested an intention of devising an estate to 
a certain length, there is an end of the claim of the 
heir-at-law except upon the construction of the 
devise (HYRE, I3.).—Awsg v. MELHUISH (1780), 
1 Bro. C. ©. 519; 28 KB. R. 1273, L. C. 

Ay nmation :—Refd. Hoare v. Byng (1844), 10 Cl. & Fin. 


3829. ——.] 
Phillim. 438, n. 


Annotations :—Distd. Moore v. Moore & Metcalf (1817). 1 
ag 406. Refd. Cutto rv. Gilbert (1854). 1 Eee. & Ad. 


PASSEY v. 





IIEMMING (1812), 1 


3830. .|—HAWKES v. HAWKES (1828), 1 
lag. Ecc. 321; 162 E. R. 599. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Francis v. Grover (1845), 5 Hare, 39. 


3831. ———.]—The will contained the clauses 
following :—‘‘ Let. my debts be paid. Let all my 
zoods & chattels be sold, & the fund accumulated, 
except so far as is needed for the comfortable 
settlement of the family, except £200 a year to be 
laid by as a marriage portion for my daughter A. 
My son Kk. is heir to the whole real estate ’’ :— 
Held: the above directions were void for uncer- 
tainty, & testator was to be taken to have died 
intestate, both as to his real & personal estate.— 
JACKSON v. CraIG (1851), 20 L. J. Ch. 204; 17 
L.T. O.S. 207; 15 Jur. 811. 

3832. .|—-Testator gave his property to his 
wife for life, & “ if he should survive her ” (which 
did not happen), he ordered a sale, & gave the 
produce amongst: his sisters :—Held: the power of 
sale & the gift of the produce took effect on the 
death of the wife, although testator did not survive 
her.—TvER v. TURNER (1854), 18 Beav. 185; 52 
i. WR. 735 subsequent proceedings (1855), 20 Beav. 
560. 

3833. .l—Testator said he proposed to 
bequeath his residue by a codicil, ‘* or otherwise 
to allow the saine to go to his next of kin according 
to the statute for the distribution of the estate of 
intestates.”’ IIe made no _ codicil:—Held: he 
died intestate as to the residue, & his widow took 
her share thereof.—Asu v. Asit (1863), 33 Beav. 











Is7;3; YT. 'T. 673; 10 Jur N.S. 142; 12 W. R. 
189: 55 KE. RR. 8338, 

3834. —-—.]— WEBBER v. STANLEY, No. 3472, 
ante. 

3835. -|—(1) You are to construe a will 


according to the intention of testator, as it is to be 
collected from the language & the dispositions con- 
tained in the will; & you must construe the lan- 
yuage according to its simple meaning, provided you 
are not deterred from so doing by some inconsist- 
ency or repugnancy, or some palpable absurdity, 
that is the result of following the literal meaning 
(LornD WESTBURY). 

(2) We should entirely defeat the intention of 
this testator, which plainly was to make a complete 
disposition of the property, if we adopted a con- 
clusion which would leave that intention baffled, & 
end in having it declared that there was an 
intestacy (LorD WESTBURY).—LEDGEWORTH  v. 
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38271. Irpression of intention to die 
testate.}-~Thero is a presumption that 
testator doos not intend to die intestate 
as to any part of his property; «& 
there is a well-settled rule that any 
language which testator uses which 
reasonably muy be treated as un 
expression of his intention as to the 


disposition to be made of hls property, 
is defective to dispose of it in the 
manner indicated. —Re OrR (1917), 
40 O. . R. 567; 13 O. W. N. 154.— 
CAN. 

3827 li. .)— MILLER ESTATE 
(1916), 34 W. L. R. 620; 10 W. W. R. 
645,—CAN. 

3827 iii. ———.J—Atestator’sintention 


must be gathered from the words of the 
will. If there is nothing there to show he 
intended to dispose of his whole estate 
the rule that the ct. leans to a con- 
struction which operates as a complete 
disposition rather than to one which 
results in a partial intestacy does not 
apply.—Re BRown HsvTatr, [1920] 2 
W. W. BR. 226.—CAN., 
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EDGEWorTH (1869). L. R. 4 HW. L. 85; 17 W. R. 

714, H. IL. 

Aion :—Generally, Refd. Re Sanforth’s Will, [1901] 
Pe bay 


e ave 


3836. J—D., by his will, gave all his pro- 
perty to his exor. upon trust for the purposes of his 
will, & after gifts of £300 to a daughter, & five 
shillings a week to his son, J. D., bequeathed the 
remainder of his property ‘“ & any other property 
of which I may die possessed, & J nominate & 
appoint my son, R. 1).,” sole exor.; but testator 
omitted to say to whom he bequeathed the re- 
mainder :—Held: testator had failed to express 
his intention & there was an intestacy as to the 








residuary real & personal estate.—DRIVER  v. 
DIVER (1874), 43 J. J. Ch. 279. 

3837. ———.|——l'estator made a will in 1839, & 
died in 1862. The will was registered within 


three months of testator’s death, but was never 
proved, & was said to have been lost the same day 
as it was registered by the person who took it to 
the registry. The memorial of registration & 
affidavits filed showed that the will related to 
certain real property of testator, but there was no 
evidence that it dealt with his personalty. Upon 
the next of kin applying for administration with 
copy of the will annexed as contained in the memo- 
rial of registration :-— Held: as there was evidence 
that the will dealt: with realty, & as there was no 
evidence that the will related to personalty, 
deceased must. be presumed to have died intestate, 
except as to his real estate, & the next of kin were 
only entitled to administration as upon an intes- 





tacy.—Jn the Goods of ATTLAY (1802), 67 L. T. 
502. 
3838. —— ~-.|—Where husband & wife by mutual 


will directed their exors. to sell testator’s estate as 
soon as convenient after testator’s death without 
specifying a date for payment of legacies directed 
by testator & so soon after the death of testatrix 
as may be to pay the legacies directed by her :— 
Held: by the true construction of the will testa- 
tor’s legacies were payable at. his death. The 
intention to dispose of everything was apparent & 
the words did not. necessitate the suspension of 
payment of testator’s legacies with consequent 
intestacy as to the resulting income.—TAYLOR v. 
STURROCK, STURROCK v. STURROCK, [DOO] A. C. 
225; 69L. J.P. C. 29; 821L. T. 07, P. C. 

3839. —--—./-- Testator gave the income of his 
estate, real & personal, to trustees upon trust to 
pay & divide the same cqually between & amongst 
S., the daughter of C., & thirteen other named 
persons during their respective lives, & if any of 
them should die leaving children them surviving, 
directed the share of income payable to the parent. 
to be divided equally amongst his, her, or their 
children, & from & after the death of the survivor 
of the said thirteen othernamed persons, the name 
of S. being omitted, upon trust to sell the whole 
of his trust estates & divide the proceeds equally 
amongst such of the children of the said C. & 
thirteen other named persons, the name of S. 
being again omitted as might be living at the 
death of the last survivor of them, or, if any of 
them were dead leaving children them surviving, 
then amongst their children, such children to take 
their parent’s share equally between them. Two 
of the thirteen named persons died in testator’s 
lifetime without leaving children:—J/eld: there 
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was an intestacy as to these two shares of income 
down to the period of distribution. 

If testator had been asked what his wishes 
were in the possible event which has now actually 
happened he would probably have said that the 
income had better go to the survivors or the 
children of those who were then dead; but he 
has not in fact said so, & it is not right to consider 
the question from the point of view of whether 
testator did or did not contemplate an intestacy. 
The question is whether, on a reasonable construc- 
tion of the will, he has in the event which has 
happened avoided an intestacy by giving a property, 
which otherwise would be undisposed of, to some 
other legatee. He has not done sv, &, although 
it would be a rational thing, & one of which 
testator would, if he had been alive, have probably 
approved, in my opinion it would be a bad pre- 
cedent, & one which I am not justified in making, 
to draw any such implication as I am asked to 
draw in the present case (PARKER, J.).—Re 
Hornson, Barwick v. Honr, [1912] 1 Ch. 626 ; 
106 Ll. T. 507; 56 Sol. Jo. 400. 


C. Alecaning of Words. 
See Part AXVI., Sect. 10, post. 


D. Gifts of Residue. 
3840. Whether presumption against intestacy.}—— 

PHILIPPS v. CHAMBERLAINE, No. 3676, ante. 

3841. .|-—-- That there is a difference between 

a bequest of a legacy & a residue, with reference 

to this point, cannot be denied, either upon prin- 

ciple or precedent. Idvery intendment is to be 
inade against holding a man to die intestate, who 
sits down to dispose of the residue of his property 

(LORD ALVANLEY, M.R.).—Boorn v. Boorit (1799), 

4 Ves. 399; 31 E. R. 208. 

Annotations :—Consd. West v. West, (1863), 4 Giff. 198. 
Refd. Leake r. Robinson (1817), 2 Mer. 363; Jones +. 
Mackilwain (1826), 1 Russ. 220; Vawdrey 7. Geddes 
(1830), Tamil. 3615 Saunders «. Vautier (h841), Cr. & Ph. 
240; Leeming v. Sharratt (1842), 2 Hare, 14°; Re Wrey, 
Stuart vu. Wrey (1885), 30 Ch. D. 507. Mentd. Hanson a. 
Graham (1801), 6 Ves. 239; Re Rouse's Estate (1852), 9 
Hare, 649. 

3842, -——.]—Mi1som v. Awpry, No. 3917, post. 

_ 3843. .-— The vesting of arcsiduary bequest. 

Is especially favoured, to prevent an intestacy, & 

a direction, that the interest should accumulate & 

be paid with the capital, after a deduction for 

mInaintenance & preferment, is not sufficient to 
prevent it. As to real estate the contrary rule 

prevails, but subject to exceptions.—BoLGER v. 

MACKELL (1800), 5 Ves. 509; 31 KH. RR. 707, L. C. 
3844, ---——.|—There is certainly a strong dis- 

position in the ct. to construe a residuary clause 

so as to prevent an intestacy with regard to any 

part of the testator’s property (GRANT, M.R.).— 

LEAKE v. ROBINSON (1817), 2 Mer. 363; 85 E.R. 

979. 

Annotations :—~—Refd. Jones +. Machilwain (1826), 1 Rugs. 
220; Vawdry v. Geddes (1830), I Rusa. & M. 203: Bland 
vt. Williams (1834), 3 L. J. Ch, 218; Wutson uv. Hayes 
(1839), 5 My. & Cr. 1253; Davies v. Fisher (1842), 5 Beav. 
201: Packham v. Gregory (1845), 4 Hare, 396; Williams 
v. Teale (1847), 6 Hare, 239; Houghton ». Bourhton, 
Boughton v. James (1848), 1 FE. L. Cas. 4063 Walker v. 
Mower (1852), 16 Beav. 365: Courtler v. Oram (1855), 21 
Beav. 91; Bernard vv. Minshull (1859), John. 276: 
Wilkinson v. Duncan (1861), 30 Beav. 1113 West vo. West 
(1863), 4 GH. 198; Bolding v. Strugnell, 72ee Holt (1876), 
24 W. RR. 339; Watson vr. Young (1885), 28 Ch. D. 436; 
Fe Wintle, Tucker ». Wintle, [1896] 2 Ch. 711. Mentd. 
Bull v. Pritchard (1826), 1 Russ. 213; Kevern v. Williams 
(1832), 5 Sim. 171; Porter v. Fox (1834), 6 Sim. 485; 
Tollemache v. Coventry (1834), 8 BH. N. 8. 547: Doed. 
Dolley v. Ward (1839), 9 Ad. & El. 582; Comport v. 








PART XVI. SECT. 9, SUB-SECT. 1.—D. 
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3840 ij. —-——.]— WALSH v. FLeMinG (1905), 25 C. L. T. 356; 5 O. W. RR. 693; 10 O. 1. R. 226.-—CAN. 
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Austen (1841), 12 Sim. 218; Vanderplank v. King (1843), 
3 Hare, 1; Harris v. Davis (1844), 1 Coll. 416; Kvana v, 
Jones (1845), 2 Coll. 516; rowve ». Houghton (1846), 
10 Jur. 747; Dungannon v. Smith (1846), 12 Cl. & Fin. 
546; Smith v. Karneby (1846), 2 Coll. 728; Stone x. 
Harrison (1846), 2 Coll. 715 ; Blaugrove v. Hancock (1848), 
16 Sim. 371; Goring v. Howard (1848), 16 Sim. 395; 
Re Bartholomew eee 1] Mac. & G. 354; Lassence v. 
Tierney (1849), 1 Mac. & G. 551; Greenwood v. Roberts 
(1851), 15 Beav. 92; Barker v. Barker (1852), 5 De G, 
& Sm. 753; James v. Wynford (1852), 1 Sm. & G. 40; 
ony DERN v. Dering (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 145 ; Peard 
v. Kekewich (1852), 15 Beav. 166; Cattlin v. Brown 

1853), 11 Hare, 372; Kast v. Twyford (1853), 4H.1L. Cas, 

517; Gosling v. Townsend (1853), 22 lL. ST. O. 8. 125; 

Stead v. Platt (1853), 18 Beav. 50; Storrs v. Benbow 

une08); 3 Do G. M. & G. 3903; Cowley v. Smith (1854), 2 

V. 1. 327; Hobbs v. Parsons (1854), 23 L. T. O. S. 47; 

Laxton v. Eedle (1854), 19 Beav. 321; Reynolds v. 

Kortright (1854), 18 Beav. 417; Hodgson wv. Smithson 

(1856), 21 Beav. 354; Read v». Gooding (1856), 21 Beav. 

478; Seaman v. Wood (1856), 22 Beav. 691; Baker v. 

Pugh (1857), 28 L. T. O. S. 317: Re Sanderson’s Trust 

ea 3 K. & J. 497; de Hart’s Trusts, Re Trustee 

telief Act_ (1858), 32 L. TT. O. S. 98; Merlin v. Blagrave 

(1858), 25 Beav. 125; Evers v. Challis (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 

531; Sonatun Bysack v. Sreenutty Juggutsoondree 

Dossee (1859), 8 Moo. Ind. App. 66; M‘Lachlan v. Taitt 

(1860), 28 Beav. 4073; Je Grove’s Trusts (1862), 3 Giff. 

575; Thomas v. Wilberforce (1862), 31 Beav. 299; 

Holmes v. Prescott (1864), 3 New Rep. 559; Knapping 

v. Tomlinson (1864), 34 L. J. Ch. 3: Jte Bulley’s Trust 

Hatate (1865), 13 L. IT. 264; Christie v. oe (1866), 

I. Ro HH. L. 2793 Locke ». Lamb (1867), L. 2. 4 Eq. 

372; Merry v. Till (1869), L. R. 8 iq. 619; Smith v. 

Smith (1870), 18 W. RR. 742; Re Moseley’s Trusts (1871), 

L. R. 11 Ka. 499 ; Spencer v. Wilson (1873), L. KR. 16 Kq. 

501; Hale vw. Hale (1876), 3 Ch. D. 6433 Dicken v. 

Matthews (1878), 10 Ch. D. 264: Re Grimshaw’s Trusts 

(1879), 11 Ch. D. 406; #e Bunn, Isaacson v. Webster 

(1880), 16 Ch. D. 473; Je FKineh, Abbiss v. Burney (1880), 

43 L. T. 20; Patching vw. Barnett (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 

665; Pearks v. Moseley (1880), 5 App. Cas. 714; fe 

Bevan’s Trusts (1887), 34 Ch. 2. 716; ste Martin, Tuke v. 

Gilbert (1887), 57 La. TV. 4715 We Harvey’s Estate, Harvey 

v Gillow, [1893] 1 Ch. 567: Hancock v. Watson (3901), 

711. J. Ch. 149; Ite Bowlby, Bowlby v. Bowlby, (1901) 

2 Ch. 685; Bhagabati Barmanya vr. Kali Charan Singh 

C1971); 27D tse ds! 267. 

3845, -|—Testator gave the residue of his 
estates to trustees, in trust to pay the income to 
each of his seven children for life, & after the 
decease of each of his children in trust to distribute 
the capital of cach deceased child’s share among 
his or her children; & in case any of his children 
should die without issue living at) his or her death, 
then to divide the interest) & capital of such child 
so dying equally amongst the survivors or survivor 
of the testator’s said seven children, or the issue 
of such of them as should be then dead, in manner 
by the will before directed concerning the original 
shares. The will contained a clause against the 
alienation of anv share. Of the seven children 
who survived testator, two died leaving children, 
& A. & B., two other of the children, successively 
died without issue :—-/7eld: the share which 
accrued to B. on A.’s death followed B.’s origina] 
share, & passed to the surviving children of testator 
& the issue of the two children who had dicd 
leaving issue. ee 

In determining the true construction of this will, 
some weight is due to the presumption against an 
intestacy (KNIGHT Bruck, V.-C.).—-GOODMAN v. 
GOODMAN (1817), 1 De G. & Sm. 695; 17 L. J. Ch. 
108; 10OL. T. O.S. 822; 12 Jur. 258; 63 BE. BR. 
1255. 

Annotations :—Refd. Simith v. Greenhill (1866), 14 W. ht. 

912; Ie Boun, Benn vr. Benn (1886), 29 Ch. D. 839. 








3846. -}—In residuary dispositions the ct. 
leans against intestacy (TURNER, V.-C.).—e 
LIVERPOOL Dock Acts, Re COLSHEAD’s WILL 


TRUSTS (1852), 2 De G. & J. 690; 44 KH. R. 1157. 
3847, -——.|--This is the case of a residuary 
gift, & in such cases the ct. is inclined to favour 
an absolute gift & to lean against an intestacy 
(MALINS, V.-C.).—CARTER v. SMITH (1871), 25 
L. T. 555. 
3848. 





- Although recital in will that property 
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not belonging to testator.|—Re MABER, ARMSBY v. 
MABER (1806), 12 T. L. IR. 267. 

3849. ——— Gift impossible of rational interpre- 
tation.|—By a settlement made on Aug. 13, 1862, 
testator covenanted to pay certain sums to 
trustecs, & declared trusts of the same in favour 
of his daughter A. & her husband & children, & 
directed that if there should be no child who should 
attain a vested interest, the trustees, after the 
death of A. & such failure of children, should 
stand possessed of the trust premises in trust for 
testator, his exors., administrators, & assigns, for 
his & their absolute benefit. By his will made in 
1875 testator devised & bequeathed his residuary 
real & personal estate to trustees upon trust for 
conversion. & to stand possessed of an undivided 
moicty of the clear residue of his estate & the 
proceeds of sale thereof to such & the same or 
like uses, trust, intents, & purposes & subject to 
such & the sume like powers, provisoes, ‘‘ & with 
the like remainders over,’ as were declared in 
favour of his daughter A. & her children by the 
indenture of Aug. 13, 1862; & as to the other 
raoiety for similar uses, intents, & purposes in 
favour of another daughter, L. & her children. 
Testator died in 1880, & his daughter A. in 1915 
a widow & without ever having had any issue :— 
Held: it was impossible to say what testator meant 
by the irrational gift in remainder, &, in the events 
which had happened, he died intestate as to the 
capital of this moiety of his residuary estate.— 
Re POWELL, BODVEL-ROBERTS v. POOLE, [1918] 
1 Ch. 407; 87 L. J. Ch. 237; 118 L. T. 667; 
G2 Sol. Jo. 330. 


Ei. Gifts Illegal on Alternative Construction. 


3850. Construction against intestacy— Will other- 
wise void for remoteness./—Devise of real estate 
with the residue of the personal estate upon long 
limitations in strict settlement, including persons 
unborn: a subsequent direction, that none of the 
devisees shall take or come into possession before 
the age of twenty-five, was held contined to the 
actual possession, & not to operate by way of 
revocation; & therefore upon the death of the 
first tenant for life under twenty-five the accumu- 
lation belonged to his personal representative. 

It is difficult . . . by any fair construction to 
make out that he had an intention for an intestacy 
(LorD ELpon, C.).—MONTGOMERIE v. WOODLEY 
(1800), 5 Ves. 522; 31 EB. R. 714, L. C. 

Annotation :—Consd. Gosling v. Gosling (1859), John. 265. 

3851. -——- -|—Testator gave the residue of 
his personal estate unto & among all & every the 
children, sons & daughters, of his daughter K., in 
equal shares & proportions, as & when they should 
attain their respective ages of twenty-two years :— 
Held: the children of testator’s daughter living 
at testator’s death, were the only objects of the 
bequest; &, consequently, it was not void for 
remoteness.-—HLLIOTT uw. KLuiotr (1841), 12 Sim. 
278; 10 L. J. Ch. 363; 59 I. R. 1137. 


Annotations :—Consd. Mainwaring v. Beevor (1849), 8 Hare, 
44, Apld. Re Coppard’s Kstate, Howlett v. Hodson 
(1887), 35 Ch. D. 350. Expld. He Wenmoth’s Kstate, 
Wenmoth v. Wenmoth (1887), 37 Ch. DD. 266. Distd. 
Re Mervin, Mervin v. Crossman, [1891] 3 Ch. 197. Consd. 
Witlerton v. Stocks, [1802] W. N. 29; de Stevens, Clark 
v. Stovens (1896), 40 Sol. Jo. 296. Distd. Re Barker, 
Capon v. Flick (1905), 92 L. IT. 831. 

3852. ——--- ---—-.|—Testatrix, by her will, de- 
vised her estates to a son, charged with £1,000, 
payable to trustees, upon trust to pay the interest 
to her daughter for life, &, after her decease, upon 
trust to dispose thereof unto or amongst the child 
& children of her daughter, to be a vested interest 


or vested interests on their respectively attaining 
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Sect. 9.—Presumptions: Sub-sect. 1, E.; swb-sect. 
2,A.& B.] 
the age of thirty years; & testatrix declared that, 
if any child or children of her daughter should die 
under the age of thirty years without lawful issue, 
the share or shares of him, her or them so dying, 
as well original as accruing by survivorship, should 
go to the survivors or survivor, in equal shares if 
more than one, & become vested at such ages or 
times as his, her or their original share or shares. 

The daughter had two children, one, who died in 

her lifetime, aged twenty-seven years ; & another, 

who survived her, & attained the age of thirty 
years :—Held: the word ‘‘ vested’? was used in 
the sense of “‘ not subject to be divested ’’ or 

‘*indefeasible’’; & the bequest of the £1,000, 

after the decease of the daughter, to her child & 

children, was a valid bequest creating a vested 
interest in the children who survived her, & the 
representatives of the child who died in her life- 
time; & the gift over only was void for remote- 
ness.— TAYLOR v. FROBISHER (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 

1YV1; 21 L. J. Ch. 605; 19 I. DV. O. 8S. 2425 16 

Jur. 283; 64 E. R. 1076. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Ie Morse’s ScttImt. (1855), 21 Bear. 
174; Jée Thatcher’s Trusts (1859), 26 Beav. 365. Retd. 
ke Blakomore’s SettImt. (1855), 20 Beay. 214; Rowland 
v. Tawney (1858), 26 Beav. 67; Archer rv. Lege (1862), 
31 Boav. 187; #e Arnold’s Estate (1863), 33 Beav. 163 ; 
Gosling v. Gosling (1863), 32 Beav. 58; Re Baxter's 
Trusts (1864), 4 New Kep. 131 ; Lakin v. Lakin (1865), 34 
Beav. 443; Armytage v. Wilkinson (1878), 3 App. Cas. 
355; Best v. Willlams, [1890] W. N. 189; fe Stevens, 
Clark v. Stevens (1896), 40 Sol. Jo. 296. 


3853. ——- - -—.]—GosLIna v. GOSLING, No. 
3812, ante. 
3854. jJ—Testatrix bequeathed her 








residue, consisting wholly of personalty, upon 
trust, as to one-fifth share thereof, to pay the 
income to her great-nephew Ll. for life, & at his 
decease to pay the share unto & among all & every 
the children & child of H., if more than one, 
equally; as to the other four-fifths upon like 
trusts for the benefit of testatrix’s great nieces & 
nephews, H., P., T., & A., & their children respec- 
tively. In the event of the death of any one or 
more of them, the said H. R., P., T., & A., without 
leaving issue, she directed that the share or shares 
of him, her, or them so dying should be in trust 
for the survivor or survivors of thein, & the income 
& capital be paid & divided in the same manner 
as was directed as to the original shares. She then 
directed that none of the said shares should be 
‘go paid to or become vested interests in’? any 
of the said children of the said H., R., P.. T., & .A., 
until he, she, & they attained the age of twenty- 
five respectively ; & that in the meantime it should 
be lawful for the trustees to pay any part of the 
income from ‘‘ such shares respectively towards 
the maintenance & education of such children 
respectively.’”’ The wil then contained a proviso, 
which was admitted to be void for remoteness, that 
if any of the said children of the said H., R., P., 
T., & A. should die before attaining twenty-five, 
the shares or share of him, her, or them so dying 
should accrue to the survivors & survivor. ‘Testa- 
trix then declared that, in case of the death of any 
other of the said children ‘‘ before such accruing 
or surviving shares shall become vested as afore- 
said,’? every such accruing or surviving share 
should again be subject to the same condition of 
accruer: provided nevertheless that, in case any 
of such child or children should have left issue, 
such issue should take such share in the trust 
funds as his, her, or their deceased parent or parents 
would have had ‘if living’’: & such share or 
shares “ to be paid tu’ such issue at such age or 
time as thereinbefore was directed with respect 


WILLS. 


to the payment of their parents’ original shares :-— 

Held; the word “ vested ’’ must be construed as 

meaning ‘‘ indefeasible ’’ ; & the remainders to the 

children of H., R., P., T., & A. vested in such of 
the children as were alive at the death of tes atrix, 
or were born afterwards.—He HDMONDSON’S 

Estate (1868), L. R. 5 Eq. 389; 16 W. BR. 890. 

sail ara :—Refd. Greenhalgh v. Bates (1870), 39 L. J. P. 
3855. —- .}—Testatrix by her will, dated 

in 1828, gave all her property to trustees upon 

trust, as to the interest of a sum of £5,000, for her 
sister for life; & after the death of such sister the 
interest to be paid to testatrix’s daughter (she 
having first attained twenty-five) ; if the daughter 
marricd with the consent of the exors., & died 
‘leaving children, the interest to be appropriated 
for the maintenance & education of such children,” 
of whom testatrix constituted the exors. guardians 
as to the due application of the same according 
to their discretion, ‘* & the principal to be divided 
amongst them as they shall severally attain the 
age of twenty-five years ’’; after the death of the 
sister & in the event of the daughter marrying 
without consent or marrying with consent ‘ & 
dying without leaving issue,” then over. The 
daughter survived testatrix, attained twenty-five, 

& in 1812 married with the necessary consent. 

The sister died in 1854, & the daughter in 1886, 

having bad two children, who survived her :— 

Held: the gift was not void for remoteness, but 

the fund vested in the children of the daughter 

living at her death.—#e BEVAN’s Trusts (1887), 

31 Ch. D. 716; 56 L. J. Ch. 652; 56 L. T. 277; 

35 W. RR. 400. 

-{nnotation :—-Refd. Ne Jobson, Jobson v. Richardson (1889), 
59 L. J. Ch. 245. 

3856. -|—Testatrix directed that as 
to one moiety of the residue of her estate the 
trustees should hold it upon trust for the benefit 
of the children of her nephew, W. IT., to be vested 
interests in them; as to sons on their attaining 
the age of twenty-five years; & as to daughters 
on their attaining twenty-live years, or being 
matried before that age; & in case a daughter 
should marry under age, power was given to the 
trustees to settle her share. Power was also given 
to the trustees to apply the income of an expectant 
share of any child for maintenance, education, & 
bringing up, & also to apply half of an expectant 
share for advancement in life. In case all the 
children of W. If. should die without taking a 
vested interest, there was a gift over to testatrix’s 
brothers & sisters, etc. W. H. had seven children, 
four born before testatrix’s death, all being now 
infants, & three afterwards. A daughter, one of 
the four, had married under age :-—Held: the 
four children & those only could take, & the 
daughter took a vested interest, which at present 
was one-fourth.- ~/te COPPARD’sS LisTatst, LTOWLETYT 
uv. TTODSON (1887), 385 Ch. D. 350 5 56 L. J. Ch. G06 ; 
56 dT. 359; 55 W. 1. 478. 

Annotations :-—Expld. Re Wenmoth’s Estate, Wenmoth v. 
Wenmoth (1887), 37 Ch. D. 266; Jee Stevens, Clark r. 
Stevens (1896), 40 Sol. Jo. 296. Refd. te Mervin, Mervin 
vy, Crossman, {1891} 3 Ch. 197; Willerton ». Stocks, [1892] 
ve N. 29; #e Barker, Capon v. Flick (1905), 92 L. T. 
3857, -—— -|}—In the two cases cited 

[Wiliott v. Hlliott, No. 3851, ante; Ike Coppard’s 

Hstate, No. 3856, ante] in support of the con- 

tention that the grandchildren living at testator’s 

death were the only objects to take under the 
bequest, there was a question in cach as to the 
rule against perpetuities, & although in neither 
case was remoteness made the actual ratio decidendi 
such a construction was adopted as avoided an 
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intestacy by the opcration of the law of remote- 
ness, & the decision in each case saved the will 
(Crirry, J.)—Re WENMOTH’sS ESTATE, WENMOTH 
v. WENMOTH (1887), 87 Ch. D. 266; 57 J.. J. Ch. 
649; 57 L. T. 709; 36 W. R. 409; 4T. L. R. 74. 


Annotations :—Consd. te Powell, Crosland v. Hollida 
ee 1 Ch. 227. Refd. Willerton +. Stocks, 1894} 
» N. 29; Jee Holford, Holford v. Holford, {1894} $ Ch. 
30; Re Stephens, Kilby v. Betts, [1904] 1 Ch. 322. 


Sec, alsv, Sub-sect. 2, post. 


SUB-SECY. 2.——-PRESUMPTION OF JLEGALITY. 
A. Ambiquily in Wall, 

3858. Gift legal on one construction & illegal on 
another—-Presumption in favour of legality.;— 
A will is to be read with an inclination to believe, 
when it cannot be unreasonably supposed that 
testator did not intend to transgress the Jaw 
(xknicur Bruce, V.-C.).-—-LEACH v. LEACH (1843), 
2Y.&C. Ch. Cas. 495; 63 1. 2. 222, 

Annotation :—Mentd. Haberghain v. Ridehalgh (1870), 

L. . 9 Eq. 395. 

3859. -|—Where the expressions in a 
will may be construed in two different ways, & 
according to oue construction the bequest is lawful, 
but. unlawful according to the other, testator’s 
intention shall be taken to be that which can be 
lawfully carried out.-—FAVERSUAM CORPN. v. RYDER 
(1854). 5 De G. M. & G. 3503 2 Eq. Rep. 749 3 23 
I. J.Ch. 905: 23 1.7. O. S. 282; 18 J.P. 455; 
18 Jur. 637; 2 W.R.578 3 43 E.R. 905, L. Jd. 
Annotations :—Refd. Martin v. Wellstead (1854), 23 I. J. Ch. 

927 5 dunn v. Bownas (1855), 1 K. & J. 5965 Re Piercy, 

Whitwham v. Pierey, [1898] 1 Ch. 565. 

3860. ---- - Jjo-There may be a particular 
clause in a will which on one construction appears 
to offend against the law relating to perpetuities, 
but if it is fainly capable of another construction 
which avoids that objection, the latter construetion 
will be preferred, especially if it is found to be in 
accordance with the general intention of the will.- 
MARTELLI ?. HOLLOWAY (1872). 1. RS WT. 582 ; 
424.5. Ch. 26, 0 Ta: affa. S.C. sub nom. Ton.o- 











WAY tv. Wereppir, JfonnowaAy ov. TLOLLOWAY, 
1 Te: G Ig OP. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Jie Mortimer, Gray wv. Gray, [1905] 2 
Ch. 602; Re Stamford & Warrington, Payne tv. Grey, 
[t9'2) 1 Ch. 348. Expld. Je Athinson, Athinson rv. 
Atkinson, {1916] 1 Ch, Of. Mentd. Tewart rr. Lawson 
(IS74), 43 L. J. Ch. 673; Je Fotherpill’s Iestate, Price- 
Fothergill v. Price, {1903] 1 Ch. 1493) We Parker, Varker v. 
Parkin, (1910) 1 Ch. 581 3 Fée Lewis, Bush wv. Lewes, | 1918 | 
2 Ch. 808; Portinan v. Portman, (1922) 2 A.C. 4783. 
3861. —--— }—The rule which has always 

been applied to cases of remoteness is this: You 

do not. import the law of remoteness into the con- 
struction of the instrument, by which vou investi- 
gate the expressed intention of testator. You take 
his words, & endeavour to arrive at their meaning, 
exactly in the same manner as if there had been 
no such law, & as if the whole intcntion expressed 
by the words could lawfully take effect. 1 do not 
mean that, in dealing with words which are obscure 
& ambipuous, weight, even in a question of remote- 
ness, may not) somctimes be given to the con- 
sideration that it is better to effectuate than to 
destroy the intention; but I do say, that, if the 
construction of the words is one about which a ct. 
would have no doubt, though there was no law of 
remoteness, that construction cannot. be altered, 
or wrested to something different, for the purpose 
of escaping from the consequences of that Jaw 

(Lonny SELBORNE, C.).--- PEARKS tv. MOSELEY 

(1880), 5 App. Cas. 714; 501... Ch. 57 43 1. 7. 

449; 29 W.R.1, 1D. Le: affg. S.C. sub nom. Te 

MOoSELBY’s Trusts (1879), 11 Ch. D. 555, C. A. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Re Mervin, Mervin v. Crossinan, [1891] 
3 Ch. 197; Re Bowen, Lloyd Phillips v. Davis, [1893] 2 
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Ch. 491; Whitby v. Von Luedecke, [1906] 1 Ch. 783; 
Te Peel’s Release, [1921] 2 Ch. 218; Ward v. Van Der 
Loeff, Burnycat v. Van Der Loeff, [1924] A. C. 653. 
Refd. Goodicr v. Johnson (1881), 18 Ch. D. 441; Ie 
Bevan’s Trusts (1887), 34 Ch. D. 716; Re Wenmoth’s 
state, Wenmoth v. Wenmoth (1887), 37 Ch. D. 266; 
Willerton v. Stocks, [1892] W. N. 29; Ite Harvey’s 
Kstate, Harvey v. Gillow, [1893] 1 Ch. 567; IJte Lloyd 
Greaine v. A.-G. (1893), 10 T. L. It. 66; Re Wood, Tullett 
v. Colville, (1894] 3 Ch. 381; Re Lowman, Devenish v. 
Pester (1895), 64 L. J. Ch. 567; Wainwright v. Miller, 
11897] 2 Ch. 255; Re Sanford, Sanford v. Sanford, [1901] 
1 Ch. 939; Re Mortimer, Grav v. Gray (1905), 74 1. J. Ch. 
745; Fe Oliver’s Settlmt., Evered v. Leigh, [1905] 1 Ch. 
191; Portman v. Portman, (1922) 2 A. C. 473. entd. 
Kingsbury v. Walter, [1901] A. C. 187. 


_ 3862. -|—— You strike out the particular 
intent if by that you mean an intent which is 
contrary to the rule against perpetuities, with the 
result that on the true construction of the will 
there is no such intent; there is only the general 
intent, which is a perfectly lawful one, & so far as 
possible the ct. will give effect to that (FARWELL, J.) 
—-Re MORTIMER, GRAY v. Gray, [1905] 2 Ch. 502 ; 
741, J. Ch. 745; 93 1. IT. 459, C. A. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Ie Stamford & Warrington, Payne r. 

Grey, [1912] 1 Ch. 343. 

3863. .J—It is possible that the testa- 
tor may have intended to infringe the rule against 
perpetuities, but the ct. would not insert words 
having that cftect unless it was absolutely un- 
avoidable. If the words are plain the ct. must 
construe the will regardless of the law against 
perpetuity, but the ct. is at liberty, in considering 
what, if any, words which are not expressed are 
to be implied, to consider their legal effect & to 
adopt the alternative rule stated in Afartelli v. 
Holloway, No. 3860, ante: ‘ There may be a par- 
ticular clause in a will which on one construction 
appears to offend against the law relating to per- 
petuities, but, if it is fairly capable of another 
construction which avoids that objection, the 
latter construction will be preferred, especially if 
it is found to be in accordance with the general 
intention of the will’? (FARWELL, 1..J.).—Re 
STAMFORD & WARRINGTON (EAR), PAYNE v. 
Grey, [1912] 1 Ch. 3483; 81 J. J. Ch. 302 ; 
105 1. 7.9138 28 T. L. R. 159; 56 Sol. Jo. 204, 
CN 





end 











RB. Eevlent of Presumption. 
3864. Construction mustnot be strained to avoid 

illegality-——-Meaning of words clear.|—A.-G. v. 

WILLIAMS (1794), as reported in 2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 

3s7 3; 30 BK. R. 178, Ts. C. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Kdwards tv. Hall (1853), 11. Hare, 1; 
Hill v. Jones (1854), 22 L. 'T. O. S. 253. Apprvd. Tatham 
v Drummond (1864), 4 De G@. J. & Sm. 484. Refd. A.-G. 
v Hull (1852), 9 Hare, 647: Longstaff v. Rennison (1852), 
] Drew. 283; Cawood vt. Thompson (1853), 1 Sm. & G. 
409; Martin v. Wellsted (1854), 18 J. P. 726; Re Arch- 
hold (1855), 25 TL. 7. 0. S. 245: Dunn +. Bownas (1855) 


1K. & J. 596: Ewan tv. Morgan (1858), 32. L. T. O. Ss: 
19. 


3865. - - .|—The rules of construction 
cannot, however, be strained to bring a devise or 
bequest within the rules of law (IXNIGHT BRUCE, 
V.-C.).-—- MAINWARING v. BEEVoR (1849), 8 Hare, 
44; 14 Jur. 58: 68 BF. RR. 266. 

Annotations : ~Refd. Armitage v. Williams (1859), 7 W. 1. 

650: Turner v. Elkins (1866), 14 W. . 412. 

3866. —-— .}—Testator directed the ap- 
plication of the surplus income of his estate for 
the maintenance of his children during their 
minority or apprenticeship, & the application of 
certain sums for their advancement; &. after 
his youngest. child should have attained twenty- 
one, he directed his exors. to divide any surplus 
in their hands, every three years, during his wife’s 
life or widowhood, &, after her death or marriage, 
every year equally amongst his children, or their 
heirs in stead of any one that might happen to be 
dead, until the expiration of fifty years from the 
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time of his death; & that, at the end of the said 
fifty years, his exors. should sell his remaining 
estate, & pay, discharge or divide the money for 
the same amongst his children, naming them, or 
any of their heirs in their stead, & if any of his 
said children should die without lawful issue such 
share or shares of those so dying to belong to the 
survivors or their lawful heirs equally :—Held: 
the word ‘‘ heirs ’’ must be construed ‘‘ issue,’”’ & 
not ‘‘children ” ; & it was not a ground for depart- 
ing from such meaning that the consequences of 
adhering to it would be to render the will void for 
remoteness. 

I think the latter is the true construction of the 
will & that I am not at liberty to depart from it.—- 
(KNricuT Bruce, V.-C.).—SPEAKMAN v. SPEAKMAN 
(1850), 8 Hare, 180; 68 EB. R. 323. 








3867. —--—-.|-—TATHAM tv. DRUMMOND, No. 
3554, ante. 

3868. --—-  ----.] — PEARKS wu. MOSELEY, 
No. 3861, ante. 

3869. ---—- --——.]—In considering whether the 


trusts of a will are void for perpetuity the ct. must 
first construe the gifts according to the ordinary 
canons of construction, & then consider whether 
any part of it, as so construed, offends against the 
perpetuity rule; & it cannot construe the gift 
otherwise than according to its natural meaning 
because, if so construed, it would offend ayainst 
the rule, though possibly, if the gifts might equally 
well be construed in two ways, one only of which 
would offend against’ the rule, the ct. might 
adopt the other construction. Re Humr, Poniic 
TRUSTEE v. MABEY, [1912] 1 Ch. 693; S1 IL. J. Ch. 
382; 106 L. T. 335; 56 Sol. Jo. 414. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Ussher, Foster rv. 


Ussher, [1922] 








ae ae ; Zée Blackwell, Blackwell v. Blackwell, [1926] 
oh. 223. 
3870. |—Re SramMForp & WARRING- 


TON (EARL), PAYNE v. GREY, No. 3863, ante. 

3871. Striking out words.|—It. is against 
the settled rules of construction to strike out any 
words from a will because they offend against the 
perpetuity rule. For all purposes of construction, 
the will must be read as if no such rule existed 
(JAMES, L..J.)—ITTEASMAN v. PEARSE (1871), 7 Ch. 
App. 275; 41 L. J. Ch. 705; 26 1. T. 209; 20 
W. RR. 271, L. JI. 3 subsequent proceedings (A872), 
7 Ch. App. 660, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Hudson, Hudson v. Hudson (1882), 

20 Ch. D. 408; Re Yates, Bostock v. D’Kyneourt, [1891] 

38 Ch. 53; Goodier v. Edmunds, [1893] 3 Ch. 4553) Pe 

Haygarth, Wickham v. Holmes, [1912] 1 Ch. 510; Je 

Burnham, Carrick v. Carrick, [1918] 2 Ch. 196. 

3872. -|—Beceause part: of the will of 
testator fails by reason of some legal objection 
to it, if is not, therefore, to be regarded as struck 
out of the will for all purposes. Although, so far 
as the law intervenes, a clause may be inoperative, 
it may still be read with a view to ascertaining the 
general testament ary intention.— Jie CoyTn, COYTE 
ve. CoYTE (1887), 56 L. T. 510; 3 T. da. R. 352. 
seen, :—Refd. Re Deprez, Teariaueés v. Deprez, [1917] 











SUB-SECT. 3.——-PRESUMPTION OF KNOWLEDGE 
TESTATOR. 
A. Contents of Will. 
3873. Will read over to testator./—If it be 
proved or admitted that testator is of sound mind, 


OF 


WILLS. 


memory, & understanding, that a will has been 
read over to him, or that he has read it to himself, 
& that he has put his signature to it. the question 
whether he knew & approved of the contents of 
such will must be answered in the affirmative, & 
such knowledge & approval will be held to extend 
to every part of the will.—ATTER v. ATKINSON 
(1869), L. R. 1 P. & D. 665; 20 L. T. 404; 33 
J.P. 440. 


Annotations :—-Consd. Fulton +. Andrew (1875), L. R. 7 





Hl. L. 448. Refd. Jn the Goods of Boehm, [1891] P. 247; 
foe v. Elstone, [1893] P. 1; Gregson v. Taylor, [1917] 
* 2oUs 

3874. .|}—There is no unyielding rule of 


law, especially where the ingredient of fraud enters 

into the case, that, when it has been proved that 

a testator, competent in mind, has had a will 

read over to him, & has thereupon executed it, all 

further inquiry is shut out.—FULTON v. ANDREW 

(1875), L.R.7 WV. 1. 448 3 44]..J.P.17 3 32 L.T. 

209; 23 W. RR. 566, O. 7. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Parker v. Duncan (1890), 62 L. T. 
642; In the Goods of Boehin, [1891] P. 247; Lawford v. 
Allen (1892), 9 IT. L. R. 145. Apld. Tyrrell v. Painton, 
{{894] P. 151. Consd. Garnett-Bottield . Garnett- 
Botfleld, [1901] P. 335. Apld. Wilson v. Bassil, (1903) 
Pp. 239. Consd. Gregson v. Taylor, [1917] P. 256 ; In 
the Kstate of Musgrove, Davis 7, eee Pid ee 264. 
Refd. Morrell «. Morrell (1882), 7 P. D. rown v. 
Fisher (1890). 63 L. T. 465; Collins ». Elstone, [1893] 
YP. 1: Farrelly v. Corrigan, [1899] A. ©. 563; Brisco v. 
Baillie Hamilton, [1902] P. 234; Karunaratne wv. Ferdi- 
Naess [1902] A.C. 405 ; Baudains v. Richardson, [1906] 
A. C. 160 ; Kinny ». Govett (1908), 25 T. Le R. 186; 
row v. Guthrie, [1909] A. C. 278. Mentd. dee Simpson, 
Er n. Morgan (1876), 2 Ch. D. 72; Field v. Ommanney 
(1920), 36 3. Ta. RR. 695. 

3875. -}—Without impugning the general 
rule of Jaw that a competent testator who reads 
over his will, or to whom it is read over, is to be 
held to have approved its contents, it is still open 
to the tribunal before whom the question of the 
validity of the document may come to find as a 
fact that. the will was not read over in a proper 
Wwaye- GARNETST-BOTFLELD v. GARNETT-BOTEIELD, 
FLOVI] P. 835, 71. J.P. 1: $85 7. TT. 641. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Gregson v. Taylor, [1917] P. 256. 


3876. -|—Although since the decision of 
Fulton v. Andrew, No. 3874, ae, it can no longer 
be considered a binding rule of law that, in the 
absence of fraud or suspicion of fraud, the fact 
that a capable testator has read or had read over 
to him a will or codicil which he afterwards exe- 
cutes must be taken for the purposes of probate 
as absolute proof that he knew & approved all its 
contents, those circumstances aflord a very strong 
presumption of his knowledge & approval. This 
presumption can be set aside only by the clearest 
evidence that some part of the document. read over 
was not really part of his will.—GnkEGSON v. TAYLOR, 
(1917] P. 256; 86 LL. J. PL 1243 sub nom. Re 
PHILPOT, GREGSON vt. TAYLOR, 117 L. TT. 8183 33 
T. la RK. 402; 61 Sol. Jo. 578. 








B. Legal Effect of Words. 


3877. Knowledge of testator presumed.|—Every 
testator must be presumed to know the law 
(SHADWELL, V.-C.).---ONSLOW tv. WaLnis (1849), 
16 Sim. 483: 12 L. T. O.S. 444; 60 E. R. 961; 
on appeal, 1 Mac. & G. 506, L. C. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Senhouse », Hall (1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 
483; Re Van Hagan, Sperling v. Rochfort (1880), 16 Ch. 
18; Fe Lashmar, Moody v. Penfold, [1891] 1 Ch. 258. 
3878. |—He [testator] was not inops 

consilii, & we cannot assume that he did not 
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38771. Knowledye of testator presumed.]—PrrcoaIRn v. REED (1853), 1 W. R. §35.—SCOT. 
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know the effect of the terms that he used... 
If he was mistaken... that is no reason for 
altering the plain words which he has used, & 
introducing other terms in order to give effect 
to what may be conjectured as to the disposition 
he might have made of his property had he been 
aware of the legal obstruction to the execution of 
his wishes (LonpD LYNDHURST).—EGERTON v. 
BROWNLOW (HAL) (1853), 4 H. L. Cas. 1; 28 
I. J. Ch. 348; 21 L. T. O. 8S. 306; 18 Jur. 71; 10 
KK. R. 359, HW. L. 


Annotations :— Mentd. Kerkin ». Kerkin (1854), 8 E. & R. 
: ; Kean v. Griffiths (1855), 1 Jur. N.S. 1045; Hilton 
v. Eckersley (1855), 6 4. & B. 47; Kiallmark v. Kiallmark 
(1856), 26 L. J. Ch. 1; Scott». Avery (1856), 5 Tl. L. Cas. 
811; H. vo. W. (1857), 3 K. & J. 382: Clavering v. KJison 
(1859), 7 TL. L. Cas. 707; Shrewsbury v. Scott (1859), 6 
C. B. N.S. 13 Wright v. Wilkin (1860), 2 B. & S. 232; 
Tatham tv. Vernon (1861), 29 Beav. 604; Christie v. 
Gosling (1866), L. R. 1H. L. 279; Elliott » Richardson 
(1870), L. R. 5 C. BP. 7445) Re Harrison’s state (1870), 
5 Ch, ee 408; Sackville-West v. Holmesdale (1870), 
. R. 4H. L. 5433; Thompson v. Fisher (1879), L. R. 10 
Eq. 207; Je Exmouth, Exmouth vr. Praed (1883), 23 
Ch. TD. 158; Davier v. Davies (1887), 36 Ch. D. 350; 
ound v. Grimwade vanes 39 Ch. 1D. 605; Windhill L. B. 
of Health v, Vint (1890), 45 Ch. D. 351; Maxim Nordenfelt 
Guns & Ammunition Co. v. Nordenfelt, [1803] 1 Ch. 630; 
Savill v. Langman (1898), 79 L. 'T. 44: de Kelcey, I'yson 
v. Kelcey, [1899] 2 Ch. 530; Marlborough vr. Marlbcrough 
(1900), 83 L. T. 5783 Jetlreys v. Joffreye (1901), 84 L. T. 
417; Re Greenwood, Goodhart v. Woodhead, [1992] 2 Ch. 
198; Janson v. Driefontein Consolidated Mines, {1902} 
A. CM. 484; Re Wope Johnstone, Hope Johnstone v. Hope 
Johnstone, [1904] 1 Ch. 470: Prince «. Haworth, [1995] 
2K. B. 768; Wilson v. Carnlev, [1908] 1 K. B. 729; 
R. vw L. G. Board, Mr p. Arlidge, [1913] 1 K. B. 463; 
Continental) Tyre & Rubber Co. (Great Britain) v. Daimler 
Co., Same v. Tilling, [1914] 1 K. 3B. 893; Montefiore v. 
Menday Motor Components Co., [1918] 2 Kk. B. 241; 
Rodriguez v. Spoyer, (1919) A. C. 593; Kemp v. Glasgow 
Corpn., [1920] A. C. 886; Jte Wallace, Champion v. 
Wallace, [1920] 2 Ch. 274; James v. British General 
Insee., (1987) 2 K. 2B. Sit. 


3879. - —~.| —HiaGins +. Dawson, No. 3672, 
ante, 
3880. - —--.|--(1) Testator devised his mansion 


house & real estate in strict settlement, & then 
bequeathed certain heirlooms to trustees upon 
trust to permit the same from time to time to go 
& be held & enjoved with the mansion house, so far 
as the rules of law & eguity would permit, by the 
person or persons who for the time being should 
be entitled to the possession of the said mansion 
house by virtue of his will, ‘‘ yet. so that: the said 
chattels shall not vest absolutely in a son or any 
person hereby made tenant for life of the said 
mansion house unless such son or other person 
shall attain the age of twenty-one years’”’:-- 


Held: the word ‘* or’ will be read ‘ of’? in 
order to effectuate the obvious intention of 
t est ator e 


(2) It cannot. I think be wrong to credit testator 
with that hnowledge of the law which the drafts- 
man of the will evidently possessed (JoOycE, J.).—~ 
Re DAYRELL, HASTIE«. DAYRELL, [1904] 2 Ch. 496 ; 
73 Ld. Ch. 795; 91 1. T. 373. 

Annotation :—Generally, Reid. Phillips v. Rail (1906), 54 

W. 1. 517. 


3881. --——.|-—Testator cannot make an approval 
of the words which have been put into his intended 
will conditional upon their having in law the effect 
he desires. If he executes a will knowing & 
approving the words used, the ct. cannot after- 
wards exclude from probate words which have 
been put into the will on the ground that testator 
has taken a view of their legal effect which turns 
out to be mistaken.—Jn the state of BrEcH, 
BEECH v. PUBLIC TRUSTER, [1923] P. 46; 92 L. J.P. 
33; 128 I. T. 616; 39 T. L. R. 88; 67 Sol. Jo. 
145, C. A. 
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SUB-SECT. 4.——PRESUMPTION F'AVOURING RELA- 
TIVES OR PERSONS HAVING A CLAIM ON THE 


TESTATOR. 
A. In General. 


8882. Intention of testator to benefit—-Whether 
presumed—Will distinguished from settlement.|— 
A gift by will differs from the case of a trust 
declared by a settlement, because, in the former, 
there is no supposition that any persons can be 
intended to take, except those who are described 
as takers (SHADWELL, V.-C.).—TucKER v. HARRIS 
(1832), 6 Sim. 538; 21L. J. Ch. 18; 58 E.R. 440. 


Annotations :—Refd. Bythcrea v. Bythesea (1854), 23 
L. J. Ch. 1904; White v. Hill (1867), L. R. 4 Kq. 265. 


3883. ~——~- -~-—,|--- ABBOTT v. MIDDLETON, 
RICKETTS v. CARPENTER, No. 3735, ante. 

——— . |--- SO, also, SETTLEMENTS, Vol. 
XI, p. 457, Nos. 71, 72. 

3884. ---—— -—-.] --A father must be presumed 
to make such provisions as will answer the purpose 
of children, & their advancement in the world, 
& the will ought to be so construed as to carry 
the intention of the parent into execution.— 
MENDES 7. MENDES (1747), 3 Atk. 619; 1 Ves. 
Sen. 89; 26 E.R. 1157, L. ©. 

3885. |—fe JODRELL, JODRELL v. 
SEALE, No. 3789, ante. 











B. Relatives of Equal Degrce. 

3886. Provision for children to be born—Pre- 
sumption in favour of children then begotten.|— 
Provision for daughters to be born shall extend to 
daughters then begotten.--MEwer v. IRELAND 
(1718), 2 Coll. 344. n.3; 1 P. Wms. 4263; Gilb. 
Ch. 145; 24 EK. R. 4563 sub nom. Wewirr v. 
IRELAND, Prec. Ch. 489; 2 Inq. Cas. Abr. 139, 
| Pre Oe 
Annotations :—Consd. Early t. Benbow (1846), 2 Coll. 342; 

Barnes v. Jennings (1866), L. R. 2 Mq. 448. Refd. Doe 

d. James v. Hallett (1813), 1 M. & S. 124; Abbott v. 

Middleton, Ricketts r. Carpenter (1858), 7 IT. L. Cas. 68; 

Locke v. Dunlop (1888), 39 Ch. D. 387. 

3887. ——— ———.|—-Testator, by codicil, gave 
legacies of £500 cach to A.. B., C. & D., who, 
trom other parts of the codicil, & from the will, 
appeared to be grandchildren of his brother 
Hienry. He added: ‘‘ Item. J direct my exors. 
to pay out. of my personal estate the sum of £500 
apiece to each child that may be born to either of 
the children of either of my brothers lawfully 
begotten, to be paid to them on his or her attain- 
ing the age of twenty-one.’ At the date of the 
codicil & at testator’s death there were, to his 
knowledge, living, several grandchildren of his 
brothers, besides A., B., C. & J)., & various 
children of the brothers of testator, & testator was 
survived by one, at least, of his brothers :—Held : 
A., B., CC. & DD. were not entitled to double 
legavies.—-HARLY v. BENBOW (1846), 2 Coll. 342 ; 
15]. J. Ch. 169; 6]. 7T. 0. S. 4983 10 Jur. 169 ; 
63 KM. R. 1625 subsequent proceedings, TL. TV. 
O.S. 5. 

Annotations :—Apld. Karly +, Middleton (1851), 14 Beav. 
453. Distd. Almack v. Horn (1863), 1 ITem. & M. 630. 
Consd. Donnellun v. O'Neill (1870), 18 W. RR. 1188; Re 
Sealy, Tomkins «. Tucker (1901), 85 L. T. 451. Refd. 
Williams 7. Hughes (1857), 4 Jur. N.S. 42; Townsend v. 
Karly (1860), 28 Reavy. 429: Re Courtauld, Courtanld v. 
Cawston (1882), 47 lL. T. 647; Locke r. Dunlop (1888), 
ee J). 387; Re Joseph, Pain v. Joseph, [1908] 2 Ch. 
8888. Presumption in favour of more intimate 

relative.}—CARELESS v0. CARELESS, No. 4787, post. 

3889. Testator having only two daughters—Pre- 
sumption In favour of similar general treatment.|— 
Primdéd facie, & a priori, no doubt, a father having 
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Sect. 9.—Presumptions ; Sub-sect. 4. B.. C. & D.) 


only two daughters would make the same general 
limitation & disposition with respect to both 
(KINDERSLEY, V.-C.).—Swirt v. Swirt (1863). 1 
New Rep. 353; 82 L. J. Ch. 479: 11 W. R. 334. 

Annialion Rela. Holmes v. Sayer-Milward (1878), 38 


38890. Presumption in favour of relative having 
special claim—Godson of testator.|—Bequest to 
“Francis, the youngest son of F.”’ He had no 
son Francis, but he had an eldest named Arthur 
Francis & a voungest named Arthur Charles, who 
was testator’s godson :—Held: the voungest was 
entitled to the legacy.— Re GrEGonRyY’s SETTLEMENT 
& WILL (1865), 34 Beav. 600; 6 New Rep. 282 ; 
11 Jur. N.S. 634; 13 W. R. 828; 55 E.R. 767. 

3891. ——— Children of brother of testator.|— 
Re PRick, PRIcE v. NEwTon, No. 3824, ane. 


C. Family of Testator. 


8892. Presumption in favour of children.]— 
A married woman, by a testamentary instrument 
made in exccution of a power contained in her 
marriage settlement, gave £2,000, subject to the 
life interest of her husband, to trustees upon trust 
for the benefit of her child or children, to be 
equally divided between them, share & share 
alike; but in case the £2,000 should become 
payable before her children, being sons, should 
have attained, twenty-one, or, being daughters, 
should have attained that age or day of marriage, 
then in trust to invest & apply the interest to their 
maintenance & cducation, & when they should 
attain twenty-one or day of marriage, to pay to 
them their respective shares of the principal; & 
in case any of the children should happen to die 
before their portions should become payable, then 
the same should go & belong to the survivors or 
survivor of them. Testatrix left a son & two 
daughters, all of whom had attained twenty-one 
at her decease. The son, & afterwards a daughter, 
died in the lifetime of their father :—Held: on the 
death of the father, the surviving daughter was 
entitled to the £2,000 by survivorship, except as to 
that share of it which accrued to the deceased 
daughter upon the death of the son, which belonged 
to the representative of the deceased daughter. 

The rule being that, when testator has un- 
equivocally expressed an intention that a pro- 
vision to be made for his children shall depend 
upon their surviving both their parents, the ct. 
must give effect to that intention, & can only lean 
to the presumption in favour of children, where 
the intention of testator is ambiguously expressed 
(Leacn, M.R.).—-Bricur v. Kowsr (1834), 3 My. & 
K. 316; 40 E.R. 121. 

Annotations :-—-Refd. Re Yates’s Trust (1851), 18 L. T. O. S. 
298; Swallow v. Jginns (1855), 1 K. & J. 4173 West rv. 
Miller (1868), L. RR. 6 Iq. 59; Leader v. Duffey (1888), 13 
App. Cas. 294. 

3893. J—If the case be doubtful, the ct. 
prefers that construction which will most bencfit 
testator’s family, on the supposition that this 
must more nearly correspond with his intention.— 
FARRANT v. NICHOLS (1846), 9 Beav. 327; 15 
L. J. Ch. 259; 60 E.R. 370. 

3894. -|—(1) In construing limitations to a 
parent for life, & afterwards to his children, with 
& provision relating to survivorship annexed, 
whether occurring in wills or settlements, the rule 
for determining both the class who are to take & 
the contingency to which the survivorship refers 
is to lean to that construction which will include 











WILLS. 


so many objects of the gift as possible, consistently 
with the declared purpose of the author of the 
instrument. 

(2) In the construction of a will, if there be an 
ambiguity in one part the ct. is bound to look to 
other parts of it to ascertain the construction.—- 
BovuvERIE v. Bouvertgé (1847), 2 Ph. 349; 16 
L. J. Ch. 411; 91. T. O. S. 469; 11 Jur. 661 ; 
41 Kk. hR. 977, L. C. 

Annotalrons :—Aa to (1) Consd. Evans v. Evans (1858), 25 

Seav, 81. Refd. Jackson v. Dover (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 

209. Generally, Refd. Vorley v. Richardson (1856), 8 


De G. M. & G. 126; Alty v. Moss (1876), 34 . T. 312; 
Re Poultney, Poultney v. Poultney, [1912] 1 Ch. 245. 


3895. .|—In the case of a bequest to A. for 
life & after A.’s death to the children of B.... 
all the children of 13. who come into existence 
before the death of A. (the period of distribution) 
are let into share. Kut this .. . is founded ona 
special reason, namcly, the desire of the ct. to let 
in as many of the children as possible upon the 
assumption that such would be the desire of 
testator (IMINDERSLEY, V.-C.).— LEE v. LE (1860), 
1 Drew. & Sm. 85; 29 L. J.Ch. 788 ; 2 Ta. T. 532 ; 
6 Jur. N.S. 6213; 8 W. RR. 448; 62 E.R. 310. 
Annotation :—Refd. Ite Jones’ Estate, Hume v. Lloyd (1878), 

26 W. Lh. 82s. 

3896. .|—Testator devised certain specific 
real estate to trustees & their heirs upon trust for 
his daughter ht. for hfe, & after her decease he 
gave the same unto «& equally between all & every 
her children. if more than one, as tenants in 
common, their heirs & assigns; & if but one such 
child, to his or her heis & assigns; & in case 
his daughter should depart this life under twenty- 
one, or afterwards ‘S without leaving any child or 
children,”’ testator gave the same hereditaments & 
premises to his son C., his heirs & assigns :—-Held : 
the children of Jt. took at their births indefeasible 
interests in fee, in remainder expectant on the 
death of their mother. 

The circumstances of this case fully justify me 
in applying the principle, onginally founded on 
marriage settlements, that the ct. will favour a 
plain intention to provide for children, where the 
contest is between surviving children & the repre- 
sentatives of deceased children (Woop, V.-C.).-— 
WHITE v, Hany (1867), J... 4 Ky. 265; 161. 7. 826. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Bryden v. Willett (1869), L. I. 7 Eq. 

472; He Brown’s Trust (1873), L. R. 16 Ka. 239; Tree 

harne v. Layton (1875), I... R. 10 Q. B. 458: Re Ball, 

Slattery v. Ball (1888), 469 1... 7%. 800; Fle Hamlet, Stephen 


v. Cunningbam (1888), 39 Ch. D. 426; Barkworth v. 
Barkworth (1906), 75 L. J. Ch. 754. 


3897. -|—The ct. has pushed some of its 
conclusions to an extreme length for the purpose 
of including as many children as possible, first 
upon settlements, on the ground that a settlement 
is itself an indication of all children being intended 
to be provided for; & then in wills, it has followed 
the same rule, where a father is providing for his 
children, or where any person, who has placed 
himself in loco parentis, is providing for the family. 
In such cases, if there is a single link wanting in the 
chain of referential words connecting & identifying 
the children who are being spoken of with those 
comprised in a description requiring them to 
survive a given period, the ct. will take advantage 
of this to let in all the children, whether they 
survive that period or not (LORD ITATHERLEY, C.). 
—- WILLIAMS v. HAYTHORNE, WILLIAMS v. WILLIAMS 


(1871), 6 Ch. App. 782, Ju. ©. 
cat ela s—Reld. Simpson v. Peach (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 

















3898. —-—.]—Re HAMLET, STEPHEN v. CUN- 
NINGHAM, No. 3761, avile. 
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3899. -|—In a case of ambiguity or doubt, 
that construction is to be favoured which will 
allow of the child who takes a vested interest 
making such provision as is usual for his own 
family (Joycr, J.).—Re ROBERTS, PERCIVAL v. 
ROBERTS, [1903] 2 Ch. 200; 72 J. J. Ch. 597; 
88 JL. 'T. 505. 





D. Other Cases. 


3900. Presumption in favour of heir.]—Cuap- 
MAN’S CASE (1574), 3 Dyer, 333 b; 73 bk. R. 754. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Periman ». Pierce (1622), Palm. 303. 

Distd. Pyot v. Pyot (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 335. Refd. Taylor 

w. Sayer (1600), Cro. Wliz. 742 ; Counden v. Clerke (1613), 

Hob. 29; Webb v. Hearing (1617), Cro. Jac. 415; 

Beck’s Care (1630), Litt. 344 ; Gardner v. Sheldon (1671), 

2 Keb. 781; Comber v. Hill (1734), 7 Mod. Rep. 195; 

Crosley v, Clare (1761), 3 Swan. 320, n.; Wright v. Atkyns 

eee SOP G. 111: Doe d. Chattaway v. Smith (1816), 

5M. & 8. 126; Winter v. Perratt (1843), 9 Cl. & Fin. 606; 

White v. Briggs (1848), 2 Ph. 583. 


3901. |—Land is devised to trustees to 
sell, & out of the money arising by the sale, 
amongst other sums to pay £100 to his heir-at- 
law; & no disposition is made bv testator of the 
surplus of his estate. The land shall not be 
turned into personal estate, nor more sold than is 
necessary to pay the legacies, & the heir shall have 
the surplus.— RANDALL v. BookrY (1701), 2 Vern. 
425; Prec. Ch. 162; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 272; 23 
i. R. 872. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Pawlett ». Morley & Herbert (1702), 
2 Freem. Ch. 263; Farrington v. Knightly (1721), 1 VP. 
Wms, 544; Hill « London (Bp.) (1738), 1 Atk. 618; 
Bagshaw v. Spencer (1748), 1 Ver. Sen. 142. 

3902. .J—A. directs £1,000 to be laid out 
in the purchase of lands, that the rents & profits 
thereof night come to his nephew W, for his life ; 
but testator made no disposition of these lands, 
after the death of W.:— Held : the lands belonged 
to testator’s heir-at-law.-——-FLETCHER 7. CTTAPMAN 
(1703), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 13 1 LK. 1. 11387, TW. LL. 


Annotations :—Consd. Cogan v, Stephens (1835), 5 Iu. J. Ch. 
17. Refd. Head v. Godlee, Koynolds v. Godlee (1859), 
John. 536. 

3903. .l— Lands are devised to three persons 
& their heirs to the use of them & their heirs, upon 
the trusts after mentioned, & then testator directs 
them to convey part to A. for life, & other part to 
B. in tail ; but gives no direction as to the remainder 
in fee. Though two of the trustees were related 
to testator; yet the remainder in fee will not 
belong to them, but be a resulting trust for testa- 
tor’s heir.— Honart v. SUFFOLK (COUNTESS) (1709), 
2 Vern. 644; 23 . R. 1020, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Haberghain v. Vincent (1793), 2 Ves. 
204: Hill v. London (Bp.) (1838), 1 Atk, 618; Clarke r. 
Hilton (1866), L. R. 2 iq. 810. 

3904. }—In doubtful cases the heir is 
always to be preferred (LORD HARDWICKE, (.).— 
BELLASIS v. Urniwarr (1737), 1 Atk. 426; West 
temp. Ward. 273; 26 1. R. 2713 sub nom. Bi- 
LINGSLEY & HCKERSHALL 1. A.-G., 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 
570, 1. C. 

















Annotations :-— Refd. Lethieullicr v. Tracy (1754), 3 Atk. 
774. Mentd. Chichester v. Coventry (1867), L. R. 2 . L. 
71, 

3905. .|—Real & personal estate devised to 


the exor. in trust to pay debts & legacies; the 
rest & residue to himself: the only purpose of 
devising the real appearing to be to ensure pay- 
ment of the debts, without any intention to dis- 
inherit the heir, it was held only a charge, & the 
heir was entitled to the surplus of the real estate.— 
HALLIDAY v. Hupson (1786), 3 Ves. 210; 30 E.R. 


973, L. C. 


3906. ——.] — THerniusson v. RENDLESITAM 
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(LORD), THELLUSSON v. THELLUSSON, HARE v. 
RORARTS, No. 3753, ante. 

3907. Presumption in favour of male offspring. |— 
If the language [of the will] be plain it must be 
given effect to, & cannot be made to bend to a 
supposed predilection in favour of male offspring 
(LORD DUNEDIN).—FuLForp v. Harpy, [1909] 
A.C. 570; 79 L. J. P.C. 8; 101 L. T. 357, P. C. 


3908. Presumption in favour of head of family.]—~ 
WILp’s CASE (1599), as reported in 6 Co. Rep. 
16b; 77 BE. R. 277. 


Annotations :—Consd. Clifford v. Koe (1880), 5 App. Cas. 
147. Refd. Wood v. Ingersole (1610), 1 Bulse. 61; 
Webb v. Hearing (1617), Cro. Jac. 415; Beck’s Case 
(1630), Litt. 344; Spirt v. Bence (1634), Cro. Car. 368: 
Collingwood v. Pace (1661), O’Bridg. 410; Davies v. 
Kempe (1664), Cart. 2; Skelton v. Bide (1665), O’Bridg. 
300; Wright d. Keble v. Hiccocks (1667), 2 Keb. 261; 
King v. Melling (1672), 3 Keb. 52 ; Wigon v. Garret (1675), 
3 Keb, 572; Wurman v. Seaman (1677), Cae. temp. Finch, 
279; Hyde v. Seymour (1678), 2 Freem. Ch. 42; Scatter- 
good v. Edge (1699), 12 Mod. Rep. 278; Goodright v. 
Wright (1717), 1 Stra. 25; Goodright d. Lisle v. Pullin 
(1726), 2 Stra, 729; Papillion v. Voice (1728), Kel. W. 
27; Shaw v. Wei h (1728), Fortes. Rep. 58; Gore v. 
Gore (1733), Kel. W. 254; Stephens v. Hide (1734), Cas. 
temp. Talh. 27; Wealthy d. Manley v. Boaville (1736), 
Lee temp. Hard, 258; Wyld v. Lewis (1738), 1 Atk. 432; 
Buffar v. Bradford (1741), 2 Atk. 220; Oates v. Jackson 
(1741), 7 Mod. Rep. 439; Ginger d. White v. White (1742), 
Willes, 348; Joncas v. Lege (1743), 9 Mod. Rep. 461; 
Goodtitle d. Cross v. Wodhull (1745), Willes, 592; 
Lampley v. Blower (1746), 3 Atk. 396; Goodwyn vw. 
Goodwyn (174%), 1 Ves. Sen. 226; Wyth v. Blackman 
(1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 196; Sheppard v. Lessingham (1751), 
Amb, 122; Williams v. Jeky], Klliot v. Jekyl (1755), 2 
Ves. Sen. 681; Wharton v. Gresham (1776), 2 Wm. Bl. 
1083; Congreve v. Congreve (1781), 1 Bro. C. C. 530; 
Doe d. Blandford & Dymock v. Applin (1790), 4 Term 


Rep. 82; Hoe d. EKberall v. Lowe (1790), 1 Hy. Bl. 446; 
Griffith v. Harrison (1792), 4 Term Rep. 737; 2J100 d. 
ww ea e Uv. 


Phipps v. Mulgrave oe. 5 Term Rep. 320; 
Barter (1801), 2 Bos. & I’. 485; Radcliffo v. Buckley 
(1804), 10 Ves. 195; Doe d. Tooley v. Gunniss (1812), 4 
Taunt. 313; Beachcroft v. Beachcroft (1816), 1 Madd. 
430: Doe d. Smith v. Webber (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 713; 
Cholmondeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 13; Doo d. 
Liversage ». Vaughan (1822), 1 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 62; 
Parr v. Swindells (1828), 6 L. J. O. S. Ch. 99; Bowen v. 
Snowcroft (1837), 2 Y. & C. Ex. 640; Butler v. Lowe 
(1839), 10 Sim. 317; Paine v. Wagner (1841), 12 Sim. 
184; Doe d. Blesard v. Simpson (1842), 3 Man. & G. 
929; Stokes v. Heron (1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 161; Darley 
v. Martin (1853), 1 C. L. R. 729; Mason v. Clarke (1853), 
17 Beav. 126; Parker vw. Birks (1854), 1 K. & J. 156; 
Blinaston v. Warburton (1856), 27 L. T. O. 8. 232; Crook 
v. Whitley (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 657; Audsley v. Horn 
(1859), 1 De G. F. & J. 226; Byng v. Byng (1862), 10 
H. L. Cas. 171 ; De Windt v. De Windt (1866), 35 L. J. Ch. 
332; Grieve v. Grieve (1867), L. It. 4 leg. 180; Roper v. 
Roper (1867), L. KR. 3C. P. 32; Allgood yv, Blake, Roach v. 
Blake, Clennell v. Blake, Keed v. Blake (1873), 29 L. T. 
3313; Underhill v. Itoden (1876), 2 Ch. D. 494; Re 
Nelley’s ‘rusts (1877), 26 W. BR. 88; Re Buckmaster’s 
Estate (1882), 47 L. T. 514; Bowen v. Lewis (1884), 9 
App Cas. 590; Pe Wilmot, Wilmot v. Betterton (1897), 
761. IT. 4153; Pelham Clinton v. Newcastle, (1902) 1 Ch. 
34; Ive Jones, Lewis v. Lewis, [1910] 1 Ch. 167. 


3909. Presumption in favour of next of kin— 
Legal succession not intended.|—'Testator passing 
over his heir-at-law (the son of his deceased eldest 
brother), gave £1,000 to testator’s father for life, 
& after his death to be continued to testator’s 
younger brother, & proceeded thus: “ & after his 
death to be continued to my next nearest heir, 
& so on. This property is not meant to be dis- 
posed of by any of the family ’’:—Held: the 
ultimate limitation was void for uncertainty. 

The word “ heir,’? which he has used, imports, 
in some sense or other, the right of legal succession ; 
& he has at the same time so expressed himself 
as to show that he did not intend the order of 
legal succession ; & under these circumstances it 
appears to me that the persons intended to take 
... are wholly uncertain & the legacy belongs 
to the next of kin under the statute (LORD Lane- 


PART XVI. SECT. 9, SUB-SECT. 4.- -D. 
c. Devise to “ the nearest & most deserving male cousin, & a regular * Power’ of the family ’'—Afost worthy in point of 
blood. J—PoWER v. QUFALY (1878), 2 L. R. Ir. 227; 4 L. R. Ir. 20.—IR. 
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Sect. 9.—Presumptions: Sub-sect. 4, D. Sect. 10: 
Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A.| 


DALE, M.R.).—THOMASON v. MosEs (1842), 5 
Beav. 77; 6 Jur. 403; 49 E. R. 506. 


Annotations :—Distd. Bovs v. Bradley (1853), 17 Jur. 159. 
Mentd. Westcott v. Culliford (1844), 3 Hare, 265; Jones 
v. How (1850), 14 L. T. O. 8S. 504; Wilson v. Eden (1854), 
23 L. J. Ch. 103. 


3910. Presumption in favour of nearer relative— 
Bequest to children of one nephew & another 
nephew.|—Testatrix directed one moiety of the 
procceds of sale of her real estate ‘‘ to be equally 
divided between the children of F. W. & J. W. or 
their heirs.” F. W. & J. W. were nephews of 
testatrix. I’. W. had six children living at the 
death of testatrix. For five years previous to the 
date of the will he had not lived with his family. 
J. W. had two children living at the death of 
testatrix :—Held: the gift was to J. W. & the 
children of F. W. & the division must be into 
moieties, one going to J. W. & the other to the 
children of I’. W. 

Considering the nature of the gift, it would be 
strange, not to say capricious, to make a class of 
one nephew & the children of another & divide 
among them in equal shares (JOYCE, J.).— Re 
WALBRAN, MILNER v. WALBRAN, [1906] 1 Ch. 64 ; 
03 1. T. 745; 54 W. R. 167. 

Anne -—Consd. 2c Harper, Plowman v. Harper, [1914] 





Sect. 10.— CONTEXT, MEANING, AND EFFECT 
OF WORDS. 
SUB-SECT. 1L.—EVERY WORD TO HAVE EFFECT. 

3911. General rule.!—It is a certain rule in the 
exposition of wills especially that every word shall 
have its effect & not be rejected if any construction 
can possibly be put upon it (Lorp Kina, (.),— 
Barker v. GILES (1725), 2 P. Wms. 280; Cas. 
temp. King, 17; 9 Mod. Rep. 157; 24 E.R. 780, 
L. C.; on appeal (1727), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 104, 
H. Li. 

Annotations :—Refd. Rogers v. Downs (1742), 9 Mod. Rep. 
202; Trodd » Downs (1742), 2 Atk. 804; Garland v. 
Thomas (1804), 1 Bos. & P.N. RR. 82; Doe d. Littlewood 
v. Green (1838), 4 M. & W. 229. 

3912. -|— BLANDFOND v. BLANDFORD (1615), 
1 Roll. Rep. 318; 81 E.R. 5133 sub nom. Buam- 
FORD v. BLAMFORD, 3 Bulst. 98. 

Annotations :—Refd. Bate ». Amherst. (1662), T. Rayin. 82: 
Scattergood vr. Hdge (1699), 12 Mod. Nep. 27%: Gore vr, 
Gore (1733), Kel, W. 254; fe Ashforth, Sibley v. Ashforth, 
ee 1 Ch. 635; Jte Nash, Cook v. Frederick, [1910] 1 

wh. 1. 

3913, ——.!—(1) It is a sound rule in con- 
struction of . . . wills, that every word ought to 
stand if consistent with the manifest intention 
(LORD HENLEY, KEEPER). 

(2) There can be no technical words in a will, 
but they are to be construed according to the 
intention of the parties (LORD ILENLEY, K repr). 
—]KInG v. BURCHALL (175), 4 Term Rep. 206, n. ; 
1 Eden, 424; 100 EK. R. 1028. 

Annotations :—Cenerally, Refd, Jones v. Morgan (1783), 1 
Bro. ©. C, 2063; Goodright ». Herring (1785), 4 Doug. 
K. B. 298; Denn d. Webb v. Puckey (1793), 6 Term Rep. 
299; Jacobs vt. Amyatt (1794), 4 Bro. ©. ©. 542: Wood- 
house v. Herrick (1855), 1K. & J. 352 ; Vernon v. Wright 
(1858), 28 L. J. Ch. 198; Marshall v. Grime (1860), 28 
Beav. 375; Morgan v. Thomas (1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 289. 
3914. |. devises to his wife & her heirs, 

all his manors, messuages, advowsons, etc., in the 

county of H. for the purchase whereof he had 
already contracted & agreed. Testator had two 











WILLS. 


advowsons in that county, one of which he had 
not only contracted for, but it had been actually 
conveyed to him prior to the making of his will :— 
Held: this advowson was well devised; for 
otherwise the word advowsons, in the plural 
number, would have no effect.—HILt1 v. St. JOHN 
(1775), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 875; 1 E.R. 13793 affg. 
S. C. sub nom. St. JON v. WINTON (Br.) (1774), 
1 Cowp. 943 sub nom. ANon., Lofft, 351. 


Annotations :-—Consd. oe d. Parkin v, Parkin (1814), 5 


Taunt. 321. Mentd. Vicars v. Ilaydon (1778), 2 Cowp. 
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3915. ———-.} — TiteELLUSSON v. WOODFORD, 
No. 8571. anle. 

3916. }—lIivery word of a will must have 


a meaning imputed to it, if capable of it, without 
a violation of the general intent or any other 
provision in the will—Reives v. BRYMEKR, 
BrYMER v. Rieeves (1709), 4 Ves. 692; 31 E. RB. 
358. 

Annotations :—-Refd. Nadcliffe ». Buckley (1804), 10 Ves. 

195; Berry v. Berry (1861), 3 Giff. 134. 

3917. —(1) This is one of the most 
difficult questions, that) can occur: the con- 
struction of words, to which it is hardly possible 
to give any construction, which will not involve 
something like absurdity; & it is impossible to 
put any construction upon them, which will not 
under certain circumstances be contrary to 
testator’s intention. 

The true rule is to give every word a construc- 
tion, if I can, without violating clear words in 
other parts of the will or the general intention 
(Lonp ALVANLEY, M.R.). 

(2) This is a case of residue, therefore every 
intendinent is to be made that testator meant to 
dispose out & out (LORD ALVANLEY, M.R.).— 
Minsom v. Awpiry (1800), 5 Ves. 465; 31 HK. It. 
GOS4. 

Refd. 


Annotations :—Generally, Goodman uv. Goodman 
(1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 695; Luniey cv. Robbins (1853), 
10 Hare, 621; Fe Corbett’s Trusts (1860), John. 591 ; 
Hurry 7. Morgan (1866), L. Rh. 8 Kq. 1523 Smith «. 
Greenhill 1866), 14 WW. R. 912 5) Re Arnold's Trusts (1870), 
lL. R. 10 Ny. 252; Melsoin v, Criles (1870), Le Jt. 5 C.D. 
614: Williams @. James (1872), 20 W. on. 10103; Fe 
Bowman, fe Lay, Whytehead rr. Boulfon (1889), 41 
Ch. D. 525; Re Robson, Howden v. Robson, [1809] 
W.N. 261; Harrison cv. daurrison, [1901] 2 Ch. 136. 








3918. ———.!— Dok d. TYRRELL v. LYronp, No. 
4613, post. 
3919. - ,Je---—— uv. LYNE (1832), You. 562: 


159 Jd. R. Lil. 

Annotations :—Consd. Tulett v. Armstrong (1839), d My. & 
Cr. 390; Gilbert v. Lewis (1862), 1 De G. J. & Sin. 38. 
Refd. Masscy v. Parker (1834), 2 My. & K. 174. 

3920. ——-.]|—I am bound, in putting a con- 
struction on this will, to give effect to every word 
in it (SHADWELL, V.-C.).—HIASTINGS v. HANE 
(1833), 6 Sim. 67; 58 H.R. 520. 

3921. -|—MoRRALL v. SUTTON, No. 3610, 
ante. 

3922, ——-./—The object must be to give effect 
to all the words of the will if possible (Lorp 
CAMPBELL, C.J.).--DoE d. CAMPTON v, CAKPENTER 
(1850), 16 Q. B. 181; 20 L. J. Q. KK. 703 16 
L. T. O. S. 234; 15 Jur. 719; 117 bi. R. 848. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Dean v, Gibson (1867), 15 W. R. 809. 








3923. .J—EDEN v. WILSON, No. 3589, ante. 

3924, ——.|—-NEATHWAY v. Rueep, No. 4139, 
post. 

3925. .|—It is a wholesome canon of con- 





struction to give effect, if possible, to every word 
in the will or other instrument which is to be con- 
strued, & that rule ought not to be departed from, 
unless it is apparent that by adhering to it we 


PART XVI. SECT. 10, SUB-SECT. 1. 
3911 i. General rule.J—-It. is from the words & context of a will & not from the punctuation that the sense nmiust be 
collected.— Ie CAMPBELL, M‘'CaBE v. CAMPBELL, [1918] 1 LI. R. 429.—IR. 


Part XVI.—Construction. 


should be defeating the intention as collected from 

the context (Lorp CRANWoRTH, C.).—SAYER v. 

BRADLY (1856), 5 H. L. Cas. 8783; 28 L. T. 0.9, 

59; 2 Jur. N. S. 887; 4 W. R. 808; 10 BE. R. 

1146 ; sub nom. SAYER v. Boys, 25 L. J. Ch. 593, 

H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. Boys v. BRrapLEy 

(1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 58, J.. JJ. 

3926. -|—Lvery word ought, if possible, 
to have its effect (Turner, L.J.).—Kina v. 
CLEAVELAND (1859), 4DeG. & J.477; 28 L. 5. Ch. 
835 ; 33 LL. T. 0.8. 340; 7 W. R. 602; 45 E.R. 
186, LC. & L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Consd. Wing ». Wing (1876), 34 L. T. 941; 
Refd. Z2e Henderson (1860), 28 Beav. 656: Stockdale v. 
Nicholson (1867), L. J. 4 Eq. 359; He Philps’ Will eee 
L. R. 7 Kq. 151; Burt v. Hellyar (1872), L, R. 14 Kq. 
160; Wingfield v. Wingficld (1878), 9 Ch. D. 658: 

Keay v. Boulton (1883), 25 Ch. D. 212: Re Thompson, 

Machell v. Newman (1886), 55 I. T. 85; J?e Hannam, 

Haddelsey v. Wannam (1897), 66 L. J. Ch. 471: Re 

Woolley, Wormald ». Woolley, [1903] 2 Ch. 206: Jee 

Brooks, Public Trustce v. White, [1928] Ch. 214. 


3927. -|—Kffect ought, if possible, to be 
given to every word of a will (Turnnen, [...J.).— 
BEST v. STONEHIEWER (1865), 2 De G. J. & Sim. 
5373 5 New Rep. 5003; 34 1. J. Ch. 34953 12 
i. VT. 195; 11 Jur N.S. 315; 13 W. RK. 5663 46 
EK. R. 484, La. J. 








3928, ——-.]—ManTIN v. HOLGATE, No. 3619, 
ante. 
3929. ——--./—The word “ sole’ in a will, has 


not. a fixed technical meaning, throwing on the 
person who contests that meaning the necessity 
of showing, by implication, that it is not used in 
the particular instrument in its strict technical 
sense, 

You must in this and in every similar case, as 
it seems to me, ascertain what was the purpose for 
which testator introduced the word ‘ sole” into 
his disposition; & it may very well be that if you 
find testator using the word ‘sole,’ & you are 
unable to see any other purpose for which he can 
have used it when speaking of a woman, even an 
uninarried woman, rather than reduee the word to 
siicnce you will infer that what’ he meant by 
using the word ‘S sole’ was to exclude the marital 
right of the husband (Lornp CAtRNS).— MAssy tv. 
RoOwWEN (1569), L. R. 4+ UL. lL. 2883 25 L. 0. 14d, 
IT. da. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Re Graham's Trusts (1872), 20 W. RR, 

289; Be Peacock’s Trusts (1579), 10 Ch. D. 490. 

3930. \—It is familiar law that effect 
should, if possible, be given to every word which 
testator uses (LorD COLERIDGE, C.J.).—QuarkM 
@ QUARM, [1802] 1 Q. B. i843; OL LL. J. Q. B. 154; 
60 I. T. 418; JO WLR. S02, 2). C. 











3931. J—Tlongatic ve. JENNINGS (1893), 37 
Sol. Jo. 308. 
Annotation :— Reid. Re Palmer, Palmer v. Ausworth, [1893] 
3 Ch. 369. 
3932. I—Re SANFORD, SANFORD 1. SAN- 


FORD, No. 8800, ante. 

3933. Additional words./—I take it to be one 
rule in the construction of a will, that you are not 
to impute to testator, unless the context requires 
it, that he uses additional words except for some 
additional purpose ; that you are not to suppose 
he uses additional words for no purpose (LoRD 
ELDON, C.).--Opnig v. Wooprorp (1821), as 
reported in 3 My. & Cr. 684: 40 H.R. 1052, LC. ; 
on appeal (1825), 3 My. & Cr. 625, H. L. 
Annotations -—Retd. Bernal +. Bernal (1838), 3 My. & Cr. 

659; Doe d. Angell ». Angell (1846), 0 Q. B. 328; Boys 

v. Bradley (1853), 10 Hare, 3893; Bythesea vv. Bythesea 

(1854), 23 L. J. Ch. 10043) Thellusson v. Rendlesham 

(1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 429. Mentd, Galloway v. London 

Corpn. (1865), 3 De G. J. & Sin. Sd. 

3934. .| ~Re BonEN, BODEN vr. 
No. 3081, post. 
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$985. Senseless words.]—-Although it is no 
doubt the duty of the ct. to read the entire will, 
& if possible attach a meaning to every word in it, 
yet looking to the senseless manner in which words 
of reference & otherwise have throughout been 
used in this will, it does not seem that any meaning 
could be given to these words ‘as aforesaid ”’ 
where they occur (Corron, L.J.).--Re PAULET 
(LORD), WINCHESTER (MaRrQuis) v. GOODDEN 
(1888), 4 T. L. R. 406, C. A. 

Qualification of words by other words.]—Sce 
Sub-sect. 5, post. 

Transposition of words.| — See 
post. 

Rejection of words.|-—Sce Sub-sect. 9, post. 

Substitution of words.|-- See Sub-sect. 10, post. 


Sub-sect. 8, 


SuB-sEcT. 2.—MIEANING OF WoRDS. 
A. In General. 


3936. Will to be taken as dictionary.|-—(1) If 
you find that that is the nomenclature used by 
testator, taking his will as the dictionary from 
which you are to find the meaning of the terms he 
has used, that is all which the law requires (LORD 
(CAIRNS), 

(2) In construing a will the ct. should place itself 
as fully as possible in the situation of testator, & 
guide its construction of his intention in some 
degree by the light of the knowledge thus acquired 
(orp CHELMSFORD ).—HILL v. CROOK (1873), L. R. 
GH. L. 265; 42 L. J. Ch. 702 ; 22 W. HK. 137, H. 11.3 
affy. S.C. sub nom. Crook v. Hin (1871), 6 Ch. 
App. 311, L. JJ. 3 subsequent procecdings (1876), 3 
Ch. D. 773. 

«(nnotations :-—As to (1) Apld. Me Horner, Eagleton tv, 

Jforner (1887), 37 Ch. D. 6953 Pe Jodrell, Jodrell v. 

Seale (1890), 44 Ch. D. 590; Le Pearee, Alliance Aosce. 

Co. v. Francis, [1914] 1 Ch. 254. Refd. Laker v. Hordern 

1876), I Ch. BD. 644.5 7a the Goods of Ashton, (1892) P. 

3: Ie Do Wilton, De Wilton v. Montefiore, (1900) 2 Ch. 

4813 Ebbern ev. Fowler, [1909] 1 Ch. 578. 48 to (2) 

Refd. Dorin v. Dorin (1875), L. R. 7 H. L. 568; Re Du 

Bochet, Marcell v. Allen, [1901] 2 Ch. 441: Jee Helliwell, 

Pickles v. Helliwell, {1916] 2 Ch. 580. Generally, Refd. 

Re Brown’s Trust (1873), L. R. 16 Iq. 239 ; Occleston v. 

Fullilove (1874), 9 Ch. App. 117; Levy v. Solomon (1877), 

37 I. TI. 263; Perkins v. Goodwin, [1877] W. N. 111; 

Isis v. Houston (1878), 10 Ch. 1). 236; Megson v. Hindle 

(1880), 15 Ch. D. 198; Zee Iumphrics, Smith v. Millidge 

(1883), 2- . LD. 6913; Re Bolton, Brown v. Holton 

(1886), 31 Ch. D. 542; Re Haseldine, Grange v. Sturdy 

(1586), 31 Ch. D. 5113; Re Hastie’s Trusts (1887), 35 Ch. D. 

7283; Re Browne, tu. Browne (188), 61 L. TL. 463 

Re Lowe, Danily v. Platt (1892), G1 L. J. Ch. 415; Le 

Deakin, Starkey v. Eyres, [1894] 3 Ch. 565; Re Fish, 

Ingham v. Rayner, (1894) 2 Ch. 83 ; Re Harrison, Harrison 

ov. Higson, [1894] 1 Ch. 561; Ze Jeans, Upton v. Jeans 

(1895), 72 1. TT. 885: He Varker, Parker v. Osborne, 

(1897) 2 Ch. 208; Zte Walker, Walker », Lutyens, [1897] 

2 Ch. 238; Re Wood, Wood v. Wood [1901] 2 Ch. 578 ; 

Re Corsellis, Freeborn ve. Napper, [1906] 2 Ch. 316; He 

Loveland, Loveland », Loveland (1906), 75 L. J. Ch. 314; 

Ite Eve, Edwards v. Burns, [L909] E Ch. 796 ; J’e laimbury, 

Bowyer v. Page (No. 2) (1914), 111 L. T. 275; Re Bleckly, 

Sidebotham wv. Bleckly, [1920] 1 Ch. 450: Ward » Van 

Der Loct?, Burnyeat v. Van Der Loeff, [1924] A. C. 

653 He Taylor, soe dl vr. O'Neal, (1925) 1 Ch. 739; 

Khoo IHovoi Leong v. Khoo Heun Kivee, (1926) A. C. 

o2g. 

3937. —---.J—Taking testator’s will as his 
dictionary, from which [ am to find the meaning of 
the terms he has used, that is the principle on 
which I ain to construe the will (STIRLING, J.).—Lte 
Horner, HAGLETON v. HORNER (1887), 37 Ch, D. 
695; 57 L. J. Ch. 211; 55 L. T. 1038; 36 W. R. 
3415 3 4 is L, K. LOO. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Re Harrison, Harrison wv. Higson, 

[1894] 1 Ch, 561; J’e Walker, Walker v. Lutyens, [1897] 

2 Ch. 238. 

3938. —--—-.|—te JODRELL, JODRELL v. SEALE, 
No. 3789, ante. 
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Sect. 10.—Contert, meaning, and effect of words: 
Sub-sect. 2, A. & B. (a).) 


3939. -|—(1) Where in a will a word has 
a clear & definite meaning when used in one 
part, but has not when used in another, the pre- 
sumption is that the word is intended to bear 
the same meaning in the latter case as in the 
former. 

(2) It is not a canon of construction, but only a 
concise way of putting a principle of common 
sense, to say that when testator has made a 
dictionary for himself we must look at that to sce 
in what sense he has used words in his will (JEUNE, 
P,).—-te Birks, Kenyon v. Brrics, [1900] 1 Ch. 
417; 69 L, J. Ch. 124; 81L. T. 741; 44 Sol. Jo. 
100, C. A. 

Annotations :—Generally, Reid. Re Waugh, Waugh v. 
Cripps, [1903) 1 Ch. 744; de Green, Bath v. Cannon, 
(1914) £ Ch. 1345; Re Brooks, Public Trustce v. White, 
[1928] 1 Ch. 214. 

3940, ——.]—This is one of those cases in which 
testator has created a dictionary for himself, & 
we must read his will in the light of that dictionary 
(VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J.).—-Re Woop, Woon v. 
Woop, [1902] 2 Ch. 542; 71 L. J. Ch. 728; 87 
L: I. 816; 50 W. R. 695; 18 T. L. R. 710; 46 
Sol. Jo. 632, C. A. 

«tnnotations :-—Refd. Re Sniilter, Bedford v. Hughes, [1903] 
I Ch. 198; Re Kiddle. Gent v. Kiddle (1905), 92 L. Te 
7243; Me Cullun, Mercer v. Flood, [1924] 1 Ch. 510, 
3941. ——--.]|—I think that testatrix has made 

her own dictionary (KEKEWICH, J.).—Re KIDpLE, 

GENT v. KIDDLE (1905), 02 L. T. 724; 53 W. 2. 

616; 49 Sol. Jo. 481. 

3942. What may be considered—Meaning estab- 
lished by long series of decisions.|-—If a long course 
of decisions has established a particular meaning 
as belonging to particular words, testator must be 
supposed to have used those words in that sense 
& they must beso construed (LORD WENSLEYDALE). 
—GREVILLE v. BROWNE (1859), 7 TI. L. Cas. 689 ; 
341. T.O.S. 83; 5 Jur. N.S. 849; 7 W.R. 673; 
11H. R. 275, HH. L. 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Bawden, National Provincial Bank 
or England 7. Cresswell, Bawden v. Cresswell, (1894) 1 





Cn. 693. Refd. Gyett vr. Williams (1862), 2 John. & H. 
429; Browning tv. Freuch (1871), 24 L. T. 6493; Skiller 
*, Haisman (1871), 24 L. . 7453 Gainsford v. Dunn 


2 
(1874), L. R. 17 Kq. 405; Brooke v. looke (1876), 35 
hL. T. 301; ste Belhs’s Trusts (1877), 6 Ch. UD. 504; Bray 
v. Stevens (1879), 12 Ch. D. 162; Wells « Row (1879), 
48 LL. J. Ch. 476; Eliott v. Dearsley (1880), 16 Ch. D. 
B22 3 Re Ovey, Broadbent. v. Barrow (1882), 46 L. T. 613; 
Re stokes, Parsons v. Miller (1802), 67 L. T. 223: Fe 
Brooke, Brooke v. Brooke, [1894] 1 Ch. 43; e Boards, 
Knight tv. Knight, [1895) 1 Ch. 499; Jte Dyson & Fowke, 
[1896] 2 Ch, 720; Re Adams & Perrys’ Contract, [1899] 
] Ch. 554; He Smith, Smith vo. Smith, (1899] 1 Ch. 365; 
fie Grainger, Dawson v. Higgins, [1900] 2 Ch. 756; Jee 
Yates, Throckmorton rv. Pike (1907), 96 L. T. 758; Ive 
Balls, Trewby v. Balls, {1909} 1 Ch. 791. 


3943. , If a series of decisions 
accepted by the profession & presumably known 
to all testators or, at any rate, to those whose duty 
it is to prepare their wills have established that 
certain words & certain phrases mean certain 
things & have a certain result, then effect must be 


PART XVI. aaa ia SUB-SECT. 2.— 
- (a). 


3946 §. General rule.}—Where the 
Janguage of a will admits of o graim- 
matical construction which is consistent 
with the apparent intention of testator, 
& will not deprive any dovisec of all 
estate thereby conferred upon him, 
the ct. will nut resort to the canons of 
construction framed for the interpreta- 
tion of wills in cases of diffleulty.— 
Lynxcti vr, JOUNSON (1878), 4 V. LL R. 


3946 iii. 








263.—AUS. r 3946 pan : 
"OUN cig Pee 
3946 ji. CRAWFORD N.Z. Pepe diet 


Broppy (1896), 26 8. C Rh. 
CAN. 


ing a will, must act on the language 
Which testator has used according to its 
ordinary significations, 
extend the meaning of words without 
being able to assign any possible Iimit 
where to stop.—DrE ROoBECK v, CLON- 
ee (LORD) (1871), 5 1. R. Hq. 588.—— 


.]--Younea v. Bain, Re 
N. 4%. 


WILLS. 


given to that, & those words must have that 
meaning & that only, & you really are but using 
them grammatically according to the dictionary 
because the dictionary is to be found in those 
decisions (KEKEWICH, J.).—Re BAWDEN, NATIONAL 
PROVINCIAL BANK OF ENGLAND v. CRESSWELL, 
BAWDEN v. CRESSWELL, [1894] 1 Ch. 693; 63 
L. J. Oh. 412; 70 L. T. 526; 42 W. BR. 285; 8 
R. 76. 

Annotation :-—Apld. Re Margetts, Smith v. Margetts (1906), 

50 Sol, Jo, 290. 

3944. - Skill of person drawing will.|—-Though 
you may not show by external evidence what was 
the skill of the person by whom the will was 
drawn, you may infer this from the evidence 
afforded by the will itself, & take it into considera- 
tion in construing the will.—RicHarps v. DAVIES 
(1862), 13 C. B. N. S. 69; 1 New Rep. 62: 32 
L.J.G.P.3; 71. 1.357; 11 W.R. 38; 143 E.R. 
28; affd. (1863), 13 C. B. N.S. 861, Ex. Ch. ; 

3945. ——-- --—..—It was suggested, that in 
consequence of the will having been drawn by 
testator himself, it might admit of a different 
construction from what it would if it had been 
drawn by a professional man; but I apprehend 
that this is not so, & the rules of construction must 
be exactly the same in both cases (ROMILLY, 
M.R.).—WEALE v. OLLIVE (No. 2) (1863), 32 Beav. 
421; 55 7. R. 165. 

-—-—- Previous legal decisions.}-— Sce Sect. 7, ante. 
Admissibility of extrinsic evidence.;—Sec 
Sect. 14, post. 








B. Words Construed in their Ordinary Meaning. 
(a) In General. 

3946. General rule.|—Much stress has been laid 
on the manner of wording this devise; & it is 
observable, that testator devises all such money, 
not as he shall have, but as he has, in the South 
Sea, etc., stocks, & therefore this being a description 
in the present tense cannot be construed to relate 
to any other personal estate than that particular 
sort which he had at the time of his will. But I 
think this too strict a construction of a will, & 
not warranted by the plain sense & meaning 
appearing upon the face of it (LORD HARDWICKE, 
('.). —WINGFIELD v. NEWTON (1739), 2 Coll. 520, n. 5 
9 Mod. Rep. 428; 63 EH. R. 8438, L. C. 





3947. ——.|—-Kor d. Dopson v. Grew, No. 
3568, ante. 
3948. —-— -.]- -Words are always to be taken in 


their ordinary sense, unless the testator has demon- 

strated an intention to put a different sense upon 

then (Lorp ALVANLEY, ©.J.).—POOLE v. POOLE 

(1804), 3 Bos. & BP. 6203; 127 i. R. 354. 

Annotations :--——Apld. Fetherston 1. Fetherston (1835), 3 
OL & Fin. 67. Consd. Winter #. Perratt (1813), 9 CL & 
lin. 606. Refd. Toller v. Attwood (1850), 14 Q. B. 929 | 
Van Grutten v. Foxwell, Foxwell vw. Van Grutten, [1897] 
A. GC. 658: Pe Simeoe, Vowler-Simcoe r. Vowler, [1913] 
1 Ch. 552: Le Lawrence, Lawrence v. Lawrence, [1915) 
L’ Ch. 129, 

3949. ———.]—The plain express meaning of 
words in a residuary clause will be followed, where 


—-—.}-—-In construing a will 
nothing tangible to 
the mind 


3946 v. 
where there is 
suggest any contusion in 


-J—The ct., in constru- ge testator or any real ambiguity 
the will, there is no other safe 
mode inatrument 


not 


& must interpret ae mat 


than to read it rally. —- CHURCH 
PROPERTY TRUSTEES &. PUBLIC TRUS- 
Tee (1907), 27 N. Z Le. Wk. 3o4.— 
N.Z. 


3946 vi. ——-.] — MACKENZIE a. 
DEVONSHIRE (DUKE) (1896), 23 R. (Ct. 
of Sess.) (H. L.) 32; 388 Se. L. R. 628; 


A Ae 
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such meaning is consistent with the general 

intention of testatrix, though it should be repugnant 

to the strict literal import of a former clause.— 

HOPKINS v. TOWLE (1823), 1 Sim. & St. 337; 

1L. J. O.S. Ch. 155; 57 BE. R. 135; affd. (1827), 

3 Russ. 304, L. C. 

3950. -]|—Where words in a will are clear & 
distinct they must be construed in their ordinary 
sense, notwithstanding the improbability of such 
a construction being consistent with the testator’s 
intention.—LA KocuE v. Daviss (1837), 3 Y. & 
C. Ex. 612,n.; 1 Jur. 574; 160 HE. R. 846, L. C. 

3951. -I—In construing a devise, words are 
to be taken to comprehend a subject which falls 
within the usual sense of such words, unless the 
will contain a manifest & plain declaration to the 
contrary.—DorE d. HOWELL v. THomaAs (1840), 1 
Man. & G. 335; 1 Scott, N. R. 359; 1383 E. R. 363. 

3952. —-—-.]—You are to take words, especially 
in a will, in their ordinary sense, unless something 
in the whole context of the will shall be found to 
displace that ordinary sense, & to require you, 
for the purpose of affecting the general intention of 
testator to give an extraordinary & special 
construction to the words, & take them out of their 
ordinary acceptation (LORD BROUGHAM).——-TREVOR 
u oe (1847), 1 IL. L. Cas. 239; 9 E.R. 747, 
Annotations :—Refd. Williams v. Teule (1847), 6 Tare, 239; 

Fowler v. Cohn (1856), 21 Beav. 360; 'Thellusson v. 

Rendleshai (1859). 7 H. L. Cas. 429 ; Walmesley v. Gerard 

(1861), 29 Beav. 321; Surtees v. Surtees (1871), 25 L. T. 

288. Mentd. Forster vr. Davies (1863), 32 Beav. 624; 

Pryse v. Pryse (1872), 42 L. J. Ch. 253, 

3953. —-—.|/—The disposition of cts. should 
always be to abide by the words of a will, & read 
them in their ordinary grammatical sense (PARKE, 
B.).--MorTIMER v. HARTLEY (1851), 6 Exch. 47; 
3 De G. & Sm. 328, n.; 20 L. J. Ex. 129; 16L. T. 
O.S. 6513 155 H.R. 448. 

Annotations :—Consd. Grey rv. Pearson (1857), 6 If. L. Cas. 
G1. Refd. Morris v. Morris (1853), 17 Beav. 198; Good 
», Good (1857), 7 I. & B. 295; Reed v. Braithwaite (1871), 
lL. Wt. 11 iq. 514. 

3954. --.,— Harr v. Tuk, Harr v. GORDON, 
TuLK vu. HART, HART v. COTTRELL, No. 8782, ante. 

3955. ——.-.|— WILLIAMSON v. JEFFREYS, No. 
3O12, ante. 

3956. -——-.|—'The ordinary elementary rule of 
construction [is] that for the purpose of construing 
any word in any will that ever was executed 
such word must receive its ordinary & primary 
meaning unless the ct. is satisfied that testator 
intended to use it in a secondary & less proper 
sense (KINDERSLEY, V.-C.).—LOW v. SmMitH (1856), 
25 L. J. Ch. 503; 2 Jur. N.S. 3443; 4 W. RR. 429. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Smith ro. Buteher (1878), 10 Ch. D. 
113. Refd. Doody v. Higgins (1850), 2 K. & J. 729; 
Wingfield v. Wingfield (1878), 9 Ch. 1). 658 5; Re Stannard, 
Stannard v. Burt (1883), 562 L. J. Ch. 355. 


3957. ——..]-- CRook v. WHITLEY, No. 3984, post. 

3958. .|—- ABBOTT v. MIDDLETON, KICKETTS 
v. CARPENTER, No. 3735, anle. 

3959. -]—-There is one rule of construction 
which is so elementary & so obvious that I hesitate 
to mention it, that every word in a will or any other 
document must receive its primary signification, 
unless you feel satisfied from the whole context 
that testator meant to use it in some secondary 
sense. That rule is universal & must be applied 
to every case (KINDERSLEY, V.-C.).—SOUTHGATE 
v. CLINCH (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 651; 31 L. T. O. 8. 
263; 4 Jur. N.S. 428; 6 W. R. 489. 


























3960. .|—Roppy v. FIrzGERALD, No. 3617, 
ante. 

3961. ———.]—-SLINGSBY v. GRAINGER, No. 3781, 
ante. 

3962. -]—(1) It was said in argument that 





the recital of having given the property would of 
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itself amount to a gift; & no doubt in several 
cases it may; but here there is no recital of his 
having given the property. There is no statement 
in this clause of any gift which had been previously 
made, except the general statement that testator 
has made dispositions (TURNER, L.J.). ; 

(2) The words of a will are to be taken in their 
ordinary sense & according to their ordinary 
construction & meaning, unless a very strong 
context be found to alter their ordinary construc- 
tion & meaning (TURNER, L.J.).—-WYLIE v. WYLIE, 
WYLIE v. ENOHIN (1860), 1 De G. F. & J. 410; 29 
L. J. Ch. 341; 1L. T. 5383; 6 Jur. N.S. 259; 8 
W. R. 316; 45 E. R. 418, L. JJ.3 affd. sub nom. 
ENOHWIN v. WYLIE (1862), 10 H. L. Cas. 1, H. L. 
Annotations :—<As to (1) Distd. Patrick v. Yentherd pee 

3 New Rep. 367. As to (1) Refd. Travers v. Blundell 

(1877), 6 Ch. D. 436. Generally, Consd. King v. George 

(1876), 4 Ch. D. 435. Generally, Refd. Bloxam v. Favre 

(1884), 50 J. TT. 766. Generally, Mentd. Doglioni v. 

Crispin (1866), 15 L. T. 44; Jn the Goods of Karl (1867), 

L.4.1 P.& D. 450; Lariviére v. Morgan (1872), 7 Ch. App. 

550; Miller v. James (1872), L. R.3 P. & D. 4; Stirling- 

Maxwell +. Cartwright (1879), 11 Ch. D. 522; Kames v. 

Hacon (1880), 16 Ch. D. 407; Ewing v. Orr Ewing (1883), 

9 App. Cas. 34; Jte Hawthorne, Graham v. Massey (1883), 

23 Ch. D. 743; Re Kloebe, Kannreuther v. Geiselbrecht 

(1884), 54. J. Ch. 207; Ewing v. Orr Ewing (1885), 10 

App. Cas. 453: Concha v. Concha (1886), 11 App. Cas. 

541; Re Trufort, Trafford v. Blanc (1887), 36 Ch. D. 

600; Abd-Ul-Messih vo, Farra (1888), 13 App. Cas. 431; 

Jte Artola Hermanos, lr p. André Chale (1890), 24 Q. B. D. 

610; Jee Bonnefoi, Surrey 7, Perrin, [1912] P. 233. 

3963. ~-—-.|—-The primary duty of a ct. of 
construction, in the interpretation of wills, is to 
give to each word employed, if it can with propriety 
receive it, the natural ordinary meaning which it 
has in the vocabulary of ordinary life, & not to give 
to words employed in that vocabulary an artificial, 
secondary, & technical meaning (LORD WESTBURY, 
C.).— YOUNG v. ROBERTSON (1862), 4 Macq. 314 ; 
$ Jur. N.S. 825, Il. L. 

Alnnotations -—Distd. Richardson v. Power (1865), 1 
CG. B. N.S. 780; Wilmot wv. Flewitt (1865), 13 L. T. 90. 
Consd. Bowers v. Bowers (1870), 5 Ch. App. 244. Apld. 
Bowman v. Bowman, [1899] A.C. 518. _ Refd. Re Gregson’s 
Trust Estate (1864),2 De G. J. & Sm. 428; Taylor v. 
Graham (1878), 3 App. Cas, 1287; Jte Maunder, Maunder 
uv. Maunder (1902), 1 L. J. Ch. 815. 

3964. -|—In considering wills the ordinary 
meaning of words is to be adopted, unless it appears 
that testator used them in a different sense (LORD 
CHELMSFORD).—DE WINDT v. DE WINDT (1866), 
as reported in L. R. 1 H. L. 87; 35 L. J. Ch. 332; 
14 L. T. 529, H. L. 

Annotations :—Refd. Honywood v. Honywood (1903), 89 














ue YT. 235. Mentd. Pryse v. Pryso (1872), L. RK. 15 Eq. 
3965. -|—The rule laid down by the House 


of Lords as to the construction of wills is, that you 
are to take the words as being used in their proper 
meaning, unless something is found in the will to 
show that testator intended to use them in a differ- 
ent sense. If the words of the will are ambiguous, 
you may resort to the surrounding circumstances 
as a help in ascertaining testator’s meaning, but it 
has never been decided that you can do so when the 
words are clear (LORD CHELMSFORD, C.).—BELANEY 
v. BELANEY (1867), 2 Ch. App. 1388; 36 L. J. Ch. 
265; 16 L. T. 269; 15 W. R. 369, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Jones v. Robinson (1878), 3 C. P. D. 
Mentd. Ingle v. Vaughan Jenkins, [1900] 2 Ch. 368. 





344, 

3966. ——.]— EDGEWORTII v. EDGEWORTH, No. 
3835, ante. 

3967. ——.|—GoRDON v. GORDON, GORDON v. 
GorpDon, No. 3592, ante. 

3968. ——.|]—(1) It is of very great importanoe 


to adhere to the rule that words are to have their 
natural] signification, & that legal & technical words 
are to have their legal & technical signification, 
unless there be something in the context of a 
particular instrument to show the contrary (LORD 
SELBORNE, C.). 
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Sect. 10.—Context, meaning, and effect of words: 
Sub-sect. 2, B. (a) & (6) t. & it.] 


(2) Nothing can be more mischievous than the 
attempt to wrest words frédm their proper & legal 
meaning only because those words are superfluous 
(LorD SELBORNE, C.).—GILES v. MELSOM (1873), 
I. R.6H. L. 243 42 L.3.C. P. 122; 28 L. T. 789 ; 
21 W. R. 417, H. 1.3 revsg. 8. C. sub nom. MELSOM 
v. GILES (1871), L. R. 6 C. P. 632, Ex. Ch.; restoring 
ra o a nom. MELSOM v. GILES (1870), L. R. & 


Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. Gibbons v. Gibbona (1881), 
6 App. Cas. 471: Hough v. Windus (1884), 12 Q. B. D. 
Generally, Reftd. Witt v. Banner (1887), 19 Q. B. D. 


3969. -|—The true rule is that laid down in 
Low v. Smith, No. 3956, ante. ‘‘. . . that for the 
purpose of construing any word in any will that 
ever was cxecuted, such word must receive its 
ordinary & primary meaning unless the ct. is 
satisfied that testator intended to use it in a 
secondary & less proper sense.’’? That applies to 
all wills, & not the less so when any particular 
word used by a testator is a technical word & a 
word of art, which is less difficult to construe 
(JESSEL, M.R.).—Smiru ve. BurcuEr (1878), 10 
Ch. D.113; 48 L. J. Ch. 186; 27 W. R. 28). 


Annotations :-—Consd. Keay v. Boulton (1883), 25 Ch. D. 
212; #e Stannard, Stannard v. Burt (1883), 52 L. J. Ch. 





355. Refd. Neilson v. Monro (1879), 41 L. T. 209. 

3970. -.|— Re JTACKSON’s WILL, No. 3990, post. 

3971. --|—GIBBONS v. GIBBONS, No. 4041, 
post. 

3972. --|—RnAopEs v. RHODES, No. 4011, post. 

ae -'—Re BEnSON’s Trusts, No. 3480, 
ante. 

3974. -.|—Re BENN, BENN v. BENN, No. 3992, 
post. 

3975. -—.j]—Re HAMLET, STEPHEN v. CUNNING- 


HAM, No. 3761, ante. 

3976. -]|—Where a lay testator who writes 
his own will uses words which have an intelligible 
conventional meaning, he is not. to be held as having 
used the words with any other meaning, unless 
the contexv of the mstrument shows that he in- 
tended to do so.—HAMILTON v. RitcHie, [1894] 
A. C. 310, H. L. 

3977. -|—Although it was a stereotyped 
rule that you must deduce the intention of testator 
from the words of the will itself, the general 
principle applies to all documents, unless from the 
document itself & the surrounding circumstances 
you come to the conclusion that the author of the 
document had an obvious intention to depart from 
the primary meaning (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, 
L.J.).—SHUTTLEWORTH v. Murray, [1901] 1 Ch. 
819; 70 L. J. Ch. 453; 84 L. T. 605; 49 W. R. 
388 ; 45 Sol. Jo. 377. C. A.; affd. sub num. LAw 
UNION & CROWN INSURANCE Co. v. HILL, [1902] 
A. C. 263, H. L. 


Annotation :-—Refd. Fe Hinckes, Dashwood v. Hinckes, 
(1921), 124 L. T. 681. 











3978. \—-LNDERWICK v. TATCHELL, No. 
38673, ante. 
3979. -|—In cases of ambiguity you may, 





at any rate in certain wills, gather an intention 
that—testator did not intend to die intestate, 
but it cannot be that merely with a view to avoid- 
ing intestacy you are to do otherwise than construe 
plain words according to their plain meaning 
(RoMER, L.J.).—Re Epwarps, JONES v. JONES, 
[1906] 1 Ch. 670; 75 L. J. Ch. 321: 94 L. T. 593; 
54 W. R. 446; 50 Sol. Jo. 324, C. A. 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Fitch’s Will Trusts, Public Trustee 
v. Nives (1928), 139 L. T. 556. 
No. 


3980. — -.|—GORRINGE v. 
3590, anic. 





MAHLSTEDT, 


WILLS. 





3981. J—(1) Our law gives full liberty of 
testamentary disposition, & testators avail them- 
selves of this liberty to the full. Courts are there- 
fore venturing on dangerous ground when they 
leave the actual wording of the document & permit 
themselves to speculate on what is a probable 
disposition in a will. It is of course possible that 
some disposition in a will may be so inconsistent 
with the rest. of the will, or with the surrounding 
circumstances at the date of the will, that the ct. 
may be Ied to hold that there is in its expression 
an error, either in the nature of a clerical mistake, 
or of the use of a word or expression in an improper 
& non-natural sense. Where it is a question of 
choice between two possible interpretations, one 
of which would have the preference in the absence 
of indications to the contrary, such considerations 
may ultimately turn the scale in favour of the other. 
But where the normal meaning of the words offers 
no difficulty it is in my opinion not legitimate to 
allow the probability of a particular disposition to 
affect the mind of the ct. unless perhaps in a case so 
extreme that the language of the disposition, as it 
would ordinarily be interpreted, makes it of so 
extravagant & fantastic a nature that the ct. is 
forced to conclude, as it might be forced to do in 
the case of any other document, that the true 
intention of testator is not represented by the 
ordinary interpretation of the language he has 
used (FLETCHER MountTon, L.J.). 

(2) There is no presumption that each word used 
should change the meaning of the sentence. <A 
word may be inserted for the sake of emphasis or 
for greater clearness, or descriptively, or because 
it occurs to the writer as suitable to the idea he is 
expressing, & this without any thought whether it 
is or is not absolutely necessary to the expression 
of his meaning. ‘The objection to an interpreta- 
tion on the ground that it would make a word or 
phrase surplusage has weight only when the 
presence of such word or phrase would be unusual 
or unaccountable if it were not specially inserted 
for the purpose of altering the meaning of the 
sentence. The mere fact that you could omit. it 
without change of meaning has in itself no weight. 
There is no presumption that human beings use the 
irreducible minimum of words to effect their 
purpose (fLETCHER Mouton, I..J.).--/te BODEN, 
BODEN v. BopEN, [1907] 1 Ch. 132; 76 L. J. Ch. 
100; 95 L. T. 741, C. A. 

Annotations :~~As to (1) Refd. fe Bigge, Granville v. Moore, 


[1907] 1 Ch. 714. Generally, Refd. Ite Joseph, Pain v. 
He Pe (1908) 2 Ch. 507; Re Howarth, Howarth v. 
Makinson, (1909) 2 Ch. 19; Re Boulcott’s Settlement, 


Wood vr. Boulcott (1911), 104 L. T. 205; Re Watkins’ 
Settlement, Wills v. Spence, [1911] 1 Ch. 1; #e Young, 
Brown vr. Hodgson, (1912) 2 Ch. 479; Zte Rose, Kose v. 
lose (1915), 85 L. J. Ch. 22. 

3982. o|—I think Russell, J., expressed the 
principles which we have to apply quite correctly 
when he said: ‘‘ In considering this question I 
am not at liberty to make a will for testator, but 
I must ascertain the expressed intention of testator 
& I must accept the words used in their natural & 
grammatical meaning even though this may lead 
to a disposition of an unusual character. If 
giving the words their natural & grammatical 
meaning produces some clear inconsistency in the 
will, then I am at liberty to depart from the 
natural & grainmatical meaning & even to strike 
out words & supply words’ (LORD STERNDALE, 
M.R.).—Ae Evans, Pusriic Truster v. Evans, 
[1920] 2 Ch. 304; 89 LL. J. Ch. 525; 123 L. T. 735 ; 
36 T. L. R. 674, C. A. 

3983. Rule to be applied with reference to subject- 
matter.)—THELLUSSON v. RENDLESHAM (LORD), 
THELLUSSON v. THELLUSSON, HARE v. ROBARTS, 
No. 3753, ante. 
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Effect of rule against perpetuities.|—Sce Pur- 
eae Vol. XXXVII., pp. 66-71, Nos. 


(6) When Rule Departed from. 
i. In General. 

8984. Different meaning apparent from extrinsic 
circumstances.]—(1) Where the words of a will 
have a primary & common sense meaning, they 
must be taken to have been used in that sense, 
unless the contrary appears from the context, or 
from extrinsic circumstances. 

(2) It may happen, although a will is unambigu- 
ous on the face of it, yet that extrinsic circum- 
stances may show that you are to give the words a 
meaning different from what they apparently 
signify ; as, for instance, where testator gives all 
his property to the children of a particular indi- 
vidual, & there are no children but grandchildren, 
in such a case the term children will be construed 
to include descendants (LorD CRANWoRTH, (.). 

(3) It appears to me that in all probability 
testatrix in the present case did not know the exact 
state of the family of P. 1t was argued, however, 
that she must be presumed to have known it. 
Such a presumption appears to me quite untenable 
(Lorp CRANWoRTH, C.).--Crook 7. WHITLEY 
(1857), 7 De G. M. & G. 490; 26 L. J. Ch. 350; 
3 Jur. N.S. 703; 5 W.R. 383; 44 E.R. 191, 1. C. 
Annotations :-—.18 to (3) Consd. I?e Herbert's Trusts (1860), 

1 John, & W.121. As to (3) Refd. 2?e Atkinson, Pybus v. 

tel indo Nk, IC, ere ee 

“eo. ees ie. ne ~ 414; #e Hotchkiss’s Trusts 

3985. Different meaning apparent from context.] 
—CROOK vt. WHITLEY, No. 3084, ante. 





3986. |—Wryith «t. Wynik, Wyte ie. 
ENONIN, No. 3962, anie. 

3987. —-—.|—- GILES v. MreLSoM, No. 3968, ave. 

3988. -———.|—-In construing instruments I have 


always followed the rule laid down by the [Louse 
of Lords in Grey v. Pearson, No. 8502, ante, which 
is to construe the instrument according to its 
literal import) unless there is something in the 
subject or context which shows that that. cannot 
be the meaning of the words (Jiessen, M.R.).— 
LOWTHER tv. BENTINGK (1874). LL. R. 19 lq. 166 5 
44. J. Ch. 197; 31h. T. 7192 23 W. R. 156. 
Annotations :—Refd. Rc Breed'’s Will (1875), 1 Ch. 1D. 226; 
Re Brittlebank, Coates v. Brittlebauk (1881), 30 W. Rk. 
99; Molyneux wv. Fletcher, [1898) 1 Q. B. G48. Mentd. 


Re Price (1887), 34 Ch. D. 603; Re Stanger, Moorsom vw. 
Tate (1891), 60 L. J. Ch, 326. - 


3989. a Re REDFERN, 
BryYNtna, No. 3816, ante. 

3990. -}—I see no reason in the world for 
restricting the words to a testamentary power, & 
TI am clearly of opinion that 1] am not bound by 
authority or by any supposed rule of construction 
so to restrict them. & that the general & well- 
established rules of construction must prevail, 
that words are to have their literal meaning & 
force given to them unless you find the context 
overruling it. Here, not only have the words the 
wider meaning, but I should say it is the more 
sensible meaning (JESSEL, M.It.).~--Re JACKSON’S 
WILL (1879), 13 Ch. D. 189; 49 L. J. Ch. 825 41 
J... T. 4945 28 W. BR. 209. 


Annotations : —Refd. Clay 7. Coles (1887), 57 1. I’. 682; 
Re Ball, Slattery v. Ball (1888), 59 L. T. 800; 2 Bogle, 
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Bogle v. Yorstoun (1898), 78 L. T. 457. Mentd. Hilbers 
v. Parkingon (1883), 25 Ch. D, 200; Re Ware, Cumberlege 
v. oo een (1890), 45 Ch. D. 269; Re Hewett, 

Hewett v. Hallett, [1894] 1 Ch. 362; Re Rush’s Settle- 

ment, Warre v. Rush, (1922) 127 L. T. 713. 

3991. -I—GIBBONS v. GIBBONS, No. 4041, 
post. 

3992. —-—.]—(1) The avoiding intestacy is to 
be regarded in construing doubtful expressions, 
but it is not enough to induce the ct. to give an 
unnatural meaning to a word (Fry, L.J.). 

(2) The rule for construing a will is that if a rule 
has been laid down fixing in the absence of any 
expressed intention the meaning of a word, then 
that meaning is to be given to it unless there is 
something in the context to vary the meaning & 
if no such definite rule has been laid down, then 
the words are to be taken in their natural sense. 
There is no canon as to the period to which sur- 
vivorship is to be referred, except that in an 
immediate gift it is to be referred to the death of 
testator & if there is a life estate then to the 
determination of the life estate (Corron, I..J.).— 
Re BENN, BENN v. BENN (1885), 29 Ch. D. 839; 
63 L. T. 240; 34 W. R. 6, C. A. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Reid. Powoll v. Hellicar, [1919] 1 
Ch. 138. 48 to (2) Apld. lee Rubbins, Gill v. Worrall 
(1898), 78 L. T. 218. As to (2) Refd. Inderwick v. Tatchell, 
Tatchell v. atchell, Inderwick v. Inderwick, [1901] 2 
Ch. 738. Generally, Refd, Re Bowman, Re Lay, Whyte- 
head v. Boulton (1889), 41 Ch. D. 525; Re Blantern, 
Lowe v. Cooke, [1891] W. N. 54; Re Bilham, Buchanan 
vo. Hill, (3901) 2 Ch. 169: Harrison v. Harrison, [1901} 2 
Ch. 136; Ite Friend’s Settlement Trusts, Cole v. Allcot 


ek 75 L. J. Ch. 14; Powell v. Hellican, [1919] 1 Ch. 
138, 





Contrary intention of testator.|—See Sub- 
sect. 2, B. (0) ii.,. 
Construction leading to inconsistency or 
absurdity.}—See Sub-sect. 2, B. (b) ii., post. 

3993. Burden of proof—On party disputing 
ordinary meaning.|—Where the Janguage of a will 
is general, & such as would naturally comprise all 
the subjects within the legal import of that 
language, the burthen of showing that testatrix 
intended a more restricted meaning, les upon 
those who would Jimit the meaning of the terms ; 
& minute verbal criticism of portions of the will, 
which might possibly bear a different construction, 
is not to be relied on to contradict the plain 
natural meaning of the sentence.-~ANSLEY  v. 

‘oTTON (1846), 16 L. J. Ch. 55; 8 L. T. O. S. 209, 
L. C.; affg. S. C. sub nom. ANSTEY 7. COTTON, 7 
L. T. O. S. 488. 


Annotation :-—-Consd. Re Johnston, Cockerell v. Essex (1884), 
26 Ch. D. 538. 


3994. When court may resort to context.|— 
Before the ct. can resort to the context of a will, 
in search of a meaning for the words of a par- 
ticular clause, it must be satisfied that the meaning 
of the clause is different from that which the words 
naturally import.—WALKER v. TIpprna (1852), 9 
Hare, 800; 19 L. T. O. S. 177; 16 Jur. 442; 68 


KB. OR. 740. 
Annotation :-~Refd. Houston v. Burns, {1918} A. C. 337. 


eee 


ii. Contrary Intention of Testutor. 
3995. General rule.]—VPooLr v. POOLE, No. 3948, 
ante. 
3996. .}—I know of no word in general use 
so inflexibly importing one meaning only as to be 





PART XVI. SECT. 10, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
B. (b) i. 


8985 i. Different meaning apparent 
from contect.|—Where the language of 
a will is clear & consistent, it shall 
receive its literal construction uniess 
there is something in the will itself to 
Buggest a departure from it.-~GURKU- 
SAMt PILLAl * SIvaAKAMI AMMAL, 
I. L. R. 18 Mad. 347; LL. RK. 22 Ind. 


App. 119. -~-IND. 

3985 ii. ——-.]-—CHALMEKS’ FACTOR 
v. CHALMERS (1903), 5 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 
1054: 40 Se. L. R. 814; 118. L. T. 
236.—SCOT. 

3985 iii. ~——.}--Words in a will must 
be read in their strict & primary sense 
unless the context shows they were 
used otherwise, or unless they are, 
with reference to extrinsic circum- 


stances, without meaning.—Re BEN- 
NETT, HENDERSON v. BENNETT, 21 
N. Z L. RR. 113.—N.Z. 


PART XVI. SECT. 10, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
B. (b) ii. 


3995i. General rule. |—Although, read 
by itself, the la age used in any 
particular expression in a will, con- 
strued in its strict literal sense, may be 
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incapable of bending to the manifest sense of the 

party using it differently (LoRD ELLENBOROUGH, 

C.J.).— DoE d. ANDREW v. LAINCHBURY (1809), 11 

Kast, 290; 103 Id. IR. 1015. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Den d. Franklin v. Trout (1812), 15 
East, 394; Doc d. Hick v. Dring (1814), 2 M. & S. 448: 
Wilce v. Wilce (1831), 7 Bing. 664; Edwards v. Barnes 
ese) 6 es N.C. 252; Doe d. Kvans v. Evans (1839), 


212. 
3997. -|—DorE d. HOWELL v. THOMAS, No. 
3951, ante. 


3998. ——.]—TREVorR v. TREVOR, No. 3952, 
ante. 

3999. -]—Where, upon the careful perusal 
of an instrument, it is impossible not to be satisfied 
that a strict & ordinary interpretation of its 
language would disappoint the intention with 
which it was tramed, such an interpretation is not 
to be adopted.— KEy v. KEY (1853), 4 De G. M. & 
G. 733; 1 Hq. Rep. 82; 22 L. J. Ch. 641; 22 
L. T. O.S. 67; 17 Jur. 769; 43 de. RR. 435, L. JJ. 


Annotations :——Apld. Ware v. Watson (1855), 7 De G. M.& G. 
248; Crofts v. Middleton (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 192; 
Pride v. Kooks (1858), 3 De G. & J. 252. Consd. stewart. 
v. Jones (1859), 33 L. T. O. S. 114. Apld. Sweeting v. 
Prideaux (1876), 2 Ch. D. 413; Smith v. Crabtree (1877), 
25 W. R. 824; Phillips v. Rail (1906), 54 W. R. 517. 
Refd. Hannam v. Sims (1858), 2 be G. & J. 151 : Maddison 
v. Chapman (1859), 3 De G. & J. 536; Fe Smith’s Trusts 
eee), L. lh. 1 Kq. 79; Surtees v. Hopkinson (1867), 

.R. 4 Kq. 98; Re Thomson’s Trusts (1870), L. RR. 11 Ka. 
146; Waite v. Littlewood (1872), 8 Ch. App. 70; Bowen 
v. Lewis (1884), 9 App. Cas. 890; Mellor v. Daintree (1886), 
33 Ch. D. 198; A.-G. & Settle R. D. C. v. Lunesdale 
Rk. D. C. (1902), 86 L. I. 822. Mehtd. Pryse v. Pryse 
(1872), L. Rt. 15 Kq. 86. 


4000. -J—Hanrt v. TULK, HART v. GORDON, 
TULK v. WART, HART v. COTTRELL, No. 3732, ante. 

















4001. J—Hicks v. Sauuirr, No. 4016, 
post. 

4002. -|—Low ». Smitil, No. 3956, ate. 

4003. -|—If a will taken as a whole shows 








that testator has used in it any word in a sense & 
with a meaning different from the ordinary or 
correct interpretation of the word, & shows also 
what are the sense & meaning attributed to the 
word by testator, it must be construed according 
to that sense, to that meaning (ISNIGHT BRUCE, 
Ju.J.).—-PRIDE v. FooKS (1858), 3 De G. & J. 252 ; 
28 L. J. Ch. 81; 32 L. T. O. 8. 3583; 5 Jur. N.S. 
158; 7 W. R. 109; 44 E.R. 1265, L. JJ, 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Kirk, Nicholson v. Kirk (1885), 
52 L. ‘I’. 346; Je Atkinson, Pybus v. Boyd, [1918] 2 Ch. 
138. Refd. #e Wyndham’'s Trusts (1865), L. R. 1 Kq. 
oe D aig iene a Trusts, Davies v. Merceron (1876), 4 

} « ° 1 e 


4004. .|—ABBOTT v. MIDDLETON, RICKETTS 
v. CARPENTER, No. 3735, ante. 





4005. --]—SOUTHGATE v. CLINCH, No. 3959, 
71008. --|—SLINGSBY v. GRAINGER, No. 3781, 
on i0T. --|—DE WINDT v. DE WINDT, No. 3964, 
or008. -|—BELANEY v. BELANEY, No. 3965, 
ante. 
unambiguous, yet, if, upon reading 


the whole will, it is clear that such 
language so construed, does not ex- 
press testators’ real intention, tho ct. 
may remedy what it considers to be an 
ovident imperfection in the language.— 
Re THOMAS, TRUSTERS WOXECUTORS & 
AGENCY Co., Litb, v. TUOMAS, [1925] 
V.L. R. 488; 47 A. L. T. 42.—AUS. 





3995 ii. .}—It is a rule of con- B. (b) ili 
struction, particularly in wills, that » (b) ili. 
when words are of an ambiguous 


signification, that when words are of 
such a nature as that they may be 
sometimes considered as words of 


purchase, & sometimes as words of 
limitation, in such cases the true rule 
of construction is, 
of devisor must fix the meaning of 
the words.—-MANDKVILLK 1. 
cel; 3 Kidg. Parl. Rep. 352, 365.— 
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4015 1. General rule.}—The general 
Tule of construction in almost all ques- 
tions arising upon wills is first to 
ascertain by an examination of the 


WILLS. 


4009. -]—UOnDON v. GORDON, GORDON v. 
GORDON, No. 3592, ante. 








4010. jJ—SmitH v. BUTCHER, No. 3969, 
ante. 
4011. —-—.]—Words are to be construed accord- 


ing to their plain ordinary meaning, unless the 
context shows them to have been used in a different 
sense, or unless the rule, if acted on, would lead 
to some manifest absurdity or incongruity. 
Testator must not be presumed to intend an 
absurdity, nevertheless if shown by the context, or 
by the whole will to have so intended, the intention, 
if not illegal, must be carried out.—RHODES v. 
RHODES (1882), 7 App. Cas. 192; 51 L. J. P. C. 
53; 46L. T. 463; 30 W. R. 709, P. C. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Evans v. Ball (1882), 47 L. T. 165; 
In the Goods of Boehm, [1891] P. 247; Karunaratne v. 
lerdinandus, [1902] A. C. 405. 





4012. .| -Ite Brpson’s Trusts, No. 3480, 
ante. 

4013, --— --..—I][AMILTON v. Ritchie, No. 3976, 
ante. 

4014. — —.J)—SuHuTrLEWoRTH v. Murray, No. 


3977, ante. 


ii. Construction Leading to Inconsistency 
or Absurdity. 

4015. General rule.|\—Vhe ct. will construe a 
will so as to reconcile words which are primé facic 
repugnant. Therefore, where a testator devised 
a messuage & other frecholds by name to his wife 
for life, remainder to A. in fee; & also devised to 
his wife in fee ‘** all his real & personal estates both 
frechold & copyhold, & now surrendered to the 
uses of my will’? :-—Held: the word “ all’’ was 
to be read ‘‘ all the residue ” to satisfy the intention 
of testator, & A. on the death of the wife took the 
remainder in fee in the estates first devised.— 
Ror d. SNapt v. Nevin (1848), 11 Q. B. 466 ; 
116 KB. R. 551: sub nom. DoE d. SNAPE v. NEVELL, 


17 L. J. Q. B. 119; 10. TT. O.S. 8913 12 Jur. 
181. 
4016. -|—In order to alter the meaning 





of the word it must appear not that she might 

have meant it in a different sense but that she 

must have meant it in a different sense & this 
can only be shown by pointing out either some 

inconsistency in different parts of the will or a 

positive statement of such being the sense intended 

or a reductio ad absurdum by not taking the word 

in a qualified sense (LORD CRANWORTH, C.).— 

Hicks v. SALLiITT (1854), 3 De G. M. & G. 782 ; 

2 Kq. Rep. 818; 23 L. J. Ch. 571; 22 L. I. O. S. 

322; 18 Jur. 915; 2 W. KR. 173; 43 EK. R. 307, 

0. & LJ. 

Annotations :-—-Apld. Re Rayner, Rayner v. Rayner, [1904] 
1 Ch. 176. entd. Schroder v. Schroder (1854), Kay, 
578; Hope v. Liddell (No. 1), Liddell v. Norton (1855), 21 
Beav. 183; Nanney v. Williams (1856), 22 Beav. 452 ; 
Hicks v. Hastings (1857), 3 K. & J. 701; Penny v. Allen 
(1857), 7 De G. M. & G. 409: Howard v. Shrewsbury 
(1874), Iu R. 17 Kq. 378; Hickman v». Upsall (1876), 4 
Ch, D. 144; Thomson v. Eastwood (1877), 2 App. Cas. 
215. 

4017. .|—The plain first meaning of testa- 
tor’s words is to be followed, unless they give rise 





entire will what is the natural & 
grammatical meaning of the language 
nsed by testator, subject. to this, that 
if the law places a certain signification 
upon the words he has used they must, 
in the absence of a controlling context, 
be construed in that sense, no matter 
how he muy possibly have meant them 
to be understood; & having thus 
arrived at the meaning of the words, 
they must be s0 applied, unless so to 
do would lead to some palpable ab- 
surdity or violate some rule of law.— 
TEEN v. ORPEN, [1894] 1 I. R. 32.— 


that the intent 
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to some incongruity.—NockoLns v. LOCKE (1856), 
as reported in 2 Jur. N.S. 1064. 


Annotations :—Refd. le Campbell's Trusts (1886), 31 Ch. D. 
685 ; Ite Stone, Baker v. Stone (1895), 64 L. J. Ch. 637, 


























eee .|— SLINGSBY v. GRAINGER, No. 3781, 
ante. 

4019. -.|—EDGEWORTH v. EDGEWorRTH, No. 
3835, ante. 

4020. -\—RHODES v. RHODES, No. 4011, 
ante. 

4021. -|—GORRINGE v. MAUHLSTEDT, No. 
3590, anie. 

4022. .|—Re BoDEN, BODEN v. BODEN, No. 
3981, ante. 

4023. |—Re Evans, PuBLIC TRUSTEE v. 


EVANS, No. 3982, ante. 


C. Legal and Technical Words. 


4024. Whether construed in technical sense.|— 
Every testator ought to be supposed to take legal 
words in a legal sense, unless . . . there be demon- 
stration plain of an intent to use them in a different 
sense (Hyrer, C.J.).—Buck d. WHALLEY v. NURTON 
(1797), 1 Bos. & P. 538; 126 E.R. 774. 


Annotations :—Consd. Doc d. Winter (1843), 6 Man. & G. 
314. Refd. Evansv. Anrell (1858), 26 Beav. 202 ; Cuthbert 
v. Robinson (1882), 41 lL. J. Ch. 238. Mentd. Ongley v. 
Chambers (1824), 1 Bing. 483; Joe d. Norton v. Webster 
(1840), 12 Ad. & El. 442. 





4025. ——.] -~- THELLUSSON ot. Wooprorn, 
No. 3571, andle. 

4026. ———.|—JEsSON v. Wricit, No. 3703, ante. 

4027. ———.]—VAUCHAMP v. BELL, No. 3807, ante. 

4028. .|—Testator directed his property to 





be settled upon his daughter H. in such manner 
that in case of her death it should devolve upon her 
children, if she had any; & if she should not have 
any, then that she should bequeath it to any person 
she might think fit: the word devolve imports 
transmission to children living at the death of the 
mother; & upon the death of the mother, her 
husband, as representative of a deceased child, 
took no interest under the will. 

The intention of testator is perfectly clear; & 
there is no rule of Jaw which prevents the will 
from receiving that construction which the 
language of testator naturally imports. ... To 
devolve means to pass from a person dying to a 
person living; the etymology of the word shows 
its meaning (LEAcH, M.WR.).—PArR v. PARR (1833), 
1My. & K. 647; 21. J. Ch. 167; 39 H.R. 826. 
Annotation -—Refd. Re Iowler, Fowler v. Fowler, [1917] 

2 Ch, 307, 

4029. o|--FERRARIS (COUNTESS) v. IDERT- 
FORD (MARQUIS) (1843), 3 Curt. 4685 2 Notes of 
Cases, 230: 7 Jur. 262; 163 1. R. 794 3; on appeal, 
sub nom. CROKER v. HitRTFORD (MARQUIS) (1844), 
4 Moo. P. C. C. 339, 2. C. 

Annotations :- Refd. Ingoldby rv. Ingoldby (1846), 4 Notes 
of Cases, 493; Ollive v. Weale (1847), 5 Notes of Cascs, 








.}--The words used by 
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480; Haynes v. Hill (1349), 1 Rob. Eecl. 795; Johnson 
v. Ball (1851), 5 De G. & Sm. 85; Jn the Goods of Hakewill 
(1856), 26 L. T. O. 8S. 207; Allen v. Maddock (1858), 11 
Moo. P. C. C. 4273; In the Goods of Watkins oheres 35 
lh. J. P. & M. 14. Mentd. Morrice v. Morrice (1843), 2 
Notes of Cases, 199: Fowlis v. Davidson (1845), 4 Notes 
of Cases, 169: Anderson 1. Laneuville (1854), 2 Eca, & 
Ad. 41; Duncan v. Cannan (1855), 25 L. T. O. S. 2: 
Anderson v, Anderson (1872), LU. R. 13 Kq. 381; Jn the 
Goods of Adamson (1873), L. R. 3 P. & D. 253. 





ae — -.|—MORRALL v. Sutton, No. 3610, 
ante. 
4031. -|—There is one rule of construction, 





of universal application, which admits of no 
exception, & which ought never, under any circum- 
stances, to be departed from, viz., that if any term 
is used by testator which has a primary or ordinary 
legal meaning, that is the sense in which it ought 
to be construed, unless the ct. is reasonably satis- 
fied, by evidence to be collected from the will 
itself, of testator’s intention to use it, not in that 
sense, but in some different sense. It follows, 
from this rule, that in every case in which a ques- 
tion is raised as to the meaning to be attributed 
to any particular term used by testator, the first 
thing to be done is to ascertain & fix its primary or 
ordinary legal meaning, & when that is ascertained, 
the onus lies on the party who insists on attributing 
to it a different meaning, to point out the evidence 
(if any) which the will furnishes, to show testator’s 
intention to use the term in such different sense, 
& not according to its ordinary acceptation 
(KINDERSLEY, V.-C.).—Re CRAWFORD’S 'TRUSTS 
(1854) 2 Drew. 230; 2 Eq. Rep. 553 ; 23 L. J. Ch. 
625; 18 Jur. 616; 2 W. R. 341; 61 FL. R. 
707. 


Annotutions : —Apld. Robinson vw. Evans (1873), 43 L. J. Ch. 
$2; Ie Ware, Cumberlege v. Cumberlege-Ware (1890), 
45 Ch. D. 269; Re Brooks, Public Trustee v. White, 
[1928] 1 Ch. 214. Refd. King v. Cleaveland (No. 1) (1858), 
26 Beav. 26; Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 
359: Lindsay vw. Ellicott (1876), 46 L. J. Ch. 8783 Jee 
Thompson, Machell v. Newman (1886), 55 L. T. 85. 


4032. GREY v. PEARSON, No. 3502, ante. 

4033. ------.1. Roppy v. FITZGERALD, No. 3617, 
ante. 

4034. -.1 -TOWNS v. WENTWORTH, No. 3706, 
ante. 

4035. .|—THELLUSSON v. RENDLESHAM 
(LORD), THELLUSSON v. THELLUSSON, HARE v, 


Rorarts, No. 3753, ante. 

4036. .|—I think it better to adhere as 
much as possible to the meaning of appropriate 
words, unless there are the clearest indications 
that they are used in a different sense. The rules 
of technical construction, not only impose a proper 
restraint upon the judge’s discretion but inform 
parties how they can express their meaning 
without danger of having their intentions de- 
feated (LORD CIELMSFORD, C.).—WILLIAMS  v. 
Lewis (1859), 6 H. L. Cas. 1013; 28 L. J. Ch. 
505; 33 1. T. 0. S. 23; 5 Jur. N. S. 323; 10 
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mea testator, shall be interpreted according 
to their legal effect & operation, unless 
it clearly appear that he intended to 
use) them in ae different scense.— 
bia vw. Tia (1812), 2 Ball & B. 
204.---IR. 


4024 vii. ——.J]—Wordsina will must 
be taken in their legal sense, unless by 
the context or by express words they 
clearly appear to be intended other- 
wise.--SYNGE v. HALES (1814), 2 Ball 
& B. 506.—-IR. 


4024 viii. .}—Where testator ex- 
presses himself in ambiguous terms, 
respecting the disposition of his pro- 

erty, the legal operation of the words 
1¢ uses must be adopted.—-SruBBs v. 
ro (1814), 2 Ball & B. 548, 553.— 


4024i,. Whether construed in technical 
sense.)— -HASLETT v. LYNCH (1889), 15 
V.L. R. 713.—AUS. 

4024 ii. »-—GEMMELL v GiEM- 
MELL (1892), 18 V. lL. R. 781.—-AUS. 

4024 iil, ——--.]}—J@e MANUEL, 12 
O. L. R. 286; 8 O. W. R. 70.—-CAN. 

4024 iv. .)] ~—Teehnical words or 
words of known legal ge must have 
their legal effect even though testator 
uses inconsistent words, unless those 
inconsistent words are of such a nature 
as to make it perfectly clear that 
testator did not mean to use the 
technical terms in their proper sense.— 
WILSON v. OAKES (1908), I. L. R. 3 
Mad. 283.—IND. 

4024 v. —-—.]—JACKSON v. HOSIK, 
27 L. R. Ir. 450.—IR. 





& 








4024 ix. -] — O'DONNELL _ wv. 


Boe (1878), 138 L. R. Ir. 226.— 


4024x. -——.]—Technical expressions 
used in a will must be given the mean- 
ing assigned to them by law, unless the 
context contains a plain indication of a 
contrary intention.—DAvYy vv. RED- 
INGTON, [1917] 1 I. R. 250.—IR. 

4024 xi. ———.]- -Re FRKTHERSTON- 
Hauan-WHITNEY’s EstTatTrm, [1924] 1 
1. It. 153.—IR. 

4024 xii. -.}—Where testator, in 
a foreign will, expresses himself in 
technical language of the place where 
made & where he {s domiciled, to 
obtain the intention the technical 
terms must be interpreted by the 
meaning put. on them in the syatem of 
law from which they are borrowed.— 
STrupDpD v. COOK Sar 8 A. C. 577; 
10 RR. (Ct. of Sess.) (H. L.) 53; 20 
Sc. L. R. 566.—SCOT. 
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Ii. R. 1504, H. L.3 affg. 8. C. sub nom. LEwI1s v. 


HOPKINS (1857), 5 W. R. 243, L. C. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Re Jeaffreson’s Trusts (1866), L. R. 2 
sie 276; Re Lowman, Devenish v. Pester, [1895] 2 Ch. 


4037. ———.|—-JENKINS v. HUGHES, No. 3664, 
ante, 

4038. ——.|—SACKVILLE-WEST v. ITOLMESDALE 
(VIscouNT), No. 4497, post. 

4040. ——-.|—-SMITH v. BUTCHER, No. 3969, 
ante. 

4041. J|—The only rule of construction 





applicable is the common one, that words are to 
have their natural signification, & that legal & 
technical words are to have their legal & technical 
signification, unless there be something in the 
context of a particular instrument to show the 
contrary (per CUR.).—GIBBONS v. GIBBONS (1881), 
es Cas. 471; 501. J3.7P.0.45; 45 L. T. 177, 
oe GF 
Sih :-~Refd. Metcalfe v. Metcalfe (1889), 43 Ch. D. 








4042, ——-.!—Re Bipson’s Trusts, No. 3480, 
ante. 
40438, —-—.J]—-Lanir Monun SinaH Roy v. 


CHUKKUN LAL Roy, BEPIN Mounun SINGH Koy v. 
CHUKKUN LAL Roy, PRIAMBADA Roy v. CHUKKUN 
Lal, Roy (1897), L. R. 24 Ind. App. 76; 13 T. L. R. 
356, P. C. 

Annotation :-~ Refd. Musammat Surajmani v. Rabi Nath 
Ojha (1907), 24 7. L. I. 218. 

4044. .|—1 feel very strongly the import- 
ance of adhering to the rule that. technical ex- 
pressions & words of known legal import shall 
receive their ordinary legal meaning (LORD 
DAVEY). 

When you can give effect to every word, attri- 
buting to each expression its proper legal significa- 
tion, & the result, though perhaps unexpected or 
unusual, is not irrational or absurd, 1 do not. think 
you ought to approach the construction of the 
will with the idea that testator probably did not 
mean what he has said (hornp MACNAGHTEN ).— 
VAN GRUTTEN v. FOXWELL, FOXWELL v. VAN 
GRUTTEN, [1897] A. C. 658; 66 1L. J. Q. B. 745; 
771. T. 170; 46 W. R. 426, H. J,. 

Annotations :—Refd. Foxwell v. Van Grutten (1898), 15 
T. la. R. 115; Jee Adams & Perry’s Contract, [1899] 1 Ch. 
554; Pelhum Clinton v. Newcastle, [1902] 1 Ch. 34; 
He Buckton, Buckton v. Buckton, [1907] 2 Ch. 406 ; 
Re Simcoe, Vowler-Simcoe v7. Vowler, [1913] 1 Ch. 552; 
Re Lawrence, Luwrence v. Lawrence, [1915] 1 Ch. 129; 
fte Hobbs, Hobbs v. Hobbs, [1917] 1 Ch. 569; Ite Hussey 
& Green’s Contract, te Hussey, Hussey v. Simper, [1921] 


1 Ch. 566. Mentd. Hill v. Clifford, Clifford v. Timms, 
Clifford v. Phillips, [1907] 2 Ch. 236. 


4045. -|—Technical words of devise must 
be construed in their technical sense, unless the 
context clearly shows in what other sense testator 
intended to use them. If actually used in their 
technical sense, they must be given their proper 
legal effect, however inconsistent with testator’s 
expressed intention as to the devolution of his 
estate.—Re SIMCOE, VOWLER-SMMCOE v. VOWLER, 
[1913] 1 Ch. 552; 82 L. J. Ch. 270; 108 L. T. 891; 
57 Sol. Jo. 533. 


Annotations :—Retd. Re Lawrence, Lawrence v. Lawrence, 
{[1915) 1 Ch. 129; Re Elton, Elton v. Elton, [1917] 2-Ch. 
413; Re Hobbs, Hobbs v. Hobbs, (1917] 1 Ch. 569. 


4046. Testator inops  concilli.| — (1) 
Testator who is inops concilii, will, under such 
circumstances, be supposed to speak in the vulgar, 
common & natural, not in the legal sense (Lorp 
PARKER, C.). 

(2) It may be reasonable enough to take the 
same words, as to the different estates, in different 
senses, & as if repeated by two several clauses, 
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viz. I devise to A. my freehold land, & if A. die 
without leaving issue, then to B. & I devise my 
leasehold to A. & if A. die without leaving issue, 
then to B. in which case the different clauses would 
have the different constructions above-mentioned 
to make both the devises good; & it is reasonable 
it should be so, wt res magis valent quam pereat 
(LORD PARKER, C.).—FORTH v. CHAPMAN (1720), 1 
P. Wms. 663 ; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 292, 359; 24 E. R. 
559, I. C. 


Annotations :—As to (1 Apld. Hope d. Brown ». Taylor 
(1757), 1 Burr. 268; Re Taylor, Taylor v. Tweedie, [1923] 
1 Ch. 99. 48 to (2) Consd. Harris v. Lincoln (1728), 2 
P. Wms. 135. Apld. Atkinson v. Hutchinson (1734), 3 


Pr. Wms. 258; Bellasis +. Uthwatt (1737), West temp. 
Hard, 273. Consd. Sheffleld v. Orrery (1745), 3 Atk. 
282. <Apld. Lamploy wv. Blower (1746), 3 Atk. 396; 


Stafford v. Buckley (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 170; Elliott v. 
Jekyl (1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 681; Southby v. Stonehouse 
(t780), 2 Ves. Sen. 610. Consd. Porter v. Bradley (1789), 
3 Torm Rep. 143. Dbtd. Roe d. Sheers v. Jeffery (1798), 
7 Torm Rep. 589. Apld. Doe d. Chattaway v. Smit 

(1816), 5 M. & S. 126. Consd. Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart 
(1838), 7 Ad. & El. 636. Distd. Doe d. Simpson v. Simpson 
1838), 4 Bing. N. C. 333; Buckle v. Fawcett (1845), 4 
fare, 536. Consd. Walker v. Mower (1852), 16 Beav. 
365. Apld. Az p. Wynch (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 108; 
Jackson v. Calvert (1860), 1 John. & H. 235. Consd. 
Seecombe v, EKdwards (1860), 28 Beav. 440. Dbtd. 
Knapping v. Tomlinson (1864), 10 Jur. N. 8. 626. Apld. 
Gee v. Liddell (1866), 35 Beav. 658. Consd. Re Lowman, 
Devenish v. Pester, [1895] 2 Ch. 348. Refd. Sabbarton 
v. Sabbarton (1734), Cas. temp. Talb. 55; Beauclerk vv. 
Dormer (1742), 2 Atk. $08; Exel v. Wallace (1751), 2 
Ves. Sen. 117; pcppard a. Lessingham (1751), Amb. 
122; Taylor vr. Clarke (1763), 2 Eden, 202; Tothill v. 
Pitt (1766), 1 Madd. 488; Keiley v. Fowler (1768), Wilm. 
298; Doe v. Fonnercau (1780), 2 Doug. K. B. 487 ; Booth 
vw. Booth (1799), 4 Ves. 399; Mortimer v. West 
2 Sim. 274; Garratt v. Cockerell (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 
494; Harris v. Davis (1844), 1 Coll. 416; ka yp. Davies 
(1851), 15 Jur. 1102; Zte Wilts, Somerset & Weymouth 
lity. Co., kz p. Davier (1851), 2 Sim. N. 8S. 114; Gee v, 
Manchester Corpn. (1852), 17 Q. B. 737; Bainford v, 
Lord (1854), 14 C, B. 708; Gummoe wv. Howes (1857), 
23 Beav. 184; Jte Grogson’s Trusta hes 2 Hem. & M. 
504; Holgate vv. Jennings (1864), 34 Beav. 70: Re 
Jeaffreson’s Trusts (1866), lL. Ik. 2 Eq. 276; Herrick v. 
Franklin (1868), L. R. 6 a 593; Studd v. Cook (1883), 
8 AUP. Cas. 577; Jee Ball Slattery v. Ball (1888), 40 
Ch. D. 11; Re Brooke, Brooke v. Brooke, (1894) 1 Ch. 43. 
Generally, Refd. Gower v. Grosvenor (1739), 9 Mod. Rep. 
249; Buffar v. Bradford (1741), 2 Atk. 220; Read v. 
Snell (1743). 2 Atk. 642; Vaughan v. Farrer (1751), 2 
Ves. Sen. 182; Gray v. Shawne (1758), 1 Eden. 143; 
Goodtitle d. Peake v. Pegden (1788), 2 Term Rep. 720; 
Everest v. Gell (1791), 1 Ver. 286; Daintry vv. Daintry 
(1795), 6 Term Rep. 307; Crooke » De Vandes (1803), 
9 Ves. 197; Doed. Everett v. Cooke (1806), 3 Smith kK, B. 
236; Klton v. Kagon (1812), 19 Ves. 73; Kinch rv. Ward 
(1825), 4 L. J. O. S. Ch. 28; Campbell v. Harding (1831), 
2 liuss. & M. 390: Radford v. Kadford (1836), 1 Keen, 
486; Mdwards v. Tuck (1853), 1 IEq. Rep. 474, n.; Wain- 
man v, ield (1854), Kay, 507; Hagger v. Payne (1857), 
29 L. T. O. S. 47; Greenway v. Greenway (1860), 2 De 
G. F. & J. 128; Hardcastle v. Dennison (1861), 10 C. 33. 
N.S. 606; Prescott +. Barker (1874), 9 Ch. App. 174 ; 
Olivant v. Wright (1878), 9 Ch. D. 646; ke Bence, Smith 
v. Bence, [1891] 3 Ch. 242. 


4047, --—- -——--.]—-Where testator makes a 
codicil without professional assistance, his expres- 
sions are not to be construed literally & technically, 
if upon the whole instrument it appears that he 
meant to use them in a different sense.—READ v. 
BACKHOUSE (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 546; 39 E. f. 
502. 
silt reais :—Apld. Wallace v. Seymour (1872), 20 W. R. 


4048. .|—In the case of a will testator 
is supposed to have been inops concilii, & on that 
ground a greater latitude is allowed to the con- 
struction of legal terms (PAGE Woop, V.-C.).— 
LEwIs v. Rers (1856), 8 K. & J. 182; 26 L. J. Ch. 
101; 283 L. T. 0.8. 229; 3Jur.N.8S.12; 5 W.R. 


96; 69 I. R. 1052. 
Annee :—Refd. Cooper v. Kynoch (1872), 7 Ch. App. 


4049. —— eae a will is obviously 
not drawn by a skilled lawyer, as is the case here, 
the words used may be looked at less strictly than 
in a case when it is so drawn (LORD STERNDALR, 
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M.R.).—Re Tayior, TAYLOR v. TWEEDIE, [1923] 
1 Ch. 99; 91 L. J. Ch. 801; 127 L. T. 684; 38 
T. L. R. 850; 66 Sol. Jo. 693, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. In the Goods of Gates, [1928] P. 128. 


4050. Contrary intention shown by testator.]| 
--Fornty v. BURNELL, No. 3602, anfe. 

4051. Autograph will of illiterate testator.] 
—In construing the autograph will of an illiterate 
man, the usual meaniny of technical language may 
be disregarded, but no word which has a clear & 
definite operation can be struck out.—HALL v. 
WARREN (1861), 9 H. L. Cas. 420; 5 L. T. 190; 
7 Jur. N.S. 1089; 10 W. R. 66; 11 KE. R. 791, 
H. L.3 varying S.C. sub nom. WARREN v. RUDALL, 
HALL v. WARREN (1858), 4 K. & J. 603. 


Annotations :—-Apld. Wallace v. Seymour (1872), 20 W. R. 
634, Refd. Wing v. Angrave (1860), 8 H. L, Cas. 183; 
Evans v. Stratford (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 142: Je Sinith’s 
Trust (1865), L. R. 1 Kg, 79; Brookman v. Smith (1871), 
lL. HR. 6 Exch. 291. Mentd. Cramp v. Playfoot (1858), 
4K. & J. 479. 











D. Words having More than One Meaning. 


4052. General rule—Meaning explained from 
context.|—BELANEY v. BELANEY, No. 3965, ante. 

4053. .|-—"t cannot be denied that the 
word “ named,”’ although its primary signification 
may be “ mentioned by name,” is also used, & used 
in no unnatural sense, as synonymous with ‘‘ speci- 
fied” or ‘‘ mentioned & I do not think that 
there is any hard & fast rule to be laid down that 
in construing a will you are always to give to any 
particular word that is used what is called its 
primary meaning. A word which is used 
commonly in the English language in several 
senses must be interpreted according to that which, 
having regard to the context & the whole of the 
provisions of the decument which you have to 
construe, appears to be the sense in which testator 
has used it (LORD HEeRSCITELI.),—SEALE-LAYNE 
v. JODRELL, [ISOL] A. OC. 8045 61 L. J. Ch. 703 65 
L. TT. 57, H. Ls affg. S.C. sub nom, Re JODRELL, 
JODRELL v. SEALE (1890), 44 Ch. D. 590, CL. A. 
Annotations ;~-- Apld. In the Goods of Ashton, [1892] P. 83. 

Consd. /te Deakin, Starkey «. Kyres, {1894] 3 Ch. 565; 

Rte Parker, Parker v. Osborne, []897) 2 Ch. 208; Jee 

Cozens, Miles c«. Wilson, [1903] 1 Ch. 138: Ae Corsellis, 

Freeborn v. Nupper, [1906] 2 Ch. 316. Refd. fre Gue, 

Sinith e. Gue, (1892) W. ON. 182; te Lowe, Danily tv. 

Platt (1892), 61 L. J. Ch. 414; fee Jeans, Upton vr. Jeans 

(1895), 13 R. 627; Re Stone, Baker v. Stone (1895), 12 

R. 415; Re De Wilton, De Wilton v. Montefiore, [1900] 2 

Ch. 4813 Re Wood, Wood v. Wood, [1902] 2 Ch. 5425 

Ite WKiddle, Gent ve. Kidde (1905), 92 TL. T. 7245 Te 

Green, Bath ve. Cannon, [1914] 1 Ch. 1343; fe Helliwell, 

Pickles v. Helliwell, (1916) 2 Ch. 5805; dee Winu, Burgess 

v Winn (1916), 86 L. J. Ch. t24. 

4054. ——-.|---Where a word has two 
proper & recognised meanings LorRpD WENSLEY- 
DALE’S canon of construction [in Grey v. /earson, 
No. 3502, ante] must be greatly modified. even if it 
applies at all. ITe does not mean to lay down 
that we must take the etymologically correct 
meaning of a word or that) meaning which 
statistically or numerically is the most common 
unless to do otherwise would lead to an absurdity 
or inconsistency. The meaning of words is fixed 
by user alone, & where the user of a word in more 
than one sense is established, the question in which 
sense it is used in a particular passage must be 
decided by the context & the surrounding circum- 
stances, & no one meaning can be treated as having 
such paramount claims that it is to be adopted 
in preference to any other, unless its adoption 
would lead to an absurdity or inconsistency 
(FLetcHER MovrnTon, I..J.).— CAVE v. HORSELL, 
(1912]}3 K. B. 583; 81L.J. K. B. 981; 107 L. T. 
186; 28 T. L. R. 548, C. A. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Derby Motor Cab Co. v. Compton & 
Evans Union Bank (1913), 29 T. L. R. 673, 
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fi. Particular Words 
(a) ** Entitled.”’ 

4055. How construed.|—The words ‘“ entitled 
to an estate for life’’ held to mean entitled in 
possession. 

Testator devised to pltf. a life interest in 
remainder in the T. estate, & he also bequeathed 
to him a charge of £250 issuing out of it, which 
was to be paid to him at twenty-one. The will 
contained a proviso, that in case pltf. should 
‘‘ become entitled, under the provisions of the will, 
to an estate or interest for his life’’ in the T. 
estate, the legacy should sink into the estate :— 
Held: this meant ‘ entitled in possession, & have 
the beneficial enjoyment of the estate.’’—-CHORLEY 
v. LOVEBAND (1863), 33 Beav. 189; 9 L. T. 596; 
12 W. R. 187; 655 KH. R. 339. 

4056. ———.]/—-By a codicil testator declared 
that £1,000, part of the sum of £2,000, should be 
held for the absolute use & benefit of his son H., 
but if he should be dead when the said sum of 
£1,000 should “‘ descend & come” to him under 
the trusts therein contained, then that the same 
should be paid to all the children of H. ‘‘ except 
the one entitled to any real property upon his 
father’s decease,’’ share & share alike. Upon the 
death of H., in 1862, after testator’s death, his 
eldest son became next tenant for life in remainder 
of the settled estates, expectant on the death 
without issue of the then tenant for life in posses- 
sion, which happened in 1863. The surviving 
tenant for life of the legacy died in 1867 :—Held: 
the eldest son of HT. was excluded from participa- 
tion in the £1,000.—Re GRryuLs’ TRusTS (1868), 
L. R. 6 iq. 589. 

Anan :—Refd. Harris v. Newton (1877), 46 L. J. Ch. 


4057. .|—Testator devised real estate to 
& to the use of trustees & their heirs in trust for 
his nephew W., son of his brother E., & his other 
sons in tail male, remainder to the first & other 
sons of his testator’s brother A. ; remainder to the 
first & other sons of his, testator’s, brother S. ; 
remainder to the second & other sons of_ his, 
testator’s, brother FE. in tail male ; with remainder 
over. He empowered his trustees during the 
minority of any infant tenants in tail, ‘* or other 
persons for the time being entitled ’? under the 
trusts, to grant Ieases ; & also during the minority 
of any tenant for life, in tail, or in fee. ‘‘ entitled 
to the present possession’’ of the estates, to 
manage the estates, & accumulate the surplus 
towards maintenance & education. ‘Testator then 
bequeathed his residuary personalty to the 
trustees upon trust to pay W& transfer the same 
unto and equally amongst all his nephews & nieces 
living at his decease except W., ‘‘ or other the 
person or persons entitled ’’ to the estates. At 
the time of testator’s death W. was dead, an 
infant & never married; A. & S. were living, & 
the second son of KE. was living, an infant. 
Testator left four nephews & nieces, besides the 
second son of If. S. had since died, not havin 
been married ; the second son of EK. had attaine 
twenty-one. A. was living, aged sixty-eight, & 
not married :—Held: the second son of E., being 
tenant in tail expectant on the failure of sons of 
his uncle A., was not “ entitled’’ to the real 
estates within the meaning of the will; & was not 
excluded from participating in the _ personal 
estate. --UMBERS v. JAGGARD (1870), L. R. 9 Eq. 
200; 18 W. R. 288. 
srt :—Refd. Armytage v. Wilkinson (1878), 3 App. 

as. ° 

4058. -|—Testator had directed that such 

son of W, as should become entitled under his will] 
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Sect. 10.—Conteat, meaning, and effect of words: { C.).—GRIFFYN v. GRIFFYN (1740), Barn. Ch. 391 ; 


Sub-sect. 2, EF. (a), (b), (ce) & (d).] 


should within two years after becoming so entitled 

assume testator’s name & arms, & that, in case of 

refusal or neglect, then after the cxpiration of 
such two years his interest should be void & go 
over. W.’s son had not assumed testator’s name 

& arms :—Held: ‘ entitled,’’ meant ‘ entitled in 

possession.’’—Re FINCH, ABBI8S Vv. BURNEY (1880), 

17 Ch. D. 211; 48 L. T. 20; 28 W. R. 903; on 

appeal (1881), 17 Ch. D. 224, C. A. 

Annotations :-~Mentd. Marshall v. Gingell (1882), 47 lL. T. 
159; Re Middleton, Thompson v. Harris (1882), 19 Ch. D. 
552; Re Frost, Frost v. Frost (1889), 43 Ch. D. 246; 
Re Bence, Smith v. Bence, [1891] 3 Ch. 242; Re Ashforth, 
Sibley v. Ashforth, [1905] 1 Ch. 535; Re Navh, Cook v. 
Frederick, {1910} 1 Ch. 1: Re Clarke’s Settlement Truat, 
Wanklyn v. Streatfeild, (1916] 1 Ch. 467; Re Willis, 
Crossman v. Kirkaldy, [1917] 1 Ch. 365; Re Conyngham, 
Conyngham v. Conyngham, [1921] 1 Ch. 491. 


4059. .|—Testatrix by her will dated Nov. 
19, 1850, devised real estate to trustees upon trust, 
to receive the rents & profits & pay them to her 
daughter for life & after her death to pay the rents 
& profits to the children of the daughter until the 
youngest attained twenty-one, & then to convey 
to the children as tenants in common. But in the 
event, which happened, of there being no child of 
the daughter who attained twenty-one, testatrix 
directed that the trustees or trustee of the will for 
the time being should convey & assure the same to 
her three brothers A., B.. & C. as tenants in 
common. ‘‘ But in case all or either of my said 
brothers shall depart this life before they or he 
become entitled as aforesaid, the trustees or trustee 
for the time being of my will shall convey & assure 
the share or shares of them or him so dying, to my 
nieces as tenants in common.” The daughter 
died in 1910, A. died in 1861, B. in 1885, & (. in 
1887. A. had two daughters, & B. three. For 
the representatives of A., B., & C. it was contended 
that they ‘‘ became entitled ’’ to a vested interest 
at the death of testatrix :—Held: the context 
showed that ‘* entitled as aforesaid ’’ meant entitled 
to have the propery conveyed to them, & in the 
events that happened the property passed to the 
nieces & not to the representatives of the brothers. 
—Re WHITER, WINDSOR v. JONES (1911), 105 L. T. 
749. 





(b) ‘* Legacy ” or ‘* Bequest.’’ 

4060. What amounts to legacy—Direction to 
‘* give.’’?|—-Brest v. OFFLEY (1664), 1 Rep. Ch. 
246; 21 E. R. 563. 

For purpose of legacy duty.|—See ESTaTE 
& OTHER DEATH DuTiEs, Vol. XXI., pp. 50-54, 
77-79, 82, Nos. 328-357, 532, 533, 542, 577. 

4061. Whether restricted to bequest of personal 
property.|—Though the word “legacy ”’ be usually 
taken for the bequest of a personal thing & on 
the contrary a gift of land by will be commonly 
& more properly called a devise, yet the word 
legacy may, in an extensive sense. be understood 
to comprehend any kind of estate, real as well as 
personal, left by testator’s will to any person (orp 
MACCLESFIELD, C.).—-BECKLEY v. NEWLAND (1723), 
2P. Wms. 182; 24 E. R. 691, L. C. 

Annotations :—-Mentd. Debenham v. Ox (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 

276; Wright v. Wright 1 750), 1 Ves. Sen. 409 ; Wethered 

v. Wethered (1828), 2 Sim. 183; Lyde ». Mynn (1833), 1 

My. & K. 683; Smith v. Baker (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 

223; Cook v. Field (1850), 14 Jur. 951; Hoghton ». Hoghton 

(1852), 15 Beav. 278 ;: Head v. Godlee, Reynolds v. Godlee 

(1859), John. 536; Higgins v. Hill (1887), 56 L. T. 426. 

4062. —-—.]—It has been said that the word 
‘legacy ’’ will include a devise of land as well as 
a bequest of personal estate: .. . it is true that 
the word “‘legacy " willinclude a devise of real estate 
as well as a bequest of personal (LORD HARDWICKE, 





27 E. R. 691, L. C. 

4063. .|—The word ‘‘ legacy ’’ may be used 
in a will to denote a devise of real, as well as a 
bequest of personal, property.—HoPE d. BROWN v. 
TAYLOR (1757), 2 Keny. 9; 1 Burr. 268; 96 KE. R. 
1089. 

Annotations :—-Apld. Hardacre v. Nash (1794), 5 Term Rep. 
716. Consd. Evans v. Crosbie (1847), 11 Jur. 510; 
Windus v. Windus (1856), 6 De G. M. & G. 549. Refd. 
Doe d. Hickman v. Haslewood (1837), 6 Ad. & El. 167. 
4064. -.]—The word “ legacy,” in its ordinary 

signification, is applied to money, but it may 

signify a devise of land (LORD MANSFIELD, C.J.).— 

BRADY v. CuBitTT (1778), 1 Doug. K. B. 31; 99 

EK. R. 24. 

Annotations :-- Mentd. Doe d. Lancashire v. Lancashire 

1792), 5 Term Rep. 49; Wright v. Netherwood (1798), 

Salk. 593, n.; Goodtitle v. Otway (1795), 2 Hy. Bl. 517; 

Pole v. Somers (1801), 6 Ves. 309; Kenebel v. Scrafton 

(1802), 2 East, 530; Johnaton v. Johnston (1817), 1 

Phillim. 447; Fox v. Marston (1837), 1 Curt. 494 ; Marston 

», Roe (1837), 2 Nev. & P. K. B. 504; Marston v. Roe d. 

Fox, Roe d. Fox v. Marston (1838), 8 Ad. & El. 14; Israell 

v. Rodon (1839), 2 Moo. P. C. C. 41. 

be 


4065. -|—The word ‘legacy’’ may 
applied to areal estate, if the context of the will show 
that such was testator’s intention.—HIARDACRE v. 
NaAsH (1794), 5 Term Rep. 716; 101 E. R. 398. 
Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Hickman v. Haslewood (1837), 

G6 Ad. & El. 167. Refd. Pitman v. Stevens (1812), 15 East, 

505; Windus v. Windus (1856), 6 De G. M. & G. 549. 

4066. .—The word ‘‘ bequeathed ”’ is large 
enough to carry real estate, if distinctly applied to 
it. —WHICKER v. TTUME (1851), 14 Beav. 509: 51 
Ki. R. 381; affd. on other grounds (1858), 7 H. 4b. 
Cas. 124, H. L. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Crookenden v. Fuller (1859), 1 Sw. & 
Tr. 441: Lord v. Colvin (1859), 4 Drew. 366: Tardrew 
v. Howell, Parry v. Howell (1861), 9 W. It. 296; Moor- 
house v. Lord (1863), 10 HT. L. Cas. 273: Drevor 1». Drevon 
(1864), 34 L. J. Ch. 129; Jopp v. Wood (1865), 4 De 
GQ.J.& Sm. 616; Beaumont vr. Oliveira (1869), 4 Ch, App, 
309; Thurburn tv. Steward (1871), L. R. 38 PL. C. 4783 
Bradford v. Young (1884), 26 Ch. D. 656; Fe Patience, 
Paticnce v. Muin (1885), 29 Ch. D. 976; Concha v. Concha 
(1886), 11 App. Cas. 541: Jex vw. McKinney (1889), 14 
App. Cay. 77; ke Berridge, Berridge v. Tumer (1890), 
62 L. T. 365: Canterbury Corpn. v. Wyburn & Melbourne 
Hospital, [1895] A. C. 89; Jte Macduff, Macduff v. Macduff 
[1896] 2 Ch. 451; Winans vw. A.-G., [1904] A. C. 287. 
4067. -The use of the word ‘“ bequeath ”’ 

affords no solid argument to exclude the realty, 

the general words being of the largest) possible 
kind, & to give it any such effect would. in many 
cases, altogether frustrate testator’s intention 

(PAGE Woop, V.-C.).--GYETT v1. WILLIAMS (1862), 

2 John. & H. 429; 6L. T. 279; 70 E. R. 1126. 


Annotations :—Refd. Gainsford v. Dunn (1874), L. I. 17 
Eq. 405; Bray v. Stevens (1879), 12 Ch. D. 162 ; fle Hardy, 
Wells v. Borwick (1881), 17 Ch. J). 798. 


4068. -—-—-.]|—Testator by his will made the 
following yift: “‘ 1 give & bequeath unto all the 
undermentioned names all to be divided in equal 
parts.’’ The word “ devise ”’ did not occur in the 
will, though the word ‘‘ pay” did:—Held: the 
idea of totality conveyed by the word ‘ all ”’ 
outweighed, not only the omission of the word 
*‘ devise ’’ but also the expressions which seemed 
to negative the inclusion of real estate, & conse- 
quently testator’s realty passed under the gift.—~ 
Re SHEPHERD, MITCHELL v. LORAM (1914), 58 
Sol. Jo. 304. 

4069. Whether annuities included.}|—-SinLEy v. 
PERRY, No. 3487, ante. 

4070. .|—Upon the construction of a will; 
--Held: the word ‘“ legacies’’ did not include 
annuities._—CORNFIELD v. WYNDHAM (1845), 2 
Coll. 184; 14 lL. J. Ch. 375; 5. T. O. 8. 494; 9 
Jur. 651; 63 Ik. R. 692. 

4071. |—By a will commencing thus: ‘ I 
give & bequeath the several legacies & annual 
sums following,’’ testatrix bequeathed pecuniary 
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legacies & an annuity, & directed two sums of 
money to be set apart sufficient to produce two 
other specified annual sums, which testatrix 
bequeathed to two specified persons for their 
respective lives. She gave to trustees the residue 
of her personal estate, subject to the payment of 
her debts, funeral & testamentary expenses, & 
the legacies & annuities which she had bequeathed 
or might thereafter bequeath by any codicil, 
& she devised her real estates to trustees for a term, 
upon trust to raise sufficient to pay her debts, 
legacies, & funeral & testamentary expenses, but 
directed that her personal estate should be the 
primary & the term the secondary fund for pay- 
ment of her debts, legacies, & funeral & testa- 
mentary expenses :—Held: the separate specifica- 
tion of “‘ annuities ” in some parts of the will did 
not prevent annuities from being comprehended 
under the expression ‘“ legacies ’’ in the trusts of 
the term.—HEATHU v. WESTON (1853), 3 De G. M. 
& G. 601; 43 KB. R. 236, L. TI. 

4072. -|—(1) Generally speaking, annuitics 
are legacies, although a distinction is made between 
them, in many cases, arising from the peculiar 
terms of the will. 

(2) ‘* Residue ”’ is not a ‘‘ legacy,” in the ordinary 
sense of the term, though the person taking it is a 
residuary legatee.—Wakp v. Grey (1850), 26 
Beav. 485; 20 1. J. Ch. 74: 34 L. T. O. S. 50; 
5 Jur. N.S. 948; 7 W. RR. 569; 53 E.R. 986. 


Annotations :-—As to (2) Refd. te Smith, Prada v. Vandroy, 
11916) 1 Ch. 523. Generally, Mentd. Newill v. Newill (1871), 
L. R. 12 Kq. 432. 


4073. .|—MULLINS v. SMITH, No. 4193, post. 

4074. -——-.|---Where testator has impressed a 
particular sense of his own on the expression 
‘“ pecuniary legatees,” annuitants under the will 
do not fall within the meaning of that expression, 
--GASKIN t. Roars (1866), L. I. 2 iq. 284; 
14 W. R. 707. 
-| See, also. RUENTCHARGES & ANNUITIES, 
Vol. XXXEX.. p. 113, Nos. 61, 62. 

4075. Whether ‘‘residue ’’ a ‘‘legacy.’’] -Warp 
v. GREY, No. 4072, ante. 

















(c) ‘S Minority.” 

4076. How construed — Under twenty-five.]— 
Devise to A.. an infant, for life, & his first & other 
sons in strict settlement; with remainders for 
similar estates. "The will farther directed ‘f during 
the minority of the A. family,’’ an accumulation 
of the rents to be laid out in a purchase, “ until 
the minor arrives at the full age of twenty-five 
years.” & then “ the heir to take full possession 
of this estate.” <A. being residuary legatee is 
entifled absolutely to the accumulation..—BINGLEY 
v. BROADHEAD (1803), 8 Ves. 415: 32 E.R. 416. 

4077. —-—— .|—Testator left all his real & 
personal property to trustees, to pay the interest to 
his daughter, for life, & after her death to pay the 
same towards the maintenance & education of such 
children as she should have. during their minority, 
& when the youngest should attain twenty-five, 
to divide the same equally between them ; but in 
case either of his daughter’s children should die, 
leaving any children, who should attain twenty- 
one, then to pay their shares to their children ; 
& after these trusts should be carried into execution, 
then the trustees were directed to convey, release, 
& assign all the freehold & leasehold estates to the 
heir or heirs, who should be legally entitled to the 
same; & in case testater’s daughter should leave 
no children, or they should die under age, & un- 
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married, then to pay & assign the interest, & rents 
& profits, to his next of kin :—Held: ‘‘ minority ” 
meant twenty-five, as distinguished from coming 
of age.—MILROY v. MiLRoY (1844), 14 Sim. 48; 
13 L. J. Ch. 266; 2L. T. O. S. 456; 8 Jur. 234 ; 
60 K. R. 274. 


Annotations :—Refd. Read v. Gooding (1856), 21 Beav. 478 ; 
Maddison v. Chapman (1859), 33 L. T. O. 8S. 112. 


4078. Under twenty-one.|—As regards the 
second argument on the part of defts., viz. that, 
according to the true construction of the codicil, 
the word ‘“‘ minority ’? must mean the period during 
which testator has kept both his children out of 
the full control over their property, the only case 
cited, that of Milroy v. Milroy, No. 4077, ante, 
was decided upon the whole frame & scope of the 
will. If the whole tenor of the will be such as 
clearly indicates that the word ‘‘ minority ’”’ is 
used in such a sense, the ct. can let testator be the 
expounder of his own words. He frames his own 
vocabulary ; & if be uses the word in that sense, 
the ct. is at liberty to adopt it. But in this case, 
1 find testator making a careful separation between 
the period of minority & that of full age. In one 
case I find him providing for the maintenance & 
education of his children ‘‘ during their minority, 
or the minority of either of them.’’ In another, 
that the allowance for pocket-money shall continue 
‘during their minority, or until such division of 
the property is made,” as he had before described ; 
&, looking to these circurnstances, J do not feel at 
liberty to give to the word ‘‘ minority,’’ when it 
occurs in the codicil, any other than its strict 
interpretation, viz. ‘‘ under twenty-one years of 
ayve’’ (PAGE Woon, V.-C.).—MADDISON v, CHAPMAN 
(1858), 4 K. & J. 709; 70 KE. R. 294; on appeal 
(1859), 3 De G. & J. 536, L. CO. & La. Sd. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Edgeworth v. Edgeworth (1869), L. R. 
4 lL. 35; Chellew v. Martin (1873), 28 L. T. 662; 
Leadbeater v. Cross (1876), 35 L. T., 803; Re Martin, 
Smith v. Martin (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 1071; Re Shuck- 


burgh’s Settlement, Robertson v. Shuckburgh, [1901] 
2 Ch. 794; de Sanforth’s Will, [1901] W. N. 152. 


4079. ——-~ --—.]-—-Where testator gave residue 
to his four children, with a gift over to the sur- 
vivors, or survivor, in the event of any of them 
dying under twenty-five, & appointed guardians 
‘‘during their respective minorities’’ & gave a 
power to apply accumulations of income of each 
child’s share, ‘‘ during his minority ’’ in mainte- 
nance, etc.:—-Held: the word ‘ minority ”’ was 
used in its ordinary sense, & each child was 
absolutely entitled to the income of his share, 
between the ages of twenty-one & twenty-five 
years..—FRASER v. FRASER (1863), 1 New Rep. 
430; 8 LL. T. 20. 

(d) ‘* Unmarried.” 

4080. How construed—Flexible in meaning.|— 
-. married woman, by her will, bequeathed her 
separate property, upon trusts for the benefit of her 
son & daughter, & their children; &. in case her 
said son & daughter should die without leaving 
children who should attain a vested interest under 
the will, upon trust for the person or persons of the 
blood & kindred of testatrix who would be entitled 
to the same as her next of kin, in case she had died 
intestate & unmarried. Upon the death of 
testatrix, leaving her son & daughter surviving :— 
Held: the word ‘‘ unmarried ”’ was not to be con- 
strued “ without having been married,” so as to 
exclude testatrix’s children. 

The word ‘‘ unmarried ”’ is flexible in its meaning, 
& may he construed to mean “ never having been 
married ’’ or simply ‘‘ unmarried at the time of the 
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death ‘‘ according to the obvious meaning of the 
parties, as manifested by the words of the instru- 
ment, or the nature of the transaction itself.— 
COVENTRY v. LAUDERDALE (KARL) (1846), 7 L. T. 
O. S. 467; 10 Jur. 793. 

4081. J|—Gift by will of a sum of 
stock to A. for life, remainder to any wife he might 
thereafter marry for life or widowhood, remainder 
to the children of A. absolutely; & in case A. 
‘ should die unmarried & without issue, then, from 
& after his decease, to B., C., & D., share & share 
alike, or to such of them as should be living at 
A.’s death, his, her, or their exors. administrators & 
assigns absolutely. <A. survived B., C., & TD., & 
died a widower, without ever having had a child :-— 
Held: upon the death of A. the representatives of 
B.. C., & D. took the legacy in equal shares. 

The ct., treating the word ‘“‘ unmarried ”’ as a 
word of flexible meaning, decided that it here 
meant ‘‘ without, leaving a widow,” in order to 
give expression tothe whole clause.—He SANDERs’ 
Trusts (1866), L. R. 1 Eq. 675; 12 Jur. N. S. 
351; 14 W. R. 576. 


Annotations :—Folld. Re King, Salisbury v. Ridley (1890), 
62 L. T. 789. Consd. Zte Jones, Last 7. Dobson. [1914] 
cus ogee: Re Collyer, Collyer v. Back (1907), 24 


4082. —— .|—Although the word “ un- 
married ”’ is one of flexible meaning, & may mean 
either ‘‘ never having been married,” or “ not 
having a husband ”’ at the time when a gift is to 
take effect, the former is the primary or natural 
meaning, &, in the absence of any context showing 
a different intention, the word will be so construed. 
—Ie SERGEANT, MERTENS v. WALLEY (1884), 
26 Ch. 1). 575; 54 L. J. Ch. 159; 32 W. R. 987. 
Annotations :—Distd. Re Jones, Last. +. Dobson, [1915] 1 

Ch, 246. Refd. Blundell v. De Falbe (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 

576; Re Collyer, Collyer v. Back (1907), 24 T. L. R. 117. 

4083. ~-——,|—The word ‘ unmarried ”’ is 
a word of flexible meaning ; a person speaking of 
an unmarried woman may mean either a woman 
who has never been married or a woman who is a 
widow. The simple statement that a woman died 
“unmarried ”’ generally is held to mean that she 
never has been married, nevertheless, if in a formal 
document the word ‘ unmarried ’’ is used. there 
would be room to doubt that widows were excluded. 
But the document I have to interpret is an informal 
document made by a lady without legal assistance, 
& I do not doubt that when she used the word 
“unmarried ’’ she meant to include under it only 
those who had never been married (JOYCE, J.).—- 
fe FANSHAWE’S Trusts (1904), 48 Sol. Jo. 525. 

4084. |—A widow by her will gave 
the income of her residuary estate in trust for her 
daughter for life for her separate use without 
power of anticipation, & after her death in trust 
for testator’s brother for life. & after his death the 
capital was to be held in trust for all & every 
person or persons who would have been entitled 
thereto & in the same shares & proportions as the 
same would have been distributable under the 
statutes for the distribution of intestates’ estates 
if she ‘“‘ had died intestate & unmarried.’’ Testa- 
trix left an only daughter, who was unmarried :— 
Held: ‘ unmarried ’’ had the ordinary meaning 
of never having been married, & that the daughter 
took a life estate only.—e COLLYER, COLLYER v. 
Back (1907), 24 T. L. R. 117. 

4085. Never having been married.|— 
COVENTRY v. LAUDERDALE (EARL), No. 4080, ante. 

4086. .|—The meaning of the word 
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WILLS. 


‘‘ unmarried’? is ‘“‘ never having been married ” 
& not ‘‘ being unmarried at the time.’’——HALL v. 
ROBERTSON (1853), 1 Eq. Rep. 245; 22 L. J. Ch. 
1054; 21 1. T. O. 8S. 192; 17 Jur. 874; 1 W. R. 
464; on appeal, 4 De G. M. & G. 781, L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Refd. Z?e Harris’s Trusts (1854), 2 Ka. Rep. 
1110; Re Gratton’s Trusts (1857), 29 L. T. O. S. 399. 


4087. .}—Testator, after giving to his 
daughter, during the joint lives of his wife & her- 
self, an annuity, gave her a larger annuity if she 
should survive & be still unmarried ; & he gave her 
a sum of money as an outfit at her mother’s 
decease, if she should be then unmarried. The 
daughter was a spinster at the date of the will 
& at testator’s death, but she married during her 
mother’s life. Upon the context & comparison of 
expressions :— Held: the words “ then unmarried ”’ 
must be construed as “ without having been 
married.’’-—-Re TiHISTLETHWAYTE’S Trust (1855), 
24L.J.Ch. 712; 25 L. T. O. S. 203; 1 Jur. N.S. 
881; 3 W. R. 629, L. JJ. 

Annotation :—Refd. tte Gratton’s Trusts (1857), 29 L. T. 
O. S. 399. 

4088. .|—Property was given by will 
to trustees in trust for A. for life, ‘‘ but if he should 
die unmarried,”’ to be equally divided between the 
children of B. At the date of the will A. was a 
bachelor, & at the time of his death he was a 
widower :—Held: in the absence of context show- 
ing a contrary intention the word ‘‘ unmarried ”’ 
must be construed according to its ordinary or 
primary meaning as ‘“‘ never having been married.”’ 
—DALRYMPLE v. Wann (1881), 16 Ch. D. 715: 
50 L. J. Ch. 302 ; 29 W. R. 421. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Sergeant, Mertens v. Walley (1884), 
26 Ch. D. 575; Blundell v. De Falbe (1888), 57 LL. J. Ch. 
5763 ke Collyer, Collyer v. Back (1907), 24 ‘T. L. R. 117; 
Re Jones, Last v. Dobson, [1915] 1 Ch. 246. 


4089. .|\—Re SERGEANT, MERTENS v, 
WALLEY, No. 4082, ante. 

4090. ——— .|—I think the gift over cannot 
take effect, there being nothing in the will... 
requiring the word ‘‘ unmarried ’’ to be taken in 
any other sense than its primary one of “ never 
having been married ’? (WooD, V.-C.). --GONNE v. 
Cook (1867), 15 W. 1. 576. 


























4091. --—- ——--.|— Re FANSHAWE’S Trusts, No. 
4083, anle. 
4092. -~ - ~ .|—Testatrix by her will be- 


queathed to H. a legacy of £8,000, ‘‘ & in the event 
of his death unmarricd to his mother B.,”’ & gave 
the residue of her estate to D. The will contained 
no directions as to the incidence of testamentary 
expenses & the legacy had not been separated from 
the general estate. Questions having arisen as to 
the interests taken by H. & B. respectively in the 
legacy, the exor. took out an originating summons 
for their determination & expressly asked that the 
costs of the application might be paid out of the 
legacy. On fie construction of the gift :—Held: 
the legacy vested absolutely in LH. on the death of 
testatrix, but subject to a gift over to LB. in the 
event of his dying a bachelor. 

The legacy is subject to a gift over on the death 
of the legatee unmarried & the expression ‘ un- 
married ’’ means ‘“ without ever having been 
married’ (YOUNGER, J.).—Re HAuu-Darr, Le 
MARCHANT v. LEE WARNER, [1916] 1 Ch. 272; 85 
i; J. Ch. 385 3 114 i ead be 559. 

4093. Not having husband or wife living 
at particular time.|—-CoventTryY v. LAUDERDALE 
(EARL), No. 4080, ante. 

4094. -|—Testator bequeathed the 
residue of his moneys to trustees, in trust as to 
one-fourth for such person as his daughter A., 
notwithstanding coverture, should by deed or will 











Never having been married.)—ROBERTS v. KILMORE (Bp.), [1902] 1 I. R. 333.- 
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appoint, &, in default in trust to pay the interest, 
etc., to A. for her separate use for life, & after her 
decease in trust for such person, etc., as at the time 
of her decease should have been entitled thereto 
as her next of kin, in case she had died possessed 
or entitled to the same intestate & unmarried. A 
was married at the date of the will. She died on 
Nov. 25, 1852, leaving her husband & three children 
her surviving. No appointment of the fund was 
ever made in pursuance of the power. The 
husband & the brothers & sisters of A. claimed the 
fund, & thereupon the trustees paid the fund into 
ct. On petition the ct. :—Held: the word “ un- 
married ’’ was used by testator only to exclude the 
husband from taking any benefit under the will, 
& the children of A. were absolutely entitled.—Re 
GRATTON’S Trusts (1857), 26 L. J. Ch. 648; 29 
L. T. O.S. 3899; 3 Jur. N.S. 684; 5 W. BR. 795. 
4095, ——— -|—A fund was devised by will 
to A. for life, & after her decease to such persons 
as she should appoint, & in default of appointment 
to such persons as at. the time of the death of A. 
would be entitled to her personal estate under the 
Statute for the J)istributicn of Intestates’ Kstates 
as if she had died intestate & unmarried. A. 
subsequently married & had eight children, but 
died a widow, & without having appointed the 
fund. Upon a petition by the children of A. 
claiming the fund :—Held: “ unmarried ’’ meant 
not having a husband at the time of her death, & 
therefore the children of A., & not. the persons who 
would have been entitled to A.’s personal estate if 
she had died without ever having been married, 
were entitled to the fund.—Day1. Bannann (1860), 
1 Drew. & Sm. 351: 30 1. J. Ch. 220; 3 L. T. 537; 
9W.KR.1386; 62 BK. R. 413. 
Annotation :—Refd. Gonne v. Cook (1867), 15 W. RR. 576. 











4096. -—— --—-.|—_Re SANDERS’ T’RUsTS, No. 
408], ante. 
4097. ——~.|— Re SERGEANT, MERTENS v. 


WALLEY, No. 4082, ante. 

4098. —-—.|—By his will. dated in 1838, 
testator, who died in 1840, bequeathed a fund 
upon trust to pay the income to his two daughters 
for their respective lives for their separate use 
without) power of anticipation, & after their 
respective deceases the principal of their respective 
shares was to be in trust for the children or child 
of each daughter. as she might appoint, & in default 
of appointment equally ; & if there should be no 
such child, then in trust for the exors., administra- 
tors, & assigns of each of his said daughters respec- 
tively, but in case of the decease of either of his said 
daughters ‘unmarried & without leaving lawful 
issue.”’ then testator hequeathed the share of the 
one so dying unmarried & without issue to the sur- 
viving sister. DPItf.,one of testator’s two daughters, 
had married, but had had no children, & she was 
a widow over seventy years of age. The question 
was. whether she was now absolutely entitled to her 
share of the fund : - Held: pltf. was not absolutely 
entitled, the words ‘‘ unmarried & without leaving 
lawful issue’? meaning not under coverture at the 
time of her death.—e Kina, SALISBURY v. RID- 
LEY (1890), 62 L. T. 789; 6 T. L. R. 320. 
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4009. -|—By her will testatrix gave 
her residuary estate to trustees upon trust to apply 
such part as they thought fit for the personal 
maintenance & benefit of her brother, & so much as 
remained in their hands after his death was to be 
held in trust for his children or child; but if he 
should die ‘‘ unmarried & without leaving any 
children,’”’ then it was to be divided between two 
persons. The brother died, leaving a widow, but 
never having had any children :—Held: in order 
to give full effect to every word in the clause, 
*“unmarried ’’’ must be read according to its 
secondary meaning, as ‘‘ without leaving a wife.”’ 
—He CHANT, CHANT v. Lemon, [1900] 2 Ch. 346 ; 
69 L. J. Ch. 601; 83 L. T. 341; 48 W. R. 646. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Collyer, Collyer v. Back (1907), 24 
T. Ia. R. 117; Re Jones, Last v. Dobson, [1915] 1 Ch. 246. 


4100. .|}—Ite FANSHAWE’S TRUSTS, 
No. 40838, ante. 

4101. Testator, who died in 1828, 
devised freeholds to a trustee & his heirs upon trust 
for J. & his heirs, but in case of J.’s death unmarried 
& without lawful issue then upon trust for S. for her 
life, & after her death upon trust for all & every her 
children living at her death who should attain 
twenty-one or marry, with benefit or survivorship. 
J. married but his wife predeceased him, & he died 
without having ever had any _ issue :—Held: 
‘unmarried ’? must be construed in its secondary 
sense of ‘‘ widower,” since otherwise the words 
“& without lawful issue’’ were superfluous.— 
tte JONES, LAST v. Dopson, [1915] 1 Ch. 246; 
84 L. J. Ch. 222; 112 L. T. 409; 58 Sol. Jo. 218. 

4102. ** Sole & unmarried.’’?]—fRe LiestInGHAm’s 
Trusts, No. 4115, post. 























| 


(ec) Other Cases. 


4103. Exile.|-—Voscrus’s CAsE (1677), 1 Freem. 
K.B. 448; 2 Mod. Rep. 223; 2 Lev. 191; 1 Vent. 
325; 89 EB. R. 335; sub nom. PAGET v. Vossius, 
T. Jones, 73; sub aom. ITENNINGHAM v. Vossius, 3 
Keb. 688. 

4104. Testamentary expenses.]—A provision in a 
will for ‘‘ testamentary expenses,”’ does not include 
the costs of a suit occasioned by the will.— BROWNE 
v. GROOMBRIDGE (1819), 4 Madd.495; 56 I. R. 788. 
Annotations :-~Reid. Smith v. Jackson (1823), 1 L. J. O. 8. 

Ch. 231: Parker v. Marchant (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 

290: Webb vw. De Beauvoisin (1862), 31 Beav. 573. 

Mentd. Taylor v. Tuylor (1853), 10 Hare, 475; Kilford v. 

Blaney (1885), 31 Ch. D. 56; Jenkins v. Jenkins (1866), 

14 J.. 1. 540. 

4105. |—The expression ‘ testamentary 
& other expenses under this my will ’’ include the 
costs of a suit to administer the estate.—-WEBB 2. 
DE BEAUVOISIN (1862), 31 Beav. 573 ; 32 J. J. Ch. 
217; 9 Jur. N.S. 360; 11 W. R. 182; 54 BE. RR. 
1261; sub nom. Re WeEBB’s ESTATE, WEBB v. 
Dr BEAUVOISIN, FRICKER v. D& BEAUVOISIN, 1 
New Rep. 81. 


Annotations :—-Folld. Harloe v. Harloe (1875), L. BR. 20 Eq. 
471. Refd. Coventry v. Coventry (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 


4106. 








-.|—There is no difference in a will 
between the terms “ executorship expenses”? & 
‘‘testamentary expenses,’ & the former will 
include all such expenses as are properly incident 


but a wife of a legacy for her *‘ own use & 
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e. * Revert.”’) --SreRVENSON v. Mo- 
INTYRE (1879), 5 V. L. R. 142.-—AUS. 

f. ‘* Advance.""|—Re JOST’s ESTATE, 
ar ile v. BELL (1897), 40 N.S. K.121. 

g. “ Always & for ever."'j-— The 
words ‘“‘ always & for ever,” in a will 
do not per se extend the interest given 
beyond the life of the person who is 
named. They are not inconsistent 


the efrewnstances under which the 
instrument is made, or the subsequent 
conduct of the parties, may show the 
intention with sufficiont certainty to 
cnable the ct. to presumo that the 
grant was perpetual.—AZIZ-UN-NISSA 
v. TASSADUQ HUSAIN KHAN (1901), 
1. L. R. 23 All. 324; 5 C. W.N. 569; 
L. R. 28 Ind. App. 65.-—IND. 


h. ‘' Own use & benefit.”")—A con- 
dition dependent on the receipt by 


benefit ’? is satisfied by a receipt of 
the legacy by her husband. hese 
words cannot mean sole & separate 
use.—FoLry v. FoLey (1869), 18 
W. RR. 81.—IR. 


j. ‘* Support.’’J}—Testator gave to 
his daughter A. all the cash he had 
in the bank, to be used ry her for her 
own support & that of his children, 

. & C., & gave to her all his stock-in- 
trade & furniture & other effects, to 


588 


Sect. 10.—Conteat, meaning, and effect of words: 
Sub-sect. 2, EH. (e) > sub-sect. 3, A. & B.) 


to the duty of an exor., just in the same way as 
‘‘ testamentary expenses.’’—SHARP v. J.USH (1879), 
10 Ch. D. 468; 48 LL. J. Ch. 231: 27 W. R. 528. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Clemow, Yeo v. Clemow, [1900} 2 
Ch. 182; "Re Townend, Knowles v. sleeet [1914 ]W.N. 
145. Refd. Ite King, Travers r. Kelly, [19041 1 Ch. 363; 
Re Spencer Cooper, Poé v. Spencer Cooper, [1908] 1 Ch. 130. 


| also, Estat: & OTHER DEATH 
DUTIES, Vol. XXI., pp. 6, 7, 27, 31, 32, Nos. 13- 
20, 149, 191-197; KExrcurors, Vols. XXIII, 
XXIV, pp. 264, 848, Nos. 3224, 3226, 8817-8828. 

4107. ‘* Purchased. pee eae Purchased,” * in a 
devise of land, if unexplained by other parts of 
the will, may be taken in its extended legal signi- 
fication, as including lands acquired in any other 
way than by descent. Therefore, lands acquired 
by exchange for part of the family property which 
was to go to another person held to pass under a 
devise of ‘‘ all lands which I have purchased.’’-— 
Dor d. MEYRICK v. Meyrick (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 
820; 3 Tyr. 916; 2L.J. Kx.259; 149 E. R.'630. 

4108. ‘‘ Mansion house.’’| Tostator directed 
that a mansion house, with suitable offices, fit 
for the residence of the owner of his estates (which 
were worth £15,000 a year) should be erected hy 
his trustees :—Held: the mansion-house ought 
to have a garden, & lawns & pleasure-grounds 
attached to it, & proper approaches made to it. — 
LOMBE v. STOUGHTON (1849), 17 Sim. 84; 13 
L. T. O. 8. 398; 18]... J. Ch. 400; 60 E.R. 1059. 

4109. ‘* As to ’’—-At commencement of devises.] 
—GORDON v. GORDON, GORDON t. GORDON, No. 
3592, ante. 

4110. ‘* Family. ’*}-—The primary meaning of 
the word ‘ family ”’ in a will is ‘* children.’ 

The word “ family ”’ has various meanings. In 
one sense it means the whole household, including 
servants, & perhaps lodgers. In another sense it 
means everybody descended from a common 
stock, that is to say. all blood relations ; & it may, 
perhaps, include the hushands & wives of such 
persons. In the sense I have just mentioned, 
the family of A. includes A. himsclf; A. must be 
a member of his own family. In a third sense, 
the word includes children only; thus when a 
man speaks of his wife & family, he means his wife 
& children (JESSEL, M.R.).—PIGG v. CLARKE (1876), 
3 Ch. ID. 672; 45 L. J. Ch. 849; 24 W. R. 1014. 
AEE: Re Muffett, Jones v. Mason (1886), 55 

4111. ‘* Seised.’’]—-R., being seised of freehold 
houses, died intestate in 1864, leaving A. his sole 
heiress-at-law. Upon f.’s death, his widow 
wrongfully entered into possession, & retained 
possession till her death in 1869, when her devisees 
entered. <A. died in 1871, without ever having 
entered into possession of the property, having 
devised to L. all real estate (if any) of which she 
might die seised. An action having been brought 
by J.. against the devisees of R.’s widow for 
recovery of the land :—Held: “seised’”’ being a 
purely technical word, & there being no qualifying 
context, it must be construed according to its 
technical meaning; & as A. at the time of her 











* among ”’ 
tributive 
TURNER (1904), 
N.Z. 


be applied by her for the Hike purpose. 
h. & C. were adults at the date of the 
will :—Held: the word ‘ support ’”’ 
was cquivalent to “ benctit,” & A., B. & 
C. took the property absolutely & as n. 
joint tenants.--Re NoLanx, SOERIDAN 
v. NOLAN, [1912] 1]. KR. 416.—IR. 


k. ** Land,’’|) -— Re WILLOMIER’S 
TRUSTS (1864), 16 I. Ch. R. 389.—IR. 
-] ~~ HEALY v. HEALY (1875), 
9 1. R. Eq. 418.—-IR. 

m. Between."’} — “ Between ’’ is, 
in English, a good equivalent to 


KENZIE, [1924] 
N.Z. 


given to words of 


us used in cases of 
discrimipnation.-—EVANS 1%. 33: 45 Se. Jur. 1 
23N. ZL. R 


** Inherited.”’ |—CAMERON in 
N. Z la R. 12 


o. Words of general disposition. }-— 
In determining what effect should be 
eneral disposition, 
the question has a 
us one of presumption or presumed (H 
intention.—GLENDONWYN v. GORDON 


WILLS. 


death had no seisin at law or in fact, the property 

did not pass under her devise. —TEACH v. JAY 

(1878). 9 Ch. D. 42; 47 L. J. Ch. 876; 39 L. T. 

242; 27 W. It. 99, O. A. 

Ainalidiona -—Apld. Smith v. Butcher Atha 10 Ch. D. ; 
Consd. Basset v. St. Levan (1894), 71 L. T. 718. emit 
Re Gosselin, Gosselin v. Gosselin, 1906) 1 Ch. hae 
Re Norman, Thackray v. Norman (1914), 111 L. 
Refd. ie Fraser, Lowther v. Fraser, [1904] 1 Ch. ie 
Copestake v. Hoper, [1907] 1 Ch. 366. 

4112. ‘‘ Executorship expenses.’’] SHARP v. 
Lusn, No. 4106, ante. 

4118. Residue.|—-WaARD v. GREY, No. 4072, ante. 

4114. ‘* Sole.’"]|——-Massy v. RowEN, No. 3929, 
ante. 

4115. ‘Sole & unmarried.’’| — Testatrix by 
her will made in 1860, bequeathed a fund to 
trustees, on trust to pay the income to her husband 
for his life, & on his death to divide the fund into 
four equal parts, &, as to one of the parts, “‘ upon 
trust to pay the same to J. H., spinster, if she be 
then sole & unmarried, but, if she be then 
married,’’ testatrix directed her trustees to pay 
the income of the fourth part to J. TH. for her life, 
for her separate use, & after her death to hold 
it on trust for her children. In June, 1878, 
testatrix died, & her husband died in Apr. 1883. 
In Apr. 1861, J. H. married, & in Nov. 1878, a 
decree absolute was made for the dissolution of 
her marriage. There were three children of the 
marriage. J. HI. did not marry again :—-Held: 
the words “‘ then sole & unmarried ’’ meant ‘ not 
having a husband ” at the time of the death of the 
tenant for life, &, in the events which had hap- 
pened, J. H. was absolutcly entitled to the one- 
fourth share.—Re LESINGIAM’S TRUSTS (1883), 24 





Ch. D. 708; 53 L. J. Ch. 333; 49 L. T. 235; 32 
W. R. 116. 
4116. ‘* Named.’’]|—SEALE-HAYNE v. JODRELL, 


No. 4058, ante. 

4117. Site.|—Testator by his will bequeathed 
to the corpn. of B. £50,000 ‘‘to be applied by 
them towards the cost of erecting a new picture 
gallery on a site provided by the corporation. — If 
the whole legacy should not be so expended, then 
any surplus which may arise shall be expended on 
buying paintings by the old English masters.”’ 
Testator knew that the corpn. were proposing to 
erect municipal buildings, & that part of the first 
floor thereof was to be devoted to a new art 
gallery. The will did not show any desire on the 
part: of testator to have his name associated with 
the gallery :—Held: the word “ site’ in the will 
was not, in the circumstances, limited to an areca 
on the ground Jevel, but included the area on the 
first floor of the new municipal buildings. 
FeENtY, INGLIS v. BIRMINGHAM CORPN. (1908), 
24 T. L. R. 314. 

4118. Plurality.|—Where there is a bequest to 
a benefice on condition that it shall never be held 
in plurality, the condition is not broken by the 
union of the benefice with another benefice under 
an Order in Council.—le MACNAMARA, H&EWIT?r v. 
JLANS (1911), 104 L. T. 7713; 55 Sol. Jo. 499. 

‘* Legacy.’’|——Sce Sub-sect. 2, Ih. (b), ante. 

“ Will.’’]—See Part. 1., Sect. 1 sub-sect. 2, ante. 


dis- (1873), 11 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) (H. L.) 
3; 21. ht. Se & 
. 825.—- Div. 317 —-SCOT. 

Dp." Survivor. *I—SMITH’S TRUSTERS 
Mc- ® SMITH’S TRUSTEES (1905), 7 F. 
93.— of Sess.) 815; 42 Se, L. R. 657; 13 

.L. T. 190.—SCOT. 

q. ‘'J would prefer.”’’)——-The words 
‘**} would prefer ” are to be construed 
as ‘* J wish,’’ & are a form of command. 
aie Rg Aves v. DAWSON, [1915] 
L.) 47; 52 Se. Th. R. 644 
11915) 1 sg, L. T. 291.—SCOT 


ways been treated 


Part XVI.—Construcrion. 


In description of property.]—Sce Sect. 15, sub- 
sect. 14, post. 

In description of donees.]—Sec Sect. 17, sub- 
sect. 11, post. 


Vesting & divesting of gifts.]—Sce Sect. 21, post. 


SUB-SEcT. 3.—_UsE oF SAME WorDS IN DIFFERENT 
PASSAGES. 


A. General Rule. 


4119. Words presumed to have same meaning.]— 
Where testator gave ‘all this fee simple lands 
wheresoever ’” to A. B., & his heirs, & from one 
part of the will it was necessarily to be inferred 
that the word ‘“‘ lands ’’ must comprise tithes, the 
same construction of the word ‘ Jands’’ shall be 
applied to another which would not, alone, have 
supple’ the same inference.—MEREDITH  v. 

EBBER (1666), O. Bridg. 560; 124 HE. RR. 744. 

4120. ———.]—-(1) Doubtful & ambiguous words 
ought not to control clear & certain expressions. 

(2) The same words in the same will, though in 
a different clause, ought to have the same sense ; 
& as testator intended survivorship among his 
children in the personal, hc must mean it also in 
the real estate. 

(3) Where the words of a will are so inconsistent 
as that they cannot be reconciled, the ct. must 
reject those words that are least consistent with 
the intention of the testator.—Haws v. Haws 
(1747), 3 Atk. 524; 1 Ves. Sen. 13; 26 E. R. 1102; 
sub nom. HAWES v. HAWES, 1 Wils. 165, L. C. 
Annotations :—As to (3) Refd. Perkins + Baynton (1781), 

Bro. C. C. 118. Generally, Refd. lose d. Vere v. Hill 


(1766), 3 Burr, 1881; Perry v. Woods (1796), 3 Ves. 204: 
Doo d. Borwell v. Abey (1813), 1 M. & 8. 428. 


4121. -|—Gift of a residue of real & personal 
estate to trustces to sell, get in, & pay & divide 
the money arising therefrom, unto & equally 
among testator’s children, so soon as the youngest 
should attain twenty-one—the daughter’s shares 
to be invested & secured, & the interest paid to 
such daughter, & the principal to be disposed of 
amongst her children as she might direct: if no 
child, the share to be divided amongst the survivors 
of testator’s children equally, &. in case of the 
death of any of his children leaving lawful issue, 
testator gave to such issue the share the parent 
would have been entitled to have:—Held: the 
word “ survivors,” in the residuary clause, must 
be construed in its natural sense, & not as import- 
ing ‘* others,’ & this construction of the word in 
one part of the will must govern the construction 
of the same word in the other parts.—-LEEMING v. 
SHERRATT (1842), 2 Hare, 14; 11 lL. J. Ch. 423; 
6 Jur. 663; 67 KE. R. 6. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Parker v. Sowerby (1853), 1 Eq. Rep. 
217. Refd. Packham v. Gregory (1845), 4 Hare, 396; 
Goodman v. Goodman (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 695 ; Smith 
v. Palmer (1849), 7 Hare, 225; Whipple v. Martyn (1850), 


14 Jur. 361; Kavanagh v. Morland (1853), Kay, 16; 
Daniel v. Gosset (1854), 19 Beav, 478; Je Smith’s Will 





40 DCUV. Ui, VCoUuper UV. VUOPEL (IOUL), 429 DUUV. as, 
Holland v. Allsop (1861), 29 Beav. 498 ; Dutton v. Crowdy 
(1863), 33 Beav. 272; Pearman v. Pearman (1864). 33 
Beav. 394; Re Barnshaw’s Trusts (1867), 15 W. IR. 378; 
fee Boam, Shorthouse 7. Annibal (1911), 56 Sol. Jo, 142; 
lve Lodwig, Lodwig v. Evans, [1916] 2 Ch. 26. 


4122, —--.]—It is a canon of construction, 


PART XVI. an ah SUB-SECT. 3. 





4119 ii. 

4119 i. Words presumed to have same 
meaning.}-—It is a principle of con- 
struction that the same meaning shall, 
as far as possible, be given to the same 
words in the same will.—Boys’ Homi 


v. LEW, 4 O. R. 18.—CAN. 

J—When in a will, a 
word or phrase is used with a definite 
meaning, & the same is repeated but 
the meaning is not so clear, 
the same meaning Ia intende 
veyed,.— MIDDLERORO v. RYAN (1925) 1 
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that where testator has affixed a particular mean- 
ing to a word in one part of his will, it shall be 
construed as having the same meaning in all other 
parts of it, unless it violates the sense. 

The word “‘ issue ’’ was used in a will on several 
occasions as equivalent to ‘‘ children,’’ & the issue 
were, in some instances, spoken of in reference to 
their ‘‘ parent’”’:--Held: ‘issue’? must receive the 
same construction throughout the will.—RHOpES 
v. ReovEs (1859), 27 Beav. 413; 54 EF. R. 162. 


Annotations :---Consd. Ite Birks, Kenyon v. Birks, [1899] 
Ch. 703. Refd. Louis v. Louis (1863), 7 L. T. 666; 
lalph v, Carrick (1877), 5 Ch. D. 984, 


4123. -}—Testator, after giving various 
legacies, directed his trustees, out of the income 
of his residuary estate, to pay certain annuities, 
“all the said annuities to be paid clear of all 
deductions whatsoever except income tax.’ By 
a codicil made five years afterwards, after varying 
many of the legacies & increasing the amount of 
one of the annuitics, he proceeded, ‘‘& I ex- 
pressly direct that every legacy & other interest as 
well derivable under my will as any codicil thereto 
shall be free of legacy duty & every other deduc- 
tion ’’:--Held: testator must be taken to have 
had his will in his mind when he made his codicil, 
& to have used the word ‘ deductions’’ in the 
same sense throughout; & as by his will he had 
shown that he understood the word to include 
income tax, the annuities must be paid free of 
income tax.—-/te BUCKLE, WILLIAMS 1. MARSON, 
[1894] 1 Ch. 286; 63.7. J. Ch. 330; 70 L. T. 115 ; 
42 W. R. 229; 388 Sol. Jo. 1123; 7 KR. 72, C. A. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Birks, Kenyon tv. Birks, [1899] 1 

Ch. 703. Mentd. ve Crawshay, Crawshay ». Crawshay 


(1915), 60 Sol. Jo. 275; Re Shrewsbury Estate Acts, 
Shrewsbury v. Shrewsbury, [1924] 1 Ch. 315. 


4124, —--—.]—Ne Birks, KENYON v. Birks, No. 
3939, ante. 

4125. Application of general rule—Words used 
in different instruments — Will & codicil.]—Jte 
BUCKLE, WILLIAMS v. MARSON, No. 4123, ante. 





B. Qualifications of General Rule. 

4126. Where words construed with reference to 
subject-matter. ]|—ForTH v.CHAPMAN, No. 4046, ante. 

4127. .|—Though real & personal estates 
are joined in a devise yet the same words may be 
taken in a different sense, with regard to the 
different estates, to support the intention of the 
party.-—-SHEFFIELD v. ORRERY (LORD) (1745), 3 
Atk, 282; 26 BB. R. 965, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Lethicullier v. Tracy (1754), 3 Atk. 
774. Refd. Thellusson vr. Woodford (1805), 1 Bos. & 
~P.N. WR. 357: Doed. Chattaway v. Smith (1816), 5 M.& &. 
126; Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 Ad. & El. 636 ; 
Meeds v. Wood (1854), 19 Beav. 215 ; Browne v. Hammond 
(1858), Jobn. 210; Walpole wv. Laslett (1862), 1 New Hep. 
180; Underhill v. Roden (1876), 45 1. J. Ch. 266; Be 
Hewett, Eldridge v. Iles, [1918] 1 Ch. 458. Mentd. Grace 
v. Webb (1848), 18 L. J. Ch. 13. 

4128. J—STAFFORD (EARL) v. BUCKLEY 
(1750). 2 Ves. Sen. 170; 28 E.R. 111, du. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Chattaway v. Smith (1816), 5 

M. & S. 126; Taylor v. Martindale (1841), 5 Jur. 648; 

Re Wynch’s Trusts, 2x p. Wynch (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 

188. Mentd. Turner v. Turner (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 315; 

Buckeridge v. Ingram (1795), 2 Ves. 652 ; 

Jervis, Haro v. ill (1841), 3 Beav. 450; 

Carnac’s Will (1885), 30 Ch. D. 136. 


4129. .|—Words in .. wills receive a 
different construction according to the nature of 
the estates to which they are applied (LoRD Hanrp- 








Radburn v. 
Re Rivett- 


D.L. R. 489 ; (1925) 8. C. R. 10.—CAN. 
4119 iii. .]/—When a word occurs 
twice in the same instrument, it is to 
receive the one meaning in both places, 
unless there appear a clear intention to 
the contrary.— RIDGEWAY v. MUNKIT- 
TRICK (1841), 1 Dr. & War. 84.—IR. 





rima facie 
to be con- 
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Sect. 10.--Context, meaning, and effect of words: 
Sub-sect. 3, B.; sub-sect. 4, A. & B.) 


WICKE, C.).— WILLIAMS v. JEKYL, ELLIOT v. JEKYL 
(1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 681; 28 E. R. 484, L. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Jeff v. Robinson (1828), 2 Man. 

& Ry. K. B. 249. Mentd. Fz p. Sterne (1801), 6 Ves. 158; 

Ripley v. Waterworth (1802), 7 Ves. 425. 

4130. .|—The distinction taken in Forth v. 
Chapman, No. 4046, ante, that the very same words 
in the same clause in a will, should receive one con- 
struction as applicd to one species of property, & 
another construction as apphed to another, is not 
reconcilable with reason ; but that if it had become 
a settled rule of property, it might be dangerous to 
overturn it (LORD KENYON, C.J.).—ROE d. SHEERS 
v. JEFFERY (1798), 7 Term Rep. 689 ; 101 KE. R. 1147. 
Annotations :—-Consd. Doc d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 

Ad. & E}. 636. Refd. Wood v. Baron (1801), 1 East, 259 ; 

Barlow v. Salter (1810), 17 Ves. 479; Doe d. Smith v. 

Webber (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 713; Campbell v. Harding 

(1831), 2 Russ. & M. 390; Doe d. Todd v. Duesbury 

(1841), 8 M. & W. 514; Bamford v. Lord (1854), 14 C. B. 

708; Feakes v. Standley (1857), 24 Beav. 485; Ormsby 

v. Anderson (1866), 14 . i. 379; Fisher v. Webster 

(1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 283. Mentd. Doe d. Jones v. Owens 

(1830), 1 B. & Ad. 318; Parker v. Birks (1854), 1 K. & J. 

156; Butt v. Thomas (1855), 11 Exch. 235; Stuart v. 

Cockerell (1869), L. R. 7 Eq. 363; Gatenby v. Morgan 

(1876), 45 L. J. Q. B. 597. 


4131. .|—We are warranted in saying that a 
different meaning may be given to the same word, 
with reference to real & personal property in a 
will, by the opinion of LorD MACCLESFIELD in 
Forth v. Chapman, No. 4046, ante (LORD ELLEN- 
BOROUGH, C.J.).—DoE d. CHATTAWAY v. SMITH 
(1816),5M. & S. 126; 105 E. R. 99s. 

Annotations :—Refd. Winter v. Perratt (1843), 9 Cl. & Fin. 

606; White v. Briggs (1848), 2 Ph. 583. 

4132. 
3573, ante. 

4133. Where intention obvious.|—DokE d. Cock 
v. COOPER, No. 3692, ante. 

4134. Where words construed with reference to 
context.|—-The question . .. depends upon the 
meaning of the word ‘‘share.” ... Its sense, 
capable of distinct & different meanings, is to be 
collected from the context, where it. occurs, in 
other parts of the will (LorpD ELLENBOROUGH, 
C.J.).— DoE d. STOPFORN v. SToprorRD (1804), 5 
East, 501; 2 Smith, K. B. 92; 102 E. R. 1162. 
Annotation :—Refd. Doe d. Amlot v. Davies (1839), 8 L. J. 


Ex. 74. 

41385. .|— Where there is no connection by 
grammatical construction or direct words of 
reference, or by the declaration of some common 
purpose. between distinct devises in a will, the 
special terms of one devise cannot be drawn in aid 
of the construction of another, although in its 
general terms & import similar, & applicable to 

ersons standing in the same degree of relationship 
o testator: & there being no apparent reason, 











.|—BYNG v. STRAFFORD (LORD), No. 








other than the different wording of the clauses, to | 


presume that testator had a different purpose in 


view.—Ricut d. CoMpron v. COMPTON (1808), 9 


East, 267; 103 IX. R. 575. 
Annotations :—Refd. Craduck v. Cradock (1858), 6 W. R. 
710; Morris v. Lloyd (1864), 3 H. & C. 141. 


4136. .|—Testator in designating the objects 
of a power of appointment given to his daughter, 
used the words, ‘‘ issue’”’ & ‘‘ child or children,’’ 
synonymously. In a subsequent part of his will 
he gave his son a power of appointment over a 
different part of his property, &, in pointing out 
the objects of it, used the word ‘‘ issue ’’ simply ; 
the son & both children & grandchildren Jiving at 
his death :—Held: an exercise of the power in 


PART XVI. SECT. 20, SUB-SECT. 4. ; 





r. Jequest of house furniture & what- 


ever is in the house--Sum of money in I. L. T. 93.—IR 


the house ut death—Whether passing 
under bequest.)—Re O'BRIEN, O’BRIEN 
v. O'BRIEN, {1906} 1 I. R. 649; 40 


WILLS. 


favour of the former only was void.— DALZELL v. 


WELCH Cee ae 57 Sen ae 
os . 8” Trus , . ° 
A atoms Red ee Trusts (1884), 26 Ch, D. 208. 


4137. .J—The word “‘ issue” in a will, held 
on the context to have two different meanings as to 
two moieties of a devised estate.—CARTER v. 
BENTALL (1840), 2 Beav. 551; 9 L. J. Ch. 803; 4 
Jur. 691; 48 E. R. 1295. 

Annotations :—Refd. Garratt ». Cockerell (1842), 1 Y. & C. 
Ch. Cas. 494; Bryden v. Willett (1869), L. Jt. 7 Hg. 472; 
Re Hopkins Trusts (1878), 9 Ch. D. 131; Jte Birks, Kenyon 
v. Birks, [1899] 1 Ch. 703. 

4138. .|—Testator gave £150 to A. & B. at 
their respective ages of twenty-one, or days of 
marriage, which should first happen, but in case 
either of them should die without issue before his 
or her legacy should become payable, then his or 
her legacy was to be paid to the survivor & his or 
her issue. Testator then gave the residue of his 
estate unto his granddaughters, C. & D., equally to 
be divided between them, & if but one of them 
should attain twenty-one, then the residue was to 
go to the survivor; & he declared that the pro- 
vision thereby made for C. & DD. should not be 
subject to the control of their husbands, but should 
be vested in his executors, in trust, for the benefit 
of C. & D., & their issue respectively, until they 
should attain twenty-one, being unmarried, or, 
if married, until a proper & adequate scttlement 
should be made upon them & their issue ; but in 
case they should both die before they attained 
twenty-one, & without having issue, then he gave 
the residue over. C. & D. both lived to attain 
twenty-one :-- Held: although the word issue in 
the bequest to A. & B. could clearly only mean 
children, yet it did not follow, of necessity, that 
in the subsequent. bequest to C. & D. it must have 
the same limited construction put upon it; but 
it included all the issue of C. & D. living at their 
respective deaths generally.—HEApD v. RANDALL 
(1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 231; 7 Jur. 298; 63 
E.R. 101. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Brooke, Edyvean v. Archer. [1903) 
A.C. 379 ; @e Swain, Brett v. Ward, (1918] 1 Ch. 399, C. A. 


4139. .|—(1) It is well established, however, 
that the same words occurring in different parts of a 
will are not necessarily to have the same meaning 
attributed to them, but they must be construed 
in each instance by reference to the context 
(KNIGHT Bruce, L.J.). 

(2) It is an established rule that if possible, 
some effect must be given to every word of the 
will (KNIGHT Bruck, L.J.).—NEATHWAY v. REED 
(1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 18; 22 L. J. Ch. 809 ; 
17 Jur. 169; 48 E.R. 8, LC. & LJ. 

Annotations :—Cenerally, Refd. Spurrel] v. Spurrell (1853), 11 
Hare 54; Stevenson 7. Gullan (1854), 18 Beay. 590 ; 
Fe Crawhall’s Trusts (1856), 27 L. VY. O. S. 278; Hearn 
v. Baker (1856), 2 K. & J. 383. 

4140. J}—RHODES v. RHODES, No. 4122, ale. 

4141. .|—The word ‘‘ then” used twice in 
same sentence in a will construed, in the first 
instance, as pointing to the event, & in the second 
as an adverb of time.— GILL v. Barrerr (1860), 
29 Beay. 372; 54 BE. R. 671. 


nd 




















SuB-sEcT. 4.—EJUSDEM GENERIS RULE. 
A. In General. 


4142. Rule overridden by presumption against 
intestacy.|—BrinGkEs v. BRIDGES (1729), 2 Iq. 
Ca. Abr. 330 ; 22 BK. R. 281, LC. 

Annotations :—Consd. Chalmers v. Storil (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 

222. RBefd. lioc d. Helling v. Youd (1806), 2 Bos. & 


t. “ All my household furniture de: 
effe in my residence’’—Wool in 
atore forming part of residence.) 
Testator bequeathed his house in A. 


Part XVI.—Construction. 


Pp. N. Rae ; ei cee Genus L. R. 3 Eq. 713: 

King v. Geor , 36 L. T. ; Re Smalley, 8 ; 

Smalley (1883), 49 L. T. 664. eee. 

4148. -|—General disposition by will not 
restrained by a defective specification. 

Here testator disposes of the whole of his 

ersonal estate ; & therefore does not mean to dic 

intestate as to any part of it (GRANT, M.}t.).— 

CHALMERS v. STORIL (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 222; 35 

E. R. 308. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Kending v. Bending teat) 3K. & J. 
257; Dean v. Gibson (1867), L. R. 3 Eq. 713; King v. 
George (1876), 4 Ch. D. 435. Mentd. Dickson v. Robinson 
(1822), Jac, 503; Roberts v. Smith (1823), 1 Sim. & St. 
613; Home v, Pillans (1833), Coop. temp. Brough. 198 ; 


KNis v. Lewis (1844), 3 Hare, 310 ; Gibson v. Gibson (1852), 
1 Drew. 42. 





4144. — -J—-G2BBs v. LAWRENCE, No. 4149, 
post. 
4145. ——-.|—By her will testatrix, after direct- 


ing certain legacies in certain events to fall into 
the residue, bequeathed specified articles “‘ & 
other personal eflects’”’ to A. & B., in confidence 
that they would distribute & dispose of them as 
she by memorandum or otherwise might direct, 
& appointed A. & B. her exors. By a codicil 
testatrix directed her “ exors. & residuary legatees ”’ 
to vary certain bequests, & empowered them to 
postpone legacies, the interest in the meantime 
‘*to form part of my residuary estate,” & gave a 
legacy to ‘' A., one of my exors. & residuary 
legatees.”’ By a second codicil testatrix gave a 
life interest to a legatee in a sum which, under the 
former dispositions, would have fallen into the 
residue, & stated that the alteration would make 
but little difference, as the sum would ultimately 
fall into the residue. After authorising the 
exors. to postpone the payment of legacies, & 
giving other directions, the codicil concluded thus : 
‘“ These wishes written by myself, & only concern 
the interest of my exors., will. i feel sure, be quite 
sufficient for them to fulfil al] herein mentioned, 
but will perhaps be more correct if J sign my name 
in the presence of two witnesses, who are also in 
the presence of each other’ :— Held: on the will, 
as explained by the codicils, the bequest to the 
exors. was not limited to things eiusdem generis 
with those described. but included the whole 
residuc.—-SHEPHERD v. NoTTIDGE (1862), 2 John. 
& H. 766; 1 New Rep. 15; 7 1. T. 3995; 70 
KE. RR. 1268. 

4146. -|—Where testator made a specific 
bequest of ‘‘ all my stock standing In my name In 
various cos. together with all bonds, etc.” :-~ 
Held: £750 cash & a book debt of £200 passed 
under the residuary gift’ of ‘‘ all my houschold 
furniture, wines, carriages, horses, & other cficcts, 
except my jewellery.” 

He bevins, ‘‘ This is my will’”’?; he intends to 
dispose of all he has got. Nothing could be farther 
from his intention than to die intestate as to any 

art of his property (Bacon, V.-C.).——J/te PARROTT, 
Danner v. PARRoTr (1885), 638 L. T. 12. 

4147. Application of rule---Particular words 
must form part of one genus or category.|-—lte 
TURNER, ARNOLD v. BLADES (1891), 36 Sol. Jo. 28. 

Construction of ‘‘ effects.’’|—See Sect. 15, sub- 
sect. 14, H., post. 





to his son for life, &, after intervening 
provisions, bequeathed to him “ all 
my household furniture & effects in 
my rosidence, A., aforesaid.’ At the 
time of testator’s death there was a 


in the residuary wift.—MAcPHAIL vt. 
PHILLIPS, [1904] LL. 2. 155.—IR. 


PART XVI. PEC Ise SUB-SECT. 4. 
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B. General Words Following Specific 
Enumeration. 


4148. General rule.|—General word “ things,” 
following particulars enumerated, confined to 
things ejusdem gencris——STUART v. BUTE (MaR- 
QUIS) (1813), 1 Dow. 73; 3 FE. R. 626, TH. L. 
Annotations :-—Distd. Wilee v. Wilce (1831), 7 Bing. 664. 

Refd. Parker v. Marchant (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 290. 

Mentd. Darby v. Darby (1856), 3 Drew. 495; Waite v. 

Morland (1865), 13 W. lt. 963; Re Prater, Desinge v. 

Beare (1888), 37 Ch. D. 481; Re Miller, Daniel v. Daniel 

(1889), 61 L. T. 365; Re Craven, Crewdson v. Craven 

(1908), 99 L. T. 390. 

4149. -|——- General words in a _ bequest 
following a specific enumeration of articles in a 
particular locality will be confined to articles 
ejusdem generis. 

A bequest of “all & singular my household 
furniture, plate, linen, china, pictures, & other the 
goods, chattels & effects which shall be in or upon 
or about my dwelling-house & premises at the time 
of my decease’ :—Held: not to include a sum 
of money found in the house. 

I apprehend there was, on the one hand, a 
desire on the part of the ct. to avoid an intestacy, 
where there was no bequest to the residue, because, 
unless you gave general etfect to the words, although 
they were preceded by the enumeration of the par- 
ticulars, testator might die intestate as to his 
residuary estate, & in that case the ct. conceives 
that the proper interpretation was to deal with 
the whole as being an imperfect’ enumeration in 
the first instance, followed by those larger words 
which were intended to carry the whole, so as to 
avoid an intestacy ; & on the other hand, when 
the intention was to deal with a particular portion 
of the estate, or with property referred to as being 
in a particular locality, there the necessity was no 
longer felt of giving full & complete eflect to all 
those general words which followed the enumera- 
tion of the particulars (Woop, V.-C.).—GIBBS v. 
LAWRENCE (1860), 30 L. J. Ch. 170; 7 Jur. N.S. 
137; 9W. RR. 93 5 sub nom. GIBSON v. LAWRENCE, 
31. T. 367. 

Annotations :—Apbld. ?e Miller, Danicl v. Daniel (1889), 61 


L. T. 365. Refd. Northey v. Paxton (1888), 60 L. T. 30: 
Cee aoe (Owners) v. Tilimanus (E.) & Co. (1908), 99 


4150. Whether rule applicable—‘‘ Other things.’’] 
TRAFFORD v. BERRIGE (1729), 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 
201; 21 KK. RR. O89. 

4151. .|—Testatrix, by her codicil, 
bequeathed to A. * her wardrobe, trinkets, & other 
things.’? Upon the construction of the will & 
codicil :—ZJ/cld: this bequest did not pass the 
residue.—IJn the Goods of SMITH (1864), 3 Sw. & 
Tr. 661; 34 1. J. P.M. & A. 15; 10 Jur. N.S. 
1084; 13 W. R. 277; 164 EF. R. 1398. 

4152. ‘“‘Et cetera.’’|]—STEIGNES  v. 
STEIGNES (1730), Mos. 296; 25 E. R. 403. 

4153. —-—- -—-— ‘‘Or in any other thing.’’]— 
All my freehold lands in the tenure of the widow 
J.., & the residue of my estate, consisting in ready 
money, plate, jewels, leases, judginents, mtges., 
ete., or in any other thing wheresoever or whatso- 
ever, J give to A. or her assigns for ever. The ct. 
will intend an intestacy in favour of the heir-at- 
law, unless there is a clear intention tu pass the 


x. —— “* All other chattel pro- 
perty.”J—A gift of *f household furni- 
ture, pe house linen, & all other 
chattel property ” is not a general 
bequest of the entire personal estate, 




















large quantity of wool, part of_ his 
stock-in-trade, stored in a store which 
was at the rear of & adinittedly formed 
art of bis residence. The will con- 
ained a residuary bequest :—Held: 
the wool did not pass under the be- 
quest to the son, but was included 


u. Whether rule applicable—“ What- 
ever else 1 may hare.”’}—“ To R. O. I. 
I give my oa ee blankets & whatever 
else I may have at his house " :-— 
Held: 1tges. & a bank deposit receipt, 
which were in the house, did not yeh 
—SMITH v. KNIQGUT, 18 Gr. 492.—CAN. 


for the words “ all other chattel pro- 
perty ’> must be restricted by the 
principle ejusdem generis.—LAMPHIER 
eae (1842), 2 Dr. & War. 59.— 


y. ——— ‘“‘ Said.’’"}— Where the word 
‘“‘said’’ referring to persons or a class 
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Sect. 10.—Context, meaning, and effect of words: 
Sub-sect. 4, B. & C.] 


real estate.—TIMEWELL v. PERKINS (1740), 2 Atk. 

102; 26K. R. 464. 

Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Bunny v. Rout (1816), 7 Taunt. 
79. Distd. Gover v. Davis (1860), 29 Beav. 222. N.F. 
King v. George (1876), 4 Ch. D. 435. Distd. Re George’s 
Ketate, King v. George (1877), 25 W. R. 638. Refd. Roe d. 
Hélling v. Yeud (1806), 2 Bos. & P. N. R. 214; Doe d. 
Penwarden v. Gilbert (1821), 3 Brod. & Bing. 85; Morri- 
son v. Hoppe (1851), 4 De G. & Sm, 234, 

4154. .]—A bequest of ‘“‘ all moneys, 
goods, chattels, clothing, etc., testator’s property, 
which may remain after paying his funeral charges 
& debts,” will pass testator’s interest in stock & 
money.—KENDALL v. KENDALL (1828), 4 Russ. 
360; OGL. J. O.S. Ch. 111; 38 FE. R. 841. 


Annotations :—Apld. Dowson v. Gaskoin (1837), 2 Keen, 14. 
onsd. Rogers v. Thomas (1837), 2 Keen, 8; Hertford v. 
Lowther (1843), 7 Beav. 1; Newman v. Newman (No. 2) 
feet 26 Beav. 220; Re Maberly’s Settlement Trusts 
(1871), 24 L. T. 262. Refd. Lowe v. Thomas (1854), 
Kay, 369; Borton v. Dunbar (1860), 3 L. T. 519. 


4155. —--— .|—Devise of the house in Cam- 
den Place, & ‘ all therein,’ to M. for life; “ at 
her death I give & bequeath the house, etc., etc., 
to my nephew 'T’. & his heirs.”? After the death of 
M., T. is entitled to all the chattels which were in 
the house at testatrix’s death, except the con- 
sumable articles.---TWINING v. POWELL (1845), 
2 Coll. 262; 51L. T. O. 8S. 474; 63 E.R. 726. 

4156. -|—Bequest of ‘‘ all my house- 
hold furniture & effects, plate, linen, china, glass, 
books, wearing apparel, ct cetera,’’ held to pass the 
articles cnumerated & others ejusdem generis, but 
not the general residue.—NEWMAN v. NEWMAN 
(No. 2) (1858), 26 Beav. 220; 32 L. T. O. S. 83; 
4 Jur. N.S. 10380; 53 EK. R. 881. 

4157. ——— -|—That the expression et cetera 
refers only to property ejusdem generis... I1 
have no doubt whatever (BACON, V.-C.).-— BARNABY 
v. TASSELL (1871), L. R. 11 Hq. 363; 24 1. T. 221; 
19 W. R. 323. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Atty v. Etough (1872), 20 W. ht. 397. 

4158. .|—Testator directed his free- 
hold estate to be sold, & his debts to be paid by 
his widow, his sole extrix. He then bequeathed 
to her “all my money, cattle, farming implements, 
etc., she paying my brother J., the sum of -----, 
& my brother Ll. the sum of ” :—Held: the 
widow was entitled to the whole of testator’s 
property after payment of his debts & funeral & 
testamentary expcenses.— CHAPMAN v. CHAPMAN 
(1876), 4 Ch. D. 800; 46 L. J. Ch. 104. 

Annotation :—Relfd. Jn the Estate of Millar, Irwin v. Caruth 

(1915), 114 L. T. 3738. 

4159. ‘* Things.’’|—SruartT v. BUTE (MAr- 
QUIS), No. 4148, ante. 

4160. Bequest particularised by one word— 
“* Wines & property in England.’’|—A bequest of 
‘“my wines & property in England ”’ held to pass 
testator’s property in England of every descrip- 
tion, including money in the funds & at his 
bankers’, debts, & arrears of a pension due to 
him, & not confined to property ejusdem generis, 
with wines.— ARNOLD 7. ARNOLD (1834), 2 My. & 
K. 365; 4 L. J. Ch. 123; 39 KE. R. 983. 


Annotations :—Consd. Parker v. Marchant (1842), 1 Y. & C. 
Ch. Cas. 290; Hertford v. Lowther (1843), 7 Beav. 1; 



































of persons (as ‘‘ my sald sisters ’’) occurs 
in a paragraph of a will, in which para- 
praph the persons intended are specified 
xy name, it refers to those persons 
named & not to other persons falling 
within the class but previously named 
eleewhere in the will.—-Re McInTosn 
HSTATK (Man.), [1923] 2 W. W. It. 
605.—CAN. 


a. -— * 4818 aforcsaid mentioned.’’] 
—-STUART v. TAYLOR (1914), 
0951; 33 0, L. R. 20.—CAN. 

b. —-—~ ‘‘ The remainder to be divided 
between the parties.’’]—Where testator’ 
will, after naming several] legatees for 
certain specified legacies, concluded 
with the following residuar 
‘The remainder to be divide 


WILLS. 


Luwrence (1860), 9 W. QR. 93; Gurthrie v. 


Gibbs v. Refd. Swinfen v. Swinfen 


Walrond (1883), 22 Ch. D. 573. 
ie 4 (age0) 20 Beav. 207; Northey v. Paxton (1888), 
OL. Ay 30: Re Richardson, Richardson v. Richardson, 


[1915] 1 Ch, 353. Mentd. Abraham v. Holderness (1842), 
6 Jur. 200: Charitable Donations Comrs. v. Devereux 


(1842), 13 Sim. 14. 

4161. ——- —-— ‘‘ Furniture & other movable 
goods.’’|—-Where there is a bequest particularised 
by one word, followed by general words, the latter 
will not be restricted to things cjusdem generis. 

Testator devised to S., ‘‘ all his estate at Swinfen 
or thereto adjoining, also all furniture & other 
movable goods here’ :—Held: the live stock & 
implements of husbandry which were in or about 
the lands & premises adjoining the mansion at 
Swinfen, at which testator resided, passed by this 
bequest ; moncy in the house at testator’s death, 
amounting to £541, also passed to tho legatee.— 
SWINFEN v. SWINFEN (No. 4) (1860), 29 Beav. 207 ; 
41. 7.194; 7 Jur. N.S. 80; 9 W. R. 175; 54 
Ki. R. 606. 

Annotations :—N.F. Northey ». Paxton (1888), 60 ae 


Consd. Jée Miller, Danicl ». Daniel (1889), 61 L. T. 
Refd. Keogh rv. Keogh (1874), 22 W. R. 508. 


4162. ‘* All other societies.’’|—-(1) Testa- 
tor, by his will, gave the interest of moneys 
invested by him in certain loan societies, naming 
them, to his wife for life. with remainder over 3 
he then gave all moneys belonging to him ‘in the 
friendly society, called the Lodge of Friends 
Society & all other societies’? to his wife abso- 
lutely :—Held: the words “ all other socicties ” 
must mean, societies ejusdem generis with that 
immediately preceding, namely, friendly societies, 
& the widow took a life interest only in the 
moneys invested in the loan societies. 

(2) Where the words of a will admit of two inter- 
pretations, the ct. will prefer that. construction 
which will make the whole will consistent.---MARKS 
v. SOLOMONS (1850), 2 He. & Tw. 323; 19 L. J. Ch. 
555; 47 I. R. 1706, L. C. 

4163. ——— ‘* Other articles of like nature.’’|— 
Testator by his will, dated in 1859, devised & 
bequeathed his freehold house & estate in his own 
occupation, with his household furniture, plate, 
linen, china, glass, books, pictures & other articles 
of a like nature, which, at his decease, should lie in 
& about his dwelling-house, to trustees, to permit 
his wife to occupy & enjoy the same during her 
life, rent free, if she should so long continue a 
widow, & after her decease, or if she should marry 
again or refuse to occupy his said dwelling-house, 
he directed his trustees to sell his said house, 
furniture, etc., & stand possessed of the proceeds 
in trust for his two daughters; & testator gave the 
residue of his estate real & personal to the trustees, 
subject to the payment of his just debts, funeral 
& testamentary expenses, for the purposes therein 
specified :—Held : farming-stock & implements 
were not included in the gift to the wife of house- 
hold furniture, etc., & articles of a like nature.— 
STONE v. PARKER (1860), 1 Drew. & Sm. 212; 29 
Ju. J. Ch. 874; 3 L. T. 79; 8 W. BR. 722; 62 
EK. R. 359. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Lewis v. Lewis (1871), L. R. 13 Eq. 218. 

4164. ‘* All other goods of whatever kind.’’| 
—Testator bequeathed to A. his household furni- 
ture & other like things, “ & all other goods of 











the parties ’’:—~//eld: the words do not 
mean the next of kin, but the parties 
named just before in the will. The 
article ‘‘the’’ has a restrictive opera- 
tion.—POWER vv. MENCHINTON (1869), 
5 Nfid. lL. 1. 262.—-NFLD. 


7O.W.N. 





Cc. “Other personal property 
clause: d& effccta.’’?}—BENHAM v, BENHAM, 30 
between N. Z. L. KR. 30.—N.Z. 


Part XVI.—Construction, 


hatever kind,” & he appointed that certa; 

Mi ecified moneys should be divided ag roiloss tn 
all his debts should be paid off. He then Bpecified 
certain legacies, & proceeded, “ £3,000 or £4,000 
or whatever remaining sum or sums to A,’: 
abe A. ae not peas general residue.— 

RENCH v. JUTTING (1841), 3 Beav. 521. ; 
M5; 49 E.R 205 pct 


4165. ——- ‘* Other goods, chattels & effects.’”]-— 
GIBBS v. LAWRENCE, No. 4149, ante. 

4166. — ** Other articles.’’]|—Testator, after 
bequeathing a legacy of £1,060 to his wife, gave her 
his writing desk & ‘ all the small coins, curiosities, 
& other articles ”’ therein contained. At the time 
of his death, the desk contained, besides the 
curiosities, a sum of gold, several bank notes, & 
silver & copper amounting in all to £321 :—Jleld : 
the above gift did not include the £321.—DuTtTon 
v. HOCKENHULL (1874), 22 W. RR. 701. 

4167. General words confined to particular 
Kind of property.|—A will by which testator said, 
‘I give & bequeath unto my wife my household 
goods,”’ & personalty of various kinds particularly 
specified, continued, ‘‘ & all other my personal 
estate property chattels & effects whatsoever & 
wheresoever to which I am now scised, possessed, 
or entitled to or may hereafter acquire, & can 
hereby dispose of to hold the same unto my said 
wife, her exors., administrators, & assigns for 
her & their own use & benefit absolutely.”” Then 
followed a formal ‘‘ devise” of real estate vested 
in him by way of mtge. in fee, & also his trust. 
estates to his wife & brother their “heirs & 
assigns,’ upon the trusts affecting the same 
estates respectively :—Held : the word “f personal ” 
controlled the subsequent general words of the gift 
to the wife, & real estates of which testator died 
seised as absolute owner did not pass by the will. 
—Jonrs vt. ROBINSON (1878), 3.0. PL. Obs 47 
J. Q. BL 673 5 88 L.T. 945 ; 27 W. RR. 48. 

4168. —— ‘** & effects of all kinds.’’|-—A_ gift 
by will of “ my household furniture & effects of all 
kinds,” followed by a gift for another purpose of 
“all my other real & personal estate > :—Held: 
to include only effects ejusdene generis.—T1LUTCHIN- 
SON v. ROUGH (1879), 40 la T. 289. 

4169, --—— ‘‘ & all objects of virtu or taste.’’]— 
Testator, by his will, gave to his wife absolutely all 
his gold & silver plate, ornamental & other china, 
& all objects of virtu or taste 5 & he declared that 
his wife should be entitled during her life to his 
leaseholds house in C. Terrace, & the furniture & 
other effects therein. At the death of testator 
there were in his house ip C. Terrace ten valuable 
pictures :—Held : these pictures did not: pass under 
the words ‘ objects of virtu oar taste,” but passed 
with the furniture... -Re LONDESROKOUGH, BRIDGE- 
MAN ¥v. FITZGERALD (1880), 50 . 3. Ch. 45° 48 
TT. 408. 

4170. —-- - ** & effects.”"|——7?e PARROTT, Par- 
novrr v. Parrorr, No. 4146, oife. 

4171. .}—Testatrix bequeathed “ all 
the household furniture & effects’? in & about her 
residence to A. & her residue to B. :—Held : jewel- 
lery did not pass under the specific bequest.— 
NoORTHEY v. PAXTON (1888), 60 I. T. 30. 

4172. Investment clause—‘‘ Or other public 
company.’’|—Testatrix, after empowering her 
trustees to postpone the sale or conversion of any 

















PART XVI. SECT. a SUB-SECT. 4. 


4175 i. Whether rule anplicable.)—Re 
DUFFELL, Equiry TRUSTEES, EXECU- 
TORS & AGENCY Oo., LID. v. DurFELI, 
ie V.L. R. 489; 48 ALL. T. 105.— 


diately in 





is &@ 
substituted for the 


J VOL. XIV. 


will of particular lands following iminc- 
i a continuous 
upon the general words “ the balance 
of the lands & premises described in 
the aforesaid deed ’’ will 
ualifying & defining statement. 


rality, & a third parcel included in the 
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part of her estate, declared that any money by her 
will directed to be invested should be invested in 
any of the public funds, or in Govt. or real or 
leasehold Securities, or upon the stocks, shares, or 
securities of any railway or other public co.” 
Some time after her death two shares which she 
had held in an English steamship co. were ex- 
changed for preference & ordinary stock in an 
American steamship co. which had taken over the 
business of the English co.:—Held: the words 
‘public co.,’? when read in connection with the 
preceding words of the clause, must be confined to 
public cos. in the United Kingdom, & consequently 
the trustees were not authorised to retain the 
American preference & ordinary stock as an 
investment.—Re CASTLEHOW, LAMONBY v. CARTER 
{1903] 1 Ch. 352; 72 L. J. Ch. 211; 88 J... T. 455. 
4173. ‘“* Corporation or company ”’ 
— ** Municipal, commercial or otherwise.’’| — 
Testator empowered the trustees of his will to 
invest moneys in, amongst other things, the 
‘* stocks, funds, & securities, not payable to bearer, 
of any corpn. or co., municipal, commercial or 
otherwise ’’ :—JIeld : the clause was not confined 
to the stocks, funds & securities of corpns. & cos. 
formed or registered in the United Kingdom.-— 
Re STANLEY, TENNANT v. STANLEY [1906] 1 Ch. 
31; 75 L. J. Ch. 56; 938 tT. T. 8661; 54 W. R. 








108: 50 Sol. Jo. 26, 
4174. ‘Other portraits.’’}--By his will 





testator hequeathed “ all my pictures, except 
portraits,” to the trustees of the National Gallery, 
‘but the portraits of myself & all my family & 
other portraits . .. Igive & bequeath .. . tomy 
nephew ” :—Held: “ except portraits’? meant 
the portraits thereafter excepted, namely, those 
given to his nephew & described as “ the portrait 
of myself & all my family & other portraits,” & 
the words ‘ other portraits ’’ meant portraits of 
the same category as family portraits—Re 
LAYARD, LAYARD v. BESSBOROUGH (MARL) (1918), 
85 1.J3.Ch. 505; 115 L. T. 15; 32 T. L. R. O17, 
C. Aw; on appeal (1917), 33 T. I. R. 261, HL. 


Annotation :-—Refd. Re Skillen, Charles v. Charlies, [1916] 
1 Ch. 518. 


C. General Words Preceding Specific Enumeration, 


4175. Whether rule applicable.|—BRrIDGES 1. 
BriIpGes (1729), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 330; 22 EF. R. 28], 
1. CC. 

Annotations :~-Refd. Roe d. Welling v. Yend (1806), 2 Bos, 

& P. N. R. 2145; Chalmers v. Storil (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 

222: Dean v. Gibson (1867), L. R. 3 Eq. 713; King v. 


George (1877), 36 L. T. 759; Re Smalley, Smalley r. 
Smalley (1883), 49 L. T. 662. 





4176. .| -CHALMERS ». Srorit, No. 4143, 
ante. 
4177. ——-—..|—Testator bequeathed to — his 


mother ‘all & everything he died possessed of, 
namely, money, plate, books,’’ & other enumerated 
articles for her sole use. ‘ & lest thero be any 
dispute, he declared again that he left her every- 
thing he died possessed of, for her sole use, as 
stated above "' :—Held: the whole residue passed, 
& the bequest was not restricted to the enumerated 
articles & others, cjusdem generis.—IRe KENDALI’S 
Trust (1851), 14 Beav. 608; 18 L. T. O. S. 116; 
51 K. R. 418. 
Annotation :—Consd. King v. George (1876), 4 Ch. D. 435. 
4178. .|—As to the residue ‘ of his estate 





deed referred to & which was not 
specifically mentioned in the will does 
not pass along with the second parcel 
specifically described.—Re FLETCHER 
(1914), 31 0. L. R. 633; 19 D. L. R. 
624; 60. W. N. 235, 682,.—CAN. 


4175 iii. ———.]—-TIGue v. FEATHER- 
STONHAUGH, 13 L. R. Ir. 401.—IR. 


QQ 
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& effects, whatsoever & wheresoever, canal 


shares, plate, linen, china & furniture,” testator 
devised & bequeathed the same to his wife :— 
Held: the residuary personal estate passed, & the 
general words were not limited to things ejusdem 
generis with canal shares, etc.— FISHER v. HEPBURN 
(1851), 14 Beav. 626; 51 E.R. 425. 
Annotation :—Consd. King v. George (1876), 4 Ch. D. 435. 
4179. .]|—Bequest of ‘‘ my property not in 
England, in the hands of my attorney abroad, W., 
consisting of R. bonds,’’ etc. :—Held: to pass all 
il a abroad.—DRAKE v. MARTIN (1856), 23 
eav. 89; 26 L. J. Ch. 786; 53 EB. R. 35. 
. 4180. .|—Testator bequeathed as follows: 
‘* As regards my worldly goods, I give & bequeath 
all my furniture, plate, books & other personalty ”’ 
tomy wife :— Held: the general words were not to 
be confinéd to things ejusdem generis, but they 
included a share of the produce of real & personal 
estate, to which testator was entitled under the 
will of his father.—NUGEE v. CHAPMAN (No. 2) 
(1860), 29 Beav. 290; 54 E. R. 638. 
Anon sane Re Maberly’ a Settloment Trusts (1871), 
4181. ———-.]—-Testatrix, a markswoman, made 
a will, shortly before her death, in which the only 
bequest was a gift of her “ Dersonal property, 
consisting of money & clothes.’’ She was possessed 
at her death of property, besides cash in hand & 
clothes, consisting of money out on mtge., money 
secured on a promissory note, & a reversionary 
interest in a sum of cash:—Held: the words, 
‘‘ consisting of money & clothes,’’ did not cut down 
the generality of the gift of ‘‘ personal property,”’ 
being only an imperfect enumeration of the parti- 
culars of which the personal estate consisted ; & 
the whole of her personal estate pence by her 








will.— DEAN v. GIBSON (1867), L. R. 3 Eq. 713 ; 
36 L. J. Ch. 657; 15 W. R. 809. 
Annotations :—A pid. King v. George (1876), 4 Ch. D. 435. 


efd. Ite Maberly’ a Settlement Trusts (1871), 24 LL. TT. 

262 : Ambatielos +. Anton Jurgens Margarine Works, 

[1922] 2K, LB. 185, 

4182. .|—Testator, by his will made in 
India & dated in 1841, gave to M., a friend in 
India, ‘‘the whole of my personal property, 
together with my pay, arrears of pay ; also all my 
goods & chattels, together with my cash now in 
hand or due to me, or may become due to me after 
my decease; & I do hereby authorise & empower 
M. to receive the same.” <At the date of the will 
testator had several brothers & sisters alive in 
England, & he was entitled to a reversionary 
interest in certain trust funds expectant upon the 
decease of his mother, who died in 1870: -- Held: 
the reversionary interest. passed to M. under the 
will. Re MABERLY’S SETTLEMENT TRUSTS (1871), 





24 L. T. 262; 19 W. R. 522. 
4183. ——.|—Testatrix made her will in these 
words: ‘I, G., do bequeath to A. all that I have 


power over, namely plate, linen, china, pictures, 
jewellery, lace, the half of all valued to be given to 
H. The servants in the house who have been a 
year with me to receive £10, & clothes divided 
among them, also all kitchen utensils.’’ Testatrix 
had considerable personal cstate :—-Held: the 
whole personal estate passed by the will.—-KING v. 
GEORGE (1877), 5 Ch. D. 627; 86 LL. T. 75053 sub 
nom. Re GEORGE’S ESTATE, KING v. GEORGE, 46 
L. J. Ch. 670 ; 25 W. R. 638,C. A 


Annotations :—Apld. In the Goods of Shepheard (1879), 48 
L. J.P. 62. Refd. Smyth v. Smyth (1878), 8 Ch. 


D. 561; 


WILLS. 


fe Fleetwood, Si ves v. Brewer Agee 15 Oh. D. 594; 
Re Smalley, Sm ey v. omaley (1883), 49 L. T. 662; 
Anderson v. Anderson Oe 901 B, 749; Re Standard 
Manufacturing Co., [1891] 1 

4184. fee vaek ix having executed a will 
& three codicils, made a fourth codicil as follows: 
‘“T do hereby bequeath to J., to whom I have willed 
my landed property, also all my personalty, such 
as cash, furniture, etc., to be applied as I have 
requested him to do ’’ :— Held: the words, ‘ cash, 
furniture. etc.,’’? were not sufficient to cut down the 
general expression, ‘‘ all my personalty ”’; &, there- 
fore, the fourth codicil extended to & comprised 
the whole personal estate of testatrix.— Re FLEET- 
Woon, SIDGREAVES v. BREWER (1880), 15 Ch. D. 
604; 49 L. J. Ch. 514; 29 W. R. 45. 

Annotations :—Refd. Ward v. Van Der Looff, Burnyeat v. 
Van Der Loeff, [1924] A. C. 653; Re Blackwell, Blackwell 
v. Blackwell, (1928] Ch. 614. Mentd. Re Hetley, Hetley v. 
Hetley, [1902] 2 Ch. 866; Jee Huxtable, Huxtable v. 
Crawfurd, 1902) 1 Ch. 214; Le Page v. Gardom (1915), 
84 L. J. Ch. 749; Bourne v. Koane, (1919) A. C. 815; 
dite Gardner, Huey v. Cunnington, [1920] 2 Ch. 523. 

4185. |—K., by will, after appointing 
exors. & directing his debts & funeral expenses to 
be paid, gave his wife ‘ all my property leasehold 
& freehold which I now possess ’’:—Held: all 
testator’s real & personal estate passed under the 
gift to his widow, & not only his leaseholds & 
freeholds.~-Re ROBERTS, KIFF v. ROBERTS (1886), 
65 L. T. 498; 35 W.R. 176, C. A. 

Annotations :—Mentd . Ex np. seeps: {1893} 1 Q. B. 417; 
Biggs v. Dagnall, aa 1Q. B. 














4186. .|—fe TAYLOR. iam v. SMITH 
(1919), 147 L. T. Jo. 253. 
4187. Specific enumeration in subsequent 


codicil.]—'Testator, after expressing an intention to 
dispose of his whole estate, & giving legacics of 
£100 to each of five persons, desires all his goods & 
movable effects to be divided equally between 
then, & then bequeaths £20 to a person whom he 
appoints exor.; afterwards, by a codicil, he 
directs the money to be paid to those five persons 
in twelve months, & his utensils & goods to be 
given to them in one month after his decease :— 
Held: the words “ goods & moveable effects ”’ 
are to be limited to utensils & articles ejusdem 
generis, & testator died intestate with respect to 
the beneflcial interest in the general residue of his 
property.---SUTTON v. SHARP (1826), 1 Russ. 146 ; 
38 1. R. 57. 


Aneiation :—Mentd. Williams v. Powell (1852), 15 Beav. 


D, General Words in Clause of Nature of Residuary 
Gift. 

4188. Whether rule applicable—‘** Other goods, 
chattels & effects.’’]|—Under a gift in a will to A. 
of “all my jewels, plate, linen, china, carriages, 
wines, & other goods, chattels & effects whatsoever, 
as her own goods & chattels for ever,’”’ not merely 
goods & chattels of the same nature with jewels, 
etc., but all the personal property of testator not 
otherwise disposed of, passes to A. 

These considerations . . . are only met by a rule, 
certainly of frequent, but not of univer sal applica- 
tion, confining such a gener al term as ‘‘ goods,”’ 
‘‘ chattels,”’ or “‘ effects,’’ following a particular 
enumeration of specified articles to things eyusdem 
generis with the articles specified. That it is 
not of universal application is clearly shown by 
several authorities. In Arnold v. Arnold, No. 
4160, Lorn CorrENHAM, thus expresses himself on 
the subject. ‘ . That the mere enumeration of 
particular articles, followed by a general bequest, 
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does not of necessity restrict the general bequest, 

is obvious, because, as has been stated, testator 

often throws in such specific words, & then winds 
up the catalogue with some comprehensive expres- 
sion, for the very purpose of preventing the bequest 

from being so restricted ’’ (KNIGHT BrucE, V.-C.). 

—PARKER v. MARCHANT (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 

290; 11 L. J. Ch. 228; 6 Jur. 292; 62 H. R. 893; 

on appeal, 1 Ph. 356, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Anderson v, Anderson, {1895} 1 9. Bb. 
749; Re Hammersley, Heasman v. Hammersley (12899), 
81 L. T. 150: Re Rilwood, ix p. River Dee Drainage 
Board v. Hooson (1927), 136 L. T. 696. Refd. May v. 
Grave (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 462; Fisher v. Hepburn 
(1851), 14 Beav. 626 ; Cooke v. Wagster (1854), 2 Sm. & G. 

; Lowe v. Thomas se Kay. 369; Langdale v. 

Whitfield (1858), 4 K. & J. 426; Re Powell’s Trust (1858), 

John. 49; Harria v, James (1864), 12 W. R. 509; Peacock 

v. Peacock (1865), 11 Jur. N. 8S. 280; Hopkins v. Abbot 

(1875), 31 L. T. 820; King v. George (1876), 4 Ch. D. 

435; Re Marcus, Mareus v. Marcus (1887), 66 L. J. Ch. 

830; Ite Derbyshire, Webb v. Derbyshire, [1906] 1 Ch. 

135; Knutsford (Owners) v. Tillmanns (E.) & Co. (1908), 

99 L. T. 399; Re Layard, Layard v. Bessborough (1916), 

85 L. J. Ch. 505; S.S. Magnhild v. McIntyre Bros. & Co., 

[1920] 3 K. B. 32] ; Ambatielos .. Anton Jurgens Mar- 

garine Works, [1922] 2 K. B. 185. Mentd. Foley v. Hill 

(1848), 2 H. L. Cas. 28; South Australian Insce. Co. v. 

Randell (1869), 6 Moo. P. C. C. N.S. 341 

4189. ‘* Other property, goods & chattels.’’| 
—Testator directed his exor. to lay out the residue 
of his estate in the purchase of three annuities for 
three persons. By a codicil he gave specific 
moneys to one of the annuitants, & he gave her all 
his clothes, & any other property, goods & chattels 
belonging to him at the time of his death; & by 
a subsequent codicil, testator revoked the annuity 
to another annuitant :—WHeld: the gift in the first 
codicil was not to be confined to articles ejusdem 
generis with clothes, but it was general, & passed 
the annuity revoked by the second codicil.— 
EVERALL t. BROWNE (1853), 1 Sm. & G. 368 3; 22 
I. J. Ch. 3765; 1 W.R. 2103 65 E.R. 162. 

4190. — _ Goods, chattels & effects of every 
sort & kind.’’|—-Bequest of household furniture, 
stock-in-trade, goods, chattels, & effects of every 
sort & kind, & also all moneys due on bond or 
simple contract:— Held: the words * goods, 
chattels, & effects,’ ought not to be taken as 
equsdem generis ; but the clause contained at once 
a general residuary bequest, & a specific bequest 
of the furniture, stock-in-trade, & moneys.— 
FIARRIS v. JAMES (186-4), 12 W. R. 509. 

4191. ——- ‘*& other effects that may be in 
my possession.’’|—-Testatrix, after devising certain 
freehold property, bequcathed to pltfs. ‘* all my 

late, linen, furniture & other effects that may be 

In my possession at the time of my death.” She 

was at the time of her death entitled to the pro- 

perty devised by her will, to furniture, plate, 
linen, wearing apparel, & jewellery, & to certain 
sums of money :—Jeld: pltfs. were entitled to the 
residuary personal estate of testatrix.— HODGSON 

v. Jex (1876), 2 Ch. D. 122; 45 L. J. Ch. 388. 

Annotations :-—Consd. King v. George (1876), 4 Ch. D. 435, 
Apld. In the Goods of Shepheard (1 79), 48 L. J. P. 62. 
Consd. Northey v. Paxton (1888), 60 L. T. 30. 





E. General Words Comprising Residuary Gift 
Elsewhere in Will. 

4192. Whether rule applicable.|—WoOOLCOMB v. 
WooLcoms (1731), 3 P. Wms. 112; 2 Eq. Cas. 
Abr. 826; 24 E. R. 990, L. C. 

4193. .|—(1) Testator gave to his son all his 
furniture, plate, etc., & all other his goods & 
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4192 1. Whether rule anplicable.\— 
TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS & AGENCY Co., 
Lrp. v. Ramsay (1920), 27 C. L. R. 
279.—AUS. 


(1878), 1 N. 8. W 
15.—AUS. 
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chattels whatsoever, not being money or securities 
for money, whereof he might be possessed at the 
time of his decease ; & in a subsequent part of his 
will he bequeathed to his trustees ‘ my pro- 
perty, as well real & personal or mixed, not herein- 
efore disposed of ’? :—-Held: although the words 
“goods & chattels ’’ might, if unrestrained by the 
subsequent part of the will, have constituted a 
residuary bequest, yet, a residuary bequest being 
found in the subsequent part of the will, the gift 
to the son was specific & not residuary. 
(2) An annuity is included under the term 
‘* legacy.’”’-—MULLINS 2. SMITH (1860), 1 Drew. & 
Sm. 204; 8 W. R. 739; 62 BE. R. 356. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Davies v. Fowler (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 
308; Re Wait, [1927] 1 Ch. 606. 


4194. -|—Testator after giving pecuniary 
& other legacies, including the sum of £100, to D., 
& including certain books, wine, & plate, gave ‘“‘ all 
the rest of the furniture & effects’ at the house in 
which he resided to D., & devised & bequeathed the 
rest, residue, & remainder of his estate & effects to 
T. A sum of £2,740 in banknotes, certain stock 
receipts, certificates of railway stock, & some 
jewellery, besides the usual] furniture & appoint- 
ments, were found in his house after his decease :— 
Held: the banknotes, securities, & jewellery did 
not pass to D. under the gift of the rest. of the furni- 
ture & effects at his house, but were included in the 
residuary gift to T.—Re MILLER, DANIEL v. 
DANIEL (1889), 61 L. T. 365; 5 T. t. R. 711. 


Annotation ;—Refd. Re Layard, Layard v. Bessborough 
(1916), 85 Ll. J. Ch. 508, 





SUB-SEOT. 5.—QUALIFICATION OF WORDS BY 
OTHER WORDS IN WILL. 

4195. How far clear & unambiguous words may 
be qualified.|—llaws v. Haws, No. 4120, ante. 

4196. —-~-~.|—It is not, according to my in- 
pression of the rule upon which the cts. have acted, 
consistent with the principles of construction to 
set aside the effect of clear & unambiguous words 
because there is reason to suppose that they do 
not produce the effect which testator intended 
they should produce. If there be any ambiguity, 
then of course it is the duty of all cts. to put that 
construction upon the words which seems best to 
carry the intention into effect; but if there be no 
ambiguity, however unfortunate it may be that 
the intention of testator shall fail, there is no right 
in any ct. of justice to say those words shall not 
have their plain & unambiguous meaning (LorD 
CoOTTENHAM, C.).— HARDWICKE (EAR) v. DOUGLAS 
(1840), 7 Cl. & Fin. 795; West, 555; 7 KH. Lh. 
1271, H. 1.3) reveg. S. C. sub nom. DOUGLAS v. 
LEAKE (1835), 5 lL. J. Ch. 25. 
Annotations ‘—Apid. Re Kvans, Public Trustee v. Evana, 

[1920] 2 Ch. 304. Refd. Lee v. Delane (1850), 4 De G. & 


Sm. 1; Wallace v. Scymour (1872), 20 W. LR. 634; Re 
Stoodley, Hooson v. Locock, [1916] 1 Ch. 242. 








4197. -|\—WHITING v. WHITING (1841), 5 
Jur. 1127. 
4198. —.]-—It cannot be said that any words 





can be so strong in a will as to preclude the quali- 
fication of thern by other parts of it, but it would 
be very hazardous to permit terms perfectly un- 
ambiguous in themselves to be so qualified by 
anything short of a very clear exposition of 
testator’s meaning (LORD COTTENHAM, C.).— 
BOUGHTON v. BOUGHTON, BOUGHTON v. JAMES 


4195 i. How far clear & unambiguous 
worda may be qualified. }—CONMY v. 
CAWLEY, [1910] 2 I. R. 466.—IR. 

4195 ii. ———.J— WALKER v. BUCHA- 
NAN (1905), 8 F. ee of Sess.) 201; 43 
Se. L. R. 176; 138. L. T. 568.—S00T. 
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(1848), 1 H. L. Cas. 406; 10 L. T. O. S. 497; 9 

E.R. 815, H. L. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Early v. Benbow (1846), 2 Coll. 342 ; 
Greenwood v. Roberts (1851), 15 Beav. 92; Blann v. 
Bell (1842), 5 De G. & Sm. 658; Robinson v. London 
Hospital (Governors) (1853), 10 Hare, 19; Tidd v. Lister 
(1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 857; Bentley v. Oldfield (1854), 
19 Beav. 225; Cradock v. Owen (1854), 2 Sm. & G. 241; 
Tench ». Cheese (1855),6 De G. M. & G, 453 : Simmons v. 
Rose (1856), 6 De G. M. & G. 411; Meller v. Stanley (1864), 
2TNe G. J. & Sm. 183; Disney v. Crosse, Eyre v. Parker 
(1866), L. Rt. 2 Eq. 592: Allan v. Gott (1872), 7 Ch. App. 
439: Bellairs v. Bellaira (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 510; Howard 
v. Dryland (1877), 38 L. T. 24; Wells » Row (1879), 48 
L. J. Ch. 476; Re Finch, Abbiss v. Burney (1881), 17 
Ch. D. 211; Patching ». Barnett (1881), 45 L. T. 292; 
Re Noberts, Repington v. Roberts-Gawen (1881), 19 Ch. 
D. 4620: Re Dumble, Wiliams wv. Murrell (1883), 23 Ch. 
D. 369; Wainwright v. Miller, (1897] 2 Ch. 255; Re 
Gage, Hill v, Gage, [1898] 1 Ch. 498; Re Oliver, Wilson 
v. Oliver, [1908] 2 Ch. 74. 

4199. .|—-A will contained a gift to children 
& the issue of deceased children, in language which 
clearly did not vest it in any till the youngest 
should have attained twenty-one. In a subse- 
quent part there was a declaration as to the vesting 
of the shares expressed with much obscurity, & 
partially inconsistent with the language of the 
gift :—-Held ;- it must be rejected, & the clear gift 
must take effect.—BICKFORD v. CHALKER (1854), 
2 Drew. 327; 2 W. R. 5602; 61 FE. R. 745. 

4200. -.|—A leading principle of construc- 
tion is this: that words of plain & distinct mean- 
ing in a will are not. to be controlled, except by 
words equally plain & distinct (ROMILLY, M.R.).— 
GOODWIN v. FINLAYSON (1858), 25 Beav. 65; 53 
E.R. 560. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Evans v. Evans (1858), 25 Beav. 81; 
Watson ». Pryce (1864), 34 Beav. 71. 











SUB-SECT. 6.—MISTAKE. 

4201. Correction of mistake.|—-DOWNHALL 1. 
CATESBY (1594), Moore, K. B. 356; 72 E. R. 626. 
Annotation :—-Mentd. Mirril v. Nichols (1614), 2 Bulst. 176. 

4202. Will showing clear intention.) — 
DOBSON v. WATERMAN (1787), 3 Ves. 308, n.; 30 
EK. R. 1027. 

Annotations :—Refd. Penticost v. Ley (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 
207; Miller v. Travers (1832), 1 J. J. Ch. 157; Rowlatt 
v. Faston (1863), 2 New Kep. 262; Re Bennett, Kz p. 
Kirk (1877), 5 Ch. 1D. 800. 

4203. .|—Testator’s mistake not recti- 
fied ; because nothing to show, what would have 
been the intention, if no mistake.—SmitTH vv. 
MAITLAND (1791), 1 Ves. 362; 30 EF. R. 386, I. C. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Westcott r. Culliford (1844), 3 Hare, 265. 

4204. -——~— -—-—.|—-A will cannot be varied 
upon the ground of mistake; unless the alleged 
mistake is clearly inconsistent with the intention 
upon the whole will.— MELLISH v. MELLISH (1798), 
4 Ves. 45; 31 EF. R. 24. 

Annotations :—Apld. Philipps ». Chamberlaine (1798), 4 
Ves. 51; Walker v, Tipping (1852), 9 Hare, 800 ; Thomp- 
son v. Whitelock (1859), 4 De G. & J.490. Refd. Upton v. 

Pore 801), 5 Ves. 801; Jenkins », Hughes (1860), 3 








—: 
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PHILIPPS v. CHAMBERLAINE, 





4205. ——- -——. ] 
No. 3676, ante. 

4206. — -.J—Testator directs the residue 
of his property to be divided into cight equal 
shares, & disposed of ‘‘as follows among the 
children of A.’?: he then gives two shares to each 
of the two daughters, & one share to each of the 
three sons of A., making together only seven 
shares :—Held: the whole residue is divisible 
amongst the children of A., in seven parts; each 
daughter taking two of those seventh parts, & 
each son, one.—BERKELEY v. PALLING (1826), 1 
Russ. 496; 4L. J. O. S. Ch. 226; 38 E.R. 191. 

4207. ———.]—-Testator gives to his wife an 
annuity of £100 & the sum of £1,000, which he 
considers will, with the property which she is 
entitled to after his death, make up to her an 
inconie of £2,500 a year; in fact, those gifts make 
up her income only to £1,800 a year: she is 
entitled to have the deficiency supplied out of his 
residuary estate.—TREVOR v. TREVOR (1828), 5 
Russ. 24; 6L. J. O. S. Ch. 182; 38 E. R. 936. 


Annotations :-— Mentd. Fowler v. Cohen (1856), 4 W. R. 412; 
Gummoe v. Howes (1856), 3 Jur. N. S. 176. 











4208. ——.]— LANGSTON v. LANGSTON, 
No. 3650, ante. 
4209. ——.]— Devise of estates to A. upon 











condition that A. should release in favour of her 
brother B. all A.’s interest in £1,000 ‘ charged 
upon certain estates, limited by the marriage 
settlement ’”’ of the father & mother of A. & B.; 
the sum of £1,000 was comprehended in the settle- 
ment, & A. took an interest in it, but it was not 
charged on any estates :—Held: nevertheless, it 
was the sum referred to in the will.-—-HOwaRD 1, 
Conway (1844), 1 Coll. 87; 13 L. J. Ch. 19835 8 
Jur. 237; 63 EK. R. 333. 

4210. |—-Testator gave to each of 
his brothers & sisters named in his will ‘ or to 
their legal representatives”? £500, to be paid them 
in two years after his death. He then gave legacies 
to several nephews & nieces by name. The whole 
amount of the above legacies was £6,100. Ile 
gave the residue to his wife “ except £4,100, of 
which she is only to have the use during her 
natural life, & which I wish to be divided amongst, 
my relations, to whom I have left legacies in the 
fore part of this instrument, in proportion to the 
legacies left above, which will just make their 
legacies double the first bequest.”’ On inspecting 
the original will, which was a holograph, £4,100 
seemed to have been substituted for £5,100 :— 
Held: the intention to double the original legacies 
was not sufficiently clear to justify the ct. in hold- 
ing that £4,100 was written by mistake for £6,100. 
---THOMPSON v7. WHITELOCK (1859), 4 De G. & J. 
490; 28 L. J. Ch. 7933 33 1. T. O. S. 8893 5 
Jur. N.S. 991; 7 W. R. 625; 45 EB. BR. 190, L. JU. 
a nolaion Meld: Re Jupp, Gladman v. Jupp (1903), 87 


4211. .|—Testator, by his will, be- 
queathed £500 to his widow, & by a codicil he 
bequeathed her ‘‘a further sum, not exceeding 




















4202 v. 


4202 i. Correction of mistake— Jill 
showina clear intention.}—The principle 
of construction in such cases of mistakes 
in wills {s that. the ‘‘ words are not 
corrected, but the intention, when 
clearly ascertained, is carried out not- 
withstanding the apparent difficulty 
caused by the particular words.’’— 
es v. Crewson, 21 O. R. 93.— 





4202 ii. ——-.}]—Testator made 
a mistake in his will,in the description, 
of the location of fifty acres of land 
which he bequeathed an heir. He 
willed fifty acres which he did not own : 


words in his will which were sufficient 
to poe the fifty acres which he did own 
& had intended to devise.—SMITH v. 
SMITH eee 17 O. W. FR. 251; 2 
O. W. . 179 ; 22 oO. L. hh. 127.—CAN. 

4202 iii. -J—The erroneous 
part of the description in a will may be 
rejected if there is enough left to 
identify the subject matter devised.— 
Re SHAVER, 6 VU. R. 312.—CAN. 


4202 iv. .-}—Tho word “‘ de- 
visees ’ read as *‘ devises ” in order to 
give effect to the testator’s i 
intention.—Snaw v. MEDLEY, 28 N. Z. 
hh. R. 397 .—N.Z. 














.}+-—Re THOMSON, 
THOMSON v. THOMSON, 29 N. Z. L. R. 
398.—N.Z 


4202 vi. -. ]—Where testator 
by his will devised, inter alia, a cottage 
situated upon a picce of land adjoining 
that described in the will, & also form- 
ing part of testator’s property, the 
land upon which the cottage stood 
passed under the devise.-—He CORRIGAN, 
pidsaat v. CORRIGAN, 22 N. Z. L. R. 


f. —— Typist’s error.j}-—-Re Bar- 
NETT’S WILL, BRADBURY v. BARNET?, 
{1919) V. L. R. 318.—AUS, 
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£300, making altogether a legacy of £1,000 given 
to her by my will & this codicil’? :—eld: there 
was @ mere miscalculation &, under the codicil, 
the widow was only entitled to £300.—MOoRGAN v. 
MIDDLEMIss (1866), 835 Beav. 278; 55 KH. R. 908; 
sub nom. Re SIMMOND’s EsTATE, MoRGAN v. 
MIDDLEMIss, 14 W. R. 414. 

Annotations :—N.F, Re Yates, Singleton v. Povah (1922), 


128 L. T. 619. ; i 

[1906] 2 Ch. 301. Refd. Ze Segelcke, Ziegler v. Nico 

4212, —— —__.]__Bumrus v. BuMpus (1874), 
29 L. T. 800. 


4213. ——— Reference to context—Construction 
of ambiguous words distinguished.|—MoraGan v. 
THOMAS, No. 3793, ante. 

Enlargement or restriction of gift.)—See 
Nos. 4318~4328, post. 

-|—See, also, ExeEcutors, Vol. XXIII., 
pp. 136, 187, Nos. 1352-1358. 

Insertion of words.|—See Sub-sect. 7, post. 

Transposition of words.|—-See Sub-sect. 8, post. 

Rejection of words.|—See Sub-sect. 0, post. 

Substitution of words.]—See Sub-sect. 10, poat. 

Admissibility of evidence to correct mistake.]-— 
See Sect. 14, sub-sect. &, D., post. 

Mistake as to property.]—See Sect. 15, post. 

Mistake as to persons.]—Sce Sect. 17, post. 








SuUB-sKCT. 7.-—INSERTION Ol WORDS. 

4214. Only in absolute necessity.]— The ct. 
never alters or adds to a will without necessity.— 
LONGMORE v. Broom (1802), 7 Ves. 124; 32 BK. R. 
51. 

Annotations :—Refd. Penny v. Turnor (1848), 2 Ph. 493; 
Salusbury v. Denton (1857), 3 K. & J. 529. Mentd. 
Prendergast v. Prendergast (1850), 3 H. L. Cas. 195; 
Miller v. Chapman (1855), 24 L. J. Ch. 409; Joel v. Mills, 
Hervey v. Mille (1861), 30 L. J. Ch. 354; Littlo v. Neil 
(1862), 31 L. J. Ch. 627. 

4215. ——..!—I am not called upon to make 
any alteration or addition to the will, which the ct. 
never does without necessity (LORD CoOTTENHAM, 
C.).—-PENNY v. TURNER (1848), 2 Ph. 493; 17 
1. J. Ch. 1333; 41 FB. R. 1084, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Fordyce v. Bridges (1848), 2 Ph. 497; 
Prendergast v. Prendergast (1850), 3 H. L. Cas. 195; 
Ke White’s Trusts (1860), John. 656; Ite Llewellyn’s 
Settlement, Official Solicitor v. Evans, [1921] 2 Ch. 281. 


4216. -|—HEDEN v. WILSON, No. 3589, ante. 

4217. To effectuate obvious intention of testator.] 
—ANON. (1564), Dal. 58; 123 K. R. 271. 

4218. -|—-FREEMAN v. FREEMAN (1716), 2 
iq. Cas. Abr. 359; 22 E. R. 305. 

4219. |—A ct. of equity will not supply 
words in a will, unless there be palpably error 
scribentis.—MOLESWORTH v. MOLESWORTH (1784), 
1 Cox Eq. Cas. 75; 29 E. R. 1069, L. C. 

4220. -]|—When testator expresses his in- 
tention incorrectly, the ct. will effect it by supply- 
ing proper words.—DODSON v. Hay (1791), 8 
Bro. C. C. 405; 29 EK. R. 611. 

Sa :—Refd. Lang v. Pugh (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 


4221. -|-—Words may be supplied in a will 
to render a sentence complete & intelligible in aid 
of the apparent intent to be collected from the 
whole context. 

Where testator having two sisters H. & J., & 
also two infant cousins T. & G., the maintenance 
& education of which latter he recommended to his 
extrix. & residuary legatee, devised his estate at 
A. to his sister H. for life, remainder to his sister 




















PART XVI. SECT. 10, SUB-SECT. 7, With the omission 

42141. Only tn absolute necessity. )— 
When a direction in a will appears to 
have been taken from a common form, 


which, if they had been inserted, woul 

have rendered the direction void under 
the rule against perpetuities, the ot. 
in construing the will, will not read it 
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J. for life, remainder to T. in tail, remainder to G. 
in tail, etc., remainder to his own right heirs; & 
then devised another estate at B. ‘‘ to his sister 
J. for life, or if she should survive his sister H., so 
that she should come into possession of the estate 
at A.’ then to L., whom he made extrix. & 
residuary legatee, for life, towards the support, 
etc., of his cousins ‘I’. & G., remainder to the said 
G. in fee :—Held: as the word or so placed was 
unintelligible, being referable to no other alterna- 
tive to give it effect, & as it was apparent from the 
whole context that testator had in contemplation 
another alternative, namely, the death of his 
sister J.. & that he meant to make a provision 
after the death of his sisters for his cousin G. as 
well as his cousin T., which was not satisfied by 
only giving G. a remainder in tail after a remainder 
in tail to his brother T.; in order to render the 
sentence complete & sensible, & to give effect 
to the apparent intent of testator, the will should 
be read as if he had devised his estate at B. to 
** his sister J. for life, & after her death, or if she 
should survive his sister T7., so that, etc., then, 
etc.”—Dot d. LEACH v. MICKLEM (1805), 6 East, 
486; 102 EK. R. 1374; sub nom. DoE d. LEECH v. 
MICKLEM, 2 Smith, K. B. 499. 

Annotations :—Consd. Abbott v. Middleton, Ricketts v. 


Carpenter (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 68. Refd. Losh v. lownley 
(1834), Coop. temp. Brough. 372. 


4222. —-—.]—LANGSTON v. LANUSTON, No. 
3650, ante. 
4223. —-- -.]--ABBOTT v. MIDDLETON, RICKETTS 


v. CARPENTER, No. 3735, anite. 








4224. .|—TOowns v. WENTWORTH, No. 3706, 
ante. 

4225. ——.J—ParkER v. TooTaL, No. 3618, 
ante. 

4226. —--~ .]}—ARe Riprern, REDFERN v. BRYN- 


ING, No. 3816, ante. 

4.227. J—W. by will gave all his residuary 
estate to trustees upon trust to pay & divide 
equally amongst all the children of his deceased 
father’s brothers & sisters, & proceeded: I desire 
that the child or children of any one of such 
brothers & sisters as may be dead shall take his, 
her, or their deceased parent’s share” :—Held: 
testator’s intention clearly was that the children 
of the children of his cousins should take their 
parents’ share, & the words of the residuary gift 
as they stood, without supplying any words, could 
be construed as if the word ‘‘ child ’’ were inserted 
after the words ‘‘ any one.’’-—Re WROE, FRITH v. 
WILSON (1896), 74 L. T. 302. 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Haygarth, Wickham v. Haygarth, 
{1913] 2 Ch. 9. 


4228. -|—Where upon the construction of 
a will it is clear that words have been omitted from 
the will, owing to its having been miscopied, the 
ct. will supply the necessary words, where it can 
be inferred from other parts of the will what 
testator intended should be inserted.—PHILLIPs 
v. RAIL (1906), 54 W. R. 517. 

4229. —-—.]—-The intention, when legitimately 
proved, is competent not only to fix the sense of 
ambiguous words, but to control the sense even of 
clear words, & to supply the place of express 
words, in cases of difficulty or ambiguity (JOYCE, 
J.).—Re HayGarro, WICKHAM v. FIAYGARTH, 
(1913) 2 Ch.9; 82 L. J. Ch. 328; 108 L. T. 756. 

4230. Omission accidental.|—Testator, having 
three sons & three daughters, mentioned in his 
will, that he had given to his daughter A., £20,000 








as if those words had been {nserted 
unless the direction is otherwise wholly 
unintelligible.—SMIDMORE v. SMIDMORS 
(1905), 3C. L. R. 344.—AUS. 


of certain words 
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Sect. 10.—Context, meaning, and effect of words: 
Sub-sects. 7 & 8.] 


& to B., C., D., & BH. the several smaller sums 
mentioned; & desired his exors. to make up to 
the five last inheritors cqual to the £20,000 given 
to A. Then he apportioned the residue, giving to 
his eldest son B. three-tenths, to his son C. two- 
tenths, to his son F. two-tenths, & to each of his 
daughters one-tenth. F. had not received any- 
ane during his father’s life:—Held: the name 
of must be considered to have been inad- 
vertently omitted, as one of the five last inheritors, 
there being otherwise but four named; & the 
£20,000 must be made up to him accordingly.— 
GoULD v. GOULD (1831), 1 L. J. Ch. 60. 

4231. -|—Testator by his will, dated after 
the Wills Act, gave the residue of his property to 
his three brothers & nephew for their lives as 
tenants in common, & after the decease of his said 
brothers & nephew then in trust for their heirs & 
assigns as tenants in common; but in case any or 
either of their children should die under twenty- 
one, without leaving issue, the share of each child 
so dying should be in trust for the survivors or 
survivor; but in case any or either of such children 
should die leaving lawful issue, then the share of 
each such child to go to his or her child or 
children ; & if there should be only one such child 
of his said brothers or nephew who should attain 
twenty-one or be married, then in trust for such 
child, hia or her heirs & assigns for ever :—Held : 
it must be assumed that there was an omission 
of a gift to the children of testator’s brothers & 
nephew after the gift to them, & the will must be 
read as giving the brothers & nephew a fee in the 
first clause of the devise, which was cut down to a 
life-estate on the event of their having children, 
with a devise in fee to the children.—SPENCE vv. 
HANDFORD (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 767; 31 L.'T. O.S. 
244; 4 Jur. N.S. 987. 








4232. ——-~.|—Re REDFERN, REDFERN v. BRYN- 
Ina, No. 3816, ante. 
4238. —-—.J—Puiips v. Raw, No. 4228, ante. 








4234. ~---.]—A blank was left in a will as if for 
the purpose of inserting the names of trustees, 
which were duly inserted in other parts of the 
will:— Held: in the absence of evidence that 
testator intended to fill up the blank, the ct. could 
not say that the names were omitted inadvertently. 
—Re McEAcCHARN, GAMBLES v. MCEACHARN 
(1911), 103 L. T. 900; 55 Sol. Jo. 204. 

4235. To effectuate probable intention of tes- 
tator.|—Codicil reciting a specific & limited pur- 
pose, revokes the whole devise, declaring the 
trusts again, with the proposed alteration, & 
confirms the will in every particular not thereby 
altered or revoked. The omission of one trust, 
though probably against the intention, cannot be 
supplied.—HoOLpER v. HOWELL (1803), 8 Ves. 97; 
32 BH. R. 289. 

Annotations :—Consd. Hill vr. Walker (1858), 4 K. & J. 166. 

Refd. Tupper vr. Tupper (1855), 1 K. & J. 665; Holimes- 


dale v. West. (1866), Rt. 3 Eq. 474; Re Wood, Wood v. 
Wood (1900), 83 L. T. 157. 


4236. Omission unaccountabdle.|] —- LANGDALE 


42361. To effectuate probable intention 
of testatur.}—The ct. supplied the word 
“real? in a gift by testator of all ‘‘ my 
& pe one property,’’ where it was of 
opinion that there were sufficient 
indications on the face of the will that 
the testator had intended to include 
the realty iu the gift.—Re Barn, 
BrARD v. HART (1907), 7 S. RK. N.S. W. 
oe 24 oN. S. W. OW. N. 164.— 








4235 iv. 
TURNER 1. 





g- Omission 


be supplie 
GREEN, 





4235 ii, -}+—The ct. will, if neces- 
sary, transpose or supply words in a h. 
will in order to carry out the apparent sessed of 
intention of tcestator.—kzx p. POLLARD 





(1877), Knox, 501.—AUS. 


4235 iil. J & 
DrREw (1892), 22 O. R. 332.—CAP 
Re Cask ESTATE, 
Kerr (Alta.), [1917] 2 
W. W. RR. 1189.—CAN 
accidental.} —- Words 
eaten per omitted in a will cannot 
by the ct.—-Jn the Will of 
CROWBON 
V. L. HR. 284.—AUS, 
.]— Testator, 
personalty & realty, 
queathed pecuniary legacies to a much 


WILLS. 


(LaDy) v. Bricas, Hz p. Bacon (LADY), Ha p. 
MARTINEAU, No. 3741, ante. 

4237. Not to defeat probable intention.}—Be- 
quest of leaseholds, upon trust to assign unto all 
the children of A. on their respectively attaining 
twenty-one, & if one child, to assign to such child, 
omitting on attaining twenty-one. An only child, 
who died an infant, was held to take a vested 
interest. 

The probable intention would be defeated, if I 
were to import into the gift to a single child, the 
same condition as is contained in the previous gift 
among several (RomiLLY, M.R.).—WALKER v. 
MowER (1852), 16 Beav. 365; 51 E. R. 819. 

ons s—- S , 33h. T. 
aaa ia ; ae tg A ian - Shree ABT). 17 Oh! D: 

211; dee Fletcher, Doré v. Fletcher (1885), 53 L. T. 813; 

Re Edwards, Jones v. Jones, [1906] 1 Ch. 670. 

4238. Sensible construction possible of words as 
they stand.]|—PARKER v. PARKER (1680), Freem. 
Ch. 58; 22 BH. R. 1057, L. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Hervey v. Aston (1738), Willes, 83. 

4239. ——.]—If a sensible construction can be 
put upon the words as they stand, it is clear that 
we should not be justified in making any interpola- 
tion (TURNER, L.J.).—PEACOCK v. STOCKFORD 
(1853), 8 De G. M. & G. 78; 43 E. BR. 80, L. C. 
Annotations :-—Mentd. Re Johnstone, Stammvoll v. Hales 

(1861), 10 lL. TV. 807; Hawes v. Hawes (1880), 14 Ch. D. 

614; Re Foatherstone’s Trusts (1882), 22 Ch. D. 111. 

4240. Necessary implication to avoid intestacy. ]— 
The ct. may supply words in a will where the 
context shows, by a neccessary implication, what 
are the words omitted, & unless they are supplied 
there would be an intestacy. So, where there is 
a gift by will, & then a gift over not commensurate 
with the original gift, the ct. will curtail the general 
words of the gift over by supplying words of 
reference ; as where the first gift is to A.’s children, 
& the gift over is in default of issue of A., the ct. 
will read the gift over as though it were in default 
of “ such ”’ issue. 

But where there was a devise of a particular 
property to testator’s daughter A., her heirs & 
assigns, & if she should die under the age of 
twenty-five years ‘ without having left any child 
or children,’ over; &, subsequently, a devise of 
other real estate to trustees in fee, in trust for A. 
for her separate use; W& after her death, in trust 
to convey the same ‘‘unto & cqually amongst 
such children of A. as tenants in common, the 
rents & profits in the meantime to be applied for 
their maintenance; & in case A. should dic 
without leaving any child or children, or, leaving 
such child or children, all should die under twenty- 
one,” over :—Held: the ct. could not, after ‘* such 
children of A.,” supply the words ‘‘ as should 
attain twenty-one,” but was at liberty as against 
testator’s heir to construe the word “ such” as 
relating to all the children of A., as they had been 
mentioned in the previous limitation.—-HopPE v. 
POTTER (1857), 3 K. & J. 2063; 5 W. R. 3803 6Y 
E. R. 1083. 

4241. Inconsistency arising from omission.]--— 
Hope v. Porrer, No. 4240, ante. 


greater wmount than the personalty 
left by him, & then bequeathed to 
his ‘‘exors. ... in trust to dispose 
thereof to best advantage, in trust to 
be divided & paid over to my children 
in the sums mentioned, & as soon as 
. may be agreeable to the terms & 
conditions of certain mtges. & leases 
now standing against the property,’’ 
without mentioning any property :— 


Re WALKER & 


vo. Winp, (1907) Wed: the words “‘my property,” 
presumably Pg boadaMelone A omitted, 
being should be read into the will.—COLVIN 


Dees vy. COLVIN, 22 O. R. 142.—CAN. 


k. IVhether court may supply missing 
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4242. Independent gifts to strangers.) An 
omission may be supplied in the case of independent 
gifts to strangers, as well as in the case of a series 
of gifts to children of testator, or to members of 
a class.—MELLOR v. DAINTREE (1886), 33 Ch. D. 
198; 56 L. J. Ch. 33; 65 L. T. 175. 


Annotation :—Reftd. Re Haygarth, Wickham v. Haygarth, 
(1913) 2 Ch. 9. 


4243. Series of gifts to children or members of 
a class.|—MELLOoR v. DAINTREE, No. 4242, ante. 

4244. To meet eventuality not provided for.|— 
By his will, dated in 1891, testator, who died in 
1892, declared, that, should his sister A., who was 
then a spinster about forty-seven years of age, 
marry & have children, then when the youngest 
child of A. or of B. another sister of testator, 
should attain twenty-one, the whole of his estate 
should be divided equally between all the children 
of A. & B., & the issue of such children as therein 
mentioned, subject to a provision for certain 
annuities to A. & B.; & that, should A. die with- 
out being married, then, when the youngest child 
of B. had attained twenty-one, his whole estate 
should be divided equally between her children & 
their issue as therein mentioned, provision being 
made for an annuity to B. Testator further pro- 
vided that his trustees, might, subject to the 
payment of the annuities, at their discretion raise 
any part of “the then expectant, presumptive, 
or then vested shares, or fortune,” of any child 
of B. not exceeding one-third, & apply the same 
for his or her support, education, advancement, or 
benefit. Testator then directed the surplus in- 
come of his estate to be accumulated. B. was 
married & had four children, all of whom were 
still infants. In 1896 A. married. Tier husband 
died in 1897.) There was no issue of that marriage, 
& A. was fifty-four years of age :—eld: the ct. 
was not at liberty to insert in the will a clause to 
meet the event which testator had omitted to 
provide for, viz., of A. marrying & having no 
children; &, therefore in that event, there was 
no disposition of testator’s estate beyond the 
annuities.—e Hocking, MircuELy. v. Lox, [1898] 
2 Ch. 5675 67 L. J. Ch. 662; 79 1. T. 16453 47 
W. KR. 114, C. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re White, White +. Kdmond, [1901] 
I Ch. 5703; dee Cazenove, Perhin vv. Bland (1919), 122 
L. T. 181. 

4245. Not to prevent vesting.|——Testator gave 
real property in trust for his granddaughter K., 
with remainder to her children upon attaining 
twenty-one, & with remainder over in favour of 
another grandchild, §., & her children. He gave 
other property to S., with remainder to her 
children, but without specifying that they should 
attain any aye, & with a similar gift over in favour 
of E. & her children. The wording of the will 
pointed to an intention of testator to make both 
gifts identical, reference being made to children 
of S. ‘* capable of taking ’’ & to their shares “ vest- 
ing at the same age” :—Held: the ct. could not 
supply words in a will, particularly to prevent 
vesting, & a daughter of S. who died an infant had 
taken a vested interest.—/e LITCHFIELD, HORTON 
v. JONES (1911), 104 L. T. 631. 

See, also, ExEcurors, Vol. XXITI., pp. 185, 
136, Nos. 1341-1351. 








word or alter will.j--Re CAMPBELT. 
(1904), 7 Terr. L. R. 214.—CAN. 

lL ——.)]—-2e Cooprmr (1913), 25 
O. W. I. 112; 50. W. N. 151; 14 
D. L. R. 172.—-CAN. 

m. ——.}-He CHRISTENSON (1915), 
30 W. L. R. 703; 21D. L. R. 354; 7 
W. W. R. 1382.—CAN. 


n, ——-.}—TAYLOR v. CREAGH (1858), 





XI. Ch. R. 281.—IR. 


o. .]}—BOARDMAN v. STANLFY, t 
61. R. Eq. 590.—IR 
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SUB-SECT. 8.—TRANSPOSITION OF WORDS. 

4246. When absolutely necessary.]——The ct. will 
not, save in the last resource, transpose the words 
in a will. Therefore, when a possible but remote 
& improbable sense could be attributed to testator 
in the will as it stood, the ct. refused to transpose 
the order of the words, in order to give effect to a 
much more natural & probable intention.—KEY 
v. Key (1855), 1 Jur. N. S. 372. 

4247. To effectuate intention of testator.|— 
LUXFORD v. CHEEKE (1683), as reported in 3 Lev. 
125; 838 BE. R. 611; sub nom. BROWN v. CUTTER, 
LT’. Raym. 427. 


Avnolons -—Distd. Sheffield uv. Orrery (1745), 3 Atk. 282. 
A 


pid. Marlborough v. Godolphin (1750), 2 Ves. Son. 61. 
AD d. Lethienllier v. Tracy (1754), 3 Atk. 784; Sayer v. 

asterman (1757), Wilm. 386. Distd. Doe d. Westminster 
(Dean & Chapter) v. Freeman (1786), 1 Term Rep. 388. 
Apia. Meeds v. Wood (1854), 19 Beav. 215. Consd. 
a bott v. Middleton, Ricketts v. Carpenter (1858), 7 





- L. Cas. 68. Apld. Walpole v. Laslett (1862), 1 Now 
Rep. 180. Consd. Re Martin, Smith v. Martin (1885), 
54 L. J. Ch. 10713 Re Dear, Holby v. Dear (1889), 58 
L. J. Ch. 659. Refd. Eastwood v. Lockwood (1867), 
L. R. 3 Eq. 487; Re Tredwell, Jetfray v. Tredwell, [1891] 
2 Ch. 640. 

4248. J—BurGoYNE v. Ilarron (1738), 


Barn. Ch. 231; 27 BE. R. 625, L. C. 

4249. .|—Cts. of law & of equity will equally 
transpose words in instruments to make the 
limitations intelligible, & attain the party’s clear 
intent; but never to defeat the interests given, 
or let in more than expressed..——-MARLBOROUGH 
(DUKE) v. GopoLPHIN (LorD) (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 
O61; 28 BE. R. 41, LL. C. 

Annotations :—-Refd. Teynham v. Webb (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 
198; Southby wv. Stonchouse (1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 610; 
Hurst v. Winchelsea (1758), 2 Keny. 444; Robinson v. 
Tlardecastle (1788), 2 Term Rep. 2413; Jenkins v. Quin- 
chant (1800), 5 Ves. 596, n.; Brown rv. Higge (1803), 8 
Ves. 561: Foley v. Parry (1833), Coop. temp. Brough. 
219; Burrough v, Phileox, Lacey v, Philoeox (1840), 5 
My. & Cr. 72; Lacey v. Phileox (1840), 5 Jur. 453; 
Salusbury v. Denton (1857), 3 K. & J. 529: He Caplin’s 
Will (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 527; Re Vizard’s ‘Trusts 
(1866), 1 Ch. App. 588; Do Serre v. Clarke (1874), 43 
L. J. Ch. 821: Pocock v. A.-G. (1876), * Ch. TD. 342; 
Wilson v. Duguid (1883), 24 Ch. D. 244; Re Dowsett, 
Dowsett v. Meakin, [1901] 1 Ch. 398 ; Pe Moses, Bedding- 
ton vr, Beddington, [1902] 1 Ch. 100; Re Bowles, Page v. 
Page, [1905] 1 Ch, 371. Mentd. Hawkins v. Kemp (1803), 
3 Kast, 410; A.-G. v. Pickard (1838), 3 M. & W. 552. 
4250. -.|—Testator being seised by the same 

title of a messuage & 19 acres of land, including 

F. Meadow, in the parish of M. R., which parish 

consists of three townships, M. R., B., & H. R.; 

& having other property in H. R., & nowhere 

else; & the messuage in B., with two of the 

19 acres there, being in the occupation of T. W. & 

the rest. of the 19 acres being partly in the occupa- 

tion of other tenants, & partly in his own, devised 

‘all his messuage, with all lands, hereditaments, 

& appurtenances thereto belonging, situated in B., 

in the parish of M. Rt. now in the occupation of 

T. W., except F. Meadow ” :—Held: the devise 

was not confined to lands in LB. then occupied by 

T. W. but extended to all the lands in B., held 

under the same title with the messuage; & the 

words ‘now in the occupation of T. W.” were 
to be transposed _& applied to the messuage then 
occupied by T. W. according to the fact; which 
transposition would render the whole consistent ; 
whereas, without it, the exception of the F. 
Meadow was nugatory, as that never had been 





11. R. Ir. 483.—IR. 


: .}—Re CAMPBELL, CAMPBELL 
Ke poe (1924) N. Z. L. R. 1021.— 





p. ———.]—In the Goods of WRENN, 
[1908] 2 I. R. 370.—IR. 


q. —-—.]}—Re MORTON, M‘AULEY v. 
HARVEY (1919), 53 I. L. T. 105.—IR. 


r, ———.}--In the Gouds of Morony, 
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4347 i. To effectuate intention of 
testator.J—Kre p. POLLARD (1877), 
Knox, 501.—AUS. 
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in the occupation of T. W. It was no objection 

to this construction that a residuary clause, giving 

all other testator’s real estate in M. R. would have 
nothing to operate upon; the F. Meadow & the 
property in the township of H. R., being speci- 

fically devised in the same clause.—MARSHALL v. 

HOPKINS (1812), 15 East, 309; 104 BE. R. 861. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Pullin v. Pullin (1825), 10 Moore, C. P. 
464; Doe d. Hubbard v. Hubbard (1850), 15 Q. B. 227. 
4251. -|—The question upon a will, & 

especially such a will as the present, is of the 

effect of the whole, as a whole. Its parts may not 
be in their regular places, but, as ae been said 
of good & evil, where they ‘ lie shuffled together 
in a confused heap,’’ ‘‘ study must draw them 
forth & range them.”’ It is not contrary to legiti- 
mate interpretation to read the clauses of which 
a will consists, as in a different order from that in 
which they stand written, & if the result of all the 
passages combined is to convey to the under- 
standing a definite intention as entertained by the 
writer, that intention, being lawful, must, however 
awkwardly expressed, prevail (KNIGHT BRUCE, 

V.-C.).—HUbDSON v. BRYANT (1845), 1 Coll. 681 ; 

63 BH. R. 596. 

4252. Not to defeat or expand interest.]|——-MARL- 
BOROUGH (DUKE) v. GODOLPHIN (LORD), No. 4249, 
ante. 

4253. Repugnant words.|—Repugnant words in 
a will may be rejected or transposed.—BOon v. 
CORNFORTH (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 277; 28 E. Rh. 
179, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Morrall v. Sutton (1845), 1 Ph. 533. 
Refd. Laug v. Pugh (1842), 1 Y.& C. Ch. Cas. 718; Hart 
v. Tulk (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 300; Key vo. Key (1853), 
4DeG. M. & G, 73. 

4254. To make sense of will—-& avoid intestacy.] 
—CHAMBERS v. BRAILSFORD, No. 4275, post. 

4255. Interpretation in possible but improbable 
sense—Where words left untransposed.|—Kry vr. 
Kry, No. 4246, ante. 





SUB-SECT. 9.—REJECTION OF WORDS. 

4256. Repugnancy.|—Boon v. CORNFORTH, No. 
4258, ante. 

4257. -}—DoE d. Dop v. Russet (1757), 
cited in 2 Win. BI. at p. 737; 46 E.R. 431. 
Annotation :—Refd. Smith d. Davis v. Saunders (1771), 2 

Wm. BI. 736. 


4258. .|—Annuity, part out of the general 
assets, part specific, upon the intention, out of 
funds, some perpetual, others temporary, to be 
divided equally between A., B. & ©. & their heirs, 
or the survivor of them, ‘‘ in the order they are 
now mentioned.’”? A perpetual annuity, limited 
only with reference to the temporary funds, with 
an absolute power of disposition. A. dying in the 
life of testatrix, her share goes to B. & C. equally ; 
the concluding words, ‘‘ in the order,” etc., being 
rejected, as repugnant.— SMITH v. PyBuS (1804), 9 
Ves. 566; 32 E. R. 722. 

Annotation :—Refd. Morrall v. Sutton (1854), 1 Ph. 533. 

4259. Surplusage.|—-L. devises to R., eldest son 
of his nephew M., & the first heirs male of his body, 
& the heirs male of his body, & in default of such 
issue, to the second son of the said M., & the heirs 
ee of his body, & their issues, remainder over, 
etc. 








PART XVI. SECT. 10, SUB-SECT. 9. 
42641. Words inconsistent with inten- 
tion of testator.}—Re BARNETT’S WILL, 
Pees v. BARNETT, [1919] V. L. R. 


4264 li. -——.]—Re Wuirts, JEFFER- 


4264 ili. 





ov. TRUSTEES, EXEouTORS & AGENOY 
rn Lrp., [1914] V. L. R. 412.— 


--—Where, in the con- 
struction of a will, testator’sa intention 
expressed or implied can be gathered 


WILLs. 


I am of opinion that the words of limitation 
superadded here to the preceding words of limita- 
tion will certainly not of themselves make the 
first words of purchase, but the subsequent ought 
to be rejected as redundant & superfluous (LorpD 
HARDWICKE, C.).—MINSHULL v. MINSHULL (1737), 
West temp. Hard. 250; 1 Atk. 411; 25 E.R. 021, 
L 


Annotation :—Refd. Robinson v. Robinson (1766), 1 Keny. 
8, 


4260. .J—NEWwBURGL v. NEWBURGL (1825), 
Sugden’s Law of Property, 367, TI. 1. 

Annotations -—Refd. Miller v. Travers (1832), 8 Bing. 244; 
Doe d. Shallervas v. Palmor (1851), 16 Q. B. 747: Grey v. 
Pearson (1857), 6 H. L. Cas. 61; Abbott v. Middleton, 
Ricketts v. Carpenter (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 68; Stanley 
v. Stanley (1862), 2 John. & H. 491; Webber v. Stanley 
(1864), 16 C. B. N. 8. 698. 

4261. .J—Monk v. MawpsiEy (1827 )y 1 
Sim. 286; 5 L. J. O. S. Ch. 149; 57 4H. R. 584 ; 
subsequent proceedings (1829), Tam], 24. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Evans v. Jones (1877), 46 L. J. Q. B. 

280. Refd. Cook v. Jaggard (1866), L. R. 1 Exch. 120. 


4262. -]—Testator having in the commence- 
ment of his will appointed his daughter to act in 
concert with his son to be guardian & extrix. 
added, ‘I also appoint & desire in this my last 
will & testament that my son to be my exor. & 
residuary legatee do jointly with my daughter 
my extrix. who is to act independent of her 
husband & be guardian to the children ”’ :—Held: 
the son alone was entitled to the residue. 

It appears to me that testator in writing his 
sentence ... had by inadvertence introduced the 
word ‘‘ that” & concluded the sentence forgetting 
that it had been so worded (LORD CRANWORTH, C.). 
—LANGLEY v. THOMAS (1856), 6 De G. M. & G. 
645; 28 L. T. O. S. 208; 3 Jur. N. S. 345; 5 
W. R. 219; 43 KK. R. 1384, L. C. 

4263. Rejection of parenthesis—Sentence other- 
wise grammatically complete.|—-A parenthesis is 
not to be rejected in legal cases, though according 
to the rules of grammar a sentence may be complete 
without it.—GASCOIGNE v. BARKER (1743), 3 Atk. 
8; 26 BK. R. 808, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Banks v. Denshaw (1747), 3. Atk. 
685. Apld. Wilson v. Mount (1796), 3 Ves. 191; Roe d. 
Conolly v. Vernon (1804), 5 Hast, 51. Refd. Blunt v. 
Clitherow (1805), 10 Ves. 589; Dean _v, Gibson (1867), 


15 W. Rt. 809; Cowen v. Truefitt, Ltd. (1899), 68 L. J. 

Ch. 563. 

4264. Words inconsistent with intention of 
testator.|—Haws v. Haws, No. 4120, anile. 

4265. -|—I cannot, however, reject from 

a will any word, unless I see that the meaning to 

he given to that word is contrary to some intention 

plainly expressed in other parts of the will (ABBOTT, 

C.J.).— Dor d. BALDWIN v. RAWDING (1819), 2 

B. & Ald. 441; 106 E. R. 427. 

Annotations :—Refd. Dillon v. Harris (1830), 4 BU. N. 8. 
321; Tosh v. towne 1834), ee temp. Brough. 372 ; 
Maugham v. Vincent (1840), 9 L. J. Ch. 329; Re Norman’s 
Trust (1853), 22 Ll. J. Ch. 582 ; Re Sanders’ Trusts (A508). 
L. R. 1 Eq. 675; Wallace v. Seymour (1872), 20 W. R. 
634, 

4266. .}—NEWBURGH v. NEWBURGH (1825), 

Sugden’s Law of Property, 367, If. I. 

Annotutions :-—Refd. Miller v. Travers (1832), 8 Bing. 244 ; 
Doe d. Shallcross v. Palmer (1851), 16 Q. B. 747; Grey 
v. Pearson (1857), 6 H. L. Car. 61; Abbott v. Middleton, 
Ricketts v. Carpenter (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 68; Stanley v. 
Stanley (1862), 2 John. & H. 491; Webber v. Stanley 
(1864), 16 C. B. N.S. 698. 

4267. .|—If it can be made consistent, the 
ct. is not at liberty to reject one part of the will, 
which upon a particular intcrpretation, may be 























from the general tenor of the will, 
inconsistent clauses or words whether 
standing first or last have to be dis- 
carded indifferently.—Jte Tarr, WARD 
vo. Tapp (1904), 9 Nfld. L. R. 18.— 
NFLD. 
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inconsistent with another part, but it must try 
& make the whole consistent. The first rule of 
construction is, to make all parts of the will unite 
if possible (per Cur.).—JENNINGS v. NEWMAN 
oe 10 Sim. 219; 3 Jur. 1068; 59 EK. R. 596, 

4268. —----.]_—T'estator, by his will, gave, de- 
vised, & bequeathed “ all those three messuages or 
dwelling-houses & premises situate in Paragon- 
buildings, in the City of Bath, being the first, 
third, & eighth houses there, & also all & singular 
the ground or quit rents issuing & payable to him 
out of all & singular the aforesaid messuages or 
dwelling-houses & premises in the said buildings 
called Paragon-buildings,”’ to his wife, for life, 
with remainder to the parties represented by 
pltfs. absolutely as tenants in common; & testator 
gave & bequeathed the residue of his estate, 
amongst which he enumerated his ‘‘ ground rents, 
quit rents, & other rents,” to his wife absolutely. 
At the date of the will testator was entitled not 
only to the three houses which were the subject 
of the devise, but also to all the other houses, 
eighteen in number, in Paragon-buildings; & it 
appeared that ground or quit rents were payable 
in respect of the eighteen other houses, but not in 
respect of the three houses devised. Upon the 
construction of the will :—Held: although, from 
the form of the bequest, it was probable that 
testator intended to bequeath the quit rents pay- 
able in respect of all the houses in Paragon- 
buildings, yet the words of the will were not 
strong enough to enable the ct. to strike out the 
word ‘‘ aforesaid,’’ which had the effect of con- 
fining the bequest of rents to those of the houses 
previously devised.-—WHEELER v. STROUD (1845), 
Vv Jur. 271. 

4269. .|—Testator devised estates to trus- 
tees & their heirs, to the use of C. for life, to & for 
her sole & separate use, & independent of any 
husband whom she might marry, & her receipt, 
notwithstanding her coverture, to be a good dis- 
charge for the rents, etc., thereof, with remainder 
to the same trustees to preserve contingent 
remainders, with remainder ‘‘ to the use of the 
heirs male of the body of C. lawfully to be begotten 
who shall live to attain the age of twenty-one 
years, & to his heirs & assigns for ever, but in 
default) of such heirs male, or there being such 
he or they should die before he or cither of them 
should attain the age of twenty-one years without 
lawful issue,”? then to the use of M. for life, pre- 
cisely in the same form, & with exactly similar 
remainders :—Held: the words “ heirs male of 
the body of C.”’ must have their technical meaning, 
& the words of description ‘‘ who shall live toa 
attain the age of twenty-one years’’ must be 
rejected as inconsistent with the general intention 
of testator—Toruter v. ATTWwoop (1850), 15 
Q. B. 929; 20 L. J. Q. B. 40; 161. T. O. S. 42; 
15 Jur. 623; 117 KK. R. 709. 


Annotation :-—Refd. Van Gruten v. Foxwell, Foxwell v. 
Van Gruten, [1897] A. C. 658. 





4270. - —-.] —Towns v. WENTWORTH, No. 3706, 
ante. 
4271. - -.JjJ—-Testator directed his trustees to 


pay his son £3,000, & to invest £28,000 upon trust 
as to £10,000 for his widow during widowhood, & 
as to six sums of £3,000 upon trust for his daughters 
& their children. ‘he £10,000 was to fall into the 
residue at the death or marriage of his widow; & 
testator directed his trustees to divide the residue 
into as many equal shares as he should have 
children living at the time of the death or second 
marriage of his wife, or then dead leaving issue, & 
upon trust as to one of such shares to invest £1,000 
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for his son & his son’s widow & children, & he gave 
directions as to the settlement of the share given 
to one of his daughters; & the will provided that 
any money advanced to his children & not repaid 
at his death should be set off against their share 
of the residue. ‘Testator’s som was indebted to 
him for advances in a sum nearly equal to his 
share of the residue :—Held: the words in the will 
directing the residuc to be divided between the 
children living ‘ at the death or second marriage 
of his wife’? must be struck out, as being mani- 
festly inconsistent with the formn of the wil] & the 
intention of testator.—SMITu v. CRABTREE (1877), 
6 Ch. D. 501; 25 W. R. 824. 

4272. Included by mistake.}] — The rule 
with regard to cases of this sort is, if upon a general 
view of the will I can collect the general intention, 
or any one particular object, & there are ex- 
pressions in the will in some degree militating 
with it, if I plainly see, those expressions are 
inserted by mistake, I may reject them. 

But 1 cannot reject any words, unless it is 
perfectly clear, they were inserted by mistake ; 
& if two parts of the will are totally irreconcilable, 
I know of no rule but by taking the subsequent 
words as an indication of a subsequent intention 
(Lorp ALVANLEY, M.R.).—Sims v.o DOUGHTY 
(1800), 5 Ves. 243; 31 K. R. 567. 
Annotations :—Consd. Constantine v. Constantine 

6 Ves. 100; Sherratt v. Bentley (1834), 2 My. & K. 


4273. Or ignorance.|-—(1) lf the 
general intention of testator can be collected upon 
the whole will, particular terms used, which are 
inconsistent with that intention, may be rejected 
as introduced by testator’s mistake or ignorance 
of the force of the words used. 

(2) Where the latter part of a will is inconsistent 
with a prior part, the latter part will prevail.— 
SHERRATT v. BENTLEY (1834), 2 My. & K. 149; 
39 KE. R. 901, L. C. 

Annolations :—As to (1) Consd. Shea v. Boschetti (1854), 
18 Beav. 321; Re Brown’s Trust (1873), L. R. 16 Hq. 239 ; 
Re Bagshaw’s Trusts (1877), 46 L. J. Ch. 5673 In the 
Katate of Lupton, [1905] P. 321. Refd. Gravenorv. Watkins 
(1871), L. R.6C. P. 500. As to (2) Refd. Hare v. Westropp 
(1861), 4 L. T. 578; Ie Stringer’s Estate, Shaw wv. Jones, 
Ford (1877), 6 Ch. D. 1. 

4274, —- -- Admissibility of evidence that 
clause inserted by mistake.]|—-Testator gave to his 
wife, so long as she should continue his widow & 
until all his four daughters by his former wife 
should attain twenty-one or dic under twenty-one, 
an annuity of £800, & a further annuity of £100 in 
respect of each of such daughters who should for 
the time being be under twenty-one, such annuities 
to be employed by her in maintaining herself & 
his said daughters, & in educating the daughters. 
After all his four daughters had attained twenty- 
one or died, he bequeathed to his wife during 
widowhood £600 a year, & after her future marriage 
£200 a year. If he should have any children by 
his then wife, he bequcathed to his wife in respect 
of each of such children who should for the time 
being be under twenty-one a further annuity of 
£150, to commence after all his said four daughters 
should have attained twenty-one or died, to be 
applied by his wife in maintaining & educating 
such children, & to be paid by equal half-yearly 
payments, the first of such payments to be made 
at the expiration of six calendar months from his 
decea.3. Te gave his residuary estate among such 
of his children by both wives as being sons should 
attain twenty-one, or being daughters attain that 
age or marry, in equal shares, subject to a provision 
for making the share of each child by the second 
wife exceed the share of a child by the former 
wife by £3,000. ‘There was the usual clause of 
maintenance, subject to a proviso that the power 





(1801), 
149. 
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of giving maintenance should not be exercised as 
to any child while the annuity bequeathed to his 
wife in respect of such child was payable, unless 
the trustees thought the annuity insufficient. At 
testator’s death several of the daughters by the 
first wife were under twenty-one :—Held: (1) this 
was not a case of two inconsistent gifts, but of a 
gift of something to arise at a future time with a 
subsequent direction as to the time of payment 
which was inconsistent with the terms of the 
original gift, & such subsequent direction could 
not enlarge the gift, but must be rejected as 
inconsistent with it; (2) evidence that the latter 
of the two clauses was left in the will by mistake. 
& contrary to testator’s express instructions, was 
not admissible; (3) this is not. a case of two in- 
consistent gifts, a gift of something in one clause 
& a different gift of the same thing in another 
clause, in which case, no doubt, the rule is that 
the latter clause, if a judge can find nothing else 
to assist him in determining the question, is to 
prevail, as being the last expression of testator’s 
wish (JAMES, L.J.).—He Bywater, BYWATER v. 
CLARKE (1881), 18 Ch. D. 17; 30 W. R. 94, C. A. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Distd. Re Williams, Williame v. 

Williams (1895), 64 L. J. Ch. 349. Consd. Rose & Frank 

Co. v. Crompton (J. R.) & Bros, Ltd., [1923] 2 K. B. 261. 

4275. Words not expressing intention of testator 
——Mere improbability.|—To authorise the rejection 
of words in a will, there must be an absolute im- 
possibility of construing the will, those words being 
retained. The more improbability that testator 
could have meant what he has expressed, neither 
amounts to a cause for rejection, nor renders the 
devise void for uncertainty. 

Words transposed to make sense of a will, other- 
wise insensible, & to make them take some effect, 
rather than be totally void; not where plain & 
sensible ; much less to let in different devisees & 
legatees.—_CHAMBERS v. BRAILSFORD (1816), 2 
Mer. 25; 19 Ves. 652; 34 FE. R. 658, L. C. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Phipps v. Ackerg (1835), 3 Cl. & Fin. 

702; Hart v. Tulk (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 300; Wallace 

vw. Seymour (1872), 20 W. Kh. 634; Andrew v. Andrew 

(1875), 1 Ch. D. 410. 

4276. Construction of will impossible—Where 
words retained.|-—- CHAMBERS wv. BRAILSFONRD, 
No. 4275, aie. 

4277. .]— JONES v. PRICE, No. 3485, ante. 

4278. Words insensible.]|—Devise of real estate 
& trust moneys to the children of S., who 
should live to attain twenty-one, & the issue of 
such as should die under age, & their respective 
heirs, exors., etc., as tenants in common; & if 
there should be no child of S., who should live to 
attain twenty-one (or dying without leaving issue). 
or dying under that age, should not leave such 
issue (or such issue dying under age as aforesaid), 
then over: S. had one child who attained twenty- 
one, & died without issue :—-Held: the devise 
over did not take effect, the words within brackets 
being insensible, & therefore rejected.—LUNN v. 
OSBORNE, PRUEN v. OSBORNE (1834), 7 Sim. 56; 
58 E. R. 758; sub nom. LUNN v. OSBORNE, PRUEN 
v. LunN, 3 L. J. N.S. Ch. 2838. , 

4279. Rejection of full stops dividing figures 
£100 read for £1. 0. 0.|—-MANCHEE v. Kay (1862), 
3 Gif. 545; 66 E. R. 524. - 

See, also, ExEcuTors, Vol. XXIITI., pp. 1385- 
138, Nos. 1341-1351, 1355-1358, 1360-1372. 
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a. Power of court— To substitute 


allernative devise.J\—-Although the ct. 
can strike out a devise inserted in a 
will by mistake, it cannot substitute L. 


WILLS. 


SUB-SECT. 10.—SUBSTITUTION OF WORDS. 
A. In General. 


4280. Only in absolute necessity.|-LoNGMORE 
v. Broom, No. 4214, arte. 

4281. Other word manifestly intended.]—-DENT 
v. Pepys, No. 4288, post. 

4282. -|—Hanrt v. TULK, HART v. GORDON, 
TuULK v. Hart, HART v. COTTRELL, No. 3732, ante. 

4283. .|—In the construction of wills the 
ct. will consider the intention of testator, the state 
of the parties provided for, &, to remove incon 
sistencics, will read the word ‘future’ as 
‘* former,’ —PASMORE v. Huaains (1855), 21 Beav. 
103; 251. J. Ch. 251; 26 L. T. O. 8S. 66; 1 Jur. 
N.S. 1060; 52 E. R. 798; sub nom. PASSMORE v. 
Huaeains, 4 W. Rk. 33. 














4284. .|—THOMPSON v. WHITELOCK, No. 
4210, ante. 
4285. -|—Where testator makes disposi- 


tions respecting what he designates as ‘‘ property 
settled on the marriage of A. B.,’” & there had been 
two marriages of A. B. previously to the date of 
the will, one in 1804, & the other in 1810, & on 
the former marriage no property had been settled, 
but on the latter marriage certain estates had been 
appointed, the appointed estates will be taken 
(that construction being necessary to make the 
will sensible) to be those which testator intended 
to describe.— MICKLETHWAIT v. MICKLETUWAIT 
(1859), 29 L. J. C. P. 75; 5 Jur. N. 8. 487; 7 
W. KR. 451, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Refid. Dormer v. Ward, [1900] P. 130; 


Hubbard (otherwise Rogers) v. Hubbard (1901), 84 L. T. 
ah ite Slade, Watson v. Witham (1918), 87 L. J. Ch. 
536. 


4286. jJ—Re DAYRELL, HAstTIE v. DAyY- 
RELL, No. 3880, ante. 

4287. Clerical error leading to absurdity.|— 
A clerical error may be corrected where, if un- 
corrected, it makes the will absurd, & the proper 
correction can be gathered from the context. 
Testutor devised an estate called Lea Know! to 
trustees upon trusts for the benefit of his daughter 
W., ber husband & children, & empowered his 
trustees, at the request of his daughter W., to sell 
the estate & stand possessed of the sale moneys 
upon the trusts thereinbefore declared “ con- 
cerning the said Lea Knowl estate hereby devised, 
as to such & so many of them as shall at the time 
of sale have been existing undetermined & capable 
of taking effect.”’ Ife then devised an estate 
called Croxton to trustees upon similar trusts for 
the benefit of his daughter C., her husband & 
children, & empowered his trustees, at the request 
of his daughter C., to sell the last-mentioned 
devised hereditaments & stand possessed of the 
sale moneys, ‘‘ in trust for such person & persons, 
& for such estates, ends, intents & purposes, 
powers, provisoes, & conditions as are herein- 
before limited, expressed, & declared, of & con- 
cerning the said Lea Know] estate hereby devised, 
as to such & so many of them as shall at the time 
of sale have been existing undetermined & capable 
of taking effect’ :— Held: the words, “‘ the said 
Lea Know! estate,” in the trust of the moncys to 
arise from the sale of the Croxton estate had been 
inserted in the will through an obvious error; to 
read the words, ‘‘ the said Lea Know! estate,” 
literally & grammatically, would be making the 
will lead to a manifest absurdity or incongruity, & 
the will must be read as if the words, ‘‘ the said 
Croxton estate,’’ were inserted in the place of the 
words ‘‘ the said Lea Knowl Estate,” in the trusts 





another devise to carry out testator’s 
intention.—Iaaao v. Mitis, 6 N. Z. 
R. C. A. 122.—-N.Z. 
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of the moneys to arise from the sale of the Croxton 
estate.—Re Norrunn’s EstTaTr, Saut v. Pym 
(1884), 28 Ch. ID. 1563; 64 L. J. Ch. 273; 562 1L. T. 
178; 88 W. R. 336. 

See, also, Exncurors, Vol. XXIII., p. 186, 
Nos. 1352, 1853. 


B. Particular Words. 
a) ‘* And” and ‘‘ Or.” 
See Part XVI., Sect. 24, post. 


(b) Other Words. 

4288. One name substituted for another.] — 
One name may be substituted for another in the 
construction of a will, where it is manifest, not 
only that the name used was not intended, but 
that a certain other name was necessarily intended. 
-—DENT v. PEPYS (1822), 6 Madd. 850; 56 E. R. 


1124. 
Annotation :-—Consd. Mostyn v. Mostyn (1854), 5 H. L. 


Cas. 155. 

4289. <* Copyhold ’’ read as ‘‘ freehold.’*] — 
In this case it is perfectly clear, that legal con- 
struction will not admit, as 1 think, of considering 
the word copyhold as introduced by mistake 
instead of freehold; &, therefore, that the will 
must be construed as if "testator had directed the 
word copyhold to be inserted where it is found 
(LORD Knpon, C.).—WuiITE v. Virry (1828), 4 
Russ. 5684; 38 E.R. 025, LC. 

4290. ‘‘ Survivors’? not read as “ others. 7) 
Under a devise of real & personal estate to the widow 
for life & afterwards to the testator’s four children 
or their children, share & share alike; & if any of 
such children should die without leaving a child, 
his share was to be divided between ‘' the survivor 
or survivors” of them or their children :—Held : 
“survivors ’’’ could not be read as ‘ others.’— 
BLUNDELL 1. CHAPMAN (1864), 83 Beav. 648; 838 
L. J. Ch. 6603; 10 Jur. N.S. 332; 12 W. RR. 540; 
65 E.R. 6203 sub nom. BUNDELL v. CHAPMAN, 10 
| pm oes 5 

4291. ‘‘No’’ substituted for ‘*‘ one.’’] —Tes- 
tator bequeathed a sum of £600, after the death 
of his wife, to his two daughters ‘A. & B. in equal 
shares; & if either of them should die in the life- 
time of his wife, to such of her children as should 
attain twenty-one ; “but if there be one such 
child ” then upon the trusts of the other moiety :— 
Held: the gift over was good, though A. died in 
her mother’s lifetime, unmarried.—Moorsr  v. 
BEAGLEY (18765), 33 L. T. 198. 

4292. ‘* Of ’’ substituted for ‘‘ or.’’?]—Re Day- 
RELL, HAstin ve. DAYRELL., No. 3880, ante. 

4292a. ‘“Nor’’ read as “or not.’’]—Testator 
gave to his daughter the interest of his property 
for life, & after her death the same interest to her 
children till twenty-one, & then the principal to 
them absolutely; but in the event of her not inter- 
marrying, nor having any such children. then the 
same property to be subject to her disposal] by will 
or otherwise. The daughter married, never had a 
child, & became a widow, &, being so, & of the age 


PART XVI. SECT. 10, SUB-SECT. 10. 
-—-B. (b). 
f. ‘* Survivor 


O’BRIEN 0. 
459.—IR. 


b. *S 4nd” read as “ eM: *y 
~—~Re NIEBEL (1892), 13 N.S. W. L. I. 
kKq.) 161.—AUS. 

0. °° Proceeds’ read ‘ income.” J— 


CHUBROOK v. MuRRAY, 30 N.S. R. 23. 
—CAN. R. 200; 


31 Se. L. 
ad. “ Leaving” construed ag" having. i ScoT. 
—HRe Smiti & Reapy, (1927]3 D. LI 
ie 60 O. L. R. 617.—CAN. 

** Remaining ’’ construed “‘ other.’’) 
—The word * remaining ’’ is an equi- 
vocal expression, which may more easily 
be construed as “ other’? than the 


General 


word “ gucviving.’’—-HUGHES v. WHrrBy 
(1872), 71. R. Hq. 98.—IR. 

r”’ construed 
O’BRIEN, 


g. ——.J]— PATTERSON'S TRUSTEES 0. 
BRAND (1 (1893), 21 R, a oe one ) 253; 


PART XVI. SECT. a SUB-SECT. 2. 


rule. im An 
seta by testator in a codicil that he 
has by his will given a legacy to B. 
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of more than sixty-four years, filed a bill for a 
transfer of the fund to her :—Held : the word ‘“‘ nor’”’ 
must be read ‘‘or not,’’ &, considering the age of 
the daughter, the ct. directed a transfer of the fund 
to her.—MAcKENZIE v. Kina (1848) 17 L. J. Ch. 
448; 12 L. T. O. 8S. 4; 12 Jur. 787. 


Sect. 11.—EFFECT OF RECITALS. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

4293. Whether recital binding on legatee-—-Debt 
alleged due from legatee to testator-—Recital binding 
unless erroneous.|—-Where testator recites that a 
Jegatee is indebted in a certain sum, that recital 
binds the legatee except in case of a clear mistake 
of figures.— ROBINSON v. BRANSBY (1821), 6 Madd. 
348; 56 EK. R. 1124. 

4294. Allegation of advance to legatee.|— 
Testator gave the residue of his estate amongst his 
children equally; &, after reciting that he had 
already paid to his son A. £400 on account of his 
share, testator declared that his son A. should not 
be entitled to such share without bringing into 
hotchpot the sum ‘ hereinbefore recited to have 
been advanced ”’ :—Held: A. was bound by the 
statement in the will as to the amount of the 
advance, & was not entitled to adduce evidence to 
show that the advance in fact made was less than 
that sum.—2?e Woop, WARD v. Woop (18386), 32 
Ch. D. 517; 65 L. J. Ch. 720; 34 W. R. 788 ; 
sub nom. Re Woon’s ESTATE, Woop v. WARD, 54 


LL. T. 932. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Hoyle, Hoyle v. Hoyle, {189s} 
1 Ch. 8 sey v 


h. 84. Refd. /?e Heolsey. Woolley v. Kelsey, Ke 
Kelsey, {1905} 2 Ch. 465. 
——.]—-See Sect. 31, sub-sect. 5, post. 
Whether intention to put donee to election pre- 
sumed.]—See Equiry, Vol. XX., p. 419, Nos. 
1501-1503. 











SURB-SECT. 2.—ERRONEOUS RECITALS. 
A. In General. 


4295. Whether gift implied—Recital of right in 
testator——No indication of intention to confer gift.| 
-- No devise by implication from the mere recita 
of an erroneous conception of right.--DasHwoop 
v. PEYTON (1811), 18 Ves. 27; 34 E. R. 227, L. C. 
Annotations :---Consd. Sanford 2. Ralices (1816), 1 Mer. 646. 

Apld. Coutts +. Acworth (1870), 18 W. BR. 482. Refd. 


rrr Adama (1842), 11 . J. Ch. 805; Mackenzie v. 
Bradbury (1865), 35 Beav. 617; Codrington v. Lindsay 


re 8 Oh. App. 578. Mentd. Fletcher v. Sondes 
1827), 1 Bl. N.S. 144, 
4296. _ Recital of right in another.]—TILLy 


v. TMILLY (1743), cited in 18 Ves. at p. 43; 341.1. 
233, L. C. 


Annotations :—-Consd. Dashwood v. Peyton eu ak Ves. 
27. Refd. Adams v. Adams (1842), 11 L. J. 


4297. -|—Testator, in his will natiis 
a settlement, & recites, that an annuity of £200 is 
thereby secured to his wife, which was not the 
fact. He then bequeaths her another annuity of 








when he had not done so, creates no 
legacy at all._-Re sae (1918), ~ 
“other.°}-- OO. L. R. 281; 13 O. W.N. 268. —CAN 


(1896) 2 1. RR. 4296 i. IVhether gift isla Feaeiial 
of right in another.}—-An_ erroneous 
recital in a will that the Jands of B. 
(of which testator was seised in fee 
farm) were settled on A. at the death of 
M. does not operate to give a life 
estate by implication to M. But it is 
sufficient to take those lands out of a 
general residuary devise, so that they 
descend upon testator’s heir-at-law.— 
ee Harris (1869), 17 W. R. 


369.-— 


erroneous 
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Sect. 11.— Effect of recitals: Sub-sect. 2, A. & B.] 


£400, ‘‘in addition to the said annuity of £200 
secured to her by the settlement ”’ :—Held: this 
was merely a mistake in the recital, & did not 
constitute a bequest, in addition to the annuity 
of £400, of so much as would make up the settled 
property £200 a year.— RALPH v. WATSON (1840), 
91L. J. Ch. 328. 

Aran -—Refd. Adams v. Adams (1842), 11 L. J. Ch. 


4298. --]|—(1) Where testator, in one 
art of his will, has recited that he had given a 
egacy to a certain person, but it has not appcared 

that any such legacy was given, the ct. has taken 
the recital as conclusive evidence of an intention 
to give by the will &, fastening upon it, has 
given to the erroneous recital the effect of an 
actual gift (SHADWELL, V.-C.). 

(2) Where, however, testator says that only 
which amounts to a declaration, that he supposes 
that a party who is referred to has an interest 
independent of the will—such a recital is no 
evidence of an intention to give by the will & 
cannot be treated as a gift by implication (SuAp- 
WELL, V.-CU.).—ADAMS v. ADAMS (1842), 1 Hare, 
537; 11 L. J. Ch. 305; 6 Jur. 681; 66 E.R. 1144. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Distd. Westcott v. Culliford (1844), 

3 Hare, 265. Consd. Mackenzie v. Bradb (1865), 35 

Beav. 617: Re lowe, Pike v. Hamlyn, (1898] 1 Ch. 153. 
Generally, Consd. Re Arnold’s Estate (1863), 33 Beav. 163. 
Refd. Re Smith (1862), 2 John. & H. 594. Mentd. Mandeno 
v. Mandeno (1853), Kay, App. il. 

4299. -|—E. brought a moicty of the 
residuary estate of S., to which she was entitled, 
into the trusts of her marriage settlement. By 
her will she exercised a powcr given to her, & 
appointed this fund, with all her other property, 
to her husband, G., absolutely. G. in his will 
mistakenly recited that a moiety of the fund 
representing this moiety was payable at his death 
to the exors. of J. :—-Held : G. had simply specified 
a deduction from his estate which was unnecessary 
& all the estate, after payment of debts & legacies, 
was distributable amongst those entitled to residue. 
aa LEE, GIBBON v. PEELE (1910), 103 L. T. 

4300. ——-—-.]—Testator being entitled to a 
policy of assurance for £500 on the joint lives of 
himself & his wife, bequeathed all his personal 
estate, “‘ save & except the sum of £500 payable 
at my death, under a policy of insurance, to my 
wife, & to which she is absolutely entitled under 
the said policy,” to trustees, upon trust for his 
wife for life, & for his children after her death :— 
Held: the £500 payable under the policy was 
given, by implication, to the widow absolutely by 
the will.—Haux v. Lietcy (1870), L. R. 9 Eq. 
376; 23 L. T. 208; 18 W. R. 423. 

4301. Evident intention to confer gift 
—Recital of indebtedness of testator to legatee.|—- 
An erroneous recital in a will of indebtedness on 
the part of testator to a legatee, even though 
accompanied by a direction to pay, will not amount 
to a gift of the supposed debt, in the absence of any 
indication in the will of an intention of bounty in 
respect thereof; but such intention may be 
implied from the general scope of the will.—Re 
RowE, PIKE v. HAMLYN, [1898] 1 Ch. 153; 67 
L. J. Ch. 87; 77 L. T. 475; 46 W. R. 357; 42 
Sol. Jo. 96, C. A. 


Annotation :-—Refd. Re Glassington, Glassington v. Follett, 
(1906) 2 Ch. 305. 




















4305 ii. 





PART XVI. SECT. 11, SUB-SECT. 2. 
—B. 
wwe es acccecce Of supnosced gift— 
Whether gift implied pak LANGAN v. 
BERGIN, [1896] 1 1. R. 331.-——IR. 


—— ,J—Where there is 
mention by way of recital of an in- 
dependent. fact, the law does not give 
any operation to that recital, but if 
it be a recital of something supposed 
to have been done by the will 


WILLS. 


4302. Recital as to tenure—Devise of leaseholds 
subject to legacy—-Whether gift enlarged.|— 
Testator devised his freehold estate to his widow, 
charged with a legacy to another, & also be- 
queathed to his widow his personal estate. The 
widow, by her will, gave a leasehold estate, part 
of the same property, erroneously describing it as 
freehold, to A., subject, in conjunction with the 
freehold premises, to the legacy; & she devised 
the freehold premises to B., subject, with the 
premises devised to A., to the payment of the 
same legacy :—Held: the fact of testatrix having 
given the estates to A. & B. respectively, in the 
mistaken supposition that both estates were, 
under the will of original testator, subject to the 
legacy, but which he had charged on the freehold 
only, was no ground for exonerating the estate 
bequeathed to A., for there was no reason to 
presuinc that testatrix would have apportioned 
her bounty differently if the mistake had not 
occurred.—-WESTCOTT v. CULLIFORD (1844), 3 Hare, 
265; 13 L. J. Ch. 186; 8 Jur. 166; 67 EE. R. 382. 


Annotations :-—Mentd. Jones v. How (1850), 14 L. T. O. S. 
504; Wilson v. Eden (1853), 22 L. T. O. S. 128. 


4303. Whether gift excluded—Recital that testa- 
tor not possessed of property.] —- Re MABER, 
ARMSBY v. MABER (1896), 12 T. L. R. 267. 

4304. Recital as to payment of debt-——Restriction 
of gift.)—Testator by his will gave a legacy of 
£7,000 upon trust for the benefit of his married 
daughter & her children; & after reciting that he 
had given a bond for £3,000 for her husband, he 
directed that what should remain due on the bond 
at his death should be paid out of the legacy. By 
a codicil made about twelve months afterwards 
testator recited that he had paid the £3,000 & 
other sums, for which he was bound for the 
husband, to an amount exceeding £5,000, in the 
whole, & directed that, unless that sum at least 
should be repaid previously to his decease, the 
sum of £5,000 should be taken in part payment of 
the £7,000. It was admitted that the husband 
had not repaid £5,000, but disputed whether 
testator had paid so much as £5,000 for the 
husband :—/ield: the legacy must be reduced 
only by the amount remaining unpaid of sums 
advanced by testator for the daughter’s husband. 
—Re Tayuor’s Estate, ToMLIN v. UNDERHAY 
(1881), 22 Ch. D. 495; 48 L. T. 552, C. A. 5; subse- 
quent proceedings (1882), 22 Ch. D. 502, C. A. 
Annotations :—-Consd. Re Wood, Ward v. Wood (1886), 32 

Ch. D. 517; Je Hoyle, Hoyle v. Hoyle, {1893} 1 Ch. 84, 

Cc. A. Apld. Re Kelsey, Woolley v. Kelscy, Kelsey v. 

Kelsey, [1905] 2 Ch. 465. 

B. As to Antecedent Gift. 

4305. Recital of supposed gift—-Whether gift 
implied.|—DOWNING v. BAGNALL (1755), Amb. 
App. 818; 27 BE. R. 616; sub nom. DOWNING (OR 
DOWNES) v. TOWNSEND, Amb. 280. 
aie en :—Mentd. Scroggs v. Scroggs (1755), Amb. App. 

4306. —— .]—A devise to a wife of £600 to 
be paid to W. in full for the purchase of such lands 
‘‘ already stated in part of a jointure to said wife 
for life’; the lands were not settled on her; they 
will not pass by the will, by virtue of these words. 
—WRIGHT v. WIVELL (1688), 3 Lev. 259; 2 Vent. 
56; 83 E. R. 679. 

Annotations :—Refd. Bamfield v. Popham (1708), Holt, 

K. B. 233; Downing v. Townsend (1755), Amb. 280. 

4307. -—-— —-- -.]|—Devise of lands ‘‘ which he 








which was not sv done, then that 
would infer or create an actual devise. 
—A.-G. v. DILLON (1862), 13 I. Ch. R. 
127; 14 Ir. Jur. 251.—1R. 

4305 iii. Law’s TRUB- 
TEES v. GRAY, [1921] S. C. 455.—SCOT. 





se eamammnannamnanl — 
° 


tself, 


Part XVI.—CoNSTRUCTION. 


has before given to A. ’’ over to B. on a given event, 
is a devise by implication to A.—BIBIN v. WALKER 
(17€8), Amb. 661; 27 EB. R. 429. 

Annotation :—Refd. Darley v. Martin (1853), 13 C. B. 683. 








cig -.|—ADAMS v. ADAMS, No. 4298, 
ante. 
4309. -}—Testator gave by will £3,000 











upon trust for A. & her children, & after the 
decease of A., without issue, for the children of B. 
By a codicil of later date testator recited that he 
had by his will given the £3,000 to A. for life, 
with remainder to her children, & afterwards to 
B. for life, with remainder to his children, & 
revoked the will as to £2,000, part of the £3,000, 
from & after the devise to A. & her children, & 
instead of giving the said sum of £2,000 to B. & 
his children bequeathed the same to C. :—Held: 
the erroneous recital in the codical that the £3,000 
was given to B. for life did not amount to a gift 
of a life-estate in the £1,000 which remained 
unrevoked. 

Where you find a recital that a particular person 
is entitled under another instrument, that does not 
in general amount to a gift by the instrument 
which contains the recital, because testator, 
supposing the interest already to exist, cannot 
intend by that instrument to created it ; but where 
testator says in any testamentary instrument that 
he has by that very document made a particular 
gift, there the ct. will lay hold of this as conclusive 
evidence of an intention to confer such bounty, 
& will give to the erroncous recital the effect: of an 
actual gift (Paar Woop, V.-C.).—fe Smitn (1862), 
2 John. & H. 594; 70 KF. R. 1196. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Bedson’s Trusts (1885), 28 Ch. D. 
423; Re Boden, Boden vw, Boden, [1907] 1 Ch. 132; Jee 
Curzon, Martin v. Perry (1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 362. 

4310. -—--— ---—.]—-Where the construction of a 
devise or bequest contained in a will is ambiguous, 
the expression of testator in a codicil as to the way 
in which he understands or construes his own 
words in the will. is conclusive, & must be fol- 
lowed ; but if testator in his codicil recite that in 
his will he has made a devise or bequest which 
does not in fact there appear, the codicil does not, 
by such a recital create that devise or bequest.— 
Re ARNOLD'S ESTATE (1868), 38 Beav. 163; 9 
1. TT. 580; 9 Jur. N.S. 11863; 12 W. R. 43° 55 
kK. R. 329. 

Annotation :—Refd. Richardson v. Power (1865), 19 C. B. 
N.S. 780. - 





4311. ----- |—By her will testatrix gave 
£1,000 amongst the children of her niece. By a 
codicil she recited that she had, by her will, given 
£1,000 to F. B. (a son of her niece), & she declared 
that the said Jegacy should not) be payable until 
twenty-one, with power of maintenance :—Held: 
the erroneous recital constituted no gift, & F. B. 
was only entitled to a share of the £1,000.— 
MACKENZIF v. BRADBURY (1865), 85 Beav. 617 ; 
6 New Rep. 283; #4 T.. J. Ch. 627; 11 Jur. N.S. 
650; 55 I. R. 1036. 

Anat ien :—Refd. Re Hoyle, Hoyle v. Hoyle [1893] 1 


4312. .]--FARRER v. ST. CATHARINE’S 
COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE, No. 4697, post. 

4318. .|—Re Bagot, Paton v. ORME- 
ROD, [1893] 3 Ch. 348; 621.3. Ch. 1006; 69 L. T. 
399; 37 Sol. Jo. 730, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Maber, Armsby v. Maber (1896), 
eo T. lL. R. 267. Refd. Hounsell v. Dunning, [1902] 1 
- 12. 


4314, —_— ——— Necessity for absence of refer- 
ence to actual gift.|—Without denying that the 
recital of a gift, as antecedently made, may amount 
to a gift, the ct. ought to see very clearly that 
there is nothing in the will to which the recital 
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can refer, before it is turned into a distinct bequest ; 

otherwise an inaccurate testator may be held to 

make a second bequest, when he has only made an 

incorrect reference to the first (GRANT, M.R.).— 

SMITH v. FITZGERALD (1814), 3 Ves. & B. 23; 35 

K. R. 380. 

Annotations :—Refd. Livesay v. Redfern (1836), 2 Y. & C. 
Kx. 90; Bevan v. A.-G. (1863), 4 Giff. 361; Cosby v. 
Millington (1869), 38 L. J. C. P. 373. 

4315. -|—Testatrix gave the 
residue of her property to A., & by a codicil, 
reciting that gift, & that, as life was uncertain, A. 
might be removed before her, she in such case 
appointed B. & C. her residuary legatees. Testa- 
trix made a second codicil, as follows: ‘ As the 
death of Mrs. W. (the mother of B. & C.) has taken 
place, & as her two children will ultimately become 
my residuary legatees, the £15 she was to have I 
give to Mrs. II.’’ :—Held: A. was entitled to the 
residue.—-VAUGHAN v. FOAKES (1836), 1 Keen, 
58; 48 BE. R. 228. 

4316. General reference to dispositions 
——No reference to specific gift..—-WyYLIE v. Wytain, 
WYLIE v. KNontn, No. 3962, ante. 

4317. ‘* Granted ’’ construed as 
“‘agreed to be granted.’’|-—-MILFORD v. SMITH 
(1693), 1 Salk. 225; Y¥1 KE. R. 1993; sub nom. 
Smirn v. MILFoRD, 4 Mod. Rep. 1313; sub nom. 
PRINCEFORD v. Sm1TH, Comb. 195; sub nom. 
WINSFORD v. SMITH, 1 Show. 350. 

4318. Mistake as to amount or extent of gift— 
Enlargement of gift.)—MILNER v. MILNER (1748), 
1 Ves. Sen. 106; 27 EK. R. 921, L. C. 

Annotations :—-Folld. Clark v. Guise (1755), Belt’s Sup. 425. 
Refd. Hart. v. Tulk (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 300; Re 
Segelcke, Ziegler v. Nicol, [1906] 2 Ch. 301. 
4319. —-—— .|— Testator, reciting the 

amount of a debt he owed A. according to his own 

computation of it, directs such amount to be paid 
out of his real & personal estate ; & bequeaths an 
annuity to A. for life, out of his real & personal 
estate. Such creditor may enjoy the annuity, & 
be at liberty to dispute testator’s calculation of 
the debt.—-CLARK v. GuIsk (1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 

617; 28 BK. R. 393. 

4320. ——.- ----.]—Testator by his will gave to 
his son a legacy of £3,000, & by a codicil a legacy of 
£4,000, in addition to the legacy of £2,000 given 
by his will:—Held: the son was entitled to the 
legacy of £3,000 in addition to the legacy of 
£4,000.—GorDON v. ILOFFMANN (1834), 7 Sim. 29 ; 
58 I. R. 748. 

Annotation :—Consd. Mann v. Fuller (1854), Kay, 624. 
4321. -- -- —-—.|—By a codicil, testator gave 

to A. B. * £500, in addition to £1,500 which he 

had before bequeathed to him.’ Testator had 
previously bequeathed two legacies only of £500 

& £500 each :—Held: by implication, the legatee 

was entitled to £2,000.—JORDAN v. FORTESCUN 

(1847), 10 Beav. 259; 16 L. J. Ch. 3823; 9 10. T. 

O.S. 290; 1) Jur. 549; 50 H.R. 582. 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Smitb (1862), 2 John. & H. 4594. 
Folld. Farrer v. St. Catharinve’s College, Cambridge (1873), 


L. R. 16 Kq. 19; Re Yates, Singleton v. Povah (1922), 128 
L. T. 619. 
| 


4322. -——- - Testatrix by will gave to 
A. B. an annuity of £40, contingent on a certain 
event. She then gave A. BK. a legacy of £30. By 
a codicil testatrix said, ‘‘ & I increase the immediate 
annuity of £30 left by my will to”’ A. B. ‘‘to an 
annuity of £50’ :—Held: A. B. took an annuity 
of £50 in addition to the contingent annuity of 
£40.—IVEs v. Dopason (1870), L. R. 9 Eq. 401; 
39 L. J. Ch. 6933; 23 L. T. 215. 

4323. —-— .|—Where testator by a codicil 
to his will said that he added a further £8,000 to 
the £3,000 already bequeathed to A. by his will, 
& in fact he had only bequeathed £2,000 to A. by 
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Sect. 11.—Effect of recitals: Sub-sect. 2, B.; sub- 
sect. 3. Sect. 12: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


his will :—Held: A. took a total legacy of £11,000. 
—Re YATES, SINGLETON v. POVAH (1922), 128 
L. T. 619; 66 Sol. Jo. 523. 

4324. by 
his will, made in the year 1820, pave & bequeathed 
to his daughter Mary, her cxors., administrators, 
& assigns, certain leaseholds, for life ; &, from & 
after her decease, he gave & bequeathed the same 
“unto & amongst the lawful issue of his said 
daughter Mary, equally, share & share alike, with 
benefit of survivorship; &, in default) of such 
issue, he gave & bequeathed the same unto his son 
George, for his natural] life, &, after his decease, 
to his children equally, share & share alike, with 
the benefit of survivorship.” He afterwards 
made a codicil, which contained a recital that he 
had by his will given & bequeathed the Icascholds 
to his son George ‘‘ after the decease of his daughter 
Mary, & in default of her leaving lawful issue,” & 
then went on to provide, that, in the event of his 
son not indemnifying his estate from a liability 
testator had incurred on his account, all the 
bequests to his son (but so far as concerned the 
son only) should be revoked :—Held: interpreting 
the will by the codicil, the gift over in the former, 
‘‘in default of such issuc,’’ being capable of im- 
porting a bequest over on failure of issue living at 
the death, it must be inferred from the latter that 
testator employed it in that sense, inasmuch as 
in the codicil he referred to it as if it were a gift 
over in default of his daughter’s leaving issue, 
which, as regards personalty, is tantamount to a 
gift over on failure of issue living at the death ; 
&, consequently, that, assuming the limitation in 
the will, if it stood alone, would have conferred 
an absolute interest on the daughter, upon the 
true construction of the will & codicil taken 
together, such gift was subject to a good executory 
bequest over in favour of the children of testator’s 
son.— DARLEY v. MARTIN (1853), 13 C. B. 683 ; 
22 L. J.C. P. 249; 17 Jur. 1125; 1C. LL. BR. 729 ; 

138 E. R. 13868. 


Annoiaions :—Consd. Cosby v. Millington (1869), 38 L. J. 
Cc. P. Ex. Ch. Refd. Bamford v. Chadwick (1954), 
2C.L. x 1757; Rew at Trusts, Hr p. Wynch (1854), 5 
De GQ. M. & G.'188 ; Re Venn, Lindon t. Ingram, 11904] 
2 Ch. 52; Ormond Investment Co. v. Betts, [1928] A. C. 143. 


4325. -—Testator directed his debts 
to be paid, “‘ including a debt of £300 owing from 
me to my daughter.’’ He owed his daughter 
£150 only :-——Held: that she was not entitled to 
receive more than the £150.— WILSON v. MORLEY 
(1877), 5 Ch. D. 776; 46 L. J. Ch. 790; 36 1. T. 
731; 25 W. R. 690. 


Annotations :— Refd. Re Dyke, Dyke v. Dyke Shady m 44 
L. T. 568; Re Rowe, Pike v. Hamlyn, [1898] 1 Ch. 15 


4326. -|—Testator by his will gave his 
daughter (in events which happened) an estate 
tail in his real property & an absolute estate in 
his personal property. By a codicil, after reciting 
that his daughter would take an estate for life in 
his property, with remainder to her issue, he 
directed that the life estate should be for her 
separate use, that she should have a power of 
appointing a life estate to any husband who should 
survive her, & that if she should have mnore than 
one son, & her eldest son should inherit property 
from other sources of a certain value, then her 
second son should succeed to the property given 
by the will, with certain gifts over :—Held: the 
estates given by the will were modified by the 
codicil, & the daughter was entitled to a life estate 
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only in the real & personal property of testator, 
with remainder by implication to her eldest son 
absolutely subject to the appointment by her of a 
life estate in favour of a husband, & to a shifting 
use in favour of a second son. —Re MARGITSON, 
HAGGARD v. HAGGARD (1882), 48 L. T. 172; 81 





W.R. 257, C. A. 

4327. ——.]—NICKALL v. FAWKES (1905), 
50 Sol. Jo. 126. 

4328. Diminution of gift.|—-Testator gave 





‘* the interest of £2,000 to G. S., & at his death to 
his children,’ & in a subsequent part of the will 
‘‘the sum of £1,000 to G. S., in addition to the 
£1,000 before mentioned’ :—Held: the first 
legac y was not reduced by the erroneous allusion 
to its amount in the second legacy; & the latter 
legacy of £1,000 was an absolute gift to G. S. of 
that sum. ~—MANN v. FULLER (1854), Kay, 624; 

Ing. Rep. 1085; 23 L. J. Ch. 543; 24 1. T. 0. ‘s 


34; 2W.1R. 510; 69 BE. BR. 265, 
aimolaton -—Refd. Re Joseph, Pain v. Joseph, [1908] 2 


SUB-SECT. 3.-- EXPLANATION BY RECITALS. 

4329. Whether recital explanatory——Of operative 
part of will.|—Testator, by his will, reciting that 
he was seised of divers freehold messuages, & of 
certain copyhold lands in the parish & manor of 
I., all which freehold & copyhold lands were 
subject to a mtge. to S. R., devised all & every 
his said freehold & copyhold messuayes, etc., to 
BK. P., & W. A., & their heirs, upon trust, for 
certain purposes declared in his will; & he gave 
all the rest of his freehold, copyhold, & leasehold 
estates, & all his personalty, to his son S. P. 
Testator, at the time of making his will, & at the 
time of his death, was also seised in fee of twenty- 
one acres of land, in I., lying separate from, & 
unconnected with, the lands mortgaged to S. R., 
& not included in that mtge.; as well as of lease- 
hold estates elsewhere :--Held: the twenty-one 
acres, not) comprised in the mtge., passed to 
testator’s son, S. P., under the residuary clause.— 





PULLIN v. PULLIN (1825), 3 Bing. 47; 10 Moore, 
C.P. 4643; 81.5.O0.8S.C. PP. 1935 130 BE. R. 431. 
4330. —~--— Where operative words clear. |— 


3 Mod. Rep. 81; 1 


FRIEND v. BoucHipr (1685), 
Poll. 657 ; 2 Show. 


Kq. Cas. Abr. 184 ; . Skin. 240 ; 
405; 87 E.R. 52. 

4331. 
No. 4810, ante. 


——-.|—/?e ARNOLDS’ ESTATE, 








.|—If the operative part 
of an instrument is clearly large enough to em- 
brace two classes of objects its effect is not to be 
cut. down because the previous recital does not 
refer to both those classes.—SAVILE v. KINNAIRD 
(1865), 11 L. '. 687; 11 Jur. N.S. 195; 13 W. R. 
308. 

433838. Recital in codicil.) — DaAriey v. 
MARTIN, No. 4324, ante. 











43834, ——-- ———.|—-In construing a will con- 
taining an ambiguity the ct. may, for the purpose 
» unless 


of explanation, refer to a recital in a codic 
it be obviously erroneous.—/te Vi ee LINDON v. 
INGRAM, [1904] 2 Ch. 52; 73 L. Ch. 507; 90 
L. T. 502; 52 W. R. 603. 


SrecT. 12.--INCONSISTENT DISPOSITIONS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—QUENERAL RULE. 


4335. Last disposition prevails.|—-lf there had 
been any repugnancy in the will, the last part 


PART XVI. SECT. 12, SUB-SECT. 1. 


4335 i. Last disposition prevails.}—BRIANT v. EDRICK (1870), 1 V. L. R. 85.— AUS. 
EK 4335 il. ——.]—-The rule that where two clauses in a will are repugnant & incapable of reconcillation the later 
prevail applies to inconsistent residuary clauses.—-He NOLAN (1917), 40 O. L. R. 355.—CAN. 


Part XVI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


should have destroyed the first (per CuR.).—Para- 
MOUR v. YARDLEY (1579), 2 Plowd. 589; 75 H.R. 


794. 

Annotations :—Consd, Fisher v. Wigg (1700), 1 Ld. Raym. 
622; Ulrich Y Litchficld (1742), 2 Atk. 372. Refd. isredon’s 
Case (1597), 1 Co. Rep. 67 b; Manning’s Case ie 
Co. Rep. 94 b: Roberts v. Roberta (1613), 2 Bulst. 123 
Blamford v. Blamford (1615), 3 Buleat 98; Thurman v. 
ee (1618), Poph. 138; Howard v. Norfolk 1681), 

Cas. Hs Ch. 14; Hitchins d. Noasworthby v. asset 
(1688), 1 Show. 537: Idle ». Cooke (1705), 2 Ld. Raym. 
ieee Darbison d. Long v. Boaumont (1713), Fortes. Rep. 

oung v. Holmes (1717), 1 Stra. 70; Doe d. Saye v. 
thay (1802), 3 Kast, 120; Doe d. Hayes v. Sturges (1816), 

Taunt. 217; Sherratt, v. Bentley (1834), 2 My. & K. 
149; Newlands v. Palmer (1849), 13 L. T. O. 8S. 116. 
Menid. Cheny & Smith’s Case (1590), 1 Leon. 215; 
Boroughe's Case (1596), 4 Co. Rep. 72 b 


4336. £1,000 to be laid 
out in her funeral & raised out of her plate & jewels, 
& then gives the rest of her goods & chattels to her 
exors., & in another clause gives her exors. £100 
apiece for their trouble, & after debts & legacics 
paid, gives all the rest of her personal estate to the 
children of B. Decreed the whole surplus to the 
coro ee v. FANE (1681), 1 Vern. 30; 23 
KH. R. 284, L. C. 

Annotations :— Ap ac Ulrich v. pennele oe 2 Atk. 372. 


Refd. Petit v. Pomith (1695), 1 P. Wms. 7; Harris v. 
Lincoln (Bishop) (1723), 2 P. Wms, ise. 














4337. |—ULRICH v. LITCHFIELD, No. 4642, 
post. 

4338. ———.|—Sims v. Douuury, No. 4272, ante. 

4339. -|—If two parts of a will are totally 


inconsistent & cannot pussibly be reconciled, the 

proper rule... is that the latter shall prevail 

(GRANT, M.1t.).---CONSTANTINE Uv. CONSTANTINE 

(1801), 6 Ves. 100; 31 KE. R. 958. 

armnnlation :—Consd. Sherratt v. Bentley (1834), 2 My. & 
4340. —--—.|-—Devise in trust to pay unto, or 

else to permit & suffer testator’s niece to receive 

the rents :—Held: the legal estate was executed 
in the niece, because the words ‘‘ to permit ’’ came 
last, & in a deed the first, in a will the last). words 

prevail.—Dor d. Leicester v. Brags (1809), 2 

Taunt. 109; 127 E. R. 1017. 

Annotations : ——A ld. Sherratt +. Bentley (1834), 2 My. & K. 
149. Expld. White v. Parker Aes): 1 Bing. N.C. 573. 
Consd. Morrall v. Sutton (1845), 1 Ph. 533. Distd. Ae 
Tanquecray-Willaume & Landau (1882), 20 Ch. D. 465. 
Refd. Tenny d. Gibbs ». Moody (1825), 3 Bing. 3; Doe d. 
Gratex r. Homfray (1837), 6 Ad. & El. 206; Baker v. 
White (1875), L. R. 20 Hq. 166; Ite Allsop & Joy’s Con- 
tract (1889), 61 L. T. 213; Re Lushmar, Moody v. Penfold, 





[1891] 1 Ch. 258; Ae Brooke, Brooke v. Brooke, [1894] 1 
Ch. 43; Re Adams & Perry’s Contract, [1899] 1 Ch. 554. 
4341. The rule of law in favour of pre- 








ferring the latter to the former of two dispositions 
in a will dealing differently with the same subject 
is applied only after the failure of every endeavour 
to give such a reasonable construction to the entire 
dispositions as will render every part of them 
operative. 

There were two inconsistent clauses in a will. 
By the former the surplus rents of testator’s real 
estates, after maintenance of the person entitled 
to the possession until twenty-five, were added to 


4335 ili. ———.J—McCMILLAN v. Mo- 


Re EATON ESTATE (1922), 49 N. B. R. 
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the residue of the personal estate. By the latter 
the surplus rents, after maintenance of such person 
until twenty-one, provided his attaining twenty- 
one happened within the legal limit of time, were 
settled upon the same trusts as the realty. 
Testator then by a codicil reciting the former 
clause directed that the person entitled to the 
possession of the estate should be let into the 
receipt of the rents & profits at twenty-one :— 
Held: as the codicil merely affected the surplus 
rents between the ages of twenty-one & twenty-five, 
& as in other respects the latter of the two clauses 
in the will was more probably consistent with 
testator’s intentions, the latter clause should 
prevail against the former, notwithstanding the 
express recognition of the former clause by the 
codicil.—SHIPPERDSON v. Towmnr (1842), 1 Y. & 
C. Ch. Cas. 441; 6 Jur. 658; 62 E. BR. 961. 


Annotations :—Refd. Newman v. lade (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. 
Cas. 680; Re Trenchard, frenchard v. Trenchard, [1905] 


1 Ch. 82. 

4342. .|—Testator directed his debts to be 
paid out of his personal estate, &, in a subsequent 
clause, out of a mixed fund composed of realty & 
personalty :—Held: on the context, the latter 
direction prevailed._-LIOPKINSON v. ELuis (1846), 


10 Beav. 169; 161. J. Ch. 59; 8L. T. O.S. 490 ; 








50 H.R. 547. 
Sa ere a :— Refd. Simmons v. Rose (1856), 6 De G. M. & 
4343. SHERRATT v. BENTLEY, No. 4273, 
ante. 
4344. e be a repugnancy, the 








first words ‘in a deed, & the last in a will, shall 

prevail (TINDAL, C.J.).—WHITE v. PARKER (1835), 

1 Bing. N. C. 573; 1 Hodg. 112; 1 Scott, 542; 

4L.J.C. P. 178; 181 E. R. 1237. 

Annotations :—Refd. Barker v. Greene cod (1838), 4M.&W. 
421; Adams v. Adams (1845), 9 Jur. 300; Re Brooke, 
Brooke v. Dickson, [1923] 1 Ch. 360. 
4345. | -— Re Byrwarter, 

CLARKE, No. 4274, ante. 

4346. |—PRAWLE v. WINTER (1919), 148 

I. T. Jo. 214, H. L. 





BYWATER U. 





SuB-SECT. 2.—LIMITs TO RULE. 

4347. Duty of court to attempt to reconcile 
inconsistent conditions.|—It has long since been 
decided, & is now firmly established as a principle, 
that, if there be two clauses in a will wholly in- 
consistent) with one another, the latter must in 
general prevail; but the ct., where they can, must 
so construe them as to make both available & 
reconcilable with each other (LORD Brest, C.J.).—— 
PRESS v. PARKER (1825), 2 Bing. 456 ; 10 Moore, 

3. P.158; 3L. 3.0.8.0. P. 96; 180 FE. R. 382. 


ainnidians :—Mentd. Page v. Chuck (1825), 10 Moore, C. P. 
264; Polden v. Bastard (1863), 4 B. & S. 258. 


4348. 
ante. 


.|—SHIPPERDSON v. TOWER, No. 4341, 





her property to S. was not revoked & 





MILLAN, 27 A. It. 209.—CAN. 193.—CAN. fhe eppeinement ane & G. ae 
335 iv. ——~.}--Re PINK (1902), 23 43365 viii. ——-.]——Where two clauses egatees only gave them any legacies 
C. t T.16; 40.L.R.718; ‘ O, Ww lt. in a will are contradictory & {nuceon- ven had lapsed.—Re JESSOP (1859), 
772.—CAN. sistent, the latter prima facte prevails. 11. Ch. R. 424.—IR. 
4385 v. -——-.]-—-Re CLARK’S KSTatr —Re SwWAYZIE (1912), 21 QO. W. RR. 95; porter ——. ]}— Te cats McCaul 
(1885) 18 N SR (6 R.& G.) 96: 6 3 0. W.N. 621; 3D. iL. R. 631.— v. MASON, 297 N. Z L. R. ohse 
c. L. T, 143.—CAN. ; : CAN. 43365 xii. J—-Hanorave? 8 en 





4336 vi. .}—If there is an express 
contradiction between two clauses in a 
will, the second clause must take effcct 
over the first one.—Re DION (1913), 24 
W.L. R.701; 4 W. W. R. 942.—CAN. 

4385 vii. -:—-Where a_ testa- 
mentary gift is modified by a subse- 

uent clause in the will, or is in conflict 
rewith, the latter clause controls.— 





—, 


4835 Re FiINGLAND Ks- 
TATES, aera Ww. W. RR. 473.—CAN. 

4335 x. .}—V. after giving many 
pecuniary & some apecific bequests, 
proceeded: ‘* The remainder of ak 
property I leave to my sister, S 

hen after a fow legacies, ‘‘ I appoint 
my two sisters &. & G. my extrixes. & 
residuary legates of this my last will’: 
—Held: the gift of the remainder of 





TEES ». SOHOFIELD (1900), (Ct. 
of Sess.) 14; 38 Se. L. R. 9; 8. L: ae 
201.—SCOT. 

k. Rule in Roman Dutch law.]— 
The rule of construction of English 
Luw that where two portions of a will 
are conflicting the latter shall prevail 
is not a principle of Roman pater nS 
—SNYDERS v. SNYDERS, [1923] C. P. D. 
204.—8. AF 
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Sect. 12.--Inconsistent dispositions: Sub-sect. 2. 
Sect. 13: Sub-sect. 1.] 


4349. -|—In construing a will, if two 

assages in it are directly opposed to each other, 
the latter will prevail; but where there is a mere 
inconsistency, the ct. will endeavour to discover, 
from the whole, the real meaning of testator, &, 
if possible, reconcile all its parts.—BROCKLEBANK 
v. JOHNSON (1855), 20 Beav. 205; 24 L. J. Ch. 
505; 25 L. T.0.8S.56; 1 Jur. N.S. 318; 3 W. R. 
341; 52 EK. R. 581. 
4350. Gifts of same subject-matter to different 
persons.|—-A devise to H. of an entire farm in the 
occupation of B., which included a small parcel 
of marsh land, not to be dismembered by a subse- 
quent devise in the same will of all testatrix’s 
marsh lands to M., she having a large estate in 
marsh lands besides, which was let. to a separate 
tenant.—HonLpFrast d. HiTrcHcock v. PARDOE 
(1775), 2 Wm. BI. 975; 96 E. R. 575. 
Annotation :—Refd. Utterton v. Robins (1834), 1 Ad. & El. 


4351. Express gift in remainder—Subsequent 
general devise.]—Testator, being seised of freehold 
& copyhold property, made his will, ordering, 
first, that his debts should be paid, & then devising 
to his wife, for her life, his dwelling-house, croft & 
garden, part, of the freehold, with remainder over. 
The will then proceeded: Also I give, etc., unto 
my said wife, her heirs & assigns for ever, all my 
real & personal estate whatsoever, & wheresoever 
unto me belonging, both frechold & copyhold., 
& now surrendered to the uses of my will, & to 
have the same at my decease ; but, if my personal 
estate should not be sufficient to discharge my 
debts, then I charge my copyhold estate with the 
payment of the same; & he appointed his wife 
& others exors. :—Held: the latter clause of the 
will did not revoke the former, but gave the wife, 
in addition to her life estate in the freehold house, 
croft, & garden, an estate in fee in the copyhold 
& the other freehold property, leaving untouched 
the remainder created by the first clanse.—ROorF 
d. SNAPE vw. NEVILLE (1848), 11 Q. B. 466; 116 
BE. R. 5513 sub nom. Dot d. SNAPE ». NEVELL, 








17L J. Q. B. 119; 103. T. O. S. 391 3 12 Jur. 
181. 
4352. —-—— Construed as joint tenancy.]-—--A 


devise of the same land to A. for life, & by the same 
will to B. for life, or to A. in fee, & then to B. in 
fee, creates a joint tenancy.—-ANON. (1582), Cro. 
Eliz. 9; 78 E.R. 275, 








4353. ——- .|— CHAMBERLAIN’S CASE (1611), 
Lane, 117; 145 E.R. 346. 





4354. —— Or tenancy in common.|-— 
Where a man gives a farm in D. to A. & his heirs 
in one part of his will & in another to B. & his 
heirs, it is now construed cither as a joint tenancy 
or tenancy in common according to the limitation. 
—~Rimpout v. Pain (1747), 3 Atk. 486; 1 Ves. Sen. 
10; 26K. R. 1080, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Hogan d. Wallis ». Jackson (1775), 1 
Cowp. 299. _Consd. Sherratt v. Bentley (1834), 2 My. & 


K. 149. Refd. Doe d. Booley v. Roberts (1840), 11 Ad. & 
oe 1000. Mentd. Campbell v. Twemlow (1814), 1 Price, 


4355. Construed as gifts in succession.] 
Testator devised as follows: ‘‘ I devise & bequeath 








PART XVI. SECT. 12, SUB-SECT. 2. 
43541. Gifts of same subject-matter to 
different persons—Construed as joint 


expressed in the will, 
sufficiently clear to control them, the 
ct. should either discard the words, or, 
if possible, modify them in such a way 
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to my dear mother, M., the wife of R., all my real 
& personal estate, etc.; &, knowing that what I 
give, devise, & bequeath to my said mother will 
become the property of her husband, my kind 
step-father, R., f therefore declare the intention 
of this my will to be, that the said R., being my 
dear mother’s husband, & a kind step-father to 
me, shall hold & enjoy all my said real & personal 
estate & property of every sort & kind, to him, 
his heirs, etc., for ever, to be absolutely at his free 
will & disposal ; provided that he does not at any 
time dispose of any portion of my said property 
to any or either of my late father, T.’s, family, who 
have lately treated me so unkindly.”’ It was held 
that the mother took an estate for life in the 
realty, & R., the step-father, a remainder in fee. 
On appeal :—Held: whatever was the nature of 
the interest taken by the mother, R. took an 
estate in fee.—GRAVENOR v. WATKINS (1871), 
L. R.6C. P. 500; 40 L. J. C. P. 220; 24 L. T. 
802; 19 W. R. 978, Iéx. Ch. 

4356. Testator bequeathed certain 
specified goods & all other his personal estate to 
his wife, & after devising his real estate to his wife 
for life, with divers limitations over, be be- 
queathed the residue of his personal] estate in trust: 
for his children or their issue, & in default for his 
brothers & sisters & their issue as therein men- 
tioned :—Held: having regard also to the general 
scope of the will the wife took only a life interest. 
in the personal estate.—Re BAGSHAW’S TRUSTS 
(1877), 46 lL. J. Ch. 5673 367. 1. 749; 25 W.R. 
659, C. A. 

Annotation :— Apld. In the Estate of Lupton, (1905) P. 321. 

4357. Conflicting dispositions of same subject- 
matter.|—'T'estator gave two houses to trustees, 
in trust, to pay the rents, etc., to his wife during 
widowhood, & afterwards ‘‘ to the use & behoof of 
all & every of my child or children by my wife, 
equally to be divided between them, share & share 
alike, & the lawful issue of their, or her, or his 
bodies or body, for ever.’ In a subsequent 
clause, he said, ‘‘ I give. devise, & bequeath unto 
my daughter Frances James, the sum of £300, 
when she attains twenty-one, & the house where 
she now lives, after the decease of her mother, or 
the day of her marriage. Also, I give, devise, & 
bequeath unto my daughter Rachel James, the 
sum of £300, when she attains twenty-one, & the 
house now in the occupation of David Davies, 
after the decease of her mother, or the day of her 
intermarriage.’”” The two houses mentioned in 
the second clause, were the same as the two first 
spoken of. Testator never had more than the 
two children named above :—Held: upon the 
construction of this will, that upon the death of 
the mother, the daughters became tenants for life 
in possession of these houses respectively, with 
immediate remainder to themselves as tenants in 
common in tail. 

If we can make the clauses of the will consistent, 
we are bound to do so. Now, we are enabled to 
do so, by giving first a life estate to each daughter, 
with a remainder to them as tenants In common in 
tail (ParRKE, B.).—DoE d. AMLOT v. DAVIES 
(1839), 4 M. & W. 599; 1 Horn & IT. 439; 8 
].. J. Ex. 743; 150 B. R. 1560. 








on 
e 





but are not n. —.}—If particular expressions 
in a will are inconsistent with the 
main purpose & intention of tostator 
as gathered from the whole will, such 


tenancy—Or tenancy 1 ommon. }-- 

L’ESTRANGE SL eemikGe. 1108, 1 as to carry out the intention of testator expressions must be discarded or 

I. R. 372.—IR. as revealed by the whole of the will.-— modificd.—TONnKS v. CROCKETY, 25 
1. Whether intention of testator pre- i ie es gop MORE (1905), 3 N. 4%. L. R. 572.—N.Z, 

vails.}—When a direction contains Pg Sere ae o. Intestacy should be avoided.}— 

words which are apparently incon- m. ———.]-—- Re Carson EstTaTK, Though it is a well-settled rule that, 

sistent with provisions elsewhere clearly [1921] 2 W. W. R. 273.—CAN. of two irreconcilable provisions or 


Part XVI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


4358. Two residuary dispositions in same will— 
First disposition prevails.|—Testator bequeathed 
his residue in trust for his sisters & their issue, & 
he afterwards, by the same instrument, appointed 
his wife “his residuary legatee’’:—HeMi: the 
latter clause did not revoke the former.—Davis 
v. BENNETT (1861), as reported in 30 Beav. 226; 


oot R. 875; on appeal (1862), 4 De G. F. & J. 


Annotations :—Apld. Bristow v. Masefield (1882), 52 L. J. Ch. 
27. Refd. Kekewich v. Barker (1903), 88 L. T. 130; Re 
Coulden, Coulden v. Coulden, [1908] 1 Ch. 320. 


_ 4859. -.|—A residuary bequest follow- 
ing upon a gift of the remainder of a testator’s 
estate docs not operate to defeat the gift of the 
remainder, the word ‘“ residue ’’ meaning anything 
or nothing, as the event may prove. 

Where, therefore, testator gave the remainder 
of his property to three legatees after satisfying 
therecout certain legacies & annuities, & made his 
son legatee of the residue, the respective amounts 
answering respectively the annuities for the lives 
of the annuitants, went to the legatees in remainder 
& not to the residuary legatee upon the respective 
deaths of the several annuitants.—KILVINGTON v. 
PARKER (1872), 21 W. R. 121. 
acianee :—Apld. Bristow v. Masefield (1882), 52 L. J. Ch. 


4360. -|—Testator gave his residue 
upon exhaustive trusts for his daughters, sons, 
& a granddaughter in unequal shares, & made a 
second residuary gift in favour of the same persons 
in equal shares :—WHeld: the first gift must 
prevail.—_BRISTOW v. MASEFIELD (1882), 52 L. J. 
Ch. 27; 31 W. KR. 88. 

4361. --- ~ -|—Testator, using a _ printed 
form of a will with blank spaces, wrote in one of 
the spaces that he bequeathed all his real & 
personal estate, with two specific exceptions, to 
A. This was followed, after an interval in blank, 
by the printed words ‘ all & every my household 
furniture, linen, books, etc., & all & every other 
my estate & effects whatsoever & wheresvever, 
both real & personal, whether in possession, 
reversion, remainder, or expectancy to,’ after 
which words testator inserted in writing the names 
of four legatees “for their own use & benefit 
absolutely ’’ :—-Teld: the first residuary gift to 
A. was not revoked by the second residuary gift.— 
Re SPENCER, Hart v. MANSTON (1886), 54 L. T. 
597; 34 W. RR. 527. 

4362. ——— -|—Testator bv his will ap- 
pointed H. his exor., then gave pecuniary legacies 
to sixteen persons, including H., bequeathed his 
watch to a nephew, & then directed that ‘ the 
remainder of’’ his ‘* property ’’ should ‘‘ pass as 
follows, viz., to be divided amongst’’ certain 
named persons in defined shares. The will con- 
cluded as follows: ‘‘ & I appoint my exor. my 
residuary legatee.’”’ Two of the legacies lapsed by 
death of legatees in testator’s lifetime :—Held: 
the lapsed legacies fell into the first residue, & did 
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not go to H.—Re Isaac, HARRISON +. ISAAC, 
{1905] 1 Ch. 427; 74L. J. Ch. 277; 92 L. T. 227. 

4363. Intention of testator clear—-Subsequent 
words of doubtful import.|-—-H1LLERSDON v. LOWE, 
No. 8749, ante. 

4364. To be inferred safely from context.|— 
MORRALL v. Sutron, No. 3610, ante. 

4365. Express prior disposition—Subse- 
quent disposition only by implication.|—The rule 
that where there are two inconsistent clauses in a 
will the later clause revokes the prior one, does not 
apply where the prior gift is express & the revoca- 
tion is only by necessary implication.—KERR v. 
CLINTON (BARONESS) (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 462; 17 
W. R. 980. 








SEcT. 13.—UNCERTAINTY. 

SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 
4366. General rule.|—A disposition cannot be 
avoided for uncertainty, if the ct. can arrive at a 


reasonable degree of certainty (TURNER, V.-C.).— 
ADAMS v. JONES (1852), 9 Hare, 485; 21 L. J. Ch. 


3562; 18 LL. T. O. S. 326; 16 Jur. 159; 68 E.R. 

602. 

Annotations :—Refd. Bernasconi v. Atkinson (1853), 10 
Hare, 345: 


Gillett » Gane (1870), L. RR. 10 Eq. 29; 
Charter v. Charter (1874), L. R. 7 H. L. 364 


4367. .|—If in a will there be round a 
consistent scheme provided by testator for the 
distribution of his property, anything doubtful 
in the language which he had used must be con- 
strued so as to make it consistent with the general 
scheme of the will (STUART, V.-C.).—-CRADOCK v. 
CRADOCK (1858), 32 L. T. O. S. 48; 4 Jur. N.S. 
626; 6 W. R. 710. 

Annotations :—Folld. Honywood v. Honywood (1903), 48 

Sol. Jo. 14. Apld. Re Harcourt, Fitzwilliam v. Portman, 


[1920] 1 Ch. 492, Refd. Allgood v. Blake (1872), L. R. 7 
Exch, 339. 


4368. Bequest to one of a class — First of 
class entitled.|—BATE v. AMHERST & NORTON 
(1663), T. Raym. $2; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 2125; 83 
Ie. R. 45. 

Annotations :—Refd. Skelton v. Bide (1665), O. Bridg. 390 ; 

Luddington v. Kime (1697), 1 Ld. Kaym. 203; Scatter- 

good v. Kdge (1699), 12 Mod. Kep. 278; Gore v. Goro 


(1733), Kel. W. 254; Dood. Winter, Doe d. Viney, Doe d. 
Slade v. Perratt (1843), 6 Man. & G. 314. 


4369. To child living at testator’s death— 
Several such children living.|—DPir v. PIDGEON 
(1677), 1 Cas. in Ch. 301; 24% E. R. 811, L. C. 
Annotation :—Refd. Hatton v. Hooley (1773), Lofft, 122. 

4370. -—-— Devise to ‘‘one child ’’ of several 
named persons—Child born after testator’s death.|— 
Testator devised a freehold estate to A. for life, 
& after his death he devised the same to be equally 
divided into four parts, between one child of A., 
one child of B., one child of C., & one child of D. 
for them to receive the rents & divide the money 
between them; & it was his desire that his estate 
should never be sold out of the family; & pro- 
vided A., B., C. & D. should never have any lawful 














expressions in a will, the latter is to be 
preferred to the former, yet when they 
occur in the same sentence, & the pre- 
ferring of the latter to the former would 
cause an intestacy of part of testator’s 
propery: if the former prevents an 
ntestacy it is to be preferred.—PIPER 
v”. PIPER, 5 N. Z. L. R. 135 (8. C.).— 


Py J 


PART XVI. SECT. 138, SUB-SECT. 1. 


p. Forfeiture in event of devisces 
‘* making rovision ”’ for  testator's 
daughters—Whether clause void for 
uncertainty. }—Testator devised hia real 
estate to trustees on trust for his three 
sons & directed that should any of his 
said sons ‘“* make provision for either 


J VOL . XLIV . 


or both of my daughters Rt. & C. out 
of any benefit he or they may derive 
under this my will"? such son should 
forfeit. his share to the others :—J/eld : 
the forfciture clause was invalid for 
uncertainty, the term ‘‘ make pro- 
vision ’’ being too indefinite & vague 
to be attributed a definite meaning.— 
Re HAMILTON, BRET?’ v. HAMILTON 
(1909), 9 S. R. N. S. W. 223; 26 
N.S. W. W. N. 32.—AUS. 

q. Gift to wife & on her death 
*“ whatever then remains ”’ to children— 
Gift to children void for uncertainty. J— 
WRIGHT v. WRIGHT, [1913] V. L. R. 

r. Devise of property not ouned by 
testator.J—Tcatator devised to certain 


parties ‘‘the 18 acres, more or less, 
that was deeded to me by the late 
H., reference being had to the said 
deed for description.”? A deed con- 
voying that quantity of land to 
testator was proved, but he had sold it 
long before making his will. Ho held, 
however, at tho date of his will about 
21 acres, under another decd from B., 
which he usually called eighteen acres, 
& which was the subject of dispute in 
the action :—Held: the devise was 
void for uncertainty.—-BUCHNER ¢t. 
BUCHNER, 6 C. P. 314.—CAN. 


t. Gift to any niece or female 
relative of A., provided she marries a 
person named B.)\—Testator left all his 
property upon trust for A. for life, & 
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children, testator’s desire was that their parts 
should go to their next of kin. At the time of 
making the will & of the death of testator, B. only 
had a child, namely, a daughter, but after testator’s 
death B. had ason. At the death of A. there were 
children, both sons & daughters, of A., C. & D. :— 

Held: the gift to ‘ one child ’’* was not void for 

uncertainty..-POWELL v. DAviES (1839), 1 Beav. 

632; 3 Jur. 839; 48 E. R. 1047. 

4371. Amount of gift stated in alternative— 
Larger amount presumed intended.|—(1) Where 
3 or £400 per annum is directed to be purchased, 
the ct. will take it in the largest sense, & construe 
it to be £400 per annum. 

(2) In marriage arts. the children are con- 
sidered as purchasers; but in the case of a will 
. . . where testator expresses his intent to give 
an estate tail, a ct. of equity ought not to abridge 
the bounty directed by testator (LORD COWPER, 
C.).—SEALE v. SEALE (1715), 1 P. Wms. 200; 
Gilb. Ch. 105; Prec. Ch. 421; 24 E. R. 393, L. C. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refd, Haggar v. Neatby (1854). 

. As to (2) Refd. Lyon v. Mitchell (1816), 1 

Madd. 467; Parker v. Bolton (1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 98. 

Generally, Refd. Re Price, [1928] Ch. 579. 

4372. -|—-Interest of a legacy given 
until the legatee should settle in life, when the 
exors. had an option to pay the principal—either 
the whole—or reserving a part for his children. 
The legatee having come of age declared to be 
absolutely entitled.—-WI1LLIAMS v. YATES (1837), 
Coop. Pr. Cas. 177; 1 Jur. 510; 47 E. R. 454. 

4373. Legatee indicated by surname only—Con- 
struction in favour of eldest holder of name.]— 
(1) Legacy to ‘“‘ Miss S.,’”’ if more than one person 
ee that description, must be intended the 
eldest. 

(2) Testatrix bequeathed ‘‘ to Mrs. & Miss B.,”’ 
the widow & daughter of the late B., £200 each. 
At the date of the testamentary instrument there 
were no persons answering the description. The 
legacy was claimed by Mrs. W. (the daughter of 
the late B.) & her daughter, Miss W. (the grand- 
daughter of the late B.): it} was proved that 
testatrix was intimately acquainted with the late 
B., & also with Mrs. & Miss W., & used to call 
them by Mrs. W.’s maiden name of B. :—Held: 
this evidence was admissible, & Mrs. & Miss W. 
were declared to be entitled to the legacies.—- 
LEE v. PAIN (1845), 4 Hare, 201; 14 L. J. Ch. 346 ; 
9 Jur. 247; 67 E. R. 619. 

Annotations :-—As to (2) Refd. Benham v. Newell (1855), 24 
L. J. Ch. 424; Palmer v. Newell heat 20 Beav. 32; In 
the Goods of Hubbock (1905), 21 T. L. R. 333. Generally, 
Refd. Bourne v. Hartley, Bourne v. Mahon (1854), 2 Eq. 
Rep. 910; Pritchard v. Norris (1855), 25 L. T. O. 8. 60; 
Thurnall v. Rayner (1856), 4 W. R. 404; Cruse v. Howell 
(E808), 4 Drew. 215; Johnstone v. Harrowby (1859), 7 

- R. 610; Tatham v. Drummond (1864), 10 Jur. N. S. 
557; Wilson v. O’Leary (1872), 7 Ch. App. 448; Whyte 


v. Whyte (1873), L. R. 17 Eq. 50: Dimond v. Bostock 
(1875), 10 Ch. App. 358: Re Smith’s ‘Trusts (1878), 9 











“from & after his death, to pay the 
samo to any female niece or female 
relative of A., provided she marries 


my husband, J. M., bequeath & leave 
everything which belongs to me, or 
may belong to me at some future 


WILLS. 


: bengon, Donaldson v. Bamber, [1897] 
Ch. D. 117s ee Galeton, Whiston v. Woolley (1928), 93 
L. J. Ch. 113. Generally, Mentd. Blakey v. Latham (1889), 
41 Ch. D. 618. 


4374. Indefinite words added to gift—Gift sub- 
stantial ascertainable.|—Testator directed his 
trustees to invest his residuary estate & suffer the 
interest to accumulate until the principal together 
with the accumulation of interest should amount 
to ‘‘ £3,000 or thereabouts,” & then to place out 
the same at interest, & pay the interest equally 
among certain specified legatees named in the will 
in equal shares during their lives & the life of the 
survivor; & in case any of them should happen 
to die leaving lawful issuc, the issue were to be 
entitled to the same share in the interest to which 
their parents would, if living, have been entitled, 
& immediately after the decease of the survivor 
of the legatees specifically named, then, upon 
trust, to pay the ‘‘ £3,000 or thereabouts ”’ equally 
among the lawful issue of the specified legatees 
to whom testator gave & bequeathed the same, 
but in case any of them should happen to be then 
dead leaving lawful issue, such issue were to be 
entitled to the share to which the parent or parents 
of such issue would, if living, have been entitled :— 
Held: the gift of the ‘‘ £3,000 or thereabouts ”’ 
was not void for uncertainty.—ODDIE v. BROWN 
(1859), 4 De G. & J. 179; 28 L. J. Ch. 542; 33 
L. T. O.S. 174; & Jur. N.S. 685; 7 W. R. 472 ; 
45 E.R. 70, LC. & L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Williams v. Lewis (1859), 6 

1013; Scott v. Cumberland (1874), L. R. 18 Hq. 578; 

Talbot v. Jevers (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 255; Ralph v. 

Carrick (1877), 5 Ch. D. 984 ; Ze Wood, Tullett v. Colville, 

pee Zo 310; Wharton v. Masterman (1895), 43 

4375. Possible uncertainty removed by act of 
executors.|—Testator gave to each of his four 
daughters a house & garden in the village of R., if 
they should feel inclined to reside there, & directed 
the house or houses to be built at the expense of 
his exors. A house was built :—Held: the clause 
was not void for uncertainty. If there had been 
uncertainty, the exors. had determined it by 
building the house.-——EDWARDES v. JONES (NO. 2) 
(1866), 35 Beav. 474; 14 W. R. 815; 55 EK. kh. 
980. 

Annotation :-—Mentd. Dye v. Dyce (1883), 47 J. 1’. 520, 


H. L. Cas. 


2..—ABSENCE OF PARTICULARITY 
EXPRESSION. 
A. As to Properly. 

4376. Bequest of ‘‘some of her best linen.’’|—- 
One bequeaths to her grandchild A. some of her 
best linen ; this void for uncertainty. A bequest 
of such of the best linen as the exor. should think 
fit, or as the legatee should choose, had been good. 
---PECK v. HALSEY (1726), 2 P. Wms. 387; 24 
K. R. 780. 


Annotations :—Consd. Ewan v. Morgan (1858), 32 L. T. O. S. 
19. Refd. Jubber v. Jubber (1839), 9 Sim. 503. 


SUB-SECT, 


respectively, according to Moveable 
Succession Act.—— WILLIAMSON  v, 
GARDINER (1865), 4 Macph. Soe of 


&® person of the name of B., residing in time.’’ Certain specific bequests to Sess.) 66; 38 Sc. Jur. 40.—SCO 

the county of T., & who has been born individuals named followed :-—Held : d. Class of objects of  testator’s 

& reared a Roman Catholic; but said this will did not contain a bequest in gount indefinite.}—Dick v. AUDBLKY 

bequest is not to vest in the niece or favour of her husband, J.M.—MuRpDocH [1908] 8. C. (H. L.) 27; 45 Sc. L. &. 
v. Brass (1904), 6 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 841; 683; 168. L. T. 05.—SCOT. 


female relative of A. so sin ha a B. 
until five years after the death of A.” : 


41Se.L. R. 666; 128. L. T. 208.—SCOT. 


—Held: tu be void for uncertainty.— 
SMITHUWICK vw. HAYDEN (1887), 19 
L. R. Ir. 490.—IR. 

a. Bequest of attic room in unbuilt 
house. |—-BastTow v. RADFORD (1898), 
8 Nild. L. R. 66.—NFLD. 

b. General bequest to husband.) — 
Testatrix left a holograph will which 
bore, ‘‘I... for the love I have for 


co. Idirection as to division of house- 
hold jurniture. }—Testator directed that 
his household furniture should be 
divided, ‘‘ane half among my rela- 
tions, & the other half among the 
relations of” his wife:—Held: the 
legacy was not void from uncertainty, 
but was a valid bequest to the heirs 
in mobilibus of testator & of his wife 


PART XVI. saa ea SUB-SECT. 2. 


_®. No subject of disposition men- 
tioned— Appointment of executora—Gift 
of whole estate.|\—The will of testator 
was substantially as follows: This is 
the last will & testament of me, W. J. 
I give & bequeath unto eleven named 
persons & hereby appoint two named 


Part XVI.-—ConstrRucTioNn. 


4377. Devise of undefined share—Amount de- 
pendent on conjectural future event.|—Testator 
devises his estates to his eldest daughter A. for 
life, remainder to her first & other sons in tail male, 
remainder to his daughter F. for life, remainder to 
her first & other sons in tail male, remainder to 
the first & every daughter of A., & then annexes 
this proviso or condition. ‘‘ But I give, devise, 
& bequeath all my said estates, above-mentioned, 
to my eldest daughter A. on this proviso, & express 
condition, that she marry a man really & bond fide 
possessed of a property at least equal to, if, not 
greater than the one I leave her, & if she marries 
a man with less property than that, in that case I 
leave her only as much of mine as shall be equal 
to the property of the man she marries, & all the 
remainder of my property shall immediately pass 
over, & be given up to my second daughter F., 
to whom in that case I bequeath it ’’ :—Held: the 
devise over was void for the uncertainty, the 
specific portion or share so given over not appear- 
ing on the face of, or from the instrument itself.— 
JONES d. HENRY v. HANCOCK (1816), 4 Dow, 145; 
3 E.R. 1119, H. L. 

4378. Bequest of unspecified legacy.]—Testa- 
mentary papers in this form: ‘ I leave & bequeath 
to all my grandchildren, & share & share alike ”’ ; 
& “ further, I appoint T. & EK. my trustees for all 
my grandchildren & nieces’’; are void for un- 
certainty, & pass no interest in the real estate.--- 
MONUN v. MOHUN (1818), | Swan. 201; 1 Wils. Ch. 
151; 36 E. R. 357. 

Ane ot -—Consd. Richardson v. Watson (1833), 4 B. & 


4379. |—Testator bequeaths to ‘ his only 
son £60 per year for ever: also to provide for the 
two daughters of H. & the remainder of his pro- 
perty to the two children of A.’ :—Held: under 
these words, the two daughters of H. do not take 
any benefit. 

Testator meant no doubt to make a provision 
for the children of H.; not, however, by way of 
charge on the annuity given to Isaac Jacobs, or 
on the residue bequeathed to the Almans, but by 
w distinct gift. Unfortunately he has not ex- 
pressed his purpose sufficiently. All that he has 
said with respect to this intended bounty is so 
uncertain, that it is impossible for the ct. to 
decree any provision for the children of H. (LORD 
GIFFCRD, M.1t.).— ABRAHAM vw. ALMAN (1826), 1 
Russ. 509; 38 K. R. 196. 


Annotation :—--Consd. Ze Moore, Moore vt. Roche (1886), 55 
L. J. Ch. 418. 


4380. — -—.}/—Testator gave the residue of his 
estate in these words: ‘ I bequeath the one half 
of my son M., to be under his own control, & the 
other moiety: n trust to be held subject to the 
education & settlement in life of the children of 
my daughter ’’ :—Held: the bequest was void for 
uncertainty.—TAaYLOR v. RICHARDSON (1853), 2 
Drew. 16; 2 Eq. Rep. 332; 23 L. J. Ch. 9; 22 
L.T.0O.S.95; 2 W. KR. 29; 61 E. R. 624. 

4381. .|—Re SHEPHERD, MITCHELL  v. 
LORAM, No. 4068, ante. 








persons exors. of this will:—Held: the his death, “' this 


wlll was a valid gift of the whole of 
testator’s estate to the eleven named 
beneficiaries in equal shares.—-FELL v. 
FELL, 31.C. L. R. 268; 238. R. N.S. W. 


£200 to be divided equally between 
the children of P.’’ 
date of her will, nor at her death had 
V. uny stock in her name; 
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4882. Legacy ascertainable in specified manner 
—Failure of mode of ascertainment.|—Testatrix 
ae such of her jewels, as should, at her death, be 

eposited in her jewel box at B.’s, to persons whose 
names would be found written on a paper con- 
tained in the box, & bequeathed the rest of her 
jewels to A.; two years before her death she 
became the subject of a commission of lunacy, & 
no jewel box was then, or at the date of her will, 
or at her death, deposited at B.’s, nor was there 
any written paper designating who were to take 
the jewels: the intended gift of the jewels wholly 
fails.-—JERNINGHAM v. HERBERT (1828), 4 Russ. 
388; 6L. J.O.S. Ch. 184; 38 E. R. 851. 


Annotations :—Consd. Gill v. Bagshaw (1866), L. R. 2 ris 
746. Distd. Willoughby. v, Storer (1870), 22 L. T. 896. 
Mentd. Allen v. Anderson (1846), 5 Hare, 163; Cust v. 
Goring (1854), 18 Beav. 383; Jte Fitzgerald, Surman v. 
Fitzgerald, [1904] 1 Ch. 573; Ze Hoyles, Row v. Jagg, 
[1911] 1 Ch. 179. 

4383. Bequest of ‘‘handsome_ gratuity.’’}— 
A request, by testator, that a handsome gratuity 
should be given to each of his exors. is void for 
uncertainty.—JUBBER v. JUBBER (1839), 9 Sim. 
503; 59 E. R. 452. 

Annotations :—Consd. Ewan v. Morgan (1858), 32 L. T. O.S. 
19. Refd. Crockett v. Crockett (1842), 1 Hare, 451; 
Raikes v. Ward (1842), 1 Hare, 445; Thorp v. Owen 
(1843), 2 Hare, 607. 


4384. Bequest of ‘‘ whatever she can transfer.’’] 
—Bequest of residue to A. for life, ‘‘ & whatever 
she can transfer to go to her daughters,” B. & C.: 
—Held: the gift to B. & ©. was void for un- 
certainty. FLINT v. HUGHES (1843), 6 Beav. 342 ; 
1L. T. O.S. 311; 7 Jur. 623; 49 I. R. 858. 

4385. Bequest of freehold house—‘‘ As near as 
could be ’’ in value to certain leasehold house.|— 
Testator bequeathed five leasehold houses having 
about fifty-four years to run, to his daughter for 
life with remainder to her children; & after the 
expiration of any of the leases he directed his 
trustees to convey to his daughter & her children 
one or more of his five freehold houses of equal 
annual value, or as near as could be, to the expired 
leasehold :—Held: the devise was neither invalid 
for remoteness or uncertainty.—Woop v. DREW 
(1864), 33 Beav. 610; 55 E. R. 505. 

Cay :—Reld. Z?e Wood, Tullett v. Colville, [1894] 3 


Extrinsic evidence.|—Sec Sub-sect. 4, post. 





B. As to Person. 

4386. Bequest ‘‘to twenty of the poorest 
kindred.’’|— WEBb’s CASE (1607), 1 Roll. Abr. 609. 
Annotation :-~Refd. Doe d. Winter v. Perratt (1843), 6 

Man. & G. 314. 

4387. Bequest to one of several sons.|—If a devise 
be to one of the sons of J. S8., who has several sons, 
the devise is void & shall not be supplied by any 
parol proof (TrRAcy, J.).—-STrRopDE (Srrm Lirron) 
v. Russen (LADY) & FALKLAND (LADY) (1707), 
2 Vern. 621; 3 Rep. Ch. 169; 23 E. R. 1008; 
on appeal, sub nom. FALKLAND (VISCOUNTESS) v. 
LYTTON (1708), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 24, H. L. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Rutland v. Rutland (1723), 2 P. Wins. 
210; Francis v. Dichficld (1742), 2 Coop. temp. Cott. 531: 


BuRNS, {[1898]) 1 I. R. 337.—IR. 

. Small portion of what le 
— WHITE v. WHITE (1908), 28 N. Z. 
129.—N.Z. 


principal sum of 


Neither at the ‘Rl 


but she 


285; 40 N.S. W. W.N. 4; 29 Argus 
L. R. 31.—AUS. 

f. ‘The above deacribed land.’’}-~ 
CAMPBELL v. FRETWEEE (1854), 10 
U.C. R. 328.— CAN. 

g. Request of stock.)—V. _ be- 
queathed to her “‘ uncle P., the interest 
on £200 being part of a greater sum, in 
Govt. stock, now remaining in’’ her 


name in the Bank of Ircland: after 


was entitied to £1,000 stock standing 
in her mother’s name, whose extrix. & 
solo residuary legatee V. was :—Held : 
the legacy was specitic, & £200 of the 
stock, standing in the name of her 
mother, passed to the legatec.— 
POWER wv. LENEUAN (1838), 2 Jo. Ex. 
Ir. 728.—IR. 


h. Mft of portions——Amount to be 
fixed by trustecs.)—Re CONN, CONN v. 


PART XVI. sachs SUB-SECT. 2. 


k. Misdescription of legutec.}—~-Tes- 
tatrix bequeathed a legacy to a niece, 
whom she described as ‘ Monimia 
Mahon, daughter of my brother W.,” 
& it appeared that the only daughter 
of W., named Monimia, had en 
married to 8,, & was deceased at the 
date of the bequest, as testatrix was 
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Ulrich v. Litchfield (1742), 2 Atk. 372: Doe d. Allen v, 
Allen (1840), 12 Ad. & E1.451. Mentd. Canning v. Canning 
1729), Mos. 240; Chester v. Chester (1730), Fitz. G. 150; 
sburne v. Inglis & Searfe (1738), 2 Jac. & W. 194, n.; 
Ridout v. Pain wae 3 Atk. 486; Gibson v. Montfort, 
Rogers v. Gibson (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 485; Potter v. 
Potter ae 1 Ves. Sen. 437; A.-G. v. Downing (1769), 
Amb. 571; Barnes v. Crow (1792), 4 Bro. C. C. 2; Pigott 
v. Waller (1802), 7 Ves. 98; Goodtitle d. Daniel v. Miles 
(1805), 6 East, 494; Morgan d. Surman v. Surmar (1808), 
1 Taunt. 289; Hulme v. Heygate (1816), 1 Mer. 285; 
Cholmondeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 Jac. & W.1; Shore v. 
Wilson (1842), 9 C). & Fin. 355; A.-G. v. Shore wea 7 
Jur. 781; Ford v. Ford (1848), 6 Hare, 486; O’Reilly v. 
Smith (1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 280; Horwood v. Griffith 
(1853), 2 W. R. 71; Yardley v. Holland (1875), L. R. 20 
q. . 


4388. Bequest to son & daughter of A.—Several 
sons.|—Legacy to the son & daughter of W. He 
had four sons :—/leld: none of the sons could 
take, but the daughter took the whole.—DOWSET 
v. SWEET (1753), Amb. 175; 27 EK. R. 117, L. C. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Delmare v. Robello (1792), 1 Ves. 

412. Refd. Doe d. Chichester v. Oxenden (1810), 3 

Taunt. 147; Mostyn v. Mostyn (1854), 5 H. L. Cas. 155. 

Mentd. Stephenson v. Heathcote (1758), 1 Eden, 38. 

4389. Legatee dead in lifetime of testator—Be- 
quest over to unascertainable person.|—WAITE v. 
TEMPLER, No. 4395, post. 

- 4890. Gift over to person then entitled to per- 
sonal estate—Personal estate previously distributed. | 
—Testator gave an annuity to which he was 
entitled for the life of E., to his daughter IL. for 
life, & after her death to her children, but if she 
should not have any who should survive K., then 
to such persons as should then be entitled to 
testator’s personal estate. He then disposed of 
all his estate amongst his sons & daughters, giving 
the shares of his sons to them absolutely, & the 
shares of his daughters to trustees for them for 
their respective lives, &, after their deaths respec- 
tively, to apply the interest of the shares of his 
daughters respectively, for the maintenance of 
their respective children until they attained 
twenty-one, & then to divide the principal amongst 
such children respectively as should attain that 
age. But if all such children of his daughters 
respectively, or both of them, should die under 
twenty-one, then upon trust to pay the said trust 
money to such persons as should then be entitled 
to his personal estate. A., one of testator’s 
daughters, died, leaving children who attained 
twenty-one: then L., the only other daughter, 
died without issue :—Held: cross-limitations were 
not to be implied between the children of the 
daughters, & the persons who were to take under 
the gift over were not sufficiently described, &, 
therefore, the annuity & L.’s share of the residue 
must go as in case of an intestacy.—TURNER v. 
FREDERICK (1832), 5 Sim. 466; 2 L. J. Ch. 2; 58 
EK. RK. 412. 

4391. Residuary bequest to unspecified person. |— 
Testator having made a residuary bequest, without 
sufficiently pointing out the party intended to take 
it :—Held: it was void for uncertainty.— BAKER 
v. NEWTON, NEWTON v. RICHARDS (1839), 2 Beav. 
112; 8L. J. Ch. 306; 3 Jur. 649; 48 E.R. 1122. 

4392. Gift over to indefinite number.|— Bequest 
to A., &, if she died without children, to her heirs 
& nearest relations of her grand-aunt W. of the 


aware, but that testatrix had another 299.—IR. 


niece named Monimia Mahon, who 
survived her. This lady, however, 
was not a daughter of W. :—Held : —M 
notwithstanding the inaccuracy in the 
description of the legatee, testatrix 
had indicated with sufficient certainty 
that the legacy was intended for the 
niece Monimia who survived her.—, 
DOOLEY v. MAHON (1877), 11 I. R. 


1. Whether name of legutee may be 
supplied by inference or implication.) 
URDOCH wv. BRASS (1904), 6 F. 
(Ct. of Sess.) 841; 41 Se. L. R. 666; 
12 8. L. T. 208.—SCOT. 


PART XVI. SECT. 13, SUB-SECT. 3. 
4393 i. Ambiguity incapable of con- 
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W. blood :—Held: the gift over was void for 

uncertainty..-YEARWOOD v. YEARWOOD (1846), 

9 Beav. 276; 10 Jur. 151; 50 E.R. 849. 
Extrinsic evidence.]|—See Sub-sect. 4, post. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—AMBIGUITY. 


4393. Ambiguity incapable of construction.|— 
BEAL v. WYMAN (1650), Sty. 240; 82 E. R. 677. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Taylor v. Bydall (1677), Freem. K. B. 
243; Doe d. Winter v. Porratt (1843), 6 n, & G. 314. 


4394. -|—Where by the dubious use of the 
word family, viz. brother & sister’s family, in a 
will, testator having had two sisters, one of whom 
was dead leaving children, it could not certainly 
be collected to what persons he meant to apply 
it; the heir-at-law is entitled to take.—DOoE d. 
HAYTER v. JOINVILLE (1802), 3:East, 172; 102 
kK. R. 563. 

Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Winter v. Perratt (1843), 7 
Scott, N. IR. 1; Jte Stephensov, Donaldson v. Bamber, 
eer 1 Ch. 75. Refd. Richardson v. Watson (1833), 4 

. & Ad. 787 ; Robinson v. Waddelow (1836), 8 Sim. 134 ; 

Peacock v. Stockford (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 73; Hawes 

v. Hawes (1880), 14 Ch. D. 614; Jte Foatherstone’s Trusts 

(1882), 22 Ch, D. 111. 

_ 4395. —-—.]—Testator, who had long resided 

in India, gave a legacy ‘‘ to T. who resided at A. 

when I left England, or to his heirs, exors., ad- 

ministrators or assigns.’’ T. died in testator’s 
lifetime :—Held: the bequest over was void for 
unvertainty. 

The word “ heir,’? when used in bequeathing 
personal estate, may mean persona designata as 
heir, or it may not mean so. But here there are 
four descriptions of persons mentioned. When 
testator used the word ‘‘ assigns ’’ he contemplated 
some person who might derive title by an act of 
the legatee ; & when he used the word “ heir” 
he described a person who could not take by the 
act of the legatee; & to these two words testator 
has added “ exors. & administrators.’’ My opinion, 
therefore, is that the bequest over ig totally void 
for uncertainty (SHADWELL, V.-C.).—WAITE v. 
TEMPLER (1829), 2 Sim. 524; 57 E. R. 884. 


Annotations :—Consd. Gittings v. M‘Dermott (1834), 2 My. 
& K. 69; De Beauvoir v. De Beauvoir (1852), 3 H. L. Cas. 
524. Refd. Doody v. Higgins (1856), 2 K. & J. 729. 


4396. -|—Testator by will, dated Apr. 1827, 
after devising his closes, lands, hereditaments, & 
real estates at H., in the occupation of J., to the 
use of P., his heirs & assigns for ever, devised his 
messuage or tenement, closes, lands, hereditaments, 
& real estates situate at Kirton, which were then 
in the occupation of A., & also the close in Kirton 
aforesaid, then in the occupation of the said J., 
to the use of his great nephew R.., his heirs & assigns 
for ever. At the time of making this & the next 
mentioned will, & of testator’s death, J. occupied 
two closes in Kirton, as tenant to testator. In 
1825 testator had made another will, whereby he 
devised ‘‘the close in K., occupied by J.,’’ to 
certain persons, in trust for his said great nephew 
R., when he should attain the age of twenty-three 
years. The attorney who made that will, stated 
he received instructions in writing from testator, 
to give to R. all the land in Kirton, occupied at 
that time by J., but received also verbal instruc- 
tions, whereby testator described the land in the 








struction, ]}— JEFFREY v. SCoTtT (1879), 27 
Gr. 314.—CAN. t 


4393 ii. -]—CRAWFORD’S TRUS- 
TEES v. FLECK, (1910) 8S. C. 998, 1009 ; 
47 Sc. L. R. 755.—SCOT. 

_m. Bequests of sheen on landa de- 
vised—Sheep roaming indiscriminately 
on many landa.]J—HEENAN v. HEENAN, 
12 N. Z. li. R 111.—N.Z. 
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occupation of J. as a close: that testator not being 
certain what land J. occupied, inquiry was made 
of a person supposed to know, who stated to the 
witness, in the presence of testator, that it was 
allin one close; &that the witness in consequence 
of that information, so described it in the will 
of 1825 :—Held: (1) from the use of the word 
closes in other parts of the will of 1827, the word 
close in the devise to R. must be construed in its 
ordinary sense as denoting an inclosure, & as the 

arol evidence showed that testator had two closes 
in Kirton in the occupation of J. W., it was 
uncertain which was intended, & in the absence 
of the evidence as to the former will, the devise 
would have been void for uncertainty; (2) 
assuming that this evidence was admissible, which 
was very doubtful, that did not remove the 
ambiquity, but left it uncertain what testator 
intended to pass under the name of ‘‘ the close in 
K. in the occupation of J.,’’ & consequently that 
the devise was at all events void for uncertainty.— 
RICHARDSON v. WATSON (1833), 4 B. & Ad. 787; 
1 Nev. & M. K. B. 567; 2 L. J. K. B. 1384; 110 
BH. R. 652. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Shore v. Wilson (1842), 9 


Cl. & Fin. 355; Re Rayner, Rayner v. Rayner. [1904] 
Ch. 176. Refd. Grant v. Grant (1870), L. R. 5 C. P. 380. 
As to Mo? Distd. Duckmanton v. Duckmanton (1860), 5 


ped 


H. . 219. Generally, Consd. Asten v. Asten, (1894) 3 
Ch. 260. Refd. ‘'apley v. Eagleton (1879), 12 Ch. D. 683. 
4397. -J}—(1) Devise of lands to testator’s 





daughter for life, remainder to her sons & daughters 
successively in tail; remainder to testator’s son 
for life, & his sons & daughters in tail; ‘' & for 
default of such issue, to the younger branches of 
the family of B. W. & their heirs, to be equally 
divided amongst them, as tenants in common : 
in default of such issue, to the elder branches of 
the family of B. W.” in the same terms. At the 
time of making the will, & of testator’s death, 
there were living two daughters of B. W., four 
daughters of one of those daughters, an only son 
of B. W.’s eldest son, & an only son of his third 
son. At the expiration of the estates tail limited 
to testator’s grandchildren, there were living many 
descendants of one of B. W.’s daughters & of his 
third son :—Held: the devise to the branches of 
B. W.’s family was void for uncertainty. 
(2) For the purpose of construing an obscure 

will, antecedent cases, which are not directly in 
oint, can be of no other use than that of estab- 
ishing or illustrating rules of construction (ABIN- 
air, C.B.).—Dor d. SMITH v. FLEMING (1835), 2 
Cr. M. & R. 638; 1 Gale, 278; 5 Tyr. 10183; 5 
L. J. Ex. 74; 150 #. R. 27). 


Annotation :--Generally, Refd. Boys v. Bradley (1853), 17 
Jur. 159. 


4398. -]—Testator gave the residue of his 
personalty after a life estate, upon trust, to be 
divided in equal shares as follows: ‘‘ Unto & 
amongst my nephews & nieces, the said John 
Parker & Nanny Parker, or such as shall be living 
at the time,’’ etc., when the life estate determined. 
The words ‘“‘ Nanny Parker’’ were written in 
pencil, & were followed by a long blank. The will 
was proved with the words ‘‘ Nanny Parker ’”’ in 
the probate. At the time of his death testator 
had twelve nephews & nieces besides John Parker 
& Nanny Parker :—Held: the gift was void for 
uncertainty, &, there being an intestacy, testator’s 
next of kin were entitled.—GREIG v. MARTIN 
(1859), 33 L. T. O. S. 41; 5 Jur. N.S. 329; 7 
W. R. 315. 


Annotations :—Distd. Gill v. Bae wey (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 
eee Folld. McKechnie v. Vaughan (1873), 21 W. R. 


4399. ——.J—By his will, testator gave his 
residue amongst his nephews & nieces, excluding 
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“John” Shutt. By a codicil, he varied the 
limitation to this class, & excluded ‘‘ William 
Shutt ’’ as in his said will was directed ’’ : —-Held: 
the exclusion was void for uncertainty, & they 
both took a share.—CopE v. HEeNsHAW (1866), 
35 Beav. 420; 14 W. R. 627; 55 E. R. 958. 
4400. |\—A bequest of residuary  per- 
sonal estate to ‘‘ the children of the deceased son, 
named Bamber, of my father’s sistershare & share 
alike ’’ is void for uncertainty where, at the date 
of the will, there were three such deceased sons : 
& evidence of testator’s intention cannot be 
admitted to show that he meant to benefit the 
children of all the three sons.—Ze STEPHENSON, 
DONALDSON v. BAMBER, [1897] 1 Ch. 75; 66 
L. J. Ch. 938; 75 L. T. 495; 45 W. BR. 162; 13 
T. L. R. 67; 41 Sol. Jo. 96, C. A. 
Annotations :—Distd. Re Sharp, Maddison v. Gill. [1908] 2 
Ch. 190. Refd. Jn the EF of Hubbuck, [1905] P. 129. 
Extrinsic evidence.|—See Sub-sect. 4, post. 








SUB-SECT. 4.—ADMISSIBILITY OF EXTRINSIC 
EVIDENCE. 
A. Admissibility. 
See Sect. 14, post. 


B. Effects of Inadmissibility or Insufficiency 
of Evidence. 
4401. Gift void for uncertainty.|-PEYNEL v. 
PEYNED (1372), cited in 5 Co. Rep. at p. 68b; 
77 ‘i. R. 158. 








4402. |—CHEYNEY’S (LORD) CasE, No. 
4640, post. 
4403. .]—If a devise be to A. by name with 





a description annexed not applicable to A. but 
shown by parol evidence to be applicable to B., 
so that 1t is uncertain which was intended, the 
devise is void, & the heir-at-law shall take; & 
no parol evidence can be admitted to show that 
previous to the making of his will devisor had 
declared that he meant to leave the premises to A. 
But parol evidence may be admitted to show that 
the name of A. was inserted by mistake for the 
name of B.—THomas d. EVANS v. THOMAS (17986), 
G6 Term Rep. 671; 101 BE. R. 764. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Charter v. Charter (1871), L. R. 2 
Pp. & PD. 315. Refd. Careless v. Careless (1816), 19 Ves. 
601; Camoys wv. Blundell (1848), 1 H. L. Cas. 778: Doe 
d. Hubbard v. Hubbard (1850), 15 Q. B. 227; Doe d. 
Shallcross v. Palmer (1851), 20 L. J. Q. B. 367; Grant v. 
Grant (1870), L. R. 5 C. P. 380. 


oe ——.|—- RICHARDSON v. WATSON, No. 4396, 
ante, 
4405. -|—Testator devised all his real 





estates (except the hereditaments thereinafter 
particularly devised) to trustees on certain trusts. 
In a subsequent part of his will he devised his 
farm in A. in the possession of T. H. to T. R. He 
had two farms in A., both of which were in the 
posse on of T. H., but at different rents & known 
y different names. There being no evidence to 
show with certainty which of the two farms 
testator meant to devise to T. R.:—Held: the 
exception inoperative, & both the farms passed 
by the general devise to the trustees.—BLUNDELL 
v. GLADSTONE (1844), 14 Sim. 83; 3 L. T. O. S. 
118; 60 EK. R. 2883; sub nom. BLUNDELL v, 
GLADSTONE, Ez p. CAMOYS (LORD), 8 Jur. 301. 
4406. ——.|—DRAKE v. DRAKE, No. 4658, post. 
4407. -|—If it can be gathered from the 
words used, that testator intended to give a par- 
ticular property to a legatee, but owing to testator 
having several properties answering the description 
in the will it is impossible to say, either from the 
will itself or from extrinsic evidence, which of 
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Sect. 18.—Uncertainty : Sub-sect. 4, B. Sect. 14: 
Sub-sect. 1, A. & B.] 


these several properties answering to the descrip- 
tion testator referred to, the gift fails for uncer- 
tainty.—ASTEN v. ASTEN, [1894] 3 Ch. 2603 63 
L. J. Ch. 884; 71 L. T. 228; 8 R. 496. 
Anh: :—Apprvd. Re Cheadlo, Bishop v. Holt, [1900) 2 
‘ 0. 

4408. .|—Re STEPHENSON, DONALDSON v. 

BAaMBER, No. 4400, ante. 





Sect. 14.--ADMISSIBILITY OF EXTRINSIC 
EVIDENCE. 


SuB-SEcT. 1.—To ASCERTAIN TESTATOR’S 
KNOWLEDGE. 
A. In General. 

4409. General rule—Court must place itself in 
position of testator.|—MARTIN v. DRINKWATER, 
No. 4477, post. 

4410. ———.]—Every claimant under a 
will has a right to require that a ct. of construction, 
in the execution of its office, shall by means of 
extrinsic evidence place itself in the situation of 
testator, the meaning of whose language it is 
called upon to declare (DR. LUSHINGTON).— 
THOMSON & BAXTER v. HEMPENSTALL (1849), 1 











Rob. Eccl. 783; 7 Notes of Cases, 141; 13 
lL. T. O. i 449; 13 Jur. 814; 163 E. R. 12138. 
4411. A gift by testator to his 


first cousin, ney incent B., the son of his late uncle, 
Peter B. Testator had no cousin named Vincent 
B. who was the son of his late uncle Peter: but 
he had a first cousin named George Vincent B., 
who frequently visited & dined with him, whom 
he commonly called ‘‘ Vincent,’’ & who was the 
son of a deceased uncle named Joseph. The son 
of Peter was named Frederick, & was not in the 
habit of visiting testator. The ct. admitted 
evidence of these extrinsic circumstances, & held 
that testator was mistaken in the description 
rather than in the name of the legatee; & that 
George Vincent B., the son of Joseph, was entitled 
to the legacy. 

(2) The evidence of the solr. who prepared the 
will, that testator had by his instructions expressly 
indicated that George Vincent B. was the person 
for whom the legacy was intended, & that he, the 
solr., had inserted the description without the 
direction of testator, & in a mistaken belief of the 
parentage of the legatee, was not admissible. 

(3) Where a legatee is pointed out by name & 
description, & there is no person to whom the 
name & description both apply, but the name 
only applies to one & the description only applies 
to another, the ct. will endeavour, from such of the 
extrinsic circumstances as are admissible, to 
ascertain the person meant by testator, & will not 
hold the bequest void for uucertainty, except in 
cases where it is impossible to discover any pre- 
ponderance in favour of one of the persons rather 
than of the other. 

(4) A second rule may be thus stated: if the 
description contained in the will be not strictly 
applicable to any matter or person, the matter of 
the legacy, or the person of the legatee cannot be 
ascertained by any parol evidence of the intention 
of testator ; but the cts. have a right to ascertain 
all the facts which were known to testator at the 
time he made his will, or, as it has been expressed, 
to place themselves in the testator’s position, in 


WILLS. 


order to ascertain whether there exists any person 
or thing to which the description can be reasonably 
& with sufficient certainty applied, the presumption 
necessarily being, that tes ator ee some 
existing matter or person (PAGE-Woop, V.-C.). 

(5) If the extrinsic circumstances do not raise 
a case in which the words used are applicable 
equally to different persons or things, evidence of 
intention cannot be received. If, however, the 
description be not strictly applicable to any person 
or thing, but is applicable partly to one person or 
thing, & partly to another, the ct. will not neces- 
sarily hold that there is an intestacy. The ct. 
may in that case endeavour to ascertain whether 
there is another sense, sometimes called a popular 
sense, in which the words may be understood, & 
for this purpose will inquire into the habits of 
testator, & the circumstances which surrounded 
ae at the time he made his wil] (PAGE Woop, 

.). 

(6) I find by a letter which is put in evidence, 
that testator addressed pltf. by the name of 
‘* Vincent Bernasconi.’ I am entitled to look at 
the Ietter for this purpose, but not to ascertain 
the intention of testator (PAGE Woop, V.-C.). 

(7) 1 find again that both deft. Frederick 
Bernasconi & pltf. were living in London, but that. 
deft. was not in the habit of visiting testator, 
whilst pltf. was a frequent visitor at his house, & 
upon his invitation. These circumstances I am 
entitled to look at, & I hope I have not allowed my 
mind to be biassed by any other of the facts which 
have been tendered in evidence ; but I am entitled 
to take notice of the fact, that, with one of the 
parties, testator was in constant communication, 
& with the other he very rarely had any com- 
munication (PAGE Woop, V.-(C.).-—-BERNASCONI 
v. ATKINSON (1853), 10 Hare, 345; 23 1. J. Ch. 
184; 20 L. T. O. S. 217; 17 Jur. 128; 1 W. R. 


125; 68 E. R. 959. 

Annotationa : >~- As to (1) Consd. Gillett ae one ae L. R. 
10 Eq. 29; Fe Kilvert’s Trusts (18 L. eee 183. 
me fo (3) Apld. Charter v. Charter a DL 3 re L. 


Pipe tinlte v. Beverley (1878), 9 ‘oe D. 213. 
yy to (4) Ap Id. Charter v. Charter (1874), lL. K. 7 H. Lh. 
364, Asto U5) Apld. 7?e Fry’s Estate, Matthews v. Green- 
man ee 31 L.T.8. <Asto (6) Apld. Charter v. Charter 
(1874), . 7 *#H. I. 364: Je Ofner, Samuel v. Ofner, 
[1909], i on 60. Generally, Refd. f’e Dayrell, Hastie v. 
Dayrell, [1904] 2 Ch. 


4412. -- - 5 He OVERHILI’S TRUST, No. 
4427, post. 

4413. -—— .|- SLINGSBY vt. GRAINGER, No. 
3781, ante. 

4414, — -WEBBER v. STANLEY, No. 
3472, ante. 

4415. -— -|—Testator devised property 


to ‘““my nephew Joseph Grant.’’ It appeared 
that testator’s brother had a son named Joseph 
Grant & that the brother of testator’s wife also had 
a son of the same name :—Held: the description 
“my nephew ”’ was 1 erg to both Joseph 
Grants, & a latent ambiguity was therefore dis 
closed, & consequently parol evidence was ad- 
missible to show which Joseph Grant was meant 
by testator. 

The will is the language of testator, solilo- 
quising, if one may use the phrase, & the ct. in 
construing his language may properly take into 
account all that he knew at the time, in order to 
see in what sense the words were used (BLACK- 
BURN, J.).—GRANT v. GRANT (1870), L. R. 5 C. P. 
727; 3891. J.C. P. 272; 22 L. T. 829; 18 W. R. 
951, Ex. Ch. 


Annotations : -—Consd. Sherratt v. Mouneore. (1873), 8 Ch. 
App. 928. N.F. Wells «. Wells (1874), L . 18 Kq. 604; 


PART XVI. SECT. 14, SUB-SECT. 1.—A. 
4409 1. General rule—Court must place itself in position of testator.]—ROBERTBON v. FLYNN, [1920] 1 I. R. 78.—IR, 


Part XVI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


Merrill v. Morton (1881), 17 Ch. D. 882. Distd. Re Parker, 
Bentham v. Wilson (1881), 17 Ch. D. 262; Re Taylor, 
Cloak _v. Hammond (1886), 34 Ch. D. 255. Consd. Re 
Gue, Smith ». Gue (No. 2) (1892), 36 Sol. Jo. 698. Dbtd. 
Re Green, Bath v. Cannon, [1914] 1 Ch. 134. Refd. Re 
Kilvert’s Trusts (1871), 7 Ch. App. 170; Re Fry’s Estate, 
Matthews v. Greenman (1874), 31 L. T. 8: Bank of New 
Zealand v. Sinipson, (1900) A. C. 182; Charrington & Co. 
". Wooder, [1914] A.C. 713; Great Western Ry. & Midland 
Ry. v. Bristol! (1918), 87 L. J. Ch. 414. 











4416. |—Hiw v. Crook, No. 3936, 
ante. 
4417, ——— -|—In the cases of wills testator 


is speaking of & concerning all his affairs, & 
therefore evidence is admissible to show all that he 
knew & then the ct. has to say what is the intention 
indicated by the words when used with reference 
to these extrinsic facts, for the same words used 
in two wills may express one intention when used 
with reference to the state of one testator’s affairs 
& family & quite a different one when used with 
reference to the state of the other testator’s affairs 
& family (LORD BLACKBURN).— WEAR RIVER 
COMRS. v. ADAMSON (1877), 2 App. Cas. 743; 47 
L. J. Q. B. 1938; 37 L. T. 5433; 42 J. P. 244; 26 
W. R. 217; 3 Asp. M. L. C. 621, H. L. 


Annotations :—Apld.. Re Burnyeat, Burnyeat v. Ward, 
[1923] 2 Ch. 5%. Refd. Kastman Photographic Materials 
Co. v. Comptroller-General of Patentr, [1898] A. C. 571; 
Metropolitan Water Board v. New River Co. (1904), 20 
T. La. R. 687: Ie Gibbs, Martin v. Harding, [1907] 1 Ch. 
465; Jones v.. Hulton, K. & Co., [1909] 2 K. B. 444; 
Butterley Co. v. New Hucknall Colliery Co., [1910] A. C. 
381; O’Grady 7. Wilmot, [1916] 2 A. C. 231; HKroken 
Hil) Proprietary Co. v. Peninanlar & Oriental Steam 
Navigation Co., [1917] 1 K. B. 688; Davies v. Powell 
Duffryn Steam Coal Co., [1917] 1 Ch. 488; G. W. Ry. & 
Midland Ry. v. Bristol Corpn. (1918), 87 L. J. Ch. 414 ; 
Valentine v. Hyde, [1919] 2 Ch. 129; Nicolle v. Nicolle, 
[1922] 1 A.C. 284: Rhondda’s Claim, [1922] 2 A. C. 339 ; 
Abraham v. Mac Fisheries, [1925] 2 K. B. 18. Mentd. 
The Merle (1874), 31 L. T. 447; Eglinton v. Norman 
(1877), 46 L. J. Q. B. 557: Stoomvaart Muaatschappy 
Nederland v. Peninsular & Oriental Steam Navigation 
Co. (1880), 5 App. Cas. 876; Western Counties Ry. v. 
Windsor & Annupolis Ry. (1882), 7 App. Cus. 178: 
Arrow Shipping Co. v. Tyne Lmprovement Comrs., [1894] 
A. ©, 508; A.-G. uv. Gas Light & Coke Co. (1902), 18 
Tr. L. R. 5173 Badische Anilin & Soda Fabrik v. Hickson, 
[1906] A. C. 419; G.N., Piec. & Prompton Ry. 7 A.-G. 
(1908), 98 L. PT. 7313 Jackson (Sir John), Ltd. v. Blanche 
(Owners), [1908] A. C. 126; Hollinshead rv. Hazelton, 
11916] 1 A. C. 428; Hudson’s Bay Co. v. Maclay (1920), 36 
T. L. R. 469; Gayler & Pope v. Davies (B.) & Son, [1924] 
2 K. B. 75; Postmaster-General +. Beck & Politzer, 
11924] 2 K. B. 308; British-American Tobacco Co. v. 
Jones (1925), 134 L. T. 405; The St. Nicolal (1925), 133 
L. T. 640; Witham Outfall Board v. Boston Corpn. 

d 136 L. TT. 7563; Dee Conservancy Board v, 

McConnell, [1928] 2 K. B. 159; G. W. Ry. Co. v. Mostyn 

S85. (Owners), (1928] A. C. 57. 





4418, ———.|— BOYES v. CooK, No. 4433, 
post. 
4419. ~ -—.|—QOne has to place oneself in 





the position filled by the testator at the time of 

making his will (LORD HALSBURY, C.).—KINGs- 

BURY v. WALTER, [1901] A. C. 1873; 70 L. J. Ch. 

546; 84 L. T. 697. H. L.3 affg. S. C. sub nom. 

Re Moss, KINGSBURY v. WALTER, [1899] 2 Ch. 

314, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld, Ie Scorer, Burtt v. Harrison (1924), 
94 L. J. Ch. 196. Refd. Capes v. Dalton (1902), 86 L. T. 
129; Kekewich v. Barker (1903), 88 L. T. 130; te Venn, 
Lindon v. Ingram, [1904] 2 Ch. 52; &e Harper, Plowman 
v. Harper, [1914] 1 Ch. 70. 

4420, -—--— ---—.|—-There was an ambiguity, & 
in order to be able to explain it, his lordship was 
entitled to put himself in the testator’s chair & 
look at the surrounding circumstances (BUCKLEY, 





PART XVI. SECT. 14, SUB-SECT. 1. 
—B. 4426 iil. 





44261. Surrounding circumstances. |-—-- 
HEDGES v. ALVWORTH, 13 1. Eq. R. 
406.—IR. 


vy. WILLS, [1909] 1 I. R. 268,.—IR. 


-}-Evidence that tes- 
tator shortly before his death was under 
a misapprehension as to the position of 
the boundary Hine between two lots of 
land was admitted to prave testator’s 
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J.).—-Re VAUGHAN, Scorr v. BririsH & FOREIGN 
ScHoon Society (1901), 17 T. a. R. 278. 

4421. Application of general rule useless——Sub- 
ject-matter not existing at date of will.]—Fe 
PRICE, PRICE v. NEWTON, No. 3824, ante. 

4422. Whether evidence admissible.|—-HoLMES 
v. CUSTANCE (1806), 12 Ves. 279; 33 E. R. 106. 
Annotation :—Refd. Horwood v. Griffith (1853), 2 W. R. 71. 

4423. -|—Dor d. THomas v. Beynon, No. 
4440, post. 

4424. Knowledge not presumed.]—CrooK v. 
WHITLEY, No. 3084, ante. 

4425. -]|—To enable an illegitimate daughter 
to take under a bequest in favour of daughters as 
a class it is not sufficient to show that there was, 
at the date of the will, no possibility of legitimate 
daughters, & that the claimant was a reputed 
daughter, but; evidence must be given from which 
testator’s knowledge of these facts may be inferred. 
Knowledge of the state of a cousin’s family will 
not be presumed.—Re HERBERT’S TRUSTS (1860), 
1 John. & 7.121; 29 L. J. Ch. 870: 2 L. 7. 743: 
6 Jur. N. S. 1027; 8 W. R. 660; 70 K. R. 
687. 

Annotation :—Apld. Milne v. Wood (1873), 42 L. J. Ch. 548. 











B. What Evidence Admissible. 


4426. Surrounding circumstances.|—MARTIN v. 
DRINKWATER, No. 4477, post. 

4427. .|—I am bound to receive all such 
evidence as will inform me of all that testatrix 
knew, or must be presumed to have known, at the 
time when she made her will, so as to enable the 
ct., in construing it, to place itself in the position 
of testatrix, & to determine what her language 
meant with that assistance (STUART, V.-C.).—Re 
OVERHILL’S Trust (1853), 1 Sm. & G. 362; 22 
L. J. Ch. 485; 20 L. T. O. S. 290; 17 Jur. 342; 1 
W. R. 208; 65 EF. R. 159. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Re Williams’ Will (1864 
Robinson v. Neal (1868), 19 I. T. 142. 
v. Blizard (1858), 4 Jur. N. 8. 652. 


4428. ——--.|---Primarily the words of a will are 
to be considered. They convey the intention of 
testator’s wishes, but the meaning to be attached 
to them may be affected by surrounding circum- 
stances, among which is the law of the country in 
which the will is made, & its dispositions are to be 
carried out. If that law has attached to par- 
ticular words a particular meaning, or to a par- 
ticular disposition a particular effect, it must be 
assumed that testator, in the dispositions he has 
made, had regard to that meaning or to that effect, 
unless the language of the will, or the surrounding 
circumstances, displace that assumption.—-SREE- 
MUTTY SOORJEEMONEY DOSSEE v. DENOBUNDOO 
MULILICK (1857), 6 Moo. Ind, App. 526; 19 E. R. 
198, P. C. 


Annotation :—Refd. Bissonauth Chunder v. Sreemutty 
Bamasoondery Dossee (1867), 12 Moo. Ind. App. 41. 








10 L. T. 405; 
entd. Benticy 


4429, —--—.|—GRrEY v. PEARSON, No. 3502, 
ante. 

4430, ----—.]—SLINGSBY v. GRAINGER, No. 3781, 
ante. 


4431. ----.] -WEBBER v. STANLEY, No. 3472, 


ante. 
4432. -—-—.]—-(1) Evidence of the declarations 


knowledge on this subject, but evidence 
of what testator had said as to the 
testamentary disposition he supposed 
he had made:—Held: to be in- 
admissible—Re THOMAS, SMITH v. 
THOMAS (1915), 84 N. ZL. R. 1110.— 
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Sect. 14.—Admissibility of extrinsic evidence: Sub- 


sect. 1. B.; sub-sect. 2.] 


of testator as to whom he intended to benefit or 
supposed he had benefited, can only be received 
where the description of the legatee, or of the thing 
as ueathed, is equally applicable, in all its parts, 
to two persons or to two things. 
(2) Evidence of the circumstances, the habits, 
« the state of his family at the time he made the 
will, is admissible, so as to put the ct. in the 
position of testator in order to ascertain the 
bearing & application of the language which he 
uses, & which there exists any person or thing to 
which the whole description given in the will can 
be, with sufficient certainty, applied. 
(3) Forster Charter made a will in 1859. 
Testator had had a son named Forster Charter, 
but this son died unmarried while yet under age. 
The second son, who thereupon became the elder 
surviving son, was named William Forster Charter. 
He was never known as Forster Charter, but) was 
called William or Willie. The younger surviving 
son was named Charles Charter. IIe always lived 
with his father, except for a very short period. 
Testator had three daughters; two were married 
& living away. They were not mentioned in the 
will. The third was unmarried, & lived with her 
father. Tier name was Barbara. She was men- 
tioned in the will, but was erroneously called 
‘*‘ Barbara Forster,” though she had never been 
known by that double name. Testator’s residence 
& farm were, in the will, left to ‘‘ my son Forster 
Charter.’”’ who was made exor. This name & this 
description were twice repeated. ‘The will went 
on to provide an annuity for the wife, to be paid 
‘‘ by my exor. Forster Charter ’’ as long as they 
should ‘‘ reside together in the same house ’’; 
but ‘‘ should they think proper to live separately ”’ 
the ‘‘ said Forster Charter ’’ was to let her live 
rent free in a neighbouring cottage, & furnish her, 
in addition to the annuity, with necessary supplies. 
There was a similar provision as to ‘‘ Barbara 
Forster.’’ Probate was granted to the elder 
surviving son, William Forster Charter. On a 
citation to recall probate, evidence was received, 
not only of the state, circumstances, & habits of 
the family. but of the declarations of testator as 
to his intentions with regard to his property :— 
Held: a mistake having been made in the use of 
one Christian name, which the provisions in the 
will & the evidence, properly admissible, had 
corrected, the original probate had been right- 
fully recalled.---CHARTER v. CHARTER (1874), L. R. 
7H. L. ey - LJ. P. & M. 73, HW. 7.3: affg. 
(1871), L. R. -& D. 315 
aan ations As a (1) Expld. Tn the Goods of De Rosaz 
(1877), I). 66. Apld. Re Fearn's Will ies a 
Ww. TR. B02 e "Re Ely, Tottenham v. ; ‘ 
452; Re Ray, Cant v. Johnstone, ioie) 1 Ch. 461. 
Downe v. Sheffield (1894), 71 lL. T. 292; In the Estate of 
Hubbuck, [1905] DP. 129." 46 to , Apld. Re Wolverton 
Mtged. Estates (1877), 7 Ch. 7: In the Goods of 
Brake ee 6 P. D, 217 In the Goods of Chappell, 
[1894] P. 98; Re Gibbs, Martin v. Harding, [1907] 1 Ch. 
465. As to (3) Retd. Inthe Goods of O'Reilly (1873), 43 
L.J.P.5. Generally, Refd. Re Bennett, Ez np. Kirk (1877), 
o Ch. D. 800; Ze Ofner, Samuel v. Ofner, (1909) 1 Ch. 60. 
4433. --|—When it is said that: surrounding 
circumstances may be looked at, that only means 
that the circumstances existing at the time when 
testator made his will may be looked at. You 
may place yourself, so to speak, in his arm-chair, 
& consider the circumstances by which he was 
surrounded when he made his will to assist you in 
arriving at his intention. But to look at a settle- 
ment subsequently executed is not to look at the 
surrounding circumstances which existed when the 
will was made (James, 1.J.).—BoygEs v. Cook 


WILs. 


| (1880), 14 Ch. D. 53; 49 L. J. Ch. 350; 42 L. T. 


556; 28 W. R. 754, C. A. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Hernando, Hernando v. newiel 
ake 27 Ch. D. 284; Airey v». Bower ee 12 Ap 
eit Re Marsh, Mason v. Thorne (1888), 38 Ch. 
630": 
Ch. D. 646 ; 


Re Wells’ Trusts, Hardistry v. Wells (1889), 
Re Hayes, Turnbull v. Hayes, [1900] 
333 ; nae Layard, Layard v. Bessborough (1918), ay: 
L. J. Ch. 505. 
4434. .J—Re Vaucnan, Scotr v. BRITISH 
& Forrian ScHoor, Socrety, No. 4420, ante. 

85. ———.]—It is the construction of a will 
construed by the light of surrounding circum- 
stances in the sense (to use a common phrase) that 
we may put ourselves in the testator’s arm-chair 


(FARWELL, L.J.)—Re Sykrs, SYKES v. SYKES, 
ar ta Ch. 241; 78 L. J. Ch. 609; 101 L. T. 1, 


. A. 

"Tse: Instructions for will.|—Parol evidence 
cannot be read to prove instructions of testator, 
after the will is reduced into writing, or declara- 
tions, whom he meant by the written words of the 
will (LoRD ELDON, C.).—-GQOODINGE v. oe 
(1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 231; 27 KE. R. 1001, L. C 
Annotations :-—Refd. Beachcroft +. Beachcroft (1816 

Madd. 430; Shore v. Soe ee Be Cl. & Fin 

Grant v. Grant (1870), L. R. 5 C. P. 

4437. «| ate or noe: one Dr. Alfred 
Ofner one of his exors., & gave him a legacy of 
£200, & among other legacies to various nieces & 
a nephew nominatim, he gave ‘‘ to my grand- 
nephew Robert Ofner’’ £100, & to another 
‘‘ orandnephew Curt Ofner’’ £100. Testator had 
no grandnephew or other relative of the name of 
‘* Robert ”? Ofner, but he had four grandnephews, 
Alfred Ofner & Curt Ofner, who were correctly so 
described in the will, Richard Ofner, a brother of 
Alfred Ofner, & Botho Ofner. It was proposed to 
put in evidence a memorandum in testator’s hand- 
writing that had been given by him to his solrs. as 
instructions for his will, in which the following 
words occurred: ‘‘to my grandnephew Dr. 
Alfred Ofner . . . £200 . to his brother Robert 
Ofner £100 ” :—Held: this document was ad- 
missible, not as evidence of intention, but to find 
out who the “ grandnephew ’”’ was whom testator 
had wrongfully described by the name ‘‘ Robert,” 
& if that were done it was clear that the brother of 
Dr. Alfred Ofner was intended to be the legatee, 
& that ‘‘ Robert ’’ was a mistake for ‘‘ Richard.”’ 

The fact that this document also happened to 
be instructions for the will did not make it ipso 
Jacto any the less admissible, not as instructions, 
but as a contemporaneous & serious document 
explanatory of the meaning testator had wrongly 
attributed to the name ‘‘ Robert ’’ when describing 
this legatee.—Re OFNER, SAMUEL v. OFNER, [1909] 

1 Ch. 60; 78 L. J. Ch. 50; 99 I. T. 813, C. A. 
ae as boa Re Ratenials Wallace v. Mawdsley 

(1911), 27 T. L. R. 313. Apld. J?e Halston, Ewen v. 

Halston, (1912) 1 Ch. 435. 

4438. Declarations of testator.|—-GOODINGE v. 
GOODINGE, No. 4436, ante. 

4439. .|—Evidence of conversations with 
testator, after execution of his will is not admissible 
as proof of the intention of testator, but it is 
admissible to prove testator’s knowledge of the 
state of the family in whose favour a devise was 
made by the will.—BLUNDELL v. GLADSTONE 
(1843), 1 Ph. 279; 12 L. J. Ch. 225; 7 Jur. 269; 
41 EK. R. 638, L. C.; affd. on other grounds, sub 
nom. CAMOYS (LORD) v. BLUNDELL (1848), 1 H. LL, 
Cas. 778, H. V. 


Annotations :—Refd. In the Goods of Collina (1849), 13 Jur. 
1108 ; Thomson & Baxter v. Hem arte (1849), 1 Rob. 
Ecel. 783; J. Ch. 352; 


A? 





), 1 
. 355 ; 








Adams v. Jones (1852), 21 L. J. 
Bernasconi a. Atkinson (1853), 10 Hare, 345; Wilkinson 
v. Bewicke (1853), 3 Do G. M. & G.'937: Mostyn v. 


Mostyn (1854), 5 H. L. Cas. 155: Re Kilvert’s Trusts 
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(1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 183 ; Charter v. Charter (1874), L. R. 

7H. L, 364; Re Fry's’ Estate. Matthowe t. Groomnae 

oe 3] L. T. 8: Garland v. Beverley (1878), 9 Ch. D. 
13; Re Waller, White v. Scoles (1898), 68 L. J. Ch. 107. 


4440. Letters sent by testator.]—Devise of land 
to testator’s niece, B. for life, remainder to “ her 
three daughters, M., E., & A.,’’ in fee, as tenants 
in common. At the date of the will B. had two 
legitimate daughters, M. & A., living; & one 
illegitimate, named E.:—Held: (1) extrinsic 
evidence was admissible to rebut the claim of E. 
by showing that B. formerly had a legitimate 
daughter, named E., who died some years before 
the date of the will; & that testator did not then 
know of her death, or of the birth of the illegiti- 
mate daughter; (2) letters purporting to have 
been written & sent, thirty years before, by 
testator to his niece B., & produced from the 
proper custody, were admissible against pltf., 
without proof of the handwriting, to show his 
apprehension of the state of B.’s family.—Dor d. 
THOMAS v. BEYNON (1840), 12 Ad. & El. 431; 4 
os & Dav. 193; 9 L. J. Q. B. 359; 113 E.R. 


Annotation :—As to (1) Refd. Grant v. Grant (1870), L. R. 
5 C. P. 380. 


4441. Testator’s family status.|—WEBBER v. 
STANLEY, No. 3472, ante. 

4442. State of testator’s property.] 
STANLEY, No. 3472, ante. 

4443. --——.|—-Testatrix, who died in 1914, by 
her will, made in 1904, directed her debts to be 
paid, & gave & bequeathed her ‘‘ money ”’ unto 
her two nieces to be equally divided between them 
after £20 had been paid to her exor., & expressed 
her wish that all her personal property in the 
house of either of her two nieces at the time of her 
death should belong to such niece. At the date 
of her death testatrix was possessed of cash in 
the house, money on deposit at her bank & at. the 
Post Office Savings Bank, a sum of Consols, & 
houschold goods, together with some small personal 
belongings in the house of one of her nieces. On 
an originating summons raising the question what 
passed under the bequest of ‘* money ” :-—Held: 
extrinsic evidence was adinissible to show of what 
property testatrix was possessed at the date of 
her will as evidence of surrounding circumstances 
only.---Re SKILLEN, CHARLES v. CHARLES, [1916] 
1Ch. 518; 85 L. J. Ch. 883: 114 L. T. 692: 60 
Sol. Jo. 387 


Annotations :—Distd. Re Gliddon, Smith rv. Glddon, [1917] 
1 Ch. 174. Refd. Jn the Goods of Gates, [1928] P. 128, 
Mentd. He Taylor, Taylor v. ‘'weedle, [1923] 1 Ch. 99, 


WEBBER v. 
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44471. Whether evidence of intention 
admitted,|— ECKFORD vv. ECKFORD, 25 
S.R. N.S. W. 78; 41 N.S. W. W.LN, 


4447 x. 





of showing the 


-J—Where extrinsic evi- 
dence was tendered for the 
,OsIition of testator & 
his family at the time his will was 
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4444, State of testator’s family.]|—-CHARTER Vv. 
CHARTER, No. 4432, ante. 

4445. Testator’s habits.]|—CHARTER v. CHARTER, 
No. 4432, ante. 

4446. Settlement subsequently 
Boyes v. Cook, No. 4483, ante. 


executed.] — 


SuB-sEcT. 2. --ToO EXpnLAIN INTENTION. 

4447. Whether evidence of intention admitted.}— 
BERTIE v. FALKLAND (LORD) (1698), Freem. Ch. 
220; 3 Cas. in Ch. 129; 12 Mod. Rep. 182; 1 
Salk. 231; 22 EK. R. 1171: sub nom. FALKLAND 
(VISCOUNT) v. BERTIE, 2 Vern. 333; on appeal, 
Colles, 10, H. L. 
Annotations :—Refd. Bromley v. Fettiplace (1700), 2 Freem. 

Ch. 245; Hervey v. Aston (1738), West temp. ard. 

350; Acherley v. Vernon (1739), Willes, 153. Mentd. 


Shaftsbury v. Shaftsbury (1725), Gilb. Ch. 172; R. wv 
Pierson (1738), Andr. 310. 


4448. .]|—There being a devise in a will of 
all testator’s household stuff, as brass, pewter, 
linen, & woollen, except a trunk; the person who 
drew the will was examined, to prove that the 
testator directed him to insert all his goods except 
the trunk, & was allowed to be read.-- PENDLETON 
v. GRANT (1705). 2 Vern. 517; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 
230; 23 E. R. 931. 


Annotation :—Refd. Francia v. Dichfield (1742), 2 Coop. 
temp. Cott. 531. 


4449. - .|—CHAPMAN v. SALT (1709), 2 Vern. 
646; 23 BE. R. 1022. 
Annotations :—Consd. Ive Shields, Corbould-Rilis v. Dales, 
ier?) 1 Ch. 591. Refd. Kirk v. Eddowes (1844), 3 Hare, 
509. 








4450. —-—-.|—Where the exor. had a legacy 
given him, & no disposition made of the surplus, 
parol evidence was admitted to prove testator’s 
intention, that the exor. should have it.—-BUCKLEY 
v. LITTLEBURY (1711), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 43; 1 E.R. 
1165, H. L.3; revsg. S. C. sub nom. LITTLEBURY v. 
BUCKLEY, cited in 2 Vern. at p. 677. 

Annotations :—Apld. Lake v. Lake (1751), Amb. 126. Folld. 
Ylennell v. Lewthwaite, Thornton v. Tracy (1794), 2 Ves. 
465. Refd. Colesworth v. Brangwin (1711), Prec. Ch. 
323; Gale v. Crofts (1713), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 4153; Far- 
rington v. Knightly (1719), 10 Mod. Rep. 442; Rachfield 
v. Careless (1723), 2 P. Wms. 158; Brown v. Selwin 
(1734), Cas. temp. Talb. 240; Mallabar v. Mallabar (1735), 
Cas. temp. Talb. 78; Smith v. Baker (1737), West temp. 
Hard. 98; Ulrich v. Litchfield (1742), 2 Atk. 372: Blink- 
horn v. Feast (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 27; Nourse v. Finch 
A oon 1 Ves. 344; Amphlett v. Parke (1831), 2 Russ. & 


4451. ---—-.]—-Parol declaration not to be 
allowed as evidence to explain wills unless in 


OF SCOTLAND TRUSTEES v. MAITLAND 
(1887), 14 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 333; 
se. IL. R. 290.—SCOT. 


4447 xiv. .}—Gouws’ ERTATE @. 


yurpose 





163.—AUS. 
4447 ii. ——--. ]—- Re BANNISTER’S 

W11(1877), 3 V. L. R. 114.—AUS., A 
4447 iii, ——.]—Inthe WillofByrxn, JS, Wis Me 3 


BYRNE v. BYRNE (1898), 24 V. I. R. 832. 
-——AUS. 

4447 iv. .-—SUMMERS 1. 
MERS, 5 O. R. 110.—CAN. 

4447 v. .}—SOMMERVILLE v. Mor- 
TON, 1 Old. 50.—CAN. 


SUM- 








4447 vi, -——.]—Extrinsic evidence 
of testatrix'’s intention :-—J/eld > inad- 
McMILLAN, [1925] 3 


inissible.—-Fee 
W. W. R. 584.—-CAN. 

4447 vii. ——-.]}—Re Zurowsk!1 Es- 
CAN, (Sask.), [1927] 3 W. W. R. 745.- - 


4447 viii. .J— Where the ex- 
pressed intentions of testator are clear, 
extrinsic evidence of his intention to 
limit the meaning of the words used is 
inadmissible.—-MONSON v. MONSON, 1 
J. R. N. S, 32.—N.Z. 

4447 ix. —--—-.}—ST. HILL »v. 
Hiv, 26 N. 4. lL. R. 1105,—N.Z. 





ST. 


made, & to show his probable intention 
to exchide his wife & child, who had 
deserted him, from any benefit: under 
extrinsic evidence 
was properly admissible for the purpose 
of ascertaining the position of testator 
& his family when the will was made ; 
but must be rejected to show what was 
the probable intention of testator.— 
PIPER wv. Piper, 5 N. Z. L. R. 135 
(S. C.).—N.Z. 


4447 xi. --——~.] -—— LIVINGSTON w 
LIVINGSTON (1864), 3 Macph. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 20; 37 Se. Jur. 10.—SCOT. 


4447 xii. -———-.] GLENDONWYN t. 
GORDON (1873), 11 Macph. (Ct. of 
Sess.) (H L.) 33: 45 Se. Jur. 1835 2 
L. R. Se. & Div. 317.—SCOT. 


4447 xiii. —-~--.])—In the construction 
of a will & codictls, the ct. is entitled to 
have regard to the state of the testator’s 
circumstances at the dates when they 
were written, but not to indications 
of intention appearing in jottings, or 
memoranda by him.- FREE CILURCI 


MARAIS’ ESTATE (1906), 23 5S. C. 72.— 
S. AF. 


4447 xv. - .+—If the language of a 
will is clear & does not Jead to an 
absurdity or to an inconsistence with 
or repugnant to the rest of the docu- 
ment extrinsic evidence will not be 
udmitted to show what was the 
alleged intention of testator unless 
there is a doubt relating either to the 
persons or things described in the will. 
-~~JIOUSTON’S GUARDIAN @t. STONE 
(1917), 38 N. I. RR. 63.-—-S. AF. 


4447 xvi. .}—- Where testator 
mentions a certain number of children 
in a will & there are actually more 
children at the date of the ll than 
are so mentioned no ovidence is admis- 
sible to show that testator intended 
to designate the children mentioned 
as the sole beneficiaries.—SIMON v. 
PIFTERSE HstTatTEH, [1918] C. P. D. 
263.—S. AF. 

4447 xvii. ————.]-——-UNGERER tv. VIC- 
TOR, [1920] 0. P. D. 5.—S, AF, 
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Sect, 14.— Admissibility of extrinsic evidence: Sub- 
sect. 2.] 

affirmance of the common hw.—LANSDOWN’S 

(LORD) CASE (1712), 10 Mod. Rep. 96; 88 E. R, 642. 


Annotations :—Refd. Hopkins v. Hopkins 3): Cas. 
temp. Talb. 44; A.-G. v. Downe (1769), Amb. 571; 
Barnes v. os (1792), t Bro. .C. 2; Pigott v. Dalle: 
(1802), 7 Ves. 

4452. j_-Parol evidence refused, that it 
was testator’s intention to devise his personal 


estate exempt from debts.—GALE v. Crorr (1713), 








poe 23; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 415; 21 E. R. 175, 
is 
4453. .|——-Parol evidence was admitted in 


this case, both on the part of the exor. & next of 
kin to prove the intention of testator.—RaAsH- 
FEILD v. CARELESSE (1723), 9 Mod. Rep. 9; 2 
Eq. Cas. Abr. 4163; 88 EB. R. 281; sub nom. 
RACHFIELD v. CARELESS, 2 P. Wms. 158; sub 
nom. RUSHDELL v. CARNESSE, 1 Stra. 568, L. C. 


Annotations aeons pt eine v. Lewthwaite, Thornton v. 
Tracy (1794), Refd. Whitaker v. Tatham 


1831) 4 Bing. 628: Bares: Fewkes (1865), 12 L. T. 727. 
entd. Griffiths v. Hamilton (1806), 12 Ves, 298. 
4454, -|-—One makes a will & an exor., & 





gives a legacy of £500 to the exor., but makes no 
disposition of the surplus; parol evidence of the 
intention & declaration of testator touching the 
surplus admitted.—RUTLAND (DUKE) v. RUTLAND 
(DucHESS) (1723), 2 P. Wms. 210; 2 Eq. Cas. 
Abr. 440; 24 HK. R. 703, L. C. 


Annotationa : -—Consd. Nourse v. Finch (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 
239, Refd. Clennell v. Lewthwaite, Thornton v. ‘Tracy 


(1794), 2 Ves. 465. 
y v. DAVIS (1725), 2 
R. 746. 


4455. «| 
Wms. 316; 24 Ki. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Lee v, Prieaux (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 
381; Morgan v. Morgan (1820), 5 Madd. een Thornton 
v. Bright (1836), 2 My. & Cr. 280; Tullett ” Armstro 
(1840), 4 My. & Cr. 390; Hope v. Hope (1892), 40 W. R. 522, 
4456. -|—NICHOLLS v. OSBORN (1727), 
2 P. Wms. 419; 24 EK. R. 795. 

Annotations: -—Refd. Kelly v. Powlet 7 iy Bro. 1 Dick. 359. 
Mentd. Chaworth v. Hooper ie). ro. © C. 82; 
Hawkins v. Combe (1783), 1 Bro. C. oo ‘Descrambes 
v. Tomkins eas 1 Cox, Eq. Car. 133% ‘Mackoll v. Winter 
eo 3 Ver. 6: Tyrrell v. Tyrrell (1798), : Ves. 1; 

e Holford, Holford v. Holford (1894), 42 W. 563. 

44.57. evidence touching the 
testator's intention not to be admitted.— FOWLER 
Vv. FowLer (1735), 3 P. Wms. 353; 24 E. R. 1098, 
de Cc. 

Annotations :—Refd. Wallace wv. Pomfret (1805), 11 Vex. 
542. Mentd. Harvey v. Harvey (1739), Barn. Ch. 109 
Digby v. caus (1831), 4 Sim. 588; Taylor v. ‘Taylor 
(1858), 33 L. T. O. 8. 88; Atkinson v. Littlewood (1874), 
L. R. 18 Eq. 506 ; dte Rattenberry, Ray v. Grant, [1906] 
1 Ch. 667. 

4458. --——.]—-Parol evidence though improper, 
when offered against the legal operation of a will 
or an implied trust, admitted in this case, because 
here it was in support of law & equity too.— 
TAYLOR v. TAYLOR (1737), 1 Atk. 386; West tenip. 
Hard. 111; 26 E. R. 247, L. C. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Chapman v. Gibson ans _ Bro. 
C. C. 229; Crabb v. Crab ig 1 My. & K. 511 
4459. 

1 Atk. 558: 26 EK. R. 351 ; ” gub nom. MouLTon v. 

HUTCHINSON, 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 659. 

4460. - the 
circumstances of testator, to determine what was 
his intention (LORD HARDWICKE, U.).—INCHIQUIN 
(LORD) v. FreNcH (1744), Amb. 33; 1 Cox Eg. 
Cas. 1; 27 E. R. 183; sub nom. O’ BRIEN v. INCHI- 
QUIN (Lorp), Ridg. temp. H. 230, L. C. 

Annotations : ‘a are Lowfield v. Stoneham ( ae i Su 
1261. Refd otle v. Blundell] Crgt 1 Mer. 193; 
Heuy Ferraris v, Heritord (1843), 3 Gurt. 468,. Monta. 
He bere nani v. Vincent (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 353; Burton 

. Knowlton (1796), 3 Vea. 107: Greene v. Greene (1819), 
4 Madd. 148; Smith v. Attersoll Bae 1 Kuss. 266; 


Collis v. Robins (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 1 31; Fe Fleetwood, 
Sidgreaves v. Brewer (1880), 15 Ch. D. 594, 
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4461. -J—LAKE v. LAKE (1753), Dick. 236 ; 
Amb, 126; 1 Wils. 318; 21 EH. R. 259, L. C. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Cl 


Clennell v. Lew Swans Thornton v. 

Tracy (1794), 2 Ven. 465. efd. y d. Norris v. Cubitt: 

pi78), 1 Doug. K. B. 31; Walton. Walton (1807), 14 
18 


4462. _——.|—Bripce v. ARNOLD & CRANKE 
(1775), cited in 3 Phillim. at p.455; 161 E. R. 1382. 


Annotations :—Distd. Faweett v. J Ones, (1810) te ic 
434. Refd. Vhorne «. Rooke (1841), 2 Curt. 
(1789), 


4463. Sea ao hema Vv. Pe 
cited in 3 Phillim. at p. 461. 
Annotation :—Refd. Fawcett v. Jones (1810), 3 Phillim. 434. 
4464, ——--.]---PULTENEY v. DARLINGTON (EARL) 
(1776), cited in 3 Ves. at p. 529; 30 KE. R. 1141. 
Annotations :—Apld. Hinchcliffe ». Hinchcliffe ( nit): at 








Me 516. Consd. Hughes v. Turner (1835), 3 My. 
4465. .|—Exor. is entitled to an unbe- 


queathed residue unless there is a strong & violent 
presumption against him; a legacy to him affords 
such presumption ; but. parol evidence of the 
intention is admissible to rebut that; & is not to 
be confined to the time of making the will; but 
it must be to show the intention at that time 
only.—CLENNELL v. LEWTHWAITE, TWORNTON v. 
TRACY (1794), 2 Ves. 465; 30 E.R. 727; affd. 
(1795), 2 Ves. 644, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Dicks v. Lambert (1799), 4 Ves. 725; 
Langham wv. Sanford (1816), 19 Ves. 641; Whitaker vv. 
Tatham (1831), 7 Bing. 628; Re Henshaw (1864), 10 


Jur. N.S. 837; Re Bacon's Will, Camp. v. Coe (188 ), 31 
Ch. D. 460. efd. Pole v. Somers (1801), 6 Ves. 309; 
Walton v. Walton (1807), 14 Ves. 318; Smith v. Fitz- 


serald (1814), 3 Ves. & B. 2; Dacre v. Patrickson (1860), 


: rire N. 8. 863; Re Glukman, A.-G. wv. Jefferys, [1908] 
a lh. 552. 
4466. .|—-Testator gave a legacy to “ every 





of the sons & daughters of his late cousin,’’ his 
cousin left one legitimate daughter, & one son & 
one daughter illegitimate; the latter are not 
entitled under the will, nor is evidence admissible 
of the intention of testator.—HArT v. DURAND 
(1796), 3 Anst. G84; 145 E. R. 1006. 


Annotations :—-Refd. Gm a Shelley (1831), 2 Russ. 
336; Edmunds tr. Fessey (1861), 30 L. J. Ch. 279; 
v. Greatrex (1869), 3& L. J. Ch. 414. 


4467. .|—Legacy of £2,400 in the 5 per cent. 
Consolidated Bank annuities : decreed, that 
£2,400 5 per cent. annuities, viz. Navy Bills ‘should 
be purchased; evidence of the intention & 
mistake as to the fund being rejected.—CHAMBERS 
v. MINCHIN (1799), 4 Ves. 675; 31 EH. R. 348, 
L. C. 

4468. | son-in-law to testator, 
was held entitled to his legacy, discharged from 
debts due by him to testator, & a debt, for which 
testator was his surety, upon evidence from 
testator’s accounts, letters, & memorandums in his 
hand-writing. DParol evidence of declarations in 
conversation was produced for the samc purpose : 
but the ct. appeared to rely on the evidence in 
writing.—EDEN v. SMyTH (1800), 5 Ves. 341; 31 


E. R. 620, L. C. 

‘Annotations :—Consd. Pole v. Somers (1801), 6 Ves. 309; 
Reeves vw. Brymer (1801), 6 Ves. 516; Cross v. Spri 
(1849), 6 Hare, 552 ; aoe ce (No. 7 1856), 
Beav. 404. Mentd. Exe p. ble bakery es, 604 ; 
Lomax v. Lomax (1805), 11 Ver. 48; Flow cen. Marten 
ae 29 My. & Cr. 459; Re Vink, Pink v. Pink, [1912] 1 


4469. 
step, & one not sanctioned by any precedent, u on 

arol evidence alone, to supply a clause which has 

een omitted; but deceased himself was aware 
of it; it was ’ pointed out to him, & he himself 
proposed the remedy ; to insert them in a formal 
will. This would render it still more dangerous ; 
he wrote subsequent papers, & executed others 
prepared by H.; these omitted legacies were not 
supplied. Under such circumstances the law must, 


& M. 
Adney 
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presume that they were intentionally omitted ; 
it can only safely look to facts & to written papers, 
not to parol declarations (per CUR. ).—-SANDFORD v. 
VAUGHAN (1809), 1 Phillim. 128; 161 E. RB. 935. 

Anenon ‘~-Refd. Castle v. Torre (1837), 2 Moo. P. C. C. 


4470. -|—The first objection to the evidence 
is that these three witnesses are proposed to prove 
the declarations of testator that according to the 
rules of evidence . . . evidence of this kind cannot 
be read. Certainly it could not be read if proposed 
to prove testator’s intention that pltf. should 
have the legacy though she should not be in his 
service at his death but if to determine whether 
in fact she had left the service it is clear that the 
declarations of testator, one of the parties to the 
contract, may prove whether he considered her 
as having left it & whether she had left it in fact 
(LORD ELDON, C.).—HERBERT v. RED (1810), 
16 Ves. 481; 33 E. R. 1067, L. C. 

Annotations :—Distd. ae Renee Estate, Venes v. Marriott 


(1862), 31 L. J. Ch. Apld. fe Cole, Cole v. Cole, 
11919] 1 Ch. 218. 


4471. .|—Undoubtedly this ct. has the 
power, in some cases, of admitting parol evidence 
to prove intention (Sir JOHN NIcnon.).—ST. 
HELENS (LORD) v. EXETER (MARCHIONESS) (1810), 
3 Phillim. 461, n.; 161 E. Rt. 1385. 


Annotations :—Consd. Thorne v. Rooke (1841), 2 Curt. 799. 
Refd. Fawcett v. Jones (1810), 3 Phillim. 434. 


4472. -.|—Evidence of testator’s declara- 
tions previous & subsequent to his will as to his 
intention admitted, but of little weight against 
what passed at the time of making it.—LANGHAM 
v. SANDFORD (1816), 2 Mer. 6; 19 Ves. 641; 34 
HK. R. 654, L. C. 


Annotations :-~Refd. Mullen v. Bowman cart): 1 Coll. 197; 
Russell v. Clowes (1846), 2 Coll. 648: Briggs 7. Penny 














ott 21 1. J. Ch. 265 ; Ie Bacon’s Will, Camp v. Coe 
(1886), 31 Ch. D. 160; He Glukman, A.-G. «. Jefferys, 
11908) 1 Ch. 552. 

4473. .}—Circumstances dehors the will 


admitted on the appeal, to establish facts con- 
sidered necessary to assist in explaining the inten- 
tion.—- NOEL v. NoEwL (18238), 12 Price, 213; 117 
HK. R. 702. H. L.; varying 8S. C. sub nom. NOEL v. 
HENLEY (LORD) (1819), 7.Price, 241. ix. Ch. 

Annotations :~-Apld. Attwood v. Simall (1840), 6 Cl. & Fin. 


232. Consd. Archbold v. Comrs. of Charitable Bequests 
for Ireland (1849), 2 H. lL. Cas. 440; Jee Hooper, Banco 


de Portugal +. Waddell (1880), 5 App. Cas. 161. Refd. 
Dacre v. Patrickson (1860), 1 Drew. & Sim. 182. Mentd. 
Louch v. Peters (1834), 1 My. & K. 489; Jenkinson r. 


Harcourt (18514), Kay, 688 ; A.-G. «. Giles (1860), 5 H. & 


N. 2555 Re Turnbull, Skipper v. Wade, [1905] 1 Ch. 726. 

4474, ——.|-—-CapEL v. Rosparts & NEELD 
(1830), 3 Hag. Kec. 1565 162 HK. IR. 1114. 

4475. -Although in the case of Pulteney 


Vv. Darlington (Hurl), No. 4464, ante, & the other 
cases which followed it, parol evidence was 
admitted to show the manner in which testator 
dealt with property in order to put a construction 
upon the terms of his will, the inclination of the 
ct. has been rather to disapprove of the course 
adopted in those cases, & certainly not to extend 
the principle established by them (PEPys, M.R.).— 
HUGHES v. TURNER (1835), 3 My. & K. 666; 4 
L. J. Ch. 141; 40 BK. R. 254. 

Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. York v. Walker (1844), 12 M. & 
W. 591; Innes v. Sayer (1851), 3 Mac. & G. 606; Hope v. 
Hope (1854), 5 Giff. 13; Hughes v. Hosking (1856), 11 
Moo. P. C. C. 1; Minchin v. Minchin (1871), 19 W. R. 
903; Jte Nicholl, Ze Perkins, Nicholl v. Perkins (1920), 
125 T.. T. 62. 

4476, ——-.]~--CLEMENTSON v. GANDY, No. 4570, 
post. 

4477. .|—-Extrinsic evidence is admissible 
to show the circumstances of testator at the time 
of making his will, so as to enable the ct. to place 
itself in the situation of testator; but it is in- 
admissible to prove either his motives or intentions. 
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—MARTIN v. DRINKWATER (1840), 2 Beav. 215; 
9L. J. Ch. 247; 48 EB. R. 1162. 
Annotation :~Refd. Wilson v. O’Leary (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 


4478. .|—A codicil of 1838, pleaded to have 
been superseded by a later codicil, pronounced for, 
parol evidence being excluded on the ground that, 
upon the face of the instruments, there was no 
ambiguity & no presumption that testator did not 
intend the instruments to operate together. 

In the first place the ct. looks to the paper itself, 
to discover if there be any ambiguity as to the 
factum of the will, or as to the insertion or omission 
therein ... if there be such ambiguity, the ct. 
may admit parol evidence to remove the difficulty 
which appears on the face of the paper itself 
(Str I. JENNER).—THORNE v. WORRALL, LANGDON 
v. ROOKE (1841), 1 Notes of Cases, 254; sub nom. 
THORNE v. ROOKE, 2 Curt. 799; 163 BK. R. 589. 
Annotations :—Apld. Upfill v. Marshall (1843), 2 Notes of 





Cases, 400; Jenner v. Ffinch (1879), 5 P. D. 106. Refd. 

In the Estate of Bryan, [1907] P. 125. 

4479. — -.|—BLUNDELL v. GLADSTONE, No. 
4439, ante. 


4480. —- -.]—Testatrix duly executed a will, 
& subsequently thereto, two other wills, in both of 
which was contained a clause revoking all former 
wills. She afterwards destroyed the two latter 
wills :—Held: parol evidence is not admissible 
to show an intention to revive.—Magor & MUNDY 
v. WILLIAMS & ILFs (18438), 3 Curt. 4823; 7 Jur. 
219; 2 Notes of Cases, 196; 163 H. R. 781. 








4481. -|-—PAYNE & MEREDITH v. TRAPPES, 
No. 3611, ante. 
4482. .j|—A legacy was given to a wife by 


her husband’s will of a premium of assurance on 
his life, to meet her immediate expenses. Just: 
before the date of the will a bonus had been 
declared. FEividence was offered of a _ verbal 
declaration of testator that he intended to give 
the policy & bonus, but it) was rejected as inad- 
missible-—BARROW v. METHOLD (1855), 26 L. T. 
56; 1 Jur. N.S. 994; 3 W. R. 629. 

4483. .|—It is dangerous to extend the 
doctrine of Hden v. Smyth, No. 4468, ante. 

Testator bequeathed £1,000 to A., who was 
indebted to him on bond. He gave instructions 
for a codicil, &, in his own hands, wrote his wish 
that A.’s legacy should be made up £8,000 specify- 
ing the bond as part of that sum. The codicil was 
never executed, & the document was not proved 
as testamentary :—Held: the bond debt was not 
released, & A. took the legacy subject to the 
payment of the debt.—CHESTER v. URWICK 
(1856), 23 Beav. 404; 53 BE. R. 159. 

4484. .|\—LANGDALE (LADY) vw. 
No. 3614, ante. 

4485. .|—Testator made a voluntary settle- 
ment of some real estates. He afterwards by his 
will devised other real estates to nearly the same 
uses :—Held: the deed could not be referred to 
for the purpose of construing the will. 

Upon reading the will, I think there is no 
ambiguity upon it... . 1 fully concur in the 
argument that it is not possible to look at the 
settlement for the purpose of construing this will, 
& that you must look at the will alone (ROMILLY, 
M.R.).—RANDALL v. DANIEL (1857), 24 Beav. 
193; 653 FB. R. 331. 





BRIGGS, 











4486. ---—.|—Roppy v. FITZGERALD, No. 3617, 
ante, 
4487. .]|—Deceased duly executed a will, 








wherein he named three persons exors. ; he subse- 
quently instructed his attorney to prepare a 
codicil to this will, for the sole purpose of altering 
two bequests therein contained. The attorney, 
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in drawing the codicil, concluded with the fol- 
lowing Pereyra ee ‘* & in all other respects I revoke 
my said will,’ intending to have written for the 
word ‘‘ revoke,’’ ‘ confirm.” The codicil was 
read over to deceased, & executed with the clause 
as originally drawn :—Held: there was not suffi- 
cient ambiguity on the face of the codicil to autho- 
rise the admission of parol evidence of deceased’s 
intention.—In the Goods of Davy (1859), 1 Sw. & 
Tr. 262; 29L. J. P.M. & A. 161; 5 Jur. N.S. 252. 











4488. -|—DorE d. BRODBELT v. THOMSON, 
No. 3552, ante. 
4489. -|—Where a will is expressed to take 


effect during absence on a particular voyage, & 

the writer returns to England, the ct. cannot 

admit parol evidence to show the writer’s intention 
of adhering to that will during subsequent absences. 

—In the Cooda of WINN (1861), 2 Sw. & Tr. 147; 

4L. T. 655; 7 Jur. N.S. 764; 9 W.R. 852; 164 

E. R. 949. 

Annotations :--—Refd. In the Goods of Dobson (1866), L. R.1 
P. & D. 88; Jn the Goods of Porter ee, 39 L. J. Pp. & M. 
12; In the Goods of Hugo (1877), 2 P. D. 73; In the Goods 
of Spratt, (1897! P. 28. 

4490. -.|—Evidence as to statements made 
by testator when he executed his will rejected.- 
M‘CLURE v. Evans (1861), as reported in 29 Beav. 
422; 3L. T. 870; 54 E. R. 691. 

4491, ° .|—G. K. bequeathed to his wife 
‘all sum & sums of money that. might be in his 
house & at his banker’s.’’ After his death fifty 
shares of an assurance society were found in a 
chest, inclosed in an envelope, on which was 
indorsed ‘‘ To be considered as ready money, & 
given to Mrs. K., the widow, for her use. G. K.’’: 
—Held:; extrinsic evidence might be admitted in 
this case to show that testator intended these shares 
to be considered as ready money.—KNIGHT v. 
KNIGHT (1861), 2 Giff. 616; 30 L. J. Ch. 644; 5 
L. T. 72; 7 Jur. N.S. 893; 66 KE. R. 258. 











4492. -|—WEBBER v. STANLEY, No. 3472, 
ante. 
4493. -|—Parol evidence as to testator’s 





intention to incorporate an unexecuted testa- 
mentary paper with a testamentary paper which 
is duly executed, is not admissible unless the duly 
executed paper contains a distinct reference to 
some other paper. 

A duly executed testamentary paper in these 
words: ‘‘ I name J. as my exor., empowering him 
to draw any money out of the North Bank, 
Plymouth, to employ it for me after my decease 
in all things necessary ’’ :—Held: not to contain 
such a reference to any other paper as to render 
parol evidence admissible of testator’s intention to 
incorporate an unexecuted testamentary paper 
with it.—In the Goods of LUKE (1865), 34 L. J. 
P.M. &A.105; 11 Jur. N.S. 397. 

Annotation :—Aplid. In the Goods of Watkins (1865), 35 

L. J.P. & M. 14. 

4494. |—-A will, the production of an 
illiterate person, concluded as follows: ‘I also 
leave the sum of one sovereign each to the exor. & 
witness of my will for their troublt to see that 
everything is divided justly between them,’ her 
sons. It contained no attestation clause, & 
py alps the signatures of the attesting witnesses, 
& below that of testatrix, were the words ‘‘ witness 
& exors.”’ :—Held: not to amount to an appoint- 
ment of exors., & there was not such ambiguity as 
to admit of parol evidence to ascertain the inten- 
tions of testatrix.—JIn the Goods of Woops (1868), 
L. R. 1 P. & D. 556; 387 L. J. P. & M. 23; 17 
L. T. 583; 16 W. R. 407; 32 J. P. 168. 
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4495. --]—Testator gave certain legacies to 
A. by his will, & by a codicil thereto bequeathed 
to him a stud of horses & a sum of £10,000 in terms 
importing an absolute gift which he, testator, 
declared to be ‘‘in addition to all the benefits 
given to him by my said will.’’ But by a letter 
addressed to & duly received & answered by A., 
testator stated that he had left a letter with his 
solr. expressing a wish that the sum of £10,000 
which he described as left for that purpose, should 
be settled on H. & F. for their joint use in the 
event of their intermarrying. No such letter was 
left with his solr. or any one else :—Held: parol 
evidence as to the intentions of testator was not 
admissible.—BAILLIE v. WALLACE (1869), 17 W. R. 
221. 

4496. .|—Parol evidence inadmissible for 
the purpose of explaining testator’s intention even 
against the heir-at-law.—IRVINE v. SULLIVAN 
(1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 673; 38 L. J. Ch. 635; 17 
W. R. 1083. 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Fleetwood, Sidgreaves v. Brewer 
(1880), 15 Ch. D. 594. Consd. He Baillie, Fitzgerald v. 
Noad (1886), 2 T. L. R. 660. Refd. Re Downing's 
Nesiduary Estate (1888), 60 L. T. 140; Croome vw. 
Croome (1888), 59 L. T. 582; Re Williams, Williams v. 
Williams, [1897] 2 Ch. 12; Zee Maddock, Llewelyn v. 
Washington, [1902] 2 Ch. 220; Re Hanbury, Hanbury v. 
Fisher (1904), 73 L. J. Ch. 222 ; Re Atkinson, Atkinson v, 
Atkinson (1911), 80 L. J. Ch. 370. 

4497. (1) The general intent of testator 
in creating an executory trust for a settlement of 
his property, not any strictly technical meaning 
attached to the words he has used, is to govern the 
preparation of the settlement. 

(2) In considering a question of this description 
the ct. is not confined to the language of the will 
itself in order to discover the intention of testator ; 
it may not only refer to the motives which led to 
the will, & to its general object & purpose, to be 
collected from other instruments to which the will 
itself refers, but also to any circumstances which 
may have influenced the mind of the maker 
towards the provisions it contains (LORD CHELMS- 
FORD ).—SACKVILLE-WEST v. HOLMESDALE (VIS- 
count) (1870), L. R. 4 If. L. 543; 39 L. J. Ch. 
505, H. Iu; revag. S. O. sub nom. HOLMESDALE 
(ViscouNT) v. WeEsT (1866), L. R. 3 Eq. 474; 
subsequent proceedings (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 280. 
Annotations :-—As to (1) Consd. Re Johnston, Cockerell v. 

Ersex (1884), 26 Ch. ID. 538. Generally, Refd. Dawkins v. 

Penrhyn (1877), 6 Ch. YP. 318. Mentd. Cope v. De La 

Warr (1877), 5 Ch. D. 666. 

4498. —_—.|—-WILSOoN v. O'LEARY, No. 3620, 
ante. 

4499. — —.|--MIGNEAULT v. MALO (1872), L. R. 
4 Pp. C. 123; 8 Moo. P. C.C. N.S. 347; 41 L. J. 
P.C. 11; 26 L. T. 320; 20 W. R. 527; 17 FE. RR. 
342, P. C. 

4500. -|/—By voluntary deed A. settled 
property including £1,000 due to him from his 
son-in-law B., such sum to be allowed to remain 
owing during A.’s lifetime, but not after his death, 
except on the terms of obtaining security by the 
assignment of a pos, upon B.’s life, upon such 
trusts as A. should by will or deed appoint, &, in 
default of appointment, on trust to pay the interest 
to A. for life, & after his death on trusts for his 
daughters & their children, under which the 
interests of daughters ceased on their death with- 
out issue. By a subsequent will A. bequeathed 
his residuary estate on trust for his daughters & 
their children, under which daughters dying with- 
out issue had power by will to appoint their shares. 
By a codicil, after reciting that he had advanced 
to B. other sums besides the £1,000, & that under 
settlement & under the will, or one of them, his 
daughter, B.’s wife, would be entitled for her life, 
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& their children would be entitled in remainder to a 
certain share in the property comprised in the 
settlement, A. declared that such share under the 
settlement or will, or either of them, should be 
taken to be satisfied out of the moneys owing to 
him by B. other than the £1,000. On the day 
following the execution of this codicil, B. assigned 
to A. a policy of assurance on his life as security 
for £2,000 then owing by him to A. :—Held: the 
execution of the assignment of the policy was not 
one of the surrounding circumstances which could 
be looked at for the purpose of ascertaining 
testator’s intention. 

Qu.: whether a codicil can be read with a will 
for the purpose of ascertaining the intention of 
testator in the will.—Re Cr.arxk’s ESTATE, MApD- 
DIcK v. MARKS (1880), 14 Ch. D. 422; 49 L. J. 
Ch. 586; 43 L. T. 40; 28 W. R. 753, C. A. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Marsh, Mason v. Thorne (1888), 

38 Ch. D. 630; Phillips v. Cayley (1889), 43 Ch. D. 222. 

4501. .]|—A second testamentary document 
did not in terms revoke a prior will, but neverthe- 
less dealt with the entire property of testator. 
Parol evidence was offered to prove that the 
second document was intended by testator as a 
codicil, but rejected on the ground that there was 
no such ambiguity in the second document as 
would render necessary an explanation by parol 
evidence :—Held: the second document, being 
unambiguous & dealing with the entire property of 
testator, must be admitted to probate as the true 
will.—Jn the Goods of PALMER, PALMER v. PEAT 
(1889), 58 L. J. P. 44. 

4502. —--_.|—-Extrinsic evidence is admissible 
to show with what intention an ambiguous testa- 
mentary document has been executed.—ZIJn the 
Goods of SLINN (1890), 15 P. D. 156; 59 L. J. P. 
82; 631. T. 229, 389 W. R. 175, 

Annotation :—Refd. Godman v. Godman, [1920] P. 261. 

4503. -|—Testatrix by her will, dated in 
1886, amongst other legacies bequeathed to pltf., 
a clergyman whose church she attended, two 
legacies of £100 each. She gave her residuary 
estate to deft., & appointed pltf. & deft. to be her 
exors. By a codicil, dated in 1887, she gave 
additional legacies, including one of £700, to pltf., 
& in other respects confirmed her will. She after- 
wards in her lifetime made payments in cash on 
account of the legacies to pltf., though at that time 
he was indebted to her in a greater amount. She 
died in 1888, & her will was proved by deft. alone, 
liberty being reserved to pltf. to do so. Deft. 
alleged that pltf. was indebted to testatrix’s estate 
to an amount exceeding the value of his legacies, 
& on that ground refused to pay them. Pltf. 
admitted that testatrix had during her life made 
various payments to him & on his behalf; but 
alleged that such payments were intended by 
testatrix to be gifts. The ct. inferred from the 
evidence that deft. was a party to the making of 
the codicil in the form which it took, & was aware 
of the intention of testatrix that the legacies should 
be paid to pltf.:—Held: evidence of testatrix’s 
intention to forgive the debt in her lifetime was 
admissible.-—Re APPLEBEE, LEVESON v. BEALES, 
[1891] 38 Ch. 422; 60 L. J. Ch. 793; 65 L. T. 406 ; 
40 W. R. 90. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Re Griffin, Griffin v. Griffin, (1899) 1 


Ch. 408 ; Re Pink, Pink v. Pink, [1912] 1 Ch. 498 ; Jenkins 
v. Jenkins, [1928] 2 K. 3. 501. 


4504. .]—Testator executed a will of 1885, 
& two codicils of 1890 & 1892 respectively. These 
documents were found, each in a separate envelope, 
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4510 i. Whether evidence admitted--- 
To avoid failure of will.)—The ct. 


should so construe the will that effect 
may be given to the bequest, if it is 
possible to do so, rather than to 
declare it) void for uncertainty & so 
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at his bankers after his death. The codicil of 1892 
contained no revocation clause. After the death of 
testator, there was found at his residence an 
altered copy of the codicil of 1890, which had 
served as a draft of the later codicil. Between the 
dates of the codicils testator’s property had largely 
increased in value. The benefits conferred by the 
later codicil were larger in amounts than those 
mentioned in the earlier codicil; but the same 
class of persons were benefited in both documents, 
the terms of which were almost identical & con- 
tained almost identically the same powers, pro- 
visions & limitations. On the draft testator had 
written an indorsement which made it quite clear 
that he thought & intended the second codicil 
to be in substitution for the first :—Held: evi- 
dence of surrounding circumstances was admissible. 
—-WAINEWRIGHT v. WAINEWRIGHT (1894), 71 
L. T. 265; 6 R. 562. 

4505. ~.]—Re CHEADLE, BISHOP v. HOLT, 
No. 4786, post. 

4506. —-—.]|—In my opinion the proposed 
evidence of the testator’s declaration of intention 
is inadmissible. I do not see how I could admit it 
consistently with the provisions of the Wills Act 
(FARWELL, J.).—Re Mayo, CHESTER v. KEIRL, 
[1901] 1 Ch. 404; 70 L. J. Ch. 261; 84L. T. 117; 
45 Sol. Jo. 219. 

4507. .}—Re CHENOWETH, WARD _ v. 
DwWELLEy (1901), 17 T. L. R. 515; 45 Sol. Jo, 520. 

4508. .|—R. was tenant in common with 
his brother C., under their father’s will, of an 
interest in the New River Co. The dividends were 
paid separately to R. & C., & they were regarded 
by the co. as being each the owner of an undivided 
share in the interest. No formal partition of the 
property, however, was at any time effected, & 
in an agreement between R. & C. relating to the 
partition of other property of which they were 
tenants in common it was recited that they had 
agreed not to partition the interest in the New 
River Co., but to retain it for the present in their 
joint ownership. R. afterwards died, having 
devised to C. all his share & interest of & in all 
the real estate derived under the will of his father, 
which he held as tenant in common with C., & 
which should not, at the date of R.’s death, have 
been partitioned. On a summons taken out for 
the determination of the question whether R.’s 
share in the intcrest in the New River Co. passed 
to C. under the above devise or not :—Held: the 
recital in the agreement for the partition of the 
other property was not admissible as evidence of 
testator’s intention.—Re TRIMMER, CRUNDWELL v. 
TRIMMER (1904), as reported in 91 L. T. 26. 

4509. ———.|—-Re OFNER, SAMUEL v. OFNER, No. 
4437, ante. 

For purposes of identification.|—See Sub- 
sect. 8, post. 

To compel election as to taking under will.] 
— See Equity, Vol. XX., pp. 419, 420, Nos. 1504- 
1512. 

---—- To explain ambiguity.)—See Sub-sect. 3, 
post, 





























-- To vary terms of will.|— See Sub-sect. 5, 
post. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—To EXPLAIN AMBIGUITY. 
4510. Whether evidence admitted —- To avoid 
failure of will.|—The distinction as to admitting 
parol evidence I have always taken to be, that in 


defeat testator’s intention.—HRe Par- 
NELL ESTATE, [1924] 1 D. L. R. 15; 
[1924] 1 W. W. R. 1; 34 Man. L. R. 
41.—CAN. 


622 


Sect. 14.—Admissibility of extrinsic evidence: Sub- 
sects. 3 


no instance it shall be admitted in contradiction 
to the words of the will; but if words of the will 
are doubtful & ambiguous, & unless some reason- 
able light is let in to determine that, the will will 
fall to the ground, anything to explain, not to 
contradict, the will is always admitted (Sm JoHN 
STRANGE).—HAMPSHIRE v. PERCE (1751), 2 Ves. 
Sen. 216; 28 E. R. 140. 


Annotations :—Consd. Thomas v. Thomas (1796), 6 Term 
step. 671. Apld. Mellish v. Mellish (1798), 4 Ves. 45. 
Dbtd. Doe d. Hiscocks v. Hiscocks (1839), 5 M. & W. 363. 
4511. - To explain latent ambiguity.) — 

Parol evidence may be admitted to explain a 

latent ambiguity in a will or codicil—WALPOLE 

(LORD) v. CHOLMONDELEY (LORD) (1797), 7 Term 

Rep. 1388; 101 E. R. 897 ; subsequent proceedings, 

sub nom. WALPOLE (LORD) v. OkFoRD (LoRD), 3 

Ves. 402, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Thorne v. Rooke (1841), 2 Curt. 799; 
In the Goods of Chapman (1844), 1 Rob. Eccl. 1; Jn the 
Goods of Steele (1868), L. R.1 P. & D. 575. Refd. Crosbie 
v. Macdoual (1799), 4 Ves. 610; Doe d. Chichester v. 
Oxenden (1810), 3 Taunt. 147; Fawcett v. Jones (1810), 
3 Phillim. 434; Miller v. Travers (1832), 1 L. J. Ch. 157; 
Neate & Brookhouse v. Pickard (1813), 2 Notes of Cases, 
406; Payne & Meredith v. Trappes (1847), 1 Rob. Eccl. 








683; Plenty v. West (1848), 6 C. B. 201; KHeffell v. 

Reffell (1866), 14 W. It. 647. 

4512. ——— —-—-.]-—-A.-G. v. GRotTE, No. 3606, 
ante. 

4513. ——— To explain latent ambiguity.) — 
ao (DUKE) vs HAWARDEN (LORD), No. 4054, 
post. 

4514, --— --——.|—-Testator bequeathed £1,000 


to The Victoria Hospital. There was no hospital 
strictly answering this description, & the legacy 
was claimed by The City of London Hospital for 
Diseases of the Chest, which was situate at 
Victoria Park, & The Victoria Hospital for Sick 
Children, which was situate in Chelsea. It 
appeared that testator had subscribed to the 
former, & taken an interest in it, & that he some- 
times called it ‘‘ the Victoria Hospital.’ It was 
alleged on the other hand that the Victoria Hospital 
for Sick Children was the only one publicly known 
as “The Victoria Hospital,” & it appeared that 
letters so directed were always forwarded there 
by the Post-office:—Held: the description in 
the will was not sufficiently complete to exclude 
parol evidence; & the ct. holding it to be clear 
that the money was intended for the hospital in 
Victoria Park, ordered it to be paid accordingly.— 
Ke Briscon’s Trusts (1872), 26 L. T. 149; 20 
W. RR. 355; on appeal, 20 W. R. 504, L. JJ. 

4515. .|-—-fe STEPHENSON, DONALD- 
SON v. BAMBEH, No. 4400, azte. 

4516. -|—/te VAUGHAN, ScoTT v. 
es & FOREIGN SCHOOL Society, No. 4420, 
ante. 

4517. Ambiguity on face of instrument.| 
The ct. does not admit parol evidence to show an 
error in a testamentary paper, unless there be 
some ambiguity on the face of the instrument, & 
the means of obtaining clear & indisputable proof 




















4511 i. —— To explain latent am- 
biguity.}—HIGSTRIM v. Ray (1895), 16 
N.S. W. L. R. (Ey.) 1.—AUS. 

4611 ii. -}—Where a clanse 
in a will is ambiguous, reference may 
be had to co-relevant clauses in the 
same will, or even to extraneous 
evidence to establish the purpose of 
testator.—- GERMAIN v, CLAVEL (1916), 
Q. R. 51S. C. 165.—CAN. 

4511 iii. —-—-- -}—To the general 
rule against the admissibility of outside 
evidence of testator’s intention, there 
is an exception: if the will, read in the 
light of the surrounding circumstances, 


solve the 








4511 iv. ——- 


ambigui 





surrounding 


which may always be skown, is am- 

iguous, evidence may be received to 
ambiguity.—Re WALKER 
(1922), 53 O. L. R. 480; 24 O. W.N. 
13.—CAN. 





ing to parol evidence to explain a latent 
ty, the ct. shoul 
that the ambiguity cannot be removed 
by the construction of the will itself, 
having regard to the circumstances 
testator. — HEALY v. 
HEALY (1875), 9 J. RB. Kg. 418.—IR. 
4511v. - -———--.]-- Re PLUNKETY, 
111. Ch. R. 361.—1R. —S. AF. 


WILLS. 


of doceased’s intention._-HARRISON v. STONE 


(1829), 2 Hag. Ecc. 537; 162 EH. R. 949. 


Annotations :—Distd. Castell v. Taeg (1836), 1 Curt. 298. 
Conad. Thorne v. Rtooke (1841), 2 Curt. 799. 








4518. .|—UPFITT v. MARSHALL (18483), 
1L. T. O. S. 412. 
4519, -——- ——_-.]_Testatrix having named her 


sister-in-law, M. R., a legatee (having a natural 
sister of the same name), & bequeathed the residue 
to her “‘ said sister, M. R.,’’ whom she appointed 
an extrix., & having recited in a codicil to that 
will that she had by her will appouues her 
‘sister, M. R.,’’ an extrix.:—Held: upon the 
face of the will & codicil, in conjunction with 
extrinsic circumstances, there was a _ patent 
ambiguity, which let in parol evidence, upon which 
probate was granted to the natural sister.—Jn the 
Goods of RicHENS (1846), 4 Notes of Cases, 572. 

4520. Evidence of conduct of parties acting 
on will.|—In construing a will, the ct. has regard 
to the period when & the circumstances under 
which it was framed; & where the will is of 
ancient date, if there is any ambiguity in the con- 
struction, the course of action on the bequest 
since the will came into operation may be referred 
to in aid of the construction which has been 
adopted, on the ground that it is not to be assumed 
that a continued series of breaches of trust has 
been committed in the presence of those who are 
interested in an opposite conclusion.—A.-G. v. 
SIDNEY SUSSEX COLLEGE (1869), 4 Ch. App. 722 ; 
38 LL. J. Ch. 656; 34 J. P. 52, L. C. 

4521. ----—.]--Where a charitable gift is am- 
biguous, it may be interpreted by the aid of 
contemporaneous usage, but no length of usage 
will warrant a deviation from the terms of a trust 
which the ct. regards as plain, & the ct. did not 
hold itself bound as to such deviation by pro- 
ceedings in former suits, in which the question 
did not directly arise.—A.-G. v. ROCHESTER CORPN. 
(1854),5 De G. M. & G. 797; 23 L. T. O. S. 104 ; 
43 E. R. 1079, L. JJ. 

Annotetions :-—Consd. A.-G. v. Sidney Sussex College (1869), 





4 Ch. App. 722. Refd. Re Campden Charities (1881), 18 
Ch. D. 310. 
4522. —--—.|—-Where the meaning of a will is 


doubtful, the ct. may resort to evidence of the 
state of testator’s property, but where the words 
are plain no such extrinsic aid can be resorted to.— 
THIENSMAN v. FRYER (1867), 3 Ch. App. 4203; 37 
L. J. Ch. 97; 17 L. iT. 804; 16 W. R. 162, L. C. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Collins +. Lewis (1869), L. R. 8 Wq. 
708: Gibbins vw. Eyden (1869), L. Rt. 7 Hq. 371; Dugdale 
rv. Dugdale (1872), L. lt. 14 Eq. 234; Wallace v. Seymour 
(1872), 20 W. R. 634; Lancefield v. ee eee (1874), 10 
Ch. App. 136; Tomkins v. Colthurst (1875), 1 Ch. D. 626 ; 
Farquharson ». Floyer (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 750; He Mills, 
MilJs v. Mills (1886), 56 L. J. Ch. 118; Ae Smith, Ha 
ton v. True, Giles v. True (1886), 33 Ch. D. 195; Je 
Bourne, Martin v. Martin, [1893] 1 Ch. 188; Re Palmer, 
Palmer v. Answorth (1893), 62 L. J. Ch. 988. 





4523. .|}-—BELANEY v. BELANEY, No. 3965, 
ante. 
4.524. .|—GORDON v. GORDON, GORDON v. 





GorDON, No. 3592, ante. 
4525. --——.]—-At the death of testator two 





4511 vi. ---—An ambiguity 
in wu will may be established by facts 
outaide the will.—~Day 1. COLLINS, 
Cotuins v. Day, [1025] N. Z L. RK. 
280 ; Gaz. L. R. 70.—N.Z. 

4611 vii. .]—Purol evidouce 
cannot be admitted in prvof of 
testator’s intention where there is no 
uncertainty as to the meaning of will 
itself in respect to the persons named 
therein. —SPENCER v, WILSON (1904), 
25 N. L. R. 227.—S. AF. 

4511 viii. ——— ———-.]} — LEVITON rv. 
LEVITON Estatnh, [1920] E. D. L. 205. 








.}~-Before resort- 
be satisfied 
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copies of his will were produced, one of which had 
been retained by himself, the other deposited with 
his bankers; each with a codicil containing the 
same gift in the same words, but of different dates, 
& attested by different witnesses. Probate having 
been granted of the duplicate will & of the two 
codicils :——-Held : evidence by one of the attesting 
witnesses to one of the codicils was admissible for 
the purpose of showing, from the circumstances 
attending the execution, that the two codicils were 
not two but one instrument, & accordingly that 
the legatee therein named was entitled to one 
legacy only.— HUBBARD v. ALEXANDER (1876), 3 
Ch. D. 7388; 45 L. J. Ch. 740; 35 L. TF. 52; 24 
W. R. 1058. 

Annotation :—Refd. Atkinson v. Morris (1896), 66 L. J. P. 17. 

4526. BAKER, RUDDOCK v. BAKER 
(1891), 8 T. L. R. 7. 

4527. ———.|—HI1GGIns v. Dawson, No. 3672, 
ante. 

4528. 
mentary document is conditional or not depends 
on the wording of the document itself, &, if it 
can be said that the language used therein is 
ambiguous, extrinsic evidence is admissible to 
assist the ct. in clearing up the ambiguity. 

(2) The ct. admitted evidence of declarations 
by testator, made down to within a short time 
before he died, to the effect that the will in ques- 
tion was all right, & that his wife would take all 
he had to leave.—-In the Estate of VINES, VINES 
v. VINES, [1910] P. 147; 70 L. J.P. 25; 102 L. T. 
141; 26 T. L. R. 257; 54 Sol. Jo. 272. 

4529. i 
1908 bequeathed a legacy of £300 to D., his house- 
keeper & nurse. On Apr. 15, 1909, he wrote a 
letter addressed to her, enclosing a cheque, in 
which he requested her to tell his exors. that the 
cheque was instead of the £300 left her by his will. 
The contents of the letter were not communicated 
to her, but the letter with the cheque were in her 
presence sealed up in an envelope & placed in a 
drawer by testator, who called her attention to 
the matter & told her to open the envelope on his 
death. In Dec. 1910, testator requested D. to 
get the envelope, & he opened it in her presence. 
He took out the cheque & put the letter without 
the cheque into another envelope, sealed it, & 
told her to keep it, & open it on his death. He 
subsequently sent the cheque, or another for a 
similar amount, to his bankers, with instructions 
to place the money to the credit of a joint account 
in the names of himself & D. with power to either 
party to draw, & this was accordingly done. The 
letter was opened & read by LD. for the first time 
on testator’s death :—-Teld : the letter of Apr. 15, 
1900, was not admissible in evidence to prove 
that testator intended that the gift should be in 
substitution for the legacy.—-te SHIELDS, Cor- 
BOULD-ELLIS v. DALES, [1912] 1 Ch. 591; 81 
L. J. Ch. 370; 106 L. T. 748. 
aunolatee :—Rofd. Re Deprez, Henriques v. Deprez, [1917] 

















v. MUIR- 





HEAD (1913), 134 L. T. Jo. 619. 
For purposes of identification.] — See 
Sect. 14, sub-sect. 8, post. 


erent enne 


SuB-SECT. 4.—To EXPLAIN MEANING OF WORDS. 


4531. When evidence admissible—Words almost 
illegible—Expert evidence.|—Were the will is 
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admissible — To 
expression.|—The 


the time of his wi 


n. When evidence 
explain particular 


acts «& ace rations of testator, at. 


meant by a etait 
admissible in evidence.—BLAKE vv. 
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writ blindly, & hardly legible & the legacies in 
figures, ct. referred it to a master to examine 
what those legacies were, & the Master to be 
assisted with such as understood the art of writing. 
—MASTERS v. MASTERS (1718), 1 P. Wms. 421 ; 


24 KH. R. 454, 
Annotations :—Refd. Norman v. Morrell TOO) 4 Ves. 769. 
Mentd. Brudenoll v. Boughton (1741), 2 268; St. 


Albans v. Beauclerk (1743), 2 Atk. 636 ; Hatton », Hooley 
(1773), Lofft, 122; Habergham v. Vincent (1793), 4 Bro. 
¢. C. 353; Bonner v. Bonner (1807), 13 Ves. 379; Smith 

v. Jersey (1821), 3 BH. 290; irehouse v. Scaife (1837), 2 

My. & Cr. 695; Ferraris v. ’ Hertford eae 3 Curt. 468 

Williams v. Hughes (1857), 24 Beav. 474 

4532. | —A <stAbuaty be- 
queathed “articles used in his business, by their 
technical names, some of which were very 
obscurely written: reference directed to ascertain 
what was meant, the master taking to his assist- 
ance persons skilled in writing & acquainted with 
articles used by statuaries.—GOBLET v. BEECHEY 
(1829), 3 Sim. 24; 57 E. R. 910; on appeal 
(1831), 2 Russ. & M. 624, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Richardson v. Watson (1893);, Be L. J. 

K. B. 134; Shore v. Wilson (1842), 9 Cl. & Fin. 

4533. To explain technical aoa — 
GOBLET v. BEECHEY, No. 4532, ante. 

4534. Words used in peculiar sense— 
Evidence of customary usage by testator.|—-DorE 
d. Htscocks v. Hiscocks, No. 3609, ante. 

4535. “ Securities ” is 
largely used in a sense other tl than a pledge for an 
advance of money, or in the particular sense of 
investments of property transferable by the 
assignment of indicia, such as certificates, it is the 
duty of the judge to inform his mind, not only by 
reference to dictionaries of good reputation, but 
also to inform himself by evidence of the meaning 
ordinarily given to such a word amongst those 
who deal in such property. A rule prohibiting a 
judge from so doing would be in my judgment a 
most serious limitation of the rule that evidence is 
admissible for the purpose of explaining the mean- 
ing of the words used by testator, as distinguished 
from evidence of testator’s intention; & would 
be also a serious limitation of the rule that for 
the purpose of explaining the meaning of the 
words used by testator evidence is admissible of 
the circumstances surrounding testator at the 
time of making his will. I think that evidence is 
admissible to show that expressions used in the 
will had acquired an appropriate meaning either 
generally or by local usage or amongst particular 
classes, & that where any doubt arises upon the 
true sense & meaning of the words themselves 
or any difficulty as to their application in the 
surrounding circumstances the sense & meaning 
of the language may be investigated & ascer- 
tained by evidence dehors the instrument. itself 
(VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J.).—Re RAYNER, RAYNER 
v. RAYNER, [1904] 1 Ch. 176; 73 L. J. Ch. 111; 
89 L. T. 681; 52 W. RR. 273; 48 Sol. Jo. 178, 
C. A. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Re Gent & Fason’s Contract, [1905] 
1 Ch. 386; Re Hutchinson, Crispin «. Hadden (1919), 88 
L. J. Ch. 352. Refd. Z?e Johnson, Greenwood v. Green- 
wood (1903), 89 L. T. 520; Re Neville, Neville ». First 
Gardon City, [1925] 1 Ch. 44. Mentd. Wilmott cv. London 
Road Car wi aaa 103 L. T. 447; Singer v. Williams, 























[1921] 1 A.C 

4536. ----— “ations used to designate amount 
of legac 
Testator bequeathed certain legacics, using letters 


to designate the amount. Parol evidence admitted 
to show that the letters were private trade marks, 


MARNELL (1816), 2 Ball & B. 48.— 
show what he ER. 
expression, 





——. J-—-McGoni@aLie v. Mc 
GONIGLE, 1910} 11. R. 297.—IR. 
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& to prove the amounts which they represented.— 

KELL v. CHARMER (1856), 23 Beav. 195; 4 W. R. 

787; 53 E.R. 76. 

4537. -——- To translate words of will.|—-He 
CLIFF’s Trusts, No. 3622, ante. 

4538. ———_ Words unintelligible in primary 
sense.|—(1) It is well settled in my opinion, I am 
reading from Proposition 3 in wram on 
Extrinsic Evidence (3rd edit. at p. 42), that, 
‘* ‘Where there is nothing in the context of a will, 
from which it is apparent that testator has used 
the words in which he has expressed himself in 
any other than their strict & primary sense, but 
his words, so interpreted, are insensible. With 
reference to extrinsic circumstances, a ct. of law 
may look into the extrinsic circumstances of the 
case, to see whether the meaning of the words be 
sensible in any popular or secondary sense, of 
which, with reference to these circumstances, 
they are capable.’”’ Now hereis a case in which, 
strictly speaking, the words of the gift are not 
sensible with respect to extrinsic circumstances 
(JOYCE, J.). 

(2) Parol evidence is not to be resorted to except 
for the purpose of proving a fact which makes 
intelligible something in the will that, without the 
aid of extrinsic evidence, would not be intelligible 
(JOYCE, J.). 

(3) In the case of Higgins v. Dawson, No. 3672, 
ante, it was not, in my opinion, intended to over- 
rule the multitude of cases in which, where the 
particular terms used, whether purporting to 
describe things or persons, were insensible with 
reference to extrinsic facts, evidence of the sur- 
rounding circumstances has been admitted to see 
whether such terms had not) been employed in 
some secondary sense not substantially different 
(JOYCE, J.).—He GLASSINGTON, GLASSINGTON v. 
onan [1906] 2 Ch. 305; 75 L. J. Ch. 670; 95 
L. T. 100. 

Annotation :—Generally, Mentd. 2?e Grimthorpe, Beckett v. 

Grimthorpe, [1908] 1 Ch. 666. 

4539. —-~- Words used in more than one sense.| 
—CAVE v. HORSELL, No. 4054, ante. 





SuB-sEcT. 5.—To Vary TERMS OF WILL. 





CASE (1572), as reported in 4 Co. Rep. 1 a 3 76 
EK. R. 845. 


Annotations :—Refd. Fry v. Porter (1669), 1 Mod. Rep. 
300 ; Fry's Case (1672), 1 Vent. 199; <A.-G. v. Scott 
(1735), Cas. temp. 'Tajb. 138; Re Bolton Kstates, Russell 
v. Meyrick, [1903] 2 Ch. 461. Mentd. eae Mercella's 
Case (1591), 9 Co. Rep. 24a: Peto v. Checy (1611), 
Brown). 128; Peytoe’s Case (1611), 9 Co. Rep. 1?'bs 
‘l'yrer v. Littleton (1612), 2 Brownl. 187; Colt & Glover 
v. Coventry & Lichfield (Bp.) (1616), Hob. 140; BR. wv. 
Hampden (1637), 3 State ‘T'r. 826, 1199; James v. ‘Tutney 
(1639), Cro. Car. 532; Pheasant v. Pheasant (1670), 1 
Cas. in Ch. 181; It. v. London (Bp.) (1693), 1 Show. 411: 
ers vy. Cruwes (1695), 2 Lut. App. 1573; London (Bp. ) 

A.-G. (1694), Show. Parl. Cas. 164; Lane ». Cotton 
(i706), 1 Com. 100; Hughes v. Clubb (1722), 1 Com. 369; 
Charles v. Andrews (1724), 9 Mod. Rep. 151; Godwin v. 


4539 i. ——— Th ords used in morethan wv. COLLINS, 
one sense.}—If a question arises as to N. Z, L. 
whether testator intended to use an N.Z,. 
expression in its strict & primary p 
sense or in some popular or secondary ‘ 
sense, extrinsic evidence such as an 
earlicr will identifying a legatee under 7. 
the will to be construed may be re- 
garded for the purpose of answering 
the question that has arisen.—Day 





ing to nature of 8 


4540 i. 


COLLINS wv. 
R. 280; 
To interpret words accord- 


Barr (1849), 12 Dun. ve of Sess.) 
21 Se. Jur. 612.—SCO 


PART XVI. SECT. 14, SUB-SEOCT. 5. 
Whether evidence admitted. }— 


WILLS. 


Winsmore (1742), 2 Atk. 525: Buckinghamshire v. 
Drury (1782). W Wilm. 177; Clifford v. Turrell (1845), 14 
L. J. Ch. Dyke v. Rendall (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 


4541. -|—WHITTON v. RUSSELL (1739), 
Atk. 448; 26 E. R. 285, L. C. 

4542. —-—.;—-Parol evidence not admitted to 
contradict the words of a will.—LOWFIELD v. 
SN al (1746), 2 Stra. 1261; 93 EH. R. 
1168 


Annotations :—Consd. Cambridge v. Rous (1802), 8 Vea. 
3. Refd. Stephenson v. mi ceeheaye (1758), 1 Kden, 38 


Hinckley v. Simmons (1798), 4 Ves. 160; Galland v. 
Leonard (1818), 1 Swan. 161: Home ». Pillans (1833), 2 
My. & K. 15. 

4543. --——.]—As to the books, I am clearly of 


opinion nothing of the sort is admissible to prove 
that the will has a meaning different from that 
which it purports on the face of it (LORD 
ALVANLEY, M.R.).—HINCHCLIFFE v. HINCHCLIFFE 
(1797), 3 Ves. 516; 30 E.R. 1134. 

Annotations :—Ap rvd. Druce v. Denison (1801), 6 Ves. 

er Distd. Pole v. Somers Lord ie es. 309. 

Apld. Guillebaud v. Meares (1829), 7 L. J. O. S. Ch. 136 ; 
Weall v. Rice (1831), 2 Russ. & 251. Rela Sparkes v. 

Cator (1797), 3 Ves. 530 ; Onslow v. cage 1812), 18 

Ves. 490. entd. Tolson’ a Collins (1799), 4 Ves. 483; 

Stocken v. Stocken (1838), 7 J. Ch. 305; Coventry v. 

Chichester (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 149. 

4544. -|—CASTELL v. TAGG (1836), 1 Curt. 
298; 163 EK. R. 102. 

4545. —-—.|—Where testator or donor has in 
express words directed the whole of the property, 
or the whole of the rents & profits, to go to pur- 
poses which exclude all beneficial interest in the 
donee, & his words are not controlled or inter- 
preted by plain implication arising from other 
parts of the same instruments, there is, in my 
Judgment, no legitimate power in any ct. of 
construction to resort to the surrounding circum- 
stances, or to the character or position of the 
parties, or to the probability of intention, or to 
the current of authority, or to do anything but 
give effect to the very words (JAMES, L.J.).— 
MERCHANT TAYLORS’ Co. v. A.-G. (1871), 6 Ch. 
App. 512; 40 L. J. Ch. 545; 25 L. T. 1095 35 
J.P. 774; 19 W. R. 641, L. JJ. 

Annotation Reta. A.-G. v. Wax Chandler’s Co. (1873), 

L.kK.6 H.L. 1. 

4546, -——.!--Testator by will, made in 1864, 
gave his property upon trust for sale & equal 
division among his six children, & directed that 
all sums then or thereafter to be advanced to any 
child should be considered as part of his or her 
share in the trust estate. In & subsequently to 
1869, testator advanced various sums to two sons, 
& in 1873 he wrote a letter to each of them, 
wherein he promised to write off the advances in 
return for promissory notes for a part :—Held: 
to admit the letters, in taking the accounts of 
testator’s estate, would be to allow of an alteration 
of the will by an instrument not properly executed 
as a will, &, regardless of the letters, the sons 
must bring the whole of the sums advanced to 
them respectively into hotchpot.—SmMIru v. CONDER 
(1878), 9 Ch. D. 170; 47 L. J. Ch. 878; 27 W. RR. 

149. 





ll aide :-—Consd. Zte Deprez, Henriques v. Deprez, [1917] 
1C 4 


Day, (1925] Bru v. Sarvis (1903), 7 Terr. L. R. 
Gaz. L. KR. 70.— 74.-——CAN. 
4540 ii. .J—J/cld : testator could 





not by parol, or by a document not 
attested, as Be by the Wills Act, 
alter the legal effect of his will as 
originally executed —Re WALSH, KKkK- 
NAN v. BROWN (1911), 30 N. Z L. KR, 
1166.—N.Z. 


ubject.J—BLAIR wv. 


Part XVI.—Constrruction. 


4547. ——— Evidence of intention of testator.)— 
CHALLONERS & BowyeEr’s CASE (1587), 2 Leon. 
10; 74 BE. R. 366. 

Annotations :—-Refd. Burchett v. Durdant (1690), 2 Vent. 


311; Goodright v. Cornish ous » 12 Mod. Rep. 52; 
Brown v. Barkham (1716), Gilb. Ch. 131: Newcomen v. 














Barkham (1716), 2 Vern. 729; Doe d. Winter v. Perratt 

(1843), 6 Man. & G. 314. 

4.548. ———.]|—CHEYNEY’s (LORD) CASE, 
No. 4640, post. 

4549. ~  -.|—Collateral proof shall not be 


admitted against the express words of the will; 
& it is probable his intent was, that the £40 should 
be continued to be paid, although E. had a son 
which died suddenly after; yet now it must be 
taken upon the words of the will, & an averment 
of the intent of the party contrary to his express 
words shall not be received (per CuR.).—-CHAMBER- 
LAINE v. CHAMBERLAINE (1680), Freem. Ch. 52 ; 
2 Kq. Cas. Abr. 415; 22 E. R. 1053, L. C. 

4550. -—_—.|—-_A_ devise cannot be explained 
by matter out of the will. A general devise by a 
husband to his wife cannot at law. be averred to 
have been intended in lieu of dower.—LAWRENCE 
v. DODWELL (1699), 1 Ld. Raym. 438; Lut. 734 ; 
91 Kh. R. 1190. L. C. 

Annotation: -Refd. Ellis v. Lewis (1844), 13 I. J. Ch. 210. 

4551. -]—No parol evidence is ad- 
missible to control or take away a plain & express 
devise; & therefore where a man is indebted to 
another by bond, & the obligee makes him one of 
his exors. & residuary legatees, without saying 
anything about this bond debt, it shall constitute 
part of the residue of his estate; & no parol 
evidence, however clear & strong, shall be admitted 
to show testator’s intention to discharge the party 
from the bond.—SELWIN v. BROwN (1735), 3 
Bro. Parl. Cas. 607; 1 KE. RR. 1527; sub nom. 
BROWN v. SELWIN, Cas. femp. Talbot, 240, IT. L. 


Annotations :—Apld. Smith v. Baker (1737), West temp. 
Hard. 98. Consd. Ulrich ». Litchfleld (1742), 2 Atk. 
372. Apld. Lowficld v. Stoneham (1746), 2 Stra. 1261. 
Distd. Mascal v. Mascal (1719), 1 Ves. Sen. 323. Consd. 
Robinson v. Gee (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 251; Blinkhorn v. 
Feast (1750), 2 Vos. Seon. 27. Expld. Ellis ». Smith (1754), 
1 lov. Supp. 4. Consd. Lanfielde d. Banton v. Hodges 
(1773), Lofft, 2380; Nourse v. Finch (1791), 1 Ves. 344. 
Distd. Doe d. Small v. Allen (1799), 8 Term Rep. 147. 
Consd. Fe Applebee, Leveson v. Beales, [1891] 8 Ch. 422; 
Fox v. Fox (1737), West temp. Hard. 162; Lake ». Lake 
(1751), Amb. 126: Clinton v. Hooper (1790), 1 > Ves. 
173; Clennell v. Lewthwaite (1795), 2 Ves. 6443 Re 
Stewart, Stewart v. McLaughlin, [1908] 2Ch. 251. Mentd 
Rogers v. Karl (1757). Diek. 294, 

(1787), 


4552. J—SMiTit v. BAKER 
West temp. Hard. 98; 1 Atk. 385; 25 EK. ht. 810, 
lL. C. 

















Annotations :-—Retd. Chapman v. Gibson (1791), 3 Bro. GC. C. 
220. Mentd. Dyer +. Dyer (1788), 2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 92; 
Lewis v. Lane (1834), 2 My. & K. 449; Jeans v. Cooke 
(1857), 27 L. J. Ch. 202. 

















4553. ~—--.| -LLAMPSHIRE v. PEIRCE, No. 
4510, ante. 

4554. .|—-SANDFORD v, VAUGHAN, No. 
4469, ante. 

4555. .]—Parol evidence is admissible 


to show that the instrument is not the will of 

testator as to a particular estate; but is not 

admissible for the purpose of setting up the dis- 

appointed intention of testator._-NEWBURGH v. 
EWBURGH (1825), Sugden’s Law of Property, 

367, H. J.. 

Annotations :—Apld. Miller v. Travers (1832), 8 Bing. 244. 
Consd. Doe d. Shallcross v. Palmer (1851), 16 Q. B. 747; 


Abbott v. Middleton, Ricketts v. Carpenter (1858), 7 
H. Ll. Cas. 68; Stanley v. Stanley (1862), 2 John. & H. 





491; Webber v. Stanley (1864), 16 C. B. N.S. 698, Refd. 
Grey v. Pearson (1857), 6 H. L. Cas. 61. 
4556. ——.]-—— BAYLDON v. BAYLDON 


(1826), 3 Add. 232; 162 EK. R. 464. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Mitchell v. Gard ae, 2 New Rep. 
337. Refd. Castell vo. Tagg (1836), 1 rt. 298. 


4557. ——— -]—Parol evidence of declara- 
J.—VOL. XLIV. 
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tions made by testator, having a tendency to dis- 
affirm the disposition of his real property in a will 
previously executed by him, is not admissible to 
invalidate such will.—Provis v. REED (1829), 5 
Bing. 435; 3 Moo. & P.4; 7L.J.0.8.C. P. 163; 
130 BE. R. 1129. 

4558. -|—Testatrix, having £30,000 of 
3 per cent. stock, transferred £25,000 of it to 
trustees, upon trust for herself for her life, & after 
her death for such persons as she should by deed 
or will appoint; she appointed £25,000 of the 
stock among her children; shortly afterwards she 
made a will, by which she gave legacies of stock 
to the amount of £30,000 to persons, who also took 
under the appointment, though, in fact, exclusive 
of the £25,000, she had only £5,000 stock, & the 
rest of her property was of inconsiderable value :— 
Held: her declarations to her solr., at the time of 
giving instructions to him for her will, that she 
then had £30,000 stock, were admissible in 
evidence.—GUILLEBAUD v. MEARES (1829), 7 
L. J. O. S. Ch. 136. 

4559. -]——(1) Devise of all testator’s 
freehold & real estates in the county of L. & city 
of L. Testator had no estates in the county of 
L.; a small estate in the city of I., inadequate 
to mect the charges in the will; & estates in the 
county of C. not mentioned in the will :—/JIeld : 
the devisee could not be allowed to show by parol 
evidence, that the estates in the county of C. were 
devised to him in the draft of the will; the draft 
was sent to a conveyancer to make certain altera- 
tions not affecting the estates in county C.: by 
mistake he erased the words county of C.; & 
testator, after keeping the altered will by him for 
some time, executed it without adverting to the 
alteration as to the county of C. 

(2) An uncertainty which arises from applying 
the description contained in the will either to the 
thing devised or to the person of the devisee may be 
helped by parol evidence (TINDAT, C.J.).—MILLBR 
v. TRAVERS (1832), 8 Bing. 244; 1 Moo. & S. 342 ; 
1L. J. Ch. 157; 131 E.R. 395. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Doe d. Hiscocks v. Hiscocks 
(1839), 5 M. & W, 363. Consd. Lindgren v. Lind zren 
(1816), 9 Beav. 358; Doe d. Shallcross v. Palmer (1851), 
16 Q. B. 747. Apprvd. Mostyn v. Mostyn (1854), 6 H. LL. 
Cas. 155. Apld. Re Clergy Society (1856), 2 K. & J. 615. 
Refd. Lv. v. ickham (Inhabitants) (1835), 2 Ad. & EI. 
517. As to (2) Apld. Richardson v. Watron (1833), 4 
B. & Ad. 787; Dorset v. Hawarden (1842), 1 Notes of 
Cases, 412; Charter v. Charter (1871), L. R. 2 P. & D. 
315. Refd. Blundell v. Gladstone (1841), 11 Sim. 467. 
Generally, Consd. Grant v. Grant. (1870), L. R.5 C. RP. 727 
Refd. oe d. Preedy v. Holtom (1835), 4 Ad. & El. 763 
Hall v. Fisher (1844), 1 Coll. $7; Doe d. Hubbard . 
Hubbard (1850), 20 L. J. ie B. 61; Hart v. Tulk (1852), 
2 De G.M. & G. 300; Stanley v. Stanley (1962), 2 John. & 
H. 491; Re Ray, Cant v. Johnstone, [1916] 1 Ch. 461. 
Mentd. Macdonald v. Longbottom (1860), 6 Jur. N. &. 
re ; Re Atkinson, Waller v. Atkinson (1899), 47 W. KR. 

69. 

















4560. -.|-—-Testator, having devised his 
estates in a particular way, directed that a different 
disposition of them should take place in case 
certain contingent property & effects in expectancy 
should fall in & become vested interests to his 
children. The children being entitled to no con- 
tingent interests at the date of the will, the ct. 
refused to admit evidence offered for the purpose 
of showing that testator referred to expectations 
from particular individuals which had been after- 
wards realised, as being in effect to add to the will, 
& not to explain it.—KiIneG v. BADELEY (1834), 3 
My. & K. 417; 3 L. J. Ch. 206; 40 EK. R. 159. 

4561. ——— .|—Testatrix bequeathed £3,000 
to a legatee, whom she appointed her sole extrix. ; 
& £3,000 in addition for the care & trouble she 
would have in acting as extrix.; & testatrix 
bequeathed all the rest, residue & remainder of 

8 8 
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Sect. 14.—Admissibility of extrinsic evidence: 
sects. 5,6, 7 & 8, A.] 


her personal estate to the same legatee, her exors., 
administrators & assigns, ‘‘ well knowing”’ that 
she would make a good use & dispose of it in a 
manner in accordance with testatrix’s views & 
wishes. Among testatrix’s papers some writings 
were found, made after the passing of the Wills 
Act, but not attested as required by that statute, 
denoting several charitable as well as other gifts, 
which testatrix desired should be made. One of 
these was headed ‘‘ my wishes” :—Held: the 
unattested papers could not be looked at for the 
purpose of ascertaining what testatrix’s intentions 
were.—BriaGs v. PENNY (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 
625; 21 L. J. Ch. 265; 13 1. T. O. S. 443; 18 
Jur. 905 ; 64 E. R. 590; on appeal (1851), 3 Mac. 
& G. 546, L. C. 


Annotations :—Refd. Johnson v. Ball (1851), 6 De G. & Sm. 
86; Brenchley v. Lynn (1862), 2 Rob. Eccl. 441 ; Cowman 
Vv, Harrison (1852), 10 Hare, 234; Cawood v. Thompson 
(1853), 17 Jur. 798; Pearce v. Hains (1853), 11 Haro, 
151; Reynolds v. Kortright (1854), 18 Beav. 417; Shep- 
herd v. Nottidge (1862), 2 John. & H. 766; Barro v. 
Fewkes (1865), 6 New Rep. 355; Greene vu. Greene (1869), 
17 W. 1. 487; Irvine v. Sullivan (186 ), L. HR. & Eq. 673 ; 
Stead v. Mellor (1877), 6 Ch. D. 225; Re Fleetwood, 
Sldgreaves uv. Lrewer (1880), 15 Ch. D. 594. Mentd. 
Langdale v. Briggs (1857), 26 L. J. Ch. 27; Bernard v. 
Minshull (1859), John. 276; Topham v. Portland (1863). 
1 De G, J. & Sm. 5173; Be Evre, Eyre v. Eyre (1883), 49 
1. T. 259 ; Jie Boyes, Boyes v, Carritt (1884), 26 Ch. D. 431. 
4562. —-—- ----.|—-Your Lordships are not at 
liberty to look to extrinsic evidence in order to 
seo what he meant in direct violation of the 
precise terms he had used (LORD CRANWORTH, C.). 


-——-GRAHAM v. STEWART (1856), 26 TL. T. O. S. 29, 


H.. L. 

4568. ——- -—~-~.|——Testator bequeathed a 
legacy to A. “ in full satisfaction of all claims he 
may have upon me.” Testator was at the time 
indebted to the exors. of B., whose residuary 
estate was bequeathed upon trust for H.’s daughter, 
the wife of A., her issue & next of kin. Parol 
evidence to show that testator regarded the debt. 
as belonging to A.’s wife, or to A. in her right :— 
Held: not admissible.—-PARMITER v. PARMITER 
(1860), 1 John. & H. 1385; 3L. T. 80; 70 FE. R. 693; 
sub nom. Re PARMITER, PARMITER v. PARMITER, & 
W. RR. 678; affd. (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 461, L. CG. 

4564. --—— -|—H. made a will, whereby she 
charged certain legacies to the amount of £1,300 
upon her real estate. Subsequently she desired 
to bequeath an additional legacy of £600, & a 
codicil for the purpose was prepared by her 
attorney. The draft was carefully read over to 
her, & she approved it. A fair copy was then 
prepared for execution. It likewise was read 
over to her, but not with the same care, & she 
executed it without remark. The codicil con- 
tained a clause referring to the will; but while 
the draft charged the legacy alone upon the 
personal estate, the executed copy, by the addition 
of the words ‘‘ therein &,’? charged the legacies 
in the will also upon the personal estate :—Held : 
parol evidence was inadmissible to show that the 
words had been inserted through inadvertence.— 
GUARDHOUSE v. BLACKBURN (1866), L. R. 1 P. & 
D. 109; 35 L. J.P. & M. 116; 14 L. T. 69; 12 
Jur. N.S. 278; 14 W. R. 463. 


Annotations :—Apld. Harter v. Harter (1873), L. R. 3 P. & 
D. 11. Oonsd. Fulton v. Andrew (1875), L. R. 7 H. L. 
448; Collins v. Elstone, yee) P.1; Garnett-Botfield v 
Carnett-Botfleld, (1901] P. 335; Gregson v. Taylor, 
[1917] P. 256. Apld. Jn the Estate of Lavinia Musgrove, 

Davis v. Mayhew, [1927] P. 264. Refd. Reffell v. Reffell 

SSL on 1 P. & D. 139; Jn the Goods of Boehm, 
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WILLS. 


4565. j-—Re BYWATER, BYWATER v. 
CLARKE, No. 4274, ante. 





4566. —---—.|—-IT1@GIns _v. Dawson, No. 
3672, ante. 
4.567. —- - Evidence of drawer of will.}— 





Urricu v. LITCHFIELD, No. 4642, post. 

4568. -- - +,|—-BLACKWOOD v. DAMER 
(1788), 3 Add. 230, n.; 3 Phillim. 468, n.; 162 
HK. R. 467. 

Annotations :—Oonsd. Fawcett v. Jones (1810), 3 Phillim. 
434. Apld. Castell v. Tagg (1836), 1 Curt. 298. Consd 
Guardhouse v. Blackburn (1866), L. R. 1 P. & D. 108 
Refd. Bayldon v. Bayldon (1826), 3 Add. 232; Thorne v. 
Hooke (1841), 2 Curt. 799. 

To prove secret trust.|—See CHARI- 

TIES, Vol. VIII., pp. 803, 304, Nos. 821-838 ; 

Trusts & TRUSTEES, Vol. XXIII, pp. 597, 598, 

Nos, 452-460. 

4569. Evidence of mistake of testator.]|— 
Tromas d. Evans v. THomas, No. 44038, ante. 

4570. Where the intention to dis- 
pose was clearly expressed on the face of the will, 
& parol evidence was tendered for the purpose of 
showing that testatrix had mistaken the amount 
of the property which she was capable of bequeath- 
ing, supposing certain property, in which she had 
only a life interest, to be her own, & that a legatee 
under the will, who also took an interest in such 
supposed absolute property under a settlement 
made by testatrix, ought, in order to enlarge the 
residuary bequest, to be put to his election, such 
evidence was held to be inadmissible.—-CLEMENT- 
SON v. GANDY (1836), Donnelly, 85; 1 Keen, 309 ; 
5 L. J. Oh. 260; 48 HK. R. 325. 

4571. —-— Declarations of testator—Declara-~- 
tions made before execution of will.]|—Declara- 
tions hy testator made before the execution of his 
will which support the inclusion therein of un- 
attested alterations or intecrlineations are ad- 
missible as evidence for that purpose. It is, 
however, clear that declarations by him of the 
same character made after the execution are 
inadmissible.—e Jrssor, [1924] P. 221; 93 
LL. J.P. 135; 1382 L. T. 31; 40 T. L. R. 800. 

For purpose of identification.] —See Sub- 

sect. 8, posi. 

















Pea, 








SuB-sEcr. 6.—To REBUT PRESUMPTIONS OF Fact. 
4572. General rule—Evidence admissible.|— Dis- 
tinction between a legacy & a residuary bequest 
as to a presumed satisfaction by the advance- 
ment of a portion. The presumption from the 
former does not arise from the latter; & parol 
evidence of an intention to satisfy cannot be 
admitted originally ; as it may, where first intro- 
duced to repel a presumption.—FREEMANTLE v. 
BANKES (1799), 5 Ves. 79; 31 E. R. 481, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Davys v. Boucher (1839), 3 ¥. & C. Ex. 
397; Montefiore v. Guedalla roe 1 DeG. F. & J. 93; 
Meinertzagen v. Walters (1872), Ch. App. 670; Re 
Heather, Pumfrey v. Fryer, [1906] 2 Ch. 230. 


4573. .|—Our primary principle, is, 
that evidence is not admissible to contradict a 
written instrument. In some cases, cts. of equity 
raise a presumption against the apparent intention 
of a testamentary instrument, & there they will 
receive evidence to repel that presumption; for 
the effect of such testimony is not to show that 
testator did not mean what he has said, but, on 
the contrary, to prove that he did mean what he 
has expressed (LEACH, V.-C.).—HuURsT v. BEACH 
(1820), 5 Madd. 351; 56 E. R. 929. 


Annotattons :—Apld. Thorne v. Rooke (1841 
Kirk v. Eddowes (1844), 3 Hare, 509; 











2 Curt. 789: 
och v. Callen 
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q. General rule.)}—RUTHVEN v. RuTHVEN, 25 Gr. 534.—CAN. 


Part XVJ.—CONSTRUCTION. 


Sim. ty G6 eee. 531. Refd. Lord v. Sutcliffe (1828), 2 


Guy v, Sharp (1833 Goo temp. Brough. 
. Bulane v. Lowther (1048), 3 are, 134; lice v. “Pain 
(1884), 4 Hare, 201; 7 ure v. Ra, mer (1856), 4W. R. 
404; Gordon vw. Anderson ety QO. S. 119; 
Wilson v. O'Leary (1871), 2 iq, 526. Mentd. Sayre 
v. Cramp (1854), 2 W. 
4574. .J—The aeeuuinption is against 
an imperfect paper, & the burden of proof against 
the party setting it up. In some instances it: 
is so completely a mere ‘memorandum that proof 
of intention cannot be made but by strong extrinsic 
circumstances (SIR JOHN NICHOLL).—FORBES v. 
GORDON (1821), 3 Phillim, 614; 161 E. R. 1481. 
Annotations :—-Consd. Castle v. Torre (1837), 2 Ae PLC. C0; 
haan Mentd. ltoberts v. Roberts (1861), 31 L. J. P.M. & 





4575, —----———.| —OLDMAN v. SLATER, No. 5078, 
post. 
4576. —-— .|—Evidence to rebut the pre- 


sumption of abandonment arising from the lapse 
of time from the making of the instrument to the 
death of the party making it, may be collected 
from express declarations of testator, as well as 
the general circumstances of the case, & the degree 
of evidence requisite will be proportioned to the 
deficiency of internal evidence afforded by the 
perusal of the document itself.—CASTLE v. TORRE 

(1837), 2 Moo. P. C. C. 188; 12 E. KR. 954, P. C.; 

affg. S. C. sub nom. TORRE v. CASTLE (1836), 1 

Curt. 3038. 

Annotations :—Refd. Herbert v. Herbert. (1855), Dea. & Sw. 
10; Whyte vw. ne Aree), 7 App. Cas. 400; Godman v. 
Godman, [1920] P. 261. 

4577. Presumption arising from construction of 
words—Evidence not admissible.|—Though parol 
evidence is admissible to rebut a presumption 
raised against the words of a will, yet where the 
presumption is merely a constr uction placed on the 
words of a will, parol evidence is inadmissible.— 
BARES v. FEwkrs (1865), 6 New Rep. 355; 34 
IL. J. Ch. 522; 12 L. T. 727; 11 Jur. N.S. 669 ; 
13 W. R. 987. 

See, also, Equity, Vol. XX., pp. 492-494, Nos. 
2198-2233. 

4578. Right of executor to residue—Admissi- 
bility of evidence.|—-A. devised the residue of his 
real & personal estate to his exor., in trust to sell 
the same, or so much thereof as should be needful, 
for the payment of his debts & legacies :— Held: 
this was intended as a beneficial devise to the 
exor.; & parol evidence was admitted to prove 
such intention.—-DOCKSEY v. DocKSEY (1710), 3 
Bro. Parl. Cas. 39; 1 EK. R. 11638, L. € 


Annotations :—Apld. Malabar v. Mallabar (1735), Cas. 
temp. Talb. 78. Expld. Barrs v. Fewkes (1865), hae Tep. 
ae Refd. Amphlett v. Parke (1831), 9 L. J. . Ch. 


MALLABAR 
2 Inq. Cas. Abr. 508 ; 


4579. -|—MALLABAR  ?. 
(1735), Cas. poe ‘Talb. 718 ; 
25 Ke. R. 672, I. C. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Amphlett v. Parke (1831), 2 Russ. & 
M. 221. Expld. Barrs v. Fowkes {1869), 6 aay eee 355. 
Refd. Phillips v. ete ese) My. & a 
vw. Taylor (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. ab. Kurentd: Hill wv. 
London (Bp.) (1738), t Atk. 618; Cook v. Duckenfield 
1743), 2 Atk. 562; Digby v. Legard (1774), 2 Dick. 500; 

cliier #. Tarrant (1791), Cas. temp. Talb. 287; Cogan v, 
Stephens (1835), 6 L. J. Ch. 17; Ew p. Pring ee 
aot & C. Ex. 607; Spencer v. Wilson (1873), L. R. 16 Kq. 
to) 








ylor 








.|— See, also, ExEcuToRS, Vol. XXIII., 
pp. 468-473, Nos. 5377-6424. 
Release of debt due from executor—Admissibility 
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4580 1. General rule.J}—BROVPLKY v. 
SHAUGHUBBY, [1918] V. L. R. 645.— 
AUS. his will; 


4582 1. When evidence necessary— To 


identify persons mentioned in will.J-— 
For the purpase of determining the 


admissible to explain what testator 
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of evidence.|—See Exrcurors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 
40-42, 436, Nos. 152, 168-170, 5062. 


SuB-sEcT. 7.—To PROVE OBLIGATIONS OF DONEE. 

Evidence of secret trust.|——See CiJARITIES, Vol. 
VIII., pp. 290, 291, 808-8305, Nos. 670-685, 821-— 
838 ; Trusts & TRUSTEES, Vol. XLITII., pp. 596— 
598, "Nos. 446, 452—460. 


SUB-sSEcT. 8.—To IDENTIFY PERSONS AND 
PROPERTY. 


A. In General. 





4580. General rule.}-—— SANFORD v. RATKES, 
No. 8591, anle. 
4581. |—Dorn d. PREEDY v. TloLrom 


No. 4592, post. 

4582. When evidence necessary—To identify 
persons mentioned in will.|—Collateral proof may 
be allowed to make certain a person or thing 
described in a will.—Hopason re Tiopason (1707), 
2 Vern. 593; 23 HK. R. 985, Ju. C. 

Annotation : —Retd. rence © Dienaala (1742), 2 Coop. 

temp. Cott. 53 

4583. 
admitted. 

The master should receive evidence, but legal 
evidence to prove who Mrs. G. was (LORD LOUGH- 
BOROUGH, C.).—-ABBOT v. MASSIE (1796), 3 Ves. 
148; 30 E.R. 941, L. C, 


Annotations :---Consd. Clayton v. Nugent (1844), 18 M. & W. 
200. Refd. Jn the Goods of De Rosaz (1877), 2P.D. 66. 
4584. 


-|—You may give evidence as 
to the substance, whether the thing claimed is that 
which is devised, or as to the person, as his age, 
situation in life, ete. (BAYLEY, J.).--LOWE vw, 
HUNTINGTOWER (LorD) (1824),2L. J.O.8S. K. B. 
164; 4 Russ. 582 n.; 38 EK. l. 910. 


‘Annotationa : era Millers v. Travers (1832), 8 Bing. 
244. Refd. Hart v. Tulk (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 300. 


4585. ——.]—In 1804, A. devised to B. 
for life all his messuages, lands, etc., in the parish 
of ©. remainder to D. Testator was seised of 
land in C., & also of a small close in K., but which, 
at the date of his will, & for some years afterwards, 
was considered to bein C. On the death of A., 
B. entered, & A.’s heirs hired the piece of land in 
E., & held it as tenant of B. B. died in 1848, 
& 1D. then entered into possession. H., by her 
will, devised all her real estate to her niece, & 
she brought an action of ejectment to recover the 
piece of land in E., alleging that B. had gained a 
title to it by upwards of twenty years’ adverse 
possession. Hvidence was adduced at the trial to 
show that the piece of land in question had, at 
the date of A.’s will & for many years after, been 
reputed to be in the parish of C., & the judge who 
tried the cause left it to the jury to say whether 
the piece of land in question was, or was reputed 
to be, in C. at the date of A.’s will, & whether B. 
took it as devisee under A.’s will. The jury found 
that the land was in E., but that it was reputed 
to be in C. at the date of A.’s will, & that B. took 
as devisee under A.’s will. On a rule for a new 
trial, on the ground of misdirection, & that ex- 
trinsic evidence ought not to have been received 
in explanation of the will:—Held: the direction 
of the learned judge was right; the reputed posi. 





—— .J—Legacy to Mrs. G. Evidence 











has written, whether some ambiguit 
is raised by the wil) or not.—Jn the wih 


object of testator’r bounty, the ct. of TouGgHLIN, ACHESON v. O’MEARA, 

has o@& right to ascertain al ‘the tacts [1906] V. L. R. 597.—AUS. 

known to testator at the time he made 4582 if, ——- -——-.]— Lemon v. 
& such evidence is always CHARLTON, EXEOUTOR, ETO. (1919), 


46 N. B. R. 228; 45 D. L. R. 604.—CA 
38 2 
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Sect. 14.—Admissibility of extrinsic evidence: 

sect. 8, A. & B.] 
tion of the land at the date of the will was the 
question to be considered ; the fact of B. taking 
& holding the land under the will as land in B. 
was evidence of reputation. 

For the purpose of determining the object of 
testator’s bounty or the subject of disposition or 
the quantity of interest intended to be given by 
his will, a ct. must inquire into every material 
fact relating to the person who claims to be in- 
terested under the will, & to the property, which is 
claimed as the subject of disposition, & to the 
circumstances of testator, & of his family & 
affairs, for the purpose of enabling the ct. to 
identify the person or thing intended by testator, 
or to determine the quantity of interest he has 
given by his will. ANSTEE v. NELMS (1856), 1 H. & 
N. 225; 26 L. J. Ex. 5; 27 L. T. O. S. 190; 4 
W. R. 612; 156 BE. R. 1186. 
nnotations :-—-Refd.. Paine v. Jones (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 


320. Mentd. Board v. Board (1873), L. R. 9 Q. B. 48; 
Dalton v. Fitzgerald, [1897] 2 Ch. 86. 


4586. -|—(1) You must always, of 
course, have evidence who are the persons men- 
tioned, & you must also have evidence of what 
things are bequeathed. ... You must admit 
evidence to show who constitute the class of takers, 
«& what constitutes the property which is dealt 
with (JAMES, L.J.). 

(2) The only safe rule is that when persons have 
been found sufficiently answering the description 
in the will, there we stop, & are not to go any 
further unless it is shown that there is another 
class of persons also sufficiently answering the 
description, in which case extrinsic evidence is 
admissible to remove the latent ambiguity, & show 
which of the two classes was intended (JAMES, L.J.). 
—-SHERRATT v. MOUNTFORD (1873), 8 Ch. App. 928 ; 
42 L. J. Ch. 688 ; 297, 1. 284 ; 21 W. R. 818, C. A. 


Annotations :—Generally, Refd. Wells v. Wells (1874), L. I. 
18 Kq. 504; Merrill rv. Morton Saha 17 Ch. D. 382; 
In the Goods of Ashton, [1892] P. 83; He Fish, Inghain v. 
Rayner, [1894] 2 Ch. 83. 

4587. One witness sufficient.)—Hunr 

®. SARELL (1754), 1 Lee, 589; 161 E. R. 216. 
4588. —-— To identify property mentioned in 

will.|-HopGson v. HWonauson, No. 4682, ante. 
4589. -|— Devise of “‘ all that my farm 

called Trogues-Farm, now in the occupation of 

A. C.,”’ is not necessarily limited to the lands of 

Trogues Farm in the occupation of A. C., but may 

be shown by evidence to extend to other lands of 

Trogues Farm not in his occupation.—GOoDTITLE 

d. RADFORD v. SOUTHERN (1813), 1 M. & S. 299; 

105 Wo. KR. 112. 

Annotations :—Consd. Press v. Parker (1825), 2 Bing. 456; 
Miller v. Travers (1832), 8 Bing. 244. Distd. Richardson 
v. Watson (1833), 4 B. & Ad. 787. Consd. Doe d. Hubbard 
v. Hubbard (1850), 15 Q. Lb. 227. Apprvd. Slingsby v. 
Grainger (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 273. Distd. Smith v. 
Ridgway (1865), 14 W. R. 207. Refd. Doe d. Beach v. 
Jersey (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 550; Doe d. Ashforth v. Bower 
(1832), 3 B. & Ad. 453; Hall v. Fisher (1844), 1 Coll. 47; 
Stanley v. Stanley (1862), 2 John. & H. 491: Webber »v, 
Stanley (1864), 16 C. B. N.S. 698; White v. Birch seas 
36 L. J. Ch. 174; Hardwick v. Hardwick (1873), L. R. 

16 Eq. 168. Mentd. Paddock v. Fradley (1830), 1 Gr. & J. 


4590. J—LOwE v. HUNTINGTOWER 
(LorpD), No. 4584, ante. 

4591. -]--Testator devised ‘all my 
manors, Messuages, & lands, tenements, & heredita- 
ments, whether freehold, leasehold, or copyhold, 
situate in the several parishes of M., L. & W., & 
W., & also in the city of B., or elsewhere in the 
kingdom of England ” ; he had nolandsin England 
except in the places specified in the will, but he 



































4588 i. 





WILLS. 


had a large estate in Wales in the county of 
Carmarthen: Qu.: whether the devise passed the 
Carmarthen estate ? 

A great deal of evidence may be given as to 
this will, which may show, either the one way or 
the other, what testator meant should pass under 
the description of his estates in England (LoRD 
ELDON, C.).—OKEDEN v. CLIFDEN (1826), 2 Russ. 
309; 38 E. R. 352, L. C. 

Annotation :-—Consd. Webb v. Byng (1855), 1 K. & J. 580. 

4592. .]— Devise to A. of the messuage 
in S. in which testator resided, with the buildings 
to the same adjoining & all those several closes 
in S. aforesaid, called C., D., & E., (with the brick- 
kiln erected thereon), & F., with their appur- 
tenances, part ofthe farm & lands then in testator’s 
own occupation. Devise further, to B. of a second 
messuage, & of all othertestator’s lands & heredita- 
ments in S. except those before devised to A. 
Under this will, B. claimed two cottages in S. 
which, when the will was made, adjoined the 
messuage resided in by testator, but were not in 
his occupation, & were divided by a wall, which 
he had built, from the messuage :—Held: evidence 
was admissible to show the situation of the pre- 
mises, & by whom they were occupied. 

Extrinsic evidence must be received for the 
purpose of showing what a will refers to (PATTESON, 
J.).—DokE d. PREEDY v. HOLTOM (1835), 4 Ad. & 
El. 76; 1 Har. & W. 528; 5 Nev. & M. K. B. 391; 
57. J. K. B. 10; 111 BF. R. 716. 


Annotations :—Apld. Doe d. Norton v. Webster (1840), 12 
Ad. & Il. 442. Refd. Doe d. Hubbard v. Hubbard (1850), 








+. Q- ao 227; Macdonald v. Longbottom (1860), 6 Jur. 
4593. -|—Where there is' a specific 








bequest, evidence must of course be admitted to 
show what property there is answering to the 
description contained in the bequest ; but if upon 
that evidence being adinitted, it appears that there 
was property correctly answering to the specified 
description, no evidence can, as I conceive, be 
admitted to show, that the bequest was intended 
to apply to other property (TURNER, L.J.).— 
TIORWOOD v. GRIFFITH (1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 700 ; 
2 Eq. Rep. 158; 23 I. J. Ch. 4655 2 W. RR. 71; 
43 E.R. 681, L. JJ. 


4594. ——- ——.] -—-ANSTEE v. NELMS, No. 4585, 
ante. 
4595. .]|—Testator devised his mansion 











& estate called Cleeve Court, with the appurte- 
nances, upon certain trusts, & gave the residue of 
his property of every description, other than those 
thereinbefore mentioned, upon other trusts. Tes- 
tator had contracted, before the date of his will, 
to purchase an estate near & adjoining to the 
Cleeve Court estate, which was conveyed to him 
subsequently. Jie also purchased, after the date 
of his will, several other small properties adjoining 
the Cleeve Court estate :—Held: evidence was 
admissible to show what property testator desig- 
nated by the particular description up to the 
time of his death, & all the property acquired after 
the date of the will, & treated by testator imme- 
diately before his death as additions to the Cleeve 
Court estate, passed under the particular devise.— 
CASTLE v. Fox (1871), L. R. 11 Hq. 542; 40 L. J. 
Ch. 302; 24 L. T. 536; 19 W. R. 840. 


Annotations :—Reltd. Re Evans, Evans v. Powell, [1909] 1 
Ch. 784. Mentd. Frith v. Cameron (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 








4596. ———.|-—-SHERRATI v. MOUNTFORD, 
No. 45886, ante. 
4597. . --]—Re MILLER, GALLOWAY v. 








MILLER (1913), 1385 L. T. Jo. 10. 


To tdentify property mentioned in will.}—HicKEY v. STOVER, 11 O. Tt. 106.—CAN. 


Parr XVI.—ConstrRuctTION. 


4598. -|—Testator directed ‘“‘ my two 
freehold cottages or tenements known as numbers 
19 & 20 Castle Street’? in T. to be sold for the 
benefit of his daughters. He disposed specifically 
of two other houses in T., one of them being No. 39 
Castle St. He did not dispose of two cottages 
known as Nos. 19 & 20 Thomas St., in T., which 
constituted the remainder of his real estate, & 
there was no residuary devise. ‘There were houses 
in T’. known as Nos. 19 & 20 Castle Street, but they 
did not belong to testator :—Held : evidence as to 
the real estate possessed by testator was admissible ; 
the words ‘‘ Castle Street ’’ might be rejected as falsa 
demonstratio ; & Nos. 19 & 20 Thomas Street: passed 
by the devise.—Re MAYELL, FoLey v. Woop, 
[1913] 2 Ch. 488; 83 L. J. Ch. 40; 109 L. T. 40. 

4599. At what stage evidence admitted—After 
terms of will construed.]|— Re SEAL, SEAL v. TAYLOR, 
No. 4627, post. 








B. Where no Ambiguity. 

4600. Whether evidence admissible—To show 
different person intended.|—Testator left residue 
to the children of his sisters Estrella & Reyna ; 
Kistrella had children, Reyna had none, & had 
changed her name, & was a nun professed, but he 
had a third sister, Rebecca, who had children, 
this is not sufficient to substitute the name of 
Rebecca for Reyna.--DEL MARE v. REBELLO 
(1792), 3 Bro. C. C. 446; Cas. temp. Talb. 296 ; 
1 Ves. 412; 29 I. R. 635, L. C. 
Annotations :—Apld. Holmes v. Custance (1806), 12 Ver. 

279. Consd. Mostyn v. Mostyn (1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 673; 

(Giregory v. Gregory (1871), 19 W. It. 711. Distd. Jee 

Chenoweth, Ward v. Dwelley (1901), 17 T. L. R. 515. 

4601. Testator by his will, devised 
to M. his brother, & S., his brother’s son, a certain 
estate. It appeared that testator had three 
brothers, each of whom had a son of the name of S., 
living at the time of testator’s death :—Held: the 
proof of this fact did not raise any latent ambiguity 
in the will, so as to let in parol evidence of declara- 
tions of testator, as to the person intended ;_ it 
being clear, that the person entitled was S., son 
of M.—DorE d. WESTLAKE v. WESTLAKE (1820), 
4B. & Ald. 57; 106 KE. R. 859. 


Annotations :—Consd. Dover v. Alexander (1843), 2 Tare. 
275. Distd. Fleming v. Fleming (186%), 1 H. & C. 242. 
Apld. Webber v. Corbett (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 515. 


4602. —-— -.|— DAUBENY v. COGHLAN 
(1842), 12 Sim., 507; ll L. J. Ch. 177; 6 Jur. 
230; 59 KB. R. 1227. 

4603 -|—Bequests of sums of stock 
to the following societies in London: The Church 
Building Society, The Clergy Society, The Society 
for Promoting Christian Knowledge, The Church 
Missionary Socicty & The Clergy Orphan Society. 
There being no society answering the description 
of The Clergy Society :—IHeld: extrinsic evidence 
could not be received to prove that, by that name, 
a charity not in London was intended.—Re 
CLERGY SOCIETY (1856), 2 K. & J. 615; 4 W. RK. 
664; 69 K. R. 928. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Ive Maguire (1870), TL. R. 
Re Kilvert’s Trusts (1871), L. i. 12 Kq. 183: Fle Brad- 
fleld, Bradfield v. Hancock (1892), 36 Sol. Jo. 6463; de 
Rymor, Rymer v. Stanfield, [1895] 1 Ch. 19; Re Davis, 
Hannen v. Hillyer, [1902] 1 Ch. 876. 

4604. -.|—Where a legatee is once 
correctly described in a will, & the saine name is 
mentioned again without any description, evidence 
is not admissible to show that a different person 
was intended.—WEBBER v. CORBETY (1873), 











| 











9 Kq. 632; 
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L. R. 16 Eq. 515; 43 L. J. Ch. 164; 29 L. T. 

365. : 

Annotations :—Refd. Tickner v. Old (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 
422; Livesay v. Walpole (1875), 23 W. R. 825; Patching 
v. Barnett (1880), 28 W. R. 886. 


4605. -|—Testator bequeathed ‘ to 
Lord S. & his heirs my O. C. cup for an heirloom.” 
The Lord 8. who held the title at the date of the 
will died in testator’s lifetime. ‘The present Lord 
S. claimed the cup :—Held: parol evidence of 
testator’s intention that the person who was Lord 
S. at the date of his death should take the bequest 
was not admissible.—Re WHoRWooD, OGLE uv. 
SHERBORNE (LORD) (1887), 34 Ch. D. 446; 56 
L. J. Ch. 340; 56 L. T. 713; 35 W. BR. 3423; 3 
T. L. R. 307, C. A. 

4606. ———-  -——-.]—(1) Testator by his will, 
dated July 8, 1884, bequcathed ‘‘ to my cousin 
Adam R. C. Loftus, son of my late uncle, the Rev. 
Lord Adam R. C. Loftus, unless he_ shall 
immediately on my death succeed to the title of 
Marquis of Ely’’ the sum of £2,000. Testator’s 
cousin A. R. C. Loftus had died in 1866, & at the 
date of the will & also of the death of testator 
Lord George H. Loftus was the only child of 
testator’s said uncle, other than the son who 
succeeded to the title of Marquis of Ely. There 
was evidence that testator, at the date of his will, 
was aware of the death of his cousin A. NR. C. 
Loftus, & intended to benefit his cousin George 
H. Loftus, & that the name of the former was 
inserted in the will by mistake of the draftsman :— 
Held: there was on the face of the will a gift to 
a non-existent person, there was no ambiguity, 
& the parol evidence was not admissible. 

(2) Where there is a bequest to M. J. & it 
appears that there are two nieces of that name, 
an ambiguity is established, & evidence is 
admissible in order to ascertain which of the two 
nieces is meant (KEKEWICH, J.).——lte ELY, TOTLrEN- 
HAM v. HLY (1891), 65 L. T. 452. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Re Ofner, Samuel v. Ofner 








(1908) 78 L.J.Ch. 50. N.F. Jte Halston, Ewen v. Halston, 
{1912} 1 Ch. 435. 
4607. .}—Testator gave his residuary 








estate to his ‘‘ niece E. W.”’ Neither he nor his 
wife had any niece; but his wife had a, legitimate 
grandniece & an illegitimate grandniece both 
named K.W. Theillegitimate grandniece tendered 
evidence to show that she was the person indicated 
by testator :—Held: the illegitimate grandniece 
could not come into competition with the legiti- 
mate grandniece, & therefore there was no latent 
ambiguity & no extrinsic evidence could be 
admitted.—fe Fisn, INGHAM v. RAYNER, [1894] 
2 Ch. 83; 63 1. J. Ch. 437; 70 L. T. 825; 42 
W. R. 5203; 38 Sol. Jo. 307; 7 R. 434, C. A. 
Annotations :—Consd. ve Pearce, Alliance Assurance Co. v. 
Francis (1913), 83 L. J. Ch. 266. Refd. Khoo Hooi 
Leong v. Khoo Hean Kwee, [1926] A. C. 529. 
4608. -.|—-Re CHENOWETH, WARD v. 
DWELLEY (1901), 17 T. L. R. 515; 45 Sol. Jo. 520. 
4609. To ifttlude other property.|—A. 
devised his ‘ estate at Lushill in the county of 
Wilts, & Hearne & Buckland in the county of 
Kxent,’’ to his son in fee. At the time of the 
devise A. had lands in the parish of Hearne, & 
also in the several parishes of C., W., S., R., &8., 
all which he purchased by one contract from one 
person, & used to call his ‘‘ Hearne estate,” or 
‘‘ Hearne Bay estates.’ The estates at Lushill 
in Wilts, & also a farm called Buckland Farm in 
Kent, were sold before testator’s death, & at the 








To include other property. }- 


r. 
v. IRVING, BACeeves v. KeErcHooum, 4 A. It. 92 
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Sect. 14.—Admissibility of extrinsic evidence: Sub- 
sect. 8, B. & C. (a) 4.) 


time of his death he had no estate in Kent except 

that which lay in the parishes of Hearne, C., W., 

S., R., & 8S.: Qu.: whether the above facts be 

admissible in evidence to show that testator 

intended to pass the land in the several parishes 
of C., W., 8., R., & S., as well as that in the parish 
of Hearne ?—WHITBREAD v. May (1801), 2 Bos. 

& P. 593; 126 E. R. 14657. 

Annotation :—Consd. Doe d Chichester v. Oxenden (1810), 
3 Taunt. 147. 

4610. |—It would be going further 
than any case which we are aware of has yet gone, 
in admitting evidence of intent, from extraneous 
circumstances, to extend plain & unequivocal 
words in a will. ... We do not feel ourselves 
at liberty to look beyond the will for circumstances 
from whence an intent may be collected to include 
property of a different description, & where nothing 
appears to require such a violation of the ordinary 
terms used in the description of property (LORD 
ELLENBOROUGH, C.J.).—DoE d. BROWN v. BROWN 
(1809), 11 East, 441; 103 E. R. 1074. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Doe d. Chichester v. Oxenden (1810), 
8 Taunt. 147; Hughes v. Turner (1835), 3 My. & K. 666. 
4611. -|—Where there is an estate 

sufficient to satisfy a devise according to one 

meaning of the description of the premises, col- 
lateral evidence is not admissible to show that 
testator meant to use the description in a more 
extensive sense.— Do d. CHICHESTER v. OXENDEN 

(1810), 3 Taunt. 147; 128 BE. R. 58; subsequent 

proceedings, sub nom. Dok da. OXENDEN  v. 

CHICHESTER (1816), 4 Dow, 65, HT. L. 

Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Browne v. Greening (1814), 3 
M.& 8.171; Doe d. Edwards v. Johnson (1835), 1 Har. & 
W. 4389. Distd. Leeds v. Amherst (1844), 14 L. J. Ch. 
73; Ricketts v. Turquand (1848), | H. L. Cas. 472. Refd. 
Doe d. Beach v. Jersey (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 550; Press tv. 
Parker (1825), 2 Hing. 456; Doe d. Gord v. Needs (1836), 
2 Gale, 245; Dover v. Alexander (1843), 2 Hare, 275; 
Hicks v. Sallitt (1854), 18 Jur. 915; Lowe v. Thomas 
eae Eq. Rep. 742; Grant v. Grant (1870), lL. &. 5 














4612. ——— ——_.]—-Where lands at or of any 
particular place are devised, parol or extrinsic 
evidence is not admissible, to show that the 
devisor included under the description, & intended 
to pass, other lands not at that particular place.— 
Dor d. OXENDEN v. CHICHESTER (1816), 4 Dow, 
65; 3 EB. R. 1001, H. L.3 affg. S. C. sub nom. 

THICHESTER vt. OXENDON (1811), 4 Taunt. 176 ; 
previous proceedings, sub nom. Dok d. CHICHESTER 

v. OXENDEN (1810), 3 Taunt. 147. 

Annotations :—Apld. Miller v. Travers (1832), 8 Bing. 244. 
Distd. Ricketts v. Turquand (1848), 1 H. L. Cas. 472. 
Apld. Graham v. Stewart (1855), 26 L. T. O. S. 29. 
Consd. Webb »v. Byng (1855), 1 K. & J. 580; 
Homer v, Homer (1878), 8 Ch. D. 758. Refd. Doe d. 
Beach v. Jersey (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 550; Dummer v. 
Pitcher, Pitcher v. Dummer (1833), 2 My. & K. 262; 
Doe d. Gord v. Needs (1836), 2 M. & W. 129; Doe d. 
Knott v. Lawton (1838), 4 Bing. N.C. 455; Doe d. Lean 
v. Lean (1841), 1 Q. B. 229; Dover v. Alexander (1843), 2 
Hare, 275; Simpson +. Margitgon (1847), 12 Jur. 145; 
Suyer v. Sayer, Innes v. Sayer (1849), 7 Hare, 8377; Hart. 
v, Tulk (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 300; Horwood v. Griffith 
(1853), 2 W. R. 71: Hicks v. Sallitt (1854), 18 Jur. 915: 
Anstee v. Nelms (1856), 1 H. & N. 225: Kvans v. Ange 
(1858), 26 Beay. 202; Stanley v. Stanley (1862), 2 John. 
& H. 491; Webber v. Stanley (1864), 16 C. B. N.S. 6983 
Grant v. Graut (1870), L. R. 5 C. P. 727. 

4613. -|—Where T. was seised of a 
messuage & lands in a parish, & in two hamlets 
of the same parish, which he purchased of L., & 
let to a tenant at one entire rent, & afterwards 
other lands were allotted to him under an inclosure 
Act, in lieu of the said lands, except the messuage 
& two acres, which remained as before, all which 
the tenant continued to hold at the same rent as 
before; & afterwards T. devised all his messuage, 
farm, & lands, etc., situate in one of the two hamlets 
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by name, in the said parish which he purchased 
a f L. Hl eld: the funds in the other hamlet did 
not pass; & evidence dehors the will to show that 
he intended to pass all the lands which he pur- 
chased of L. was not admissible. 

The only way of construing this will is to adhere 
to the established rule, that where the will is satis- 
fied without it, the ct. will not go into extrinsic 
evidence, in order to raise difficulties as to the 
intention, but will construe it so as to give effect 
to every word of the devise (LE BLANC, J.).—DOE 
d. TYRRELL v. LYFORD (1816), 4M. & 8. 550; 105 


KE. R. 938. 
Annotations :—Consd. Ilomer v. Homer (1878), 8 Ch. D. 

58. Refd. Doe d. Humphreys v. Roberts (1822), 6 B. & 

Ald. 407; Wilkinson v. Malin (1832), 2.Cr. & J. 636 ; 

Jack v, M‘Intyre. (1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 151; Webber v. 

Stanley (1864), 16 C. B. N.S. 698. . 

4614. .|—(1) A. is seised of lands in 
the hamlct of Dale & of Jands in the hamlet & 
chapelry of Sale, both townships being in the parish 
of Dale: Qu.: whether, by a devise by A. of all 
his lands in Dale, the lands in Sale necessarily 
pass, & whether certain documentary evidence, to 
show that Sale has been treated as part of Dale, 
admissible. 

(2) The register of county electors, in which 
Dale & Sale are treated as different parishes, is 
not admissible evidence for the purpose of dis- 
connecting Dale from Sale.—DoE d. EDWARDS v. 
JOHNSON (1835), 1 Har. & W. 489; 5 Nev. & 
M. K. B. 281; 4 1L. J. K. B. 242. 

4615. —~—-— a) Testator, who described 
himself as of ‘‘ Ashford Hall, in the County of 
Salop,” devised ‘all my estate in Shropshire, 
called Ashford JIall,’’ to trustees, for sale :—J/eld : 
the ct. might receive parol evidence to show what 
testator had been accustomed to consider the 
Ashford Hall Estate. 

(2) If he describes lands in a particular parish 
by a particular name, or in a particular locality, 
you cannot go into evidence to show he meant by 
the general appellation to include something out of 
it; you cannot do that without contradicting the 
express terms used (LORD COTTENHAM, C.).-- 
RiIcKETTs v. TURQUAND (1848), 1 H. L. Cas. 472 ; 
9 EB. R. 842, HW. 1.3 affg. 8. C. sub nom. MAN v. 
RickrEerTtrs (1844), 7 Beav. 93. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Andrew v. Andrew (1855), 

25L.T. 0.8.30. As to (2) Consd. Evans v. Angell (1858), 
26 Beav. 202. Generally, Refd. Josh v. Josh (1858), 5 


C. B. N. 8. 454. Generally, Mentd. Boyse v. Colcough, 
Boyse +. Rossborough (1854), 1 K. & J. 124; Orange v. 
Pickford (1858), 4 Jur. N. 8S. 649; Stacey v. Spratley 


(1858), 2 De G. & J. 94. 














4616. ——--.| —HORWOOD v. GRIFFITH, No. 
4598, ante. 
4617. .|—The distinction is taken in 








Ricketts v. Turquand, No. 4615, ante, where the 
Lord Chancellor ... says, ‘‘1f he (a testator) 
describes lands in a particular parish by a par- 
ticular name, or in a particular locality, you cannot 
go into evidence to show he meant, by the general 
appellation, to include something out of it; you 
cannot do that without contradicting the express 
terms used ’’ (ROMILLY, M.R.).—EVANS v. ANGELL 
(1858), 26 Beav. 202; 32 L. T. O. S. 382; 5 
Jur. N. 8.134; 53 EB. R. 874. 


Annotations :—Refd. Webber v. Stanley (1864), 16 C. B. 
N.S. 698 ; Cuthbert v. Robinson (1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 238. 





4618. ——— -|\—HARDWICK v. JTLARDWICK, 
No. 4716, post. 
4619. -|—Where testator has devised 








all his lands at any particular place, extrinsic 
evidence is not admissible for the purpose of show- 
ing that he intended to pass other lands not situated 
at that particular place, either by reason of such 
other lands having been enjoyed with the lands 
at the specified place for a lengthened period of 
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time, or of testator having dealt, with them as 
one property, or of his having been in the habit 
of referring to them as forming one property 
under one distinguishing name (BAGGALLAY, L.J.). 
—HoMER v. Homer (1878), 8 Ch. D. 158; 47 
L. J. Ch. 635; 39 L. 1.33; 27 W. R. 101, C. A. 

Annotations :—Reld. Price v. Bala & Festinlog Ry. (1884), 


50 L. T. 787; Re Harrison, Townson v. Harrison (1889), 
ye tee 762; ite Cleveland’s Settled Estates, [1893] 3 
4620. ——. .|—Re Brigut-SMIrH, BRIGHT- 





SMITH v. BRIGHT-SMmITH, No. 3820, ante. 

4621. ——— To explain meaning of terms used. |— 
Legacy “ to the children of the late C. K. who shall 
be living at [testator’s] decease.’ Where there 
are not, nor ever were, nor can by possibility be, 
any persons strictly answering the description of 
children, it is necessary to resort to evidence dehors 
the will, for the purpose of finding whether there 
were any who had acquired the reputation of 
children & it is possible for illegitimate children 
to acquire that reputation WoopitousELRE 
(LorRD) v. DALRYMPLE (1817), 2 Mer. 419; 35 
E. R. 1000, 

Annotation :—Refd. Ite Taylor, Hockley v. O'Neal, [1925] 1 


4622. -—— —-_.]—Douauas v. FEetiows, No. 
4632, post. 

4623. -——- ——_.}| Crook v. WHITLEY, No. 3984, 
ante. 

4624, —-—- ——.|—Testator was possessed of 
original shares in a co. fully paid-up, & of the same 
number of shares not fully paid-up, which had 
been issued one for every original share. She 
bequeathed specifically certain of her ‘ shares ” 
in the co. :—Held : evidence could not be admitted 
to show that testatrix intended by each specifically 
bequeathed share a double share, consisting of one 
of each class.—MILLARD v. BAILEY (1866), L. RB. 
1 Eq. 378; 35 L. J. Ch. 312; 18 5. 0. 751; 14 
W. R. 885. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Ite Gibson, Mathews ». Foulsham 
(1866), L. Rk. 2 Eq. 669; Re Trimmer, Crundwell vr. 
Trimmer (1904), 91 L. T. 26. Moentd. Mytton r. Mytton 
(1874), L. R. 19 Kq. 30. 


4625. -——- To include other persons.]-——Ienuis 
v. Houstoun, No. 4766, post. 
4626. —-— ——-.]—By a codicil to the will of 


a Chinese testator, whose testamentary disposition 
was in English & to be construed according to 
English law, certain clauses of the will were revoked 
& testator directed that at the termination of 
twenty-one years the proceeds of certain property 
should be distributed between his sons by a named 
Chinese wife who survived testator but had only 
one son. The will & codicil were admitted to 
probate. It was contended that the terms of one 
of the revoked clauses showed that the draftsman 
understood that two sons of testator by another 
Chinese wife, who predeceased testator, were the 
sons of the named wife, & that the intention of 
testator was that they should share in the dis- 
tribution :—Held: the language of the codicil 
being unambiguous the revoked clause could not 
be resorted to.—Cuoa Ena WAN v. CHoa GIANG 
Tre, (1923) A. C. 469; 92 L. J. P.O. 1455 129 
L. T. 226, P. C. 

4627. —-—_- To show misdescription of property.| 
—S. devised to his wife during widowhood “ my 
residence called S. House & premises thereto as 
the same are now occupied by me.’’ Some years 


4625 i. To include other persons.) 
—-Where there are words of deserip- 
tion in a will, every one of which 1s, 
upon ordinary principles of construc- N. 
tion, applicable to two persons & to 
two persons only, extrinsic evidence is 
not admissible to show that other 
persons, to whom the greater part of 





BARNARD v. 


the description is totally inapplicable, 
were intended to take.— Re 
MAHONEY (1898), J7 
Z. L. R. 160.—N.Z,. 
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before making this devise he had let to two of his 
sons for the purposes of their business, an office 
standing in the yard of S. House & the stable & 
coach-house belonging to the house, except a room 
on the first floor of the coach-house to which the 
only access was through the house, & the sons were 
in occupation till his death :—Held: the devise 
included the room over the coach-house, but did 
not include the rest of the stable & coach-house 
nor the office, for the property which was in 
testator’s own occupation answered the whole of 
the description, & that being so, the ct. could not 
enter into the question of inconvenience, & reject 
the reference to occupation as Jalsa demonstratio. 
We muat first construe the words, & having done 
so, then look at the extrinsic evidence to see 
whether there is anything which those words fit. 
. . . Taking the words of the will in their natural 
sense there is a property which answers every 
word of the description, & that being so the argy- 
ment ab inconvenienti has no application. It 1s 
only after we have construed the words of the will 
that we can apply extrinsic evidence to them 
(DAVEY, L.C.).—Re SEAL, SEAL v. TAYLOR, [1894] 
1 Ch. 316; 63 L. J. Ch. 275; 70 L. T. 320, C. A. 
4628. .|—PItfi. claimed to be seised 
in fee simple & entitled to the rent & profits of a 
certain garden called the ‘‘ malthouse garden. 
J.S. by his will gave & bequeathed “ the malting- 
office with the two adjoining cottages, & the 
garden & out-offices thereto belonging ”’ to J. D., 
pltf., & by a codicil of a subsequent date devised 
all his real & personal estate, not otherwise dis- 
posed of, to T. S., deft. The question raised was, 
whether the “ malthouse garden ”’ claimed passed. 
by the devise to pltf.:—Held: the malthouse 
garden passed under the devise, & the words 
‘thereto belonging ” referred to the whole sub- 
ject of the first part of the devise, viz., the malt- 
house & the two cottages; & evidence of the 
intention of testator was not admissible, as there 
was no latent ambiguity in the language of the will. 
—DOoOWNE 1. SHEFFIELD (1894), 71 L. T. 292. 


(. Kvidence to Explain Ambiguity. 
(a) Identification of Persons. 
i. In General. 

4629. Whether evidence admissible.]- MILLER 
ov. TRAVERS, No. 4559, ante. 

4630. --~—--.|—Testator bequeathed a legacy to 
“The London Orphan Society in the City Road.” 
There was no institution precisely answering this 
description ; but there was a ‘‘ London Orphan 
Asylum” at Clapton, & an “ AY aa Working 
School”’ in the City Road :—Held: the former 
institution was not, & the latter was, within the 
description contained in the will; parol evidence 
to explain the will rejected..—-WILSON v. SQUIRE 
(1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 654; 62 E.R. 1058. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Re Clergy Soc. (1856), 2 K. & J. 615; 

die Kilvert’s Trusts (1871), L. KR. 12 Kq. 183. 

4631. .|--—-JIn the Goods of RiciENS, No, 4519, 
ante. 

4632. .|--A will contained a legacy of £300 
to Commodore P. D., of 8., & a like legacy to the 
children of P. Tl. D. This last legacy was claimed 
by the three children of IT. 0. D., & also adversely 
by the five children of P. D., whose real name was 
PJD PLS. dD. & . O. D. were both in the 














TRETHEWEY, FLDER’S EXECUTOR 
& TRUSTER Co., Lr. v, TRETHEWEY, 


MILLAR, 
{1924] 8S. A. S. BR. 80.—AUSB. 


4629 ii. -——. |} WII SON v. WILSON'S 
KEsTaTE, [1913] C. P. D. 608.—S. AF. 
4629 iii. ———.}—Re HEROLD, Eu p. 


RADEME YER, 1 8, C. 159.—8. AF. 
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Sect. 14.—Admissibility of extrinsic evidence: Sub- 


sect. 8, C. (a) 2., tt. & Wi.] 

same degree of relationship to testatrix, & she had 
given like legacies to their brothers & sisters. 
H. O. D. was dead at the date of the will :—Held : 
extrinsic evidence of the intention of testatrix 
was not admissible, although it might have been 
if there had been only one class of claimants. 

1 think that the only case in which it would be 
admissible might, perhaps, be... where... 
an equivocation arises (PAGE Woop, V.-C.).- 





DovuGcLas v. FELLOWS (1853), Kay, 114; 23 
L. J. Ch. 167; 24 L. T. O. S. 21; 2 W. R. 654; 
G9 EK. R. 49. 
Annotation :-—Consd. Micklethwait v. Micklethwait (1858), 4 
Cc. B. N. 8. 790. 
4633. - No. 3672, 
ante. 
4634. -——.| iTON, GLASSINGTON 





v. FOLLETT, No. 4538, ante. 

4635. Indefinite description.] —- STRODE 
(Sik Lirron) v. RussEL (LADY) & FALKLAND 
(LADY), No. 4387, ante. 

4636. -]—Where testatrix executed 
her will in the form of a letter superscribed ‘‘ A.,” 
& containing the words, ‘‘ I hereby appoint you 
my exor. to carry this my last will into effect,’’ 
without naming any person ; the ct., upon affidavit, 
granted probate to the party named in the super- 
scription. 

1s it clear that the ct. may not admit evidence to 
show who was meant by “ you”? ?- I cannot con- 
strue the paper in such a way as to say there is no 
exor.; & J] am by no means clear that the 
ambiguity, as to who was meant by ‘ you,’’ may 
not be supplied by evidence dehors the will (per 
Cur.).—In the Goods of TAYLOR (1845), 4 Notes of 
Cases, 290; 9 Jur. 078. 

4637. Gift to person in assumed name.|]— 
A legacy having been given to a legatee in a name 
which she had for many years assumed, the ct. 
will direct an inquiry, who was the person meant.— 
NEATHWAY v. Ham (1829), Taml. 316 ; 48 BE. R. 126. 

4638. Distinction between identification of person 
& identification of property.|—HExtrinsic evidence 
is more readily admitted to explain an ambiguity 
in the subject than in the object of the gift.— 
ROWLATT v, EASTON (1863), 2 New Rep. 262; 11 
W. WR. 767. 














ii. Several Persons of Same Name. 


4639. Whether evidence admissible.]|—PryNEL 
v. PEYNEL (1373), Y. B. 47 Edw. 3; 16 b, pl. 29. 


Annotations :—Consd. Cheyney’s (Lord) Case (159]), 5 Co. 
Rep. 68 a. Refd. Althum’s Case (1610), 8 Co. Rep. 150 a; 
Harris v. Evans (1666), O. Bridg. 547. Mentd. hi. v. 
Griepe (1697), 1 Ld. Raym. 256. 


4640. 
the heirs of his body, remainder to C. & the heirs 
male of his body, on condition that he or they, or 
any of them shall not alien, discontinue, etc. An 
averment out of the will, that it was the intent of 
the devisor to include his son & heir within the 
condition, shall not be received. 

(2) Testator having two sons named John, 
devises to his son John, evidence dehors the will 
may be given to show which son is meant. But if 
no direct evidence can be given to show the intent, 
the will is void for the uncertainty.—CHEYNEY’S 
(LORD) Case (1591), 5 Co. Rep. 68a; 77 E. BR. 158. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Evers & Owen’ 8 Case (1627), 
Godb. 431; Kt. v. Hampden (1637), 3 State Tr. 826; 
Fry v. Porter reer 1 Mod. Rep. 300: Steede v. Berrier 
(1677), Freem. K. 3B. 292; Doe d. Hiscocks vw. Hiscocks 
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4639 i. Whether evidence admissible.) [1926] V. L. R. 


TRUSTEES, 
TORS & AGENCY er LYD. v. LAIDLAW, 
456 ; 


WILLS. 


As to (2 
Vatson (1833), B. & Ad. 787. 


Consd, sieherieon v. 
istd. . Evans v. 
Folld. Des a Allon v. 

Consd. Bennett v. 
: ‘ ‘Rota. Wood ve. Ingersole 

1610), 1 Daniel v. Uply (1626), Lat. 39; 

arris v. Evans (1666), O. Bridg. 547; Stro O 0. Ttussel 

ee Ay Vern. 62) ; Rutland v. Itutland (1723), 2 
210; Ulrich v. Litchfield (1742), 2 Atk. 312; 

Barin v. Christie (1804), 56 East, 398 ; Doe d. Winter v. 

Perratt (1843), é wen. & G. 314; London Assce. Co. v. 

Bold (1844 . 514; Ford ». Ford (1848), A Hare, 

486; Mick semie: v. Micklethwait (1838), 4 C. N. 5. 

790: Grant v. Grant (1870), L. R. 5 C. P. 727. Gekealg: 

Refd. Mirril v. Nichols (1614), 2 Bulst. 176; ‘Stephenson 

v. Heathcote (1758), 1 HKden, 38; Walpole vw. Chol- 

mondeley (1797), 7 Term Rep. 138. 

4641. -]— Where a man has two sons named 
John & devises to his son John, without saying 
which of them he means, it i is very consistent with 
the words of the will to admit of proof to explain 
which of them he intended, & the words in the 
will are not at all altered by it (per CuR.).— 
STRODE (Sir LITTON) v. FALKLAND (LADY) (1707), 
as reported in 3 Rep. Ch. 169; 21 HE. R. 758; 
on appeal, sub nom. FALKLAND (VISCOUNTESS) Vv. 
LYTTON (1708), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 24, H. L. 
Annotations :—Refd. Bromley v. Jeffereys (1700), 

138 ; Rutland v. Rutland (1723), 2 

v. Litebfield (1742), 2 Atk. 372; Doe d. Allen v. Allen 

1810), 12 Ad. & Kl. isi: Shore tr. Wilson (1842), 9 Cl & 

“in. 355; Ford v. Ford (1848), 6 Hare, 486 ; Brine v. 

Griffith (1853), 2 W. Rh. 71. entd. Canning » 

(1729), Mos. 240; Chester v. Chester (1730), Hee ILE 

ce burae v. Inglis g Aca West temp. Hard. 221; ‘idout 

Pain (1747), 3 . 486; Gibson v. Montfort (1750), 1 

Ven. Sen. 485; Deter Potter (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 437 ; 

A.-G. v. Downing 1769), Amb. 571; Barnes v. Crow 

(1792), 4 Bro. C. C. 23; Pigott v. Waller (1802), 7 Ves. 98; 

Goodtitle d. Daniel v. Miles ee 6 arta 494; Morgan 

d. Surman v. Surman (1808), 1 Taunt 289 : : ulme wv, 

Heygate (1816), 1 Mer. 285 ; Cholmondeley v. Clinton 

(1820), 2Jac.& W.1; O° Reilly v. Smith (1851),17 L.T. 0.8. 

280; Yardley v. ifotiand (1875), L. RK. 20 Ea. 428. 


4642. ————.}—-(1) The counsel for the residuary 
legatee offering to read the parol evidence of the 
attorney who drew the will, that he had express 
directions to give the personal estate to the three 
daughters of L. Lorp HARDWICKE said this was 
not a case where parol evidence can be read, though 
there were some things here which might make a 
judge wish to admit it. 

(2) Where a man gives a horse to A. in the first 
part, & in the latter end the same horse to B. it is 
a revocation, & Swinburne is mistaken in point 
of law in saying they shall take as joint tenants. 

(3) I do not know, that upon the construction 
of a will, cts. of law or equity admit parol evidence, 
except in two cases: first, to ascertain the person 
where there are two of the same name, or else where 
there has been a mistake in a Christian or surname 
(LORD JWARDWICKE, C.).—ULRICH v. LITCHFIELD 





Prec. Ch. 
2P. Wms. 210; Ulrich 


(1742), 2 Atk. 372; 26 KE. BR. 625; sub nom. 
FRANCIS v. DICHFIELD, 2 Coop. temp. Cott. 531, 


L. C. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. Sherratt v. Bentley hse) 
2 My. & K. 149; Roed. Snape v. Nevill (1848), 11 Q. B 
466; Ite Spencer, Hart v. Manston (1886), 54 L. T. 597. 
Generally, Refd. Homo v. Pillans (1833), 2 My. & K. 15; 
Clennell v. Lewthwalte, Thornton v. Tracy (1794), 2 Ves. 


465. 

4643. |—W. bequeaths his lands to his 
wife for life, & after her decease to M. D., niece to 
his wife & says, I give the use of £500 stock for 
her natural life, but after her decease, I give the 
£500 among my wife’s brothers & sisters. The 
wife, & not the niece, is entitled to the £500 stock 
for life. 

I am of opinion this is such an omission as is not 
proper to be supplied by parol evidence; for 
notwithstanding where a person has two sons of 
the name of John it may be supplied, yet not where 





(1926) ii L. = se —AUS. 
DERSON v. HEN: 


4639 li. ——. 
tre 11905) i Re 353.—IR. 


IeXECU- 
48 A. L. T. 80; 
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there is an absolute omission (LORD HARD- 

WICKE, C.).—CASTLEDON v. TURNER (1745), 3 

Atk. 257; 26 E. RB. 950, L. C. 
4644. ——.J—JonES v. NEWMAN 

Wm. BI. 60; 96 E. BR. 32. 

Annotations :—Consd. Bennett v. Marshall (1856), 2K.&J. 
740. Refd. Stephenson v. Heathcoto (1758 Kden, 38; 


Doe d. Hiscocks v. Hiscocks (1839), 5 M. & W. 363 ; Grant 
v. Grant (1870), L. R. 5 C. P. 727. 


(1750), 1 





eee -]—CARELESS v. CARELESS, No. 4787, 
post, 
4646. -|—Testator, after giving certain 








premises to his wife, for life, devised as follows: 
“‘& after her decease to my nephew, Morgan 
Morgan, & his right heirs. Also, 1 give & bequeath 
unto my nephew, Morgan Morgan, of the village 
of Mothvey ”’ (certain premises therein mentioned) 
“to him & his right heirs, after my decease.”’ 
It appeared that testator had two nephews, of the 
name of ‘‘ Morgan Morgan,”’ one of whom resided 
at the village of Mothvey, & the other elsewhere. 
Semble: upon proof of this fact, a latent ambiguity 
was raised, & parol evidence of declarations of 
testator, contemporaneous with the making of the 
will, was admissible to explain that ambiguity.— 
Dor d. MorGAN v. MORGAN (1832), 1 Cr. & M. 235 ; 
3 Tyr. 179; 21. J. Ex. 88; 149 E. R. 387. 


Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Gord v. Needs (1836), 2M. & W. 
129; Doe d. Hiscocks v. Hiscocks (1839), 5 M. & W. 363; 
Charter v. Charter (1871), L. Rh. 2 P. & D. 315. 








oe -}— DoE d. Gorn v. NEEDS, No. 4741, 
post. 
4648. -|— Devise to John A., the grandson 


of T. A., charged with the payment of £100 “ to 
each & every the brothers & sisters of the afore- 
said John.”’ At the time of making the will there 
were two persons named John A., grandsons of 
T. A., one of whom had several brothers & several 
sisters; the other had only one brother & one 
sister :——Held > parol evidence of declarations of 
the devisor, that she had left her property to the 
grandson who had only one brother & sister, were 
admissible to show which grandson should take 
under the devise: & it was no objection to such 
evidence that the declarations were subsequent 
to the making of the will——DokE d. ALLEN v. 
ALLEN (1840), 12 Ad. & Al. 451; 4 Per. & Dav. 
220; 9L.J.Q. B. 3095; 4 Jur. 985: 113 FE. R. 882. 
Annotations :—Consd. Micklethwait v. Micklethwait (1858), 
4C. B. N. 8. 790. Refd. Clayton v. Nugent Lord (1844), 
13 M. & W. 200; Doe d. Hubbard v. Hubbard (1850), 20 
L. J. Q. B. 61; Doe d. Shallcross v. Palmer (1851), 16 
Q. B. 747: Charter v. Charter (1871), L. hk. 2 P. & D. 
315; Re Fletcher, Reading v. Fletcher, [1917] 1 Ch. 339, 
4649. ——.J]—Dork d. TuomMAS v. BEYNON, 
No. 4440, ante. 





4650. o|- JEFFERIES v. MICHELL, No. 4789, 
post. 

4651. ———.]—A_ will containe. the following 
devise: I give & bequeath to my son Hdward 


Fleming all that dwelling-house, ete., now in the 
occupation of my son John, during his natural life, 
& at his death to descend to my grandson Henry 
Fleming, & his heirs. Testator had two grandsons 
nained Lenry; the claimant, who was the son of 
testator’s son Mdward, & deft., who was the son of 
testator’s son John:—Held: there was an 
ambiguity in the will, as to which of the two 
grandsons testator meant to devise the house, & 

arol evidence was admissible to explain it.— 

LEMING v. FLEMING (1862), 1 H. & C. 242; 31 
L. J. Ex. 419; 6L. T. 896; 8 Jur. N.S. 1042; 10 
W. R. 778. 
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46541. Whether evidence admissible. } 
~——Where testatrix in her will named us 


a legateo a nephew who was dead, 
perl evidence was admitted to show 

C. (a) iii. hat another nephew, 

surname & otherwise answering tho 

description in the will, was intended, 
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4652, 
4606, ante. 


-.]—GRANT v. GRANT, No. 4415, ante. 
.|—Re Exty, ToOrrENHAM v. Ety, No. 


iii. Description Applicable to More than One 
Person. 

4654. Whether evidence admissible.|—An am- 
biguitas latens in a will removed by _ parol 
evidence. 5 a 

Testatrix appoint an exor. by the description 
of ‘‘ Lord Sackville,” & ‘‘ Lord George Sackville.” 
It appeared that there were only two persons to 
whom the description could apply, viz., ‘‘ Charles 
Lord Sackville, Duke of Dorset,’ & the ‘‘ Hon. 
George Germain.’ Under the circumstances :— 
Held: the former was the party intended.— 
DoRSET (DUKE) v. HAWARDEN (LORD) (1842), 3 
‘urt. 80; 1 Notes of Cases, 412; 6 Jur. 350; 163 
E. R. 661. 











4655. ———.]—BERNASCONI v. ATKINSON, No. 
4411, ante. 

4656. J—Re FELTHAM’S Wi Trusts, No. 
4691, post. 

4657. .]—Devise ‘‘ to William Marshall, my 


second cousin.’’ Testator had no second cousin 
so named, but he had two first cousins once 
removed, one named William Marshall, the other 
named William John Robert Blandford Marshall : 
—Held: a latent ambiguity, & parol evidence 
admitted to dissolve it.—BENNETT v MARSHALL 
(1856), 2 K. & J. 740; 69 BE. R. 980. 

Annotations :—Apld. Grant v. Grant (1870), L. R. 5 C. P 





380. Distd. Webber v. Corbett (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 515. 
4658. -]—-Testator devised a house to ‘‘ my 
sister M. F. T. D.” We afterwards gave the 


residue of his real & personal property to three 
other persons & ‘‘ my niece M. F. T. D.,’’ equally 
to be divided between them. He had no sister, 
but only a sister-in-law, & no niece bearing exactly 
these names :—Held: (1) extrinsic evidence was 
admissible to explain the ambiguity; (2) the 
evidence of the solr. as to what had been his 
instructions to prepare the will was properly 
rejected ; (3) & the will was, as to this fourth 
share of the residue, void for uncertainty.— 
DRAKE v. DRAKE (1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 172; 29 
L. J. Ch. 850; 3 L. T. 193; 11 E. R. 392, H. L. 


Annotations :—-As to (1) Apld. Farrer v. St. Catherine’s 
College, Cambridge (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 19; Charter v. 
Charter (1874), L. R. 7 H. L. 364; Re Waller, White v. 
Scoles (1899), 47 W. R. 563. 4s to (3) Consd. Charter v. 
Charter (1874), L. Rh. 7 H. L. 364. Generally, Refd. 
Garland v. Beverley (1878), 9 Ch. D. 213. 


4659. -]}—(1) Where a gift is made by a will 
to persons described by their surnames only, ex- 
trinsic evidence is admissible to show what persons 
having such surnames were known to testator, 
& in what respective relations they stood to him. 

(2) Semble: where the number of persons 
entitled to any such surname, & known to testator, 
exceeds the number of legatees of that name, the 
ct. will not look at external evidence of testator’s 
intention, but will determine which of the persons 
are entitled to the gift from: evidence derived from 
the state of the family, & the rest of the will itself. 
-—Re GREGSON’S Trusts (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 504 ; 
4 New Rep. 222; 10 L. 'T. 642; 10 Jur. N.S. 696 5 
12 W. KR. 935; 71 E.R. 5593; on appeal, 2 De G. J. 
& Sm. 428, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Generaliy, Refd. Richardson v. Power (1865), 

19 C. B. N. S. 780; Marriott v. Abell (1869), L. R. 7 Kq. 


af 8; Re Maunder, Maunder v. Maunder, {1902} 2 Ch. 
5. 





& he was held entitled to take the 
legacy.—Re WALKER, [1924] 1D. L. R. 
of the same 719; 53 0. L. R. 480.—CAN. 

4654 ii. ——.)-—M‘ HuGu v. M'HvuaGu, 
(1908) 1 I. R. 155.—IR. 
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Sect. 14.—Admissibility of extrinsic evidence: Sub- 
sect. 8, C. (a) tti., (b), & D. (a).] 

4660. |—Where there is a person corre- 
sponding in name & address, but not in other 
particulars, to the description of the legatee con- 
tained in the will, & another person corresponding 
in every particular except the Christian name, the 
ct. admitted parol evidence to show that the latter 
was the person intended to be benefited. — Re 
ROLAND (1866), 14 W. R. 317. 

4661. -|—Parol evidence, then, is admissible 
to show which of the two was meant. Evidence 
has always been admitted to show which of two 
societies testator knew, & to which of them he 
subscribed. Such evidence is admissible to remove 
an ambiguity, if there has been sufficient ground 
laid to raise an ambiguity, & I am assuming 
against applts. that the Coventry society has 
raised an ambiguity (JAMES, L.J.).—Re KILVERTS 
Trusts (1871), 7 Ch. App. 170; 41 L. J. Ch. 351 ; 
26 L. 'T. 221; 20 W. R. 225, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re Briscoe’s Trusts (1872), 26 L. T. 

149; Fe Fearn's Will (1879), 27 W. R. 392; He Beale, 

Beale v. Ioyal Hospital for [Incurables (1890), 6 'T. LL. R. 


308. Refd. Re Alchin’s Trusts. Hx p. Furley, Hux p. 
Romney (1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 230. 


4662. ——-.]—-Re BRIScoE’s Trusts, No. 4514, 
ante. 

4663. .|—Testator appointed as his extrix. 
‘Georgina Geraldine de Bellin,” but there was 
no person answering to the description. He left 
a granddaughter named ‘‘ Adelaide Geraldine de 
Bellin,’ & a great granddaughter, who was only 
six months old at the date of the execution of the 
will, named ‘“‘ Georgina Geraldine Kate de Bellin” : 
—Held: extrinsic evidence was admissible to 
show whom testator intended to designate by 
the description ‘‘ Georgina Geraldine de Bellin.’’—— 
Inthe Goods of O'REILLY (1873), 43 L. I. P. & M25 ; 
29 L. T. 546; 38 J. P. 243; 22 W. R. 224. 

















4664. |}—SHERRATT v. MOUNTFORD, No. 
4586, ante. 

4665. --—-.,—CHARTER v. CHARTER, No. 4432, 
ante. 

4666. —---.|—Testator left a legacy to the 


children of his daughter by any husband other 
thau Thomas Fisher, of Bridge Street, Bath. 
There was a Thomas Fisher, of Bridge Street, 
Bath, who was a married man. There was also 
a Henry Tom Fisher, son of the above, who some- 
times lived with his father :—//eld : although Mr. 
Thomas Fisher answered the description, & his 
son's name was not Thomas but Tom, parol 
evidence of the above circumstances might be 
admitted to show which was intended.—fe 
WOLVERTON, MORTGAGED EsTaTEs (1877), 7 
Ch. D. 197; sub nom. Re Woouverton Mort- 
GAGED Estates, 47 L. J. Ch. 127; 37 L. T. 573; 
26 W. R. 138. 
Annotation :—Consd. In the Goods of Ashton, [1892] P. 83 
4667. -|—Testator appointed William McC. 
of Canonbury, an exor. ‘The only persons at all 
answering the description were Thomas McC. & 
William Abraham McC, :-—Held: parol evidence 
was admissible to prove which person was intended 
by testator.—In the Gouds of BRAKT (1881), 6 
P. D. 217; 50 L. J. P. 48; 45 1. T. 191; 29 
W. R. 744. 
Annotation :-—Folld. In the Goods of Chappell, [1894] P. 98. 








46868. -|—Re BEALL, BEALE v. ROYAL 
ihe laa FOR INCURABLES (1890), 6 T. L. R. 308, 
4669. ———.|—-In the Estale of BOWMAN, BOWMAN 
v. BOWMAN (1891), 8 'T. I. R. 117; 36 Sol. Jo. 110. 
4670. ——--.]-—Where testator appointed, as one 


of his exors. & trustees, ‘‘ Robert Taylor, of 
Warmley Hill, in the parish of Bitton, boot- 


WILLS. 


maker,”’ & there was no Robert Taylor living at 
Warmley Hill in the parish of Bitton, but there 
was a James Alfred Taylor, bootmaker, living 
there, & it appeared that Robert Britton Taylor, 
his brother, also a bootmaker, lived at Ilanham, 
in the same parish :—Held: (1) extrinsic evidence 
might be received to show that ‘‘ James Alfred 
Taylor, of Warmley Hill’’ was a friend of testator, 
&, that testator had little acquaintance with 
‘* Robert Britton Taylor of Hanham ”’ ; (2) semble : 
evidence of declarations by testator which tended 
to show that he intended James Alfred Taylor, & 
not Robert Britton Taylor, to be his exor. was 
inadmissible.—IJn the Goods of CHAPPELL, [1894] 
P.98; 681L. J. P.95; 70 L. T. 245; 6 R. 576. 
4671. -|—Where the meaning of a will is 
neither ambiguous nor obscure, & a gift or appoint- 
ment of exor. in it is on the face of the document 
perfect & intelligible, but from circumstances 
admitted in proof an ambiguity arises as to which 
of two or more persons, each answering the descrip- 
tion, is intended, parol evidence is adimissible in 
explanation. A complete blank in a will cannot 
be filled up in this way, but parol evidence may be 
resorted to in order to explain, with reference to 
a partial blank, words which of themselves have 
a reasonable meaning. The words in a will ‘‘ my 
granddaughter ’”’ followed by a blank, in the 
description of a legatee & extrix., in a case where 
testatrix had in fact three granddaughters, 
explained by evidence dehors of intention.-—Jn 
the £state of Hussuck, [1905] P. 120; 741. J. P. 
58; 92 L. T. 665; 64 WLR. 16; 21 T. L. RB. 383. 





4672. ——-.| —-FRe BATEMAN, WALLACE vu. 
MAWDSLEY, No. 4775, post. 
4678. ——--.|—T'estator devised real property 


to John William H., the son of Israel] H. The 
said Israe] H. had a son named John William I1., 
who died in 1874 when ten days old, & seventeen 
years before the date of the will; he had another 
son, deft. John Robert H., who was born in 1878 : 
—Held: extrinsic evidence was admissible to 
show whom testator intended to benefit. 

There is a piece of testimony which, under the 
decision in Re Blackman, No. 4710, post, I hold to 
be admissible, to the effect that on one occasion 
when shooting over the property with the boy, 
testator told him that the land would altimiatels 
belong to him (EvE, J.).—/te HALSTON, EWEN v. 
HALSTON, [1912} 1 Ch. 435; 81 L. J. Ch. 265 ; 
106 L. T. 182; 56 Sol. Jo. 31i. 

4674. —-—.|—Testatrix gave her residuary 
estate to be divided between her brother W., “ his 
wife & their daughter.” The brother & his wife 
had in fact several daughters, but it appeared that 
testatrix had been on terms of special intimacy 
with one of them, P., & had by a previous will given 
to her one-half of the residuary estate :—Held : 
evidence both of the special intimacy existing 
between testatrix & P. & of the terms of the 
previous will was admissible to show which 
daughter of W. was intended.-—Re JEFFERY, 
NUSSEY v. JEFFERY, [1014] 1 Ch. 375; 83 L. J. Ch. 
261; 110 L. T. 11; 58 Sol. Jo. 120. 

4675. ——-.|---Re RAVEN, SPENCER v, NATIONAL 
ASSOCN. FOR PREVENTION OF CONSUMPTION & 
OTHER ForRMS OF TUBERCULOSIS, No. 4781, post. 

4676. .|—Testatrix gave ‘‘ No. 83 Cam- 
bridge Road to my great nephew Frederick 
Johnson.’’? In an earlier part of her will she 
had given another house “to my great nephew 
Richard Johnson.” She had no relations of the 
name of ‘‘ Johnsorf,’” but had a niece Elizabeth 
Johnstone, who had three sons, Robert William 
Johnstone, Joseph Francomb Johnstone, known 
as ‘‘ Frank,” & Richard Johnstone :—Held : 
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extrinsic evidence was admissible to show the 
intention of testatrix that Joseph Francomb 
Johnstone was the person to take No. 83, Cam- 
bridge Road.—Re Ray, CANT v. JOHNSTONE. [1916] 
1 Ch. 461; 85 L. J. Ch. 781; 114 L. 'T. 688. 


(b) Identification of Property. 

4677. Whether evidence admissible.]|—MILLER 
v. TRAVERS, No. 4559, ante. 

4678. -|—(1) A reference in a_ will to 
extrinsic facts as part of the description of the 
subject devised, does not, if such fact when proved, 
raise no ambiguity, authorise the entering into 
extrinsic evidence as to the intentions of testator. 

(2) Evidence is offered to show from extrinsic 
circumstances that there is an ambiguity in the 
devise, & almost any evidence would be admissible 
for that purpose (DENMAN, C.J.). 

(3) All facts relating to the subject matter & 
object of the devise, such as that it was or was not 
in the possession of testator, the mode of acquiring 
it, the local situation, & the distribution of the 
property are admissible to aid in ascertaining what 
is meant by the words used in the will (PARKE, J.). 
—Dor d. TEMPLEMAN v. MARTIN (1833), 4 B. & Ad. 
771; 1 Nev. & M. K. B. 512; 110 E. R. 645. 


Annotations :--As to (1) Refd. Hicks v. Sallitt (1853), 23 
L. J. Ch. 571; Webber v. Stanley (1864), 16 C. B. N.S. 
G98. As to (3) Refd. Dve d. Hubbard v. Hubbard (1850), 
15 Q. B. 227. Generally, Refd. Hart v. Tulk, Tulk v. Hart 
(1852), 22 L. J. Ch. 649: J2e Grainger, Dawson v. Higgins, 
[1900] 2 Ch. 756. 





Zz 





ie —.]--IMGGIns v. Dawson, No. 8672, 
ante. 
4680. .|—Re GLASSINGTON, GLASSINGTON v. 





FouuetTT, No. 4538, ante. 

4681. —- ~ Description applicable to more than 
se property.|~—RICHARDSON v. WATSON, No. 4396, 
ante. 

4682, --—-- -——.|—I am of opinion that any 
declaration of testator indicating that he spoke 
of his copyhold premises by the description of the 
two cottages with their appurtenances was 
admissible, & the evidence showing two subjects 
to which the description is applicable & so creating 
an ambiguity (HRLE, J.).—Dor d. WUBBARD v. 
Hupbparp (1850), 15 Q. B. 227; 20 L. J. Q. B. 
HH ; 189L. 7.0.8. 411; 14 Jur. 1110; 117K. R. 

5. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Doe ad. Campton v. Carpenter (1850), 

a Q. KB. 181. Refd. Horwood v. Griffith (1853), 2 W. R. 





4683, ---— -—---.]-—CHARTER v. CHARTER, No. 
4432. ante. 

4684. —- Indefinite description.|—Testatrix, 
who in fact had accounts at seven banks, 


bequeathed her balance at ‘the said bank” to 
w specific legatee. No bank was named in the 
probate :--Held: (1) in order to ascertain what 
bank was intended the ct. was entitled to look at 
the original will, in which a clause, immediately 
preceding the specific bequest & containing the 
name of the bank, had been formally crased for 
ulterior purposes, & the erasure could be read for 
this purpose; (2) in the alternative, this was a 
case of latent ambiguity giving rise to an equivoca- 
tion so that the original will with its erasure was 
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as to the 


4677 i. Whether evidence admissible. ] 
-~Testator reserved from a power to 
lease, contained in his will, a portion 


Pas : . , 4677 ii. 
of his property, known as ‘ Graham’s 10N.Z.L.R. 


in accordance with extrinsic evidence 
boundaries 
intended to be reserved.— MCMURKAY 
» DiLworrn, Je 

N. Z. L. R. 125.—N.Z 
——.J—Isaac v. SCHULTZE, 
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also admissible as direct evidence of testatrix’s 
intention.—Re BATTIE-WRIGHTSON, CECIL  v. 
BATTIE-WRIGHTSON, [1920]2 Ch. 330; 89 L. J. Ch. 
ae ; 124 L. T. 84; 36 'T. L. BR. 693; 64 Sol. Jo. 
Jv 7 

Distinction between identification of property & 
identification of person.]|—See No. 4638, ante. 


D. Evidence to Correct Mistake. 
(a) Identification of Persons. 

4685. Whether evidence admissible—Mistake in 
name.|—Parol evidence admitted to ascertain the 
person testator intended should take a legacy.— 
Hopa@son v. Hircu (1704), Prec. Ch. 220; 24 
E. R. 112. 

4686. —— Christian name.| —- ANON. 
(1723), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 415; 22 H. R. 353. 

4687 -J}—ULRICH v. LITCHFIELD, 

















No. 4642, ante. 

4688. -.|— P. having two 
daughters, named Selina & Mary Ann, ; 
bequeathed a legacy to Selinia Still, daughter of P. 
There was evidence to show that Selina was the 
person meant; but the other daughter being an 
infant, a reference was directed to the master to 
inquire who was the legatee intended by the 
description in the will.—STILL v. Hosre (1821), 
6 Madd. 192; 56 E. R. 1065. 


Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Hiscocks v. Hiscocks (1839), 
5M. & W. 363 ; Charter v. Charter (1871), L. RW. 2 P. & D. 
315. 


4689. .|}—Testator devised an 
estate in Jamaica to trustees upon trust, so long as 
Robert B., the second son of his daughter E. B. 
should be under the age of twenty-one years, to 
pay & apply £150 per annum out of the rents & 
profits for his maintenance & cducation, & subject 
thereto upon various other trusts, in favour of his 
daughter E. B., & his said grandson Robert B. ; 
&, subject to all those trusts, in trust for the said 
Robert B. for life, with remainder to his first & 
other sons in tail male, with remainder in moieties 
in favour of H. C. & HR. C., the second & third sons 
of his daughter I. C., & their issue. Testator also 
devised his estate in England in trust for his said 
daughter EK. B., for life, with remainder to his said 
grandson Robert B. for life, with remainder to his 
first & other sons in tail male, with remainder to 
the third, fourth, fifth, & every other son of the 
said EK. B., severally & successively in tail male, 
with remainder to testator’s right heirs. E. B. 
had no second son named Robert. The name of 
her eldest son was Robert, & that of her second 
son IIenry. Under the circumstances :—Held: 
this was a mistake in the name, & not in the 
description of the devisee; & consequently, 
Henry, & not Robert, was entitled to take under 
these devises ; & parol evidence was admitted to 
explain the ambiguity.— BRADSHAW v. BRADSHAW 
(1836), 2 Y. & C. Ex. 72; GL. J. Ex. Eq. 1; 160 
E. R. 316. 


Annotations :-- Expld. Doe d. Hiscocks v. Hiscocks (1839), 
5 M. & W. 363. Consd. Gillett vr. Gane (1870), L. R. 10 
Fq. 29. Refd. Bernasconi v. Atkinson (1853), 10 Hare, 
345; Charter v. Charter (1874), L. R. 7 H. L. 3864; Gar- 
land v. Boverley (1878), 9 Ch. D. 213. 











show which thing was intended to be 
tho subject of the bequest.—Re Du 
PREEZ’S WILL, [1904] T. 8. 826.— 
DiLworRTH, 22 = S. AF. 


PART XVI. aa 33 SUB-SECT. 8.— 
- (a). 


of the land 


Hill,” containing not less than 25 acres, 707.—N.Z. ; —_ 

‘as per an or traciug annexed 4681i. —— Description applicable to 4685i. IWhether evidence admissible— 
hereto.”’ o plan was annexed to the more than one property.;—Where there Mistake in name.}—Where a will had 
will, nor could any plan be found:— are more than one thing answering been duly executed but by mistake the 
Held: this omission in the will could the description used by testator body of the document purported to be 


be supplied by survey plan, prepared 


extrinsic evidence 


is adnussible to tho will of a person with a similar but 
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Sect. 14.-—Admissibility of extrinsic evidence : 
sect. 8, D. (a) & (b), & E. (a).] 


4690. -|—Mostyn v. MOSTYN 
(1854), 5 H. L. Cas. 155; 23 L. J. Ch. 925; 24 
L. T. O. 8.175; 10 I. R. 857, H. L. 

4691. —— ——.]—A bequest to T. T. of 
R. There was a J. T. of R., a nephew of testatrix, 
& his brother, named T. T., who was not ot R. :— 
Held: (1) T. T. might adduce extrinsic evidence to 
show that he was in some sense rightly described 
as of R.; (2) J. T. might bring evidence to show 
that there was a mistake in the name of the 
legatee ; & (3) a prior will being produced, made 
three years before, in which the testatrix gave a 
legacy to T. T’.. of R., surgeon, which was the 
profession of J. T., was held to be conclusive evi- 
dence in his favour, as it was not shown that 
testatrix had discovered her mistake as to the name 
before she made her last will—Re FELTHAM’S 
WILL Trusts (1855), 1 K. & J. 528; 69 BE. R. 568. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Folld. Re Noble’s Trusts (1870), 
JR W. R. 881. As to (2) Folld. Re Noble’s Trusts (1870), 
18 W. R. 881. As to (3) Consd. Re Waller, White v. 
Scoles (1898), 68 L. J. Ch. 107. Apld. Jte Ofner, Samuel 
wv. Ofner, [1909] 1 Ch. 60. Generally, Refd. fe Bleckly, 
Sidebotham v. Bleckly, [1920] 1 Ch. 450. 


4692. .|—Testator bequeathed 
£4,000 in trust for his brother for life, & after his 
decease upon trust to pay or divide the principal 
sum unto or equally between the child or children 
of the brother living at his decease except T., 
his eldest son, & the issue then living of any, except 
the said T., then dead, such issue taking their 
parent’s share only. It was shown by parol 
evidence, that T. was the youngest son of testator’s 
brother at his decease; & that, to testator’s 
knowledge, when he made his will the eldest son 
of his brother was possessed of a large fortune, 
while the youngest & other children were un- 
provided for :—Held: the eldest son, & not T., 
was the son intended to be excepted.— HODGSON 
v. CLARKE (1860), 1 De G. F. & J. 394; 45 E.R. 
412,L.C. & L. JJ. 

Annotation :-—Consd. Re Gregory’s Settlement (1865), 6 


New Hep. 282. 
-|— Testator appointed as 

















4693. 
one of his exors. Francis Courtenay Thorpe, of 
Hfampton, gentleman. There was living a youth 
of twelve years of age to whom the name & 
description applied. The ct. refused to admit 
evidence to show that testator intended the 
father of the youth, whose name was Francis 
Corbet Thorpe.—Jn the Goods of PEEL (1870), L. R. 
2P.& D.46; 39L.J3.P.&M. 36; 22 L. T. 417; 
=. P. ater ‘ 

nnotation :-—Reld. Fe , : y 

Getta Le ue se renee Mortgaged Estates 

4694. —-— .J—CHARTER v. CHARTER, 
No. 4432, ante. 

Ea 


OFNER, No. 4437, ante. 
Surname.|-—Ubricn v. LItcH- 

FIELD, No. 4642, ante. 
4697. -.]—-(1) Testator made a 
will & two codicils, by none of which he gave 














Re OFNER, SAMUEL v. 





not identical name; evidence was 
admitted to prove the identity of 
testator & on satisfactory proof the ct. 
ordered the tmnaster to accept the will 
an valid.—ZEEMAN’S EXECUTORS v. 
MASTER OF THE SUPREME COURT, 12 
S.C. 472.—S. AF. 


PART XVI. eon 1B SUB-SECT. 8.— 
- (b). 


simple.’’ 


south-east ; 


quarter :—Held: 


4700 i. Whether evidence admissible. ) 
—Tecstator by his will devised as 
follows: ‘I devise the south-west CAN. 
quarter of lot. 5, con. 2 of Westminster, 
containing fifty acres, more or Icss, to 


H. P. S., his heira & assigns, in feo 
The evidence showed that 
testator did not own the south-west 
quarter of the lot, but did own the 
that he & devisees had 
lived on it for man 
did not own any other 
except the fifty acres o 
evidence was ad- 
missible to explain the error, & cause did 
the will to operate on the south-cast 
quarter.—Re SHAVER, 6 O. R. 312.— 


4700ii. ——-—-.]— WRIGHT v. COLLINGS, 
16 O. R. 182.—CAN. 


WILLS. 


anything to St. C.’s College, & many years after- 

wards he made another codicil, describing it as 

a codicil to his last will; &, thereby, after reciting 

that by his said will he had bequeathed £1,000 

to St. C.’s College, he confirmed the said bequest, 

but in all other respects he revoked his said will ;5 

& he gave to St. C.’s College (in addition to the 

bequest of £1,000) a sum of £5,000, & appointed 

exors. of his said will & codicil :—Held : under the 
last codicil St. C.’s College was entitled to a legacy 
of £6,000 in the whole. | 

(2) Testator by his will gave legacies of £25 
each to the Rev. J. B., the Rev. N. L., & the Rev. 

J. D. OC. W., described as curates of a particular 

church. At the date of the will & the death of 

testator, the Rev. J. B., the Rev. N. L., & the Rev. 

W. C. B. were curates of the church: there never 

had been any curate of that church named W., but 

there was a clergyman of that church whose 

initials were J. D. C. :—Held: the Rev. J _D. Cc. W. 

was entitled to the legacy, & extrinsic evidence of 

testator’s intention was inadmissible.—FARRER v. 

St. CATHARINE’s COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE (1873), 

L. R. 16 Eq. 19; 42 L. J. Ch. 809; 28 L. T. 800 ; 

21 W. R. 643. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Burton v. Newbory (1875), 1 
Ch. D. 234: Green v. Tribe (1878), 9 Ch. D. 231: Re 
Love, Green v. Tribe (1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 783 ; Follett v. 
Pettman (1883), 23 Ch. D. 337; Ite Yates, Singleton v. 
Povah (1922), 128 L. T. 619. Generally, Mentd. fe 
Turnbull, Skipper v. Wade, [1905] 1 Ch. 726. 

4698. __--- Christian name & surname.| 
Legatee’s both Christian & surnames mistaken, yet 
the legacy is good. 

The name, & not the person is mistaken; & 
it is very material that here is no such person as 
Catharine Earnley claiming this legacy, which, 
together with the proofs of testator’s having a 
very low voice, when he made the will, & of his 
having usually called pltf. Gatty instead of 
Gertrude, & often declared he would do well for 
her, is sufficient to entitle pltf. to this legacy 
(JEKYLL, M.R.).—BrAUMONT v. FELL (1723), 2 
P. Wms. 141; 24 E. R. 678. 

Annotations :—Consd. Thomas v. Thomas (1796), 6 Term 
Rep. 671; Beachcroft ». Beachcroft (1816), 1 Madd. 430, 
Expld. Doe d. Hiscocks ». Hiscocks (1839), 5 M. & W. 363. 
Dbtd. Mostyn v. Mostyn (1854), 6 H. L. Cas. 155. Consd. 
Ackworth v. Benton (1870), 22 L. T. 776; Grant v. Grant 
(1870), L. R. 5 C. P. 380. Refd. Dore v. Geary (1749), 
1 Wils. 247: Walpole v. Cholmondeley (1797), 7 Term Rep. 
138: Doe d. Chichester ». Oxenden (1810), 3 Taunt. 147; 
Douglas v. Fellows (1853), Kay, 114. 

4699. - Name of charity.]—BRITISH 
YWiomME & HospiIraL FOR INCURABLES v. ROYAL 
HospITAL FOR INCURABLES, No. 4826, post. 


(b) Identification of Property. 

4700. Whether evidence admissible.|—(1) Devise 
of land not to be explained by parol proof touching 
the declaration of testator, or the instructions given 
by testator for the making his will. 

(2) Parol proof shall be admitted to explain a 
surrender of copyhold land, to show a mistake 
either in the land or uses.---TOWERS v. MOOR 
(1689), 2 Vern. 98; 23 BE. R. 673. 

Annotation :—As to (1) Apld. Goodtitle d. Holford v. Otway 
(1795), 2 Hy. BI. 516. ; 














4700 iii. -——-.]—-CAMPBELL v. CAMP- 
BELL (1856), 14 U. C. . 17.—CAN. 

4700 iv. seed oe tho following 
will: ‘‘ Know ye, that I, A. B., do 
bequeath all & every part of my real 
property situated in the township of 

. via, north half 26, sixth con- 
cession,’’ etc. :—Jleld : parol] evidence 
was permissible to show that testator 
not own 26, but 22 in the sixth 
concession of II., & (it appearing upon 
such evidence that lot 26 had been 
inserted by mistake for lot 22), lot 22 
would pass under the will.—-Dor d. 
LOWRY v. GRaNT, 7 U. C. R. 125.—CAN. 





years, & that he 
art of the lot, 
the south-east 


Part XVI.—CONSTRUCTION. 


4701. -]—Where testator gives stock stand- 
ing in his name, & has no stock in his name, but has 
stock in the name of trustees, parol evidence is ad- 
missible of the mistake.—HEWSON v. REED, GART- 
SIDE v. REED (1820), 5 Madd. 451; 56 HK. R. 968. 

4702. ———.]—-MILLER v. TRAVERS, No. 4559, ante. 

4708. Property ceasing to conform to 
description in will.]|—Testator gave a sum, part 
of his 4 per cent. bank annuities, to his wife for 
life, & after her decease to several relations. 
Evidence was admitted, that he had no such stock 
at the date of the will, having previously sold it 
all, & invested the produce in long annuities, & 
to show the cause of the mistake; & the legacies 
were established.—SELWwoop v. MILDMAY (1797), 
3 Ves. 306; 30 B. R. 1025. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Boys v. Williams (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 
689. Expld. Miller v. Travors (1832), 8 Bing. 244. 
Doe d. Hiscocks v. Hiscocks (1839), 5 M. & W. 363. 
Lindgren v. Lindgren (1846), 9 Beav. 358. 
Gordon v. Duff (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 662. . 
Aston v. Wood (1874), 22 W. R. 893. Consd. Re Smith, 
Smith v. Johnson (1904), 20 T. L. R. 287. Refd. Smith v. 
Doe d. Jersey (1821), 2 Brod. & es ee Colpoys v. 
Colpoys (1882), Jac. 451; King v. right (1845), 14 
Sim. 400; Re Bennett & Glave, Fx p. Kirk (1877), 25 
W. R. 598. Mentd. Joel v. Harvey (1857), 29 L. T. O. S, 
pee Re Atkinson, Waller v. Atkinson (1899), 47 W. R. 


4704. -]—-In 1843 testatrix made 
several bequests to the amount of £1,000, ‘‘ of the 
stock 3 per cent. Consols, then standing in her 
name in the books of the Bank of England.’’ 
‘Testatrix died in the same year, & had not at the 
date of the will, or at her death, any stock what- 
ever standing in the bank books. It appeared, 
however, from extrinsic evidence, that in 1840 
she had had a sum of £1,000 bank annuities stand- 
ing in her name, which she sold out & lent to A., 
he paying her, down to her death, a sum equal to 
the dividends :—Held: extrinsic evidence was 
admissible to prove how the mistake in description 
arose.—LINDGREN v7. LINDGREN (1846), 90 Beav. 
398; 16 L. J. Ch. 128: 10 Jur. 674; 50 6B. R. 381. 
Annotations :-- Consd. Goodlad v. Burnett (1855), 1 K. & J. 

34 Expld. Gordon v. Duff (1861), 3 Do G. F. & J. 662. 


Consd. Re Smith, Smith v. Johnson (1904), 20 T. L. RB. 
287. Refd. Re Bennett & Glave, Ex p. Kirk (1877), 25 


W. RR. 598. 

4705. -|—By his will made in 1902 
testator bequeathed to his daughter ‘“ all my 
consolidated ordinary stock in the Midland Ry. 
Co.,’”’ & in the same will he bequeathed ‘ all my 
preferred & deferred ordinary stock in the Midland 
Ry., but not my consolidated ordinary stock in 
such co., to my trustees upon trust ’’ as therein 
mentioned. Testator, at the date of his will & 
at the time of his death, held 24 per cent. perpetual 
preference stock & preferred & deferred converted 
ordinary stock in the co. He had before 1897 
held 4 per cent. preference stock & ordinary stock 
inthe co. By a private Act in 1897 the preference 
stock was converted into 24 per cent. preference 
stock, & the ordinary stock into preferred & 
deferred converted ordinary stocks. Evidence 
of former wills made by testator was admitted to 
explain the mistake in the description of the 
subject-matter of the gift.—_-Re SMITH, SMITH v. 
JOHNSON (1904), 20 T. Ju. R. 287. 

4708. -|—By her will made in 1902 
testatrix bequeathed ‘‘all my shares in the 
Wensleydale & Swaledale Banking Co.’ No 
such co. had ever existed, but down to 1899 there 
had existed a co. known as the Swaledale & 




















PART XVI. SECT. 14, SUB-SECT. 8.— 
E. (a). 

47071. Whether evidence admissible. } 

—Re O'MARA, O'MARA v. O’MARA 

(1909), 10 S. R. N. S. W. 67; 26 


4707 ii. 





N.S. W. W. N. 185.—AUS. 

-]—When there are words 
of description in a will, every one of 
which is, upon ordinary principles of 
construction, applicable to two persons, 
& to two persons only, extrinsic evi- 
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Wensleydale Banking Co., in which testatrix had 
long held twenty-five shares. This banking co. 
was in 1899 amalgamated with Barclay & Co., 
& testatrix received twenty-five shares in that co. 
in exchange for her shares in the Swaledale & 
Wensleydale Bank. The shares in Barclay & Co. 
were retained by testatrix, who had no other bank 
shares, down to her death in 1906 :—Held: evi- 
dence was admissible to show what had been the 
dealing of testatrix with the subject-matter of the 
bequest at a date antecedent to the will & to show 
that the shares in Barclay & Co. represented the 
shares in the Swaledale & Wensleydale Banking 
Co., which were referred to by her as shares in the 
Wensleydale & Swaledale Banking Co.—Re 
JAMESON, KING v. WINN, [1908] 2 Ch. 1113; 77 
L. J. Ch. 729; 98 L. T. 745. 


E, Evidence to Correct Misdescription. 
(a) Identification of Persons. 


4707. Whether evidence admissible.]—Legacy 
to ‘‘ James son of Thomas A.’’ There was no 
person of that description; but there was a 
‘* Thomas, son of James A.”’ The ct. will not 
receive evidence to show that this was a mistake 
in the description.—ANDREws v. DOBSON (1788), 
1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 425; 29 E. R. 1232. 

4708. .|——Devise to H. D. for life, with 
remainder to the first son of C. D. in tail male, & 
in default of issue to his second son in tail male, 
& in default of his issue to the third, fourth, fifth, 
& sixth sons, in tail male, severally & successively, 
in remainder, one after another, in order & course 
as they respectively should be in seniority of age 
& priority of birth; the several & respective heirs 
male of all & every son, every elder of such sons & 
his heirs male being preferred to & to take before 
the younger; & in default of such issue, then to 
the first, second, third, fourth & all, etc., the 
daughters of C. D. & their issue, severally, suc- 
cessively, & in remainder, etc., as in the limitation 
to the sons, the elder being always preferred to & 
to take before the younger; & in default of any 
such issue, then to G. H., the eldest son of T. H., 
of Nottingham, for life, with limitation to his 
first & other sons & daughters similar to those to 
the children of C. D.; & in default of such issue, 
to S. H., second son of T. H., of Nottingham, for 
life, with precisely the same limitations to his 
first & other sons & daughters as in the preceding ; 
& in default of such issue, to J. H., the third son 
of T. H., of Nottingham, for life; with remainder 
to his children, as in the preceding limitations. 
S. H. was in fact the third & J. H. the second 
son of T. H. of Nottingham :—Held: evidence of 
the state of testator’s family, & other circum- 
stances, was admissible to show whether he had 
mistaken the name of the devisee or not; &, 
upon such evidence being given, it became a 
question of fact for the Jury, whether the mistake 
was in the name or in the description.— DoE d. LE 
CHEVALIER v. HUTHWAITE (1820), 3 B. & Ald. 
632; 106 E. R. 792. 

Annotations eye Doe d. Hiscocks v. Hiscocks (1839), 
5 M. & W. 363. Consd. Camoys v. Blundell (1848), 1 
H. L. Cas. 778. Distd. Adams v. Jones (1852), 21 lL. J. Che 
352. Consd. Bernasconi v. Atkinson (1853), 10 Hare, 
345. Apld. Re Feltham’'s Trusts (1855), 1 K. & J. 528. 

Distd. Gillett v. Gane (1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 29. Consd. 

Charter v. Charter (1874), L. R. 7 H. L. 3643 Re Waller, 


White v. Scoles (1898), 68 L. J. Ch. 107. Refd. Thomson 
& Baxter v. Hempenstall (1849), 1 Rob. Eccl. 783. 





dence is not admissible to show that 
other persons to whom the greater 
part of the description is totally in- 
applicable, were intended to take.— 
Re MILLAR, BARNARD v. MAHONEY, 17 
N. 4. L. R. 160.—N.Z. 
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Sect. 14.— Admissibility of extrinsic evidence: Sub 

sect. 8, FE. (a) & (b), F., G. (a) & (Bb) ww 

4709. -|—Testator devised an estate to 
‘* Elizabeth Abbott, a natural daughter of Bliza- 
beth Abbott, of G., single woman, & who formerly 
lived in his service,”’ for life, with remainder to her 
children. At the date of the will, there was no 

erson answering this description; for though 
Ylizabeth Abbott, who had formerly lived in his 
service, had a natural child, yet it was a son & not 

a daughter, & was named John & not Elizabeth ; 

besides this, Flizabeth herself was not then a single 

woman, but had married one Caddy, & had a 

legitimate daughter Margaret. John Abbott being 

dead, the property was claimed, first, by pltf., on 
the ground that the gift was void for uncertainty ; 
secondly, by the children of John Abbott; & 
thirdly, by Margaret; but the ct. held, under the 
circumstances, that the children of John Abbott 

were entitled.—Ryatt. v. HANNAM (1847), 10 

Beav. 536; 161. J. Ch. 491; 10L. T. O. S. 126; 

11 Jur. 761; 50 EF. R. 688. 

Annotations :—Consd. Bernasconi v. Atkinson (1853), 10 
Hare, 345. Apld. Re Rickit’s Trusts (1859): 11 Hare, 299. 
Refd. Mostyn v. Mostyn (1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 678. 

4710. —-——.]— Erroneous description of a legatee 
rejected upon extrinsic evidence.-- Re BLACKMAN 
(1852), 16 Beav. 877; 51 EB. R. 824. 

Na AMG: Re Halston, Ewen v. Halston, [1912] 


4711. —-~—.J—A beyuest to ‘‘ The Carey Street 
Infirmary ”’ :--Held: upon extrinsic evidence, a 
gift to the Carey Street Dispensary. — K1na’s 
COLLEGE HOSPITAL v. WHEILDON (1854), 18 Beav. 
30; 28L. J. Ch. 587; 2 W. R. 202; 52 E.R. 12. 

4712. .|\—Testator gave legacies to ‘‘ my 
niece Flizabeth S.”’. When he made his will he 
had a great-great niece named Elizabeth Jane S. 
who was known to him, & there was not then any 
other person at all answering the description. 
He formerly had had a niece with whom he was 
intimate, & to whom he had by a former will 
made precisely the same bequests as those in 
question, but when he made his last will he 
knew that she had been dead some time :—Held: 
Elizabeth Jane S. was entitled to the legacies.— 
STRINGER v. GARDINER (1859), 4 De G. & J. 468; 
33 L. T. O. S. 295; 7 W. 1. 602; 45 EF. R. 182, 
LC. & L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Refd. Carey v. Cuthbert (1873), 22 W. R. 
249; Re Waller, White v. Scoles (1899), 68 L. J. Ch. 526. 


4713. -|— Where there is a mistake both in 
the name & description of a legatee, extrinsic 
evidence is not admissible for the purpose of show- 
ing testator’s intention.—ACKWORTH 17. BENTON 
(1870), 22 I. VT. 7763; sub nom. ACWORTH vv, 
BENTON, 18 W. BR. 988. 

4714. .|—Testator devised & bequeathed 
his real & personal estate to trustces absolutely, 
upon trust as to one moiety of the personaltv, to 
pay & divide the residue equally between & 
amongst his nephew John & his niece Hannah 
(whom he described as the children of his late 
brother Joseph), ‘‘& all & every the children 
of my late nephew Mark Ingle, & my niece Eliza 
Wheelwright,’’ share & share alike. He then 
desired his trustees to stand possessed of a moiety 
of the proceeds of the sale of his realty, upon 
trust to divide the same, as before mentioned. 
In a codicil, testator referred to the ‘‘ legacy left 











PART XVI. oe 183 SUB-SECT. 8.— under Quieting 


47163. Whether evidence admissible. } 
—CHARLES v. KENDALL (1878), 1 
N. S. W. 8. C. R. ON. 8. (Eg.) 1.— 
AUS. 

4716 ii. ——.]—- Where petitioner 


Claimed :—Held : 
a title b 
in the will.—Re 


Titles Act claimed 
title as devisee of certain land, but the 
description of the land in the will was 
different to that of tho land which he 


showin 


WILLS. 


& apportioned to my niece Eliza.’’ Some years 
before the date of the will a brother of testator, 
named Mark, had died, leaving three sons, the two 
petitioners, & a third son, named Mark. The 
evidence showed that, at testator’s death, the 
nephew Mark, who had had a son born to him in 
England, & had emigrated to America, where he 
had another child, was still living; also, that 
testator knew of the birth in England of the child 
of Mark, & of his emigration to America, & that 
from some circumstances he, testator, had, shortly 
before the date of the will, been led to ity 9 a that 
Mark might be dead :—-Held: (1) by the words 
‘“my late nephew Mark,’’ testator meant his 
(living) nephew Mark, & not his late brother 
Mark, & there being only one living person answer- 
ing to the name of Mark Ingle, this was not a case 
of equivocation, & evidence of intention was not 
admissible. 

(2) Evidence of the state of his family & of 
surrounding circumstances was admissible. 

(3) Of all the cases which come before the ct. 
for its decision, none can be more embarrassing & 
more unsatisfactory that those which arise upon 
the construction of wills. The ct. has no real guide 
to enable it to arrive at a conclusion. The only 
things which can be called guides are certain rules 
which the ct. has laid down, & which may be 
extracted from the decisions. Beyond that, the 
decisions are not of the slightest use (Stn JAMES 
Bacon, V.-C.).—Re INGLE’s Trusts (1871), L. R. 
11 Kg. 578; 40 L. J. Ch. 810; 24 L. T. 815; 19 
W. RR. 676. 

4715. -.|—Re WALLER, WHITE v. SCOLKES, 
No. 4832, post. 


(b) Identificution of Property. 

4716. Whether evidence admissible.]—-11 is 
perfectly certain that if all the terms of de- 
scription fit some particular property, you can- 
not enlarge them by extrinsic evidence so as 
to include anything which any part of those 
terms does not accurately fit. On the other 
hand, if the words of description when ex- 
amined do not fit with accuracy, & if there must 
be somne modification of some part of them in order 
tu place a sensible construction on the will, then 
the whole thing must be looked at fairly in order 
to see what are the leading words of description, 
& what is the subordinate matter, & for this 
purpose evidence of extrinsic facts may be regarded 
(LORD SELBORNE, C.).—-HARDWICK v. TIARDWICK 
(1873), L. R. 16 Iq. 168; 42 L. J. Ch. 636; 21 
W. RR. 719. 

Annotations :--Consd. Whitfield v. Langdale ( $75),1 Cb. D. 
61. Apld. Re Bright-Sniuth, Bright-Smith vv. Bright- 
Smith F886), 31 Ch. D. 314. Oonsd. 7te Brockett, Dawes 
v. Miller, [1908] 1 Ch. 186. Refd. Keogh v. Keogh (1874), 
22 W. RR. 508. 

4717. |}— Re Bricur-Smirn, 
SpotH v. BRiGHT-SMITH, No. 3820, ante. 

4718, —-—-.]—IRe VieaR, VEAR v. VEAR, No. 4764, 


post. 
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F. Evidence to Supply Blanks. 

4719. Whether evidence admissible—To identify 
person—Surname left blank.|—BayLis v. A.-(i. 
(1741), 2 Atk. 280; 26 H.R. 548, L, C. 


Annotations :—Apld. in the Goods of De HRosaz (1877), 2 
P. D. 66. Reld. Moggridge v. Thackwe!] (1803), 7 Vos. 


36; Gloucester Corpn. v. Wood (1843), Hare, 131; 


In the Estate of Hubbuck, [1905] P. 129. 





474.—CAN. 
4716 ili, ——. 

170. W. R. 110; 

O. L. R. 121.---OAN. 


Re CLEMENT (1910), 
20. W. N. 127; 22 


he might establish 4716 Iv 1 16s SET: HEN 
a misdescription aE : TT, ; 
CALLAGHAN, 8 FP. R. Ne. BENNETT, 21 N. Z. LL. R. 


Part XVJ.—CoNSTRUCTION. 


4720. -.|—Gift by will of pictures 
to Lady ——; absolutely void, & shall not 
be supplied by parol evidence.—Wunt v. Horr 
(1791), 3 Bro. C. ©. 311; 29 B. R. 554, L. C. 


Annotations :—Apld. Miller v. Travers (1832), 8 Bing. 244 ; 
In the Goods of De Rosaz (1877), 2 P. D. 66. Refd. Jn the 
Estate of Hubbuck, [1905] P. 129. 

















4721, |—In the Goods of DE 
Rosaz, No. 4738, post. 
4722. Christian name left blank.|— 


PRICE v. PAGE, No. 4740, post. 

4723, —— .|—A bequest was made 
to D., the daughter of S. D. At the date of 
the will, & at the time of the death of testator, 
S. D. had three daughters; M., one of the 
daughters, claimed the legacy, & adduced, in 
support of her claim, evidence that testator knew 
of her existence, & was ignorant of the existence 
of her sisters. There was no evidence on the 
other side :—Held: M. was entitled to the legacy. 
—PHILLIPS v. BARKER (1853), 1 Sm. & G. 583; 
2 Eq. Rep. 795; 23 L. J. Ch. 44; 22 L. T. O.S. 
168; 17 Jur. 1146; 2 W. R. 110; 65 BE. R. 255. 

4724. Initials used for names.|— 
CLAYTON v. NUGENT (LORD), No. 4830, post. 

4725. Complete blank.]—-CASTLEDON  v. 
TURNER, No. 4643, ante. 

4726. —— —--—.]—-In the Estate of TWuBBUCK, 
No. 4671, ante. 

4727. Partial blank.]—-J» the HKstate of 
HuBBUCK, No. 4671, ante. 

-—_—- Blanks for names of charities.| — See 
CHARITIES, Vol. VIII1., p. 348, Nos. 1421, 1422. 























G. What Evidence Admissible. 
(a) In General. 
4728. General rule— Every material fact.|— 
Dor d. TEMPLEMAN v. MARTIN, No. 4678, ante. 





4729. —-— -~---——.]—-Dot d. Hiscocks v. His- 
cocks, No. 3609, ante. 
4730. -———,. | —ANSTEE v. NELMS, No. 4685, 


ante. 

4731. Surrounding circumstances.|— BERNASCONI 
v. ATKINSON, No. 4411, ante. 

4732. ———.]—Ite INGLE’s TRUsTsS, No. 4714, 
ante. 

4733. .}-—-SIDEBOTHAM v. KNotTr (1872), 26 
lL. T. 700; 20 W. RR. 415. 

4734. |—Testator gave a share of her 
residue to her “ cousin, Harriet Cloak.’’ She had 
no cousin of that) name, but she had a married 
cousin, Harriet Crane, whose maiden name was 
Cloak ; & she had a cousin, T. Cloak, whose wife's 
name was Harriet :—Held: extrinsic evidence was 
admissible to show testatrix’s knowledge of & 
intimacy with the members of the Cloak family. 
Evidence of testatrix's expressions of intention 
before & after the making of the will is not 
admissible. Such evidence of intention is only 








4738 ii. 
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./-To the gencral rule 
aguinst the admissibility of outside 
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admissible where the words are equally applicable 
to two or more persons, which is not the case here, 
where the words are not strictly applicable to any 
person. But evidence of the surrounding cir- 
cumstances, & of the state of knowledge of testa- 
trix is admissible (Corron, L.J.).—Re TAYLOR, 
CLOAK v. HAMMOND (1886), 34 Ch. D. 255; 656 
lL. J. Ch. 171; 55 1. T. 649; 35 W. R. 186; 3 
Pee R178. CAs 

Circumstances when will made.] —See 
Sub-sect. 8, G. (6) i., post. 





(b) Facts Concerning Testator. 
i. Circumstances when Will Made. 


47385. Admissibility.|—BiraAuMonT v. Kenn, No. 
4698, ante. 








4736. .]}—ANSTEE v. NELMS, No. 4585, ante. 

4787. ———.|—CHARTER v. CHARTER, No. 4432, 
ante. 

4738. .|—Deceased, by his will, appointed 





certain exors., & amongst others ‘“' Percival 
of Brighton, the father.’’ The ct. admitted 
evidence of the circumstances under which the 
deceased made his will, & of the persons about 
him, in order to satisfy itself who was meant by 
the imperfect description of the exor. contained 
therein._—_In the Goods of Dkr Rosaz (1877), 2 
P. D. 66; 467. 3. P. 6; 36 L. 'T. 263; 41 J. P. 
247; 25 W. R. 352. 


Annotations :—Apld. In the Goods of Cooper, [1899] P. 193. 
Consd. Jn the Estate vf Hubbuck, [1906] P. 129. 


li. Declarations. 

4739. Admissibility.|—TowERs v. Moor, 
4700, ante. 

4740. .|~-Legacy to Price the son of 
Price: upon the evidence pltf., the only 
claimant, was declared entitled. 

There is positive evidence that testator con- 
tributed to pltf.’s maintenance, placed him with 
an attorney, said he would provide for him, & 
had left him something by his will (LoRp 
ALVANLEY, M.R.).— PRICE v. PAGE (1799), 4 Ves. 
680; 31 H.R. 351. 


Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Hiscocks ». Hiscocks (1839), 
5M. & W. 363; Clayton v. Nugent (1844), 13 M. & W. 
200). Apid. Phillips v. Barker (1853), 1 Sm. & G. 583. 
Consd. Charter v. Charter (1871), L. R. 22P. & D. 315; 


In the Goods of De Rosaz ees P. D. 66. Refd. Jn the 
Goods of Hubbuck (1905), 54 . R. 16. 


4741, -|—Testator devised to trustees all 
his lands in B., on trust to permit his wife to enjoy 
them for her life, & after her decease, on trust out 
of the rents & profits to pay his brother an annuity 
of £10 for five years, if he should so long live. 
Testator then devised a house to John Gord, the 
son of George Gord; another to George Gord, 
the son of George Gord; & a third (after the 
expiration of certain life estates) to George Gord, 
the son of Gord. He bequeathed also legacies 


No. 














actual military service.-—Re BUTCHER, 
[1920] V. L. R. 166.-—AUS. 


472614. Whether evidence admissible— 
Complete blank.J—-In the West Indies, 
testator executed a will attested by 
three witnesses; & thereby fave 
several legacies in blank sums: 
appointed K. residuary legatee : named 
four exors., & revoked all former 
wills :—Held - parol evidence was 
inadmissible to prove a plea that the 
will was only deliberative & imperfect. 
So eee v. KeLLy, 14 Ir. Jur. 326. 


PART XVI. SEOT. 14, SUB-SECT. 8.— 
G. (b) i. 


4736 1. Tae a) ag NIMMO_ ¥. 
ADasAMs, [1921] 1 W. W. R. 733.—CAN. 


evidence of the intention of testator 
there is an exception ; if the will, read 
in the light of surrounding circum- 
stances which may always be shown, is 
ambiguous, evidence may be received 
to show the ambiguity.—/He WALKER, 
[i924] 1 DL. RK. 719; 53 0. L. R. 
{80.—-CAN. 

4736 lil, ——.)— JENNINGS v. JEN- 
nines (1877), 1 L. R. Ir. 552.—IR. 


PART XVI. SECT. 14, SUB-SECT. 8.— 
G. (b) ii. 


47391. Admissibility. |—Theo rule that 
declarations by testator are not ad- 
missible as evidence, to prove the 
making of his will, is applicable to the 
case where testator is a soldier on 


4739 it. ——-.}—ln the interpretation 
of a will, extrinsic evidence of sur- 
rounding circumstances, to show what 
testator intended by his will, is 
admissible; but declarations by tes- 
tator of what he intended by his will 
will not be received for that Aad eae 
ae v. BOOMER, 15 Gr. 218.— 


4739 iii. .}+—The declarations of 
testator are not admissible to explain 
a patent ambiguity in his will, although 
evidenco of the surrounding ciroum- 
stances would be admitted for that 
purpose.—SULLIVAN v. SULLIVAN 
(1870), 4 I. R. Kq. 457, 460.—IR. 

4739 iv. ——.]}——Jn the Goods of Two- 
HILL (1879), 3 L. R. Ir. 21.—IR. 
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Sect. 14. Pe seecaess of extrinsic evidence: Sub- 
sect. 8, G. (b) i2., Wit., tv., v. & vi.] 


amounting in the whole to £65, George Gord & 
John Gord, the sons of George Gord, being two 
of the legatees, the legacies to be aid by the 
trustees when the legatees should attain the age 
of twenty-one years; & he appointed his wife 
sole extrix. :—Held: evidence of testator’s declara- 
tions was admissible to show that he intended that 
the house devised to ‘‘ George, the son of Gord,”’ 
should go to George, the son of George Gord.— 
Dor d. Gorp v. NEEDS (1836), 2 M. & W. 129; 
2 Gale, 245; 6L. J. Ex. 59; 150 E. R. 698. 


Annotations : -—Apld. Doe d. Allen v. Allen prea), a Ad. & 
El. 451. Consd. Grant v. Grant (1870), L YPetets 
Refd. Doe d. Hiscocks v. Hiscocks (1839). 5 ow. 363 ; 











Mostyn v. Mostyn ee 5 Fis L. Cas. 155; Micklethwait 

v. Micklethwait (1858), 4 B. N. 8. 790: Re Mayo, 

Chester v. Keirl, (1901) 1 Sh. 404 

4742. |\—Doer d. HIscocks v. Hiscocks, 
No. 3609, ante. 

4743. -]—CHARTER v. CHARTER, No. 4432, 
ante. 

4744. -|~Jn the Goods of CHAPPELL, No. 
4670, ante. 

4745. In the Hstate of VINES, VINES v. 





Vinis, No. 4528, ante. 











4746. J—Re HALSTON, EWEN v. LALSTON, 
No. 4673, ante. 

4747. —--— Declarations after execution of will.} 
—- GOODINGE v. GOODINGE, No. 4436, ante. 

4748. - J|—DorE d. ALLEN v. ALLEN, 
No. 4648, anle. 

4749. —- -J—Re TAYLOR, CLOAK v. HAM- 





MOND, No. 4734, ante. 

4750. ——— Declarations at time of execution of 
a -|— DoE d. MORGAN v. MORGAN, No. 4646, ante. 
Declarations before execution of 


e —_———— 


wit |—Re TayLok, CLOAK v. HAMMOND, No. 
4734, ante. 
4752. Only in cases of ambiguity.J|—If 





the terms of the will itself, or if such evidence of 
surrounding facts & circumstances considered in 
connection with the will show an ambiguity to 
exist . . . in such cases only, recourse may be 
had to the declarations of testatrix (JEUNE, J.).— 
PATON v. QRMEROD, [1892] P. 247; 61 L. J. P. 
120; 66 L. T. 3813; subsequent proceedings, sub 
nom. Re BAGoT, PATON v. ORMEROD, [1893] 3 
Ch. 348, C. A. 
. Habits. 


4753. Admissibility fe aaeok v. ATKINSON, 
No. 4411, ante. 











4754. -]—CHARTER v. CHARTER, No. 4432, 
ante. 

4755. ——— Description of person by particular 
name.|— BEAUMONT v. FELL, No. 4698, ante. 

4756. —— J—Dowser vy. SWEET (1753), 


Amb. 175; 27 BE. R. 117, L. C. 

Annotations : :—-Distd. Doe d. Chichester v. Oe enden (1810), 
3 Taunt. 147; Mostyn v. Mostyn (1854), 5 H. L. Cas. 155. 
Refd. Stephenson v. Heathcote (1758), 1 “Kden, 38; Del- 
mare v. Robello (1792), 1 Ves. 412. 


4757. -|—Annuity bequeathed to 
testator’s brother Edward for life, remainder to 
his children by his present wife. At date of the 
will he & his wife were dead; & their children had 
other legacies under it; & testator had only one 
brother, Samuel, whom he had been in the habit 
of calling Edward & Ned :—Held: his children to 
be entitled upon these circumstances.—PARSONS v. 
Parsons (1791), 1 Ves. 266; 30 B. R. 335, L. C. 

a eaten: :—Distd. Mostyn v. Mostvai (1854), 5 H. L. Cas. 











4747 1. Declarations after erecu- 
tion Bs twill. |}—In_ the Goods of BALL, 25 
L. R. Ir. 556 —IR. 


execution 


4750 i. ——— Pea eg: at time of 
of il. J--)ONALDSON v. 
Lear, [1907] V. ish R. 278.—AUS. 


WILLS. 














4758. |—Dor d. Hiscocks v. His- 
cocks, No. 3609, ante. 

4759. .|—L&E v. PAIN, No. 4378, ante. 

4760. .j—In the Estate of BowMAN, 








BowMan v. BowMAN (1891); 8 T. L. R. 117; 36 


Sol. Jo. 110. 

4761. ——— Description of property by particular 
name.|——Dok d. BEACH v. JERSEY (HARL) (1825), 
3 B. & C. 870; 107 E. R. 955, W. L. 


Annotations -—Apld. Okeden ». Clifden (1826), 2 Russ. 309. 
Consd. Doo d. Smith v. Galloway (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 43; 
5), 3 Sm. & G. 130; Webb v. 
Distd. Webber v. Stanley 
Refd. Doe d. Asbforth v. 
Lowe v, Thomas (teeay 
1866), 





Andrew v. Andrew (185 
Byng (1855), 1 K. & J. 580. 
(1864), 16 C. B. N. 8S. 698. 
Bower (1832), 2 B. & Ad. 453 ; 
Pa ie ae an ao Pedley v. Dodds, Dodds v. Pedley 














4762. ——.J—Dor d. Hiscocks v. His- 
cocks, No. 3609, ante. 

4763. .|—RICKETTS v. TURQUAND, No. 
4615, ante. 

4764. 











had a current account at a bank, but only a deposit 
account, & bequeathed to her neice all the moneys 
standing to her credit on her ‘‘ current ’”’ account : 
—Held: proper external evidence was adinissible 
as to what testatrix was referring to by her words 
‘““my current account,’ & on such evidence being 
tendered, showing the custom as between her 
bankers & herself, the gift in fact passed the moneys 
on her deposit account, which accordingly did not 
sink into residue.—Re VEAR, VEAR v. VEAR (1917), 
62 Sol. Jo. 159. 

4765. Description of other persons by same 
name—lIllegitimate children called children.|-— 
Testator by his will gave his property to his wife 
for her life, & after her death to his ‘* daughters ”’ 
in equal shares. Two years before he made his 
will he had married a woman by whom he had 
previously had three illegimate daughters. He 
never had any other children. Evidence was 
adduced to show that testator had always treated 
these daughters as his children, & that, on giving 
instructions for his will, he had said that he had a 
wife & three daughters. On bill filed by the 
daughters against the next of kin:—Held: the 
evidence was admissible, & the daughters were 
entitled to the property.—LakKER v. HORDERN 
(1876), 1 Ch. D. 644; 45 L. J. Ch. 315; 34 1. T. 
88; 24 W. R. 543. 

Annotation :—Dbtd. Ellis v. Houston (1878), 10 Ch. D. 236. 

4766. .|—Testatrix gave a sum 
of stock to trustees to pay the dividends to her 
brother C. & his wife E. for their lives, & after the 
decease of the survivor, the capital to be divided 
between all the children of her brother. The 
brother had three children by his first wife, two 
children by his second wife E. before marriage, 
& one child after marriage, which were facts well 
known to testatrix, who promised, as the claim 
alleged, that if he married his wife E. she would 
provide for all his children by her, & she in fact 
treated all the children equally as her nephews 
& nieces, & it was further alleged that testatrix 
gave instructions that he will should be so drawn 
as to provide equally for both classes of children, 
& that she believed such to be the effect of 
the words of the will:—Held: the illegitimate 
children must be excluded from the bequest; & 
the words of the will being distinct, no extrinsic 
evidence could be received to show what the 
intention of testatrix was.—ELLis v. HOUsTOUN 
(1878), 10 Ch. D. 236; 27 W. R. 501. 

Millidge 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Humphries: Smith v. 
(1883), 24 Ch. D. 691. Distd. Re Horner, Eagleton v, 














4760 ij. .]—BAKER v. KER 
(1882), 11 L. R. Ir. 8, 17.—IR. 


eaunenmesemmnemend 





Part XVI.—Consrauction. 


4767. First cousins called second 
cousins.}|—-Where a testator gave one-third of his 
property to his first cousins, & two-thirds to his 
second cousins, & at his death left first cousins, 
second cousins, first cousins once removed, & 
first cousins twice removed. Semble: in such a 
case, parol evidence cannot be given to explain 
the meaning of the testator. 

As regards the evidence that testator was accus- 
tomed to call his first cousins once removed 
second cousins, it is enough to say that as the parties 
have come here on a special case, evidence is not 
admissible. I do not, however, encourage the idea 
that such evidence would under any circumstances 
be admissible (CoTron, L.J.).—te PARKER, 
BENTHAM v. WILSON (1881), 17 Ch. D. 262; 50 
L. J. Ch. 639; 44 L. T. 885; 29 W. BR. 855, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Bonner, Tucker v. Good (1881), 
19 Ch. D. 201; Wilks v. Bannister (1885), 30 Ch. D. 512. 


iv. Instructions. 
4768. Admissibility.|-TowErs  v. 
4700, ante. 
4769. -]}—Harris v. LINCOLN (BP.) (1723), 
2P. Wms. 135; 24 EB. R. 671. 
Annotation :—Refd. Davis v. Kirk (1856), 2 K. & J. 391. 





Moor, No. 








li .]|—GOODINGE v. GOODINGE, No. 4436, 
ante, 

ae —— -.|—RICHARDSON v. WATSON, No. 
ante, 

4772. ——~-.|—Dor d. Hiscocks v. HIscocks, 
No. 3609, ante. 

4773. ——--.|—BERNASCONI v. ATKINSON, No. 
4411, ante. 

4774, ——~ -.|- -DRAKE v. DRAKE, No. 4658, ante. 

4775. —- -Testatrix bequeathed a part. of 


her residuary estate to ‘* The Royal Hospital for 
Women.’’ There was no hospital of which that 
was the correct designation, but there were several] 
institutions whose title was more or less similar 
thereto :—Held: evidence of a conversation between 
testatrix & her solr. when he received instructions 
to prepare her will, in which testatrix expressed 
an intention to benefit a particular institution, 
was not admissible to ascertain which hospital 
was entitled to the bequest.—Re BATEMAN, 
WALLACE v'. MAWDSLEY (1911), 27 T. L. R. 3138. 

4776. -——-.|—-Re OFNER, SAMUEL v. OFNER, No. 
4437, ante. 

4777. Only in cases of ambiguity.J]— 
FAWCETT v. JONES, CODRINGTON & PULTENEY 
(1810), 3 Phillim. 484; 161 EF. R. 1375. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Toldervy v. Colt (1836), Tyr. & Gr. 
324; Thorne v. Rooke (1841), 2 Curt. 799 ; Guardhouse v. 
Blackburn (1866), L. R. 1 P. & D. 109. Harter v. 
Harter (1873), L. R. 3 P. & YD. 11. Refd. Bayldon v. 
Bayldon (1826), 3 Add. 232. 


v. Intention. 


4778. Admissibility..-SIDEBOTHAM | 1. 
(1872), 26 L. T. 700; 20 W. R. 415. 

4779. .]|—Z?e HALSTON, EWEN v. HALSTON, 
No. 4678, ante. 

4780. ——.]—-Re JEFFERY, NUSSEY v. JEFFERY, 
No. 4674, ante. 

4781. -|—Testator gave certain charitable 
legacies, including a legacy of £1,000 to The 
National Assocn. for the Prevention of Consump- 
tion,’ & testator directed that “if any doubt 
shall arise in any case to the identity of the 
institution intended to benefit the question shall 





KNOTT 
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be decided by my trustees whose decision shall he 
final & binding on all parties.’’ There was no 
society of that name merely, but there was a 
society whose full name was ‘‘ The National Assocn. 
for the Prevention of Consumption & other forms 
of Tuberculosis.”’? There was also an independent 
branch of this assocn. whose full name was ‘‘ The 
Leicester & Leicestershire Branch of the National 
Assocn. for the Prevention of Consumption & 
other Forms of Tuberculosis’’ to which testator 
had been a subscriber & in whose favour extrinsic 
evidence of intention was sought to be given :— 
Held: extrinsic evidence of intention was inadmis- 
sible.-—Ite RAVEN, SPENCER v. NATIONAL ASSOCN. 
FOR THE PREVENTION OF CONSUMPTION & OTHER 
FoRMS OF TUBERCULOSIS, [1915] 1 Ch. 673; 84 
L. J. Ch. 489; 113 J. T. 131. 

4782. ——— Only in cases of ambiguity.|—-Dor 
d. TEMPLEMAN v. MARTIN, No. 4678, ante. 











4783. —-—.|— BERNASCONI v. ATKINSON, 
No. 4411, anle. 

4784. —.]—Re INGLE’s Trusts, No. 
4714, ante. 

4785. —~ —.J]—Re TAYLOR, CLOAK v. IIlAmM- 
MOND, No. 4734, ante. 

4786. .|—Testatrix bequeathed ‘' 140 








, 


of my shares ”’ in a brewery co. to a legatee. At 
the date of her will & death testatrix had 280 of 
such shares, of which forty were fully paid up & 
the rest partly paid. The legatee claimed the 
right to select & to take the forty fully paid-up 
shares as part of the bequest. Extrinsic evidence 
was tendered to show that testatrix intended the 
bequest to be satisfied out of the partly-paid shares : 
—Held: the extrinsic evidence of the intention of 
testatrix was not admissible. 

This is not a case in which extrinsic evidence of 
intention is admissible. It is not a case of mere 
equivocation (Riespy, L.J.).—Re CHEADLE, BIs- 
HOP v. Hout, [1900] 2 Ch. 620; 69 L. J. Ch. 753 ; 
83 L. T. 297; 49 W. R. 88; 44 Sol. Jo. 673, C. A. 


vi. Intimacy with Particular Person. 

4787. Admissibility.}] —- Legacy to  testator’s 
nephew Robert, the son of Joseph C. Testator 
had two nephews called Robert; one, the son of 
his brother John C., the other of his brother 
Thomas C.; & testator has no brother Joseph, nor 
was there any other Joseph C. This js a latent 
ambiguity, & may be explained by evidence. 

The evidence which must consequently be 
admitted to explain the will shows that testator 
was intimately acquainted with the one, & little 
known to the other; so little indeed that it does 
not appear he knew him by name. ‘The presump- 
tion therefore is that testator intended that nephew 
whom he knew best, & with whose name it is 
certain that he was acquainted (GRANT, M.R.).— 
CARELESS v. CARELESS (1816), 1 Mer. 384; 19 
Ves. 601; 35 EK. R. 715. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Doe d. Hiscocks v. Hiscocks (1839), 


5 M. & W. 363. Refd. Charter v. Charter (1871), L. R. 2 
P.& DP. 315; Re Ingle’s Trusts (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 578. 








4788. .}—BERNASCONI v. ATKINSON, No. 
4411, ante. 

4789. |—Gift to “my granddaughter, 
E. B.’’ There were two of that name, one of them 


constantly visiting testator & much noticed by him, 
& the other not :—Held: the former was entitled 
to the legacy.—-JEFFERIES v. MICHELL (1855), 20 
Beav. 15; 52 EB. BR. 507. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Cole v. Willard (1858), 25 Beav. 568. 


4768 |. issibility.j}—Evid f tho instructi iven by testator to the solr. who prepared his will is not admissible, 
ar caer eg ote na le 3. W. W. N. 60.—AUS. 


to control the construction of the will.—BALLARD v. PICK, 2 


-N.S. W. 223; 37 N.S 


PART XVI. SECT. 14, SUB-SECT. 8.—G. (b) v. 
47781. Admissibility.J|--O'LEARY v. DOUGLASS eae R. Ir. 45; 3%. R. Ir. 323.- -IR. 


4778 ii. 


J.——VNMT 





.1—FRe 


wr xr 


LECK (1923), 55 O. L. R. 441.-—C 
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Sect. 14.—Admissibility of extrinsic evidence: Sub- 
sect, 8, G. (b) vi., vid. & viit., & (ec) 4., 1. & did, 





(d) & (e).] 

oe -.|—Re GREGSON’s Trusts, No. 4859, 
ante, 

4791. -.|—Re TAYLOR, CLOAK v. HAMMOND, 
No. 4734, ante. 

4792. .|—In the Goods of CHAPPELL, No. 
4670, ante. 

4793. -—— JEFFERY, Nussry v. JEFFERY, 


No. 4674, ante. 


vii. Knowledge. 
4794. Admissibility.| BERNASCONI v. ATKINSON, 
No. 4411, ante. 





4795. —-—.|—-PHILLIPS v. BARKER, No. 4723, 
ante, 
4796. - -—.]— Re TAYLOR, CLOAK v. LTAMMOND, 


No. 4734, ante. 

Evidence to ascertain testator’s knowledge. |—— 
See, generally, Sub-sect. 1. ate. 

Circumstances when will was made.] — Sec 
Sub-sect. 8, G. (6) i.. ante. 


villi. Slate of Family. 
4797. Admissibility.]—Do0r d. lez CHEVALIER »v. 
JTIUTHWAITE, No. 4708, ante. 





4798. .J—Re GREGSON’S TRustTs, No. 4659, 
ante. 

4799. —.]--ReINGLE’S Trusts, No. 4714, ante. 

4800. .j|—- CHARTER 0. CHARTER, No. 4482, 
ante. 


(ec) Facts Concerning Property. 
i. Circumstances of Acquisition. 

4801. Admissibility.]|— Devise of ‘‘ all the estate 
& interest whatsoever, which J have or can 
claim, either in possession or reversion, of or in 
any lands, tenements, & hereditaments at Cos- 
comb ” :-—Held: evidence was not admissible 
that another estate, not at Coscomb, was formerly 
united & had been ever since enjoyed with the 
estate at Coscomb, in order to show that it passed 
under the devise.— DoE d. BROWNE v. GREENING 
(1814),3M. &S.171; 105 E.R. 574. 

Annotations :—Refd. Press v. Parker (1825), 2 Bing. 456; 
Newton v. Lucas (1833), 6 Sim. 54; Doe d. Edwards v. 
Johnson (1835), 5 Nev. & M. K. B. 281; Webber v. 
Stanley (1864), 16C.~ .N.S. 698 ; Homer v. Homer (1878), 

Ch. D. 758. 

4802. —--.}—Our opinion in this case is 
founded upon the will of testator, together with 
such only of the extrinsic facts as furnish the date 
of the purchase & the situation of the lands in 
question, & show that. W., deft., was the eldest son 
of testator & had married a lady of fortune, & 
takes her surname of Langton in addition to his 
own; & that the ancient seat of the Gore family 
was at Barrow, the eldest son residing at Newton 
Park, & all these facts were undoubtedly admissible 
in evidence (LoorpD TENTERDEN, C.J.).—DOoF d. 
GORE v. LANGTON (1831), 2 B. & Ad. 680; 109 
BK. R. 1296. 

Annotations :—~Refd. Evans v. Angell (1858), 26 Beav. 202 ; 
Downe v. Sheffie!d (1894), 71 L. T. 292. 








4803. |\—Dor d. TEMPLEMAN v. MARTIN, 
No. 4678, ante. 
4804. -|—WERBB v. BynG. No. 4838, post. 





ii. State or Value of Property. 


4805. Admissibility.|—Testatrix gave £500 stock 
in long annuities to <A., the same to B., £200 


PART XVI. SECT. 14, SUB-SECT. 8.— 
G. (0) il. 


CAIN’sS 


48051. Admissibility.}—Re 
{1913] 


Wit, LINEHAM v. CAIN, 
V. L. R. 50.—AUS. 


4805 ii. ——-.]—Evidence of amount 
of testator’s estate at the time of 
making his will, though in general 
inadmissible, is admissible where it 
is reasonably clear from the terms of 
the will that testator made the dis- 
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long annuities to C., the interest thereof to accumu- 
late, an inquiry admitted into the state of her 
property, to show she meant such sums of money, 
not annuities of this amount.—FONNEREFAU v. 
Poyntz (1785), 1 Bro. C. C. 472; 28 H.R. 1247. 


notatli -—Consd. Druce v. Donison (1801), 6 Ves. 385 ; 
Annotations :—Consd, Pree me 990. Apla. Colpoye. v. 


3 Ves. 306; Page v. Leapingwell (1612), 15 VCS. 405 5 A.-U, 
v. Grote (1817), 3 Mer. 316; Re Chadwin, Ez p. Chadwin 
(1818), 3 Swan. 380 ; Lownds v. Lownds (1827), 1 Y. & J. 
445; Boys v, Williams (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 689; Parting- 


ton v. Carrington (1859), 34 L. T._O. 8. 69; Gordon v. 
Duff (1861), 3 De @. F. & J. 662; Higgins v. 


Dawson, [1902] A. C. 1. 

4806. jJ—-Calculations of property are 
clearly evidence in a case in which testator has 
stated on his will, how, as he imagines, his property 
will stand, after the dispositions which he has made 
(LORD ELpoNn, C.).— BARKSDALE v. GILLIAT (1818), 
1 Swan. 562; 36 I. R. 506. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Re Grainger, Dawson r. Higgins, [1900] 
2 Ch. 756. Mentd. Smith v. Anderson (182K), 4 Russ, 
352; Stow ». Davenport. (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 359; Louch 
1. Peters (1834), 1 My. & K. 489; Gude v. Mumford (1837), 
2Y.&C. Ex. 445; Festing v. Taylor (1862), 26 J. P. 261. 
4807. j--Testator gives to some persons 

annuities of £---— long annuities, & to several 

others legacies of £---— long annuities, on one of 
which he directs interest to paid at 5 per cent. 

Evidence of the amount of his property admissible 

to explain the meaning of the latter bequests.-— 

CoLpoys v. CoLPeoys (1822), Jae. 451; 37 EL R. 

O21. 

Annotations :—Consd. Ie Grainger, Dawson v. Higgins, 
11900) 2 Ch. 756. Refd. 2?e Skillen, Charles ¢. Charles, 
11916) 1 Ch. 518. 

4808. Testatrix by a codicil gave to 
A. & M. ‘' £50 each of Bank long annuities, now 
standing in my name.’” At the date of the codicil 
& at her death, she possessed Jong annuities 
sufficient to answer this bequest specifically, but. 
not also to satisfy certain legacies charged by the 
other testamentary papers upon the same stock. 
Ividence as to the state & value of testatrix’s 
property in the funds at those respective times was 
admitted.— Boys v. WILLIAMS (1881), 2 Russ. & M. 
689: 30 E.R. 557, LC. 
eoation :--Consd. Gordon v. Duff (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 

Do 

4809. -——.|-—- Dor _d. 
No. 4678, ante. 

4810. -| -Parol evidence admitted to show 
state of testator’s property when he made his will. 
~ Type 2». Prick, Warr v7. CRADOCK (1837), 8 
Sim. 578; Coop. Pr. Cas. 1938; 6 L. J. Ch. 358 ; 
1 Jur. 735; 59 1. R. 229, 

Annotations :-—- Mentd. Morse rv. Tucker (1816), 5 Hare, 79; 
A.-G. vv Ludlow Corpn. (1849), 1 H. & Tw. 216; Re 
Powell’s Trust (1852), 10 Hare, 134. 

4811. — --.])—Where a gift is primd facie 
specific, evidence of the state of the property at 
the date of the will is admissible.--INNES 1, 
SAYER (1851), 3 Mac. & G, 606; 21 L. J. Ch. 190; 
18 L. T. O. S. 1293 16 Jur. 2); 42 KH. R. 393. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Re Huddleston Bruno v. Kyston, (1894 ] 








TEMPLEMAN v. MARTIN, 





3 on. 595. Refd. Minchin vr. Minchin (1871), 19 W. R. 
993. 
4812. ———.]--Ite PINNEY, PINNEY v. PINNEY 


(1902), 46 Sol. Jo. 552. 

4813. ———.|—Testatrix by her will, made in 
1891, specifically disposed of all the real estate of 
which she was possessed at the date of her will, 
& appointed a residuary legatee to whom she had 
already given real estate by her will. Subse- 





positions in pre having regard 
directly or indirectly to the value of 
his estate at. that time,-—2te ALDRIDGE 
MsraTe (1916), 33 W. L. R. 910; 9 
W. W. R. 1517.—-CAN. 
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quently to the date of her will she acquired further 
real property. The will was in the handwriting 
of testatrix, & in disposing of the real estate the 
word ‘‘ bequeath ”’ was used, & the real estate was 
given free of legacy duty. On an application to 
determine whether the person named residuary 
Iegatee was entitled to the real estate acquired 
after the date of the will :—Held: in considcring 
whether the naming a residuary legatee constituted 
a residuary devise, the fact may & must be borne 
in mind that all the real estate to which testatrix 
was possessed of at the date of the will was dis- 
posed of by the will; extrinsic evidence of this 
state of things at the date of the will was admissible 
in such a case as this.—-Re GIBBs, MARTIN »v. 
HARDING, [1907] 1 Ch. 465; 761. J. Ch. 234%; 96 
L. J 423, 
Annotation : ~Refd. Re Stephen, Stephen rv. Stephen, [1913] 

W.N. 210. 

4814, -----.|-——J?e CAPPED, ARBUTHNOT v. CAPET, 
(1914), 59 Sol. Jo. 177. 

4815. Only in cases of ambiguity.] -- 
IITENSMAN Uv. FRYER, No. 4522. cite. 

4816, -——- ---——-.]--]]1Gcqmns 7. DAWSON, No. 
3672, ante. 








iit. Other Facts. 
4817. Admissibility—Situation of property.] 
Dor d. GorE v. LANGTON, No. 4802, ante. 
4818. J—Dok dd. TEMPLEMAN 1. 
MARTIN, No. 4678, ante. 
4819. -— Reputation.| —~ANSTER +. 
No. 4585, ante. 


(d) Facls Concerning Beneficiary. 


4820. Admissibility—-Age.|---LOowkr 7. HUNTING- 
TOWER (LORD). No. 4584, ante. 














NELMS, 








4821. ---- — .] -Dok d. Gorm v. LANGTON, 
No. 4802, ante. 
4822. Situation in life..—Lower vr. Wunr- 


INGTOWIR (LORD), No. 4584, ale. 
4823. (Dor d. Gore vt. LANGTON, 
No. 4802, aide. 


(e) Domounentary If 
4824. Admissibility—-Books kept by testator.].— 
A statement of property written by testator, & 
his books of accounts, admitted as evidence, that 
he considered as his property, & meant to dispose 
of, property, not strictly, though in some sense, 
his: viz. mtges. & Jeases, the property of his wife 
under a will, by which he was exor. with her before 
marriage.— DRUCE 1. DENISON (LSOT), 6 Ves, 385 ; 

31 E.R. 11060, 1. C. 

Annotations : - Consd. Thompson v. Watts (1862), 2 John. & 
H. 291. Refd. Ioe d. Oxenden 7 Chichester (1816), 4 
Dow, 653 Colpoys vr. Colpoys (1822), Jac. 451; Dummer 
vw. DPiteher (1833), Coop. temp. Brough. 2673 Gurly_ ». 
Gurly (1842), 8 Ch & Kin. 743: O’Brien _v. Hearn (1870), 
Ik W. RR. 5143 Re Grainger, Dawson v. Higgins, [1900] 2 
Ch. 756. 

4825, ——— ———.]-— WEB. Byna, No. 4838, pos?. 
4826. -- Testatrix by will made in 
1897, among other legacies to charitable institu- 
tions, bequeathed to the British Home for Incur- 
ables, Streatham, S.W., mentioning accurately 
the name of its secretary & address of its office, 
£250. By codicil made in 1902, after reciting 
twice incorrectly that she had given by will £500 
to the British Home for Incurables, Streatham, 

S.W.... &, amongst others, to St. M.’s Orphan- 

age, Bayswater, £100, she revoked all the legacies, 

‘* & instead thereof ’’ bequeathed £500 each to the 

Royal Home for Incurables, Streatham, S.W., & 











2 ate] 
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t. Admissibility — Contemporancous 
document. )—It is legitimate in constru- 


a will to look at contemporaneous 
document referred to in the will which 
testator wrote or caused to 
with the express intent to render clear 
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to St. M.’s Orphanage. The legacy of £500 was 

claimed by the Royal Hospital for Incurables & 

by pltf. institution, founded in 1861 by the name 

of the British Home for Incurables, & in 1899 

incorporated by Royal Charter by its present 

name :—Held: having regard to entries in a book 
kept by testatrix containing particulars of her 
charitable contributions, she distinguished the 
two institutions as the ‘‘ Royal’ & the “ British,” 

&, therefore, on tho true construction of the 

codicil, the Royal Hospital for Incurables was 

entitled to the legacy.— British Home & HosPiItaL 

FOR INCURABLES v. RoyvaL HOspPItar FOR INCUR- 

ABLES (1904), 90 L. T. 601, C. A. 

4827. —~ Previous settlement.|—HIxon  v. 
OLIVER, No. 3604, ante. 

4828. -—-— Instrument enumerating property.]—- 
STEWART v. STEWART (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 230. 

4829. Register of county electors.|—Dor 
d. EDWARDS v. JOHNSON, No. 4614, ante. 

4830. Key to initials used in will.]— 
Testator wrote his will in various pages of a book 
at different times, part of it being executed & 
attested in 1820, & the remainder in 1827. No 
devisees were mentioned by name, but testator’s 
real estate were devised “ first to IX., then to —, 
then to L., then to M., ete.’’ On a slip of paper 
pasted into the book, & forming part of the will 
at the time of the attestation in 1820, testator 
stated, that ‘‘the key & index to the letter, 
initials,” ete.. was in a writing case in the drawer 
of his writing desk, on a card. Testator died on 
Dec. 11, 1828, & on that dav a card, in his hand- 
writing, & signed by him, was found in the above 
writing desk, dated Jan. 80, 1828, as follows: 
‘KK. signifies Eleanor Mary East; L. signifies 
Gilbert Kast Clayton; M. signifies second son of 
William Kobert) Clayton; N. signifies eldest son 
of Richard Rice Clayton,”’ etc. Two years before 
testator’s death, a card with writing on it had been 
seen by a person lying before testator, together 
with the book containing the will, which appeared 
to be similar to the card & writing thereon found 
after his death:-- Held: the card found after 
testator’s death was not admissible in evidence, 
as a declaration of testator, to show who were 
the persons meant to be designated in his will 
by the letters K., J, M., ete.—-CnaAyTon 1. 
NuGrenr (Lornp) (1814), 18 M. & W. 200; 13 
L. J. Kx. 868; 153 E.R. 83. 

Annotations :---Refd. Doe d. Shallcross +. Palmer (1851), 
20 I. J. Q. B. 38673 In the Goods of De Rosaz (1877), 2 
P. 1. 6635 In the Kstate of Hubbuek, (1905) P. 129. 
4831. Prior will..\—Ite FELTNAM’s WILL 

Trusts, No. 4691, arte. 

4832, —-—-- ———.|—-Where there is no one who 
answers to the description of a legatee given by 
testator in his will, former wills made by him are 
admissible in evidence to show his knowledge & 
state of mind at the time, so as to help the ct. 
to find out. the person whom he intended to benefit. 

Testator gave legacies to ‘‘ such of the daughters 
of my late friend Ignatius Scoles deceased as shall 
be living & unmarried at my decease.”’ Ignatius 
Scoles was living at the date of the will, & had 
never been married. Hewasthesonof J. J. Scoles, 
who was dead at the date of the will, & who had 
several daughters, five of whom were living & 
unmarried at the date of testator’s death. It 
appeared that testator was acquainted with 
the Scoles family, & knew the five daughters of 
J. J. Scoles intimately, & might have known J. J. 














his wishes with regard to his succession. 
—NARASIMHA APPA RoW 0. PARTHA- 
BARATHY APPA Row (1913), 18 C. W.N. 
554; 7. L. R. 37 Mad. 199.—IND. 


rT 2 


be written 
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Sect. 14.—Admissibility of extrinsic evidence: Sub- 
sect. 8, G. (ce), H. & J.; sub-sects. 9 & 10. 
Sect. 15: Sub-sect. 1, A 


Scoles; also that he knew that Ignatius was a 
Jesuit priest, & could not marry. By a former 
will he had left legacies to the daughters of J. J. 
Scoles by naine, describing them as the daughters 
of ‘the late Mr. Scoles ... who formerly 
resided ’’ at the house where J. J. Scoles had lived : 
—Held: the five daughters of J. J. Scoles were 
entitled to the legacies.—Ie WALLER, WHITE v. 
SCOLES (1899), 68 L. J. Ch. 526; 8014.7. 701; 47 
W. R. 5635 43 Sol. Jo. 569, C. A. 


Annotations :—Refd. Jte Ofner, Samuel v. Ofner, [1909] 1 Ch. 
60; J#te Bleckly, Sidebotham v. Bleckly, [1920] 1 Ch. 450. 








4833. -------- .|— Re SMITH, SMITH v. JOHNSON, 
No. 4705, ante. 
4834, ——- ———.]—Rte JEFFERY, NUSSEY 2. 


JEFFERY, No. 4674, ante. : 

— 4835. Original will—With erasure.]—ZJic 

BATTIE-WRIGITSON, CECIL v. BATTIE-WRIGHTSON, 

No. 4684, ante. 

4836. - --~ Memoranda.|——A will may be made 
to take effect with reference to another instru- 
ment, ; & therefore a devise of such several 
annuities as are expressed in several writings 
signed & sealed, is good.—MOLINEUX v. MOLINEUX 
(1607), Cro. Jac. 144; 79 E. R. 1263 sub nom. 
MoOVINEUX’s Cash, Noy, 117. 

Annotations :—Refd. Bowman v. Milbanke (1664), 1 Sid. 
191; Grange wv. Tiving (1665), O. Bridge. 107: Fry’s Case 
(1672), | Vent. 199; Winsford v. Smith (1691), 1 Show. 
350. Mentd. Williams xv. Fry (1672), 2 Keb. 867 ; Thomas 
v. Sorrell (1673), 3 Keb. 233; R. v. Hoare (1817), 6 
M. & S. 266. 

4837. —— -.—~—---.]-—-Re OFNER, SAMUEL 1. OFNER, 
No. 4437, ante. 


H. When Bvidence Closed. 

4838. When words exhausted.|—-A devise, in 
1844, of ‘‘ all my Quendon Hall estates in Essex.”’ 
Testatrix, at the date of her will & at her death, 
had a mansion called Quendon Fall, & land around 
it, & also other detached farms in Essex. There 
was no parish of Quendon Hall, nor was the term 
‘* Quendon Hall Estates ” a recognised appellation 
of any particular property :—Held: (1) extrinsic 
evidence was admissible to show what testatrix 
understood to be comprised in that description. 

(2) For this purpose, old account books, in the 
handwriting of testatrix, one containing ‘ an 
account of timber cut down on the Quendon 
estate,’ & a paper headed ‘‘ 1844: Quendon Hall 
Farms.’’ written by testatrix at about the date of 
her will, were received in evidence. 

(3) J’vidence was also admitted to prove that 
much of the property had been derived by 
testatrix under the will of a relative, who had 
appended to her gift a direction that her devisee 
should assume the name & arms of Cranmer, 
particularly as testatrix in this cause had annexed 
a like condition to the above-mentioned devise. 

(4) In reality, external information is requisite 
In construing every instrument; but when any 
subject is thus discovered, which not only is within 
the words of the instrument, according to their 
natural construction, but exhausts the whole of 
these words, then the investigation must stop 
(PAGE Woop, V.-C.).— WEBB v. Byna (1855), 1 
K.&J.580; 1 Jur. N.S. 696; 69 E. R. 591. 








Annotations :—Generally, Refd. Castle v. Fox (1871), L. R. 
J1 Kq. 542; Re Evans, Evans v. Powell, {1909} 1 Ch. 784. 


SHERRATT v, MOUNTFORD, No. 








4839. 
4586, ante. 


“| 
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Evidence to explain ambiguity.]—See, generally, 
Sub-sect. 8, C., ante. 


J. Effect of Inadmissibisity or Insufficiency of 
Evidence. 
See Sect. 13, sub-sect. 4, B., ante. 


Sun-secr. 9.—To DETERMINE NATURE OF 
INTEREST. 

4840. Whether evidence admissible.]|—Where 
testator, between fifty & sixty years ago, devised 
land to his son for life, remainder to his grandson 
for life, remainder to the heirs of the body of the 
grandson, remainder to the lessor of pltf. in 
tail; between’ which latter & deft., the devisee 
in fee of the son, the question was whether the 
land in dispute, which had been occupied by the 
son in the lifetime of testator, was part of the 
entailed estate, or had been acquired by his own 
purchase; evidence of reputation that the land 
had belonged to J. S. & was purchased of him 
by the first testator, is not admissible, though 
coupled with corroborative parol evidence that 
the land had belonged to J. S. before the occupa- 
tion of it by the son, & also by a deed of con- 
veyance of another farm in the same place from 
the first testator to a younger son about the same 
period, in which it was recited that the land thereby 
conveyed had been then lately purchased, amongst 
other lands, by the testator of J. S.—Dor d, 
DIDSBURY v. THOMAS (1811), 14 East, 323; 104 
K. RR, 625. 

a iaiian = meeutd: Stoney v. Eastbourne R. D. C., [1927] 

le ° 
.|—A hill of sale having been executed 

by testator, & subsequently delivered to A., on a 

question whether it was intended as a gift, an 

entry in testator’s book, made between the periods 
of the exccution & the delivery, is admissible 

evidence.—--KYLE v. HAGGTE (1820), 1 Jac. & W. 

234; 37 E.R. 364. 

-{nnotations :—Mentd. Pearce v. Creswick (1843), 2 Hare, 
286; Shepard v. Brown (1863), 4 Giff. 208. 

4842, ——-- .J|—-Evidence of modern usage as to 
a particular mode of cultivation of property is just 
as admissible in construing a devise as in con- 
struing a grant or lease.—DASHWOOD v. MAGNIAC, 
[1S91, 3 Ch. 806; 60L. J. Ch. 809; 65 L. 1. 811 ; 
7. 1. R. 629, C. A, 

Annotations :—-Mentd. te Chaytor, [1900] 2 Ch. 804 ; Pardoe 
v. Pardoe (1900), 82 L. T. 547; Chaytor v. Trotter (1902), 
8&7 L. T. 33; Jee Trevor Batye’s Settlement, Bull v. Trevor 
Batye, (1912] 2 Ch. 339; J’e Hall, Hall v. Hall, (1916) 
2 Ch. 488; Lloyd-Jones v. Clark-Lloyd, [1919] 1 Ch. 424 ; 
Horlick v. Seully, [1927] 2 Ch. 150. 

4843. What evidence admissible— Reputation. |—- 
Dor d. DipsBuryY v. THOMAS, No. 4840, ante. 











4844. Circumstances of acquisition of 
property.|—-Dor d. DipsBury v. THomas, No. 4840, 
ante, 

4845. Entry in testator’s book.|-—-RyLE v. 





HAGGIE, No. 4841, ante. 








4846. Custom.]—-DASHWoOOD ¥v. MAGNIAC, 
No. 4842, ante. 

4847. Surrounding eee peer — I 
endeavour to construe [the clause] as best I can, 


having regard to the language used in it & also to 

the other expressions in the will & the surrounding 

circumstances (LoprEs, L.J.).—-LESLIE v. Rornes 

(Karz), [1894] 2 Ch. 499; 63 L. J. Ch. 617; 71 

L. T. 184; 7 R. 600, C. A. 

Annotation :-—Mentd Ite Hinckes, Dashwood v. Hinckes, 
[1921] 1 Ch. 475. 
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4840 i. Whether evidence admissible.}—-Evidence to show that testator intende 
admitted.—-Jn the Will of BYRNE, BYRNE v. BYRNE (1898), 24 V. L. R. 832.—AUS 


d his wife to take absolutely will not be 
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SuB-sEcT. 10.—T'o DETERMINE QUANTITY OF 
INTEREST. 

4848. Whether evidence admissible.|—TowErs 
v. Moor, No. 4700, ante. 

4849. -|—No parol evidence ought to be 
admitted in relation to the quantity of the thing 
devised (JEKYLL, M.R.).—BROWN v. LANGLIEY 
(1731), 2 Barn. K. B. 118; 94 BE. R. 394. 








4850. —-—.]—-FONNEREAU v. Poyntz, No. 4805, 
ante. 
4851. ———.|-—-ANSTEE v. NELMS, No. 4585, ante. 


SEcT. 15.—DESCRIPTIONS OF PROPERTY. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—-WILL SPEAKING FROM DEATH. 
A. In General. 


See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 24. 

4852. Effect of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 24.]— 
O., being then possessed of personalty only, by 
will executed in 1849, after bequests of money & 
chattels, added: ‘‘all the rest, residue & 
remainder of my goods, chattels, stock in trade, 
estate & effects, of what nature or kind soever, 
not hereinbefore given or bequeathed, I give & 
bequeath unto ’”’ B. & T., exors. of the will, ‘‘ to 
hold to them, the said B. & T., their exors., 
administrators & assigns,’’ upon trust to ‘ sell 
& dispose thereof,” & call in & receive all debts, 
‘“& place the moneys arising by such sale or 
disposal’”’ upon Govt. or other security, reccive 
the interest & dividends, & pay the same to 
testator’s wife for life during her widowhood ; 
«&, if she died or married again, to apply the same, 
or a sufficient part thereof, to the maintenance 
of his children till they should come of age: &, 
when the youngest, should come of age, to divide 
the said residue & the interest equally among the 
children. After the execution of the will, O. 
purchased land :-- Held: under above Act, ss. 3, 
24, such land passed by the residuary clause. 
O'TOOLE v. BROWNE (1854), 38 KH. & B. 5723 23 
J.J. Q. B. 282; 23 L.T. 0.8. 111; 18 Jur. 1113; 
2W. KR. 430; 2C. lL. R. 1701; 118 KF. R. 1256. 
Annotations :—Consd. Dobson v. Bowness (1868), L. lh. 
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Pa: oe Refd. Hamilton v. Buckmaster (1866), 
4853. -I—A will made since above Act 





after reciting that testator had advanced to his 
son A. various surms of money, contained these 
words, “I hereby release my said son from all 
claims in respect of the aforesaid moneys... 
& all other moneys due from him to me ”’ :—-Held : 
the release not only applied to all moneys due at 
the date of the will, but to all moneys advanced 
afterwards; semble: a will must be construed, 
as to the property comprised in it, as if made 
immediately before the death of testator, unless 
a contrary intention appeared on the face of the 
instrument.—EVERETT v. EVERETT (1877), 7 
Ch. D. 428; 47 L. J. Ch. 867; 38 L. T. 580; 26 
W. KR. 383, C. A. 
Annotations :—Refd. Je Portal & Lamb (1884), 27 Ch. D. 
0; dee Horton, Lloyd v. Hatchett, (1920) 2 Ch. 1; 

Jenkins v. Jenkins, [1928] 2 K. B. 501. 

4854. .| -Re BRIDGER, BROMPTON HOSPITAL 
KOR CONSUMPTION v. Lewis, No. 4932, post. 











4855. j|—Re POTTER, SYEVENS v. POTTER, 
No. 4933, post. 
4856. Extends to realty rule of construction 


applicable to personalty.|—-(1) Under the provisions 
In above Act, that every will shall be construed as 
if it had been executed immediately before the 
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4843 i. Whether evidence admissible.(—-Faiz. MUS AMMAD 
L. R. 25 Ind. App. 77; 2C. W. N. 385.—IND. 
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death of testator, unless a contrary intention should 

appear by the will, it is not necessary that the 

intention should be expressed in terms, but it may 
be inferred by the ct., upon a fair & usual construc- 
tion of the language of the will. 

(2) Where testator devised the house ‘‘ wherein 
I now reside,” & ‘all the remainder of my real 
estates whereof I am now seised,’’ & afterwards 
devised ‘ all such trust estates as are now vested 
in me, or, as to the leasehold premises. as shall be 
vested in me at the time of my death,’ frechold 
estates purchased by him between the date of his 
will & his death did not pass under the devise. 

(3) The effect of above Act is to extend to real 
estate the same rule of construction as to the time 
from which the will is to be construed as speaking, 
which before the Act was applicable to personal 
estate.—-CoLi v. Scorr (1840), 1 WT. & Tw. 477; 
1 Mac. & G, 518 ; 19 L. A ie Ch. 63 3 ]4 L. hb QO. S, 
325; 14 Jur. 25; 47 E.R. 1498, L. C. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Lako v. Currie (1852), 15 
Beay. 472; Hutchinson v. Barrow (1861), 6 H. & N. 
583. 4a to_(2) Apld. Williams v. Owen (1863), 2 New 
Rep. 585. Distd. Jie Otley & Jikley Ry. (1865), 6 New 
Nep. 244. Dbtd. Castle v. Fox (1871), L. Re 11 Kq. 542. 
Consd. Saxton v. Saxton (1879), 13 Ch. 1D. 359.  Distd. 
Ree Ashburnham, Gaby v7. Ashburnham (1912), 107 L. T. 
601. Consd. 7?e Horton, Lloyd v. Matchett, [1920] 2 Ch. 1. 
Refd. Stilwell v. Mellersh (1851), 20 lL. J. Ch. 356; 
Goodlad v. Burnett (1855), 1 K. & J. 341; Langdale v. 
Briggs (1856), § De G. M. & G. 391; Hepburn ev. Skirving 
(1858), 32 L. T. O. S. 263; Hutchinson v. Barrow (1861), 
6 Ti. & N. 583; Wagstal?l v. Wagstatf (1869), L. R. & iq. 
229; Page v. Young (1875), L. R. 19 Eq. 501: Re Ord, 
Dickinson v». Dickinson (1879), 12 Ch. D. 22; le Bridger, 
Brompton Hospital rv. Lewis (1893), 63 L. J. Ch. 186. 
ais to (3) Re d. Maleolinson v. Maleolmson (1851), 17 

L. T. O. S. 44. Generally, Consd. Langdale », Briggs 
(1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 391. Refd. Malcolmson v. 
Maleolinson (1851), 17 LT. O. 8S. 443) Douglas v. Douglas 
(1854), Kay, 400; O’°Toole v. Browne (1851), 23 L. J. 
(). B. 282; Morgan tv. Thomas (1877), 6 Ch. D. 176; Re 
Portal & Lamb (1884), 27 Ch. D. 600; Cave v. Harris 
(1887), 57 L. J. Ch. 62. 

4857. -—-- Extended effect to bequests previously 
specific.|—-Above sect., which provides that a will 
shall speak & take effect as if executed immediately 
before the death of testator, unless a contrary 
intention appear by the will, will probably give 
an extended effeet to what would have been a 
specific bequest of a class of personal property 
before the statute. For instance, a bequest, 
since the Act. of ‘‘ all my stock’? would probably 
pass all the stock of testator at the time of his 
death ; but a gift of ‘‘ all stock which IT have pur- 
chased’? must be confined to stock actually pur- 
chased at the date of the will. 

A will made since the statute contained the 
words, ‘‘ 1 hereby exonerate my sister from all 
Claims in respect of money laid out by me in 
improvements of the estates in Scotland, & which 
money has according to the laws of Scotland been 
charged thereon ’’ :—Held: this exoneration only 
applied to moneys so charged at the date of the 
wil], & not to money afterwards laid out & charged, 
nor even to money then laid out, but afterwards 
charged.— -DOUGLAS vt DOUGLAS (1854), Kay, 400 ; 
23 L. J. Ch. 732; 69 E. R. 169. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Williams +. Owen (1863), 2 New Rep. 
585; Everett +. Everett (1877), 6 Ch. D. 122. Refd. 
Goodlad +. Burnett (1855), 1 KK. & J. 341; Re Ord, 
Hickinson v. Dickinson (1879), 12 Ch. D. 22; Re Portal 
& Lamb (1884), 27 Ch. D. 600; Cave vc. ILarris (1887), 
57 L. J. Ch. 62. 

4858. Dispositions of will not altered.|--- 
But am I therefore to say, if testator makes a 
will the effect of which, apart from above Act, 
would not be to exclude the wife’s dower, that 


because the Act says that, quoad the property 





14, SUB-SECT. 10. 
KHAN v. MUHAMMAD Saip Kuan, I. L. R. 25 Cale. $16; 
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which would be included, the will is to speak at 
his death, therefore a different construction is to 
be put on the will as to the intention to exclude 
dower, & that it is to be read as if the execution 
of the will had immediately preceded his death, 
so as to impute to him a change of intention ? 

T think that would be a perversion of the intention 

of the legislature (KINDERSLEY, V.-C.).—GIBSON 

v. GIBSON (1852), 1 Drew. 42; 22 L. J. Ch. 346; 

61 H.R. 367. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Parker v. Sowerby (1854), 23 L. T. 
QO. 5S. 282; Bending v. Bending (1857), 3 K. & J. 257; 
Stephens v. Stephens (1857), 3 Drew 697. 

4859. After-acquired estates subjected 
to existing dispositions.|—I think [above sect.] 
was intended only to subject after purchased & 
after acquired estates to the dispositions previously 
made, & it would be a most unwarrantable & 
unsound construction of the Act to give it the 
effect of altering these dispositions. It does not 
appear to me that this will can be said to show an 
intention that aftcr-acquired leaseholds should not 
pass under the disposition of testator’s leasehold 
estates (TURNER, L.J.).—LANGDALE (iADY) 1, 
Briaas (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 391; 26 1. J. Ch. 
27; 28. T. 0.8.73; 2 Jur. N.S. 982; 4 W. K. 
703; 44 BE. 4. 441, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Consd. Hepburn tv. Skirving (1858), 32 

2 T. O. 8S. 26; Re Worton, Lloyd v. Hatchett, [1920] 
2Ch. 1. Refd. Custle «. Fox (1871), L. IR. 11 Kq. 542; 
Bothamley v. Sherson (1875), L. R. 20 Ig. 304; Curtis 
v, Sheffield (1882), 30 W. R. 580; de Bridger, Brompton 
Hospital v. Lewis (1893), 63 TL. J. Ch. 186. Leshe vu 
Rothes, [1894] 2 Ch. 499; /@e Hayes, Turnbull v. Hayes, 
{1900] 2 Ch. 332; Mason rv. Ogden (1902), 87 L. T. 622. 
Mentd. ‘Tuylor vt. Sparrow (1863), 4 Giff. 703; Carroll v. 
Graham (1865), 1] Jur. N. S..1012; Juttendromohun 
Tagore wv. Ganendromohun Tagore, Ganendromohun 
Tagore v. Juttendromohun Tagore (1872), Li. R. Ind. 
App. Supp. 48: Kuathama Natchiar «. Dorasinga ‘Teaver 
(1875), L. Kk. 2 Ind. App. 169; Hampton +. Holman 
(1877), 5 Ch. D. 188: Ram Lal Mookerjee v. Secretary of 
State for India (1881), L. R.X Ind. App. 46; Re Dugdale, 
Dugdale v. Dugdale (1888), 388 Ch. D. 1763 Re Maddock, 
Liewelyn v. Washington, [1902] 2 Ch. 220; Re Green- 
wood, Goodhart rt. Woodhead, [1903] 1 Ch. 749. 

4860. Meaning of speak from death--De- 
pendent on intention.' —Above sect. provides that 
“every will shall be construed, with reference to 
the real estate & personal estate comprised in it, 
to speak & take effect as if it had been executed 
immediately before the death of testator, unless 
a contrary intention shall appear by the will.” 
That is a very different thing from saying that the 
will is for all purposes to speak & take effect as if 
it had been executed immediately before the 
death of testator. The question is one of intention, 
& of intention to undo what has been done; &. 
for the purpose of ascertaining the intention, L am 
entitled to look, not merely at the part of the will 
which immedatecly deals with the subject-matter, 
but also at any other part of the instrument, 
including the date; & the date appears to me 
to show decisively that no intention to undo what 
was only done at a subsequent time can be 
attributed to testator, & that his language is to 
be ascribed to a totally different cause. In my 
judgment the terms of the sect. are not such as to 
compel me to impute to testator an intention which 
manifestly never existed in fact (STIRLING, J.).—-- 
Re WreL_its’ Trusts, HWarpisry v. WELLS (1889), 
42 Ch. D. 646; 58 LL. J. Ch. 835; 6L J. T. 588; 
38 W. RR. 

-tnnotations :—Consd. Pe Haves, Turnbull r. Hayes, [1900] 
2 Ch. 332. Refd. 7?e Barkcr’s Settlement, Knocker v. 
Vernon Jonog, [1920] 1 Ch. 527. 

4861. - -~——-— No particular clause indicated. 
--A, devises to (i, for life, “ny cottage & all my 
Jand at 8.,” subject to the stipulation, among 
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others, that the plantations, heather, & furze be 
all preserved ‘‘in their present state,’’ & devises 
‘all other, my freehold manor, messuages, lands, 
& real estate whatsoever & wheresoever’’ to 
trustees upon trust for sale. At the date of his 
will A. had a small cottage with 22 acres of rough 
land held with it, & he subsequently contracted 
to purchase from G. a house of considerable size 
with gardens & land comprising ten acres closely 
adjoining the cottage & land. The contract was 
not completed at his death :—Held: (1) a contrary 
intention within above scct. was not shown with 
sufficient clearness, but construing the will as if 
it had been made on the day of testator’s death, 
having regard to the circumstances at that date 
& to the residuary devise, the specific devise more 
aptly referred to the cottage & rough land, & did 
not carry the after-acquired property; (2) the 
words ‘all my land at S.’’ would, if used alone, 
have been sufficient to carry the after-acquired 
land with the house standing upon it; but by force 
of the context the word ‘ land ’’ must be taken as 
confined to lands in contradistinction from 
buildings ; (8) semble: above sect., which provides 
that a will shall speak as to the real & personal 
estate comprised in it, a.e., the will, from the day 
of testator’s death, leaves open the question 
whether a particular property passes by the specific 
or the residuary devise. 

It does not say that we are to construe what- 
ever @ man says in his will as if it were made on 
the day of his death. 

Applying, then, that rule to this will, we look 
to see what is the real estate comprised in it ? 
It is to be observed that the Act speaks of it, that 
is, the will, When there is a puzzle as to which 
clause of the will carries a particular property, the 
statute does not: say which clause is to outweigh 
the other, but only that the property is to be com- 
prised in the will. Be it so. The question still 
remains which clause carries the property, the 
residuary or the specific devise ? (LINDLEY, L.J.). 

-Re PorrTaAL & LAMB (1885), 30 Ch. D. 503; 54 
L. J. Ch. 1012 L. T. 6503 33 W. AR. 859, CL A. 
Annotations :—.18 to (2) Reid. Re Bridger, Brompton 

Hospital for Consumption v. Lewis, [1894] 1 Ch. 297. 

Generally, Consd. fte Gillins, Inglis 1. Gilling, (t909] 1 Ch. 

345. Refd. fe Bridger, Brompton [Hospital for Con- 

sumption v. Lewis, (1891] 1 Ch. 297; Re KHvuans, Evans 

v. Powell, [1909] 1 Ch. 784; @e Davies, Scourfield 7. 

Davies, (1925] 1 Ch. 642; #e Greenberry, Hops v. Danicll 

(1911), 55 Sol. Jo. 633. 

4862. - --- —-—-.;—With whatever purpose, or 
in respect of whatever supposed defect in the law 
above sect. was enacted, Fo can only say that the 
language there seems to me plain & unambiguous, 
that I am to construe this wu as if the condition 
of things to which it refers was that immediately 
before testator’s death (LorD TLALSBURY, C.).— 
HiGa@ins v. Dawson, [1902] A.C. 13 71 TT. J. Ch. 
132; 85 L. T. 763; 50 W. RR. 337, H. L. 3 revsy. 
S.C. sub nom. Re GRAINGER, DAWSON v. HIGGINS, 
[1900] 2 Ch. 756, C. A. 


winnotations :-- Refd. Re Pinney, Pinney v. Pinney (1902), 
46 Sol, Jo. 552; Jee Glassington, Glassington vo. Follett, 
11906] 2 Ch. 305: Re Gibbs, Martin v. Harding. [1907] 
1 Ch. 465; Re Balls, Trowby ec. Balls, [1909] 1 Ch. 791 ; 
Re Acherley, Chapman 7. Andrew, (1913) 1 Ch. 5103 Re 
Pearce, Allianee Assce. Co. v. Francis, [1913] 83 L. 3. Ch. 
266: National Soc. for the Provention of Cruelty to 
Children ec. Scottish National Soe. for the Prevention of 
Cruelty to Children, [19lo)] A.C. 207; Zée Vear, Vear ov. 
Voar (1917), 62 Sol. Jo. 159: Ward v. Van Der Loeff, 
Burnyeat. vr. Van Der Loeff, [1921] A. C. 653. Mentd. 
Ive Townley, Public Trustee r. Allder, [1922] 1 Gh. 154, 
4863. ——--. --——.|—By his will testator gave 

twenty-five shares in a co.to W. At the date of 

the will these shares were of the value of £50 each 
with £5 credited as paid up. After the date of the 
will the shares were divided into £10 shares with 
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£1 paid up, & remained in that form at testator’s 
death. After the date of his will he sold several 
£50 shares &, subsequently, several £10 shares. 
On a summons to ascertain whether the legacy was 
a gift of shares as they existed at the date of the 
will or at the date of testator’s death :—Held: 
this was a general legacy in language appropriate 
to describe the state of things which existed at the 
death & did not show a contrary intention within 
above sect., & therefore W. only took £10 shares 
as they existed at the death. 

I think Mr. Carson’s argument with reference 
to the sect. independently of authority is the 
correct one. If personal property is comprised in 
a will, I say personal property because we have 
nothing to do with realty here, then the will must 
speak as to that property from the death of 
testator, as if it had been written immediately 
before his death (WARRINGTON, J.).—Ae CGILLINS, 
INGLIS v. GILEINS, [1909] 1 Ch. 345; 78 L. J. Ch. 


244; 100 L. T. 226; 16 Mans. 74. 
Anoiotation :—Distd. /Jte Clifford, Mallam v. MeFie, {1912] 


---— Residuary gifts still specific.} —Sce Nos. 
5986, 5087, post. 

4864. Contrary intention—Ascertained by con- 
struction.|—CoLrE v. Scott, No. 4856, ante. 

4865. .|—Testator bequeathed ‘ the 
interest arising from money invested in (inter alia), 
the Lambeth Waterworks Co.” to a legatee for 
life & then over. Between the dates of his will & 
death the undertaking of the Lambeth Water- 
works Co. was acquired by the Water Board under 
the provisions of the Metropolis Water Act, 1902 
(c. 41), & asum of Water B. stock had been issued 
to testator as compensation in respect of the 
ordinary stock which at the date of his will he 
held in the Lambeth Waterworks Co. :—Held : 
the Water B. stock did not pass under the bequest. 

But now that Wills Act. 1837 (c. 26), has 
expressly enacted, & testators must be taken to 
know the Wills Act, that a will shall be construed, 
with reference to personal estate, to speak & take 
effect as if it had been executed immediately 
before testator’s death, unless a contrary intention 
appears by the will, it requires, in a case like the 
present, some more specific indication of such 
‘contrary intention ” than the mere circumstance 
that testatrix has described the stock by the words 
“my three-&-a-quarter per cents.,’’ words which, 
although a meaning could be given to them by 
reference to what was the state of things at the 
date of the wil, have also a distinct ineaning in 
reference to the state of things at the date of her 
death, & might have been left in the will for the 
very purpose of passing her property as it existed 
at the latter date, & because testatrix knew, that, 
by the operation of the Wills Act, they would pass 
that propertv. When I refer to a particular thing, 
such as a ring or a horse, & bequeath it as “ my 
ring’ or ‘‘ my horse,’’ it seems to me there might 
be Copsideeiile difficulty i in saying that the “‘ con- 
trary intention ’’ to which the Act, in sect. 24, 
refers, does not appear on the face of the will; 
but when a bequest is of that which is generic, of 
that which may be increased or diminished, then, 
I apprehend, the Wills Act) requires something 
more on the face of the will for the purpose of 
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75 1. J. Oh. 660; 95 L. T. 350; 54 W. R. 602 ; 
50 Sol. Jo. 594; affd., [1907] 1 Ch. 665, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd, Re Kuypers, ny pore Vv. uy pers: 
[1925] 1 Ch. 244. Refd. /te Jameson, King inn, 
uel d be 111; Re Clifford, Mallam v. McFie, [1912] 


1368. Use of word ‘* my.’’|—-GOODLAD v. 
BURNETT, No. 4918, post. 
4867. — 
FKoutsuam, No. 4913, post. 


GIBSON, MATHEWS v. 











4868. .]—Re SLATER, SLATER v. SLATER, 
No. 4865, ante. 
4869. - .|—A bequest of “ my piano ”’ 


by testatrix who at the date of her will was in 
possession of a piano which she afterwards sold 
will not pass a piano subsequently acquired & in 
her possession at the | time of her death; the 
expression ‘‘ my piano ”’ being a sufficient indica- 
tion of a contrary intention within Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 26), 8. 24.—Re SIKKS, MOXON v. CROSSLEY, 
[1927] 1 Ch. 364; 96L. J. Ch. 2633 1386 L. T. 666 ; 

43 T. L. R. 573 sub nom. Re SYKES, MASON v. 
CROsSLEY, 70 Sol. Jo. 1197. 

4870. -—— Reference to date—-Clear reference.| 
—(1) Testator gave, after the decease or second 
marriage of his wife, all his leaseholds situate at 
(‘. to his son absolutely, charged nevertheless with 
the payment of all mtge. debts charged thereon, 
& ‘also with the payment of the annuity of £9 
now charged thereon in favour of my sister.”’ 
Testator at the date of his will was possessed of 
two leasehold properties at C., one subject to a 
mtge., & the other subject to the annuity of £9. 
He acquired another leasehold property at C. 
between the date of his will & the date of his death : 
—Held: the after-acquired leasehold property 
passed under the gift to the son. 

The authorities have established this, that, when 
the date of the will, as contrasted with the time of 
testator’s death, is clearly referred to in the will— 
that is evidence of a contrary intention. That was 
decided in Cole v. Scott, No. 4856, ante. There there 
was a clear contrast between the two dates in the 
gift itself, & it was held that the after-acquired 
property did not pass. It is suggested that there 1s 
the same contrast in the present case, by reason of 
the use of the word ‘‘ now ”’ with reference to the 
annuity charged on a part of the property 
bequeathed to the son. But all testator says is 
that the property given to the son is to bear the 
charges upon it, whether mtges. or annuity. He 
speaks of the annuity ‘“‘ now charged.’ It was 
an existing annuity at the date of the will, but it 
might come to an end before the death of testator 
by the death of the sister. The words are merely 
an indication of the particular charge (BAG- 
GALLAY, L.J.). 

(2) I cannot help expressing some regret at 
the result, for I do not think it was the intention 
of the legislature to legislate for specific gifts of 
this kind. But it has been decided that such 
gifts are within Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 24 
(JAMES, L.J.).--Re ORD, DICKINSON v, DICKINSON 
a 12 Ch. D. 22; 5 41 L.7.13; 28 W. RR. 141, 
C. 

Cae -—As to (1) Refd. Ze Portal & Lamb eet 

27 Ch. D. 600; Cave v. Harris (1887), 57 L. J. Ch 


Genera. jRetd. Re Cunnon, Cannon v. Cannon (tots), 
114% . 231 





indicating such ‘“‘ contrary intention’ than the 4871. ~~] —— Re WELL’  ‘''RUSTS, 

mere circumstance that the subject of the bequest LaArpistry v. WELLS, No. 4860, ante. 

is designated by the pronoun “* my’ (JOYCE, J.).— 4872. ----- Must be shown clearly.|—e PORTAL 

Re SLATER, SLATER v. SLATER, [1906] 2 Ch. 480; & LAMB, No. 1861, arele. 

PART XVI. SECT. 15, SUB-SECT. 1. O.L.R.95 13 0. W.N. 418.--CAN. immediately before the death of 
—A. a. -}—Uniess a contrary in-  testator.-—TREADWELL v. HITOHINGS, 


4872 i. Contrary intention— Aluat is 
shown clearly,J—Re TNuRam (1918), 4 


tention is expressed therein, a codicil 
speaks & takes effect, as if exccuted 


1925) N. Z. L. R. 519.—-N.Z 


hb. Whether will has effect during 
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oat. 

5 4878. To what dispositions applicable—Generic 

distinguished from particular gifts.|—GooDLAD 

v. BURNETT, No. 4918, post. 
4874. .|—Re 

SLATER, No. 4865, ante. 
4875. ——.]—By his will testator gave T. 

an annuity of £400 per annum & ‘‘ all my furniture 

& household effects at present at A. Lodge.”” He 

appointed his brother sole exor., & gave him all 

his residuary estate, & said: ‘‘ My books, family 
letters, & relics at ee at A. Lodge to become 
the property of the said sole exor.’”’ Testator 
after the date of the will bought a motor-car, 
which was at A. Lodge at the date of his death. 

The question was whether the motor-car passed 

under the gift of furniture & household effects ‘* at 

present at A. Lodge’’:—/eld: no _ contrary 
intention within Wills Act, 18387 (c. 26), s. 24, was 
shown, the will spoke from the date of the death. 

& the motor-car passed under the bequest.—Re 

ASHBURNHAM, GABY v. ASHBURNHAM (1912), 107 

L. T. 601; 57 Sol. Jo. 28. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Fortlage, Ross v. Fortlage (1916), 
60 Sol. Jo. 527; Ite White, White v. White, [1916] 1 Ch. 
172. Mentd. A.-G. v. Hodgson, [1922] 2 Ch. 429. 

4876. Excepting clauses.]--—'l'estatrix de- 
vised all property, except that subject to the trusts 
of a specified settlement & not disposed of under 
the power therein contained. Subsequently she 
purchased other property, & settled it in substance 
on the same trusts :—Held: the after-purchased 
eg a was not within the exception, but passed 

vy the will. 

Qu.: whether Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 24, 
applies to excepting clauses.—HUGHES v. JONES 
(1863), 1 Hem. & M. 765; 2 New Rep. 417; 382 
lL. J. Ch. 487; 9 L. T. 143; 11 W. BR. 898; 71 
E.R. 335. 


SLATER, SLATER v. 























4877. —-—- Specific gifts.]-—J?c Orb, DICKINSON 
v. DICKINSON, No. 4870, ante. 

4878. |—Re BRIDGER, BROMPTON 
IfOSspPITAL FOR CONSUMPTION v. LEWIs, No. 4932, 
post. 

4879. Property of married woman.|—- Under 





a marriage settlement property was settled upon 
trust for the wife & her husband for life, & 
if there should be no children & the husband 
should die in the lifetime of the wife, both of which 
events happened, then after his death in trust for 
her absolutely. Then followed a trust, in the event 
of the husband surviving the wife, giving her, 
subject to his life interest, a general power of 
appointment by will notwithstanding coverture, 
& subject thereto the trust funds were to go to 
her next of kin. The husband died in 1905 & 
the wife in 1908. By her will, dated in 1805, the 
wife, in exercise of the power & of all other powers, 
if any, thereunto cnabling her, appointed that the 
trustees should after the death of her husband 
stand possessed of the property subject to the 
settlement for certain named persons, &, after 


making specific bequests, she gave her residue to | 


her husband absolutely :—Held : 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1893 (c. 63), s. 3, 
was to make the will operate upon all that testatrix 


life.) —Though in general a will speaks 
from testator’s death, it has effect, 
during his life for the purpose of revoca- 
tion or extinguishment.—HkrWwson v. 
CAKOLIN, 4 Ir. Jur. 214,—IR 

0. Effect of subsequent conveyance of 
property.J-~P. made w will bequeath- 
ing his property to trustees upon certain 


the 


the effect of | 


trusts, subscquently he conveyed the 
same property by deed to other trustees 
upon other trusts. 
P. the trustees under the will renounced 
& administration cum testamento annexo 
was granted to pltf. 
administrator :—V7/eld : 
did not take effect until the death of 
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had at her death; at her death, in the events 
which happened, the settled property was held 
upon trust for her & passed to the appointees as 
a specific disposition under her will.—Re Jamss, 
HOoLkE v. BETHUNE, [1910] 1 Ch. 157; 79 L. J. Ch. 


45; 101 L. T. 625. 
Particular cases.]—-See Sub-sect. 1, C., post. 


B. Use of Word ‘‘ Now.” 


See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 24. 

4880. All arrears now due.|—A.-G. v. Bury 
(1701), 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 201; 21 KE. R. 989. 

4881. ‘‘ Library now in custody of B.’’—-Books 
subsequently purchased & added to library.]— 
A. devises his library of books now in the custody 
of B. to a college, & afterwards buys more books, 
which he places in the same library, & gives £4,000 
more to increase their library ; the after-bought 
books shall pass.—ALL SOULS COLLEGE v. CopD- 
DRINGTON (1719), 1 P. Wms. 597; 24 E. R. 533. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Christchurch (Dean & Chapter) v. 

Barrow (1767), Amb. 641. 

4882. Now “ live in,’’ ** occupy ”’ or ‘‘ reside ’’—- 
Subsequent devise of ‘‘ trust estates now vested 
in me.’’]|—CoLk v. Scott, No. 4856, ante. 

4883. Lands belonging thereto now occu- 
pied by me.]-—Testator, by his will made in 1854, 
devised to his wife ‘all that my messuage of 
dwelling-house, with the buildings & lands belong- 
ing thereto, now occupied by me, situate at W., 
containing about twenty acres, together with the 
close of land called H., now occupied by W., as 
tenant. thereof, to the use of my said wife, her 
heirs & assigns for ever’’?; & devised the residue 
of his real estate to trustees. In 1847 a railway 
separated part of a field from a farm belonging to 
testator, occupied by a tenant, & at the date of 
the will testator occupied a portion of the separated 
part as potato ground, the remainder of that part, 
called T., being still occupied by the tenant as 
part of his farm: but testator, before his death, 
took T. into his own occupation, & occupied it to 
his death 1n 1856. with the house & Jand admitted 
to form part of the devise to the wife. A closer 
approximation to the quantity of ‘‘ twenty acres ”’ 
was obtained by excluding T.:—Held: T. did 
not pass under the devise to the wife, the words 
““now occupied by me”’ being matter of descrip- 
tion of the property devised, & was not to be con- 
strued as speaking from the death, within Wills 
Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 24.—HUTCHINSON v. BARROW 
(1861), 6 H. & N. 583; 30 L. J. Ex. 280; 41. 7. 
554; 9W.R. 588; 158 BK. R. 240. 

4884. ——— ‘* House I now live in.’’|—Testatrix 
bequeathed a house under the description ‘‘ the 
house I now live in’”’ :—Held: this referred to the 
house as occupied by her at the time of the making 
of the will, & not to the house as occupied at the 
time of her death.—WILLIAMS v. OWEN (1863), 2 
New Rep. 585; 9 L. T. 200. 

4885. ‘* Now reside.’’|—Testator devised a 
messuage or dwelling-house, wherein D. C. ‘‘ now 
resides, with the stables or appurtenances thereto 
belonging & therewith occupied.” Between the 
date of his will & his death, testator purchased a 
garden, which he attached to the messuage :— 
Held: the garden passed under the devise.— 
Re MIDLAND Ry. Co., Re OTLEY & ILKEY BRANCH 
(18865), 34 Beav. 525; 6 New Rep. 244; 34 L. J. 








P., & the property passed to the trustees 
under the deed.—ADAMS v. KNOWLING 
(1900), 8 Nfld. L. 2, 351.—-NFLD. 
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Ch. 596; 12 L. T. 659; 11 Jur. N. S. 818; 13 

W. R. 851; 55 EB. R. 738. 

“a, etd, Miles v. Miles (1800s Lee 1 wiqraed; 
Portal & Lamb (1884), 27 Ch. D.800, "497: 
4886. ——— ——.]—-Testator, who died on Dec. 

28, 1869, by his will dated Aug. 3, 1868, made the 

following bequest: ‘‘I give my leasehold house 

& premises called the Anchor Inn, where I now 

reside ... unto my son.” Testator made a 

codicil to his will, dated Dec. 25, 1869, which did 

not mention this legacy. At the date of the will 

the Anchor Inn was in course of reconstruction, 
with the view of separating two rooms from the 
inn to be let to a tenant who was to occupy them 
as a shop. The alterations were completed be- 
tween the date of the will, & the death of testator, 
& at the latter date were occupied as a shop by a 
tenant of testator. Prior to & during the altera- 
tions the premises were occupied solely by testator, 
who continued up to the date of his death to 
reside in the inn which had been separated from 
the shop :—Held: as the shop was not leased by 
testator until after the date of his will, it was 
included in the terms of the bequest, & so passed 

to testator’s son.—Re EDWARDS, ROWLAND v. 

EDWARDS (1890), 63 L. T. 481. 

4887. -|—By his will dated in 1885 
testator devised to his wife “ all that my freehold 
house & premises situate at O., & known as 
‘ Ankerwyke,’ & in which | now reside.’ ‘Testator 
died in 1901, & between the date of his will & his 
death he purchased two plots of adjoining land, 
one contiguous to his house & the other on the 
opposite side of the road, using them in connection 
with his house, & with another plot bought before 
the date of his will:— Held: (1) the expression 
** & in which I now reside ’’ was a mere additional 
description of the property & not a vital & essential 
part of the description having the effect of cutting 
down the generality of the earlier words, & what 
passed under the gift’ was the house & premises 
known as ‘“‘ Ankerwyke ”’ at the date of testator’s 
death ; (2) on the facts, the devise included the 
plots bought subsequently to the date of the will.-~ 
Re WILLIS, SPENCER v. WILLIS, [1911] 2 Ch. 563; 
S1L. J. Ch. 8; 105 L. T. 295; 55 Sol. Jo. 598. 

4888. — Now in my own occupation.]-—Tes- 
tator by his will made in Apr. 1873, devised a 
freehold cottage with all the land thereto belonging, 
described as ‘* now in my own occupation,” to two 
trustees upon trust for his wife during her life & 
after her death for his children. . .. In Sept. 
1873, testator purchased two fields adjoining the 
cottage & occupied them with the cottage till his 
death. In 1877 he made a codicil by which he 
substituted his wife & his two sons as trustees & 
exors. of his will, & confirmed his will in other 
respects :—Held: the two fields passed to the 
trustees with the cottage.—-Re CHAMPION, DUDLEY 
v. CHAMPION, [1893] 1 Ch. 101; 62 L. J. Ch. 372; 
67 L. T. 694; 2 R. 162, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. J?e Donald, Moore v. Somerset (1909), 
63 Sol. Jo. 673 ; Ze Willis, Spencer v. Willis, [1911] 2 Ch. 
563. Refd. /’c Rayer, Rayer v. Rayer, (1903) 1 Ch. 685; 
Re Fraser, Lowther v. Fraser, [1904] 1 Ch. 726; Jee 
Smith, Prada v. Vandroy, [1916] L Ch. 523; Je Hardy- 
man, Teesdale vt. McClintock, [1925] 1 Ch. 287; Le 
Reeves, Reeves rv, Pawson, [1928] 1 Ch, 351. 

4889. ‘‘ Real estates whereof I am now seised ”’ 
-—-Subsequent devise of ‘‘ trust estates now vested 
in me.’’|—Coe v. Scorr, No. 4856, ante. 

4890. Which I now possess—Shares—Subsequent 
increase.|—-Testator, whilst on duty in the E. I. 
Co.’s service, by his will bequeathed as follows: 


NOONE v. LYONS (1862), 1 W. & W. 
235.--AUS, 


e. Whether 

















CAN. 


use of word ‘* now 


sufficient to oust effect of statute. }+— 
HATTON v. BERTRAM, 13 O. TR, 
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‘“‘To my brother 8S. all the shares which I now 
ossess in the Union Bank in OC. & also all the 
nterest ... & the money lodged there on de- 
posit ... & I leave & bequeath to W. S. all the 
money I possess in the co.’s funds, with whatever 
may be due thereon up to the day of my death, 
which is lodged with & under the management of 
the Govt. agents & Major S....I leave & 
bequeath the shares I am possessed of in the A. 
bank to, etc., ... & out of the money now in 
the A. bank in deposit, a sum equal to, etc.” 
Testator died in 1851. After the date of his will, 
& before his death, testator’s property was largely 
increased. The question arose whether the will 
was to be construed as having reference to its 
date, or to the death of testator :—Held: the will 
spoke from the death of testator, & everything of 
which testator was possessed passed by it.— 
HEPBURN v. SKIRVING (1858), 32 L. T. O. S. 26; 
4 Jur. N.S. 651. 
Sail :—Refd. Re Horton, Lloyd v. Hatchett, (1920) 


4891. ‘‘ Any other property that I may now 
possess.’’|—Testator made a gift of ‘‘ all my ready 
money, bank, & other shares, freehold property, 
.. . & any other property that I may now pos- 
sess’ :—-Held: personal estate acquired subse- 
quently to the date of the will passed by the 
bequest.— WAGSTAFF v. WAGSTAFF (1869), L. R. 8 
Kq. 229; 38 L. J. Ch. 528. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Re Ashburnham, Gaby v. Ashburnham 
(1912). 107 L. ‘T. GOL. Refd. He Smalley, Smalley v. 
Smalley (1883), 49 L. ‘VT. 662 ; Me Portal & Lamb (1884), 
eae D. 600; Re Horton, Lloyd v. Hatchett, [1920] 
4892. Annuity ‘‘ now charged ’’ on particular 

property—Words of indication only.|—He ORD, 

DIcKINSOM v. DICKINSON, No. 4870, ante. 

4893. ‘‘ Now held by me ’’—Additional descrip- 
tion.|-—Testator, who made his will in 1843 & died 
in 1872, devised all his copyhold hereditaments, 
being parcel of the manor of Lambeth, ‘‘ now held 
by me as a customary tenant of the said manor, 
or otherwise,” to trustees, upon trust to pay the 
rents, after the death of his wife, to his daughter 
for life, & after her death, in the events which 
had happened, to E. C. H., her heirs & assigns, 
according to the custom of the manor. The first 
deft. was her customary heir. At the date of his 
will testator was possessed of one undivided 
moiety of the copyholds for a customary estate 
in fee simple. In ]848 he became possessed of the 
other undivided moiety of the same copyholds, 
& held the entirety at the date of his death. In 
1873 the daughter, who was the customary heiress 
of testator, was admitted tenant of the entirety 
for her life, & in 1891 she enfranchised & sold 
part of the copyholds :—Held: apart from Wills 
Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 24, the devise in testator’s 
will operated to pass the entirety of the copyholds, 
| of the manor of Lambeth, to which testator 
was entitled at the time of his death; & the same 
now belonged to the first deft., together with the 
trusts funds representing the proceeds of such of 
the copyholds as had been sold ; testator had not 
expressed a contrary intention within above sect., 
the expression ‘‘now held by me’”’ being mere 
additional description of the property & not an 
essential part of the description, cutting down the 
earlier part: of the devise.—He HorTON, LLOYD v. 
Harcnuerr, [1920] 2 Ch. 1; 89 L. J. Ch. 297; 
123 L. T. 262; U4 Sol. Jo. 425. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Davies, Scourfield v. Davies, [1925] 
1 Ch. 642. 

f. ———.]—Ite HOLDEN (1903), 23 


766.— C.L.1T.52;50.L.R.156; 20.W.R. 
11.—CAN. 
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Sect, 15,—Descriptions of property: Sub-sect. 1, C, 
(a) & (6).] 
C. Application of Rule in Particular Cases. 
(a) Devise of Land. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8, 24. 

4894. Specific devise — Leaseholds —- Subsequent 
renewal.]|— Bequest of leasehold premises, “ & all 
my estate term & interest therein.’”’ The interest, 
acquired under a subsequent renewal of the lease, 
does not pass.—SLATTER v. NOTON (1809), 16 Ves. 
197; 33 BE. R. 959. 

4895. Reversion subsequently ac- 
quired. |—Testator devised all his freehold estate 
at B., which he purchased of C., by a will dated 
before & republished by a codicil dated after Wills 
Act, 1837 (c. 26); but a small piece of land 
purchased with the estate by testator of C., «& 
always held & mixed with it, was leasehold. After 
making the codicil testator purchased the fee of 
that small piece of land, & the leasehold interest. 
was merged :—Held: (1) notwithstanding sect. 24 
of above Act, the codicil did not pass the after- 
acquired fee. 

(2) Suppose a man to have a brown horse & 
bequeath it, & then sell it & buy another brown 
horse, & dic, does the horse of which he was 
possessed at the time of his death pass ? (ISNIGHT 
Bruck, V.-C.).—Emuss v. SmituH (1848), 2 De G. 
& Sm. 722; 64 H.R. 322. 

Annotations ;——As to (1) Distd. Miles tv. Miles (1866), 35 
Beav. 191. NF. Saxton v. Suxton (1879), 13 Ch. D. 359. 
As to (2) Expld. Castle vr. Fox (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 542. 
Generally, Consd. Weeding v. Weeding (1861), 1 John. 
& HW. 424. Refd. Bowen vr. Barlow (1871), L. R. 11 Hq. 
454; Frewen v. Frewen (1875), 10 Ch. App. 611, n.; 
Re Isaacs, Isaacs e. Reginall, [1894] 3 Ch. 506; Re Pyle, 
Pyle v. Pyle, [1895] 1 Ch. 724. 

4896. —— ——-.|--Where testator has 
given certain leascholds for all the residue of the 
termus for which same should be held by hiim at his 
death, & afterwards acquires the fee, such fee 
passes under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 24.— 
STRUTHERS v. STRUTHERS (1857), 5 W. KR. SOY. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Russell, Russell v. Chel) (1882), 
ps D. 132. Refd. Saxton r. Saxton (1879), 13 Ch. D. 
Od. 


4897. -——_ -.----- — -.j~Testator, by will, dated 
in 1865, bequeathed to trustees house property 
held by him on lease. & part of which he described 
as leasehold, upon trusts for the benefit of his 
wife for life, & after her death as she should 
appoint generally. He also made a residuary de- 
vise & bequest of realty & personalty. After 
the date of the will he purchased the reversion of 
the above leascholds, & took a conveyance of the 
same to himself in fee:—Held: the freehold 
interest in the above property passed to the 
trustees in trust for the wife.—Cox v. BENNETY?r 
(1868). L. R. 6 Eq. 422. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Saxton v. Saxton (1879), 13 Ch. D. 
359. Refd. Castic v. Fox (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 542. 
4898. ---- 

No. 5256, post. 
4899. --_-- Land in specified place—After- 

acquired lands in same place.|/—York v. BROWN 

(1844), cited in 7 Ch. D. at p. 431. 

— 4900. -——.} —Re ORD, DICKINSON vr. 
DICKINSON, No. 4870, ante. 

4901. - “‘ Estate called Cleeve Court with 
appurtenances ’’---Purchase of adjoining land.| 
Pestator by his will, dated 1861, devised his 
“estate called Cleeve Court, with the appur- 

















~~ |—-SAXTON v. SAXTON, 








PART XVI. SECT. 
C 


a SUB-SECT. 1. 
e a e 

g. Specific devise— Land in anecified 
place —Afler-acquired lands adjoining. | 
~-Re Rupp, Rupp +. Lerrcn (1914), 33 
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life. 


h. -——_ ----—-.] —Testator 
will devised to his daughter“ the home- 
stead farm on which I reside,’’ & the 
residue of his real ostate to his wife for 
After the date of the will he 
acquired other real estute, including 
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tenances.” Between the date of his will & his 
death in 1866, he made several purchases of land 
contiguous to his Cleeve Court estate, & evidence 
was offered to show he considered these after- 
acquired lands to be part of that estate :—Held : 
the accretions to the pee eee by the 
devise.-—CASTLE v. Fox (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 542 ; 

40 L. J. Ch. 24 L. T. 536; 19 . nk. 

840. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Re Evans, Evans v. Powell, [1909] 
Pt 784. Refd. Krith v. Cameron (1871), L. R. 12 
169. 

4902. ---— ‘* My cottage & all my land at S.’’ 
Followed by residuary clause.|—e PorTaL & 
LAMB, No. 4861, ante. 

4908. ‘* Which I have lately purchased °’’—~ 
Purchase of gardén.|——By a codicil, dated Aug. 24, 
1867, testator devised to A. in fee ‘‘ all those three 
freehold cottages & premises thereunto belonging, 
situated in Exeter-strect aforesaid, adjoining the 
Crown & Anchor Inn, which | have lately pur- 
chased.”?> The three cottages answered this 
description at the time. In 1876 testator became 
possessed of a piece of garden ground, which he 
subsequently occupied with one of the three 
cottages. tle died in 1883:-—Afeld: the devise 
was limited by the descriptive words ‘“ which 1 
have lately purchased”; & the garden ground did 
not pass to A. by Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 24.—- 
CAVE v. HARRIS (1887), 57 TL. J. Ch. 62; 36 W. RR. 
182; sub nom. Cave v. ITARRIS, JIARRIS v. CAVE, 
o7 LL. T. 768. 

4904. ——— Named house with land attached— 
Other houses afterwards added.|——-Testator hy his 
will, dated in 1901, made the following devise to 
his wife for life, with remainder to his daughter : 
“ Touse & effects known as Cross Villa situated 
in TT.” At the date of his will he was possessed 
of half an acre of ground with a house upon it, 
the premises being known as Cross Villa. In 

1906 upon a part of the ground, which he separated 
from the rest by a hedge, he erected two semi- 
detached dwelling-houses which he named Ash- 
grove Villas. He died in 1908. Upon asummons 
to determine the effect of the devise :—Held : 
it passed the whole of the property with all the 
buildings thereon.—Ke EVANS, IHVANS v. POWELL, 
[1909] 1 Ch. 784; 78 L. J. Ch. 441; 100 tT. T. 
779. 


Annotation :~-Apld. Re Davies, Scourfield vr. Davies, [1925] 
Ch. 612. 


4905. --- With ‘*‘ investments & moneys repre- 
senting proceeds of sale’’ of part of land.|—By 
his will, dated Sept. 5, 1921, testator made the 
following disposition: ‘‘ I devise all my estate 
known generally as the W. estate .. . to which 
T have succeeded as tenant in tail under the will & 
codicils of J. 8S, (which entail 1 am about to bar) 
& also the investments & moneys representing the 
proceeds of sale of such parts of the said estate as 
have been sold... to ny wife in fee simple & 
absolutely.” Testator also gave his residuary 
estate upon trust to pay the income to his wife, 
until his son attained twenty-five, & then to the use 
of his son in fee simple & absolutely. Under the 
limitations of the will & codicils of his uncle 
J.S., who died in 1876, testator had, before the 
date of his will, became entitled as tenant in tail 
in possession to the W. estate & to the procoeds 
of sale of parts thereof which had been sold & to 
the investments thereof which were standing in 


302 ; 





his land known os lot A.. upou which he 
resided at tho timo of bis death :— 
Meld: lot A. was not included in the 
deviso to the danghter.—AYER v. 
EsTABROOKS, 22 C. ‘1.328; 2N. 3D. 
Hq. Rep. 392.—CAN. 


by 
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the names of trustees of that will for the purposes 
of the Settled Land Acts. Testator died on 
Nov. 18, 1922, having disentailed the properties 
to which he was so entitled as aforesaid. Between 
the dates of his will & death, testator entered into 
contracts for the sale of further parts of the W. 
estate, some of which were completed by testator 
in his lifetime & others were completed after his 
death by his exors. Upon a summons to deter- 
mine the effect of the devise :—Held: the will must 
be construed as speaking from the death of 
testator; &, as the description of the property 
comprised in the devise to testator’s widow was 
generic & capable of diminution or increase & no 
contrary intention appeared by the will within 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5s. 24, the devise was effectual 
to pass the proceeds received in respect of the sales 
made after the date of the will as well as the 
proceeds received in respect of the sales made before 
that date.—Re DAVIES, SCOURFIELD v. DAVIEs, 


[1925] Ch. 642; 94 L. J. Ch. 337; 133 L. T. 
460; 69 Sol. Jo. 744, 
4906. General devise.] - STOKES v. SALOMONS, 


No. 5439, post. 








4907. Use of word ‘‘ estate.’’|—-O’ TOOLE 
7, BROWNE, No. 4852, ante. 
4908. -|—Testator, by his will dated in 


IS41, devised all the frechold property of or to 
which ‘‘ 1 am seised or entitled in fee simple ”’ to 
certain uses in strict settlement. In another part 
of his will he devised all his copyhold & leaschold 
property of or to which ‘‘ I am or at the time of 
my death shall be possessed or entitled ’’ to trustees 
upon trusts to correspond with the limita- 
tions expressed concerning his freehold estates. 
Between the date of his will & his death testator 
acquired the fee simple in certain freehold estates 
—JTeld: the after-acquired freeholds passed by 
the will, & the fact that in the subsequent clause, 
speaking of another class of property, he expressly 
included after-acquired property of that class, did 
not affect the construction which, under Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 26), must be placed upon the previous 
clause as to the frecholds.—LILFORD (LORD) v. 
KECK (1862), 30 Beav. 300; 10 W. R. 240; 54 
wo. R. 904, 
Annotation :—-Consd, Castle v. Fox (1871), L. Lh. 11 Eq. 542. 
4909. -----.|—Testator, by his will, made in 
1810, gave, devised, & bequeathed as follows ; 
1 give & devise to my dear wife I. all my part, 
share, estate, or intcrest of & in the dwelling-house 
or tenement, & likewise the several closes or 
parcels of land hercinafter mentioned ”’ (describing 
them) ‘' & I also give & bequeath all my goods & 
chattels, freeholds, dwelling-house, or tenement 
heretofore mentioned unto my said wife E. for 
her use & interest. during the term of her natural 
life; & after her decease I give & devise all 
my property, real & personal, unto my heir or 
heirs, to be equally divided among them, & as 
joint heirs of this my above-mentioned pr operty.” 
Subsequently to the date of his will testator 
Ke edu land by devise:—Held: the after- 
uired property passed by the will, & testator’s 
wi ow took a life estate in it.—JEPSON v. KEY 
(1864), 2 H. & C. 873; 3 New Rep. 578; 10 L. 7. 
68; 10 Jur. N.S. 392; 12 W. 2. 621 ‘ 150 H.R. 
362. 
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4910. ——.]-—In the absence of a contrary 
intention you are to read a general gift of real estate 
as being equivalent to ‘ all the real estate which 
I shall be entitled to at the time of my death” 
(JESSEL, M.R.).—LysaGcur v. Epwarps (1878), 
2Ch. D. 499 ; 451. J. Ch. 554; 34 L. T. 787; 24 
W. R. 778. 


Annotations :—-Refd. Re Thomas, Thomas v. Howell eet). 
34 Ch. ). 166; Rodger ». Harrison, [1893] 1 Q. B. 161 
Te Marlay, Rutland v. Bury, [1915] 2 Ch. 264. Mentd. 
#e Colling (1886), 32 Ch. D. 333; Leppington v. Freeman 
(1891), 65 L. T. 145; Plews v. Samuel, (1904) 1 Ch. 464 ; 
St. Thomas’ Hospital (Governors) v. Richardson (1909), 
101 L. T. 771; Allen v. Inland Revenne Comrs. (1914), 
83 L. J. K. B. 649; Dale v. Hatfield Chase Corpn., 
{1922] 2 K. B. 282. 


4911. -|—Where a will gives an unqualified 
bequest of land, making no reference to the time 
at which it is to operate, the gift takes effect 
a morte testatoris, except where that date would 
disturb any of the provisions already made in the 
will, or where the testator has clearly indicated 
that he did not intend it to operate until a later 
period.— HAMILTON v. RitcHik, [1894] A. C. 310. 





(b) Gift of Stocks or Shares. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 24. 

4912. Gift of specific amount—‘‘ Or so much as 
Should be standing in her name at her death ’’— 
Increase between will & death.!-—I[oOTHAM  v. 
Sutton, No. 5740, post. 

4913. Sale & repurchase of similar stock. ]— 
Testator being at the time possessed of £1,000 
guaranteed stock inthe N. B. Railway, bequeathed 
to A. ‘*‘my one thousand N. B. Railway preference 
shares.’ After his will he sold his N. B. guaranteed 
stock, & died possessed of shares & stock in the 
N. B. Railway, acquired by several successive 
asec exceeding the amount bequeathed to 

:—Held: the bequest being a specific thing, 
ea had been adeemed, & was not in testator's 
possession | at the time of his death, a ‘* contrary 
intention,’ so as to exclude the aueration of Wills 
Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 24, sufficiently appeared upon 
the ‘will. 

Suppose a man to have, at the date of his will, 
a picture of the Holy Family by some inferior 
artist, & to give by his will ‘my Holy Family.’’ 
He afterwards disposes of this picture & subse- 
quently acquires, by purchase or gift, a very much 
better one on the same subject, painted by an 
eminent artist. Would it not be a monstrous 
construction to hold that the picture cxisting in 
testator’s possession at the time of his death would 
pass ? Where there is a clearly indicated intention 
upon the face of the will to give the single specific 
thing, & nothing else, it would be a verv narrow 
construction of the words of sect. 24 to hold that 
you must sweep in everything to which the words 
might be held to apply, without the slightest 
reference to the state of things existing at the date 
of the will (PAGK Woon, V.-C.).— Re GIBSON, 
MATHEWS v, FOULSHAM (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 669 ; 
35 L. J. Ch. 596; 14 W. R. 818. 

-tnnotations :-—Distd. Morrice vr. Aylmer (1875), Le. RR. 7 

H. L. 717. Apld. te Clitford, Mallam v. McKie, [1912] 

1 Ch. 29. Refd. Langdale v. Briggs (1873), 28 lu. 'Y, 467. 

4914. ‘‘ Four per cent. bank annuities ’’—New 
bank annuities created after will.|—Testator by his 








.J—#e Ta ee 3 

t, Gln: Jur. 29.—IR 

1. -—— J— Seaue cue HAYLiy, 
gece C. L. R. 410. —IR. 

—_—— “The same real 
estates. FULLER v. TAYLOR, 15 N. Z. 
L, lt. 229.—N.Z,. 

n, —-—-.]— Testator by _ his 





will 


devised certain Jand & lator sold it 
under agreement of sale. The devise 
was held to operate so as to give the 
deviseo testator’s rights in the land 
& under the agreement at the time of 
his death, including the balance of 
purchase-noneys then  unpaid.—le 
CHURCH (Alta), [1923}1 D. L. Rt. 208 ; 
11922] 3 WwW, WwW. R 1207,---CAN. 


PART XVI. SECT. 15, SUB-SECT. 1. 


o. All else of which TI dee 
}—The will, after disposing 
of portions of testatrix’ 8 property, 
contained the following bequest: ‘1 
bequeath to my dear husband, Gili. 
for uso during his life, all else of which 
I dio possessed, namely, the dwelling- 
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Sect. Or aa aa of property: Sub-sect. 1, C. 
will gave to his son a legacy of £20,000 in ‘‘ the 
joint stock of the 4 per cent. bank annuities, 
transferable at the Bank of England, commonly 
called 4 per cent. bank annuities’’: the only 
4 per cent. bank annuities existing at the date of his 
will were reduced to 3} per cents.; aftcrwards, & 
before his death, a new stock of 4 per cent. hank 
annuities was created : the will speaks at testator’s 
death, & the son is entitled to the sum of £20,000 
in the then existing 4 per cent. bank annuities.— 
SHEFFIELD v. COVENTRY (EARL) (1833), 2 Russ. & 
M. 317; 39 BF. R. 415. 

innotation :—Refd. Powys v. Mansfield (1836), 6 Sim. 528. 

4015. ‘‘ All property I possess in the public 
funds.’’|—Testator willed that his wife should 
receive the interest: of ‘‘ all the property I possess 
in the public funds, for her life ’’ :-—Held : the wife 
was entitled to receive the income of all the pro- 
perty which testator had in the funds at the date 
of his will, & in its then state of investment, 
notwithstanding it consisted of long annuitics.— 
COCKRAN v. COCKRAN (1844), 14 Sim. 248; 4 
L. T. 0.8.49; 8 Jur. 679; 60 FE. R. 353. 
innolations :--~ Refd. Langdale v. Briggs (1856), 8 De G. M. 

& G. 391; Re Horton, Lloyd rv. Hatchett, [1920] 2 Ch. 1. 

4916. ‘* All my stock.’’?]——- DOUGLAS v. DOUGLAS, 
No. 4857, ante. 

4917. ‘* All my stock which I have purchased.’”’ 

-DOUGLAS tv. DouGcuas, No. 4857, ante. 

4918. ‘‘My new three & a quarter per cent. 
annuities.’’]|—(1) Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 24, 
that every will shall be construed with reference 
to the personal estate comprised in it, to speak 
& take effect as if it. had been executed immediately 
before the death of testator, ‘‘ unless a contrary 
intention shall appear by the will,’’ illustrated : 
If I refer to a particular thing, ¢.g., a ring or a 
horse, & bequeath it as ‘‘ my ring ” or ‘‘ my horse,”’ 
semble: the ‘contrary intention.” to which 
sect. 24 refers, appears by the will, & the will 
speaks from the date of its execution; but when 
a bequest is of that which is generic, of that which 
may be increased or diminished, the Act requires 
something more on the face of the will, for the 
purpose of indicating such ‘‘ contrary intention,”’ 
than the mere circumstance that the subject of the 
bequest is designated by the pronoun ‘ my.’ ”’ 
Testatrix, in 1850, bequeathed thus: ‘I give 
my new 3} per cent. annuities’ :—Held: the 
bequest comprised all the new 3} per cents. which 
she had at her death. 

(2) Testatrix gave to trustees £1,500 & certain 
Danish bonds, which she described thus: ‘‘ My 
four Danish bonds, one of them for the sum of 
£485, another of them for the sum of £1,004, 
another of them for the sum of £1,315, & the other 
of them for the sum of £716, making in the whole, 
together with the said sum of £1,500, the sum 
of £5,020.’’ She had not any Danish bonds for 
the specified amounts, but she had a mass of Danish 


house & premises No. 5 South street, 
furniture, silver, books. ... Also for 
my husband for life I leave all dividends 
& proceeds of the remainder of my 
estate, to continue as at present in- 


WARREN (1922), 52 
CAN. 


q. ° My shares in different securi- 
ties.”"}--A testatrix made a bequest of 
“my shares in different securities ’’ :—-- 


WILLs. 


bonds which, before making her will, she had 
received in exchange for other Danish bonds 
bequeathed to her by her husband, comprising 
four lots purchased by him at four several periods, 
for sums corresponding with those specified in 
the bequest :—Held: it appearing that none of 
such bonds had been sold by testatrix, the bequest 
was a specific bequest of so much of her Danish 
bonds as was received by her in exchange for the 
bonds purchased by her husband with the specified 
sums.—GOopLAD v. BURNETT (1855), 1 K. & J. 
341; 69 KH. R. 489. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Williams v. Owen (1863), 
2 New Rep. 585; Custle v. Fox (1871), L. KR. 11 Eq. 
542. Consd. Bothamley v. Sherson (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 
304. Apld. Re Portal & Lamb (1884), 27 Ch. D. 600; 
Re Slater, Slater v. Slater, (1906) 2 Ch. 480; Je Gillins, 
Inglis v. Gillins, [1909] 1 Ch. 345; Ze Clifford, Mallam v. 
MeFie, [1912] 1 Ch. 29. Consd. Zte Sikes, Moxon v. 
Crossley, [1927) 1 Ch. 364. 


4919. ‘‘ All money in public funds ’’—Instruc- 
tion to broker to purchase funds—Contract of 
purchase after death of testator.|—Testator be- 
queathed, specifically, all the money in the public 
funds ‘‘ which he might be possessed of or entitled 
to at the time of his decease.’”’ He subsequently 
directed his country brokers to invest £5,000 in 
consols. They debited his account with the 
amount, & sent instructions to their broker to 
make the purchase, but no contract was entered 
into by the broker until five hours after testator’s 
death :—Held : the additional stock did not pass 
by the specific bequest, but fell into the residue.— 
THOMAS wv. THOMAS (1859), 27 Beav. 537; 29 
]. J. Ch. 2813; 11. T. 208; 5 Jur. N. 8.1237; 8 
W.R. 71; 54 E.R. 212. 

4920. ‘‘ My shares in the Great Western Rail- 
way.’’|—TRINDER v. TRINDER, No. 5464, post. 

4921. Money invested in Lambeth Waterworks 
Company—Acquisition by Metropolitan Water 
Board—Compensation by issue of stock.|—Ae 
SLATER, SLATER v. SLATER, No. 4865, anite. 

4922. Gift of shares—Original shares  sub- 
divided.|— 2te GILLINS, INGLIS v. GILLINS, No. 4863, 
ante. 

4923. ~--—.|——_Specific bequest of ‘* twenty- 
three of the shares belonging to me in”’ co. A. 

At the date of his will testator held one hundred 
& four original £80 shares. At his death he held 
four hundred & sixteen new £20 shares, each 
Original £80 share having been sub-divided into 
four new £20 shares :—-Held : as the bequest was 
a definite specific bequest of a thing that could 
neither be increased nor diminished by events 
subsequent to the will, there was a sufficient 
contrary intention on the face of the will to 
exclude Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 24, & the bequest 
referred to the £80 shares existing at the date of 
the will.—-Re CLIFFORD, MALLAM v. MCFIE, [1912] 
1 Ch. 29; 81 L. J. Ch. 220; 106 L. T. 14; 28 
T. L. R. 57; 56 Sol. Jo. 91. 


Annotations :—Apld. #?e Kuypers, Kuypers v. Kuypers, 
(1925) 1 Ch. 244; Jte Sikes, Moxon v. Crossley (1 cal 
136 L. T. 666. Consd. Ie Bancroft, Bancroft v. Bancroft, 
{1928} 1 Ch. 577. 








“all the shares in any co. 1 have that 
are absolutely my own,” & specifically 
named certain shares, but was possessed 
of others which she did not name. 
She subsequently became entitled 
absolutely as survivor to other shares 
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vested, or altered only with the consent. 
of both exors.’’ :—Jield : this bequest 
carricd the portion of the estate of her 
father to which testatrix became 
entitled in her lifetime, ufter the date 
of the inaking of her will.—Re LAWSON, 
rae aa v. Fattarn, 25 N.S. RR. 454.— 


p. Bequest of shares in specified 
company—-C fompany subsequent{y amal- 
gamating with another-—Effect of.J)—Re 


Held; testatrix’s interest, as one of the 
next-of-kin of deceased intestate, in 
certain shares & stock, which formed 
part of the unadministered estate of 
intestate, did not pass under the 
hequest.—lte HOLMES, VILLIERS v. 
HOLMEs, [1917] 1 I. lt. 165,—IR. 


r. ** All the sgharea in any company 
I have that are absolutely my own.”’)— 
Tostatrix bequeathed to her niece E. B. 


which had stood in the joint names of 
herself & her sister, on the death of the 
latter :—IJleld;: the enumeration of 
certain shares in the will did not cut 
down the previous bequost; & E. B. 
under the bequest was entitled only 
to the shares testatrix was possessed 
of at the date of the cxecution of the 
pp a a vt. BLAKE, [1923] 1 I. R. 


Part XVI.—CoNnsTRUCTION. 


(c) Other Cases. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 24. 

4924. ‘‘ All goods brought into his house ’’— 
Bequest by wife to husband.]|—DoORMER v. SARUM 
(Br.) (1711), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 322; 22 BH. R. 274. 

4925. *‘ All my pictures ’’ — After-acquired 
pictures.|—Bequests of all his pictures, etc., they 
being a good collection; after-purchased pictures 
shall pass.—CHRISTCHURCH (DEAN & CHAPTER) v. 
BARROW (1767), Amb. 641; 27 E. R. 415. 

4926. Release of debts.|—Testator gave to his 
son “‘ allsum & sums of money due to me from him, 
on bond or bonds or any other security.’ The 
son was indebted to testator by bond at the date 
of the will, & afterwards became indebted to him 
by another bond. The bequest does not include 
the subsequent bond.-——SMALLMAN v. GOOLDEN 
(1787), 1 Cox, Ix. Cas. 329; 29 E. R. 1189. 
Annotations :—Folld. Sidney v. Sidney (1873), L. R. 17 Eq. 

65. Distd. Everett +. Iverett (1877), 7 Ch. D. 428. 

Refd. Bothamley v. Sherson (1875), 23 W. R. 848. 

4927. ——— ‘* Money laid out by me in improve- 
ments ’’—-Provision for exoneration.|— DOUGLAS 
v. DOUGLAS, No. 4857, ante. 

4928. ‘* & all other moneys due from me.’’] 
— EVERETT v. EVERETT, No. 4853, ante. 

4929. ‘‘ My brown horse ’’—New brown horse 
purchased in place of old.|—Iemuss v. Smiri, No. 
4895, ante. 

4930. Gift of leaseholds & share of partnership— 
Partnership extended to other premises.|——Testator, 
by his will, gave to his son certain leasehold 
premises, describing them, & his share & interest 
of & in certain partnership stock-in-trade carried 
on at the said premises. After the date of his 
will testator obtained a lease of other premises, 
at. which a portion of the said partnership business 
was subsequently carried on, the rent, outgoings, 
etc., being paid out of the partnership assets :— 
Held: the share & interest of testator, both in 
the houses & stock-in-trade belonging to testator 
at the date of his will, & those obtained subse- 
quently, passed to his son, the legatee.— Re 
Ropnson’s Trust (1860), 4 lL. TT. 4935; 9 W.R. 91. 

4931. Bequest of share in partnership—-Whole 
interest acquired.|—Testator, W., by a will, dated 
in 1857, after reciting that he was carrying on 
business as an iron manufacturer in partnership 
with his two brothers, bequeathed all his share & 
interest of & in the partnership business, & of & 
in the real & personal estate employed or invested 
therein, & of & in the partnership debts, securities, 
& moneys to which he might be entitled at his 
decease, to trustees, upon trust to continue the 
business during his wife’s life, & to pay to her a 
sum equal to half the amount drawn out by the 
two other partners. The wife had a discretion 
to discontinue the business, & in case the business 
should be discontinued testator directed the 
trustees to get in the share then appertaining to 
his estate in ‘‘the said co-partnership trade or 
business,”’ &, after making good to the wife ‘‘ one 
full third share of the profits,’’ invest the same, 
& pay the income to his wife for life. After the 
death of the wife, he directed the trustees out of 
the profits of his said share & interest in the 
business, if continued, & out of the trust fund, 





PART XVI. peer in’ SUB-SECT. 1. 
—C. (0). 

t. “AU my estate real & personal.’’) 
—Testator devised all his estate, real 
& personal, to his wife. He was the 
lessee, with a right of purchase, of 
certain lands on which he afterwards 
paid the balance of the purchase- 
money & obtained a conveyance 
thereof —Held: the subsequent ac- 


1ad = passed 


quisition of the fee was not a revoca- 
tion of the devise, & the widow was 
beneficially entitled to the land so 
yurchased ; but the legal estate therein 
to the heirs-at-law.— 
oe v. Brown, 17 Gr. 333.— 
CAN. 


a. ‘‘ My stock-in-trade & debts ac- 
cruing therefrom.''}-—Bequest ‘‘ of my 
stock-in-trade & debts accruing there- 
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if the business should have been discontinued, to 
pay certain pecuniary legacies, & subject thereto 
to hold the fund in trust for A. Testator died in 
1881. After the date of the will, he acquired the 
shares of his two brothers in the partnership & 
carried on the business still under the firm of 
‘** Russell Brothers,’’ as sole owner, until his 
death. <A. died in testator’s lifetime. The widow 
had not discontinued the business :—Held: the 
will operated upon the whole of testator’s interest 
in the business at his death, & the widow took the 
whole of the income for her life-—Re RussELtL, 
RUSSELL v. CHeLL (1882), 19 Ch. D. 4382; 51 
L. J. Ch. 401; 46 L. T. 336; 30 W. R. 454. 

4932. ‘‘ As may by law be given for charitable 
purposes ’’—Death after Mortmain & Charitable 
Uses Act, 1891 (c. 73)—-Will before Act.]— 
Testator, by his will made before the passing of 
above Act, bequeathed the residue of his estate 
to trustees in trust to pay the income thereof to 
his wife for her life, & from & after her decease in 
trust to pay ‘‘such part of his residuary trust 
estate which may by law be given for charitable 
purposes ”’ to the Brompton Hospital; & as to 
the remainder of the said residuary trust estate, 
upon trust for E. absolutely. Testator died after 
the passing of the Act :—Held: the Act applied, 
& as the will did not show any intention on the 
part of testator to confine the gift to the hospital 
to such part of the residue as could by the law as 
it stood at the date of the will be given for chari- 
table purposes, the hospital was entitled to all 
the residue, real as well as personal. 

But, having regard to Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
s. 24, I am of opinion that the true meaning & 
effect of the words used is to pass all property of 
testator at the time of his death which could by 
law be given for charitable purposes. This is in 
accordance with the decisions on specific gifts. 
lf the words describe a particular property which 
testator had at the date of his will, that & that 
alone will pass (DAvEyY, L.J.).—Re BRIDGER, 
BROMPTON HOSPITAL FOR CONSUMPTION v. LEWIS, 
{1894] 1 Ch. 297; 63 L. J. Ch. 186; 70 L. T. 204 ; 
42 W. R. 179; 10 T. L. R. 1533; 38 Sol. Jo. 111; 
7R. 78, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Fee Harris, Harris v. Harris, [1912] 


2 Ch. 241. Refd. Z?e Hume, Forbes v. Hume, [1895] 
1 Ch. 422; Re Rayer, Rayer v. Rayer, (1903) 1 Ch. 
685; te Turnbull, Skipper v. Wade, [1905] | Ch. 726; 


Re Groos, Groos v. Groos, [1915] 1 Ch. 572; Jn the Estate 
of Yates, ([]919] P. 93; #e Bennett, Gibson v. A.-G., 
[1920] 1 Ch. 305. 

4933. Gift of income of freehold property—Land 
occupied by testator in connection therewith—At 
date of death.|—-Testator who had purchased two 
adjoining freehold houses, known as Broad Green 
Lodge & The Cedars respectively, each having a 
garden & piece of meadow land in the rear, & had 
occupied until his death Broad Green Lodge with 
the garden & meadow land at the rear & also the 
piece of meadow land at the rear of The Cedars, 
& had let The Cedars with its garden, but without 
the piece of meadow land, at the rear, to a tenant 
for twenty-one years, by his will made prior to 
the lease by him of The Cedars devised (inter 
alia), his two freehold houses to trustees upon 
trust as to his ‘* residence known as Broad Green 


from ’? :—Held: to pass the stock-in- 
trade & trade debts exist. at testa- 
tor’s death.—FERGUAON v. FERGUSON 
(1872), 6 I. R. Eq. 199.—IR. 

b. Bequest of annuity to servant.) 
—Testator directed ‘‘ my said yearly 
rents & profits to be applied in payment 
of my debts, stamp duties, costs & 
expenses of administration of my 
property, & after payment of same to 
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Sect. 15.—Descriptions of property: Sub-sect. 1, C. 
(c), sub-sect. 2, A. & R.| 

Lodge’ for the residence of his wife for life, & 
at her death for sale, with a direction that the 
proceeds should form part. of his residuary estate, 
which he divided amongst his children; & after 
the death of his wife, testator gave to one of his 
daughters the income to arise from his ‘‘ freehold 
property known as The Cedars.’’ Upon a sum- 
mons taken out by the trustees of the will for the 
determination of the question whether the piece 
of meadow land at the rear of The Cedars was, 
upon the true construction of the will, included 
in the gift) of the income of The Cedars in favour 
of the daughter, or whether such piece of meadow 
land became, upon the death of testator’s widow, 
subject to the trusts declared as to Broad Green 
Lodge :—Held: the will, as to the property com- 
prised in it, must speak from the date of testator’s 
death, at which time the piece of meadow land 
was occupied by him as part of the Broad Green 
Lodge property, & the gift of the income of his 
property known as The Cedars comprised the 
premises let. by him as The Cedars, but not the 
piece of meadow land at the rear, which formed 
part of testator’s residuary estate.--Re POTTER, 
STEVENS v. PotTrerR (1900), 85 L. T. 405. 

4934. Provision for debts on chapels—-Debts sub- 
sequently incurred.|—Testator bequeathed his 
residuary estate to trustees “ upon trust for the 
Glamorganshire Welsh Union Northern District 
of Welsh Congregationalists ... to be applied 
towards the liquidation of the debts of such of 
the Welsh Congregational chapels within the area 
hitherto covered by them as they shall, in con- 
junction with my trustees, think most deserving 
of assistance’ :—Held: the application of the 
residuary estate was not: limited to debts duc at 
testator’s death on chapels existing at the death, 
but extended to debts & liabilities on chapels 
within the prescribed area, whether such debts 
& liabilities were incurred, or the chapels built, 
before or after testator’s death.—AHe WILLIAMS, 
JAMES v. WILLIAMS (1910), 26 T. L. R. 307. 

4935. Express provision for replacement— After 
specific bequest of stock & ground rents.|— ie 
ALEXANDER, BATHURST v. GREENWOOD, [1910] 
W. N. 94, C. A. 

4936. ‘‘My piano.’’}— Re SIKEs, 
CROSSLEY, No. 4869, ante. 


MOXON 1. 


SUB-SECT, 2.—-ACCESSORIES FOLLOW PRINCIPAL 
GIFT. 
A. Devise of Land. 


4937. Growing crops—Specific gift of farm stock 
& movables.|\—-Where one devised a farm in his 
own occupation to his mother for life, remainder 
to G.in tail, & also devised to his mother “ all his 
goods & chattels, stock of his farm, bonds, etc., & 
all other his movables whatsvever’’ & made her 
extrix.:—-Held: growing corn which was not 
reaped till after the death of testator & of his 
mother, who died soon after him, passed to her 


yay £30 @ year, to my servant, A. for 
lis life’ :— Held: the annuities com- 
menced at the death of testator.—- 

vw. M‘SCAUSLAND (1873), 22 
W.. Wt. 145.—IR. 

o. “ All the rest, residue & remain- 
der af my property.’'| ~Where the terms 
of @ will were: “Il leave & bequeath 
all the rest, residue, & remainder of 
my property in houses, lands, goods, 
chattels, & effects, of what kind or 
nature soever within this Isle or else- 


question was 


a es of re 
date of will. 


where, unto my beloved wife,’’ & the 
raised 
purchased by testator after the exccu- 
tion of the will passed by the 
devise of land :—ZA/feld : 
KO pass In the absence of a codicil or 
other evidence of fntention.-~RONALD 
rt, Scorr (1824), Bluett, 53.—I. of M. 


d. Devise of “ my dwelling-house,”’ 
sidence of testator after 
}—Re GEORGETTI’S WILL, 
v. GQEORGETTI, 18 N, 


WILLS. 


representative & not to G., the devisee of the land. 
—Cox v. GODSALVE (1699), 6 Hast, 604, n.; 102 


E. R. 1420. 
ey Pigs 


Annotations :—Apld. West_v. Moore (1807), 8 
Consd. Vaisey v. Reynolds (1828), 5 Russ. 12, Apld, Re 
Roose, Evans v. Williamson (1880), 17 Ch. D. 696. 


Emblements.]-—See AGRICULTURE, Vol. IT., 
p. 59, Nos. 331, 332. 

-——— Trees & timber.|—Sce AGRICULTURE, Vol. 
II., p. 90, Nos. 714, 715. 

4938. Tithes—-Devise of land in place where no 
land owned-——Testator entitled to tithes only.!-— 
One has no land in A., but has tithes there, & 
devises all his land in A.: the tithes as they are 
issuing out of the land & part of the profits 
thereof shall pass.—ASHTON v. ASHTON (1735), 
3° P. Wms. 384; Cas. temp. Talbot, 152; 2 Hq. 
Cas. Abr. 558; 24 1K. R. 1111, LC. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Purse v. Snablin (1738), West temp. 
Hlard. 470; Jeffreys v. Jeffroys (1743), 3 Atk. 120; 
Avelyn v. Ward (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 420 ; Sleech v. Thor- 
ington (1754), 2 Ves. Sen. 560 ; Hambling v. Lister (1761), 
Amb, 4013; Ashburner v. Macquire (1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 
108; Wilson v. Brownsmith (1803), 0 Ves. 180; Hill 7. 
Hill (1865), 12 L. T. 797; Page v. Young (1875), Le BR. 


19 Iq. 501. 

4939. Brewery plant -—- Devise of leasehold 
brewery.|—-Devise of freehald & copyhold estate. 
Part consisted of a brewhouse & malthouse, which 
was in lease, together with the plant & utensils :- - 
Held: the plant passed.—Woobp v1. GAYNON 
(1761), Amb. 395; 27 BK. R. 263. 


Annotations : ~Mentd. Powys v. Blagrave (1854), 4 De G. M, 
& G. 448; Barnes rv. Dowling (1881), 44 L. T. 809. 


4940. Messuage & appurtenances --—- Adjoining 
land.|—Testator, having four sons, A., B.. C., & 
1)., devised to his sons B., (., & D., ‘ all those 
mv five frechold messuages, tenements, dwelling- 
houses & premises, with their appurtenances, at 
R., in the occupation of J. P. or his under-tenants 
to hold them, their heirs & assigns for ever, as 
tenants in common.” The property in the 
occupation of J. P. at the time of the making of 
the will, & of testator’s death, consisted of five 
cottages & about three acres of meadow land 
adjoining :—Jfeld: the land passed to B., C., 
& D., as well as the cottages.—DoeE d. HEMMING 
v. WILLETTS (1849), 7 C. B. 708; 18 Lb. J. GC. P. 
240; 137 E.R. 280. 

4941. .|-—- Testator devised to a 
younger son, as follows: ‘' All that my messuage 
or dwelling-house & premises, with the piece of 
land thereto adjoining in T., with their respective 








a, — 





appurtenances.” Upon a special case, it was 
stated, that, when the testator first became 


possessed of the property, forty years ayo, there 
was no fence to part the garden (No. 566 on the 
plan) from the land. & the parts numbered 567 
& 568 formed one field, which was then called 
‘“The flve acres’’?; that, about thirty years ago, 
he planted across it a fence, & after that called 
567 ‘The Pear ‘Tree Piece,’ & 568 ‘ The 
Second Grass Piece’’; that the other pieces were 
in like manner separated by fences, but there was 
a@ communication with all of them by means of 
gates: that the turnpike-road which separated 
573 & 574 was made by the trustees under an 
Act. of Parliament some time after testator had 


Ju. RR. 819.--N.Z. 
PART XVI. SECT. 15, SUB-SECT. 2. 


e. Devise of frechold land—Whether 
lease of an estate for lives included. } — 
ALEXANDER v. GQODLEY, 6 I. C. L. RR. 
445; 9 Ir. Jur. 229.-—IR. 

f. Implied power of aale of land 
where treated by testator as a business 

asset.J—-A devise of “ my pa dal Sid 
“. businesses whichfare to include the 


whether lands 


eneral 
they did not 


Part XVI.—ConstrRuctTION. 


become possessed of the property, the land being 
purchased by them of testator for that purpose ; 
& that testator used to call the different pieces 
‘‘ grounds’? :—Held: the devise was not con- 
fined to ‘‘ The Pear Tree Piece,’’ but included the 
other contiguous closes up to the turnpike-road. 
Qu.: whether it did not also include the piece 
beyond the turnpike-road. 

hen comes the question now in controversy 
between them—what is the meaning of the words 
‘‘ with the piece of land thereto adjoining ?”’ In 
construing these words, we are to apply them to 
the description & situation of the property at the 
date of the will, &, if possible, to give them, when 
so applied, their primary meaning (COCKBURN, 
C.J.).—Josn v. JOSH (1858), 5 C. B. N.S. 454; 
28 L. J. C. P. 1003; 5 Jur. N.S. 225; 7 W. 2. 
122; 141 E. QR. 185. 

4942, —--- ~-—-.|-—-CASTLE v. Fux, No. 4901, 
ante. 

4943. Rentcharges.;— Where by the conveyance 
to a purchaser in fee of freehold property certain 
outstanding rentcharges were conveyed to a 
trustee in trust for the purchaser, his heirs, & 
assigns, the fee being conveyed to the purchaser 
to uses to bar dower, & afterwards the purchaser 
specifically devised the property, but without 
mention of the rentcharges :—--J/eld : the property 
was devised free from the rentcharges.—-VALLANCE 
v. VALLANCE (1863), 2 New Rep. 229. 

Creation of easement—-Devise by common owner. | 

See FASEMENTS, Vol. XITX., pp. 51, 52, Nos. 


restrictive covenant— Exercise 
of power of appointment.|—About 1870 a con- 
siderable building property called ‘The 8B. 
Estate,” belonging to G. 1). in fee simple, was in 
course of development on building agreements 
entitling the builders to leases, with an option of 
purchasing the fee simple, & in 1876 8S. B. held 
one of the leases & options in respect of land & a 
workshop called 14, Wharf Road. G. 1). died in 
1882, having devised the B. Kstate to I. D. & 
BF. F., their heirs & assignees, on trust to pay the 
rents to Ie. 1). for life, & after her death to stand 
seised upon trust for such persons as she should 
by will appoint. & in default) of appointment in 
trust for her right heirs. Soon after G. D.’s 
death S. B. exercised his option, & IK. D. & F. FE. 
conveyed 14, Wharf Road, to him in fee, subject: 
to restrictive covenants (therein contained) by 
him with k. D. & F. F., their heirs & assigns, to 
the intent that the covenants might for ever 
thereafter run with the hereditaments thereby 
granted, that S. B. & all persons deriving title 
under him would not, without the written consent 
of EK. D. & F. EF., their heirs or assigns, or the 
persons deriving title under them or cither of 
them, (1) carry on or permit to be carried on on 
the premises conveyed any trade or business 
except that of a builder or coal merchant; & 
(2) would not do or permit) on the preniuses any 
act, matter or thing whatsoever which might be 
a nuisance, annoyance or disturbance to HK. D. & 
IF. F., or the persons deriving title under them or 
either of them. F. F. died in 1885. I. D. died 
in 1917, having by her will exercised her power 
of appointment so as to make R. J. tenant for 


4944. Benefit of 





land & premises where the businesses 203.-- AUS. 
are now conducted,’ with a direction 
tooarry on & witimately sell the whole, 
implies a power of sale of the land h 
separately, if it should cease to be used 
in the business.—Re BENNETT, BEN- 
NETT . BENNETT Nira 12 Ss. R. 
N. & W. 605; 29 N.S. W. W.N. 


g. Growing crops.) — Re 
WILL, [1922] V. L. RK. 686.—AUS, 
- “AU my estate & 
the lands of C.”—Whether beneficial 
interest in charges on the estate pass.)— 
KILKELLY 0. POWELL, [1897] 1 1. R. 
457; 311. L. T. 6.—IR. 
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life of the portion of the B. Nstate of which 14, 
Wharf Road, was part, & given him one-half of 
her residuary personalty. Wt. I. & F. R. E. were 
appointed her exors. S. B. died in 1883, having 
by his will vested in the trustees thereof 14, 
Wharf Road, which they let for a term of years 
to X. to be used, & which were used, for a business 
which was not permitted by covenant (1). X. in 
the course of this business committed breaches 
of covenant (2) as regarded annoyance & dis- 
turbance. R. I., as tenant for life of adjoining 
freehold lands also forming part of the Brank- 
some Hstate, sued S. B.’s trustees & X. for an 
injunction to restrain the breaches of covenant. 
At the trial F. RR. E., the other exor. of EK. D., was 
joined as co-pltf., he & R. I. being the legal 
personal representatives of the survivor of the 
original covenantees :——Held : the dispositions of 
E. D.’s will did not amount to an assignment to 
her devisees of the benefit of the covenants; but 
the benefit could pass by operation of law as well 
us by express assignment, & the covenants could 
be enforced by R. I. & F. R. E. as representing 
together both her real estate & personal estate.— 
Ives v. Brown, [1919] 2 Ch. 3113; 88 L. J. Ch. 
37a: 122 L. T. 267. 
wtnnotations :—Refid. Northbourne v. Johnston & Son, 
[1922] 2 Ch. 309; Chumbers v. Randall, [1923] 1 Ch. 149. 
Annexation of fixture.] — See LANDLORD & 
TENANT, Vol. XXXAI., pp. 181-213; SETTLE- 
MENTS, Vol. XJ.., pp. 652-654. 


B. Bonus Increase. 


4945. On stock or shares—-Bank stock.]—— 
Legacies of £1,400 & £11,000 Bank stock held not 
to pass an additional capital given by the bank 
subsequent to the will, & before testator’s death, 
in respect of the stock, under the power contained 
in 56 Geo. 3, c. 96.—NoRRIS v. HARRISON (1817), 
2 Madd. 268; 56 EE. R. 333. 
Annotations :--Consd. Noble v. 

Apld. Simpson v. Mountain (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 221. 

Consd. Koberts ». Kdwards (1863), 33 L. J. Ch. 369. 


Mentd. Kayner v. Preston (1881), 18 Ch. D. 1; Warwicker 
». Bretnall (1882), 23 Ch. D. 188. 


4946. -—-~ .|—Testatrix had power to dis- 
pose by will of property which she enjoyed under 
the residuary gift of her brother; a part of this 
property consisted of £7,000 bank stock, which, 
after the brother’s death, was increased by a 
bonus to £8,750. Testatrix in her will, made 
shortly after the bonus was declared, described 
the bank stock as consisting of £7,000. The ct. 
decreed that the £8,750 passed by force of general 
expressions which plainly manifested an intention 
to bequeath all that testatrix derived from her 
brother.— MATTHEWS v. MAUDE (1830), 1 Russ. 
& M. 397; &§L. J. O. 8S. Ch. 106; 39 BE. R. 158. 
AN aon >—Refd. Ricketts +. Harling (1870), 23 L. T. 


4947. .|—Testatrix specifically bequeathed 
her Carron Co.’s shares upon trust to pay, yearly, 
‘the dividends, interest & proceeds’’ to A. for 
life, with remainders over. She died on May 29, 
but on the previous May 26, the co. declared a 
large bonus on the shares, payable on June 10 :— 
Held: the bonus did not pass by the specific 
bequest.—Lock v. VENABLES (1859), 27 Beav. 
598; 54 FB. R. 2373 sub nom. LOcH v. VENABLES, 


Cuss (1828), 2 Sim. $43. 
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BURGIN’sS -B. 

4945 i. On stock or shares—Bank 
stock.}—A. bequeathed all the interest 
arising out of what money he had in‘any 
banks :—Held: a bonus, or extra- 
ordinary dividend on the shares of the 
capital stock of a Joint-stock Bank, 


interest in 
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29 L. J. Ch. 179; 11. T. 606; 6 Jur. N.S. 238; 
8 W.R. 121. 
Annotation :—Refd. De Gendro v. Kent (1867), L. R. 4 Hq. 283. 

4948. On insurance policy.|—Testatrix invested 
the sum of £500, in the purchase of an annuity 
for the life of M. which was secured on his estate 
& she insured the life of M. for the sum of £500. 
By her will, testatrix bequeathed ‘‘the sum of 
£500, secured on the estate of M., & by a policy ”’: 
—Held: bonuses which had been added to the 
policy did not pass under this bequest.-—-SIMPSON 
a. MOUNTAIN (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 221. 

4949. ‘* All the advantages to be derived 
therefrom.’’]|—-A shareholder in an assurance co. 
bequeathed all & every his ‘ shares & interest ”’ 
in the co., & ‘‘ all the advantages to be derived 
therefrom.’’ There was also a general residuary 
bequest. The rules of the co. required each 
shareholder to effect, or procure to be effected, 
an assurance to a prescribed amount, & provided 
that one-third of every bonus on a policy should 
be added to the capital of the co. Upon the whole 
context of the will & codicils :-—Held: neither 
the moneys made payable by a policy effected by 
testator on his own life nor the proportion of a 
bonus payable in respect of the policy passed 
under the above words to the specific legatees.— 
TIARINGTON v. MOFFAT (1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 1; 
1 Eq. Rep. 35; 22 1. J. Ch. 775; 43 E. R. 408; 
oe HARRINGTON tv. MOFFATT, 1 W. KR. 294, 
L. JJ. 

4950. -—-~-.]---A bequest of a policy of assurance 
on the life of a testator was held to carry the 
bonuses declared upon it.-- ROBERTS v. EDWARDS 
(1863), 33 Beav. 250; 33 L. J. Ch. 369; 9 L. T. 
360; 9 Jur. N.S. 1219; 12 W. R. 335 55 E.R. 
367. 





C. Other Cases. 

4951. Lease & renewal thereof—Devise of lease 
& right of renewal——Carries both lease & right.!|—- 
A devise of a lease, & of the right of renewal, 
carries both the lease & the right.—ABNEY v, 
MILLER (1743), 2 Atk. 593; 26 E.R. 755, L. C. 
Annotations :—Consd. Carte v. Carte (1741), Amb. 28; 

Kudstone v. Anderson (1752), 2 Ves. Sen. 418; A.-G. r. 

Downing (1769), Amb. 571; Hone vr. Medcraft (1733), 

1 Bro. C. C. 261; Penrice v. Garnons (1796), 3 Anst. 

821; James rv. Dean (1808), 15 Ves. 236; Slatter v. 

Noton (1809), 16 Ves. 197. 

4952. Devise of lease— Renewal obtained by 
devisee.|— One bequeaths several leasehold estates, 
held for years under the Duchy of Cornwall, to 
his wife, during so many years of the term as she 
shall live; & after her decease, if the terms 
of the several leases be then in being, unto & 
amongst, etc. The wife got an additional term, 
& held it shall not be for her own benefit, but 
should go to the uses of the will._—RAWE v. 
CHICHESTER (1773), Amb. 7153; 1 Bro. CGC. C. 
198,n.; 27 E. R. 463; sub nom. BROMFIELD v, 
CHICHESTER, RAW v. DUTHELLY, 2 Dick. 480, L. C. 


Annotations :—-Refd. Pickering v. Vowles (1783), 1 Bro. 
C. C. 197; Randall v. Russell (1817), 3 Mer. 190; Webb 
v. Lugar (1836), 2 Y. & C. Ex. 247; Bradford v. Brown- 
john (1868), 37 L. J. Ch. 198; Re Biss, Bisa rv. Bias, 
ee 2 Ch. 40. Mentd. Mill v. Hill (1852), 3 H. L. Cas. 





paid in addition to the usual half-yearly 
dividend, & out of the net annual profits 
of the bank for the year, was not an 
accretion to the capital; & passed 
under the bequest.— FRENCH v. CRAIG, 
81. Ch. R. 142.— IR. 

k. —~—~— Railway stock.|—HKe CARSON, 
eos v. CARSON, (1912) 1 J. R. 321. 


L. Wt. 550.—N.Z. 


convey 


1.—— Shares in mublic company.) 


—Re HENDERSON, HENDERSON 1", HEN- 
DERSON, (1926) N. Z. L. R. 766: Gaz. 
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m. tight to compensation payable 
on iE Ad UA cea AED a tenant for life 
to tho railway in 1871. 

person entitled to the reversion after 
the life estate died in 1871 intestate, & 


WILLS. 


4953. Gift of ane es after trust for accumula- 
tlon—Accumulated interest—Gift over.]—Where 
legacies are given upon trust to accumulate the 
interest & dividends, such accumulated interest 


& dividends will not pass by a gift over of the 
principal sums, unless the ct. is satisfied, by a 
reference to other clauses of the will, that the 
interest & dividends were omitted in the gift over 
by clerical mistake.—HARVEY v. COOKE (1827), 
4 Russ. 34: 6L. J. 0.8. Ch. 84; 38 E. R. 717. 


nnotations ---Mentd. Brent v. Brent (1840), 10 L. J. Ch. 
a Meinertzhagen v. Davis (1844), 1 Coll. see 
hurst v. Mill, Mill v. Ashhurst (1848), 7 Hare, 502 ; ynell 
”. Sprye, Sprye v. Reynell (1849), 8 Hare, 222; Smith vw. 
Pincombe (1852), 3 Mac. & G. 653; Lawton v. Campion 
(1854), 18 Beav. 87; Baker v. Bradley (1855), 7 De G. M. 


% G. 597. 
4954. - Residuary gift.) — Testator 
rave his whole estate, real & personal, to trustees 
to pay debts & annuities, &, at a certain event 
which happened twenty-five years after his death, 
gave the residue to P., there being no express gift 
of the intermediate income :—Held: testator 
having united the whole estate into one mass, the 
accumulated income went with the residue as an 
accessary, except as to the excess above twenty- 
one years’ inconic, which excess, by the Thellusson 
Act, was undisposed of.--PURSELL v. ELDER (1865), 

4 Macq. 992; 13 L. T. 203, IT. LL. 

4955. Gift of money received by bond-——Interest 
accrued due in lifetime of testator.|—Testator 
gave to W. & M. the amount of the bond he held 
for £1,000; when they got the principal money 
paid to them, they then to give their uncle J. 
the sum of £50 & also their father & mother the 
sum of £50 each, arising from the bond :-~Held : 
W. & M. were entitled to the interest accrued due 
upon the bond in the lifetime of testator, as well 
as to the principal.-—HARCOURT v. MORGAN (1838), 
2 Keen, 274: 48 E.R. 633. 

Annotations :—Apld. Kent rv. Tapley (1847), 17_L. J. Ch. 
99, Distd. Hamilton cv. Baldwin (1852), 15 Beav. 232. 
Refd. Parker v. Marchant (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 290. 
4956. .|\—Bequest of a ‘‘ bond of 

£500, & interest at 5 per cent.’ :—-Held: to carry 

the arrears of interest accrued due thereon at the 

death of testator.—KENT v. TAPLEY (1847), 17 

L. J. Ch. 993; 11 Jur. 940. 

4957. Gift of stocks or shares—-‘‘ & all title & 
interest therein ’’—Money paid in advance beyond 
calls.|—Testator bequeathed some railway shares, 
** & all his right, title, & interest therein ’’ :—Held: 
moneys which he had paid in advance, beyond the 
calls, passed to the legatee.—TANNER v. TANNER 
(1848), 11 Beav. 69; 5 Ry. & Can. Cas. 184; 17 
L.J.Ch.115; 101. T. O. 8S. 478; 12 Jur. 87; 50 
Is. R. 742. 

4958. Everything incident thereto.|—That 
the codicil passed the shares appears to be beyond 
all possibility of argument; it passed them in 
terms the most general that could be used, & 
is passed, in my opinion, along with them every 
right that was incident to the shares (LORD 
CAIRNS, ©.).—CARRON Co. v. HUNTER (1868), L. R. 
1 Sc. & Div. 362, H. L. 

Annotation :—Refd. Ite Bouch, Sproule v. Bouch (1885), 29 


Ch. D. 635. 
4959. Dividend—Whether apportionable.]| 


—The dividend on shares in a public co., partly 

















Y. his sole beiress-at-law, died in 1884, 
Jeaving a will, in which she devised to 
pitf. a specific parcel of land, including 
the part conveyed to the railway co. :-— 
Hela: this will did not pass to pitf. 
the right to receive the compensation 
money.—-YOUNG v. MIDLAND Ky. Co., 
16 O. KR. 738.—CAN. 


n. Earnings of horse ae 


The ; 
st 
ARNOLD ¥. ENNIS, 2 I. Ch. R. 601.—IR. 


ead 
a 
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earned before testator’s death, but declared after- 

wards, belongs entirely to the 5 ecific legatee of 

the shares; & Apportionment Act, 1870 (c. 35), 

does not introduce any new rule in this respect.— 

WHITEHEAD v. WHITEHEAD (1873), L. R, 16 Eq. 

528; 29 L. T. 289. 

Annotations :—Expld. Pollock v. Pollock (1874), L. R. 18 
Eq. 329. N.F. ite Meredith, Stone v. Meredith (1898), 
67 L. J. Ch, 409. 

4960. -\—Bequest of stock in a 
canal co. to trustees to pay the dividends to 
testator’s wife for life, & afterwards to fall into the 
ee :—-Held: the dividends were apportion- 
able. 

The expression which I appear to have used in 
the case of Whitehead v. Whitehead, No. 4959, 
ante, is too wide. I do not think, as a general 
rule, that a specific bequest is not apportionable 
(MALINS, V.-C.).—PoLLock v. POLLOCK (1874), 
L. R. 18 Eq. 329; 44 L. J. Ch. 168; 30 L. T. 779; 
22 W. RR. 724. 

Annotation :—-Consd. Re Meredith, Stone v. Meredith (1898), 
67 L. J. Ch. 409. 

4961. -]—A declaration by tes- 
tator that ‘‘ the whole of the income derived ” 
from certain shares in a limited co. shall, after his 
death, be paid to A. during her life is an ‘‘ express 
stipulation’ within Apportionment Act, 1870 
(c. 35), 8. 7, that no apportionment shall take place. 
~——Re MEREDITH, STONE v. MEREDITH (1898), 67 
I. J. Ch. 409; 78 L. T. 492. 

Annotations :—Expld. & Distd. Re_ Edwards, Newbery v. 
Edwards, [1918] 1 Ch. 142. Refd. Jte Oppenheimer, 
Oppenbeimer v. Boatman, [1907] 1 Ch. 399. 

.]—See, generally, EQuiry, Vol. 

XX., pp. 280-283. 

4962. Accumulated during life of 
testator.|—-By deed of settlement, certain stock 
was vested in trustces for the separate use of a 
married woman during her life, &, after her death, 
as she should appoint. She made a will under 
the power reserved to her, directing her exors. to 
sell the stock, & apply the proceeds in a certain 
manner :—Held: this bequest did not include 
money in her possession at her death, the accumula- 
tion of previous dividonds on the stock.—TUGMAN 
v. HOPKINS (1842), 4 Man. & G. 389; 5 Scott, N. R. 
464; J1L.J.C. P. 309; 184 BE. R. 159. 
annotations :-—Refd. O’Dwyer v. Gear (1859), Sea. & Sm. 

106. Mentd. Bird v. Pegrum (1853), 17 Jur. 577; In the 

Goods of Hughes (1860), 4 Sw. & Tr. 209; Sbingler u. 

Holt (1861), 7H. & N. 65; Lane v. Grylis (1862), 6 L. T. 

533; Brownrigge v. Pike (1882), 7 P. D. 613 O’Grady ev. 

Wilmot, [1916] 2A. C. 231. 

4963. Gift of fund on contingency—Accretions 
to fund pending happening of contingency.|— A. 
bound himself to pay £16,000 on the death of the 
survivor of himself & wife, on certain trusts, under 
which, on a contingency, the amount was to revert, 





























ee tenaeapeened 





to himself. A., by his will, gave the £16,000, 1 
it should revert, to trustees, on trust to pay there- 
out £14,000 to C., & three legacies of £500 each to 
charities, & ‘‘ the remaining sum of £500 * to the 
Foundling Hospital. His wife survived him nine 
years, & the sum of £16,000 was invested in 
£25,702 3 per cents. In 1848 the contingency 
happened, when the fund reverted, & amounted to 
considerably more than £16,000:—Held: the 
legatees were entitled to money legacies only, & 
not to the whole fund.—LoscoMBE v. WINTRING- 
HAM (1849), 12 Beav. 46; 50 E. QR. 977. 

Sate :—Refd. A.-G. v. Loscombe (1860), 5 H. & N. 


4964. Annuity pur autre vie—Policy on the life.} 
—Testatrix being entitled to an annuity during 
the life of B. effected an assurance on B.’s life, & 
bequeathed the annuity to C. :—-Held: the policy 
did not pass.—HAMILTON v. BALDWIN (1852), 
15 Beav. 232; 51 EB. R. 526. 

4965. Gift of charge—Costs of raising charge.]— 
Where testator devises an estate subject to a 
charge, he not only gives the money charged, but 
the costs of raising it.—Re BUCKLEY’s TRUST 
(1853), 17 Beav. 110; 1 Eq. Rep. 18; 22 L. J. Ch. 
934; 21L. T. 0.8. 713 17 Jur. 678, 

4966. Copyright—‘‘ All my rights to or in con- 
nection with the play ’’—Film rights.]—Testator, 
who was the absolute owner of the copyright 
in English of a play, made a specific bequest of 
‘‘ all my rights to or in connection with the play.” 
Before testator’s death his agent accepted the 
offer of a co. to purchase the film rights in English 
speaking countries for £1,500. Testator’s exors. 
assigned these film rights to the co. in considera- 
tion of the payment of that sum :—Held: the 
donee of the specific bequest was entitled to the 
£1,500.—Re BANCROFT, BANCROFT v. BANCROFT, 
[1928] 1 Ch.577; O7L. J. Ch. 245; 139 L. T. 372 ; 
43 T. L. R. 591. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—GENERAL DESCRIPTIONS. 
A. General Devise. 
(a) In General. 

4967. Devise applicable only to property upon 
which instrument capable of operating.|—A general 
gift of all my estate, primd facie passes such estate 
only as the nature of the instrument is calculated 
to pass (LEACH, V.-C.).—WENTWORTH v. Cox 
(1882), 8 Madd. 363; 56 E.R. 1130. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Maxwell v. Maxwell (1852), 2 De G. M. 
& G. 705. Distd. Dickenson v. Stidolph (1861), 11 C. B. 
N.S. 341. Refd. Hance v. Truwhitt (1862), 31 L. J. Ch. 
289; Baring tv. Ashburton (1886), 54 L. T. 463. 

4968. J—A designation of the subject 
intended to be effected by an instrument in general 








o. Accrued interest.) —Testatrix en- 
titled to receive a sum of £2,000, 
bearing interest at £6 os. per cont., 
bequeathed the said sum of £2,000 to 
a trustee, to be held by him when 
received in trust for certain lezatees, & 
tho residue of her property to residuary 
legatees. ‘The interest was paid to 
testutrix down to tho time of ber death. 
The capital sum of £2,000 was Bubse- 
quently pald to the lezatees entitled 
thereto :—Held : the interest accruing 
subsequont to testatrix’s death should 
be paid to the legatees of the sum of 
£2,000, & not to the residuary legatecs. 
—He JACOB, M‘Coy v. Jaco, [1919] 1 
I. R. 134,.—IR. 

p. Accumulations of estate as well 
as cantlal.)—Held: a direction that the 
trustees should dispose, in a certain 
Inanuer of ** the residuo & remainder ”’ 
of the estate on the death of an 
auntuitant whose annuity did not 


J.—VOL. XLIV. 


exhaust the free annual proceeds, 
earriod the accumulations as well as 
the capital. -—-STurgis vv. CAMPBELL 
(1861), 23 Dunk. (Ct. of Sess.) LIZs; 
affd. (1805), 3° Maeph. (CH. L.) 70.- - 
SCOT. 


PART XVI. SECT. 15, SUB-SECT. 3. 
—A. (a). 


4967 i. Devise applicable only to pro- 
perly upon which instrument capable of 
operating.J-~WHATELEY vu. WHATELEY, 
13 Gr. 436; 14 Gr, 430.—CAN. 

4967 ii. .]—In a devise, the words 
“not included in our marriage settle- 
ment’? apply to such property, or the 
interest on it, which at the period of 
the devise is out of the power or dis- 
position of testator.—O’REILLY tv. 
SMITH (1851), 17 L T. O. S. 280.—IR. 

4967 lii. .}--Iu the law of Scot- 
land, general words of dispusition in a 








mortis causa deed, are, in the absence of 
any proof of a contrary intention (& the 
law of Scotland, allows such contrary 
intention to be proved by evidence of 4 
kind which in Hngland would not bo 
aduiussible for that purpose), sufficient 
to pass heritable property vested at the 
date of the deed ju the dispover witb a 
special destination to heirs substitute. 
~CAMPBELEL vv. CAMPBELL (18380), 5 
App. Cas, 737, HW. L.—SCOT. 

4967 iv. —-—.] —COPLAND’S EXECU- 
yoRs vo. MILNE, (1908) 8S. C. €26; 45 
So. L. R. 314; 1558. L. T. 733.—-SCOT. 


4967 v. .)}—SIMsOn’sS TRUSTEES 
v. SIMSON, [1922) S. CG. 14; (1921) 2 
S.L. T. 238; 59 Sc. L. R. 5.—SCOT, 

q. General devise not specific devise.) 
—-A devise of real estate general 
torms is not since the Wills Statutes, 
1864, a speciltic devise.—ALLEN v. Ep- 
MONDS (1886), 12 V. L. R. 788.—AUS., 


Tl IF 
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words, imports primd facie that property only 

upon which the instrument is capable of operating 

(LORD CRANWORTH, L.J.).—MAXWELL v. MAXWELL 

(1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 705; 22 L. J. Ch. 438; 

20 L. T. O. S. 86; 16 Jur. 982; 1W. R. 2; 42 

E.R. 1048, L. JJ. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Dickenson v. Stidolph (1861), 11 GC. B. 
N.S. 341. Consd. Hance wv. 'Truwhitt (1862), 2 John. & H. 
216;  Barlng v. Ashburton (1886), 54 L. T. 463. Refd. 
Pomfret v. Perring (1854), 24 L. T. O. 8. 123; Maxwell 
® Hyslop (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 407; Orrell v. Orrell (1871), 
6 Ch. App, 302. 

Residuary gifts.|—See Scct. 16, sub-sect. 8, B., 
post. 


(6) Interest in Ecpectancy. 

4969. General rule—Passes unless contrary in- 
tention expressed.|—-A. being seised of the reversion 
in fee of a settled estate, & of other estates in fee- 
simple in possession, makes his will, & thereby 
devises several described estates to his wife & her 
heirs, & adds, all other my lands, tenements, & 
hereditaments. These words, however forcible 
ex vi termini to carry the reversion of the settled 
estate, will not so operate where a contrary intention 
appears clearly upon the face of the will.—TEaATT 
v. STRONG (1760), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 219; 1 EF. R. 
1280, I. L. 3 affy. S.C. sub nom. STRONG v. TEATT, 
1 Wm. BI. 200; 2 Burr. 912. 

Annotations -—Consd. Atkyns v. Atkyns (1778), 2 Cowp. 
808; Sheffield tv. Mulgrave (1791), 5 Term Rep. 571. 
Apld. hve d. Reade v. Reade (1799), 8 Term Rep. 118. 
Consd. Goodright d. Buckinghamshire vv. Downshire 
801), 2 Bos. & P. 600. Apld. Goodtitle d. Daniel r. 
Miles (1805), 6 Kast, 494. Consd. Morgan d. Surman v. 
Surman (1808), 1 Taunt. 289. Expld. Doe d. Cholmondeley 
v. Weatherby (1809), 11 East, 322. Conmsd. Welby v. 
Welby (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 187. Expld. Ford vr. Ford 


(1848), 6 Hare, 486. Refd. Re Bellis’s rusts (1877), 
3d Ch. D, 504. 
4970. J—The rule of law is, that a 








reversion Wil pass by general words, unless it: 
distinctly appear that settlor or testator intended 
to exclude it (LORD TENTERDEN, C.J.).—DOE d. 
PELL v. JEYEs (1830). 1 B. & Ad. 593; 9 L. J. 
O.S. K. B. 82; 109 E.R. 908. 

annotations -—-Reid. Doe d. Howell v. Thomas (1840), 1 


Man. & G. 336. Mentd. Doo d. Meyrick v. Meyrick 
(1832), 2 Tyr. 178. 
4.971. Absence of intention to include 


insufficient.|—-When A., seised of W., B., & G., 
of which W. stands limited to A.’s issue in strict 
settlement. & must, on the death of A., vest in 
B., his eldest son, as first entailee, devises to 
his son, C., B., & devises to his son D., all 
the remainder of his lands over which he 
has ‘a power of disposal,’ the reversion of W. 
passes, with G., to D., although, in a remote 
part of the will. A., in speaking of his control over 
B., mentions W., as an estate ‘‘ over which he has 
no power.” 

A party may think that he hus power when he 
has no power, & yet he may wish to pass all; he 
may say, I give all 1 can dispose of, whether I 
think I can dispose of it or not—it does not follow 
from the language used, that he meant to exclude 
(ERSKINE, J.). 

There is a great difference between an intention 
to exclude, & the absence of intention to include 
(MAULE, J.).—Dor d. HOWELL v. THOMAS (1840), 
se & G. 33853 1 Scott, N. R. 359; 1383 BL RR. 

4972. j—-To exclude a_re- 
versionary estate froin a general residuary devise, 
there must be collected frum the terms of the will, 
not merely an absence of intention to include, but 
a positive intention to exclude it.—ALLISTON ¥. 
CHAPPLE (1860), 2 L. T. 110; 6 Jur. N.S. 288. 











~~ 
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4978. Devise of lands not settled—Unsettled 
reversion in settled lands.|——Oook v. GERRARD 
(1668), 1 Saund. 180; 1 Lev. 212; 2 Keb. 206, 
224; 85 BE. R. 177, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Goodtitle ad. Daniel v. Miles (1805), 
6 Kast, 494. Consd. Strode v. Kussel (1708), 2 Vern. 621 ; 
Canning v. Canning (1729), Mos. 240. Apld. Chester v. 
Chester (1730), Vitz-G. 150; Doe d. Annandale v. Brazier 
(1821), 5 B. & Ald. 64. Refd. Trevivan v. Tooker (1688), 
1 Ld. Raym. 495; Smith v. Tindall (1706), Holt, K, B. 
235; Simpson v. Hornby (17186), Gith. Ch. 115; Rat- 
cliffe’s Case (1719), 1 Stra. 267; KR. v.. Ringstead Inhabi- 
tunts (1829), 9 B. & C. 218. Mentd. Philips v. Bury 
(1694), Skin. J17. 

4974. |—J. S. having lands in A. & 
in B. settles the lands in A. to particular uses, 
remainder to his own right heirs: then devises all 
his lands in B. & elsewhere, not formerly settled. 
Hereby the reversion of the lands in A. passes. 
CHESTER v. CHESTER (1730), Fitz-G. 150; Mos. 
$13, 8387; 3 P. Wms. 56; 94 E.R. 695. 
Annotations :—Consd. Fletcher v. Smiton mK 2 Term 








Rep. 656; Noe d. Reade v. Reade (1799), 8 Term Rep. 

118; A.-G. v. Vigor (1803), 8 Ves. 256. istd. Goodtitle 

d. Daniel v. Miles (1805), 6 East, 404. Apld. Jones v. 

Skinner (1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 87. Consd Doe d. Howell v. 

Thomas (1840), 1 Man. & G. 335. efd. Bland v. Bland 

(1745), 2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 349; Ridout v. Paine (1747), 

Bel’s Sup. 13; Sheffield v. Mulgrave (1794), 5 Term 

hep. 5713; Doe d. Biddulph v. Meakin (1801), 1 Kust, 

456; O’Reilly cv. Smith (1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 280. 

4975. ——.|— Devise of lands not in settle- 
ment upon testator’s wife will pass the reversion 
of the settled lands.— GLOVER v. SPENDLOVE (1793), 
4 Bro. C. C. 337; 29 BE. R. 923, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Goodtitle d. Danicl v. Miles (1805), 
6 East, 494; Welby v. ey (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 187; 
Jones vt. Skinner (1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 87. Refd. O'Reilly 
v. Suuith (1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 280. 


4976. - |\—A devise “ of all property 
which I am possessed of, which is not settled by 
either of iny marriage settlements,” will pass a 
reversion in fee, of an estate limited to testator 
by his marriage settlement. 

The word “ property’? has the most extensive 
meaning, when used in a will.—-JONEs v. SKINNER 
(1885), 5 L. J. Ch. 87. 

4977. ‘* Not settled in jointure upon 
my wife.’’|—-A. being possessed of lands at L. 
which had been settled on his marriage on himself 
for life, remainder to his wife for life for her 
jointure, remainder to the heirs of their bodies, 
with reversion in fee to himself; & having other 
lands at P. & Q. settled to the same uses, except a 
coppice, part of Q., of which coppice as well as of 
some other lands he was seised in fee, after the 
death of his wife, & having only two daughters 
living, devised to his daughter J. in tail his un- 
settled estates by name, & all other his freehold, 
copyhold, & leasehold lands, which he was 
possessed of or entitled to, & which were settled in 
jointure on his late wife, except the coppice, which 
he directed should always be held with his estate 
at P., she, his said daughter, & the heirs of her 
body paying out of all the aforesaid lands a certain 
annuity unto his other daughter A. M. for life: 
& in case his said daughter J. should die & leave 
no issue, then to his other daughter A. M. for life, 
remainder to her children, charged, etc., remainder 
to his nephew in fee :— Held: the reversion of the 
settled lands did not. pass by the will, but were 
excepted out of the general clause by force of the 
restrictive words, ‘‘ & which are not settled in 
jointure,’’ etc., not only by the natural import of 
those words, but because of the incongruity of 
imputing to the devisor an intention of devising 
estates tail & for life to his daughters in lands 
which were before settled on them in tail general ; 
though it did not appear that testator had any 
other real estate on which the gencral clause could 
operate, except the reversion of his settled lands.— 

















Part. X VI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


GoOoDTITLE d. DaNizn v. MILES (1805), 6 Hast, 
494; 2 Smith, K. B. 467; 102 EB. R. 1377. 
Annotations : -——Conad. Morgan "d. Surman v. a nrian (1808), 
1 hepa 289; Welby v. aaah (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 187. 
Jones 'v. Skinner (1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 87. Distd. 
Tord v. Ford (1848), 5 Here: 486. Consd. Re Mather, 
Mather v. Mather (1926), 71 Sol. Jo. 142. 


4978. -|—The devise . . . was 
of lands ‘“‘ not settled in jointure upon my wife.”’ 
Expressions like those have been sometimes con- 
sidered . . . as equivocal & plexible, & as being 
capable in themselves of meaning land not com- 
prised in any settlement, or so much of lands in 
settlement as is not subject to the trusts of such 
settlement (WIGRAM, V.-C.).— FORD v. FORD (1848), 
6 Hare, 486; 67 B. R. 1256. 

Annotation :-—Retd. Jacob v. Jacob (1898), 78 L. T. 451. 

4979. ‘* All my lands.’’]—-A. seised in fee devises 
Blackacre to B. for life, & devised to C. all his 
lands not before devised to be sold. By this 
devise of all his lands, etc., the reversion of Black- 
acre was well devised to ©.—ROOKE v. ROOKE 
(1703), 2 Vern. 461; Freem. K. B. 519; Pree. Ch. 
202; 23 H. R. 805. 


Annotations :—Refd. Canning v. Canning eee ce 240; 
fte Tate, Williamson v. Gilpin, [1914] 2 Ch. 


4980. ‘‘ Rest of my ante?) = Ripeve: v. PAYNE, 
No. 6132, post. 

4981. Remote reversion.|—One seised for life, 
with remainder in tail to his first & other sons, of 
a considerable estate in the county of Norfolk ; 
being also seised in fee of the manor of C. & a small 
estate at P. in the county of Gloucester, & entitled 
to the reversion in fee of another estate in that 
county, after several estates tail in different 
persons, one of whom had a son aged eighteen 
years ; devises “ all that his manor of C., etc., & 
also all that his capital messuage, & all & every 
his lands, tenements, & hereditaments what- 
soever, situate & being, in or near P. or elsewhere 
in the said county of Gloucester, to his exors., 
upon trust to sell, & to divide the money arising 
from the same equally among his younger 
children,’? of which he had three :—Held: this 
remote reversion passed to the trustees.—ATKYNS 
v. ATKYNS (1778), 2 Cowp. 808; 98 E. R. 1373; 
uffd. (1780), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 408, H. L. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Sayer v. Masterman (1756), Amb. 344. 

4982. Uses declared immediate.;—A 
remote reversion in real estates & lands to be 
purchased & settled will pass by general words in 
a will; as ‘all & every other my lands, tene- 
ments, & ‘‘hereditaments’’; though the uses are 
immediate. But the purchase being postponed 
to the death of the devisor, the reversion in the 
estates to be purchased & settled to the same uses, 
subsequent to his death, not being an interest 
vested in him, did not pass; & though upon the 
settlement a power of appointment was implied, 
the will, particularly executing express powers, 
did not amount to an execution of that implied 
power. Lands originally held under old mtges. 
passed by a genera] disposition by will, as testator’s 
estate ; though no release of the equity of rede: 
tion appeared.—A.-G. v. VIGOR (1803), 8 Ves. 256 ; 


32 KE. R. 352, L. C. 

Annotations -— Consd. Jones v. pkinoe (1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 
87. Refd. Goodright d. Fowler Forrester (1807), 
8 Hast, 552 ; Quested v. Michell (1856), ond: Rep. art 
Re Loveridge, Drayton v. Loveridge, [1902] 2 Ch. 859, 
Mentd. Simpson v. Walker (1831), 5 Sim. 13; Doe d. 
Meyrick v. Meyrick (1832), 2 Tyr. 178; Culley v. Doe d. 
Taylerson Saas oe 3 Per. & Dav. 539 ; Androw v. Andrew 
ana . 130; Brookinan wv. Smith (1871), 

. kt. 6 Exch. 2o1.” 
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r. decruing possessory title.)--— A 
person having a power of attorney to 


lands, 
Duossession after the death of the owner, 
with an intention to acquire the title, 
& died in possession, but before his 
possesuion had ripened into a title :-— 
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4983. Reversion on estates to be purchased.]— 
A.-G. v. Vigor, No. 4982, ante. 

4984. Reversion of copyholds—Testator not 
possessed of fre>.olds.|——Upon appeal the Lord 
Chancellor’s opinion being, that the reversion 
of the copyhold estate passed under the general 
devise, ‘‘ as to all such worldly estate & effects as 
it may please God to bless me withal, or I may 
leave, or I may be entitled to, at the time of my 
decease, whether real or personal] not before given 
or disposed of,”’ especially if there was no freehold 
estate. —CHURCH v. MuNDY (1808), 15 Ves. 396 ; 
33 E.R. 804, L. C.; reveg. (1806), 12 Ves. 426. 


Annotations :—Consd. Welby v. Welb a (StS), 2 Ves. & B. 
187; Saumerez v. Saumerez (183 My. & & Or. 331. 
Apld. Doe d. Howell v. Thomas (i8t0)-1 Man. & G. 335. 
Co Freeman v. Freeman (1854), ay, 479; Coard v. 
Holderness (1855), 20 Beav. 147. Refd. Judd Vv. Peto 
(1806), 13 Ves. 168; Leake v. Robinson as Mer. 
363; Doe d. Edmunds v. pees (1835), 1 Gale, 193 ; 
Parker v. Marchant (1842), Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 290 ; 
Head v. Randall 1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 231; Ford v. 
Ford (1848), 6 are, 486 ; Mortimer v. Hartley meta 
6 Exch. 47; ry : M. & G. 80 
Heath v. Weston (1853), 3 De Q. ; Key v. 
Key (1853), 22 L. T. O. S. 67; Wintour v. ‘Clifton (1858), 
2! Beav. 447; Jacob v. Jacob (1898), 78 L. T. 451; Re 
Brooke, Idyvean v. Archer, [1903] A. O. 379. Mentd. 
Midland Counties Ry. v. Oswin (1844), 1 Coll. 74; Flack 
v. Downing College, Cambridge (1853), 13 U. B. 945; 
eaprearta ». Anderson, [1895] 1 Q. B. 749; 

& Co. S.S. Knutsford, (1008) 2K. B. 385 ; 

Allecod (1913), 108 L. T. 461. 

4985. ‘‘Any power of disposal ’’—-Reversion 
after estate tail.|Testator being seised in tail of 
lands at C., with remainder to his son in tail, & 
reversion to himself in fee, & being seised in fee of 
other lands at D., devised ‘‘ all his real estates 
whatsoever, over which he had any disposing 
power,’ to R. & his heirs, in trust for testator’s son 
for life, with several remainders over in tail, sub- 
ject to terms for the payment of debts, annuities, 
& marriage portions :—Held: by this devise 
testator’s reversionary interest in the lands at C. 
passed to the devisce.—MosTYN v. CHAMPNEYS 
(1834), 1 Bing. N. C. 341; 1 Scott, 203; 4 L. J. 
C. P, 553 131 EK. KR. 1148. 

«innotatione :—Refd. Mortimer v. Hattley (1851), 6 Exch. 
7; Jacob v. Jacob (1898), 78 L. 'T. 

4986. -\—DokE d. oe uv. THOMAS, 
No. 4971, ante. 

4987. Contingent interest—Depending on death 
of testator without issue.|—-A contingent interest 
in real cstate transmissible to heirs may be dis- 
posed of by a residuary devise made in general 
words, though testator could not become entitled 
to such real estate, except on events depending 
on his own death without issue.—INGILBY v. 
AmcoTtTs (1856), 21 Beav. 585; 25 L. J. Ch. 769 ; 
27L. 1. O.S. 94; 2 Jur. N.S. 556; 4 W. RR. 189 ; 
52 I. RK. 9386. 

Annotation :—~Mentd. Campbell v. Ingilby (1856), 25 L. J. Ch, 
761. 


Tilimanns 
Bolam vt. 








Reversionary interest in personalty.) --Sce Nos. 
0035, 5036, post. 

Effect of general residuary clause.| — See 
Sect. 16, sub-sect. 3, D., post. 


(c) Land Agreed to be Purchased. 


4988. General rule—Passes by general devise. |—- 
Davies v. BEVERSHUAM (1661), Freem. Ch. 157; 
1 Cas. in Ch. 39; 3 Rep. Ch. 4; 22 E.R. 1127; 
sub nom. DAIRE v. BEVERSHAM, Nels. 76. 
enon -—Consd. Wainewright v. Klwell (1318), 1 7 avi 


d. Matthew wv. Osborne (1853), if) 
Mentd, Cholmondeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 cS s Y, 


licld: bo had such an interest as 
passed under a general devise in his 
Will.—-HEWARD tv, HEWARD, 15 Gr. 
516,—CAN. 


entered inte 
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4989. ——.]—GREENHILL v. GREENHILL 
(1711), Prec. Ch. 320; Gilb. Ch. 77; 2 Vern. 679; 
1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 174, pl. 4; 24 I. R. 151. 
Annotations :-—Distd. Langford v. Pitt (1731), 2 

629. Consd. Torre v. Browne (1855), 5 H. L. Cas. 556. 

Refd. Casborne v. Scarfe (1737), 1 Atk. 603; Potter v. 

Potter (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 437; Wainewright v. Elwell 

(1816), 1 Madd. 627 ; Marston v. Roe d. Fox (1838), 
8 Ad. & El. 14; Matthew v. Osborne (1853), 13 C. B. 919. 
Mentd. Roe d. Conolly v. Vernon (1804), 1 Smith, K. B. 318. 


4990. -|— ACHERLEY v. VERNON (1725), 


o Bro. Parl. Cas. 85; 1 Com. 382 ; 1 E.R. 1194, H. L. 
Annotations -—Consd. Potter v. Potter (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 
437. Refd. Collison v. Girling (1838), 4 My. & Cr. 63; 
Matthew v. Osborno (1853), 13 C. B. 919. entd. Gibson 
v. Montfort (1750), 1 Ves. Son. 485; Bond v. Seawell 
(1765), 3 Burr. 1773; A.-G. v. Downing (1769), Amb. 
571; Doe d. Pate v. Davy (1774), 1 Cowp. 158; Barnes 
ue Crow (1792), 4 Bro. C. C. 2c; Strathmore v. Bowes 





P. Wms. 








( 798), 7 Term Rep. 482; Pigott vr. Waller (1802), 
7 Ves. 98; Goodtitle d. Woodhouse v. Meredith (1813), 
2M. & S. 5; Hulme 2385 ; 


+ iM. v. Heygate (1816), 1 Mer. 

Smith v. Dearmer (1829), 3 Y. & J. 278; Monypenny v. 
Bristow (1832), 2 Ituss. & M. 117; Yarnold v. Wallis 
(1840), ¢@ ¥. & C. Ex. 160;  Blacklow v. Laws (1842), 
2 Hare, 40; Hughes v. Hosking (1856), 11 Moo. P. CG. CG. 
1; Zte Marl’s ‘Trust (1858), 4 K. & J. 673; Re Smith. 
Bilke v. Roper (1890), 45 Ch. D. 632. 

4991. -J]—One articles to buy certain 
lands, he thereby becomes seised thereof in equity ; 
but where A. devised all his real & personal estate, 
& afterwards articled to purchase lands, & then 
died, the heir-at-law was entitled to this estate, 
as not passing by the will; secus had the articles 
for the purchase been before the will, for then the 
estate would have passed.—LANGFORD v. PITT 
(1731), 2 P. Wms. 629; 24 E. R. 890. 

4992. -.|—Lands agreed to be pur- 
chased, pass by general words in a will such as ‘' or 
elsewhere.” —POTTER v. PoTreR (1750), 1 Ves. 
Sen. 437; 27 E.R. 1128. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Gibson r. Montfort (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 
485; Whittaker v. Whittaker (1792), 4 Bro. C. C. 316; 
Marston wv. ktoe d. Fox (1838), & Ad. & El. 14; Matthew 
v. Osborne (1853), 13 C. B. 919. Mentd. Pigott ». Waller 
eiasits Ves. 98; Maddison v. Alderson (1883), 8 App. 

8. 4. 


4993. |—An estate contracted for 
will pass by a subsequent devise of all lands; 
devisor being equitable owner under the contract.— 
CAPEL v. GIRDLER (1804), 9 Ves. 509; 32 E.R. 700. 
Annotation :—Refd. Charlton v. Low (1734), 3 P. Wms. 328, 

4994. -]— Bequest of ‘the whole of my 
property, of whatever description, freehold, lease- 
hold, etc., of which I may be In possession of at the 
time of my decease ’’ :—Held: to pass real estates, 
agreed to be purchased by testator.—IIOLMES v. 
BARKER (1816), 2 Madd. 462; 56 E.R. 405. 

Position of parties pending completion of sale of 
land— Vendor as trustee for purchaser.]—- See SALE 
OF LAND, Vol. XL., pp. 178-179, Nos. 1472-1491. 

7777 Devolution on death of purchaser.|-—Sce 
SALE OF LAND, Vol. XL., p. 208, Nos. 1733-1730. 


(d) Leascholds. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 26. 

4995. Whether leaseholds will pass.J|—-A., being 
selsed in fee of several freehold estates, & also 
possessed of a leasehold rectory for lives, devised 

all his manors, messuages, lands, tepements, 
tithes, & hereditaments, & all his real estate what- 
Reever, except what is thereinafter mentioned & 
clevised, to trustees”’ in strict settlement; he 
charged his leasehold with rentcharges to two of 
his younger children, & directed that when any 
of the lives dropped, the lease should be renewed, 
& the names of those two children put in, of whom 
2% 80n was to have the prefcrence :—Held: the 


























WILLS. 


rectory did not pass by the goneral words of the 
devise, but A.’s eldest son & heir took, as special 
occupant, on the death of A.—SHEFFIELD Vv. 
MULGRAVE (LORD) (1794), 5 Term Rep. 571; 101 
BE. R. 820; subsequent proceedings (1796), 2 Ves. 
i) oe 

dnolation "__Expld. Fitzroy v. Howard (1828), 3 Russ. 

5. 


4996. .|}-—Testator having devised the 
residue of his personal estate, whatsoever & where- 
soever, to A. B., devised all his manors, lands, etc., 
at W., in the county of Durham, & at B., in the 
county of York, & a parcel of land purchased of 
M. L., & all other his real estates in the counties 
of Durham & York & elsewhere, & all his estate 
& interest therein to C. & D. & their heirs, to 
certain uses :—Held ; under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
s. 26, his Jeascholds in Durham passed to C. & D. 
with the real, & not to A. B., with the personal, 
estate.—WILSON v. EDEN (1852), 16 Beav. 153; 


20 L. T. O.S. 13; 51H. R. 735. 
Annotutions :—Refd. Prescott v. Barker (1874), 9 Ch. App. 
174; Butler v Butler (1884), 28 Ch. D. 66. 


4997. .J—Testator devised to A. & B., & 
their heirs, all his ‘‘ frechold land, messuages, or 
tenements, & hereditaments, respectively situate, 
& being in, or forming the omole or part of”? a 
set of buildings which he named, all in a par- 
ticular parish. Of one part of the property thus 
described testator at his death was seised in fee, 
subject to a lease; of a second part he was 
possessed for a term of years; & of X., a third 
part (now in question) he was possessed for a 
term of years, & he was also seised of the reversion 
of the same in fee from the expiration of three 
years after the end of the term :—Held: both the 
leasehold & the freehold interest of testator in the 
portion (X.) passed under the above bequest. 

The ottice of the word ‘‘ freehold ”’ is to describe 
the property & not testator’s interest in it.— 
MATHEWS v. MATHEWS (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 278; 
sub nom. MATTHEWS v. MATTHEWS, 15 W. R. 71. 
Annotation :—Apld. Re Guyton & Rosenberg'’s Contract, 

[19U1} 2 Ch. 591. 

4998. .|—A devise, dated after 1837, of 
‘all my real estate’? without any words of 
locality or description, will pass leaseholds if the 
testator have no other landed property.—GULLY 
v. Davis (1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 562; 39 L. J. Ch. 
684; 19 W. RB. 265. 

Annotations :—Consd. Butler v. Butler (1884), 24 Ch. D. 


G6. Refd. 7te Davison, Greenwell v. Davison (: 888), 58 
L. T. 304; Jte Holt, Holt v. Holt, (1921) 2 Ch. 17. 


4999. -|—Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26, s. 26, 
which provides that a general devise of testator’s 
lands shall include [copyholds &] leaseholds, unless 
a contrary intention appear by the will, was 
intended to abolish a technical rule which generally 
defeated the intention, & not to substitute another 
technical rule in its place. If, therefore, on the 
fair construction of the will, there are indications 
of an intention that leascholds should not pass by 
the devise of lands, they will be excluded.— 
Prescorr tv. BARKER (1874), 9 Ch. App. 174; 
43 L. J. Ch. 408; 80 L. T. 149; 22 W. R. 423, 
L. C. & L. JJ. 

5000. - .|—Testator devised & bequeathed 
the residue of his real & personal estate upon 
trust to convert his residuary personal estate, 
‘* except leaseholds,”’ & out of the income of the 
investments & the rents & profits of the real 
estate to pay certain annuities, & accumulate the 
residue a the income during his wife’s life; & 
after her death upon trust as to all his “ real 
estate ’’ at, in, or near K., & in or near W., out 
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of the rents & profits during the life of J. T. W. 
to repair & insure, & to pay an annuity, & subject 
thereto in trust for J. T. W. & his assigns for life, 
& after his decease for his first & other sons 
successively in tail male, with remainder to his 
daughters equally as tenants in common in tail, 
with limitations over in the nature of cross 
remainders. Testator had both frecholds & 
leaseholds for a term of 1,000 years at E.; at W. 
he had leaseholds only, for a term of 900 years :— 
Held: the leascholds at K. & also at W. passed 
under the above devise, the exception of lease- 
holds in the gift of residue not showing a contrary 
intention.—MOASE v. WHITE (1876), 3 Ch. D. 
763; 24 W. R. 1038. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Butler v. Butler (1884). 28 Ch. D. 66. 
Apld. Re Uttermare, Leeson v. Foulis, [1893] W. N. 158. 
Refd. Re Davison, Greenwell ». Davison (1888), 58 L. T. 304. 


5001. .|—Testator by his will, dated in 
1870, declared that his trustees should stand 
possessed of & interested in the annual income & 
proceeds of his real & personal estate in trust to 
pay an annuity to his wife, & after her decease 
he declared & directed that his trustees should 
stand possessed of & interested in his real & 
personal estate upon the trusts & for the intents 
& purposes following, that is to say, ‘‘' as to my 
real estates wheresoever situate (the Victoria 
Park Cemetery in the parish of St. Matthew, 
Bethnal Green, excepted ’’) in trust to pay the 
annual rents & proceeds thereof to two children 
as therein mentioned, ‘‘& as to my freehold 
estate called the Victoria Park Cemetery, & my 
personal estate wheresoever situated, upon trust 
to pay the dividends, interest & annual proceeds 
thereof,” to his five daughters in equal propor- 
tions. The personal estate comprised certain 
leaseholds for years :—JTleld: according to the 
true construction of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. 26. 
the Ieaseholds for years did not pass under the 
gift of the real estates—BUTLER v. BUTLER 
(1884), 28 Ch. D. 66; 54 1L. J. Ch. 197; 52 L. T. 
90; 33 W. R. 192. 

Annotations :—Consd. Fe Davison, Greenwell v. Davison 

(1888), 58 LV. 304; He Holt, Holby, Holt, (19213 2 Ch. 17. 

efd. fe Uttermare, Leeson v. Foulis, [1893] W. N. 158. 

5002. -| --B. by will gave all his real 
estate in Kent to trustees upon trust for his sons, 
in strict settlennent, & he gave all his real estate 
in the several counties of Durham & Middlesex «& 
elsewhere, & certain land at Stillington in the 
county of Durham, held on lease from Merton 
College, Oxford, & all the residue of his personal 
estate, upon trust as to the personal estate for 
sale & conversion as therein mentioned, & as to 
the said real & leasehold estates in the counties 
of Durham & Middlesex subject as to the said 
leasehold estate to the rents & covenants in the 
then present or any future lease thereof reserved 
or contained, upon the like trusts as were therein- 
before declared concerning the hereditaments in 
Kent. Testator at his death possessed in Kent. 
a freehold mansion & estate; in Middlesex, a 
leasehold house only, & no real catate properly so 
called; in Durham, both freehold & leasehold 
lands in addition to the lands at Stillington 
mentioned in the will :—Held: Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), s. 26. applied, & aJl the leascholds passed 
under the gift of real estate in the counties of 
Durham & Middlesex.-—e DAVISON, GREENWELL 
v. DAVISON (1888), 58 L. T. 304. 
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t. ‘‘ du my real estate,” 
Testator devised “ all my real estate 
- .- being composed of the south-east 
part of lot 10..,." rwards ho 








Held: 
etc, ]— 


390.—CAN. 


acquired the northerly half of lot 10 :— 
the after-acquired property 
assed under the devise.—Re SMITH 
1905), 10 O. L. R. 449; 6 OO. W. RR. 


a. Devise of personal & ecclesias- 
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5003. -| — Re UTTERMARE, LEESON v. 
Fou tts, [1893] W. N. 158. 
5004 .|—Testator who was possessed of 
the fee-simple in certain freehold property subject 
to a term of years, & was also possessed of a sub- 
leasehold interest in the said term of years less 
by two days than the original term, ‘‘ gave & 
devised all his real estate whether in possession, 
reversion, or remainder,” to a certain devisee. 
He also “ gave & bequeathed all his leasehold 
estate ’’’ (except a certain house thereinbefore 
specifically bequeathed) to his exors. At the date 
of his will, the fee-simple in remainder & the sub- 
leasehold interest in the property in question had 
been enjoyed & dealt with by testator & his 
predecessor in title for more than twenty years as 
a single frechold estate in possession: —He/d: 
although the sub-leasehold interest did not pass 
under the devise of ‘‘ real estate ’”’ by Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 26), s. 26, yet, having regard to the whole 
of the surrounding circumstances, it passed under 
the devise on the true construction of the will.— 
Re GuYTON & ROSENBERG’S CONTRACT, [1901] 2 Ch. 
591: 70 L. J. Ch. 751; 85 L. T. 66; 50 W. R. 38. 

5005. .|—Testator, whose will was made 
in 1893 & who died in 1897, gave all his ‘‘ personal 
property ’’ in one direction & all his ‘‘ real estate 
& property’ in another direction. He had no 
real estate, strictly so called, at the date of his 
will or at the time of his death, but he had two 
farms, each of which he held for the residue of a 
long term of years—one being created in the 
seventeenth century & the other in the nineteenth 
century. On an originating summons the ques- 
tion was raised whether the leaseholds passed 
under the devise of real estate or passed as per- 
sonal property :—Held: Wills Act, 1837, s. 26, 
did not apply, & the leaseholds passed under the 
yeneral devise of ‘real estate.—Re Hout, Horr v. 
Tfonr, [1921] 2 Ch. 17; 90 I. J. Ch. 410; 125 
lL. T. 478; 65 Sol. Jo. 293. 








(e) Conyholds. 

See CopyryHonps, Vol. XIII, p. 121, Nos. 1514—- 
1517. 

(f) Other Cases. 

5006. Legal estate -— Testator mortgagee.| ——A 
devise of ‘‘ all my goods, leases, estates, mtges., 
etc., whereof I am. possessed,’’ will not pass a fee 
simple which testator had by way of mtge. & 
forfeited, unless he had mentioned that he had 
such an estate.—WILKINSON v. MERRKYLAND 
(16836), Cro. Car. 449; 70 EK. R. 991. 

Annotations :—Consd. Cole v. Rawlinson (1702), 2 Ld. 
Raym. 831. Refd. Leefe vr. Saltingston (1674), Freem, 
K. B. 176; Smith v. Milford (1691), 4 Mod. Rep. 131: 
Bridgewater uv. Bolton (1701), 6 Mod. Rep. 106; Fletcher 
vy. Smiton (1788), 2 Chit. 558; Doe d. Evans vw Kvans 
(1839), 1 Per. & Dav. 472. 











5007. .|—A.-G. v. Vicor, No. 4982, 
ante. 
5008. -——- -- With partial beneficial interest 


in equity of redemption.|—Testator who was 
mtgee. in fee with a partial beneficial interest in 
the equity of redemption, devised to trustees all 
his real & personal estate upon trust, first, to pay 
his debts & funeral & testamentary expenses, & 
then, upon certain trusts, for his wife & children ; 
& he gave to his trustees powers to sell or mtge. 
any part of his estate. The will contained no 
devise of trust or mtged. estates :—Held: the 


tical property.}-—TRAVERS v. CASEY, 24 
C. L. T. 169; 349. C. R. 419.—CAN. 
b. Reversion in fee passes.}—It is 
now settled that a reversion in fee will 
pass under a gencral devise, unless a 
clear intention to exclude it be shown. 
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legal estate in the mtged. property did not pass 
under the will—He PACKMAN & Moss (1875), 
1Ch. D. 214; 451. J. Ch. 54; 3841. 7.110; 24 


W. R. 170. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Brown & Sibly’s Contract (1876), 
3 Ch. D. 156; Re Smith’s Estate (1876), 35 L. T. 890. 


-~—— Effect of general residuary clause.|— 
See No. 6109, post. 

5009. —-—— Testator entitled to equity of redemp- 
tion—& to bare legal estate as heir of mortgagee.|— 
A., in whom, as the heir-at-law of a mtgee. in fee, 
the legal estate in the mortgaged Setar was 
vested, & who was also entitled to the equity of 
redemption of the same premises, devised all his 
real estates in trust for sale:—Held: the legal 
estate in the mortgaged premises did not pass by 
this devise, but on the death of testator became 





vested in his heir-at-law.— Fa . MARSHALL 
(1839), 9 Sim. 555; 8 L. J. Ch. 187; 59 I. R. 


472; sub nom. Re MARSHALL, 3 Jur. 196. 

5010. *‘ All my lands ’’—-Previous disposal of 
part of lands.|-—-ANoNn. (1568), Dal. 63. pl. 21; 
128 E.R. 275. 


Annotation :--- Folld. Doe d. 
ad. QB. 119. 


5011. Limitations relating to part only.]— 
If a man having lands called A. & B. devise all 
his lands to trustees for payment of debts, until 
his grandson attain the age of twenty-one years, 
‘* & from thenceforth give all the said Jands called 
A.” as follows, viz. two parts of the lands called 
A. for raising money: the other third for another 
purpose, & then to his grandson, taking no notice 
of the land called B.; vet the land called B. shall 
pass to the grandson: for there being a sufficient 
description in the first part of the will. ‘‘ all my 
Jands,”’ it shall not be controlled by the subse- 
quent imperfect explanation.— BAGNELL v. ABNETY 
(1692), 4 Mod. Rep. 140; 87 1. R. 310. 


Annotation :—Refd. Roc d. Walker v. Walker (1803), 3 
Bos. & P. 375. 


5012. Mortgaged property.|-—-.J.. being seised & 
possessed of considerable freehold, copyhold, & 
leasehold estates in the county of J1., & in posscs- 
sion, as mtgee., of certain leasehold houses at K. 
in the county of M., but having no other property 
in the said county of M., & having other estates 
vested in him as mtgee., besides those at K., makes 
his will, devising ‘all his freehold, copyhold, & 
leasehold messuages, etc., in the county of H., & 
in the town of K.,” to A. for life, & after her 
death, ‘‘ all & singular other his freehold, copy- 
hold, & leasehold messuages,”’ ctc., in the counties 
of I]. & M., or elsewhere, to EK. & TT. for their 
joint lives, & after their several deceases, “ all 
the said freehold, leasehold, &  copyhold 
messuages,’’ etc., unto & equally among their 
children; & gives to A. “all the residue of his 
real estate not before disposed of, & all other his 
estates & interests whatsoever, vested in him as 
mtgee.. or trustee,” etc., & all the residue of his 
personal estate, ready money, & securities for 
money,’’ etc., subject to the payment of debts & 
legacies :—Held: the mtged. premises at K. 
passed under the devise of all the freehold, copy- 
hold, & leasehold messuages, etc.. in the county 
of II., & in the town of K.—WoonpHOUSsE v. 
MEREDITH (1816), 1 Mer. 450; 35 Ie. R. 739. 
Annotations :—Distd. Fee Clowes, [1893] 1 Ch. 214. 


Snape wv. Nevell (1848), 37 





Refd. 
— TENNENT t. TENNENT (1 844 1 tis. 
& Lat. 379. —IR. 

ce. Devise of all testator’s property to 
trustees—IWhether entailed lands + ass.) 
-—An heir of entailin possession no only 
of the entailed estate but also of an 


tion, as also 


extate held in fee-siniple, left a general 
disposition & settlement 

trustecs his fee-simple estate no 
his whole 
heritable & movable. 
in an action at the instance of the 


WILLs. 


Bowen #. Barlow (1871), a. R. 11 Wq. 454; Fe Carter, 
Dodds v. Pearson, [1900] 1 Ch. 801. 


5013. .|—A mtgee. in fee with a power of 
sale purported to convey the land comprised in 
the mtge. to a trustee for himself, & remained in 
possession for five years & till his death. He 
made by his will a devise of all his real estate in 
general terms :—Held: testator having by his 
acts treated the land in question as real estate, it 
passed as such under the general devise.—BURDUS 
v. Dixon (1858), 4 Jur. N. S. 967; 6 W. R. 427. 
Annotation :—Apld. Re Carter, Dodds v. Pearson, [1900} 

1 Ch. 801. 

5014. Foreclosure after date of will.]— 
If testator after devising all his lands, tenements 
& hereditaments, forecloses an equity of redemp- 
tion on a mtge. in fee, such estate will not pass by 
these general words of lands, etc., because a fore- 
closure is considered as a new purchase of the 
land.—CASRORNE v. SCARFE (1738), 1 Atk. 603 ; 
2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 728; 26 Ih. R. 3773; sub nom. 
CASBURNE v, INGLIS, West temp. Tlard. 221; 
2 Jac. & W.191: Lee temp. Hard. 399, L. C. 
Annotations :— Refd. Hearle v. Greenbank (1749), 1 Ves. 

Son. 298; Burgess rv. Whente, A.-G. v. Wheate (1759), 

lt Eden, 177: Chelmondeley vv. Clinton (1821), 4 BH. 13 

Parker vr. Carter (1845), 4 Ware, 400; Heath v. Pugh 

(T881),6Q. B.D. 384535 Re Norman, Thackray 1+. Norman 

(1914), Wl b. T. 908, Mentd. Downe rv. Morris (1844), 

3 Hare, 384; Stanhousoe vr. Garkell (1852), 17 Jur. 157: 

stone ce. Godfrey (1853), 78 Jur. 1623; Smith ow, Adame 

(1854). 5 De G. ML & G. 712s Matthews 7. Ushor (1899), 

GS bE. J. GQ. B. YRS 3 Copestake ro Hoper, (1907) 1 Ch. 

366; Turner rv. Walsh, [1900] 2K. B. 4813) Pe Hoyles, 

Row v. Jagy, (LOE) I Ch. 179, 

5015. -—- Direction to pay debts & funeral 
expenses.|—- Under a devise of all testator’s real 
& personal estate ‘after payment of his just 
debts & funeral expenses”? Jands mortgaged in 
fee to testator do not pass.-—--DoE d. ROYLANCE v. 
Lightroor (1841), 8 Mo. & W. 553; 11 iL. J. Ex. 
1513: 5 Jur. 0663 151 BK. R. 1158. 

Annotations :---Apld. 2c Bellis’s Trusts (1877), 5 Ch. D. 
50%. Refd. Knight v. Robinson (1856), 2 K. & J. 503. 
Mentd. Doe d. Parsley vr. Day (18412), 2 Q. B. 147; Gale 
r Burnell (1845), 7 Q. B. 8503; Rogers v. Grazebrook 
(TR46), & QQ. B. 8955 Reo, Champnoys (1871), I. ht. 6 
CLP. okt; Henoning +. Blanton (1873), 42 L. J.C. P. 158. 
5016. Advowson.| -— RAINSFORD v. LANGHAM 

(1738), West temp. Hard. 510; 25 KB. R. 1058. 
5016a. Land contracted to be sold.}]——An estate 

which testator had contracted to sell held to pass 

by a devise of all his real & personal estate to 

trustees in trust to sell._-—WaALL v. BRIGHT (1820), 1 

Jac. & W. 494; 37 FB. R. 456. 

.lnnotations .-- Expld. Lysaght v. Edwards (1876), 2 Ch. D. 
499. Refd. Dowson r. Solomon (1859), 1 Drew. & Sm. 1; 
Shaw v. Foster (1872), L. R.5 H. L. 321; Ridoutr. Fowler, 
ee : a 658, entd. Trotter v. Watson (1869), L. R. 

%» DP. 434. 

5017. Land over which testator has power of 
appointment.}/— 'Testator makes a general devise 
of al] his lands in nine parishes; in five of them 
he had only lands in fee; in three others he had 
only lands over which he had a power of appoint- 
ment; in the other he had lands in fee, & also 
lands over which his power extended: all the 
lands pass by his will except the lands in the latter 
parish which were subject to his power.— NAPIER 
v. NAPIER (1826), 1 Sim. 28; 5 L. J. O. S. Ch. 
65; 657 BF. R. 489. 

Annotations :—Consd. Innes v. Sayer (1851), 3 Mac. & G. 
606. Refd. Lovell ». Knight (1831), 1 L. J. Ch. 47; 
Hughes v. Turner (1835), 3 My. & K. 666; Hope v. 
Hope (1854), 23 L. T. O. 8. 343. 

5018. Estate for lives.]|—Estates held for lives 
will pass under a general devise of lands.— 








residuary legatee under the settlement, 
claiming to have it found that the entail 
was invalid, & that the entailed estate 
was carried by the general disposition : 
-—-HTJeld: the general disposition was 
not intended to convey, & did not 


conveying to 
na- 
roperty, 


After hig death 
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FITzROY v. HOWARD (1828), 3 Russ. 225; 71. J. 
O.S. Ch. 16; 38 E.R. 561, L. C. 
Annotation :—Retd, Weigall v. Brome (1833), 6 Sim. 99. 

5019. Estate tail—-‘‘ All my _property.’’| —I 
know of no case which goes the length of deciding 
that a devise of ‘‘ all my property ”’ includes an 
estate tail—BURNEY v. ST. BARBE (1846), 7 L. T. 
O. 8. 406. 

5020. *‘Lands & property — Their heirs & 
assigns ’’—-Personalty passed.]—Testator ‘‘ devised 
& bequeathed his lands & property whatsoever 
in Australia,” together with the arrears of rents, 
to A. & B. ‘their heirs & assigns,” & he gave 
the residue of his estate & effects to C. :—Held: 
his personalty in Australia passed under the 
first’ gift.—ROBINSON v. WEBB (1853), 17 Beav. 
260; 51 KE. R. 1033. 

5021. All my estate & effects—Passes after 
acquired realty—Notwithstanding directions ap- 
plicable only to personalty.|— STOKES v. SALOMONS, 
No. 5439, post. 

5022. Trust estates—Where charge of debts or 
legacies.|— Trust estates held to pass under a 
general devise notwithstanding a charge of 
legacies; the devise passing all the real estate 
vested in testator whether on trust or beneficially, 
& the charge affecting only such estate as belongs 
to him bencficially.—-Re Brown & SIBLy’s Con- 
TRACT (1876), 3 Ch. D. 156; 35 L. T. 305; 24 
W. R. 782. 

Annotations :—N.F, Re Bellis’s Trusts (1877), 5 Ch. D. 504. 

Refd. Jee Smith’s Kstate (1876), 4 Ch. D. 70. 


5023. ———.|—Trust estates will not pass 
under a general devise where there is a charge of 
debts, or of legacies, or of debts & legacies. 

Testator gave various pecuniary legacies, & all 
the rest & residue of his estate, real & personal, 
he gave, devised, & bequeathed to his wife, her 
heirs, cxors., administrators, & assigns, abso- 
lutely :—/eld: the legacies were charged on the 
real estate, & therefore the general devise did not 
pass property of which testator was scised in fee 
as trustee.—Re BELLIS’s Trusts (1877), 5 Ch. D. 
504; 401. J. Ch. 853; 386 L. T. 644 ; 25 W. RR, 456. 

5024. General devise of real estate-—Exception of 
certain personalty—Rest of personalty passes.|— 
Re THAR, TILLAR v. PAULL (1906), 50 Sol. Jo. 464. 

5025. Equity of redemption.|] — Re MATHER, 
MATHER v. MATHER, No. 5086, post. 

General residuary disposition.|—See Sect. 16, 
sub-sect. 3, B., post. 








B. General Disposition of Personalty. 

5026. General rule—Bequest applicable only to 
property on which instrument capable of operating. | 
—MAXWELL v. MAXWELL, No. 4968, ante. 

5027. ‘‘ All goods ’’—Bond.]—Devise of all 
one's goods passes a bond.—ANON. (1714), 1 
P. Wms. 267; 24 BB. WR. 384, L. C. 

5028. ‘‘ Whole fortune ’’—Contingent interest in 
moiety.|—Testator after bequeathing an annuity, 
& goods to his wife for her life, directs his whole 
fortune, in default of his own issue, & of a second 
son of his brother, & a second son of his sister, 
to be divided between pltf. & deft., making the 
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latter residuary legatee :—Held: under the words 
whole fortune, the interest of the moiety, till the 
determination of the contingency, did not belong 
to pltf., & the residuary legatee was entitled to 
that, & the reversionary interest in the goods left 
to his wife.-—MITFORD v. WICKER (1754), 3 Keny. 

61; 96 EB. R. 1308. 

5029. Plate excepted from general disposition— 
Recited ‘‘to be hereinafter given ’’—No specific 
disposition—Undisposed of.|—-Plate excepted from 
bequest of estate personal to wife, after her 
decease over, & recited to be hereinafter given to 
daughter, but not further noticed :—Held: un- 
disposed of.—FREDERICK v. HALL (1791), 1 Ves. 
396; 30 EF. R. 404, L. C. 

5030. Money devised for purchase of land-——In 
hands of person entitled to dispose of land to be 
purchased—-Passes by general disposition. |— Where 
money, devised to be laid out in land, actually 
comes into the hands of the person who would be 
entitled to dispose of the lands if purchased, the 
money is his absolute property ; & will pass by a 
general devise of his personal estatc.—PULTENEY 
v. DARLINGTON (EARL) (1796), 7 Bro. Parl. Cas. 
530; 3 E. R. 344, H. L.; affg. (1783), 1 Bro. 
C. C. 223, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Walker v. Denne (1793), 2 Ves. 170; 
Wheldale v. Partridge (1803), 8 Ves. 227; Van v. Barnett 
(1812), 19 Ves. 102; Tfughes ». Turner (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 
141; Re De Lancey (1869), L. R. 4 Exch. 3415; Re 
Gordon, Roberts v. Gordon Sealy 6 Ch. D. 531: Re 
Ffennell's Settlement, Te Ffennell’s Estate, Wright v. 
Holton, [1918] 1 Ch. 91. 

5031. ‘* All personal property on the estates ’’— 
Ready money in house.!—(1) Testator divided his 
will into several clauses or articles, which he 
numbered; &, after appointing several trustces, 
& providing for their succession, he, by the second 
article of his will, bequeathed to his trustees, in 
trust for the use of his wife & children as therein- 
after detailed; viz., all his household furniture, 
plate, medals, china, linen, books, paintings, 
prints, wines, provisions, horses, carriages, Cows 
& sbeep, & all other live & dead stock in & about 
his premises, with all his ready money in his 
house & at his agents & bankers, with all moneys 
due to him at the time of his decease: alsv, he 
gave & devised all & every his dwelling-house & 
mansion, buildings, gardens & lands, with the 
appurtenances, & all his real estates. upon trust 
as aforesaid, & upon the uses thereafter stated, 
that is to say, all his real estate in & about Denne 
Hill, etc., until the youngest of his surviving 
children attained the age of twenty-five years: 
at that period he willed that his eldest surviving 
child should be put into possession of all his free- 
hold & leasehold property, including all timber 
& underwood, & all personal property on the 
estates. By a subsequent article he appointed 
his eldest son or next surviving child in seniority 
his residuary legatec. ‘There were other clauses 
in the will, & also a testamentary writing, from 
which it appeared to have been a principal object 
of testator to give his children the advantage of 
having the same home for a period after his 
death as they had enjoyed in his hfetime :— 


convey the lands embraced in the 
entail.—CatTTONn v. MACKENZIE (1870), 
8 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 1049; 42 Se. 
Jur, 6183; revsd. on another ground, 
10 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) (H. L.) 12; 44 
Se. Jur. 191; L. lt. 2 Se. & Div. 202. 
—SOCOT. 
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d. Devise of all testator’s property 
~—Debt due by devisee.J—A devise of all 
“my realestate & property whatsoever 


& of what nature & kind soever ”’ at. a 
place named does not include a debt 
due by devisee, who resided & carried 
on business at such place to testator.— 
THORNE », THORNE (1903), 33 5. C. R. 
309.—-CAN. 

e. Legacy vested in testator but not 
paid until aes his death—W hether pass- 
iny.}—Re CoTreR ie 42 O. L. Rh. 
99; 13 O. W. N. 421.—CAN. 

f. “The remaining part of my 
whole property both in stock, furniture, 
cash,’’ etc.— Whether chattels real pass.| 


—MULLALLY v. Watsn, 3 L. R. Ir. 
244.—IR. 


g. Operation on reversionary per- 
sonal estate—Pronerty “ not included in 
seittlement.’’}—~Personal property was 
put in settlement on the m of 
A.& B. The trusts were inter alia for 
A. (the intended husband) for lLfe: 
afterwards for B. (the wife) for life; & 
ultimately, in events which happened, 
as to one moiety of the trust fund for 
A., his exors., administrators, & assigns. 
By his will, after confirming his mar- 
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Sect. 15.— Descriptions of property : Sub-sect. 3, B. 
& C.; sub-sect. 4, A. (a) 2.) 


Held: the property described as all the testator’s 
ready money in his house, etc., did not belong to 
the residuary legatee, & did not fall within the 
description of all personal property on the estates, 
etc., but was to be applied for the benefit of the 
wife & children. 

(2) Testator bequeathed to trustees, for the use 
of his wife & children, the interest of his property 
in the English & French funds; & he gave the 
capital to the surviving children, that is to say, 
to be equally divided at the period of his eldest 
surviving child attaining the age of thirty. By a 
codicil he bequeathed to his exors., for the use of 
his children, ‘‘ whatever sum now stands in my 
name, or may hereafter, in the Dutch funds, or 
any other funds, including the interest arising 
therefrom ’’ :—Held: the words ‘any other 
funds ’”’ included stock in the British funds.— 
MONTRESOR v. MONTRESOR (1845), 1 Coll. 693; 
63 F. R. 601. 

5032. *‘ Stocks, funds & securities ’’—Railway 
stock.|—-Testator gave to trustees all his lease- 
hold estates, & the residue of his moneys, chattels, 
funds, railroad shares, securities for money & 
other personal estate & effects, on trust, to convert 
into money all such parts as should not consist 
of govt. securities, stocks, funds, or railroad 
shares, & apply the moneys arising therefrom for 
the benefit of his wife & children, & after the death 
of his wife if there should be no children, testator 
directed his real estate to be sold, & the money 
arising therefrom, & also the money arising from 
his residuary personal estate & effects, to be held 
upon certain trusts mentioned in his will :—Held : 
the railroad shares passed in the gift over after 
the death of the widow.—SuURTEES v. HOPKINSON 
(1849), 18 L. J. Ch. 188; 13 Jur. 181. 

5038. ‘‘ Moneys, property & effects ’’—Copy- 
holds.|——-Copyholds held to pass under a will by 
the words “ moneys, property & effects,’ aided 
by the context.—STREATFEILD v. COOPER (1859), 
27 Beay. 338; 54 E. R. 132. 

5034. Whether reversionary interest passes by 
general disposition—‘‘ All personal estate & effects 
whatsoever.’’|—Trustees holding moneys in trust 
for a married woman invested the amount in the 
purchase of land; & by the purchase deed, to 
which the vendor & they were the only parties, 
they declared themselves possessed of the estate, 
in trust to pay the income to the married woman 
for her separate use, for life, &, after her decease, 
in trust for the benefit of all the children of the 
husband & wife equally between them; &, in 
default of children without issue, then in trust 
for the husband in fee, & power was reserved to 
the trustees, at the request of the husband & 
wife, to sell the property ; & thereupon, with all 
convenient speed, to pay out the produce in the 
purchase of other freehold estates, & 80 on tolies 
quotes. At the end of fifteen vears the estate was 
sold, & the purchase-money was invested as 
money, & the income was paid to the miarried 
woman for forty-four years, until her death. 
Several years after the sale of the estate the 








riage settlement, A. bequeathed all his 
property “‘ not included in the above 
marriage settlement ” to his exors., in 
trust for four of his children :-—Held : 
the moiety of the trust fund reserved 
to A., his exors., administrators, & 
assigns, under the Hmitations of the 
Seen paved wader, the bequest. 
—_ IREEN, WaArLatt v. GREEN (1893 ; 
81 L. RB. Ir. 338.—I1R. en 


h. Sum o 


TEES v. 


money ‘‘ which is to come 
to me.’’"]—WEBSTERN v. WESTERN, [1916] 
N.Z. L. R. 195.—N.Z. 


k. Devise enumerating investmenta— 
Certain fund not ment 
fund passes.}—MONTGOMERY'S TRUS- 

MONTGOMERY (1895), 22 R. 
(Ct. of Seas.) 824: 32 Sc. L. R. 628; 
38. L. T. 62.—S8COT. 


WILLS. 


trustees, by a deed, which the husband & wife 
executed, declared that they held the fund upon 
the trusts of the first purchase dced. The husband 
died intestate, & the wife survived him for ten 
years. By her will she gave “‘ all” her “ personal 
estate & effects whatsoever & wheresoever, & of 
every kind soever, either in possession, remainder, 
reversion or expectancy,” unto two of her children : 
—Held: there was no evidence that the widow 
intended to change the character of the fund 
from being real estate; there being children 
entitled for their lives to the fund, it was not 
competent for her alune to change its character ; 
but, as the property vested in her subject to her 
children’s life interest, it was competent to her to 
have given such reversionary interest by will, 
but the words she had used were not sufficient to 
include it.—GILLIEs v. LONGLANDS (1851), 4 De G. 
& Sm. 372; 2OL. J. Ch. 441; 17 L. T. O. S. 250 ; 
15 Jur. 570; 64 E.R. 875. 
Annotation :—Distd. Chandler v. Pocock (1881), 16 Ch. D. 648. 

5035. —— ‘* All stocks & shares that I may die 
possessed of.’’]|—/v?e Lucas-Tootn, Lucas-Tooru 
v. PUBLIC TRUSTEE (1923), 156 L. T. Jo. 382. 

5036. Reversion expectant on determination 
of lease.|—A gift by testator of all his property, 
real & personal, with respect to which he had not 
made any disposition by settlement, mtge. or 
other deed or instrument of any kind, was held 
to pass all equities of redemption of mtyed. 
property & all reversions expectant on the deter- 
mination of Jeases.—te MATHER, MATHER v., 
MATHER (1926), 71 Sol. Jo. 142. 

——— General devise.]— See Sub-sect. 3, A. (b), ante. 

Gift of all securities—Effect on mortgage debt. |— 
See MortTaaGe, Vol. XXXV., pp. 389-390, Nos. 
1324-1333. 

Use of word “‘ estate.’’]—See Sub-sect. 14, F., post. 

General residuary disposition.|—See Sect. 16 
sub-sect. 3, C., post. 





C. General Disposition of Residue. 
See Sect. 16, post. 


SuR-SEcT. 4.—-UNLIMITED GIFTS AND CHARGES. 
A. Unlimited Gifts. 
(a) Rents and Profits, 
i. In General. 

5037. Unlimited gifts of rents & profits—Amounts 
to gift of whole estate.|— KERRY v. DERRICK, No. 
5061, post. 

5038. .|—A devise of the “issues & 
profits ’’ of land, passes the land itself.—PARKER 
v. PLUMMER (1590), Cro. Eliz. 190; 78 E. R. 446. 

5039. .|-—RAYMAN v. GOLD (1591), 
Moore, K. B. 635; 72 E. R. 807. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Pybus v. Mitford (1674), Freem. K. B. 
369; Roe v, Bendale (1770), 6 Burr, 2608 ; Humphreys v. 
Humphreys (1867), L. KK. 4 Eq. 475. 

5040. |—GRIFFITH v. SmituH (1604), 
Moore, K. B. 753; 72 Iu. R. 884. 


Annotations :—Consd. Bush v. Allen (1694), 5 Mod. Rep. 63; 
South v. Allen (1696), Comb. 375. 


5041. —— .J—-A devise of the profits is a 
devise of the land (Lorp NorrincHam, KEEPER). 








—— 

















PART XVI. SECT. 15, SUB-SECT. 4.— 
A. (a) i. 


5037 i. Unlimited gifts of renta & 
profits— Amounts to gift of whole estate.) 
toned—Whether -—Ite BAKER’A WILL, BAKER 9», 
PU TCEUNEO Ns 11905) V. L. R. 416.-—~ 


6037 ii. ——- —-~—.]—-SHERIDAN », 
O’REILLY, [1900] 11. BR. 386, 388.—IR, 


> 


Part XVI.—CONSTRUCTION. 


—OARY v. APPLETON (1674), 1 Cas. in Ch. 240; 

22 EK. R. 780. 

5042. —--- ——.|—-Devise of the rents & profits 
to A. to be paid by the exors., is a devise of the 
lands to A.-—-SoutTH v. ALLEINE (1695), 1 Salk. 
228; Comb. 375; & Mod. Rep. 98; 91 KK. R. 
202; sub nom, Busi v. ALLEN, 5 Mod. Rep. 63. 

5043. ——- : Devise of the profits of 
lands is a devise of the lands themselves (LORD 
JIARDWICKE, C.).---JOHNSON v. ARNOLD (1748), 
1 Ves. Sen. 169; 27 E. R. 962, L. C. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Cowley v. Hartstonge (1813), 1 Dow, 
361; Davies v. Goodhew (1834), 6 Sim. 585 ; Cookson v. 
Cookson (1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 121. 

5044. .|—Grant or devise of “ rents, 
& profits,” referable to a term in gross, or mere 
chattel interest, will pass the whole interest in 
the term. Contra as to a term carved out of an 
inheritance.—-BELT v. MITCHELSON & BELT (1811), 
Belt’s Supp. 227; 28 E. R. 508, 1. C. 

5045. .]|—Devise to three trustees, of 
all testator’s frechold, leasehold, copyhold, & 
personal estate, in trust, after payment of legacies 
& annuities, which annuities he directed to be 
paid out of bank stock standing in his name, to 
pay all the rents, issues, profits, & produce of 
the residue of his estate & effects, as well real 
as personal, to his three nieces, K., M. & C., share 
& share alike, for their lives, & after their decease, 
or either of them, that their lawful issue should 
have his or her mother’s share of such rents, etc., 
for life; & if either of the nieces should die in 
the lifetime of the others or other of them having 
no issue, the share of her or them so dying, to be 
equally divided between the survivors of his 
nieces for their respective lives, & afterwards by 
the issue of the survivors of such nieces: & in 
like manner if all his nieces, & their issue, save 
one, should die without issue, then such one to 
have the whole for her life; & after her decease, 
the issue of such niece, if more than one, to enjoy 
the whole, share & share alike; & if but one, such 
one to enjoy the whole alone ; to hold such parts 
as were freehold to them & each of them, their 
heirs & assigns as tenants in common, & not as 
joint tenants; & if but one, to such only one, 
his or her heirs & assigns for ever; & in case of 
all the nieces dying without issue, the whole to 
go to the devisor’s next male heir of his name, to 
hold to him his heirs & exors. in like manner. 
The niece M. married G. B. who died, leaving his 
wife & one son surviving; C. also married but 
had no issue. Two of the trustees died, & a 
considerable surplus of testator’s personal estate 
remained after paying debts, legacies, & annuities : 
—Held: if the devise had commenced with the 
words ‘all the rents, issues, & profits,”’ & the 
passaye before these words had been omitted, the 
three nieces would respectively have taken estates 
for life in the freehold tenements under the will; 
with cross remainders between them for life, in 
the event of one or two of them dying without 
issue. —MURTHWAITE v. JENKINSON (1821), 6 
Moore, C. P. 13. 

5046. .|—T. M. by will gave, devised, 
& bequeathed to three trustees, & to the survivors 
& survivor of them, & the heirs, exors., & adminis- 
trators of such survivor, all & every his freehold, 
copyhold, & leasehold estates, & all his personal 
estate & effects whatsoever & wheresoever, in 
trust to pay thereout several legacies & annuities, 





























1. Devise to trustees “ to receive rents 
& rofits & pay same to cestui qui 
tr —Whether legal estate in cestui que 
trust.)—A devise of land to trustees to 
receive the rents & profita, & pay the 
same to the cestui que trust, or otherwise 3 =9—_w. 


to allow her to receive the same, veste 
the legal estate in the cestut que trust. 
-—MARTIN v. PHILLIPS (1890), 11 S. R. 
N. 8. W. 481.—AU 
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& for other the purposes in his will mentioned. 
He then gave legacies & annuities to a consider- 
able amount, & directed that the annuities should 
be payable out of his £26,400 three per cent. 
consols. The case found that a large surplus of 
the personal estate remained after paying the 
debts, legacies, & annuities; but did not find 
that the legacies were really paid or that the 
annuitants were either satisfied, or dead. He 
then devised as follows: ‘ All the rents, issues, 
dividends, interest, profits, & produce of all the 
rest, residue, & remainder of my estate & effects 
whatsoever & wheresoever, & of what nature, 
kind, or quality soever, as well as personal, which 
I shall die siesed or possessed of, interested in, or 
entitled to at the time of my decease, I do give, 
devise, & bequeath unto my three nieces, E. M., 
M. M., & C. M., equally to be divided among them, 
share & share alike, for & during the term of their 
natural lives. & from & after the decease of 
them, or either of them, it is my will that the 
lawful issue of them & each of them shall have 
& enjoy his or her mother’s share of all such 
residue of such rents, etc., for life in like manner. 
& if either of my nieces shall happen to die in the 
lifetime of the others or other of them. without 
issue of her body lawfully begotten, that the share 
of her so dying without issue as aforesaid shall go 
to & be shared & divided equally between the 
survivors of my nieces for their respective lives, 
& afterwards by the lawful issue of the survivors 
of my nieces in like manner. & if all my nieces 
& their issue, save one, shall die without issue 
lawfully begotten, then such surviving niece shall 
have & enjoy the whole of the rents, etc., of such 
residue of my estate for & during the term of her 
natural life. & from & after her decease the 
lawful issue of such surviving niece (if more than 
one) shall have the whole of the rents, etc., equally 
between them, share & share alike; & if but one, 
then such only one shall have & enjoy the whole 
of such part as is personal, to & for his or her 
own use & benefit; & to hold so much & such 
part or parts thereof as are freehold to them & 
each of them, if more than one, their or his or 
her heirs & assigns, as tenants in common, & not 
as joint-tenants; & if but one, then to such one, 
his or her heirs & assigns for ever. & if all my 
nieces shall die without issue, then, from & after 
the decease of the survivor of them, without 
issue, as aforesaid, J give the whole of such residue 
to my next male heir of the name of M. to hold to 
him, his heirs, exors., & administrators, in manner 
aforesaid.’’ 

Two of the trustees were dead; all the nieces 
were living; two of them had no children, the 
other had one child, a son G. B., & it being a 
question what estate these parties severally & 
respectively took under the will:—Held: in case 
the will had commenced with the words “ all the 
rents,’ etc., & the passage before those words 
had been omitted, the three nieces would have 
taken estates tail in the freeholds & absolute 
interests in the leasehold.--MURTHWAITE  v. 
JENKINSON (1824), 2 B. & C. 357; 3 Dow. & Ry. 
K. B. 764: 107 FE. R. 418, 705; subsequent pro- 
ceedings, 3 B. & C. 191, L. C. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Doe d. Gallini r. Gallini (1833), 5 
eg Ad. 621 ; Doe d. Gallini v. Gallini (1835), 3 Ad. & El. 


5047. 








—A gift of a sum of money 


contrary tntention.}—The rule that a 
devise of the rents & profits or of the 
income of land passes the land itself, 


een Bs ' both at law & in equity is subject to 
m. Unlimited gift of rents & profits 
hether land passes—In absence of 


the restriction that it applies only in 
the absence of a conte indicating 
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Sect. 15.— Descriptions of properly : Sub-sect. 4, A. 
(a) 2. & it., & (b).] 


to one, to be pad out of the produce of a real 
estate, directed to be sold, followed by a gift to 
others, of the residue of that produce, is sub- 
stantially a gift of the whole estate, & not a gift 
of legacies, with a collateral charge upon the 
estate.— NEWBOLD v. ROADKNIGHT (1830), 1 Russ. 
& M. 677; Tamil. 492; 39 EF. R. 260. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Re Ward, Gordon v. Duff (1860), 28 
Beav. 519; Davies v7. Fowler (1873), L. R. 16 Kq. 308. 


5048. -|—(1) Testator, resident in 
Jamaica, devised the rents, issues & profits of 
his estate, called I. & C. P., in that island, to 
A. B.:—Held: the estate & the slaves, mules, 
cattle & machinery thereon passed under this 
devise. 

(2) Devise of ‘‘ one moiety of the rents, issues 
& profits of my estate, named I. in the parish of 
M., to be divided equally amongst my grand- 
children ; the other moicty of the rents, issues & 
profits of my said estate I give to R. & his heirs ”’: 
—Held: the grandchildren take the fee as tenants 
in common, in a moiety of the estate.—STEWART 
v. GARNETT (1830), 3 Sim. 398; 57 E. R. 1047. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Turner tv. Barelay (1854), 9 











Moo. P.C.C. 364. Asto (2) Refd. Silvey v. Howard (1837), 
6 Ad. & Ril, 253. 
5049. -—— -l—Testator devised estates to 


his son R. H., his heirs & assigns for ever, subject 
nevertheless to the payment of £250, £200, & 
£150, to testator’s three daughters respectively. 
He then continued, ‘ & I do hereby direct, that 
until my said son R. or his heirs shall come to 
Kngland, & also to pay to my said three daughters 
the said sum of £600 in manner as aforesaid, he 
shall not have possession of the said estate: but 
the rents & profits arising from the said estate & 
premises shall be equally divided to & amongst 
my said three daughters in equal parts & pro- 
portions, until my said son or his heirs shall 
come to England & pay the said sum of £600 as 
aforesaid.’’ He further empowered the eldest 
daughter to let the premises from time to time, 
for terms of seven years; & he added, ‘‘ & in 
case my said son shall not come to England during 
his lifetime to take possession of the said estate 
in manner hereinbefore mentioned, & shall die 
without leaving any issue lawfully to be begotten, 
then I give & devise the said estate & premises 
to my said three daughters in equal parts & pro- 
portions, not as joint tenants but as tenants in 
common, & to the respective heirs of their several 
bodies for ever.’ If either of the younger 
daughters died under age & unmarried, her 
moneys, estate, etc., were to be divided equally 
between the survivors. On testator’s death the 
daughters entered, R. H., the son, being abroad, 
& they kept possession till he died, never having 
made the required payment :—Held: their estate 
in the premises was either a fee, conditioned to 
determine when R. H. “or his heirs,’ should 
fulfil the terms of the will, or a chattel interest, 
subject to the same event.—Dor d. GOLDIN v. 
LAKEMAN (1831), 2 B. & Ad. 30; 9 L. J. O. S. 
K. B. 138; 109 BE. R. 1054, 

Annotation :-- Reid. Borrows v. Fllison (1871), 19 W. RR. 


5050. --—— --—.]-— Testator directed his 
daughter’s share to be secured for her separate 


contrary intention. —McCKENZIZ v. 
McKknair, (1025) 1 D. L. hk. 373; 56 
O. L. Ri. 247.—CAN. 


n.- --—— - —.)]- Gift in a will of 
‘‘my farm proceeds ’’:—Held: to 


| mean a gift of the income from the 
farm, such a gift carrying the corpus 
in the absence of words sufficient to 
cut down the gift to a life estate, & 
therefore being a devise in fee aimple 
of the land.---Jte CHURCHILL (S 


WILLS. 


use [&] desired [it] to be secured in the funds, & 
for his trustee to pay her the dividends; & he 
wished that neither the principal or interest of 
the funds should be subject to the control of any 
husband she might marry, but that the same 
should stand subject to her will only, properly 
executed, whether covert or sole, at her decease :— 

Held: the daughter took an absolute interest 

for her separate use.—-TAWNEY v. WARD (1839), 

1 Beav. 563; 8 LL, J. Ch. 319; 48 E. R. 1059. 

si Acer :—Mentd. Pritchard v. Norris (1855), 25 lL. T. 

. 8. 60. 

5051. -~——.|—Qenerally speaking, a grant 
of the profits of land is a grant of the land itself 
(WILDE, C.J.).—PLENTY v. WEsT (1848), 6 C. B. 
201; 1386 EB. R. 1227. 

5052. |—A devise of the rents & 
profits of real estate carries with it the property 
in the land (LoRD CRANWORTH, L.J.).—BLANN v. 
BELL (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 775; 22 L. J. Ch. 
236; 20 L. T. O. S. 162; 16 Jur. 1103; 42 E.R. 
1075, L. JJ. 

Annotations :-—Refd. te Tandy, Tandy v. Tandy (1886), 34 
W.R.748: Coward tv. Larkman (1888),60 L.T.1. Mentd. 
Wisdon wv. Wisden (1854), 2 W. R. 616; Re Warcham, 
Wareham v. Brewin, [1912] 2 Ch. 312. 

5053. .|—Testator gave the income 
of his property to F. & two other persons succes- 
sively for life, & on the death of the survivor, he 
gave all his property to the eldest son then living 
of W., his exors., administrators & assigns. W. 
had three sons, of whom W. W. was the eldest. 
Testator, by a codicil, revoked so much of his 
will as related to W. W., ° & left F., on the death 
of the tenants for life, in the full enjoyment of 
all his property ” :—Held: the gift to F. in the 
codicil enlarged his Jife-estate into absolute owner- 
ship.—WELLS v. WRLLS (1853), 17 Heav. 490 ; 
23 L. J. Ch. 681; 22 L. TT. O. S. 98; 17 Jur. 
1020; 2W. R. 6; 51. R. 1124. 
ae :~--Mentd. Wallace v. Seymour (1872), 20 W. Rh. 

















5054. ——.|— Testatrix gave all] her lease- 
hold & personal estate to trustees, upon trust to 
pay the rents & profits of two specified houses to 
A.:—Held: A. took an absolute interest: in the 
leaseholds.—BIGNALL v. Rose (1854), 24 L. J. Ch. 
27; 3 W. RR. 77. 

5055. ——-.|-~-Testator devised freeholds 
to trustees to pay the rents to his five children 
“or their heirs’? :—-Held: the children took a 
fee.—ADSHEAD v. WILLETTS (1861), 29 Beav. 
358: 9W. KR. 40535 54 E.R. 666. 

5056. ———-.|-— Testator gave real & 
personal estate to trustees upon trust to receive 
the rents of certain leasehold premises, & pay the 
same to his daughter E. upon her sole receipt, for 
her separate use, but in case of the death of E. 
before the expiration of the lease, then upon trust 
for her children. KE. died before the expiration 
of the lease, without children :—Held: she was 
entitled to the leasehold premises absolutely.— 
WATKINS v. WESTON (1863), 3 De G. J. & Sm. 434 : 
32 L. J. Ch. 609; 8 L. T. 406; 11 W. BR. 408 ; 
46 FE. R. 703, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Gatenby «. Morgan (1876), 1 Q. B.D. 

685; Ide Jones, Last v. Dobson, [1915] 1 Ch. 246. 

5057. .|— Devise to sons & daughters 
of an equal share in all the income of real property : 
—Held: the devise of the income of the estate 

















(1919) 3 W. W. R. 657.—CAN., 

°o.. ——- -}—Though the devise 
is of ronts & profits; it passes the 
absolute interest. —- MALCOLMSON vw. 
MALCOLMSON (1851), 17 L. T. O. 8. 44. 





ask.), 


Part X VI.—CONSTRUCTION. 


ae the fee. —MANNOX v. GREENER (1872), 

. KR. 14 Eq. 456; 27 L. T. 408. 

Annotations :—Consd. Johnson v. Johnson (1887), 35 Ch. D. 
345. Refd, Re Coward, Coward v. Larkman (1887), 57 
L, T. 285. Mentd. Ite Botty, Betty v. A.-G. (1899), 80 L. T. 
675 ; Re Anderson, Halligey v. Kirkley, (1920] 1 Ch. 175. 
5058. .|—Testator, after giving all 

the residue of his estate both real & personal, 

to trustees, gave, devised, & bequeathed the yearly 
produce of his said estate unto his six children, 
naming them, & the issuc of them (such issue taking 
only their parents’ share), to & for her or their own 
use & benefit absolutely, share & share alike :— 

Held: the children of testator, who all survived 

him, took absolute interests in his realty as 

tenants in common in fee.—SHACKLOCK v. JARVIS 

(1872), 26 L. T. 682. 

5059. -—-- —~--.!|—Re 
MARTIN, [1892] W. N. 120. 
5060. Unless contrary intention shown.| - 
WYNNE v. WYNNE (1837), 2 Keen, 778 ; 7 Tu. J. Ch. 

45; 48 BK. R. 830. 

Whether advowson-_ passes.| - See 

ECCLESIASTICAL LAW, Vol. XIX., pp. 380, 384- 

386, Nos. 2016, 2017, 2081, 2083, 2096. 

Compare AaricuntTuRE, Vol, IT., p. 82, No. 624. 











MARTIN, MARTIN vw. 








ii. Properly Subject to Lease. 

5061. Unlimited gift of rents—-Amounts to gift 
of whole property.|——If a man let land, & devise, 
“as concerning all my lands, etc., I bequeath the 
rents thereof to A.” the devisee shall take the 
Jand itself. Kirry +. Derrick (1605), Cro. Jac. 
104; Moore, K. B. 771; 79 EB. R. 903 sub nom. 
DERICK v. KERY, Moore, K. B. 640. 

Annotations :--~Apld. Maundy +. Maundy (1735), 2 Stra. 
1020. Retd. Meredith vt. Webber (1666), O. Bridg. 560 ; 
A.-G. v. Coventry Corpn. (1700), 3 Madd. 358. 

5062. - ------.] -PAWTHING v. PAWLING (1630), 
Litt. $48 ; 124 BK. W. 279. 

9063. -.- — ---—.]—- By a devise of ground rents 
on leases for years the reversion passes.—MAUNDY 
v. MAUNDY (1735), 2 Stra. 1020; 98 KF. R. 1001; 
sub nom. MANRY v. MANBY, 2 Barn. K. B. 202; 
sub nom. MANDY vw. MANDY, Kel. W. 297 3 sud nom. 
Mavuny v. Maupy, Lee temp. Hard. 142. 
Annotation :— Apld. A.-G. v. Meyrick (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 44. 


5064. --- ~—.|-— Bequest. of leasehold ground 
rents, passes not the reserved rent only, but the 
reversionary Jeaschold interest.—KAYE v. LAXON 
(1780), 1 Bro. C. ©. 76; 28 FE. BR. 995. 

0065. ~-~- -—---.]—There can be no doubt that 
by the words. ‘my copyhold ground rent,” the 
estate itself passed (GRANT, M.R.).—WaALKER ». 
SITORE (1815), 19 Ves. 387: 34 BE. R. 361. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Tavior +. Clark (1841), 1 Hare, 161: 
Caldecott v. Caldecott, (I842), YL. & CC. Ch. Cas. 312: Fe 
Searle (1900), $83 L. T. 864, 





(6) Income. 

5066. Unlimited gift of income--Amounts to 
gift of capital.|-—A gift to trustees to pay the pro- 
duce to A. without limiting the duration of the 
Interest, an absolute gift of the principal.— 


PART XVI. siair (pS SUB-SECT. 4.— 


6066 {. Unlimited gift of incame— 
Amounts to gift of capital.|—The will of 


testator that $4,000 bo invested in the 
names of exorr, for the benefit of his son, 
that the income he paid to the latter, 
& that if he shall take unto himself a 
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ELTON v. SHEPHARD (1781), 1 Bro. C, C. 5382; 28 


E. R. 1282. 

Annotations :—Apld. Stretch v. Watkins (1816), 1_ Madd. 
253; Haig ». Swiney (1823), 1 Sim. & St. 487; Oldman 
v. Slater (1829), 3 Sim. 84; /’e Coward, Coward v. Lark- 
man (1887), 56 L. T. 278. efd. Adamson v. Armitage 
(1815), 19 Ves. 416; Rishton v. Cobb (1839), 5 My. & Cr. 145. 


5067. .|—I am not prepared to say 
that I ever heard that where a testator gives for 
ever & without limitation the dividends & interest 
to accrue upon the residue of his personal propery 
that would not carry the whole interest (LORD 
ALVANLEY, M.R.).—PuHitirrs v. CHAMBERLAINE 


(1798), 4 Ves. 51; 31 E. R. 27. ; 
Annotations :—Distd. Wilson ». Major (1805), 11. Ves. 205. 
Apld. Stretch v. Watkins (1816), 1 Madd. 253. Consd. 
Stokes v. Heron (1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 161. Refd. Adam- 
son v. Armitage (1815), Coop. G. 283; Rishton v. Cobb 
Cs My. & Gr. 145; Blewitt v. Roberts (1841), Cr. 

. 274. 


& Ph 
5068. ———.]— Indefinite bequest of the 


dividends gives the absolute property of stock.—- 
PAGE v. LEAPINGWELL (1812), 18 Ves. 463; 34 


EK. R. 392. 

Annotations :-—Refd, Hishton v. Cobb (1839), 5 My. & Cr. 
145. Mentd. Parrott +. Worsfold (1820), 1 Jac. & W. 594 | 
Seott rv. Salmond (1833), Coop. temp. Brough. 46, A.-G. 
v. Barham (1835). 4 L. J. Ch. 128; Newman v. Williams 
(1840), 10 L. J. Ch. 106; Creed v. Creed (1844), 11 Cl. & 
Fin. 491; Green v. Pertiwee (1846), 5 Hare, 219; Lauric 
r. Clutton (1851), 15 Beav. 65; Petre v. Petre (1861), 
14 Beav. 197; Hewitt v. George (1854), 18 Beav. 522 ; 
A.-G. v. Trinity College, Cambridge (1856), 24 Beav. 383 3; 
Booth » Alington (1856), 6 De G. M. & G. 613; Bernard 
*. Minshull (3859), John. 276: Re Harries’ Trusts (1859). 
John. 199; Wright ». Weston (1859), 26 Beav. 429; 
Haslewood v. Green (1860), 28 Beav. 1: Harley ». Moon 
(1861), 1 Drew. & Sm. 623: Elwes v. Causton (1862), 30 
Beav. 554; Hodgson ». Bective (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 376 ; 
Lakin v, Lakin (1865), 34 Beav. 4453: Penny v. Penny 
(1865), 13 L. T. 496; Re Jeaffreson’s Trusts (1866), L. HK. 
2 Eq. 276; Ie Jeffery's Trusts (1866), L. I. 2 Ea. 68; 
Walpole v. Apthorp (1867), L. BR. 4 Kq. 373; Baker v. 
Farmer (1868), 3 Ch. App. 537; Miller ». Huddlestone 
(168), L. R. 6 Kq. 65; Wiiday v. Barnett (1868), L. R. 6 
Iq. 193; Springett ». Jenings (1870), 39 L. J. Ch. 652 ; 
Aston v, Wood (1874), 43 L. J. Ch. 715; De Lisle v. 
Hodges (1874), L. R. 17 Eq. 440; Stokes v. Bridgman 
(1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 759; Gilbert. v. Whitfield (1882), 52 
L. J. Ch. 210: Re Judkin’s Trusts (1884), 50 TL. T. 200; 
Wilson v. Kenrich (1885), 31 Ch. D. 658; Re Saunders 
Davies, Saunders-Davics uv. Saunders-Davies (1887), 34 
Ch. J). 482; Re Curric, Bjorkman v. Kimberley (1888), 
57 L. J. Ch. 743: Re Tunno, Raikes v. Raikes (1890), 45 
Ch. D. 66 ; | Ze Doane (1893), 10 T. L. R. 100; Re Tilt, 
Lampet v. Kennedy (1896), 74 L. T. 1633; Re Phillips, 
Eddowes r. Phillips (1897), 66 L. J. Ch. 714; Ite Margetts, 
Smith v. Margetts (1906), 50 Sol. Jo. 200; Re Whitrod, 
Burrows vr. Base, {1926) Ch. 118. 

5069. —-—- .|—Bequest of the produce of a 
fund is a gift of that produce in perpetuity, & 
consequently of the fund itself; unless not the 
intention on the face of the will—ADAMSON »v. 
ARMITAGE (1815), 19 Ves. 416; Coop. G. 283; 34 
KB. R. 671. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Hawkins vr. Hawkins (1831), 7 Sim. 
173. Refd. Re May, Er p. Ray (1815), 1 Madd. 199; Gil 
bert vw. Lewis (1862), 1) De G. J. & Sm. 38: Re Tarsey’s 
Trust Estate (1466), 35 L. J. Ch. 452; Hartford v. Power 
(1868), 16 W. RR. 8223; Massy vo. Rowen (1869), L. R. 4 


H. Iu. 288 

5070. -—-—.J—An unlimited bequest of the 
interest of stock, passes the principal also.- 
STRETCH v. WATKINS (1816), 1 Madd. 253; 56 


KE. 1h. 94. 


Annotation 
274. 























Consd. Blewitt v«. Roberts (1841), Cr. & Ph, 


5066 iv. ——.,]—TREDENNICK 
v. TREDENNICK, [1900] 1 I. 1k. 354.—IR. 
=] mae en v. 








07, 115. 


testator contained the following clause : 
‘To my daughters IKienor & Mary 
Maria I give, devise, & bequeath the 
interest of three thousand dollars each 

er annum, to be paid to each of them 

alf yearly ’’:—Held: the devisees 
took an abgolute interest in the $3,000 

ven to each of them.—Morrow vt. 
JENKINS, 6 O. R. 693.-—CAN. 


6066 ji. --—- ———-.]~-A direction by 


wife then the money was to be invested 
in real estate ‘‘so that my said son 
shall have a home for his absolute use 
& benetit ’ without gift over, confers 
an absolute interest upon the son.— 
Re SHEARD (1913), 24 O. W. RR. 716: 4 
O. W.N. 1394; 10D. L. R. 576.—CAN, 


5066 iii, ——— —-——.]—Re FLORENT 
ESTATE (Alta.), [1927] 3 D. L. R. 946; 
(1927) 3 W. W. R. 127.—CAN. 


5066 v. : 
Doe (1881), 7 L. R. Ir 








5066 vi. —-—.,]—-PUBLIO TRUs- 
ie sf WILSON, [1916] N. 4. L. R. 798. 

5066 vii. ———-, ]—Re Cox, (1916) 
N. Z. L. R. 665.—N.Z, 


6068 vill. ——~—.J—-Re JONES, 
eae D.L.R. 113; 600. L. R, 186, 
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Sect. 15.—Descriptions of property: Sub-sect. 4, A. 
(b), & B. (a).] 

5071. ——- ——---]—Bequest of the interest of 
the remainder of personal estate, after payment 
of debts & legacies to A. for life, & at her decease, 
to C. passes an absolute interest to C. subject to 
the prior life interest of A.—CLOUGH v. WYNNE 
(1817), 2 Madd. 188; 56 E. R. 304. 

Annotations :— Consd. Blewitt v. Roberts (1841), Cr. & Ph. 

274. Refd. Oldman »v. Slater (1829), 3 Sim. 84. 

5072. -.|—A bequest of stock to 
trustees, upon trust, to pay the dividends from 
time to time to a married woman for her separate 
use, is an unlimited gift of the dividends, & 
consequently passes the capital.—HAIG v. SWINEY 
ee ae & St. 487; 2L. J. O. 8S. Ch. 26; 57 

t. R. 193. 


5073. -.|—(1) A testator after giving 
several annuities for lives, each gift commencing 
with the word ‘‘ item,’’ proceeds thus: ‘‘ item, I 
give to my wife £1,200 a year during her life, & 
also my furniture & house, & after her decease to 
S. & his heirs :—Held : S. was entitled to the fund 
for payment of the annuity, as well as to the 
house & furniture. 

(2) A bequest of a reversionary interest in 
personalty to an exor. affords a presumption that 
testator intended to exclude him from the residue ; 
but parol evidence is admissible to rebut the 
presuniption.—-OLDMAN v. SLATER (1829), 3 Sim. 
84; 57 E. R. 932. 

5074. .|}—Testator gave annuities out 
of any money arising from whatever dividends he 
might die possessed of in the Bank of England, & 
the residue of the dividends to his brother A., to 
enable him to assist such of the children of his 
brother F. as he should find deserving of encourage- 
ment, & upon the demise of the annuitants or 
any of them, testator gave each annuitant’s pro- 

ortion of the before-mentioned dividends to his 
brother A., to be at his disposal, but the principal 
to remain in the bank :—Held: no trust was 
created for the children of F., but A. took absolutely 
the capital of testator’s stock, subject to the 
annuities.—-~BENSON v. WHITTAM, HEMMING v. 
WHITTAM (1831), 5 Sim. 22; 1 L. J. Ch. 94; 58 
BE. R. 246. 


Annotations :—Retd. Hodgson v. Green (1842), 11 L. J. Ch. 
312; Gloucester Corpn. vr. Wood (1843), 3 Hare, 131; 
Thorp v. Owen (1843), 2 Hare, 607. 


5075. -|— Bequest of personalty to 
trustees, to pay the interest to G., baronet, for life, 
& after his decease, to his eldest son; but in ease 
he should die leaving no son, then in trust for the 
person on whom the baronetcy should devolve, 
so that each baronet should take for life only; & 
aiter its extinction over. At the death of testator, 
G. & his two brothers, J. & R., on whom the 
baronetcy subsequently & successively devolved, 
were living. G. afterwards died without having 
had any issue :—Held: J. was absolutely entitled 
to the property.— MACKWORTH v. HINXMAN (1836), 
eae 658 5; Donnelly, 29; 5 L. J. Ch. 127; 48 

. R. 782. 


Annotations :— Reid. Dungannon rv. Smith (1846), 12 Cl & 
Fin. 546; Morgan v. Rowland (1848), 13 1. T. O. 8S. 4; 
Howland v. Morgan (1848), 2 Ph. 764. 
































5076. -——- _ ----- -|—HyYbDE v. CULLEN (1837), 1 
Jur. 100. 

5077. —— .‘\—STEPHENSON v. Dowson, 
No. 5819, post. 

5078. ---— — -.]—WILSON v. MADDISON (1843), 


2Y.&C. Ch. Cas. 372 ; 12L. J. Ch. 420; 1 L. T. 
O.8. 336; 7 Jur. 572; 63 BE. R. 164. 
Annotations :--—Distd. Kerr v. Middlesex ge ee (1852), 22 


L. J. Ch. 355. Retd. Hedges v. H : A 
(1858), 3 Do G. Qe oaees &. Harpur, Hedges v. Blick 


WILLS. 





5079. ———.]— Testator pave the produce 
of his share & interest in his co-) © =~". 
business to his wife, & also the interest of the capital 
sum of £1,000 for her sole use & benefit & free hom 
the debts or control of any husband she might 
marry, & her receipt to be a sufficient discharge to 
his exors., & he gave all his furniture, plate, etc., 
to her absolutely :—Held: the gift of the interest 
of the £1,000 passed the principal.—H UMPHRREY v. 
Humpurey (1851), 1 Sim. N. S. 536; 20 L. J. Ch. 
425; 61 BE. R. 207. 

Annotation :—-Distd. Blann v. Bell (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 

775. 


5080. .|—Bequest to a woman of the 
dividends of a sum of stock for her separate use, 
with a direction that at her death she might leave 
it to her children, or whom she might choose :— 
Held: an absolute gift, & she was entitled to pay- 
ment.—-SOUTHOUSE v. BATE (1852), 16 Beav. 132 ; 
18 L. T. O. S. 218; 51 EB. BR. 727. 

5081. ——-.]|—-Testatrix, by her will, 
directed her exors. to pay to M. or her assigns, or 
permit her to receive the income of her residuary 
personal estate, after payment of debts, & she then 
bequeathed certain legacies payable after the 
death of M. By a second codicil she gave a legacy 
payable after the death of M. :—Held: M. took 
an absolute interest in the residuary personal 
estate. JENINGS v. BAILY (1853), 17 Beav. 118 ; 
22 L. J. Ch. 977; 211. T. O.S. 1123 17 Jur. 4338 ; 


51 BE. R. 977. 
Annotation :—Reld. Re Coward, Coward v. Larkman (1887), 
56 L. T. 278. 


5082. .]|— Where testator being entitled 
to certain sums of stock on the death of S., which 
were then standing in the names of himself, his 
wife, & S., made his will, & thereby bequeathed the 
reversionary dividends on the sums of stock to his 
wife, & after her decease, gave some of the 
dividends specifically to charities for ever, & to 
other persons; S. died; testator then took a 
transfer of the sums of stock into his own name & 
shortly afterwards also died; & then his widow 
died :—Held: a bequest of dividends of a sum 
of stock carries the principal.—TYRRELL v. CLARK 
(1854), 2 Drew. 86; 2 Eq. Rep. 353; 23 L. J. Ch. 
283; 22 L. T. O. S. 3133 18 Jur. 323; 2. W. R. 
152; 61 FB. RR. 651. 

Annotations :—-Refd. Trevalion v. Anderton (1896), 66 LL. J. 
Q. B. 2303; Re Lysaght, Lysaght v. Lysaght, [1898] 1 Ch. 
115; Ite Oppenheimer, Oppenheimer vr. Boatman (1907), 
76 L. J. Ch. 287. 

5083. --~- - ——.|--Testatrix bequeathed as 
follows: I will to 8., “ if living, the interest of my 
property in the 3! per cents.; & if not living at 
my decease, I will the interest of that property ”’ 
to E. for life, & afterwards to be divided amongst 
her children :---/leld : S. took an absolute interest, 
é& the gift over only took effect: in the event of S. 
predeceasing testatrix.—-BoosEY v. GARDNER 
(1854), 18 Beav 4.71; 52 KE. R. 1853 reved. on 
other grounds, 5 De G. M. & G. 122, L. JJ. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Paylor r. Pogg (1857), 24 Beav. 105. 

5084. ——~— -|-— Testator gave to his 
daughter A. residue of funded property & his 
leasehold estates for her life, & in case of A.’s 
decease, he directed his trustees to receive ‘‘ the 
dividends, interest, & produce, of the funds, & 
also the rents & profits of his’’ leasehold estates, 
“to pay a sullicicnt part thereof for & towards the 
maintenance, education, support, & bringing up ”’ 
of A.’s children until they should attain their 
ages of twenty-one years, & on their severall 
attaining that age, “‘to pay, assign, transfer, 
convey all the residue & remainder of the dividends, 
interest, & produce of the funds, & the rents of his 
leasehold messuages, as shall not have been applied 




















Part XVI.—COoNSsTRUCTION. 


for & towards the maintenance & education of the 
children as aforesaid equally unto & amongst all 
the children ’’ of his daughter A..: 

A. died, leaving B., her only child, her surviving. 
On bill filed by B. against trustees :—Held: the 
indefinite gift of income was tantamount to a gift 
of the corpus.— FISHER v. MAIR (1859), 8 W. R. 108. 

5085. -| — Testator directed his 
residuary personal estate to be invested, ‘‘ & the 
interest to be divided half-yearly between his four 
sons, & at the decease of either without lawful 
issue such share to revert to the remainder then 
living, or their child or children :—Held: each of 
the four sons took an absolute interest in his share, 
subject to be divested in case of his dying without 
leaving issue, & there was no gift by implication 
to the children of any who might die leaving issue. 
—DOWLING v. DOWLING (1866), 1 Ch. App. 612 ; 
15 L. T. 152; 12 Jur. N.S. 720; 14 W. R. 1003, 
L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Distd. Cross v. Maltby (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 
aie Apid. Re Smaling, Johnson v. Smaling (1877), 3 
. T. 392. 


5086. |—Testator gave a sum of 
stock & the interest thereof to be paid equally 
amongst certain grandchildren: the shares to be 
paid to the grandsons at twenty-one ; the interest 
to be paid to the granddaughters during their 
lives, & if any died under twenty-one without 
leaving lawful issue, his, her, or their shares to be 
equally divided amongst the survivors. He then 
gave other sums of stock on trust to pay to the 
granddaughters the interest of such sums at 
twenty-one, & if any died under twenty-one, to 
pay the interest to the survivors. There was, in 
un earlier part of the will, a bequest of stock in 
trust to pay the dividends to the granddaughters 
during their lives at twenty-one, & if any died 
under twenty-one without leaving issue, then to 
the survivors; & at the decease of any leaving 
issue, the principal & interest to be paid to the 
issue at twenty-one :—Held: the general rule as 
to an unlimited gift of income, being a gift of 
capital, applied to the two first-mentioned legacies, 
& was not controlled by the earlier bequest, or by 
other provisions in the will.—PENNyY v. PEPPIN 
(1867), 15 W. R. 306. 

5087. -|—The income is... given 
to the daughters absolutely & that is equivalent 
to a gift of the capital to them (Fry, J.).— 
DAVIDSON v. KiMpron (1881), 18 Ch. D. 213; 45 
L. T. 1382; 29 W. R. 912. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Re White, White v. Edmond, [1901] 
1Ch. 570. Refd. 2e Mortimer, Griffiths v. Mortimer (1885), 
54 L. J. Ch. 414; Askew. Askew (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 629 ; 
Re Roper’s Estate, Morrell v. Gissing (1889), 41 Ch. D. 409. 
5088. .|—-A will contained this clause, 

“with regard to the residue of my estate my 

exors. shall pay the interest in equal parts half- 

yearly to my sons F., ., & A., the share of a 

predeceasor to be equally divided to the survivors 

or survivor.” <A., alone survived testator :—- 

Held: A. was entitled to the capital of the residue. 

~-Re TaANDY, TANDY v. 'TANDY (18586), 34 W. R. 

748, 0. A. 

5089. —---- ]—-Re LAWES-WITTEWRONGE, 
MAURICE v. Benner, No. 5349, post. 

5090. Unless contrary intention 
shown.]—A legacy, not as an independent bequest, 
with a time for payment, or distribution, appointed 
afterwards, but the time annexed to the substance 
of the bequest, the interests do not vest before 
that period.—_SANSBURY v. READ (1805), 12 Ves. 
733 33 E. R. 29. 

5091. —— .}—Where there are words 
in a gift of interest which clearly shows that testator 
intended to make a distinction between the 
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capital & the interest, & the disposition of them 
separate & distinct, a gift of interest will not pass 
the capital.— BAKER v. Smiru (1853), 1 W. R. 490. 

5092, -|—(1) Indefinite bequest 
of the income of personalty held not to carry the 
corpus. 

(2) Gift of ‘‘ personal estate & property what- 
soever & wheresoever,’’ held not to pass real 
estate.—BUCHANAN v. HARRISON (1861), 1 John. 
& H. 662; 31 L. J. Ch. 74; 8 Jur. N.S. 965; 10 
W. R. 118; 70 BE. R. 909. 

5093. .|—Re Moraan, MorGAN 
v. MorGan, [1893] 3 Ch. 222; 62 L. J. Ch. 789; 
69 L. T. 407; 37 Sol. Jo. 581, C. A. 


Annotation :—Retd. Ie Bawden, Bawden v. Cresswell, 
one? Provincial Bank v. Cresswell (1893), 63 L. J. Ch. 


5094. 
Mason, No. 5105, post. 

Interest of annuitants.|—-See RENTCHARGES & 
ANNUITIES, Vol. XX XIX., p. 127, Nos. 200-203. 


B. Unlimited Charges. 
(a) Rents and Profits. 


5095. Charge upon rents & profits—Amounts to 
charge upon corpus.|——A sale directed on the words 
rents & profits alone, though generally contrary to 
testator’s intent ; in aid of creditor on the ground 
of law, that in a will those words meant & passed 
the land itself.—BAINES v. Dixon (1747), 1 Ves. 
Sen. 41; 27 E. R. 878, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Allan v. Backhouse (1813) 
65. Refd. Forbes v. Richardson (1853), 11 Hare, 354. 


5096. .|—~The words “ rents & profits ”’ 
extended beyond their natural meaning, annual 
profits, to intge. or sale, when necessary to effect 
the object, raising a gross sum, for fines on renewal 
therefore as well as portions, & not controlled by 
the apparent general intention to preserve the 
estate entire.—ALLAN v. BACKHOUSE (1813), 2 
Ves. & B. 65; 35 HE. R. 243; on appeal (1821), 
Jac. 631, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Shaftsbury v. Marlborough (1833), 
2 My. & K. 111; Haldenby v. Spofforth (1839), 1 Beav. 
390; Jones v. Jones (1846), 5 Haro, 440; Forbes v. 
Richardson (1853), 11 Hare, 354. Distd. Solley v. Wood 
(1861), 29 Boav. 482. Consd. Wragg v. Morley (1866), 14 
W. R. 949; Hayward v. Pile (1870), 23 L. T. 893. Reta. 
Garmstone v. Gaunt (1845), 1 Coll. 577; Bute v. Ryder 
(1884), 53 L. J. Ch. 1090. 

5097. .|—Testator, by will made in 
1827, bequeathed leasehold estates to a trustee 
upon trust for his wife for life, & after her decease 
upon trust to receive the rents & profits thereof, 
& after payment thereout of all outgoings to pay 
the annual sum of £60 unto his daughter for her 
life by two equal half-yearly payments. Upon 
further trust, in case of the death of his daughter 
leaving a child or children, to raise & levy out of 
the premises the sum of £400, & to pay the same 
to such child or children in manner therein 
mentioned. After the performance of all the 
before-mentioned trusts, upon trust to assign 
the premises, or such part thereof as should remain 
undisposed of, unto his son absolutely :—AHeld : 
the annuity to the daughter was chargeable upon 
the corpus, & not upon the income of the estate. 

The established rule is, that when there is an 
indefinite charge on the rents & profits, it is a 
charge on the corpus of the property (Loxp 
WESTBURY, C.).—PHILLIPS v. GUTTERIDGE (1862), 
3 De G. J. & Sm. 3382; 1 New Rep.3; 32 L. J. Ch. 
1; 7L.T. 402; 8 Jur. N. 8.1196; 11 W. R. 12; 
46 EB. R. 664, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Brayne v. Reos (1866), 15 W. BR. 195: 
Pearson v. Helliwell (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 411; Re Boden’ 
Boden v. Boden, 11907 } a. Ga, 132. F pld. Re Howarth, 

ow v. Ma son, -19. Refd. 
Hambro (1894), 63 L. J. Ch, 627, epee’ 




















.|—Re Mason, MASON v, 





eae amememnaaed 


2 Ves. & B. 
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Seot. 15.—Deseriptions of property: Sub-sect. 4, B. 
(a) & (6), & C. ¢ sub-sect. 5, A.) 

5098. I—A charge of debts on rents 
& profits is a charge on the carpus.—WRAGG v. 
MORLEY (1866), 14 W. R. 949. 

5099. —— Unless intention shown to con- 
trary.]—A direction in a will to pay debts out of 
rents & profits of real estate prima facie charges 
the debts on the corpus, unless the will contains 
a context showing that annual rents & profits only 
are meant.—METCALFE v. HIUTCHINSON (1875), 
1 Ch. D. 591; 465 L. J. Ch. 210. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Re Green, Baldock v. Green (1888), 
40 Ch. D. 610. Apld. Re Bailey, Bailey v. Dale (1899), 
43 Sol. Jo. 549, 

5100. ——.]—Testator bequeathed to his 
wife, subject to the payment of his debts, all the 
cash in his house at the time of his death, & 
directed that in case such money should be in- 
sufficient for such payment the deficiency should 
be paid out of the rents, dividends, & annual 

roceeds of all his estate. He also specifically 

equeathed property to his wife during her life, 

& appointed her his extrix., & she paid his debts 

in part out of the corpus of his estate :—Held: 

the words, ‘‘ rents, dividends, & annual proceeds,”’ 
were, having regard to the context, equivalent to 

‘annual rents, dividends, & proceeds,” & the 

direction for payment of debts thereout did not 

create a charge upon the corpus of the estate.— 

Re GREEN, BALDOCK v. GREEN (1888), 40 Ch. D. 

610; 58 L. J. Ch. 157; 60 L. T. 2253; 37 W. RK. 

300. 

Annotations :-—Expld. Honyvwood v. Lonywood, [1902] f Ch. 




















347. Refd. Ne Cresswell, Lineham v. Cresswell (1913), 
57 Sol, Jo. 578. . 
5101. }—Jte Battey, BAILEY vu. DALE 


(1899), 43 Sol. Jo. 549. 
|—Compare REXNTCHARGES & ANNUI- 
TIES, Vol. XXAIAX., pp. 145, 146, Nos. 398-409. 








(6) Income. 

5102. Charge on income— Whether amounting to 
charge on corpus.|—Qu.: whether there is any 
difference between a charge on corpus & a con- 
tinuing charge on income.—Ae YOUNG, BROWN ve. 
Hopason, [1912] 2 Ch. 479; 81 L. J. Ch. 817; 
107 L. T.. 380. 

Annotation :—Refd. J’e Turner, Klaftenberger v. Groom- 

bridge, [1917] 1 Ch. 422. 


C'. Gifts until Marriage. 


5103. Effect of gift—-Whether amounting to 
absolute interest.|—Bequest to Lady C., widow 
of Sir N. C., considered valid, although at the 
date of the will she had married a second husband, 
R., & the fact of that marriage was unknown to 
testator, & she continued to call herself Lady C. 
The bequest was a bequest of a fund to trustees 
to pay to her the dividends so long as she should 
continue single & unmarried; & if she should 
anticipate such dividends, then the fund to 
become part of testator’s residue :—Held: she 
took an absolute interest in the fund.—RIsutTon 
» COBB (1839), 5 My. & Cr. 145; 0 1. J. Ch. 
110; 4 Jur. 2613 41 E. R. 326, 1. . 

Annotations : - Consd. Turner rv, Brittain (1463), 3 New Rep. 

21. Distd. 2e Boddington, Boddington v. Clairat (1884), 


PART XVI. Seer (By SUB-SECT. 4.— 
. (b). 


bequeath my 


§102 i. Charge on income Whether 
(qnounting to charge on corpits. | ~ SURING 
v, STEPHENSON, 1 I, Ch. Ih. 13%. - IR. 


PART XVI. SECT. 15, SUB-SEOT. 4, airy aga 


_ 61031. Bffect of gift-- Whether amount- 
iny to absolute intercet.)—Testator by 


his will provided, ‘‘ I give, devise & 
dwelling-house in Fe. 
Avenue, together with all the farniture 
& household effects to my wife A. D. 
tree of duty also to my wife A. D. the 
sum of £5,000 so long as she doves not 
in :—Held: 
u vested intorest in the sum of £5,000, 
Bubject to be divested in the case of 
her remarrying, & was entitled to have 
the capital sum paid to her.—Re 


WILLS. 


25 Ch. D. 686. . Re Howard, Taylor v. Howard 
[190111 Ch. 412, . Re Mason, Mason v, Mason, [19105 
Ch. 695. Refd. Morley v. Renholdson, Morley v. Link- 
fon (1843), 2 Hare, 570; Malcolmson v. Maicolmson Sor? 
17 7 T, O. 8. 44; Meluish v. Milton (1876), 3 Ch. D. ; 
Re Lowe, Danily v. Platt oan 61 L. J. Ch. 416; Ander- 

son v. Berkley, [1902] 1 Ch. 936. 

5104. ———.|——Testator directed his exor. 
to set aside £200 & thereout pay testator’s wife 
£3 monthly so long as she remained unmarried 
or until ie £200 became exhausted, the said 
payment of £3 monthly to cease on the wife 
marrying again. The wife died unmarried before 
the £200 was exhausted :—Held: her extrix. was 
entitled to the balance.—e HOWARD, TAYLOR v. 
Howarp, [1901] 1 Ch. 412; 70 L. J. Ch. 8317; 


84 L. T. 296. 
Annotation :—Distd. Re Mason, Mason v. Mason, {1910) 
1 Ch. 695. 


5105. —— |—Testatrix declared that the 
trustees of her will should pay the incume of 
certain funds constituting her residuary estate 
unto her daughter until she should marry, & 
after her marriage should pay to her the sum of 
£3,000 out of the trust premises, & then divide 
the balance thereof equally between all testatrix’s 
sons surviving her. Testatrix’s daughter died 
without ever having been married :—Held: there 
being a gift over of the property in th2 event of 
the marriage of testatrix’s daughter, she took only 
a determinable life interest therein. Now A. did 
not take an absolute interest unless there is here 
an indefinite gift of income (BUCKLEY, L..J.).—/te 
Mason, Masun v. Mason, [1910] 1 Ch. 695; 
79 J... J. Ch. 605; 102 L. T. 514; 54 Sol. Jo. 
425, C. A. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Ite Leach, Leach v. Leach (1912), 81 

L. J. Ch. 683. 











SUB-SECT. 5.---By LOCALITY. 
A. dn General. 

5106. ‘‘ Estate at A.’’—-Whether referable to 
interest or locality.|—A devise of  testator's 
‘estate at A.” without more, will comprehend 
his whole interest in the lands, rather than be 
referable to the mere locality. If, however, 
words of limitation be added, they will determine 
the extent of the benefit.—SouryBy v. STONE- 
HOUSE (1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 610; 28 E. R. 339, 


L. C 


Annotations :—Mentd. kiton v. Eason (1812), 19 Vos. 73; 
Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 Ad. & El. 036. 


5107. Reference to locality applying only to part 


of will.|}—Testator bequeathed to his wife as 
follows: ‘' All my interest in my house at 
Lavender Hill, the furniture, books, pictures, 


wines,’’ etc. After the date of his will testator 
removed froin Lavender Hill to Spencer Lodge, 
taking with him furniture, books, pictures, wines 
& plate. He afterwards purchased more of these 
articles, & died at Spencer Lodge :—Held: his 
wife was entitled to the furniture, books, pictures, 
wines & plate which he had at the time of his 
death.—Norris v. NokRIa (1846), 2 Coll. 719; 
15 lL. J. Ch. 420; 7 L. T. O. S. 508; 10 Jur, 
629; 683 E.R. 93. 

sa :-Refd. Houlding v. Cross (1855), 1 Jur. N. &, 

JU. 

DAVISON, DAVIHON v. Norra, [1928] 
N.4Z. L. kK. 118.—N.Z. 


PART XVI. mete tes SUB-SECT. 5. 


p. What property ineluded. j---Ves- 
tutor devised, ‘‘ cast half of lot: number 
soven, togelhor with the broken front of 
same, with forty acres of lot number 
eight, west side, situate in the first, 
concession, township of Kingsten,” 


the widow took 


Part XVI.—ConstTRucTION. 


5108. a by his will, said, 
give to my wife all my household furniture, plate,” 
etc.,, ‘' & other effects of the like nature, & all 
wines,” ete., ‘‘ which shall, at my decease, be in 
or about any dwelling-house then occupied by 
me’’?:—Held: in construing the bequest, the 
sentence ought to be divided into two, & the 
qualification as to his dwelling-house applied only 
to the latter part; therefore, it passed plate at 
testator’s bankers, family plate in the possession 
of testator’s father as tenant for life, & to which 
testator waa entitled absolutely in remainder, & 
also the produce of family plate wrongfully sold 
by the tenant for life, & furniture, etc., depusited 
for safe custody at a warehouse.—-DOMVILE v. 
TAYLOR (1863), 32 Beav. 604; 2 New Rep. 258 ; 
SL. T. 624; 11 W. R. 796; 55 i. R, 237. 
_innolation :—Refd. Bruce ¢. Curzon Howe (1870), 19 W. R. 

116. 


5109. What property included— Property in par- 
ticular locality only.|—-Testator directed his furni- 
ture in Gloucester Square to be applied in pay- 
ment of his debts, & in a subsequent part of his 
will he bequeathed his furniture in England tu 
his sisters. Testator removed the furniture in 
Gloucester Square to another residence :—Held : 
it did not pass to his sisters.— BLAGROVE v. COORE 
(1859), 27 Beav. 138; 64 E.R. 53. 

5110. ‘* America ’’—South American 
securities.|—Testator gave & bequeathed “ all 
his American stocks, funds, shares, & securities 
é& ajJl other his personal property, etc., in America, 
or the North American colonies of Great Britain, 
or otherwise, coming under the designation of 
property in America, or the North American 
colonies of Great Britain, including all such 
properties which might be secured, or the title 
evidenced by any specialty or other instrument 
being at) his, testator’s death, in this country or 
elsewhere" upon certain trusts. Testator was 
entitled amongst other stock funds & securities 
to shares & bonds in the Pennsylvania Railroad 
(‘o., Tennessee & Ohio shares & bonds, & of 
various other cos., Brazilian Bonds, old & new 
Mexican Bonds, & other South American secu- 
rities :—Held : such shares, bonds, & other South 
American securities passed under the designation 
of property in “ America.’’—BARING v. ASHBURTON 
(LADY) (1868), 17 L. T. 557; 16 W. RR. 452. 
dA nnotation :-—Refd. Straker v. Wilson (1870), 39 L. J. Ch. 


5111. Invested or situated in England 
or Great Britain--Forelgn investments.|—'l'cstator 
domiciled in South Africa made a bequest of ‘ so 
much of my estate as shall be situate in or in- 
vested in Envland or Great Britain at the date of 
my decease.” Part of his estate consisted of 
bearer bonds of a city in Australia & of two 
harbours in New Zealand, bearer certificates of 
South African stock, & shares in a United States 
co. 
all in England at testator’s death. The bonds & 
certificates were all issued in HKngland & their 
principal & interest: payable in Inngland :—Held: 
none of the securities were situate in or invested 
in England, & they did not therefore pass under 
that description.— Lazarus 7. LAzAkus (1919), 








to his daughter S. M., ‘ east. half of 
Jot number eight, with the whole of 
the broken front of the saine, as also 


Ontario -—Whether 


sixty acres of the west half of said lot CAN, 
situate in the first concession of the r. --—~ Whether 
township of Kingston "':—JTfeld: the devised 


whole broken front of lot eight passed 

to 8. M., & not merely the broken front 

in front of the cast half,—-HaWLEY v. 
12 oF P, 70.—CAN. 


situated in 


house & 


** Property 


The bonds, certificates, & share serip were | 


Railway shares.) — Re LUNNESS (1920), 
460, L. R. 320; 61D. L. R. 114. 


dwelling-house.J— Bequest. 
“all my right & title to my property 
in the town of R. namely, my 

household furniture, & all 
things now therein, in my possession, 
especially my car-horse, & covered & 
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88 L. J. Ch. 525; aub nom. Re Lazanvus, LAZARUS 
v. LAZARUS, 121 L. T. 491, C. A. 

5112. —— Property permanently in locality.|— 
Gift of furniture in a particular house means 
furniture penenently there.—WILKINS v. JOD- 
RELI. (1863), 11 W. RR. 588. 

5113. ——— Property brought to locality after 
date of dang ar devises to B. all his goods & 
furniture in his house, except his pictures, which 
he gives to C.; pictures in boxes, as well as what 
were hung up in the house, will pass to C., & so 
will pictures bought after making the will.— 
ser v. GAYRE (1705), 2 Vern. 538; 23 E. R. 
Annotation :—Apld. Christchurch (Dean & Chapter) v. 

Barrow (1767), Amb. 641. 

5114. -|}—One devises to his wife all 
his personal estate at W., this is a specific legacy, 
& to be preferred to pecuniary legacies, in case 
of deficiency of assets. All testator’s personal 
estate that was at W. at his death shall pass, 
though not there at the making the will.—SaYER 
vt. SAYER (1714), Gib. Ch. 87; Prec. Ch. 302; 
2 Vern. 688; 23 E. R. 1046. 

5115. ——~ Unless intention shown to the 
contrary.|—-BLAGROVE v. CooRE, No. 5109, ante. 

5116. Property to be brought to locality— 
Death of testator before property brought.|—-One 
devises to his son the furniture of his house at D., 
& orders goods to be carried from London to his 
house at D., & agrees with carriers for that purpose, 
but dies before the goods are removed to JD. 

these goods shall not pass by the will, as part of 
the furniture of the house at D.— BEAUFORT 
(DUKE) v DUNDONALD (LORD) (1716), 2 Vern. 
739; 23 1. R. 1083, L. C. 
_tnnotation :-—Reid. Bridgman v. Dove (1744), 3 Atk. 201. 

5117. \—BROOKE (LORD) v. 

WARWICK (EARL), No. 5168, post. 
——~— Property in course of 
transit.|}—Testator bequeathed his leaschold mill 
to trustees upon certain trusts, & all the corn & 
other articles which at his decease should be in 
or about his dwelling-house, mill or premises, he 
gave to his two sons absolutely :—Held: a cargo 
of wheat consigned to testator, & in course of 
transit on the dav of his death, passed to the 
exors. & not to the sons.—LANE v. SEWEL!, (1874), 
43 L. J. Ch. 378. 

5119. Gift of despatch box—Contents not 
included.|—(1) By his will testator, after making 
certain specific bequests of certain shares, be- 
queathed ‘ all other shares or moncys’”’ to his 
son, grandson, & other persons, & he directed 
that ‘‘ money left to daughter dying without 
children or leaving no surviving children to yo 
into this trust’? :—Hcid: ‘‘ money ” applied only 
to cash in the house, money at the bank, or in the 
hands of agents & to any other ready money at 
call at testator’s death. & did not extend to 
money invested in Consols or other securities. 

(2) By a codicil testator bequeathed to his son 
‘‘aiv tin despatch box, at present at the Wilts & 
Dorset Bank.’’ The box contained securities of 
considerable value :—Held: only the box & not 
its contents passed to the legatee.-—Ite HUNTER, 
NORTHEY v. NORTHEY (1908), 25 T. L. R. 19. 
































Canadian T’acific side-cars :—Jicld : bank notes, known 
by testator to be in the house at the 
time when the will was made, passed 
to the leratee.— MAHONEY v. DONOVAN 
(1863), 14 I. Ch. R. 262, 388.—IR 


bank in 


of 


notes 


t. -—— Direction to sell real estate for 
payment of tneumbrances—Surplus of 
such sale disposed of by the will 


welling- 
the heir-at-luuw.J—-NORREYS v. 
(1875), 91. R. Eg. 18.—IR. 
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WILLS. 


Sect. I a aad of property : Sub-sect. 5, B., | hold & leasehold tenements in the city of H. or 
7 D.) 


7, & D. 


B. Reference to County. 

5120. General rule—Misdescription of le 
Lands may pass by a devise misrepresenting the 
county in which they lie —HasTEap v. SEARLE 
(1679), 1 Ld. Raym. 728; 91 EK. R. 1386, N. P. 

5121. ——.|—A. having an estate in the 
county of M., of which he was seised in fee in 

ossession, & another estate in the county of 

.» Of which he was also seised in fee, subject to 
the uses of his marriage settlement ; by which he 
covenanted to convey to the use of himself & his 
wife for life, remainder to his first & other sons 
in tail; which left him in equity a disposing power 
over the reversion only ; both which estates had 
formerly belonged to an uncle, & came to him, 
the one by descent, the other by purchase from 
another co-heir of his uncle; by his will, mis- 
reciting the estate of which he was seised in fee 
in possession to be in the county of R. instead 
of M.; & misreciting his disposable reversion to 
be in the county of M. instead of K., devised his 
estate so misdescribed to be in R. which was in 
truth the reversionary estate, to his wife for life ; 
remainder to his only son for life; remainder to 
his sons & daughters in tail, in strict settle- 
ment: remainder to his own daughter, etc.; & 
devised the reversion only of his estate so mis- 
described to be in M. of which, in truth, he was 
seised in fee absolute, after the deaths of his wife 
& only son without issue, to his daughter, etc. :— 
Held: enough appeared on the face of the will, 
which also described these estates as formerly 





belonging to his uncle, to show that the devisor’s | 


intent was to pass the present interests of his 
estate in fee absolute which was in the county 
of M. & the reversion of his settled estate in the 
county of R. although he had respectively mis- 
described their local  situations.—MOosLEY v. 
MassEy (1808), 8 East. 149; 103 EK. R. 300. 


Annotations :—Expld. Miller v. Travers (1832), 8 Bing. 244. 


Consd. Stanley v. Stanley (1862), 2 John. as 491. Distd. | 
3. GOS. 


Webber v. Stanley (1864), 16 C. B. N.S 

5122. ‘* All my moieties in Kent ’’—One in Kent 
—One in Essex.]|—MuIrRkEr. v. NICHOLLS (1611), 1 
Bulst. 117; (1614) 2 Bulst. 176; 80 E.R. 813, 1046. 

5123. Freeholds copyholds & leaseholds in Essex 
—~Freeholds & leaseholds in Middlesex—No copy- 
holds except in Essex.|—One devises to J. all his 
treehold, copyhold, & leasehold estates in Essex, 
& gave the rest of his estates, both freehold & 
leasehold, to F. He had freehold & Jeasehold in 
Middlesex but no copyhold out of Essex :—Held : 
J. took the fee in the freehold & copyhold, & the 
absolute property in the leasehold in Kssex.— 
MACAREE v. TALL (1753), Amb. 181; 27 E.R. 1238. 

5124. ‘** In the city of H. or the liberties thereof 
in the county of H.’’---Some property in liberties of 
city——Other property in county.|—Testator having 
freehold, copyhold, & leasehold estates, some of 
which were within the liberties of the city of H. 
& others within the county of Hl. but out of the 
liberties of the city, devised all his freehold, copy- 


PART XVI. SECT. 15, SUB-SECT. 5. 
—B. Tleld : 
a. Whether land in borough passes.) 
— ‘Jestator died possessed of an estato 
in fee-sinple in certain land in the 
Borough of Akaroa, & in certain land 
in the County of Akaroa, & also in 354.—N.Z. 
certain Jand in the Ashburton County. 
By his will testator gave to his trustees 
“all & singular such part of my real 
estate as is situated in the County of 
Akaroa upon trust,” etc., for pltfs. 
Boroughs were not included in counties 


by Counties Act, 1876, which was in lands situate in 


oneration at the date of the will :— 
the Jand in the Borough of 
Akaroa did not pass under the above 
devise of all land “in the County of 
Akaroa.”’—CHURCH PROPERTY TRUS- 
TEES Vv. aoe TRUSTER, 27 N. Z. 


PART XVI. oer te SUB-SECT. 5. 


b. Land possesse. 
B., parishes of K. 
KCised in fce of a number of farm 
several baronies & 


the liberties thereof, in the county of H., & his 

two leasehold houses on Ludgate Hill in the City 

of London, to trustees in trust to sell. In a 

codicil he spoke of the sale authorised by his will, 

of his estates in the city & county of H. :—Held: 
the estates in the county of H. but out of the 
liberties of the city did not pass by the devise to 
the trustees.— MOSER v. PLATT (1844), 14 Sim. 95 ; 

3 L. T. O. S. 217; 8 Jur. 389; 60 E. R. 293. 
5125. ‘* Property in the county of N.’’]— 

TYRONE (EARL) v. WATERFORD (MARQUIS), No. 

5192, post. 

5126. Property ‘‘ in the county of Hants devised 
to me by my late husband ’’—Part of property 
outside county.]|—WEBBER v. STANLEY (1864), 16 
Cc. B. N. S. 698; 4 New Rep. 192; 33 L. J.C, P. 
217; JOL. T. 417; 10 Jur. N.S. 657; 12 W. R. 
833; 143 E. R. 1301. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Smith v. Ridgway (1866), L. R. 1 
Exch. 331. Expld. Cosby v. Millington (1869), 38 L. J. 
C. P. 373. Consd. Hardwick v. Hardwick (1873), I. HR. 
16 Hq. 168; Re Cleveland’s Settled Estates, [18943] 3 Ch. 
244. Apld. Re Sea), Seal v. Taylor, [1894] 1 Ch. 316. 
Consd. te Brocket, Dawes v. Miller, [1908] 1 Ch. 185. 
Refd. Carr v. Montefiore (1864), 4 New Rep. 169; Pedley 
v. Dodds, Dodds v. Pedloy (1866), L. R. 2 Kg. 819; White 
v. Birch (1867), 36 L. J. Ch. 174 ; Re Stophenson, Donald- 
son v. Bamber (1896), 66 L. J. Ch. 93. 


C. Reference to Parish. 


5127. Named land {n named parish—Land ex- 
tending beyond parish.]—If a man has lands in two 
parishes, which had been usually occupied together 
under the name of Heselands, & devises all his 
lands called Heselands in such a parish, only s0 
much of Heselands as lie within the place named 
shall pass.—TUTTIESHAM v. ROBERTS (1603), Cro. 
Jac. 22; 79 BE. R. 18. 

Anngation :—Relfd. Doe d. Jones v. Owens (1830), 1 B. & Ad. 


5128. ‘* Lands in D.’’—Lands In hamlet of D.-— 
Other lands in hamlet & chapelry of S.—Both in 
parish of D.]|—A. is seised of lands in the hamlet of 
D. & of lands in the hamlet & chapelry of S., both 
townships being inthe parishof D. Qu.: whether, 
by a devise by A. of al]l his lands in D., the lands 
in sale necessarily pass.—DoEr d. EDWARDS v. 
JOHNSON (1835), 1 Har. & W. 439; 5 Nev. & 
M. K. B. 281; 4L. J. K. B. 242. 

5129. ‘‘Situate at C. In parish of S.’’-—Other 
property in parish-—Not situate at C.|—Testator had 
other property in the parish of S., but not situate 
at C., which was a tything of the parish of S. :— 
Held: the property not situate at C. did not pass 
under this gift.—ATTWATER v. ATTWATER (1853), 
18 Beav. 330; 23 L. J. Ch. 692; 22 L. T. O. S. 
150; 18 Jur. 50; 2W.R. 81; 52 Kb. R. 131. 
Annotations :—Consd. Homer v. Homer (187 8 Ch. D. 


8), 
758. Refd. Rte Macleay (1875), L. R. 20 Kq. 186; Pe 
Rosber, liosher v. Rosher (1884), 26 Ch. D. 801. 


5130. ‘‘In Doynton ’’--Lands outside parish 
of D.---Generally regarded as part of D.|—By 
will dated in 1804, S. devised all his lands in 
Doynton to his daughter M. for life, with remainder 
over. Testator was possessed of a farm in the 
parish of Doynton. One piece of land, part of this 


parishes in the County of R., four of 
them being in the parishes of 'T. & 8, 
& barony of 8. devised all his right, 
title & interest in the lands he possessed 
in the County of R. & situate & being 
in the half barony of B., parishes of 
K. & K. also in the parishes of L. & L. 
to his five step-daughters, not subject 
to charges which hoe had paid off, & 
after giving some legacies ap vointed 
his cousin his cxor. & residuary lewatee. 
There was no half barony of LB. or 
parish of K. in the County of R. but 
there was w barony of B. in the parish 


L. KR. 


‘in half barony of 
* WK.’ j}—Testator 


Part XVI.—ConstTRucTION. 


farm, & surrounded by land in Do ton, was in 
fact in the parish of Wick & Abson but in 1804 
Was generally reputed to be in Doynton :—Held - 
it passed under the will.—ANSTEE v. NELMS 
(1856), 1 H. & N. 225; 26 L. J. Ex. 5; 271. T. 
O.8. 190; 4 W. BR. 612; 156 EB. R. 1186. 


eee ‘—-Mentd. aan - a OTE — 9 Q. B. 
; ev. Jones Laz. ts 1 . 320; lt : 
Fitzgerald, [1897] 2 Ch. 86. i epee 


5131. ‘‘Situate in the parish of C. with their 
appurtenances ’’—-Lands in another parish usually 
let with farm.]—Testator devised all the freecholds 
to which he might be entitled at his decease, 
“situate in the parish of C. with their appurte- 
nances’’ :—Held: itdid not pass pieces of land in 
two other parishes, which had always been let with 
the lands in C. as one farm, & occupied by the same 
tenant.— EVANS v. ANGELL (1858), 26 Beav. 202 ; 
5 Jur. N.S. 134; 32 L. T. O. S. 382; 53 E. R. 874. 
Aanotnicns --Consd. Cuthbert v. Robinson (1882), 51 


LL. J. Ch. 238. Refd. Webber v. Stanley (1864), 16 C. B. 
N.S. 698. 


5132. A hall in parish of R.— Subsequent 
purchase in adjoining parish.|—B. purchased an 
estate called Arkley Hall, situate in the parish 
of Ridge, & subsequently purchased other lands in 
the adjoining parishes of Shenley & Barnet, 
occupying the whole property as one farm; by 
his will he devised (inter alia), all his freehold 
estates, consisting of ‘‘ Arkley Hall Farm, in the 
parish of Ridge,”’ upon certain trusts, with a devise 
over of his residuary real estates :—IHeld: the 
lands in the parishes of Shenley & Barnet passed 
under the residuary, & not under the specific 
devise.—PEDLEY v. Dopps, VDopps v. PEDLEY 
(1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 819: 14 L. T. 823; 12 Jur. 
N.S. 759; 14 W. R. 884. 

Annotation :—-Consd. Hardwick v. Hardwick (1873), L. R. 

16 Kq. 168. 


5133. ‘* Lands known by the name of D.’’—-Part 
in adjoining parish—-Accessible only through land 
in parish named.|-—Testatrix devised ‘‘ all that my 
share & interest in the lands known by the name 
of ID., situate in the perish of K., now in the 
occupation of FE.” 

The lands known as 1D. included two small closes 
in the parish of L., but only accessible from the 
rest of the lands, which were in the parish of Kk. ; 
also one close formerly in the same occupation as 
the other land, but at the date of the will & the 
death of the testatrix occupied by M. There was 
no residuary devise :—Held: these three closes 
passed under the devise. 

Although this case is one of more than ordinary 
difficulty, especially as you have in the sub- 
ordinate part two inexact descriptions conjoined 
instead of only one, I think I am bound to hold that 
the principal subject described by the leading 
words is, al] her interest in that estate which was 
called by the name of Dyffrydd & the Little 
Dyffrydd, & the error of description lies in the 
accessory words, namely, the words descriptive 
of situation, & the words descriptive of occupation 
& that the whole passed (LORD SELBORNE).— 
HARDWICK v. HARDWICK (1873). L. BR. 16 Eq. 168 ; 
42 L. J. Ch. 636; 21 W. R. 719. 

Annotations :—Consd. Whitfield v. Langdale (1875), 1 Ch. D. 

61. Apld. Re Bright-Smith, Bright-Smith v. Bright-Smith 

1886), 31 Ch. D. 314. Consd. Re Brocket, Dawes v. 


iller, [1908] 1 Ch. 185. Refd. Keogh v. Keogh (1874), 
22 W. R. 508: Homer tv. Homer (1878), 8 Ch. D. 758. 


5134. Farm in parish named—Part of farm out- 
side parish.|— WHITFIELD v. LANGDALE, No. 5152, 
post. 





of L. :-—Held: the landsin the parishes 
of T. & S. did not pass by the will.— 
noe KEOGH (1874), 8 I. R. Hq. 


J.-— VOL. xLIV. 
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D. Reference to Streets. 

5135. ‘* Houses in ’? named street—One house in 
street named-—Two in lane entered from street. |— 
A. by his will, devised all his messuage or dwelling 
house, with the appurtenances, in High Street, 
In the town of H. & all & every his buildings & 
hereditaments in the same street to his mother for 
life, & after her death to C. A. had only one house 
In the High Street, but behind that house he had 
two cottages fronting a lane called Bakehouse 
Liane. There was no thoroughfare through that 
lane, the only entrance into being from the High 
Street :-—Held: the two cottages passed under 
the will.— Dor d. HUMPHREYS v. ROBERTS (1822), 
5B. & Ad. 407; 106 E. R. 1240. 


Annotations :—Apld. Newton v. Lucas (1833), 6 Sim. 54. 
Distd. Parker v. Marchant (1843), 6 Scott, N. HR. 480. 
Refd. Baddeley v. Gingell (1847), 1 Exch. 319: Doe d. 
Hubbard v. Hubbard (1850), 15 Q. B. 227. 


5136. Five houses in street named—oOne 
joined by covered passage.|—Testatrix devised all 
her messuages, situate in Denmark Court. She 
had five houses within the court, & another which 
fronted towards the Strand, & formed one side of 
a covered passage leading to the place where the 
five stood, & to the back of which was attached an 
out-building, abutting on ground within the court. 
The Vice-Chancellor having decided that the five 
houses only passed, the Lord Chancellor, on appeal, 
directed an ejectment to be brought by the heir- 
at-law against the devisee, &, on a verdict being 
found for deft., reversed the decision of the ct. 
below. & made a declaration that the house fronting 
towards the Strand passed with the other five.— 
NEWTON v. LucAS (1836), 1 My. & Cr. 391; 40 
BK. RR. 425, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Baddeley v. Gingell (1847), 1 Exch. 
319: Doe d. Hubbard v. Hubbard (F500), 15 Q. B. 227; 
Homor rv. Homer (1878), 39 L. T. 3. Mentd. Wood v. 
Patteson (1847), 10 Beav. 541. 

5137. ‘‘ In or near ’’ named street—-Four houses 
in street—Two houses four hundred yards off.}— 
Devise of ‘‘ all my messuages situate at, in, or 
near a street called Snig Hill, in Sheffield, which 
I lately purchased of the Duke of Norfolk’s 
trustees.”’ Testator had four houses in Sheffield, 
about 20 yards from Snig Hill, & two houses about 
400 yards from it, in a place called Gibraltar 
Street, also in the town of Sheffield. He pur- 
chased all the houses by One conveyance, & 
redeemed the land tax upon all by one contract. 
He had no other houses in Sheffield :—Held: the 
terms ‘‘ at, in, or near Snig Hill,’ did not apply to 
the houses in Gibraltar Street; & there being 
four houses which answered all the terms of the 
devise, it must be understood as meant to pass 
those, & not the two to which only part of the 
description applied.— Dok d. ASuFrorTH v. BOWER 
(1832), 3 B. & Ad. 453; 1L. J. BK. B. 156; 110 
K. R. 165. 

Annotations :-—-Expld. Homer v. Homer (1878), 8 Ch. D. 
758. Refd. Jack vr. MtIntyre (1845), 12 Cl & Fin. 151; 
Josh v. Josh (1858), 5 C. B.N. S. 4545 White v. Birch 
(1867), 15 L. T. 60 Mentd. Doo d. Smith v. Galloway 


5. 

(1833), 5 B. & Ad, 43. 
5138. ‘‘ Fourteen houses, Camperdown ’’— 
Eleven houses in Camperdown Place—Three houses 
in Ship Row behind—-Residence known as Camper- 
down House.]—‘Testator resided in Camperdown 
louse, & had eleven houses in Camperdown 
Place, & three in the rear, in Ship Row, all being 
leasehold. He bequeathed his leasehold estates 
situate Camperdown House, Camperdown Place, 
to his wife. for life. After ber death, he bequeathed 








houses in S. St. I. to be sold & the 
roceeds apportioned among named 
lewaices. Hie had never hed more 
than one house iu S. St. but had anot ber 
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another leaschold to A., & the other leaseholds, 
viz., fourteen houses, Camperdown, to B. :—Held: 
the fifteen houses passed to B.—ARMSTRONG v, 
BUCKLAND (1854), 18 Beav. 204; 52 EH. R. 81. 

51389. ‘* Ground rents in’? named road—None 
owned in road named—Two in streets quarter mile 
distant.|—-A devise of ‘‘ two improved ground rents 
in the Queen’s Road, Dalston.’ Testator had no 
such ground rents, but owned one ground rent 
issuing in respect of houses in the immediate 
neighbourhood of the Queen’s Road, in the parish 
of H.; & another issuing in respect of houses in 
the parish of S., not in the immediate neighbour- 
hood of the Queen’s Road. The houses in H. & S. 
were about a quarter of a mile out of Dalston :— 
Held: the ground rents in H. & S. passed under 
the above description.—TANN v. TANN (1863), 2 
New Rep. 412. 

5140. Freehold brewery in named street—Malt- 
house on land two hundred & eighteen feet from 
street named.]|—Testator bequeathed to his son F. 
all those his freehold brewhouse, buildings, & 
premises, situate in S. Street, whereon for many 
years he had carried on the business of brewer, 
except a site of a portion of the premises on which 
stood a room used as a counting house; & also all 
that piece of land with the old malthouse standing 
thereon situate near S. Street. Testator had for 
forty-five years carried on business as a brewer 
on freehold premises, situate behind certain houses 
in S. Street. On a plot of land situate about 218 
feet from S. Street, he had, upon a piece of building 
land bought by him some years before his death, 
built a malthouse & a carpenter’s shop :—Held: 
the malthouse did not pass to F. under the 
description of all testator’s freehold brewhouse, 
buildings & premises in S. Street.—LAMBERT »v. 
OVERTON (1864), 11 L. T. 503. 

5141. Estate in named street—Land partly abut- 
ting on street named—Houses fronting on another 
street.|—-A person purchased a piece of land 
abutting on O. Strect on the cast & on T. Street 
on the west. He built two houses, one in O. Street 
& the other in T. Street, & he divided the property 
into two portions. By his will, he devised ‘ all 
that his freehold estate situate in T. Street”? :— 
Held: the whole property passed.—-HHARMAN v. 
GURNER (1866), 35 Beav. 478; 55 EK. R. 981. 

5142. Reference to houses by numbers in street— 
Houses indicated not owned by testator—Houses 
with same numbers owned in another street.]— 
Testator, who died in 1913, by his will made 
in 1908, appointed an exor. & directed ‘‘ my two 
freehold cottages or tenements with their appurte- 
nances, situated at Trowbridge, known as Nos. 19 
& 20 Castle Street,” to be sold by auction & 
the proceeds to be divided between two of his 
daughters. He also specifically devised his free- 
hold cottage or tenement known as No. 35, The 
Conigre, Trowbridge, to one of his sons, & his 
freehold cottage or tenement known as No. 39, 
Castle Street, Trowbridge, to another daughter. 
There was no residuary devise. At the date of his 
will & death testator owned freehold premises 
known as Nos. 19 & 20, Thomas Street, Trow- 
bridge in addition to No. 35, the Conigre, & No. 39, 
Castle Street, but Nos. 19 & 20, Castle Street, 
were not & never had been testator’s property :— 
Held: in the description of Nos. 19 & 20 the 


house in an adjoining suburb of M. 
Hi» realty was generally inaccurately 
described in the will:—Held: the 
house in M. passed under the devise of 
the two houses in I1.— Re ANDERSON 


(1916), 12 Tas. L. R. 71.—AUS. 


d. land facing on two streets. 
aye v. SCANLON, 22 O. KR. 91. 


WILLS. 


words ‘‘ Castle Street’ ought to be rejected as 
falsa demonstratio merely, & Nos. 19 & 20, Thomas 
Street passed under the specific devise, testator 
having no other houses in Trowbridge so numbered. 
—Re Mayen., Fotey v. Woon, [1913] 2 Ch. 488 ; 
83 L. J. Ch. 40; 109 L. T. 40. 

51438. -——. +-——.|—— Re BRIMBLE, BRIMBLE 
v. BRIMBLE (1918), 144 L. T. Jo. 217. 





E. Reference to Name of Estate. 


5144. ‘‘ Hayes land in A.’’—Part of estate In B.] 
—ANON. (1579), 3 Leon, 77; 74 E.R. 552. 

5145. |}—-WooDDEN' v. OSBOURN 
(1599), Cro. Eliz. 674; 78 E.R. Oil. 

5146. Separate devise of land in A.—Part of 
estate named in A.J]—DENNy’s (Stn ANTHONY) 
Case (1590), 2 Leon. 190; 74 E. R. 468. 

5147. ‘‘ Farm called D. & all land to the same 
belonging ’’—Whether other farms occupied there- 
with pass.])—KNigGuT’s CASE (1623), Godb. 352 ; 
78 E. R. 207. 

5148. ‘* Manor of S. & all messuages, etc., within 
precincts & territories of S.’’]-—One having a free- 
hold manor of S. & freehold lands there, & having 
also copyhold within the township of S., & within 
the local ambit of the manor, but held of another 
manor; & having surrendered his copyhold to the 
use of his will; devised all his manor of S., & all 
his messuages, farms, lands, tenements, & here- 
ditaments, whatsoever, within the precincts & 
territories of S. in the county of C., with their 
rights, members, & appurtenances, in trust for 
his daughter L., having devised other estates in 
other counties to two other daughters, & to her 
children in strict settlement :—-Held : farms, lands, 
etc., within the township, though not within the 
manor, of S., passed by the description of farms, 
etc., within the precincts & territories of S.— 
DoE d. BELASYSE v. LUCAN (1808), 9 East, 448 ; 
103 E.R. 644. 

Annotation :—~Refd. Swift v. Swift (1859), 1 L. T. 150. 

5149. ‘‘ & all the land of which it consists ’’-— 
Further reference to county—Part of estate outside 
county.|— Devise of all my B. F. estate, & all the 
land, etc., of which it consists; & then all my P. L. 
estate, which, as well as my B. F. estate, lies in the 
county of G.:—Held: the former devise was not 
confined to lands in the county of G., but extended 
to all that was usually known by the name of the 
B. F. estate; although part of devisor's estate 
was situate in the parish of B. I’. in the county 
of G.—DoE d. BEACH v. JERSEY (EARL) (1818), ] 
B. & Ald. 550; 106 KE. R. 2023 on appeal (1825), 
3B. & C. 870, H. L. 


Annotations :—--Consd. Okeden v. Clifden (1826), 2 Russ. 
309: Webb v. Byng (1855), 1 K. & J. 580. Refd. Doe d. 
Ashforth v. Bower (1832), 3 B. & Ad. 453; Doed. Smith v. 
Galloway (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 43; Lowe v. Thomas (1854), 
2 Ky. Rep. 742; Andrew v. Andrew (1855), 3 Sm. & G. 
130; Webber v. Stanley (1864), 16 C. B. N. 8. : 
Pedley v. Dodds, Dodds v. Pedley (1866), 14 W. R. 884, 


5150. Property found to answer description— 
Other property with distinct name. ]|— Where an estate 
can be found which will satisfy the description of a 
devise, no other premises having a distinct name, 
but sometimes alluded to under the designation 
used in the will, shall pass to the devisee. A. left 
all her premises at Catlowdy to B. Now part of 
her premises at Catlowdy were called High Cat- 
lowdy, & part went by the name of Simeon’s 
Onset, although the whole was included in a ring 
fence, & let to one tenant :—Held: Simeon’s 
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e. ‘* Siz acres of third concession of 
Haldimand."’)}—TUCKER v. PHILLIPS, 
24 U. C. R. 626.—CAN. 


Parr XVI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


Onset did not pass by that devise.—Dor d. 
MILBOURN v. Dixon (1823), 1 L. J. O. S. K. B. 80. 

5151. Named Hall in named county—Considered 
as one estate.|—-Testator, who described himself 
as of ‘‘ Ashford Ilall, in the county of Salop,”’ 
devised ‘‘all my estate in Shropshire, called 
Ashford Hall,’’ to trustees, for sale :—Held: this 
description was not confined to the mansion house 
so called, & the lands immediately adjoining, but 
extended to such other lands in Shropshire as he 
possessed at the time of making his will.---RiICKETTS 
v. TURQUAND (1848), 1 H. L. Cas. 472; 9 E. f. 
842, H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. MAN v. RICKETTS 
(1844), 7 Beav. 93; subsequent proceedings (1849), 
3 De G. & Sm. 446. 


Annotations :—Consd. Evans v. Angell (1858), 26 Beav. 202. 
Refd. Andrew v. Andrew (1855), 25 1. T. O. S. 30: Josh 
vv. Josh (1858), 5 C. B. N.S. 454. ena Boyse 7. 
Colclough, Boyse v. Rossborough (184 4), | kK. & J. 124; 
Orange v. Pickford (1858), 4 a N. 8. 6493; Stacey v. 
Spratley (1858), 2 be G. & J. 94. 


5152. ‘* Claggetts Farm >> Lands formerly de- 
scribed by other names-—Afterwards held by one 
tenant./—(1) H. under her marriage settlement 
had, in the events which happened, power to devise 
certain lands by will. She exercised that power, 
& a bill was filed to carry into execution the trusts 
of the settlement. 

H. devised certain lands called Claggetts & 
Sievelands, in the parish of Buxted, to J. There 
were lands described in the settlement as Claggetts 
& Sievelands in the parish of Buxted, & there were 
also other lands in the parish of Buxted described 
in the settlement by other names. Evidence was 
adduced to show that all these lands were, at the 
time of the will & before & since, held by one 
tenant, & that the whole were known as Claggetts 
Farm :—fHeld: all the lands known as Claggetts 
Farin passed by the devise. 

(2) Ji. devised a messuage . . . barns, buildings, 
. ~ woods, wood grounds . . commonly 
called Tickeridge, in the parish of East Grinstead, 
in the occupation of W., to W. Evidence was 
adduced to show that Tickeridge Farm, in the 
occupation of W., consisted of 85 acres in the 
parish of Hast Grinstead, & 116 acres in the parish 
of Westhoathly, & that the farmhouse & buildings 
were partly in one & partly in the other :—Held: 
the whole of Tickeridge Farm, in the occupation 
of W. W., passed by the devise.—WHITFIELD v, 
LANGDALE (1875), 1 Ch. D. 6135 45 L. J. Ch. 177; 
33 L. T. 592; 24 W. R. 313. 


F. Use of Word “ Elsewhere.” 

5153. Elsewhere in the kingdom of England— 
Devise of property in Gloucester & Worcester— 
Reversion of estates in Oxford & Wiltshire.]— 
One devises all his estates, etc., in the counties of 
Giloucester & Worcester & elsewhere in the kingdom 
of England to trustees subject to certain charges 
thereon, & limitations in his marriage settlement 
named ; in trust to stand seised of the said estates 
in G. & W. or elsewhere, to certain uses. Lis 
estates in G. & W. were the only estates charged 
or mentioned in his marriage settlement. But he 
was also entitled to a reversion of certain estates 
in the counties of Oxford & Wilts. :—Held: this 
reversion passed by the words “ elsewhere in the 
kingdom of England.’’-—I‘REEMAN v. CHANDOS 
(DUKE) (1775), 1 Cowp. 368; 98 E.R. 11381. 


Annotations :— Refd. Atkyns v. Kwan (1778), 2 Cowp. 
808; Goodright d. Buckinghamshire v. Downshire (1801), 
2 Bos. & P. 600. 


5154. in Wales.| — Testator 
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devised ‘‘ all my manors, messuages, & lands, 
tenements, & hereditaments, whether freehold, 
leasehold, or copyhold, situate in the several 
parishes of Monek n Combe, Lyncombe & Wid- 
combe, & Walcot, & also in the city of Bath, or 
elsewhere in the kingdom of England ’’; he had 
no lands in England except in the places specifled 
in the will, but he had a large estate in Wales, in 
the county of Carmarthen: Qu.: whether the 
devise passed the Carmarthen estate.—OKEDEN 
Ls one (1826), 2 Russ. 309; 38 KE. R. 352, 
Annotation :—Retd. Webb v. Byng (1855), 1 K. & J. 580. 

5155. ‘* County of Dorset & elsewhere ’’—Estate 
in Norfolk.|— Devise of all the frechold & real & 
leaschold estates in. the counties of Lincoln & 
Cambridge (except such as I have hercinbefore 
disposed of) ‘‘ & all the leasehold lands”’ at S., 
in the ‘‘ county of Dorset, & elsewhere, which I 
can dispose of by this my will’’ :—Held: it 
passed freeholds in Norfolk & elsewhere wherever 
situate.—PINNEY v. MARRIOTT (Sin) (1863), 32 
Beav. 643; 55 EB. R. 252. 

5156. Dwelling-house No. 6, Queen’s Terrace or 
elsewhere.]—T., by his will in 1865, gave to his 
wife & extrix., M., all the household goods... 
drawings, engravings... & other effects, be- 
longing to him in or upon his dwelling-house, 
No. 6, Queen’s Terrace ‘‘ or elsewhere ”’ :—Held : 
the words ‘or elsewhere’’ referred only to 
testator’s dwelling-house, wherever it might be 
at his death.--TURNER v. TURNER, HALL v. 
TURNER (1880), 14 Ch. D. 829; 42 L. T. 495; 28 
W. RR. 859; 44 J. P. 734. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Monk v. Arnold (1902), 86 L. T. 580. 





G. Properly Removed from Locality. 


Adem pion; generally, see Part XII., Sect. 5, 
sub-sect. 2, ante. 

5157. Property always accompanying testator.]— 
A. devise of the furniture & pictures at the houses 
at A., B. & C. passes not plate, which testator 
constantly used, & removed with him when he 
went from one house to another.—FRANKLYN v. 
BURLINGTON (EARL) (1705), as reported in Prec. 
Ch. 251; 24 E.R. 122. 

5158. Effect of tortious removal.!—-J. devises 
all his household goods & furniture which should 
be in his house at R. at his death to his wife, & 
afterwards going beyond sea, his steward gets the 
landlord of the house to accept of a surrender of 
the lease of the house, & removes the goods to 
another house ; & writes an account of this to J., 
who approves of it. The goods will not pass by 
the will to the wife; otherwise if they had been 
removed by fraud to defeat the legacy ; or by any 
tortious act without the privity of testator.— 
SUAFTSBURY (EARL) v. SHAFTSBURY (COUNTESS) 
(1716), 2 Vern. 747; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 201; 23 
BK. R. 1089, L. C. 


Be ac ed :—Distd. Cunningham ¢. Ross (1756), 2 Lee, 
Re d. Houlding tv. Cross (1855), 25 L. T. O. 8, 
pets vy. Jones (1866), L. R,. 2 iq. 323. 


5159. Effect of permanent removal---Ademption 
of gift.|—-(1) Money & plate will pass under a 
bequest of all goods & movables in my study, 
except books. But choses in action will not. 

(2) Removal of books from chambers is an 
ademption of a bequest of all my books in my 
chambers.—-GREEN v. SYMONDS (1730), Amb. 848 ; 
1 Bro. C. C. 129, n.; 27 E.R. 529, L. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Hertford v. Lowther (1843), 7 Beav. 1. 

5160. 
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wife his furniture at D. & at W. He afterwards 
removed part of the furniture at D. to B. :—Held: 
furniture at B. did not pass.—IJIESELTINE v. 
HESELTINE (1818), 3 Madd. 276; 56 E.R. 510. 

Arnolaion :—Apld. Houlding v. Cross (1855), 25 L. T. O. 8S. 


5161. ——_— —--—-.]—Testator gave to his wife his 
house in B. & the furniture in the said house. 
The lease of the house expired in testator’s life- 
time, & he took another house & removed his 
furniture to it :—Held: the legacy was adeemed. 
—COLLETON v. GARTH (1833), 6 Sim. 19; 2 L. J. 
Ch. 75; 58 E. R. 502. 

Annotations :—Refd. Houlding v. Cross (1855), 1 Jur. N.S. 


250. Mentd. Gurly v. Gurly (1842), 8 Cl. & Fin. 743: 
Thompson v. Watts (1862), 2 John. & H. 291. 


5162. -|—Testator, after describing 
himself as ‘‘ of Broomfield Place,”’ gives “ all the 
household furniture, ete., which shall be in my 
said dwelling-house or belong to me at the time of 
my decease.’’ He was living at Broomfield Place 
at the time of making his will, but afterwards 
removed, & took the furniture, etc., to Battersea : 
—Held: this operated as an ademption of the 
gift.—--HOULDING v, Cross (1855), 25 L. TI. O. S. 
29; 1 Jur. N.S. 250; 3 W. R. 334. 

5163. ——— -|—Testator bequeathed to A. 
his furniture, etc., which at the time of his death 
should be in the house he then occupied at X. 
Testator at his death had ceased to occupy that 
house, & had no furniture, etc., therein :—Held : 
the bequest failed. 

If testator gave all the property in a particular 
spot, by taking away the property the gift is 
adeemed ? If taken away for temporary pur- 
poses, it would still be held to be given, because 
intended to be returned (RomrILtty, M.R.).-— 
SPENCER v. SPENCER (1856), 21 Beav. 548; 52 


E.R. 971. 

Goods on board ship.]-— (1) Be- 
quest of goods on board a ship is good, though 
they may have been afterwards retnoved, & were 
not on board at testator’s death. 

(2) Undoubtedly no goods & chattels in the 
house can pass but such as were properly in 
possession, not choses in action; except bank 
notes, which the ct. considers as cash; for these 
words may certainly extend farther than to bare 
furniture; & if any ready money in the house, if 
not an extraordinary sum & just received, that 
would pass. In Popham v. Aylesbury (Lady), No. 
5179, post, I was of opinion that by devise of all 
things in a house, money & bank notes passed _ to 
testator’s wife, & that testator meant to consider 
the notes as cash; but bonds do not pass (LORD 
HARDWICKE, C.).—CHAPMAN v. HAkT (1749), 1 
Ves. Sen. 271; 27 E. R. 1026, L. C. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Houlding +. Cross (1855), 1 
Jur. N. 8. 250; Ie Johnston, Cockerell v. Iessex (1884), 
26 Ch. D. 538. As to (2) Apld. Moore v. Moore 1781" 
1 Bro. ©. C..127. Expld. Swinfen v. Swinfen (1860), 29 
Beav. 207. Refd. Stuart ». Bute, Marquis (1813), 11 Ves. 
657; KR. wv. Cappel, Re Bowler (1817), 5 Price, 217; 
Hertford v. Lowther (1843), 7 Beav. 1. Generally, Retd. 
Thompson v. Lawley (1800), 2 Bos. & P. 303; Watkins 
v. Lea (1802), 6 Ves. 633; Church v. Mundy (1808), 15 
Ves. 396; Doe d. Clarke v. Ludlam (1831), 7 Bing. 275. 
5165. Effect of temporary removal—Property 

passes as if not removed.|—-MOORE v. Moore, No. 











5184, post. 

5166. —-— -———.]—SPENCER v. SPENCER, No. 
5163, ante. 

5167. — - Removal of property from house 





to house.|—- Testator gave all his plate & linen in 
his house in 4., with the lease, to his wife; he had 
but one set of plate & linen, which was usually 
removed with the family from house to house. 


WILLS. 


The plate happened to be at B., the country house, 

at his death, yet it passed to the wife.—LAND v. 

DEVAYNES (1794), 4 Bro. C. C. 537; 29 EB. R. 

1029, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Houlding v. Cross (1855), 25 L. T. O. S. 
29; Spencer v. Spencer (1856), 21 Beav. 548; Bruce v. 
Curzon, Howe (1870), 19 W. BR. 116. 

5168. —---- —-—- Goods sent for cleaning or 
repair.|—(1) Telescopes will pass under the terms 
‘ wee furniture & implements of house- 
101d.” 

(2) Bequest of furniture, etc., in, upon, or about 
a certain mansion house held to include pictures 
sent to be cleaned, books sent to be bound, & 
furniture sent to be repaired, but not articles 
purchased to be put. in the mansion house, but not 
placed there before testator’s death. 

(3) Masonic orders which are of gold & one of 
which contains precious stones are included in the 
term “ other jewels’? (KNIGHT BRUCE, V.-C.).— 
BROOKE (LORD) v. WARWICK (EARL) (1848), 2 
De G. & Sm. 425; 12 L. T. 0.8.41; 12 Jur. 912 ; 
a RN. 1913; on appeal (1849), 1 H. & Tw. 142, 
Annotation: :—As to (2) Distd. ane v. Sewell (1874), 43 


L. J. » S78; Fe Zoucho, Dugdale v. Zouche, [1919] 
2 Ch. 178. 
5169. ~----- —-~ Horses stabled in winter 


quarters.!---Hlorses only used at testator’s town 
house, but regularly wintered at his country house, 
& happening to be in their winter quarters at the 
time of testator’s death, will pass by a bequest 
of the town house, with the horses, amongst other 
things, in, upon, or about the same, or the stables 
thereof.—CARDIGAN v. CURZON-HOWE (1870), 23 
L. T. 642 5; sub nom. BRUCE v. CURZON Howkg, 19 
W. R. 116. 

5170. —- - Furniture stored awaiting 
transfer.|—Testator bequeathed all his household 
furniture which should be in his capita! messuaye 
at his death, unto trustees upon trust to permit the 
same to be held & enjoyed as heirlooms with his 
said messuage by the person entitled to the same 
messuage under the will. Testator, who died in 
1875, was, in 1874, the occupier of a house at 
Bath, which he had furnished. He ceased to 
occupy that house in 1874, & removed the furniture 
with the intention of its being placed in his capital 
messuage, which was in the occupation of a tenant. 
The tenant having declined to permit the furniture 
to be placed therein, it was, in consequence of such 
refusal, stored in farm buildings belonging to 
testator, where it was at his death :—-Held: the 
furniture passed under the bequest.—- RAWLINSON 
? RAWLINSON (1876), 3 Ch. D. 302; 34 L. T. 848 ; 
24 W. Rh. 946. 

5171. —_—- Goods at bankers.|—Testatrix 
by a codicil to her will bequeathed to A., sixth 
Ear! of E. & to his successors, all her plate, & also 
gave, devised, & bequeathed a leasehold house to 
him & ‘‘ to his successors, & to be enjoyed with & 
to go with the title,’ & as to all her household 
furniture, paintings, books, china, & the whole 
contents of her house, she bequeathed the same to 
her trustees & exors. upon trust that they should 
in the first place ‘ select & set aside a collection of 
the best paintings, statuary, & china for the said 
Ear] of FE. & his successors, to be held & settled as 
heirlooms, & to go with the title,’’ & she authorised 
them to give to the said Karl or his successors any 
articles of furniture which they should think fit, 
& as to all the rest & residue of the contents of her 
house upon trust for her trustees to select presents 
for her friends, & directed them to present any 
portion of the residue of the contents of her house 
to her cousins if they should think fit, or to sell the 
same, & the moneys so received to form part of 


nny 
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her residuary arte estate, & she directed all 
the legacies left by her will & codicil to be paid 
free of legacy duty. Testatrix died possessed 
of considerable personal estate, which comprised 
amongst other things a number of articles of 
Jewellery which were at her death in a box at her 
banker’s, which jewellery had been bequeathed to 
her. It was proved that it had been the practice 
of testatrix, & also of the former owner, to send 
such box for safe custody to the bankers when they 
respectively were away from London :—/Jleld: 
the box of jewellery passed to the trustees as part 
of the contents of the house, that. being the locality 
to which the property ought to be aseribed, 
although jewellery is merely for personal use & 
is not appropriate to a house.-—/ée JOHNSTON, 
COCKERELL v. HsSsEx (MARL) (1884), 26 Ch. D. 
538; 53 L. J. Ch. 645; 562 1. 7. 44; 32 W. R. 634. 
Annotations ;—Distd. Re Zouche, Dugdale +. Zouche, [1919] 

2 Ch. 178. Refd. Re Miller, Danicl v. Daniel (1889), 61 

~T. 365. Mentd. lee Pettitt, Flaximan rv. Pettitt (1894), 

38 Sol, Jo. 5313 Hill v. Hill, [1897] 1 Q. B. 483; Re 

Hall, Hill ov. Hill, (1902) 1 Ch. 8073; Te Finch & Cheow’s 

Contract, [1903] 2 Ch. 186; Jte Rayer, Rayer v. Rayer 

(1903), 87 L. T. 712. 

6172. —_--- ——--.|—Testatrix by her will 
specifically devised certain jewellery & gave her 
residue on trust for her nephews & nieces & their 
children. By a codicil she devised her dwelling- 
house, No. 18, Esplanade, & bequeathed all her 
‘* furniture, plate, linen, china, glass, books, 
pictures, & household effects of every description. 
& all other the contents of the said dwelling-house 
except any articles I may have bequeathed by my 
said will,’ to her nephew W. At testatrix’s death 
the contents included (a) certain jewellery. (b) £40 
in Bank of England notes & cash, (¢) other 
Jewellery, & (d) £50 in Bank of England notes had 
been deposited in the bank during testatrix’s 
Ulness without her instructions, aldhough she was 
consequently told if had been done :-- Held: 
(1) everything in the house passed by the bequest ; 
(2) the jewellery deposited at the bank was 
notionally in the house; (3) the £50 had become 
part of testatrix’s current account & did not 
pass.— Te Lea, WELLS v. Liont (19L1), LOL 1. FP. 


9173. Return of goods prevented 
by war.|— Ae BAXENDALE, BAXENDALE v. BAXEN- 
DALE (1919), 148 L. T. Jo. 139. 

5174. Removal to locality where property 
also subject of gift-- Property remaining in original 
locality only passes.|—-Tcstator by his will gave all 
his pictures, plate, etc., in each of his two mansion 
houses, Envillchall & Bradgate Ilouse, to trustees 
upon trust to permit the same respectively to go 
along with & be used & enjoyed by the persons 
respectively for the time being entitled under the 
will to the possession of the respective mansion- 
houses in or about which the said pictures, plate, 
etc., should be at the time of testator’s death. 
Testator directed an inventory to be made of 
the pictures, plate, etc., belonging to each of 
the mansion houses, one copy to be kept by the 
trustees of the will & the other by the person 
entitled for the time being to the enjoyment of 
the same. Enville Hall was testator’s principal 
place of residence, Bradgate House being used by 
him during the hunting & shooting season. It 
was testator’s custom when he went to Bradgate 
House to take a quantity of plate from Enville 
Hall with him, & at the end of his residence at 
Bradgate House the plate was returned to Enville 
Hall. The plate taken on these occasions was not 
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choses in action described as situated in 
a particular Jocajity is limited to cases 
where at the time of testator’s death 
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always the same. A large quantity of plate which 
had been taken from Enville Iiall was in this 
way in Bradgate House at the date of testator’s 
death, which took place at Bradgate House. Soon 
after testator’s death the plate was sent back to 
Knville Hall & kept there. Onthe construction of 
the will:—Held: the whole of the plate actuall 

in Bradgate House at the date of testator’s deat 

passed to the devisee of that house.—Re STAMFORD 
naps HALL v. LAMBERT (1906), 22 T. L. R. 632, 


5175. --- - -——.]—~Testator shortly before 
his death bought a motor car which he kept at his 
residence in Denbigh. He also owned another 
residence in Cornwall, & while motoring there he 
caught a chill & died there, the motor car being at 
the time of his death at his Cornish residence. 
By his will he gave to his elder son all his carriages 
in or about or belonging to his Denbigh house, & 
to his younger son all his carriages in or about or 
belonging to his Cornish house :—Held: the motor 
car was a carriage, & passed to the elder son as 
** belonging to ’’ the Denbigh house.—Re DENNIS, 
DENNIS vt. DENNIS (1908), 24 T. L. RR. 499. 





H. Choses in Action. 
5176. General rule—Choses in action do not 











pass.|}— CHAPMAN v. Harr, No. 5164, arte. 

5177. —---  ----—.]—GnEEN v. Symonps, No. 
5159, ante. 

5178. -|—(1) Generally, choses in 


action do not pass by a bequest of ‘‘ goods & 

chattels,” in a particular locality. 

(2) Bequest of ‘‘ all the goods & chattels, plate, 
linen, money at the bankers, or stock in the Monte 
de Milano, linen, horses, carriages, etc., I may die 
possessed of at M.’’?:—Held: not to pass Polish 
certificates & Neapolitan bordereaux, being 
Government obligations, there situate, entitling 
the bearers to receive the interest & capital at a 
future time.—ITERTFORD (MARQUIS) v. LOWTHER 
(orp) (1843), 7 Beav. 1; 13 L. J. Ch. 41; 7 
Jur. 1167; 49 KE. R. 962. 

Annotations :-— 18 to (2) Apld. Newman v. Newman (1858), 
26 Beav. 220; Re Prater, Desingo v. Beare (1887), 36 
Ch. D. 473. 

5179. Bank notes.|—Bank notes pass as cash, 
by a devise of all that should be in his house at his 
death.—-PorPpHaM v. AYLESBURY (LADY) (1748), 
Amb. 68; 27 I. R. 40, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Downing v. Bagnall (1755), Amb. App. 
818. Consd. Stuart 7. Bute (1806), 11 Ves. 657. Apld. 
Brooke v. Turner (1836), 7 Sim. 671. Consd. Hertford v. 
Lowther (1843), 7 Beav. 1; Re Miller, Daniel v. Daniel 
(1889), 61 LL. T. 365. Apld. Re Craven, Crewdson v. 
Craven (1908), 99 lL. T. 390. Refd. Chapman v. Hart 
(1749), 1 Ves. Son. 271; Miller pp. Race (1758), 2 Keny. 
189; Re Prator, Desingoe v. Beare (1887), 36 Ch. D. 473. 
Mentd. ht. +. Capper (1817), 5 Price, 217. 

5180. ———.|—CHAPMAN v. HART, No. 5164, anfe. 

5181. .|— STUART v. BUTE (MARQUIS) (1806), 
11 Vers. 657; 32 It. R. 1248, L. C.3 on appeal 
(1813), 1 Dow, 73, H. Te 
Annotations :—Refd. Wilce v. Wilco (1831), 7 Bing. 664 ; 

Parker v. Marchant (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 290 ; Waite 

v, Morland (1865), 13 W. R. 963; Re Prater, Desinge v. 

Benro (1888), 37 Ch. D. 481; Re Miller, Daniel v. Daniel 

(1889), 61 L. T. 365; Re Craven, Crewdson v. Craven 

(1908), 99 L. T. 390. Mentd. Darby v. Darby (1856), 3 

Drew, 4005. 

5182. .|—Testatrix bequeathed to her niece 
her pictures & her collection of coins, except 
those of the two last & present kings, in & about 
her dwelling-house ; & all the residue of her estate, 
both real & personal, except as after otherwise 
disposed of, she gave to her grandchildren; & she 








the debtors reside in that locality.— 
Young vw. Bain, Re YOUNG, 21 N. Z. 
L. R. 503.—N.Z. 
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directed that, from & after the day of her inter- 
ment, all the property over which she had any 
disposing power, in & about her dwelling-house, 
except what she had otherwise given, should belong 
to her niece, & not. be subject to diminution except 
by her personal act & authority. After testatrix’s 
death, guineas, sovereigns, Genk of England, 
country bank, & promissory notes & a mtge., to 
a large amount in the whole, were found in her 
house :—Held: the niece, notwithstanding an 
annuity & a sum in gross were given to her by the 
will, was entitled to the guineas & sovereigns, & 
also to the Bank of England notes, but not to the 
country bank or promissory notes, or the mtge. 

If a person were to give all the property in his 
house, & certain title deeds happened to be in it, 
it never could be contended that the land to which 
those title deeds related, would pass to the legatee, 
nor could it be contended that the title deeds of 
land devised to another person, or allowed to 
descend to the heir, would pass; for they are 
accessary to the land, & would belong either to 
the heir or to the devisee, as the case might be 
(SHADWELL. V.-C.).—Brookk tv. TURNER (1836), 
7 Sim. 671; 1 Hodg. 440; Donnelly, 20; 5 
L. J. Ch. 175: 58 BK. R. 995. 

Annotations :—Consd. Hertford vr. Lowther (1843), 7 eer 


Re Craven, Crewdson v. Craven (1908), 99 L. T. 390, 
Refd. Ze Prater, Desinge v. Beare (1887), 36 Ch. D. 473. 
5183. Bonds.}/—PopHAM v. AYLESBURY (LADY) 

(1748), Amb. 68; 27 FE. R. 40, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Chapman v7. Hart (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 
271; Stuart rv. Bute (1813), 11 Ves. 657; MWertford vw. 
Lowther (1843), 7 Beav. 1; Fe Miller, Daniel +. Daniel 
(1889), 61 L. I. 365. Apld. Ae Craven. Crewdson tv. 
Craven (1908), 99 L. T. 390. Refd. Downing vr. Bagnall 
(1755), Amb. App. 818; Miller v. Race (1758), 2 Keny. 
189; Fe Copper, Ite Bowler (1817), 5 Price. 217; Brooke 
wv. Turner (1836), 7 Sim. 671 3; Re Prater, Desinge v. Beare 
(1887), 36 Ch. D. 473. Moentd. Wyndham tv. Chetwynd 
(1757), 2 IkKeny. 121. 

5184. —---.!--(1) A will in these words: ‘I 
give all in Suffolk to R. M.”’ does not pass a hond 
which happened to be at testator’s house in SutTolk. 
_ (2) Removal of goods for a necessary purpose 
is not an ademption of a specific legacy (LORD 
THURLOW, C.).—MOooRE v. Moone (1781), 1 Bro. 
©. C. 127; 28 36. RR. 1030, L. C. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Hertford v. Lowther (1843), 
7 Beav. 1; Re Prater, Desinge v. Beare (1888), 37 Ch. 1), 
481. Generally, Mentd. I. v. Capper (1817), 5 Price, 217. 


5185. ———.|— Testator gave all the residue of his 
personal estate to his wife, except such parts as 
should be in & about his house, which parts he 
gave to his son, & directed the houschold furniture 
to go as heirlooms, & gave all arrears of rent, which 
should be due to him at his death, to his son; a 
bond to secure an old arrear of rent, & cash, both 
found in an iron chest, in which the steward kept 
the cash arising from the rents, belonging to the 
residuary legatee.—.J ONES v. SEFTON (LOnD) (1798), 
4 Ves. 166; 31 E.R. 85, 1. C. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Arnold v. Arnold (1835), 2 My. & K. 365. 

5186. .|— JOMUNSTONE v. BAKER (1817), 4 


Madd. 474, n.; 56 KE. R. 780. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Cust v. Goring (1854), 18 Beav. 383. 
Refd. Buccleuch 1. Hoare (1819), 4 Madd. 467: Allen v. 
Anderson (1846), 5 Hare, 163. Mentd. J’e Fitzgerald, 
Surman v. Fitzgerald, [1904] 1 Ch. 573. 





























5187. .}—HTertTrorp (Marquis) v. Low- 
THER (LonpD), No. 5178, ane. 
5188. .|—Testatrix by her will, dated 


Apr. 14, 1907, bequeathed ‘‘ her house No. 7, 
G. Place, & its contents, except the pictures ”’ to 
A. & the pictures therein to I. 

The house contained furniture, ictures, 
miniatures, cash, Bank of England notes, bankers’ 
receipts, Japanese bonds, certificates of stock, 


WILLS. 


title deeds of a cottage at KR., silver, jewellery, 
a collection of coins, cameos, & medals. Certain 
pictures were stored elsewhere because there was 
no room for them in the house :—Held: (1) the 
contents of the house, except the pictures passed 
everything but title deeds, bonds & securities for 
money, they not being cash but only evidence of 
title ; (2) the bequest of pictures to B. included 
miniatures, except such miniatures as were 
accessories of some article of furniture, but only 
pictures usually kept at the house passed. 

(83) A bequest of ‘‘ the rest of my investments ”’ 
held in the circumstances to mean a residuary gift 
of the rest of her property.—J/te CRAVEN, CREW DSON 
v. CRAVEN (1908), 99 L. T. 390; 24 T. L. R. 750 ; 
affd. (1909), 100 L. TT. 284, C. A. 

Annotation :-—<As to (2) Folld, Re Conyngham, Ramsden v. 

Conyughain (1908), 24 T. Lb. RR. 788. 

5189. Spanish bonds in France—‘‘ All I 
possess in France.’’?|—-fe SHARLAND, KEMP v. 
SHARLAND (1897), 41 Sol. Jo. 468. 

5190. Bonds payable abroad-—Gift of per- 
sonal estate abroad.|~—Testator domiciled in 
England by his will bequeathed all his personal 
estate in the United Kingdom to certain persons, 
whom he called his ‘‘ home trustees,’”’ upon certain 
trusts; & he bequeathed all his personal estate 
in South Africa to certain other persons, whom 
he called his “foreign trustees’’ upon other 
trusts. At the time of his decease testator was 
possessed of the bonds payable to bearer of a water- 
works co. in South Africa. & of the shares of mining 
cos. in South Africa. The bonds were only pay- 
able in South Africa. The mining cos. were con- 
stituted according to the laws of the Transvaal & 
Orange Free State, & had their head offices in 
South Africa, where the register of shareholders 
was kept & the directors met; but they also 
had an office in London, where a duplicate register 
was kept & shares could be transferred. Testator’s 
name was on the London register of the cos... & 
all his bonds & share certificates were at his 
bankers in London :—Weld: the honds passed 
under the bequest to the “ foreign trustces,’”’? but 
the shares passed under the bequest. to the *S home 
trustees.” Re CLARK, McK rcknik ov. CLARK, 
1904] 1 Ch. 204: 73 L. J. Ch. 1883 89 LT. 736 ; 
52 W. RR. 212; 20 T. 7. R. 101; 48 Sol. Jo. 130. 
Annotations :—Apld. Re Lazarus, Lazarus v. Lazarus (1919), 

121 L. TT. 491. Distd. Favorke rv. Steinkopti!, [1922] 

1 Ch. 174. 

5191. Debts—Debt secured by bond.|-—Residuary 
disposition of all testator’s real & personal estate 
in Jamaica, in trust to be remitted to England, 
was held specific, & not to include a debt, originally 
upon bond & judgment in Jamaica, & afterwards 
farther secured by bond & judgment in Iingland, 
under which it was received, & being considered 
undisposed of was applied in the first instance to 
the debts, etc.—Nisperr v. Murray, MuRRAY tv. 
NISBETT (1799), 5 Ves. 149; 31 I. R. 518. 
Annotations :— Consd. Guthrie v. Walrond (1883), 22 Ch. D. 

573. Mentd. Fyre v. Marsden (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 231; 

Elborne v. Goode (1844), 14 Sim. 165. 

5192. —-— .]—Debts due to testator in respect of 
collierics belonging to him in the county of N. 
held to pass under a devise of all land & property 
belonging to him in the county of N.—Tynone 
(EARL) v. WATERFORD (MARQUIS) (1860), 1 De G. F. 
& J. 613; 29 1. J. Ch. 486; 2 LL. T. 397; 6 Jur. 
N.S. 567; 18 W. R. 454; 46 EB. i. 499, LC. & 
Tac JJ. 


Annotations :—Consd. Guthrie v. Walrond (1883), 22 Ch. D. 
573. Refd. Bowen v. Lewis (18384), 9 App. Cas. 890; 
fee Clark, McKechnie v. Clark (1903), 89 L. T. 736. Mentd. 
luucas v. Goldsmid (1861), 29 Beav. 657; Jte Pollard’s 
Iestate (1863), 3 De G. J. & Sm. 541. 


5193. ——_-.!—-Testatrix by her will bequeathed 
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her shares in a bank to the persons named in her 
will, & bequeathed the residue & remainder of her 
money, estate & effects, whatsoever & where- 
soever situate to A., one of the legatees of the shares. 
By a codicil she devised & bequeathed her estate 
& interest in certain freehold houses in the city 
of London & “ all & every other my estate & effects 
in the city of London ”’ to B. The shares were in 
a bank, the head office of which is in the City, & 
testatrix also had a balance at a banker’s in the 
City :—Held: the shares passed under the will, & 
the balance at the banker’s being a debt, passed 
to the residuary legatee—RHODES v. RHODES 
(1874), 22 W. BR. 835. 

5194. -.|—Testator domiciled in Great 
Britain bequeathed all his estate & effects in 
Mauritius :—eld : to pass debts due from debtors 
in Mauritius.—GUTHRIE v. WALROND (1883), 22 
Ch. D. 573; 52 L. J. Ch. 165; 47 L. T. 6143; 31 
W. RR. 285. 

Annotations :—Consd. Ive Prater, Desinge v. Beare (1888), 

h J. Ch, 342; Frewen v. Law Life Assce. Soc., [1896] 
. Folld. &e Clark, MceKecknio v. Clark, [1904] 
1 Ch. 294. Refd. Re Hotchkys, Freko v. Culmady 
(1886), 32 Ch. D. 408; Re Lord & Fullerton (1895), 64 
L. J. Ch. 184; Fe Lysons, Beck v. Lysons (1912), 107 
L. T. 146. Mentd. 7’?e Clements, Clements v. Pearsall, 

1894] 1 Ch. 665; Je Woodin, Woodin v. Glass, [1895] 

Ch. 309; Jee Eyre, Johnson v. Williams, [1917] 1 Ch. 351. 

5195. Promissory notes.|-——-PorHamMm wv. AYLES- 
BURY (LADY) (1748), Ainb. 68; 27 K. R. 40, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Chapman v. Hart (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 
271. Apld. Hertford v. Lowther (1843), 7 Beav. 1. 
Consd. f’e Miller, Daniel v. Daniel (1889), 61 L. T. 365. 
Refd. Downing v. Bagnall (1755), Amb. App. 818: Miller 
» Kace (1758), 2 Keny. 189: Stuart r. Bute (1813), 11 
Ves. 657; Re Bowler, R. v. Capper (1817), 5 Price, 217 ; 
Brooke e«. Turner (1836), 7 Sim. 676; Ite Prater, Desinge 
. Beare (1887), 36 Ch. D. 473 5; dee Craven, Crewdson v. 
Craven (1908), 99 L. 'T. 390. 








5196. - -—.J/—Brookr v. TURNER, No. 5182, 
ante, 
5197. --- — Gift of property abroad—Promissory 


note by person abroad.|—A promissory note due to 
testator domiciled in England, by a person resident 
at the Cape, passes by the words ‘‘ property I shall 
leave in the colony.’—ScoREY v. ITARRISON (1852), 
20 I. T. O. S. 3023 16 Jur. J1803 sub nom. 
SCOREY v. THOMPSON, 1 W. BR. 99. 

5198. —-—-— Gift of contents of desk.]|—'l'estator 
gave his desk ‘‘ with the contents thereof ’’ to his 
nephew J.3 he also gave him a legacy of £200, & 
made him one of his exors. & residuary legatees ; 
the desk contained bank notes & coin, a banker’s 
deposit receipt, a cheque to the order of testator, 
but unindorsed, divers promissory notes, payable 
to testator or order, also unindorsed, a promissory 
note payable on demand, & the Key of a tin box in 
which some securities were kept. It was admitted 
that the bank notes & coin passed to the nephew 
J., but the residuary legatces contended that the 
choses in action did not pass :—-JZeld: (1) by the 
desk & its ‘‘ contents’”’ testator intended to pass 
all that was found therein at the time of his death, 
& the words used were sufficient to pass all the 
choses in action, including those which were 
negotiable only after indorsement by the exors. 

The exors. are bound, as in the ordinary case of 
a specific legacy, because, although this is a gift of 
general things as they exist at the death, yet it is 
a specific legacy from the moment of the death, & 
the exors. are bound to do that which is required 
to get the legacy in, & hand it over to the legatee. 
Of course they would all be bound, therefore, to 
put their signatures, or allow one to put his signa- 
ture, which would be enough, in point of law to 
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h. ‘* House in P. purchased by me 
from 8S. "—With its right members & 
appurtenances.’’}—BROWN v. BROWN the 


k. ‘* One-third 
entire 


(1901), 1S. R.N. 
N.S. W. W. N. 300.—A 


art of the length & 
width.” J—SAUNDERS vt. 


8S. W. (Kq.) 218; 
us. 
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enable the legatee to recover upon the promissory 
notes or the other instruments. 

The distinction is, to my mind, just the same as 
would have prevailed if this desk had contained 
title deeds, because I should not have held that the 
title deeds passed for the simple reason that the 
land to which the title deeds related itself would 
not have passed, the land would have gone to the 
devisces under the will; or, if there had been no 
devise of land, it would have gone to the heir, & 
the deeds, in such a case, are the accessories to the 
title to the land (Cuirry, J.). 

(2) The key of the security box gave no title 
to the contents of the box.—Re Rosson, ROBSON 
v. HAMILTON, [1891] 2 Ch. 559; 60 L. J. Ch. 851; 
65 L. T.173; 77. L. R. 512. 


Annotation :—As to (1) Consd. Ite Craven, Crewdson v. 
Craven (1908), 99 L. T. 390. 


5199. Title deeds.|—BrookE v. TURNER, No. 
5182, ante. 
52 





.j—e ROBSON, ROBSON v. HAMILTON, 
No. 5198, ante. 

5201. -——.] — Re CRAVEN, 
CRAVEN, No. 5188, ante. 

5202. Share certificates.|—-Bequest of ‘‘ half my 
property at R.’s bank.’’? At the time of his will 
& of his death testator had at R.’s bank in Paris a 
cash balance & certificates of French shares, 
some inscribed & some transferable by delivery, 
which were deposited with the bankers, who 
received the dividends & carried them to his credit. 
He had nothing else at the bank :~-Held: a 
moiety of the shares passed.— Re PRATER, DESINGE 
v. BEARE (1888), 37 Ch. D. 481; 57 L. J. Ch. 342 ; 
58 L. T. 784; 36 W. R. 561; 47T. L. R. 249, C. A. 
Annotations :—Consd._ Ie Robson, Robson v. Hamilton, 

[1891] 2 Ch, 559. Refd. Ive Craven, Crewdson v. Craven 

(1908), 99 L. T. 390. 

5203. Foreign company with London office 
—- Gift of personal estate in United Kingdom.}]— 
Re CLARK, MCKECKNIE v. CLARK, No. 5190, ante. 

5204. Cheques./|--Re RoBson, ROBSON v. 
HAMILTON, No. 5198, ante. 


I. Other Cases. 

5205. Devise of ‘‘all lands in vill & in one 
hamlet therein— Lands extending over two hamlets 
in vill.|—-A man having lands in two hamlets 
within one vill, devises all his lands in the vill 
& in one of the hamlcts by name; nothing in the 
other shall pass.---ANON. (1567), 3 Dyer, 261 b; 
73 H.R. 57Y. 

Annotations :—Apld. Ewer rv. Heydon (1599), Cro. liz. 658. 
Refd. Roberts ». Roberts (1613), 2 Bulst. 123; Stukeley 
v. Butler (1614), Hob. 168. 

5206. Devise of houses & land in A.— & lands in 
B.—Houses in B. do not pass.|—A man has houses 
& land in A. & land & houses in B., & devises his 
houses with land in A. with all his other lands, 
meadows & pastures in B. The houses in BK. do 
not pass by this devise, for where words are express 
they shall not be extended by implication.— 
EWER v. HAYDEN (1598), Cro. Eliz. 4765; 2 And. 
123; Jenk. 277; Moore, IX. B. 359; Owen, 75 ; 
78 E.R. 727; affd. (1599), Cro. Eliz. 658, ex. Ch. 


Annotations :—Folld. Re Portal & Lamb (1885), 30 Ch. D. 
50. Refd. Bosworth v. Forard (1666), O. Bridg. 133; 
Meredith v. Webber (1666), O. Bridg. 560. 


5207. Devise excepting specified leasehold— 
Whether other leasehold of testator passes. |— 
FITZWILLIAMS tv. FITZWILLIAMS (1604), Noy, 112 ; 
74 BE. R. 1077. 

5208. ‘‘ Free lands in H.’’--Only possessed of 
portion of tithes in H.|—SauNpERS v. Ritcn 


CREWDSON Uv, 








BREAKIE, 5 O. R. 603.—CAN. 

). Arbitrary description by reference 
to fence. )}—MvUDONALD v. MOPHAIL, 17 
U. C. R. 299.—CAN. 
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(1651),Sty. 278; 2 Roll. Abr. p.697; 82 E. R. 709 ; 
previous proceedings, sub nom. RITCH v. SANDERS, 
Sty. 261. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Philips v. Bury (1694), Skin. 447. 

5209. ‘‘ In manor of R. & N.’’—‘‘ In occupation 
of K.’’—No part of farm in R.|—PARKER v. AYRS 
(1676), 3 Keb. 637; S84 E.R, 924. 

5210. Goods lying in the lodging testator pos- 
sessed—In house belonging to S.|—-CUNNINGHAM 
v. Ross (1756), 2 Lee, 272 ; 161 E. R. 338. 

5211. Near Uddens—Words of additional de- 
scription.|— One having purchased of A. the manor 
& certain lands of & in Hampreston, in the counties 
of Dorset & Hants, & having settled a rentcharge 
on his wife out of his manor of Hampreston, in 
the county of Dorset, & all other his lands, ctc., 
in Hampreston aforesaid, which he bought of A. ; 
& having afterwards purchased of other persons 
other lands in Hampreston in Hants (which were 
near to another estate of his called Uddens in 
Dorset); by his will, reciting & confirming the 
settlement, devised to trustees, ‘‘ The said manor, 
etc., & other hereditaments of & in Hampreston 
aforesaid, & all other the manors, lands, farms, etc., 
& other hereditaments in or near Uddens aforesaid, 
or elsewhere in the said county of Dorset.’’ to 
trustees for different uses: amongst others, giving 
his wife an additional rentcharge, payable out of 
‘the manors & hereditaments in the said county 
of Dorset’’: & as to all & singular ‘‘ the said 
manors & other hereditaments in the said county 
of Dorset, with their appurtenances, etc., charged 
as aforesaid,’ he devised the same to the first & 
other sons of his body, remainder to his daughters, 
in strict settlement; & in all but one of his 
daughters died without issue, ‘‘ then as to the 
entirety of the said manors & other hereditaments,”’ 
to the daughters of his remaining daughters in 
tail, etc.; remainder to the lessor of pltf., his 
nephew, & heir-at-law, remainder to his sons & 
daughters in strict settlement, remainders over to 
other Junior nephews in like manner: with power 
to the trustees to raise money on the security ‘‘ of 
the manors & other hereditaments in the said 
county of Dorset ’’; & also to sell the devised 
lands, except such as were situate at} Uddens, or 
Hampreston aforesaid, & to purchase other lands 
in fee within the said manor of Hampreston, in 
the said county of Dorset, ete. Devisor, by a 
subsequent codicil, in which he speaks of the prior 
devise of his Dorsetshire estate, revoked the devise 
to the lessor of pltf.:—Held: the Hampreston 
lands lying in Hants, & not purchased of A., though 
situated within & surrounded by the general ambit 
of Dorsetshire, & also near Uddens, & holden 
together with, & as part of, a Dorsetshire farm, did 
not pass by the will; which was confined in express 
terms to the manor & lands in Hampreston, 
purchased of A. (by force of the words ‘“ said 
manor, etc., & hereditaments aforesaid,’ referring 
to the recital of the settlemnent), or which lay in 
the county of Dorset. (by the addition of the latter 
words; which would not have been necessary if 
devisor had meant to pass all his lands near Uddens, 
in whatever county situated). For though when 
a thing is certainly expressed at first, the addition 
of another certain description may be rejected as 
superfluous ;_ yet it is otherwise where the thing 
at first described is uncertain ; as here, lands, etc., 
near Uddens.— Dok d. Harris v. GREATHED (1806), 
8 East, 91; 103 E. R. 278. 

Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Belasyse v. Lucan (1808), 9 

East, 448; Down v. Down (1817), 1 Moore, C. P. 80: 


Doe d. Beach ». Jersey (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 550. Webber 
v. Stanley (1864), 16 C. B. N.’S. 698. yer 
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5212. At place specified—Further property out- 
side place-—-Acquired as stated in description.|— 
Where T. T. was seised of a messuage & lands in 
a parish, & in two hamlets of the same parish. 
which he purchased of L., & let to a tenant at one 
entire rent, & afterwards other lands were allotted 
to him under an Inclosure Act, in lieu of the said 
lands, except the messuage & two acres, which 
remained as before, all which the tenant continued 
to hold at the same rent as before; & afterwards 
T. T. devised all his messuage, farm, & lands, etc., 
situate in one of the two hamlets by name, in 
the said parish which he purchased of L. :—Held: 
the lands in the other hamlet did not pass.— 
Dok d. TYRRELL v. LYFORD (1816), 4 M. & S. 550 ; 
105 BE. R. 938. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Doc ad. Humphreys v. Roberts (1822), 

5 B. & Ald. 407; Jack v. M‘Intyre (1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 

151: Webber v. Stanley (1864), 16 C. B. N. 8. 698 ; Homer 


N 
. Homer (1878), 8 Ch. D. 758. Mentd. Wilkinson v. 
Malin (1832), 2 Cr. & J. 636. , 


52138. ‘‘ In or near L.’’—Property six & a half 
miles from L.—Other property nearer.|—I devise 
all my freehold & copyhold estates situated in or 
near lL. near M.; & also all & singular my frechold 
& copyhold estates at or near P. in the same 
county, which last-mentioned estates are now or 
lately were in the occupation of S. & T. Testatrix 
had a freehold close in the parish of St. P., M., near 
to a principal street of M., distant, from three & 
a half to six & a half miles from her principal estate 
at L., & intercepted from it by parts of three 
parishes. She had a freehold close in S., distant 
two & a half miles from L., & nine from M. 
She had copyhold lands in L., & the will of an 
ancestor spoke of lands both freehold & copyhold 
in L.:—Held: the freehold close in St. P., M., 
did not pass by this devise.—Dor d. DELL v. 
Picorr (1817), 7 Taunt. 553; 1 Moore, C. P. 274; 
129 BE. R. 220. 

5214. Situate at K. aforesaid--Messuage & lands 
at K., B. & P.--Meadow in B.|—Testatrix had a 
mansion & lands thereunto belonging, situate in 
K., B., & P.; also a meadow in B. :—Held: the 
land in B. & P. did not pass under a devise of all 
testatrix’s messuage & lands ‘situate at K. 
aforesaid,’’ nor under a bequest of ‘‘ all the residue 
of her estate & effects wheresoever & whatsoever.”’ 
—-PoGcson v. THomaAs (1840), 6 Bing. N. C. 337; 
8 Scott, 621; 1383 EE. R. 130. 

Annotations -—Consd. Day v. Davcron (1841), 12 Sim. 200. 
Dbtd. Stein v. Ritherdon (1868), 37 L. J. Ch. 369. Refd. 
Homer v. Homer (1878), 8 Ch. D. 758; Jones v. Robinson 
(1878), 47 L. J. Q. B. 673; Kirby Smith v. Parnell 
(1903), 51 W. KR. 493. 

5215. ‘** Between the railway & the turnpike- 
road ’’—‘‘ Orchards ’’---Only one in place de- 
scribed ---Orchard outside passes.]| -- Testator devised 
to his wife for life, ‘‘ the farmhouse, orchards, 
stables, & the meadow lying & being between the 
railway & the turnpike-road. There were two 
orchards, one lying between the railway & the 
turnpike-road, & the other not.:—Held: both 
might pass under the devise.—Doge d. DYKE v. 
DYKE (1847), 9 L. T. O. S. 73. 

5216. Places mentioned together—‘‘ Bullen Court, 
Strand, & Maiden Lane’’—-Read separately.|— 
Under a devise of estates ‘‘in Bullen Court, 
Strand, & Maiden Lane, in the county of Middle- 
sex’? :—Held: each locality must be read 
separately, & the gift included the two houses in 
the Strand, adjoining houses in Bullen Court, the 
whole having been purchased together & held 
under one title.—GAUNTLETT v. CARTER (1853), 17 
Beav. 586; 23 lL. J. Ch. 2193; 17 Jur. 981; 1 
W. RK. 500; 51 H.R. 1163. 

Annotation :—Refd. Houston v. Burns, (1918) A. C. 337. 
5217. Four leasehold messuages in L. P.—Testa- 
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tor possessed of five messuages in L. P. under four 
leases.|——Testator gave his four leasehold messuages 
in L. P., with other tenements, in trust out of the 
rents to pay the ground rents of the whole, & 
of another tenement in Y. P., comprised in the 
lease under which two of the houses in Ju. P. were 
held, & to apply the surplus on certain trusts. 
Testator had flve messuages in L. P. held under 
four leases :—Held: the five messuages passed 
under the bequest.—SAMPSON v. SAMPSON (1869), 
L. R. 8 Eq. 479. 


SuB-sEcT. 6.—By REFERENCE TO OCCUPATION OR 
POSSESSION. 

5218. Occupation of person specified—Property 
answering description -—— Part of estate not so 
occupied.|—-ANON. (1583), Godb. 16; 78 KE. R. 10. 

5219. ——— Occupied part of house par- 
titioned off.|—Testator purporting to dispose of 
“all the rest, residue & remainder of his estates 
wheresoever & whatsoever,’’ devised to his son D. 
‘all those two cottages or tenements, the one 
occupied by my son, J., & the other occupied by 
my granddaughter, together with all the appur 
tenances thereto belonging.’”? At the date of the 
will & death of testator a room, originally part of a 
cottage, but which had several years before the 
making of the will been partitioned off from the 
rest. of the building, & had a separate entrance, 
was occupied by J. as a separate dwelling, together 
with a hovel, part of testator’s property. The 
rest of the building from which the room so 
occupied by J. had been taken, was in the separate 
occupation of the devisee, D. There was also a 
room originally part of another cottage, but from 
which it had been similarly partitioned off, which, 
at the date of the will & the death of testator, 
was occupied by his granddaughter as a separate 
dwelling, together with an adjoining pantry. The 
rest of the building from which the room = so 
occupied by the granddaughter had been separated 
was in the separate occupation of W., as a distinct 
dwelling. There was also at the same dates a 
building occupied as a separate dwelling by J. W., 
which was part of testator’s property. All these 
five dwellings had originally consisted of two 
cottages only, which had been subdivided as before 
stated, & were copyhold, to which testator had 
prior to the date of his will, but subsequent to 
some of the separations before mentioned, been 
admitted by the description of ‘all those two 
customary or copyhold messuages, cottages or 
tenements.’’ In ejectment by the heir-at-law to 
recover the portions of the property other than 
those in the actual occupation of J. & the grand- 
daughter :—Held: the rooms occupied by J. & 

_the granddaughter respectively fulfilled the terms 
of the devise, & these rooms only, & not the whole 
of the cottages, of which they had formerly bcen 
part, passed to the devisee.—DorE d. HUBBARD v. 
HUBBARD (1850), 15 Q. B. 227; 201. J. Q. B. GL ; 
165L T.O.S. 4113 14 Jur. 1110; 117 Bb. R. 445. 


Annotations :-—-Distd. Doe d. Campton rv. Carpenter (1850), 
16 Q. B. 181. Refd. Horwood ev. Griffith (1853), 2 We. K. 





5220. ---—- ——-—- ----— Description otherwise 
incorrect.]|—Testator by his will devised to his 
wife ‘‘ for her use & enjoyment during her natural 
life or widowhood, all that, part of the dwelling 
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m. Occupation of person specified — 
Barn also in place specified-—-lt'hether 
barn passes.}—Re Srokus (1910), 21 


O. L. R. 464.—CAN. 


Held: 


n. ‘' To the party at whose house J 
die." }—Testator gave 
the party at whose house I die ° :— 
the son-in-law, as head of the 
household where testator was living 
at the time of his death, should take, —CAN. 
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house in Boskednan, in the parish of G., now in the 
occupation of R. B., containing a kitchen & 
pantry behind same, & two bedrooms.” In a 
subsequent clause of the will testator devised to 
his son R. “the western part of all that my 
dwelling-house in Boskednan aforesaid, now in the 
occupation of H. L., consisting of a kitchen, 
dairy, & chamber.’’ The subject-matter of the 
will had been originally erected as one house, 
having a single roof, but had been afterwards 
divided by testator into two habitations, each of 
which was let to a separate tenant. ‘The descrip- 
tion in the devise of the dwelling occupied by R. B. 
was incorrect, inasmuch as the pantry was not in 
fact behind the kitchen, but behind the parlour, 
a room not mentioned in the clause, & there were 
three bedrooms. The description of the premises 
devised in the second clause to R. was, however, 
correct :—JIeld: the devise to the wife was of 
such part of the whole building as formed the 
separate tenement occupied by R. B., & not merely 
a portion of that tenement, & the misdescription 
of the position & number of the rooms was mere 
faulsa demonstraltio which should be rejected, & 
did not cut down the preceding devise.—WEL- 
LINGTON Vv. SHEPHERD (1872), 27 L. T. 832. 

5221. — ---— Occupied by another person.|— 

“Rv. HOMER, No. 5227, post. 

5222. --—-— Other lands under same title with 
messuage.|—'Testator being scised by the same 
title of a messuage of 19 acres of land, including 
IF. M., in the parish of M. It., which parish consists 
of three townships, M. R., B., & H. R.; & having 
other property in IT. It., & nowhere else; & the 
messuage in B. with two of the 19 acres there, 
being in the occupation of T. W., & the rest of the 
19 acres being partly in the occupation of other 
tenants, & partly in his own; devised ‘ all his 
messuage, with all lands, hereditaments, & appur- 
tenances thereto belonging, situate in “ B., in the 
parish of M. R., now in the occupation of T. W., 
except KF. M.” :--—Held: the devise was not con- 
fined to lands in B., then occupied by T. W., but 
extended to all the lands in B. held under the same 
title with the messuave ; & the words ‘‘ now in 
the occupation of T. W.”’ were to be transposed & 
applied to the messuage then occupied by T. W. 
according to the fact ; which transposition would 
render the whole consistent: whereas without it, 
the exception of the F. M. was nugatory, as that 
never had been in the occupation of T. W. It 
was no objection to this construction that a 
residuary clause, giving all other testator’s real 
estate in M. R. would have nothing to operate 
upon; the F. M. & the property in the township 
of HL. R., being specifically devised in the same 
clause.-—-MARSHALL v. Hopkins (1812), 15 East, 
309; 104 K. R. S61. 

Annotations :-- Consd. Doe d. Wubbard vr. Hubbard (1850), 

15Q. B, 227. Refd. Pullin «. Pullin (1825), 10 Moore C. P. 


5228. ----- ----.]—Testator devised to J. C. 
‘‘ all those my three messuages, with the gardens, 
close, & all other my real estate whatsoever, 
situate at H., in the parish of F., now in the 
occupation of A., B., & C.’’ At the date of the 
will, & at the death of testator, he had at H., in 
the parish of F., three messuages, with gardens, 
& a close, in the occupation of A., B., & C.; & 
the reversion of another messuage, but which was 
in the occupation of F., tenant for life. Besides 





as testator was referring to the house 
as an abode & place of residence, & in 
no way to the ownership of the buil : 
—HRe WOEFFLE (1912), 20 O. W. R. 
896; 30. W.N. 518; 1D. L. R. 105. 


property ‘‘ to 


682 
Sect. 15.—Descriptions of property: Sub-sects. 6 


these he had no other property in F. :—Held: 

the messuage in the occupation of I’. passed by the 

general words of the will, as those in the occupation 

of A., B., & C. by the specific words.—DoE d. 

CAMPTON v. CARPENTER (1850), 16 Q. B. 181; 20 

L. J. Q. B. 70; 16 L. T. O. S. 234; 15 Jur. 719; 

117 HE. R. 848. 

Annotation '-~-Refd. Dean vr. Gibson (1867), 15 W. R. 809. 
5224. --—-- Other lands in place specified.|— 

Devise of “ all that my farm, called T. farm, now 

in the occupation of A. C.,” is not necessarily 

limited to the lands of T. farm in the occupation 
of A. C., but may be shown by evidence to extend 
to other lands of T. farm not in his occupation.— 

GOODTITLE d. RADFORD v. SOUTHERN (1813), 1 

M. & S. 299; 105 HE. R. 112. 

Annotations :—Consd. Press v. Parker (1825). 2 Bing. 156: 
Miller v. Travers (1832), 8 Hing. 244. Distd. Doe d. 
Hubbard v. Hubbard (1850), 15 Q. KB. 227. * 
Slingsby v. Grainger (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 273. Befd. 
Doe d. Beach v. Jersey (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 550; Paddock 
v. Fradley (1830), 1 Cr. & J. 90; Doe d. Ashforth vt. 
Bower (1832), 3B. & Ad. 4533; Richardson v. Watson 
(1833), 4 B. & Ad. 787; Hall x, Fisher (1844), 1 Coll. 47: 
Stanley v. Stanley (1862), 2 John. & H. 491; Webber v. 
Stanley (1864), 16 C. B. N.S. 698: Smith v. Ridgway 
(1865), 14 W. R. 207; White vw. Birch (1867), 36 L. J. Ch. 
174; Hardwick v. Hardwick (1873), L. Rt. 16 Eq. 168; 
Keogh v. Keogh (1874), 22 W. R. 508. 

5225. Misdescription of tenure.|---J. C. 
having devised ‘all his treehold & copyhold 
estate ’’ to S. B. for life, & then to W. C. tor life, 
with power to devise same, W. C., who died in the 
lifetime of S. B., by his will, devised ‘‘ all that my 
copyhold messuages, cottages, lands & heredita- 
ments in the occupation of ...N. B.... & to 
which 1 am entitled from & after her decease, 
that is to say, the house, cottages & outbuildings 
& one moicty ... of the lands & hereditaments ”’ 
to E. D., etc. ; & if she died without issue devised 
‘all & singular the messuages, cottages, moiety of 
land & hereditaments so devised ”’ to her brothers 
& sisters; & as to & concerning “ all that the other 
moiety of the lands, hereditaments & premises ” 
d2vised them to such brothers & sisters; & as 
to & concerning “all that my other copyhold 
lands & tenements... adjoining to the last- 
inentioned lands & hereditaments now also in 
the occupation of S. B.,’’ after the decease of A. C. 
to E. D., etc.; & by his codicil to the will, reciting 
that he had by his will devised ‘“‘ all my copyhold 
messuages, cottages, lands & hereditaments ”’ to 
such brothers & sisters, restrained the devise to 
the full blood. At the date of the will S. B. was 
in possession of all the property originally devised 
by J.C., & it consisted of a copyhold house, formed 
by S. B. out of what had been three cottages, 
1834 acres of copyhold land, a freehold cottage, & 
half an acre of freehold land, such freehold cottage 
standing on the frechold land, which was bounded, 
& almost surrounded by the copyhold property :- - 
Held: the freehold passed by the devise.-—-COsByY 
v. MILLINGTON (1869), 38 L. J. ©. P. 373, IEx. Ch. 

5226. With description of place—Lands 
occupied by another person outside -place. |—— 
HARDWICK v. Harpwick, No. 5133, ante. 

5227. ——~-- Lands so occupied outside place. | 
—(1) Testator devised all his lands ‘“ situated at 
or within D., in the occupation of J.” Testator 
was seised of two farms, both in the occupation of 
J. The greater part of each of the farms was 
within the parish of D., but three closes of one & 
one close of the other were respectively situate in 
an adjoining parish. In each case the portion 
which was not in the parish of D. immediately 
adjoined the remainder of the farm, & was only 
separated from it by the parish boundary, which 
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was, in the one case, a high road, & in the other, a 
fence. In the latter case the parish church of D. 
was only a few yards distant from the fence :— 
Held: the devise comprised the four closes adjoin- 
ing the parish of D. 

(2) Testator also devised all his land “ situate 
at G., in the occupation of S.’’:—Held: this 
devise did not include land situate in G., but in 
the occupation of J.—HOMER v. HOMER (1878), 8 
Ch. D. 758; 47 L. J. Ch. 635; 39 L. T. 33 27 
W. RR. 101, C. A. 

Annotations :—.18 to (1) Refd. Price v. Bala & Festiniog Ry. 
(1884), 50 L.. VT. 787: Re Harrison, ‘Townson v. Tarrison 
(1889), 61 L. 'T. 762. As to (2) Refd. Ite Cleveland’s 
Settled Estates, [1893] 3 Ch. 244. 

5228. --—— Gift of income from house & land— 
Land not originally occupied with house.|—-A_ gift 
by testator of the net income from ‘‘ a house & 
land known as No. 41, S. street, now in the occupa- 
tion of RR.’ :—Held: to include the income 
arising from a piece of land at the rear of No. 41 
not originally occupied with the premises, but 
leased twelve years ago by testator, together with 
No. 41 to R.—Re FuLLER, ARNOLD v. CIIANDLER 
(1915), 59 Sol. Jo. 304. 

5229. In tenure of person specified—-Property 
answering description—Property in same place in 
tenancy of another.|—-WISEMAN & WALLINGER’S 
CASE (1586), Godb. 95; 78 HE. R. 58. 

5230. - Woods & timber excepted from 
lease.|—-Lands at C. in tenure of A. B. devised by 
wil, comprise woods & timber excepted in the 
lease, being words of additional description.-— 
GOODTITLE d. PAUL v. PAUL (1760), 2 Burr. 1089 ; 
97 E.R. 724; sub nom. PAuLv. Paut, 1 Wm. BI. 255. 
Annotations :—Consd. Press v. Parker (1825), 2 Bing. 456. 

Apld. Hardwick v. Hardwick (1873), T. R. 16 Eq. 168. 

Refd. ‘lurner v. Ilusler (1780), 1 Bro. C. C. 78. 

5231. Close excepted from lease. |—— Devise 
of my megssuage, farm, & lands, called C. farm, 
situate in or near the parishes of J)., W., & T., now 
on lease to F., at the yearly rent of £150. A close 
in the parish of D., heretofore arable & part of ©. 
farm & occupied with it by the lessee thereof, but 
for thirty-three years past sown with acorns, & 
occupied by the owner, & excepted out of two 
leases of C. farm, one prior, the other posterior 
to the date of the devise, passes by the devise as 
parcel of C. farm.—Down v. Down (1817), 7 
Taunt. 343; 1 Moore, C. P. 80; 129 E. R. 137. 


Annotations :—Consd. Press v. Parker (1825), 2 Ving. 456 ; 
Doe d. Hubbard v. Wubbard (1850), 15 Q. B. 227. Refd. 
KO2 ; 











Wellington vt. Shepherd (1827), 27 L. T. Hardwick 

v. Hardwick (1873), L. I. 16 Hq. 168. 

5232. Own occupation---Other land in joint 
occupation.|-—If one by will doth devise his land, 
in his own possession, & he has land in his own 
possession solely, & also other land in his possession 
but in common with another, by these words in 
this will, not only the lands in his own possession, 
but also the lands which he has in possession, & | 
in common with another, shall all pass by this 
will (per CurR.).—MIrrEL v. NicuoLLs (1611), 1 
Bulst. 117; 80 FE. R. 8138. 





5233. Premises used for trade occupied with 
lands specified.|—A. being tenant for years of an 
house, gardens, stables, & coal pen, bequeathed 


in the following words: ‘I give the house I live 
in, & garden, to BB.” The stables & coal pen, 
occupied by A., together with the house, passed, 
without being expressly named, though testator 
used them for purposes of trade as well as for the 
convenience of his house.—DorE d. CLEMENTS v. 
COLLINS (1788), 2 Term Rep. 498; 100 BH. R. 268. 
innotations :—Consd. Press v. Parker 1825); 2 Bing. 456. 
Distd. Steele v. Mid. Hy. (1866), 1 Ch. App. 275. Refd. 
Hougham v. Sandys (1827), 2 Sim. 95; Polden v. Bastard 
i 863), 4 B. & 8. 258; Allhusen v. Kaling & South Harrow 
ty. (1898), 78 L. T. 285. 
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§234. Mistake in description—Part in occu- 
pation of tenant.|—-A copyholder surrenders “ his 
copyhold cottage, with a croft adjoining, & a 
common right, etc., belonging to same; “all 
which premises, were then in his own possession ”’ ; 
& on the same day he devises ‘ all his copyhold 
cottage & premises then in his own possession ”’ ; 
in fact the croft, between which & the cottage & 
garden there was only a gooseberry hodge, was in 
the actual occupation of a tenant at the time :— 
Held: the whole passed under the description of 
“all his copyhold cottage & premises’’; the 
words ‘‘ then in his own possession ”’ being merely 
a mistaken description, following the mistake of 
the surrender, which mentions the croft with the 
rest as then being in his possession.—GOODRIGHT 
eae v. PEARS (1809), 11 Hast, 58; 103 E.R. 

vo. 

5235. -~--- ——.]-—-S. devised to his wife 
during widowhood ‘‘ my residence called S. house 
& premises thereto as same are now occupied by 
me.’’ Some years before making this devise he 
had let to two of his sons for the purposes of their 
business, an office standing in the yard of S. 
house & the stable & coach house belonging to the 
house, except a room on the first floor of the coach 
house to which the only access was through the 
house, & the sons were in occupation till his 
death :—Held: the devise included the room 
over the coach house, but did not include the rest 
of the stable & coach house nor the office, for the 
property which was in testator’s own occupation 
answered the whole of the description, & that 
being so, the ct. could not enter into the question 
of inconvenience, & reject the reference to oecupa- 
tion as falsa demonstratio.— Re SEAL, SEAL v. 
TAYLOR, [1894] 1 Ch. 316; 63 L. J. Ch. 275; Tu 
dy P20, A. 

5236. ------ Gift not restricted— Locality 
described.;-—Where testator uses a description of 
parcels consisting of two distinct & separable 
parts, of which the first is complete & correct, 
& the second incomplete & erroneous, the maxim 
Jalsa demonstratio non nocet applies, & the part 
which is false will not cut down that which is true. 
Secus—where the parts of the description are not 
distinct & separable. 

Testator devised “ all his freehold estates at or 
near R., in the parish of H.,” which was a com- 
plete & correct description of the property intended 
to pass. The context indicated an intention to 
pass the whole of such estate :---Held: the gift 
was not narrowed by the erroneous addition of the 
words, ‘f & now in iy own occupation.’ —WHITE 
v. BircH (1867), 36 L. J. Ch. 174; 15 L. T. 605 ; 
15 W. R. 305. 


Annotation :~-Refd. Re Brocket, Dawes vc. Miller, (1908) 1 
Ch. 185. 


5237. —---- Two messuages in place described--— 
Only one occupied.}|— Devise of all my messuages 
in T., & now in my occupation. Testator had two 
messuages in T., of which he occupied only one :— 
Held: only that one passed by the devise.— DoE 
d. PARKIN v. PARKIN (1814), 1 Marsh. 61; 5 


Taunt. 321; 128 K. R. 713. 
Annotations >-~Consd. White v. Birch (1867), 36 L. J. Ch. 
174. Refd. Doe d. Newton vr, Taylor (1827), 7 B. & C. 





5238. Leasehold house—Subsequent change 
of residence—Purchase of freehold house.|— 
Testator gave tho lease of the house in which he 
should be living at the time of his decease to his 
wife. At the date of the will he was living in a 
house he held for a short term at rack rent; he 
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subsequently bought & went to reside at a freehold 
house, where he died:—Held: the freehold 
house was not devised to testator’s widow.—Re 
Kwniout, KNicHt v. Burgess (1887), 84 Ch. D. 
518; 56 L. J. Ch. 770; 56 L. 'T. 630; 35 W. R. 
536; 3 T. L. R. 387. 

5239. ‘““Where I now reside.’’| — He 
Fowler, Fow LER v. WITTINGHAM (1915), 139 
L. T. Jo. 183. 

5240. Corner house in possession of two persons 
specified——Corner house occupied by one—Adjoining 
house of other.|—-If a man has a corner house in 
the tenure of A. & another house adjoining it in 
the possession of B. & he devises his corner house 
in the possession of A. & B. the corner house only 
shall pass.—BLAGUE v. GoLp (1637), Cro. Car. 
473; 79 E. R. 1008. 


Annotations :—Consd. Roe d. Conolly v. Vernon (1804), 5 
East, 51. Mentd. Cooke v. Humber, Wilson v. Roberts 
(1859), 5 L. T. 838. 





SuB-SECT. 7.—By REFERENCE TO SOURCE FROM 
WuHIcH OBTAINED. 

5241. Lands purchased of person named—Actual 
assurance from another person—-Contract with 
person named.|—-TiiorP v. Tomson (1588), 2 
Leon. 120; 74 E. R. 409. 

5242. Misdescription.|—Devise of ‘‘ my 
estates at S. which were devised to me by, or 
purchased from, A.” the fact proving otherwise, 
not an intended restriction but an erroneous 
description.—WELBY v. WELBY (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 
187; 35 E.R. 290. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Leake v. Robinson (1817), 2 Mer. 
363; Rancliffe v. Parkyns (1818), 6 Dow, 149; Ford v. 
Ford (1848), 6 Hare, 486; Wintour v. Clifton (1856), 28 
Lo. Ly Os Sie 2948. 

5243. ——— —~——- Property also described by occu- 
pation.|—Testator having several children, & 
being possessed of eight houses in N., devised six 
of them. amongst his children, including deft., 
who was his heir-at-law; & also devised as 
follows: ‘* All that messuage, etc., which 1 some 
time since purchased of B. S., situate at N. afore- 
said, being in the occupation of --—.’’ Also 
another messuage in N. aforesaid. The messuage 
in question was not purchased of B.S., but it had 
been commonly called B. S.’s house,’ & at the 
time of making the will, & for some time before, it 
had been in the occupation of M. N., with whom 
testator was well acquainted :— Held: notwith- 
standing this misdescription, the house in question 
passed under the will.—DorE d. HAWTHORN uv. 
NICKLISS (1840), 4 Jur. 660. 

5244. -- — -|—In 1861 testator 
specifically devised ‘‘ all that my messuage farm 
lands & hereditaments in B. in the county of Essex 
now in the occupation of G. purchased by me of 
T.” Testator had a farm in B. called '‘ Welhaim’s 
Farm,’ which was compounded of two small 
farms purchased by him of T. in 1831, & of another 
adjoining small farm & a tield, both purchased 
by him in the same year of C. At the date of his 
will & of his death in 1862 the whole of the lands 
so purchased were in the occupation of G., who 
farmed them as one holding :—Held: the words 
‘* purchased by me of T.,’” were merely explanatory 
comment, not defining or restricting the one 
definite entity with which testator was dealing— 
namely, the farm in the occupation of Q@.—& 
must be disregarded ; & the whole of ‘‘ Welham’s 
Farm ’’ passed to the specific devisee.—NORMAN 
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v. NORMAN, [1919] 1 Ch. 297; 88 L. J. Ch. 109; 
120 L. T. 379; 35 T. L. R. 181. 

5245. ‘* Entitled to on the decease of my father ”’ 
——Copyholds— Surrender in lifetime of father.]— 
By a devise of ‘‘ all my copyhold estates situate in 
A. & which I became entitled to on the decease 
of my father,’’ copyhold estates do not pass which 
devisor’s father had surrendered to him in his life- 
time, though the father retained the possession of 
them to the time of his death, which happened 

rior to the will made by the son; there 

eing other copyhold of the son answering the 
description in the will.—Dor d. RYALu v. BELL 
(1800), 8 Term Rep. 579; 101 EB. R. 1557. 
ae ee: Doc d. Hubbard v. Hubbard (1850), 15 


5246. Lands devised by person named—Mis- 
description.|—WELBY v. WELBY, No. 5242, ante. 

5247. ‘* Moiety of her late father’s messuages ”’ 
—Property descending through niece.|—A. B., 
seised of a moiety of several estates, the whole of 
which had been her father’s (but) of which she 
took one part as heir of her father, & the remainder 
as heir of a niece, her father’s granddaughter), 
devised ‘‘ all her moicty of & in all her late father’s 
messuages,”’ etc.:—Held: the devisce took, as 
well the estates which descended from the niece, 
as those which descended immediately from 
testatrix’s father.—DorE d. NEWTON v. TAYLOR 
(1827), 7B. & C. 384; 61. J. O. S. K. B. 149; 
108 EE. R. 766. 

5248. Purchased of or recelved from—Annuity 
so purchased larger than amount stated.| — 
Testator, by his will, gave ‘ an annuity of £21 per 
annum, which I purchased of & receive from Mr. 
J.G.” Testator had no annuity of that amount, 
but. he had an annuity of £46, which be had pur- 
chased from J. G., & he insured J. G.’s life for the 
amount of the purchase-money, the yearly premium 
on which amounted to £25, which left a clear sum 
of £21, as representing the beneficial interest in the 
annuity :—Held: the entire annuity of £46 per 
annum passed by the above bequest.—PURCHASE 
vw. SHALLIS (1850), 2 I. & Tw. 354; 19 L. J. Ch. 
518; 14 Jur. 403; 47 BE. R. 1719, L. C. 

5249. ** Received by death of B.’’—Property 
received after death of testatrix—Testatrix entitled 
in possession before death.|—A bequest of ‘ the 
property which testatrix had received by the death 
of B.’ .—Held: to pass not only the property 
which testatrix actually received in her lifetime 
from the source referred to, but also property to 
which testatrix was then entitled in possession, 
but which was not actually paid until after her 
decease, & was then received by her repre- 
sentatives.-—GIRDLESTONE v. CREED (1853), 10 
Hare, 480; 21 L. T. O.S. 124; 1 W. RR. 228; 68 
EE. R. 1016. 
ae :—Mentd. Sinnett v. Herbert (1872), 7 Ch. App. 


5250. ‘* By inheritance ’’—Property received by 
deed of gift.!—Testator, by a will made after 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), came into operation, devised 
to trustees for 500 years all his freehold & copy- 
hold hereditaments in the county of D. which 
had or might thereafter come into his possession 
“by inheritance ”? from his father, whose heir he 
was. Among testator’s property in the county 
of D., when he made his will, were one estate 
devised to him by his father before above Act 
came into operation & another which had been 
conveyed to him by his father by a deed of gift, 
& into the possession of which he entered in his 
father’s lifetime :—Held: the latter estate was 
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not subject to the trusts of the term, though with- 

out it they could not be fully performed as regarded 

the amounts directed to be raised under them.— 

WILKINSON v. BEWICKE (1853),3 De G. M. & G. 

937; 1 Eq. Rep. 12; 22 L. J. Ch. 781; 43 BH. R. 

367, L. JJ. 

5251. ‘* Allotment awarded by commissioners ’’ 
—Other property intended to pass.|—T1., in 1800, 
purchased a field called ‘‘ Tip Brook Close,” which 
was copyhold & an old inclosure. In the same 
year fourteen acres were allotted to him by the 
Comrs. under an Inclusure Act. Testator divided 
the allotment. One piece, containing rather 
more than four aeres, he converted into pasture, 
& made a communication between it & the old 
inclosure by a short passage, & from thence till 
his death he occupied & used the whole as one close 
of sward land, & called it ‘‘ Tip.”? By his will, 
in 1825, he devised to his son James “ all that 
piece or parcel of sward land in Raund’s Nether 
Field, called ‘Tip Close,’ containing six acres, 
more or less being part of an allotment awarded 
by the Comrs. to me at. the time of the inclosure 
of Raund’s Ficld’’:—Held: there was evidence 
to go to the jury, that not only the allotted piece, 
but also the old inclosure, was intended to pass 
under the devise.—HARRISON v. Hyp (1859), 4 
H. & N. 805; 29 L. J. Ex. 119; 157 HK. R. 
1060. 

5252. ‘‘ Devised to me by my late husband ’’— 
Further description by county—-Part of property 
outside county.|—WEBBER v. STANLEY (1864), 16 
C.B. N.S. 698; 4 New Rep. 192; 33 L. J.C. P. 
217; 10 L. T. 417; 10 Jur. N.S. 657; 12 W. R. 
833; 143 I. R. 1301. 

Annotations :--Consd. Smith v. Ridgway (1866), L. KR. 1 
Exch. 331. Expld. Cosby v. Millington (1869), 38 L. J. 
C. P. 373. Consd. Wardwick +. Hardwick (1873), L. it. 
16 Iq. 168; Zee Cleveland’s Settled Estates, [1893] 3 Ch. 
244. Apia. Re Seal, Seal vp. ‘Taylor, [1894] 1 Ch. 316. 
Consd. /’e Brocket, Dawes v. Miller, [1908] 1 Ch. 185. 
Refd. Carr rv. Montefiore (1864), 4 New Rep. 169; Pedley 
vy, Dodds, Dodds vr. Pedley (1866), L. R. 2 Mg. S195; Je 
Stephenson, Donaldson a. Bamber (1896), 66 TL. J. Ch. 
93; White «. Birebh (1867), 36 L. J. Ch. 174. 

5253. ‘‘ Received in exchange from S.’’—-Further 
description by occupation—-Part of property ex- 
changed no longer so occupied.]-— Testator devised 
to his granddaughter a plot of frechold land by the 
description of ‘the portion of meadow land 
received by me in exchange from S.,”’ & other plots 
to the same granddaughter, describing them 
by reference to the tenants in whose occupation 
they then were. Portion of the plot of land which 
testator had acquired by exchange from N., & of 
certain of the plots which had been in the occupa- 
tion of the several tenants named in the descrip- 
tions were, at the date of the will, under contract 
for sale to a railway co. The co. had taken 
possession before the date of the will, but the con- 
veyance was not completed until after testator’s 
death :—J/eld: ag there remained lands to answer 
the description in the will at the time of its date, 
such lands alone passed under the devises, & the 
purchase-money paid by the railway co. to the 
trustee of testator’s will ought to have been paid 
to pltf., the residuary devisee & legatec.—Re 
JACKSON, WILSON v. DONALD (1881), 44 L. T. 467. 


SuB-sEcT, 8.—By REFERENCE TO TENURE. 


5254. Gift of leasehold—Described by place— 
Freehold may pass.|-—It seems that freehold may 
pass by a will giving the estate a local description 
& name, though it be mistakenly called leasehold ; 
there being no other property answering to the 
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name & description——DENN d. WILKINS vv. 
KEMEYs (1808), 9 East, 366; 103 E. R. 612. 


Annotations :-—-Mentd. Right v. Day (1812), 16 Eust, 67; 
Mortimer v. Hartley (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 316; Cottec 
v. Richardson (1851), 7 Exch. 143. 


5255. House—Partly leasehold & partly 
copyhold.]—-—Devise of a house as leaschold, which 
afterwards turned out to be partly on leasehold & 
partly on copyhold land :—Held: to be a valid 
gift of the entire property.—Busn v. CULLOWAY 
(1859), 7 W. R. 638. 

5256. Subsequent purchase of freehold.|— 
Testator gave to his wife all his term & interest in 
the leasehold house at B., in which he then resided, 
for her absolute use & benefit, subject to the pay- 
ment of the ground rent & performance of the 
covenants affecting the same. After the date of 
his will testator purchased the frechold of the house 
at B., which was conveyed to him in fee simple :— 
Held: the house passed to testator’s widow, 
under the specific devise contained in the will, 
for an estate in fee simple.—SaxtTon v. SAXTON 
(1879), 18 Ch. D. 359; 49 L. J. Ch. 128; 41 L. T. 
648 ; 28 W. R. 294. 

5257. —-~— Subsequent enlargement.]—~HALLETT 
v. HALLETT (1898), 14 T. L. It. 420, C. A. 

——-— What passes by description.;—See Sub- 
sect. 3, A. (d), ante. 

5258. Copyholds—-Described as surrendered to 
uses Of will--Part only surrendered.]—'Testator 
says jn his will, 1 give all & every my freehold & 
copyhold messuages to A. & B. (having surrendered 
the copyhold part thereof to the use of this my will). 
He had two copyholds, one of which he had sur- 
rendered, the other not. It being clearly his 
intention that both should pass, & being a devise to 
a younger child totally unprovided for, the ct. 
directed the heir-at-law to surrender it to the same 
uses as were declared by the will.—BaNks v. 
DENSHAW (1747), 3 Atk. 585 3 26 KB. RK. 11387, 1. C. 
Annotation :-—Apld. Blunt vr. Clitherow (1805), 10 Ves. 589. 

5259. — —-- ~ --—,|— Devise of all frechold & 
copyholds lands (‘‘ the copyhold part) whereof I 
have surrendered to the use of my will’’) subject 
to debts: some were surrendered ; others not: 
the latter did not) pass.—--WILSUON vv. MOUNT 
(L796), 3 Ves. 191; 30 Ic, R. 9638. 
Annotations ;-—Consd. Roe rv. Vernon (1804), 5 

Distd. Strutt vr. Fineh (1825), 2 Sim. & St. 229; Oxenforth 

vy. Cawkwell (1826), 2 Sim. & St. 558; Doe d. Campton ov. 


Carpenter (1850), 16 Q. B. ist. Refd. Dean v. Gibson 
(1867), 15 W. RR, 809. 


5260. --—- —--— No surrender made.]—-Testator 
devised all the residue of his estates as well copy- 
hold as freehold (* the copyhold part thereof having 
been previously surrendered to the use of my will ’’) 
upon several trusts in favour of his wife & children : 
the only trust for his eldest son & heir was an 
annuity of £300 for life; remainder to his wife & 
children: testator having never surrendered his 
copyhold :—-Held: a mistaken description, the 
copyhold being clearly intended to pass.—RUM- 
BOLD v. RUMBOLD (1796), 3 Ves. 65; 30 Is. R. 896. 
Annotation :-—Consd. Judd v. Pratt (1806), 13 Ves, 168. 

5261. J}—Devise of “all my 
frechold & copyhold messuages, etc., the copyhold 
parts thereof having been duly surrendered to the 
uses of this my will,’ passes unsurrendered, as 
well as surrendered copyholds.-- -OXENFORTH  v. 
CAWKWELL (1826), 2 Sim. & St. 558; 4 L. J. 0.8. 
Ch. 193; 57 EB. RR. 459. 


Annotation :—Refd. Doe d. Campton v. 
15 Jur. 719. 


PART XVI. SECT. 15, SUB-SECT 9. 

p. All the stock of the... Bank 
of Ireland to which I may be entitled at 
my decease.”’}—O. B., by his will, after 
making bequests for the children of his 
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daughter I., bequeathed “* all the stock 
of the Governor & Co. of the Bank of 
Ireland to which I may be entitled at 
my deccase’’ in trust for F. & her 
Testator did not, at the 
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5262. Described by place—Freeholds in 
same place.|— DoE d. BROWN v. BROWN (1809), 11 
fast, 441; 103 B. R. 1074. 


Annotations :— Distd. Doe d. Chichester v. Oxenden (1810), 
re 147. Refd. Hughes v. Turner (1835),-3 My. & K. 


~ What passes by description.|—See Sub- 
sect. 3, A. (e), ante. 

5263. Land under mortgage—-Property not under 
mortgage in same place.|—-By a will reciting that 
devisor was seised of divers freehold & certain 
copyhold estates in I., under mtge. for a certain 
sum to R., devisor gave all his said frecholds & 
copyholds to P. & A. in trust for certain purposes 3; 
the residue of his freehold, leasehold, & copyhold 
estates he gave to S. P. At the time of making 
his will & of his death, devisor was also seised of 
twenty-one acres in I., not under mtge., & of 
various Icaseholds :—Held: the twenty-one acres 
passed to S. P. under the residuary clause.— 
PULLIN v. PULLIN (1825), 3 Bing. 47; 10 Moore, 
C. P. 464; 3L.J.0.8.C. P. 193; 130 E. R. 4381. 

5264. Description as freehold—Reference to 
place—No freeholds in place named—Undivided 
share in adjoining parish.]—Testator devised his 
freehold property at M. in trust for his children, a 
son & daughter, equally. He had no freehold 
property at M., but he had two undivided fourth 
shares of some in R., which M. adjoined, & in which 
parish it was situate :—Held: the property in R. 
descended to the heir-at-law.—BARBER v. Woop 
(1877), 4 Ch. D. 885; 46L. J. Ch. 728 ; 36 L. T. 373. 
What passes by description.|—-See Sub-sect. 
14, K. (d), post. 

5265. Freehold & copyhold hereditaments & real 
estate—Reference to place-—Only leaseholds & 
place named.|——-Testator gave & devised all his 
freehold & copyhold messuages, farms, lands, 
tenements, hereditaments & real estate situate at 
Market Rasen, to his wife for life, & than to his 
son, his heirs & assigns for ever. Testator had no 
property at Market Rasen except a leaschold 
estate held for 1,000 years :—Held: the leaschold 
estate passed under the above clause.—NELSON 
v. HOPKINS (185]), 21 L. J. Ch. 410. 
annotation -- Consd. 2e Wolt, Holt v. Holt, [1921] 2 Ch. 17. 

5266. Gift of messuage partly freehold & partly 
leasehold — Subsequent purchase of reversion -— 
Whole messuage passes.|—Devise by will made 
since the Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), by the description 
of ‘‘my messuage, partly freehold & partly lease- 
hold, No. 3, C. Street,” to specific devisees, with a 
declaration of testator’s wish that the same should 
not be sold, & devise of residuary estate upon 
trust for sale. Testator subsequently purchased 
the reversion of the leasehold part of the messuage : 
—Held: the whole of the messuage passed by the 
specific devise.—MILis v. MiLEs (1866), L. R. 
1 Kq. 462; 35 Beav. 191; 35 L. J. Ch. 3155 13 
L. T. 697; 12 Jur. N.S. 116; 14 W. R. 272; 55 
E. R. 868. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Mathews r. Mathews (1867), L. R. 4 


Iq. 278. Consd. Castle vr. Fox (1871), Le. Re TL Eq. 542 
Apld. Saxton v. Saxton (1879), 13 Ch. D. 359. 








SUB-SECT. 9.—DESCRIPTIONS OF STOCKS AND 
SHARKS. 

5267. Stock accurately answering description— 
Description not extended.|—Testator bequeathed 
“his 10,000 dollars Indiana 5 per cent. stock.’’ 
He had, prior to his will, possessed that amount, 


time of his death nor during the fifteen 
years immediately previous, possess 
such stock, but at his death there was 
£1,000 such stock standing in the books 
of the bank in the name of a deccased 
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but, at that time, it had been changed into 5,000 

of that stock, some 2} per cent. Indiana stock & 

some Canal stock, all of which he retained until his 

death :—Held: the 5,000 dollars alone passed. 

When testator has stock which accurately 
answers the description in his will, though different 
in amount, the description will not be extended 
to stock of a different description.—GILLIAT v. 
GILLIAT (1860), 28 Beav. 481; 54 HE. R. 451. 

5268. Error in describing amount—Gift not 
invalidated.|—-A general gift of money or shares in 
a particular society will not be invalidated by 
words erroneously describing the amount.—LANE 
v. Way (1871), 19 W. R. 842. 

5269. Testator possessed of same amount of other 
stock—Seven hundred pounds East India stock—- 
Possessed of seven hundred pounds Bank stock. |-— 
Husband devises to his wife £700 East India stock, 
having none; but there was £700 Bank stock, to 
the surplus of which the wife was entitled as an 
extrix. after payment of her testator’s debts; & 
which the husband afterwards transferred in his 
own name. The £700 Bank stock shall go to the 
wife, being an erroncous description.—Door v. 
GEARY (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 255; 27 E. R. 1016; 
sub nom. DORE v. GEARY, 1 Wils. 247, L. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Barret v. Beckford (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 

519; Penticost v. Ley (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 207. 

5270. —--— One thousand pounds long annuities 
—Possessed of one thousand pounds 3 per cent. 
reduced annuities..— Bequest of £1,000 long 
annuities ‘‘ now standing in my name or in trust. 
for me.”’ At the date of the will, testatrix had no 
long annuities, but had £1,000 3 per cent. reduced 
annuities :—Held: that sum passed by bequest.— 
PEnNTicost v. LEY (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 207; 37 


E. BR. 606. 
Annotation :-—Consd. Rowlatt v. Easton (1863), 2 New Rep. 
262. 


5271. Securities reinvested or exchanged-——Re- 
investment before date of will.|—Testator gave a 
sum part of his 4 per cent. Bank annuities to his 
wife for life, & after her decease to several] rela- 
tions. Evidence was admitted, that he had no 
such stock at the date of the will, having previously 
sold it all, & invested the produce in Long 
Annuities, & to show the cause of the mistake; & 
the legacies were established.— SELWOOD v. MILD- 
MAY (1797), 3 Ves. 306; 30 E. R. 1025. 
Annotations: -Expld. Miller rv. Travers (1832), 8 Bing. 2414. 

Apld. Lindgren r. Lindgren (1846), 9 Beav. 358. Mentd. 

Joel v, Harvey (1857), 29 L. VT. Ow S. 75. Distd. Aston 1. 

Wood (1874), 22 W. R. 893. Refd. Smith vr. Doe d. 

Jersey (1821), 2 Brod. & Bing. 473; Colpoys rv. Colpoys 

(1822), Jac. 451; Boys v. Williams (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 

689; Doe d. Hiscocks v. Hiscocks (1839), 5 M. & W. 363; 

King +. Wright. (1845), 14 Sim. 400; Re Ward, Gordon vr. 

Duff (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 662; Re Bennett & Glave, 

Kix p. Kirk (1877), 25 W. R. 5983 Re Smith, Smith v. 

Johnson (1904), 20 T. L. LR. 287. 

5272. Bequest copied from prior will.] 
—Testatrix bequeathed £200 reduced annuities, 
standing in her name, to her nephew. That 
bequest was copied from a prior will, at the date of 
which she had £200 reduced annuities standing in 
her name. Afterwards she sold that sum, together 
with certain additions which she had made to it, 
& invested part of the proceeds in £25 Long 
Annuities :—Held: the long annuities, which were 








f0n, to whom testator was heir; & 
£479 Govt. New three percent. Stock 
standing in testator’s own name :-— 
Held: neither the £1,000 Bank Stock 
nor the £479 Govt. Stock passed by 
this bequest.—BRANAN v. BEAHAN 
(1869), 17 W. RR. 603.-—IR. 

q. Misdescription of gift— Specific 
shares in bank.J--A. having 41 shares 


& bei 


in a bank standing in her own name 
her own pronerty: & having 
only a life interest in twelve 
the same bank standing in the name of 
B., as trustee of a deed b 
had put in settlement those twelve 
shares—by her will recited that she 
was entitled to twelve shares in the 
Baid bank, which stood in the name of 


WILLS. 


the only stock that she was entitled to at the date 
of her last will & at her death, passed to her 
nephew.—KING v. WRIGHT (1845), 14 Sim. 400; 
141. J. Ch. 214; 60 HE. R. 418. 

5278. Exchange of bonds.]—-GooDLAD 
v. BURNETT, No. 4918, ante. 

5274. Part of stock answering 
description.}] —-GILLIAT v. GILLIAT, No. 5267, ante. 

5275. ‘* Standing in name ”’ of testator—Testator 
possessed of no stock.|—If testator gives a sum of 
stock standing in his name, & has not the stock 
described, nor any other stock, the legacy fails.— 
EVANS v. Tripp (1821), 6 Madd. 91; 56 E. R. 1025. 

5276. —-— Securities standing in name of 
trustees.|——-Testator gave, to trustees, a sum of 3 
per cents., in trust for his daughter for life, &, after 
her decease, in trust for such persons & for such 
purposes as she should, either by deed, or by her 
will signed & published by her in the presence of & 
attested by two witnesses, appoint, &, in default of 
appointment, in trust for her children; but, if 
she should leave no child, then in trust for testator’s 
other daughters & their children. The daughter, 
by her will, which was expressed to be signed & 
sealed only, but which was attested by three 
witnesses, gave several pecuniary legacics, & 
directed them to be paid out of the moneys 
invested in her name in the 4 per cent. govt. 
securities. The daughter died unmarried. She 
had no 4 per cents. standing in her name, nor was 
there any property to satisfy the legacies, except 
the 3 per cents. standing in the names of tho 
trustees of her father’s will: --/7eld: the power 
was not confined to the daughter’s children, but 
was general; & her will was a due execution of it. 
—MACKINLEY v. SISON (1837), 8 Sim. 561; 1 Jur. 











-tnnotations: Consd. Innes ev. Sayer (1851), 3 Mac. & G. 
606. Apld. Ze Strachan, Causton vr. Buckler, Jée Buckler, 
Causton tr. Buckler (1905), 40 Sol. Jo. 75. Refd. Burdett 
v. Spilsbury (1843), 10 CL & Fin, 340; Vineent oo. Sodaor 
& Man (Bp.) (1851), § C. B. 905; Plover rv. Hassel (1861), 
1 John. & I. 341. 

; 5277. omar 

BUCKLER, Re BUCKLER, 

(1905), 50 Sol. Jo. 7d. 
5278. - Stock sold three years before will.|—- 

In 1843 testatrix made several bequests to the 

amount of £1,000, ‘ of the stock 3 per cent. con- 

sols, then standing in her name in the books of 
the Bank of England.’’ Testatrix died in the same 
year, & had not at the date of the will, or at her 
death, any stock whatever standing in the bank 
books. It appeared, however, from extrinsic 
evidence, that in 1840 she had had a sum of £1,000 

Bank annuities standing in her name, which she 

sold out & lent to A. B., he paying her, down to 

her death, a sum equal to the dividends :—-Held : 
the legatecs were entitled to a sum equal to the 

value of £1,000 consols at: her dcath.— LINDGREN v. 

LINDGREN (1846), 9 Beav. 358 5 15 1. J. Ch. 428 ; 

10 Jur. 674; 5051. 2. 381. 

Annotations :-- Consd. GoodJad v. Burnett (1855), 1 K. & J, 
341: Gordon v. Duff (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 662. Distd. 
Tee Bennett & Glave, Ar p. Kirk (1877), 25 W. Ry 508. 
Consd. /ee Smith, Smith v. Jobnson (1904), 20 T. L. RB. 
287. 

5279. Funds in names of trustees.|-- (1) 

Testator charged all the ‘‘ moneys standing in his 

name in the public funds ’”’ with the payment of 





.|—J?e STRACHAN, CAUSTON v. 
CAUSTON v. BUCKLER 








herself & B. as trustee for her, & be- 
queathed the “ said shares ’”’ to three 
persons :—-//eld : the bequest was in- 
operative, & could not be made good 
out of her own shares.---MILLAR ¢. 
WOODSIDE (1872), 6 I. R. eq. 546.—IR. 

r. Fiequest of sum on deposit receint 
in bank—-No depoait at bank-—Whether 
shares tn bank pass.}—Re CRANFIELD, 


shares in 


which she 


Part XVI.—ConstTrRvuUCcTION. 


an annuity. He had no money standing in his 
own name, but he was entitled to interests in funds 
standing in the names of trustees :—Held: such 
interests were charged with the annuity. 

(2) Copyholds held not to pass under a devise of 
‘all & every my freehold hereditaments & estate 
in the county of Surrey,’’ although the freeholds & 
copyholds were, to some extent, intermixed, & 
usually let together.—QUENNELL v. TURNER 
(1851), 18 Beav. 240; 20 L. J. Ch. 237; 17 L. T. 
O.S. 101; 15 Jur. 5647; 651 EB. R. 92. 

5280. Rentes directed to be purchased—Not 
transferred.|—-In June, testator directed his 
bankers to purchase 1,127 francs French Rentes 
for him. They entered the purchase in their 
books, but never transferred the amount into 
testator’s name; they had, however, sufficient 
Rentes to answer it, which they considered they 
held for testator. In July following testator 
bequeathed ‘‘ the annual Rente of 1,127 francs, 
inscribed in his name in the book of the Public 
Debt of France,’ to A. B.:—Held: <A. B. was 
entitled to 1,127 Rentes, although testator had 
none in his name, & although, on the balance of 
previous transactions in Rentes with his banker, 
he was entitled only to 708 francs in Rentes.— 
Evuis v. EDEN (No. 2) (1858), 25 Beav. 482; 53 
E. R. 721. 

5281. One thousand two hundred pounds 
3 per cent. Consolidated Bank Annuitles—-One 
thousand two hundred & fifteen pounds New 3 per 
cents. so standing-—-Consols in joint names.|— 
Testatrix bequeathed ‘' £1,200 3 per cent. Con- 
solidated Bank Annuities now standing in my 
name.” She had not £1,200 of that stock then 
standing in her name, but had £1,215 New 3 per 
cents. so standing; & £700 Consols standing in 
her name, jointly with that of another :—Held: 
the £1,200 passed.—Rowrarr v. KAsron (1863), 
2 New Rep. 262; 11 W. R. 767. 

5282. --—- Consols---Possessed of new 3 per 
cents.--No Consols.}|—Testator bequeathed to each 
of his six cousins ‘' £3,000 8 per cent. Consols. 
part. of that suin standing in his name in the said 
funds.’ Testator’s estate at the time of his 
death was insufficient to satisfy the whole of the 
legacies. Amongst other property he was entitled 
to £11,000 New 8 per cent. Annuities, but to no 
Consols or any other stock :—Held: the legatees 
were entitled to the £11,000 stock in equal shares. 
—BourBey ve. BuRBiY (1867), 15 I. T. 501; 15 
W. R. 479. 

5283. All moneys funded for her by A.-— 
Amount specified—Larger amount funded by A.|— 
Testatrix, having £115 long annuities standing in 
her name at her death, of which £65 like annuities 
had been purchased for her by T. B., bequeathed 
her residuary estate to trustees, to be invested or 
continued by them in the public funds or at 
interest, the stocks, funds or securities to be varied 
at discretion, in trust) to pay certain annuities 
out of the interest, dividends, etc.. &, subject: 
thereto, to pay the income of the said trust moneys, 
stocks, funds & securities to S. N. for life: «, 
subject: thereto, she gave all the residue of her 
estate to the trustees absolutely. By a codicil 
she gave all the money funded by T. B. in her name 
in the long annuities (which she mentioned to be 
£50 per annum) to C. D. after S. N.’s death :— 








MOSSE ¥. CRANFIELD, [1895] 1 I. BR. 80. PART XVI. SECT 


t. Effect of mtsdescription of stock amount 
—Testator bequeathing ‘* guaranteed ”’ 
stock——W hether preference stock included. } 
—BARR'S TRUSTEES v. ARDROSSAN 
CaBTLE CURLING CLUB, 3 F. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 908.—SCOT. 


ostate, 
follows : 
estate . 


° 15, SUB-SECT. 10. 


—-IR. a. Wrong amount specified —Larger 
ounng. /-—Testatrix to whom 
a debt of £2,900 was owing by the E. 
by her will bequeathed as 
‘The £290 duo from the EK. 
.. & moneys in... to 

used by my oxors. in payment of debts 
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Held: that £50 of the long annuities were 
specificially bequeathed to C. D.—D’AGLIE v. 
ErYER (1841), 12 Sim. 1; 59 BE. R. 1030. 

Anatatton :—Refd. Purchase v. Shallis (1850), 2 H. & Tw. 


5284. Amalgamation of companies—Before date 
of will—Original company wrongly described.]— 
By her will, made in 1902, testatrix bequeathed to 
two legatees equally ‘‘ all my shares in the W. & 
S. Banking Co.” ‘There was no bank of that name 
in existence at the date of the will, or at the death 
of testatrix in 1906, but for some years prior to 
1899 testatrix had been the possessor of twenty- 
five shares in the S. & W. Banking Co. The 
undertaking of this bank was amalgamated with 
Barclay & Cvu., Ltd., as from July 1, 1899, & 
testatrix received twenty-five shares in Barclay 
& Co., Ltd.. in exchange for her shares in the 
absorbed bank. At the date of her death testatrix 
still held the twenty-five shares in Barclay & Co., 
& had no other hank shares. Evidence was 
admitted showing the dealings of testatrix with 
the shares & her knowledge of the amalgamation : 
—Held: the twenty-five shares in Barclay & Co. 
passed to the specific legatees, & did not fall into 
the residue.—Re JAMESON, KING v. WINN, [1908] 
2Ch. 111; 771. J. Ch. 729; 98 L, T. 745. 

5285. -|—By her will, made in 1907, 
testatrix gave to her son all the shares in the W. 
co. belonging to her at the time of her decease. 
There was no co. of that name in existence at the 
date of the will nor at the death of testatrix in 
1911, but for some years prior to 1900 testatrix 
had held shares in the A. co., & in that year the 
W. co. was atinalgamated with the A. co., testatrix 
receiving shares in the latter co. in exchange for 
her shares in the absorbed co., which she still held 
at the date of her death :—Held: the shares in 
the A. co. did not pass to the specific legatee, but 
fell into the residue.—Me ATLAY, ATLAY v. ATLAY 
(1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 444. 

5286. After date of will—-Stock in old com- 
pany described.|—te ANDERSON, PUBLIC TRUSTEE 
v. BIELBY (1928), 44 T. lL. R. 295. 

What passes by words “ stocks & shares.’’|—-Scee 
Sub-sect. 14, G. (0), post. 











SuB-SEcT. 10.—DkExBTs OWING By on To TESTATOR. 
5287. Wrong amount specified—Smaller amount 
owing.|—A will reciting a debt of £1,000 to be 
owing to him, gives the said sum to the Coopers 
Co. to build alms-houses. The debt devised by 
the will, instead of £1,000 arnounted to £365 16s. 7d. 
only ; yet the wrong description, & falling short, 
will not defeat the legacy. —A.-G. v. PYLE (1738), 
1 Atk. 435; 26 EK. R. 2783; sub nom. A.-G. v. 
MONTAGUE, West femp. Hard. 587, L. C. 
Annotation :— Refd. Biscoe rv, Jackson (1887), 35 Ch. 1). 460. 
5288. -—-— .]}—Testatrix bequeaths all her 
personal estate to trustees, in trust to sell, & out 
of the produce to pay all debts; “ & in the next 
place to pay to A. £300 due on bond.’ Testatrix 
owed only £120 to A. upon bond. But the ct. 
decreed payment of the whole £300.— WHITFIELD 
v, CLEMMENT (1816), 1 Mer. 402; 35 E. R. 722. 
Annotations :—Distd. Wilson v. Morley (1877), 5 Ch. D. 776. 


Apld. Re Dyke, Dyke v. Dyke (1881), 44 L. T. 568. 
Consd. Re Rowe, Pike v. Hamlyn, [1898] 1 Ch. 153. 





... the balance thereof to be equally 
divided among the daughters of. .. .’’: 
—IHfeld: only the sum of money men- 
tioned in the will & not the whole 
amount due by the E. estate passed 
by the clause in question.—Re Sarr- 
be Lock, 28 O. R. 638.--CAN. 


b. —--— ---—-.]}--FINDLATER v. LOWE, 
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Sect. 15. eee of property: Sub-secis. 10, 
11, 12, 13 & 14 
5289. J—Testator directed his debts 


to be paid, ‘“‘ including a debt of £300 owing from 
me to my daughter.’’ He owed his daughter 
£150 only :—Held: she was not entitled to receive 
more than the £150.—WILSON v. Morey (1877), 
5 Ch. D. 776; 46 L. J. Ch. 790; 361. T. 731; 25 
W. RK. 690. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Rowe, Pike v. Hamlyn, [1898] 1 
Ch. 153. Refd. tte Dyke, Dyke v. Dyke (1881), 44 L. T. 


568. 

5290. ‘‘ Owing on bond ’’—Part only owing on 
bond.|—-Testator vives a debt due from his brother 
J. on bond of £300 to three. The debt was due 
as exor., £200 by bond, £100 by covenant, & a 
legacy of £50, the whole shall be divided among 
the three.—-WILLIAMS v. WILLIAMS (1786), 2 Bro. 
C. C. 87; 29 E.R. 49. 

5291. Arrears of interest due on mortgage—At 
time of making will—-Subsequent receipt of current 
interest by testator.|—Testatrix, by a codicil to 
her will, bequeathed to W. H. & M. H. an arrear 
of interest, due on a mtge., amounting to £600 as 
she computed the same. After the making of the 
codicil she lived eleven years, & received interest 
from the mtgor. to the amount of £648. On a 
reference to the Master he found that £646 8s. 3d. 
was due to testatrix for interest when she made her 
codicil; & that a sum to that amount was due to 
her for interest when she died; &, upon the 
affidavit of F., he found that the interest received 
by testatrix after the making of her codicil, was 
so received in respect of interest as it accrued due 
after the making of the codicil, leaving outstand- 
ing the arrear of interest due when she made the 
codicil :—-Held: the legacy was not reduced by 
the receipt of interest subsequent to the making 
of the codicil.—GnraAvrES v. JlUGHES (1819), 4 
Madd. 381; 56 I. R. 745. 

5292. Legacy to testator’s daughter & her hus- 
band—-Husband indebted to testator—Death in 
testator’s lifetime.|—Testator bequeathed to his 
daughter & her husband £300, & directed, if the 
husband should be indebted to him at the time of 
his death, the debt should be deducted out of his 
legacy. The husband died in the lifetime of 
testator, indebted to him in £250, & testator after- 
wards died :--Held: the debt was not to be 
deducted from the daughter’s legacy.— DAVIS v. 
EULMES (1839), 1 Beav. 131; 48 E. R. 888. 
anor rae Fe Mittam’s Scttlmt. Trusts (1858), 4 

Jur. N. 8. 1077 

5293. Due from legatee’s late husband— Debt 
in fact owing to testator’s firm.|—Testator he- 
queathed a debt which he described as due to him 
from the legatee’s late husband. At the date of 
the will & at the time of testator’s death the estate 
of the legatee’s husband was indebted to a firm 
in which testator was a partner, & a portion of 
this debt consisted of a sum for which, although 
originally a debt due to the firm, the husband had 
given a promissory note to testator alone ; against 
this note the Statute of Limitations had run, & 
it was barred by the certificate of the husband, 
who had become bkpt. It had, however, been 
included in a subsequent account between him & 
the firm as a debt, to the firm, & was acknowledged 
by him to be due:—Held: there was not any- 
thing strictly answering the description contained 


pave 1]. R. 19; 38 I. L. T. 127.— 
as lands. 


Bequest of ‘‘ the mortgage I hold ”’ 
First & second mortgage. |--—Testator, 
resident in England, held at the time 
of his death a mtge. of certain lands, 
in New Zealand, & an agreement 


to give a further mtge. of the same 
The further mtge. 
actually executed in New Zeland until 
after his death, but it appeared probable 
that when making his will he su Lust 
that it had been executed. 

will he bequeathed to trustees f the 


WILLS. 


in the bequest, & it must be taken to apply to 
testator’s interest in the whole debt due to the 
firm.—MAYBERY v. BROOKING (1855), 7 De G. M. 
& G. 673; 25 L. J. Ch. 87; 26L. T. 0. S. 162; 2 
Jur. N. S. 76; 4 W. R. 155; 44 E. R. 262, 


LiJdd. 
Anncalion :--Apld. Re Bennett, Ex p. Kirk (1877), 5 Ch. D. 


5294. ‘* Due to her on a note of hand ’’——Amount 
stated owing—Part only on note of hand.|—A 
charge of £4,000, part of a larger charge, on a 
devised estate towards paying testator’s sister a 
debt due to her on a note of hand. The testator 
only owed her £3,800 on the note, but owed her 
besides £200 :—Jfeld: the whole was payable.— 
SUTCLIFFE v. CoLE (1855), 3 Drew. 1385; 24 
LL. J. Ch. 486; 61 E.R. 854; sub nom. SUTCLIFFE 
v. CROSSE, 3 W. R. 265. 

5295. ‘‘ Debts due to me from B.’’—Debt due 
from B.’s firm.]|—Testator bequeathed ‘‘ all debts 
which shall be due to me by B. at the time of my 
decease unto B., his exors., administrators, & 
assigns, for his & their own use & benefit.” & 
testator directed his trustees ‘‘ to deliver up to B., 
his exors., administrators, or assigns, all securities 
Whatever which I shall hold at the time of my 
decease for securing the repayment of such debts, 
& that the trustees shall, when required by B., his 
exors., administrators, or assigns, give & execute 
to him or them an effectual release from the pay- 
ment of all such debts.”? At the date of the will 
& at the time of testator’s death there was due 
to him from B. a sum of £50, for which B. had 
given testator his promissory note. There was 
also due to testator from a partnership firm con- 
sisting of B. & G. a sum of £300, for which B. & G. 
had given testator their joint pr omissory note, & 
a sum of £2,300, for which B. & G. had given him 
their joint & several promissory notes :--Jfeld : 
there being a private debt of B. which satisfied 
the words of the bequest & release, those words 
could not be construed as including the partner- 
ship debts..--Re BENNETT, Ha p. KK (1877), 5 
Ch. D. 800; 461. J. Bey. 101; 36 L. T. 431; 25 
W. RR. 508, C. A. 

5296. ‘‘ Owing to her from my late husband’s 
estate ’’---Debts not enforceable—-Acknowledgment 
by Testatrix bequeathed to her grand- 
niece “ the sum of £300 in addition to the sums 
owing to her from my late husband’s estate.’’ 
The will contained no direction to pay debts. 
There were no sums legally owing to the grand- 
niece from the husband’s estate, but there were 
two sums of £500 for which the husband (as 
testatrix knew) had given her an 1.0.U. & pro- 
missory note, which, however, were not enforce- 
able for want of consideration. Testatrix was 
universal devisee & legatee under her hushand’s 
will :—Held: having regard to the surrounding 
circumstances, the intention of testatrix was to 
include the two sums in question in the bequest.— 
Re Rowk, Pike v. WAMLYN, [1898] 1 Ch. 163; 
G77. J. Ch. 87; 77 LL. T. 475; 46 W. R. 3857; 42 
Sol. Jo. 96, C. A. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Glassington, Ie Glassington v. Follett, 


{1906} 2 Ch, 305. 
5297. ‘* Satisfaction of debt owing from me to 


her ’°—Debt owing from husband of testatrix.]— 
A married woman had power, in the event of 
husband surviving her, to appoint: the income of a 








mtge. which I hold ” upon the lands in 
question, describing them :—#Held: the 
bequest applied to both debts & both 
securities.—Re WILSON, 16 N. Z. L. R. 
619.—N.Z 

d. Release of debta due by ne 
—Some debts specifically b 


was not 


hews 
ed~~ 
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fund to him during his life. She had also, in the 
same event, a general power to appoint by will 
the capital of the fund as she should think fit. 
By her will she appointed out of the capital of the 
fund several sums, including £1,100 to D. “in 
satisfaction of a debt to that amount due from mc 
to her.’”’ & she further appointed that (subject as 
aforesaid) the trustees should pay the whole of 
the income of the fund to her husband during his 
life. ‘The husband survived her. There was in 
fact no debt due from her to D., but there was a 
debt of £1,100 due from her husband to D., & the 
evidence satisfied the ct. that, in the appointment 
of the £1,100, she intended to refer to that debt. 
She had at her death separate property applicable 
to the payment of her debts, but that property 
was insufficient for the purpose by more than 
£1,100. Some time after her death the husband 
paid the debt to D.:—-Held: the appointment 
had not failed, but was effective, & the £1.100 must 
be applied in payment of the debts of the testa- 
trix.—-/?e HODGSON, DARLEY v. HODGSON, [1899] 
1 Ch. 666; 68 L. J. Ch. 313; 80 L. T. 276; 47 
W. Tt. 443. 

5298. ‘*‘ All debts ’’ owing to testator--Money 
payable under guarantee.|—Testator, Nov. 16, 
1007, made certain bequests & the following 
namely: ‘ 1 bequeath to my nephew J. £2,000, & 
T forgive the said J. all debts owing to me from 
him up to the time of my decease, & all interest & 
arrears Of interest thereon, & I bequeath to him 
the same & all documents which I shall hold by 
way of security for the same, but upon condition 
that he shall not be entitled to receive or retain 
the amount that shall be due from me to him up 
to the date of my death whether for goods sold or 
upon any ofher account.”’ At the date of the will 
testator held various promissory notes given to 
him by his nephew, some of which were barred by 
the Statute of Limitations, but. one of which was 
not—-namely, a note for £1,000. In 1904 the 
nephew had borrowed money from his bank, & 
testator had deposited with the bankers certain 
securities of his own to secure the advances to 
his nephew, & a few days after he entered into a 
guarantee which was of a continuing nature & 
guaranteed to the bank all sums due by his nephew 
to the bank, provided that testator’s liabilty 
should be limited to £4,000. Some years after a 
second guarantee, substantially to the same effect, 
was given, the reason for giving it appearing to 
be that testator placed some additional security 
with the bank to cover his Hhability. Testator 
died on July 17, 1911. At his death there was 
money due from the nephew to the bank, & 
the latter guarantee was still subsisting. The 
question raised by the summons was whether 
upon the true construction of the will the clause 
could be construed as a gift to the nephew of 
£4,000 in aid of the money due by the nephew to 
the bank :—Held:; the words “ all debts ” did not 
include any equitable right which the surety may 
have had at the death to come into equity to obtain 
indemnity, & therefore the clause in the will did 
not extend to any moneys which testator’s estate 
might be called upon to pay to the bank under the 
guarantee.—Re MITCHELL, fF REELOVE v. MIrcHELL, 
[1913] 1 Ch. 201; 821. J.Ch. 121; 108 L. T. 34; 
sub nom. Re MITCHELL, TRUELOVE tv. MITCHELL, 
57 Sol. Jo. 213. 


Annotation :-—Mentd. Jie Beavan, Davies, Banks & Co. vt. 
Beavan (1913), 83 I. J. Ch. 109. 








Debts duc by nephew & another jointly 
& severally.}—Where a will contained 
a provision releas all debts due to 
testator by any of his nephews, & all 


J.—VOL. XLIV. 


partner jo 


the debts owing by one nephew were 
partnership debts, owing by him & his 

fntiy & severally : 
the provision applied to such partner- 
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SUB-SECT. 11.—RESIDUARY BEQUESTS. 
See Sect. 16, post. 


SUB-SECT. 12.—FALSA DEMONSTRATIO NON NOCET. 
See Sect. 18, post. 


SUB-SECT. 13.—ADMISSIBILITY OF EXTRINSIC 
EVIDENCE. 
See Sect. 14, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 14.—PARTICULAR DESCRIPTIONS. 
A. “* Appurtenances.”’ 

5299. Meaning of ‘‘ appurtenances.’’] — The 
word ‘‘ appurtenances ”’ in a devise is not confined 
to the legal meaning of the word; & that which 
secms to be appurtenant to a messuage devised 
shall pass with the messuage, without the word 
‘‘appurtenances,’’ such appearing to be the 
intention of testator ; bicuah he may have used 
the word ‘‘ appurtenances ”’ in other parts of his 
will when speaking of a messuage.— DOE d. Sims 
v. Sims (1827), 5 L. J. O. 8S. KK. BB. 140. 

5300. Includes only incorporeal heredita- 
ments.|—It is settled by the earliest authority, 
repeated without contradiction to the latest, that 
land cannot be ‘“ appurtenant ’”’ to land, & the 
word ‘‘ appurtenances ”’ only includes incorporeal 
hereditaments such as rights of way, etc., but 
does not include additional land. 

Devise of lands, etc., situate, lying & being 
within the parish of G., ‘‘ with the appurtenances ”’: 
~—-Held: not to pass lands 334 acres in the parish 
of A., which had been allotted in respect of land 
in both parishes, & which had always been let & 
occupied together.—LISTER v. PICKFoRD (1865), 
34 Beav. 576; 6 New Rep. 243; 34 L. J. Ch. 
582; 12 L. T. 587; 11 Jur. N.S. 649; 55 E.R. 
757. 

Annotations :—Refd, Cuthbert v. Robinson (1882), 51 L. J. 

ie 238 Mentd. Churcher v. Martin (1889), 42 Ch. D. 


Kast Stonebouse U. C. v. Willoughby Bros., [1902) 2 
k. B. 318. 


5301. Whether land passes.|—-~ Harwoop & 
HiIGHAM’S CASE (1586), Godb. 40; 78 E.R. 25. 

5302. ———.|—-Devise of the tenement with its 
appurtenances in which B. dwells in EK. will pass 
land appurtenant although it lies out of E.— 
BoocHER v. SAMFORD (1588), Cro. Eliz. 113; 78 
i. R. 370; sub nom. BUCHER v. SAMFORD, 
Gouldsb. 99. 

Annotations :—Refid. Doe d. Parkin vr. Parkin (1814), 1 
Marsh. 61; Iivans tr. Angell (1858), 26 Beav. 202; Cuth- 
bert v. Robinson (1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 238. 

5308. .|— Devise of a house with the appur- 
tenances will pass land in the field, except the one 
be copyhold & the other freehold.—YatTkEs v. 
CLINCARD (1599), Cro. Eliz. 704; 78 I. R. 939. 
Annas :—Refd. Doe d. Lempriere +. Martin (17 











77), 2 
Wm. BI. 1148; Cuthbert v. Nobinson (1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 
38. 
5304. -_—_.|— Lorrss v. BARKER (1623), Palm. 
375; 81 E.R. 1131. 
Annotation :—Relfd. Ongley v. Chambers (1824), 1 Bing. 4183. 








5305. ———.|—-KENE v. ALLEN (1627), Litt. 5; 
124 BE. R. 108. 
5306. .|}-- A devise of a house, cum 


pertinentiis, will not pass land at a distance, though 


ship debts as were not specificall 
bequeathed.—Fe WILSON, 16 N. Z. 


Semble: LL. R. 619.—N.Z. 
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occupied with the house.—-HEARN v. ALLEN 
(1627), Cro. Car. 57; Hut. 85; 79 KE. R. 652. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Evans v. Angell (1858), 26 Beav. 202; 

Cuthbert v. Robinson (1882), 41 L. J. Ch. 238. Mentd. 

Gardner v. Sheldon (1671), 2 Keb. 781; Allon v. Spendluove 

(1673), Freem. K. B. 74; Pybus v. Mitford (1674), 1 Mod. 

Rep. 121; Witching +. Basset (1688), 1 Show. 537; 

Nottingham v. Jennings (1699), 1 Com. 82; Idle v. Cooke 

(1705), 2 Ld. Raym. 1144; Preston d. Kagle v. Funnell 

(1739), Willes, 164; Ginger d. White v. White (1742), 

Woe: 348; Goodridge v. Goodridge (1742), 7 Mod. Rep. 

58. 

5307. —— ~.|—By a devise of a house, cum 
pertinentvis, only the garden & orchard will pass 
with it, but by a devise of a house with the land 
appertaining thereto, the land usually occupied 
therewith will pass.—BLACKBORN v. JDGLEY 
(1719), 1 P. Wms. 600; 24 EK. R. 534. 


innotutions :--~Mentd. Lethcullier vr. ‘Tracey (1754), Amb. 
220; Stanley vr. Lennard (1758), 1 Kden, 87; Campbell 
wv. Harding (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 390; Tarbuck tv. Tarbuck 
(1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 129; Ellicombe vv. Gompertz (1837), 3 
My. & Cr. 127; Hahker v. Tucker (1850), 3 H. L. Cas. 106; 
Key v. Key (1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 735 Towns v. Went- 
worth (1858), 11 Moo. P. CGC. GC. 526. 

5308. — -.|—lLand occupied with a house, 
highly convenient for the use of it, will pass in a 
will by the word “ appurtenants ”’ though held for 
a different term.—DorE d. LEMPRIERE v. MARTIN 
(1777), 2 Wm. Bl. 1148; 96 1. R. 676. 

Annotations +-~Consd. Evans v. Angell (1858), 26 Beav, 202. 
Refd. Cuthbert. v. Robinson (1882), 51 1. J. Ch. 238. 
Mentd. Philpotts d. Philpotts rv. James (1784), 3 Doug. 
K. B. 425; Zouch v. Forse (1806), 7 Kast, 186; Phillips 
v, Ball (1859), 6 C. B. N.S. 811. 

5309. -]-- Lands usually occupied with a 
house will not pass under a devise of ** a messuage, 
with the appurtenances,’ unless it clearly appears 
that testator meant to extend the word ‘“ ap- 

urtenances’”’ beyond its technical sense.-— 

uCK d. WHALLEY v. NuRTON (1797), 1 Bos. & P. 
53; 126 E. R. 774. 

Annotations :—Expld. & Distd. Ongley +. Chanibers (1821), 
1 Bing. 483. Consd. Doc d. Winter v. Perratt (1826), 
5B. CL 48. Refd. Doe d. Norton ¢. Webster (E810), 12 
Ad. & El. 4423 Winter v. Perratt (1813), 9 CL & Fin, 606 ; 
Evans «. Angell (1858), 26 Beav. 202 5 Cuthbert vp ftobin- 
son (1882), o1 Li. J. Ch. 238. 

5310. ———.|-A. devises to B. the messuage & 
tenement in D., wherein he, A., then resided, with 
the offices, outhouses, barns, stables, & other 
edifices & buildings, yards & gardens, to same 
adjoining, & all those several closes & parcels of 
closes called by the names of, etc., with the 
appurtenances, part of the farm & lands then in 
his, A.’s, own occupation; & to C. he devises 
all his hereditaments in D., not. before devised : 
Held: cottages adjoining A.’s place of residence, 
though, in some sense, separated by a wall, & not 
in his own occupation, passed to B.; & evidence 
of declarations by A. that he meant that the 
cottages should go to C., was inadniissible.—Dok d. 
PREEDY v. Horrom (1835), 4 Ad. & El. 76; 1 Har. 
& W. 528; 5 Nev. & M. kK. B. 391; 5L. JI. K. BL. 
10; 111 E.R. 716. 


Annotations :—Apld. Due d. Norton v. Webster (1840), 12 
Ad. & El. 442.) Refd. Doe d. Wubbard +. Hubbard (1850), 
15 Q. B. 227. Mentd. Macdonald v. Longbottom (1860), 
6 Jur. N.S. 724, 


5311. -j—In 1814 premises were purchased 
by testator, which in the conveyance to him were 
described as containing by estimation 8 acres 
5 perches, & were of that quantity, or nearly go. 
They then consisted of a field, an orchard, & a 
house & garden, & so remained until 1838, when 
the house & garden, & south part of the field, were 
let. ‘Testator then made a fence, which prevented 
all communication between the north & south 
parts of the field; & the tenant afterwards 
subdivided the south field into two. The premises 























WILLs. 


continued in this condition until testator’s death ; 
he occupying the north field & orchard, & the 
tenant holding the residue. The north field was 
at the north corner of the town of M., & opposite 
a pond. In 1840 testator devised ‘‘ all that my 
messuage or dwelling-houses, with the outbuildings, 
garden, orchard & appurtenances thereto belong- 
ing,’”’ occupied by A. B., ‘‘ situate on the east side 
of the town of M.,” “ & a close of land adjoining, 
being the close at the north corner of the town of ”’ 
M., *‘ & opposite the pond, & containing, with the 
garden & orchard, 3 acres, 6 perches, more or less,’’ 
to his daughter in fee. By codicil in 1841, after 
reciting that he had given to his daughter “a 
close situate at’’ M., ‘‘ being the close at the 
north corner of ‘the town of M.,” “ & opposite 
the pond, & containing,” etc., as in the will, “ & 
now in my occupation,” he proceeded: ‘‘ Now I 
do hereby revoke,” etc., the deviso ‘‘ of the close to 
my daughter’’; & devised ‘‘ the same close with 
the appurtenances ”’ to another daughter. On a 
question whether the two south fields passed by 
the codicil :—Held: the description by testator’s 
occupation was clear, the description by quantity 
was uncertain, & the north field only so passed.— 
DoE d. RENoOw v. ASHLEY (1847), 10 Q. B. 663 ; 
161. J. Q. B. 35803; 11 Jur. 905; 116 E.R. 252. 

A eetauee --—~Refd. Webber v. Stanley (1864), 16 C. B. N.S. 








5312. —.|—A., being a termor of land, built 
two houses on it. The whole was then released 
to him in fee, “‘ with all ways, casements, ad- 
vantages, & appurtenances thereunto belonging or 
therewith usually used, leased, held, occupied or 
enjoyed.” By his will he devised one house, & 
the appurtenances thereunto belonging, to B. & 
the other to ©., in similar terms. J uring A.’s 
ownership of both, the entrance from the high 
road to the principal door of the house afterwards 
devised to K., was by a set out carriage drive or 
sweep entering from a high road, passing iunmedi- 
ately in front of the house afterwards devised to 
C., to B.’s door, & then returning round an oval 
garden in front of C.’s house, but at a greater 
distance from it, to the same point of the entrance. 
B.’s house had a coach house opening only into 
the high road, & a back entrance into same. 
After A.’s death C. made a fence across so much 
of the carriage drive as passed immediately in 
front of his house & the oval garden, leaving the 
further way to L.’s front door by the same carriage 
drive open. B. brought trespass claiming the way 
as appurtenant to his house & garden :—Held : 
the way, as used in A.’s time, during the unity of 
ownership in him, immediately in front of C.’s 
house, did not pass to B. with the house devised 
to him, under the word *S appurtenances ”’ in A.’s 
will.—PuEYSEY v. VIcAry (1847), 16 M. & W. 
484; 8L.T. 0.8. 451; 153 E.R. 1280. 


Jnnotations :-—Refd. Cuthbert +. Robinson (1882), 511. J. 
Ch. 258: Sehwann v, Cotton, (1916) 85 LL. J. Ch. 689. 
Mentd. Pinnington v. Galland (1853), 9 Iexch. 1; Pearson 
m Spencer (1861), 1 B. & 8S. 571; Phillips v. Low, [1892] 


1 Ch. 47: Union Lighterage Co. v. London Graving Dock 

Co., (1002) 2 Ch. 557. 

5313. —~—.J—— Dor d. HEMMING v. WILLETTS, 
No. 4910, ante. 





5314. —-—.]——_In the will were the following 
devises out :-—'‘ 1 give & devise to my sister, M., 
for ever, the following five houses & their appurte- 
nances, situate at K., in the parish of L., namely, 
the houses now occupied by A., B., C., D., EF. respec- 
tively,’ &, ‘‘ I devise to E., the daughter of my late 
sister M., the house & appurtenances thereunto 
belonging where she dwells in, & which her 
husband now occupies under me.” Testator had 
purchased a piece of land, of which these plots 
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were part, subsequently to the time when he 
became possessed of the land on which the houses 
stood ; that all the houses but one were built at the 
time of the purchase of the piece of land ; testator, 
after the purchase, allotted small plots of this 
land to the occupiers of the houses already built, 
& also a plot to a house which he built subse- 
quently. The plots of ground allotted were 
detached from the houses, with the exception 
of one which immediately adjoined. No rent 
appeared to have been paid for these plots before 
the death of testator :—Held: these plots were 
allotted to the tenants of the houses, as gardens 
going with the houses, & thus passed under the 
word ‘ appurtenances’’ to the devisees of the 
houses.—Dort d. JONES v. Huaiues (1852), 19 
L. T. O. 8. 24, N. VP. 

56315. ———.|— ivans v. ANGELL, No. 5131, ante. 

5316. --—.|—-T'estatrix by her will devised as 
follows :-—‘ All that & those my freehold mes- 
suages or tenements, hereditaments & premises, 
with the appurtenances thereto belonging, called 
West Cliff, situate, lying & being at West Cowes 
aforesaid, & now used or occupied as lodging 
houses.”” In a codicil she referred to the same 
property as her ‘‘ said freehold estate.’ At the 
date of her will testatrix was seised of various 
freehold hereditaments usually known as the 
West Cliff or the West Cliff estate, whieh included, 
besides eight) dwelling-houses which had _ been 
previously let as lodging houses, one of which 
was then in testatrix’s occupation, a piece of land 
which had been demised on a building lease, on 
which a dwelling-house had been erected, & was 
then let to a tenant; two houses in the course ot 
building, four fields, a private road, a piece of 
Jand, & another plot of ground, on which a church 
was being erected. ‘he church was afterwards 
completed & endowed by testatrix :—Held: the 
words above-mentioned were comprehensive 
enough to pass the whole of the West Cliff estate, 
although that estate comprised other property 
besides houses ‘used or occupied as lodging 
houses”? at the date of the will.— CUNNLNGHAM v., 
BuTLerR (1861), 3 Giff. 875 4 L. T. 334; 7 Jur. 
N.S. 461; 66 E.R. 318. 

5317. —.j-—'Testator directed payment: of his 
debts, etc., & gave all the residue of his real & 
personal estate to his wife & another person, 
appointing them extrix. & exor., upon trust to 
pay the income to his wife for life, for her own use 
& the bringing up & educating his children; &«& 
after her decease he made certain specific gifts, 
one being to his daughter I’. of his messuage & 
premises situate No. 4, Turnham Green Terrace, 
held of the Prebend Manor. ‘There was also a 
general residuary gift to the wife. The wife bor- 
rowed £600 in aid of the personalty & residuary 
realty, & therewith paid debts & died :—Ifeld: a 
small piece of garden severed from the house 
No. 4 by a road, but held under the same manor 
& usually occupied therewith, passed by the 
devise.—HIBON v. TIIBON (1863), 1 New Rep. 532 ; 
32 L. J. Ch. 874; 81. T. 195; 9 Jur. N.S. 511; 
11 W. RR. 455. 


Annotations :—Refd. F?e Mid. Ry., Re Otley & Ilkey Branch 
areto) of cae: 625. Consd. Mocatta «. Mocatta (1883), 
49 L.'T. 629. 








5318. ———.]—-LisTrEr v. Pickrorp, No. 53800, 
ante. 

5319. ——  .1—-Borrows v. ELLison, No. 5662, 
post. 

5820. ——.|—-Leacu v. Leacn, [1878] W. N. 79. 

5321. .}—The word ‘‘ appurtenances ’’ does 


not properly, either in a deed or a will, include land 
where the principal subject of gift is land or a 
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messuage. But in a will, if the circumstances & 
context show that land was meant to pass as 
appurtenant, the word is flexible enough to carry 
suchland. In ascertaining such intent, as between 
a cestui que trust under a devise in trust & the 
heir, it is material that the whole laud, including 
that claimed as appurtenant, is comprised in the 
devise to the trustee. It is also material that the 
cestui que trusts interest is subjected by the will 
to charges of a particular amount.—CUTHBERT v. 
ROBINSON (1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 238; 46 7. T. 57; 
30 W. KR. 366. 

5322. ‘* Thereunto belonging.’’|—ONGLEY 
v. CHAMBERS, No. 5691, post. 

5823. Whether choses in action § included— 
‘*‘ Qutstandings ’’ of factory business.|——Testator 
devised & bequeathed his indigo factory in India, 
‘‘ with the zemindaries, villages, & lands therewith 
held & used, & the appurtenances,” to A., for life, 
with remainder over. At the death of testator, 
the ‘‘ outstandings’’ of the factory business com- 
prised loans secured by bonds of native landowners 
to obtain leases of lands for the cultivation of 
indigo & advances made to sub-lessees to secure 
the supply of indigo to the factory. These loans 
& advances were always considered part of the 
concern which, in fact, could not have been carried 
on but for such arrangements :—Held: the out- 
standings did not pass under the specific devise 
of the factory, either as ‘‘ appurtenances’’ or 








otherwise.—FiNcCH v. FINCH (1876), as reported in 
Tu. ji 
5324. ‘‘ Appertaining ’’ to house.|—Re 


McCaLmMont, RoOoPer v. McCALMONT (1903), 19 
T. L. hk. 490. 


B. Articles of Domestic Use or Ornament. 


5325. Books.|—-Books pass under the descrip- 
tion of ‘ articles of domestic use & ornament.’’— 
—CORNEWALL v. CORNEWALL (1841), 12 Sim. 298 ; 
10 L. J. Ch. 3643 5 Jur. 744; 59 E.R. 1145. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Jones v. Williamns (1844), 1 Coll. 

156; Tombs v. Roch (1816), 2 Coll. 490 3 Gervis v. Gervis 

(1847), 14 Sim. 654. 

5326. Relics.|—An altar stone consecrated by 
the Roman Catholic bishop for the time being of 
the district, & a case of sacred relics, had for more 
than twenty years remained in the respective 
places intended for the reception of such articles, 
the former in a space or cavity left for it on the top 
of the altar so that it fitted in & lay level with the 
rest of the surface, & the case of relics on a fixed 
marble block or pedestal designed for the purpose 
under the altar, in a private Roman Catholic 
chapel forming part of the mansion house on an 
estate settled in 1867 in a Roman Catholic family, 
& both altar stone & relics were during that entire 
period used solely for the purposes of such chapel as 
a place of religious worship. In 1885 a lease 
of a mansion house was granted to the husband of 
a sister of the present tenant for life, who was then 
an infant. by the trustees of the settlement under 
the powers thereof & shortly before the termination 
of such lease in 1890 the altar stone & relics were 
removed by another sister of the tenant for life, 
with the approval & by the direction of the lessee 
& his wife, & handed over to the successor of the 
bishop who had consccrated the altar stone. At 
the time of granting the lease, which operated by 
way of revocation of uses & new appointment, the 
mansion house & appurtenances were in the 
charge of caretakers, whose expenses were charged 
against the tenant for life. The latter having 
brought an action after the expiration of the lease, 
against his sister, the late lessee’s wife, pltf.’s 
other sister, & the present bishop, to recover the 
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articles so removed, defts. contended that, the 
licence, to use the chapel for mass having been 
withdrawn, the altar stone was by the law or 
custom of their church properly given up to the 
bishop, to whom it belonged as the successor of 
him who had consecrated it, or else that the altar 
stone, as well as, in any case, the relics had passed 
to one of defts. as personal chattels by the will of 
a former tenant for life under a bequest of all her 
‘‘furniture & articles of household use or orna- 
ment ’’ in or about the mansion house, & at all 
events pltf. had, at the time of the removal neither 
title to nor possession of the articles so as to enable 
him to maintain the action:—Held: even if the 
former tenant for life under whose will defts. 
claimed that the articles had passed had been 
entitled to them so as to be able to dispose of them 
by will, which was at least doubtful, they did not 
under the circumstances of the case pass under the 
bequest referred to.—PETRE v. FERRERS (1891), 61 
L. J. Ch. 426; 65 L. T. 568; 8 T. L. R. 17; 36 
Sol. Jo. 28. 

5327. Plants.|—Testator by his will bequeathed 
‘“ All my household furniture plate, linen, china, 
glass, printed books, musical instruments, wines, 
liquors, horses, carriages, & other articles of house- 
hold or domestic use or ornament ”’ to his widow ; 
he gave the residue of his property to trustees 
upon trust for sale & conversion, & to hold the 
proceeds of sale, upon trust to provide an annuity 
for his widow, & subject to such annuity, to 
divide the same among certain children of his 
deceased sisters. Testator died possessed of a 
large & valuable collection of orchids, which were 
kept outside the curtilage of his dwelling-house. 
It was proved that from time to time some of the 
plants were brought into the dwelling-house for 
ornament, & such plants were from time to time 
replaced by others. The orchids were sold for 
£3,271 :—Held: an inquiry must be directed as 
to what plants were from time to time used for 
ornament, & testator’s widow was entitled to the 
proceeds of the sale of such plants.—Ite OWEN, 
PEAT v. OWEN (1898), 78 L. 'T. 648. 

5328. Drawings.|—Testator made a_ spccific 
bequest of ‘‘ all his furniture, plate, plated goods, 
linen, glass. china, books, manuscripts, pictures, 
prints, drawings, articles of virtu, & all other 
articles of personal, domestic, or household use 
or ornament,” & he also made a bequest of his 
residuary estate. At his death he had a large 
number of original drawings which had been made 
by himself. Some were framed & hung on the 
walls of his house, but the bulk of them were 
stored in a chest :—Held: testator intended to 
pass under the specific bequest the drawings used 
as household ornaments & under the residuary 
bequest those stored in the chest.—Ie Du 
ee MILLAR v. COLES (1916), 32 T. L. KR. 
579. 

5329. Collection of animals & birds.] — Re 
FOTHERGILL, Horwoop v. FoTHEerGiInu (1916), 
ol L. Jo. 169. 


C. ** Books.” 


5330. Bound manuscript notes of physician.]— 
(1) Testator, having three places of residence at 
A., B. & C., bequeathed the one at A. to his 
nephew; & also “all his carriages, horses, im- 
plements & his live & dead stock & chattels ’’ in 
& about the house & premises at A.; ‘‘ & also 
his houschold goods & furniture, pictures, plate, 
linen, china, liquors of all sorts & brewing vessels, 
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& likewise his watches & personal ornaments ” : 

Held: the household goods, furniture, etc., at B. 

& O. passed by the bequest ; but gu.: whether a 

bust would pass under the latter words, quare - 

(2) Manuscript notes of a physician, of his 
attendance on a patient, & which were bound up 
in volumes :—Held: to pass under a bequest of 
‘Call & every my books in & about my house at A. 

(3) A pocket book & a case Oo instruments, 
usually carried about the person, of testator — 
Held: not to pass under the words personal 
ornaments ’’; but qu.: whether a gold pencil 
case, toothpick case, lip-salve box & eyeglass, 
similarly circumstanced, would pass.— WILLIS v. 
Currors (1838), 1 Beav. 189; 8 L. J. Ch. 105 ; 
48 I. R. 911. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Distd. Houlding v. Cross (1855), 1 
Jur. N. S. 240. As to (2) Refd. Jie Skillen, Charles v. 
Charles, {1916) 1 Ch. 518. 

5331. Bound manuscript music.]|—The word 
“books”? in a will held to include certain manu- 
script music by Beethoven & Mozart, the sheets 
of music being bound together with an outer 
cover.—Re PLOWDEN, PLOWDEN v. PLOWDEN 
(1908), 24 T. L. R. 883. 

5332. Manuscript log book of ship.]— The 
manuscript log book of H.M.S. Victory passed 
under a bequest of ‘“‘ one half of all the rest of my 
books”? to each of testator’s two sons.— te 
BARRATT, BARRATT v. COATES (1915), 31 T. L. R. 
502, C. A. 


D. Business. 


5333. ‘© Business ’’—Land on which shop stands. | 
—Testator devised to his wife ‘all my land & 
shop, stock in trade business, & everything that 
I have,’ & after his wife’s death, he ‘‘ willed & 
bequeathed the business to his son, for his sole use 
& benefit; but with an earnest request to do all 
in his power to assist those of testator’s children 
who might require it’’?; & ‘all the rest of his 
property which might remain after his wife’s 
death, he gave to his exors. in trust for 
his daughter’? :—Held: the son did not take 
under the word ‘‘ business ’’ the land upon which 
the shop was built, in which the business was 
carried on.—DoE d. PAGE v. PAGE (1851), 17 
L. T. O. S. 128. 

5334. Partnership debt.]—-Testator by his 
will desired that his exor. might be allowed a 
year for converting his ‘‘ proportion of capital 
invested in the business he was then carrying on 
with H.’’ into cash. & that such cash might be 
paid over as realised, with the exception of certain 
special bequests thereinafter mentioned. to the 
Charity Comrs. to be invested ; & he desired that 
all shares of which he might die possessed might 
be transferred into the names of the Comrs., 
without being sold, the interest to be paid by them 
to A. for life. Testator directed that, after the 
death of A., sufficient of the property so invested 
by the Comrs. should be converted by them & 
paid over to a number of charities, naming the 
sum to be given to each. Testator then requested 
his exors. would pay, as s00n as conveniently 
might be after his decease, “ out of the capital 
employed in the business,’’ to the persons men- 
tioned, certain sums, naming twenty-two legatees, 
& sums amounting together to about £800. 

At the date of the will testator was in partner- 
ship with H., but before his death the business 
failed, & a composition was paid, mainly by 
testator. At his death the partnership assets 
were outstanding, & testator’s ‘ proportion of 
capital ’’ consisted of half of these assets, after 
deducting the debts, one of which was a debt 
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of £2,649, due to himself :—Held: the words 
‘ capital invested in the business’ comprised all 
that was coming to testator from his partner’s 
estate, inclusive of the debt.—BEVAN v. A.-G. 
(1863), 4 Giff. 361; 2 New Rep. 52; 9 L. T. 221; 
9 Jur. N.S. 1099; 66 EB. R. 746. 

5335. — -|—B. bequeathed all his 
‘‘ghare, right, & interest’? in the goodwill of a 
partnership business, & in the partnership real & 
poe estate, to his son, upon trusts for the 

enefit of testator’s wife and children :—Held: 
a debt due to B. from the partnership, & on which 
he was receiving interest, did not pass by the trust 
bequest, but formed part of testator’s residuary 
estate.— He BEARD, SIMPSON v. BEARD (1888), 57 
L. J. Ch. 887; 58 1. T. 629; 36 W. R. 519. 

Sa rar op etd. Ite Barficld, Goodman v. Child (1901), 


5336. Book debts.|——Re STEVENS, STEVENS 
v. KEILY, [1888] W. N. 110, 116. 

Annotations :—Refd. Dawson w. Isle, [1906] 1 Ch. 633; Te 
Haigh’s Kstate, Haigh v. Hairh (1907), 51 Sol. Jo. 343. 
5337. -.| — Re DELLER’S LSTATE, 

WARMAN v. GREENWOOD, [1858] W. N. 62. 

5338. —-—- -|—Testator bequeathed his 
business & plant at D.-street to X., his brother, & 
Y., his manager, in equal parts, & the will pro- 
ceeded: ‘' I will that they pay Miss A. £10 per 
week during her life ’’ :—Held: the effect of the 
bequest was to give the house, bank balance, & 
book debts to the legatces, & they were bound to 
pay the £10 per week out of the assets, but were 
not personally liable.—-Re ITAWKINS, ILIAWKINS v. 
ARGENT (1913), 109 L. T. 969. 

5339. Undrawn capital & profits. 
Testator carried on the business of a solr. with C. 
under partnership articles, C. being the active 
partner. The capital was a fixed sum, the profits 
to be divided equally after C. had taken £100 a 
year. Accounts were submitted annually to the 
partners, but were not signed by them. In these 
circumstances testator made his will whereby he 
gave to C. all his share & interest in the business 
conditional on his acting as solr. to his estate free 
of charge. At his death moneys were standing to 
the credit of testator’s capital account. & there 
were undrawn profits :-—Held: as goodwill had 
been held in such a business to be practically non- 
existent to include that only would be to give no 
effect to the gift. & accordingly having regard to 
the facts known to testator, his intention was that 
the gift should pass both the share of capital & 
the undrawn profits.—Re BARFIELD, GOODMAN v. 
MILD (1901), 84 L. T. 28. 

5340. ——- Balance at bank.]|—Re HAWwkINs, 
HAWKINS v. ARGENT, No. 5338, ante. 

5341. -—— Freehold of shop.|—Testator de- 
vised & bequeathed his whole property to trustees 
upon trust to invest. such part as they should think 
fit in his business. & carry on the same till his son 
should attain the age of twenty-one years, & out 
of the profits to pay his widow the yearly sum of 
£200 so long as she should remain a widow; & he 
directed the trustees, when his son should attain 
twenty-one, to transfer the business to the son. 























PART XVI. SECT a5. SUB-SECT. 14. 5336 ii. 


6336 {. ‘* Business ’'—Book debts.|-—— 
Bequest of ‘‘my half share in the 
business of—in trust for my sons-— 
which I hope eney will benefit by & 
keep '':—Held: the bequest passed 
a half share in the business, & in all the 
assots comprised in it, including real 
estate, capital, stock-in-tradc, & book 
debts. —RogGenrs v. ROGERS (1910), 11 
8. R. N. S. Ww. 38; 28 N. S, W, W. N. 
38.—AUS, N. 8S. 





book debts :—Held 


SLATER v. 
W. 401; 


-.J—OLIFF v. OLIFF’S 
Execurors (1924), 45 N. L. R. 413.- f 
S. AF. 

@. Money on current account.) 
—Testator bequeathed to two of his 
sons ‘‘ my business now carried on by 
me ” together with the horses, carts, & 
: money on current 
account in a bank, which was used by 
testator in connection with the business 
did not pass under this bequest.— 

SLATER (1914), 14 8S. R 
31 N.S. 
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He then gave certain legacies to his other children, 
& provided that all his personal estate not required 
for the business should be continued in its then 
state of investment or altered at the discretion of 
the trustees, & the proceeds applied for the same 
purposes as the capital employed in the business. 
The business was carried on in a freehold shop :— 
Held: the direction to transfer the business did 
not pass the freehold shop, & the residuary gift 
carried the surplus profits of the business during 
the minority of the son.—Re HENTON, HENTON v. 
HENTON (1882), 30 W. R. 702. 

5342. ‘* Rents & profits derived from business ”’ 
——House.|-—Re Martin, MARTIN v. MARTIN, [1892] 
W.N. 120. 

5343. ‘* Stock-in-trade ’’—-Shop goods & trade 
utensils.|—-SrEymMour v. RAPIER (1718), Bunb. 28 ; 
145 Kk. R. 583. 

5344. - Ready money in till.|—Sryvmour 
v. Rapier (1718), Bunb. 28; 145 FE. R. 583. 

5345. Old barges accepted in part payment 
for new.|—Testator, who was a barge builder, 
specifically bequeathed to his son his business 
“together with all & singular his stock-in-trade 
as a barge builder.’’ It is a custom in testator’s 
trade for a barge builder when selling a new barge 
to accept an old barge in part payment, & to repair 
such old barge & Iet the same out on hire. At 
testator’s decease there were five old barges belong- 
ing to him which had been thus acquired, & were 
thus Jet out on hire :—Held: these barges formed 
part of testator’s stock-in-trade as a barge builder 
& passed under the specific bequest.—Re RICHARD- 
SON, RICHARDSON v. PILLINER (1881), 50 L. J. Ch. 
488; 441. T. 404, 

5346. ‘* Plant ’’-—Stock-in-trade.|—Testator by 
his will ‘‘ gave & bequeathed unto his foreman B. 
the goodwill of his business in Aldersgate Street, 
& also the plant & £1,000 sterling for his use & 
benefit.””. Testator had been a wholesale clothier 
in London, & at the time of his dcath was possessed 
of stock-in-trade, ready-made clothes, cloth & 
other materials, household furniture, etc. :—Held: 
the word ‘‘ plant ’’ did not embrace the stock-in- 
trade, ready-made clothes, cloth & other similar 
materials, & consequently they did not pass to 
the legatee.— BLAKE v. SHAW (1860), John. 732 ; 
21.7. 84; 8 W.R. 410; 70 E.R. 615. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Henton, Henton rv. Henton (1882), 

30 W. KR. 702. Mentd. Yarmouth v. France (1887), 19 

Q. B. D. 647. 

5347. ‘* Book debts ’’—Trade debts of partner- 
ship.|—-Testator’s share of trade debts of a partner- 
ship, held to pass under a bequest of all the ‘‘ book 
debts ”’ owing to him at the time of his decease.— 
TorLis v. VONDER HEYDE (1840), 4 Y. & C. Ex. 
173; OL J. Ex. Eq. 27; 160 i. R. 967. 

5348. Balance at bank on business account. | 
—A bequest of the ‘‘ effects used in the business 
carried on by me... & all book-debts owing to 
me, & the benefit of all contracts entered into by 
me in respect of the business at the time of my 
decease ’’’:-—-Held : not to include a balance on 
the business account at the bank.—Re HAIGnH’s 
ESTATE, Haiau v. Hata (1907), 51 Sol. Jo. 343. 














147.—AUS. 

; Capital used in business.) 
—A testator directed his exors. to 
assign & transfer to H. ‘‘ my said 
business & the goodwill thereof, with 
the premises in which the same shall 
be carried on” :—Held: the capital 
of testator employed in the business at 
his death, & his stock-in-trade, did not 
pass to H. under this bequest.-—-DELANY 
oe DELANY (1885), 15 L. R. Ir. 55.— 





W. W. N. 
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Sect. 15.—Descriptions of property: 
D. & EF. (a) & (b).J 

5349. ‘** Profits of commercial undertakings ’’—- 
Debentures.}—-Testator, who held shares in cos. 
& debentures issued by them as security for loans 
from him, & was also a partner in a commercial 
firm. made a gift of ‘‘ one-fifth share of the net 
profits in all my commercial undertakings, being ”’ 
the cos. & firm in question :——Held: the legatee 
was entitled to one-fifth of the shares, though not 
to any debentures ; but. as regarded the partner- 
ship he was only entitled to receive one-fifth of the 
net profits which wowd have otherwise have been 
paid to the exors. of testator, so long as the 
partnership business was carried on.—Re LAWES- 
WITTEWRONGE, MAURICE v. BENNETT, [1915] J 
Ch. 408; 81 L. J. Ch. 472; 112 1. T. 931. 

5350. ‘‘ Business assets ’’ Money in bank.|— 
Testator bequeathed his business & business assets 
upon certain trusts thereinafter mentioned. At 
the date of his death there were two large sums of 
money standing to his credit in two separate 
banks. with regard to one of which there was a 
large sum due by way of overdraft in excess of 
the account :— Held: the two funds passed to the 
legatees of the business as business assets.-— J?e 
BEECHAM (Sir), WOOLLEY 7. BEECHAM (1919), 63 
Sol. Jo. 480. 

Effect of bequest of business—By whom business 
losses borne.j—See ExXeEctTors, Vol. AXIII., 
p. 477, Nos. 5464, 5166. 


Ei. Effects. 
(a) In General. 

5351. Term of general import—Equivalent to 
‘* property ”’ or ‘‘worldly substance.’’} —- The 
word effects ” in a will equivalent to “ pro- 
perty or peu substance."—CAMPRELL vt. 
PRESCOTT (1808), 15 Ves. 500; 83 E.R. 344. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Michell vr. Michell (820), 5 Madd. 69. 

Refd. Parker r. Marchant (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 290 ; 

HWawhe v. Dunn, [1897] 1 Q. B. 679. 

5352. Unless used in restricted sense.| 
(1) Testator, after giving at the commencement 
of his will various pecuniary legacies, & bequeath- 
ing all the rest & residue of his ready money, 
securities for money. & moneys in the funds, to 
trustecs, upon certain trusts, concluded his will 
as follows: ‘' & J do further give & bequeath to 
my said wife all my jewels, plate, linen, china, 
carriages, wines, & other goods, chattels & effects 
whatsoever, as her own goods & chattels for ever ; 
& 1 do hereby constitute & appoint her, my said 
wife, sole extrix. of this my will’? :—Held: this 
clause carried the residue of testator’s property 
tothe wife. 

(2) Although the words ‘ goods, chattels, & 
effects,’ mav frequently be considered as having 
been used by testator in a restricted sense, yet 
primd facie, their import is general; & there are 
good grounds for considering them as used in a 
general sense, either where they are not placed in 
connection with words of locality or where they 
follow the enumeration of specific articles, or where 
there are no expressions in the will showing a doubt 
in testator’s mind as to their comprehensiveness, 


Sub-sect. 14, 
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5358 1. What is included—Personal 
estate.) —Testator bequeathed all his 5353 ii. 
estate & juterest in his dwelling-house, 
together with all his household furni- 
ture, plate, linen, & all other effects 
thercin, to I. M., & the residue of his 
property to two other persons :—H/eld : 
a suin of money found in the house at 
testator’s death did not pass under 


walking-stick to B., 
effects to C., 


personal 
WOLFE, 


5358 ili, 





the bequest to E. 
(a). as (1875), 9 


interest in landed proporty to A., 


-——Held : 
captured the residue of tostator’s 

ertate.—-In 
(1919} 2]. R. 491.—IR. 


——.}—A bequest of 
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or where the bequest in which they are contained 
is followed up by the appointment of an exor. 

(3) A bequest of testator’s ‘‘ ready money’ 
comprehends money of testator in the hands of his 
banker.— PARKER v. MARCHANT (1812), 1 Y. & 


. Ch. Cas. 290; 11 L. J. Ch. 223; 6 Jur. 292; 
62 HK. R. 893; on appeal, 1 Ph. 356, L. C. 


Annotations :—1s to (1) Refd. Harris v. 


James (1864), 12 
W. oh. 509. 


As to (2) Consd. Fisher v. Hepburn (1851), 
14 Beav. 626. Apld. Anderson v. Anderson, [1895] 1 
Q). B. 749. Consd. Jée Hammersley, Heasman v. Ham- 
mersley (1899), &L I. UT. 150; Re Layard, Layard ». 
Bessborough (1916), 85 Tl. J. Ch. 505. Refd. Lowe v. 
Thomas (1854), Kay, 369; King vv. George (1876), 4 


Ch. 1). 435: Knutsford (Owners) vv. Tillinanns & Co. 
(1908), 99 L. T. 399: SS. Magnhild vo. MetIntyre Bros. & 
Ca., [1920] 3 K. BR. 3217; aaa va Anton Jurgens 


Margarine Works, {1922 2K. B. 185: - Ree Elwood, Jia p. 
River lee Drainage Board v. Hooson eae 136 4h. "8. 
696. .{8 to (3) Consd. Langdale v. Whitteld viene). 4 
Kk. & J. 426. Apld. Re Powell’s ‘Prust (1858), John. 49. 
Consd. Hopkins ». Abbott (1875), 31 L. Tl. 820. Apld. 
Re Powell (1890), 5 Jur. N.S. 331. Consd. 72e Derbyshire, 
Webb v. erating [1906] 1 Ch. 135. Refd. Foley +. 
Hill (1848). 2 If. Cas. 25; May v«. Gravo (1849), 3 De 
G. & Sm. 462: Cooke v. Waster (1854), | 2 sm. & G. 296; 
South Australian Insee. Co. v7. Randell “(1869), 6 Moo. 
PC. COC. N. BB. 3841. Generally, Refd. Poacock v. Pcacock 


(1865), 11 Jur. N.S. 280; 2??e Mareus, Marcus vt. Marcus 
(1887), 56 L. J. Ch. 830. 
53538. What is included——Personal estate.|—The 





meaning of the word ‘ cffects’”’ is in common 
parlance confined to personal things, & it has 
been judicially decided to bear that meaning 
unless the context shows testator used it in a 
more comprehensive sense (PARKE, B.).—-Dor d. 


Haw vv. aJARLES (1846), 15 M. & W. 4503 16 
L. J. x. 24235 84.7. O08. 588; 153 1. R. 926. 


Annotation :—Expld. Hall ve. Hall, [1892] 1 Ch. 361. 


5354. ——. Whole personal estate— Unless 
restricted by context.!—The word “ effects,’ used 
simpliciter, will carry the whole personal estate, 
as a gift “ of all my effects,” without more. But 
it is frequently used in a restricted sense, meaning 
‘ goods & movahles,” asin the common expression 
of ‘furniture & effects.” In every case the ct. 
has to collect from the context the particular 
sense In which testator has intended to use it 
(each, V.-C.).—MIcHELL v. MicHELL (1820), 
5 Madd. 69; 56 FE, R. 821. 

Annotations :—Consd. Parker vt. Marchant (1812), 1 -Y. & 
C Ch. Cas. 290. Refd. Price 7 Price (1835), 4 . J. Ch. 
213; Collisa. Robins (1847), 1 De G. & Spr. 1315 Gilbert- 
son wv. Gilbertson (1865), 34 Beav. 354 35> Powell 7 Muley 
(1871), BL. Ro. 12 Iiq. 175. 

5355. ———.j-—Testator gave to his 
wife all his stock in trade, working jewelery & 
implements of every description whatsoever, & 
all his book debts, ready cash, money in the funds, 
bills, bonds, notes, or other securities whatsoever, 
for her life, if she should so long continue his widow ; 
but at her death, or second marriage, he gave the 
said stock in trade, moneys, debts & assets, & 
also all his household furniture, to be equally 
divided among the children he then had, or 
might thereafter have. But in case his wife should 
not marry again, then testator bequeathed to her 
all & every his personal estate & effects what- 
soever for her life, & the same to be equally 
divided amongst such of his children as should be 
living at her decease, share & share alike :—Held: 
the first clause in the will was not intended to be 





M.—-CAMPBELL v ‘* all offects,”’ unless by the context of 


I. R. Ey. 397.— — the will the term appears to be used ina 
restrictod sense, will curry the whole of 
-Testatorleft hia the testator's personal estate.—MoonIik 


7. COMMINAE, 22 N. Z. L. R. 510.—N.Z. 


; Money standing on deposit 
reced Ae een v. MALONE, [1925] 
1. 140.—IR. 


h. Articles ejuadem generis 
with particular articles mentioned in 
bequest.}—-It was contended that a 


his 
& all his personal 
the last gift 





the (Goods of 
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a oe bequest, & the last a residuary bequest ; 
but both clauses were intended to deal with the 
whole property, & were applicable to different 
events.—WIGGINS v. WIGGINS (1852), 2 Sim. N.S. 
226; 21 1. J. Ch. 742; 61 E. R. 327. 

5356. ——- --—-- -|—Testatrix after dispos- 
ing of her real estate, gave as follows: ‘ All my 
furniture, plate, linen & other effects, that may be 
in my possession at the time of my death,”’ to a 
sister for life, with remainder over. There was 
no other gift of general personal estate: 
Held: the general personal] estate passed under 
the word “ effects.’—HlopGson v. JEX (1876), 
2Ch. 1D. 122; 45 1. J. Ch. 388. 

Annotations :—Apld. King v. George (1876), 4 Ch. D. 435; 


In the Goods of Shepheard (1879), 48 L. J. P. 62. Refd. 
Northey v. Paxton (1888), 60 L. T. 30. 


5357. Unless wider scope intended. |-— 
DoE d. ITAW v. HARES, No. 5358, ante. 

—-~-- ---—- Inelusion of realty.|—--Sec Sub- 
sect. 14, E. (6). post. 

5358. Goods & movables.| -— MICHELL 1. 
MICHELL, No. 5354, ante. 

5359. Equity of redemption of copyhold.|-. - 
Neither the words “I give & bequeath all my 
effects (after paying of every due demand),”’ 
though immediately preceded by directions touch- 
ing the rents of a copyhold estate, nor the words 
‘“what little ] have left to call my own,’’ will 
include the equity of redemption of that copyhold. 
—HENDERSON v. FARBRIDGE (1826), 1 Russ. 479 ; 
4.3.0.8. Ch. 209 3 38 E.R. 185, 

5360. ----- Whether carrying residue.!] -— Tes- 
tator gave certain specific property. the lease 
of premises occupied bv him in his trade, & effects, 
to his wife for life, to be aceepted by her subject 
to payment of debts, ete., & gave certain real 
estate to his exors. on trust to sell, the proceeds 
to form part of his residuary estate; & as to all 
the rest & residue of his estate, of whatever nature 
etc., to his next heirs therein equally. Upon the 
question whether the word © effeets ” included the 
residue :-—Held : it) did not.—-Llowsk v. SEAGOE 
(1854), 2 W. R. 597, 

5361. Money arising from sale of 
effects.|-—Testator, in addition to specifie bequests, 
gave to A., the only legatee named in the will, 
“also any money that) may result) from the 
sale of my effects after paving the few small debts 
that I owe’ :—Held: not to carry the residue. -- 
In the Goods of O'LOUGHLIN (1870), L. RL. 2 PL & Dd. 
102; 391.J.P. & M.53; 18 W. RR. 902. 

5362. ---—- Right of cutting timber.,—I]. was 
a Spanish possession, in which British subjects 
had the right by treaty of cutting timber. The 
Spaniards withdrew from the country in 1798. 
In 1862 it} was tinally annexed to the British 
dominions by proclamation, but grants of land were 
made by the Crown as carly as 1817. This was 
evidence that the Crown had assumed territorial 
dominion in Hf. as early as that vear. A British 
settler by his will dated in 1779 devised ‘‘ all my 
effects of whatever kind soever I may have in Hi.’ 
It was proved that the devisees under the will 
had taken full possession of the land between the 
retirement of the Spaniards & the assumption of 
territorial sovereignty by the British Crown, & 
that such possession had been continued by them 
& their assignees thenceforward :-—J/leld: these 





























bequest of ‘call my jewelry, linen, 

silver & clectroplated articles, all 

houschold furniture, china, books, will : ) 
pictures & all other effeets, absolutely,'’  ejusdem generis” with 


passed in addition to the articles speci- 
flealy mentioned, all the general 
personal estate not otherwise disposed 
of by the will :—Held: upon the face k 
of the will it was apparent that a 





narrower construction was intended, & 
that the word ‘ cffeets,’’ as used in the 
should be confined to articles 


articles mentioned in the bequest.— 
In the Goods of CURLING, [1928] T. RK. 


: Whether testator’s interest 
in deceased father’s estate.) —HOPkINS 
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words would pass the privilege of cutting timber 

under treaty with the Spanish Government on a 

definite piece of land.—A.-G. FOR BRITISH 

IIONDURAS v. BRISTOWE (1880), 6 App. Cas. 143 ; 

50 j.. Ae P, C, 15:8 44 L. & hee Ty Pr, C. 

5363. Application of ejusdem generis rule.] 
—The word “effects”? in a will restrained to 
articles ecjusdem generis with those specified.— 
RAWLINGS v. JENNINGS (1806), 13 Ves. 39; 33 
ky. RK. 209. 

Annotations :—Expld. Fleming v. Burrows (1826), 1 Russ. 
276. Consd. Parker v. Marchant (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 
290. Distd. arris v. James (1864), 12 W.14.509. Consd. 
King v. George (1876), 4 Ch. D. 435. Refd. Hotham v. 
Sutton (1808), 15 Ves. 319; Oldham v. Slater (1829), 3 
Sim. 84; Biewitt +. Roberts (1841). Cr. & Ph. 274; 
Harrison v. Blackburn (1864), 17 C. B. N. 8S. 678; Re 
rp al cae Bridgeman v. Fitzgerald (1880), 50 
a J.Ch. 9. 


5364. ———.|— A bequest of ‘‘ all & singular 
my household furniture plate, Jinen, china, 
pictures, & other the goods, chattels & effects 
which shall be in, upon, or about my dwelling- 
house & premises at the time of my decease :— 
Held: not to include a sum of money found in the 
house.—QGIBBS v. LAWRENCE (L860), 30 Ju. J. Ch. 
170; 7 Jur. N. S. 137; 9 W. RR. 933 sub nom. 
GIBSON v. LAWRENCE, 3 L. T. 367. 

Annotations :—Consd. Northey v. Paxton (1888), 60 L. T. 30. 

Apld. /te Miller, Daniel v. Daniel (1889), 61 L. T. 365. 


Consd, Tillmanns & Co. «. Kuutsford, Ltd., [1908] 2 kK. B. 
. a. 

















5365. ——- ---—.]-—Cross v. WILKS, No. 5382, 
post. 
5366. .| — Testator after giving 


pecuniary & other legacies, inchiding the sum 
of £100 to D., & including certain books, wine, & 
plate, gave “ all the rest of the furniture & effects ”’ 
at the house in which he resided to D., & devised 
& bequeathed the rest, residue, & remainder of his 
estate & effects to T. A sum of £2,740 in bank 
notes, certain stock reccipts, certificates of railway 
stock, & some jewellery, besides the usual furniture 
& appointments, were found in his house after his 
decease :—Held: the bank notes, securities, & 
jewellery did not pass to D. under the gift of the 
rest of the furniture & effects at his house, but were 
included in the residuary gift to T.-—Ne MILLER, 
DANIEL v. DANIEL (1889), 61 L. T. 365; 5 T. LR. 
711. 


Annotation :—Refd. JI?e Luyard, Layard v. 
(1916), 85 L. J. Ch. 505. 


5367. .|—Testator gave his household 
furniture, books, pictures, paintings, engravings, 
plate, linen, china, & other effects. On an 
originating suminons asking whether testator’s 
jewellery & horses were included in the above- 
mentioned gift of furniture & other effects :—Held: 
the word “ effects’? must be lnnited to things of 
the same kind as previously enumerated. The 
jewellery therefore did not. but the carriages & 
horses did, fall under that  description.—Re 
HAMMERSLI:Y, }ITEFASMAN v. LTAMMERSLEY (1899), 
81 L. T. 150. 





Bessborough 














See, generally, Sect. 10, sub-sect. 4, 
ante. 
** Household effects.’’]—-See Sub-sect. 14, J. (ce), 
post. 
(6) Whether Realty Included. 
5868. Whether realty passes.|—It. by his will, 
after making several pecuniary bequests, devised 


vo. SMITH’s Estatr, (1920) C. P. D. 558. 
—S. AF. 


the particular PART XVI. ie aS SUB-SECT. 14.— 


5368 i. Whether realty passes.)—HAM- 
MILL vw. HAMMILL, 9 O. R. 530.—CAN. 


5368 ii. .J—A person possessed 
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Sect. 15.—Descriptions of property: Sub-sect. 14, 
Ei. (b), & F. (a).] 


to A. the income of a certain cottage & her living 
in it if she thought proper; & to W. the half of 
a certain estate; & all the rest & residue of his 
goods, etc., & also his lands, etc., he gave to his 
wife for life, with power ‘‘ to give what she thought 
proper of her effects’ to her sisters A. & W. for. 
their lives, & after the death of his wife & her two 
sisters he gave all his Jands, etc., to his heir-at-law : 
-——Held: the widow had power to devise to her 
sisters the real as well as personal estate before 
bequeathed to her by her husband; & A. having 
died before the widow, the latter might among the 
rest bequeath the cottage, in which A. had a life 
interest, to her other sister W.—DoE d. CHILLCOTT 
v. WHITE (1800), 1 East, 33; 102 FE. R. 18. 


Annotations :—Consd. Den v. Trout (1812), 15 East, 394. 
Expld. Doe d. Hick v. Dring ele optes 8.448. Folld. 
- 1073. 


7 


some v, Long (1857), 3 Jur. N. 
5369. -]—Where one scised in fee of real 
estate by her will first made a disposition of her 
real estate to two persons for life, reservng a 
rentcharge out of the same, payabe first to her 
uncle for life, & then to her heir-at-law for life ; 
which, ‘‘ together with the repairs during the term, 
should be considered as his rent for the farm ”’ ; 
& afterwards she proceeds to make a disposition 
of her personal property, & then bequeaths & 
devises ‘‘ all the rest, residue, & remainder of 
her effects wheresoever & whatsoever, & of what 
nature, kind or quality soever, except her wearing 
apparel & plate, to certain nephews & nieces, to 
be equally divided between them by her exors.”’ : -— 
Held: the reversion in fee in the real estate did 
not pass by the residuary clause, but descended to 
the heir-at-law, although he had a rentcharge 
devised to him for his life out of the same estate 
in the hands of the tenants for life.—-CAMFIELD v. 
GILBERT (1803), 3 East, 516; 102 E. R. 694. 


Annotations :—Distd. Doe d. Andrew tv. Lainchbury (1809), 
11 East, 290. Consd. Doe d. Hick v. Dring (1814), 2 
M. & S. 448; Smyth v. Smyth (13878), 8 Ch. D. 561. 
Expld. Hall +. Hall, (1892) 1 Ch. 361. Refd. Hdwards +. 
Barnes (1835), 2 Scott, 411; Doed. Haw vt. Farles (1816), 
15M. & W. 450. 


5370. .|—Testator, by his will dated in 
1795, gave certain pecuniary legacies, & then gave 
all the residue of his effects, real & personal. to 
A. & B., & then gave an annuity for the life of C., 
& then gave all his lands in the county of Kent & 
elsewhere, with his personal estate, to three 
trustees, naming them, their heirs & assigns, in 
trust for the purposes above mentioned :—Held : 
A. & B. took an equitable estate in fee in the lands 
in the county of Kent.—TorRRINGTON (LORD) v. 
BOWMAN (1852), 22 L. J. Ch. 236; 20 L.T. 0.8. 158. 

5371. -|—Testator by a will prior to the 
late Wills Act gave all the rents of his lands to 
three spores to be equally divided between them 
according to value but without any words of 
inheritance; & then accurately enumerating his 
real estate proceeded to give his ‘‘ stock-in-trade, 
money, book debts & effects not included in the 
above statement ’’ to two of such persons, also 
without words of inheritance :—Held: the word 
* effects ’’ carried the reversion in the lands to the 
second set of donees in fee subject to the life estate 
of the three first donees.—MILSOME v. LONG (1857), 
3 Jur. N.S. 1073. 

Annotation :—-Consd. Smyth vr. Smyth (1878), 8 Ch. D. 561. 

5372. -]|—Testator ‘‘ gave, devised & be- 
queathed ”’ his household goods, etc., ‘‘ & every- 




















of heritage & movables left a testa- 
mentin these terms: ‘' I hereby declare 
that B. my brother shall not inherit 
any of my effects, but that they shall 


all descend to my brother GC.” :—Tleld : 
the word ‘“ effects ”’ 
construed to include lands.—PITCAIRN 
vt, PITCAIRN (1870), 8 Macph. (Ct. of 


WILLS. 


thing he should die possessed of,” to A. for life, 
& after her death, he ‘‘ gave, devised & bequeathed 
the whole of his effects which might be then 
remaining unto & to the use of” pltf. :—Held: 
the real estate passed.— PHILLIPS v. BEAL (1858), 
25 Beav. 25; 53 E.R. 545. 

5378. .|—Testator gave two legacies, & 
then gave his sheep & all the rest, residue, moneys, 
chattels, & all other his cffects, to be equally 
divided among his four brothers, whom he ap- 
pointed his exors.:—Held: all the freehold as 
well as personal estate of testator passed under 
these words.—SmymTit v. SMytH (1878), 8 Ch. D. 
561; 88 L. T. 633; 26 W. R. 736. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Jones v. Robinson (1878), 3 C. P. 1. 
344. Apld. Ze Fisher, Allan v. Fisher (1902), 46 Sol. Jo. 
Refd. Jve Turner, Arnold v. Blades (1891), 36 Sol. Jo. 





297, 
oR. Tlall v. Hall, [1892] 1 Ch. 361; Z?e Shepherd, Mitchell 
v. Loram (1914), 48 Sol. Jo. 304. 

5374. .}—A Christian resident in Rangoon 
by his will appointed his wife extrix. & devised & 
bequeathed to her specific immovable properties 
‘* & all my household furnitures, carriages, horses, 
chattels, & effects, & all money & debts due & 
owing to me which I shall be possessed of at the 
time of my death.” Ie diced in 1897, possessed of 
land, the K. property, in addition to the immovable 
properties specified in the will. The widow proved 
the will, sold the specified properties, & by 1904 
had paid alJl the debts, including a mtge. on the 
K. property. She & the children of the marriage 
then wert to reside on the K. property, & they 
were still in occupation in 1920, when the present 
suit was brought. In 1918 the widow conveyed 
the property to pltf.-resp. in discharge of an 
equitable mtge. with which she had charged it, 
& he agreed to let it to the eldest son for a year. 
In 1920 he sued in ejectment, making defts. the 
eldest son, the widow, & the younger children :— 
Held: on the true construction of the will the 
word ‘‘effects’’ did not include immovable 
property, & therefore there was an intestacy as to 
the property in suit.—VERTANNES v. ROBINSON 
(1927), 54 L. R. Ind. App. 276, P. C. 

5375. —-—- Sufficient expression of testator’s 
intention.}|——-A. having agreed to purchase a real 
estate, the purchase-money for which exceeded 
the amount of his personal estate, by his will, 
made a few days afterwards, attested by three 
witnesses, as to all the worldly goods that it had 
pleased God to bless him with, gave & bequeathed 
to his wife & two sons, all his goods, cattle, chattels, 
personal cstate, & effects whatsoever; & in case 
they died without issue, etc., gave the children’s 
share of the personal estate & effects over ; testator 
dying before the purchase could be completed :— 
Held: the agreement ought to be specifically 
formed ; & the words of the will, being insufficient 
to comprehend real estate, the estate ought to be 
conveyed to the eldest son & his heirs, etc.—CAVE 
v. CAVE (1762), 2 Eden, 189; 28 E.R. 849, L. C. 
Annotation :~ Mentd. Carr vr. Kllison (1786), 2 Bro. ©. C. 56. 

5376. .|—A. gave & bequeathed to 
his mother, all the remainder & residue of all the 
effects, both real & personal, which he should die 
possessed of :—Held: the word effects, as used in 
this will, was sufficient to carry the inheritance of 
testator’s real estate.—JACKSON v. HOGAN (1776), 
3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 388; 1 E. R. 1387, H. L.3 affg. 
S.C. sub nom. IIOGAN v. JACKSON (1775), 1 Cowp. 
299. 


Annotations :—Consd. Barnes v. Patch (1803), 8 Ves. 604. 
Distd. Camficld v. Gilbert (1803), 3 East, 516. Consd. Doe 











Sess.) 604; 42 Sc. Jur. 306.—SCOT. 

5368 fii. ——~-.]—ForsytTn v. TURN- 
BULL (1887), 15 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 172; 
25 Sc. L. R. 168.—SCOT. 


could not be 


Part XVI.—-ConstTRucTION. 


ad. Andrew v. Lainchbury (1809), 11 East, 200; Roe ». 
Pattison (1812), 16 Kast, 221; Doe d. Hick . Dring 
ele) 2M. & S. 448. Refd. Loveacres d. Mudge v. 
Blight (1775), 1 Cowp. 352; Pettiward v. Prescott (1802), 
i Ves. 541; Doe d. Briscoe v. Clarke (1806), 2 Bos. & 
Pp. N. R. 343 3 Campbell v. Prescott (1808), 15 Ves. 500; 
Randall v. 'Tuchin (1815), 2 Marah. 113: Monk vr. 
Mawdsley (1827), 1 Sim. 286; Edwards v. Barnes (1835), 
2 Scott, 411: Wamilton Corpn. v. Hodsdon (1817), 6 
Moo. P.C. C. 76; Sanderson v. Dobson (1849), 7 C. B, 81; 
Torrington ». Bowman (1852), 22 L. J Ch. 236; Wallace 
o. Seymour (1872), 20 W. R. 631; Hall v. Hall (1891), GO 


L. J. Ch. 802. 

5377. _, ‘There is no doubt that the 
word ‘ effects’ is sufficient to pass real estate, 
if it appear to have been used by testatrix in that 
sense (LE BLANC, J.).—DEN d. FRANKLIN v. 
Trout (1812), 15 East, 394; 104 E. R. 893. 

5378. -|—Devise of ‘all & singular 
my effects of what nature or kind soever”’ will not 

ass the real estate, where it cannot be collected 
on the will itself that such was testator’s inten- 
ion. 

The rule of law is peremptory that the heir 
shall not be disinherited unless by plain & cogent 
inference arising from the words of the will (LORD 
ELLENBOROUGH, C.J.).—Dor d. Hick v. DRING 
(1814),2M. &S. 448; 105 FE. R. 447. 

Annotations :-~-Consd. Henderson v. Farbridge (1826), 1 
Rugs. 479; Doo d. Morgan +. Morgan (1827), 6 B. & C. 
4512. Apld. Doe d. ILaw v. Marles (1816), 15 M. & W. 450. 
Expld. Smyth v. Smyth (1878), &8 Ch. D. 561: Hall tv. 
Hall, [1892] 1 Ch. 301. Refd. Driver v. Frank (1814), 
3M. & 8. 20; Bird » Luckie (1850), 8 Hare, 301. 

5379. ---~—.|-—-A gift, in a will, of ‘‘ moneys 
So effects,” held, under particular circumstances, 
sufficient to pass real estates.—TITCHFIELD (MAR- 
QUIS) ». WIORNCASTLE (1838), 7 L. J. Ch. 279; 2 
Jur. 610. 

Annotations : --Consd. Kearles (1846), 15 
M.& W. 450. Folld. Milsome v. Long (1857), 3 Jur. N.S. 
1073. Apld. Sniyth v. Smyth (1878), 8 Ch. D. 461. Reid. 
Wallace rv. Seymour (1872), 20 W. hh. 634. 


5380. _~ The word ‘“ effects’? un- 
aided by the context will not convey land.—Dor 
d. Nrxon v. FrRenNcu (1850), 15 L. T. O. S. 93. 

5381. --—- -----.|—-Testator devised all his 
right & title to the house in which he dwelt, also 
all his ‘* goods, chattels, & other effects,’? unto his 
wife during her life. Te then empowered his 
exors. to sell “all or any part. of the goods or 
chattels herein devised to my wife.’ for her use, 
if need be, towards the support & bringing up of 
his children. ‘“ & at her decease I give, bequeath, 
& devise all my real & personal estate, except my 
nines, to my son W.,, his heirs, & assigns, for ever ; 
all my mines I give, bequeath, & devise unto my 
daughter S.”; & other children share & share 
alike as tenants in common :—Held: the widow 
took an estate for life in the mines. 

Real estate may pass under that word [effects] 
if the intention that it should pass is expressed in 
the will (Lorp CAMPBELL, C.J.).—Dor d. TURNER 
v. ASH (1852), 18 L. T. O. S. 239. 

5382. -|—(1) Testator gave his real & 
personal estate to trustees in trust, but with the 
consent of his widow, to sell & invest the produce 
& pay the income therefrom & of his estate unsold 
to his widow for life, & after her death, he directed 
that the money to be produced by his estate, 
‘“ gold before her death,’’? should be in trust for 
such persons as she should by deed or will appoint : 
—Held: the widow’s power did not extend over 
real estate not sold during her life. 

(2) ‘‘ Effects’? held to be ejusdem generis, & not 
to apply to real estate.—Cross v. WILKS (1866), 35 
Beav. 562; 55 E.R. 1014. 
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5383. -.|—Re FisHErR, ALLAN v. FISHER 
(1902), 46 Sol. Jo. 297. 
5384. Reforence to locality.) — (1) 


Testator “ gave, devised, & bequeathed ”’ to his 
wife ‘‘ all my furniture, goods, chattels, & effects 
that I may be possessed of at my decease, whatso- 
ever the same may be or wheresoever the same may 
be situate.” After the death of his wife he ‘‘ gave, 
devised, & bequeathed,” to be equally divided 
between threc of his children until they should 
attain the age of twenty-one, ‘the furniture & 
moneys, or any property which my wife may have 
become enuitied. to through this, my will or 
through any other source”; &, after they had 
attained twenty-one, he directed that ‘ the furni- 
ture, goods. chattels, & effects, whatsoever the 
same may be or wheresoever it may be situated, 
& any moneys my said wife may be entitled to at 
the time of my decease, should be equally divided 
amongst his six children. Testator’s property 
substantially consisted of an undivided moiety in 
real estate, his personalty being of very trifling 
amount :—Held: although the use of the word 
‘* devise,’’ or of the expression ‘‘ whatsoever the 
same may be,’’ would not of itself have been 
enough to make the word “ effects’ include real 
estate, the combination of ‘ devise”? with the 
words ‘‘ whatsoever the same may be & whereso- 
ever the same may be situate,’”’ followed in a 
subsequent clause by the word ‘‘ property,’’ used 
as equivalent to “ effects,’’ was enough to show 
the intention to dispose of real estate, & the 
undivided moiety passed by the will. 

(2) The word ‘‘ effects’ will not per se include 
real estate (Fry, J..J.). 

(3) Word ‘ devise’ is not enough to give to 
‘ effects”? a more extended meaning (Fry, L.J.). 

(4) The words “ of what nature, kind, or quality 
whatsoever”? are by themselves not enough 
(Fry, L.J.).—TIALL v. TIAL, [1891] 3 Ch. 389; 
60 L. J. Ch. 802; 65 Ta. T. 648; 40 W. R. 188 ; 
35 Sol. Jo. 695; affd., [1892] 1 Ch. 361, C. A. 


Annotation :--Apld. Re Fisher, Allan rv. Fisher (1902), 46 
Sol. Jo. 297. 





5385, ——— Use of word ‘‘ property.’’|— 
HALL v. Hath, No. 5384, ante. 

5386. ‘* Effects ’’ per se insufficient.] 
—JTALL v. Hatt, No. 5384, ante. 

5387. Use of word ‘‘ devise.’*}— HALL 
v. HALL, No. 5384, ante. 

5388. -Testator gave, devised, 
& bequeathed, subject to the payment of his debts, 
his ‘‘ personal estate & effects whatsoever” & 
wheresoever, & of what nature or kind soever, 
which I may be possessed of, interested in, or 
entitled unto at the time of my decease, whether 
in possession, reversion, remainder, or expectancy,” 
to his wife, ‘‘ her heirs, exors., administrators, or 
assigns ’? :—Held: the real estate passed under 
these words.—Re Wass, Re CuaARK (1906), 95 
L. T. 758. 

5389. --——_ -- ‘Sof what nature, kind or 
quality whatsoever.’’]—-HALL v. Tian, No. 5384, 
ante. 


























F. “ Estate.” 
(a) In General. 


5390. Passes realty & personalty.] — ANON. 
(1684), Skin. 193; 90 E. R. 89. 

5391. .|—Testator being seised of certain 
fee farm rents, of lands, & of mines, devises his 
lands to A. for life, with a remainder in tail; & 





resided & carried on business at such 
place, to the toeatator.—TAORNE vv. 
SHORE (1903), 38 8. C. R. 309.— 
C ; 
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Sect. 15.—Descriptions of property; Sub-sect. 14, 
Ff. (a) & (b).] 


all his mines & five thousand pounds to his son- 
in-law B. ‘‘ all which I give devise to B. his 
exors. & assigns, together with all my plate & 
jewels, & all my other estate, real & personal, not 
otherwise disposed of, to be given by him to his 
children as he shall think convenient, I solely 
trusting to his honour & discretion, that he will 
give them such provision as will be necessary for 
them; & whereas I have contracted for the sale 
of my fee farm rents, my will is, that if my debts 
shall not be satisficd out of my other estate, my 
exors., whereof B. was one, shall & may sell some 
part or all of them for payment of them, notwith- 
standing the rents are not devised by this my last 
will.’ The question was, whether B. was entitled 
to the fee farm rents in fee :—-Held: the rents 
passed by the words ‘‘all my real & personal 
estate ’’; forthe word “‘ estate ’’ was genus general- 
tsstmum, & included all things real & personal.— 
BRIDGEWATER (COUNTESS) v. BOLTON (DUKE) 
(1704), 6 Mod. Rep. 106; 1 Salk. 236; 1 Eq. 
Cas. Abr. 177; Holt, 281; 87 EH. R. 866. 
Annotations :-— Folld. Barry vr. Kdeworth (1729), 1 iKq. Cus. 
Abr. 178. Apld. Ridout v. Pain (1747), 3 Atk. 486, 
istd. Gondwyn v. Goodwyn (L749), 1 Ves. Sen. 226. 
pld. Macarce rv. Tall (1753), Amb. [81 : Barnes +. Patch 
(1803), 8 Ves, 604. Refd. Papillion v. Voice (1728), Kel. 
W. 27: IWbbetson *. Beckwith (1735), Cas. temp. Talb. 
157; Soutbby wv. Stonehouse (1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 610; 
Holdfast +. Marten (1786), 1 Term Kep. 411: Malim wv. 
Keighley (1795), 2 Ves, 529; Roe d. Child vr. Wright (1806), 
7 East, 259; Doo d. Lean v. Lean (1841), 1 Q. BR. 229; 
Hamilton Corpn. v. Hodsdon (1817), 6 Moo. P. C. C. 76. 
Mentd. Cunliffe 7. Cunlitfe (L770), Amb. G86. 





5392. .I— BEACHCROFT vt, BEACHCROFT, No. 
5410, post. 
5393. .J—A devise of all his estate what- 





soever comprechends all that a man has, real or 
personal ; & when there is a surrender to the uses 
of his will, a copyhold estate will fall under the 
same construction.—ScoTr v. ALBERRY (1720), 1 
Com. 337; 92 EF. R. 1100. 

Annotation :--Consd. Rideout v. Pain (1717), 3 Atk. 486. 


5394. —-—.]—The word “ estate" carries every- 
thing unless restricted.— Hor d. Urry v. HARVEY 
(1770), 5 Burr. 2638; 98 Fe. R. 387. 

5395. -i—The words *“‘ worldly estate’ held 
to pass real & personal estate.—MUDDLE r. Fry 
(1822), 6 Madd. 270; 56 EF. R. 1094. 

5396. \—-Testator devises his estates in 
the county of Leicester to trustees, upon trust to 
sell & dispose thereof, & also of his books & live 
w& dead farming stoch there, either altogether or 
in parcels, by private or public sale, & to pay & 
apply the moneys to arise from such sale or sales 
& the interest thereof in such manner as therecin- 
after mentioned: in a subsequent clause he says. 
that as to the moneys to arise from the sale of his 
Leicestershire estate, thereinbefore devised to be 
sold, it was his will that the moneys should be 
applied as there mentioned ; & in his subsequent 
pes he describes the fund by the words 
*“ the moneys to arise from the sale of my Leicester- 
shire estate” :——Held: the moneys arising from 
the sale of the books & of the live & dead stock, as 
well as the moneys arising from the sale of the 
estate, passed by these words.—-NEWBURGH (EARL) 
v. EYRE (1828), 4 Russ. 454; 6 1.3.0.8. Ch. 153 ; 
38 Ti. R. 876. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Doe d. Nesmyth rr. Knowls (1830), 1 

B. & Ad. 324. 

5397. ———.]|—The word “ estate,’’ when used in 
a will, is genus generalissimum, & will, of its own 
proper force, without any proof aliunde, of an 
intention to aid the construction, carry realty, as 
well as personalty, & is not to be confined & 
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restrained to personalty only, unless there is a 
clear intent expressed, in other parts of the will ; 
to be gathered either from the whole will, or from 
the way in which the word is used in the particular 
part of the will where the contested use of it 
arises. 

Testator, by his will, devised to J., his heir-at- 
law, part of his estate in fee, & also a life estate, in 
another portion of his estate, named P.; & also 
gave to I., his wife, a life estate in part of P., during 
her viduity, with remainder to his other son N., in 
tail, remainder to his testator’s daughters for life ; 
& after giving certain specific chattels to F., the 
will proceeds as follows: ‘‘ I give all the remainder 
of my estate that is now in my possession, or may 
hereafter be mine, excepting what 1 have par- 
ticularly given away, unto my wife, F°., & it is my 
will, that, whatever ny estate may consist of, 
after debts & legacies are paid, that it be kept 
together under the direction of my wife, F.” 
N. died without issue, & F., the widow, also died, 
unmarried & intestate. The heirs-at-law of J. 
sold the estate, P., to applts., subject to the life 
estate of the daughters. In a suit by applts. 
against the daughters of testator, the co-heiresses 
ot F., for a partition: -Held: the remainder in 
fee, in the estate of “ P..’’ passed to F., under the 
residuary clause, there being nothing in the context 
of the will. to confine the natural & legal meaning 
of the word ‘estate’? to personalty only.— 
TAMILTON Corpn. a. Hopspon (1847), 6 Moo. 
Pc... 763 11 Jur. 198; 13 E.R. 612, PLC. 
Annotations :—Refd. O’Toole + Browne (1851), 3 FE. & B. 

572; Harter ve. Harter (1873), L. Rog PL & D1. 

5398. -|—The — word estate means 
primarily the thing to be devised, & will carry a 
fee simple, unless restrained by other expressions. 
“1 give Llorsecroft, my estate that I now live in, 
to ny son”? :—-//eld : to be a devise in fee-simple. 

The meaning to be given to the word ‘‘ estate ”’ is 
primarily the thing intended to be devised, &, 
secondarily, the interest in that thing.- Dor d. 
Porrow «. Frickik (1851), 6 Exch. 510; 20 1. J. 
kx. 265; 17 1. TT. O.S. 81; 155 ie. R. 645. 
Annotation :—Consd. Burton v. White (1852), 7 Exch, 720. 

5399. —--—-.]—-Testator gave & bequeathed the 
“residue of his estate, after taking out £1,000,” to 
his uncle :- Held: the residuary real & personal 
estate passed, testator having previously made 
pecuniary gifts out of “his freehold & personal 
estate.”-- TEIAWKSWORTH tv. LIAWKSWORTH (1858), 
27 Beay. 1] : 54 EF. RoI. 

5400. -.] —Testator, by his will, after express- 
ing his intention to dispose of all his ‘“ worldly 
estate,’ & directing the payinent of his debts out 
of his personal estate, directed his exors. to sell such 
part, of his personal estate as was saleable, & “ to 
collect & get in all sum & sums of money due & 
owing to him, & all other his estate, & to convert 
the same,’ with a direction, out of the proceeds, 
to discharge his debts: - 7/eld: the extrix. had 
power to sell testator’s real estate under these 
words.-- HLAMILTON v. BUCKMASTER (1866), L. WR. 








3 Hq. 323: 36]. 7. Ch. 58; 15 L. T. 177; 12 
Jur. N.S. 986; 15 W. RR. 149. 
5401. -——-.] —STEIN v. RITHERDON, No. 6434, 


5402. Whether interest In subject of devise in- 
cluded.|—-One devises a third of all his estate 
whatsoever to his wife, & two-thirds of all his real 
& personal estate to his son J. & his heirs ; the wife 
has but an estate for life in the third part of the 
real estate, the word ‘' estate ’’ being intended to 
describe the ‘‘ thing ”’ only, & not the ‘‘ interest ”’ 
in the thing, & when testator intends to pass a 
fee, he adds the words “ heirs”? to the word 
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‘* estate.”—CHESTER v. PAINTER (1725), 2 P. Wms. 
335; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 814; 24 KB. R. 755, P. CG. 


Annotations iy Apa. Holdfast v. Marton (1786), 1 Term Jtep. 
411. Mentd. Inchiquin ». French (1744), 1 Amb. 33; 
Green v. Pigot (1781), 1 Bro. C. ©. 103. 








5403. -]—Goopwyn v. Goopwyvn, No. 5646, 
post, 
5404. Effect of context.|—TVThvough the 


word “ estate’’ in the operative part of a will 
passes not only the corpus of the property, 
but all the interest of testator in it, unless con- 
trolled by the context, yet, where the word is not 
used in the operative clause of the devise itself, 
but is introduced into another part of the will 
referring to it, such word cannot be construed as 
having the effect of extending the meaning of the 
operative clause, whether prior or subsequent.— 
Dor d. BURTON v. WILITE (1848), 2 “exch. 7975 18 
L. J. Ex. 59; 154 Kk. R. 713, x. Ch. 

Annotations :-~-Folld. Burton v. Powers (1857), 26 L. J. Ch. 

330. Refd. Hilla. Brown, (1894) A. C. 125, 

5405. -|—-Testator, by will executed 
before Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), devised real estate 
to his wife for life, with remainder to his son J., 
subject to the payment out of the aforcsaid 
premises of several sums of £50, &, after other 
devises, directed that the rents that were behind 
®& unpaid should go to that person he had left the 
estates & property respectively to:—Deld: J. 
took a life estate only. 

The words ‘' estate & property’? are words of 
reference & description relating to the thing 
devised & do not mean testator’s estate therein 
(Woop, V.-C.)—Borron +. Powrrs (1857), 8 
K. & J21703 26 L. J. Ch. 830; 5 WLR. 2423 69 
EK. RR. 1067, 

«Annotation :— Refd. Lioyd v. Jackson (1867), 15 W. RR. 408. 


(b) Whether Realty Included. 


5406. Realty passes.|—All my estate in a will 
passeth a fee.——Tikken rv. PAG (1675), Lb Cas. in 
Cli, 202-4 22.0. ie Tok 
ge eon i Apld. Tilley ev. Siinpson (1746), 2 Term Rep. 

ely Tbe 

5407. J—A devise of all my other estate 
of what nature soever to my exors. to pay debts & 
legacies therewith,’ passes the inheritance. — 
LANG @. FIAWKINS (1684), 2 Show. 395; s9 I. R. 
10038. 

5408. J—A devise of ‘all my estate” 
passes a fee.——-REEVES t. WINNINGTON (L681), 3 
Mod. Rep. 45; 2 Show. 240: 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 
209; S87 E.R. 2S, 

Annotations :-- Refd. Shaw v. Bull (1701), 12 Mod. Rep. 593 ; 
Cute v. Gibbons (1714), @ Ld. Rayin. 3215 Maudy wv. 
Maudy (17380), Lee femp. Hard. 14yz. 

5409. ——--.]~—One devises all his goods, chattels, 
& estate whatsoever, on condition to pay his debts 
& legacies, these words pass his real estate. he 
having by will devised a considerable legacy to his 
eldest son, & other legacies, & the surplus of his 
estate after his wife’s death to be equally divided 
between his four children.—LUMLEY tv. MAY 
(1691), Pree. Ch. 37; 2 Nq. Cas. Abr. 5143 24 
I. R. 19. 

5410. .|—A. begins his will with disposing 
of all his worldly estate; & then wills that all his 
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5406 i. Realty passes.J—The words 
‘means & estate’? in a will in the 
absence of restrictive words applicable 
only to personalty, are large enough 28.—CAN. 


.«. #H. all properties, 


moneys, & personal effects now in my 
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debts be first paid, & gives his wife a moiety of 

what is left after his debts paid. The real estate 

is charged with the debts, & a fee in a moiety of 
the surplus of the real estate passes to the wife.— 

BEACHCROFT v. BEACHCROFT (1715), 2 Vern. 690 ; 

23 E. KK. 1047, L. C. 

Annotations :--Refd. Grayson », Atkinson (1752), 1 Wils. 
333; Monk v. Mawdsley (1827), 1 Sim. 286. 

5411. —-—.]—-Barry v. EpG@wortH (1729), 1 
liq. Cas. Abr. 178; Mos. 172; 2 P. Wms. 5238 ; 
25 BF. RR. 333. 

.{nnotations :—Apld. Ibbetson v. Beckwith (1735), Cas. 
temp. Talb. 157; Loveacres d. Mudge v. Blight (1775), 1 
Cowp. 352; ltoe d. Child v7. Wright (1806), 7 East, 259. 
Consd. Doe d. Pottow v. Fricker (1851), 6 Icxeh. 510. 
Refd. Goodwyn v. Goodwyn (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 226; 
Macaree ct. ‘Tall (1753), Amb. 1815 Southby v. Stonchouse 
(1755), 2 Ves, Sen. 610. 
5412. .|—Testator’s setting out in his will 

to give & dispose of his worldly estate is a strong 

proof that he intends to dispose of the inheritance 
of his lands, when there are sufficient words in 
the following parts of the will for that purpose ; 
the words estate at such a place, or in such a place, 

may carry a fee. The whole complexion of a 

will ought to be considered (orn TALBot, C.).— 

IpBBeETSON @. BECKWiTiL (1735 








5), Cas. femp. Talb. 
157; 22. Wms. 337, n.; 25 i. R. 714, L. C. 
Annotations :—-Consd. Bailis v. Gale (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 48 5 

Doe d. Child v. Wright (1798), 8 Term Rep. 64. Apld. 

Doe d. Sinall 7. Allen (1800), 8 Term Rep. 497. Expld. 

Pettiward v. Prescott (1802), 7 Ves. 541. Reid, Tuffnell 

av. Pare (1710), 2 Atk. 373; Goodwyn v. Goodwyn (1749), 

1 Ves. Sen. 226: Macaree «. Tall (1753), Aib. 181; 

Goodright d. Baker v. Stocker (1792), 5 Term Rep. 13; 

Yoo d. Spearing vr. Buckner (1796), 6 Term Rep. 610; 

Toc d. Child v. Wright (1806), 7 Kast, 249; Lloyd vv. 

Jackson (1866), 35 L. J. Q. B. 188 3 Bowen v. Lewis (1884), 

9 App. Cas, &YU, Sa 

5413. -|—(1) Devise of all that ‘ estate 
testator bought of M. held to pass the fee. — 

(2) So held also as to another clause which was 
a devise of ‘‘ the reversion ” of that tenement his 
sister lived in after her death.—BAILIs v. GALE 
(1750). 2 Ves. Sen. 48: 28 EK. R. 32, L. C. 
Snnotations :—.1s to (1) Distd. Doe d. Norris. v. Tucker 

(18382), 3B. & Ad, 473. Refd. Burton v. White (1852), 

221i J. dos. T29. 

5414. |—Where testator ‘gave & _ be- 
queathed to A. his estate at B.”’ & © the rest of his 
effects, furniture, estates real & personal, to de 
A. took the estate at B.in fee. The word" estate 
of itself carries a fee 5 & words of restraint must be 
added to make it carry a less estate.—HOLDFAST 
d. CowrPen v. MArTEN (1786), 1 Term Rep. 411; 
99 E.R. 1168, 

Annotation :--Consd. Roo d. 

Wast, 259. 

5415. .|—Devise to wife of ‘ all & singular 
my frechold lands, messuages, & tenements at, 
etc., or elsewhere, together with all my household 
goods, etc., for life, d& after her decease then all 
the said estates, goods, etc., to be divided among 
my sons, naming five, share & share alike " :— 
Held: the sons took a fee in the lands after the 
death of the wife, & the estate of one of them was 
well devised to another, by a devise ‘ of all my 
proportionable share which belongs. to me, after 
my mother’s death, to him & his heirs.’’-—Hor d. 
ALLPORT v. Bacon (1815), 4 M. & S. 366; 105 
E.R. 869. 











Thild +. Wright (1806), 7 





beloved wife, whom I 


ny dear & 
: extrix.,"’ otc. :—Held: 


appoint sole 


possession, for her own & sole use, to the word ‘estate’ clearly _ passed 
be disposed of as she may see proper ” ; testator's Jand, notwithstanding its 
—Held : the devise passed real eatate. connection with the personalty.—— 
-—Rte HARGQAN & FRITZINGER, 16 0. RK. aaa ». McCAaBR, 22 U. C. R. ‘ 

.)--Teostator describing 5406 iv. .}~—Either of the words 


to include real estate.—-ROBISON «. 
aoe (1891), 12 N. S. W. Hq. 47.--— 


6406 ii. ——-.]}—Testator by his will 
provided as follows: ‘' I will & be- 


6406 ili. 





half of lot 24, 


limuself as ‘ of the township of 5., south 
tenth conecession,’® 
devised ag follows: “ All of my estate, q, 
goods & chattels, I give & bequeath to 





“property ” or ‘estate ’’ is sufficien 
to pass realty under a will.—-CAMERON 
aoee (1891), 21 8. Cc. R. 273.— 
CAN. 
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Sect. Pig aaa of property: Sub-sect. 14, 
. (b). 
5416. -]—Devise of all my estate real & 





ersonal wha soever, that is to say, my land, 
ouses, & all other buildings, situate at S. on my 
estate, & likewise all my household furniture, & 
stock in trade, carries a fee in the lands at S.— 
DENN d. RICHARDSON v. Hoop (1816), 7 Taunt. 


35: 2 Marsh. 359; 129 KE. R. 14. 
Bd aca :—Refd. Doe d. Burton v. White (1847), 1 Exch. 


5417. -|—MIDLAND COUNTIES Ry. Co. v. 
Oswin, No. 54382, post. 











Pia J—FULLERTON v. MARTIN, No. 6070, 
post. 
5419. .|—Testatrix proceeded thus: ‘“ & 


in respect of my rea] & per sonal estate ’’ I direct 
the tenant to be continued, ‘‘ & as to the rest. 
residue & remainder of my estate, including 
moneys & securities for money.” I direct that it 
shall be divided, etc.:—Held: the real estate 
passed.—MEEDS v. Woop (1854), 19 Beav. 215; 


562 EB. R. 331. 
ARTs —- Retd. Iie Martin, Smith v. Martin (1885), 54 


L. J. 

5420. | _—Testator, by will, in 1808, after 
making specitic bequests of freehold & leasehold 
estate, gave certain specific chattels, & bequeathed 
as follows: ‘I give all the rest of my houschold 
furniture, books, linen, & china, except as herein- 
after mentioned, goods, chattels, estate, & effects, 
of what nature or kind soever, & wheresoever the 
same shall be at the time of my death,” to trustees, 
‘their exors., administrators. & assigns,’’? upon 
trust for sale. Hie then made a bequest of his 
ready money, money arising from sale of lands, 
securities for money, & all sums due to him at: his 
decease. Testator was, at the date of his will, 
& at the time of his death, seised of certain frec- 
hold estate. which he did not. mention in his will :— 
Held: such freehold estate passed by the words 
‘* all the rest of my estate.”’—-DOBSON v. BOWNESS 
(1868), L. R. 5 Iq. 404; 37 L. J. Ch. 309; 16 
W. R. 640. 

5421. 





Unless construction shows different 
é . TWISDEN (1711), Gilb. Ch. 
30; 25 E. BR. 22. 


5422. oe 2 Eq. Cas. 
Abr. 322, pl. 16; 22 Fs. R. 275, L C, 

5423. -|—(1) The word ‘ estates ” in a 
will, will carry the fee, Hae coupled with other 
words, which show a different intention. 

(2) A will, directing testator’s dehts to be paid, 
& devising several estates to his wife for life, & 
after her decease, devising his property in the 
following words, viz., I give W. the income of 
my four shares in the Corn Market, for his life, & 
all the rest of my estates, with all moneys in the 
stocks in M.’s hands, or any other securities, to 
be divided in equal shares, to FE. S. & others,”’ 
passes a reversionary interest in the said four 
shares in the Corn Market to E. S. & others.— 
FLETCHER v. SMITON (1788), 2 Chit. 558; 2 Term 
Rep. 656; 100 BE. RR. 3538. 

Annotations: s— As to (1) Consd. Sanderson r. ea rol 9 
L. T. O. S. 269. ‘Reta. Pettiward v. Prescott (1802), 7 
Ves. 541; Randall v. Tuchin (1815), 2 Marsh. 113. 

5424. -|\—Under the general word 
“estate ’’ in a will, a real estate will pass ; unless 
restrained, as in this instance, by the intention, 
collected "from the whole will.—WoolLLAM  v. 
a ia (1803), 9 Ves. 187; 32 E. R. 554, 























Annotations :-—Consd. Stokes v. Salomons (1851), 9 Hare, 75: 
Coard rv. Holderness (1855), 20 Beav. 147. Refd. Morgan 
v. Edwards (1837), 1 Bli. N.S. 401; Re Greenwich Hospital 
Improvement Act (1855), 20 Beav. 458; Cook v. Jaggard 
(1866),“13 L. T. 717. 
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--|—The word “‘ estate ’’ will ea & 
a fee in a will, if not restrained by other words ; 

it was not restrained in a devise of “ all my estate, 
lands, etc., known & called by the name of the Coal 
Yard in the parish of St. Giles, London.’’—Rok d. 
CHILD v. Wricnt (1806), 7 East, 259; 3 Smith, 
K. B. 229; 103 i. R. 100. 


Annotations : "—Apld. Roo d. Allport v. Bacon (1815), 4 
M. & S. 366: Denn d. Richardson v. Hood (1816), 7 
Taunt. 35. onsd. Doe d. Knott v. Lawton (1838), 4 
Bing. N.C. 455; Doed. oe Loan (1841), 1 Q. B. 229; 
Burton v. White (1852), Exch. 720; ick v. Sueter 
(1854), 3 BE. & B. 219. Retd. Right d. Compton v. Compton 
(1808), 9 East, 267; Doe d. Booley v. Roberts (1840), 11 


Ad. & It}. 1000. 

5426. .]—The word ‘‘ estate,” used in 
the operative clause of a will, although referring 
locality, conveys a fee- simple, unless there is in 
the will other matter to control that signification.— 
RANDALL v. TucHIN (1815), 6 Taunt. 410; 2 








Marsh. 113; 128 K. R. 1004. 

Annotations : —<Consd. oe d. Burton v. White (1847), 1 
ech, 526. Refd. Bowen v. Lewis (1884), 9 App. Cas, 
90. 
5427. .]—Devise: ‘“‘I give & be- 


queath to my sons, Joshua & James, my estate 
that I now occupy, together with the facto 
thereon; except the house I now occupy, wit 
the cottages thereon, which I give to my daughters, 
Martha & Alice jointly ’’: then, after charging 
with certain payments, ‘“my estate heretofore 
given to my sons.’’—‘‘ I give & bequeath to my 
son Joshua that. estate lying at H., occupied by F., 
which I hold under lease from S., ‘during the term 
of my lease’ :—Held: the sons took a ie in the 
factory, & the daughters a fee in the house.— 
Dok d. Knorr v. LAWTON (1838), 4 Bing. N. C. 
4553; 1 Arn. 204 ; 6 Scott, 303; 7L. J.C. P. 288 ; 
2 Jur. 443; 132 E.R. 863. 


Annotations -Consd. Hill v. Rattey (1862), 2 John. & H. 
634. Refd. Doe d. Roberts v. Roberts (1841), 7M. & W. 
382. 


5428. ——.]—The word ‘‘estate”’ in a 
will does not. of necessity include real property, 
but its meaning must be taken as explained by the 
context. Thus, where testator, after devising 
certain real estates by his will, proceeded, ‘ I 
give all the rest of my household furniture, books, 
linen, & china, except as hereinafter mentioned, 
voods, chattels, estate & effects, of what nature 
or kind soever, & wheresoever the same shall be 
at the time of my death,’”? unto certain exors. in 
trust, to dispose of the same as specified by the 





will:—Ield: the word “estate” did not pass 
real estate.-—SANDERSON wv. DOBSON (1847), 1 
IIxch. 141; 9 L. T. O. S. 269; 154 KE. R. 59; 


sub nom. SAUNDERSON v. DOBSON, 16 I. J. Ex. 


249; subsequent proceedings, 10 Beav. 478, 
Annotations : ~~ Expld. Fullerton v. Martin (1853), 1 Kq. Ro ee 

224. N.F. O'toole v. Growne (1854), 3 HK. & B. 

euRene. Bowness (1868), 37 L. J. Ch. 309. ‘Refd. Dood 

Evans v. Walker (1850), 19 L. J. Q. B. 293; J)’Almaine 

v. Moseley (1853), 1 Eq. Rep. 252. entd. Jegon v. Vivian 

(1865), L. R.1C. P. 9. 

5429. .|—Testator, by his will, reciting 
that he had contracted with A. for the sale of a 
freehold messuage at M., but that he had never 
executed any conveyance thereof to him, devised 
the same to B. & C., their heirs & assigns, in trust, 
on receipt of the purchase- moncy, to enable them 
to convey to A. He then gave a leasehold estate 
to his two sisters, ‘‘ their heirs, exors., adminis- 
trators, & assigns, for & during the term of their 
natural lives, or the lives of the several persons for 
whose lives the same was held, & the life of the 
longest liver of them, without impeachment of 
waste’’; &, after the death of one of the sisters, 
he gave the whole of his said ‘‘ leasehold estate ”’ 
to the survivor, her heirs, etc., absolutely. 
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The will then proceeded as follows: ‘ I give unto 
my sisters my silver-hafted knives, & forks, & 
my silver table spoons, equally to be divided 
between them ; I give all the rest of my 
household furniture, books, linen, & china, except 
as hereinafter mentioned, goods, chattels, estate, 

& effects, of what nature or kind soever, & where- 

soever the same shall be at the time of my decease, 

unto B. & C. their exors., administrators, & assigns, 
in trust, as soon as conveniently may be, to sell 

& dispose of the same, & to apply the money by 

such sale arising, towards payment of my debts, 

etc.: I give & bequeath all my ready money, & 

the money arising by sale of my premises at M., 

to be received by my trustees, securities for money, 

& all other sum or sums of money that may be due 

& owing to me at the time of my decease, unto 

my sisters,’’ etc., & B. & C. were appointed exors. : 

—Held: the trustees, B. & C., took the reversion 

in fee in other lands of which testator, at the time 

of making his will, made before 1838, was scised 
for life, with contingent remainders which failed, 
with the reversion in himself, in fee.—SANDERSON 

v. DoBSON (1849), 7C. B. 813 137 E. RR. 33. 

Annotations :—Apld. O'Toole v. Browne (1854), 3 FE. & B. 
572; Dobson v. Bowness (1868), 37 L. J. Ch. 309. Refd. 
D’Almaine v. Moseley (18053), 1 Eq. Rep. 252. 

5430. ~}]) — HAMILTON CORPN. v. 
Hopspon, No. 5397, ante. 

5431. |—Testator, by his will, gave 
all his real & personal estate to trustees for the 
benefit of his granddaughter. By a codicil he 
gave “ the whole of my estate & all my houschold 
goods,” ete. “ & all other my personal property,” 
free from legacy duty, to J. R. & in other respects 
testator confirmed his will :—Held: on the con- 
struction of the whole will & codiedl, the real estate 
did not pass under the codicil.-——MOLYNEUX tv, 
ROWE (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 368; 25 L. J. Ch. 
670; 27 L. T. O. S. 179; 2 Jur. N.S. 769; 4 
W.R. 530; 44 BF. R. 482, L. JJ. 

5432. —— Burden of proof of different 
intent.|—A bequest of ** money, goods, chattels, 
estates & effects ” :—Held: to pass real estate. 

It lies in the first instance upon those who say 
that the real estate has not descended, to show that 
it has not descended ; but when they produce a 
will, properly executed & attested, purporting to 
give all testator’s money, goods, chattels, estates, 
& cffects, the burthen js shifted, & it Iles upon 
those who say that the real estate is not included 
in the will to show that it is not included (IXANIGHT- 
BrRuUCcE, V.-C.).—MIDLAND CoUNTLUES Ry. Co. v, 
OswIN (1844), 1 Coll. 74.3; 3 Ry. & Can. Cas. 497 ; 
Wh I. Ch. 209; 2L. 7. 0. S. 399; 8 Jur. 188 ; 
63 E.R. 327. 

Annotations :- -Refd. Re Bagot’s Setthnt. (1862), 31 L. J. Ch. 
772. Mentd. Re Stewart’s Trusts (1852), 22 L. J. Ch. 369 ; 
Fe Harrop’s state (1857), 26 L. J. Ch. 516; Kelland v. 
Fulford (1877), 6 Ch. D. 491. 

5433. J— The word “ estate,” 
in a will, will primd facie pass real estate, & the 
burthen of proof lies on those who contend the 
contrary.—PATTERSON v. HUDbpART (1853), 17 
Beav. 210; 1 W. R. 423; SLE. R. 1013. 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Greenwich Hospital Improvement 

Act (1855), 20 Beav. 458. 

5434. Expressions applicable to per- 
sonal estate only.|—(1) The word ‘‘estate’’ & 
other similar words which, when used in a will, 
are of themselves sufficient to pass real as well as 
personal estate, will not be cut down & confined 
to the latter merely because the accompanying 
expressions & the limitations & trusts of the will 
are applicable to personal estate only. 

Therefore, where testator in 1866, after specific 
bequests of pure personalty, gave & bequeathed 





























_ 
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all the rest & residue of his estate & effects to 
trustees, their exors., administrators & assigns, 
upon trusts applicable to personalty only, with 
an ultimate limitation to the next-of-kin :—Held : 
a freehold house belonging to testator passed under 
the residuary gift to the trustees. 

(2) Testator had at his death two sums of 
money at his bankers’, one on a drawing account, 
the other on deposit, for which no notice of with- 
drawal was necessary ; & he was also entitled to 
proportionate parts of two pensions, & of interest 
on mtges., & of dividends on shares & stocks :— 
Held: a gift of his ‘‘ ready money ”’ passed the 
two sums upon drawing & deposit account, but 
not the pensions, interest or dividends.—STKEIN v. 
RITHERDON (1868), 37 L. J. Ch. 369; 19 L. T. 
184; 16 W. QR. 477. 

Annotation :—As to (2) Consd. Hopkins v. Abbott (1875), 

L. R. 19 Hq. 222. 

5435. Residue of term.|—-Tenant by demise 
td him & his heirs for lives devised as follows (after 
legacies of money & furniture): ‘‘ I give, bequeath, 
& devise to my wife A. all my money, securities 
for money, goods, chattels, & estate & effects of 
what nature or kind soever, & wheresoever the 
same may be at the time of my death,” & I 
appoint my said wife extrix. The heir-at-law was 
not mentioned in any part of the will :—Held: 
by the word ‘‘estate’’ the residue of the term 
passed to the widow.—DoE d. EVANS v. EVANS 
(1839), 9 Ad. & El. 719; 1 Per. & Dav. 472; 2 
Will. Woll. & H.128; 8L.J.Q. B. 212; 112 B.R. 
1384. 


Annotations :—Consd. Sanderson v. Dobson (1847), 1 Exch. 
141; O’Toole v. Browne (1854), 3 KE. & B. 572. Refd. 
Parker v. Marchant (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 290 ; Doe d. 
Evans vv. Walker (1850), 15 Q. B. 28; Hamilton v. Buck- 
master (1866), 15 L. T. 177. 


5436. Whether copyhold included.} — 
Testator gave to his exors. “‘ all his goods, estates, 
bonds, debts, to be sold,’’ etc. The word 
‘‘ estates’? will pass a copyhold which was sur- 
rendered to the use of the will.—JoNn@sma v. 
JONGSMA (1787), 1 Cox, Iiq. Cas. 362; 29 KE. R. 
1204. 

ALT GH on :—Apld. Doe d. Evans rv. Evans (1839), 9 Ad. & 





5437. -|—Construction of a residuary 
devise, as including under the general words 
‘estate & effects’? a copyhold, not surrendered, 
in favour of a younger son, subject to debts, the 
will reciting, that the eldest son was provided for ; 
& no freehold estate. —VENNINGTON v, PENNINGTON 
(1813), 1 Ves. & B. 406; 35 E.R. 158. 











5438. ———.]—QUENNELL v. TURNER, No. 
5279, ante 
5139. --—— _ -.J—A. will, made after the Wills 


Act, 1837 (c. 26), whereby testator gave, devised 
& bequeathed all his estate & effects whatsoever 
& wheresoever, & of what nature or Kind soever, 
to A., to be paid, assigned or transferred to him 
on his attaining twenty-one :—Held : to pass real 
estate (copyhold of inheritance) subsequently 
acquired, notwithstanding a direction in the will 
that in the meantime the exors. should apply the 
interest, dividends & proceeds of such estate & 
effects, or so much thereof, or so much of the 
principal thereof, as they should think necessary 
in the maintenance, education & putting forth 
of A. in the world, & should invest. the said estate 
& effects on real or personal security at their dis- 
cretion. 

The directions applicable only to personal estate 
may, in such a case, be construed as referring not 
to the whole subject-matter of the gift, but to such 
portions of the estate as may consist of personalty 
to which such directions may be fitly applied.— 
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STOKES v. SALOMONS (1851), 9 Hare, 75; 20 

L. J. Ch. 343; 17 L. T. O. S. 209; 15 Jur. 483; 


68 E.R. 421. 
ATE :—Distd. Coard v. Holderness (1855), 20 Beav. 
147. 


5440. .|-—B. died intestate in Dec. 
1869, possessed of copyholds held of the manor of 
Taunton Dene, which by the custom of that manor 
devolved upon his widow. He left surviving him, 
besides his widow, his son P., & two daughters of 
whom one was pitf., Mrs. H. The widow died on 
Jan. 7, 1870, having by her will devised to her 
two daughters ‘‘ the share of her late husband’s 
estate’ that she took or was entitled to on his 
decease, to be divided between them share & share 
alike. She also gave them pecuniary legacies, 
& declared that she made this provision for them 
in lieu of the freehold & copyhold lands which 
descended to her son on the intestacy of her hus- 
band; & she appointed H., the husband of Mrs. 
H.,to be herexor. Onher death it was erroneously 
assumed that the Taunton Dene copyholds had, 
upon B.’s death devolved upon I. as his customary 
heir, & from that time the rents were collected by 
H. & applied to the maintenance of P. until he 
attained twenty-one, in 1878 when II. accounted 
to him & handed over the title-deeds. PP. con- 
tinued in possession till his death in 1890, having 
devised all his real estate to defts. The facts as 
to the devolution of the copyholds on B.'s death 
having been discovered on Sept. 25, 19U0, an action 
was brought by Mrs. H. & her husband in her 
declaration for a right that they were entitled 
to a moicty of the copyholds under the will of B.’s 
widow. Semble: on the construction of the will, 
the copyholds did not pass thereunder.—-HOUNSELL 
v. DUNNING, [1902] 1 Ch. 512; 71 L. J. Ch. 259 ; 
86 L. T. 

G. Funds, Stocks, Shares, Securities, etc. 
(a) “S Funds.’ 

5441. ‘* Government stocks & funds ’’-- Bond.|— 
Under a bequest of “ all debts due & owing to 
testator at the time of his death,’ a bond con- 
ditioned for replacing a sum of stock sold by 
testator after the date of his will, & lent by him 
to the obligor, was held to pass ; the day stipulated 
for the re-investment being passed at the time of 
his death; therefore not comprehended in the 
residuary devise enumerating, among other things, 
“his government stocks & funds.”—ESSINGTON v, 
VASHON (1817), 3 Mer. 434; 36 E. R. 167. 

5442. East India stock.|]-—(1) East India 
stock will not pass under a bequest of money in 
the ‘‘ Government or Parliamentary stocks or 
funds, or foreign stocks or funds.” 

(2) A term of five hundred years was created 
in real estate, the trusts of the term being, at the 
requcst of B. to raise & pay to him by demise, 
sale, or mtge., or out of the rents, the sum of 
£1,500, & in the meantime, & until the whole of 
this sum should be raised upon trust, to pay to B. 
interest at 4 per cent. :—Held: the £1,500 thus 
charged upon the land passed under a specific gift 
in B.’s will of “ all the moneys whatsoever due to 
me on mtge.; & all debts owing to me on an 
account.” —BROWN v. Brown (1858), 4 kK. & J. 
ee ; sl L. T. O. 8S. 297; 6 W. RK. 613; 70 E.R. 

2. 

Annotation :—CGenerally, Reid. Re Williams, Spencer v. 

Brighouse (1&86), 54 L. ‘I. 831. 


5443. ‘‘ English funds ’’—East India stock or 
Exchequer bills.|—-A bequest of ‘‘ property in the 
English funds” will not pass India stock or 











WILLS. 


Exchequer bills—JOHUNSON v. DieasBy (1829), 8 

L. J. O. S. Ch. 38. 

5444. ** British funds ’’—Government annulty.] 
—A direction to purchase an annuity in ‘the 
British funds ”’ cannot be construed as a direction 
to purchase a government annuity.— KERR v. 
MIDDLESEX JFIOSPITAL (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 576 ; 
22 L. J. Ch. 355; 20 L. T. O. S. 160; 17 Jur. 49; 
1W.R. 93; 42 E. BR. 996, L. 0. & L. JJ. 
Annotations :—Refd. Nichols v. Hawkes (1853), 10 Fare, 

312; Pawson v. Pawson (1854), 23 L. J. Ch. 054; Lett. 

Randall, Lett « Dormer (1855), 3 Sm. & G. 83; Ite 

Grove’s Trusts (1849), 33 L. PT. O. 8. 365 ; Ross ». Borer 

(1862), 2 John. & H. 469; Re Taber, Arnold v. Kayess 

(1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 721; Fe Stratheden & Campbell, 

Cowper v. Strathecden & Campbell (1893), 37 Sol. Jo, 495. 

5445. ‘* Foreign’ stock or funds ’’—All foreign 
government securities.|— The words ‘ stock in the 
foreign funds,’? upon the terms of a will :— Held: 
to comprise all foreign securities, for which the 
faith of the govt. of the foreign country was pledged. 
—-ELLIS v. EDEN (1857), 23 Beav. 543 ; 26 L. J. Ch. 
533; 30L. T. O.S. 60; 3 Jur. N.S. 950; 53 1. KR. 
213. 

5446. —-—- _ East India 

Brown, No. 5442, avite. 
5447, *‘ Funded property ’’— Bank stock.|—— 

Bequest of ‘ all the funded property in my name,’’ 

held to pass Irish Bank stock & Irish 3} per cents. 

belongins to testator, & standing in his name jointly 

with three others.—MANGIN v. MANQGIN (1852), 

16 Beav. 800 ; 51K. R. 795. 

5448. ‘*‘ Funds ’’---Foreign government bonds 
guaranteed by this country.|—--'T'estator directed all 
his property, except ready money or moneys in 
the funds, to be converted into money, & the clear 
moneys arising from such conversion to be invested 
in the names of the exors., in 8 per cent. Consols 
or other Government securities in Kngland :— 
Held: Greek bonds, though guaranteed by this 
country, were not comprehended in the word 
‘funds,’ & they were a proper subject of con- 
version under the terms of the will.—BURNIE v. 
GETTING (1845), 2 Coll. 32435; 61. T. O. 8S. 97; 9 
Jur. 037; 63 le. KR. 754. 

5449. Annuities.|-—Testator dirceted his 
trustees to sell & convert into money all his pro- 
perty, except such portion as consisted of moneys 
in the public funds, & the proceeds thereof to be 
invested in the public funds :—Held : the exception 
included long annuities.—IILOWARD v. Kay (1858), 
27L. J. Ch. 448; 6 W.R. 361. 

Annotations :—Apld. Wilday v. Sandys (1869), L. R. 7 hq. 
455. Refd. Porter rv. Baddeley (1877), 5 Ch. D. 542. 
5450. Government or Public funds.] 

Testatrix possessed property in Consols, Reduced 

Annuities, & in Bank stock; she made her own 

will, & she left to her brother “ Everything I may 

be possessed of at my decease, for his life; & 
should he marry, & have children of his own, to 
those children after ; but. should he die a bachelor, 

I leave the whole of my fortune now standing in 

the funds to Kh.” :—-Held: the Bank stock did not 

pass to FE. upon the brother dying a bachelor. 

I think the words “‘ the funds ”’ must be taken to 
mean the same as the “ Government funds” or 
“ Public funds ’’ (LORD CRANWORTI).—SLINGSBY 
v. GRAINGER (1859), 7 H. O. Cas. 273; 28 L. J. Ch. 
616; 5 Jur. N.S. 111; 11 H.R. 109, I. 1. ; 
affg. S. C. sub nom. GRAINGER v. SLINGSBY (1856), 
8 De G. M. & G. 385, L. JJ. 

Annotations :--- Mentd. White +. Birch (1867), 36 L. J. Ch. 
174; Wardwick v. Hardwick (1873), L. R. 16 Hq. 168; 
Keogh v. Keogh (1874), 22 W. Lt. 608. 

5451. Bank stock.| -—— SLINGSBY  v. 
GRAINGER, No. 5450, ante. 

5452. ‘‘ Any other funds ’’—British funds,]— 
MONTRESOR v. MONTRESOR, No. 50381, arite. 


stock.|— BROWN v. 
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(b) ‘* Stocks ’’ and ‘* Shares.”’ 

5458. ‘* Stock ’’—Conversion of shares of statu- 
tory company.|—(1) Bequest of all testator’s G. W. 
R. shares, & all other the railway shares of which 
he might be possessed at the time of his decease, 
held to pass G. W. R. shares which he had at the 
date of his will, & which were afterwards, by a 
resolution of the co. made under the authority of 
an Act of Parliament, converted into consolidated 
stock ; but held (2) not to pass consolidated stock 
in the same co. purchased by testator after the 
date of his will.—OakKks v. OAKES (1852), 9 Harc, 
666; 68 EK. lt. 680. 


Annotations :-—As to (1) Consd. 7%e Lane, Luard v. Lano 
(1880), 14 Ch. D. 8586. 


(1907] 1 Ch. 665. Refd. &e Tyler, Tyler v. Tyler (1891), 


65 L. T. 367; Le Herring, Murray v. Herring, [1908] 2 
Ch. 493, 48 to (2) Overd. Morrice v. Aylmer (1875), L. R. 


7H. 1. 717 

5454. ——— Stock bought with proceeds of sale 
of leaseholds.|—T'estator directed particular Icase- 
hold property to be sold, & the produce to be 
invested in stock ; the interest & dividends to be 
paid to his wife for life. Ie then directed the sale 
of other property to be invested in like manner, & 
the interest & dividends thereof, & also all such 
stock as should, at the time of his decease, be 
standing in his name, to be paid to his wife for 
life; &, at her decease, ‘‘ all interest & dividends ”’ 
were to be accumulated & added to such stock, 
which stock, together with all accumulations, he 
gave to his nephew, J. There was no residuary 
bequest :-—Hrld : as between J. & the next of 
kin, the gift to J, carried the whole proceeds of the 
leasehold estates. Re Currot’ Win ‘Rusts 
(1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 1045; 22 1.1. O. S. 329; 17 
Jur, 852, 

5455. Shares.|-——Testator by clause 6 of his 
will gave all his real & personal estate to trustees 
upon trust for sale & conversion & to hold the net 
proceeds as to one moiety upon trust to invest & 
pay the income to his wife during widowhood, with 
a gift over, & as to the other moiety upon trust 
to invest & pay the income to his two daughters 
for life as tenants in common, with gifts over; 
clause 9 empowered the trustees to postpone the 
sale & conversion of all or any part of the estate 
for so long as they thought fit; & clause 11 
empowered the trustees to permit his personal 
estate invested at his decease upon “ any stocks, 
funds or securities whatsoever yielding income to 
continue in the same state of investment ”’ so long 
as they should think fit. 

Testator at his death held shares in Canadian 
land cos. which were valuable & paid good divi- 
dends, but were of a wasting character & did not 
come within the investanent, clause in the will :— 
Held: on the evidence, the shares were ‘ stocks ”’ 
within the meaning of that word in clause 11.—- 
Re INMAN, INMAN v. INMAN, (1015) 1 Ch. 187; 84 
L. J. Ch. 300; 112 L. Pb. 240; 59 Sol. Jo. 161. 

5456. ‘* Shares ’’ —- Stock — Conversion 
scheme of amalgamation.|]— (1) Testatrix be- 
queathed all her sharesin the Imperial Gas Light 
& Coke Co. After the date of her will all testat rix’s 
shares of the above description were, by a statutory 
scheme of amalgamation of the Imperial & other 
cos., converted into stock of the Gas Light & Coke 
Co.:—Held: a provision in the scheme, trans- 





Apld. Ze Slater, Slater v. Slater, | 


| of company.J—Re WluMPHREYs, WREN vt. 
under | 
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ferring to the substituted stock the trusts & 
limitations affecting the old shares, ‘‘ so as to give 
effect to & not revoke any testamentary disposi- 
tion,’’ was effectual to prevent ademption. 

(2) After the amalgamation testatrix purchased 
other stock of the Gas Light & Coke Co. :—Held: 
these also passed by the bequest.—Jte LOVEMAN, 
WATSON v. WATSON (1879), 48 L. J. Ch. 565. 

5457. .|—A gift of “‘ all my shares 
in’”’ the A., B. & C. cos. was held to pass preferred 
ordinary stock into which the shares in the co. 
had been converted on a reconstruction of that co. 
& amalgamation with another co., but not a 
debenture bond which had been created by a 
reconstruction of the A. co., nor debenture stock of 
the C. co. similarly created on a reconstruction.—- 
Re HUMPHREYS, WREN v. WARD (1915), 114 L. T. 
230; 60 Sol. Jo. 105. 

5458. Debenture stock.|—A bequest of all 
testator’s ‘‘ shares” in a public co. will not pass 
debenture stock.—Re BopMan, BODMAN v. Bon- 
MAN, [1891] 3 Ch. 185; 61 L. J. Ch. 31; 65 1. T. 
522; 40 W. R. 60. 


Annotations :—Consd. 7?e Weeding, Armstrong v. Wilkin, 
[1896] 2 Ch. 364. Refd. Sellar v. Bright (1904), 20 T. L. R. 


5 

5459. .}—Testatrix bequeathed all her 
shares in two specified railway cos. She never 
had any shares in either co., but at the date of her 
will she held debenture stock of each co., which 
she continued to hold at the time of her death :— 
Held: the debenture stock passed under the 
bequest.--Re WEEDING, ARMSTRONG v. WILKIN, 
(1806) 2 Ch. 364; 65 L. J. Ch. 743; 74 L. T. 651 ; 
44 W. R. 556; 40 Sol. Jo. 565. 

Annotations : ~—-Distd. Re Connolly, Walton v. Connolly 

(1914), 110 L. I’. 688. Refd. ec Glassington, Glassington 

ve. Follett, [1906] 2 Ch. 305. 

5460. -—— .|-—J. bequeathed (a) his shares 
in J. W. & 'T. Connolly (S. Africa), Ltd., to various 
legatees; (b) to his trustees his investments in 
the Associated Omnibus co., consisting of 
preference shares & ordinary shares; & (c) his 
investments in Barclay Perkins, Ltd., consisting 
of £500 debentures & £500 ordinary shares. 

Testator held £500 ordinary shares in J. W. & 
T. Connolly (S. Africa), Ltd., as trustee, & a 
debenture for £2,000. Le held £500 in debentures 
& £500 in ordinary shares in the Associated 
Omnibus Co., Ltd., & he also held £200 mtge. 
debenture stock & 20 preference shares in Barclay, 
Perkins & Co., Ltd. :-—eld : (1) testator intended 
to deal with shares & not the debenture, & the 
debenture did not pass to the specific legatees ; 
(2) the bequests were sufficiently wide to include 
the debentures & debenture stock notwithstanding 
the appended inaccurate description.—he Con- 
NOLLY, WALTON v. CONNOLLY (1914), 110 I. T. 


5461. 























Stock created on reconstruction 
WARD, 
No. 5457, ante. 

5462. Debenture bond—-Bond created on 
reconstruction of company.|—/te NTIUMPIKEYs, 
WREN v. Wakp, No. 5457, ante. 

5463. ‘* Railway shares ’’—Railway stock.]— 
OAKES t. OAKES, No. 5453, ante. 

5464. -.]—Bequest by will made in 
1857, of ‘‘ my shares in the Great Western Rail- 











PART XVI. abel 15, SUB-SECT. 14. 


m. ‘** Stock **— Shares allotted from 
accumulated — profits.) — WtIGQIns —v. 
ag (1873), 18 N. B. RR. (2 Pug.) 3l. 


n. —— Distribution of bonua shares.) 
—Re Faris, GODDARD v,. OVEREND, 


L1911} 11. R.165.—IR. 

5458 i. ‘* Sharcs "—~Debenture stock.) 
—-DITLON t. ARKINS (1885), 138 L. Kh. 
Ir. 5573 17 GL. h. Ir. 636.--IR. 

o. —— Money due on judgments.) 
fa i pceer i MERCER (1860), 10 I. Ch. 


wo ° 





p. Aisdescription of company.) 


a a ut. FLoonp, [1902] LI. RR. 538. 


q. —— Interest as next of kin.}-- 
Re TWoumeEs, VILLIERS v. HOLMES, 
(1917) 1 I. R. 165,—IR. 


r. —— Alteration of value prior to 
death. }—CoORLEY v. CORLEY (1912), 31 
N. Z. L. R. 887.—-N.Z. 
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way.” At the date of the will testatrix had no 

shares, strictly speaking, in the Great Western, 

or any other ry. co. ; but she was possessed of Wilts 

& Somerset stock of the Great Western Railway, & 

also of preference & other stock, which was 

increased by further purchases of stock in the same 
co. between the date of the will & her death :— 

Held: all the Great Western & Wilts & Somerset 

stock in the possession of testatrix at her death 

passed under the bequest.—-TRINDER v. TRINDER 

(1866), L. R. 1 Eq. 695; 14 W. R. 557. 

Annotations :—Consd. Bothamlcy v. Sherson (1875), L. f. 
20 Eq. 304; Morrice rv. Aylmer (1875), L. R. 7 H. Ju. 717. 
Refd. Re Nottage, Jones v. Palmer (1895), 12 R. 571; 
Fe Slater, Slater v. Slater, [1906] 2 Ch. 480. 

5465. -|—The words ‘shares in a 
railway ”’ co. used in a will, are sufficient to pass 
‘‘ stock’? in a railway co. Testator bequeathed 
to his wife, besides other property, ‘ leasehold 
estates & all such stocks in the public funds, or 
shares in any railway of which I may die possessed,”’ 
& moneys & securities, for her life, then to his 
children if he should have any, & on her death 
& failure of issue he gave ‘‘ the same leasehold 
estates, stocks, shares, moneys, & securities ”’ 
unto his brother T. absolutely. The residue, 
consisting of carriages, furniture, moncys at his 
bankers, & rents then due to him, he gave to his 
wife absolutely, & made her his extrix.; he died 
possessed of stock in the funds, of stock in a rail- 
way, & of shares in the same railway, not fully 
paid up, & not converted into stock :— Held: the 
words ‘‘ shares in any railway ”’ passed testator’s 
stock in that railway.—-MoRRICE v. AYLMER 
(1875), L. R. 7H. L. 717; 45 L. J. Ch. 6143 34 
lL. T. 218; 24 W. R. 587, H. I. 

Annotations :—Consd. Ite Werring, Murray +r. Herring, 
(1908) 2 Ch. 493. Refd. Bothamley_v. Sherson (1875), 
L. fT. 20 Eq. 304; Re Bennett, hr np. Kirk (1877), 5 Ch. D. 
800; Morgan v. Thomas (1877), 25 W. R. 750; Ite Gray, 
Dresser v. Gray (1887). 36 Ch. D. 205; Re Bodman, 
Bodman v. Bodman, [1891] 3 Ch. 135; Jte Tyler, Tyler v. 
Tyler (1891), 65 L. T. 367; Je Slater, Slater v. Slater 
(1907), 76 L. J. Ch. 472; Re Home & Foreign Investment 
& Agency Co., [1912] 1 Ch. 72. 

5466. —-— East Indian annuities—Conversion of 
East Indian railway shares.|—/’e KNAGGS, KNAGGS 
v. KNAGGS (1905), 49 Sol. Jo. 314. 

5467. ‘‘ Four per cent. trust stock ’’—Includes 
three per cent. Consols converted by direction.]—- 
Testator directs the produce of his real estate to be 
invested by his exors. in their own names in 4 per 
cent. Consols. He then directs them to transfer 
the 4 per cent. Consols & 4 per cent. Consols, then 
standing in his name, to the account in their own 
names, & afterwards disposes of ‘‘ the 4 per cent. 
trust stock.’’ This disposition. under the special 
provisions of the will, includes the 3 per cent. 
Consols which were standing in his name at the 
making of the will.-- JAQUES v. JOINSON (1833), 
2My. &K. 64; 39 E. R. 868. 

5468. ‘* Stock in public funds ’’—Bank stock.]— 
A bequest of stock in the public funds will not of 
itself pass bank stock. 

The bulk of testator’s property being at the time 
of making his will in Bank stock, he devises & 
bequeaths all his freehold & leasehold messuages, 
tenements, etc., & all his ready money, & securities 
for money, stocks in the public funds, goods, 
chattels, & effects, & all other his real & personal 
estate & effects, to trustees, upon trust to pay 








t. Bank shares—Shares subsequently 
subdivided.|— Re M‘AYEE, MACK 1, 
QUIREY, (1909) 1 I. R. 124.—IR. 

a. Stock of the Bank of Scotland.) 


—An assignation of £1,200 sterling of | 223.—SCOT. 


the stock of the Bank of Scotland, beld 
to mean £1,200 of stock, & not £1,200 
of moncy payable out of it.— FRASER 
». M‘ DONALD (1821), 1 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 


WILLS. 


the rents, fines, & profits of his freehold & lease- 
hold estate, & the dividends, interest, & proceeds 
of his money in the funds, & other his personal 
estate, to his daughter for life, etc. For some 
years after testator’s death, the trustees con- 
tinued to pay to the daughter the annual produce 
of the Bank stock, leaseholds, etc., leaving 
testator’s property as they found it. On a bill 
being filed for that purpose, the Bank stock & the 
leasehold were ordered to be sold, & the proceeds 
invested in 3 per cent. Consols, & the trustees to 
reserve out of the future dividends thereof, the 
difference between what had actually been, & 
what would have been paid, if the conversion into 
3 per cent. Consols had been made on testator’s 
death.—MILLs 7. Minus (1835), 7 Sim. 501; 4 
Ju. J. Ch. 266; 58 E. R. 929. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Oakes v. Strachey (1843), 13 Sim. 

4141; Hinves v. Hinves (1844), 3 Hare, 609. 

5469. ‘* Share & interest ’’ in insurance company 
—AInterest in policy..— HARINGTON v. MOFFAT, No. 
4949, ante. 

5470. Bank stock & foreign securities—Three & 
a quarter per cents.]—-Bequest of ‘‘ all my Bank 
stock & foreign securities as invested by Mr. A., 
stockbroker ’’:—Held: (1) to pass three & a 
quarter per cents., testator not having, at the date 
of his will or at his death, any other stock to 
answer this description; (2) to pass foreign 
ee as purchased after the date of the will by 
Mr. B. 

(3) Bequest of “my property not in England, 
in the hands of my attorney abroad, Mr. W., 
consisting of Rt. bonds,’’ etc. :—Held: to pass all 
property abroad.-~ DRAKE wv. Martin (1856), 23 
Beav. 89; 261. J. Ch. 786; 53 1. 2. 38. 

5471. Capital stock or sum of Consols—Consols 
standing in joint names of testator & wife.]— 
A bequest of ‘‘ the capital stock or sum of £800 
Consols’”’ with other specific property docs not 
pass a sum of £800 Consols standing in the joint 
names of the testator & his wife.—POOLE v. 
ODLING (1862), 10 W. Rh. 591, L. JU. 

5472. ‘‘Share in mines’’—-Share in slate 
quarries.)—Testator, by codicil, bequeathed “ all 
shares In mines of which he should die possessed ”’ 
to his wife absolutely. At the date of the codicil 
& of his death, besides certain mining shares 
acquired after the date of the codicil, testator 
possessed ten shares in a co. originally formed for 
slate, copper, & lead mining, but afterwards 
reconstituted & limited to the working of slate 
quarries. It being shown, however, that for some 
years prior to the date of the codicil the co.’s 
slate works had been, to the knowledge of testator, 
& at the time of his death still were, carried on 
almost entirely by underground & mining opera- 
tions, & not by quarrying :—Held: as against 
residuary legatees, the shares passed under 
the specific bequest.-—— CLEVELAND (DOWAGER 
DucnEss) »v. MEyYRIcK (1867), 37 L. J. Ch. 125; 
17 L. T. 238 ; 16 W. R. 104. 

Annotation Aa Consd. Jones r. Cwmorthen Slate Co. (1879), 


AT 


Ex. ID. 97. 

5473. ‘‘ Stocks, funds & securities for money ”’ 
—Share in banking & railway companies.]-—Re 
DvutTtTon, HERBERT v. ITARRISON, No. 6024, post. 

5474. ‘*‘ Stock in various companies ’’—Stock in 
public funds.|—Where testator made a specific 
bequcst of ‘‘ all my stock standing in my name in 
various cos. together with al! bonds, etc.” :— 





b. Legacy of money to remain in 
Government stock.) —DEWAR v. KIRK- 
SESSION OF TTORRYBURN (1864), 2 
Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 910; 36 Sc. Jur. 
456,.—-SCOT. 


Part XVI.—ConsTRUCTION. 


Held: sums in Consols, & in New 38 per cont. 
Annuities, a thirty years’ annuity, also sums of 
New Zealand 4 per cent. stock, of Victoria, 1883 
4 per cent. stock, of New South Wales, 4 per cent. 
stock, of Metropolitan Board of Works stock, of 
Nottingham Corpn., stocks & dividends passed 
under the bequest.—Re PARROTT, PARROTT v. 
PARROTT (1885), 53 L. T. 12. 

5475. ‘‘ Government stock or _ securities °’— 
Indian or colonial securities.|—In a bequest the 
words ‘‘ Government stocks or securities ’’ do not 
include Indian or Colonial securities.—Re HAmItL- 
TON, BAZELEY v. ROYAL NATIONAL HOSPITAL FOR 
CONSUMPTION (PRESIDENT & GOVERNORS) (1890), 
6T. L. R. 173, C. A. 

5476. ‘‘ Consolidated stock ’’—Consolidated pre- 
ference stock.|—Re Brapy, WYLIE v. RATCLIFF 
(1919), 147 L. T. Jo. 235. 


(c) ‘‘ Debentures’ and “ Debenture Stock.’’ 

5477. ‘‘ Bonds & debentures ’’—-Shares in rail- 
way company.|—-Testator by his will, dated 
Sept. 25, 1860, made a bequest of “ all his Lake 
Erie bonds & debentures”’ & other property, to 
certain persons, ‘‘ according to the nature & 
qualities thereof respectively.’? At this date he 
was possessed of some bonds of a co. called ‘‘ The 
New York & Erie Railroad co.’’ but an exchange 
was then being carried out by the holders of the 
bonds of this co. for shares to a like amount in a 
new co. to be called ‘‘ The Erie Railway co.” & a 
contract for such transfer had been signed in 
Oct. 1859. It did not appear that testator knew 
of the negotiations or contract at the date of his 
will; but he became acquainted with them on or 
before July 20, 1861. On Oct. 5, 1861, testator 
made a codicil, which did not refer in any way to 
the above bequest, & on Nov. 27, 1861, he died :— 
Held: the shares of the Erie Railway co., of which 
testator was possessed at the time of his decease, 
passed under the specific devise of testator’s 
‘‘ Lake Erie bonds & debentures.”—He PILKING- 
TON’S TRUSTS (1865), 6 New Rep. 246; 13 L. T. 35. 
aynelion :-~~Refd. Jenkins v. Jones (1866), L. Rh. 2 Eq. 


5478. ** Debentures ’’-——- Debenture stock.) — 
Testator bequeathed to a legatee ‘all my 
debentures in the S. P. B. Railway co.’’ At the 
date of his will testator was possessed of ten 5 per 
cent. debentures of £100 each in the S. P. B. Rail- 
way co. Shortly before his death the debentures 
fell due, & he accepted in lieu of payment £030 
54 per cent. perpetual debenture stock in the same 
co. :—Held: the debenture stock did not pass by 
the above bequest.—Re LANE, LUARD v. LANE 
(1880), 14 Ch. D. 856; 49 L. J. Ch. 768; 43 L, T. 
87; 28 W. R. 764. 

«innotations :— Consd. Re Gray, Dresser v. Gray (1887), 36 
Ch. D. 205; Ite Herring, Murray v. Herring, (1908) 2 Ch. 
493. Refd. Fee Tyler, Tyler v. Tyler (1891), 65 L. T. 367; 
Re Slater, Slater v. Slater, (1907) 1 Ch. 665. 

5479. -|—Testator by his will, dated in 
1904, bequeathed ‘ all my debentures & preferred 
& deferred stock in the Municipal Trust co., 
Ltd. Testator was the chairman of the co., & 
at the date of his will & at the time of his death 
in 1906 he possessed, in addition to debentures 
& preferred & deferred stock, a considerable 
amount of debenture stock :—Held : the debenture 
stock passed under the bequest.—Re HERRING, 
MURRAY v. HERRING, [1908] 2 Ch. 493; 77 L. J. 
Ch. 665; 99 L. T. 144; 24 T. L. R. 747. 








« (GO). 


c. ‘‘ Debentures ''—Whether includes 
general policies of insurance.) —Put.- 
LIPS v. EASTWOOD (1835), . & Gz 


J.—-VOL. XLIV. 


temp. Sugd. 270, 291.—IR. 
PART XVI. gk cr a 14.— 


5483 i. Investments — Shares.) — Re 
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5480. ‘‘ Debenture stock or shares ’’——Deben- 
tures.|—Testator gave to each of his two nephews 
‘* £500 debenture stock or shares of the S. co.,” 
to each of his three cousins ‘‘ 350 ordinary shares in 
the S. Co.,’’ to J. ** 250 fully-paid shares in the co.,”’ 
& to C. ‘‘ 50 shares in the co.’ He then gave “ the 
pouey legacies following,”’ giving a list of them. 

e then bequeathed to his trustees, ‘‘ £5,000 
debenture stock or shares of the S. co., 350 
ordinary shares in the same co., £1,500 debenture 
stock or shares in the B. co., & 35 shares in the D. 
& H. Railway co., upon trust to continue same in 
their present state of investment,” or to sell thern 
& invest the proceeds, & to stand possessed of the 
stocks & shares & the proceeds of sale & the 
investments representing same upon the trusts 
therein mentioned. He gave his residuary estate 
to his trustees upon trust to convert it into money 
& pay his funeral & testamentary expenses & 
debts, & ‘‘ pay or provide for the payment of 
the pecuniary legacies & sums _ hereinbefore 
bequeathed.’”’ He declared that his trustees 
might postpone the conversion of his debentures 
or shares in the 8S. co., or any other part of his 
personal estate, so long as they thought fit. 
Testator had debentures & ordinary shares in the 
S. co. & debentures in the B.co. There was not in 
either co. any debenture stock, nor any shares 
other than ordinary shares:—Held: by ‘‘ de- 
benture stock or shares’’ testator intended to 
describe something different from ordinary shares, 
but as to the proper designation of which he was 
in doubt, & must be taken to have meant 
debentures.—Re NOoTTAGE, JONES v. PALMER 
(No. 2), [1895] 2 Ch. 657; 64 L. J. Ch. 695; 44 
W. R. 22; 12 R. 5713; sub nom. Re NOTTAGE, 
NOTTAGE v. PALMER (No. 1), 73 L. T. 265, C. A. 


Annotation :—Retd. Re Weeding, Armstrong v. Wilkin, 
[1896] 2 Ch. 364. 


(d) ‘* Securities.”’ 
5481. Investments—Stock.|—Stock included in 
a will under the word “‘ securities,’ legacies being 
charged, for which the securities properly so called 
were not sufficient.—Dicks v. LAMBERT (1799), 
4 Ves. 725; 31 HE. R. 375. 
Annotations :—Reld. Re Rayner, Rayner v. Rayner, [1904] 1 


a ae Mentd. J?e Glukman, A.-G. v. Jefferys, [1907] 
4 2. ° 
5482. ——.]—Re JOHNSON, GREENWOOD 





v. GREENWOOD & ROBINSON, No. 5508, post. 

5483. Shares.|—-M. by will gave to a 
charity ‘‘ all the securities in my name now held, 
or which may hereafter be held for me by Lloyd’s 
Bank, of 54 St. James’s-street, London, S.W.’’ 
M. was living in India at the time of his death, & 
the bank then held on his behalf, besides a number 
of bonds & debentures & certificates of debenture 
stock, the certificates for 200 ordinary shares of the 
Globe Telegraph Trust Co. Testator was also 
entitled to £3,000 India 3 per cent. Stock, & had 
given the bank a power of attorney to receive the 
dividends thereon, & to sell the stock. The bank 
did not hold any certificate or document of title 
relating to the stock :—Held: the Globe shares 
were not securities & the India stock was not in 
any sense held by the bank, & therefore neither of 
these passed under the bequest.—He MAITLAND, 
CuHiITtry v. MAITLAND (1896), 74 L. T. 274. 


Annotation :—Folld. Re Hutchinson, Crispin v. Hadden 
(1919), 8&8 L. J. Ch. 352. 


5484. Railway stocks & shares.|—Testator 





Mort, PERPETUAL TRUSTEE Co., LTn. 
v. BISDEE (1904), 48. R. N.S. W. 760 ; 
21N.S. W. W.N. 259.—AUS. 

8483 ii. ——— ——_.]—Ree J. H. (1911), 
25 0. L. R. 132.—CAN. 


ZZ 
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Sect. 15.—Descriptions of property: Sub-sect. 14 
G. (d) & (e).) 


gave all his property, real & personal to trustees 
upon trust for conversion, & continued: ‘I 
declare that all moneys liable to be invested 
under this my will may be invested in such 
securities as my trustees in their absolute discre- 
tion shall think fit. & I authorise my trustees to 
continue or leave any moneys invested at my 
death in or upon the same securities :—Held : 
testator had not used the word “ securities’? in 
its strict & primary sense of ‘‘ money secured on 
property,”’ but in its popular sense, so as to include 
railway stocks & shares.—Re RAYNER, RAYNER v. 
RAYNER, [1904] 1 Ch. 176; 73 L. J. Ch. 111; 89 
L. T. 681; 52 W. R. 273; 48 Sol. To. 178, C. A. 


sinnotations :—- pid. Ite Gent & Wason's Contract, [1905] 1 
Ch. 386; Re Hutchinson, Crispin v. Hadden (1919), 88 
J.. J. Ch. 352. Refd. Re Johnson, Greenwood v. Green- 
wood & Robinson (1903), 89 L. T. 520; Singer v. Williams, 
11921] 1 A. C. 41: Pe Neville, Neville uv. First Garden 
City, (1924) | Ch. 44. Mentd, Wilmott v. London Road 
Car Co. (1910), 103 L. T. 447. 


5485. —.-—.]—-Testator, who died in 1895, by his 
will devised & bequeathed his real estate & the 
residue of his persona] estate upon trusts for his 
wife & children; & testator, after giving his 
trustees a discretionary power of sale over his real 
estate, authorised them to invest any trust 
moneys in their hands ‘‘ in the purchase or upon 
mtge. of freehold or leasehold properties in Eng- 
land .. . orinor upon the preferential stocks ”’ of 
certain railway cos., ‘‘ or in any other investment 
in or upon which trustees are authorised by law to 
invest trust funds, with full power to vary & 
transpose such securities for others of the descrip- 
tion hereinbefore authorised.’’ The will contained 
no express trust or power for reconversion of 
purchased real estate. In 1896 the trustees out 
of trust moneys in their hands purchased real 
estate, & in 1003 contracted to resell the same. 
The purchaser objected that the trustees had not 
power under the will to resell the purchased real 
estate :—Held: testator had used the word 
** securities ’’ in its wider sense as a synonym for 
‘investments’; & the power to transpose & 
vary ‘‘ securities,” so read, enabled the trustees 
to resell the purchased real estate & to give a good 
discharge for the purchase-money.—Re GENT & 
EASON’S ContTrRACT, [1905] 1 Ch. 386; 74 L. J. Ch. 
333; 92 L. T. 356; 53 W. R. 330. 

Annotations :— Consd. see nr Crispin v. Hadden 


(1919), 88 L. J. Ch. 32. d. Jie Wrage, Wrage r. 
Zor OT?) 2 Ch. 5&8; Singer v. Williams, [1921] 1 


6486. -|-~Testatrix drew up her will her- 
self, & it was as follows: ‘‘To my brother & 
sisters in equal shares [ give & bequeath three 
parts of all I possess in money & securitics trusting 
to them to provide for R. & other poor in whom I 
have been interested. The remaining quarter of 
my estate in money & securities to be given to 
charities including some for poor of ©.’’ :-——Held: 
there was sufficient indication, bearing in mind 
that this was a home-made will, that testatrix did 
not attach the strict primary meaning of securities 
for money, which would not embrace stocks & 
shares other than debenture stock, to the word 
“‘ securities,’ but used it in the popular sense, & 
consequently all investments would pass under 
the gift.—-He SCORER, BURTT v. HARRISON (1924), 
94 1.. J. Ch. 196; 182 L. T. 529. 

5487. Promissory note.|—In proper interpreta- 
tion, a promissory note is not a ‘ security.’— 
STILER v. Guy (1832),4 Y. & C. Ex. 571; 160 EB. R. 





_ a.“ Foreign bonds & other securt- 
ties.’"}- -A bequest. of “ foreign bonds & 
other securities ’:—Held: to pass 


WILLS. 


1137; subsequent proceedings, sub nom, STYLES v. 

Guy (1849), 1 Mac. & G, 422, L. C. 

i hat :—Mentd. West v. Jones (1851), 1 Sim. N. 8S. 
5. 


5488. .|—Re BEAVAN, BEAVAN v. BRAVAN, 
No. 5502, post. 

5489. Debt due to testator—Unpaid legacy.|— 
An unpaid legacy bequeathed to testatrix held not 
to pass under her will by the words ‘‘ moneys & 
securities for money.’’—He MASON’s WILL (1865), 
34 Beav. 494; 6 New Rep. 193; 34 L. J. Ch. 608 ; 
11 Jur. N.S. 885; 13 W. R. 799; 55 EB. R. 726. 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Callow (1889), 5 T. L. R. 705. 

5490. Money in post office savings bank.|—Le 
SAXBY, SAXBY v. KIDDELL, [1890] W. N. 171. 

5491. ‘** Real securities ’’—Turnpike road bonds.]| 
—By a gift of all ‘‘ my real securities,’’ turnpike 
road bonds will pass.—-ROBINSON v. ROBINSON 
(1851), 1 De G. M. & G. 247; 21 L. J. Ch. 111; 18 
L. T. O. S. 298: 16 Jur. 255; 42 BE. R. 547, L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Refd. Cavendish ». Cavendish (1885), 30 
Ch. D. 227; Re Christmas, Martin v. Lacon (1885), 30 
Ch. D. 544; 2ee Hotchkys, Freke vw. Calmady (1886), 34 
W. kt. 569. Mentd. Morgan v. Morgan (1851), 14 Beav. 
72; Knott v. Cottee (1852), 16 Beav. 77; Aspland v. 
Watte (1855), 20 Beav. 474: Mortimore v. Mortimore 
1859), 4 De G. & J. 472; Bradley v. Cartwright (1867), 
ft R.2C. P. 511; Fisher v. Gilpin (1869), 38 L. J. Ch. 
230; De Cordova v. De Cordova (1879), 4 App. Cas. 692 ; 
Re Massingberd’s Settlmt., Re Clark’s Settilmt., Clark rv. 
Trelawny (1889), 59 L. J. Ch. 107: #e Campbell, Camp- 
bell v. Campbell, [1893] 3 Ch. 468; Maclliquham v. 
Tavlor, [1895] 1 Ch. 53; Jee Godwin’s Settlmt., Godwin 


». Godwin (1918), 87 L. J. Ch. 645. 

5492. ——— Mortgages of turnpike road tolls & 
toll-houses.|——Specific bequest of all moneys, stocks, 
funds, shares, & other securities, ‘' except mtges. on 
real & leasehold security”? :—Held: mtyes. of 
turnpike road tolls, & mtges. of turnpike road tolls 
& toll-houses, were not mtges. on real security, & 
did not come within the exception in the bequest.— 
CAVENDISH v. CAVENDISH (1885), 30 Ch. D. 227; 
55 1. J. Ch. 144; 53 L. T. 652, C. A. 

5493. —-_— Reversionary interest in mortgage 
debt.]—-F. was at the time of his death entitled to 
an estate in fee simple, subject to a mtge. debt 
which was vested in trustees upon trust for F.’s 
wife during her life, & after her death for F. 
absolutely :-—Held: such reversionary interest 
passed under F.’s will by a bequest of “ sums of 
money upon real securities which he should die 
possessed of or in anywise entitled to,’ & did not 
fall into the residuary bequest.— WILKES v. COLLIN 
(1869), L. RK. 8 Eq. 3383 17 W. R. 879. 

5494. ‘* Securities held by bank ’’—-Certificate of 
stock not held by bank.]-—/te MAITLAND, CHITTY 
v. MAITLAND, No. 5483, ante. 

5495. ‘‘ Securities standing in my name ’?- - 
Bonds to bearer.|-—Testatrix specifically be- 
queathed all the ‘“ stocks, shares, debentures, 
debenture stock & all other securities which shall 
be standing in my name at my decease.”’ At her 
decease testatrix was possessed of foreign govt. 
bonds to bearer which, together with certain 
stock certificates were kept by her bankers in an 
envelope marked outside with her name & also 
with a reference to the page of a safe custody 
register kept by the bankers on which the securi- 
ties were entered under the heading of her name: 
-——Held : the bonds to bearer were not included in 
the specific bequest.—Re MAYNE, STONEHAM v. 
Woops, [1914] 2 Ch. 115; 83 L. J. Ch. 815; 58 
Sol. Jo. 579. 

5496. ‘* Shares & securities ’’—Stock receipts & 
inscription receipts.|—A bequest of ‘‘ all money 
shares & securities at my bankers ’”’ does not pass 





foreign securities only, notwithstanding FERGUSON v. OGILBY (1842), 2 Dr. 
that testator had a very large personal R 
estate vested in the Britis 


War. 548.—I ry 
unds.-—~ 


Part X VI.—Construction. 


stocks of which only stock receipts & inscription 
receipts are among the papers at the bank, because 
such receipts are no evidence of title. & are value- 
less, except for purposes of identification.-—Re 
Hay DRUMMOND, HALSEY v. PECHELL (1922), 128 
L. T. 621; 39 T. L. R. 144; 67 Sol. Jo. 247. 


(e) ‘‘ Securities for 

5497. Bank notes.|—-SouTHcoT v. WATSON, No. 
5983, post. 

5498. Sum secured by bond—Scottish heritable 
bond.|—Heritable bonds, together with English 
securities, were given on a loan of money, to a 
domiciled Englishman :—Held: a will, disposing 
of the money due on such securities, was effectual ; 
& the heir-at-law of testator had no claim in respect 
of the heritable bonds.—BUCCLEUCH (DUCHESS) v. 
HOARE (1819), 4 Madd. 467; 56 E. R. 777. 


Annotationa :— Distd. Duffield v, Elwes (1823), 1 Sim. & St. 
239. Apld. Cust v. Goring (1854), 18 Beav. 383. Consd. 
Lamb v. Lamb (1857), 29 L. T. O. S. 372. Refd. Jerning- 
ham v. Herbert (1828), 4 Russ. 388; Allen v. Anderson 
(1846), 5 Hare, 163. 


5499. Where collateral security.|— 
A. & B. were both domiciled in England. A. lent 
B. money on an English bond, payable to him & 
his exors. Afterwards B. gave A. a heritable bond, 
charging lands in Scotland, as an additional 
security, & made payable to him & his heirs at a 
different time & with a different rate of interest. 
On the death of A.:—Held: the English bond 
was the primary security, it did not merge in the 
Scotch heritable bond, & the debt passed under A.’s 
will, executed according to the English but not 
according to the Scotch solemnities, under the 
general term ‘‘ securities for money.’’—CUST vw. 
GORING (1854), 18 Beav. 383; 24 L. J. Ch. 308 ; 
23 L. T. O. S. 338; 18 Jur. 884; 2 W. R. 370; 
52 E.R. 151. 

Annotation :—Consd. Lamb v. Lamb (1857), 5 W. RR. 720. 

5500. Investments——-Stock in public funds.|— 
The words ‘‘ securities for money,’’ in a will, pass 
stock in the funds, unless the force of the expression 
is controlled by the context. 

Qu.: whether Bank stock will pass by the same 
words.—BESCOBY v. PACK (1823), 1 Sim. & St. 
500; 2L. J.O.S. Ch.173; 57 I. R. 198. 


Annotation :---Folld. Re Beavan, Beavan vr. Beavan (1885), 
63 L. T. 245. : 


5501. »}— Where the words “ Securities 
for Money ” will pass stock in the public funds, 
must depend upon the context of the will.— 
BUCKMAN v. IVES (1837), 6 L. J. Ch. 197 ; sub nom. 
RICKMAN v. IvEs, 1 Jur. 234. 

5502. .|—'Testator, who died in 1878, 
bequeathed all his ‘‘ moneys due on mortgage, 
securities for money, & ready money,’ to trustees 
upon trust for his children. Part of testator’s 
property consisted of the following: consols, 
proportion of dividend on such Consols to the date 
of testator’s death, promissory notes, & railway 
debenture stocks. The question was, whether such 
property passed under the specific gift :—Held: 
the consols & promissory notes were ‘“ securities 
for money ”’ within the meaning of the gift, & 
so also the railway debenture stocks.—He BEAVAN, 
BEAVAN v. BEAVAN (1885), 53 L. T. 245. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Rayner, Rayner v. Rayner, [1904] 
1 Ch. 176; Jee Hutchinson, Crispin v. Hadden (1919), 88 
L. J. Ch. 352. 

55038. ——— Bank stock.]— BrEscopy v. PACK, No. 

5500, ante. 
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475.—IR. 
e. Money converted into land.}—IJte 
se pea a (1913), 5 O. W. N. 569; 30 g. Shares 


173.—CAN. 


given for yoods sold.)— 
BARRY v. HARDING (1844), 1 Jo. & Lat. 


in public company.) — 
The context of a will must be clear to 
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5504, —— --|—OGLE v. KNIPE, No. 5506, 
post. 
5505. —— Shares in insurance company.|]— 


TURNER v. TURNER, No. 5886, post. 

5506. Canal shares.|——(1) Under a bequest 
of ‘‘ all my money & securities for money of every 
description,’’ bank stock & canal shares do not 
pass. 

(2) Subject to a legacy of £3,000 to D. upon trust 
for C. & her children, B. was entitled to the 
residuary personal estate of testatrix A., & was 
appointed sole executrix. No specific appro- 
priation was made of the legacy, but by arrange- 
ment the interest was paid to C. during B.’s life. 
At B.’s death the estate of A. included (a) a sum 
which was advanced upon mtge. by D. in his own 
name, with B.’s approbation, out of moneys 
forming part of A.’s estate; (b) a sum secured 
upon mtge. to A. in her own name, & remaining 
invested upon this security until after B.’s death : 
—Held: (a) did not pass under a bequest by B. 
of ‘all my money & securities for money,’’ but 
(b) did.—OGLE v. KNIPE (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 434 ; 
38 L. J. Ch. 692; 20 L. T. 867; 17 W. R. 1090. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Rayner, Rayner v. Rayner, [1904] 

1 Ch. 176. Folld. Re Hutchinson, Crispin v. Hadden 

(1919), 88 L. J. Ch. 352; Re Taylor, Taylor v. Tweedie, 

[1922] 1 Ch. 569. Refd. 7?e Pringle, Walker v. Steuart 

(1881), 45 L. T. 11; Je Beavan, Beavan v. Beavan (1885), 

he i aes ; Re Maitland, Chitty v. Maitland (1898), 74 

5507. ——~ Railway debenture stock.] — Re 
BEAVAN, BEAVAN v. BEAVAN, No. 5502, ante. 

5508. Securities ‘‘ standing invested in my 
name.’’|—Testatrix made a bequest of “ all 
securities for money standing invested in my 
name.’ Her personal property comprised the 
following items: mtge. bonds, India _ stock, 
perpetual debenture stocks, perpetual preference 
stocks, & shares in a limited co. After testatrix’s 
death a list in her handwriting containing the 
above items & headed ‘ Securities ’’ was found :— 
Held: the words in question referred to the 
investments, generally which were standing in 
testatrix’s name at the time of her death, the word 
‘invested ’’ relating to the word ‘‘money” & 
therefore all the stocks & shares were included in 
the bequest.—e JOHNSON, GREENWOOD v. GREEN- 
woop & ROBINSON (1903), 89 L. T. 520, C. A. 
Annotation :-—-Distd. 2te Hutchinson, Crispin v. Hadden 

(1919), 88 L. Ch, 352, 

5509. .|—Stocks & shares do not pass 
under a bequest of ‘“my money & securities for 
money ’’-—at any rate in a will made so long ago 
as 1880, in the absence of a context showing that 
the word ‘‘ securities ’’ was intended to be used in 
a wider sense than its primary meaning of money 
secured on property.—Re HUTCHINSON, CRISPIN 
v. HADDEN (1919), 88 L. J. Ch. 352; 121 L. T. 
239. 

5510. Lien for unpaid purchase-money.| —— 
Testator contracted: to sell leasehold estates by 
separate contracts to two persons, subject to his 
producing the deeds, which were never found. 
By his will he gave his leasehold estates & the 
securities for money of which he might die 
possessed to trustees upon certain trusts. One 
purchaser, after the death of testator, waived the 
objection to the non production of the title deed 
& completed :—Held: the trustees took neither 
the leasehold, because it had ceased to belong to 
testator; nor the purchase-money, because the 











afford an indication that testator has 
used the words “‘ securities for money,”’’ 
which of themselves would not carry 
shares in public cos., in an extended 
sense._-M‘ DONNELL v. MORROW (1889), 
23 L. R. Ir. 591.—IR. 
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lien of the testator for the unpaid purchase- 
money was not a security for money.—GOOLD v. 
TEAGUE (1858), 32 L. T. O. S. 251; 5 Jur. N.S. 
116; 7 W. R. 84. 


Annotations :-—Dbtd. & Distd. Callow v. Callow (1889), 42 
oe D. 550. Refd. Lysaght v. Edwards (1876), 24 W. R. 


5511. ———.]|—A bequest of ‘‘ all securities for 
money ’’ will include money due to a testator in 
respect of which he had a vendor’s lien for unpaid 
purchase-money.—CaLLow v. CALLOW (1889), 42 
Ch. D. 550; 58 L. J. Ch. 698; 38 W. R. 104; 
sub nom. Re CaLtow, 5 T. L. R. 705. 

5512. Sum invested on mortgage—By prior 
testatrix.|—-OGLE v. KNIpE, No. 5506, ante. 

5513. By trustees under will of prior tes- 
tatrix.] —OGLE v. KNIPE, No. 5506, ante. 

5514. Banker’s deposit notes.]—'Testatrix, hav- 
ing money placed with her bankers on deposit 
notes, being receipts for the money ‘ to account 
for on demand,”’ gave ‘‘ all bonds, promissory notes, 
& other securities for money in my hands at the 
time of my decease, & all inoneys due thereon,”’ 
upon certain trusts :—Held: the bankers’ deposit 
notes were not included in this bequest, but passed 
under a residuary clause.—HOPKINS v. ABBOTT 
(1875), L. R. 19 Kq. 222; 44 L. J. Ch. 316; 31 
L. T. 820; 23 W. R. 227. 

5515. Money secured on _ property.} — Re 
IITUTCHINSON, CRISPIN v. HADDEN, No. 5509, ante. 

Legal estate in mortgaged land.|——See MORTGAGE, 
Vol. XXXV., pp. 389, 390, Nos. 1324-1333. 








(f ) ‘* Investments.” 

5516. Whether balance on deposit at bank 
included.]|—Testatrix directed her trustees to pay 
the dividends arising from her personal estate 
invested at her decease in or upon any stocks, 
funds or securities whatsoever, yielding interest: 
to certain persons mentioned in her will. 
Testatrix, at her death, left a balance in the hands 
of her banker, who was in the habit of allowing 
his customers interest upon the amount standing 
to their credit on a particular day in the year :— 
Held: this balance did not come within the terms 
used by testatrix, but was undisposed of by the 
will.—-ARCHIBALD v. HARTLEY (1852), 21 L. J. Ch. 
399. 

5517. —-—.|— Re PRICE, PRICE v. NEWTON, No. 
5831, 

5518. Foreign government bonds.| — Testator 
directed that ‘ all my personal property invested 
in government or other securities in bonds or shares 
of whatever nature or kind be held in the same or 
the like investments by & in the names of my 
trustees ’’ :—Held: Victoria, Russian, & Brazilian 
Government bonds, which passed by delivery & 
were lodged for safety with a bank, & also railway 
stocks, were investments within the meaning of the 
will.— ARNOULD v. GRINSTEAD (1872), 21 W. R. 
155. 

5519. Railway stocks.|—ARNOULD  v. 
STEAD, No. 5518, ante. 


GRIN- 


(g) Other Cases. 

5520. **‘ Annuities ’’—-Whether strict interpre- 
tation given.|—-Testator, by his will dated Jan. 11, 
1877, gave his residuary estate to the exors. therein 
named upon trust out of the rents & profits thereof 
to pay to W. one annuity of £100 during his life 
& upon further trust to pay to his son one annuity 
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or yearly sum of £150 auing his life & to pay the 
residue of such rents & profits to his wife during 
her widowhood & “on the cesser or falling in of 
any of the said annuities to stand possessed of the 
corpus of his trust estate sufficient to answer or 
provide for the payment of every such annuity so 
ceasing or falling in as aforesaid” upon trust for 
such person or persons & for such | ond a as his 
son should appoint & in default of such appoint- 
ment upon trust for the child or children of his 
son, & if there should be no children of his son upon 
trust for his three brothers equally. Testator died 
on Oct. 10, 1877, & his son died on Mar. 31, 1891, 
without having exercised his power of appoint- 
ment & without children. W. died on Oct. 27, 
1894. On a summons taken out in 1895 by the 
widow as the then sole exor. & trustee of the will 
to determine whether testator died intestate as 
to any & what part of his estate Curtry, J., held 
that testator did not die intestate as to any 
part of his estate. In 1925 the widow of testator 
died. This summons was then issued by some of 
the next of kin who had not been parties to the 
hearing of the summons before Curry, J., again 
raising the question whether there was an intestacy, 
& CLAUSON, J., followed the decision of CuiTry, J., 
& the whole corpus necessary to provide the 
annuities of £100 & £150 & the amount payable 
to the wife during her widowhood passed under the 
trust to the three brothers equally. The next of 
kin represented on this summons appealed on the 
ground that an appeal was the first free opportunity 
that they had of putting their case unfettered by 
the decision of CuiTrry, J., before whom they 
were not represented :—Held: that the words 
“any of the said annuities’? & ‘every such 
annuity ’’ were apt to embrace all three of the 
annual payments whether they were of a sum 
certain or the uncertain amount dependent upon 
what the rents & profits of the balance of the corpus 
should yield to the wife, & the word ‘ annuity ”’ 
should not be given too rigid an interpretation.— 
Re Frrews Witt Trusrs, Pusiic TRUSTEE v. 
NIVES (1928), 139 L. T. 556, C. A. 

5521. ‘* Bonds & moneys ’’—Debenture stock.] 
—Testator whose domicil was English, while 
residing in Nicaragua made his will in the Spanish 
language, leaving to his wife for life three-fourths 
of the income derived from the ‘‘ bonds & moneys ”’ 
then deposited with a specified bank in London. 
Upon the death of his wife this same income was 
to be paid to his sister F., & the income of the 
other one-fourth was to be equally divided between 
F. & a brother. No exor. was appointed by 
testator, & there were no children of the marriage. 
Testator’s widow died on Nov. 15, 1918. On 
Apr. 27, 1920, letters of administration with the 
will annexed of testator’s estate were obtained by 
F. from the Probate Registry in England, & a 
translation of the will into English was registered 
with it. At the bank in London there were 
deposited fifteen securities consisting of bonds to 
bearer, debenture stocks & one sum of inscribed 
stock. ‘T'wo of the certificates of debenture stock 
were not under seal. There was evidence that 
‘** bonds ”’ was the correct translation of the Spanish 
word ‘‘ bonos”’ used by testator :-—Held: the 
absence of sufficient proof of any ies local 
meaning of the Spanish word, the word ‘ bonds ”’ 
did not include the stocks the certificates of which 
were not under seal, & testator died intestate as 
to these two items of debenture stock as well as 
to the inscribed stock.—_Re MANNERS, MANNERS v. 
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MANNERS, [1923] 1 Oh. 220; 92 L. J. Ch. 249; 128 
L. T. 564; 67 Sol. Jo. 262. 
5522, Inscribed stock.]—Re 
MANNERS v. MANNERS, No. 5521, ante. 
5528. ‘* Bonds or securities ’’—Canal shares.|— 
Canal shares will not pass under a bequest of pro- 
perty vested in “‘ bonds or securities.’’—HUDLESTON 
v. GOULDSBURY (1847), 10 Beav. 547; 9 L. T. 
O.8. 631; 11 Jur. 464; 50 E. R. 692. 
araconn :—Refd. Herbort v. Harrison (1869), 17 W. R. 
v . ‘ 


5524. ‘* Dividends due at time of decease ’’— 
Capitalised dividends.|—Testator bequeathed the 
dividends on his American bonds, ‘‘ which should 
be due to him at the time of his decease’ upon 
trust for payment thereout of certain arrears 
of allowances to his daughters. In _ testator’s 
lifetime the dividends on these bonds having 
fallen into arrear, part of the arrears were 
capitalised, & bonds issued for the amount, & 
delivered to the trustees of a separation deed 
executed by testator, though it did not appear that 
he was himself aware of the capitalisation :—Held : 
testator must be taken to have been aware of the 
capitalisation, & therefore the capitalised bonds 
did not pass as dividends due to him at the time 
of his death, but only the uncapitalised dividends 
Pa ene v. HARLING (1870), 23 L. T. 

5525. ‘‘ Dividends of money in the funds °’— 
Dividends not received.|—Testator bequeathed all 
the dividends or interest of all his money in the 
funds, & of all other his personal property, to A. 
for life. Testator was at his death entitled to some 
dividends on stock which had accrued due during 
his life, but had not. been received by him :—Held : 
such dividends did not pass under the words 
‘“ dividends of money in the funds,’’ but formed 
part of his general personal estate.—SHORE v. 
WEEKLY (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 467; 18 L. J. Ch. 
oe ; 13 L. T. O. S. 4633; 13 Jur. 1022; 64 EF. RR. 
565. 

5526. ‘* Mortgages ’’-—-Lands mortgaged to tes- 
tator.]—— A devise of “all my mtges.’’ conveys 
lands in fee mortgaged to testator, although open 
to the equity of redemption; & the devisee may 
enter on non-payment.—CRIPs v. GRYSIL (1628), 

tro. Car. 37; 79 E.R. 636. 

Annotations :— Distd. Gallicr3 +. Moss (1829), 9 B. & Cy. 267. 
Refd. Smith r. Milford (1691), 4 Mod. Rep. 1313 Doe d. 
Guest tv. Bennett (1851), 6 Exch. 892. 

5527. ** Mortgage debt ’’—-Sum due on _ Irish 
judgment.|—Where a testator devised a mtge. 
debt of £10,000, secured on estates of H. in 
Ireland, & it appeared that the mtge. debt was 
£6,781, only, but that Hl. also owed testator £771, 
on an Irish judgment :—J//eld: if the judgment 
were registered against the estates, under 13 & 14 
Vict. c. 29, ss. 5, 7, if was included in the bequest.— 
PUXLEY v. PUXLEY (1863), 1 New Rep. 509; 8 
L. T. 570. 

5528. ‘* Policies of insurance ’’--Shares in in- 
surance companies.|—'Testator gave to his niece 
“£1,000 & all the policies of life insurance which 
I have effected in the Union & Law Life Insurance 
Offices, & the moneys payable in respect thereof ; 
& I direct the same to be paid to her ”’ in a specified 
manner. He then gave to his wife ‘‘ the other 
policies of life insurance which I have effected in 
any other offices’’; & the gift of his residuary 
personal estate to his wife contained, in its 
enumeration, ‘‘ shares in public cos.’’ Testator 
never had any ‘“ policies’ effected on his life in 
the Union or Law Life Insurance Offices, but he 
had ‘“‘ shares”’ in those offices & in other offices, 
as well as two policies on his life in one other 
insurance office. On a case stated between the 
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niece & widow of testator:—Held: testator, 
imagining in error that he had policies in two 
offices, meant to give those policies. Where he 
meant to give shares he had so described them ; 
& as it could not be known what will testator 
would have made if he had not committed this 
error, the ct. held that the shares did not pass 
under the description of policies —WATERS v. 
Woop (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 717; 22 L. J. Ch. 
o 20 L. T. O. S. 76; 17 Jur. 33; 64 E. BR. 

5529. ‘‘ Savings Bank deposits ’’—-Stock in public 
funds.]— Ite WINDSOR, PUBLIC TRUSTEE v. 
WINDSOR, No. 5850, post. 

5530. ‘‘ Settled funds ’’—-Sum payable under 
marriage settlement.|—-MoysEy v. Stuart, No. 
5779, post. 

5531. ‘‘ War Bonds ’’ — War stock.) — Re 
BALCHIN, HAVENHAND v. PERUGIA (1922), 38 
T. L. R. 868; 67 Sol. Jo. 12. 

5532. ‘‘ War Loans ’’—Exchequer Bonds.|}— 
Held: the expression ‘‘my War Loans’’ in the 
will of testatrix included 5} per cent. Exchequer 
Bonds issued under War Loan Act, 1919.—RHe 
IONIDES, LONDON COUNTY WESTMINSTER & 
PaRR’sS BANK, LTD. v. CRAIES (1922), 38 T. L. R. 
269; 66 Sol. Jo. 315. 


H. Goods and Chattels. 


5533. ‘‘ Goods ’’—-Lease.]—-If a man gives or 
grants omnia bona sua, leases for years, nor 
award, shall not pass, for they are chattels real. 
Anon. (1550), Bro. N. C. 693; 73 KH. R. 877. 

5534. —— -\—PORTMAN v. WILLIS (1593), 
Cro. Eliz. 386; Moore, K. B. 352; 78 E. R. 632. 

5535. -——— Plate.] —TURNER v. WILLIAMS (1639), 
Toth. 70; 21 KE. R. 126. 

5536. Cash.|— A. devises £1,200 to his wife, 
& gives her all the goods, chattels, plate, jewels. 
household stuff & stock belonging to his house at 
N. £400, which the testator had in ready money 
in the house, will not pass by these words.— 
ANON. (1689), Prec. Ch. 8; 24 E.R. 4. 

5537. .|— Devise of all my household 
goods, & other goods, plate, etc., to A., the residue 
of my personal estate to B.; the ready money 
& bonds do not pass by the word “ goods,’ for 
then the bequest of the residue would be void.— 
WooLcomB v. WOOLCOMB (1731), 3 P. Wms. 112 ; 
2 Hy. Cas. Abr. 326; 24 E.R. 990. 

5538. ---— Bonds.|—WooLCoMB v. WOOLCOMB, 
No. 5537, ante. 

5539. ‘* Worldly goods ’’-—Lands not specifically 
devised.|-—Testator gave all his worldly goods 
whatsoever, & wheresoever they might be found, 
to trustees, upon the trusts & conditions in his 
will, his wife to have possession of all while she 
lived, but if she married, to quit possession. He 
then gave to his eldest son & his heirs & assigns 
for ever, £20 & a close of land ; & to the rest of his 
children the rest of his worldly goods :—Held: 
‘‘worldly goods” passed all the lands not 
specifically devised.— WRIGHT v. SHELTON (1853), 
18 Jur. 445. 

5540. ** Goods & movables ’’—Debts not in- 
cluded.|—SPARKE v. DENNE (1630), W. Jo. 225; 
82 E. R. 119; sub nom. DENNE wv. SPARKS, Het. 
113. 

Annotation -—Refd. Hutchinson v. Hutchinson (1850), 16 

Lie Es Oe Se Bs 

















5541. Goods & chattels—Ready money.|—By 
the general words in a will ‘‘ I] devise all my goods, 
chattels & household stuff in & about my house, 
to, etc.,’? £407 ready moneys in the house shall 
not pass to the devisee, she having had a particular 
legacy of £1,200 devised to her by the will.— 
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SANDERS v. HARLE (1680), 2 Rep. Ch. 188; 21 
E. R. 653. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Crickett «+. Dolby (1795), 3 Ves. 10. 
5542. Horses.|——_By devise of all testator’s 
goods & chattels in & about his dwelling-house 
outhouses at A. at his death :—Held : running horses 
passed.— GOWER (COUNTESS) v. GOWER (EARL) 
(1763), 2 Eden, 201; Amb. 612; 28 E. R. 875, L. C. 
Annotations :-— Distd. Porter ». Tournay (1797), 3 Ves. 311. 


Mentd, Prideaux v. Prideaux (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 287; 
Watson v. Birch (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 172. 


5548, Whole personal estate.|—Whether 
stock will or will not pass under the word 
‘“‘ moneys ’’ or under the word ‘“ goods,”’ or under 
the word ‘ chattels,’’ depends upon the whole 
context of the will. The word “ goods,” & equally 
the word ‘ chattels,’’ used simply & without 
qualification, will pass the whole personal estate, 
including stock. A bequest of ‘all moneys, 
goods, chattels, clothing, etc., testator’s property, 
which may remain after paying his funcral charges 
& debts,’’ will pass testator’s interest in stock & 
money.—KENDALL v. KENDALL (1828), 4 Russ. 
360; 6L. J. 0.8. Ch. 111; 38 E.R. 841. 


Annotations :— Apld. Dowson v. Gaskoin (1837), 2 Keen, 
14; Rogers v, Thomas (1837), 2 Keen, 8 Distd, Hertford 
v. Lowther (1843), 








7 Beav. 1 td. Lowe v. Thomas 
eel Kay, 369. Distd. Newman v. Newman (No. 2) 
(1858), 26 Beav. 220. Consd. Borton v. Dunbar (1860), 
ae un ay Apld. Z?e Maberly’s Setthnt. Trusts (1871), 


5544. Application of ejusdem generis rule.] 
—Testatrix says, I give to B., etc., all my goods, 
wearing apparel of what nature & kind soever, 
except my gold watch. All her wearing apparel 
& ornaments of her person, except her gold watch, 
passed to the devisees, & any household goods & 
furniture, but no other part of her estate.— 
CRICHTON v. SYMES (1743), 8 Atk. 61; 26 E. R. 
838, L. C. 

Annotation :—-Refd. Porter v. Tournay (1797), 3 Ves. 311. 

5545. |—A bequest of “ furniture, 
goods, & chattels’? :—Held: not to include 
jewellery, guns, pistols, tricycles, & scientific instru- 
ments, but to he confined to the popular meaning 
of the terms & to articles ejusdem generis with 
‘furniture, goods, & chattels.”—MANTON 1. 
TaBols (1885), 30 Ch. D. 92; 54 L. J. Ch. 1008 ; 
53 L. T. 289; 33 W. R. 832. 


Arnorion = Reta, Re Miller, Daniel v. Danie! (1889), 61 


—_— Ejusdem generis rule, generally.}-- 
See Sect. 10, sub-sect. 4, ante. 

5546. Stock.|—-~KienDALL v. KENDALL, No. 
5543, ante. 

5547. ‘‘ Household furniture, goods, ready money, 
debts & securities ’’—Whole personal estate.]-— 
Bequest of ‘‘ household furniture, goods, ready 
money, debts & securities ’? :—Held: to comprise 
the whole residuary personal estate & effects of 
testatrix.—AVISON v. SIMPSON (1859). John. 43; 
33 L. T. O. S. 27; 5 Jur. N.S. 5904; 7 W. R. 
277; 70K. R. 332. 

5548. Goods, chattels & effects-—Of general 
import.]——PARKER v. MARCHANT, No. 5352, ante. 

5549. .| — Bequest of household 
furniture, stock-in-trade. goods, chattels, & effects 
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5543 i. (foods d: chattela—-U'hole per- 
sonal eatate.}—The bequest of testator’s 
chattels, when unrestricted either 
expressly or by the context of the will, 
covers all the personal estate. —PETER- 
SON v. KERR (1878), 25 Gr. 583.-—CAN. 

6544 i, ——— Application of 
feneris rule.) LAMPHierR ve T 
(1842), 2 Dr. & War. 59, -1R. —N.Z 


j. Chaitela & mnovables — Whether 
mortgage for purchase-money included.) 

-Re MCMILLAN (1902),4 O.L. 4.415; 
1 Q. W., Qh. 471.--CA 


k. Household furniture, stock, 
movables & other chattels.—M‘CORMICK 
t. PAPTEN (1871), 51. R. Eq. 295.—IR. 


1. Chattels - - Promissory 
PHARAZYN (1807), 15 N. ZL. It. 709. S 
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of every sort & kind, & also all moneys due on 
bond or simple contract :—Held: the words 
“* goods, chattels, & effects’’ ought not to be taken 
as ejusdem generis; but the clause contained at 
once a general residuary bequest, & a specific 
bequest. of the furniture, stock-in-trade, & moneys. 
—HARRIS ». JAMES (1864), 12 W. R. 609. 

5550. ‘‘ Chattels ’’—Chattels forming part of 
special decorative design—Specimen of period 
room.]—Testator in his lifetime bought a house in 
which the former owner had fitted & decorated 
the dining room as a perfect specimen of an 
Elizabethan room. As part of this scheme of 
decoration certain pieces of tapestry had been 
fixed to the walls by being nailed upon wooden 
frames which were kept in their place by the 
mouldings of an oak dado & frieze above it which 
were fastened to the wall by screws. A picture 
of Queen Elizabeth, attributed to Zucchero, 
painted on wood, was similarly fixed in its place 
over the fireplace by the mouldings of an over- 
mantel which had apparently been constructed for 
the picture. The picture & tapestries were bought 
by testator as part of the house & included in its 
price. Testator by his will gave his wife all the 
furniture & chattels in the house, & devised the 
house to trustees upon trust to permit her to 
reside there during widowhood, & then upon 
trusts under which his grandson had become 
absolutely entitled :—Held: the picture & tapestry, 
having been fixed as part of a general scheme of 
decoration & not for their better enjoyment as 
chattels, passed under the devise of the house & 
not under the gift of chattels.—Re WHALEY, 
WHALEY tv. RoEHRICH, [1908] 1 Ch. 615; 771. J. 
Ch. 367; 98 L. T. 556. 


Annotations :—Distd. 2te Seott, Seott v. Seott (1914), 30 
ean R. 345. Retd. de Chesterfield’s S. K., [1911] 1 Ch. 


IT. House or Building. 

Conipare COMPULSORY PURCHASE OF LAND, 
Vol. XI., pp. 179-181. 

5551. ‘‘ Building ’’— Includes stables.|——Testator 
occupied a house at B. & stables in the neighbour- 
hood held under a different title. He bequeathed 
the lease of the house at A.. ‘“‘ with all buildings 
belonging to me,’ & what the ‘ buildings may 
contain ”’:--Held: the stables, & the carriages & 
horses therein, passed to the legatee.-—K ENNEDY 1. 
KEILY (1860), 28 Beav. 223; 54 I. R. 351. 


Any tation ---Mentd. Anderson v. Anderson, [1895] 1 Q. B. 
ii 


5552. -—-— May include land in immediate con- 
nection.|—-Words primd facie describing only a 
building may be construed to include land so 
intimately connected with the use of the building 
that without it the building would be useless 
(WILLES, J.).--Smiri v. RipGway (1866), L. R. 1 
Exch. 381; 4 H. & C.577; 35 1. J. Ex. 198; 14 
L. T. 632 ; 12 Jur. N.S. 742; 14 W. R. 868, Ex. Ch. 
Annolations :—Relfd. Cosby v. Millington (1869), 38 L. J. 


P. 373; Cuthbert +. Robinaon (1882), 451 L. J. Ch. 
238; Itc Seal, Seal v. Taylor, (1804) 1 Ch. 316. 


5553. ‘* Cottage & garden ’’—-Includes orchard. | 
-—~HEACH v. PRICHARD, [1882] W. N. 140. 

5554. ‘* House ’’--Whether garden included.] --— 
THOMAS v. LANE (1680), 2 Cas. in Ch. 26; 22 KF. KR. 
830, L. C. 
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m. Building--- Destruction by fire.) 
—TRUSTEEN, ExXkcurTorRs & AUKNCY 
Co., LTp. uv. Scorr (1808), 24 V. lL. R. 
522.—AUS. 


n. House-—Sufficiency of descrip- 
tion.)—-BROWN 1, BROWN (1901), 1 
.R.LN. 8S. W. (Fiq.) 218; 18 N.S. W. 
W, N. 300.—AUS., 


N. 


note.] —Fe 


Parr XVI.—ConstTrRuctIon. 


5555. *‘ House, goods & chattels ’’—Whether 
lands included—Previous devise of house with 
lands.|—-A. devised to his wife his house & goods, 
with all his lands, goods, & chattels whatsoever & 
wheresoever, for her life; & after her death to 
two younger sons till they should attain the age of 
fifteen, for their education. He then devised his 
aforesaid house, goods, & chattels, equally to be 
divided between all his sons & daughters, share & 
share alike :—Held: under the last clause of the 
devise the Jands did not pass.— ROE d. WALKER v. 
WALKER (1803), 3 Bos. & P. 375; 127 E. R. 205. 

5556. ‘House & premises ’’—Land enjoyed 
with house.|—Testator had in 1833 taken a con- 
veyance of a farm of forty-one acres by the 
description of ‘‘ all that messuage called U., with 
the gardens, outbuilding, etc., containing one 
acre & three quarters ; & also all that piece,’’ etc. 
The conveyance then enumerating six or seven 
other parcels, the whole forming one farm, in one 
occupation. Testator then mortgaged the whole 
by the same description for £1,000. Afterwards, 
by will, he devised ‘‘ all my freehold house & 
premises called U.” to trustees to sell, & pay the 
said mtge. & then pay £950 legacies; & gave all 
the rest & residue of his estate over :--Held: as 
between the residuary legatees & heir-at-law, the 
whole forty-one acres passed by the words ‘‘ house 
& premises at U.”—Ross v. VEAL (1855), 1 Jur. 
N.S. 751; 3 W. R. 652. 

5557. |—Re WILLIs, 
WILLIS, No. 4887, ante. 

5558. ‘‘ Outbuildings thereto adjoining ’’——Out- 
buildings on land devised with house.|—Under a 
devise of a dwelling-house, ‘‘ with the several out- 
buildings & croft of ground thereto adjoining & 
belonging, now in my own occupation ” :-—-Held: 
outbuildings not adjoining the dwelling-house, but 
standing upon the croft of ground, & in the occupa- 
tion of testator, would not pass; there being other 
outbuildings which satisfied all the terms of the 
devise.— Dok d. NORTON v. NORTON (1846), 8 
1. T. O.S. 160. 





SPENCER v. 








J. Houschold Furniture, Effects, and Goods. 
(a) ‘' Household Furniture.” 


5559. Confined to articles for domestic use.|— 
Devise of all household furniture, linen, plate & 
apparel whatsoever, includes only what is for 
domestic use, not what for trade or merchandise.— 
LE FARRANT v. SPENCER (1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 07; 
24 L. J. Ch. 526, n.; 27 EB. R. 915, L. C. 
-{nnotations :—Apld. Manning v. Purcell (1855), 7 De G. M. 

& G. 55. Consd. Pellew v. Horaford (1856), 25 I. J. Ch. 

352, Apld, Re Seton-Smith, Burnand v. Waite, (1902) 1 

Ch. 717. Refd. Kelly v. Powlet (1763), Amb. 605. 

5560. -—.|/—Testator by his will bequeathed 
to his wife all his moneys, household furniture, 
plate, books, linen, wearing apparel, etc., & his 
residue to his wife for life, & after her death to his 
children. Testator had, as a house of business, a 
tavern & betting office & a private residence, both 
containing furniture, & he lived at the latter, but 
sometimes slept at the former. At the time of 
his death he had at a bank £2,000 on a common 
banking account, & £5,000 on a deposit account, 
for which latter interest was allowed; he had 
placed £6,000 with certain stakeholders to abide 
the event of a bet, & after his death it was repaid 
to his administratrix; & he held moncys for 
wagers, some of which were decided in his lifetime, 


0. —----- --——.)-—-METZLER 0. SPIKE 
Cae! 20 N.S. R. (8 R. & G.) 139.— 


p. Light tu live on ‘ place.’’|-—JUDGE 
cn (1892), 22 O. R. 4098.— +t. 


. © Field '"—Whether dwelling-house 
included.) -— O’CONNOR U. 
(1870), 4 I. R. Eq. 

r. ‘* House cd premises.” J—-K EATING 
O’HaGan (1922), 56 1. L. T. 157. 


483.—IR 
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but others not; all of which the administratrix 
paid :—Held: (1) the £2,000 & the £5,000 deposit 
account passed to the widow under the word 
““moneys.”’ (2) Only so much of the furniture 
at the tavern as was kept by testator for his 
domestic or personal use passed under the gift 
of ‘‘ household furniture.’’—-MANNING v. PURCELL 
(1855), 7 De G. M. & G. 55; 3 Eq. Rep. 387; 24 
L. J. Ch. 522; 24 L. T. O. S. 317; 3 W. R. 2738; 
44 KE. R. 21, L. JJ. 


Annotations :— As to a? Apld. Stein v. Ritherdon (1868), 37 
L. J. Ch. 369. Co . Hopkins »v. Abbott (1875), L. It. 19 
Eq. 222. Apld. Jée Glendinning, Steel ». Glendinning 
(1918), 88 L. J. Ch. 87. Retd. Langdale v. Whitfeld 

(1858), 4 K. & J. 426; Prichard ». Prichard (1879), LL. QR. 

As to (2) Consd. Pellew v. Horsford (1856), 

25 L. J. . 352. Apld. Re Seton-Smith, Burnand v. 

Walte, [1902] 1 Ch. 717. Refd. te Owen, Peat v. Owen 

(1898), 78 lL. T. 643. Generally, Refd. Fte Battie-Wright- 

son, Cecil v. Battie-Wrightson, [1920] 2 Ch. 330. Mentd. 

Re Rownson, Field v. White (1885), 52 L. T. 825; Reggio 

v, Steven (1888), 4 T. L. R. 326; Strachan vv. Universal 

Stock Exchange (No. 2), [1895] 2 Q. B. 697; Re Cronmire, 

Erp. Waud, (1898) 2 Q. B. 383; Ward ». Fry (1901), $5 

L. T. 394; Houston v. Burns, {1918] A. C. 337, H. L. 


QQ: 
3 





5561. Books.|—-ALLEN v. ALLEN, No. 5569, 
post. 
5562. -|—A library of books will not) pass 


as furniture.—-BRIDGMAN v. Dove (1744), 3 Atk. 
201; 26 E. R. 917. 
Annotution :—Refd. Kelly v. Powlet (1763), 1 Dick. 359. 
5563. .|—Under a bequest of ‘' household 
furniture ’’ plate in the house at testator’s death, 
whether in common use or not, if suitable to the 
rank of testator; pictures hung up; linen & 
china, both useful & ornamental, in the house, will 








pass. Books in a library will not pass.—KELLY 
v. POWLET (1763), Amb. 605; 1 Dick. 359; 27 
E. K. 393. 


Annotations :—-Apld. Porter v. Tournay (1797), 3 Ves. 311. 
pete: He Ponder boroust, Bridgeman v. Fitzgerald (1880), 


5564. -|—Under a bequest of the use of a 
house with all the furniture & stock of carriages 
& horses & other live & dead stock for life plate 
passed; wine & books did not.—PORTER v. 
TOURNAY (1797), 3 Ves. 31]; 30 K. R. 1027. 


_tnnotations :-—Consd, Randall r. Russell (1817), 3 Mer. 190. 
Distd. Hutchinson v. Smith (1863), 1 New Rep. 513. 


5565. -|—Testator by his will bequeathed 
his leaschold dwelling-house, together with all 
his pictures, prints, drawings, or paintings in 
miniature or enamel, with all his gold & silver 
coins, medals, watches, & trinkets, of every kind 
whatsoever ; as also his coaches, carriages, harness, 
& furniture to the same belonging; & also, all & 
singular the fixtures appurtenant to his said lease- 
hold messuage, together with the household 
furniture, Seis linen, wines, liquors, & other his 
estate & effects whatsoever, in & about the same, 
& that should be in his possession at the time of 
his decease, or in & about his said dwelling-house, 
or the outhouses & offices appurtenant thereto, 
& by him held, used, occupied, & enjoyed there- 
with: by a codicil he made a different disposition 
of the house, “ with all its furniture & appur- 
tenances thereunto belonging "' :—Held: pictures 
placed in the house as ornamental furniture, & 
the plate & linen, passed by the codicil: but the 
codicil had no operation on the disposition made 
by the will of the books, the gold & silver coins, 
trinkets, & things of that nature.—CREMORNE v. 
ANTROBUS (1829), 5 Russ. 312; 7 L. J. O. S. Ch. 
88; 38 E. R. 1044, O. C. 








PART XVI. SECT. 15, SUB-SECT. 14.—- 
O’CONNOR J. (a). 

“ t. Such furniture as she might desire 
to select.|\—Re GILLESPIE, GILLESPIE t. 
GILLESPIE (1902), 22 N. Z. L. RR. 74.— 
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Sect. Pe ne ie of i a Sub-sect. 14, 


a J|—A a of books held to pass, 
upon a general intention that the testator’s house 
should not be dismantled, but kept up for his 
family.—OUSELEY v. ANSTRUTHER (1847), 10 
Beav. 453; 50 E. R. 656. 

«innotations :—Consd. Hutchinson _v. Sinith ene 1 ial 
Rep. 513. Refd. Robertson v. Broadbent (1883 Ap 
Cas. 812. Mentd. Robinson v. Robinson (1851), 1 Spe &: 
M. & G. 247, 

5567. ———.|—- HUTCHINSON v. SMITH, No. 5939, 
post. 

5568. estatrix specifically bequeathed 
‘* the furniture, pictures, Bieta: articles of virtu 
& curiosities at P. House at the time of my 
decease ’’ :—Held: a collection of books & MSS. 
arranged on shelves running all round a room in 
the house, called the library, did not as a whole 
pass under the bequest of the furniture at P. 
house; but rare, antique & artistic books & MSS., 
part of the collection, might pass as articles of 
virtu or curiosities, & an inquiry was directed ; 
also the bequest did not include plate which on 
the letting of P. House furnished was sent to 
bankers for safe custody & remained so deposited 
after the termination of the tenancy & until the 
death of testatrix; nor did it include rare books 
& MSS. lent by her to the British Museum for 
exhibition & which were still there at her death.— 
Re ZOUCHE (BARONESS), DUGDALE v. ZOUCHE 
(BARONESS), [1919] 2 Ch. 178; 88 L. J. Ch. 274; 
121 L. T. 82; 63 Sol. Jo. 554. 

5569. Fixtures.|—By the word “‘ furniture ”’ deft. 
is not entitled to the marble slabs, or chimney- 
pieces, or anything fixed to the freehold, in the 
house in the country, on testator’s own estate ; 
& glasses in panels are to be considered as part 
of the freehold, but not if they are screwed in. 
Books are not furniture; & the watch & gold- 
headed cane will not pass either as jewels or plate 
(LorD KING, C.).—ALLEN v. ALLEN (1729), Mos. 
112; 25 FE. R. 300, L. C. 

5570. 
furniture, fixtures, belonging to testator, in a 
leasehold house, occupied by him, will pass.— 
PATON v. SHEPPARD (1839), 10 Sim. 186; 59 E. R. 

584. 

Anmotations rie to Finney v. Grice (1878), 10 Ch. D. 13. 
Mentd. Loch v. Venables (1859), 29 L. J. Ch. 179 
5871, -.|—As a general rule, a bequest of 

‘“‘ household furniture ’’ will not pass the tenant’s 

fixtures in a leasehold house occupied by testator. 

-~FINNEY v. GRICE (1878), 10 Ch. D. 13; 48 

L. J. Ch. 247; 27 W. R. 147. 

Annotation :—Apld. Re Seton-Smith, Burnand v. Waite, 
(1902] 1 Ch. 71 
5572. China.) China held to pass under a 

bequest of ‘‘ furniture ’’ unless on devise by shop- 

keeper.— HELE v. GILBERT (1752), 2 Ves. Sen. 

430; 28 B. R. 275. 





























5B7 A (LLY v. POWLET, No. 5563, ante. 
5574, Linen.|—KELLY v. POWLET, No. 55638, 
ante. 
ante. 


tia Pictures.|—KELLY v. PowLET, No. 5563, 
ante. 





ook ——.|—-CREMORNE v. ANTROBUS, No. 5565, 
ante. 
5578. .|—Testator, by his will, gave to his 


wife absolutely all his gold & silver plate, orna- 
mental & other china, & all objects of virtu or 
taste; & he declared that his wife should be 
entitled during her life to his leasehold house in 
C. Terrace, & the furniture & other effects therein. 
At the death of testator there were in his house in 


WILLS. 


C. Terrace ten valuable pictures :—Held: these 
pictures did not pass under the words * objects 
of virtu or taste,’’ but passed with the furniture.— 
Re LONDESBOROUGH, BRIDGEMAN v. FITZGERALD 
(1880). 50 L. J. Ch. 9; 48 L. T. 408. 

5579. Plate.]—Kriy v. POWLET, No. 5563, ante. 

5580. ——-.]—-CREMORNE v. ANTROBUS, No. 565, 
ante. 

5581. Wine.]|—PorTER v. TOURNAY, No. 5564, 


ante. 

5582. Gold & silver coins & trinkets.| — 
CREMORNE v. ANTROBUS, No. 5565, ante. 

5588. Grates.]—Testator, who resided in a 
leasehold house, which was held by him for a short 
term of years, bequeathed al his leasehold 
messuages to his exors., in trust to sell; & be- 
queathed all his household furniture to his sister 
for life, & after her death to certain other persons : 
—Held: the grates, in testator’s residence, passed 
under the bequest of ‘‘ household furniture.” 
PETO v. GRISSELL (1838), 5 L. J. Ch. 286. 


(b) Household Furniture and Other Effects. 

5584. Property In house for use, ornament or 
consumption.|—-A bequest of household furniture 
& other household effects in a dwelling-house & 
premises, comprises all property placed there, 
either for ornament, or for use or consumption 
in it.—-CoLE v. FITZGERALD (1827), 3 Russ. 301 ; 
38 KE. R. 588, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Stone v. Parker (1860), 29 L. J ee 

me - Apld. Re Bourne, Bourne v. Brandreth (1888), 

7. Distd. Re Miller, Danicl v. Daniel (1889), a 
. Apld. ze Pettitt, Flaxman v. Pottitt (1894), 
Jo. 531. Refd. Pellew v. Horsford (1856),, 25 
Lh. J. Ch. 352; Tempest v. Tempost (1856), 2 K. & J. 635 

5585. Interest in stock.|—Testator, at the time 
of his death, was entitled, under his marriage 
settlement, to a reversionary interest in a sum of 
stock contingent on the failure of issue. By his 
will he directed that his ‘‘ household furniture & 
effects ’’ should be sold immediately after his 
decease, & the proceeds applied for the benefit 
of his three younger children :—Held : there was 
an intestacy as to testator’s interest in the sum 
of stock, notwithstanding the above clause.-— 
MARSITALY, v. BENTLEY (1855), 25 L. T. O. S. 296 ; 
1 Jur. N.S. 786; 3 W. BR. 566. 

5586. Articles exclusively of personal ornament.| 
—Bequest of ‘‘ household furniture, plate, linen, 
china, glass, books, pictures, plated articles, prints 
& all & singular other my household furniture & 
effects, which at the time of my decease shall be 
in & about my mansion house :—Held: not to 
include articles exclusively of personal ornament, 
& not adapted for the use or ornament of the house. 
-—TEMPEST v. TEMPEST (1856), 2 K. & J. 635; 69 
E. R. 937 ; on appeal (1857), 7 De G. M. & G. 470, 
L. C. 
ainnotations ee Re Bourne, Bourne v. Brandreth (1 aN 

58 L. T. 537; Re Miller, Daniel v. Daniel (1889), 61 L. T. 

365. Mentd. Nickisson 7. Cochill (1863), 8 L. T. 158 | 

Beaumont v. Oliveira (1869), 4 Ch. App. 309; Fe Pitt, 

Lacy v. stone (1885), 53 L. T. 113 

5587. Ornamental snuffboxes. ae nder a bequest 
of ‘‘ household furniture,’”’ “ plate,” ‘“‘ china’? & 
‘‘other household effects’’:—Held: (1) gold, 
silver & china snufiboxes, used for the purposes 
of ornament about the mansion, passed to the 
legatee ; (2) cabinets for china, which had been 
ordered by testator, but had not been delivered at 
his death. also passed under these words.— 
FIELD v. PECKETT (No. 2) (1861), 29 Beav. 573; 
30 L. J. Ch. 813; 4 1. T. 459; 7 Jur. N.S. 983; 
9 W. R. 526; 54 BE. R. 750. 

5588. Farming stock & implements.]—Gift in 
a will of horses, carriages, household furniture & 
other effects in or about a mansion house :—Held : 





Part XVI.—-ConstTRUCTION. 


under the circumstances, not to pass farming stock 
& implements.—BRapIsH v. ELLAMES (1864), 11 
L. T. 470; 10 Jur. N.S. 1170; 13 W. R. 128. 
5589. Jewellery.|—Testatrix bequeathed ‘ all 
the household furniture & effects ’? in & about her 
residence to A. & her residue to B. :—Held: 
jewellery did not pass under the specific bequest.— 
NORTHEY v. PAXTON (1888), 60 L. T. 30. 
5590. Carriage in stable.|—Re PEttirr, FLAx- 
MAN v. PETTITT (1894), 38 Sol. Jo. 531. 
5591. Literary notes.|——Re PErtitTtT, 
v. PETTITT (1894), 38 Sol. Jo. 531. 
5592. Clothes.}—- Re PETTITT, 
PErritT (1894), 38 Sol. Jo. 531. 
5593. -|—Re TWEED, BUCKMASTER v. Moss 
(1902), 46 Sol. Jo. 634. 
5594. Office furniture.|-Re TWEED, 
MASTER v. Moss (1902), 46 Sol. Jo. 634. 
5595. Wine in cellar.|-Re TWEED, BUCKMASTER 
v. Moss (1902), 46 Sol. Jo. 634. 





FLAXMAN 


FLAXMAN wv. 








BuckK- 


(c) Household Effects. 


5596. Horses, cows, & sheep.|—-A horse, cows, & 
sheep cannot be included under the term ‘ house- 
hold effects’? as used in a will.—Re LABRON, 
JOHNSON v. JOHNSON (1885), 1 T'. L. R. 248. 

5597. Wine.|-—-Testator by his will, made on 
Dec. 21, 1879, devised his property, known as 
Heathfield, with the offices, gardens, fields, & 
appurtenances belonying thereto, to the use of 
his wife, & then the will went on, ‘“‘ I bequeath 
all my furniture, pictures, plate, jewellery, horses 
& carriages, & other household effects, to my wife 
absolutely.”’ On originating summons :—Held: 
all the wine at Heathfield passed under the words 
** other household effects.’’-—Re BOURNE, BOURNE 
v. BRANDRETH (1888), 58 L. T. 537. 

5598. Statues & vases in ornamental garden.|-— 
RULKELEY v. LYNE STEPHENS, I?e LYNE STEPHENS, 
ee STEPHENS v. LUBBOCK (1895), 11 T. L. R. 

O44. 
Annotation :--Consd. Will v. Bullock, [1897] 2 Ch. 55. 

5599. Carriages & horses.|—Re Hown, FERNIE- 
HOUGH v. WILKINSON, [1908] W. N. 223. 
Annotations :-—-Consd. J?e Ashburnham, Gaby wv. Ashburn- 

ham (1912), 107 L. T. 601. Refd. Re Fortlage, Ross v. 

Fortlage (1916), 60 Sol. Jo. 4527. 

5600. Motor car.|—te HOWE, FERNIEHOUGH v. 
WILKINSON, [1908] W. N. 223. 

Annotations :-~Consd. Re Ashburnham, Gaby v. Ashburn- 

ham (191%), 107 I. T. 601. Refd. 2@e Fortiage, Ross v. 

Fortlage (1916), 60 Sol. Jo. 527. 


5601. .|}—Re ASHBURNHAM, GABY v. ASH- 
BURNHAM, No. 4875, ante. 

5602. Stamp collection.|—By his will dated in 
1906 testator, who dicd in 1915, bequeathed his 
‘‘jewellery, plate, linen, china, glass, books, 
pictures, prints, furniture, wines, liquors, & other 
consumable stores, & other household effects ”’ 
to his wife. Testator died possessed of a very 
valuable collection of postage stamps, some of 
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which were mounted in albums & others on cards, 
& tied up in separate bundles under separate 
headings. The stamp collection was deposited 
for safe custody with the local branch of a bank, 
where it remained until six months after testator’s 
death :—Held: (1) the stamp collection did not 
pass to testator’s widow under any of the words of 
the specific bequest ; (2) it did not pass under the 
gift of ‘‘ books ”’ because the albums in which the 
stamps were mounted were merely accessory to the 
stamps themselves & constituted a mere medium 
for preserving the stamps, which were the valuable 
part, the albums being merely cases or covers for 
them; (3) ‘ pictures’’ & “ prints’? was not apt 
to describe a collection of stamps, nor did it pass 
under the description ‘‘ other household effects.’’— 
Re MASson, MORTON v. MASSON (1917), 86 L. J. Ch. 
763; 117 L. T. 548; 33 T. L. R. 527; 61 Sol. Jo. 
676, C. A. 


(2) Household Goods. 

5603. Plate.|—FLay v. FLAY (1680), Freem. Ch. 
64; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 318; 22 E. R. 1060, L. C. 

5604. .|—By a devise of all rings & house- 
hold goods, plate used in the house does not pass.— 
JESSON v. ESSINGTON (1702), Prec. Ch. 207; 2 
Eq. Cas. Abr. 321; 24 E. R. 101. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Bruin v. Knott (1843), 12 Sim. 436. 

5605. .|—Plate shall pass by a devise of 
household goods.—LILLCOTT v. COMPTON (1708), 
2 Vern. 638; 23 E. R. 1018. 
. 5606. ———.]—ANon. (1709), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 
322, pl. 11; 22 KE. R. 274, L. C. 

5607. -|—Plate passes under a bequest of 
‘‘ household goods.”---STAPLETON v. CONWAY 
(1750), as reported in 1 Ves. Sen. 427; 27 E. R. 
1122, L. C. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Malcolm ». Martin (1790), 3 Bro. C. C. 
50; Bourke v. Ricketts (1804), 10 Ves. 330. 


5608. Jewellery & trinkets.|—FLay v. FLAY 
(1680), Freem. Ch. 64; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 818; 22 
E. R. 1060, L. C. 

5609. Clock.|—PELLEW v. HORSFORD, No. 5610, 

ost. 

5610. Articles not used by testator—Nor kept in 
house.|—-(1) Articles in the nature of household 
goods will pass under that description in a bequest, 
although they may never have been used by 
testator, nor even kept in his house. 

(2) A clock is in its very nature within the 
terms ‘‘ household goods” (Woop,  V.-C.).-— 
PELLEW v. TloRSsForD (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 362 ; 
27 L. T. O.S. 134; 2 Jur. N.S. 514; 4 W. R. 442. 
Annotation :—-As to (2) Consd. Sudbury v. Brown (1856), 27 

L. T. O. S. 260. 

















(e) Other Cases. 

5611. ‘‘ Household stuff ’’—-Plate.] — PHILIPS 
v. PHILLIPS (1676), as reported in Freem. Ch. 11 ; 
22 KE. R. 1024. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Fox v. Fox (1737), West temp. Hard. 

162; Clough v. Bond (1838), 3 My. & Cr. 490. 


PART XVI. SECT. 15, SUB-SECT. 14.- 


5595 i. Wine in cellar.|— MILLER’S 
TRUSTEES v. MILLER, [1907] S. C. 833; 
44 Se. L. Ih. 543; 14 8. L. T. 904.— 
SCOT. 

a. Money in bank.)—Under a be- 
quest of Jands, “ stocks, crop, farming 
implements, household furniture & 
effects, whatsoever & wheresoever,’ 
wnoney in bank & debts due to testator 
will pass.— LOWRY v. PATTERSON (1874), 
8 I. R. hq. 372; 8 L. XR. Ir. 372.-——IR. 


PART XVI. ae 13} SUB-SECT. 14.— 
a CG e 


b. General rule.}—By his will B. 
bequeathed to his wife such of his 
household effects as she should select. 


At his death B. had a house in which he 
resided, & rooms in Trinity co eee 
which he had as Fellow, & which he 
used partly for lecturing, but which 
contained chairs, tables, books, photo- 
graphs, prints & other personal effects : 
—Held : under the bequest of ‘* house- 
bold effects’? in the will, testator’s 
widow was entitled to select all or any 
of the furniture. books, prints, etc., in 
these rooms.— BURNSIDE v. BURNSIDE 
(1921), 561. L. T. 20.-—IR. 

§599i. Carriages & horses. |—PENNE- 
FATHER v. BURY (1846), 3 Jo. & Lut. 
727: 91. Eq. R. 586.—IR. 

5589 il. ———.}—-WATSON v. ARUN- 
DEL (1876), 10 I. R. Eq. 299.—IR. 

§600 i. Motor car.}—Re Sim, [1917] 
N. Z. LL. R. 169.—N.Z. 


c. Things quae ipso usu consumun- 
fur.]---BERESFORD v,. PRESTON (1920), 
541 I. L. 'T. 48.—IR. 


PART XVI. sac ta) SUB-SECT. 14.— 


d. Money.)—Re Hupson (1998). 16 
O. L. R. 165; 11 0. W. KK. 912.—CAN. 


PART XVI. Sees SUB-SECT. 14.— 
s e e 


e. Sufficient furniture to furnish a 
house.]— REED v. STRATHALLAN (LORD) 
(1835), 13 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 810; 10 
Fac. Coll. 556.—SCOT. 

{. Whole furnishings & articles — 
Plate.) —FRASER v. CROFT (1898), 25 
lt. (Ct. of Sess.) 496.-—-SCOT. 
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Sect, 15.—Descriptions of property: Sub-sect. 14, 
J.(e), &K. (a). 


5612. ‘‘ Household goods & implements ’’>— 
Malt, hops, beer & ale.|——One by will gives all his 
household goods & implements of household. The 
malt, hops, beer, ale, & other victuals in the 
house, do not pass; but the clock, if not fixed to 
the house, shall pass; but not the guns or pistols, 
if used as arms in riding, or shooting game.— 
SLANNING v. STYLE (1734), 3 P. Wms, 334; 24 
E. R. 1089, L. C. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Walter v. Hodge (1818), 1 Wils. Ch. 
445; Messenger v. Clarke (1850), 5 }:xch. 388; Ashworth 
vw. Outram (1877), 6 Ch. D. 923; Re Parry, Scott v. Leak 
(1889), 42 Ch. D. 570; Re Ambler, Woodhead v. Ambler 
(1905), 74 L. Jie Ch. 367. 








5613. Clock.|}—SLANNING v. STYLE, No. 
5612, ante. 
5614. Guns & pistols used in riding & 


shooting.|—-SLANNING v. STYLE, No. 5612, ante. 
5615. ** Fixed furniture ’’—Carpet tacked to 

floor.|—-Testator, by his will, devised his house, 
with the grates, stoves, coppers, etc., & the 
‘“‘ fixtures & fixed furniture,” to his exors., upon 
trust to permit E. to have the use thereof for her 
life; & he also bequeathed his furniture, plate, 
ctc., to E. absolutely :-——Held: chimney-glasses 
fixed to the wall, a bookcase screwed or fastened 
to the wall, are fixed furniture; but a bookcase 
merely placed in a recess, & not screwed or 
fastened to the wall, is not. 

Qu.: whether a carpet tacked to the floor is 
fixed furniture.—BirRcH v. DAWSON (1834), 2 Ad. 
& El. 37; 6C. & P. 658; 4 Nev. & M. K. B. 22; 
4L.J.K. B. 49; 111 E. R. 15. 

Annotation :—-Refd. Finney v. Grice (1878), 10 Ch. D. 12. 
5616. Chimney glasses.} — Bircu vv. 

Dawson, No. 5615, ante. 

5617. Bookcase.|—Bircu v. Dawson, No. 
5615, ante. 

5618. ‘‘ Implements of household ’’—-Telescopes.| 
- ~-BROOKE (LORD) v. WARWICK (EARL), No. 5168, 
ante, 

5619. ‘* Furniture & other movable household 
chattels ’’—Medals suspended in frame.]—A_ be- 
quest of furniture & other movable household 
chattels in a dwelling-house comprises prize 
medals inclosed in a frame suspended from a wall 
of a room.—MINTON v. MINTON (1853), 21 L. T. 
QO. S. 40. 

5620. ‘‘ Furniture & other movable goods ’’-— 
Money from sale of live & dead stock.|—-Under a 
bequest of ‘ all furniture & other movable goods 
here,’’ money arising from the sale of live & dead 
stock on testator’s estates at S.. & a sum of cash 
in his house at the time of his death, was held to 
pass.—SWINFEN v. SWINFEN (No. 4) (1860), 29 
Beav. 207; 4 L. T. 194; 7 Jur. N.S. 89; 9 W.R. 
175; 54 E.R. 606. 

Annotations :~—Consd. Northey v. Paxton (1888), 60 LL. 'T. 
30; Ie Miller, Daniel v. Daniel (1889), 61 LL. TT. 365. 
Mentd. Keogh v. Keogh (1874), 22 W. BR. 508, 

5621. Cash.|]-—SWINFEN v. SWINFEN (No. 4), 
No. 5620. anie. 

5622. ‘‘ Furniture & other personal effects ’’— 
Plate, glass & china.}|—'Testator was an innkeeper 
carrying on business at, & the yearly tenant of, 
the Roebuck Hotel, where there were furniture & 
effects, some part of which was used by him 
personally & the rest for the purposes of the hotel 
business ; also trade & tenant’s fixtures. 

By his will he bequeathed “ all furniture & other 
personal effects belonging to me. & which at the 
date of my death are at the Roebuck Hotel,” to 
W., & he gave the residue of his personal estate 
to other persons :— Held: W. was entitled to the 
furniture, linen, plate, glass, china, & other effects 
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at the hotel, whether used for domestic ded et 
or for the purposes of the hotel business; but not 
to the trade or tenant’s fixtures.—Re SETON- 
Smitn, BURNAND v. WAITER, [1902] 1 Ch. 717; 71 
L. J. Ch. 386; 86 L. T. 322; 50 W. R. 456. 





5623. Trade & tenant’s fixtures.]—He 
SETON-SMITH, BURNAND v. WAITE, No. 5622, 
ante. 


5624. ‘* Household property including house ’’— 
Residue of personal estate.|—Testatrix by her will 
appointed exors. & trustees, &, after giving certain 
specific Jegacies, continued: ‘‘ With the exception 
of the above legacies, I direct that the remainder 
of my household property, including house in M., 
should be sold, &, after, paying funeral, testa- 
mentary expenses, & debts, be equally divided ”’ 
as therein mentioned. Testatrix’s personal estate 
comprised two leasehold houses, shares, money on 
deposit at the bank, & household furniture :— 
Held: under the above bequest the entire residue 
of testatrix’s personal estate passed._—Re JOHNSON, 
SANDY v. REILLY (1905), 92 L. T. 357; 49 Sol. Jo. 
314. 

a nnotat ons :—Refd. J’e Craven, Crewdson v, Craven (1908), 


It. 750. Mentd. Z’e Wasserberg, Union of London 
& Smiths Bank wv. Wasserberg, [1915] 1 Ch. 195. 


5625. ‘* Furniture & other articles of personal, 
domestic, or household use’’—-Motor  car.|-—— 
Testator by his will bequeathed to his two 
daughters all his ‘‘ furniture, plate, plated articles, 
linen, yvlass, china, books, except books of account, 
pictures, prints, stationery, musical instruments, 
articles of virtu, & all ether articles of personal, 
domestic, or household use or ornaments belonging 
to me, all my horses, carriages, harness, saddlery & 
stable furniture.” 

At the date of his will testator possessed horses 
& carriages, but no motor car. After the date 
of his will he sold his horses & carriages & pur- 
chased a motor car which belonged to him at his 
death :—-Held: the motor car did not pass under 
the gift of ‘‘ carriages ’’ but passed under the gift 
of “furniture & all other articles of personal, 
domestic, or household use’”’ to testator’s two 
daughters.- -Re WHITE, WHITE v. WHITE, [1916] 1 
Ch. 172; 85 L. J. Ch. 368; 114 L. T. 353; 60 
Sol. Jo. 210. 


Annotations :—Refd. se port lagy 
gs 


Ross v. Fortlage (1916), 
60 Sol, Jo. 5273; A.-G.v. Ho i) 


on, [1922] 2 Ch. 439. 


kK. Lands, Tenements, and Hereditamenis. 
(a) ** Lands.”’ 

5626. Wood.|—DockwrRay & BEAL’S 
(1614), Godb. 256; 75 BE. R. 149. 
Annotation :-—Mentd. R. vu. Patrick (1667), 2 Keb. 161. 

5627. Leaseholds.]|— Devise of lands for life shall 
not extend to a lease of lands, if he had other lands 
than the leasehold in the same place.—ROSE v. 
BARTLETT (1633), Cro. Car. 292; 79 1. R. 856. 


JASE 


Annotations :-—Distd. Gibbs vv. Davis (1730), Mos. 269. 
Apld. Chapman r. Hart (1749), 1 Vey. Sen. 271. Consd. 
Lowther v. Cavendish (1758), Amb. 356; Turner rv. 


Husler (1780), ! Bro. C. C. 78. Apld. Pistol d. Randal v. 
hRiccardson (1784), 3 Doug. K. . 361; Thompson vt. 
Lawley (1890), 2 Bos. & P. 303. Consd. Watkins v. Lea 
(1802), 6 Ves. 633. Apld. Hodgson & Pearson v. Merest & 
Caley (1821), 9 Price, 556. Consd. Fitzroy v. Howard 
(1828), 3 uss. 225. Apld. Doe d. Clarke » Ludlam 
(1831), 7 Bing. 275; Hobson v. Blackburn (1833), 1 My. 
& K. 571. Expld. Arkell r. Fletcher (1839), 10 Sim. 299. 
Apld. Wilson v. Eden (182), 11 Beav. 237; Nelson o. 
Hopkins (1861), 21 L. J. Ch. 410; Swift +. Swift (1859), 
1 De G. F. & 3.160; Pe Holt, Holt v. Holt, (19291) 2 Ch. 
17. Refd. Addis v. Clement (1728), 2 P. Wms. 456; 
Streatticld ». Streatfleld (17386), Cas. temp. Tulb. 176; 
Knotsford v. Gardiner (1742), 2 Atk. 450; Doe d. Davies 
v, Willlams (1788), 1 Hy. Bl. 25; Lane v. Stanhope (1795), 
6 Term Rep. 345; Biddulph v. Biddulph (1806), 12 Ves. 
161; Parker v. Marchant (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas, 279 ; 
Wilson ». Eden (1850), 5 Exch. 752: Gully v. Davia 
(1870), a Rt. 10 Kq. 562; Butlor v. Butler (1884), 28 
Ch. D. 66. 


Part XVI.—ConstrRuction. 





5628. -|-——One seised in fee & possessed by 
lease for twenty-one years of lands in D. devises 
all his lands in D. whereof he is seised, possessed, 
or any ways interested in, to A. for life, remainder 
to B. in tail, remainder to C for life, with power 
to make a jointure, remainder to trustees to 

reserve contingent remainders, etc., decreed the 
easehold should pass as well as the freehold.— 

ADDIS v. CLEMENT (1728), 2 P. Wms. 456; 2 

Eq. Cas. Abr. 348; 24 E.R. 811, I. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Turner v. Husler (1780), 1 Bro. C. C. 
78. Consd. Lane v, Stanhope (1795), 6 Term Rep. 345; 
Thompson tv. Lawley (1800), 2 Bos. & P. 303: "atkins 
v1, Leo (1802), 6 Ves. 633. pid. Gully v. Davis (1870), 39 
a J. Ch. 684. Refd. Lowther v. Cavendish (1758), Amb. 
346; Dixon v. Dawson, Slawin v. Farside (1825), 2 Sim. 
& St. 327; Hodgsou v. Merest (1831), 9 Price, 556 ; Swift 
v. Swift (1859), 1 De G. F. & J. 160. 

5629. ———.|——-GIBBSs v. DAvVIs (1730). Mos. 269 ; 
25 BE. R. 389; sub nom. DAVIS v. GIBBS, Fitz-G. 
116; 3 P. Wms. 26; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 326, L. C. 
Annotations :-- Consd. Thompson v. Lawley (1800), 2 Bos. & 

P. 303; Woodhouse v. Meredith (1816), 1 Mer. 450. 

Refd. Roe d. Pye v. Bird (1779), 2 Wm, BL 1301; Pistol 

tv. Hiccardson (1784), 3 Doug. K. B. 361; Doe d. Dunning 

v. Cranstoun (1840), 7M. & W. 1. 

5630. -|—If testator devises all his estates 
to A. & has only leaschold, they will pass. If a 
man has lands in fee, & for years, & devise all his 
lands, the fee simple pass only; & if he has a 
lease for years & no fee simple, the lease for years 

ASSES, for otherwise the will would be void.— 

ANOTSFORD v. GARDINER (1742), 2 Atk. 450; 26 

KE. R, 672. 

Annotations :-- Refd. Pistol +. Riccardson (1781). 3° Doug. 
K. B. 361; Thompson vr. Lawley (1800), 2 Bos. & P. 308 ; 
Watkins 7. Lee (1802), 6 Ves. 633; Swift v. Swift (1859), 


1). T. 150. 
|—-The words “lands”? & “rents & 





5631. 
profits’? do not point to leascholds if there be 
freeholds, although sufficient to pass leascholds.— 
CRAIG v. WHEELER (1860), 20 L. J. Ch. 374; 3 
L. T. 142; 8 W. R. 172. 

«{nnotations :-- Apld. T?e Game, Game vr. Young, [1897] 1 


Ch. 881. Apprvd. 2e Wareham, Wareham tv. Brewin, 
[1912] 2 Ch. 312, (. A. 


5632. Effect of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
s. 26.|—PRESCOTT v. BARKER, No 4999, arte. 

5633. -- - What amounts to contrary 
intentions.|-—WILSON v. EDEN, No. 5658, post. 

5634. Mortgaged property-—-Testator mortgagor. | 
~—-A man seised in fee of divers lands & having 
also lands mortgaged to him, devises all his lands 
to A. & his heirs, the mtged. lands did not pass.— 
WINN v. LirrLETon (1681), 1 Vern. 33; 2 Cas. in 
Ch. 51; 23 BE. RR. 262, 1. ¢. 

5635. - Testator mortgagee.|—-The words 
in a will in the Spanish language. made use of by 
testator, an Enylishman, were ‘‘ As regards the 
lands, etc., of which I am the possessor in England 
& Scotland, I direct that the whole may be sold, 
& that the amount thereof may be divided 
between & amongst the heirs I have there in accord- 
ance with English law.”’ 

The property in question was the produce of a 
mtge. in fee in England :—Held: the co-heirs of 
testator were entitled, & not the next of kin.—Re 
CALDCLEUGH (1868), 19 L, T. 377. 

5636. Tithes.|—-SAUNDERs v. Rircy (1651), Sty. 
278; 2 Roll. Abr. 697; 82 E. R. 709: previous 
proceedings, sub nom. R1ITCH v. SANDERS, Sty. 261. 
Annotation :— Mentd. Philips v. Bury (1694), Skin. 447. 

5637. .|—Where testator gave “ all his fee 
simple lands wheresoever’”’ to A., & his heirs, & 
from one part of the will it was necessarily to be 
inferred that the word ‘‘lands’”’ must comprise 

















715 


tithes, the same construction of the word ‘‘ lands ”’ 
shall be applied to another which would not, 
alone, have supported the same inference.— 
MEREDITH v. WEBBER (1666), O. Bridg. 560; 124 
i. R. 744. 

BOB: ——.]—-ASHTON v. ASHTON, No. 4938, 
ante. 

5639. Manor.]—If I devise all my lands & here- 
ditaments in D., & have a manor in D.; the 
manor, as it is an hereditament in D., will pass: 
but if I have the manor in D. & also land there, 
not parcel of the manor, it is a question, whether 
the manor will pass by devise of all my lands. 

If I have freehold & copyhold lands in D., & 
devise all my land & hereditaments in D. to pay 
my debts; only my freehold shall pass, if that be 
sufficient ; secus, if I have surrendered the copy- 
hold to the use of my will.—HAsLEWooD v. POPE 
(1734), 3 P. Wms. 322; 24 E. R. 1084, L. C. 


Annotations :-—-Consd. Milbourne v. Milbourne (1786), 1 
Cox, Eq. Cas. 247. Refd. Burton v. Knowlton (1796), 3 
Ves. 107; Judd v. Pratt (1806), 13 Ves. 168; Kidney v. 
Coussmaker (1806), 12 Ves. 136; Gervis v. Gervis (1847), 
14 Sim. 654; Zée Banks, Banks v. Buabridge, [1905] 1 Ch. 
547. Mentd. Tombs v. Roch (1846), 2 Coll. 490 ; Maxwell 
». Maxwell (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 705; Webb v. Do 
Beauvoisin (1862), 11 W. R. 132; Orrell v. Orrell (1871), 
6 Ch. App. 302. 

5640. Advowson.|—SaAvIL_ »v. (1737), 

¥ortes. Rep. 351; 92 EH. R. 886. 

5641. -.|—An advowson in gross will not 
pass by the word ‘‘lands,”* but by the words “ tene- 

ments & hereditaments ’’ it will.—WESTFALING v. 


WESTFALING (1746), 3 Atk. 460; 26 EK. R. 1064, 
L. C 


Annotations :—Consd. Gully v. Exeter (Bp.) (1827), 4 Bing. 
290. Mentd. Ripley ». Waterworth (1802), 7 Ves. 425. 


5642. Copyholds.|-—-BULLOCK v. BULLOCK (1713), 
2 Kq. Cas. Abr. 231; 22 E. R. 196, L. C. 

5643. j—A. gives all his lands unsettled, 
& all his goods & chattels to his wife for life, & 
afterwards to his younger children in such manner 
as she should think fit to dispose of the same. 
Testator died seised of freehold lands & customary 
messuages, which were unsettled, & not surrendered 
to the use of his will. The lands settled being only 
freehold, naturally the lands unsettled must be 
the same, & therefore the copyhold lands did not 
pass.---HAWKINS v. LEIGH (1734), 1 Atk. 3873; 26 
E. R. 248, L. C. 
lanolin :— Refd. Chapman vr. Gibson (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 


SAVIL 








5644. ———-.]—HasLEwoop v. Pope, No. 5639, 
ante, 
5645. ——--—.]—Freehold lands only will pass by 


a devise of all his lands, & not copyhold, unless 
testator has nothing but copyhold. Leasehold, if 
there are no other, will pass by the words “lands & 
tenements.’’---Re CASWALL, Ea p. CASWALL (1744), 
1 Atk. 559; 26 E. R. 351, L. C. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Doc d. Nowell vr. 

Bing. 497. 

5646. ——-—.|-—(1) Devise of ‘all messuages, 
lands, etc.,’’ will pass copyholds, where the intro- 
ductory words show testator’s intent to dispose of 
all his estate. 

(2) The general rule is that the word “ estate ”’ 
includes not only the lands or thing which is the 
subject of the devise, but also the estate or interest 
therein (LORD HARDWICKE, C.).-—-GOODWYN  v. 
GOODWYN (1748-9), 1 Ves. Sen. 226; 27 E. R. 
998, L. C. 

Annotations :--—.18 to (1) Consd. White vr. Vitty (1826). 2 

Russ. 484. 4a fo (2) Consd. Roe d. Child v. Wright (1806), 


7 Kast. 259. Refd. Fletcher +. Smiton (1788), 2 Chit. 
658; Pettiward rv. Prescott (1802), 7 Ves. 541. 


Roake (1825), 2 


Generali, 


PART XVI. SECT. 15, SUB-SECT. 14.—K. (a). 
8635i. Alorigaged property—Tcsiator mortgagec.)—MACKESY vt. Mackessy, [1896] 11. R. 411.- IR. 
g. Fee farm.jJ— WATHAM ve. TRAveEns, [1912] 1]. 2. 140.—IR. 
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Sect, 15.—Descriptions of property: Sub-sect, 14, 
kK. (a), (b), (c) & (d).] 
Refd. Chapman v. Gibson (1791), 3 Bro. ©. C. 


Mentd. Bartlett v. Hollister (1757), Amb. 384 


229. 
Shore (1843), 7 Jur. 781; Grant v. Grant (1870), 22 


~ Ue 
Le Tt. 

5647. ——— Effect of Wills Act, 1887 (c. 26), 
S. ree PRESCOTT v. BARKER, No. 4999, ante. 

58648, Messuages & buildings.}] — Ewer  v. 
HAYDEN, No. 5206, ante, 

5649. .]}—Although, in general, a grant of 
“land” will pass the messuages & buildings 
which are upon it, yet if the grant specify a given 
number of messuages, & then go on to pass land, 
containing those & other messuages as well, yet 
the others shall not pass; because the mentioning 
a@ given number shows the intention of the grantor 
that that number alone should pass.—DENN d. 
BULKLEY v. WILFORD (1826), 8 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 
549; 4L.J.0.8S. K. B. 295. 


(b) ‘‘ Lands and Tenements.”’ 


5650. Leaseholds.])—EDWARDS v. DENTON (circa 
1611), Moore, K. B. 882; 72 EH. R.-934. 














5651. .|—RosE v. BARTLETT, No. 5627, 
ante. 

5652. |—ite CaSwaLL, Ea p. CASWALL, 
No. 5645, ante. 

5653. -|—CHAPMAN v. HarT (1749), 1 Ves. 





Sen. 271; 27 E. R. 1026, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Thompson v. Lawley (1800), 2 Bos. 
& P. 303. Refd. Moore v. Moore (1781), 1 Bro. C. C. 127; 
Watkins v. Lea (1802), 6 Ves. 633; Stuart v. Bute (1806- 
13), 11 Ves. 657; Church v. Mundy (1808), 15 Ves. 396 ; 
ht. v. Capper, Ie Bowler (1817), 5 Price, 217; Doe d. 
Clarke v. Ludlam (1831), 7 Bing. 275 ; Hertford v. Lowther 
(1843), 7 Beav. 1; Houlding v. Cross (1855), 1 Jur. N.S. 
250; Swinfen v. Swinfen (1860), 29 Beav. 207; Re 
Johnston, Cockerel!l v. Essex (18384), 26 Ch. D. 538 
5654. -|—Testator being seised of freehold 

lands, & possessed of leasehold lands for the 

remainder of a term of 1,000 years, devised all 
his manors, advowson, donation, rights of 
patronage & presentation, & all & every -his 
several lands, tenements, & hereditaments what- 
soever & wheresoever, whereof he was seised of, 
interested in, or entitled to, etc.’ :— Held: under 
this devise the leaseholds did not pass.—PIsToL 

d. RANDAL v. RICCARDSON (1784), 3 Doug. K. B. 

361; 1 Hy. Bl. 26, n.; 99 HK. R. 696. 

Annotations :—Consd. Lane v. Stanhope (1795), 6 Term 
Kep. 345; Thompson v. Lawley (1800), 2 Bos. & P. 303. 
Refd. Watkins v. Lea (1802), 6 Ves. 633; Hodgson v. 
Merest (1821), 9 Price, 556 ; Ongley v. Chambers (1824), 8 
Moore, C. P. 665. 

5655. -|—Under a general devise of all 
manors, messuages, lands, tenements & here- 
ditaments, Jeasehold, messuages will not pass, 
unless it appear to have been the evident intent 
of the devisor that they should pass.—THOMPSON 
v. LAWLEY (LADY) (1800), 2 Bos. & P. 303; 126 
E. R. 1295; previous proceedings, 5 Ves. 476, 
L. C. 

Annotations Ter gas Hobson v. Blackburn (1833), 1 My. & 
K. 571. Consd. Holmes v. Milward (1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 
522. Refd. Watkins v. Lea (1802), 6 Ves. 633; Parker 
v. Marchant (1843),2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 279; Wilson v. 
Hiden (1850), 5 Exch. 752; Swift v. Swift (1859), 1 DeG. F. 


& J. 160 
-[—(1) A devise of lands & tene- 








5656. 
ments without more, or a devise of messuages or 
tenements to uses applicable only to freehold 
property without more, will not pass testator’s 
leasehold property. 

(2) A devise of messuages or tenements with 
the appurtenances, to uses applicable only to 
freehold property, will comprise leasehold pro- 
perty, where a clear intention to that effect can 

e collected from the circumstance of the leasehold 
property having been blended in enjoyment with 
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the freehold._—HoBsoNn v. BLACKBURN (1833), 1 
My. & K. 571; 2L. J. Ch. 168; 89 HE. R, 797. 
Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. Wilson v. Eden (1850) 5 

Kxch. 752; Kvans v. Angell (1858), 26 Beav. b2; 

Cuthbert v. Robinson (1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 238. 

5657. -.|—Testator devised to trustees all 
his messuages or tenements, farms, lands, here- 
ditaments, & premises, with the appurtenances, 
situate in C. & W., & all other his freehold lands 
é& tenements whatsoever; to hold all such his 
said real estate, with the appurtenances, to the 
trustees & their heirs, upon trust for the use of 
his wife for life, with limitations, after her decease, 
which were applicable to freeholds only; & he 
gave all his household goods, implements of 
husbandry, farming. stock, moneys, securities for 
money, & all other his personal estate & effects 
whatsoever, to his wife, for her own sole use. 
Testator was seised, in fee, of freehold lands in 
C., W. & S., but there was no messuage or other 
building on any of those lands, except a wooden 
barn & stable on the land in S. e was also 
possessed of land in C. for a long term of years, 
on which there were a messuage, & farm buildings ; 
&, at his death & for six years before, he occupied 
the freehold & leaseholds as one farm, but they 
did not adjoin each other :—Held: the leaseholds 
did not pass, under the devise of all testator’s 
messuages or tenements, farms, etc., but under 
the bequest of testator’s personal estate.—ARKELL 
v. FLETCHER (1839), 10 Sim. 299; 3 Jur. 1099 ; 
59 BE. R. 629. 

Annotations :—Apld. Parker v. Marchant (1843), 2 Y. & 
C. Ch. Cas. 279. Refd. Hall v. Fisher (1844), 1 Coll. 47 ; 
Evans v. Angell (1853), 26 Beav. 202. 

5658. Effect of additional descriptive words. | 
—Testator having, by his will, made a marked 
distinction between his real & personal estate, 
gavo the residue ‘‘ of his personal estate, goods, 
& chattels’? to his brother absolutely, & he 
devised ‘‘all & singular his manors, lordships, 
rectories, advowsons, messuages, lands, tenements, 
tithes, & hereditaments, situate at or near W., 
‘* & all other his real estates in W., & elsewhere in 
Great Britain” to trustees for his brother for life, 
with remainder to his first & other sons, etc. :— 
Held: (1) upon the context of the will, testator’s 
leaseholds for years passed under the residuary 
bequest to A. absolutely, & not in strict settlement 
with the real estates; &, (2) although the Wills 
Act, 1837 (c. 26), was applicable to this case, still 
sect. 26, which enacts that a devise of the land 
of testator, etc., shall be construed to include 
leasehold estates to which such description shall 
extend, unless a contrary intention shall appear, 
did not affect the above construction. 

(3) In the very numerous cases in which the 
rule in Jéose v. Bartlett, No. 5627, ante, has been 
referred to & discussed, it does not appear to have 
been intentionally or substantially varied; but 
when the words describing the subject of the 
devise have not been simply “‘ lands & tenements,’’ 
but the words “ farms, messuages, & mines,’’ or 
any of them have been added, or testator has, in 
addition to the words simply describing the 
subject of the devise, used other words descriptive 
of the nature or extent of his interest inthe thing 
yiven, & that interest, as described, is properly 
applicable to leaseholds, or has used words plainly 
connecting property which was leasehold with the 
lands or tenements or hereditaments the principal 
subject of the devise, the additional words have, 
although not in a manner always approved of, 
been held to warrant the conclusion that leaseholds 
were within the description of the thing devised.— 
WILSON v. EDEN (1848), 11 Beav. 237; 17 L. J. Ch. 
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459; 12 Jur..488; 50 E. R. 807; on appeal, sub 
au EDEN v. WILSON (1852), 4 H. L. Cas. 257, 


Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. Swift v. Swift (1859), 1 De 
G.F.&J.160 ; Prescott ». Barker (1874), 9 Ch. App. 174; 
Butler v. Butler (1884), 28 Ch. D. 66. Generally, Mentd. 
Doutty v. Laver (1849), 14 L. T. O. 8S. 102; Monypenny 
». Dering (1850), 7 Hare, 568; Sheffield v. Coventry 
(1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 551; Abbott v. Middleton, 
Ricketts v. Carpenter (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 69; Stanley v. 
Stanley (1862), 2 John. & H. 491 ; Hanbury v. Bateman, 
[1920] 1 Ch. 313. 


5659. Reversionary estate.|;—-The words ‘“‘ lands 
& tenements ’’ will carry a reversionary estate or 
a possibility after an estate tail.—MONNINGTON uv. 
Davis (1695), Fortes. Rep. 224; 92 EB. R. 827. 

5660. Advowson.|—(1) In a devise, an advow- 
son in gross passes under the description of ‘‘ tene- 
ment.”’ 

(2) The devisor, after making various bequests, 
directing part of his estate to be sold for the pay- 
ment of his debts, & charging the remainder with 
an annuity to his widow, devised as follows: ‘‘ All 
the rest & residue of my goods & chattels, lands 
& tenements, not before given & bequeathed, my 
debts being paid, I give & bequeath, subject & 
charged as aforesaid, to my brother H. S., if living 
at the time of my death; if not living, to his 
children, to be divided between them ”’ :—Held: 
the fee passed to the devisees.—GULLY v. EXETER 
(Be.) (1827), 4 Bing. 290; 12 Moore, C. P. 591; 5 
L. J. O. 8. C. P. 178; 130 E. R. 779. 

Annotations :-—-As to (1) Consd. Crompton v. Jarratt (1885), 

30 Ch. D. 298. Refd. Beauchamp v. Winn (1869), 4 Ch. 

App. 4562. As to (2) Refd. Doe d. Sams v. Garlick (1845), 


14M. & W, 698. Generally, Mentd. M‘Gahey v. Alston 
(1836), 2 M. & W. 206. 


(c) ‘ Messuages.”’ 

5661. Curtilage & garden.|—By the devise of a 
messuage a garden & the curtilage will pass with- 
out saying cum pertinentiis.—CARDEN v. TUCK 
(1588), Cro. Eliz. 89; 78 E.R. 3483; sub nom. 
CHARD & 'TUCK’S CASE, 3 Leon. 214; 74 E. R. 641. 


Annotations : --Apld. Forgusson v. L. B. & 8. C. Ry. (1863), 3 
De G. J. & Sm. 653, Refd. A.-G. v. Reynolds, [1911! 2 


K. BB. 888. 

5662. |—By will, dated June 23, 1828, 
testator, therein described as ‘* of W. in the county 
of L.’”’ devised all his real & personal estate to his 
wife for life, durante viduitate, & after her decease 
or second marriage he willed that his ‘“ freehold 
estate in W. aforesaid should not be sold or mort- 
gaged, etc., but should remain in the family for 
ever,” & he further devised the ‘“ rents, issues, & 
profits, of his freehold estate, after his wife’s 
decease or second marriage, unto all his children 
equally between them, share & share alike.” By 
a codicil executed on the same day testator willed 
as follows: ‘1 give, devise, & bequeath unto my 
son EK., after the decease or marriage of my wife, 
all, & every part of my “ freehold messuage, with 
all the appurtenances thereto belonging, or in any 
manner appertaining, to hold to him, his heirs & 
assigns for ever. & in all other respects I 
confirm my said will; my personal property to be 
divided amongst my other children, share & 
share alike.”’ 

Testator died on June 30, 1828, leaving his 
widow & four children surviving—viz., E., deft., 
then aged cighteen; D., since deceased, then aged 
seventeen; .J., since deceased, then aged fiftcen, 
& A., the wife of pltf., then aged thirteen. On 
Feb. 16, 1831, the widow married again, whereupon 
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86671. Leaseholds.)—Testator having 
freehold & leasehold land in C. devise 
all his ‘‘ real estate at C.’’:—Held: 


there being no contrary intention on 
the face of the will, such devise carried 
the leasehold land as well as the free- 
hold. —HESTER v. TRUSTEES, EX&CU- 
rors & AGENCY Co., Lrp. (1892), 18 
\.L.R 509.—AUS 
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deft., the eldest son, entered into possession of the 
farm & lands, comprising the freehold estate & 
freehold messuages & appurtenances respectively 
mentioned in the agreement & codicil, & has 
remained in possession ever since. Pltf., A., was 
married to her husband & co-pltf. on Oct. 11, 
1833, being then under the age of twenty-one 
years. 

Iijectment was brought by pltfs. on July 4, 
1870, to recover possession from deft. of one- 
fourth of the freehold farm & lands at W., in which 
a verdict was entered by consent for deft., & upon 
a rule to set that verdict aside & enter it for pltfs., 
pursuant to leave reserved, on the ground that the 
house, etc., & not the land, passed under the 
codicil to deft.:—Held: giving the ordinary 
meaning to the word ‘‘ messuage,”’ the farmhouse 
& its appurtenances, such as the curtilage, garden, 
& orchard usually held with it, alone passed to 
deft. under the codicil, & there was no reason for 
departing from the ordinary construction & 
meaning of that word in the present case.— 
Borrows v. EvLIson (1871), I. R. 6 Exch. 128 ; 
40 L. J. Ex. 131; 24 L. T. 365; 19 W. R. 850. 

5663. Land belonging to messuages.|—Devise 
of messuages, with all houses, barns, stables, stalls, 
etc., that stand upon or belong to the said 
messuages; the lands belonging to the messuages 
shall pass.—GULLIVER d. JEFFEREYS v. POYNTZ 
(1770), 3 Wils. 141: 2 Wm. BI. 726; 95 E. R. 978. 
aan :—Refd. Cuthbert ». Robinson (1882), 30 W. R. 

e ve 


5664. Leaseholds.|—ARKELL v. FLETCHER, No. 
5657, ante. 


(d) ‘‘ Frecholds.”’ 


5665. Whether denoting both quality & tenure of 
estate.|—-MATHEWS v. MATHEWS, No. 4997, ante. 

5666. .}—The word ‘ freehold ’’ may refer 
either to the quality or to the tenure of an estate. 

Devise of ‘‘ my freehold land & hereditaments 
at M.’”’ :—Held: to pass not only freeholds, but 
also privileged copyholds, on the ground that the 
latter were known as ‘‘ freeholds ”’ or “‘ customary 
freeholds’’ in the locality, & the testatrix was 
unaware of any distinction of tenure.—Re STEEL, 
WAPPETT v. ROBINSON, [1903] 1 Ch. 135; 72 
L. J. Ch. 42; 87 L. T. 548; 51 W. R. 252; 47 
Sol. Jo. 31. 

5667. Leaseholds.]—One devises all his freehold 
houses in A., & hath none but leasehold houses 
there; the leasehold shall pass——DAy v. TRIG 
(1715), 1 P. Wms. 286; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 323; 24 
E. R. 391. 

Annotations :—Distd. Pistol v. Riccardson (1784), 3 Doug. 
K. B. 361. Apld. Doe d. Dunning v. Cranstoun (1840), 7 
M.& W.1. Refd. Fitzroy v. Howard (1828), 3 Russ. 225 ; 
Lovell v. Knight (1831), 1 L.J.Ch. 47; Miller ». Travers 
(1832), 8 Bing. 2t4; Stanley v. Stanley (1862), 2 John. & 
H. £91: Cowen vr. Truetitt, [1899] 2 Ch. 309. 

5668. .|—Testator by his will devised as 
follows: ‘‘ Whereas it appears to me, that one 
part of my said freehold lands, viz. those lands 
which I hold in the parishes of W., B., & M., were 
held for a considerable period of time by my 
father’s ancestors in the male line, bearing the 
name & arms of D. as hereditary proprietors of 
the same, I therefore consider it just & equitable 
that those lands should continue to be held if 
possible, by persons of the same name & family. 
I therefore give, bequeath, & devise, the freehold 
lands which I hold in the three parishes aforesaid 











6667 ii. .)—Where testator has 
both freehold & leasehold property, in 
a particular place a gift of ‘‘ freehold 
property ’> in such place does not carry 
with it the leasehold re ae 
DwveEr (1900), 26 V. L. R. 263.—AUS. 
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to,” etc. The property which testator possessed 
in the parish of M. was freehold, but that in the 
arishes of W. & B. was all leasehold, which he 
ad derived from his father’s ancestors in the 
male line :—Held: the leasehold lands in the 
pore of W. & B. were sufficiently ascertained 
y the will, & therefore, though incorrectly 
described as ‘‘ freehold,’’ passed under the devise. 
—DoE d. DUNNING v. CRANSTOUN (1840), 7M. & 
W.1; 9L. J. Ex. 204; 4 Jur. 688; 151 EB. R. 654. 
Ana :—Apld. Nelson rv. Hopkins (1851), 21 L. J. Ch. 


5669. -]—B. being seised of certain lands 
at. K., in the county of C., demised them to S. for 
three lives; S. agreed to assign the lease for lives 
to T., & T. G. entered into possession of the lands, 
& obtained from B. a lease of the same lands for 
999 years at a peppercorn rent during the con- 
tinuance of the lease for lives, & afterwards at 
£100 a year. T. having these interests in the 
lands, made his will, in which was the following 
clause: ‘‘ I order all my freehold interests in the 
county of C., etc., except my interest in K., which 
I hold under B., to be sold, & the money arising, 
etc., to be divided ” :—Held: T.’s interest in the 
lease for lives was disposed of by this clause in the 
will.—-GuRLY v, GURLY (1842), 8 Cl. & Fin. 748 ; 
8 EE. R. 291, H. L. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Thompson v. Watts (1862), 2 John. 
& H. 291: O’Brien v. Hearn (1870), 18 W. R. 514; 
Naismith v. Boyes, [1899] A. C. 495. 

5670. -|—Testator devised all his real 
estates to trustees; as to his freehold messuage, 
farm, lands & hereditaments in the county of B., 
in trust for C. Testator had a farm in that 
county, consisting of a messuage of 116 acres of 
Jand, of which the messuage & the greater part of 
the land were freehold, & the other parts leasehold 
for long terms of years at peppercorn rents; & 
they were interspersed with & undistinguishable 
from the freehold part, & had been demised there- 
with as one farm, at one entire rent, & testator 
had always treated & dealt with them as free- 
hold :~ -Held: the leasehold parts were not com- 
prised in the trust.—STONE v. GREENING (1843), 
13 Sim. 390; 60 E. R. 151. 


Annotations :-- Distd. Hardwick +. Hardwick (1873), L. BR. 
16 Kq. 168. Distd. & Dbtd. Z?e Bright-Smith, Bright- 
Snith v. Bright-Smith (1886), 31 Ch. D. 314. 


5671. .|—Devise of “ all that freehold farm 
called the Wick Farm, containing 200 acres or 
thereabouts, occupied by W. E., as tenant to me, 
with the appurtenances,”’ to uses applicable to 
freehold property only. At the date of the will 
& of the death of testator W. FE. held, under a 
lease from the testator, 202 acres of land, which 
were described in the lease as the Wick Farm. 
Of these, twelve acres were leasehold :—Held: 
the twelve acres did not pass by the devise.— 
HALL v. FISHER (1844), 1 Coll. 47; 8 Jur. 119; 63 
E. R. 316. 

.innotations :—Distd. Hardwick ». Hardwick (1873), L. R. 
16 Eq. 168; He Bright-Smith, Kright-Smith v. Brizht- 
Smith (1886), 31 Ch. D. 314. Overd. Hallett v. Hallett 
(1898), 14 T. L. R. 420. Refd. Morrell v. Fisher (1849), 4 
ee Mentd. Morrell v. Fisher (1851), 4 De G. & 
5672. .|—A. by his will devised his ‘ free- 

hold farm, called Wick,’ in the occupation of 

T. B. to two devisees, in moieties. Two parcels 

of what was called the Hill Ground were, at the 

date of the will, part of Wick farm, but they were 
leasehold. <A. further devised as follows: viz. 

*‘all my leasehold farmhouse, homestead, lands, 

& tenements at Headington, containing about 

170 acres, held under Magdalen College, Oxford, 
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& now in the possession of T. B., jun., to,’’ ete. 
T. B. held the farm at Headington, but not the 
two pieces of land called the Hill Ground :—Held: 
the pieces of land called the Hill Ground did not 
pass by either of the above devises, but they 
passed under the residuary clause.—MORRELL Vv. 
FisuHer (1849), 4 Exch. 591; 19 L. J. Ex. 273; 14 
L. T. O. 8. 398. 


Annotations :—Refd. Griffiths v. Penson (1863), 1 New Rep. 
330; Mellor v. Walmesicy, [1904] 2 Ch. 525; Ite Brockett, 
Dawes v. Miller, [1908] 1 Ch. Watcham v. Kast 
Africa Protectorate, [1919] A. C. 533. Mentd. Wood v. 
Roweliffe (1851), 6 Exch. 407; Josh wv. Josh (1858), 5 
C. B. N.S. 454; Webber v. Stanley reat 16C. B. N.S. 

698; Karly v. Rathbone (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 652; East- 

wood v. Ashton, [1915] A. C. 900; Norman v, Norman, 

[1919] 1 Ch. 297. 

5673. .|—Testator by his will devised to A., 
his heirs & assigns for ever “‘ all those three several 
freehold messuages in N. Street, together with 
the piece of freehold ground in the rear of the said 
messuages, whereon I have erected certain 
cottages, parcel of P.’s Gardens, & which said last- 
mentioned hereditaments were conveyed to me by 
indentures bearing date,’’ etc. There was a piece 
of freehold land in the rear of the three messuages 
which had been included in the conveyance re- 
ferred to; but the only cottage built by testator 
to which the words could apply, was built upon 
some leasehold Jand adjoining, of which testator 
became possessed at a different time & under a 
different conveyance :—Held: this cottage did 
not pass to A. under devise.—DOoOE d. PARSEY v. 
HEMMING (1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 89. as 

5674. ———.]—-MATHEWS v. MATHEWS, No. 4997, 
ante. 

5675. Copyholds.|—The word “‘ freehold ’’ must 
be construed according to its ordinary import, & 
would therefore not inctude frank tenements held by 
copy.— Rok d. CoNOLLY v. VERNON & VYSE (1804), 
5 East, 51; 1 Smith, K. B. 318; 102 E. R. 988. 
Annotations :—Expld. Doe d. Campton »v. Carpenter (1850), 

15 Jur. 719. Refd. Doe d. Beach v. Jersey (1818), 1 B. & 

Ald. 550; Pullin v. Pullin (1825), 3 Bing. 47; Wilkinson 

v Malin (1832), 2 Cr. & J. 636; Portland vr. Hill (1866), 

L. R. 2 Eq. 765; Dean v. Gibson (1867), 15 W. R. 809. 


5676. .|—Gift of ‘‘ all my freehold estate 
& effects wheresoever situate ’’:—Held: not to 
include copyholds.--~ Re BALLARD (1874), 22 W. R. 
433. 

5677. ———.]—Testator devised a farm by the 
description of ‘‘ my freehold farm & lands situate 
at Edgware, & now in the occupation of J.’’ The 
will contained no residuary devise. The farm 
comprised about seventy-six acres, of which 
twenty-six were copyhold :—Held: the copyhold 

arts of the farms passed under the devise.---Re 

RIGHT-SMITH, Briagnt-SMITH v. BRIGHT-SMITH 
(1886), 31 Ch. D. 314; 55 L. J. Ch. 365; 54 L. T. 
47; 34 W. R. 252; 2T. L. R. 230. 

5678. Property held as morteaeee — Where 
testator was mtgee. in fee, & devised all his free- 
hold estates under certain limitations which could 
be applicable only to property which was his own : 
—Held: the devise did not pass his legal state as 
mtgee.—GALLIERS v. Moss (1829), 9 B. & C. 267 ; 
4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 268; 7L. J. 0.8. K. B. 109; 
109 BE. R. 99. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Tyas, Ex p. Barber (1832), 5 Sim. 
451; Mather ». Thomas (1833), 6 Sim. 115; Doe d. 
Guest v. Bennett (1851), 6 Exch. 892 ; Re King’s Mortgage 
Reg Sarthe & 8m. 644; Knight v. Robinson (1856), 
2K.&J.5 


5679. .]—Testatrix devised all her freehold 
messuages, etc., in S. to trustees in trust to sell 
& stand possessed of the proceeds in trust for A., 
& gave the residue of her personal estate to the 
trustees in trust for B. After the date of her 
will she sold the houses & conveyed them to the 
purchaser, & he deposited the conveyance & titlo- 
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deeds thereof with her, to secure part of the pur- 

chase-money :—Held: the security & the money 

due on it did not pass, under Wills Act, 1837 

(c. 26), 8. 26, to the trustees in trust for A., but to 

the trustees in trust for B.—Moor v. RAISBECK 

(1841), 12 Sim. 123: 59 E. R. 1078. 

Annotations :——Apld. Hewson t. Carolin (1851),171..T. 0.8. 
296; He Clowes, [1893] 1 Ch. 214. Consd. Ze Moses, 
Beddington v. Dou dings {1902} J Ch. 100. Mentd. 
Fenn v. Death (1858), .N. 8. 7003; Pride v. Fooks 
(1858), 3 De G. & J. ia, 

5680. Customary eshoid .|—Re STEEL, WAPPETT 

v. ROBINSON, No. 56686, ante. 


(e) ‘‘ Hereditaments.”’ 


5681. Mortgages in fee.|—Mtges. in fee, though 
forfeited, will not pass by a general devise of all 
my lands, tenements & hereditaments. Nor will 
they pass by such a general devise, though the 
equity of redemption is afterwards foreclosed, or 
released.— STRODE v. RUSSEL (LADY) (1707), 
Vern. 621; 23 E. R. 1008; sub nom. STRODE v. 
FALKLAND (LADY), 3 Rep. Ch. 169, L. C.; on 
appeal, sub nom. FALKLAND (LADY) v. LYTTON 
(1708), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 24, H. L. 

Annotations :—-Apld. Yardicy v. Holland (1875), I. Ti. 20 
Eq. 428. Reta. Canning vt. Canning (1729), Mos. ie 
Casburne v. i (1738), West temp. Hard. 221; Chol- 
mondoley v. Clinton (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 1. "Mentd. 
Bromley v. Jeffercys Hethaee Pree. Ch. 1383; Rutland vw. 
Rutland (1723), 2 P. Wms. 210: Chester v. Chester (1730), 
Fitz-G. 150: Francis ». Diehtield (1742), 2 Coap. temp. 
Cott. 5381: Ulrich v. Litchfield (1742), 2 Atk. 372; Ridout 
v. Pain (1747), 3 Atk. 486; Gibson » Rogers (1750), Amb. 
93; Potter vu. Potter (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 487; A.-G. tw. 
Downing (1769), Amb. 571: Karnes 7. Crow (1792), 4 
Bro. (1. C. 23 Pigott «. Waller (1802), 7 Ves. 98; Good- 
title d. Daniel v Miles (1805), 6 East, 494; Morgan d. 
Surman ov. Surman (1808), 1 Taunt. 289; Hulme ete. 
Heygate (1816), 1] Mer. 285; Doe d. Allen v. Allen (1840), 
12 Ad. & El). 451: Shore +. Wilson (184%), 9 Ch & Fin, 
3553 Ford vw, Ford tae ee 6 Hare, 486; O'Reilly vr. 
Smith (1851), 17 LL. 230; Horwood v. Griffith 
(1853), 2 W. R71. 


5682. Manor.}—IIAsiwoop ». PoPpr, No. 5639, 
ante. 

5688. Fee.|—-Testator devised ‘‘ all that my 
copyhold estate called M., etc., consisting of, etc., 
to the use of my niece S., for & during her natural 
life, charged & chargeable nevertheless; & I 
hereby charge the said copyhold estate so given to 
my said niece S. with the payment of an annuity 
of £25 per annum unto my brother E. S. for life, 
payable half-yearly, the first payment to begin 
three months next after my decease’’; & ‘“ from 
& immediately after the decease of my said niece 
S. I give & devise the same copyhold heredita- 
ments unto & equally between all & every the 
children of my said niece, share & share alike.” 
There were then other devises of other property, 
& then a residuary devise of ‘* all & every other my 
real estates not hereinbefore otherwise disposed 
of’ to deft. in fee:—Held: the devise to the 
children of S. passed only as estate for life; for 
that the word “ hereditaments ’’ did not of itself 
pass a fee, & the word ‘‘ estate ’’ used in the devise 
of S. for life was not brought down by reference 
into the devise to her children, because the words 
of reference, ‘‘ the same copyhold ”’ in the second 
devise, did not stand alone, nor were joined with 
similar words to those used in the first devise, but 
were joined with a different word, viz. ‘* heredita- 
ments.’’—VIcK v7. SUETER (1854), 3 E. & B. 219; 
28 L. J. Q. B. 212; 18 Jur. 625; 118 BK. R. 1123; 
subsequent proceedings. sub nom. MEREDITH v. 
Vick (1857), 23 Beav. 559. 
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5685. 
5641, ante. 

5686. Tithes.}—(1) A. being seised in fee of a 
messuage & lands, & all tithes issuing & arising 
therefrom, devised ‘“ all his freehold messuage & 
tenement, & all the profits arising therefrom,”’ 
to his wife. Qu.: whether the tithes passed 
under the word profits in the devise. 

(2) The word ‘‘ hereditaments”’ is peculiarly 
applicable to tithes (per Cur.).—Dor d. WATSON 
v. JEFFERSON (1824), 2 Bing. 118; 9 Moore, C. P. 
260; 2L. J.0O.8. C. P. 188; 130 E. R. 250. 
Annotation Seg Doe dad. Sweeting v. Hollard (1829), 9 





.|—WESTFALING v. WESTFATING, No. 


5687. Contingent interest.|—-Under a will, dated 
in 1827, by which testator devised all the heredita- 
ments which he should be entitled to at his death 
to trustees for sale:—Held;: an estate in which 
he had at his death a contingent interest in fee 
both by way of shifting use & by virtue of an 
ultimate limitation in default of issue of his brother 
did not pass.— HONywoop v. HONywoop (1843), 
2 Y. &C. Ch. Cas. 471; 63 EH. R. 211. 

5688. Money in trust for investment in land.|— 
BASSET v. ST. LEVAN (1894), 71 L. T. 718; 43 
W. R. 165; 39 Sol. Jo. 80; 13 R. 235. 

Annotation Fold: Re Gosselin, Gosselin v. Gosselin, [1906] 


5689. —_—.|—-G. devised real estate to his son 
for life, with remainders over in strict settlement, 
& declared that the estate for life limited to his 
son was limited upon condition that he should 
enlarge the estate in tail male, or iff tail, to which 
he was entitled under his grandfather’s will, in 
all the hereditaments devised by that will, or sub- 
ject to the limitations thereof, & resettle the same 
to the uses limited by testator’s will. By the 
grandfather’s will large estates were devised to 
testator for life, with remainder to his son in tail 
male, parts of which had been sold, & the pur. 
chase-moneys were, at testator’s death, in the 
hands of trustees subject to a trust for reinvest- 
ment. in land :—Held: these moneys were included 
in the word ‘‘ hereditaments ’’ & must be resettled. 
—Re GOSSELIN, GOSSELIN v. GOSSELIN, [1906] 
1 Ch. 120; 75 L. J. Ch. 88; 54 W. R. 193; 50 
Sol. Jo. 94. 


(f ) Other Cases. 

5690. Lands ‘‘ out of settlement.’’|—A devise 
of lands, out of settlement, will pass as well as 
those lands, of which testator was seised in fee at 
the time of making his will, as those which were 
comprised in a settlement made on his marriage, 
the particular uses of which were determined by his 
having no male issuc.-—FALKLAND (LADY) v. 
LytTron (1708), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 24; 1 E. R. 
1152, H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. STRODE v. 
FALKLAND (LADY) (1707), 3 Rep. Ch. 169; sub 
nom. STRODE v. KUSSEL (LADY), 2 Vern. 621, L. C. 
Annotations :—Apld, Chester , Chester ieee Fitz-G. 150. 


Distd. O'Reilly v. Smith (1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 280. Refd. 
Rutland wv. Rutland (1723), 2 P. Wms. S10 Me ane v. 
Canning (1729), Mos. 240; Casburne v. Inglis (1738), 


West temp. Hard. 221; Ulrich vp, Litchfield (1742), ree 
372; Ridout v. Pain (1747), 3 Atk. 486; Gibson ». Rogers, 
Rogers v. Gibson (1750), Atmmb. 93; Potter 7. Potter 
(1750), 1 Vos. Sen. 437; A.-G. v. Vowning (1769), Amb. 
571; Barnes rv. Crow (1792), 4 Bro. C. C. 23 Pigott o. 
Waller Oeor 7 Ves. 98; Goodtitle d. Daniel v. Miles 
(1805), 6 East, 494 ; Morgan d. Surman t. ee (1808), 
1 Taunt. 289: Hulme +. Heygate waren Mer. 285; 
Cholnondeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 Jac, & W ; Doo d. 
Allen v. Allen (1840), fe Ad. & El. 451; shore v. Wilson 


: (1842), 9 Cl. & Fin. 355; Ford v. Ford (1848), 6 oe 
5684, Advowson.]} — SAVIL v. SAVIL (1737), ges Horwood ¢. Grifith (1858), 2WR TS ‘ardley » 
Fortes. Rep. 351; 92 E. R. 886. Holland (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 42 
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term—Two properties included.}—DONALD’S TRUSTEES Vv. Een (1864), 2 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 922 


eneral 
So" Jar 461.—SCOT. 
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Sect. 15.—Descriptions of property: Sub-sect. 14, 
KK. (f), & L. (a) & (b) 2.) 


5691. Rectory with premises thereunto belong- 
ing.|—Where testator devised the rectory or 
parsonage of M., with the messuages, lands, tene- 
ments, tithes, hereditaments, & all & singular 
other the premises thereunto belonging :—Held : 
certain lands which had been acquired or purchased 
by the owners of the rectory, between the years 
1807 & 1632, & had been uniformly occupied with 
it since, & were described in the several successive 
leases of the property, passed under such devise.— 
ONGLEY v. CHAMBERS (1824), 1 Bing. 483; 8 Moore, 
C. P. 665; 2L.J.0.8.C. P. 49; 130 E. R. 193. 


“Annaliiona :—Distd. Evans v. Angell ¢ (FEDS); 26 Beav. 202. 
Refd. Smith v. Ridgway (1865), L. R. 1 Exch. 46. 


L. Money. 
(a) In General. 


5692. General rule—Meaning restricted to money 
strictly.|—The word ‘‘ money ”’ by itself, in a will, 
means money strictly & nothing else, but when 
used in connection with other words, it may have 
a much more extended signification. —GLENDENING 
v. GLENDENING pried 9 Beav. 324; 7L. T. O.S. 
134; 50 E.R. 

Annotation . Soar 7 the Goods of Hand (1849), 7 Notes 

of Cases, 59. 

5693. >in a 
codicil held to comprise not only all moneys in 
hand, but also all moneys due to testator, whether 
upon security or otherwise, notwithstanding 
express mention made in the will of ‘‘ moneys & 
securities for money.’ 

In the absence of anything in the will to indicate 
a different intention the word ‘‘ moneys ”’ will be 
confined to ready money actually in hand. A 
different intention may be gathered from the words 
of the will (Woop, V.-C.).—LANGDALE v. WHITFELD 
(1858),4K.&J.426; 27L.J.Ch. 795; 32 L. T.0.8. 
18; 4 Jur. N.S. 706; 6 W. R. 862; 70 B. R. 178. 


Annotations : -—Apld. Williams v. Williams (1878), 8 Ch. D. 
789. Refd. Ive Taylor, Taylor v. Tweedie, [1925] 1 Ch. 99. 


5694. — The word ‘‘ money,” 
coupled with the word ‘ ‘cash,’ held confined to 
money strictly & properly so called. 

The word ‘‘ money,” standing by itself, is con- 
fined to the proper meaning of that word ; yet, 
if money be given after a direction to pay debts, 
legacies, & funeral & testamentary expenses, or 
with any other words which denote an intention, 
on the part of testator, to dispose of the whole 
of his estate, it will be construed as synonymous 
with ‘' property.’ °-- NEVINSON v. LENNARD (LADY) 
(1865), 34 Beav. 487; 55 KE. R. 723. 

5 |—e HUNTER, NORTHEY uv. 
NorTuEY, No. 5119, ante. 

5696. -|—A bequest of ‘‘ money ’”’ 
will include primarily only cash. It may include 
money at call, but although the context in 
individual cases may make it of wider application, 
it will not include either real estate or investments. 
This principle is unaffected by the fact that by 
Administration of Estates Act, 1926 (c. 23), 
realty & personalty together constitute one fund out 
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L. (a). aa SHEATH, [1918] N. 


5602 i. General rule—-Meaning re- 
stricted to money strictly. |—Testator gave 
10 per cent. of his money in charity, & 
bequeathed the rest of his property to 


The rule as 


——. }~PUBLIC TRUS- 


j. Cases of imperfect enumeration.}— 
to cases of imperfect 
enumeration does not apply to cases 


WILLS. 


of which funeral & testamentary expenses, debts, 
& legacies are payable.—Re EMERSON, MORRILL 
z puts [1929] 1 Ch. 128; 98 L. J. Ch. 145; 140 

5697. When meaning extended——-Depends on con- 

text.| -GLENDENING v. GLENDENING, No. 5692, ante. 

698. .|—(1) Testatrix, dying pos- 
sessed of money, stock, & furniture, by her will, 
bequeathed | the residue as ‘the remainder of 
my money” :—Held the parties named in such 
residuary clause were entitled to administration, 
with the will annexed, as residuary legatees, on the 
consent of the next of kin. 

(2) Although a simple bequest of ‘ money * 
will not of itself pass stock, the word ‘‘ money ”’ 
may be so used in a will as from the whole context 
to show that the testator meant it to pass stock & 
other personal estate (Str H. JENNER FustT).— 
In the Goods of HAND (1849). 7 Notes of Cases, 59 ; 
13 L. T. O. S. 405; 13 Jur. 663. 

5699. d ‘‘money’”’ in a 
will will only be taken to have been applied in its 
correct & proper use, unless there is something 
in the context which evidently points to a more 
extended signification. 

Testatrix, being entitled to certain sums of 
money in the funds, & possessing also a small sum 
of cash in the house, bequeathed by will the whole 
of her money to a tenant for life; at his death to 
be divided between her nieces A. & B., her clothes 
to be divided likewise between them, her watch 
& trinkets for her niece B.; & declared that the 
longest survivor of her nieces was to become 
possessor of the whole money :—--Held : the money 
in the funds did not pass under the description of 
‘*money.’’---LOWE v. THOMAS (1854), 5 De G. M. 
& G. 315; 2 Eq. Rep. 742; 23 L. J. Ch. 616; 23 
L. T. O. S. 288; 18 Jur. 563; 2 W. R. 499; 43 
EK. R. 891, L. JJ. ; 


Annotations :-~ Apld. Cowling v. 
449. Consd. Gover v. Davis (1860), 
Re Dutton, Herbert v. Harrison (1869), 
Prichard ». Prichard (1870), 1. hk. 11 Eq. 








” 











ns (1859), 26 Beav. 
29 Beav. 222. Distd. 

20 lL. T. 386; 
32 s Jte Cadogan, 


Cadogan v. Palagi (1883), 25 re D. 154; de Townley, 
Townley v. Townley (1884), 53 AP ‘Oh. 616; Hart wv. 
Hernandez (1885), 62 L. T. te Apld. te Hunter, 
Northey v. Northey (1908), 25 T. L. R. 19. Consd. fe 
Skillen, Charles v. Charles, [1916] 1 Ch. 518. Folld. lve 
Gliddon, Smith v. Gliddon, [1917] 1 Ch. 174. Consd. re 
Taylor, Taylor v. Tweedie, [1923] 1 Ch. 99. Refd. 
Langdale ». Whitfield (1858), 4 K. & J. 426; Montagu v. 


Sandwich (1863), 33 Beav. 324; Boardman v, Stanley 
(1873), 21 W. KR. 644; fre Pringle, Walker +. Stewart 
(1881) 17 Ch. D. 8193; Lloyd v. Lioyd (1886), 54 L. 'T. 
841; Ite Woolley, Cathcart v. Eyskens, (1918] 1 Ch. 33; 


In the Goods of Gates, (1928) P. 128. 


5700. -|—-LANGDALE v. WHITFELD, 
No. 5693, ante. 
5701. --}—-NEVINSON v. LENNARD 





(LADY), No. 5694, ante. 

5702. .|—Testator gave a house & 
£300 ‘‘ of lawful money ”’ to his daughter, & “‘ the 
remainder of all his moneys, in whatever it may 
be, in bonds or consols or anything else,’’ to his 
wife :—Held : the wife was entitled to all testator’s 
residuary personal estate invested in any security, 
including a life policy, but not to a Jeasehold or 
furniture or chattels. 








construction according to the context 
in which it is found, & the intention 
of testator to be collected from iy 
will as a whole.—Sarar CHANDR 
MITRA wv. CHARUSILA DASI (1928), 
lL. R. a Calc. 918.—IND. 


Z. L. R. 129. 


his children, share & share alike:—- Where & sum of money is named in the 5697 ——.]-- BURKE vv. 
Held: ‘“‘money” included besides WUI.---MCLENNAN_ v. WISHART, Re Doy.e, tiso7)1 11, R. 479.—IR. 
money at testator’s call, Consols, NELSON, 14 Gr. 199, 512.—-CAN. 5697 fii. ——— ———.}—Orp v. ORD, 


es that could be immediately turne 
to cash, & arrears of rent of real & Depends on 
personel estate belonging to testator, 
ut not cope sums secured by mtges. 
—QO’CONNOR v. O oy (1911) 1 
IR. 263: 451. L. T. 94.—-IR. 


receivable at. caJl, 


5697 i. When meaning extended— 
context.}—Prima facie 
‘money ’’ means moneys in hand or 
but as money is a 
term of elastic connotation it 
receive a wider or more restricted 


ii 
(1927] S. C. 77.—SCOT. 
k. ‘* Hundred aterling ’’ meana“ £2100 
ster .’]—BURN v. THOMSON’S TRUSB- 
TEES (1840), 15 Fac. Coll. 705; 12 Sc. 


will 


Parr XVI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


I concur in this: that if testator, by his will, 
gives matters, which are not money in the ordinary 
acceptation of the term, & afterwards gives all 
“other my moneys whatsoever & wheresvever,”’ 
he ped ean that expression to things which are not 
strictly money & consequently that things not of 
that character pass under the gift. Thus if testator 
gives Whiteacre & all the rest of my money to 
A. B., he means all his property, for he treats 
Whiteacre as ‘‘ money,” although land or real 
estate & personal chattels are not properly speaking 
‘“money ”’ (Lorp Romintity, M.R.).—STOOKE v. 
eee 35 Beay. 396; 14 W. R. 564; 55 


Annotation :—Consd. Ite Pringle, Walker v. Stewart (1881), 
17 Ch. D. 819. 


5708. ——.]—He TOWNLEY, TOWNLEY v. 
TOWNLEY, No. 5800, post. 

5704. é& surrounding circumstances. | 
—In construing a will no absolute technical 
meaning should be given to such a word as 
‘““money,” the meaning of which must depend 
upon the context, if any, & such surrounding 
circumstances as the ct. can take into considera- 
tion. Testatrix who was possessed of cash, 
securities, leaseholds, furniture, & effects, by her 
will, made in expectation of her death, which 
occurred two days after its date, gave ‘ one-half 
of the money of which I am possessed to H., & 
the remainder equally between O. & S. & after 
them to their children’ :—leld: the word 
‘“money ”’ passed all the personal estate.—Re 
CADOGAN, CADOGAN wv. PALAGI (1883), 25 Ch. D. 
154; 53 L.J.Ch. 207; 49 L. T. 666; 32 W. R. 57. 
Annotations :—Consd. Jie Buller, Buller v. Giberne (1896), 

74. 'T. 406. Apld. Jn the Goods of Bramley, (1962] DP. 

106. Refd. fe Skillen, Charles v. Charles, [1916] 1 Ch. 

O18; Re Woolley, Cathcart cv. Kyskens, [1918] 1 Ch. 33; 

Re Taylor, Taylor ». Tweedic, [1923] 1 Ch. 99; Jn the 

Goods of Gates, [1928] P. 128. 

5705, |—In the Goods of 
BRAMLEY, No. 5806, post. 

5706. ———.|-—te EMERSON, 
Nurry, No. 5606, ante. 

5707. - Subsequent disposition of interest.|— 
Testator made his will in the following words: * I 
give to my wife during her natural life the interest 
of all sums of money I may die possessed of, subject 
to such agreements, if any, which I may enter into 
in my lifetime; & after her decease I do give all 
such interest money unto my dear daughter M., 
now of, etc., during the term of her natural life, 
& after her decease then I do give the principal 
& interest unto my daughter’s child or children, 
equally between them, share & share ahke; & 
I direct my exors. to advance & allow any reason- 
able sum or sums of money from time to time for 
the promotion in life of all or any of the children 
of my daughter by way of apprenticeship or 
otaerwise ; & in case my said daughter M. should 
die without issue of her body unmarried or under 
uge, then I do give the money & interest equally 
between my brothers & sisters, & in case of their 
deaths to their respective child or children equally 
between them.’’ There was no residuary gift. 
At his death he left £450 cash, furniture, « leasehold 
farm, cattle, etc., & farming stock :—Held: the 
language relating to ‘‘ moneys ’’ meant ‘ money ”’ 
strictly ; & there was intestacy as to the residuary 
property.— LARNER v. LARNER (1857), 3 Drew. 




















MORRILL Uv. 
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§712 i. Promissory note.|— Re PHARA- 
ZYN (1897), 15 N. Z. L. R. 709.—N.Z. 
l. Deposit receints.}—‘* Money ”’ is m 
a term variously construed, but does 
not include either in its legal sense or 
in common parlance money lodged in 


J.—VOL. XLIV. 





of Sess.) 716; 
S. L. T. 758.—SC 


deposit receipt, the right to the repay- 
ment of which is suspended for a definite 
time.—YOuUNG v. ORMISTON (1885), 11 
V. L. R. 285.—AUS 


: .J—HARPER’S TRUSTEES v. 
HARPER’S TRUSTEES (1903), 5 KF. (Ct. 
nee L. R. 476; 10 
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704; 26 L. J. Ch. 668: 29 L. T. O. S. 208; 5 

W.R. 613; 61 KE. R. 1072. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Re Cadogan, Cadogan v. ole (1883), 
e, 


32 W. R. 57. Refd. Re Taylor, Taylor v. Tweedie, [1922] 
1 Ch. 5869, 


5708. Prior residuary bequest of personalty.]| 
— Where a will contained a residuary bequest of 
all testator’s personal estate, a subsequent gift 
by codicil of all the moneys that might be left after 
his decease was held to be a specific legacy, & 
confined to money properly so called.— WILLIAMS v. 
WILLIAMS (1878), 8 Ch. D. 789; 47 L. J. Ch. 857; 
39 L. T. 180; 27 W. R. 100, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Lloyd v. Lloyd (1886), 54 L. ‘TI’. 841. 
Application of ejusdem generis rule.]—See 
Sect. 10, sub-sect. 4, ante. 

What may pass under bequest of money.]— 
See Sub-sect. 14, L. (5), post. 

5709. ‘‘ Lawful money of Ireland ’’—Means 
Irish currency.|—Words ‘“Jawful money of 
Ireland,” late Irish currency, held to mean “ Irish 
currency.’’—BOURNE v. HARTLEY, BOURNE v. 
MAHON (1854), 2 Kq. Rep. 910; 23 L. T. O.S. 219; 
18 Jur. 5382; 2 W. R. 452. 











(b) What Passes under Bequest of Money. 
i. In General. 

5710. Moneys arising from sale of real estate.]— 
In this case the bequests to her servants will com- 
prehend W.’s mtge., & the arrears of rent, since 
these must be looked upon by all the rules of con- 
struction to be S.’s money at the time of her death ; 
but the word *‘ money ” will not comprehend South- 
Sea stock or annuity stock, because that is an 
interest arising out of funds, settled by public 
laws; & though it be redeemable by money, or 
saleable for money, yet it can be no more looked 
upon as money at the time of S.’s decease than 
a term of years, a coach & horses, or any other real 
or personal chattel whatsoever can; & therefore 
I am clearly of opinion it can’t be comprehended 
in the word (money). I am likewise of opinion, 
that the money arising by the sale of the house in 
Bedford Buildings will not be comprised by this 
bequest, because that. was not money left behind 
her at. the time of her decease, for then it was a 
chattel real, & it could not by the frame of the will 
be sold till a month after her decease, since the 
servants are by an express clause in the will to 
remain there during that time (GILBERT, B.).— 
SHELMER’S CASE (1725), Gilb. Ch. 200; 25 EH. R. 
139. 

5711. Notes.)|—DOWNING (OR DOWNES) vt. 
TOWNSEND (1755), Amb. 280; 27 E. R. 1895 sub 
nom. DOWNING v. BAGNALL, Amb. App. 815, 
L. C. 

5712. Promissory note.]|—A bequest of a cabinet, 
with whatever it contains ‘‘ except money,”’ will 
not pass a promissory note payable to testatrix 
of a date anterior to the will, & which, at her death, 
was found in the cabinet.—REaD v. STEWART 
(1827), 4 Russ. 69; 38 E. R. 731. 

5713. Furniture.]|—STookE v. STOOKE, No. 5702, 
ante. 

5714. ———.]—Testator made his will in these 
terms: ‘‘I leave all my money to A.” There 
was no appointment of an exor. A. moved for 
administration with the will annexed. The estate 
consisted of cash in the house & at the bank, a 


n. Lequcst of ‘ nioney & valuables.’"| 
—CAMERON v. HUNTER (1891), 17 
V. L. R. 217.2-AUS. 

o. '* All money at bank ’’—Shares 
not included.J)—Re BARNETT (1905), 1 
Tas. L. R. 146.—AUS. 

i -.J—Testatrix bequeathed to 
her children all my money in the 
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Sect. Ma RRS sated of property: Sub-sect, 14, 
L. (b) %., Wi. & i.) 

mtge. debt, stocks & shares, furniture & an equity 
of the redemption of freehold property. The 
parties interested in intestacy resisted the applica- 
tion :—Held: in the absence of any context, the 
will disposed of the whole estate except the equity 
of redemption & the furniture.—Jn the Goods of 
GATES, [1928] P. 128; 97 L. J. P. 76; 188 L. T. 
714; 44 T. L. R. 353; 72 Sol. Jo. 172 ; on appeal, 
[1928] P. 178, C. A. 

5715. Insurance policy.;—STookE v. STOOKE, 
No. 5702, ante. 

5716. -|—Testator gave to his wife ‘“ any 
money that he might die possessed of, or which 
might be due & owing to him at the time of his 
decease ’’:—Held: the moneys receivable under 
a policy of assurance on his own life to which 
testator was entitled, passed under the above 
bequest.—_Prerry v. WILLSON (1869), 4 Ch. App. 
574; 17 W. R. 778. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Ze Derbyshire, Webb v. Derbyshire, 

(1906] 1 Ch. 135. 

5717. Leasehold house.|—STookE v. STOOKE, 
No. 5702, ante. 

5718. Freehold house.|—Testatrix, who had a 
general power of appointment by will over a free- 
hold house which she did notin terms exercise, gave, 
‘‘ the rest of the money of which I die possessed ”’ 
to Truro Cathedral :—Held: the freehold house 
did not: pass under the bequest.— Re TRIBE, TRIBE 
v. TRURO CATHEDRAL (DEAN & CHAPTER) (1915), 
ge J. Ch. 79; 113 L. T. 313; 69 Sol. Jo. 

5719. Cash in house.]—#ic HUNTER, NorTHEY 
v. NoRTHEY, No. 5119, anvite. 

glee -|—Jn the Goods of GATES, No. 5714, 
ante. 

5721. Money in hands of agent.]—Jic HUNTER, 
NORTHEY v. NortHLyY, No. 5119, ante. 

5722. Money in hands of trustee—‘‘ Money to 
my account.’’|—Re BRADFIELD, BRADFIELD v. 
BRADFIELD, [1914] W. N. 423. 

5723. Mortgage debt.J]—Jn the Goods of GATES, 
No. 5714, ante. 

5724. Equity of redemption.|—Jn the Goods of 
GATES, No. 5714, ante. 











bank or funds,’’ & there was a residuary 
bequest to another party :—Held: 
these words did not include a sum of 
money contained in a chest in testa- 
trix’s house.—Jée Barry's EStatre 


bequest of all his ready 
securities for money ; 
evidence that the salesmaster acted 
as the banker of testator.—SMITHL v, 


WILLS. 


ii. Money at Bank. 


5725. Whether passing—General rule.] — ite 

Hunter, NortTHEY v. NORTHEY, No. 5119, ante. 
5726. Bequest of ‘‘ all my money.’’]—Jn 

the Goods of GavTEs, No. 5714, ante. . 
5727. Bequest of ‘‘ moneys in hand. a 

(1) Where testator gives to one person “all his 

moneys in hand ”’; & to another “ all his moneys 

out on securitics’’; the balance at his bankers 

will pass as money in hand. a 
(2) A gift of ‘‘ all farming stock ” will not, as 

against the devisec, pass crops on the ground, 

unless there be a plain intention that the legatee 
of the farming stock is to take all the personal 
estate. —VAISEY 1. REYNOLDS (1828), 5 Russ. 12 ; 

GlL.J.O. 8S. Ch. 172; 38 BK. R. Ol. 

“tnnotations :—-.48 to (1) Apld. Parker v. Marchant (1843), 
1 Ph. 356. Consd. Hopkins v. Abbott (1875), L. I. 19 iq. 
tai Be Ourbluas Burka A GseD AT aa TOR. 
Ee eee. eVahe e. Williamson (1880), 17 Ch. D. 696. 
5728. Money on deposit.}—MANNING v. 

PURCELL, No. 5560, ante. 














5729. ——.J—LANGDALE v. WIITFELD, 
No. 5893, avite. 
5730. - |—Where testatrix had never 





had a current account at a bank, but only a 
deposit account, & bequeathed to her niece all 
the moneys standing to her credit on her ‘‘ current ”’ 
account :~-Held: proper external evidence was 
adinissible as to what testatrix was referring to 
by her words ‘‘ my current account,’ & on such 
evidence being tendered, showing the custom as 
between her bankers & herself, the gift in fact 
passed the moneys on her deposit account, which 
accordingly did not sink into residue.—-HRe VEAR, 
VEAK v. VieAR (1917), 62 Sol. Jo. 159. 

5731. -—A gift of “ all my moneys 
at the bank ”’ passes not only moneys on current 
account but moneys on deposit account with- 
drawable on seven days notice. There is no 
difference in principle in the nature of a deposit 
requiring notice of withdrawal & aw deposit not 
requiring notice of withdrawal.-— Re GLENDINNING, 
STEEL vt. GLENDINNING (1918), 88 L. J. Ch. 87; 
120 L. T. 222; 63 Sol. Jo. 156. 

Bequest of ‘‘ cash at my bankers.’’|-— 
See Sub-sect. 14. lL. (e), post. 

57382. Money on current account.) --MANN- 

ING tv. PURCELL. No. 5500, aacle. 


‘© monensin hand.’ |—Re Cox (1927), 60 
O. L. ht. 426.—CAN. 

5728 i. — Money on depusit,}-— 
Money lodged with a bank on fixed 

















money & 
there belng no 


(1874), 9 N.S. R. (3 G. & O.) 463.— 
CAN. 


q. Hequest of “all money d& jewel- 
lery."]——Testator by his will gave 
& bequeathed to ht. “ all money & 
jewellery ’’ that he possessed. At the 
time of making the will & at the time 
of his death, testator’s estate consisted 
of money in a bank on current account, 
inoney in a bank on fixed deposit, & 
Commonwealth treasury bonds :-— 
ITeld: KR. was entitled to the whole of 
the said personal estate.-—Re ARCHER, 
UNION TRUSTEE Co. OF AUSTRALIA, 
LID. v. PATERSON, [1927] St. R. Qd. 
303.—AUS., 

r. All personal estate.j--The word 
“monevs ” in the will in question 
herein held to include all the personal 
estate of testator.—Jte LUBECK ESTATE 
(Alta.), LL927} 1 W. W. R. 980,—CAN. 

t. .J-—A Inere gift of ‘ money ”’ 
ay pass whatover {x the repre- 
xenlative of money. The expression 
“money? may represent the entire 
persona! esxtate.—-STRATLION v. HILLAS 
(1842), 2 Dr. & War, 51.—IR. 

5721 i. Money in hands of agent.|-- 
Money of testator, in the hands of his 
selcsmuster, docs not pass under u 





aoe (1846), 3 Jo. & Lat. 065.— 


a. “ Pine.” J—DILLoNn v. MSDONNELIL 
(1881), 7 L. KR. Ir. 335.—I1R. 

b. Bequest of money sured out of 
income. j-—Testatrix bequeathed to her 
daughter all sums of money saved out 
of her incoine :—ifeld: this included 
all moneys paved out of income paid or 
payable to testatrix in her Hfetime, but 
not that part of her income which, 
although accruing from day to day, 
became payable to her personal 
representatives only.—BARTLEMAN ¥. 
Nooo (1894), 12 N. ZL. RR. 587.— 


ce. -—--.] -Woop v. MENZIES (1871), 
9 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 775; 43 Se, 
Jur. 418.-—-SCOT. 

d. “tree money’ -— AM movable 
funds.J--SMrcit v. DONALDSON (L829), 
7 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 7345; 4 Fac. Cull. 
1003,.—SCOT. 

e. “thy money tn banks.'*|— 
MAsson v. Swtenure (1903), 6 FL (Ct. 
of Sess.) 148; 41 Se. L. R. 1047; 11 
s. L. T. 450.—SCOT. 


PART XVI. suas wa 14.— 
5727 i. Whether pase enucal of 


deposit, does not pass under a bequest 
of ‘all money & securities for money.”’ 
—Re Rep, Reep ve. Reb, [1911) 
V. iL. R. 232.—AUS. 

5728 ii. ~J-~A pift by tes- 
tator to a lezatee of ** all iny cash in 
bank ”’ passed certain moneys on deposit 
in the Canada Permanent Mtge. Corpn. 
as well as other moneys in deposit in 





eee ee 


two chartered banks.—Re COOPER 
(1913), 25 O. W. lk. 112; 5 O. W.N., 
151; 14 D.1L. R. 172.-—-CAN. 


5728 iii. -}—LIDDLE v. 
KEBBELLS (1915), 34 N. Z. L. . 503,-~—- 

5728 iv. ----- -——.] — Harpunr’s 
TRUSTER wv. BAIN (1903), 6 F. (Ct. of 
Sess.)716; 40 5c. L. R476; 108. L. T. 
758.—~SCOT. 

6732 i. ---—- Moncey on current 
account.) ~Where there was an express 
gitt of residue in a will, a gift by codicil 
of “ all the balance, residue & remainder 
of such moncys that I may dic possessed 
of :i--Held: to include any money of 
which testator, at the timo of his death, 
might have claimed immediate pay- 
ment, that is money on current account, 
or in the Savings Bank of N. 4. W., 
but not money on fixed deposit in u 
bank.— Re FRMEDMAN, FRIEDMAN ¥, 
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5788. ——— -———.]—-LANGDALE v. WHITFELD, 
No. 5693, ante. 

57384. |—-He GLENDINNING, STEEL v. 
GLENDINNING, No. 5731, ante. 
Bequest of ‘‘ debts due.’’]|— See Sub-sect. 
14, L. (ce), post. 
Bequest of ‘‘ ready money.’’]—See Sub- 
sect. 14, L. (ad), post. 














iii. Investments. 

5785. Whether passing.]—Re JENKINS, TUCKER 
v. JENKINS (1901), 46 Sol. Jo. 18. 
5736. j—He WooLiry, 

EV YSKENS, No. 5810, post. 

5737. -|—Testatrix, by her will made by 
ber own hand on a printed form, after making 
specific bequests of furniture & a plate chest, 
bequeathed ‘‘ the money I have & am entitled to 
now & at any future time’ to beneficiaries in 
certain shares :—Held: the context showed that 
the word ‘‘ money ”’ could not be restricted to its 
ordinary meaning of cash either in hand or at 
testatrix’s bank, & although it could not pass the 
general residue, as was probably the intention of 
testatrix, it must include all investments & 
securities of whatever naturc expressible or 
receivable in terms of currency, & in particular 
debenture stock in the nature of an annuity & a 
debentured bond.—Re Tayrnor, TAYLOR 1. 
TWEEDIE, [1923] 1 Ch. 99; 91 L. J. Ch. 801 ; 127 
I.. 'T. 684; 88 T. Iu. R. 850; 66 Sol. Jo. 693, C. A. 
«lnnotation :-- Refd. Jn the Goods of Gates, [1928] P. 128. 





CATHCART v. 








ee -—— Stock.|—-SHELMER’S C'ASE, No. 5710, 
ante, 
5739. —— -|—Testator after disposing of 


his real estate, & giving a general legacy of £100, 
gives all his moneys not otherwise by his will 
disposed of to his younger children, & the residue 
of hig personal estate to his wife. Under the word 
““ynoneys,’’ East India stock passes to the 
children.---LYNN v. KERRIDGE (1737), West lemp. 
Hard. 172; 25 EF. R. 8380, L. C. 


alnnotations :— Distd. Lowe v. Thomas (1851), 5 De G. M. 
& G. 315. Folld. Hart v. Hernandez (1885), 52 L. T. 217. 


5740. ---— - -|—(1) Testatrix, reciting, that 
she was possessed of £12,700 3 per cent. Con- 
solidated Bank annuities standing in her name, 
gave & bequeathed the same or so much of such 
bank annuities as should be standing in her name 
at her death. At the date of her will & at her 
(leath she had near £15,000 in that fund, besides 
other stock. ‘The excess beyond the sum men- 
tioned did not pass. 

(2) A residuary bequest in general terms. 
Revocation by a codicil as to ** plate linen house- 
hold goods & other effects (money excepted).” 
The exception prevents the restrained construc- 
tion, in yveneral, of the words “ other effects ”’: 
viz. ejusdem generis : stock therefore, which does 
not pass under tle word ‘“‘ money,”’ was included, 
with leaschold & all personal property, except 
money & bank notes. 

The express exception of money out of the 
‘‘ other effects ’’ shows her understanding, that it 





FRIEDMAN (1908), 8S. R. N.S. W. 127 ; 
25 N.S. W. W. N. 49.—AUS. 





5782 it. ——~.J—In the Will of 
NICHOLAS, [1923) V. L. R. 461; 45 5738 ii. —— 
A. L. T. 33.—AUS.* 


f. Sum paid into bank without know- Uv. Jur. 265.—IR. 


the context, will not 
funds.—DUNALLY 2%. 
6 1. Ch. R. 540.-—-IR. 


-————,.]) —- HEWIT i». 
BREDIN (1865), 17 lr. Jur. 85; affd., 17 
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would have passed by those words; the express 
words were required to exclude it; & by force of 
that exclusion in the excepted article she says, 
she thought, that the words of her bequest would 
carry things, not ejusdem generis. This dis- 
position must therefore be taken to comprehend 
all that she has not excluded; which is money 
only. The question then comes to be, whether 
stock, supposing it to be part of the residue, is 
money; whether it was ever considered money 
in such a bequest as this. There is no instance of 
that. Stock does not pass by the word ‘‘ money ”’ ; 

& the argument is fortified by what I must, as a 

judge, tuke to be a deliberate contrast of stock & 

money throughout this will (LORD Expon, C.).— 

HOTHAM v. SUTTON (1808), 15 Ves. 310; 33 E.R. 

774, L. C. 

ainnotations :—As to (2) Folld. Lowe v. Thomas (1854), Kay, 
369. Refd. Ommanney v. Butcher (1823), Turn. & hi. 
260; Hastings v. Hane (1833), 6 Sim. 67; Douglas 1. 
Congreve (1836), 1 Keen, 410 ; Dowson v. Gaskoin (1837), 
2 Keen, 14; Parker v. Marchant (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 
290; Head v. Hodgens (1844), 41. T. O. S. 235; Ivison 
v, Gassivot (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 958 ; Ludlow v. Steven- 
son (1854), 23 L. T. O. S. 294; Reid wv. Reid (1858), 25 
Beav. 469; te Miller, Daniel +. Daniel (1889), 61 L. T. 
365; Auderson v. Anderson, (1895] 1 Q. B. 749: Fe 
Tillar, Villar v. Paull (1906), 50 Sol. Jo. 464; Re Taylor, 
Taylor v. Tweedie (1922), 91 L. J. Ch. 801. ; 
5741, .|—Testator bequeathed to his 

sister a legacy of £100 of good & lawful money of 

(ireat Britain, to be paid to her free from all 

expense, & a legacy of £20 to his nephew, & the 

rest of his money to be equally divided between 
his brother & his niece. At his decease his 
property consisted of £600 3 per cent. Consols, & 
£119 in sovereigns :—Held: the stock did not 
pass under the words ‘‘ money.’’—GOSDEN Uv. 

DorreErRILy (1832), 1 My. & K.56; 2L. J. Ch. 15; 

39 EK. R. 602. 

Annotations :—Consd. Dowson v. Gaskoin (1837), 2 Keen, 14. 
Folld. Cowllng v. Cowling (1859), 26 Beav. 449. Refd. 
Lowe v. ‘Phomas (1851), Kay, 369; Ze Taylor, Taylor v. 
Twoedie (1922), 91 L. J. Ch. 801. 











5742. ———.]-—-DOWSON v. GASKOIN, No. 
5783, post. 
5743. ——— .|—Stock: -Held: upon the 


context of a will, not to pass by the word ‘‘ money.”’ 
—-WILLIS v. PLASKETY (1841), 4 Beav. 208; 5 
Jur. 572; 49 1. R. 318. 


4nnotutions :—-Refd. Lioyd vr. Lioyd (1886). o1 L. T. 841. 
Mentd. fic Sanders’ Trusts (1866), L. R. 1 Iq. 675. 





5744, —-— ——--.]——Ju the Goods of HAND, No. 
5608, ante. 

5745, - -—— .J}~-WAITE v. COMBES, No. 5784, 
post. 

5746, -—--  _ --.| ——LLoweE v. Tuomas, No. 5699, 
ante. 

5747, —-— —-—.]—Testatrix, whose on)y pro- 


perty consisted of a small sum of Consols, be- 
queathed, after the payment of her debts, “‘ all 
the money she might die possessed of” to her 
brother & sister, & she gave her other property 
to her exor. :—Held: the stock passed to the 
brother & sister under the word ‘ money.’’--- 
YHAPMAN wv. REYNOLDS (1860), 28 Beav. 2215; 29 
L. J. Ch. 594; 2L. T. 319; 6 Jur. N.S. 440; 8 
W. KR. 403; 54 WW. R. 350. 


ass stock in the 
UNALLY (1857), 


whatsoever belonging to me that he 
may wish to get, & I also direct that 
whatever nioncy is left after my burial 
be handed over to him, he seeing that 
[ shall be respectably & decently 
interred ’’ On the death of testatrix 
her only property consisted of £500 in 


ledge of tcstator.J—Masson v. SMELLIE 6738 iii. —~—- -——~.}—REILLY 1. ae 
(1903), 6 F. (Ct. of Sens.) 148; 41 Se. SroNwy (1865), 16 1. Ch. R. 295.—IR, Stock “Held undoes tho general 
L. R. 104; 11 8. L. T. 450.—SOOT. 5738 iv. -—— ——~—--.]—Stock passed estate passed, & ‘‘ money ” embraced 


under a bequest of money in the Bank 
of Ireland.—BRENNAN 1, 
(1868), 21. R. Eq. 321.—IR. 


PART XVI. SECT. 15, SUB»*SECT. 14.— 
L. (hb) ili. 
5738 v. 





5738 i. Whether passing— Slock.j|—A 
bequest of ‘* moneys,” uniess aided by 





gstock.— BOARDMAN wv. STANLEY (1873), 


21 W. R. 644.—-IR 
5738 vi. -.+—Re CRANFIELD, 


Mossk v. CRANFIELD, (1895) 11. R. 80. 


3A 2 


BRENNAN 


.J]--A will leaves 


specific legacies *‘ & also anything elsc —IR. 
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Sect. 15.—Descriptions of property: Sub-sect. 14 
DG) iis ono. wy ce 
5748. J—Testator by his will, after 
stating that ‘‘ as for his worldly goods & chattels, 
he bequeathed them as follows”: gave certain 
pecuniary legacies to his sons & dau ter; & then 
equeathed to his daughter “all things in the 
house remaining” of whatever kind, & “all 
moneys both in the house & out of it.’? There 
was no other gift of his residuary estate. Testator 
had some moneys both in the house & out of it at 
his death. He had also a sum of Consols standing 
in his name, & some shares in a benefit building 
society :—Held: the bequest of ‘‘ moneys’ was 
specific, & it did not carry the Consols, the shares 
in the building society, or the residuary personal 
estate.—COLLINS v. COLLINS (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 
ae 40 L. J. Ch. 541; 24 L. T. 780; 19 W. R. 
5749. .|—At the date of the will in 
Aug. 1881, testatrix had over £600 at her bankers. 
In Feb. 1883, she invested £600 in the purchase 
of £586 Consols. At the date of her death in 
May, 1884, she had the £586 Consols, £555 at her 
bankers, & £8 cash in her house :—Held: the 
word “money” in the will ought not to be 
extended beyond its strict meaning.—Re SuTron, 
ane v, A.-G. (1885), 28 Ch. D. 464; 33 W. R. 
Annotations :---Mentd. L’e Dou art v. 

35 Ch. D. 472; Pee eve Cannio ok ees, 

T. LR. 66; Re Darling, Farquhar v. Darling, [1896] 1 Ch. 

50; Hunter v. A.-G., [1899] A. C. 309; Re Best, Jarvis v. 

Birmingham Corpn., [1904] 2 Ch. 354. 

_ 5750. .|—Re HUNTER, NoRTHEY v. 
NoRTHEY, No. 5119, ante. 

5751. —--- ———.]—JIn the Goods of GatTrs, No. 
5714, ante. 

5752. ‘* Money in Bank of England.’’] 
—Bequest of ‘‘all testator’s money in the Bank 
of England ” :—Held: to pass stock in the funds, 
testator having never had any cash in the Bank.— 
sae v. NOBLE (1810), 3 Mer. 691; 36 EB. R. 
ai Vo. 
aren :—Mentd. Collins v. Johnson (1835), 4 Yu. J. Ch. 


5753, ——- -|—Stock in the funds 
held in trust for the wife for life, with remainder 
as the husband should appoint, & in default to his 
exors., administrators, or assigns:—Held: not 
to pass under the will of the husband by the 
words, “‘ money he might have in the books of 
the Governor & Company of the Bank of England.”’ 
—HOWELL v. GAYLER (1842), 5 Beav. 157; 11 
L. J. Ch. $98; 49 E. R. 537. 

5754, --—- —-—~ ‘* Remaining sum or sums of 
money.’’|—-A share in long annuities :—-Held : 
upon the context, to pass under the words “ re- 
maining sum or sums of money.’’—-GROSVENOR v. 
DURSTON (1858), 25 Beav. 97; 53 E. R. 573. 
ss aca :—Mentd. Grissell v. Swinhoo (1869), 17 W. R. 


5755. *‘Surplus money.’’] — South 
Sea stock & £3 5s. per cents.:—Held: on the 
context, to pass by the expression ‘ surplus 
money.’’—-NEWMAN v. NEWMAN (No. 1) (1858), 
26 Beav. 218; 32 L. T. O. S. 83; 4 Jur. N.S 
1030; 7 W. 1.6; 58 E. R. 880. 

5756. ——— ‘**Money deposited in Post 
Office Savings Bank.]—Testatrix, A. at the time 
of her death, was entitled as part of her estate to 
a sum of £212 128, 1d. cash on deposit at a Post 
Ollice Savings Bank & a sum of £289 17s. 9d. 
24 per cent. Consolidated Stock which had been 
bought through the Post Office Savings Bank 
with money standing to the credit of her deposit 
account. By her will she bequeathed to her two 









































WILLs. 


nieces ‘‘ the money Sry eee in the Post Office 

Savings Bank” :—Held: not only the sum on 

deposit, but also the amount invested in Consols 

passed under the bequest.—e ADKINS, SoLOMON 

v. CATCHPOLE (1908), 98 L. T. 6867. 

Annotation -—Distd. Re Mann, Ford v. Ward, (1912) 1 Ch. 
385. 


5757. —_— ——— ‘‘ Money standing to my credit 
at Post Office Savings Bank.’’]—Testatrix, after 
directing certain pecuniary legacies to be paid 
out of “any money” standing to her credit at 
the Post Office Savings Bank, bequeathed “ the 
residue of such moneys”’ to A. The will con- 
tained a general residuary bequest. Testatrix 
at her death had cash standing to the credit of 
her deposit account at the Post Office & also a 
sum of Consols purchased by her through the 
Post Office with cash withdrawn from her deposit 
account, the price of the Consols & the commission 
being charged as withdrawals in her Post Office 
deposit book :—Held: the Consols did not pass 
to A. under the above bequest of ‘‘ money,’’ but 
fell into the residuary estate.—RHe MANN, Forp v. 
WARD, [1912] 1 Ch. 388; 81 L. J. Ch. 217; 56 
Sol. Jo. 272; sub nom. Re MANN, Forp v. MANN, 
106 L. T. 64. 

5758. ——— ‘* Moneys deposited or invested 
in banks or institutions.’’|—Testatrix directed that 
the residue of her effects should be sold & that the 
proceeds ‘‘ together with all moneys deposited 
in or invested in any banks or institutions or 
owing or due to me at the time of my decease except 
as hereinbefore provided for be paid to the 
Governors of St. Thomas’s Hospital’’ :—Held : 
on the construction of the will, a sum in Consols 
held by testatrix fell within the bequest to the 
hospital.—Re Harpine, DREW v. St. THOMAS’S 
HOspPiTa (1910), 27 T. L. R. 102; 55 Sol. Jo. 93. 

5759. Shares.J|—TURNER v. TURNER, No. 
5886, post. 

5760. .|—Testator gave & bequeathed 
all & every his household furniture, & other effects, 
‘““& also all & every sum or sums of money which 
may be found in my house or be about my person 
or due to me at the time of my decease, & also all 
my stocks, funds & securities for money due on 
bonds, bills, notes or other securities which I may 
die seised, possessed of or entitled to, & of any 
kind & description whatever my will & intention 
is that my said exors. do & shall pay the same to 
H.” The will contained no residuary gift :— 
Held: shares in joint stock cos. which belonged 
to testator passed under this bequest.—Re 
DuTToN, HERBERT v. HARRISON (1869), 20 L. T. 




















386; 17 W. R. 5238, L. JJ. 

5761. ——--  - |}—CoLLINS v. COLLINS, No. 
5748, ante. 

5762. ——-.]|—-In the Goods of GaATEs, 
No. 5714, ante. 


5763. Direction to be considered as 
ready money.|—Bequest by G. K. to his wife, 
Mrs. K., of ‘** all sum & sums of money that may 
be in my house.’ Certain shares in an assurance 
co. were found, after testator’s death, in a chest 
in which he usually kept his ready money, inclosed 
in an envelope, on which was indorsed, in testator’s 
handwriting, ‘‘ To be considered as ready money, 
& given to Mrs, K. for her use.—G. K.” Held : 
the shares passed to Mrs. K. as ready money under 
the above bequest.— KNIGHT v. KNIGHT (1861), 2 
Giff. 616; 30 L. J. Ch. 6443; 5 L. T. 723 7 Jur. 
N.S. 893; 66 EH. R. 258. 

5764. Foreign stocks & shares.|—Testator 
by his will, after giving certain annuities & direct- 
ing an insurance to be effected on the life of each 
of the annuitants, his own children, for which the 
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annual premiums were to be paid out of his estate 
to the amount for each of £50 a year, gave to his 
daughter H. all his books, plate, linen, china, 
wearing apparel, watches, jewels, & money, 
exe his money at his bankers’, or in the funds, 
or placed on security, & all other property not 
otherwise disposed of. Then, after directing that 
if the rents, etc., should be insufficient to pay the 
premiums & annuities, the latter were to be 
reduced pro rata in order to pay the premiums: 

upon the decease of the annuitants he directed 
the whole of his estate to be invested, & trans- 
ferred to certain societies :—Held: ‘‘ money ”’ 
did not include foreign stock & shares in cos., the 
object of the exception bcing to restrict, & ‘not, 
by way of inference, to enlarge the signification 
of the term.—LUDLOW v. STEVENSON (1857), 1 
DeG. & J. 496; 29 L. T. O.8. 371; 5 W. R. 828; 
44 BK. R. 815, L. C. 
-—— Bequest of ‘‘ ready money.’’|—See 
Sub-sect. 14, L. (d), post. 





iv. Money Owing. 
5765. Whether passing.|—ILANGDALE v. WHIT- 








FELD, No. 5693, ante. 

5766. Mason’s WI, No. 5489, 
ante. 

5767. --—-.|—A testamentary gift by testatrix 


of *‘ any money of which I may die possessed ”’ :— 

Held: (1) to include cash in the house & money 

at the bankers, & any money of which, at the time 

of her death, she might have claimed immediate 
payment; (2) but not the apportioned part of an 
annuity, or of interest payable to her which had 
accrued from the last stated days of payment to 
her death ; (3) nor a legacy due to her which had 
not been acknowledged as at her disposal.— 

ByRoM v. BRANDRETH (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 475; 

42 L. J. Ch. 824; 21 W. RR. 942, L. C. 

-tnnotations :~~-A8 to (2) Refd. Ne Beavan, Beavan v. Beavan 
(1885), 53 L. T. 245. 418 to (3) Distd. Re Cadogan, Cadogan 
v. Palagi (1883), 25 Ch. D. 154. Generally, Refd. le 
ents Townley ». Townley (1884), 53 L. J. Ch. 516; 
Rte Maclean, Williams v. Nelson (1894), 11 T. L. R. 82 3 Re 
Buller, Buller v. Giberne (1896), 74 L. T. 406 ; 2te Woolley, 
Catheart. wv. Hyskens, [1918] 1 Ch. 33; In the Goods of 
Gates, [1928] P. 128. 








5768. Arrears of rent.|—-SHELMER’S CASE, 
No. 5710, ante. 
5769. Money outstanding on mortgage.|--- 


SHELMER’S CASE, No. 5710, ante. 





5770. —-—— -|--LANGDALE wv. WHITFELD, 
No. 56038, ante. 
5771. Legacy due to testatrix.)—Byrom 





v. HRANDRETH, No. 5767, ante. 

5772. Apportioned part of annuity or 
interest.) — Byrom v. BRANDRETH, No. 5767, ante. 
Bequest of money due & owing.|—Sec 
Sub-sect. 14, L. (c), post. 





v. Reversionary Interests. 

5773. Whether passing.|—In the absence of any 
other bequest of the residue of testator’ 8 personal 
estate & effects a bequest of any ‘‘ money ”’ which 
may remain after payment of his debts includes 
the general residue of the personal estate not 
specifically bequeathed, & which by law is lable 
to the payment of testator’s debts. 

Such a bequest of ‘‘ money,” held to pass 


PART XVI. SECT. 15, SUB-SECT. 14.— 
L. (b) vi. 


5780i. Whether passing. in ING 
Pe ea (1873), 75. A. L. R. 87.— 


5780 ii. .}—-Testator exprossly 
disposed of his heritable estate, house- 
hold furniture & stock-in -trade. He 
directed that all the ‘‘ money he should 





Held: in a 


leave, wherever deposited,’’ should be 
divided among his wife & children, such 
division to take place when re youngest 
daughter attained majority. By a 
codicil he gave his wife the interest 
of all the moneys left by me up to the ha 
time of the division of the same :— 
quertion between his 
trustees & one of his next-of-kin, that 
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testator’s reversionary interest in a sum charged 
on real estate.—STOcKS v. BARRE (1859), John. 4; 
33 L. J. 0.8.8; 5 Jur. N.S. 587; 7 W. R. 247 
70 BE. R. 336. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Re Egan, Mills v. yeon: ae a 
an 688. Retd. Avison v. Simpson ie 3 L. 

Borton Dunbar Rea Ng 3 1. 619 ; Wutiame oi 

Wittens (1878), 8 Ch. 

















5774. .|—Re aes BULLER v. GIBERNE, 
No. 5804, post. 

5775. .|—Re EGAN, MILLS v. PENTON, No. 
6149, post. 

5776. .|—Re CAPEL, ARBUTHNOT v. CAPEL, 
No. 6150, post. 

5777. -|—Re GLIDDON, SMITH v. GLIDDON, 
No. 5809, post. 

5778. |\—Re WoounEy, CATHCART  v. 
EYSKENS, No. 5810, post. 


5779. Bequest of ‘‘ interest or moneys.’’|— 
(1) By a marriage settlement, the husband 
covenanted that his representatives should, after 
his death, pay a sum of money to the trustees of 
the settlement to be held by them upon the trusts 
thereof. The husband died & the covenant was 
never called into operation by the wife, the only 
person who had any interest in ifs performance. 
By her will she made a bequest of ‘ all her 
husband’s settled funds’ :—He/ld: this gift did 
not include the money covenanted to be paid under 
the settlement. 

(2) Testatrix made a bequest of ‘‘ any interest 
or moneys to which she might be entitled on 
behalf of her late husband.’ At the time of her 
death, she was entitled to a reversionary interest 
in a sum of Consols, & to certain other property, 
outstanding in the names of trustees, but to which 
she might at any time have obtained possession. 
As to one-third of the whole of this property, she 
had become directly entitled through her husband, 
& as to the other two-thirds, through her infant 
son, who had acquired the same as one of the next 
of kin of his father :—Held: the whole of the 
property passed under the bequest.—MoyYsky v 
STUART (1870), 23 L. T. 644; 19 W. R. 146. 


vi. Residuary Personal Estate. 

5780. Whether passing.|—Testatrix by her will 
disposes of certain long annuities, & of a sum in 
cash, & then uses the following words: ‘I 
believe there will be sufficient money left to pay 
my funeral expenses.’”’ By a codicil to her will 
testatrix expresses herself thus: ‘“‘ If there is 
money left unemployed I desire it may he given 
in charity ’’:—Held: the gencral residue of 
testatrix’s personal estate, including a sum of 
£2,500 trust moneys, in which she had a vested 
reversionary interest, at the time of her death, 
subject to be divested by the appointment of her 
mother, passed under the words ‘‘ money left 
unemployed,’’ & was well given to charity.-— 
LEGGE v. ASGILL (1818), 3 Hare, 194, n.; Turn. 

R. 352. 


& R. 265,n.; 87 E. 

Annotations : — Apla Ommanney t. Butcher (1823), Turn. 
—s 260; Ken allt. Kendall (1828), 4 Russ. 360 ; Dowson 

Gaskoin (1837), 2 Keen, 14; Boys v. Morgan (1838), 

3M .& Cr. 661; Stocks v. Barro (1839), John. 54. Refd. 
Borton v. Dunbar (1860), 3 L. T. 519; Boardman v. 
Stanley (1873), 21 W. R. 644; Re Cadogan, Cadogan v. 
Palagt (1883), 25 Ch. PD. 154: Re Skillen, Charles v. 
Charles, [1916] 1 Ch. 518 ; Fe Tay lor, Taylor v. Tweedie, 
{1923} 1 Ch. 99. 





upon a round construction of the 
testamentary writings, which were 
expressed in popular language, the 
word ** money,’’ & ‘* moneys ”’ included 
testator’s whole movable estate which 
d not been otherwise s ecifioally 
disposed of.—EaAsson v. THOMSON’'S 
cneeteEs C Sad eG R. peu of Seas.) 251; 
c 
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Sect. 15 —Deseriptions of properly: Sub-sect. 14, 
EZ. (6) vi.) 
§781. -.]—Testator, after bequeathing to A. 


& B. legacies of stock unequal in amount, & | B 
several legacies to public charities, requests the 
said A. & B. to be his exors., & gives to them as 
such 100 guineas each. He then orders his books 
jewels plate & household furniture to be sold, & 
after desiring mourning to be provided for his 
servants, & 5 guineas each to be given to several 
persons named in the will & to his two exors. for 
a ring as a token of remembrance, concludes his 
will in the following manner, ‘‘ In case there is 
any money remaining I should wish it to be given 
in private charity ’’ :—Held: the yeneral residue 
of testator’s personal estate. consisting of a lease- 
hold estate, money in the funds, & a balance in 
cash, was not comprehended in the residuary 
clause, which was confined to the residue of the 
roduce of the articles which testator directed to 
e sold. 

The words of the will are, if there be any money 
remaining. . . . My opinion is, that testator was 
adverting to that which he has directed to be con- 
verted into money, & that the clause in question 
does not comprehend the general residue, buc must 
be considered as applying to the residue of the 
produce of those articles which testator has directed 
to be sold, after providing for the payments which 
are ordered to be made (PLUMER, M.R.).— 
OMMANNEY tv. BUTCHER (1823), Turn. & R. 260; 
37 E. R. 1098. 

Annotations :—Apld. Williams ». Kershaw (1835), 5 ©). & 


Fin. 111: Dowson v. Gaskoin (1837), 2 Keen, 14: Briggs 
. Fens (1851), 21 L. J. Ch. 265 ; Lowe v. Thomas (1854), 
23. L. J. Ch. 443. Consd. Larner rv. Larner (1857), 26 
Lh. J. Ch. 668.  Distd. Patrick v. Yeatherd (1864), 3 New 
Rep. 367. Refd. Pouglas 7», Congreve (1836), 1 Keen, 
410; Whicker vv. Hume (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 124. 

5782. .|—Testator, after giving specific & 





pecuniary legacies, willed that A. & B. should 
divide, equally, any moneys which might remain 
to his account after payment of his debts «& 
pecuniary legacies. Testator, at the date of his 
will & at his death, had money accounts subsisting 
between him & his bankers & other persons :—- 
Held: the bequest did not pass his residuary 
estate, but only the balances due on those accounts, 
subject to the debts & legacies.—HASTINGS vt. 
HANE (1833), 6 Sim. 67; 58 EK. R. 520. 

5783. .|—Testatrix, whose personal pro- 
perty consisted chiefly of stock, after bequeathing 
a number of pecuniary & specific legacies, & giving 
certain directions as to her funeral, gave £200 to 
each of her exors. for their trouble. & bequeathed 
whatever remained of money to the five children 
of Ii.:—Held: by the words, ‘‘ whatever remains 
of money’”’ testatrix referred to her general 
residuary personal estate. 

The word ‘‘ money” unexplained in a will, 
will not pass stock, but where, from the context 
of the whole will such an intention is manifest, the 
ct. will act on it.—-DOWSON v. GASKOIN (1837), 
2 Keen, 14; 6L. J. Ch. 295 ; 48 KF. R. 533. 
-1nnotationa :—Consd. Cowling v. Cowling (1859), 26 Beav. 

449. Apld. Patrick vr. Yeathord (1864), 3 New Rep. 867 ; 

Prichard v. Prichard (1878), L. It. 11 Eg. 232. Refd. Jn the 

Goods of Hand (1849), 7 Notes of Cases, 59; Vangdalo r. 

Whitfeld (1858), 4 K. & J. 426; Williams v. Williams 

(1878), 8 Ch. D. 788; Fe Pringle, Walker v. Steuart (1881), 

45 1. T. 11; Re Cadogan, Cadogan v. Palagi (1883), 25 


Ch. D. 154 ; Re Maclean, Williams 7. Nelson (1894) 11 
TL. It. 825 de Egan, Mills v. Penton (1899), 68 1. J. Ch. 
i. 


5784, ——-.]—Testator, after expressing his 
intention to make a scttlement of his affairs, 
appointed A. & C. his exors., to take & receive all 
moneys that might be in his possession or due to 
him at the time of his decease, & to prosecute, if 
neceasary, for the recovery thereof, to be by them 





WILLS. 


placed in the British funds, or otherwise laid out 

upon such cecurity as they should deem sufficient. 

On a question whether a sum of stock was disposed 

of by the will :—Held: the will operated as a 

complete disposition of all the personal estate, even 

if the word *‘ moneys ’”’ were to receive only the 
strict construction; but on the context of this 
will, the word ‘‘ moneys *’ must be taken to include 

stock in the funds.—-WAITE v. ComMnBgs (1852), 5 

De G. & Sm. 676; 211. J. Ch. 814; 20L. T.0.S. 

40; 17 Jur. 155; 64 4B. R. 1295. 

Annotations :—Consd. Cowling 7. Cowling (1859), 26 Boav. 
449; Collins rv. Collins (1871), Iu. 1. 12 Eq. 455. Refd. 
Knohin +. Wylic (1862), 10 H. L. Cas. 1; Ze Cadogan, 
Cadogan v. Palagi (1883), 25 Ch. D. 154. 

5785. —-——.|— BARRETT v. WHITE, No. 6018, 
post. 
5786. —-—.]|—StTocks v. BARRE, No. 5773, ante. 





5787, —-——-.|— Where, from the will, it appears. 
that testator intended to include all his personal 
estate, the word ‘‘ moneys” will be sufficiently 


large to cover it, but otherwise the word ‘‘ moneys ”’ 
is to be read in its restricted sense (ROMILLY, 
M.R.).—Cownina v. COWLING 1859), 26 Beav. 
449; 33 L. T. O. 8.5; 53 BE. R. 971. 
Annotation :— Apld. Gover v. Davis (1860), 29 Beav. 222. 
5788. -|— General residue of personal estate 
held to pass under the words ‘‘ residue of money,”’ 
the will commencing with a gencral hequest of 
everything ‘in trust for the following purposes,’’ 
& the gift of money being preceded by bequests of 
specific chattels —-Monraau v. SANDWICH (EARL) 
(1863), 33 Beav. 324; 3 New Rep. 186; 9L. T. 632 : 
10 Jur. N.S. 61; 12 W. R. 236; 55 EF. R. 392. 
5789. .|—Testatrix gave various legacies 
of stock, some pecuniary legacies. & certain specific 
legacies of chattels: & then she gave “all the 
remainder of my money jn the Spanish 8 per cent. 
deferred bonds to my nephews & nieces, my 
intention being to divide my property equally 
between my two sisters’ children’ :—-Held: in 
the ahsence of any previous gift. of Spanish bonds, 
the words expressive of her intention being 
explanatory of those imediately preceding & the 
bulk of her property, besides that given by the 
previous clauses of the will. consisting at the date 
of the will of Spanish bonds, the general residue 
of the property of testatrix passed.— PATRICK tv. 
YEATHERD (1864), 3 New Rep. 367; 33 L. J. Ch. 
286; 10 L. T. 923; 12 W. R. 304. 
en naietten :—-Distd. Foxen v. Foxen (1861), 3 New TRep. 
ae 


5790. J—‘ All the moneys which may 
hereafter revert to me” held to be confined to 
money in its ordinary sense & not to pass the 











general residue.——KATON v. A -G. (1865), 13 W. R. 
424. 

5791. ~ -—.]—STOOKE v. STOOKE, No. 5702, 
ante. 

5792. -——.]|—-Testator left a testamentary 


paper duly executed in the form of memoranda, 
or instructions for a more formal will, & by it he 
bequeathed all his estate, effects, chattels, & 
‘‘moneys of every kind,” to his wife. The ct. 
held that the words ‘“‘ moneys of every kind,”’ 
constituted a residuary bequest.——_/n the Goods of 
FIsHER (1869), 20 L. T. 684; 33 J. P. 508. 

5793. liemeencoge es directed the income 
arising from his principal moncy to be paid to 
his wife, while unmarried, for the support of 
herself & the education of his children, & at her 
death or marriage to be divided among them. 
Testator had but little money, strictly so called, 
but he had large personal property & some free- 
hold property :—Held: the whole of the personal 
property passed, including leaseholds; but not 
the freehold property.—PRICHARD v, PRICHARD 
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(1870), L. R. 11 Kq. 232; 

L, rT’. 250 ; 19 W. R. 226, 

Annotations : 5 Apia. Tee Cadogan, Cadogan v. Palagi (1883), 
25 Ch. D. 154. GOonsd. Re Taylor, Taylor v. Twoedie, 
(1922), 91 L. J. Ch. 801. Refd. In the Goods of Bramley, 
(1902) TP. 106, 


40 L. J. Ch. 023 24 





5794. ——.] -COLLINS Vv, COLLINS, No, 5748, 
ante. 

5795. ———.]. -WILILIAMS v. WILLIAMS, No. 5708, 
ante. 

5796. |—A gift of ‘‘such moncy, stocks, 


funds, or other securities, not hereafter specially 
devised, as I may dic possessed of,’’ does not con- 
stitute a gift of residue.—In the Goods of ASTON 
(1881), 6 P. D. 203; 50L. J. P.77; 465. P. 104; 
30 W. R. 92. 

5797. -——.|—-Testatrix, by her will, after giving 
a pecuniary legacy & bequeathing furniture, lease- 
holds, & dock shares, gave “ all the rest of her 
money however invested’’ to her nephew R. 
‘under deduction of £50 to be paid to each of her 
exors.”’ She then gave a number of specifled 
articles, such as ornaments, plate, pictures, & 
house linen, to various other nephews & nieces, & 
appointed exors.:—-Held: the gift to R. was a 
general residuary gift, & included the furniture, 
leascholds, & dock shares, the bequest of which had 
lapsed. 

There are in this case specific gifts coming after 
the gift which 1 have to construe, & that is a 
circumstance which was referred to in one of the 
authorities cited as showing that the preceding 
gift could not have been meant to be residuary 
(Harn, V.-C.).— Re PRINGLE, WALKER v. STEWART 
(L881), 17 Ch. D. 819; 50 L. J. Ch. 689; 45 L. T. 
Il: 30 W. R. 44. 

Annotation :—-Refd. Ke Capel, Arbuthnot vr. Capel (1915), 59 

Sol. Jo. 177. 

5798. -.]|—Testator bequeathed ‘‘ the whole 
residue of money ’”’ to A., ‘‘ excepting such things 
as the under-mentioned,’’ etc. :—-Held: the 
words were sufficient to pass the residue.—IJn the 
Goods of WHITE (1882), 7 P. D. 65; 51 L. J. P. 
40; 461. 17. 695; 46 7. P. 424; 30 W. R. 660. 








5799. .|— Re CADOGAN, CADOGAN v, PALAGT, 
No. 5704, ante. 
5800. .|—The word ‘‘ moneys ’”’ in a will is 


a flexible term, having a more or less extended 
meaning, according to the facts of the case & the 
terins of the will. The ct. is bound, however, to 
put upon the word its ordinary & literal meaning 
unless the context shows that a larger meaning 
should be put uponit. In 1874 testatrix made her 
wil] appointing exors. & directing payment of her 
debts & other expenses, & giving ‘‘ all her moneys ” 
to her brothers & sisters in equal shares. She then 
proceeded specifically & minutely to dispose of 
her furniture & trinkets, without, however, ex- 
pressly referring to any stocks or investments, or 
residuary real or personal estate. By a codicil 
made in Aug. 1883, she bequeathed all her furni- 
ture & effects in the house in which she & a named 
sister might be living together at the time of her 
death to such sister for life, with remainder to the 

ersons to whom such effects were bequeathed by 
per will; & she confirmed her will in all other 
respects. In Sept. 1883, testatrix died, leaving 
(inter alia) New 3 per cent. Annuities, G. N. Ry. 
Consolidated & Preference stocks, & Chilian 
Government Bonds, payable to bearer, as well as 
cash in the house, & debts due to her, & furniture 
& trinkets, including some small articles not 
specifically bequeathed :—Held: although the 
gift of ‘ all my moneys ”’ could not be treated as a 
residuary bequest, yet. under the circumstances, 
such gift in fact passed all the items, other than 
furniture & trinkets, of which testatrix died 
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possessed.—Re TOWNLEY, TOWNLEY v. TOWNLEY 
Co 5638 L. J. Ch. 516; 50 L. T. 394; 32 W. R. 
a) 


5801. .|—H., after directing his exors. to 
pay a sum of money covenanted to be paid by his 
Marriage settlement, & giving a freehold house to 
his wife, & certain pecuniary legacies, proceeded : 
‘The remainder of my money, after payment of 
my just debts & testamentary & other expenses, 
I give to my dear wife. I also give to my dear 
wife all the furniture & effects at 48, Westbourne 
Park Road, except the piano & hall clock ’’ :— 
Held: the words ‘‘remainder of my money ’”’ 
passed all stock & investments of money, but not 
the general residue other than such investments — 
HART v. HERNANDEZ (1885), 52 J. T. 217. 

5802. -|—L. by her will desired that all her 
debts, funeral & testamentary expenses should be 
paid, & if she should not leave enough money 
for that purpose, she desired that sufficient to pay 
her dehts might be sold of the property she pur- 
chased from K. She gave the remainder of that 
property to W. specifically; &, after making 
certain specific bequests of furniture & jewellery, 
gave her interest in certain real estate to A. & 
made him her residuary legatec. The property 
purchased from kh. was leasehold, held for a very 
long term of years. Testatrix at her death 
possessed no actual cash. She had a small sum 
due to her for rents, & the half of a turnpike bond, 
besides furniture, the property purchased from R., 
one leasehold dwelling-house, & the real estate 
specifically devised to A.:—Held: the word 
‘““money ’’ must be taken to mean not the general 
personal estate, but the rents & money due on 
the bond, & those being exhausted, the residue of 
the debts must be paid out of the property pur- 
chased from R. in exoneration of the furniture & 
leascholds.—LLoyp v. Lioyp (1886), 54 L. T. 
841; 34 W. R. 608. 

5803. ——-.] —- Re MACLEAN, 
Nr.LSon (1894), 11 T. L. R. 82. 

5804. ——--.]|—Testatrix bequeathed ‘‘ all my 
money, except the sum of £400 invested in the 
Belgravian Dairy co. to”? A. & B. She gave 
the interest of the money invested in the 
Belgravian Dairy co.” to C., D. & E. in equal 
sunis for life, & ‘‘ on their deaths I will that the 
whole sum invested as above be used for the 
purpose of erecting an east window in St. Martin’s 
Church, Epsom.’ Testatrix died on Mar. 5, 
1895, having survived the above-mentioned 
legatee C., who died on Dec. 26, 1891, after the 
date of the will. 

Testatrix’s estate, at the time of her death, 
consisted of cash, 500 shares of £1 each in the 
Dairy co. aforesaid, the value whereof was at that 
time about 30s. per share, stocks & shares in other 
cos., & also a one-fourth share in certain railway 
stock in reversion to which she was contingently 
entitled on the death of the tenant for life without 
children :—Held;: (1) the gift of ‘‘ £400 invested 
in the Belgravian Dairy co.’’ was a gift of 400 
shares in that co., & not a gift of £400 sterling ; 
(2) the words ‘“‘ all my money ”’ included not onl 
the residue of the personal property to whic 
testatrix was entitled in possession, but also the 
one-fourth share in the railway stock to which 
she was contingently entitled in reversion.—Re 
BULLER, BULLER v. GIBERNE (1896), 74 L. T. 406. 


Annotations :-—As to (2) Consd. Re Skillen, Charles v. Charles, 
(1916) 1 Ch. 518. Apld. Re Woolley, Cathcart v. Eyskens, 
{1918} 1 Ch. 33. Consd. Fe Taylor, Taylor v. Tweedie, 
a! 1 Ch. 99. Refd. In the Goods of Gates, [1928] P. 
1 e 


5805. .|—Re JENKINS, TUCKER uv. JENKINS 
(1901), 46 Sol. Jo. 13. 








WILLIAMS v. 
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Sect. 15.—Descriptions of property: Swb-sect. 14, 
LI. (b) vt., & (c) & (d).] 

5806. -]—The meaning to be attached to 
the word ‘‘ money ”’ in construing a testamentary 
document is not absolute & technical, but must 
depend upon the context & surrounding circum- 
stance. 

Where testator, by his will, left a specific legacy 
to his brother, & gave ‘‘ the rest of my money ”’ 
among six other persons. whom he named :— 
Held: the latter bequest covered all the residue 
of his estate.—Jn the Goods of BRAMLEY, [1902] 
P. 106; 71 L. J. P. 32: 85 L. T. 645. 

Annotation :—Refd. In the Goods of Gates, [1928] P. 128. 














5807. .|\—Re CaArPEL, ARBUTHNOT v. CAPEL, 
No. 6150, post. 
5808. .|—Testatrix, who died in 1914. by 


her will, made in 1904, directed her debts to be 
paid, & gave & bequeathed her ‘‘ money ” unto her 
two nieces to be equally divided between them 
after £20 had been paid to her exor., & expressed 
her wish that all her personal property in the house 
of either of her two nieces at the time of her death 
should belong to such niece. At the date of her 
death testatrix was possessed of cash in the house, 
money on deposit at her bank & at the Post Office 
Savings Bank, a sum of Consols, & household 
goods, together with some small personal belong- 
ings in the house of one of her nieces. On an 
originating summons raising the question what 
passed under the bequest of ‘‘ money ”’ :—Held: 
on the true construction of the will standing alone 
the word ‘‘ money ’’ comprised the whole of the 
residuary personal estate,—Re SKILLEN, CHARLES 

v. CHARLES, [1916] 1 Ch. 518; 85 L. J. Ch. 383; 

114 L. T. 692; 60 Sol. Jo. 387. 

Annotations :— Distd. Re Gliddon, Smith rv. Gliddon, [1917] 
1 Ch. 174. _Apprvd. ?e Taylor, Taylor v. Tweedie, [1925] 
1Ch. 99. Refd. Jn the Goods of Gates, [1928] P. 128. 
5809. .|—Testatrix by her will bequeathed 

to her brother KE. & her niece G. ‘all my moneys 

to be equally divided between them & to G. all 
my household furniture & personal effects.’ At 
the date of the will testatrix had at her bank £32, 
10s. 7d. & was possessed of certain furniture & 
effects of a value not exceeding 20s. She was 
also entitled to a moiety of a reversionary interest 
in certain investments amounting to £2,430, which 
was subject to a mtge. for £750 :—Held: there 
was no sufficient context in the will to show that 
testatrix had used the words ‘all my moneys ”’ 
otherwise than in their ordinary legal sense, & 
consequently the gift of them did not constitute 

a residuary bequest of her personal] estate so as 

to pass the reversionary interest.—Re GLIDDON, 

SMITH v. GLIDDON, [1917] 1 Ch. 174; 86 L. J. Ch. 

253; 116 L. T. 13. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Re Taylor, Taylor v. Tweedic (1922), 
91 L. J. Ch. 801; In the Goods of Gates, {1928} P. 125. 
5810. J—By his will testator bequeathed 

to his niece moneys invested in two specified 

cos., “‘ & any other moneys which I may possess, 

& not mentioned in this will, & not herein other- 

wise disposed of.’’ This gift was followed by 

other specific bequests. Testator was entitled 
to a reversionary interest in personalty not: men- 
tioned in his will:—Held: having regard to the 
context, the word ‘‘ moneys”’ included invest- 
ments, & the clause in which it occurred, having 
the characteristics of a residuary clause, was 
intended by testator to contain a bequest of the 








PART XVI. ee ie SUB-SECT. 14.— 
. (6). 


: to T. :—Held 
. “ Debts due.’?) — Testator  be- : 
queathed ‘‘ all the debts & accounts due 


to me at the time of my death, except 
rents issuing out of houses & lands,”’ 
: the bequest did not 
include the apportioned part, accrued 
during testator’s lifetime, of dividends 
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whole of his personal estate including the re- 
versionary interest.—Re WOOLLEY, CATHCART v. 
EYSKENS, [1918] 1 Ch. 33; 87 L. J. Ch. 169; 117 
IL. T. 611. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Taylor, Taylor v, Tweedie, [1922] 
1 Ch. 569. Refd. Jn the Goods of Gates, (1928) P. 128. 


5811. .|—Re EMERSON, MORRILL v. NUTTY, 
No. 5696, ante. 





(c) Bequest of Money Due and Owing. 

5812. “‘ Debts due ’’ — Judgments.] — Bequest 
of the debts, that shall be due at the death of 
testator by mtges., bonds, or open accounts, from 
certain persons, extended from the explanation 
of a similar bequest by another clause to debts 
of every description: therefore including judg- 
ments.—STENHOUSE v. MITCHELL (1805), 11 Ves. 
352; 32 HE. R. 1124, L. C. 

Annotation :— Mentd. Money v. Money (1855), 3 Drew. 256. 

5813. Money at bank.|—-Money at a 
banker’s held to pass under a bequest of all debts 
due to testator at the time of his death.—CARR v. 
CARR (1811), 1 Mer. 541, n.3; 35 E. WR. 799. 
Annotations :—Consd. Parker v. Marchant (1843), 1 Ph. 356; 

Re Derbyshire, Webb v Derbyshire, 11906) L Ch. 135. 

5814. ——— Residuary estate of son of testatrix.|— 
Testatrix being entitled to her son’s residuary 
estate (the amount of which was unascertained 
at her death) bequeathed as follows: ‘‘If any 
debts due me at my decease, I request iny exors. 
will collect & pay into the hands of my children”’: 
Held: the son’s residue passed by the bequest.— 
BAINBRIDGE v7. BAINBRIDGE (1838), 9 Sim. 16; 
TL. J.Ch.4; 2 Jur. 63; 59 E.R. 262. 

Annotation :- Distd. Martin v. Hobson (1873), 8 Ch. App. 
yi. 





5815. Money ‘‘ owing ’’——Interest in unadminis- 
tered estate.)|—Testatrix, who was entitled to a 
distributive share of the assets of an intestate, to 
whom, at her death, no administration had been 
taken out, bequeaths ** all such sums of money as 
should be owing to her at the time of her decease 
from G. B.”’; these words will not pass her bene- 
ficial interest in a sum of money which was then 
due from G. BB. to the estate of the intestate.--- 
COLLINS v. DoYLi (1826), 1 Russ. 135; 38 KE. R. 
By 

5816. Money on deposit at bank-—-Whether 
subject to notice of withdrawal or not.|—Moneys 
on deposit at testator’s bank, whether notice of 
withdrawal is or is not required in respect of same, 
will pass under a bequest of ‘* moneys owing to me 
at the time of my decense.’’—Re DERBYSHIRE, 
WEBB v. DERBYSHIRE, [1906] 1 Ch. 1385; 75 
lL. J. Ch. 95; 940. T. 1388; 54 W. R. 135. 

5817. Money ‘‘ due ’’? — Reversionary interest 
under settlement.]—Testator, by his will made in 
India, gave “ the whole of my personal property 
together with my pay arrears of pay also all my 
goods & chattels with any cash now in hand or 
money due to me or may become due to me after 
my decease’’:—Held: a reversionary interest 
in a fund in England, to which he was entitled 
under his parents’ marriage settlement, passed.— 
Re MABERLY’S SETTLEMENT Trusts (1871), 24 
L. T. 262 ; 19 W. R. 522. 

5818. Damages recovered by executors— 
Breach of covenant in life of testator.|—A bequest 
of ‘‘ all & every sum or sums of money which 
may be due to me at my decease ’”’ will pass 
damages recovered in an action by the exor. for 





declared after his dcath in respect of the 
half-year in the course of which he 
died.—Re BURKE, Woon vc. TayLor, 
(1914) 1]. R. 81.--I1R. 
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a breach of covenant committed in the lifetime 
of testator.—BIDE v. HARRISON (1873), L. R. 17 Eq. 
76; 48 L. J. Ch. 86; 29 L. T. 451. 

Are ation :—Refd. Weinburg v. Ogdens (1905), 93 L. T. 


5819. Moneys ‘‘due & owing ’’ — Unearned 
freight.|—The owner of certain ships bequeathed 
to J. “all his ships & parts of ships, & money 
which at the time of his decease should be due & 
owing to him from any person or persons whom- 
soever.’’ Testator, before his death, had entered 
into a charterparty, under which certain freight 
was earned by one of his ships, but the engagement 
comprised in the charterparty was not completed 
till after testator’s death :—Held: the freight 
was not so incident or so annexed to the ship as to 
pass to the legatee of the ship as part of his specific 
legacy.— STEPHENSON v. Dowson (1840), 3 Beav. 
$42; 10 L. J. Ch. 93; 4 Jur. 1152; 49 E.R. 135. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Sorensen v. 2., The Ariel (1857), 11 
Moo. PP. C. C. 119; Petty v. Willson (1869), 4 Ch. App. 


574, 

5820. Interest in unadministered estate.|— 
Testatrix made a specific disposition of certain 
property, including ‘‘ all sum & sums of money 
which shall be due & owing to me at the time of 
my decease,” & gave the residue of her personal 
estate to other persons. At the time of her death 
in 1781, she was one of the two next of kin of her 
son, who had died intestate in 1778. The son was 
the residuary legatee of his father, who had died 
in 1776. In 1800 a decree was made for taking 
the accounts of a partnership in which the father 
had been engaged, & which had been dissolved by 
the death of the other partner a few months before 
the father’s death. In 1820 the representatives 
of the surviving exor. of the father paid into ct. 
in this suit a sum of money on account of what 
was due from the exor. to the father’s estate in 
respect of moneys coming from the partnership. 
Nothing was shown as to the state of the partner- 
ship assets or of the estates of the father or son at 
the time of the death of testatrix : —Held: the 
moiety of testatrix in the fund in question did not 
pass under the gift of ‘‘sums of money due & 
owing to me at the time of my decease”; 
but under the residuary bequest, it not being 
shown that the assets were at her death in such a 
state that her share could be treated as a sum of 
money then owing to her.—MAanrrin v. Horson 
(1873), 8 Ch. App. 401; 42 I. J. Ch. 342; 28 
1. T. 427; 21 W. 2. 376, L. JJ. 

5821. Book debts—-Balance at bank.] — Ive 
STEVENS, STEVENS v. KeEtLy, [1888] W. N. 110, 
116. 

Annotations :— Consd. Dawson v. Isle, [1906] 1 Ch. 633: Re 
Haich’s Estate, Haigh v. Haigh (1907), 51 Sol. Jo. 343. 
5822. Moneys due on mortgage & debts owing 

on account—Sum charged on real eState——Raisable 

on request.|— Brown v. Brown, No. 5442, ante. 

Moneys upon mortgage—Lands held as mort- 
gagee.J—See MorraacGe, Vol. XXXV., p. 390, 
Nos. 1834-1336. 

Charge on estate.|—See MORTGAGE, Vol. 

XXXV., p. 490, No. 1837. 








(d) Bequest of ‘‘ Ready Money.” 
5823. Money at bank.|—TAYLOR v. TAYLOR 
(1837), 1 Jur. 401. 
Annotation :-~-Refd. Parker v. Marchant (1848), 1 Ph. 356. 
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h. General rule.}—‘' Ready money ”’ 
must be money payable in presenti, 


not only due but due & payable in = 57 1p, 
presentt. If it is not that, it could : ; 
hardly be called ‘‘ ready moncy.’’—Re 1. Deposit 


ANDREW'S WILL, ANDREWS tv. O’MARA 
(1899), 25 V. L. R. $08.—AUS. 


k. Government stock not included.. 
Brvan v. Bevan (1880), 5 L. R. Ir. 


receipts.) — A gift of 
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5824. ——.]—‘“ I give, to my wife, all my ready 
money at my bankers, in my dwelling-house, or 
elsewhere ; by which I mean money not invested 
in security or otherwise bearing interest, but what 
I may have in hand for current expenses at the 
time of my decease’ :—Held: cash balances in 
the hands of testator’s bankers & of his agent, & 
dividends of stock due at testator’s death, passed 
by the bequest; but the rent of a house & the 
interest of a sum due on mtge. did not pass.— 
FRYER v. RANKEN (1840), 11 Sim. 55; 9 L. J. Ch. 
337; 59 E.R. 704. 


Annotations : —Consd. Cooke v. Wagster (1854), 2 Sm. & G. 
296. Refd. May v. Grave (1849), 3 De G. & Sm, 462. 








5825. -]}—PARKER v. MARCHANT, No. 5352, 
ante. 
5826. -|—By a marriage settlement the 


dividends & interest of certain railway stocks were 

to be paid to the wife for life for her separate use. 

One of the trustees was a partner in the banking 

firm of the husband, who received the dividends 

from time to time &, with the wife’s acquiescence, 
carried them to the general credit of the account 
of the husband together with his own moneys. 

By the will of the husband he gave “‘ all his plate, 

china, glass, etc., & all his ready moneys, & all 

his carriages, live & dead stock, etc., which should 
be in or about or belonging to the dwelling-house 
wherein he might reside at his decease, to the wife 
for her own use absolutely.’’ At the time of his 
death there was a balance in his favour at the 
bankers of £1,448, composed as well of the dividends 
then recently received of the settled stock, as of 
testator’s own moneys :—Held: the widow was 
entitled to the whole of the balance at the bankers. 

—-TALLENT v. ScoTr (1868), 18 L. T. 900. 

5827. Savings bank—Notice of withdrawal 
given.|-—Cash of testatrix at a savings bank, as 
to which she had given notice requiring payment, 
& which only awaited her receipt :—Held: to 
pass by a bequest of ‘‘ al] her ready money.” 

But sums secured to her on notes of hand :— 
Held: not to pass by that bequest, although 
preceded by a direction for payment of her funeral 
& testamentary expenses.—/’e POWELL’S TRUST 
(1858), John. 49; 32 L. T. O. S. 252; 5 Jur. N.S. 
33]; 7 W. R. 1388; 70 FE. R. 334. 

5828. Post-office savings bank.|— 
Re COSGROVE’S ESTATE, WILLS v. GODDARD (1909), 
Times, Apr. 3. 

5829. Money on deposit—No notice of with- 
drawal necessary.|—STEIN v. RITHERDON, No. 5434, 
ante. 

5880. ——— -—— Subject to notice of withdrawal.] 
—Testator, who made a gift out of ready money, 
had certain money on deposit at a bank with- 
drawable at fourteen days’ notice :—Held: the 
money on deposit was not ready money.—FfHe 
WHEELER, HANKINSON v. HAYTER, [1904] 2 Ch. 
66; 73 L. J. Ch. 576; 91 L. T. 227; 52 W. R. 
586; 48 Sol. Jo. 493. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Derbyshire, Webb v. Derbyshire. 
{1906] 1 Ch. 135. Mentd. 7te Abrahams, Abrahams v. 
Abrahams, {1908} 2 Ch. 69; Fe Melton, Milk v. Towers 
(1917), 86 L. J. Ch. 708. 

5831. .|—Money on deposit with 
testator’s bankers, & subject to more than twenty- 
four hours’ notice of withdrawal, will not pass under 
a bequest of ‘‘ ready money,” nor, in the absence 
of special indication, under a bequest of ‘‘ pecuniary 























“ready money in bank’ held to 
include money on deposit receipt, which 
could be withdrawn without previous 
notice to the bank; otherwise, if 
previous notice was necessary.—-Ma YNE 
v. MAaYNE, [1897] 1 I. R. 324; 35 
I1.L. T. 35.—IR. 
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Sect, 15.—Descriptions of property: Sub-sect. 14, 
L. (ad) & (e), & M.]) 


investments.’’—AHe PRICE, PRICE +. NEWTON, 
[1905] 2 Ch. 55; 74 1. J. Ch. 487; 98 L. T. 44; 
53 W. R. 600. 

Annotation :—-Refd. Re Derbyshire, Webb ». Derbyshire, 

[1906] 1 Ch. 135, 

5832. Where custom to pay on de- 
mand.|—fe COsSGROVE’S KEsraTE, WILLS v. Gobp- 
DARD (1909), Times, Apr. 3. 

5833. —— -—-—.|—Where the evidence 
shows that by the course of business between 
testatrix & her banker money on deposit at her 
bank was frequently drawn upon by testatrix, 
& such drawings were always met in precisely the 
same manner as drawings upon her current 
account :—Held: the gift in her will of ‘‘ ready 
money standing in my name or to my credit at 
my bank ”’ was effectual to pass such moneys on 
deposit account.—Re ROpDMELL, SAFFORD  v. 
SAFFORD (1913), 108 L. T. 184; 57 Sol. Jo. 284. 

5884. Dividends-—-Due but not paid.]—FRYER v. 
RANKEN, No. 5824. ante. 

5835. -|—Unreceived dividends held 
not to pass under the words ‘‘ ready money.’’— 
MAY wv. GRAVE (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 462; 18 
L. J. Ch. 401; 13 L. T. O. S. 463; 138 Jur. 1021 ; 
64 BF. R. 562. 

Annotations : —-Reftd. Cooke v. Wagster (1854), 2 Sm. & G. 




















296. Mentd. Lovegrove vt. Cooper (1852), 20 L. T. O. 8. 

152. 

5836. ———.]-—STEIN v. RITHERDON, No. 5434, 
ante. 





5837. Cash in hands of agent.|—Fryrr v. 
RANKEN, No. 5824, ante. 

5838. .|—Testator placed money in the 
hands of an agent to be invested on a mtge. & 
bequeathed to his wife all his ‘‘ ready money, & 
securities for money, money in the funds, & money 
in the bank or banks (if any) due & owing to him 
at the time of his decease.’”? The ayent died 
without having invested the money, having retained 
it. subject to certain deductions, for money due 
by testator :—-Held: though the money did not 
pass under the words “‘ ready money ”’ yet, looking 
at the whole frame of the will, & the intention of 
testator as indicated by the context—the money 
did pass & was the legatee’s money in the hands 
of the agent’s exors.-- COOKE v. WAGSTER (1854), 
2 Sm. & G. 296; 2 Eq. Rep. 789; 23 L. J. Ch. 
496; 23 L. T. O. S. 293; 18 Jur. 849; 2 W. KR. 
434; 65 E.R. 407. 

5839. Rent of house.|—FrRyEn v. RANKEN, No. 
5824, ante. 

5840. Interest of sum due on mortgage.|— FRYER 
v. RANKEN, No. 5824, ante. 

5841. ——.|—-STEIN v. RITHERDON, No. 5431, 
ante. 

5842. Not included in bequest of ‘‘ all personal 
property.’’|—-MONTRESOR v. MONTRESOR, No. 5031, 
ante. 

5843. Sums secured by note of hand.]-— /e 
POWELL’S TRUST, No. 5827, ante. 

5844. Money invested in Consols.|—A British 
subject domiciled in Russia made a will in the 
Russian language & in Russian form, commencing 
with the statement that he thereby disposed of 
all his property. He then directed a sale of his 
landed estates in Russia, which he specified, & 
proceeded to make a disposition of ‘‘ the money 
proceeds of all the above, as also the whole of my 
capital which shall remain with me after my death 
in ready money, & in bank billets, belonging to 





WILLS. 


me.’ He then closed his will with the statement 
that as all his property was entirely his own, & 
acquired by himself, nobody had a right to inter- 
fere with or contest his dispositions or those of his 
exors. It was proved that ‘ bank billets’’ were 
a particular kind of Russian negotiable securities. 
At the time of testator’s death, he had, beside his 
Russian property, a large sum in the English funds: 
-—Held: the words ‘‘in ready money & in bank 
billets ’’ were not merely words of defective 
enumeration, but a description comprising the 
whole subject of the gift—the description of the 
gift being clear & unambiguous, the first & last 
clauses of the will were not sufficient to extend the 
meaning of that description, & testator’s property 
in the English funds was undisposed of.——-WYLIE 
v. WYLIE, WYLIE v. ENOHIN (1860), 1 De G. F. 
& J. 410; 29 L. J. Ch. 341; 1 LL. T. 5333; 6 
Jur. N.S,259; 8W.R. 316; 45 E.R. 418, L. JJ. ; 
affd. sub nom. ISNOHIN v. WYLIE (1862), 10 H. L. 
Cas. 1, H. L. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Patrick v. Yeatherd (1864), 3 Now 


Rep. 367. Expld. & Distd. King v. George (1876), 4 
Ch. D..435. Consd. Travers v. Blundell (1877), 6 Ch. JD). 
436. Mentd. Doglioni v. Crispin (1866), 15 lL. T. 44: 


in the Goods of Karl (1867), L. R.1 P. & D. 450; Lariviére 
v. Morgan (1872), 7 Ch. App. 550; Miller »v. James (1872), 
LR. P.& DD. 4; Stirling-Maxwell v. rae ae (1879), 
11 Ch. D. 522; Kames v. Hacon (1880), 16 Ch. D. 407; 
Ewing v. Orr Ewing (1883), 9 App. Cas. 34: He Hawthorne, 
Graham v. Massey (1883), 23 Ch. D. 743: Bloxam v. 
Favre (1884), 50 L. T. 7663; Re Kloebe, Kannreuther v. 
Geiselbracht (1884), 461 I. J. Ch. 207: Ewing vw. Orr 
Ewing (1885), 10 App. Cas, 453: Concha v. Concha 
(1886), 11 App. Cas. 541; Re Trufort, Trafford v. Blane 
(1887), 36 Ch. D. 600: Abd-Ul-Measih v. Farra (18838), 
13 App. Cas. 431: Re Artola Hermanos, Jer p. André 
Chale (1890), 2+ > B. J). 640; Ste Bonnefoli, Surrey v. 
Perrin, [1912] P. 233. 

5845. Pensions.} — STEIN +. RITHERDON, No. 

5434, ante. 
5846. Shares in land society.|—-Ie CosGROvVE'S 


EsTATE, WILLS v. GODDARD (1909), Times, Apr. 3. 


(c) Bequest of Cash. 

5847. ‘* Cash or moneys so called ’’—Promissory 
note.|—Tcstatrix, in her will, used the following 
expression: ‘‘ Observing that F. & his family 
are my residuary legatees for all but cash or 
moneys so called.”’? FF’. had nine children living at 
the date of the will & at testatrix’s death, & 
testatrix died possessed of a promissory note pay- 
able to herself or order, some long annuities, 
Columbian bonds & money in her house & at her 
banker’s :—Held: by “ F. & his family,” testatrix 
meant F. & jus children, & they took the note, 
annuities & bonds, as joint tenants, those articles 
being neither cash nor moneys so called.—BEALES 
v. CRISFORD (1843), 13 Sim. 592 3; 13 L. J. Ch. 26 ; 
21. T.0.8. 146; 7 Jur. 1076; 60 E.R. 230. 


Annotations :—-Refd. Crockett +. Crockett (1848), 2 Ph. 
6553; @de Parkinson’s Trust, kc p. Thompson (1851), 1 


Sim. N.S. 242, 

5848. - Annuities & bonds.| 
CrRISFORD, No. 5847, ante. 

5849. ‘Cash at my bankers ’’---Money on 
deposit.|—-Ite BOORER, BOORER v. Boonrkr, [1903] 
W.N. 189. 

5850. ‘‘ Cash in house ’’—-Money orders.|— 
Testator left his wife “all cash in house,’ & 
to his wife & a daughter in equal shares ‘‘ all cash 
in bank, Consols, shares, & savings bank deposits.” 
He made no residuary bequest. At his death he 
had in the house some coin, & Post Office money 
orders to the amount of about £70. He had also 
£500 24 per cent. annuities standing in his name 
at the Bank of England, & £200 of the same 








BEALES  ¥. 


PART XVI. SECT. 15, SUB-SECT. 14.—L. (e). 
m. Capital invested in bonds.) —Observed, “ cash ’’ did not mean capital invested in bonds or bills.--JaRViIE v., PEARSON 


(1860), 22 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 1395 ; 32 Sc. Jur. 635.—SCOT. 
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annuities & £300 Local Loan 8 per cent. stock, the 
two latter stocks standing in his name in the stock 
register of the Post Office. He had the last three 
mentioned stocks also at the date of his will. He 
had no consolidated stock either at the date of his 
will or at his death. He was accustomed to keep 
money orders to a considerable amount in his house. 
He had written a letter shortly after the date of 
his will to his wife in which, in speaking of his 
property, he mentioned his ‘‘ Consols ”’ :—/leld : 
the money orders passed to his wife as ‘ cash in 
house ’’; the letter to his wife was admissible in 
evidence to show the sense in which he used the 
expression ‘‘ Consols & the 24 per cent. 
annuities passed under the bequest of ‘‘ Consols ’”’ & 
the Local Loan Stock passed under the bequest 
of “savings bank deposits.’”—Ie WINDSOR, 
PUBLIC TRUSTEE v. WINDSOR (1913), 108 I. T. 
O47; 2FOT. L. R. 562; 57 Sol. Jo. 555. 


M. Personal Estate and Property. 


5851. ‘‘ Moiety of personal estate ’’—-Moiety of 
lease for years.|—-LEE v. HALE (1663), 1 Cas. in Ch. 
16; Freem. Ch. 157; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 199; 22 
i. R. 671, LL. C. 

5852. ‘‘ All my _ personal’ estates ’? — Real 
estate.|——Real property may pass under the 
description of ‘‘ personal estates”? in a will; it 
being manifest from the whole of the instru- 
ment, as by terms of direct reference to that 
description in ulterior dispositions of the same 
real property, that. such was the devisor’s intention. 

As to the freehold lands, the ct. has had no 
doubt : the only question as to them was, whether 
they passed under the words ‘all my personal 
estates’; & it being clear beyond all possibility 
of doubt upon the face of the will, that testator 
meant by these words, not what is ordinarily 
understood by them, but, such real property over 
which he had an absolute personal power of dis- 
position & control, we have no hesitation in saying 
that the frechold passed by this description (LORD 
ELLENBOROUGH, ©.J.).—Dor d. ToFIELD v. 
‘TOFTELD (1809), 11 East, 246; 103 FE. R. 999, 


Annotations ;—Consd. Doe d. Hickman v. Haslewood (1837), 
6 Ad. & EL 167; Lines +. Lines (1869), 22 L. T. 400. 
Refd. Due d. Andrew v. Lainchbury (1809), 11 East, 290 ; 
Fdwards v. Barnes (1835), 2 Seott, 411: Doe d. Haw v. 
Earles (1816), 15 M. & W. 450; > Cosby +r. Millington 
(1869), 38.1. S.C. P. 373.) Mentd. Doe d. Kennington v. 
Hall (1812), 16 Kast, 2083: R. v. Wilson (1829), 5 Man. 
& Ry. k. OB. 1403) Right d. Taylor v. Banks (1832), 3 
B. & Ad. 661: King v. Turner (1833), 1 My. & K. 45; 
R. vw. Dullingham (1838), 8 Ad. & kl. 858; Matthew v. 
Osborne (1853), 13 C. B. 919. 

5853. ‘‘ Personal estate & property whatsoever 

& wheresoever ’’—Real estate.|——BUCHANAN  v. 

HARRISON, No. 5092, ante. 


5854. ‘* Personal property, estate & effects of 
every & whatsoever kind ’’—Freehold reversion. | 
A. purchased the residue of a term of ninety-nine 
years at a ground rent, & the term was assigned to 
him. In the following year he bought the free- 
hold reversion, &, by a deed reciting that he was 
desirous that the term should not merge, the 
reversion in fee was conveyed to a trustee, subject 
to the term, in trust for A., his heirs or assigns, & 
to be conveyed & disposed of as he or they should 
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5852 i. “S All my personal estates ’’--- 
Real estate.}— Re BATCHELOR (1915), 34 
N. Z. Ju. R. 379.—N.Z. 

n. * 4ll my personal property ’’— 
Restricted by subsequent bequests. |—He 
NOBLE ee. et) 1D. LL. R. 1078; 
{1927) 1 W. W. R, 442,.—CAN, 


0. * Personal — effects ’’—ITTay.|—he 
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GANGELL (1912), 8 
AUS. 


p. —— Mortgage.J—IIe Way (1903), 
L. T. 20; 60. L. R. 61 
oO. W. R. 1072.—CAN. 


q. , e YUILL, 
TRIPE, [1925] N. Z. L. RK. 196.—N.Z. 

r. Insurance 7 
v, MONRO (1886), 13 A. R. 486.--CAN. 
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direct. <A. afterwards made a will, giving to his 
wife ‘‘the whole of my personal property, estate 
& effects, of every & whatsoever kind they may 
be” :—Held: the gift in the will was confined to 
personal estate, & did not pass the reversion in 
fee, but the term was a term in gross, & passed 
by the will as personal estate.--BELANEY v. 
BELANEY (1867), 2 Ch. App. 138 3 36 L. J. Ch. 265 ; 
16 L. T. 269; 15 W. R. 369, Tu. ©. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Jones v. Robinson (1878), 3 Cc. P. D. 
344. Refd. Ingle «. Vaughan-Jenkins, [1990] 2 Ch. 368. 


5855. ‘* Personal effects & properties of every 
description ’’—Real_ estate.|—Testator gave & 
bequeathed to his wife, all his household furniture, 
personal effects, & ‘‘ properties of every descrip- 
tion ’’ that he was or might be possessed of at the 
time of his death, & also all moneys in his 
possession, or that might be then due to him :— 
Held: testator’s realty was not included in this 
gift. —Eaz p. YATES (1869), 20 Tl. T. 940; 17 W. R. 
872. 

5856. ‘‘ Personal estate & effects ’’—Lease- 
holds.|—-ARKELI. v7. FLETCHER, No. 5657, ante. 

5857. Shares in navigation undertaking. ]|— 
Gift of residue of realty to A. & of all naviga- 
tion shares to B., in trust to pay debts & 
legacies, & gift of all the residue & surplus of 
‘“my personal estate & effects’? to C. The 
navigation undertaking & property, became vested 
by Act of Parliament in a railway co., & the 
Act. provided that upon any person executing a 
conveyance of his navigation shares to the co., 
the frechold rights belonging to those shares should 
beextinguished. The navigation shares mentioned 
in the bill were never conveyed, but stood in 
testator’s name at his death :—Held: the shares 
were equitably converted under the Act, but even 
had this not been the case they would have passed 
under the bequest of the residue of ‘‘ the personal 
estate & effects’? to C.—CADMAN v. CADMAN 
(1872). L. R. 183 Eq. 470; 41 L. J. Ch. 468; 20 
W. R. 356. 

5858. ‘* All my _ personal property’’§ - Real 
estate.|-—Testator, by his will, dated in 1875, 
gave & devised to the wife R. ‘‘ all my personal 
property, wherewith it has pleased God to bless me ; 
that is, my freehold land & my two cottages, 
Pennce Birr, situate at Clowstop ... also my 
five leasehold houses ... to have & to hold the 
same for her natural life.’”” He then directed her 
to provide ‘tout of the rents of the above 
property ” for a granddaughter of hers, & con- 
cluded ‘‘ my wife K. to be sole exor. of the same.’”’ 
Subsequently to the date of his will testator 
acquired other freehold property at Clowstop, 
of which, together with personal property, besides 
the leaseholds, he died possessed. The question 
was, what property passed by the will :—-Held: 
the words *‘ personal property’? were not used in 
their technical sense; testator meant to give all 
the property of every kind belonging to him 
personally; this general description was not 
cut’ down by the words of enumeration which 
followed; & the widow was entitled, for her life, 
to allthe real & personal estate of testator which he 
possessed at the date of his death.—Re SMALLEY, 
SMALLEY v1. SMALLEY (1883), 49 L. T. 662. 


Tas. L. R. 120. -- 





stricted by contert.)—CARSWELL  v. 
CARSWELL (1858), 20 Dunl. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 516; 30 Sc. Jur. 280.—SCOT. 
4; 2 a. ‘' All other ypersonalities.’’| — A 
bequest of ‘‘ my uniforms & all other 
personalities, except such as I may 
specially bequeath to others ’’ did not 
carry the residue of testator’s personal 
estate. —Dovuauas’ EXECUTORS (1869), 
7 Macph. (Ct. of Segs,) 504 ; 41 Se. Jur. 
268,.—SCOT. 


YvuUILL vt. 
.J—WICKSTEED 


estate ’’— Re- 
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5859. ‘*‘ Personal estates, etc., etc.’’— Real 
estate.|—Testator, after giving & bequeathing 
his real estates & all his personal estate & effects to 
his wife for her life, after her death gave to certain 
relatives ‘‘ an equal share of my personal estates, 
etc., etc.’’ :—Held: the gift after the death of the 
wife included the real estate of testator.—Re 
ANDREW’S ESTATE, CREASEY v. GRAVES (1902), 50 
W. R. 471; 46 Sol. Jo. 450. 

5860. Personal effects—-All residuary personal 
estate.|—By her will, testatrix appointed pltf. 
sole exor., &, after making certain specific bequests, 
made the following bequest: ‘‘ I bequeath all 
my household furniture & persona] effects in equal 
parts to my nephew & nieces of my late brother .'. 
& my sister S.”’ Apart from the above bequest of 
““personal effects,’’ the will contained no dis- 
position of testatrix’s residuary real or personal 
estate. At the date of the will testatrix had one 
nephew & several nieces living, children of her late 
brother J. Her sister S. was then alive with 
several daughters living. S. died in 1906 leaving 
several daughters surviving her. Testatrix died 
without any issue :—Held: (1) that ‘‘ personal 
effects ’’ included all the residuary personal estate. 
—Re BROADWELL, MACKENZIE v. READMAN (1912), 
134 L. T. Jo. 107. 

All personal property—Gift of ready money not 
included.|—See No. 5031, ante. 

Residuary bequests.|——See Sect. 16, post. 


N. ‘ Plate.’ 

5861. Gold-headed cane.}|— ALLEN v. ALLEN, No. 
53569, ante. 

$862. Snuffboxes.|—FIELD v. PECKETT (No. 2), 
No. 5587, ante. 

5863. Plated articles.|—In a bequest of furniture, 
excepting plate, the exception applies to plate 
properly so called, & does not include plated goods. 
—HOLDEN v. RAMSBOTTOM (1863), 4 Giff. 205; 1 
New Rep. 307, 354; 71L. T. 735; 9 Jur. N.S. 350; 
11 W. R. 302; 66 E. R. 680. 

5864. Silver mounted articles.| Testator 
bequeathed to pltf. his ‘‘ plate & plated articles’: 
—Held: silver mounted mugs known as ‘* black 
jacks’? did not pass under the bequest.—Re 
vie PROTHERO v. LEWIS (1909), 26 T. L. R. 





eee 


O. Premises. 

5865. All property previously enumerated—In 
bequest to specific devisee.|—Under a devise of 
“a messuage or tenement, buildings, lands, or 
premises, now in my own possession; & all other 
my real estate whatsoever in M. or in any other 
place,”’ etc. to A. for life; & after her decease a 
devise of ‘‘ the messuage or tenement, buildings, 
lands, & premises’? to B. in fee:—Held: the 
word premises used in the devise to B. carried all 
that was before given to A., & was not confined to 
the premises in testator’s own possession; & 
consequently a reversion in fee of another messuage 
to which testator was entitled after the determina- 
tion of a life in being, in whose possession it was 
outstanding during his lifetime, passed to the 
devisee in remainder.—DoE d. BIDDULPH v. 
MEAKIN (1801), 1 Kast, 456; 102 BE. R. 176. 

5866. Household furniture.]—A testator devised 
his freehold messuage, tenement, or dwelling-house, 
with the yard, stables, & appurtenances, in 
Cavendish Square, together with the household 
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furniture & effects therein, unto his widow for life ; 
& after her decease, he devised the same messuage 
or tenement, & premises, with the appurtenances, 
unto his son, his heirs & assigns :—Held: by this 
bequest the household furniture passed to the son. 
—SANFORD v. InBY (1825), 4 L. J. O. S. Ch. 23. 

5867. Property in immediate connection with 
house-—Mansion house.|—‘T'estator directed his 
trustees to let his estate & accumulate the rents for 
payment of his debts, & subject thereto he devised 
it in strict settlement, with a proviso that the 
trustees might, if they thought fit, notwithstanding 
the trust for accumulation, allow the tenant 
for life to occupy the ‘‘ mansion house, gardens 
& premises’? rent free:—Held: the word 
‘* premises ’’ must’ be taken to mean property in 
immediate connection with the mansion & without 
which the mansion could not be conveniently 
occupied, & it did not include a farm occupied by 
testator & near the mansion house, but not 
otherwise necessary for its convenient occupation 
than as a means of supplying it with necessary 
farm produce.—-LETHBRIDGE v. LETHBRIDGE (1862), 
4DeG. F. & J.35; 31L. J. Ch. 7373; 6L. T. 727 ; 
8 Jur. N.S. 856; 10 W. R. 449; 45 EF. R. 1095, 
L. JJ.3 previous proceedings (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 
523, L. JJ. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Hibon v. Hibon (1863), 32 L. J. Ch. 

374; Mocatta v. Mocatta (1883), 49 L. T. 629. 

5868. Appurtenances.]|—The word ‘“ premises ”’ 
where in a will it is not used in its primary meaning 
of “‘ premissa’’ is equivalent to appurtenances, 
&, therefore, where testator excepted from a general 
devise the yard & premises where he carried on his 
business, a house adjoining to & communicating 
with his business premises, & in which he resided 
when he carried on his business was held not to be 
included in the exception.—READ v. READ (1868), 
15 W. R. 165. 

5869. Plot of land adjoining.|—BarrooTt v. LEE 
(1905), 50 Sol. Jo. 44. 

5870 ‘* Leasehold premises ’’——Includes detached 
stable— Held under distinct lease.|—'lestator 
bequeathed to his wife a house in London, describ- 
ing it as ‘‘ the leasehold premises, No. 32, Prince’s 
gate, now or hereafter subject to the trusts of the 
indenture of settlement made on my marriage, & 
which I have power to dispose of.’’ The settle- 
ment declared trusts of a sum of money, settled by 
testator in favour of himself & his wife successively 
for life, with remainder in default of issue, which 
happened, to himself absolutely. The house 
together with certain stables had been bought by 
him with some of the settlement funds, advanced 
for the purpose by the trustees upon the security 
of the purchased premises. The stables were in 
communication with the house, but were at some 
little distance from it. The house & stables were 
held under distinct leases, which, however, bore 
the same date, were between the same parties, & 
had been assigned to testator by the same deed :— 
Held: the widow was absolutely entitled to both 
house & stables.—Mocatra v. Mocatra (1883), 
49 L. T. 629; sub nom. Re MOCATTA, MOCATTA v. 
MocatTra, 32 W. R. 477. 

‘*House & premises.’’|— See Sub-sect. 14, I, 
ante. 


P. Property. 

5871. Real estate.|—Testator, possessed of real 
& personal property, after several pecuniary 
legacies, ‘‘ gave & bequeathed all & every the 
residue of his property, goods & chattels to be 
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divided equally between A. & B. share & share 
alike, after all his debts paid’’: & in fact the 
oe, was not quite sufficient to pay all the 

ebts & legacies :—Held: the word property, 
though thus followed by goods & chattels, was 
sufficient of itself to carry the realty.—Dor d. 
fers ee (1811), 14 East, 370; 104 


Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. 


Bunny v. Rout (1816), 2 
Marsh. 397. 4 


Folld. Doe d. Morgan v. Morgan (1827), 6 
B. & C. 512. Consd. Meeds v. Wood (1854), 19 Beav. 215. 
Refd. Pocock v. Lincoln (Bp.) (1821), 3 Brod. & Bing. 27; 
Doe d. Evans v. Evans (1839), 1 Per. & Dav. 472: Midland 
Counties Ry. v. Oswin (1844), 1 Coll. 74; Doe d. Haw v. 
Karles (1846), 15 M. & W. 450; Ludlow v. Stevenson 
(1854), 23 L. T. O. 8S. 294; Gyett v. Williams (1862), 2 
John. & H. 429; Smyth vw. Smyth (1878), 8 Ch. D. 561. 


5872. -]|—HReal estates will pass under the 
word property in a will, unless there be other 
expressions to show that it is used in a more con- 
fined sense; where testator, after giving some 
pecuniary legacies, proceeded thus: “all my 
property & effects of all claims 1 shall have, I 
give to my brother J.; but my mother is at 
liberty to give £1,000 of my property where she 
pleases ’’’ :—Held: the real estate passed to the 
brother.—DogE d. MORGAN v. MoRGAN (1827), 6 
B. & C. 512; 9 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 633; 5 L. J. 
O.S. K. B. 268; 108 E.R. 540. 

Annotations :—Folld. Ludlow v. Stevenson (1854), 23 L. T. 

QO. S. 204. Refd. Saumercz 1. Saumerez (1839), 4 My. & 


Cr. 331; Davenport v. Coltman (1842), 9 M. & W. 481; 
Doe d. Haw vw. EKarles (1846), 15 M. & W. 450. 


5873. .|— JONES v. SKINNER, No. 4976, ante. 

5874. -|—R al estate held to be included in 
the word “ property,” although testator referred 
to the income arising from his property under the 
terms ‘ dividends ’”’ & ‘ interest.’”-—-MORRISON v. 
Horre (1851), 4 De G. & Sm. 234; 17L. T.0.8.1; 
15 Jur. 737; 64 EK. RR. 812. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Stokes v. Salomons (1851), 9 Hare, 75. 

5875. .|—A specific devise of real estate 
was followed by a devise & bequest of all testator’s 
other property whatsoever & wheresoever to 
trustees upon trusts which were expressed in terms 
more appropriate to personalty than to realty. 
Testator was not, at the date of his will, entitled 
to any real estate other than that specifically 
devised, but he subsequently became entitled to 
real estate of great value :—Held: such subse- 
quently acquired real estate passed by the will.— 
LLoypD v. LLoyp (1869), L. R. 7 Eq. 458; 38 
L. J. Ch. 4583; 20L. T. 898; 17 W. R. 702. 
Annotation :—Refd. Kirby-Smith v. Parnell, [1903] 1 Ch. 483. 

5876. -|—Testator by his will bequeathed 
his property in these terms: ‘‘ I devise & bequeath 
to my wife all the property of which I am possessed, 
whether it) be leaschold property, stock-in-trade, 
accounts in my books, machinery, goods of every 
description, & furniture, to hold & to use for her 
benefit & the benefit of any of my children under 
the age of twenty-one years until they reach that 
age, & if she deem it advisable to dispose of any 
of the property she may do so at her will, & at 
her death whatsoever property may remain shall 
be equally divided among my children ”’ :—Held: 
testator’s real estate passed under the will.— 
ROBERTS v. THORP (1911), 56 Sol. Jo. 138. 

5877. Intention of testator uncertain.]— 
Bequest of ‘‘all my stock-in-trade, household 
goods, wearing apparel, ready money, securities 
for money, & every other thing my property, 
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§871 ii. ——.]—FrrzGERALD v. SMITH 
§871 ili. ——.]—FEither of the words 


a Property & “estate ’’ sufficient to 
y. 


pass realty.—CaMERON vv. HARPER b. Chose in 


(1892), 21 8. C. R. 273.—CAN. 
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of what nature or kind soever, to & for her 
own proper use & disposal ’’ :—Held: not to carry 
land, being controlled by indications which 
rendered testatrix’s intent uncertain—-Dok d. 
BuUNNY v. Rout (1816), 2 Marsh. 397; 7 Taunt. 
79; 129 E. R. 32. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Monk v. Mawdsley (1827), 1 Sim. 286. 
Consd. Recoves v. Baker (1854), 18 Beav. 372. efd. 
Davenport v. Coltman Gap: 9M. & W. 481; Smyth v. 


Smyth (1878), 8 Ch. D. 56 

5878. ——— & interest taken therein.|—A_ gift 
to A. & B. ‘whom I appoint my exors. of all 
that I possess in any way belonging to me, by them 
freely to be possessed or enjoyed, of whatever 
nature or manner it may be,’’ will pass the fee 
simple of real estate. 

The subject of his gift is, ‘‘ all that he possessed, 
in any way belonging to him, by them freely to 
be enjoyed or possessed, of whatever nature or 
manner it might be.’”’ To a gift of all his 
property ; & a gift of all property will not only pass 
real estate, but will pass all the interest of testator 
in that estate (LEACH, M.R.).—THOMAS v. PHELPS 
(1828), 4 Russ. 348; 6 L. J. O. S. Ch. 110; 38 
E. R. 836. 

Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Hickman v. Haslewood (1837), 


6 Ad. & El. 167. Refd. Davenport v. Coltman (1842), 12 
Sim. 588. 


5879. Copyholds.|—Devise of ‘ all my freehold 
& leasehold; & all my money, securities, stock, 
goods, chattels, & all other my property what- 
soever & wheresoever; to hold same unto & for 
the use of the devisee, her heirs, exors., adminis- 
trators, & assigns’’:—Held: to pass testator’s 
copyhold property. EDWARDS v. BARNES (1835), 
2 Bing. N. C. 252; 1 Hodg. 293; 2 Scott, 411; 
5 L. J. C. P. 32; 132 KE. R. 99. 


Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Evans v. Evans (1839), 8 L. J. 
Q. B. 212; Parker v. Marchant (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 
290 


5880. Mortgage securities.|-Testator, by his 
will, gave ‘‘all my property in the Russian & 
Austrian Funds, & also that vested in a Swedish 
mtge. security.’’ Testator, at the date of the will, 
had twelve different mtge. securities for different 
sums, three of which were not perfected acearas 
to the law of Sweden :—Held: the words “ all 
my property,’ being connected with the latter 
part of the gift by the conjunctions ‘‘ & also,” 
all the Swedish mtge. securities passed under the 
gift.— RICHARDS v. PATTESON (1847), 15 Sim. 501 ; 
11 Jur. 113; 60 EK. R. 7138. 

5881. Pure personalty—Intention of testator.]— 
By his codicil the testator, “‘ after all his funeral, 
testamentary & all other expenses were paid, & 
whatever legacies he might subsequently make, 
gave & bequeathed the residue of his property 
to the following charitable societies, to be divided 
equally amongst them ’’—-enumerating seven 
charitable societies. His property consisted partly 
of personalty savouring of realty, & partly of pure 
personalty :—Held: the direction in the will 
was sufficient evidence of intention to cut down the 
meaning of the word ‘“ property ’’ in the codicil 
to such part of testator’s personal estate as he knew 
the charities could take, that is to say, to the pure 
personalty.—JAUNCEY v. A.-G. (1861), 3 Giff. 
308; 5L. T. 374; 8 Jur. N.S. 6; 10 W. R. 129; 
66 HE. R. 427. 

Annan :—Refd. Re Smith, Prada v. Vandroy, [1916] 2 
Ch. 368. 


Whether other choses in action pass.' 
Bequest of ‘ all my property in A. 
except ’’’ a particular chose in action 
described in the will; other choses in 
action of testator found in A. do not 
ass notwithstanding the exception.— 
‘LEMING v. BROOK (1804), 1 Sch. & 


excepted—  Lef. 318.—IR. 
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Sect. 15.—Descriptions of property: Sub-sect. 14, 
D1, &. & 8.) . 


Q. Real Estate. 


See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 26. 

5882. Land of which testator is mortgagee.|— 
The lessee of a term of years in four houses assigned 
the term, by way of mtge., to the owner in fee, of 
the immediate reversion, who afterwards devised 
the houses by the description of ‘‘ my freehold 
houses Nos. 5, 6, 7. & 8, Stock Street,’’? & was at 
the time of his death in possession as mtgee. : 
Held: the mtge. debt did not pass under the 
devise, but formed part of testator’s personal 
estate.—BOWEN v. Bartow (1872), 8 Ch. App. 17] ; 
42L.J.Ch.82; 271. 1.733; 21 W. R. 149, L. C. 

5883. -|—A mtgee. in possession of freehold 
houses devised & bequeathed all his estate to his 
wife, & appointed her his sole extrix. By a codicil 
to her will she devised these houses specifically :— 
Held: the mtge. debt passed to the specific 
devisee.—Jte CARTER, Dopps v. PEARSON, [1900] 
1 Ch. 801; 69 L. J. Ch. 426; 82 L. T. 526; 48 
W. R. 555. 


Annotation : ee Re Richards, Jones v. Rebbeck (1921), 
90 L. J. Ch. 


5884. Tithes.) — Testator devised certain 
tithes to his nephews Ll). & W. for their lives 
successively: & after the expiration thereof, to 
the several provisions & uses therein expressed 
& contained of & concerning his real estates ; 
& he devised all his real estates of what nature 
or kind soever, & wheresvever situate, subject 
to the payment of his debts, etc., in aid of his 
personal estate, to his niece, & her sons in strict 
settlement, with remainders to his nephew W. & 
his sons, & to two other persons & their sons, 
in like manner, with remainder to another person 
in fee. The niece married & had a son after the 
date of the will; & testator, by a codicil, devised 
all his real estates of what nature or kind soever 
to that son for life, with limitations by way of 
remainder, to his first. & other sons in tail male; 
& on failure of such issue he devised all his said 
real estates in the manner mentioned in his will, 
& declared that the devises thereinbefore made 
should take effect in precedence to the devises of 
his real estates contained in his will:—eld: the 
words ‘‘ all my real estates,’’ in the will, did not 
include the tithes ; but those words in the codicil 
did include them.—Evans v. Evans (1819), 17 
Sim. 86; 14 Jur. 383; 60 E. R. 1060. 

Annotations :—-N.F. Williams 7. Iivans (1843). 1 EF. & 3B. 
727. Refd. Robertson ». Powel] (1863). 2 H. & C. 762; 
Re Towry’s S. If., Dallas vr. Towry (1889), 41 Ch. D. 64. 
5885. -|—Testator, seised in fee of tithes 

& land, devised his tithes specifically to his 

nephew LD. W. for life, remainder to the uses 

expressed concerning his ‘' real estate’: he then 
made certain things heirlooms, directing the 
inventory thereof to be deposited with the deeds 
concerning his ‘‘ real estate’’; & then devised 
all his ‘‘ real estate,’? of what kind or nature 
soever, & wheresoever situate, to his niece M. for 
life, remainder to her sons successively in tail, 
remainders over. Testator afterwards made two 
codicils, by the first of which he changed the order 
of parties in his will to succeed in the entail of 
his estates. real & personal, ” & by the second 
he declared ‘all the estates” left’ & disposed of 
by his will to be without impeachment of waste, 
with power tv cut timber for repairs of buildings 

‘on the estate.” By a fourth codicil testator 

devised all ‘‘ his real estates, of what nature or 
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kind soever,”’ to H. D., son of his niece M., in strict 
settlement ; & upon failure of his issue, all his said 
‘real estate in such manner as mentioned in his 
will”; declaring that the devises in the codicil 
were to take effect in precedence of the devises of 
the ‘‘ real estate ’’ contained in his will; & he 
appointed 1). W. residuary legatee :—Held: the 
term ‘‘ real estate ’’ in se will did not include 
tithes, & the specific devise of tithes took effect ; 
& the term ‘ real estate’’ in the fourth codicil 
did not include tithes, & did not revoke the specific 
devise of tithes in the will.—-WILLIAMS v. EVANS 
(1853), 1 EK. & B. 727; 22 L. J. Q. B. 241; 21 
L. T. O. S. 150; 17 Jur. 1098; 118 EB. R. 608. 
Annotations :—Consd. Robertson v. Powell eae 2H&C. 

762; Wallace v. Seymour (1872), 20 W. 

5886. Leasehold ground nua — “Ledacheld 
ground rents & shares in an insurance co. :—Held : 
not to pass under the words “‘ real estate, money, 
& securities for moneys UPNES v. TURNER 


(1852), 21 L. J. Ch. 843; 20 L. 1. O. S. 30. 
Annotations ---Consd. Hebert in Harrison neo), 17 W. R. 
Expld. Butler v. Butler (1884), 28 Ch. D. 66. Consd. 


Re vacate Mortimer v. Mortimer, (1907) 1 ch. 445, 

5887. Leaseholds.|—Testator gave all his real 
estate, situate as described in his will, to trustees, 
to have & to hold to them & the survivor of them 
for ever, or otherwise, according to the several 
& respective natures & tenures thereof on certain 
trusts :—Held: the leasehold as well as the free- 
hold property of testator at the place mentioned 
passed.—SwIrt v. SWIFT (1859), 1 De G. FL. & J. 
160; 29L. J. Ch. 121; 11. T. 150; 8 W. BR. 100; 
45 E.R. $20, L. C. 
aunoiehon kata, Holmes v. Sayer-Milward (1878), 38 


5888. Advowson.|—An advowson in gross, 
though not aptly described as a hereditament or 
real estate ‘situate’? or “in” a particular 
county or place, may pass under a devise of * all 
other my real estate in the county of L.’’ where 
the surrounding circumstances or the presumed 
intention of the testator admit of such a con- 
struction.—-Re Hopason, TAyLoR v. TODGSON, 
[1898] 2 Ch. 545; 67 I. J. Ch. 591; 70 L. T. 
3453; 47 W. KR. 44. 

5889. Interest under trust for sale.]—'T'estatrix 
devised all her real estate to trustees upon trust 
to pay the net rents & profits (subject to the pay- 
ment thereout of a life annuity of £200 to her 
hushand) to her sister during her life, & after the 
sister’s death upon trust as to the said real estate. 
& the income thereof for the sister’s children, «& 
testatrix conferred upon her trustecs power to 
demise & other powers incident to the manage- 
ment of real estate. Testatrix was not beneficially 
entitled to any real estate either at the date of her 
will or at: her death, but at both those dates she 
was entitled, subject to certain subsisting annuities, 
to a moiety of the income & capital of the proceeds 
of sale of certain freehold property devised by her 
father’s will upon trust for sale & vested in her 
as trustee of his will. There had been no election 
by the beneficiaries to take the freehold pro erty 
unconverted :---Held: the devise in testatrix’s 
will passed all the beneficial interest to which she 
was entitled in the real estate held upon trust for 
sale under her father’s will.—-Ac GLASSINGTON, 
(iLASSINGTON U. FOLLETY, [L906] 2 Ch. 3805; 75 
J. J. Ch. 670; 95 1. T. 100. 

Ltnnotation : - Mentd. Re Grimthorpe, Beckett v. Grimthorpe, 

[1908] 1 Ch. 666. 

Devise in general terms.|—-Scc Sub-sect. 3, A., 


ante. 


(1912 ). 23 


194 ; oo Ww 
~ N. 266; 8 


K.N. S. W. 
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fh. Rents and Profits. 


5890. Rents—Tithe rentcharge.|—I’.. who was 
tenant for life of the P. settled estates, by her will 
bequeathed ‘‘ to the person who upon my death 
shall become entitled in possession to the P. 
settled estates all arrears of rent in respect of the 
same estates which shall then be due to me.” 
Testatrix died on Mar. 4. By the custom of the 
estate the rents, though due according to the 
agreements quarterly, were collected half-yearly 
at Michaelmas & Lady Day:—Held: the 
bequest included not only all arrears duc at the 
preceding Michaelmas & unpaid, but the rents 
due at Christmas & the apportioned part accrued 
from Christmas to the death; arrears of tithe 
rentcharge were also included; & the bequest 
carried the gross rents without any deductions 
for collection or outgoings.—RKe Forp, MYErs v. 
MoLEswortH, [1911] 1 Ch. 455; 80 L. J. Ch. 355 ; 
104 L. T. 245. 

5891. Profits—Tithes.}—Dor d. 
JEFFERSON, No. 5686, ante. 

5892. Real estate.|—-Testatrix, by her will, 
gave certain real & personal property to her 
daughter, M., absolutely. She afterwards made a 
codicil to her will, which contained the following 
words: ‘‘ The profits arising in my will, which 1 
have xiven to my daughter M., I give her for her 
life, & at her disposal by will into my surviving 
family, as she may think proper. In case she 
died without will, then I request her property to 
be divided to the females in Mrs. L.’s, Mr. W.’s, 
& Mr. J.’s daughters, share & share alike.”? M., by 
her will, in which she made no reference to her 
mother’s will or codicil, gave all her property to 
her niece R., who was a grandchild of testatrix :-—- 
Held: the words, * the profits arising in my will,”’ 
were confined to the real estate of testatrix.--- 
ELGOOD v, COLE (1868), 21 I..'T. 8303) 17 W. R. 953. 

5893. ‘Rents & profits ’? — Leaseholds.| — 
CRAIG v1. WHEELER, No. 5631, ante. 

-——— Whole interest of testator.|-- Sve Sub-sect. 
3, A. (a), ante. 


WATSON 1. 





S. Other Cases. 

5894. All goods & things of every kind—Money.| 
--~Money will not pass by a devise of all goods & 
things of every kind, where the devisee has a money 
legacy at the outset of the will.—RoBEnrrs v. 
KUFVIN (1741), 2 Atk. 112; Barn. Ch. 259; 26 
KH. OR. 470, Le C. 
wtnnotations :-—Expld. Ie Robson, 

11891) 2 Ch. 599. 

C. BB, 2005. 

5895. “‘All I am_- worth.’’}] — Wvuxtrer v. 
BrRooMAN (1785), 1 Bro. C, C. 437; 28 EB. BR. 
1224, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Doo ad. Wall «. Langlands (1811), 14 
East, 370. Consd, Doe d. Bunny ve. Rout (1816), 7 Taunt. 
79. Distd. Monk v. Mawdsley (1827), 1 Sim. 286; Doe 
dad. Knocker v, Ravell (1832), 2 Tyr. 719. Refd. Barnes r. 
Patch (1803), 8 Ves. 604; Wilce v. Wilce (1831), 7 Bing. 
664: Davenport v. Coltmun (1842), 9M. & W. 481; Parkin 
v. Knight (1845), 10 Jur. 23, 

5896. *‘A. & B.’’ & reversion & remainder 
thereof—Passes reversion in A. & B.|—Testator 
being seised of one undivided moiety of three 
tenements in A. & also of the reversion in fee 
expectant on the death of J. of the other moicty 
thereof, & also scised of lands leased on lives in 
B. & of other lands in possession in LB. & of several 
other lands in the county of C. by a devise to N. 


Robson v. Hamilton, 
Mentd. Gibbon v. Gibbon (1853), 13 


PART XVI. SECT. te SUB-SECT: 14. ane 
e. Rents. |— MACKENZIE’s TRUSTEE v. 
MACKENZIE (1899), 2 EF. (Ct. of Sess.) 
$30; 37 Sea L. R. 254.—SCOT. 
{, ——.]}—SimM vw. DUNCAN (1900), 


2 I. (Ct. of Sess.) 434; 
78. L. T. 360.—SCOT 
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of “ all that his part, purpart, & portion, of & in 
the tenement called A. & also of all his other 
lands in fee simple situate in B. & the reversion 
é& remainder thereof ’’; the whole of testator’s 
estate in A. whether in possession or reversion, 
passed to N.— Dor d. PHILLIPS v. PHILLIPS (1786), 
1 Term Rep. 105; 99 E. R. 998. 

5897. ‘*‘ All income arising from my estate ’’— 
Profits arising from business.]—Testator devised 
& bequeathed the residue of his property, whether 
real or personal, to trustees, upon trust for sale 
& conversion at such times & in such manner as 
they should think fit, but as to his business 
carried on in Sicily that they should wind up & 
dispose of the same as soon as practicable after 
his death, & if possible within twelve months 
thereof. There was express power to postpone 
the conversion of any part of his property other 
than the business. He then gave his wife a life 
interest in the income of his estate, &, subject 
thereto, his infant daughter was entitled to the 
whole estate contingently on attaining twenty-one 
or being married. ‘'The will contained a subsequent 
declaration by testator that ‘all the income 
arising from my estate ’’ should, until conversion, 
be applied as if it were income arising from the 
proceeds of the conversion, no part thereof being 
liable to be retained as capital. 

Upon a summons to determine whether the 
profits of the business earned since testator’s death 
should be treated as income or be divided between 
capital & income: Held: the expression * all 
the income arising from my estate ’’ included the 
profits arising from the business.—Re ELFORD, 
ELForp v. ELForn, [191011 Ch. 814; 79 L. J. Ch. 
385; 102 L. T. 488; 54 Sol. Jo. 542. 

5898. Balance in hands of agent—Directions to 
agent to invest.|—-Bequest of the balance in the 
hands of testator’s agents at the time of his death, 
held to include a sum which he had by letter 
directed them to invest in the funds, but which 
was not invested till after his death. ---HILL v. 
Mason (1820), 2 Jac. & W, 248; 37 E. R. 622. 

5899. ‘‘ Belongings ’’ -— All  property.| — fe 
BRADFIELD, BRADFIELD tv. BRADFIELD, [1914] 
W. N, 423. 

5900. ‘‘ Books ’’—-Stamp collection.|—A stamp 
collection in an album passes under a gift of 
‘* books.”’? A stamp collection, whether in an 
album or loose, would pass under a gift of ‘‘ books, 
pictures, etc., & other household effects, because 
a stamp is a picture or design of more or less 
merit.--- Jie FORTLAGE, Ross v. FoORTLAGE (1916), 
60 Sol. Jo. 527. 


Annotations :-—N.F, Re Masson, Morton v. Masson (1917), 
oe ee J.Ch. 753. Mentd. A.-G. v. Hodgson, [1922] 2 Ch. 
29. 


5901. ——-- -|—de 
Masson, No. 5602, ante. 

5902. ‘* Cabinet of curiosities ’’—-Personal orna- 
ments.|—-Ornaments of the person do not pass by 
a bequest of a cabinet of curiosities, even though 
occasionally shown with it.--CAVENDISH v. CAVEN- 
DISH (1784), 1 Bro. C. C. 467; 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 
77; 28 E.R. 1244, L. C. 
sac actan tt :—Mentd, Robinson v. Hardcastle (1786), 2 Bro. 








Masson, MORTON 1. 


5903. ‘‘ Carriages ’’~-Motor car.]— tc PLATT, 
PLATT uv. PLarr (1907), Tames, Apr. 20. 

5904. —-—--  -——./—Ae DENNIS, DENNIs v. 
DENNIS, No. 5175, ante. 





37 Se. L. It. | ~Re HALL, BENTICK v. HALL, [1918] 


V. lL. R. 448.—-AUS. 


5908 i. ‘* Carriages ’*— Motor car.)— 
DENHOLM'S TRUSTEKS 1. DENHOLM, 
11908] S.C. 43; 45 Se. L. R323 109 
Ss. L. T. 429.—SCOT. 
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_ 5905. ———-.]— Where testator by his will 
alee his carriages, horses, harness, & stable 
urniture to his wife, & subsequently to the making 
of his will, sells some of his carriages & horses & 
purchases a motor car, such motor car does not 
pass under the gift of carriages, horses, harness, 
& stable furniture—Re HALL, WATSON v. HALL 
fetes 107 L. T. 196 ; 28 T. L. R. 480; 56 Sol. Jo. 
vv. 


Annotations :—Distd. Re Ashburnham, Gaby v. Ashburnham 
eras 107 L._T. 601; Re Fortlage, Ross v. Fortlage 
(1916), 60 Sol. Jo. 527. Folld. Re White, White v. White, 
[1916] 1 Ch. 172. Refd. A.-G. v. Hodgson, {1922] 2 Ch. 


5906. — —.| 
No. 5625, ante. 

5907. — -.J|—Testatrix by her will, dated 
June 2, 1913, after making numerous specific 
bequests, bequeathed to her trustees all her horses 
& all her carriages not thereby otherwise disposed 
of wherever the same might be at her death... 
upon trust to sell & stand possessed of the pro- 
ceeds for G. & C. in equal shares as tenants in 
common. In 1918 testatrix having become 
through senility unable to manage her affairs, a 
receiver of her estate was appointed by the 
Master in Lunacy, who authorised the sale of her 
motor car. <A part of the purchase-money was 
applied for her maintenance. She died in 1920, 
having no horses or carriages, but the receiver 
still held the balance of the purchase-money. The 
estate proved insufficient to pay all the legacies 
in full. On an originating summons taken out 
by the trustees, asking, among other things. 
whether the above-named legatees were entitled 
to the balance of the purchase-money & whether 
specific legatees were to bear the cost of packing 
& dispatching the articles specifically bequeathed 
to them :—Held: the above-mentioned gift 
included the motor car & the legatees were 
entitled to such of the proceeds of the sale thereof 
as had not been applied by the receiver.—e 
SIVEWRIGHT, LAW v. FENWIcK (1922), 128 L. T. 


416; 67 Sol. Jo. 168. 
Annlaiion :—Refd. Jre Leach, Milne v. Daubeny, [1923] 1 


5908. ‘**‘ China ’? —- Ornamental china snuff- 
ee ee v. PECKETT (No. 2), No. 5587, 
ante. 

5909. ‘‘ Clothes & linen ’’—-Body linen only.|—- 
Bequest of all my clothes & linen whatsvever 
passes body linen only.—-HuntT v. Hort (1791), 3 
Bro. C. C. 311; 29 E.R. 554, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Miller v. Travers (1832), 8 Bing. 244 ; 


In the Goods of De Rosaz (1877), 2 P. D. 66; In the Estatc 
of Hubbuck, [1905] P. 129. 


5910. ‘* Contents of house ’’—Property capable 
of being removed by tenant.|—Testator by his 
will, after defining *‘ ordinary furniture” as in- 
cluding carpets, curtains, articles of ornament of 
an ordinary kind, household crockery, etc., but 
excluding sculptures, pictures, objects of art or 
antiques, whether furniture or otherwise, devised 
& bequeathed his real & personal estate to trustees 
upon trust for sale, & to pay to his wife a sum 
equal to 10 per cent. of the net proceeds of sale of 
such of the contents of his house as were not 
included in the expression ‘‘ ordinary furniture.”’ 
At the time of his death testator had a leasehold 
house :—Held: the expression ‘‘ contents of my 
house ”’ included everything that could, as between 
landlord & tenant, be removed by testator from 
the house, including panellings, mantelpieces, 


Re WHITE, WHITE v. WHITE, 








g. Farming stock-—Wheat stored on 
Jarm.}—-Ite RAYNER, [1907] 8S. A. L. R. 
129.—AUS, 


h. “ Live &: dead stock ’’—Bales of 
ca Og Bowlck, [1925] N. ZL. R. 


WILLS. 


painted ceilings, etc.—Re OPPENHEIM, OPPENHEIM 
as (1914), 111 L. T. 987; 58 Sol. Jo. 

5911. ‘‘ Current account ’’—Money in transit at 
time of death.|—Re LLoyD, LLOYD v. CHAMBERS 
(1894), 38 Sol. Jo. 235. 

5912. ‘‘Current dividends.’’] — The will of 
testator, who died on Jan. 9, 1914, contained gifts 
of certain shares in a limited co., together with 
the then ‘current dividends’’ thereon. The 
dividend on the shares for the year ending on 
Dec. 31, 1918, was, in accordance with the 
practice of the co. declared at the ordinary general 
meeting of the co. held on Feb. 10, 1914 :—Held : 
the meaning of the words ‘‘ current dividends ”’ 
in this will was explained in a subsequent part of 
the clause containing the bequest, & the dividend 
declared on Feb. 10, 1914, was a ‘‘ current divi- 
dend ’’ passing with the specific gifts of the shares. 
—He RAVEN, SPENCER v. RAVEN (1914), 111 L. T. 
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5913. Debts.|—A codicil to the will of testator 
contained the following phrase: ‘‘I forgive all 
debts owing to me.”’ There was no context in the 
codicil to affect the construction of these words, 
but by his will & codicil testator, whose estate was 
valued at £52,000 personalty & £10,000 realty, 
had given pecuniary legacies amounting to nearly 
£22,000 & made a residuary gift to the Skinners 
Company. The will conferred upon the trustees 
power to appropriate any part of testator’s estate 
‘‘or the investments for the time representing 
the sum ’’ in satisfaction of any legacy. ‘Testator’s 
personalty consisted to the extent of some £22,000 
of British & forcign Government securities, 
redcemable debenture & debenture stock in com- 
mercial cos., & of certain mtges. & charges & sums 
of loan stock. The estate also included certain 
loans to friends & past employees of testator to 
start them in business, & these the exors. had, 
with the consent of the residuary legatees, treated 
as released by the forgiveness of debts. This 
summons raised the question whether this forgive- 
ness of debts operated as a legacy to certain cos. 
& societies of the mtge. debts owing by them on the 
security of the mtges. & charges & of the amounts 
secured by the loan stock. ‘The mtges. & charges 
did not differ from ordinary mtge. securities, & 
the loan stock was of the nature of permanent 
debenture stock, being redeemable only in certain 
events :—Held: having regard to the above 
circumstances, the word ‘ debts’’ must receive 
@ narrower construction than the strict Icgal 
meaning of the word; its use in connection with 
the expression ‘‘ I forgive ’’ introduced a personal 
note into the matter with which testator was 
intending to deal; & therefore the mtge. debts & 
sums of loan stock were not released._—_Re NEVILLE, 
NEVILLE v. FIRST GARDEN CiTy, LTpD., [1925] Ch. 
44; 041L. J. Ch. 180; 132 L. T. 602; 41 T. L. R. 
2; 69 Sol. Jo. 125. 

5914. ‘‘ Effects belonging to the business ’’— 
Fixtures.|—-Testator gave his real & leasehold 
estate, stock-in-trade, money at the bank, good- 
will, book debts, & effects belonging to his business 
to his son, & charged his real & leasehold estates 
with the payment of legacies. The estates were 
sold to pay the legacies, & bought in by the son :— 
Held: the fixtures passed to the son under the 
bequest of ‘‘ effects belonging to the business.’’— 
PINDER v. PINDER (1870), 18 W. R. 309. 

5915. Enumeration of funds for payment of debts 
—‘* Remainder ’”’ to children—-Remainder applicable 


k. ‘* Worldl estute.’’) — * Worldly 
estate ’’ includes not only the corpus of 
testator’s property, but the whole of 
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only to funds.]—Testator after disposing specifi- 

cally of most of his property, enumerated certain 

funds out of which he directed that his debts, 
funeral & testamentary expenses, should be paid, 

é& added: ‘‘ The remainder to be equally divided 

to my surviving children.’’ The frame of the will 

left it doubtful whether these words were intended 
to apply gencrally or only to the residue of the 
particular funds :—/J/eld: considering the general 
frame of the will, only what was left of the par- 

ticular funds passed.—JuULL v. JAcoBs (1876), 3 

Ch. D. 703; 345 1. T. 153; 24 W. R. 947. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Aplin v. Stone, [1904] 1 Ch. 543. 
Refd. Rte Dawes’ ‘Trusts (1876), 4 Ch. D. 2103 Stmnyth v. 
Smyth (1878), 8 Ch. D. 561; Je Townsend’s Kstate, 
Townsend v. Townsend (1886), 34 Ch. D. 357; Harle v. 
Jarman (1895), 73 L. T. 20; He Willis, Crossman v. 
Kirkaldy, [1917] 1 Ch. 365. 
5916. ‘‘ Everything else at my house.’’|—Be- 

quest of the use & enjoyment “ of everything else 

at my house,’’ means such things as are proper 
to go with the house as heirlooms, viz. fixtures & 
ornaments, not watches, etc. 

“ Everything else at my house’’ means of the 
same kind, proper to go with the house, as heir- 
looms, viz. fixtures & ornaments.—BOoN v. CorN- 
FORTH (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 277; 28 EF. R. 179, L. C. 
Annotations :--Refid. Morrall v. Sutton (1845), 1 Ph. 533. 

Mentd. Lang «. Pugh (1812), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 718; 

Hart v. Tulk (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 3800; Key vw. Key 

(1853), 4 De G. M. & GC. 73. 

5917. ‘*‘ Farm ’’---Leasehold estate.}—The word 
‘“farm’’ in a will is sufficient to pass a lease- 
hold estate, if it appear to have been testator’s 
intention that if should so pass. A. being seised 
of several freehold estates, & possessed of part of 
a farm held by a church lease renewable, the other 
part of the farm being freehold, & the whole having 
been always let together as one entire farm, at one 
rent, devised “all his manors, messuages, houses, 
farms, lands, woodlands, hereditaments, & real 
estates whatsoever,” to Bo: & gave “ all the rest 
& residue of his ready money, rents in arrear. 
stock in the public funds, jewels, & personal 
estate whatsoever” to C.+-- feld : the leasehold 
part of the farm passed under the first. devise.-—- 
LANE v. STANHOPE (IHARL) (1795), 6 Perm Rep. 
3453; 101 1. Re. 587. 

Annotations ---Distd. Thompson v. Lawley (1800), 2) Bos. 
& PP. 303. Consd. Watkins v. Lee (1802), 6 Ves. 633. 
Expld. Hodgson vv. Merest (1821), 9 Price, 556. Apld. 
Switt e. Swift (859), 1 De G. kr. & J, 160. Refd. Holmes 
a. Milward (1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 52u. 

5918. ‘‘ Farming stock ’’--Growing  crops.;— 
The devisor having devised certain estates to A. 
in fee; & to his exors. ‘all his money,”’ etc., 
stock upon his farm, with the implements of 
husbandry, & all other his personal estate of what. 
nature or kind soever. in trust to pay debts & 
legacies, etc. :—/eld : the devise of the stock upon 
his farm carried the standing crops of corn growing 
there at the time of his death from the devisee of 
the land to the exors., although there were assets 
sufficient to pay all the debts & legacies without 
that aid.—WestT v. Moors (1807), 8 Kast, 339 ; 
103 Ko. RR. 372. 
winnotations :-—Expld. Vaisey +. Reynolds (1828), 5 Russ. 12. 

Apld. /te Roose, Evans v. Williamson (1880), 17 Ch. 1). 696. 





+> 











5919. --—--— -——.]—-VAISEY v. REYNOLDS, No. 
5727, ante. 
5920. .|—A farmer bequeathed ‘ the 








whole of the consumable & other provisions, 
farming stock & effects, farming implements, 
growing crops & tenant right’? in or upon his 
dwelling-house & farm at his death to trustees, to 
carry on the farm, ‘‘ until Apr. 6 next subsequent 


his interest theroin.—-ToOwn v. BORDEN, 


m. ‘f Life insurance.’’]—' The resi- 
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to or following the time of his decease,’ & after 
that day, to transfer ‘‘ the consumable & other 
provisions, farming stock & effects,’’ etc., then 
upon his house & farm to his son. He declared 
that. his trustees were not to sell the ‘ farming 
stock & effects’’ except in the ordinary course of 
management of the farm, & that the money pro- 
duced thereby should fall into his residue. 
Testator died about four o’clock on Apr. 5, at 
which time there was on the farm, besides the 
ordinary farming stock, a large quantity of corn 
& wool of the last year’s produce, & an excess of 
fat sheep & stock of the value of £3,314 :—Held: 
these passed to the son.—ITIaArvey v. TlaArvey 
(1863), 32 Beav. 441; 55 EB. R. 178. 

Annotation :—Consd. Burbidge v. Burbidge (1867), 37 

L. J. Ch. 47. 


5921. -|—Testator bequeathed “ all 
his live & dead farming stock in & about the farm 
& farm buildings then occupied by him” :— 
Held: as against residuary legatees, everything 
upon the farin belonging to testator at the time of 
his death, including the animals, the unsold 
produce & the growing crops, passed under the 
bequest. —- BURBIDGE v. BURBIDGE (1867), 37 
L. J. Ch. 47; 17 L. T. 188; 16 W. RR. 76. 

5922. -——,]—Testatrix, after devising all 
her real estate to A., gave all the ‘‘ farming stock, 
goods, chattels, & effects in & about ’’ one of her 
farms forming part of her real estate, to B.; & 
she gave the residue of her personal estate to other 
persons :—Held: all crops growing on the farm 
at testatrix’s death passed to B.—Re Roose, 
EVANS v. WILLIAMSON (1880), 17 Ch. D. 606; 50 
L. J. Ch. 197; 43 L. T. 719; 45 J. P. 343; 29 
W. R. 230. 

5923. ‘‘ Foreign bonds ’’——-Colonial bonds.}|— 
Bequest by testatrix of ‘‘the foreign bonds, 
amounting to about £8,000,” which she had pur- 
chased :—Held: colonial bonds which formed 
part of the amount mentioned did not pass.— 
Ilunt. v. Liu (1876), 4 Ch. D. 97; 25 W. R. 2238. 

5924. ‘‘ Foreign estate ’’—-Securities deposited 
with foreign bank.|—Re MILLER, GALLOWAY v. 
MILLER (1913), 1385 Tl. T. Jo. 10. 

5925. ‘* Heirlooms.’’]—Boon  v. 
No. 5916, ante. 

5926. |—-Re Motr’s’ ESTATE, 
WARNER, [1882] W. N. 189. 

5927. Only unperishable articles.|—-Testa- 
trix by her will directed that all the plate, plated 
articles, furniture, implements of household, linen, 
china, goods, chattels & effects, except books, 
which should be in & about a certain house in her 
occupation & possession, should be annexed to the 
same house as heirlooms :—Held: plate, Jewellery 
& a pianoforte passed under this gift, but money 
found in the house, & articles perishable in a short, 
time, such as live stock, carriages. wines, or wear- 
ing apparel, did not pass.— HARE v. PRYCE (1864), 
LL. fT. 101, 12 W. R. 1072. 

5928. ‘‘ Jewels ’?-— Insignia of honour.) — 
NORTHUMBERLAND ’S (HARI) CASE (1584), Owen, 
124; 74 H.R. 947. 

5929. Buttons attached to robes.} — 
NORTHUMBERLAND’s (EARL) CASE (1584), Owen, 











CORNFORTH, 


Morr v. 




















124; 74 E.R. 947. 

5930. Watch.|]—ALLEN v. ALLEN, No. 5569, 
ante. 

5931. Gold-headed cane.] — ALLEN v. 


ALLEN, No. 5569, ante. 
5932. Gold masonic. orders.|—-BROOKE 
(LORD) v. WARWICK (EARL), No. 5168, ante. 








means any & every policy securing 


1 O. RR. 327.—CAN. due of my property, including insurance on testator’s life in respect to 
1. Stock -in-trade.}] — Re Woupen insurance,” although not using the which he hada disposing or an Sproat - 
(1903), 5 O. L. R. 156.—CAN. words ‘‘ policy ’’ or ‘“ certificate,’”” ing power.—Re ARKNESS (1904), ! 
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5933. Coins.|/—-A bag of coins found by 
the exors. in testator’s strong box, held not to 
pass under a bequest of ‘‘ jewellery.”-—SupBuURY 
v. Brown (1856), 27 L. T. O. S. 280; 4 W. RR. 736. 

5934. .|—Testatrix directs all her jewels to 
be sold to pay her debts, except a particular ring 
set with diamonds, which she gave to a friend, & 
she then bequeaths the remainder of her rings, her 
necklaces of every description, pearls, garnets, 
cornelians, & watches, to B.; by a subsequent 
testamentary disposition she gives all her trinkets 
of every denomination, her jewels excepted, to 
C., & in another part of the same instrument, 
directs her jewels to be sold; afterwards, by a 
third testamentary instrument, she bequeaths to 
C. all her trinkets & pearls, with various specific 
articles, among which were some rings set with 
diamonds: testatrix was possessed of a very 
valuable necklace & cross, & of a pearl necklace, 
besides other necklaces, & of various diamond 
rings, besides those which were specifically be- 
queathed :-~Held: the diamond necklace & cross, 
& the diamond rings, not. specifically mentioned, 
were to be sold, & did not pass to B., the pearl 
necklaces passed to B., under the gift of necklaces 
of every description, & did not. pass to ('. under 
the gift of pearls.—A.-G. +. I]ARLEY (1828), 5 
Russ. 1738; 7.1L. J. O.S. Ch. 81; 38 TE. R. 992. 
Annotation :—Refd. Bernstein rv. Baxendale (1859), 6 C. B. 


N.S. 251. 


5935. ‘*‘ Law library ’’—Quasi law books.|}— 
Duydale’s Monasticon, Domesday Book & the State 
Trials, will pass under a bequest of testator’s law 
library & books of antiquities —-WALLACE v. 
BAytpon (1825). 4 lL. J. O. S. Ch. 74. 

5936. ‘‘ Live & dead stock ’’--Growing crops.!-- 
A tenant for life of a plantation in Jamaica be- 
queaths & devises to A., his heirs, exors.. adminis- 
trators, & assigns, all her negro, mulatto. & other 
slaves, men, women, & children, & all her cattle, 
mules, horses, asses, & other live & dead stock 
upon that plantation, & all other her real estate 
in Jamaica, &, after various specific & pecuniary 
legacies, she yives the residue of her goods, 
chattels, & personal estate & effects to B. 3 uA. 
is entitled to the growing crops, which were on the 
plantation at the death of testatrix.— BLAKE v1. 
GIBBS (1825), 5 Russ. 18, n.; 38 E.R. 982, 


Annotation :—Consd. Re Roose, Evans rv. Williamson (1880), 
17 Ch. D. 696. 








5937. ——.|— BURBIDGE tv. BURBIDGE, No. 
0921, ante. 
5938. Emblements.|——-Devise of real estate 





in the occupation of testator, in trust for A., with 
a bequest of all live & dead stock, & all personal 
estate to I3. :— Held: the emblements on the real 
estate passed to B.—RUDGE 1. WINNALL (1849), 
12 Beav. 357; 18 L. J. Ch. 469; 14 0. 7T. OJ S. 
325; 13 Jur. 737; 50 Ie. R. 1098. 


Annotations :—Conad. Re Roose, Evans vr. Williamson (1880), 
fae D. 696. Mentd. fte Rouse's Estate (1852), 9 Hure, 


5939. ——- Wine.]—Books & wine were held to 
pass by a specific bequest of ‘ all testator’s furni- 
ture, linen, plate, pictures, carriages, horses, & 
other live & dead stock, in his use & possession.— 
HUTCHINSON v. SMITH (1863), 1 New Rep. 513; 8 
L. T. 602; 11 W. R. 417. 

59940. ‘* Livelihood ’’—-Lands.|—-ANON. (1557), 
Owen, 30; 74 K. R. 877. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Meredith v. Webber (1666), O. Bridg. 

560; Maudy ». Maudy (1734), Lee temp. Hard. 142. 

OV We. Me 538s. 85 C) Tan A 
O. L. R. 720.—-CAN. 


n. “ The field in front of m™ 
dwelling-house."}—A hequest of “ the 


field in front of my 

does not include the house & : 
thougb in fuct locally situate in the 
field. — O’CONNOR v. O'CONNOR (1870), 


WILLS. 


5041. ‘‘ Living ’? -—- Advowson.] — The word 
‘‘ living ’’ is sufiicient to pass the advowson, but 
it may be restricted to the next presentation. 
The context must determine which is its meaning. 

Devise to a minor of ‘‘ the livings of Q. & C., 
should he like the profession & be qualified for 
them ” :—Held: to show an intention to confer 
on the devisee a personal benefit; therefore, the 
devise was confined to a single presentation, & did 
not extend to the advowson.—WEBB v. BYNG 
(1856), 2K. & J. 669; 4 W. KR. 657; 69 E.R. 591 ; 
on appeal, 8 De G. M. & G. 633, L. JJ. 5 sub nom. 
Byna v. ByNneG (1862), 10 H. L. Cas. 171, H. L. 
Annotations :—Reid. Forsbrook v. Forsbrook (1867), 16 

W. R. 200. Mentd. De Windt v. De Windt (1864), 4 

New Rep. 184; Grieve v. Grieve (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 180 : 

Roper v. Roper (1867), 36 L. J. C. P. 270; Allgood v. 

Blake (1872), L. R. 7 Exch. 339; Rte Wilmot, Wilmot v. 

Betterton (1897), 76 L. T. 415. 

‘* Manor ’’—-Copyholds.]|—-See CopyHonps, Vol. 
NIITI.. p. 16, Nos. 81-85. 

5942. Paintings—Miniatures.|—/te CONYNGHAM 
(MARCIHONESS), RAMSDEN v. CONYNGHAM, No. 
DY48, post. 

5943. ‘‘ Pensions & allowances ’’ — Whether 
donations to charity included.|—Testator had from 
1870 until his death in 1890 given an annual sub- 
scription, at first of £50 & afterwards of £100, to a 
county infirmary, & he had also from 1850 until 
his death made an annual payment of £67 to a 
cathedral vestry for the upkeep of the organ & the 
choir. Testator’s estate book contained these 
payments under the heading ‘‘ Donations & Sub- 
scriptions,” but it contained no heading ‘* Pensions 
& Allowances.’’ Testator devised the estates to 
his widow ‘‘ subject tothe payment of all pensions 
or allowances then paid :—-Held: the direction 
to pay “ pensions or allowances ”’ did not. inehide 
the above payments, as they were purely voluntary 
payments or donations.---Re MURRAY SCOTT, 
Scorr ce. Scovr (No. 2) (1915), 31 PR. LL. R. 505. 

5944. Perpetual advowson.|-——Under this devise 
‘JT do give to my son R,. the perpetual advowson 
of Husbands Bosworth in Leicestershire & my 
manor of Stanwick & all my lands in North- 
amptonshire " :—--/eld ;) an estate for life only in 
the advowson passed to the devisee, although he 
was the incumbent of the living at the time the 
will was made & one of the residuary legatees on 
the ground that the words “ perpetual advowson ”’ 
were only descriptive of the thing devised. & not. 
as denoting the quantity of interest which the 
devisee was to take therein. ~ Pocock v. LINCOLN 
(3p.) (1821), 38 Brod. & Bing. 27; 6 Moore, C. 2. 
15); 129 EK. R. 119s. 

Annotations :—-Refd. Dover +. Alexander (1843), 2 Hare, 
275; Sayer rv. Sayer, Innes v. Sayer (1849), 7 Hare, 377. 
5945. ‘* Personal ornaments ’’-~ Pocket book & 

case of instruments.|—-WILLIs ¢. CURTOIS, No. 5330, 

ante, 

5946. -—-— Pencil case, toothpick case, & eye 
glass.|—Wiu.uis v. CurtTors, No. 5330, ante. 

5947. ‘‘ Pictures ’’—— Minatures.| —- /ée CRAVEN, 
CREWDSON 1. CRAVEN, No. 5188, avife. 

5948. .j--Minatures held to pass under 
a bequest of pictures & paintings in a will.—e 
CONYNGHAM (MARCHIONESS), RAMSDEN 1. CONYNG- 
HAM (1908), 24 T. L. R. 780. 

5949. Stamps.|--Re ForruacE, Ross vr. 
FortTLaAGEe, No. 5900, ante. 

5950. —------,|— fe 
Masson, No. 5602, ante. 

5951. Portrait—Picture.|——-Testator bequeathed 
the portraits of himself, of his grandfather & grand- 


19 W. R. 90.—IR, 

o. “' Remainder of books & paint- 
ig Fe Be ig NOP v. ESMONDE (1870), 
41. R. Eq. 576.—IR. 
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mother, of his mother & of the Duke of Schomberg, 
to A. Testator had one portrait of himself, one 
of his grandfather & grandmother & one of his 
mother, & a three-quarters portrait & a portrait 
in crayons of the Duke of Schomberg, & also a 

icture in which the duke was represented on 

orseback with a battle in the distance :—Held : 
that picture was a portrait of the duke, & it passed, 
together with all the other portraits, by the be- 
quest.— LEEDS (DUKE) v. AMHERST (LORD) (1843), 
13 Sim. 459; 1 L. T. O. S. 226; 7 Jur. $42; 60 
I}. R. 178; affd. (1844), 14 L. J. Ch. 78. 

5952. ‘* Reversion ’’—Estate in fee simple.|]-— 
Batnis v. GALE, No. 5413, ante. 

5953. ‘* Savings of property to my separate use ”’ 
-~Account at bankers.|—-Under a testamentary 
appointment by a married woman of “ all funds & 
property which have been or shall be purchased 
out of the savings of property to which I have 
been or shall be entitled to my separate use”? :— 
Held: that savings out of separate estate standing 
to her account at ber bankers did not pass.—- 
ASKEW v. RooTn (1874), L. R. 17 Hq. 426; 43 
LJ. Ch. 368%; 30 L.'T. 1553 22 W. RR. 524. 

5954. ‘‘ Share ’’ --- Leasehold estate.) ——- The 
word share may carry a leaschold estate. As 
where testator, having three sons & one daughter, 
& leasehold estate & personal funds, devised one 
leasehold estate to his eldest son, & other lease- 
holds to his second son, directing his exors. to 
receive & apply the rents until they came of age ; 
& then directed a certain sum to be put out at 
interest for the benefit of his widow durante 
viduilate, & that on her death or marriave it should 
be divided equally between his three sons, share 
& share alike; & then he gave his daughter £600 
to be paid her when of age; & then gave the 
residue of his worldly efleets to be divided equally 
amongst his three sons, share & share alike; & 
lastly directed that ‘if any of his children died 
under age & witheut lawful issue, the share of him 
or her deceased should go equally amongst his 
surviving sons ”’ :—Held: the word share in the 
last clause referring, as it must do, to the whole 
share or portion of the daughter, must have the 
same meaning as to the sons, & must comprise the 
leasehold as well as personal funds before given to 
them, & upon the death of the eldest: son under 
twenty-one, & without issuc. the leasehold estate 
devised to him went equally between the two 
surviving sons. -Dor d. STroprorp vt. STOPFORD 
(1804), 5 East, 501; 2 Smith, K.B. 82: 102 FE. R. 
1162. 
ono :—Distd. Doe d. Amlot c. Davies (2839), 8 Led. 

WX. 74. 

5955. ‘‘ Silver tea kettle, lamp & # appur- 
tenances.’’|—If a oman devises his silver tea- 
kettle & lamp. with the appurtenances, nothing 
shall pass but the kettle & Iamp, &: the box wherein 
the lamp was placed. & not fhe silver teapot. 
milkpot, tongs, strainer, or cannisters.~ [TUNv rv. 


BERKLEY (1728), as reported in Mos. 17; 1 Eq. 
Cas. Abr. 201; 25 K. RR. 268. 
nnotations : ~Refd. Owen +. Owen (1738), 1 Atk. 494. 


1386: Jackson t. 


Humphrey +. Tayleur (1752), Amb. 
) Barber «. Barber (1838), o 


Jackson (1804), 9 Ves. 591; 
My. & Cr. 688. 


5956. So many shares as might have produced 
during year preceding death of testator a specified 
sum.|—-Bequest of so many shares in a@ Co. as 
might have produced, during the year preceding 
the death of testatrix, as near as may be, an income 
of £50 :—WTeld: of four suggested meanings, the 
natural meaning of the words indicated the year 


p. ‘* Temporal et 
DAN, 17 L. R. Ir. 179.—IR. 


q. ‘' Movables of a 


(J EORGETTI’S 
domestic 


nature ''—Animals d> 
WILL, 
GEORGETTI, 18 N. Li lL. R, 849,—N.Z. 
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that terminated on the death of testatrix.—He 

BAINES, BAINES v. LEIGHTON (1891), 8 T. L. R. 36. 
5957. ‘* Strong box ’’--Whether frame to which 

fixed included.}—A devised to her daughter E. my 

strong box, & whatsoever is in it, & all my chests 

& cabinets, & whatsoever isin them. This stron 

box was fixed upon a frame containing severa 

drawers, & in these drawers were found bank 
notes, & other things of value :—Held: tho frame 

& drawers did not pass by the devise of the strong 

box 5; but on an appeal, this decree was reversed.— 

PAGET (LORD) v. BRIDGEWATER (DUKE) (1724), 

3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 79; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 327; 1 

Ik. R. 1190, WT. L. 

5958. ‘* Stock.’’|—-W. devised all his household 
goods, cattle, corn, hay, & implements of husbandry 
& stock belonging to his house, messuage, farm 
& premises, he held by lease, to his wife for life, a 
malthouse being included in the lease, the stock of 
that, as well as the stock in husbandry, will pass 
by this bequest.—BROOKSBANK v., WENTWORTH 
(1713), 3 Atk. 64; 26 KF. R. 839, L. C. 

5959. —— Stock ‘‘as aforesaid.’’|—Testator 
having directed a transfer of 3 per cent. Consols 
three months after his decease yzave several other 
legacies of stock ‘‘as aforesaid.’’ Those words 
upon the whole wil referred to the description of 
the stock, not to the time of the transfer.—— 
SIBLEY v. PERRY (1802), 7 Ves. 522; 32 E.R. 211, 
L.C. 

Annotations :—-Refd. Page v. Young (1875), L. R. 19 Hq. 
501. Mentd. Hampson v. Brandwood (1815), 1 Madd. 
381; Prnuen v. Osborno (1840), 11 Sim. 132; Dodsworth 
v. Addy (1842), 6 Jur. 700; Head v. Randal) (1843), 2 
Y.& C. Ch. Cas. 231; Williams v. Teale (1847), 6 Hare, 
239; Bromley «. Wright (1849), 7 Hare, 334; Pope wv. 
Pope (1851), 14 Beav. 591; Bradshaw v. Melling (1853), 
19 Beav. 417; Bamford «. Lord (1854), 14 C. B. 708; 
Koss tv. Ross (1855), 20 Beayv. 645; Anderson wv. St. 
Vincent (1856), 2 Jur. N. S. 607; Re Heath’s Settlmt. 
(1856), 23 Beav. 193; Mavnard vo. Wright (1858), 26 
Beav. 285: Smith vv. Horsfall (1858), 25 Beav. 628; 
Stevenson v. Abingdon (1862), 31 Beav. 305; Lanphier 
ve Buck (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 484; Heasman v. Pearse 
(1871), 7 Ch. App. 275; Ralph. Carrick (1879), 11 Ch. D. 
873: Zte Judd’s Trusts, [1884] W. N. 206; de Birks, 
Kenyon @ Birks, [1900] 1 Ch. 417; Ze Embury, Page v. 
Bowyer (1913), 109 L. T. 511; Re Johnson, Pitt v. 
Johnson (1914), 111 LL. 'F. 130; Re Timson, Smiles vw. 
Timson, (1916) 2 Ch. 362;  #e Burnham, Carrick v. 
Carrick, [1918] 2 Ch. 196; Re Swain, Brett v. Ward, 
{191s} 1 Ch. 399. 

5960. --- ~ Plate, furniture & linen.|—-It ap- 
pears to me that upon this particular will the word 
‘stock ’* does not include anything properly 
describable, as plate, as furniture, or as linen, 
because ** plate, furniture, & linen,” are mentioned 
elsewhere in the will, without reference to the 
place (RNIGHT BRUCE, V.-C.).-- WILSON v. WILSON 
(1847), 9 L. PT. O.S. 2915 11 Jur. 793 5 subsequent 
proceedings (1850). 19 I. J. Ch. 279. 

Annotations :--- Refd. Wilson «. Wilson (1850), 19 L. J. Ch. 
270. Mentd. Hagear +. Neatby (1851), Kay, 379. 

5961. ‘‘ Stock of cattle, horses & carriages ’’- 
Live stock on farm.|—-'Testator gives “ all his stock 
of cattle, horses & carriages’”’ to his wife absolutely : 
& gives his farm ‘** & stock & crop thereon ’’ to his 
wife during widowhood :—Held: the live stock 
upon the farm given to the wife during widowhood 
passed to her absolutely under the former clause.— 
RANDALI. v. RUSSELL (1817), 3 Mer. 190; 36 E.R. 
Tas 
Annotations :-—Refd. Cockayne v. Harrison (1872), L. R. 13 

KEq. 482. Mentd. Giddings v. Giddings (1827), 3 Russ. 

2413 Trumper v. Trumper (1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 295; 

Longton v. Wilsby (1897), 76 L. T. 770; Bevan v. Webb, 

{1905} 1 Ch. 620; Griffith v. Owen, [1907] 1 Ch. 195; 

Liloyd-Jones v. Clark-Lloyd, [1919] 1 Ch. 424. 

5962. ‘‘ Things.’’|—-Testator, having devised 
certain freehold manors, lands, collieries, etc.. 


r. Free income.J—HUDSON’SB TRUS: 
TERS v. M'INTOSH (1920), 57 Sa. L. RK. 
571.—SCOT. 


vehicles, J—Re 
GEORGETTI t. 
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bequeaths waggon ways, rails, staiths, & all 
implements, utensils, & things, which at the time 
of his death should be used, or employed, for the 
working & management of the collicries, & might 
be deemed of the nature of personal] estate, to be 
enjoyed by the persons respectively entitled under 
the will, to the said manors, lands, collieries, etc. 
Question whether coals resting at the pits & staiths,« 
debts due to the collieries, money, the price of 
coals sold, lying in the Tyne Bank, & other parti- 
culars enumerated, passed by this bequest under 
the general word “ things’? P—-STUART v. BUTE 
(MARQUIS) (1813), 1 Dow, 73; 11 Ves. 667; 3 
HK. 2. 626, H. L. 

innotations :—Distd. Wilece v. Wilee (1831), 7 Bing. 664. 

Refd. Parker v. Marchant (1842), 1 Y. & CG. Ch. Cas. 290 ; 

Wuite v. Morland (1865), 13 W. It. 963 : Re Prater, Desinge 

v. Beare (1888), 37 Ch. J). 481; Re Miller, Daniel v. Daniel 

(1889), 61 L. T. 305; Re Craven, Crewdson v. Craven 

(1908), 99 L. T. 3890.) Mentd. Darhy vr. Darby (1856), 3 

Drew. 495. 

5963. ---— Freeholds.|—-Re TURNER, ARNOLD 1. 
BLADES (1891), 36 Sol. Jo. 28. 

5964. ‘* Utensils ’’—-Plate & jewels.|—By the 
word ‘ utensils’ in a will, plate & jewels do not 
pass.—LATIMER’S CASE (1545), 1 Dyer, 59 b; 73 
E.R. 131. 

-Innotations -—Mentd. Roberts v. Roberts (1613), 2 

123; Smell v. Dee (1707), 2 Salk. 415. 


Pulst. 


‘T. 16.—RESIDUARY GIFTS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See Execurors, Vol. XAIII., pp. 409-473. 

5965. Meaning of residue—Reference to some- 
thing going before.;/—By all the rules of grainmar, 
as well as law, the words rest & residue must relate 
to something that went before, & where testator 
calls it by the name of real estate, can never be 
said to affect his personal.—BEAUCLERK v. MEAD 
(1741), 2 Atk. 167; 26 E.R. 505, L. C. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Carrington rv. Payne (1800), 5 Ves. 

404; de Gibson (1261), 2 John, & H. 656, 

5966. --—- Remainder after payment of debts 
legacies & expenses.|--The residuum of testator’s 
estate is uncertain until his estate is got in & his 
debts paid, & thereby reduced to a certainty, «& 
before that. it cannot be said to be actually vested 
(LORD CowrrR, C.).--AMHURST v. SELBY (1717), 
2 Kq. Cas. Abr. 456; 22 BF. R. oso. LC, 

5967. —-  -~—-.,---.\ residuary gift ina willis a 
gift of all that shall remain after payment of debts 
& legacies, & the expenses incident to the execution 
of the will.— SHUTTLEWORTH v. TLOWARTH (18141), 
Cr. & Ph. 228: 491] E.R. 47735 sub nom. SHUTTLE- 
WORTH vt. HOWARTH, SAME v. HARGREAVES, 5 
Jur. 499, a. €. 

Annotations :~-Conged. Trethewy v. Helyar (1876). 4 Ch. D, 
53. Mentd. Hawkins «. Hawkins (1812), 1 Hare, 543; 
Grace v. Terrington (1845), 2 Coll. 433 Swift aw Swift 
eee 1L. 7.150; #e Reeve'’s Trusts (1877), 25 W. RR. 
oo. 

5968. ---——,.|—Testator gave his personal 
estate ‘‘ for the use of his wife, not doubting but 
that she would exercise due discretion & economy 
in expending the same ; the whole to be under the 
care of his wife & the other exor., Who were likewise 
requested to pay out of the same all just debts, etc., 
& after the deccase of his wife, he gave the residue 
to be equally divided in five shares ”? :—Held: the 
word ‘ residue ’? meant ** residue after payment of 
debts,” etc., & the wife took a life interest followed 
by a gift over.—- Re BROOKS’ WILL (1865), 2 Drew. 
& Sm. 362; $4 L. J. Ch. 616; 12 L. T. 172; 18 
W. R. 5733 62 E.R. 650. 
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5969. ———.]—-AIKIN v. BUTLER (1868), 
Seton on Decrees, 7th ed. 1611. 

5970. —-— - Including costs of administra- 
tion suit.]-—‘‘ Residue” of personal estate means 
the personal estate which remains after payment of 
testator’s debts, general testamentary expenses, & 
the costs of the administration of his estate, 
including the costs of an administration suit.— 
TRETHEWY v. HELYAR (1876), 4 Ch. D. 535 46 
lL. J. Ch. 125. 

Annotations :--—~Apld. Rov. Income Tax Acts Special Pur- 
poses Comrs., Aw | Dr. Barnardo’s Homes National 
Incorporated Assocn., [1920] 1K. B. 468. Mentd. Fenton 
av. Wills (1877), 7 Ch. D. 33; He Jones, Jones v. Caless 
(1878), 10 Ch. D. 403 Re Clay, Clay v, Clay (1884), 32 
W. RR. 616: Re Giles, (1886), 55 L. J. Ch. 695; He Hall- 
Dare, Le Marehant v. Lee Waruer, [1916] 1 Ch. 272. 
5971. --——- Whether everything undlsposed of by 

will-- Lapsed gift of residue.|-—The general opera- 

tion of the word “ residue,’’ as used in a will, may 
be restricted by the sense in which the testator 
uses it. he word “ residue ’’ does not in all cases 

include that which is undisposed of by a will; a 

lapsed share of a residue does not accrue in aug- 

mentation of the residue, but goes to the next of 

kin.--GREEN tv. PERTWEE (1846), 5 Hare, 249; 

15]. 3. Ch. 3725 714 T. O.S. 4053 10 Jur. 5388 ; 

67 E.R. 905. 








Annotations :—-Refd. Re Whitrod, Burrows v. Base, [1926] 
Ch. 118. Mentd. Re JeatYreson’s Trusts (1866), 12 Jur. 
N.S. 660. 

5972. -- --- Whether of property generally or of 





particular fund--Dependent on words used.| 
It is aquestion to be determined bythe particular 
words of cach will, whether a gift of ° surplus ”’ or 
‘residue’? means surplus or residue properly so 
called, or a mere proportional share of a particular 
fund.—SOUTHMOLTON CORPN. wt. A.-G. (1854), 5 
Il. L. Cas. 1; 28 L. J. Ch. 5673 238 1.7. O. S, 
1173; 18 Jur. 435; 10 BE. R. 796, He tL. 3 reveg. 
S.C. sub noin. A.-G. vt. SOUTHMOLTON CORPN, (1851), 
14 Beav. 357 
Annotations :-—Refd. A.-G. « Trinity College, Cambridge 
(1856), 24 Beav. 3833) Beverley Corpn. wv. AG. (1857), 


6 21. L. Cus. 310; Merchant Tuylors’ Co. v. A.-G,. (1871) 
6 Ch App. 512. Mentd. A.-G. or. Windsor (1860), 8 
VW. 1. Cas, 3693; A.-G. yp. Wax Chandlers’ Co. (1873), 


L. KR. 6 H.-L. 1. 

5973. Construction of residuary clause— Devise 
of ‘* personal residue ’’---In such proportions as 
remainder of estate divided.|---Under the devise of 
personal residue to relations ‘in such proportion 
as testator had given the other part of | his 
tortune,’ pecuniary legatees only are entitled ; 
& not a devisee of real estate.--ADAIR v. MAITLAND 
(1798), 7 Bro. Parl. Cas. 587; 3 H.R. 880, A. da; 
affg. S. C. sub nom. MAITLAND vt. ADAIR (1796), 
3 Ves. 231, L. C. 

Annotation : —Mentd. Izon rv. Butler (1815), 2 Price, 34. 

“ 5974, -—--— As comprehending legacy dependent 
on contingency —Contingency not happening.| — 
Construction of a residuary clause, as compre- 
hending a legacy, given upon a contingency, which 
did not’ happen.~-Birp v. Te FEVRE (1809), 16 
Ves. 589; 33 E.R. 877. 

5975. — -- Effect of words pointing to limited 
construction.|—-Bequest of personal property held 
a general residuary disposition, although accom- 
panied with expressions favouring a more limited 
construction & pointing only to a particular 
surplus beyond the property specifically —be- 
queathed.—-BLAND v. LAMB (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 
309 3; 37 EK. R. 680, 1. C. 
eration :—Mentd. Sniuth v. Barneby (1847), 16 L. J. Ch. 

6. 
5976. ——— -———.|-—-SOUTHMOLTON CORPN. v, 


A.-G., No. 5972, ante. 
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v, MORRISON (1894), 21 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 021; 31 Sc. L. R. 772; 238. L. T.102.- -SCoT, 
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5977. —---— Dependent on intention of testator.1— 
GREEN v. PERTWEE, No. 5971, ante. 

5978. Similar to construction of particular 
bequest.}-—The words of a will are to be construed 
in the same manner, whether they relate to a 
particular legacy or to residue.—Re EpDOWES 
(1861), 1 Drew. & Sm. 395; 5 L. T. 389; 7 Jur. 
N.S. 354; 62 KH. R. 430. 

5979. ----- Court favours absolute gift.|-—-In the 
case of a residuary gift, the ct. is inclined to favour 
an absolute gift & to lean against an intestacy 





(Mains, V.-C.).—Carrer v. Smiri (1871), 25 
L. T. 555. 
5980. - Particular residuary gift--Followed 


by gift of the residue.|— A bequest of ‘‘ the rest of 
my property to be divided among my son, to whom 
[ give £5,000, & the residue to be equally shared by 
my brothers & sisters? :--Held: to give the son 
£5,000 only. — STEWART v. STEWART (1835), 4 
L. Ty. Ch, 230. 
5981. -— ---— Not affected by presence or 
|--~-The construc- 
tion of a particular residuary gift is not affected 
by the presence or absence of a general residuary 
gift. nor is there any sound distinction between 
lapsed & invalid dispositions, whether under a 
power of appointment or in exercise of ownership. 
--CHAMPNEY v. Davy (1879), 11 Ch. DD. 9419; 48 
I. J. Ch. 268 5 40 L.T. 1893 27 W. Re S90. 
«notations -~-Consd. De Quetteville eo. De Quettevile 
(1905), 02 TT. 758. Refd. Re Whorwood, Ogle 7, Sher- 
borne (J8&86), 55 L. T. 89. Maentd. te Vaughan, Vaughan 
ve Thomas (1886), 33 Ch. DD. £87. 


5982. Rules applicable to gift of residue—Appli- 
cation to parts into which residue divided.]- (1) 
The ae eee are applicable to the gift of a 
residue are applicable to the parts into which that. 
residue are be divided. 

(2) T., by his will, devised his real estates to 
trustees, on trusts, one of which was a disposition, 
good as an executory devise, which could not take 
effect until the death of his daughter. De 
directed the residuc of his personal estate to be 
divided into three equal parts, & pave the same to 
his trustees, who were also his exors., on trust to 
invest two-third parts in the purchase of real 
estate to be settled to the same purposes as those 
directed as to his original real estates—-the other 
third to be also invested in the purchase of real 
estate to be conveyed to the use of a person then 
in being :~-//eld: the intermediate income of 
these two-thirds was not) undisposed of by the 
will, but) must be laid out in the purchase of real 
estate, according to the directions in the will, 
until such time as some person should be entitled 
to possession under the lmitations declared by 
the will, so far at least as not to exceed the period 
allowed by law for accumulation. 

(3) If a freehold estate be given by way of 
executory devise, there is no disposition of the 
property until that estate arises & becomes vested ; 
&, consequently, in the meantime the freehold 
property descends to the heir-at-law (LOoRp 
WerEstTBURY, (C.).—BrEcTIVE v. HOopGsoNn (1864), 
10 HL. L. Cas. 656; 3 New Rep. 654; 33 1. J. Ch. 





601; 101. T. 202 ; 10 Jur. N.S. $73: 12 W. 1. 
625; 11 H.R. 118l. H. L.; affg. S.C. sub nom. 


5977i. Construction of residuary clause c: 
~—~Dependerns on intention of testator. 1 — GUTURTE 
Re MACKINLEY’S HsTaTE, 38 N.S. RR.  920,.-—-SCOT 
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HonpGson v. BECTIVE (MARL) (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 

376. 

Annotations :—.1s o (2) Consd. Mathews v. Keble (1867) 
lL. R. 4 Ka. 467. Apia. Re Kddels’ Trusts (1871), L. R. 1 
iq. 559: Weather Thornburgh (1878), 8 Ch. D. 2 iol 
Consd. Re Dumble, Williams v. Murrell (1883), 23 Ch. D. 
360. Apld. Re Holford, Holford v. Holford, (1894] 3 Ch 
30: Re Taylor, Smart «. Taylor, {1901} 2 ‘Ch. 134: Ite 
Mellor, Alvarez. v. Deagson, (1922) 1 Ch. 312. Retd. 
Holmes ¢, Preseott (1864), 3 New Rep. 5593; Chamber- 
layne r, Brocke tt (1872). 8’Ch. App. 206; Pe Townsend’s 
state, Townsend «¢. Townsend (1886), 54 Ch. D. 3573 
Rte Rubbing, Gill. Worrall (1898), 78 LL. T. 218, | 248 to 
(3) Apld. Wade-Gery v. Handley (1876), 3 Ch. D. 374, 
Consd. /’e Conyngham, Conyneham v. Conyughaim, [1920] 
2 Ch. 495. Generally, Retd. fe Woodin, Woodin v. Glass, 
[1895] 2 Ch. 3093 Re Stevens, Stevens v. Stevens, 11915] 
1 Ch. 429. Mentd. A.-G. 7. Lomas (1873), 20 L. T. 749. 


5983. Who entitled to residue—Effect of specific 
bequest.]~—(1) P. by his will gives in the first part 
of it to W. the yearly sum of £400 payable 
quarterly ; & in the last clause gives her all his 
household goods, & furniture (three pictures 
excepted), & all his plate, linen, watches, jewels 
& clothes whatsoever, & declared her sole extrix. 
The bill was brought for an account of such part 
of the personal estate as is undisposed of, & for a 
distribution. The bequest of the specific things 
to W. excludes her from the residue. 


(2) Bank notes cannot be considered as a 
security for money, but according to common 
usage, which regards them always: 





corr. Watson (1715), 3 Atk. 226 5 26 K. R. 932, 
ioe 


ae dae ‘-—-Mentd. Bowker v. Hunter (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 
sé: Nourse «. Fineh (1791), 1 Ves. 3443; Pickford +. 


Browii, Brown v. Brown (1856), 25 fd: Ch. 702; de 
Glukman, A.-G. «. Jefferys, 1908) 1 Ch. 552. 
5984. ------ Residuary bequest to legatees in pro- 


oe to their legacies—-All legatees entitled.]|— 
Linder a residuary bequest to the legatees in 
proportion to their legacies all legatees, pecuniary 
& specific, even of rings, ctc., not expressly or by 
implication excluded, were entitled. So annui- 
tants, if they had not been excluded upon the 
construction of the whole will—NANNOCK t. 
Tortron (1802), 7 Ves. 3891 35°32 BE. RR. 158, L. C 


Annotations : -Apld. Bromley «. Wright) (1819). 7 Hare, 
oe Re Gaue, Sinith rv, Gue (No. 2) (1892), 36 Sol. Jo. 
698. Refd. Sibley v. Perry (1802), 7 Ves. 522 : Re Jodrell, 


Mentd. Jones 7. 
Cuthbert «. Purricr (1822), 
Roake (1825), 2 Bing. 497; 
J. Ch. 47; Sayer v. Sayer, 


Jodrell] ve. Seale (1890), 44 Ch. D. 500, 


ae ker (1817), 2 Mer, 633; 

Jac. 4153 Doe d. Nowell «. 

Lovell e Knight (1833), 1 Ts. 

Innes vw. Sayer (1848), 7 Hare, $77; Innes tv. Sayer (1851), 

3 Muc & G. 606; Le Mills, Mills vo. Mills (1886), 34 Ch. D, 

186; Re Huddleston, Bruno v. Eyston, [1894] 3 Ch. 595. 

5985. -—.—- --—- Legatees up to specified sum.]|— 
J. P. bequeathed the residue of her personal 
estate unto all those of her legatees thereinbefore 
named whose legacies did not exceed £200 :— 
Held: a specitic legatee to whom chattels valued 
at a less sum than £200 were bequeathed, was not 
entitled to a share.---NICHOLSON v PATRICKSON 
(1861), 3 Giff. 209; 57. T. 202; 7 Jur. N.S. 987 ; 
GO To. WR. 886. 

5986. Whether residuary gift specific.) — A 
residuary devise of real estate remains specific 
notwithstanding Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 24, 
which makes the will speak as if it had been 
executed immediately before the death of testator. 
—IIENSMAN ?. F'ryvER (1867), 3 Ch. App. 420; 

HENDERSON (1876), 3 R. (Ct. of Sess. 
320: 13 Se. LE. R. 181.—SCOT. 

5986 i. WWActher residuary aift en are | 


& Cook tv. 


254.—-CAN. d. —--—-.J—HENDERSON’S TRUSTERS —2e FATRLEY IssTATE, 1 Eq. 
5979 f. Court favours absolute  v. HENDERSON, [1907 ) 8S. C. 435 44 Rep. 01.— CAN. 
ie .)—e BENNER (Alta.), [1923] 2 Sc. L. R. 16; 148. L. T. 376.—-SCOT. 5986 ij. —-—.]—McKipp v. Brown, 
. HR. 206.—CAN 5984 i. Who entitled to residuce—Mesi- 5 Gr. 633.--CAN. 


Partieular residuary gift.) 
SW wR CDN a TRUSTEES vv. WARREN 
(1901), 3 BY. (Ct. of Sess.) 1U87 ; 


their 


diary bequest to legates in proportion to f. 
legucies— All legatees entitled, )— 
38 ROBERTSON (SCOULAR’S 





Devise of residue to trustees.j— 
ReMaanus Brown (1891), 8 Man. L. R. 


TRUSTRE) tv. 391.— CAN. 


Se. L. R. 827; 9S. L. T. 149.—SCOT. SCOULAR (1867), 40 Se. Jur. 6; 5 Se. ¥ 
: Legacies payable at specific dale 
Be ForMAN (1922), 53 T. It. 4.-~SCOT. > Ae Bini iston of residue.J—MACKLIN tt. 
O. L. R. 142.--CAN. e. ——.]— HENDERSON’s TRUSTEES DANIEL, 18 O. TR. 434,-—CAN, 
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Sect, 16.—Residuary gifts : Sub-secls. 1 & 2.] 
20 ae J. Ch. 97; 17 L. T. 394; 16 W. R. 162, 


Annotations :—Folld, Lanceficld *. Iggulden (1874), 10 Ch. 
App. 136. Refd. Gibbins v. Iyden (1869), L. R. 7 Eq. 
371; Wallace v. Seyinour (1872), 20 W. R. 634; Re 
Mills, Mills v. Mills (1886), 56 L. J. Ch. 118; Re Smith, 
Hannington v. True, Giles rv. True (1886), 33 Ch, D. 195; 
He Bourne, Martin v. Martin, [1893] 1 Ch. 188. Mentd. 
Collins v. Lewis (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 708; Dugdalo v. 
Dugdale (1872), L. R. 14 Hq. 234; Tomkins v. Colthurst. 
(1875), 1 Ch. D. 626; Farguharson v. Floyer (1876), 45 
LJ. Ch. 750; £e Palmer, Palmer v. Answorth (1893), 62 
lL. J. Ch. 988. 

_ 5987. ~.|—A residuary devise of real estate 

is still specific notwithstanding Wills Act, 1837 

(c. 26), 5s. 24.—-LANCEFIELD v. IGGULDEN (1874), 

10 Ch. App. 1386; 44 L. J. Ch. 203; 31 L.T 818; 

23 W. R. 223, L. C. & Ll. J. 

.innotations :—Refd. Re Mills, Mills v. Mills (1886), 34 Ch. D. 
186; Phillips v. Low, (1892] 1 Ch. 47; de Mason, Ogden 
¢. Mason, {1901) 1 Ch. 619. Mentd. Jackson ». Pease 
(1874), L. R. 19 Eq. 96; Tomkins v. Colthurst, (1875), 1 
Ch. D. 626; Farquharson ¢. Floyer (1876), 3 Ch. ID. 109. 
5988. ——--.|.— Ate MAnrGETTsS, SMITH v. Mar- 

GETTS (1906), 50 Sol. Jo. 290. 

5989. General disposition coupled with particu- 
larised disposition—-Bond to secure half value of 
portion particularised.|—Testator, after directing 
his debts, etc., to be paid, bequeathed to his wife his 
inoneys, plate, etc. (enumerating several particular 
descriptions of personal property) & all the residue 
of his personal estate after payment of his debts, 
etc., & he directed his wife to give to his exors. a 
bond for securing to them the payment of half the 
value of the wines, plate, etc., enumerating 
several of the above-mentioned descriptions of 
personal property, but not mentioning the residue 
of his personal estate. The value was to be 
ascertained within three months from his death, 
& the plate was to be valued at a fixed price. The 
money payable on the bond was for the benefit of 
his nephews & nieces :—Held: the bond was to 
be given for half the value of the property only 
which was specifically enumerated, & not for 
half the value of the general residuary estate.— 
MARTIN v. WELSTEAD (1848), 18 .. J. Ch. 15 12 
L. T. O. S. 286, L. C. 








SUB-SECT. 2.—WHAT AMOUNTS TO GIFT OF 
RESIDUE. 

5990. ‘‘ What should be left.’’] — Testator 
reciting his intention to dispose of all his property, 
& that his daughter was likely to die [of a violent 
distemper], left his wife, if she did die, the revenue 
& dividends of such property : but if his daughter 
jived, directed that his wife should only have her 
dower; giving the residue & dividends to that 
daughter. If she died without children, testator 
gave his brother “ all that should be left.’ The 
daughter survived testator, but died of the same 
illness without issue :—-Held: the mother was 
still entitled for life; & the words ‘ what should 
be left,” constituted a good residuary bequest to 
the brother.— DUHAMEL v?. ARDOVIN (1751), 2 Ves. 
Sen. 162; 28 E.R. 105, L. C. 

5991. ‘‘ Whatever part of his estate should be 
unappropriated.|—Testator intending to dispose of 
all his personal estate, pives the residue in fifth 
shares; but appoints his brother ‘‘ heir to what- 
ever part of his estate should be unappropriated 
by his will.” 
testator’s lifetime :—Held: the above was an 
ultimate general residuary clause; & comprised 
this, as including not merely what was not men- 
tioned, but every thing not effectually given.— 
JACKSON v. KELLY (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 285; 28 
EK. R. 184, L. C. 





One of the five shares lapsed in 


WILLS. 


5992. ‘* Rest & residue.’’|—The words “‘ rest & 
residue ’’ include the whole personal estate.--- 
BRADSHAW v. BRADSHAW (1756), 2 Lee, 270; 161 
E. R. 344. 

5998. ‘‘ All other unbequeathed goods & 
chattels.’’]|—Bequest of ‘‘ all other unbequeathed 
goods & chattels” is residuary, notwithstanding 
a subsequent bequest to the same person of debts 
due to testator.—BENNET ». BATCHELOR (1789), 1 
Ves. 63; 8 Bro. C. C. 28; 30 1. R. 231, L. C. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Fleming ». Burrows (1826), 1 Russ. 

276; Harris v. James (1864), 12 W. BR. 5093 Ftc Lacy, 


Royal General Theatrical lund Assoen, »v. Kydd, [1899] 
2Ch. 149; Re Jones, Johnson v. A.-G., [1925] 1 Ch. 340. 


5994. *‘ What remains.’’?]—The words ‘ what 
remains,”’ at the close of a bequest of a specific 
fund, held a general residuary disposition: the 
full sense not being necessarily confined ; com- 
prising therefore personal estate, bequeathed upon 
a contingency too remote ; not being to take place 
until thirty years after testator’s death.—CROOKE 
v. DE VANDES (1805), 11 Ves. 330; 32 EH. KR. 
1115, L.. C.3 > previous proceedings (1803), 9 Ves. 
197, Tl. Cy 

5995. - 
669. 

5996. ‘* All my other effects.’’} —--- Testator 
gives by his will £19 to J., & after specific bequests 
of certain of his goods to different persons, be- 
queathed to J. thus: ‘* All my other effects I 
will to J., ete., to be sold for his benefit ’’ :—eld: 
all the residue of testator’s property, including 
money, ete., passed to J.—HEARNE v1. WIGGINTON 
(1821). 6 Madd. 119; 56 EF. RR. 1087. 

5997. ------.] -A will contained a gift of all 
testatrix's furniture, plate, linen, & other effects 
that might be in her possession at her death. 
There was no other residuary bequest. Testatrix 
died possessed of a considerable amount of money 


- .}-- DAWSON v7. GASKIN (1837), 1 Jur. 


in savings’ banks, promissory notes, cash, & 
jewellery :—l/eld: the general residue passed 


under the words ‘ other effects.”’-—-HODGSON v. 
HonGson (1876), 24 W. RR. 575. 

5998. .|-—Where the only bequest of general 
personal estate in a will was * all my household 
goods, furniture, plate, linen, vlass, & all other 
effects wheresoever & whatsoever’ to my sister, 
& this bequest came first in the will, & was 
followed by pecuniary legacies & specific bequests : 
—Held: the residue of testatrix’s personal estate 
passed under the words ‘ other effects.”—Jn the 
Goods of SHEPHEARD (1879), 48 L. J. P. 62; 41 
L. V. 580; 44 J. P. 24. 

Annotation :—Apld. Jn the Goods of Jupp, [1891] P. 300. 

5909. ——--.j-—"Testator bequeathed to his wile 
“oll my furniture, Jewellery, pictures, wearing 
apparel, & other effects belonging to me at the 
time of my decease.” The will went on to make 
specific bequests to his wife of money, shares, 
securities, etc. ; & it directed her to pay his debts, 
& it left it to her discretion whether she would 
provide for his son & daughters by a previous 
marriage & a nephew. It contained no bequests 
to any other person :—Held: the words ‘all other 
effects’ constituted his wife residuary legatee.— 
In the Goods of Jury, |1891] DP. 3003; 601. J. P. 
923; 65 L. 'T. 166; 55 J.P. 4563 40 W. 1. 176. 

6000. What else testator may be possessed of at 
decease.|—-A_ bequest of ‘‘ my furniture, plate, 
books, & live stock, or what else may then be 
possessed of at my decease,” will pass the general 
residuary estate, though followed by specific 
bequests & devises to the same person, & by gifts 
of pecuniary Jegacies to various other persons.— 
FLEMING v. BuRROWwS (1826), 1 Russ. 276; 4 
I. J. O. S. Ch. 115; 38 E. BR. 107. 

Annotation :---Apld. In the Goods of Jupp, [1891] P. 300. 





Part XVI.—ConstTrRuctTION. 


6001. “‘Not hereinbefore disposed of.’?}_—A 
bequest of ‘‘all my household furniture, im- 
plements of trade, cattle, sheep, & ali the rest & 
residue of my moneys, security for money & 
bid estate whatsoever & wheresvever, not 

ereinbefore disposed of,’’ is a residuary bequest.— 
TAYLOR v. TAYLOR (1833), 6Sim. 246; 58 KE. BR. 586. 


Annotations :—Distd. Harris ». James (1864), 12 W. R. 509; 
Powell v. Riley (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 175. 


6002. Share of residue limited in amount.]— 
Testator by will directs the residue of his pro- 
perty to be divided among his two daughters, in 
certain given proportions ; & by codicil, he directs 
that in case these proportions shall exceed certain 
specific sums, all beyond that shall be equally 
divided between his son & his two daughters. 
The codicil does not alter the nature of the be- 
quest, but leaves the gift to the daughters still 
in the character of part of the residue.—DUKE v. 
HINXMAN (1833), 2 L. J. Ch. 185. 

6003. .|--Where there is a gift of the 
residue of testator’s estate, in case it shall not 
exceed a sum named, to two persons, & in case 
it shall exceed that sum, after deducting such 
sum, there is a direction that an addition shall be 
made to the legacies before given out of the 
surplus, that is a gift of residue & not a legacy.— 
Warr v. Woop (1862), 2 Drew. & Sm. 56; 31 
L. J. Ch. 3388; 10 W. RR. 385; 62 BE. RR. 542. 
Annotation :—Refd. Rc Elliott, Public Trustee v. Pinder, 

(1918) 2 Ch. 150. 

6004. ‘‘I think there will be something left to 
give to W. B.’’|—-Testatrix made the following 
indorsement on one of her testamentary papers : 
“IT think there will be something left after funeral 
expenses, etc., paid to pive to W. B., now at 
school, towards equipping him to any profession.” 
By another testamentary paper she bequeathed 
a sum of £500 to W. B.:-~Held : under the first- 
mentioned paper W. B. was her residuary legatee. 
—-LEIGHTON v. BAILIE (1834), 3 My. & K. 267; 
30. 3. Ch. 148; 40 E.R. 102. 

6005. All other his real & personal estate & 
effects.|-—-Mints v. Minus, No. 5468, ante. 

6006. ‘** All which may remain of my money.’’] 
-—Testatrix, whose property consisted chiefly of 
stock in the pubhe funds, after giving various 
legacies of sunis of money, gave & bequeathed to 
the inhabitants of Tawleaven Row all which 
might remain of her money after her lawful debts 
& legacies were paid :—Held: the persons found to 
be inhabitants of Tawleaven Row were entitled to 
the residue of testatrix’s general personal estate. 
ROGERS v. THOMAS (1837),2 Keen, & : 48 1B. RR. 531. 
«{nnotations :—Distd. Langdale v. Whitfield (1858), 4 K. & 

J. 426; Williains wv. Williams (1878), & Ch. D. 7895; Te 


Cadogan, Cadogan », Palagi (1883), 25 Ch. D. 154. 
Re Wran, Mills «. Penton, [1899] 1 Ch. 688. 


6007. ‘*‘ Residue.’’|—'Testator recites he has 
given to B. certain property ; that he has along 
since agreed with T. as to disposition of his body ; 
but leaves B. to decide, as also to decide as to his 
funeral. He then says, ‘I guess there will be 
found sufficient in my banker’s hands to pay my 
debts, which I hereby desire B. to do, & keep the 
residue for her own use & pleasure ” :—-Held: 











Consd. 


PART XVI. SECT. 16, SUB-SECT. 2. 

6001 i. ‘‘ Not hereinbefore disposed 
of.’ }—-Ite CONGER (1909), 1 O. W. N. 
57; 19 O. L. R. 4099.-—- CAN. 


the residuary 
oxtrix.-—Re 
O. W R. 545; 








estute upon the said 
DORWARD 
£ O, 
Db. L. HR. 6415.—CAN. 
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these latter words carried the general residue, & 
were not confined to the residue of the fund at 
banker's after payment of debts.—Boyrs vv. 
MorGAN (1838), 3 My. & Cr. 661; 2 Jur. 608; 40 
K. R. 1081, L. CG. 


Annotations :—Refd. Waite v. Combes (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 
676; Borton v. Dunbar (1860), 3 L. T. 519. 


6008. ‘‘ Other goods, chattels & effects what- 
soever ’’|— PARKER v. MARCHANT, No. 5352, ante. 

6009. ‘‘ All other goods of whatever kind.’’|— 
Testator by his will gave all his household furni- 
ture, plate, linen, books, china, pictures, & all 
other goods of whatever kind, unto M., & after 
appointing an exor. proceeded as follows: ‘ & 
that the money outstanding in book debts, the 
remaining sum unsettled, left me by my late 
father, & also what may be forthcoming from the 
estate of the late firm of T. & W., be divided as 
follows, after all my debts are paid off, £50, T. ; 
£100, D.; £50, J.; £100, S.; £100 Aged Pilgrims’ 
Society ; £3,000 to £4,000, or whatever remaining 
sum or sums, to the said M.:—Held: there was 
no general residuary gift to the said M., either 
under the general words used in the first clause, 
or those used in the last clause of the will, but 
that testator’s residuary personal estate was un- 
disposed of, & went to his next of kin.—WRENCH 
v. JUTTING (1841), 3 Beav. 521; 5 Jur. 145; 49 
Kk. R. 205. 

6010. ‘*‘ Whatever remaining sum or sums.’’|— 
WRENCH v. JUTTING, No. 6009, ante. 

6011. ‘* Certain charitable & other legacies.’’|— 
PIDGELEY v. KAWLING (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 
552; 6 Jur. 335; 62 kK. R. 1013. 

6012. ‘‘ Share of provisions.’’|——Testatrix, after 
bequeathing certain property to her two daughters, 
& to her three sons, T., G., & J.. gave the residue 
of her personal estate unto her two sons, T. & G., 
if both living at her decease, in equal shares, or, 
if either of them should be then dead, without 
leaving issue, wholly to the survivor of them; & 
if they should be then both dead, without leaving 
issue, then wholly to her son J.; or if he should 
be then dead, without leaving issuc, leaving her 
said daughters, or either of them, then living, then 
to & amongst her said daughters, or the survivor 
of them, equally. or to an only surviving daughter. 
Rut, nevertheless, she directed that, if either of 
her daughters, or if any of her sons, should die, 
leaving issue, the issue of each of her daughters 
& sons so dying & leaving issue should take their, 
her or his parent’s respective share of the pro- 
visions she had already made for her said daughters 
& sons respectively, equally, share & share alike, 
in case the parent or parents of such issue should 
not have otherwise appointed the same :—Held : 
testatrix, by the term ‘ provisions,’ meant only 
the residue: the two sons, T. & G., having sur- 
vived testatrix, were absolutely entitled to the 
residue.—--YOUNG v. MARTIN (1843), 2 ¥. & ©. Ch. 
Cas. 582; 2 L. T. O. S. 165: 7 Jur. 1147; 63 
BK. R. 260. 


Anavotation :-—Mentd. Warren v. 
Coll. 108. 


6013. ‘‘ All other the rest & residue.’’|~—Con- 
struction of the word ‘ other ’”’ contained in a 


Postlethwaite (1845), 2 


4L. 7.0. S. 235.—IR. 
k. Surplus.J—LOocKHART v. Ray, 20 
N. B. R. 129.—CAN. 


(1913), 24 
W.N. 1248; 10 


: ]. “ Other = personal — chattels.”*] — 
6001 ii. ——.J—Re Pwer EstTatre 6001 iv. ~. J—TAAFFE t. FERRALL Scorr xv, Scorr (1871), 18 Gr. 66.— 
(1912), 22 O. W. Rr. 620; 30. W.N. (1859), 10 I. Ch. R. 183.—IR. CAN. 
Y12; 2D, L. R, 132.—CAN. 6007 i. ** Residue.’?) — CORBALLIS v. m. ‘ Balance.’’} —Re BIDEN (1906), 
6001 iif. |—Held:; aclauscin& CorBaLiis (1882), 9 L. R. Ir. 309. 4 W.L. R. 477.—CAN. 


will for which a printed will form had -—-IR 

been used “ all the residue of my 6007 ii 
estate not hereinbefore disposed of ; 
IT give, devise & bequeath unto & I 
nominate & appoint D. to be extrix. of 
my last will & testament,’ conferred 





.j—-Re AIKEN, BOLON @. 
GILLILAND, [1898] 1 I. R. 335.—IR. 


h. ‘‘ All my effects to be sold by 
auction.’’) - READ v. THopGEens (1844), oO. 





n. .j--Fee FARRELL EStTaTEe 
(1912), 23 O. W. RR. 518; 3 0. W.N, 
1099: 4 0. W.N. 335; 7D. Ll. R. 
419.—CAN. 
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Sect. 18.—Jtesiduary gifts: Sub-sect. 2.] 


residuary bequest of ‘‘ all other the rest & residue ”’ 
of testator’s personal estate. 

The word “ other ’’ as used by testator does not 
restrict the ordinary effect of the gift as a gift of 
residue. ‘Testator after enumerating several sub- 
jects as household furniture, etc., goes on & 
bequeaths all other the rest & residue of his 
personal estate. I am of opinion that these 
words standing alone would have constituted the 
widow complete residuary legatee (KNIGHT BRUCE, 
V.-C.).—MARTIN v. GLOVER (1844), 1 Coll. 269; 
$8 Jur. 640; 63 E.R. 414. 

Annotation :—Refd. Bullock v. Downes (1860), 9 H. L. Cas. 1. 

6014. Estate to be disposed of in a due course of 
administration.]—Testator having bequeathed to 
EK. the dividends arising from two several funds 
or stock for her life, with remainder to her children, 
or if only one child, to that child absolutely, pro- 
vides, ‘‘ that if she shall die without leaving any 
such children or child, the principal sums or stock 
shall be considered as part of his personal estate 
& effects, & be disposed of in a due course of 
administration.’’ Testator constituted EK. his 
residuary legatee:---Held: under those last 
words, the next of kin of testator could not claim ; 
but in the event of E. dying without children or 
child, the fund in question formed part of 
testator’s residuary estate, & passed to E., or her 
representatives, as such residuary legatee. 
ScotT v. Moore (1844), 14 Sim. 35; 13 7. J. Ch. 
283; 2L.T. 0.8. 474; 8 Jur. 281; 60 Ff. R. 269. 

6015. Direction to trustees to consider whole 
real & personal estate.)- -A person, on his marriage, 
entered into a covenant to settle all the real & 
personal estates which he might have at his death 
upon his wife for her life. No further trusts were 
declared. By his will he directed the trustees 
therein named to stand possessed of all his real 
& personal estates for the purposes of the settle- 
ment. By a codicil he directed his trustees to 
take the whole of his real & personal estate into 
their consideration; & his will was to divide to 
every child its due share & proportion; also 
taking into consideration any advances made to 
the children; & he gave to one of his sons the 
option of purchasing his dwelling-house. By a 
second codicil he directed his trustees to convey 
another house to his daughters, they paying a 
proper consideration for it :— Held: there was not 
an intestacy as to the interest of testator after his 
wife’s decease, but all his residuary real & personal 
estates were disposed of by his will.—IIODGKINSON 
v. BaRRow (1848), 2 Ph. 578; 17 L. J. Ch. 131; 
41 IX. R. 1066, L. C. 

6016. ‘‘ Other personal estate not hereinafter 
mentioned to be otherwise bequeathed.’’|—A be- 
quest of “all my household yoods & furniture, 
linen, china, glass. horses, carriages, & all my 
other personal estate not hereinafter mentioned 
to be otherwise bequeathed, & also all moneys in 
my bankers hands or in my houses, & also all 
moneys which shall be due & owing to me” :— 
Held: to be residuary, & not specitic.—-SARGENT 
? ROBERTS (1848), 17 L. J. Ch. 117; 11 1.7. 0.8. 
170; 12 Jur. 429 

6017. ‘* All other real & personal estate of which 
he might die possessed.’’|——-T'estator by his will, in 
1847, devised specific real estate to his daughter 
M., &, after making several specific bequests, 


2. .... OF DUNDER (1846), 8 
Dunl. (Ct. of Seas.) 1229.—8COT. 

p. *' All reetdue of every kind 
whatsoever not otherwise disposed of.J— 
STANDARD TRUSTS Co. v. PCLICR, 
11924) 1 PD. L. RR. 985; [1924] 3 
W.W.R. 771. 33 B.C. . 250.—CAN, 

q. “If anything should remain."’}— 





-—CRICHTON  Y, 


t. ‘* Whatever 


OMENEY vv, HEVEY. 1 Dr. & War. !2. 


r. ‘* Remaining means c«& 
i GRIERSON (1828), 3 
Bi, N.S. 424; 4 E. R. 1390.—SCOT. 

residue 
main.’’|—-SPEARING wv. HAWKES (1857), 
6 I. Ch. Rh. 297.—IR 


WILLS. 


devised & bequeathed all other real & personal 
estate of which he might die possessed to M. & 
others of his children. M. died in his lifetime :— 
Held: the devise expressed by the words “ all 
other.” etc., was a residuary devise within Wills 
Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 25, & included the real estate 
devised to M.—CoGSwELL v. ARMSTRONG (1855), 
2K. & J. 227; 1 Jur. N.S. 1162; 69 1. R. 764. 
Annotation :—Retd. Bernard v. Minshull (1859), John. 276. 
6018. ‘*‘ If I have omitted naming anything.’’} -— 
Testatrix, after directing her debts & legacies to 
be paid, & a fund to be set apart to answer the 
several annuities given by her will, left whatever 
Money remained, or whatever money she might 
be entitled to, or might have left her, to her two 
great nieces. She then gave various specific 
legacies, & concluded with these words: ‘If 1 
have omitted naming anything, I leave it to my 
two sisters ’’?:—J/leld: these last words did not 
constitute a general residuary bequest; & the 
fund set apart to answer the annuitics came 
within the term ‘“ money,” & passed, under the 
first clause, to testatrix’s great nieces.— BARRETT 
et. WiltTE (1855), 24 lL. J. Ch. 7243; 1 Jur. N.S. 
652; 3 W. R. 578. 
Annotations :—Distd, Zee Egan, Mills v. Penton, [1899] 1 Ch. 


G88. Folld. 2@e Capel, Arbuthnot v. Capel (1915), 5% 
Sol. Jo. 177. 


6019. ‘‘ All other the hereditaments comprised 
in the settlement not hereinbefore disposed of.’’|—— 
A married woman having a power of appointment 
under her marriage settlement over estates A. & B., 
appointed by will, in Sept. 1438, estate A. to her 
husband, in fee; “«& all other the hereditaments 
comprised in the settlement not hereinbefore 
disposed of’? to another person. Dy codicils to 
her will she revoked the appointment of estate A. 
to her husband, & gave him the same estate for 
life, with remainder to trustees to sell & pay 
certain legacies, & pay the residue to charities :~-- 
Held: the devise of “ all other the hereditaments,” 
etc., by the will was not residuary, but specific. -— 
Re Brown’s Trusts (1855), 1 K. & J. 5225 3 
W. RR. 542; 69 EK. R. 566. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Springett v. Jenings (1871), 6 Ch. App 

ere pee: & Distd. te Mason, Ogden v. Mason, [1901] 


6020. ‘‘ Residue of my things.’’|--In a will 
which contained specific bequests of several 
articles of plate, furniture, etc., the last specific 
bequest being that of £30 :---Held: a bequest. to 
Rk. of “the residue of mnyv things ’’ would not 
entitle R. to a grant of administration as residuary 
legatee.—ZJn the Goods of LUpLOWw (1858), 1 Sw. & 
Tr. 20; 30 L. T. O. S. 340; 6 W. KK. 409; 164 
kk. RR. 614. 

6021. All personal effects ‘‘ at my apartments at 
A. or elsewhere.’’|—Testatrix left to her three 
nicces all her personal effects & everything of 
every kind “ that I have now, or may have at any 
time of my decease, at my apartments at A. or 
elsewhere ’’ :—-eld: the nieces were universal 
legatees.-—Jn the Goods of SCARBOROUGH (1860), 30 
L.J.P.M.& A. 85; 6 Jur. N.S. 1166; 9 W. 1K. 149. 

6022. ‘*‘ Remainder of money, goods & debts.’ |— 
A gift to A. of the remainder of noney, goods & 
debts due to testator after payment of debts, 
constitutes A. residuary legatee.—~-/n the Goods of 
BLOOMFIELD (1861), 31 J. J. P.M. & A. 119. 

6023. ‘‘ Rest of my property in Consols.’’]-~ 
Testator nominated S. his exor., to execute the 





a. Part of  eatate Seely de- 
vised—-** Annutty from estate."’)-——SMITU 
estatc.’’) Smita (1903), 3S. R. N.S. W. 571; 


0 N.S. W. W. N. 205.—AUS 


b. Devise of residuary estate—Sub- 
ject to directions—No directiona given.] 
—McCHUGH v. MoGuIRE (1917), 45 
B. R. 167.—CAN. 


might re- 
: N. 
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disposal of all his property & effects by sale at 
auction, the proceeds of which he gave to his two 
nieces. Then, after giving two pecuniary legacies, 
he bequeathed the rest of his property in the 
3 per cent. Consols, after his debts & funeral 
expenses were paid, & what was found on his 
person & in the house, to certain charities free of 
legacy duty :—Held: the clause containing the 
bequest to the charities was residuary, out of which 
the legacies were payable.—IFoxEN v. FOXEN 
(1864), 5 New Hep. 1; 11 L. T. 292; 10 Jur. N.S. 
1061: 138 W. R. 33. 

6024. Gift In comprehensive terms.|—-Under a 
will which contained no express gift of residue, 
but gave all furniture & the like, & all money in 
testator’s house, or due to hitn, & “ all my stocks, 
funds, & securities for money, money due on 
bonds, bills, notes, or other securities which I 
may die seised, possessed of, or entitled to, & of 
any kind & description whatsoever, my will & 
intention jis that my exors. do & shall pay the 
same to H.”? :—/feld: shares in banking « railway 
cos. passed; the words amounting, under the 
circumstances, to a complete residuary bequest.—- 
Re Durron, HERBERT v. HARRISON (1869), 20 
Lh. TT. 386; 17 W R. 523, L. JJ. 

6025. ‘* All other chattels.’’]—-Testator gave 
& bequeathed to his sister absolutely all his 
** houses & land & book debts, household furniture, 
plate, linen, books, china, glass, books of art, 
drugs, hay, straw, potatoes, & everything on the 
sall premises,” horse, gig. ete., ‘ & all other 
chattels ” :--Held: the residue passed, “all other 
chattels ? being meant to supply any omission in 
the previous epumeration.—/n the Goods of 
SHARMAN (1859), L. R. TP. & DD. 661: 38 LL. 0. BP. 
& M.47; 20 L. 7.683 3 $3 J.P. 695; 17 W. R. 687. 
afnnotations :—~Mentd. Griffiths +. Griffiths (2871), Ta IR. 2 

PL & DPD. 800; Tn the Goods of Pursszlove (1872), 26 L. T. 

405; In the Goods of Smith (A889), 38 W. RR. 3s4. 

6026. ‘*‘ Any money from sale of my effects after 
paying debts.’’}—'lestator, among other specific 
bequests, bequeathed to his sole legatec *‘ also 
any money that may result. from the sale of effects, 
after paying the few small debts I owe ”’ :-—Held: 
not to carry the residue.—-Jn the Goods of 
LOUGHLIN (1870), 23 L. T. 2305 34 J. P. 552. 

6027. ‘‘ All other my _ personal estate.’’]-— 
Testator bequeathed all his household) goods & 
furniture, farming stock, money, goods, chattels, 
& effects, & all other his personal estate, to his 
wile absolutely. he then devised a freehold estate, 
called the Rye Crofts, for sale & payment of debts, 
& the surplus to his wife; & he devised another 
frechold estate to his wife absolutely; & other 
estates to his wife for life, with remainders over. 
The Rye Crofts estate was insufficient for pay- 
ment of debts :-~Held: the bequest of personalty 
to the wife was specific, & such bequest & the 
specifically devised real estates must contribute 
rateably to the payment of the surplus debts for 
which the Rye Crofts estate was insullicient.— 
POWELL v. RILEY (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 175; 40 
L. J. Ch. 5383; 19 W. R. 869. 


Annotations :~-Dbtd. Re Ovey, Broadbent vr. Barrow (1882), 
51 LL. J. Ch. 665. Consd. Re Green, Baldock v. Green 
(1888), 40 Ch. D. 610. 


6028. ‘‘ All my household goods, furniture, 
clothes, moneys, securities for money, whatso- 
ever.’’|—-Testatrix, after several small bequests, 
bequeathed “ all my household goods, furniture, 
clothes, moneys. securities for money, whatso- 
ever,” to his sister:—Held: these words con- 
atituted a residuary bequest.—Jn the Goods of 
GARRETT (1872), 26 L. T. 984; 36 J. P. 615. 

6029. Bequest of sums on same trusts as resi- 
duary bequest.|—-Testatrix by a codicil, reciting 
that by her will she bequeathed her residuary 
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personalty to her husband’s family, but that a 
sum of £12,000 out of such residuary estate was 
derived from her husband, bequeathed it to his 
family in six shares of £2,000 each upon the same 
trusts as were declared of her residuary personalty 
& the income thereof :—-Held: such sums of 
£2,000 were residuary bequests.---WEBB v. POLLOCK 
(1872), 20 W. R. 796. 

6030. ‘* All my money, cattle, farming imple- 
ments, etc.,’’ after payment of debts.]|—Testator 
directed his freehold estate to be sold. & his debts 
to be paid by his widow, his sole extrix. IZe then 
bequeathed to her “ all iny money, cattle, farming 
implements, etc., she paying my brother J. the 
sum of »& my brother L. the sum of ----~— 7? :— 
Held: the widow was entitled to the whole of 
testator’s property after payment of his debts, & 
funeral & testamentary cxpenses. 

I am of opinion that this testator has not died 
intestate as to any portion of his property. but has 
effectually given all lis property to his wife. 
After directing his Berk House estate to be sold, 
he directs that his debts shall be paid by his wife. 
Ilow is she to pay thein ? If she is to pay them 
out of his property then plainly she must take his 
property (JmSSEL. M.RR.).- CHAPMAN v. CHAPMAN 
(1876), 4 Ch. D. 800; 416 0.. J. Ch. 104. 

Annotation :—Refd. In the state of Millar, Irwin v. Caruth 
(1915), 114 L. T. 373. 

6031. ‘‘ All my other real & personal estate.’ |— 
A gift by will of ‘ all my other real & personal 
estate,’ upon certain trusts, followed by two 
specifie gifts :—-Held : to include all propertv not 
previously or subsequently specifically given by 
the same will.-—_HurcHINson v Rovuair (1879), 40 
280. 

6032. ‘‘ Money, stocks, funds or other securities 
not hereafter specifically devised.’’|—-Jn the Goods 
of Aston, No. 5796, ante. 

6033. ‘‘ All my personal estate.’’]—Testator, 
after giving several pecuniary legacies, bequeathed 
all his personal estate of which he should die 
possessed, & which should not consist of money or 
securities, for money, to R.; & then gave the 
residue & remainder of his estate real & personal 
to trustees upon certain trusts :—IWeld: the gift 
to RK. was not specific, but. residuary.— ROBERTSON 
1. BROADBENT (1883), 8 App. Cas. 812 ; 5381. J. Ch. 
266; 50 L. T. 2483 32 W. R. 205, WT. L.3) affa. 
S.C. sub nom. Re OVEY, BROADBENT v. BARROW 
(1882). 20 Ch. D. 676, CL. A. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Ive Kenyon’s Estate, Mann v. Knapp 
(1887), 56 L. T. 626. Refd. Trott v. Buchanan (1885), 28 
Ch. 1). 446; Re Huddleston, Bruno « Evyston, [1894] 3 
Ch. 595: Re Mason, Ogden vt. Mason, [1901] 1 Ch. 619 | 
lve Maddock, Liewelyn v. Washington, [1902] 2 Ch, 220. 
Mentd. He Bourne, Martin v. Martin, [1893] 1 Ch. 188 ; 
Berry v. Gaukroger, [1903] 2 Ch. 116. 

6034. ‘‘Remainder of my _ property.’’| -~Tes- 
fator gave the remainder of his property, of 
whatever nature it might be, to his wife, after 
vayinent of his debts & legacies, for her use & 
Leaicht during her life, & at her decease to be given 
to his children, etc. :—Held: the property was 
not to be enjoyed specifically by the wife. 

No doubt this is a residue, accompanied by all 
the consequence of a residuary gift (KNiGuT- 
Bruck, V.-C.).—JoHNson v. JouNnson (1846), 2 
Coll. 441; 7L. T. 0.8.3; 10 Jur. 279; 63 E. R. 
807. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Morgan v. Morgan (1851), 14 Boav, 72 ; 
Re VPiteairn, Brandreth v. Colvin, [1896] 2 Ch. 199. 

6035. Where, in a _ will, pecuniary 
legacies are followed by a gift of ‘‘ the remainder 
of my property ’’ to one or more, this is a good 
residuary bequest, & is not revoked by the subse- 
quent appointment of a residuary legatee in the 
will.— Re Isaac, HARRISON v. Isaac, [1905] 1 Ch. 
427; 74 L. J. Ch. 277; 92 L. T. 227, 
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Sect. soe gifts : Sub-sects, 2 & 3, A. & 
. (a).) 


6036. ‘‘ Rest of my investments.’’]— Re CRAVEN, 
CREWDSON v. CRAVEN, No. 5188, ante. 

Bequest of money.|—See Sub-sect. 14, L. (0) 
vi., ante, 


SUB-SECT. J.—WHAT PASSES UNDER GIFT OF 
RESIDUE, 
A. In General. 


See Exercvrors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 459-468, 
Nos. 5328-5350. 

6037. Everything not otherwise disposed of.|— 
JACKSON v. KELLY, No. 5991, ante. 

6037a. —-—-.]-—-General residuary clause in a will 

asses all what is not well disposed of._-BROWN v. 

IGGS (1800), 5 Ves. 495; 31 EK. R. 700; onappeal 
(1801), 8 Ves. 561, L. C.; (1818), 18 Ves. 192, H. L. 
Annotations :—-Mentd. Longmore v. Broom (1802), 7 Ves. 

4; Birch vw. Wado (1814), 3 Ves. & B. 199; Blackburn 
v® Jepson (1814), 2 Ves. & B. 359; Prevost rv Clarke 

(1816), 2 Madd. 458: Meredith v. Heneage (1824), 1 Sim. 

542; Benson v. Whifttam, Hemming v. Whittam (1831), 

5 Sim. 22; Deerhurst tv. St. Alban’s (1831), 2 Tuas. 

& M. 702; Foley cv. Parry (1835), 2 My. & K. 138; 

Toldervy wv. Colt (1836), 1 M. & W. 250; Burrough 

v. Phileox, Lacey tv. Phileox (1840), 5 My. & Cr. 72; 

Wilbraham v. Scarisbrick (1847), 1 H. L. Cas. 173, n.; 

Penny v. Turner (1848), 2 Ph. 495; Christ’s Hospital v. 

Graiuger Cae 1. & ‘Tw. 533; Hutchinson v. Tutchin- 

son (1850), 16 L. T. O. S. 83; Marker v. Kekewich (1850), 

8 Hare, 291; Prendergast v. Prendergast (1850), 3 H. Ll. 

Cas. 195; Sheffield v. Coventry (1853), 17 Jur. 289; 

Robinson v. Wheelwright (1855), 21 Beav. 214; Cowper 

v. Mantell (No. 2), Cooper v. Mantell (No. 2) (1856), 22 

Beav. 231; Joely. Mills, Harvey v. Mills (1857), 3 Ko & J. 

458; Salusbury 2. Denton (1857), 3K. & J. 529: Bernard 

v. Minshull (1859), John. 276; Towarth vr. Dewell (1860), 

G Jur. N.S. 1360; Re White’s Trusts (1860), John. 656; 

Fe Eddowes (186]), 1 Drew. & Sm. 395: Goldring v. 

Inwood (1861). 3 Giff. 139; Pilcher ». Randall (1861), 

4. T. 398; Re Strickland’s ‘Trust (1362), 1 New Rep. 

164; Izod v. JTezod (1863), 32 Beav. 242: Lambert. vu. 

Rendle (1863), 3 New Rep. 247; Meller v, Stanley (1864), 

2 De G. J. & Sm. 1833) Kobson vr. Flight (1464), 34 Beav. 

110; Jee Jeaffreson’s Trusts (1866), 12 Jur. N.S. 660; 

Shattock vr. Shattock (1866), 35 L. J. Ch. 509; Je Phene’s 

Trusts (1868), L. R. 5 Eq. 316; Butler v. Gray (1869), 

5 Ch. App. 26; Briggs v. Upton (1872), 26 L. T. 435; 

Carthew v. Enraght (1872), 26 L. VT. S343 Pocock v. 

A.-G. (1876), 3 Ch. D. 342; Porter vr. Baddeley (1877), 

oCh. D, 542; Zte Sprague, Miley v. Cape (1880), 43 L. T. 

236; Re Blight, Blight v. Hartnoll (1881), 30 W. R. 913 

Wilson v. Duguid (1883), 24 Ch. D. 244; Ite Brierley, 

Brierley v. Brierley (1894), 43 W. R.36;) Re Lowman, 

Devenish v. Pester, [1895] 2 Ch. 848; Jte Weekes’ Settimt., 

{1897} 1 Ch. 289; Re Fickus, Farina v. Fickus (1899), 69 

L. J. Ch. 161; Re Wughes, Hughes v. Footner, [1921] 

2 Ch. 208; #te Llewellyn’s Settlnit., Official Solicitor v. 

Evans, [1921] 2 Ch. 281; Jée Combe, Corube v. Combe, 

[1925] Ch. 210. 

6038. —-~—.'—- The general rule is, that all which 
testator has, passes by the residuary clause, 
unless an intention appear. from other parts of 
the will, to limit the effect of that clause. 

Testatrix devised certain copyhold estates to 
her mother for life ;_ then to other persons for their 
lives, & to their children in fee. All the residue 
she devised to her mother in fee; but charged 
such residue, rea] & personal, with an annuity 
of £20 to her grandmother for life :-—J/eld: the 
provision for the grandmother did not indicate 
an intention to limit the effect of the residuary 
clause; &, consequently, the reversion in the 
copyholds passed to the mother.-—Dor d. MORETON 
v. Fossick (1830), 1 B. & Ad. 186; 8 L. J. O.S. 
K. B. 389; 109 E. R. 757. 

Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Pell». Jeyes (1830), 1 B. & Ad. 

593; Jacob v. Jacob (1898), 78 L. kT. 451. 
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6037 i. Everything not otherwise dias- 
posed of.\—STAPLETON v. D’ALTON 
(1914), 49 I. L. T. 62.—IR. 

6037 li. —-—.)} -WakDALE v. Wan- 
DALE, (1918) 0, P. I). 88,-- S. AF. 


FRIEDMAN v. 
R. ON. 
N.S. W. W. N. 49.—AUS. 


d. A fter-acquired property. }—~MORRI- 
BON t. MORRISON (1885), 9 O. R, 223; 
10 O. R. 303,---CAN. 


WILLS. 


6039. ——--—.|—-GREEN v. PERTWER, No. 5971, ante. 
6040. J—-A bequest of ‘‘all & singular 
other my property & estate’ will include not only 
everything not before mentioned in the will, but 
everything the previous disposition of which 
fails, unless it appears from the will that the 
property comprised in the previous disposition was 
intended to be excepted for all purposes from the 
residuary bequest, & not merely for the purpose 
of giving it to the particular legatee.—BERNARD 
v. MINSHULL (1859), John. 276; 28 L. J. Ch. 649 ; 

5 Jur. N.S. 031; 70 BE. R, 427. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Re Bagot, Paton v. Ormerod, [1893] 
3 Ch. 348. Refd. Thomas v. Jones (1862), 2 John. & H. 
475: Irvine v. Sullivan (1869), L. R. 8 Kg. 673; Noble 
«. Willock (1873), 42 L. J. Ch. 321. Mentd. Re Kyre, 
Byre v,. Eyre (1883), 49 L. T. 259. 

6041. Everything not excluded from residuary 
clause—-Expressly or by implication.|—-Dor d. 
CHOLMONDELEY (LORD & LADY) v. WEATHERBY, 
No. 6138, post. 

6042. 
No. 6040, ante. 

6043. Estates not in contemplation of testator.] — 
A general residuary clause will carry estates not 
in the contemplation of testator, unless the will 
contains special indications of a contrary intention. 
—MoRGAN d. SURMAN v. SURMAN (1808), 1 Taunt. 
289; 127 E. R. 844. 

Annotations :—Consd. Jones v. Skinner (1835), & L. J. Ch. 
87: Doe d. Howell v. Thomas (1840), 1 Man. & G. 335. 
Refd. Ackers v. Phipps (1835), 9 Bli. N.S. 430; Halfhead 
v. Sheppard (1859), Lt Ic. & Kh. 918. 

6044. .[—A. B. bequeathed all his real & 
personal estate to C. D.; but he stated that, on 
his death, his father’s property would, under his 
father’s will, devolve on his nephews. ‘This was 
not the fact, for it formed part of A. B.’s estate :— 
Held: the father’s property did not) pass under 
A. B.’s wilhk—Cincuirr rv, Pirry (1856), 23 Beav. 
275;28 L.T.0.8. 115; 2 Jur. N.8.1157; 5 WLR. 
153; 54 E.R. 10s, 

“Annotations :—-- Folld. Hawks r. Longridge (1873), 29 L. T. 





MINSHULL, 





-~---,|-— BERNARD v. 








419. Consd. ee Bavot, Paton «. Ormerod, [1893] 3 Ch. 
348. Refd. Bernard vr, Minshull (1859), John. 276. 
6045. .J--The wife of A., being entitled in 





fee, devised to him the B. property. .\.. under a 
wrong impression that his wife had no power of 
testamentary disposition, made his will containing 
this clause: ‘' & Iam wishful here to observe that 
my son R.. as heir-at-law of his mother, will 
inherit the B. property, & is therefore further 
provided for.” A. then devised his residuary 
estate to other persons :—/feld: A. had died 
intestate as to the B. property, notwithstanding 
the residuary devise.--HAWKS tv. LONGRIDGE 
(1873), 20 L. T. 149. 

Annotation :—Consd. Re Bagot, Paton uv. Ormerod, [1893] 

3 Ch. 348. 


6046. Property incapable of being disposed of.}|— 
Testatrix, of French birth, made her will, dated 
in 1878, in the French language. The will was, 
however, in English form, & testatrix’s domicile 
was English. ‘'Testatrix gave legacies & annuities 
to various persons, including her only daughter, 
& a specific legacy of articles of virtu to her only 
son. Testatrix then declared that, after the 
deduction of all the above bequests, together 
with the necessary sums to secure the payment of 
the annuities, the residue of her fortune should 
belong to her grandson. The only real estate 
which testatrix possessed was situate in France. 
Wer personal property was not quite sufficient to 


6. --—.J—P. by his will dated 
Mar. 29, 1847, after giving several 
logacies, devised in fee to ares who 
was algo oue of his hoirs-at-law, the 
rest & residuoc of his estate both real 
& personal:—Held: land acquired 
after the dato of P.’s will did not pass 


to testator.) —- Re 
IF RIKDMAN 


S. W. 127; 25 
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pay all her debts & legacics. The question was, 
whether testatrix’s real estate in France, devolving 
to her French heirs, could be taken us intended 
by testatrix to be comprised in her will, & to be 
subjected by her to the same obligation of con- 
tributing to the payment of debts & legacies, in 
which event the French heirs could be put to their 
election :-—Held: according to the authorities, 
the universality of a gift of property contained in 
a will was not sufficient to demonstrate or create 
a ground of inference that testator meant it to 
extend to property which was incapable, although 
his own, of being given by the particular instru- 
ment; &, thercfore, testatrix could not be said to 
have intended to affect her French real estate, 
there being nothing in the will from which the ct. 
could infer any such intention so as to take the 
case out of the rule above stated.— BARING v. 
ASHBURTON (1886), 54 1. I. 468. 

6047. Intention to dispose of goods by codicil—- 
Codicil without reference to goods.]—A. by will 
declares his intention to dispose of his household 
goods by his codicil; & devises the residue of his 
personal estate not disposed of nor reserved to be 
disposed of hy his codicil, to his wife. Afterwards 
testator makes a codicil, & does not dispose of his 
household goods thereby; the household goods 
shall not go to the residuary legatee, but according 
to the statute of distribution.—-DAViERS v. DEWES 
(1730), 32. Wins. 40; 24 E.R. O61, L. CO. 
slnnotations :-—-Distd. Martborough «. Godolphin (1750), 2 

Ves. Seu. 61. Consd. Blund «. Lamb (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 

399. Distd. Clowes v. Clowes (183%), 9 Sim. 403.  Consd. 

Blight o Hartnoll (1883), 223 Ch. D. 2S. Refd. Bowker 

«® Hunter (1783), 1 Bro. C. GC. 328: Bridge r. Abbot. 

(1791), 3 Bro, C. C. 2243) Hte Natt, Walker +. Gammage 

(1888), 37 Ch. DL. 5137. entd. 2) Gray, Akers v. Sears 

(1896), 65 1. J. Ch. 58, 

6048. Amount of residue described——Actual 
amount greater.;---D. being possessed of £4,000 
4 per cent. Bank annuities, by his will gave parts 
of it to a number of persons; he then made a 
codicil in which he said, © 1 find willed away only 
£5,600 4 per cent. Bank annuities. & I have there 
af present £6,000. I give the interest of the 
remaining £100 to FL Tt appeared that he had 
disposed of only £38,200 of the stock by his will. 
Ie. shall take the whole residue of the stock under 
the bequest in the codicil.—DANVERS v. MANNING 
(1786), 2 Brow C. C. 183) i Cox, Eg. Cas. 203; 29 
EL R.O, TC, 

Annotation :—Distd. edwards v. 

O.S. 0, 


6049. seen, —-Gift of “ any sinall balance 
remaining in the bank after payment of my 
funeral expenses.” Testatrix had at the date of 
the will a sum of £480 at her bankers which had 
increased to £1,373 at her death :—MHeld: the 
Whole balance passed.-- PAuk v. YOuNG (1875), 
li. R219 Eg. 501; 28 W. R, 479. 

Oe :—Reld. f@e Pratt, Pratt ve Pratt, [1894] 1 Ch. 


6050. Value of estate estimated —-Right of resi- 
duary legatees to excess.|—'T'estatrix directed all 
her estate to be turned into cash; if amounting 
to £20,000, to go thus; if less, in similar propor- 
tions; then, subject to some legacies, debts, etc., 
the residue of her estate in sixteenths; two to 
her mother for life, the others to different persons 


Corcy (1853), 22 L. T. 





by the residuary devise to pltf.— PLUMB k. Failure of 


vt. MCGANNON, 32 U. C, R. 8.—CAN. 
f. —~--.J]—~ Re THORNTON (1912)) 0 2'g¢ 

22 0. W. R. 619; 3 O. W. N. 2371; . 

5). L. hh. 192.-—CAN. 


f }—-COKHET v,. CORBET (1873), 
71. RR. Kq. 456.—IR. 


h. Estute over which testutar had 
power of appotniment.]—Re BATCHELOR 
(1915), 34 N. Z. L. RR. 879.---N.Z. 





Oo DC. 


conditional 
—- STORIES TRUSTEES v. GRAY (1874), 1 B. (a). 
Xe ae Sess.) 953; 11 Se. L. KR. 552. 


lL. Intention of testator 
—~WHITEHEAD’S TRUSTERS 0. 
HEAD (1807), 24 RR. (Ct. of Sess.) 1032 ; 
J. 782; 55.L. 1. 74. -—SCOT. 

m. Direction to pay legacy out of 
reastduc.} —- LAWRENCE v. 
[1924] S. C. 934-5,.—SCOT. 
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absolutely. She then made three residuary 
legatees. The shares given are only of the £20,000, 


subject to the charges; all beyond that goes to 
the residuary legatees.—GREEN v. ScoTr (1791), 1 
Ves. 282; 30 E. R. 344, L. C. 

Annotation :—Apld. Re Tunno’s Estate, Raikes v. Raikes 

(1890), 63 L. 'P. 23. 

6051. Capital producing specific legacies of in- 
come. |-—Testator commenced his will as follows: 
‘All my property in the several public funds, 
excepting that in the 3 per cent. Consols, is to be 
sold out, &, after defraying, from the produce 
thereof, my funeral expenses & debts, the 
remainder is to be placed in the 3 per cent. Consols, 
in which fund I now stand possessed of £3,700 
capital stock. The annual dividends I leave in 
trust to my exor. & extrix., to be by them paid, 
as the dividends shall become due, to the persons 
under mentioned during their natural lives; 
namely, £30 per annum to my niece H., & £20 per 
annum to my niece S.” Testator, in a subsequent 
part of his will, gave all his household furniture 
& all his property of every kind, not specified 
above, to his wife :—Held: the capital producing 
the two vearly sums of £80 & £20 passed to the 
wife, subject to the payment of those sums.— 
CLOWES v. CLOWES (1838), 9 Sim. 403; 59 E.R. 413. 

6052. Sum limited to executors, administrators, & 
assigns—Testator surviving events upon which 
limitation dependent.}—-Where the ultimate limita- 
tion of a fund is to the exors., administrators, & 
assigns of a party who survives the events upon 
which the fund is limited to her exors., adminis- 
trators. & assigns, it will pass under her will to her 
residuary legatees.— Morris v. Howes (1845), 4 
Hare, 599; 5 L. TM O. S. 3455 9 Jur. 966; 67 
Kh. R. 787; on appeal (1816), 16 L. J. Ch. 121, 
LC: 

6053. Settlor’s shares.]---By a settlement certain 
shares of trust funds were given by separate sets 
of clauses to settlor’s three daughters & their 
children, & it was provided that in case there 
should not be any child of the three daughters 
who should attain a vested interest, the trustees 
were to transfer the fund to the settlor’s next of 
kin. We afterwards, by will, gave the residue of 
his personal estate to his three daughters, & two 
of them having died without children, the third 
having a child who took a vesting interest :— 
Held: the event in which the next of kin were to 
take had not happened, & deceased daughters’ 
shares were undisposed of, & passed by the will.— 
WESTWOOD v. SLATER (1847), 10 L. T. O. 8S. 477, 
bree OF 

6054. Effect of specific description of personalty.} 
—-LEWIs v. Nokgs, [1876] W. N. 173, H. L. 
Annotation :-—~Apld. Jull v. Jacobs (1876), 3 Ch. D. 703. 





B. Realty. 
(a) In General. 

6055. What residuary gift sufficient to pass 
realty.|—A. devised his personal estate for the 
payuient of his debts & legacies, & the overplus 
to be disposed of as he should by codicil direct ; 
part ot his real estate also was devised for the 
payment of particular debts, & the residue to go 





bequest.] PART XVI. SECT. 16, SUB-SECT. 3.— 

6055i. What residuary gift sufficient 
to pass realty.) —SWART v, GREGORY, 15 
U. C. R. 335.—CAN. 

6055 ii. .}—BROOKE v. MoCavL 
(1862), 22 U. C. R. 9.--CAN. 

6055 ili, ———.] WARREN v. NEWTON 
(1844), Drury temp. Sugd. 464.—IR. 

6055 iv. .] —CLANCARTY v. CLAN- 
CARTY, 31 L. RR. Ir. 530.-—IR. 


considered, } 
WHITE- 








STEWART, 
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Sect. 16.—Residuary gifts : Sub-sect. 3, B. (a) & (b).] 


as he should by codicil direct. A. by codicil 
directs, that the overplus of such real estate shall 
go to his exor. for performance of his will; & then 
adds, ‘‘ I hope I have made a sufficiency for per- 
formance of my will; & if there be any overplus 
of my personal estate, after full performance, I 
give it to J.’’:—Held: J. was entitled to the 
surplus of the real estate.-—TYRWHITT v. TROTMAN 
(1714), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 52; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 508, 
745; 1H. RR. 1171, H. 1. 

6056. ———-.|-—-The general sense of the words of 
a will are to be restrained, by the intention of 
testator, & the other words they are in company 
with. By the words, “ All the rest & residue of my 
estate, chattels, real & personal,”’ only the residue 
of testator’s personal estate passes.—STRAFFORD 
a oe (1729), Mos. 208; 25 E. R. 353, 


6057. TILLEY v. SIMPSON (1746), 2 
Term Rep. 659, n.; 100 EK. R. 355, L. C. 
Annotations :—Apld. Doo d. Evans ». Evans (1839), 9 Ad. 

& El. 719. Consd. Belaney v. Belaney (1867), 36 L. J.Ch. 

265. Refd. Fletcher ve. Smiton (1788), 2 Chit. 558; Barnes 

v. Patch (1803), 8 Ves. 604; Doe d. Penwarden v. Gilbert 

(1821), 3 Brod. & Bing. 85 : Hamilton Corpn. v. Hodsdon 

(1847), 6 Moo. P. C. C. 76; Sanderson v. Dobson (1847), 

1 Exch. 141. 

6058. quest of all my _ goods, 
chattels, estate & estates whatsoever will pass 
real as well as personal property.—CHURCHILL Ut. 
DIsBEN (1754), Keny. Ch. 68; 9 Sim. 447, n.; 
96 E.R. 1310, 1. C. 

Annotations :-~Consd. Field +. Moore (1855), 7 De G. M. & G. 
691. Refd. Wright v. Cadogan (1761), 2 Ede m, 239; 
Atchison v. Le Mann (1854), 23 L. T. O. S. 302; A.-G. 
v. Wilkinson (1866), 14 L. T. 725. Mentd. Harvey v. 
Stracey (1852), 1 Drew. 73; Shelford v. Acland (1856), 
23 Beav. 10. 

6059. .j--GOODRIGHT’S CASE (1774), Lofft, 
452; O8 K. 1. 742. 

6060. -—~ .| --‘The produce of real estate, sold 
under a power in a will, passed by a residuary 
clause with the personal estate ; the object being 
a conversion out & out; but part remaining un- 
sold was held a resulting trust for the heir-at-law. 
—BkRownN v. Bica (1802), 7 Ves. 279; 32 EK. KR. 
114. 

.innotations :—Apld. Polley v. Seymour (1837),2 Y. & C. Ex 














708. Consd. Jie Perkins, Brown v. Perkins (1909), 101 
L. T. 345. Refd. Mules v. Jennings (1553), 8 exch. 830. 
6061. - ---—.;—Testator after directing his debts & 


funeral expenses to be paid by his exors., & making 
several bequests of annuities & money, gave to 
his five grandchildren, whom he appointed exors., 
‘all the remainder of my property whatever & 
wheresoever, to be divided equally, share & share 
alike, after their paying & discharging the before- 
mnentioned annuities, legacies & demands or any 
I may hereafter nnake by codicil to this my will ; 
all my goods, stocks, bills, bonds, book- debts. & 
securities in the Witham Drainage in Lincolnshire, 
& funded property ”’ :--Held: his real estate did 
not pass under the residuary clause.---Rok d. 
HELLING v. YEUD (1806), 2 Bos. & P. N. R. 214; 
127 EK. RR. 607. 
Annotations :-—Distd. Doe d. Wall vt. Langlands (1811), 14 
East, 370. Consd. Doe v. Rout. (1816), 7 Taunt. 79. Refd. 
Davenport. v. Coltman (1842), 6 Jur. 404; Midland 


Counties Ry. v. Oswin (i844), 1 Coll. 74; Morrison v. 
Hoppe (1851), 4 De G. & Sm. 234. 








6062. -, -Vwo being seised of undivided 
moleties as tenants in common in fee, que: 

6055 v. —--.}--TAYLOR v. TAYLOR [19245] N. Z. L. RR. 379.—N.Z,. 
(1992), 11 N. Z. L. It. 540.—N.Z. 6055 vill. ———.]—SMITH’S 
6055 vi. —-~-.]—-Fre BOWYER (1914), TORS v. SMITH, (1918) 8. C. 772 ; 
33. N. ” i It. 1039.—-N.Z. Li 

6055 vii. — -—.J)—Re GuTmius, Trus- 6055 ix. 
TEES Exicurous & AGENCY CO. OF  Batkp (1919), 57 Se. 
NEW ZEALAND, LTp. v. GUTHRIE, n. After-acquired 


~716; (1918]28.L.T.132.—SCOT. 
-}—CRAW’S TRUSTEES &. 


WILLS. 


whether a devise by the one of his half part to the 
other will carry the fee? But at any rate the fee 
did not pass by a residuary clause, whereby 
testator after several pecuniary bequests, ordered 
the lease of his house, with his furniture, to be 
sold, & all the rest & residue to be divided amongst 
other persons; & appointed exors.; for such 
division of the ‘rest é& residue must be intended to 
be made by the exors. as such, & therefore confined 
to personal property.—-BERK v. PENOYRE (1809), 
11 Kast, 160; 103 K. R. 965. 


Bahn :—Refd. Doo d. Atkinson «. 
274; Attree v. nea (1871), ¢ 
Stee. Smyth (1878), 8 Ch. D. 561. 


Fawcett Sete 
40 L. J. Ch. 


6063. —---.. -Dor d. HURRELL v. HURKELI, 
No. 6104, post. 

6064. - -—~.]-—GULLY v. EXETER (Bp.), No. 5660, 
ante. 

6065. ----- ~.|—Testator commenced his will as 
follows: ‘‘ As touching such worldly property 


wherewith it hath pleased God to bless me, I give, 
devise, & dispose of same in manner following ”’ ; 
&, after various bequests & devises, concluded : 
“All the rest of my worldly goods, bonds, notes, 
book debts, & ready money, & everything else I 
die possessed of, I give to my son G.”’ :-- Held: 
G. took a fee in lands of testator not specifically 
devised by the will. ILCE v. WILCE (1831), 7 





Bing. 664: 5 Moo. & P. 682; 9]. J. 0.8. CLP. 
197; 131 EK. R. 257. 


Hanlin: ‘-—Consd. Cook v. Jaggard Coe ee R. 1 exch. 


125. Folld. Evans ». Jones (1877), 46 L. J. Q. B. 20. 
Refd. Doe d. Knocker v. Ravell (1832), 2 Cr. & J. 617; 
Hamilton v. Buckmaster (1866), L. Rh. 3 Eq. 323. 


6066. By will dated after the passing 
of 55 Geo. 3. c. 192, testator devised ‘' All the rest, 
residue & remainder of his estate whatsoever & 
wheresoever, & of what nature or kind soever the 
same may be’ :--Held: copyhold estate would 
pass by these words as by a general devise of real 
estate, though testator had made no surrender in 
his lifetime to the use of his will. - DoEd. EyMUNDS 
tv. LLEWELLIN (1 835), 2Cr. M. & R. 50835 1 Gale. 
193; 5 Tyr. 809; 51. J. Kx. 84; 150 E.R. 217. 





Annotations -—Consd. Doe d. Dand vr. Thompson (1845). 7 
Q. B. 897. Mentd. Campbell v. e (1836), 5 Ad. & E11, 
$65; Garbutt v. Trevor (1863), 15 OC. BL N.S. 550. 

6067. —-----.|- Testator cae e all his real & 


personal estate to trustees, upon trust, to permit 
his wife to have the enjoyment of the rents, issues, 
& profits thereof, for her life, or otherwise, with her 
consent & approbation in writing, to sell the real 
& personal estate, & invest the moneys to arise 
from the sale of his real & personal estate on 
government or real security, & pay the interest 
to her for her life, & after her decease to pay two 
legacies of £50 each, & divide the residue of the 
moneys to arise from his real & personal estate 
between his nephews & nieces living at the death 
of his wife. The real estate was not sold during 
the life of the widow: the nephews & 
nieces were entitled to the produce of the real 
estate. — WADDINGTON v. YATES (1846), 15 J. J. Ch. 
223; 71. TT. O.S. 48; 10 Jur. 241. 

6068. .|--Testator not having any real 
estate, gave all his personalty to his wife for life, 
& after her death to his children. After he had 
acquired real estate he made a codicil as follows : 
‘The forty lead shares I had left: my wife I have 
now sold for £2,100, which I leave to her on the 





testator devised to his wife all the 
remainder of his real estate, & then 
proceeded to enumerate the lands com- 
put in such remainder, after-acquired 
ands did not pass as part of the 
CoorER (1876), 


EXECU: 
545 &c, 


residue.—CROMBIK 1%. 


L. Rt. 20.—8COT. og Gr, 470.-—CAN. 


lands.) —- Where 


Part XVI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


same terns as I have done everything else, every- 
thing I possess I leave to her, to be divided among 
my children at her death, as expressed ”’ :-—Held : 
the real estate passed by the codicil.— Warner 
v. WARNER (1850), as reported in 16 L. T. O. S. 
320; 15 Jur. 141. 

6069. - -—-.]—-A gift of all the residue of my 
estate & effects to A., B. & C., upon trust to collect, 
get in & recover the same, & invest in stock, & pay 
the dividends, etc., 1o persons beneficially entitled ; 
A. & B. being also exors, :—Held: to pass real 
estate.—-D’ALMAINE v. MOSELEY (1853), 1 Drew. 
629; 1 Kq. Rep. 252; 22 Ll. J. Ch. 971; 21 L. T. 
a S. 297; 17 Jur. 872; 1W. R. 475; 6145. f. 
592. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Hamilton v. Buckmaster (1866), L. R. 
3 Kg. 323. Apld. Kirby-Smith v. Parnell, [1903] 1 Ch. 
483. Refd. Pierce v. A.-G., Pierce v. Harrison (1855), 
25 LL. T. O. S. 264. 


6070. J|—G. A. F. after bequeathing certain 
legacies & annuities, gave & bequeathed all “ the 
rest. residue, & remainder of his estate & effects, 
whatsoever & wheresoever,” to trustees upon 
certain trusts:—Held: real estate, of which 
testator was seised, passed by the residuary yift.— 
FULLERTON v. MARTIN (1853), 1 Iq. Rep. 224; 22 
L. J. Ch. 8935 17 Jur. 778; 1 Wz. A. 379. 
mae ation :—Apld. Kirby-Smith ¢«. Parnell, [1903] 1° Ch. 





6071. --——-.|—O’TooLk v. BROWNE, No. 4852, 
ante, 

6072. ———.!—-Real estate will not pass by the 
words “ all estate, effects, & property whatsoever 


& wheresoever,” when the trusts & gzencral context 
of the will point to personal estate only, & afford 
no index to show that real estate was present to 
the mind of testator when he made his will.— 

COARD v. LLOLDERNESS (1855), 20 Beav. 147; 24 

Ih. J. Ch. 3883025 1. TT. OJ S. 27: 1 Jur. N.S, 

316; 8 W. RR. 311: 52 1. RR. 559. 

Annotations :-—Expld. 7te Greenwieh Hospital Luprovement 
Act (1855), 20 Beay. 468. Distd. Streatfield vr. Cooper 
(1859), 27 Beav. 338; Lloyd vw Liovd (1869), Le R. 7 ly. 
458. Apld. Prescott «. Barker (1874), 9 Ch. App. 174. 
Consd. Kirby-Simith «e Parnell, [1903] 1 Ch. £83. 
6073. - -- —./—CoGswELL ve. AnMstTrona, No. 

GOVT, aarle. 

6074. -----.! Testator ° gave” to his wife. for 
her use & benefit, “his leases, moneys, goods, 
furniture, plate, book debts, securities for money 
& all other property, of every description, that he 
might be possessed of ? :—Held: the real estate 
passed. ~ Re GREENWICH JDospiran IMPROVEMENT 
Act (1855), 20 Beav. 458 5 52 EK. R. 680. 
Annotations : —-Folld. Fvans +. Jones (1877), 46 1. J. Q. B. 

280. Refd. Jones ro Robinson (1878), 38 LT. O45. 

6075. ---  .|—-PHIMTIPS v. BEAL, No. 5872, ante. 

6076. .--—.'—Testator gave his “ personal 
estate ’’ to his exors., with a direction to collect 
rents of his real estate, & vave all the residue of 
his personal estate & effects of every kind & 
description to T. L.:- Held: testator, by directing 
the exors. to receive his rents, with a mere gift of 
personal estate, showed what he meant by those 
words; &, the residuary legatee took all the 
residuary real estate.—LINES r. LINKS (1869), 22 
lL. T. 400; 17 W. KR. 1004. 
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PART XVI. seal ny SUB-SECT. 3.-—— I. Ch. Re. SU; 





6082 vi. - 
6082 i. Whether realty passes.) GR. ‘Sa. 572. 
STEPHEN 0. STEPHEN (1877), 3 VoL. i. 6082 
94.—AUS. vii. 


6082 ii. -—-—.]}—J?e Frienp (1915), 
11 Tas, lL. R. 101.—AUS. 

6082 ili. .J—WILES it. 
(1841), 1 Dr. & War. 439.—IR. 

6082 iv. .J—HILLAsS v. HILLAS 
(1847), 10 I. Eq. R. 134.—IR. 


6082 v. ——-.]}— Re GYLEs (1863), 14 





WILLS ss oxpressed 





duary legatee ”’ 


15 Ir. Jur. 315.—IR. 
.}—- HAMILTON tv. FOOT, 


-J--In a will including 
realty & personalty, real estate does 
not pass under the words ‘‘ residuary 
legatee,’’ proprio vigure, 
intention 
testator’s entire property.—GETHIN v. 
ALLEN (1888), 23 L. R. Ir. 236.—IR. 


6082 viii. ——.)—Primd facie ‘ resi- 
refers only to the 
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6077. ———.|—Testatrix after gift of her house 
& garden, which were leasehold, though not so 
described, & several pecuniary legacies, directed 
that ‘all the rest’ should be divided between 
the persons in her will named :—Held: the words 
included realty as well as personalty.—ATTREE 
v. ATTREE (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 280; 40 L. J. Ch. 
102; 24L. T. 121; 19 W. Rh. 464. 

Annotations :—Distd. Springett v. Jenings (1871), 6 Ch. App. 
333. Consd. Jull v. Jacobs (1876), 3 Ch. D. 703; Re 
Davies, Thomas v. Thomas- Davies, [1928] 1 Ch, 24. Refd. 
Smyth vw. Smyth (1878), 8 Ch. D. 561. 

6078. --|—Testator, by his will, disposed of 
his property as follows: ‘‘ Wirst, I give & be- 
queath to my wife all my household furniture, 
linen, glass, china, plate, farming stock & all my 
personal estate & effects, whatsoever & whereso- 
ever, & of what nature or kind soever or whatever 
I may be possessed of at my decease, to & for her 
own sole use & benefit ’’ :—Held: the real estate 
of testator of which he was possessed at the time 
of his decease, passed to his wife under this be- 
quest.-—-EVANS v. JONES (1877), 46 L. J. Q. B. 
280; 36 L. T. 218; 41 J. P. 552. 
ane iation :—Distd. Jones v. Robinson (1878), 3 C. P. D. 








6079. —-—.] —-SmyTH v. SmytTu, No. 5373, 
ante. 
6080. -|—Testator by his will disposed of 


his property as follows: ‘ I give & bequeath unto 
my wife (here followed various sorts of personal 
property specifically enumerated), & all other my 
personal estate, property, chattels & effects what- 
soever & wheresvever of which I am now seised, 
possessed or entitled to, or may hereafter acquire, 
or can hereby dispose of, to hold the same unto my 
wife, her exors., administrators & assigns, for her 
& their own use & benefit absolutely.’’ Testator 
then disposed of the real estate, vested in him by 
way of intge. & in trust, by ‘‘ devise ”’ to his wife 
& brother, ‘‘ their heirs & assigns,’ the money 
secured on such mtges. to be ‘‘ considered as part 
of my personal estate ’’:—Held: testator’s free- 
hold estates did not pass under the will.—JongEs 
». ROBINSON (1878), 3 C. P. D. 344; 471. J. Q. B. 
673: 38 L. T. 945; 27 W. TR. 48. 

6081. .|-—P?e ANDREW’S ESTATE, CREASEY 
v. GRAVES, No. 5859, ante. 

Use of word ‘“‘ estate.’’|— See Sect. 15, sub- 
sect. 14, F., ante. 

Reversionary interest In realty.|—See Sub-sect. 3. 
D., post. 





(b) Effect of Appointment of Residuary Legatee. 

6082. Whether realty passes.|—-These words in a 
will, ‘' 1 give & bequeath all that I shall die 
possessed of, real & personal, of what nature & 
kind suoever, after my just debts is paid. I appoint 
P. my residuary legatee & exor.’’; followed by 
certain annuities & legacies; with a desire to his 
legatee & exor. to let his sister be interred in his, 
testator’s, vault, & with a recommendation to him 
to be kind to another relation, & to do something 
handsome for him at his death, etc., show testator’s 
intention to make P. the residuary legatee of his 


legatee of personal estate; but the 
context: may enable the ct. to give a 
wider meaning to the words “‘ residuary 
legatee,’’ & to hold that the words are 
wide enough to embraco real estate, 
which, in the events that have hap- 
pened, is undisposed of.—Zte GREALLY, 


without an TRAVERS v. O'DONOGHUE, [1910) 1 
to dispose of I. R, 239,—IR. 
6082 ix. .}-—-WALLACK’S EXECU- 





TORS vt. WALLACE (1895), 23 R. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 142; 33 Se. L. R. 87; 3S.L. T. 
162,-—SCOT. 
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Sect. 16.—Lesiduary gifts : Sub-sect. 3, B. (b) & (c).] 


real estate in fee.—PITMAN v. STEVENS (1812), 15 

East, 505; 104 BK. R. 034. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Doe d. Crutchfield v. Pearce (1815), 
1 Price, 353; Kvans v. Crosbie (1817), 16 L. J. Ch. 494; 
Windus v. Windus (1856), 6 De G. M. & G. 549. Refd. 
Doe d. Roberts v. Roberts (1841), 10 L. J. Ex. 140. 


6083. .|—Testator, seised of real & pos- 
sessed of personal property, bequeaths various 
legacies ‘‘ to be raised & levied from my properties 
by my exors.,’”’ & then, after a specific devise of his 
interest in certain lands, says, ‘‘ The remainder of 
my properties I devise to my exors.to make good 
the above sums; & I also ordain, ctc., & devise 
exors. to this my last will, etc., also my residu- 
ary legatees, share & share alike” :—Held: 
there was a resulting trust as to the real estate for 
the heir-at-law.—KELLETT v. KELLETT (1815), 
38 Dow, 248; 3 BE. R. 1055, H. L. 

Annotations :—Consd. Day v. Daveron (1841), 12 Sim. 200 
Distd. Lea vr. Grundy (1855), 24 L. T. O. 8S. 287. Consd. 
Re Salter, Farrant v. Carter (1881), 44 L. T. 603. Refd. 
Wildes v. Davies (1853), 1 Sm. & GG. 475; Windus . 
Windus (1856), 26 L. J. Ch. 185; Hughes v. Pritchard 
(1877), 25 W. R. 7615; Singleton v. Tomlinson (1878), 
3 App. Cas. 404. 

6084. .'—Testator gave a freehold house to 
his wife for her sole use & benefit, & another free- 
hold house to her for her life; & he also gave to 
her all his household goods, plate, etc. : but, if she 
married again, the whole of the above property was 
to become the property of his daughter, &, in case 
his wife should remain unmarried, then he gave 
the second-mentioned house to his daughter, for 
her life. & to her children after his wife's death: 
‘*T also appoint my wife, provided she remains 
unmarried, sole extrix. & residuary legatee to all 
other property I may possess at my decease ’’ :— 
Held: the fee simple in the first-mentioned house 
passed to the wife.—Day v. DavEerRoNn (1841), 12 
Sim. 200; 10 1. J. Ch. 349; 59 E.R. 1108. 
Annotations :—Consd. Evans r. Crosbie (1847), 15 Sim. 600. 


Distd. Lea ». Grundy (1855), 24 L. T. O. S. 287. Consd. 
Windus v. Windus (1856), 26 L. J. Ch. 185. 


6085. .|—Testator after bequeathing cer- 
tain sums of money to his daughters M. & C., & 
legacies to other persons, with the possession of a 
certain house to his wife for life. declared thus: 
‘that my daughters M. & C. shall divide between 
them, as residuary legatees, whatever I may die 
possessed of, except what is already mentioned 
in favour of others’ :~-Held: the words “ What- 
ever 1 may die possessed of”? included the real 
estate, & M. & C. were therefore entitled to the fee 
simple in expectancy of the house bequeathed to 
testator’s wife for life.--DAVENPORT wv. COLTMAN 
(1842), 12 Sim. 5885 11 1. J. Ch. 262 5 6 Jur. 381 ; 
59 E.R. 1259. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Fvans r. Crossbie (1847), 15 Sim. 600. 
Refd. Lea vr. Grundy (1855), 24 L. T. O. S. 287: Windus +. 
Windus (1856), 26 L. J. Ch. 1845; Attree rv. Attree (1871), 
40 L. J. Ch. 192; Re Methuen & Blore's Contract (1881), 
44 L. T. 332. Mentd. Ire Grimthorpe, Beckett vo. Grim- 
thorpe, [1908] 2 Ch. 675; Re Ffennell's Settlmt., Re 
Ffennell’s Estate, Wright 7. Holton, (1918] 1 Ch. 91: Re 
Hopkinson, Dyson v. Hopkinson, [1922] 1 Ch. 65. 
6086. .|—-Testator gave all his real & per- 

sonal estate to his brother J. & his nephew M., 

their heirs, exors., ctc., in trust, by or out of his 

personal estate, or by sale, mtge. or other disposi- 
tion of his real estate or any part thereof, to pay 
his sister £1,500; w&, after giving £1,000 to his 
brother J., he left to his brother D. £2,000, & 
added, “ & also to be my residuary legatee.”’ 

After which he gave £200 to another of his sisters : 

——Held: D. was testator’s residuary devisee as 

well as legatee.— EVANS v. CROSBIE (1847), 15 Sim. 

600; 164. J. Ch. 494; 9L. T.O.S. 291; 11 Jur. 

510; 60 F. R. 753. 


Annotations :—- Consd. Windus v. Windus (1856), 26 L. J. Ch. 
185. Refd. Lear. Grundy (1855), 24 Ju. TO. S. 287. 
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WILLS. 


6087. ——-.|—-J., by his will, declared his 
daughter A. to be his sole residuary legatee. J. at 
his death was entitled to certain copyhold estates, 
which were not specifically mentioned in his will: 
Held: the copyholds did not pass under the will to 
A.—LEA v. Grunpy (1855), 25 L. T. O. S. 2873; 
1 Jur. N.S. 951]. 

6088. ———.]—-Testator by his will gave several 
pecuniary legacies including one to his son E., & 
devised his freehold, copyhold & leasehold estates 
to his sons T. & A. as tenants in common, & he 
appointed them his residuary legatees & exors. T. 
died, & by a codicil testator appointed I. exor. in 
the room of T. & revoked the legacies given to A. & 
KI. by the will, & he appointed them ‘“‘ residuary 
legatees,’’ & he declared that certain freehold & 
leaschold property comprised in his marriage 
settlement) & which he had power to appoint 
should go to the “ residuary legatees his sons ’”’ A. 
& i. :—Held: (1) the moiety of the real estate 
devised by the will to T. had lapsed & descended on 
A. as testator’s heir-at-law, he taking also the other 
moiety as devisee under the will; (2) in this will 
the appointment of A. & E. to be ‘ residuary 
legatees’’ did not pass to them testator’s real 
estate.—WINDUS v. WINDUS (1856), 6 De G. M. & 
G. 549; 26]. J. Ch. 185; 28 LL. 7. O. S. 815; 2 
Jur. N.S.11015; 43 E.R. 1347,0.C. & L. JJ. 

6089. —- ~.]--Testator commenced his will by 
saying, ‘As to my estate which God has been 
pleased to bestow upon me, I do make & ordain 
this my last will & testament, as follows.” He 
then made separate dispositions of two specified 
farms, then gave several pecuniary legacies, then 
bequeathed his shares in a quarry, then gave some 
further pecuniary legacies, & concluded with, “ & 
I make M., R. & O. my residuary legatees ”’ :— 
Held: testator’s freehold estate not specifically 
mentioned in the will passed to M., R. & O. 

Testator, as it seems to me, has told us in express 
terms that he has disposed by his will of all his 
property. That being so, & finding in the will a 
disposition of parts of his property with that 
appointment of residuary legateces, why are we not 
to say that the expressions in the former part of the 
will are entitled to as much consideration as the 
expressions in the latter part, & that he intended 
these three people to take the residue of his 
(JESSEL, M.1t.).—HcGurs vv. PRIT- 
CHARD (1877), 6 Ch. D. 24; 46 I. J. Ch. 840 3 37 
L. T. 259; 25 WLR. 761, C. A. 

Annotation :-—Distd. Rc Methuen & Blore’s Contract (1881), 

16 Ch. D. 696. 

6090. —---.) -A. made a _ will whereby she 
‘* comunitted to paper’’ her ‘ wishes respecting 
the disposal of’? her ‘ property,’ & Icft “ every- 
thing she was possessed of *’ to her sister for life ; 
& after her death she ‘‘ gave & devised ”’ certain 
legacies, & concluded by appointing her two 
nephews, naming them, ‘‘ her exors., & the latter 
residuary  legateec.” Afterwards she made a 
codicil which referred only to some of the legacies 
given by her will. She had no real property at 
the date of her will or codicil, but she purchased 
some subsequently, & 1t belonged to her at her 
death :-~Ield : her real property did not pass by 
her will.—-te METIUEN & BLORE’sS CONTRACT 
(1881), 16 Ch. D. 696; 501. J. Ch. 464: 447. 9. 
332 ; 29 W. BR. 656. 

6091. ~}—HE. by her will, after a specific 
devise of real estate to S., & pecuniary legacies of 
£50 & £200, bequeathed three other pecuniary 
legacies of £100 each, with the proviso that “ if 
her estate would not produce those sums of} £100 
each, after the previous legacies were paid,’ then 
those sums were to abate, & she appointed S. her 
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‘‘residuary legatee.’’ E. left real estate not 
specifically devised :—Held: the real estate not 
specifically devised passed to S. as residuary 
devisee as well as legatee.—Ae SALTER, FARRANT v. 
CARTER (1881), 44 L. 'T’. 603. 

6092. -|-—It is well settled that the words 
‘* residuary legatee ’’ by themselves primd facie do 
not apply to real estate, though their application 
may be extended so as to do so when the context 
requires it, & when testator directs his real estate 
to be sold & disposes of part of the proceeds, it may 
be taken, I think, that the appointment of a residu- 
ary legatee will pass the rest. The phrase “ all 
else to be sold,’’ however, in this will, having 
regard to the position in which it occurs, cannot, | 
think, be fairly considered to have any application 
to real estate, but only to furniture & chattels, 
especially as the real estate of testatrix is all of it 
specifically disposed of by preceding clauses 
(JOYCE, J.).—e Gipas, MARTIN v. HARDING, 
[1907] 1 Ch. 465; 76 L. J. Ch. 238; 96 LL. T. 423. 
Ae Consd. Z’e Stephen, Stephen v, Stephen, [1913] 








6098. — -~.|—-Re STEPHEN, STEPHEN v. STEPHEN, 
[1913] W.N. 210. 


(c) Effect of Limitations Applicable to Personalty. 
6094. Whether real estate passes-—Limitations 
applicable to personalty only.|——A devise of “ all 
the rest. & residue of my estate of what nature or 
kind soever.”’ includes real as well as personal 
property, though accompanied with limitations 
peculiarly appheable, & usually applied to personal 
property alone.——Dor d. BurRKITT ve. CHAPMAN 
(1789), 1 Hy. BL 228; 126 BE. R. 129. 
Annotations :—-Consd. Achers v Phipps (1835), 9 Bli. N.S. 
ve Refd. Saumercz v. Saumerez (1839), § My. & Cr. 


6095. ——. _ ----- -| --Devise of all the rest, 
residue, & remainder of testator’s estate. Qu.: 
whether restricted to personal estate by directions 
applicable to personalty only, to lay it out at 
interest & change the seeurities.—NEWLAND v. 
MARJORIBANKS (1813), 5 Paunt. 268 5 | Marsh. 44; 
128 Kk. R. 698. 

Annotation :-— Distd. Stokes v. Salomons (1851), 9 Hare, 75. 


6096. ~--— --. -.|—Under a devise of all the 
residue of testator’s estate & effects whatsoever & 
wheresoever, of what) nature or kind soever, to 
trustees, upon trusts applicable only to personal 
property :--fleld: the real estate passed, with a 
resulting trust. for the heir.—DUNNAGE vr. WHITE 
(1820), ] Jac. & W. 583 5; 37 FR. 490. 

Annotations :——Consd. Fullerton v. Martin (1853), 22 lL. J. Ch. 
893. Folld. Longley ¢. Longley (1871), L. Ro 13 Eq. 133. 
Expld. Kirby-Smith v. Parnell, [1903] 1 Ch. 483. 

6097. —-- --——.]| --Under a devise of a copy- 
hold estate, & of all the rest, residue, & remainder 
of testator’s estate & effects, whatsoever & where- 
soever, real & personal, upon trust for testator’s 
widow for life. & then upon trusts wholly applicable 
to the personal estate, copyhold property held to 
pass, & to be subject to the trusts of the residuary 
estate, & not to be confined to the trust for the life 
of the widow.— MARKS v. MARKS (1833), 2 L. J. Ch. 
110. 

6098. ——-- - ——.]-~Great force has been given 
to general bequests of all the residue, real & 
personal. The ('t. of Common Pleas .. . held 
such a gift to be strong enough to pass real estate, 
though accompanied by limitation utterly in- 
applicable to any but personal estate (LORD BRouUG- 
HAM).—ACKERS v. PHIPPS (1835), 3 Cl. & Fin. 665 ; 
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9 Bli. N.S. 480; 6 E. R. 1586, H. L.; revsg. S.C. 
sub nom. PHIPPS v. WILLIAMS (1831), 5 Sim. 44. 


Annotations :—Refd. Watson v. Hayes (1839), 8 L. J. Ch. 
169; Cunningham v. Murray (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 366. 
Mentd. Jackson v. Marjoribanks (1341), 12 Sim. 93; 
Smith v. Spencer (1856), 6 De G. M. & G. 631 


6099. --— -|—Testator left to several 
children the real & personal property described 
in several schedules of his will, on very complicated 
trusts: he omitted to specify, in any of the 
schedules, his freehold house in S.; but, by an 
insufficiently attested codicil, desired that it should 
pass to J., his eldest son ;_ all the residue of his real 
& personal estate he left to trustees, to divide 
among his children when his youngest child should 
attain twenty-five, on the same trusts & subject to 
the same contingencies & bequests over as their 
original legacies :—-fTeld: notwithstanding the 
difficulty of applying those trusts of personal 
property to the division of a freehold house, the 
house passed to the trustees by the residuary 
clause.—BanrcLay v. COLLETT (1838), 4 Bing. N.C. 
658; 1 Arn. 287; 6 Scott. 408; 71. J.C. P. 235; 
132 E. R. 042. 








6100. -———.]— DD” ALMAINE v. MOSELEY, No. 
6069, ante. 

6101. — -.1 -LLOybD v. LLOYD, No. 5875, 
ante. 

6102. --- —---.|—Testator devised & be- 


queathed all his estate & effects to trustees, their 
heirs, exors., & administrators, upon trust to 
convert his personal estate, not being money, & 
to stand possessed of the money to arise by such 
sale. & of the rest and residue of his estate & 
effects upon trust to invest the same in Govern- 
ment or real securities, & to stand possessed of such 
investments upon trust for the benefit of the 
widow & children & brothers & sisters of testator : 
—I[eld: the real estate of testator passed to the 
trustees, but the beneficial interest therein was 
undisposed of by the will, & consequently resulted 
to testator’s heir.—LONGLEY v. LONGLEY (1871), 
lL. R. 13 Eq. 133; 41 L. J. Ch. 168; 25 LL. T. 736 ; 
20 W. RR. 227. 

elinglation :—Distd. Kirby-Smith v. Parnel], [1903] 1 Ch. 

6103. ---- --—— Gift to trustees ‘‘ their executors, 
administrators & assigns.’’]|—Testator, having 
given £4,000 to A. & B. in trust for certain persons, 
by a residuary clause gave ‘all the rest of his 
estate & effects of what nature soever to A. & B. 
their exors. & administrators in trust to add the 
interest to the principal, so as to accumulate the 
same, it being his will that the residue should not 
pass but at the time & manner as the principal sum 
of £4,000 was directed to be paid” :—Held: a 
house, the only freehold of which testator was 
scised, did not pass by the will, notwithstanding 
there were general words in the introductory clause 
‘ as to all his estate & effects both real & personal.”’ 
—Dont d. SPEARING v. BUCKNER (1796), 6 Term 
Rep. 610; 101 KE. R. 730. 

_innotations :-—Consd. Barnes tv. Patch (1803), 8 Ver. 604. 

Distd. Aubin v. Daly (1820), 4 B. & Ald. 59. Consd. 

Saumerez v, Saumerez (1839). 4 My. & Cr. 331 ; Stokes v. 

Salomons (1851), 9 Hare, 75. Dbtd. Fullerton v. Martin 

(1853), 22L.3.Ch. 893. Apld. Coard vr. Holderness (1855), 

20 Beav. 147. Distd. Re Greenwich Hospital Improve- 

ment Act (1853), 20 Beav. 458. Refd. Thoinas v. Phelps 

1827), 6 L. J. O. S. 110; Hamilton Corpn. v. Hodsdon 

Tries G6 Moo. P.c. C. 76; Kirby-Smith v. Parnell, [1903] 

1 Ch. 483. 

6104. -- - - ->- .i—Testator having both 
real & personal estate, after giving several 
pecuniary legacies, bequeathed all the rest & 
residue of his estate & effects, whatsoever & 
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6094 i. Whether real estate 


sses-—— Limitations applicable to personalty only.}—WoOoDARD'S JUDICIAL FACTOR vv. WOODARD, 


pa 
[1919) 8. C. 350; 56 Sc. L. R. 214; (1919) 1S. L. T. 129.—SCOT. 
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wheresoever, to trustees, their exors., adminis- 
trators, & assigns, upon trust; that they should, 
out of such residue of the moneys & effects that 
he should die possessed of, carry on, manage, & 
cultivate the farm then in his possession for the 
remainder of his term therein. for the joint advan- 
tage of certain of his sons & daughters therein 
named; &, at the expiration of the term, upon 
further trust, to sell & dispose of such residue of 
his estate & effects, or such effects as should then 
be upon his farm, & to divide the money arising 
therefrom among his sons & daughters :—ZTeld : 
testator’s real estate did not pass by this will.— 
DoE d. HURRELL v. HURRELL (1821), 5 B. & Ald. 
18; 106 E. R. 1100. 


anolalions :—Consd. Stokes v. Salomons (1851), . Hare, 75. 
Distd. Fullerton ». Martin (1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 893. 


6105. .J—A gift of a residue “ of 
the property ” referring to both real & personal 
estate, ‘‘to A. his exors., administrators, & assigns,”’ 
taken with the context :—H eld: to pass real estate. 
—HUNTER v. Puau (1839), 1 Hare, 308, n.; 9 
L. J. Ch. 625 4 Jur. 571; 66 7. R. 1049. 

6106. --- —--—./—A will contained the 
following gift: ‘‘As to all my ready money, 
securities for money, stock in any of the public 
stocks of Great. Britain, & all the rest, residue, 
& remainder of my estate & effects whatsoever 
& wheresoever, I give & bequeath the same 
& everv part thereof to K. & S.’’—whom testator 
had already appointed his exors.—'‘ their exors., 
administrators & assigns,’’ upon trusts which 
related to the income, described as ‘“‘ income” or 
‘interest dividends & annual proceeds,”’ in some 
places ‘‘ produce,” & to corpus described some- 
times as “the trust moneys, stocks, funds, & 
securities,’ & in other places as ‘the trust 
moneys.” The will empowered the trustees to 
vary the securities of the trust money & invest 
the same :—Held: testator’s real estate passed 
by the gift of residue, & notwithstanding the sug- 
vested inapplicability of the trusts to anything but 
personalty, those trusts applied also to the real 
estate—of which there was, therefore, no resulting 
trust.— KIRBY-SMITH v. PARNELL, [1903] 1 Ch. 483; 
721.5. Ch. 468; 51 W. R. 493; 47 Sol. Jo. 279. 

6107. Residuary devise preceded & followed 
by particular descriptions of personalty.|—-Qu. : 
whether in a devise, the words “ estate of what 
kind soever ’’ immediately preceded & followed by 
particular descriptions of personal property will 
pass a remainder in fee of lands vested in the 
testator.-- DALLY v. KING (1788), 1 Hy. BI. 1; 
126 E. R. 1. 

Annotation :---Refd. Fdwards v. Barnes (1835), 1 Hodg. 293. 
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(d) Mortgaged Property. 
6108. Whether property of which testator mort- 
gagee passes.|--—The legal estate in mtged. premises 


does not. pass by a general residuary devise by the | 


mtgee.— LEEDS (DUKE) v. MUNDAY (1797), 3 Ves. 
348; 30 EK. RK. 1046. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Braybroke v. Inskip (1803), 8 Ves. 417. 
6109. |--Re VALLIsS, Lx WHITACRE 
(1807), 1 Sanders on Uses & Trusts, 5th ed. 421, n. 
Annotation :—Consd. Martin v. Laverton (1870), L. R. 9 Eq. 
5 
6110. —-—.]—-Testator who was a mtgee., 
devising all the rest & residue of his freehold, lease- 
hold, & copyhold estates in possession or reversion, 
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6108 i. Whether property of whtch 


testator mortgugee passes. }—DOE d. HEL- 
LIWELL v. HUGILL, 6 O. S. 241.—CAN. 


6108 ij, —-—.]-—Jt?e Dons, 210.1. T. 


WILLS. 


together with all his goods, chattels, etc., mtges. 

& debts to a legatee, subject to the payment of 

his debts, etc., & also appointing the legatee exor. 

of his will :—Held: not to have thereby devised 
the legal estate in the mtged. premises to such 
legatee: & such legal estate dia not therefore 
vest in him, but descended to his heir-at-law ; 
because, although the words of the devise would, 
standing alone, have been sufficient to have 
carried the legal estate in the mtged. premises, 
which may be so desired ; yet being qualified by 
the subjection to the payment of debts, a purpose 
to which the money secur ed was alone applicable, 

& not the premises, it must be taken not to have 

been the intention of testator that the legal estate 

therein should pass.—SILVESTER v. JARMAN (1822), 

10 Price, 78; 147 EB. R. 248. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Galliers v. Moss (1829), 9 B. & C. 267. 
Expld. Doe d. Guest. v. Bennett (1851), 6 Exch, 892. 
N.F. He Field’s Mortgage (1851), 15 Jur. 1004. 

6111. —- -.j|-—Under a general devise of all the 
rest, residue, & remainder, of & in all & singular 
the property, estate, & effects, which testator 
should be possessed of, or entitled to, or over which 
he should have a disposing power, at his decease, 
of whatsoever nature or kind the same might be :— 
Held: the legal estate in mtged. premises, did 
not pass, but descended to testator’s heir-at-law.— 
Re HORSFALL (1825), M‘Cle. & Yo. 292; 148 EF. f. 
423, 

Annotation :-—Apld. Re Bellis’s Trusts (1877), 5 Ch. D. 504. 
6112. .|-—A residuary devise of all testator’s 

estate, personal & real, although made, subject 

to the payment of his debts, passes the legal estate 
in premises of which testator was mtyee. in fee, 
notwithstanding the case of Silvester v. Jarman, 





No. 6110, ante.---Re FIeLD’s MorrGaGE (1851), 
9 Hare, 414; 2110. J. Ch. 175; 15 Jur. 1004; 68 
KE. RR. 570. 

6113. —_.]—-Testatrix directed her just debts 


to be paid. She then gave pecuniary legacies, & 
gave all the rest, residue, & remainder of her real 
& personal estate & effects to J., for her own 
absolute use & benefit :—/leld : although by these 
dispositions testatrix’s own real estate was charged 
with debts & legacies, an estate of which she was 
mtgee. was not excepted from the residuary 
devise.—Re STEVENS’ WILL (1868), L. R. 6 Eq, 
597: 41 L. J. Ch. 537 

Annotations :—Consd. Martin v. Laverton (1870), L. 

563; Re Brown & Sibly’s Contract (1876), 3 Ch. 

Re Smith’s Estate (1876), 360 L. T. 890, 

6114. - —-.]—-Testatrix devised & bequeathed 
all the residue of her property, of whatever 
description, which she had power to dispose of by 
will, as follows: One moiety to be equally 
divided between her two daughters, & the other 
moiety she gave to a trustee to be paid in equal 
shares to her two sons at twenty-five, the shares 
of children dying under age to go to the sur- 
vivors, & the trustee to have the power to vary 
the securities & to apply part of the income for 
the maintenance & education of the children. 
Testatrix was mtgee. in fee of an estate which 
was subsequently sold under a power in the mtge. 
deed, & the purchaser required that the residuary 
devisees should join in the conveyance :-—Held : 
the legal estate in the mtged. property passed to 
the heir-at-law of the mtgee.—MARTIN v. LAVERTON 
(1870), L. R. 9 Eq. 563; 39 L. J. Ch. 1663 22 
L. T. 700; 18 W. R. 561. 


Annotations :——-Consd. Re Packman (1875), 1 Ch. 
Brown & Sibly’s Contract (1876), 3 Ch. D. 156. 
Lysaght v. Wuwardi (1876), 2 Ch. D. 499. 


R.9 Bq. 
D. 156; 


214: Re 
Refd. 


81; 10. L. Rt. 7.—CAN. 
6108 ifi. —-—- .]—J?e ae 8 poe 
Ex p. LYNCH, 38 I. L. T. 174.—-IR, 


Part XVI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


C. Personalty. 

6115. What words sufficient to pass personalty— 
Gift to ‘‘my legal heirs & theirs for ever.’”]— 
Testator died possessed of real & personal estate. 
By his will he gave the income derivable from his 
“estate & effects’ to A. for life, & continued : 
** The whole after her decease goes to my legal heirs 
& theirs for ever ’’ :—Held: on the true construc- 
tion of the words ‘‘ my legal heirs & theirs for 
ever,” the heir-at-law took as residuary legatee 
of the eerhepeneet as well as realty, & was therefore 
entitled in that character to a grant of adminis- 
tration with the will annexed.—In the Goods of 
Dixon (1878), 4 P. D. 81; 47 L. J. P. 57; 39 
L. T. 284; 42 J. P. 713. 

6116. .|—Testator by his will gave 
& bequeathed to A. the whole of the income to be 
derived from his estate & effects, & the use of such 
furniture as might be necessary for her comfort, 
“‘ the whole after her decease after funeral expenses 
medical attendance & trustees’ necessary expenses 
& legal remuneration goes to my lega! heirs & 
theirs for ever.’’ Testator died possessed of both 
realty & personalty :—Held: the heir-at-law took 
as residuary legatee of the personalty as well as 
of the realty.—TODHUNTER v, THOMPSON (1878), 
26 W. R. 883. 

6117. Personalty bequeathed upon contingency 
too remote.]|—-CROOKE v. De VANDES, No. 5994, 
ante. 








6118. ee a v. LANDAFF (BP.) 
(1786), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 254; 29 BK. R. 1153. 
6119. -]—Testatrix having two leaseholds, 





at X. & Y., bequeathed those at X. to one for life, 
& directed that after her decease, they should 
‘‘ form the residue of her leasehold estates therein- 
after bequeathed.’ She then bequeathed all the 
residue of her leaseholds, ‘‘ whatsoever & where- 
soever,’’ not thereinbefore otherwise disposed of :— 
Held: the leaseholds at Y. also passed under the 
residuary gift.—MARKHAM v. IvaTT (1855), 20 
Beav. 579 ;_ 62 E. R. 727. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Holloway v. 

Beav. 163. 

6120. Debt owed to testator — By father of 
beneficiary.|—'Testatrix directed her residuary 
estate to be divided into three equal shares, & 
gave one share to the children of 1M. ; one share 
to the children of W. H., subtracting from their 
share the £2,000 that W. H. owed testatrix, & 
the remaining third part to the children of RK. H. :— 
Held: the £2,000 was to be considered as part of 
the residue; the residue was to be divided into 
three equal parts, & that the £2,000 was to be taken 
as part of the share of the children of W. H.— 
MURRAY v. SAMSON (1830), 3 Sim. 536; 57 E. R. 
1099. 

6121. Long leaseholds occupied with freeholds.]} 
-——-A residuary devise of manors, messuages, lands, 
farms, tithes, tenements, hereditaments & real 
estate, as well copyhold as freehold :-—Held: not 
to include long leaseholds which had been occupied 
in one farm with freeholds.—HoLMEs v. MiILWaRrD 
(1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 522; sub nom. Hommes v. 
SAYER-MILWARD, 38 L. T. 381; 26 W. BR. 608. 

6122. Annuity.|——By letters patent, 24 Car. 2, 
the King granted to the use of A., his heirs & 
assigns for ever, an annuity of £1,000, to be paid 
out of his revenue of 44 per cent. at Barbadoes 
& the Leeward Islands :—Held: this annuity was 
personal property, & duly passed under a will 
attested by two witnesses, by a residuary clause 


Radcliffe (1857), 23 
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bequeathing all the rest, residue, & remainder of 
testatrix’s persona] estate, of what nature or kind 
soever, to her exors.—AUBIN v. DALy (1820), 4 
B. & Ald. 59; 106 E. R. 860. 


Annotations :—Refd. Radburn v. Jervis (1841), 3 Beav. 450 ; 
ae enon Trusts, Ex p. Wynch (1854), 6 De G. M. & G. 


6123. Proceeds of real estate.|—-A bequest of a 
moiety of the interest of the residue of testator’s 
personal estate :—Held: upon the context of the 
will, to pass the interest of the proceeds of real 
estate, which were directed to be invested so as 
to form one mixed fund with the residue of the 
personalty.— Byam v. MUNTON (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 
503; 8 L. J. O. S. Ch. 156; 39 BK. R. 194. 

6124. -|—A testator gave his freeholds & 
copyholds upon trust for his son, a _ lunatic, 
absolutely ; &, in case he should not recover, upon 
trust for sale, the proceeds to be held upon trusts 
to pay certain legacies without any gift of the 
residue. 

By an unattested codicil he gave other legacies 
in the like event, & made three persons his 
residuary legatees:—Held: although the un- 
attested codicil did not affect the freeholds, the 
legacies thereby given were a charge on the copy- 
holds; & the residuary legatees therein named were 
also entitled to the proceeds of the sale of the copy- 
holds.—WILDES v. DAVIES (1853), 1 Sm. & G. 475; 
22 L. J. Ch. 495; 21 L. T. 0.8. 206; 1 W. R. 253 ; 


65 BE. R. 208. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Weatherall v. Thornburgh (1878), 
26 W. R. 593; Re Appleton, Barber v. Tebbit (1885), 29 
Ch, D. 893; Re Walker, Walker v. Walker (1886), 54 L. T. 


6125. .|—Testator gave all his real & 
personal estate to trustees to convert into money, 
& out of the proceeds of the conversion to pay 
various legacies & annuities, & he directed his 
trustees to hold the residue of his personal estate 
so converted into money, upon trust to pay the 
income for the benefit of his four natural children, 
or such of them as might be living at his decease, 
until they should attain twenty-one, & when they 
attained that age upon trust to pay or transfer the 
residue of his personal estate unto the four children 
in equal shares as tenants in common :—Held: 
the residuary clause passed all the real estate 
which testator had before directed to be converted, 
as well as all the personalty.—SPENCER v. WILSON 
(1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 501; 42 L. J. Ch. 754; 29 
L. T. 19; 21 W. R. 838. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Holt’s Estate, Bolding v. Strugnell 
(1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 208; Re Wrey, Stuart v. Wrey (1885), 
54 L. J. Ch. 1098. 

6126. -|—Testator, by his will, made in 
1872, after certain legacies, devised his real estate 
& bequeathed the residue of his personal estate 
to trustees upon trust to sell, & to dispose of the 
net moneys to arise from such real & residuary 
personal estate, after payment of his debts, funeral 
& testamentary expenses, & legacies, ‘ accord- 
ing to the trusts thereinafter declared concerning 
same,’’ with a discretionary power for the trustees 
to postpone the sale, & let & manage his unsold 
real estate, & with a declaration that the unsold 
real estate & outstanding personal estate should 
be subject to the trusts thereinafter declared con- 
cerning the net moneys, & that the rents thereof 
should be annual income for the inal ie of the 
same trusts, & such real estate should be considered 
as converted in equity. He directed his trustees 
to stand possessed of the net moneys to arise as 
aforesaid upon trust to pay an annuity, & subject 
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Sect. 16.—Residuary gifts : Sub-sect. 3, C. & D.] 


thereto, & to the payment of his debts, legacies, 
funeral & testamentary expenses, to stand possessed 
of his ‘‘ residuary personal estate ’’ upon trust as 
to one moiety for his son absolutely, & as to the 
other moiety, for his daughter for her life, with 
remainder for her children :—Held: though there 
was no express direction as to the proceeds of the 
sale of the real estate, they did not go to the heir- 
at-law, but were included in the trusts of the 
residuary personal estate.—CouRT v. BUCKLAND 
(1876), 1 Ch. D. 605; 45 L. J. Ch. 214. 

6127. Right to have portrait painted.|—-Testator 
made a will in 1913 by which he bequeathed his 
‘‘ modern pictures of merit,’’ with certain excep- 
tions, to the Dublin Gallery of Modern Art, «& 
the remainder of his property to the National 
Gallery of Ireland. In Apr. 1915, an _ artist 
promised to paint a portrait if someone would give 
a substantial sum for it to two charities, the 
purchaser to nominate the sitter, & testator was 
declared the purchaser at an auction. In May, 
19165, testator died without having nominated the 
sitter :—Held: the right to have the portrait 

ainted by the artist passed under the residuary 
beaut to the National Gallery of Ireland.— 
Re LANE, MEAGHER v. NATIONAL GALLERY FOR 
IRELAND (1917), 33 T. L. BR. 418. 

6128. Shares.|—Testator bequeathed an annuity 
to D., & to A., B., & C. his residue, to be equally 
divided, etc.; except the Swansea Canal shares, 
which were not to be sold till after the death of D. : 
—Held: the Swansea Canal shares passed by the 
residuary gift.—JAMES v. IRVING, JAMES 1. 
Gronow (1847), 10 Beav. 276; OL. T. O. S. 3382 ; 
50 E. R. 688. 

6129. Mortgage debt.|—Ite Simmons, 
NISON v. ORMAN (1902), 87 L. 'T. 594. 

6180. Insurance moneys.|—Testator insured his 
life against death by railway accident for £1,000, 
& by his will gave the residue of his property to 
his wife for life with a gift over on her death. 
One of the terms of the insurance contract was 
that the wife of the imsured person should be 
‘‘ entitled to the benefits ’’’ of the insurance. On 
the death, by railway accident, of testator his 
widow claimed to be entitled to the £1,000 
absolutely :—Held: the £1,000 formed part of the 
residuary estate of testator, & passed to pltf. as 
his sole exor., for the true construction of the con- 
tract was that the insurance money was payable 
to the legal personal representative of the person 
killed, whether that person was the insurer or his 
wife.—fe LAMBERT, PUBLIC TRUSTEE v. LAMBERT 
oo 84L. J. Ch. 279; 114 L. T. 468 ; 60 Sol. Jo. 

Reversionary interests 
Sub-sect. 3, D., poat. 


DEN- 


in personalty.] — See 


D. Reversionary Interests. 


6131. Whether | perio by residuary gift— 
Realty.]|—Testator devises his houses to A. for life, 
& afterwards devises to his wife, the better to 
enable her to pay debts & legacies, all his messuages, 
lands, tenements, & hereditaments, not before 
disposed of. This devise carries the reversion in 
fee to the wife.—LypcoTr v. WiLLows (1688), 
3 Mod. Rep. 229; Carth. 50; 87 E. R. 148; 
sub nom. WILLOWS v. Lypcot, 2 Vent. 285, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :—Apld. Monnington v. Davis (1695), Fortes. 


6180 {. Insurance moneys.)}--HEN:- 
DERSON v. HENDERSON, 15 N, Z. L. R. 
239.—N.Z. 

6180 fi, ———.]—- I2e MACDONALD, 
pooner? v. BOLTON, 15 N. 2. Lt. 


‘ interest in stock.) 
—~W., by will, after directing his debts 
to be paid, & bequeathing legacies 
loft all the residue of his j 
estate to his exors. in trust to pay the 
{uterest to his wife, A., for life :~—. 


WILLS. 


Rep. 224; Hopewell v. Ackland (1710), 1 Salk. 239; 
Chester v. Chester (1730), Mos. 337. Refd. Bridgwater v. 
Bolton (1704), 1 Salk. 236; Litton Strode ». Falkland 


te 3 Rep. Ch. 16 Ratclitfe’s Case (1719), 1 Stra. 


9 ° 
Ridout v. Pain (1747), 3 Atk. 486; Gooudtitle d. 
Daniel v. Miles (1805), 6 Hast, 494. 


61382. .|— Devise of all the remainder 
of testator’s goods & real estates, will pass all his 
interest & the inheritance in the lands, including 
reversions ; although the devisee had a devise of 
an estate for life in part of the latter. 

Reversion will pass by the words ‘‘ rest of my 
lands’ in a devise.—RIDOUT v. PAYNE (1747), 
1 Ves. Sen. 10; 3 Atk. 486; 27 E. R. 857, L. C. 


Annotations :—Apld. Hogan v. Jackson (1775), 1 Cowp. 299. 
Refd. Sherratt v. Bentley (1834), 2 My. & K. 149; Doe d. 
Booley v. Roberts (1840), 11 Ad. & El. 1000. Mentd. 
Campbell v. Twemlow (1814), 1 Price, 81. 


6133. -|—Where_ testatrix by will 
directed a sum of money to be laid out in land, & 
settled, after some previous limitations, on her 
own right heirs, & afterwards made a general 
residuary devise of all her real & personal estate :— 
Held: upon the evident intent of the testatrix to 
exclude the residuary devisee, the heir-at-law was 
entitled to a remainder in fee in the lands to be 
purchased.— ROBINSON v. KNIGHT (1762), 2 Eden, 
165; 28 EK. R. 856. 

Annotations :—Consd. Smith d. Davis v. Saunders (1771), 




















2 Wm. BI. 736. Distd. Cogan v. Stephens (1835), 4 
L. J. Ch. 17. Consd. Owen v. Gibbons, {1902} 1 Ch. 636. 
6184. .|—A general residuary devise 


will not carry a reversion which is in the same will 
devised to testator’s right heirs, unless under 
special circumstances.— SMITH d. Davis. v. 
SAUNDERS (1771), 2 Wm. BI. 786; 96 E. R. 431. 
Annotations :—Folld. Doe v. Saunders (1776), 2 Cowp. 420. 
ee eooeuent d. Buckinghamshire v. Downshire (1801), 


6135. ——-.]|—-One devises a reversion to 
his right heirs, & afterwards gives all the residue 
& remainder of his real & personal estate to A. 
in feo. The reversion does not pass by the 
residuary devise.—DoOE v. SAUNDERS (1776), 2 
Cowp. 420; 98 Ic. R. 1164. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Morgan vt. Surman (1808), 1 Taunt. 

















289; Doe d. Howell rv. Thomas (1840), 1 Man. & G. 335. 

6136. -|—ELETCHER v. SMITON, No. 
5423, ante. 

6137. .|—A. devised certain estates to 


B. for life, remainder to his sons & daughters in 
strict settlement, remainder to C. for life, remainder 
to his sons & daughters in like manner, remainder 
to his own right heirs, & died. B. being seised of 
the above estates as tenant for life, & also entitled 
to one-sixth of the reversion as one of the right 
heirs of A., made his will, whereby he yave to his 
wife, for life, all such freehold & copyhold lands as 
he had purchased or was seised of in fee simple, 
or in exchange for other lands in Kent, & then after 
reciting that he had granted a lease for years to 
D. of the lands whereof he was tenant for life under 
A.’s will, declared that in case such persons as 
should be tenants for life or otherwise of that 
estate by virtue of A.’s will should not molest D. 
in the possession of the lands as leased, & at the 
expiration of the lease should grant a new lease to 
his, B.’s, wife for her life, then he devised his lands 
purchased of E. & F. & all lands that he then had 
or might have a right to, both freehold & copyhold, 
arising from exchange of land, Act of Parliament, 
or otherwise in Kent, devised to his wife for 
her life, to go with & be subject to the same entail 
as the estates left by A. were or might be subject 


the Dbbithe reat interest in the stock 
transferred to the trustees to answer 
the jointure passed by the residuary 
bequest, no intention to exclude it 
appearing b 
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to by virtue of A.’s will, to take effect immediately 
after the decease of his wife, & in such case recom- 
mended his wife to give the furniture which 
belonged to the house on the estates left by 
A. to whomsoever might be living to enjoy it; 
but in case such persons as should be tenants for 
life or otherwise by virtue of A.’s will should refuse 
to grant such lease, or should disturb D., then he 
gave to his wife & her heirs all his freehold & copy- 
hold Jands & houses which he had before devised 
to her for life only ; & all the rest & residue of his 
real estate whatsoever, & all the rest & residue 
of his persona] estate of what nature or kind soever 
or wheresoever, he gave to his wife & her heirs, 
exors., administrators, & assigns for ever. D. 
was not molested, & a new lease was granted to the 
wife of B. for her life :—-Held: the wife of B. was 
entitled to the one-sixth of the reversion under 
the residuary clause in B.’s will.—GOODRIGHT d. 
BUCKINGHAMSHIRE (KARL) v. DOWNSHIRE (MAR- 
QUIS) (1801), 2 Bos. & LP. 600; 126 E. R. 1461. 

Annotations :—Refd. Goodtitle d. Daniel v. Miles (1805), 


2 Smith, K. B. 467; Dood. Cholmondeley v. Weatherby 
(1809), 11 Kast, 322; Doe d. King v. Frost (1820), 3 
B. & Ald. 546 

6138. .|—A remote reversion of a 


settled estate will pass by the general words of a 
residuary clause in a will, by which testator having 
before devised certain other real estates in strict 
settlement, & given annuities for life to A., B., & 
C., which annuities he charged upon “‘ all & singular 
his manors, lands, tenements & hereditaments, etc., 
not before disposed of ’’; devised ‘‘ all & singular 
his said manors, lands, etc.’’ & other his rea] estate 
so charged with & subject to the said three several 
annuities as aforesaid: although one of the 
annuitants had a prior life-estate in the property, 
the reversion of which was in testator. For 
general words in a residuary clause will carry every 
estate or interest which is not expressly or by 
necessary implication excluded from its opera- 
tion.— Dor d. CHOLMONDELEY (LORD & LaDy) v. 
WEATHERBY (1809), 11 East, 322; 103 EK. R. 1028. 
Sh or ole a a Saumarez v. Sauinarez (1839), 4 My 
r. $31. 


6139. —.|--.\fter a devise to one & her 
heirs of certain lands in A. & other devises to the 
same person & her exors., administrators & assigns 
of leasehold interests in B., C., & D., a devise of 
all the residue of testator’s estate & ellfects, real 
& personal, whatsoever & wheresoever, not before 
disposed of, after payment of debts, legacies, & 
funeral expenses, to the same devisee, her exors., 
administrators, & assiyns, for her own use 
absolutely, will carry a distant reversion in fee in 
the lands in Lh. ; the words of the residuary clause 
being large enough to carry the fee, as compre- 
hending all the residue of the devisor’s real estate, 
& giving it to the devisee absolutely ; & the intent 
to devise the whole interest in all his remaining 

roperty not. being rebutted by limiting the estate 
her & her exors., etc., omitting heirs ; or by the 
limitation of other Jands to her & her heirs; or 
by the prior devise of a leasehold interest to the 
same person in the same lands of which the devisor 
had such distant reversion.— WILLIAM v. THOMAS 
(1810), 12 East, 141; 104 E. R. 56. 
Annotations :—-Apld. Doe d. Spencer v. Pedley (1836), 1 





M. & W. 662. Mentd. Doc d. Brune v. Martyn (1828), 8 

B. & C. 497. 

6140. - -.J|—Do£r d. MORETON v. Fossick, 
No. 6038, ante. 

6141. —~ ~.J]—Testator gave & bequeathed 





to his son R., who was his heir-at-law, his freehold 
land in D., & directed that the residue of the 
property which he might leave at his death, should 
be divided between that son & his two sisters in 
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equal proportions ; with a direction that whatever 
portion might devolve to him should be placed in 
the names of trustees, & the interest paid to him 
during his life, & that after his death, his share 
should be divided between his children & placed 
in the names of trustees, with a discretionary 
power to employ a portion of the capital for their 
advancement; & on the children respectively 
attaining twenty-five, their shares to be transferred 
to them. Should his son die without issue, the 
whole of his portion was to devolve to his two 
sisters, during their lives, in equal proportions ; 
&, after their death, to their children :—Held: 
under the residuary clause, the reversion in fee of 
the land passed in equal undivided thirds, subject 
to the same trusts & limitations as the other 
residuary property, for the benefit of testator’s 
son & daughters, & their respective children.— 
SAUMAREZ v. SAUMAREZ, DE HAVILLAND v. 
a aes (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 331; 41 E. R. 129, 


Annotations :—Apld. Stokes v. Salomons (1851), 9 Hare, 75. 
Conad. Buchanan v. Harrison (1861), 31 L. J. Ch. 74; 
Stein v. Ritherdon (1868), 37 L. J. Ch. 369; é 
Harter (1873), L. R.3 P.& D. 11; Kirby-Smith v. Parnell, 
{1903} 1 Ch. Refd. Parker v. Marchant ape 1 
Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 290; Meeds v. Wood (1854), 19 Beav. 
215; Coard v. Holderness (1855), 20 Beav. 147. 


6142. .|—T., under a settlement made 
by him, having a general power of appointment 
over certain estates of which he was himself 
tenant in tail, with remainders over, by his will 
peo tee the estates to H., eldest son of J., for 
life, remainder to trustees to preserve, etc., 
remainder to H.’s first & other sons in tail male, 
remainder to the right heirs of C. deceased ; 
provided, that, if any tenant for life or in tail in 
possession under the will should become entitled 
in possession to the family estates of J., his interest 
in the devised estates should cease, & those estates 
should go over to the next in remainder under the 
will, as if the person so becoming entitled, being 
tenant for life, were dead, or, being tenant in tail, 
were dead without issue male. T. then devised 
copyhold estates, of which he was seised in fee, 
to S., his heirs & assigns, upon such trusts, etc., 
as would nearest correspond with those of the 
appointed estates; & as to all the rest & residue 
of his rea] & personal estates, of every nature & 
kind whatsoever, he gave them to S., M., & W. 
absolutely. Upon T.’s decease, in 1824, H. 
entered upon his estates under the will, & in 1833, 
he became entitled in possession to J.’s family 
estates. II. had no son. The rents of T.’s 
appointed & copyhold estates accruing between 
1833 & H.’s death or having a son were claimed 
by the residuary devisees. They were also 
claimed by B. as right heir of C.; & the rents of 
the appointed estates were claimed by D. & KE. 
respectively, they claiming adversely to each other 
under the limitations in the settlement in default 
of T.’s appointment. In a suit by the residuary 
devisees against B., D., E., & others :—Held: the 
residuary devisees were entitled to the inter- 
mediate rents of the copyhold, but not of the 
appointed estates. An account of the inter- 
mediate rents of all the estates was directed, & 
a declaration made by the ct. below with respect 
to the right to the intermediate rents of the 
appointed estates, as between certain of the co- 
defts. Upon appeal by B.:—Held: the bill 
ought to have been dismissed as to the appointed 
estates.—SANFORD v. Morrmice (1844), 11 Cl. & 
Fin. 667; 8 E. R. 1255; sub nom. MORRICE v. 
SANFORD, 8 Jur. 967, H. L.; varying S.C. sub nom. 
MoRRICE v. LANGHAM (1840), 11 Sim. 260. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Lambarde v. Peach (1859), 4 Drew. 
658. Befd. Parker v. Carter (1845), 4 Hare, 400. 


3 0 2 
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6143. -.|—P. seised in fee, by will dated 
1821, devised land to W., without words implying 
inheritance, ‘‘ but not to be sold or mortgaged ”’ ; 
& then he devised lands to E.; & added “ also I 
give, devise & bequeath unto E. part of my house- 
hold goods & chattels, & testamentary estate & 
effects, whatsoever name & denomination, except 
my clock,” etc., other personal chattels named, 
“‘which I give & bequeath unto M.; & the 
remainder of my household goods, chattels, & 
testamentary estate & effects, I give, devise & 
og Mies unto M. & E., share & share alike ’’ :— 
Held: the residuary clause passed the remainder 
expectant upon W.’s life estate.—DorE d. EVANs 
v. WALKER (1850), 15 Q. B. 28; 19 L. J. Q. B. 
293; 15 L. T. O. S. 132; 117 B. R. 368. 

6144, —-— -|—Testatrix, being seised in 
fee of certain lands, devised the same to her 
niece EH. for life, remainder to her children, & in 
default of issue, to her nephew P. in fee: &, by 
@ residuary clause, testatrix gave ‘‘ all the residue 
& remainder of her estate & effects, whatsoever & 
wheresoever, not thereinbcfore disposed of, unto 
her niece E., her heirs & assigns, forever. KE. died 
without issue, having survived testatrix, & having 
by lease & release conveyed all her estate to J., in 
fee :—Held: the reversion in fee, undisposed of 
by the former part of the will, passed to I. by the 
residuary devise; & the life estate & the reversion 
having both become vested by the conveyance in 
J., the contingent remainder of P. was destroyed 
by the merger thus occasioned.—EGERTON v. 
MASSEY (1857), 3 C. B. N.S. 338; 27 L. J. C. P. 
ies 3 Jur. N. S. 13825; 6 W. R. 1380; 140 E. R. 

lL. 

Annotation :—Distd. Sulley v.. Barber (1888), 59 L. T. 824. 
6145. -]|—Testator bequeathed to his 

wife his pay, ‘‘ clothing, money & moneys that 

may be now due or may become due to me at my 
decease, also the whole of my property & effects, 
that is to say, my box, clothes, bedding,”’ etc., 
etc. :—Held: the whole residue passed, including 

a reversionary interest in the produce of the sale 

& conversion of a residuary real & personal estate 

of another testator.—GOVER v. Davis (1860), 29 

Beav. 222; 30 L. J. Ch. 505; 7 Jur. N. S. 399; 

9 W.R. 87; 54 E. R. 612. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Re Maberly’s Settimt. Trusts (1871), 
24 L. T. 262; Ambatielos v. Anton-Jurgens Margarine 
Works, (1922] 2 K. B. 185. 

6146. ——.|—-Testator, after giving his 
wife A. a life estate in all his realty & personalty, 
devised a portion of the former in remainder to his 
son J. in these words: ‘I give & bequeath unto 
my son J. allthat Hempbutt, now in my possession, 
situate at Ke ore in the parish of Brewood 
& county of Stafford, at the decease of my beloved 

e. 

The will contained a residuary clause in the 

following terms: ‘‘ All the rest & residue of my 

estate, whatsoever & wheresoever & of what nature, 
kind & quality soever the same may be & not 
herein given & disposed of, after payment of my 
debts, legacies, & funeral expenses ; first I give to 
my grandson M. the sum of five pounds; lastly 

I give & bequeath unto my four daughters S., A., 

K., & B. equal & share alike of the residue & 

remainder & to be paid to them respectively as 

soon as one year after the decease of my beloved 
wife’ :—Held: J. only took an estate for life 
under the devise to him & the reversion in fee 














WILLS. 


expectant on his dcath passed under the residuary 
clause.—MorRis v. LLoyp (1864), 8 H. & C. 141; 
4 New Rep. 153; 33 L. J. Ex. 202; 10 L. T. 
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6147. ——— -—---.]-—GovER v. Davis, No. 6145, 
ante. 
6148. ——~—.|—An officer in the army by 





his will, made on his way to England on sick leave, 
after bequeathing two small legacies to a non- 
commissioned officer & private of his regiment, 
& directing his portmanteau, carpet bag & sea 
chest to be sent to his father’s residence in England, 
begged that, after those sums & other necessary 
expenses had been provided for, the remainder 
of his money & effects might be expended in 

urchasing a suitable present for his godson, 
it. then a child of a year old, son of the pay- 
master of the regiment :—Held: the residue of 
testator’s personal estate, consisting of reversionary 
interests in certain sums of stock, did not pass to 
his godson.— BORTON v. DUNBAR (1860), 2 De G. F. 
& J.338; 30L.J.Ch.8; 3L. 17.519; 6Jur. N.S. 
1128; 9 W.R. 41; 45 H.R. 651, L. C. 

6149. .}—Testatrix, who died in 1892, 
by her will dated in 1891, after making certain 
bequests of stock, declared as follows: ‘“* Any 
money not mentioned in the aforesaid bequests 
that may be in my possession at my death after 
the payment of my debts, funeral & testamentary 
expenses I give absolutely’ to P. She then made 
certain specific gifts of chattels. At her death she 
was entitled to a reversionary interest in personalty 
which fell into possession in 1897:—Held: the 
reversionary interest passed under the bequest 
to P.—Re EGan, Mitis v. PENTON, [1899] 1 Ch. 
688; 68 L. J. Ch. 307; 80 L. T. 153. 

Aen :—Refd. Re Woulley, Cathcart v. Eyskens, [1918] 

1C , 


6150. ——.]—Testator, being entitled to 
a reversionary interest in a share of residue, by 
his will gave a pecuniary legacy to a charity, & 
proceeded: ‘‘ The rest of my money I leave in 
equal shares to my brothers & sisters’’; & after 
giving various other legacies, concluded: ** Any- 
thing belonging to me which I have not devised 
I leave to my father & mother, if they are not 
living I leave them to my sisters:—Held: the 
last-named bequest was not a true residuary 
bequest, & the reversionary interest passed under 
the gift of ‘‘ the rest of my money.’’—Jte CAPEL, 
ARBUTHNOT v. CAPEL (1914), 59 Sol. Jo. 177. 

-]—Re WOOLLEY, CATHCART v. 


EyskEns, No. 5810, ante. 








E. Intermediate Profits. 


See Executrors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 411, 412, 
457-459, Nos. 4813-4817, 5306-5326. 

6152. Residuary gift of real & personal tmnt WE 
Devise of the residue of real & personal, aiter 
provision made for payment of annuities & legacies 
to the child or children of his natural daughter ; 
& in case she shall die without issue to S. S. 
J. P. :-—Held: the intermediate profits till a child 
born shall go to the residuary devisees, & not to 
the heir at law.—-GIBSON v. ROGERS (1750), Amb. 
93; 27 E. R. 58; sub nom. GIBSON v. MONTFORT 
(LORD) 1 Ves. Sen. 485, L. C 


i :-—Apld. Hawkins v. Combe (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 
sae gs rr ellusson v. Woodford (1799), 4 ver 227. 


Distd. Ackers v. Phipps (1835), 9 BU. N. S. 430. onsd. 
Hodgson v. Bective (1863), 1 Hom. & M. 376; Re Adams, 
Adams v. Adams, [1893] 1 Ch. 329. Refd. Phipps v. 
Ackers (1835), 3 Cl. & Fin. 702; Greene v. Potter (1843), 
2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 517; Elborne v. Goode (1844), 14 Sim. 


PART XVI. SECT. 16, SUB-SEOT. 3.—E. 
6152 i. Residuary gift of real & personal estate.) —Roaers v. ROGERS (1916), 21 C. L. R. 296.—AUS. 
6152 ii. —~—.J)— RIDDELL v. SPEEDY, [1925] N. Z. L. R. 354.—N.Z. 


Part XVI.—CoNSTRUCTION. 


165; Tily v. Smith (1844), 1 Coll. 434; Torre ». Browne 

(1868s 6 H. L. Cas. 556. Mentd. Heeli vw. Hecling 

1774), Lofft, 604; Barnes v. Crow (1792), 4 Bro. C. C. 2; 

Pigott v. Waller (1802), 7 Ves. 98; Collier v. Walters 

(1873), L. R. 17 Hq. 252. 

6158. -]—The intervening interest in the 
premises & appurtenances, being undisposed of: 
—Held: to fall into the residue of the real 
or personal estates respectively.— BRIDGWATER 
(DUKE) v. EGERTON (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 121; 28 
BE. R. 80; sub nom. BRIDGEWATER (DUKE) v. 
LITTLETON, ETC., 1 Bro. C. C. 280, n., L. C. 


Annotations :—Refd. Thellusson v. Woodford (1799), 4 Ves. 
227. Mentd. Lincoln v. Newcastle (1806), 12 Ves. 218. 


6154. .|—ENTWISTLE v. MARKLAND (1795), 
6 Ves. 528, n.; 31 E.R. 1178, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Sitwell v. Bernard (1801), 6 Vos. 520. 

Apld. Elwin v. Elwin (1803), 8 Ves. 547. Consd. Wood »v. 
Fee ee ae 13 Ves. 325; Angerstein v. Martin (1823), 
urn. 











. 232. Refd. Noel v. Henley (1819), 7 Price, 241. 
6155. ers will contained a devise & be- 
quest to T. of ‘‘ all my real & personal property 


except such parts as are or shall at my decease 
be subject to the trusts of my marriage settlement 
& are hereinafter otherwise disposed of.’’ The 
will contained a subsequent gift of £1,000 out of 
the settled property to R., & of the rents & profits 
of the remainder of the settled property to R.’s 
wife, in case R. should pre-decease T., but if R. 
should survive T. upon other trusts :—Held: the 
income of the settled property during the joint 
lives of T. & R. being undisposed of by the will 
passed to T’. under the previous residuary gift.— 
TORRENS v. MILLINGTON (1878), 26 W. R. 753. 

6156. Accumulations.|]-—T. I. by his will 
‘‘ gave all his freeholds & leaseholds to trustees 
upon trust to invest the surplus for four years, & to 
pay the interest from the proceeds of his plate & 
effects directed to be sold, to his daughter for life 
for her separate use, without anticipation, with 
‘‘ remainder ’’ to her children equally, remainder 
to the children of his brothers, & a like disposition 
of all his other property, & on the question whether 
the accumulations during the four years were 
undisposed of :—Held: they were not; but 
a general gift of the residue passed everything.’’— 
JEARRAD v. TRACEY (1853), 1 W. R. 501. 

.]—See PERPETUITIES, Vol. XX XVII, 
pp. 147-149, Nos. 727-752. 

6157. Residuary gift of personalty.|—-Testator 
bequeathed £200 a year to A. for her life, & 
directed that, after the death of A., the stock 
which would be required to produce £200 a year 
should be divided equally among such of the 
children of A. as should attain the age of 
twenty-one years. Testator then made a residu- 
ary bequest. A. had six children, of whom five 
were of age at the death of A., & one was an infant : 
—Held: the residuary legatee was not entitled to 
the dividends of one-sixth of the stock accrued & 
which should accrue between the death of A. & the 
death or majority of the infant; & the dividends 
were ordered to be accumulated until such death 
or majority.—STONE v. HARRISON (1846), 2 Coll. 
715; 16 L. J. Ch. 421; 7L.T. 0.8. 508; 10 Jur. 
609; 63 E. R. 930. 

6158. .]—Testator directed £6,000 to be 
settled on the marriage of his daughter, & then 
went on to give it to trustees with a separate life 
interest to his daughter; after her death for her 
children, on their attaining twenty-one, if the 
mother should be then dead ; but if not, then not 
till after her decease; & if no child should live to 
attain a vested interest, then to fall into his 
residue; & he gave his residue to A. for life, 
remainder to B. :—-Held: the income undisposed 
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of after the wife’s death fell into the residue; it 
was undisposed-of income merely, & passed as such 
to the tenant for life of the residue.—-FULLERTON v. 
MARTIN (1860), 1 Drew. & Sm. 31; 29 L. J. Ch. 
469; 1L.T.531; 6 Jur. N.S. 265; 8 W. BR. 289; 
62 BE. R. 290. 


Annotations :— Apia. Allhusen v. Whittell (1867), 36 L. J. Ch- 
ea Consd. Hawkins, White v. Whito, [1916] 2 Ch. 


oe -.]—BECTIVE v. Hopason, No. 5982, 
ante. 
6160. --|—Testatrix, by her will, after re- 


citing that she was entitled under the marriage 
settlement of her granddaughter to a fund, subject 
to the life interest of A. gave all her “ reversionary 
interest ’’ in the fund to trustees, upon trust, on the 
determination of the interest of A., to stand pos- 
sessed thereof upon the like trusts & with the same 
powers, so far as applicable, for any issue of A. by 
any future wife as were declared in the settlement 
for any issue of A. by his late wife, testatrix’s said 
granddaughter. Testatrix declared that A. might 
by will or codicil appoint that the income of the 
fund should be paid to any future wife of his during 
her life or for any less period, & that, in default of 
issue attaining a vested interest, the fund should 
be held upon trust for A. absolutely ; & testatrix 
gave the residue of her property in trust for A. 
absolutely. 

By a codicil, testatrix, in lieu of the trusts in her 
will as to residuary estate, declared that the 
trustees should pay the income thereof to B. for 
life, & after his death should hold the same upon 
the like trusts in favour of A. & his issue, & with 
the same powers in all respects as were contained 
in her will with reference to her reversionary 
interest under the settlement, & as if the same were 
repeated in the codicil. A. married a second wife. 
3B. subsequently died. <A. then claimed the income 
of testatrix’s residuary estate accrued since the 
death of B. The ct. decided that, although there 
was no express disposition of the income after A.’s 
death during the remainder of his life, such income 
would nevertheless belong to the parties who might 
eventually become entitled to the corpus, since a 
future gift of residue carried with it previous 
income not expressly disposed of, & that it must 
therefore be accumulated for the possible children 
of A. by his then marriage who might attain a 
vested interest therein.—Re LiInpo, ASKIN v. 
FERGUSON (1888), 59 L. T. 462. 

Accumulations.|—Under a bequest 
of the residue of a personal] estate to A. if he attain 
twenty-one, the profits will accumulate.—TRE- 
VANION v. VIVIAN (1752), 2 Ves. Sen. 4380; 28 E. R. 
274. 

——- ——_—.]—-See PERPETUITIES, Vol. XXXVII., 
pp. 147-149, Nos. 727-752. 

6162. Residuary gift of realty.J—BECTIVE v. 
Hopason, No. 5982, ante. 

61638. .]}—Devise to trustees to the use of 
the first & other sons of M. in tail male, with a 
residuary devise. Three months after testator’s 
death the first son of M. was born :—Held: the 
residuary devisees were entitled to the intermediate 
rents from testator’s death to the birth of the 
tenant in tail.—Re MowleEmM (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 
9; 43 L. J. Ch. 353 ; 22 W. R. 398. 

Annotation :—Refd. Andrew v. Andrew (1875), 1 Ch. D. 410. 


—— Accumulations.]—-See PERPETUITIES, Vol. 
XXXVII., pp. 147-149, Nos. 727-752. 


F. Lapsed Gifts. 
See Part XIV., ante. 





61571. Residuary gift of personalty.)—PEaT v, PEAT,(1839), 1 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 508; 14 Fac, Coll. 563.—SCOT, 
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SrectT. 17.—DESCRIPTION OF DONEES. 
SuB-sEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

6164. Presumption against taking by person not 
in esse—Uniess Intention plainly to cakela) fears 
Testator gives to his mother an annuity for life, & 
after her decease to his sister, if she be a widow, but 
not otherwise, but to revert back to his children 
after her death. At the death of testator & of the 
mother, who survived him, the sister was a married 
woman :—Held: the sister, on afterwards be- 
coming a widow, was not entitled to the annuity. 

A ct. of equity will not Lost that a party who 
is not in esse is intended to take unless such an 
intention be made A Heer & put beyond dispute by 
the words of the will, & it is only following out the 
same principle to hold that a person to whom a 
legacy is given in a particular character & by a 
particular description shall not be entitled to it 
unless he be clothed with that character & answer 
that description at the moment when the legacy 
might rest in possession (LORD BROUGHAM, C.).— 
BARTLEMAN v. MURCHISON (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 
136; 9L.J.0O.S. Ch. 60; 39 BE. R. 846, L. C. 

6165. Donee to be of particular character or 
description— Necessity that donee answer thereto.] 
—BARTLEMAN v. MURCHISON, No. 6164, ante. 

6166. Sufficiency of description—Donee dis- 
tinguished from every other person—Description 
acquired after date of will or by testator’s own 
act.|—-Testatrix devised certain freehold premises, 
in which she carried on trade, to trustees in fee, 
upon trust after the decease of a person to whom 
she gave the beneficial interest therein for life, 
to dispose of & divide same unto & amongst her, 
testatrix’s, partners. who should be in co-partner- 
ship with her at the time of her decease, or to 
whom she might have disposed of her business, in 
such shares & proportions as her trustees should 
think fit or deem advisable. Testatrix disposed of 
her business in her lifetime :—Held: the devise 
in favour of the persons to whom she might have 
disposed of her business was not void on the 
ground of uncertainty.—STURBS v. SARGON (1835), 
3 Mv. & Cr 507; 7L. J. Ch. 95; 2 Jur. 150; 40 
E. R. 1022. L. C. 

Ann aton :—Refd. Buckle v. Bristow (1864), 10 Jur. N, S. 


6167. Uncertain description—First person to 
fulfil description.|—-Devise to several for life; & 
after the death of the surviving tenant for life, to a 
son of my nephew A. & his heirs & assigns, & for 
want of such issue, over :—Held: this was a gift 
in fee to the first-born son of A.—ASHBURNER v. 
WILSON (1850), 17 Sim. 204; 19 L. J. Ch. 330; 14 
Jur 497; 60 E.R. 1107. 

6168. Description ambiguous—Leading term as 
guide.|— Where a description in a will is ambiguous 
the mode of extracting testator’s intention is to 
discover the leading term in the description 
(CHITTY. J.).—-BUXTON v. BLAKISTON (1886), 2 
T. L. R. 293. 

6169. Donee to be indicated by labels attached 
ig aes Re FANE, FANE v. FANE (1886), 2 T. L. R. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—TIME OF ASCERTAINING DONEES. 
A. In General, 


6170. Necessity for donee to be in esse— At time 
of vesting.|—Bretrr v RigbEN (1568), 1 Plowd. 
Lae cited in 1 Co. Rep. 105 a, 155b; 75 E. R. 


Annotations :—Apld. Goodright v. Wright (1717), 1 Stra. 


25. Distd. Goodtitle d. Gurnall v. Wood (1740), Willes, 
pid. Doe d. Turner v. Kett dat 4 Term Rep. 
d. Anon. (1587), Gouldsb. 64; Butler v. Baker 
p. 25a; prlepD's Case (1591), Cro. Eliz. 
- Puller v. Fuller (1595), Cro. Eliz. 423; Simpson v. 
Sotherne (1614), 2 Bulst. 272; Davies o. Kempe (1676), 
Cart. 2: S e v. Berrter (1679), 1 Freem. K. B. 477; 
Fairfax v. Heron (1696), Prec. Ch. 67; Arthur v. Boken- 
ham (1707), 11 Mod. Rep. 148; Darbison v. Beaumont 
(1713), Fortes. Rep. 18; Simpson v. Hornby (1716), 
Gilb. Ch. 115; Woodwright v. Wright (17186), 10 Mod. 
Rep. 369; Bunker v. Cooke (1731), Fitz-G. 225; Marl- 
borough v. Godolphin (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 61; Robinson 
v. Knight (1762), 2 Eden, 155; Harwood »v. Goodright 
ite , Lofft, 658; Whiter. Warner Oe 3 Doug. K. B. 
; Mente. Pouscley v. Blackman (16% j Palm. 201; 
Foy v. Hurd (1624), Bonl. 151; Kent v. Steward (1634), 
Cro. Car. 358; Marks v. Marks (1718), Prec. Ch. 486 ; 
Cowworth v. Throustout (1730), 1 Barn. K. B. 328; 
Bagshaw v. Spencer (1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 142; Jones v. 
Roe (1789), 3 Terih Rep. 88; Delacherois v. Delachcrois 
(1864), 11 A. L. Cas. 62; Re Mayo, Chester v. Keirl, 
{1901] 1 Ch. 404. 
-.]—BARTLEMAN v. MURCHISON, No. 


- Ref 
woe 3 Co. Re 
43 


6164, ante. 

6172. Time when gift to take effect.|-BROWNE’s 
CASE (1594). Owen, 24; 74 E. R. 873. 

6173. Individuals—Persons ‘‘in male Line ’’— 
Course of descent ascertained at death of testator. |— 
A bequest of the interest of a sum in Consols to 
such of the two brothers & six sisters of testator 
as should be living on the day each dividend 
became due; &, after the death of the last survivor 
of the brothers & sisters, to such of their children, 
the nephews & nieces of testator, as should be 
living when the dividends became due; & a direc- 
tion that the residuary estate should accumulate 
for twenty-one years after testator’s death, & 
then the whole to testator’s then nearest of kin 
in the male line, in preference to the female line, 
upon condition that the inheritor should assume 
testator’s surname, if not of that name, & bear 
his arms with due differences; &, in default 
thereof, to the next in lawful succession, & succes- 
sively to the heir or successor who should comply 
with those conditions. Testator died a bachelor 
—Held: (1) the words the ‘‘ then nearest of kin 
in the male line, in preference to the female line,”’ 
should not be read as meaning the nearest of kin 
being a male or males, exclusive of females, unless 
a distinct intention of excluding females were 
otherwise found in the will: & no such intention 
in this case appeared, but, on the contrary, the 
use of words not indicative of sex, & the provision 
for taking the surname of testator, rather indicated 
the absence of any such intention ; (2) the words 
‘* in the male line, in preference to the female line,”’ 
should not be read as in a parenthesis, s0 as to 
give merely a preference to the male line, but 
must be understood as confining the gift to the 
male line, & excluding the female line; (3) it was 
not necessary that the person to take the residuary 
estate under the bequest should derive his title 
continuously through a line of males, passing by 
all females; & the expression ‘in the male line ”’ 
was not equivalent to the expression ‘‘in a line 
of males’’; (4) the time of ascertaining the course 
of descent designated by the words of the bequest 
was at the death of testator; & the bequest did 
not contemplate a descent from the brothers of 
testator in preference to a descent from his sisters ; 
but it contemplated a deacent from his father, & 
not a descent from his mother, & the limitation to 
the nearest of kin in the male line, in preference 
to the female line, should be construed as a gift 
to the nearest of kin ex parte paternd.— Boys v. 
BRADLEY (1853), 10 Hare, 389; 17 Jur. 159; 1 
W. R. 143; 68 E. R. 978; affd. sub nom. SAYER 
v. BRADLY (1856), 5 H. L. Cas. 873, H. LL. 


_ PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 
p. Individuals- -Supertoress of convent.}—Re LaFFaN & DOWNES CONTRACT, [1897] 1 I. R. 469.- -IR. 


Part XVI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


Holder of title in office.|——See Sub-sect. 11, 
O., post. 
Group of individuals.]|—See Sub-sect. 2, 


B., post. 
Eldest child.)—-See Sub-sect. 11, C., post. 
——— Heir.]—See Sub-sect. 11, H., post. 
plastica Ske generally, Sub-sect. 8, B., post. 
ext of kin.])—See Sub-sect. 11, J., post. 
——— Issue.]—See Sub-sect. 11, F., post. 
~—— Relations.]|—See Sub-sect. 11, L., post. 


ee 


B. Gift to Group of Individuals. 


6174. Who included—Child born after will & 
before testator’s death.]|—A. devises £20 apiece to 
all the children of his sister B., a child born after 
the making the will, & before the death of testator, 
shall take.—GARBRAND v. MAyoT (1689), 2 Vern. 
105; 23 EK. R. 677. 

nnotation :— : , , 

ay al tsa neld Oates d. Hatterley v. Jackson (1742), 
6175. .]|—A legacy of £500 apiece ‘‘ to 

each child that may be born to either of the 
children of either of my brothers, lawfully be- 
gotten, to be paid to each of them on his or her 
attaining the age of twenty-one years. without 
benefit of survivorship,’’ does not include a child 
born after testator’s death. 

The words ‘‘ may be born,” provided for the 
birth of children between the making of the will & 
the death (Leacu, M.R.).—Storrs v. BENBOW 
(1833), 2 My. & K. 46; 21. J. Ch. 201; 39 EF. R. 
862 ; subsequent proccedings (1853), 8 De G. M. & 
G. 390, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Early v. Benbow (1846), 2 Coll. 342 ; 
ney v. Middleton (1851), 14 Beav. 453 ; Gooch v. Gooch 
(1851), 14 Beav. 565. Apld. Cattlin v. Brown (1853), 11 
Hare, 372. Consd. Mann v. Thompson (1854), Kay, 
638. Distd. Merlin v. Blagrave (1858), 25 Beav. 125. Folld. 
Townscnd v. Early (1860), 28 Beav. 429; jas v. Do 
Livera (1879), 5 App. Cas. 123. Refd. Courtior v. Oram 
(1855), 21 Beav. ie Wilkinson v. Duncan (1861), 30 
Beav. 111; Knapping v. Tomlinson (1865), 34 L. J. Ch. 
3; Villar wv. ee 11907} A.C. 139. entd. Re Moscley's 
Trusts (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 499. 

6176. **May be born.’’]|—A_ will 
directed that all legacies should be paid within 
six months after testator’s death. By a codicil, 
executed on the day of testator’s death, after 
giving £500 apicce to five of the grandchildren of 
his brothers by name, he bequeathed £500 to 
legatees thus described : ‘‘ each child that may be 
born to either of the children of either of my 
brothers, lawfully begotten’’:—Held: of the 
children of the brothers’ children neither those 
born at the date of the codicil nor those begotten 
after testator’s death were entitled, but only 
children en ventres leur méres at the date of the 
codicil & of testator’s death.—TOWNSEND vv. 
EARLY (1860), 3 De G. FP. & J. 1; 25 E.R. 778, 
LC. & L. JJ. 

6177. ——— Child born after testator’s death.| 
Legacies in trust for all grandchildren then in 
existence by name, to sons at twenty-three, 
daughters at twenty-one, mesne interest for 
education, surplus to accumulate ; with survivor- 
ship; residue for all the grandchildren generally 
for their benefit ‘‘as aforesaid.’’ By codicil a 
fund set apart to pay life annuities, grandchildren 
born after testator’s death not entitled to a share 
of the residue; into which the fund under the 
codicil falls after the purpose answered.—HILL v. 

















PART XVI. ReCr DG SUB-SECT. 2. 


6174 i. Who included—Child born 
after will & before tesiator’s death. ]}— 
Dias v. DB LIVERA ee 5 App. Cas. 
123, P. C.—CEYLON. 


@. Residue divided into shares for YV. 


named children of testator—Shares settled 
on tssue of such children— Death before 
testator of one named child 
Codicil deleting his name as beneficiary 
¢: his heirs & successors——W hether tesue 
of such child excluded.}—In the Will of 
GIBSON, MACLELLAN v. Howson, arr 
L. R. 165; 38 Argus L. R. 66; 4 


759 


CHAPMAN (1791), 1 Ves. 405; 3 Bro. C. C. 3913 
30 E. R. 408, L. C. 


Annotations :——-Apld. Hagger v. Payne (1857), 26 Tt. J. Ch. 
617. Mentd. RG. v. Stamford (1848), 12 L. J. Ch. 287. 


6178. .|—Testator gave to A. B.’s 
children ‘‘ £50 to every child he hath by his wife, 
to be paid them as they shall come of age.’’ 
There were eleven children at the date of the will; 
thirteen at testator’s death, & three born after- 
wards. The thirteen children living at the death 
of testator, are entitled to their legacies, but not 
those born afterwards.—RINGROSE v. BRAMHAM 
(1794), 2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 384; 30 BE. R. 177. 


Annotations :—Apld. Storra v. Benbow (1833), 2 My. & K. 
46. Consd. Mann v. Thompson (1854), Kay, 638. Apld. 
Rogers v. Mutch (1878), 10 Ch. D. 25. Refd. Dias v. De 
Livera (1879), 5 App. Cas. 123. 


6179. .|— Devise in favour of children 
of testator’s sister :—Held: on the construction 
of the whole of the will, to apply to such children 
only as were living at testator’s death, & not to 
include after-born children.—ScoTT v. Harwoop 
(1821), 5 Madd. 332; 56 E. R. 922. 

Annotation :—Apld. Peyton v. Hughes (1842), 7 Jur. 311. 

















6180. ——— .|-—STorrs v. BENBOW, No. 
6175, ante. 
6181. .|—Testator gave £300 apiece 








to each of the granddaughters of E. at twenty- 
one, or on marriage with consent; & if any of 
them should die, their share to be equally divided, 
etc. :—Held: granddaughters born after testator’s 
decease were not included in this bequest.— 
PEYTON v. HUGHES (1842), 7 Jur. 311, L. C. 

6182. Fund allocated to gift.)—-A 
limited fund was given to A. B. until some child 
of his should attain twenty-one, & £1,000 consols 
was to be paid thereout to each of his children as 
they attained twenty-one. A. B. had issue at the 
death of testatrix :—Held: the children born after 
her death were entitled.—EVANs v. ILARRIs (1842), 
5 Beav. 45; 49 H.R. 493. 

6183. .|\—Testator gave to all & 
every the child & children of his sons & daughters 
£25 each, who being a son should attain twenty- 
one years, or being a daughter should attain that 
age or marry, With a provision for maintenance 
out of the income of their respective shares, to 
such of the children at the time of testator’s 
decease as should be under twenty-one or un- 
married, the residue to go in augmentation of their 
respective shares; & in case any of the children 
died under twenty-one, or without having been 
married, the share of him, her, or them so dying 
to go to the surviving brothers & sisters of such 
child so dying. The eldest of these children 
attained twenty-one after the death of testator :— 
Held: this gift did not include children born after 
testator’s death.—MANN v. THOMPSON (1854), 
Kay, 628; 23 L. T. O. S. 345; 69 E. R. 271; 
sub nom. PERKIN v. MANN, MANN v. THOMPSON, 
18 Jur. 826; 2 W. R. 582. 


Annotations :—Consd. Rogers v. Mutch (1878), 10 Ch. D. 
25. Refd. Dias v. De Livera (1879), 5 App. Cas. 123. 


6184. ———.]—Bequest of ‘‘the sum of 
£100 to each of the children of my niece M. who 
shall live to attain the age of twenty-one years.”’ 
The niece survived testatrix, & was still living, 
but had not yet had any children :—Held: apply- 
ing the rule that, under the gift of a certain sum 
to each of a class of objects at a future period, 

















A. L. T. 154.—AUS. 


r. ‘* Parties mentioned”? in will— 
Application to beneficiaries only— 
Restriction to those in will but not in 
codicils. }—Fe MiILgEs (1907), 8 O. W. R. 
817: 9 O. W. R. 555; 140. L. R. 
241.—CAN. 


leaving tssue— 
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Sect. ar ay iar of donees: Sub-sect. 2, B.; 
sub-sect. 3, A. & B.] 


objects born after testator’s death, cannot be 
admitted, no child the niece might have could 
take under the bequest.— ROGERS v. MUTCH (1878), 
10 Ch. D. 25; 48 L. J. Ch. 183; 27 W. BR. 131. 
6185. —— ‘* Now born, or hereafter to be 
born.’’|—-Testator gives to each of his sister’s 
children, ‘‘ whether now born, or hereafter to be 
born, the sum of £2,000 each, payable at twenty- 
one,’’ & directs his exors. to appropriate a fund for 
payment of those legacies, the interest of such fund 
to be paid to his sister until the legacies become 
payable. This is an intention which the ct. will 
carry into effect in favour of children born after 
the death of the testator, as well as those living at 
the time of his death, by directing such a fund to 
be impounded as will probably be sufficient to 
answer the purpose.—DEFFLIS v. GOLDSCHMIDT 
(1816), 1 Mer. 417; 19 Ves. 566; 35 E. R. 727. 


Annotations :—Consd. Berkeley v. Swinburne (1848), 12 

Jur. 571. Distd. Mann v. Thompson (1854), Kay, 638. 

efd. Stone ». Harrison (1846), 2 Coll. 715; Dias v. De 
Livera (1879), 6 App. Cas. 123. 

















6186. —— ‘* May be born.’’]—STORRS v. 
Brnnow, No. 6175, ante. 
6187. -]—Bequest of £500 each 


to the four children of his niece, A. B., nominatim, 
followed by a like gift to each of the children “‘ that 
may be born ’”’ to any nephew or niece :—#Held : 
not to include a fifth child of A. B., born at the 
date of, but not named in the will; a child born 
after testator’s death was not entitled; & the 
four children did not take cumulative legacies.— 
EARLY v. MIDDLETON (1851), 14 Beav. 453; 18 
L. T. O. S. 32; 15 Jur. 867; 51 E. R. 361. 

Anion :—Refd. Townsend v. Early (1860), 28 Beav. 





6188. --——- ~———-.]|—-TOWNSEND v. EARLY, 
No. 6176, ante. 
6189. ** Begotten or to be begotten.’’] 








—Testator gave legacies of £200 to each of the 
children of his nephews & nieces begotten or to 
be begotten, & directed that the legacies should 


be paid to them at the usual periods :—Held: the | 


children of the nephews & nieces who were born . 


after testator’s death were not entitled to 
participate in the legacies.—BUTLER v. LOWE 
(1839), 10 Sim. 317; 3 Jur. 1143; 59 EB. R. 636. 
Annotations :—Consd. Mann v. Thompson (1854), Kay, 638 ; 

Dias »v. De Livera (1879), 5 App. Cas. 123. Refd. Gooch 

v. Gooch (1851), 14 Beav. 565. 

6190. ——— Child born at date of will.]—Towns- 
END v. EARLY, No. 6176, ante. 

Gift to class.]|— See Sub-sect. 3, post. 

Gift to servants.]|—See Sub-sect. 11, P., post. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—GIFT TO CLASS. 
A. In General. 


6191. Membership of class—Ascertainment by 
master—Prior to decision by court as to gift thereto. | 
—Where property is given to a class, as ‘‘ to my 
nephews.” the ct. will not determine any question 
respecting such gift, until it has been astertained 


PART XVI. mee Ey Ads SUB-SECT. 3. 205.—CAN. 


t Power of selection given to trustees. } 
~—A devise in a will directing the dis- 
tribution of the residue of testator’s 
estate among his brothers & sisters 
or nephewr & nieces who should be 
most in need of it, at the discretion 
of trustees therein named, is valid & 
confers absolute power upon the trus- 
tees of selecting beneficiaries from the 
classes of persons mentioned.—BrRos- 
BEAU vv, ORE (1904), 35 8. GC. R. 


estate & 


entitled, I 


a. Whether gift of residue construed as 
gift to clase.}—Testator, by his will, 
devised as follows : 
the rest, residue, & remainder of the 
effects, real & personal 
I shall die possessed of, or to which at 
the time of my decease I shall be 


order to be equally divide 
my five sons above mentioned.’’ 
of the sons (A.) died during the life- 
time of the father without issue :— 


WILLS. 


by an ing before the master what individuals 
constitute that class——EGGINTON v. HORDEN 
(1834), 5 L. J. Ch. 48. 

6192. ——— Named person—Must have common 
characteristic with unnamed _persons.] — He 
FEATHERSTONE’sS Trusts, No. 6989, post. 

6193. May be one person.|—Testator left 
a share of his residuary personalty in trust for the 
children of his daughter E. in equal shares, & if 
there should be no such children then over to 
testator’s other children. There was only one 
child, a daughter, of E., & she died in testator’s 
lifetime :—Held: the gift, being a gift to a class, 
notwithstanding there had only been one member 
of it in existence, fell within the rule laid down 
in Browne v. Hammond, No. 6358, post.—Re 
HARVEY’s ESTATE, HARVEY v. GILLOW, [1893] 
1 Ch. 567; 62 L. J. Ch. 328; 68 L. T. 662; 41 
W. R. 203; 9 T. L. R. 187; 37 Sol. Jo. 212; 8 
R. 247. 

6194. Member of class acting as attesting witness 
—Excluded from class capable of taking.|—-FELL 
v. BIDDOLPH, No. 6208, post. 

6195. .|—Re COLEMAN 
No. 6231, post. 


B. What Constitutes Gift to a Class. 


6196. General rule.|—A gift is said to be to a 
‘* class ’’ of persons, when it is to all those who 
shall come within a certain category or description 
defined by a general or collective formula, & who, 
if they take at all, are to take one divisible subject 
in certain proportionate shares (LORD SELBORNE, 
C.).—PEARKS v, MOSELEY (1880), 5 App. Cas. 
714; 60 L. J. Ch. 57; 438 L. T. 449; 20 W.R. 1, 
H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. Re MOSELEY’S TRUSTS 
(1879), 11 Ch. D. 555, C. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. Goodier v. Johnson (1881), 18 Ch. D. 
441; Re Harvey’s Estate, Harvey v. Gillow, [1893] 1 Ch. 

67; Re Wood, Tullett v. Colville, [1894] 3 Ch. 381 ; 

Kingsbury v. Walter, [1901] A. C. 187: Re Mortimer, 

Gray v. Gray (1905), 74 L. J. Ch. 745. Mentd. Re Bevan’s 

Trusts (1887), 34 Ch. D. 716; Re Wenmoth’s Ketate, 

Wenmoth v. Wenmoth (1887), 37 Ch. I). 266; He Mervin, 

Mervin v. Crossman, [1891] 3 Ch. 197; Willerton v. 

Stocks, [1892] W. N. 29; Re Bowen, Lioyd Phillips v. 
, [1893] 2 Ch. 491; Re Lloyd, Gireame v. A.-G. 
(1893), 10 T. L. R. 66; Re Lowman, Devenish v. Pester 

(1895), 64 L. J. Ch. 367; Watnwright v. Miller, [1897] 2 

Ch. 255; Re Sanford, Sanford v. Sanford, (1901) 1 Ch. 

939; Re Oliver’s Settimt., Evcred v. Leigh, (1905) 1 Ch. 

191; Whitby wv. Von Luedecke, {1906] 1 Ch. 783; Re 

Peel’s Release, [1921] 2 Ch. 218; Portman v. Portman, 

ee 2 A.C. 473; Ward v. Van Der Loeff, Burnyeat v. 

an Der Loeff, [1924] A. C. 653. 

6197. Gift to all testator’s grandchildren— With 
incomplete exception.|—-A gift to all the grand- 
children of testatrix, ‘‘ with the exception of one, 
viz. , established as a gift to the class, not 
affected by the incomplete exception.—ILLING- 
WORTH v. COOKE (1851), 9 Hare, 37; 20 L. J. Ch. 
512; 17 L. T. O. 8S. 220; 15 Jur. 672; 68 E.R. 
404. 

Annotations :—Consd. Gill v. Bagshaw (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 
I a Re Macduff, Macduff v. Macduff, [1896] 
6198. Gift to ** present born children ’’ equally.| 

—Testatrix bequeathed a share of her residuary 

estate to trustees for H. for life, with remainder 

after his decease unto his ‘‘ present born children, 





& JARROM, 

















Ileld : the devise of the residue was not 
w devise to a class.—MCINTOSH ov. 
ONTARIO BANK, 19 Gr. 155.—CAN. 


“All & singular pART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 8. 


which 


b. Gift to a clase sepia | ent & 

children.}—Testator devise is resi- 

do devise, bequeath, & duary estate to trustees upon trust to 
amongst divide the same eqnery between A. & 

One B his brothers: C. his & A.’s 


r . 
children by his first wife, so that each 
of his brothers, his sister, & A.’s children 


Part XVI.—ConstRUCcTION. 


their exors.,, administrators & assigns, equally to 

be divided between them, share & share alike.”’ 

Testatrix, by a codicil to her will made after the 

decease of one of the children, gave the same 

residuary estate upon the same trusts so be- 
queathed by her will:—Held: the bequest was 
made to a class; there was no intestacy, & pltfs. 
as surviving children were entitled to the share 
to which the deceased child, if living, would have 
been entitled.—LEIGH v. LEIGH (1854), 17 Beav. 

605; 23 L. J. Ch. 287; 22 L. T. O. S. 279; 18 

Jur. 115; 2 W.R. 205; 51 E WR. 1170. 

Annotations :—Consd. Cruse v. Howell (1858), 4 Drew. 215. 
N.F. Spencer v. Wilson (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 501. Apld. 
Dimond v. Bostock (1875), 10 Ch. App. 358. Distd. Re 
Smith’s Trusts (1878), 9 Ch. D. 117. Retd. Re Bentley, 
Podmore v. Smith (1914), 58 Sol. Jo. 362. 

6199. Gift to other children on death of named 
child.]|—Testator gave after the death of A., one 
of his children, to such of his other children as 
should be living at the death of A. :—Held : this was 
a gift to a class; & one of the children having died 
before testator, the survivors took the whole.— 
CRUSE v. HOWELL (1858), 4 Drew. 215; 62 BE. R. 
83; sub nom. CRUSE v. NOWELL, 6 W. R. 271. 
Annoation -—Refd. Dimond v. Bostock (1875), 10 Ch. App. 





6200. Gift to sons equally.}] — Testator, a 
widower, appointed a trust fund over which he 
had an exclusive power of appointment, in favour 
of his children, ‘‘ to be equally divided among my 
sons, & also any other sum of money that I may 
die possessed of.’’ He had previously named all 
his children :—Held : the sons took as a class, & 
those who survived testator were entitled to the 
whole fund.—Fi1tz Roy v. RicHMoND (DUKE) 
(No. 1) (1859), 27 Beav. 186; 28 L. J. Ch. 750; 
33 L. T. O. S. 267; 5 Jur. N.S. 971; 54 E. R. 72. 

6201. Gift to living & subsequently born 
daughters.|—-Testator, having five daughters, gave 
a legacy to one & the residue to the remaining 
four, by name, “‘ & their issue,’’ but he afterwards 
directed that. any subsequent born daughters & 
their issue should be entitled to equal shares with 
the four daughters. One of the four died without 
issue in the life of testator :—Held: there was no 
intestacy, the daughters took as a class, & those 
who survived took absolutely.—Re STANHOPE’S 
TRUSTS (1859). 27 Beav. 201; 54 E. R. 78. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Chaplin’s Trusts (1863), 33, L. J. 


Ch. 183; Drakeford v. Drakeford (1863), 9 L. T. 10; Re 
Featherstone’s Trusts (1882), 22 Ch. D. 111. Apld. Re 
Jackson, Shiers v. Ashworth (1883), 25 Ch. D. 162. Consd 


Kingsbury v. Walter, [1901] A. C.187. Refd. He Coulden, 

Coulden v. Coulden, [1908] 1 Ch. 320. 

6202. Gift ‘‘ to all before-mentioned pecuniary 
legatees.’’]—-Testator by his will bequeathed several 
sums of money to several pecuniary legatees by 
name, including one of £500 to his sister, & be- 
queathed the residue of his personal estate ‘‘ unto 
all the before-mentioned pecuniary legatees,’’ 
with certain exceptions, ‘‘to be divided among 
them in proportion to their respective pecuniary 
legacies ’’ :—Held : the residue was not given to 
the pecuniary legatees as a class; & testator’s 
sister having died in his lifetime, the surviving 
Ser cant legatees were not entitled to her share.— 

GIBSON’s Trusts (1861), 2 John. & H. 656; 
31 L. J. Ch. 231; 70 E. R. 1222. 
Annotations :—Refd. Langdale v. Briggs, Martineau v. 

Briggs, Martineau _v. Chambers (1873), 21 W. R. 620; 

owry’s S. B., Dallas v. Towry (1889), 41 Ch. D. 64; 
te Boden, Boden v. Boden, [1907] 1 Ch. 132. 

6208. Gift to next of kin of testator & wife of 

testator equally.|—Testator gave his residuary 


should take an equal share of the 
residuary eatate A. died in testator’s 
lifetime :—Held : this was a to a 
class & not to individuals, & there was 


no intestacy as to A.’s share, but it 
was divisible among the other residuary 
legatees.—TRUSTEES, 
AGENOY Co. v. MCDONALD (1892), 18 
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estate to his wife for life, & after her death upon 
trust for his & her next of kin in equal ‘ 
Testator was illegitimate :—Held: it was a gift 
to a class, & the only surviving brother of the wife 
was entitled to the fund.—Rook v. A.-G. (1862), 
31 Beav. 313; 31 L. J. Ch. 791; 9 Jur. N.S. 9; 
10 W. R. 745; 54 E. R. 1159. 

6204. Gift to named donees & their children— 
One donee child of other donee.|—ALMACK v. 
Horn, No. 6935, post. 

6205. Gift to donees nominatim—Donees unas- 
certainable.|—-Where it is impossible to ascertain 
the donees nominatim, the same rule holds as a 
gift to persons as a class.—Woop v. DRAYCOTT 
(1863), 2 New Rep. 55; sub nom. DRraycortrT v. 
Woop, 8 L. T. 304. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Re Hudson, Hudson v. Hudson (1882), 

20 Ch. D. 406. 

6206. Gift to named nephews & nieces— 
Equally.|—Testator having devised the whole of 
his real & personal estate to trustees, whom he 
appointed his exors., concluded his will as follows : 
‘* As to, for & concerning the residue of my estate 
& property, both real & personal, in trust to pay 
unto my nephews & nieces then living,”’ i.e. at the 
death of a tenant for life, ‘‘ viz. R. R. B., W. R. B., 
A. B., E. H., E. W., E. B., the children of R. R.S., 
lately deceased, the father’s part or share, M. J., 
& W. R., by equal share & share alike.’?’ W.R. B. 
survived testator & died in the lifetime of the 
tenant for life :—Held: the above was a gift, not 
to individuals, but to a class, the members of which 
were not ascertained until the death of the tenant 
for life; hence, the share of W. R. B. was not un- 
disposed of, but was divisible with the rest of the 
fund amongst the nephews & nieces who were 
living at the death of the tenant for life.—IRELAND 
v. TREMBATH (1865), 12 L. T. 680; 11 Jur. N.S. 
79 


47 
Nominatim.] Where __ testator 








— 


6207. 
directed his trustees to pay all or any part of the 
residue of the income of his personal estate, so 
long as his mother should live, as in their discre- 
tion, & to the exclusion of any one or more of 
them, his trustees should think fit & proper, for 
the maintenance & education, or otherwise for 
the advancement of ‘‘ my nephew W., & my 
nieces, the son & daughters of my late sister A.,” & 
after the decease of his mother, to pay an annuity, 
which he had given her, ‘‘ for the benefit of my 
said nephew & nieces,’’ in the same manner & for 
the same purposes as thereinbefore directed, until 
they should respectively attain twenty-one, & 
provided that, ‘‘ in case my said nephew, or any 
or either of my said nieces’? should marry under 
twenty-one, & die leaving issue, his trustees should 
make advances out of income for the benefit of 
such issue, ‘‘as they may deem expedient or 
think fit,” & directed that, immediately after the 
decease of his mother, & upon his said nephew & 
nieces respectively attaining twenty-one, his 
trustees should transfer one equal share of the 
trust estate to each, & provided that, in the event 
of his nephew or either of his nieces dying under 
twenty-one, married & leaving issue, the issue 
should take their parents’ share :—Held: the 
gift to the nephew & nieces was made to them 
nominatim, & not as a class.—Re BARNSHAW’S 
Trusts (1867), 15 W. R. 378. 

6208. Gift to children of tenant for life equally.}— 
Testator devised lands to his niece S. for life, & 
after her death to her husband J. for his life, & 





V.L. R. 572.—AUS. 

co. Gift to mother, brothers, sisters, 
& nephew of testator—Death of mother 
before testator. }—In the Will of McLrEop, 


EXECUTORS 
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then ‘‘ to be equally divided among the children 
of the above-named J. & S., either by the pro- 
ceeds from the sale of the properties or otherwise, 
as may be considered most advantageous at the 
time.’’ There were eight children of the niece 
living at the date of the will & at the death of 
testator, of whom two were respectively named T. 
& S. T. was an attesting witness to the will. 
S. was present when testator executed the will, 
but she did not sign it in his presence so as to make 
her a good attesting witness within Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 26):—Held: (1) the devise was to the 
‘children’? as a class, as tenants in common; 
(2) as the attesting witnesses, assuming S. to have 
been an attesting witness, were by reason of 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 15, incapable of taking 
at the death of testator, they could not be reckoned 
as members of that class, & their shares, therefore, 
went to the rest of the class, the other children, 
& not to the heir-at-law.—FELL v. BIDDOLPH 
(1875). L R.10C. P. 701; 44 L.35.C. P. 402; 32 
L. T. 864; 23 W. R. 913. 


Annotations :— As to (2) Consd. Re Coleman & Jarrom (1876), 
ee D. 165. Generally, Refd. Aplin v. Stone, [1904] 1 Ch. 


6209. Gift to children equally—Only one child 
in class.|—Re HARVEY’s ESTATE, HARVEY ov. 
GILLow, No. 6198, ante. 

6210. Gift to named person & children of other 
named person equally.|— ARMITAGE v. ASHTON, No. 








6233. post. 

6211. .I—Re FEATHERSTONE’S Trusts, No. 
6989, post. 

6212. .]|—Testator appointed ‘“‘ his wife & 





his niece A.’’ extrices., & gave them property in 
trust for his wife, who survived him, for life, & 
after her death for ‘“‘ A, & the child or children of 
his sister B. who should attain the age of twenty- 
one years equally to be divided among them as 
tenants in common.” At the date of the will A. 
was nearly twenty-one; she died in testator's 
lifetime. At the death of the tenant for life B.'s 
children had attained twenty-one :—Held: the 
bequest to A. did not lapse, since upon the true 
construction of this particular will testator’s 
intention appeared to be to make one class of 
nephews & nieces, so that if any of them died in 
his lifetime the survivors should take.—KINGS- 
BURY v. WALTER, [1901] A. C. 187; 70 L. J. Ch. 
546; 841. T. 697, H. L.; affy. 8. C. sub nom. Re 
hee KINGSBURY v. WALTER, [1809] 2 Ch. 314, 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Venn, Lindon v. Ingram, [1904] 2 





Ch. 52. Refd. Kekewich v. Barker (1903), 88 L. T. 130; 
Re Harper, Plowman v. Harpcr, [1914] 1 Ch. 70; Re 
Scorer, Burtt v. Harrison (1924), 94 L. J. Ch. 196. 

62138. -|—Testator by his will bequeathed 


his residuary personal estate to trustees upon 
trusts for the benefit of his daughter for life, & for 


WILLS. 


her issue, & in the event of the failure of issue, 
‘‘in trust for G., his sister M., & the children now 
living of R., who being male shal] live to attain the 
age of twenty-one years, or being female shall live 
to attain that age or marry, & if more than one in 
equal shares.’’ The daughter died unmarried. 
At. the date of the death of testator there were four 
children of R. living, who all attained the age of 
twenty-one years :—Held: the gift was a gift to a 
class, & the fund was divisible in equal sixths 
between G., M., & the four children of R.—KEKE- 
WICH v. BARKER (1903), 88 L. T. 130, H. L.; 
revsq. S. C. sub nom. CAPES v. DALTON (1902), 86 
L. T. 129, C. A. 


C. Time of Ascertaining Class 
(a) In General. 


6214. Time when gift divisible—General rule.}|— 
As long as a fund is in hand the general rule is 
that new members of the class may be let in. The 
time when the money is distributable is the time 
for ascertaining the class after which no more 
can be let in. Children born after the fund 
becomes divisible are not entitled to share (PAGE 
Woop, V.-C.).—Re Smitru (1862), 2 John. & H. 
594; 70 HE. R. 1196. 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Bedson’s Trusts Cee 28 Ch. D. 
523. Folld. Re Curzon, Martin ». Perry (1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 
362. Refd. te Boden, Boden v. Boden, [1907] 1 Ch. 132. 


6215. |—Testator gave a fund to 
trustees upon trust to pay the income to his son 
during his life, & after his death to pay & divide 
the fund equally among all the children which the 
son might have, as & when they should respectively 
attain twenty-one, & if the son should leave no 
child who should attain twenty-one, the fund was 
to sink into the residue of testator’s estate. There 
was a proviso that if the son should be adjudicated 
bkpt. the fund & the income thereof should thence- 
forth immediately go & be payable or applicable 
to or for the benefit of the child or children of the 
son ‘in the same manner as if he was naturally 
dead,” or in default of such child or children should 
sink into the residue. After the death of testator 
the son was adjudicated a bkpt. At the date of 
the adjudication he had two children; other 
children were born to him afterwards :—Held : the 
children born after the adjudication were entitled 
to share in the fund subject to the contingency of 
their attaining twenty-one. 

I take it that it is a well known canon of con- 
struction that when there is a gift to a class, as 
soon as the gift is divisible & there are members 
of the class entitled to receive their shares, the 
class cannot be added to (CorTron, J..J.).—He 
BEpson’s Trusts (1885), 28 Ch. D. 523; 54 
L. J. Ch. 644; 52 L. T. 554; 33 W. R. 386, 
C. A. 

Annotation :—Apld. Blackman v. Fysh, [1892] 3 Ch. 209. 

6216. Death of testator.]-—GARBEROND v. GAR- 








Fae. V.L.R.218; 44 A... T. 156.— 119.— AUS. eg aeares feet oe is ne oeeee 
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we) “in the at of the death.”’)— 
NTGOMERY 1. ONTGOMERY, 2 I. 
Eq. R. 161.—IR. ; 

6 Gift to testator’s ‘‘ nearest heir & 
ececutors whatsvever alive at time of dis- 
DENIS UEEL: fei ere. v. 

: A acph. (Ct. of Sess. 
1185; 36 Sc. Jur. 594-—-SCOT. , 
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6216i. Death of testator.}— 

(1915), it Tas.L R. TO Aue ne 
16 if. ——.)—DEa4NE v. LOMB 

S. R.N.8. W. 502: 42.N.8. W. Ww. x 





where testator devises property to his 
‘‘ heirs ” the heirs are to be ascertained 
at the time of his death, is not affected 
by the fact that the person answering 
that description is the taker of a pre- 
ceding particular interest under the 
will.—THOMPSON v. SMITH (1897), 23 
A. R. 29; 278. C. R. 628.—CAN. 

6216 v. ———.]—Re ARCHER (1904), 
240. L. T. 230; 70. L. R. 491; 3 
O. W. Rt. 510.—CAN. 


6216 vi. ———.}—By Hindu law where 
there is a gift to a class some of whom 
may be capacitated trom t 


g 
because not born at the time of testa- 


SINGH (1911), 27 T. lL. R. 267, P. C.— 
IND. 


6216 vii. ———.]}—Whenever a legacy 
is given to a class of persons, & the gift 
is immediate, those only take who 
answer the description at teatator’s 
death.—NORMAN wv. NORMAN (18380), 
Beat. 430.—IR. 

6216 vill, ———.}—Re GLENDINING, 
[1918] N. Z. L. R. 556.—N.Z. 

6216 ix. .}-The “ rule of con- 
venience,”’ by which, in an immediate 
bequest of a fund to children of 4 class, 
the period of ascertaining the olass is 
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BEROND (1689), Freem. Ch. 105; 22 E. R. 1087; 
sub nom. GARBRAND v. Mayor, 2 Vern. 105. 


Annotation :—Refd. Oates d. Hatterley v. Jackson (1742), 
2 Stra. 1172. 


6217. .]— Legacy given to children of A. law- 
fully begotten or to be begotten. does not extend 
to children born after the death of testator.— 
SPRACKLING v. RANIER (1761), 1 Dick. 344; 21 
HK. R. 302. 
Annotations :—Apld 

46. Refd. Gooch v. Gooch (1851), 14 

De Livera (1879), 5 App. Cas. 123. 


6218. .]|— Gift to the children of a deceased 
sister, means those living at testator’s decease.— 
VINER v. FRANCIS (1789), 2 Bro. C. C. 658 ; 2 Cox, 
Kq. Cas. 190; 29 E. R. 365. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Shuttleworth v. Greaves (1838), 4 
My. & Cr. 35. Folld, Leigh v. Leigh (1854), 17 Beav. 605. 
Consd. Re Smith's Trusts (1878), 9 Ch. D. 117. Refd. 
Havergal v. Harrison (1843), 13 L. J. Ch. 30; Cort v. 
Winder (1844), 1 Coll. 320; Lee v. Pain (1844-5), 14 
L. J. Ch. 346; Pritchard v. Norris (1855), 25 L. T. O. 8. 
60; Re Gibson (1861), 2 John. & H. 656; Dimond v. 
Bostock (1875), 10 Ch. App. 358; Coleman v. Jarrom 
1876), 35 L. T. 614; Picken v. Matthews (1878), 10 Ch. D. 
64; Re Mervin, Mervin v. Crossman, [1891] 3 Ch. 197 ; 
Re Powell, Crosland v. Holliday, [1898] 1 Ch. 227; Re 
Bentley, Podmore v. Smith (1914), 58 Sol. Jo. 362. 
6219. .| — Residuary disposition to the 

children of testator’s brothers & sisters as aforesaid 

(named previously as legatees), who shall be living 

at his decease, at twenty-five, equally: but in 

case of the decease of any of the aforesaid brothers 

& sisters having issue, then the child or children 

to have the same share as if the parent had been 

living at: his decease; with maintenance & sur- 
vivorship in case of the death of any unmarried & 
without issue. The first clear designation of 
nephews & nieces, living at his death, as the sole 
obiects of his bounty, not altered or controlled by 
the subsequent designation of the brothers & 
sisters ; admitting questions of doubtful construc- 
tion, as to after-born children.— BARKER v. LEA 

(1814), 3 Ves. & B. 1133; 35 KB. R. 422. 

6220. .|—-Under the words in a will, ‘‘ to 
pay to each of my said (younger) children (three 
daughters) as & for their respective portions, a 
sum equal to one-fourth of what shall remain to 
mv said (eldest) son William, payable to my said 
daughters respectively, at her or their respective 
ages of twenty-one, or marriage, etc.” :—Held: 
all the daughters were only entitled to a sum equal 
to a fourth of what remained to the eldest son, or 
each of them to one-seventh, such appearing to be 
testator’s intention, & the time of testator’s death 
was that at which the amount of his property, & 
the proportions of the shares were to be computed 
& estimated.—CoOLCLOUGH v. GAVEN (1815), 3 
Dow, 267; 3 E. R. 1062, L. C. 

6221. .J|—A bequest to all the children of 
A. & their issue, share & share alike, & to be paid 
twelve months after testator’s decease, is an abso- 
lute gift to such children of A. as are living at 
testator’s death.—BUTTER v. OMMANEY (1827), 4 
Russ. 70; 6 L. J. O. 8S. Ch. 54; 38 E.R. 731. 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Stanhope's Trusts (1859), 27 Boav. 
201. Refd. Law v. Thorp (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 649; He 
Conlden, Coulden v. Coulden, [1908] 1 Ch. 320. 


6222. .j—Testatrix having directed two 
gentlemen to divide her property amongst her 
nieces and grand nieces as they were most in need 





. Storrs v. Benbow (1833), 2 My. & K 


eav. 565; Dias v. 

















the death of testator where there are 
children coming into being after that 
time are excluded, is not applicable 
to similar bequests of income.—Re _ y, 


219.—SCOT. 


TRUSTEES v. BLACKWELL, [1909] S. C. 


BiuGaR (1858), 21 Dunl. (Ct. of 
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of it, & expressing herself that ‘‘the poor girls 

might be in want of it’’:—Held: this did not 

extend to nieces or grand nieces born after the 
death of testatrix nor even to a grand niece with 
whom a niece of testatrix was then enceinte.— 

Dove »v. AINSLIE (1831), 9 L. J. O. S. Ch. 261. 
6223. .|—The wife of F. was the only 

child of a person who was entitled to certain shares 

in the N. canal, which, upon that person’s death, 
were transferred into the names of “ I". & wife,” 
the wife having been her father’s administratrix. 

I’. was ever afterwards, until his death, treated by 

the canal co. as proprietor of the shares, & received 

the dividends upon them, & was elected to be & 
acted as a member of a committee which, by the 
co.’s Act of Parliament, was required to consist 
of propere of two or more shares. F., by his 
will, bequeathed what he called ‘‘ all my shares in 
the N. canal navigation,” & all other his personal 
estate, to trustees, in trust for his wife for life ; 
& after her death, if he should leave no issue, 
which happened, in trust to pay & apply the same 
equally between all & every his brothers & sisters, 
their respective exors., administrators, & assigns, 
absolutely & for ever. Testator had no canal 
shares at all, unless those so transferred into the 
names of himself & his wife could be considered 
his. Two of his brothers & a sister, who were all 
living when he made his will, died in his lifetime :— 

Held: the representatives of the brothers & sister 

who died in testator’s lifetime were not entitled 

to any share of his personal estate under his will, 
but the whole vested in the brothers & sisters 
who survived him.—SHUTTLEWORTH v. GREAVES 

(1838),4 My. & Cr. 35; 8L. J. Ch. 7; 2 Jur. 957 ; 

41 K. RR. 14, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Havergal v. Harrison (1843), 7_Beav. 
49. Apld. Lee v. Pain (1845), 14 L. J. Ch. 346. Meontd. 
Innes rv. Sayer (1851), 3 Mac, & G. 606. 

6224. .| —HAGGERv. PAYNE, No. 6320, post. 
6225. ——-.]—Firz Roy v. RICHMOND (DUKE) 
(No. 1), No. 6200. ante. 











6226. .|—Re STANHOPE’S Trusts, No. 6201, 
ante. 
6226a. -——-.] —- ATCHERLEY v. Du MOULIN 


(1855),2 K. & J. 186; 69 E.R. 746. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Hughes v. Young (1862). 1 New Rep. 
166; Dering vw. Kynaston (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 210; Hood 
v. Franklin (1873), L. RK. 16 Kq. 496; Cornmell v. Kell 
(1876), 3 Ch. D. 767; Re Jackson’s Will (1879), 41 L. T. 
494; Re Parsons, Stockley v. Parsons (1890), 45 Ch. D. 51. 


6227. -|— Bequest of £100 each to the two 
sisters, & his ornaments to be equally divided 
amongst the unmarried ones :—Held: the class of 
unmarried daughters was to be ascertained at his 
death.—BLAGROVE v. COORE (1859), 27 Beav. 138 ; 
54 i. R. 53. 

6228. -——.|—-Testator directed his just debts & 
funeral & testamentary expenses to be paid as 
soon as possible, but not out of money in his house 
or owing to him on bills or notes, or on Govern- 
ment securities ; & devised his frechold, leasehold 
& copyhold estates upon trust, to pay his debts, 
finer, testamentary & legal expenses; &, sub- 
ject thereto, as to one-half he gave the income 
to his wife for her life, & at her death directed it 
should go into & form part of his residuary estate ; 
& as to the other half, he directed it to accumulate 
till 1875, when he directed it should fall into his 





born or to be born of the marriage, & the 
lawful descendants of any predeceased 
6216 xii. ——-.}—Biccar'sTrusters Child. By a codicil certain property 


was bequeathed to the children of the 


CARTER. WALKER v. LITCHFIELD (1911), 
30 N. Z. L. R. 707.—N.Z. 

6216 x. ——.}—HaywaRp’s EXrE- 
CUTORS v. YOUNG eee) 22 RR. (Ct. 
of Sess.) 757: 32 Sc. L. R. 559; 3 
Ss, L. T. 54.— SCOT. 


6216 xi. ——-.] —- CUNNINGHAM’B 


Sess.) 4; 31 So. Jur. 4.—SCOT. 

6216 xiii -J]— KLOPPER’S Ksa- 
TATE wv. VAN TONDER’S EstTaT#, (1910) 
Cc. P. D. 378.—S. AF. 

6216 xiv. -+-In a mutual will 
two spouses appolnted as heirs of the 
first-dying the survivor, the children 








marriage & to the descendants of pre- 
deceased children :—AHeld : under the 
codicil ‘* predeceased children "’ referred 
to children who predeceased the firat- 
dying spouse.—Fx i NEESER & CAMP- 
BELL, [1910] T. P. D. 761.—S. AF. 


f. Twelve months after death of tes- 
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residuary estate ; & as to the residue of his estates, 
whether real or personal, testator devised the same 
amongst his son, his daughter-in-law & all his 
grandchildren, share & share alike :—-Held : grand- 
children living at the death of testator would alone 
take.—COVENTRY v. COVENTRY (1865), 2 Drew. & 

Sm. 470; 34 Beav. 572; 13 L. T. 83; 13 W. R. 

985; 62 HK. R. 699. 

6229. .|—Testator bequeathed the residue 
of his estate in trust for such children as should be 
living at the time of his death, or might be born 
within due time afterwards; & in case of failure 
of such trust, to such of his brothers as should be 
living at the time of the failure of the trust being 
ascertained. Testator left no children, & had no 
posthumous child by his wife, who survived him. 
A brother of testator survived him only a few days : 
—Held: the failure of the trust was ascertained at 
the time of the death of testator, as his widow was 
not then enceinte, & the gift of the residue had 
therefore vested.—SIDEBOTTOM v. SIDEBOTTOM 
(1872), LL. R. 2 P. & D. 365; 20 W. R. 303; sub 
nom. In the Goods of StpEBotTroMm, 41 L. J. P. & M. 
23; 25L. T. 855; 36 J. P. 265. 

6230. J—Testatrix gave personal estate in 
trust for all the nephews & nieces of her late 
husband who were living at the time of his decease, 
except A. & B., as tenants in common. Two 
nephews. who would otherwise have taken under 
the bequest, died before testatrix, one before & 
the other after the will :—Held: the gift was to a 
class, & not to designated persons, & therefore 
there was no lapse, but the fund was divisible 
among those of the class who survived the testatrix. 
—DiImMonpD v. Bostock (1875), 10 Ch. App. 358 ; 
33 L. T. 217; 23 W. R. 554, L. JJ. 

Annotations : -—Consd. Fell v. Biddolph (1875), L. R. 10 C. P. 
701. Expid. Re Coleman & Jarrom (1876), 4 Ch. D. 165. 
Distd. Re Smith’s Trusts (1878), 9 Ch. D. 117. Refd. Ke 
Stansfield, Stansfield v. Stansfield (1880), 15 Ch. D. 84; 
Re Bentley, Podmore v. Smith (1914), 58 Sol. Jo. 362. 
6231. -|—Testator devised five freehold 

houses to “all & every the children of my late 
brother J. who shall be living at my decease or who 
shall have died in my lifetime leaving issue living 
at my death in equal shares.’’ Bvy a codicil, after 
reciting that some of the children of his late 
brother J. had lately died without issue, testator 
revoked his previous devise, & devised one of the 
houses to A., & the remaining four in the same 
terms as the original devise. Four children of J. 
were living at testator’s death, & one other child 
died in testator’s lifetime leaving children living 
at. testator’s death :—Held: the four children 
who survived testator took the whole property ; 
where there is a gift by testator to a class, the rule 
is that those members of the class who are at his 
death capable of taking, take the whole, the gift 
being construed as showing an intention on the 
part of testator that the class shall take so far as 
the law allows. 

Those who become incapable of taking, whether 
by dying in testator’s lifetime or by attesting the 
will or by some other operation of law do not take 
(JESSEL, M.R.).—Re COLEMAN & JARROM (1876), 
4 Ch. D. 165; 46 L. J. Ch. 33; sub nom. COLEMAN 
v. JARROM, 35 LL. T. alee 25 W. R. 137. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Alpin ”; Stone, toe) ; cee 543; Re 
Ofner, Samuel] v. bt: (1908), 99 Tis 














WILLs. 


6282. -.|—Testator bequeathed all his pro- 
perty to trustees to be converted & held ‘‘ upon 
trust to divide the same amony each of my cousins 
& their sons & daughters who shall be living at my 
decease, such division to be calculated in such a 
manner that each of my first cousins shall receive 
five times as much as each of their sons & 
daughters.’’ Children of first cousins dead at the 
date of the will sought to participate :—Held: on 
the true construction of the will, sons & daughters 
o1 first cousins who were dead at the date of the 
wil] were not entitled to take.—Re HILLMAN, ADE 
v. HILLMAN (1910), 103 L. T. 188. 

6233. ——~ Or within nine months afterwards.]— 
Testatrix by her will gave her residuary perso 
estate to trustees in trust as to one-fourth thereof 
for her granddaughter A. & as to the remaining 
three-fourths thereof in trust for the children of 
her daughter B., with certain after limitations. 
Afterwards, by an informal codicil, she desired her 
will to be altered, so that instead of her grand- 
daughter A. receiving one-fourth part of the trust 
estate, such estate should be equally divided 
between A. & the children ‘‘ now born or hereafter 
to be born ” of her daughter B. :—Held: A. took 
one moiety, & the children of B. born in the life- 
time of testatrix, or within nine months after her 
death, took the other moiety.—ARMITAGE v. 
ASHTON (1869), 20 L. T. 102. 

6234. Date of will.|—Gift by will of a specific 
sum among the six children of A., A. had six 
children at the time, one more was born after 
testator’s will, but before the codicils, she shall not 
take a share with the six born before.—SHERER 
v. BisHop (1792), 4 Bro. ©. C. 55; 29 BE. R. 776. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Hall v. Severne (1839), 9 Sim. 515. 


6235. -|—Re Du BocuHet, MANSELL v. 
ALLEN, No. 6658, post. 

6236. .]—A. took the title to heritable sub- 
jects which he had purchased in the names of 
certain persons, who, by deed of declaration of 
trust, declared that they held the subjects in trust 
(inter alia), for the payment of the free yearly 
proceeds to A. during his life, & after his death to 
his wife, if she survived him, for their life rent uses 
allenarly, the wife’s life rent to be restrictable to 
such extent & in such manner as might be fixed 
by A.; & after the determination of the foresaid 
life rents, in trust for A.’s children, in such shares 
& proportions as might be fixed by A., & failing 
such apportionment, share & share alike; declar- 
ing that the fee of the shares should be payable 
after the determination of the said life rents, & 
after the whole children who should have survived 
A. & his wife, & who should be alive, had attained 
majority, or at such other times after the deter- 
mination of the said life rents as should be fixed by 
A. <A. died, survived by his wife, & without fixing 
the shares of the children :—Held: the children’s 
shares of the estate vested at the execution & 
registration of the deed of declaration of trust 
in the children then born, & in the others as 
they came into existence.—MILLER v. FINLAY’S 
TRUSTEES (1875), 2 R. (H. L.) 1. 








6237. |—Re HILLMAN, ADE v. HILLMAN, 
No. 6232, ante. 
6238. Gift to son & ‘** unmarried 





daughters.’’|—-Testator gave £5,000 to be invested 





tator.}—BYRNES v. WHITAKER cugee k. .}-Testator directed a cer- children living at testator’s death.— 
14N.3.W.L. R (Eq.) 148; 9 N.S. W tain investment, after the death of STARR v. MERKEL, 40 N. 8. R. 23.— 
W. N. 126.—AUS. ne oon ; 3 appre pear for the CAN. 

enefit o e&ec orc n’ — ] tained the 
‘ete oe of tenant for life aes —Held: it being a gift that was not following ies “TO my son G. W. 
rae AUS. p. Davies (1904), 1 Tas. L immediate, a second wife & also allthe 1 givo & bequeath during his lifetim 





h. .}—Re ued FINGLAND 
v. MoKniaur, 21 C. L. T. 566.—CAN, 


children coming into existence before 
ene uyeron of distribution were entitled 
are in the bequest, as well as the 


a 
the north-east Merter of said lot t 4 
before mention t his death to 
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Part XVI.—CoNSTRUCTION. 


in the names of trustees for the benefit of a tenant 

for life, & at his death the principal to his son & 

unmarried daughters as he might by will direct, 

&, failing such direction, to them equally :—Held : 

that ‘‘ unmarried daughters’’ meant those who 

were unmarried at the date of the codicil.— 

HALL v. ROBERTSON (1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 781; 

2 oa. Rep. 15; 28 L. J. Ch. 241; 18 Jur. 635; 1] 

W.R. 464; 43 E.R. 713, 1. JJ. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Re Harris’s Trusts (1854), 2 Eg. Rep. 
1110. Refd. Re Gratton’s Trusts (1857), 26 L. T. O. 8. 399. 
6289. Gift to class upon contingent event— 

Whether members determinable on happening of 

contingency. |—-Testatrix bequeathed her residuary 

estate upon trust for her sister for life, & after 
the sister’s death, to pay, divide & apply the 
trust fund in manner following, that. is to say, one- 
tenth to or for the use of R., & another one-tenth to 
or for the use of C., for their respective lives, & in 
case either of them should die in the lifetime of the 
tenant for life or afterwards leaving lawful issuc, 
then testatrix directed that the part of him or 
her so dying leaving lawful issue should go to & 
be equally divided among his or her children as 
they should attain twenty-one :—Held: a child 
of C., who survived the tenant for life & attained 

twenty-one, but died in the lifetime of C. took a 

vested interest. 

I concur entirely in the construction which the 
Master of the Rolls has put upon this will. The 
first argument in support of a different construc- 
tion is that the bequest to the children of C. being 
only given in the contingent event of her leaving 
issue, therefore only the children who were living 
when the contingency happened would take. 
That argument would go to a great extent & affect 
many decisions, affirming as it must the principle 
that where there is a gift to a class upon a con- 
tingent event, the time of the happening of the 
contingency determines the individuals composing 
the class. That is not the rule (TURNER, L..J.).— 
BOULTON v. BEARD (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 608 ; 
43 KE. R. 239, L. JJ. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Re Watson’s Trusts (1870), L. R. 10 
Kq. 36. Apld. He Orlebar’s Settlmt. Trusts (1875), L. I. 
20 Eq. 711; Hickling v. Fair, [1899] A.C. 15; Re Walker, 
Dunkerly v. Hewerdine, [1917] 1 Ch. 38. Refd. Selby ». 
Whittaker (1877), 6 Ch. D. 239; Re Stephens, Tomalin ». 
Tomalin’s Trustee, [1927] 1 Ch. 1. Mentd. Ie Reevoe’s 
Trusts (1877), 4 Ch. D. 841; Re Silver Valley Mines 
(1882), 47 L. T. 597. 

6240. -'—There is no rule that where 
there is a gift to a class upon a contingent event 
the time of the happening of the contingency 
determines the individuals composing the class. 
There is no such general rule, but at the same time 
the circumstance that the gift is only to take effect 
upon the happening of a particular contingency is 
a circumstance to be taken into consideration in 
combination with other indications of testator’s 
intention to be found in other parts of his will 
(BAGGALLOY, L.J.).—SELBY v. WHITTAKER (1877), 
6 Ch. D. 239; 47 L. J. Ch. 121; 37 L. T. 514; 26 
W. R. 117, C. A. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Hickling v. Fair, [1899] A. C. 15; Re 


Walker, Dunkerly wv. Hewerdine, [1917] 1 Ch. 38; 
fie Plephene: Tomalin v. Tomalin’s Trustee, [1927] 1 











6241. ——— ———.|—_ HIckiina v. Far, No. 
post. 


in case other sons should be born to 
my son G. W., then to be equally 
divided between all the boys ”’ :—Held. 
G. W. took a life estate only, & there 
was a vested remainder in fee in his 
sons, a8 a@ class, which would let in all 
born before his death.—Re CHANDLER, 
18 O. R. 105.—CAN. 

m. -}—-DRYDEN v. Woops, 29 
Qr. 430.—CAN. 


n. . 
1 I. R. 405, 410 
IR. 


o. Death of 
Re FERGUBON, 





event. }—Re 


_—— REID v. {19 
f— - 45 1. Le T. 224.— 


testator’s daughter.)— 
BENNETT v. 
WORTH, 25 O. R. 591.—CAN. 


pe Uren the ha 
cu OUNG, PAYZANT v. 
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6242. Gift to children then living or issue of 
children then dead.]|—Testator devised & be- 
queathed his real & personal estate, subject to 
certain trusts for the benefit of his wife, to his son 
absolutely ; but if his son should die under 
twenty-one without issue, testator gave the same 
to his wife during her widowhood, with remainder, 
subject to certain legacies, as she should by will 
appoint; & in default of appointment, or in case 
she should marry again after testator’s decease, 
he directed that, from & after the second marriage 
or decease of his wife, which should first happen, 
a moiety of the trust estate, or so much thereof 
as the appointment should not extend to, should 
be held in trust for all & every the daughter & 
daughters who should be then living of his sister 
M., & the issue then living of such of them as should 
be then dead, equally amongst them per stirpes. 

Testator’s son died under twenty-one, without, 
issue, in testator’s lifetime; & testator’s wife also 
died in his lifetime :—Held : the time of testator’s 
death was the period at which the persons entitled 
to take under the residuary bequest were to be 
ascertained ; notwithstanding a daughter of M. 
was dead at the date of the will, the children of 
such daughter, having survived testator, were 
entitled, per stirpes, to a share of the moiety of the 
residuary estate ; the children of a daughter of M., 
such daughter being living at the death of testator’s 
wife, but having died in the lifetime of testator, 
were also entitled, per siirpes, to an equal share of 
the moiety of such residuary estate ; & the share 
of the child of a daughter would not lapse by the 
death of such child in the lifetime of testator, but 
the entire share of the class would be divisible 
amongst the children belonging to such class who 
survived testator.—GASKELL v. HOLMES (1844), 
3 Hare, 438; 3L.T.0.8.5; 8 Jur. 396; 67 E. R. 
453. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Thompson's Trusts (1854), 2 Eq. 
Rep. 236; Jte Milne, Grant v. Weysham (1887), 56 L. J. Ch. 
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6243. .|—Under a gift in a will to the 
children who should be living at a certain period 
of persons named, & the issue then living of such 
of the ‘‘ children ’’ as should be then dead, yet so 
that such issue should participate only as repre- 
senting their parent. :—Held: the issue of a child 
dead to testator’s knowledge before the date of the 
will were entitled to share.—HALL v. WOOLLEY 
(1869), 39 L. J. Ch. 106; 18 W. R. 129. 

——- After life interest.|—Sce Sub-sect. 3, C. 
(e) vi., pose. 

6244. Gift to personal representatives of named 
person.|—Testator appointed a sum to the personal 
representatives of J., a dead person, as if the same 
had, at the decease of J., been part of his un- 
bequeathed personal estate. J. had died, leaving 
a widow & nine children, & the widow & two of the 
children were dead before the date of the will. 
At the death of testator, the seven remaining 
children still survived :—Held: (1) by ‘‘the 
personal representatives of J.’’ were intended the 
persons entitled at his death to his personal estate 
under the Statutes of Distribution; & (2) the 
seven surviving children of J. were entitled to no 
more than seven-ninths of the fund which re- 
mained after deducting the widow’s share; the 











59 N. S. R. 327.—CAN. 


q. -}+~Re CROTHER’S TRUSTS, 
[1915] 1 I. R. 53.—I1R. 


xr. Periodical distributions of gifts 
—Whether child born after payment of 
portions entitled to share of port 
paid.}—Ross, ETC. v. DUNLOP (1878), 
5 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 833; 15 8c. L. R. 
580.— SCOT. 


SWAN, 11) 


CoaTs- 


ing of parti- 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 3, C. (a), 
(b) & (c).) 

shares of the widow of J., & of the two children who 

died before testator, lapsed to the persons entitled 

in default of appointment.—PRITCHARD v. NORRIS 

(1855), 25 L. T. O. S. 60, L. JJ. 


(b) Postponement of Period. 

6245. Fund divisible within specified period after 
testator’s death— Whether issue born after death 
of testator excluded.|—TRELAWNEY v. MOLES- 
wortH (1701), Colles, 163; 1 E. R. 281, H. L. 

6246. .]—A bequest of residuary estate 
to be invested in Consols, & to be held by the exors. 
in trust for all & every the grandchildren of 
testator, to be divided equally amongst them at 
the expiration of twenty years after his decease :— 
Held: to confer immediate vested & transmissible 
interests to the grandchildren living at the death 
of testator, subject to be opened & let in grand- 
children who might be born before the expiration 
of the twenty years.—OPPENHEIM v. HENRY (1858), 
10 Hare, 441; 68 E. R. 999; sub nom. OPENHEIM 
v. HENRY, 20 L. T. O. S. 291; 1 W. R. 126. 
Annan 7 Rane: Re Mervin, Mervin v. Crossman, [1891] 

6247. Whether deceased member of class 
entitled.]—Testator directed a sum of £5,000 to be 
raised for each of his children, & the rest of his 
estate to accumulate till 1848, when he directed 
£3,000 to be raised & paid to each of his children 
then living, or to their issue if dead, etc. He 
declared that if any child should die, etc., before 
his share became payable, his share should be 
equally divided among the survivors :—Held: on 
the construction of the whole will, no sum of 
£3,000 was to be raised in respect of the share of 
a deceased child.— LITTLE v. DANIEL (1848), 12 
Jur. 167. 

Gift on attaining specified age.|—See Sub-sect. 3, 
C. (d), post. 

Gift after life interest.|——See Sub-sect. 3, C. (e), 











post. 
Next of kin.|—See Sub-sect. 11, J., post. 


(c) Rule Against Perpeturties. 

See PERPETUITIES, Vol. XXXVII., pp. 98-102, 
Nos. 342-373. 

6248. Gifts not void for remoteness—Limited to 
lives in being—At death of tenant for life.]| 
Testator bequeathed his residuary estate to 
trustees, in trust for his wife for life, & after her 
decease, ‘‘ to preserve the then remaining part of 
my estate for the grandchildren of my brother C., 
to be by them received in equal proportions when 
they shall severally attain the age of twenty-five 
years; & when the youngest shall have attained 
the age of twenty-five years, & he or she shall have 
received their final dividend or share of my estate, 
the trust shall cease.’’ Testator left his widow & 
brother surviving. Eight grandchildren of the 
brother were in existence at the widow’s death, 
& several were born afterwards :—Held: the 
bequest was not void for remoteness; but those 
only of the grandchildren who were in existence 
at the widow’s decease were entitled to share in 
the testator’s residuary estate.—KEVERN  v. 
WILLIAMS (1832), 5 Sim. 171; 58 E. R. 301. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Berkeley v. Swinburne (1848), 12 Jur. 
571. Refd. Re Coppard’s Estate, Howlett v. Hodson 
(1887), 35 Ch. D. 350; Re Emmect’s Estate, Emmet v. 
Emmet (1880), 13 Ch. D. 484; Re Mervin, Mervin v. 
Crossman, [1891] 3 Ch. 197. 





PART XVL SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 3.— FOGARTY, v. 


t. Right to postpone for Ave years.) 


FoGARTY (1893), 22 

S.C. R. 103.—CAN 
a. Till death of 

When" heire of the body *’ could beascer- § 


WILLS. 


6249. .|—Testator, after giving 
his real estate to the eldest son of A. for life, with 
remainder to the other children of A. in tail, 
with remainder over, gave his personalty in trust 
to pay the dividends to the children & grand- 
children of A. who should not, “from time to 
time’’ be entitled to the rents of thefreeholds. By 
a codicil, he declared that the children of B., 0. & 
D. living at the death of the tenant for life, should 
‘take their shares’’ of the personal property, 
with the representatives of A. :—Held: the gift was 
to the children & grandchildren living at the death 
of the tenant for life. & was not too remote.— 
HARVEY v. HARVEY (1842), 5 Beav. 1384; 49 E. R. 
528. 

6250. At death of pba ee — 
Testator gave the residue of his personal estate 
unto & among all & every the children, sons & 
daughters, of his daughter E., in equal shares & 
proportions, as & when they should attain their 
respective ages of twenty-two years :—Held: 
the children of testator’s daughter living at 
testator’s death were the only objects of the 
bequest; &, consequently, it was not void for 
remoteness. HLLIOTT v. ELLIOTT (1841), 12 Sim. 
276; 10 L. J. Ch. 363; 59 E. R. 1137. 


Annotations :—-Consd. Mainwaring v. Beevor (1849), 8 Haro, 
44. Folld. Re Coppard’s state, Howlett v. Hodson 
(1887), 35 Ch. D. 350. Distd. te Mervin, Mervin v. Cross- 
man, [1891] 3 Ch. 197; Willerton v. Stocks, [1892] W. N. 
29. Expld. Re Stevens, Clark v. Stevens (1896), 40 Sol. Jo. 

‘ std. Re Barker, Capon v. Flick (1905), 92 L. T. 

831. Rekfd. Re Wenmoth’s Estate, Wenmoth v. Wenmoth 


(1887), 37 Ch. D. 266. 
.}| — Testator directed his 

















6251. 
trustees to pay the interest, dividends, & annual 
profits of a share of his personal estate unto the 
children of his sister, & to divide the same equally 
among them during their lives, & after their deaths 
to divide the share equally between their children. 
Testator’s sister survived him :—Held: the gift 
of income to the children of the sister was confined 
to children born at the date of testator’s death, & 
the gift over to the children’s children was therefore 
valid, & not void for remoteness.—Re POWELL, 
CROSLAND v. HOLLIDAY, [1898] 1 Ch. 227; 67 
L. J. Ch. 148; 77 L. T. 649; 46 W. R. 231; 42 


Sol. Jo. 150. 
Sia arr :—Refd. Re Taylor, Taylor v. Tweedie, [1923] 1 


6252. Interest vesting within permissible 
period — Donees ascertainable immediately.] — 
Testator, by his will, gave his residuary estate to 
trustees, upon trust to permit his two sisters to 
receive the income thereof for their lives, &, after 
the death of the survivor, to pay the capital among 
their children. If they should die without issue, 
then in trust for testator’s brother T.; but if he 
should be dead, in trust for his children. & if 
T. & his children should be then dead, in trust for 
testator’s next of kin. Bya codicil testator gave 
as follows: ‘ In addition to my will, I do leave my 
effects, failing my brothers & sisters & their heirs, 
to my cousins ’’—~naming them. Testator had, in 
addition to his sisters & brother, one other brother : 
they all died without leaving any children :—Held : 
the gift in the codicil was to take effect, or to fail, 
at the time of division: the bequest to the cousins 
was not too remote, but took effect.—/te PATTISON 
(1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 591; 22 L. J. Ch. 286; 64 
E. R. 1257. 

6253. ———_ ———.]—Testator bequeathed 
the annual interest only of the residue of his pro- 
perty, of whatever kind, in as many equal parts 














tained. }—GOLLAN’S TRUSTEES v. BOOTH 
(1901), 3 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 1035; 38 
testator’s sister-— Scone R. 762; 93 L. T. 121.— 


Part XVI.—ConstRuctIoNn. 


as there might be children of W., share & share 
alike, as each of the said children came of age. 
& in case any one of the said children should die 
without any children, then & in that case his or 
her share of the said annual interest should devolve 
to the surviving children, share & share alike. 
& so on successively until the whole amount of 
the said interest. of the said residue should come 
into the hands of the grandchildren & great 
grandchildren of W. :—Held: the children of W., 
took vested life interests subject to the gift over 
to the survivors in case of the death of any of them 
without children ; & the gift to the grandchildren 
& great-grandchildren was not void for remoteness, 
but was a valid & effectual gift of the corpus.— 
WETHERELL v. WETHERELL (1863), 1 De G. J. & 
Sm.184; 32L.J.Ch.476; 8L.T. 39; 9Jur. N.S. 
368; 11 W. R. 274; 46 HE. R. 62, L. C. 

an sae :—Reid. Dowling v. Dowling (1865), 13 L. T. 


6254. —— .|—-Testatrix directed her 
trustees to divide her residuary estate into two 
equal parts or shares & to pay one such equal 
part or share to the children of her niece R. who 
should live & attain the age of twenty-five years 
or the lawful issue of such children who should have 
married & predeceased R. & left issue, such issue 
only to take the share that would otherwise have 
been payable to their parents; & as to the other 
equal part or share to pay the same to the children 
of her nephew C., or their issue, under precisely 
similar terms & conditions as those under which the 
children of R. became entitled to take their share. 
During such suspense of absolute vesting, the 
trustees were to invest the said moneys & the 
income thereof for the benefit of such children 
on their respectively attaining the age of twenty- 
five years; & the will also contained an advance- 
ment clause. One of R.’s children had attained 
twenty-five at the testatrix’s death, but none of 
C.’s children had attained that age :—Held: there 
was a good & valid disposition of the moiety of 
the residue given to R.’s children, not infringing 
the rule against perpetuities ; but the disposition 
of the other moiety infringed that rule & was 
invalid.—Re BARKER, CAPON v. Fiick (1905), 92 
L. T. 831. 

6255. Gifts void for remoteness—Donees ascer- 
tainable after permissible period.|—Bequest of 
money to testator’s wife, & the issue of her body, 
& failing such issue, to such of his heirs whom she 
should appoint by written will :—Held: the subse- 
quent words did not control the previous limitation, 
& therefore a bequest over of the money was void, 
as being too remote.—HOWSTON v. IVES (1764), 
2 Eden, 216; 28 K. R. 881, L. C. 

6256. -|—Testatrix, by her will, limits 
personal property to her children for life, remainder 
to her grandchildren, in such words as would 
include all grandchildren, whether in esse at her 
death, or born afterwards: by a codicil, she directs 
the shares of the grandchildren to be settled on 
them for life, & afterwards to revert to their issue ; 
but, in default of issue, they were to dispose of 
their respective shares as they thought proper :— 
Held: the limitations to the great-grandchildren 
were too remote, & the grandchildren retained the 
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ARNOLD v. CONGREVE (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 209 ; 
Tam). 347; 8L.J.0.S. Ch. 88; 39 BE. R. 80. 
Seton :--N.F, Kuapping v. Tomlinson (1865), 34 L. J. 


6257. —— -|—Testator gave £30,000 unto 
& amongst the children of his daughter who should 
be living at the time the eldest. should live to attain 
the age of twenty-four years, & the issue of such 
of them as might be then dead, to be equally 
divided among them, per stirpes & not per capita, 
& to be paid to them respectively when & as they 
should attain twenty-four, but without interest 
inthe meantime. At testator's death his daughter 
had three children, who were of the ages of thirteen 
twelve & nine :—Held: testator intended that 
such only of his daughter’s children should take, 
as should be living when the eldest for the time 
being should attain twenty-four, &, consequently, 
the bequest was too remote.—Dopp v. WAKE 
(1837), 8 Sim. 615; 59 E. R. 244. 


Annotations :—Consd. Cattlin v. Brown (1853), 11 Hare, 
372. Refd. Courtier v. Oram (1855), 21 Beav. 91. 


6258. -.I—Testator made the follow- 
ing bequest; ‘‘ should all my children die without 
heirs, my property in that case to be divided 
equally between the children of my brothers & 
sisters alive at the death of my last child ’’ :— 
Held: the word ‘ heirs ’’ must he read as “‘ issue,’’ 
& that an indefinite failure of issue was contem- 
plated, & that consequently the bequest was void 
for remoteness.—GARRATY v. COCKERELL (1842), 
1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 494; 6 Jur. 909; 62 EK. R. 986. 


Annotations :—Consd. Greenwood v. Verdon (1853), 1 K. & J. 
ae Refd. Snowball v. Procter (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 
478. 


6259. -|—Testator gave & devised to 
trustees all his freehold, leasehold & personal 
property, upon trust to sell, & the money arising 
from such sale was to be invested for the benefit 
of his three daughters ; the interest thereof to be 
paid to each of them for their lives, & on the 
decease of each of them one-half of the fund or 
share to be paid to the children of each daughter 
so dying, at the age of twenty-one, & the other 
half to such grandchildren for life only, & after- 
wards to their children at twenty-one :—Held: the 
gift to the children of grandchildren was void for 
remoteness ; the daughters did not take an abso- 
lute interest, & the undisposed of portion of the 
real property went to testator’s heir.— WHITEHEAD 
v. BENNETT (1858), 1 Eq. Rep. 560; 22 L. J. Ch. 
102; 21]. T.0.8.178; 18 Jur. 140; 1 W. R. 406. 

6260. —-—- —-—-.|—-A legacy to unborn children 
of a person named in a will] to vest at twenty-five 
being void for remoteness, a direction in the same 
will to apply the income in the mean time for their 
maintenance is also void, & cannot be supported 
even for a period of twenty-one years.—PICKFORD 
v. BROWN, BROowN v. Brown (1856), 2 K. & J. 
426; 25 L. J. Ch. 702; 27 L. T. O. S. 259; 2 
Jur. N.S. 781; 4 W. R. 473; 69 E. R, 849. 
Aton :—Mentd. Chappell v. Haynes (1858), 4 K. & J. 


; Randfield v. Nandfield (1863), 2 New Rep. 309; Ke 
Middleton, Thompson v. Harris (1882), 19 Ch. D. 532. 


6261. .]}—Bequest to a living person 
for life, & afterwards to his children, followed by 
a declaration that these interests should be con- 
sidered a vested interest at the age of twenty- 


























absolute interests given them by the will.— five, & a gift over to the issue of any dying under 
PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 3.— W. A. L. R. 73.—AUS. against the rule against perpetuities.— 
C. (0). 6255 iff. .}—Testatrix be- At tae (1925) V. L. R. 242.— 


. . ueathed the residue of her property 
pozss 1. Gifts void for remoteness “l't9 ‘the ohildren of my brothers who 





: er permissible cach the age of 25, in the case of boys, 
period. }—Re ae COHEN v. COHEN & 21 in the case of girls > ._HMeld: t 
(1907), 7 8. RN. 8. W. 885; 24 Shh 
N. 8. Ww, W. e 211.—AUS. «ce chil 

6255 fi. ——.}—Re BULLEN born or to be born o 
BowMaN v. Bowman (1915), 17  brotners, & was wholly void as offending 


en’ included all the children 


6255 iv. —~—-—,}—HEWSON v. 
Buack (1917), 61 N. 8&8 R. 81; 36 
D. L. R. 185. CAN. 





ift to a class, in which the word 


6255 v. ; 
HENDERSON v. SHaw & 
N. Z. L. R, 364.—N.Z. 
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Sect. a re aa of donees: Sub-sect. 3, C. (c) 
(a 

twenty-five :—Held: too remote.—ROWLAND v. 

TAWNEY (1858), 26 Beav. 67; 53 E. R. 822. 

6262. -]—Gift of residue of real & 
personal estate to A. for life, & after her decease, 
in trust for all her sons & daughters who should 
attain twenty-two equally, with a power to apply 
the ‘‘ annual income or fund,” for their mainte- 
nance or ‘‘ benefit’’ during their “ minority ”’ :— 
Held: void for remoteness.—THOMAS v. WILBER- 
FORCE (1862), 31 Beav. 200; 54 E. R. 1153. 

6268. —— j|—W., by will, gave her 
residuary estate in trust for "all the children of 
her son H. W. who should attain twenty-five, or, 
being daughters, marry under that age, with a 
gift over in case any child died under twenty-five 
leaving children who should attain twenty-five, 
or, if daughters, marry under it, to such last- 
mentioned children in equal shares of the share 
which their parent would have taken if he or she 
had attained twenty-five. One son of H. W. 
attained twenty-five before testator’s death :— 
Held: the gift was void for perpetuity. 

Semble: if there had been no gift over to grand- 
children, then, as the period of distribution had 
arrived upon the eldest child attaining twenty- 
five, no afterborn children could take, the 
gift would have been good.----Re WHITTEN, KING 


v. WHITTEN (1890), 62 L. T. 391. 
he al ta Re Barker, Capon v. Flick (1905), 92 

















6264. .|\—Re BARKER, CAPON 1. 
Frick, No. 6254, ante. 
6265. -|—By his will testator gave 








certain hereditaments upon trust to pay the rents 
& profits to his niece EK. J. during her life, & 
after her decease for all the children of his niece 
who should attain the age of twenty-one years & 
‘fin case either of them shall die after attaining 
the age of twenty-one years the shares of those 
so dying shall be equally divided between their 
children or issue who shall attain the age of twenty- 
one & in case there shall be no child or other issue 
of the said E. who shall attain the age of twenty- 
one years, then I direct that the same heredita- 
ments shall be sold & equally divided between all 
the brothers & sisters of the said E. who shall 
be then living share & share alike as tenants in 
common & the issue of such as shall have died 
leaving issue upon attaining the age of twenty- 
one years, so that children shall in all cases take 
their deceased parent’s share equally divided 
between them ”’ :—Held: the limitations by way 
of remainder, except to children of E. who should 
attain twenty-one years, were void for remote- 
ness.—he JOHNSON, PITT v. JOHNSON (1914), 111 
L. T. 180; 30 T. L. R, 505, C. A. 


(2) Gift on Attaining Specified Age. 
i. In General. 
6266. General rule—Distribution when eldest of 
class attains age.|— Bequest of a residue to all the 


PART XVI. maar iG SUB-SECT. 3.— 6266 v. 


6266 1. General rule— Distribution 
when eldest of class attains oer .}~PIN- 
NOCK v. WEBB (1887), 3 Q. 48.— 
AUS. v. prt (1924) St. R 





315.—A 
6266 vi. 











———.]}-~-Re MITCHELL, 
BELL? MITOHELL, (1919) V. L. R. 


Se aerae meneame 


QUEENSLAND TRUSTEES, LTD., & HALL 


WILLS. 


children of A., the daughters’ shares to be paid at 
twenty-one, or marriage, the sons’ at twenty-one, 
or to be sooner advanced for their benefit, with 
survivorship & interest for maintenance. The 
fund shall be devisible when the eldest attains 
twenty-one, & the division shall be among those 
then in ease. 

[There was] no greater inconvenience, in the 
case of a devise, than in that of a marriage settle- 
ment, where nobody doubts that the same 
expression means all the children (LORD tae 
Low, C.).—ANDREWS v. PARTINGTON (1791), 8 
Bro. CG. C. 401; 29 E. R. 610, L. C. 

Annotations -—Apld. Gimblett v. Purton (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 
427; Hilliard v. qa Ste), 28 L. T. 892; Picken v. 
Matthews (1878), 10 Ch. 264; Ke Emmet’s Estate, 
Emmet v. Emmet. O BBay 13 Ch. D. 484. Cops. Re 
Mervin, Mervin v. Crossman, [1891] 3 Ch. 197. Apld. 2 te 
Knapp's Settlmt., ane p v. Vassall, [1895] 1 Ch. 
Consd. Re Stephens, Kilby, v. Betts, [1904] 1 Ch. 322 
Re Faux, Taylor v. reax (1915), 84 L. J. Ch. 873. ,, Apld. 
Re Deloitte, Griffiths v. Allbeury, [1919] 


Refd. Prescott f ae ong (1795), 2 Ves. ao Defias v. 

Goldschmidt (181 1 Mer. 417; Leake v. Robinson 

(1817), 2 Mer. 363 ; S Nan v. Thompson (1854), Kay, 638 ; 
Re Du Bochet, 


Iredell v. Iredell (1858 ) 25 Boeav. 485; 
Mansell v. Allen are 84 L.T.710; Re Chartres, Farman 
v. Barrett, [1927] 1 Ch. 466. 


6267. ——.]—Trust by will for all the 
children of A. when & as they shall severally 
attain sixteen ; with a direction for maintenance ; 
those born after the eldest attained sixteen were 
excluded; maintenance was directed without 
regard to the father’s ability ——HosTE v. PRATT 


(1798), 3 Ves. 730; 30 H. R. 1243, L. C. 
annonnon :—-Refd. Picken v. Matthews (1878), 10 Ch. D. 


6268. -]—Bequest to the children of 
A. born or to be born, as many as there might be, 
at twenty-one or marriage, with survivorship, 
& a limitation over upon the death of all, etc., 
vested in those living, when one is entitled, to the 
exclusion of those born afterwards.— WHITBREAD 

v. ST. aes (LORD) (1804), 10 Ves. 152; 32 BE. R. 
802, L. C 
Annotations : -—Apld. Turner v. Klkins (1866), 14 W. R. 512. 

Refd. Hutcheson v. Jones (1817), 2 Madd. 124; Brandon 

vy. Aston (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 24; Stone v. Harrison 

(1846), 2 Coll. 715 ; Gillman v. Daunt (1856), 3 K. & J. 

48; Conduitt v. Hoane, conde v. Preston, Conduitt v. 

Foxhall (1858), ay pon 325; Dias v. De Livera 

(1879), 5 App. Cas. Ke ‘Wonmeth’ s state, Wenmoth 

vv. Wenmoth es et Ch. D. 266; Re Mervin, Mervin v. 

Crossman, (1891) 3 Ch. 197 ; Re Holford, Holford v. 

Holford, [1894] 3 Ch. 30. 

6269. -|—Residue bequeathed to A. 
& ‘all the other children hereafter to be born ”’ 
of B. at their respective ages of twenty-one. Those 
born, after one attains that age, are excluded.— 
GILBERT v. BOORMAN (1805), 11 Ves. 238; 32 
E. R. 1079. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Stone v. Harrison (1846), 2 Coll. 715; 

Fe Mervin, Mervin v. Crossman, [1891] 3 Ch. 197. 

6270. 
to father of part of dividends, & remainder as to 
the whole dividends, subject to father’s annuity, 
gift to children when they attained twenty-one, is 
a gift to all living when the eldest attains twenty- 
one.—CuRTIS v. CURTIS (1821), 6 Madd. 14; 56 


Ik. R. 993. 


























made to children attaining the age of 
twenty-one years, the perlod of dis- 
tribution is the date upon which the 
eldest child attains that age.—Zde 


-Y—Re | SORT, Gu ARLTON ESTATE rE (Man. -) (1019) 4 
W. W. R. 134. 


R. Qd. 249. -—AUS. 








6266 ii. ———. }— Re THOMPSON'S ULE 6266 xi. —— -+—Re PILKING- 
ye pene ®: Mason, [1910] V. L. R. a iy re CAN. fe He ROUEN: pA al eae gr ee PILKINGTON (1892), 
~—— r — 
6266 viii. ——- ——.]—MCCLELLAN 
6266 iii. ——.}-—Re STEVENS, y, MuaaaTt, 7U.G. R. 654 men ng tage cae ei ena 


TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS & ae Co., 
Lip. v. TEAGUE, (1912) V. L. R. 194, 
201, 202.— AUS. 

6266 iv. 


———. }}— BROWNFIEL 
v. EARLE (1914),17C. L. R. 615. AUB. 





+R 
BON, STACE v. NICHOLSON (1904), 2 


6266 ix. —— ——.}—BUTLE N. Z. L. R. 63.— 
BUTLER: 3 TRUSTEES (1896), 29N 8.2. 
5.—CAN, 


poe xo ——. When a gift is 


6266 xiii. --—-Hore JOHN- 
STONE v. SINCLAIR’S TRUSTEES (1904), 
7 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 25.—SCOT. 





ERTS 


Parr X VI.—CoNnsrRuctTION. 





6271. —. - ———.]—Testator bequeathed the 
residue of his property, to trustees, upon trust as 
to one-third part of the interest, to apply same for 
the maintenance of the children of his son G., till 
they shall severally arrive at the age of twenty- 
one years; one other third part of the interest for 
maintenance of the children of his son 1, tiil 
twenty-one; & the other third part upon the like 
trust, in favour of his son J.’s children till twenty- 
one. Asthe children should severally arrive at the 
age of twenty-one, he directed his trustees to 
transfer the whole produce of such residue to all & 
every the children of his sons, G., 'T'.. & J., equally 
share & share alike. Then followed a proviso, 
that if any of the children of his sons, G., 'T., & J. 
should die under twenty-one, their shares of the 
principal should go to the survivors of such children 
of his sons respectively :—Held : the trusts declared 
of the principal of the residue, were to be considered 
as referable to each third, as a distinct fund; 
& the time of division of each third was 
to be ascertained separately, by the eldest 
child of each family attaining twenty-one.— 
SCHLENCKER v. SCHLENCKER (1833), 3 L. J. Ch. 43. 

6272. —-—- ——- .|——-Testator bequeathed a fund 
in trust for A. for life, &, after her death, in trust for 
all & every the children of B. & C. who should 
attain twenty-one :— Held: all the children of B. 
& C. who were born before the eldest child attained 
twenty-one though after A.’s death, would be 
entitled to a share on attaining twenty-one.— 
CLARKE v, CLARKE (1836), 8 Sim. 59; 5 L. J. Ch. 
286; 59 E.R. 24. 

{nnotation :-- Refd. Jéc Mervin, Mervin v Crossman, [1891] 

3 Ch. 197. 

6273. — --—--.)—Testator devised an estate 
to A., subject to the payment of 58. a week to B. ; 
& in case 3. should leave any children, he charged 
the estate with the payment of 5s. weekly to such 
children, until they should attain twenty-one: & 
he further charged the estate with the payment of 
£100 “to the child or children of B. when & so 
soon as he, she, or they should respectively attain 
the age of twenty-one,” equally to be divided : 
with a gift over to the issue of any of them dying 
under twenty-one ; B. had one child who attained 
twenty-one, & B. being still living :—Held: the 
£100 became raisable for his child immediately 
on her attaining twenty-one.—PEARSE uv. CATTON 
(1880), 1 Beav. 852; 81.73. Ch. 239; 48 E.R. 976. 














6274. -- - ---./— HAGGER v. PAYNE, No. 
O6320. post. 
6275. --—- j|——Where there is a gift to 


children at twenty-one, a child born after the 
eldest attains twenty-one will be excluded.-— 
TURNER v. ELKINS (1866), 14 W. OR. 512. 

6276. —- -- -}~- Bequest of a sum of stoch 
to be divided, after the death of an annuitant. 
between all the children of A. B. as they should 
attain his or her age of twenty-one years :—I/eld : 
the fund was to go to such of the children of A. B. 
as were living when the first attained twenty-one, 
& who had attained, or who should attain, twenty- 
one.—LOcKE v. LAMB (1867), L. RK. 4 Eq. 872 5 16 
L. T. 616; 15 W. R. 1010. 

Annotations :—Apld. Kidman ». Kidman (1871), 40 L. J. Ch. 

359. Refd. Merry v. Will (1669), L. R. 8 Hq. 619. 

6277. -~--- ———-.|-—Bequest of a fund in trust 
to apply the dividends in the maintenance & 
education of the children of A. until they should 
respectively attain twenty-one, & upon their 
severally attaining that age in trust as to the 
capital of the fund for all such children in equal 
shares :—Held : the class was determined when the 
eldest child attained twenty-one.—PRIDHAM v. 
MASSEY (1871), 20 W. R. 196. 
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6278. -—- --—-.]—-Testatrix gave the residue 
of her personal estate to trustees, to divide same 
equally among such of her grandchildren as should 
attain the age of twenty-one, with power to apply 
the interest of the presumptive shares of such 
grandchildren towards thei: maintenance & educa- 
tion :—Held: those grandchildren only were 
entitled to a share of the property who were 
alive when the cldest attained twenty-one, & 
after-born children were excluded. 

The object of the law is to make property vest 
as early as possible, so that the persons to whom 
it is given may know what they have to expect. 
& make the fund available at the earliest period 
(MALINS, V.-C.).—GIMBLETT v. PURTON (1871), 
L. R. 12 Bq. 427; 40 L. J. Ch. 550; 24 1. 'T. 798. 
Annotations :—-Apld. Re Gardiner’s Estate, Garratt v. 

Weeks (1875), L. R. 20 Iq. 647; Picken v. Matthews 

(1878), 10 Ch. D. 264. Consd. Re Deloitte, Griffiths v. 

Allbeury, {1919} L Ch. 209. Refd. Re Courtenay, Pearce 

® Foxwell (1905), 74 L. J. Ch. 654. 

6279. -——.j|—By a will the residue of 
testator’s real & personal estate was given to 
trustees upon trust to convert & get in as soon as 
conveniently might be after testator’s decease, 
& to invest the proceeds & assign same unto all 
& every testator’s grandchild or grandchildren, 
except ‘I’. E. B. TI., or such grandchild as should 
then be in possession of certain real estates before 
specifically devised, as should ‘‘ then be living,” 
to be divided between them when & as such grand- 
child or grandchildren should respectively attain 
twenty-one :——-Held: the period of ascertaining 
the legatces was the time when the eldest of the 
erandchildren, who were to share in the residue, 
attained twenty-one.—TILiarp ve. FULFORD 
(1873), 42 T.. J. Ch. 6245 28 L. 1. 802. 

6280. —--- - -—.)—Testator bequeathed a fund 
to trustees upon trust, after the determination 
of a life interest to pay & transfer the trust property 
equally among the female children of his sister on 
their attaining twenty-one or marrying with the 
consent of their parents. At the death of the 
tenant for life testator’s sister was a widow & 
had two daughters, the elder of whom afterwards 
married, while under age, with the consent of her 
mother :—J/eld: the class to take must be 
ascertained when the first member became 
absolutely entitled to a share.— DAWSON v. OLIVER- 
MASSEY (1876), 2 Ch. D. 753; 45 T4. J. Ch. 519 ; 
341. 7.5513 40 J. P. 670; 24 W. BR. 998, C. A. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Booth v. Meyer (1877), 38 L. T. 125 ; 

Rte Brown’s Will, Re Brown’s Setthnt. (18351), 18 Ch. D. 

G1. 

6281.-  - ——.|—-FURNEAUX v. JRUCKER, 
[1879] W. N. 138535 cited in [1803] 1 Ch. at p. 332. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Jeffery, Burt v. Arnold, (1891) 1 

Ch. 671; Re Burton's Will, Banks «. Heaven, [1892] 

2 Ch. 38; de Holford, Holford v. Holford, [1894] 3 Ch. 

30; Re Woodin, Woodin t. Glass, [1895] 2 Ch. 309. 

6282. ——— .|—Testator gave his estates, 
real & personal, upon trust to convert the personal, 
& after payment of debts, etc., to invest, & to 
permit TT. EF. during his life to receive the rents 
& income for his own benefit, & after his death as 
to one undivided third part, for all the children of 
H. E. equally, the shares to be conveyed & paid to 
them as they should attain twenty-one, as to sons, 
& twenty-one or marriage as to daughters. There 
were clauses of maintenance & accruer. Testator 
gave another third part of the estates after the 
death of H. E. in favour of the children of his 
sister, & the remaining third part in trust for all 
& every the children of G., the shares to be con- 
veved & paid at the ages & times above mentioned, 
& in case H. KE. should die without children, the 
share given for them was to be divided between 
his sister’s & G.’s children, as the two-thirds given 
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to them. H. E. died a bachelor, At his death, 
G., a widower, had two children. He married 
again, & when his eldest child attained twenty- 
one, he had six children, all of whom lived to attain 
twenty-one. Another child was born afterwards : 
-——Held: the six children, or their legal personal 
representatives, were entitled to a moiety of the 
estates.—Re HMMMET’S ESTATE, EMMET v. EMMET 
(1880), 138 Ch. D. 484; 49 L. J. Ch. 295; 42 
L.T.4; 28 W. R. 401, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Knapp’s Scttlmt., Knapp v. 
Vassall, (1295) 1 Ch. 91; Re Stephens, Kilby v. Betts, 
(1904] 1 Ch. 322 a Re Canney’s Trusts, Mayers v. 


Strover (1910), 101 in 905; Re Chartres, Farman +. 
Barrett, {1927] 1 Ch. Refd. Re Mervin, Mervin v. 
Crossmen, [1891] 3 Ch. 197; Re Faux, Taylor v. Faux 
(1915), 84. J C 73. 

6283. —-—— |—Testator by will dated in 
1848 gave his real & residuary personal estate upon 
trust for sale, conversion & investment, & after 
giving certain annuities directed his trustees to 
hold the investments & the income thereof ‘‘ upon 
trust to pay & divide the same equally between the 
children of my son J. M., viz., R. P. M., E. W. M., 
M.H.M., A. W. M., J. W. M. & any other children 
who may hereafter be born, as & when they shall 
respectively attain the age of twenty-five years,” 
& testator gave his trustees power ‘‘ in the mean- 
time to pay & apply the whole or any part of the 
remainder of the income of the investments for the 
maintenance & education of such grandchildren 
during their minority’; & also ‘‘ to pay & apply 
for the benefit or advancement of his said grand- 
children or any of them any part not exceeding 
one-half of the capital to which they or he may be 
entitled expectant on their, his, or her attaining 
the age of twenty-five years.”’ 

At testator’s death in 1879, his son J. M. had 
five children living ; one child of J. M.'s was born 
four months after testutor’s death, & two more 
were subsequently born ; all of which children were 
still hiving. he eldest child of J. M. attained the 
age of twenty-five in Jan. 1890 :—Held: (1) the 
children of J. M. did not take vested intcrests ; 
(2) the gift was a gift to a class which must be 
ascertained when the first of the children of J. M. 
attained twenty-five.—Jte MERVIN, MERVIN v, 
CROSSMAN, [1891] 3 Ch. 197; 60 L. J. Ch. 671; 
65 L. T. 186; 30 W. Rh. 697. 

Annotations :-~Apld. Re Stevens, Clark a. Stevens (1896), 40 

5 Jo. 296; Re Burnyeats Will Trusts, Burnyeat vv. 


Sol. 
Ward (1923), 92 L.J.Ch. 450. Refd. Willerton 7. Stocks, 
ae N. 29; Re Barker, Capon wv. Flick (1905), 92 


6284. -|\—Where there is a gift to 
children at twenty-one the gencral rule is that the 
class is fixed when the eldest child attains twenty- 
one, & no child born afterwards can take. But 
if maintenance or advancement is continued 
beyond the time when the eldest child attains 
twenty-one, if, for instance, advancement. is 
directed out of vested shares, all children will be 
let in.—Re COURTENAY, PEARCE v. FOXWELL 
(1905), 74 L. J. Ch. 654. 

.innotation :-—Apld. Re Deloitte, Griffiths +. Allbeury, [1919] 

1 Ch. 209. 














6285. ——— .|—-Re DELOITTE, GRIFFITHS v. 
ALLBEURY, No. 6303, post. 

6286. ——— .|-— Testator who died on Nov. 6, 
1893, gave his net residue, subject to certain life 
annuities which did not exhaust the income, in 
trust for a bachelor’s children who should attain 
twenty-one with a gift over in default. During 
this twenty-one year’s period the bachelor 
marricd & died leaving three children, two of 
whom were still living :—Held: the moment the 
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elder child attained a vested interest as a member 
of the contingent class, there could be no question 
of intestacy as to any part of the capital or 
income.—Re MABER, WAKD v. MABER, [1928] Ch. 
88; 97 L. J. Ch. 101; 138 L. T. 818. 

6287. Application of rule—To child en ventre sa 
moére.|——Testatrix by will bequeathed residuary 
personal estate unto & equally between all her 
brothers & sisters, share & share alike. She 
directed that the shares of her brothers respec- 
tively should not vest in them respectively until 
they should respectively attain twenty-one, & that 
the shares of her sisters should not vest in them 
respectively until they should respectively attain 
that age or marry :—Held: testatrix’s brothers 
& sisters formed one class only of persons; & a 
brother not born though en ventre sa mére when 
the eldest of the brothers & sisters who attained 
twenty-one came of age, was excluded ; although 
he was born before the eldest of the brothers only 
who attained twenty-one came of age.—He 
GARDINER’S ESTATE, GARRATT v. WiEKS (1875), 
I. R. 20 Eq. 647; 45 L. J. Ch. 198. 

6288. Gift to brothers & sisters--- Brothers & 
Sisters treated as one class.J|—-e GARDINEKR’S 
ESTATE, GARRATY v. WEEKS, No. 6287, ante. 

6289. ——— To gift after life interest.|--he 
EMMET’S ESTATE, EMMET v. EMMET, No. 6282, arte. 

6290. —-— To gifts of Income.]|-—The “ rule of 
convenience,” by which in a bequest of an aggre- 
gate fund to children as a class, payable on attain- 
ing a given age, the period of ascertaining the class 
is the time when the first of the class by attaining 
the given age becomes entitled to payment, & 
children coming into csse after that. period are 
excluded, is not applicable to similar bequests 
of income.——-Lke WENMOTH’S ESTATE, WENMOTH 
v. WENMOTH (1887), 37 Ch. D. 266; 57 1. J. Ch. 
649; 57 L. T. 7093 386 W. R. 409; 4 T. 1. 2. 74. 
Annotations :—-Distd. Re Powell, Crosland o. Holliday, 

[1898} 1 Ch. 227. Consd. Re Stephens, Kilby «. Hetts, 

[1904] 1 Ch. 322. Refd. Willerton «. Stocks, [1892] W.N., 

20; Ite Holford, Wolford v. Holford, [1894] 3 Ch. 30. 

6291. Not confined to wills.|—-A fund was 
settled by a voluntary deed upon such trusts as 
the settlor should appoint, & in default of appoint- 
ment for such of the younger children of a third 
person as should attain twenty-one, or being 
daughters marry :-—//cld:) when one younger 
child attained a vested interest in possession the 
class was closed. & such child was entitled to be 
then paid a share.—Re KNAPP’s SETTLEMENT, 
KNAPP v. VASSALL, [1895] 1 Ch. 91; 64 L. J. Ch. 
112; 711. T. 625; 48 W. RR. 2705 13 TR. 147. 
seo ;—Consd. Re Stephens, Kilby ev. Betts, [1904) 

AL 
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6292. Gift to A. on attaining twenty-one—Gift 
over in event of death under twenty-one—To ‘‘ such 
as should attain twenty-one ’’—Distribution to 
persons who are twenty-one at A.’s death.|—-Be- 
quest to J.. a younger son of A., as soon ag he 
should attain twenty-one, but in case he should 
die before attaining twenty-one, then to such of 
the other children of A. as should attain twenty- 
one. J. died an infant :—Held : the words ‘* such, 
etc., as should attain twenty-one ”’ were equivalent 
to ‘at twenty-one.” or ‘ when & as they should 
attain twenty-one,”’ & on J.’s death the share of a 
child who had then attained twenty-one became 
immediately payable, & no after-born child, if any, 
would be entitled to a share in the fund.—QGI4- 
MAN ¥. DAUNT (1856), 3K. & J. 48; 690 E.R. 1017. 


Annotations :-~-Consd. Ite Emmet’s Estate, Kmmet et. 
Emmet (1880), 13 Ch. TD. 484; Re Whitten, King +. 
Whitten (1890), G2 L. T. 391. Refd. Watson «. Young 
(1885), 28 Ch. 1). 436; dte Wenmoth’s Estate, Wenmoth 
«. Wenmoth (1887), 37 Ch. 1). 266; Je Mervin, Mervin v, 

f1891) 38 Ch, 197, 
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6293. Gift to children ‘‘ who shall attain the 
age of twenty-one ’’—Child attaining twenty-one 
before date of will.|—Testator, by his will dated 
Mar. 5, 1886, devised certain freehold land with a 
public-house to the use of his son R. for his life, 
& after his death to the use of his son’s wife E., 
& after the death of the survivor of them to the 
trustees of his will, upon trust for sale, & to 
divide the net proceeds of such sale amongst all 
the children of R. & E., ‘‘ who shall live to attain 
the age of twenty-one years in equal shares.’’ 

Testator died in 1887; HR. died in 1893; & E. 
died in 1923. The eldest child of R. & EK. attained 
the age of twenty-one years in 1884. The re- 
maining children attained that age after the date 
of testator’s will. Upon a summons to decide 
whether the proceeds of sale of the property were 
divisible amongst all the children of R. & E., & 
the representatives of those who were dead, or 
whether the eldest child was excluded: --Held: 
the child who had attained the age of twenty-one 
years before the date of the will was not excluded. 
on ae COUCH v. WARNER (1925), 134 


li. Postponement of Period. 

6294. Provision for maintenance or advance- 
ment.!|—Trust of real & personal estate by will, 
to apply rents & dividends for maintenance of all 
& every the children of testator’s daughters, 
except the eldest. son. share & share alike, until 
the youngest of his grandchildren should attain 
twenty-one; & in case of the death of any of his 
grandchildren, before the youngest should be 
twenty-one, having a child or children, such child, 
etc., to receive the parent’s share; & when the 
youngest of his grandchildren living shall have 
attained twenty-one, one equal share of the 
capital, real & personal, to the use of such of his 
yrandchildren as shall be then living, & the 
children of his grandchildren in case of the death 
of any, leaving such issue; to have the share the 
parent would have been entitled to, if living at 
the time of distribution; & to the heirs, exors., 
etc., of such his grandchildren & great grand- 
children. The division is to be among all the 
grandchildren living, when the youngest attains 
twenty-one, including those born since testator’s 
death, & the children of those deceased ; but the 
representatives of grandchildren dead, not leaving 
children, are not entitled.—HtUGuEs 1. HUGHES 
(1807), 14 Ves. 256; 33 EK. R. 519, L. C. 

6295. —-- -.|-—Testator devised as follows: ‘ I 
give all my personal leasehold mtges. & freehold 
estates, gouds, ready money, chattels. wheresocever 
& whatsoever to my brother, T. in trust for my 
nephew «& nieces J., A... M., & I... when the younger 
shall come of age, also, if my brother, T. should 
have children then his children to have equal share 
with iny four before-mentioned nephew & nieces, 
he, my brother, T. to pay for their education & 
maintain them, if any is wanted, he paying 
himself for any trouble he may be at, & he living 
at free cost: in the house I now occupy keeping S., 
my servant, if they can agree, & if not to give her 
one shilling per week for life’? :-—Held: under 
this devise, the nephew & nieces of testator named 
in the will were entitled to the rents & profits of 
the estate when the youngest came of age, but in 
the event of any child or children being born to 
T. such child or children, if more than one, would 
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62941. Provision for maintenance or | 


advancement, |J—-FARRAN tt. SMiryu, Lt 
I. Eq. R. 254.—IR. 


b. Provision for payment when young- 
est grandchild attained age of twenty-one 
years.| —M., testatrix, by her will gave 
her personal estate & her residuary real 
| estate to trustees upon trust for her 
| grandchildren (with a specified excep- 
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be entitled to share equally with the other nephew 
& nieces, in the future rents & profits. from the 
time of their respective births; & to such child 
or children the provision as to education & main- 
tenance would also apply, as well as to the nephew 
& nieces named in the will.—DARKER v. DARKER 
(1833), 1 Cr. & M. 850; 3 Tyr. 941; 2.L. J. Ex. Eq. 
22; 149 K. R. 642. 

6296. —--—.]—A fund was given by will to 
trustees in trust for the child or children of J., 
who, being a son or sons, should attain twenty-one, 
or being a daughter or daughters, should attain 
that age or marry; & it was directed that the 
income of the share or expectant share of each 
such child should be paid to J. during his life, & 
after his decease, then, during the minority of 
each such child, be retained by the trustees, & 
be applied by him or them, as the events should 
happen, for the maintenance, clothing, & advance- 
ment of each such child, in such proportions, etc., 
as J. or, as the events might happen, the trustees 
should think fit :—-Held: the whole income was 
payable to J., notwithstanding one of the children 
had attained twenty-one.—BATEMAN v. FOSTER 
(1844), 1 Coll. 118; 3L. T.O.8. 3; 63 E.R. 346. 

6297. —-—.|--A residuary gift to trustees, with 
a direction to apply such part of the interest as 
they might deem necessary in the maintenance of 
all & every testator’s grandchildren, the children 
of testator’s two sons, until] they severally attained 
the aye of twenty-one, & to accumulate the surplus, 
&, when & as each of such grandchildren should 
attain the age of twenty-one years, to pay to each 
of them £2,000, & as suon as all & every the grand- 
children should have attained their ages of twenty- 
one to pay & divide the trust fund unto & amongst 
all & every his grandchildren :—Held : to be a gift 
for the benefit of all the children of testator’s two 
sons, born or to be born, not confined to children 
living at the death of testator, & not distributable 
upon the youngest grandchild for the time being 
attaining twenty-one ; but, on attaining twenty- 
one, the grandchildren were entitled to the interest 
on their presumptive shares, until another grand- 
child should be born.—MAINWARING v. BEEVOR 
(1849), 8 Hare, 44; 19 L. J. Ch. 396; 14 Jur. 58 ; 
G8 E.R. 266. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Armitage v. Williains (1859), 7 W. It. 

650, Refd. Turner v. Elkins (1866), 14 W. R. 512 








6298. -.}---BUSHELL v. Nixon (1852), 19 
L. TT. O. S. 28. 
6299. —----.]-~Testator by his will devised real 


estate to trustees in trust to receive the rents 
during the life or lives of the survivor of all the 
children which M. had or should have, & after 
certain deductions, to apply them in the support 
of M. & in the maintenance & education of all her 
children which she should from time to time have 
living in equal shares between her & them. ‘The 
will then contained further trusts providing that 
after all the children of M. mentioned in the above 
devise & the youngest of them attained twenty- 
one, the rents should be divided among the children 
& the issue of any of them that should happen to 
die leaving issue equally & the survivors & survivor 
of them until the death of the longest liver of the 
children, & after the death of the longest liver, 
then to convey the estates to the eldest living 
grandson of M. :—Held: a trust was created for 
the benefit of the children of M. who were in a 
state of minority, it included children born after 


tion), share & share alike as tenants in 
conunon, the capital of their respective 
shares to be paid to them when the 
voungest of such grandchildren attained 
the age of 21 years. Tostatrix left one 
child, & four grandchildren her sur- 
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the death of testator, & was for all children who 
might be alive from time to time until the period 
when the youngest of the living children of M. 
should attain twenty-one.—GoocH v. Goocl 
(1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 366; 22 L. J. Ch. 1089 ; 
21L.T.0.S.249; 1 W.R. 397: 43 1. R.143, lL. C. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Courtier v. Oram (1855), 21 Beav. 91. 

Refd. Cattlin v. Brown (1853), 11 Hare, 372: Storrs v. 

Benbow (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 390; Maynard v. Wright 

(1858), 26 Beav. 285; Knapping «. Tomlinson (1864), 

12 W. R. 784 ; Hampton v. Holman (1877), 5 Ch. D. 183; 

Dias v. De Livera (1879), 5 App. Cas. 123; 2te Ashforth, 

Sibley v. Ashforth, [1905] 1 Ch. 535. 

6300. ——.]|---Under a bequest in trust for all 
the sons & daughters of A., B. & C., who were 
living, who shall attain twenty-one :—Held: the 
class was not to be ascertained on the first of the 
class attaining twenty-one, in consequence of the 
will containing a power of inaintenance & advance- 
ment, whether they ‘‘ shall or not”? have attained 
twenty-one, & notwithstanding the liability of 
the share to be Jessened by the subsequent addition 
to the class entitled to the entire fund.—IREDENI, 
v. IREDELL (1858), 25 Beav. 485; 53 Ih. R. 722. 
Annotations :-~-Apld. Bateman v. Gray (1868), 37 L. J. Ch. 

592. Consd. Gimblett v. Purton (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 

427. Folld. Re Courtenay, Pearce v. Foxwell (1905), 74 

L. J. Ch. 654. Distd. Jee Deloitte, Griffiths v. AUbeury, 

{1919} 1 Ch. 209. 

6301. ——.}---Where a gift to all the children 
of A. “now or hereafter to be born who shall 
attain the age of twenty-one years,’’ was followed 
by a power of advancement. out of the vested or 
presumptive share of any object of the gift :— 
Held: the class of children to take was not ascer- 
tained when the eldest child attained attained 
twenty-one.— BATEMAN ?. GRAY (1868), I. R. 6 
Eq. 215; 371. J. Ch. 692; 16 W. R. 962. 
Annotations : ~Consd. Gimblett v. Purton (1871), L. R. 12 

Jaq. 427 5) Re Deloitte, Griffiths v. Allbeury, (1919] 1 Ch. 

209. Refd. 2te Courtenay, Pearce v. Koxwell (1905), 74 

de J. Ch. 654. 

6302. .|— Re COURTENAY, PEARCE t. Fox- 
WELL, No. 6284, ante. 

6303. -- -.;—T'wo legacies of £3,000 & £4,000 
were given by a will in trust for all the children of 
ii. who should attain the age of twenty-one, 
subject in the case of the £4,000 legacy to an 
intervening life interest. The trustees of the will 
were given a power of advancement out of the 
‘presumptive or vested ”? share of any child :—- 
Held: there was no intention shown by the 
advancement clause to exclude the rule in Andrews 
v. Partington, No, 6266, ante, & the class was closed 
upon the eldest child of E. attaining the age of 
twenty-one.-—ve DELOITTE, GRIFFITHS 7. ALLL 
BEURY, [1919] 1 Ch. 200; 88 L. J. Ch. 1123 120 
L. T. 323; 63 Sol. Jo. 178, C. A. 

6304. Provision for conversion & distribution 
when all attain age./—-Testator by will devised «& 
bequeathed the residue of his real & personal 
estate to trustees upon trust to pay annuities to 
his children until the period should have arrived 
for the distribution & division of his estate «& 
effects in the manner thereinafter mentioned; & 
when & so soon us all his children should have 
attained twenty-one, or at such earlier or deferred 
period as the trustees might think proper, testator 
authorised & empowered the trustees to convert 
his estate & effects into money, & invest the same 
upon trust during such time as any of his children 
should be under twenty-one, to pay the annuities, 











viving. One of the latter was en ventre 
scmere at the time of testatrix’s death : 

‘feld: the gift vested at the death 
of testatrix, & that only her grand- 


children 


Re MvuNpdDOoON, 


then living (including the 
grandchildren then en ventre sa mre) 
were entitled to take thereunder.— 

[1901-3] S. A. lL. R. 


WILLS. 


&, when & so soon as all his children who should 
attain their ages of twenty-one, & should have 
attained that age, to distribute & divide the same 
between all the children. The youngest child 
attained twenty-one ; an order had been obtained 
for the sale of real estate ; but the estate was not 
yet converted :— Held: there was no distribution 
till conversion, & consequently the annuities did 
not cease when the younger child attained 
twentyv-one.—NICHOLSON tv. LoOcKE (1853), 22 
L. T. O. S. 156; 18 Jur. 263. 

6305. .|-—Hequest of shares, the profits to 
be invested & the interest applied in the education 
of the children of A. & B., in equal shares; *S & 
on their attaining twenty-one, the whole to be 
sold & divided equally among them.’ There was 
a gift over if A. & T3. should die without issue. 
A. & B. had no child at testator’s death :—Held : 
all the children of A. & B. took, & the class was not. 
limited to those born when the first attained 
twenty-one.-- ARMITAGE v. WILLIAMS (1859), 27 
Beav. 346; 7 W.R. 650; 54 KH. R. 135. 

6306. Provision for vesting of interest— When 
any child marries under age——Child marryng deemed 
to have attained age.|—Testator gave certain real 
& personal estate to trustees upon trust as to his 
household furniture, etc., to permit his children 
who should be living at home to have the use of 
the same until such time as his youngest surviving 
child should have attained the age of twenty-one 
years, & then upon trust for all his children 
equally ; & as to the residue of his real & personal 
estate, upon trust to realise the same, & to stand 
possessed of the net. moneys upon further trust, 
when «& as all Ins children, being sons or a son, 
should have attained the age of twenty-four 
vears, or being daughters or a daughter, should 
have attained the sume age or have married, to 
divide the capital equally amongst all such 
children, share & share alike; & testator em- 
powered his trustees to apply the whole or any 
part of the annual income of the capital of his 
residuary estate, in or towards the maintenance, 
education & support, or otherwise for the general 
benefit of all his children who showd continue to 
live together & form a home, until the time of the 
division of the capital, & to accumulate the un- 
applied income, & add such accumnulations to the 
eapital. The will contained a power to advance 
to any of testator’s sons who should not have 
attained the age of twenty-one years, any sum not 
exceeding £1,000, out of the share to which such 
son might be presumptively entitled ; & testator 
directed his trustees to pay & allow to & for the 
separate use of any daughter who should marry 
before the capital of his residuary trust) fund 
should be divisible & divided, an annuity of £200 ; 
& if any of his sons who should have attained the 
age of twenty-four years should be desirous of 
being married to some person approved of by his 
trustees, he empowered his trustecs to declare in 
writing that) upon such marriage the contingent 
share of his same son in the capital of his residuary 
estate should become a vested share, & in that 
case upon such marriage the same should become 
vested accordingly, & that for every purpose of 
his will such son should be deemed to have 
attained the age of twenty-four years. Tour of 
testator’s children having attained the age of 
twenty-four, filed a bill against the trustees & the 
other children of testator who had not attained 
that age, & claimed to have their shares paid to 
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e. Provision for payment of interest 
on legacies from date of testator’s death. } 
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them immediately :—Held: the estate was not 
divisible until the youngest child had attained 
twenty-four years of age or married.—-HoLE v. 
MARSLAND (1861), 4 L. T. 781, L. C. 

6307. Provision for distribution when all attain 
age.|—The fiction of law by which a child en ventre 
sa mere is treated as actually born applies only for 
the purpose of enabling him to take a benefit. 

Where, therefore, in a will a trust to accumulate 
until the youngest. of the children of A., B. & C., 
who should have been born & living at. testatrix’s 
decease, should attain twenty-one, was followed 
by a bequest of the accumulated fund to a different. 
class of children :—JIeld: for the purpose of 
ascertaining the period of distribution, the word 
‘** born”? must be interpreted in its natural & not 
its fictitious legal sense.— BLASSON v. BLASSON 
(1864). 2 De G. J. & Sm. 6653; 5 New Rep. 65; 34 
J. J. Ch. 18: 11 1. 7.3535 10 Jur. N.S. 1113; 
13BOW. R. 118. 46 Fe. R. 534, 1. €. 
tnnotations :-—Distd. Re Corlass (1875), 1 Ch. TD. 460. 

Consd. 7??e Burrows, Cleghorn a7. Burrows, [1895] 2 Ch. 

497; Villare. Gilbey, (IYOT7) A.C. 189. Apld. Ae Salaman, 

De Pass +. Sonnenthal, [1908] 1 Ch. 4. Refd. Pearce «, 

Carrington (IS73), 12 1. J. Ch. 516: 7ée Emery’s Estate, 

Jones ¢. Ratelitfe (1876), 84 T. Te. 8465 Be Wilmet’s 

Trusts, Moore «. Wingtield, ee 1 (Ch. s74. Mentd. 

Athey . Piekerings (1926), 96 Lies IG B. 250), 


6308. Provision for accumulation. |—/ve TODER 
(1884). cited. [L894] 8 Ch. at p. 30. 
ae .— Refd. Ree Woltord, Holford «, 

Ch. 30 


6309. —~TPestator, who died in Mar. 1888, 
directed that cree {trustees should out. of the income 
of his residuary estate set apart a yearly sum of 
£24, SS while & so long as there shall be a child of 
my daughter A., the wife of H., for the time being 
under the age of twenty-one years, subject as 
hereinafter mentioned,’ inv est the same & aceumu- 
late the income thereof, & should hold the aggre- 
gated & accumulated fund in trust for such of the 
children of his daughter A. as being sons should 


Holford, [1894] 





attain twenty-one. or being daughters should 
marry. in cqual shares, the shares to be vested 


interests & to be paid & payable in the case of a 
son at twenty-one, & in the case of a daughter at 
twenty-one or marriage. Subject. as aforesaid, 
testator directed the trustees to pay the income of 
his residuary estate to A. for life, & after her 
death to her husband Jt. for life ; but he directed 
that if A. should) survive Jf. the trustees should 
during the rest.of her life pay her the whole income 
of his residuary estate, & should no longer set: apart 
the annual sums, without prejudice to the sums 
already set apart & invested & the income thercof. 

A. & IL. survived testator & had tive children, 
three of whom were born in testator’s lifetime, & 
two alter his death. The eldest child was born in 
1882, & attained twenty-one in 1908, & the 
youngest was born in 1896, & would not attain 
twenty-one until 1VIT:— Held: (1) the period 
prescribed for aggregation & accumulation, subject: 
to earlier cesser by the death of Tl. in the lifetime 
of A., & to later cesser by the birth of other 
children, Was so long as there was a child of A. 


PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 3.— 
C. (d) iii. 

d. Whether admitted lo class—Children 

ventre samrere—IWhen eldest child attains 

twenty-one years of age.J—The rule of g. 


e. 
13. L. Wt. Tr. 


= ]}—WALLIS  v, 
208,—IR. 


f. 
Esr re, [1920] Cc. P.D. 
——— Child before time for payment 
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under twenty-one, whether it was born before or 
after its eldest brother or sister attained twenty 
one, namely, until 1917; (2) the class of children 
to take was not closed when the eldest child 
attained twenty-one, but only at the end of the 
period for accumulation, & the accumulated fund 
was not until then divisible. 

The rule that, where there is a gift to a class of 
children, the class shall be incapable of being 
increased, 80 soon as any child would, if the class 
were not susceptible of increase, be entitled to call 
for payment, does not apply where there is a 
direction to accumulate for a period extending 
beyond the time fixed for distribution. 

The rule is never applied unless it is necessary. 
Where it is unnecessary to resort to it, you give 
effect to the disposition as it is, & directly you 
find, as you do find in this case, that there is a 
direction to accumulate after the date at which the 
eldest child attains twenty-one—-that is to say, 
where the fund to be divided is a fund to be aggre- 
gated & accumulated after that. date, so that the 
divisible fund is not known at that date—vou are 
driven to the conclusion that the child who first 
attains twenty-one cannot have that which is 
apparently given to himn at that date, because the 
sum to be divided is not then known. Therefore, 
where you find a direction, to accumulate to a 
later date, the rule in Andrews v. Partington, No. 
6266, antfe, does not apply (BUCKLEY, J.).—Re 
STEPHENS, KILBY v. Berrs, [1904] 1 Ch. 322 3 73 
L.J.Ch.33 911. T. 167: 52 W.R. 89: 48 Sol. Jo. 15. 


Annotations :-—As to (2) Consd. Re Faux, Taylor v. Faux 
(1915), 84 lL. J. Ch. 873; Re Chartres, Farman 7. Barrett, 
11927) 1 Ch. 466. Generally, Refd. Re Peel’s Settimt., 
Biddulph «, Peel, [1911] 2 Ch. 165. 


ili. Children Born After Testator’s Death. 


6310. Whether admitted to class.|—H. gives 
£500 by his will to be paid to his grandson T., if 
he lived to be tawentv-one, & in case he died before. 
then to the other child or children of his daughter 
M. equally, arriving to such an age. T. died 
before twenty-one, & no child of M. was born or 
living at testator’s death. The grandchildren 
born after the death of H. were intitled to the 
£500, for not being in esse in his hfetime, he must. 
have had in his view the future children of his 
daughter.—LLAUGHTON wv. IIARRISON (1742), 2 
Atk. 329; 26 E. R. 600, T.. C. 
atnnotations :—Refd. Mole v. Mole (1758), 1 Dick. 310: Tve 


. King (1852), 16 Beav. 46; Re Faulding’s Trust (1858), 
26 Beav. 263. 


6310a. — 





sl “HORSLEY v. CHALONER (1750), 
2 Ves. Sen. 83; 28 E.R. 55 
Annotations.—Refd. Barnard v. Pumtrett (t1841),5 My. & Cr. 

63. Mentd. Payne 7. Little (1856), 22 Beav. 69. 

6311. —-—.]—Devise to all the children of A. 
at. the age of twenty-one ; a child born after the 
death of testatrix shall take.—CoONGREVE v. CON- 
GREVE (1781), 1 Bro. C. C. 5380; 28 E.R. 1280. 
Annotations :—Refd. Avton vr. Ayton (1787), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 

327; Hughes v. Hughes (1791). 3 Bro. C. C. 302 5 Pulsford 

ve. Tunter (1792), 5 Bro. C. C. 116. 





WALLIS, the sum of £1,000 to each child of mny 

niece B. ie ana von aban ater a 

—H PKINS v. SmirH’s & to hold the residue upon certain 
“) 4 558. = ‘S. AF. "trusts ‘after ee eae the 
several trusts & purposes hereinbefore 


declared ’’:—Held: the gift was re- 








conveniconce which Huts the number of share of cornus.|—EARLE v. LAWTON 
of children who take under the gift of (4; 108), 4N. 3. Iq. Rep. 86; 5H. L. R. 
a ee soe ene children of a named Deron 472.—CAN. 

who shall attain twenty-one years W —_ - 
not be held to exclude a child en ventre T 3 RE: M — Nos NZ ene 
sa mere when the eldest attains twenty- 436. TZ. : — 


one but the fund will be retained to 
see whether more than one child en 
ventre is born.—TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS 
& AGENCY Co., LTD. v. SLEEMAN (1899), 
25 V.L. RR, 187 .—AUS. 





k. .J—A. by her will devised 
& bequeathed her real & personal 
ostute to trustees upon trust, tnter alia 
‘to pay the following legacics ee 


stricted to B.’s children born during 
testatrix’s lifetime.—Re THOMPSON'S 
WILL, BRAHE v. Mason, (1910) V. L. RR. 
251.—AUS. 

1. .}—lIf a fund is given by a 
will to be divided into as many shares 
as there are children of S. who survive 
S., one share to be paid to each child 
for lifo, & on his death to his children, 
the childron of those children of S., who 
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Sect. 17.—Descriplion of donees: Sub-sect. 3, C. (d) 
att... & (e) 1] 

6312. When born before others attain age.| 
—Testator gave to the children of his sister at 
twenty-one, & if any died before, to the survivor 
& survivors. <A child born after testator’s death, 
but: during the infancy of the others, is entitled to 
a share.—-GILMORE v. SEVERN (1785), 1 Bro. C. C. 
582; 28 BH. RR. 1310. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Ringrose +. Bramham (1794), 2 Cox, 
Fq. Cas. 384. Refd. Pulsford ». Hunter (1792), 3 Bro. 
C. C. 416; Rogers v. Mutch (1878), 10 Ch. D. 25. 


6313. ———_ - .|—Testator bequeathed his 
residuary estate to trustees upon trust to transfer 
the same unto his greatnephews & nieces; the 
shares of the boys to be transferable to them at 
twenty-one, & those of the girls at twenty-one or 
marriage, & to accumulate for them in the mean- 
time, with benefit of accruer & survivorship: & 
in case of the death of all the said children except 
one, before their shares became vested, then upon 
trust to transfer the whole to the survivor, at the 
age or time aforesaid :---Held: a greatnephew 
born after testator’s death, but before any of his 
other greatnephews or nieces attained twenty-one 
or married, was entitled to a share of testator’s 
residuary estate.—BaILM v. HKALM (1830), 3 Sim. 
492; 57 EH. R. 1082. 

6314. —-— --——-.|—-Testator, having one nephew 
& one niece, & eight greatnephews & nieces living 
at his death, gave one-tenth of his residue to his 
nephew, & another to his niece, & the remainder 
to trustees in trust for their children at twenty- 
one; & he empowered his trustees to apply all 
or any part of their respective shares for their 
advancement :—Held: all the greatnephews & 
nieces born before the eldest attained twenty-one, 
though after testator’s death. were entitled to 
shares.— TITCOMB v. BUTLER (1830), 3 Sim. 417 ; 
57 E.R. 1055, 

Ano :—Distd. Berkeley +. Swinburne (1835), 5 L. J. 
lL. O2. 

6315. — -—— .J—- Testatrix gave her residuary 
estate to trustees to accumulate, & to stand 
possessed thereof & of the accumulations, in trust 
for all the children of J., other than A., & to be 
paid on attaining twenty-three. with a gift over, 
in the event of the death of all the said children 
under twenty-three. J. had three children, A., 
B., & C., of whom A. & LB. were born in the life- 
time of testatrix, & C. three years after her death. 
B. died an infant, & C., who was also B.’s personal 
representative, attained twenty-three :— Held : the 
gift being to a class, & C. having come into esse 
before the period of distribution, the ct. con- 
sidered that) C. was not) excluded from taking 
under the residuary gift, & in his own right & as 
representing B. he was entitled to the whole fund. 
—BLEASE v. BurGH (1810), 2 Beav. 221; 9 
L. J. Ch. 226; 48 E. R. 1164. 

Annotation :—Refd. Boughton v. James (1844), 1 Coll, 26. 


6316. !—Testator, by his will, be- 
queathed his residuary estate to trustees upon 
trust for A., but with the proviso that if A. died 
without having attained the age of twenty-one, & 
without leaving lawful issue him surviving, then 
that the trustees should pay the money arising 
from his estate unto & equally among BL., the 
children of C., & the children of D., & the issue of 
such of them as should die leaving lawful issue, 














were born in testator’s Hfe will take 232.—CAN. 
the share in which their parent had a 
life interest, while the children of such 
children of S. as were not born until 
after testator’s death, will take nothing. 
—McDONALD v. Jones, 40 N.S. i 


m. 
QO. L. R. 637 ; 


to each of his 


——.]—Re MorrattT (1908), 15 
11 O. W. R. 485.—CAN. 

n. -——.]—Testator made his will 
in 1894, & by it he Po dreoe tee a legacy 
‘* three 


WILLS. 


such issue taking their parent’s share. A. died 
under twenty-one, & without having been married. 
B. was the first of the residuary legatees who 
attained twenty-one. C. had children living at 
the death of testator. & born afterwards :—Held : 
the children of C. born between the death of 
testator & B.’s attaining twenty-one, were entitled 
to share in the bequest.—ROBLEY v. RIDINGS 
(1847), 16 L. J. Ch. 344; 9 L. T. O. S. 217; 11 
Jur. 813. 


Annotation :—Apld. Re Emmet’s Kstate, Emmet v. Emmet 
(1880), 138 Ch. I). 484. 


6317. --- —- -—---.]—Re Wass, MARSHALL v. 
Mason, [1882] W. N. 158. 
6318. -——- When born after others attain age. |— 


Under a disposition by will to the children of A. 
& B. payable at twenty-one or marriage, with a 
limitation over upon failure of issue in the lives of 
A. & B., it was held, that all the children without 
restriction were entitled; & an apportionment 
being directed, & the interest ordered to be paid 
to those, who had attained twenty-one, children 
born afterwards, though entitled to a share of the 
capital, were not allowed to claim the by-gone 
ee v. Norris (1800), 5 Ves. 3353; 31 
%. R. 617. 


Annotations : 





Apld. Re Jeffery, Burt v. Arnold, [1891] 1 Ch. 
671. Refd. Stone ». Harrison (1846), 2 Coll 715: Turner 
® Elkins (1866), 14 W. R. 512; Re Holford, Holford t. 
Holford, {1894} 3 Ch. 30; Re Jeffery, Arnold v. Burt, 
f1895] 5 Ch. 477. 

6319. - ———.,]—Testatrix, who died in 1893, 
having under her marriage settlement a general 
power of appointment over real estate vested in 
trustees, specifically appointed it to the trustees 
of her will in trust for her liusband, who died in 
1899, for life, with remainder upon trust for E., 
the wife of J., during her life or widowhood, & 
after her decease or remarriage upon trust for all 
& every the children of J. on attaining twenty-one, 
or, in the case of daughters, previously marrying. 
At the death of EF. in 1909 there were four children 
of her marriage with J. who had all attained 
twenty-one. J. was still living :—Held: these 
four children were alone entitled to the proceeds 
of the sale of the real estate which was the subject, 
of the power of appointment to the exclusion of 
after-born children of J. of any future marriage.—- 
Re CANNEY’S TRUSTS, MAYERS v. STROVER (1910), 
101 L. T. 905; 54 Sol. Jo. 214. 

6320. ------ Member of class attaining age before 
testator’s death.] — (1) Although the available 
personal estate of testator was employed in the 
payment of debts & legacies, & in providing a fund 
to pay an annuity, & nothing could be divided 
until the death of an annuitant & the falling in of 
a reversionary interest, still the class of objects 
entitled under a gift ‘‘ to the children of J., M., P., 
& C., who should attain twenty-one, to be equally 
divided between them per cupita, & not per 
stirnes’’ was held to be ascertained at his death, 
& some of such objects having attained twenty- 
one in his lifetime, it was held, that the interests 
were vested,.& that those born in the testator’s 
lifetime took to the exclusion of others subse- 
quently born. 

(2) he first of these [canons of construction of 
wills] is, that where a legacy or residue is given to 
a class, & no period or division is mentioned in the 
will, it is upon the death of testator that the 
ri¢hts of parties are to be ascertained. (3) Another 





daughters ’? upon their marriage. At 
that time he had four daughters, the 
ages of the three youngest being 
respectively, 14, 11, & 7. e died on 
July 28, 1895, & on Jan. 15, 1896, 


youngest another daughter was born :—Held : 
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canon is, that the period of distribution fixes the 
number of legatees. (4) Another rule is, that 
where the legacy or residue is given to children as 
a class on their attaining twenty-one, as suvon as 
the eldest attains twenty-one the fund becomes 
divisible, & thereupon the number of children 
who take is ascertained (ROMILLY, M.R.).— 
HAGGER v. PAYNE (1857), 23 Beav. 474; 26 
L. J. Ch. 617; 29 IL. T. O. S. 47; 3 Jur. N.S. 
479; 53 B. R. 186. 

Annotation :—Asto (4) Apld. Re Deloitte, Griffiths v. Albeury, 

[1919] 1 Ch. 209. 

6321. ‘‘ Thereafter to be born.’’]—Tes- 
tator devised a real estate to trustees in fee, in 
trust for all the children of his two sisters then 
born, or thereafter to be born, who should have 
attained, or should afterwards attain, twenty-one, 
in equal shares; & he directed that, as the same 
should respectively become vested, the trustees 
should convey the saine accordingly :—Held: the 
children born after testator’s death took a share.— 
EDDOWES v. IeDDOWES (1862), 30 Beav. 603; 54 
Ig. R. 1024, 

6322. —---- Gift over—If all members of class 
die without taking vested interest.| — Testatrix 
directed that as to one moiety of the residue of her 
estate the trustees should hold it upon trust for 
the benefit. of the children of her nephew, W. to 
be vested interests in them; as to sons on their 
attaining the age of twenty-five years; & as to 
daughters on their attaining twenty-live years. 
or being married before that age; & in case a 
daughter should marry under age, power was 
given to the trustees to settle her share. Power 
was also given to the trustees to apply the income 
of an expectant share of any child for main- 
tenance, education, & bringing up, & also to apply 
half of an expectant share for advancement in 
life. In case all the children of W. should «lie 
without taking a vested interest. there was a gift 
over to testatrix’s brothers & sister, ete. W. had 
seven children, four born before testatrix’s death, 
all being now infants, three afterwards. A 
daughter, one of the four, had married under 
age :—Held: the four children & those only could 
take, & the daughter took a vested interest. which 
at present was one-fourth.-—e COPPARD’S ESTATE, 
Hownerr v. JLopsON (1587), 85 Ch. D. 38503) 56 
L. J. Ch. 606 5 56 L. T. 85935 385 W. RR. 478. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Ive Mervin, Mervin «. Crossman, 

{1891} 38 Ch. 197 5) Re Stevens, Clark vv. Stevens (1896), 40 

Sol. Jo. 2906. Refd. Jee Wenmoth’'s Estate, Wenmoth 1. 

Wenimoth (1887), 37 Ch. D. 266; Willerton «. Stoeks, 

oe ve N. 293) Re Barker, Capon vw. Flick (1905), 92 











(e) Gift After Life Interest. 
i. Persons Living at Death of Testator. 
6323. Included in class.]—PACKMAN vv, 
(1658), 2 Sid. 53, 78; 82 i. R. 1252, 1267. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Simpson v. Hornby (1716), Gilb. Ch, 
115; White v. Warner (1781), 3 Doug. k. B. -t. 


C'OLis 





6324. .|}—Horsiroo.v. WATSON, No. 7092, 
post. 

6825. —----.|--MIDDLETON v. MESSENGER, No. 
6369. post. 

6326. —— -Devise & bequest by testator of 


the residue of his estates & property of every kind 
& nature whatsoever, both real & personal, of 
which he should he seised, possessed, or entitled 
to at the time of his death, to his son & two 


DAVIDSON (1871), 
Sess.) 995.—SCOT. 
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the three daughters alive at the date 
of the will were the legatees under the 
will, & the posthumous child was not a 
legatec.—Re Smitey (1908), 28 N. Z. 
Le R, 1.—N.Z. 


0. ----~.]-—DAVIDSON’S TRUSTEES t. 


63231. Lncluded inclass.|—Re BLVT 
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daughters, & all their younger children, their heirs, 
exors., & assigns for ever: but nevertheless that 
his intentions were, that each of his three children 
should take for life the interest of such part as he 
testator intended for the younger children of such 
child :—Held: the fund was at the time of 
testator’s death to be divided into three equal 
parts, the interest of one of these third parts to be 
aid to each of testator’s children, during his or 
er life, & then to be distributed among his or 
her younger children, & tho younger children 
took per slirpes, & not per capita, & the younger 
children who came in esse after testator’s death 
were included, & entitled to share along with those 
living at the time of testator’s death.—ODELL v. 
CRONE (1815), 3 Dow, 61; 3 i. R. 989, H. L. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Hagger v. Payne (1857), 26 L. J. Ch. 
617. Mentd. Beachcroft v. Beachcroft (1816), 1 Madd. 
430; Heron v. Stokes (1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 161. 


6327. .|—Testator, after giving his wife an 
annuity for her life, to be issuing out of “ all his 
real estate, lands, & hereditaments in P.,’”’ devised 
‘the estate, lands, & hereditaments ’’ to his 
daughter & her heirs; but in case his daughter 
died under twenty-one, & without issue, he 
devised ‘‘ the estate, lands, & hereditaments ”’ to 
his wife for her life, & after her decease, to the 
children of A., share & share alike :--Held: sub- 
ject to the previous interests given to the daughter 
& to the wife, the children of A., living at testator’s 
death, took an estate in fee in the lands in P.— 
WILKINSON v. CHAPMAN (1826), 3 Russ. 145; 38 
ii. R. 53k. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Hawker v. Saunders (1860), 2 L. T. 

132. Consd. Bowen v. Lewis (1881), 9 App. Cas. 890. 


6328. .|—COooKE v. BOWEN, No. 6354, post. 

6329. -----.| -Testator gave a sum of stock to 
his wife for life, &, after her death, to his sons & 
daughter; «& he directed the interest of his 
daughter's share to be paid to her for her separate 
use, for life, & at her decease the capital to be 
divided amongst such children as she should have 
living at, his decease, the shares of sons to be paid 
at twenty-one, & of daughters at twenty-one or 
marriage, provided their mother was then dead, 
otherwise, her children’s shares were not to be 
paid to them until her decease ; but if testator’s 
daughter had no children living at her decease, 
her share was to be equally divided amongst such 
of his sons as should be then living; & if any of 
his sons & daughter should die before his wife, 
& without leaving issue, their shares were to be 
divided among his other children :-~Held: the 
daughter’s children living at testator’s death took 
absolute vested interests at twenty-one, though 
their mother was still living.-—GIBBONS v. LANGDON 
(1833), 6 Sim. 260; 58 K. R. 591. 

6330. —-- -./—Testator gave, devised & be- 
queathed the residue of his real & personal estate 
to trustees, upon trust to pay & apply the dividends 
& annual proceeds of two sums of stock, then 
standing in testator’s name at the Bank, to 
testator’s four brothers, A., B., C., D.. & two 
sisters, in equal proportions, for their several & 
respective natural lives; & from & immediately 
after their several & respective deceases, upon 
trust to pay the same dividends & annual proceeds 
unto & amongst the present or any future eldest 
sons or son only for the time being of his, testator’s, 
brothers, A., B., C., D., born or to be born in 
lawful wedlock & the survivors or survivor of 








9 Macph. (Ct. of TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS & AGENCY Co.. 


LTD. v. MALCOLM, (1925) V. L. R. 683 ; 


47 A. L. T. 69; 31 Argus L. R. 454.— 
17, SUB-SECT. 3.— AUS. 
(e) i. 6323 ii. FERGUSON t. STEW- 





ART, 22 Gr. 364,—CAN. 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 3, C. 
(e) 1. de ae 

them, for their natural life or lives equally, upon 
their attaining twenty-one, & if but one son only 
of his brothers should be living at the time of his, 
testator’s, decease, then the whole to such only 
son during his natural life; & from & after the 
decease of such eldest sons or son for the time 
being, & the survivors & survivor of them, as the 
case might be, then upon further trust to pay & 
apply such dividends, etc., amongst the lawful 
cldest male issue for the time being of their & 
cach & every of their bodies or body, ad infinitum 
for ever, without in any manner or on any account 
whatsoever reducing or disposing of any part or 
parts of the said capital sums of stock :—Held: 
testator’s four nephews living at his death, who 
were eldest sons at that time of testator’s four 
brothers named in the will, took, on testator’s 
decease, vested absolute interests as tenants in 
common in remainder, in the two sums of stock 
expectant upon the deaths of testator’s brothers 
& sisters named as tenants for life of those sums.--- 
Hanvry wv. VowrnL (1847), 7 Hare, 231; 17 
L. J. Ch. 217; 68 Fe. RR. 94; sub nom. HARNEY v. 
TOWELL, 12 Jur. 241. 

6331. -|—Bequest in trust for testator’s 
niece for life, with remainder in trust to pay & 
divide *‘ unto & amongst the children of my nicce, 
in equal shares & proportions ”’ :—Z/eld: all the 
children who survived testator took vested 
interests in the fund.—Re WILson’s Trusts 
(1850), 14 Jur. 263. 

6332. ---—.|--After a devise to A. for life, with 
remainder to all & every the child & children of 
A. for their lives, in equal shares, a devise over, 
after the decease of any or either of such child or 
children, of the part or share of him, her or them 
so dying, unto his, her or their child or children, 
begotten or to be begotten, & to his, her or their 
heirs for ever, as tenants in common, is good as 
to the children of such children of A. as were 
living at the death of testator, for the gift to them 
must take effect. if at all, within the limits allowed 
bv law ; & the gift to every member of the class 
of children is single & independent of the gift to 
every other member of the same class, & cannot 
be affected by the result of the gift as to such other 
members.—CATTLIN v. Brown (1853), 11 Hare, 
372: 1 Eq. Rep. 550; 68 Ik. R. 1319; sub nom. 
CATLIN v. Brown, 1 W. BR. 533. 


Annotations ‘—Apld. Merlin +. Blagrave (1858), 25 Beav. 
125. Consd. Webster v. Boddington (1858), 26 Beav. 128. 
Apld. Wilkinson v. Duncan (1861), 30 Beav. 111. Folld. 
Knapping v. Tomlinson (1865), 34 ]L. J. Ch. 3. Consd. 
Jee Moseley’s Trusts (1871), L. TR. J} Kq. 499. Distd. 
Bentinck v, Portland (1877), 7 Ch. D. 693. Consd. Re 
Russell, Dorrell vr. Dorrell, [1895] 2 Ch. 698 3; Ze Nash 
Cook v. Frederick, (1909) 2 Ch. 450. Refd. Pearks rv. 
Moseley (1880), 5 App. Cas. 714; Whitby % Mitchell 
ee Ch. D. 85; Ite Bence, Smith v. Benee, [1891] 3 





one -——~—,|— PATTISON v. Parrison, No. 6357, 
post. 
6334. — —.|—LxEIGn v. Lerair. No. 6198. ante. 
6335. —-—.|—M. S. yvave all his hereditaments 





to his wife C. S. for life, or until her second 
marriage; & after her decease or marriage, to 
trustees to sell & dispose thereof; & the money 
to arise therefrom he directed should be con- 
sidered as part of his personal estate. After 
bequeathing legacies to his sons, M. S. gave to his 
three daughters S., E. & C. £600 each, increased 
by codicil to £700 each, & after directing that his 
wife should be permitted to carry on the farming 
business during her life or widowhood, testator 
directed that if she should marry again, his 
trustees should sell his effects, ete.. pay her a 


WILLS. 


certain sum out of the produce, & the residue 
thereof unto & amongst all his children living at 
his decease, except A., in equal shares & pro- 
portions, etc., with benefit of survivorship & 
accrucr among them in the event of the death of 
any one of them without issue. But in case C. 8. 
should continue his widow, then testator directed 
his effects to be sold at her death, & gave the 
produce thereof amongst. all his children living at 
his decease. except A., in equal shares & pro- 
portions, etc., with benefit of survivorship & 
accruer among them. All the residue of his 
personal estate not disposed of M. 8. gave unto & 
amongst all his children, except A., in equal 
shares & proportions, with the usual benefit. of 
survivorship & accruecr among them. <As to the 
legacies given to his daughters 8., HE. & C., he 
directed that in case any one of them should die 
under twenty-one without having been married. 
the legacy of such one should be equally divided 
amongst all his surviving children living at his 
decease, except A., in equal shares & proportions, 
etc., with benefit of survivorship & accruer among 
them. C. S. survived her co-exors., & dicd a 
widow & intestate in Aug. 1854. Testator left 
eight children surviving. including A. All attained 
the age of twenty-one, & his daughters S., HW, & C. 
married. Jé. died in 1836, leaving her husband 
W. S. surviving, who subsequently married again, 
& died in 1854. Pitf., as the exor. of W. S.. 
claimed his first wife’s share of testator’s estate 
& residue. On bill for the administration of the 
estate + --/Teld: the three daughters took absolute 
interests in the property.- Goocit v. SLATER & 
kana (1857), 3 Jur. N.S. 88]. 

6336. —-—.:—-After certain bequests for life 
the general residue was bequeathed to the sur- 
viving children of A. who was living :-—-Held: 
the survivorship had reference to the death of 
testator.-- Linn «. Linn (1857), as reported in 23 
Beav. 446; 53 KH. R175. 


6337. ----.| - Browne v. HamMMonn, No. 6358, 
post. 

6338. --- -.]---~Crusr v. HOWELL, No. 6199, ante. 

6339. ———-.J——-Gilt. to A. for life, & after her 


decease, to “the surviving children of B. & C., 
except the youngest son of B.,’’? who was to have 
£30 to his share more than the others. The will 
proceeded, “should cither of the children die 
having no issue, his or her share to be then equally 
divided amongst the survivors”? :—Held: the 
children of B. & C. took vested interests, at the 
death of testator, in remainder expectant on the 
decease of A., with a gift to the survivors in 
the event of any one dying without issue in that 





interval.—IEvANS 7, EVANS (1858), 25 Beav. 815 
53 H.R. 566, 

6340. ---- ..—Re Partrincron’s Trust, No. 
6375, post. 

6341. —--.| Honanpnv. Woon, No. 6376, post. 

6342. ----.] -BARNABY tv. TASSELL, No. 6377, 
post. 

6343. -  -.}) -HickLING v. Fair, No. 6362, post. 


6344. ----— Including donee of life interest.|- 
Testator gave £2,000 to his daughter, M., for life, 
with a testamentary power to her to appoint that 
sum amongst her children; but if she should die 
without leaving a child, then he gave it to such of 
his children as should be living at his decease ; 
and, if either of his children should dice before they 
should be entitled to receive a share, leaving issue, 
their shares should be distributed amongst their 
children. Testator left M. & four other children 
living at his decease. Two of them died leaving 
issue, & two without issue; &, afterwards, M. 
died without issue :—-Held: her personal repre- 
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sentatives were entitled to one-fifth of the fund.— 
JENNINGS v. NEWMAN (1839), 10 Sim. 219; 3 Jur. 
748; 59 EB. R. 596; varied, 3 Jur. 1068, L. C. 

6345. Direction for payment of capital—To 
children of tenant for life—On termination of life 
interest.|—Testator bequeathed his  residuary 
estate to trustees, upon trust to provide a fund, 
which was subsequently to sink into the residue, 
for the payment of annuities, & then to pay the 
income to his children & grandchild for life; & 
after the decease of either of them, upon trust to 
pay & transfer the share of the party dying in the 
principal, amongst all & every the child & children 
of the party dying, and if but one, to such one 
child :—Held: the gift to trustees, followed by 
trusts directing payment & transfer of the capital, 
gave Immediate vested interests to the children 
of the tenants for life, living at the decease of 
testator, & the shares of two of the children who 
survived testator, but died in the life of the tenant 
for life, passed to their legal personal representa- 
tives.—SALMON v. GREEN (1849), 11 Beav. 453; 
18 I... J. Ch. 1663 18 L. 'T. O. 8S. 875 18 Jur. 272, 
617; 50K. RR. $92. 

6346. Trust for conversion—On termination of 
successive life interests—-Revocation of life interests 
-—Class ascertained at testator’s death.|—Testator 
devised a house to G. T. J. for life, & after his 
death to E. J. for life, & after the death of the 
survivor to a trustee upon trust to sell & hold the 
proceeds in trust for his children then living, & 
issue then living of any deceased child or children, 
in substitution for their parent or parents, in equal 
proportions. Testator revoked the devises to 
G.T. J. & BK. J. for life. G. T. J. & BE. J. survived 
testator :— Held: the devise to the trustee took 
effect immediately upon the death of testator, & 
thereupon the trust for sale arose.—-e JONSON, 
DANILY v. JOUNSON (1893), 68 1. T. 20; 3 RR. 308. 








i. Persons Born Before Death of Tenant for Life. 


6347. Whether admitted to class.|—If testator 
devise lands in trust for his nephew A. & for his 
niece 3. & the children of B. by her husband, to 
receive the profits when they come of age, & also 
bequeath money for the use of the children at their 
respective ares of twenty-one, & afterwards make 
a codicil confirming those bequests, all the children 
of BB. not only those she had at the time the will was 
made, but those she may afterwards have, take 
an estate in fee in the lands as tenants in common, 
& those who die have an equal right with those who 
live in the money bequeathed.—BATEMAN tv. 
Roach (1724), 9 Mod. Rep. 104; 88 I. BR. 344. 
Annotations :~-Refid. Baldwin vv. Karver (1775), 1) Cowp. 

3093; M‘Gregor v. Mi Gregor (1859), 1 De G. F. & J. 63. 

6348. .i—Testator gave the residue of his 
real & personal estate to his wife for life, & upon 
her decease he bequeathed it to the children of A. 
& his wife J. to be equally divided amongst them, 
J.’s children, & not to any children by any other 
marriage of either party. The residue is divisible 
amongst the children of A. & his wife, who were 
living at the death of the wife, but will not extend 
to children born after that time.—AYyTON v. AYTON 
(1787), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 827; 1 Bro. C. C. 542, n.3 
29 1. R. 1188. 

Annotation :—Refd. Godfrey «. Davis (1801), 6 Ves. 43. 

6349. ———-.|—-Under a devise to LH. of certain 








PART XVI]. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 3.— ( 
C. (e) fi. 625.—CAN 
6347 i. Whether admitted to class. ay 6347 fii. 
WYNDITAM v. DARBY (1896), 16 N.S. W. 
L. R. (Kq.) 216; 17 N.S. WL. L. R. 
(Iq.) 272,—AUS. 
6347 ii. >* 





Se. Jur. 177.—SC 


++, J—~ Re SnaRnon & STUART TRES t. 


1906), 12 O. L. fh. 605; § O. W. R. 


.}—Woop vr. 
(1861), 23 Dunl. on of Sess.) 338; 33 


6347 iv. ——-.)-——-STRACHAN’S TRUS- 
WILLIAMSON (1889), 
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tenements by name for her life; provided that if 

S. & A. [to whom & to whose children the reversion 

& inheritance of the premises were intended if H. 

should die without issue] should give H. £1,000 

for her life estate, then testator devised all & 
singular the estate & premises called, etc.. to S. & 

A. for their lives, share & share alike; & on the 

death of either, their moiety unto & among the 

children of the survivor & their heirs, share & share 
alike, etc., as tenants in common, etc. Provided. 
that if H. should die in possession of the premises 
single & without issue, then he gave the estates & 
premises to S. & A. & to the issue of their bodies 
lawfully begotten, or to be begotten, & their heirs, 
as tenants in common as aforesaid :—Jleld: the 
words as aforesaid drew down tio the second clause 
the limitations of the first, & showed that testator 
meant that S. & A. & their children should take 
the same estates on IT. dying in possession without 
issue, as they would have done if the £1,000 had 

been paid.—MEREDITIT v. MEREDITH (1809), 10 

East, 503; 103 KE. R. 866. 

Annotations :-—-Refd. Doe d. Scott v. Roach (1816), 5M. & 8. 
482; Doed. Long v. Prigg (1828), 8 B. & C. 231; Doe d. 
Woodall v. Woodall (1 846), 3 C. B. 349. 

6350. .|—(1) Testator devised freehold fee- 
simple estates in possession to all & every the child 
& children of his daughter, S., for life: & after 
the decease of such child & children, to the lawful 
issue of such child & children to hold to such issue. 
his, her, & their heirs, as tenants in common; & 
in default of such issue, over to other persons; S. 
had nine children, four born in the testator’s life, 
& five after his decease :—Held: all the nine took 
under this devise as tenants in common in tail with 
cross remainders. 

(2) Testator devised other freehold fee-simple 
estates to trustees during the life of his son, J., 
upon certain trusts, remainder to his son’s children 
& their issue, in the same words as in the above 
devise to his daughter’s children, & in default of 
such issue, to all & every the child & children of 
his daughter, S., etc., in the same words as before : 
—Held: only six of the nine children of S. took 
under this devise ; namely, five who were born, & 
one who was en ventre at the death of J. 

(3) Testator devised other freehold fece-simple 
estates to his widow for life, & after her decease, to 
the same uses as in the devise last stated :—Held: 
all the nine children of S. took under this devise, 
all being born in the widow’s hie. 

(4) Testator devised other freehold fee-simple 
estates to trustees during the life & lives of the 
child & children, etc., of S. in trust, to apply the 
rents for their maintenance ; & after the decease 
of such child & children, he devised this estate to 
the lawful issue of such child & children, etc., in 
the same words as before :—Held: all the nine 
children took under this devise equitable interests 
for their lives, & the life of the survivor of them, & 
on the decease of the survivor, the estate would 
ro over to the issue of the four children born in 
testator’s life, by purchase as tenants in common 
in fee. 

(5) Testator also bequeathed leascholds for lives 
& years, in the same manner as last stated, the legal 
estate being in the trustees :—Held: all the nine 
children took in equal shares, they took absolute 
interests in the leasecholds for years, & estates in 
the nature of estates tail in the leaseholds for lives; 





(Ct. of Sess.) 735; 26 Sc. L. R. 570.— 
SCOT. 





6347 v. .]}—CAMPBELL’S TRUBTEE 
v. Dick, [1915] 8S. C. 100.—8SCOT. 
. 6347 vi. .J—WYLIE’S TRUSTESED. 
Bruce, [1919] 8S. C. 211; 56 Se. L. R. 
156; [1919) 1S. lL. T. 41.—SCOT. 


Woon 





16 O2R. 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 3, C. 
(€) 04 
& the limitations in the latter property were barred 
by deeds executed by some of the children.— 
Moaa v. Moaa (1815), 1 Mer. 654; 35 E.R. 811. 
Annotations :—A8 to (1) Consd. Re Nash, Cook v. Frederick, 
(1909]2Ch. 450. ds to (4) Consd. Dias v. Do Livera (1879), 
5 App. Cas, 123; Re Nash, Cook v. Frederick, [1909] 
2 Ch. 450. 4s to (5) Refd. Re Wynch Trusts, Ex p. 
Wynch (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 188. Generally, Consd. 
Goochvt. Gooch (1851), 14 Beav. 565 ; Eddowesv. Eddowes 
ptoae 30 Beav. 603. Refd. Boughton v. James (1844), 
1 Coll. 26; Cattlin v. Brown (1853), 11 Hare, 372; Re 
Wenmoth’s Estate, Wenmoth v. Wenmoth (1887), 37 


D. 266. Mentd. Whitby v. Mitchell (1890), 44 Ch. D. 
5. 
6351. .|—Testator gave the residue to A. for 





life, with remainder to all the children of B., to be 
a vested interest on attaining twenty-one; there 
was a subsequent clause of survivorship on dying 
under twenty-one :—Held: on this & the general 
context, those children were alone entitled who 
were born previous to the death of the tenant for 
life. —-BERKELEY v. SWINBURNE (1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 
r) » 

6352. — —./—Testator devised & bequeathed 
to his trustees. all his freehold, Jeasehold, & 
personal estate, in trust to accumulate the rents & 
interests, until his daughter H. attained twenty- 
one, then to be divided between his children, 
W., A., & H.; & he directed that the rents & 
interests arising therefrom after his daughter 
attained twenty-one, should be paid to W., A., & 
H. equally ; all the rest & residue of his personal 
estate, he gave unto the issue of W., A., & H., 
share & share alike. W. & H. died without issue : 
—IHfeld: such of the children of A. as were living 
at the time of the death of H., were entitled to the 
one-third given to H. for life; & similarly of the 
share of W.— HEATHER v. WINDER (1835), 5 I. J. 
Ch. 41. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Roddy wv. Fitzgerald (1858), 6 H. L. 
Cas. 823. 





6353. ——-.|—_-STODDART v. DAWSON, SPROWLE 
v. STODDART (18388), 2 Jur. $18. 
6354. —-—.|--Testator directed the residue of 


his personal estate, after the death of his wife, 
who was tenant for life, to be divided as follows: 
To his five nephews & nieces, A., B., C.. D., & F., 
two shares each, & to their children one share each ; 
the nephews & nieces survived testator :—//eld : 
the residue vested in the nephews & nieces, & their 
children living at testator’s death, or born in the 
lifetime of the tenant for life; the children taking 
per capita, but the shares of cach of the nephews 
& nieces being double that of each child.—CooKE 
v. BOWEN (1840), 4 Y. & C. Ex. 244; 160 EF. R. 
996. 

6355. ———.|—-HARVEY v. HARVEY, No. 6249, ante. 

6356. .|—Under a gift to one for life, with 
remainder ‘‘to my grandchildren ” :—J/eld: the 
bequest was not limited to grandchildren to whom 
legacies had previously been given nominatim, 
but all the grandchildren who came into esse prior 
to the period of distribution were entitled.— 
MOFFATT v. BURNIE (1853), 18 Beav. 2113; 23 
I. J. Ch. 591; 22 L. T. O. S. 2183; 18 Jur. 32; 
2W.R. 83; 52 BE. R. 83. 

6357. ——.]|—Testator gave a fund to his wife 
for life, with a power for her to appoint it by will 
amongst ‘' A., B. & C., & their respective children,”’ 
&, in default of appointment, he directed the 
same, at his wife’s death, to go amongst aljl the 
children equally. The wife made no appointment : 
—Held: (1) the children alone took, to the 
exclusion of their parents; (2) they took per 
capita ; (3) the fund vested in the children living 
at the death of testator, subject to its being either 
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divested by the exercise of the power or by the 
birth of other children before ie death of the 
tenant for life.—PATTISON v. PATTISON (1855), 19 
Beav. 638 ; 52 Ik. R. 498. 


Annotation :-—Refd. Re Hutchinson, Alexander v. Jolley 
(1886), 55 L. J. Ch. 574. 


6358. oj—-(1) Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 33, 
does not apply where the devise or bequest is to 
testator’s “ children” as a class. _ 

(2) A devise or bequest over, in terms made 
dependent upon the marriage of the donee of the 
preceding estate, will be extended by implication 
so as to take effect on the determination of that 
estate by death. 

(3) According to the view at present taken by 
the ct. the rule-is, that a devise or bequest to 
children as a class, distributable at the death of 
some other person, vests in all children in existence 
at the death of testator; the gift, however, 
opening so as to let in such afterborn children, if 
any, as may come into existence before the period 
of distribution (PAGE Woop, V.-C.).—-BROWNE v. 
HAmMMoND (1858), John. 210;:-70 BE. R. 400. 
Annotations :— 18 to (1) Apld. Re Harvey's Estate, Harvey 

*. Gillow, [1893] 1 Ch. 567. 48 to (2) Consd. Underhill x. 

Roden (1876).2 Ch. D. 494. Apld. Jn the Iestate of Griffiths, 

Morgan v. Stephens, [1917] P. 59. Distd. Chia Khwee 

Eng v. Chia Poh Choon, [1923] A. C. 424. Refd. Ward- 

roper v. Cutfield (1864), 10 L. T. 19; Pickwell v. Spencer 

& Snow (1872), 41 L. J. Ex. 733; Re Tredwell, Jetfray v. 

Tredwell, [1891] 2 Ch. 640, 48 to (3) Consd, Re Wilmot, 

Wilmot. «. Betterton (1897), 76 L. T. 415: Re Canney's 

Trusts, Mayers ¢. Strover (1910), 101 L. 1. 905. Refd. Jee 

Jones’ Estate, Hume v. Lloyd (1878), 26 W. BR. 82s. 

6359. -——.|— Testator bequeathed his residuary 
estate upon trust to pay the dividends to his cousin 
for life; &, as to the principal from & after her 
decease, in trust for all her children who should 
be living at her decease, & the issue of such of them 
as should then be dead leaving issuc, as tenants in 
common; but the issue, if more than one, of any 
deceased child to take as a class as if by represent.a- 
tion, & not as individuals :—Held: the issue of a 
child who died in the cousin’s lifetime were a 
class to be ascertained at her death.- PENNY v. 
CLARKE (1860), 1 De G. FL & J. 425; 20 L. J. Ch. 
3703; 14. 7.537; 6 Jur. N.S. 807; & W. 1. 286 ; 
45 Bh. R. 123, Ll. JS. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Pell's Trust. (1861), 3 De G. F. & JT. 
291. Mentd. Coc v. Bigg (1863), 1 New Rep. 436; 
Lanphier v. Buek (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 484; Heasman 
» Pearse (1871), L. R. 31 Iq. 5223) Re Quirk, Quirk wv. 
Quirk (1889), 61 IT. T. 364: Re Smith (1889), 58 L. J. Ch. 
661: Fe Yates, Bostock v. D’Eyneourt, [1891] 3 Ch. 53. 
6360. - --—~—.'——Testator gave freehold & lease- 

hold property in trust for his widow for life, with 

remainder to his niece for life, & on her decease 
for all & every the child & children of the niece & 
for their respective heirs, exors. & administrators, 
as tenants in common, the children to become 
beneficially intcrested on the death of their 
parent :—Held: the children of the niece took 
vested interests on their respective  births.— 

M‘LACHLAN tv. Tarrr (1860), 2 De G.I. & J. 449 ; 

28 Beav. 407; 30 L. J. Ch. 2763; 3 L. T. 492 ; 

6 Jur. N.S. 1269; 9 W. RR. 152; 25 KH. RR. 695, 

L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Apld. Je Orlebar’s SottImt. Trusts (1875), 
lL. R. 20 Eq. 711. Refd, Re Jobson, Jobson v, Richardson 
(1889), 44 Ch. D. 154. 


6361. ---——.}-—Gift, after the death of a tenant 
for life, to the children of B. to be paid at the same 
time & in the same manner as had been previously 
directed with respect to another & independent 
gift, including all the children of B.:—Held: to 
extend only to those children born at the death 
of the tenant for life—BAaTson v. ROWLANDS 
(1866), 13 L. T. 663; 14 W. R. 261. 

6862. .]—-It 18 an elementary principle on 
the construction of wills that a gift to a class after 
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a life interest or life rent includes all persons within 
the description of the class who were alive at 
testator’s death or have come into being during 
the lifetime of the life tenant or life renter. . .. 
I think it is equally clear that when the gift is 
made to depend upon the happening of a con- 
tingency, that contingency is not. imported by 
implication into the description of the class so as 
to confine the gift to those members of the class 
who survive the contingency (LORD DaAvEy).— 
oe v. Fair, [1899] A. C.15; 68L. J. P. C. 
12, H. L. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Re Walker, Dunkerly v. Hewerdine, 


[1917] 1 Ch. 38; Re Stephens, Tomalin v. Tomalin’s 
Trustec, [1927] 1 Ch. 1. 


6363. ——-.|—'lestator gave his residuary estate 
upon trust to pay one equal half part of the annual 
income to each of his two sons, & subject thereto 
as to the capital & income for their children who 
being sons attain twenty-one or being daughters 
should attain that age or marry, such children to 
take per capita. Testator died in 1895, & both of 
his sons survived him, each of them having two 
children, who were infants at the death of testator. 
In 1899 one of the sons died, & in 1912 his eldest 
son attained twenty-one. The other son was 
alive, being over sixty years old at the date of this 
summons, & the other three children were still 
infants, & the question arose whether the class 
of children to take was closed when the eldest 
child attained twenty-one :--Held: the class was 
not closed till the death of the son who was still 
alive & entitled to the annual income of one half of 
the fund, so that any child born in the lifetime of 
such surviving son would be entitled to a share, & 
therefore the child who had already attained 
twenty-one was not entitled to call for payment 
out of his share till the death of such son.--/?e 
FAUX, TAYLOR v. Faux (1915). 8f£ 0. J. Ch. 873 ; 
WsL. T.8)s 81 /T. 1. R. 289; 59 Sol. Jo. 457. 
.tnnotation :---Folld. Re Paul's SettIlmt. Trusts, Paul ¢v. 

Nelson, [1920] 1 Ch, 99, 

6364. -  - .'-—Testator, who died in Nov. 1882, 
by his will, made a few weeks previously, devised & 
bequeathed the residue of his real & personal estate 
to his trustees upon trust for sale, conversion, & 
investment, & directed that after payment of 
certain annuities his trustees should divide the 
balance of the annual income into five equal parts 
& pay one-fifth part to each of his four daughters, 
naming them, of whom Ju. was one, during their 
respective lives, & the remaining fifth part for the 
benefit of the children of a deceased daughter. 
Testator then directed that, In case any of his 
daughters should die without leaving lawful issue 
her surviving, or such issue should die under the 
age of twenty-one vears, the share or shares of her 
so dying as aforesaid of & in the trust premises 
should be held by his trustees & the annual income 
applied between & amongst such of his daughters 
as might be then living & the issue of such of them 
as might be then dead, but such issue should only 
take per stirpes & not per capita; & upon the 
death of any of his daughters leaving issue her sur- 
viving, he directed that the share of such daughter 
so dying should be paid & divided between the 
issue of his daughters on their severally attaining 
their respective ages of twenty-one years if more 
than one in equal shares & proportions, & if there 
should be issue but one child, then the whole to 
such one child. L. died in Dec. 1915, a widow, 
having had eleven children, six of whom survived 
her & attained twenty-one. Of the remaining five 
children who predeceased her, two died in infancy 
& three attained twenty-one :—Hcld: on the 
death of L. her one-fifth share became divisible in 
equal shares amongst all her children then living 
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& the legal personal representatives of those then 
dead who survived testator & attained twenty-one. 
— Ste WALKER, DUNKERLY v. HEWERDINE, [1917] 
1Ch. 88; 861. J. Ch. 196; 115 L. T. 708. 
Annotation :—Folld. Re Stephens, Tomalin v. Tomalin’s 

Trustee, [1927] 1 Ch. 1. 

6365. |-—-Re Pavy’s SETTLEMENT TRUSTS, 
Paur v. NELSON, No. 6414, post. 

6366. - If born after death of testator.]— 
Devise of real estate to H. his daughter, for life, & 
after her death without issue, to sell & divide the 
money among all & every the children of his two 
sisters. The sisters had several children born in 
the lifetime of testator. One of them had a child 
born afterwards, but in the lifetime of Hl. II. died 
without issue :—-Held: the  after-born child 
entitled.—BanrtLerr ov. TLonnister (1757), Amb. 
334; 27 E.R. 224. 
ga aa ee Apld. Congreve 7. Congreve (1781). 1 Bro. 

6367. - ---- --.} --Devise to trustees, in trust 
for the use of the heirs male of J. in default of such 
issue, to the use of the heirs male of R. & in default 
of such issue male, to the use of all & every the 
grandchildren of J. & S. as tenants in common. 
By a codicil bearing even date with the will, 
testator directs the trustees to pay the interest & 
produce of his real & personal estate to his wife B. 
& to J. & R. during their lives, with survivorship. 
Eight grandchildren were alive at the date of the 
will: a ninth was born before testator died; twelve 
more were born after bis decease, & all in the life- 
time of R. who died without issue :-—Held: as 
the twenty-one grandchildren were all alive at 
the death of R. all were equally entitled.- -- 
BALDWIN tv. KARVER (1775), 1 Cowp. 309; 2 
Doug. Kk. B. 502, n.; 98 E.R. 1102. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Ayton v. Ayton (1787), 1 Cox. Iq. Cas. 
327: Morgan d. Surman o. Surman (1808), 1 Taunt. 289 ; 
Doe d, Long vr. Prigg (1828). 8 B. & ©. 231. Mentd. Doe d. 
Fonnereau vt. Fonnereau (1780), 2 Doug. K. B. 487. 
6368. -- —- - --.!-Child born after death of 

testator decreed to take under a general gift to A. 

for life. then to the children of A., but this point 

not contested. -- SIMMONS » VALLANCE (1793), 4 

Bro. C. C. 315 3 29 H.R. 927, 

6369. ---- -.} -~ Bequest to testator’s wife 
for life; then, after an appropriation to answer 
annuities, to the children of testator’s brothers & 
sisters. All the children living at the death of 
testator & those born afterwards before the death 
of the wife had vested interests ; a codicil in favour 
of the same objects, only restrained to those sur- 
viving at the time of distribution, being held to 
apply only to the capital of the fund appropriated 
to the annuities.—MIDDLETON tv. MESSENGER 
(1709). 5 Ves. 1386; 31 E.R. Slt. 

6370. —-— ———.’—-Bequest of the produce of 
the sale of a copyhold estate to A., the wife of B.. 
for life; & after her death to divide the principal 
among the children of B. & C. equally; & of 
testator’s reversionary interest in Bank stock on 
the death of ])., if in his name at his decease, & 
if not, at D.’s death, equally among the same 
children. Vested interests in all the children 
comprising those who died, & those who came 
into existence, after the death of testator & during 
the lives of the tenants for life.--WALKER v. SHORE 
(1808), 15 Ves. 122; 33 Kk. R. 701, LL. ¢. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Evans 7. Jones (1846), 2 Coll. 516. 
Refd. Harvey v. Stracey (1852), 1 Drew. 73; Baldwin v. 
Rogers (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 649; Neathway v. Reed 
(1853), 3 De Q.M. & G. 18S. Mentd. Taylor v. Martindale 
(1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 658; King v. Cullen (1848), 
2 Doe G. & Bm. 252. 

















6371. ——— --——.'— ODELL wv. CRONE, No. 6326. 
ante. 
6372. -. -- -—--.|--Bequest of residue, after 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 3, C. (e) 
12., 112., WV. & Vz] 

death of testator’s wife, to five of his children, & 

to “the son of my son J., or his other children, 

that is living,”’ held to pass shares to children of the 
son, born after the testator’s death, & before tlre 

death of his wife-—TkEnBns v. CARPENTER (1816), 

1 Madd. 290: 56 E. R. 107. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Crackelt v. Bethune (1820), 1 Jac. 
& Ww. 586; Law v. Hunter (1826), 1 Russ. 100; Docker 
v, Somes (1834),2 My. & K.655 ; Buxton v. Buxton (1835). 
1 My. & Cr. 80; Cotham *. West (1837), Donnelly, 199 ; 
Clough t. Bond (1838), 3 My. & Cr. 490; Heighington v. 
Grant (1840), 5 My. & Cr. 258; Massey ». Moss (1842). 
1 Hare, 319; Heighington v. Grant (1845), 9 Ph. 600: 
A.-G, v. Alford (1854), 2 Sm. & G. 488: Pride vw. Fooks 
(1858), 4 Jur. N. 8.678 ; Belly. Turner (1877), 47 1. J. Ch. 
753; Re Gasquoine, Casquoine v. Gasquoine, [1894] 


Hos 470; Ie Roberts, Knight v. Roberts (1897), 76 L. T. 


6373. ~----.]— Devise to testator’s wife S. 
for life, & after her decease, that. the estate should 
be settled by counsel, & go to & amongst his 
grandchildren of the male kind, & their issue in tail 
male with remainder over. Only one grandchild 
born in testator’s life, but two born, afterwards 
before the death of testator’s wife, & held, a grand- 
child born after the death of testator, & before the 
death of his wife. took an estate tail male.— 
MARSHALL vt. BOUSFIELD (1817), 2 Madd. 166; 56 
lt. R. 296. 

Annotations :-— Mentd. Parker «. Bolton (1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 

98; Trevor ev. Trevor (18412), 6 Jur. $63, 

6374. -|--Gift, after a previous life 
estate to C., to the children of W. who should be 
living at the death of testator & C.:-—Held: a 
child of W., who was born after the death of 
testator & survived C., was included in the class, 
& took a share.—Vox v. GARRETY (No. 2) (1860), 
28 Beav. 19; 54 E.R. 272. 

6375. —-— —- -.!—Testator devised &  be- 
queathed all his residuary real & personal estate 
to trustecs upon trust during the lives of his 
brothers & sisters & the lives & life of the sur- 
vivors, to pay the rents & dividends in sevenths 
as thercin mentioned, & after the decease of the 
survivor to pay & divide the same “ unto & 
equally between all his nephews & nieces, grand- 
nephews & grandnieces, to take per capita.” 
Testator elsewhere spoke of the shares as ‘ pre- 
sumptive ” :--—eld: the whole class of testator’s 
nephews & nieces, grandnephews & grandnicecs 
were comprised in this bequest, comprising those 
who were living at his death, & those who had been 
born since in the lifetime of the tenant for life.- - Ae 
PARTINGTON’s Tresr (1861), 3 Gif. 878; 5 1. 7. 
o9Y ; 8 Jur. N.S. 877: 66 E.R. 456. 

6376. — -- —~---.]-—Testator devised lands to 
his daughter A. in fee, & by codicil he ordered that 
the lands given by his will to A. should be not so 
given, but to all the children or legal issue of A., to 
be divided amongst them in equal shares, after 
the decease of his daughter A. & her husband. 
She had ten children, one of whom died in the 
lifetime of testator, & three, who survived him, 
died in her lifetime :--Held: the children of A., 
who were living at the death of testator, & those 
who were horn afterwards, took vested interests 
in fee, to the exclusion of grandchildren & great- 
grandchildren.—- HOLLAND v. Woop (1870), L. R. 
ll Kg. 91. 

Aer ion weld. Re Coley, Gibson v. Gibson (1900), 83 

Ae » VD * 

6377. ——-- ---—-.]—-Testator bequeathed “ all 
my furniture, etc.” together with six freehold 
houses, to his wife for life, & after her decease, as 
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follows: ‘‘ One half to my brothers & sisters for 
their life & then to come to their children, & in the 
same manner to my wifc, brother & brother’s 
children & grandchildren.” At the date of the 
will testator had one brother & threc sisters living, 
another brother & another sister having died ; 
both leaving children. At the same date there 
was one wife’s brother living, two wife’s brothers 
having died, one without issue living, the other 
leaving children & grandchildren. At the date of 
testator’s death his wife & all his brothers & 
sisters were dead, but his wife’s brother was still 
living :—-Held : one moiety of the property was 
divisible among all the children living, at testator’s 
death, of all his brothers & sisters who left children, 
per stirpes; the -wife’s surviving brother took an 
estate for life in the other moiety, & after his death 
it was divisible amongst all the children & grand- 
children living at his death, or coming into exist- 
ence during the lifetime of the tenant for life, of 
himself & the other wife’s brothers who left children 
or grandchildren ; the families taking per stirpes, & 
the children & grandchildren of each family per 
capita.— BARNABY v. TASSELL (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 
368 5 24 1. T. 221; 19 W. RR. 323. 
Annotation :---Mentd. Atty v. Etough (1872), 20 W. R. 397. 
6378. —--- Gift after several life interests-—-Class 
ascertained at death of each tenant for life.|— 
Testator gave his residuary estate to trustees upon 
trust for his three daughters equally during their 
respective lives, & if all, or any, or either of them 
should die leaving issue, then upon trust to pay & 
apply one-third part unto & amongst the issue 
of each of his daughters that should happen to die 
leaving issue, in equal shares, & if only one of them 
should die leaving issue, then to pay & apply the 
whole to & equally amongst the issue of such one 
daughter, with a gift over if all the daughters 
should die without leaving issue. The three 
daughters survived testator. One of them after- 
wards died leaving several children. On the death 
of another of them unmarried :—IJfeld ;  cross- 
limitations must be implied between the three 
daughters & their families, & the class of Issue 
entitled to take must be ascertained at. the death 
of each daughter leaving issue her surviving.~-—/ve 
Ripar’s Trusts (1872), 7 Ch. App. 665; 41 1b. J. 
Ch. 787; 27 L. T. J41; 20 W. R. 878, 1. JJ. 
Annotations :-—Refd. 7?e Hudson, Hudson +. Hudson (1882), 


av ea 4106. Mentd. /ee Mears, Parker v. Mears, [1914] 
“h. GOA. 
6379. —---— Allfenation on bankruptcy of tenant 


for life.]—~J?c BEDSON’sS TRUSTS, No. 6215, ante. 


iii. Persons Born After Death of Tenant for Life. 


6380. Whether admitted to class.|--—lestator 
devises a term to his wife for life, with remainder 
to his two sons; but if they should have issue 
male, then to be reserved for such issue. If one 
of the sons has issue, although born after the 
determination of the particular estate, he shall 
have the term.— BLANFORD v. BLANFORD (1615), 
Cro. Jac. 8943 Moore, K. B. 846; Godb. 266; 1 
Roll. Rep. 318 ; 79 16. R.337 3 sub nom. BLAMFORD 
v. BLAMFORD, 3 Bulst. 98. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Bate ». Amherst. (1662), T. Raym. 82; 
Seatterrood v. Kdge (1699), 12 Mod. Rep. 278; Gore wv. 
Gore (1733), Kel. W. 254: Re Ashtorth, Sibley v. Ashforth, 
(1905] 1 Ch. 5385; He Nash, Cook wv. Frederick, (1910] 





1 Ch. 1. 

6381. -- ---..—AYTON v. AYTON, No. 6348, ante. 

6382. .I—BERKELEY v. SWINBURNE, No. 
6351. ante. 

6383. — ..|—Gift to A. for life, & after her 


PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 3.—C. (e) iil. 
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6380 ii. ——— .]}—Munray’s TRUSTEE v. Murray, [1919] S. C. 552; 56 Se. L. R. 503; [1919] 29. L. T. 47.—SCOT. 
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decease to all the children of B., who should be 
living at testator’s death or be born afterwards 
who should attain twenty-one, with a direction 
that no child should be excluded in consequence 
of any other child having attained a vested 
interest :—Held:; the class was to be ascertained 
upon the latter of these two events, viz., a child 
of B. attaining twenty-one & the death of A., & 
a child born after that period was excluded.— 
Parsons v. JUSTICE (1865), 34 Beav. 598; 55 


HK. R. 766. 

6384. ——-.|—-BATSON v. ROWLANDs, No. 6361, 
ante. 

6385. -—— Child en ventre sa mere at death of 


life tenant.|—Moaa v. Moaa, No. 6350, ante. 


iv. Persons Dying During Tenancy for Life. 
See Sect. 20, sub-sect. 3, E. (c), post. 


v. Gift Afler Gift of Annuity. 

6386. Period of distribution—Death of annui- 
tant.|—BowLres v. More (1755), 9 Mod. Rep. 
491; 88 KE. R. 595. 

6387. —--- —----.]—Testator devised & be- 
queathed his residuary real & personal estate to 
trustees upon trust for sale & conversion, & out 
of the income to arise therefrom, to pay certain 
annuities to his wife & children respectively. The 
trustees were then directed to stand possessed of 
the balance thereof upon the trusts thereinafter 
declared ; & testator directed that, if any of his 
children should die in his lifetime or afterwards, 
without having acquired w vested interest in the 
income or trust moneys, leaving any child or 
children, then & in such case such last-mentioned 
child or children should be entitled to the same 
share of the income as his, her, or their deceased 
parent would have been entitled to, if living; & 
from & after the determination of the estates & 
interests in the trust property thereinbefore limited 
& given, upon trust to divide same between & 
amongst the whole of testator’s grandchildren in 
equal shares per capita, as & when they, being 
respectively a son or sons, should attain the age 
of twenty-one years, or being a daughter or 
daughters, should attain that age or marry, for 
their own use & benctit absolutely. Upon the 
questions as to what would be the period of 
distribution of the capital, & amongst whom such 
capital would be divisible :—Held: no distribu- 
tion could take place until the death of the last 
surviving annuitant, & all testator’s grandchildren 
then existing would be entitled to share equally.— 
Re Wiscox, iscon v. WattE (1883), 48 L. J. 510. 

a Whether as at death of testator. 

I. S. devised all her real estate to trustees for a 
ne of five hundred years to raise £200 for the 
purposes in the will mentioned, & after the deter- 
mination of that term & subject thereto to other 
trustees for a term of one thousand years in trust, 
to pay out of the rents certain annuities & subject 
to the two terms, she gave the premises to all & 
every the child & childven of her brother T. G. 
& the heirs of oe bodies, etc. T. G. had two 
children at the death of testatrix, & one born, 
afterwards, but before the death of the annuitants. 
This is an immediate devise, & the last mentioned 
child being born after testatrix’s death, is not 
entitled to any share of the premises.—SINGLETON 
v. GILBERT (1784), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 68; 29 BE. XK. 
1066, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Picken v. Matthews (1878), 10 Ch. D. 

264. Refd. Godfrey v. Davis (1801), 6 Ves. 43. 

6389. —-—— ——.]—Hequest of residue, in trust, 
after payment of an annuity of £50 to A. for life, 
to apply the residue of the interest towards the 
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maintenance of the children of B. until twenty- 
one, & in case of the death of A. during their 
minority, to apply the whole or so much as was 
necessary in the same way, & after the death of A., 
when such children attained twenty-one, to 
transfer the principal to them. There was a gift 
over in case there should be no children of B. 
living at the death of A. The fund was more 
than sufficient to provide for the annuity :—Held: 
the gift to the children was not confined to those 
living at the death of testatrix.—GARDNER v. 
JAMES (1843), 6 Beav. 170; 49 i. I. 790. 

6390. —-— —— .|—Where a sum directed by 
testatrix to be set apart for an annuity was be- 
queathed, on the death of the annuitant, to such 
of testatrix’s nephews & nieces as should be 
‘then ” living, & the child & children of such of 
them as should be ‘‘then’”’ dead :—Held: the 
children of a nephew who was dead at the date 
of the will were entitled to participate, & their 
interests vested at the death of testatrix.—Re 
FAULDING’S TRUST (1858), 26 Beav. 263; 28 
L. J. Ch. 217; 32 L. T. O. S. 154; 4 Jur. N.S 
1289; 53 In. R. 899; sub nom. Re PAULDING’S 
Trusts, 7 W. R. 74. 

6391. —Testator, after giving an 
annuity to his wife, gave to his seven children all 
his real & personal estate, & provided that, after 
the decease of his wife, the annuity, together with 
all rents, interest, dividends, & profits arising from 
his estate should be divided between his children 
equally. Ile directed his exors. to sell & convert 
his furniture, lands, houses, tenements, & other 
property whenever it should appear to their satis- 
faction that such sale should be for the benefit of 
his children, & that all the money arising from the 
sale should be invested in trust for the “benctit of 
his children as therein mentioned :-—feld: the 
interests of the children vested at the death of 
testator, the direction to convert was peremptory, 
& the property must be considered as converted 








from the time of testator’s death.—Re Raw, 
Morris tv. GRIFFITHS (1884), 26 Ch. D. 601; 53 


L. J. Ch. 1051; 51 1. T. 2833; 382 W. It. 986. 
Annotations :— Refd. Z¢c Hotchkys, Freko v. Calmady (1886), 
34 W.1. 569; Kirkland », Peattield (1903), 88 L. T. 47 

Gresham Life’ Assce., Soe. 1. 

SR7. 

6392. Gift of principal of residue after 
death of annuitant—No gift of life interest, thereon.} 
—(1) Where there was a gift of residue to a class, 
& no tenancy for life of the income of that residue, 
but the division of the principal was postponed 
until after the death of one annuitant, the general 
rule that the class must be ascertained at the death 
of testator was adhered to. 

(2) Bequest of an annuity to a father for the 
maintenance of his children until they respec- 
tively attain twenty-one, & a further bequest of a 
principal sum to be divided among the children 
as they respectively attain twenty-one, the amount 
of the annuity will not be reduced proportionately 
as the children respectively come of age.--BORTOFT 
v. WADSWORTH (1864), 12 W. BR. 52% 

6393. —---—- Date of will a itestator bequeathed 
all the stock in the funds which he might die 
possessed of to trustees. upon trust to pay an 
annuity to his wife for life, & after her decease 
upon trust to pay & apply the dividends of the 
stock to & for the proper use & benefit of E., the 
eldest daughter of his brother J., & the other 
children of his brother, in equal shares, for their 
respective lives. He directed that the principal 
stock should be divided & apportioned to & 
amongst all & every the lawful issue of the said E., 
é& the other children of his brother, in equal shares 
é& proportions, & be assigned to them respectively, 


a 


Crowther (1914), 111 L. 
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upon their severally attaining the age of twenty- 
one years, & to the survivors or survivor of them. 
He left the residue of his estate to his wife. Bv a 
codicil he explained that by E., the eldest daughter 
of his brother, he meant an illegitimate daughter 
called E. At the date of testator’s will & of his 
death his brother had three children only ; 
namely, H., M. & J. Of these EK. survived the 
widow & had a child, who also survived the widow ; 
M. died in the widow’s lifetime, leaving a child 
who survived the widow; & J. died in the widow’s 
lifetime without leaving issue:—Held: by the 
expression “‘ E. & the other children ’’ testator 
intended the three children of his brother living 
at the date of the will; each of the three children 
took a life interest only in one-third of the divi- 
dends; &, consequently, upon the death of the 
widow E. took a life interest in one-third of the 
dividends, & each of the children of F. & M. took 
one-third of the capital.—LeracH v. LEACH (1843), 
2Y.&C. Ch. Cas. 495. 

Anna :—Refd. Habergham v. Ridehalgh (1870), L. R. 

9 lig. 395. 


vi. Particular Words and Phrases. 

6394. **Then living ’’—Reference to death of 
tenant for life.|—T'cstator bequeathed the residue 
of his personal estate to his exors. in trust for the 
benefit of his wife & children living at his decease, 
in manner following (that is to say), to pay the 
dividends to his wife for her life, & after her 
decease to apply them for the benefit of his 
children then living; but his meaning was that 
such of them as should then have attained twenty- 
one should have their shares, & that the others 
should have their shares on attaining that age ; 
& he directed, that, in case of the death of all his 
children under the age of twenty-one without 
issue, such residue should go to his wife; but 
that if there should be issue of any of his children 
living, after the death of the whole of such children, 
it should be divided amongst such issue :—Held : 
the children living at the death of the wife were 
entitled to the residue, to the exclusion of the 
issue of a child who died in the wife's lifetime.— 
LA Rocuké v. DAvriEs (1837), 3 Y. & C. Kx. 612, n., 
1 Jur. 574,; 160 E. R. 846, L. C. 

6395. .j—-Testator devised all his real 
& personal estate to his wife for life, & after her 
decease, to such of his children as should be then 
living, their heirs, exors., administrators, & 
assigns, share & share alike, as tenants in common, 
with benetit of survivorship in case any died with- 
out issue under twenty-one; but if any of them 
his children should happen to die, leaving lawful 
issue, testator willed that such issue should take 
their tather’s or mother’s share. Testator left 
several children, of whom one only, a son. survived 
the wife; but one of the others, a daughter, left 
issue :—Held: the son was entitled to the whole 
property, to the exclusion of the issue of the 
daughter; such children only of testator being 
entitled to the benefits of the will as were living 
at the death of the wife.—Hz p. HUNTER (1839), 
3 YY. & C. Ex. 610; 160 BE. R. 845. 

6396. ——— -|—Testator gave the interest 
of £400 during the life of J. his daughter, & after 
her decease, in case she should die without issue, 
the principal to his other eight children, then 
living, equally; & if any should be then dead, 
his or her issue, if any, should be entitled to the 
shares or share of him or her then dead ;_ but if J. 
should happen to leave any issue surviving then the 
£400 to be divided into nine equal shares, one to go 














WILLS. 


to such her issue, & the other eight to be divided 
in such manner as the whole was directed to be 
divided in case of her dying without issue. J. 
died unmarried, the eight other children having 
survived the testator, but died in her lifetime, 
leaving issue :—Held: the legacy should be 
divided into eighths, & go to the grandchildren & 
remoter issue living at the death of J.—SourHam 
v. BLAKE (1854), 2 W. R. 446. 

A ie oa gee Re Flower, Matheson v. Goodwyn (1890), 


6397. |The word ‘then’ used 
twice in the same sentence in a will construed, in 
the first instance, as pointing to the event, & in 
the second as an adverb of time. 

Testator devised an estate to his sons P. & J. 
equally, during the life of P., & until his youngest 
child attained twenty-one, & on the death of P., 
& on the youngest child attaining twenty-one, to 
sell it & pay one-half of the money to J. & his 
heirs, & the other half among the then living 
children of P. ‘‘ But.”’ (said testator) ‘* in case of 
J.’s death without lawful issue before the division 
takes place, then I give his half share to & amongst 
my then living grandchildren, share & share alike.”’ 
J. died without issue in 1827, P. died in 1858 :— 
Held: the grandchildren were to be ascertained 
at the death of P., & the representatives of a 
grandchild who died in 1856 took no share.—GILL 
v. BARRETT (1860), 29 Beav. 372; 54 EK. R. 671. 

6398, -—- — -~—-—.]—Testator, inan obscure will, 
gave a life interest to A., with remainder to his 
children, & in the event of A. dying without: 
leaving a child who should attain twenty-one, 
directed his estates to be converted, & the moneys 
arising therefrom to be divided ‘ share & share 
alike, amongst the children of X., Y., & Z., each 
& every of the persons so to be benefited, then 
living, to have an equal share one with the other 3 
& if any of the persons so intended to be benefited 
shall be then dead. & leave a child or children, 
grandchild or grandchildren, such child or children, 
grandchild ov grandchildren, is & are entitled to 
the same share as their father, mother, grand- 
father, or grandmother, as the case might be, 
would have been entitled to had each such person 
thereby intended to be benefited been then 
living.’ A. died a bachelor” :-—-Held: (1) the 
children of X.. Y., & Z., who were living at A.’s 
death. were alone, of the first class of takers, 
entitled to a share; (2) the children or grand- 
children of the first takers, dying in the lhfetime 
of the tenant for life, must themselves be living at: 
A.’s decease to be entitled to a share.—PALMER v. 
CRUTWELL (1862), & Jur. N.S. 479. 

6399. ——— —----./-~Testator bequeathed a life 
interest in the residue of his estate to his three 
children, & directed that after their decease 
‘* respectively ” the third part of such residue was 
to go ‘‘ unto such of their children as shall be then 
living, & the child or children of such of them as 
should be then dead, their exors., administrators, 
& assigns, in equal shares & proportions ” :- - 
Held: on the death of each child his share went 
amongst such of the children of all the bene- 
ficiaries as were actually living at the date of the 
death of the child.—-BKBROWN v. THOMPSON, BROWN 
v. DEWICK, Brown v. Dewick (1865), 13 L. T. 











3953; 11 Jur. N.S. 922; 14 W. RR. 76. 
6400. -BRITNELL v. WALTON, [1869] 
W.N, 238. 


Annotation :—Refd. Heasman v. Pearse (1871), 40 L. J. Ch. 
258. 
6401. ——- ---—..]—Testator bequeathed to his 
son S. ‘ the interest of £2,000, to be paid him by 
my exor. yearly so long as he lives, & then the 
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principal to be divided amongst my real sons & 
daughters that are living, except my son that has 
the interest paid him.” The will contained no 
residuary gift. Testator left S., & eight other 
children, who all predeceased S.:—Held: the 
class amongst whom upon the death of S. the 
£2,000 was to be divided, must be ascertained at 
the death of S., & tho gift over failing, & there 
being an intestacy, the next of kin of testator 
living at his death were entitled.—ec DaAvis’s 
Trusts (1872), 27 L. 'T'. 477; 12 Cox, C. C. 295. 
Annotation :-—Consd. Talbot v. Jevers (1917), 117 lL. T. 430. 
6402. Unless contrary intention 
appears.|—Testator having given property to his 
wife while unmarried, & after her decease to his 
children ‘‘ then living”? :—Held: the children 
living at that time, alone would take, unless it 
appeared upon the construction of the whole will 
& to effectuate a clear intention appearing in other 
parts of it, that the words ‘‘ then living ”’ ought to 
be rejected as repugnant, or to be qualified in 
order to give effect to other words inconsistent 
with them.—TAWNEY v. WarRD (1839), 1 Beavy. 
563; 48 E. R. 1059. 
are laton :—Apld. Pritchard v. Norris (1855), 25 1.7. O.S., 


6403. Attainment of specified age by 
beneficiaries.|-—Testator cannot have intended 
this sale to take place during the life of his wife. 
He never meant to take away the income in specie 
which he had given to her. In saying that the 
sale is to take place when the youngest child 
attains twenty-one he means that the sale is to 
take place when both events have happened, the 
death of the wife, & the youngest child’s attaining 
twenty-one. In directing the proceeds to be 
held in trust for a class of persons *‘ then" living, 
he means living at the time at which, according to 
the will, the sale was to take place (JAMES, L.J.).— 
Re DEIGUTON’S SETTLED ESTATES (1876), 2 Ch. D. 
7833 460 L. J. Ch. 825; 85 L. T. 81, CL. A. 


Annotation :-— Distd. 2c Milne, Grant v. Heysham (1887), 37 
das T 82h, 


6404, —-—--- -—— Prior gifts both direct & through 
medium of trustees.}—A wealthy Parsi resident 
of Bombay died on Apr. 3, 1906, leaving his wife S., 
twosons, J. & K., & several daughters him surviving. 
Dy his will dated Apr. 10, 1905, after appoint- 
ing exors. & trustees, & leaving annuities to mem- 
bers of his family during the life of S., directing 
that) the residuary income should be divided «& 
paid during her hfe to J. & W.. & making provision 
in the event of either son’s death for his widow & 
issue, he devised to SS. for her life ** Capadia 
Hlouse ’? in which he was living, & directed his 
exors. during the life of S. to Jet another house of 
his called ** Rutton Villa,”’ the rent of which was 
to count as part of the residuary income. ‘Testator 
further (Clause 19) directed that “ after the decease 
of my wife, or in case she shall predecease me, 
then forthwith after my death ” the exors. should 
stand seised & possessed of *‘ Capadia House & 
the furniture therein, & Rutton Villa & all my 
residuary property,” & he devised “ Capadia 
JTouse”’? to the trustees upon trust for his son 
J. for life, & in the event of his death, upon trust 
for his widow & issue in such shares as J. may by 
his will appoint to his widow, ‘ & subject thereto 
& in default of any such appointment upon trust 
to J.’s issue, & in default of any such issue, & sub- 
ject to any appointment for his widow as afore- 
said upon trust for his brother K.. if then living, 
& failing him upon trust for the right heirs of me,” 
testator. In Clause 21 there were similar limita- 
tions with respect to “ Rutton Villa,” except that 
it was devised to IX. & the sons’ names were in 








ey 
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inverse order. J. died in June, 1908, without 
widow or issue, but S. was still living. In a suit 


by K. claiming that on J.’s death he became entitled 
to ‘‘ Capadia House,” & his share of the residuary 
property subject to the life interest of S. :—Held: 
the case fell within the rule ‘‘ that where there 
is a gift after prior interests to persons then living 
the word ‘then’ refers most naturally to the last 
antecedent,’”? & the words ‘if then living” in 
Clause 20 of the will in suit meant living at the 
death of J.—Karxusuru BEZzonNJI NANABHOY 
CAPADIA v. SHIRINBAI Brezongi Cavapia (1918), 
I. lL. R. 43 Bom. 88, P. C. 

6405. --—— Reference to death of remainderman 
—-Gift over if remainderman predeceases tenant for 
life.|—Testator bequeathed £1,000 to A. for life 
with remainder to her issue, & in default of issue 
to S. absolutely. But if S. should die before 
decease of A., then he gave the sum to such of her 
children as should be ‘‘ then living ”’ :—Held: 
‘then living’’ meant living at the death of S.-— 
Drew v. DREW (1874), 22 W. R. 314. 

6406. ‘‘ Then dead ’’—Reference to death of 
tenant for life.|— Testator gave long annuities to 
A. for life, & if she died without leaving issue her 
surviving. then to B. & C., to be paid to them at. 
twenty-one, if both living ; but if either should be 
then dead, then to the survivor. B. & C. both 
attained twenty-one, but died in the lifetime of A., 
who died without issue :—Held: the word then 
had reference to the death of A. without issue; & 
the residuary legatee, & not the representatives of 
B. & C. took.—WIDDICOMBE v. MULLER (1853), 
1 Drew. 443 ; 22 L. J. Ch. 614; 1 W. 2. 223; OL 
KK. R. 621. 

6407. --.—,.|—-Bequest of residue upon 
trust for ID. for life, & from & after her decease 
upon trust for all the children of J. & ‘ the lawful 
issue of such of them as may be then dead, in 
equal shares & proportions, to take per slirpes & 
not per capita.’ D., & all the children of J., pre- 
deceased testator. Only one of the children of J., 
predeceased testator. Only one of the children of 
J. was ever married, & she survived D. & left 
children :—Held : the word ‘‘ then ’’ must be read 
as referring to the death of D., & consequently 
there was an intestacy, & testator’s next-of-kin 
were entitled.—Re MILNE, GRANT v. HEYSHAM 
(1887), 56 L. J. Ch. 543; 56 L. T. 8525 affd., 57 
L. T. 828, C. A. 

** Survivors.’’|—See Sect. 27, post. 











(f) Gift Over on Forfetiure of Interest. 


6408. On bankruptcy—Class ascertained on ad- 
judication.|—-By a second codicil testator narrowed 
down an absolute gift in the will to W., which had 
been reduced to a life interest in the first codicil to a 
life interest. forfeitable on bkpcy.. & after this 
interest had determined the property was to go 
upon the trusts ‘‘ in the will contained,” “ & as an 
acceleration to such trusts ’’—i.e.. to all the chil- 
dren of W. who attained twenty-one. One child, 
pltf., had attained that age :—Held: the class was 
closed as soon as W. was adjudicated a bkpt.—lHe 
CURZON, MARTIN v. PERRY (1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 362. 

Gifts over on forfeiture of interest generally.|— 
See Sect. 30, post. 


(g) Gift Over on Marriage. 


6409. Class ascertained on marriage.|—Bequest 
to A. during widowhood, & immediately after her 
death or second marriage, whichever event should 
first happen, to trustees to sell & divide between 
several persons named, such of them as should be 
living at the death of A. A. married again:- - 
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_the property thereupon became immedi- 

ately distributable.—BAINBRIDGE v. CREAM (1852), 

16 Beay. 25; 19 L. T. O. S. 151; 51 E. R. 

685. 

Annotations :—Apld. Stanford v. Stunford (1886), 34 Ch. D. 
362. Dbtd. & Folld. Re Tucker, Bowchier ». Gordon 
(1887), 56 L. J. Ch. 449. Apld. Re Dear, Helby v. Dear 
(1889), 58 L. J. Ch. 659. Consd. Re Tredwell, Jetfray rv. 
Tredwell, [1891] 2 Ch. 640. Dbtd. & Folld. #2 Warner, 
Watts v. Silvey, [1918] 1 Ch. 368, 


6410. —---—.,--Where a will contains a gift of an 
estate for life or until marriage, followed by a gift 
over, in terms depending on marriage only, the 
gift over will be construed to take effect on the 
determination of the previous estate whether by 
death or marriage; & there is no difference in this 
respect whether the first estate is limited to a 
widow or to any other persons. 

If the gift over be in favour of a class, to be 
ascertained on the determination of the previous 
estate by marriage, the class will, nevertheless, be 
ascertained at the time, when the previous estate 
determines either way.---WALPOLE v. LASLETT 
(1862), 1 New Rep. 18035 7 Ll. T. 526. 

6411. —-——. -——Jestator directed his trustees to 
pay the income of a certain sum of money to A., 
the widow of W., for life, or until she should marry 
again, & from & immediately after her death or 
remarriage to pay & divide the sum equally 
between all the children of A. & W. living at the 
death of their mother & the issue of deceased 
children, such issue to take their parents’ share :—- 
Held: the class must be ascertained upon the 
marrying again of the widow.—e ‘TUCKER, 
BOWCHIER v. GORDON (1887), 56 L. J. Ch. 449 3 56 
L.'T. 1183; 385 W. R. 344. 

Annotation :--Folld. Re Warner, Watts rv. 

1 Ch. 368. 

6412. -——.' Testator gave his property to his 
widow for the benefit of his children so Jong as his 
wife remained unmarried, & in the event of her 
marrying, gave her a life interest in £2,000, which 
he directed to be invested, & in the event of her 
death, to be divided equally between his children 
He then authorised certain advancements on loan 
to be made to his children, & continued: ‘‘ At my 
wife’s death the estate then remaining is to be 
divided into four parts, & the proceeds divided 
equally amongst the children then surviving.’ 
The widow married again :—- Held: the residue 
vested in the children living at the widow’s re- 
marriage.—fe DEAR, HELBY v. DEAR (1889), 58 
L. J. Ch. 659 + 61 LU. 0. 482 5 38 W. R31. 

SU arn aaa Ke Tredwell, Jeffray v. Tredwell, [1891] 

2 Ch. 6-40. 

6413. ——- .) -Testator gave property to trustees 
in trust to pay the income to his wife during her 
widowhood, & after her ‘* death or remarriage,” to 
hold the property in trust ‘‘for all or any my 
children or child living at. the decease of the sur- 
vivor of myself & my wife & the children then 
living of any deceased child of mine,’ who were to 
take the parent’s share. At the date of the 
widow's remarriage all testator’s children were 
living, but in her lifetime one child died leaving 
children, & there were children of one of the 
surviving children of testator :—Held : the children 
living at the date of the remarriage then took imme- 
diate vested interests to the exclusion of all grand- 
children.—Re WARNER, WaTTs v. SILVEY, [1918] 


Silvey, [1918] 
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share & 
p. Gift to issue of deceased men 

of a class—Death before  teatator.j— 

Testatrix, having a power of appoint- 


ment over a fund, bequeathed all her 
money under settlement to bo divided 
share alike 
nephews & nieces, the children of those 
who might be deceased to be entitled 
to the share of their parents :—Held : 


WILLS. 


1 Ch. 368; 87 L. J. Ch. 234; 118 L. T. 353; 34 
T. L. R. 180; 62 Sol. Jo. 159. 

6414. |—P. on Aug. 11, 1910, by deed 
settled funds on usual trusts for his daughter B. 
for life & her issue, with a gift over in default of her 
issue, which happened, for the children of his three 
other children on attaining twenty-one or marriage. 
The settlement. empowered B. by deed or will to 
appoint one-half of the income of the trust funds in 
favour of any husband of hers who might survive 
her during his widowhood. On the same day IL. 
made his will & bequeathed the sum of £20,000 to 
the persons who at his death should be the trustces 
of the settlement ‘to be held upon the trusts,”’ 
etc., in such settlement declared concerning the 
property thereby settled, & so that such trusts, 
etc., should ‘‘ take effect in relation to the sum of 
£20,000 in the same manner in all respects as if 
such sum had formed part of the property origi- 
nally settled by such indenture.”’ P.’s three other 
children were married, & at his death in 1917 he had 
several grandchildren. 3. died in 1918, & by her 
will made in 1912, after reciting the settlement 
appointed one-half of the income of ‘‘ the trust 
fund thereby settled’? to her husband during his 
widowhood. The husband claimed one-half of the 
income of the whole of the trust funds, including 
the £20,000, & two of the grandchildren, who had 
attained twenty-one, claimed immediate payment 
of their respective shares in one-half of the capital 
of the whole of the trust funds :—Held: the class 
of grandchildren to take under the gift over did 
not close when the eldest grandchild attained 
twenty-one but remained open until the death of 
the husband, & the two grandchildren who had 
attained twenty-one were not entitled to immediate 
payment of any part of the capital of the trust 
funds.—fe PAUL'S SETTLEMENT TRusts, PAUL v. 
NELSON, [192011 Ch. 99; 88 lL. J. Ch. 5803; 121 
L. 'T. 5445; 63 Sol. Jo. 724. 

Annolation :--Consd. Re Campbell’s Trusts, Public Trustee 

v. Campbell, (1922) 1 Ch. 55]. 

Gift over on marriage generally.:—Sce Sect. 25, 
sub-sect. 3, D., post. 








(th) Power of Appointnrent lo Class. 

6415. Whether class ascertained at death of 
donee of power.|——Bequest to such of the children 
of A. as B. shall by will direct, &, in default of 
such direction, among the children share & share 
alike. 13.’8s disposition by will in favour of the 
children living at her death, established against 
the claim of one born afterwards, under the general 
words.—-PAuIL v. COMPTON (L803), & Ves. 375 5 32 
KE. R. 400, 1. C. 

6416.-.- . -By a settlement. the trustees 
were, after the death of the husband, in case of 
his surviving his wife. to stand possessed of the 
residue, in trust for all & every of such one or 
more of the wife’s relations in blood, at the time 
of her decease, within the eighth degree of con- 
sanguinity to her, in such shares & proportions, & 
with such future or executory or other trusts, 
being for the benefit of the relations in blood 
of the wife within the degree aforesaid, as the wife 
should by will direct or appoint :—J/cld: the 
power to be exercised as to the future or executory 
trusts for the relations in blood within the pre- 
scribed degree, applied only to those relations living 
at the death of the wife.—IHArvey v. STRACRKY 





the children of a nephew whu was doad 
at the date of the will were not entitled 
to a share of the fund.—-ATKINSON ¢. 


her 
AueINGON (1872), 61. RR. Kq. 184, 189, 


between 
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(1852), 1 Drew. 73; 22 L. J. Ch. 23; 16 Jur. 771; 
61 E. R. 879; sub nom. HaRvEy v. STRACEY, 
HARVEY v. HARVEY, 20 L. T. O. S. 61. 


Annotations :—Apld. Churchill v. Churchill (1867), L. R. 
5 Eq. 44; Re Farncombe’s Trust (1878), 9 Ch. D. 652. 
Avprvd. Re Witty, Wright v. Robinson, [1913] 2 Ch. 668. 

d. Whitehead v. Bennett (1853), 1 Eq. Rep. 560; 
Pomfret ». Perring (1854), 18 Beav. 618; Minchin v. 
Minchin (1871), 19 W. R. 993: Re Beale’s Settlmt., 
Barrett v. Beales, (1905] 1 Ch. 256; Re Thompson, Thomp- 
son v. Thompson (1906), 75 L. J. Ch. 599. 








eves -|—Re SAVILLE’s Trusts, No. 6719, 
post. 
6418. -]—The donee of a power to appoint 


a fund in favour of her own issue, ‘‘ such issue to 
be born before any such appointment,’’ by deed, 
after reciting the power & her desire to exercise it, 
& the state of her family, appointed the fund to 
her daughter for life, & after the daughter’s death 
to the daughter’s children in equal shares on their 
respectively attaining twenty-one, but if any of 
such children should die under twenty-one leaving 
issue, the share of the child so dying was to go to 
such issue, to vest at twenty-one. At the date of 
the appointment the daughter had three children 
living, including one en ventre sa mere, & she had 
three born afterwards. One of the children had 
attained twenty-one, & the rest were minors :— 
Held: issue in existence at the date of the deed 
of appointment were the only objects of the power. 
—Re FARNCOMBE’S Trusts (1878), 9 Ch. D. 652 ; 
47 L. J. Ch. 328. 


Annotation :- -Consd. Re Witty, Wright v. Robinson, [1913] 
2 Ch. 666. 


6419. — — Power of appointment in favour of 
children or grandchildren.|—Testator pave his 
wife a power of appointment in favour of “ his 
children including grandchildren & more remote 
issue, such issue coming into being in the lifetime 
of his wife’’:—Held: under an appointment to 
grandchildren, a grandchild born after the decease 
of testator’s widow might take.—THOMAS v. LLOYD 
(1856), 25 Beav. 620; 53 E. R. 778. 

6420. Limited to survivors of donee.|— 
J. by his will gave to his niece the rents of houses 
for her life, & after her death devised the houses 
to her children by her late husband, in what 
proportions she should by her will direct. At 
testator’s death, the niece had nine children, but 
four died in her lifetime :—Held:; all the five 
surviving children were entitled, to the exclusion 
of the representatives of those who died in the 
lifetime of their mother.—AkkOW v. BELLAMY 
(1831), 9 L. J. O. S. Ch. 198. 

6421. Class ascertained at death of testator.]— 
Testator appointed H. his exor. & trustee, & gave 
him all his estate, “‘ upon trust for all my children 
& their issue in such shares & in such manner 
as I shall by codicil direct or appoint, or, failing 
any such direction or appointment by me, then in 
such shares as... H., shall in his discretion 
think fit & proper.” Testator never made a 
codicil, & left children, grandchildren, & a great- 

andchild :—Held: (1) the children & their issue 
iving at the death of testator were entitled to the 
estate, subject to the power of selection given to 
H.; (2) the power so given to him was not con- 
fined to directing in what shares members of 
the class were to take, but that he could place 
any share in settlment.—Re HUGHES, HUGHES v. 
Footner, [1921] 2 Ch. 208; 91 L. J. Ch. 10; 
127 L. T. 117. 


Annotation :—Expld. Re Combe, Combe v. Combe, [1925] 
1 Ch. 210. 


6422. Effect of release of power.|——Testator 
disposed of his income for twenty-one years from 
his decease, & after the expiration of that period 
gave two-fifths of his residue in trust for R.’s 
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children or remoter issue as R. should by will 
appoint & in default of appointment in trust for 
all R.’s children who being sons should attain 
twenty-one or being daughters should attain that 
age or marry. 

Testator died on Mar. 11, 1905, so that the 
twenty-one years’ period expired on Mar. 11, 1926. 
R. at present had one child only, namely. a son A., 
who attained twenty-one on Mar. 18, 1916. On 
Mar. 12, 1924, R. released his testamentary power. 

On Feb. 26, 1925, A. died, having by his will of 
Feb. 13 appointed F. & R. exors. & bequeathed 
his property to R.:—Held: R. having released 
his power, & A. having attained twenty-one within 
the twenty-one years’ period, the class in default 
of appointment closed at the end of that period, 
in accordance with the ordinary rule of con- 
venience, so that A.’s exors. were entitled to the 
fund to the exclusion of any future born children 
of R. Semble: if the power had not been released 
the class might have been kept open during R.’s 
life, or until release.—Re CHARTRES, FARMAN v. 
BARRETT, [1927] 1 Ch. 466; 96 L. J. Ch. 241; 137 
L. T. 52. 

Power of appointment to class, generally.]— 
See Powers, Vol. XXXVII., pp. 426-429, Nos. 
345-366. 


(i) Alternative Donees—Substitutional Gifts. 
See Sub-sect. 5, C. (ce) v., post. 


(7) Next of Kin. 
See Sub-sect. 11, J., post. 


(k) Issue. 
See Sub-sect. 11, F., post. 


(1) Relations. 
See Sub-sect. 11, L., post. 


D. Right to Capital. 
6423. Whether capital payable at period of dis- 
tribution—Gift on attaining specified age.|—-MIL.s 
v. Norris, No. 6318, ante. 














6424. .|—BRANDON v. ASTON, No. 
6431, post. 
6425. | — Re Latiam’s Trusts, 


SEYMOUR v. BOLTON (1901), 46 Sol. Jo. 136. 








6426. -———.|—-Re Faux, TAYLOR v. Faux, 
No. 6363, ante. 
6427. Direction for distribution on death of 


all children.|—-Testator directed that the income of 
his property, consisting of movable & real estate, 
be divided between his children; that in the 
event of any child dying leaving issue his or her 
share of income should be paid to the issue; & 
if a child left no issue deceased child’s share should 
be divided among the survivors; & he finally 
directed that ‘‘ on the death of all’’ his children 
his estate should ‘‘ be winded up & converted into : 
money’’... & divided among the children of 
his sons & daughters per stirpes. Testator was 
survived by four children—A. who died un- 
married, G., who died in 1880, survived by applt., 
who became of age in 1898, M. & J.; the two latter 
were still alive & had families. Applt. claimed 
payment of one-third of the corpus of testator’s 
estate :—Held: applt. was not entitled to im- 
mediate payment on the ground that the third of 
the income of the corpus was not by any means the 
same as the income of a severed portion of the 
estate; & it did not follow that if the estate was 
not divided that the remaining portion of the 
estate left undivided would represent in the future 
the present value.—MACCUI.LOCH v. ANDERSON, 
[1904] A. C. 55, H. LL. 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 3, #.] 
E. Right to Income. 


6428. Gift on attaining specified age—Right of 
persons attaining age.|—-Legacy by a grancfather 
in trust for the five children by name & all & every 
the child & children of his son equally ; the shares 
to be assigned equally at twenty-one, or upon 
marriage of the daughters, with power to advance 
money for putting out all & every or any of the 
sons to business. The first attaining twenty-one 
is entitled to receive his share then.—PRESCOTT v. 
LONG (1795), 2 Ves. 690; 30 E. R. 845, L. C. 








oe .|—MILLs v. Norris, No. 6318, 
ante. 
6430. .| — Testator gave real & 








personal estate to trustees, to accumulate the 
rents, etc., for twenty years after his decease ; 
&, after certain payments, to stand possessed of 
the accumulated fund, in trust for all & every the 
child & children of his children A., B. & C. “ now 
born or who shall hereafter be born, during the 
lifetime of their respective parents,’ as should 
attain twenty-one or marry with consent, & 
whether born or unborn when any other of them 
attain the age or time aforesaid, & their respective 
exors., administrators & assigns.”’ 

At the expiration of the twenty years there 
were several children of B. who had attained 
twenty-one; but A. & B. were still living :— 
Held: (1) the grandchildren had vested interests 
in the fund, subject to be divested or diminished 
in the event of there being other children of A. or 
B. who should attain twenty-one or marry: 
(2) in the meantime, the grandchildren who had 
attained vested interests were entitled to the 
income of the accumulated fund.—ScotTr  v. 
SCARBOROUGH (HARL) (1838), 1 Beav. 154; 8 
L. J. Ch. 65; 48 E. R. 898. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. Re Jeffery, Burt v. Arnold, 

[1891] 1 Ch. 671. _Expld. Re Holford, Holford v. Holford, 

i ae 30. Refd. Re Jeffery, Arnold v. Burt, [1895] 

6431. ——- - -|— Bequest of a personal fund 
to such of the children of J. as should live to 
attain the age of twenty-one vears. J. had three 
children, two of whom, having attained twenty- 
one. applied for payment of their shares. Under 
the circumstances of the case the ct. declined to 
pay over to them any part of the capital, but 
allowed them to receive the interest of two-thirds 
without prejudice to the claim of after-born 
children of J.—BRANDON v. ASTON (1843), 2 Y. & 
C. Ch. Cas. 24: 63 KE. R. 11. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Rochford v. Hackman (1852), 9 Hare, 
475 ; Re Jeffery, Burt. Arnold, [1891]1Ch. 671. Apprvd. 
Re Holford, Holford v. Holford, [1894] 3 Ch. 30. Refd. 
ChurchiJl v. Marks (1844), 1 Coll. 441. Mentd. Zee Stultz 
(1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 918, n.; Re Smith (1862), 2 John. & H. 
594; Re Catt’s Trusts (1864), 10 Jur. N. 8. 536: Re 
Griffiths, Jones v. Jenkins, [1926] Ch. 1007. 








6432. - — -|—MAINWARING v. BEEVOR, 
No. 6297, ante. 
6438. ~——- .|— ROCHFORD v. FTLACKMAN 





(1852), 9 Hare, 475; 21 L. J. Ch. 511; 19 L. T. 
0.8.4; 16 Jur. 212; 68 EB. R. 597. 


Annotations z Apia. Re_ Holford, Holford »v. Holford, 
{1894) 3 Ch. 30. Mentd. Ze otulbe 1853); 22-..J..Ch. 
918, n.; Hare v. Burpee (1857), 4 K. & J. 45; Joel v. 
Mills (1857), 3 K. & J. 458; Re Catt’s Trusts (1864), 2 
Hem. M. 46; Pearson v. Dolman (1866), L. R. 3 Eq. 
315; Craven v. Brady (1869), 4 Ch. App. 296: Re Stono’s 
Ketate (1869), 18 W. R. 222 ; Re Amherst’s Trusts (1872), 
L. R. 13 Eq 464; Hurst v. Hurst (1882), 21 Ch. D. 278; 
Re Machu (1882), 21 Ch. D. 838; He Dugdale, Dugdale v. 
Dugdale (1888), 38 Ch. D. 176; Re Moore, Trafford v. 
Maconochic (1888), 89 Ch. D. 116; Adams v. Adama, 
{1892] 1 Ch. 369; Carew, Carew v. Carew, (1896) 1 Ch. 
527; Re Riggs, kr p. Lovell, [1901) 2 K. B. 16; ynn v. 
Conway Corpn., [1914] 2 Ch. 705. 


_ 6434. .} — Bequest of £1,000, the 
interest for A. for life, with power to dispose of the 








WILLS. 


principal to her children by will, &, if no will, then 
“the legacy ’’ to go to her children ‘‘ at twenty- 
one years of age.”” <A. died in 1840, & her only 
child attained twenty-one in 1858 :—Held: he 
was entitled to the intermediate interest on the 
legacy.—THRUSTON v. ANSTEY (1859), 27 Beav. 
335; 54 E. R. 131. 

Annotation :-—Mentd. Vane v. Vane (1873), 21 W. R. 252. 

6455. -|] — Testator bequeathed 
£20,000 upon trust, after the decease of his 
daughter, a married woman, for all or such of her 
children as she should appoint; & in default, for 
al] her children who should attain twenty-one, in 
equal shares as tenants in common. e gave 
powers of maintenance out of the income of the 
share to which any such child might be presump- 
tively entitled ; & powers of advancement to the 
extent of one-fourth of the portion to which any 
child should be presumptively entitled. The 
daughter, by her will, appointed the fund upon 
trust to raise for each of her two younger children, 
F. & M., who should attain twenty-one, the sum 
of £2,000, & subject thereto, as to the whole of the 
fund, to all her children who should attain twenty- 
one, in equal shares as tenants in common. She 
died leaving four children. The eldest of these 
having attained twenty-one :—Held: the child 
who had attained twenty-one was entitled to one- 
fourth of the income which had accrued since the 
death of her mother on the whole of the £20,000 ; 
& she would, after payment to her of her share 
of capital, be entitled during the minorities of F. 
& M. to one-fourth of the income of the two sums 
of £2,000 appointed to them in the event of their 
attaining twenty-one respectively.—GOTCH  v. 
FOSTER (1868), L. R. 56 Eq. 311. 

6436. .}—Testator appointed exors. 
& trustees & bequeathed to his trustees the sum 
of £750, upon trust to pay & divide the same 
amongst certain persons contingently upon their 
surviving him & attaining twenty-one; & in 
default of any such person attaining a vested 
interest, he directed that the £750 & the invest- 
ments representing the same should fall into his 
residuary personal estate, & he gave his residue 
not therein before otherwise disposed of to his 
trustees, upon trust to convert the same, & out of 
the moneys thereby arising pay his debts & 
legacies, & invest the residue of the same moneys, 
& pay the income to his wife for life. The persons 
contingently interested in the £750 were infants :— 
ITeld: as the £750 was by the terms of the wills 
directed to be set apart for the benefit of the 
contingent legatees, there was a gift to them of the 
intermediate income, which was therefore applic- 
able in their maintenance.——Re MEPLOCK, RUFFLE 
v. MEDLOCK (1886), 55 L. J. Ch. 738; 54 L. T. 
828, 

Annotations :—-Distd. Re Jeffery, Burt. v. Arnold, [1891] 
Consd. Re Inman, Inman v. Rolls, [1893] 
Folld. Re Snaith, Snaith v. Snaith (1894), 


8, Apld. Re Clements, Clements v. Pearsal 
1894] 1 Ch. 665: Re Woodin, Woodin v. Glass, {1895| 














Ch. 309. Refd. Re Eyre, Johnson v. Williams, [1917] 
1 Ch. 351: Re Boulter, Capital & Counties Bank v. 
Boulter, [1918] 2 Ch. 40. 








6437. .|—Testator directed his trus- 
tees to hold the proceeds of sale of his ey 
estate on trust to pay certain life annuities, 
subject thereto on trust for such children of his 
son & two daughters as should attain twenty-one, 
the shares of his grandchildren born in his life- 
time being settled :—Held: the surplus income of 
the trust. fund, after keeping down the annuities, 
belonged to the grandchildren who had attained 
twenty-one at the time such income accrued, & 
Conveyancing Act, 1881 (c. 41), 8s. 48, did not 
apply.— Re JEFFERY, BurT v. ARNOLD, [1891] 1 


Part XVI.—ConstrRucTION. 


Ch. 671; 60 L. J. Ch. 470; 64 L. T. 622; 39 
W. R. 284; subsequent proceedings, sub nom. Re 
JEFFERY, ARNOLD v. Burt, [1895] 2 Ch. 577. 


Annotations ;—N.F,. Re Burton’s Will, Banks v. Heaven, 
(1892] 2 Ch. 38. Consd. He Adams, Adams v. Adams, 
1893] 1 Ch. 329. Distd. &e Humphreys, Humphreys v. 
evett, [1893] 3 Ch. 1. Overd. Re Holford, Holford v. 
Holford, [1894] 3 Ch. 30. W.F. ite Jeffery, Arnold v. Burt, 
(1895) 2 Ch. 577. Refd. Re Averill, Salsbury v. Buckle, 
108 1 Ch. 523; Re King, Public Trustee v. Aldridge, 


1928] 1 Ch. 330. 

6438. Specific devise & bequest 
of property, ‘‘ whether real or personal,’’ by 
reference to a schedule which comprised only real 
estate, upon trust for a daughter for life, & ‘‘ from 
& after ’’ her decease to her children contingently 
on their attaining twenty-one or marrying, 
followed by a gift of residue, real & personal, on 
the like trusts :—Held: to make the children, 
after their mother had died, entitled contingently 
to the income, both of the specifically devised real 
estate & of the residue, so as to render it applicable 
for their maintenance under Conveyancing Act, 
1881 (c. 41), 8. 43.—Re Burton’s WILL, BANKS v. 
HEAVEN, [1892] 2 Ch. 38; 61 L. J. Ch. 702; 67 
las Ts 221. 

Annotations :—-N.F. Re Adams, Adams v. Adams, [1893] 
i on aan Consd. /?e Holford, Holford v. Holford, Hig94) 
6489. --|— Maintenance can be allowed 

for children out of the income of a share of residue 

bequeathed in trust for such of them as shall attain 
twenty-one, or being daughters marry, until such 
time as the interest of one of them becomes vested. 

Semble : the whole income would belong to children 

who had attained a vested interest.—Re ADAMS, 

ADAMS v. ADAMS, [1898] 1 Ch. 829; 62 I. J. Ch. 

266; 68 L. T. 376; 41 W. R. 329; 387 Sol. Jo. 

131; 8 R. 222. 


Annotations :—N.F. Re Holford, Holford ». Holford, [1894] 
3 Ch. 30. Refd. Re Jeffery, Arnold v. Burt, {1895] 2 Ch. 
577; Ite Woodin, Woodin v. Glass, [1895] 2 Ch. 309. 


6440. -|—Testator, after appointing 
exors. & trustees, bequeathed a sum of £4,000 Vic- 
toria Stock, held by him at the date of his will & at 
his death, to his trustees, in trust for such of his 
granddaughters as should survive him & attain 
the age of twenty-one years in equal shares; & 
devised & bequeathed the residue of his estate to 
the same trustees upon trusts for conversion & 
distribution as therein mentioned. The grand- 
daughters, who were infants, now applied for 
maintenance out of the income of this contin- 
gent specific legacy :—Held: the legacy being 
segregated & vested in trustees for the benefit 
of the object of the gift when the contingency 
happened, the granddaughters, on attaining 
twenty-one, would be entitled to the intermediate 
income.—Re CLEMENTS, CLEMENTS v. PEARSALL, 
[1894] 1 Ch. 665; 63 L. J. Ch. 326; 70 L. T. 682 ; 
42 W. R. 374; 38 Sol. Jo. 272. 


Annotations :— Apld. Re Woodin, Woodin v. Glass, [1895] 
2 Ch. 309. Refd. Re Bowlby, Bowlby v. Bowlby, [1904] 
2 Ch. 685; Re Eyre, Johnson vr. Williams, {1917} 1 Ch. 351. 


6441. —-—- —-—.|— Testator gave his residuary 
personalty upon trust to divide it equally between 
such of the children of A. living at testator’s 
death as should attain twenty-one. At testator’s 
death A. had six children, all infants. The will 
contained no maintenance clause. The first child 
who attained twenty-one claimed one-sixth of the 
capital, & also, until another child attained 
twenty-one, the income of the remaining five- 
sixths :—Held : the income of the remaining five- 
sixths did not belong to the child who had attained 
twenty-one, but was applicable, under Con- 
veyancing Act, 1881 (c. 41), s. 43, for the main- 
tenance of the five infants——Re HOLForp, 
HoLForpD v. Hourorp, [1894] 3 Ch. 30; 68 


a, 
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L. J. Ch. 637; 70 L. T. 777; 42 W. R. 568; 10 
T. L. R. 496; 38 Sol. Jo. 512; 7 R. 304, C. A. 


Annotations :—Folld. Fe Jeffery, Arnold v. Burt, i 895} 2 Ch. 
577. Consd. Re Stevens, Stevens ». Stevens, {1914} 1 Ch. 
429. Apld. Re Faux, Taylor v. Faux (1915), 59 Sol. Jo. 

457; Re Maber, Ward v. Maber, [1928] 1 Ch. 88. efd. 

Fee Averill, Salsbury v. Buckle, [1898] 1 Ch. 523; Re 

Williams’ Settimt., Williams ». Williams, {1911]1 Ch. 441; 

Ite King, Public Trustee v. Aldridge, [1928] 1 Ch. 330. 


6442. —-—.|— Property was settled on 
trust for such members of a class, capable of 
increase, as should attain twenty-one :—Held: 
the accumulated income was divisible into as 
many shares as there were members in existence ; 
one share was payable to each adult ; & one share 
was applicable under Conveyancing Act, 1881 
(c. 41), 8. 48, for the maintenance of each infant.—— 
Re JEFFERY, ARNOLD v. Burt, [1895] 2 Ch. 577; 
64 LL. J. Ch. 880; 73 L. T. 382; 44 W.R. 61; 18 
R. 857. 

6443. .—Testator by his will dated 
in 1878 devised certain real property to the use 
of trustees in fee simple upon trust. for A. for life, 
& after her death, for her children who being sons 
should attain twenty-one, or being daughters 
should attain that age or marry, as tenants in 
common. Testator died in 1881; A. died in 
1885, leaving six children, all infants & un- 
married. The eldest child attained twenty-one in 
Mar. 1897 :—Held: the eldest child was entitled 
on attaining twenty-one to the entirety of the 
rents until the next child attained a vested 
interest, & so on, as if the limitations had been 
legal.— Re AVERILI., SALSBURY v. BUCKLE. [1898] 
1 Ch. 623; 67 J. J. Ch. 233; 78 L. T. 320; 46 
W. R. 460. 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Walmsley, [1911] W. N. 139. 
Distd. Re Stevens, Stevens v. Stevens, [1915] 1 Ch. 424. 


6444. .|— Testator bequeathed the 
residue of his estate on the failure of certain 
events to the children of his sister when they 
should attain twenty-one, & failing issue of his 
sister then over. His sister had no children living : 
—Held: the income of the residuary funds ought 
to be accumulated for the benefit of the persons 
who should ultimately be entitled up to the lawful 
period of twenty-one years, or till the gift over 
took effect.—Re Taytor, SMART v. TAYLOR, 
[1901] 2 Ch. 184; 70 L. J. Ch. 5385; 84 L. T. 758 ; 
49 W. RR. 615. 

6445. .|—Testator devised freehold 
premises upon trust after his daughter’s decease 
for her children attaining twenty-one or marrying 
in equal shares. At the death of testator’s 
daughter one child had attained twenty-one & 
three were infants :—Held: she was entitled to 
the whole income of the trust premises subject. to 
the divesting of a proportionate part upon a like 
contingency.—Re WALMSLEY’S SETTLED ESTATES, 
[1911] W. N. 139; 105 L. T. 332; 55 Sol. Jo. 600. 

6446. ——— .|—Testator, who died in 1904, 
specifically devised real estate to trustees upon 
trust to permit his daughter to receive the income 
thereof during her life, & from & after her decease 
then ‘‘ as well the income as the corpus" upon 
trust as she should by will appoint, &, in default. 
of such appointment & so far as the same should 
not be disposed of by her will, in trust for all 
her children who being sons should attain the age 
of twenty-one years or being daughters should 
attain that age or marry in equal shares; & as 
to the residue of his real & personal estate gave 
the same upon trust for his widow during her life 
& after her death upon certain trusts in favour of 
his children. 

The daughter died intestate in Dec. 1918, 
leaving six children, the eldest of whom attained 
twenty-one in Dec. 1914. Her other children 
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Sect. 17,—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 3, E.; 
sub-sects. 4 & 5, A., B. &C. (a).] 


were all infants & unmarried :—Held: the words 
‘‘ as well the income as the corpus ’’ expressed an 
intention on the part of testator to dispose of the 
income together with the corpus as from the day 
of the death of the tenant for life, & each of the 
six children would be entitled to an equal share of 
the rents from that date if & on becoming entitled 
to a corresponding share of the corpus.—Re 
STEVENS, STEVENS v. STEVENS, [1915] 1 Ch. 429; 
84 L. J. Ch. 482; 112 L. T. 982; 59 Sol. Jo. 441. 
Ae :—Refd. Ie Platt, Sykes v. Dawson, [1916] 2 


6447. -l—Testator devised & be- 
queathed all his residuary estate to trustees upon 
trust to pay the net annual income thereof to A. 
for his life, & after his decease, then as to the 
capital & income of such residuary estate in trust 
for all the children of A. who being sons should 
attain the age of twenty-one years. A. died 
leaving three sons, the eldest of whom alone had 
attained the age of twenty-one years :—Held: 
the eldest son was now absolutely entitled to one- 
third of such income, & the other two-thirds must 
follow the destination of the share or shares of the 
corpus of the residuary estate from which the 
income had arisen or should arise.—fRe Burp, 
WATSON v. NUNES, [1927} 1 Ch. 210; 96 L. J. Ch. 
127; 1386 L. T. 346; 70 Sol. Jo. 1189. 

6448. —— Right of persons born after others 
attain age.]|—MILLs v. Norris, No. 6318, ante. 











Sun-secT. 4.—SURVIVORSHIP. 
See Sect. 27, post. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—ALTERNATIVE DONEES. 
A. In General. 

6449. General rule—Gift void for uncertainty.]— 
Devise of a trust to all his daughters or their 
children living at testator’s son’s death; some of 
the daughters were living at the son’s death, & 
had children, & others of the daughters were dead, 
leaving children : decreed all the children as well 
of the living daughters as of the dead should take. 

The word ‘or’’ should be taken for “ and ”’ 
otherwise the whole devise would be void for 
uncertainty (JEKYLL, M.R.).—RICHARDSON  »v. 
SPRAAG (1718), 1 P. Wms. 434; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 
368, pl. 1; 24 FE. R. 460. 

Annotations :—Consd. Eccard v. Brooke (1790), 2 Cox, Eq. 

Cas. 213. Apld. Horridge v. Ferguson (1822), Jac. 583. 


Distd. Penny v. Turner (1848), 2 Ph. 493. Refd. Margitson 
v. Hall (1864), 9 L. T. 755. 

6450. —— ~.|—Bequest to A. or B. void 
for uncertainty ; if at the discretion of C. good.— 
LONGMORE v. Broom (1802), 7 Ves. 124; 32 E. R. 
51, L. C, 

Annotations :—Folid. Penny v. Turner ey 2 Ph. 493. 
Consd. Salusbury v. Denton (1857), 3 K. & J. 529. Refd. 
Prendergast . ndergast (1850), 3 H. L. Cas. 195; Re 
Orme’s Trusts (1851), 18 L. T. O. 8.12; Miller ». Chap- 
man (1855), 24 L. J. Ch. 409; Joel ». Mills, Hervey v. 
ee le L. J. Ch. 354; Little v. Neil (1862), 31 


6451. Court must know who alternative donees 
are.|— Re SIBLEY’s Trusts, No. 6545, post. 

6452. -|—(1) Testator gave a share of his 
residuary estate to each of his two daughters for 
their respective lives, & after their deaths their 
respective shares ‘‘ to be equally divided between 
their respective children or legal representatives ”’ : 
—Held: “ representatives’? meant the repre- 
sentatives of the tenants for life & not those of the 
children ; the addition to the gift to the children 
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of the words “ or legal representatives’ did not 
operate as a divesting clause, but constituted an 
alternative gift to arise only in the event of there 
being no child that took a vested interest; & 
consequently all children of the daughters who 
survived testator, or were born after his death, 
took vested interests notwithstanding that they 
might not have survived their respective mothers. 

The objects among whom such real or personal 
estate becomes ultimately distributable are the 
children who may be living at the period of dis- 
tribution & the representatives of such as may have 
died before that period, having survived testator 
(JOYCE, J.). 

(2) In a case of ambiguity or doubt, that con- 
struction is to be.favoured which will allow of the 
child who takes a vested interest making such 
provision as is usual for his own family (JoYce, J.). 

(83) Where there is a clear gift in a will, it cannot 
afterwards be cut down except by something which, 
with reasonable certainty, indicates the intention 
of testator tocut itdown; & if a gift over is fairly 
capable of being construed in two ways, & one con- 
struction will be consistent with the maintenance 
of the vested interests which have been clearly 
given in the first instance, the ct. will struggle to 
adopt that construction (JoYck, J.).— He ROBERTS, 
PERCIVAL v. RoBertTs, [1903] 2 Ch. 200; 72 
L. J. Ch. 597; 88 L. T. 505. 

6453. Gift to class—All members of class take.] 
—Testatur by a will unattested, after, among 
others, charitable legacies, to be distributed by 
his exor. or exors., gave the remainder & residue 
of his estate, if any, & effects of what nature soever, 
& wheresoever, which he should be seised or 
possessed of, etc., ‘‘ next kin or heir-at-law whom 
I appoint my exor.’’ after debts, etc., paid. He 
left one brother, & by deceased brothers a niece & 
several nephews, one of whom was heir-at-law. 
Distribution decreed according to the Statute.— 
LOWNDES v. STONE (1799), 4 Ves. 649; 31 E. R. 
335, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Doody v. Higgins (1856), 2 K. & J. 
729. Refd. Gittings vo. M‘Dermott Sylar 2 My. & K. 
69; Klmsley v. Young (1835), 2 My. & K. 780; Withy 
v. Mangles (1843), 10 Cl. & Fin. 215; Keay v. Boulton 
(1883), 25 Ch. D. 212; Re Gray’s Settlmt., Akers v. Scars, 
{1896} 2 Ch. 802. 


6454. ———.}—-CLAY v. PENNINGTON, No. 
7160, post. 
6455. ——.|—-Testator bequeathed ‘to 





each of the children, grandchildren, or other direct 
descendants of’’ A., who might be living at 
testator’s death, ‘‘ £100 apiece.’’ At the death 
of testator there were living a child, grandchildren, 
great-grandchildren, & great. great grandchildren 
of A. :—Held: they were all entitled to receive 
£100 apiece.—So.LLy v. SOLLY (1858), 5 Jur. N.S. 
36; 32 L. T. O. S. 293. 

6456. -|—Bequest of personalty to the 
heirs or next of kin of A., deceased :—Held: to 
be a gift to one class, namely, the next of kin of 
A., according to the statute.—He THOMPSON'S 
Trusts (1878), 9 Ch. D. 607; 48 L. J. Ch. 135; 
27 W. R. 378. 

6457. Mutually exclusive gifts—Second donee 
takes substitutionally.|—-Testator having three 
sons & three daughters, gave by his will his 
residuary estate in trust to be divided into six 
shares (‘‘ being as many shares as’’ he had children), 
one share to be for the benefit of each child in 
manner following, viz., the share of sons to be 
paid to them as soon as convenient after testator’s 
death, & the shares of daughters to be vested in 
trustees for their respective benefit as thereinafter 
mentioned. Provided that if any son died without 
having issue living at his death, the share intended 
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for such son, & any share accruing under that 
proviso, should accrue to the survivors of testator’s 
children, their exors. or administrators; & he 
directed his daughters’ shares to be invested upon 
trusts therein mentioned for them & their children. 
By a codicil, reciting that he desired to settle more 
distinctly the share of one of the daughters, he 
revoked the will as to her share, & gave it in trust 
for her for life, & after her death for such of her 
children as should attain twenty-one, or, being 
daughters, marry; & in case she should have no 
child living at her decease who should attain a 
vested interest, in trust for testator’s children who 
should be living at her decease, & the representa- 
tives of such as should be dead. One of testator’s 
sons died in his lifetime a bachelor, & the above- 
mentioned daughter died after testator’s death a 
spinster :—Held: the surviving sons’ shares, both 
original & accruing, vested absolutely on testator’s 
death, the clause of substitution, as to sons’ shares 
operating only in case of death in the lifetime of 
testator; the daughters’ accruing shares vested 
in them absolutely. 

We then come to the proviso with respect to the 
shares of sons dying without issue. This is a 
proviso which in different wills has different mean- 
ings, according to the intentions of the testators. 
It may be intended to take effect by substitution 
or by limitation, & if by limitation it may be 
intended to operate generally, or may be confined 
to the period of testator’s lifetime. But it is not 
immaterial to observe that the words may operate 
by substitution, & I think that, upon the truce 
construction of the will, the meaning of testator 
was to substitute the survivors or survivor for the 
person who, if he had survived testator, would 
have taken under the original gift. Of course 
there could be no substitution for those whose 
shares had been paid or transferred in his own life- 
time (TURNER, L.J.).— WARE v. WATSON (1855), 7 
De G.M. & G. 248; 3W.R. 496; 44 E.R. 97, L. JS. 
saat :—Distd. Bowers v. Bowers (1870), 5 Ch. App. 


6458. ——_.|—A., by will, directed trustees, 
*‘upon the death of the present incumbent,” to 
present A. to the living of S., in case he should 
take Orders; & if he should not, or taking Orders 
should die in the lifetime of B., then to present B., 
in case he should take Orders; & after their 
several deceases, or of such of them as should take 
Orders & be presented, or in the event of neither 
taking Orders, she devised the advowson to C. in 
fee :—Held: the gifts in favour of A. & B. were in 
succession & not alternative, & on the death of 
A., B. was entitled to be presented.—HatTcH v. 
HAtTcH (1855), 20 Beav. 105; 3 W. R. 354; 52 
KK. R. 642. 

‘**Or’’ read as ‘‘and’’—To avoid failure of 
gift.|—See Sect. 24, post. 

Alternative independent limitations—Application 
of rule against perpetuities.|.—See PERPETUITIES, 
Vol. XXXVII., pp. 102-106, Nos. 374-398. 


B. Construction of ‘‘ Or’’ and ‘‘ And.”’ 
See Sect. 24, post. 


C. Substitutional Gifts. 
(a) Whether Gifte Original or Substitutional. 
6459. General rule.|—Gift ‘‘to survivors of a 





r. Second donee taking on termination 
of life interest—Gi 
RYAN v. RYAN, 23 
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q. Children taking parents’ shares 
as original & not substitutional gift. 
GLOVER v. BELL (1879), 3 N. 8S. W. 


8S. 0. R. N.S. (Eq.) 52,— AUS. AN. 


.L. T. 116.—CAN. 
t. When court will construe ‘‘ or ’’ as 
meaning ‘* and.’"}—DOE d. FORSYTH v. 
UACKENBUBH, 10 
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class & the issue of such survivor, such issue to 

take the parents’ share only,” is a gift to the 

parents for life with remainder to their children, 

& not a substitutionary gift.—Parsons v. COKE 

(1858), 4 Drew. 296; 62 BH. R. 114. 
6460. .| — Re ALDERTON, 

VANDERSPAR, [1913] W. N. 129. 
6461. Effect of ‘‘and’’ & ‘‘ or.’’|—If the gift 

be preceded by the word ‘ and,’’ it is an original 

gift, & all the children of B. will take; if it be 
preceded by ‘‘ or,’’ it is substitutionary, & those 
children only will take who survive their parent.— 

Re MERRIcKS’ TRUSTS (1866), L. R. 1 Bq. 551 ; 35 

L. J. Ch. 418; 14 L. T. 180; 12 Jur. N.S. 245; 

14 W. RK. 473. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. Hurry v. Hurry (1870), L. R. 10 | 
346; Re Woolley, Wormald v. Woolley, {1903} 2 Oh. 206. 
Refd. Stuart v. Cockerell (1869), L. K 7 Eq. 363; Re 
Flower, Matheson v. ood ya. No. 2 (1890), 62 L. T. 677 ; 
Bennett v. Houldsworth (1911), 55 Sol. Jo. 270. 

6462. .|—Testator devised real estate to 
his wife for life, remainder to his brothers 
nominatim, as tenants in common in fee; ‘‘ and”’ 
in case of the death of either of them in the life- 
time of his, testator’s, wife, leaving issue, testator 
devised the share of him so dying to “all his 
children,’’ as tenants in common in fee; but in 
case of the death of either of them in the lifetime 
of his, testator’s, wife, without leaving issue 
living at his death, or leaving such issue, & same 
should die under twenty-one, testator gave the 
share of him so dying to the survivors equally :— 
Held: the gift to the children, though preceded 
by the word ‘ and,” was a substitutional & not an 
original gift; hence, those children only of a 
brother dying in the lifetime of a tenant for life, 
who survived their father, were entitled to partici- 
pate in their father’s share.—Hurry v. Hurry 
(1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 346; 39 L. J. Ch. 824; 18 
W. RR. 829. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Woolley, Wormald v. Woolley, [1903] 
2 Ch. 206. 

6463. .|—Such words as ‘‘ & their issue ”’ 
or ‘“‘ & their respective issue’? may be read as 
meaning either an alternative substitutional gift 
or an alternative original gift. 

Testator died in 1884, having then seven 
children. By his will he directed the income of 
his real & personal estate to be divided into seven 
equal parts, & each one-seventh to be paid to a 
child. Testator appointed two of his sons exors. 
& trustees, & directed that on the death of either 
exor. the survivor should ‘‘ sell the whole of my 
real & personal estate & cause same to be equally 
divided amongst my then surviving children & 
their respective issue.’”’ One son & exor. died in 
1907 without leaving issue. Two children of 
testator died between 1884 & 1907, leaving children 
who survived deceased exor. Other children sur- 
vived deceased exor. & had children living :— 
Held: the estate was divisible into as many shares 
as there were children of testator who either sur- 
vived deceased exor. or died before him leaving 
issue who so survived: each surviving child of 
testator took one share, his own issue not being 
allowed to compete with him; & the surviving 
children of each child of testator who pre-deceased 
deceased exor. took the share which their 
deceased parent would have taken had he sur- 
vived that exor.—Re COULDEN, COULDEN v. 


JFIUGHES v. 











a. Second legacy in codicil—Gift of 
mortgage—W hether legacy substitutional. 
—Re ALDRIDGE ESTATE (1915), 34 
W. iL. R. 546.—CAN. 

b. Second donee taking on failure of 
prior gift.}—CaREY v. CaREY (1857), 
61. Ch. R. 355.—IR. 


substitutional 


PS ieee 


U. c& R. 148.— 
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Sect. Re a da of donees : Sub-sect. 5, C. (a) 
& (6).] 

COULDEN, [1908] 1 Ch. 320; 77 L. J. Ch. 209; 

98 L. T. 389; 52 Sol. Jo. 172. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Hammond, Parry v. Hammond, 

{1924} 2 Ch. 276. 

-]—See, generally, Sect. 24, post. 

6464. Second donee taking on failure of prior 
gift—Gift substitutional.|—A gift to issue is substi- 
tutional when the share which the issue are to take 
is by a prior clause expressed to be given to the 
parent of such issue; & a gift to issue is an original 
gift when the share which the issue are to take is 
not by a prior clause expressed to be given to the 

arent of such issue (KINDERSLEY, V.-O.).— 

PHIER v. Buck (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 484; 

34 L. J. Ch. 650; 12 L. T. 660; 11 Jur. N.S. 

887; 62 BE. R. 7043; sub nom. LAMPHIER v. BUCK, 
6 New Rep. 196; 13 W. R. 767. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re Turnor (1865), 2 Drew. & 8m. 501. 





Consd. Re Merrick’s Trusts (1866), L. KR. 4 Hq. 551. Folld. 
Hurry v. Hurry (1870), L. R. 10 Kq. 346. Consd. Re 
Woolley, Wormald v. Woolley, [1903] 2 Ch. 206. efd. 
Beardsley v. Beynon (1865), 12 L. T. 698; Re Orton’s 


Trust (1866), L. R. 3 Eq. 375; Heasman v. Pearse (1871), 

L. KR. 11 Kq. 522; Burt v. Hellyar (1872), L. Rh. 14 Eq. 

160; Re Haskett Smith’s Trusts (1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 265; 

fte Smith’s Trusts (1878), 7 Ch. D. 665; Re Flower, 

Matheson v. Goodwyn, No. 2 (1890), 62 L. T. 677. 

6465. -|—Testator gave his residuary 
estate to his wife for life, & after her decease to such 
of the children of his two late sisters as should 
survive his wife & should attain twenty-one or 
marry, in equal shares; but in case any of such 
children should be dead at his, testator’s, decease, 
then he directed that such issue should take the 
share of their deceased parent :—Held: the gift 
to the issue of deceased children was a substitu- 
tionary gift, & the issue of a child who was dead 
at the date of the will could take nothing.—WeEsT 
? ORR (1878), 8 Ch. D. 60; 47 L. J. Ch. 204; 38 
L. T.5; 26 W. R. 409, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. Kelsey +. Ellis (1878), 38 L. T. 471. 
Distd. Jee Woolrich, Harris v. Hurris (1879), 11 Ch. D. 663. 
Apld. /’e Webster's Estate, Widgen v. Mello (1883), 23 Ch. 
b. 737. Refd. Miles v. Tudway (1883), 49 L. T. 664; 
Ite Chinery, Chinery v. Hill (1888), 39 Ch. D. 614; Re 
Gorringe, Gorringe v. Gorringe, [1906] 2 Ch. 341. 
6466. Second donee’s interest not subject to 

prior gift—Gift original.]|—LaNPHIER v. BUCK, 

No. 6464, ante. 

6467. ——— -——-~.|—A gift to the sisters of 
testator living at a particular time, or the issue of 
any or cither then dead, is not a substitutionary, 
but a substantive gift to the issue.x—ATIrwoop v. 
ALFORD (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 479; 14 W. R. 956. 

6468. -|—Testator gave to trustees a 
fund to be called the ‘‘ D. Charitable Trust,” & 
directed the trustees to pay one-tenth of the 
income thereof to the P. A. Society, ‘‘ or some one 
or more kindred institutions’’ having certain 
specified objects, & to divide the remainder of the 
income between such of the charitable institutions 
in London or the neighbourhood as they might 
select, & in such proportions as they might deem 
tit :—Held: the gift of the one-tenth was alter- 
native & not substitutional.—Re DELMAR CHARI- 
TABLE TRustT, [1897] 2 Ch. 163; 66 L. J. Ch. 555 ; 
76 L. T. 594; 45 W. R. 630; 18 T. L. R. 422; 41 
Sol. Jo. 543. 

6469. -]—Testator gave his property 
to trustees upon trust after the death ot the sur- 
vivor of his children to divide the same between & 
among his ‘grandchildren then living equally 
per stirpes & not per capita, or the issue of such 
as may have died such issue taking a parent’s share 
only, so that my grandchildren or their issue may 
take their shares equally in loco parentis ” :—Held : 
the gift to the issue of the grandchildren was 
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original & not substitutional, & a great-grandchild 
of the testator who predeceased his own parent & 
the last surviving tenant for life took a vested 
interest :—Re WooLLEY, WORMALD v. WOOLLEY, 
[1903] 2 Ch. 206; 72 L. J. Ch. 602; 89 L. T. 16. 


ions :—Refd. Bennett v. Houldsworth (1911), 104 

Ae ek; He Schofield, Baker v, Cheffins, (1918) 8 Ch. 

64; Re Ward, eae v. Hoare-Ward, [1920] 1 Ch. 334 ; 
Re Gardner, Ellis v. Ellis, (1924) 2 Ch. 243. 


6470. Mutually exclusive gifts.|—WARE v. WAT- 
SON, No. 6457, ante. 
6471. ——.]—Hatcu v. Hatcu, No. 6458, ante. 


(b) Gifts to Individuals. 

6472. When gift takes effect—Question of 
intention.|—I fail to sec why a gift over in favour of 
the heirs of an instituted child should be otherwise 
construed or have any different effect than a gift 
over in favour of another relative or of a stranger 
nominatim. In every such case the question as 
to when the gift over becomes operative depends 
upon the same considerations. The point to be 
ascertained is at what period of time testator must 
be held to have had it in view, or, in other words, 
must be held to have intended that the right of the 
institute should come to an end if he was not then 
alive, & that the right of the conditional institute 
should emerge. Of course the intention of 
testator in that respect must be matter of fair & 
reasonable inference from the whole terms of his 
will (LorD WatTson).—BowMAN v. BOWMAN, 
[1899] A. C. 518, H. L. 

Annotation :—Consd. Dawson v. Smart, [1903] A. C. 457. 

6473. Death of prior donee before testator.}|— 
Testator gave £1,000 to ID. but if D. should not be 
alive, & there be certain intelligence thereof, 
testator willed that the same should be divided 
between A. & B. TD. appeared to have been alive 
at the time of the will, but died in the lifetime of 
testator. A. & B. are entitled to the £1,000.— 
PARRY v. BOODLE (1785), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 183 ; 
29 E.R. 1119. 

6474. .]—(1) Testator bequeaths a sum of 
stock to each of five nephews & nieces, or to their 
respective child or children; should any die 
without child, such share to revert to the residuary 
legatee :—each of the nephews & nieces who 
survive testator, takes his or her legacy of stock 
absolutely. 

(2) The same testator appa as his residuary 
legatee E., his child or children; in case of his 
death without any such, the residuary interest to 
vest in the other five nephews & nieces then alive, 
share & share alike, & as before, to each of their 
respective child & children ; & in case of either of 
their deaths without any such issue, then his or her 
share to be divided amongst the survivors: E., 
having survived testator, takes the residue abso- 
lutely.—MOonrtTaAGuU v. NUCELLA (1826), 1 Russ. 1665 ; 
38 E.R. 65. 








6475. .|—GITTINGS v. M‘DERMOTT, No. 7234, 
ost. 
6476. ——.]|—Bequest of copyhold & leasehold 


property to testator’s widow, for life; & at her 
death the whole to be sold & divided into five parts, 
one of which was to be paid to each of testator’s 
four sons living at her decease; & in case of either 
of their deaths, his share to be paid to his issue ; 
& in case either should die without issue, his share 
to be divided amongst the surviving children :— 
Held: the child of a son who died in testator’s life, 
was entitled to such share as her parent, if he had 
survived the widow, would have been entitled to.— 
Le JEUNE v. LE JEUNE (1837), 2 Keen, 701; 1 
Jur. 235; 48 EH. R. 799. 


Annotations :—Distd. Gray v. Garman (1843), 2 Hare, 268. 
Apld. Ive v. King (1852), 16 Beav. 46; Ashling v. Knowles 
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1856), 3 Drew. 593. Distd. Cambridge v. Rous (1858), 


5 Beav. 409. OConsd. He Faulding’s Trusts (1858), 
ete . Oh. 217. Apld. Essex v. Clement (1861), 30. ey 
6477. -.|— Devise of real estate to A. for life, 


subject to the payment of £2,000 apiece to B., C. & 

D., or to their respective lawful issue, twelve 

months after the death of testator, & devise ot the 

sane estate, in remainder, on the death of A., to his 

children as he should appoint, charged with a 

further sum of £3,000 to B., C. & D., or to their 

respective lawful issue. B., C. & D. survived 
testator. B. died without issue, in the lifetime of 

A. & C., & D. died in the lifetime of A., leaving 

issue :—Held: the legacies to B.. ©. & D. vested 

in the legatees, subject to be divested in favour of 
their children, in case of their death, leaving 
children; & therefore, B. took both the legacies 
absolutely, & C. & D. took the legacies of £2.000 
each, absolutely, & the children of C. & D. took the 
legacies of £3,000 by substitution for their parents. 

—SALISBURY v. PETTY (1843), 3 Hare, 86; 7 Jur. 

1011; 67 E. R. 307. 

Annotations :—Apld. Bolitho v. Hillyar (1865), 13 W. R. 
600. Distd. Appleton v. Rowley (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 139. 
Consd. te Sibley’s Trusts (1877), 46 L. J. Ch. 387. 
Refd. Packham v. Gregory (1845), 4 Hare, 396; Speak- 
man v. Ph canen (1850), 8 Hare, 180; Edwards »v. 
Edwards (1852), 15 Beav. 357: Mallinson v. Siddle (1870), 
18 W. KR. 569; Shacklock v. Jarvis (1872), 26 L. T. 682. 
6478. --|—Testator bequeathed his residue 

to his three sons, in trust, to be divided between 

his three sons & his daughter, & he directed his 
daughter’s share to be kept in the hands of his sons, 
for her “ or’’ her children’s sole use, free from the 
control of her husband. The daughter survived : 

—-Held: she took absolutely.—WHITCHER  v. 

PENLEY (1846), 9 Beav. 477; 7 L. T. O. S. 488 ; 

50 EK. R. 428. 

6479. -|—Testator gave £1,000 to his sister 
for her & for her children’s sole use & benefit for 
ever; & directed his exors. to pay the same to her 
as soon as practicable :—Held: the word ‘ or” 
was to be taken disjunctively, & testator intended 
his sister to take the £1,000 absolutely & exclu- 
sively, but not for her separate use, if she survived 
him; but, if she did not, it should go to her 
children.—CHIPCHASE v. SIMPSON (1849), 16 Sim. 
485; 18 1. J. Ch. 145; 13 Jur. 90; 60 E. R. 962. 

6480. -|—Bequest to “my son W. or his 
children ” :—Held: the son who survived was 
absolutely entitled, & the children could only take 
by substitution, in case of the death of their 
parent.—PENLEY v. PENLEY (1850), 12 Beav. 547 ; 
50 E RR. 1170. 

6481. ——.|—IveEv. Kina, No. 6560, post. 

6482. .|—Gift of personalty to A. for life, 
remainder to the children of tenant for life nomi- 
natim, or such of them as should be living at the 
death of tenant for life. If any of them should 
die in the lifetime of tenant for life, leaving issue, 
such issue to take the share the parent would have 
been entitled to. 

There were four children of the tenant for life, 
who all died in lifetime of tenant for life. Two 
died in the lifetime of testatrix & one of those two 
left issue. None of the others left issue :—Held : 
the children of deceased child took the whole fund. 
—-ASHLING v. KNOWLES (1856), 3 Drew. 593; 61 
K. R. 1030. 

6483. —A will contained a bequest to 
testator’s wife for life, with a direction that it was, 
after her decease, to become the property of M., 
“or, in case of her decease, to be equally divided 
between her children living.’’ M. died in testator’s 
lifetime, leaving an only child, who survived 
testator, but died in the lifetime of his widow :— 
Held: the representatives of the only child of M. 
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were entitled to the bequest.—HODGson  v. 
SMITHSON (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 604; 26 L. J. 
Ch. 110; 28 L. T. O. S. 73; 2 Jur. N. S. 1199; 
5W R.3; 44 EB. R. 523, L. JJ. 

6484. .|—Testator gave the residue of his 
rea] & personal estate to his wife for life, & after 
her death to T. H. H. for life, & after the death of 
the survivor of them to & amongst his brothers & 
sisters, & the brothers & sisters of his wife; but if 
any or either of his brothers & sisters, or the 
brothers or sisters of his said wife then living, 
should happen to die in the lifetime of the wife 
& T. OW. H., or in the lifetime of the survivor of 
them without leaving issue, the sum so given or 
intended was to be equally divided amongst the 
survivors ; but if any of them should so die leaving 
issue, the share of the one so dying should be 
divided amongst such issue. At the date of the 
will, W. H., one of testator’s brothers, was already 
dead, although he was not aware of the fact, & he 
had left the children the present pltfs. :-—Held: 
pltfs. were entitled to the share their father would 
have taken if he had survived testator.—HANNAM 
v. Sims (1858),2 DeG. & J.151; 27 L. J. Ch. 251 ; 
30 L. T. O. S. 358; 4 Jur. N.S. 803; 6 W. BR. 347 ; 
44 I. R. 945, L. JJ. 

6485. .|—Testator gave a sum of £1,600 
unto & amongst such one or more of the children 
‘‘or” grandchildren of his daughter A. M. that 








or 
should be living at her death, equally to be divided 
among them, share & share alike. Testator’s 
brother afterwards made a voluntary increase in 
the above provision by a bond in favour of all & 
every the child & children ‘‘ or’ grandchildren of 
A. M. that should be living at her decease, in such 
shares & proportions as she should by will appoint, 
with a proviso that each & every the children 
‘and ”’ grandchildren of A. M. that should be 
living at her decease should be entitled under such 
will to receive a share at least equal to the amount 
of the share to which he or she would have been 
entitled under the will of testator. A. M. by will 
appointed to her four daughters, three of whom 
were married & the fourth of whom married before 
her death, who were her only children, in equal 
shares, & in the event of the death of any one of 
her married daughters, her share to be divided 
between the children of such daughter. At her 
death all four were living, & three had issuc living : 
—Held: the word ‘ or” in the will must be con- 
strued strictly as excluding the grandchildren of 
A. M., & the four daughters took absolutely in 
equal shares.—MARGITSON v. HALL (1864), 9 L. T. 
755; 10 Jur. N.S. 89; 12 W. R. 334. 

ase ter dl :—Consd. Re Coley, Gibson v. Gibson, [1901] 1 


6486. -—.]—IIoLLAND v. Woon, No. 6376. 
ante. 
6487. —.]—Bequest to testator’s wife for life, 


& afterwards equally between all his brothers & 
sisters, namely M., E., T.,S., & F.; but in case any 
of them should die leaving issue, then the part or 
share of him, her, or them so dying should go to his 
or their respective issue. Testator died in 1842, & 
his widow in 1868. None of the brothers & sisters 
survived her. KE. & JF. predeceased testator, 
leaving children & remoter issue, of whom some 
were born before & some after the death of testator, 
& some died in the widow’s lifetime. M. survived 
testator, & died leaving children; T. survived 
testator, & died without issue; S. survived 
testator, & left one child :—Held: (1) the word 
‘‘issue’’ was to be taken in its largest sense; 
(2) the class of issue of E. & F. were to be ascer- 
tained at testator’s death, & the class of issue of M. 
at M.’s death, & in each case the issue were entitled 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees : Sub-sect. 5, C. (b) 
& (c) 4.] 

to the parent’s one-fifth share per capita, as joint 

tenants ; also the representative of T’.. & the only 

child of S. were each entitled to one-fifth share.— 

HOBGEN v. NEALE (1870), L. R. 11 Eq. 48; 40 

L. J. Ch. 36; 23 L. T. 681; 19 W. R. 144. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Re Jones’ Estate, Hume v. 
Lloyd (1878), 26 W. R. 888. 4s to (2) Apld. Re Jones’ 
Kstate, Hume v. Lloyd (1878), 26 W. R. 828; Re Gilbert, 
Daniel v. Matthews (1886), 54 L. T. 752. 


Lapse of gift.|—-See Part XIV., Sect. 5, 





ante. 

6488. Death of prior donee before tenant for life.]— 
Bequest of £40 per annum to A. for life, & after 
her decease, to B. or his heirs:—Held: ‘‘ or”’ 
must be construed disjunctively ; & therefore B. 
did not take an absolute interest in the annuity.— 
cae ene v. DOE (1828), 2 Sim. 225; 57 E. R. 

6489. ——.]|—-Testator bequeathed a sum of 
26,000 in trust for his daughter for life, ‘‘ &, on 
her decease, I give the £6,000 to the children, or 
their descendants, of T. F. in such proportions to 
each as my daughter may direct.” The daughter 
died without having made any appointment :— 
Held: the children of T. F. were entitled to the 
fund to the exclusion of their issue.—JONES v. 
TORIN (1833), 6 Sim. 255; 58 E.R. 589. 
Annotation :—Distd. Penny v. Turner (18486), 15 Sim. 368. 

6490. ———.]—(1) Bequest to A. for life, & after 
her death, to B. & C. ‘‘ or” their children. B. & 
C. survived A.:—Held: their children took 
nothing. 

(2) Bequest to A. for life, & in case he should 
die without child or children, then to B. :—Held: 
the children took nothing by implication.— 
eee v. RESTAL (1857), 24 Beav. 218; 53 E. R. 


Annotation :—As to (1) Consd. Re Coley, Gibson v. Gibson, 
(1901) 1 Ch. 40. 


6491. -|—Testator left property in trust for 
A. for life, & at her death to go to his two nieces 
B & C. in equal shares. ‘Should one of my 
nieces die before the other, the other surviving 
niece to take the whole. Should my niece die 
without lawful issue,’’ the estate to be sold & 
divided amongst other persons. Testator died in 
1857, the tenant for life in 1873, & B., leaving 
children, in 1911 :—Held: there must be read into 
the gift the contingency of a niece dying in the 
lifetime of the tenant for life, & C. was only 
entitled to one half & the exors. of B. to the other. 
—fe FISHER, ROBINSON v. EARDLEY, [1915] 1 Ch. 
ee ; 84L. J. Ch. 342; 112 L. T. 548; 59 Sol. Jo. 

6492. Death of donee before period of distribu- 
tion.]|—-WALMSLEY v. FoXIALL (1863), 1 De G. J. 
& Sm. 605; 46 E. R. 240, L. JJ. 

6493. -|—On the construction of a very 
obscurely worded will:—Held: a gift to children 
or other issue went to the surviving children, 
excluding the issue of those dead at the period of 
distribution.—Re PEARCE, Eastwoop v. PEARCE 
(1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 686, C. A. 

6494. Postponed gift.]|—Bequest of the residue to 
A. for life; & after her death legacies were given 
to B. or to her proper representative, in case she 
should not be living at the decease of A. & to four 
other persons or their representatives or repre- 
sentative; one of the four died in the life of 
testator ; & another survived him, but died in the 
life of A.; the former lapsed, the latter vested.— 
es v. FRENCH (1799), 4 Ves. 418; 31 E. R. 











Sfp, fst * cadens) v. Cook (1824), M‘Cle. 168. 
« Gittings v. M‘ Dermott (1834), 2 My. & K. 69; Re 


WILLS. 


: 8 (1854), 2 Drew. 230; Re Porter’s Trust 
Bat) s ey ao Refd. Waite v. ompier (1829), 
§ Sim. 524; Shuttleworth v. Greaves (1838), My. & Cr. 
35: Taylor v. Beverley (1844), 1 Coll. 108; He Brooks, 
Public Trusts v. White, [1928] 1 Ch. 214. Mentd. Cary v. 
Abbot (1802), 7 Ves. 490; R.v. Bates (1816), 3 Price, 341 ; 
West v. Shuttleworth (1835), 2 My. & K. 684 i herry 
v. Mott (1836), 1 My. & Cr. 123 ; Russell v. Kellett (1855), 
3 Sim. & G. 264: Cocks v. Manners (1871), 40 L. J. Ch. 
640; Sinnett v. Herbert (1872), 7 Ch. Ap . 32: Chandler 
v. Howell (1876), 4 Ch. D. 651; He Lynall’s Trusts (1879), 
12 Ch. D. 211: Jervis v. Lawrence (1882), 22 Ch. D. 202 ; 
Re Jones, Jones v. Williams (1886), 2 T. L. R. 544; He 
Slevin, Slevin v. Hepburn, (1891] 2 Ch. 236. 
6495. J—Bone v. Cook (1824), M‘Cle. 


168; 13 aes ee a nite R. ae aie. 4 
} — ; B uw. owes ; 
cen Ea ao Qs ld ke Sorters Trust (1857), 4 K. & J. 
188. 





6496. ——-.|—Where there is a bequest to A. 
for life, & after his decease to B., ‘‘ or his personal 
representatives,’ or a bequest to B., to be paid 
80 many months after testator’s death to B. “ or 
his personal representatives,’’ the cts. have con- 
strued it simply as another way of giving B. a 
vested interest upon the testator’s death; & B. 
dying before the testator, the bequest has been 
held to lapse; but, if instead of ‘‘ personal repre- 
sentatives,’’ the word ‘ heirs’? be used, it shows 
testator intended the persons he designates as 
‘“‘ heirs ”’? to take by way of substitution whenever 
B. may die, & there shall be no lapse although B. 
should die before the testator. 

Bequest of residue to A. for life, & at her death 
a legacy to B. ‘ or his heirs’ :—Held: the legacy 
to B. did not lapse by reason of his death in the 
lifetime of testatrix, but that his widow & only 
child took by substitution.—Re PORTER’s TRUST 
(1857), 4 K. & J. 188; 27 L. J. Ch. 196; 4 Jur. 
N.S. 20; 6 W. R. 187; 70 BE. R. 79. 


Annotations :—Distd. Appleton v. Rowley (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 
139. Refd. Ite Jeaffreson’s ‘Trusts (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 276 ; 
Neilson v. Monro (1879), 41 L. T. 209 ; Jte Bromby (1900), 
44 Sol. Jo. 675; Re Schnadborst, Sandkuhl v. Schnad- 
horst, (1901) 2 Ch. 338. 


(c) Gifts to a Class. 
i. Substitutionary Gifts to Children. 

6497. General rule—Children take only when 
parent could have taken.|—It is a settled rule of 
construction, that children of a deceased parent, 
where the parent forms one of a class, cannot 
take by pabsticution for the parent, where the 
parent could not have taken, according to the 
words of the will (ROMILLY, M.R.).—COULTHURST 
v. CARTER (1852), 15 Beav. 421; 21 L. J. Ch. 555; 
20 L. T. O. S. 20; 16 Jur. 532; 51 E. R. 600. 


Annotations :—Apld. King v. Cleaveland (No. 1) (1858), 
26 Beav. 26; Fe Burnham, Carrick v. Carrick, [1918] 
2Ch. 196. Refd. Ive v. King (1852), 16 Beav. 46; Con- 
greve v. Palmer (1853), 1 W. Rt. 156; Re Faulding’s Trust 
(1853), 26 Beav. 263; Loring v. Thomas (1861), 1 Drew. 
& Sm. 497; Ie Potter’s Trust (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 52. 


6498. Death of parent between date of will & 
death of testator.|—Jupp v. ARNOLD (1674), Cas. 
temp. Finch, 182: 23 E. R. 100, L. C. 

6499. -]—Testator bequeathed his resi- 
duary personalty to trustees in trust for the 
children of L., to be divided equally between 
them, & directed that ‘‘ in case of the decease of 
either of them leaving a family, then such share 
as the parents would have taken shall be equally 
divided amongst the children of such deceased 
parents’ :—Held: ‘' decease’? meant decease 
during testator’s life—the children of L. who 
survived testator took absolutely, & the children 
of one child of L., who died between the date of 
the will & the death of testator, took the share 
which this parent would have taken.—Re Hay- 
WARD, CREERY v. LINGWoon (1882), 19 Ch. D. 
aia 61 L. J. Ch. 613; 45 L. T. 790; 80 W. R. 





Part X VI.—ConstTRuUcTION. 


6500. Parent must die before period of dis- 
tribution—To enable alternative donees to take.]— 
(1) Under a gift to parents, with a gift by sub- 
stitution, to their children in the event of such 

arents dying leaving issue :—Held: to entitle 
th he children, the event must happen prior to the 
period of distribution. 

(2) Testator directed his real estate to be sold 
on the death of his widow, & the produce paid to 
his six ‘‘ children & the issue of such of them as 
should die leaving issue,’’ equally, ‘‘ the issue of 
any such children being respectively entitled 
amongst them to such share only as their parents 
would have been entitled to if ving.” The will 
contained a gift over, in case of any of the children 
dying in testator’s ‘‘ lifetime or after his decease ”’ 
without leaving a child :—Held: a child who 
survived the widow became absolutely entitled, 
& her children took nothing.—Woop v. Woop 
(1866), 35 Beav. 587; 55 E. R. 1024. 

6501. |—A trust in a marriage 
settlement of certain stocks & securities for the 
benefit of the husband & wife & the children of 
the marriage, & in default of children, which event 
happened, then, upon the death of the survivor 
of the husband & wife, ‘‘ for all & every the child 
& children or grandchild of A.” living at the death 
of the survivor of the husband & wife. The 
husband survived the wife, & died in Jan. 1900. 
A. had thirteen children, of whom eight survived 
the husband & five died in his lifetime, four un- 
married, & one leaving an only child :—Held: 
“or’’ was not to be read ‘‘and,’’ &, there being 
children of A. living at the period of distribution, 
no grandchild took a share.—IRe CoLry, GIBSON 
v. GIBSON, [1901] 1 Ch. 40; 70 L. J. Ch. 153; 83 
L. T. 671; 49 W. R. 165; 45 Sol. Jo. 164. 
Annotation :—Retd. Re Coulden, Coulden v. Coulden, [1908) 

1 Ch. 320. 

6502. Parent dead at date of will—-Whether 
children take.|—Bequest to each & every the 
child & children of my brother & sisters which 
shall be living at the time of my death; but, if 
any child or children of my brother & sisters shall 
happen to die in my lifetime, & leave issue, then the 
legacy or legacies hereby intended for such child 
or children so dying, shall be for his, her, or their 
issue. The issue take only by substitution. 
Therefore, only the issue of such children as were 
living at the date of the will are entitled in the 
event of the death of their respective parents 
during the testator’s lifetime.—CHRISTOPHERSON 
v. NAYLOR (1816), 1 Mer. 320; 35 BE. R. 693. 


Annotations :—Distd. Tytherleigh v. ae (1835), 5 
L. J. Ch. 15: Bebb v. Beckwith (1839), 2 Beav. 308. 
Apld. Coulthurst v. Carter (1852), 15 ee 421. Distd. 
Loring v. Thomas (1861), 1 Drew. & Sm. 497; Ie Chap- 
man’s Will (1863), 32 Beav. 382; Phillips v. Phillips 
cae 5 New Rep. 102. N.F. Parsons v. Gulliford (1864), 

60. 








Distd. Gowling v. Thompson ete 
HN ia. Teo0 n. Folld. Ze Hotchkiss’s Trusts mem: “fia. 
8 Eq. 64 FF. Pe Potter’s Trusts oie ote o q. a 


one 6. ADprva. 


( 8 D. 
Harris v. Harris (1879), 11 Ch. D. 663. td. Re Barker, 
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pone held ta dead at date of will— Pefore she ae 





to inherit as heirs of their respective 
sister of testator died 
before the date of the will, 
there was no in- 
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Asquith v. Saville (1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 835. Distd. Milesv. 
Tudway (1883), 49 L. T. 664. Folld. ke Webster’s Estate, 
wi nv. Ot SS), ane Ch. > PL Rte Hali, Branston 

eightman (1887), 5 Te : Re Chinery, Chinery 
. Hill (1888), 39 Ch. D. a ADB as heed tape Groves 
v. Musther (1890), 43 Ch. 5 Re Wood, Tullett v. 
Colville, [1894) 3 Ch. 381. Dista. he Williams, Metealf ». 
Williams, [1914] 1 Ch. 219. Consd. Re Hickey, Beddoes 
v. Hodgson, {1917} 1 Ch. 601. Refd. Gray v. Garman 
(1843), 2 Hare, 268; Ive v. King (1852), 16 Beav. 46; 
Re Thompson’s Trusts (1854), 23 L. T. O. S. 2153 
Faulding’s ‘Trust ee 26 Beav. 263; Bull v. Jones 
ad 31 L. J. 858; Humfrey v. Humfrey (1862), 

133 dal . Woolley (1869), 39 L. J. Ch. 106 
Hunter v. Cheshire (1873), 8 Ch. App. 751; Barraclough 
Vv. eporer: pall {1908} 2 Ch. 121, n. ; Re Go af 
Gorr ; Re Taylor, Tay 
v. White on 56 Sol. Jo. 175; e Williams, e 
v. Williams i ai a 61; Re Kirk, Wethey v. Kirk 


(1915), 85 L. 

6503. —Testator bequeathed the 
residue of his estate, after the death of two 
persons, to such children of B. as should be then 
living; & as to such of them as should be then 
dead, leaving children, he directed that the 
children should stand in the place of their parents : 
—Held: the children of such children of B. as 
died in testator’s lifetime took no share of the 
residue.—BUTTER v. OMMANEY (1828), 4 Russ. 
73; 88 B. R. 732. 

Annotations :—Distd. Tytherleigh v. Harben us 56 L. J. 

Ch. 15; Bebb v. Beckwith (1839), 2 Beav. 308. Consd. 

Gray v. Garman (1843), 2 Haro, 268. Distd. Re Faulding’ 8 


Trust (1858), 26 Beav. 263. Consd. Loring v. Thomas 
(1861), 1 Drew. & Sm. 497. N.F. Re Potter’s Trust 








sth L. R. 8 Eq. 52. Refd. Pearson v. Stephen (1831), 

ae ai 8. 203; Re Thompson’s Trusts (1854), 23 L. T, 
us 

6504. .|—Gift by a testator of his 








real & personal estate to his wife for her life, & the 
residue to be equally divided between her brothers 
& sisters, &, in case any of them should be dead 
at the time of her decease, leaving issue, such 
issue to stand in their parents’ place :—Held: 
(1) no brother or sister, who died before the date 
of the will, was capable of taking under the 
bequest, & therefore the issue of any brother or 
sister who was dead before the date of the will 
could not take by substitution ; (2) it was not an 
original & substantive gift to the issue of those 
brothers & sisters, who were dead at the death of 
the wife; (3) the brothers & sisters who survived 
testator, & afterwards dicd without issue in the 
lifetime of the wife, were entitled to shares in the 
residue. 

The gift to the brothers or sisters, who survived 
testator, was determinable only on one event — 
their death leaving’ issue; that event did not 
happen, & their interest in the gift was therefore 
not taken away (WIGRAM, V.-C.).—GRAY v. 
GARMAN (1843), 2 Hare, 268; 12 L. J. Ch. 259; 
7 Jur. 275; 67 E.R. 111. 

Annotations : As to (1) Refd. Re Thompson’s Trusts (1854), 
2 W. R. 218; Loring v. Thomas (1861), 1 Drew. & Sm. 
497; Goodier v. Johnson (1881), 18 Ch. D. 441. As 
to(2) Distd. King v. Cleaveland tno. 1) (1858), 26 Beav. 
26. As to (3) Folld. Salisbury v. Petty (1843), 3 Hare, 86. 
6505. I 

life & in default of her appointment, equally 

amongst her sisters or their children living at her 











the children of a daughter who has 
died prior to the date of the will do 
not take.—e VINING ESTATE (1913), 


leaving 
24 0. W. R. 814; 4 0. W. N. 1553; 





ke} SMITH v. BAR” dependent gift to her children, & that 12 D. L R. 498.—CAN. 
—— “—_,|—Ives v. Ives Re KIRKPATRICK, FERGUSON 0, KiRK- ges, My O. L. R. 162.—CAN. 
Qs1ay 12 SRN. Aus {°O? 7? Parniog (1912), 128 yor W282; 6502 viil. — 5} Pusu Tau. 
a 29 ees 56.—AUS, TEE v. BOLTON, [1918] N. Z. L. R. 908. 
io il ——.}—Testator by his Nope eee “CoN 

nivifen toe his property to re peed c0N, tio) 8. 4 A. L. R. 147.—AUS. 6502 ix. Apis Poe: 

& Nprevined that: “Tn the event of eT! teas erate TEES v. JACKSON, (1918) S. C. 681.— 
622. ~CAN. ese ‘ 

vhildeom se the oy le ap ee to take 6502 x-—-— -}—-Topp’s TRUS 
Parente’ gs oreo Bg my yon ay ——.)}—Under a gift to TEES v. TODD’S EXECUTRIX, {1922}]S.C. 





deceased peothers 1 


all testator’s sons & daughters equally, 


1.—SCOT. 
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Sect, 17.—Desoription of donees: Sub-sect. 5, C. 
(c) 1.) 

decease :—Held: The children took by sub- 

stitution &, therefore, the children of a sister who 

was dead at the date of the will could not take.— 

CONGREVE v. PALMER (1853), 16 Beav. 485; 23 

L. J. Ch. 54; 1 W. HR. 156; 51H. R. 846 


Annotations :—Retd. Wingfield v. Wingfield (1878), 9 Ch. D. 
658; Re Webster, Widger v. Mello (1883), 49 L. T. 585; 
Re Coley, Gibson v. Gibson (1900), 83 L. T. 671. Mentd. 
Tte Hickey, Beddoes v. Hodgson, {1917] 1 Ch. 601. 


6506. -|—Bequest to be equally 
divided between R. & ‘‘ my brothers & sisters, or 
their children,’’ & unto J.:—Held: the children 
of such of the brothers & sisters as were dead at 
the date of the will could not take by substitution. 
—Re Woopno’s WILL (1862), 31 Beav. 323; 54 
i. R. 1163. 

Annotation :—Refd. I?e Featherstone’s Trusts (1882), 22 

Ch. D. 111. 


6507. -.|—Testator left his residuary 
personal estate to trustees upon trust that they 
should pay & divide, per capita & not per stirpes, 
the clear residue thereof among all & every of his 
nephews & nieces, their several & respective 
exors. & administrators; & in case any other of 
his nephews & nieces should die in his lifetime 
leaving lawful issue him, her, or them surviving, 
then he directed his trustees to pay the share of 
each of them so dying unto & equally between his 
or her children. On a question as to whether 
certain children, who had died in testator’s life- 
time, of nephews & nieces who had died in his 
lifetime, were entitled to their parents’ share :— 
Held: the children of every one of the nephews 
& nieces who were dead, whether they died in 
testator’s lifetime or not, were entitled to a share 
of his property, per stirpes & not per capita.— 
PARSONS v. GULLIFORD (1864), 10 L. T. 60; sub 
nom. PARSONS v. GULLIFORD, TARRY v. SKURRAY, 
Er p. Tarry, 10 Jur. N.S. 231. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Re Potter’s Trust (1869) L. R. 8 Eq. 
52; Adams v. Adams (1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 246. 


6508. .|—Testator, in 1858, gave 
legacies to his cousins, the sons & daughters of the 
brothers & sisters of his late mother & father; 
& if it should happen that any of those cousins 
should die during his lifetime, & leave issue which 
should survive him, he directed that the legacies 
which would have been payable to any deceased 
parent should be paid to the children; & if the 
exors. should fail to discover any one or more of 
his cousins who might be living at the time of his 
decease, or any one or more of the children of his 
cousins as might have died during his‘lifetime, & 
no application should be made to the exors. by 
any one or more of his cousins, or by the children, 
within eighteen months after his decease, the 
bequests were to be void :—Held: the children of 
cousins who had died before the date of the will 
were entitled to legacies.—PHILLIPS v. PHILLIPS 
(1864), 5 New Rep. 102; 11 L. T. 472; 10 Jur. 
N.S.1173; 13 W. R. 170; 

Annotation :—Retd. Re Potter's Trust (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 52. 

6509. ——.|— Testator bequeathed his 
residuary estate & effects to trustees upon trust 
to pay the income to certain persons for their 
lives, & subject thereto bequeathed one-fourth of 
his estate & effects to his nephews & nieces, the 
children of L., in equal shares; &, in case of the 
death of any of his nephews & nieces leaving issue, 
he directed that such issue should take the share 
that his, her or their deceased parent would have 
taken if living :—Held: the children of nephews 
& nieces who died before the date of the will, & of 
a nephew who died after the date of the will, but 
before testator, took, by substitution, the shares 
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which their respective parents would have taken 

if living at testator’s death.—Re PoTTER’s TRUST 

(1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 52; 39 L. J. Ch. 102; 20 

L. T. 649. 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Hotchkiss’s Trusts (1869), L. R. 
8 Kq. 643. Folld. Hall v. Woolley (1869), 39 L. J. Ch. 106; 
Re Jenks (1870), 18 W. R. 1085; Adams v. Adams (1872), 
L. R. 14 Eq. 246. Distd. Hunter v. Cheshire (1873), 
8 Ch. App. 751. Folld. Re Woolrich, Harris v. Harris 
(1879), 11 Ch. D. 663; Ae Lucas’s Will (1881). 17 Ch. D. 
788. N.F. Re Chinery, Chinery v. Hill (1888), 39 Ch. D. 
614. Refd. Re Speakman, Unsworth v. Speakman (1876), 
4 Ch. D. 620; West v. Orr (1878), 8 Ch. D. 


60; Le 
Webster, Widgen v. Mello (1883), 49 L. T. 585; die 


Wood, Tullett v. Colville, [1894] 3 Ch. 381; Re Williams, 

Metcalf v. Williams (1913), 83 L. J. Oh. 255. 

6510. .| — Testator bequeathed a 
legacy to his first-cousins, to be equally divided 
between them. He then gave the share or shares 
of those of his first cousins, if any, who might die 
in his lifetime, unto all & every the children of all 
his first cousins who might so die in his lifetime, 
share & share alike; such shares to be taken per 
capita & not per stirpes :—Held: the children of 
the first cousin who had died before the date of the 
will were not entitled to participate in the legacy. 

For convenience of construction, this arbitrary 
rule has been laid down—that where there is a 
gift to 4w class by will, the class is to be ascer- 
tained not at the date of the instriiment, but at 
the date of the death of testator. Therefore, it 
is said, the class was always a contingent class, 
é& you could not say that any person who died in 
the lifetime of the testator took a share; & it is 
contended that because you could not have pre- 
dicted that any one of the persons described would 
take a share, you must read the gift as if it had 
been, “I give the share which any first cousin 
who may be dead in my lifetime would have taken 
had he lived, unto all & every the children of all 
my first cousins who may die in my lifetime ’’— 
that is to say, as a substantive gift to a new class 
of persons altogether (JAMES, V.-C.).—ARe HOTCH- 
KISS’s Trusts (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 643 ; 38 L. J. Ch. 


OBl. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Woolrich, Harris v. Harris (1879), 
1] 








Ch. D. 663. Folld. Re Chinery, Chinery v. Hill (1888), 
39 Ch. D. 614. Refd. Hall v. Woolley (1869), 39 L. J. Ch. 
106; Adams v. Adams (1872), lL. R. 14 Hq. 216; West 


v. Orr (1878), 8 Ch. D. 60; Re Webster, Widgen v. Mello 
(1883), 49 L. T. 585; Fete Brown, Brown v. Brown (1889), 
58 L. J. Ch. 420; Ie Musther, Groves v. Musther (1890), 
ae Ch. D. 569; Re Wood, Tullett v. Colville, (1804) 3 Ch. 
381. 


6511. -|—Testator bequeathed to his 
sister S. all the property he might die possessed of 
for life, & after her decease he desired the property 
to be equally divided among his brothers & sisters, 
& should any of his brothers or sisters die, leaving 
issue, during the lifetime of his sister S., the share 
which would have been theirs to be equally 
divided among their children: — Held: the 
children of a brother who died fifteen years before 
the date of the will were entitled to take the share 
of their deceased parent.—ADAMS v. ADAMS (1872), 
L. R. 14 Eq. 246; 27 L. T. 505: 20 W. R. 88. 


Annotations :—Distd. Hunter v. Cheashire (1873), 28 L. T. 7. 
Refd. Re Lucas’s Will (1881), 17 Ch. D. 788; de Musther, 
Groves v. Musther (1890), 43 Ch. D. 569. 


6512. .|—Testator gave a lezacy to 
‘‘the children of my late cousin A.,”’ & declared 
that ‘‘ if any legatee shall die in my lifetime leaving 
a child or children ”’ the legacy should not lapse, 
but go to such child or children. At the date of 
the will B., one of the children of A., had died 
leaving children :—He/d: B. not being a ‘‘ lega- 
tee ’’ under the will his children took no interest.— 
HUNTER v. CHESHIRE (1873), 8 Ch. App. 761; 


29 L. T. 2883: 21 W. R. 778, L. JJ. 
Annotations :— pid. West v. Orr (1878), 8 Ch. D. 60. Refd. 
ne ecbaters state, Widgen v. Mello (1883), 23 Oh. D. 
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6518. ——.|—Re Smiru’s Trusrs, No. 
6531, post. 
6514. -|—Testator devised his real 


estate to trustees, upon trust during the lives of 
the children of A., B. & C., all deceased, & of the 
survivors & survivor of them to pay the rents & 
profits to them in equal shares, & directed that the 
shares of such of them as should die in the lifetime 
of the others or other of them leaving issue should 
be paid to such issue, the share of the parent being 
divided equally among the issue if more than one. 
He further directed that after the death of the 
survivor of the children of A., B., & C., his real 
estates should be sold, & the proceeds of sale 
divided between the children of A., B., & C. 
equally; & that the shares of such of them as 
might die under age & without issue should 
accrue to the other or others of them; but that 
the shares of such of them as might die under age 
leaving issue should belong to such issue, & be 
divided amongst them equally if more than one :— 
Held : the representatives of those children of A., B., 
& C., who died without issue in the lifetime of other 
members of the same class, were not entitled to a 
share of the rents & profits ; & the issue of such of 
the children of A., B., & C. as were dead at the date 
of the will took no benefit under it.—KELSEY v. 
ELLs (1878), 38 L. T. 471. 

6515. .[—Testatrix by her will gave 
a sum of money to trustces on trust, after the death 
of the widow of a cousin, for the children of the 
cousin, share & share alike ; provided that in case 
of any of the children dying in the lifetime of 
testatrix leaving issue, such issue should take the 
share to which their parent would have been 
entitled if living.—One of the children was dead 
when the will was made, & a codicil showed that 
testatrix was aware of this:—Held: the issue of 
that child took a share in the money.—fe Lucas’s 
WILL (1881), 17 Ch. D. 788; 29 W. R. 860. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Re Wood, Tullett v. Colville (1894), 

63 L. J. Ch. 790. 








6516. -Testator, by will in 1860, 
gave property to trustees on trust for his sister for 
life, & after her death on trust to pay the principal 
to the child or children of his sister equally at 
twenty-one, ‘‘ & if any of them die leaving issue, 
the share or shares of such of them as shall so die 
shall go to their respective issue,’’ & if any should 
die under the age of twenty-one without issue, the 
share or shares of such of them as should so die 
should lapse. Testator died in 1861. His sister 
died in 1881, having had three children, two of 
whom were dead at the date of the will, one leaving 
issue, & the other without issue :—Held: the issue 
of the child dead at the date of the will were not 
entitled under the will.—/te BARKER, ASQUITH v. 
SAVILLE (1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 835; 47 L. T. 38. 

6517. .]—Testator by will bequeathed 
all his share in an estate in Barbados “ to all the 
children of ’’ his dear departed wife’s sister M., “‘ or 
in event of decease to their descendants share & 
share alike.’’ M. had six children, of whom five 
were living at the date of the will & at the death of 
testator, & one had died prior to the date of the 
will leaving issue an only daughter :—Held: the 
issue of the child of M. who was dead at. the date 
of the will, was not entitled to a share of the 
property, but it went to the five children of M. 
who survived testator.—Ite WEBSTER’s ESTATE, 
WIDGEN v. MELLO (1883), 23 Ch. D. 737; 52 L. J. 
Ch. 767; 49 L. T. 585. 

_. e-—Refd. Re Hickey, Beddoes v. Hodgson (1917), 

86 L, J. Ch. 385. 

6518. es caiarerma | —LIJte HALL, 
WEIGHTMAN, No. 6708, post. 
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6519. --|—Testator bequeathed ao resi- 
duary fund upon trust for the equal benefit of his 
sisters, nephews, & nieces. as to the shares of his 
nephews absolutely, & as to the shares of his sisters 
& nieces upon trust to invest the principal moneys 
forming their shares, & to pay the dividend to each 
such sister & niece for life for her separate use, & after 
the death of each sister to apply her share for the 
benefit of his nieces equally upon the trusts of their 
origina] shares, ‘“‘ & after the death of each niece 
upon trust to pay her share to such of her children 
as she shall by will appoint, & in default of appoint- 
ment to her children equally on attaining the age of 
twenty-one years, & if no such children then on 
trust for the survivors or survivor of my nieces. 
If any niece shall die in my lifetime her share shall 
be for the benefit of her child or children, but if no 
such children who shall live to attain the age of 
twenty-one years, then such share shall be for the 
benefit of my surviving nieces equally, & upon the 
same trusts :—Held: the child of a niece who died 
before the date of the will did not take.—Re 
CHINERY, CHINERY v. Hinz (1888), 39 Ch. D. 614; 
57 L. J. Ch. 804; 59 L. T. 3038. 

Annotations :—Folld. Re Brown, Brown v. Brown (1889), 

58 L. J. Ch. 420. d. Re Wood, Tullett v. Colville, 


Apprv 
[1894] 3 Ch. 381. Rotd. Re Musther, Groves v. Musther 
(L890), 43 Ch. D. 569; Re Parsons, Blaber v. Parsons 


(1894), 8 R. £30. 

6520. |—(1) Testatrix bequeathed 
her residuary estate ‘‘ unto & equally between all 
my nephews & nieces living at my death ; provided 
that if any of my nephews & nieces shall die in my 
lifetime leaving lawful issue, such issue shall take 
his her, or their respective parents’ share or shares 
equally ’’:—Held: issue of nephews & nieces 
already dead at the date of the will took no share 
in the residuary estate. 

(2) In an earlier part of the same will pecuniary 
legacies of the same amount were given to three 
persons, each of whom was described as ‘‘ my 
niece.”” One of them was illegitimate :—Held: 
the illegitimate niece was not entitled to any share 
in the residuary estate under the gift to ‘ all my 
nephews & nieces living at my death.’’—Ie 
Brown, Brown v. BRown (1889), 58 L. J. Ch. 420 ; 
37 W. R. 472. 

6521. -.|—Testatrix, by her will, gave 
the residue of her property to be equally divided 
between her nephews & nieces, sons & daughters 
of her late brothers, G., J., W., & C., & then pro- 
ceeded: ‘“ but should any of them be dead before 
me I then direct that his or her share shall be 
equally divided between his or her share ”’ :—Held : 
the children, living at the death of testatrix, of 
nephews or nieces who were dead at the date of her 
will, did not take. 

The gift is one to nephews & nieces of testatrix 
who are capable of taking; that is, to nephews & 
nieces who were living at the date of the will, & 
those nephews & nieces were only intended to take 
provided they survived testatrix. for the gift over 
provides for the event of any of them dying after 
the date of the will & before the death of testatrix. 
In my opinion, that is the primd facie & natural 
construction & meaning of those words; & no 
intention can be attributed to testatrix of providin 
for what had happened before the date of the wil 
(Corron, L.J.).— Re MuSTHER, GROVES v. MUSTHER 
(1890), 43 Ch. D. 569; 59 L. J. Ch. 206. C. A. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Re Williams, Metcalf v. Williams, 


[1914] 1 Ch. 219. Refd. Re Wood. Tullett v. Colville, 


eke Ch. 381; Re Kirk, Wethey v. Kirk (1915), 85 
L. J. Ch. 182. 


6522. ——.]—Testator by his will directed 
trustees to carry on his business as gravel con- 
tractor till his freehold gravel pits were exhausted, 
& then to sell the frechold lands on which they were 
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situate & plant, etc., & hold the proceeds in trust 
for children then living who should attain the age 
of twenty-one, etc. He also directed his trustees to 
hold the residue of his estate upon trust for sale & 
investment, & to divide the income equally among 
his children during their lives, & on the death of 
any child, whether before or after his own death, 
to hold the corpus of such child’s share in trust for 
any children of such child :—Held: children of a 
daughter of testator, who died before the date of 
his will, were not included in the residuary gift.— 
Re Woop, TULLETT v. COLVILLE, [1894] 3 Ch. 381 ; 
63 L. J. Ch. 790; 71 L. T. 413; 7 R. 495, C. A. 

at oma :—Refd. Re Berwick, Ryle v. Ryle, [1911] 1 Ch. 


6523. ——- ———.] — Re Ruipuey, [Rip.ey v. 
VAUGHAN (1898), 42 Sol. Jo. 307, C. A. 

6524. .]—Testator gave the residue of 
his estate upon trust for his brothers & sisters. 
The share of one brother was directed to be settled, 
& this clause was immediately followed by a pro- 
viso that ‘‘ if any of my other brothers or sisters 
shall die in my lifetime leaving issue any of whom 
shall be living at my death, such issue so living 
shall take equally amongst themselves if more than 
one the shares which such other brother or sister 
would have taken if then living’ :—Held: the 
gift to issue was substitutional, & the children of a 
sister who was dead at the date of the will were not 
entitled to share in the residue.—Re OFFILER, 
OFFILER v. OFFILER (1901), 83 L. T. 758. 

6525. .|—Testator by his will gave 
legacies to the children of one of his sons, whom he 
described as ‘‘ my deceased son.’’ He gave the 
residue of his estate in trust for all or any of his 
children who should be living at his death & attain 
twenty-one or marry, ‘‘ provided that in case any 
one or more of my children shall predecease me 
leaving any child or children living at my death, 
then such child or children of my deceased child 
shall take ‘ their parents’ share’ ’’ :—Held: upon 
the true construction of this particular will testa- 
tor’s meaning was clear, & the children of the son 
who was dead at the date of the will were not 
entitled to share in the residue. 

My intention is, if I can, to construe the will 
which is before us itself & give the natural meaning 
to the words & the sentences therein contained. 
I believe that half the difficulties have arisen by 
adopting some words that learned judges have 
used on another occasion with reference to another 
will as if it was acanon of construction for all wills. 
- . . The proposition that I propose to adopt is 
this, that unless the ordinary & usual meaning of 
the words leads to some absurdity or something 
which is, to use the language of KINDERSLEY, V.-C., 
“manifestly contrary to testator’s obvious inten- 
tion,” I will simply construe the language of the 
will itself & give effect to the meaning of those 
words according to the ordinary & proper meaning 
of them. 

It may be perfectly true to say falsa grammatica 
non nocet; at the same time one must not divorce 
language from its ordinary meaning by introducing 
a suggestion of false grammar—indeed, I do not 
think the expression falsa grammatica is applicable 
to what we have here (LORD HALsBURY. C.).— 
GORRINGE v. MAHLSTEDT, [1907] A. C. 225; 76 
L. J. Ch. 527; 97 L. T. 111; sub nom. Re Gor- 














WILLS. 


RINGE, GORRINGE v. MAHLSTEDT, 51 Sol. Jo. 497, 
L. ; revsg. S. C. sub nom. Re GORRINGE, GOR- 

RINGE v. GORRINGE, [1906] 2 Ch. 341, C. A. 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Stokes, Barlow v. Bullock (1907), 

52 Sol. Jo. 11; Ke Lambert, Corns v. Harrison peel 

2-Ch. 117. Apia. Re Cope, Cross v, Cross, [1908] 3 Ch. 1. 

Consd. Re Williams, Metcalfe v. Williams, [1914] 1 Ch. 219. 

Apld. ke Brown, Leeds v. Spencer,(1917] 2 Ch. 232. Refd. 

Re Metcalfe, Metealfe v. Earle, (1909) 1 Ch. 424; Re 

Kirk, Wethey v. Kirk (1915),)85 L. J. Ch. 182 ; Re Burnham, 

Carrick v. Carrick, [1918] 2 Ch. 196. 

6526. .|—Testator gave his residuary 
estate in trust subject, to a life estate for the benefit 
of his wife, who predeceased him, for all his 
children who attained the age of twenty-one years 
in equal shares, ‘‘ Provided always that if an child 
of mine shall die. in my lifetime leaving a child or 
children who shall survive & being a son or sons 
shall attain the age of twenty-one years or being a 
daughter or daughters shall attain that age or 
marry under that age then & in every such case 
the last mentioned child or children shall take, & 
if more than one equally between them, the share 
which his, her or their parent would have taken of 
& in the residuary trust funds if such parent or 
parents had survived me subject nevertheless to 
the proviso hereinafter contained. Provided al- 
ways that if any child of mine shall die in the life- 
time of my wife leaving a husband or wife who shall 
survive her then I declare that on the decease of 
my wife the income of the share of any deceased 
child of mine shall go & be payable to such husband 
or wife of such deceased child of mine ”’ :—Held: 
the residuary gift did not include the children of a 
child dead at the date of the will or the husband or 
wife of any such last-mentioned child.—He Corr, 
Cross v. Cross, [1908] 2 Ch. 1; 77 L. J. Ch. 558 ; 
99 L.. T. 374, C. A. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Re Mctcalfe, Metcalfe v. Earle, (1909) 
1 Ch. 424; ke Williams, Metcalf v. Williams, [1914] 
219. Refd. ke Kirk, Wethey v. Kirk (1915), 85 

sh. 182. 














'—Testator by his will gave 
legacies of £500, to each of the children of a 
deceased daughter, & gave the residue of his estate 
“unto & equally amongst all my children who 
being a son or sons have attained or shall attain 
the age of twenty-one ycars or shall marry in 
equal shares,”’ & provided that ‘if any child of 
me shall die in my lifetime leaving a child who 
shall survive me & being a son or sons shall 
attain the age of twenty-one years or being a 
daughter or daughters shall attain that age or 
marry,’’ then the last-mentioned child or children 
should take the share which his, her, or their 
parent would have taken in the trust funds if 
such parent had survived testator & attained the 
age of twenty-one years. The daughter left six 
children, who survived testator & attained 
twenty-one years :—Held: the words “shall die 
in my liffetime’’ imputed futurity, & a child of 
testator dead at the date of the will was not in- 
cluded in the residuary gift, & the children of 
deceased daughter took no share of the residue.— 
Re Brown, LEEDS v. SPENCER, [1917] 2 Ch. 232 ; 
86 L. J. Ch. 561; 117 L. T. 268; 61 Sol. Jo. 546. 


ti. Independent Original Gifts to Children. 
6528. Parent dead at date of will—Children take 
parent’s share.|—A testator may so express himself 
as to cause a child of a deceased child to represent 
& be substituted for that deceased child; though 
he never intended a share for the deceased child. 
Gift of aliquot parts of a fund to the children of 


PART XVI. SEOT. 17, SUB-SECT. 5, Children take parent's share.}—Ie Warp, 2 Ridg. Parl. Rep. 85.—IR. 
C. (0) if. oe LUSHER v. LUSHER, [1928] 6528 ili. —— ——-.}—-New ZEALAND 
Z. L. R. 73.—N.Z. INSURANCE Co, v. ACTON, [1924] N. Z. 


628 i. Parent dead at date of will— 


65628 ii. —— _- -——-.]}— Hayes vv. L. 


R. 193.—N, Z. 
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A., the children of B., the children of C. & the 

grandchildren of D. Provided that if any child 

or children of A., or B. or C., or any of the grand- 

children of D., shall die in my lifetime leaving a 

child or children living at my death & attaining 

twenty-one, the child or children of each such 
child or grandchild so dying in my lifetime shall 
represent & stand in the place of his, her or their 
deceased parent or respective parents, & be 
entitled to the same share or shares which his, 
her or their deceased parent would have been 
entitled to if living at my decease :—Held: (1) the 
word ‘‘ children’’ could not be read _ grand- 
children, so as to let in as original donee the child 
of a deceased child of A., who never had a child 
living at the date of the will; (2) the words ‘‘ shall 
die ’’ do not import future dying, but are equiva- 
lent to ‘‘ shall be dead,’’ or ‘‘ shall have died ”’ ; 
(3) the proviso was large enough to show an 
intention, that a child of a child deceased at the 
date of the will, & for whom therefore no share 
was intended, should represent or be substituted 
for that deceased child; & take the share which, 
if living at the date of testator’s death, the 

deceased child would have taken.—LOKING v. 

THOMAS (1861), 1 Drew. & Sm. 497; 30 L. J. Ch. 

789; 56 L. T. 269; 7 Jur. N. S. 1116; 9 W. R. 

919; 62 EF. R. 469. 

Annotations oD to (2) Apld. Parsons v. Gulliford 1864), 
10 L. T. 60. Distd. Re Hotchkiss’s Trusts (1869), L. R. 
8 Kq. 643. Re Hall, Branston v. Weightman coe): 
57 L. T. 423; He Rudley, Ridley v. Vaughan E1598) a 
Sol. Jo. 307; Re Offiler, Offiler v. Offller (1901), 83 L. T 
758; Re Gorringe Gorringe v. Gorringe, [1906] 1 Ch. 319. 
anid. Re Stokes, Barlow v. Bullock (1907), 52 So). Jo. 11 

d. Barraclough v. Cooper (1905), [1908] 2 Ch. 121,n. 

d. Re Cope, Crosa v. Cross, [1908] 2 Ch. 1. Folld. Ie 
Lambert, Corns v. Harrison, [1908] 2 Ch. 117. 

Bull vw. Jones (1862), 31 L. J. ch. 858; Phillips v. Phillip: 

(1864), 11 L. T. 472; Re Potter's Trust. (1869), L. R. 8 Eq 

§2; Re Woolrich, Harris ». Harris (1879), 11 Ch. D. 663; 

Gibbons v. Gibbons (1881), 6 App. Cas. 471: Re Lucas’s 

Me (1881), 17 Ch. D. 788; Gorringe v. Mahlistedt, {1907} 
C. 225; Re Metcalfe, Metcalfe v. Earle, [1909] 1 Ch, 

434. Re Taylor, Taylor v. White (1911), 56 Sol. Jo. 175; 
Re Williams, Metcalf v. Williams, (1914) 2 Ch. 61; Re 
Kirk, Wethey v. Kirk (1915), 85 L. J. Ch. 182; Re Brown, 
Leeds v. Spencer, [1917] 2 Ch. 232; Re Rayner, Couch v. 
Warner (1925), 134 L. T. 141. As to (3) Apld. Miles v. 
Tudway (1883), 49 L. T. 664. Distd. Re Webstcr’s Estate, 
Widgen v. Mello (1883), 23 Ch. D. iat one Re Chinery, 
Chinery v. Hill (1888), 39 Ch. D. 6 
Brown v. Brown (1889), 58 L. a ; 
Parsons, Blaber v. Parsons (1894), 8 “R. 430. 
Musther, Groves v. Musther (1890), 43 Ch. D. 569. 

6529 .|—Gift by will to such of 
testator’s nieces as should be living at his death, 
with proviso that if any of his nieces should die 
in his lifetime leaving any child who should be 
living at testator’s death & should attain twenty- 
one, such child should represent & stand in the 
place of his parent, & should be entitled to the 
same share as well original as accruing as his 
parent would have been entitled to, if living at 
the time of his, testator’s, decease. One of 
testator’s nieces died previously to the date of 
the will, leaving a child who survived testator 
& attained twenty-one :—Held: the gift to the 
children of testator’s nieces was not substitutional, 
but the child of the niece who was dead at the 
date of the will was entitled to participate in 
testator’s property.—Re CHAPMAN’S WILL (1863), 
32 Beav. 382; 9 Jur. N. S. 657; 11 W. R. 578; 
55 E. R. 160. 

Annotations :-—Reld. Re Hotchkiss’ Trusts (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 
643; Re Potter’s Trust (1869), L. R. 8 aoe 52; Re Wool- 
rich, Harris v. Harris (1879), 11 Ch. D. 663. 
6530. .]—A testator gave the surplus 

of his property to trustees to divide among his 

nephews & nieces, & directed that, ‘‘ in case any 
of them should be dead or die leaving i issue ’’ such 
issue were to take their parents’ share :—Held: 

the issue of three who were dead at the date of the 
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will were entitled to their parents’ shares.—Re 

JENKS (1870), 18 W. R. 1085. 

6531. ——— |—Testatrix made her will, 
dated Mar. 20, 1867, in the following terms: ‘“ If 
S. should have any money at her death she wishes 
it to be equally divided amongst her brothers & 
sisters after all expenses are paid. Should any 
of her brothers or sisters be dead, their share to be 
equally divided among their children. If no 
children be living the money to be divided amongat 
the surviving brothers & sisters of S.”’ Testatrix, 
who died in Jan. 1875, had had seven brothers & 
sisters. One of her brothers was dead at the date 
of the will, leaving ten children, & the question 
was, whether such children were entitled to a 
share of the residue of her estate :—Held: by 
‘* their share ’’ testatrix meant the share which a 
deceased brother or sister would, if living, have 
taken, & the children of the deceased brother 
were entitled to a share. 

The question is, whether I am to attribute to 
this testatrix the capricious intention that, if a 
brother died before her will, his children, should 
not take, but that, if a brother died after her will, 
his children should take. I am of opinion that 
I am not bound to do anything of the sort. She 
gives her money to be equally divided amongst 
her brothers & sisters, & then she says, ‘‘ should 
any of her brothers & sisters be dead, their share 
is to be equally divided amongst their children.” 
The words ‘ their share”? cannot mean a share 
given to a brother or sister who is dead, because 
you cannot give a legacy to a dead person, as 
testatrix must have known; & consequently 
‘‘ their share ’’ must mean ‘ the share which they 
would if living have taken.’’ Therefore I hold 
that the children of the brother who was dead at 
the date of the will are entitled to a share (JESSEL, 
M.R.).—Re Smitrn’s Trusts (1875), 5 Ch. D. 
497, n.; 46 1. J. Ch. 388, n. 

_innotations :—Folld. Re Lucas’ A Will (1881), 17 Ch. 88. 
Distd. Re Webster’s Estate, Wilson v. Mello abs). 2 
Ch. J). oo Re Yall, Branston v. Weightman (1887), 5 
L. T. 42. 'N.F. Re Chinery, Chinery v. Hill (1888), 39 
Ch. D. ; Re Brown, Brown v. Brown (1889), 58 
DL. J. Ch, 426. Refd. Re Sibley’s Trusts (1877), 5 Ch. D. 
494: Re Woolrich, Harris ». Harris (1879), 11 Ch. "D. 663 ; 
Re Barker, Asquith v. Saville (1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 835; 
Re Musther, Groves v. Musther (1890), 43 Ch. D. 569. 
6532. .|—A testatrix, by her will, in 

exercise of a general power, appointed real & 

personal estate to trustees in trust for her sister H. 

for life, & after her death for all & every her 

children & child who should be living at her death, 
if more than one as tenants in common; & pro- 
vided ‘‘ that if any child of H. should die in the 
lifetime of H., leaving issue who should be living 
at the death of H., such issue should take the share 
which his, her, or their parent would have taken 
if living at the death of H.; & if there should 
be no child or children, or issue of a child or 
children of H., so living at her death,’’ then 
testatrix gave over the fund to other persons. 

H. had one child who was dead at the date of the 

will leaving issue who were living at her death, 

& other children who survived her :—Held: the 

gift to issue was original & not substitutional, & 

the issue of the child who was dead at the date 
of the will were entitled to take under it.—Re 

Woo.ricH, HARRIS v. Harris (1879), 11 Ch. D. 

663; 48 L. J. Ch. 321; 41 L. T. 309; 27 W. R. 

429. 

Annotations Fs Re a sat Barlow wv. Bullock (1907), 

















§2 Sol. Jo. Refd. Fe Chinery, Chinery v. Hill as 
a D. ave Re Offfler, Oiler v. Offiler (1901), 83 L. T 
758. 

6538. .|—A testator by a codicil to 


his will bequeathed to the widow of his deceased 
son the interest accruing from a sum of money, the 
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payment thereof to cease upon her death or 
second marriage. He directed his exors. to 
divide the principal sum ‘‘ amongst my surviving 
male & female children. Should a male or female 
child’s death precede mine, his or her share to 
be divided equally between the male & female 
children of such son & daughter deceased.’”’ One 
son & two daughters of testator were dead at the 
date of the codicil; the two daughters each left 
one child. Eight children of the testator survived 
him :—Held: the class of persons entitled under 
the gift were children of testator living at his 
death, &, per stirpes, the children living at his 
death of any child of testator who had predeceased 
him, whether before or after the date of the 
codicil ; consequently the fund was divisible into 
tenths amongst the eight surviving children of 
testator & the children of the two daughters who 
died in his lifetime.—MILES v. TupDWAyY (1883), 
49 L. T. 664. 

65384. ——— ——_.]—-I?e RICHMOND, COLEMAN 1. 
RicHMOND (1897), 41 Sol. Jo. 859. 

6535. .J—Zte ROBERTS, PERCIVAL v. 
Roserts, No. 6452, ante. 

6536. .|—A gift to the issue of any 
member of a class, in case such member “ shall ”’ 
die without attaining a vested interest, but 
‘“‘ shall ’’ leave a child or children living at or after 
my decease, & which child or children ‘“ shall 
attain the age of twenty-one years,’’ of the share 
which such member would have taken if he had 
come under the description of the members of the 
class attaining a vested interest, held an original 
& not a substitutional gift, so as to let in the issue 
of members of the class who were dead at the 
date of the will & were not beneficiaries under the 
will.—Re STOKES, BARLOW v. BULLOCK (1907), 52 
Sol. Jo. 11. 

6537. .|—Testatrix by her will gave 
the residue of her estate ‘‘in trust for all my 
nephews & nieces who shall be living at my death 
to be divided equally between them. Provided 
always that 1f any nephew or niece of mine shall 
die in my lifetime leaving a child or children who 
shall survive me & being 4 son or sons shal) attain 
the age of twenty-one years or being a daughter 
or daughters shall attain that age or marry under 
that age then & in every such case the last men- 
tioned child or children shal] take (& if more than 
one equally between them) the share which his, 
her, or their parent would have taken of & in the 
residuary trust funds if such persons had survived 
me’’:—Held: the child, who attained twenty- 
one & survived testatrix, of a nephew already 
dead at the date of the will was entitled to share 
in the residue.—Re LAMBERT, CORNS v. HARRISON, 
[1908] 2 Ch. 117; 77 L. J. Ch. 553; 98 L. T. 851. 
Annotations :—Folld. te Metcalfe, Meteoalfo v. Earl, [1909] 




















1 Ch. 424; Re Williams, Metcalf v. Williams, {1914} 
1 Ch. 219. Refd. 2% Rayner, Couch v. Warner (1925), 
134 L. T. 141. 

6538. -.|—Testator gave his residuary 


estate in trust for such of his nephews & nieces 
‘* ag shall be living at my decease & have attained 
or shall attain the age of twenty-one years ”’ 
equally between them if more than one. ‘ Pro- 
vided always that if any of my nephews or nieces 
shall die in my lifetime leaving a child or children 
who shall survive me & attain the age of twenty- 
one years then & in every such case the last 
mentioned child or children shall take (& if more 
than one equally between them) the share which 
his, her or their parents would have taken in my 
residuary estate if such parents had survived me 
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& attained the age of twenty-one years ’’ :—Held : 
the children, who attained twenty-one & survived 
the testator, of a nephew or niece already dead at 
the date, of the will were entitled to share in the 
residue. 
Qu.: whether a distinction should not be 
drawn in al] such cases between a gift to children 
& to nephews & nieces, a class much more remote 
than that of testator’s own descendants.—He 
METCALFE, METCALFE v. EARLE, [1909] 1 Ch. 424 ; 
78 L. J. Ch. 303; 100 L. T. 222. 
a es Re Williams, Metcalf v. Williams, [1914] 


6539. .|—The child of a niece, dead at 
the date of the will, of a testator was held entitled 
to share under a trust “for all my nephews & 
nieces living at the decease of the said S. (the 
tenant for life), as tenants in common in equal 
shares, provided always that if any of my said 
nephews & nieces shall die in the lifetime of the 
said S., leaving a child or children who shall survive 
her, & being a son or sons, shall attain the age of 
twenty-one years, or being a daughter or daughters, 
shall attain that age, or marry under that age, 
then & in every such case the last-mentioned child 
or children shall take (&, if more than one, equally 
between them) the share which his, her, or their 
parent would have taken of & in the proceeds 
of my said estate if such parent had survived the 
said S.”—Re Taytor, TAYLOR v. WHITE (1911), 
56 Sol. Jo. 175. 

6540. .|.—A will contained a gift of 
residue in trust for all the children of testator 
living at his death who should attain twenty-one, 
or being daughters should attain that age or 
marry, in equal shares, with a proviso ‘‘ that if 
any child of me shalJ] die in my lifetime leaving a 
child or children who shall survive me & being a 
son or sons shall attain the age of twenty-one years, 
or being a daughter or daughters shall attain that 
age or marry, then & in such case the last-men- 
tioned child or children shall take ”’ their parent’s 
share. ‘To the knowledge of the testator one of 
his sons had died before the date of the will, 
leaving two children, to whom testator had given 
& legacy in an earlier part of his will :—Held: they 
were contigently entitled on attaining twenty-one 
or on marriage to share in the residue.—He 
WILLIAMS, METCALF v. WILLIAMS, [1914] 2 Ch. 61 ; 
83 L. J. Ch. 570; 110 L. T. 923; 58 Sol. Jo. 470, 
Cy A. 

Annotations :—Folld. Re Kirk, Wethey v. Kirk (1915), 85 


L. J. Ch. 182. Distd. Re Brown, Leeds v. Spencer, {1917} 
2 Ch. 232. j Anld. Re Rayner, Couch v. Warner (1925), 


134 L. T. 1 
.|—Testator b 














6541. his will devised 
his real estate to his daughter for life, & on her 
decease he directed his real estate to be sold & the 
proceeds to be divided ‘‘ amongst all & every my 
children in equal shares & I declare that in case 
any of my said children shall die in the lifetime 
of my said daughter without leaving a child or 
children the share of any one or more of them so 
dying shall be paid unto & equally amongst the 
survivors of them my said children share & share 
alike, but in case any of them shall die & leave a 
child or children such child or children shall take 
their respective parent’s share :—Held: yrand- 
children of testator whose parents were already 
dead at the date of the will were entitled to share 
in the proceeds of the sale of the rea: estate, there 
being no indication in the will that testator 
intended to benefit some of his grandchildren & 
not others.—HRe KIRK, WETHEY v. Kirk (1915), 
85 L. J. Ch. 182; 118 L. T. 1204. 

6542. .|~—A testator gave a pecuniary 
legacy to ‘the descendants of A. or their 
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descendants living at my death.” A. had six 
children, one of whom was dead at the date of 
the will, leaving children & grandchildren, all of 
whom were living at the death of testator. The 
other five children of A. were living at the date of 
the will & survived testator. On the question 
of the class entitled to the legacy :—Held: (1) the 
words “‘ living at my death ”’ governed the whole 
gift; (2) on the true construction of the will, 
there was a direct gift of five-sixths of the legacy 
to the five children of A. who survived testator 
equally as tenants in common, & of the remaining 
one-sixth to the grandchildren of A. who survived 
testator as joint-tenants.—Re Hickry, BEepDOoES 

v. Hopason, [1917] 1 Ch. 601; 86 L. J. Ch. 385; 

116 L. T. 656; 61 Sol. Jo. 368. 

6543. Children to take parent’s share—Ascer- 
tainment by reference to all parents.]—Testa- 
trix having two sons & two daughters living, 
gave a legacy to each of them, & then gave the 
residue to M., one of her daughters, for life: ‘ &, 
after her decease, I will that the property be 
equally divided amongst such of my sons & 
daughters as may be living at the decease of the 
said M.; & in case of the decease of any of my 
said sons or daughters, the surviving children of 
any of my sons or daughters to have their fathers’ 
or mothers’ part.’ Testatrix had had another 
son & daughter, both of whom were dead at the 
date of ber will, leaving children :—AHeld: their 
children were entitled to shares of the residue.— 
JARVIS v. POND (1839), 9 Sim. 649; 8 L. J. Ch. 
167; 59 Ik. R. 470. 

Annotations :-— Distd. Gray v. Garman (1843), 2 Hare, 268 ; 
Ive v. King (1852), 16 B 3. Refd. Manning v. 
Chambers (1847), 1 De G. & . 282; Coulthurst . 
Carter (1852), 15 Beav. 421; Loring »v. Thomas (1861), 
1 Drew. & Sm. 497; Re Jordan’s Trusts (1863), 2 Now 
Rep. 57; Ite Potter’s Trust (1869), L. Rt. 8 Eq. 52: Re 
Lucas’s Will (1881), 17 Ch. D. 788. 

6544, ——— -|—On a bequest to such of a 
class as shall be living at a certain time, & to the 
children of such as shall be then dead, such 
children to take only their parents’ shares :— 
Held: the children of those members of the class 
who died in testatrix’s lifetime were entitled to 
yarticipate.—-Re FAULDING’S TRusT (1868), 26 

eav. 263; 28 L. J. Ch. 217; 82 L. T. O.S. 154; 
4 Jur. N. S. 1289: 6538 E. R. 899; sub nom. Re 
PauLpiIna’s Trusts, 7 W. R. 74. 

6545. -|—(1) Testator, after giving 
his residuary personal estate to all & every the 
children of his uncle F. or their issue in equal 
shares, gave his real estate to A. for life. & after 
her death upon trust for sale, & to hold the pro- 
ceeds upon trust for ‘‘ all & every the children of 
F. or their issue in eqs shares per cayita.”’? Four 
of the six children of F’. were dead at the date of 
the will, & two survived the tenant for life :— 
Held: the issue of the four deceased children of 
F. alive at the death of testator or born during 
A.’s lifetime took as by substitution the shares of 
their deceased ancestors in the proceeds of the 
realty, the issue of each of the four taking, inter se, 
in equal shares. 

There are authorities which show that when you 
find a gift in a will to A. or B., that word “ or ”’ is 
to have some meaning & it is to have a meaning 
which depends upon what A. or B. really consists 
of. You cannot lay down a priori that the gift 
to A. or B. has any particular meaning ; you must 
first of all know what A. & B. are. 

It does not appear to me that an ordinary man, 
knowing that he had but two surviving cousins, 
the two children of his deceased uncles, would 
describe them as “ all & every the children.”” To 
my mind that does convey an idea of more than 
two, & I think it would to the minds of most 
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persons conversant with the ordinary uses of the 
English language, & it does weigh with me very 
much, seeing the expression used, & seeing the 
state of the family, that he did use twice over the 
words ‘‘ al] & every the children ”’ (JESSEL, M.R.). 

(2) In every case to find out what was the 
class originally intended you must depend upon 
the will itself (Jrssri, M.R.).—Re SiBLEY’s 
Trusts (1877), 5 Ch. D. 494; 46 L. J. Ch. 387; 
37 L. T. 180. 


Annotations :— Aa to (1) Apld. Re Jones’s Estate, Hume v. 
Lloyd (1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 775. Distd. Re Barker, Asquith 
v. Saville (1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 835. Apld, Re Webster's 
Kstate, Widgen v. Mello (1883), 23 Ch. D. 737. Refd. Re 
Lucas’s Will (1881), 17 Ch. D. 788; Miles v. Tudway 
(1883), 49 L. T. 664 ; Re Morgan, Morgan v. Morgan (1893), 
69 L. T. 407; Re Roberts, Percival v. Roberts, (1903) 

2 Ch. 200; Re Walbran, Atilner v. Walbran (1905), 75 

L. J. Ch. 105. Generally, Refd. Re Hickey, Beddoes v. 

Hodgson, [1917] 1 Ch. 601. 


iii. Gifts to Composite Class of Parents and 
Children. 

6546. Gift to parents & children of deceased 
parents— Gift to children  original.]—— Testator 
devised an estate to trustees, in trust for R. for 
life, & after the death of R., in trust to convey the 
estate unto, between or amongst all & every & 
such one or more of the child or children of R. who 
should be living at. his decease, & the issue of such 
of them as should be then dead leaving issue, such 
issue to take between or amongst them the share 
which their parent or parents would have been 
entitled to if then living. KR. survived testator, & 
died leaving several children & the issue of another 
child who was dead at the date of the will :— 
Held: such issue were entitled to take amongst 
them. an equal share of the estate with the sur- 
viving children.—TYTNERLEIGH v. HARBIN (1835), 
6 Sim. 829; 5L. J. Ch. 15; 58 E.R. 617. 


Annotations :—Consd. Giles o. Giles (1837), 6 L. J. Ch. 176; 
Ive o. King (1852), 16 Beav. 46. Apld. Coultburst v. 
Carter (1852), 15 Beav. 421. Distd. Jte Thompson’s 
Trusts, Ex p. Tunstall (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 280. A 
Etches v. EKtches (1855), 3 Drew. 441. 
Thomas (1861), 1 Drew. & Sm. 497; 
(1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 52. Apld. Miles v. Tudway (1883), 
49 L. T. 664. Distd. Re Webster’s Extate, Widgen v. 
Mello (1883), 23 Ch. D. 787. Refd. Jarvis v. Pond (1839), 
9 Sim. 549; Gray v. Garman (1843), 2 Hare, 268 ; Cort v. 
Winder (1844), 1 Coll. 320; Manning v. Chambers (1847), 
coer G. & Sm. 282; Re Faulding’s Trust (1858), 26 Beav. 
263. 


6547. .|—Testator by his will, dated 
in 1828, bequeathed a fifth of his residue to W., 
E. & J., & all the children of J. the elder. & the 
issue of such of his children as should have departed 
this life, such issue to take such portion of the 
fifth as their parents would have taken if living. 
Testator died in 1829. J. the elder had two 
children besides those named in the will. One of 
them, N., went abroad in 1809, & had not been 
heard of since 1815. Both before & after testator’s 
death endeavours were made by inquiries & 
advertisements to ascertain whether N. were 
living or dead, but without success :—Held: he 
must be presumed to have died before the date of 
the will, but, nevertheless. his children were 
entitled to the share which he would have taken 
if he had survived testator.—RvstT v. BAKER (1837), 
8 Sim. 448; 59 EB. R. 176. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Gray v. Garman (1843), 2 Hare, 268. 

6548. .|—Testator bequeathed _ his 
residue to trustees, in trust for all his children 
living at the decease of his wife, as tenants in 
common; & if any such children should die before 
hia wife, & should leave issue, then the children of 
such his son or daughter should be entitled to the 
portion of such his son or daughter who might be 
deceased before the decease of his wife; provided 
that until the portions thereby provided for any 
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of the children of his sons or daughters who might 
have died before their mother, should become 
vested, it should be lawful for his trustees to apply 
the interest of the portion to which any such child 
might be entitled in expectancy for the main- 
tenance of such child. Testator. at the date of 
his will, had four sons & one daughter, & he had 
another daughter who was then dead, leaving 
children who survived testator :—Held: those 
children were entitled to a share of the residue.— 

GILFS v. GILES (1837), 8 Sim. 360; 61. J. Ch. 176; 

1 Jur. 234; 59 E. R. 148. 

Annotations :—Apld. Jarvis v. Pond (1839), 9 Sim. 549. 
Consd. ad Garman (1843), 2 Hare, 268; Ive v. King 
(1852), 16 Beav. 46. Apld. Coulthurst v. Carter 102), 
15 Beav. 421. Consd. Miller v. Chapman (1855), 24 L. J. 
Ch. 409; Loring v. Thomas (1861), 1 Drew. & Sm. 497; 
Re Jordan’s Trusts (1863), 2 New Rep. 57; Re Potter’s 
Trust (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 52; Re Lucas’ Will (1881), 17 
Ch. D. 788. Refd. Manning v. Chambers (1847), 1 De G. 
& Sm. 282. 

6549. .]—Bequest in trust for all the 
children of testator’s late uncle J. deceased, to be 
divided equally amongst them, & the issue of such 
of them as should be deceased, share & share alike, 
such issue to be entitled to the share of his deceased 
parents, equally amongst them :—Held: a grand- 
child of J. whose parent. was dead at the date of 
the will, was entitled to take.—BEBB v. BECKWITH 
(1889), 2 Beav. 308; 48 E. R. 1199. 

Annotations :—Consd. Loring v. Thomas (1861), 30 lL. J. Ch. 
789: Re Potter’s Trust (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 52. Refd. 
Gray vw. Garman (1843), 2 Hare, 268; Re Thompson’s 
Trusts (1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 236; Re Lucas’ Trusts (1881), 
29 W. R. 860. 








6550. ——- ——-.|—-GASKELL v. Ho.mss, No. 
6242. ante. 
6551. -.]|—A testator gave his residuary 


real & personal estate upon trust for his wife for life 

& after her death upon trusts for testator’s issue, 

with the executory trusts for his sister & her issue, 

& in default of such issue of himself & his said 

sister, ‘‘or upon their total extinction under 

twenty-one years old,’’ he bequeathed the said 
residuary estate unto his first cousins by the 
mother’s side, & the issue of such of them as 
might happen to be dead per stirpes, & to their 
heirs, exors., administrators, & assigns for ever as 
tenants in common, & not as joint tenants’ :— 
Held: (1) the gift to the cousins was not too 
remote ; it was not a gift to a class to be ascertained 
at a future period, but the first cousins ez parte 
materna living at testator’s death took vested 
interests liable to be divested to the extent required 
to let in other first cousins born before the period 
of distribution; (2) the shares of first cousins 
who died before the period of distribution leaving 
no issue were not divested, but went to their real 

& persona! representatives ; (3) the share of a first, 

cousin who died before the period of distribution 

leaving children went to those children.— BALDWIN 

v. ROGERS (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 649; 22 L. J. 

Ch. 665; 21 L. T. O. 8S. 70; 22 L. T. O. S. 29; 

17 Jur. 267; 43 BE. R. 255, L. JJ. 

Annotations :— As to (1) Refd. Re Mervin, Mervin v. Cross- 
man, [1891] 3 Ch. 197; Re Morgan, Morgan v. Morgan 
(1893), 69 L. T. 407. Generally, Consd. Wharton v. 
Barker (1858), 4 Jur. N.S. 553. 

6552. |—A testator gives all his 
property, rea] & personal to trustees, directing them 
to stand seised & possessed of all his estates, real 
& persona], upon trust to receive the rents, divi- 
dends, & annual profits, & pay the same from 
time to time to his son G. during his life until he 
should become bkpt. or insolvent, or make a 
composition with his creditors, & from & after 
any of such events upon trust to receive the rents, 
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dividends, & profits, & accumulate the same at 
compound interest, & lay out the same on mtge., 
such accumulations to continue to be made for 
twenty-one years after his, testator’s, death. 
There was then power to the trustees to apply such 
sums as they should think fit towards the main- 
tenance of his son’s wife, if he should have one, & 
the maintenance & education of his children, if 
any, until the expiration of the twenty-one years, 
& then to apply the rents, dividends, profits, & 
accumulations equally amongst his son’s children 
until the younger attained twenty-one, & the issue 
of such as were then dead, such issue to take only 
the share the parent would have been entitled to 
if living ; & when the youngest attained twenty- 
one, testator gave al] his rea] & personal estate 
& accumulations amongst his son’s children in the 
same words as he had used in the former clause 
relating to the accumulations for twenty-one 
ears. & in case his son should die without leaving 
awful issue living at his death, then over to 
testator’s brothers & sisters equally, & the issue 
of such as should be then dead, the issue to take 
only the parents’ share. Testator then gave to 
his trustees powers of leasing during his son’s life 
for seven years, & of sale & exchange at any time. 
G. the son, died without issue, & never having 
become bkpt. or insolvent or made any composition 
with his creditors. A sister of testator died before 
the date of the will, leaving children; the rest 
survived him, some dying & leaving children 
before the death of G., testator’s son :—Held: 
the gift over took effect, & the brothers & sisters 
of testator were entitled. as well as the issue of 
those who died before the date of the will, & the 
representatives of those who survived testator & 
died in the lifetime of G. the son.—ETCHES v. 
ErcHes (1856), 3 Drew. 441; 4 W. R. 307; 61 
E. R. 971. 
Anan :—Refd. Re Martin, Smith v. Martin (1885), 53 


65538. -]—When a testator gave 
legacies to his brother & three sisters nominatim, & 
gave his residue in trust for his brothers & sisters 
who should be living at the death of his wife, & 
the child or children of such of his said brothers 
& sisters as should have died in the lifetime of 
his wife, equally to be divided between his said 
brothers & sisters, & child or children of deceased 
brothers or sisters, such child or children, taking, 
nevertheless, no more than his, her or their 
parent would have taken, & it appeared that he 
had one brother only surviving at the date of his 
will, but had had two other brothers who were 
then dead leaving children :—Held ;: such children 
were entitled to a share in the residue.—He 
JORDAN’S TRUSTS (1863), 2 New Rep. 57; 8 L. T. 
307. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Lucas’ WII] (1881), 17 Ch. D. 788. 

6554. .]—A testator directed his trus- 
tees after the failure of limitations for life & in tail, 
to sell his real estate & pay a third of the proceeds 
unto & amongst the children of A. deceased, 
except J., who should be then living, & the issue 
of such of them as should be then dead leaving 
issue, & the issue of J., except his son W., share 
& share alike; the issue of deceased children of 
A. to have no greater share than their parents 
would have had if living, & the issue of J. to have 
no greater share than the issue of any other child 
of A. He gave another third upon trust to pay 
the income to P. for life, & after her decease to 
pay & divide such third share unto & amongst all 
the children of P. who should be “ then living,”’ 
& the issue of such as should be then dead, such 
issue to take no greater share than their parents 
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would have had if living. At the end of tho will 
was & proviso that if his estate should ever be sold 
under the above trust, & the money, or any part 
of it, become payable to the issue of A. & P., 
or the issue of J. (except W.), or any of them, & 
any one or more of such issue should be then dead 
having left lawful issue, then the issue of such 
issue as should be so dead should have the share to 
which their, his, or her parent would have been 
entitled if living :—Held: a child of VP., who sur- 
vived her, but afterwards dicd before the period 
of distribution leaving issue, acquired a vested 
interest which was not by the final proviso divested 
in favour of the issue of such child; the word 
‘issue ” being held not to apply to children of P. 
~~ HEASMAN v,. PEARSE (1872), 7 Ch. App. 660; 41 
Ju J. Ch. 705 3; 277s. T. 89: 20 W. R. 876, L. OT. 

6555. —- — - ---.] —Re Smiru’s Trusts (1878), 
7 Ch. D. 665; 47 1. J. Ch. 2643 26 W. R. 418. 
Annotation : —Reld. Re Woolrich, Warris «. Harris (1879), 

27 W. WR. 429, 

6556. -—- ---- ..,--A gift} to a composite class 
consisting of two or more generations may be made 
in such terms that all take as original members of 
the class. In such a case a direction ‘* that the 
issue of the deceased children may take by way of 
substitution the share which their parents would, 
if hiving, have taken,” does not prevent the children 
of a child dead at the date of the will from taking, 
as original members of the class, the share which 
their parent would have taken if living at the 
period of distribution.— /?e PARSONS, BLABER @. 
PARSONS (1894). 8 BR. 430, 

6557. — - — Gift confined to children of 
living parents.|— A testator gave a sum of £5,000 
in the event of the death of his nephew J. without 
Jeaving issue, to be equally divided among all the 
brothers & sisters of J. who should be living at the 
time of his death, & the children then living of 
any of his brothers & sisters who should have 
previously departed this life, but) so that the 
children of such deceased brother & sister should 
take only the share which their parent would have 
taken W diving :—-/eld: a child of a brother of 
J., which brother was dead at. the making of the 
will, took no shave of the £5,000.—WAUGH  v. 
WaAUGH (18383), 2 My. & K. 41: 39 E.R. S60. 
Annotations :—Expld. Tytherleigh +. Harbin (1835), 6 Sim. 

329, Consd. Giles «7, Giles (1837),6 L. J. Ch. 176. Distd. 

Bebb » Beckwith (1839), 2 Beav. 308. Consd. Gray ¢. 

Gaarman (1843), 2 Hare, 268 > Coulthurst e. Carter (1852), 

15 Beav. 424, Id. Congreve oe, Pabner (1853), 23 L. ob. Ch. 

54. Dbtd. Re Vhompson’s Trusts (1854), 28 L. T.O. 8.204. 

N.F. Loring +. Thonmims (1861), 1 Drew. & Sm. 497. Dbtd. 

Re Potter’s Trust (1860), L. RR. S Eq. 52. Refd. Words- 

worth vr. Wood (1839), 3 Jur. (1423 Ive vw. King (1852), 

16 Beav. 46; #te Faulding'’s Trust (18538), 26 Beav. 268, 

6558. — — ~~ -—-,J--A testator bequeathed 
a sum of stock in trust for a daughter for life, & 
in case there should be no child of the daughter 
living at her decease, or being such, they should 
all die under twenty-one, then testator bequeathed 
the stock unto all & every his children then living, 
& the child or children of such of his said children 
as should be then dead in equal shares, but so 
that such his grandchildren should only have 
among them such share as their parents would 
respectively have been entitled to in case they had 
been then living :-—-Meld : children of a child of 
testator, known by him to be dead at the date of 
tne will, did not. take any interest. -Re THoMP- 
sON’S Trusts, Ler p. TUNSTALL (L854), 5 De G. M. 
& G. 280; 23. 7. O18. 215; 2 W. RR. 208, 445 ; 
43 EF. R. 878, L. JS. 

Annotations :--—Distd. Hannam ». Sims (1858). 2 De G. & J. 


141, Expld. Re Jordan’s Trusts (1863), 2 New Rep. 57; 
Re Lucas’s Will (IX8l), 17 Ch. D. 788. 
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iv. Postponed Gifts. 


6559. Substitutional gift—-Death of prior donee 
before tenant for life.|—A., by his will, gave the 
interest of his residuary estate to his wife for life. 
with directions, on her death, to the trustees of 
his will, to divide the corpus into three equal parts, 
& to pay the same as follows, viz. one-third part 
thereof to the child or children of his brother T. 
who should be living at the decease of his wife ; 
one other third part to E., the daughter of testator’s 
brother A. absolutely; & the remaining one- 
third part to T. 3. & S. B. the son & daughter of 
testator’s brother J. absolutely. Testator then 
expressed himself as follows: ‘S & in case such anv 
or cither of them should die, having left a child or 
children surviving, then the expectant’s share 
shall go to & be equally divided between his or her 
child or children in equal shares & proportions, 
if more than one, & if but one child living, then the 
whole to that one, & in failure of issue, then to be 
divided between the survivor or survivors of his 
said nephews & nicces, as aforesaid, in equal shares 
& proportions.’ All the children of T., testator’s 
brother, died in the lifetime of testator’s widow, 
but: some of them left issue, Who were living at her 
death :—-Held : the one-third part of the residue 
first. given by the will, did not lapse, but the chil- 
dren of the children of testator’s brother T. took 
the same.—GaAREY 1. WHITTINGHAM (1842). 5 Beav. 
268; 11 L. J. Ch. 334: 6 Jur. 54535 J9 1K BR. 580. 

6560. -——- - ---Testator gave real & per- 
sonal to his wife for life, & after her decease to her 
exors., to sell & divide the proceeds in moieties, 
one of which they were to divide into five shares, 
& to pay each share to a person named by the 
will, & in case of the death of any or either of them 
before his wife, their shares to go to their husbands 
or wives, if any, & if not, to their respective 
children, or, if no children, then to the survivors 
of them, share & share alike. The other moiety 
testator directed to be divided in the same way 
among five persons, & in case of the death of any 
or either, then he gave their respective shares to 
their children, if any, & if not to the survivors of 
them: -Held: (1) the second moiety was given 
to the first legatees as tenants in common ; (2) one 
of the five persons to whom the second moiety 
was given in the first instance having survived 
the tenant for life, took one-fifth absolutely ; 
(3) the children of original legatces who survived 
testator, but died in the lifetime of the tenant for 
fife, & also the children of those who were living 
at the execution of the will, but died in the lifetime 
of testator, were entitled; (4) the children of a 
person believed by testator to be living at the 
execution of the will, but who was, in fact, dead, 
came under the same principle as the children last 
mentioned ; (5) where one of the original legatees 
named in the will died in testator’s lifetime, the 
class of children to take by substitution was to be 
ascertained at the death of testator ; but where the 
legatee survived testator, & died in the lifetime of 
the tenant. for life, the class was to be ascertained 
at the death of the legatee : (6) the class entitled 
to a share under a gift to the survivors was to be 
ascertained at the death of the Iegatee whose 
share went over. or at the death of testator, 
whichever last happened.—IvE v. Kina (1852), 16 
Beay. 46; 211. J. Ch. 560; 201. T. 0.8.5; 16 
Jur. 489; 51 E.R. 698. 


Annotations :-—As_to (3) Apid. Cambridge v. Rous (1858), 
°5 Beav. 409. Refd. 2e Faulding’s Trust (1858), 26 Beav. 
263. 18 tv (5) Apld. Ashling v. Knowles (1856), 3 Drew. 
593 Hobgen «. Neale (870), L. HR. 11 EKq. 48; Re 
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a. Direction to convey after death or remarriage of widow-—Child of testator predeceasing widow- -Whether testator’s grandchild 
takes.]-—BANKS’S TRUSTEES v. BANKS’S TRUSTEES, [L907] S.C 125.-—-SCOT. 
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Sect. 17.—Descriplion of donecs: Sub-sect. 
(c) iv.] 

Hannam, Haddelsey v. Hannam (1897), 66 L. J. Ch. 471. 

Refd. Hodgson v. Smithson (1856), 2J Beav. 354; Fe 

Porter’s Trust (1867).4 K. & J. 188; King v. Cleaveland 

(No. 1) (1858), 26 Beav. 26; Loring ». Thomas (1861), 

51. T. 269; Wilmot ». Mlewitt (1865), 11 Jur. N.S. 820 

Potter's Trust (1869), L. R. 8 Mg. 52; Je Schnadhorst, 

Sandkuhl «. Schnadhorst, [1901] 2 Ch. 338 ; Ae Williams, 

Metcalf «. Williams, [1914] 1 Ch. 219; Re Kirk, Wethey v. 

Kirk (1915), 85 lL. J. Ch. 182. 

6561. ——-—,| —Testator, heing entitled to a 
reversionary fund upon the death ot a husband & 
wife without leaving issue who should attain 
twenty-one years, bequeathed the fund to trustees 
upon trust to divide the same between ‘“ his 
children living at the time of the decease of the 
tenants for hfe or such others lawfully begotten 
as would have been entitled to it at the death of 
their parents’? :—Held: the surviving children 
took to the exclusion of a grandchild whose father 
died after testator but before the death of the 
last tenant for hfe.--MILLER +. CHAPMAN (1855), 
24 1.3. Ch. 409; 3 W. RR. 300, Ia JJ. 

6562. -Testator bequeathed stock 
to his aunt for life, &. after her death, to his father, 
‘* & in case of his death, then to devolve on his 
brothers & sisters or their representatives.” The 
father & two brothers predeceased the aunt :— 
Held: (1) the “ death ” of the father meant death 
in the life of the tenant for life; the brothers & 
sisters who survived the aunt, & the representatives 
of those who predeceased her, were entitled to the 
stock; (2) ‘representatives’? meant exors. or 
administrators, & not. next-of-kin.—Re HWENDER- 
SON (1860), 28 Beav. 656; 54 BK. RR. 519. 

Annotation :-—As to (2) Refd. Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), 

L. R. 4 Eq. $59. 

6563. —-— —--.} --Where a testator gave a life 
interest to his wife, & immediately after her death 
to his two sons, at their ayes of twenty one, if then 
living, & to the issue of either of them that shall 
be then dead, such issue taking the share the 
parent, if living, would have been entitled to only, 
with a gift over in the event of both dying under 
twenty one without lawful issue; & one of the 
sons died in the lifetime of the wife without leaving 
issue, but having had a son who had died in his 
lifetime :-—-//eld: the child of the son who pre- 
deceased the tenant for life, & who had died in 
his father’s lifetime, did not take, but that there 
was an intestacy as to the moiety given to the son 
who died during the life of the tenant for life.-— 


C. 








HUMFREY v. LUMFREY (1862), 2 Drew. & Sm. 49: | 


31L J. Ch. 6225; 6L.7T.1833 8 Jur. N.S. 500; 10 
W. R. 286: 62 FE. R. 510. 
Si aaa 2» Refd. Lanphier v. Buck (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 


6564. ---~ - —--.j--A testator directed payment 
of his debts, & gave all his personal estate & 
effects, by description, to his wife for her sole use 
for life. He then gave to her a cottage at LB. for 


her sole use for life, & after her death to fall into | 


the residue of his estate; & he gave two houses in 


N. street, one in K. place, & one in M. street. to: 


her in the same words. & he directed that the 
aforesaid properties, & all other his property, real 
& personal, should be disposed of for the benelit of 
his children, or any of them, or so many as should 
survive the death of his wife; nevertheless if any 
married & died leaving issue, they should inherit 
& have the benefit: of the father’s or mother's 
share, & that the property therein contained 
should be kept in repair & Ict for the best rents, 
& after deducting the interest on mtge. & repairs. 
be divided among his sons & daughters, provided 
that his property should not be sold, but let until 
his youngest son attained twenty one. Then 
there was a discretionary power to the exors. to 


WILLS. 


sel] & pay off interest & just claims, & divide the 
residue equally among his sons & daughters. 
The widow claimed to be entitled in fee to the 
premises in N. street, K. place, & M. strect, & 
to be recouped mtge. money she had paid off ; 
she also claimed dower :—Held; there was a gift 
to those children who survived the wife, & the 
issue of those that. died in her lifetime, leaving 
issue.—HILTON v. HILtTon (1866), 15 W. BR. 198. 
6565. -----,|——-A. testator gave the residue 
of his personal estate to trustces upon trust to pay 
the interest to his wife during her life, & at her 
decease he directed the principal & interest to be 
equally divided amongst his children ‘ or their 
heirs.”’ One of the children of testator assigned 
his share & died-in the lifetime of the tenant for 
lite :—ZTeld: the statutory next of kin of the 
child took the share by substitution.—FINLASON 
v. TATLOCK (1870), L. R. 8 Eq. 258; 39 1. 3. Ch. 








422; 22L. 7T. 3; 18 W. RB. 382. 
6566. —- .|- A testator gave a sum of 





stock to trustees, the interest to be paid to A. for 
life, & after his death the capital to be divided 
amongst the children of testator’s late daughter K., 
or their descendants, but should there be none of 
them surviving, then the capital to be equally 
divided amongst such other grandchildren as he 
might then have living, or in default thereof to his 
legal representative. bB. had seven children, three 
of whom died without children in the lifetime of 
testator: of the remaining four one alone survived, 
A., the tenant for life; three died before A., «& 
only one of these three Jeft issue :-——Held: the 
words ‘‘ should there be none of them surviving ”’ 
referred to testator’s death, & the children of B. 
who survived testator took vested interests.- - 
Rie DAWES’ Trusts (1876), 1 Ch. D. 210. 

Annotation :-—-Refd. 2?e Gilbert, Duniel «. Matthews (1886), 

oF L. T. 752. 

6567. ———— ---——.|---A testator, who died in L871, 
by his will, dated in 1870, gave his residuary estate 
to trustees upon trust to pay the income thereof 
to his widow for her life, & after her death he gave 
the property unto & equally between all & every 
the children of his brothers & sisters, share & share 
alike, “* the issue of any deceased child to take the 
parent’s share.’? Testator’s widow died in 1&8]. 
Some of the children of the brothers & sisters of 
testator survived him, but died in the lifetime of 
testator’s widow, leaving issue. The question was, 
whether the issue of the deceased children of the 
brothers & sisters of testator were respectively 
entitled to the shares of their deceased parents : - - 
fleld: the substitutional gift took effect in the 
case of any child of a brother or sister of testator 





' who had died in the lifetime of testator’s widow.— 


t 


' parents In similar circumstances.” 


Re GILBERT, DANIEL vt. MATTHEWS (1886), 54 T. T. 
M52: S84 WLR. 577. 

6568, —~--- ---—.! —A testator by his will dated 
in Feb. 1854, left the entire residue of his property, 
which was principally realty, to his trustees therein 
named, ‘in trust for the benefit of my dear wife 
during her lifetime, at her death to be equally 
divided among our children, T. J. & M. to take 
what) would have been their mother’s share, & 
any other of my grandchildren to represent heir 
Testator died 
in Dec. 1856, leaving seven children. Tis widow 
died in Apr. 1880. T. J. & M. named in the will 
were grandchildren of testator, & their mother, 
testator’s daughter, was dead at the date of the 
wil]. Three other children of testator died in the 
interval between the date of his death & the date 
of the death of his widow. The question was, 
what in the events which had happened was the 
true construction of the devise & bequest of the 
residue of the testator’s real and personal estate :— 


a wey . 


Part XVI.—ConstrRvuction. 


Held: the words ‘in similar circumstances ” 
afforded no ground for disturbing the well settled 
rule that where the period of distribution was the 
death of the tenant for life, & the gift was one 
among a class of persons, then the share of any one 
dying in the lifetime of the tenant for life went 
over. Therefore, the children of testator who died 
after his death & before the death of his widow did 
not take vested or indefeasible interests in testator’s 
estate ; but the interests of such children so dying 
were devised & bequeathed to their children by 
the concluding clause in the will.—Ae MILES, MILs 
vy. MILES (1889), 61 lL. T. 359. 


6569. Death before ascertainment of class—— 
Failure of substitutional gift.|—Devise of lands to 
testator’s wife for life, with a direction that after 
her death the same should be sold. & the produce 
divided among his nephews & nieces ; the children 
of such of them as should be then dead, to stand 
in the place of their father & mother deceased. 
A niece & nephew died in testator’s lifetime, 
Jeaving children:—/leld: the benefit of the 
bequest extended only to such of testator’s nephews 
& nieces as were in esse at testator’s death: & 
to the children of such of them as should die after 
testator, & hefore testator’s wife. --’TMHORNHILL v. 
THORNHILE (1819). 4 Madd. 3877; 56 E.R. 744. 
Annotations :- N.F, Smith «. Smith (1837), 8 Sim. 353. 

Consd. Loring «. Thomas (1861), 5 Lh. T. 269. NB. fe 

Potter’s Trust (1869), lL. R.8& Eq. 52. Apld. Fle Hannum, 

Haddelsey «. Hannam, {i897} 2 Ch. 39. Refd. Tyther- 

leigh @. Harben (1835), 5 1. Ch. 5: Gray «. Garman 

(1843), 2 Hare, 268; Re Thompson's Trusts (2854), 23 

Le Ds Oe Be 2 

6570. --- —--- —.,--A.. by his will, directed 
the residue of his estate to be placed out. & invested 
by the trustees of his will on freehold or Govern- 
ment securities, the interest & dividends of which 
securities he directed to be paid to his several 
children during their respective lives; & from & 
after the decease of his said children, upon trust. 
that his trustees should receive & take the rents, 
issues, & produce of all the trust estate & effects, 
& pay & divide the same unto & equally between 
all his surviving grandchildren who should be then 
living. share & share alike, until the youngest of 
them should attain the age of twenty one years 2 & 
upon the youngest of them attaining such age, to 
sell & dispose of his real & personal trust: estate, 
& convert the whole into money, & pay & divide 
the same unto & equally between all such his said 
grandchildren, & the children & child of any such 
vrandchild who may be then dead, leaving lawful 
issue ; such children or child to take only his, her or 
their parent's share; & if there should be but one 
such grandchild who may live to attain the age of 
twenty one years, then upon trust for such grand- 
child, his or her heirs, exors., administrators, 
assigns :—Held: the bequest to the children of 
the grandchildren was confined to the children of 
the grandchildren who should be living at) the 
death of all testator’s children, & the children of a 
grandchild who died in the lifetime of some of 
testator’s children, did not take any interest under 
his will.—-Sm1TH v. FARR (1839), 3 Y. & C. Ex, 3828 ; 
SL. J. Ex. Eq. 46; 160 KE. RR. 728. 

6571. -— — -—- - ---—.]- -Testatrix by her will 
gave a moiety of her personal estate in trust to be 
equally divided between two legatees, & after- 
wards by a codicil left the property, in the event 
of the legatees having no children, at their deaths 
to be equally divided to the children, or their 
heirs, of E. The original legatees having died 
without having had children :—Held: the period 
of distribution was the date of the death of the 
survivor of the original legatees, & the gift to the 
‘heirs’? being a substitutional one, the property 
became divisible at that date between such one 
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of the children of IX. as was living both at the death 
of testatrix & at that date & the statutory next of 
kin of the remaining children of EB. who, having 
been alive at the death of testatrix, had died 
before the period of distribution.—NEILSON v. 
Monro (1879), 41 L. T. 209; 27 W. BR. 936. 


Annotation :-—Folld. Re Stunnard, Stannard v. Burt (1883), 
62 1. J. Ch. 355. 


6572. --—-- —-—-.;-—-Where a class of 
beneficiaries under a will is ascertainable at: 
testator’s death, or, semble, at any other definite 
epoch, but the period of distribution is postponed 
to a different. & later epoch, a substitutional gift 
of the shares of deceased beneficiaries primd facie 
applies only to beneficiaries who become members 
of the class & dic before the period of distribution. 

Beyuest, after the death of life tenants, ‘ to 
my brothers & sisters, in equal shares & proportions 
the lawful child or children of any deceased brother 
or sister taking his, her, or their deceased parent’s 
share’ :---Held: the children of a brother who 
died after the date of the will, & before the testator, 
could not) take.—Re TIANNAM, HADDELSEY v. 
ITANNAM, [1897] 2 Ch. 39: 66 L. J. Ch. 471; 76 
1. T. 681; 45 W. R. 613. 

Annotation :— Refd. Re Schnadhorst, Sandkuhl v. Schnad- 

horst, [L901] 2 Ch. 338. 

6573. -—--— --— --—.] —Testator G., by his 
will dated in 1877, devised & bequeathed unto his 
wife M. absolutely all his real & personal estate, &, 
at the death of his wife, to his two sons J. & H. to 
be divided equally between them, & at their death, 
their or his portion or portions if married to their 
or his child or children or their heirs.  (. died in 
1890: M. had died in 1879. J. died in 1895: he 
had two children—M. G., now living, & L. L., who 
died in 1888. LL. T.. had one child. S., born in 1888 
& now living :—J7eld: S. was not entitled under 
the will, & accordingly M. G. was absolutely entitled 
to the share in which J. had a life estate. 

What is the effect of the words ‘‘ or their heirs ? ”’ 
Primd facie they are substitutional (Joycr, J.).— 
Re IBBETSON, IBBETSON tv. TBBETSON (1903), SS 
L. T. 461. 

Le :—Refd. 20> Clerke, Clowes v. Clerke, [1915] 2 Ch. 


6574. Original gift-.-Death of prior donee before 
testator.' —Testator gave his residuary estate to 
trustees. in trust for his wife for life, & after her 
death, to divide it amongst all his children who 
might be then living ; the shares of such of them 
as should then have attained twenty one to be 
paid to them within three months after his wife’s 
death. & the shares of the others, on their attaining 
twenty one, or to the survivors of them in case of 
the death of anv of them in his wife's hfetime & 
without leaving issue. Provided that if any of his 
children who should die in his wife’s lifetime should 
have left. issue, such issue should have their parent's 
share. Testator’s wife survived him. One of his 
children who was lving at the date of his will died 
in his lifetime leaving issue :——Held: the issue were 
entitled to a share of the residue.— SMITH v. SMITH 
(1837), 8 Sim. 3538; 61. J. Ch. 175 5 50 KK. R. 140. 
-Qrnotations :- -Consd. King vr. Cleaveland (No. 1) (1858), 

26 Beav. 26. Refd. Ar pv. Hunter (1839), 3 Y¥. & C. Ex. 

610; Jarvis ¢. Pond (1839), 9 Sim. 549; Gray vr. Garman 

(1843), 2 Hare, 268; Manning tv. Chambers (1847), 1 

De G. & Sm. 282; Re Thompson’s Trusts (1854), 23 

LL. T. OVS. 2155 de Potter’s Trust (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 52; 

Re Hannam, Iaddelscy vr. Hannam, [1897] 2 Ch. 39. 

6575. --— -——.|/—Stock was bequeathed in 
trust for testator’s brother & the brother’s wife 
for their lives successively, & after their decease 
in trust to be divided equally amongst testator’s 
nephews & nieces, children of the brother, then 
living, or their legal personal representatives :— 
Held: (1) the representatives of nephews & nieces 
dying in the lifetime of the surviving tenant for 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees : Sub-sect. 5, C. (c) 
av. & v., & (d).] 


life took shares, & (2) such representatives were 
the next of kin & not the exors. or administrators 
of the nephews & nieces. 

1 attach great importance to the words in this 
will, ‘‘ share & share alike,’ as indicating that 
each individual of each class was to take bene- 
ficially, & as repelling the presumption that the 
words ‘ legal personal representatives’? are used 
in their strict literal & primary sense for exors. 
& administrators. In what sense are these words 
to be understood ? I think as designating ‘‘ next 
of kin” or “the person or persons taking the 
personal] estate under the Statute of Distributions,” 
who in a popular sense represent the deceased (1LoRD 
CAMPRELL, C.).— KING v. CLEAVELAND (1859), 4 
De G.& J. 4773; 28 1.5. Ch. 885; 33 L. T. 0.8. 
340; 7 W.R. 602; 45K. R.186,L. C. & L. OS. 


Annotations :-—As to (1) Apld. Burt v. Hellyar (1872), L. 1. 
14 Eq. 160. c1sto (2) Apld. 2te Henderson (1860), 28 Beav. 


656. Consd. Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L. It. 4 Eq. 
359, Apld. Re Philps’ Will (1869), L. Ro 7 Eq. 151. 
Consd. Wing vt. Wing (1876), 34 L. T. 941; Winetield ¢. 


Wingfield (1878), 9 Ch. IT). 658. Apld. fete Hannam, 
Haddelsey +. Hannam (1897), 66 L. J. Ch. 471. Consd. 
Re Woolley, Wormald «. Woolley. [1903] 2 Ch. 206; Fe 
Brooks, Public Trustee v. White, [1928] 1 Ch. 214. Refd. 
Leak vv. MacDowall (1863), 3 New Rep. 185: Keay «. 
Boulton (1883), 25 Ch. D. 212; #¢e Thompson, Machell v. 
Newman (1886), 55 I. T. 85. 


6576. —-— ——.!—Re PHILPs’ WILL, No. 65838, 
post. 
6577. --- —-—-.'—Testator devised real estate 


to trustees & their heirs, upon trust to permit: his 
brother in law, H., & all & every his brothers & 
sisters, to enjoy the rents & profits for their 
respective own use in equal shares for their lives, 
with benefit of survivorship where any of them 
should die without leaving children; but where 
any of them should die leaving children, upon trust 
to let such children have their parents’ share, until 
the longest liver of his said brother in law, brothers. 
& sisters should die; & so soon as they should all 
be dead, upon trust to convey the said shares 
equally among the children of his said brother in 
law, brothers & sisters, in equal shares by families 
& not by heads; but if any of them should dic 
without having a child or children, then upon 
trust to convey the shares of such as should so die 
unto the survivors in equal shares. Before the 
date of the will, one brother of testator had died, 
leaving children. After the date of the will, & 
before the death of the testator, Hl. & a brother & 
a sister had died, leaving children: -J/eld: the 
children of JT. & of the brother & sister who were 
living at the date of the will were entitled to shares 
in the estate; but not the children of the brother 
who was dead at the date of the will.—HABERGHAM 
v. RIDEHALGH (1870), L. R. 9 Eq. 395; 39 T.. J. 
Ch. 545; 23 1. 7.2143 18 W. R. 427 

-innotations :-— Consd. Fe Hannamn,. Haddelsey +. Hannam, 

(189712 Ch. 39. Refd. Re Speakman, Unsworth +. Speak- 

man (1876), 4 Ch. D. 620; d#ee Gilbert, Daniel vo. Matthews 

(1886), 54 L. T. 752. 

6578. —— .i-—I?e HANNAM, TIADDELSEY v. 
TTANNAM, No. 6572, ante. 

6579. ~--- —-—-.|—A gift by will to a class to 
take effect after a life estate, with a substitutional 
gift to the children of deceased members of the 
class, expressed in words of futurity, does not let 
in the children of a member of the class in a case 
where, he having survived the tenant for life, both 
die after the date of the will during testator’s life. 
oe KINNEAR, KINNEAR v. BARNETT (1904), 90 

aw TV. 537. 
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d. Method 


of ascertainment — All 140. —IR. 


testutor’s children predeceasing testator. | 
—WaALSH v. BLAYNEY, 21 L. R 


WILLS. 


v. Ascertainment of Class. 

6580. Method of ascertainment—Class ascer- 
tained at testator’s death.|—-Devise of an estate to 
A., subject to payment of £500 to M. with interest. 
on her marriage, or attaining twenty-one, but if 
she dies before marviage or twenty-one, & there be 
no child orchildren of said R.,the testator’s brother, 
then the £500 to revert to A. M. died before 
marriage, or attaining twenty-one :—Held:  chil- 
dren of R. born after the death of M. entitled.— 
HUTCHESON v. JONES (1817), 2 Madd. 124; 56 
EK. R. 281. 

Annotation :-—Apld. Conduitt v. Soane, Conduitt *. Preston, 

Conduitt 7 Foxhall (1858), 3) J. T. O. 8S. 325. 


6581. —---- —-—-.'---]JVE v. KING, No. 6560, ande. 

6582. 7 —~ --A gift of residue in trust for 
a wife for life. & after her decease, to be equally 
divided between testator’s four brothers & sister as 
should be living, & all the children of those dead, 
per stirpes. The widow died in 1862, & testator’s 
sister in 1830, leaving two children, one of whom 
died in 1831, leaving children, & the other survived 
the tenant. for life :—Held: all the children of 
each brother & sister who diced in the lifetime of 
the tenant for life became entitled to a share of the 
one-fourth share which their parent) would have 
taken per strirpes & not per capita.—Re Caw- 
THORNE’S Estate (J864), 11 Jur N.S. 93 183 
W. KR. 215. 

6583. -‘Testator, by his will directed 
that a sum of stock should after the death of his 
wife be divided among his * children then living, 
or their heirs.’ Two of the children were dead 
at the date of the will: three survived testator 
& died in the lifetime of his wife; & two sur- 
vived her: Held: (1) the‘ heirs” of the children 
who predeceased the wife, including the two who 
were dead at the date of the will, were entitled to 
share in the fund along with the children who 
survived her; (2) by ‘ heirs’? were meant the 
statutory next of kin of the children; (3) such 
next of kin were to be ascertained in the case of 
the children who survived testator, at the time of 
the death of each child; but in the case of the 
children who predeceased testator, at the time of 
testator’s death.—/?e PHILPS’ WILL (1868), L. A. 
7 KNq. 15]; 19 L. T. 713. 

_Innotations :—As to (2) Apld. Finlason v. Tatlock (1870), 
L. R. Oo Kg. 258. ts to (3) Apld. Jee Rees, Williams v. 
Davies (1800), 44 Ch. D. 484: Re Whitehead, Whitehead 
v. Hemsley, [1920) 1° Ch. 298. Generally, Consd. Re 


Wehbster’s Estate, Widgen vu. Mello (1883), 23 Ch, D. 737. 
Refd. Wingtleld vw. Wingtleld (1878), 9 Ch. D. 658, 











6584. -—-—,! - Me THOTCHKISS’s TRUSTS, No. 
B10. ante. 
6585. -- _ -- —..| —-Testatrix, after providing for 


the payment of her debts & certain legacies, gave & 
bequeathed all her personal & real property be- 
tween her five sisters by name In equal shares 
during their lives if they should continue single, & 
directed that, upon the death or marriage of all her 
sisters, her property should be divided in equal 
proportions & shares between her brothers & 
sisters ‘‘then living or their heirs.”’ Testatrix 
had twelve brothers & sisters. One brother died 
before the birth of testatrix, one sister died before 
the date of the will, two other brothers & another 
sister died in the lifetime of testatrix, but after 
the date of the will. The other brothers & sisters 
survived testatrix :— Held: (1) as to the person- 
alty the word “heirs” must) be construed as 
statutory next of kin, including widows, & as to 
realty as heirs-at-law ; (2) the next of kin of the 
brothers & sisters of testatrix who predeceased her 


®.- 
. Ir. daughters.''} 
Rt. 524, --IR. 


Meaning of  “ surviving 
-Ike CONNELLAN, 16 1. Ch. 
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must be ascertained at her death & as to those who 
survived her at their respective deaths ; (3) the 
heir-at-law & next of kin of the brother who was 
dead before testatrix was born did not take, but 
the heir-at-law & next of kin of the sister who died 
before the date of the will did take.—-WINGFIELD v. 
WINGFIELD (1878), 9 Ch. D. 658 ; 47 L. J. Ch. 768 ; 
39 L. T. 227; 26 W. R. 711. 
Annotations :-—As to (1) Apld. Keay v. Boulton (1883), 25 
Ch. I). 212. Generally, Refd. Ite Webster’s Estate, 
Widgen v. Mello (1883), 23 Cb. D. 737; Re Clerke, Clowes 


v. Clerke, [1915] 2 Ch. 301; Re Whitehead, Whitchead vt. 
Hemsley, [1920] 1 Ch. 298. 


6586. -~—— Postponed gift..—HongEn v. 
NEALE, No. 6487, ante 

6586a. —-—- Class existing at death of child of 
tenant for life—Gift to issue of child of life tenant.| 
--BARKER v. BARKER (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 753; 
21 LL. J. Ch. 794; 19 L. T. O. S. 268; 17 Jur. 125; 
64 BE. R. 1330. 


Annotations :—Consd. Hodgson v. Smithson (1856), 21 Beav. 
304; Ponny v. Clarke (1860), 29 L. J. Ch. 370; Fe 
Wildman’s Trusts (1860), 1 John. & H. 299. Apld. Martin 
v. Holgate (1866), L. Rh. LH. L. 175. Refd. Crause 2. 
Cooper (1859), 1 John. & 1. 207 ; Lanphier v. Buck (1865), 
2 Drew. & Sm. 484. 


6587. Class existing at expiration of specified 
period—Postponed gift.|—Testator directed his 
trustees to accumulate the rents & profits of his 
residuary real & personal estates during the term 
of twenty-one years from his decease, & that the 
trustees should stand seised & possessed of the said 
estates, fund, & accumulations in trust, at the 
expiration of the said term of twenty-one years, 
to convey & assign the same to all & every his 
great-grandchildren, the sons & daughters of his 
grandchildren, J., M. & H., as should live to attain 
twenty-one, equally to be divided among them, if 
more than one, as tenants in common, & their 
respective heirs, exors., administrators & assigns ; 
& if but one such great-grandchild, then unto such 
only great-grandchild, his or her heirs, exors., 
administrators & assigns, & in trust in the mean- 
time to pay the whole income of the said respective 
trust premises unto the respective parents, his said 
grandchildren, J... M. & H1., & their respective 
assigns equally 5 & in the event of there being no 
such child or children of his said grandchildren, 
then over to Ii. M. If. absolutely. At the expira- 
tion of the twenty-one years the grandchild J. 
was already dead without issue, & the grand- 
children, M. & LI., were both married women, of the 
ages of about forty-two & thirty-eight respectively, 
& both without issue :—Held: until there should 
be a great-grandchild in esse, who should attain 
twenty-one, the income of the fund belonged to 
M. & HT. during their joint lives in equal shares, 
& after the death of either of them to the survivor 
for life—Conpbuirr ov. SOANK, CONDUITT 0. 
PRESTON, CONDUIYr uv. FOXHALL (1858), 31 L. T. 
O 8. 325; 4 Jur. N.S. 502; 6 W. RR. 667. 

6588. —--—-— Class existing at death of tenant for 
life—Postponed gift.'-—--Bequest to A. for life, & 
after his decease to B. or his issue. 3. having diced 
in the lifetime of A: ---Held: all his issue living at 
the death of A. took.—Re Jonnms’s HstTatE, HUME 
v. LLoyp (1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 775; 26 W. RR. 828. 

6589. From will itself.) — Re SIBLEY's 
Trusts, No. 6545, ante. 

















(d) Estate Taken by Substituted Donecs. 


6590. Whether substituted donees take as joint 
tenants.|—-Testator gave one-fourth of his residu- 
ary estate to trustees, in trust for his wife for hfe, & 
after her decease, in trust for & to be equally 


PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 5.—— 
C. (d). AUS. 

f. Whether substituted donee takes 
half share of residuary estate absolutely.) 


-—Jte Wore (1912), 8 Tas. L. R. 69.-— 


g. Whether substituted dunce 
devise subject to charge.J—LUCAS tv. 
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divided amongst all his children who should be 
then living, & the issue of such of them as should be 
then dead, such issue taking only the part or share 
which his, her or their deceased parent or parents 
would have been entitled to if living. Two 
children, & two grandchildren the issue of deceased 
child of testator, were living at the death of the 
widow :—Held: the two grandchildren took, 
as between themselves, as joint tenants, & not as 

tenants in common.—BripGE v. YATES (1842), 

12 Sim. 645 ; 50 E.R. 1281. 

Annotations :—Distd. Penny 7. Clarke (1859), John. 619. 
Apld. Heasman v. Pearse (1871), L. R. 11 Ing. 522. Consd. 
Re Quirk, Quirk v. Quirk (1889), 37 W. Rt. 796. Refd. 
Kenworthy v. Ward (1853), 11 Hare, 196; Harcourt. v. 
Harcourt (1857), 5 W. RL ATR: Coe rv. Bigg (1863), 1 New 
Rep. 536; A.-G. ». Fletcher (1871), lu. R. 13 Eq. 128; Re 
Hudson, Hudson v. Hudson (1882), 20 Ch. D. 406. 


6591. —-—.|—-Testator, after desiring his trus- 
tees to divide a principal sum unto & equally 
between his nephew & four nieces, share & share 
alike, directed, in case any of them should die 
leaving issue of his, her or their body or bodies, 
before their shares of the trust fund should become 
payable under his will, that the share or proportion 
of each of them, his nephew & nieces, so dying, of 
& in the trust fund, should be paid to his or her 
children respectively, the children to stand in the 
place or stead of their respective deceased parents, 
& to be entitled to receive their respective parents’ 
shares of his trust funds accordingly :—Held: a 
gift to such children as joint tenants.—Re Hopa- 
SON'S Trusts (1854), 1 K. & J. 178; 2 Eq. Rep. 
1083; 69 E. R. 419. 

.innotations :—Refd. Davis +. Bennet (1862), 31 L. J. Ch. 

337 5 Re Moore’s Settlmnt. Trusts (1862), 31 L. 0. Ch. 368 ; 

Hobgen v. Neale (1870), L. IR. 11 Hq. 48; Heasman v. 


Pearee (1871), L. I. It Eq. 522; Ze Coulden, Coulden rv. 
Coulden, [1908] 1 Ch. 320. 


6592, ——.|—-PENNY vu. CLARKE, No. 6359, ante 

6593. .- -Gift among all & every testator’s 
‘brothers & sisters who should be then living, & 
the children of such of them as should be then 
dead: such children to take their respective 
parent's share only” :—Held: the children of 
festator’s brothers & sisters took their parent’s 
share as tenants in common, tnrter se.—SHEPHERD- 
SON v. DALE (1866), 13 L. 'T. 699 ; 12 Jur. N.S. 156. 











Annotation :—Consd. /te Yates, Bostock v. D’Eyncourt, 
[1891] 3 Ch. 53. 
6594. ---——- .--Testatrix appointed her real & 


personal estate to trustees upon trust to sell part 
thereof & hold the proceeds & all the trust moneys 
& personal estate upon trust to pay the legacies 
thereinafter given, & after payment thereof, to pay 
an annuity to LP. for life, unless he should become 
entitled to the legacy thereinafter mentioned, & 
subject thereto in trust for IL. for life; & after her 
death, in trust to sell the estates not already sold, 
& out of the proceeds to pay to P., his exors., 
administrators, & assigns, the sum of £20.000 in 
lieu of the annuity, & hold the residue in trust. for 
all the children of G., who should be then living & 
the issue of such of the children of G. as should be 
then dead leaving issue, equally to be divided be- 
tween such children & issue, but so that the issue 
of such children should take only such share as 
their respective parents, if living, would have been 
entitled to. DP. died in the lifetime of H. & on the 
death of H. the real estate remaining unsold was 
insufficient to raise the sum of £20,000 :—Held : 
the issue of deceased children of G. took shares in 
the residue as tenants in common, & not. as joint 
tenants.—HopGeEs v. GRANT (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 
140; 361. J. Ch. 935: 15 W. R. 607. 
Annotations :--—Distd. Re Yates. Bostock v. D’Eyncourt, 
Lucas, [1910] 1 I. R. 353.—IR. 

h. Whether substituted donee takes 
absolutely, )— ROWE & BROWN v, PUBLIC 
TRUSTEE, [1928] N. Z. L. R. 51.-—N.Z. 


takes 


806 


Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 5,C. (d), 
& D.; sub-sect. 6, A. (a) i 

[1891] 3 Ch. 53. Refd. Heasman v. Pearse (1871), 1. R. 

11 Eq. 522; He Smith (1889), 58 L. J. Ch. 661. 

6595. - .|—Under a gift in a will to such of the 
nephews & nieces of A. & the children of A.’s 
deceased niece B. thereinafter named, as should 
be living at the time of the decease of testatrix, 
to be divided between & among them per stirpes 
equally & not per capita, the children of B. taking 
between them only the equal share to which B. 
would have been entitled if named in that bequest 
instead of her children, & living at the time of the 
decease of testatrix :—Held: the children of B. took 
as tenants in common.—A.-G. v. FLETCHER (1871), 
L. R. 18 Eq. 128: 41 L. J. Ch. 167, 25 7.. T. 882. 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Horner, Kagleton v. Horner (1887), 

37 Ch. D. 695. 

6595a. ——---.|— -HEASMAN v. PEARSE (1871), 7 
(Ch. App. 275; 41 L. J. Ch. 705; 26 1. T. 299; 20 
W.R. 271, L. JJ. 

Annotations :--Consd. Jte Hudson, Hudson r. Hudson (1882), 
20 Ch. D. 406. Apld. Z?e Yates, Bostock vr. D’Eynecourt, 
(1891) 3 Ch. 53. Refd. Goodier vr. Ediunds, [1893] 3 Ch. 
4553 Re Haygarth, Wickham 7. Holines, (1912) 17 Ch. 510 5; 
#e Burnham, Carrick v. Carrick, [1918] 2 Ch. 196, 


6596. —-- .|—Testator devised real estate to 
trustees in fee, upon certain trusts during the lives 
of his sons & daughters & the survivors & survivor 
of them ; & from & after the death of the survivor 
of his sons & daughters. or during the lives or 
jife of all or any with their concurrence, upon trust: 
to sell the property, & to stand possessed of the 
proceeds ‘‘ upon trust for all & every my sons & 
daughters who shall be then living, & the issue of 
any then dead, such issue standing in loco parentis, 
share & share alike’? :—-Held: (1) the sons & 
daughters & the issue of a deceased son or daughter 
as representing their deceased parent took as 
tenants in common; (2) there not. being words of 
severance among the issue of a deceased son or 
daughter such issue took inter se as joint tenants.— 
Re Yates, Bostock v. IWEyNcourRT. [1891] 3 
Ch.53: 64 1. 1.819; 3809 W. RR. 578. 








D. Failure of Alternative Gifts. 
6597. Effect on prior gift of failure of alternative 
gift..\—Gray v. GARMAN, No. 6504, ante. 





6598. —SALISBURY vt. Piervy, No. 6477, 
ante. 
6599. ——— Gift to class.;—Testator bequeathed 


to R. £),000 to be placed out on real security, & 
the interest. to be paid to her during her life; & 
he directed that at her death the principal should 
be called in & distributed equally among her chil- 
dren, & thatif any children were living, from son or 
daughter being dead, such child or children should 
take the share their parent would have been 
entitled to if living :—Held: the representatives 
of such children of R. as survived testator & died 
without issue in the lifetime of R. were entitled to 
shares. 

That gift in favour of the issue of the children 
Who have issue docs not affect the shares of the 
children who died without leaving issue (KNIGHT 
Bruck, 1..J.).—--STROTHER rv. Durron (1857), | 
DeG. & J. 675; 44 E.R. 8386, L. JJ. 

6600. -—--— ——~.)-—Testator directed his trus- 
tees, after the death of the longest liver of his son. 
his daughter, & any widow whom his son might 
leave, to sell his real estate & to stand possessed 
of the proceeds & of the rents & profits until sale, 
npon trust to pay & apply them “unto & equally 
amongst all & every the child & children of ny son 
W. & daughter M. share & share alike, & the lawful 
issuc of such of them as may be then dead leaving 
issuc, such issue to be entitled to no more than 


WILLS. 


their parent or respective parents would have been 
if living.’’ He directed that if his daughter’s son 
then living should die without leaving issue, or 
leaving issue, all of them should die under age & 
unmarried, the trustees should pay the share which 
would have been payable to him under the above 
trusts to the children of J.; &, that if testator’s 
son died without leaving issue, or all of them died 
under age & unmarried. the trustees should pay 
the share which would have been payable to them 
under the trusts aforesaid to the children of J. & 
M. The heir-at-law claimed the corpus as undis- 
posed of, on the ground that the disposition of 
the proceeds of sale was void for remoteness as 
being a gift to a class not ascertainable till at or 
after the death of the son’s widow, who might be a 
person unborn at testator’s death :—-Held: the 
vift was not a gift to such children of the son & 
daughtcr as should be living at the period of distri- 
bution & the issue of such of them as should be 
then dead. but a gift to all the children of the 
son & daughter, with a gift over by way of substitu- 
tion of the shares of such of them as might die 
before the period of distribution leaving issue, 
when the gift over of any share was void for remote- 
ness the original gift) remained unaffected & the 
heir-at-law had no. title —-GOODIER v. JOHNSON 
(ISSL) IS Ch. D. 441: 511. J. Ch. 869 3 sub nom. 
Re GOopiER, GOODIER vt. JOHNSON, 45 LT. 518 5 
30 W. RR. 1449, C. A. 
wtnnotationa --—Apld. Re Appleby. Walker «. Lever, Walker 
ve. Nisbet, 11903) 1 Ch. 565. Refd. Goodier v. Hdmunds, 

11893]3 Ch. 455. 

6601. Effect of prior gift being void—-Alternative 
gift severable. |—-Testator directed the trustecs of 
his will to pay a third of the rents & profits of his 
residuary real estate to his niece T., whe was then 
a spinster. for life, & after her death to pay the 
same to any husband with whom she might: inter- 
marry. & who should survive her, during his life, 
& after the death of both to sell the estate, & hold 
the proceeds of one-third in trust for the children 
of Lattaining twenty-one, & if 1. should die without: 
leaving a child or there should be no child of J. who 
should attain a vested interest then in trust. for 
the children of S.J. marricd but died without, 
having had issue :—-Held: (1) the original gift) in 
favour of the children of 1. was not void as infring- 
ing the rule against limiting Jand to an unborn 
person for life, (a husband who might be unborn at 
the date of the creation of the limitations) with a 
remainder limited so as to confer an estate by 
purchase on that. person’s issue; & (2) even if the 
original gift had been void, the gift to the children 
of S. was good as an alternative & severable gift.— 
Re BULLOCK’S WILL TRusts, BULLOCK uv. BULLOCK, 
[1915J1 Ch. 493; S$41.J3.Ch. 4635; 1121. T. 1119; 
59 Sol. Jo. 441. 
eInnotations -~--2ls to (1) Apld. Ae Garnham, Taylor ¢v. Baker, 

11916] 2 Ch. 413. Generally, Reftd. Re Clarke's Settlmt. 

Trust, Wanklyn vr. Streatfeild, [1916] 1 Ch. 467. 

6602. Alternative gift to issue of donee--Absence 
of donee abroad-- Presumption that donee died 
without issue.|—'Testator gave his residuary estate 
in trust for such of his seven nephews & nieces as 
should be living at his death, with a substitutionary 
gift to the issue of any nephew or niece who should 
predecease him leaving issue. ‘Testator died in 
Oct. 1858. One of his nephews had gone abroad 
in 1848 being then unmarried & in delicate health. 
IIe occasionally wrote to his family but his last. 
letter was dated July, 1852, & since its receipt 
nothing had been heard of him. The ct. dealt with 
the residuary estate on the footing that the 
nephew in question had predeceased testator & left 
no issue.—te HANRY (1877), 25 W. BR. 427. 

Lapse of gift.} ~--See Part XTV., Sect 5, aoe. 
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SUB-SECT. 6.—DESCRIPTION OF RELATIONSHIP, 
A. Inclusion of Illegitimate Relutions. 
(a) Bequests to ‘‘ Children.’’ 
i, In General 

6608. General rule—‘‘ Children ’’ means prima 
facie legitimate children.!—Iiarris v. STEWART 
(circa 1795), cited in 1 Ves. & B. at p. 484; 85 
EK. R. 168, L. C. 


slnnotation :-—Refd. Woodhouselee v. Dalrymple (1817), 
2 Mer, 419 
6604. ----- — -.) --An illegitimate child not 


entitled to share under a devise to children, 

generally ; notwithstanding a strong implication 

upon the will in favour of that child. —CARTWRIGHT 

v. VAWDRY (1800), 5 Ves. 530; 31 E.R. 719, TC. 

.fnnotations :—Consd. Wilkinson «. Adam (1813), 1 Ves. & 
B. 422: Woodhouselce v. Dalrymple (1817), 2 Mer. 419. 
Apld. Re Wells’ Extate (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 599. Consd. 
Levy v. Solomon (1877), 37 L. T. 263. Apld. Ellis «. 
Houstoun (1878), 10 Ch. ID. 236. Refd. Beachcroft «. 
Beachcroft. (1816), 1 Madd. 430; Dover v. Alexander 
(1843), 2 Hare, 275; Barnett v. Tugwell (1862), 3L Beav. 
232; Dorin» Dorin (1875), L. R. 7 H. L. 36k. 

6605. —— --i—-Under the deseription of 
‘children ”’ in a will illegitimate children, existing 
at the date of the will, not entitled, unless proved 
by the will itself to be intended ; & evidence can 
be received only for the purpose of collecting, who 
had acquired the reputation of children. An only 
legitimate son therefore beld entitled as devisee. — 
SWAINE v. IENNERI.EY (1813), L Ves. & B. 469 ; 
35 FE. R. 182, 1... 

Annotations: -Refd. Beachcroft 7. Beacheralt (1816), 1 
Madd. $30 2.) Woodhouselee v. Dalrymple (1817), 2 Mer. 
$10. GUN ev, Shelley (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 336: Dover v, 
Alexander (1843), 2 Hare, 275 : Edmunds ¢. Fessey (1861), 
$0 1. J. Ch. 279) Adney ev. Greatrex (1869), 38 1. J. Ch. 
414: Dorin. Dorin (1875), 33 L. TT. 287, 

6606. - - — —-—-.,-—Ievitimate children not 
entitled under the description of children in a will 
the intention not being sufficiently apparent upon 
the face of the will. TlaArnis c. Twoyp (1823). 
Turn. & R. 310; 87 E.R. 1119, L. c. 

-fnnotations :--Apld. Re Overhill’s Trust (1853), | Sin. & G. 
362. Consd. /?e Williams’ Will (1864), 10 L. TT. 105; 
Crook vv. Fall (1869), 38 I. J. Ch. 579: Dorin 7. Dorin 
(1875), Le OR. 7 H. 1. 568.) Refd. Dover v. Alexander 
(18$3), 2 Ware, 275; Stone «. Harrison (1846), 2 Coll. 
715. Mentd. Drew vv. Killick (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 266, 
6607. - -- --—.j)—Under a devise by a man 

married at the time of making his will, & having a 

wife then living, but never having had any Icgiti- 

mate children, the will being republished by him 
after her death, giving part of his frechold estates 
of inheritance, except (ete.)-—(after devising his 
mansion house to his wife for life, & giving to her 
an annuity for life in lieu of dower, & giving the 
said mansion-house, after her decease, to A. for 
hife, provided she so long continued unmarried) 

. . . to trustees, for the term of thirty-one years ; 

&, after the expiration thereof, ‘ to the children 

Which I may have by the aforesaid A., & living at 

my decease, or born within six months after ”’ ; 

& all the other his estates, lands, & etc., in certain 

counties in England & Wales, ‘‘ to the use & behoof 

of the child or children which I may have by the 
said A., as above mentioned,” real property may 
be passed to such natural children so described, 
born before the date of the will, such a description 
of natural children as the objects of a devise, where 
they have acquired a reputation of being the chil- 
PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 6.— 6603 ii. 
-(a) i. 


66031. General rule — “Children” 6603 iil. --— 


(1901), 3S. A. L. It. 86.—AUS. 
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dren of testator, as will distinctly & certainly point 
them out, being a sufficient designatio personarum. 

The capacity of illegitimate offspring to take real 
property under a will, when termed children, 
depends wholly on the due description of the de- 
visees by other means of designation; & whether it 
appear, from the general tenor of the will, that such 
offspring were meant by the testator. 

Argument founded on the particular terms of the 
description of the devisees as children ‘ which I 
may leave,’ that the words of the will should be 
construed as having reference to future legitimate 
children of testator by the same woman—the will 
being submitted to be made in contemplation of a 
possible marriage—rejected, as inconsistent with 
the general tenor of the devise, which was held to 
be too plain to be open to such a construction. 

If the testator had married A. after the death of 
his wife, & had had other children (semble) aliter.— 
WILKINSON v. ADAM (1823), 12 Price, 470; 147 
Ki. R. 780, H. Ls; affg. (1813), 1 Ves. & B. 422, TC. 
afunotations :—APld.. Beacheroft’ ve Beacheroft) (1816), 1 

Madd. 430. onsd. Woodhouselee +. Dalrymple (1817), 

2 Mer. 119; Bayley ». Snelham (1822), 1 Sim. & St. 78. 

Distd. Bagley rv. Mollard (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 581. Consd. 

Re Overhill’s Trusts (1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 485; Barnett «. 


Tugwell (1862), 3l Beav. 232. Apld. Clifton « Goodbun 
(1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 278: Re Wells’ Estate (1868), L. ™. 





6 Eq. 599. Consd. Dorin +. Dorin (1873), L. R. 17 Eq. 
463: Occleston e«. Fullalove (1874), 9 Ch. App. 147. 


Apld. Laker v. Hordern (1876), 1 Ch. D. 644. Refd. 

Swaine *. Kennerley (2813), Lb Ves. & B. 469: Gordon xv. 

Gordon (1816), 1 Mer. 141; Fivans rv. Massey (1819), 

8 Price, 22: Osmond vv. Tindall (1825), 5 Ves, 534, n.; 

Gill a Shelley (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 336; Dover rv. 

Alexander (1343), 2 Hare, 275: Warmer vr. Warner (1850), 

20 7. J. Ch. 273: Howarth 7. Mills (1866), L. RR. 2 Eq. 

389: Hilla. Crook (1873), L. R. 6 H. I. 2653; Levy v. 

Solomon (1877), 37... T. 263: Re Haseldine, Grange v. 

Sturdy (1886), 31 Ch. D. S11: Re Hall. Branston +. 

Weightman (1887), 35 Ch. D. 551: Re Jodrell, Jodrell v. 

Seale (1890), 59 I. J. Ch. 5388; Re Deakin, Starkey ¢. 

fMyvres, [1894] 3 Ch. 465: Re Pearce, Alliance Agsce, tv, 

Francis (1913), 83 1. J. Ch. 266. Mentd. Doe d. James v. 

Hallett (1813), 1 M. & 8. 124: Leake «. Robinson (1817), 

2 Mer. 363; Hedger v. Steavenson (1837), 2M. & WY 799 5 

Lewis v«. Gompertz (1840), 6 M. & W. 399: Furze v. 

Sharwood (1842). 2 Q. B. 388: De Zieby, Ferraris & Croker 

vy, Hertford (1843), 3 Curt. 468 ; Morrice v. Morrice (1843), 2 

Notes of Cases, 199; Early 7. Benbow (1846), 2 Coll. 342 ; 

Lambell & Lumbell «. Cleave (1846), 10 Jur. 55: Key ., 

Key (1853), 4 De G.M. & G 73; Allen v. Maddock (1858), 

11 Moo, P. C. C. 427; Kilford v. Blaney (1885), 31 Ch. D. 

OG, 

6608. --.--- —-—-.:—Wherever the general de- 
scription ot children in a will would include legiti- 
mate children, it cannot also be extended to 
legitimate children. 

Testator devised a leasehold in trust for his 
‘‘ grandchild E., the only surviving child of his son 
W. & gave the residue of his property, after the 
death of his wife & daughter, to all the children of 
his sons J. & W., & of his daughter S., In equal 
shares; KE. was illegitimate & W. had no other 
child :---Held: Fi. did not take any share of the 
residue.-- BAGLEY v7. MOLLARD (1830), 1 Russ. & 
M.581; 81.J.0.8. Ch. 1155 39 KR. 223. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Owen v. Bryant (1852), 2 De GQ. M. & 

G. 697. Apld. Megson v. Hindle (1880), 15 Ch. D. 198. 

Consd. 2e Humphries, Smith +. Millidge (1883), 24 Ch. D. 

691. Apld. Re Hall, Branston v, Weightman (1887), 35 

Ch. D. 551. Consd. Re Parker. Parker 7. Osborne, [1897] 

2 Ch, 2OS. Refd. Dover v«. Alexandcr (1843), 2. Hare, 

275: Re Willams’ Will (1864), 10 1. T. 405 5 Re Brown, 

Brown wv. Brown (1889), 48 L. J. Ch. 420; Ie Walker, 

Walker vr. Lutyens, [1897] 2 Ch. 238. Mentd. De Zichy, 

Ferraris & Croker +. Hertford (1813), 3 Curt. 4683; Ie 

White's Trusts (1860), John. 656. 





[1923] St. N. Qd. 162.—AUS. 


6603 vi. ~--HARGRAFT t 
ISERGAN, 10 O. RK. 272.—CAN, 


wp Re GOODES 








.+—Re THOMAS, 


WAKEHAM v. THOMAS, [1915] V. L. Rh. 








means prima facie legitimate children, ]-— 6603 vii ] — COLES 
Asa goneral rule the word ‘children’ — }41-~AUS. is ‘ .yWT Rarer 
na Will means legitimate children.—- 6603 iv. —-— ——.]—In the Will of | STAMPS ComR., 26 N.Z. L. R. 835,—N.Z. 


TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS & AGENCY Co., 
LID, v. SADLER (1809), 25 V.L. R. 205. 
~—AUS. 


SAYER, (1921] V. L. 
L. R. 30; 42 A. LL. T. 137.—AUS 
66038 v. —-—- ——-.]}-—le JOUNSTONE, 








R. 95; 6603 viii. .] — GENTLA’S 
TRUSTEES vv. BUNTING (1908), 16 3. 


L. IT. 437.-—-SCOT. 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 6, A. 
(a) 2.] 
6609. --|—A. by his will bequeathed a 


sum of stock in certain events to his grandchildren 
being children of his sons, W. & J., whether born 
in wedlock or not; & after certain specific bequests 
he gave the residue of his personal estate to his 
sons, W. & J., as tenants in common; but if either 
of them should die in his, testator’s lifetime, the 
moiety of such deceased son should go to his chil- 
dren ; but. if both his sons should die in his lifetime, 
then he gave such residue to & among all their 
children, as tenants in common. ‘Testator’s two 
sons died in his lifetime, one leaving legitimate & 
illegitimate children, the other illegitimate children 
only :—Held: the legitimate children of the son 
having both descriptions of children, & the illegiti- 
mate children of the other son took the residue, & 
the illegitimate children of the first-mentioned son 
took no interest. —FRASER v. Praorr (1831), You. 

3543; 1590 E.R. 1029. 

Annotations :—Consd. Ite Overhill’s Trusts (1853), 1 Sm. & 
G. 362; Crook v, Hill (1869), 38 L. J. Ch. 579. Refd. 
Dover v. Alexander (1843), 2 Hare, 275; James v. Smith 
(1844). 14 Sim. 214; Evans v. Davies (1849), 18 L. J. Ch. 
180; Holt wv. Sindrey (18638), lL. R. 7 Eq. 170. 


6610. —-— ——-.,—Testator had several illegiti- 
mate children, of whose births he had regularly 
kept memoranda & who had always lived with him 
& their mother, & bore his name. He then 
married their mother; & she being pregnant, he 
made his will; & devised his property, “‘ share & 
share alike, towards the maintenance of my wife, 
& such children that J may have had by her until 
imy youngest child attain the age of twenty-one ”’ : 
—Held: the illegitimate children did not take 
under that devise.-—DorE d. Jackson v. HARTS- 
HORNE (1840), 6 L. T. O.S. 140. 

6611. .|—Testator bequeathed a por- 
tion of his estate in trust for C. for life, & after his 
death, ‘‘ the interest for the maintenance of C.'s 
wife, & education of his children; at his wife's 
death, the principal to be equally divided among 
his children then living.” (C. at the date of the 
codicil was unmarried, but had illegitimate chil- 
dren, of which fact it was assumed testator was 
cognisant :-—Held: such children were excluded. —— 
WARNER v. WARNER (1850), 20 L. J. Ch. 278 3 16 
L. T. O. S. 320; 15 Jur. 141. 

6612. '—Where there is a gift to 
children as a class, unless the words necessarily 
apply to & include illegitimate children, or exchide 
apy but such children, the gift includes legitimate 
children only. Where, therefore, a gift by will was 
to divide a capital sum after the death of a Jegatee 
for hfe between all his children & the children of 
M.. the wife of W. & M. had six illegitimate children 
only :—/leld : they were not entitled. & it made no 
difference that testatrix knew that M. had children 
whom she believed to be legitimate, & that M. was 
aged forty-nine at the date of the will.----l?e OvER- 
HWILL’s Trust (1853), 1 Sm. & G. $62; 22 ]. J. Ch, 
485; 20 L. T. O. S. 2903; 17 Jur. 3423; 1 W. R. 
208; 65 Ie. R. 159. 

Annotations :—Apld. Bentley v. Blizard (1858), 4 Jur. N.S. 


652. Refd. J?e Williams’ Will (1864), 10 T. IT. 405: 
Robinsons v. Neal (1868), 19 L. T. 142, 


6613. --—— - -I—In an English instrument 
‘children ’’ will be construed unless otherwise 
explained by the context, to mean childven lawfully 
begotten. 

B., an Englishinan, was married in England to 
H.,an Englishwoman. S., a friend of H., with the 
concurrence of H., induced BH. for a pecuniary con- 
sideration, to go to Scotland, & reside there for 
forty days, in order to give the Scottish Ct. juris- 
diction to entertain a suit against him by H. for a 

















WILLS. 


divorce. The suit was instituted, & a decree of 

divorce, on the ground of adultery, was pronounced 

by the Scottish ct.,in 1846. Shortly, afterwards, a 

marriage was solemnised in Scotland between S. who 

was domiciled in Scotland, & H.; & three children of 
such marriage were born in Scotland during the 
life of B. :—Held: the Scottish divorce was null 

& void, & consequently the marriage of S. & H. was 

invalid, & their children were illegitimate ; neither 

S. nor H. were justifiably ignorant of the sub- 

sistence of the prior marriage, notwithstanding the 

divorce, as an impediment to their marriage; «& 
even if either S. or H. had been so ignorant, in 
which case their children would have been legiti- 
mate according to the law of Scotland, notwith- 
standing the invalidity of the marriage, their 
children could not take under an English will 
either real estate devised to the children lawfully 
begotten of H. or personal estate bequeathed to the 

children of Ll.—/Re WILSON’s TRUSTS (1865), L. R. 

1 Eq. 247; 35 L. J. Ch. 24385 30 J. PP. 168; 14 

W. RR. 1615 sub nom. Re WILson’s Trusts, La p. 

SHAW, 13 1. 'T. 5763; 12 Jur. N.S. 1325 affd. sib 

nom, SHAW v. GOULD (1868), L. R. 3 IL L. 50, 

Hi. L. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Levy «. Solomon (1877), 37 L. VW. 263. 
Refd. Re Goodman's Trusts (A881), 17 Ch. D. 266; dee 
Andros, Andros «. Andros (1883), 24 Ch, D. 637. Mentd. 
Le Sueur wv. Le Sueur (1876), 1 P. DD. 139; Harvey «. 
Farnie (IS82), S App. Cas. 435 Bonaparte 7 Bonaparte, 
JIS92] DP. 4025) Churehward v. Churehward, [1895] DP. 
7: Le Mesurier v. Le Mesurier, [1895] A.C. 517: Bater 
” Bater, [1906] PP. 209; de Stirling, Stirling v. Stirling, 
[1908] 2 Ch. 344; Keyes ov. Keyes & Gray, [1921] P. 204 ; 
Lord Advocate v. Jaffrey, (1921) 1 A. CGC. 14635 Salvesen 
(or von Lorang) v. Austrian Property Administrator, 
[1927] A. C. G4. 

6614. —-—- -—- 3 3 ‘The word “ children’ used 
ina will primd facie means legitimate children, & no 
other meaning can be given to it by any conjectural 
application of other words found in the will «& 
supposed to show testator’s intention ; there must 
be clear evidence of that intention in the will itself 
to establish another application of the word. 
There may be a gift to living illegitimate children 
as a Class, if the words used by testator clearly show 
that such children were the objects of his bounty. 
Que whether any such gift to future illegitimate 
children can take effect ? 

If there is a gift to ‘‘ children ” asa class, the law, 
if there is nothing in the will clearly to show a 
contrary intention, will apply the gift to the legiti- 
mate children only. 

Testator possessed of leasehold estates spoke in 
his will of J. as his ‘ son-in-law.’ & devised these 
estates to trustees for the use of his ‘f daughter M., 
the wife of J.,” for her hfe, for her sole & separate 
use, independent of the debts or control of *S her 
present or any after-taken lusband,’’ & in several 
places in his will mentioned J. & his daughter M. 
in the same terms. After her death, & if she made 
no specific appointment, the trustees were to stand 
possessed of the leaseholds in trust for ‘' the child if 
only one, or all the children if more than one, of my 
daughter M.” .. . °° But if there shall not be any 
child of my daughter M.” then over. There were 
children in the union of J. & M. born & living before 
testator’s decease, & treated by him as his grand- 
children, but that union was not a lawful marriage, 
J. having been formerly the husband of S., the 
sister of M.. & having, with the knowledges & 
assent of testator, gone through the ceremony of 
marriage with M. after S.’s death :—Held: there 
was here a sufficient designation of the children of 
M. as the intended objects of testator’s bounty, & 
his gift to them was valid. 

The term “ children ” in a will prima facie means 
legitimate children, & if there is nothing more in 
the will, the circumstances that the person whose 


Led 
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children are referred to as his illegitimate children 
will not entitle those illegitimate children to take. 
But there are two classes of cases in which that 
prima facie interpretation is departed from. One 
class of case is where it is impossible from the 
circumstances of the parties that any legitimate 
children could take under the bequest. The other 
class of cases is of this kind. Where there is upon 
the face of the will itself, & upon a just & proper 
construction & interpretation of the words used in 
it, an expression of the intention of testator to use 
the term ‘ children ”’ not inerely to its primd facie 
meaning of legitimate children, but according to a 
meaning which will apply to, & which will include, 
illegitimate children (LORD CAIRNS).—HILL v. 
Crook (1873), L. R. 6 IL. L. 265 ; 42 a. J. Ch. 702 ; 
22 W. R. 137, H. . 3 affg. S.C. sub nom. CROOK v. 
Hix (1871), 6 Ch. App. 311, L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Brown’s Trust (1873), L. KR. 16 Eq. 
2393 Oceleston v Fullolove (1874), 9 Ch. App. 147; 
Dorin vw Dorin (1875), lL. BR. 7H. Le. 568. pld. Laker ». 
Hordern (1876), 1 Ch. D. 644. . Expld. Zee McNaughtan’s 
Trusts (1876), 33 1. T. 774. Apld. Perkins v. Goodwin, 
[1877] W. N. Ltt. Distd. Levy v. Solumon (1877), 37 
L. T. 263; iis v. Houston (1878), 10 Ch. 1). 236. Expld. 
Megson v. Hindle (1380), 15 Ch. D. 198. Apld. #2 
Humprics, Smith «. Millidge (1883), 4 Ch. D. 691; Ze 
Haseldine, Grange @. Sturdy (1886), 3) Ch. 7). S11; Je 
IIastie’s Trusts (1887), 35 Ch. D. 728: Ie Horner, 
Kagleton v. Horner (1887), 37 Ch. D. 695. Consd. Pe 
Jodrell, Jodrell cv. Seale (1890), 44 Ch. D. 590. Apld. dee 
Lowe, Danilly v. Platt (1892), 61 L. J. Ch. 415. Consd. 
Re Deakin, Starkey t. Eyres, [1894) 3 Ch. 565: Re Fish 
Jngham v. Rayner, [P8S94)2 Ch. 835 Re Harrison, Harrison 
w, Higson, (1894]1 Ch. 561 3 2ée Parker, Parker v, Osborne, 
[WS9T{ 2 Ch.z0s. Expld. Ae Du Bochet, Mansell v. Allen, 
L190} 2 Ch. 4t1 9 Consd. Re Wood, Wood #. Wood, 
FWOOT} 2 Ch. S78 Apld. de Corsellis, Freeborn vw. Napper, 
[1906] 2 Ch. 8162 Re Wve, Edwards v. Burns, (1909) 1 Ch. 
796. Consd. Ebbern ¢. Fowler, {1909} 1 Ch. 5755 Be 
Embury, Bowyer vo. Page (No. 2) (1914), 111 L. Ty 275, 
Expld. We Pearce, Aliauee Assee. v. Francis, [1914] 1 Ch. 
254. Apld. Fe Helliwell, Pickles o Helluvell, (1916! 2 
Ch. 580.3 dee Bleckly, Sidebotham t. Bleckly, [1920) 1 Ch. 
450. Expld. /te ‘Pavior, Hockley «. O'Neal, (1925) Ch. 
739. Refd. 2c Bolton, Beown «. Bolton (1886), 31 Ch. D. 
O42; Re Browne, Raggett cv. Browne (1889), 6b L. T. 
163; Ju the Goods of Ashton, [1892] BP. 83: Re Jeans, 
Upton a Jeans (1895), 72 Le. T8350 fee Walker, Walker 
t? Tautvens, [L897] 2 Ch. 2388 2: de De Wilton, De Wilton 
v Montetiore, (1900) 2 Ch. 4815; Je Loveland, Loveland 
vt Loveland (1906), 75 Lo J. Ch. 3143 Ward ve. Van Der 
Loct?, Burnyeat vt Van Der LoetY, []924] Al. C. 655; 
KKhoo Hoot Leong v. Khoo Hean Kwee, [1926)] A. OC. 529. 


6615. - - - ——-.]—WILLATs rv. Hoorrr, [1875] 
W. ON. 115. 
Annotation : —~Consd. Levy v. Solaman (J877), 37 Ta. 'b. 
263, 
6616. - -—— -—-- -.1 —The word “ children” in a 


will means prind facie ‘ legitimate children,’ as 
much so as if the word ‘ legitimate’ had been 
introduced before it. Where. therefore, a person 
who had two illegitimate children by a certain 
woman, married her, & the day after his marri- 
age inade a will in which, after leaving her his real 
& personal property for life, he said, * T leave 
her at liberty to direct the disposal of the property 
amongst our children by will at her death in such 
manner as she shall think fit, & should she make no 
Will I desire that the property existing at her death 
shall be divided. as far as it may be practicable to 
do so, equally between my children by her ”’ & had 
not any child born after the date of the will, but 
lived for some time after making it, & always 
treated the two illegitimate children as his own 
children :—Held: the real & personal estate of 
testator was, subject to the interest given to the 
widow, for her life. undisposed of by the will. 
Dorin «. Dorin (1875), L. RK. 7 OU. LL. 5685 45 
L. J. Ch. 652; 33 L. T. 281; 39 J. P. 79035 2: 
W. R. 570, H. L. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Re Ayles’ Trusts (1875). 1 Ch. D. 





HQ0. 


a my 


Willats v. Hooper, (1875) W. N. 115. Distd. Laker vt. 
Hordern (1876), 1 Ch. D. 641.  Consd. McNaughtan 
Trusts (1876), 38 L. J. 774. Apld. Levy v. Solomon 


(1877), 37 L. T. 263; Ellis c. Houston (1878, 10 Ch. D. 
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236. Consd. Re Bolton, Brown v. Bolton (1886), 31 Ch. D. 
542; Ite Haseldine, Grange v. Sturdy (1886), 31 Ch. D. 
511. Expld. Re Horner, Eagleton v. Horner (1887), 37 
Ch. D. 695. Consd. Re Browne, Raggett v. Browne 
(1889), 61 L. T. 463 ; Re Deakin, Starkey v. Eyres, [1894] 
3 Ch. 565; Re Fish, Ingham v. Rayner, [1894] 2 Ch. 83; 
Re Warrison, Harrison v. Higson, [1894] 1 Ch. 561; Re 
Embury, Bowyer v. Pare (No. 2) (1914), 111 L. T. 275; 
Ke Pearce, Alliance Assce. v. Francis, [1914] | Ch. 254 ; 
Re Taylor, Hockley v. O’Neal, [1925] Ch. 739. Refd. 
#e Wumphries, Smith vo. Millidge (1883), 24 Ch. D. 691 ; 
Re Baynham, Hart v. Mackenzie (1891), 7 T. L. R. 587 3 
Neale v. Mitchell (1897), 14 T. L. R. 154; Re Helliwell, 
Piokles v. Helliwell, [1916] 2 Ch. 580; Ward v. Van Der 
Loct?, Burnyeat v. Van Der Loeff, [1924] A. C. 653; 
Khoo Hooi Leong v. Khoo Hean Kweo, [1926] A. C. 529. 


6617. -——,.]—'Testator, in 1839, gave pro- 
perty to trustees in trust to pay the income to his 
““ daughter A., the wife of J.,” for life, & to divide 
the principal between all the children of his 
daughter A. when they should attain twenty-one 
in cqual shares, & in case all the children of his 
daughter A. should die under twenty-one without 
issuc, there was a gift over in favour of ason. For 
some time prior to the date of the will & the death 
of testator in 1840, J. & the daughter A. were 
living together as man & wife at J3., where testator 
resided until within a few months of his death. 
They were married in 1845. Three children were 
born before the marriage, one before testator’s 
will & two after his death. One child was born 
after the marriage :—Held: the legitimate child 
only was entitled to the bequest.—-/te AYLEs’ 
Trusts (1875), 1 Ch. D. 282; 45 L. J. Ch. 228 ; 
40 J. P. 161; 24 W. R. 202. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Ellis v. Houston (1878), 10 Ch. D. 

236. Expld. & Distd. Re Horner, Eagleton v. Horner 


(1887), 37 Ch. D. 695. Refd. Re Harrison, Harrison v. 
Higson, [1894] 1 Ch. 561. 


6618. —.l|—Testatrix left a fund upon 
trust to pay the income to KF. for life. & after her 
death for ‘‘ all & every the child & children of E.” 
HK. left one legitimate & two illegitimate children, 
all living at the date of the will & of testatrix’s 
death. The trustee after the death of E., was 
about to pay the fund to the three children but on 
his solr.’s advice paid the fund into ct., as there 
were ‘adverse claims.’? The eldest. illegitimate 
child offered to send the certificates of birth of all 
the children but the trustee did not accept the 
offer. & made no inquiries :—-Held : as there was 
no evidence from the words of the will to include 
the Wlegitimate children, the legitimate child only 
was entitled.—Re M'NAUGHTAN’S ‘TRUSTS (1876), 
33 LL. T. 774. 

6619. -——- —-—-.|. —Gift by the will of testator, 
a Jew domiciled in Mngland, of a share of residuary 
real & personal estate, in trust for the “' children ” 
of his son A. At the date of the will, A. had had 
three children by a lady, whom he subsequently 
married in Lolland, she having been first converted 
to Judaism, pursuant to the ceremonies of the 
Jewish religion, & thus had made the three children 
legitimate according to Jewish law. He after- 
wards had other children :—Held: the term 
‘* children ”’ in the will must be construed according 
to the law of Hngland; &, as there were, at the 
date of the will, legitimate children to answer the 
description, the three children born before marriage 
took no interest. 

The law is now thoroughly settled that, where 
there is a gift to a class, & there are legitimate 
children to answer the description, & the whole of 
the description, no illegitimate child can possibly 
take together with the legitimate children, unless 
there is something in the will itself to show that 
illegitimate children were intended to take with 
the others (MALINS, V.-C.).—LEVy v. SOLOMON 
(1877), 37 L. T. 263; 25 W. R. 842. 

6620. -—.|—Testatrix gave a sum of 
stock to trustees to pay the dividends to her 
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Sect. 17.—-Description of donees: Sub-sect. 6, A. (a) 
t, & tt.) 
brother C. & his wife E. for their lives, & after the 
decease of the survivor, the capital to be divided 
between all the children of her brother. The 
brother had three children by his first wife, two 
children by his second wife E. before marriage, & 
one child after marriage, which were facts well 
known to testatrix, who promised, as the claim 
alleged, that if he married his wife E. she would 
provide for all his children by her, & she in fact 
treated all the children equally as her nephews 
& nieces, & it was further alleged that testatrix 
gave instructions that her will should be so drawn 
as to provide equally for both classes of children, & 
that she believed such to be the effect of the words 
of the will:—Held: the illegitimate children 
must be excluded from the bequest.-—-ELLIs v 
HLOUSTOUN (1878), 10 Ch. D. 236; 27 W. R. 501. 
Annotations :—Distd. Re Worner, Eagleton ¢. Horner (1887), 

37 Ch. D. 695. Consd. Re Pearce, Alliance Assco — v. 

Francis, [1913] 2 Ch. 674 Refd. 22e Humphries, Smith 

v. Millidge (1883), 24 Ch. D. 691. 

6621. ——--- .|—G. B. went through the cere- 
mony of marriage with J. A. C., whose husband had 
deserted her & gone abroad many years before & 
was believed to be dead, but G. B. was aware that 
there was no certain information of his death. 
Shortly afterwards G. B. made his will. by which he 
gave ‘to my dear wife J. A. B. formerly J. A. C.”’ 
an interest in certain chattels during her widow- 
hood, & also gave to her the income of his residuary 
personalty during widowhood, & after her deccase 
or remarriage he gave the corpus to ‘ all & every 
my child & children,” as therein mentioned, & in 
default of children to his nephews & nieces. CG. B. 
& J. A. C. cohabited for more than a year & a half 
after the date of the will, when G. B. died leaving 
J. A. C. enceinte of her only child. She enjoyed 
the income of the residue till her death, upon which 
event the nephews & nieces claimed the property 
under the gift over, & proved that J. A. C.’s child 
was illegitimate, her former husband having been 
alive at the time of her marriage to testator :— 
Hleld: the child could not. take.—Re Boron, 
BROWN v. BOLTON (1886), 31 Ch. D. 5423; 55 L. J 
Ch. 398; 54 L. T. 300; 50 J. P. 538235 34 W. RK. 
wo; 2 7T. L. R. 3038, C. A. 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Hastice’s Trusts (1887), 35 Ch. D. 

728. Consd. Re Du Bochet, Mansell v. Allen, [1901] 2 Ch. 

oe Refd. fe Shaw, Robinson v. Shaw (1894), 63 L. J. Ch. 


6622. —— -~-——.j;—Re CoopER, 
uv. GERVAS (1885), 2 T. 1. R. 10. 

6623. |--By his will, dated 1862, 
testator divided his residuary estate into certain 
shares, & yvave one of such shares in trust for his 
son G. for life, & after his death in trust ‘‘ for the 
children’ of G. In 1845 G. had married abroad, 
& lived with his wife until 184%. In that year he 
came to England where he remained until his 
death in 1888. Ilis wife refused to accompany 
him, & he never saw her again. She died in 1878, 
aged seventy-four. She never had any children, & 
at the date of testator’s will was fifty-eight years of 
age, &, therefore, past child bearing. In 1851 G. 
cohabited with a woman, by whom he had four 
illegitimate children, born between the years of 
1851 & 1858. In 1851, after the birth of (i.’s eldest 
illegitimate child, testator became aware of the 
condition in which G. was living, but testator 
recognised & treated all the four children as the 
children of his son:—Held: although it was 
possible that testator might have intended to 
include the illegitimate children mere probability 
was not sufficient, & if he had the intention, he 
had failed to express it adequately, therefore, the 
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four illegitimate children did not take any interest 

under the residuary gift.—He BROWNE, RAGGETT 

v. BROWNE (1889), 61 Tl. T. 468. 

Annotation :-—Distd. He Eve, Edwards v. Burns (1909), 78 
I. J. Ch. 388. 


6624. .|-—Testatrix by her will dated 
in 1867 gave to her exors. a sum of stock i trust 
to pay the income to her niece M., wife of W. 
during her life, & after her death to pay the same 
income to W. during his life, & after the death of 
the survivor, to divide, the stock between the 
children of her niece, the same to be vested inte- 
rests at twenty-one. At the date of the will M. 
had eight children. She had for many years prior 
to the date of the will lived with W. as his wife, & 
all the children were born before her marriage with 
him, which took place shortly before the date of the 
will. Testatrix always believed that her niece & 
her husband were married before they commenced 
living together, & that the children were legitimate. 
She always took great interest in the children, & 
paid their school & other expenses. At the date of 
the will M. was fifty years of age, & she had not had 
a child for six years :--Held: the children were 
not entitled to the fund.— -Re BROWN, PENROSE vt. 
MANNING (1890), 63 L. T. 159. 
wlnnotation --—Apld. Re Pearce, Alliance Assce. v. Francis, 

[1914] 1 Ch. 254. 











6625. —-—— --——.| —Re JEANS, UPTON v. JEANS, 
No. 6982, post. 
6626. —-—,;-—By her will made in 1880 W. 


gave property over which she had a power of 
appointment to her trustees to divide into thirds & 
hold one-third for the benefit of her daughter H. & 
her children, & as to all her own property she gave 
it to the trustees upon trust for all her children, 
including any who died in her lifetime leaving issue 
in equal shares. In 1893 FE. died, & testatrix made 
a codicil reciting the death & revoking the gift of 
the third to EK. & ber issue, but confirming in all 
other respects her will. W. was by birth a Jewess 
who had married a Christian. J. was brought. up 
in that faith. She becatne cngaged to M., her 
maternal uncle but was unable to embrace the 
Jewish faith by the rules of M.'s synagogue. M.& 
I*. accordingly went to Wisbaden, where they were 
married both civilly & according to the rites of the 
Jews; & being subsequently admitted to the 
Jewish faith in Paris. she was there again married 
according to those rites. There were five children 
of the marriage, Which had always been recognised 
by W. On a summons taken out to ascertain 
whether these children shared in the residuary 
vift,:-—-HMeld: there was nothing in the will to 
show an intention to include them under the term 
‘ “children” there. 

[ have failed to find anything which satisfies 
me that testatrix used the words ‘issue’ or 
* children”? otherwise than in their proper legal 


meaning (STIRLING, J.)—Ae De WILTON, DE 
WILTON v. MONTEFIORE, [1900] 2 Ch. 4813 68 


lL. J. Ch. 717; S88 1. T. 703 48 W. RR. 645; 16 
T. L. R. 507; 44 Sol. Jo. 626. 
Annotation :—-Refd. Ogden v. Ogden, [1908] P. 46. 

6627. -—- -.|—Testatrix by her will dated 
Jan. 3, 1911, gave her residue in trust for her 
brother for life, & after his death in trust ‘‘ for all 
or any of the children or child” of her brother, 
living at the death of the survivor of herself & her 
brother, & the children or child then living of any 
deceased child of his. Testatrix died on Oct. 16, 
1911, & her brother ten days Jater. Doth at the 
date of the will & of the death of testatrix her 
brother had six living illegitimate children by a 
woman to whom he was reputed to be married & 
who was accepted as his wife in the society in 
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which they moved. She died in 1900. The six 
children were received as legitimate. The testa- 
trix knew all of them & was fond of some, & 
believed all of them to be legitimate. ‘'lestatrix’s 
brother married a lady in 1904, by whom he had 
two legitimate children :—AHeld: as the case 
could not be brought within either of the two 
classes of cases in which the prind facie meaning of 
‘“ children,” that is, ‘‘ legitimate children,’’ is 
departed from; as laid down in Hill v. Crook, No. 
6614, ante, by LORD CaiRNs, the two legitimate 
children only took under the gift.-~ Re PEARCE, 
ALLIANCE ASSURANCE Co., LTpb. vt. FRANCIS, [1914] 
1 Ch. 2543; 83 lL. J. Ch. 266; 110 L. T. 168: 58 
Sol. Jo. 197, C. A. 


Annotations :—-Apld. Re Taylor, Hockley v. O’Neal, [1925] 
1 Ch. 739. Consd. Khoo Hooi Leong v. Khoo Hean Kwee, 
[1926] A. C. 529. Refd. Re Bieckly, Sidebotham vr. 
Bleckly, [1920] 1 Ch. 450. 


6628. ——— - \—te Ditppi, MILLARD 7+. 
DIEPPE (1915), 138 L. T. Jo. 564. 

6629. —-— -j|---Testatrix devised &  be- 
queathed all the residue of her estate to trustees 
upon trust for conversion & diversion into fourteen 
parts, & as to one-fourteenth part thereof she 
directed her trustees in their absolute discretion 
* during the life of the widow of the late L.’”’ to pay 
all or any part of the income arising therefrom for 
the maintenance & personal benefit of the widow, 
her issue by I.., & subject thereto to hold the said 
fourteenth share in trust for the child or children of 
lL. who being a son should attain twenty-one, or 
being a daughter should attain that age or marry. 
Ju. was a great-nephew of testatrix & died on active 
service In her lifetime leaving one daughter, the 
infant deft... who was born before the marriage of 
her parents. Testatrix had knowledge of the 
existence of this child, but not that the child was 
legitimate :—Held : having regard to this want of 
knowledge the case did not come within the first 
class of cases stated by Lorp CAIRNS in /lill v. 
Crook, No. 6614, ante, in which the prond Jacie 
interpretation of “ child” or ‘ children ’’ was 
departed from. Therefore the infant deft. was not 
entitled to have anv part of the income of this 
fourteenth share applied for her maintenance, nor 
had she any interest in the capital.—/’?e TAYLOR, 
HockLey ve. OONEAL. [1925] Ch. 730; 95 L. J. 
Ch. 483; 1388 L. T. 602. 

6630. Application of rule—To gift over.i—Tes- 
tator by his will, made in 1847, gave to his eldest 
daughter, naming her, a freehold estate.  Testator 
in the will twice called her his cldest daughter. He 
disposed of his furniture & continued, ‘' ] particu- 
larly direct) that. should any of my children die 
without having children of their own lawfully be- 
gotten theu share, whether land or money, shall 
be divided equally among my surviving children, 
& none of the land shall ever be sold.” Testator 
died on Dec. 14, 18543 his eldest daughter was 
illegitimate & died intestate without having had 
any children. An action was brought for partition 
of the real estate, & the chief clerk found that the 
persons entitled to the interest of the eldest 
daughter in the freehold estate devised to her 
were the surviving children of the testator. On 
summons issued by the A.-G. claiming the estate on 
behalf of the Crown :-- /Teld: the rule of law that, 
where there is a gift to children an illegitimate 
child cannot take pari passwu with legitimate 
children in the absence of special directions, does 
not apply to a gift over. On the death of the 
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- (a) if. 

6681 i. General rule.J]—- The word 

“children ’ in a will means legitimate 

children only, unless it is impossible 


that any legitimate children could take 
under the will or unless froin the face 
of the will itself & on a proper con- 
struction of the words used therein it is 
clear that testator intended his iegiti- k. 
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eldest daughter the estate went to the other chil- 
ee of testator.—SMITH v. JOBSON (1888), 59 L. T. 

Validity of bequests to illegitimate children.|— 
See Part [V., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 5, ante. 


li. Jinpossibility of Leyitimate Children taking under 
Bequest. 


6631. General rule.|—Prarr v. 
7305, post. 

6632. ---— -.;—Hin.v. Crook, No. 6614, ante. 

6633. - —.|—-LEvy v. SOLOMON, No 6619, ante. 

6634. Bequest by spinster--To her children.]|— 
rk (1551), Moore, K. B. 10, pl. 39; 72 H.R. 

). 

6635. ») ~Lestatrix who was never 
married, describing herself as a spinster, be- 
queathed her property in trust for her children. 
She had four illegitimate children at the date of 
the will, three of whoin & an after-born child were 
living at her death, & in a codicil she described her 
children by name :—Held: the children, & not 
the next of kin of testatrix, were entitled to her 
property.—CLIFTON vu. GOODBUN (1868), L. BR. 6 
Iq. 278. 

6636. — -The expression children 
‘* belonging to me” in the will of a spinster con- 
strued to extend to an illegitimate child in fact 
living at her death.—Jn the Hstate of FROGLEY, 
[1905] BP. 187; 741. J.P. 72; 92 74. 'P. 42903 54 
W.R. 48; 21 7.1. R. 84. 

6637. Bequest by bachelor- To his children.| 
Under a bequest by an unmarried man ‘‘ to my 
children the sum of pounds sterling 5,000 each,” 
parol evidence allowed to show who testator con- 
sidered in the character of children, &, they, 
having obtained a name by reputation, admitted 
to take as a class, though illegitimate, & not 
named in the will.- Beacucrorr v. BEACHCROFT 
(IS16), 1 Madd. 430; 56 BF. R. 15y. 

_Innotations :-—Consd. Re Overhill’s Trust (1853), 1 Sm. & G. 
362. Folld. Dilley «. Matthews (1865), 1201. 'T. 488. 
NAF. Crook v. Hill (1869), 38 L. J. Ch. 579. Consd. Grant 
». Grant (1870), Lh. RR. oC. B. 8803 Dorin v. Dorin (1873), 
L. R. 17 iq. 163.  Refd. Woodhouselee v. Dalrymple 
(1817), 2 Mer, 4193) Lambell & Lambell v. Cleave (1846), 
10 Jur. 55; Holt. «. Sindrey (1868), L. R. 7 Eq. 170. 
6638. Bequest to children of deceased person-— 

No legitimate children in existence.|—Legacy ‘‘ to 

the children of the late C. K. who shall be living 

at (testator’s) decease.”? C. K. being dead at the 
date of the will, leaving ilegitimate children, of 
whom three were living at the death of the 
testator, & not having, at the date of the will, nor 
having ever had, any legitimate children, the three 
iNegitimate children were held to be entitled. 
Where there are not, nor ever were, nor can by 
possibility be, any persons strictly answering the 
description of children, it is necessary to resort to 
evidence dehors the will, for the purpose of finding 
whether there were any who had acquired the 
reputation of children; & it is possible for 
illegitimate children to acquire that reputation.— 

WooDUOUSELEE (LORD) v. DALRYMPLE (1817), 2 

Mer. 419; 85 KF. R. 1000. 

noes :—Refd. Re Taylor, Hockley v. O’Neal, [1925] 1 
Ch. 739. 

6639. - - Several illegitimate children— Only 
one legitimate child.|—A testator gave his property 
equally among all the children of his late nephew 
L., who should be living at the testator’s decease, 
& who should attain twenty-one or marry; &, 


MATHEW, No. 








children to benefit by the devise. 
—te SErIBEL, Re INFANTS ACT, (1925) 
iD. L. R. 923; [1925] 3 W. W. R. 
Name of 


mother not specified. | 
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Sect. an of donecs : Sub-sect. 6, A. (a) 
Ww. & 
if but one such child, to such child solely. Three 
children of L., two illegitimate & one legitimate, 
survived testator. He had treated all three as 
being equally the children of I., & they were 
generally so received :—Held: J.. being dead at 
the date of the will, there could never be legitimate 
‘children’? to answer the description; & the 
gift was to the two illegitimate children, as well 
as the one Iegitimate child; but the case would 
have been different if L. had been living at the 
date of the will.—LeE1au v. Byron (1853), 1 Sm. & 
G. 486; 1 Kq. Rep. 519; 22 L. J. Ch. 1064; 22 
L. T. O. S. 32; 17 Jur. 822; 1 W. R. 407; 65 
E. R. 213. 


Annotations :—-Apld. Re Bleckly, Sidebotham t. Hleckly, 
Para a re 450. Refd. Adney v. Greatrex (1869), 38 
oJ. Ch, ; 


6640. No legitimate children in existence. |— 
FRASER v. Pigott, No. 6609, ante. 

6641. .}—Iegitimate children, born at the 
date of a will, & their mother, with whom testator 
was living as husband, held entitled under a 
bequest to ‘‘my children ’”’ & ‘‘ my wife Sarah,’’ 
testator having no legitimate child.—DILLEY v. 
MatTrTurws (1865), 12 L. T. 488; 11 Jur. N.S. 
425: 18 W. R. O76, 

Annotation :—~Refd. Crook +. Hill (1871), 6 Ch. App. 311. 
6642. ---—--.) —Honr v. SINDREY, No. 6655, post. 
6643. ----— Children of deceased person.| — 

WoODHOUSELEE (LORD) v. DALRYMPLE, No. 66388, 

ante. 

6644. ---— Possibility of birth of legitimate 
children.| -—The ultimate limitation in a settlement 
was to all the children, as well those already born 
as hereafter to be born of A. & B. his wife. B. was 
the settlor’s sister, who had been imarried to A, 
five years before the date of the settlement. They 
never had any legitimate children; but, before 
their marriage, B. had several children still living, 
who were reputed to be her children by WA. :— 
Held: these children were entitled to the property 
under the limitation. 

Semble: the construction of these words in aw 
will would exclude illegitimate children born at 
the date of the will, because of the possibility that 
legitimate children might have heen born before 
testator’s death.—GABB v. PRENDERGAST (1855), 
1K. & J. 4395; 3 Hq. Rep. 648 ; 24 0. 3. Ch. 451 5 
261. T.O.S.473; 1 Jur. N.S. 900: 3 W. RR. S95 : 
69 KH. R. ool. 

Annotation :—Refd. Crook rv. Whitley (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 


657, 

6645. - -  -- - Whether mother past child- 
bearing.|-—Testator, after giving a share of his 
property by his will upon trust for his niece JB. 
& her husband, & for her child, if only one, or all 
her children, 1f more than one, gave another share 
upon such trusts in favour of his niece C. & her 
husband, & her child or children, as should corre- 
spond with the preceding trusts in favour of B. 
C. had only one child, born before her marriage, & 
illegitimate. She was fifty years old at the date 
of the will, & fifty-seven years old at the date of a 
subsequent codicil :—Held: on the death of C., 
her illegitimate child was not entitled.—PAUL v. 
CHILDREN (1871), L. RK. 12 Kq. 16; 25 I. T. 82; 
10 W. R. 941. 

6646. ~ -K., by her will dated 
in 1907, gave her residuary estate to trustees “ in 
trust for & to be equally divided between & among 
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the children of my sisters M., C.. & S., & of my 
brother W. & the issue of such of them as shall die 
in my lifetime leaving issue, such issue taking his, 
her, or their parents’ share.”” M. was at the date 
of the will a widow nearly sixty-eight years of 
age; she had been married in 1869, having had 
two children by her husband before marriage & 
had no other children. She was living with EK. 
at the date of her will & her death. KE. knew all 
the facts & was on affectionate terms with the 
children. The other sisters & the brother all had 
legitimate children living :—Held: M.'s two 
illegitimate children took shares on the ground that 
there were not, & never could be, any legitimate 
children to answer the description._-He Evr, 
EpWARDs v». Burns, [1909] 1 Ch. 796; 78 L. J. Ch. 
388; 100 L. 'T. 874. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Fc Pearce, Alliance Assce. v. 

[1914] 1 Ch, 254. 

6647. Bequest to children of spinster.|—Bequest 
to the children of A. described spinster, & nothing 
on the face of the will showing that illegitimate 
children were intended. Inquiry, whether she 
left) illegitimate children, refused.--OSMOND  v. 
TINDALL (1825), 5 Ves. 5384, n.; 31 E.R. 728, L. C. 


Francis, 


ii. Tntention to Include Illegitimate Children. 


6648. Whether sufficient designatio personarum. | 
~- "Though bastards strictly are not sons, yet, if 
they have acquired that name by reputation, in 
common parlance they are; though a person's 
name be mistaken in a devise, yet if made out by 
averment to be the person meant, the devise to 
him is good.—-RIVERS'’s CASE (1737), 1 Atk. 410; 
26 H.R. 260, L. C. 

6649. —-—.'— BLUNDELL v. DUNN (1808), cited 
in 1 Madd. at p. 442. 
ata tehon :--Apld. Beachcroft rv. Beuachcroft (1816), 1 Madd. 


6650. ---—.) ~~ Tlegitimate children, having 
acquired that character by reputation, may take 
under a will, as by necessary implication intended 
& deseribed.--SNELHAM v. BAYLEY (1822), 5 Ves. 
odd, no: S81 MK. RR. T7213; sub nom. BAYLEY v. 
SNELUHAM, | Sim. & St. 78: sub nom. BAILEY v. 
SNELHAM, | Ju. J. O. S. Ch. 35. 


6651. —-—./—Harris v. LLoyvp,. No. 6606, ante. 

6652. —-—.|-—WILKINSON v. ADAM, No. 6607, 
canite. 

6653. ——.!—M., in Jan. 1857, bequeathed the 


whole of her estate to H., then living with her as 
her husband, for his use for life; & after his 
decease, to be equally divided between the natural 
children of K., which might be then living. FE. 
lived with testatrix as her husband, but) was not 
married, & there were living with pltf. & testatrix 
two natural or illegitimate children which she had 
had by him. & he had no other natural children :— 
Held: the description of the objects of testatrix’s 
bounty was sufficient, & the two natural children 
of testatrix, in case they survived pltf., would be 
entitled to the fund.— BENTLEY v. BLIZARD (1858), 
4 Jur. N.S. 652. 

6654. -—---.| —Testator gave property by his 
will to W. & after his death to W.’s children 
‘* share & share alike,’ the two children of the late 
A., to take the share that would have fallen to 
their mother had she been living, to be divided 
between them, share & share alike, if more than 
one survive; but if only one of them be then 
surviving, then & in such case the surviving child 
to take the whole of the mother's share.”’ Testator 


—Jox vr, CuraToR oF Esrates oF by testator —Bequest to © children ’— — inference from wording of will & circum- 

DECEASED PERSONS (1595), 21 V.L. RR. Legitimate d illegitimate —lUleyitimate —stances.\—LoBB ov. Lob (1910), 17 

620.—AUS. previously mentioned by name-~ QO. W. RR. 212: 2 O. W.N. dd; 22 
1. Desertion of  leyitimate children /xclusion of legitimate ofildren by O.L. LR. 15.—CAN. 
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also directed that, if the wife of W. survived her 

husband, she should enjoy the property for her 

life, & the division should not take place till after 

her death. After testator’s death W. married a 

second wife, who survived him, he had three 

children, viz., G., M., & A., the first of whom only 
survived him. A. died unmarried before the 
date of testator’s will, leaving two illegitimate 

children :—Ield: (1) the gift to the children of A. 

applied to her illegitimate children ; the words of 

survivorship in the will applied exclusively to the 
children of A., & all the children of W., took 

vested interests; (2) the gift to the wife of W. 

applied to the wife who was living at the time of 

the will, & not to any wife whom W. might at any 
time afterwards marry.—Re Burrow’s Trusts 

(1864), 10 L. T. 184. 

Annotations :— As to (2) Apprvd. Re Coley, Hollinshead v. 
Coley, (1903) 2 Ch. 102. Apld. Re Griffiths’ Policy, 
(1903) 1 Ch. 739. Refd. Re Drew, Drew vr. Drew, [1899] 
1 Ch. 336, 

6655. - ----.|—Testator bequeathed an annuity 
to trustees. upon trust during the life of his 
‘ daughter M., the wife of J.”’ for her life for her 
separate use: & after her death, for all & every 
the child & children of his daughter M. begotten 
or to be begotten.” Testator was not aware when 
he made his will that his daughter M. was not the 
wife of Jo; & that four children then borne by her 
to J. were illegitimate. estator had always 
treated his daughter & J. & their children as if the 
parents had been married & their children lawfully 
begotten. After the date of testators will, M. 
bore three other children to J.. which also were 
iNegitimate. A sum of £703 13s. ld. Bank 3 per 
cent. annuities had been appropriated to answer 
the bequest to M. & her children. M. died without 
having had any other than the aforesaid seven 
children :-—-Held: the four children born after the 
date of the will were, although ilegitimate. 
sulliciently deseribed in it as legatees of, & there- 
fore entitled to, the fund in ct. Houriv. SINDREY 
(1868), IL. R. 7 Iq. 170; 38 LL. J. Ch. 1263 19 
L. T. 669; 38 J. P. 260: 17 W. RR, 249. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Crook v. Hill (1871), 6 Ch. App. 311. 

Expld. te Du Bochet, Mansell v. Allen, (1901) 2 Ch. 141. 

N.F. Re Pearce, Alliance Assee. v. Francis, [1913] 2 Ch. 

674. Distd. Re Taylor, TWoekley «. O'Neal, (1925) 1 Ch. 

739. Refd. Occleston rv. Fullalove (1873), 0 Ch. App. 147. 

6656. —-—.| —Testator, by his will, after a wift: 
to his son 'T., who was illegitimate, directed the 
division of his estate into seven parts, one of which 
was given to his widow, & after her death to such 
of his children to whom the other six shares were 
given.” As to those six shares, the direction was 
to pay them “among all my children living at 
my decease except my son JV.’ Vestator left 
seven children, of whom five were legitimate, two, 
TT. & A., illegitimate :—/Teld: A. was not entitled 
to ashare as one of testator’s children.—Re WELLS’ 
ESTATE (1868), LR. 6 Ky. 599 5 37 LT. J. Ch. 555 | 
8 TL. T. 462: 16 W. R. 784. 

6657. .j—A legatee in a will was described 
as * J.E., the son of S.K., by M.J. or M. or E., his 
wife.’ There being no doubt as to the identity of 
the person intended, the question whether he was 
the son born in lawful wedlock or not, was utterly 
immaterial, for he was the person designated as the 
legatee.—THOMSON v. EASTWOOD (1877), 2 App. 

‘as. 215, LH, J. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Cunningham v. Foot. (1878), 3 App. 
Cas. 974; The Kong Magnus, [1891] 1. 223; Dougan 1. 
Macpherson, [1902] A. C. 197: Re Lloyd, Lloyd v. Lloyd, 
f1903}) 1 Ch. 385: Lewis rv. McKay, Algate v. Vugler, 
Clark v. Potter (1924), 93 L. J. K. B. S40. 

6658. — -.]—Testatrix bequeathed her rest- 
duary estate equally for all such of the children 
being daughters of her nephew R.., her niece Mrs, A., 
& her niece Mrs. IT., as should attain twenty-one 
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or marry under that age, each child to be paid her 
share on attaining that age or marrying under it. 
At the date of the will & of testatrix’s death the 
nephew RK. was cohabiting with a woman reputed 
to be his wife, & there was issue of this union three 
daughters, two born before the date of the will, 
& one born after the date of the will, but before 
the date of the death. The nieces had several 
daughters, one of whom had attained twenty-one 
at the date of testatrix’s death. Testatrix had 
always spoken of R.’s reputed wife as his wife, & 
the three daughters as their children, there being 
no suspicion of illegitimacy. Upon the arrival 
of the time for the final distribution of the estate 
it was discovered that 2. did not marry his reputed 
wife until some years after the death of testatrix : 
—ITeld: the two children born before the date of 
the will were entitled to participate, but the child 
born afterwards was not entitled. 

There is so strong a probability of it being the 
intention of testatrix to use in the will the words 
“Children, being daughters of my nephew R. ” 
as including the two children [born before the date 
of the will] that a contrary intention cannot be 
supported (Joyce, J.).--Re Du BocurT, MANSELL 
vw ALLEN, [1901] 2 Ch. 441; 70 L. J. Ch. 617; 84 
LL. T. 710; 49 W. Tt. 588. 

_Innotation :-—Overd. Ie Pearce, Alliance Assee. v. Francis, 

f1914] 1 Ch. 244, 

6659. - .|—Re EMpury, 
(No. 2), No. 6709, post. 

6660. Further reference in will to illegiti- 
mate children---By name.| — (1) Testator  be- 
queathed one moiety of a sum of money to the 
children of .A., & the other moicty to the children 
of B. At testator’s death A. had six legitimate 
& two legitimate children, & B. had one legitimate 
& three legitimate children, & the illegitimate 
children of B. were named in the will in relation 
to another bequest:--/feld: the legitimate 
children of A. were entitled to one moiety of the 
fund, & all the children of B., whether legitimate 
or not, were entitled to the other moiety. | 

(2) Testator bequeathed a sum of money to the 
children of .A.. lawfully to be begotten, including 
her daughter K., aged about fourteen. E. was 
illegitimate. & A. had no other child of that name : 
—Held: Ji. was entitled to share in the fund.— 
MEREDITH t. FARR (1843), 2 VY. & C. Ch. Cas. 525 ; 
7 Out. T= O38 Ke te 230, 
wtnnolations :--.1s to (1) Distd. Ie Corsellis, Freeborn +. 

Napper, [L906] 2 Ch. 316. 48 to (2) Distd. Zee Smilter, 

Bedford ve. Hurhes, [1903] 1 Ch. LYs. Generally, Refd. 

Smith v«. Lidiard (1857), 3 K. & J. 252. 

6661. Subsequent reference to 
** said children.’’| —Testator bequeathed legacies to 
his © children.” M., S.. J... W. & N.. appointing his 
wite them guardian, & directing the application 
of the interest for their maintenance. Ele then 
directed that the remainder of his personal estate, 
& the residue of the proceeds of certain real estates, 
should be divided between all his children of his 
first, & second marriages. ‘Testator then charged 
other parts of his real estates with certain annual 
payments, & directed that the remainder of the 
rents & profits should be divided among all his 
‘“said children.” Testator then directed that, 
in case one or more of the children by his second 
wife should die without issue under twenty-one, 
their shares & legacies should go between his second 
wife & such of his “ children ” by her as should be 
living, & he gave the residue of his estate to all & 
every of his * children.’ :—J/eld: S.. who was a 
child by the second wife before marriage, was 
within the description of ‘' children ’’ contained in 
the will, & entitled to share with the Jegitimate 
children of testator in the residuary gifts.—Evans 
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Sect. 17.-—Description of donees:; Stub-sect. 6, A. 
(a) vit.] 

v. DAVIES (1849), 7 Ilare, 498; 18 L. J. Ch. 180; 

68 HK. R. 206. 

6662. —— ——-.|—-Testator, by his 
will, after reciting that his two daughters by his 
first wife were amply provided for, & that he had 
nine children, whom he named, being three sons 
& six daughters, & that on the marriage of four 
of the six daughters he had advanced certain sums, 
& that it was his intention to make similar pro- 
vision for his two unmarried daughters, gave his 
real & Icasehold property, upon trust, after his 
wife’s death, to sell & divide the proceeds among 
all & every his children by his then wife, & directed 
that the trustees should, during the life of each of 
his ‘‘ said children’’ who should be a daughter, 
pay the income of her share to her for her separate 
use, without power of anticipation. One of the 
nine children was illegitimate :—Held: she took 
equally with the others. 

There is no inflexible general rule that illegitimate 
children cannot participate in a gift to children.— 
OWEN v. BRYANT (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 6973; 21 
L. J. Ch. 860, 20 L.T. O.S. 45; 16 Jur. 877; 42 
BE. R. 1015, L. IS. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Smith wv. Lidiard (1857), 3 K. & J. 
52. Refd. Re Williams’ Will (1864), 10 L T. 405; Adney 


25. 

e, Greatrex (1869), 388 L. J. Ch. 414 > Crook v, Hill (1871), 
6Ch. App. 311: Dorin «. Dorin (1875), 39 Fd. P. 7905 Re 
Hall, Branston wv. Weightinan (1887), 35 Ch. D. 551. 


6663. ——— --—-_- —-.'—C., after the death of 
his second wife, went through the ceremony of 
marriage with M. J.., her niece, by whom he had 
two children, one posthumous. By his will he 
save to trustees all his estate, to sell & convert. 
& pay the interest. of £8.000 to his wife M. L. C. 
for her life, in case she should so Jong continue his 
widow, & subject thereto to all & every his children 
(naming them), & all & every other clild & 
children that he might have by his wife M. L. C. 
Testator left children by each wife:--Held: 
M. L. C. & her child born before testator’s death 
took, but not the posthumous child.—SMiITiT 7. 
CHARLES (1864), 11 i. T. 583 2 183 W. RR, 224. 














6664. --— ---— - ~--.:—Re LowF, DANILY v. 
Pratr, No. 7301, post. 
6665 — -——-—-—.;-—Testator gave a legacy 


to each of his seven children by name, & directed 
that, in the events which happened, his residuary 
estate should be held upon trust for such of his 
seven children thereinbefore named as should be 
then living & should attain twenty-one; & he 
directed his trustees to retain the legacy & the 
share of residue which any daughter might take 
under the will. & to hold same upon trust. to pay 
the income to the daughter for life, & then to her 
husband for life if she should so appoint, & subject 
thereto in trust. for her children, & in default of 
children in trust for the persons who at the death 
of such daughter would have been entitled to such 
share under the Statutes of Distribution in case 
she had died possessed thereof without having 
been married. Three of the children were born to 
testator by his wife before her marriage :-—Held: 
the share of an illegitimate married daughter who 
died without having exercised her power of appoint- 
ment. in favour of her husband & without having 
had any issue, passed to those who would have 
been her next of kin if she & testator’s other 
children had aj] been Jegitimate.—Re Woop, Woon 
v. Woon, [1902] 2 Ch. 542: 71 L. J. Ch. 728 3 87 
L. 7.316; 50W. R. 695; 18 T. 1. R. 710; 46 Sol. 
do. G32, C A. 
Annotations :—Apld. Re Smilter, Bedford v. Hughes, 11903] 
1 Ch. 198. Consd. Ree Kiddle, Gent v. Kiddle (1905), 92 
oe 724. Distd. Le Cullum, Merecr ev. Flood, [192411 Ch. 





WILLS. 


6666. —-— -—-—— As _ daughters-—-Only one 
daughter legitimate.'-—-Testatrix bequeathed to 
A., ‘' the eldest daughter of my deceased daughter 
S., my gold watch.’ She bequeathed other pro- 
perty to trustees ‘‘ in trust for such of the children 
of my deceased daughter S. who shall attain 
twenty-one, absolutely, equally share & share 
alike, the shares of such of them as shall be daughters 
to be for their sole & separate use.’” S. had two 
legitimate children, a son & a daughter, & she had 
also an illegitimate daughter, who was the person 
spoken of in the will as “ A., the eldest daughter of 
SS. :---Held: there was a sufficient indication of 
an intention that A. should be included in the 
description of ‘‘ the children of S.’’---Re HtuM- 
PHRIES, SMITH 2. MILLIDGE (1883), 24 Ch. D. O91 ; 
49 1. VT. 504. 

Annotations :-—Expld. Re Hall, Branston v. Weightman 
(887), 35 Ch. ID. 551.) Refd. fe Brown, Brown v. Brown 
(1889), 58 I. J. Ch. 420. 

6667. ——— Further reference in will to illegiti- 
mate child——As ‘‘ niece.’’?|—H. having been mar- 
ried to R.. who was ignorant that his first wife was 
alive, had nine children by him S., the sister of H., 
knowing that I1. was fifty-seven years old, made 
her will, leaving certain property to the children 
of FT. mentioning one by name as her ‘ niece’ & 
referring to them as ‘‘ born or to be born” :— 
Heid: there was sufficient indication of intention, 
upon the knowledge which testatrix had, & which 
was proved by the chief clerk’s certificate, to 
entitle the children of H. to the benefit of the gift 
as persona designat@.--ROBINSON v, NEAL (T8638), 
IO LL. T. 142. 

6668. —~—- As ‘‘ daughter.’’|-— Testator, 
after appointing J. L. B. one of his exors. & trus- 
tees, describing him as ** my son in law,’ & making 
various devises & bequests of his property to his 
three sons nominatim, gave other property to his 
trustees upon certain trusts for his two daughters, 
respectively, describing them as “my daughter 
M. A. M., the wife of J. 1. Bo” & “my daughter 
A., the wife of W. W.° He then devised & 
bequeathed his residuarv real & personal estate 
to his trustees upon trust for such of his ** children ”’ 
living at his decease, & such of the issue then 
living of any child or children of his dying in his 
lifetime. M. A. M. IB. was illegitimate :- -Meld : 
the will showed a sufficient expression of intention 
onthe part of testator to include M. A. M. B. under 
the term ** children,”’? & she was entitled to a share 
in the residue.—-Re BROWN, WALSH @ BROWNE 
(1800), 62 TL. T. 899, 


Annotation :--Refd. Re Parker, Parker vr. Osborne, [1807] 2 
6669. -—--—- Mother of illegitimate children de- 
scribed as ‘‘ wife.’’|-~Testator devised & be- 


queathed his real & residuary personal estate to 
trustees, upon trust to permit his wife M. to receive 
the income thereof during her life, provided she 
should so Jong continue his widow & unmarried ; 
& from & after her death or second marriage, upon 
trust to pay & divide the estate unto & equally 
between & amongst all & every his children ; 
if more than one, in equal shares as tenants in 
common, & in case there should be but one such 
child, then the whole to go to such child. Testator 
had married a wife, K., but had had no children 
by her, & had lived apart from her for many years. 
At the date of the will she was of the age of seventy 
years, & she survived testator. Testator had, for 
some years previously to the date of the will, 
cohabited with M., who bore his name, & was 
always recognised by him as his wife. The testator 
had by M. four children, of whom two had died 
before the date of the will: one was then alive, 
& the fourth was afterwards born. These children 


Parr XVI.—-Construction. 


were all entered in the baptismal registry in the 
name of testator, & were known by his name :-— 
Held: M. was entitled to the income of the rea] 
& personal estate of testator for her life so long 
as she should continue unmarried, & that after 
her death such estate would devolve on the child 
of testator & M. who was living at the date of the 
will.— LEPINE v. BEAN (1870), L. R. 10 Ey. 160; 
39 L. J. Ch. 847; 22 L. T. 8338; 18 W. R. 797. 


Annotations :—Consd. Dorin ». Dorin (1873), L. R. 17 Eq. 
463; Laker «. Hordern (1876), 1 Ch. D. 644. Distd. Ac 
Hammond, Burniston 7. White (1911), 55 Sol. Jo. 649. 





6670. --- - J—--Hinn v. Crook, No. 6@14, 
ante, 

6671. -—-— ---—-.|—-PERKINS 7. GOODWIN, [1877] 
W.N. 111. 

6672. -~—-—-.]---Testator by his will, dated 





in 1868, directed his trustees to pay the income of 
aw certain share in a trust fund ‘to my sister 
Charlotte, the wife of Thomas H.,” during her life, 
& after her death to pay & divide the share unto, 
between & amongst all “ her children ”’? who should 
be living at her death, & the “ representatives ” 
of such of them as should have died in her lifetime 
who should have attained twenty-one, equally, 
share & share alike. Charlotte never was the wife 
of Thomas H., he having previously to 1845 married 
another woman, who at the date of the will & 
down to his death in 1875 was his lawful wife. 
In 1845 Charlotte left her home, & thenceforth 
cohabited with Thomas H. until he died. At the 
date of the will she had had four illegitimate 
children by him, the two survivors of whom were 
then living, aged respectively twenty & cighteen, 
& she had not had a child for seventeen years. & 
was presumably past child) bearing. Charlotte 
died in 1885, These were the only cJnuldren she 
ever had, & only one of them survived her. Testa- 
tor was well aware of the connection of his sister 
with Thomas Il., visited at. the house where they 
resided, & recognised the clildven of his sister by 
Thomas H. as his own nephews & nieces :-—lfeld : 
(1) testator in desembing his sister Charlotte as 
the “ wife of Thomas H..° when he knew she was 
not so, & In using co-relatively with that the 
expression “ children’ to describe the offspring 
of a woman whom he knew not to be lawfully 
married, had shown that he did not use the term 
‘children ’* in its strict legal sense, & the iMlegiti- 
mate children of Charlotte were intended, & were 
entitled to take under the gift in testator’s will; 
(2) the word ‘representatives in the gift must 
be construed cither as “ next of kin” or as ** de- 
scendants.”’ & not as * exors. or administrators. 
Re HorneER, KMAGLETON vt. HORNER (1587), 37 
Ch. D. 695; 57 1. 3. Ch. 2113 58 t.. P. 108 5° 36 
W.R. 38483 4 7T. 1. R. 100. 


Apld. 2% Harrivon, Harrison or. Higson, 
[1894] 1 Ch. 561. Refd. vee Waiker, Walker c. Lutyens, 


L1S97j 2 Ch 23s. 

6673. --- - ~. —Re Lown, DANILY r. PLATT. 
No. 7301, post. 

6674, -—---- ———.'—Testator bequeathed his 


residuary estate in trust for his four children by 
name, including ‘A. J. Hi. the wife of J. Tb. & 
declared that his trustees should stand possessed 
of the share thereinbefore given to the said 
A.J... upon trust to invest the same & pay the 
Income to the said A. J. H. during her life, & so 
that ‘ during any coverture ”’? she should not. have 
power to anticipate the same, &, after her death, 
in trust for ‘the children or child of the said 
A. J. H.,” who being a son or sons should attain 


PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 6.— 
A. (a) iii. 


6677 i. T'estator’s knowledge of ille- 
ve} Fee Growrscn (1894), 20 


V. L. R. 388.- -AUS. 
6677 ii. —— --—OSLOUGHLIN t. BEL- 
LEW, [1906] 1 I. TR. 487.—IR. 
6677 iii. —---.]—O. vt. 


815 


twenty-one, or being a daughter or daughters. 
attain that age or marry, & if more than one, 
equally. J. H. had married a sister of testator, 
who died in testator’s lifetime, & after her death 
had gone through the ceremony of marriage with 
testator’s daughter A. J., & had had a child by 
her. Testator was aware of these facts. After 
the death of testator, two other children of J. H. 
by testator’s daughter A. J. were born. She 
afterwards died :—Held: the child born before 
the date of the will was entitled to the share.— 
te HARRISON, HARRISON », H1Gson, [1894] 1 Ch. 
561; 63 LL. J. Ch. 885; 70 1. T. 868. 

6675. .|—--By a post-nuptial settlement 
dated July 1, 1879, the settlor transferred certain 
stock to trustees as to two third parts thereof upon 
trusts for the benefit of her two daughters therein 
mentioned, & as to the remaining third part: upon 
trust to pay the income to her daughter E. K., 
therein described as wife of J. K., for her separate 
use independently of J. K. or any future husband 
she might marry, & after her death in trust for the 
children of KE. K. who being sons should attain 
twenty-one, or being daughters should attain that, 
age or marry. in equal shares. It was thereby 
provided that F., the son of Ie. K., born before her 
marriage with J. K., should for the purposes of 
taking an interest under the trusts thereinbefore 
declared be considered as her legitimate child. 
In Oct. 1878, FE. K. had gone through the ceremony 
of marriage in England with J. K., who had been 
her deceased sister’s husband. She had issue by 
him, besides F., who died under twenty-one, two 
sons, one born on July 28, 1870, & still living, & 
the other born subsequently, but who died under 
twenty-one. She died without having been legally 
married :—AHeld: no distinction was to be drawn 
between a deed & a will for the present purposes & 
the surviving child of KE. I<., being en ventre sa mére 
at the date of the settlement, was entitled to the 
benefit of the trusts, Inasmuch as the intention of 
the settlor was to treat all the children of Ik. K. 
as legitimate, & there was nothing in the proviso 
to modify that. intention... EBBERN vv. FOWLER, 
[W909] I Ch. 578 3 Ta... Ch. 497; 100 0. T. 717 
93 Sol, do. 856, C. A. 

6676. Testator’s knowledge of illegitimacy — 
Admissibility of evidence.'-—Under the description 
“children in a will, evidence may be received, 
to show that testatrix knew there were only two 
such children, & that one of them was illegitimate ; 
&, the parent being dead at the date of the will, 
that no other persons could answer the description 
of children: —Held: that they took as persona 
designata.—GILL vt. SHELLEY (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 
336; 91. 3. OLS. Ch. 68 > 39 BE. R. 422. 
-fnnotations :--Consd. Meredith v. Farr (1843), 2 Y¥. & C. 

Ch. Cas, 625: Owen a Bryant (1852), 2 De Gh. AD & G. 

697.  Folld. Leigh rv. Byron (1853), 1 Sm. & GG. 4386. 

Consd. Crook +. Whitley (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 657 :) Adneyv 
v. Greatrex (1869). 38 L. J. Ch. 414. Distd. Fulis rv. 
Houston (878). 10 Ch. D. 236. Apld. Re DBieckley, 
Sidebotham tv. Blechley, [1920] 1 Ch. 450. Refd. Dover 
vr. Alexander (1843). 2 Hare, 270; o. ty. 














Dickinson v. N. E 1 
(1863), 2H. & OC. 7355 Robinson a Neal (1868), 19 4. T. 
1412; Ciregory v. Gregory (1871), 19 W. R. 717 | 
Dorin (1875), 33 J. T. 281: Re Humphries, Swith rv. 
Millidge (1883), 24 Ch. D. 691. 

6677. _ -“Testator bequeathed a sum of 
moneys upon trust for his reputed daughter for 
life, & after her death to her children. He was 
aware that she was living in concubinage & had 
illegitimate children. She never had legitimate 
children :—-Held : her iWegitimate children, one 


11. R. 364.-—IR. 


m. Whether bequest to future illegiti- 
mate children void. }—Re CONNOR (1845), 


D., [1916] 2 Jo. & Lat. 456.--IR, 
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Sect. 17.—-Description of donecs: Sub-sect. 8, A. 
(a) tt., & (6).] 

of whom was born after testator’s death, took under 

the will.—#e WILLIAMS’ WILL (1864), 10 L. T. 405; 

12 W. R. 818. 

6678. —---.| -HorT v. SINDREY, No. 6655, ante. 

6679. - - -.|--S., a military officer in the East 
India co.’s service, died in 1841, domiciled in 
Delhi, in the North-Western Provinces of India. 
At the time of his death there was no lex loci in 
those Provinces, & the law applicable to the 
succession depended on the personal status, which 
was regulated by the religion of the individual ; 
& in the event of such rule not being applicable 
the Courts were, as provided by the Kegulations, 
to determine according to the rules of justice, 
equity, & good conscience. There was no 
evidence that S. professed any particular religion. 
S. had five illegitimate sons acknowledged by him 
in his lifetime, & several grandchildren, all of whom 
were, with one exception, illegitimate. By his 
will, made in English form, after giving life estates 
to his five sons, he bequeathed as follows :—* | 
will & declare, that it is my intention & meaning, 
that in the event of all or any of my afore-men- 
tioned sons (naming them), dying leaving issue or 
children that the share of the fathers shall devolve 
on the issue or children, to be by them divided in 
equal shares.” J. an illegitimate son of one of 
testator’s five sons, born some years after testator’s 
death, claimed, under the above = devise to 
* children.” to share with his legitimate sister a 
moiety of his father’s one-fifth share :—J/eld : 
(1) the technical rule of English law, that. under 
a testamentary gift to children as a class, ilegiti- 
mate children, although recognised by testator in 
his lifetime, cannot share with natural lawful 
children, was not applicable, &, under the circum- 
stances, it was Impossible to apply any particular 
law of construction to S.’s will. or to regulate his 
succession.— BARLOW v. ORDE (1870), I. RR. 8 
P. C. 164; 6 Moo. P. C. CO. N.S. 4373 183 Moo. 
Ind. App. 277; 18 W. R. 737; 161. R. 790, PLC. 

6680. -——- »—Testator bequeathed trust funds 
& moneys ‘In trust for all the children, to be 
equally divided amongst them, their respective 
exors., adnunistrators & assigns, of my brother 
Hl. M. W.. of my nephew A. W. P)., of my sister 
Hi. Cc. D., & of my niece M. B., of Jamaica, & my 
nephew G. D., himself, if he shall be then living, 
but not. otherwise, G. 1). taking a share with all 
such children, & the respective shares of such 
children to be absolutely vested on my decease.”’ 
Hi. M. W. was dead at the date of the will. Ile 
left three illegitimate children only, who survived 
testator. There was enough in the ease to enable 
the ct. to presume that testator was aware of the 
state of TT. M. W.’s family :—J/eld : assuming the 
children of HW. M. W. to be iNegitimate they could 
take under the bequest.—MILNE v. Woop (1873), 
42 1. J. Ch. 545. 

6681. -—---.'—-Testator gave a fund to trustees 
to pay the dividends to his daughter for life, & 
after her decease to transfer the principal equally 
amongst all the children of his daughter, whether 
by her present. putative husband, or by any other 
person whom she might marry, who should attain 
twenty-one, their exors., administrators, & assigns. 
But in case his daughter should die ‘‘ leaving ’’ no 
issue, then to testator’s other children. Joong 
hefore the date of the will testator’s daughter was, 
with testator’s knowledge, living with a gentleman 
to whom she was afterwards married, & she had 
one son by that person, who was born four years 
before the date of the will, & was known by 











WILLS. 


testator to be illegitimate, & acknowledged by 

him as his grandson. The daughter being sixty- 

seven years of age, & having no other child, & her 
husband being dead :—Held: the illegitimate son 
was entitled absolutely to the capital, & the word 

* Jeaving ” being construed ‘ having,’’ & he being 

now over twenty-one, the money was ordered to 

be paid to the mother & son, who petitioned for 
payment to them jointly.—Re Brown’s Trust 

(1873), L. R. 16 Kg. 239; 43 T. J. Ch. S£3 28 

L. TT. 6165 38 J.P.45; 21 W. R. 721. 

Annotations ---—Apld. Dorin v. Dorin (1873), L. BR. 17 Ea. 
463. Expld. Jie Ayles’ Trust (1875), 45 L. J. Ch. 223. 
Apld. White r. Hight. (1879), 12. Ch. D. 751. Refd. Jee 
Horner, Kagieton v. Horner (1887), 37 Ch. D. 695. 
6682. Inclusion of special provision for {ilegiti- 

mate children.!——T'estator gave to ‘‘ my grandson 

J., the son of my daughter Alice Jane, & who is 

now residing with me,’ the sum of £500, to be 

paid to him if & when he should attain twenty- 
one, with power to apply the income in the mean- 
time for his maintenance; but if he died under 
twenty-one, the £500 & the unapplied income was 
to go in augmentation of the legacy of £2,000 

‘ hercinafter bequeathed in favour of the children 

& issue of iny daughter Alice Jane.” Testator 

gave to trustecs £2,000 to be accumulated till the 

expiration of twenty-one years, or the death of 

Alice Jane, whichever might first happen, & then 

directed the fund & its accumulations to he divided 

amongst all the children of Alice Jane who should 
be then living, & the issue of such of them as 
should be then dead per stirpes. We gave two 
sums of £2,500 upon trust. for the children & issue 
of his two other daughters respectively, corre- 
sponding with the trusts of the £2,000. The 
grandson was illegitimate. Ife attained twenty- 
one, & survived his mother :—Held: the grand- 
son J. was not entitled to participate in the £2,000. 

Testator makes a special & distinct provision for 
J., which appears to me inconsistent with an 
intention to inchide him in the general gift to 
Alice Jane's children (JAMES, L.J.).— MEGSON 2. 
HInpLeE (1880). 15 Ch. PD. 1983) sub nom. Re 
HINDLE, MEGSoN v. LINDE, 48 L. T. 5513 28 
W. R. 866, C. A. 

Annotations :—-Apld. Merrill +r. Morton (1881), 17 Ch. 7). 
382. Consd. /ée Humphries, smith «. Millidge (1883), 
24oCh. PD. 69t. Distd. Re Bryon, Drummond vv. Leigh 
(1XX5), 30 Ch. VD. 110. Consd. vee Hall, Branston =r. 
Werhtman (1887), 35 Ch. DD. 5451: Re Horner, Kagleton 
v. Horner (1887), 37 Ch. 1). 695 Apld. Re Brown, 
Brown @ Brown (E889), O8 L. J. Ch. 420. Consd. Ive 
Walker, Walkera. Lutyens, [1897] 2 Ch. 238. 

6683. Recognition of testator’s illicit connec- 
tion.) --Testator gave the proceeds of his real & 
personal estate, upon trust to set apart a sum 
sufficient. to provide for an annuity of £100 to 
M. Wh. OM. during her life or until her marriage, & 
to stand possessed of the residue in trust) for his 
four natural children by M. EK. M. nominatim, " & 
all & every other children & child which may be 
born of M. fk. M. previous to & of which she may be 
pregnant at the time of my death’’ equally. Three 
children were born of M. 1d. M. between the date of 
the will & the date of testator’s death :—Held : the 
word ‘children ’? was used as including illegitimate 
children, & the after-born children were entitled. 

In the present case the testator recognises the 
connection existing between himself & M. E. M., 
there is nothing in his will to suggest any intention 
on his part to put an end to it, & we know in fact 
that it was not put an end to (STIRLING, J.).- 
Re Hastre’s Trusts (1887), 35 Ch. D. 7283) 56 
L. J. Ch. 7923 57 L. T. 1683 35 W. R. 692. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Du Bochet, Mansell ». Allen, [1901] 

2 Ch. 441; Re Loveland, Loveland v. Loveland, [1906) 

1 Ch. 542; Re Homer, Cowlishaw ov. Rendell (1916), 86 

I. J. Ch. 324. 
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Mother of children described as ‘< 2r]— 
See No. 6669, ante. ian 

6684. Intention ascertained from will & codicils 
together.|—Testator, by his will, made in Oct. 
1860, after giving certain legacies, including a 
sum of £400 to his niece H. S., gave “ to each of 
the children of my sister-in-law M. A. L., the sum 
of £5 for mourning, same to be paid into the hands 
& upon the receipt of M. A. L., notwithstanding 
her coverture & their minority.’”’ By a codicil 
dated Aug. 5, 1861, testator directed that after 
the death of H. S. her legacy of £400 should go 
‘unto & equally between & among all the children 
who shall then be living of M. A. L., share & share 
alike, absolutely.’ Testator died on Aug. 7, 
1861, having been attended in his last illness by 
M. A. L. & her three children. At the date of 
the will these three children were aged sixteen, 
thirteen, & eleven. They were all born before the 
marriage of M. A. L., & she never had any 
legitimate children. Testator was much attached 
to these children, & on friendly terms with M. A. L. 
& her husband, at whose house he died. H. S. 
having died in 1884:—Held: although if the 
codicil had stood alone the three children would 
not have taken the £400, when the codicil was 
read with the will & the surrounding circum- 
stances the three children were entitled to that 
sum.—Re HASELDINE, GRANGE v. SrurDY (1886), 
31 Ch. D. 511; 54 L. T. 322; 507. P. 390; 34 
W. R. 327; 2 T. L. R. 256, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. He Harrison, Harrison v. Higson, 
{1894] 1 Ch. 501. Refd. Re Hall, Branston v. Weightman 
(1887), 35 Ch. D. 551; Re Horner, Eagleton v. Horner 
(1887), 37 Ch. D. 695; Re Browne, Rageett v. Browne 
(1889), 61 L. T. 463; Re Deakin, Starkey v. Eyres, [1894] 
3 Ch. 565; Re Jeans, Upton v. Jeans (1895), 72 L. T. 835; 
Re Parker, Parker v. Osborne, [1897] 2 Ch. 208; Re 
Walker, Walker v. Lutyens, [1897] 2 Ch. 238; Re Wood, 
Wood v. Wood, [1901] 2 Ch. 578. 


6685. Intention based on mistake—Mistaken 
belief that children legitimate.|—Effect given to 
the express intention of testatrix to benefit a 
specified class of children, even where she was in 
error in believing that as a fact they had been 
legitimated by the Roman Dutch law which 
legitimates children born out of wediock when the 
parents are subsequently married by lawful 
ceremony.—Re PLANT, GRIFFITH v. HILL (1898), 
47 W. R. 183; 43 Sol. Jo. 63. 


(6) Bequest to Sons and Daughters. 

6686. Bequest to ‘‘ eldest son ’’—No Jawful issue 
to knowledge of testator. ]—Question, as to whether 
a bastard could take under the denomination in a 
will, of ‘‘ eldest son,”’ by way descriptionis persona, 
testatrix knowing of his existence, & believing 
that there was no lawful issue.—BAKEK v. BAKER 
(1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 167; 28 E. R. 109, L. C. 

6687. Bequest to ‘‘ first born son ’’—Testator’s 
knowledge of illegitimacy.|—-Testator gave the 
income of his residuary estate to his adopted 
daughter, to be paid to her half-yearly, until ‘* her 
first-born son ’”’ should attain the age of twenty- 
one years; & then he directed one-half of the 
principal sum to be paid to ‘‘ her aforesaid son.” 
The only child of the adopted daughter was an 
illegitimate son, whom testator had known to be 
such & had maintained :—Held: the language 
was strictly applicable to a legitimate son, & the 
illegitimate son could take nothing.— DURRANT 
v. FRIEND (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 343; 21 L. J. Ch. 
353; 19 L. T. O. 8. 152; 16 Jur. 709; 64 E. R. 
1146. 


Annotations :-—Mentd. Jenkins v. Jonos (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 
323; Rayner v. Preston (1881), 18 Ch. D. 1. 


6688. Bequest to ‘‘sons & daughters ’’—One 
legitimate daughter & one son & one daughter 
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“* iNegitimate.’’]—-Testator gave a legacy to ‘‘ every 
of the sons & daughters of his late cousin,’’ his 
cousin left one legitimate daughter, & one son & 
one daughter illegitimate; the latter are not 
entitled under the will, nor is evidence admissible 
of the intention of testator—Hartr v. DURAND 
(1796), 3 Anst. 684; 145 E. R. 1006. 

Annotations :—Distd. Gill v. Shelley (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 
336. Dbtd. Edmunds v. Fessey (1861), 80 L. J. Ch. 279, 
Refd. Adney v. Greatrex (1869), 38 L. J. Ch. 414. 
6689. Two legitimate sons & one son & one 

daughter illegitimate.'—-Testator bequeathed £100 

apiece to each of the sons & daughters of his 
deceased cousin. The cousin had two legitimate 
sons & one illegitimate son & one illegitimate 
daughter :—Held: the illegitimate daughter was 
entitled to a legacy, but the illegitimate son was 
not.—EDMUNDS v. FESSEY (1861), 29 Beav. 233 ; 

30 L. J. Ch. 279; 7 Jur.N. 8.282; 9 W. R. 865 ; 

54 E. R. 616; sub nom. EDMONDS v. FESSEY, 3 

L. T. 765. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Humphries, Smith v. Millidge 
(1883), 24 Ch. D. 691. Refd. Re Brown, Brown v. Brown 
(1889), 58 L. J. Ch. 420. 

6690. Legitimate & illegitimate children.]- 
Testator, who died in 1917, by his will dated in 
the same year, after a poe a bank to be his 
trustee, gave his freebol: house, furniture & house- 
hold effects to his trustee upon trust to permit his 
‘* wife,’”’? A. M. B., to occupy & use the same during 
her life, ‘‘ but only until she shall marry again,” & 
on her death or remarriage he directed that the 
property should fall into the residuary estate. 
He gave his residuary real & personal estate to his 
trustee upon trust to sell, convert & invest, & to 
pay the income of the investments ‘‘ to my wife 
during her life, but only until she shall marry 
again,’ & he expressed his wish that his wife 
should provide out of her income for his “ un- 
married daughters,’’ & after her death, he directed 
his trustees to raise £1,000 for each of his daughters, 
except one whom he named who was then married, 
who had attained or should attain twenty-one 
or had married or should marry, & subject thereto 
to stand possessed of his residuary estate in trust 
as portions for ‘“‘ all or any of my sons or a son”’ 
living at his death who had attained or should 
attain twenty-one, &, if more than one, in equal 
shares. Testator was married in 1888 & had one 
son & two daughters, one of whom was still un- 
married. In 1894 his wife died, & in 1896 he went 
through the ceremony of marriage in France with 
his deceased wife’s sister, A. M. M., commonly 
called A. M. B., by whom he also had three 
children, one daughter & two sons. Testator 
lived with A. M. B. until his death, & she was 
always recognised by his relatives as his wife, & 
the children of both unions lived with them as 
one family :—Held: there was enough on the 
face of the will to show that the testator did not 
intend to use the word “ children ’”’ in its prima 
facie sense as meaning legitimate children & to 
bring the case within the second of the two classes 
of exceptions to the general rule stated by LORD 
CAIRNS in Hill v. Crook, No. 6614, ante, & the issue 
of his union with A. M. B. were therefore entitled 
to take under the will.— Re BLECKLY, SIDEBOTHAM 
v. BLECKLY, [1920] 1 Ch. 450; 89 L. J. Ch. 290; 
122 L. T. 754; 36 T. L. R. 246; 64 Sol. Jo. 306, 
C. A. 

6691. Bequest to daughters—‘‘ My daughters ”’ 
—lIllegitimate daughter & legitimate daughters.}— 
A natural daughter, being included by description 
in a prior class of daughters, was held entitled to 
take with legitimate daughters, under a subse- 
quent general gift to ‘‘my daughters.”’-—WorTs 

34a 
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v. CUBITT (1854), 19 Beav. 421; 2 W. R. 633; 52 
E. R. 418. 
Annotation :—Apld. Tugwell v. Scott (1857), 24 Beav. 141. 

6692. Bequest to ‘‘ A. & her daughters ’’-— 
No legitimate daughter.|—Bequest to ‘‘ A. & her 
daughters’’ equally. A. had an_ illegitimate 
daughter at the date of the will & never had any 
other daughter. A. predeceased testator :—Held : 
legitimate daughters alone could take under this 
bequest, & the construction was not altered by the 
circumstance that, in the same will, there was a 
bequest to B. & her son J., the son J. being illegiti- 
mate.— KELLY v. HAMMOND (1858), 26 Beav. 36 ; 
53 E. R. 809. 

6698. Sufficiency of designation.} — To 
enable an illegitimate daughter to take under a 
bequest in favour of daughters as a class it is not 
sufficient to show that: there was, at the date of 
the will, no possibility of legitimate daughters, & 
that the claimant was a reputed daughter, but 
evidence must be given from which testator’s 
knowledge of these facts may be inferred. 

Where a testator made a bequest in favour of 
the daughters of A., his first cousin once removed, 
& it was proved that A. died seven years before 
the date of the will, leaving no_ legitimate 
daughters, but having had two reputed daughters, 
of whom one survived at the date of the will; & 
it being further proved that testator had been in 
communication with members of A.’s immediate 
family, who recognised the illegitimate children as 
daughters of A., & that he had taken a small 
bequest under the will of A.’s brother, by which 
will the death of A. & the existence of the reputed 
daughters appeared :—Held: these facts were 
sufficient to entitle the surviving daughter as 
persona designata.—Re HERBERT’s Trusts (1860), 
1 John. & H. 121; 29L. J. Ch. 870; 21. T. 743; 
6 Jur. N.S. 1027; 8 W. R. 660; 70 E. R. 687. 
Annotation :—Apld. Milne v. Wood (1873), 42 L. J. Ch. 545. 

6694. Bequest to spinster ‘‘& her two 
youngest daughters.’’|—-Illegitimate children of an 
unmarried sister of testator described in the will 
by her maiden name :—Held: entitled to shares 
in a legacy to her ‘‘ & her two youngest daughters.”’ 
—SAVAGE v. ROBERTSON (1868), L. R. 7 Eq. 176. 

6695. —— ‘‘ All my daughters ’’---No legitimate 
children. |—-Testator bequeathed residuary personal 
estate, after the death of his wife, to ‘‘ all & every 
my daughters, in equal shares, who shall attain 
the age of twenty-one years, or marry.” At his 
death he had no legitimate child. It was found 
that at the date of the will, which was made some 
two years before testator’s death, he had been 
married about two years. Prior to the marriage 
his wife had had three children, daughters, who 
were now living. All were minors at testator’s 
death, & they had always been acknowledged by 
testator, & treated by him as his children :—Held: 
the three daughters were entitled under the above 
bequest.—LAKER v. HORDERN (1876), 1 Ch. D. 
644; 45 L. J.Ch. 315; 34 L. T. 88; 24 W.R. 543. 
-Innotation :—Dbtd. Ellis v. Houston (1878), 10 Ch. D. 236. 

6696. ‘* Daughter of my nephew *’’—Subse- 
quent reference to ‘‘ great-niece.’’|—-Testator by 
his will bequeathed to M. ‘‘ daughter of my 
nephew J.,” £200; & to T., ‘son of J.,” £100. 
He directed his trustees to stand possessed of his 
residue upon trust for ‘‘ all & every the children 
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6697 {. Whether illegitimate grandchil- 
dren tncluded.}-~The term ‘‘ dson ”’ 
in its primary sense means a legitimate 


‘TAYLOR (1849), 1 All. 525.—CAN. 


PUB 
.Z L. R. 841,.—N.Z,. 
n. Legttimated grandchild. )—-Re Jost, 


WILLS. 


& child’’ of R. & J. respectively. By a codicil 
testator revoked the bequest of £200 “to my 
great-niece,”’ M., & the bequest of £100 ‘“‘to my 
great-nephew,” T., & instead thereof bequeathed 
to M. £100; to T., £100; & to A., ‘ another 
daughter of my nephew J.,’”’ £100. M. was 

illegitimate ; T. & A. were legitimate :—Held: M. 

was sufficiently indicated as one of the persons 

who was to participate in the residue. 

I take testator’s own words. He describes the 
legatee as the ‘‘daughter’’ of his nephew. He 
afterwards by his codicil speaks of her emphatically 
as his ‘ great-niece,’’ & he speaks of another 
legatee who was legitimate as ‘‘ another daughter ’’ 
of his nephew (Bacon, V.-C.).—Re BRYON, 
DRUMMOND v, LEIGH (1885), 30 Ch. D. 110% 55 
L. J. Ch. 30. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Re Brown, Brown v. Brown (1889), 
37 W. R. 472; Re Browne, Raggett v. Browne (1889), 
61 L. T. 463. efd. Re Hall, Branston v. Weightman 
(1887), 57 L. T. 42. 


(c) Bequest to Grandchildren. 

6697. Whether illegitimate grandchildren in- 
cluded.]|—Under a bequest in a will to grand- 
children, the illegitimate children of a daughter 
were allowed to participate.—Re COUTURIER, 
COUTURIER v. SHEA, [1907] 1 Ch. 470; 76 L. J. Ch. 
296; 96 L. T. 560; 51 Sol. Jo. 342. 

6698. Whether legitimate children of Ulegitimate 
child included—Child described as ‘‘ my grandson.’’| 
—Testator, after bequeathing ‘‘to his grandson, 
son of W., £10,"’ desired, if his daughter A., 
married & had children, that after her decease all 
the property in three leasehold houses should be 
equally divided between ‘‘ his son & daughter 
(sic) children, & if there should be no grand- 
children, ‘‘ then he bequeathed the three houses 
to his nephew. The bill alleged that testator was 
never married, & consequently that W. & A. were 
both illegitimate. Deft. was the legitimate 
daughter of W. Plitfs.. who were the representa- 
tives of the nephew, claimed as ultimate devisees, 
on the ground that testator had not left, & could 
not leave, any grandchildren :—-Held: as the 
legitimate son of W. had been described by the 
testator as his ‘‘ grandson,’ the word ‘“ grand- 
children ”’ in the will would include the legitimate 
daughter of the same son, & consequently the 
ultimate devise to the nephew had failed.—ALLEN 
v. WEBSTER (1860), 2 Giff. 177; 2 L. T. 206; 6 
Jur. N. 8. 574; 66 EB. RR. 75. 

Annotation :—Refd. Z?c Jodrell, Jodrell v. Seale (1890), 59 

L. J. Ch. 538. 

6699. —— Child described as ‘‘ my son.’’|-— 
Testatrix having described her illegitimate son 
George ‘‘my son George,” gave her residue to 
‘all my grandchildren.’’ George left three 
children, & three legitimate children of testatrix 
also left issue :—Held: the children of George 
were entitled to’ share in the residuary gift in 
favour of grandchildren.—Re KIDDLE, GENT v. 
KIppue (1905), 92 I.. T. 724; 53 W. R. 616; 49 
Sol. Jo. 481. 


(2d) Bequest to Nephews and Nieces. 

6700. Bequest to ‘‘ nephews & nieces ’’—In- 
cluding intended addition of illegitimate children 
Additions in blank.]—Testator gave his residuary, 
real & personal estate to trustees, ‘‘ upon trust for 
all & every my nephews & nieces the sons & 
daughters of my sister R. M., including ; 
who the illegitimate of the said 


M‘ERAaCHERAN ¥v. QUEENSLAND TRUSTEES, LTD. & HALL 
v. JOST, (1924) St. R. Qd. 349.—AUS. 


0. Illegitimate child of  teatator’s 
brother’s A a nd INNAIRD v. 
ALLEN (1898), 24 V. L. R. 609.—AUS, 
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R. M., equally to be divided between & amongst 
them share & share alike :—Held: the illegitimate 
children of R. M. were not entitled.—Mason v., 
BATESON (1859), 26 Beav. 404; 28 L. J. Ch. 391; 
83 L. T. O. S. 85; 5 Jur. N. 8. 400; 7 W. R. 225; 
53 E. R. 953; subsequent proceedings, sub nom. 
GILL v. BAGSHAW (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 746. 

Annotation :—Refd. McKechnie v. Vaughan (1873), 28 L. T. 


6701. -]—Devise & bequest of 
real & personal estate in trust for all the testator’s 
nephews & nieces, the sons & daughters of his 
sister R., including who the 
illegitimate of the said R., equally as 
tenants in common :—Held: a good devise to the 
legitimate sons & daughters of R., exclusive of R.’s 
illegitimate children.—GILL v. BaGsHaw (1866), 
L. R. 2 Eq. 746; 35 L. J. Ch. 842; 14 W.R. 1013. 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Macduff, Macduff v. Macduff, [1896] 

2 Ch. 451. 

6702. ——— Further reference in will to illegiti- 
mate child—As ‘‘nephew’’ or ‘‘ niece.’’] — 
Testator bequeathed to his ‘‘ niece Louisa B. the 
wife of W. B. £100; & after certain other dis- 
positions of his property gave the residue to be 
divided equally between all his ‘‘ nephews & 
nieces.’’ Testator had but one legitimate niece, 
Louisa B. was illegitimate :—Held: she was 
entitled to a share of the residuary estate, as one 
of testator’s nieces.—THOMAS v. PuTT (1870), 22 
L. T. 775; 18 W. R. 987. 

6703. -j—Testator described R. 
& another person, who was a legitimate nephew of 
testator, as ‘‘my two nephews.’ He gave his 
residuary estate upon trust for the “ children ”’ 
of his brothers E. & T., & of his sister J. & his 
late sister S., in equal shares, with a gift over if 
any one or more of his ‘‘ nephews & nieces ”’ should 
die before him leaving children. FR. was an ille- 
gitimate child of J., who had four legitimate 
children, three sons & one daughter :—Held: the 
circumstance that R. was described by the testator 
as ‘‘ nephew ”’ was not sufficient to entitle him to 
share under the gift to the children of J. W.—Re 
HALL, BRANSTON ». WEIGHTMAN (1887), 35 Ch. D. 
551; 561. 3. Ch. 780; 57 L. T. 42; 35 W. R. 797. 
sit ia sages :—Distd. Re Kiddle, Gent v. Kiddle (1905), 92 


_ 1T. 724. Retd. ?te Parker, Parker v. Osborne, [1897] 
2 Ch. 208; Re Walker, Walker v. Lutyens, [1897] 2 Ch. 238. 
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6704. |—Re Brown, Brown v. 
Brown, No. 6520, ante. 
6705. -.|—Testator, after giving 


a legacy to his wife’s ‘‘ nephew” R., gave his 
residuary estate in trust, as to one moiety, for his 
wife’s ‘‘ nephews & nieces’’ equally. KR. was an 
illegitimate nephew of testator’s widow: she had 
also several legitimate nephews & nieces :—Held: 
R. was entitled to share in the moiety of residue 
equally with the legitimate nephews & nieces.— 
Re PARKER, PARKER v. OSBORNE, [1897] 2 Ch. 208 ; 
66 L. J. Ch. 509; 761. T. 421; 45 W. R. 536. 
Annotations :-—Consd,. Re Wood, Wood v. Wood, [1901] 

2 Ch. 578. Folld. Ze Couturier, Couturier v. Shea (1907), 

96 L. T. 560. 

6706. .|—Testator whose parents 
were never married had lived with them & his 
natural brothers & sisters as one family, & treated 
them as his lawful relatives. In his will he 
referred by name to all living natura] brothers & 
sisters as his brothers & sisters, & to some of the 
children as his nephews & nieces, but he did not 
mention a deceased natural sister or her children, 
& there was no evidence that he knew of the 
existence of those children. He made a bequest. 
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to ‘‘ all my nephews & nieces ’’ living at a certain 
period :—Held: the children of deceased natural 
sister were entitled to share in this bequest.— 
Re CoRSELLIS, FREERORN ». NAPPER. [1906] 2 Ch. 
316; 75 L. J. Ch. 607; 95 L. T. 583; 54 W. R. 
536; 50 Sol. Jo. 499. 

Annotation :—Consd. Re Helliwell, 

[1916] 2 Ch. 580. 

6707. Whether legitimate children of legiti- 
mate sister included—tIntention of testator.]—By 
treating or naming definite individuals as relations 
of testator when they are not strictly such, & by 
thereby indicating that he is using a word of 
relationship in a looser sense than its strict one, 
testator may include in a general gift to relations 
of that class—such as nephews & nieces—not 
merely the specially named individual, but also 
other persons who are in a corresponding position. 
G., the testator, directed the trustees of his will to 
pay certain legacies to named persons, including 
£100, to “‘my sister B. R.” (formerly B. H.). 
The will then directed the trustees to stand 
possessed of the residue of ‘‘ my trust estate upon 
trust for all or any of my nieces & nephews living 
at the death of the survivor of myself & my wife, 
& the children or child then living of any then 
deceased nephew or niece of mine who being 
male attain the age of twenty-one years, or being 
female attain that age or marry, in equal shares 
as tenants in common,” per stirpes. The will 
then said: ‘‘ & I declare that J. R. F., the son of 
my sister M. W., & W. H. H., the son of my brother 
John H., shall be entitled to a share equally with 
my other nephews & nieces.’”’ W. H., testator’s 
father, had married B. F., the issue of the marriage 
being Joseph H., John H., G. H. (testator) & 
B. H. (the B. R. named in the will). Before the 
marriage B. F. had had two illegitimate daughters, 
M. F. (the M. W. named in the will) & S. F., 
Joseph H., John H., & B. Hf. all married & had 
legitimate issue, & John 1. had also an illegitimate 
son, the W. H. H. named in the will. M. F. 
married, & had no lawful issue but a natural son, 
the J. R. F. named in the will. S. F. married & 
died leaving legitimate sons. The testator & his 
brothers & sisters were all brought up together 
as one family, & the sons of S. F. were treated by 
him as his nephews :—Held: there was sufficient 
context in the will to include amongst nieces & 
nephews the sons of S. F.—Re WELLIWELL, 
PICKLES v. HELLIWELL, [1916] 2 Ch. 580; 86 
L. J. Ch. 453; 115 L. T. 478; 60 Sol. Jo. 619. 

6708. Bequest to ‘‘ niece ’’— legitimate great- 
niece not preferred to legitimate great niece.|— 
(1) It is the rule of law that a legitimate relation 
is always to be preferred to an illegitimate one 
(Kay, L.J.). 

(2) Great nephews & great nieces have been let 
in under the description of nephews & nieces 
(LINDLEY, L.J.).—Re FISH, INGHAM v. RAYNER, 
(1894] 2 Ch. 83; 63 L. J. Ch. 437; 70 L. T. 825; 
42 W. R. 520; 38 Sol. Jo. 307; 7 BR. 434, C. A. 


Annotations :-——Generally, Consd. Re Pearce, Alliance Assce, 
v. Francis, [1913] 2 Ch. 674. Refd. Khoo Hool Leong 
v. Khoo Hean Kwee, [1926] A. C. 529. 


Bequests to great-nephews & great-nieces.|/— 
See Part X VI., Sub-sect. 6, A. (e), post. 

Appointment of *‘ my nephew ”’ as executor— 
Illegitimate nephew preferred to legitimate nephew. ] 
—See EXECUTORS, Vol. XXIII., pp. 28, 29, No. 28. 


(e) Other Bequests. 


6709. Brothers & sisters—Bequest to “‘sisters ”’ 
—One legitimate sister & one Illegitimate sister.) 


Pickles v. Helliwel] 
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—Testator made a bequest to his ‘‘ brothers & 
sisters ’’ with a substitutionary gift over to their 
issue, & he had in fact four brothers & two sisters 
only, one of whom was legitimate & the other 
illegitimate :—Held: the ct. could not give 
adequate effect to the use of the plural term 
‘‘sisters’’ without including the illegitimate 
sister as a persona designata under the will, & her 
issue were accordingly entitled to share in the 
residuary estate.—Re EMBURY, BOWYER v. PAGE 
(No. 2) (1914), 111 L. T. 275; 58 Sol. Jo. 612. 


6710. ——— Devise to son of testator’s brother— 
Ultimate limitation to his ‘‘own right heirs for 
ever.’’|—Testatrix demised an estate to the use of 
G. for life & from & after his death to the use of 
his sons successively in tail male, with remainder 
to the use of R., the second son of her ‘*‘ brother ” 
W., for life, with remainder to the use of F., the 
third son of her ‘ brother’’ W. for life with 
remainder of such issue to the use of her ‘‘ own 
right heirs for ever.’’ Testatrix died in 1875 a 
widow & without issue. On the death of G. in 
1921, all the prior limitations having failed, the 
estate was claimed by the daughters of W. under 
the ultimate limitation. Testatrix & W. were the 
illegitimate children of J. There was no evidence 
to show whether they were the children of the 
same mother :—Held: the claimants did not take 
under the ultimate limitation in the will, & the 
estate or the proceeds thereof passed to the Crown 
as bond vacantia.—Re CULLUM, MERCER v. FLOOD, 
[1924] 1 Ch. 540; 93 L. J. Ch. 281; 180 L. T. 
601; 68 Sol. Jo. 369. 

6711. ‘* Child ’’—-General rule.]—An _illegiti- 
mate child not entitled under the description of a 
child in a will; though testator knew the state of 
the family, viz. several illegitimate & no legitimate 
children.— GODFREY v. DAvISs (1801), 6 Ves. 43; 
31 E. R. 929. 

Annotations :—Consd. Holt v. Sindrey (1868), L. R. 7 Eq. 
170. Refd. Radcliffe v. Buckley (1804), 10 Ves. 195; 
Wilkinson v. Adam (1813), 1 Ves. & B. 422 ; 
v. Beachcroft (1816), 1 Madd. 430; Woodhouselee v. 
Dalrymple (1817), 2 Mer. 419 ; Dover v. Alexander (1843), 
2 Hare, 275. Mentd. Hutcheson v. Jones (1817), 2 Madd. 
124; Conduitt v. Soane, Conduitt v. Preston, Conduitt v. 
Foxhall (1858), 31 L. T. O. 8. 325. 

6712. --|—KE., a married woman living 
apart from her husband, having a general power 
of appointment over a sum of stock, by a deed of 
1804 appointed the same, subject to her life estate, 
to C., an illegitimate child, but not described as a 
child in the deed, with a power of revocation as to 
one moiety, ‘‘ in favour of any after-born child or 
children E. might have born of her body, but not 
otherwise.’’ In 1813, E. having then another 
illegitimate child, M., born after the date of the 
deed of 1804, exercised the power reserved as to 
one moiety in favour of M., with benefit of survivor- 
ship between the two. C. died an infant & un- 
married, & on the death of E., M. filed her bill, 
claiming the whole fund :—Held: the power of 
appointment reserved by the deed of 1804, could 
not be exercised in favour of an after-born illegiti- 
mate child. 

The word ‘ child ’’ in a deed or will, must be 
construed in its primary legal sense ‘ legitimate 
child,’”’ if, in any possible event, the word thus 
construed might have a sensible operation; &, 
semble, whether the party to take be described as 
the child of a male or a female. But the context, 
or extrinsic circumstances rendering it impossible 
otherwise to satisfy the word, may let in the 
secondary sense.—DOovER v. ALEXANDER (1843), 2 
Hare, 275 ; 12 L. J. Ch. 175; 7 Jur. 124; 67E. R. 


Beachcroft 
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114; subsequent proceedings, sub nom. BELL v. 
ALEXANDER (1847), 6 Hare, 548. 
Aemaion :—Refd. Re Saville’s Trusts (1866), 14 W. R. 


** Children.’’]|—Scee Part X VI., Sub-sect. 6, A. (a), 
ante. 

6718. Great-nephews & great-nieces—Bequest 
to children of nephews & nieces—Whether children 
of illegitimate nephew included—Nephew described 
as such.]—Testator had only one illegitimate 
nephew (John), & only one legitimate nephew 
(William), & he had no nieces. By his 1 he 
gave a legacy to John, whom he described as ‘ his 
nephew,’’ & he gave his residuary estate ‘‘ to the 
children lawfully begotten of his nephews & 
nieces’? :—Held: the children of John partici- 
pated in the residue.—TUGWELL v. ScorT (1857), 
24 Beav. 141; 3 Jur. N.S. 6538; 53 E. R. $10. 

6714. -—— Earlier reference in will to 
illegitimate child of nephew.|—-Testator gave the 
proceeds of Blackacre upon trust for the children 
of his nephew G., ‘including amongst such 
children S., the illegitimate son of my nephew,”’ 
& testator elsewhere in the will recognised S. as 
his nephew’s son. Testator then gave the pro- 
ceeds of Whatcacre upon trust, in the events which 
happened, for such of eight named nephews & 
nieces, including G., as should be living at the 
death of his niece M., & the issue living at the death 
of his niece of such of his other nephews & nieces as 
should die in her lifetime leaving issue. G. died 
in the lifetime of M., leaving issue onc illegitimate 
son, namely, S. Upon the death of M. :—Held: 
the illegitimate son was entitled to take under the 
latter gift.—He SMILTER, BEDFORD v. HUGHES, 
[1903] 1 Ch. 198; 72 L. J. Ch. 102, 871. T. 644 ; 
51 W. R. 231; 47 Sol. Jo. 146. 

6715. ——— Bequest to ‘‘ daughter of my nephew’’ 
—Subsequent reference to ‘‘ great-niece.’’|—Ke 
BRYON, DRUMMOND v. LEIGH, No. 6696, ante. 

6716. ‘‘ Issue ’’—Bequest to issue of nephews & 
nieces—ILegitimate niece described as ‘‘ my niece ”’ 
—Niece’s illegitimate daughter described as ‘‘ her 
daughter.’’|—-Testatrix gave the income of her 
residuary estate in moieties between her brother 
& sister, & on the death of either of them the 
moiety previously payable to such one equally 
between her nephews & nieces, naming them, of 
whom M. was one, during the life of the survivor of 
her brother & sister, with a proviso that, if any of 
the nephews & nieces should die during the life 
of the brother or sister leaving issue him or her 
surviving, such issue should take the share ot 
income which his, her, or their parent would have 
taken if living at the time of the decease of the 
brother or sister. M. was described elsewhere in 
the will as ‘‘ my niece M., the wife of F.,’’ & her 
illegitimate daughter was described as ‘her 
daughter G.,”’ & also as testatrix’s ‘‘ great-niece.’’ 

On the death of testatrix’s brother his moiety 
became distributable in the manner mentioned in 
the will, & M. received her share of the income & 
died in the lifetime of testatrix’s sister without 
having had any legitimate children :—Held: G. 
was included in the word “‘ issue,’’ & was entitled 
for the remainder of the life of testatrix’s sister to 
the share of income to which her mother had been 
entitled. Re WALKER, WALKER v. LUTYENS, 
[1897] 2 Ch. 238; 66 L. J. Ch. 622; 77 L. T. 94; 
45 W. R. 647; 13 T. L. R. 499; 41 Sol. Jo. 622. 

6717. ‘*‘ Next of kin ’’—Bequest to next of kin 
of tllegitimate child—-Whether surviving {legiti- 
mate children entitled—No legitimate children.]— 
Testator, who had none but illegitimate children, 
by his will, made five months before his death, 
devised & bequeathed all his real & personal 
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estate to trustees, upon trust, on the arrival of a 
future event, to sell the realty, & to divide the 
residue of the proceeds & of the personalty into 
four parts, & pay one to his son J., & if his son 
should die under twenty-one, & should not leave 
any child who should attain twenty-one, or marry, 
the share was to be held in trust for such persons 
as would at his son’s decease be his ‘‘ next of kin ”’ 
under the Statute of Distributions. Testator 
directed another share to be held upon certain 
trusts for the benefit of his daughter A., a married 
woman, her husband, appointees, & children; «, 
if she should’ leave no child or issue who should 
become entitled, he directed the share to be paid 
or assigned to such persons as would at A.’s death 
be her * next of kin’’ under the Statute of Dis- 
tributions in case she had died intestate & un- 
married. He directed the third & fourth shares 
to be held upon similar trusts for the benefit of 
his two other daughters, Hl. & E. respectively, 
then unmarried, their husbands, appointees, 
children, & next of kin. He then provided that 
any shares or moneys to which any or either of his 
three daughters should become entitled ‘ by 
virtue of the provisions hereinbefore contained, as 
next of kin of the others or other of them,” or of 
his son, should be held upon the like trusts as the 
original shares. The daughter H. having married, 

& died, without having had a child, & without 

having made any appointment, her husband being 

also dead :—Held: the phrase ‘‘ next of kin’’ of 

H. could not be read as designating the surviving 

illegitimate children of testator, & there was an 

intestacy as to the share of H.—Re STANDLEY’S 

EstTaTe (1868). L. R. 5 Eq? 303. 

Annotations :-—N.F, He Deakin, Starkey, v. Eyres, [1894] 
3 Ch. 565. Folld. Re Wood, Wood v. Wood, [1901] 
2 Ch. 578 (See [1902] 2 Ch. 542). 

6718. |}—e Woop, Woop v. Woon, 
No. 6865. ante. 

6719. Relations & relatives—General rule. ]— 
Testator gave a legacy to his ‘ relatives '"’ in such 
shares, etc., as his wife should appoint. She 
appointed part to children of testator’s illegitimate 
brother :—Held: (1) ‘ relatives’’ are legitimate 
relatives, where there was nothing on the face of 
the will itself to lead to a different conclusion ; 
(2) the class of relatives, who were to take the 
share which was badly appointed, was to be 
ascertained at the death of the donee of the power, 
& not of testator.—Re SAVILLE’s TRusTS (1866), 
14 W. R. 603. 

6720. Bequest to testator’s ‘‘ relatives there - 
inbefore named ’’—Inclusion by testator of illegit!- 
mate relations.|—Testator gave a scries of legacies 
in trust for the respective children of several 
named persons whom he described as his cousins, 
though some of them were not legitimately related 
to him. He gave other legacies in trust for 
persons whom he described as nicces, though some 
of them were related by affinity only. & he directed 
his residuary estate ‘“‘to be equally divided 
amongst such of may relatives hereinbefore named 
as by virtus of the trusts & provisions hereinbefore 
contained shall become entitled to a vested trans- 
missible interest.”’ By a codicil he revoked the 
legacies in favour of the persons described as his 
nieces, & directed that they should not participate 
in the division of his residuary estate as directed 
by the will. At the date of the codicil there was 
only one person legally related to testator, & 
mentioned by name in the will, who was entitled to 
take under the residuary bequest :—Held: the 
children of persons named as cousins, whether 
legally related or not, were ‘relatives herein- 
plore named ”’ within the meaning of the residuary 
Clause. 
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It cannot be denied that the word ‘ named,” 
although its primary signification may be ‘‘ men- 
tioned by name,” is also used. & used in no un- 
natural sense, as synonymous with ‘‘ specified ”’ 
or ‘‘ mentioned’; & I do not think that there is 
any hard & fast rule to be laid down that in con- 
struing a will you are always to give to any par- 
ticular word that is used what is called its primary 
meaning. A word which is used commonly in the 
English language in several senses must be inter- 
preted according to that which. having regard to 
the context & the whole of the provisions of the 
document which you have to construc, appears to 
be the sense in which testator has used it (LORD 
HERSCHELL).—SEALE-HAYNE v. JODRELL, [1891] 
A. C, 304; 61 L. J. Ch. 70; 65 L. T. 57, 1. L. 3 
affg. S. C. sub nom. Re JODRELL, JODRELL v. 
SEALE (1890), 44 Ch. D. 590, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. In the Goods of Ashton, [1892] P. 83. 
Consd. Re Deakin, Starkey v. Eyres, [1894] 3 Ch. 565 
Apld. Re Jeans, Upton v. Jeans (1895), 13 R. 627. Consd. 
Re Parker, Parker v. Osborne, [1897] 2 Ch. 208; 
Wood, Wood v. Wood, (1902) 2 Ch. 542; Re Cozens, 
Miles v. Wilson, (1903] 1 Ch. 138. Apld. Re Corsellis, 
Freeborn v. Napper, [1906] 2 Ch. 316. Refd. Re Gue, 
Smith v. Gue, [1892] W. N. 132; Re Lowe, Danily v. 
Platt (1892), 61 L. J. Ch. 415; Re Stone, Baker v. Stone 
(1895), 12 R. 415; Re De Wilton, De Wilton v. Monte- 
flore, [1900] 2 Ch. 481; Re Kiddlo, Gent v. Kiddle (1905) 
92 L. T. 724; Re Green, Bath v. Cannon, [1914] 1 Ch. 
134; Re Helliwell, Pickles ». Helliwell, [1916] 2 Ch. 580 ; 
Re Winn, Burgess v. Winn (1916), 86 L. J. Ch. 124 
6721. Bequest to wife’s ‘ relations ’’— 

Testator’s knowledge of wite’s illegitimacy.|— 

Testator by his will, dated in 1854, yave all his 

property to his wife for life, & after her death 

directed the payment of legacies & gave a moiety 
of the residue of his property to his wife’s 

‘‘relations’’ as she might direct. Testator’s 

wife was born out of wedlock; but her parents 

married after her birth & had other children, & 
she was always recognised by her parents as their 
child, & no difference was made by them between 
her & her natural brothers & sisters. Testator 
was aware of his wife’s origin & at the date of his 
will she was forty-seven years of age & childless. 

She survived testator, & by her will, dated in 1891, 

purported to exercise the power in favour of 

children & grandchildren of her natural brothers 

& sisters:—Held: (1) the word ‘“ relations ”’ 

must be construed as meaning those persons who 

would have been her relations of she had been 
legitimate; (2) the power was merely a dis- 
tributive one, & according to the rule established 
by the cases before 37 & 38 Vict. c. 37, the class of 
relations amongst whom the widow could appoint 
was confined to her next of kin; (3) that rule of 
construction had not been altered by 37 & 38 Vict. 

c. 37.—Re DEAKIN, STARKEY v. EYREs, [1894] 3 

Ch. 565; 63 L. J. Ch. 779; 71 L. T. 838; 43 W. R. 

70; 8 R. 702. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Re Jeans, Upton v. Jeuns (1895), 72 
L. T. 835: Re Parker, Parker v. Osborne, [1897] 2 Ch. 
208; Re Wood, Wood v. Wood, [1901] 2 Ch. 578, 





(f) Determination of Legitimacy. 


6722. Presumption of legitimacy.|—The will of 
A. B. of 1776 is prim@ facie evidence that the son 
mentioned therein was his legitimate son, & that 
after that, the burthen of proof would be on any 
person who disputed it to prove the contrary 
(RoMILLY, M.R.).—A.-G. v. BOUCHERETT (1858), 
25 Beav. 116; 23 J. P. 660; 53 B. R. 580. 
|—See, generally, BasTarDy, Vol. III., 
pp. 358-368. 

Decided according to law of domicil.|—-See Bas 
TARDY, Vol. III., pp. 372, 374, 375, Nos. 131-142, 
146, 149-151; Gonviicr oF Laws, Vol. XI., 


p. 415, No. 814. 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 6 : 
(a), (b) & (c) 4.) : aad 
B. What Degrees of Relationship included. 
(a) In General. 

6723. Whether relations by affinity included.]-— 
Bequest to relations does not include those by 
marriage.—-MAITLAND v. ADAIR (1796), 8 Ves. 2°31 ; 
80 E. R. 984, L. O.; on appeal, sub nom. ADAIR v. 
MAITLAND (1798), 7 Bro. Parl. Cas. 587, H. L. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Izon v. Butler (1815), 2 Price, 34. 

6724. _|'—Testator, after giving legacies to 
various persons, descrihing their relationship, 
including a person described as his niece, but in 
reality illegitimate, & persons connected by 
affinity, directed that if the whole of his property 
made more than the whole amounts mentioned in 
his will, it should be divided ‘‘ amongst my relations 
in proportion to their separate amounts ” ;—Held : 
only such of the legaters as were blood relations 
were entitled under the residuary gift. —-HIBBERT 
v. HIBBERT (1873), L. R. 15 Eq. 872; 42 L. J. Ch. 
383; 28 L. T. 8397; 21 W. R. 506. 
Grandchildren.}|—See No. 6728, post. 
Nephews & nieces.]—See Sub-sect. 6, B. 
(c) i., post. 

—— Cousins.!—Scee No. 6768, post. 

Whether relations of half-blood included— 
Brothers & sisters.|—-See Nos. 6779. 6780, post. 

: Nephews & nieces.|—See Sub-sect. 6, B. 
(c) i., post. 


(0) Bequest to Grandchildren. 


6725. Whether great grandchildren included.]— 
(1) Opinion given that the word “ grandchildren ”’ 
in a will comprehends great grandchildren unless 
the intention appears to the contrary. 

(2) Widow of a grandson held not to be compre- 
hended under the description of a grand-daughter. 
—Hussty v. BERKELEY (1783), 2 Fden, 194; 
28 E. R. 872; sub nom. Mussry v. Ditton (LaDy) 
Amb. 6033, L. Cz 


Annotations :— As to (1) Distd. Waring v. Leo (1845), 8 Beav. 
247 Refd. Radcliffe v. Buckley (1804), 10 Ves. 195: 
Berry v. Berry (1861), 3 Giff. 134. 


6726. -I—Construction of a wil! & settle- 
ment, as not comprehending great. grandchildren 
under the description of children & grandchildren. 
—ORFORD (EARL) v. CHURCHILL (1814), 3 Ves. & 
B. 59; 85 E. R. 101. 
an :—Consd. Sanderson v. Bayley (1838), 4 My. & 


6727. «|—The term grandchildren, in a 
clause of a will divesting legacies in a given event, 
extended so as to include great-grandchildren who 
had been previously named.—Srrutr v. FINCH 
(1829), 7 L. J. O. 8. Ch. 176, L. C. 


Annotation :—Mentd. D .C ‘ 
16 Q. B. 181, oe d, Campton v. Carpenter (1850), 


6728. Whether grandchildren by marriage in- 
cluded./—-FlussEy v. BERKELEY, No. 6725, ante. 




















(c) Bequests to Nephews and Nieces. 
1. Inclusion of Nephewr and Nieces Related by 
A ffinity. 

6729. Whether nephews & nieces by affinity 
Included.|—Testatrix, having given legacies to 
several persons by name, describing each as her 
niece. bequeathed her residuary personal propert-y 
upon trust for her respective ‘‘ nephews & nieces,”’ 
in equal shares. Two of the legatees in the will 
called nieces were nieces not of testatrix, but of her 
late husband :—Held: the circumstance that 
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testatrix had, in her will, called these two her 
nieres did not enlarge the meaning of the words 
‘nephews & nieces”’ in the residuary bequest, 
so as to make it, include all the nephews & nieces 
of her husband living at her death, nor even to 
include the two legatees whom she had called her 
nieces in the will.—SmitTa v. Lipiarp (1857), 8 
K. & J. 252; 69 E.R. 1192, 

Annotations :—Distd. Adney v. Greatrex (1869), 38 oe : ; chs 


414. Apld. Hibbert v. Hibbert (1873), L. R q. 
372. Folld. Wells v. Wells cre L. R. 18 Hq. 504. 
Consd. Jn the Goods of Ashton, [18 2) P. 83 : Re Cozens, 


Miles v. Wilson, {1903) 1 Ch. 138. Apid. Re Green, Bath 
é 


v. Cannon, [1914] 1 Ch. 134. Folld. Winn, Burgess v. 
Winn (1916), 86 L. J. Ch. 124. Refd. Thompson v. 
T. 121: Re Staudleys Estate 


Robinson (1859), Y A. 
(1868), L. R. & Eq. 303; Merrill v. Morton (1881), 17 
Ch. D. 382; Re Gue, Smith v. Gue (1892), 36 Sol. Jo. 


6730. -j- -Testator. after giving a legacy to 
each of several persons, whom he called respectively 
his nephews & nieces, gave the residue of his pro- 
perty to be divided between all his nephews & 
nieces equally, share & share alike. At the date 
of the will, testator had one nephew & one niece, 
who were both mentioned in the will, & there was 
no possibility of his having future nephews or 
nieces. The other persons mentioned in the will, 
& therein respectively called testator’s nephews & 
nieces, were, in fact, the nephews & nieces of his 
wife :—Held: the nephews & uieces by affinity 
were included in the gift of residue.—ADNEY v. 
GREATREX (1869), 38 L. J. Ch. 414; 20 L. T. 647; 
17 W. R. 637. 


67381. -‘SEALE-HAYNE v. JODRELL, No. 
6720. ante. 
6732. Bequest to nephews & nieces ‘‘ on 


both sides.’’|—-A bequest in trust for testator’s 
nephews & nieces ‘‘ on both sides”? :—Held: to 
extend to children of his wife’s brothers & sisters. 
—FROGLEY v. PHILLIPS (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 
466; 31L.T. 718; 7 Jur. N.S. 349; 45 E.R. 059, 
LC, 

6738. Testator having no nephews & 
nieces.] — Bequcst to testator’s grandchildren & 
nephews & nieces. Testator had no brothers or 
sisters, & therefore no nephews & nieces :—Held: 
the nephews & nieces of his wife were entitled.— 
Hoa@ v. Cook (1863), 32 Beav. 6413; 55 BE. R. 


252 
.i—Residuary gift in trust for 





6734. 
‘“my nephews & nieces living, & the issue if any, 
of my nephews & nieces dead before me.’ Testa- 
tor never had any nephew or niece of his own, 
nor had he any brother or sister living when he 
made his will :—Held: the nephews & nieces of 
testator’s wife took under the gift.—SHERRATT v. 
MOUNTFORD (1873), 8 Ch. App. 928; 42 L. J. Ch. 
688; 29 L. T. 284; 21 W. R. 818, L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Consd. Wells ». Wells (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 
604; Merril] v. Morton (1881), 17 Ch. D. 382; dn the 
Gvods of Ashton, [1892] P. 83. Apld. Ze Kish, Ingham v. 
Rayner, [(1894]2 Ch. 83. Refd. Ite Fry’s Estate, Matthews 
v. Greenman (1874), 31 L. T. 8. 


6735 Bequest to named nephew-—Nephew 
by consanguinity & nephew by affinity bearing same 
name—Admissibdility of evidence to show testator’s 
intention.|—-Testator devised property to ‘‘ my 
nephew, Joseph Grant’’; & it appeared that 
testator’s brother had a son named Joseph Grant, 
& that the brother of testator’s wife also had a 
son of the same name :—Held: the description 
‘“my nephew ’’ was applicable to both Joseph 
Grants, & a latent ambiguity was therefore dis- 
closed, & consequently parol evidence was admis- 











PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 6.—B. (0c) I. 
67291. Whether nephews &> niecea by affinity included.j|—Re MEDWIN (1913), 9 Tas. L. R. 81.—AUS. 
6729 ii. ——.}—Re VinEY (1917), 13 Tas, L. R. 72.—AUS. 
6729 fii. -—-.] ALEXANDER’s TRUSTEES v. PATERSON, [1928] 8. C. 371.—SCOT. 


Parr XVI.—ConstRuctTION. 


sible to show which Joseph Grant was meant by 

testator. 

_The will is the language of the testator... & 
his ct. in construing his language may properly 
take into account all that he knew at the time, in 
order to see in what sense the words were used 
(BLACKBURN, J.).— GRANT v. GRANT (1870), L. R. 
5 C. P. 727; 39 L. J. C. P. 272; 22 L. I. 829; 
18 W. R. 951, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Consd. Sherratt ». Mountford 
Ch. App. 928. Dbtd. Wells v. Wells (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 
504; Merrill v. Morton (1881), 17 Ch. D. 382. Consd. 
In the Goods of Ashton, [1892] 'P. 83; Re Guo, Smith v. 
Gue (1892), 36 Sol. Jo. 698. Distd. Re Taylor, Cloak v. 
Hammond (1886), 34 Ch. D. 255. _Dbtd. Re Green, Bath 
v. Cannon, (1914) 1 Ch. 134. Refd. Re Kilverts Trusts 
(1871), 7 Ch. App. 170; Ke Fry’s Estate, Matthews v. 
Greenman (1874), 31 L. T. 8; Re Parker, Bentham v. 
Wilson (1881), 17 Ch. DL. 262. Mentd. Bank of New 
Zealand v. Simpson, [1900] A. C. 182; Charrington v. 
Wooder, [1914] A. C. 71; G. W. Ry. & Mid. Ry. v. 
Bristol] Corpn. (1918), 87 L. J. Ch. 414. 

6736. —-—— Further reference in will to bene- 
ficiary as ‘“‘my’’ nephew & niece.]—Testatrix, 
after giving a@ specific bequest to A. who was her 
husband’s niece, but whom she there described as 
‘““my niece, A.” afterwards gave the residue of 
her property thus: ‘‘ unto all my nephews & 
nieces ’ :—Held: the nephews & nieces by blood 
of the testatrix were entitled to the residue, to the 
exclusion of A.—WELLS v. WELLS (1874), L. R. 
18 Kq. 504; 438 L. J. Ch. 681; 31 L. T. 16: 
22 W. R. 893. 

Annotations :—Consd. Merrill v. Morton (1881), 17 Ch. D. 
382; In the Goods of Ashton, (1802) P. 83; Re Cozens, 
Miles v. Wilson, [1903} 1 Ch. 138. Apld. Re Green, Bath 
v. Cannon, (1914) L Ch. 134. Folld. #e Winn, Burgess v. 
Winn (1916), 86 LL. J. Ch. 124. Refd. Zte GQne, Sinith «. 
Cine (1892), 36 Sol. Jo. 698. 

6737. —— —-—.|-—Testator devised freehold 
property to be divided between children of his 
sister in law & A. & B., & “ my niece M.’’ (the 
last-named three devisees being nicces of his 
deceased wife). Ile gave other real property to 
trustees upon trust for sale, & to pay the income 
of the proceeds of sale amongst “ all my nephews 
& nieces,” for their lives & the life of the survivors 
of them, & bequeathed the capital to the survivor. 
& he gave other real property unto ‘all my 
nephews & nieces as tenants in common, & he 
gave his residuary realty upon trust to pay the 
income to “all my nephews & nieces’”’ for their 
lives & the life of the survivor, & then devised 
such residue to the survivor, & bequeathed his 
residuary personal estate equally amongst ‘ all 
my nephews & nieces’ :—/I aes : the circum- 
stance of testator having given property to his 
wife’s nieces, & having ever called one of them 
his niece, was not. sufficient to include any of his 
wife’s nephews & nieces in the subsequent gifts 
to all his nephews & nieces; & those only who 
were related by consanguinity were entitled to 
take.—MERRILL v. MORTON (1881), 17 Ch. D. 382 : 
50 L. J. Ch. 249; 483 L. T. 7503 sub nom. Re 
Foster, MERRILL v. MORTON, 29 W. R. 394. 
Annotations :-—Consd. In the Goods of Ashton, [1892] P. 83; 

Re Cozens, Miles v. Wilson, (1903] 1 Ch. 138. Refd. /re 

Green, Bath v. Cannon, (1914] 1 Ch. 134. 

6738. J—Testatar gave to S. & his 
wife, whom he called his nephew & niece, memorial 
rings. He also gave to each of certain other 
‘““nephews & nieces,’ naming them, a legacy of 
nineteen guineas. He gave his residuary estate 
In trust for all & every his nephews & nieces 
living at his death, to be equally divided between 
them, ‘‘ including my nephews & nieces to whom 
I have given legacies as aforesaid.” S. & some of 
the others named were nephews & niece of 
testator’s wife. The wife of S. was not the niece 
of testator or of his wife. The ct., holding on the 


(1873), 8 
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construction of the will that S. & his wife took as 
nephew & niece in the gift to the class, held, 
further, that they took each a share.—Re GUE, 
SMITH v. GUE (1892), 61 L. J. Ch. 510; 67 L. T. 
823 ; 40 W. R. 552 ; 86 Sol. Jo. 508; affd., 36 Sol. 
Jo. 698, C. A. 


annotation :—Refd. Re Cozens, Miles v. Wilson, {1903} 1 Ch. 


6739. --|—(1) The question whether a 
husband’s nephew described in a will as ‘‘ my 
nephew” & a great-niece described as ‘‘ my 
niece’ are entitled to share in a gift to ‘‘ my own 
nephews & nieces’’ depends in every case on 
the particular will & the evidence, no hard & fast 
rule in the affirmation being laid down by Seale- 
Hayle v. Jodrell, No. 6720, ante, or in the negative 
by Smith v. Lidiard, No. 6729, ante, Wells v. Wells, 
No. 6736, ante, Merrill v. Morton, No. 6737, ante. 

(2) Nephews & nieces of the half-blood are 
primé facie entitled to share in such a gift. 

(3) There is no general rule that where a legatee 
has once been referred to by an inaccurate descrip- 
tion in a will, the same description in all other 
parts of the will must be treated as including that 
person & all others in the same degree of relation- 
ship. The true rule is to determine by the 
language & context of cach will, & any evidence 
properly admissible, the meaning of the expres- 
sions contained in it, & the persons who are 
entitled to share in the benefits thereby conferred. 
—-Re Cozins, MILES v. WILSON, [1903] 1 Ch. 
1388; 72 L. J. Ch. 89; 87 L. T. 581; 51 W. R. 
220; 47 Sol. Jo. 51. 

6740. -|—Testatrix appointed “ my 
nephews ”’ A., It., & W. to be the exors. & trustees 
of her will, & gave all her residuary estate to them 
upon trust for division ‘‘ between my nephews & 
nieces living at the date of my decease’’ & the 
children then living of her nephews & nicces who 
had predeceased her. 

A. was a son of a brother of testatrix. R. & 
W. were nephews of her first husband :—- Held: 
only testatrix’s own nephews & nieces & the 
children of such of them as had_ predeceased 
testatrix took under the gift of residue.—e 
((REEN, Bat v. CANNON, [1914] 1 Ch. 138435 83 
L. J. Ch. 248; 110 1. T. 58; 58 Sol. Jo. 185. 

6741. .J—The mere fact that testator 
has in the earlier part of his will attached to a 
legatee what is in fact a misdescription does not 
operate to extend a subsequent gift to a class so 
as to include the person so misdescribed in the 
class of which he would otherwise not. have been 
a member. Thus the fact that a wife's nicce has 
been in an earlier part of will called by testator 
‘“my niece’? will not enlarge a gift to “my 
nieces’? so as to include the nieces of the wife.— 
Re Winn, BURGESS 0. WINN (1916), S86 L. J. Ch. 
124; 115 L. T. 6983; 61 Sol. Jo. 99. 


6742. Whether nephews & nieces of half-blood 
included.|-—The description of nephews & nieces 
includes the child of a brother or sister of the 
half-blood.—GRIEVES 1. RAWLEY (1852), 10 Hare, 


‘ 

















| 68; 22 L. J. Ch. 625; 68 E. R. 840. 


| — rsley, Kitchen v. Myers 
AeRe) 2 prod: oe Amd Re Reed (1888), 57 L. J-Ch. 

790. Folld. Re Cozens, Niles ». Wilson, (1903) 1 Ch. 138. 

Refd. Halton v. Foster (1868), 3 Ch. App. 505. 

6743. .|—Testator gave his property first 
to his wife & after her death to all his nephews & 
nieces living at her death :—Held: nephews & 
nieces of the half-blood were included in the 
gift.—Re HAMMERSLEY, KITCHEN v. MYERS (1886), 
27. L. R. 459. 

6744. .—Re Cozens, MILES v. WILSON, 
No. 6739, ante. 
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Sect. 17.—Deacription of donees: Sub-sect. 6, B. (c) 
at. & tit., & (dp 4., 4. & tii.) 


ii. Inclusion of Great-Nephews and Greai-Neices. 


6745. Whether great-nephews & great-nieces 
included.]|—-Power to appoint among nephews & 
nieces does not extend to great-nephews, etc.— 
ao v. BUTLER (1765), Amb. 514; 27 E. R. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Easum v. Appleford (1840), 5 My. 
& Cr. 56; Carter v. Taggart (1848) ; 
Harries’ Trust (1859), Jon. 199; Lakin v. Lakin (1865), 
34 Beav. 443; Re Meredith’ 8 Teast (1876), 3 Ch. D. 757 ; 
Champney v. "Davy veka 11 Ch. D. 949; Re Whitrod, 
Burrows v. Base, [1926] Ch. 118. 


6746. J—Testator gives the residue to be 
divided after his sister’s death, amongst his 
nephews & nieces, & by a codicil gives to a great 
niece, whom he calls his niece, £500 over & above 
her share after the decease of his sister, in the 
body of his will treated of more at large :—Held : 
none of the great nephews or nieces were entitled 
to share in the residue.—SHELLEY v. BRYER 
(1821), Jac. 207; 37 E. R. 827. 


Annotations Abid, Thompson v. een eee) 29 
L. J. Ch. Consd. Re Blowers Trusts (1870), L. R. 
11 KE ree Seta, Sandan v. Bayley we 8), 4 My. & 
Cr. 5 ; James v. mth re 14 Sim. 


214; Crook »v. 
Whitley (1856), 25 L. J. . 657; Re Standley’s Estate 
(1868), L. R. 5 Eq. 30 )3. 


6747. .|—Testatrix bequeathed as follows: 
“to my niece, M., daughter of my nephew, 
T., £30. To A. & L., son & daughter of my 
late niece, M., £30 each’’; & she gave all 
the residue of her property, not thereinafter 
disposed of, unto & equally to be divided amongst 
all her nephews & nieces. Afterwards she gave a 
specific legacy to L., & described her as her niece : 
—Held: by the words ‘‘ my nephews & nieces ”’ 
in the residuary bequest, testatrix meant not only 
her nephews & nieces, but their children also.— 
JAMES v. SMITH (1844), 14 Sim. 214; 13 L. J. Ch. 
376; 3 L. T. O. S. 297; 8 Jur. 504; 60 E. R. 


& 


Annotations :—Refd. Smith v. Lidiard (TEST), 
252; Thompson v. oad (1859), 1 L. T. 121; Adney 
v. Greatrex ep Ae J. Ch. 414; Grant v. Grant 
Sag & D. 8: Re Blower’s poets wae 

R. 11 . 97 8 ’ Grant v. Grant (1870), L. 

380: Re Green, Bath v. Cannon (1913), 110 L. Tr 88. 

6748. .]—Testatrix gave ‘‘to each of the 
present nieces of A. for her own absolute benefit 
the sum of £2,000, & in case any of them shall die 
in my lifetime leaving a child or children who 
shall survive me, then & in every or any such 
case the legacy intended for her so dying shall go 
to her child or children in equal shares, if more 
than one.’ At the date of the will & death of 
testatrix there was only one niece of A. alive, 
but there were several grand-nieces & great grand- 
nieces :—Held: the bequest was confined in its 
terms to the niece of the first degree, & the children 
of nieces who were dead at the date of the will 
were not entitled to take by substitution. 

It may happen, although a will is unambiguous 
on the face of it, yet that extrinsic circumstances 
may show that you are to give the words a mean- 
ing different from what they apparently signify ; 
as, for instance, where testator gives all his 
property to the children of a particular individual, 
& there are no children but grandchildren, in such 
a case the term children will be construed to 








3K. & J. 
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two, daughters, 


6745 1. Whether great-nephews &: great - 
nteces tncluded.}—Where testator be- 
queathed 21,000 to his two nieces “‘ the 
Miss Sykes of Leeds, Yorkshire, 
England,’’ in equal shares, & the only 
nieces he had were a Mrs. Ann Barnard 

a Mrs. Clara Sykes, both of Leeds, 


160.—N.Z 


the latter of whom had two, & only (1 
his grandni 
Held: the latter completely answered 
the description in the will.— Re MILLAR, 
BARNARD v. MAHONEY, 17 N. Z. L. R. 


6745 ii. ——.}— Re Datu, [1918] 
N. Z. L. R. 755.—N.Z. 
6745 iii, ———_.]— ROBERTSON v. Ric- 


include descendants (LorD CRANWORTH, C.).-— 
CROOK v. WHITLEY (1857), 7 De G. M. & G. 490; 
26 1. J. Ch. 350; 3 Jur. N.S. 703; 5 W. R. 383 ; 
44 E.R. 191. L. C. 

Annotations :—Distd. Adney v. Greatrex (1869), 38 L. J. Ch. 
414, Refd. die Herbert’s Trusts eed 1 John. & H. 
121; Re Hotchkiss’ Trust (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 643; ite 
Atkinson, Pybus v. Boyd, [1918] 2 Ch. Fe 8. 

6749. .|—Testator devised an estate to one 
for life, & afterwards to be sold, & the proceeds 
equally divided between ‘‘ his surviving nephews 
é& nieces.’”? He had, in another part of his will, 
designated A. & B., who were really his great: 
nephew & great-niece, as his nephews & nieces :— 
Held: A. & B. did not participate in the pro- 
ceeds.— THOMPSON v. ROBINSON (1859), 27 Beav. 
486; 29 L. J. Ch. 280; 1L. T. 121; 5 Jur. N.S. 


1196; 8 W. R. 343 54 E. R. 192. 
Annotations a ld. Re Staudley’s Estate (1868), L. As 2 





roe 303. . Adney v. Greatrox (1869), 38 L. J. 

6750. ——.]—-STRINGER v. GARDINER, No. 6826, 
post. 

6751. -1—Under a gift to nephews & nieces, 





being descendants of my brothers & sisters’ alive 
at a certain period, grandnephews & grandnieces 
held not to be entitled.—WILLIAMSON v. MOORE 
(1862), 8 Jur. N. S. 875; 10 W. R. 536. 

6752. .|—Testator gave his residue among 
his nephews & nieces living at his death, & by a 
codicil gave £100 to a grand-nephew (his exor.), 
whom he called his nephew. By a second codicil 
he declared that the £100 was given to him in 
addition to the share of residue given to him by 
the will, his intention being that he should receive 
first the £100, & then the share of residue :— 
Held: all grand- nephews & grand-nieces who 
were living at testator’s death were included in 
the gift.—WEEDs v. Bristow (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 








333; 35 L. J. Ch. 839; 14 L. T. 587; 12 Jur. 
N.S. 446; 14 W.R. 726. 
6753. -|—Testator gave the proceeds of the 


sale of an estate to his great-nephew, G., & to 

such other of his nephews & nieces as should be 

living at his own or his sister’s decease equally. 

In one place in his will testator called one of his 

great-nephews his nephew, but in all other places 

he called them great nephews :—Held: nephews 

& nieces must be confined to their primary 

signification, so as not to include great- ss a 

& great-nieces.—He BLOWER’s TRUSTS (1871), 6 

Ch. App. 351; 42 L. J. Ch. 24; 25 L. T. 181; 

19 W. R. 666, L. JJ. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Wells v. Wells (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 
504; Re Parker, Bentham v. Wilson Ses 15 Ch. D. 
528; Merrill v. Morton (1881), 17 Ch. D. 382; In the 
Goods of Ashton, [1892] P. 83; Re Cozens, Miles v. Wilson, 
[1903] 1 Ch. 138. 

6754. ——.|—Re Cozens, MILES v. WILSON, 
No. 6739, ante. 

iil, Other Cases. 

6755. Whether all nephews & nieces included— 
Earlier reference in will to named nephew & 
nieces.|—Testatrix gave a sum of money in trust 
for ““my nephew & nieces.” She had numerous 
nephews & nieces, but in a former part of the will 
she had mentioned by name four nieces & one 
nephew :—Held: all the nephews & nieces were 
entitled to a share of the trust money.—fe 
LEVER’s Trusts (1869), 18 W. R. 35. 


843), 5 Dunl. 
1117; 15 Sc. Jur. 454. 
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q. Gift to male nephews.)—LUCAS v. 
era 101. R. Eq. 514.—IR. 

** Nephew John No nephew 

of. ‘that name—Whether grandnephew 


Ct. of Seuss.) 
eces :-— COT. 


Part XVI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


6756. Whether children of great-niece included—- 
Power to appoint to great nephews & great-nieces.! 
—Testator gave his residuary estate, after his 
wife’s death, to such of nephews & nieces, grand- 
nephews & nieces, as his wife by deed or will 
should appoint. The wife appointed by will to a 
grand-niece for life, with remainder to her 
children :—Held: the children of the grand-niece 
were not objects of the power.—WARING v. LEE 
(1845), 8 Beav. 247; 4 L. T. O. S. 392; 9 Jur. 
170; 50 E. R. 97. 

6757. Whether nephew entitled—-Under bequest 
to ‘* niece.’’|—The ‘‘ nephew ”’ of testator held to 
be entitled to a legacy given by the will to the 
‘“niece’’ of testator.—Re ARKITT (1853), 21 
L. T. O. S. 219. 

6758. Whether grandsons & granddaughters in- 
cluded.|—-Testatrix gave her real estate in trust 
for her grandchildren (by name) & their issue, as 
M. should appoint, & in default of such appoint- 
ment, upon trust for ‘‘ my aforesaid nephews & 
nieces & their respective lawful issue, & also the 
issue, if any, of M., & their several & respective 
heirs & assigns for ever’’ as tenants in common. 
No nephews or nieces were mentioned in the will. 
M. died without appointing :—Held: (1) there 
was no gift by implication to the grand-children 
& their issue; (2) the words ‘‘ my aforesaid 
nephews & nieces ** could not be read ‘‘ my afore- 
said grandsons & granddaughters.’’—-CAMPBELL v. 
BOUSKELIL (1859), 27 Beav. 325; 54 BH. R. 127. 


Annotation :—As to (2) Distd. Crampton v. Wise (1888), 
568 L. T. 718. 





(d) Bequests to Cousins. 
i. Cousins Generally. 


6759. Whether bequest limited to first cousins.]— 
Testator, by his will, gave legacies to several 
persons, describing each of them as his cousin. 
By a codicil he gave his residuary estate to all such 
of his cousins, both on his father’s & mother’s 
side, as should be living at his decease, & to all the 
children of such of his cousins as might have 
theretofore died or might die in his lifetime. 
Testator left several] first cousins & children of first 
& second cousins, & one first cousin once removed : 
—Held: none of them were included in the resi- 
duary bequest, except the first cousins living at 
testator’s death, & the children of first cousins who 
died in his lifetime.—CALDECOTT wv. HARRISON 
(1840), 9 Sim. 457; 9 LL. J. Ch. 331; 4 Jur. 885; 
59 EK. R. 435. 

Annotations :—Apld. Stanger v. Nelson (1855), 25 L. T. 
O. S. 252 (see 6 De G. M. & G. 68). Consd. Wilks v. 
Bannister (1885), 30 Ch. D. 512. 

_ 6760. -|—Where a bequest is to ‘‘ cousins ”’ 
simpliciter, first cousins only will, in the absence 
of anything to explain the meaning of testator, be 
entitled.—-STODDART v. NELSON, STANGER vw. 
NELSON (1855), 6 De G. M. & G. 68; 25 L. J. Ch. 
116; 26 L. T.O.S. 210; 2 Jur.N.S.27; 4W.R. 
109; 43 BE. R. 1156, L. C. 


Annotations :—Distd. Frogley v. Phillips (1860), 3 L. T. 141. 
Folld. Stevenson v. Abingdon (1862), 31 Beav. 305. 
Consd. Re Parker, Bentham v. Wilson (1880), 15 Ch. D. 
528; Wilks v. Bannister (1285), 30 Ch. D. 512. Refd. 
Crook v. Whitley (1857), 7 De G. M. & G. 490. 

6761. J|—R. a solr., by his will, in 1861, 
after stating that he knew that without a will all 
relatives of equal degree could take equal shares, 








takes.}— Re Datu, {1918] N. Z L. R. 
755.—N.Z. 

t. ** Whole of my nephews ¢€: 
nieces.’’"]—-A bequest to the whole ‘of 
& testator’s nephews & nieces :—Held : 
to include a nephew & niece by the 
half blood, children of a sister-werine, 
&8 well as nephews & nieces by the full 


blood.—-NORRIS v. NORRIS (1839), 2 
Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 220.—SCOT. 
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6759 i. Whether bequest limited to removed included 
jirst cousins.)—COPLAND’S EXECUTORS 
v. MILNE, (1908) 8. C. 426; 4580. L. R. 
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said that he wished, on account of the unequal 
portions thus going to them to make additional 
gifts in favour of those mentioned, & he gave the 
sum of £3,000 Consols to each of his cousins (the 
six persons named) in addition to, & not as substitu- 
tion for, the shares they would otherwise equally 
take with his cousins, the Carters, in N. B. or 
elsewhere (one of whom was a first cousin, & the 
others first cousins once removed). The residue 
of his property testator gave & bequeathed unto 
all his cousins in all respects :—Held : first cousins 
only were entitled to the property.—BURBEY v. 
BuRBEY (1862), 6 L. T. 573; 9 Jur. N.S. 96. 

a .1—STEVENSON v. ABINGDON, No, 7123, 
post. 

6763. Whether cousins by marriage included.]-— 
Testatrix gave a share of her residue to her 
‘* cousin, Harriet Cloak.’’ She had no cousin of 
that name, but she had a married cousin, Harriet 
Crane, whose maiden name was Cloak ; & she had a 
cousin, T. Cloak, whose wife’s name was Harriet : 
Held: ‘‘ cousin ’’ might be understood in a popular 
sense as the wife of a cousin; & Harriet, the wife 
of T. Cloak, was entitled to the share of the residue. 
—Re TAYLor, CLOAK v. HAMMOND (18886), 34 
Ch. D. 255; 56 L. J. Ch. 171; 55 L. T. 649; 35 
W.R. 186; 3 T. L. R. 178, C. A. 





ii. Furst Cousins. 

6764. Whether descendants of first cousins in- 
cluded.|—A bequest to testator’s ‘' first cousins or 
cousins german,’’ does not include the descendants 
of first cousins.—SANDERSON v. BAYLEY (1838), 4 
Mv. & Cr. 56; 41 E.R. 22; sub nom. SAUNDERSON 
v. BAILEY, 8 L. J. Ch. 18; 2 Jur. 958, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Parker, Bentham v. Wilson (1881), 
17 Ch. D. 262; Wilks v. Bannister (1885), 30 Ch. D. 512. 


iii. Second Cousins. 

6765. Whether first cousins once removed in- 
cluded.|—Testator bequeathed a fund in trust for 
his second cousins :—Held: a first cousin once 
removed was not entitled to a share. —BRIDGNORTH 

CORPN. v. COLLINS (1847), 15 Sim. 538; 60 E. R. 

727. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Smith v. Lidiard (1857), 3 K. & J. 
252. Distd. Adney v. Greatrex (1869), 20 L. T. 647. 
Apld. Re Parker, Bentham v. Wilson (1881), 17 Ch. D. 
262. Consd. Wilks v. Bannister (1885), 30 Ch. D. 512. 
Mentd. Tench v. Cheese (1855), 6 De G. M. & G. 453; 
Matthews v. Keble (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 467. 


6766. No second cousins.]—Testatrix be- 
queathed her residue to her second cousins of the 
name of S., & the issue of such of them as were 
dead. She had no second cousins, but she had 
three first cousins once removed of that name, two 
of whom were living at her death, & had children, 
but the third was then dead, leaving children :— 
Held : the two surviving first cousins once removed, 
& the children of the one who was dead, were 
entitled to the residue, to the exclusion of the 
children of the former, although they were in the 
same degree of relationship to testatrix as her 
second cousins would have been had she had any. 
—-SLADE v. Fooks (1838), 9 Sims. 386; 8 L. J. 
Ch. 41; 2 Jur. 961; 59 E. R. 406. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Crook v. Whitley (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 
657. Folld. Re Bonner, Tucker v. Good (1881), 19 Ch. D. 
201. Consd. Wilks v. Bannister (1885), 30 Ch. D. 512. 
Refd. He Parker, Bentham v. Wilson (1881), 50 L. J. Ch. 
63Y. 





314; 15S. L. T. 733.—SOOT. 
PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 6.-—— 
B. (4) fii. 


6765 i. Whether first cousins once 
-}—DRYLIE’s FAcToR 
v. ROBERTSON, ETC. (1882), 9 R. (Ct. of 
Seas.) 1178; 19 So. L. R. 884.—SCOT. 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 6, B. (d) 
tt., av. & u., & (e); sub-seot. 7, A. (a).] 


6767. -}—Testator, after giving to his 
sister a life interest in the whole of his property, 
devised & bequeathed same after her death upon 
trust for sale, & to divide the proceeds amongst 
‘““my second cousins.” Testator had no ‘ second 
cousins’ either at the date of his will or at his 
death, or any born afterwards :—RHeld: first 
cousins once removed were entitled.— Re BONNER, 
TUCKER v. Goon (1881), 19 Ch. D. 201; 51 L. J. 
Ch. 83; 45 L. T. 470; 30 W. R. 58. 


sh aa :—Consd. Wilks v. Bannister (1885), 30 Ch. D. 


6768. ——- ~——— Admissibility of evidence to 
explain latent ambiguity..—Devise ‘(to William 
Marshall, my second cousin.” ‘Testator had no 
second cousin so named, but he had two first 
cousins once removed, one named William Marshall, 
the other named William John Robert Blandford 
Marshall :—Held: a latent ambiguity, & parol 
evidence admitted to dissolve it.—BENNETT v. 
MARSHALL (1856), 2 K. & J. 740; 69 E. RB. 980. 


Annotations :—Refd. Grant v. Grant (1870), L. R. 6 CG. P. 
380; Webber v. Corbett (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 515. 


6769. Whether children of first cousin once 
removed included—-No second cousins.|—-SLADE 
v. Fooks, No. 6766, ante. 

6770. Whether children of first cousin included. | 
—Testator gave one-third of his property to his 
first cousins & two-thirds to his second cousins. 
At his death he left first cousins, second cousins, & 
children & grandchildren of first cousins :—Held : 
the term “‘ second cousins ’’ did not include children 
or grandchildren of first cousins.—Re PARKER, 
BENTHAM v. WILSON (1881), 17 Ch. D. 262; 50 
L. J. Ch. 689; 44 L. T. 885; 29 W. R. 855, C. A. 
Annotations :—Consd. Ke Bonner, Tucker v. Good (1881), 

19 Ch. D. 201; Wilks v. Bannister (1885), 30 Ch. D. 512. 

6771. Whether grandchildren of first cousin 
“och ee PARKER, BENTHAM v. WILSON, No. 

770, ante. 








iv. Furst and Second Cousins. 

6772. Whether first cousins once removed in- 
cluded.j|—Legacies to first & second cousins 
includes first cousins once removed & a grand- 
niece not being more distant.—Mayorr v. MAYorr 
(1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 125; 29 E.R. 71. 

«Innotations -—Distd. Sanderson v. Bayley (1838), 4 My. & 
Cr. 56. Dbtd. Re Parker, Bentham v. Wilson (1881), 17 
Ch. D. 262. Consd. Wilks ». Bannister (1885), 30 Ch. D. 
512. Refd. Silcox v. Bell (1823), 1 L. J. O. S. Ch. 137: 
&e Bonner, Tucker vr, Good (1881), 19 Ch. D. 201. 

6773. |—WILKS v. BANNISTER (1885), 30 
Ch. D. 612; 54 L. J. Ch. 1189 ; oo LT. 247 +. 38 
W. R. 922; 1'T. L. R. 680. 

Annotations -—Mentd. Itc Teale, Teale v. Teale (1885), 53 





oon con. Re Sampson, Sampson tv. Sampson, [1896] 
6774. ——.|—GLASIER v. FoYSTER (1895), 39 
Sol. Jo. 656. 


6775. Whether first cousins twice removed 
included.| — Where the decree referred it to the 
master to inquire whether testator left any 
relations of the degree of first or second cousins :—- 
Held: first cousins, twice removed, ought to be 
included in the report.—SILCOXx v. BELL (1823), 1 
oo & St. 301; 1L. J. 0.8. Ch. 187; 67 E.R. 
Annotations :—Expld. Sanderson v. Bay : My. 

& Cr. 56. NF. ie Parker, Honan Be Wileon (880), 


16 Ch. D. 528. Consd. Wilks v. E 
Ch. D519. Consd i v. Bannister (1885), 30 


6776. Whether second cousins included.]— Under 


WILLS. 


a bequest of a residuary fund to testator’s first & 
second cousins, & the children of his kinsman, 
which children were first cousins of testator, twice 
removed, all persons related to testator in the 
degree of second cousins are entitled.—CHARGE v. 
GOODYER (1826), 3 Russ. 140; 38 E. R. 629. 


Annotations :—Expld. Sanderson v. Bayley (1838), 4 My. 
& Cr. 66: Re Parker, Bentham v. Wilson (1881), 17 
Ch. D. 26%. Refd. Wilks v. Bannister (1885), 30 Ch. D. 

6777. Whether grand-niece included.|—Mavyorr 


v. Mayort, No. 6772, ante. 


v. Half Cousins. 

6778. Meaning of ‘*‘ half cousins.’’]—Testatrix, 
who had lived in the West Riding of Yorkshire, 
left property in trust for ‘‘ my cousins & half 
cousins.’”’ She had first cousins, first cousins once 
removed, both upwards & downwards, second 
cousins, & first cousins twice removed. There 
was evidence that in testatrix’s neighbourhood it 
was the usual custom to speak of first cousins once 
removed as half cousins, but some slight evidence 
that even in that district there was some doubt 
about the use of the word in that precise sense :— 
Held: the term “half cousin’’ must have the 
meaning given to it in the English language as 
used in ordinary life; no particular loca) significa- 
tion should be attached to it; & first cousins, first 
cousins once removed & second cousins took under 
the gift.—Re CHESTER, SERVANT v. HILLS, [1914] 
2 Ch. 580; 84 L. J. Ch. 78. 


(e) Bequest to Other Relations. 

6779. Brothers é& sisters—Whether brothers & 
sisters of half-blood included.]—<A gift in a willtoa 
class of persons described by relationship will, in 
the absence of an overruling context, be construed 
as a gift to all persons answering the relationship, 
whether of the whole blood or of the half-blood ; 
therefore, a bequest simply to ‘‘ the sisters of A.”’ 
will extend to <A.’s sisters of the half-blood.— 
Re REED (1888), 57 lL. J. Ch. 790; 36 W. R. 682. 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Burnyeat's Will Trusts, Burnyeat. 
v. Ward (1923), 128 L. T. 781. 


6780. ——— .\—Testator by his will, dated 
Apr. 23, 1873, bequeathed certain property to his 
wife for life, & declared that at her death the 
property should be equally divided among all his 
‘own brothers & sisters at her death ” :—Held: the 
expression my ‘‘own brothers & sisters’’ meant 
brothers & sisters of the whole blood, & did not, 
therefore, include those of the half blood.—We 
Dowson, Dowson v. BEADLE (1909), 101 L. T. 
O71. 

6781. Next of blood of wife--Whether son by 
prior husband entitled.|—ANoN. (1563), Plowd. 
Queries 3; 75 E.R. 860. 





SUB-SKCT. 7.—DESIGNATION OF DONEE BY 
NAME OR DESCRIPTION. 
A. Name. 
(a) Misnomer of Individual. 

6782. Misnomer immaterial— Where donee ascer- 
tained.|—HIVERS’ CasE, No. 6648, ante. 

6783. .}—ToMKINS v. TOMKINS (1743), 
? Hov. Supp. 456; 19 Ves. 126,n.; 34 E. R. 1177, 

C 


de s 
-Ainnotations :-—~Refd. Sleech v. Thorington (1754), 2 Ves. Sen. 
560; Garvey v. Hibbert (1812), 19 Ves. 125; Harrison v. 
Harrison (1829), 1 Russ. & M.71; Re Hull’s Estate (1855), 
21 Beav. 314. 








PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 7.—A. (a). 
67821. Afisnomer immaterial—Where donee ascertained.}—Re NOBLE’s TRUSTS (1870), 5 I. RK. Kg. 140. -IR. 


6782 ii. ——— 





»+}~—Re MURRAY, PUBLIO TRUSTER v. MURRAY (1914), 33 N. Z L. R. 1381.—N.Z. 


Parr XVI.—ConstTRUCTION. 








6784. Error in name & sex.]—An 
error in the name & sex of a legatee will be rectified 
by a designation in a will. & by the context, when 
it can apply to no other person; & parol evidence 
will be admitted to raise & remove latent 
ambiguities. 

Testator gave a copyhold estate to his nephew 
William Bell for life & after his decease to trustees 
as follows upon trust for Elizabeth Abbott, a 
natural] daughter of Elizabeth Abbott, of the parish 
of G., single woman, & who formerly lived in my 
service, for life, & after her decease for all & every 
the child & children of E. Abbott, as tenants in 
common. In default of such issue, with remainder 
over. It appeared that there was no such person 
as Elizabeth Abbott, a natural daughter of 
Klizabeth Abbott. single woman, but there was 
John Abbott, a natural son of Elizabeth Abbott, 
whose reputed father was William Bell, a nephew 
of testator. ‘Testator’s relations insisted that the 
bequest had failed for ambiguity, & they filed this 
bill, claiming a division of the proceeds of the 
estate :—Held: the gift did not fail, & the children 
of John Abbott, who was dead, were entitled.— 
RYALL v. IWANNAM (1847), 10 Beav. 536; 16L. J. 


Ch. 491; 10 lL. T. O. S. 126; 11 Jur. 761; 50 

BE. R. 688. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Bernasconi v. Atkinson (1853), 10 
Hare, 345. Apld. Re Arbitt (18538), 21 L. T. O. S. 219: 


Re_Rickit’s Trusts (1853), 11 Hare, 299. Refd. Mostyn 

wv. Mostyn (1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 673. 

6785. Onus of proof.|—-Where a person not 
named in a will claims a legacy on the ground of 
mistake in the name, he is bound to show that he 
was of necessity intended, & that the party named 
was of necessity not intended.—Mostyn v. Mostyn 
(1854), 5 H. L. Cas. 1553; 23 L. J. Ch. 925; 24 
L. T.0.8.175; 10 FE. R. 857, HL. 

6786. -.|—Where a legatee is accurately 
named in a will there is no rigid rule forbidding 
any further inquiry as to who is the person to take 
the benefit, but there is a strong presumption 
against any person claiming whose name is not 
that mentioned in the will, which can only be over- 
come by positive evidence of a cogent nature, 
clearly proving that testator did not) mean the 
person so named in the will to take the benefit. 

A domiciled Scotsman by his will, made in 
Scots form, left legacies to various Scottish 
charities, & also a legacy to ‘* The National Society 
for Prevention of Cruelty to Children.”” There 
was a society of which that was the correct title, 
Which had its headquarters in London, & confined 
its operations to England; there was also a 
‘Scottish Nationa] Society for’’ the same object 
which worked in Scotland, & that society claimed 
the legacy :—Held: the English Society was 
entitled to the legacy.—NATIONAL SOCIETY FOR 
THE PREVENTION OF CRUELTY TO CHILDREN v. 
ScoTTIsH NATIONAL SOCIETY FOR THE PREVENTION 
OF CRUELTY TO CHILDREN, [1915] A. C. 207; 84 
L. J.P. C. 29; 111 L. T. 869; 30 T. L. R. 657 ; 
58 Sol. Jo. 720. Hi. L. 

6787. Christian name.|—A devise to Margaret, 
daughter of W. K. is good, although her name was 
Margery.——GYNES v. KEMSLEY (1677), 1 Freem. 
K. B. 293; 89 E. R. 212. 

6788. -I—Though the Christian name of the 
legatee was mistaken in the will, the legacy was 
established upon the description & evidence, not- 
withstanding great. delay in filing the bill.—SmirH 
v. CONEY (1801), 6 Ves. 42; 31 E. R. 928. 
Annotation :—Refd. Doe d. Le Chevalier v. Huthwaite (1818), 

8 Taunt. 306. 

6789. .|—A devise to one by the name of 

ary, whose Christian name was Elizabeth, is 
good if the jury find from the circumstances that 
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she was the person meant to be designated.— 
Dor d. Cook v. DANVERS (1806), 7 Hast, 299; 
3 Smith, K. B. 291; 103 E. R. 115. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Hume v. Rundell (1822), 6 Madd. 
31; Cholmondeley v. Clinton (1823), Turn. & R. 107; 
Bingham v. Woodgate (1829), 1 Russ. & M. 32 ; Thompson 
v. Harding (1845), 1 C. B. 940; Delacherois v. Delacherois 
a Rep. 501; Portland v. Hill (1866), 12 Jur. 


6790. Intention established by reference to 
children.|—Testator left residue to the children 
of his sisters Estrella & Reyna; Estrella had 
children, Reyna had none, & had changed her 
name, & was a nun professed, but he had a third 
sister, Rebecca, who had children, this is not 
sufficient to substitute the name of Rebecca for 
Reyna.—DEL MARE v. REBELLO (1792), 3 Bro. 
C. C. 446; Cas. femp. Talb. 206; 1 Ves. 412; 29 
KH. R. 635, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Mostyn v. Mostyn (1853), 22 l. J. Ch. 
673. Refd. Holmes v. Custance (1806), 12 Ves. 279; 
Gregory v. Gregory (1871), 19 W. KR. 711; Ie Chenoweth, 
Ward v. Dwelley (1901), 17 T. L. R. 515. 

6791. -|—Testator gave a sum of 
stock to trustees, for the benefit of ‘‘ all & every 
the child & children of his niece Catherine, & of 
his nephew, the late James Coghlan.’’ Testator 
never had any nephew named James, who was 
ever married & had children; the only nephew 
who was ever married, & who was dead at the 
date of the will, having left children surviving 
him, was named Henry. Evidence was entered 
into before the master, who found that testator 
had mistaken James for Henry :—Held: upon 
exceptions to the master’s report, that testator 
having made his will in ignorance of the real state 
of his family had made no more mistake than that 
of giving to the children of a person who had 
no children. Exceptions allowed.—DAUBENY v. 
COGHLAN (1842), 12 Sim. 507; 11 L. J. Ch. 177; 
6 Jur. 230; 59 EK. R. 1227. 

6792. Adverse claims by two classes.|— 
A will contained a legacy of £300 to Commodore 
P. D., of S., & a like legacy to the children of 
Pp. H. D. This last legacy was claimed by the 
three children of H. O. D., & also adversely by 
the five children of P. D., whose real name was 
PJ. dD. P. J. D. & H. O. D. were both in the 
same degree of relationship to testatrix, & she 
had given like legacies to their brothers & sisters. 
If. O. D. was dead at the date of the will :—Held: 
the previous gift to Commodore P. D., & the fact 
that the gift was not to the children of “ the 
said”? P. H. D., together with the intention 
manifested in the will to provide for all the 
members of the D. family, was sufficient to enable 
the ct. to decide, upon the face of the will, that 
the children of H. O. D. were intended, although 
there was no reference to him as ‘the late” 
II O. D.—Dovucuas v. Feuows (1853), Kay, 
114; 23L. J. Ch. 167; 24L.7.0.8.21; 2W.R. 
654; 69 E.R. 49. 

Annotation :—Refd. Micklethwait v. Micklethwait (1858), 
4C. BL N.S, 790. 

6793. Name of living substituted for de- 
ceased child.]—Testator gave the residue of his 
property in trust for his four children, Ann, 
Charles, Florence Mary, & Agnes Emily. He 
had living four children, Ann, Charles, Florence, 
Mary, & Alice Martha. He had previously had a 
child Agnes Emily, but she had been dead more 
than five years:—Held: the name of_ Alice 
Martha must be substituted for that of Agnes Emily. 
—GREGORY v. GREGORY (1871), 19 W. R. 711. 

6794. Names transposed.|—-The will of 
testator contained a bequest in favour of ‘‘ Florence 
Lilian Savory & Thomas Savory,’’ the two children 
of my nephew J. F. Savory; another bequest, to 
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Sect. 17.-—-Description of donees : Sub-sect. 7, A. (a) 
(b), & BL. & C.) 
““my nephew Allen Edward Savory ”’ for his life, 
& thereafter in trust for ‘his two children, 
Gordon Savory & Ronald Savory, in equal 
shares’’; & a further bequest, to ‘‘ Florence 
Savory, the wife of Allen Edward Savory, during 
her life,” & subject thereto, ‘in trust for her 
two children, Gordon Savory & Ronald Savory, 
In equal shares.” These were, in fact, the names 
of the children of J. D. Savory, while the children 
of Allen Edward & Florence Savory were named 
Florence Lilian & Thomas. Upon motion to omit 
from the probate the Christian names so trans- 
posed in the will :—Held: this could not be done, 
as it was not shown that testator did not mean 
those names to be inserted in the will, though he 
might not have meant so to benefit the persons 
to whom these names actually belonged.—Jn the 
Goods of DURLACHER (1896), 75 L. T. 664. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Gregson v. Taylor, (1917] P. 256. 
6795. Name misspelt.!.—Legatce’s name very 
falsely spelt ; referred to a master to see who was 
intended.—MASTERS v. MASTERS (1718), 1 P. Wma. 
421; 24 EK. R. 454. 
Annotations :—Refd. Thomas v. Thomas (1796), 6 Term Rep. 
671 ; Smith v Doe d. Jersey (1819), 7 Price, 379 ; Williams 
v. Hughes (1857), 24 Beav. 474. Mentd. Brudenell v. 
Boughton (1741), 2 Atk. 268; St. Albans v. Beauclerk 
(1743), 2 Atk. 636; Hatton v. Hooley (1773), Lofft, 122 ; 
Habergham v. Vincent (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 353; Norman 
v. Morrell (1799), 4 Ves. 769 ; Ronnerv. Bonner (1807), 13 
Ves. 379; Mirehouse v. Scaife (1837), 2 My. & Cr. 695; 
Ferraris & Croker v. Hertford (1843), 3 Curt. 468. 
6796. Error in both names.]—Legatee’s both 
Christian & surnames mistaken, yet the legacy is 
good.—BEAUMONT v. FELL (1723), 2 P. Wms. 
141; 24 E. R. 678. 
Annotations :—Consd. Walpole r. Cholmondeley a 
7 Term Rep. 138; Doe d. Chichester v. Oxenden (1810), 
< Doe d. Hiscocks v. Hiscocks (1839), 5 
a . N.F. Mostyn v. Mostyn (1854), 5 H. L. Cas. 
- Distd. Ackworth v. Benton (1870), 22 L. T. 776. 
Refd. Dore v. Geary (1749), 1 Wils. 247; Thomas d. Evans 
v. Thomas (1796), 6 Term Rep. 671 ; Beachcroft v. Beach- 
croft (1816), 1 Madd. 430; Douglas v. Fellows (1853), 
Kay, 114; Grant v. Grant (1870), L. R. 5 C. P. 380. 
6797. Wrong name habitually used by testator.] 
—Annuity bequeathed to  testator’s brother 
Edward for life, remainder to his children by his 
present wife. At date of the will he & his wife 
were dead; & their children had other legacies 
under it; & testator had only one brother having 
a wife & children, Samuel, whom he had been in 
the habit of calling Edward & Ned. His children 
held to be entitled upon these circumstances.— 
PARSONS v. PARSONS (1791), 1 Ves. 266; 30 
BE. R. 335, L. C. 
Anne :—Consd. Mostyn v. Mostyn (1854), 5 H. Ll. Cas. 





6798. Assumed name of legatee.|--A legacy 
having been given to a legatee in a name which 
she had for many years assumed, the Ct. will 
direct an inquiry, who was the person meant.— 
ea ee v. Ham (1829), Taml. 316; 48 EH. R. 

6799. ‘* Miss Sarah Jameson ’’—Testator ac- 
quainted with Mrs. Sarah Jameson—& her daughter 
Miss Francis Ann Jameson.]—Bequest to ‘‘ Miss 
Sarah Jameson.’’ There was no Miss Sarah 
Jameson. Testatrix was acquainted with Mrs. 
Sarah Jameson, & her daughter, Miss Frances 
Ann Jameson. Frances Ann Jameson was held 
to be entitled to the legacy.— LEE v. Pain (1845), 
aoe ponies in 4 Hare, 201; 9 Jur. 247; 67 KE. R. 
Annotations :—Refd. Pritchard v. Norris (1855), 25 L. T. O. 8. 

60; Cruse v. Howell (1858), 4 Drew. 215; Johnstone v. 

Harrowby (1859), 7 - R._ 610; Dimond v. Bostock 


(1875), 10 Che App. 358: Re Smith’s Trusts (1878), 9 
Ch. D. 117 ; Re Stephenson, Donaldson v. Panter: tear) 


WILLS. 


1 Ch. 75; In the Goods of Hubbook (1905), 21 T. L. Rt. 
333 ; He Whiston, Whiston v. Woolley (1923), 93 L. J. Ch. 
113. Mentd. Bourne v. Hartley, Bourne v. Mahon (1854), 
2 Kq. Rep. 910; Benham v. Newell (1855), 24 L. J. Ch. 

424; Palmer ov. Newell (1855), 20 Beav. 32; Thurnall v. 

Rayner (1856), 4 W. R. 404 ; Tatham v. Drummond (1864), 

10 Jur. N. S. 557; Wilson v. O’Leary (1872), 7 Ch. App. 

448; Whyte v. Whyte (1873), L. R. 17 Kq. 50; Blakey 

v. Latham (1889), 41 Ch. D. 518. 

6800. Gifts of shares of residue—‘‘ Ann Sarah 
Parker ’? & ‘‘ Ann Parker ’’—Same person.|—By 
his will testator bequeathed his residue between 
Ann Sarah Parker & ten other persons (naming 
them). ‘T'wo of the legatees having died, the 
testator, by a codicil, gave the residue between 
eight persons, naming them, & Ann Sarah Parker, 
G. F., & Ann Parker. It appeared that Ann 
Sarah Parker & Ann Parker were the same 
persons :—Held: she was entitled to one-tenth, 
& not to two-elevenths of the residue.—REaD v. 
STRANGEWAYS (1850), 12 Beav. 323; 50 KE. R. 1085. 

Misnomer of charity.J)—See CuariTigzs, Vol. 
VII1., pp. 306, 307, Nos. 865-873. 

Misnomer of corporation.]|—See CORPORATIONS, 
Vol. XILII., p. 282, Nos. 132-134. 

Admissibility of extrinsic evidence.|—Sce Part 
XVI., Sect. 14, ante. 


(b) Effect of Change of Name. 

6801. Change of name on marriage.|— Devise to 
A. remainder to the next of his pame A woman 
who has changed the name by marriage previous 
to the death of A. shall not have it.—Bon v. 
SMITH (1596), Cro. Eliz. 532: 78 E.R. 779. 
Annotations :—Refd. Pyot v. Pyot. (1749), 1. Ves. Sen. 335; 

Stert v. Plate! (1839), 7 Scott, 422. Mentd. Cholmondeley 

vw. Clinton (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 1. 

6802. ———.]—-CROSTIHWAITE v. DEAN, No. 6811, 
post. 

6808. |—A contingent devise to the next 
of kin of the name shall go to a female next of 
kin of the name at the time of the devise though 
changed by marriage, before the contingency 
happens.—JOBSON’S CASE (1597). Cro. Eliz. 576 ; 
78 B. R. 820. 


Annotations :—Dis 
Refd. Stert v. Piatel (1839), 7 Scott, 422. 
mondeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 1. 
6804. .|—Devise of real & personal estate 

in trust for the nearest relation ‘‘ of the Pyots.”’ 

The latter held to be ‘‘ nomen collectivum,’”’ & 

descriptive of that particular stock, & that this 

mixed fund should not go to the heir-at-law of 
that name. A change of the name of Pyot, by 
marriage, held not to exclude.—PyoT v. PyYoT 

(1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 335; Belt’s Sup. 161; 27 

kK. BR. 1066, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Thwaites v. Over eos): 1 
Taunt. 263; Leigh v. Leigh (1808), 15 Ves. 92; Wright 
vw. Atkyns (1815), Coop. G. 111; Doe d. Chattaway v. 
Smith (1816), 5 M. & S. 126. Apld. Carpenter v, Bott 
1847), 15 Sim. 606. Consd. Boys v. Bradicy (1853), 10 

are, 389. Refd. Jte Roberts, Repington v. Roberts 
(1881), 45 L. T. 450; Brigg v. Brigg (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 
464. Mentd. Cholmondeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 Jac. 
& W.1; Liley v. Hey (1842), 11 L. J. Ch. 415. 


6805. .|—Testator bequeathed a fund in 
trust for his next of kin of the surname of Crum 
who should be living at the decease of A. B. 
lady whose maiden name was Crump was testator’s 
sole next of kin at A. B.’s death ; but she married 
after testator’s death, & then took & ever 
afterwards bore her husband’s surname, which 
was Carpenter :—Held: nevertheless, she was 
entitled to the fund.—-CARPENTER v. Botrr (1847), 
15 Sim. 606; 16 L. J. Ch. 433; 9 L. T. O. S. 
333; 11 Jur. 723; 60 E. R. 755. 

Charitable institutions.;—See CHARITIES, Vol. 
VIIT., pp. 308-311, Nos. 895-901, 911-919. 

Will speaking from death.]— See Sect. 15, sub- 
sect. 1, ante. 





td. Pyot v. Pyot (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 335. 








Part XVI.—ConstRUCTION. 


B. Description. 

6806. General rule.]— Mistake in the description 
of legatees, yet legacy held good, & took place 
according to the intention.—BRADWIN v. HARPUR 
(1759), Amb. 374; 27 E. BR. 249. 

6807 ‘*‘ Three remaining children of uncle A. B.’’ 
—Uncle & cousin of same name—Uncle having 
three grandchildren—Cousin having children 
answering Peery ea ee of £800 to the 
four eldest children of testatrix’s cousin A. B. & 
£200 to the three remaining children of her uncle 
A. B. Testatrix had a cousin & an uncle of that 
name. The cousin had seven children, & the 
uncle one, but he had three remaining grand- 
children, one other having died :—Held: the three 
younger children of the cousin were entitled to 
the £200.—BrRIstow v. Bristow (1842), 5 Beav. 
289; 49 BE. R. 589. 

Annotation :—Moentd. Lee v. Pain (1845), 4 Hare, 201. 

6808. ‘‘ Niece the daughter ’’—-Son only seomage 
A legacy given by testator to his ‘ niece, 
daughter "’ of his late sister Sarah :—Held: to be 
taken by his nephew, the son & only child of his 
deceased sister Sarah Ann.—fHe RICKIT’s TRUSTS 
(1853), 11 Hare, 2908; 1 Eq. Rep. 251; 21 L. T. 
O. S. 334; 17 Jur. 664; 1 W. R. 492; 68 E. R. 
1288; sub nom. Re Rickit’s Trusts, Ex p. 
Waup, 22 L. J. Ch. 10443; sub nom. Re ARKITT, 
21L. T. O. 8. 219. 

6809. Resident ‘‘ apothecary ’’ of dispensary— 
‘* Dispenser ’’ but no apothecary.|—A testator be- 
queathed 19 guineas each to the ‘‘ surgeon”? & 
resident ‘‘ apothecary ”’ of the S. Dispensary, or 
any who might hold the like situation at his 
decease. There were two surgeons & no resident 
apothecary, but a ‘‘ dispenser ’’:—Held : the three 
were entitled to 19 guineas each.—ELLIs v. BAR- 
TRUM (No. 2) (1857), 25 Beav. 109; 53 E. R. 577. 

6810. Gift to surgeon of dispensary—Two sur- 
geons.|—ELuis v. BARTRUM (No. 2), No. 6809, ante. 

6811. Error as to marriage—Bequest to woman 
in maiden name—Donee married to knowledge of 
testator.|—Testator, by will dated in 1849, be- 
queathed the interest of a fund to Charlotte Lee, 
‘* but in case Charlotte Lee should marry, or die 
unmarried, the fund was to go over. Charlotte 
Lee was the maiden name of testator’s daughter 
who had been married in 1828; & it was found 
that testator knew of her marriage, but that it 
could not be shown under what circumstances he 
knew it. It also epee that Charlotte’s husband 
had in 1849 not been heard of for many years. 
After testator’s death the husband appeared, & on 
the death of Charlotte claimed the fund :—Held: 
the circumstances were sufficient to show that 
testator in 1849 believed his daughter's husband to 
be dead, & he intended that no husband of hers 
should have the benefit of the fund; & on her 
death it passed by the gift over.—CROSTHWAITE v. 
DEAN (1868), L. R. & Eq. 245; 16 W. R. 355. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Grant v. Grant (1870), L. R.5C. P. 380. 

6812. ‘‘ Late nephew ”’ mentioned by name— 
Nephew of that name living—Brother of same name 
dead.]—-Testator bequeathed personalty among 
his nephew John & his niece Hannah, & the children 
of his late nephew, Mark Ingle, & his niece Eliza. 
Testator had a brother, Mark Ingle, who was 
dead at the time of his making his will, & who had 
left children, a nephew, Mark Ingle, who was alive, 
& had children at the date of the will, & a nephew, 





he 
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_a. Two devisees answering descrip- 

tion — Testator’s intention to exclude 

one of devisees proved.)—MOINTOSH v. 


jficiartes of se 


BrsszEy, 26 Gr. 496.—CAN. 


b. Children by first marriage—Testa- 
tor married three times—Whether bene- 


cond 
L1NG,v. SMITH, 25_Gr. 246.—CAN. 
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Robert Ingle, who was dead at that date, & had 
left one child :—Held: the children of the living 
nephew, Mark, took, & there was a gift to the 
niece Z., & not to her children.—Re INGLE’S 
Trusts (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 578; 40 L. J. Ch. 310 ; 
24 1. T. 815; 19 W. R. 676. 

6818. To person entitled in possession to house 
hnamed—Under limitations of deed not in existence 
—Helir-at-law entitled in possession.]—Testator 
bequeathed a collection of books, manuscripts & 
pictures to his exors. to hold as heirlooms & suffer 
same to be used & enjoyed by the person who for 
the time being under the limitations of a certain 
deed of entail bearing date the day of shall 
be entitled to the possession of M. House. At 
testator’s death there was no such deed of entail 
as described in the will in existence & testator was 
entitled to the house absolutely in fee simple :— 
Held: collection belonged to heir-at-law of testator 
as the person entitled in possession to M. House.— 
Re BUTE (MARQUESS), BUTE (MARWUESS) v. RYDER 
(1884), 27 Ch. D. 196; 53 L. J. Ch. 1090; 32 W. R. 
996. 

Annotation :-—Consd. Re Slade, Watson v. Witham (1918), 

87 L. J. Ch. 536. 

Misdescription of charity.]}—See CHARITIES, Vol. 
VIII., pp. 307-308, Nos. 874-894. 

Misdescription of corporation.]|—Sec CoRrPorRa- 
TIONS, Vol. XIII., p. 282, Nos. 132-134. 

Misdescription of executor.|—See EXECUTORS, 
Vol. XXITI., pp. 28-29, Nos. 26-35. 

Admissibility of extrinsic evidence.|—See Scct. 
14, ante. 


C. Reference to Person Already Named or 
Described. 

6814. General rule.|—-SEALE-HAYNK v. JODRELL. 
No. 6720, ante. 

6815. Reference to “said A. B.’’—-Daughter of 
A. B. of same name.|—-CLARKE v. CLARKE (1845), 
2 Holt, Eq. 334; 71 E. R. 898. 

6816. Annuities & pecuniary & specific legacies 
—Gift of residue to ‘‘ legatees before named.’’|— 
Real & personal estate given to trustees, upon trust: 
to pay the income to testator’s wife for her life, & 
within or at the expiration of ten years from the 
death of the survivor of himself & his wife to sell 
& convert the same into money, & out of the 
income to pay annuities to several persons & 
classes of persons for the term of ten years, with 
pecuniary legacies to the same persons & classes, 
& also to other persons, at the expiration of that 
time, & annuities to other persons for the lives of 
the annuitants, & specific legacies to others. The 
residue was then given to all & every the several 
legatees before named, with exceptions, rateably 
& in proportion to the amount of their respective 
legacies. The wife survived testator :—Held: 
(1) the ‘‘legatees before named” should be 
construed to be the legatees taking benefits out of 
the fund which fell in at the wife’s death, & the 
‘‘ legacies ’’ such legacies as remained to be satisfied 
at the expiration of the ten years. 

(2) A class described as ‘‘ the children ’’ of B., 
but not otherwise named, came within the descrip- 
tion of ‘‘ legatees before named.’’—BROMLEY v. 
WRIGHT (1849), 7 Hare, 334; 68 BE. R. 137. 


Annotations :— 18s to (1) Consd. Re Holmes’ Trusts (1853), 
1 Drew. 321. Refd. Gaskin v. Rogers (1866), L. R. 2 Kq. 
> Re Jodrell, Jodrel) v. Seale (1890), 44 Ch. D. 590. 


6817. Gift by name & description—Reference 


c. Description of devisee changed by 
subsequent deed of resetilement.}—Re 
CROKER, 2 I. R. Eq. 58.—IR. 

d. Testator’s =? hild.”"] — Re 
BLAYNEY’SR (LORD) UsT (1875), 9 
I. R. Eq. 413.— IR. 


marriage take.}— 
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to legatees ‘‘ specially named.’’]—Testator, after 
giving legacies to various persons, some of whom 
were mentioned by name & others described as a 
class, bequeathed the residue of his property to his 
severa] legatees thereinbefore ‘‘ specially named,” 
exclusive of the objects taking under the trusts 
for the distribution of blankets :—Held: testator, 
by excluding certain persons not mentioned by 
name from his residuary bequest, had sufficiently 
explained his intention; & that under the words 
“specially named ’’ those legatees who were not. 
mentioned nominatim, but only described as a 
class, were entitled to share equally with the other 
legatees.— Re Hotmers’ Trusts (1853), 1 Drew. 
321; 22 L. J. Ch. 393; 61 E. R. 475. 

Aeon jo, etd. Re Jodrell, Jodrell ». Seale (1890), 44 


6818. Lately spent money on her account—Re- 
duction of annuity by codicil.}|—Testator, by his 
will, gave F. B. £80 per annum long annuities to 
the year 1860, & a ‘‘ deferred annuity " of £80 from 
Christmas, 1859. By a codicil, which did not. 
mention F. B.’s name, he said, I direct that my 
exors. ‘‘ make my long annuities of £80, instead of 
£80, be only £30 per annum, & a reversionary 
annuity purchased on her life, £30, as I have lately 
expended money on her account "’ :—Held: F. B. 
was referred to, & she was entitled to £30 a year 
only.—E.Luis v. Bartrrum (No. 1) (1857), 25 
Beav. 107; 53 E. R. 576. 

6819. Previous accurate description—Subsequent 
inaccurate description.|—Testatrix gave ‘‘ to her 
niece Laura, the second daughter of her brother 
John Webber,” certain chattels. In a subsequent 
part of her will she gave to ‘‘ each of her nieces, 
Laura Webber” & others, £50; & almost 
immediately afterwards ‘‘ to each of her nieces, the 
said Laura Webber’”’ & others £100; & divided 
her residuary estate equally between ‘ the said 
Laura Webber ”’ & three others. 

Testatrix had two nieces, one named Laura, the 
second daughter of her brother John, & the other 
named Laura Frances Tonkin, the daughter of 
her brother William :—Held: testatrix having 
once clearly & accurately described her niece Laura, 
as Laura ‘‘the second daughter of her brother 
John,’ whenever she mentioned “her niece 
Laura ”’ afterwards, she must be presumed to have 
meant the same person.—WEBBER v. CORBETT 
(1873), L. R. 16 Kg. 515; 43 L. J. Ch. 164; 29 
I. T. 365. 

Annotations :—Apld. Livesay v. Walpole 879), ss W. R. 


825. Refd. Tickner v. Old (1874), L q. 422; 
Patching v. Barnett (1880), 28 W. R. 886 


6820. Previous inaccurate description—Same de- 
scription in later part of will.|—Re Cozens, MILES 
v. WILSON, No. 6739, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—DESIGNATION OF DONKEE BY 
NAME AND DESCRIPTION. 
A. In General. 

6821. General rule—Name to prevail against 
description — Extent of application.)— Testator 
devised a life interest in an estate to his ‘ sister 
Mary Frances T.D.’’; he had no sister, but he 
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e. No such person ag named person 
extating.|—In the Goods of MuR ’ 
L. R. tr. 561.—IR. ( ruvs T Held : 

f. Name correct—Person taken as 
persona destgnata.}—By the terms of a 
will testator gave al) his property to 


his wife for her lif 
that after her deat 
son, should be owner of the property. 
Testator’s wife pre-deceased him :~- 
after the death of testator L. 


h L., his adopted 


took as a persona designa 
fact his adoption was valid or not.— 
LALTA PRASAD v. BALIG RAM (1908), 


WILLS. 


had a sister-in-law, of that name. After making 
other devises & bequests, he gave the residue 
equally among four persons, one of whom was thus 
named & described, ‘‘my niece Mary Frances 
T.D.”’ He had no niece who bore those two names 
conjointly ; he had nieces who bore one or other 
of those names :—Held: the bequest as to the 
fourth part was void for uncertainty. ; 
There is a maxim that the name should prevail 
against an error of demonstration, but then you 
must first show that there is an error of demon- 
stration, & until you have shown that, veritas 
nominis tollit nomen demonstrationis does not 
apply (LORD CAMPBELL, C.).—DRAKE v. DRAKE 
(1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 172; 29 L. J. Ch. 850; 3L. T. 
193; 11 K. R. 302, H. L. 
Annotations :—COonsd. Charter v. Charter (1874), L. R._7 
H. lL. 364. Refd. Garland v. Beverley (1878), are 


213; Re Waller, Whito v. Scoles (1899), 47 W ; 
Mentd. Farrer 0. St. Catharine’s College, Cambridge 


(1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 19. 

6822. .|—Testator devised lands 
to William, the eldest son of testator’s nephew. 
The nephew had two sons, John, the elder, & 
William, the younger :—Held: the devise was to 
William.—GARLAND v. BEVERLEY (1878), 9 Ch. D. 
213; 38 L. T. 911; 26 W. R. 7183; sub nom. Re 
GARLAND, GARLAND tv. BEVERLEY, 47 L. J. Ch. 711. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Re Lyon’s Trusts (1879), 48 L. J. Ch. 

245; Patching +. Barnett (1880), 43 L. T. 50. Refd. 

Anderson v. Berkley, [1902] 1 Ch. 936. Mentd. Owen v. 

Gibbons, [1902] 1 Ch. 636. 

6823. Two persons answering name & descrip- 
tion.|—Testator who was a farmer by his will gave 
a legacy in these terms: ‘ to W., one of my farm- 
ing men.’ At the date of testator’s will, & at the 
time of his death, he had two persons in his service 
named W., one of them was a farming man, & the 
other was employed both in the house & in the 
farm :—Held: upon some evidence that testator 
intended to benefit the latter the latter & not. the 
former was entitled to the legacy.—HEYNOLDS v. 
WHRELAN (1847), 16L. J. Ch. 484 3; 9 L. T. 0.8. 392 ; 
affd., see 1K. & J. at p. 5338, L. C. 


-innotations :---Consd. Re Feltham’s Trusts (1855), 1 K. & J. 
oe Refd. Rte Waller, White v. Scoles (1898), 68 L. J. Ch. 











Admissibility of extrinsic evidence.|—Sce Part 
AXVI., Sect. 14, ante. 


B. Name Correct and Description Incorrect. 


6824. General rule—Name prevails.|——-A wrong 
description of a legatce will not defeat a legacy 
given to him by name.—STANDEN v. MACNAB 
(1797). 6 Bro. Parl. Cas. 193; 2 EK. R. 1021, H. L.; 
affg. S. C. sub nom. STANDEN v. STANDEN (1795), 2 
Ves. 589, L. C. 

Annotatios :—Refd. Rishton v. Cobb (1839), 5 My. & Cr. 
145. Mentd. Hales v. Margerum (1796), 3 Ves. 299; 
Langham wv. Nenny (1797), 3 Ves. 467: Roe d. Reade v. 
Reade (1799), 8 Term Rep. 118; Bradly v. Westcott 
(1807), 13 Ves. 445; Bullock v. Fladgate (1813), 1 Ves. 
& B. 471; Jones v. Curry (1818), 1 Swan. 66; Lewis v. 
Lewellyn (1823), Turn. & R. 1043; Doed. Nowell v. Roake 
(1825), 2 Bing. 497; Hougham v. Sandys (1827), 2 Sim. 
95; Lovell » Knight (1831), 1 L. J. Ch. 47; Lempriere 
v. Valpy (1832), 5 Sim. 108; Miller v. Travers (1832), 8 
Bing. 244; Dummer v. Pitcher (1833), 2 My. & K. 262; 
Morrice ». Langham (1840), 11 Sim. 260; Evans v. Evans 
(1856), 23 Beav. 1. 

6825. Relationship inaccurately stated—‘‘ Son 
R ’’—Grandson.]—A. having a son & a grandson, 
both of the name of Robert, devises lands to his 
son Robert & his heirs. Robert, the son, dies in 


I. li. R. 31 All, a. IND. 
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g., Relationshi inaccurately stated. 

_N 


& then declared 


Manmin (1889), 8 N. Z.L, R. 377, 
h. Knowledge of testator.}—Testator 


ta, whether in 
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the lifetime of testator. Testator afterwards 
republished his will & animo testandi declared that 
Robert, his grandson, should have the lands which 
were given to Robert, his son. The grandson 
cannot take the land thus devised ; for, by the 
death of the son, the devise to him was void & 
therefore could not be revived to the grandson by 
the parol declaration.—STEAD v. BERIER (1679), 
2 Show. 63; T. Raym. 408; T. Jo. 135; 809 E.R. 
194; sub nom. BERRIER v. STEAD, Poll. 546; sub 
nom. STEED v. BERRIER, 1 Vent. 341 ; Freem. K. B. 
477; sub nom. STRODE v. PERRYER, 2 Mod. Rep. 
313; sub nom. STRODE v. BERAGER, 2 Lev. 243. 


Annotations :—Refd. Simpson wv. Hornby (1716), oy Ch. 
115. Mentd. A G. © Downing (1769), 1 Dick. 


6826. «“ Niece Elizabeth Ss.’’ — “Great: 
great-niece Elizabeth Jane S.]— Testator be- 
queathed a legacy to his niece, Elizabeth A. When 
this will was made testator’s niece, Elizabeth 8S. 
was dead, as he knew; but he had at that time a 
great-great-niece of the name of Elizabeth Jane S., 
who survived him :—Held: Elizabeth Jane, the 
great-great-niece was entitled to the legacy.— 
STRINGER v. GARDINER (1859), 4 De G. & J. 468 ; 
27 Beav. 385; 33 L. T. O. S. 295; 7 W. R. 602 
45 BE. R. 182, L. C. & I. JS. 


Annotations :—Refd. Carey v. Cuthbert (1873), 
249; Re Waller, White v. Scoles (1899), 68 L. J. Ch. 526. 


6827. “* Sister M. F.°’—-Further bequest to 
niece M. . F.—Sister-in-law M. F.|-—-DRAKE v. 
DRAKE, No. 6821, ante. 

6828. Gift to mother by name—Gift to daughter 
intended.|—Testator gave £100 in trust to pay 
the interest to A. till her daughter B. shall attain 
twenty-four; & then he gave the said £100 & the 
interest then due to her said mother A. ‘This 
legacy decreed to the daughter at the age of 
twenty-four.—-CLARKE v. Norris (1797), 3 Ves. 
362: 30K. R. 1054, L. C. 

6829. Address wrongly stated—-School in street 
named—School discontinued & transferred.|—A 
testator gave the residue of his personal property 
to the trustees of the British & Foreign Schools in 
the Borough road, London. At the date of the 
will the British & Foreign Schoo! Society, in which 
testator took a great interest, had a school, a 
training college, & offices in the Borough road, as 
well as schools in other parts of the country, but 
after the date of the will & before testator’s death 
the society sold their property in the Borough 
road, discontinued the achoor. & removed the 
college to Isleworth & the offices to London. 
There were no trustees of the society :—Held: in 
the circumstances, the British & Foreign School 
Society was entitled to the residuary gift, & the 
money was to be paid to the person who was 
entitled on behalf of the society to give a discharge 
for it.—Re VAUGHAN, Scott v. British & FOREIGN 
ScHOOL Society (1901), 17 T. L. R. 278. 


C. Description Sufficient but Name Incorrect. 
6880. Sufficient statement of relationship.|— 
Devise to W. the eldest son of C., who was the 
eldest son but his name was A., decreed a good 
devise.—PITCAIRNE v. BRASE (1679), Cas. temp. 
Finch, 403; 28 E. R. 220. 
Annotation -—Distd. Mostyn v. Mostyn (1854), 5 H. L. Cas. 





22 W. R. 


made a bequest to ‘‘ A. B., my avurasa p.J—Re GRayY, 
son,” knowing that re RB. was not his 
avurasa son :—Held: the misdeacrip- 
tion was immaterial & A. B. took the 
bequest.—CourT oF Warps v. VEN- 
KATA SURYA MAHIPATI RAMAKRISIINA 
Rau, I. L. R. 20 Mad. 167.—IND. 
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6830 ii. 





Cummings.”’ 
Catharine Kelly, 


68801. Sufficient statement of relation- -—CAN. 


MENARY 2) 
ee St. R. Qd. 295.—AUS. 

.]—Testator bequeathed 
aswm of money to his “‘ sister Anastasia 
He had only two pagar 
to whom he be- 
guee nee a like sum, by her ge a 

Maria Cummins :—He 
the > git took effect in favour ‘of Maria 
Cummins.—Re Wurrtty, 30 O. 
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68381. ———.|--(1) Legacy to John & Benedict, 
sons of J. 8S. J.S. had two sons, James & B. but 
ata of thename of John :—Held: James should 

ake 

(2) Legacy to the son & daughter of W. He 
had four sons :—Held: none of the sons could 
take, but the daughter took the whole.—DowseEtT 
v. SWEET (1753), Amb. 175; 27 EK. R. 117, L. C. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Distd. Doe d. Chichester v. Oxenden 

(1810), 3 Taunt. 147; Mostyn v. Mostyn (1854), 5 H. L. 

Cas. 155. Refd. Stephonson ». Heathcote (1758), 1 Eden, 

38. .48 to (2) Refd. Delmare v. Robello (1792), 1 Ves. 412. 

6832. ‘* Six grandchildren ’’—Name of one 
repeated, of another omitted.|—Residue to six 
grandchildren, the name of one repeated, that of 
another omitted, all of them shall take.—Gartn 
vy. MEeyYRICK (1779), 1 Bro. C. C. 80; 28 BE. R. 9686. 
Annotation :—Refd. Gregory v. Gregory (1871), 19 W. RB. 711. 


6833. .|—Legacy to testator’s ‘‘ namesake 
Thomas, the second son of his brother John."’ 
John had no son of the name of Thomas, but his 
second son’s name was William, who was held 
entitled.—STOCKDALE v. BusHBY (1815), Coop. G. 
229; 19 Ves. 881; 35 EB. R. 540. 

6834. Lately living in Dublin.]—MoLLoy 














v. Wurst (1836), Donnelly, 11; 47 E. R. 193. 
ALL v. JIANNAM, No. 6784, 
ante. 
6836. .|—Testator gave to Sarah S. the 





unmarried sister of T. & W. an annuity of £20 a 
year for her life. He also gave to Mr. F., who 
married the sister, now deceased, of T. & W. an 
annuity of £30 for his life; & in case Sarah S. 
should depart this life before F., he gave him an 
additional annuity of £20 for his life. There was 
no person of the name of Sarah S.; but T. & W. 
had two sisters only, Lucy, who had been married 
to J., & Mary, who was never married, but who 
for many years had lived with F., by whom she 
had four children who were brought up by him. 
Testator had frequently called at the house where 
the legatees resided & made them gifts of money, 
& he did so after the death of Mary. The annuities 
were paid for some time after the decease of 
{estator, but payment was refused after the 
decease of Lucy H.; & upon a bill filed :—Held: 
k. was entitled to the annuity of £30.—ForpD v. 
BaTLEy (1852), 23 L. J. Ch. 225; subsequent 
proceedings (1853), 17 Beav. 308. 

6837. .]|—Testatrix made a _ bequest in 
favour of ‘‘ John Bird, son of the late Charrington 
Bird, who was my first husband’s_ brother.’’ 
H. W. Charrington, son of a brother-in-law of the 
first husband, claimed the fund. as being the 
person meant by testatrix :—Held: the claim 
was a good one.—Re MEREDITH’s TrusT (1864), 
10 L. T. 565; 12 W. R. 849. 

6838. .|] — Bequest to ‘Francis, the 
youngest son of F. G. ’? He had no son Francis, 
but he had an eldest named Arthur Francis & a 
youngest named Arthur Charles, who was testator’s 
godson :—Held: the youngest was entitled to 
the legacy.—Re GREGORY’S SETTLEMENT & W11L.L 
(1865), 34 Beav. 600; 6 New Rep. 282; 11 Jur. N.S. 
634; 13 W. R. 828 : 53d BE. R. 767. 

6839. .|—Testatrix, by her will left a 
legacy to “ P. H. son of C. A. H.’? C. A. H. had 











6830 iii. ———.]—-Testator devised his 
proven in trust to pay, inter alia, a 
Le of £500 to his ‘* godson, the Hon. 
P., son of Lord G.’’ His god- 
A os in reality the Hon. E. M. P., 
another son of Lord G. :—Held: the 
i. pew to the godson, the Hon. 
—Re BLAKE'S TRUSTS, (1904) 
i 1. My 98.—IR. 


peat ———. }}+— BAXTER v. MORGAN, 
71. R. Ir. §01.—IR. 


SHORT, 


R. 300. 
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three sons, but neither of them was named P. H. 
but one was generally known as B. H. :—Held: 

“son of C. A. H.” was a sufficient description to 
show that one of the three sons was meant, & as 
‘“B.”’ might be easily mistaken for ‘‘ P.,’’ there 
being no son ‘ P.,” B. H. was entitled to the 
legacy.—Re HOoopEr, HOOPER v. WARNER (1902), 
88 L. T. 160; 51 W. R. 153; 47 Sol. Jo. 30. 


D. Name Applicable to One Person and Descrip- 
tion to Another. 


6840. Statement of relationship applicable to one 
person—Name applicable to another—Name held to 
prevail.|—A., devised to S. D. for life, remainder 
to his first, second, third, fourth, fifth, sixth, & 
other sons in tail male, according to seniority of 
age, & priority of birth, remainder to his first, 
etc., & other daughters in tail general ; remainder 
to G. H. the eldest son of J. H. for life, remainder 
in strict settlement to his first & other sons in 
tail male, & first & other daughters in tail general, 
with like limitations as to S. D.—remainder to 
S. H{l. the second son of J. II. for life; remainder 
to his first & other sons & daughters in strict 
settlement; remainder to J. H. the third son of 
J. H. for life, remainder to his first & other sons 
& daughters in strict settlement with similar 
limitations. J. HW. was the second son, & S. H. 
the third :—Held: S. H. being rightly named, 
was entitled to take, although wrongly described 
in the will, as being the second son of J. H.— 
DoE d. LE CHEVALIER v. HUTIHWAITE (1818), 
8 Taunt. 306; 2 Moore, C. P. 304; 129 E. R. 
401; on appeal (1820), 3 B. & Ald. 632. 


Annotations :-—Expld. Doe d. Hiscocks v. Hiscocks (1839), 
5M. & W. 363. Consd. Camoys v. Blundell eee), 1 a L. 
Cas. 778. Distd. Adams wv. Jones (1852), 21 L. J. Ch. 352. 


Consd. Bernasconi v. Atkinson (1853), 10 Hare, 345. 
Apld. Re Feltham’s aoe Ee 1K. & J. 528. Distd. 
Gillett v. Gane (1 870), L 0 Eq. 29. Consd. Charter 
vw. Charter (1874), L. 7 x ? 364. Refd. Thomson & 
Baxter v. Homeenetall (1849), 1 Rob. Eccl. 783; Re 
Waller, White v. Scoles (1898), 68 L. J. Ch. 107. 


6841. ——- ———- ———.|—-Testator devised an 
estate in Jamaica to trustees upon trust, so long 
as Robert B., the second son of his daughter, E. B. 
should be under the age of twenty-one years, to 
pay & apply £150 per annum out of the rents & 
profits for his maintenance & education, & subject 
thereto upon various other trusts, in favour of 
his daughter E. B., & his grandson Robert B.; &, 
subject to all those trusts, in trust for the Robert B. 
for life, with remainder to his first & other sons in 
tail male, with remainder in moieties in favour of 
H. C. & R. C., the second & third sons of his 
daughter I. C., & theirissue. Testator also devised 
his estate in England in trust for his daughter E. B., 
for life, with remainder to his said grandson 
Robert B. for life, with remainder to his first & 
other sons in tail male, with remainder to the third, 
fourth, fifth, & every other son of E. B., severally 
& successively in tail male, with remainder to 
testator’s right heirs. E. B. had no second son 
named Robert. The name of her eldest son was 
Robert, & that of her second son Henry :—-Held : 
the circumstances, this was a mistake in the name, 
& not in the description of the devisee; & Henry, 
& not Robert, was entitled to take under these 
devises; & parol evidence was admitted to 
explain the ambiguity.—_BRADSHAW v. BRADSHAW 
(1836), 2 Y. & C. Ex. 72; 6L. J. Ex. Hq. 1; 160 
E. R. 316. 

Annotations :—Expld. Doe d. Hiscocks v. Hiscocks (1839), 


WILLS. 


5M. & W. 363. Distd. Sake mene 1870 ee R. 10 E 
39. Co (18 Le ie 


H. L. 864; 
. Beverley (L878), a h. D, TahS. Refd. 
Bernasconi v. Atkinson (1853), 10 Hare, 345. 


6842. -|—Bequest to John New- 
bolt, second son of William Strangways Newbolt, 
vicar of Somerton. The vicar of Somerton was 
William Robert Newbolt. His second son was 
Henry Robert, & his third son John Pryce :—Held : 
John Pryce Newbolt was entitled to the legacy.— 
NEWBOLT v. PRYCE (1844), 14 Sim. 354; 4 L. T. 
O. S. 272; 8 Jur. 1112; 60 BE. R. 395. 


Annotations :—Consd. rere v. one (1852), 21 L. J. Ch. 
352; Gillett v. Gane a q. 29. Refd. 
Mostyn v. Mostyn (1853), 22 I. Ch. 6 


6843. J—A., the grandchild of 
C. & B. the widow of a child of O. :—Held : under 
the circumstances, entitled to a bequest made to 
A. & B. widow, described as ‘ children of C.’’— 
Re BLACKMAN (1852), 16 Beav. 377; 51 E. R. 
S824, 

Annotation :—Apld. Re Halston, Ewen v. Halston, [1912] 

1 Ch. 435. 

6844. 
tain freehold property to trustees to the use of his 
son George Gillett for life, & after his decease to 
the use of ‘‘ Robert Gillett, the fourth son of George 
Gillett,’’ in fee, in case he should attain twenty- 
one ; but if he should die under that age, to the 
use of the fifth son in fee, & if he should die under 
twenty-one to the first son coming after the fifth, 
who should attain twenty-one. Robert H. Gillett 
was the third, & John William Gillett was the 
fourth son of George Gilett, who had seven sons. 
There were reasons apparent from the evidence 
why testator passed over the first & second sons, 
but none for omitting the third son :—Held: 
the name must prevail over the description, & 
Robert H. Gillett, the third son, took under the 
above devise.—GILLETTY v. GANE (1870), L. R. 10 
Eq. 29; 39 L. J. Ch. 818; 22 L. T. 58; 18 W.R. 


423. 
































Annotations :—-Distd. Re Fry, Matthews v. Greenman (1874), 
22 W. R. “679. Refd. Re Wolverton Mortgaged Estates 
a D.197; Patching v. Barnett (1880), 28 W. KR. 
ie -.|—GARLAND v. BEVERLEY, 

No. 6822, ante. 

6846. - -]|—Bequest unto ‘‘ my 


niece, Mary Elizabeth G., now residing with me.”’ 
The only niece of testator was named Elizabeth W. 

Mary Elizabeth G. was a stranger in blood to 
testator, being the wife of an illegitimate son of 
testator’s wife. Neither Elizabeth W. nor Mary 
Elizabeth G. actually resided with testater, but 
both of them visited at his house, & were in 
attendance upon him during his last illness, in 
the course of which his will was made :—Held : 

Mary Elizabeth G. was the person designated.— 
Re Lyon’s Trusts (1879), 48 L. J. Ch. 245. 

6847. Description held to prevail.]--. 
Testator devised his estates on trust for ‘ the 
second son of Edward Weld, of Lulworth”’ for 
life, with remainders to his sons successively in 
tail male, with like remainders to the third & other 
sons, except the eldest, of Edward Weld, & their 
gons; with remainders ‘to the first & other sons of 
each brother, except the eldest brother of the 
Edward Weld successively in tail male; with 
like remainders to the second & other sons, except 
the eldest, of Lady Stourton, “‘ one of the sisters of 
Edward Weld.” ‘There was not, at the date of the 
will or death of testator, any such person as Edward 
Weld of Lulworth, but it Ad ere from evidence 
as to the state of the Weld family that Joseph 
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k. My godson W. A.”—No ambiguity.}—HiasTrm v. Ray (1895), 16 N.S. W. L. R. (Eq.) 1.- 


-A US, 
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Weld was the then possessor of Lulworth, that 
he had an eldest brother living, that Lady Stourton 
was one of his sisters, & that he had an eldest son, 
named Edward Joseph, commonly called KHdward, 
& a second son, named Thomas, both unmarried :— 
Held: the descriptions of the unnamed devisec, 
taken with the whole context of the will, & with 
the evidence of the state of the Weld family, clearly 
designated the second son of Joseph Weld, & he 
was entitled as tenant for life in possession to the 
devised estates.—Camoys (LORD) v. BLUNDELL 

(1848), 1 H. L. Cas. 778; 9 KE. R. 969, H. 1..; 

affg. S. C. sub nom. BLUNDELL v. GLADSTONI 

(1843), 1 Ph. 279, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Thomson & Baxter v. Hempenstull 
(1849), 1 Rob. Kecl. 783 ; Adams v. Jones (1852), 21 L. J. 
Ch. 352; Bernasconi v. Atkinson (1853), 10 Hare, 345. 
Distd. Mostyn v. Mostyn (1854), 5 H. Lb. Cas. 155. Consd. 
Charter vo. Charter (1874), L. R. 7 H. L. 364; Garland +. 
Beverley (1878), 9 Ch. D. 213; Re Waller, White ». Scoles 
(1898), 68 L. J. Ch. 107. Refd. Wilkinson v. Bewicke 
(1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 937; Re Kilvert’s Trusts (1871), 
L. R. 12 Hq. 183; Ie Fry’s Estate, Matthows v. Greenman 
(1874), 31 L. TY. 8. 

6848. - --~-—.|—Where a legacy was 
given to a legatee by the name & description of 
‘C. IL. the wife of A.,”’ I. being in fact the wife 
of A., & C. H. his daughter, an infant of tender 
years, the ct. would not presume that there was 
any inistake in the preparation of the will; &, 
it being more probable that testator had mis- 
taken the name than the description of the legatce, 
the ct. held that the legatee intended was reason- 
ably certain, & decreed the legacy to be paid 
according to the description & not according to 
the name.—ADAMS v. JONES (1852), 9 Hare, 485; 
21L. J. Ch. 352; 18 L. T. O.S. 326; 16 Jur. 159; 
68 EK. R. 602. 

Annotations :--Distd. Gillett 7. Gane (1870), L. R210 Eq. 29. 
Consd. Charter «. Charter (1874), L. R.7 H. Lb. 364. Refd. 
Bernasconi v. Atkinson (1853), 10 Hare, 345. 

6849. --—-— —-~.|—Testator bequeathed 
£4,000 in trust for Jiis brother for life, & after 
his decease upon trust to pay or divide the principal 
sum unto or equally between the child or children 
of the brother living at his decease except Thomas, 
his eldest son, & the issue then living of any, 
except Thomas, then dead, such issue taking their 
parent’s share only. Jt was shown by parol 
evidence, that Thomas was the youngest son of 
testator’s brother at Ins decease; & that. to 
testator’s knowledge. when he made his will the 
eldest son of his brother was possessed of a large 
fortune, while the youngest & other children were 
unprovided for :-—-fMHeld: the eldest. son, & not 
Thomas, was the son intended to be excepted.— 
HopaGson v. CLARKE (1860), 1 De G. F. & J. 394 ; 
45 B. RR. 412, LC. & lL. I. 


Annotation :—Consd. Re Gregorys SettIlmt. (1865), 6 New 
Rep. 282. 











6850. ——- ——- -—--.]—-NEELD tv. NEELD, 
[1878] W. N. 219. 
63851. ~— ~.] -— Re BootTuroyy, 





BooTHRoYD v. BOOoTHROYD (1889), 5 T. I. R. 
482, C. A. 

6852. —-—— -- —-—.|]-~-Testator gave legacies 
to ‘such of the daughters of my late friend 
Ignatius Scoles deceased 2s shall be living & un- 
married at my decease.” Ignatius Scoles was 
living at the date of the will, & had never been 
married. He was the son of J. J. Scoles, who was 
dead at the date of the will, & who had several 
daughters, five of whom were living & unmarried 
at the date of testator’s death. It appeared that 
testator was acquainted with the Scoles family, & 
knew the five daughters of J. J. Scoles intimately, 
& might have known J. J. Scoles; also that 
he knew that Ignatius was a Jesuit priest, & could 
not marry. By a former will he had left Icgacies 
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to the daughters of J. J. Scoles by name, describing 
them as the daughters of ‘‘ the late Mr. Scoles 
- . . who formerly resided’ at the house where 
J.J. Scoles had lived :—Held: the five daughters 
of J. J. Scoles were entitled to the legacies.— 
Re WALLER, WUITE v. ScoLEs (1899), 68 L. J. Ch. 
526; 80 L. T. 701; 47 W. BR. 563; 43 Sol. Jo. 
569, C. A. 
Annotations :—Refd. Ie Ofner, Samuel v. Ofner, [1909] 
rer 60; Re Bleckly, Sidebotham v. Bleckly, [1920] 1 Ch. 


6853. Description of occupation applicable to one 
person—Name applicable to another—Name held 
to prevail—Curates of specified church.|—-Testator 
bequcathed to J. B. &N.L. & J. D.C. W., described 
as curates of a specified church, £25 each. At the 
date of testator’s will. & at the time of his death, 
J.B. & N. L.& W.C. B. were curates of the church 
in question, & J. D. C. W. never had been curate 
of the church, but there was a clergyman of that 
name :—Held: it was falsa demonstratio only, 
evidence of intention could not be admitted, & 
J. D.C. W., & not W. C. B., took the legacy.— 
FARRER v. Sr. CATHARINE’S COLLEGE, CAM- 
BRIDGE (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 19; 42 L. J. Ch. 809 ; 
28 L. T. 800; 21 W. R. 643, 1. C. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Burton rv. Newbery (1875), 1 Ch. D. 

234: Green». Tribe (1878), 9 Ch. D. 231; Re Love, Green 

v. Tribe (1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 783: Follett-v. Pettman (1883), 

23. Ch. 1). 337: Re Turnbull, Skipper ». Wade, (1905] 1 Ch. 

726; Ite Yates, Singloton v. Povah (1922), 128 L. T. 619. 

6854. —-— Description held to prevail—- 
Servant.]—Testator by his will, made in 1856, 
gave a legacy of £10 to his servant, Susanna Cole. 
He had at that date a servant of that name, but 
in 1858 she married & left testator’s service, 
although for five years she continued to be 
employed occasionally in his house. When she 
left. her place was taken by her sister, Ann Cole. 
In 1871 testator made a codicil, by which he gave 
a legacy of £109 “ to my servant Susanna Cole.” 
At the date of the codicil, Ann Cole was still in 
this testator’s service :—Teld: Aun Cole was 
entitled to the legacy of £100.—Re Frv’s ESTATE, 
Marrigawvs v. GREENMAN (1874), Jl L. T. 83 22 
W. R. 813, C. A. 

6855. —-- ——.|—Testator by will, 
dated in 1874, shortly before his death. bequeathed 
{to his exors. a sum of New 3 Per Cent. Annuities, 
upon trust to sell same & apply the proceeds 
in the purchase of a life annuity in ‘the name 
& for the benefit of my housekeeper, M. R., 
whether living in my service at the time of my 
death or not.”? M. BR. had left testator’s service 
six or seven years before, & married in 1871, & 
her sister, E. R., had been since 1870, & was at 
the time of testator’s death, in his service as his 
housekeeper :-—Held : the primary description of 
the legatee. “my housekeeper,” & not the name, 
was in this case a guide to testator’s intention, & 
I. R. was entitled to the fund.—Re Nunxyn’s Trusts 
(1875), L. R. 19 Eq. 831: 44 L. J. Ch, 2555 28 
W. R. 376 

6856. Descridtion of property occupied applicable 
to one person—Name applicable to other persons— 
Description held to prevail.]|—Testator devised his 
estates on trust for ‘‘ the second son of Edward 
Weld, of Lulworth,’ for life, with remainders to 
his sons successively in tail male, with like 
remainders to the third & other -sons, except the 
eldest, of the said Edward Weld, & their sons ; 
with remainders to the first & other sons of each 
brother, except the eldest brother, of the said 
Edward Weld successively in tail male; with hke 
remainders to the second & other sons, except the 
eldest, of Lady Stourton, ‘‘ onc of the sisters of the 
said Edward Weld.’ There was not, at the date 
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of the will or death of testator, any such person 
as Edward Weld of Lulworth, but it appeared 
from evidence as to the state of the Weld family 
that Joseph Weld was the then possessor of Lul- 
worth, that he had an-.eldest brother living, that 
Lady Stourton was one of his sisters, & that he 
had an eldest son, named Edward Joseph, com- 
monly called Edward, & a second son, named 
Thomas, both unmarried :—Held : the descriptions 
of the unnamed devisee, taken with the whole 
context of the will, & with the evidence of the 
state of the Weld family, clearly designated the 
second son of Joseph Weld, & he was entitled as 
tenant for life in possession to the devised estates.— 
CAMOYS (LORD) v. BLUNDELL (1848), 1 H. L. Cas. 
778; YO HK. R. 969, H. Le: affg. S. C. sub nom. 
BLUNDELL v. GLADSTONE (1848), 1 Ph. 279, L. C. 


Annotations :—Apld. Adams v. Jones (1852), 21 L. J. Ch. 
352. Consd. Bernasconi v. Atkinson (1854), 23 L. J. Ch. 
184. Apld. Charter o. Charter (1874), L. R. 7 H. L. 364. 
Refd. Thomson & Baxter vr. Hempenstall (1849), 1 Rob. 
Keel. 7838 > Wilkinson v. Bewicke (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 
937; Mostyn v. Mostyn (1854), 5 H. L. Cas. 145; ~e 
Kilvert’s Trusts (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 183; de Fry’s 
estate, Matthews v. Greenman (1874), 3f L. T. $3: Gar- 
land v. Beverley (1878), 9 Ch. D. 213: Re Waller, White 
vp. Seoles (1898), 68 L. J. Ch. 107. Mentd. Jn the Goods of 
Collins (1819), 13) Jur. 1108; Parsons ve. Benn (1850), 
19]. J. Ch. 264, 


SuB-SECT, 9.—CHILD EN VENTRE SA MERE. 
6857. Whether child en ventre sa mére treated 

as born.] —STANLEY v. BAKER (1585), Moore, K. B. 

B20 Te I baa: 

.lrnotations :—Refd. Oates d. Hatterley +. Jackson (1742), 
2 Stra. 1172; Congreve v. Congreve (1781), 1 Bro. C. C. 530. 
6858. ———.|—-SNow v. ‘TUCKER (1663), 1 Sid. 

153; 82 E.R. 1027. 

6859. -|—Devise to an infant en ventre su 
é is good.—TAYLOR v. BYDALL (1678), 1 Freem. 

K. B. 248; 2 Mod. Rep. 289; 89 KB. R. 1733 sub 

nom. ANON., 1 Freem. K. B. 298. 

innotations :—Refd. Carter v. Barnadiston (1718), 1 P. Wms. 
005, Mentd. Scatterwood v. Kdge (1699), 12 Mod. Rep. 
278; Stephens v. Stephens (1736), Cas. temp. Talh. 228 ; 
Gower wv. Grosvenor (1740), Barn. Ch. 44; Lovell v. 
Lovell (17438), 3 Atk. 11: Goodtitle d. Hayward vr. Whitty 
(1757), 1 Keny. 506; Stanley vo. Stanley (1809), 16 Ves. 
491; Cadell v. Palmer (1833), 10 Bing. 140; Aeckers «. 
Phipps (1835), 9 Bli N.S. 430: Dungannon vv. Smith 
i ee Cl. & Fin. 546; Holmes «. Prescott (1864), 11 
6860. -|—Hynbr v. SEYMOUR (1678), Freem. 

Ch. 423; 22 K. R. 1046, L. C. 
6861. |\—HALE v. HALE (1692), Prec. Ch. 

50; 24 BK. R. 25. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Doe d. Lancashire v. Lancashire (1792), 
5 Term Rep. 49. Refd. Congreve v. Congreve (1781), 
1 Bro. C. C. 5380; Villar e. Gilbey, [1906] 1 Ch. 583. 
6862. -]~—-Under a devise to A. for life, 

remainder to his first son, etc., a son in ventre 

matris at A.’s death may take.—LONG’s CASE 

(1694), Freem. K. B. 505; 89 KE. R. 8813 sub 

nom. REEV v. LONG, Carth. 309; Holt, K. B. 

















228; 3 Lev. 408; 4 Mod. Rep. 282; 1 Salk. 
rin ; Skin. 480; sub nom. REVE v. LONG, Comb. 
202% 


Annotations : —Consd. Thelusson v. Woodford (1798), 4 
Ves. 227. Refd. Basset v. Basset. (1744), 3 Atk. 203; 
Millar v. Turner (1747), 1 Ves. Sen. 85; Robinson vw. 
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6857i. Whether child en ventre sa mre 
treated as born.|—TRUSTEES, EXecu- 
TORS & AGENCY Co., LTD. v. SLEEMAN 
(1899), 25 V. L. . 187.—AUS, 

6857 ii. ——.] -~ALDWELL v. 
WELL, 2L Gr. 627.—CAN. 

6807 iif. ~-—-—.]—-MURR(Y’s TRUSTEE 
@ Murray, [1919] S. C. 552; 56 Se, 


6857 iv. 








Aup- 8857 v. 


L.R. 503; (1919) 23. lL. I. 47.—SCorT. 


.1—Burvsa’s TRUSTEKS 
t. BURNS, [1917] 8. C. 117; 54 Sc. L. R. 
111; (1916) 23. L. T. 318.—-SCOT. 


.}—A legacy to ‘ chil- 
dren born of our marriage ” includes 
nu child in ventre matris at the death of 
the father.— He VAN VELDEN’S ESTATE, 
18 8S, C. 31.—S. AF 


WILLS. 


Robinson (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 225; Garth v. Baldwin 
(1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 646; Winter v. Perratt (1843), 9 Cl. & 
Hin. 606: Z@e Wilmer’s Trusts, Moore v. Wingfield, [1903] 
2 Ch. 411. Mentd. Luddington v. Kime (1696), 1 Ld. 
Raym. 203; Gulliver v. Vaux (1746), 8 De G. M. & G. 
167, n. 
6863. ——-.| MUSGRAVE v. PARRY (1715), 2 
Vern. 710; 23 EB. R. 1067, L. C. 
Annotations :--Distd. Millar v. Turner (1747), 1 Ves. Sen. 85. 
Refd. Wallis v. Hodson (1741), 2 Atk. 114; A.-G. v. 
Duplessis (1752), Park. 144; Garth v. Cotton (1753), 3 
AK, 


Atk. 751. 
6864. .|—One devises the surplus of his 


estate to his children & grandchildren ; a grand- 

child en ventre sa mére at testator’s death shall 

not take: secus had it been to the children & 

grandchildren living at his death.—NoORTHEY v. 

STRANGE (1716), 1 P. Wms. 340; 24 EH. It. 416. 

Anan ee Thellusson «. Woodford (1805), 1 Bos. & 
»N. AR. 357. 











6865. .|—One devises, in case he leaves nu 
son at the time of his death, to J. Testator dies, 
leaving his wife privement ensient with a son; 
this posthumous son is a son living at the testator’s 
death, & J. S. not. entitled.—BurRpEr v. HOprE- 
goon (1718), 1 P. Wms. 486; 24 BE. l. 484, L. ©. 
en :—Refd. Thellusson v. Woodford (1805), 1 Bos. 


hk. 357. 
6866. 





.|\—A devise to an infant en ventre 


sa mére is a good exccutory devise (LORD KING, 
Kel. W. 





(.).—MorTIMER v. MORTIMER (1732), 
26; 25 KE. R. 478, L. C. 
6867. -~|—-GULLIVER v. WICKETT (1745), 


1 Wils. 105; 95 BE. WR. 517. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Parry v. Boodle (1785), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 

183: Doow, Brabant (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 393 ;) Thellusson 

v Woodford (1805), 1 Bos. & P.N. R. 3573 Doe d. Her- 

bert « Selby (1821), 2B. & C. 926; Doe d. Harris . 

Howell (1829), 10 BL & C. 191; Lenox v, Lenox (1839), 10 

Sim. 400; Evers v. Challis (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 532; 

Kastwood v. Lockwood (1867), L. BR. 3 Iq. 487; Ie 

Martin, Smith «. Martin (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 10715 de 

Burrows, Cleghorn r. Burrows, [1895] 2 Ch. 497 5; Hancock 

v. Watson, (1902) A.C. 14. 

6868. ——.]—A posthumous child within a 
provision in marriage articles for such children of 
the marriage, as should be living at the death of 
the father or mother. 

There are many cascs where a posthumous 
child is considered as in esse, as to take by devise 
(Lorp HarRDWICKE, C.).—-MILLAR ve TURNER 
(1718), 1 Ves. Sen. 855 27 KH. R. 907, L. C. 
Annotations :—-Refd. Doe d. Lancashire v. Lancashire (1792), 

5 Term Rep. 4935 Doe d. Clarke vy. Clarke (1795), 2 Hy. BI. 


399: Thellusson vw. Woodford (1798), 4 Vos. 227. : 
6869. |—BeENNerr ov. Honywoop (1772), 





Ainb. 708 3; 27 1. R. 459, L. ©. 

Annotation :—~ Mentd, Walter v. Maunde (1815), 19 Ves. 424. 
6870. J—(1) The description of children 

of A. does not extend to a child en ventre sa mére. 
(2) A daughter, though cldest, held a younger 

child to take a legacy by description.—PI1ERSON 

v GARNET (1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 388: 20 KE. R. 20; 

on appeal (1787), 2 Bro. C. C. 226, Li. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Clarke v. Bluke (1788), 2 Bro. C. C. 320. 

entd. Sprange v7 Barnard (1789), 2 Bro. C, GC. 585; 

Malcoim v. Murtin (1790), 3 Bro. C. CG. 50; > Matlim ¢, 
Keighley (1795), 2 Ves. 526; Pushman v. Filliter (1795), 
3 Ves. 7; Brown v. Tilggs (1803), 8 Ves. 561; Bourke v. 
Ricketts (1804), 10 Ves. 330; Morice v. Durham (Bp.) 
(1805), 10 Ves. 522; Kirkbank +. Hudson (1819), Dan. 
250; Lansdowne v. Lansdowne (1820), 2 Bli. 60 ; Heneage 
v, Andover (1822), 10 Price, 230; Wright «. Atkyns 
(1823), Turn. & R. 1435 Foley v. Parry (1833), 2 My. & K. 
138. 





6857 vi. ----.] — Testator be- 
queathed pe to some of his 
children & to his ‘*f grandchildren issue 
of his daughter by L., her husband ” :-- 
HTeld: a child of testator’s daughter 
by L., but born five months & three 
days after testator’s death, was 
eutitled to share in the bequest.— 
LEWIS’ ESTATE v. JACKSON'S ESTATE, 
22 8. C. 73.—S. AF. 
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_ 6871. !—Tho instant the child is born he 
is considered by retrospect as born during the 
parent’s life (GRosE, J.).—Dog d. LANCASHIRE v. 
LANCASHIRE (1792), 5 Term Rep. 49; 101 EB. R. 
28. 

Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Clarke v. Clarke (1795), 2 Hy. 
Bl. 399 ; Thellusson v. Woodford (1805), 1 Bos. & P. N. R. 
357; Doe d. White »,. Barford (1815), 4 M. & S. 10; 
Trower v. Butts (1823), 1 Sim. & St. 181; Doe d. Shelley 
». Kalin (1836), 4 Ad. & Kl. 582; Re Burrows, Cleghorn ». 
Burrows, (1895) 2 Ch. 497; Re Wilmer’s Trusts, Moore 
e, Winefield, [1903] 2 Ch. 411. Mentd. Wright v. Nether- 
wood (1793), 2 Salk. 692, n.; Gibbons v. Caunt (1799), 
4 Ves. 840; Kenebel v. Scrafton (1802), 2 East, 530 ; 
Sheath v. York (1813), 1 Ves. & B. 390; Fox v. Marston 
(1837), 1 Curt. 494; Marston v. Roe (1838), 2 Nev. & 
P.K. B. 504; Israell v. Rodon (1839), 2 Moo. P. C. C. 51; 
Villar v. Gilbey, (1906] 1 Ch. 583. 

6872. —--—.]|—Lands, ctc., are devised to B. 
for life, & after his decease to all & every such 
child or children of B. as shall be living at the 
time of his decease: a posthumous child of B. 
shall share equally with those who were born in 
his lifetime. An infant en ventre sa mniére is 
considered as born, for all purposes which are for 
his beneflt.—Dor d. CLARKE v. CLARKE (1795), 
2 Hy. Bl. 3995; subsequent proceedings, sub nom. 
CLARKE v. BLAKE, 2 Ves. 673, I. C. 

Annotations : —Apld. Goodale vr, Gawthorne (1854), 2 8m. 
& G. 375, Distd. 2? Corlass (1875), 1 Ch. 1D. 460. Refd. 
Rawlings +. Rawlins (1796), 2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 425; Thellus- 
son vw. Woodford (1805), | Bos. & BP. N. aR. 3573 Richards 
v. Richards (1860), John. 754; 2@e Burrows, Cleghorn wv. 
Burrows, (18945) 2 Ch. 497; Re Wilmer’s Trusts, Moore v. 
Wingfield, [1903] 1 Ch. 8743 Villar. Gilbey, [1906] 1 Ch. 
583; He Salaman, De Vass rt. Sonnenthal, [1908] 1 Ch. 4. 
6873. —--—.|—Under a devise to all the children 

of A. except B. a posthumous child is entitled.— 

CLARKE v. BLAKE (L795), 2. Ves. 673; 30 KH. Rh. 

835, L.C. 3 previous proceedings, sub vom. Dor d. 

CLARKE vt. CLARKE, 2 [ly. Bl. 699. 

6874. |\—Testator gave to each & every 
of his children born or thereafter to be born, & 
who should be living at the time of his death, 
£5,000 apiece, to be paid at their ages of twenty- 
one, ete., with interest from the day of his death. 
A child en ventre sa meére is entitled to a legacy of 
£05,000, but the interest is to be computed only 
from the birth.—RAWLINS v. RAWLINS (1796), 
2 Cox, Inq. Cas. 425; S50 H.R. 196, 1. C. 
etnnotation :- -Refd. Villar av. Gilbey, [1907] A.C. 139. 

6875. i—Testator devised “all his free- 
hold, leasehold, etc., estates’? to A. in fee, pro- 
vided that if B. shall have ‘any son or sons,” 
then ‘to such male issue as B. shall have when 
A. attains twenty-one,” but A. to have the rents 
& profits of the estates till he attains twenty-one ; 
by a subsequent clause he gave “ all the residue 
of his real & personal estates whatsoever, not 
before disposed of, to A. his heirs, etc., for ever ”’ 
B. had one son who died before A. attained 
twenty-one, & a second who was born three 
weeks after that period :—J/eld: the first son 
took nothing, but the second took an estate in 











tail male.—WHITrELOCK tv. HEDDON (1798), 1 
Bos. & P. 248; 126 EB. R. 883. 


Annotations :-—Folld. Hlasson vr. Blasson (1864), 3 New Rep. 
407. Gonsd. Villar », Gilbey, [1907] A. C. 139. Refd. 
Thellusson «. Woodford (1799), 4 Ves. 227; Trowen tv. 
Butts (1823), | Sim. & St. 181; Peyton v. Hughes (1842), 
7 Jur. 311; Fairfleld ». Bushell (1863), 32 Beav. 158; 
Pearce v. Carrington (1873), 42 L. J. Ch. 516. 


6876. —--—.|—Moaa v. Moae, No. 6350, ane. 

6877. —-—.|—Bequest in trust for all the 
children of testatrix’s nephew R., born in the 
lifetime of testatrix, includes a child of which the 
wife of R. was enceinte at the time of testatrix’s 
death, though not born for several months after- 
Wards. 

It is now fully settled, that a child en ventre 
sa mére is within the intention of a gift to children 
living at the death of a testator; not because 


835 


such a child ... can strictly be considered as 

answering the description of a child living, but 

because the potential existence of such a child 
places it plainly within the reason & motive of 
the gift (Leaci, V.-C.).—TROwER v. BUTTS 

(1823), 1 Sim. & St. 181; 11L. J. O. S. Ch. 115; 

57 1. R. 72. 

Annotations :—Apprvd, Blasson v. Blasson (1864), 2 De G. J. 
& Sm. 665. onsd. Villar v. Gilbey, {1907} A. C. 139. 
Apld. Re Salaman, De Pass v. Sonnenthal, [1908] 1 Ch. 4. 
Refd. Pearce v. Carrington (1873), 42 L. J. Ch. 516. 
6878. .|—Testator bequeathed the sum of 

£2,000 unto his daughter M. & her children, law- 

fully begotten. M. had no child at the date of 
the will, but was then enceinte of a child, which 
died in the lifetime of testator. M. never had 

any more children :—Held: it was a gift to M. 

& her children in joint tenancy; & the child 

having died M. took the whole.—Mason v., 

CLARKE (1853), 17 Beav. 126; 22 L. J. Ch. 956 ; 

21L. T. O. S. 122; 17 Jur. 479; 1 W. R. 297; 

51 H.R. 980. 

6879. |—Testator directed his exors. to 
pay ‘‘ the sum of £500 apiece to each child that 
may be born to either of the children of either of 
my brothers lawfully begotten ’’:—Held: the 
child of a niece born within eight months after 
testator’s death was entitled to the legacy, & the 
gift was not as to such void for remoteness.— 
STORRS v. BENBOW (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 390; 
22 L. J. Ch. 8253; 1 W. R. 420; 483 EB. BR. 153; 
sub nom. STORRS Vv. BENBOW, STORRS v. MIDDLE- 
yon, 21 L. i. O. S. 189; 17 Jur. 821, L. C. 
Annotations :—Apld. Cattlin +. Brown (1853), 1 Eq. Rep. 

550. Consd. Knapping v. Tomlinson (1864), 34 L. J. Ch. 3. 

Refd. Jte Moscley’s Trusts (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 499; Villar 

vw. Gilbey, [1907}) A. ©. 139. 

6880. ———.}—-TOWNSEND v. HARLY, No. 6176, 
ante. 

6881. ———.|—Tcstator devised as follows :—- 
“T give & bequeath unto my dear wife, M. P., 
all my estate of land, situate, etc., for her natural 
life; & after her decease, I give & bequeath the 
same unto my daughter M., wife of A. R., to her 
& her children for ever.’ At the date of the 
will & of the death of the testator, the daughter 
M. was enciente of a daughter, who was born 
after testator’s death. She had afterwards 
other children, who survived :—fHleld : testator’s 
daughter, M., took an estate tail.—Roprr v. 
Roren (1867), L. RK. 38 0. P. 325 377. J.C. P27; 
17 L. T. 286: 16 W. 1. 253, Ex. Ch. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Re Wilmer, Moore v. Wingficld (1903), 
89 TL. T. 148. 











6882. .|— Re GARDINER’S ESTATE, GARRATT 
v. WEEKS, No. 6287, ante. 

6883. ——.|—J?e JIALLETT, HALLETT v. HAt- 
LETT, [1892] W. N. 148. 

6884. --——.]—-Devise to A. for life, & upon her 


death to B. ‘for her absolute use & benefit in 
ease she has issue living at the death of ’”’ A. “ but 
in case she has no issue then living” then over. 
At the time of the death of A. who survived 
testator, B. was enceinte & the following day was 
delivered of a living child :—Held: B. took 
absolutely.-—e LUuRROWS, CLEGHORN v. BuR- 
Rows, [1895] 2 Ch. 497; 65 L. J. Ch. 5253 73 
L. T. 148; 43 W. R. 683; 11 T. L. R. 527; 
39 Sol. Jo. 656; 13 KR. 689. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Re Wilmer’s Trusts, Moore v. Wing- 
ficld, (1903] 1 Ch. 874. Apld. Re Griffith’s Settimt., 
Grithiths v. Waghorne, [1911] 1 Ch. 246. Refd. Villar v. 
Gilbey, [1907] A. C. 139. 


6885. ——--.|—The principal that an infant en 
venire sa mere is a life in being is of genoral 
application, & is not restricted to cases where it 
is to the advantage of, or immaterial to, the 
infant to apply it.—Re WILMER’s TRuUSsTs, MOORE 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-secls. 9 & 
10, A.] 

v. WINGFIELD, [1903] 1 Ch. 874; 

378; S8 L. T. 379; 51 W. R. 395; 

336; affd., [1903] 2 Ch. 411, C. A. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Villar v. Gilbey, [1907] A. C. 139. 

6886. -|—There is no fixed rule of con- 
struction which compels a ct. to hold that a child 
was born in the lifetime of testator because it was 
at that time en ventre sa mére. That peculiar rule 
of construction is limited to cases where that 
construction of the word ‘‘ born”’ is necessary for 
the benefit of the unborn child. 

Testator by his will devised real estate in strict 
settlement to his brother’s first & second sons, 
who were alive at the date of the will, succes- 
sively for life, with remainder to their first & 
other sons in tail, with remainder to his brother’s 
third, fourth, & other sons successively in tail, 
but declared his intention to be that any third 
or other son born in testator’s lifetime should not 
take a larger interest than for life only, with 
remainder to his issue in tail male. The brother’s 
third son was born three weeks after testator’s 
death. The first & second sons died without 
issue :—Held: the third son took an estate tail, 
not having been born in testator’s lifetime.— 
VILLAR v. GILBEY, [1907] A. C. 139; 76 Iu. J. Ch. 
339; 06L. T. 511; 23 7. T. BR. 892; 51 Sol. Jo. 
341, IL. L. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Jte Salaman, De Pass +. Sonnenthal, 
[1908] 1 Ch. 4. Apld. Athey v. Pickerings (1926), 96 


72 L. J. Ch. 
47 Sol. Jo. 





L.J.K.B 250. Refd. Williams v. Ocean Coal Co., [1907] 
o < Page? Schofleld wv. Orrell Colliery Co., [1909] 1 
. B. 8. 





6887. |—A testator by his will dated 
Oct. 17, 1904, gave a number of pecuniary legacies 
& £500 to each of his great nephews & great nieces 
‘born previously to the date of this my wil}, to 
whom no other pecuniary bequest is given by this 
my will or any codicil thereto.” We made two 


codicils, dated respectively Oct. 18, 1904, & 
Feb. 17, 1905, & died on Apr. 19, 1905. One of 


his great nieces was not born until Mar. 14, 1905, 
& she was therefore en ventre sa mére at the date of 
the will & codicils :—Held: the rule of construc- 
tion, that a child en ventre su mére at a particular 
time, who is subsequently born alive, is to be 
considered as “‘ born” at that time, where such 
construction is for the benefit of the child, applied ; 
no contrary intention was indicated in the will; 
there was no ground for the suggestion that the 
rule only applied to a class of children to be ascer- 
tained at some future date as distinguished from 
a class of children born at the date of the will, 
& the infant was entitled to a legacy of £500.— 
Re SALAMAN, DE Pass v. SONNENTHAL, [1908] 
1Ch.4; 770. J. Ch. 60; 98 L. T. 255, C. A. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Ite Salomons, Public Trustee v. 

Wortley, [1920) 1 Ch. 290. 

6888. Effect of immediate devise.|-—-MUusGRAVE 
v. Parry (1715), 2 Vern. 710; 23 EB. R. 1067, L. C. 
Annotations :—Distd. Millar v. Turner (1747), 1 Ves. Sen. 85. 


Refd. Wallis v. Hodson (1741), 2 Atk. 114: A.-G. »v. 
rani e (1752), Park. 141; Garth rv. Cotton (1753), 
: 51. 


6889. An immediate devise to great 
grandchildren will not include a great grandchild 
en ventre sa mére at testator’s death.—FREEMANTLE 
v. FREEMANTLE (1786), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 248; 29 
E.R. 1151. 

6890. .}—Testatrix, who died in Nov. 1874, 
by her vil} in Jan. 1874, bequeathed to each of the 
three children of her nicce £1,000; & if any of 
the three children should die before attaining the 
age of twenty-one years, the legacy was to be 
divided between the survivors of the three children. 
There was a codicil in June, 1874, confirming, as 
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regarded this bequest, the will. | At the date of the 

will the niece had three children living, the 

youngest being three years old, & a fourth child 

en ventre sa mére at the time, & born in July, 1874, 

claimed a legacy of £1,000:—Held: the three 

children born at the date of the will only were 
entitled to legacies.—Re KMERY’S ESTATE, JONES 

v. Emery (1876), 3 Ch. D. 300; sub nom. Re 

EMERY’s Estate, JONES v. RATCLIFFE, 34 L. T. 

846; 24 W. R. 917. 

6891. Benefit of unborn child.|-—BLAsson vv: 
Buasson, No. 6307, ante. 

6892. .;—In construing a will, a child en 
ventre sa mere is treated as living where the effect 
is to leave to the child an interest vested or con- 
tingent which any other construction could take 
away from it, unless there is a clear contrary 
intention.—PEARCE v. CARRINGTON (1873), 8 
Ch. App. 969; 42 L. J. Ch. 900; 29 L. T. 706 ; 
22 W. R. 41, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Corlass’s Trusts (1875), 45 L. J. Ch. 
118; Re Emery’s Estate, Jones v. Ratcliffe (1876), 34 
L. T. 846; Villar v. Gilbey, [1907] A. C. 139. 

6893. —-- -.|-——VILLARv. GILBEY, No. 6886, ante. 

6894. -i—Re SALAMAN, DE Pass v. Son- 
NENTHAL, No. 6887, ante. 

Rights on intestacy.|—Sce Vol. 
XVIILI., p. 24. Nos. 227, 228. 

6895. Legitimate unborn child.|—'Testator gave 
his residuary real & personal estate to trustees on 
trust to convert & invest, & pay the income to his 
wife during widowhood, or until his son should 
attain twenty-two, & then to call in half the money 
invested & pay it to his son, & as to the other half, 
to pay the income to the wife during widowhood, 
& then to his son for life, & afterwards to his 
lawful issue :—Held : the children & remoter issuc 
of the son living at his death took together as joint 
tenants. 

One of the son’s daughters, who was unmarried 
at his death, married ten days afterwards, & had 
a child born six months after her marriage :— 
Held: inasmuch as the child, though born within 
the period of gestation after the son’s death, could 
have had no legitimate existence then, it was not 
within the class entitled to take. --Re CoRLAss 
(1875), 1 Ch. D. 400; 45 L. J. Ch. 1185 383 1. 7. 
630; 24 W. R. 204. 

Rule against perpetuities.!|—See PERPETUITIES, 
Vol. XXXVI, pp. 63-65, Nos. 07-75. 
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SUB-SECT. 10.—]SNUMERATION OF DONEES. 
A. In General. 


6896. When enumeration rejected——-Presumed 
intention of testator to benefit class.|—TomkIns v. 
TOMKINS (1743), 2 Hlov. Supp. 458; 109 Ves. 
126, n.; 34 Te. 1. L177. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Sleech v. Thorington (1754), 2 Ves. Sen. 
560. Folld. Gurvey v.o FUbbert (1812), 19 Ves. 125. 
Distd. ??e Hull's Estate (1855), 21 Beav. 314. Refd. 
Harrison v. Harrison (1829), 1 Ttuss. & M. 71. 

6897. ——— .|—Bequest to the two servants 
that should live with testatrix at her death: she 
had three at that time; & all of them were held 
entitled. —SLEECH v. THORINGTON (1754), 2 Ves. 
Sen. 560; 28 FE. BR. 357. 

Annotations :-—Expld. Re Sharp, Muddison v. Gill, [1908] 
2 Ch. 190. Mentd. Simmons v. Vallance (1793), 4 Bro. 
C1. CG. 345; Like v. Beresford (1797), 3 Ves. 5063 Wright 
v. Morley (1805), 11 Ves. 12; Duncan v. Duncan (1815), 
19 Ves. 394; Beresford v. Hobson (1816), 1 Madd. 362; 
Newman v. Williams (1840), 10 L. J. Ch. 106; Wilkinson 
v. Charlesworth, Marsack v. Lyster (1847), 10 Beav. 324 ; 
Taunton v. Morris (1878), 26 W. R. 674. 

6898. .|—-Residue of 3 per cent. 
annuities given to the two daughters of A. A. 


had three daughters, they shall all take equal 











Parr XVI.—ConsrRuction, 


shares.—STEBBING v. WALKEY (1786), 2 Bro. C. C 
85; 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 250; 29 BE. R. 48, L. " 
Annotations :—Apld. ere v. ee (1812), 19 Ves. 125; 








Spencer v. Ward (1870), 22 L. T. 70 
6899. |—Legacy ‘‘to the three 
children of A. the sum of £600 each.” Four 


children, all born before the date of the will, 

entitled to £600 each.—Garvey v. HIBBERT 

(1812), 19 Ves. 125; 34 E. R. 465. 

Annotations :—Distd. Ke Hull’s Estate (1855), 21 Beav. 
314. Apld. Spencer v. Ward (1870), IL. R. 9 Feq. 507. 
Consd. Newman v. Plercey (1876), 4 Ch. D. 41. Apld. Je 

Sharp, Maddison v. Gill, [1908] 2 Ch. 190. Distd. Fe 

Whiston, Whiston v. Woolley, [1923] 2 Ch. 253. Refd. 

Harrison v. Harrison (1829), 1 Russ. & M. 71. 








6900. .]—LANGSTON v. LANGSTON, No. 
7032, post. 
6901. — -|—Testator bequeathed ‘‘ to 


the two sons & the daughter of A. B. £50 each ”’ 
at the date of the will & the death of testator A. B. 
had one son & four daughters ; each of these five 
children is entitled to a legacy of £50.—HARRISON 
v. HTARRISON (1829), 1 Russ. & M. 71; Tamil. 273; 
39 H.R. 28. 

6902. —-—— .|—Testator bequeathed his 
residue to his first cousins, the children of his 
father’s brother, of the name of CC. Testator’s 
father had two brothers of the name of C., both of 
whom had left children :—Held : the bequest was 
not void for uncertainty ; but the children of both 
the brothers were entitled to share in the residue.— 
HARE v. CARTRIDGE (1842), 13 Sim. 165; 60 I. R. 
63. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Re Stephenson, Donaldson v. Bamber, 
[1397] 1 Ch. 75, Refd. Jn the Qoods of Hubbock (1905), 








21 T. I. Re. 333 
6903. ——— —-~-.! —LEE v. PAIN, No. 6799, ante. 
6904. ———-.:-—Where testator through his 


will shows an intention to benefit the children of 
certain relations whom he names & describes them 
numerically, without naming them, the ct. will 
hold the intention to be for the benefit of all the 
children, although they mav exceed the number 
mentioned in the will—Morrison wv. MARTIN 

(1846), 5 Ware, 507; 71. T. O. 8. 320; 67 E.R. 

1012. 

sinnotation -—Distd. Re Wull’s Estate (1855), 21 Leav. 314. 
6905. ——.|—Testatrix in 1831 made a 

will, bequeathing as follows: ‘* To the threc 

children of my niece, I. W., the sum of £500 each.” 

At the date of this will EF. W. had three children 

only, as testatrix knew. F. W. subsequently had 

six other children, of the birth of each of whom 

testitrix was informed. Testatrix, in 1836, 1842 

& 1814, made three new wills, successively revoking 

the former, in each of which the bequest was 

repeated in the same words :—/feld: the bequest 
in the will of 1844 must be read as if the word 
three had been omitted, or had been the word 

* nine.’’—DANIELL vt. DANIELT (1849), 3 De G. & 

Sm. 337; 18 L. J. Ch. 157; 12. T. 0.8. 492 5 13 

Jur. 164; 64 FI. R. 505. 

-innolations :-—Folld. Yeats vr. Yeats (1852), 16 Beav. 170; 
Mathews v. Foulshain (1864), 4 New Rep. 500. Refd. 
Re Emery’s Fstate, Jones v. Ratcliffo (1876), 34 L. T. 846 ; 
Newman v, Piercy (1876), 35 I. T. 461: Fe Stephenson, 
Donaldson v. Bamber (1896), 66 L. J. Ch. 93. 

6906. -\—Bequest in 1829 of £10 a 
year to each of the seven children now living of 
J. S. Y. He had nine children then Jiving :— 
Held: they all took.—YEATS v. YEATS (1852), 16 
Beav. 170; 51 EK. R. 742. 

Annotations :—Apld. Newman wv. Plercey (1876), 4 Ch. D. 


41. Refd. ??e Iull’s Estate jee) 21 Beav. 314: Re 
EKmery’s Estate, Jones v. Ratcliffe (1876), 34 L. T. 846. 


6907. .|—Testator, by his will, dated 
in 1853, made specific devises of 1eal estate, & also 
a& specific bequest of personalty in favour of each 
of his six children, by name, viz. A., B., C.. D., E., 
&}. He then made a specific bequest in favour of 
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of A. & B. equally, & finally he gave all the residue 
of his property, real & personal, to his four children, 
C., D., & E., equally :—Held: upon the context 
of the will & the evidence in the cause, the name of 
I’. had been omitted by inadvertence in the gift 
of the residue contained in the will as executed, 
& I’. was entitled to one-fourth of such residue.— 
KDDEIS v. JOHNSON (1858), 1 Giff. 22 ; 27 L. J. Ch. 
$02; 31L. T.0.S8.35; 4 Jur. N.S. 255; 6W. R. 
401; 65 I. R. S08. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Clark v. Clark (1865), 34 L. J. Ch. 477. 

6908. -—— -|}—(l) Under a bequest as 
follows: ‘ I gave to the two grandchildren of A. 
£19 19s. each. They live near B.,’’ it appearing 
that A. had three grandchildren, of whom two only 
lived near B.:—Held: the third grandchild was 
not entitled. 

(2) The principle on which an erroneous state- 
ment of the number of a class is rejected is to avoid 
uncertainty, & does not apply where the will 
affords the means of determining which of the class 
are pointed at.—WRIGHTSON v. CALVERT (1860), 1 
John. & H. 250; 70 1%. R. 740. 

Annotations :—.18 to (1) Refd. Matthews v. Foulshaw (1864), 

11 L. T. 82. 48 to (2) Consd. Nowman v. Picrceey (1876), 

4 Ch. D. 41. 

6909. ——.|—Testator gave a legacy to 
two sons & a daughter, naming them; & the 
residue of his estate he gave unto the four children 
of his deceased son Ilenry. Testator never had 
more than the four children, who were named ; 
& his son Henry was still living. Henry had 
tive children, all of whom were born at the date 
of the will, & known to testator :—Held: the five 
children of Henry were entitled to the residuary 
estate.—LEE v. LEE (1864), 10 Jur. N. S. 1041. 

6910. .|—Testator bequeathed a fund 
equally ‘‘to my nine grandchildren—that is to 
say, the three children of A., the three children 
of B., the two children of C., & the child of D.”’ 
At the date of the will, C. had four children, two by 
a former & two by his then wife :—Held: evidence 
of testator’s intention to benefit the children of 
C.’s first marriage only was inadmissible, & all C.’s 
children were entitled.—MATHEWS v. FOULSHAM 
(1864), 4 New Rep. 500; sub nom. MATTHEWS v. 
Founsnaw, ll L. TV. 82; 12 W. R. 1141. 

6911. J—Gift of £250 to each of the 
two children of S. He had three children :— 
Held: the three children were each entitled to 
£250.—SPENCER v. Warp (1870), L. R. 9 dq. 
007; 22 L. T. 702; 18 W. Rh. 858. 

Annotation -—Refd. Pe Emery’s Estate, Jones v. Ratcliffe 

(1876), 34 L. T. 846. 

6912. ——— |-—Bequest to W. & EK. B.’s 
three children, of £10 each, & of furniture equally 
to be divided amongst them. W. & I. B. had 
four children :—Held : the four were each entitled 
to a legacy of £10, & a share of the furniture.— 
Re Bassert's Esrark, PERKINS v. FLADGATE 
(1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 54; 41 L. J. Ch. 681; sub 
nom. Re BASSET?T's ESTATE, PARKING v. FLADGATE, 
20 W. R. 589. 

6913. ---— — —.!-—-Bequest. “‘ unto each of my 
four nieces , the daughters of my 
deceased brother J., the sum of £500.’’ There 
were five daughters of J., who all survived 
testator :—JIcld: the blank left in the will was 
not sufficient to distinguish this case so as to take 
it out of the settled rule, & cach of the five nieces 
was entitled to a legacy of £500.—McCKECHNIE v. 
VAUGHAN (1873), L. R. 15 Eq. 289; 28 L. T. 
263; 21 W. R. 399. 

6914. ——— |—Re DuTron, PLUNKETT v. 
SIMEON, [1893] W. N. 65. 


Annotation :—Apld. Re Sharp, Maddison v. Gill, [1908] 
1 Ch. 372. 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 10, A. 
& B.; sub-sect. 11, A.] 


6915 —— -J]—The ct. will not, in every 
case, reject an inaccurate enumeration of the 
persons to be benefited contained in a gift in a 
will; but only where it appears from the will 
that it was testator’s intention to benefit the 
whole of a class. 

A testator gave his residuary estate to the 
‘‘ children of the deceased son, B., of my father’s 
sister, share & share alike.” At the date of tlic 
will, & at the testator’s death, there were three 
deceased sons of his father’s sister named B. :— 





Held: the gift was void for uncertainty.—Re 
STEPHENSON, DONALDSON v. BAMBER, [1897] 


1 Ch. 75; 66 L. J. Ch. 93; 75 L. T. 495; 45 
W. R. 162; 13 'T. L. BR. 67; 41 Sol. Jo. 96, C. A. 
Annotations :—Distd. Re Sharp, Maddison v. Gill, [1908] 
2Ch. 190. Refd. Jn the Histate of Hubbuck, [1905] P. 129. 
6916 .!—Testator bequeathed the 
residue of his estate to his trustees, & directed 
that out of the proceeds they should pay his 
funeral & testamentary expenses, debts & legacies. 
By a codicil he bequeathed £4,000 to his trustees, 
on trust to pay the annual income thereof to his 
son R., who was in his uncontrolled discretion to 
apply same for the benefit of testator’s son W. 
& his two children by his late wife. After the 
death of W., the trustces were to stand possessed 
of the capital & income of the £4,000 in trust for 
“the said two children of W. in equal shares as 
tenants in common, to be paid to them on their 
respectively attaining the age of twenty-one years 
or marrying under that age.’’ At the date of the 
codicil there were living four children of W. by 
his late wife. In an action by the trustees after 
W..’s death to determine which of his four children 
were entitled to the £4,000 :—Held: the four 
children were entitled to the £4,000 in equal 
shares.—ke Groom, Booty v. Groom, [1897] 
2Ch. 407; 66L. J. Ch. 778; 77. T. 154. 
Annotations :-—Mentd. Re Baumearten, Bevan v. Rosen- 
baum (1900), 82 L. T. 7113 de Whitaker, Denison-Penuder 


v. Evans (1910), 103 L. T.657 Re Hall-Dare, Le Marchant 
v. Lee Warner, [1916] 1 Ch. 272. 


6917. —— .|— Where, on construction, the 
ct. finds a dominant intention by testator to 
benefit persons who answer a particular descrip- 
tion or class, coupled with a mistake in the 
cnumeration of the persons answering the descrip- 
tion or composing the class, the ct. will reject the 
Inaccurate enumeration, whether the actual 
number in existence at the date of the death is 
less or more than that specified in the will. Pe 
SHARP, MADDISON v. GILL, [1908] 2 Ch. 190; 
77 iL. F. Ch. 724: 09 TT. 129. CA, 
asialey :—Distd. Re Whiston, Whiston v. Woolley, [1924] 


6918. Unless evidence admissible to 
prove which of class meant.]—-The rule that a sift 
to a class misdescribed in number is a gift to all 
the members of that class. does not apply where 
from admissible evidence it is possible to say 
which of the class were meant. 

Testatrix by will, in 1873, gave to Mrs. W., 
“widow of the late W. W., £100, & to each of 
her three children a like sum of £100.” At the 
date of the will Mrs. W. was the wife of a second 
husband P., whom she had married in 1857, & 
there were living two children of the W. family 
& six of the P. family. In 1867 there were living 

















PART XVI. SECT. ats SUB-SECT. 10. £2,000. J. 
: effectual 


1. Gift to ‘‘ three child 
0 iree Children of brother childven. at 


J.""|\— Testator left to his niece E. 
£3,000, & ‘“‘to each of the other 
three ” children of bis brother J. 


left four children other 
than k.:—Held: 
to the whole four other 
J.—BRYCE’S TRUSTER 
(1878), 5 Rh. (Ct. of Sess.) 722; 15 
Se. L. R. 412.—SCOT. 


WILLS. 


three children of the W. family, but one died in 
1870. Testatrix was shown to have been ac- 
quainted with the state of Mrs. W.’s family up to 
1867, & ignorant of it after that date :—Held: 
the two children of the W. family were alone 
entitled to legacies of £100.—NEWMAN v. PIERCEY 
(1876), 4 Ch. D. 41; 46 L. J. Ch. 36; 35 1. T. 
461; 25 W. RB. 87. 

Annotation :—Distd. Re Stephenson, Donaldson v. Bamber, 

[1897] 1 Ch. 75. 

6919. Knowledge by testator of existence of 
omitted person.!—ScoTtr v. FENOULNETT (1784), 
1 Cox, Kq. Cas. 79; 29 E.R. 1071, L. C. 

6920. .|—Bequest to the three chil- 
dren of A. born prior to her marriage. <A. had 
in fact four such children in existence at the date 
of the will. Testator had acknowledged the 
paternity of the three younger children, but he 
was not the father of the eldest child :—Held: 
in the absence of proof that testator was aware 
of the eldest child’s existence, the onus of which 
proof lay on that child, there was no presumption 
that he intended to include her in the gift.—We 
Mayo, Cuester v. KeEtri, [1901] 1 Ch. 401; 
70 L. J. Ch. 2613; 81 L. T.117; 45 Sol. Jo. 219. 

6921. Enumeration specific.|—IMArLy v. 
MIppLeron, No. 6187, ante. 

6922. ---- --—-.|—Bequest to wife for life, & 
afterwards to all testator’s nephews & nicces 
living at the death of his wife, namely, all the 
children of my brother S. H.., etc. [naming the 
greater part, but not the whole of his brothers & 
sisters, & excepting one of his nieces by name, & 
giving her a legacy] :—Held: this was not a gift to 
wu class consisting of all testator’s nephews & 
nieces, but to the children only of those brothers 
& sisters who were specifically natned.-—/’e TULL's 
HsratTe (1855), 21 Beav. 814; 4 W. BR. 194; 
52 FF. RR. S80. 




















6923. - ——-.! — WRIGHTSON @v. CALVERT, 
No. 6908, ante. 
6924. Testator having four 


nephews & a niece, children of his brother Richard, 
bequeathed some stock ‘tin trust for his four 
nephews & niece, children of my brother Richard, 
namely, Robert, Richard, Francis & Margaret,”’ 
omitting Thomas the fourth nephew :—-/leld: 
Thomas could not be admitted to participate im 
the bequest. —CGLANVILLE v. GLANVILLE (1863), 
33 Beav. 302 ; 3 New Rep. 58; 33 T. J. Ch. 317 5 
) D0 T.-490% Ohne Ni S. TIShs 12 °4V. Re. 02% 
05 i. R. 38s. 


BL. Partieouar Instances. 


6925. Gift to ‘‘ son & daughter ’’ of A.--A. with 
four sons & one daughter-——Daughter only takes. |— 
Dowser uv. Swiskr., No. 68381, ante. 

6926. Gift to ‘‘ six grandchildren ’’—-Name of one 
grandchild repeated---Name of another omitted--- 
All take.|—Gartn v. Meyrick, No. 6832, ante. 

6927. Gift to ‘*‘ seven children ’’— Six only named 
—All take.|— Testator gave the residue ‘‘ amongst 
his seven children, A., B., C., D., BE. & F.,”? naming 
only six. The seven children shall all share 
equally.— HUMPHREYS v. HLUMPIIREYS (1789), 2 
Cox, Eq. Cas. 184; 380 E.R. 85, J.C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Ie Wull’s Kstate (1855), 21 Beav. 314. 
Mentd. ?2e Chadwin, £r p. Chadwin (1818), 3 Swan. 380: 
Partington v. Carrington (1859), 34 7. T. O. S. 69; 
Bothamley v. Sherson (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 304; Jee 
Bridle (1879), 4 C. P. D. 336. 


m. Gift to four daughters.)— A be- 
quest of a sum certain, to each of 
the daughters of a marriage, being 
stated as amounting in all to a sum 
which implied that there were only 
three; & there boeing in reality four, 


the legacy was 


Part XVI.—ConstrRucTION. 


6928. Gift to A.’s ‘‘ five daughters ’’—A. with 
five sons & one daughter— Daughter only takes. |— 
‘Testator gave a rentcharge to trustecs, during the 
life of A. & her five daughters, in trust, to pay it 
to A. for life, & after her death, upon “ trust for 
her daughters, & the survivors & survivor, & 
while more than one should be living to be divided 
between them in equal shares.’’ <A. had five sons, 
& one daughter only :—Held: subject to the life 
interest of A., her only daughter was entitled 
to the rentcharge of £200 for life.—SELSEY (LORD) 
v. LAKE (LORD) (1839), 1 Beav. 146; 8 Iu. J. Ch. 
233; 48 BK. RR. 895. 

Anno -—Apld. Re Sharp, Maddison v. Gill, (1908] 1 Ch. 


6929. Gift to A.’s ‘‘ four sons ’’—A. with three 
sons & one daughter—Daughter also takes.]— 
Testator bequeathed £100 apiece to the four sons 
of A. by a former husband. She had four children 
by such former husband, but. one of them was a 
daughter :—Held: the daughter took a legacy of 
£100.—LANE v. GREEN (1851), 4 De G. & Sm. 
ae 17. T. O. S. 1; 15 Jur. 763; 64 EK. R. 
S14. 
innotation :—Refd. Webber v. Stanley (1864), L6 CG. B. N.S. 


GOR, 





SUB-SECT. 11.— PARTICULAR DESCRIPTION. 
A. “ Begotten” and “To be Beyolten. 


6930. ‘* Begotten ’’-—Includes issue to be be- 
gotten.|J—The words begotten & to be begotten 
are the same as well on construction of wills as 
settlements & take in all the issue after-begotten 
(per Cur.).—Cook v. Cook (1706), 2 Vern. 515: 
23 EK. qh. V5, 

Annotations :-—Consd. Doe dad. James «. Hallett (2813), 1 
M.XS. 124. Refd. Buffarey. Bradford (1741), 2 Atk. 220; 
Karly ». Benbow (P16), 2 Coll, $42; Allgood », Blake, 
Roach rv. Blake, Clennell «. Blake, Reed «. Blake (1873), 
29° T. T. 331; Loeke ve. Dunlop (1888), 39 Ch. TD. 387. 
Mentd. Cray 7. Willis (1729), 2 P. Wis. $29: Gore v. Gore 
(1783), Kel. W. 2ot3) Muliett «7. Jehyl (1745), 2 Ves. Sen. 
GSi; Pickering. «. Towers (17458), bt Eden, 1425 Keene d. 
Pinnock @, Dickson (1783), 3 Doug. K.B. 38185 Forrest ev. 


b) 


Whitewav (P8349), 3 leveh. 367: HMdwards v. Champion 
(1853), 3 De G. M. & Ce. gor, 
6931. ——-~- --—~.] —A gift to all & every the 


nieces, lawfully begotten, 
includes after-born echudren.—BROWNE t. GROOM= 
BRIDGE (1819), # Madd. 195: 56 1. RR. 78s, 

Annotations :—Refd. Smith v. Jackson (1823), 1. J. O. 8. 

Ch. 231. Mentd. Parker v. Murehant (1842), PY. & CL. Ch. 

Cus, 290 5 Toslor rm Paylor (£853), 10 Hare, 475. Webb 

vt. De Beauvoisin (1862), $b Beav. 673: Re Jones, Fenkins 

vy, Jenkins (1866), 14 0. T. 540; Wilford v. Blaney (1885), 

31 Ch. DD. 56. 

6932. ‘* To be begotten ’’-—Includes Issue already 
begotten.|—Provision for daughters to be born 
shall extend to daughters then begotten.— 
THiewer v. IRELAND (1718), 1 P. Wms. 426; Gilb. 
Ch, 145; 24 HW. OR. 4565 sub nom. Wewirr v 
IRELAND, Prec. Ch. 489; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 139, 
pl. )), L. c 
Annotations :— Consd. Barnes v. Jennings (1866), L. Rev Faq. 

448; Locke v. Papin (1888), 39 Ch. D. 387. Refd. 

Doe d. James v. Hallett (1813), 1M. & SS. 124; 

Karly v. Benbow (1846), 2 Coll. 842. Mentd. Abbott +. 

Middleton, Ricketts v. Carpenter (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 68. 


6933. -——-— -——--.)—The words ‘ hereafter to be 


children of nephews & 





found that each of them was entitled 








already begotten.|- -HARRISON_ 7%. 
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begotten ’’ do not confine it to the issue born after 

but will likewise take in that born before (LORD 

TALBOT, C.).—HEBBLETHWAITE v. CARTWRIGHT 

(1734), Cas. lemp. Talb. 31; 25 EH. R. 6433 sub 

20m. HEBLETHWATE v. CARTWRIGHT, 2 Barn. 

K. B. 488, L. C. 

«innotations :—Consd. Doe da. James v. Hallett (1813), 1 
M. &. 8. 124; Locke v. Dunlop (1888), 39 Ch. D. 387. 
Refd. Eurly v. Benbow (1846), 2 Coll. 342; Almack »v. 
Horn (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 630. Mentd. Verney v. Verney 
(1761), 2 Kden, 26; Clinton v. Seymour (1799), 4 Ves. 
440; Massy v. Lloyd (1863), 10 H. L. Cas. 248; Re 
Gisborough’s S. FI6., [1921] 2 Ch. 39. 

6934, —-— »|— Devise to the use of A., only 
surviving son of J., for life, & to his first & other 
sons, etc., & for default of such issue to the use of 
the first, second, & of all & every other son & sons 
of J. lawfully to be begotten, & the heirs male of 
the body of such first & other sons, with proviso 
that A. & his first & other sons, & also the first 
& other sons hereafter to be born of J. should reside 
at the family house, etc. :—Held: the second son 
of J., born before the date of the will, should take 
upon the death of A. without issue.—DokE d. JAMES 
v. HALLETT (1813), 1 M. & S. 124; 105 EB. RR. 47. 


Annotations :-——Consd. Karly 7. Benbow (1846), 2 Coll. 342; 
Almack v. Horn (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 630; Locke «. 
Dunlop (1888), 39 Ch. D. 387. Refd. Driver v. Frank 
(1814), 3M. & 8. 25. 

6935. .i—Testator devised his real 
estate unto & equally between his daughter B. & 
his granddaughter C., for their respective lives ; 
after the death of either of them the moiety of 
her so dying was given unto the survivor, for her 
life; after the death of the survivor “‘Cunto & 
to the use of all & every the child & children of his 
daughter & granddaughter lawfully to be begotten, 
equally to be divided between them if more than 
one as tenants in common” :—IlI/eld: (1) the 
words ‘‘to be begotten’? must be construed in 
their strict legal sense so as to include children 
“then begotten ’’; (2) the granddaughter was 
entitled to a share as tenant in common with her 
own children.”’—ALMACK v. Tforn (1863), 1 Hem. 
& M. 6803; 1 New Rep. 535; 32 L. J. Ch. 304 ; 
S$L. T. 415; 11 W. RR. 505; 71H. RR. 276. 
Annotation :—-.18 to (1) & (2) Consd. Locke rv. Dunlop (1888), 

39 Ch. D. 387. 

6936. -— --. Contrary intention of testator.| 
—-The words ‘to be begotten ’’ may or may not 
imply futurity according to the intention of 
testator. 

A testator devised real estate to trustees upon 
trust for his wife during widowhood, & then to his 
second son, by name, for life, with remainder to 
his first & other sons in tail male; with 
remainder to testator’s third son, by name, for 
life, with remainder to his first & other sons in 
tail male; with similar limitations in remainder 
to testator’s ‘ fourth, fifth, sixth, & all & every 
other the sons & sons of my body on the body of 
my said wife to be begotten, born or en ventre sa 
mere at the time of my decease,” with remainder 
to his daughters “ begotten or to be begotten, born 
or en ventre sa mére”’ at the time of his decease, 
as tenants in common in tail. .\ll testator’s sons, 
except the eldest, died without male issue. The 





the seventh child was included in the 








to the full sum legated.—MacLenosi HARRISON (1876), 101. 8, Eq. 290.— IR. appointment,—far_ pn. MULLER, [1910] 

v. BogLes (1815), Hume, 274.— 6932 ii. = .)-Patmer ov. FT. P. D.1128.—S. AF. 

SCOT. PALMER, 18 L. R. Ir. 192.—IR. 6982 iv. -.]— Where in a 
n. Gift to children “ of whom there are 6932 iii. —-—.J—Testator, the joint will the survivor together with 


nine '-—T'ien children in fact.J}—MIL- 
LAR’S TRUSTEES v. RATTRAY (1891), 
18 RR. (Ct. of Sess.) 989; 28 Sc. L. RK. 
760.—SCOT, 


PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 11. 
69321. ‘‘ Z'o be begotten ’—Includes 


father of eight children, by his will 
executed seven weehs after the birth 
of the seventh child, appointed as his 
heirs, ‘* his children, A., B., C., D., 
c., & FEF. (omitting the name of the 
seventh child) together with the child 
—A or children which shall or may here- 
after be begotten by him” :—Held: 


the children ‘‘ which shall or may 
hercafter be begotten by them during 
their marriage ’’ were appointed heira 
of the first-dying :—#Held; the children 
born prior to the execution of the will 
were included in the appointment.— 
Ex p. OaKEsnorTr, (1910) T. P. D. 
895.—S. AF. 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 


& B. (a) & (b) i, & ti] 


eldest son now claimed the estate under the above 
limitations :—-Held : on the construction of the 
will the eldest son did not come within the term 
“every other son.’’—LoOCcKE v. DUNLOP (1888), 
39 Ch. D. 387; 57 L. J. Ch. 1010; 59 L. T. 688 ; 
47. L. R. 712, C. A. 

See, also, SETTLEMENTS, Vol. XIL., p. 
Nos. 115-117. 


462, 


** Children.” 
(a) In General. 


6937 Synonymous with ‘‘ issue.’’?]—Devise to 
M. H. her heirs, etc., for ever; & in case M. H. 
shall happen to die & leave no child or children, 
then to I. B. & her heirs for ever, paying the sum 
of £1,000 to the exor. or exors. of M. H., or to such 
person as M. H. by her will shall appoint :—AHeld : 
the words “child or children’? were here 
syhonymous with ‘‘issue,’? & this was not the 
devise of an estate tail to M. H., but of an estate 
in fee for M. H. with a good executory devise over 
to 1. B. in case M. H. died leaving no issue living 
at her death. 

The payment of £1,000 in the present case is 
equally strong in that respect, it being a personal 
provision, & being to be made to a persen or persons 
appointed by M. H. in her will, the event con- 
templated by testatrix, seerns to have been 
approximate & not a remote event, namely, 
a failure of children or issue at M. II.’s death & 
not an indefinite failure of issue, which might 
happen at any remote period, & M. H. never 
having had any child, the event. has happened on 
which these two tenements were given over 
(per CUR.).—DoE d. Smirit v. WEBBER (1818), 1 
B. & Ald. 713; 106 EF. R. 262. 


Annotations :—Consd. Doc d. Blesard vt. Pimpson (1842), 
3 Man. & G. 929; Mathews “a dine (1853), Beav. 
254; Parker v. Birks (1854), 1 & J. 156. Retd. ine a. 
Jones v. Owens (1830), 1 B. ee ha. 318; Dos d. Todd v. 
Duesbury syed) Bay & W. 514; Blinston v. Warburton 


(1856), 2 K. & J. 400; Feakes vw. Standley (1857), 24 
Beav. 485. 
6938. -Testator being seised in fee of 


freehold lands, & also of copyholds, within the 
manor & forest of K., which copyholds could not 
be entailed, after giving a freehold estate at H. ‘‘ to 
the child or children which his wife should bear to 
him, their heirs & assigns,’’ devised as follows: 

ae | give, devise, & bequeath to my son Dr. J. S., 
his heirs, & assigns for ever, all, etc. (& amongst 
other property the above copyholds); but if it 
shall happen my said son Dr. J. S. shall die with- 
out leaving any child or children, in that case I 
give, devise, & bequeath all the before mentioned 
estates, etc., unto my five children, viz. Mary. 
etc. (who were illegitimate), their heirs & assigns 
for ever, to be equally divided amongst them, 
share & share alike; & if any of my said five 
children should die before they come of age with- 
out issue, such share of him, her, or them so dying 
shall go equally amongst the survivors. My will 
also is, & 1 hereby order & direct that if my present 
wife FE. should leave no issue to inherit the free- 
hold estate at H., that all the said estate at H. 
shall be subject to the same mode of distribution 
amongst my aforesaid five children as all the other 
property above mentioned give & bequeathed to 
my said son Dr. J. S. in case he die without issue ”’ : 
-~Held: if the lands had been freehald, Dr. J. S. 


PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 11. 
—B. (a). rv. STINKON, 8 QO. 

0. Gift to NX. &: her children & ¥. 
& his children —X. VY. married to 
cach other—W’ hether heenitcat meant for 14 


their children only. ean py BIGGAR 


p. Primary eee: of ‘* first de- 
scendants.",|—MCPHAIL 1. 
O. R. 312.—CAN., 


WILLS. 


would, under the foregoing devise, have taken an 
estate tail, with remainder over to testator’s five 
natural children, as the words ‘‘ child or children ”’ 
were used in the sense of ‘‘issue”’ generally ; 
but the lands being copyhold, & not being capable 
of being entailed, Dr. J. S. took a fee sim : 
conditiona], on which no remainder could 
limited.—Dor d. BLESARD v. SIMPSON (1842), 3 
Man. & G. 929; 3 Scott, N. R. 774; 133 I. R. 
1414, Ix. Ch.; affg. S. C. sub nom. Dor d. SIMP- 
SON v. SIMPSON (1838), 4 Bing. N. C. 333. 
Annotations :—Consd. Hardcastle v. Dennison eet. 10 
C. B. N.S. 606; Richards v. Davies (1862), 13 C. B. N. 8. 
69. Mentd. Bamford v. Lord esi 14 Cc. B. 768; 
Pemberton v. Barnes, [1899) 1 Ch. 544 
6939. .|+—Bequest to such of the children 
of J. as might be living at testatrix’s death, & the 
descendants of such of them as might then be dead, 
per stirpes, in equal shares:—Held: not J.’s 
grandchildren only, but his children’s descendants 
in every degree entitled to shares.— MARSHALL Uv. 
SCALES (1855), 3 W. R. 502. 
6940. .]—Where the words “ children”? & 
‘issue '’ are used interchangeably in a will, the 
einer of the word “* children ’’ may be extended 
to ‘issue generally ’’ to effectuate the intention. 
Testator declared, that in case his daughters 
should “ leave issue,” they might appoint a fund 
‘“ unto such children ”’ in ‘‘ such manner ’”’ as they 
should chvose, & in default of any child, they 
might appoint if to their sisters & their children. 
““& in case all his daughters should die without 
issue,” then over :—Held: (1) ‘ children ’’ must 
be construed “issue,” & an appointment to a 
grandchild was within the power; (2) the word 
‘such ” did not refer to the issue a daughter 
might leave, but to such of the class as she might 
choose.—IIARLEY v. MITFORD (1855), 21 Beav. 
280; 52 HK. R. 867. 
Annotations :-—Generally, Reftd. Stolworthy +. Sancroft 
ee 33 L. J. Ch. 708 ; Ze Veale’s Trusts (1876), 4 Ch. D. 











children of each.]——Testator devised & bequeathed 
real & personal property to trustees upon trust, 
to pay one moiety of the produce thereof to his 
daughter A. for life, & the other moicty to his 
daughter LB. for life; & after the death of ‘* either ”’ 
in trust for all the children of ‘‘ each *’ who should 
be living at her decease in equal shares, when & as 
they should respectively attain the age of twenty- 
three years :—Held: on the death of A. her 
children took her share of the property to the 
exclusion of the children of B.—ENGLAND v. 
JINGLAND (1869), 20 L. T. 618; 17 W. R. 719. 
6942. Construed in Hteral sense—In absence of 
context affecting meaning.|—It is a rule that in 
a will the word “ children ’’ must be construed in 
its literal sense, unless upon a& proper construction 
of the will the meaning is clearly either wider or 
nil; & for this purpose it is not right to take into 
consideration outside circumstances. ‘Testator 
left residue to trustees upon trust to divide it 
into four parts, & pay one part ‘to the children 
of his late brother equally ’’?; the other part 
‘*to the children of his late brother J. equally ”’ ; 
the other part ‘‘ to the daughters of his late brother 
A. equally ’’’; & the remaining part to a certain 
nephew. J. had had three children & no more, 
all of whom were dead at the date of the will. 
Testator knew this. J. left, however, both grand- 
children & great-grandchildien who survived 


aq. ‘‘ Our ge children.’*} 
MARTIN, 2 Dr. & Wal. 355. 

r. Whether a oF two marriages 
included.) — ANDREW ® ANDREWS 
(1885), 15 L. R. Ir. 199, 211.— IR. 


-Borp +. 
372.—C ‘IR 


McINTosH, 


Part XVI.—Construction. 


testator :—Held: on the above principle, there 
was an intestacy as to the share given to J.’s 
‘children,’ there being nothing in the context or 
within the four corners of the will to justify the 
meaning being extended; it being clear, on the 
contrary, that the word “ children ’’ was used in 
in its literal sense in the gift to W.’s children. 
Semble: even if outside circumstances could be 
looked at, the grandchildren would have no better 
claim than great-grandchildren or any remoter 
issue of J.—e Ki1rk, NICHOLSON v. Kirk (1885), 
52 L. T. 346. 

Annotation :—Consd. Re Atkinson, Pybus v. Boyd, [1918] 


2 Ch. 138 
(6) Who are Included. 
i. In General. 

6943. After-born children.]|—-After-born children 

included in a devise to ‘ A.’s_ children.’”’— 

GOODWYN v. Goonpwyn (1748-9), Ves. Sen. 226; 

27 E.R. 998, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Bartlett v. Hollister (1757), Amb. 334. 
Refd. Chapman v. Gibson (L781), 3 Bro. C. C. 229. Mentd. 
Fictcher +. Smiton (1788), 2 Chit. 558; Pettiward v. 
Prescott (1802), 7 Ves. 541; Roed. Child v. Wright (1806), 
7 Kast, 259; White v. Vitty (1826), 2 Russ. 484; A.-G. 
a Raye boat) 7 Jur. 781; Grant v. Grant (1870), 22 


6944. When confined to daughters.!—Testalor 
bequeaths the sum c¢f £400 sterling to each of his 
sister’s children that may be alive & unprovided 
for by marriage at her death; & in a subsequent 
passage of his will adds, ‘“‘ I have left small legacies 
to my sister’s children, that they may not in their 
turn become the prey of unprincipled men” :— 
Held: (1) this was a bequest to daughters only, 
& not to sons; (2) ‘ unprovided for by marriage ”’ 
meant unmarried; (3) a daughter who was a 
widow at her mother’s death was entitled to her 
legacy of £400.—Dutunpar v. Botprro (1825), 4 
L. J. O. S. Ch. 76. 

6945. Children of reputed marriage.)-—Testatrix 
gave all her property to trustees, in trust for one 
for life, & then to pay & divide the fund “to & 
among ali the children of N., born or to be born.’’ 
who shall live to attain twenty-one or marry. N. 
could not be proved to have been married. Atthe 
time of the will she was living with a man sup- 
posed to be her husband, & by common reputation 
in the neighbourhood they were man & wife. 
There were three children of N. living at the date 
of the will, & also at the death of the tenant for 
life, all well known to testatrix, & all of whom 
lived to attain twenty-one. N. never had any 
other child. On the application of these three 
children after notice to all persons claiming in 
default of them, & no opposition nor suggestion 
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as to their illegitimacy, the fund was ordered to 
be paid to them, without any further proof of 
N.’s marriage beyond common reputation. 

Qu. : as to the construction of the words ‘‘ born 
or to be born ”’ in such a case, whether they would 
have included illegitimate children living at the 
date of the will, no other children of N. having ever 
been born.—Re N1Ixon (1856), 2 Jur. N.S. 970. 

_ 6946. Incapable of strict proof.|—-Where there 
is clear proof that Mnglish persons intended to be 
married to one another, some evidence of a cere- 
mony by way of a French marriage de facto, & 
of recognition of them afterwards as man & wife 
by their families & by them of their children as 
legitimate, during a long course of years, the ct. 
will not require strict proof of the marriage, even 
upon the assumption that to contract marriage 
in France in the manner alleged was not in accord- 
ance with the habits of law-abiding people there. 

The offspring of such a union held therefore 
entitled to share in a gift under a will to ** children.”’ 
—Re SHEPHARD, GEORGE v. Toyer, [1904] 1 Ch. 
4503; 73 L. J. Ch. 401; 90 L. T. 249. 

Aeration ‘—Refd. Goldstone v. Goldstone (1922), 127 


6947. Eldest son.J|—K. by will directed his 
trustees, on ht. the eldest son of K., & failing him 
the next eldest son attaining twenty-one, to convey 
certain real estates to K., but in case any of the 
children conducted themselves so as not to merit 
the approbation of the trustees, then such children 
were to have life estates only. Jk. by codicil 
directed his trustees to postpone the conveyance 
to R. till he attained twenty-five. KR. at twenty- 
three married with the approbation of the trustees, 
though they were not partics to his marriage 
settlement, which settlement) disposed of his 
interest under his father’s will as if it were an 
estate in fee. When R. attained twenty-five, the 
trustees, not being satisfied with R.’s conduct, 
conveved to him only a life estate in the premises : 
—--Held: the eldest son was included under the 
term “ children.’’-—WELLER v. Kier (1866), L. R. 
1 Sc. & Div. Ll; sub nom. Wre_ien v. Urn, 15 
Ta E9750. Ta 
_tnnotations :-~Mentd. Chambers «. Smith (1878), 3 App. Cas. 

795; Ike Eyre, Eyre v. Ievre (1883), 49 L. T. 2595; Saul v. 

Pattinson (1886), 55 L. J. Ch. 8313; Re Radcliffe, Radcliffe 

e, Bewes, (13891) 2 Ch. 662. 

Whether illegitimate children included.|—Sce 
Sub-sect. 6, A., ante. 


ii. Children of Former or Subsequent Alarriage. 


6948. Subsequent marriage.!—A bequest for all 
& every the child & children of A. includes every 


PART XVI. SECT. ‘ey SUB-SECT. 11. 
b) i. 


6943 i. After-born children.|-- Ie 
GARNOCK, GQGARNOCK tv. GARNOCK 
(1909), 10 S&S R.N. S. We 513) 27 
N.S. W. W. N. 3.—AUS. 

6943 ii. - -— .}— Day vw Day (1903), 4 
B.R.N.S.W. 21; 2t N.S. W.WLNN, 
1.—-AUS. 

6943 iii. ———.) --A gift to ‘' all living 
children ’ ef a person comprehends 
those living at testator’s death & those 
who are at that time en ventre sa mere. 
-—Re CHARLTON Tesyatre (Man.), [1919] 
IW. W. RR. 134.—CAN. 

6943 iv. — —-.}-—Ie CHAPMAN, CHAR- 
LEY v, LEWIS (1922), 56 1. L. T. 32.—IR. 

6943 v. — —-.}— DEMPSEY 1. COLLINS, 
18.N. Z. L. R. 216, 552.—N.Z. 

6943 vi. ——-.]—Ross, ETC. 2. DUN- 
LOP (1878), 5 R. (Ct. of Sess.) $33; 15 
Se. L. KR. §80.—SCOT. 

t. Meaning of ‘children or their 
heira.”}—The words “ children or their 
heirs’? means “children or their 
issue,’’ & gives the shares of a child 


dying in the lifetime of the widow to 
the issue of the child 50 dying, in sub- 
stitution for, & not by descent from, 
the child so dying.—Re GARDNER 
(1902), 22 C. I. T. 119; 3 0. L. RB. 
3455 1 O. W. R.157.—CAN. 

a. ldopted child.|—The word * ebild”’ 
in a will made in Saskatchewan 
by testator domiciled therein who 
died before the coming into force of 
Adoption of Children Act, 1922 :-- 
Weld: not to inelude an adopted child, 
even though under the low of the 
foreign state where the child &_ its 
adopting parents were domiciled & in 
Which it was adapted the effeet of the 
adoption was to entitle it to all the 
rights of a child of its adopting father 
born in lawful wedlock.—/fe DONALD 
ESTATE, BALDWIN tv. Moonry (Sask.), 


(1928) 4 D. Le. Ne. 181; (19238) 2 
W. W. i. 636.---CAN. 
b. —--~.] -- PUBLIC TRUSTEE 2. 


PILKINGTON (1912), 31 N. 4% L. R 


co. Meaning of ‘child or issue of 
mine.” }—SIDLE tv. QUEENSLAND TRUS- 


TrKES, Lrp. (1915), 20 CG. Ta i. 

AUS. 

d. Use of clumsy expression in 
will, —In construing a will there 
should be every intendment against 
allowing the mere use of a clumsy 
expression to exclude from a_ class 
such children a person who in the 
ordinary course ought to be found 
included in it, & whom there is no 
reason from excluding from it.—Re 
SMILEY (1908), 28 N. Z. L. R. 1.—N.Z 

e. Descendants of the first degree 
only. }—The term *t Kinderen ’’ or “ ehil- 
dren ”? used in a will refers to descen- 
dants of the first degree only, tuuess the 
context shows that testator had regard 
to descendants of a remoter degree.— Re 
GALLIERS (1900), 21 N. L. R. 1483 17 
s. Cc. 569, PP. C.--S. AF. 


PART XVI. SECT. ss aici 11. 


6948 i. Subsequent marriage. |—Wnhurr- 
TRT’S TRUSTEES Vv. WHITTET (1892), 
19 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 975; 29 Sc. L. R. 
834.—SCOT. 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donces: Sub-sect. 11, B. 
(6) & iii.) 

child born before the period of distribution ; 

which in this case was the attainment of the age 

of twenty-one by the eldest, the marriage of a 

daughter or the death of a child under twenty-one 

leaving issue. Upon the general rule a child by a 

subsequent marriage was included, notwithstand- 

ing a strong implication in favour of children by 
the prior marriage.—BARRINGTON v. TRISTRAM 

(1801), 6 Ves. 345; 31 EF. R. 1085, L. ©. 

6949. —-——_.!— The first husband of the daughter 
was living at the time of making the will, & at 
the death of testator, & although it was plain that 
testator had not in his contemplation a second 
marriage of his daughter, yet, the gift over being 
in case the daughter should leave no issue behind 
her, the children of the second marriage took 
equally with the children of the first’ marriage.— 
CRITCHETT v. TAYNTON (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 541; 
S.J. 0.8. Ch. 1483; 39 1. R. 208. 

6950. -|—-Under limitations in a will, to a 
married woman, her husband & children, held, on 
the context, that the children of her second 
marriage took nothing. 

Bequest to a married daughter for life, & if she 
survived her husband & children, to transfer it to 
her, but 1t sne lett children, then to her husband, 
Captain W., for life, with remainder to her children, 
with a gift over, in the event of her dying in the life 
of her husband without leaving children. She died 
leaving children by Captain W., & by a second 
marriage’? :—Held: the latter were not entitled 
to participate in the fund.—STOPFORD v.CHAWORTH 
(1845), 8 Beav. 331; 5 L. T. O. S. 142; 9 Jur. 
363; 50 In. R. 1380. 

6951. .}—Testator bequeathed as follows: 
“To my daughter A., wife of M. W., I bequeath 
£10,000. This amount to be settled upon her for 
her life & to be invested for her in good securities 
in the names of two or more trustees. At her 
death £5,000 of the above sum to be divided 
equally amongst her children, & the remaining 
£2,000 to be given to her husband if living; if 
deceased, then the whole amount is to be equally 
divided amongst her children.” The daughter & 
her husband & child applied for the sanction of the 
ct. to a settlement of the legacy :-—-Held: on the 
construction of the will, the settlement must be 
so framed as to make the contingent gift of £2,000 
to “her husband if living’’ apply only to M. W. 
& not to any future husband, & so as to confine 
the trusts in favour of the daughter's children to 
her children by him.—-Re Parrorr, WALTER 7. 
PARROTT (1886), 33 Ch. D. 2743; 55 1. T. 1823 31 
W. R. 553, C. A. 

_lnnotation :---Refid. Re Hancock, 
Hancock (1896), 65 L. J. Ch. 276. 
6952. .|—Testator bequeathed his personal 

estate upon trusts for his children equally, & 

directed that in case his daughter, M., or any 
future-born daughter, should marry during 
minority with, or after majority without, such 
consent as therein mentioned, the share of such 
daughter or daughters so marrying should be 
assigned to trustees in settlement ‘‘ upon such 
respective marriages’’ for the benefit of such 
daughter or daughters so marrying for life, ‘“ & 
after her or their deccase for the use of her or their 
intended husband or husbands for his or their 
life or lives, & after their decease respectively,’’ 
for the children of ‘“‘ such marriage or respective 
marriages,’ with a gift over in the event of a 
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daughter dying ‘‘ without leaving any issue her 
surviving.’ M.. the only daughter of testator, 
was twice married. On her first marriage, she 
being then an infant, a settlement of her share was 
made on herself. husband & children, containing 
no provisions in favour of the husband or children 
of a future marriage. On her second marriage a 
settlement of her share was made whereby a life 
interest was limited to her second husband in the 
event of his surviving her, which happened. She 
subsequently died without leaving issue her sur- 
viving :—eld: the executory trust contained in 
the will authorised a settlement of a daughter’s 
share on ber for life with remainder to any hus- 
band she might leave for his life; & the second 
husband of M. was accordingly entitled to a life 
interest in her share. 

First of all, then, what children are to take ? 
The will says, ‘“ such child or children as shall or 
may be the issue of such marriage or respective 
marriages.’ That is ambiguous, because “ re- 
spective marriages’? may mean the respective 
marriages of one daughter or of several daughters, 
if more than one; but then the gift over is not 
ambiguous, because it is in these terms, ‘fin case 
my said daughter or daughters shall die without 
leaving any issue her surviving.”? That, of course, 
includes the issue of any marriage; if she marry 
two or three times, the gift over is not to take 
effect if there are issue who survive her, & that, J 
think, shows that the ct., in directing a settlement 
in execution of the trust, or any conveyancer 
preparing such a settlement, would take notice 
that, somehow or other, there ought to be in that 
settlement (which I consider is to be made on the 
oceasion of the first marriage of the daughter) 
provisions for the children, at all events, if not for 
the other issue, which she might have by any 
marriage (INAy, J.)-—NAsH v. ALLIEN (1880), 42 
Ch. 1.54; 61 L. 1. 1933 37 W. RR. 646 3 sub nom. 
Re NAsH, NAsu uv. ALLEN, 58 7... J. Ch. 754. 

6953. Former marriage.|—- Testator bequeathed 
a residuary personal fund to trustees, upon trust: 
to apply the dividends for the maintenance of his 
children, until the youngest should attain twenty- 
one, & then to divide the same equally between 
B.D. BK. & E., children by his former wife, & G,. 
& Ji., children by his present wife, & such other 
child or children as might be living, or as his said 
wife might be enceinte with at his decease. Testa- 
tor, at his death, left two other children besides 
those named in his will, viz. A. & C., who were 
children by his first marriage :—Held: under all 
the circumstances of the case, they took no 
interest in the fund.—STAVERS v. BARNARD (18-13), 
2Y.& CC. Ch. Cas. 530; 2 L. T. OO. S. 053; 7 Jur. 
1080; 63 E.R. 241. 

6954. .|-—In the construction of wills, the 
ct. looks not only to the terms of the will itself, 
but to the surrounding circumstances & the state 
of the parties. 

Upon this principle, where testator gave the 
income of a fund to his sister, then sixty-eight 
years of age & married to a second husband, for 
life, & after her decease, bequeathed the fund to 
her children ‘‘ by her then present or any future 
husband,”’ & she had children by both her first & 
second husbands :—Held: the children by her 
former marriage were not excluded.—PASMORBE v. 
Tiuaains (1855), 21 Beav. 103; 25 L. J. Ch. 251 ; 
26 L. T. O. 8S. 66; 1 Jur. N.S. 1060; 52 K. R. 
798; sub nom. PASSMORE v. Huaains, 4 W. R. 
33. 











69531. Former marriage.}—BUCHAN v. PoRTEOUS (1879), 7 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 211; 17 Sc. L. R. 90.—SOOT. 


6953 ii. 





-}—Dvu PREEZ v. DU PREEZ (1881), 1 8S. C. 259.—S. AF. 


Part XVI.—ConstRuctTIoNn. 





_ 6955. -|—Bequest on trust for testatrix’s 
sister A. for life, & after her decease for the child, 
or, if more than one, for all & every the children of 
A., whether by her present or any future husband, 
who should attain twenty-one or marry. At the 
date of the will A. had one child by a deccased 
husband, & died without having had any other 
children :—Held: the word ‘ whether’’ was not 
to be read as exclusive, & the child, having 
attained twenty-one, was entitled to the fund.—— 
Re Picxur’s Trusts (1861), 1 John. & TH. 389; 
30 L. J. Ch. 278; 41. T. 85; 9 W. RR. 251; 70 
E.R. 798. 

6956. --|—Testator, having made gifts to 
the three children of his first marriage, gave his 
residue to his wife for life, with remainder to the 
five children of his second marriage by name ‘ & 
such other child or children as should be living at 
the time of his death ” :—//eld: on the context, 
the children of the first marriage were not included 
in the residuary gift.—Lovissoy v. CRAFTER (1865), 
35 Beav. 149; 55 KB. R. 852. 

6957. ——-.]—Bequest ‘‘ to my wife for life, & 
after her death amongst our children equally.” 
‘Testator never had any children, & the wife having 
died intestate :—Held : the bequest did not operate 
in favour of the wife’s children by a former 
marriage.—He BAYNHAM, ITArr v. MACKENZIE 
(1891), 7 T. L. R. 587, 


ill, Grandchildren. 

6958. Whether grandchildren included.’ — Ep- 
WARDS v. ALLEN (1675), Cas. fenzp. Finch, 214 ; 
3 Rep. Ch. 86; Nels. 735 21 1. R. 737, L. C. 

6959. -——-.} —Devise of £1,500 in trust for the 
Children of A. A. has only one child, & several 
erandchildren, the child only shall take, & not the 
grandchildren ; but if there had been no child of 
A, living, the grandchildren might have taken.--- 
CROOKL v. BROOKEING (L689), 2 Vern. LOG; 25 
KR. 679. 

-{nnotations :-- Apld. Wyth v. Blackman (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 
196. Consd. Radcliffe v«. Buckley (1804), 10 Ves. 105. 
Apld. Fenn tv. Death (1856), 2 Jur N.S. 7003) Crook vr. 
Whitley (1857), 7 De G. M. & Gi. 490. Consd. Pride r. 
Fooks (1858), 3 De G. & J. 2525) Berry «. Berry (1861), 
3 Gi. 1345 Fle Hopkins’ Trusts (1878), 9 Ch. D. 131; 
Re Atkinson, Pybus ». Boyd, [1918] 2 Ch. 138. Refd. 
Qates v. Jackson (1741), 7 Mod. Rep. 439; Hussey ce. 
Berkeley (1763), 2 KMden, L943; Keiley @. Fowler (1768), 
Wilm. 298 : Doe d. Stewart «. Shefheld (1811), 13 East, 
526. Mentd. R.«. Darlington (1792), Nolan, 124: Smith 
v, Attersoll (1826), Lb Russ. 266; 2te Flectwood, Sldgreaves 
vw. Brewer (13880), lo Ch. D. 594. 

6960. -——.]—A grandchild is not to be con- 
sidered as a child.---VAYLOR v. Girst (1729), Mos. 
98; 25 H.R. 2933 sub nom. Payton v. JOHNSON, 
2P. Wis, 5043; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 566, 
fanotation :-—Refd. Stone v. Harrison (1846), 2 Coll. 715. 

6961. .}—Bequest to “ children.” held to 
extend to grandchildren, there being no children. 
—GALE v, BENNETT? (1768), Ainb. 651; 27 H.R. 442. 
Annotations :—Consd. Orford «. Churchill (1814), 3 Ves. & B. 

59. Refd. Davenport v. Hanbury (1796), 3 Ves. 257 ; 

Radcliffe v. Buckley (1804), 10 Ves. 195; Pride «. Fooks 

(1858), 3 De G. & J. 252: Re Kirk, Nicholson «. Kirk 

(1885), 52 L. T. 346. Mentd. R. c. Darlington (1792), 

Nolan, 124. 
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6962. -.|—Grandchildren entitled under the 
description of ‘‘ children ”’ in a will; the intention 
upon the whole clause being children, or the issue 
of those, who should be dead.-—ROYLE v. TLAMIL- 
TON (1799), 4 Ves. 4373; 81 E. R. 225. 

Annotations -—Retd. luadcliffe v. Buckley (1804), 10 Ves. 
195; Doe d. Smith v, Webber (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 713; 
Alker v. Barton (1842), 12 L. J. Ch. 16; Stokes v. Heron 
(1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 161. 

6963. \—Grandchildren may take under 
the description of children, if there can be no other 
construction ; not otherwise.—REEVEs v. BRYMER, 
BrYMER v. ReEEvus (1799), 4 Ves. 692; SLE. R. 
Jo8, 


Annotations :—-Consd. Radcliffe v. Buckloy (1804), 10 Ves. 
195. Apld. Berry v. Berry (1861), 3 Giff. 131. Mentd. 
Cartnichael v. Hughes (1851), 20 L. J. Ch. 396. 


6964. -|—Under a bequest to children grand- 
children ave not entitled, except from necessity ; 
as if the will would otherwise be inoperative ; or, 
Where by other words, as ‘‘ issue,’ it clearly 
appears, that the word ‘‘ children’ was used, not 
in the proper, but in a more extensive sense.-— 
RADCLIFFE v. BUCKLEY (1804), 10 Ves. 195; 32 
Hy. RK. 819. 

Annotations :---Consd. Re Kirk, Nicholson v. Kirk (1885), 
52 L. T. 316. Reid. Doe d. Smith » Webber (1818), 1 
B. & Ald. 7133; Sanderson . Rayley (1838), 4 My. & Cr. 
963 Berry v. Berry (1861), 3 Gut. 134; Jée Sinith, Lord wv. 
Hayward (1887), 35 Ch. D. 558. 

6965. ——---..—Testator, having appointed three 
trustees, & made moderate provisions for his three 
sons, directed all the furniture, ctec., in his mansion 
house at BK. to be sold, ‘‘ except such parts thereof 
as his trustees should think necessary to be kept 
for receiving any of them, or of testator’s sons who 
should choose to go & spend a little time there 
oceasionally 3; & he bequeathed the great bulk 
of his property upon trust to be accumulated, & 
at. the end of the period of accumulation to be 
divided between the eldest male lineal deacendants 
of his three sons respectively. In a subsequent 
clause a power of appointing new trustees was 
given. Under the direction of the ct., a liberal 
establishment had been maintained at B. at the 
expense of the estate :—Held: the privilege of 
residing occasionally at the mansion-house at B., 
& of enjoying the bencfit of the establishment, 
there, Was confined to trustees & to the sons of the 
testator, & could not be extended to a grandson 
of testator, nor to an infant great grandson who 
was the person presumptively entitled to a share 
of the property at the expiration of the period of 
accumulation.—VHELLUSSON v. WoopForD (1829), 
5 Russ. 100; 38 E.R. 965, L. C. 

6966. ——-.]—-A testator devised his residuary 
property to be equally divided ‘“ amongst his five 
rrandchildren,”’ ‘‘ the two children ’’ of one grand- 
son, & “the two children’ of a niece, naming 
them all. Testator then directed, that in case 
any one of the said ‘‘last-mentioned children ”’ 
should die before he attained twenty-one, & leave 
no lawful issue. then the share of the party dying 
should go to the survivors :—Held: the words 
‘“Jast-mentioned children’’ included the grand- 
children of testator before named; & by the term 








- ‘LIFE 92 7 oN BL. 302. its ordinary legal acceptation, include 
PART XVI. pane bine SECT. 11. aes (1920), 47° 3 5 grandchildren, —SPENGLER, ae digas’ 
89881. Whether grandchildren in- 6958 vi. ———.} towns Go heen aotane on sane aa 
cluded. J—-KNIGHYT v KNIGHT (J88I),  CUAEL, 21 O. Kt. 658. : Bore C907), 21.8. C. 156.--S. AF. 


10 V. L. R. 195.—AUS. 
6958 if. ——.}—Re Moyin, Howler t. 
Moyne, (1920) V. L. R. 147.—AUS. 
6958 iil. ——.}—Re DAVIDSON (1926), 
59 Q. L. R. 643.—CAN. 


each cause upon 


S. AF. 





6958 vil, ———.}-~—There is no rule that 
the word “ ebildren ”’ includes * grand- 
children.’’ & the eee depends in 
whe 
Beran, Ex p. HESSE, 7 8S. C. 305.— 


.}--DE VILLIERS ¥. STIG- 
Cc, 388.——~— 


6958 xi. 
LINGH’S EXECUTORS, 14 8S. 
context.—Re S. AF. 

6958 xil. ——.]—VERMAAK v. VER- 
MAak, 21 8. C. 463.—S. AF. 








6958 iv. .J}--In a gift to children 6 : $i roan te 
“ ” { 6958 vill. ——-.]-- HUMAN vt. Hv- 6958 xiii. -J— WANNENBURG UV. 
PEMBERTON RSTATH ¢. Laws CB. C.), MAN'S EXECUTORS, 10S. C.172-—S. AF, Le Roux, 12 8. C. 383.—8. AF. 
[1917) 3 W. W. BR. 791.—CAN. 6958 ix. -——.] — ‘The word ‘“‘ chil- 6958 xiv. ——.]}— Hr p. STEYN, [1914] 





6958 v. ——-.}— fe Chirrv, CLIFF tv. 


dren ’’? when used in @ will does not, in 


T. P. D. 407.—S. AF. 
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Sect. 17.—Descriplion of donees: Sub-sect. 11, B. 
(b) it. & iv., & (e).] 
‘‘ survivors ’’ was intended both surviving children 
& grandchildren.--WALKER v. Moore (1839), 1 
Beav. 607; 8 L. J. Ch. 833; 48 KE. R. 1077, 
6967, ——-./—Testatrix bequeathed £1,300 to 
trustees in trust, as to one-third, for such of the 
children of A., then deceased, as should be living 
at testatrix’s death ; & in trust as to the remaining 
two-thirds for the children of S. & T. living at the 
same time. S. had grandchildren, but no child 
living, either at the date of the will or at testatrix’s 
death; but A. & T. had each of them children 
living at those times :—Held: the grandchildren 
of S. could not claim the benefit of the trust.— 
eee v. RAISBECK (1841), 12 Sim. 123; 59 HK. R. 
078. 


Annotations :—Consd. Fenn v. Death (1856), 2 Jur. N. 8S. 
700. Refd. Pride v. Fooks (1858), 3 De G. & J, 252. 
Mentd. Zte Clowes, [18931] 1 Ch. 214; Re Moses, Bedding- 
ton v. Beddington, [1902) 1 Ch. 100. 


6968. ——..!—-Testator devised all the residue of 
his real estates unto & to the use of all his children, 
as tenants in common, during their respective 
natural lives, & afterwards to their issue as tenants 
in common :—ffeld : the children took an estate- 
tail as tenants in common; but the grandchildren 
did not, nor did either of them, take any estate 
under the will.—ITIARRISON v. HARRISON (1844), 
7 Man. & G. 938; 8 Scott, N. R. 862; 1 L. J. 
C,P. 28; 0 Jur. 112; 185 6. RR. 881. 


6969. -—.]—Re BLACKMAN, No. 6843, ante. 

6970. ——.'—HIARLEY v. Mitrorp, No. 6910, 
ante 

6971. -.|——-MARSHALL v. SCALES, No. 6939, 
ante. 

6972. .|.—Re CRAWHALL'S TRUST, No. 10827, 
post. 

6973. ----—.i— Bequest to the children of A. 
equally. A. & all his children were dead at the 


date of the will, but there were grandchildren & 
vreat-grandchildren of A. living :—THeld: the 
grandchildren living at the death of testatrix, 
excluding the great-grandchildren, were entitled. 
—FENN v. DEATH (1856), 23 Beav. 733; 2 Jur. 
N.S. 7003 4 W. RR. 828; 53 BF. RR. 29. 

alnnotaticn :-- Consd, Zte Atkinson, Pybus v. Boyd, [1918] 

2 Ch. 138, 

6974. ——-.'—Testator gave his residuary estate 
to such children as his nephews & niece W., T.& D. 
should leave at their respective deceases, one-third 
to the ‘‘ child or children ” of W. & the two other 
thirds similarly to the “child or children” of 
T. & D. respectively, & directed that, in case of 
the death of a nephew or niece without leaving any 
** children or a child,”’ then that third share should 
be paid to the *‘ children or child ”’ of the other 
or others leaving ‘‘ children or a child’; but that 
if W., T. & D. should all die ‘‘ without leaving any 
issue lawfully begotten,” the whole residue should 
go to the children of G. W., T. & D. all died, 
without leaving children, but) one of them left 
grandchildren :—Held: ‘“children’’ must be 
construed in its natural sense, & not so as to 
include grandchildren; ‘ issue’’ was not to be 
read ‘‘ such issue,’’ 50 as to be confined to children ; 
& therefore, in the events which had happened, 
the fund was undisposed of.—PRIDE v. Fooks 
(1858), 3 De G. & J. 252; 28 L. J. Ch. 813 382 
L. T. O. 8. 358; 5 Jur. N.S. 158; 7 W.R. 109; 
44 EF. R. 1265, L. JJ. 

Annotations :-—Apld. _Re Wyndham’s Trusts (1865), Tl. R. 
Eq. 290. Consd. Ie Merceron’s Trusts, Davies v. 


Merceron (1876), 4 Ch. D. 182. Apld. Re Kirk, Nicholson 


v. Kirk (1885), 52 L. T. 346. Consd. J sins ? 
v. Boyd, [1918] 2 Ch. 138. d. te Atkinson, Pybus 


6975. --—-..—Testator by will devised & be- 


WILLS. 


queathed the whole of his residue unto & equally 
between & amongst the ‘‘children”’ of his late 
brother John. John, tcstator’s brother, died in 
1820, having had two children, of whom one only 
survived him. This child, a son, died in 1840, 
leaving four children, of whom present pltfs. were 
the survivors. The will was dated in 1850, & 
in 1854, testator made a codicil whereby he con- 
firmed the above request. IIe died in 1857. 
Pltfs. claimed the residue under the description of 
‘‘ children of testator’s brother John,” or otherwise 
by way of substitution :—Held: as there were no 
children of testator’s brother John who could take 
under the demise, in order to prevent the defeat 
of the gift, the grandchildren of testator’s brother 
were entitled.—BERRY v. BERRY (1861), 3 Giff. 
134; 4L. T. 685; 7 Jur. N.S. 752; 9 W. KR. 889 ; 
66 EB. R. 354. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Re Kirk, Nicholson v. Kirk (1885), 
ee T. 346; Re Atkinson, Pybus v. Boyd, (1918] 2 Ch. 
13 


6976. - --.—Lorina v. Tuomas, No. 6528, 
ante. 
6977. -—-—.}-—The word ‘‘ children” in a will 


containing bequests by testator to his children, 

primd facie docs not include grandchildren, 

unless the context shows that such was the 
intention.—MARTIN v. LEE (1861), 14 Moo. 

Pp. C. C. 142: 4 L. T. 657; 9 W. BR. 522; 15 

BK. BR. 259, P. C. 

Annotations :—Expld. McGibbon v. Abbott (1885), 10 App. 
Cas. 653. Consd. Galliers v. Rycroft, [1901] A. C. 130. 
6978. -|—Under a bequest to a daughter for 

life, & after her death to her children; but if 

she died without issuc, then to her two sisters if 
then living; but if either sister should be then 
dead, testator gave her share to her issue equally 
tu be divided among them :—Held: under the 
last bequest children, grandchildren & remoter 
issue took per capita.—WELDON v. HOYLAND 

(1862),4 De G. F. & J. 564; 61. T.96; 45 E.R. 

1303. Ll. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Fc Flower, Matheson v. Goodwyn (1890), 
62 L. T. 216. 





6979. -----.J—Re King, NICHOLSON wv. KIRK, 
No. 6942, ante. 
6980. .|—Testator gave his residuary real 





& personal estate to trustees in trust for sale, & 
to divide the proceeds into six shares, & to pay 
one of such shares to the ‘‘children’’ of his 
deceased sister; & he gave the other five-sixths 
in similar terms to the ‘‘children’’ of five de- 
ceased persons. At the date of the will there 
were no children of the sister living, but there 
were two grandchildren, & these facts were well 
known to testator. Both the grandchildren 
survived testator :—Held: the two grandchildren 
took the one-sixth given to the “‘children’’ of 
the deceased sister. 

If the testator on the face of his will gives a 
legacy to the children of a deceased person, 
mentioning that person as being dead, & at the 
date of the will there are no children of that 
person, but there are grandchildren, then the ct., 
on the principle ut res magis valeat, holds that the 
gift takes effect in favour of the grandchildren 
(KAY, J.).—Re SmitH, LORD v. HAYWARD (1887), 
35 Ch. D. 558; 56 L. J. Ch. 771; 56 L. T. 878 ; 
35 W. R. 663. 

Annotation :-—Consd. Re Atkinson, Pybus v. Boyd, [1918] 

2 Ch. 138. 


6981. .|—There is no fixed rule of con- 
struction that, if a legacy is given to ‘ children ” 
of a person who was known by testator to be 
dead at the date of the will & to have no child 
then living, grandchildren will take. The ques- 
tion must always be one of construction of the 
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particular will.—Ite ATKINSON, Pybus v. Boyp, 
[1018] 2 Ch. 188; 87 L. J. Ch. 505; 119 J, T. 
235. 

iv. Stepchildren. 

6982. Whether stepchildren included.]—Testator 
who had been married for thirteen years to a 
wife who had four infant daughters by a former 
husband, but who had no legitimate children of 
his own, & had always treated his stepdaughters, 
three of whom married in his lifetime, in every 
respect as if they had been his own issue, by his 
will made when he was fifty-nine & his wife sixty 
years of age left his property to his children with 
& provision for the issue of any child dying in his, 
testator’s, lifetime & leaving issue. No children 
of testator were born after the date of his will :— 
Held: testator’s four stepdaughters took under 
the gift to his children contained in his will.— 
Ite ape UPTON v. JEANS (1895), 72 L. T. 835; 
13 R. 627. 


(c) Gift to‘ the Children of A. & B.” 

6983. Construction of gift—-Dependent on cir- 
cumstances of particular case.|—Testator directed 
some property to be divided, at a future period, 
amongst the then surviving children of John & 
Sarah Worn & Catherine [lales. Sarah was a 
sister of testator, but Catherine was a stranger, 
& Sarah had children, but Catherine was a 
spinster at the date of the will :—Held : Catherine, 
personally, & not her children, was entitled to 
participate. 

To ascertain the meaning you must look at the 
circumstances of each case, & to the position in 
which the parties were placed (ROoMILLY, M.R.).— 
STUMMVOLI v. TIALES (1864), 34 Beav. 124; 
55 E.R. O81 5 sub nom. SruMMVOLYL. v. HALES, 
Re JOUNSTONE, 4 New Rep. 473; 10 Jur. N.S. 
7163; 12 W. Re. o11375) sub nom. STAMMVOLYL tv. 
JIALES, 22e JOUNNSTONE, 10 L. T. 807. 
wtnnotation :-—Refd. Hawes v. Hawes (1880), 14 Ch. D. G14. 

6984. J—Notwithstanding anything 
that may have been or may be said to the con- 
trary I do not doubt that the proper grammatical 
meaning of the expression ‘the children of A. & 
B.—the preposition “ of’? not being repeated 
before B., & A. & LB. not having or being capable 
of having children together—is the children of 
A. & the individual B. not his or her children. 
But the expression “the children of A. & 3B.” 
may mean the children of A. & the children of 

.; &, in a will, must have that meaning if B., 
to the knowledge of testator, be dead, leaving 
children still alive (Joyce, J.).—He WALBRAN, 
MILNER v. WALBRAN, [1906] 1 Ch. 643 93 L. YT. 
745; 54 W. RR. 167. 


Annotation :-—Consd. Fe 
11914] 1 Ch. 70. 


6985. j|—Testatrix, after giving cer- 
tain pecuniary legacies including a legacy of 
£500, to Dr. G. in recognition of his kindnesses, 
gave her residuary estate in trust to pay the 
income to her sister during her life, & after her 
death in trust to divide the same in two equal 
moieties one moicty to be paid to testatiix’s 
niece, & ‘the other moicty to be divided equally 
between the unmarried daughters of my brotlher- 
in-law Dr. H. & Dr. G. equally. At the date of 
the will testatrix’s sister was seventy-four years 
of age; Dr. H. had five daughters, of whom three 
were unmarried, & Dr. G. had one daughter only 
who was four years of age :—Held: (1) looking 
to the surrounding circumstances on the true 











Harper, Plowman v. Ifarper, 
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construction of the will the gift was a gift to 
Dr. G. personally & not to his unmarried daughter ; ° 

(2) the moiety was divisible in equal fourth shares 

between the three unmarried daughters of Dr. H. 

& Dr. G.—Re Harrer, PLOWMAN v. HARPER, 

[1914] 1 Ch. 70; 83 L. J. Ch. 157; 109 L. 'T. 925 ; 

5S Sol. Jo. 120. 

6986. Both classes of children living.]— 
A bequest of residue ‘‘ to all the children of my 
brother Rt. & my sister M., to be equally divided 
between them share & share alike.” R. & M. 
having equal legacies in a former part of the will, 
& there being nothing in the context from which 
an intention could be inferred that M. was person- 
ally to take an equal share in the residue with the 
children of R., this construction was rejected, & 
the gift was held to pass the residue to the children 
of kh. & the children of M. in equal shares.— 
MAson v. BAKER (1856), 2 WK. & J. 567; 69 E.R. 
908. 

Annotations :-—Consd. He Davies’ Will (1860), 29 Beuv. 93, 
Distd. Stammvoll v. Hales, Re Johnstone (1864), 10 L. I. 
807. Consd. Hawes v. Hawes (1880), 14 Ch. D. G14. 
6987. .]|—Bequest between & amongst 

all & every the child & children of Thomas T. 

deceased & Henry ‘Il. in equal shares :—Held: all 

the children of Thomas & of Henry took equally, 
per capita, & not per stirpes, & Henry himself 
took nothing.—Re DAVIES’ WILL (1860), 29 Beav. 

93; 7 Jur. N.S. 118; 9 W. RR. 184; 54 EF. R. 

5G]. 


Annotations :-~-Refd. Rc Johnstone, Stuminvoll «. Hales 
(1864), 12 W. RR. 1137; Hawes v. Uawes (1880), 14 Ch. D. 
614. 

















6988. ——.|—Ite INGLE'’S Trusts, No. 
G812, ante. 
6989. —-— — -./—To constitute a named 


person a member of a class he must have a common 
character with the unnamed members. 

Testator gave to trustees all his estates upon 
trust to sell, & directed that the proceeds of sale 
should be part of his personal estate & be subject 
to the dispositions concerning his residuary 
estate, & after giving legacies, one to R., & another 
to the children of J., he gave the residue unto & 
equally amongst al] the children of his brother- 
in-law, J., & the said Rt., & directed that the same 
should be vested legacies at the time of his decease. 
K. died before testator, leaving children living at 
testator’s death. Three children of J. were living 
at testator’s death :-—Held: WR. would, if living, 
have taken a share of the residue & not his children, 
& as he died before testator, the share which he 
would have taken belonged to the three surviving 
residuary legatees, not as a class with R., but 
under the special terms of this will.—Re FEATHER- 
STONE’S TRUSTS (IS82), 22 Ch. D. L11l; 52 
L. J. Ch. 75; 47 L. TT. 508: 01 W. 7. 89. 
Annotation -—Expld. Ite Whiston, Whiston v. Woolley, 

[1924] 1 Ch. 122. 

6990. sjeli¢ 
WALRRAN, No. 6984. ante. 

6991. o}--Re TLARPER, 
Tlarpen, No. 6985, aife. 

6992. One party without children.|/—-A. 
devises the whole of his fortune equally, to be 
divided between any second or younger sons of 
his brother S. & his sister S$. The sister has one 
younger son, but the brother has none :—Held : 
the younger sen of the sister was entitled to the 
whole.—WICKER tv. Mirrorp (1782), 3 Bro. Parl. 
Cas. 442: 1B. R. 1422, H.-L. 

Annotation :-—-Refd. Maleolm v. Martin (1790), 3 Bro. C, C, 

o0. 
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Sect. 17.—Deacription of donees: Sub-sect. 11, B. 
(c), & C. (a).} 


6998. -— -—--.]; StTumMMVOLI v. Llauzes, No. 
6983, ante. 
6994. — One party dead at date of will.) 


A bequest of a residue to be divided equally 
‘‘amongst all the children of my late cousin 
K. L. & my cousin P. F. & their lawful repre- 
sentatives,’ is a bequest to the children of IE. L. 
&. P. F. himself, & not to the children of P. F.— 
LUGAR v. HARMAN (1786), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 250; 
29 E.R. 1151. 

Annotations :—Distd. Peacock v, Stockford (1853), 3 De 
G. M. & G. 73; Mason v. Baker (1856), 2 K. & J. 567. 
N.F. Fte Davies’ Will (1860), 9 W. Rh. 134. Apld. Stunm- 
voH v. Hales (1864), 34 Beay. 124. Consd. Haves ». 
Hawes (1880), 14 Ch. D. 614: Re Foutherstone’s Trusts 
(1882), 22 Ch. D. 111: Re Harper, Plowman v. Harper, 
[1914] 1 Ch. 70. Refd. Re Wulbran, Milner v. Walbran 
(1906), 54 W. R. 167. 


C. “ Eldest,” “ Younger,” ete. 
(a) ** Eldest.” 

6995. General rule—First born.]—ScARISBRICK 
v ECCLESTON (1838), 5 Cl & Fin. 398; 2 Jur. 
032; 7H. 1. 455, H. L. 
Annotation :—Refd. Wilbraham v. 

H. lL. Cas. 173, n. 

6996. --—— }—Testator, by codicil, after 
appointing two persons trustees, as also their 
heirs & assigns, to his will & codicil, desired that 
his sister, A. B., should do what she pleased with 
his remaining property after payment of certain 
legacies, excepting a tenement at W., & a sum of 
stock, of which she could only receive the interest 
& rent during her natural life, & afterwards to 
his sister's eldest. son, on his taking the name of 
M.; but, should he refuse to take the name of 
M., or his sister, A. B., depart this life without a 
son, then the tenement at W. & stock should go 
to P., on his taking the name of M., & so on to 
his heirs, each taking the name of M., none of 
them being allowed to touch the principal, & no 
one should, after his sister, A. B., inherit the said 
property or enjoy the interest who did not take 
or possess the name of M.:—fHeld: the trustees 
took an estate in fee by virtue of their appoint- 
ment, & A. B. was entitled to an estate for life in 
the tenement & stock, with a remainder in fee in 
the tenement, & an absolute interest in stock to 
the first born of A. B. vested on his birth & 
baptism by the name of M.—BENNETT v. BENNETT 
(1864), 2 Drew. & Sm. 266; 31 L. J. Ch. 84; 
11 L. T. 362; 10 Jur. N.S. 1170; 13 W. R. 66; 
62 E. R. 623. 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Greenwood, Goodhart v. Woodhead, 
{1902} 2 Ch. 198. 


6997. — -— - ~-.;—Whaere testator excluded his 
eldest son by name from a share in a bequest, & 
such eldest son afterwards died :—VJ/eld: the 
second son was not excluded from taking a share. 
—Woop v. Woop (1867), L. R. 4 Hg. 48; 15 
W. R. 389. 

6998. -———~.}—The only son of a marriage 
cannot succeed to an estate which had been limited 
to A. & his heirs in tail male, “ except an eldest 
son,’ & does not come in under a proviso giving 
the estate to A. & “ all & every other the son of the 
body of A., save & except an eldest son.”’ 

‘* Eldest’? & ‘‘ first-born’’ to be treated as 
synonymous terms. 

H., who was possessed of an estate called S., 
married, in 1792, Elizabeth C., who was possessed 
of an estate called B. They had three children, 
H.M.'T.,G.G. T., & Melesina T. On the marriage 
of H. M. T. in 1826 the estate of S. was settled on 
Ui. VT. & Elizabeth (father & mother) for life, with 
an annuity to H. M. T., & on the death of the 


Scarisbrick (1840), 1 
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father & mother the estate of S. was to go to 
H. M. T. for life, & then to his sons in tail male, 
in default, etc., toG. G. T. & his sons in tail male. 
On the marriage of G. G. T. in 1834 the estate of 
B. was settled on H. T. (the father) for life, then 
on Elizabeth his wife, then on G. G. T. for life, 
then to his sons in tail male, & in default, etc., 
to Melesina for life, then to the use of H. M. T., 
then to the use of the second son of H. M. T. & his 
heirs male, & in default, to the use of the third, 
fourth, fifth, & of “ all & every other the son of 
the body of II. M. T., save & except an eldest son, 
severally, successively, & in remainder one after 
another,’ etc., ‘the elder of such son & sons, 
other than an eldest son as aforesaid, to be 
preferred,’’ ctc., & in default or failure, etc., to the 
use of Henry Arabin, his heirs & assigns for ever ”’ ; 
& in case, under the deed of 1826, any person of the 
issue of Gi. CG. 'T., other & except a youngest or only 
son, or the heir male of his body, should become 
entitled to S., then the use of the estate of B. 
should thereupon cease, & the lands of B. 
should thereupon go over to the person next 
entitled. H.M. 'T. had one only son. G. G. T. 
had no issue. Melesina had been in possession 
of the estate B., & was dead :—Held : on her death 
the ultimate remainder in the estate of B. given 
to Henry Arabin took effect under the words which 
excluded an eldest. son of If. M. T. holding S., from 
suceceding to the possession of B., & an only son 
of H. M. T. had no title to B., & was not to be 
treated as other than an eldest son under the clauses 
which gave B. to the second, third, fourth, fifth, 
& all & every other son of Hf. M. T., save & except 
an eldest son.—Tuiri v. BERMINGHAM (1875), 
L. R. 7H. L. 634; 24 W. RR. 540, HW. . 

6999. ——.]—-l1. is impossible to interpret 
this shifting clause according to the literal meaning 
of the words. The eldest son of a man is his 
first born, the primogenitus (LORD CAItRNS).— 
BATHURST v. IERRINGTON (1877), 2 App. Cas. 698 ; 
sub nom. CRAVEN v. HERRINGTON, BATHURST ¥. 
ERRINGTON, 46 L. J. Ch. 7483 837 L. TV. 3838; 25 
W.. 908, H. L.; affy. 8S. C. sub nom. TLERVEY- 
BATHURST v. STANLEY, CRAVEN v. STANLEY 
(1876), 4 Ch. D. 251, CG. A. 

Annotations :-- Consd. Meredith ». Treffry (1879), 12 Ch. D. 


170; Locke v. Dunlop (1888), 39 Ch. D. 387. Refd. Le 
Whitmore, Waters v. Lfarrison, [1902] 2 Ch. 66. 


7000. —--— ~—-—.]—-Iixcept in cases of portions 
or of a specially qualifying context, ‘' eldest son ”’ 
means “ first-born son.’’ Testator, by will dated 
in 1811, devised lands to the use of A. for life, with 
remainder to the use of ‘‘ the eldest son ”’ of A. for 
life, with remainder, after the decease of the eldest 
son of A., to the use of the eldest son of his body & 
his heirs for ever; but in case of the death of the 
eldest. son of A. without issue male, to the use of the 
second, third, fourth & every other son of A. 
successively in tail male; & the will contained a 
proviso that the first, second, third, & every other 
son of A. should, before receiving the rents of the 
lands, take & use the name & arms of testator. 
The first-born son of A. was living at the date of 
the will, but died an infant. (., the second-born 
son of A., was his eldest living son at the time of 
the death of testator :—Held: the word “ eldest ”’ 
must be construed as ‘ first-born.’’—-MEREDITH v. 
TREFFRY (1879), 12 Ch. D. 170; 48 L. J. Ch. 337 ; 
27 W. RR. 406. 

Annotation :—Apld. Amyot. v. Dwarrts, [1904] A. C. 268. 

7001. Eldest at death of testator.|}—BAKER v. 
HALL (1691), 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 214; 21 EH. Tt. 999. 

7002. ]—Where a testator bequeathed all 
his houses & premises in W. to his wife, for life ; 
&, at her decease, to go to his eldest son, or sur- 
viving sons; &, in lack of sons, to daughters; & 
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his copyhold land at L. to his eldest son; &, in 
case of his decease, to the eldest, & so on in rotation ; 
&, in lack of sons, to daughters; & directed his 
personal property to be equally divided among 
the remaining children :—Held: that the son, 
who, at the death of testator, was the eldest, under 
the will, & as heir at law, took a fee in the premises 
at W., subject to his mother’s life-estate, & a fee 
in the copyhold land at L.— WRIGHT v. STEPHENS 
(1821), 4 B. & Ald. 574; 106 E. RR. 1016. 

7003. .}—Testator bequeathed stock to be 
equally divided ‘‘ between the eldest child of his 
dear sister 1. & the cldest child of his dear sister 
A. -Held: eldest child’? was the eldest 
child living at the death of testator.—e HARRIS’s 
Trusts (1854), 2 Wg. Rep. 1110; 23 L. T. O. 8. 
344; 2 W. RR. 689. 


Annotations :—Distd. Re Whorwood, Ogle v. Sherborne 
eee Ch. D. 446. Dbtd. Amyot v. Dwarris, [1904] 


7004. Eldest at specified time.|—Younger son 
becoming an eldest, entitled to take eo nomine. 
Devise of house & appurtenances to wife during 
widowhood ; but that the eldest son when twent y- 
one or married, might have it, on notice. The 
wife having married after the death of a former 
eldest son, unmarried, & during the minority, etc., 
of the existing eldest son; it was declared that he 
would be entitled to the enjoyment on attaining 
twenty-one, or marriage, upon giving noticee.— 
BRIDGWATER (DUKE) v. EGkrron (1751), 2 Ves. 
Sen. 1213; 28 H.R. SOs sub nom. BRIDGEWATER 
(DUKE) v. LivTLicron, erc., | Bro. C. C. 280, n., L. ©. 
winnotations :-—Refd. Thellusson v. Woodford (1799), 4 Ves. 

227: Lineoln ve. Neweustle (1806), 12 Ves. 218. 

7005. o|—-Under a will directing the transfer 
of stock among all the children of testatrix’s 
daughter, except an eldest son; a second son 
having become the eldest living by the death of 
his eldev brother. who survived testatrix, is not 
entitled to a share, although an estate Hmited to 
his elder brother did not)’ descend to him.— 
MATTHEWS v. Pau (L819), 38 Swan. 328; 2 Wils. 
Ch. 64; 36 E.R. 883. 

Annotations :-~Consd. Peacocke vt. Pures (1858), 2) Keen, 
6893 Livesey «. Livesey (1816), 15 TL. J. Ch. 357 3; Macou- 
brey vr. Jones (J856), 2K. & J. 6845 de Theed'’s Settinit. 
(1857), 3K. & J. 38755 Adams ev, Adams (1858), 25 Beav. 
652: Dotmvile v7 Wainuinegton (1881), 26 Ch. J. 3sz. 
Refd. Windham tv, Graham (1826), 1 Russ. 3313; Wyndham 
® Fane (1853), 11 Tare, 257: Sandeman mv Mackenzie 
(1861), 1 John. & H. 613 ; Stanhope ¢. Collingwood (1867), 
36 L. J. Ch. 8045) Hervey-Bathurst v. Stanley, Craven v. 
Stanley (1876), 4 Ch. D. 251, 


7006. i—'Testator, by his will, directed the 
incoine Of his estate, personal, to be divided into 
two equal parts, & one of those parts to be sub- 
divided into two cqual parts; & that the first 
of the latter should be paid in quarterly payments 
to the eldest son of E., who should add the name of 
(i.tohisown; & that, on his decease, the quarterly 
payment of his annuity should be continued to 
his heir-at-law; & failing the latter by death, 
so on in like manner as Jong as there should be an 
heuw :-—Held: this was an absolute gift of one- 
fourth to the eldest son of bk. 

Testator, by his will, directed the income of 
one-fourth part of his personal estate to be paid 
to the eldest son of his sister M. ; & on his decease, 
to his heir-at-law, etc. The eldest born son of 
M. was alive at the date of testator’s will, but 
subsequently died in the testator’s lifetime, 
leaving a second born son surviving. Testator, 
being aware of that circumstance, by a codicil, 
directed the trustees of his will to divide a certain 
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sum among all the children then living of his 
sister M., with the exception of the one provided 
for in his will :—Held: the second born son took 
the share given by the will to the eldest son.— 
THOMPSON v. THOMPSON (1844), 1 Coll. 381; 8 
Jur. 839; 63 I. R. 464. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Myers v. Perigal ( J8e?); 16 Sim. 533; 
T. O 89 


Marsh v. Means (1857), 30 L. T. O. 8. 89: Thomson »v. 
Sinnett v. Herbert (1872), 


Shakespeare (1859), John. 612 ;: 
7 Ch. App. 232; Bowman v. Secular Suc., (1917) A. C. 406. 


7007. -I—I think there is no weight in the 
argument that the natural & ordinary meaning of 
the word ‘‘ eldest’”’ is eldest in point of age, & 
that it is unjustifiable to substitute such a meaning 
as a conveyancer or other lawyer whose mind is 
habituated to establish rules of descent & con- 
ventional limitations of real property would he 
lead to adopt. The will is confessedly not the 
natural language of testator himself, but the 
professional language of the conveyancer who was 
employed to draw it. Surely it is difficult to 
maintain that in construing such a will the same 
sense ought to be imputed to its language as if 
the subject of construction were a document of 
an ordinary kind, frained in natural language, & 
treating of untechnical matters (WILLIAMS, J.). 

Reading the will, therefore, with no other 
inclination as to its construction except that 
which naturally & properly arises from an un- 
willingness to attribute unreasonable or capricious 
intentions to testator, when his language permits 
us to regard him as reasonable & not capricious, 
JT think it clear, that if the words ‘ eldest male 
lineal descendant ” can, without violence, be taken 
to indicate the person who should at the specified 
tiine be heir male of the body of Peter Isaac, we 
are bound so to construe them (LORD CRANWORTH). 
—TIHeLLUSSON wv. RENDLESHAM (LORD), THEL- 
LUSSON v. THELLUSSON, ITARE v. ROBARTS (1859), 
7H. L. Cas. 429; 28 TT. J. Ch. 048; 11 E.R. 
172.3; sub nom. TiWELLUSSON v. ROBARTS, HARE v. 
RoOBARTS, RENDLESHAM v. ROBARTS, 33 L. T. O.S. 
379; 5 Jur. N.S. 1031. H. LL. 

Annotations :-- -Mentd. Richards v. Davies (1862), 13 C. B. 
N.S. 605 Di Sora rv. Phillipps (1863), 2 New Rep. 553 ; 
Rhodes +. Rhodes (882), 7 App. Cas. 192; Pe Northen’s 
IWstate, Salt r. Pym (1881), 28 Ch. D. 1533 R. uv. Sunder- 
land JJ. (1901), 85 L. TT. £83. 

7008. -Devise & bequest to A., & after 
lier decease leaving any child or children her 
surviving who should attain twenty-one, to pay 
her share “ to her eldest child, his exors., adminis- 
trators & assigns,’”’ with a gift over in default of 
such child :—Held: A.’s eldest child, who died in 
A.’s life, did not take, but the second child who 
survived her mother was entitled.—STEVENS v. 
Py (1861), 30 Beav 281; 54 KB. BR. 898. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Re Walker, Dunkerly v. Howerdine, 

[1917] 1 Ch. 38. 

7009. Eldest at period of distribution.|—Testa- 
trix gave to the eldest son of her daughter E. & 
of her husband L., who should be living at the time 
of her own decease, ten guineas, adding that she 
left him no larger sum, because he would have a 
handsome provision from the estates of her late 
husband & of his own father, who was still alive, 
& she gave the residue of her property to her exors. 
upon trust, as to one moiety thereof, to pay & 
divide the same unto & amongst all the children 
of her daughter E., who were then in being or 
should be thereafter born, except her eldest son, 
or such of her sons as should, by the death of an 
elder brother, become an eldest son, equally to be 
divided amongst them, & the survivors or survivor, 
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$ 
when the youngest should arrive at the age of 
twenty-one vears. At the death of the testatrix, 
her daughter EF. had five children, & the eldest 
son was provided for from the estates in the will 
mentioned, & he reccived the ten guineas, but 
died, without issuc, before the youngest child 
attained twenty-one. The second, who then 
became an eldest son, did not) succeed to the 
provision which had been made for the eldest 
son :—Hicld: notwithstanding that, he, being the 
eldest son at the time the youngest of the children 
attained twenty-one, was excluded from any share 
in the moicty of the residue.— LIVESEY 2. LIVESEY 

(1849), 2 LI. L. Cas. 419; 18 L. TT. 0. S. 153; 18 

Jur. 3713; 9 E.R. Jol, HT. 

Annotations :-—-Consd. Macoubrey v. Jones (1856), 2 K. & J. 
684; Re Theed’s Settlmt. (1857), 3K. & J. 375; Adams v. 
Adams (1858), 25 Beav. 652; Domvile o Winnington 
(1884), 26 Ch. TD. 382. Refd. Thellusson v. Rendlesham 
(1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 429; Re River’s Settimt. Trust (1870), 
40 L. J. Ch. 87. 

7010. --—..----Testator gave persona] property, 
upon the death of the survivor of several tenants 
for life, ‘‘to be divided equally between the two 
eldest children born in wedlock of each of his sons 
& daughters; but if there should be only ‘ one 
child living’ to any of his married sons or 
daughters, that child to receive only the propor- 
tion divided equally according to the nwumber 
there may be” :—Held: “the two eldest born ”’ 
meant. the two actual eldest hving at the date of 
distmbution, & the representatives of a deceased 
eldest. & a deceased second eldest were excluded.—- 
MADDEN v. IKIN (1862), 2 Drew. & Sm, 207; 1 
New Rep. ll; 32 L. J. Ch. 3; 71. 1. 264; 8 
Jur. N.S. 11683; 11 W. R. 2: 62 EF. BR. 600. 
aanetans :~~Refd. Cooper v. Macdonald (1873), L. R. 16 

UQ. 20%. 

7011. —--—.,—A testatrix devised an estate at. T. 
to J. for life, with remainders to the sons & 
daughters of J. successively in tail, with remainders 
over, & with a proviso that if any tenant for life 
or in tail in possession should neglect to reside on 
the TI. estate for six months, the estate of hin & 
of the issue of his body should thenceforth cease, 
& the T. estate should go to the person next 
entitled in remainder, as if the person so neglecting 
to reside were then dead without leaving issue ; 
& she bequeathed her residuary personal estate 
in trust for the children of the person who should 
at her death become tenant for life of the T. 
estate, other than & besides an eldest or only 
son or an eldest daughter for the time being entitled 
in tail in remainder expectant on the death of 
his or her parent to the IT. estate, who should attain 
twenty-one or marry & if there should be but one 
child besides such eldest or only son or eldest 
daughter for the time being entitled as aforesaid, 
then in trust. for that one child, with a gift over 
in case there should be no such child, or all such 
children should die before any of them should 
attain a vested interest. J. survived testatrix. 
neglected to reside on the T. estate for six months, 
& died leaving a posthumous son, D., who was his 
only child :—Held: as D., by reason of the for- 
feiture incurred by J. before his birth, never was 
tenant in tail in remainder of the 'T. estate, he was 
entitled to the residuary personal estate, & being an 
only child he took a vested interest at his birth.— 
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: sister, 

h. ** Younger daughter.” J—V., by will, 
directed that “if he bad but one 
younger daughter she should have 


#15,000."" This event took placc; 


but she having survived her elder 
subsequently became cntitled 
to the estates of the testator :-—HMeld: 
this circumstance did not deprive the 
younger of her portion as the sole 
younger child. —- BYRNE v. 


WILLS. 


JONNSON v. Fouups (1868), L. R. 5 Eq. 268; 37 

L. J. Ch. 260. 

annotation :—Refd. Re Fletcher, Doré v. Fletcher (1885), 
53 L. T. 813. 

7012. Eldest at period of vesting.)—The cha- 
racter of ‘‘ eldest son’”’ is, in ordinary cases, to be as- 
certained at the period of vesting, & not of payment. 

Bequest to A. for life, & afterwards in trust for 
her children who, not being an eldest or only son, 
should attain twenty-one. In 1854, after G., the 
second son, had attained twenty-one, the eldest 
son died, & the second thereupon became eldest. 
The tenant for life died in 1857 :—Held : G., though 
an eldest son at the time the fund became payable 
to the children, took a share.—ADAMS v. ADAMS 
(1858), 25 Beav. 652; 53 i. R. 786. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Sandeman v. Mackenzie (1861), 1 
John. & H. 613. Refd. Domvile v«. Winnington (1884), 
26 Ch. D. 382. 

7013 Eldest at date of will.|—A gift ‘‘to the 
eldest son of my sister & his heirs for ever’”’ 
operates in favour of the elder of her two sons 
living at the date of the will, though he pre- 
deceased testator, in the absence of any contrary 
intention appearing in the context.—AMYOT v, 
Dwarris, [1904] A. C. 268; 746 L. J. P. C. 40; 
90 L. T. 1023; 53 W.R.16; 20 T. 1. R. 268, P. C. 


(b) ** Younger.”’ 

7014. *‘ Younger children ’’—-Whether heir-at- 
law inciuded.|] -——~ BRETTON v. BRETTON (1661), 
Freem. Ch. 158; Nels. 63; 3 Rep. Ch. 1; 22 
kh. R. 1128, 


Annotation -—- Reid, Wilbraham v. 
H. L. Cas. 167. 


7015 —--—~ — -—.] --MEAD v. CavE (1663), 1 Rep. 
Ch. 224; 21 1. R. 556. 
Annotation :—Refd. Wilbraham =v. 

Hs. . Cas. 167. 

7016. Children other than eldest in age.)— 
SCARISBRICK 1 ECCLESTON (1838), 5 Cl. & Fin. 
398; 2 Jur. 632; 71. R. 455 1. LL. 
Annotation :-~-Refd. Wilbraham rv. Scarisbrick 

Wo... Cas. 173, n. 


Searisbrick (1847), 1 


Scarisbrick (1847), 1 





(1840), 1 


7017. -~--- - — ,i--WILBRAHAM tv. SCARISBRICK, 
No. 7025, post. 
7018. —- ~- ~ .j — Bequest to daughter's 


“younger children’ :—Held: to mean the 
child'en other than the eldest in aye.--LYDDON v. 
ELLISON (1854), 19 Beav. 565 5 24 L. TT. OS. 123 ; 
8 Jur. 1066; 2 W.R. 6903 52 Ie. RR. 470. 

erraui = Meet: Re White, White «. Edmond, [1901] 

PCh. O79. 

7019. - -— --—.|]—Testator devised real estate 
on trust after the death of his wife in strict settle- 
ment on his four sons, A., B., C., & D., & their 
issue male successively. He bequeathed a legacy 
of £14,000 after the death of his wife to be paid to 
his ‘‘ younger children,’ namely, B., C., D., E., 
K., G., Th... K., & L. (the six latter being his 
daughters) in equal shares, so that the share of 
cach of his said younger children should be 
absolutely vested at twenty-one, whether the 
preceding trusts should be determined or not. 
A. & B. died in the lifetime of testator’s widow 
without issue male. C. attamed twenty-one in 
the lifetime of B., & on the death of the widow 
beeame tenant for life under the will of the real 
estate :—--Held : he was entitled to a share in the 
legacy of £14,000.—-Re PryTHERCH, PRYTHERCH 
v. WILLIAMS (1889), 42 Ch. D. 590; 59 L. J. Ch. 
79; 6LL. T. 709: 38 W. 1. OL. 

Annotation -—Mentd. Anchor Trust Co, ». Bell, [1926] Ch. 805. 


(1843), 5 Ir. Jur. 345.-—IR. 

j. Legacy to ‘‘my three youngest 

daughters ’’—Subaequent birth of post- 

humous daughter—wWhether al Nate 
i. 


~-Dte SMILEY, 28 N. Z L — 
BYRNE N.Z. 
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7020. —-_— Whether eldest child included—Eldest 
daughter.]—PiERsoON v. GARNET, No. 6870, ante. 
.J|—Testatrix directed that 
her land at M. should, as the rents became due, be 
equally divided amongst the youngest of her son’s 
children ; the son left four daughters, one of whom 
was his eldest child, & a son:—Held: the 
daughters, including the eldest, took an estate in 
fee in the land, it appearing by the context of the 
will to be testatrix’s intention to exclude an eldest 
son only.—HaLL v. Luckur (1830), 4 Sim. 5; 
58 E.R. 3. 

«Annotation :— Refd. Wilbraham v. Scarisbrick (1847), 1 

H. L. Cas. 167. 


7022. Gift by parent.}|— Younger child 
is never considered as an eldest, but between parent 
& children, or one in loco parentis, not in the case 
of a provision by a stranger.—HALL v. HEWER 
(1753), Amb. 2038 ; 27 BE. BR. 135. 

Annotations :—Consd. Matthews v. Paul (1819), 2 Wils. Ch. 

64; Scarisbrick v. Skelmersdale (1840), 4 Y. & GC. Ex. 


78. Refd. Sandeman v. Mackenzle (1861), 1 John. & H. 
613; Shuttleworth v. Murray, (1901] 1 Ch. 819. 


7023. ——-— Gift by stranger.]—IIALL v. 
FirweEr, No. 7022, ante. 

7024. ‘‘ Youngest child ’’—-Only one child 
existing.]|—-Bequest to the youngest child of A. 
if she should have any child or children within a 
certain period ; if no child or children within that 
period, over: her eldest child, being the only one 
within the period described, is entitled. —EMERY v. 
ENGLAND (1796), 3 Ves. 232; 30 E.R. 985, L. C. 

7025. ‘* Younger son’’——- Younger in order of 
birth.]—In construing a will, the words ‘‘ younger 
son ”’ used by testator in a proviso for the shifting, 
in certain events, of an estate thereby devised, are 
to be taken in their plain & ordinary sense, as 
meaning ‘‘ younger in order of birth,’’ unless it 
satisfactorily appears from other parts of the will 
that they were used by testator in another sense.--— 
WILBRAHAM v. SCARISBRICK (1847), 1 HL. L. Cas. 
167; 9 E.R. 718, UW. Le; affy. S.C. sub nom. 
SCARISBRICK Uv. SKELMERSDALE (LORD) (1840), 4 
Y.& C. Ex. 78. 

Annotations :-~-Consd. Meredith v. Treffry (1879), 12 Ch. D. 

170.) Refd. Thellusson vr, Rendlesham (1859), 7 H. IL. 

Cus. 429; Sendeman v. Mackenzie (1861), 1 John. & H. 


613 > Shuttleworth v. Murray, (1901) 1 Cth. 819. Mentd. 
Maddison v. Chapman (1859), 3 De G.& J. 536. 


7026. ** Younger sons nominatim ’’—‘‘ & all & 
every other the son or sons to be begotten °’—Eldest 
son excluded.|/— LOCKE v. DuNLop, No. 6936, ante. 




















(c) Other Cases. 


7027. *‘Second son ’’—-Second born son.]-— 
A. devises to trustees in trust for his daughter for 
life, remainder to the second son of her body, in 
tail male, & so to every younger son, with 
reynainders over. There were two sons, B. & C. 
B. died, & after his death C. was born. C. though 
an only son, shall take, he being the second son 
in order of birth, & as the will is worded, not to be 
excluded.—TRAFFORD v. ASHTON (1710), 2. Vern. 
660; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 213, pl. 8; 23 18 R. 1029, L. C. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Driver v. Frank (1814), 3M. & 8. 25. 


Refd. Lomax v. Holmeden (1732), 3 P. Wms. 176; > Rad- 
ford v, Willis (1871), L. R. 12 lq. 105. 


7028. Second son at testator’s death.|— 
Testatrix devised lands, after the death of devisees 
for life, to the second son of J. in fee. At the time 
of making the will, J. had had three sons, but two 
of them had died previously. Afterwards, & in 
testatrix’s lifetime, J. had a son H., who died in 
her lifetime, & another son John who survived her : 
—Held: John took under the devise.—KING v. 
BENNETT (1838), 4 M. & W. 36; 1 Horn & I. 
289; 7L. J. Ex. 242; 150 BE. R. 1333. 

Alanon Felt, Re Lowman, Devenish v. Poster, (1895) 
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7029. -]— Testator having three 
different estates, left one to G. for life, remainder 
to G.’s first son for life, & then to the issue of such 
first son in strict settlement ; remainder in like 
manner to G.’s second & other sons, & their issue : 
the second estate to G. for life, & to his child or 
children other than & except an eldest or only son, 
in fee: the third, to E. for life, & her children in 
strict scttlement. At the time of testator’s death, 
pltf. was the second son of G.; at the death of G. 
he was the only child, the first son having diced in 
the interval :—Held: pltf. was entitled, on the 
death of G. to take the second estate in fee.— 
Apams v. Bush (1839), 6 Bing. N. C. 164; 8 
Scott, 405; 9 L. J.C. P. 111; 183 E. BR. 65. 

7030. ‘‘ Second, third & every other son ’’—May 
include eldest son.|—Devise to the first & eldest 
son of the body of J. lawfully issuing or issued, & 
for default of such issue then likewise to the second, 
third, & every other son of J. successively, & in 
remainder the one after the other as they shall be 
in seniority of age & priority of birth, & the several 
& respective heirs male of the body & bodies of 
such second, third, or other son or sons, etc., & 
in case of such issue male failing by J. then, etc. :— 
HTeld: the eldest son of J. took an estate tail.— 
CLEMENTS v. Paskye (1784), 2 Cl. & Fin. 230, n. ; 
3 Doug. K. B. 384; 99 I. R. 709. 

«innotations :—Apld. Doe _d. Harris v. Taylor (1847), 10 Q. B. 
718. Consd. Locke vw. Dunlop (1888), 39 Ch. D. 387. 
7031. ‘‘ Seventh or youngest child ’’—Youngest 

child—Eighth in order of birth—One child dead.]— 

Legacy to the ‘‘ seventh or youngest child of A.” 

A. had six children at testator’s death, & had had 

another, who died at the age of two months. 

Afterwards pltf. was born, & was the seventh 

child living, but the eighth in order of birth. 

Other children were born afterwards. Under 

these circumstances the youngest child is entitled 

to the legacy, & not pltf._WEsT v. TRELAND (LORD 

PRIMATE) (1790), 2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 258 ; 3 Bro. C. C. 

148; 30 EB. R. 120, L. C. 

Annotation :-—Refd. King v. Bennett (1838), 4 M. & W. 36. 
7032. ‘*‘ Second, third, fourth & other sons ”’ 

Includes eldest son.]—J. l.. devised his manors & 

hereditaments to trustees upon trust to convey 

same to the use of J. HL. L., his eldest son, for life ; 
with remainder to trustees to preserve contingent 
remainders; with remainder to the use of the 
second, third, fourth, fifth, & all & every other the 
son & sons of the body of J. H. L., severally & 
successively in seniority of age & priority of birth, 
in tail male; remainder to the use of devisor's 
second & other sons successively in tail male; 
remainder to the use of J. HL. L.’s first, second, 
third, fourth, fifth, & all & every other daughter & 
daughters successively, in tail general ; remainder 

to the use of devisor’s eldest daughter, M. 8S. L. 

for life; remainder to trustees to preserve, etc. 5 

remainder to the use of the first, second, third, 

fourth, fifth, & all & every other son of M.S. L. 

successively, in tail male ; remainder to her first, 

second & other daughters successively, in tail 
veneral; with divers other like remainders to the 
devisor’s other daughters & their issue, & various 
intermediate terms in trust. There was no express 
limitation to J. H. L.’s tirst son, nor any provision 
for him made or referred to in the will; but the 
trust of the first. term directed to be contained in 
the settlement to be made by the trustees was 
declared to be, in case there should be no son of 

J. H. 1., for raising portions for his daughters, 

except an eldest or only daughter, & the trusts of 

the other terms were to be for raising portions for 

the younger children of the successive tenants for 

life, in case there should be no issue of the body 
31 





850 


Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 11, C. 
(c), & D. (a) & (b), B. & F. (a).] 

of J. H. L.; & a power was directed by the devisor 
to be inserted in the settlement to enable J. H. L. 
to charge the devised estates with portions for his 
children other than an eldest or only son :—Held : 
the first son of J. H. L. was entitled to have an 
estate tail in the devised manors & hereditaments, 
expectant on the death of his father, limited to 
him in the conveyance directed to be made by 
the trustees.—LANGSTON v. LANGSTON (1834), 2 
Cl. & Fin. 194; 8 Bhi. N. S. 167; 6 FE. R. 1128, 
H. L.; affg. 8S. C. sub nom. LANGSTON v. POLE 
(1829), Tam]. 119. 

annotations :—Consd. Abbott v. Middleton, Ricketts +. 

Carpenter (1858), 7 H. I. Cas. 68. Apld. Tavernor v. 

Grindley (1875), 32 L. T. 424. Distd. Tuite v. Bermingham 

1875), L. R. 7 H. L. 684; Locke v. Dunlop (1888), 39 

h. D. 387. Refd. Monypenny v. Dering (1850), 7 Hare, 

568; Surtees «. Hopkinson (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 983 

Grant v. Grant (1870), L. K..5 C. P. 727; Re Blake’s 

Kstate (1871), 19 W. R. 765. Mentd. Hart v. Tulk (1852), 

2 De G. MM. & G. 3003; Clarke v. Clemmans, Selway «. 

Cleinmans (1866), 36 L. J. Ch. 71: Fe Thomson’s Trusts 

(1870), L. R. 11 Eq. 146; &e Haygarth, Wickham v. 

Haygarth, {1913] 2 Ch. 9. 

7033. ‘* Next surviving son ’’—-Next younger.|— 
Testator having, in the will, correctly arranged the 
names of his sons in a descending order of birth :— 
Held: by ‘‘ next surviving son,’ was meant the 
“ next younger ”’ & not the ‘‘ next elder ”’ surviving 
son.—HaAStTwoop v. Lockwoop (1867), L. R. 3 Eq. 
487; 36OL. J. Ch. 573; 15 W. RK. 611. 

Annotation -—Mentd. Re Martin, Smith v. Martin (1885), 54 

L. J. Ch. 1071. 


7034. ‘*‘ Other child ’’-- Includes eldest child.j;— 
(1) Testator, after bequcathing his personal estate 
to trustees upon trust. for sale, & after devising 
a freehold estate to his eldest son, G., & providing 
for his maintenance during minority out of the 
rents & profits directcd his trustees to invest 
the proceeds of the sale of his persona] estate, & 
to apply the income arising therefrom, & the rents 
& profits of his residuary real estate, towards the 
maintenance & education of ‘all his children 
living at his death or born in duc time after- 
wards’; & directed that when his youngest 
child should attain the age of twenty-one years his 
trustees should “sell all his real estate, except 
the estate devised to his son G.... & divide 
the proceeds equally between his daughters E., M., 
FV, S., & A., & his sons F. & W., & such other child 
or children as might be living at his decease, or 
born in due time afterwards ” :—Held: the eldest 
son, G., was entitled to share in the procecds of sale 
of the real estate. 

(2) Testator gave his wife, in the event which 
happened, an annuity of £30, & declared such 
annuity to be “in lieu of all dower & claims that 
his wife might have upon all or any of his estate 
& effects.”” Testator’s personal estate was, except 
so far as the annual income thereof was, as above, 
directed to be applied to the maintenance of his 
children, undisposed of :—Held: his widow was 
not barred from participating in the undisposed of 
personalty as one of the next of kin.—TAVERNOR 
v. GRINDLEY (1875). 32 L. T. 424. 

{nnotation :~-1g fo (1) Refd. Locke ve. Dunlop (1888), 39 

Ch. DD. 387. 


D. ** Descendants.” 
(a) In General. 
7035. Who are included—‘‘ Posterity of all 
kinds.’’]-—Descendauts must mean posterity of all 
kinds (Lord ELpon, C.).--ODDIE v. WoopFoRD 


WILLS. 


(1821), 3 My. & Cr. 584; 40 E. R. 1052, L. C. ; 
on appeal (1825). 3 My. & Cr. 625, H. L. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Bernal v. Bernal (1838), 3 My. & Cr. 
559; Doe d. Angell v. Angoll (1846), 9 Q. B. 328; Boys 
v. Bradley (1853), 10 Hare, 389; Thellusson v. Rondleshaimn 
(1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 429. Mentd. Kythesea v. Bythesca 
(1854), 23 L. J. Ch. 1004; Galloway v. London Corpn. 


(1865), 3 De G. J. & Sin. 59. 

7036. Children—In exclusion of grand- 
children.|—Bequest to ‘“‘ descendants ”’ of A., “‘ in 
such proportions as each may be entitled ’’ under 
the Statute of Distributions :—Held: a child of 
A. took in exclusion of grandchildren.—SMITH v. 
PEPPER (1859), 27 Beav. 86; 54 H.R. 34. 
noon :—Mentd. Loring v. Thomas (1861), 1 Drew. & 

mn. ° 





7087, ——~ —-— ——-.]—WILLIAMAON v. MOORE, 
No. 6751, ante. 
7038. _ To any degree.|—RALPH 





CARRICK, No. 7081, post. 

7039. Collaterals.|—Testator gave all the 
residue of his real & personal estate unto & equally 
between & amongst all his relations who might 
claim & prove their relationship to him by lineal 
descent. He had no wife or issue at the time of 
making his will, nor afterwards. He died, leaving 
several first cousins his next of kin :—Held: the 
first cousins were entitled to the residuary estate, 
both real & personal. CRAIK v. LAMB (1844), I 
Coll. 489; 14 L. J. Ch. 84; 41. 7. O.S. 152 ; 
Jur. 6; 63 1. R. 512. 

Annotation :— Refd. Boys rv. Bradley (1853), 4 De G. M. & 





7040, ——- —-—-. — BrEsT’ v. STONENEWER (1865), 
2 De G. J. & Sm. 537; 5 New Rep. 500; 34 
I. J. Ch. 849 12 LT. 195; IL Jur N.S. 315; 

WLR. 46 1. R. 484, L. JJ. 

7041. - Ascertainment of class.}— A. B. 
bequeathed all the residue of his property, after 
the death of his widow, to the brothers & sisters 
of her & himself, & to their descendants, in such 
proportions as his wife should by her will appoint. 
The widow, by her will, gave part of the property 
to a son of one of her own sisters then living, & 
another part to a daughter of one of her late hus- 
band’s brothers then living :—J/leld: the ct. 
declared that the persons entitled to take the pro- 
perty were those brothers & sisters of testator & 
his wife who were living at the death of the tenant 
for hfe, & the children of such of them as were 
dead were entitled to take by way of substitution. 
—- TUCKER v. BILLING (1856), 27 L. P.O. S. 182: 
Z2Jur N.S. E88. 

7042, ——— i Testatrix, Miss K., had a 
brother, a widower advanced in life, who had 
assumed the name of R. G. & had two children, one 
w bachelor of unsound mind. the other a daughter. 
By her will she bequeathed a tund to trustees in 
trust to pay the income to her brother for life, 
then to lus son for life, & from & after the decease 
of both of them, upon trust to pay the income 
* for life unto any immediate or direct descendants 
of my said brother or nephew who shall bear the 
name of RK. G. only, & from & after his or her 
decease, or in case of failure of any such immediate 
or direct descendant of my said brother or nephew 
who shall bear the name of R. G. only, “ upon trust 
for certain specified charitable societies. There 
was a clause for determining the interests of any 
descendants who, after becoming entitled to the 
receipt of the income, should abandon the name of 
R.G. Before the death of the nephew, a son born 
after the death of testatrix, of the daughter of 
testatrix's brother, assumed by royal licence the 
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k. Who are tiicluded- -Persons of same name.}—CAIRNIE v, CAIRNIK’S TRUSTERS (1837), 16 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 1 
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name of R. G., & at the decease of the survivor of 
the brother & nephew there was no other 
descendant of either of them who bore that name : 
—Held: the limitation to descendants was a gift 
for life to descendants living at the determination 
of the life interests & bearing the name of R. G. 
as joint teuants.—Re ROBERTS, REPING'TON v. 
ROBERTS-GAWEN (1881), 19 Ch. D. 520; 45 L. Tr. 
450, C A. 


Annotations :-—Mentd. Re Harvey, Peek v. Savory (1888), 39 
Ch. D. 289; Lee Wood, Tullett v. Colville, [1894] 3 Ch. 
381; Wainwright v. Miller, [1897] 2 Ch. 255 ; Manchester 
at sta Co. v. Manchester Racecourse Co., {1900) 

e 5 e 


(b) How Descendants Tuke. 


7043. By substitution—Gift to group of persons 
& aaa) descendants.|—-JONES v. TORIN, No. 6489, 
ante, 

7044. |—Gift to A. for life, with 
remainder to the daughters of B., “ & their 
descendants, per stirpes, to hold to them, their 
heirs, & assigns for ever.”? The daughters had 
children at the death of testator & of the tenant 
for life:—Held: the daughters took absolute 
interests & in joint-tenancy, & the issue could only 
take by substitution —Dick v. Lacy (1845), 8 
Beav. 214; 14 10. J. Oh. 150; 5 L. 1. O. S. 70; 
9 Jur. 221; 50 30. R. 84. 

Annotations :—Refd. Robinson v. Shepherd (1863), 32 Beav. 
665; Re Coulden, Coulden v. Coulden, [1908] 1 Ch. 320, 
7045, —-~— — .|—Testator, by a codicil to his 

will, directed his son to insure his life for £5,000, & 

to bequeath that sum to his wife in case she should 
survive him, to be invested in trust for her sole 
use & benefit during her life, & at her decease, or 
at the decease of the son if he should be the 
longest’ liver, the £5,000 to be bequeathed to 
testator’s “ daughters or their descendants in equal 
proportions.” The son duly insured his life, & 
after his death the sum of £5,000 was received by 
the trustecs of testator’s will & invested, & the 
dividends were paid to the son’s wife during her 
life. At her death questions arose on the con- 
struction of the codicil, & it was decided by the 
judge that the bequest was a substitutionary gift. 
to the descendants of those of the daughters of 
testator who died in the lifetime of the son's wife 
leaving descendants ; that ‘* descendants ” 
included children, grandchildren & yreat-grand- 
children living at the time of distribution: & 
that, although the daughters were to take as 
tenants in common, the words ‘in = equal 
proportions ’”’ did not apply as between the 
descendants themselves, such descendants taking 

as joint tenants.—lve FLOWER, MATHESON v. 

Goonpwyn (No. 2) (1890), 62 L. T. 677. 

7046. -~——,|—-Testator gave the whole 
of his property, real «& personal, to trustees 
‘“upon trust to pay out of the interest & 
rents arising from the same the following sums 
of money: I give to my wife .. . £250 per 
annum. ... T give to Captain H. H. Morgan, 
or to his descendants £250 per year; also to 














Mr. Percy Morgan, or his descendants £250 
per year; to Mrs. Annie Augusta Hardie, or 


her descendants £250 per year ; to Mrs. Susan 
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7049 i. Maxceptions to rule-~Children 
only.J—SWEET v. PLATT, 12 O. R. 229. 
—CAN. Xx 
}. Any degree of lineal descendants. | 
-—~Testator, by tis will, left his pro- 
porty to his wife, ‘‘ to be held by her 
or her own use, & for the use of 
any children, which have sprung or 
may spring from our marriage. She 
has a right to divide the above posses- 


remoter 
I. L. JT. 80.—IR. 
PART XVI. SECT. 


sions among her off-spring which mav 


the wife took an estate for life, with a 
power of appointment among children 
descendants.— BRADSHAW 
t, BRADSHAW, [1908] L I. R. 288; 42 


F. (a). 


7051 i. Intention of testator to be con- 
sidered.)—RIDGEWAY v. MUNKITTRICK 
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Pratten £50 per year; to Mrs. Susan S. Seller 
10s. per week. ... With regard to the residue 
of the interest & rents after the above payments 
have been made, I give ”’ it to various charities in 
specified proportions. The will contained no 
express gift of capital:— Held: the annuities 
ziven to Captain Morgan & Mr. P. Morgan were for 
ife only, with substitutional gifts to their 
descendants.— /2?e MORGAN, MorGAN v. MORGAN, 
[1893] 3 Ch. 222; 62 L. J. Ch. 789; 69 L. T. 407 ; 
37 Sol. Jo. 581, C. A. 
Annotation :—Mentd. te Bawden, Bawden v. Cresswell, 
Nevlonal Provincial Bank v. Cresswell (1893), 63 L. J. Ch. 
i. “ Offspring.” 

7047. General rule—Any degree of lineal descen- 
dants.|— A gift of personalty by will to A. for life ; 
remainder to her children, *‘ but if there should 
not be any child or offspring,”’ then a legacy to B. 
& the remainder to other persons. A. died, leaving 
only grandchildren :—Held: the legacy to B. 
failed ; offspring meaning issue beyond children.—- 
‘THOMPSON v. BEASLEY (1854), 3 Drew. 73) 3 
Kiq. Rep. 59; 24 L. J. Ch. 827; 18 Jur. 973; 61 
EK. R. 803. 

7048. 
10339, post. 

7049. Exceptions to rule-—Children  only.j- 
Testator directed a policy on the life of his son John 
to be settled, & the interest to be paid to John’s 
widow for life, & after her decease to her 
‘* offspring ’’:—Held: the children of John, who 
survived him, were entitled, to the exclusion of 
grandchildren.—- LISTER v. Tipp (1861), 29 Beav. 
618; 54 kK. R. 767. 

7050. J- ~“TABUTEAU v. NIXON (1899), 
15 T. I. KR. 485. 





No. 





—--—.J—YOUNG tv. DAVIES, 


ol 





I’, “ Issue.’ 
(a) In General, 

7051. Intention of testator to be considered.| — 
The word ‘ issue,” in a will, is not a technical 
expression, as ‘‘ heirs of the body,” & will yield 
to the intention of testator, to be gathered from 
the words of the will, whatever may be its prima 
facie meaning; &, therefore, in order to show 
testator’s intention in regard to the word ‘‘ issue,’’ 
it requires a less demonstrative context, than in 
regard to the technical expression ‘ heirs of the 
body.’’-—-LEES uv. Mositiry (1836), 1 Y. & C. Tox. 
589; 51. J. Ex. Eq. 78; 160 E.R. 241. 
Annotations :—-Apld. Slater r. Dangertield (1816), 15 M.& W. 

263; Roddy tv. Fitzgerald (1858), 6 HL. L. Cas. 825. 

Refd. Doe d. Littlewood v. Green (1838), 1 Horn & UH. 

$14; Morgan v. ‘Thomas (1882), 38 Q@. B.D. 370, 

7052. - .j—-In adjudicating on cases involving 
the meaning of the words “ issue ” or ** children,” 
the whole context of the will must be taken into 
consideration ; & the et. will, where the context 
is doubtful, adopt such a construction as will 
best: effect the intention of testator, & tend to the 
general benefit of the family which is the object 
of the bequest. In the case, however, of a gift 
to ‘all & every the respective issues of testator’s 
daughters, either sons or daughters,”’ followed by 
the frequent use in a subsequent part of the will 





(1841), 1 Dr. & War. 81.—IR. 


7051 ii. ~--—.]—The term ‘ issue ”’ 
in a destinution under a mortis causd 
doed to a person named ‘ & his issue °’ 
has no technical meaning, & it will 
depend upon the context & the inten- 
tion of testator whether it is confined 


mine 7? :--/d7eld 


17, SUB-SECT. 11. . children, or includes grandchildren 


descendants generally.— YOUNG’s 
TRUSTEES v. M'NaB, ETC. (1883), 10 
R. (Ct. of Sess.) 1165; 20 Se L. RK. 
789.—SCOT. 


ao i 2 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 11, FP. 
(a) & (0).] 
of the word “ issue,’’ it was held, that the word 
“issues ’’ ought not to be extended or enlarged 
50 as to comprise the issue of a deceased child of 
one of testatrix’s daughters.— FARRANT v. NICHOLS 
(1846), 9 Beav. 327; 15 L.J.Ch. 259; 50 E.R. 370. 
70538. Whether construed the same _ throughout 
the will.|—Testator gave £150 to A. & B. at their 
respective ages of twenty-one, or days of marriage, 
which should first happen, but in case either of 
them should die without issue before his or her 
legacy should become payable, then his or her 
legacy was to be paid to the survivor & his or her 
issue. Testator then gave the residue of his 
estate unto his granddaughters, C. & D., equally 
to be divided between them, & if but one of them 
should attain twenty-one, then the residue was to 
go to the survivor; & he declared that the pro- 
vision thereby made for C. & D. should not be 
subject to the control of their husbands, but should 
be vested in his exors., in trust, for the benefit 
of C. & D., & their issue respectively, until they 
should attain twenty-one, being ummarried, or, 
if married, until a proper & adequate settlement 
should be made upon them & their issue; but in 
case they should both die before they attained 
twenty-one, & without having issue, then he gave 
the residue over. C. & D. both lived to attain 
twenty-one :—Held: although the word issue in 
the bequest to A. & B. could clearly only mean 
children, yet it did not follow of necessity that 
in the subsequent bequest to C. & TD. it must have 
the same limited construction put upon it; but 
it included all the issue of (. & VD. living at their 
respective deaths generally, & such issue took per 
capita as tenants in common.---ITEAD v. RANDALL 
(1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 231; 7 Jur. 298; 63 
E.R. 101. 





Annotations :—Consd.. Edyvean v. Archer, Re Brooke, 
(1903] A. C. 379. Refd. J’e Swain, Brett v. Ward, [19]38] 
1 Ch. 399. 
7054. —- -WILLIAMS v. TEALE, No. 7100, post. 
7055. —-- -RHODKES v. RHODES, No. 7104, post. 
7056. —— Re CoRRIE’S WILL, No. 7106, post. 
7057. —- Testator bequeathed a share of 


his residuary personalty to ‘‘ the issue” of his 
daughter, & if his daughter should die without 
leaving ‘‘ issue or issue of her issue ”’ then over : 
Held; the word issue must have the same meaning 
throughout the will, & as in the latter clause it was 
clear that issue meant children, the gift to the issue 
must be confined to the children.—-JivESAy v. 
WALPOLE (1875), 23 W. R. 825. 

7058. Whether illegitimate children included. |— 
Re WALKER, WALKER v. LUTYENS, No. 6716, arte. 

7058a. Children of rst cousins.|--STEVENSON v. 
ABINGDON (1862), 31 Beav. 305: 6 L. T. 345; 8 
Jur. N.S. 811; 10 W. KR. 591; 54 BE. R. 1158. 


Annotations :---Refd, Ralph v. Carrick (1877), 5 Ch. D. 984; 
Wilks v. Bannister (1885), 30 Ch. D. 512. 





7058 i. Whether illegitimate children 
included. }—Testator 
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WILLS. 


(b) Primary Meaning. 

7059. Includes descendants of every degree.| — 
Gift to A. & his issue, to be divided among them, 
as he thinks fit; the issue have an interest at all 
events; & A. has no authority but as to the 
proportions. If no appointment equally. 

‘Issue ”’ will extend to any remote degree as a 
description of objects of the power of A. to dis- 
tribute among them as he thinks fit; but they 
must all be in existence during his life (LORD 
THURLOW, C.).—-HOCKLEY v. MAWBEY (1790), as 
reported in 1 Ves. 143; 30 HK. R. 271, L. C. 


Annotations :-—- Consd. Re Nash, Cook v. Frederick, {1909} 
2 Ch. 450. Refd. Lees v. Mosley 1830): 1Y. & C. Ex. 
589; Martin v. Swannell (1840), 2 Beav. 249; Kavanagh 
vw. Morland (1853), Kay, 16; te Wilmot, Wilmot v. 
Betterton (1897), 76 L. T..415; Pelham Clinton v. 
Newcastle, [1902] 1 Ch. 34. Mentd. Ex p. Wynch (1854), 


5 De G. M. & G. 188; Whitby v. Mitchell (1890), 44 
Ch. D. 85. 
7060. .|— The word issue admits all the issue 





of the person to whose issue the gift is made 
(ARDEN, M.R.).—DAVENPORT v. TLANBURY (17986), 
3 Ves. 258; 30 EH. R. 999, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Hampson v. Brandwood (1815), 1 
Madd. 381; Allgood v. Blake (1872), L. R. 7 Exch. 339. 
Mentd. Alker v. Barton (1842), 12 L. J. Ch. 16. 


7061. .'—Grandchildren entitled under a 
bequest to issue.— FREEMAN v. PARSLEY (1797), 
3 Ves. 421; 30K. R. 1085, L. C,. 

Annotations :—Refd. Hampson v. Brandwood (1815), 1 
Madd. 381. Mentd. Beresford v. Hobson (1816), 1 Madd. 
362; Sturgis v. Champneys (1839), 5 My. & Cr. 97. 
7062. — -—.|— The word “ issue ” unconfined by 

any indication of intention includes all descendants 

(GRANT, M.R.).—LEIGH v. NoRBURY (1807), 18 

Ves. 340; 33 EK. QR. 3821. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Hampson v. Brandwood (1815), 1 
Madd. 381; Pruen vr. Osborne (1840), 11 Sim. 132. 


7063. .'—-The grandchildren will be entitled 
as well as the children under the general descrip- 
tion of ‘‘issue’’ (GRANT, M.R.).—BERNARD  v. 
MoOUNTAGUE (1816), 1 Mer. 422; 35 E.R. 729. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Astley v. Essex (1871), 6 Ch. App. 898. 

7064. .}-- Testator in designating the 
objects of a power of appointment given to his 
daughter, used the words “ issue,’’? & ‘‘ child or 
children,’’ synonymously. In a subsequent part 
of his will, he gave his son a power of appointment 
over a different part of his property, &, in pointing 
out the objects of it, used the words ‘“* issue,”’ 
simply: The son had both children & grand- 
children living at his death :— Held: an exercise 
of the power in favour of the former only was void. 
—DALZELL v. WELCH (1828), 2 Sim. 319; 57 E. lt. 


808. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Re Warren's Trusts (1884), 26 Ch. D. 
208. Refd. J’e Hopkins’ Trusts (1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 672. 


7065. .|-—Testator gave his residuary estate 
amongst certain parties equally at the death of his 
widow, to whom he gave a life interest therein. 
In case of the death of any such legatees before 
his, her, or their share or respective shares should 
become due & payable, leaving lawful issue of his, 














7059 vi. -——.. ]— Re TAYLOn’s TRUBTS, 
TAYLOR v. BLAKK, (1912) 1 1. 1. 1.—IR. 





yroperty in trust to convert the same 7059 i. Includes descendants of every 7059 Vii IA d 
. : .J|— estination to a 
ni con tk the ee - ar te oe degree.}—Re Davidson (1926), 59 — person’s ‘‘ issue’ iu the ordinary case 
X the maintenance & education of —0",L+: Jt. 643.—CAN. includes not children only but direct 
; é 7059 ii. ——-.J]—SHER BAHADUR 1. descendants of every degree, per 


his children as should then be living ”’ 
& the issne of any who may then be 


GANGA BAKHSH SINGH (1913), I. L. R. 
36 All. 101.—IND. 


stirpes.-—-TURNER’S TRUSTEES v. TUR- 
NER (1897), 24 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 619 ; 34 


dead such issue taking only the share : rv a 
to which their parent would be entitled : 7059 ili. ——.|—Ie Kavanxaan, 13 Sc. L. Ht. 468; 4S. L. T. $32.—S0OT. 
—Ifeld: the word ‘issue’? meant IJ. Ch. R. 120.—IR. 70569 viii. —--—.}—SIMPSON wv. MAR- 
‘‘ lawful issue ’’ & did not, therefore, 7059 iv. ——-.]}— Issue, inthe absence SHALL (1900), 2 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 447; 
include an illegitimate granddaughter. of a context showing a contrary inten- 37 Sc. L. R. 314; 7 8. L. T. 195. 


— WOLTERS vt. PUBLIC TRUSTEE (1914), 
33 N. Z. L. R. 1395.—N.Z,. 


7058 ii. --- -.]-~Re Russo, 13 S. C. 
185.—S. AF. 


tion, must be held to include all lineal 
descendants.—WaALSH  v. 
(1899) 1 I. R. 501.—IR. 
7059 v. ——.])— Berry v. FIsner, 
[1903] 1 I. . 484.—1R. 


—S§COT. 

7069 ix. ——.}—WILSON’S TRUSTEES 
v. WuSON (1901), 3 F. (Ct. of Seas.) 
967; 38 Sc. L. R. 706; 9 8. L. T. 
102.—-SCOT. 
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her, or their body or respective bodies, then the 
share or respective shares of him, her, or them so 
dying, to go to such issue, to be divided between 
& amongst them, if more than one, share & share 
alike :—Held: the word ‘ issue” included grand- 
children as well as children.—Dopsworrit v. 
Appy (1842), 11 L. J. Ch. 382; 6 Jur. 700. 

7066. —-——.]—Bequest to testator’s brother & 
sisters, A., B., & C., for their several lives, share 
& share alike, & after the decease of either of them, 
then, as to the share or shares of one or either of 
them so dying, testator bequeathed same to the 
issue of the body or bodies of him, her, or them so 
dying, vegotten or to be begotten by their present 
husbands, share & share alike, for ever. Assum- 
ing that A., B., & C. took life estates only in the 
fund, the ct. was of opinion that the words “ issue 
of the body,” etc., comprehended not only children 
but grandchildren & more remote descendants of 
A., B., & C.—Evans v. Jongs (1846), 2 Coll. 516 ; 
63 I. R. 840. 


Annotations :-—Mentd. Key v. Key (1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 
73; Wainman w». Field (1854), Kay, 507; Pernard v. 
Minshul) (1859), John. 276; Hill v. Kattey (1862), 2 
John. & H. 634: Torrens v. Millington (1878), 26 W. Rk. 
753; Blight v. Hartnoll (1883), 23 Ch. D. 218. 


7067. - 
post. 

7068. ———.]—(1) The word ‘‘ issue ’’ construed 
‘‘ children ’’ by force of the vift to the issue of the 
issue being of their * parents’ ”’ share. 

Bequest to A. for life, with remainder to B. for 
life, with remainder to ‘‘ all & every the issue ”’ of 
A. living at the death of the survivor of A. & B., 
but in the event of any of A.’s ‘‘ issue”? dying in 
the lifetime of A. & B. ieaving ‘ issue,’’ such issue 
to stand in the place of their ‘‘ parents ’’ :—Held : 
the first-mentioned ‘ issuc’’ was to be construcd 
* children,” & there being one daughtcr only of A., 
& two of her children living at the death of the 
survivor of A. & TB., such daughter was alone 
entitled to the fund. 

(2) Primd facie, the expression ‘‘ issue ’? compre- 
hends all the descendants of any person & if that, 
be intended, it is not necessary to specify any 
thing bevond issue (ROMILLY, M.R.).—PorE 1. 
Pore (1851), 14 Beav. 591; 21 L. J. Ch. 276; 18 
L. T. O.S. 83. 51 KF. R. 411. 


Annotation :—As to (2) Refd. Jordan v. Adams (1861), 9 
C. B. N.S. 483. 


7069. —-—~~—.;—Bequest. of personalty to A. for 
life, & after his death to the issue of the body of A., 
with a gift over if A. should die without issue :-— 
Held: atthe death of A. all his issue, & not merely 
children, were entitled.--HALL v. NALDER (1852), 
22 L. J. Ch. 242; 20 L. T. O.S. 153. 

7070. -—-—.|—-Re WyNcuH’s) TRUSTs, 
Wywncu, No. 7142, post. 

7071. |—The word “issue”? is nomen 
collectivum, & takes in the whole class of cescen- 
dants.— WOODHOUSE v. HERRICK (1855), 1 K. & J. 
352; 3 Eq. Rep. 817; 24 L. J. Ch. 649; 3 W. R. 
303; 69 E.R. 404. 


Annotation :-—Mentd. Re Greenwood, Goodhart v. Wood- 
head, [1902] 2 Ch. 198. 


7072. ———.|—Ross v. Koss, No. 7119. post. 

7073. ——~.|—Testator bequeathed leaseholds 
equally to his four grandchildren, & after their 
decease, to ‘‘ such lawful issue’ as they or any or 
either of them should leave :—Held: on the 
death of each grandchild, his issue of every degree 
then living become equally entitled to his one- 
fourth, & issue was not to be read “ children,” 
though in a subsequent gift he had used that 
expression._— WALDRON v. BOULTER (1856), 22 
Beav. 284; 52 BE. R. 1117. 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Hutchinson’s Trusts (1882), 21 
Ch. D. 811, 





.| -SHAILER v. GROVES, No. 10315, 


Harp. 
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7074. -|—Bequest to A., & if she die 
leaving issue, to transfer it among such issue, & 
if she shall die leaving no issue, then over :—Held : 
the issue of all generations participated in the 
giftl.—Re JoNEs’ Trusts (1857), 23 Beav. 242; 
53 Ih, R. 95. 





7075. -—~..|—Roppy v. FirzgEeratp, No. 7143, 
post. 

7076. -|—Manppock v. LEGG, No. 10328, post. 

7077. RHODES v. RHODES, No. 7104, post. 

7078. -|—In a will the word “ issue ’’ was 


held to include grandchildren, & children, although 
in one passage of the will children were spoken of 
& referred to under the term ‘ issuc.’’—LOUvISs v. 
Louis (1863), 7 L. T. 666; 9 Jur. N.S. 244. 


7079. ———.|—fte  CornkIv’s Wiis, No. 7106, 
post, 

7080. ———.|—I?e Corwass, No. 6895, ante. 

7081. -|—(1) The word “ issne’”’ is an am- 





biguous word. Inthe ordinary parlance of laymen 
it means children, & only children. . . . But in the 
language of lawyers, & only in that language, it 
means descendants (James, L.J.). 

(2) Descendants means children & their children 
& their children to any degree, & it is difficult to 
conceive any context by which the word ‘ de- 
scendants ’’ could be limited to mean children 
only (JAMES, L.J.). 

(3) Assuming Sibley v. Perry, No. 7118, post, 
to lay down a gencral rule . . . that general rule 
applies to the collocation in a particular manner of 
the words ‘‘ issue ”’ & ‘*‘ parent,” but it seems to me 
that it does not apply, neither does the principle 
of it apply, to any collocation of the words ‘ de- 
scendants’’ & ‘‘ parent”? (Brett, L.J.).—RALPH 
v. CaRrRick (1879), 11 Ch. D. 873; 48 L. J. Ch. 
801; 40 L. T. 505; 28 W. BR. 67, C. A. 

Annotations :-— As to (1) Distd. fe Judd’s Trusts, [1884] 
Dbtd. Re Burnham, Carrick v. Carrick, [1918] 
2Ch. 196. As lo (2) Refd. Zee Morean, Morgan v. Morgan 

(1893), 69 L. T. 407. As to (3) Distd. Re Timson, Simniles 

rv. Timson, [1916] 2 Ch. 362. efd. /’e Embury, Page v. 

Bowyer (1913), 109 L. T. 511. Generally, Refd. Re 

Roberts, Percival v. Roberts, (1903] 2 Ch. 200. Mentd. 

Woodhouse t Spurgeon (1883), 52 L. J. Ch. 825; Re 

Springfield, Chamberlin wv. Springteld, (1894) 3 Ch. 6058 ; 

Re Willatts, Willatts uv. Artley, [1904] 1 Ch. 878; Re 

Rawlhnson, Hill vr. Withall, [1909] 2 Ch. 36; Re Swain, 

Brett v. Ward, [1918] 1 Ch. 399, 

7082. ——~.]-—Testatrix gave all her property to 
trustees, upon trust to pay the income to such child 
or children of hers as should survive her during 
their lives, in equal shares if more than one, & in 
case of the death of any of her children in her 
lifetime or afterwards she directed that the issue 
of such child, or any one or more of them, should 
take his, her, or their parent’s share in such 
shares & proportions as his, her, or their parent 
should by will appoint; ‘‘in default of such 
appointment, such issue to take equally as tenants 
in common.” Testatrix had several children, all 
of whom survived her, and two of whom after- 
wards died without exercising the power, & having 
had children, some of whom predeceased their 
respective parents :—/Teld : that the words “ such 
issue’? meant all the issue of children of testatrix 
to whom an appointment might have becn made, 
& all the grandchildren of testatrix were entitled 
to share, whether they had survived their respective 
parents or not.—e TTUTCHINSON, ALEXANDER v. 
JoLLEY (1886), 55 L. J. Ch. 5745 54 OD. 'T. 527. 

7083. —- —--.]—In a gift over on failure of the line 
of one child to ‘‘ other of my children & their 
issue,’”’ the word issue must receive its plain & 
ordinary meaning, & not be restricted to the 
issue of children dying in the lifetime of testatrix 
unless the rest. of the will plainly requires it. The 
gift over in this case was subject to the condition 
that those only took under it who were also bene- 


WN. 206, 
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Sect. 17..-Description of donees: Sub-sect. 11, F. 
(6) & (ce) 2.]J 


ficiaries under the original gift, in which original 
gift issue was restricted as above by the immediate 
context :—Held: that was insufficient by itself 
to control the meaning of the word used in a new 
connection. Accordingly applts. were entitled to 
share in the gift over as issue of a child other than 
the child whose line had failed; & this notwith- 
standing that under the original gift they had 
taken in substitution for their mother.—EDYVEAN 
v. ARCHER, fe BROOKE, [1903] A. C. 379; 72 
L.J.P.C. 85: 891. 7.4; 19 T. L. RR. 561, P.C. 





7084. -.|—Re JOHNSON, PITT v. JOHNSON, 
No. 6265, ante. 
7085. -|—The normal primd facie meaning 





9 


must be given to the word ‘ issuec’’ in a will as 
being descendants of all generations, & the context 
must be considered to displace or support that 
primd facie construction, ar to limit the operation 
of the word to children.—Re BURNHAM, CARRICK 
v. CARRICK, [1918] 2 Ch. 196; 87 L. J. Ch. 617; 
119 T., T. 209. 

7086. o-—Re Swain, Bretr v. WARD, No. 
7138, post. 

7087. Proof of different meaning —On whom 
burden of proof lies.|—Ross v. Koss, No. 7119, 
post. 

7088. No. 

4, post, 


(c) When Issue Confined to Children. 
i. In General. 


7089. Reference in same will to children.| — 
Devise of a personal estate to A. for life & after- 
wards for her children, & the yearly interest & 
produce to be for their maintenance till the sons 
attain twenty-one & the daughters cightcen, at 
which ages then respective portions to be paid ; 
& for want of such issue, then to B.A. dies with- 
out issue; & the devise over to B. was held to be 
good, the words for want of such issue, being the 
same as for want of such children.—STAINES 1. 
Mapvpock (1728), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 108; 1 KE. RR. 
1209; affg. S. C. sub nom. Mappox v. STAINES 
(1727), 2 P. Wms. 421. 

Annotations :—Refd. Studholme v. Hodgson (1734), 3 
P. Wros. 300; Keiley r. Fowler (1768), Wilm. 298. Mentd. 
Stanley v. Lelgb (1732), 2 PP. Wins. 686. 

7090. -|— The words “ if he shall happen to 
die without issue’? may be so controlled by the 
context of a will, as to mean children, & the 
remainder over will, in that case, not be too remote. 
—A.-G. v, BAYLEY (1789), 2 Bro. C. C. 5535 29 
BE. R. 308, 1. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Knight v. Ellis (1789), 2 Bro. C. C. 570. 
7091. -I—If an estate be devised to B. the 

wife of A. for life, remainder to trustees to preserve, 

etc. remainder to the children of A. & B. & their 
heirs for ever, to be divided among them equally, 

& if but one child. to such only child & his or her 

heirs for ever; & for default of such issue, 

remainder over; & at the death of the devisor A. 

& B. have no child, the estate limited to their 

children is a contingent remainder in fee, which 

on the birth of a child will vest in that child, subject 
to open & let in those who may be born afterwards ; 

& the remainders over will be defeated by that 

estate becoming vested. In such a case the words, 








——.]—RHODES v. RHODES, 
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want of such 


7089 i. Itcference in same will to chil- 
dren.}—CAMPRELL v. SANDYS (1803), 


1 Sch. & Lef. 251.—IR 

7089 ii. -.}—The term “ issue ”’ 
may _ be employed either as a word of 
purchase or of limitation; but when 





the testator adds: 
child or children shall attain 21 & for 
issuc then 
translates bis own language & clearly 
shows that be uses the word “ issue ” 
as synonyinous with child or children. 
—RYAN v. COWLEY (1835), L. 
temp. Sugd. 7.—IR. 


WILLS. 


‘* for default of such issue,’?’ mean “ for default of 
such children.’’—DoE d. COMBERBACH v. PERRYN 
(1789), 8 Term Rep. 484; 100 E. R. 690. 
Annotations :—Consd. R. v. Stafford fieaey 7 Kast, 521. 

Refd. Lewis d. Ormond v. Waters (1805), 6 East, 336 ; 

Hampson v. Brandwood (1816), 1 Madd. $31: Foster v. 

Hayes (1855), 4 E. & B. 717. Mentd. Robinson v. Grey 

(1807), 9 East, 1; Drtver d. Frank v. Frank (1814), 3 

M. & S. 25; Doe d. Scott v. Roach (1816), 5 M. & 8. 

482; Measure v. Gee (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 910; Right d. 

Shortridge ». Creber (1826), 5 B. & C. 866; Doe d. Long 

v. Prige (1828), 8 B. & C. 231; Doe d. Todd v. Duesbury 

(1841), 8 M. & W. 514; Doo d. Patrick v. Royle (1849), 

13 Q. B. 100. 

7092. ———.]—Devise to A. & his wife for life ; 
& after the death of the survivor, upon trust 
to sell & apply the produce to & among all & every 
the issue child or children of A. by his wife, & 
their representatives equally: the fund belongs 
to the children surviving testator: but the issue 
of a daughter, who died in the life of A. are entitled 
as representatives against the claim of their father, 
as administrator. 

‘“Tssue ’’? is not an idle word: it qualifies the 
word ‘‘ representatives.”’ She explains what she 
means by the general word; children & their 
representatives being issue (LORD LOUGHBOROUGH, 
C.).—-HORSEPOOL v. WATSON (1797), 3° Ves 383 ; 
30 E. R. 1065, L. C. 

Aiatan :—Mentd. Alker v. Barton (1842), 12 . J. Ch. 


_ 7093. -.|—A gift over, on dying without 
issue: Issue held to mean children from the con- 
text; & not too remote.-——ELLIS v. SELBY (1835), 
7 Sim. 352; 4 1. J. Ch. 69; 58 I. R. 872; affd. 
on other grounds (1836), 1 My. & Cr. 286, I. ©. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Briggs vr. Penny (1851), 21 L. J. Ch. 
265; Buckle v. Bristow (1864), 5 New Rep. 75) Dean vt. 
Gibson (1867), L. R. 3 Eq. 713; Yeap Cheah Neo v. 
Ong Cheng Neo (41875), L. Rh. 6 PP. CO. 8815 King vt. George 
(1876), 4 Ch. 1D. 485: Re Jarman's Estate, Leavers v. 
Clayton (1878), 8 Ch. D. 5843 7ée Hewitt's state, Gates 
head Corpn. v. Hudspeth (1883), 53 L. J. Ch. 1823; de 





Lioyd, Greame v. A.-G. (1893), 10 T. L. R. 68; Jee 
Macduff, Macduff v. Macduff, [1896] 2 Ch. 451; Tee Best, 
Jarvis wv. Ch. 354; Ie 


Birnningham Corpn., [1904] 2 
Howell, Re Buckingham, Liierine ve Buckingham, [1914] 

eau 173; A.-G. for New Zealand v. Brown, [1917] A. C. 

7094. -.J—Testator devised his frechold, 
copyhold & leasehold estates to his wife for life, 
& from & after her decease, to his son & daughters 
‘ & their lawful issue respectively in tail general, 
with benefit of survivorship to & amongst. the issue 
respectively, as tenants in common, & not as joint 
tenants :—H/eld: by the word “ issue ’”’ testator 
must be taken to have meant ‘ children”? & his 
children took life estates as tenants in common, in 
the freehold & copyhold lands, with contingent 
remainders to their children by purchase, as 
tenants in common in tail, with cross remainders 
over; & the children & grandchildren took corre- 
sponding interests in the leasehold by way of 
executory bequest.— CURSHAM v. NEWLAND (1838), 
4M. & W. 101; 1 Horn & H. 296; 7.1L. J. Ex. 
212; 150 HK. R. 1359; subsequent proceedings 
(1839), 2 Beav. 145. 

7095. .'—Testator bequeathed one-sixth 
part of his residuary estate amongst the children 
of his late sister J., & directed that their shares 
should be paid to them at twenty-one & that in 
case any of them should dic under that age leaving 
issue, their shares should be paid to their issue, as 
soon as such issue could give a legal discharge for 








7089 fii. ———.])—CAULFIELD v. Ma- 
GUIRE (1845), 2 Jo. & Lat. 141.—IR. 


7089 iv. .}— Where the term 
*‘jgsue *’ has been frequently & clearly 
restricted by testator to the meaning 
of * children,’’ & nowhere previously 
used by him as necessarily equivalent 
to ‘* descendants,” the ct., will not put 


provided such 


over, he 
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Part X VI.—CoNnsTRUCTION. 


the same; but if any of the children should die 
without leaving issue, their shares should be paid 
to the surviving children & the issue of such of 
them as should be then dead, such issue taking no 
greater share than their deceased parents would 
have been entitled to, if living; & he bequeathed 
another sixth part to his sister, M. for life, & after 
her death, unto & amongst her issue, & to be 
payable at the like times & with the like benefit 
of survivorship, & in like manner as was therein- 
before expressed concerning the sixth part there- 
inbefore given to the children of J. M. had six 
children living at testator’s death ; & she had had 
another child, who died before the date of the will : 

—Held: as the latter clause of the will referred to 

the former, the word ‘“ issue ’’ in it must be taken 

to mean children.— Pre, v. CATLOW (1838), 9 

He 372; 7 J. 3. Ch. 273; 2 Jur. 759; 59 E.R. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Gray v. Garman (1843), 2 Hare, 268 ; 
Coulthurst v. Carter (1852), 15 Beav. 421; Ive v. King 
(1852), 16 Beav. 46; Ae Faulding’s Trust (1858), 26 Beav. 
263; Ae Potter’s Trust (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 52. 

7096. -|—Testator gave the income of his 
personal, & the rents of his real estate, to his 
daughter for life, for her separate use, & after 
her decease & the decease of his wife, he gave the 
residue of his real & personal estate to trustees, 
in trust to sell & pay half the produce ‘‘ to the 
issuc ’’ of his daughter, equally, to be paid at 
twenty-one ; & if only one child, then to such one 
child; & he directed the trustees to apply the 
interest in the maintenance & education of such 
issue; “' & in default. of such issue.’”’ he gave such 
moiety of the residue between his nephews & 
nieces living at the death of his daughter; & he 
gave & devised the other moicty of the residue of 
his estate at the decease of his wife & his daughter 
without issue, to the same trustees, to permit his 
godson to receive the income for life, & after his 
decease to certain charities :—Held: “ issue *’ in 
the first clause was to be construed “ children ”’ ; 
but in the second clause in its ordinary un- 
restricted sense.-—-CARTER v. BENTALL (1840), 2 
Beay. 551; 9 L. J. Ch. 303; 4 Jur. 681; 48 
I. R. 1295. 

Annotations : ~Consd. Pe Hopkins’ Trusts (1878), 9 Ch. D. 
131; Le Birks, Kenyon v. Birks, [1899] 1 Ch. 703. Refd. 
Bryden v. Willett (1869), L. We. 7 Haq. 472. Mentd. 
CGiarratt v. Cockerell (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 494. 
7097. -j—Testator directed his trustees to 

sell his real & personal estate, & to pay the interest 

of the proceeds to his daughter for life, & after her 
death to assign the principal & the parts of his real 

& personal estate remaining unsold, if any, to 

her children, when they should attain twenty-one ; 

& if his daughter should die without leaving issue, 

or, leaving issue, all of them should die under 

twenty-one & without issue, then to assign the 
proceeds & the parts of his real & personal estate 
remaining unsold, if any, to his personal repre- 
sentatives, his, her or their heirs, exors., adminis- 
trators & assigns. The daughter, who was 
testator’s next of kin at his death, died without 
having had a child :—Held: by “ issue ”’ testator 
meant ‘ children ’”’; the persons who were his 
next of kin at his daughter’s death were entitled 
under the ultimate trust.—MINTER vv. WRAITH 
(1842), 13 Sim. 52; 60 EB. R. 21. 
oe :--Mentd. Wharton v. Barker (1858), 4 KE. & J. 


7098. .]—Testatrix bequeathed her personal 
estate to her sisters, or, in case of the death of 
either or any of them leaving issue, then the share 














an expended construction upon the 
word in an ultimate gift of one legacy, for 
el pened where the legatees take 
interests vesting at birth, & not 


life.——Jve 


contingent upon surviving a tenant 
HARRISON'S 
(1879), 3 L. R. Ir. 114.-—IR. 


m. Legacies to be settled on mar- 
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of her so dying to go to such child or children 
equally. 

All the testatrix’s sisters died in her lifetime, 
without leaving any child or children living at 
testatrix’s death ; but one of them left two grand- 
children then living :—Held: the word “ issue ”’ 
meant “‘ child or children,’’ & consequently in the 
events that happened, testatrix’s estate was undis- 
posed of..—GoLDIE v. Greaves (1844), 14 Sim. 
348; 60 E. lh. 392. 

Annotation :—Retd. Harley v. Mitford (1855), 21 Beav. 280. 

7099. .|—A. devised to B. in trust, to permit 
& suffer his wife C. to receive & take the rents & 
profits for her own use for the term of her natural 
life; &, after her decease, in trust for all & every 
such one or more of the child or children of C., for 
such estate & interest as she should, by deed or 
will, appoint; &, in default of appointment, in 
trust for all & every the child & children of C., &, 
if more than one, equally, & to their several & 
respective heirs; & in case C. should die without 
leaving issue as aforesaid, then to the heirs of C. 
for ever :—/leld: by ‘“ issue,’ testator must be 
taken to have meant ‘‘ children,’’ & consequently, 
the limitation over was not too remote.—WALKER 
v. PETCHELL (1845), 1 C. B. 652; 14 L. J. C. P. 
211; 5]. T. O. S. 126; 135 EK. R. 697. 

7100. .\—Where, upon the decease of 
testator’s ‘‘ children,’’ the estate was given to the 
‘issue ’’? of such children, & where it was given 
over in case testator’s ‘‘ children ’’ should die 
‘* without leaving issue,’’ & in like uses of the word 
issue, the word ‘ issue ’’ must be read “ child or 
children,” although, in other parts of the will, it 
might be necessary to read the word “ issue ’’ in 
a different) sense.-—WILLIAMS 7. TRALE (1847), 6 
Ifare, 239; 67 E. R. 1155. 


Annotations :- -Mentd. Peard vr. Kekewich (18452), 15 Beav. 
166; Southern v. Wollaston (1852), 16 HKeav. 276; 
oren v. Holman (1877), 5 Ch. D. 183; Picken vr. 
Matthews (1878), 10 Ch. D. 264; Jee Dawson, Johnston 
a. Hill (1888), 389 Ch, DD, 154. 


7101. .I—‘' Lawful issue’ in a will, held, 
upon the context, to mean ‘‘ children,’’ & that, to 
the exclusion of ‘ grandchildren ’’ born prior to 
the period of distribution.—KDWARDS v. EDWARDS 
(1849), 12 Beav. 97; 50 EB. R. 997. 
ny nO -— Mentd. Hagger v. Payne (1857), 3 Jur. N.S. 

id. 


7102. .|— Bequest, by a will, dated in 1819, 
of a sum of stock to trustees, upon trust to pay 
the dividends to A., the wife of B., for life, &, 
after her death, if she should have no issue living 
at. her death, to B. for life ; but, if she should leave 
issue, then to pay a moiety of the dividends to B. 
for life, & the other moiety to be applied for the 
benefit of such issue, as the trustees should think 
fit; & asto a moiety of the capital, after the death 
of A., & after the death of the survivor of A. & B. 
as to the whole of the capital, to divide the same 
among the children of A.; & if A. should die in the 
lifetime of B., leaving issue, & such issue should 
die in the lifetine of B. under age & unmarried, 
then to pay the whole of the income to B. for his 
life; &, after the death of the survivor of A. & B., 
& the failure of issue of A., to transfer the stock to 
C, <A. died without issue, leaving B. surviving :— 
Held: by the word “ issue”? was meant children, 
& by the words at the end of the will, ‘ failure 
of issue,’? was meant failure of children.—BRYAN 
v. MANSION (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 737 ; 22 L. J. Ch. 








2% 








233; 19 L. T. O. S. 362; 17 Jur. 202; 64 FE. R. 
1323. 


riage on daughters, & on their demise 
on their issue—‘ Igsaue’’ read *‘ chil- 
dren.’’}—HaRRIS v. LOFTUS, (1899} 1 
I. R. 491.—IR. 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 11, F. 
(c) a. & ii.) 

7108. -.]— Testator by his will gave a moict 
of his residuary estate, as well real as puisonal: 
upon trust to pay the income equally amongst all 
his children who should be living when his youngest 
child attained twenty-one years, for their respec- 
tive lives; & after the death of any of them, upon 
trust as to an cqual portion of the moiety, pro- 

ortionate to the number of his children then 
iving, for the use of the issuc of such child or 
children so dying absolutely for ever :—-Held : the 
word “issue ”’ included only children of testator’s 
children, to the exclusion of their more remote 
descendants.— M‘GREGOR v. M'GrREGOoR (1859), 1 
DeG.F. & J.63; 45K. R. 282,01. & L. JT. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Coc v. Bigg (1863), 1 New Rep. 536 ; 
Hand v. North (1863), 3 New Rep. 239: Ruck v. Barwise 
(1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 510; Heasinan v. Pearse (1871), 
lL. KR. 11 Eq. 522; Re Hudson, Hudson +. Hudson (1882), 
20 Ch. D. 406: Re Seyton, Seyton +v. Satterthwaite 
ei eee D. 511; Ite Stone, Baker vr. Stone (1895), 
Co) * e rer 


7104. .|—It is a canon of construction, that 
where testator has afiixed a particular meaning to 
a word in one part of his will, it shall be construed 
as having the same meaning in all other parts of it, 
unless it violates the sense. 

The word “ issue ’? was used in a will on several 
occasions as equivalent to ‘ children,” & the issue 
were, in some instances, spoken of in reference to 
their ‘“‘ parent ”’ :—Held: ‘issue’? must receive 
the same construction throughout the will. 

The primary meaning of the word ‘ issue ”’ 
includes every possible class of issue to the remotest 
generation, & the burden of proof lies on those 
who ask to restrict its ordinary meaning (ROMILLY, 
M.R.).—RuUODEsS v. RUODES (1859), 27 Beav. 418 ; 
54 I. R. 162. 

Annotations :—Consd. J’e Birks, Kenyon v. Birks, [1899] 
1 Ch. 703. Refd. Louis v. Louis (1863), 7 L. T. 666; 
Ralph v, Carrick (1877), 5 Ch. D. 984. 

7105. ——..'—-Testator gave legacies to his 
nieces, with power to his exors. to settle them on 
his nieces for life, & at their deaths for the benefit 
of their ‘‘ issues.”’ He also gave them his residue, 
with like power to settle it on his nieces & for the 
benefit of “ their respective children,’”’ as provided 
with respect to the legacies :—Held: “ issues’ 
must be construed ‘ children,” & the children of 
nieces took, to the exclusion of grandchildren.— 
BAKER v. BAYLDON (1862), 31 Beav. 209; 54 
I. R. 1118. 

7106. —-—.]—Testator bequeathed his residuary 
personal estate to his nephew & niece equally, 
& after their respective deaths, amongst their 
‘issue,’ if there should be any ‘“ children’ to 
take their parents’ share. But in case the nephew 
or niece died ‘‘ without issue, or leaving such they 
should die under twenty-one without issue,’’ 
then he gave his or her share to the other of them 
or his or her issue “ if he or she be then dead leaving 
issue as aforesaid.’’ The niece died in 181] leaving 
issue ; the nephew died in 1862, leaving no issue : 
—Held: ‘‘issue’’ in the first part of the will 
meant ‘‘ children,’’ but in the latter part ‘ issue 
generally,’’ & on the death of the nephew all the 
issue of the niece then living took per capita.— 
Ite CORRIE’S WILL (1863), 32 Beav. 426; 55 E. R. 
167 ; ‘on appeal, sub nom. TREVILLIAN v. KNIGHT 
(1866), I. RK. 1 H. L. 30, WW. L. 


Annotations :—Apld. Holgate v. Jennings (1864), 34 Beav. 79. 
Refd. /?e Birks, Kenyon v. Birks (1899), 68 L. J. Ch. 319. 
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remainder to the child or children of such 
daughters, as they should appoint; in default of 
appointment, equally: & on the death of such 
of the daughters after attaining the age of twenty- 
one years as should die without issue, her share to 
be paid to her personal representative :—Held : 

‘‘ issue ’? meant issue who would be entitled under 

the former gift, i.e. children.—Re WYNDHAM’S 

Trusts (1865), Ju. R. 1 Eq. 290. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L. R. 
f Pau? ; Ite Thompson, Machell v. Newman (1886), 55 
7108. ———.|—Testator by his will gave a fund 

to trustees ‘“‘in trust for the lawful issue of F. 

surviving him equally to be divided between them 

if more than one... & if but one then for such 
only child,’ with a gift over ‘in default of issue 
of IF becoming entitled.’”’ The issue of F. who 
survived him were a son, a daughter, four children 
or the son, & six children of a deceased daughter :— 

Held: by the use of the word ‘“‘ child ”’ testator 

had himself interpreted the word ‘ issue,’’ & the 

word ‘‘issue’’ must be restricted to children, & 
the fund go in moieties between the surviving son 

& daughter.—Re HOPKINS’ TRUsTs (1878), 9 Ch. D. 

131; 47 J. J. Ch. 672; 26 W. BR. 629. 

AER OHON :—Consd. Ite Warren’s Trusts (1884), 26 Ch. D. 


7109. .|—Where in a deed, will, or other 
document a word has a clear & definite meaning 
when used in one part, but has not when used in 
another, the presumption is that the word is 
intended to bear the same meaning in the latter 
case as in the former. 

‘l'welve distinct legacies contained gifts over to 
the ‘‘issue’’ ot legatees dying in testator's life- 
time. Except in the case of the eleventh legacy, 
the gift over in each contained words clearly 
restricting ‘‘issue’’ to ‘‘children.’”’ In the 
eleventh case the gift over to ‘ issue’? contained 
no words of restriction whatever :—Held: the 
restriction of ‘issue’? to ‘ children ’’ applied to 
the gift over in the elventh legacy as well as to the 
gifts over in the other legacies. 

I do not know whether it is law, or a canon of 
construction, but it is good sense to say that when- 
ever in a deed or will or other document you find 
that a word used in one part. of it has some clear 
& definite meaning then the presumption is that 
it is intended to mean the same thing where, when 
used in another part of the document, its meaning 
is not clear (LINDLEY, M.R.).—Re Birks, KENYON 
v. Birks, (J900] 1 Ch. 417; 6O L. J. Ch. 124; 
$1. I. 741: 44 Sol. Jo. 100, C. A. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Waugh, Waugh v. Cripps, [1903] 
1 Ch. 744; Jée Green, Bath r. Canuon, [1914] 1 Ch. 131; 
Re Brooks, Public Trustee v. White, (1928] Ch. 214. 


7110. ./—A gift to the “ issue’ of A.“ who 
being a son shall attain the age of twenty-one years, 
or being a daughter shall attain that age or marry ”’ 
is a gift to the ‘* children ” of A. who so qualify.— 
Re DEAN, WORLAND v. DICKINSON (1923), 67 Sol. 
Jo. 768. 

7111. Reference to remoter issue.]—LIvrsay vt. 
WALPOLE, No. 7057, ante. 

7112. ———- ‘*‘ Descendants.’’]—RaLpH v7. CAR- 
RICK, No. 7081, ante. 











ii. Reference in Will to Parents. 
7113. Issue confined to children.|—-Though the 
word ‘‘ issue’’ will comprehend all descendants, 
upon the particular construction of this will it was 





7107. J—Gift to daughters for life, with confined to children. 
PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 11. 7113 li. ——-.}-—-STINSON tv. STINSON, 7113 iv. ———.) ~ BLACK v. CAMPBELL, 
—F. (c) il. 21 Gr. 116.—CAN. 141. Ch. R. 92.—IR. 
71131. Issue confined to children. |— Re 7113 fii, ———.]-— EVITTE v. SMITH 71138 v. ---Where testator made 


HAMILTON (1889), 18 O. It. 195.—-CAN. 


(1908), 5 E. L. R. 497.—OAN. 


certain bequests to his daughters, 


Part X VI.—Construction. 


Testator contemplates the case of persons, of 
whose existence or non-existence he was not 
sure; giving to them in the first place & if they 
should not be living at the time of his decease he 
substitutes other persons in their place; & upon 
all the authorities it must be admitted, that if in 
the third clause, the words ‘‘ respective parents ”’ 
were not inserted, the words ‘‘ lawful issue ’”? must. 
be extended beyond children (LORD ELpon, C.).— 
SIBLEY v. PERRY (1802), 7 Ves. 522; 32 E.R. 
27 l, L. C, 

Annotations :—Apld. Pruen vy. Osborne (1840), 11 Sim, 132. 
Distd. Dodsworth vr. Addy (1842), 6 Jur. 700; Head vr. 
Randall (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 231. Apld. Williams 
v. Teale (1847), G Hare, 239: Pope vt. Pope (1851), 14 
Beav. 591. Folld. Bradshaw v. Meling (1853), 19 Beav. 
417. Apld. Ross v. Ross (1855), 20 Beav. 645; Anderson 
v. St. Vincent, (1856), 2 Jur. N. S. 607: Re Heath’s 
Settlmt,. (1856), 23 Beav. 193. Folld. Maynard v. Wright 
(1858), 26 Beav. 285. Consd. Smith v. Horsfall (1848), 
25 Heavy. 628. Apld. Lanphier v. Buck (1865), 2 Drew. 
& Sm. 484; Heasman v. Pearse (1871), 7 Ch. App. 275. 
Dbtd. & Distd. Ralph v. Carrick (1879), 11 Ch. D. 873. 
Folld. Fe Judd’s Trusts, {1884] W. N. 206. Expld. Je 
Kmbury, Page ». Bowyer (1913), 109 L. T. 511. Distd. 
Re Johnson, Pitt v. Johnson (1914), 111 1. T. 130.  Apld. 
ve Timson, Smiles v. Timson, [1916] 2 Ch. 362. Consd. 
Lee Burnham, Carrick v. Carrick, [1918] 2 Ch. 196; Pe 
Swain, Brett v. Ward, [1918] 1 Ch. 399. Refd. Hampson 
«. Brandwood (1815), 1 Madd. 881: Bromley vv. Wright 
(1849), 7 Hare, 334; Bamford v. Lord (1854), 14 C. 3B. 
708; Re Birks, Kenyon v. Birks, [1900] 1 Ch. 417. 
Mentd. Page v. Young (1875), L. KR. 19 Eq. 501. 

7114. -~.,--TTARRINGTON v. LAWRENCE (1814), 
cited in 11 Sim. at p. 1383 59 i. R. 826. 
Annotations -—-Apld. Pruen v. Osborne (1840), 11 Sim. 132. 

Consd. Toss v. Ross (1845), 20 Beayv. 645. pld. Anderson 

* St, Vineent (1856), 2 Jur. N.S. 6073 Barraclough v, 

Shilito (1884), 53 L. J. Ch. 841. Refd. Ze Timson, 

Sindles v. Timson, [1916] 2 Ch. 862, 

7115. --—.}—Testator bequeathed his residue 
{o the children, then living, of ‘IT. & W., & the 
lawful issue then living of such of their children as 
were dead, as tenants in common, so, nevertheless, 
that such issue should, as amongst themsclves, 
fake as tenants in common, & per slirpes & not 
per capita; it being his intention that such issue 
should have only the shares which their respective 
parents would have been entitled to, if living :-— 
Meld: the word ‘issue’? must be taken in the 
restricted sense of  children.’’—PRUEN v. OSBORNE 
(18140), 1] Sim. 182; 59 Fe. R. 824. 

-{nnotations :—~Folld. Bradshaw r. Melling (1853), 19 Beav. 
417. Distd. Ross vr. Ross (1855), 20 Beav. 645. Apld. 
Smith v. Worsfall (1858), 25 Beav. 628. Dbtd. Ralph r. 
Carrick (1879), 11 Ch. D. 873. Folld. Fe Judd’s Trusts, 
[1884] W. N. 206. Distd. Re Johnson, Pitt v. Johnson 
(1914), 111 L. T. 1303. Re Burnham, Carrick vr. Carrick, 
(1918) 2 Ch. 196. Refd. Bamford vr. Chadwick (1854), 
2G. L. R.1757: Re Timson, Smiles v. Timson, [1916) 
2 Ch. 362. 

7116. -—-—-.'— Pork v. Porr, No. 7068, ante. 

7117. ——.|-~- The word ‘issue,’ upon the 
construction of the will, confined to children, to 
the exclusion of grandchildren or remoter issue, 
it being used in connection with the word ‘ parent.” 

Testator devised & bequeathed to eight persons, 
by name, during their respective lives, & if any of 
them should die leaving issue, his share to go to 
‘‘ such issue if more than one, & if only one to such 
only child,” during the life of the survivor of the 
eight persons, & after the decease of the survivor, 
he devised & bequeathed to the issue of the eight 
persons then living, & directed that they should 
not take equally, but only of their parents’ shares : 
-—Held: ‘‘issue’’ meant children; the children of 
any of the eight persons dying took an estate pur 
autre vie in their parents’ share during the life of 
the survivor of the eight. & at the death of the 
survivor of the eight, the children of each then 
living took their parents’ share, to the exclusion of 





limited, & conditioned, by the words 
‘issue’? & ‘“ lawful issue ’’:—Held-: 


the words *‘ issue” & ‘‘ lawful issue ”’ 
must be read children, & not extended 
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grandchildren.—BRADSHAW v. MELLING (1853), 
19 Beav. 417; 23 L. J. Ch. 603; 52 E.R. 412. 
Annotations :—Distd. Ie Jones’ Trusts (1857), 23 Beav. 

242. Refd. Jordan v. Adams (1860), 6 Jur. N. S. 536. 

7118. -]—The word ‘issue’? when used 
with the word “ parent’’ in a will:—Held: not 
to extend to grandchildren, but to include only 
children.—Re Sims’s Trusts (1854), 2 W. R. 578. 

7119. .|—(1) The word “ issue ”’ includes all 
referred to, & the burden of proof lies upon him 
who contends the contrary. 

(2) When the word “ parent is used in reference 
to his “ issue,” the word issue is confined to his 
“ children.”’—Ross v. Ross (1855), 20 Beav. 645 ; 
52 KB. R. 753. 

Annotations :—As to ) Consd. Ralph +. Carrick (1879), 
11 Ch. D. 873. Folld. Re Embury, Page v. Bowyer 
(1913), 109 L. T. 511. Refd. Zze Swain, Brett v. Ward, 
11918) 1 Ch. 399. As io (2) Apld. Robinson v. Sykes 
(1856), 23 Beav. 40. Refd. Smith v. Horsfall (1858), 
25 Beav. 628. Generally, Refd. Davis v. Bennet (1862), 
5 L. VT. 815; Pe Orton’s Trust (1866), L. R. 3 Eq. 375; 
Re Timson, Smiles v. Timson, [1916] 2 Ch. 362; Re 
Burnham, Carrick v. Carrick, (191&] 2 Ch. 196. 

7120. ——.j— The word “issue” restricted to 
‘“ children ”’ by force of the co-relative expression 
‘* narent.”’ 

Testator devised a freehold in trust, to 
accumulate the rents for periods of not less than 
ten years successively at a time, at the expiration 
of which, the accumulations to be paid to testator’s 
‘“gons & daughters, or such of them as should be 
living at the respective periods of division, & the 
issue of such of them as shall have died leaving 
lawful issue, such issue taking their deceased 
parent’s share, to be vested interests in the same 
respectively at the age of twenty-one years, & 
s0 on from time to time until the expiration of 
twenty-one years after the decease of the survivor 
of her children, & from & after the expiration of 
the term of twenty-one years, he devised the same 
premises unto such of his grandchildren & their 
issue as should then stand, in respect to him, in 
equal degree of consanguinity, & their heirs, as 
tenants in common :—/feld : “issue’’ was to be 
read ‘ children.’’—MAYNARD tv. WRIGHT (1858), 
26 Beav. 285; 53 1k. R. 908, 

7121. ——-.'—Testator bequeathed his residue 
equally to his five cousins who should be living at 
the time of his decease, & to the ‘‘ issue’ of such 
of them as should be then dead leaving issue, share 
& share alike, ‘such issue, respectively, never- 
theless, taking between them a parent’s share ”’ 
Held: the word “issue”? was to be construed 
‘ children,” & grandchildren were excluded.— 
Smith v. TWorsFranLi (1858), 25 Beav. 628; 53 
q. R. 776. 

Annotations :-~ Consd. Jordan v. Adams (1861), 9 C. B. N.S, 
483; Ralph v. Carrick (1877), 5 Ch. D. O84. Distd. Ive 
Burnham, Carrick v. Carrick, [1918] 2 Ch. 196. 

7122, -—-.1—- A. conveyed frecholds to trustees 
& their heirs, in trust for his wife during widowhood 
& afterwards on trust to convey & divide ‘ such 
estate & premises’ amongst the children & the 
issue of their children who should be then living 
as tenants in common, the issue of any deceased 














— 
a 


child to take their parent’s shares :—Held: 
“jgsue’? must be read children.—TATHAM  v. 


VERNON (1861), 29 Beav. 604; 4 LL. T. 53815 7 
Jur. N.S. 814; 90 W. BR. 8225 54 E.R. 762. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Hudson, Kuhne v. Hudson (1895), 
13 R. 546; Re Bostock’s Settimt., Norrish v. Bostock, 
[1921] 2 Ch. 469. Mentd. Re Whitson’s Settimt., Lovatt 
v. Williamson, (1894] 1 Ch. 661; He Irwin, Irwin vt. 
Parkes, [1904] 2 Ch. 752; Re Tringham’s Trusts, Tringham 
v. Greenhill, (1904] 2 Ch. 487; Qe Clarke’s Settimt. 
Trust, Wanklyn v. Streatfeild, (1916] 1 Ch. 467. 


to remote issue.—WINTER v. BUDDEN 
(1881), 7 Nid. L. R. 26.—NFLD. 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 11, F. 
(c) 71., & (d).] 


71238. -.|—Bequest by will to cousins (‘‘ de- 
scendants from my father’s & mother’s brothers & 
sisters ’’), with a substituted gift to the “ issue ”’ 
of any dying in testator’s life, the ‘‘ issue ’’ to take 
their parents’ shares :—J/eld: ‘‘ cousins’’ must 
be construed “ first cousins,” & ‘issue’? meant 
only the children of first: cousins, notwithstanding 
testator had, by a codicil, excluded by name all his 
first cousins, & his uncles & aunts being all dead, 
he could not possibly have any other first cousins. 

‘‘Issue’”’ is to be confined to children where 
there is a reference to their parent’s share 
(ROMILLY, M.R.).—STEVENSON v. ABINGDON 
(1862), 31 Beav. 305; 6 L. T. 345; 8 Jur. N.S. 
811; 10 W. R. 591; 54 BE. R. 1156. 

Annotations :—Apld. Ralph v. Carriek (1877), 5 Ch. D. 981. 

Refd. Wilks v. Bunnister (1885), 30 Ch. D. 512. 

7124. .]—Devise to A. for life, & after her 
decease to her “ lawful issue ’’ then living & the 
‘‘ children’ of such of them as should be then 
dead, in equal shares, the children of such issue 
to tuke their ‘‘ parent’s share ’’ :—Held: the word 
‘issue’? was to be construed ‘‘ children,” & the 
children of A. & the children of A.’s children who 
predeceased her took for life only. —FAIRFIELD v. 
BUSHELL (1863), 32 Beav. 158; 55 E. R. 62. 





7125. ——~—.|—Ite CoRRIE’s WILL, No. 7106, ante. 
7126. ———.|—-LANPHIER v. Buck, No. 6464, anle. 
7127. ——.|-—Testator devised his estate & 





effects to trustees to pay the proceeds to his wife 
for life, & ‘after her decease, to distribute & 
divide the whole, etc., amongst such of my four 
nephews & two nieces’’ (naming them) ‘ as shall 
be living at the time of her decease: but if any 
or either of them should then be dead, leaving 
issue, such issue shall be entitled to their father’s 
or mother’s share ’’ :—-Held: ‘' issue’’ here meant, 
children; & the words, ‘‘ should then be dead 
leaving issue,”’ meant, ‘‘ should before then have 

died leaving issuc.”——MARTIN v. HOLGATE (1866), 

L. R.1 H. L. 175; 35 L. J. Ch. 789: 15 W. R. 

135, H. L.3 revsg. S. C. sub nom. HOLGATE v. 

JENNINGS (1864), 34 Beav. 79. 

Annotations :—Refd. Ralph v. Carrick (1877), 5 Ch. D. 984; 
Crosthwaite t. Dean (1879), 40 L. T. 837; fe Birks, 
Kenyon v. Birks (1899), 68 L. J. Ch. 319; Ze Timson, 
Smiles v. Timeon, [1916] 1 Ch. 293. Mentd. Zee Orton’s 
Trust (1866), L. R. 3 Kq. 375; Me Applebee’s Trusts 
(1873), 28 L. T. 102; Wingfield v. Wingfield (1878), 9 
Ch. D. 658; Ne Woolrieb, Harris v. Harris (1879), 11 
th. D. 663; Re Woolley, Wormald v. Woolley, {1903} 
2 Ch. 206; kte IEmbury, Page v. Bowyer (1913), 109 
L. T. S11. 

7128. --—Testator gave the residue of his 
state to trustees to invest & pay one-fourth of 
the income to each of his four sisters for life, & 
when & so soon as any of them should die, ‘‘ with- 
out leaving issue,” then he directed that the share 
in the trust moneys of her or them so dying 
“without issue ’’ should be divisible among his 
surviving sisters, & the issue of any who might 
then be dead, in equal shares, but such issue to 
take only their respective ‘‘ parent’s’”’ share; & 
when & so soon as any of his sisters should die 
& “ leave issue,’ then upon trust to call in the 
share of her or them so dying “‘ leaving issue,” & 
pay the same unto such respective issue, if more 
than one ‘‘ child,’’ equally :—Held: the ‘ issue ”’ 
here meant ‘‘ children,” & ‘‘ leaving issue,’’ meant 
‘having had issue.’”—BRYDEN v. WILLETT (1869), 
L. R. 7 Eq. 472; 20 L. T. 518. 

Annotations :—-Dbtd. Re Watson’s Trusts (1870), L. R. 10 








mh 36. Refd. Treharne v. Layton (1875), L. R.10 Q. B. 
o 7 
7129. .|—Testator directed his trustee, 


after the failure of limitations for life & in tail, 


WILLS. 


to sell his real estate & pay a share of the proceeds 

to the children, other than J. G. H., of A. H. 

‘then living,” & the tssue of such as should be then 

dead leaving issue, & the issue of J. G. H., share & 

share alike, the issue of the said children of A. H. 

to have no greater share than their parent would 

have had if living, & the issue of J. G. H. to share 
on the same footing. Testator gave another 
share to (. for life, & after her death to the children 
of A. II. then living, & their issue, in the same 
words as in the gift of the former share. At the 
close of the will testator added a proviso that if 
his real estate should ever be sold under the 
limitations thereinbefore contained, & the money 
should become payable to the issue of A. H., or 
the issue of J. G. H., & any of such issue should be 
then dead leaving lawful issue, then the issue of 
such issue as should be so dead should receive the 
share which his or her parent would have been 
entitled to if living. The estates tail failed, & 
the proceeds of the sale become divisible :-— 

Held: the “issue” of the grandchildren of A. H. 

must be confined to their children.-—HEASMAN 2. 

PEARSE (1871), 7 Ch. App. 275; 41 L. J. Ch. 705 ; 

26 T. T. 2993 20 W. RR. 271, L. JS. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Heasman v. Pearse (1872), 7 Ch. App. 
660; Re Yates, Bostock v. D’Kyncourt, (1891) 3 Ch. 48. 
Mentd. /’e Hudson, Hudson v. Hudson (1882), 20 Ch. D. 
406; Goodier vp. Kdmunds, [1893] 3 Ch. 455; Re Hay- 
garth, Wickham v. Holmes, [1912] 1 Ch. 510; Re Burn- 
hain, Carrick v. Carrick, [1918] 2 Ch. 196. 





7130. -}—RALPH v. Carrick, No. 7081, 
ante. 

7131. - -.)—Re Jupv’s Trusts, [1884] W. N. 
206. 

7132. —-——.|—-The doctrine of Sibley v. Perry, 


No. 7113, ante, that issue when collocated with 
parent is used in the restricted sense of meaning 
children applies to a deed as well as a will.— 
BARRACLOUGH v. SHILLITO (188-4), 53 L. J. Ch. 841 ; 
32 W. BR. 875. 

7133. .\—Testatrix bequeathed a fund upon 
trust, in the events which happened, for her son 
for life, & then ‘in trust for & to be equally 
divided between all & every my nephews & nieces 
who shall be living at the time of the death of my 
said son as aforesaid, & the issue of such of them 
as shall then be dead leaving issue, as tenants in 
common, such issue nevertheless taking only the 
share or respective shares which the deceased 
parent or parents would have taken if living ’’ :-—— 
Held: ‘“‘issue”’ ought to be confined to children. 
—Re Smitn (1889), 58 L. J. Ch. 661. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Itc Yates, Bostock v. D’Kyncourt, 

[1891] 3 Ch, 53. 

7134. --—-.|—Testator devised & bequeathed 
his residuary estate upon trust, in the events which 
happened, after the death of the life tenant, for 
division between & amongst the members of a 
class then living, & the issue per stirpes of any of 
them who should be then dead. He gave his trus- 
tees a power ‘ during the minority of any legatee 
entitled ’’ under the will, to apply to maintenance 
the whole or part of ‘ the annual income to which 
any such infant legatec shal] for the tine being be 
actually or presumptively entitled’’ & a power 
‘from time to time during the minority of any 
male legatee’’ under the will, to apply to his 
advancement ‘all or any part of the capital to 
which such legatee shall be presumptively entitled 
for the time being.” On the death of the life 
tenant a summons was taken out for construction 
of the residuary gift :—Held: the gift to ‘ issue ’’ 
of deceased members of the class was to be re- 
stricted to children of such members.-—BENNETT v. 
a (1911), 104 L. T. 304; 55 Sol. Jo. 
270. 





Part XVI.—Construction. 


71385. -|—The rule in Sibley v. Perry, No. 
7113, ante, is only a rule which has determined a 
particular ambiguity in a particular way. 

Where there is internal evidence in the will 
sufficient for the ct. to draw an inference that the 
narrow interpretation of the word “‘ issue ’’ by that. 
rule to mean children only is rebuttable, such 
inference should be drawn & the broader & prima 
facie meaning of the word issue, as including all 
descendants. thereby restored.—Re EMpury, Pack 
v. BOWYER (1918), 109 I.. T. 5113; 58 Sol. Jo. 49. 
Annotations :—Distd. Re Timson, Smiles v. Timson, [1916] 

1 Ch. 293. Distd. F?e Langlands, Langlands v. Langlands 

(1918), 87 L. J. Ch. 1. 

7136. I—Testatrix gave her residuary 
estate subject to a life interest to five named 
nephews & nieces, & directed that, if any of them 
should die in the lifetime of the tenant for life 
leaving lawful “‘ issue,’”’ such issue should take the 
share which his, her, or their deceased ‘ parent ”’ 
would have taken if living; but if any of them 
should die in the lifetime of the tenant for life 
without leaving ‘issue’’ him or her surviving, 
the share of the one so dying should be divided 
amongst the survivor or survivors & the ‘ issue ”’ 
of him, her, or them so dying & leaving issue: 
Held: the word “ issue”? in each branch of the 
clause must be confined to children.—Re Timson, 
SMILES v. ‘TIMSON, [1916] 2 Ch. 862; 85 I. J. Ch. 
D613; 115 L. T. 55; 60 Sol. Jo. 526, C. A. 


Annotations :—-Refd. Ite Burnham, Carrick vv. Carrick, 
ies 2Ch. 196; 2te Swan, Brett rv. Ward, [1918) 1 Ch. 











7137. ——--.|—ve BURNHAM, CARRICK v. CAR- 
RICK, No. 7085, ante. 


7138. J}—By his will testator who died in 
1898 directed his trustees to pay the income of his 
residuary estate to his wife for life, & on her death 
to realise & convert: into money all his then 
residuary estate & divide the net residue into 
thirteen equal parts & pay two of such thirteen 
parts to each of lis daughters absolutely; & in 
the event of the death of either of his daughters 
leaving issue he directed that ‘ such issue shall 
take the mother’s share in the distribution of my 
estate, if more than one in equal proportions as 
tenants in common,” & in the event of the death 
of either of his daughters during the life of his wife 
without issue, the share of the deceased should be 
equally divided between his several surviving 
children, & the issue of any deceased child, such 
issuc, if more than one, taking as before directed. 
N. W., one of testator’s daughters. died in 1914, 
having had two children, one of whom had died in 
1911 leaving two children. Testator’s widow died 
in 1916, when the residuary estate became 
divisible :—Held: (1) in the gift over the word 
‘issue ’’ was used in its strict & primary sense of 
“ descendants,”? but in the earlier substitutional 
gift the meaning of the word was ambiguous, 
although, if standing alone, it might have come 
within the rule in Sibley v. Perry, No. 7118, ante, & 
been construed to mean ‘ children ”’ ; (2) the word 
‘issue’ in the earlier gift must be construed in 
the light of its unambiguous meaning in the gift 
over, & all the issue, in whatever degree, who 
survived any daughter who died in the lifetime of 
the tenant for life took equally between them the 
share which the daughter would have taken had 
she survived the tenant for life.—I?e Swain, 
BRETT v. Warp, [1918] 1 Ch. 399; 87 1. J. Ch. 
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71891. General rule—Primd facie word 
of limitation.|}—The word ‘ issuo”’ is 
prima facie a word of Jimitation.— 


word o 


KING v. EVANS (1895), 24 8. C. R. 356. 


n. iffect of construing ‘ issue" as 
purchase.J—In the case of 
the will of a testator dying since 
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305; 118 L. T. 439; 62 Sol. Jo. 808; on appeal, 
[1918] 1 Ch. 574, C. A. 


(ad) Devise of Realty. 

7139. General rule-—Prima facie word of limita- 
astra word issue in a will may, & where 
words of limitation are ingrafted upon it, shall, be 
a word of purchase. 

_ The word “ issue’? when a word of limitation, 

1s nomen collectivum. When a word of purchase, 

not.—LUDDINGTON v. KimME (1697), 1 Ld. Raym. 

203; 91 EK. R. 103813; sub nom. LODDINGTON v. 

KIME, | Salk. 224; 3 Lev. 431; sub nom. LODING- 

TON v. KIME, ] Eq. Cas. Abr. 183. 

Annotations -—~ Consd. Target «. Gaunt (1718), 1 P. Wms, 
432; Shaw v. Weigh (1724), Fortes. Rep. 58; Walpole 
vv, Conway (1740), Barn. Ch. 153; Goodtitle d. Cross v, 
Wodbull (1745), Willes, 592; King vr. Burchell (1759), 
1 Kden, 424; Doed. Bean v. Halley (1798), 8 Term Rep. 
5. Refd. Bamfield «. Pophain (1702), 1 P. Wms. 54; 
Backhouse +. Wells (1713), Fortes. Rep. 1335; Papillion 
nr. Voice (1728), Kel. W. 27: Gower v. Grosvenor (1740), 
Barn. Ch. 54; Cinger d. White », White (1742), Willes, 
348; Bagshaw v. Spencer (1713), 2 Atk. 570; Ives v. 
Legere (17413), 3 ‘Terin Rep. 488, n.; Exel v. Wallace 
(1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 3183; Southby v. Stonchouse (1755), 
2 Ves, Sen. 610; Salkeld v. Vernon, Salkeld v. Salkeld 
(1758), L Eden, 64; Doe d. Brown wv, Holme (1771), 
2 Wm. Bh 7773: Doe d. Comberbach v. Perryn (1789), 
3 Term Rep. 484: Denn d. Webb v. Puckey (1793), 5 
Term Rep. 299; Doe d. Davy v. Burnsall (1794), 6 Term 
Rep. 30; Smith «. Camelford (1795), 2 Ves. 698; Bayley 
v. Morris (1799), 4 Ves. 788: Doe d. Gilinan v. Kivey 
(1803), 4 Kast, 313; ‘Thellusson vr. Woodford (1805), 11 
Ves. 112; Crump d. Woolley +. Norwood (1815), 7 Taunt. 
362: Doe d. Herbert vr. Selby (18214), 2 B. & C. 926; 
Doe d. Winter ». Perratt (1833), 10 Bing. 198; Doe d. 
Bills v. Wopkinson (1843), 5 Q. B. 2235 Sturge v. Sturge 
(1849), 12 Reav. 229; Rider v. Wood (1855), 1 K. & J. 
G14. Mentd. Rowlitt +. Orlebar (1815), 1 Marsh. 452. 
7140. ~}~-The testator devised as fol- 

lows: ‘ Also I give & devise unto my grandson, 
G. D. all those freehold messuages, on, etc., to hold 
the same for & during the term of his natural life, & 
from & after his decease I give & devise the same 
unto & for the use of all & every the lawful 
issue of my said grandson, G. D. their heirs & 
assigns for ever, equally, & as tenants. & not 
as joint tenants, when & as he or they shall attain 
his or their age of twenty-one years.” 

The general rule .. . is clear & well established ; 
the word “ issue ’”’ in a will primd facie, means the 
same thing as heirs of the body, & is to be con- 
sidered as a word of limitation ; but such prima 
facie construction will give way if there be on the 
face of the will sufficient to show that the word 
was intended to have had a less extensive meaning, 
& to have applied generally to children, or to 
descendants of a particular class, or at a particular 
time (PARKE, 3.).—SLATER vt. DANGERFIELD 
(1816).15 M. & W. 263; 16L. J. Ex. 51; 71. T. 
O. S. 1138. 

Annotations :—Refd. Cole r. Goble (1853) 13 C. B. 445; 
Darley v. Martin (1853), 1. L. R. 729. Roddy tv. Fitz- 
gerald (1857-58), 6 H. L. Cas. 823. 
7141. —-— J—‘ Issue’ is prima facie 

equivalent to “heirs of the body ” ; but the ct. 

leans against so construing it when there are other 
expressions in the will to control that meaning. 

If words of limitation be superadded, as a gift to 

‘issue & their heirs,” the issue take as purchasers 

in fee simple, & a gift over on a gencral failure of 

issue operates nothing.—Kavanaah v. MORLAND 

(1858), Kay, 16; 2 Eq. Rep. 771; 23 L. J. Ch. 

41; 22. T. O. S. 148; 18 Jur. 185; 2 W. R. 

S; 69 BK. Kh. 7. 


Annotations :—Consd. Woodhouse *. 
K. & J. 3852: Maddison v Chapman (1858), 4 KE. 











Werrick (1855), 1 
& J. 


Wills Act, 3 Vict. No. 5, coming into 
operation in 1840, Wills Act, 1915, 
in the absence of a controlling con- 
text, where testator having the fes 
simple devises land to one for life & 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 11, F. 
(d), (ce) & (f), G. & H. (a).) 

709. Refd. Roddy v. Fitzgerald (1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 

823; Clifford v. Koe (1880), 5 App. Cas. 447; Morgan 

v. Thomas (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 643. Mentd. Davis v. 

Davis (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 255. 


7142, .I—(1) The word “ issue ’? must 
be construed as a word of limitation, unless the 
context of a will affords sufficient reasons to 
construe it otherwise. 

(2) ‘“‘ Issue ’’ will extend to any remote degree, 
as a description of objects.—Re WYNCH’sS TRUSTS, 
vx p. WYNCH (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 188; 2 
Kq. Rep. 1025; 23 L. J. Ch. 980; 23 L. T. O. S. 
259; 18 Jur. 659; 2 W. R. 570; 43 E.R. 842, 
LC. & L. JJ. 

Annotations -—As to (1) Apld. Goldney v. Crabb (1854), 19 

Beav. 338; Jee Bank’s Trusts, Ir ». Hovill (1855), 2 

K. & J. 387. Consd. Williams v. Lewis (1859), 6 H. L. 

Cas. 1013 Refd. Law v. Thorp (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 

649; Re Andrew's Will (1859), 27 Beav. 608. Generally, 

Consd. Z’e Barker’s Trusts (1883), 52 L. J. Ch. 565. Refd. 

Jackson 7. Calvert (1860), 1 John. & H. 235; te Jeaffre- 

son’s Trusts (1866), L. R. 2 Iq. 276; Surridge r. Clarkson 

1866), 14 W. R. 979; Herrick v. Franklin (1868), L. R. 

Iq. 593. 

7143. -I—(1) Where in a devise there 
is a gift over on general failure of ‘ issue’’ it is 
presumed that the word ‘“ issue’’ has been used 
by testator as meaning “ heirs of the body.” 

(2) When the word “ issue ”’ is so employed it is 
for the partv seeking to give it a meaning other 
than that which it frequently bears, to show clearly 
from the context of the will that testator intended 
to give it a different meaning. 

(3) The word issue when it is used in a will, is 
prima facie a word of limitation (LORD CRAN- 
WORTH). 

(4) It is very true that the word “ issue,’ besides 
having a technical sense, is used more in common 
parlance. It has, however, a technical sense, & 
it is laid down... that the word ‘issue’’ is 
ex vi termini nomen collectivum, & takes in all issues 
to the utmost of the family, as far as heirs of the 
body would do (LoRD CRANWORTH).—Roppy v. 
FITZGERALD (1858), 6 IT. L. Cas. 823; 10 E. R. 
1518, WT. -. 

Annotations :—«As to (1) Apld. Pe Nelley’s Trusts (1877), 26 














W. R. 88: Fe Simcoe, Vowler-Simcoe v. Vowler, [1913] 
1 Ch. 552. As to (2) Apld. Jordan v. Adams (1861), 
9 C. BR. N.S. 4833; Leac 


] vw. Jay ee 39 L. T. 242. 
Refd. Surtees v. Surtees (1871), 19 W. RR. 1043. As to 
(3) Apld. Re Wilmot, Wilmot v. Betterton (1897), 76 
L. T. 415. Consd. Pelham-Clinton v. Newcastle, [1902] 
1 Ch. 34. Apld. Re Lawrence, Lawrence v. Lawrence, 
[1915] 1 Ch. 129. Generally, Refd. Bradley v. Cartwright 
(1867), L. ht. 2 C. P. 511; Clifford vt. Koe (1880), 5 App. 
Cas. 447; Bowen v. Lewis (1884), 9 App. Cas. 890; Le 
Score, Tolinan v. Score (1887), 57 La. TV. 403 Foxwell v. 
Van Grutten (1898), 79 L. T. 617. Mentd. Taylor v. 
St. Helen's Corpn. (1877), 6 Ch. D. 264. 











7144. --—-~—,) —CAMPBELL v. BOUSKELL, No. 
6758, ante. 
7145. |—‘‘ Issue’”’ 1s prima facie a 


word of limitation equivalent to heirs of the body, 
& not a word of purchase in limitations of real 
estate.—PELHAM-CLINTON v. NEWCASTLE (DUKE), 
[1902] 1 Ch. 34; 69 L. J. Ch. 875; 83 L. T. 627; 
49 W. R. 12; 16 T. L. R. 5433; on appeal, [1902] 
1 Ch. p. 41, C. A.3 [1903] A. C. 111, H. 1. 

7146. -]|—The term “‘ issue ’’ is equiva- 
lent, in the absence of any context, to ‘ heirs of 
the body ” (ROMER, L.J.).—Re ADAMS, ADAMS v. 
ADAMS (1906), 94 L. T. 720, C. A. 

_ 7147. -.|—In a devise to V. & his 
issue male in succession so that every elder son & 
his issue male may be preferred to every younger 














after his death to his issue, & there 
are attached to the term ‘‘ issue ”’ 
words of distribution, & the result of 
construing “‘ issue ’? as a word of pur- 
chase is that the fee simple is carricd, 


& the person or class of persons, who 
would as ‘issue’? take as purchaser 
is from the whole will ascertainable, 
the ancestor takes an estate for life 
only, & the person or class an ostate 


WILLS. 


son & his issue male, & so that every such son may 
take an estate for his life with remainder to his 
first & every subsequent son successively according 
to seniority in tail male, the word “issue ”’ is a 
word of limitation meaning heirs of the body, & 
the context does not require that it be interpreted 
to mean ‘‘ sons.”’ The effect of the devise is there- 
fore to confer an estate in tail male on V.—HKe 
SIMCOE, VOWLER-SIMCOE v. VOWLER, [1913] 1 Ch. 
552; 82L.J.Ch.270; 108 L. T. 891; 57 Sol. Jo. 533. 
Annotations :—Distd. Re Lawrence, Lawrence v. Lawrence, 
[1915] 1 Ch. 129; Fe Elton, Elton v. Elton, [1917] 2 Ch. 
413; Jee Hobbs, Hobbs v. Hobbs, [1917] 1 Ch. 569. 
7148. -—--.|——-Testator devised his real 
estate “ unto & to the use of every son of mine & 
his issue male in succession so that every elder son 
& his issue male be preferred to every younger 
son & his issue male & that my grandsons respec- 
tively with their respective issue male take in 
succession according to their respective seniorities 
& so that every such son & every such grandson 
who shall be begotten in my lifetime take an 
estate for his life without impeachment of waste 
with remainder to his first & every subsequent 
son successively according to seniority in tail 
male & that every such grandson who shall be 
begotten after my death take an estate in tail 
male ”’ with remainder over. On testator’s death 
his eldest son succeeded to the estate & subse- 
quently died without executing any disentailing 
assurance, leaving his only son, pltf., as his 
successor. Pltf. was born in testator’s lifetime :— 
Held: the initial words of the devise were not 
intended to confer any estate on any one, but were 
merely introductory to the effective limitations 
that followed, & consequently pltf. & his father 
before him were only life tenants.—Re LAWRENCE 
(LORD), LAWRENCE v. LAWRENCE, [1915] 1 Ch. 
129; 84 LL. J. Ch. 273; 112 lh. T. 195; 59 Sol. 
Jo. 127, C. A. 
Annotations :- Apld. Ie Elton, Elton v. Elton, [1917] 
2 Ch. 413. Consd. Ite Hobbs, Hobbs v. Hobbs, [1917] 
1 Ch. 569. 
7149. Exception to general rule—Where context 
shows different meaning.|—SLATER v. DANGER- 
FicLD, No. 7140. ante. 











7150. |—Re Wyncu’s Trusts, Lx p. 
Wryncu, No. 7142, ante. 
7151. .|—A testatrix demised estates 








to the children of her niece M. who should be living 
at her decease, during their respective natural 
lives, in equal shnres, & to the survivors & survivor 
of them during their, his or ber lives or life; & 
after the decease of the survivor, to all & every the 
lawful issue, male & female, of such children, in 
equal shares & proportions, as tenants in common, 
& the heirs of the body & respective bodies of all 
& every the issue of the children, with cross- 
remainders between them :—Held: the children 
of M. living at the death of testatrix took estates 
for life only ; & the word “ issue ’’ here was not a 
word of limitation.—PARKER v. CLARKE (1855), 
6 DeG. M. & G. 104; 261. T. O. S, 230; 2 Jur. 
N.S. 3385; 43 E. RR. 1169, L. C. 





7152. ——  -- -~—.J]—Roppy v. FITZGERALD, No. 
7143, ante. 
7153. —-—— - —.|—/tc ADAMS, ADAMS v. 
7146, ante. 
7154. — ||—Re SIMCOE, VOWLER- 


SIMCOE v. VOWLER, No. 7147, anle. 
7155. -~—— ‘‘ Eldest Issue male.’’|—-LOVE- 
LACE v. LOVELACE (1585), 1 And. 1823; Cro. 





in fee simple in romainder, & if more 
than one as tenants in common, if 
the word “ distribution ”’ imports this. 
—-Re Cust, GLASGOW wv. CAMPBELL, 
[1919] Vv. l. R. 221.—AUS, 


Part X VI.—CoNSTRUCTION. 


Iliz. 40; 123 BE. R. 392; sub nom. LovELACE’s 

CASE, 2 Leon. 35; Sav. 75. 

Annotations :—Apld. Luddington v. Kime (1696), 1 Ld. 
Raym. 203; Dubber v. Trollope (1764), Amb. 453. 
Refd. Meilish v. Mellish (1824), 2B. & C. 520; Doe a. 
Winter v. Perratt, Doe d. Viney v. Perratt, Goodtitle d. 
Slade v. Perratt (1826), 6 B. & C. 48. 

_ 7156. —— ‘*Issue & their heirs.’’] — 

KAVANAGH v. MORLAND, No. 7141, ante. 

7157. Proof of different meaning—Onus on party 
alleging different meaning.|——Roppy v. Firz- 

GERALD, No. 7143, ante. 





(e) Time of Ascertaining Donees. 

7158. Death of ‘estator.|—BuTTER v. OMMANEY, 
No. 6221, ante. 

7159. -.I—HOBGEN v. NEALE, No. 6487, ante. 

7160. Gift after life interest—Death of tenant for 
life.|— A testator bequeathed certain personal 
property to trustees, in trust for A. for life, & after 
her death, for the children of testator’s brother, & 
their lawful issue, in equal shares :—Held: the 
trust fund was distributable among all the issue of 
the brother of every degree, who were living at the 
death of A. per capita.—CLAY v. PENNINGTON 
(1835), 7 Sim. 370; 6L. J. Ch. 183; 581. R. 879; 
sub nom. CLAYTON v. PENNINGTON, Donnelly, 165. 
Annotation :—Refd. Law v. Thorp (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 649. 











7161. .|}—MARTIN v. HOLGATE, No. 
7127, ante. 

7162. —-—- ———.]—-HOBGEN v. NEALE, No. 6487, 
anle. 

7163. ——.].— He BEcCKwITHh’s TRUSTS, THOMP- 


SON v. COURT (1922), 153 L. T. Jo. 373. 


({) How Issue Take. 
See Part XVI., Sect. 19, sub-sect. 10, C., post. 


G. ** Male Issue.’’ 


gas Male line.'—Boys v. BRADLEY, No. 6178, 
ante. 

7165. Male issue claiming through males.]— 
Bequest of a sum of stock to A. for life, & upon his 
death, “unto & amongst his issue male.”’? with 
a gift over, on the death of A., ‘ without leaving 
issue male’? :—IHeld: the issue male claiming 
through males were alone entitled; the sons of 
the daughters of A. were excluded, & the issue male 
took per capita.-—LYWoop v. KIMBER (1860), 29 
Beav. 38; 54 BE. R. 5389; sub nom. Lywoop v. 
WARWICK, 30 I. J. Ch. 507; 7 Jur. N.S. 507; 9 
W. RR. 88. 

7166. —_—.|—-It is very significant in the present 
case that (quite apart from what seems to me a 
definition in the devise itself of the sons of William 
Hobbs & their sons as the persons meant by issuc 
male) there are in the devises following those to 
William Hobbs & his descendants several distinct 
preferences to the “ estates limited ’’ to his sons 
& their sons successively. It seems to me that 
there is ample here to amount to at least an 
‘explanation ’’ within the cases of the phrases 
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71641. Male line.]}—A direction that AUS 
property shall go in the male lint does 
not exclude the widow of a grandson. 
—SONATUN BYSACK v. JUGUUTSOON- 


PRKEE JDOSSEL (1860), 8 W. Rh. 312, 
bP. C.—IND. 


Dp. 
601.—CAN. 





TRUSTEES, 
AGENCY Co. OF AUSTRALASIA, LTD. v. 
CONNELL, [1910] V. L. K. 


——.J]—TYLEK v. DEAL, 19 Gr. 
——.}—-COATSWORTH t. CARSON, 


q. 
24 0. R. 185.—CAN. 
Yr. .}—Under 
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‘‘male issue”’ as meaning sons & sons of sons. 
But indeed the later part of the devise itself seems 
to me to amount to more than a mere explanation 
of the earlier words. I think that the later words 
contain the principal & crucial description of the 
intended devisees, & that the words ‘‘ the lawful 
male issue in succession ’’ are rather of the nature 
of a general introductory description (SARGANT, 
J.).—Re Honss, Hopss v. }Hopsss, [1917] 1 Ch. 
569; 86 L. J. Ch. 409; 116 L. T. 270; affd., 
[1917] 1 Ch. 595, C. A. 

Annotation :—Apld. Re Elton, Elton v. Elton, {1917] 2 Ch. 


413 
H. Heirs. 
(a) In General. 

7167. ‘‘ Heirs of his body ’’—-Simultaneous con- 
struction as words of limitation as to land & words 
of designation as to goods.|—The words heirs of 
the body cannot in the same clause be construed 
words of limitation as to lands, & as to goods 
words of designation of the person [to take them]. 
—RICHARDS v. BERGAVENNY (LADY) (1695), 2 
Vern. 324; 23 E. KR. 810. 

Annotations :—Refd. Brouncker v. Bagot (1816), 1 Mer. 
271; Evans v. Evans, Noa 2 Ch. 173; Silcocks v. 
Sileocks, [1916] 2 Ch. 161. entd. Chambers v. Taylor 
(1837), 2 My. & Cr. 376. 

7168. Construed as ‘‘ children.’’|—GuM- 
MOE v. ILOWEsS, No. 7858, post. 

7169. Legitimate heirs--Heirs of body lawfully 
begotton.|—The proper construction of legitimate 
heirs is heirs of his body lawfully begotten (LORD 
IJARDWICKE, C.).—BARRET v. BECKFORD (1750), 
1 Ves. Sen. 519; 27 KE. R. 1179, L. C. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Devese v. Pontet (1785), 1 Cox, 
Kg. Cas. 188; Rickman v. Morgan (1788), 2 Bro. C. C. 
394; Garthshore v. Chalie (1804), 10 Ves. 1; Bengough 
v. Walker (1808), 15 Ves. 507; Goldsmid v. Goldsimid 
as ee Ch. 140; Thynne v. Glengall (1848), 2 

. L. Cas. 131. 


7170. Whether children included—Devise to right 
heirs of testator—‘‘ His son excepted.’’|—Devise 
of estates in M. to the eldest son of testator’s son, 
for life, & of estates in H. to the second & other 
sons; if but one; then all the real estates to him 
for his life, &, ‘‘ for want of heirs of him ’’; to the 
right heirs of testator, “his son excepted.” 
Testator died, leaving a son, & daughters :—Held: 
the daughters took as persone designate ; but the 
judgment reversed on writ of error.—PUGH v. 
GOODTITLE (1787), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 454; 1 FE. R. 
1429; sub nom. DoE d. BAILEY v. PUGH, cited in 
2 Mer. at p. 348; sub nom. GOODTITLE d. BAILEY 
v. PUGH. cited in 2 Jac. & W. at p. 102, H. Ih. 
Annotations :— Consd. Cholmondcley rv. Clinton (1817), 2 

Mer. 171; Cholmondeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 

1. Refd. Chambers v, Taylor (1837), 2 My. & Cr. 376; 

Lightfoot v. Maybery, [1914] A. C. 782. 

7171. ‘‘ Heirs ’’ construed according to subject— 
To which word refers.|—GITTINGS v. MCIDERMOTT, 
No. 7234, post. 

7172. Whether ‘‘ heir ’’ may denote person at 
future time.|—-BENODE BEHARI BOSE v. SRIMATI 
NISTARINI Dass! (1905), 21 T. L. R. 656, P. C. 


Exkcuroks &  GUMBLETON, oO 1 I. R. 36; 37 


I. L. T. 126 


471.— a. Whether “ heirs’ construed “‘ heirs 
of body.”J-— Re MCDONALD (1903), 
23 C. L. T. 326; 6 0. L. I. 478; 2 


O. W. R. 968.—CAN. 
b. “ Heirs-at-law "’—Whether next of 
hin.}—HARRISON v. SPENCER, 15 O. BR. 


a devise to tos- 692.—-CAN. 


PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 11. 
—H. (a). 


0. Right hetra.|)— A devise to tes- 
tators “right heirs’’ in a will exe- 
cuted after the passing of Act No. 230 
means to testator’s next-of-kin.— 
In the Will of CONNELL (SENIOR), Jn 
the Will of CONNELL (THR YOUNGER), 


tator’s ‘own right beirs ’’ the bene- 
ficlaries would be those who would 
have taken in the case of an intestacy 
unless a contrary intention appears. 
-—Re KERGUSON, TURNER v. BENNET, 
TURNER v. CARSON (1897), 28 S.C. Ml. 
38,.—CAN 

assigns.] —- SKINNER Uv. 


c. ‘* Legal heirs.’’]|—-Re Ruse. [1924] 
1D. L. R. 437; (1924) 1 W. WwW. R. 
119; 18 Sask. L. Rh. 62.—CAN. 

d. ‘‘ My heirs-at-law."?} — Re Joar, 
CROWE v. BELL'S ESTATE (1897), 40 
N.S. Rh. 41,121. CAN. 

©. Heir ascertained according to 
common law.) — Testator, by will 
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Sect. 17.—Desoription of donees: Sub-sect, 11, H. 
(a) & (bd) 4. oe ri.] 

Descent to common law heir—Devise of gavel- 
kind land.|—See DEscENT, Vol. XVIII., p. 15, 
Nos. 141-144. 

Devise of borough English land.|]——See 
DESCENT, Vol. XVIII., p. 16, Nos. 159. 

Breaking line of descent.|—-See DESCENT, 
Vol. XVIII., p. 9, Nos. 62-64. 


(6) Gift to Heir of Living Person. 
i. In General. 


7173. *‘ Heir ’’ may include heir apparent. | 
““ Heirs male of the body of A. now living”’ is a 
good descriptio persone in a devise, & A.’s son & 
heir apparent may thereby take a vested remainder 
during the life of A.—JAMES 17. RICHARDSON 
(1678), Freem. K. B. 472; 2 Lev. 232; Poll. 457; 
T. Jo. 99; 1 Vent. 334; T. Raym. 330; 89 E. R. 
353 ; affd. (1685), Freem. K. B. 472, n., H. L. 
Annotations :—Consd. Darbison v. Beaumont (1713), Fortes. 

Rep. 18; Newcoman . Kethlem Hospital (1741), Amb. 

785 App.; Doe d. Winter v. Perratt (1833), 10 Bing. 

198; Doe d. Winter v. Perratt (1843), 9 Cl. & Fin. 606 ; 

Allgood v. Blake, Roach v. Same, Clennell v. Same, Need 

v. Same, Allgood v. Blake (1873), 29 L. T. 331. Refd. 

Bagshaw v. Spencer (1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 1423 Sayer v. 

Musterman (1767), Wilm. 386; Goodright d. Brooking 

vo. Wiite (1775), 2 Win. BI. 1010. 

7174. -.|—Devise of lands to the heirs male 
of my aunt E., lawfully begotten; & for default 
of such issue, to my own right heirs. KE. was 
living at testator’s death; & upon a question 
between testator’s heir-at-law, & the eldest son of 
KE. it was adjudged, that the eldest son should take. 
—D)ARBISON v. BEAUMONT (1714), 3 Bro. Parl. 
Cas. 60; 1 P. Wms. 229; 2 Iq. Cas. Abr. 331; 
1 i. R. 1177, If. I, 

Annotations :—Consd. Brown v. Barkham (1717), 1 Stra. 
35; Doe d. Winter v. Perratt (1833), 10 Bing. 198 ; 
Doe d. Winter v. Perartt (1843), 6 Man. & G. 314; Light- 
foot v. Maybery, [1914] A. C. 78%. Refd. Gore_v. Gore 
(1733), Kel. W. 2543 Neweoman ev. Bethlem Hospital 
(1741), Amb. 8; Coodright d. Brooking r. White (17753), 
2 Wm. BL. 1010; Cholmondeley », Clinton (1820), 2 
Jac, & W. 13 Right d. Shortridge rv. Greber (1826), 
5B. & C. 866. Mentd. Bagshaw v. Spencer (1748), 1 Ves. 
Sen. 142, 

7175, --—-.J—-.A. devised Whiteacre to IB. for 
life, remainder to C. or his male heir, if any; & if 
no male heir lawfully begotten by C., then to fall 
to the first male heir of D.’s tamily, paying unto 
such of the daughters of D. who should be then 
living, £100 each, at the time of taking possession 
of the estate. C. died in the lifetime of B., leaving 
a daughter, who also died in the lifetime of B., 
leaving a son, EK. Previously to the date of the 
will DD. had died, leaving five daughters; viz. F. 
with a daughter; G. with two sons, M. & N.; 
H. with one son, O.; I. with one son, P.; K. with 
oneson, Q. After the death of A., the daughter of 
F. had a son, L.; after which I*. died, then I., 
then B. Qu.: whether the expression “ first 
male heir of the branch of I).’s family is to be 
considered as having been used in a technical 
sense or In @& popular sense, applicable to an heir 














hearing the date Sept. 11, 1872, left 
his estate at Port Albert to his widow 
during her widowhood, & after her 
death or second marriage to his lawful 
heir. ‘Testator diced on July 23, 
1876 :—Held: the lawful heir was to 
be ascertained sccording to the common 
law.-- RUSHBROOK v. PEARMAN, $2 
N. Z. L. WR. 680.—N.Z. 

{. Necessity to construe “ heirs” 
according to nature of subject.J—-BOWLE 
v. Bowe (1809), 15 Fac. Coll. 214.—- 
SCOT. 


-——Ileld: 
hol 


kin.—~e CRANE, 
(1908), 8 S. R 





PART XVI. spec 1 ee 11. a will was 


g. Whether personal representative 


included, | —Testator 
having by his will, dated Mar. 1874, 
devised certain realty to his son F. 
for life & after bis death, to the heir -—AUS., 
at law & next of kin, of the sald F. 
his or her heirs & assigns for ever: 
the person designated was 
the personal representative, & he would 
the property devised on trust, 
for the life tenant’s statutory next of 

CRANE W. 
. N. 8. W. 1382; 25 
N.S. W. W. N. 55.—AUS. 


---The ultimate devise in 
to testator’s ‘’ heirs ’”’ :-— 
Tleld : the personal representative was 
the person designated, & he held the 


WILLS. 


apparent & an heir presumptive.—DogrE d. WINTER 

v. PERRATT (18438), 6 Man. & G. 314; 9 Cl. & Fin. 

606; 7 Scott, N. K. 1; 184 HE. R. 914, H. L.; 

affg. (1826), 5 B. & C. 483; previous proceedings 

(1833), 10 Bing. 198, H. L. 

Annotations :—Consd. Lightfoot v. Maybery, [1914] A. C. 
782, Refd. Doe d. Spencer v. Pedley (1836), Tyr. & Gr. 
882: Doe d. Angell v. Angell (1846), 10 Jur. 705 ; Vernon 
v. Wright (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 35; Re Chapman, Ellick v. 
Cox (1883), 49 L. T. 673; Van Grutten_v. Foxwell, 
Foxwell v. Van Grutten, [1897] A. C. 658. Mentd. Shore 
v. Wilson (1842), 9 Cl. & Fin. 355. 

7176. deena e who died in 1827, with- 
out issue, by his will, dated in 1826, devised real 
estate in England to trustees upon trust, to convey 
the same ‘‘ to the heir-at-law of my heir-at-law 
now in America, his heirs & assigns, for ever.’’ 
In 1763 testator’s eldest brother, A., emigrated to 
Philadelphia, where he resided until his death in 
1815. A. left an eldest son B., who was born in 
Philadelphia in 1773, & resided there until his death 
in 1833. . left an eldest son, C., who was born 
in Philadelphia in 1806, & had always resided 
there. R., who would have been entitled in case 
of an intestacy, & if C. were an alien, filed a bill 
against the trustees of the will & the A.-G., as 
representing the Crown, for a conveyance of the 
estate to him by the trustees :—Held: the words 
‘‘ heir-at-law ’’ were used in a popular sense, & 
the expression ‘ heir-at-law of my _ heir-at-law 
now in America’ described ©.—RITTSON . v. 
SToRDY (1855), 3 Sm. & G. 230; 3 Eq. Rep. 1039 ; 
25 L. T. O. S. 315; 1 Jur. N.S. 771; 3 W. R. 
627; 65 EB. R. 637; on appeal (1856), 2 Jur. N.S. 
410, J. JJ. 

Annotations ---Mentd. Barrow v. Wadkin (1857), 21 Beav. 
1; Sharp v. St. Sauveur (1871), 7 Ch. App. 343. 

7177. ‘* Heir’’ may include heir presumptive. |-— 
A devise to the heir of M. may be good as designatio 
person, & he may take in the lifetime of M.— 
GOODRIGHT d. BROOKING vt. WHITE (1775), 2 Win. 
Bl. 1010; 96 KK. R. 598. 


Annotations :—Consd. Joe d. Winter a. VPerratt (1843), 
6 Man. & G. 314. Refd. Cholmondeley «. Clinton (1820), 
2 Jac.w & W.o13) Right d. Shortmdge «. Creber (1826), 
5B.& C. 8663; Doe d. Winter ve. Perratt (1833), 10 Bing. 
198. 





7178, --——.]—-DokE d. WINTER uv. Pernrarr, No. 
T1705, ante. 

7179. .—The words ‘‘ next heir’ occurring 
in a will in a bequest of an annuity for life to be 
enjoyed by the next heir to a certain title & estate : 
--Held: hy reference to the context, not to have 
been used in their strict sense, but to mean the 
person next presumptively entitled to succeed to 
the title & estate. —DORMER v. PHoutips (1855), 
4 DeG.M.& G. 855; 25 L. TT. O.S. 74; 3 W. KR. 
337; 43 K. HR. 742, 1. C. 

Annotation :--~Consd. te Watkins, Maybery v. 

{1912} 2 Ch. 430. 





Lightfoot, 


ii. When Heir Ascertained. 
7180. At death of ancestor.|—Goods devised to 
A. for life, & after the death of A. to the heir of B. 
3. dies in the life of A. Decreed the goods should 


[S74 property devised in trust, for tes- 
tutor’s  next-of-hin. — MOORICE _ v. 
MOORICE (1893), 14 N.S. W. iq. 211. 


died in 


PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 11. 
—H. (b) ii. 


7180 i. At death of ancestor.|— JOST 
tv. MeNurr, 40 N.S. Ro. 41. - CAN, 
7180 ii. ——.J—M‘DONALD'S ~ TRUS- 
TEES v. MSDONALD, [1907] S.C. 653 44 
Se. L. lt. 49; 14.8. L. T. 407.—SCOT. 
7180 iii. ——--.]—- HALDANE'B 1 TRUB- 
TEES Vv. MUREHY (1881), 9 R. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 269; 19 Sc. L. R. 217.—SCOT. 
7180 iv. ——.]—PEARSON v. CORRIE 
(1825), 4 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 119.—SCOT. 


CRANE 


Part XVI.—Construction. 


go to him that was heir of B. at his death, & not 
him who was his heir at the death of A.— 
DANVERS v. CLARENDON (EARL) (1681), 1 Vern. 
35; 23 E. R. 290, L. C. 

Bast al lad ‘~~ Apprvd. De Beauvoir v. De Beauvoir (1852), 


. L. Cas. 524; Lucas-Tooth v. Lucas-Tooth, [1921] 
i C. 594. Refd. Smith v. Butcher (1878), 10 Ch. D. 


7181. .|—A. devised copyhold lands to his 
son D. & his wife, & H. & his wife, or the survivor 
of them, for their lives; & after the decease of all 
of them, to the male heir at law of him testator, 
his heirs & assigns for ever; he then bequeathed 
legacies to three other sons, & afterwards died, 
leaving five sons & one daughter, three by his 
first wife, & three by the second :—Held: the fee 
vested, at testator’s death, in the person who was 
then his male heir-at-law, & did not remain 
contingent until the determination of the life 
estates.—Dor d. PILKINGTON v. SPRATT (18338), 5 
B. & Ad. 731; 2 Nev. & M. K. B. 524; 3 L. J. 
K. B. 63; 110 E.R. 960. 

Annotation sprouse Re Frith, Windson v. Wood (1901), 


oL. T 

7182. —-- —.J|—BoOYDELL v. GOLIGUTLY, No. 7192, 
post. 

7183. - ——.}—Devise & bequest of real & per- 


sonal estate to trustees, upon trust for testator’s 
daughter, for her life, with power of sale on her 
consent, &, after her decease, for such person or 
persons as his daughter should by will appoint ; 
&, in default of such appointment, a devise & 
beguest of such real & personal estate to testa- 
tor’s heirs & assigns ex parle maternd, as if he had 
died intestate ; & power, by a codicil, to sink any 
part of the personal estate, or procecds of the 
sale of the real estate, in the purchase of an 
annuity for the daughter :~ Held: upon a claim 
of the daughter against the trustees for the 
conveyance of the real estate to her, the heir 
ex parte maternd was the heir at the death of testa- 
tor, & the daughter was such heir; & the ct. 


directed a conveyance to her accordingly. 
RAWLINSON v. WaASS (1852), 9 Hare, 673; 16 
Jur. 282; 68 EK. R. 683. 

7184. --——.!|-—SoUTHGATE tv. CLINCH, No. 71Y0, 
post. 

7185. .—A testator devised real estate to 





trustees in trust to permit A. to receive the renfs 
during his life; &, upon his decease, to permit the 
eldest son of A. to receive the rents during his life ; 
&, ‘‘ upon the decease of such eldest son,” in trust 
to convey the estate ‘‘ to the right heir male of A. 
& his heirs.”? A. survived the testator, & died in 
the year 1857, leaving B. his eldest son him 
surviving. The trustees refusing to convey the 
legal estate, B. presented a petition asking for a 
vesting order :-—Held: the veneral rule, that the 
heir of a person named in a will must be ascertained 
as soon as possible, applied; 2B. was ascertained 
to be ‘* the right heir male of A.’’ upon A.’s death 
in 1857, & that he was therefore entitled to a 
vesting order.—He GRAYSON (1879), 48 L. J. Ch. 
354; 40 L. T. 98; 27 W. R. 534. 

Annotation :—-Refd. Lucas-Tooth v. Lucas-Tooth, [1921] 

1A. C. O91. 


7186. .|-—Testator devised his freehold 
estate called F. the trustees upon trust for his 
eldest son for fife; &, after making directions as 
to the disposal of his personal estate among his 
six children concluded his will thus: “ When my 
six children shall have all departed this life it is 
my will & desire that the estate called F. be sold 
in public sale to the highest bidder, & that the 
moneys arising from the sale thereof be equally 
divided among my then surviving grandchildren 
share & share alike, & in case no grandchild of mine 
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be then living it shall become the property of the 
heir-at-law ’’:—Held: the heir-at-law must be 
construed as meaning the heir of testator at his 
death, & not the person who would have been the 
heir of testator, if he had died at the death of the 
last of his children.—Re Friru, ELinpson v. Woop 
(1901), 85 L. T. 455; 46 Sol. Jo. 15. 


7187. At future time—Death of first donee.|— 
Testator having a son & daughter, & the latter 
having several children, devised to his son F. in 
fee, & if he should have no children, child or 
issue, the estate was, on the decease of F. to 
become the property of the heir-at-law, subject 
to such legacies as F. might leave to the younger 
branches of the family :—Held: F. took under 
this will, an estate in fee, with an executory 
devise over to the person, who on the happening 
of the event contemplated by the will, should 
become the heir-at-law of testator. 

By the expression ‘ heir-at-law’’ is meant, 
the person who, at the time of the decease of F. 
without issue, should then be the heir-at-Jaw of 
testator (HOLROYD, J.).—DoE d. KING v. Frost 
(1820), 3 B. & Ald. 546; 106 E.R. 761. 
Annotations :-—Apld.. Cholmondeley v. Clinton (1820), 

2 Jac. & W. 1. Distd. Doe d. Pilkington v. Spratt (1833), 

5B. & Ad. 731. Consd. kr p. Davies (1851), 2 Sim. N.S. 

114; Mathews v. Gardiner (1853), 17 Beav. 254. Apld. 

Parker rv. Birks (1854), 1 K. & J.156.  Apprvd. Coltsmann 

vy. Coltsmann (1868), L. R. 3H. .121. Distd. 7te Frith, 

Hindson »v. Wood (1901), 85 L. IT. 455. Refd. Bush ». 

Locke (1835), 3 Cl. & Fin. 721; Blinston +. Warburton 

(1856), 2 K. & J. 400. 

7188. —--- —-—.|-~—Testator was possessed of 
two estates in Ireland, Flesk Castle & Dick’s 
Grove. The former he held under a lease for lives 
renewable for ever; the latter he held in fee. In 
1833 he made a will, in which he said, ‘I give, 
devise, & bequeath to my son John Coltsmann 
all those my property, lands, tenements, & 
premises at & about Ficsk Castle,’”’ together with 
plate, furniture, ete. ‘ Ll also devise & bequeath 
to my son J. Colfsmann my lands, tenements, & 
premises at Dick’s Grove.” All his estates, etc., 
were made chargeable with an annuity to his wife. 
He afterwards made a codicil, in which he said, 
“If it should happen that my son J. Coltsmann 
die without heirs of his body lawfully, etc., in that 
case, & in default of such heirs, I do hereby devise 
& direct that my lands, etc., at Flesk Castle, & 
the plate & furniture in my will specified, also my 
lands, etc., at Dick’s Grove,” all charged with 
the annuity to his wife, ‘' & also with a reasonable 
provision, made with my consent, by my son for 
his wife, payable for her life, shall at my son’s 
death descend & be transferred to my grandson 
Daniel Cronin, his heirs, etc., for ever, the he for 
the time being to add the name of ‘ Coltsmann’ 
to the name of ‘ Cronin.’ ’’ In the event of the 
contemplated death of the son without heirs, a 
charge of £6,000 was created in favour of a married 
daughter. ‘The son never had any child. While 
in possession he executed disentalling deeds of 
both estates, & by will devised them to his wife :— 
Held: reading the will & codicil together, John 
Coltsmann took the estate of Flesk Castle in fee, 
with an executory devise over to Daniel Cronin, 
in the event that happened of John Coltsmann 
dying without heirs of his body living at his 
death. 

The expression ‘‘at my son's death ”’ appears 
to me to operate on every part of the sentence, & 
to point to a snecession to John Coltsmann., which, 
if it arises at all, is to open upon John Coltsmann’s 
death, & at no other time (LORD CarRns, C.).— 
COLTSMANN v. COLTSMANN (1868), L. R. 3 H. L. 
121; 16 W. R. 9438, H. L. 


rf 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 11, H. 
(b) w., & (c) 2] 


7189. Death of tenant for life.|—-Testator, 
a bachelor, devised real estate in trust for M. for 
life & after his decease upon trust to convey 
same ‘‘ unto my nearest male heir & should there 
be two or more in equal degrees of consanguinity 
to me” he directed his trustee to convey same 
‘‘ unto the eldest of my male kindred for the term 
of his natural life with remainder to the heirs of 
the body of my eldest male relative.’’ Testator 
bequeathed the residue of his personal estate in 
trust for M. for life, expressing a desire that he 
should not mortgage, or anticipate same, but 
assist the trustee in keeping the real estate in 
such repair as might be necessary for preserving 
its value & keeping up the remainder in trust 
for ‘‘my nearest & eldest male relative ’’ who 
should be such at the death of M. Resp. Mrs. W. 
was the heiress-at-law of testator both at his 
death & the death of M. The nearest male 
relative of testator at the time of his death was 
the son of a female first cousin & at the time 
of M.’s death was applt., a son of a daughter of 
the same cousin:—Held: (1) the expression 
‘“ nearest male heir’ was not. used in a technical 
sensc as Meaning testator’s heir being a male, but 
meant testator’s nearest male relative; (2) the 
person to take under the devise in remainder was 
to be ascertained at the death of M., the tenant. 
for life, & on the death of the latter the real 
estate vested in the applt.-—LIGHTFOOT 1. MAy- 
BERY, [1914] A. C. 782; 83 L. J. Ch. 627; 111 
L. T. 300; 58 Sol. Jo. 609, Hl. L.; revg. S. C. 
sub nom. Re WATKINS, MAYBERY v. LIGHTFOOT, 
[1913] 1 Ch. 376, C. A. 
annotations :-—.<As to (1) Consd. Sileocks v. Silcocks, [1916] 








2 Ch. 161. Generally, Refd. 2e Johnson, Pitt v. Johnson 
(1914), 111 L. T. 130, 
7190. Death of survivor.|—Testator 


bequeathed any stocks & shares he might die 
possessed of to be equally divided between his 
two brothers S. & L., to be held for their lifetime 
only, ‘' & then to pass to the heir to the baronetcy 
at present held by Sir R. L.,’”’ or, failing an heir, 
to the eldest daughter of S. Sir R. L. had three 
sons—S., testator, & L. S. survived the testator 
who died a bachelor, & died in the lifetime of 
Sir RK. L., having had issue one daughter only. I. 
survived his father, & succeeded to the baronetcy, 
& on his death without male issue the baronetcy 
became extinct:—Held: upon the true con- 
struction of the bequest the heir to the baronetcy 
was to be ascertained, not on the death of Sir 
RR. L., but on the death of the survivor of testator’s 
two brothers, &, there being no heir to the 
baronetcy on the death of L., the stocks & shares 
passed under the gift over to the daughter of S.--- 


7189 i. 4t future time— Death of tenant n. Whether 
for life.}— WYLI&'s TRUSTEES v. BRUCE, 
{1919] S. C. 211.—SCOT. CAN. 
PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 11. oO. - 
—H. (c) i. to G., 


k. ‘* Heirs”? construed “‘ heirs of the 
body.’’ }—- Where there is a devise in 
feo to A., & in the event of A. dying 
without heirs, a gift over to persons 
who are capable of being the heirs of 
A., the word ‘‘ heirs ’? must be read as 
** heirs of the body.”’—/Jte ltoss (1901), 
Is. LN. S. Wl. 1; 18 N.S. W. WLN. 
40.— AUS, 

1. ——.]) -Re LEY (1912), 2) W.T. 7. 
bi W.W. RR. 790; 5 D. L. R11. 


widow shou 


testator’s 


did 


_ m. Whether widow of deceased brother 
included.|— SMITH ov. ROBERTSON 
(1909), 6 BE. LL. KR. 48385; 7 FE. LL. RB. 


312.—CAN geniture 


uridow 
WoOODWORTH’S KSTATE, 1 Old. 101.— 


~ --.J—Testator devised his farm 
directed that if G. 
die without beirs the land should be 
sold & ices f paid, & that if testator’s 
d die or marry before G. 
should have paid $2,000, the balance 
should be equally divided among the 
heirs :—/Jleld : 
‘heirs ’ in the bequest of the balance, 
not include the widow.-—BATE- 
MAN v. BATEMAN, 17 Gr. 227.—CAN. 


p. Whether widow of deceased son 
included.) —— SMITH 
(1909), 4 N. B. Ng. Rep. 252.-~CAN. 


q. Devise to heirs—After abolition of 
law of primogeniture.\--14 & 15 Vict. 
c. 6 oO) abolishing the law of primo- 

n Upper Canada, placed no 


WILLS. 


Lucas-ToorH v. Lucas-Tootu, [1921] 1 A. C. 
694; 90 L. J. Ch. 347; 125 L. T. 225; 66 Sol. Jo. 
377, Hh. L. 


Annotation :-~—Retd. Ite Harcourt, Portman rv. Portman, 
(1921) 2 Ch. 491. 


(c) Bequests to Heirs. 
i. In General. 


7191. Heir-at-law takes as persona designata.| 
—Testator appointed his daughter in law his sole 
extrix. to have & enjoy all his real & personal 
estate all the goods, cattle, chattels, enumerating 
several other articles of personal property, during 
her life ; but not to diminish nor commit waste on 
the lands; & his nighest heir at law to enjoy the 
same after her death. An estate for life only in 
the whole both real & personal estate; with 
remainder to the heir-at-law.—GWYNNE v. MUD- 
pock (1808), 14 Ves. 488; 33 E. R. 608. 
Annotations :—Folld. De Beauvoir v. Do Beauvoir (1852), 

3 H. L. Cas. 524. Reftd. Waite v. Templer (1829), 2 Sim. 

524; Thorp v. Owen (1854), 2 Sm. & G. 90. 

7192. .|—Testator, by a prior part of his 
will, devised his real & personal estates to trustees, 
their heirs, exors., administrators, & assigns, upon 
trust, to apply a certain sum of the rents & profits 
yearly in the maintenance of his only son J., who 
was deaf & dumb; (then testator declared the 
trusts of his real estate); & after the decease of 
J., in trust for the first son of the body of J., & 
the heirs of the body of such first son. The will 
did not contain any devise to the second, third, 
& other sons of J., or their issue, but limited 
estates tail to the daughters of J., as tenants in 
common; ‘“ & after the death & such failure of 
issue of my said son as before mentioned,’’ then 
testator limited the estates in strict settlement 
upon J. & his first & other sons; & for default 
of such issue, to J. G. & his first & other sons in 
tail, with a similar remainder to F. G. & his first 
& other sons; ‘' & for default of such issue, in 
trust for my own right heirs for ever.’’ Testator 
then directed his trustecs to stand seised & 
possessed of his leasehold & personal estate, from 
& after the decease of his said son, ‘‘ in trust for 
such person or persons, in the same order & 
succession, & for such & the same estates, etc., 
& with such remainders or limitations over, & 
subject to the same charges, etc., hereby limited 
or declared concerning my said freehold & copy- 
hold estates hereby devised as aforesaid, so far 
as the nature of the said leaseholds, & other 
personal estates & effects, the rules of law & 
equity, the deaths of parties, & other contin- 
gencies, will admit of.’ All the limitations failed 
by reason of the deaths of all the parties without 
issue inheritable :—Held: J., as answering the 
description of right heir of & testator at his death, 





included. }— Ie serauye interpretation on the word 
‘“‘heirs.’’ Therefore, where a will 
made after it was in force devised pro- 
perty on certain contingencies to 
‘the heirs ’’ of & person named, such 
heirs were all the brothers & sisters 
of said person & not bis eldest brother 
only.—WoOLFF tv. SPARKS (1899), 29 
S.C. R. 585.—CAN. 


r. Gift to nine 
of legatees related, othera unrelated io 
testatrix—-“‘ Heirs’ construed strictly.) 
— Testatrix by one clause in ber will 
gave $50 apicce to nine persons, six 
of whom were her nephews & nieces 
& were so described, the other three 
were unrelated to testatrix. Imme- 
diately thereafter there is a gift of 
certain residuary estate to be divided 
umongst “the aforesaid  beirs ’’ :— 
Held: the really gift was confined 
to the nephews & nieces & tho legatecs 


should 


leygatees — Certain 
the word 


v ROBERTSON 


Parr XVI.--—CONSTRUCTION. 


took the leasehold & personal estate also.— 
BOYDELL v. GOLIGHTLY (1844), 14 Sim. 327; 
9 Jur. 2; 60 E. R. 384; sub nom. BoIpEny v. 
GOLIGHTLY, 14 L. J. Ch. 109. 

Annotation :-—Consd. De Beauvoir v. De Beauvoir (1852), 

3H. LL. Cas. 524. 

7193. —— —.] —Testator devised & bequeathed 
all his real & personal estate to trustecs upon 
trust, after certain life estates, for the heir-at-law 
of his family then living, whosocver the same 
might be:—Held: the next of kin of testator 
according to the Statutes of Distribution had no 
interest under the above gift.--TETLOW v. ASHTON 
(1850), 20 L. J. Ch. 53; 16 1. T. O. 8S. 359; 15 
Jur. 213. 

7194, ---— .' —Testator made a will in the 
following form: ‘' Whereas I am scised in fee 
simple of divers freehold manors, or reputed 
manors, messuages, lands, tenements, rents & 
hereditaments, situate, etc., & of a leasehold 
estate in, etc.. & also of a copyhold estate, situate, 
ete., & also of freehold estates in, etc., & of large 
suins in the funds of England: Now I do hereby 
give & devise, after my just debts & funeral 
expenses & legacies are paid, which I order to be 
paid out of my personal estate, all my estates in 
the funds of England & all my said manors, etc.,”’ 
unto three persons in succession, & their sons 
successively in tail male, in strict settlement ; 
“ & for default. of such issue, I give & devise the 
same to my own right heirs for ever.’ He then 
gave his trustees a power, with the consent of 
the person who might. be in possession, to lay out 
his personal estate in the purchase of freeholds, 
ete., & to settle the same when purchased to such 
uses as were declared of his “ manors, or reputed 
manors, messuaves, lands, tenements. rents, 
hereditaments, & premises devised by this iny 
will, as shall be then existing undetermined. or 
capable of taking effect, ctc., to etc., for no other 
estate, use, trust, or purpose whatsocever.’’ 

With respect to personal estate whether the 
eift be an immediate pift or whether it be a gift 
in remainder the cases appear to me to be uniform 
to give to the words the sense testator has im- 
pressed upon them that if he has given to the heir 
though the heir would not) by law be the person 
to take that property he is the person who takes 
as persona designala (Lornp Sir. Lronarps, C.). — 
Dr BEAUVOIR @ Dis BEAUVOIR (1852), 3 i. L. Cas. 
524; 16 Jur. 1147; 10 I. R. 206, H. |. 
atnnotations :-—Consd. Low vr. Smith (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 

503. Apld. HWaslewood v. Green (1860), 28 Beav. 1; 

Hamilton v. Mills (1861), 29 Beav. 193; Todhunter v. 

Thompson (1878), 26 W. R. 883. Folld. /n the Goods of 

Dixon (1878), J PY oD. SI. Refd. Isgerton +. Brownlow 

(1853), 4 D1. L. Cas. 1: Doody v. Higgins (1856), 2K. & J. 

729: De Beauvoir ve Benyon (1866), ] Ch. App. 212; 

Jie Joaffreson’s Trusts (1866), T. Re. 2 Eq. 2763 Pe 

Steevens’ Trusts (1872), L. R.o35 Eq. 1103; Comfort vr. 

Brown (1878), 10 Ch. D. 1465 Smith vr. Butcher (1878), 

48 1.75. Ch. 1386; Wingtield v. Wingetield (1878), 9 Ch. D. 

658: Netlson v. Monro (1879), 41 GL. TV. 20935 Keay v. 

Boulton (1883), 29 Ch, D. 212: Re Stannard, Stannard 

v, Burt (1883), 42 L. J. Ch. 3455: Berens vr. Fellowes 

(1887), 56 L. T. 3913 Evans v. Evans, [1892] 2 Ch. 178. 

7195. ~ estator gave certain property 
to his wife, “in respect to his house at P. 


unrelated to testator did not share 
therein.——J?e PHILLIPS WsTratrr (1913), 
24.0. W. R. 185: +4 O. W. N, 898; 
11D. L. lh. 52.—CAN. 

t. ‘‘ Heirs’? construed as FSONS 
entitled to succeed on intestacy.}— 
Fe vt. BeatTy, 27 QO. KR. 75. 


Sess.) 1185; 36 Sc 


e. ‘* Heirs ct 


. j-—Re Cust Ss. L. I’. 3.—SCOT. 
W. L. R. 102.—CAN. 

b. ——-. }/-WALKER v. Cusin, [1917] 
11. f. 63.—IR. 

6. ———,]—- COCKBURN'S = TRUSTEES 
* DuNDAS (1864), 2 Macph (Ct. of 

J.—VOL. XLIV. 


(1910), 13 
trust deed, whor 


. Jur. 591.—SCOT. 


d. ** Heir entitled to 
a deed of entail.?]—WESSELENYI — Ut. 
JAMIESON, [1907] A. C. 440.--SCOT. 


successors.”?|— CRAW’S 
TRUSTEES v. CRAW (1899), 
N. of Sess.) 572; 36 Se. L. TR. 414; 7 


f. ——.]— A Bi 


residue of her estate to be given to 
‘“‘the heirs or successors ’’ of A. J. 
The residue consisted principally of 


movables :—Held;: the words ‘ heirs 
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wished her to enjoy it for her life, & at her death 
to be sold & equally divided among his children, 
if living, but if dead before their mother he 
requested the house at her death to come to his 
brother J., or his next heir-at-law. Testator 
then gave £2,000 to his two daughters; & as his 
wife was then pregnant, should she be delivered, 
he recommended the £2,000 to be divided equally 
when each attained twenty-one ; should cach die, 
the survivor or survivors to receive the whole ; 
but should neither attain twenty-one, the £2,000 
to go to his wife for life. & afterwards to his next 
heir-at-law.’’ After testator’s death his widow 
had a son, but that son & the two daughters died 
infants in the widow’s lifetime, as did testator’s 
brother & his son, who left a son, & such son 
claimed the fund :-~—Held: that ‘‘ next heir-at- 
law,” although a gift of personalty, did not mean 
“next of kin”: & the person to take was the 
heir-at-law at the time of testator’s death, that 
is his own son, although then unborn.—SouTH- 
GATE v. CLINCH (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 651; 31 
L. T. O. S. 263; 4 Jur. N.S. 428; 6 W. R. 489. 

7196. ——.1—The words ‘next lawful heirs,” 
in an ultimate gift of real & personal estate, 
construed in their strict. sense as to the personality, 
& the heir-at-law & not the next of kin, held 
entitled.—HUASLEWooP v. GREEN (1859), 28 Beav. 
L; 64 Kk. RR. 265. 

7197. —-—.]---Where testator bequeathed per- 
sonalty ‘ equally between the heirs of my late 
uncle William Neve, John Neve & my aunt 
Penelope Francis,” all three of whom were dead 
at the date of the will :—Held: the heirs-at-law 
of those three persons living at the death of 
testator, & not their next of kin, were entitled.— 
Re Roores (1860). 1 Drew. & Sm. 2283; 29 
1. J. Ch. 868; S W. R. 625; 62 E.R. 366. 
aot -—-Refd. Ze Stcevens’ Trusts (1872), L. R. 15 

Wise . 





7198. - J|--PowELL v. Boaais, No. 7225, 
post. 
: 7199. Testatrix directed her trustees 


to sell certain heritable property particularly 
described, & her whole other means & estate, 
heritable & movable, & after payment of legacies, 
etc., to pay over the residue “ to my heir-at-law, 
whom failing to my next of kin.” : 

In a competition between cousins of testatrix 
claiming as her next of kin & a cousin’s child 
claiming as heir-at-law:—-Held: by the term 
‘‘ heir-at-law ”? testatrix did not) mean to denote 
her heir in mobilibus, but her heir in heritage.-—~ 
GLEN v. STEWART (1874), 1 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 
(II. 1.) 48; 11 Se. L. R. 496. 

7200. —--— In absence of controlling context.|-— 
Where a pecuniary legacy is given by testator to 
his heir, the word is to be understood in its legal 
& ordinary sense, unless controlled by the context 
of the will; & the heir-at-law will tuke the 
legacy, & not the next of kin. In such a case it 
makes no difference that there are three co-helrs. 

Where the word “ heir’? is used to denote 
succession. there it may well be understood to 


or successors ’? must be interpreted 
according to the nature of the subject, 
& that this being movable. the whole 
children of A. B. were entitled to it, 
they being the heirs in mobiibus.--- 
BLAIR tv. BLAIR (1849), 12 Dunl. (Ct. 
of Sess.) 97; 21 Sc. Jur. 612.—SCOT. 

. * Nearest heirs & nert of kin.’’] 
—Gnaer a bequest of residue by tes- 


succeed under 


1 FY (Ct. 


arty executed a tator to his ‘* nearest heirs & next of 
y she directed the kin whomsoever in accordance with 


law ’? :—Held: in so far as the residue 
consisted of movable estate, the bene 
ficiaries were testator’s next of kin at 
common law, & not the wider class 


3K 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 11, H. 
(c) a. & W.] 

mean such person or persons as would legally 

succeed to the property according to its nature & 

quality ... & in the familiar case of a gift of 
personal property to a man & his heirs (LEACH, 

M.R.).—-MOUNSEY v. BLAMIRE (1828), 4 Russ. 

384; 38 E.R. 850. : 

Annotations :—Dbtd. Smith v. Butcher (1878). 10 Ch. D. 
113. Refd. Gittings +. M‘Dermott (1834), 2 My. & K. 
69; Doo d. Gains v. Rouse (1848), 5 CGC. B. 422: De 
Beauvoir v. De Beauvoir (1852), 3 H. L. Cas. 524; Doody 
v. Figs (1856), 2 K. & J. 729; Low wv. Smith (1856), 
25 L. J. Ch. 503; In the Goods of Dixon (1878), 4 P. D. 
81; Todhunter v«. Thompson (1878), 26 W. Rk. 883; 
Neilson v. Monro (1879), 41 L. T. 209: Koay v. Boulton 
(1883), 25 Ch. D. 212; Berens rv. Fellowes (1887), 56 
L. T. 391. 

7201. — —- |—Where there is a gift of 
personalty to tenants for life, with remainder to 
their lawful heir or heirs, the word ‘“ heir’? must 
be read in its ordinary legal sense, unless the 
context shows that it was intended to have some 
other meaning.— SMITH v. BuTcuER (1878), 10 
Ch. D. 113; 48 7. J. Ch. 136; 27 W. BR. 28]. 
Annotations :—Distd. Neilson v. Monro (1879), 41 L. T. 

209; Keay v». Boulton (1883), 25 Ch. D. 212. Expld. Ze 

Stannard, Stanuard +, Burt (1883), 52 L. J. Ch. 355. 

7202, ----- —--—.!—-Krayv. BouLTON, No. 7210, 
post. 

Bequest to person ‘‘or his heirs.’’i---See Nos. 
7238-7249, post. 

7203. ‘‘ Heirs ’’ construed ‘‘ issue.’’|—Testator 
directed the application of the surplus income of 
his estate for the maintenance of his children 
during their minority or apprenticeship, & the 
application of certain sums for their advance- 
ment; &, after his youngest child should have 
attained twenty-one, he directed his exors. to 
divide any surplus in their hands, every three 
years, during his wife's life or widowhood, &, 
after her death or marriage, every year equally 
amongst his children, or their heirs instead of 
any one that might happen to be dead, until the 
expiration of fifty years from the time of his 
death; & that, at the end of the said fifty years, 
his exors. should sell his remaining estate, & pay, 
discharge or divide the money for the same 
amongst his children (naming them), or any of 
their heirs in their stead, & if any of his said 
children should die without lawful issue such 
share or shares of those so dying to belong to the 
survivors or their lawful heirs equally :—Held : 
(1) the word “ heirs’? must be construed ‘ issue,”’ 
& not “children”; & it was not a ground for 
departing from such meaning that the consequence 
of adhering to it would be to render the will void 
for remoteness ; (2) the words of the gift did not 
direct a substitution, once for all, of persons to 
take cach child's share at a given time not too 
remote; but contained a running direction to 
the trustees to pay the income from time to time, 
during the whole period of fifty years, to the 
children, or, in case of their deaths, to such of 
their lineal descendants as might from time to 
time come in esse.—NPEAKMAN tv, SPEAKMAN 
(1850), 8 Hare, 180; 68 E.R. 828. 

7204, ‘‘ Heirs ’’? construed ‘‘ executors & ad- 











WILLS. 


ministrators.’’)—Gift by testator to his wife, for 
her life, or until her second marriage, of the 
interest of his real & personal estate, which, 
whether arising from rents or public securities, 
was to be applied for the benefit of herself & 
children; & if she married again he declared that 
her power & benefit under his will should cease ; 
& when thirty years were expired he ordered all 
his property, both freehold & leasehold, to be 
sold, & two-thirds to be divided amongst his 
children living at that period, or to their heirs, & 
one-third to be invested for the benefit of his 
wife; &, after her decease, he bequeathed such 
third to his children then living & to their heirs :— 
Held: the gift at the end of thirty years was not 
liable to objection on the ground of remoteness ; 
there was no’ substitution of the legatee created. 
by the gift to the children ‘or to their heirs,’ 
but the word “ or’’ must be read “and ’’; & the 
children of testator living at the end of thirty 
years, who were also the same children as were 
living at the death of the widow, were entitled to 
the proceeds of the sale of the estate, & also to the 
intermediate rents after the death of the widow 
& before the expiration of the thirty years.— - 
LACHLAN v. REYNOLDS (1852), 9 Hare, 796; 
68 EK. R. 738. 

Annotation :—Refd. Wingfield v. Wingfield (1878), 9 Ch. D. 


658. 
7205. ---—.| -PowELL v. Boacis, No. 7225, 
post. 


7206. ‘* Heir ’’ construed ‘‘ trustee.’’|~ POWELL 
v. Boats, No. 7225, post. 

7207. Whether “‘ heir ’’ construed ‘‘ widow.’’!-- 
Re STEEVENS’ Trusts. No. 7226, vost. 

7208. --——.|-- Re Peppirt’s  Esrare — (2), 
CHESTER v. PHILUIPS, No. 7227, post. 

7209. Heirs may be construed distributively— 
Heirs-at-law as regards real estate— Next of kin as 
regards personal estate.|—WINGFIELD v. WING- 
FIELD, No. 6585, ante. 

7219. —— - -— --—.:—Testator gave, devised, 
& bequeathed to his wife all his property, real or 
personal, on trust. for herself for her life, & after 
her death the whole of his property was to be 
equally divided among all his children, “ or such 
of them as may he then surviving, or their heirs.” 
Testator hod five children, all of whom eG 
Q1Lee 


him. Of these children two daughters 
before the wife. leaving children :—Held: the 
word “ heirs’? had a two-fold meaning, viz. 


heir-at-law as regarded the real estate & next of 
kin as regarded the personalty. 
The word “ heir”? has a technical meaning, 
ie. the heir-at-law of real estate, & if there is 
nothing in the will to show a contrary intention 
the heir-at-law must take the property as persona 
designata (PEARSON, J.).—KEAY v. BOULTON 
(1883), 25 Ch. D. 212; 541. J. Ch. 48; 40 L. T. 
631; 32 W. RR. 501. 
aan an :—Refd. Z’ée Clerke, Clowes rv. Clerke, [1915] 2 
Ch. 301, 


ii. ‘* Heirs’’ construed as Children or Neat of Ain. 
7211. ‘‘ Heirs’? construed ‘‘ children.’’}—The 
word heirs in a will construed children, to take a 





of heirs under Intestate Moveable appears.-—-SMITH’S TRUSTEES 2. part of testator that the destination 
Succession Act, 1855.—STkEDMAN’S MACPHERSON, [1926] S. C.. 983. should be construed — otherwise.— 
PRUSTEES t. STEEDMAN, {1916] S.C. SCOT. KINNAIRD’S (LADY) TRUSTKES — Uv. 
eal «SCOT. k. Whether executors dt: successors OGILVY, [1911} S.C. 11363 48 Se. 


h. Heirs conatrued according to law included. |-—In 


construing a testa- 


of domicil.}—According to the law 
of Scotland a man’s heirs are those 
persons who answer that description 
hy the law of the domicile, & this rule 
falls to he apie’ in construing a 
bequest to the heirs of a person othe 
than testator, unless a contrary inten- 


mentary settlement, that a destination 
over to “ the heirs, exors., & stiecessorr 
whomsoever ’’ of a legates operated 
in favour of the Jegatce’s legal heir 
or heirs & not of his exor.-nominate, 
there being nothing in the settlement 
which disclosed an intention on the 


TL. KR. 917; (1911) 28. L. T. 275,— 
SCOT. 


PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 11. 
Pie ry Cc e 
72111. “ Heirs’? construed “ chil- 
dren.’ J—HALIBURTON tv. HALIBURTON, 
2 Old. 312.—-CAN. 


Parr X VI.—-CoNSTRUCTION. 


legacy.—-LOVEDAY v. Hopkins (1755), Amb. 273 ; 
27 E. R. 188. 

7212. .I—Bequest to A. & his heirs male, 
equally to be divided among them, share & share 
alike, construed to A. for life, remainder to his 
children equally.— WILSON v. VANSITTART (1770), 
Amb, 562; 27 E. R. 360. 
ee eae: :—Refd. Jacobs v. Amyatt (1791), 4 Bro. CG. C. 

542. 





7213. —-——.]-—Personal property was bequeathed 
to trustees in trust for A. for life, & if she should 
have children that survived her, then at her death 
for her children equally ; but, if she should have 
no heirs, the trust fund was then bequeathed to B., 
who was A.'s mother, & her heirs :—Held: upon 
the death of A., without having ever had any issue, 
the gift over took effect, & B. & all her children, 
other than A., became entitled to the fund as 
joint tenants.—DAKIN v. NICHOLSON (1837), 6 
L. J. Ch. 829. 

7214, - --—.j;—A. bequeathed to trustees certain 
leasehold property, in trust, to pay the rents to 
B. for life, & after B.’s death, A. gave the lease- 
holds to the heirs & children of the body of B. 
lawfully begotten, whether males or females, 
equally between them, for all the residue of the 
term of years that should remain unexpired thereon 
at B.’s death. B. had ten children, some of whom 
died during her lifetime, & others survived her : 
Held: the word ‘ heirs’ to be equivalent to 
children.—SWAN v. BOWDEN (1842), 11 L. J. Ch. 
155, 1. C. 

7215, ——...-—Testator yvave one-third of his 
residue in trust for his sister, the interest to be 
paid to her during her life, & the principal, at her 
death, to go to the heirs of her body, share & share 
alike. The sister had five children living at 
testator’s death :- Held: from the context of the 


will, she took for life, with remainder to her 
children as tenants in cotmmon.—SYMERS vt. 
JOBSON (1845), 16 Sim. 267; 60 K. R. 877. 


a eer -Consd. Re Jeaffreson’s Trusts (1866), J. 


liq. ra 

7216. - -.,—Testator gave all the residue of 
his propert y of what kind soever & wheresoever, 
to his wite for life, to be invested in the public 
funds, in the joint names of his exors.; he also 
left to his wife his business of a dyer, & also a lease 
of the house & premises in Carpenter street for 
twenty-one years from the day of his death; & 
at the demise of his wife, the rest of his property 
to be equally div ided among his three remaining 
daughters, or the “ heirs of their bodies lawfully 
begotten, should they be taken away before the 
time of our demise ’ :—Held: the words ‘ heirs 
of their bodies’? when applied to personalty, 
meant ‘* children,’? who would be entitled to take 
in substitution for their parents.— PATTENDEN v. 
IYORSON (1853), 1 Eq. Rep. 28; 21 L. T. 0. S. 84; 
17 Jur. 406; 1 W. RR. 2823 sub vom. PaATTENDEN 
v. HOBSON, PATTENDEN v. CHURCH, 22 L. J. Ch. 
697. 
Ss :—Consd. Ze Jeaffreson’s Trusts (1866), L. It. 2 

OFe 

7217. .|— Devise of freeholds to six per sons, 
equally, for life, & after the death of the survivor 
to sell, ‘‘ & the money to be equally divided 
amongst their several heirs’’:—Held: their 
children, & not their heirs-at-law, were intended. -- 


Pear 








7211 fi. oe v. GOHN, 4 N. Z 

O. R. 457 CAN 

7211 iii. a ee vw. 
BELL, 6 O. li. 632.-—CAN. 


T211 iv. Be MAYBEL (1004), 
8 O. L. ite 601, -CAN 


W211v.- —.}-- nan t. Mipiisy, 28 


CAMP- 
108.—CAN. 


Li. R. 261.- -IR. 
7218 iii. - .j 


R. 397.—N.Z. 


7218 i. ‘* Heirs” construed next of 
kin.’ \—Re WRIGLEY ! Oo. 
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BuLL v. COMBERBACH (1858), 25 Beav. 540; 31 

L. T. O.S. 324; 4 Jur. N.S. 526; 53 E. R. 744. 
7218. ‘‘ Heirs ’’ construed ‘‘ next of kin.’’|—— 

‘* Lawful heirs.’’ applied to personal property, 

means next of kin.—IDIaAyvE“s v. Hayes (1828), as 

reported in 6 L. J. O. S. Ch. 141. 

Annotations :-~—-Mentd. Williams v. Teale (1847), 6 Hare, 


239 ; Hampton ». Holman Cee D.183; Patching 
a paral sie) 28 W. Rh. 886 


7219. -TETLOW v. “ASHTON, No. 7198, 
ante. 
7220. -—-— .i—-Bequest of personalty ‘to the 


heirs of my late partner for losses sustained during 
the time that the business of the house was under 
my sole control’? :—Held: the persons to take 
were those who, at testator’s death, would have 
been entitled under the Statutes of Distribution 
to the personal cstate of the deceased partner in 
case he had died intestate, & not the heir-at-law 
strictly so called.-—/ée GAMBOA’s TRUSTS (1858), 
4K.&J. 756; 70K. R. 314. 


7221. . -SOUTHGATE v. CLINCH, No. 7195, 
ante. 

7222. - --—., —Re Roores, No. 7197, ante. 

7223. - ——.|—In wills of personal estate, where 


the wor d ‘‘ heirs ’’ is used, it will be considered as 
indicating ‘‘ successors according to the quality 
of the estate,’’ & consequently the next of kin of 
a party who dies entitled to a share of persovalty 
will take.—ARe PRisTON’s Trusts (1863), 1 New 
Rep. 470; 8&8 L. T. 20. 

7224, ——.|—Residuary personal property was 
devised upon trust for A. for life, with remainder 
upon trust for the benefit of the ‘ heirs of the 
body ” of A., first to educate the heirs & to pay the 
heirs at their respective ages of twenty-one as A. 
should appoint :—//cld: the ‘‘ heirs’’ were the 
next-of-kin, descendants of A.—He JEAFFRESON’S 
Trusts (1866), L. R. 2 Kg. 276; 35 L. J. Ch. 622 ; 
12 Jur. N. S. 660; 14 W. R. 759. 


ata notations :—Consd. Pe Barker's Trusts (1883), 48 L. T. 
573. Mentd. Champney v. Davy (1879), 11 Ch. D. 949. 


7225. 





—-—.|-—The word “‘ heirs ’’ was used seven 
{times in a will. It was held to mean “ exors. 
& administrators ’’ in three places, ‘* next of kin ”’ 
in two places, ‘‘ heir-at-law’’ in one place, & 
trustees or exors. & administrators in the last.—- 
POWELL v. BoGGIS (1866), 35 Beav. 5385; 14 W. R. 
670; 55 E.R. 1004. 


Annotations :—-Refd. Smith v. Beener Aye 10 Ch. D. 
1133; Jee Russell (1884), 53 L. J. Ch. 


7226. .;—Testatrix, re devising real 
estate to a devisee, ‘‘ & to her heirs & assigns,”’ 
bequeathed to her trustees £500 upon trust to 
invest & pay the proceeds to E. R. for life, & 
in case, which happened, IX. R. should leave no 
child living at her (I. R.’s) decease, ‘‘ then I 
direct ny said trustees to divide the said sum of 
£500... amongst the heirs of my late brother ”’ 
J. S.:—Held: by the word ‘ heirs’’ were meant 
the next of kin of J. S., according to Statute of 
Distributions, together with the widow of J. S., 
if livi i ’e STEEVENS’ TRUSTS 
(1872), L. R. 15 Eq. 110; 27 1.. T. 480; 21 W. R. 
119. 

7227. .i—Testator bequeathed his personal 
estate to his wife S. for life, & after her decease, 
‘* to be divided amongst my heirs & to their children 
with H. R. P., share & share alike.” Testator 
had five brothers & sisters, some of them died in 











heir’? means heir by operation of law or 

vext of kin, & not hetr ap ointed by 

ee Pads v. ao EXECUTOR, 
Cc. 21 


Newt - & nearest heir 
of my name family.”’"\—Re Mane, 
MAHER v. Torrin, (1909) 1 LR. 70, 
765 427. L. U. 232.—IR, 

31D 


The term ‘S legal 
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Sect. 17.--—-Description of donees: Sub-sect. 11, H. 
(c) vi., & (d).] 


his lifetime, leaving issue; others survived him 
& died in the lifetime of S., leaving issue :—Held : 
by the word ‘heirs’? was meant next of kin, 
exclusive of the widow ; it was a gift to a class to 
be ascertained at testator’s death, & consisting of 
the brothers & sisters living at the death of testator, 
the children of brothers & sisters then dead, & 
H. BR. P., & those persons took vested interests.— 
Re PrEppITT’s ESTATE (2), CHESTER v. PHILLIPS 
(1877), 36 L. T. 500. 

7228. Gift to ‘* next of kin or heir-at-law.’’| 
—LOWNDES v. STONE, No. 6453, ante. 

7229. Substitutional gift.|--MOouNSEY v. 
BLAMIRE, No. 7200, ante. 

7230. _ -Gift of personalty to A.. & 
after his death to be equally divided among his 
legal heirs, is a gift after his death to his next of 
kin according to the statute.-—Low uv. SMITH 
(1556); 25 L. J. Ch. 503; 2Jur. N.S. 344; 4 W.R. 
429. 

Annotations : —Consd. Smith v. Butcher (1878), 10 Ch. D. 

113; Wingtield cv. Wingfield (1878), 9 Ch. D. 658. Folld. 


Doody v. Higgins (1856), 2 K. & J. 729. Refd. Le Stan- 

nard, Stannard v. Burt (1883), 52 Ll. J. Ch. 355. 

7231. ——— ---- -.]---A bequest of personalty to 
certain persons ‘ or their heirs for ever,”? the word 
‘heirs’ being a word of substitution & not a 
designatio persone :—Held;: to denote not the 
nearest of kin in blood, but those who, under the 
Statutes for the Distribution of the personal 
estates of intestates, would have been entitled to 
the personal estates of such persons if they had 
died intestate. --Doopy 7. HiaGins (1856), 2 KK. 
& J. 729 b 25 I. a ; (Ch. Tio 3 27 J. id ae Q. S. 281 ; 
4W. RR. 737; 6D E.R. 976. 

Annotations :~—Distd. King v. Cleaveland (1859), 4 De G. & J, 
477. Folld. ééc Preston's Trusts (1863), 1 New Rep. 470, 
Apld. Neilson v. Monro (1879), 41 LL. T. 209. Consd. 
Keay v. Boulton (1883), 25 Ch. D. 212. Apld. Pe Stan- 
nard, Stannard r. Burt (1883), 62 L. J. Ch. 355. Refd. 
Low v. Smith (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 5038 3) Re Porter’s Trust 
(1857), 4 kK. & J. 188; Stockdale vr. Nicholson (1867), 
L. R. 4 lq. 359; Berens v. Fellowes (1887), 56 L. VT. 391; 
fe Rees, Williams v. Davies (1890), 62 L. T. 362. 














7232, —-— .I—Re PHILPS’ WILL, No. 6583, 
ante, 
7233. —--- ----—- **fTo A. & failing him to his 


heirs.’’|--- Vaux v. WENDERSON (1806), 1 Jac. & W. 

388; 37 1. R. 4238. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Waite tv. Templer (1820), 2 Sim. vt; 
Keay v. Boulton (1883), 25 Ch. D. 212. Refd. Mounsey v. 
Blamire (1828), 4 Russ. 384: Gittings «. M' Dermott 
(1834), 2 My. & K. 69; De Beauvoir vr. De Beaw oir 
(1846), 15 Sim. 163 35) Doody v. Higgins (1656), 2K. & J. 
729; Low wv. Smith (1856), 2 Jur. N.S. 344050 2e Porter's 
Trust (1807), 4 K. & J. Y88:) Berens «. Fellowes (1887), 





66 L. T. 391; de Rees, Williams ¢. Davies (1890), 44 
Ch. D. 184. 
7234. --— -- ‘**On their deaths to their 


heirs.’’|—(1) A gift of sums of stock to legatees 
‘* or their heirs, respectively,” is good, though any 
of the legatees should die in the testator’s lifetime. 
Semble : their next-of-hin will take. 

(2) A residuary bequest to testator’s two sisters, 
one-half to one & one-half to the other, ‘‘ & on 
their deaths respectively, to their heirs ”? :—Held : 
this bequest creates a succession, so that, in case 
of the death of either, the next of kin will take, 
the property being personal. 

(3) °° Heirs,” in equity, is construed according 
to the nature of the subject to which the word has 
reference.—GITTINGS ve. M‘'DERMoTY (1834), 2 
My. & K. 69; 21. J. Ch. 212; 39 KE. R. 870, L. C. 


Annotations :—4s to (1) Consd. De Beauvoir v. De Beauvoir 
(1852), 3 oH. L. Cas. 524; Re Porter’s Trust (1857), 
4 K. & J. 188. Apld. /te Stannard, Stannard v. Burt 


WILLS. 


(1883), 52 L. J. Ch. 355. Refd. Whitcher v. Penley (1 846), 
7L. T. O. &. 488; Neilson v. Monro (1879), 41 L. T. 
209. As to (2) Consd. Doody v. Higgins (1856), 2 K. & J. 
729. Refd. Low v. Smith (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 503; 
Powell v. Boggis (1866), 35 Beav. 535 ; Comfort v. Brown 
(1878), 10 Ch. D. 146; Keay v, Boulton (1883), 25 Ch. D. 
212. 


71235, —— -—--- To A. ‘* & in default of children 
to heirs of B.’’] ---Gift of personalty to A. for life, 
& afterwards to his children, & in default to the 
heirs of B. :—Held: tne next of kin were entitled 
under the ultimate limitation.—EvaNns v. SALT 
(1843), 6 Beav. 266; 49 KE. R. 828. 

Annotations ---Dbtd. De HKeauvoir r. De Beauvoir (1852), 3 


L. Cas. 524. Consd. Low . Sinith (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 
503, N.F. 2e Rootes (1860), 1 Drew. & Sm. 228; 
Hamilton 7. Mills (1861), 29 Beav. 193. BRefd. Je 


Steevens’ Trusts (1872), L. R. 15 Iq. 110; Re Peppitt’s 

state (2), Chester t. Phillips (1877), 36 L. T. 500. 

~~ --—~ ]--See Nos. 7238-7249, post. 

7236. - - Gift to ‘‘hetrs & assigns.’’|— 
Testator, after giving several sevenths of his 
personal estate to his living brothers & sisters ‘' & 
their heirs & assigns’’ respectively, proceeded to 
give another seventh as follows: “ To the heirs & 
assigns for ever of my late sister D., now 
deceased ”? :—Held : the persons entitled to this 
last-imentioned seventh were the next of kin of D. 
at her death, according to the Statutes of Dis- 
tribution.—Re Newtron’s Trusts (1867), L. R. 4 
IKq.1713; 371. J. Ch, 23. 

Bal :— Distd. Appleton v. Rowley (1869), L. I. 8 iq. 

7237. Gift to ‘‘ heirs or next of kin.’’|-— 
Re 'MOMPSON's TRUSTs, No. 6156, ante. 





(d) Gift to Person “ or his Heirs.’ 


7238. Whether words substitutional— Bequest of 
personalty./— GikDLESTONE v. DUE, No. 6488, ante. 
7239. —-—— —-— .|— Bequest. to A. for life & after 
her decease to testator’s ‘four children, the 
survivor or survivors of them equally, or to their 
heirs lawfully begotten.”? One of the four children 
dicd in the life of A. :—IWeld: his children took 
one-fourth by way of substitution.—Prick v. 
LocKLEyY (1843), 6 Beav. 180; 7 Jur. 1433; 49 

kK. R. 704. 

Annotations :--Apld. In the Goods of Duncan (1851), 17 
L. T. O. S. 172; VPatterden v. Hobson, Patterden v. 
Church (1853), 22 LL. J. Ch. 697. Refd. Abbay v. Howe 
(1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 470: Zee Coley, Gibson v. Gibson, 
[1901] 1 Ch. 40. 





7240. -——-_ -- -SPEAKMAN v. SPEAKMAN, 
No. 7203, ante. 
7241. --—— -—- ..j—Bequest to A. for life, 


after her decease to B. or his heirs, in such manner 
as he might deem proper. B. died, without 
appointing, before A.:—Held: a gift by substitu- 
tion, to the next of kin of B., at his & not at A.’s 
death, according to the Statute of Distributions, as 
tenants in common & in the proportions fixed by 
the statute.—JAcons v. JACOBS (1853), 16 Beav. 
557; 221. J. Ch. 668; 211. 7.0.8. 975 17 Jur. 
203; 1 W. RR. 288; 51 1. R. 895. 
Annotations :—Apld. Doody v. Higgins (1856), 2 K. & J. 
729: Bullock v. Downes (1860), 9 H. L. Cas. J.  Refd. 


Low 7. Smith (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 503 5 Berens vr. Fellowes 
(1887), 56 L. T. 391; Ze Bromby (1900), 44 Sol. Jo. 675. 


7242, ——- —-—.] —Testator bequeathed to A. 
£1,000, part of a policy of £1,200, & the remaining 
£200, together with all advantages arising from 
the policy, to his widow. By a codicil he gave 
the £1,000 to trustees for A. & her children, & in 
case of A.’s death without children, to his widow 
‘‘or her heirs.’”? The widow died, having 
bequeathed the £1,000 to B., & A. died afterwards 
without children :—Held: B. was not entitled, 
but the next of kin of the widow, ascertained at 





PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 11.—H. (d). 
m. Whether words substitutional -~Devise of realty.}- Re FRASER (Man.), [1925] 1 W. W. 2. 603.-——CAN. 


Part XVI.—ConstRUCTION. 


her death, & not at the period of ae took 

the £1, 000 by substitution. —Ivte CRAVEN (18 57), 23 

Beav. 333 ; 53 BE. R. 131. 

71243, —-—— --—.|—-Personal estate was settled 
on a husband & wife successively for life, with 
remainder to their children, &, on failure of 
children, ‘‘ then to the right heirs’”’ of the sur- 
vivor of the husband & wife :—Held: under the 
last limitation, the heir-at-law of the survivor, 
& not the next of kin, was entitled. 

If a legacy be given to A. or his heirs, A., if he 
survives testator, will be entitled to the legacy, 
but if A. dies the word ‘ heirs’’ is introduced to 
prevent a lapse & therefore the ct. holds that if 
the first legatee does not take, the same person 
will take as would have taken after him if there 
had been no lapse & that the legacy follows the 
devolution of personal estate (ROMILLY, M.R.). 
TLTAMILTON v. Minus (1861), 29 Beav. 193; 3 
Ju. T. 7663 54 1. BR. 601. 

Annotations :—Distd. 7?e Philp’s Will (1869), T. 3k. 
151. Refd. Ze Preston’s Trusts (1863), 1 New Rep. 470. 
7244. ———.|—Testator bequeathed his 

residue to his widow for life, &, after her decease, 

to be divided between his two brothers ‘or their 
heirs,’ in proportion to the number each might 
have then living, share & share alike. Both 
brothers died before the widow :- --Held : ‘ heirs ”’ 
was to be construed ‘ children,’ & all the children 
living at the widow’s death took in equal shares.- -- 

ROBERTS v. Ke DWARDS (1863), 33 Beav. 2593 33 

L. J. Ch. 369 ; 9 I. T. 360; 9 Jur. N.S. 1219 ; 

12 W. RR. 383; 55 BE. R. 367. 











7 Eq. 








7245, —-—- -]--FINLASON tv. TATLOCK, No. 
6565, ante. 
7246. -Bequest’ of personalty, in 


remainder : Atlee life interests, upon trust for sale 
& division among the ‘‘ surviving sisters or sister 
of ny wife or their heirs ?? :—J/eld : the gift being 
substitutionary, ‘‘ heirs’? must be construed to 





mean statutory next-of-kin.—Re  STANNARD, 
STANNARD v. BorT (1883), 52 L. J. Ch. 38553 48 
L. T. 660, 

7247. -——— Bequest of personalty & realty.]--- 
Re IBRETSON, IBBETSON v. TBBETSON, No. 6573, 
ante, 

7248, ---__ —-—-.|—-Re MASTERSON, TREVANION 


v. Dumas, [1902] W.N. 192. 

7249. .|-—Testatrix, who died in 1895, 
by her will, made in 1890, gave her residuary 
personalty & realty, after the death of an 
annuitant, to her brothers & sister, F., W., J., E. 
(sister), & X. “or their heirs in equal shares & 
proportions.” The annuitant died in 1917. ¥F. 
died in 18917, having had ten children, seven of 
whom survived the annuitant. W. died in 1900, 
leaving two children who survived the annuitant. 
J. died in 1877, leaving one child, who survived 
the annuitant. IX. died in 1898, leaving two 
children, who survived the annuitant. XX. sur- 
vived the annuitant, leaving five children :—/eld : 
the words ‘ or their heirs,” as regarded the realty, 
were words of substitution & not of imitation, it 
being admitted that, as regarded  personalty, 
they were words of substitution.—Re WHITEHEAD, 
WHITEHEAD v. HemsLeEy, [1920] 1 Ch. 2983; 89 
L. J. Ch. 155; 122 L. T. 767; 36 7. Tu. R. 129, 

7250. —--- Devise of real estate—-‘‘ Or’ con- 
Strued ‘‘and.’’]—It was admitted by  deft.’s 
counsel that the word ‘ or’’ may be construed 

“and,” as suppose a devise of land to A. or his 
heirs it would be a devise in fee (LORD HARD- 
WICKE, C.).—READ v. SNELL (1743), 2 Atk. 642 ; 
26 BE. R. 784. L. C. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Wingfield v. Wingfield (1878), 9 


Ch. D. 658. Refd. Taylor ». Clarke (1763), 2 Eden, 202; 
Ex p. Sterne (1801), 6 Ves. 156; Lyon v. Mitchell (1816), 


F eaetihieie 
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Davis (1844), 1 Coll. 4163 


] Madd. 467; Tarris »v. 
Re Whitehead, 


Clerke, Clowes », Clerke, [1915] 2 Ch. 301 ; 
Whitehead v. Hemsley, (1920] 1 Ch. 298. 
7251. --]-——Devise of land on con- 
tingency to Robert or his heirs.’’ Robert, 
before the contingency happens, conveys ‘“‘ all his 
right, title, claim, & demand ”’’ therein, by deed, 
to his younger son, & his heirs, as a provision 
& dies. The contingency happening, Robert’s 
hei ir cannot claim this against his father’s act: 
‘or construed “Sf and.’—Wrianr v. WRIGHT 
(1750), f Ves. Sen. 409; 27 1. R. 1111, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Doc d. Brune v. Martyn (1828), 8 
B.& C. 497; Harris v. Davis (1844), 1 Coll. 4163 Crofts 
uv. Middleton (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 192. Mentd. Stone 
v. Lidderdale (1795), 2 Anst. 533; Lyde v. Mynn (1833), 
1 My. & K. 683; Parker ». Downing (1833), 1 My. & K. 




















634: Hawker vr. Tlallewell, Wr ap ee (1854), 2 Sm. 
& G. 4983; see Wait, [1927] 1 Ch. 
7252. ——Meataton by a will 


made since Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), after directing 
payment of his debts & bequeathing several 
specific articles of plate to his sister L., desired that 
all his other plate, jewellery, books, pictures, & 
other property, except freehold & Jeasehold pro- 
perty, should be sold, & the produce after deducting 
funeral & other expenses, be divided in equal 
parts amongst L., M., N., O., & P. He then 
directed that his freehold house & his leaseholds, 
some of which were held for years, & others for 
years determinable on lives, should be kept in 
hand & let to the best advantage, & the produce be 
divided every half-vear to the above-named 
L. M., N., O., & P.. or to their lawful heirs; &, 
in case of there being no heir, the share or shares 
to be divided in equal parts among the surviving 
legatees. Testator, at his death, left T.., his heiress- 
at-law & sole next of kin. M., N., O., & P. were 
not. related to L., but were related to & capable of 
inheriting from each other. M. died unmarried 
in testator’s lifetime :—Held: M.’s share of the 
freehold property did not lapse, but, went to the 
surviving devisees ; the words “ heir’? & “ law ful 
heirs’ referring to heirs of the body, & “ or’ 
being construed ‘‘ and.’’—TTARRIS v. Davis (1844), 
1 Coll, 416; 9 Jur. 269; 63 E.R. 480. 


«{nnotlations :—Consd. Re Lowman, Devenish vr. Pester 
[1895] 2 Ch. 348. Distd. Me Whitehead, Whitehead ». 





Hemsley, [1920] 1 Ch. 298. Refd. Re Rye’s Settlmt. 
(1852), 10 Hare, 106; Sykes vr. Sykes (1868). 3 Ch. cl 


201: Re Whiting, Ormond v. De Launay, [1913] 2 Ch. 13; 
Re Clerke, Clowes v. Clerke, [1915] : Ch. 301: ; die W ikins’ 
Wilkins v. Wilkins, [1920] 2 Ch. 63 











7253. —-—- a TA CHAN v. REYNOLDS, 
No. 7204, ante. 
7254. ——-— -—— eal 





estate in trust for testator’s widow for her life, & 
at her death to sell the property & divide the pro- 
ceeds among testator’ s five children by name, ‘‘ or 
their heirs or assigns ’? :—Held: the children took 
absolutely on the death of testator. 

A gift to A. or the assigns of A. imports, that A. 
is to take absolutely, & I think that a gift to A. 
or his heirs or assigns must have the same effect 
(TURNER, L.J.). WatTton’s ESTATE (1856), 8 
De G. M. & G.1738; 25 L. J. Ch. 5693 27 L. VY. 
MO. S. 22; 2 Jur. N. S. 363; 4 W. RR. 4163; 44 
EK. BR. 356, L. JJ. 


annotations :—Consd. Doody wv. Higgins (1856), 2 K. & J. 
729. Distd. King v. Cleaveland (1859), 4 De G & J. 
477. Folld. Je Masterson, Trevanion +. Dimas (1901), 
45 Sol. Jo. 723. Refd. Wingfield v. Wingfield (1878), 
9 Ch. D. 658; Milman v. Lane (1901), 85 L. T. 180. 


7255. .|—Testator aeicea an 
estate to his daughter for life, & after her decease, 
to her son or sons, daughter or daughters, to him, 
her or them or his, her, or their heirs for ever; 
but should his daughter die without having such 
heir or heirs, then the estate to be sold within three 
months after her death, & the produce divided 
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Sect, 17.—Description of donecs: Sub-sect. 11. H. 
(d) & (e).] 


amongst other persons. 
out having had any issue :—Tleld: 
was valid & took effect. 

I have little doubt that these are words of 
limitation, & that the word ‘‘ or’ should be read 
‘and’’ (Romitiy, M.R.).—PoLLtEy v. PoLiry 
(1861), 29 Beav. 1384; 54 KH. R. 678; subsequent 
proceedings (1862), 31 Beav. 363. 





The daughter diced with- 
the gift over 


(c) Gift to Heirs of Particular Character. 
ee Whether devise limited to heir general.|— 
Where a person may take by the name of heir, 
though not heir general.—STaARLING v. ETrrick 
(1695), Prec. Ch. 54; 24 E. R. 27. 


nnotations :-—Refd. Newcoman v. Bethlem Hospital (1741). 
Amb. 8; Chunnel v. Beeby (1745), 1 Hov. Supp. 441; 
Lightfoot v. Maybery, [1914] A. C. 782. 


7257. -|—If the person to whom the 
description was intended to apply be ascertained, 
the necessity of being very heir has long been 
dispensed with (PLUMER, M.R.).—CHOLMONDELEY 
(MARQUIS) v. CLINTON (LORD) (1820), 2 Jac. & 
W.1; 37 E.R. 5273; on appeal (1821), 4 Bh. 1, 


II. L. 
Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Pilkington v. Spratt (1833), 
5B. & Ad. 731; Boidell v. Golightly Siete 12 1a. J. Ch. 
187. Mentd. Dillon v. Parker (1822), Jac. 505; Cuthbert 
v. Creasy (1823), 4 Bli. 125, n.; Bennett rv. C Colley (1832), 

5 Sim. 181; Ashton v. Milne (1833), 6 Sim. 369; Leith 

v. Irvine (1833), 1 My. & K. 277; Grenfell v. Girdlestone 

(1837), 2 Y.& C. Ex. 662; Bent v. Young (1838), 2 Jur. 

202; Sturgis v. Champneys (1839), 5 My. & Cr. 97; 

Davies v. Quarterinan (1840), 4 Y. & C. Ex. 257; Ander- 

son v. Wallis (1842), 12 lL. J. Ch. 201; Sayer v. Wagstaff 

(1843), 2 Y. & Ch. Cas. 230; Farr v. Sheriffe, Dykes 1. 

Parr (1845), 4 Hare, 512; Fulham rv. McCarthy (1848), 

1H. L. Cas. 7033 Christ's Hospital 7. Grainger (1849), 

1H. & Tw. 533; Baboo Kasi Versad Narain v. Mussumat 

Kawalbasl K over (1851), 5 Moo, Ind. App. 146; A.-G. 

Murdoch (1852), 1 De G. M. & G. &6; Stone vw. Godfrey 

(1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 76; Cottrell v. Hughes (1855), 

ne OF Rf. 496; Penny v. Allen (1857), 7 De G. M. & G. 

409; Robertson Me wo (1858), 1 Giff, 421; Wing vw. 

Angrave (1860), 8 lh. Cas. 183; Hornby v. Toxteth 

Park Burial oata (1862), 31 Beav. 52; Marshall tv. 

Smith (1865), 5 Giff. 37; Pearce v. Morris (1869), 5 Ch. 

App. 227; Warner v. Jacob (1882), 20 Ch. ID. 220; 

Charles v. Joues (1887), 35 W. R. 645; Magnus r. Queens- 

Jand National Bank (1887), 96 Ch. D. 2o; Farrar v. 

Farrars (1888), 40 Ch. D. 395; Bolton v. Salmon, [1891] 

2 Ch. 48; Soar rv. Ashwell, [1893] 2 Q. B. 390; Turner 

ve, Walsh, (1909) 2 Kk. 1. 484. 

7258. —-—-~.}--The rule laid down by Lorp 
COKE has been broken in upon only with respect 
to estates tail: & there are no clear words in this 
will showing that the word ‘' heir’ is to be con- 
strued in any other than its strict legal sense. 
The established rule of construction can only be 
defeated by that kind of evidence of intention 
which is said to amount to ‘‘ demonstration plain.” 
That is not so here, & therefore the rule of law 


prevails (PARKE, B.).-- WRIGHTSON v. MACAULAY 





(1845), 14 M. & W. 214; 15 LL. J. Ex. 1213; 5 
LT. O.S. 218; 153 i. RB. 458. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Wilkinson ». Garrett (1846), 2 Coll. 
643; Thorpe v. ae (1862), 1 H. & C. 326; ke 
Watkins, Maybery tr. Lightfoot (1913), 108 L. T. 237. 
7259. —--— Gift to heir male.]— ANON. (un- 


dated), 1 Co. Litt. 25 b. 

annotations :-—-Consd. Doc d. Winter wv. Perratt (1826), 5 
B.& C. 48. Refd. Corbet’s Case (1599), 2 And. 134; Winter 
v. Perratt (1843), 9 Cl. & Fin. 606. 


A -|—-FARINGTON _ v. 
(1431), Y. B. 9 Hen. 6 fo. 23, pl. 19; 
(1433), Y. B. 11 Hen. 6, fo. 12, pl. 28. 

Annotations :-—-Consd. Counden v. clerks aor): Hob. 29; 


DARREL 
rehearing 








Doe d. Winter v. Perratt eee 48. Refd. 
Abraham v. Twigs Pete Cro. Eliz. wire Corbet s Case 
ine 2 And. a Collingwood v. Pace (1661), O aes 

ev 


Fisher v. 2 Ee (1700), 1 Ld. Raym. 622; 
Cooke (1708), Raym. 1144; Cholmondeloy v. 
erste (1820), 2 Jac. & 1; Winter v. Perratt (1843), 

9 Cl. & Fin. 606. Mentd. Lincoln College’s Case (1595), 
3 Co, Ktep. 58 1; Cholmley’s Case (1597), 2 Co. Rep. 504; 


WILLS. 


Vox v. Whitchcocke (1614), 2 Bulst. 290; Snowe *. 
Cuttler ee 1 Lev. 135; Scatterwood v. Kdge (1697), 
1 Salk. 229 tatoliite's Cage (1720), 1 Stra. 267; Thornby 
a Fleetwood (1720), 1 Stra. 318; Goodtitle d. Newman 


Newman (1774), 3 Wils. 516; Middleton v. Lambert 
(i834), ] Ad. & FJ. 401; Richards v. Richards (1860), 
20 L. J. Ch. 836. 

7261. - «-ANON. (circa 1580), cited in 





1 Vent. nt p: 381, SUB. H. 244. 

«innotation :--Refd. ‘Doe d. Winter v. 
KB. &C. 48. 

7262, —-.- -----.|--COUNDEN v. CLERKE (1612), 
Hob. 29; 80 KE. R. 180; sub nom. COWNDEN v. 
CLERK, Moore, K. B. 860; sub nom. CORONDER v. 
CLERK, 1 Brownl. 129. 

Annotations :—Expld. Brown v. Barkham (1717), 1 Stra. 35. 
Consd. Doe ad. Winter v». Perratt (1843), 9 Cl. & Fin. 606; 
Parker v. Nickson (1863), 1 De G. J. & Sm. 177 ; Lightfoot 
v. Maybery. (191t4) A. C. 782. Refd. Collingwood v. Pace 


Perratt (1826), 5 


(1661), O. Bridg. 410; Pybus v. Mitford (1674), Freem. 
K. B. 369; Fisher +. Wigg (1699), 1 Ld. Raym. 622 ; 
Idle v. Cooke (1705), 2 Ld. Raym. 1144; Darbison d. 


Long 1. 
Lincoln (Bp.) (1723), 

(1728), Kel. W. 27; 
2 Atk. 57; Gulliver v. 


Beaumont (1713), Fortes. pated: 18; Harris v. 
2 P. Wins. 135; apillion v. Voice 
Godolphin v. Abingdon (1740), 
Vaux (1746), 8 De G. M. & Q. 
167; Crosley v. Clare (1761), 3 Swan. 320, n.; Jones v. 
Morgan (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 206; Buck d. Whalley rt. 
Nurton at 1 Bos. & %. 533; Wright v. Atkyns (1815), 
Coon, G. 111]: Doo d. Chattaway v. Sinith (1816), 6 
. 126; Cholmondeley wv. Clinton (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 
1 : Chaibers ». Taylor (1837), 6 L. J. Ch. 193; White 
v. Briggs (1848), 2 Ph. 583; Holmes v. Godson (1856), 
25 L. J. Ch. 317; Holt v. Sindrey (1868), L. R. 7 Eq. 
170. Mentd. Bate vv. Amherst (1662), ‘TT. Raym. 82; 
Abbot «. Burton (1708), 11 Mod. Itep. 1&1; oper , 
Radcliffe (1712), 9 Mod. Rep. 181; Martin d. Tregonwell 
v. Strachan (1744), Willes. 444; Allam v. Heber (1747), 
2 Stra. 1270; Stanley v. Lennard ee 1 Ikden, 87; 
Stephenson tv. Heathcote (1758), 1 Eden, 385) Right d. 
Compton tv. Compton (1808), 9 Kast, 267; Miller 1+. 
Travers (18382), 8 Bing. 244; Doed. Gord v. Needs (1836), 


2M. & W. 129; Doe d. Hiscocks v. Hiscocks (1839), 
5M. & W. 363; Evans v. Angell (1858), 32 L. T. O. 8. 
382. 

7263. —-—-.|---By a devise to eldest son & the 


heirs male of his body; remainder to the heir 
male of the devisor & his heirs of his body ; a son 
of the devisor by a second venter shall take the 


remainder.-—HODGKINSON tv. Woop (1625), Cro. 
Car. 23: 79 E. KR. 625. 
Annotations :—-Refd. Pybus v. Mitford (1674), 3 Keb. 388; 


Ves. 650; Joe d. Andrew vt. 


Cave v. Holford (1798), 3 
Mentd. Lincoln rv. Roll 


Hutton (1804), 3 Bos. & 1. 643. 
(1696), Show. Parl. Cas, 154. 
7264. -.j-- GOLD v. GODDARD (1677), 
T. Jo. 111; 84 E.R. 1172 
Annotations : _-Refd. Dubber v. ‘Trollope (1664), Amb. 453; 
Fuller v. Chamjer (1866), 35 L. J. Ch. 772 


7265. -~ .|-- One devises to his wife for 
life ; soviainder to his granddaughter, who was 
heir-at-law, for life: remainder to his own heirs 
male; a nephew, although he be next heir male 
cannot take by virtue of this last limitations, not 
having both parts of the description verified in 
him.—-DAWES @. FiRRARS (1722), Prec. Ch. 589 ; 
22. Wms. 1; 2 Kq. Cas. Abr. 3315 24 E.R. 
264, L. C, 

Annotations :—-Distd. Newcoman ov. Bethlem Hospital 

(1741), Amb. 8. Consd. Doe d. Winter v. Perratt (1826), 

o B. & C. 48. Refd. Channel v. Beeby (1745), cited in 

1 Hov. Supp. at p. 441 

7266. 
chase, though he is not heir general, from the 
manifest intention. —-;-NEWCOMAN v. BETHLEM 
HospiTraL (1741), Amb. 8, App. 785; 27 E. BR. 6, 
501, L. C.; affy. S. C. sub nom. BROWN v. Bark- 
HAM (1717), 1 Stra. 35; sub nom. NEWCOMEN v. 


BARKHAM, 2 Vern. 729. 
Annotations :—Distd. Dawes v. Ferrers (1722), 2 P. Wins, 1; 
Goodright. d. Brooking v. White (1775), 2 Win. Bl. 1010. 


ee 








Apld. Winter v. Perratt (1843), 9 Cl. & Fin. 606. Consd. 
Lightfoot v. reeds Fa ons) A. ©, 782. Refd. Cook v. 
Arnham (1734 Ving. 283; C'bannel v. coe 


(1745), cited A | Hov. Sune at p. "441 ; ; Doe ad. 

Lamy (1760), 1 Wm. Bl. 265; Heny v. Purcel rene sh: 
2 Win. Bl. 1002; Gholmondeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 
Jac. & W. 1; Chambers v. Taylor (1837), 2 My. & Cr. 
376; Doed. Angell v. Angell (1846), 9 Q. B. oe Mentd. 
Inchiquin v. Krench (1745), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. I. 
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7267. -——--- - -- -.|--Gwyn 1. Hook (1744), 9 
Mod. Rep. 463; 1 Wils. 30; 8% Lt. R. 576, L. C. 
ann -Retd. Too d. Winter vt. Perratt (1826), 5 

7268. —-- - - ,.|--CHANNEL v. BEEBY (1745), 
1 Hov. Supp. 441; 34 EB. R. 865. 

7269. —-— -----.|—Grant by a man to A. B. 


remainder to his own heirs male; his heirs male 

take by descent. If such limitation is made by 

will, or by a third person in a deed, the heir male 

takes by purchase.-WILLS v. PALMER (1770), 

6 Burr. 2615; 2 Wm. BI. 687; 98 E. R. 376. 

Annotations :—Refd. Cholmondeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 
Jac. & W.1; Doe d. Winter v. Perratt (1826), 5 B. & C. 
48: Doe d. Angell v. Angell (1846), 9 Q. B. 328; Thorp 
”, Owen (185 4), 285m. & G. 90: Wright v. Vernon (1854), 
2 Drew. 439; Coapo vr. Arnold (1855), 4 De G. M. & G. 
574 ; Lightfoot v. Maybery, [1914] A. C. 782. 

7270. -..—Under a devise to A. for 
her natural life, without impeachment of waste, 
remainder to trustees to preserve contingent 
remainders, remainder to the heirs male of the 
body of A. to be begotten, severally, successively, 
& in remainder one after another according to 
seniority, etc., the elder of such sons & the heirs 
male of his body being always preferred before 
the younger of such son & sons & the heirs male 
of their bodies, & in default of such issue, to the 
daughter & daughters of the body of A. as tenants 
in common in tail, remainder over :—Held: A. 
only took an estate for life, & the words heirs male 
of her body were explained by the subsequent 
words to mean first & other sons.—CGOODTITLE d. 
SWEET v. HERRING (L801), 1 East, 264; 102 EK. R. 
102. 

Annotations :—Consd. Poole v. Poole (1804), 3) Bos. 
620; Kast v. Twyford (1853), 4 H. L. Cas. 517. Refd. 
Fetherston vr. Fetherston (1835), 3 C1. & Kin. 67: Jordan 
rn, Adams (1861), 9 C. B. N.S. 483; Zee Hobbs, Wobbs v. 
Hobbs, [1917] 1 Ch. 569. 

7271. .|-—To entitle a man to take as 
heir male by purchase, he must be heir as well as 
male (BAYLEY, J.). or d. WINTER 2. PERRATT 
(1826), 5 B. & C. 483 7 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 733 ; 
41. J. O. S. K. B. 246: 108 I. R. 193° affd. 
(1843), 9 CL & Fin. 606, H. 1, 

(1836), 


Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Spencer ve. Pedley 
Tyr. & Gr. S823 Doe d. Angell v. Angell (1846), (0 Jur. 
7053; Vernon ov. Wright (1858), 7 H. Ll. Cas. 363; Le 
Chapman, Klick v. Cox (1883), 49 I. TT. 673; 
Grutten vv. Foxwell, Foxwell v. Van Grutten, [1897] 
}191141] A. C. 782. 
Re 


A. ©. 648; Lightfoot 7. Maybery, 

Mentd. Shoro vv. Wilson (1842), 9 Cl. & Fin. 

7272. -—.|-——The heir general, a male 
but. not. heir male of the body of the devisor, does 
not answer the description of ‘t next male heir ”’ 
in a devisee for lives, remainder to the ‘ next 
male heirs” of the devisor.—DOor d. EKUSTACE v. 
EASLEY (1835), 1 Cr. M. & R. 828; 1 Gale, 36; 
5 Tyr. 450; 4 L. J. Ex. 87; 149 BE. R. 1318. 

7273. -- \-- In order to take under a 
devise *‘ to the heir male of A.” the devisee need 
only be heir in tail male, where it appears upon 
the whole will that testator could not have 
intended that the devisee should be A.’s heir 
gener . ANGELL v. ANGELL (1846), 
9Q. G. 328; 16. J. Q. B. 193; 6L. T. O. S. 
520; 10 Jur. 705; 115 KB. RR. 1299. 


Anitalione: -—-Consd. Lightfoot v. Muybery, [1914] A 
782. Refd. Silcocks v. Silcocks, {1916] 2 Ch. 161. 
Baines v. Lumley (1868), 16 W. RR. 674. 


7274, —~--- —-—.|—-The term ‘“ heir male of the 
body,” when used by testator in such connection 
that, looking at the whole of the will, no other, 
consistent with the scheme of it, can be found, 
may be taken as intended to designate a first son 
taking as tenant in tail by purchase, on tho 
determination of the life estate of his father.-— 
MICKLETHWAIT v. MICKLETHWAIT (1859), 4 C. B. 





& |. 
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29 1. J. P. 75; 5 Jur N.S. 
437; 7W.R. 4515 140 is. it 1302, 1832, Ex. Ch. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Dormer v. Ward, [1900] P. 130; 
Hubbard (otherwise Rogers) v. Hubbard (1901), 84 L. 1. 


N.S. 790, 862 ; 


als Re Slade, Watson +. Witham (1918), 87 L. J. Ch. 
536. 

7275. —-— —-——.|-—LIGHTroot v., MAYBERY, 
No. 7189, ante. 

7276. Gift to heir of particular name.|— 





JOUNDEN v. CLERKE (1612), Hob. 29; 80 BE. R. 


180; sub nom. COWNDEN v. CLERK. Moore, K. B. 
860; sub nom. CORONDER v. CLERK, 1 Brownl. 
129. 


Annotations :—Consd. Winter v. Perratt (1813), 9 Cl. & Fin. 
606; Parker v. Nickson (1863), 1 De G. J. & Sm. 177; 
Lightfoot v. Maybery, [1914] A. C. 782. Refd. Colling- 
wood v. Pace (1661), O. Bridg. 410; Pybus v. Mitford 
(1674), Freem. K. B. 369; Fisher v. vii (1699), 1 Ld. 
Raym. 622; Idle v. Cooke (1705), 2 Raym. 1144; 
Darbison d. "Long v. Beaumont (1713), epee Rep. 18; 
Brown v. Barkham (1717), 1 Stra. 35; Harris v. L neoln 
(Bp.) (1723), 2 P. Wms. 135; Papillion v. Voice (1728), 
kel. W. 27; Godolphin v. Abingdon (1740), 2 Atk. 57; 
Gulliver v. Vaux (1746), 8 De G. M. & G. 167; Crosley v. 
Claro (1761), 3 Swan. 320, n.; Jones v. Morgan (1783), 1 
Bro. C. C. 206; Buck d. Whalley v. Nurton (1797), 1 Bos, & 
P. 53; Wright «. Atkyns (1815), Coop. G. 111; Doe d. 
Chattaway v. Smith (1816), 5 M. & 8. 126 ; Cholmondeley 
v. Clinton (1820), 2 Jac. & W.1; Doe d. Gord v. Needs 
(1836), 2 M. & W. 129; Chambers v. Taylor (1837), 
6 L. J. Ch. 193; White v. Briggs (1848), 2 Ph. 583; 
Holmes v. Godson (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 317; Holt v. 
Sindrey (1868), L. R. 7 Eq. 170. Mentd. Kate v. Amherat 
(1662), TT. Raym. 82; Abbot ». Burton (1708), 11 Mod. 
Rep. 181; Roper v. Radcliffe (1712), 9 Mod. Rop. 181; 
Martin d. Tregonwell v. Strachan (1744), Willes, 444; 
Allam v. Heber (1747), 2 Stra. 1270; Stanley v. Lennard 
(1758), 1 Kden, 87; Stephenson v. Heathcote Hea 
1 Kden, 38; Right d. Compton v. Compton (1808), 
9 East, 267; Miller v. Travers (1832), ® Bing. 244; Doed. 
Hiscocks v. Hiscocks theee 5M. & W. 363; Evans v. 
Angell (1858), 32 L. T. O. 8S. 382. 


1277. 3 _nder a devise of an estate, 
after the death of a testator or of a tenant for 
life, to testator’s right heirs of his name, if any 
such there be, a person not right heir at the time 
of the death of testator or tenant for life cannot 
take, but the estate in default of a right heir 
of testator’s name will then vest in the right 
heir. - THORPE v. THORPE (1862), 1 H. & C. 326; 
32 1. 3. Mx. 79; 8 Jur. N.S. 871; 10 W. R. 778 ; 
158 KE. R. 911. 

7278. --— - Gift to special heir.|——An estate tail 
may be created by devise without words of pro- 
creation. A special heir though he is not heir 
general may take by purchase under a will, if 
the devisor expressly excludes the heir general.— 








BAKER v. WALL (1697), 1 did. Raym. 185; 2 
Eq. Cas. Abr. 307; ¥91 KK. R. 1019. 


«innotations :—Consd. Brown ». Barkham ( nee 1 Stra. 
353; Doe d. Angell v. Angell (1846), 9 Q. BK. 328. Refd. 
Cholmondeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 Jac. & Ww 1, 

7279. ——-- Gift to right heirs.;|—Under a 
residuary disposition to testator’s right heirs on 
the part of her mother his sister & a nephew by a 
deceased sister were held entitled against remoter 
relations, claiming on the ground of an express 
provision by an annuity for the separate use of 





the ORSTER v. SikkRRA (1799), 4 Ves. 
766; 31 E.R. 397, LC. 
Annotation :- Consd. De Beauvoir v. De Beauvoir (1852), 
3H. L. Cas, 524. 
7280. ---— Gift to heir female.]|—COUNDEN v. 
CLERKE (1612), Hob. 20; 80 kK. R. 1803 sub nom. 
JOWNDEN v. CLERK, Moore, kK. B. 860; sub nom. 


CORONDER v. CLERK, 1 Brownl. 129. 


Annotations :—Expld. Brown tv. Barkham th) 1 Stra. 
35. Consd. Chambers v. Taylor (1837), 6 L. J. Ch. 193; 
Winter v. Perratt Neate 9 Cl. & Fin. S06 Lightfoot v. 
Maybery, [1914] A. C. 782. Refd. Collingwood v. Pace 
(1661), O. Bri ie Pybus v. Siictord (1674), Freem. 
K. B. 369; Id ev. Cooke (1705), 2 Ld. Raym. 1144; 
Darbison d. Long v. Beaumont 1713), Fortes. Rep. 18: 
Harris v. Lincoln (Bp.) (1723), 2 P. Wms. 135; Papillion 
v. Voice (1728), Kel. W. 27; Godolphin v. Abin don (1740), 
2 Atk. 57; Gulliver v. Vaux (1746), 8 De Qa. M. & 

Crosley ». Clare (1761), 3 Swan. 320, n.; Jones v. Monean 
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(1783),1 Bro. C.C. 206; Buck d. Whalley v. Nurton (1797), 

1] Bos. & P. 53; Wright v. Atkyns (1815), Coop. G. 111; 

Doe d. Chattaway v. Smith (1816), 5 M. & 8. 126; Chol- 

mondeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 1; White v. 

Briggs (18418), 2 Ph. 583; Parker wv. Nickson (1863), 

1 De G. J. & Sm. 177; Holt v. Sindrey (1868), L. R. 7 

Kg. 170. Mentd. Bate v. Amherst (1662), ‘T. Raym. 82; 

Fisher v. Wigg (1699), 1 Ld. Raym. 622: Abbot v. 

Burton (1708), 11 Mod. Rep. 181; Roper v. Radcliffe 

(1712), 9 Mod. Rep. 181 ; Martin d. ‘Tregonwell v. Strachan 

(1744), Willos, 444; Allam «v. Heber (1747), 2 Stra. 1270 ; 

Stanley v. Lennard (1758), 1 Eden, 87; Stephenson . 

Heathcote (1758), 1 Eden. 38; Right d. Compton v. 

Compton (1808), 9 Kast, 267; Millor v. Travers (1832), 

8 Bing. 244; oe d. Gord v. Needs (1836), 2 M. & W. 

129; Doe d. Hiscocks v. Hiscocks (1839), 5 M. & W. 363; 

Holmes v. Godson (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 317; Evans vt. 

Angell (1858), 32 L. T. O. S. 382. 

7281. --— ——--.|—According to the most strict 
construction of the rule, the words ‘* heir female ” 
might at all times have been good words of 
description of a purchaser, although the party 
was not heir-at-law, if there were other words to 
explain the sense in which the words were used 
(LORD CoTrreNHAM, C.).—CHAMBERS v, TAYLOR 
(1837), 2 My. & Cr. 376; 6 LL. J. Ch. 1985; 40 
KK. R. 683, ‘PP Cc, 

Annotations :---Consd. Greaves rv. Simpson (1861), 38 
L. J. Ch. 641; Lightfoot v. Maybery, [1014] A. C. 782. 
Refd. Evans v. Evans, |1892) 2 Ch. 173. 

7282. Gift to legal heirs.|—Testator died, 
leaving a mixed fund of real & personal estate. 
By his will he left the whole of the income arising 
from his estate & effects to his maternal aunt A. 
for Jife, & ‘‘ the whole after her decease to my 
‘legal heirs & theirs for ever’? —Held: on the 
true construction of the words “legal heirs & 
theirs for ever.’ the heir-at-law took as residuaryv 
leyatee of the personalty as well as the realty, & 
was in that character entitled to a grant of adminis- 
tration with the will annexed.—J/n the Goods of 
Dixon (1878), 4 P. D. Sl; 47 L J.P. 573 3Y 
L.. ee O34 ’ 42 oh I. 713. 





I. * Wafe ” or Husband. 
(a) ‘* Wife.” 

7283. General rule—Wife existing at date of 
will.|—Testator devised & bequeathed a share of 
his residuary estate upon trust to pay the income 
thereof to his son #3. for life, & after his decease 
to B.’s wife for hfe, & after her decease upon 
trust as to both income & corpus for B.’s children 
living at B.’s decease: & the will provided for 
the cesser of B.’s interest upon alienation or bkpcy., 
in which event the trustees were to apply the 
income of the share thereinbefore directed to be 
invested for BB. ‘° & his family” towards the 
maintenance of B., “* his wife & children.” 3B. had 
a wife living at the date of the will; but she after- 
wards died, & he married a second wife, who sur- 
vived him :—Held: there was sufficient context 
in the will to rebut the presumption that the gift 
to B.’s wife for life was confined to the wife living 
at the date of the will, & the widow was entitled. 

Where the wife of a person is spoken of by a 
testator & that person is married at the date of the 
wil, in the absence of any context, the wife exist- 
ing at the date of the will is the person intended 
to take (STIRLING, J.).—-Re DREW, DREW v. 
Drew, [1899] 1 Ch. 3386; 68 L. J. Ch. 157; 79 
L.. T. 656; 47 W. R. 265 ; 43 Sol. Jo. 126. 
Annotations :—Refd. Ie Coley, Hollinshead v. Coley, [1903] 

2Ch. 102. Mentd. Re Griffith’s Policy, [1903] 1 Ch. 739. 

7284, —-— .|—Testatrix gave her residuary 
estate to trustees to pay the income to her son for 
life, & after his decease to ‘‘ his wife ”’ for her life, 
with remainder, as to the capital. for such of ‘‘ his 
children ’’ as should attain twenty-one equally. 





WILLS. 


At the date of the will the son had a wife living 
& well known to testatrix. The wife died after 
testatrix & the son married again :—Held: the 
word ‘‘ wife ’’ must bear its primd facie meaning, as 
referring to the wife existing at the date of the 
will, there being no context to control that primd 
jacie meaning; & consequently, on the death of 
the son his second wife took no interest under the 
gift.—Re CoLEy, HOLLINSHEAD v. COLEY, [1903] 
2 Ch. 102; 72 L. J. Ch. 502; 88 L. T. 5173 51 
W. R. 563; 47 Sol. Jo. 491, C. A. 

7285. After-taken wife.|—-Money bequeathed to 
be Jaid out in land to be settled upon testator’s 
nephew A. for life; remainder to the wife of A. 
for life, with remainders in tail to the sons & 
daughters of A. by such wife ; A. was not married 
till after the death of testator :—Held: to extend 
to a second wife.—PErEPPIN v. BICKFORD (1797), 3 
Ves. 570; 30 KE. RR. 1160, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Boreham v. Bignall (1850), 8 Hare, 

131. Refd. Radford v. Willis (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 105. 


7286. —.J|—A bequest by a husband to his 
‘“ beloved wife,” not mentioning her by name, 
applies exclusively to the individual who answers 
the description at the date of the will, & is not to 
be extended to an after-taken wife.—-GARRATT v. 
NIBLocK (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 629; 39 FE. RR. 241. 


zinnotations -—Consd. Ite Bryan’s Trust, frp. Darnborourh 

(1851), 2 Sim. N.S. 103; Ae Harris's Trusts (1854), 2 Eq. 

sen: 1110. Distd. Ae Lyne's Trust (1469), L. R. 8 Eq. 
oO. 











7287. - -—.|—Testator directed trustees to pay 
an annuity to his nephew for life, without anticipa- 
tion, etc. or until bkpcy. or insolvency ;_ & in case 
of bkpey. or insolvency to pay the same to his 
wile for the personal support of herself & him & 
his children during the hfe of him & her & the 
survivor, with power in case of alienation, ete., 
by them or either of them to the trustees to with- 
hold payment of the annuity, or to apply it towards 
the support of their children. The nephew took 
the benefit of the Insolvent Debtors Act in the 
lifetime of his first wife, living at testator’s decease, 
& afterwards married a second wife :--Held: the 
second wife took no interest in the annuity & upon 
the death of his tirst wife, their children became 
entitled in equal shares to the annuity during his 
life, & upon his decease the fund upon which it 
was secured fell into the residue of testator’s 
estate.—BORKNAM 2. BIGNALL (L850), 8 Hare, 131 ; 


19 T. J. Ch. 1601: 14 Jur. 265; 68 Te. R. 3802. 
Annotations: Consd, Re Lyne’s Trust (1869), L. R. & iq. 


65. Folld. Firth «. Fielden (1874), 22 W. &. 622. Consd. 
Re Drew, Drew v. Drew, [1899] 1 Ch. 336. — Apld. fe Coley, 
Hollinshead v. Coley, [1903] 2 Ch. 102. Mentd. Southern 
v. Wollaston (1852), 16 Beav. 166. 


7288. — .j|—lRe BuRROW’S TRUSTS, No. 6654, 
ante. 
7289. - - ~.|—-Bequest of a fund to testator’s 


son, then married, for life, & after his decease the 
fund to be divided equally between the wife of the 
son, if she should survive him, & all & every 
the child or children of the son:—Held: no 
particular wife was designated, & an after-taken 
wife who survived the son was entitled to share 
in the gift’ over.—Re LYNrE’s Trusr (1869), I. RR. 
8 Fq. 653; 38 L. J. Ch. 471; 20 L. T. 735. 

Annotations :— Apld. Ite Lory (1891), 7 7T. L. 2.419. Expld. 

Re Drew, Drew v. Drew, {189911 Ch. 336. NB. ?e Coley. 

Hollinshead v. Coley, (190312 Ch. 102 : 7?e Gritiths’ Policy, 

sa 1Ch. 739. Refd. Radford v. Willis (1871), 19 W. It. 

45. 

7290. -~.]—Testator left his property to 
trustees in trust as to different portions of it for 
each of his children for life, & after the death of 
each child for its issue, with a gift over of the share 
of any child dying without issue to the other 
children & their issue, & declared that if any 
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of his sons should become bkpt. his life estate 
should cease as if he were dead, & during the 
remainder of his life the trustees should apply the 
income to which, but for such forfeiture, he would 
have been entitled, for the benefit of the wife & 
children of such son in such manner as the trustees 
should think fit. One of testator’s sons was 
married at the time of testator’s death; he sub- 
sequently became bkpt.; his wife died, leaving 
him without issue; & he married again & had two 
children :—Held: the trust for the wife & children 
of the bkpt. son revived as soon as there came to be 
any wife or child to take under it.—LONGWORTH 


v. BELLAMY (1871), 40 L. J. Ch. 513. 
prnouion :~—~Consd. Jée Drew, Drew v. Drew, [1899] 1 Ch. 


7291. ---—.]|—Devise to trustees to pay the 
rents to F. for life, & after his death, leaving his 
wife surviving, to pay the rents to such wife. 
The first wife of F., who was married at the date 
of the will, died after testator’s death, & F. married 
aw second wife who survived him :—/leld : she was 
not entitled to the rents.—- FrrtTH v. FIELDEN (1874). 
22 W. R. 622. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Re Lory (1891), 7 T. L. Tt. 119; 

Re Drow, Drew v. Drew, [189911 Ch. 336. Apld. Zee Coley, 

Hollinshead v. Coley, [1903] 2 Ch. 102. 


7292. —-—.|-—Bequest by a testator, ‘‘ during 
the life of his son, to his son’s wife & children in 
equal shares, & after his son’s death to his son’s 
widow & children in equal shares.’? The son's 
wife having died, & he having married a second 
time :—//eld: the second wife was entitled to a 
share, her husband being’ still alive.--—J’e Lony 
(AS9L) 7 T. LL. RR. 419. 

7293. —-—.|-- Re DREW, Drew v. Drew, No. 
T2805, ante. 

7294. ----.| - he Coney, 
CoLEY, No. 7284. ante. 

7295. Fiancee.| Testator, domiciled in 
Jamaica, became, during a temporary residence at 
Frankfort, engaged & betrothed to a lady: & by 
a codicil to his will, after mentioning her by name, 
®& alluding to his intended marriage with her, he 
cave £3,000 to his wife. During the engagement, 
but before the marriage, testator died :—Held : 
the lady was entitled to the legacy.—Scnioss rv. 
STIEBEL (18383), 6 Sim. 13; 58 74. RR. 495. 
Annotation -Refd. Rishton v. Cobb (1839), 5 


do, 

7296. Divorced wife.].--Where a testator by will 
bequeathed a legacy to his wife, from whom he 
was divorced subsequent to the date of the will :--- 
Held: the legacy could be claimed, inasmuch as 
the legatee was testator’s wife at the date when the 
will was made.— N. v. M. (1885), 1 I. L. IR. 528. 

7297. ——-.|--Testator bequeathed a share of 
his residuary personal estate in trust. for his son 
for life, & after his decease in trust to pay unto 
or permit any wife of his son to receive the annual 
income of his share during her life. The son 
married a woman from whoin he was afterwards 
divorced on his petition. JTe died without having 
married again:-—-~Held: the woman was not 
entitled to the income of the man’s share.-~—Re 
MORRIESON, HITCHINS v. MORRIESON (1888), 40 
Ch. D. 380; 58 L. J. Ch. 80; 59 L. T. $473 37 
W. R. 91. 

7298. Gift during widowhood.]-~ ‘Testatrix 
by her will, dated Sept. 20, 1898, devised & 
bequeathed all her real & personal estate to trustees 
upon trust to sell & as to one equal third part 
upon trust to invest & pay the income thereof to 
her son A. during his life & after his death to pay 
the income of the share to ‘‘ his wife E. during her 
widowhood ’’ with remainders over. ‘Testatrix 
died on Jan. 15, 1901, & on May 6, 1907, E. obtained 





VIOLLINSHEAD 2. 


My. & Cr. 
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an absolute decree of divorce against her husband, 
A. on the ground of his adultery & desertion. A. 
died on Oct. 8, 1907, Neither A. nor E. married 
again after the decree for dissolution. On a sum- 
mons being taken out by the trustees to determine 
whether E. was entitled to be paid the income of 
the trust estate, &, if so, for what period :—Held : 
I. was not entitled to be paid the income as the 
gift was to commence & finish with widowhood, & 
as the lady divorced her husband, she never 
became a widow, & the period of enjoyment 
specified, had therefore never commenced.— 
Ite KETTLEWELL, JONES v. KETTLEWELL (1907), 
98 LT. 28. 

7299. Mistress.|—Testator by his will gave to 
trustees £1,000 stock, on trust, to pay the dividends 
to his nephew for life, & after his decease, in case 
his nephew’s wife should survive him, to pay the 
same to her for life; &, afterwards, on trust to 
pay the capital among his nephew’s children. The 
nephew died unmarried, but left surviving a woman 
with whom he had cohabited for many years, who 
Was supposed by testator to be his wife, & was 
frequently referred to as such:- Held: the gift 
was void.—Re TAVENPORT’S TRUST (1852), 1 
Sm. & G. 126; 20 L. T. 0. S. 165; 17 Jur. 314; 
1W. R. 103; 65 KB. R. 55. 

7300. - -—-.| ~Testator bequeathed a life interest 
in a legacy to H. the present wife of his son J. 
There was a woman named C., living with J. & 
they had falsely represented to testator that they 
were married :-- Held: C. was entitled to the 
legacy, there being no evidence that the representa- 
tion had been made for the purpose of obtaining 
the legacy.-- TURNER v. BRITTAIN (1863), 3 New 
Rep. 21. 

Annotation: -Apld. Anderson v. Berkley, [1902] 1 Ch. 936. 

7301. —.|—Testator, believing that his 
brother J. was married to B., gave to each of J.’s 
children, ‘‘ except his eldest son, KE. J., & his 
daughter M. L. £100.”> Wile gave a fund on trust, 
to apply the income for the benefit of J., “ or 
of his wife. or all or any of his children,”’ 
during J.’s hfe, & after his death to pay the 
income to the ** present wife ’’ of J., “if she shall 
become his widow,”’ for hfe, with remainder in 
trust for all the children of J., ‘‘ except his eldest 
son I. J... & his daughter M. J.”’ Elsewhere in 
his will he spoke of his ‘‘ nephew KE. J...” & of the 
“brother of EK. J...’ & “ all the other children ” of 
J. He gave his residuary personalty to his ‘‘ niece 
M. 1. daughter of’? J. The will was dated in 
1889. J. died in 1890. Testator died in 1891. J. 
had been married many years before, & his wife 
died in 1875, leaving two daughters, M. Ll. & 
another, who both survived testator. J. sub- 
sequently cohabited with B., by whom he had 
seven illegitimate children, including EE. J.. one 
of whom was born after the will, & all of whom 
survived testator +--Held: all the gifts were valid, 
except that the illegitmate child born after the 
date of the will could not take. 

IT do not see how I can avoid holding that when, 
in a gift * children.” then being both legitimate 
& illegitimate children, there is an exception of 
one of the illegitimate children, the word 
‘‘ children”? is intended to include both classes 
(NortuH, J.).—Re Lowk, DANILY v. PLATT (1892), 
61 L. J. Ch. 415; 40 W. R. 475; 36 Sol. Jo. 413 ; 
sub nom. Re LOowK, DANILY v. LOWE, 8 T. T.. R. 


491. 


Annotations :—Distd. 
(1911), 105 L. T. 302. 
(1905) P. 137. 


7302. —---.|] —ANDERSON 1. BERKLEY, No. 7669, 
post, 











Re Hammond, RBurniston rv. White 
Refd. Jn the Estate of Frogley, 
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Secl. 17. --Description of donees: Sub-sect. 11, 1. (a) 
& (b), de J. (a). | 


7303. ——-.|—Testator bequeathed a legacy to 
his “ wife’? -Held: the woman with whom 
testator had lived, but: to whom he had not been 
married, was entitled to the legacy.— Re Brown, 
GOLDING v. Brapy (1910), 26 T. L. R. 257; 54 
Sol. Jo. 251. 

7304, Partner In invalid marriage.|—'Testator, 
who had a wife Mary, to whom he was married in 
1834, & who survived him, in 1840 went through 
the ceremony of marriage with a woman whose 
Christian name was Caroline, & who continued to 
reside with him to the time of his death. Shortly 
before his decease, he, by his will, devised certain 
property to ‘‘my dear wife Caroline, her heirs, 
etc., absolutely ” :~-Held: Caroline took under 
this devise, notwithstanding the entire description 
was not applicable to her.—DoE d. GAINS v. 
RovusE (1848), 5 C. B. 422; 17 L. 7. C. P. 108; 
10 L. T. O. S, 327; 12 Tur. 99; 186 E. R. 942. 


Annotations :—-Apld. Dilley v. Matthews (1863), 2 New Rep. 
60. Consd. Grant v. Grant (1870), L. It. 6 C.P. 380. 


7305. -|-—(1) Illegitimate children cannot 
take under a gift to a class of children, unless it is 
clear that the legitimate children never could have 
taken under the gift. 

(2) It is settled, that a bequest cannot be made 
by a man to his future illegitimate children, for 
they can have acquired no title by repute; but 
it is not settled whether a gift can be made to the 
future illegitimate children of a woman. 

A testator having married his deceased wife’s 
sister, & while living with her as his wife, made his 
will, whereby he gave all his real & personal estate 
‘tomy wife,” for life, & after her death, upon trust 
* for all & every my children hereafter to be born.” 
At the date of the will, testator had no children 
whatever, but. two days after, a son was born :— 
Held: the son could not take under the gift to his 
children ‘“ hereafter to be born.”’ 

(3) I entertain no doubt that when testator 
gave certain property ‘‘ to my wife,”’ he considered 
that there was some person who could take under 
that designation. He could not be referring to 
any future wife he might marry, for a subsequent 
marriage would revoke the will. Then it appears 
from the evidence, that he had gone through the 
ceremony of marriage with the sister of his deceased 
wife, whom he could not legally marry, but that. 
he called her his wife, & treated her as such. I 
consider that there is a good designation of her, 
& that it is the same as if he had called her Susan 
Broom ; I am of opinion that she takes under the 
bequest (RomiItty, M.R.).—Pratr 7. MATHEW 
(1856), 22 Beav. 328; 25 L. J. Ch. 409; 271. T. 
O.8. 74; 2 Jur. N.S. 364; 4 W. R. 418; 52 FB. R. 
1134 ; on appeal, 8 De G. M. & G. 522, L. JT. 


Annotations ;—.A8s to (1) Refd. Holt v. Sindrey (1868), L. I. 

“kq.170. 48 to (2) Consd, Howarth ». Mills (1866), L. R. 

2 Kg. 389; Occleston v. Fullalove (1874), 9 Ch. App. 147. 

Refd. Medworth v. Pope (1859), 27 Beav. 71; Lepine v. 

Bean (1870), 39 L. J. Ch. 847. Generally, Mentd. Mitchell 

. ar Yi ani John. 674; Clarke vr. Colls (1861), 9 H. L. 
8. ‘ 


7306. .|-~A married woman, who had been 
separated for nineteen years from her husband, 
married testator by the description of a widow. 














PART XVI. mals tw SUB-SECT. 11. man, 
—I. (a). 


& supposed divorce 


latter being invalid :—Held : 


WILLS. 


She had, about that time, heard a report that her 
husband was living & had made some loose 
inquiries, but believed he was dead. Testator 
having made bequests ‘‘ to his wife,’’ & the ct. 
being of opinion that the evidence showed no fraud 
on her part towards the testator :—Held: she was 
entitled to the legacies.—Re PETTs (1859), 27 
Beav. 576; 54 E.R. 228; sub nom. Re Pirts, 29 
L. J. Ch. 168; 1 L. fT. 153; 5 Jur. N.S. 1235 ; 
sub nom. Re Pirrs’ WILL, Ex p. NICHOLSON, § 
W. R. 157. 

7307. —-—.]-—-Testator separated from his wife, 
& went through the ceremony of marriage with 
another woman, with whom he lived for many years 
as his wife. By his will he made her his residuary 
legatee as “‘my wife.’ The first wife was still 
alive :—Held: the second wife was the person 
intended & grant of probate made to her as 
residuary legatee.—Jn the Goods of HOWE (1884), 
48 J. P. 743; 383 W. R. 48. 

7308. Gift during widowhood.|—Testator, 
after giving a legacy of £200 to his wife directed 
his trustees “‘ in addition thereto to pay to my wife 
so long as she shall continue my widow & unmarried 
an annuity of £300, or otherwise in lieu & in sub- 
stitution of the annuity. at the option of my wife 
if she shall prefer it a legacy of £2,000.” After 
the date of the will the marriage was declared 
null by the Divorce (Ct. in a suit brought by the 
wife against testator. After this testator died 
leaving the lady surviving:-- Held: although if 
the lady had been testator’s wife at his decease, the 
words ‘‘ shall continue my widow & unmarried ” 
might have been in substance the same as “ shall 
continue unmarried ”’ the reference to widowhood 
could not on that ground be treated as surplusage 
but. was the principal part of the condition & as 
the lady did not at testator’s death fill the position 
of testator’s widow she could not take the annuity. 
—Re BoppINGTON, BODDINGTON v. CLAIRAT (1884), 
25 Ch. D. 685; 50 L. T. 7613; 32 W. R. 448, C. A. 
Annotations :-—Consd, In the Goods of Howe (1884), 33 W. Rh. 

48; Now. M, (1885), 1 T. LR. 523. — Distd. Anderson v. 

Berkley, [1902] 1 Ch. 936. Folld. /ee Kettlewell, Jones rv. 

Kettlewell (1907), 98 L. T. 23. Distd. J’e Wagstaft, 

Wagstaff v. Jalland, [1908] 1 Ch. 162; Ztée Harnmmond, 

Burniston v. White, [1911] 2 Ch. 342. Refd. de Bolton, 

Brown tv. Bolton (1886), 54 L. T. 396; Re Lowe, Danily 2. 

Platt (1892), 40 W. RK. 474: Re Howard. Taylor v. Howard 

(1901), 84 ET. 296: e Mason, Mason v. Mason, [1910] 

1 Ch. 695. Mentd. /2e Joseph, Pain 7. Joseph, (1908) 1 

Cth. 599. 

7309. ——~- -——.|—-Testator gave all his furni- 
ture, household goods & effects to his ‘ dear wife, 
D. J. Wagstaff’’?; & after various pecuniary 
legacies devised & bequeathed the residue of his 
real & personal estate to his “ said wife ’”’ & two 
other persons upon trust for sale & to invest 
& pay the interest & annual produce thereof 
to ‘‘my said wife during her life if she shall so 
long continue my widow,” & after her decease 
or second marriage, upon trust, in the events 
which happened, for pltf.. The lady whom 
testator thus described as his ‘ wife,” & with 
whom he went through the ceremony of marriage 
in 1893, was at that time the wife of A. G. Jd., 
to whom she had been married in 1884, & who was 
still living :- Held: onthe evidence, testator knew 
at the time he went through the ceremony of 


‘ 








lationship of husband & wife :—Held - 
even if the first marriage was assumed 


from the 
the be- 


7304 i. Partner in tnvalid marriage.) 
-— RILEY v. FRASER (1913), 16G. L. R. 
173.—AUS. 


7304 ii. -}—Testator left certain 
property to “‘ my wife, J. R.,’’ who had 
mone through a form of marriage with 

im in 1902, & had lived with him as 
his wife till his death in 1906, but 
who was in fact still the wife of another 





quest was good, & J. QR. entitled to 
the property.—REFVES v. REEVES 
(1908), 12 O. W. R. 124; 160. L. &. 
588.—CAN. 

n. Presumption in favour of wife 
extating at date of will.J}—A devise 
inade in a will ‘‘ to my wife ’’ was 
claimed by two women, with both of 
whom testator had lived in the re- 


to have been validly performed, all 
the surrounding circumstances showed 
that, by the words ‘‘to my wife,’’ 
testator intended to indicate the 
woman with whom he was living, in 
that relationship, at the time of tho 
execution of the will & thereafter up 
to the time of his death.—MaRkKs v. 
MARKS (1908), 40.8. C. R. 210.—CAN. 


Part X VI.—Construcrion. 


marriage that the lady was then the wife of A. G..1.. 
& consequently, upon the true construction of this 
will she was entitled to a life interest) in the 

residuary estate unless & until she contracted a 

marriage subsequent to the death of testator.— 

Ite WAGSTAFY, WAGSTAFF v, JALLAND, [1908] 1 Ch. 

162; 771... 3. Ch. 190; 98 L. T. 149; 24 T. L. BR. 

136, C. A. 

.{nnotation :-—-Distd. Iie 
(1911), 105 1. T. 302, 
7310. ——-——.]-—Pltf., Mrs. B.’s husband, dis- 

appeared in 1894, & was supposed to be drowned 

though it was found impossible to trace him. In 

1903 Mrs. B. went through the ceremony of 

marriage with testator. All the circumstances 

were explained to testator & he & Mrs. B. believed 
that their marriage was perfectly valid, although 
there might be a slight risk of L. being still alive. 

They lived together as man & wife until testator’s 

death in 1906. By his will testator gave to his 

wife his household effects ‘‘ during her widow- 
hood & after her decease or second marriage ”’ he 
gave them to his daughters. He also gave her the 
use of a house & an annuity upon similar terms. 

After testator’s death pltf. lived in the house & 

received the annuity till the autumn of 1910, when 

it was discovered that. B. was still alive. Mrs. B. 

brought this action for a declaration that she was 

the person described in the will as the wife of 
testator & was entitled as his widow to all the 
rights & interests given by the will during widow- 
hood :—Held: the words “ during her widow- 
hood ”’ did not import a condition, & pltf. was 
entitled to enjoy the property until she died or 

married again.-- te HAMMOND, BURNISTON 2. 

WHITE, [1911] 2 Ch. 312: 8&0 L. J. Ch. 690; 105 

1. T. 802; 27 VT. R. 522; 55 Sol. Jo. 649, 


Hammond, Burniston v. White 








(b) § Husband.” 


7311. After-taken husband.|—Tcstatrix gave the 
interest of certain money in the funds to her 
daughter M. for life, & after her decease the capital 
to be divided between the husbands of her 
daughters & her son, or such of them as might be 
living at the decease of her daughter M. One of 
the daughters married a second husband, after the 
death of testatrix, who was living at the death 
of the tenant for life:—J/eld: testatrix meant 
to designate the particular husbands _ living 
at the time she made her will, & the second 
husband was not entitled to a share of the trust 
fund.—Re Bryan’s Thrust. Ha p. DARNBOROUGH 
(1851), 2 Sim. N.S. 108; I8 L. T. O. S. 269: 61 
lo. R. 2795 sub nom. Lap. BRYAN’sS Trust, 21 
1. lg Ch. 7. 

Annotations : ~-Folld. Franks 7. Brooker (1860), 29 L. J. 
Ch. 292. Distd. J?e Lyne’s Trust (1869), L. Ro 8 Eq. 65. 
7312. ---—.'—A testator referred to his five 

daughters as the wives of five persons he named, & 

he gave life interests in separate legacies to his 
five daughters, & afterwards to their respective 
husbands :-—Held: the Jatter gift was confined to 
their then existing husbands. - FRANKS v. BROOKER 
(1860), 27 Beav. 6385; 29 L. J. Ch. 292; 1 1. T. 


426; 6 Jur. N.S. 87; 8 W. R. 205; 54 E.R. 
252. 
7813. .|--A testator gave his estates to 





trustees upon trust to pay the rents to his two 
daughters, both then unmarried, in cqual shares 


PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 11. 

0. Construction of devise ‘to the 
husband of A.’’"]}—A devise or bequest 
“to the husband of A.,’’ if there be 
no such person, either at the date of 
the will, or at the death of testator. 
applics to the person who shall first 


any subsequent 


auuswer the description of husband at 
eriod.--BLOUNT vt. 
CROZIER, ([1917] 1 I. R. 461.—IR. 


PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 11. 
——J. (Ba). 

p. Whether restricted to nearest blood re- 

lations. |}-—-GUTHEIL v. BALLARAT TRUS- 
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during their respective lives ‘‘ independently of 
the control of any husband or husbands with 
whom. they or cither of them might happen to 
intermarry ”; & after their respective decease, 
upon trust. to convey the estates ‘‘ unto & equally 
between the respective husbands of them, my said 
daughters, to hold to them respectively, & their 
respective heirs & assigns ’’; with a proviso, that 
if either of his daughters should ‘‘ depart this life 
unmarried,’ her share should go to the survivor 
for her life, & on her decease the whole should be 
conveyed to the husband of the surviving daughter. 
Both daughters married. One died in the life- 
time of her husband. Then the husband of the 
other died, having devised his interest in the estate 
to his wife absolutely :—Held: the surviving 
daughter could make a good title to a moiety of 
the estate ; for that a gift to an unmarried woman 
for life, with remainder in fee to her husband, 
gives an indefeasibly vested remainder in fee to 

her first hushand.—- RADFORD v. WILLIS (1871), 

7 Ch. App. 7; 41 L. J. Ch. 19; 25 L. T. 720; 20 

W. RR. 1382, L. JJ. 

Annotations :-~Mentd. Bell +. Holtby (1873), L. R. 15 Hq. 
178; Re Grayson (1879), 48 L. J. Ch. 354; Re Allsop & 
Joy’s Contract (1889), 61 L. T. 213; Jte Drew, Drew v. 
Drew, [1899] 1 Ch. 336. 

7314. Divorced husband.|-—A testator devised 
property to his daughter for life, & after her death 
in trust for “ any husband with whom she might 
intermarry, if he should survive her, for his life.’’ 
The daughter married deft. & was divorced from 
him on his petition, & he married again & sur- 
vived her :— Held: deft. was entitled to the pro- 
perty devised for his life.—BULLMORE v. WYNTER 
(1883), 22 Ch. D. 619; 47 J. P. 373; sub nom. Re 

LMORE, BULLMORE v. WYNTER, 52 L. J. Ch. 
> 48 1. T. 309 3 sub a0m. BULMORE v. WYNTER, 

31 W. RR. 396. 

Annotation :—Dbtd. Re Morrieson, 
(1888), dO Ch. YD. 30. 


J.“ Next of Hin.” 
(a) In General. 

Compare SETTLEMENTS, Vol. XI., pp. 579, 580, 
Nos. 1142-1151. 

7315. Whether restricted to nearest blood rela- 
tions——‘* Next of kin ’’ simpliciter.|— Gift of residue 
to be divided among next of kin, share & share 
alike, shall be divided among surviving brothers, 
nephews, & nieces, representing deceased brothers 
& sisters, per capita, not per stirpes.— PHILIPS v. 
GARTH (1790), 3 Bro. (. C. 64: 29 E.R. 410. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Davenport. v. Hanbury (1796), 3. Ves. 
257. btd. Garrick v. Camden, Patton r. Jones (1807), 14 
Ves. 372. Consd. Smith 7. Campbell (1815), Coop. G@. 275. 
N.F. Brandon +. Brandon (1819), 3 Swan. 312. gS 
Hinckley v. Maclarens (1832), 1 My. & K. 27. JF. 

780; Withy v. 
Distd. Horn v. Colemnan 


EImsley v. Young (1835), 2 My. & K. 
(1853), 1 Sm. & G. 169. Refd. Holloway rv. Holloway 


Hitchins wv. Morrieson 


Mangles (1843), 10 Cl. & Fin. 215. 





(1800), 5. Ves. 399. Mentd. Cholmondeley v. Clinton 
(1820), 2 Jac. & W. I. 
7316. —-—,'—Where the words “ next of 


kin ”’ are used simpliciter in a gift over, & without 
any explanatory context showing a different 
intention on the part of testator, they must be 
taken to mean next of kin according to 
Statute of Distributions.—-HINCKLEY v. MaAc- 
LARENS (1832), 1 My. & K. 27; 39 E.R. 591. 


Annotations :-—OQOverd. Elmsley ». Young (1835), 2 My. & 
K.780. N.F. Withy v. Mangles (1843), 10 Cl. & Fin. 215. 


TELES, Kxuourors & AGENCY Co., LTn. 
(1922), 30 C.L. RR. 293; (1922) V. L. Rk. 
607; 28 Argus L. R. 223.— AUS. 

q. ‘* My next of kin according to law 
of movable succession in Scotland.” }-— 
RUTHERFORD’S TRUSTRKES . DICKIE, 
[1907] S. C. 1880; 44 Se. L. R. 960; 
15S. L. T. 296.—SCOT. 
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Sect. 17.—Descrinption of donees: Sub-sect. 11, .J. 
(a).] 
317 —Testator, by his’ will, 


bequeathed a fund to trustees, upon trust to divide 
the same ‘“ equally amongst his next of kin ” :— 
Held: the nearest of kindred in blood, & not the 
next of kin under the Statutes of Distribution, 
were entitled.—AVISON v. Stmmpson (1859), John. 
43; 33 L. T. O.S. 27; 5 Jur. N.S. 594; 7W.R. 
2773 70 a R. 332. 

7318. — ---—,.|— SNOW v. TEED, No. 7455, post. 

7319. 
Hnglish will which contains a legacy to the next 
of kin of a deceased foreign subject must be con- 
strued according to English law, & so construed 
they mean, in the absence of any reference to the 
Statute of Distributions, the nearest blood relations 
in an ascending & descending line, including those 
of the half blood, subject, however, to any question 
of status that: may arise.—WRe FERGUSSON’S WILE, 
(1902] 1 Ch. 483; 711. J. Ch. 360; 50 W. R. 312; 
46 Sol. Jo. 247. 








7320. ‘* Next of kin in blood.’’])—HaLTon 
v. FOSTER, No. 7324, post. 
7321. ---—- ‘‘Legal or next of kin.’’]—A 


testator bequeathed his personal estate equally 
between his wife & children, & directed that the 
share of his daughters should be vested in the bank 
in their own name & the interest for life to be 
received by them.,to remain as a jointure for their 
use in case of their marrying, untouchable by their 
husbands, ‘‘ but) to descend to their Jegal or next 
of kin”? :—Held: ‘legal or next of kin’’ meant 
nearest of kin without regard to the Statutes of 
Distribution. ~HARRIS wv. NEWTON (1877), 46 
J... J. Ch. 268; 36 1. T. 173; 25 W. RR. 228. 

7322. Statutory next of kin.|—Carrv. BEDFORD 
(1678), 2 Rep. Ch. 146; 21 KK. R. 641. 


ee ore -—Apld. Brunusden v. Woolredge (1765), Amb. 
507, Consd. Stoddart rv. Nelson (1855), 6 De G. M. & @. 


7323. Next of kin of daughters—- Husband 
of daughter excluded.|—Under a bequest, in the 
event of daughters dying without leaving issue, 
in trust for the persons who would, at the time 
of the decease of such daughters respectively, be 
entitled as next of kin, or otherwise, to the personal 
estate of such daughters respectively, under the 
Statutes, made for the distribution of intestate’s 
effects :—Held: the husbands of the daughters did 
not take.— MILNE wv. GILRART (1854), 5 De G. M. 
& G. 510; 2 Eq. Rep. 999; 238 L. J. Ch. 828; 2 
W. R. 611; 48 E.R. 968; sub nom. MILNE v. 
GILBART. MILNE v. MILNE, MILNE vv. WALKER, 23 
L. T. O. S. 290; 18 Jur. 611, lL. JS. 

7324. —-— Necessity for express reference to 
Statute.| ‘‘ Next of kin in blood ’”’ means the 
person who is the nearest relation to the pro- 
positus at the time of his death, & not the next of 
kin according to the Statute of Distributions, unless 
there be upon the instrument creating the gift 
distinct indication that that is the intention. 

A testator gave his daughter the income of a 
fund for life, remainder to her children ; in default 
of children as she should appoint; in default of 
appointment to her ‘‘ next of kin in blood, as if she 
had died unmarried.”’ She died without children, 
& without appointing, & she left one sister, & 
children of her deceased brothers & sisters, her 
next of kin according to the statute :—Held: the 
sister was entitled to the whole fund.—HALTON v. 
Foster (1868), 3 Ch. App. 505; 37 L. J, Ch. 547; 
ISL. T. 623; 16 W. R. 683, L. JJ. 


Annotations : Con sd. Te ure Settimt., Akers 7. Sears, 
{1896 | 2 Ch. 802. Refd. Day «. Day (1870), 18 W. R. 
417; Harris ». Newton (1377), 25 W. KR. 228; Brigg v. 
Brigg (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 





WILLS. 


7325. --- — Implied reference to statute—** As 
if I had died intestate.’’]—Residuary clause, ‘' to 
be divided amongst my next of kin as if I had died 
intestate ’’?: a bequest to the next of kin; as they 
would take under an intestacy & the widow is 
not one of the “ next of kin ”’ in the ordinary sense ; 
or in the sense, in which testator used the words.— 
GARRICK v. CAMDEN (LORD), PATTON v. JONES 
(1807), 14 Ves. 872; 33 KE. R. 564, 1. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Jenkins v. Gower (1846), 2 Coll. 537. 
Apld. Milne v. Gilbart (1854), eae Mee M. & G. 510; Re 
Parry, Leak v. Scott (1888), 4 a R. 6963; Ie Gray's 
Settlmt., Akers v. Sears, [1896 | och ‘B02. Refd. Bailey v. 
Wright (1811), 18 Ves. 49; Smith vw. Campbell (1815), 


Coop. G,. 275: Brandon tv. Brandon (1819), 3 Swan. 312; 
Elmsliey v. Young (1835), 2 My. & K. 780; Withy v. 


Mangles (1843), 10 Cl. & Fin. 215; Kiddo. F razer (1851), 

ISL. T. 0.8.13; Ash v. Ash (1863), 9 L. T. 673, 

7326. ~- --.-- ** As in case of intestacy.’’|—- 
Under a gift of residue to testator’s wife for life to 
her separate use, with an absolute power of 
appointing the principal by deed or will, & a gift, 
in default of such appointment, to her next. of kin 
as in case of intestacy :—//leld: the gift of the 
principal had not lapsed by the death of the wife 
in testator’s lifetime, but her next of kin, accord- 
ing to the statute, were entitled to the benefit of 
it.--EDWARDS v. SALOWAY (1848), 2: Bhs O25 % 
2 De G. & Sm. 248; 17 L. J. Ch. 329; 12 L. T. 
O.S. 101; 12 Jur. 487; 41 E.R. 1085, LC 
ee OuOn :—Folld. Nichols +. Haviland (1855), 1 K. & J. 

504. 


7327. —- ~ Reference to death unmarried.| 
—In a will a gift’ was made of personal estate to 
A. for life, & afterwards to B. her husband, for 
life, & then to such persons as .A. should appoint, 
& in default to the person or persons who should 
be the next of kin of A. according to the Statutes 
of Distribution, in the like manner & proportions 
as if she had died without) cver having been 
married. A. died in the lifetime of testatrix, 
leaving testatrix who was her mother, & a nephew 
of the half blood, no relation to the testatrix, her 
next of kin according to the Statutes. 'Testatrix 
died. B. the husband, & the nephew, survived, 
the nephew being then the sole next of kin of the 
daughter A.: Held: the nephew was entitled 
& there was no lapse.—-NICHOLS @. LPAVILAND 
(1855), 1K. & J. 5065 L Jur. NLS. SOT: 69 E.R. 
Mae sub nom. Nictons vt. TAVILAND, HAVILAND 

. LEIGHTON, 260. T. O. S. 52. 

7328. ----— Express reference to statute.|-—A., 
after specific bequests to different members of his 
family, gave the residue to three persons, in trust 
to pay the dividends to his son for Jife, & after 
the son's decease to pay to any widow of the son, 
who was not then married, an annuity of £600 for 
life. & the residue to his son’s children, &, in 
case there should not be any child of the son © then 
to stand possessed of the same, in trust for such 
person or persons of the blood of me, as would by 
virtue of the Statutes of Distributions of intestates’ 
effects have become, & been” then ‘ entitled 
thereto, in case I had died intestate.” At A.’s 
death, he left the son & four daughters him sur- 
viving. The son married, enjoyed the dividends 
of the residue during life, & died without ever 
having had a child :-— Held: (1) the word “ then ”’ 
even if treated as an adverb of time, referred only 
to the time when the persons entitled would come 
into possession of what had been bequeathed to 
them ; (2) the persons entitled were to be ascer- 
tained at the death of testator; (3) the son was 
one of those persons, & his right as one of the next 
of kin was not affected by the previous gift of a 
life interest in the whole of the residue, so that, on 
the death of the son without issue, the residue 
became divisible into five shares, of which his 
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personal representatives took one, & his sisters the 

other four.—BuLLocK v. DOWNES (1860), 9 H. L. 

Cas. ] ; 3 L. ,. 194; l1 E. R. 627, H. L. 3 affg. 

S. C. sub nom. DOWNES v. BULLOCK (1858), 25 

Beav. 54. 

Annotations :—.1s8 to (2) Consd. Chalmers ». North (1860), 28 
Heav. 175. pld. ltoyds v. Royds (1863), 1 New Rep. 
516; Michell v. Bridges (1864), 11 L. T. 727. Consd. 
Day ». Day (1870), 18 W. R. 417. Apld. Cusack v. Rood 
(1876), 24 W. R. 391. Distd. Ae Morley’s Trusts (1877), 
25 W. R. 825. Folld. Mortimore ». Mortimore (1879), 4 
App. Cas. 448. Apld. Hood v. Murray (1889), 14 App. 
Cas. 124; fe Rees, Williains v. Davies (1890), 44 Ch. D. 
484; J/te Nash, Prall v. Bevan (1894), 71 L. T.5: Re Ford, 
Patten v. Sparks (1699); 72 1... 5. Distd. Jée Mellish, 
Day v. Withers, [1 
ltefuges for Homeless & Destitute Children, [1920] A. C. 
794. Refd. Lees v. Massey (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 113; 
Travis v. Taylor (1866), 12 Jur. N. 8S. 791; White v. 
Springett (1869), 4 Ch. App. 300; Sturge & G. W. By. 
(1881), 19 Ch. D. 4445 Clurke v. Hayne (1889), 37 W. RR. 
667; Ie King’s Settmt., Gibson v. Wright (1889), 60 
L. T. 745; Re Wilson, Wilson v. Batchelor, [1907] 2 Ch. 
$672; Jte Winn, Brook v. Whitton, {1910} 1 Ch. 278: 
Re Helsby, Neate v. Bozio (1914), 84 L. J. Ch. 682. 
Generally, Mentd. Stockdale v7. Nicholson (1867), L. Tt. 4 
Eq. 359; Jée Ranking’s Settint. Trusts (1868), L. lt. 6 
iq. 6015 Re Roby, Howlett v. Newington, [1908] 1 Ch. 
71; Zte Nightingale, Bowden v. Griffiths, [1909] 1 Ch. 385. 
7329. --- — -|—Where a testator expressly 

bequeaths property to his next of kin according to 
the Statutes of Distribution, he does not mean, 
as a general rule, those only to take who have been 
held to fill that character ; but what he docs mean 
is, that the law is to distribute his property as it 
would do in the case of an intestacy. 

Where a testator said in his will, “ the residue 
of my personal estate & effects, not hereinbefore 
disposed of, T propose to bequeath by a codicil to 
this my will, or otherwise to allow the same to go 
to my next of kin, according to the statutes for 
the distribution of the estates of intestates 3; & 
testator died without having made any codicil 
to his will, leaving no children, but a widow & 
several next of kin :-~Held: there was no express 
gift of the residuary personalty to the next of kin ; 
but the property must go & be distributed as 
undisposed of by testator.—AsnH uv. AsH (1863), 
33 Beav. 187; 9 Ts. T. 673; 10 Jur. N.S. 142; 
12 W. R. 1893 55 Kh. R. 3388. 

7330. —---~-.} —-Where there is a gift to a 
class to be ascertained by reference to the Statute 
of Distributions, the shares in which the class take 
as well as the persons who are the objects of the 
gift are primd facie to be determined by the statute, 
& it makes no difference whether the gift be a gift 
for “such person or persons as under the Statute 
of Distributions of intestates’ estates would be the 
next of kin” or a gift to ‘‘ such persons as would 
be entitled under the statute”? or “ as would take 
according to the statute.’"—Re NIGIUTINGALE, 
BOWDEN v. GRIFFITHS, [1909] 1] Ch. 885; 78 L. J. 
Ch. 1963 100 T.. 'T. 292. 

7331. —------ ~--—-.|—Intestates Estates Act, 1890 
(c. 29), is not an Act proper to be included in the 
expression ‘‘ Statutes of Distribution ”’; still less 
in the phrase used by testator ‘‘ statutes for the 
distribution of the personal estates of intestates ”’: 
—Held; (1) therefore, a claim by the widow of 
testator under Intestates Estates Act, 1890 (c. 29), 
5s. 2, for a further sum of £500, in addition to her 
share of testator’s residuary estate under the 
‘Statutes of Distribution’ failed; (2) the 
Intestates Estates Act, 1890 (c. 29), did not apply 
to a case where there was no intestacy, & the 
persons participating in the residuary estate of 
testator took solely under the will. & not by virtue 
of the statutes.—Rc MORGAN, MorGAN v. MORGAN, 
[1920] 1 Ch. 196; S89 L. J. Ch. 97; 121 L. T. 578 5 
63 Sol. Jo. 759. 

See, now, Administration of Estates Act, 1925 
(c. 23), s. 50 (2). 











116) 1 Ch. 562; Hutchinson v. National 
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7332. Subject to specific exclusion by 
testator.|—-Certain property was bequeathed by 
will to be held by trustees, in events whic 
happened, “in trust for such person or persons as 
under the statutes for the distribution of the 
estates of intestates shall, exclusive of my daughter 
l.., & of my said grandchild, G. & her issue, if any, 
then be my next of kin; such persons, if moie 
than one, to take in equal shares as tenants in 
common.’? When the events happened, there 
were living the above-named daughter & grand- 
child, & a sister of testator, & two nephews, sons 
of his deceased brother :—Held: the effect of the 
will was to exclude the daughter & grandchild, & 
the sister & nephews took in equal shares per 
capita.—Re TAYLOR, TAYLOR v. Lizy (1885), 52 
L. T. 839, C. A. 


Annotation :-—Consd. Hutchinson +. National Refuges for 
Homeless & Destitute Children, [1920] A. C. 794. 


7333. Gift to kindred.| — Wuirr v. SIMPSON 
(1630), Toth. 129; 21 EK. R. 144. 

7334. -—- -.]--GRIFFITH v. JONES (1686), Freem. 
Ch. 963; 2 Rep. Ch. 394 ; 22 i. R. 1082. ‘ 

7335. ---— Nearest of kin & blood.|-—-PERIMAN 
vo. Pierce (1622), J. Bridg. 14; Palm. 3038; 123 
kK. R. 11663; sub nom. PERIN v. PEARCE, 2 Roll. 
Rep. 256; sub nom. PERYMAN v. PEIRCE, Benl. 
106. 

Annotations :—Consd. Winter v. Perratt (1843), 9 Cl. & Fin. 
606 ; Zée Chapman, Idlick v. Cox (1883), 49 L. T. 673. 
7336. ----—----— Reference to Statute of Distribu- 

tions--- Next of kin.J—MarkHaAm v. Ivattr, No. 

T374, post, 

7337. Gift to next of kin in equal degree.|—-Under 
a residuary bequest to ‘the next of kin in equal 
degree ’’ brothers entitled, excluding nephews & 
nieces.---WIMBLES v. PITCHER (1806), 12 Ves. 433 ; 
33 Ih. R. 164. 

Annotations :—Refd. Brandon vv. Brandon (1819), 3 Swan. 
312; Withy v. Mangles (1843), 10 Cl. & Fin, 215. 

7338. Gift to next of kin of husband & wife--- 
Whether separate classes.|—An unmarried woman, 
upwards of cighty years of age, devised lands to 
trustees & their heirs, upon trust for her kinsman, 
W., during his life, &, after his decease, for his 
children then living in fee; & in case W. should 
die without leaving any such child, then upon 
trust to convey the lands to the next of kin of 
her late father & mother, J. & T., both deceased, 
his or her heirs & assigns, & if more than one, 1n 
equal shares, & proportions. J. & T. were not 
related to each other, & at the date of the will, 
they had no children, or descendants of children, 
except testatrix herself; so that, at her death, 
there was no person who was of kin both to her 
father & to her mother :—Held: no person could 
take, under the ultimate devise over, unless he 
was next of kin both to the father & to the mother, 
&, there being no such person, the property 
devolved to testatrix’s heir.—PyYCROFT v. GREGORY 
(1829), 4 Russ. 526; 6 L. J. O. S. Ch. 121; 38 
K. R. 9038, L. C. 


Annotations -— Distd. Pe Soper, Naylor v. Kettle, [1912] 2 
Ch. 467. Mentd. Suisse +. Lowther (1843), 7 Jur. 808. 


7339. ——- M. S., testatrix, was the 
widow of W.S., who had previously becn married 
to S. S. There was one son by the marriage of 
W.S. & M.S., but no issue of the former marriage. 
M. S., by her will gave leasehold property to the 
son for life, & after his decease to his lawful issue 
equally. In the event of his death without leaving 
a lawful child, which event happened, she gave 
the property to “the nearest of kin of my late 
husband W.S. & of S.S., his former wife, deceased, 
in equal shares & proportions.”’ As far as was 
known W. 8S. & S. S. were not relations before 
marriage. S.S. left next of kin :—-Held: the gift 











| 
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Sect. rE cir ay chet of donees: Sub-sect. 11, J. 
(a), (b), (c) de (d) 4.) 

was to a class consisting of the nearest of kin of 

W. S. & the nearest of kin of S. S., & not to a 

class consisting of persons who were nearest of 

kin to both of them.—Re SOPER, NAYLOR v. KETTLE, 

[1o12] 2 Ch. 467; 81 L. J. Ch. 826; 107 L. T. 


7340. Propositus ascertained by ihnnees sro 
tor made certain bequests on the death of his wife, 
& directed, that if the person entitled to claim any 
property by virtue of his will, should die before he 
could prosecute his claim thereto, the property so 
falling to the deceased person should be divided 

‘‘ amongst the nearest relations & next-of-kin ”’ :— 

Held: testator thereby intended not his own, but 

the next of kin of such legatee.—RoBSON v. IBBS 

(1837), Donnelly, 226; 6 L. J. Ch. 213; 47 E. R. 

337, L. C,. 

7341. ‘* Nearest of kin in male line.’’]|—Testa- 
tor directed that a certain portion of his property 
should be invested, & the dividends, etc., paid 
among his brothers & sisters & their children ; 
that the residue should accumulate for twenty- 
one years after his death, at the end of which time 
the accumulated fund, to which testator gave the 
name of his ‘‘ capital property,’’ was to become the 
property of ‘‘ the then nearest of kin to myself 
in the male line in preference to the female line.”’ 
The “ inheritor’’ of this capital property was to 
assume testator’s surname “if not of that sur- 
name,’’ & was to ‘‘ bear & use the arms, with the 
differences, which may have been at any time 
previous to my death assigned to me.’’ Testator 
in a memorandum, dated some time afterwards, 
& which was admitted to proof as a codicil, directed 
that his gold medal given for the capture of Java, 
should descend with ‘‘ the patent of my armorial 
bearings to the inheritor of my capital property.’’ 
The Crown, in consideration of the distinguished 
services of testator, had, between the date of the 
will & of the codicil, made a grant of arms to 
testator “‘& his descendants,’ & failing them, 
then, with the omission of emblazoning the Java 
medal, ‘‘to be borne by the descendants of his 
late father, with due & proper differences.”’ At 
the date of the will & at the death of testator he 
had two brothers & several sisters living. The 
two brothers, unmarried, the unmarried sisters, 
& two of the married sisters died within the twenty- 
one years, leaving one married sister & the sons 
& daughters of her married sisters & of herself 
surviving. H., the son of a paternal uncle of 
testator, claimed the ‘‘ capital property ’’ of 
testator, as being the only person who answered 
the description ot ‘‘ the nearest of kin in the male 
line ’’ :—Held: he was not entitled, the words of 
the will not restricting the gift to a male claiming 
through males.—SAYER v. BRADLY (1856), 5 H. I. 
Cas. 873; 28 L. T. O. 8. 59; 2 Jur. N.S. 887; 
4 W. R. 808; 10 E. R. 11463 sub nom. Saver v. 
Boys, BRADLY, ETc., 25 L. J. Ch. 593, H. 1. ; affg. 
S. C. sub nom. Boys v. BRADLEY (1853), 4 De 
G. M. & G. 58, L. JJ. 

7342. Heir-at-law entitled—‘‘ Nearest of kin by 
way of heirship.|—The phrase ‘‘ to my nearest of 
kin by way of heirship ” in a devise of land :— 
Held: to mean the heir-at-law.—WILLIAMS v. 
ASHTON (1860), 1 John. & H 115; 3 L. T. 148; 
70 EF. R. 685. 

Annotations :—-Mentd. Steevens’ Hospital v. Dyas (1864), 
a L. T. 882; In the Goods of Sykes (1873), L. R.3 P. & D. 
ae 
7343. Devise of realty.]|—-Testatrix devised 

& bequeathed her real & personal estate to trustees 

upon trusts in favour of her two children or their 





WILLS. 


issue, & after the death of her last surviving child 
directed her trustees to sell & convert her real & 
personal estate & divide the proceeds among her 
grandchildren as therein mentioned, & in case both 
her children should die without leaving issue, 
which event happened, directed her trustees to 
stand possessed ‘‘ of my real & personal estate & 
the proceeds of the same upon trust for those 
persons who would be entitled thereto under the 
statute for the distribution of the estates of 
intestate persons in like manner as if my said 
surviving child had been absolutely seised & 
possessed of the said real & personal estate & had 
died intestate.” On a summons raising the 
question whether the heir-at-law of the statutory 
next of kin of the last surviving child or the heir- 
at-law of testatrix became entitled to the real 
estate of testatrix :—Held: upon the true con- 
struction of the will the real estate could not be 
treated as a converted fund; the words ‘‘ under 
the statute for the distribution of the estates of 
intestate persons’? meant no more than if for 
these words there had been substituted the words 
“by law’; & the hcir-at-law of the last surviving 
child was therefore entitled to the real estate.— 
Re TIUGHES, LODDIGES v. JONES, [1916] 1 Ch. 493 ; 
$5. J. Ch. 376; 114 L. T. 845; 60 Sol. Jo. 418. 
7344. Gift to ‘‘next male kin.’*|—TuUcKER v. 
Enuick (1883), cited in 49 L. T. at p. 674. 
Saaremaa ~-Refd. Jée Chapman, Klick v. Cox (1883), 49 
. 1. 673. 


7345. —— Males only.}|—I?c CHAPMAN, IWLLIck 
v. Cox, No. 7107, post. 

7346. Gift to statutory next of kin—Distinguished 
from similar limitations.|—There is no such 
character in law as the heir of a living person or as 
his statutory next of kin. There is a wide difference 
for this reason, between a gift to such of the 
‘children? or “ nephews”? or even “ kindred ” 
of A. who shall be living at his death, & a gift to 
those who shall then be his statutory next of kin. 
During A.’s life there may be children, nephews or 
kindred. Each of them has probably sufficient 
interest though contingent to take proceedings 
to protect the fund. ... Some or all of them 
might be made defts. in an action to administer 
the trusts. Neither of these things can be done 
where the gift is to statutory next of kin. They 
have no existence whatever in law while the 
propositus is living (Kay, J.).—-Re PARSONS, 
STOCKLEY v. PARSONS (1890), 45 Ch. D. 51; 59 
L. J. Ch. 666; 62 L. J. 929; 38 W. R. 712. 
Annotations : —Consd. Ite Green, Green v. Meinall, [1911] 2 

th. 275. Refd. Allcard v. Walker, [1896] 2 Ch. 369; 
Molyneux v. Fletcher, [1898] 1 Q, B. 648 ; Z’e Kllenborough 


Towry Law v. Burne, [1903] 1 Ch. 697 ; Ae Mudge, [1914] 
Mentd. Rte Johnson, Moore v. Johnson, [1891] 





1 Ch. 315. 

3°Ch, 48. 

7347. Will made before Administration of Estates 
Act, 1925 (c. 23)—Effect of statute.|—te Sut- 
CLIFFR, SUTCLIFFE ¥. ROBERTSHAW (1928), 72 Sol. 
Jo. 384. 


(b) Effect of Gift lo Member of Class. 
7348. Whether excluded from class.|—Dog d. 
GARNER v. LAWSON, No. 7390, post. 
No. 7357, 





7349. - .}—MARTIN v. GLOVER, 
post. 
7350. —--—.] -WILKINSON v. GARRETT, No. 7371, 
vost. 
: 7351. —-——.|—-Say v. CrEED, No. 7392, post. 
7352. ——~.|—He BARrBER’s Trusts, No. 7373, 
ost. 
. 7353. -GORBELL v. DAVISON, GORBELL 
v. FoRREST, No. 7306, post. 
1354. —-—.| -—BULLOCK +. DOWNES, No. 7328, 


ante. 
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7355. 
ante. 
Gift to widow.|—Sce Nos. 7356-7363, post. 


(c) Whether Widow Member of Class. 

7356. Whether entitled.|—-GARRICK v. CAMDEN 
(LORD), PATTON v. JONES, No. 7325, ante. 

7357. -|—Testator gave £1,000 stock to his 
exors., upon trust, to pay the dividends to his wife, 
she applying same towards the maintenance of 
his granddaughter (., the daughter of his daughter 
M., until she should attain twenty-one, & then to 
C. for life, & after her decease to her children when 
they should attain twenty-one; & he gave all his 
household furniture, plate, linen, china, & house- 
hold effects, & all other the rest & residue of his 
personal estate, of what nature or kind soever & 
wheresvever, to his wife, & after devising his 
frecholds, he gave the residue of his real estate to 
his wife for life, & then in certain events to his 
granddaughter C. for life, with remainder to her 
children at twenty-one; & in other events to his 
daughter M. for life, with remainder to her children 
other than (., at twenty-one. In case both C. & 
M. should die without leaving any child or children 
who should live to attain twenty-one, he declared 
that all his residuary real estate should be sold, & 
that the proceeds of such sale, together with the 
sum of £1,000 stock thereinbefore bequeathed, 
should be held by his trustees, in trust, for the 
person or persons who would. under the Statute 
for Distribution of Intestates’ Etfects, have been 
entitled to his personal estate in case he had not 
disposed of same by will. Testator left his wife, 
(', his granddaughter, & his daughter him surviving. 
(. died an infant, without ever having been 
married :—-Held : by ‘‘the person or persons who 
under the Statute for the Distribution of Intestates’ 
Iiffects,” etc.. testator meant the next of kin, 
according to the statute, at his decease, inclusive 
of his widow, & she was entitled to have one-third 
of the stock transferred to her inmediately, & 
the income arising from the other two-thirds paid 
to her during the life of her daughter M.—-MArrtrIN 
® GLOVER (1844), 1 Coll. 269; S Jur. 640; 63 
KM. RR. 414, 

Annotation :— Refd. Bullock «. Downes (1860), 9 H. L. Cas. 1. 

7358. -—.!--Testator, by his will, gave a fund 
to trustees upon trust for his wife for her life, & 
after her decease, upon trust to pay over & transfer 
the same to such persons, etc., as he should direct 
by a codicil; & in default of such direction, upon 
trust to transfer & make over the same unto such 
person or persons as would, under & by virtue 
of the Statutes of Distribution of intestates’ estates, 
have been entitled to his personal estate in case 
he had died intestate. Testator did not make any 
codicil to his will, & it was held that the persons 
entitled to the fund upon the wife’s decease were 
the next of kin according to the statute who were 
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so at the time of the death of testator, & not of 
the widow.---JENKINS v. GOWER (1846), 2 Coll. 
537; 71. TT. O. S. 449; 63 E. IR. 851; sub 
nom. JENKINS v. GOWER, JENKINS v. MonGan, 10 
Jur. 702. 

af nnoltions :—Apld. Baldwin v. Rogers (1853), 3 De G. M. 


G. 649. Refd. Say ev. Creed (1847), 4 Hare, 580; 
Bullock 7. Downes (1860), 9 H. L. Cas. 1. 


7359. —-- .|'—fte Panny, LY¥AK v. ScoTr (1888), 
1T. L. R. 686. 
7360. -—- — Widow taking other interest under 


will.|-—GODKIN v. MURPHY, No. 7417, post. 

7361. —.- —-—.]--STARR v. NEWBERRY, No. 
7375, post. 

7362. --—-—.|— TLE v. LEE, No. 7378, post. 

7363. ——- ----—.|—-TAVERNOR v. GRINDLEY, No. 
7034, arte. 








(d) Tame of Ascertaining Donees. 
i. General Rule. 

Compare SETTLEMENTS, Vol. XL, pp. 585, 586, 
Nos. 1205-1215. 

7364. At death of party whose next of kin 
spoken of.|—-A legacy was bequeathed in trust for 
a grand-niece for life ; &, in case she died without 
children, for her brother, if he should be then 
living, but if he should be then dead, then unto his 
next of kin in a legal course of distribution ex parte 
maternd. The grand-nephew died in his sister’s 
lifetime :—Held: she took as his next of kin.—- 
GUNDRY v. PINNIGER (1852), 1 De G. M. & G. 502 ; 
214.35. Ch. 405; 18 L. T. O.S. 325; 16 Jur. 488 ; 
42 E. R. 647, 1. JJ. 

Annotations :—Apld. Cable v. Cable (1853), 16 Beav. 507, 





Folid. Bullock v. Downes (1860), 3 L. T. 194. Distd. 
Pinder v. Pinder (1860), 29 L. J. Ch. 527. Folld. #e 
Hutchinson, Carter er. Hutchinson, (1919) 2 Ch. 17. Refd. 


Abbott «. Middleton, Hicketts +. Carpenter (1858), 28 

L. J. Ch. 110 ; Z?e Ford, Patten v. Sparks (1895),72 L. T. 5. 

7365. Testator’s death.|—Testator ordered real 
estate to be sold, & the residue to be laid out in 
the funds, to remain for ten years, & at the end 
thereof gave the same to his next of kin. 

The next of kin at the time of the death would be 
entitled to take.—SPINK v. LEWIs (1791), 3 Bro. 
CG. C. 355; 29 E.R. 580, L. C. 

_tnnotations :—Apld. Bishop ¢. Cappel (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 


411. Refd. Moss v. Dunlop (1859), John. 490; 2’ Nash, 
Prall vy. Bevan (1894), T1 1. To. 


7366. ---—.|—DorE d. THWAITES v. OvER, No. 
T4387, post. 

7367. .|--Bequest to testatrix’s daughter 
for life, & after her death as she should appoint, 
&, in default of appointment, to testatrix’s next of 
kin, to be considered as a vested interest from 
testatrix’s death, except as to any child afterwards 
born of her daughter. The daughter having died 
without having had any child, & without executing 
any appointment :—Held : the persons who would 
be next of kin at. testatrix’s death, if her daughter 
had been then dead without children, were entitled. 











of ny children or grandchildren as 


* nearest she muy, by her will, give & bequeath 


7360 i. Whether entitled-—Widow tak- 
ing other interest under will.)-—-QUEENS- 
DAND ‘TRUSTEKS, LTD. tv. ROBERT- 
SON, {1911] St. Rh. Qd. 172.---AUS. 


PART XVI. spats eal 11. 


7365 i. J'estutor’s death. |J— Re McCat- 
1UM, MOGREGOR t. MCCALLUM, (1921) 
Ve. iL. R. 482; 27 Argus L. R. 284; 
43 A. L. T. 62.—AUS. 


7365 ii. - —.J]~-Ike MAINK, UNION 
TRUSTEK Co. OF AUSTRALIA, LYb. v. 
Leal hee V.L. RR. 82; 48 A. LL. T. 


73865 fii. -~J—I1n the absence of 


relations of testator at the time of his 
death in an ascending & descending 
scale.-- BRABANT tv. LLALONDE, 26 
O. RK. 379.—CAN. 

7365iv. - -—.|-—Mays ev. 
14 0. LR. 699.—CAN 

7365 v. .|-— EASTERN Trust Co. 
v. PERLEY, [1927] 3 D. L. R. 703 59 
N.S. It. 366.—CAN. 


CARROLL, 








73865 vi.-—  ./ Murruye. DONKGAN 
(1816), 3 Jo. = Lat. 534.-—IR. 
7365 vii. .}-- A devise of residuary 


estate directed the trustees ** to pay 
the interest thereof to my ** daughter 
during her Jife, & from & after her 
decease to pay the principal to such 


the same, &, in default of any such 
disposition, equally to & amongst my 
next. of kin °’:--Held: the words 
* next-of-kin ”’ referred to the next-of- 
kin of testator who wero living at his 
death, including the daughter. 
HLOWORTH vt. WILSON, 4 J. R. N.S. 28. 


rene 


7365 viii. ——-  .]}—In construing tho 
words *‘ nearest in kin” occurring in 
uw testamentary bequest, there is no 
presumption to be founded on any 
supposed primary meaning of these 
words as indicating ** nearest in kin at 
testator’s death.’"—JOHNSTON’s TRUS- 
TEES v. Drwak, [1911] 8. C. 722: 48 
Se. L. RR. 582; (1911) 1S. L. T. 316. 
—SCOT. 





880 


Sect. 17.-—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 11, J. 
(d) 2. & ti.) 
-—BirD v. Woon (1825), 2 Sim. & St. 400; 4 L. J. 


O. S. Ch. 86; 57 EB. R. 399. 

«Annotations :-—Consd. Elmsley v. Young (1833), 2 My. & K. 
Say ¥. Crocd (1847), puis, 86, eR. Puree Vinee 
1833), ¢ ty. & eon , 080. eld. Pearce v. Vincent 
7368. .; —Testator gave his residuary estate 

to his daughter for life with remainder to her 

children, & in default, to his next of kin :---Held: 
the class of next of kin was to be ascertained at, 

testator’s death.— LAsBURY v. Newport (1835), 9 


Beav. 376; 50 EK. R. 388. 
No. 











7369. -|\—URQUHART v. UnQUHART, 
7387, post. 
7370. -|—Upon an ultimate limitation to 





testator’s next of kin :—Held: the next of kin 
at testator’s death, & not those at the time when 
such ultimate limitation took effect, were entitled. 
—-SEIFFERTH 1. BADHAM (1846), 9 Beav. 370; 
15 L. J. Ch. 845; 10 Jur. 892; 50 KB. R. 386. 

Annotations :-——Apld. Baldwin v. Rogers (1853), 3 De G. M. 

& G. 649. Consd. Lee v. Lee (1860), 1 Drew. & Sin. 85, 

Refd. Say v. Creed (1847), 5 Hare, 580; Lees ve Massey 

(1861), 3 De G. FL & J. 113. 

7871. ———.;—Testator devised & bequeathed 
all his real estate, & all the residue of his personalty 
to trustees upon trust to pay his wife an annuity 
for her life, & subject to such annuity upon trust 
as to the whole of his real & personal estate for 
his son F., his heirs, exors., administrators & 
assigns, as & when he should attain the age of 
twenty-five, & in case his son should die after the 
age of twenty-one, but before twenty-five, then 
as his son should by will or deed appoint, but in 
case his son should not make any such appointment, 
or should die before attaining twenty-five, without 
leaving issue, then upon trust for the testator’s 
own heirs, exors. or administrators :—Held: the 
last limitation embraced those persons only who 
were entitled to testator’s property at the time of 
his death, & it was no objection to this construction 
that Fk’. himself happened to be one of those persons. 
—WILKINSON tv. GARRETT (1846), 2 Coll. 64% 35°15 
L. J. Ch. 416; 71. T. O. 8S. 488 5 10 Jur. 560; 68 
i. R. 89s. 

7372. —-—.|—Testator directed his trustees to 
set apart a sulficient sum out of his estate to pro- 
duce £600 per annum, Which was to be paid to 
his daughter during her life, & after her decease 
to her children; & if at her death she should not 
have any child, or 1f none of her children should 
attain the age of twenty-four years, the trust 
moneys were to be sold, & certain legacies paid out 
of the proceeds ; & testator bequeathed the rest 
of the trust inoneys to & among his heirs-at-law 
in equal shares :—-Held : the death of testator was 
the time for ascertaining the parties who were to 
take; & testator’s daughter being then his sole 
next-of-kin, & also his heiress-at-law, was in one 
of those characters entitled to the fund ; but qi. : 
whether as heiress or as next-of-kin.--WARE 1. 
ROWLAND (1848), 2 Ph. 635; 17 L. J. Ch. 147; 11 
j.. T.O.S. 3805; 12 Jur. 165; 41 E.R. 1089, L. C. 


fnnotations :—Apld. Wharton v. Barker (1858), 4 K. & J. 
483. Distd. /’e Steevers’ Trusts (1872), L. R. 15 lq, 
110. Refd. Lee v. Lee (1860), 1 Drew. & Sm. $5; Je 


Lang’s Will (1861), 4 L. T. 577. 

7373. -|—Testator gave his residuary per- 
sonal estate to trustees upon trust, to pay the 
dividends to J. B., A. L. & J. L. for their lives & 
the life of the survivor of them ; & on the decease 
of the survivor ‘‘ in trust to divide the fund among 
the children of J. Ju., & in default of such children 
for all & every my next of kin who shall be in equal 
degree, & those who legally represent them 
according to the statute.” At testator’s death 
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A. IL. was his sole next of kin:—Held: she was 
entitled to the fund.—Re BARBER’s TRUsTS (1852), 
1Sm. & G.118; 65 EB. BR. 52. 

7374, ———.|—The term ‘“‘ nearest of kindred,’ 
with reference to the Statute of Distributions, has 
the same meaning as ‘‘ next of kin.” 

A. bequeathed a leasehold for the benefit of B., 
& gave her a power to appoint it by will, &, in 
default, to A.’s ‘‘ nearest of kindred, precisely in 
the same manner directed by the statute made for 
the distribution of intestates’ effects.’? On B.’s 
death without appointment :—Held: the next of 
kin of A. at her own death, & not those at the death 
of B., were entitled.—-MARKHUAM v. IvATT (1855), 20 
Beay. 579; 52 FR. 727. 

Aniotohon :—Refd. Holloway v. Radcliffe (1857), 23 Beay. 


7375. —-- —.|—T'estator gave his residue to his 
wife, & on her death or marriage, to his children. 
But in case she should die or marry again without 
leaving any child, or should any such child die 
before twenty-one, he directed the trustees to pay 
it to ‘‘ such person or persons as might be legally 
entitled to the same under Statute of Distribu- 
tions.”” ‘There was one child only, who was born 
after testator’s death, & who died three years old. 
The widow married again :—Held: the class to 
whom the residue was given over was to be 
ascertained at testator’s death, & not at the death 
of the child, & the widow was not excluded.-—- 
STARR v. NEWBERRY (1857), 23 Beav. 4363; 55 
K. R. 172. 

7376. -—.j)—Devise, after prior interest, 
equally’? amongst tostator’s ‘ legal personal 
representatives, in such & the like manner, as if 
the same had been to be paid under Statute of 
Distribution ’? :—J/eld: the class were to be ascer- 
tained at testator’s death, & testator’s widow & 
his only son took, not equally, but according to the 
statute, ie. one-third to the widow, & two-thirds 
to the son.—HOLLOWAY v. RADCLIFFE (1857), 28 
Beav. 163; 26 L. J. Ch. 401; 28 L. T. O.S. 301 5 
3 Jur, N.S. 198; 5 W.R. 2715 53 H.R. 64. 
.{nnotations :—-Consd. Jée Nash, Prall rv. Bovan (1894), 71 
on oy Distd. Z@e Richards, Davies v. Edwards, (1910) 

7377. ----—.|---Testator devised & bequeathed 
all his real & personal estate upon trust to convert 
& invest, & out of the income to pay various 
annuities, & to apply the residue which should be 
more than suflicient to provide for the annuities, 
& also such sums as should become available by 
the determination of the annuities, in such manner 
as testator should appoint; &, failing such 
appointment, ‘‘ to pay the same to my own next of 
kin for the time being, equally among them share 
& share alike, declaring hereby that my trustees 
shall be the sole judges as to whether the whole, 
& what parts, of my means, estate & effects is & 
shall be necessary for the purposes aforesaid, or 
any of them ” :—-//eld : the next of kin at testator’s 
death were entitled to the residue, including both 
the original surplus & the sums set free by the 
dropping of annuities.—Moss v. DUNLOP (1859), 
John. 490; 70 EK. BR. 515. 

7378. -- -—.|—'Testator gave certain property to 
his wife absolutely. He then gave the residue of 
his personal property to trustees, to pay the income 
to his daughter Ann for life, & after her death the 
capital to be divided equally between his next of 
kin, but exclusive of his nephew Leonard & his two 
nieces, Mary & Emma, to whom he had previously 
given legacies :—JIeld ; the widow was not entitled 
to a share of the residue as one of the next of kin 
of testator, but that his daughter Ann was entitled 


as next of kin. 








Part XVI.—ConstRvUcTION. 


A bequest in trust for testator’s next of kin is a 
ift to the persons who answer the description of 
next of kin at testator’s death & none others 
(KINDERSLEY, V.-C.).—LEE v. LEE (1860), 1 
Drew. & Sm. 85; 29 L. J. Ch. 788; 2 L. T. 532; 
6 Jur. N.S. 621; 8 W. R. 448: 62 EB. R. 810. 
AOD Refd. Re Jones’ Estate, Hume v. Lloyd (1878), 
7379. -]—Testator gave his residuary real 
& personal estate to his widow during widowhood, 
& then on trusts for the child of which his wife was 
enctente when he should attain twenty-one, with 
maintenance in the meanwhile. But if such child 
died under twenty-one without having lawful issue 
then living, then on these trusts, ‘‘ in trust for such 
person or persons as shall be my next of kin 
according to Statute of Distributions.’’ The child 
who, at his father’s death, was his sole next of kin, 
died six months after his father :—Held: the next 
of kin must be ascertained at the death of testator, 
& not, as was suggested, at the death of the son or 
of the widow.—HARRISON v. HARRISON (1860), 28 
Beav. 21; 54 E. R. 273. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Rayner v. Rayner (1903), 89 L. T. 


85, 0. 
-]—Testator directed the trustees 





7380. 
of his will to raise & set apart six sums of £15,000 
each, & to hold each of the same upon trust to 
pay the income to a niece (or nephew) for life, & 
after her (or his) death to her (or his) husband (or 
wife), such husband (or wife) to take only half the 
income if there were issue, &, after trusts in favour 
of the issue, declared that ‘‘in the event of the 
death of the said niece’ (or nephew) ‘“ without 
issue, or in the event of her ’”’ (or “‘ his ’’) ‘‘ having 
issue & of such issue happening to die before 
becoming entitled to the whole of the said trust 
fund of £15,000,’ the trustees should stand 
possessed of the same ‘“‘ subject to the aforesaid 
provisions in favour of my said niece’ (or 
** nephew ’’) ‘‘ & her ” (or “‘ his ’’) ‘‘ said husband ”’ 
(or ‘ wife”’). ‘‘ Upon trust for my next of kin, 
whoever they may be, living at the time of the 
trusts failing as aforesaid, except the children or 
other descendants of my nephew T. W. deceased.” 

_The residue was given to the six nephews & 
nieces, each of whom was tenant for life of one of 
the sums of £15,000. 

The testator was seventy-three years old when 
he made his will, in 1854, & he died in 1855. ‘The 
six nephews & nieces were his sole next of kin at 
the time of his death, & would have been his sole 
next of kin if he had died immediately after making 
his will. 8S., who was the last of them, died in 1902, 
without issue, leaving a widow, who died in 1909 :— 
Held: although the class of next of kin was to be 
ascertained at the time of testator’s death, only 
those took who survived the time when the 
previous trusts failed, & on the death of the widow 
of S. his £15,000 fell into residue. 

Of course, in every case of a gift ‘‘ to my next 
of kin,’”’ or ‘‘ my nearest relations,’’ or any gift of 
that kind, primé facie the rule is, & I think it is 
not only a rule of construction, but the natural 
meaning of the words, that the class is to be 
ascertained at the death of testator. When 
testator dies, certain people answer the description 
of his relatives, or his next of kin, or his nearest 
in blood, or any of those expressions; & it is 
difficult to see in the present case, if I am right in 
the construction I put on the words, namely that 
he is contemplating a class some of whom may 
survive, & some of whom may die before a certain 
period, at what other time the class is to be 
ascertained than at the date of testator’s death. 
Thus it appears to me that the most natural 


J.—VOL. XLIV. 


881 


construction, apart from authority, & apart from 
those particular circumstances to which I have 
already referred, is that this is a gift to the next of 
kin, to be ascertained at testator’s death, but that 
any one of the class so ascertained, in order to take 
under the ultimate gift, has to survive that period. 
It is always possible for testator to say that the 
class is to be ascertained at a later time, & if the 
testator makes a gift to a tenant for life, & ‘‘ after 
the death of the tenant for life to the persons who 
shall then be my relatives or my next of kin,’’ 
it is perfectly clear that, apart from any reference 
to Statute of Distributions, the class is to be 
ascertained at the death of the tenant for life in 
accordance with the express language of testator 
(PARKER, J.).—Re WINN, BROOK v. WHITTON, 
ae 1 Ch. 278; 79 L. J. Ch. 165; 101 L. T. 


Annotation :—Distd. Re Bulcock, Ingham v. Ingham, [1916] 
2 Ch. 495. 


7381. Application of rule—Gift of proceeds of 
realty.|—The rule that in a gift to the next of kin 
of A., the next of kin are to be ascertained at the 
time of A.’s death, is not affected by the fact that 
the gift comprises the proceeds of sale of real as 
well as of personal estate.—Cusack v. Roop (18786), 
24 W. R. 391. 


ii. Future Period Fixed by Testator. 

7882. Class ascertained after period of ten years.]} 
—SPINK v. LEwis, No. 7365, ante. 

7383. Creation of artificlal class—Assumption 
that testator died at future period.|—Where testa- 
tor gives property in trust for the benefit of the 
persons who at a time subsequent to his own death 
shall by virtue of the Statutes of Distribution be 
his next of kin, the class is an artificial class to be 
ascertained on the hypothesis that testator lives 
up to & dies at the subsequent period of time.— 
STURGE & GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co. (1881), 19 
Ch. D. 444; 51 L. J. Ch. 185; 30 W. R. 456; 
sub nom. STURGE v. STURGE, STURGE TO GREAT 


WESTERN Ry. Co., 45 L. TIT’. 787. 
Annotations :—Distd. Re Wilson, Wilson v. Batchelor, [1907] 


1 Ch, 450. Folld. Re McFee, McFce v. Toner (1910), 79 
L. J. Ch. 676; Re Helsby, Neate v. Bozie (1914), 84 L. J. 
Ch. 682; Re Mellish, Day v. Withers, [1916] 1 Ch. 562. 


Apprvd. Hutchinson v. National Refuges for Homeless & 
Destitute Children, {1920} A. C. 794. Refd. Lucas-Tooth 
v. Lucas-Tooth, [1921} 1 A. C. 594. 

73884. .|—Where testator bequeaths an 
annuity & gives the accumulations of the surplus 
income of his estate, on the death of the annuitant, 
to his then next of kin according to the Statute of 
Distribution, the class to take the accumulations 
is an artificial class, to be ascertained on the 
hypothesis that the testator lives up to & dies at 
a period of time subsequent to the death of the 
annuitant.—Re McIFEE, MCFEE v. TONER (1910), 
79 L. J. Ch. 676; 103 L. T. 210. 

Annotations :-—Folld. Re Helsby, Neate v. Bozie (1914), 84 
L. J. Ch. 682; He Mellish, Day v. Withers, {1916] 1 Ch. 
562. Apprvd. Hutchinson v. National NKefuges for 
Homeless & Destitute Children, [1920] A. C. 795. 

7385. .}—Testator who died in 1880 
by his will gave £1,200 out of his residuary estate 
upon trust to invest & to pay the income to G. 
for life, & after his decease to pay the income to 
E. the wife of G., for life, & after the decease of the 
survivor of them upon trust for the person or 

ersons who at the decease of such survivor should 
e of the blood of G. & of kin to him & who would 
under the Statutes of Distribution of intestates 
effects be entitled to his personal estate as if he 
were dead unmarried & intestate. G. died in 

1882, & E. died in 1915 :—Held: the gift was to an 

artificial class consisting of the next of kin of G. 

to be ascertained as if he had died on the day of 

the death of E.—Re MELLISH, DAY v. WITHERS, 


34 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 11, J. 
(da) ui. & iii 

eee 1 Ch. 562; 85 L. J. Ch. 483; 114 L. T. 

991. 


Annotation :—Apprvd. Hutchinson v. National Refuges for 
Homeless & Destitute Children, [1920] A. C. 795. 


7386. —— .|—'Testator gave his residuary 
personal estate upon trust, after the death or 
remarriage of his wife, for his three daughters & 
their respective children in equal shares with cross 
limitations between them, & directed that ‘ on 
the failure of all the trusts hereinbefore declared 
of the residue of my personal estate, such residue 
shall be in trust for such person or persons as on 
the failure of such trusts shall be my next of kin 
& entitled to my personal estate under the Statutes 
for the Distribution of the persona] estates of 
intestates, such persons if more than one to take 
distributively according to the statutes’’ :— 
Held: the ultimate gift of residue was in favour 
of those persons who would have been the next of 
kin of testator under the Statutes of Distribution 
if he had died at the date of the failure of the 
antecedent| trusts.—HUTCHINSON v. NATIONAL 
REFUGES FOR HOMELESS & DESTITUTE CHILDREN, 
{1920} A. C. 795; 89 L. J. Ch. 469; 123 L. T. 
439; 64 Sol. Jo. 496, H. L.; revsg. S. C. sub nom. 
Re HUTCHINSON, CARTER v. HUTCHINSON, [1919] 
2 Ch. 17, C. A. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Lucas-Tooth v. Lucas-Tooth, [1921] 

1A. C. 594. 

7887. Administration suit to ascertain class— 
Parties—Persons who may be next of kin at future 
period—Defendants.}|—-(1) Testator directed one- 
half of the interest of his residue to be paid to his 
daughter & only child, & the other half to his wife, 
during their joint lives; & that, if his daughter 
survived her mother or married & left issue, then 
that the whole of the capital should be paid to her, 
after his wife’s death ; but if she died first, without 
marrying or leaving issue, then that the trustees 
should accumulate the interest of the residue so 
far as it was not directed to be paid to his wife, & 
that, on her death, one-half of the capital should 
be divided amongst his nearest of kin, & the other 
half amongst his wife’s nearest of kin. The 
daughter was testator’s nearest of kin at his death. 
She died a spinster, before her mother. At the 
mother’s death testator’s sister was his nearest of 
kin :—Held: by ‘‘ my nearest of kin,’’ testator 
meant his nearest of kin at his own death, & not 
at the death of his wife ; &, the personal representa- 
tive of his daughter, & not his sister, was entitled 
to one moiety of the residue. 

(2) It, in an administration suit instituted by 
the next of kin of testator at his death, the question 
is whether testator, by the words ‘‘ my next of 
kin,’’ meant his next of kin at his death or at a 
future period, not only the exor., but also the 
person or persons who may, by possibility, be the 
next of kin at that period, ought to bs made 
defts.—URQUHART v. URQUHART (1844), 18 Sim. 
613; 2L. T. 0.8. 488; 8 Jur. 161; 60 E. R. 239. 
Annotations :—<As to (1) Consd. Seifferth v. Badham ( ys 

9 Beav. 370; Wharton v. Barker (1858), 4 K. & J. 483. 


48 to (1) Refd. Nicholson v. Wilson (1845), 9 Jur. 389; 
Lee v. e (1860), 1 Drew. & Sm. 85. 


7888. Plaintiffs.}—Bequest on 
the death of testator’s daughters without issue to 
the persons who would be entitled under the statute 
if testator had then died intestate. Administra- 
tion action brought in the lifetime of the daughters, 
& before they had had any issue, by persons who 
would then be next of kin if the daughters were 
dead without issue :—Held: pltfs. had only an 
expectation & not an interest, & were not entitled 
to maintain the action.-CLlowus v. HILLARD 
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(1876), 4 Ch. D. 413; 46 L. J. Ch. 271; 25 W. R. 
224. 


Annotations :—Refd. Peacock v. Colling (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 
743: Re Parsons, Stockley v. Parsons (1890), 45 Ch. D. 
51: Re Mudge (1913), 83 L. J. Ch. 243. Mentd. Duckett 
v. Gover (1877), 25 W. R. 455; Fussell v. Dowding (1884), 
ae D, 237; Molyneux v. Fletcher, [1898] 1 Q. B. 

48. 
Gift after life interest.|—-See Sub-sect. 17, P. (b) 


lil., post. 


ili. Gift after Life Interest. 

7389. Ascertainment at death of testator. — 
Testator bequeathed £5,000 in trust for his daughter 
A. for life & after her decease for such child or 
children, as she shall leave at her decease, in such 
shares as she should think proper; & in case she 
shall die, leaving no child (which was the event), 
then as to £1,000 for her exors., administrators or 
assigns; & as to the remaining £4,000, in trust 
for such person or persons “ as shall be my heir or 
heirs at law.” The £4,000 vested in A. & the 
other two daughters of testator, being his co- 
heiresses at law & next of kin at his death.— 
HOLLOWAY v. HOLLOWAY (1800), 5 Ves. 399; 31 
ER. 649. 

Annotations :—Consd. Jones v. Colbeck (1802), 8 Ves. 38 ; 
Cholmondeloy, v. Clinton (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 1. Apld. 
Seifferth v. Badham (1846), 9 Beav. 370. Consd. De 
Beauvoir v. De Beauvoir (1852), 3 H. L. Cas. 524. Refd. 
Waite v. vompler (1829), 2 Sim. 524; Elmsley v. Youn 
(1833), 2 My. & K. 82; Bulmer v. Jay (1834), < os & K. 
197: Gittings v. M‘Dermott (1834), 2 My. & K. 69; 
Palin vw. Hills (1834), 1 My: & K.470; Lasbury v. Newport 
eee , 9 Beav. 376; quhart v. Urqubart eat: 13 

im. 613; Say v. Creed (1847), 5 Hare, 580; Ford v. Ford 

(1848), 6 Hare, 486; Ware v. Rowland (1848), 2 Ph. 635; 

Wharton v. Barker (1858), 4 K. & J. 483; Lee wv. Lee 

(1860), 1 Drew. & Sm. 85; Mortimer v. Slater (1877), 7 

Ch. D. 322; Re Ford, Patten v. Sparks (1895), 72 L. T. 5; 

a Hutchinson, Carter v. Hutchinson (1919), 35 T. L. R. 

307. 


7390. .|—One devises to his natural son, & 
in case of his marriage with certain persons, or his 
dying without issue, then to his nephew for life, 
& after his decease then for € amongst such person 
& persons, his & their heirs, etc., as shall appear 
& can be proved to be his next of kin, in such 
proportions as they would by virtue of the Statute 
of Distributions have been entitled to his personal 
estate if he had died intestate :—IHeld: the 
distribution was to be made amongst those who 
were testator’s next of kin at the time of his death, 
though the nephew, to whom a prior life estate was 
given, were one of them.—Dor d. GARNER v. 
LAWSON (1803), 3 East, 278; 102 BE. R. 604. 


Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Long v. brigg bees 2 Man. & 
ty. K. B. 338. Apld. Stert v. Platel (1839), 5 Bing. N.C. 
434. Consd. Wharton v. Barker Geek) 4K. & J. 483. 
Refd. Pearce v. Vincent (1833), 3 Tyr. 663; Mortimer v. 
Slater (1877), 7 Ch. D. $22; te Wilson, Wilson v. 


Batcbelor, [1907] 1 Ch. 450. 

7391. .J—JENKINS v. GOWER, No. 7358. ante. 

7392. .|—Testatrix devised & bequeathed 
the rents, issues & profits of her real & personal 
estate to her sister for life, & upon & after her 
decease, upon trust to sell the real estate, & pay 
the money arising therefrom to such persons as 
testatrix should by any codicil direct; & if she 
should not bequeath same by any codicil, then to 
pay same unto & amongst her next of kin; & b 
her codicil testatrix revoked the former devise 
bequest made by her will, & devised & bequeathed 
all the real & personal estate to other trustees, 
upon the like trusts, but directed that all “ the 
said residue’ should be paid to her next of kin 
on the part of her mother, & not to any of her next 
of kin on the part of ber father :—Held: the next 
of kin of the testatrix, ex parte materna, at the death 
of the tenant for life, were under the codicil entitled 
to the proceeds of the real estate. 

Where a testator gives property to a tenant for 
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life, &, after the death of the tenant for life, to his 
next of kin, & there is nothing in the context to 
qualify, or in the circumstances of the case to 
exclude, the natural meaning of testator’s words, 
the next of kin of testator living at his death will 
take; &, if the tenant for life be such next of kin, 
either solely or jointly with other persons, he will 
not on that account only be excluded (WicRaAmM, 
V.-C.).—Say v. CREED (1847), 5 Hare, 580; 16 
L. J. Ch. 361; 11 Jur. 603; 67 BE. R. 1041. 


Annotations :—Consd. Bradley v. Barlow (1847), 5 Hare, 
589; Gun v. Pinniger (1851), 14 Beav. 94. Refd. 
Ford v. Ford (1848), Hure, 486; Re Barber’s Will 
Truats (1852), 1 Sm. & G. 118; Wharton v. Barker aro 
4K. & J. 483; Lees v. Massey (1861), 3 De G. F.& J. 113. 


7393. .|—Testatrix having three daughters, 
gave one-third to each for life, with remainder to 
their children respectively, with cross-remainders 
between them, with an ultimate limitation to her 
own ‘‘ next of kin & legal personal representa- 
tives ’’ :—Held: the class of next of kin was to be 
ascertained at the death of testatrix, & they took 
as joint tenants.—BAKER v. GIBSON (1849), 12 
Beav. 101; 50 E. R. 998. 

7394. .|—Testator, after bequeathing his 
residuary estate to trustees, upon trust for his 
grandson, the child of his deceased daughter, for 
his life, directed them, in case his grandson should 
die under twenty-one without issue, then to pay 
the rents & profits unto & amongst his, testator’s, 
‘next of kin, in such proportions & manner as is 
provided by the Statute of Distributions,” & in 
case the grandson should die after attaining 
twenty-one without leaving issuc, or such issue 
should die under twenty-one, or unmarried, or 
without issue, then to distribute the whole of the 
residue ainongst such next of kin in the same pro- 
portions & manner :—Held: the gift was to the 
next of kin of testator at his death; & this, not- 
withstanding his sole next of kin at the time of 
making the will & at the time of his death was the 
grandson of testator, to whom the life-estate was 
given, & the sole next of kin of the grandson at 
the same times was the father of the grandson, the 
husband of the deceased daughter of testator.— 
BIRD v. LUCKIE (1850), 8 Hare, 301; 14 Jur. 1015 ; 
68 K. RK. 375. 


Annotations :-—Folld. Philps ». Evans (1850), 4 De G. & Sin. 
188. Refd. Gundry v. Pinniger (1852), 16 Jur. 488; 
Key v. Key (1853), 4 Do G. M. & G. 73; Wharton v. 
Barker (1858), 4 K. & J. 483; Bullock v. Downes (1860), 9 
H. L. Cas. 1; Harris v. Newton (1877), 46 L. J. Ch. 268 ; 
Ree Hutchinson, Carter v. Hutchinson, [1919] 2 Ch. 17. 
ance fe dayard, Luyard v. Bessborough (1916), 83 

. ry le od Oo. 


7395. .]}—Testator bequeathed the residue 
to his wife for life, with remainder to his children 
living at his death, & if there should be none 
(which happened), then he directed, ‘‘ that im- 
mediately after his wife’s decease, it should become 
the property of the person who should then 
become entitled to take out administration to his 
effects, as his personal representative, according 
to the Statute of Distribution, & in the proportions 
thereby pointed out, in case he had died intestate 
& unmarried ’’ :—Held: the next of kin at the 
death of testator, & not those at the death of the 
tenant for life, were entitled.—CABLE v. CABLE 
aa 16 Beav. 607; 21. T. 0.8.16; 6121. R. 

74. 











Annotations :— pid. Downes v. Bullock (1858), 25 Beav. 
54. Distd. Wharton v. Barker Say 4K. & J. 483; 
Pinder v. Pinder aert 29 L. J. Ch. 527; Travis v. Taylor 
eee le Jur. N. 8.791. Apld. Mortimer v. Slater (1877), 
7 Ch. D. 322. Refd. Holloway v. Radcliffe (1857), 23 Beav. 
163; Hutchinson v. National Refuges for Homeless & 

Destitute Children, {1920} A. C. 706. lif 

e, 


7396. aa re to A. for with 
remainder to B. for life, & after their deaths, to 
testator’s next of kin, but should no claimant 
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appear within twelve months after their death, 

then to charities. A. & B. were sole next of kin 

at testator’s death :—Held: (1) the next of kin 

were to be ascertained at testator’s death; (2) A. 

& B. were not excluded from taking under the 

ultimate gift to the next of kin.—GoORBELL v. 

DAVISON, GORBELL v. FORREST (1854), 18 Beav. 

556; 52 H.R, 218. 

7897. -|—(1) Testator bequeathed a mixed 
residue, upon trust, as to one moiety, for his 
daughter Mary for life, with remainder for her 
children ; & as to the other moiety, for his daughter 
Sarah for life, with remainder for her children, 
with cross-remainders, & proceeded thus: ‘ & in 
case both my said daughters should die without 
issue, or, leaving such, all should die under twenty- 
one without leaving issue, then I direct my trustees 
to pay one moiety unto the person or persons that 
shall then be considered as my next of kin & 
personal representative or representatives, agree- 
able to the order of the Statutes of Distribution, & 
the other moiety unto the person or persons that 
shall then be considered the next of kin & personal 
representative or representatives of my late wife 
S., agreeable to the order of the Statutes of Dis- 
tribution.”” <At the date of his will, his daughter 
S. was the only child & sole next of kin of his late 
wife S. The daughters survived testator, & died 
without issue :—Held: the persons entitled to the 
second moiety were those who, at the death of 
the surviving daughter, were the next of kin, 
according to the statute, of testator’s deceased 
wife; &, having regard to the juxtaposition of 
the bequests, the persons entitled to the first 
moiety were those who, at the same period, were 
the next of kin, according to the statute, of 
testator. 

(2) Where there is a limitation by will to one 
for life &, after his decease, then to the next of kin 
of testator, those who are to take under the 
designation ‘‘ next of kin’’ are the persons who 
answer that description at the death of testator 
(PAGE Woop, V.-C.).—WHARTON v. BARKER 
(1858), 4 K. & J. 483; 4 Jur. N.S. 558; 6 W. R. 
5384; 70 KE. R. 202. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Distd. Moss v. Dunlop (1859), John. 
490; Bullock vr. Downes (1860), 9 H. L. Cas. 1. Folld. 
Travis v. Taylor (1866), 12 Jur. N.S. 791; Hutchinson v. 
National Refuges for Homeless & Destitute Children, 
[1920] A. C. 794. Refd. Re Lang's Will (1861), 9 W._R. 
589; Thorpe v. Thorpe (1862), 1 H. & C. 326; Michell v. 
Bridges (1864), 11 L.'f. 727; Day v. Day (1870), 18 W. R. 
417; Ite Morley’s Trusts (1877), 25 W. R. 825 ; Re Wilson, 
Wilson v. Batchelor, [1907] 1 Ch. 450; Re Mckee, McFve 
v. Toner (1910), 79 L. J. Ch. 676. 48 to (2) Distd. Re Rees, 
Williains v. Davies (1890), 44 Ch. D. 484. Generally, Refd. 
Mortimer tv. Slater (1877), 7 Ch. D. 322; Sturge & G. W. 


Ry. (een 19 Ch. D. 444; Re Taylor, Taylor v. Ley 
(1885), 52 L. T. 839. 








7398. .|\—BuLLock v. DOWNES, No. 738285, 
ante. 

7399. -—-—.|--LEE v. LEE, No. 7378, anitle. 

7400. .|\—Testator, after certain bequests 








of personal estate with a direction to convert, & a 
life estate to his daughter, gave as follows: ‘If 
there should be no child of my daughter, who 
should live to attain twenty-one, or die under that 
age leaving lawful issue, then I give, devise & 
bequeath trust-moneys, ctc., & dividends, etc., 
unto my own personal representatives & next of 
kin for ever, to be assigned, distributed & paid 
according to the directions of the statute passed 
for the distribution of the estates of persons dying 
intestate.’’ The daughter was testator’s sole 
next of kin at his death. On her death :—Held: 
her administrator was entitled to the fund.—He 
LANG’s WILL (1861), 4 L. T. 577; 9 W. BR. 589. 
7401. .|—Testator gave his residuary, real 
A personal estate upon trust, out of the income to 
») 
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ay an annuity to his widow for her life, & after 
er death he directed that the trustees should hold 
the proceeds of the trust property in trust, to 
divide them among his children on their attaining 
twenty-one, with “ full powers of maintenance & 
advancement *’ ‘‘in the meantime,’ & the issue 
of such children, if dead; & in case there should 
be no child of testator living at his death, upon 
trust for such persons who at ‘the failure or 
determination of the preceding trusts ’’ would be 
entitled under the Statute of Distributions as his 
next of kin to the trust estate if he had ‘‘ then 
died possessed thereof intestate & without leavin 
any wife’ him surviving :—Held: the sole nex 

of kin at the time of testator’s own death was the 
pve entitled under the ultimate bequest.— 

‘LETCHER v. FLETCHER (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 
775; 46 BE. R. 1078. 

7402. .|—Testator, by his will, gave £2,000 
to trustees, upon trust to pay the interest thereof 
to his daughter for her separate use for life, & 
after her death for her husband & children, & in 
case his daughter should not leave any children, 
then to assign & transfer such sum unto such 
person or persons as should happen to be the 
testator’s next of kin, according to the Statute for 
the Distribution of intestates’ effects. The 
daughter survived testator, & died without ever 
having been married :—Held: the class of next 
of kin was to be ascertained at the death of 
testator.—Re GREENWOOD’s WILL (1861), 3 Giff. 
390; 31 L. J. Ch. 119; 5 L. T. 487; 8 Jur. N.S. 
907; 10 W. R. 117; 66 E. R. 461. 

7408. ——.]—Testator, after giving all his real 
& personal estate to trustees, in trust for his 
children, directed his trustees, when any of his 
daughters should attain twenty-one or marry, to 
raise & settle not exceeding £5,000 for each such 
daughter, in part of her presumptive share, in 
trustees of her own nomination, in trust for her 
for life, with remainder for her children; & if all 
such children should die under twenty-one, in 
trust for testator’s next of kin. S., one of the 
daughters, having attained twenty-one, settled 
her £6,000, upon herself & children, with a trust in 
default of children for the next of kin of testator, 
according to his will. S. died without having had 
any child:—Held: the next of kin of testator 
living at his death were entitled to the fund as 








joint tenants.—Re ASPINALL’S SETTLEMENT 
Trusts (1861), 30 L. J. Ch. 321; 41. 7.176; 9 
W. R. 269. 

7404. .]—Where testator gave a sum of 


money to trustees in trust for his daughter for 
life, with remainder to her husband & children, «&, 
in default of issue, ‘‘ then to pay same according 
to the Statute of Distributions for intestate’s 
effects’ :—Held: testator’s next of kin, at the 
time of his death, were entitled.—Royps v. Royps 
(1863), 1 New Rep. 516; 8 L. T. 199. 

7405. -|—Testator gave his frechold copy- 
hold & personal estate to trustees, upon trust for 
his wife for life, then to his daughter for life, then 
to her husband for life, then to her children 
absolutely. In default of issue of his daughter, 
the personalty should be in trust for the person or 
persons who, under the Statutes of Distribution, 
‘“ would then be entitled thereto’ if he were to 
die possessed thereof, & intestate. All the 
tenants for life survived testator, & the daughter 
left no issue. Upon the death, therefore, of her 
husband, the last survi tenant for life, the 
personalty became divisible under the ultimate 
trust :—Held: the class was to be ascertained at 





WILLS. 


testator’s death.— MICHELL v. BRIDGES (1864), 11 


L. T. 727; 13 W. R. 200. 
eo eanions t—Refd. Re Morley’s Trusts (1877), 25 W. R. 


1406. ——-.]—Testator, who had four daughters, 
divided a fund into four equal amounts, giving one 
to each daughter & her children; but when one 
died & left no child the interest was to be paid to 
the others, & after he death of the last survivor the 
fund was to be divided among her children; ‘‘ or 
if there be no such children, that same be paid to 
such person or persons as will then be entitled to 
receive same as my next of kin under the Statute 
for the Distribution of intestates’ estates.’’ One 
of the daughters left issue, the others had no issue. 
On the death of the last daughter :—Held: under 
the words ofthe will the class of ‘‘ next of kin ”’ 
described the persons who filled that character at 
the time of the death of testator, & not at the 
death of the last surviving daughter; & the 
shares of the daughters who had died without 
issue were divisible among the persons representing 
the four daughters.—MORTIMORE v. MORTIMORE 
(1879), 4 App. Cas. 448; 48 L. J. Ch. 470; 40 
L. T. 696; 27 W. R. 601, H. L.; affg. S. C. sub 
nom. MORTIMER v. SLATER (1877), 7 Ch. D. 322, 


C. A. 

Annotations i—~Apld. Re Wilson, Wilson v. Batchelor, 
{1907 2 Ch. 572. Distd. Hutchinson v. National Refuges 
or Homeless & Destitute Children, [1920] A. C. 795. 
Consd. Lucas-Tooth v. Lucas-Tooth, [1921] 1 A. C. 594. 
Refd. Sturge & G. W. Ry. (1881), 19 Ch. D. 444; Ilood v. 
Murray (1889), 14 App. Cas. 124. 

7407. .|—C. devised the rents of certain 
real estate to his wife for life, & after her death in 
certain proportions to H. & G. during their lives, 
& in the event of either dying deceased’s share to 
revert to the next male kin :—Held: next male 
kin must be taken to mean those of testator’s 
next of kin at his death who were males.—fe 
CHAPMAN, ELLICK v. Cox (1883), 49 L. T. 673 3 32 


W. R. 424. 
.|—Testator, who died in Apr. 1879, 





7408. 
by his will dated in Mar. 1870, gave his residuary 
estate to his wife for life, &, after her death, to 
‘‘the nearest relatives then living, to be hereafter 
named in a codicil.”” He died without having 
executed any codicil :—Held: the class must be 
ascertained at the death of the testator, namely, 
his noxt of kin, by blood at that date, but only 
those members of the class could take who sur- 
vived the wife.—RHe NASH, PRALL v. BEVAN (1894), 
71L.T.6; 38 Sol. Jo. 513, 0. A. 

Olen :—Folld. Ie Winn, Brook v. Whitton, [1910] 1 


7409. .j}—The ultimate trusts of testator’s 
real & personal estate were declared to be in favour 
of his ‘* own right heirs & next of kin according to 
the nature of the property,’’ without any reference 
to an intestacy or the Statutes of Distributions. 
The several tenants for life of the property, under 
prior trusts, were moreover restricted from 
alienating their respective life interests :—Held : 
nevertheless the class to take under the ultimate 
trusts must be ascertained in accordance with the 
rule established by Bullock v. Downes, No. 7328, 
ante, viz., as at the death of testator, & not at the 
period fixed by the will for distribution.—Re 
ForpD, PATTEN v. SPARKS (1895), 72 L. 'T. 5, C. A. 

7410. .|—Testator, who died in 1884, gave 
a life interest in a fund to his nephew S., & certain 
contingent interests to the children & issue of his 
nephew, & declared that if no child or issue of his 
nephew attained a vested interest, the fund was 
to be held ‘‘ for such person or persons as on the 
death of my said nephew S. will be entitled to as 
my next of kin under the statute.”’ At the date 
of the death of testator, the nephew S. was his 
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sole next of kin. S. died without issue in July, 

1906, having made a will & appointed executors :— 

Held: the persons entitled were to be ascertained 

at the death of testator, & the executors of S. were 

therefore entitled to the fund.—Re Wiurson, 

WILSON v. BATCHELOR, [1907] 2 Ch. 572; 177 

L. J. Ch. 13; 97 L. T. 656; 52 Sol. Jo. 11, C. A. 

Annotations :——Distd. Hutchinson v. National Refuges for 
Homeless & Destitute Children, [1920] A. C. 794. Refd. 
Re Helsby, Neate v. Bozie (1914), 84 L. J. Ch. 682. 

7411. -]|—Re WINN, BROOK v. WHITTON, 
No. 7380, ante. 

7412. Postponement until death of tenant for 
life.] —JONES v. COLBECK, No. 7486, post. 

7418. -|—Upon the construction of a will, 
the of the residue after a life interest to 
testator’s next of kin:—Held: to mean next of 
kin at the death of the wife, & not those living at 
testator’s death; they having express bequests 
under the will.—MILLER v. Eaton (1815), Coop. G. 
2723; 35 E.R. 556. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Philps v. Evans (1850), 15 Jur. 809. 
Consd. Lee v. Lee (1860), 1 Drew. & Sm. 85. Refd. Cooper 
v. Denison (1843), 13 Sim. 290 ; Bradley v. Barlow (1847), 
5 Hare, 589; Say v. Creed (1847), 5 Haro, 580; Ford v. 
Ford (1848), 6 Hare, 486; Ware v. Rowland (1848), 2 
Ph. 635; He Ford, Patten v. Sparks (1895), 72 L. T. 5. 
7414, .|—Testator gave his personal estate 

to trustees, upon trust, to convert into money, & 

invest same, & to pay the interest to his mother 
for her life: &, after the decease of his mother, 
he gave all his estate & effects to such person or 
persons as she should by her will direct & appoint : 
& in case his mother should die without a will, 
then to such person or persons as would be 
entitled to same by virtue of the Statute of Distri- 
butions. The mother survived testator, & died 
intestate :—Held: testator’s next of kin at the 
death of the mother were entitled to the bequest.— 

BRIDEN v. HEWLETT (1831), 2 My. & K. 90; 1 

L. J. Ch. 114; 39 EB. R. 878. 

Annotations :—Consd. Urquhart v. Urquhart (1844), 13 Sim. 
613; Seifferth v. Badham (1846), 9 Beav. 370.  Folld. Ive 
Greenwood’s Will (1861), 3 Giff. 390. Refd. Elmsley v. 
Young (1833), 2 My. & K. 82; Butler ». Bushnell (1834), 
3 My. & K. 232; Lasbury v. Newport (1835), 9 Boav. 376 ; 
Bradley v. Barlow (1847), 5 Hare, 589. 

7415. -]|—Testator bequeathed part of the 
residue of his property to trustees, in trust for his 
daughters during their lives, & after their respec- 
tive deceases, for their children, & in case there 
should be no children of his daughters respectively, 
in trust for such person or persons as should 
happen to be his next of kin according to the 
Statute of Distributions :—Held: upon the death 
of a daughter, who survived testator, without 
issue, her share went to the persons who were 
testator’s next of kin at her death.—BuTLER v. 
BUSHNELL (1834), 3 My. & K. 232; 3 1. J. Ch. 
139; 40 E. R. 88. 

Annotations :—Consd. Urquhart v. Urquhart (1844), 13 Sim. 
613. Folld. 2te Greenwood’s Will (1861), 3 Giff. 390. 
Refd. Stert v. Platel (1839), 7 Scott, 422; Seifferth vr. 
Badham (1846), 9 Beav. 370. 

7416. -.|—Testator directed that upon the 
death, without leaving issue, of his daughter, who 
was his sole next of kin, a certain fund should be 
assigned to the nearest of kin of his own family 
for ever :—Held: upon the construction of the 
will, these words meant to describe some person or 
persons to be ascertained at the daughter’s death, 
& not the person or persons who should be his own 
next of kin at the time of his own death.— 
CLAPTON v. BULMER (1840), 5 My. & Cr. 108; 9 
L. J. Ch. 261; 5 Jur. 477; 41 E. R. 312, L. C. 


Annotations td. Gundry v. Pinniger (1851), 14 Beav. 
94. Refd. Booth v. Vicars (1844), 1 Colt. 6; Jenkins v. 
Pome, 1846). 2 Coll. 587; Doutty v. Laver (1849), 14 
de e e ry e 


7417. ——.]—Testator, after bequeathing all 
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his personal estate & effects to his wife for life, & 
after her decease to his sister Sarah for life, 
declared as follows: ‘‘ After the decease of my 
sister Sarah, my said estate & effects shall remain 
& be to the use of such person & persons, as under 
the Statutes of Limitation, shall be legally entitled 
to the same :—Held: testator meant either a 
joint gard A or a tenancy in common among his 
next of kin living at the death of the tenant for 
life; & therefore, his widow had no interest beyond 
a life estate in his personal estate & effects.— 
GODKIN v. MURPHY (1843), 2 Y. & O. Oh. Cas. 351 ; 
7 Jur. 605; 63 EB. R. 155. 


Annotations :-—Dbtd. Jenkins v. Gower (1846), 2 Coll. 537 ; 
Bird wv. Luckie Pea 30 


1. Consd. Bullock +. 

Downes (1860), 9 H. L. 
7418. ——.]—BooTnu v. Vicars, No. 7564, post. 
7419. ———.|—-Testator bequeathed certain lease- 
hold estates, after the failure of previous limitations 
in favour of A. & his issue, ‘‘in trust for such 
persons as at the time of such failure of issue 
should be his, testator’s, next of kin, according to 
the statute, etc., & as if testator had survived A., 
& in the like shares as they would be entitled to 
same under the same statute.’’ He afterwards 
bequeathed a legacy in trust for M. for life; &, 
after her decease, without issue, in trust for his 
own ‘“‘ next of kin in manner aforesaid -Held : 
the persons entitled to the legacy would be the 
peteons who would be the next of kin of testator 
iving at the death of M., & not the next of kin at 
his own death.—BESsSANT v. NOBLE (1856), 26 
L. J. Ch. 286; 27 L. T. O.S. 116; 4 W. R. 475, 


-.|—WHARTON v. BARKER, No. 7397, 


7421. — -.|—A. by will gave £2,000 on trust 
for E. for life, with remainder as E. should appoint, 
& in default of such appointment in trust for such 
persons as should be living at the death of E. & 
next of kindred of A.; & in case E. should die 
without issue living to attain twenty-one, then 
over. E. never executed the power of appoint- 
ment & died leaving one only child, who attained 
twenty-one :—Held: ‘‘ next of kindred ’’ meant 
the nearest relatives of A. living at the time 
specified.—Re HayTon’s Trusts (1864), 4 New 
Rep. 55; 10 L. T. 336. 

7422. .]—Testatrix left her real & personal 
estate upon trust after the death of her sister, to 
pay all income to her niece during her life, & after 
her death to stand possessed of the estate in trust 
for the children, if any, of the niece ; but in case of 
her niece leaving no children, then for ‘“ such 
persons as shall then be my next of kin.” The 
niece died childless :—Held: the general rule did 
not apply here, & the persons to take would be the 
next of kin at the time of the death of the tenant, 
for life, the niece.—-TRAVIS v. TAYLOR (1866), 12 
Jur. N. S. 791; 14 W. R. 909. 


Annotation :-—Consd. Hutchinson v. National Refuges for 
Homeless & Destitute Children, [1920] A. C. 794. 


7428. .|— Testator gave his residuary 
personal estate to his wife for life, & after her 
death he directed his trustees to pay & divide 
three-fifths of the residue among such person or 
persons as under the Statute of Distributions 
would have become entitled on his late father’s 
side to his personal estate at the death of his wife 
if he had died intestate, & the other two-fifths he 
gave in similar terms in his next of kin on his 
late mother’s side :—Held: the period for ascer- 
taining the classes was the date of the death of 
testator’s widow, & not that of testator himself.— 
Re MoORLEY’s TRusts (1877), 25 W. R. 825. 


Annotation :-—Refd. Hutchinson wv. National Refuges for 
Homeless & Destitute Children, [1920] A. C. 794. 
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7424, ——.]—Re WINN, BROOK v. WHITTON, 
No. 7380, ante. 
7425. ———- Creation of artificial class.]|—STurGE 


& GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co., No. 7383, ante. 

7426. .]|—Testatrix gave her residuary 
estate to her daughter for life with remainder to 
her issue, & in default of issue to trustees upon 
trust at their discretion to divide same amongst 
such one or more of the persons who, at the time 
of the daughters decease, should be testatrix’s 
next of kin according to the Statutes of Distribu- 
tion. The daughter survived testatrix, & died 
unmarried :—Held: the class to take was an 
artificial class of next of kin, which was to be 
ascertained at the death of daughter.—Re HELSBy, 
Nari v. Boze (1914), 84 L. J. Ch. 682; 112 
L. T. 539. 

Annotations :~—-Refd. Re Mellish, Day, v. Withers, [1916] 

1 Ch. 562; Hutchinson v. National Refuges for Homeless 

& Destitute Children, [1920] A. C. 794. 

7427. -]—Under testator’s will certain 
devised estates became limited on the death of 
the surviving tenant for life ‘‘ to the use of the 
nearest of kin of myself who shall then be living & 
who shall be a male bearing the name of Bulcock 
his heirs & assigns for ever provided nevertheless 
that such person shall not claim through or under 
my late brother Ambrose Bulcock.’’ At testator’s 
death all of his next of kin according to the statute 
were disqualified under the terms of the limitation 
either by sex, name, or descent from Ambrose. 
At the death of the surviving tenant for life there 
were blood relations of testator alive who were all 
named SBulcock, being grandsons of paternal 
uncles of testator :—Held: testator had created 
an artificial class of kin which was to consist of 
persons living at the death of the surviving tenant 
for life, who were related to testator, were male, 
bore the name of Bulcock, & were not descendants 
of Ambrose, & of the persons so ascertained those 
who were nearest in blood to testator were 
entitled under the limitation.—Re ButLcock, 
INGHAM v. INGHAM, [1916] 2 Ch. 495; 86 L. J. Ch. 
82; 115 L. T. 299. 

7428. ——— Successive life interests—-Whether 
class ascertained at death of last tenant for life.|— 
Testator gave his estate to such of his three grand- 
children, S., M., & E., as should survive their 
father & attain twenty-five, but in case two only 
of them should die in the lifetime of their father or 
under twenty-five, & the amount to which the 
surviving grandchild would then become entitled 
should exceed £10,000, then the excess should go 
to the person or persons, exclusive of the surviving 
grandchild, who, under the Statute of Distribu- 
tions, would immediately on the decease of the 
survivor of the other two grandchildren, be 
entitled to testator’s personal estate if he had then 
died intestate. S. & E. died under twenty-five, KE. 
being the survivor of the two, & at her death M. 
was the sole next of kin of testator, supposing him 
to have died at that time :—Held ; the persons who 
at the death of E. would have been the next of kin 
of testator if M. also had then been dead, were 
entitled to file a bill for the administration of his 
estate.—WHITE v. SPRINGETT (1869), 4 Ch. App. 
300; 38 J.. J. Ch. 388; 20 L. T. 502; 17 W. R. 
336, L. JJ. 

Annotation :—-N.F. Clarke v. Hayne (1889), 42 Ch. D. 529. 














WILLS. 


7429. -.|--Testator directed the 
shares of his married daughters in his residuary 
estate to be settled upon trust for such daughters 
& their respective husbands during their respective 
lives, & afterwards for their children; & in case a 
daughter should not leave any child who should be 
living at the decease of the survivor of such 
daughter & her husband, the share of such daughter 
was to be in trust for ‘‘ such person or persons who, 
under or by virtue of the Statutes for the distribu- 
tion of the estates of intestates, would on her 
decease have been entitled thereto in case she, 
having survived her husband, & had then died 
possessed thereof & intestate.’’ One of the 
daughters died in the lifetime of her husband 
without leaving any child :—Held: the next-of- 
kin of the daughter were to be ascertained at her 
death, & not at the death of her husband.—- 
Druitt v. SEAWARD, Re AINSWORTH, AINSWORTH 
v. SEAWARD (1885), 31 Oh. D. 284; 655 L. J. Ch. 
239; 53 LL. T. 954; 34 W. R. 180. 


Annotations 4a. Re Bradley, Brown v. Cottrell (1888), 
58 L. T. 631. ¥, Clarke v. Hayne (1889), 42 Ch. D. 529. 
Refd. Re King’s Settimt., Gibson v. Wright (1889), 60 
L. T. 745; He Piorson’s Settlmt., Cayley v. De Wend 
(1903), 88 L. T. 794. 


iv. Gift to Neat of Kin os ora Dead at Date of 
all. 


7430. At testator’s death.|—A bequest to the 
next of kin of a person who is dead at the date of 
the will held to be analogous to a gift to testator’s 
own next of kin, as regards the period of ascer- 
tainment.—PHiLpPs v. Evans (1850), 4 De G. & 
ae 188; 17L. T.O.S. 87; 15 Jur. 809; 64 E.R. 


Annotations :—Distd. Wharton v. Barker (1858), 4 K. & J. 
aaa Refd. Re Roes, Williams v. Davies (1890), 44 Ch. Db. 


7431. At death of propositus.|—A widow by 
her will bequeathed personal estate ‘‘ to such 
person or ae as would have become entitled 
to my said husband’s personal estate under or by 
virtue of Statute of Distributions had he died 
intestate & without leaving any widow him 
surviving.’ The statutory next of kin of the 
husband at the time of his death were M. S. & 
R. R., both of whom were alive at the date of the 
will, but M. S. died before testatrix :—Held: the 
persons to take must be ascertained, not at the 
death of testatrix, but at the death of the husband, 
& consequently there was a lapse as to the share 
of M. S.—Re REEsS, WILLIAMS v. DAVIES (1890), 
44 Ch. D. 484; 59 L. J. Ch. 305; 62 L. T. 362 ; 
38 W. R. 523. 


(€) How ‘‘ Next of Kin” Take. 
See Sect. 19, sub-sect. 10, C., post. 


K. “ Family.” 
(a) In General. 

7432. Word of flexible meaning — Construed 
according to intention of testator.|—The word 
‘‘ family ’’ admits of a variety of applications, & 
the construction to be put upon it in a particular 
will must depend upon the intention of testator, to 
be collected from the whole context of the will. 

Where a testator directed his business to be 
carried on by his wife & son for the mutual benefit 
of the family, & devised his property in trust that 
at his wife’s decease the whole of it, as well free- 


PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 11.—J. (d) iv. 
7430 i. At testator’s death.}—REES v. FRASER, 25 Gr. 253; 26 Gr. 233.—CAN. 
PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SEOT. 11.—K. (a). 
r. Confined to children of devisee.)—-SUTTON v. BOULTER (1891), 12 N. S. W. Eq. 71.- -AUS. 
t. “ Famtly now at home,.""}—DAWBON v. FRASER, 18 O. R. 496.—CAN. 


Part XVI.—Construction. 


hold as personal, should be equally divided among 

his children, it was held that testator, in the words 

‘‘'my family " intended to comprise his wife. 
Testator directed his business to be carried on 

ay his widow & eldest son, for the mutual benefit 

of the testator’s family :—Held: the widow was 
entitled to participate—BLACKWELL v. BULL 

(1836), 1 Keen, 176; Donnelly, 54; 5 L. J. Ch. 

251; 48 H.R. 274. 

Annotations :—Refd. Woods v. Woods (1836), Donnelly, 61 ; 
Burt v. Hellyar (1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 160; Ralph v. Carrick 

1877), 5 Ch. D. 984. Mentd. Cranley v. Dixon (1857), 23 

eav. 512; Barnet v. Barnet (1861), 29 Beav. 239; 

Stevens v. Hale (1862), 10 W. R. 418. 

7433. -|—The word ‘‘family’’ is 
capable of various significations, according to the 
context (LORD COTTENHAM, C.).—Woops vv. 
Woops (1836), 1 My. & Cr. 401; Donnelly, 61 ; 
40 BE. R. 429. 

Annotations :—Refd. Raikes v. Ward (1842), 1 Haro, 445 ; 
Crockett v. Crockett (1848), 2 Ph. 553; Jee Parkinson’s 
Trust, Hx ». Thompson (1851), 1 Sim. N. 8. 242; Webb 
1 Wools (1852), 2 Sim. N.S. 267 ; Lambe v. Eames (1871), 
6 Ch. App. 597. Mentd. Gilbert v. Bennett (1839), 10 
Sim. 371; Hodgson vr. Green (1842), 11 L. J. Ch. 312; 
Longmore v. Hlcum (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 363 ; Thorp 
vw. Owen (1843), 2 Hare, 607; Greene v. Greene (1869), 
17 W. RR. 487. 

7434. .|—The word ‘ family”... is in 
itself a word of most loose & flexible description 
(KINDERSLY, V.-C.).—-GREEN v. MARSDEN (1853), 
1 Drew. 646; 1 Eq. Rep. 437; 22 L. J. Ch. 1002 ; 
22 L.T. 0.8.17; 1W.R. 511; 61 FE. BR. 598. 
Annotations :—Consd. Burt v. Hellyar (1872), L. R. 14 Hq. 

160. Mfentd. Massy v. Hayes (1867), 15 W. R. 376. 

7435. .|—(1) The primary meaning of the 
word ‘‘ family ”’ in a will is ‘‘ children.” 

A testator directed the interest arising from all 
his rea] & personal property to be paid to his wife 
during her life, & after her decease to be equally 
divided amongst all his family that should be then 
living when they should attain the age of twenty- 
one years. At the date of his will he had seven 
children living, some over & others under twenty- 
one, & some married, with children :—Held: under 
the word “‘ family "’ children alone could take. 

(2) The word ‘“ family ’’ has various meanings. 
In one sense it means the whole household. in- 
cluding servants, &, perhaps lodgers. In another 
sense it means everybody descended from a 
common stock. that is to say, all blood relations ; 
& it may, perhaps, include the husbands & wives 
of such persons. In the sense I have just) men- 
tioned, the family of A. includes A. himself; <A. 
must be a member of his own family. In a third 
sense, the word includes children only ; thus when 
a man speaks of his wife & family, he means his 
wife & children (JESSEL, M.R.).—P1GG v. CLARKE 
(1876), 3 Ch. D. 672; 45. J. Ch. 849; 24 W. R. 
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(1) Apld. Re Muffett, Jones ». Mason 














Annotation :—As to 
(1886), 55 L. T. 671. 
7436. Words rejected.|—Testator gave all the 

residue of his effects, to be equally divided between 

his two daughters & their husbands & families. 

The ct. rejected the words, ‘‘ husbands & families,”’ 

& held that the two daughters took the residue 

equally & absolutely.—RoORINSON v. WADDELOW 


PART XVI. SEOT. 17, SUB-SECT. 11. 
—K. (b). 


74421. Primary meaning children 
only.}—The primary meaning of the 
word ‘family * in a wil] is ‘ chil- 
dren.’’—-Re MCGRATH’S WILL (1899). 
20 N, S, WwW. I. R. (B. & P.) 653 1 
N.S. W. W. N. 180.—AUS. 


7442 11. ——.}—HaRKNEss v. HARK- 
NESS (1905), 6 O. WwW. R. 122 : 9 QO. L. R. 
705.—CAN, 


7442 v. 








7442 vi. 


7442 ili, ———.] — Re MULQUEEN’S 


Trusts (1881), 7 L. R. Ir. 127.—IR. 
1442 iv. ——.]—CNARITABLE DOWA- 
TIONS & BRQUESTS COMRS,. tv. 
(1891), 27 L. R. Ir. 289.—IR. 
-}-~The primary meaning 
of the word “family ’’ in a will is 
Fs ‘‘ children.”’—Re M‘CANN, DONNELLY 
vy. Moors, (1916] 1 I. R. 355.—IR. 
. A gift to ‘ the family 
of my late son A.’’ means the children 
of such son.—Re McHaRprE, 5 N. Z 
L. R. 477 (S. C.).—-N.Z. 
7442 vii. ———.}+-BURKE v. BURKE, 
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(1836), 8 Sim. 184; Donnelly, 108; 5 L. J. Ch. 


350; 59 BH. R. 54. 
Annotation :—Expld. & Distd. Re Parkinson’s Trust, Hz p. 
Thompson (1851), 1 Sim. N.S. 242. 


(6) Who are included. 


7437. Primary meaning children only—To ex- 
clusion of parents.|—-Testator, after giving several 
specific & pecuniary legacies, bequeathed the 
residue of his personal estate to be divided 
between the three families, Alexander, who 
married my niece A., May, who married my niece 
B W., who married my niece C. The nieces & 
their husbands were dead, all leaving children, 
some more or less in number, & the question was 
whether the children should take the residue per 
capita or per stirpes :—Held: they should take 
per stirpes, testator meant to provide for the 
children, & not the fathers, family was an aggre- 
gate word; if the words had been children, it 
might have been otherwise; but as it was, one 
third of the residue must go to the children of each 
family.—ALEXANDER v. DOUGLAS (1782), Rom. 93, 
L. C. 

7438. —— .|— Under a disposition by will 
to A.’s & B.’s families the children are entitled. 
exclusive of their parents, & per capita.—BARNES 
v. PATCH (1808), 8 Ves. 604: 32 BE. R. 490. 
Annotations :—Consd. Liley v. Hey (1842), 1 Hare, 580. 

Folld. Wood v. Wood (1844), 8 Jur. 266. Consd. Fe 

Purkinson’s Trust, Hr p. Thompson (1851), 1 Sim. N. 8. 

242. Folld. Gregory v. Smith (1852), 9 Hare, 708. Consd. 

Abrey v. Newman (1853), 16 Beav. 431; Burt v. Hellyar 

(1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 160. Folld. Pigg v. Clarke (1876), 

45 L. J. Ch. 849. efd. Robinson v. Waddelow ely 

8 Sim. 134. Mentd. Doe d. Penwarden v. Gilbert (1821), 

Moore, ©. P. 268: Hamilton Corpn. v. Hodson (1847), 

6 Moo. P. C. C. 76. 

7439. .]—A bequest to the family of 
G.:—Held: not to be void for uncertainty ; but 
construed to be a gift to the children of G., an 
uncle of testator, known to & on terms of intimacy 
with him, as joint tenants, & not to include the 
parents or their grandchildren.—GREGORY  v. 
Smitn (1852), 9 Hare, 708; 68 E. R. 688. 
Annotations :—Consd. Burt v. Hellyar (1872), L. R. 

160. Folld. Pigg v. Clarke (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 849 

7440. To exclusion of wife.|—-Under a 
bequest to the family of A., A.’s children are 
entitled exclusive of his wife & brothers & sisters.— 
Woop v. Woop (1843), 3 Hare, 65; 1 L. T. O.S. 
76; & Jur. 266; 67 E. R. 298. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Parkinson’s Trust, Ez p. Thompson 











4 Eq. 





(1851), 1 Sim. N. S. 242. Folld. Pigg v. Clarke (1876), 
45 ae Ch. 849. Refd. Webb v. Woolls (1852), 21 L. J. 
Ch. 625. 








7441. .|——A testamentary gift by a 
married man to his ‘ family ’’ should be read as 
a gift to his ‘‘ children ’’ to the exclusion of his 
wife.—Re TF1UTCHINSON & TENANT (1878), 8 Ch. D. 
540 ’ 39 1. T. 86 ’ 26 W. R. 904. 
nnotations :—Apld. Re Muffett, Jones v. Mason (1886), 55 

L. T. 671. Refd. Mussoorie Bank ». Raynor (1882), 7 
App. Cas. 321: Re Adams & Kensington, Vestry (1884), 
27 Ch. D. 394: Re Hamilton, Trench v. Hamilton, [1895) 
1 Ch. 373; Re Williama, Williams v. Williams, [1897] 
2 Ch. 12; Re Atkinson, Atkinson v. Atkinson (1911), 80 


L. J. Ch. 370. 





7442. .|—Testatrix bequeathed her house, 
furniture, etc., to A. for life, & directed that same 
I8 N. 4 L. R. 216.—N.Z. 
7442 viii. ——.}—FYFFE v. FYFFE 
DEEY (1841), 3 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 1205; 
16 Fac. Coll. 1299.—SCOT. 
7442 ix. .]— A bequest to the 





“family ’’ of A. held not to Include 
the grandchildren of A.—Low’s Trus- 
TRES v. WHITWORTH (1892), 19 I. (Ct. 
of Seas.) 431; 29 Sc. L. R. 389.— 
SCOT. 

1442 x. ——.]—- GREIG’S TRUSTEES 
v. Stupso~n, (1918}] S. C. 321.—SCOT. 

a. Whether adopted daughter in- 
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Sect. eases ad of donees; Sub-sect. 11, K. 
(b) © ; 


should afterwards remain in the family of A. A. 
died, leaving five children :—Held: the children 
of A. took as tenants in common.—OWEN v. 
PENNY (1850), 14 Jur. 859. 

7443. .|—Testator bequeathed the residue 
of his personal estate to trustees, in trust for his 
wife during her widowhood, & after her death or 
second marriage, in trust to be divided, share & 
share alike, among his five sisters & their respective 
families if any :—Held: each sister & her children 
living at testator’s death were entitled, in 
remainder expectant on the death or second 
marriage of the widow, to one-fifth of the residue 
as joint tenants. 

There are ... cases in which the ct. has put 
a construction on the word ‘‘ family ” & held it 
to mean ‘‘children”’ as it does in common 
parlance. . .. The question then is whether the 
word ‘‘ family ’’ becomes incapable of interpretation 
when the bequest is a bequest to the parents & 
their families ? I cannot see any reason for that 
(LORD CRANWORTH, V.-C.). — Re PARKINSON’S 
Trust, Ex ». THOMPSON (1851), 1 Sim. N.S. 242 ; 
20 L. J. Ch. 224; 16 Jur. 165; 61 E. R. 94. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Burt v. Hellyar (1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 
160. Folld. Pigg v. Clarke (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 849. 


7444, ——--.]|—The primary meaning of the word 

‘‘ family ”’ is ‘‘ children,’ & there must be some 

circumstance, either in the will or in the situation 

of the parties, to prevent that construction. 
Legacies were given to A. & B., & in case they 

should predecease testatrix, ‘‘ to their respective 

families.”’ A. having died before testatrix :— 

Held: her children alone took under the word 

‘* family.”—Re TERRY’S WILL (1854), 19 Beav. 

580; 52 E. R. 476. 

Annotations :-—-Consd. Burt v. Hellyar (1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 
160. Folld. Pigg v. Clarke (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 849. 
7445. -|—Testator devised all the estates 

before specified to his sister’s ‘‘ family,’’ & pro- 

ceeded thus: ‘‘I give to J., who was the sister’s 
son, my Dalton estate, & the rest to be sold & 
divided equally ’’:—AHeld: the children of the 
sister, including J., took the produce of the sale 
equally.— REAY v. RAWLINSON (1860), 29 Beav. 

88; 30 L. J. Ch. 330; 9 W. R. 134; 54 E. R. 559. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Pym v. Harrison (1875), 32 L. T. 817. 
7446. .|—Testator, who died in 1854, gave 

all his property to his wife for life, & after giving 

certain pecuniary legacies & annuities, devised & 
bequeathed to his son C. all the residue, after his 
mother’s decease, & to his heirs, & in case C. should 
die leaving no issue, then his freehold estate was 
to be equally divided between his, testator’s, 
surviving children or their families. All the 
children of testator survivied their mother, who 
died in 1861, &, excepting one, all, two without 
issue, two leaving children, one leaving a child, 

& the issue of another child, died in the lifetime 

of C., who died in 1869 a bachelor & intestate : 

—Held: ‘‘ families’? meant children & not 

descendants of the testator’s children.—BURT v. 

HELLYAR (1872), L. KR. 14 Eq. 160; 41 L. J. Ch. 

430; 26 L. T. 833. 


Annotations :—Folld. Pigg v. Clarke (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 849. 
Refd. Rte Webster, Widgen v. Mello (1883), 49 L. T. 585. 


71447. .|—PI1GG v. CLARKE, No. 7435, ante. 

7448. —-—.|-—-Testator by his will appointed two 
trustees, & directed that all moneys die to him 
should be collected & placed to his trustees’ 
account at a certain bank, in trust for his 














_...,~-~ TRIMBLE v, KIRKLAND (1913), b. W. 
38. R. N.S. W. 417; 30 .N. 8, W. 
WwW. N. 121.—AUS., I. R. 600.—IR. 


hether grandchtidren 
—Re BATTERSBY'’S TRUSTS [1896] 1 


WILLS. 


‘‘ family "':—Held: there was nothing in the 
context of the will to deprive the word ‘‘ family ”’ 
of its primary meaning, i.e. children of testator ; 
& such children alone were entitled to share in the 
money in the bank.—Re MuFFETT, JONES v. MASON 
(1886), 55 L. T. 671; 8 T. L. R. 1263 on appeal 
(1887), 56 L. J. Ch. 600, C. A. 

7449. Next of kin.|—Testatrx bequeathed to her 
sister B. for life; declaring, that it was her absolute 
desire, that she bequeath to those of her own family 
what she has power to dispose of, provided they 
behave well to her. 3B. by her will declaring, she 
meant to make no disposition of her sister’s hal 
perty :—Held: a trust for the next of kin of B.— 
Cruwys v. COLMAN (1804), 9 Ves. 319; 32 E. R. 626. 


Annotations :—-Consd. Liley v. Hey (1842), 1 Hare, 580. 
Expld. Gregory v. Smith (1852), 9 Hare, 708; Pigg v. 
Clarke (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 849. Refd. Re Hamilton, Ze 
Ashtown, Trench v. Hamilton (1895), 72 L. T. 748. 


7450. .]}—Where a donor recommends or 
directs, that the donee, at her death, shall give his 
personal property to such of his family or such of 
his relations as she shall think fit, the donee has 
a power to select the objects of her bounty amongst 
his relations or family, though not within the 
degree of next of kin. 

But if the donee does not exercise the power, the 
word ‘“ relations,’’ or the word ‘‘ family,’’ will be 
construed ‘“ next of kin,’ unless the special 
expressions of the donee have a different import.— 
GRANT v. LYNAM (1828), 4 Russ. 292; 6 L. J. 
O. S. Ch. 129; 38 EK. R. 815. 

Annotations :—Consd. Liley v. Hey (1842), 1 Hare, 580. 
Refd. Re Deakin, Starkey v. Eyres, [1894] 3 Ch. 565. 
7451. .\—The word family, particularly 

when explained by the word heir is I think as 

indicative of next of kin in cases of personalty as 
it is of heir-at-law in cases of real estate (Lorp 

CoTTENHAM, C.).—WHITE v. BriaGs (1848), 2 Ph. 

583; 17 L. J. Ch. 196; 41 EB. R. 1068, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Keay v. Boulton (1883), 25 Ch. D. 
212. Refd. Wingfield . Wingfield (1878), 9 Ch. D. 658. 
Mentd. Davenport v. Davenport (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 775. 


7452. .|—Testator gave personalty to 
trustees for his wife for life, ‘‘ & at her demise let 
the principal return to the good of my family, 
whoever survives the longest’’:—Held: a 
remainder vesting in the next of kin of testator 
at the time of his decease.—Ite MAXxTON (1858), 4 
Jur. N.S. 407. 

7453. All blood relations.|—Testator, by his will, 
gave personal property to his wife, absolutely for 
her own use & benefit. By a codicil, which was in 
the form of a letter to his wife, he said: ‘‘ It is 
my wish that you should enjoy everything in my 
power to give, using your judgment as to where to 
dispose of it amongst your children when you can 
no longer enjoy it yourself: but I should be 
unhappy if I thought it possible that any one not 
of your family should be the better for what, I 
feel confident, you will so well direct the disposal 
of”? :—Held: the word ‘ family ’’ was not con- 
fined to children, but included descendants in every 
degree; & the wife was entitled to the property 
absolutely, & not merely for her life with a power 
in the nature of a trust for her children.—W5a.LIAMS 
v. WIrLIAMs (1851), 1 Sim. N. 8S. 858; 20 L. J. 














Ch. 280; 15 Jur. 715; 61 E.R. 139. 

Annotations :——Apld. Bernard v. Minshull (1859), John. 276. 
Consd. Pigg v. Clarke (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 849. Refd. Burt 
v. Hellyar (1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 160. 

7454. ——.|—-LucAs v. GOLDSMID, No. 17470, 
post. 
7455. ———.]—-A power to an unmarried woman 
to appoint a fund amongst ‘‘ her own family or 
included. } 0. .)— SEARCY’S TRUSTEES UV. 
ALLBUARY, [1907] 8S. O. 823; 44 Sc. 
L. R. 636; 148. L. T. 898.—SCOT, 
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next of kin’ :—Held: not to be confined to her 

statutory next of kin, but to be capable of extension 

to any relative. —SNOW v. TEED (1870), L. R. 9 Eq. 

622; 89 L. J. Ch. 420; 18 W. R. 623; sub nom. 

Sum v. TEED, 23 L. T. 303. 

Annotation :—Refd. Pigg v. Clarke (1876), 24 W. R. 1014. 
7456. -|—Testatrix gives certain property 

to nephews & nieces, naming them, & other pro- 

perty to her ‘‘ dear brothers’? & ‘‘ dear sisters,” 
who are evidently treated by her as members of 
herfamily. I have no doubt the family in question 
means her blood relations (JESSEL, M.R.).—Re 

MacueEay (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 186; 44 L. J. Ch. 

441; 32 L. T. 682; 23 W. R. 718. 

Annotations ; -—Mentd. Dawkins v. Penrhyn (1877), 6 Ch. D. 
318; Re Rosher, Rosher v. Rosher (1884), 26 Ch. D. 801; 
Fe Dugdale, Dugdale v. D ae Are af 38 Ch. D.176; Re 
Elliott, Kell ul v. Elifott, [1896] 2 353; Re Hollis 
Hospital & Hague Contract eoateen. [1899] 2 Ch. 540; 
Manchester arid Canal Co. v. Manchester Racecourse Co., 
(1900) 2 Ch. 35 
7457. ——.|—PIGG v. CLARKE, No. 7435, ante. 
7458. Husband.|—-Power to appoint for the 

benefit of a married woman & her family would 

not include the husband in general ; but upon the 
whole will an appointment in his favour was 

established.—MacLERoTH v. BACON (1799), 5 

Ves. 159; 31 EF. R. 623. 

Aniolatione:: :—Refd. Cruwys v. Colman (1804), 9 Ves. 319; 
Doe d. Chattaway v. Smith (1816), 5 M. 126; Grant 

v. Lynam (1828), 4 Russ. 292. entd. Talbot v. Marsh- 

field (1868), 3 Ch. App. 622. 

7459. Widow.]—BLACKWELL v. BuLL, No. 7432, 
ante. 

7460. Grandfather.|—-Testator being absolutely 
entitled, under his maternal grandfather’s will, to 
the C. estates, subject to the life interest of his 
maternal aunt, M., by his will, dated Sept. 24, 1842, 
devised all his real & personal estate, ‘ except the 
real & personal estate which he might derive from 
M., or any of her family,’”’ upon certain trusts for 
his wife for life. M. died in Aug. 1843: whereupon 
testator came into possession of the estates. He 
died in Nov. 1843. Upon a petition by the widow 
for a declaration that she was entitled to a life 
interest in the C. estates:—Held:  testator’s 
grandfather, the father of M., was one of her 
‘family.”’—JAMES v. WYNFORD (LORD) (1854), 
28m. & G. 350; 28 L. J. Ch. 767; 23 L. T. O.S. 
320; 18 Jur. 868; 2 W. R. 607; 65 E. R. 431. 

7461. Illegitimate descendant.|—Testator gave 
his estate to his widow ‘ to be at her disposal in 
any way she may think best, for the benefit of 
herself & family.”’ The widow by her will gave a 
part of testator’s estates to an legitimate son of 
one of testator’s sons :—Held : the gift was valid.— 
LAMBE v. EAMES (1871), 6 Ch. App. 597; 40 L. J. 
Ch, 447; 25 L. T. 175; 19 W. R. 659, L. JJ. 


Annotations : -—Apld. Humble v. Bowman (1877), 47 L. J. Ch. 
Ite Keighley, Keighloy v. ere fA 1919) 2 Ch. 388. 





Rela. Maokett v. Mackott (1872), L R. 14 Kq. 49; 
Currick v. Tucker ig ee 4 q. $20 ; Le Marchant 
v. Le Marchant (1 ea ae 18 Eq. 414; "Hutchinson v. 


Tenant (1878), oe Ch. D ; Re RKoper’s Trusts (1879), 27 
W. R. 408 eas “Williams. Williams, [1897] 
20h. 12; Shit Hill, Public Trustee v. O’Donnell, [1923] z 
rer 25 rae Mentd. "Mussoorie Bank ». Raynor (1882), 


abn. B. 321; oa eee & Kensington, Vestry (AREA). 
; h. D. 394 sede es, Gregory v. Edmondson (1888), 
9 Ch. D. n, Trench v. Hamilton, 


a mil 
TBOay 1 Gh. nity "All v, Hill, [1897] 1 Q. B. 483; 
Atkinson, Atkinson v. Atkinson (1911), 80 L. J. Ch. 370 


7462. Whole household—Servants—-Lodgers Bees 
Piae v. CLARKE, No. 74365, ante. 

74638. Persons in case of intestacy entitled under 
Statute of Distribution.]—GowER v. MAINWARING 


(1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 110; 28 E. R. 72, L. C. 
Anas :—-Apld. Re Caplin’ s Will (1885), 2 Drew. & Sm. 


7464. -]—Devise of the interest of all my 
land property, whether houses, bank stock, or cash, 
after discharging my debts, to my wife; & after 


Re 
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her demise to my brother, W. for life, but not 
to cut, fall, or destroy anything of the estate ; 
& after his decease into my sister C.’s family, to 
go in heirship for ever” :—Held: the real estate 
peed in entirety to the eldest son & heir of C. in 
ee 

A bequest of personalty alone, to a family, will, 
according to the authorities cited for deft., be 
construed a gift to all such of the family as would 
in the case of intestacy be entitled to take under the 
Statute of Distributions (ELLENBOROUGH, C.J.).— 
DoE d. CHATTAWAY v. SmiTu (1816), 5 M. & S. 
126; 105 E. R. 998. 


‘Annotations : -— Distd. Winter v. Perratt ieee 2 Cl. & Fin. 
606. Refd. White v. Briggs (1848), 2 Ph. 


(c) In Devise of Realty. 

7465. Means _hetr-at-law.] —— Where by the 
dubious use of the word family, viz. brother & 
sister’s family, in a will, testator having had two 
sisters, one of whom was dead leaving children, 
it could not certainly be collected to what persons 
he meant to apply it; the heir-at-law is entitled 

d. HAYTER v. JOINVILLE (1802), 3 
Kast. 172 ; 102 E. R. 563. 
Annotations :—Co 


psd. Fee Stephenson, Donaldson v. Bamber, 
1897) 1 Ch. 75. Befd. Richardson v. Watson (1833), 4 
.& Ad. 787; Robinson v. Waddelow (1836), 8 Sim. 13 
Winter v. Perratt Oe 9 Cl. re Fin. 606; Teaeece v. 
Stockford (1853), 3 De M. & G. 73; Hawes v. Hawes 
Fan x Tr a . 614; Gre Featherstone’ s Trusts (1882), 


7466. 
or family, or house, the heir ae of the house. 
—WRIGHT v. ATKYNS (1814), 19 Ves. 299; Coop. 
G. 111; 34 EH. R. 528, L. C.; revsd. on other 
grounds (1823), see Turn. & R. at p. 145, H. L 
subsequent proceedings, es & R. 143, L. C. 


Annotations :—Apld. White uv. 8 (1848), 2 are 583. 
Consd. De Beauvoir v. De Benue oir (1852), L. Cas. 
524; Langdale v. Briggs (1856), 8 De G. M. i G. 391. 

Apid. Lucas v. Goldsmid (1861), 29 Beav. 657. Consd. 
eld v. Wingfield States D. 658; Jte Williams, 

depres v. Williams, [1897] 2 Ch. 12. Refd. Doe d. 

Chattaway v. Smith (1816), 5 M. & 8S. 126; Heneage v. 

rete eS) ‘A as et 230; Crawfurd v. vehitaan 

a 105 ; Grant v. Lynam (1828), 4 
tuss. 292 ; pe ce G oe (1838), 2 Jur. 804; Liley wv. 

oe (1842), 1 Hare, 580; Winter wv. Perratt (1843), 9 

606; Greene v. Marsden Pani 1 Eq. Rep. 
is7 © Thao e. Owen (1854), 2Sm. & G. 90; O’Reilly wv. 

a ee 26 L. T. O. S. 50; Alexander ’. Cra Re 

(1856), od Er S. 333; Burt v. Hellyar (1872), L 

14 rh ete Hamilton, Re Ashdown, Rae ae 

Hamilton ay e05)4 72 L. T. 748. Mentd. Knight Belen 

(1840), 3 Beav. 148; Turnor v. Wright (1860), 2 “De G. 

& J. 234; Blake v. Peters Uae), 1 De G. J. & Sm. aa. 

Russell v. L. C. D. Ry. (1863), 4 Giff. 403; Smith v. 

reat ee) 25 L. T. 559; te Hanburys S. E., (1913) 

















7487. J—DorE d. CHATTAWAY v. SMITH, 
No. 7464, ante. 
7468. 








want of issue of her body ‘‘ he empowered & 
authorised ’’ her to settle & dispose of the estate to 
such persons as she thought fit by her will, ‘‘ con- 
fiding ’’ in her not to alienate or transfer the estate 
from his ‘‘ nearest family.’”’ B. appointed to her 
husband for life, with remainders over :—Held : 
B. had a power of appointing to the “ nearest 
family ”’ only, that nearest family must be con- 
strued ‘‘ heir,’’ & consequently the appointment 
to the hsuband was void.—GRIFFITHS v. EVAN 
(1842), 5 Beav. 241; 11 L. J. Ch. 219; 49 BK. R. 570. 
7469. j—Wutre v. Briaas, No. 7451, ante. 
7470. -]—Under a devise of real estate, * to 
be divided equally between my two sons, who ‘shall 
enjoy the interest thereof & then go to their 
respective families according to seniority ”’ 
Held : the sons took as tenants in common in tail 








piece 
The word family in relation to real estates 
is of more ample signification, it is a common 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 11, K. 
(c), & L. (a) & (0) t. & W.] 


expression for a man to speak of his ‘' family ”’ 
meaning his ancestors & implying the same 
species of succession as the word ‘ inheritances ”’ 
(ROMILLY, M.R.).—Lvucas v. GoLDSMID (1861), 29 
Beav. 657; 30 L. J. Ch. 9385; 4 L. T. 682; 7 
Jur. N.S.719; 9W.R. 759; 54 E. R. 783. 


I. ‘‘ Relations,’ ‘‘ Nearest Relations,’ and 
‘* Friends and Relations.” 
(a) In General. 

7471. Relation—Nomen collectivum.|——-PyorT v. 
Prot, No. 6804, ante. 

7472. ‘* Relations hereafter named ’’—Failure to 
name—lIntestacy.|—Testator by his will, dated in 
1861, devised & bequeathed all his property to his 
wife for life, & after her death he directed it to be 
divided amongst his ‘‘ relations hereafter named.”’ 
No relations were named in the will, & testator’s 
heir-at-law claimed on the ground that there was 
an intestacy :—Held: the word ‘‘ named ”’ must 
be taken in its plain sense, indicating an intention 
to specify certain relations; & as testator had not. 
done so there was an intestacy, & the heir-at-law 
was entitled to the real estatc.—-CRAMPTON vt. 
WISE (1888), 58 L. T. 718. 


(b) ‘* Relations.”’ 
i. General Rule. 


7473. Persons who would take by Statutes of Dis- 
tribution.|—ANon. (1709), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 190; 
22 BE. R. 168. 

7474. .|—A man devises his personal estate 
to the use of his relations without specifying any 
in particular; it shall be Cistributed according to 
the Statute of Distributions.—ROoacH v. TTAMMOND 
(1715), Prec. Ch. ae Gilb, Ch. 92; 24 KB. R. 180; 
sub nom. ANON., 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 438, L. €, 
arnolation :—Refd. Doe d. Thwaites v. Ovor (1808), 1 


7475. -|—One devises the surplus of his 
personal estate to his relations; only such shall 
take who are capable of taking within the Statute 
of Distribution.—ANon. (1716), 1 P. Wms. 327; 
24 E.R. 410. 

7476. .|—A devise to relations is to be con 
fined to such as would take by the Statute of 
Distributions: but their shares may not be the 
same as under that statute.—THOMAS v. HOLE 
(1728), Cas. cen Talb. 251; 1 Dick. 50; 2 Eq. 
Cas. Abr. 3868; 25 E.R. 762, L. C. 


Annotations : = Gonsd. Green v. Howard (1779), 1 Bro. C. C 
31; Phillips v. Garth (1790), 3 Bro. C. 6. 64. Reta. 





1 Taunt. 








PART XVI. ssp re SUB-SECT. 11. 
—L. (a). 


same degree of relationship to testatrix 
us G. A, whose home & ordinary 


WILLS. 


Rowland v. Gorsuch, Price v. Gorauch ( 4750), 2 Cox, Eq. 


Cas. 187; Davenport v. Hanbury yee Ves. 257; 
Garrick v. Camden, Patton v. Jones (1807), 14 Vea. 372 ; 
Wright v. G. 111; Brandon v. 


ee (1815), Coo 
Brandon (1819), 3 Swan. 312; Bi 
2 My. & K. 780; Withy v. Man 
ae Mentd. Malcolm vv. Mart 


7477. .]—Where there is a devise to 
relations in a will, the Statute of Distributions is 
a good rule to go by, in construing who are meant 
by that word.—HARDING v, GLYN (1739), 1 Atk. 


469; 26 EB. R. 299. 

Annotations : -—Apld. Birch . eee Abate 
Consd. Grant v. Lynam (18 26),4 92. 
v. Higgs (1803), 8 Ves. 561 ; Wy, Colman (1804), ¥ 
Ves. 819; Walter v. ade aane 19 Vos. 424; Benson 
v. Whittam (1831), 5 Sim. 22: Burrough v. Phileox, Lacey 
v. Phileox (1840), 5 My. & & Cr, 72; Bernard v. Minshull 
(18459), John. 27 Cole v. Hawes (1878), 46 L. J. Ch. 488 ; 
Re Brierley, Briericy v. Brierley (1894), 43 W. R. 36: Re 
Deakin, Starkey v. Eyros, [1894] 3 Ch. 565. Mentd. 
Pierson v. Garnet (1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 38; Wright ». Atkyns 
(1823), Turn. & R.143; Meredith v. Hencage yea 1 Sim. 
542; Foley v. Parry (1833), 2 My. & K. Croft v. 
Adam (1842), 12 Sim. 639; Williams v. Witting (1851), 
1 Sim. N.S. 358; Salusbury », Denton (1857), 3 K. & J. 
529; Wilson v. Duguid (1883), 24 Ch. D. 244; Re 
Stranger, Moorsom v. Tate (1891), 60 L. J. Ch. 326. 


7478. -——.|—-A.-G. v. BUCKLAND (1742), cited 
in Amb. at p. 71; 27 E. R. 42, L. C. 

7479. .J—Bequest to his wife for life, & 
after her death to his & her poorest relations :—- 


lImsley v. ‘You (1835), 
les (1843), 10 Cl. & Fin 
(1790), 3 Bro. C. C 





3 Ves. & B. 198. 
Refd. Brown 





Held: only those who were of kin were entitled.— 
ISAAC v. DEFRIEZ (1754), Amb. 595; 17 Ves. 
373, n.3 27 FB. R. 387. 


pene -— Consd. Brunsden v. Woolredge (1765), Amb. 
7; A.-G. wv. Sumber aie “The Poor Smiths ”’ 
(1878), 3&8 L. T. 245. Refd. A.-G. v. Price (1810), 17 Ves. 
371: Brandon v. Brandon (1819), 3 Swan. 312. Mentd. 
Gillam v. Taylor (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 581; Thomas v. 
Howell (1874), L. R. 1% Kq. 198. 


7480. .j|—Bequest to ‘‘near relations ’”’ 
means those within the Statute of Distributions.- 
WHITHORNE v. Fliarris (1754), 2 Ves. Sen. 527; 


28 BE. R. 3387. L. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Phillips «. Garth (1790), 3 Bro. C. GC. 
64; Brandon v. Brandon (1819), 3 Swan, 312. 


7481. .|—Bequest to his mother’s poor 
relations, construed ‘‘ relations who are poor & 
objects of charity.”’ 

The word ‘ relation’’ is a vague term. 
The meaning of it has been confined to those who 
would take under the Statute of Distribution 
(SEWELL, M.R.).—BRUNSDEN v. WoOOLREDGE 
(1765), Amb. 507; 1 Dick. 380; 27 KE. R. 327. 
Anan :—Mentd. Thomas v. Howell (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 


7482. -.|—Bequest to the most necessitous 
of my “ relations,’ shall go according to the 
Statute of Distributions —WIDMORE v. Woonp- 
ROFFE (1766), Amb. 636; 27 BE. R. 43133 sub nom. 








7473 iv. --—~-.J—Where a person has 
a power of distribution among poor 


dad. “* Blood = relatives.”.}—~ A codicil 
to the will contained the following 
provision: ‘‘I direct my trustees to 
make inquiry with reference to any 
blood relatives of mine not named 
in my will, & to set apart the sum of 
£1,000 to be given to such relatives 
in such manner & proportions as 
they shal) think fit,”’ ete. :—Held: the 
lari entitled to participate in the 
istribution of the fund were the 
persons who, if the blood relatives of 

statrix named in the will had been 
non-existent, would have been her 
fey -of- ay —Re Knox, 29 N. Z. L. Qf. 


‘* My relatives of like degree in 
Scotland. "}—Testatrix, who lived in 
America, pe auentned the residue of 
her estate to G. A. “of Scotland, 
who I wish to divide what falls to him 
with my relatives of like degree in 
Scotlan living at the date of my 
death ’ :—Held: a relative in the 


residence war in Australia, but who 
happened to be in Scotland on a visit. 
at the time of the death of testatrix, 
was not entitled to participate in the 
eee —ARGO wv. ELMSLIK (1905), 8&8 

F. (Ct. of Sess.) 67; 43 Sc. L. R. 23; 
138. L. T. 480.—SCOT. 
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74731. Persons who would take by 
Statute of Distributions.}—The word 
“ relatives"? should be construed as 
excluding al] except those whom the 
law, in the case of an intestacy, re- 
cogn ea as the proper class amon 
whom divide the property of a 
a eeeanaa A git .-- Ross v. Ross (1894), 
258. C. 307.—CAN. 

7473 il. ——.}— Re STEWaRT ESTATE, 
[1920] 2 W. W. R. 352; 30 Man. L. R. 
382.—CAN. 

TATE, 42 I. L. T. 51.—IR. 


relations, he may distribute amongst 
all poor relations, however remote ; 
but where tho ct. is called on to dis- 
tribute, {n failure of the perron so 
cmpowered, it will confine Itself to 
relations within Stat. 
Mawon v. SAVAGE (1803), 1 
Lef. 111.—IR. 





1 Sch. & 


74738 v. ——.]}—Rkep v. sae {1911) 
iL R. 405, 410; 45 .10.. T. 224,—IR. 

7473 Vv J QUN, SHERRY v. 
Nears, 11915] 11. R. 42.—IR. 

7473 vii. — —.]|— M‘CorMaAck v. BaR- 
BER (1861), 23 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 398 ; 
33 Se. Jur. 197.—SCOT. 

7478 vill. jJ—RB. was instituted 
by will as the sole heir of M. on the 
condition that on B.'s death whatever 
should remain should devolve on his 
“‘ pelntivea "’:—TJTeld: the heira ab 
intestato of B. at his death were the 

eople intended to be included as his 
‘ relatives.”-—He MUTERY’s WILL, 5 
8. C. 39.—S. AF. 
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WIDMORE v. QUEEN ANNE’S Bounty Corpn., 1 
Yer ied: ah L. C. 

nN —— e . 

312, Mentd. Philpott vc. Bt. George's Hospital (1861), 

6 H. L. Cas. 338; Luokraft v. Pridham (1877), 6 Ch. D: 

205; Re Hunter, Hood v. A.-G., [1897] 2 Ch. 105. 

7483. J—A legacy of personal estate to 
testator’s wife, for life, & after her decease to the 
testator’s relations who shall be then alive, con- 
fined to relations within the Statute of Distribu- 
tion.— GREEN v. HOWARD (1779), 1 Bro. C. C. 31; 


28 BE. R. 967, L. C. 

: sd. Phillips v. Garth (1790), 3 Bro. C. C. 
64. Refd. Brandon v. Brandon (1819), 3 Swan. 312. 
Mentd. Shore v. Wilson (1842), 9 Cl. & Fin. 355. 


7484. -]—Gift of a residue, to be divided 
among persons related to testator, confined to 
relations within the Statute of Distributions.— 
RAYNER v. Mowsray (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 234; 
29 E. R. 508, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Doe d. Garner v. Lawson (1803), 3 
Kast, 278. Consd. Wharton v. Barker (1858), 4 K. & J. 483. 
7485. .|—Legacy for a mourning ring to 

each of testator’s relations by blood or marriage, 

contined to the Statute of Distributions, & those, 
who have married persons entitled under it.— 

DEVISME v. MELLISH (1800), 5 Ves. 529; 31 E. R. 

718, L. C. 

7486. -|—(1) Residuary bequest to testa- 
tor’s daughter for life, & to her children at their 
ages of twenty-one; & after the decease of his 
daughter, & of her children under that age, to go 
& be distributed among his relations in a due 
course of administration. 

(2) It is evident, testator intended to speak of 
relations, not at the time of his own death, but at 
that of his daughter, or her issue under the age 
of twenty-one (GRANT, M.R.).—JONES v. COLBECK 
(1802), 8 Ves. 88; 32 BF. R. 264. 

Annotations :—-As to (1) Refd. Lee v. Lee (1860), 1 Drow. & 
Sm. 85. 48 to (2) Consd. Elmsley v. Young (1833), 2 
My. & K. 82; Re Lang’s Will (1861), 4 L. T. 5773; Lees 
v. Massey (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 113. Refd. Bradley vr. 

Generally, Consd. Wharton r. 

Refd. Urquhart ». Urquhart 
(1844), 13 Sim. 613; Say v. Creed (1847), 5 Hare, 580; 
Ware v. Rowland (1848), 2 Ph. 635: Re Barber’s Wil 
Trnsts (1852), 1 Sim. & G. 118. Mentd. Ford v. Ford 
(1848), 6 Haro, 486. 

71487. .|—Under a devise of freehold pro- 
perty to the relations on my side, all those shall 
take who would be entitled to personal estate under 
the Statute of Distributions, as well in the maternal, 
as in the paternal linc ; & the devise speaks, at the 
time of testator’s death, not at the time of framing 
the devise. Therefore, one, who was related in 
equal degree at the time of making the will, having 
died before testator, leaving a son, the son was held 
not entitled to a share, as a relation.—Dok d. 
race v. OVER (1808), 1 Taunt. 263 ; 127 E. R. 
Annotations :—Refd. Wright v. Atkyns (1815), Coop. G. 

111; Doe d. Chattaway v. Smith (1816), 5 M. & S. 126; 

Picken v. Matthews (1878), 10 Ch. D. 264. 




















Mss -——-.]—PoPE v. WHITCOMBE, No. 7506, 
post. 
7489. -|—The term ‘‘ relations ’’ means next 


of kin even as to real estate (LORD ELDON, C.).— 
WALTER v. MAUNDE (1815), 19 Ves. 424 » 34 E.R. 
674, L. C.; affg. S. C. sub nom. CoLE v. WADE 
(1807), 16 Ves. 27. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Perkins, Brown v. Perkins ( 1909), 
101 L. T. 345. Mentd. Piper v. Piper (1834), 3 My. & K. 
159; Christian v. Foster (1846), 2 Ph. 161; Fordyce v. 
Bridges (1848), 2 Coop. temp. Cott. 324; Re Sinclair’s 
Settlimt., Crump v. Leicester (1886), 56 L. T. 883; Fe 
Smith, Kastick v. Smith, [1904] 1 Ch. 139. 


PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 11. 
—L. (b) il. 
1. Daughter sole remaining next of 


kin.}-—-Testator, after bequeathing a 
to his daughter, left an annuity 


residue of 


to his mother & sister for their lives, 
& directed that upon their deaths the 
his property should be his 
divided amongst his relations as his 
exors. (his brothers) should think fit 
& most worthy to receive it. 
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7490. — No. 7519, 


post. 

7481. —-—.]—In many cases, indeed, the ct. has 
construed the word “relations”? in a will by 
reference to the Statute of Distribution. .. . But 
it has been properly observed, that this rule of 
construction is founded in convenience alone, the 
ct. being compelled to reduce words, in their natural 
sense indefinite, to some practical meaning 
(PLUMER, M.R.).—BRANDON v. BRANDON (1819), 
3 Swan. 312; 2 Wils. Ch. 14; 36 EK. R. 876. 


Annotations :—Retd. Hinckley v. Maclarens (1832), 1 tt A & 
K. 27; HKlmsley v. Young (1835), 2 My. & K. 780; Withy 
v. Mungles (1843), 10 Cl. & Fin. 215; Stoddart v. Nelson 
(1855), 4 W. R. 109. Mentd. Ite Marsh, Fz p. Gonne 
(1837), 6 lL. J. Bey. 57. 


7492. .|—-Testatrix, after devising real 
estate to her three sisters for their lives, & the life 
of the survivor, directed that the surviving sister 
should divide & devise the estate among such of 
testatrix’s nieces & other relations, particularly 
female, as should be unprovided for at the decease 
of the surviving sister, in such shares as she shculd 
think fit. The surviving sister, after reciting this 
power, directed her exor. to sell the estate, & 
divide the proceeds among her nieces, who should 
be living at her death, in equal shares. These 
nieces were, at the death of the surviving sister, 
the sole next of kin of the first testatrix :—Held : 
either under the appointment contained in the last 
will, or as next of kin of the first testatrix, the 
nieces were entitled to the estate in question.— 
CRACKLOW 1. NORIE (1888), 7 L. J. Ch. 278; sub 
nom. PacLow v. LAURIE, 2 Jur. 804. 


-.|—-SMITH v. CAMPBELL, 








7493. .|—_SALUSBURY v. DENTON, No. 7508, 
post. 
7494, --—-.|—-Testator gave real estate to 


trustees upon trust to pay a moiety of the rents to 
his wife for life, & the other moiety for the main- 
tenance of his daughter, & after the wife’s death he 
gave all the estate to his daughter in fee, provided 
that if the daughter should die without lawful 
issue, the wife her surviving, then he gave the 
estate to his wife for life, & after her death “ to 
my relations, share & share alike.’’? He died almost 
immediately after making his will, & his daughter 
was his only child. She died without issue in the 
lifetime of the wife :—Held: ‘‘ relations ’’ meant 
next of kin.—LEEsS v. MassEy (1861), 3 De G. F. 
& J.1138; 4L. T. 36; 7 Jur. N.S. 534; 9 W. R. 
425; 45 E.R. 821,L.C.&L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Consd. Taylor v. Allhusen, [1905) 1 Ch, 529. 


Refd. Re Lang’s Will (1861), 9 W. R. 589. Mentd. Re 
i & Worcester Ry., Ex p. Parbury (1861), 4 L. T. 
62. 





7495. .|- -EAGLES v. LE Breton, No. 7508, 
post. 
7496. ——_-.|—Re DEAKIN, STARKEY v. EYREsS, 


No. 6721, ante. 
ii. ELaceptions io Rule. 
7497. Wife..—Where in a will a wife not included 
in the word “ relations ’’ according to the Statute 
of Distribution.—DavliEs v. BAILY (1748), 1 Ves. 


Sen. 84; 27 E. BR. 906, L. C. 
Annotation :—Folld. Worseley v. Johnson (1753), 3 Atk. 758. 


7498. .|—-T. seised in fee of lands devised 
same to his wife for life, & after her decease to R. 
& the heirs of his body, & for want of such issue to 
be sold & divided amongst his relations according 
to the Statute of Distributions, when no will is 
made. The wife is no relation to the husband, & 
the next of kin take the whole exclusive of her, 





death of testator & at the deaths of 
his mother & sister, his daughter was 
sole next-of-kin:-—- Held: the 
daughter was entitled to the residue. 
—LAWLOR v. HENDERSON (1877), 10 


At the I. R. Eq. 150.—IR. 
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both by the words of the will, & the intention of 
testator.—WoORSELEY v. JOHNSON (1753), 3 Atk. 
768; 26 EK. R. 1235, L. C. 


Annotation :-—Refd. Doe d. Garner v. Lawson (1803), 3 
East, 278. 


7499. Cousins.|—-One devises £15 a- iece to each 
of his relations of his father’s & mother’s side, & 
gave the surplus of his personal estate to A., & 
makes B.exor. B. the exor., paid £15 to testator’ 8 
cousin german, & £15 a-piece to her four children. 
The ct. allowed the payment to the children, & 
would not restrain the devise to the relations within 
Statute of Distributions.—JONEs v. BEALE (1700), 
2 Vern. 381; 23 E. R. 848. 

a :—Retd. Widmore v. Woodroffe (1766), Amb. 


7500. Second cousins.|—JoNES v. BEALE, No. 
7499, ante. 

7501. ———.]—-Gift to the relations of A. ‘in 
any degree, but not to include or go further than 
second cousins’’:—Held: to include second 
cousins.—PERCIVAL v. RENNISH (1833), 3 L. J. Ch. 


23. 

7502. Effect of discretionary trust.]—Bequest 
of residue to a brother in trust to dispose of among 
such of testator’s relations, & in such manner, etc., 
as he should think fit, without regard to the legacies 
before given :—H eld : the power extended to 
relations at large & not confined to next of kin.— 
SUPPLE v. LOWSON (1773), Amb. 729; 27 E. R. 
471. 

Annotation :—Refd. Waldo v. Caley (1809), 16 Ves. 206. 
7503. .]-—Testator gave personal estate to 

his wife for life, & at her decease to be divided, one 

moiety thereof to testator’s daughter for life, & the 
other moiety to be at the disposal of his wife, 

therewith to apply a part to the foundation of a 

charity school or such other charitable endowment 

for the benefit of the poor of O. as she might think 
proper, & the remainder to be at her disposal 
among his relations, in such proportions as she 
might .be pleased to direct. On the death of 
testator’s widow without having made any dis- 
position of the latter moiety :—Held: one-half 
was well bequeathed for charitable purposes, & 
the other belonged to the next of kin.—Sa.uus- 

BURY v. DENTON (1857),3 K. & J. 529; 26 L. J. Ch. 

851; 30L. T.O.S. 63; 21 J. P. 726 ; 3 Jur. N.S. 

740; 5 W. R. 865; 69 E. R. 1219. 

Annotations :—Retd. Lambe v. Eames (1870), L. R. 10 Kq 
267; Wilson v. Duguid Sires a Ch. D. 244; Re Brierley, 
Brier ley v. aca? weenie . R. 36; Hunter v. A. -G., 

1899] A. C. 309; Re Clarke, ‘B 2. Royal National 


5 racey v. 
feboat Institution, [ bon 2 Ch. 407: Re Davis, Thomas 
vw. Davis, [1923] 1 Ch. 2 





iii. Time of Ascertaining Class. 

7504. Death of testator.}] — Testator gives a 
residue to A. for life, remainder to B. for life, then 
to be divided among his (testator’s) relations ; ‘ 
this is a mere intestacy, & goes to the relations at 
the death of testator.—MASTERS v. HOOPER (1793), 
4 Bro. C. C. 207 ; 29 E. R. 854, L. C. 

Annotations : -—Folld. Doe d. Garner v. Lawson (1803), 3 

Hast, 278. Consd. Scott v. Moore (1844), 14 Sim. 35; 


Nicholson v. Wilson ay , 14 Sim. 549; Whart. 
Barker (1858), 4 K.& J 428 : ener 





7505. -—- -.]|--DoE rn oe ares v. OVER, No. 
7487, ante. 
7506. -|—Word ‘relations,’ in a_ will, 


means “‘next of kin.” Bequest of residue to 
testator’s wife for life, with a direction to dispose 
of the residue amongst his relations in such 
manner as she should think fit. Appointment to 
relations, not being next of kin, void, & the residue 
decreed to be distributed amongst those who were 
next of kin to testator at the time of his death.— 


WILLS. 


a v. WHITCOMBE (1810), 3 Mer. 689; 36 E. R. 
Annotations :—Consd. Finch v. Hollingsworth (1855), 21 
Beav. 112. The case as reported does not contain the 
decision of the ct., which is said to have been in favour of 
the persons who were the next of kin of testator at the 
. death of the donee of the power CROMTLET, R.). Refd. 

Re Deakin, Starkey v. Eyres, (1894) 3 


7507. .|—A testator Revieed | his wal estates 
to his first cousin Thomas Pearce for life, & after 
T. P.’s decease, he devised & bequeathed all his 
real & personal estates in trust for such of his 
relations of the name of Pearce, being a male, as 
T. P. should by deed or will appoint ; & in default 
of such appointment, for such of his relations 
of the name of Pearce, being a male, as T. P. should 
approve of or adopt, if he should be living at the 
death of T. P. & his heirs, exors., etc. ; & in case 
T. P. should not adopt any such male relation, or 
no such male relation should be living at the death 
of T. P., then to the next of nearest relation, or 
nearest of kin of him, testator, of the name of 
Pearce, being a male; or the elder of such male 
relations, in case there should be more than one of 
equal degree, who should be living at testator’s 
decease, his heirs, exors., administrators, or assigns, 
for ever. 

Testator had a brother, Z. P., who had gone to 
sea, & had not been heard of for many years; & 
supposing Z. P. to have died without issue, the 
nearest relation of testator, answering the descrip- 
tion in the ultimate limitation, at his decease, 
was the tenant for life, T. P.; & next to him, 
R. P., pltf. 

T. P. died without issue, & without having 
exercised the power of appointment or adoption 
given to him by the will :—Held: 'T. P. took under 
the ultimate limitation—PEARCE v. VINCENT 
(1836), 2 Keen, 230; Donnelly, 128; 7 L. J. Ch. 
285; 48 E.R. pie: 

Annotations :—Refd. Stert v. Platel (1839) Bing. 

434; Godkin v. Murphy (i843), 3), 2 ¥. & C. “Ch. Gas. Nor 

Lee v. Loe (1860), 1 85. 

7508. ——-.|—(1) Testatrix directed all her 
property at the death of A. & B. “ to pass to my 
relatives in America ’’ :—Held: the class was to be 
ascertained at the death of testatrix; & all her 
next of kin in America then living were entitled as 
joint tenants. 

(2) ‘* Relatives’? mean the persons who would 
take under the Statutes of Distribution (lLoRrbD 
RoMILLY, M.R.).—EaGues v. LE BRETON (1873), 
L. R. 15 Eq. 148; 42 L. J. Ch. 362. 

So i :—Refd. Re Nash, Prall v. Bevan (1894), 71 

7509. Death of life tenant-——Gift to relations after 
life estate.|—-Devise to trustees to invest in stock, 
& pay dividends to testator’s son for life, & after 
his decease, to his eldest son & his heirs for ever, 
& in case of their death, without issue, to his, 
testator’s nearest relation, & the nearest relations 
of such nearest relation, for ever:—Held: it 
goes to the person who was nearest relation at the 
time, the half-sister; though there were living 
representatives of a person as near, viz. a half- 
brother.—Marsi v. MarsH (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 


293; 28 E. R. ie 
Annotations -—Conad. kington v. Spratt gees} 
5 B. & Ad. 731. nated. cae Piatel (1839), 8 L. C.F. 
249: Withy v. Mangles eo 10 Cl. & eas: Sir 


v. Luckie (1850), 8 Hare, 3 








7510. ——.}—J oe v. COLBECK, No. 7486, 
ante. 
7611. -]—Residuary bequest to a 








brother of the testator for life, &, after his death, 
to his wife, & at her death to go to such of testator’ 8 
relations as survived them :—Held: to give the 
whole to the only one of the brothers of testator 
who survived the tenants for life, to the exclusion 
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of the children & representatives of brothers of 
testator who survived him, but died in the lifetime 
of the second tenant for life.—BisHop v. CapPpEL 
(1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 411; 9L. T. O. 8. 371; 11 
Jur. 989; 63 EB. R. 1127. 

7612. .]—Bequest to A. for life; & 
afterwards, in an event (which happened), testator 
directed advertisements to be made for his rela- 
tions, to such only of whom as should claim 
within two months he left the property, to be 
divided according to the discretion of his exors. 
The exors. died in A.’s lifetime:—Held: the 
next of kin of testator, according to the statute, 
took equally, & the class was bo be ascertained at 
the death of A., & not at the death of testator.— 
TIFFIN v. LONGMAN (1852), 15 Beav. 275; 20 
L. T. 0.8.18; 51 E.R. 543. 

Annotations :-—Distd. dies v. Davison, Gorbell v. Forrest 


(1854), 18 Beav. 556. efd. Re Nash, Prall v. Bevan 
1894), 71 L. T. 5. 


7513. .|—Testator gave a moiety of 
the rents of his real estates to his wife for her life 
& directed the other moiety to be applied to the 
maintenance of his daughter; & after the death 
of his wife he gave all his real estates to his daughter 
in fee; but if his daughter should die without 
issue in the lifetime of his wife (which happened) 
then & in such case he gave his real estates to his 
wife for life, & after her decease to his relations, 
share & share alike:—Held: the death of the 
daughter was the period when the class was to be 
ascertained.—LEES v. MASSEY (1861), 3 De G. F & 
J.113; 4L. T. 36; 7 Jur. N.S. 534; 9 W. R. 
425; 45 BE. . 821,L. C.& L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Consd. Taylor v. Allhusen, [1905] 1 Ch. 529. 
Refd. /te Lang’s Will (1861), 9 W. kt. 589. Mentd. Le 
ron gee & orcester Ky., Az yp. Parbury (1861), 4 
7514. Death of donee of power of appointment to 

relations. |—Testator gave the residue of his estate 

to his wife for life, & directed that after her decease 
one moiety thereof should be conveyed to his own 
relations in such parts, shares, & proportions as his 
wife should direct. Testator’s two brothers, who 
were his sole next of kin, died in the lifetime of his 
widow, leaving issue. The widow appointed the 
moiety among testator’s relations living at the 
time of her decease :—Held: the appointment 

was valid.—FINCH v. TIOLLINGSWoRTH (1855), 21 

Beav. 112; 3 Eq. Rep. 0938; 25 L. J. Ch. 55; 25 

L. T. O. S. 252; 1 Jur. N.S. 718; 3 W. Tt. 589; 

52 E. R. 801. 
ea ———.]—-Re SAVILLE’s Trusts, No. 6719, 

ante. 














(c) Nearest Relations. 

7516. General rule—Whether confined to persons 
who would take by the Statute of Distributions.|— 
A devise to the nearest relation is good, & such 
shall be so accounted as are next by Statute of 
Distributions.— ANON. (1712), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 
291; 22 E.R. 244. 

7617. -]—Such of my nearest relations 
as my exors. shall think the greatest objects of 
charity,” held to extend only to such as would 
take under Statute of Distribution——EpcE v. 
SALISBURY (1749), Amb. 70; 27 E. R. 42, L. C. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Smith v. Campbell (1815), Coop. Gq. 

275; Brandon v. Brandon (1819), 3 Swan. 312. entd. 

Shore v. Wilson (1842), 9 Cl. & . 355. 

7518. -|— Bequest to such of nearest 
relations, as A. should think poor, & objects of 
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charity, confined to those within Statute of 

Distributions, under A.’s advice.—GOODINGE v. 

GOODINGE (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 231; 27 E. R. 

1001, L. C. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Beachcroft v. 
1 Madd. 430; Shore v. Wilson (1842), 9 Cl. & Fin. 355; 
Grant v. Grant (1870), L. BR. 5 C. P. 380. 

7519. ——.]—Bequest by testator in 
India, ‘‘ to my nearest surviving relations in m 
native country, Ireland,’’ confined to brothers 
sisters, living in Ireland or elsewhere: the addition 
of a mistaken description, viz. of the place of 
residence, not vitiating a gift to persons otherwise 
sufficiently described. Nephows & nieces ex- 
cluded. 

(2) The words * relations ’’ or ‘‘ near relations,”’ 
from their indefinite extent confined to the next of 
kin under the Statute of Distributions.—SMITH v. 
CAMPBELL (1815), 19 Ves. 400; Coop. G. 275; 
34 KE. R. 566. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. Elmsley v. Young (1835), 
2 My. & K. 780; Re Gray’s Settlmt., Akers v. Sears, 
[1896] 2 Ch. 802. Refd. v. (1815), 1 Madd. 36; 
Brandon v. Brandon (1819), 3 Swan. 312; Hinckley v. 
Maclarens (1832), 1 My. & K. 27; Withy v. Mangles 
(1843), 10 Cl. & Fin. 215. 

7520. —— .|—Circumstances in which it 
was held that testator, in using the phrase 
‘‘ nearest relations,’’ meant to include children 
of his sister by the half blood.—Scorr v. Scorr 
(1855), 2 Macq. 281, Hi. 1. 


(d) Friends and Relations. 

7521. ‘‘ Friends ’’ construed as ‘‘ relations.’’|— 
Testator bequeathed a fund to his wife for life, & 
after her death to be paid to such & so many of 
the relations or friends of the wife as she should 
by will appoint, but the will contained no gift in 
default of appointment. The wife by will ap- 
pointed among certain relations of her own :— 
Held: relations or friends must be construed 
relations ; there being a gift for life to the donee 
of power, the relations must be ascertained at 
her death, & be limited to next of kin.—Re Cap- 
LIN’Ss WILL (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 527; 6 New 
Rep. 17; 34 L. J. Ch. 578; 12 L. T. 526; 11 
Jur. N. S. 383; 13 W. R. 646; 62 E. R. 720. 
Annotation :—Consd. Re Weekes’ Settlmt., [1897] 1 Ch. 289. 


Beachcroft (1816), 














M. * Executors and Administrators.” 

7522. Whether next of kin.]—Testator gave a 
legacy of £2,000 to S. & in case S. should die in his 
lifetime he directed that the legacy should go & 
be paid to her exors. or administrators. S. died 
in the lifetime of testator, having made a will, by 
which she appointed R. her residuary legatee :— 
Held: at the death of testator, S.’s next of kin 
were entitled to the beneficial interest in the 
legacy of £2,000, & not S.’s residuary legatee.— 
PALIN v. HiLys (1834), 1 My. & K. 470; 39 EB. R. 
759, L. C. 


A tations :-—Consd. Wallis v. Taylor (1836), 8 Sim. 241. 
Folld. Cotton v. Cotton (1839), 3 Jur. 886. Consd. 


Johnson v. Johnson (1843), 3 Hare, 157. Distd. Morris 
17 Beav. 471. Consd. King v. Cleaveland rina p 
3. Ch. 
648. Retd. Bulmer v. Jay (1834), 3 My. & K. 197 
pre ens 
30 L. T. O. 8. 111; Re Seymour’s Trusts (1859), 28 L. J. 


» H 8 (1845), 4 Hare, 599; Mackenzie v. Mackenzie 
(i851), 3 hae. e G. 559. N.F. Long v. Watkinson (1852), 
De G. & J. 477. N.F. Webb v. Sadler (1873), 8 C 

419. Overd. Re Clay, Clay v. Clay (1885), 54 L. 
Holloway v. Clarkson (1843), 2 Hare, 521; Re Morgan's 
Traste (1854), 2 W. R. 439; Johnson v. Routh 

Ch. 765; Re Greenwood, Greenwood v. Sutcliffe, [1912] 
1 Ch. 392. 


PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 11.—L. (0). 


r o3 Whether power of selection given 


rustees—Power coupled with lrust.)—Re GRIFFITHS, GRIFFITHS v. GRIFFITHS, 


to truste 
6) V.L. R. 212; 47 A. L. T. 171; [1926] Argus L. R. 197.—AUS. 


PART XVI. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 11. —L. (a). 
T5211. “* Friends” construed as “ relattons.”"|—CooGaNn v. HAYDEN (1879), 4 L. R. Ir. 585.—IR. 
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7523. -|—Under a bequest, after a life 
interest to A., to such of a class as should be living 
at A.’s death, & the exors. or administrators of 
such of the said class as should be then dead 
leaving any child or children living at A.’s death :— 
Held: ‘ exors. & administrators ’’ was not to be 
read next of kin, but the gift in that event was to 
the estate represented by such exors. or adminis- 
trators.— Re SEYMOUR’s Trusts (1859), John. 
472; 28 L. J. Ch. 765; 33 L. T. O. S. 314; 5 
Jur. N.S. 1049; 7 W. R. 609; 70 EB. R. 507. 
Annotation :—Refid. Re Thompson, Machell v. Newman 

(1886), 55 L. T. 85. 

7524. -.|—For some time there was an 
opinion entertained by the cts. that the words 
‘‘exors. & administrators’ following a for 
life were to be considered next of kin, or that the 
exors. were to take beneficially as persone 
designate. That was acted on in Palin v. Hills, 
No. 7522, ante, before LoRD BROUGHAM, where he 
reversed a decision of the Master of the Rolls; 
but for many years there has been no question that 
‘‘exors. & administrators’’ means exors. & 
administrators, & nothing else (JAMES, L.J.).— 
WEBB v. SADLER (1873), 8 Ch. App. 419; 42 L. J. 
Ch. 498; 28 L. T. 388; 21 W. R. 304, L. C. & 
Lid JS. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Clay, Clay v. Clay (1885), 54 L. J. 
Ch. 648. Refd. ¢ce Thompson, Machell v. Newman (1386), 
55 L. T. 85. Mentd. Scotney v. Lomer (1885), 29 Ch. )). 
535; Williamsou v. Farwell (1887), 35 Ch. D. 128; Jee 
Abbott, Peacock v. Frigout, [1893] 1 Ch. 54. 

7525. j|—A gift in a will to A. & in case of 
his death to his exors. or administrators passes to 
the legatees personal representatives as part of 
his personal estate.—He CLAY, CLAY v. CLAY (1885), 
o4L. J. Ch. 648; 52 L. T. 641, C. A. 

Annotation :-—Refd. J’e Greenwood, Greenwood v. Sutcliffe, 
{1912] 1 Ch. 392. 








N. “ Representatives.” 
(a) In General. 

Compare SETTLEMENTS, Vol. XL., pp. 586-588, 
Nos. 1216-1232. 

7526. Meaning governed by _ context.} — The 
words “ legal representatives ’’ in an instrument, 
require to be explained by the context.—TopPineG 
v. HOWARD (1851), 4 De G. & Sm. 268; 6421. KR. 
$27; sub nom. TIPPING v. HOWARD, 17 L. T. O. S. 
231; 15 Jur. ¥11. 

Annotation :—Consd. Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L. R. 

4 Kq. 359. 

7527. -|—Testator gave a life interest in 
certain funds, with remainder, ‘‘to be equally 
divided between all my cousins german now 
existing, or their representatives ’’ :—Held: there 
being nothing in the rest of the will to control the 
primary legal meaning of the word representatives, 
it meant exors., & not next of kin; & the fund 
went to the exors. or administrators of testator’s 
cousins german, as part of their personal estate. 

The question is, in what sense has testator here 
used the term ‘‘ representatives.’? There is no 
doubt that this term is capable of being inter- 
preted in any sense in which the ct. may be 
satisfied, from the whole context of the will, that 
testator intended to use it; & the cases are 
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—N. (a). 


7526 i. Meaning governed by context.] 
——The weight of decision shows that 


the meaning 
that of ‘‘ next of 


expressions in the context have turned 
in the other direction, to 
kin.’’—BURKITT v. 
TOZER, 17 O. R. 587.—CAN. 

71528 1. Prima facte means executors ct: 


WILLS. 


numerous in which it has been held to mean one 
thing or another, according to the indications, 
collected from the whole will, of testator’s intention 
in using it. There is, however, one rule of con- 
struction, of universal application, which admits 
of no exception, & which ought never, under any 
circumstances, to be departed from, viz., that if 
any term is used by a testator which has a primary 
or ordinary legal] meaning, that is the sense in 
which it ought to be construed, unless the ct. is 
reasonably satisfied, by evidenge to be collected 
from the will itself, of testator’s intention to use it, 
not in that sense, but in some different sense. 

It follows, from this rule, that in every case in 
which a question is raised as to the meaning to be 
attributed to any particular term used by a 
testator, the first thing to be done is to ascertain 
& fix its primary or ordinary legal meaning, & 
when that is ascertained, the onus lies on the party 
who insists on attributing to it a different meaning, 
to point out the evidence, if any, which the will 
furnishes, to show testator’s intention to use the 
term in such different sense, & not according to 
its ordinary acceptation (KINDERSLEY, V.-C.).—- 
ltée CRAWFORD'S ‘TRUSTS (1854), 2 Drew. 280; 2 
Kq. Rep. 553; 23 L. J. Ch. 625; 18 Jur. 616; 2 
W.R. 341; 61 1. R. 707. 

Annotations :—Consd. Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L. R. 
Eq. 359. Apld. Robinson wv. Evans (1873), 43 L. J. Ch. 

82. Consd. Lindsay v. Ellicott (1876), 46 L. J. Ch. 878. 

N.F. Zte Thompson, Machell v. Newman (1886), 55 L. 'l. 

85. Apld. Re Ware, Cumberlego v. Cumberlego-Ware 

(1890), 45 Ch. D. 269. Apprvd. /te Brooks, Public Trustee 

v. White, [1928] Ch. 214. Retd. King v, Cleaveland (No. 1) 

(1858), 26 Beav, 26. 

7528. Prima facie means executors & adminis- 
trators.]|—C. compounded with his creditors ; his 
widow by her will left a fund to pay the residue 
of the debts to the compounding creditors ‘‘ or 
their personal representatives’; the administra- 
trix of a deceased creditor is entitled beneficially 
to this bequest, & not the next of kin, nor residuary 
legatee of the creditor.—EVANS v. CHARLES (1795), 
1 Anst. 128; 145 E. R. 821. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Holloway v. Holloway (1800), 5 Ves. 
: Horseman v. Abbey (1819), 1 Jac. & W. 381. Dbtd. 

Price v. Strango (1820), 6 Madd. 159. Consd. Palin eo. 

Hills (1834), 1 My. & K. 470. N.F. Marshall v. Collett 

(1835), 1 Y. & C. Ex. 232; Long v. Watkinson (1852), 

17 Beav. 471. Refd. Wellman v. Bowring (1830), 3 Sim. 

328; Bulmer v. Jay (1834), 3 My. & K. 197; Holloway 

v. Clarkson (1813), 2 Hare, 921. 

7529. |—Testator bequeathed £800 in 
trust for his daughter Sarah for life, &, after her 
death, he bequeathed it to such of his other 
children as should be living at her death, equally, 
if more than one; & if but one such child should 
be then living, then to such only child ; & if all his 
children should be then dead (which event hap- 
pened), then to his personal representative or 
representatives ; & he directed the trustees to 
transfer the stock accordingly. Sarah & testator’s 
other children were his next of kin at his death :— 
Held: their personal representatives & not his 
next of kin at Sarah’s death were entitled under 
the ultimate bequest.—NICHOLSON v. WILSON 
(1845), 14 Sim. 549; 14 L. J. Ch. 351; 9 Jur. 389 ; 
60 E. Rh. 471. 

7530. .]—Testator after devising certain free- 
hold estates in trust for A. in strict settlement, 
with remainder to B., in strict settlement, with 
remainder to his own right heirs, gave leasehold & 








representatives ’’ mean exors. or ad- 

nistratora. That is the primary & 
legal meaning of the words, & besides, 
that construction is controlled by 
authority. —PaRKER v. BLACK (1906), 
1H. LL. R. 128; 129.—CAN. 


the word ‘‘ representatives,’’ when administrators, |--MOCATTA v. MOOATTA 
prey eee ; eens ‘“‘oxors. or (10915), 18C. L. R. 515.—AUS. 7628 ili. —---.]-- KERR v. SMITH, 27 
udmin ors,” but that very slight 7628 ii. ---The words ‘legal ©. R. 109.--CAN, 





Parr XVJI,—Constrrucrion. 


copyhold property, of the nature of personalty, 
upon trusts similar thereto, yet so that the same 
should not vest absolutely in any child of a tenant 
for life, unless such child should attain twenty-one, 
‘“‘& so that, in default of any person becoming 
entitled thereto under this my will, the same shall 
be in trust for my persona] & not my real repre- 
sentative’’; & testator gave the residue of his 
persona! estate to his wife, & appointed her sole 
extrix. of his will. Upon the death of all the 
tenants for life without issue a question arose as 
to the devolution of the leasehold & copyhold 
estates, between the next of kin of testator at the 
time of his death, his next of kin at the time of the 
death of the surviving tenant for life, & the repre- 
sentative of the widow :—Held: the representa- 
tive of the widow was entitled, to the exclusion of 
both classes of next of kin. 

The words ‘ personal representative,’’ or the 
words ‘‘ legal personal representative,’ must 
ordinarily & priméd facie be taken to mean “ exors. 
or administrators.’’——SMITH v. BARNEBY (1846), 2 
Coll. 728; 7L. T. O. S. 526; 10 Jur. 748; 63 
E. R. 9386; affd. (1847), 16 L. J. Ch. 466, L. C. 
Annotation :—Consd. Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L. R. 

4 Eq. 359. 

7531. .]|—Reversionary bequest to testator’s 
sons by name; & in case of the decease of all, or 
any of them, in the lifetime of the tenant for life, 
to their legal personal representatives :—Held : 
to take effect in favour of their exors., & not in 
favour of their next of kin, although the words 
‘‘exors. & administrators’’ occurred in other 
parts of the will.—HINCHLIFFE v. WESTWOOD 
(1848), 2 De G. & Sm. 2186; 17 L. J. Ch. 1673 11 
L. T. O. 8S. 123; 12 Jur. 618; 64 E.R. 96. 
Annotations :—Apld. Re Crawford’s Trusts (1854), 2 Drew. 

230. Distd. King v. Cleavelund (1859), 4 De G. & J. 477. 

Consd. Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 359 ; Ze 

Thompson, Machell v. Newman (1886), 55 L. T. 85. 

7532. -|—(1) By a gift to “‘ personal repre 
sentatives,’’ the exors. & administrators are prima 
facie meant. 

(2) Under a bequest to ‘“ personal repre- 
sentatives ’’ of children, to take per stirpes :— 
Held: their exors. & administrators were not 
entitled, & (principally upon the terms of the gift 
over to testator’s ** next of kin,’ if there should be 
no ‘ representatives,’’) the descendants of the 
children were intended.—ATHERTON v. CROWTHER, 
DEUDON v. DE MASSALS (1854), 19 Beav. 448; 24 
L. T. O.S. 64; 2 W. R. 6389; 52 E.R. 424 
Annotations :—As to (2) Folld. Re Knowles, Rainford v. 

Knowles (1888), 59 L. T. 359. Refd. King v. Cleaveland 

(1859), 4 De G. & J. 477. 

7533. -|—Testator after the death of his 
daughter, gave real & personal estate to her ‘' legal 
personal representative or representatives,’ to 
hold to them, their ‘‘ heirs,’ exors., etc., according 
to the nature of the property. She left a husband, 
who took out administration, & an only child :— 
H ie : the husband took both the real & persona] 
estate. 

I think that these words must mean exors. & 
administrators (ROMILLY, M.R.).—Drxon v. DIXON 
(1857), 24 Beav. 129; 53 E. R. 306. 

7534, .|—Fe HENDERSON, No. 6562, ante. 

_ 7535. -|—In a bequest ‘to brothers & 
Sisters, or their representatives in equal shares ”’ : 
-——Held: representatives meant exors. or adminis- 
trators, & not the next of kin.—CHAPMAN v. 
CHAPMAN (1864), 33 Beav. 556; 55 E. R. 485. 
Annotation :-—Consd. Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L. R. 

4 Eq. 8359. 

7536. .|—Testator gave £500, upon trust 
to pay income thereof to daughter for life, &, if 
she died without issue, then to pay the same sum 
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& interest to his four sons, naming them, share & 
share alike ; but, in case any of his sons should be 
then dead, testator directed that the part or share 
of him or them so being dead should be paid to his 
or their child or children, share & share alike, if 
more than one; or, if but one, then to such only 
child ; but, if there should be no child, then to his 
or their legal representatives. 

One of the sons died a bachelor, & the others 
leaving children, some of whom died in their 

arent’s lifetime; others survived their parent, 
ut died before the tenant for life; & others 
survived both their parent & the tenant for life :— 

Held: legal representatives meant) exors. & 

administrators.— Re TURNER (1865),2 Drew. & Sm. 

501; 34 L. J. Ch. 660; 12 L. T. 605; 183 W. R. 

770; 62 E. BR. 710. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L. R. 
4 Eq. 359. Refd. Lanpbier v. Buck (1865), 12 L. T. 660. 
7537. -]—Testatrix directed the interest of 

£1,000 stock to be paid to D. for life, & at D.’s 

decease directed the stock to be transferred to 

D.’s personal representatives :—Held: D. took an 

absolute interest.—ALGER v. PARROTT (1866), L. R. 

3 Eq. 328. 

Annotations :—Consd. Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L. R. 
4 Ka. 359. Folld. Re Brooks, Public Trustee v. White, 
[1928] Ch. 214. 

7538. -]|—Testator bequeathed a fund to his 
wife & four children for their lives, & after the death 
of the survivor to his four other children for their 
lives & the life of the survivor, & then the fund was 
to be divided among “ the legal representatives "’ of 
the last four, ‘‘ to be equally divided among them, 
Share & share alike’’:—Held: the exors. or 
administrators of the last-mentioned children were 
entitled, & not their next of kin.—WING v. WING 
(1876), 34 L. T. 941; 24 W. R. 878. 

7539. .|}—Re THOMPSON, MACHELL v. NEW- 
MAN, No. 7570, post. 

















7540. .J—te BROMLEY, WILSON v. BROMLEY, 
No. 7577, post. 
7541. In the absence of controlling context.] 


—Legal representatives to be understood exors. & 
administrators, unless controlled by intention upon 
the whole instrument.—PRICE v. STRANGE (1820), 
6 Madd. 159; 56 BE. R. 1052. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Crawford’s Trusts (1854), 2 Drew. 
230. Apld. Wing v. Wing (1876), 34 L. T. 941. Refd. 
Palin v. Hills (1834), 1 My. & K. 470; Alker v. Barton 
(1842), 12 L. J. Ch. 16; Holloway v. Clarkson (1843), 
2 Hare, 521. Mentd. Pyrko v. Waddingham (1852), 10 
Hare, 1; Mullings v. Trinder (1870), 39 L. J. Ch. 833. 
7542. .]|—The words ‘ personal repre- 

sentatives’ are to be understood in the ordinary 

sense of exors. & administrators, unless controlled 
by the context of the will.—SABERTON v. SKEELS 

(18380), 1 Russ. & M. 587; Tamil. 383; 39 E. R. 

225. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Crawford's Trusts (1854), 2 Drew. 








, 


230; Stockdale v. Nicholson (18867), L. R. 4 Eq. 359. 
Refd. Baines r. Ottey (1832), 1 My. & K. 465; Alker v. 
Barton (1842), 12 L. J. Ch. 16: Holloway _v. Clarkson 


(1843), 2 Hare, 521; A.-G. ve. Malkin (1846), 2 Ph. 64. 


7543. .|—Testator, by his will, directed 
his exors. to place out upon Govt. security such 
a sum of money out of the interest thereof as would 
be sufficient to produce an annuity of £50, which 
he gave unto his daughter I. for her life; & after 
her decease, in case she should leave issue, he gave 
the principal unto & equally amongst such issue ; 
but, if she should die without issue, he gave the 
same unto <& equally amongst his surviving children 
& their legal personal representatives, share & 
share alike :—Held: the words “legal personal 
representatives ’’ must be construed in their 
ordinary sense, & not as importing kindred or 
representatives in blood.—-Taytorn v BEVERLEY 








896 


Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 11, N. 
(a) & (b).] 

(1844), 1 Coll. 108; 138 L. J. Ch. 240; 2L.7T. 0.8. 

pra 8 Jur. 265; 63 EH. BR. 342. 


Annotations: —Folld. Re Bates’ Trusts (1863), pene New Rep. 








265. Refd. oper v. 0, Pamer (1845), 1 Coll. Rogers 
vw. Towsey ey ae Holt, Eq. Wagstaff v. Crosby 
apes oe Coll. : Spurrell: v. “Spurrell (i Ss) 11] Hare, 
a s att (1864), 2 m. 428; Re 
Maunder, Maunder v. Maunder (1902), 87 ra oT 262. 
7544, ——.]— He CRAWFORD’s Trusts, No. 
7527, post. 
7545. -|—Re GRYLLS’ Trusts, No. 
7568, ante. 
7546. — ee the absence of sufficient 
evidence in the will to the contrary ‘‘ representa- 


tives’’ must be construed in its ordinary & 
primary meaning of ‘‘ legal personal representa- 
tives.””"—Re WARE, CUMBERLEGE v. CUMBERLEGE- 
WARE (1890), 45 Ch. D. 269; 59 L. J. Ch. 717; 


piseer T. 52; 38 W. R. 767; 6. L. R. 388. 
:—Relfd. Re Brooks, Public Trustee v. White, 


nnotation 
Anta) Ch. 214. 

7647. —— .]—Testator devised & be- 
queathed his residuary estate to his trustees upon 
trust to pay the income thereof to his widow, now 
dead, for life & after her death to divide the same 
equally between his seven children, whom he 
named, during their respective lives, & from & 
after the death of any child whether in his lifetime 
or after his decease to hold one-seventh of the 
capital of his estate to the income of which such 
child should have been entitled or in the case of a 
child predeceasing him such share as would have 
accrued to such child under the will if he or she 
had survived testator upon trust for the ‘‘ personal 
representatives ’’ of that child :—Held: the word 
‘* personal representatives ’’ must receive their 
ordinary meaning of ‘‘ exors. or administrators,’’ 
& on the death of the widow the seven children 
became absolutely entitled to their respective 
shares in testator’s residuary estate.—Re BRooks. 
PUBLIC TRUSTEE v. WHITE, [1928] Ch. 214; 97 
L. J. Ch. 88; 138 L. T. 437; sub nom. Re BROOKS, 
PUBLIC TRUSTEE v. WRIGHT, 72 Sol. Jo. 17, C. A. 

7548. Whose representatives intended—Gift to 
representatives of named partners.|—A testator, in 
1841, bequeathed 200 guineas to such of the repre- 
sentatives as might be alive at his death of Messrs. 
P. & H., then both dead, with whom, in 1793, he 
had had some business, by which they were losers 
to the amount of about 200 guineas :—Held: the 
legal personal representatives of P. & H., & not the 
partners in the firm at the death of testator, were 
entitled; &, such representatives took in equal 
moieties, & not in the proportion of their shares in 
the partnership.—LEAK v. MACDOWALL (No. 2) 
(1863), 33 Beav. 238; 3 New Rep. 185; 55 E. R. 358. 
Annotation :-—Expld. Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L. R. 

4 Eq. 359. 

7549. ——— Gift to tenant for life—Remainder to 
children ‘‘ or legal representatives.’’|—-Re ROBERTs, 
PERCIVAL v. ROBERTS, No. 6452, ante. 





(6) Particular Instances. 

7550. Next of kin.|—Bequest of residue to 
certain persons, & if they should die in the lifetime 
of testatrix, to their legal representatives. One 
died, his next of kin shall take the share of the 
residue, not his exor. beneficially, or his soar iar 
legatees.— BRIDGE v. ABBOT (1791), 3 Bro. C. 
224; 29K. R. 502. 


Annotations : -—Consd. Evans v. Charles (1794), 1 Anst. 128. 
Expld. Holloway v. Holloway (1800), 5 Ves. 399. Consd. 


WILLS. 


Price Strange (18320), 7 Madd. 159. Folld. Palin 
n Consd. Re Crawford’s Trusts 


Hilla in (1834), 1 My. & K. 4 

(1854 230. Fold Re Thompson, Machell v. 

Newman 1886), 55 L. 85. Overd. /te Brooks, Publio 

Trustee v. Whi 1828) Ch. hae Horseman v, 

Abbey (i819), ere 381; Bone v. Cook (1824), 

M‘Cle. aite v. ‘Temple (isbo), 2 Sim. 524; Bulmer 
v. Jay (18384), 8 My. & K. Cotton v. Cotton (1839), 

2 Beav. 67; Holloway v. Clarkson (1848), 2 Hare, 521; 

King v. Cleaveland (1859), 4 De G. & J. 477; B v. 
Upton ee 7 a rae? 376; Re Clay, Clay vw. Clay 

1833 , o4 L. Re Greenwood, Greenwood v. 

ute fe, (19131 1 Ci. 392 
7551. .|— Money settled in trust to be paid 
according to the appointment of A. & in default 
thereof to his legal representatives according to 
the course of administration; A. by will in pur- 
suance of the power appoints to his legal ee 
sentatives according to the course of administration 

& makes a residuary legatee, whom he appoints one 

of his exors. Upon the will the next of kin are 

entitled.— JENNINGS v. GALLIMORE (1796), 3 Ves. 

146; 30 EB. R. 940, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Cranley v. Hale (1807), 14 Ves. 307. 
Refd. Briggs v. Upton (1872), 7 Ch. App. 376. 

7552. .|—Testatrix gave real & personal 
estate to trustees in trust for M. for life with 
remainder as she should appoint; &, in default 
of appointment, in trust to convey the real estate, 
to such person or persons as would be the heir-at- 
law of M. & to transfer & assign the personal estate 
to or amongst such person or persons as would be 
the personal representative of M. M. appointed 
only a part of the personal estate :—Held: the 
next of {in & not the exors., to be entitled to the 
unappointed part of the personal estate.—BAINES 
v. OTTEY (1832), 1 My. & K. 465; 11. J. Ch. 210; 
39 BK. R. 757. 

Annotations :—Apld. King v. Cleaveland (1859), 4 De G. & J. 
477. Refd. Re Henderson me Ee ae peers 656; Stock- 
dale v. Nicholson (1867), L 
7553. .J}—‘* Lawful Scie: of A.” 

generally means next of kin of A. ; but on the con- 

struction given to these words by a codicil :—Held: 
to extend to all the descendants, including children, 
grandchildren & great-grandchildren.—SANDERT 

v. RICHARDSON (1833), 2 L. J. Ch. 211. 

7554. .|—Testator gave £450 to trustees, 
their exors., etc., in trust for his son for life, & 
after his son’s decease, to pay thereout two legacies 
of £100 each to two of his daughters, & to pay the 
residue to the legal personal representatives of his 
son, & he gave the residue of his personal estate to 
his son, his exors., etc. :—Held: the words legal 
representatives meant next of kin.—WALTER v. 
MAKIN (1833), 6 Sim. 148; 2 L. J. Ch. 173; 58 
BK. R. 550. 

Annotations :—Refd. Cotton v. Cotton (1839), 2 Beav. 67; 


A.-G. v. Malkin (1845), 2 Ph. 64; King v. Cleaveland (1859), 
74 De @G. & J. 477; Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L 


4 Eq. 359 

7555. .]|—Testator bequeathed £700 to his 
daughter’s husband, his exors., etc., in trust to 
pay the interest to his daughter, for ‘her separate 
use for life, &, after her death, to such persons as 
she should appoint by will, &, in default of appoint- 
ment, to her personal representatives. The 
daughter died without having made any appoint- 
ment :—Held: her next of kin, to the exclusion of 
her husband, were entitled to the £700.—ROoOBINSON 
v. SMITH (1833), 6 Sim. 47; 2 L. J. Ch. 76; 58 
K. R. 512. 
Br -—Refd. King . iesteiond (1859), 4 DeG. & J. 


; Re Turner (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 501: Stockdale v. 
Nichoison (1807), L. R. 4 Eq. 359; Briggs v. Upton (1871), 


7 Oh. App. 3 
7556. Miner v. WRAITH, No. 7097, 


ante. 
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7557. -|—The words “ legal representative 
or representatives,’’ in a will :-—Held : to mean, not. 
‘* exors. or administrators,’’ but ‘* next of kin.’’— 
WALKER v. CAMDEN (MARQUIS) (1848), 16 Sim. 329 ; 
17 L. J. Ch. 488; 12 Jur. 932; 60 FE. R. 900. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Crawford’s Trusts (1854), 2 Drew. 
230. Refd Smith v. Palmer (1849), 7 Hare, 225; Stock- 
dale». Nicholson (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 359. Mentd. Lucas v. 
Brandreth (No. 2) (1860), 28 Beav. 274. 


7558. |—Under a gift for the sole & 
separate use of A. independently of any husband 
she might marry, during her life, &, in case she 
died without issue, ‘‘ unto the exors. or adminis- 
trators or other legal representatives of A. of her 
proper own blood & kindred :—Held: the next of 
kin of A. took at her death, the intention being to 
confine the gift to the family of A. to the exclusion 
of any husband she might marry.—AHe MOrGAN’s 
Trusts (1854), 2 W. R. 439. 

7559. -|—Testator gave £2,000 in trust for 
his daughter for life, with remainder to her 
children ; &, if she should die without issue, then 
‘‘to the next personal representatives’’ of the 
daughter so dying as aforesaid. The daughter 
died without issue, leaving a husband, a brother, & 
sister, & a niece surviving :—Held: the brother 
& sister, as the nearest of kin, were entitled as 
joint tenants.—STOCKDALE v. NICHOLSON (1867), 
LR. 4 Eq. 859; 36 L. J. Ch. 79335 16 1. TL. 767 ; 
15 W. R. 986. 

Annotations :—Distd. Ive Grylls’ Trusts (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 











589. Refd. Harris v. Newton (1877), 46 L. J. Ch. 268. 

7560. |—- JACOB v. CATLING, [L881] W. N. 
105. 

7561. —---.} — Re WorRNER, EAGLETON — v. 


HORNER, No. 6672, ante. 

7562. -- --~- According to Statute of Distributions. | 
—-Leasehold property bequeathed in remainder 
in tvrt for a child en ventre, if a son, for life; & 
after his decease for such of his issue male as 
should be his heir-at-law at his death; if no such 
then living, for such persons as should then be the 
legal representatives of testator ; a son being born 
& dying without issue, the limitation over was 
established in favour of the next of kin according 
to the Statute at the time of distribution.— 
LONG v. BLACKALL (1797), 3 Ves. 486; 30 KE. R. 
1119, L. C. 

Annotations :—~Consd. Holloway vr. Wolloway (1800), 5 Ves. 
399; Wharton v. Barker (1858), 4 K. & J. 483. Refd. 
Palin v. Hills (1834), | My. & kK. 4703; Cotton vr. Cotton 
(1839), 2 Beav. 67. Mentd. Griffiths «+. Vere (1803), 9 
Ves. 127; ‘Thellusson v. Woodford (1805), 1 Bos, & 
P. N. R. 3573 Cadell t. Palmer (1833), 10 Bing. 140; 
Mortimer v. Slater (1877), 7 Ch. J). 322; Sturge v. G. W. 
ity. (1381), 19 Ch. D. 4443 Le Wilner’s Trusts, Moore v. 
Wingfield, {1903} 2 Ch. 411; J?e Ashfoerth, Sibley r. 





Ashforth, [1905] 1 Ch. 8535; Villar ev. Gilbey, [1906] 

1 Ch. 583. 

7563. ~-— ~- —.]— Bequest to <A. or his legal 
representatives. A. was dead at the date of 


testator’s will, having bequeathed his property on 
particular trusts:— Held: <A.’s next of kin, 
according to the Statute of Distributions, were 
entitled to the fund.—Corron v. CoTToNn (1839), 


2 Beav. 67; 8 L. J. Ch. 349; 3 Jur. 886; 438 
i. R. 1104. 
Annotations -—Apld. Booth wv. Vicars (1841), 1 Coll. 6. 


Folld. te Thompson, Machell v. Newman (1886), 55 L. T. 
Overd. te Brooks, Public Trustee v. White, [1928] 
214. Refd. Smith v. Palmer (1849), 7 Hare, 225; 
te Crawford’s Truats (1854), 2 Drew. 230; King v. 
Cleaveland (1859), 4 De G. & J. 477; Surman vr. Wharton, 
(1891) 1 Q. B. 491 ; He Bromby (1900), 44 Sol. Jo. 675. 
_ 71564, —— .|—Testator bequeathed the 
interest of the residue of his estate to A. for life, 
& directed, that after the death of A. the residue 
8hould be paid unto & to the use of N. & M. & 
be equally divided between them, share & share 
alike, if living, but if dead, to go & be equally 
divided to & amongst the respective next legal 


J.-——VOL. XLIV. 


sh. 
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representatives of N. & M., share & share alike. 
N. & M. died in the lifetime of A. :—Held: by the 
term ‘‘ next legal representatives,’’ the next of kin, 
according to the Statutes of Distribution, were 
intended.—Booty v. VicaRS (1844), 1 Coll. 6; 
138. L. J. Ch. 147; 21L. T. O. S. 307; 8 Jur. 76; 
63 K. R. 297. 


Annotations :—-Consd. Abbay v. Howe (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 
470. Apld. Sinith v. Palmer (1849), 7 Hare, 225. Dbtd. 
Bird v. Luckie (1850), 8 Hare, 301. Consd. Gundry v. 
Pinniger (1852), 1 De G.M. & G. 501 ; Re Crawford (1354), 
18 Jur. 616; Doody »v. Higgins (1856), 2 Kk. & J. 729. 
Aid. Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 359. 
Dbtd. Harris v. Newton (1877), 46 L. J. Ch. 268. 


7565. -~-—-.|—Testator, after directing his 
personal estate to be invested, gave the income of 
same & of his real estate to his wife for her life, 
& directed that after her death his trustees should 
sell his real estate ‘‘ & pay, distribute & divide ”’ 
the money thence arising (& the money at 
interest), & he thereby gave & bequeathed one- 
third thereof, unto bis cousin, J., ‘“‘ if he should be 
then living, but if he should be then dead, unto 
his legal representative or representatives, if more 
than one, share & share alike.’”’ J. died in the 
lifetime of testator’s widow, leaving a widow & 
children :—//eld : upon the death of J., his widow 
& children, as the persons who would, in case of 
intestacy, be entitled to his personal estate, 
according to the Statute of Distributions, took 
vested interests in the third of the residue in equal 
shares, as tenants in common.-—SMITH v. PALMER 
(1848), 7 Tlare, 225; 68 BK. R. 92. 

Annotations :— Consd. J¢e Crawford’s Trusts (1854), 2 Drew. 
230. Apld. King v. Cleaveland (1858), 26 Beav. 26 ; 
Penny v. Clarke (1859), John. 619 ; Lees v. Massey (1861), 
3De G. F. & J. 113. Refd. Gundry v. Pinniger (1852), 
1 De G. M. & G. 501; Re Hutchinsun, Carter v. Hutchin- 
son, [1919] 2 Ch. 17. 


7566. ---—— -——.]- -PRITCHARD v. Norris, No. 
6244, ante. 





-——-.j- -KING v. CLEAVELAND, No. 
6575, ante. 

7568. —- _-- Testator bequeathed a 
legacy of £2,000 upon trust for a married daughter 
I*., for life, then for her husband for life, & after 
the death of the survivor for such persons “ re- 
lated by blood ’’ to I. as she should appoint; & 
in default of appointment to transfer same to such 
persons as would be ‘“ the personal representa- 
tives’? of F. in case she had died sole & un- 
married. By a codicil, testator, in reciting the 
above bequest, referred to the above trusts as 
being trusts for the benefit of his daughter’s 
‘‘relations & next of kin.’ I’. died in the 
testator’s lifetime :—Held: by the ‘“ personal 
representatives ’’? of IF. were meant the persons 
who were her statutory next of kin at testator’s 
death.—Re GrRyLis’ Trusts (1868), L. Ik. 6 Eq. 
589. 
aanatnen :—Consd. Harris r. Newton (1877), 46 L. J. Ch. 


7569. --—-- ----- .]}~-A fund was settled upon a 
married woman for life, with remainder to her 
husband for life, with remainder to her children, 
with remainder, in default of children, to the person 
or persons who should happen to be her legal 
personal representative or representatives at the 
time of her death:—Held: ‘‘ legal personal 
representative or representatives ’’ meant next of 
kin according to the Statute of Distributions.-— 
IOBINSON v. Evans (1873), 43 L. J. Ch. 82; 29 
L. T. 715; 22 W. BR. 199. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Re Best’s Settlmt. Trusts (1874), L. R. 
18 Eq. 686; Wing v. Wing (1876), 34 L. T. 941. 


7570. .]—Testatrix, who died in 1885, 
by her will dated in 1884, after bequeathing 
certain specific legacies, gave all her real & residuary 
personal estate to her trustees upon trust to 
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amith, or their successors, £400. To KE. M. & 
M. L., of the Convent of the Assumption, Bromley- 
by-Bow, or their successors, £300.” 

At the date of the will, & of the death of testator 
M. O., H. M., & A. C. were members & officials of a 
religious community known as the Poor Sisters of 
Nazareth; & EK. M. & M. L. were members & 
officials of a religious community known as the 
Little Sisters of the Assumption. Both of these 
communities were societies of Roman Catholic 
ladies living together in a state of celibacy for the 
purpose of sanctifying their souls by prayer & 
pious contemplation; & also, as to the Poor 
Sisters of Nazareth, with the object of affording 

ermanent homes for aged & infirm persons of 

oth sexes; & as to the Little Sisters of the 
Assumption, with the object of gratuitously 
nursing the sick of the poorest classes in their own 
homes :—Held: the bequests were not gifts to 
the named individuals for their own personal 
benefit, but to them as holders of offices & for the 
benefit of the associations in which they respec- 
tively held office ; &, as the objects of the associa- 
tions were charitable, the gifts were void under 
Mortmain Act, 1736 (c. 36).—Re DELANY, CONOLEY 
v. QuiIcK, [1902] 2 Ch. 642; 71 L. J. Ch. 8113; 87 
L. T. 46; 51 W.R. 27; 18 T. L. R. 741. 
Annotations :— Refd. Re Garrard, Gordon v. Craigie, [1907] 

1Ch. 382; fte Davidson, Minty v. Bourne, [1909)1 Ch. 567. 

7582. To ** General ’’ of Salvation Army.'— 
Testatrix by her will directed her trustee to stand 
possessed of the residue of her estate in trust for 
the ‘‘ General” of the Salvation Army for the 
time being, to be used for corps purposes in 
Liverpool :— Held: the gift of residue was a good 
charitable bequest as the evidence showed that 
‘corps purposes”? meant the purposes of the 
veligious branch of the Arnny.—te Fowner, 
FOWLER v. BootrH (1914), 31 T. L. R. 102, C. A. 

7583. ——- Lord Mayor for time being—-Holder 
at death of testator.;  Testator bequeathed a 
legacy to the Lord Mayor of London for the time 
being to be by him distributed among = such 
charitable objects as he might select : - Held: the 
person entitled to the legacy was the person who 
filled the office at testator’s death.—- Re DANIELS, 
LONDON CITY & MIDLAND EXECUTOR & TRUSTEE 
Co,, Lrp. v. DANIELS (1918), 37 L. J. Ch. 661; 118 
lL. T. 435. . 

--—.|—See, further, CHARITIES, 
pp. 317, 318, Nos. ¥82-092. 





Vol. VIII, 


P. * Servaiis.”’ 
(a) In General, 

7584. Employment at date of will or codicil -& 
death of testator.|--JONES uv. HENLEY (1685), 2 
Rep. Ch. 361; 21 E. RR. 688, 

Annotations ——Consd. /te Marcus, Marcus v. Marcus (1887), 


56 L. J. Ch. 830. Refd. Parker v. Marchant (1843), 12 
L. J. Ch. 385. 


7585. -—— .'— Testator, by a codicil, bequeathed 
pecuniary legacies to certain persons by name, 
Who were described as having lived many years 
1n his family, & then added, ‘‘ to the other servants, 
£500 each”? :—Held: a person who was in 
testator’s service at the date of the codicil, but. who 
quitted it before his decease, was entitled to a 
legacy of £500. 

The circumstance that he has described the 
legatees by their employment & not by name does 
not as | conceive import that the employment & 
character must continue (KNIGHT Brucr, V.-C.).— 
PARKER v. MARCHANT (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 
290; 11L. J. Ch. 223; 6 Jur. 202; 62 E.R. 893; 
affd. (1843), 1 Ph. 356 L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Marcus, Marcus v. Marcus (1887), 
56 L. J. Ch. 830. Refd. King v. George (1876), 4 Ch. D. 





435; Re Layard, Layard v. Bessborougb (1916), 85 L. J. 
Ch. 505. entd. May v. Grave (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 
462; Fisher v. Hepburn (1851), 14 Beav. 626; Cooke v. 
Wagster (1854), 2 Sm. & G. 296; Lowe v. Thomas (1854), 
Kay, 369; Langdale v. Whittield (1858), 4 K. & J. 426; 
2owell’s Trust (1858), John. 49; Harris v. James 

(1864), 12 W. R. 509; Peacock v. Peacock (1865), 11 Jur. 

N. 8. 280; South Australian Inace. v. Randell (1869), 6 

Moo. P. C. C. N.S. 341; Hopkins v. Abbott (1875), 31 

L. T. 820; Anderson v. Anderson, [1895] 1 Q. B. 749; 

te Hammersley, Heasman ». Hammersley (1899), 81 

L. T. 150; Re Derbyshire, Webb v. Derbyshire, [1906] 

1 Ch. 1385; Knutsford (Owners) v. Tillmanns (1908), 99 

L. T. 399 ; S.S. Magnhild v. McIntyre, {1920] 3 K. B. 321; 

Ambaticlos v. Anton Jurgens Margarine Works, [1922] 

2K. B. 185: Re Ellwood, kz p. River Dee Drainage 

Board v. Hooson (1927), 136 L. T. 696. 

7586. Employment at death of testator.) — 
Testator, by his will, bequeathed as follows: 
* My office & warchouse employés, such as clerks 
& workmen, shall have to receive six months’ full 
salary ’?:—J/eld: the persons to take were the 
employés in the service of testator at. the time of his 
death.—Re Marcus, MARcus v. Marcus (1887), 
567. J. Ch. 880; 57T.. T. 899; 3. L. R. 816. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Re Trotter, Trotter v. Trotter, [1899] 
1 Ch. 764. 


7587. Servant not among those named in 
will.}] — Testatrix bequeathed legacies to her 
servants named in the will, & also ‘‘ to each of my 
servants a further sum equal to their respective 
wages, for one year.”’ Shortly before her death 
testatrix engaged a hospital nurse at two guineas 
a week, who now claimed a year’s wages under 
the will :—Held : although the nurse was a servant, 
not being named in the will, she was not entitled 
to a further sum equal to a year’s wages.— 
Re TRAVERS, ITURMSON v. CARR (1916), 86 L. J. Ch. 
128; 115 L. T. 604; 383 T. L. R.17 53 61 Sol. Jo. 56. 

7588. Annuity conditional on service with 
specified person—Death of person specified in 
testator’s lifetime.|—-T'estator directs that his 
exors. pay to A. a yearly sum as wages so long as 
she should continue in his wife’s service, & if she 
continued in such service that the payment should 
be made to her quarterly free from all deductions, 
to cease in case she should leave the service of his 
wife until the decease of his wife. Testator’s 
wife died in his lifetime :—Held: A. was entitled 
to the annuitv during her life.—BURCHETT v. 
WooOLWARD (1823), Turn. & R. 442; 37 EH. R. 
1170. 





(b) Who are Servants. 
i. In General. 


7589. Persons ministering to comfort or wants 
of testator—Not necessarily indoor employment.}|— 
(1) Testator gave ‘‘to each of my servants who 
shall have been in my service for three years prior 
to my decease, & shall be still in my service, one 
year's wages.”’ At the time of his death testator 
had land of about 700 acres in Gloucestershire. 
There was a house on the land in which he employed 
several domestic servants. Ile farmed practically 
the whole of the property himself, & in his farming 
he employed six labourers at ordinary labourers 
wages, who, if servants, complied with the other 
conditions of the legacy :—Held: the labourers 
were not ‘‘ servants ”’ within, & did not take under 
the legacy. 

(2) Semble: the word ‘“‘ servants ’’ in a legacy 
to servants sinmpliciter, ordinarily mieans persons 
of the class of domestic servants, though not 
necessarily employed only in testator’s house, 
who minister in some way to his personal comfort 
or wants.—Re ForrEST, BUBB v. NEwcoms, [1916] 
2 Ch. 386; 85 L. J. Ch. 784; 115 L. T. 4763 32 
Ty. L. R. 656; 60 Sol. Jo. 655. 


Annotations :—As to (2) Dbtd. He Drake, Drake v. Green, 
ft eet 13 ch ee Refd. Ze Rosse, Parsons v. Rosse (1923), 
8 es e e e 
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Sect. 17.—Description of donees: Sub-sect. 11, P. 
(b) i., i7., itt. & w., & (c) 4.) 

7690. Whether confined to persons of servant 
class — Dependent on_ circumstances.|] — Where 
testator leavcs a bequest to his “ servants,’’ the 
question whether that expression was intended 
by him to include persons whose social position is 
entirely different from that of those usually ranking 
in the servant class depends upon the circumstances 
of the case.—AHe CASSEL, PUBLIC TRUSTEE v. 
ASHLEY (1922), 39 T. L. R. 75. 

7591. Menial servants.|—JONES  v. 
(1685), 2 Rep. Ch. 361; 21 E. R. 688. 
Annotations :— Refd. Parker v. Marchant (1843), 12 L. J. 

on oy ; Jte Marcus, Marcus v. Marcus (1887), 56 L. J. 





HENLEY 


il. Domestic Servants. 


7592. Whether equivalent to household servants.] 
—Testator gave to each of his ‘‘ household ser- 
vants ’’ who should have been in his service for 
one year previvusly to his death six months’ wages, 
free of legacy duty, in addition to the wages which 
might be then due to hin or her respectively. 
The servants who were & had been in the service 
of testator for one year previously to his death 
were, in addition to maidservants resident on 
board wages in the mansion house, a coachman, 
who resided in a cottage adjoining the pleasure 
grounds, a groom who occupied a room over stables 
in the park, & close to the mansion, & another groom 
who also occupied a room over the stables. All of 
them were on board wages. The question was, 
what persons were cntitled to participate in the 
bequest to testator’s ‘S household servants ’’ :— 
Held: (1) houschold servants had the same mean- 
ing as domestic servants; the gift included only 
those of testator’s servants who boarded in the 
house & took their meals there ; (2) the coachman 
& grooms were not included.—J?e DRAX, SAVILE v. 
YEATMAN (1887), 57 Li. TV. 475. 

7593. .|—Testator bequeathed to each of 
his domestic servants who should have been in his 
service for two years prior to his death one year’s 
wages free of duty. ‘There had been in testator’s 
service for two years prior to his death a com- 
panion housekeeper & a certified male nurse. 
The latter did not sleep in the house, & was absent 
from duty for four months during the two years :— 
Held: (1) the companion housekeeper & male 
nurse were domestic servants & entitled to a year's 
wages 5 (2) the absence of the male nurse for four 
months being taken with the consent of testator 
did not prevent the service being continuous.— 
Re LAwWson, WARDLEY v. BRINGLOE, [1914] 1 Ch. 
682; 83L. J.Ch. 519; 110 L. T.573; 307. L. R. 
335 3; 58 Sol. Jo. 320. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. Re King, Jackson v. A.-G., 


[1917] 2 Ch. 420. Refd. dte ‘ravers, Hurmson v. Carr 
(1916), 115 L. T. 604. 


7594. Outdoor servants—-Gardener.|-—OGLE v. 
MorGAN, No. 7631, post. 

7595. -——,|-—B. by his will directed his 
exors. to pay to each of his domestic servants who 
should be with him or in his service at the time of 
his decease such sums of money as should be 
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equivalent to two years of the then annual amount 
of their respective wages. A. was the gardener of 
B. at a mansion, where B. formerly resided, but 
which for a short time previously to & at the time 
of the decease of B. was lct by B. to M. for a short 
time. A., however, had never ceased to be the 
servant of B., but had the charge & management 
of the gardens at the mansion, for which he received 
an annual sum from B., in addition to his yearly 
wages. A. was not resident in the mansion, but 
resided in a cottage in the garden, in the same 
manner as he did when the mansion was inhabited 
by BK. :—Held: A. was not entitled to a legacy as 
coming within the description of ‘‘a domestic 
servant ’”’ of testator living with him or in his service 
at the time of his death.”—VAUGHAN v. BooTHu 
(1852), 16 Jur. 808. 

7596. —-— .|}—There is no fixed principle 
of construction binding on the ct. that in the case of 
bequests to ‘‘ domestic servants ’’ outdoor servants 
not boarded by testator must be excluded. That 
is a question of intention to be determined on an 
examination of all the circumstances of each case. 

Where testator, a contractor & large employer of 
labour, & having a house in London & also one in 
the country, made a bequest to ‘‘ domestic ser- 
vants ’’ in his service at the time of his decease, 
after having in the earlier part of his will given 
legacies to his business employees, the following 
servants were held to be entitled to share in the 
bequest, namely, a coachman & a chauffeur, who 
occupied rooms over the stable & garage respec- 
tively, & a gardener who lived in a cottage pro- 
vided for him at the country residence, none of 
them being dieted by testator.—e JACKSON, 
JACKSON v. HAMILTON, [1923] 2 Ch. 365; 92 
L. J. Ch. 622; 129 L. T. 307; 39 T. L. 1. 400 5 67 
Sol. Jo. 481, C. A. 

7597. ——~- Coachman—-& grooms.|—-Re Drax, 
SAVILE v. YEATMAN, No. 7592, ante. 

7598. -——— .|\—Re JACKSON, JACKSON v. 
ITAMILTON, No. 7596, ante. 

7599. Chauffeur.|—/?c JACKSON, JACKSON 
v. LLAMILTON, No. 7596, ante. 











7600. Certified male nurse.|] — Itc LAWSON, 
WARDLEY v. BRINGLOK, No. 7593, ante. 
7601. Companion housekeeper.|—Re Lawson, 


WARDLEY v. BRINGLOE, No. 7598, ante. 


iii. ‘* Indoor and Ouldoor Servants.” 


7602. Domestic servants.|—(1) Testator, who was 
tenant for life of an estate, comprising a mansion 
house, a home farm, woodlands & other lands, 
resided at the mansion house, retained & managed 
the home farm & woodlands, & Iet the other lands. 
Besides domestic servants, he employed an estate 
cashier, a farm bailiff, a dairymaid, an engineer, a 
blacksmith, gardeners, carters, carpenters, game- 
keepers, woodmen, bricklayers, farm hands & 
labourers, who respectively were paid weekly, 
monthly or quarterly wages as the case might be. 
Testator died in 1919, & by his will, after giving a 
pecuniary legacy to two of his indoor servants, be- 
queathed to each other of his ‘ indoor & outdoor 
servants ’? who should have been in his service for 


to £52 a year in value:—WHeld: 1. 


36 Sc. Jur. 44,.— 
was not entitled to any legacy under 


~--P. (b) ii. 


7592i. Whether equivalent to household 
servants.) — Where a servant waited 
on her master in rooms adjoining the 
counting-house of the firm of which 
he was a partner, & provided lunch 
for him, & dinner for the clerks :-— 
icld: she was a legatee under a be- 
quest by her master to ‘‘ each of my 
omestic servants.”"—MINTYRE 9. 
FAIRRIE'S TRUSTEES (1863), 2 Macph. 


75944. Outdoor servants-—Clardeiwr. | 
—V. bequeathed to each of his ser- 
vants who should have been Hving in 
his service for six months before his 
decease, the amount of one year’s 
standing wages. 1. had been living 
fn the service of V., as a gardener, for 
more than six months, at a rate of 
wages payable by a weckly allowance 
in money, & by the use of a house & 
certain rations, calculated to amount 


the above bequest.— BRESLIN v. WAL- 
PRON (1855), 4 IL. Ch. R. 333; id 
Ir. Jur. 135.—IR. 

h. Laundress.|}—Testator bequeathed 
to each domestic servant in bis 
service at his death who should have 
been in his service for ten years or 
upwards the amount of two years 
wages. DP)tf. was for over ten years 
in testator's service as laundress, & 
received £60 a year, paid quarterly. 
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ten years prior to his decease the sum of £200 in 

additionto any moneys owing to them respectively 

by him at his decease, & to cach other of his ‘‘ indoor 

& outdoor servants’’ who should have been in his 

service for five years but less than ten years ‘“ the 

amount of one year’s wages’”’ in addition to any 
moneys owing to them by him at his decease :— 

Held: all of the above employees who qualified 

by length of service were included in the bequest. 

(2) Some of the above employees joined the 
colours during the war on the understanding that 
their places would be kept open for them &, on the 
termination of their military service, returned to 
testator’s service :—Held: the period of their 
military service could not: be deemed service with 
testator, but their service with testator before & 
after their military service could be aggregated 
in computing the qualifying period of the bequest. 
—Ite DRAKE, DRAKE v. GREEN, [1921] 2 Ch. 99; 
90 L. J. Ch. 3813; 125 L. T. 4613; 65 Sol. Jo. 553. 
Annotation :—As to (1) Refd. Ie Rosse, Parsons v. Rosse 

(1923), 93 L. J. Ch. 8. 

7603. Farm servants.| 
GREEN, No. 7602, ante. 

7604. Estate servants.|-—/?e DRAKE, DRAKE v. 
GREEN, No. 7602, ante. 

7605. Land agent.|—-Testatrix by her will 
gave a legacy of one year’s wages to cach of her 
indoor & outdoor servants not in receipt of daily, 
weekly or monthly wages, who should be in her 
service at her death, & had been at least three 
years immediately preceding in such service :— 
Held: the resident land agent of testatrix, who 
received a salary of £600 a year, & his son who 
acted as his assistant at £200 a year, were not 
servants’? within the terms of the legacy.— 
Re Rosst (COUNTESS), PARSONS v. Rosst (KARL) 
(1923), 98 L. J. Ch. 8; 129 L. TT. 592 ; 67 Sol. Jo. 
G38, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Performing Right Soc. v. 
Booker (Palais de Danse), (1924] 1 K. H. 762. 
7606. Estate manager.}| — The resident 

managers of two estates owned by testator are not 

included in any of the words ‘‘ servants, whether 

Indoor or outdoor, & including any estate clerks 

or staff on any of my estates’ for the purposes of 

testator’s bounty.—Re BROWNLOW (EARL), TOWER 

uv. SEDGWICK (1924), 69 Sol. Jo. 176. 


DRAKE v. 





Re DRAKR, 





Mitchell & 





iv. Other Servants. 


7607. Description by reference to place of em- 
ployment—-At the several offices of my mining & 
land agents.’’|—-I?e DupLEY (EARL), WARD tv. 
DUDLEY (COUNTESS) (1889), 5 T. LL. I. 257. 

7608. ‘‘ Clerk in the employ of E. D. & Co.’’ 
—Purser.|—By a clause in his will testator be- 
queathed legacies free from duty to such of the 
persons as should at his death be in his employ, 
or the employ of any firm or co. of which he was a 
member or director at his death. There followed 
the names of certain persons. The clause then 
contained the following: ‘A year’s salary to 
each clerk not included in the above list who shall 
have been ten years in the employ of Elder, 
Dempster, & Co., or Elder, Dempster Shipping 
Ltd.” A half-year’s salary or three months’ 
salary was given to each clerk not mentioned or 
referred to above, who should have been five years 
or one year respectively in the same employ. The 
question was, (a) whether a purser was a“ clerk ” 


She worked in a Jaundry in a yard = quest.—Zee 


adjoining testator’s house, but sup- 
plied her own food, & slept in a house 
of her own some distanoe away :— 
Held : she was not a “ domestic ser- P. 
vant ” within the meaning of the be- 


OWILBY, 
OatLBy, (1903) 1 I. R. 525.—IR. 
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within the meaning of the clause in the will; & 
(6) whether pursers engaged by Elder, Dempster 
& Co., as managers of various steam shipping 
lines were pursers in their employ within the 
meaning of that clause :—Held: (1) a purser was 
not a “clerk”? within the meaning of the clause, 
he being a member of the crew of the ship on 
which he was employed in that capacity, & it 
was immaterial that he had certain clerical work 
to discharge on board such ship; (2) the pursers 
in question were not in any case in the employ 
of Elder, Dempster & Co., for although that. firm 
were not only managers of the various steam 
shipping lines, but also owned shares in the same, 
they were not “ employers” of the pursers.—Re 
JONES, WILLIAMS v. A.-G. (1912), 106 L. T. 941,C.A. 

7609. Purser engaged as manager by E. D. 
& Co.—E.D. & Co. managers for parent company.| 
—RKe JONES, WILLIAMS v. A.-G., No. 7608. ante. 

7610. Farm labourer.|—Re Forrest, BuBB v. 
NEwcoMB, No. 7589, arte 

7610a. Nurse—Hospital nurse.]—-Re TRAVERS, 
HuUrMSON v. Carr, No. 7587, ante. 





(ce) ‘ Living with” or “In the Service’ of Testator 
at the Time of his Death. 


i. In General. 


7611. Whether restricted to servants living in 
testator’s house.|—A. devises a year’s wages to 
such of his servants, as shall be living with him at 
his death. Stewards of courts, or such as are not 
obliged to spend their whole time with their 
master, are not within the words of this devise. 
But it shall not be restrained to such servants 
only, as lived in testator’s house, or had diet, from 
him.—TOWNSHEND v. WINDHAM (1706), 2 Vern. 
546; 23 E.R. 954. 

Annotations :—Distd. Ogle v. Morgan (1852), 1 De G. M. & G. 
359. Refd. Blackwell v. Pennant (1852), 22 L. J. Ch. 
155; Thrupp v. Collett (1858), 26 Beav. 147. 

7612. -|—-(1) A bequest. of a year’s wages 
to each of the servants of testator living with him 
at. his decease, who should then have lived three 
years in his service :-—-Held: not to exclude 
servants of testator living in a different house 
from that in which testator lived, but to exclude 
servants not hired by the year; & therefore, that 
a gardener employed at weekly wages, although 
paid at irregular intervals, was not entitled to the 
benefit of the bequest. Qu.: whether the words 
“living with me,’’ as applied to servants, should 
not be understood ‘ living in my service.” 

(2) A legacy of a “ year’s wages’? cannot pro- 
perly be construed to mean the aggregate of the 
weekly wages of a servant for fifty-two weeks.— 
BLACKWELL 7. PENNANT (1852). 9 Ilare, 551; 22 
lL. J. Ch. 155; 191. T. O. S. 336; 16 Jur. 420; 
638 BK. RR. 631. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Folld. Re Ravensworth, Ravens- 
worth v. Tindale, [1905] 2 Ch. 1. Generally, Consd. fe 
Sheffield, hyde v. Bristow, [1911] 2 Ch. 267. 

7613. Farm bailiff..—Testator gave one 
year’s wages in advance to each of his servants 
in his service at his death who should have lived 
with him five years or upwards :—Held: a farm 
bailiff was a scrvant within the meaning of 
testator’s will, & pltf. being such farm banliff 
living with testator at the time of his death, & 
having lived the required time in his service, was 
entitled to a vear’s wages.—BULIING v. ELLICE 








WELI’8 EXECUTORS (1884), 11 R. (Ct. 
of Sess.) 821; 21 Se L. RR. 549.-— 
SCOT. 


COCHRANE 0. 


1. Statute labourers.) —STTRLING-M AX - 
Vv. WELL’S EXECUTORS v. GRANT (1888), 
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(1845), 9 Jur. 936; sub nom. BELLING v. ELLISE, 

5 L. T. O. S. 476. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Re Rosse, Parsons v. Rosse (1923), 93 
L. J. Ch. 8. Refd. iin v. Morgan (1852),1 De G. M. & G. 
359; Re Drake, Drake v. Green, [1921] 2 Ch. 99. 


7614. Gardener.}—THRUPP v. COLLETT 
(No. 2), No. 7620, post. 

7615. Land agent & house steward.|— 
Pitf. acted as the land agent & house steward of 
testator, but he resided out of the house :—Held : 
he was entitled, under a bequest ‘‘to all my 
servants & day labourers who shall be in my service 
at the time of my death one full year’s wages.” — 
ARMSTRONG v. CLAVERING (1859), 27 Beav. 226; 
54 BH. KR. 88. 

Annotations gonad. Fe Rosse, Parsons v. Rosse (1923), 


93 L. J. Ch Refd. ?2?e Drake, Drake v. Green, [1921] 
2 Ch. 99. 


7616. Whether restricted to servant devoting 
whole time to _ testator—Servant of tesiator’s 
mother.]—FRAKE v. BRANDSBY (1674). 2 Rep. Ch. 
101; 21 EB. RR. 628. 

7617. Steward of court.|.—TOWNSHEND vv. 
WINDHAM, No. 7611, ante. 

7618. —-— Hired coachman.|—Under a general 
bequest to servants a coachman, provided with the 
carriage & horses by a jobmaster, according to the 
usual course of that business, not entitled.— 
ime v. BROMLEY (1806), 12 Ves. 114; 33 KB. XR. 

4. 

Annotations :—Distd. Howard ». Wilson (1832), 4 Hag. Kee. 
107. Mentd. Laugher v. Pointer (1826), 5 B. & C. 547. 
7619. -I—In a suit of subtraction of 

legacy, a coachman, @ married man, originally 

hired by, & who had lived five years with, testatrix, 
residing over her stables, in town, occasionally 
accompanying her into the country where he lived 
in the house though, like all her servants, on board 
Wages; waiting sometimes at table, & remaining 
with her though she changed her job-man :—/l/eld : 
although the several job-masters paid him his 
wages & board wages, except 3s. per week extra 
in the country, & found him in liveries, entitled 
under a bequest ‘to each of my servants living 
with me at the time of my death £10 & extrix. 
condemned in full costs.—Hlowarp vv. WItSON 
(1832), 4 Hag. Eee. 107; 162 FE. R. 1387. 
Aen :—Refd. Blackwell v. Pennant (1852), 22 L. J. 
. 155, 


7620. Occasional employment carrying 
letters.|\—Under a bequest to the testator’s 
‘“ servants in his service at the time of his decease,”’ 
the ct. held that two outdoor servants [gardener 
& under-gardener] continuously employed at 
weekly wages, were entitled, but that a boy, 
employed a few months in the year, whilst the 
testator was at his country residence, at weekly 
wages, to carry letters to post, & who was so 
employed at testator’s death, was not entitled.— 
TrRupp v. COLLETT (No. 2) (1858), 26 Beav. 147 ; 
dJur. N.S. 711; 53 EB. BR. 853. 
mal a stadaty :—Folld. Re Forrest, Bubb v. Newcomb, [1916] 


2 . 386. Mentd. Re Smith, Johnson v. Bright-Smith, 
{1914] 1 Ch. 937. 


li. ‘' At My Death.” 

7621. Servant leaving employ before death of 
testator—-Voluntarily./—Testator bequeathed a 
legacy to M. in case she should be in his service 
at his decease. Testator was shortly afterwards 
removed to a lunatic asylum, & M., who was a 
yearly servant, voluntarily quitted the house, 
receiving from the family her wages up to the end 
of the year, which did not expire till after the 
death of testator :—Held: she was not. entitled 
to the legacy.—Re Srerres’s Estate, VENES v. 


























WILLS. 


MARRIOTT (1862), 31 L. J. Ch. 519; 6L. T. 892; 

26 J. P. 709; 8 Jur. N. 8. 882; 10 W. R. 761. 
7622, —— .|—Testator, who died in 1883, 

by his will, dated in 1876, gave legacies to his 

servants in the following terms: ‘‘ To each of 
my servants, who shall at my death have been in 
my service twelve calendar months, or longer, 
one year’s wages, in addition to anything owing by 
me, & to my gardener, Peter Grieve, £300 in 
addition. In 1880 Peter Grieve, who had been 
in testator’s service for over thirty years, re- 
linquished his situation, & when he did so testator 
sent him £100. ‘The question was whether Peter 
Grieve was entitled to the legacy of £300 :—Held: 
the words ‘‘ & to my gardener,” etc., were governed 
by the condition that the servant should have 
been in testator’s service during twelve months 
preceding testator’s death, & as Peter Grieve had 
not fulfilled that condition he was not entitled to 
the legacy.—Re Brnyon, BENYON v. GRIEVE 

(1884), 53 L. J. Ch. 1165; 61 L. T.116; 32 W. R. 

871. 

7623. ——- ——--.]—-Testator who had in his 
employment a valet. & a chauffeur, gave a legacy 
to his ‘‘ manservant ’’ if he should be in his employ- 
ment at the date of his death. At the date of his 
death testator had only the chauffeur in his 
employment :—Held: the chauffeur was entitled 
to the legacvy.—Re BELL, WRIGHT v. SCRIVENER 
(1914). 58 Sol. Jo. 617, 

7624. Temporary absence—Service re- 
garded by testator as continuing.|—Legacy to A. 
if in testator’s service at the time of his decease. 
Parol evidence admitted to show, that, though she 
had quitted his house, she continued, & was con- 
sidered by him as, in his service, & upon that. 
evidence the legacy was established.—HERBERT 
e. RED (1810), 16 Ves. 481; 33 H.R. 1067, L. C. 
Annotations :-—Distd. Re Serres’s Estate, Vencs ». Marriott, 

(1862), 31 L.J.Ch. 519. Apld. 7te Cole, Cole v. Cole, [1919] 

1 Ch. 218. 

7625. ~--——.|-——Re JTiAWSON, WARDLEY v. 
BrRiNGLOE, No. 7593, ante. 

7626. Wrongful dismissal.] Testator 
devised an annuity to a female servant provided 
that she should be in his service at the time of his 
decease. wo days before his death his son, by 
his authority, wrongfully dismissed her :—J/eld : 
the service intended by the will meant actual 
service; & as she was not in the actual service of 
testator at the time of this decease, she was not 
entitled to the annuity.—DARLOW v. EDWARDS 
(1862), 1H. & OC. 547; 32 0. J. Mx. 51; 6L. 1. 
905: 9 Jur. N.S. 336; 10 W. R. 700; 158 BE. OR. 
1002, Fix. Ch. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Re Serres's Estate, Venes v. Marriot t 
1862), 31 L. J. Ch. 519. Refd. Jte Hartley’s Trusts 
1878). 47 L. J. Ch. 610. 
7627. In receipt of pension.|—?e DRAKE, 

DRAKE v. GREEN (1921), as reported in 151 L. T. 

Jo. 294. 

Annotation :~ Mientd. Re QRosse, Parsons v. Rosse (1923), 
93 J, Ch. 8, 


@ Pe XJ 














7628. Effect of order in lunacy against testator.| 
—Bequest of a legacy to the servant of testatrix, 
in consideration of her long & faithful services, to 
be paid within twelve months after the decease of 
testatrix, provided ‘‘ she remains in my service 
till my death.”? The servant was in the service of 
testatrix for twenty-one years, when one of the 
next of kin of testatrix caused testatrix to be 
removed to a lunatic asylum, & upon her own 
authority dismissed the servant, who was desirous 
to continue in the service of her mistress. Subse- 
quently an order in lunacy was obtained by the 
next of kin, by which it was declared that testatrix 
had been ascertained to be of unsound mind, & 
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her furniture & effects were directed to be sold :-— 
Held: the order in lunacy operated as a dismissal 
of the servant, & the conditional legacy to her 
therefore failed.—Re HartTLEy’s Trusts (1878), 
47 L. J. Ch. 610; 26 W. BR. 690. 

7629. ——-—.]—-Testator, K., in 1908 bequeathed 
to ‘‘ each person in my service at my decease’”’ a 
sum equal to one year’s wages. Shortly after- 
wards he became a lunatic, & the Official Solr. was 
appointed committee of his person. ‘The Official 
Solr. appointed QO. to be the attendant of K. & O., 
with the committee’s sanction appointed the 
servants of K. At K.’s death in 1915 these ser- 
vants were a coachman, yardener, butler, cook, & 
housemaid :—Held: neither O. nor these servants 
were persons in the service of K. at his decease, & 
consequently none of them were entitled to the 
legacies.-—/te KING, JACKSON v. A.-G., [1917] 2 Ch. 
420; 871. J. Ch. 33 117 L. T. 529; 33 TT. L. R. 
535; 62 Sol. Jo. 9. 

Servant leaving voluntarily.|—Sce No. 7621, 





ante. 


(7) Bequest of ** Fear’s Wages.” 


7630. Whether restricted to servants hired by 
year.,—-A bequest of a year’s wages, to each of 
testator’s servants, over & above what may be due 
to them at the time of testator’s decease, applies 
to such servants only as are usually hired by the 
year.— Boot v. DEAN (1833), 1 My. & K. 560; 2 
L. J. Ch. 162; 30 E.R. 793 
Annotations :—Apld. Blackwell v. Pennant (1852), 9 Hare, 

551. Consd. Ozle rv. Morgan (1852), | De G. M.& G 359; 

Re Ravensworth, Ravensworth o, Tindale, [1905] 2 Ch. 1, 

Expld. /2e Sheffield, Rvde oo. Bristow, [1911] 2 Ch. 267. 

Apld. Re Forrest, Bubb vo. Neweombe, [1916] 2 Ch. 386. 

7631. -- --.!- (1) Testator, by his will, gave ‘‘ to 
each person as a servant in my domestic establish- 
ment at the time of my decease a year’s wages, 
beyond what shall be due to him or her for wages ”’ : 
——-TTeld : ‘a head gardener ” did not come within 
the description of “Sa servant in the domestic 
establishment.” 

(2) Semble: the circumstances of a= servant 
being hired by the vear, but paid weckly, would 
not. have exeluded him from the legacy.- -OG Li v. 
MorGaw (1852), 1 De G. M. & G. $593 18 7. T. 

( 
O.S, 296; 16 Jur. 277; 42 E.R. 590, 1. C. 
Annotations :--As to (1) Folld. Vaughan ». Booth (1852), 

16 Jur. 808; Re Drax, Savile v. Yeatinan (1887), 57 

Lh. VT. 475. Expld. 2e Jackson, Jackson v. Hamilton, 

[1923] 2 Ch. 365. 4s to (2) Consd. Blackwell r. Pennant. 





(1852), 9 Hare, 551. Folid. fee Ravensworth, Kavens- 

worth v. Tindale, [1905] 2 Ch. 1. Refd. d@e Sheffield, 

Rvan v. Bristow (1911), 104 L. T. 402. 

7632. ----.| - BLACKWELL wv. PENNANT, No. 
7612, ante. 

7633. —-—-.|— Testator bequeathed one year’s 


wages to all servants who should be in his employ- 

ment af his death, & should have been in_ his 

enployment. for five years previously thereto :— 

Held: servants hired at a weekly wage paid 

monthly or fortnightly, were not included in the 

bequest.—Re RAVENSWORTH, RAVENSWORTIL v. 

TINDALE, [1905] 2 Ch. 1; 74 Tu J. Ch. 353; 92 

L. T. 490; 21 T. lL. R. 857, C. A. 

Annotations :—Distd. Ie Sheftleld, Ryde v. Bristow, [1911] 
2 Ch. 267; Re Forrest, Bubb v. Newcomb, [1916] 2 Ch. 
386. Consd. ?e Drake, Drake v. Green, (1921) 2 Ch. 90. 
7634. —~ --- Bequest of ‘‘ amount of one year’s 

wages.’’| —Testator bequeathed to each of his 

“indoor & outdoor servants’? who at his death 

should be & should for five years previously 

have been in his service “the amount of one 
year’s wages”? in addition to what might be 
then actually due to them for wages :—Held: & 
all the indoor & outdoor servants of testator who 
at his decease fulfilled the conditions as to length 
of service were entitled to the benefit of the bequest 
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irrespective of whether they were hired at yearly 
or weekly wages.—Jte SHEFFIELD (KARL), RYDE v. 
Bristow, [1911] 2 Ch. 267; 80 L. J. Ch. 521; 105 
L. T. 236, C. A. 


Annotations :—Distd. Re Forrest, Bubb v. Newcomb, [1916] 
aces 386. Consd. Re Drako, Drake v. Green, [1921] 2 Ch. 


7635. How year’s wages calculated—Whether 
aggregate of wages for fifty-two weeks.|—-BLACK- 
WELL v. PENNANT, No. 7612, ante. 

7636. Whether commission included.|— 
Re SMItu, Pumuips v. Smiru, [1915] W. N. 12. 

7637. -- - ---.|-—Re WHELAN, DOYLE v. 
Woonv.iFF (1922), 153 lL. T. Jo. 47. 





(c) Service Jor Specified Period. 

7638. Servant leaving employment before death 
of testator —& before date of will-- Service rendered 
for specified period.|—-Testator directed his 
trustees ‘ to pay to each man who shall have been 
in my employ over ten years the sum of £10 for 
each year’s service beyond the said ten years ’’ :— 
Held: a man who had been in testator’s employ- 
ment for fifteen years, but had left his ennployment 
before the date of the will, & was not in his employ- 
ment at the time of his death, was entitled to a 
legacy of £50.—Ite SUARLAND, Kemp v. RoOZEy, 
[1896] 1 Ch. 517; 65 L. J. Ch. 280; 74 L. T. 20. 

7639. What amounts to specified period—‘‘ At 
least three years ’’—Apprenticeship for five years— 
Salaried for less than three years.|——Re MILLER, 
GALLOWAY ». MILLER (1913), 185 L. T. Jo. 10. 

7640. -- - Absence on military service.|—Re 
DRAKE, DRAKE v. GREEN, No. 7602, ante. 


Q. Other Descriptions. 


7641. ‘‘ Rest of his surviving children ’’-— 
Whether eldest son included—Specific bequest to 
eldest son.| --l)evise to the testator’s eldest son of 
£200 also, to his three younger sons G., W., & G. 
& their heirs, a house & close, as tenants in 
common, when they come at age of twenty-one 
vears. Also, to his wife, a house, & after her 
decease the same to go to his three daughters, & 
their heirs for ever. & his will further was, “ that 
if any of his above named children should happen 
to die before they came of age, & without issue, 
then their property & share in any of the above 
bequeathed premises to be equally divided amongst 
the rest of his surviving children, share & share 


alike.” ‘The eldest son was of age at the date of the 
will. Two of the younger sons died under age 


& without issue. The eldest son & the threc 
daughters are equally entitled with the surviving 
younger son to the shares of the two deceased 
brothers.— DENN d. BALDERSTON v. BALDERSTON 
(1775), 1 Cowp. 257; 98 E.R. 1078. 

7642. Devise of residue to ‘* all devisees above- 
mentioned.’’|—Testator, after giving some legacies, 
directs payments to be made to his devisees, as 
under; & then mentions certain persons & the 
sums to be paid to them, & gives the residue to all 
his devisees above-mentioned, in proportion to 
their legacies. Livery one of the legatees is entitled 
to ashare.—Coorr vv. BANNING (1823), L Sim. & St. 
534; 21. 39.0.8. Ch. 11; 57 BE. R. 211. 

7643. Gift to children ‘‘unprovided for by 
marriage ’’-—Equivalent to daughters unmarried.! 
—DuUNBAR v. BOLDERO, No. 6944, ante. 

7644. Gift to persons residing in this country— 
Persons employed on British ship.|—Testator gave 
the residue of his estate as follows: ‘‘ The proceeds 
or balance remaining I hereby give & bequeath 
to be equally divided amongst all my nephews & 
nieces residing at the time of my deccase in this 
country, including the eldest son of my late sister 
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Ann.” Testator died at Hackney on Sept. 1, 
1854. Plitf., one of his nephews, was, at the time 
of his uncle’s death, chief mate of a British ship 
belonging to Sligo, but then lying in the harbour 
of Belfast on her return from a trading voyage to 
North America. THe was employed on that day 
in assisting to unload the cargo of such ship in 
Belfast harbour, & was discharged from that ship 
on Sept. 23, 1854 :—Held: he was entitled to a 
distributive share of the residue.—DALE v. ATKIN- 
SON (1856), 28 L. T. O. S. 157; 3 Jur. N.S. 41. 

7644a. Cousins—First cousins.[—STEVENSON 1+. 
ABINGDON, No. 8578, post. 

7645. ‘* Lessees or holders of present leases ’’— 
Includes holders by original leases—-Or holders by 
assignment of existing leases.|—-A devise of real 
estate ‘‘ unto the lessees or holders of the present 
leases in the quantities. dimensions, & measure- 
ments set forth in their respective leases ’’ includes 
holders either by the original leases or by assign- 
ment of the existing leases of the property.— 
KING v. RyMiti (1898), 67 I. J. P. C. 107; 78 
L. T. 696, P. C. 

7646. ‘‘ British subjects of British descent.’’|— 
Testator bequeathed money for the purpose of 
founding scholarships tenable by students of a 
public school, & declared by his will that the sons 
of British subjects of British descent should alone 
be eligible :—Held: in o'der that a student might 
be eligible his parents & his g'andparents on both 
sides must be British subjects.—e CHURCHILE, 
Tarnow Scuoon v. A.-G. (1918), 34 T. lL. R. 186. 

7647. ‘‘ My people ’’--Includes step-parent. 
The donee of a general power of appointment 
bequeathed all she died possessed of to her husband 
for use during his life, & at his death “‘ to be willed 
to my people as he knows I should wish it.’” By 
his will the husband, in accordance with his wife’s 
wish expressed to him during her lifetime, gave all 
the property in which he had a life interest. under 
his late wife’s wil] to the child of an illegitimate 
daughter of his wife’s mother :—Held: a valid 
exercise by the husband of the selective power of 
appointment given to him by his wife. --Pe 
KEIGHLEY, KEIGHLEY v. KEIGHLEY, [1919] 2 Ch. 
388 ; 88 L.J.Ch. 445; 121 L.7T. 465; 357. LR. 
491:63 Sol. Jo. 643. 

7648. ‘* Beneficiaries named in this clause.’’|— 








WILLS. 


Testatrix, after appointing exors., & leaving a 
specific legacy, by clause 4 of her will devised 
absolutely to T. certain real estate, by clause 5 
she devised & bequeathed all her residuary estate, 
rea] & personal to resps., who were her exors. for 
sale & conversion ; by clause 6 she left under sub- 
heads (a) (b) & (c), certain legacies, under subhead 
(d) she left to T. a legacy of £100, under subheads 
(c) & (f ) she left other legacies, & the clause went 
on to declare that the residue was to be paid to B. 
& N. in equal shares, & further declared that 
‘should any of the beneficiaries named in this 
clause of my will predecease me leaving issue at my 
death, such issue shall take the benefits which his, 
or their parent would have taken under this my 
will had such parent survived me.” T. died ten 
days before the death of testatrix, leaving issue :— 
Held: the words “ beneficiaries named in this 
clause’? could not be confined to the residuary 
legatees, & the children of T’. were entitled to the 
legacy of £100 left by clause 6 (d) & also to the real 
estate left by clause 4.—TARBUTT v. NICHOLSON 
(1920), 89 L. J. P. C. 127; 123 L. T. 638, P. C. 


Sect. 18.—FALSA DEMONSTRATIO NON NOCET. 
SuUB-SEcT. 1.— IN GENERAL. 

Compare DEEDS, Vol. XVII., pp. 277-283. 

7649. Misdescription of property or donee— 
Ascertainment of intention.|—-If testator gives a 
sum in stock standing in his name, & has not the 
stock described, nor any other stock, the legacy 
fails. The ct. sends it to the Master to inquire 
what. testator indended, as well where there is a 
misdescription of the fund as of the legatee. 
EVANS v. Tripp (1821), 6 Madd. 91; 56 E.R. 1025. 

7650. Bequest of portrait of specific person— 
Authenticity doubted by donee— Whether gift 
vitiated.’.--Testator, who was a collector of valu- 
able pictures & objects of art, amongst other 
bequests to public bodies gave to the trustees of 
the National Portrait Gallery ‘“‘ my portrait of 
Charles Tloward Earl of Nottingham, & appointed 
a residuary legatee. The portrait was sent to the 
trustees, there being no doubt as to the identifica- 
tion of the picture intended to be given; but the 
trustees expressed considerable doubt) whether it 
was correctly described as a portrait of the Earl 
& did not propose to exhibit it. The exors. of 
testator claimed that it should be returned for the 
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m. *f Each of two children.’')-— 
Where testator gives to each of the 
two children of a particular person a 
legacy, & there aro at the time of the 
will more than two children of that 
person, & there is nothing in the will 
relating to those legacies, nor any 
extrinsic evidence to show which two 
were intended bv testator, the word 
‘two ’ will be held to be mere falsa 
demonstratia, & all the children will 
take.— Easton vt. JEFFRAY (1887), 13 
V. 1. R. 900. —-AUS. 

n. Dominant intention of testator ta 
benefit. clase.|}—Where a will read as 
a whole shows the dominant idea of 
testator ta he to benefit a claa., the 
misstatement of the number of persona 
constituting the class is mere falsa 
demonatratio & will be rejected & the 
actual members of the clase will take, 
even in the case where onlv one person 
is referred to bv the will.— Ke MCNIco1r, 
Herron xv. MeoNiecon, [1909] V. LL. RR. 
311.—AUS. 

0. Gifts to indivriduala or to a 
class—Suheequent increase in number 
of individuals complying with the de- 
scription.|— Testator made a codicil 
to his will, bequeathing as follows :— 
**To each of the four children of my 


friend F. 1 give the suin of £500 upon v 


their respectively attaining the age of 
21 years.”” At fhe date of the codicil 
¥. had four children onlv, as testator 
knew. Subsequently a fifth child was 
bern prior to testator’s death, & the 
fact of the birth was communicated to 
testator :—T/eld: this was not a case 
of falsa demonstratio, & the fifth child 
took no benefit under the will.—Re 
McNEILL, WRIGHT vv. JOHNSTONE 
(1909), 9 S. R. ON. S. W. 220; 26 
N.S. W. W, N. 45.— AUS. 
p. Alisdescrintion of 
allatment.)— Re MATHEWS, BALLARAT 
TRUSTEES, FEXECUTORS & AGENCY 
Co., LT). vw. MATHEWS, [1917] V. L. RR. 
1,-- AUS. 


number of 


NAGLF, 24 





q. -}— DOYLE 0». 
A. TI2. 162.--CAN. 

yr. Lot described by wrong concession. } 
—Testator, owning lots 6 & & in the 
first concession, devised the same in 
his will in two separate devises as 
“my property known as lot... 
second conecasion,” etce.:—UWeld: bis 
Inth In the first concession passed.- 
HtcKEY » Hickey, 20 O. &. 371.— 
CAN. 

t. Lands in parish of X. devised— 
Trstator owning lunds in Y. & not in 
X.—Whether Y. lands nass.}—KEoOGH 


KEOGH (1871), 8 I. Re. Eq. 179. — 
a. Devise of seven houses num- 
bered 3-10 inclusive—Whether  cight 
houses pass by devise.)—-Testatrix, who 
owned eight leasebold houses = in 
S. Terrace numbered 3 to 10 Inclusive, 
by her will directed her exors. to sell 
‘“the seven houses T hold in S. Ter- 
race,’’? & hold the proceeds apn 
certain trusts :— Held: the eight 
houses passed under the bequest.— 
ee v. PHELAN, [1920] 1 I. HR. 232. 

b. Afiastake as to married name.)— 
Where oa man leaves property to a 
sister by her Christian name, a mistake 
as to her married namo following 
on her correct Christian name is a 
rccondary error, & immaterial. -—~ 
ROBERTSON v. FLYNN, (1920] 1 7. Wf. 
72,.— IR. 

ec. Legacy of gas shares ‘“ bought 
for £300 "'-- as shares toug: t for £798 
—-Whether latter shares pasa.) - BRUCE 
* BrRocRk’s TRUSTERS (1875), 2 HK. 
eof Sess.) 775; 12 Se. L. R. 485. 


d. Bequest of two-thirds residue to 
A.—One-third to B. d& the other one- 
third tn C.— Whether A. entitled tn one- 
half of residue.)—SMITH’S TRUSTEES Vv. 
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residuary legatee but the trustees declined to do 
so except under the advice of the law officers of the 
Crown :—Held: even assuming the portrait to 
have been inaccurately described as a portrait of 
the Earl, that did not destroy the gift. The specific 
legatees, took it for what it was worth, & were 
not bound to return it.—Re MILNER-GIBSON- 
SULLUM, Cust v. A.-G., [1924] 1 Ch. 456; 93 
L. J. Ch. 196; 181 L. T.555; 40 T. L. R. 298; 68 
Sol. Jo. 383. 
Admissibility of 
Sect. 14, ante. 
Misdescription of property.|—See Sect. 15, ante. 
Misdescription of donees.|—See Sect. 17, ante. 





extrinsic evidence.| —- See 


SUB-SECT. 2.—WoORDS OF ADDITIONAL 
DESCRIPTION. 


7651. Adequate & sufficient description— Not 
vitiated by further erroneous description.|—-Where 
there isa grant of a particular thing once sufficiently 
ascertained by some circumstance belonging to 
it, the addition of an allegation mistaken or false 
respecting it will not frustate the grant ; but where 
a grant is in general terms, there the addition 
of a particular circumstance will operate by way 
of restriction & modification of such grant. Where 
testator had freehold, customary, & copyhold 
estates ; & after introductory words, as to all his 
wordly estate, devised two rentcharges out of 
all his real estate, & also two copyholds in Middlesex 
for lives; & subject thereto devised ‘ all his 
freehold manors lands, etc., in Yorkshire & other 
countics & the reversion of the two copyholds to 
his son for life, with successive remainders in tail 
male to his first & other sons, with like remainders 
to other branches in the male line: & in default 
of such issue he devised all his ‘‘ said (freehold) 
manors land,” etc., to his eldest daughter in tail 
male in strict settlement, with like remainders to 
his second & third daughters: & by the residuary 
clause devised all other his manors, lands, etc., 
either freehold or copyhold (except those in the 
counties of York, etc., which he had before disposed 
of) subject. to the said rentcharges in failure of 
issue male of his son & himself, to his three 
daughters as tenants in common, in fee :—Jleld: 
certain customary estates which the devisor had, 
with freehold property in Yorkshire did not, on 
failure of the male line, pass to the eldest: daughter 
under the description of all his freehold manors, 
lands, etc., in that & other counties.—ROoE d. 
SONOLLY v. VERNON & VYSE (1804), 5 East, 51; 
1] Smith, K. B. 318; 102 E. R. 988. 

Annotations :—Distd. Pullin v. Pullin (1825), 3 Bing. 47. 
Apld. Wilkinson r. Malin (1832), 2 Cr. & J. 636. Consd. 
Doe d. Campton vr. Carpenter (1850), 15 Jur. 719. Refd. 
Doe d. Beach v. Jersey (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 550; Dean rv. 


Gibson (1867), 15 W. TR. 809. Mentd. Portland vr. Hill 
(1866), L. R. 2 Kaq. 765. 


7652. —-— —.|—For though when a thing is 
certainly expressed at first, the addition of another 
certain description may be rejected as super- 
fluous ; yet it is otherwise where the thing at. first 
described is unvertain.—- DOE d. IIARKIS. v. 
GREATHED (1806), 8 East, 91; 103 FE. R. 278. 


Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Bolasyse vt. Lucan (1808), 9 
Kast, 448. Apld. Doe d. Beach v. Jersey (1818), 1 B. & 








SMITH (1883), 10 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 
1144; 20 Se. L. R. 764.-——SCOT. 

e. Devise of fee on sister * dying 
childlesa ’—-Dewisee becoming entitled 
ag heir of futher.)}—YOUNG’S ‘TRUSTEES 
vt. YouNQ (1901), 3 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 616 ; 
38 Se. L. R. 434: 8S. L. T. 463.—SCOT. 


PART XVI. SECT. 18, SUB-SECT. 2. 
7681 i. Adequate & sufficient descrip- 765 


~~ GALLAQHER  v. 


description.}—In the application of the 
maxim fsa demonstratin non nocet, it 
is a well settled rule of construction 
that whare In a will there is a sufficient 
description to ascertain definitely the 
thing devised, a subsequent inaccurate 
further description may be rejected, 
ADAMS (1887), 13 
V. L. R. 948.—AUS. 


——- ——-,]— Re Quay (1913), 
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Ald. 550; Webber v. Stanley (1864), 16 C. B. N. 8. 698. 
Refd. Down v. Down (1817), 1 Moore, C. P. 80; Keogh v. 
Keogh (1874), 22 W. R. 508, 





7653. —— SMITH v. CAMPBELL, No. 
7519, ante. 
7654. .|—Testator, possessed of lease- 








hold lands in the parishes of W. & B., made a will 
in these terms, ‘‘ whereas it appears to me, that 
one part of my frechold lands, namely, those lands 
which I hold in the parishes of W. & B., were held 
for a considerable period of time by my father’s 
ancestors, in the male line, bearing that name & 
arms, ctc., as hereditary proprictors of same, & 
I consider it just & equitable that those lands 
should continue to be held, if possible, by persons 
of the same name & family ’’’: & then proceeded 
to devise them to his next collateral heir male : 
Held: the leaschold passed to the devisee & the 
word “ freehold ’? in the will must be rejected as 
Jalsa demonstratio. 

Where anything described in a will is sufficiently 
ascertained, that is cnough for the purpose of 
making it pass, although all the particulars stated 
in the will with reference to it may not be true, 
(PARKE, B.).—Dok d. DUNNING tv. CRANSTOUN 
(1840), 7M.& W.1; 91. J. Kx. 204; 4 Jur. 683 ; 
151 E. RR. 654. 














Aan :—Apld. Nelson v. Hopkins (1851), 21 L. J. Ch. 
0. 
7655. -\—Devise of “all that my 


messuage or dwelling-house, out buildings, garden, 
lands, & appurtenances, in which I now live, at 
Higher Tranmere; also the croft, close, or inclosure 
of ground situate at Tranmere aforesaid, which 
I have lately purchased, with the two cottages 
erected thereon.’”’ At the time of his will, testator 
occupied a dwelling-house, outbuildings, stable, & 
garden at Tranmere. He had occupied also four 
closes of Jand, in all eleven acres which he had 
bought. at the same time with the dwelling-house, 
outbuildings, stable, & garden; but a year before 
the date of his will be bad given up the occupation 
of those closes. He did not occupy any other 
lands in Tranmere, besides what would be 
comprised within the terms ‘ dwelling-house, 
outbuildings, & garden ” :-—Held: the four closes 
of land passed by this devise. 

The question comes to this, whether any lands 
at all, besides the croft or close purchased in 1836, 
passed by the devise. 

This must depend upon the question, whether 
there is a devise of a thing certain ; for if it be, the 
addition of an untrue circumstance will not vitiate 
the devise according to the legal maxim, falsa 
demonsiratio non nocet (PARKE, B.). -- NIGHTINGALL 
v. SMiTrH (1848), 1 Exch. 879; 154 . R. 375. 
Annotation :—Expld. Morrell vr. Fisher & Westell (1819), 19 

L. J. Ex. 273. 

7656. —_- Additional words applicable to 
no subject.]—-A. by his will devised his “ frechold 
farm, called Wick,” in the occupation of T. to 
two devisees, in moieties. Two parcels of what 
was called the Hill Ground were, at the date of the 
will, part of Wick farm, but they werc leasehold. 
A. further devised as follows: viz. ‘‘ all my 
leasehold farmhouse, homestead, lands, & tene- 
ments at Headington, containing about 150 acres, 





D. L. R. 776.—CAN. 

7651 iii. -— —.}]--The rule falsa 
demonstratio non nocet means that if 
there be an adequate & sufficient descrip - 
tion with convenient certainty of what is 
meant to pass, a subsequent erroneous 
addition will not vitiate it.—Re CaR- 
VILL (1913), 26 W. LL. R. 189.—CAN. 

f. J—STRANACK & ACUTT  v. 
POYNTON (1919), 40 N. L. R. 410.— 








7651 fi. 
tion—Not vitiated by further erroneous 23 O. W. R. 981; 40. W.N. 677; 9 S.AF 
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held under Magdalen College, Oxford, & now in the 
possession of T’.. B. jun. to,” etc. T. B. held the 
farm at Headington, but not the two pieces of land 
called the Hill Ground :—Held: the pieces of 
land called the Hill Ground did not pass by either 
of the above devises, but they passed under the 
residuary clause. 

If there be an adequate & sufficient description, 
with convenient certainty of what was meant to 
pass, a subsequent erroneous addition will not 
vitiate it. The characteristic of cases within the 
rule is, that the description, so far as it is false, 
applies to no subject at all, &, so far as it is true, 
applies to one only. If it stand doubtful upon the 
words whether they import a false reference or 
demonstration. or whether they be words of 
restraint that limit the generality of the former 
words, the law will never intend error or false- 
hood. If, therefore, 1 have some land wherein all 
the demonstrations are true, & some wherein part 
are true & part false, they shall be intended words 
of true limitation, to pass only those lands wherein 
the circumstances are true (ALDERSON, [B.).— 
MorreLL @. Fister (1849), 4 Exch. 591; 19 
L. J. Bx. 273; 1410. 7. O. 8S. 398; 154 F. R. 1350. 


Annotations :--Apld. Wood v. Rowcliffo (1851), 6 Exch. 407. 
Consd. Webber vr. Stanley (1864), 16 C. B. N.S. 698; 
Karly v. Rathbono (1888), 47 L. J. Ch. 652. Apld, Mellor 
ve. Walmesley, {1901} 2 Ch. 525 Consd. I’ve Brocket, 


ere 
Dawes rv. Miller, (1908) 1 Ch. 185; Eastwood v. Ashton, 


[1915] A. C. 900. Refd. Josh vr. Josh (1858), 5 C. I. N.S. 
454; Griffiths v. Penson (1863), 1 New Kep, 330 ; Norman 
rv. Norman, (1917) 1 Ch. 297; Watcham v. Hast Africa 
Protectorate, [1919] A. C. 533. 

7657. -.|-- Where the thing intended 
to be given is sufficiently indicated, an additional 
erroneous description of the value of the subject- 
matter will not vitiate the vift.—PURCITASE v. 
SHALLIS (1850), 2 HW. & Tw. 354; 10 L. J. Ch. 518 ; 
14 Jur. 403; 47 FF. R. 1719, L. C. 

7658. ———_ ----— j— That the maxim  falsa 
demonstratio non nocet applies only where the words 
of the devise, independently of the falsa demons- 
tratio, are sufficient of themselves to describe the 
property intended to pass.- DoE d. TWUBnrnanrp v. 
HUBBARD (1850), 15 Q. B. 227; 201. J.Q. B. 61; 
15L.T.O.8. 411; 14 Jur. 1110; 117 1. R. 445. 
Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Campton r. Carpenter (1850), 16 

Q. B. 181; Horwood vr. Griffith (1853), 2 W. RR. 71. 

7659. ----_ - --.'— Testator by his will devised 
to A. his heirs & assigns for ever “ all those three 
several freehold messuages in N. street, together 
with the piece of freehold ground in the rear of 
the messuages, whereon I] have erected certain 
cottages, parcel of Parsey’s Gardens, & which last- 
mentioned hereditaments were conveyed to me by 
indentures bearing date. etc. There was a piece 
of freehold land in the rear of the three messuages 
which had been included in the convevance 
referred to; but the only cottage built by testator 
to which the words could apply, was built upon 
some leasehold land adjoining, of which testator 
became possessed at a different time & under a 
different conveyance. 

The slip of freehold land in the rear of the three 
messuages is sufficient to satisfy all the words 
except ‘‘ whereon I have erected certain cottages, 
parcel of Parsey’s gardens,’’ which may be rejected 
as falsa demonstratio (LORD CAMPBELL, C.J.).— 
oe d. Parsrey v. HemMMING (1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 

7660. —- — —-~— Error as to occupancy.!—-Lands 
at C., in tenure of A. B., devised by will, comprise 
woods & timber excepted in the lease; being 
words of additional description.—PAUL v. PAUL 








WILLS. 


(1760), 1 Wm. Bl. 255; 96 BE. R. 1403; sub nom. 
GoopTITLE d. Pau v. PAu, 2 Burr. 1089. 
Annotations :—Consd. Press v. Parker (1825), 2 Bing. 456. 

Apld. Hardwick v. Hardwick (1873), L. RK. 16 Eq. 168. 

Refd. Turner v. Husler (1780), 1 Bro. C. C. 78. 

7661. ——-.)—The rule ‘“ falsa 
demonstratio non nocet’’ is applicable to the case 
of an error as to the occupancy of premises com- 
prised in a devise, where the description of the 
premises is complete without the reference to 
occupancy.--~WHITE v. BrrcH (1867), 36 L. J. Ch. 
174; 15]. T. 605; 15 W. R. 305. 

Annotation :—Consd. Re Brocket, Dawes v. Miller, [1908] 

1 Ch. 185. 

——_— —__- —-—- Particular instances.|—See Sect. 
15, ante. 

7662. —----- --.!—Testator devised to his wife 
for life ‘‘ the farmhouse orchards. stables, & the 
meadow lying & being between the railway & the 
turnpike road.’’ There were two orchards, one 
lying between the railway & the turnpike road, the 
other not :—Held: both might pass under the 
above devise. 

This case comes within the rule falsa demons- 
tratio non nocet (ERLE, J.).—DoE d. DYKE v. DYKE 
(1847), 9 L. T. O. S. 73. 

7663. -~--- Particular description following 
general gift.|--Words of description following a 
general devise, will not. be construed as restrictive, 
where the effect of doing 80 would be to render the 
general devise ee & where they may be 
rejected as ai false demonstration.—DokE d. 
CAMPTON v. CARPENTER (1850), 16 Q. B. 181; 20 
L. J. Q. B. 70; 16L. T. O. S. 23435 15 Jur. 719; 
117 EK. R. 848. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Dean v. Gibson (1867), 15 W. TR. 809. 

7664. ——- ---— .|~-In construing a will of 
real estate the ct. will look at the nature & circum- 
stances of the property & at the value of the sub- 
jects of the various devises, & if whole will, read 
by the light of such circumstances, discloses an 
intention inconsistent with restrictive words in 
the description of the subject of a devise, those 
restrictive words may, as a matter of construction, 
be rejected as falsa demonstratio.—STANLEY v. 
STANLEY (1862), 2 John. & Hl. 491; 7 L. T. 186; 
10 W. R. 857; 70 BE. RR. 1152. 


Annotations :—-Consd. White v. Birch (1867), 15 L. T. 605; 
Re Seal, Seal v. Taylor, [1891] 1 Ch. 316. Refd. Griffiths v. 
Penson (1363), 1 New Rep. 330; Webber v. Stanley (1864), 
10 L. IT. 417; Grant v. Grant (1870), 30 L. J.C. P. 272. 


7665. ——-~ ----— ——~—.]- -Where some subjJect- 
matter is devised as a whole, & then words of 
description are added which do not completely 
exhaust all the particulars included in the general 
devise, but seem to limit & restrict it, the entirety, 
expressly & definitely given, shall not be prejudiced 
by the imperfect enumeration of particulars ; nor 
shall a clear enumeration of particulars be over- 
ruled by an apparently general devise.—WEST v. 
LAWDAY (1865), 11 H. lL. Cas. 375; 13 L. T. 171; 
11 BK. R. 1878, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Magee vr. Lavell (1874), 43 L. J. Cc. P. 
131: Re Brocket, Dawes v. Miller, [1908] 1Ch.185. Refd. 
Keogh v. Keogh (1874), 22 W. RR. 508. 


7666. Words of enumeration following 
gift of entirety.|-—Testator gave all that part of 
Rigby’s estate purchased by him, consisting of 
closes A., B., C., D., K., & F., with the timber & 
coal mines, to trustees in trust for his son O. for 
life, with remainder to the use of O.’s children as 
he should by deed or will appoint, & in default of 
appointment to the use of O.’s right heirs. O. by 
his will, after reciting the devise in his father’s 
will, but without enumerating the closes, appointed 
all that part of the property devised by his father’s 
will & therein described as that part of Rigby’s 
estate purchased by his father, consisting of A., 
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O., B., & F., with the timber, but not including the 
mines, to his two sons T. & J.; & he appointed 
the mines under the land which he had appointed 
to T. & J. to his four other children. The two 
omitted closes, D. & K., lay between the other 
four :—Held: the corpus of the estate devised by 
the father was sufficiently designated in the son’s 
will, the enumeration of the four closes instead 
of the six was a falsa demonstratio which might be 
rejected ; & the whole of the six closes passed under 
the appointment.—TRAVERS v. BLUNDELL (1877), 
6 Ch. 1D. 436; 386 L. T. 341, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Bright-Smith, Bright-Smith v. 
Bright-Smith (1886), 31 Ch. D. 314. Distd. Zee Seal, 
Seal v. Taylor, [1894] 1 Ch. 316. Consd. Re Brocket, 
Dawes v. Miller, [1908] 1 Ch. 185. 

7667. —-— -.|—Testatrix, by her will 
dated in 1888, devised the real estate to which she 
became entitled under a codicil to her father’s 
will, ‘‘ namely, the residence known as Orford 
House, in the parish of Oakley, in the county 
of Essex, & lands & hercditaments,” in certain 
eat ‘‘in the same county,” to her sister for 
ife, with remainder over, & she then disposed of 
her residue. In addition to the real estate 
specifically named by testatrix as passing to her 
under the father’s codicil, there was, in fact, a 
freehold in London, to which she was also thus 
entitled. There was no evidence whether she 
knew that it forrned part of the property passing 
under the codicil:—Held: the specification by 
name & locality introduced by the word ‘f namely ”’ 
was not merely an imperfect enumeration of the 
properties intended to be devised, but formed the 
leading description, & the freehold in London did 
not pass by the specific devise, but fell into residue. 

Then the ordinary principle & rule of law, which 
is perfectly consistent with common sense & reason, 
isthis; that the entirety which has been expressly 
& definitely given shall not. be prejudiced by an 
imperfect & inaccurate enumeration of the par- 
ticulars of the specific gift.’ Now. not withstand- 
ing this, I think T may say that there is certainly 
no rule that in a will where there are two complete 
descriptions the former shall prevail over the 
latter; & I cannot think that Lorp Wresrnurny 
meant to lay down positively that in a will where 
you have once pot a complete description of a 
subject-matter in general & collective terms every 
or any subsequent enumeration of particulars must 
necessarily be rejected if it do not include each & 
every item of the particulars which would be 
included in the flrst or general designation standing 
by itself. Obviously, I think, much must or may 
depend upon the terms in which the enumeration 
of the particulars is introduced. It may be intro- 
duced in such a way as to show that what. testator 
was doing was, in LoRD WESTRURY's own words, 
to use words plainly meant to substitute a definite 
& precise statement for an antecedent generality 
(JoYcE, J.)-—Re Brocker, Dawes v. MILLER, 
[1908] 1 Ch. 185; 77 L. J. Ch. 245; 97 L. T. 780 ; 
52 Sol. Jo. 159. 

7668. Description containing more than one part 
——Untrue part rejected.|—-Where in a grant or 
devise the description of parcels is made up of more 
than one part, & one part is true & the other false, 
there, if the part, which is true describes the subject 
with sufficient legal certainty, the untrue part will 
be rejected as falsa demonstratio, & will not: vitiate 
the grant or devise. The doctrine is not to be 
confined to cases where the first part of the descrip- 


PART XVI. SECT. 18, SUB-SECT. 3. 

g. Devise of farm “ comprising 320 
acres of C. PB. lands’’—-Farm comprising : . 
aleo conditionally leased & annually 


leased lands.J-—Re Davis, TUXFORD t. 
Davis (1906) 7 S. RR. 
‘ S. W. W. N. 237.—AUS. 


h. Whether bequest by 
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tion is true & the latter untrue, it being immaterial 
in what part of the description the falsa demons- 
traltio occurs. 

Rooms on the second floor of Nos. 13 & 14, Old 
Bond street, were demised, together with free 
ingress & egress for the lessee ‘‘ through the stair- 
case & passages of No. 13’ to & from the demised 
premises: there was no staircase in No. 13 leading 
to the demised premises, but there was a staircase 
in No. 14 :—Held: upon the evidence, there had 
been a common mistake, the intention of the 
parties being that the lessee should have the use 
of the staircase of No. 14, & accordingly the doctrine 
of falsa demonstrativ did not apply.—CowErN v. 
TRUEFITY, Lrp., [1899] 2 Ch. 3090; 68 L. J. Ch. 
563; 815. T. 104; 47 W. R. 661; 43 Sol. Jo. 
622, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Eastwood v. Ashton, [1915] A. Cy 

900, Apld. Watcham v. East Africa Protectorate, [1919] 


A. C. 533. Refd. Anderson v. Berkley, [1902] 1 Ch. 936. 
Mentd. Craddock v. Hunt, {1923] 2 Ch. 136. 


7669. .|—Testator bequeathed a fund 
upon trust, after a trust to pay the income to his 
son, to pay the income “ to my son’s wife L. if she 
shall survive him.’’ The son, who lived in the 
colonies, had written to his father that he had 
married a lady named L. C. L. C. lived with 
the son as his wife till his death & was reputed 
to be his wife, but she was not married to him. 
Testator never had any direct: communication with 








L. C. :—Held: upon the construction of the will, 
inasmuch as the identity of the legatee was 


established by her name, the annexed misdescrip- 
tion of her as the son’s wife did not vitiate the gift, 
the et. not being at liberty to speculate as to the 
motive of testator in making the gift. 

Where the description is made up of more than 
one part, & one part is true & the other false, then 
if the part which is true described the subject. or 
object of the gift’ with sufficient certainty the 
untrue part will be rejected & will not vitiate the 
eift (JOYCE, J.).—-ANDERSON vu. BERKLEY. [1902] 
1 Ch. 986; 71 7. J. Ch. 444; 86 1. T. 448; 50 
W.R. 684; 18 T. L. R. 531; 46 Sol. Jo. 150. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—WorDsS APPLICABLE TO MORE 
THAN ONE SUBJECT. 

Compare DEEDS, Vol. XVIT.. pp. 277-2838. 

7670. Some property of which all description 
accurate-—-Some of which part accurate—Property 
accurately described passes.|-—Devise “ of all mv 
tenements. ete. situate at, in. or near Snigg Hill, 
which I lately bought of the Duke of Norfolk or 
his trustees.” Testator had four houses within 
twenty vards of Snigg Till, between which & 
Snigge Hill, there were no houses, & two houses 
about three hundred & ninety yards off Snigg Hill 
all bought. of the Duke of Norfolk or his trustee. 
he land tax of all these houses was likewise 
redeemed for one consideration, & by one & the 
same contract :--Held: the four houses only 
passed, & not the other two. Tor where there is 
some land, whereof all the demonstrations in a will 
are true, & some whereof part are true & part are 
false, those whereof all are true shall pass, but the 
latter not.—Dor d. AsiFrortru v. BowrEr (1832), 
B83RO& Ad. 453: 1.7. hn. B. 156: 110 E.R. 168. 


Annotations ¢-—Distd. Josh «. Josh (1858), 5 C. B. N. S. 
454: White ce. Birch (1867), 15 L. T. 605. pld. Homer v. 
Homer (1878), &8 Ch. D. 758. Refd. Doe d. Smith v. 
Galloway (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 43; Jack v. M'Intyre (1845), 
12 Cl. & Fin. Lol. 


ts recital of leqacy.]—Law's 
wee eee «6%, GRAY, [1921] S. CL. 455 ; 
AS Se. L. R. 392; [1921] 1 S. L. T. 
303.—SCOT. 


R. N.S. W. 71; 


implication 
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Sect. 19: NSub-sect. 1.] 


7671. -}—MORRELL v. FISHER, 
No. 7656, ante. 
7672. — -.]|—Testator was seised in 





fee of two manufactories at H., one on the east, & 
the other on the west side of the High Street. The 
latter was worth one-half as much again as the 
former. They had for the last thirty years 
been occupied & used together at a single rent as 
an earthenware manufactory, & they were at the 
date of the devise & of testator’s death so used & 
occupied by R. & A. They had formerly, how- 
ever, been used separately, & with some alterna- 
tions were capable of being so used again. By 
his will, testator devised all his real estate to 
trustees for sale, & by a codicil, devised his 
““messuages, manufactory, etc., on the west side 
of High Strect, in the occupation of R. & A. 
& others ... together with all rights, members, 
& appurtenances to them belonging or appertain- 
ing,’ to A. & W.:—J/eld: the manufactory on 
the east side did not pass under the devise to A. 
& W.—SMITH v. Ripaway (1866), L. R. 1 Exch. 
331; 4H. & C. 577; 35 L. J. lux. 198; 14 L. 7. 
632; 12 Jur. N. S. 742; 14 W. R. 868, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Refd. Cosby v. Millington (1869), 38 L. J. 

C.1P. 373; Cuthbert v. Robinson (1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 238 ; 

dte Seal, Seal v. Taylor, [1894] 1 Ch. 316. 

7673. Meaning not extended by construc- 
tion.!—I consider it to have been long settled that 
Bank Stock is not accurately described as stock in 
the public funds, & that it will not pass under such 
a bequest in a will when there is property strictly 
answering the description, unless there be some- 
thing in the context of the will to give a more 
extended meaning to the term (LORD KiNGs- 
DOWN).—SLINGSBY v. GRAINGER (1859), 7 Hl. Iu. 
Cas. 273; 28 L. J. Ch. 616; 5 Jur. N.S. 1111: 
11 H.R. 109, HW. 0.. 3 affy. S.C. sub nom. GRAINGER 
wv. SLINGSBY (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 385. L. JJ. 
Annotations :-—Refd. White r. Birch (1867), 36 L. J. Ch. 174; 

Hardwick ». Hardwick (1873), L. Ro 16 Hq. 168; Keoghet. 

Keogh (1874), 22 W. RR. 508. 

7674. ——.)—-lf all the words of descrip- 
tion are true, & correctly describe a thing certain, 
the ct. will not presume that there is any error, 
so as to extend the meaning of the words to some- 
thing not properly comprehended in the express 
words. In 1802 testator purchased an_ estate 
called A. farm, in the parish of R. in the county 
of H. In 1813 & 1815 he acquired adjoining land 
in the parishes of S. & B. in the same county, 
which was thrown into A. farm, & occupied 
therewith & the whole thenceforth called A. farm. 
By his will, made in 1817, he devised all his estate, 
consisting of A. farm, in the parish of HR. in the 
county of Il. to trustees :—Held: the land in the 
parishes of S. & B. did not pass by the specific 
devise. —PEDLEY v. Dopps, Dopps 7+. PEDLEY 
(1866), L. R.2 Hq. 819; 14L.T. 823; 12 Jur. N.S. 
759; 14 W. R. S84. 

Annotation :—Consd. Hardwick v. Wurdwick (1873), L. BR. 

16 Eq. 168. 

7675. ——— -|—Testatrix, in exercise of a 
power in a marriage settlement, by will, dated in 
1845, devised ‘ All that & those messuage or tene- 
ment houses, buildings, farm & lands, called 11. 

. situate in the parish of L., containing by 
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7678 §, T'est of absolute _interest— 
Power tov appoint by will.) —BUTLER vt. 7678 iv 
oe (1894), 29 N. S. A. 


7678 v. 





jn ae gue 7 oe A 
417; 30. W. Rh. 286.-—GAN, 


7678 iii.- — - — 


7678 vi. 





(1905), 25C. L. 1.18: 8O.L. R. 610; 
40. W. LR. 428.—CAN. 

.o ——.] — SLOAN v. SLOAN 
(1870), 18 W. It. 889.—IR. 
McCaRrTeN, [1915] 1 I. R. 282. 


———..)-——-MANDEVILLE & 
MILLS e PINSENT (1864), 5 Nfid. L. R. 


WILLS. 


estimation 80 acres more or less . . . now in the 
occupation of J. C. or his assigns,’”’ to the use of 
the same J. C., his heirs & assigns. At the date of 
the will, a farm called H. was in the occupation 
of J. C. It contained nearly 175 acres, of which 
about 89 were frechold in the parish of l., about 
66 were copyhold in the parish of L., & the 
remainder were copyhold in an adjoining parish :— 
Held: not only the 89 acres of freehold in the 
parish of L., but the whole of TI. farm passed by 
the devise.—WHIITKIELD v. LANGDALE (1875), 1 
Ch. D. 61; 45 L. J. Ch. 1773; 33 L. T. 5923; 24 
W. R. 313. 

7676. .|—Testator devised to his 
granddaughter a plot of freehold land by the descrip- 
tion of “ the portion of meadow land received 
by me in exchange from S.,’’ & other plots to the 
same granddaughter, describing them by reference 
to the tenants in whose occupation they then 
were. Portions of the plot of land which testator 
had acquired by exchange from S., & of certain of 
the plots which had been in the occupation of the 
several tenants named in the description were, at 
the date of the will, under contract for sale to a 
railway co. The co. had taken possession before 
the date of the will, but the conveyance was not 
completed until after testator’s death :—Held: 
as there remained Iands to answer the descriptions 
in the will at the time of its date, such lands alone 
passed under the devises, & the purchase-money 
paid by the railway co. to the trustee of testator’s 
will ought to have been paid to pltf., the residuary 
devisee & legatee.—Re JACKSON, WILSON vt. 
DONALD (1881), 44 L. T. 467. 

7677. —-— .|—S. devised to his wife during 
widowhood ‘‘my residence called S. house & 
premises thereto as the same are now occupied by 
me.”’? Some years before making this devise he 
had let to two of his sons for the purposes of their 
business, an office standing in the vard of S. house 
& the stable & coach house belonging to the house, 
except a room on the first floor of the coach house 
to which the only access was through the house, & 
the sons were in occupation till his death :—Held : 
the devise included the room over the coach house, 
but did not include the rest of the stable & coach 
house nor the office, for that the property which 
was in testator’s own occupation answered the 
whole of the description, & being so, the ct. could 
not enter into the question of inconvenience, & 
reject the reference to occupation as Jalsa denon- 
stratio.—Re SEAL, Svan v. TAYLOR, [1894] 1 Ch. 
316; 6381]. J. Ch. 275; 701. T. 329, C. A. 














Secr. 19.—-QUANTITY OF INTEREST GIVEN. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

7678. Test of absolute interest—Power to ap- 
point by will.|—-Testator gives all the residue of his 
sxroperty to his exors. on trust for the sole use & 
benefit of his daughter L. until she shall attain 
twenty-five, & if she married before that age, for 
the sole & separate use of L. & her husband ; but 
if she remains single or is a widow at twenty-five, 
she shall have power of disposing of the whole 
property by will. Should she die before twenty- 
five unmarried, or after that age intestate, then 


7678 vii. ——- -——.] — ReEID v. 
REID’s TRUSTEES (1899), 1 F. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 969; 36Sc. L. It. 722; 78.1. T. 
»2.—SCOT. 
ee Nt ; k. ——~— Though life estate men- 
J MCKENN a.” tioned.)—Re Eaton (1896), 6 Q. L. J. 
287.—AUS. 

1. Quantity determined from whole 
will—Kstate tail.}—The words of the 
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over. By a codicil testator takes notice that he 
has left in trust all his property for the sole use 
& benefit of his daughter, & substitutes other 
arties for the exors. before appointed. Testator 
eft L. surviving, who had attained twenty-five 
& was unmarried. On the question what estate 
L. took :—Held: she took absolutely.—Grovmr v. 
RAPER (1856), 28 L. T. O.S. 215; 5 W. RR. 134. 
sade :—~Refd. Re Venn, Lindon v. Ingram, [1904] 2 

yh. 52, 

7679. Gift of lands to A. & of house to B. in 
tail—Residue to be equally divided between A. & 
B.—Right of A. to reversion on death of B. without 
issue.|—If a man, after several legacies, bequeath 
lands to A. & a house to B. in tail, & all the rest 
& residue of his estate to be equally divided 
between them, excepting only that which he had 
given to A. & B. & the heirs of their bodies ; the 
reversion in fee of the house on the death of B. 
without issue is within the exception, & shall go 
to the survivor.—II[YLEY v. HYLEy (1688), 3 
Mod. Hep. 228; Comb. 93; 87 E. R. 147. 


Annotations :—Consd. Cliffe v. Gibbons (1714), 2 Ld. Raym. 
1324. Dbtd. Chester ». Chester (1730), Fitz-G. 150. 
Consd. Ridout v. Pain (1747), 3 Atk. 4&6. Refd. Daven- 
port v. Coltman (1842), 11 L. J. Ch. 262. 


7680. Devise subject to existing lease—Lease for 
particular purpose—-Fulfilled by testator in own 
lifetime.|—A. makes a lease to B., his wife’s 
nephew, for twenty-one years, for payment of his 
debts & legacies, & at the same time by will, 
taking notice of the lease, devises the lands, after 
the expiration of the said lease, to C. his nephew 
& heir, & makes B. exor. <A. lives twelve years, 
& pays all his debts himself; & the personal estate 
was sufficient for the legacies. ('. brings his bill 
to have the lease delivered up, the trusts being 
performed, but dismissed, the reversion only after 
the expiration of the term being devised to him. —- 
BUSHNELL v. PARSONS (1703), Prec. Ch. 218; 21 
kK. R. 107. 

.tnnotation :-—Refd. Thorp v. Owen (18143), 2 Hare, 607. 

7681. ‘‘ All my goods to my wife for life ’’-—- 
‘*Then to my nephew all my books & mathe- 
matical rules ’’-—On death of wife nephew entitled 
only to books & mathematical instruments. ;— 
I give all my houses, leases, tenements, & goods 
whatsoever to my wife for life, & then to my 
nephew all my books & all my mathematical rules. 
By this devise the nephew is entitled after the death 
of the wife to the books & mathematical rules & 
instruments only.—LARPER v. L&E (1726), Mos. 3 ; 
25 Ke. WR. 286, L. C. 

7682. Gift during natural life, of house with 
household goods—‘ With ’’ conjunctive—Devisee 
takes only life interest in household goods.)— J., 
rives, by acodicil to his will, to I. during her natural 
life, his house in Greenwich, with all the household 
goods that shall be found therein at the time of 
his decease. The word ‘‘with’’ so conjoins the 


position.) —GREEN «. CARLER, 20° Gr. 
will expressed an intention of creating 
an estate tail in the devised  pro- 


r. (rift 


of lands to 
profits to B.—On testator surviving A., Cc 
gift to others-—A. takes life estate.j— 
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devise of the house & household goods, that the 

devisee can have no larger interest in the latter, than 

was expressly limited as to the former. The word 

‘with’? would have had the same effect in the case 

of a grant.—LEEKE v. BENNETT (1737), 1 Atk. 

470; 26 K. R. 300; sub 20m. LEAKE v. BENNETT, 

West lemp. Hard. 284, L. C. 

7683. Bequest of chattel to A. & then to B.— 
Division between A. & B.]—-Where a particular 
chattel is specifically described, & distinguished 
from all other things of the same kind, & is not 
found among testator’s effects, it fails; or if 
riven first to A. & then to B. they must divide it ; 
or if disposed of in testator’s lifetime, it is an 
ademption of such legacy.~-PuRSt v. SNAPLIN 
(1738), 1 Atk. 414; West femp. Ward. 470; 26 
E. R. 262, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Avelyn v. Ward (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 
420; Sleech «. Thorington (1754), 2 Ves. Sen. 560; 
Simmons vt. Vallance (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 345. Refd. 
Jeffreys ov. Jeffreys (1743), 3 Atk. 120; Winegtield tv. 
Newton (1744), 9 Mod. Rep. 428; Door ». Geary (1749), 
1 Ves. Sen. 255; Re Wilcocks, Warwick v. Willcocks, 
[1921] 2 Ch. 327. Mentd. Ashburner v. Macguire (1786), 
2 Bro. C. C. 108. 


7684. Devise of lands, estates & premises.]— 
Devise, after an estate tail in A. is spent, of 
testator’s lands, estate, & premises to A., if he 
survives B., his wife, & his heirs; but if B. sur- 
vives A., then, subject to an annuity for B., to 
(., D., Ih., & F., is a fee-simple to C., etce.—StTiILESs 
d. RAYMENT v. WALFORD (1773), 2 Win. BI. 938 ; 
96 EK. RR. 555, 

7685. Gift for support of children of A.—To be 
paid as their necessities require—Life interest.|— 
ALEXANDER v. M*'CULLOCK (1787), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 
391; 29 E.R. 1216, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Thorp v. Owen (1843), 2 Hare, 607. 
entd. Ball v. Montgomery (1793), 2 Ves, 191. 


7686. Bequest of third part of all property due 
after testator’s decease.|—Testator gave to his wife 
the third part of all his property, that should 
become due to him after his decease: then after 
riving some legacies he gave all the residue of 
his estate in general words, subject to the payment 
of all his debts, funeral expences, & legacies, upon 
trust to collect same residuary estate & pay same 
to certain persons. The wife is entitled to a third 
of the personal estate, subject to the debts, but 
not to the legacies.--~RtED v. ADDINGTON (1799), 
4 Ves. 575; 3L E.R. 296, L. CG. 

7687. Quantity determined from whole will-— 
Estate tail.;,—Upon the construction of the whole 
will, an estate tail passes, where the literal force 
of expressions differ in a will, it is a true rule to 
seck the intention of the devisor, rather in a con- 
sistent & rational purpose, than in a purpose 
inconsistent & irrational.--JENKINS vu. HERRIES 
(1819), 4 Madd. 67; 56 K. R. 6833; on appeal 
(1823), 55 Lords Journals, 517, H. L. 


Annotation :-—Consd. Jenkins vr. Hughes (1860), 8 I. LL. 
Cas. 571 





aA.--Rents do 231. -CAN., 


~ Devise of use & occupation.j— 


perties.-—WALBANK 1. CASEY (1870), 5 
Nfld. L. R. 363.—NFLD. 


m. Gift of money to daayghter 
for her own separate use. }J—Re MITCHELL 
(1912), 23 O. W. R. 616 3; 40. WON. 
165; 8 D. L. Kt. 346.—CAN. 

n. Gift of income during widovr- 
hood. )J— REID v. DEANE, [1906] V. L. Rt. 
138.—AUS. 


0. ———.J— KING v. MURRAY (1881), 
2 N. B, It. 382.—CAN. 

p. ——.}-—SINGER t. SINGER (1914), 
7 O. W.N. 625; 8 O. W. N. 386; 33 
O.L. R. 602; 528. C. R. 447.—CAN. 


q. ——.}-—- RUSSELL’. DURIE, [1920] 
N. Le L. Ii. 91.—N.Z. 





Dok d. PappOocK v. GREEN (1851), 2 
All, 314.—-CAN, 

t. Devise with trust for maintenance 
& education of children.}—Re O’SUL- 
LIVAN’S IESTATE (1865), 3 N.S. I. (1 
Old.) 549.—CAN. 

a. Devise to heirs d& assigns of 
living Flas cake pre salem gave one- 
fifth of his residuary estate, real & 
personal, to the heirs & assigns of A. 
& his wife, who were both living :-—- 
Held: A. took no interest or power of 
appointment but their children living 
at testator’s death were entitled abso- 
lutely.—LkvItTr v. Woop (1869), 17 
Gr. 414.—CAN. 


b. Life estate with powcr of dis- 


KNAPP tv. KING, 2 Pug. 309.—CAN. 
J— Re McbDonaLp (1919), 
L. kh. 3038 ; 50 D. IL. Lk. 658.— 





d. 
46 Q. 
CAN. 

e. Gift to wife—-Of all property.) 
—Testator, who died in 1832, devised 
as follows: ‘‘ 1 make & give all my 
property, both land, house, & all the 
stock & every other article, I possess 
or own, to my loving wife E., making 
her my extrix.”’ :-—Held : the wife took 
an estate in fee.—HIcKS v. SNIDER 
(1879), 44 U. C. R. 486.—CAN. 

f. *“* Whole control of real cd: 
personal estate as long as she lives.’’?}— 
Testator by his will provided, ‘“ If I 
predecesse my wife, 1 give & bequeath 
o her the whole control of my real & 
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2 & 8, A.] 


7688. Discretion to pay debts of testator’s son— 
So far as son’s estate insufficient.}— A son died 
before his father, leaving a widow, to whom he 
gave all his property. The son’s estate being 
insufficient for the payment of his debts, the father, 
by a codicil to his will, directed his trustees & 
exors. to pay his son’s debts, & named the son of his 
son his residuary devisee & levatee. The true con- 
struction of the father’s codicil is, that he intended 
only the payment of such portion of the debts of 
the son as his son’s estate would be insufficient to 
pay.— WALKER v. LODGE (1827), 3 Russ. 459 ; 38 
K. R. 648. 

7689. Whether husband & wife take separately.| 
—Testatrix gave the residue of her real & personal 
estate equally between her brother, her sister, & 
her “ nephew W., & FE. his wife,” E. being the niece 
of the testatrix :—Held: the husband & wife took 
one share each, & not merely one share between 
them.—WaARRINGTON v. WARRINGTON (1842), 2 
Hare, 54; 6 Jur. 872: 67 EL R. 23. 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Wylde (1842), 2 De G. M. & CG. 
724. Folld, Re Dixon, Byram v. Tull (1889), 42 Ch. D. 
306. Consd. Re Jeffery, Nussey v. Jeffery, (1914) 1 Ch. 
375. Refd. Dias vr. De Livera (1879), 5 App. Cas. 1238. 
7690. -/-—Testator gave his residue to A. & 

B. his wife, C. the wife of X., D. the wife of pigs 

E., F.. & G. his wife:--Held: the residue was 

divisible into sevenths, A. & B. his wife, & F. & G., 

his wife, taking separately.—Re Dixon, BYRaM v. 

TULL (1889), 42 Ch. D. 806; 61 L. T. 718; 38 

W. RR. Yd, 

Anmiinton Fold: Re Jeffery, Nussey v. Jeffery, [1914] 

See, also, WesBpanp 


Ch. 3705, 
= & Wire, Vol. 
AXAVIL., p. 92, Nos. 700-711. 

7691. Gift of interest in stock -—Direction for debt 
to be laid out in same stock-—Debt will not pass to 
legatee of stock.j—--A gift by will of all the interest 
of testatrix in certain stock, followed by a codicil 
directing that a debt owing to her should, at her 
death, be laid out in the same stock, will not pass 
the amount of the debt to the legatee of the stock. 
—Ilavarp v. Price (1842), 2 Ilare, 98; 6 Jur. 
LOL; 67 TM. R. 403° subsequent procecdings, 
Hlavarp rv. Price, West v. PRICE GOS £2 doeT. 
O.S. 495. 

7692. Gift to testator’s nephews & nieces & sister 
in equal shares— Share of sister to be paid during 
se we) in trust to pay interest to testator’s 
nephews & nieces, & his sister, in equal shares, 
but the share of the sister to be paid to her during 
her life, & after her death to her children equally, 
with a proviso that, after the sister's decease, the 
capital should be divided among his nephews & 
mieces :--Held: to give the sister a life interest 
In the shares of such of the nephews & nieces as 
were her children.-~ BLAKELOCK v. SHARP (1848), 
2DeG. & Sm. 484: 17 DL. J. Ch. 458; 12 L. 
O.S. 415 12 Jur. 819; 64 1. RR. P16, 








ee 
e 





personal estate as long as she lives.” 22 C. 1. 'T. 250: 
His personal estate included a imtge. 
His widow survived him only a few 
ele Ss ae ho disposition of the 
mtpe. 2 -Held: the widow had only {| 
a life interest in the mtge.~—Jee Tors - 308.— CAN, 
BULL Lararr (1906), 11 O. J. RF. 334; 1. 

7 O. W, BR. 358.—CAN. 

B. —-~ “ bverything . . . absolutely 
as long as she may five.” |}- Under a 
will leaving “ everything I possess at 
my death to my dear wife S., abso- 
lutely as longas she may Li ve,’ testator’s 
ee des hold to take the whole 
estate absolutely.— Jée COOPER ESTATE, 
[1921] 2 W. W. Rk. 76.—CAN., 

h. Gift “during natural life ?'-——~ 
Absolute interest.jJ— Re CHAPMAN (1902), 


321.--CAN. 


my husband A. 


40. L. KR. 130 
O. W. KR. 434.- CAN. 


k. Mestdue ‘as left unused” b 
tenant. J— Re ELLIOTT (1909), 7 FL. hk. 


Ahsolute gift to 
children on widow's 
BONNES Esrare, [1920] 1 W. 


m. Gift to husband--- Appointment us 
erecutor.|—The operative words of a 
testamentary Instrument duly proved 
as the last will of testatrix, were ‘ J 
I’. B., wife of A. B., do will & bequeath 
all my property real & personal 
B. act as exor.” :— 
Held: the will effectively constituted 


WILLS. 


7693. Appointment by wife to daughter—Subject 
to alteration on happening of contingency—Right 
of husband to life interest in either event.|—A 
wife appointed £5,000 to her daughter, but if she 
had a fortune of £25,000, over which the husband 
had a power of appointment, then she desired the 
£5,000 to be divided between her son & daughter, 
desiring that her husband should have a life 
interest therein:—Held: the husband took a 
life-estate at all events.—DARKBY v. DARBY (1854), 
18 Beauv. 412; 52 BK. R. 162, 
search ee Voriey v. Richardson (1856), 25 

rh. F 


Lie J. 


7694. Devise on same trusts as prior devise— 
Interest of devisees under prior devise.|—B. gave 
the moicty of a house & other property to trustees, 
to sell & pay a number of annuities & legacies, & 
the residue to six persons. OD. afterwards devised 
the other moiety of the same house to 3B.’s trustees, 
upon the same trusts, for the benefit. of the same 
persons, & to & for the same ends, intents & 
purposes as were directed by B.’s will of & con- 
cerning her molety of the house:—Held: the 
legatees & annuitants under B.’s will had no 
further interest in D.’s moicty than to have their 
bequests paid in full.—BaskeErr v. LODGE (18586), 
23 Beav. 138; 53 MK. RR. 54. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Leigh v. Leigh (1870), 22 L. T. 837. 

Distt Re Beaumont, Bradshaw v. Pucker, [1913] 1 Ch. 

wo. 

7695. Gift to A. & B. of specific sum each—-So 
long as A. & B. shall lIive-—-Distinct gifts for 
respective lives.|—A gift to A. & B. of £30 each so 
long as A. & B. shall live will be construed as 
distinct gifts for their respective lives. —LILL v. 
Linn, (1857), 28 Beav. 446; 5 W. OR. 8903 53 
Id. W. 175. 

7696. Bequest to several as tenants in common— 
Subject to future disposition or appointment-—No 
disposition or appointment made.} -—— A testator 
bequeathed certain parts of his personal estate 
to u\.. B.. & C., as joint tenants, upon trust, & ho 
also gave, devised & bequeathed his residuary 
real & personal estate to the same three persons 
as tenants in common, ‘ subject, however, to 
such disposition, limitation, or appointment 
thereof as he might, by any deed or writing duly 
executed, thereafter direct, limit) or appoint.” 
Ife made no such disposition, limitation, or 
appointment before his death :-—Held: A., B., & 
C. took the residuary real & personal estate equally 
between them.-—FENTON +. LLAWKINS (1861), 4 
L. T. 7373 9 W.R. 500. 

Annotation :—-Retd. Ite Boyes, Boyes v. Carritt (1884), 53 

L. J. Ch. 654. 

7697. Power in wife to appoint income of fund 
to husband——Proviso for application to maintenance 
of children-——Husband takes beneficial interest. |— 
A wife had under a settlement a power to appoint 
the income of a fund to her husband so long as he 
should continue a widower, with a proviso that he 
was to apply it to the maintenance of her children : 


A. B. the sole devisee & legatee of his 
wife’s property.-- fe BROWN (1922), 52 
O. L. KR. 103.--CAN. 

n. Direction that wife ‘ showd re- 
main tra full possession of allmy estate "' 
~—-One half to be divided after her 
death. |\—'Testator by bis will directed 
that his wife should ‘‘ remain in full 
possession of «all my estate both 
eo & revl & after her death oue 
ialf of my personal estate shall be 
divided as she may direct ’?:--T/eld : 
these words gave to the widow a fifo 
estate with a power of ep pa mene 
added.— HENDERSON v. KEN DERSON 
(1922), 52 O. L. HK. 440.—CAN., 

o. Really devised to testator’s wife 
‘as malik’? — Absolute interest.) — 


life 


uwidow—Gift to 
remarriage. |— [ve 
W. kk. 


that 
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Held: the husband took a bencficial interest 
under an appointment by the wife, & was entitled 
to the income of the fund till he married again, 
though there were no children of the wife.—Re 
MAIN’S SETTLEMENT (1866), 156 W. R. 216. 

7698. Gift to be settled on marriage—No trust 
for settiement——-Donees take absolutely on attaining 
majJority.|—Testator, by his will, directed his 
property to be divided into nine shares, & gave one 
& a halt share to each of his two daughters, ‘ to 
be settled on themselves at their marriage.’ At 
his death the two daughters were infants. The 
two daughters having attained twenty-one, & 
being unmarried :—Held: they were entitled to 
their shares absolutely, & there was no trust for 
a settlement which the ct. could cxecute.— 
MAGRATH v. MOREHEAD (1871), L. R. 12 Kq. 491 ; 
41 L. J. Ch. 120; 24 L. UT. 868. 


Annotation :—Apld. Re Bannister, Heys-Jones v. Bannister 
(1921), 90 L. J. Ch. 415. 


7699. ‘* Annual income of trust funds ’’—Dis- 
cretion to continue money in business—Right of 
donee of income to profits of business.|—'l'cstator 
gave his personal estate, including his share & 
interest in a certain business, to trustees upon 
trust to sell & convert & to invest the proceeds, 
& he expressly authorised his trustees, with the 
consent of his wife during her life, & after her 
death at their sole discretion, to continue such 
aa of his personal estate in the business as might 

e employed therein at the time of his death, or to 
employ any other part of his personal estate in 
the same business, with power to inerease or 
diminish the amount so employed, & to vary the 
securities, & he directed his trustecs to pay “ the 
annual income of the trust funds ” to his wife for 
life :-—Held: the wife was entitled to the whole 
of the profits arising from the business. —LAMBERT 
> LAMBERTYT (1872), 27 L. I. 59; 20 W. RR. O45 ; 
subsequent proceedings (1873). I. Ro 16 Eq. 320. 
Ae ea: Re Slater, Slater v. Jonas (1915), 113 


7700. Devise to A. ‘‘ for his life & the life of his 
heir ’’—Devisee takes estate during own life & 
that of his helr.|— Testator devised lund to A 
“for his life & the life of his heir?” :—Held: the 
devise was legally valid, & the effect was to give 
the devisee an estate during his own life & the 
life of the person who should be ascertained to be 
his heir at the time of his death.—J’re Amos, 
JARRIER v. Price, [1891] 38 Ch. 159; 60 T. J. Ch. 
070; 65 L. T. 69; 39 W. RR. 550 7 TL Ta. RR. 559. 


Annotation :--—Mentd. J?e Clurke, Clarke rv. Clarke, [1901] 
2 Ch. 110, 


SUB-SECT. 2.—PRESUMPTION AS TO QUANTITY. 
7701. General rule--- No presumption that testa- 
tor means one quantity of interest rather than 
another.|—Testator gives arbitrarily what estate 
he thinks fit. There is no presumption that he 


MUSAMMAT StURAIMANL tT RABINATH 
OJHA (1907), 24 T. L. RR. 218, P. C.—IND. 
Pp. For absolute use ds for her 
lifeltime.”’]}—The words ‘‘to A. B., for 


sold 


Proceeds to be equally divided between 
wife do brother & sister.]—Testator by 
his will directed his real estate to be 
& the proceeds to be 
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means one quantity of interest rather than another 

(GRANT, M.R.).—BLACKBURN v. STABLES (1814), 

2 Ves. & B. 367; 35 BK. RR. 358. 

Annotations :—Apld. Marshall v. Bousfield (1817), 2 Madd. 
166. Distd. Shelton v. Watson (1849), 18 L. J. Ch. 223. 
Refd. Holloway v, Collier (1853), 1 W. R. 266; Sackville- 
West v. Holmesdale (1870), L. R. 4 H. L. 543. Mentd. 
Parker v,. Bolton (1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 98: Re Wilmer’s 
Trusts, Moore v. Wingfield, [1903] 1 Ch. 874; Sileocks v. 
Sliicocks, {1916} 2 Ch. 161. 


7702, —--— -----—.|——Under a devise in fee with 
an executory devise over, indefinite in terms, the 
devisee over takes a life estate only in the event 
of the executory devise taking ecffect. In such 
circumstances, effect is not given to any presumed 
intention on the part of testator that the devisee 
over should take the same estate as the prior 
devisee would have taken.—Dok d. BRODBELY v. 
THOMSON (1858), 12 Moo. P. C. C. 1163; 82 L. T. 
O. 8. 65; 14 H.R. 855, P. C. 

7703. .|— Testator by his will gave his 
wife a legacy of £100 “ for her present wants,”’ 
& appointed her sole extrix. He also gave, 
devised, & bequeathed the rents & income of his 
freehold, copyhold, & leasehold property at B. 
to his wife, & also the rents & protits of his lease- 
hold houses at P., & all other income of his estate, 
& directed that any money which should be in his 
house should be invested in her name in Consols. 
Ile also directed that his wife should ‘‘ be at 
liberty, out of the proceeds of my surplus residuary 
estate, to erect any monument. to my memory 
which she may please, not exceeding the sum of 
£300." Ile also gave his wife all the household 
furniture, goods, & effects in his house at E., & 
desired that she should ‘‘ have the free use & 
occupation of the house.”’ & that an inventory of 
the furniture & effects should be made and kept 
therewith :—/eld: the widow was absolutely 
entitled to the properties at B. & P., but she only 
took a life interest In the house at I. & the 
residuary estate. 

The difficulty of arriving at the meaning of 
testator generally arises from the fact that there 
is no presumption what are his Intentions; no 
such general object as one may find in a statute 
or in a deed, the general object & intention of 
which may guide one in arriving at what was the 
maker’s general intention, to which particular 
expressions or provisions may be subordinate 
(LoRD HALSBURY, C.).—CowarRn v. LARKMAN 
(1888), 60 L. T. 1; 4 T. LL. R. 759, D. Le: affg. 
S.C. sub nom. Re COWARD, COWARD v. LARKMAN 
(1887), 57 L. T. 285, C. A. 











™ 


SUB-SECT. 3.2 -Witetn eR PrIoR GIrr cUT DOWN 
BY SUBSEQUENT Words, 
A. Prior Gifl Expressed in Clear Terms. 
7704. Gift not cut down by subsequent words.|}— 
A devise to A. & the heirs of his body in fee, after 


7704 ii. ——.]—/ee WINTER (1912), 8 
Tas. Lb. mR. 


her absolute use & for her lifetime ”’ : - 
! eld: to piss an estate io fee simple.-— 
PIPER. Prper, 5 N. Z. L. R. 135 (8. C.). 


—, 


Q. Reserved liferent.|—BOUSTRAD *. 
GARDNER (1879), 7 RK. (Ct. of Sess.) 
139; 17 Sc. L. R. 67.—SCOT. 

r. Be 


est to “my dd my 
heirs ad aasignees.’'| — 
TRUSTERR vw. Harvey, [1909] S.C. 


—- 


468e. Lb... 156; 168.1. T. 538. 
OT. 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 2. 
t. Direction for sale of real estate— 


divided between his wife & his brother 
& sister :—Held : 
halt share, & his brother & sister the 
other half share between them.--- 
Yurcurxnson v. LAFORTUNE (1898), 28 
O. RR. 329.—CAN. 


a. Direction that land “ be entailed & 
go to next heir.” )-—~le BUTLER, DiLar 
rv. BuTceen, (1919) 1 1. R. 442.—-1R. 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 3. 





711041. Gift not cut down by subsequent 
words.}—Jte  ELMSLIE, HLMSLIE — t. 
ELMSLIE, [1907] St. R. Qd. 131.—AUS. 


11.—AUS. 
7704 iki. —-—.J]—Re Tipery (1917), 13 
equally nay 1. Re 77.—-AUS. 
the wife took a one 7704 iv. —-—.}) — Re ROBERTSON, 


Howpien vo. JOHNSON, [1925] V. L. R. 
481; 447A. 0. T. 35; 31 Argus L. KR. 

X.—AUS. 

7704 v. .]J—An estate in fee or 
tail once given is nat te be cut down 
except by express & clear words,— 
CHISHOLM tv. WALFORD (1880), 1 
N. Ss. W. 1, ht. 1.—AUS. 


7704 vi. —-—--.]—SMITH Uv. 
(1856), 14 U. C. R. 572.—CAN. 


7704 vii. ——.J—McCrary v. Mc- 
CrRARY (1862), 22 U. C. R. 520.—CAN. 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 8, A.] 


the death of B., & if A. die, living B., that C. 
shall be his heir shall be intended if A. die without 
issue in the life of B., & not as enuring to defeat 
the precedent estate tail—SpaLDING v. SPALDING 
(1630), Cro. Car. 185; 79 I. R. 762. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Petty v. Goddard (1662), O. Bridge. 
35. Id. Due d. Leach v. Mickiem (1805), 6 Eust, 486. 
Distd. Loxh v. Townley (1843), Coop. temp. Brough. 372 ; 
Hope v. Potter (1857), 3 K. & J. 206. Apld. Abbott v. 
Middleton, Ricketts v. Carpenter (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 68. 
Expid. Eastwood v. Lockwood (1867), li. R. 3 Eq. 487. 
Refd. King v. Welling (1672), 3 Keb. 95; Loddington v. 
Kime (1695), 3 Lev. 431; Badger v, Lioyd (1696), 1 Ld. 
Ray, 523; Kentish » Newman (1713), 1 P. Wms, 234 ; 
Hewet v. Ireland (1718), 1 P. Wms. 426; Southby v., 
Stonehouse (1735), 2 Ves. Sen. 610; Walsh v. Patterson 
(1742), 9 Mod. Rep. 444 ; Brownsword v. Kdwards (1751), 
2 Ves. Sen. 243; Doe d. Dacre v. Dacre (1798), 1 Bos. & 
}. 250. 

7705. By implication.) — Testator be- 
queathed £1,000 to trustees, upon trust for his 
son A. for life, with remainder to the children of 
A. Ue then gave the residue of his estate & 
effects to his trustees, upon trust, for all his 
children in equal shares, & the heirs of their 
respective bodies. The following words were 
then added in a parenthesis: ‘‘ except as to my 
son A. & his children, whose share, in consequence 
of the £1,000 set. apart from him & them as afore- 
said. shall be rated at £1,000 less than that of any 
other child.”” The will then declared that in case 
of a failure of issue of any child, the share of him 
or her whose issue should fail should be held on 
the trusts therein mentioned. Testator left free- 
hold estates & personalty applicable to the trusts 
declared of the residue :—-Held : the words in the 
parenthesis did not cut down <A.’s interest in the 
residue to a life estate.—GREEN v. GREEN (1849), 
3 De G. & Sm. 480; 18 L. J. Ch. 465; 14 L. T. 
0.8.3; 14 Jur. 74; 64 EF. 1. 570. 

7706. Unless subsequent words as clear as 
words conferring gift.}—-An express estate for life 
by devise, shall not be controlled by implication.— 
LEEFE v. SALTINGSTON (1674), Freem. K. B. 1763 
SU Id. R. 1263 sub nom. Libre v. SALTINGSTONE, 
1 Mod. Rep. 1895 sub nom. ANON., Cart. 232. 
_innotations :—Refd. Luddington v. Kime (1696), 1 Ld. 

Raym., 203; Thomlinson v, Dighton (1712), 10 Mod. Rep. 

71; Kempvw. Kemp (1801), 5 Ves. 849: Doe d. Willmett 

v. Alehin (1818), 2 B. & Ald. 122; Doe d. Chadwick v. 

Jacksop (1836), 1 Mood & R. 553. 

7707. J-~It is a rule of the cts., in 
construing written instruments, that when an 
interest is given or an estate conveyed in one 
clause of the instrument in clear & decisive terms, 
such interest or estate cannot be taken away or 
cut down by raising a doubt upon the extent & 
meaning & application of a subsequent clause, nor 
by inference therefrom, nor by any subsequent 
words that are not us clear & decisive as the words 
of the clause giving that interest or estate.— 
THORNITLL v. HALL (1834), 2 Cl. & Fin. 22; 8 
Bi. N.S. &8& 3 6 E.R. 1065, HW. LL. 
enealie -—Apld. Morrice v. Langham (1841), 8 M. & W. 

Y4, 














WILLS. 





7708. ——— J—A. by his will, bequeathed 
to J. W. & J. B. for his wife & daughter, the whole 
of his property, but afterwards added the follow- 
ing words: namely, I give to my wife £50 a year 
for her life, & £500 to my daughter at twenty-one’: 
—Held: after payment of the £50 a year to the 
widow, & £500 to the daughter, there was an 
intestacy as to the residue, & the daughter, as 
heiress-at-law, was entitled to two-thirds thereof. 
—CHILDS v. WILSON (1838), 7 L. J. Ex. Eq. 58; 


2 Jur. 415. 
7708a. ——.]—Re LARKIN (1856), 2 Jur. 


N.S. 729. 
7709. ——.J—An absolute gift in clear 
language in a will is not taken away unless by 
language equally clear.—KIVER v. OLDFIELD 

(1859),4 De G. & J. 30: 45 BE. RK. 12,7. JJ. 

Annotation :—Refd. Wallace v. Seymour (1872), 20 W. R. 634. 
7710. -|—Words which divest a gift 

clearly given should be as clear as the words 

which confer it (KAY, L.J.).—LESLIE v. ROTHES 

(Earu), [1894] 2 Ch. 499; 63 L. J. Ch. 617; 71 

L. T. 184; 88 Sol. Jo. 456; 7 R. 600, C. A. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Re Hinckes, Dashwood v. Hinckes, 
[1921] 1 Ch. 475. 

7711. ——~ Unless subsequent words plain & 
unambiguous.|—Legacies so given to vest at a 
specified time, & so secured to the objects of the 
gift exclusively, can only be revoked ... can 
only be so altered & retracted by the most plain 
& unambiguous & unequivocal proviso (LORD 
BROUGHAM, C.).—ILOME v. PILLANS (1833), 2 
My. & K. 15; Coop. temp. Brough. 198; 4 L. J. 
Ch. 2; 39 KE. R. 850, Ll. C. 

Annotations :—-Apprvd. Abbott v. Middleton, Ricketts v. 
Carpenter (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 68%. Distd. Randfield v. 
Randfield (1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 225. Refd. Wordsworth 
v. Wood (1847), 1 H. lL. Cas. 129; Kdwards v. Edwards 
(1852), 15 Beav. 357 ; Cooper rt. Cooper (1855), 1 K. & J. 
658; Smith ». Spencer (1856), 6 De G. M. & G. 631; 
Dean v. Handley (1865), 2 Hem. & M. 635; Bowers v, 
Bowers (1870), 5 Ch. App. 244; Clark v. Henry (1870), 
L. R. 11 Eq. 222; Re Heathcote’s Trusts (1873), 9 Ch. App. 
47, n.; O'Mahoney v. Burdett (1874), L. R. 7 H. L. 388 ; 
Apsey v. Apsey (1877), 36 L. T. 941; Re Schnadhorst, 
Sandkuhl v. Schnadhorst, [1902] 2 Ch. 234; Christian v. 
Taylor, [1926] A. C. 773. 

7712. ——-~,.|—That appears to me to be a 
safe & reasonable principle of construction which 
was stated by LorD BROUGHAM, in the case of 
Hlome v. Pillans, No. 7711, ante, “ that where 
there is a clear gift, it can only be altered & 
retracted by the most plain, & unambiguous, & 
unequivocal words”? (LORD CHELMSFORD, C.).— 
ABBOTT v. MIDDLETON, RICKETTS v, CARPENTER 
(1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 68; 28 L. J. Ch. 110; 33 
L. T. O. S. 66; 5 Jur. N.S. 717; 11 EH. RR. 28, 
HT. Le: affg. (1855), 21 Beav. 143. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Hope v. Potter (1857), 3 K. & J. 206; 
Neighbour vr. Thurlow (1860), 28 Beav. 33; Stevens v. 
Pyle (1860), 28 Beav. 388. Refd. Anderson v. Abbott 
(1857), 3 Jur. N.S. 833; Slingsby v. Grainger (1858), 7 
H. L. Cas. 273; Wing v. Angrave (1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 
183: Eastwood v. Lockwood (1867), L. R. 3 Ky. 487 ; 
Nunn v. Hancock (1868), 16 W. Rt. 818; Rhodes v. 
Rhodes (1882), 7 App. Cas. 192; He Northen, Salt wv. 
Pym (1884), 54 L. J. Ch. 273; Re Whitmore, Walters v. 
Harrison, {1902] 2 Ch. 66; Phillins wv. Rail (1906) 54 
W.R. 517; Re Mitchell, Mitchell v. Mitchell (1913), 108 

















ART, 27 N. Z. La. Wt. 604.—N.Z. 





























7704 viii. -——.J—CLow wv. CLOW 3 175.—IR. 

(1883), 4 O. IR. 355.—CAN. 7704 xv. ——-.}—M‘TEAR v. M‘Do- 7704 xxii. ——.]— PUBLIC TRUSTEE t. 
7704 ix. J—BowmMan vi. ORAM WELL, 1) I. Ch. R. 338.—IR. EDMUND, 32 N. Z. L. R. 202.—N.Z. 
(1891), 26 N. 5. RK. 318.—CAN. 7704 xvi. -.J—LLoypb v. TWEEDY, 7704 xxiii. ——-.]—SEMPLE v. ALISON 

7704 x. ——.J--CORNING v. LENT (1808,[ 1 1. R. 5.—IR. (1853), 1 W. Kk. 536.—S8COT. 
(1903), 23 C. L. 'T. 336.——CAN. 7704 xvii. J Dow.ina r. Dow- 71704 xxiv. .}—LAWSON'S TRUS- 
7704 xi. J—-Re McGrn (1913), LING, 11902] 1 T. RR. 79, 83.-—IR. TRIES v. LAWSON (1890), 17 lt. (Ct. of 
230. WL. RR. 7138: 40. W.N. 565; 9 91704 xviii. ——.]J—Jte HUMPHREY'S Sess.) 1167; 27 Sc. L. RK. 899.—SCOT. 
lb. L. RR. 7.—CAN. Esrate, (1916] 1 1. hk. 21.—IR. 7704 xxv. )——WATSON’S $TRUS- 
7704 xii. - —.}—J’e WALKER (1924), 7704 xix. ——-.]-- BLAKE v. BLAKE, TEES v. WATSON, [1913] 2.8. L. 'T. 
56 0. L. RR. 517.—CAN. [1923] 1 4. It. 88.—IR. 172.— SCOT. 
7704 xiii. .}—Ite Scorr, [192611 7704 xx. ———.]——Re CULLEN, CULLEN 7706 i. Unless subsequent words 


D.L. K. 151; 58 0. L. R. 138.—CAN. 


7704 xiv. -}—CooTE v. COOTE 
(1846), 9 I. Eq. 2}. 197; 3 Jo. & Lat. 





r (ieug (1896), 15 N. ZL. BR, 214.— 


7704 xxi. --—.]- JACKSON v. STEW- 


as cleur as words conferring gift. |\—lhe 
FREEDY (1913), 25 O. L. RK. 378.— CAN. 


b. —— Unless subsequent words 


Part XVI.—ConsrructTIon. 


L. T. 180. Mentd. Stanley v. Stanley (1862), 2 John. & 
491; Coates v. Hart (1863), 32 Beav. 349: Gigs 
Gordon (1871), L. R. 56 H. L. 254; Keogh v. Keogn 
(1874), 22 W. R 508; Bathurst v. Errington (1877), 2 
App. Cas. 698; Taylor v, St. Helen’s Corpn. (1877), 6 
Ch. D. 264; Leach v. Jay (1878), 39 L. T. 242: Evans 2. 
Ball (1882), 47 L. T. 165 ; Ie Hudson, Hudson v. Hudson 
(1882), 20 Ch. D. 406; Locke v. Dunlop (1888), 39 Ch. 1, 
387; Ite Bowman, Re Lay, Whytchead ». Boulton (1889), 
41 Ch. D. 525; Millsv. Dunham, [1891] 1 Ch. 576: Rogers 
v Maddocks (1892), 62 L. J. Ch. 219; Foxwell v. Van 
(Girutten (1900), 82 TL. T. 272; De on Hee Rayner », 
Rayner, [1904] 1 Ch. 176; Cave v. Horsell, [1912] 3 K. B. 
533; te Layard, Layard v. Bessborough (1916), 85 
lL. J. Ch. 505; Whitmore ». King (1918), 87 L. J. Ch. 
647; Lowther v. Clifford, [1927] 1 K. B. 130. 


7713. -|--Where an absolute interest 
is given by a will it will not be cut down except 
by distinct: words..—ADSHEAD v. WILLETTS (1861), 
29 Beav. 3858; OW. R. 405; 54 EK. Tt. 666. 

















7714. ---—-— |\—Re JONES, RIcHARDS 1. 
JONES, No. 8171, post. 
7715. ~.|--"The present case is one 


where there is a clear yift, which is not to be cut 
down by uncertain or ambiguous words (STIRLING, 
J.).—Re SEARIGHT, BELL v. SEARIGHT (1899), 44 
Sol. Jo. 25. 

7716. -|—Testator, after appointing 
exors. & giving various specific & pecuniary 
legacies, disposed of his residue. By a first codicil 
he gave a legacy of £1,000 to be equally divided 
between certain of his godchildren therein de- 
scribed. By a subsequent codicil he gave ‘ £50 
additional to each of my godchildren as named 
in my will so that each receives £100 each.” On 
the death of testator there were nine godchildren 
answering the deseription in the first codicil, & 
they received their shares of the legacy of £1,000, 
amounting to more than LLO0 each :- Held: the 
bequest im the subsequent codicil was a clear gift 
of £50 additional to each of the podechildren 
followed by words of doubtful import, which could 
not be construed so as to cut it down, & the 
additional legacies were payable.-- Re SEGELCKE. 
AUSGLIER wv. NICOL, [1906] 2 Ch. 5015 75 Le J. Ch. 
104; 95 L. T. 708; 54 W. RR. 624. 

7717. —---- Unless subsequent words show clear 
intention to cut down gift.|—Testator devises his 
treehold estates to trustees in trust, to secure an 
annuity of £60 per annum to his wife for life, & 
then in trust for his two younger sons, & his two 
daughters, & all children to be begotten on the 
body of his wife, until they shall severally attain 
the age of twenty-one years, & then unto & 
among them share & share alike, as tenants in 
common, & not as joint tenants. The will then 
yranted a power to the trustees to receive the 
rents, & to lay out the surplus beyond the wife's 
annuity, & other charges thereon, in good securi- 
ties, to grant leases of the estates for a term not 
exceeding seven years, “ & if they should think it. 
advisable to sell any part thereof at any time after 
my death ” :—/Teld: this latter clause did not 
control the express gift) of the estates to the 
children in fee, when they should severally attain 
the age of twenty-one years.—-DOoOE d. BUDDEN v. 
TTARRIS (1822), 2 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 36. 

SN :--Mentd. Boyce v. Hanning (1832), 2 Cr. & J. 
ashe 








eo ———--,] 3 


show clear intention to eut down gift.) - 
Perer v. SHipway (1908), 7 C. 
232.—AUS. - IR 

Cc. - —— .J--Pe CLharK (19285), 
28 W. A. L. R. 27.—AUS. 

d. ——— ———-.}-PHILAN v. GRAHAM 
(1862), 22 U. C. R. 380.—CAN. 

e. ———-. ]}-— DAVIDSON v. BOOMER, 
15 Cr. 1.—-CAN. 
f. --+—Re Burns ESTATE 
(Alta.), (1924) 1 D. L. R. 721: [1924] 
1 W. W. RR. 109.—CAN. 


J.--VOL. XIV. 


k. -——— 
Trusts (1891), 
IR. 








aa g. RimmGeway vr. MUN- n. 
L. Wh. KITTRICK (1841), 1 Dre & War. 84. v. 


h. —— ———.]—MAartTINn tv. MARTIN 
(1886), 19 L. R. Ir. 72.-—IR. 
.) — fe 
OT Tye Ute Ite: OTS. 


1, ---—~ ——-—-.]-- SHIELDS v. SHIELDS, 
(1910) 1 I. R. 116, 120.—IR. S. AF. 
m. .}-—-KRULL v. BRADEY, 
3 N. 7. L. Rh. Cc, A. 199.—N.Z. 
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7718. -]|——I take the principle of con- 
struction as consonant to reason, & established by 
authority, to be this, that where by plain words, 
in themselves liable to no doubt, an estate tail is 
given, you are not to allow such estate to be 
altered & cut down to a life estate unless there are 
other words which plainly show testator to have 
used the former as words of purchase, contrary to 
their natural & ordinary sense, or unless in the rest 
of the provisions there be some plain indication of 
a general intent inconsistent with an estate tail 
being given by the words in question, & which 
general intent can only be fullilled by sacrificing 
the particular provisions, & regarding the ex- 
pressions as words of purchase (LORD BROoUGIHAM, 
C.).— FETHERSTON . ERTHERSTON (1835), 3 Ch & 
Fin. 67; 61. R. 1363: sub nom. Jack vv. Fierivcr- 
ston, 9 Bh. N.S. 287, H. IL. 

Annotations :—Consd. Ie Lawrence, Lawrence 1, Lawrence, 
[1915] 1 Ch. 129. Refd. Lees v. Mosley (1836), 1 Y. & 
CG. Ex. 589; Toler v. Attwood (1850), 15 Q. B. 929; 
Jordan v. Adams (1861), 9 C. B. N.S. 483; Van Grutten 
v. Foxwell, Foxwell v. Van Grutten, [1897] A. C. 658. 
7719. ---.|-—Testator by his will, gave 

his personal estate to his three daughters equally 

amongst them, & appointed his daughter Elizabeth 
his sole extrix. Testator then made a codicil to 
his will, which, in the material parts was as 
follows: ‘‘ Considering that my property is but 
small, & that such (of my daughters) as may be 
marricd at the period of ny decease, will have a 
provider & protector, from this consideration, my 
daughters remaining unmarried, or daughter 
remaining unmarried, to her or them, I will & 
desire all my property for the sole use & benefit of 
the unmarried daughter or daughters of mine 
living at the time of my death, & continue so as 
long as she or they shall remain hving & un- 
married ; but should each of my said daughters 
named in my said will all get married, then & in 
that case, all property to be equally divided be- 
tween them, share & share alike; my books to 
continue in the possession of the eldest. Should 

a daughter or daughters be married, & die before 

a division of property take place, agreeable to my 

intentions set forth, then & in such case, leaving 

a child or children, such child or children to have 





the proportioned share of the mother; but not 
leaving issue, then that share to be divided 


between my living daughters or living daughter.’”’ 

The three daughters remained unmarried at the 
date of the will & codicil. One daughter, Diana, 
married after the date of the codicil, & in the life- 
time of testator. After testator’s death, the two 


other daughters (Blizabeth & Dorothea) then 
enjoyed the income of his property.  Ichzabeth, 
by her will, nade her nephew, Burney, her 
residuary legatee. Dorothea then married, & 


Elizabeth, being unmarried, continued to enjoy 
the whole income until her death :—-Held : Ishiza 
beth'’s one-third share of the capital of testator’s 
estate went to her residuary legatee, & did not 
survive to her sisters..--PARKER v. BURNEY (1838), 
ST. J. Ch. 107. 

7720. —-- ~.]--Testator devised his free- 
hold, duchy or copyhold, & leasehold estates to his 





-}—Re JACOB, JACOB 
Jacos, 16 N. Z L. R. 52.—N.Z. 


Oo —— - —.)—WHITE’S TRUATERS 
ve WHitt (1896), 23 H. (Ct. of Soss.) 
836; 33 Se. L. R. 660; 4 8 L. T. 


BOURKE’S 59,~—SCOT. 





Pp. .) — Lint (DOMAN’sS 
CURATOR) vu. ZIPP (1876), Buch. 181,-— 





.J—e Strauss, 11 8. C. 


3ON 


q. 
205.—S. AF. 
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widow & his youngest son, upon trust to permit 
his widow to receive the rents & profits for life, 
should she remain unmarried, & from & after 
the decease or future marriage of his widow, then 
as to all his frechold & duchy or copyhold & lease- 
hold estates, to the use of his three sons, to be 
equally divided between them as tenants in 
common for ever; & he declared his further will 
to be, that if at any time within three years next 
after the decease or future marriage of his widow, 
his eldest son H. should be desirous to have the 
whole of the estates before devised unto & among 
him & his brothers, upon his paying £1,000 to each 
of them within that period for such their shares 
& interest therein, same should become the sole 
& exclusive property of such eldest son; & after 
giving certain legacies to testator’s daughters, 
which, with debts, were charged upon his freehold 
property in the event of the personalty being 
insufficient, the will proceeded : ‘‘ I further direct 
that should my eldest son die without issue, then 
I give & devise unto my second son M. all those 
my freehold & duchy or copyhold estates afore- 
said; & in case he should have no issue, then to 
my youngest son EK. & his issue, his heirs, & 
assigns for ever.’’ The eldest son died intestate 
& without issue, leaving his mother, still un- 
married, & his two brothers, him surviving, & 
without having exercised the option of purchase 
given him by the will :—AHeld: the eldest. son died 
seised of the remainder in fee of one third part 
of the freehold & duchy or copyhold lands devised 
by testator’s will, expectant on the death = or 
second marriage of his mother ; & he died possessed 
of the absolute estate in remainder in one third 
part of the leasehold estates devised by the will, 
expectant on the death or second marriage of his 
mother.—LEy wv. Ly (1811), 2 Man. & G. 7802.3 
Scott, N.K. 161; 10L.3.¢. P. 222; 1838 16. R. 960. 

7721. —- -——.)—Testator devised as follows : 
‘‘T give, devise, & bequeath unto M. W. M. the 
whole of my property situate In P., with the 
furniture, cte., & all other effects in & about. 
the premises, etc.. & also £4,000, etc., & atso my 
farm called Southfield, situate in the parish of FI. 
...» Tleave to iy nephew W. H. W. all my other 
lands situate in the parishes of LL. & M., subject 
to the yearly payment of £150 to my faithful 
servant C. W., without any deductions whatso- 
ever, commencing from my decease: should it 
not be regularly paid, C. W. may distrain; &«& 
should M. W. M. have lawful issue, the property 
to be equally divided between her lawful issue; & 
should she not have lawful issue, it is my desire 
that Southfield farm should become the property 
of my nephew W. H. WW.” :—Held: the nephew 
took an estate in fee in the lands in Hl. & M.-— 
PEPPERCORN v. PEACOCK (1841), 3 Man. & Gi. 356 ; 
3 Scott, N.R.651; 11.5.0. P.11; 1388 6. R. 1182. 
nen :—Refd. Doc d. Sams v. Garlick (1845), 14 M. & 


7722. -- —~--.]—Although in a will the words 
usually carrying an estate in fee are flexible, & 
capable of being construed, according to the 
paramount intention, so as to convey a lesser 
estate, such intention must be plain & manifest, 
& not inconsistent with the express limitations of 
the will. A limitation to two as tenants in 
common in fee, upon the death, in default of issue 
or appointment, of a prior devisee, will not, as to 
one of them, be cut down to an estate for life by a 
general proviso in another part. of the will, whether 
precedent or subsequent, that any share or 
interest to which the party may hecome entitled 
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by survivorship shall on her death go to her 
children as tenants in common in fee, such words 
not being at all appropriate to describe a moiety 
of an estate of executory devise; & the ct. will 
rather reject the proviso as mere surplusage.— 
GREENWOOD v. SUTCLIFFE (1854), 14 C. B. 226; 
23 L. J. C. P. 98; 22 L. T. O. S. 275; 18 Jur. 
248; 2W.R. 265; 20. L. BR. 332; 139 BE. R. 93. 

7723. —— -- -——.|-—It is the duty of the ct. to 
give effect to the intention of testators, as far as 
the rules of law will permit; but if testator uses 
words, which by their plain import give an 
absolute estate, the circumstance of his giving the 
same absolute estate to a succession of legatees, 
in a manner incompatible & inconsistent with the 
free enjoyment of the property plainly given to the 
first, will not authorise the ct. to alter the effect 
of the words by which that property is given.— 
BYNnu v. STRAFFORD (LoRD) (1843), 5 Beav. 558 ; 
12 L. J. Ch.169; 7 Jur. 98; 49 K.1R. 604; affd. sub 
nom. LIOARE v. ByNG (1844), 10 Cl. & Fin, 508, IT. Li. 


Annotations :—Consd. Watkins v. Williams (1851), 3 Mac. & 
G. 622. Refd. Mussuinat Bhoobun Moycee Debia v. Ram 
ey Acharj Chowdhry (1865), 10 Moo. Ind, App. 


71724. The proposition that where 
there is a clear gift in a will it is not. to be cut down 
by anything subsequent, unless it is equally clear, 
not. approved. 

The subsequent clause may have that effect if 
it indicates with reasonable certainty the intention 
of testator.—RANDFIELD v. RANDFIELD (1860), 8 
H..L. Cas. 225; 807. J. Ch. 77: 2 L. T. 733 ; 
GJur, N.S.901; OSW.LR. Lb: TLE. RR. 114, 1. Las sab- 
sequent proceedings (18861), 38 De, FL & J. 766, li. JJ. 
Annotations: Apld. Perry ». Merritt (1874), 22 W. R. G00; 








Re Freeman, Hope 7. Freeman, (1910) 1 Ch. G81. Refd. 
Martin v. Martin (1866), L. i. 2 Kg. 404; Wallaee , 
Seymour (1872), 20 W. R. 634; Langdale oo. Briggs, 


Kr p. Bacon, Ine p. Martineau (1873), 28 L. T. 467; Fee 
Freme'’s Contract, [1895] 2 Ch. 778; Foxwell ¢. Van 
Grutten (1896), 12 TL. R. 307; Re Wrightson, Battie- 
Wrightson v. ‘Thomas, [1901] 2’Ch. 95. Mentd. Retell 
v. Reffell (1866), GF. Ro 1 PP. & 1.1393; Bigzey vo. Flight 
(1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 852. 


71725. —--  - -.!—--Testator, by his will, thus 
expressed himself: ‘ It) is my wish that the sum 
of £10,000 be given to my dear brother M., know- 
ing that he is not so well off pecuniarily as he 
ought to be with his large family, & the kind 
obligations which he imposes on himsclf in aiding 
poor relations, ete., & I should wish these £10,000 
held by trustees for the benetit of his family, the 
interest paid half yearly, & the principal divided 
among them according to the discretion of the 
trustees or their exors. after the children shall 
have come of age’ :—Held: the brother M. took 
a life interest in the legacy with remainder to his 
children as tenants in common. The legacy to 
be secured for the children at the death of their 
father the tenant for life.—GLADSTONE v. GLAD- 
STONE (1868), 18 TL. T. 405 16 W. BR. 587. 

7726. -— - -| Testator directed the residue 
of his property to be divided into equal portions, 
& to be paid to as many of his children as should 
be living at the time of his decease, to be for ever 
at. their disposal, with the following reservation 
only; the equal share or portion which should 
fall to his eldest daughter, M.. should remain in 
certain investments, & the proceeds or interest of 
such her equal portion should be applied for her 
support & maintenance during her life, & at her 
death the property thus bequeathed to her should 
be divided into equal portions among as many of 
his other children as might. be living at the time of 
her decease. M. survived all the other children 
of testator :—Held: she took an absolute interest 
in her equal portion of the residue.—BISHOP 1”. 
Wisk (1872), 26 J.. T. 530, T. JS. 


Part XVI.—ConstrRuction. 


7727. -|-——-Gift by testator of all the 
residue of his estate & effects, real & personal, 
whatsoever & whercsoever, to his wife, E., & after 
her death, to be equally divided to the children, 
should there be any; he also appointed his wife 
sole extrix. There were no children :—Held: the 
wife was absolutely entitled.—CRozIER v. CROZIER 
(1873), L. R. 15 Hq. 282; 21 W. R. 398. 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Hanbury, Hanbury v. Fisher, [1904] 
1 Ch. 415. 


7728, —-— --~--.]—Where there is a clear gift 
in a will, it cannot afterwards be cut down except 
by something which, with reasonable certainty, 
indicates the intention of testator to cut it down: 
& if a gift over is fairly capable of being con- 
strued in two ways, & one construction will be 
consistent with the maintenance of the vested 
interests which have been clearly given in the 
first instance, the ct. will struggle to adopt that 
construction (JOYCE, J.).—Re ROBERTS, PERCIVAL 
v. ROBERTS, [1903] 2 Ch. 200; 72 L. J. Ch. 597; 
S8 lL. T. 505. 

7729. —--  _---.] —-Testator appointed B. to be 
one of the exors. & trustees of his will & bequeathed 
to him, if he should prove the will, & in addition 
{o any other benefit to which he might be entitled 
under the will, a legacy of £1,000, & ultimately 
gave a share of residue to BB. By a codicil testator, 
after referring to the appointment of B. as an 
exor, & to the legacy of £1.000, revoked the 
appointment & legacy & appointed IL. to be an 
exor. in the place of 13., & gave Il. a Jegacy of 
00 for his trouble in acting as such exor. & 
declared that his will should be construed & take 
effect as if the name of Tf. were inserted in his will 
throughout instead of the name of 13. :+—//eld: 
eeneral direction at the end of the codicil did not 
operate as an implied revocation of the cift of the 
share of residue to B. 

A clear gift in a will is not to be ent down by 
anything subsequent which does not with reason- 
able certainty indicate the intention of the testator 
{o cut if down (BUCKLEY, [..J.).—e FRieemMAnN, 
Jlopm a. MReEEMAN, [L910] 1 Ch. 6813 79 Ta. J. Ch. 
B78; 102. PT. 51635 5t Sol. Jo. £43, CLA. 
ainnotation :—Refd. We Mellor, Dodgson v. Ashworth (1912), 

Ys T. L, dt. 473. 

1730. ---— - | = Re ATKINSON, ATKINSON ?. 

(125) W. ON. 0, CLA, 
Annotation: Refd. Re Monk, Giffen v. Wedd, (1927) 2 Ch. 197. 

7731. -- — Implication from subsequent words. | 

— A, devised his real estate to his son F. during 
his life, remainder after his decease to his eldest 
son that should be then living, remainders over. 
I. suffered a recovery, & declared the use to 
himself in fee :—Held: F. took only an estate for 
life, & the recovery was had. 
_ For where a particular estate is expressly given, 
it shall not be altered by any implication from 
subsequent words ; especially where such implica- 
tion, if admitted, defeats the general intent of the 
Will.-—-FoorD v. Foorp (1730), 8 Bro. Parl. Cas. 
24; 1H. RR. 1219, H. Tu. 

7732, --- —--.) Testator gave the income of 
all the residue of his property, subject to two 
wnnuities, to his wife for life; & after her death, 
to his son for life; & then bequeathed, a second 
time, the residue of his property to his son, except- 
Ing all money in the funds, which he gave to the 
children of his son :~—-Held : after the death of the 
wife the son took the income of all money in the 
funds “ for his life,’ as well as all the residuary 
property, since a preceding unambiguous gift 
cannot be cut down by subsequent. implication.— 

LL v. Benn (1839), 3 Jur. 551. 

7733. —-~— -——.]—Testator by will “ gave, 
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devised, & bequeathed his real & personal estate 
to J. L. & his sons J. 1... & J. L. their respective 
heirs, exors., administrators, & assigns, equally 
to be divided between them as tenants in common, 
& not as joint tenants’’?; & by a codicil thereto 
the testator declared ‘that if any of the devisees 
named in his will should die in his lifetime, it was 
his will & desire that the estate & interest devised 
by his will to him or them so dying should go to 
the survivors or survivor of them, & the heirs, 
exors., administrators & assigns of such survivor.” 
J. L., the father, died in testator’s lifetime :— 
Held: his share passed under the codicil to his 
two sons, as joint tenants, & not as tenants in 
common ; & J. L., who survived J. TW. 1., took the 
Whole of titat share, to the exclusion of the 
children of J. 11. Tu. 

Words in one devise giving a clear interest to a 
party are not to be cut down because in another 
devise testator has so limited the interest given to 
the same party.—Lrri uv. Mostry (1851), 14 
Beav. G05; 18 Ta IT. O. S. 845 SLU. 1. 417. 

1734. — - ——Testator, by his will, dated 
in 1853, gave the residue of his property to lis 
three brothers & nephew for their lives, as tenants 
in common; & after the decease of bis brothers 
& nephew, then in trust for their heirs & assigns, 
as tenants in common: provided always, that in 
case any or either of their children should die 
under twenty-one, without leaving issue, the share 
of each child so dying should be in trust for the 
survivors or survivor; but in case any or either 
of such children should dic leaving lawful issue, 
then the share of each such child to go to his or 
her child or children; & if there should be only 
one such child of his brothers or nephew who 
should attain twenty-one or be married, then in 
trust for such child, his or her heirs & assigns for 
ever. Upon a bill for the construction of the will : 
—Held: it must be assumed that there was an 
omission of a gift to the children of testator’s 
brothers & nephew after the gift to them, & the 
will must be read as giving the brothers & nephew 
a fee in the tirst clause of the devise, which was cut 
down to a life estate in the event of their having 
childven, with a devise in fee to the clildren.— 
SPENCE v. HANDPORD (1858), 27 Ta. J. Ch. 7673 31 
JT. I. O, S. 244; 4 Jur. N.S. 987. 

7735. .|\—Where there is an express 
gift in a will, & there is a subsequent clause in- 
consistent with the first, but with only an implied 
revocation, the prior gilt takes effect.—- KERR v. 
CLINTON (BARONESS) (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 462 5 17 
W. R. 980. 


B. Prior Gift Passing Absolute Interest. 
7736. Gift to A.—Additional gift to A. & the 
heirs of his body.] —WiseMAN & WISEMAN'S CASE 
(1587), L Leon. 57; TEE. R. 535 sub nome. WISE- 











s 


MAN tv. ROLFE, Owen, 1403 sub nom, WISEMAN vt. 
Pascal, 1 And. 1603; Say. 80. ; 
7737. —----- Subsequent gift of annuity on A.’s 
death.|—A. devise to testator’s wife, of . all his 
property both personal & real for ever,” passes 
{he fee in the real estate & the devisor’s intent 
to use them in a more restricted sense is not shown 
by a subsequent clause of the will, whereby after 
her decease he gave an additional annuity to a 
person to whom he had before given a smaller 
annuity preceding the devise to the wife.—-DOE d. 
Dacre (LADY) v. Roper (1809), 11 East, 518 ; 
O8 1. R. Liat. 
; 7738. - Additional gift to A. for limited 
period.]-—Testator, subsequently to Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 26), gave to A. the house she lived in & 
grass for a cow in Gill Field :—Held: she took an 
3N 2 
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estate in fee simple in the house, & the right of 

pee of a cow during her pleasure.—RYAY v. 

RAWLINSON (1860), 29 Beav. 88 ; 30 L. J. Ch. 330 ; 

7 Jur. N.S. 118; 9 W.R. 1384; 54 BK. R. 559. 

Annotation :—Refd. Pym v. Harrison (1875), 32 L. T. 817. 
7739. Gift of leaseholds—Gift over on death.|— 

HANDALL v. Brown (1603), Moore, K. B. 748; 

72 H.R. S80. 

7740. Before end of term.|-——Prick & 
ATMORES CASE (1612), 4 Leon. 246; 74 EF. R. 850. 

71741. ---- »|—CHILD v. BAYLIE (1622), 
Palm. 48, 883; Cro. Jac. 459; W.Jo0.15; 2 Roll. 
Rep. 1293; 81 1. R. 972, 1109. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Grig v«. Hopkins (1461), 1 Sid. 37; 
Love vw. Windham (1670), 1 Sid. 450; urgis v. Burgis 
(1673), 1 Mod. Rep. 115; Huntbatch v. Lee (1676), 3 
Keb. 750; Gibbons «. Summers (1681), 3 Lev. 22; 
Norfolk’s Case, (1682), 3 Cas. in Ch. 13; Lamb v. Archer 
(1692), Carth. 266; Scattergood . Edge (1699), 12 Mod. 
Rep. 278; Kast v. Essington (1702), Gilb. 17; Stanley v. 
Leigh (1782), 2 P. Wins. 686; Thellusson v. Woodford 
(1799), 4 Ves. 227; Doe d. Winter vo. Perratt (1826), 5 
B.& C. 48. 

7742. .|—Testator gave real & 
personal estate to trustees upon trust to receive 
the rents of certain leasehold premises, & pay the 
same to his daughter E. upon her sole receipt, 
for her separate use, but. in case of the death of E. 
before the expiration of the lease, then upon trust 
to invest & accumulate the rents & profits for the 
benefit of the children of I. living at her decease. 
Ki. died before the expiration of the lease, without 
children :—Held: KE. was absolutely entitled to 
the leasehold premises.—-WATKINS v. WESTON 
(1863), 3 De G. J. & Sm. 484; 382 L. J. Ch. 609 ; 
8L. TT. 406; 11 W. RR. 408; 46 B. R. 708, L. JJ. 
Annotations :—Consd. Gatenby v. Morgan (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 

G85. Refd. te Jones, Last v. Dobson, [1915] 1 Ch. 246. 

7743. Subsequent direction for sale of 
leasehold—Subsequent disposal repugnant’ to 
earlier.|—Testator, by his will, bequeathed unto 
his wife all his leasehold property, wheresoever 
situate, for her sole use & benefit, except a certain 
house therein described ; & in a subsequent part 
of his will he directed that as soon after the decease 
of his wife as might be practicable, all his leasehold 
property not already disposed of by her, save & 
except the before-mentioned house, should be sold, 
& the produce thereof distributed by his exors. 
(of whom the wife was named one) amongst 
certain persons, in the proportions therein stated : 
—Held: upon the death of testator, his widow 
became absolutely entitled under his will to the 
leasehold property bequeathed to her by such 
will, & the direction to sell contained in such will 
& the expressed disposition of the proceeds of sale 
were repugnant to the preceding absolute gift to 
testator’s wife, & void.—BOwES v. GOSLETT (1857), 
27L. J. Ch. 249; 30 L. T. O.S. 268; 4 Jur. N.S. 
17; 6 W. RK. &. 

7744. Gift of personal estate to wife --Remainder 
given over.|---Devise of a personal estate in re- 
mainder after the death of J. S. is a void devise 
& vests wholly in J. S. she being executrix.— 
WARNER v. BorRSLY (1679), 2 Rep. Ch. 1513; 21 
Kh. RR. 648. 

7745. Subsequent bequest of residue of 
personal estate.|—-Testator bequeathed certain 
specified goods & all other his personal estate to 
his wife, & after devising his real estate to his 
wife for life, with divers limitations over, he 
bequeathed the residue of his personal estate in 
trust for his children or their issue, & in default 
for his brothers & sisters & their issuc as therein 
mentioned :—/Ield: having regard also to the 
general scope of the will the wife took only a life 
interest in the personal estate. 












































WILLs. 


You must read it [the will] all first & gather the 
meaning from the whole & you have no right to 
take one clause alone & treat it as if it were 
a substantive & independent instrument to be 
confined by some clause coming afterwards 
(JESSEL, M.R.).--Re BAGSHAW’S TRUSTS (1877), 
461L.J3.Ch. 567; 36 L.T. 749; 25 W. 1. 659, C. A. 
Annotation :—Apld. In the Estate of Lupton, [1905] P. 321. 

7746. Gift to A. & the heirs of his body—Re- 
mainder to B.in fee on death of A.'---ANON. (1572), 
Ben]. 25; 73 HK. RR. 949. 

7747. ---— Subsequent gift over in default of 
heirs male.|---If a testator devise lands to A. for 
life ; with remainder to his first son & the heirs 
of his body ; & for default. of such issue, to B. & 
the heirs of his body, with several remainders over 3 
& in default of such issue, to C. & his heirs ; with 
a memorandum declaring, that his will & meaning 
is, that. A. shall not alien the lands from the heirs 
male of his body, but that upon default of such 
issue they shall remain to B. & the heirs male 
of his body: his declaration in the memorandum 
does not. restrain the prior words of the will; & 
therefore the son of A. shall take the estate in 
tail general.- FRIEND v. BoUCHIER (1685), 6 Mod. 
Rep. 813 1 Kq. Cas. Abr. 184; Skin. 210; Poll. 
657; 2 Show. 405; 87 HK. RR. 538. 

7748. Gift of furniture—Direction for inventory.] 
—Hffect of a direction for an inventory, ete., 
restraining a bequest of furniture, ete., to an 
interest for life.—SouTHEY v. SOMERVILLE (LORD) 
(1807), 18 Ves. 4863 33 10. R. 377, 1. ¢. 
Annotation :--Mentd. Re Gibson’s Trusts (1861), 2 John. & 


H. 656. 

7749. Gift over on contingency which falled.]— 
Construction of words in a residuary clause, as 
having reference to a contingency which had not 
taken place, & therefore no restriction on a pre- 
ceeding absolute bequest.—FoRBES v. BALL (L817), 
3 Mer. 4873; 36 i. 2. 168. 

Annotations :—Refd. Davies v. Thorns (1819), 3 De G. & Sm. 
347; Laker. Currie (1853), 21 L. T. O.S. 26; Jee Brierley, 
Brierley v. Brierley (1894), 43 W. R. 363; Re Weekes’ 
Setthint., [1897] 1 Ch. 289. 

7750. General devise in preamble—-Subsequent 
residuary clause applicable to personalty only.|—— 
The preamble of a will “as for such temporal 
estate as God has given me, I give, devise & dispose 
of it,’’ was followed by words of devise of real 
property to A., without words of inheritance, & 
a residuary clause confined by the will itself to 
personalty only :-—-Held : the preamble alone could 
not operate to pass a fee to A.—DOoE d. KNOCKER 
v. RAVELL (1832), 2 Cr. & J. 617; 2 Tyr. 719; 
1. J. Hx. 254; 149 BE. R. 260. 

Annotation: Refd. Smithv. Smith (1861),11C.B.N.S.121. 
7751. Gift to A., her executors, administrators & 

assigns —Followed by ‘‘ for her life.’’] —-Bequest of 

leaseholds to A., her exors., administrators, & 
assigns, for her life.—-//eld:) on the context to 

vive a life estate only.—MORRALL v. SUTTON (1842), 

5 Beav. 100; 14 L. J. Ch. 266; 49 H.R. 515; 

on appeal (1845), 1 Ph. 583; 51. T. O. S. 15 9 

Jur. 697, Tu. C. 

Annotation :~-Refd. Doe d. Blakiston v. Huslewood (1851), 


10 C. B. 544, 

7752. - .|—Testator bequeathed his resi- 
duary estate to his wife, “ her exors., adminis- 
trators & assigns,’’ but if she diced intestate, then 
his will was that it should be bequeathed to A. & 
B. The wife predeceased testator :—Held : inde- 
pendently of that circumstance the gift over, after 
an absolute interest, was void.—-HvuaGnueEs v. ELLIS 
(1855), 20 Beav. 1938; 24 L. J. Ch. 351; 1 Jur. 
N.S. 316; 3 W. R. 310; 52 i. 1. 577. 


Annotations :—Dbtd. Re Stringer’s Estate, Shaw v. Jones- 
Ford (1877), 6 Ch. D. 1; J?e Lowman, Devenish ». Poster, 
[1895)2Ch. 348. Refd. Perry v. Merritt (L871), 22 W. R. 600. 











Part XVI.—Consrruction. 


7758. Gift cut down for limited purpose—Falilure 
of purpose.|—Testator bequeathed the residue of 
his personal estate to trustees, upon trust, to raise 
therefrom £5,000 for his daughter E., & to place 
out his daughter’s legacy at interest, & pay the 
dividends to her during her life, for her separate 
use; &, after her decease, he bequcathed the 
legacy so given to her to her children; & he 
authorised her, if she married, to appoint the 
interest to her husband for his life if he survived 
her; & if his personal estate should not be suffi- 
cient to raise the legacy so given to his daughter, 
then he authorised it to be raised out of certain 
real estates. By a deed of appointment, of even 
date with the will, testator & his wife charged 
certain other real estates with £1,950 in favour 
of their daughter upon the same trusts as were 
expressed in the will with an ultimate gift over. 
in default of children, to the daughter absolutely ; 
& by a codicil, also of the same date, after reciting 
the appointment, testator directed that this 
£1,950 should be taken as part of the legacy given 
to her by the will, & charged the residue on 
certain real estate. Testator’s personal estate was 
exhausted by the payment of his debts. he 
daughter died unmarried :—Held: she took an 
absolute interest, not only in the £1,950 appointed 
by the deed, but also in the remainder of the 
£5,000 given by the will.—-MAyYER v. TTOWNSEND 
(1841), 3 Beav. 443; 10L. J. Ch. 216; 5 Jur. 91; 
49 Ih. R. 174. 

Annotations :-- Consd. Salisbury v. Petty (1843), 3 Hare, 86. 
Distd. Gompertz v. Gompertz (1846), 16 L. J. Ch. 23. 
Consd. Lasxence v. Tierney (1849), 2 H. & Tw..115.  Distd. 
Nichols v. Haviland (1855), 1 K. & J. 504. Consd. Wool- 
ridge v. Woolridge (1859), John. 63. Distd. Royds v. 
Royds (1863), 1 New Rep. 516. Apld. Bonsfleld v. 
Bousticld (1869), 21 L. T. 136. Expld. Butler v. Grav 
(1869), 5 Ch. App. 26. Apld. Carter v. Smith (1871), 25 
LL. T. 555. Distd. Savage v. Tyers (1872), 7 Ch. App. 
356, Consd. Zte Mercerou’s Trusts, Davies v. Merceron 
(1876), 4 Ch. D. 1825 Re Sidway Hall Estate (1877), 37 
GL. T. 457. Refd. Rucker v. Scholefield (1862), 1 Hem. & 
M. 36; Martin v. Martin (1866), 35 LL. J. Ch. 6795 Jee 
Kichards, Williams v. Gorvin (1883), 50 1. T. 22. 

1754. -----.|—-Absolute interest cut down 
to a life interest for a limited purpose :— Held : to 
remain absolute upon failure of that) purpose.— 

‘KWORTHL v. WINCKWORTH (18-45), 8 Beav. 

976; 5 L. T. O. S. 5363; 50 EK. R. 2273 sub nom. 

WINKWORTH v. WINKWORTH, 9 Jur. 793. 

si eee -—-Consd. Lassenece v. Tierney (1849), 1 Mac. & 

2 OUL, 

7755. Absolute gift for particular purpose ——Gift 
for life on failure of purpose.|—By will, dated in 
1820, testator gave to A. £800 “ to enable him to 
take his father’s farm after his decease, if the land- 
lord will consent. or to place him in any other 
situation which the trustees might think fit” ; 
& if not, then the interest. was to be paid to A. for 
lite, with remainder to his son, if he should have 
any. Testator died the same year. In 1831 A. 
went to America, where he died intestate & 
unmarried in 1851. No part of the legacy or 
interest was ever paid to A., or applied for his 


benefit. In 1856, A.'s administrator filed this suit 
for the legacy, with interest since testator’s 


decease :—-//eld : the first gift to A. was never 
taken away, cxcept in the event of his leaving a 
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son as above mentioned ; & he having died with- 
out a son, his administrator was entitled to’ 
recover, with interest since. 

Semble: the legacy did not belong to A. 
absolutely until his decease without a son.— 
Lorp v. Lorp (1857), 3 Jur. N. S. 485. 

7756. Gift followed by precatory trust.|—-J. be- 
queaths to his wife sundry specific chattels, ‘‘ to 
be finally appropriated as she pleases; with the 
sum of £4,000 in money. This sum, however, I 
recommend her to divide as follows,’ & then 
named the parties & their respective sums :-- 
Held: where testator recommends the 
particular mode of disposing of a benefit which 
but for such recommendation would have been 
an absolute gift, that word, unless controlled 
by the context, would render it a precatory 
trust; but as that construction commonly de- 
feated testator’s intention, the doctrine would not 
be extended beyond the limits assigned to it by 
decided cases.—WHITE v. Briaas (1846), 15 Sim. 
17; 15 1. J. Ch. 182; 6 L. T. O. S. 298, 477 ; 
60 FE. R. 522, L. C. 3; subsequent proceedings (1848), 
2 Ph. 583, L. C, 

Annotation :—Refd. Davenport v. Davenport (1863), 1 Hem. 

& M. 775. 

7757. ——.|—Testator, after giving annuities 
& legacies, gave all the rest & residue of his 
property to his three children, naming them, 
equally, wishing his daughters’ shares to be vested 
in the hands of trustees in Government securities, 
the interest only to be payable to them, & neither 
they nor any husband they contracted marriage 
with, to have any control over the principal, 
except that his daughters should have power to 
will at their decease, the son to receive his share 
on attaining twenty-five, with clauses for main- 
tenance :—Held: the daughters took an absolute 
interest. —-BOUSFIELD v. BOUSFIELD (1869), 21 
L. T. 136. 

7758. Absolute gift to residuary estate to A.-— 
Subsequent specific devise to A.|—<A testator by his 
will devised different estates, consisting of houses 
& land, to different devisees, some of whom were 
of his own name, to some in tee, & to others for 
life only; & by a residuary clause, devised all 
the rest, residue, & remainder of his messuages, 
land, etc., not thereinbefore disposed of, to his 
wife, her heirs, exors., administrators, & assigns 
forever. The following clauses were added by the 
testator, immediately before executing the will— 
‘I do further give to my wife, this hiouse wherein 
I now live; also the cottage & all the building, 
cattle, & everything belonging to me in & about 
this house.” ‘1 also entail my land to the 
Spencer’s male heir so long as one shall remain.”’ 
Testator’s own name was Spencer :—Held: the 
devise to the wife of the residue was not affected 
by the subsequent specific devise, or by the devise 
to the Spencers’ male heir; the devise of the resi- 
due, & the specific devise to the wife, were not 
inconsistent, & might both stand together.—-DoE d. 
SPENCER V. PEDLEY (1836), 1 M. & W. 662; 2 Gale. 
106; Tyr. &G.882; 5L. J. ex. 221; 150K. 2. 600. 

7759. —- -- Legacies subsequently given after 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 3. 


7756 1. Gift followed by precatory 
trust.) —- Testator directed that the 
Whole of his estute be given to 'T., 
‘ belioving that she will do justice to 
my relatives ’’ :—dleld : no trust was 
created, but T. took the whole of tho 
estate absolutely.—ve WARREN’S WILL, 
V ye v. TAYLOR, (1907) V. L. WR. 325. 


7786 ii. -.]—DEAN tv. COLE (1921), 


30 C. L. R. 1.—AUS. 


7756 ili. -——-.] —WILSON v. GRAHAM 
(1886), 12 O. ht. 469.--CAN. 

1756 iv. —--- .]——-MORRIN v. MORRIN, 
19 L. KR. Ir. 37.-—IR. 

7756 v. ———-.}—Jte HALL (1918), 53 
J. L. T. 11.--IR. 

7756 vi. —-—-.]--I’te KLEE, DRUM- 


gat tv. McGinn, 31 N. Z. L. R. 830. 
7756 vii. ——.]—Jte CULLEN, [1921] 


N. Z. L. R. 209.—N.Z. 

7756 viii. .j—e TAYLOR, Tay- 
LOR v. THOMSON, [1927] N. Z L. RR. 
236.—N.Z. 

7756ix. ——-.] —WILSON v. LINDSAY 
(1878), 5 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 539; 15 
Sc. L. R. 289.—SCOT. 

7756 x. .}—CAMPBELL’S TRUS- 
TREES t. KINSKY-MORGAN’S TRUSTEES, 
[1915] 8S. C. 298.—SCOT. 

7758 xi. ———.]—SMART 0. 
(1926] S. C. 392.—SCOT. 








SMART, 
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Sect. 19.—-Quantily of interest given: Sub-sect. 3, B.] 


‘A.’s death.]—'Testatrix gave her residuary per- 
sonal estate to A. absolutely. She then gave 
legacies to several persons after the death of A. :— 
Held: this did not cut down A.’s interest in the 
residue to a life interest.—JENNINGS v. SPARROW 
(1853), 1 W. RR. 297. 

7760. Gift for sole benefit of A.—-Limitation on 
failure of issue.|— J. by her will, after directing 
all her debts, funeral & testamentary expenses, 
to be paid; as to all her real & personal estate, 
of what kind or nature soever, gave & bequeathed 
the same upon the following trusts: as to all her 
freehold & copyhold estates, or other interest she 
may have therein, to her husband, W. H. W. & 
her son W. J. W. W. the only son of W. H. W.; & 
herself, to hold him, his exors. & administrators, 
in trust, nevertheless, to & for the sole & exclusive 
use & benefit of W. J. W. W.3; &, as to all her 
personal estate, she gave & bequeathed the same 
to her husband, on the same trusts as were there- 
inbefore mentioned with respect to her freehold, 
& copyhold estate, in trust for the sole bencfit of 
W. J. W. W.;3 & she declared that his receipts 
alone should be a good & sufficient discharge for 
any stocks or funds of which she might die pos- 
sessed from time to time during his natural life, 
& that the estates should never be sold or mort- 
gaged; but, in case W. J. W. W. should die with- 
out issue, then for the entire use of her husband 
& trustee, for his natural life: -Held: W.J.W. W. 
took an absolute estate.—ATCHISON v. 114 MANN 


(18541), 28 L. T. OS. 802 5 sub nom. AYTCHESON v. 

LE MANN, cited in 3 Iq. Rep. at p. 189, L. C. «& 

Pads 

ainnotations : -Consd. Greenwood ¢. Verdon (1854), 3 Iq. 
Rep. 18). Mentd. Lechmere «. Brotheridge (1863), 32 
Beayv, 353; Taylor v. Meads (1865), 4 De G. J. & Sm. S97. 


7761. Gift to A.. her heirs & assignees.'! <A will 
contained the following clauses: ‘‘ I give, devise & 
bequeath the whole of my property, real & personal, 
whatsoever & wheresocver, to my daughter E., to 
her heirs & assigns for ever; provided she, at a 
proper time, intermarries & should have no children ; 
then & in that case I give the whole of my property 
as aforesaid described, to my nephew I.., except 
£100 to my godson L., son of mry brother J., when 
he shall attain his twenty-first year; & in case 
he should die before he attains the age of twenty- 
one, I give the same sum of £100 to my brother 
J., to him, his hetrs and assigns for ever; but 
nevertheless, providing m1ry daughter Is. should not 
have child or children lawfully begotten in wedlock, 
I still give all my real & personal property to her 
& for her own use during her natural life, & at 
her death to be equally divided amongst her 
children then living, share & share alike, to them, 
their heirs and assigns for ever; & in case of the 
deaths of any of my daughter’s ‘children before 
they attain the age of twenty-one, In that case I 
devise & vive to the survivor or survivors, equal 
share or shares of such sum or sums as may be, 
to be divided equal amongst them, their heirs & 
assigns for ever; and should it so happen that all 
my daughter's children should die except one, then 


7763 i. Gift followed by gift aver— 
Gift over void. J-—'TRUBTEES, EXECUTORS 
& AGENCY Co., LTp. v. JENNER (1897), 








28 N.S. WW. N. 


wil] in one clause of 


WILLS. 


the whole of my bequests to be given that child, 
he or she attaining twenty-one years of age ; & 
should that one child die without issue, then I give 
& bequeath all my real & personal estate, what- 
soever or wheresoever as aforesaid, to my nephew 
L. & my godson B., to them, their heirs & assigns 
for ever, after the death of my daughter HB.” 
FE. survived the testator, & died unmarried :—- 
Held: she became entitled to the fee simple in the 
real estate, & to the absolute interest in the 
leaschold estate.—ASPINALL v. AUDUS (1844), 
7 Man. & G. 912; 8 Scott, N. R. 853; 14 L. J. 
C. P. 25; 9 Jur. 211; 135 BE. R. 870. 

7762. -- — Subsequent gift to B. as successor 
Testatrix by her will devised her whole real 
& personal estate to trustees for certain purposes, 
directing them to pay & make over the whole 
residue to 3. her heirs & assignees, as sole resi- 
duary legatee. In a codicil dated a year later 
testatrix said, ‘‘ As there is no prospect now of B. 
having a child, I depone & bequeath as her suc- 
cessor O. to succeed B. in all my landed property, 
plate,” etc. :—Held: the fee given to B. by the will 
was not cut down by the codicil to a life estate.— 
O’ REILLY v. SEMPILL (1855), 26 L. T. O.S. 50, H. 1. 

7763. Gift followed by gift over -—Gifts over void.| 
Bequest to testator’s wife for life, & after her 
death to make a division between testator’s four 
children, A., B., C. & D.; his sons’ shares to be 
paid immediately, & his daughters’ shares to be 
invested for them for life, with remainder between 
all their children, to become vested at the age of 
twenty-five, with a gift over to the children of the 
others who should live to attain the age of twenty- 
five, in case either daughter should die without 
leaving any child who should live to attain 
twenty-five ; with powers for the maintenance & 
advancement of such children. //eld: (1) the 
gift over was too remote; (2) the gift to the 
daughters in the first instance being absolute, & 
the attempt to limit it having failed, the absolute 
interest remained unaffected, so that the respre- 
sentatives of a daughter who died without children 
were entitled to he Gv. 
TJARDWICK (1810), 2 Beav. 352 + : 242 ; 
48 i. RR. 1217. 


ualanotations ; 











4 Jur. 


{sto (2) Apld. Gerrard +. Butler (1855), 20 


Beav. B41. " Refd. Re Hancock, Watson v. Watson, [1901] 
1 Ch, 482. 
7764. — Vestator, by virtue of a 


power, appointed a fund to trustees for his four 
children, in four equal portions & subject to the 
trusts thereinafter contained respecting his own 
residuary estate. Some of those trusts were to 
the children for life, with remainder to their 
children, &, as regarded the fund subject to the 
power, the appointment to grandchildren was void 
for remoteness :—-J/eld: the children took abso- 
lutely in the first instance, & the subsequent 
attempt to limit the absolute gift being void, the 
children took the STEPHENS v. 
GADSDEN (1855), 20 Beav. “463 ; 52 H.R. 682. 
7765. ------.] —The rule is, that where there 
is an absolute Aft by will, followed by words 
sounding like a power, with a gift over if it be not 





b. ~———. ] — Re CHAFK STATE (Man.), 
beta 1 W.W. ht. 65.-- CAN. 
.|-—— Ie MALTMAN Estate 


2.-—-AUS. 


ere Caney 


22 V. L. R. 584.—AUS, Ww ich (estatar loth all his real & personal (Man, ), 1192613 D. L. Rh. 27+ [1926] 
eae O’Biuen, Property to his wife, & ina subsequent | WLW. RR. 8865 affd., (1927)1'D. Lb. R. 
Pryraz cv. TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS & tenet ete ne brovided net, ant $172 i926) 3 WoW? 1h. 155. --CAN. 
AGH TD. : 4V.0. 4K. 1c 1 of his ( Z pee 5 
360, AUS.” re ene vane perty, ity increase & its substituted se Ld * Soe Yaris, 25 
property, iy to go to & become the eae . : 
ro -—---.J—Re Tveway, SuTuHEr- property of my son A. & his heirs @. ——-.])—WALLAUE Y%. WALLACE, 
eye an Ripe WAY (1900), 296V. LL. R. absolutely ». Feld: to entitle the 26 N. Z. I. R. 400.—N.Z. 
peices widow to a life interest only.-—/e f. Gift followed a aren for 
t. — 1 - Re CARLESS, CARLES 1% SALTER Ksratre & KoyaL Trust Co. — settlement--Gift only doun ‘for 


LESS (1911), 11 8. RR. N.S. W. 388 ; 


(Man.), [1917] 2 W. W. It. 1013.--CAN. 


benefit of objects of se Hlement— Failure 


Parr X VI.—ConsrRUCTION. 


exercised, there the ct. gives effect to the absolute 
gift as such, & the gift over is held inconsistent 
with that absolute gift, & therefore void (PagE 
Woob, V.-C.).—-e MortiLock’s Trusts (1857), 
3K. & J. 456; 267. J. Ch. 671; 69 FE. R. 1189; 
30 L. T. O. 8S. 90; 5 W. R. 748. 

Annotations :— Refd. Freeland v. Pearson (1867), 1. 2. 3 Ka, 


58; Humble v. Bowman (1877), 47 L. J. Ch. 62; Bal 
Motivahoo ». Bal Mamoobal (1897), 13°T. L. R. 307. 


7766. —-~— ---—.|—Testator directed that, as 
his sons attained twenty-five, his exors. should pay 
them a share of his estate & effects, it being his 
will that his sons & daughters should receive equal 
shares of his estate; & as his daughters attained 
twenty-five, the exors. were to invest £1,000 each 
for them for life, & the difference between this & 
their share paid to them. In case any daughter 
‘should die without issue,’ the £1,000 was to be 
divided ‘‘ amongst such of his children as might 
be then living, & the issue of such as might be 
dead, share & share alike,’ the issue to take the 
like share as the parent would, if living, have been 
entitled to:—ITeld: the gift over was on an 
indefinite failure of issue ; there was an absolute 
gift of the £1,000 in the first) instance to the 
daughters, which had not effeetually been cut 
down, & the daughters were absolutely entitled to 
the £1,000 -WrBssTER v. PARR (1858), 26 Beav. 
23035 53 FB. R. 888, 

-lnnotations : -Refd. Dowling vu. Dowling (1865), 13 L. T. 

553. Mentd. Locke v. Lamb (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 372. 

-~- — Life estate implled.| — See Sect. 20, sub-sect. 
2, post, 

7767. Gift of property followed by enumerated 
articles—-Enumerated articles not exhausting whole 
property.|—-A. Icft in the hands of trustees, ‘ all 
the property she might) be possessed of at her 
death,” ete., followed by an enumeration of 
properties, which, however, did not inchide the 
Whole of her property :--Held: the — specific 
enumeration did uot restrain the general terms 
preceding it, & the trustees were entitled to 
administration with the will annexed as universal 
levatees in trust.-—Jn the Goods of GOODYAR (1858), 
Sw. & Pr. 1273 32 1. TT. O.S. 503 28 5. P. 712 s 
f Jur. N.S.1213; 164 6. 1. 660. 

7768, -- -- -~-----.| —A bequest in general words 
will not be restricted by the enumeration of articles 
forming part of a previous gift. Gover vu. DAVIS 
(IS60), 29 Beav. 222: 30 0. J. Ch. 5053; 7 Jur. 





fou! toms tel 8 

NOS. 3990; OW. R.S7 3 51 1. RR. O12. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re Maberly’s Settimt. Trusts (1871), 
24 L. T. 262. Refd. Ambutielos v. Anton Jurgens Mar- 
garine Works, [1922] 2 K. B. 185. 

7769. Gift to married woman for her own use— 
‘* Nevertheless during her life for her separate 
use.’’|-—Bequest of £1,000 to a married woman for 
her own use, nevertheless, during her life, to pay 
the dividends, during her life, for her separate use, 
independent of any husband :—Held: an absolute 
interest. 

The word © nevertheless "' seenis to some extent 
in derogation of the prior gift, but T think she takes 
an absolute interest (QomMILLY, M.R.).-—GURNEY v. 
Goaas (1858), 25 Beav. 3384; 53 HK. R. 664. 

7770. Direction to raise legacy for A.—Subse- 
quent gifts out of A.’s interest---Gifts over.|-—— 
Testator directed his exors. to raise a legacy “ to 
or in trust for his son.’’ It was to be invested in 


Of trusts of settlement.J—ANKCORN Vv. 
STEWART (1920), 47 O. L. RR. 478; 
M4 DL. TR. 743 18 Of. W.N, 204.-- 
CAN. 56.—CAN. 
&. Absolute gift to wife until re- 
marrtage.J-—QUINLAN tt. HOARK, Jee 
Hoar, [1908] V. L. R. 369.—AUS. 
-J—Re Mumpy (1904), 
315; 8 O. L. R. 283; 


STANTON 





24 —he 
4 


h. 
Ce dee P, 8419 ; 


O. W. R. 10.—CAN. ” 
k. Gift followed by words of aurec- n. 
tion. J--Re SIMON (1910), 14 WoL. 8. 


lL ——.]—CAMPRELL vt. CAMERON, I] 
N. Z%. I. lt. 633.—N.Z 

m. Absolute gift cut down by codicil.) 
(1912), 


40. W. N. 504; 
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the names of trustees, & life annuities were given 
to the son & his wife out of the income, & interests 
were given to the children of the son & to their issue, 
with gifts over :--Held: there was an absolute 
gift to the son cut down to the limited extent of 
the subsequent. gifts.--SALMON v. SALMON (1860), 
29 Beav. 27; 51 KB. 1. 535. 

7771. Gift on three contingencies--Happening 
of first contingency passing absolute interest.|—- 
Testator bequeathed property, at the decease of 
his wife, to his wife’s niece, for her own absolute 
use, provided that she survived his wile, or if she 
married before her aunt’s death, then the property 
was to go equally between her children, but if none, 
then to her husband. If she died unmarried before 
his wife, then he willed that, at his wife’s decease, 
his property should go to other persons in the will 
named :--Held : three events were contemplated ; 
one, the nicce surviving the aunt, in which event 
she was to take absolutely; another, her dying 
before her aunt, leaving children ; in which event 
the property was to go to the husband ; the third, 
there being neither niece, husband, nor children at 
the death of the aunt the tenant for life, in which 
event it was to go over. The niece married, & had 
children in the lifetime of the aunt. & survived her : 
—Held: she was entitled absolutely.-—te SAR- 
JEANT'S 'TRusTs (1862), 7 L. T. 5013; 9 Jur. N.S. 
116; 11 W. RR, 203. 

7772. Gift followed by restrictions for specified 
purpose—Failure of purpose.|—(1) Testator, by 
his will, directed his trustees holding his real estate 
to levy & raise for his five daughters, naming them, 
the sum of £1,000 cach: ~—Held : this was in itself 
an absolute provision for each. 

(2) If testator leaves a legacy absolutely as 
regards his estate, but restricts the mode of the 
legatee’s enjoyment of it to secure certain objects 
for the benefit of the legatce, upon failure of such 
objects the absolute gift prevails. 

The will directed that the sum of £1,000 each 
should be raised ‘ subject to the provisoes there- 
inafter expressed’: «te. the trustees were to 
permit each daughter to take the interest for life, 
in case she should marry, her husband was to take 
the interest for life, & after the decease of any 
daughter unmarried or without issue, the principal 
was to be applied amongst all or any of his other 
children, etc., in such shares as the daughter 
dying should appoint, &, in default of appointment, 
amongst the surviving children or their issue in 
equal shares. By a codicil he revoked his will 
‘© s0 far as the said sum to each of ny daughters is 
given absolutely, & I declare that in the event of 
any of my daughters remaining unmarried, she 
shall only be entitled to an interest for her natural 
life,’ & he then confirmed the gift, ‘‘ subject to the 
restriction aforesaid’? :—Held: these provisions did 
not qualify the gift, except so far as the restriction 
as to remaining unmarried was concerned. 

(3) Testator resided in a house ab W. By his 
will he recited that he had made a lease of this 
house & certain lands adjoining, & he directed his 
trustees to hold the house & lands for the lives 
of his five daughters & their survivors, subject to 
the yearly rent of £2 10s. per annum, his object 
being to provide them with a residence. By a 


261.—CAN. 
Gift followed by charge of legacies.) 
—-Re FALLINGHAM (1913), 24 0. W. M1. 
G82; 4.0. WON. 1391; 11D. L. RR. 
678.—CAN. 

Oo. --—. ]— SMITH t. PUBLIC TRUSTEE, 
16 N. ZL. R. 475.—N.Z. 

p. Life interest—Power of disposition 


2300. W. OR. ( 
over capital—Gift over of part not dis- 


9D. L. kh. 
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Sect. 19.—Quantily of interest (given: Sub-sect. 3, 
B. & C.; sub-sect. 4.) 


codicil he declared that his (then surviving) 

daughters should have the house at W. & the lands 

as laid out, furniture, & plate at their disposal ”’ :— 

Held: reading the will & codicil together, the sur- 

Viving daughter was entitled to have the house & 

land free from any rent, & to have the plate «& 

furniture absolutely.—KELLETT v. KELLETT (1868), 

L. BR. 3 TW. L. 160, Lf. L. 

Annotations :—-As to (2) Folld. Carter v. Smith (1871), 25 
Il.. T. 555; Bishop v. Wise (1872), 26 L. T. 530. Consd. 
Wallace v. Seymour (1872), 20 W. R. 634. Apld. Re 
Richards, Williams v. Gorvin (1883), 50 L. T. 22; Jee 
Wilcock, Kay v. Dewhurst, [1898] 1 Ch. 95. 


7772a. Gift followed by direction for settlement. | 
—Gift of residue to be equally divided between 
testator’s wife, sons, & daughters; subject never- 
theless as to the shares of the daughters, which were 
to be placed in the funds in the names of trustees ; 
the interest to be paid to them for their lives for 
their separate use, & after their deaths testator 
gave the shares, to the interest) of which his 
daughters should have been entitled for life, to 
their children equally, with benefit of survivorship. 
Two of the daughters having survived testator, 
died without children:—-Held: that their repre- 
sentatives were entitled to their shares.--- WHITTELL 
v. DupIN (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 279; 37 BE. RR. 684. 
<innotations :—Apld. Bousfield t. Bousfield (1869), 21 L. T. 

136. Consd. Ae Merceron’s ‘Trusts, Davies v. Merceron 

(1876), 4 Ch. D. 182. Refd. Salisbury vr. Petty (1843), 3 

Hare, 86; Gompertz vr. Gompertz (1846), 16 L. J. Ch. 23; 

Lassence v. Vierney (1849), 1 Mac. & G. 551; Churchill 

e. Churchill (1867), L. RK. 5 Eg. 44; Cooke v. Cooke (1887), 

38 Ch. D. 202. 

7773. —-—.]-~—Testator bequeathed to his 
daughter £15,000, to be kept in trust by his exors. 
till she should attain twenty-one or marry with the 
consent of her mother & half of his exors. then living, 
whichever might happen first. when the sum, with 
the accumulated interest, was to be settled on her, 
The daughter attained twenty-one without having 
married :—Held: the legacy was not directed to 
be settled except in the event of her marrying 
under twenty-one, with the consent of her mother 
& half of testator’s exors.; & as the legacy was, 
in the first instance, given to her absolutely, she 
was entitled to it absolutely.— ARNOLD v. ARNOLD 
(1848), 16 Sim. 404; 18 L. J. Ch. 90; 60 EF. HR. 980. 

7774. -~--—.|—Testator gave £4,000 to his grand- 
daughter, & directed his exors. to pay it to her 
on her attaining twenty-one, & to apply the interest 
of it for her maintenance during her minority. 
By a codicil he directed that his granddaughter 
should have only the interest of £2,000 for her 
maintenance until she attained twenty-three, & 
that the interest of the other £2,000 should be 
accumulated, & that, on her attaining twenty- 
three, his exors. should have the whole settled 
upon her for her life, &, after her death, to her 
child or children in equal proportions, so that. no 
husband of hers might spend it. The = grand- 
daughter attained twenty-three, & died without 
having had a child & without the exors. having 
made any settlement of the legacy: Held: the 
gift in the will was an absolute gift, & in the events 
that had happened, it was not affected by the 
codicil.---BELL 1. JACKSON (1851), 1 Sim. N. S. 
O17; OLE. RR. il. 

7775. Absolute gift cut down for benefit of 
objects of settlement.| -—— Testatrix bequeathed 
£500 to A. absolutely, but revoked the gift) by 
codicil, whereby she gave a like suin to A. for life. 
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with a direction to the trustecs to sell same for 
the benefit of A.’s children, or to purchase an 
annuity for A. <A. died a spinster, & no scttle- 
ment was made or annuity purchased :—Heid : 
the legacy formed part of A.’s estate, & did not 
sink into the residue. 

The general rule as laid down by authorities cited 
is, that whenever a will begins by giving legacies 
or a share of the residue to one absolutely, & then 
directs that the shares shall be settled on the 
husband & children & wife, or the children & 
mother, in either case the gift is only cut down in 
favour of the objects for the benefit of which the 
settlement is to be made (MALINS, V.-C.).—Re 
TRAILL’S Trust (1868), 18 L. T. 176. 

7776. —--—:.|--Where either in a settlement 
or a will there is an absolute gift to children 
followed by a direction that the daughters’ shares 
shall be settled on themselves for lhfe, with 
remainder to their children, the daughters’ interests 
are only cut down for the sake of the children, & 
any daughter who dies without issue takes her 
share absolutely—Re Sipway HALL Estate 
(1877), 37 L. T. 457. 

See, also, TRUsts & TrustTerES, Vol. XLIII., 
pp. 613-645, Nos. 790-799. 

7777. Gift to children & their issue— Birth of 
issue necessary to cut down absolute interest.|— 
Testatrix bequeathed her residuary estate to 
trustees upon trust for her daughter for life, with 
remainder to the “ younger children’ of her 
daughter, the shares of sons to be paid at twenty- 
one, & those of daughters at twenty-one or 
marriage 3 with a direction to invest the shares of 
daughters, & pay them the income for their scparat ¢ 
use from the time of marriage or upon their 
attaining twenty-one, so that the capital of each 
daughter's share should pass to the children of such 
daughters ; with such trusts or remainders, in the 
event of there being no such issue as the trustees 
should think proper :—-Held : the absolute interest 
given to daughters by the first part. of the will was 
cut. down only in the event of their having issue 3 
& an unmarned daughter, aged fifty-six, was 
entitled to receive her share upon entering into 
personal recognisances.- LYDDON tv. ELLISON 
(1854), 190 Beav. 565; 24 1. 7%. O. 8S. 12383; 18 Jur. 
1066; 2 W. 1. 690 ; 52 KE. 1. 470. 

Aunolation Menta, Re White, White v. Edmond, [1901] 
‘h, O70. 

7778. Gift to children or their issue—Subsequent 
reference to ‘* parties entitled for life.’’|- ‘I’. left 
the 1¢csidue of his property to trustees in trust, 
after the death of his wife, for his children who 
being sons should attain the age of twenty-one 
or leave issue, or being daughters should attain 
twenty-one or marry; & if only one child then for 
him or her absolutely. The will went on to provide 
that the children of testator’s children should 
stand in the place of their respective parents, 
which provision was followed by clauses of sur- 
vivorship, accruer, maintenance, & accumulation. 
In the accumulation clause reference was made to 
“the parties entitled for life ”’ :—J/Teld: testator’s 
children took life interests only in testator’s residuc. 
—Re GREEN’S TRUSTS (1869), 17 W. Rt. 1081. 

7779. Gift of legacy to wife . -‘‘ Afterwards to the 
understated residuary legatee.’’;—— Under a gift) by 
A. to his wife of £10,000 * afterwards to go to the 
understated residuary legatee KH.” :—-Held: the 
legacy of £10,000 was given to the wife absolutely, 
but interest upon such legacy did not begin to 





+ Of.}~ - ROSENBURG uv. SCRAQGGS, r. Gift followed by trust.) — Ran- Sess.) 264; 43 Se. Le. KR. 193; 13 
ION. Z. LR. 196.—N.Z. DERSON v. STAMPS Comn. (1914), 33° 8. L. T. 621.—SCOT. 
4. Gift of annuity to daughter.)- N. ZL. KR. 910.-—-N.Z. a. Absolute gift followed by words 
GIONS TD. SUCKLING, 30 N. ZL. RR. 5438. t J—TWEEDDALE’S TRUSTEES f limitation.]}—CRUMPTON’S JUDICIAL 


~- N.Z. U. TWEEDDALE (1905), 8 F. 
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run until after one year from testator’s death.— 
Re PERCY, PeRcy v. PERCY (1883), 24 Ch. D. 616; 
53 L. J. Ch. 143; 49 L. T. 554. 

7780. Absolute gift of all property to A.—Subse- 
quent residuary gift to A. for life.|—A testator gave 
all his household furniture, money, goods, chattels 
& effects to his wife absolutely. By a subsequent 
bequest in the same will, he gave the residue of his 
personal estate to her for life, & on her death to 
two persons, in equal shares, absolutely :—Held: 
the first bequest was limited in favour of the 
second bequest.— SMITH v. DAVIS, JONES v. DAVIS 
(1866), 385 L. J. Ch. 874; 14 W. RR. 942, C. A. 

7781. —-— After her death absolutely to B.|—-A 
will made upon a printed form with holograph addi- 
tions purported to leave all property both real & 
personal belonging to testator to testator’s wife 
“for her own absolute use & benefit . . . subject 
only to the payment of’ debts & funeral & 
testamentary expenses, the wife being appointed 
sole extrix.... ‘'& after her death to come 
absolutely to ’’ M. ‘‘ to her & her heirs for ever ’’ 
after payment of £20 to two sisters of M. :—Held: 
looking at the terms of the whole will, the widow 
took only a life estate, & M., as residuary legatee, 
was entitled to a grant of administration with the 
will annexed, in preference to the exor. of the 
widow, who had died without) taking probate of 
the will in question.—In the Estate of Lupron, 
[1905] P. 321; 741. 5. P. 162; 94 L. T. 100. 
Annotation : -Refd. Re Fowler, Fowler v. Fowler, [1917] 2 

Ch, 307. 

C. Prior Gift Passing Life or Other Limited , 
Interest. 

7782. Gift to executrix for term of years—-For 
payment of debts —Executor’s right to remainder of 
term after debts paid.) -The profits of lands 
devised for fifteen years to pay debts & legacies, 
devisee¢ marries & dies, her husband shall have the 
overplus & not the heir—Gork v. BLAKE (1666), 
I Rep. Ch. 268; 1 Cas. in Ch. 98; 21 E.R, 568. 
alnnotation :-—Refd. Levet v. Needham (1690), 2 Vern. 138. 

7783. Gift to wife for life— ‘* If she so long re- 
mained testator’s widow.’’| ‘lestator devises all 
his real & personal property to his wife for life, 
if she so long continued his widow, provided a child, 
she was then enceinte with, should not) be born 
alive, or should die under twenty-one ; but, in 
case such child should be born alive & attain 
twenty-one, then his wife was to enjoy his real & 
personal estate for the maintenance of herself & 
the child during the child’s minority ; &, after the 
child should have attained twenty-one, his wife 
was to have a moicty of the annual produce of 
his real & personal estate, if she so long continued 
his widow: he also directed that his wife, in case 
she so long continued his widow, should have the 
power of letting his real estate during the nunorit-y 
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of his child :—Held: upon the widow’s marrying 
again, during the minority of her child, her interest 
in the real & personal property of testator ceased 
entirely. LANCASTER v. VARTY (1826), 5 L. J. 
O.S. Ch. 41. 

7784. -——— Gift over on marriage.]— Testatrix 
devised a farm in trust for E. K. for life, & 
* declared that if KH. K. should marry,” then she 
gave the farm to J. W. for life, etc. ; IE. K. did not 
marry :—Held: that the gift to J. W., etc., was 
vested independent of E. K.’s marrying again. 

In the present instance, here is an estate given to 
one, who is a spinster, for her ‘‘ natural life,”’ 
which words. . . seem to express the limit of the 
estate devised ; but these words will not be con- 
clusive, if from the rest of the will you can show 
some expressions from whence it appears that the 
estate so limited was only intended to be an estate 
for the time that she should remain a spinster 
(RomILLY, M.R.).—MEEDs v. Woop (1854), 19 
Beav. 215; 52 1. R. ssl. 

Annotation :-—Consd. Fe Martin, Smith v. Martin (1885), 54 

L. J. Ch. 1071. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—WHETHER Prior GIFr ENLARGED 
BY SUBSEQUENT WORDS. 

7785. General rule-—-Prior gift not enlarged. |— - 
The ordinary rule in the construction of wills is, 
that where a former clause in a will is express & 
particular, a subsequent clause shall not enlarge it. 
---ROBERTS v. KuUFKIN (1741), 2 Atk. 112; Barn. 
Ch. 259; 27 EK. R. 637, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Gibbon v Gibbon (1853), 13 C. B. 200; 

Ite Robson, Robson v. Hamilton, [1891] 2 Ch. 559. 


7786. -—--— --;—After a clear gift to a college 
of three presentations to a living, their interest 
cannot be extended by doubtful words.—EMANUEL 
COLLEGE v. Norwicu (Be.) (17938), 4 Bro. C. C. 
481; 29 I. R. 909. 

7787. Gift to A. for life—Subsequent gift of other 
property to A. & his heirs—A. takes only life 
interest in first gift.|-GorreE v. Haywoop (1616), 


1 Roll. Rep. 369; 81 KB. RR. 540. 
annotations :-—Refd. Right d. Compton vt. Compton (1808), 
9 East, 267; Belt ve. Mitehelson (1811), Belt’s Sup. 227. 


7788. —.-—-- Remainder to lawful issue of body — 
Subsequent gift to children of A. & their heirs.|- 
Devise to A. for life, remainder to the lawful 
issue of her body in such parts, shares, & pro- 
portions, manner & form as she by will should 
limit & appoint; &, in default thereof, to all & 
every the children of A. & their heirs, as tenants in 
common & not as joint tenants, & in default. of 
such issue to the right heirs of testator :—Held: 
a child of A. took an estate in fee & not in tail.—- 
R. v. CHERTSEY (LORD & STEWARD OF THE MANOR) 
(1806), 3 Smith, K. B. 459. 

7789. Devise charged with perpetual charge.| — 
If a devise is loaded with a perpetual charge that 





SIN. ZL. It. 1120.—N.Z. 


B.C. 718: 54 Se, L. RR. $96; 25. L. T. 
100.—- SCOT. 

b. - —-.}]-- Rosk p’SouzA t. JOSEPH 
JOAQUIM SERPES (1917), I. L. Re 41 
Bom. 70.— IND. 
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7784 i. Gift to wife for life-—Gift over 
om — marriage.)—--WRIGHT ov. WRIGHT 
(1858), 16 U. GC. It. 184.— CAN, 

7784 ii. ——- - ---.] WILMOT tv. 

(1897), 32 N. B. Wt. &.--CAN. 

7784 iil, ----,)--MILL v. MILL 
(1877), 11 I. R. Inq. 158.—IR. 

G. -—--- Gift over at death.) -- Ike 
be (1916), 12 Tas. L. RR. 37.—- 


. ——~-,}-— Held: a devise 
to testator’s wife of land, ‘to bo at 


eee 


ete 


her will & disposal during her life,”’ 
with a subsequent direction as to what 
phould becoine of the estate after her 
deceuse, grave her only an 
estate for life, not in fee.—Dor d. 
KEELER v. COLLINS (1850), 7 U. C. Wt. 
o19.- -CAN. 


clearly 





e. - - Right of son “to remain 
in dwelling.” |-~ FARQUHARSON tv. FAR- 


QUHARSON (1912), 11 KE. L. RR. 201; 
6D. L. lt. 818.— CAN. 
——- ‘“* For the term of — her 


natural life she remains my widow.) ~- 
Ree JOHNSON (1912), 23 Of W. Re. 132 5 
4Os WeON. T8327 De hs VS 
CAN. 

g. —— ‘As long as she remains 
my widow.”J—PALMER tt. PALMER, 
(1919) 3 W. W. Lt. 1028.—CAN. 

h. “Should she remain a 
widow.’'] ~ MARSHALL, vu. MARSHALL, 


k. Gift to .4.—Remainder in trust.) 
—--CHARITABLE DONATIONS & BEQUESTS 
Cours. v. ESPINASSE (1841), FI. & kh. 
164; 3 1. Eq. lt. 324.--IR. 

l. Life estate expressly limited.|— 
McKay vt, ANNAND, 1 Old. 247.—-CAN, 

m. --~-~.]- Re ELpER, ELDER v. 
Hercus, 14 N, Z. L. R. 565.—N.Z. 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 4. 


7785 i. General rule—Prior gift not 
enlaryed. j—Re Wit’s ESTATE, [1923] 
lL). LL. R. 74135 56N. 8. 12. 95.—CAN., 

77865 ii. te THOMPSON'S 
Winn, 4 N. ZL. Re. 198 (S. C.).—-N.Z. 

n. Gift for life d> to issue in case 
of marrtuye.J-—FOsSTER Vv. WYBRANTS, 
11 I. hee Kq. 40.—-IR. 


it eS ea } 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sects, 4, 
5 & 6, A. (a).] 

will enlarge the estate, there are no express words 

to pass the inheritance.—CANNING v. CANNING 

(1729), Mos. 240; 25 E. R. 371. 

Annotations :—Consd. Moor v. Denn d. Mellor (1800), 2 


Bos. & P. 247. Refd. Pocock v. Lincoln (Bp.) (1821), 3 
Brod. & Bing. 27. 


7790. Gift of all property to A. for life—-Subse- 
quent absolute gift to A.—-A. takes only life 
interest.|—-Testator began his will by bequeathing 
the whole of his property to his wife for life, & 
afterwards to be equally divided between his 
children. Ile then gave to each of his children & 
to his wife some pecuniary & specific legacies, & 
afterwards bequeathed as follows: ‘‘ The pro- 
perty, my house, 21, North Street, St. Marylebone, 
let on lease at £40 a year, £1,000 New 4 per cents., 
£1,500 in the 3 per cent. Consols, £645 in the 
three Reduced, & £20 per annum in the long 
annuities, all this I give to my wife, with the 
residue & interest, should there be any ”’ :—Held: 
the widow took a life interest only in the gencral 
residue including the particulars cnumerated in 
the concluding clause, but of those particulars she 
was entitled to the enjoyment in specie.-—- VAUGHAN 
v. Buck (1841), 1 Ph. 75; 6 Jur. 23; 41 E. lt. 
559, L. C. 

Annotations :-~-Consd. Tickner vr. Old (1874), L. RR. 18 Eq. 

42%. Refd. Oakes wv. Strachey (1813), 13 Sim. 414; 

sutherland v. Cooke (1844), 1 Coll. 498: Chambers v. 


Chambers (1846), 10 Jur. 326; Marks v. Solomons (1850), 


9h. J. Ch. 555; Re Barratt, National Provineial Bank 


vw. Barratt, [1925] 1 Ch. 550. 

7791. —--- -.!--Testator gave his free- 
hold estate & “ property whether real or personal ”” 
to M.S. for life, & after her decease he yvave all his 
freehold estate & property to S. If. & his wife for 
their lives, & after their decease he vave all his 
freehold property to their children for an estate 
of inheritance in fee simple; but in case none 
should attain twenty-one, he gave his freehold 
estate & property to W. M., his heirs & assigns, in 
fee simple. He charged his personal estate with 
the payment of several legacies, & the residue 
of what he should die possessed of was to become 
the property of M.S. :--Held : M.S. was entitled 
to the personal estate, & S. J., bis wife & children, 
took no interest in the personal estate.—]LOLLINGS- 
WORTH t. SHAKESHAFT, ANDREWS 0. SHAKESHAFT 
(1851), 14 Beav. 492; 21 L. J. Ch. 722; 51 EE. @. 
375. 

7792. Gift of life estate--Substituted gifts of 
parent’s share to children- Life estate not enlarged.) 
—Testator devised freeholds in terms which gave 
life estates to his children equally, & unto the 
children of such children as might be dead, who 
were to take their parents’ share only :—-Held: 
the hfe estates of the children were not enlarged 
by the substituted gift.—Srurais v. DUNN (1855), 
19 Beav. 185; 52 EB. RK. 300. 

7793. ---— Gift over to children —Effect of words 
“‘die without issue.’’|—Testator by his will be- 
queathed to each of his five daughters £400 per 
annum, to be payable during their natural lives & 
after their respective decease he gave the same to 
their children respectively, share & share alike, 
such children not to be entitled to more than their 
deceased parent’s share ; & in case any or either of 
his daughters should dic without issue, he directed 
such annuity to cease & fall into the residue of his 
estate :— Held: the words “ die without issue ”’ 
did not enlarge the gift to the daughters to an 

















PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 5. 
7795 i. General rule.) — Re Mc- 
Tene ConTRAcCT, 25 L. Ir. 307. 


—_— 


vu. Mrrnrirr 
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0. Application of rule.j -- MERRITT 
(1886), 


WILLS. 


absolute gift.—-HEpDGES v. HARPUR, HEDGES w. 
Buick (1858), 3 De G. & J. 129; 27 1. J. Ch. 742 ; 
32 L. T. O. 8S. 67; 4 Jur. N.S. 1209; 6 W. R. 842 ; 
44 BH. R. 1218, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Consd. Lett v. at Ora ve Soar 

H. 634 ene Birks, Teun e. Birks (1899), 68 L. J. Ch. 

319. 

7794. Subsequent words giving power to 
sell & dispose.]-—An express life estate given by 
testator in his property to his wife held not to be 
enlarged into an absolute interest by subsequent 
words giving her liberty to sell & dispose of the 
whole or any part of the property, & declaring 
that all the property remaining at her death should 
be divided among certain persons, & at the wife's 
death a moicty of the property was to be divided 
among six persons, & the other moiety was to be 
divided among three.—RoskE v. ROWE (1869), 21 
L. T. 3493; 17 W. RR. 1077. 

7794a. Devise charged with payment for speci- 
fled number of years.|—A devise in 1822 of real 
estate to S., upon condition that she pay £50 to B. 
by instalments of £10 a year; but in case S. dies 
without issue, the land to go to T. or his heirs, 
‘in consideration that he pays to J. or his heirs 
the sum of £250, twelve months after the death 
of 8.”:-——Held: the gift conferred upon S. a fee 
simple by reason of the charge of £50; & the gift 
over was to take effect upon her death without 
issue then living, from the direction that the 
executory devisee was to pay the £250 twelve 
months after the death of S.—BLINSTON v. WAR- 
BURTON (1856),2 WK. & J.400; 251. 3. Ch. 4683 27 
L. T. O. S. 282; 2 Jur. N.S. 858; 69 KE. . 838. 

Gift for life with superadded power.|—Sce 
Powers, Vol. XX XVII, pp. 389-397, Nos, 31-97. 





SuB-SEcT. 5.——-PRESUMPTION IN FAVOUR OF DONEE, 

7795. General rule.|——A devisce is to be favoured 
as much as an heir-at-law.-- ANon. (17014), 6 
Mod. Rep. 1883 87 H.R. 8389. 

7796. -.. ~Being a grant the devise must be 
taken most strongly against the granter (POL- 
Lock, C.B.).--CoorER v. Woo.LriTrr (1807), 2 
HH. &N. 122; 261. J. Ex. 310; 29 L. T. O. 8. 
212; 3 Jur. N.S. 8703 157 BE. 5], 

Compare Devs, Vol. XVII, pp. 200-291. 

Application of rule-- Liability to contribute 
to partnership debts.) See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 439, 440, Nos. 1069, 1076. 

Presumption against charge on specific 
devise.|—-See KxrEcutTors, Vol. AX XIIL, pp. 512, 
513, Nos. 5791-5794. 

7797. Exception to rule-—-Presumption in favour 
of creditors.|—The yveneral principle, that in a 
doubtful case the ct. inclines to the construction 
in favour of creditors rather than against them 
(PLUMER, V.-C.).—NOEL v. Wrsron (1813), 2 
Ves. & B. 2693 385 H.R. 321. 


SuB-sECr. 6.-- Girers WIth WoRDS OF 
LAMITATION, 
A. Gifls of Realty: 
(a) Rule in Shelley's Case. 

See, now, Law of Property Act, 1025 (c. 20), 
5. 131. 
: 7798. Statement of rule.| --Rule that where the 
ancestor takes an estate of freehold & in the 


473.—AUS. 
p. —-—-.]—In the Will of OOLMVUARY, 
re ud O'Leary, [1918] Ve. L. J. 


d pacers 


19, SUB-SECT. 6. 
(a). 
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same gift or conveyance an estate is limited 
either mediately or immediately to his heir either 
in fee or in tail the heirs are words of limitation 
of the estate & not words of purchase. Secus, 
where the ancestor takes only a chattel interest or 
the limitation is to the heir in the singular number. 
—-SHELLEY’S CASE, WOLFE v. SHELLEY (1581), 
1 Co. Rep. 98; Moore, K. B. 136; 1 And. 69; 76 
EK. R. 199. 


Annotations :— Consd. Petty v. Goddard (1662), O. Bridg. 
35, Apld. Pibus v. Mitford (1674), 1 Vont. 372. Consd. 
Newcomen v. Barkham (1716), 2 Vern. 729; Minshull +. 
Minshull (1737), 1 Atk. 411; Trodd v. Downs (1742), 2 
Atk. 304; Bagshaw v. Spencer (1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 142. 
Apld. Sayer . Masterman (1757), Amb. 344. Gonsd. 
Goodtitle d. Sweet v. Herring (1801), 1 Kast, 264. cand. 

onsd. 


ZLUUU Us, SB SLLSIEE YL LOUU) 


pt.1 50 Oe : 

Nicholson v. Welford (1840), 12 Ad. & Ei, Gl. Consd. 
een v. Harrison (1844), 7 Mau. & G. 938; Harvey 
Towell (1847), 7 ore, 231. Apld. Doe d. Cannon ». 
Hncastle eae 8 C. 876; Voller v. Carter (1854), 
S. 93. Boned Coape ». Arnold, Arnold v. 

Coupe (1855), 4 Do G. M. & G. 574. Distd. Parker v. 
Clark (1855), 3 Sm. & QG. 161. Consd. Grimson v. 
Downing (1857), 4 Drew. 125; Lewis v. Mopkins (1857), 
OW. R. 243, Apld. Roddy «. Fitzgerald (1858), 6 H. LL. 
Cas, 823; Johnson v. Rutherford (1861), 3 L. T. 649; 
Mills v. Seward (1861), 1 John. & H. 733 3; Spence v. Spence 
(1862), a kK. N. S. 199. Distd. Thorpe vr. Thorpe 
age ee & (. 32635 Greaves vr. Simpson (1864), 3: 
J. Ch. Gui. Apld. Fuller v. Chamier (1866), I. RR. 2 Eq. 
aes ; Denman v. Jones (1867), 16 I. T. 787. Distd. 
Brookman ©. Smith (1871), L. R. 6 Exch. 291. Consd. 
Cooper t. Kynoch (1872), 41 L. J. Ch. 296. Apld. Re 
White & Hindle’s Contract (1877), 7 Ch. D. 201. Gonsd. 
Snith «. Butcher (1878), 10 Ch. 1. 1138. Expld. Bowen 
v. Lewis (1884), 9 App. Cas. 890. Apld. Richardson . 
Harrison (1885), 16 Q. B.D. 85.) Distd. Pedder v. Hunt. 
(1887), 18 Q. B.D. 565, Apld. Ate Bird & Barnuard’s 
Contract (1888), 59 IT. T. 166. Distd. evans «. Evans, 
[18921 2 Ch. 173. Apld. Re Barrett (1894), 39 Sol. Jo. 
9; Van Grutten «. Foxwell, Foxvwell » Van Gruatten 
[¥s97J A. C. 658; Foxwell vr. Van Grutten (1900), 82 
LT. 272; Re Watson & Morrison’s Contract. Watson 7, 
Kerr (1900), 4f£ Sol. Jo. 5295 Re Youman’s Will, [1901] 
1 Ch. 720." Consd. Pelham Clinton +, Neweastle, (1902] 
tCh. 84. Apld. Re Buekton, Buckton «. Buckton, [1907 | 
2 Ch. 406. Consd. Je Davison's Settlimt., Cattermole 
Davison e. Munby, {1913}2 Ch. 498. Distd. Re Luwrence, 
Lawrence «, Lawrence, [1915] 1TCh. 129. Apld. Sileocks 
uw Sileocks, [1916] 2 Ch. 161. Distd. #0e Hobbs, Hobbs 
Hobbs, [1917] 1 Ch. 569: Re Hussey & Green's Con- 
ined: Re Niemi Hussey v. Simper, [1921] L Ch. 566, 
Apld. Rc Norrington, Norrington vt. Norrington (1923), 40 
To. R965 Re Hammond, Parry v, Hammond, [92d] 2 
Ch. 276 : Re Wack, Beadman r Bendman, [1925] 1 Ch, 683. 
Refd. Connden e«. Clerke (1613), Hob. 29: Beek's Case 
(16380), Litt. 8t£; Holland tm Fisher (1662), OO. Bridg. 
IS]; Luddington «. Kime (1697), 1 Ld. Ray. 205; 
Cioodright °. Wright (1717), PE oP. Wins. 397 5) Dawes v. 
Kerrars (1722), Preew Ch. 5893) Shaw «. Weigh (1725), 
Fortes. Rep. 48; Goodright «. Pullva (1726). 2 foq. Cas. 
Abr. 315; Papillion v. Voice (1728), Kel. W. OF: Hophins 
(alias Dare) | Hopkins (1738), 1 Atk. 581: Neweoman 
v. Bethlem Hospital (1741), Amb. T3853 Lethieulier +. 
Tracy (1754), 1 Kenny. 56: Wright 7 Peatson (1758), 
Amb, 358; Austen v. Taylor (175Y), 1 Eden, 361; Alpass 
v. Watkins (1800), 8 Term Rep. 5163; Poole v. Poole 
(1804), 3 Bos. & BP. 620: Curtis vr. Price (1805), 12 Ves. 
89; Lyon wv. Mitchell (1816), 1 Madd. 467.) Heneage vw. 
Andover (1822), 10 Priee, 230 ;) Doe d. Gallini vr. us 
(1833), 6 B. & Ad. 621; Lees v. Mosley eae 5 | J. 
Ex. hq. 78: Scarborough vt. Doo ad. Savile (1836), 3 Ad. & 
Kl. 897: Dumsday v. Hughes (1837), y Scott, 209; 
Douglas «. Congreve (1838), 8 L. J. Ch. 43; Jackson v. 
Noble (1838), 2 Jur. 251; Holloway +. Clarkson (1842), 
6 Jur. 923; Toller rv. Attwood (1850), 15 Q. B. 929 ; 


Kavanagh : pieces th A cats atin Wee eek ete tater 
eg (1853), 11 Hare, 196: Voller v. Carter (1854), 24 
la. BR. 56; W right ve. Vernon (1854), 2 Drew. 439; 
os - Wynch (1854), 56 De G. M. & G. 188: Woodhouse 
tie'p, We (1855), 1K. & J. $52; Chamberlayne v. 
Chaniperlagne (1856), 25 L. J. Q. B. 187; Crofts w. 
Middleton (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 13; HWaddelsey v. Adams 
(1856), 22 Beav. 266; Towns v. Wentworth (1858), 11 


Moo. P. C. C. 526; Jordan v. Adams (1861), 9 C. B. N.S. 
483; Davenport v. Davenport (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 775 ; 

Holincs », Prescott (1864), 11 Iu. T. 38; Seymour ». 
Vernon oe 33 L. J. Ch. 690; Gollier v. McBean (1865), 
6 New Rep. 192; Phillips v. dames (1865), 13 W. R. 
543; Re Jeaffreson’s Trusts (1866), L. R. 2 Kq. 276; 

Powell on Boggis (1868), 14 W. R. 670; Bradley v. Cart.- 
Wright (1867), L. R. gC. P. 511; Avern ?. Lloyd (18638), 
L. R. 5 Hq. 883; Herrick v. Franklin (1868), L. R. 6 Ka. 

593 ; Maiteir Kirwood (1868), 37 L. J. Ch. 606 ; Beiolcy 
v. Carter (1869), 4 Ch. App. 230: Sackville-West 0. 
Holmesdale (1870), L. 1. 4 H. 1. 543: Grier v. Grier 
(1872), L. R. 5 H. L. 688; Webb v. Sadler (1873), 28 
L. T. 388; Underhill v. Roden (1876), 45 Ju. J. Ch. 266; 

Allen v. Bowsey (1877), 37 L. T. 688; Hampton v. Holman 
(1877), 46 L. J. Ch. 248 ; Comfort. ». Brown (1878), 10 
Ch. DD. 146; Marshall o. ‘Gingell (41882), 21 Ch. D. 790; 

Moran v. Thomas (1882) 9 Q. B.D. 643; Studd vw. Cook 
(1883), &§ App. Cas. 577; MeGibbon v. Abbott (1885), 
10 App. Cas. 653; Je Parry & Dages (1885), 31 Ch. D. 
130; Re Kirk & Randall & Kast & West India Dock Co. 
(1886), 27. L. R. 6923 Re Score, Tolman ¢. Score (1887), 
57 L. T. 40; Re Allsop & Joy’s Contract (1889). Gl. T. 
213; Milman v. Lance, [1901] 2 K. B. 745; Re Nash, 
Cook v. Frederick, [1909] 2 Ch. 450; Ze Simeoe, Vowler- 
Simcoe v. Vowler, [1913] 1 Ch. 552: Re Elton, Elton v. 
Elton, [1917] 2 Ch.413. Mentd. Bedford’s Case (1593), 2 
And. 197; Lincoln College’s Case (1595), 3 Co. Rep. 
5&8 b; Bingham’s Case, Stroud d. Albert v. Horsey (1600), 
2 Co. Rep. 82 b, 91 a; Finch’s Case (1606), 6 Co. Rep. 
63 a; Lillingston’s Case (1607), 7 Co. Rep. 38 a3 
Stafford’s Case (1609), 8 Co. Rep. 73a; Mary Portington’s 
Case (1613), 10 Co. Rep. 35 b; Yong ». Radford (1613), 
Hob. 3; Bilawford +. Blamford (1615), 3 Bulst. 98; 
Butler v. Fincher (1615), 2 Bulst. 302; Gourh », Howarde 
(1615), 3 Bulst. 121; Dymmock's Cause (1616), Cro. Jac. 
408; Havergil vr. Hare (1616), 3 Bulst. 250; Egerton’s 
Case (1619), Cro. Juc. 525+: Wemming o. Brabason (1660), 
QO. Bridg. 1; UHarrison v. Bowden (1661), 1 Sid. 293 
Payne v. Barker (1662), ©. Hridg. 18; Harwood v. 
Phillips (1663), O. Bridg. 464; Davies v. ‘Kempe (1664), 
Cart. 23; Ellis «. Jackson (1664), 1 Sid. 229; Geary ov. 
Bearcroft (1666), Cart. 57; Marsh v. Lee (1670), 2 Vent. 
337; Coultman v. Senhouse (1678), T. Jo. 105; Leigh v. 
Leigh (1692), 2 Lut. 1539; Philips v. Bury (1694), Carth. 
319; Scattergood v. Kdge (1699), 12 Mod. Rep. 278; 

Withers «7. Hurris (1702), 2 Ld. Ruym. 806; Woodward’s 
Case (1702), 7 Mod. Rep. 2; Anon. (1703), 6 Mod. Rep. 
86; Falmouth v. Strode (1707), 11 Mod. Rep. 186; Abbot 
vy Burton (1708), 11 Mod. Rep. 18h: Marks ». Marks 
(1718), 10 Mod. Itep. 419: Nateliffe’s Case (1729), 
1 Stra. 267; Thornby wv. Fleetwood (1720), 1) Stra. 
$183; Dubber o. Trollope (1734), Amb, 453; Fuller v. 
Johnson (1735), Lee temp. Hard. 158; Chauncey v. 
Needham (t737), Andr, 53; Witham +. Lewis d. Derby 
(1744). 1 Wills. 48: Vaughan d. Atkins v. Atkins (1771), 
® Burr, 2764; Hawkins vo. Kemp (1803), 3 East, 410; 

Tewkesbury Corpn. ». Diston (1805), 2 Smith, K. B. 508 ; 

Cholmondeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 Jac. & W.1; Doe a. 
Winter «. Perratt (1826), 5 B. & C. 48; ; Doe d. Jones v. 
Willams (1833), 2 Nev. & M. K. B. 602; Edwards rv. it. 
(1854), 9 Exch. 628: Wright 7. Mills (1859), 4 Hl. & N. 
4883; Snell v. Fineh (1863), 13 GC. B. N.S. G51; Clarke ve. 
Clemmana, Selway a. Clemmans (1866), 36 T.. J. Ch. 171 

Baily «. De Crespigny (1869), L. R. 4 Q.B. 180 Clarke v. 
Bradlangh (1881), 46 L. T. 49; Lightfoot v. Maybery, 
[1914] A. CL. 782. 


7799. - When the ancestor by any gift 
or conv Byars tikes an estate of frechold, & in the 


same gift or conveyance an estate is limited, 
either mediately or immediately, to his heirs in 
fee, or in tail, the word, heir, in such case, is always 
taken as a word of limitation, & not of purchase.— 
AMBROSE v. TODGSON (1781), 3 Bro, Parl, Cas. 416; 
1K. R. 1405, 1. 1. 3 previous proceedings, sub nom. 
LlopGson v. AMBROSE (1780), 1 Doug. K. B. 337, 
_tnnotations :-—Refd. White «. Warner d. White (1782), 11 


East, 562. n.; Goodright «. Herring (1785), 4 Doug. K. B. 
2908: Doe d. Turner 7, Kett (1792), 4 Term Rep. 601; 
Denn d, Radclyffe v. Bagshaw (1796), 6 Term Rep. 612 

Doe d. Scott e Rouch (1816),5M. & §.4825 holmondeley 
v. Clinton (1820), 2 Jace. & W. 1; Measure v. Gee (1822), 
5B. & Ald. 910; Doe d. Jones v7. Jones (1823), 1B. & C. 
238: Mortimer v. Hartley (1848), 6 C. B. 819; Mortimer, 
Westerman, Sowden & Stephenson » Hartley & Denton 
(L849), 19 L. J. ©. P2153; Van Grutten v. Foxwell, 
Foxwell vt. Van Grutten, [1897] A. C. 658. Mentd. 
Phillips «. Garth (1790), 3 Bro. C. C. 64; Pincke v. Curteis 
(1793), 4 Bro. CG. C. 329; Elimsley +. Young (1835), 2 
My. & K. 780; Re Bayley-Worthington & Cohen’s 
Contract, [1908] 1 Ch, 26. 


.}| — ATKINSON tv. VURDY t. —.J--Re McADMisrer (1911), 3OW. W.R. 534.—CAN, 

(1908), 43 N.S. R. 274.-- CAN. 20 O. W. RR. 261: 3 O. W. IN. 184; b. a — Re KR®ANE’S ESTATE, 
r. —--- .]}—-GLENDINNING 1%. 25 0. L. R, 17.— CAN ates: 1 I. WR. 215.—IR. 

( 1, KSTATE poe ee ULL ¥. ESDEM: 4 


INKON (1910), 14 W. L. R419. 
CAN. 


(Alta.), (1927) 4 D. L. R. 817; [1927] N, ". L. R. 369 (S. C.).—-N.Z 
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Sect. 19. --Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 6, 
A, (a) & (6). 

es -_—.|—-te WALTON’S EstTaTE, No. 7967, 
post. 

Savi also, REAL PROPERTY, Vol. 
AXXVITI., p. 705, Nos. 497, 4098. 

7801. Nature of rule-—-Rule of law not of con- 
struction.|—-GriIMson v. DowNING, No. 7859, post. 
See, also, REAL PROPERTY, Vol. 
AXXVITI., p. 706, Nos. 499, 500. 

Abolition of rule.|—See Law of Property Act, 
1925 (c. 20), 8. 131. 

Rule applied to settlements.|—See REAL Pro- 
ee Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 705-708, Nos. 497— 
Va ke 


ee ee 
e 





(6) Devise to One and His Heirs. 


7802. Fee simple conferred.)—-ANON. (1545), 
Ben]. 30; 73 E. R. 948. 

7803. —-—.]—ANON. (1608), Godb. 1553; 78 
E. Ri. 95. 

7804. —-- .]—KENE v. ALLEN (1627), Litt. 5; 
124 EB. R. 108. 

7805. -——-.] —Devise in remainder to A. & his 


heirs, & for default over, is a fee.—GRUMBLE v. 
JONES (1709), 11 Mod. Rep. 207; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 
300; 88 EK. Rh. 993; sub nom. AUMBLE v. JONES, 
1 Salk. 238; sub nom. CRUMBLE v. JONES, Willes, 
167, n. 

Annotations :—Apld. Preston d. Eagle wv. Funnell (1739), 
Willes, 164. Refd. Ginger d. White », White (1742), 
Willes, 348; Goodridge v. Goodridge (1742), 7 Mod. Rep. 
453; Tyrone v. Waterford (1860), 1 Do G. F. & J. 613. 
7806. -——.'--A devise ‘‘to A. for life, with 

remainder to the nearest relation, viz. to LB. my 

brother’s son, & his heirs ; remainder to my nearest 
of kin, first male then female,”’ directing that the 
estate should never be sold, but kept in repair, & 
descend to the family, conveys an estate in fee to 

B.— PRESTON v. FUNNELL (1739), 7 Mod. Kep. 

296; Willes, 1045; 87 E. R. 1250. 

7807. --—.;—One having an only child X., 
who was married & had three children, 'T., R., & A.,; 
devised his copyholds to X. his daughter for life, 
remainder to his granddaughter K., for lie, 
remainder to trustees to preserve contingent 
remainders, remainder to the use of the issue of 
the body of his granddaughter R. in such parts, 
shares, & proportions, manner & form, as she should 
by deed or will appoint; & in default of appoint- 
ment to the use of all & every the children of his 
granddaughter & their heirs, as tenants in common 
&, in default of such issue, to the use of all & every 
the other children of his daughter X. & their heirs 
as tenants in common, etc.; & in default of such 
issue, to his own right heirs :—Held: upon the 
death of testator’s daughter & of his granddaughter 
K., without any appointment, an only child of the 
latter took an absolute fee.-—K. v. STAFFORD 
(MARQUIS) (1806), 7 East, 521; 103 EK. R. 201. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Foster vr. Hayes (1855), 4 EF. & B. 

717. Refd. Malcolm +. Taylor (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 416; 

ltoddy v. Fitzgerald (1858), 6 Hf. L. Cas. $23. 

7808. -— --.}—Testator devises to his daughters 
J. & HE. ‘their heirs, exors. & administrators, 
equally between them, all & every his messuages, 
lands, tenements & hereditaments, both freehold 
& leasehold, in, etc., to have & to hold to J. & E. 
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7802 5. Fee simple conferred. }-—BEK- 7802 v. 


ae ae 
KEITH (1888), 15 O. R. 469.—CAN. 
.}—MEYERS v. HAMILTON 


WILLS. 


their heirs, exors. & administrators equally ’’ :— 

Held: testator by this devise, passed all his 

interest in the estates to his daughters in fee, to 

the exclusion of his right heirs.—Dor d. CRUMP v. 

SPARKES (1824), 4 Dow. & ak K. B. 246. 

7809. .|—Testator, who died in 1833, 
devised his residuary real & personal estate to his 
eldest son & his heirs, exors., etc., provided & his 
will was that, in case his son should die without 
leaving any lawful issue of his body, such part of 
his residuary estate as was freehold, & situate in 
certain places, should, at his death, be divided into 
two equal parts ; one of which parts he gave to his 
second son & his heirs; & the other, to his daughter 
& her heirs :—Held: as to such part of testator’s 
residuary estate as was frechold & situate in the 
places named, his eldest son took, not an estate tail 
in it, but an estate in fee, with an executory devise 
over to take effect at his death, in case he should 
have no issue then living.—£z p. DAviIES (1851), 
2Sim. N.S. 114; 21L. J. Ch. 135; 15 Jur. 1102 ; 
61 EH. R. 284. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Parker v. Birks (1854), 1 K. & J. 156. 
Consd. Coltsman v. Coltsman (1868), L. R. 3 H. L. 121. 
Refd. Blinston v. Warburton (1856), 2 Jur. N. S. 858. 
7810. -\—Devise made in 1826 in these 

terms: ‘‘I gave & devise unto my wife, I., the 

lands, etc., to hold same unto her & her assigns, for 

& during her natural life, & after her decease I 

give & devise same to my nephew S. J., his heirs 

& assigns for ever; provided always & my will is, 

that in case it should happen that my nephew 

shall depart this life before he shall have attained 
the age of twenty-one years, & if after he shall have 
attained such age of twenty-one years he shall dic 
unmarried, or, having been married, without 
lawful issue, then I give same unto my brothers, 

T. J. & J. J., ete., & their heirs for ever, as tenants 

in common” :—Held: testator’s nephew 8S. J. 

did not take an estate tail, but an estate in fee 

simple in the lands, with an executory devise over 

to testator’s brothers in the event of S. J. dying 
under twenty-one, or after that age dying without 
leaving lawful issue at the time of his death.— 

DoE d. JouNSON v. JOUNSON (1852), 8 Exch. SI 5 

22 L. J. Ex. 90; 19 LT. OWS. O13. 

Annotation :—Apld. Clay v. Coles (1887), 57 L. T. 682. 














7811. .|--ATCHISON v. LE MANN, No. 7760, 
ante, 
7812. - .i~Testator by his will duly executed, 


among other things, gave, bequeathed, & devised 
unto his grandson J. VP., the house, gardens, 
buildings, middle croft & intack, unto him & his 
heirs for ever, forbidding any mtge. or any charge 
to be put upon any of his aforesaid buildings & 
lands, but to be free from all charge to the respec- 
tive heirs for ever:-— Held: J. P. took an estate 
in fee simple in the above-mentioned premises, 


under that will.—Pyk v. BRADBURY (1860), 3 
L. T. 327. 
7813. Expectant on termination of estate 





tail.|-—Testator being seised in fee of certain real 
estate devised it to trustees upon certain trusts 
under which it was held that his only child took an 
equitable estate tail, & he further directed that on 
the death of his child the estate should be “ legally 
conveyed & assured unto such heirs of my child 
or children in equal shares as they shall severally 


HALL v. 
565.— 


7802 viii. -- - J--Re Tuck (1905), 6 
lk. 309.— 


te TRAYNOR & yee (1901), 21 CG. L. 'T. 


GIN v. SISTERS OF ST. JOSEPH (1862), PROVIDENT & LOAN Co. (1890), 19 O. W. R. : . L. 
2205 C. R. 204.—CAN. O. R. 358.—CAN. - ee CAN. Bs AOU a ae Oe 
: eos li. -——-,|--Re CASNER (1885), 7802 vi. ———.]—GRANT v. SQUIRE 7802 ix. —-—.]—Re KENDREW (1919), 
ie eat 21C.L. 7.379; 20. L. R. 131. 43 O. L. lt. 185.—CAN. 
1, —--~,}-——-DICKBON v. DIcK- . 7802 x. -—-—.]—-FINUOANE v. DALY, 
BON (1885), G O. Lt. 278.—CAN. 7802 vii. ——.]) — Ite McCaLtuum, [1919J) 11. R. ded.--R. 
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& respectively attain the age of twenty-one years 

or be married, & to their several & respective heirs 

& assigns for ever.’’ Testator’s child married & 

died leaving one child, who attained the age of 

twenty-one years & died unmarried & intestate :—- 

Held: the remainder in fee simple expectant on 

the termination of the estate tail was disposed of 

by the will of testator, & the grandchild took an 
estate in fee simple by purchase, & not by descent, 

which passed to his heir-at-law.—lFOxWELL v. 

VAN‘GRUTTEN (1900), 82 L. 'T. 272 ; 48 W. R. 653 ; 

16 T. L. R. 259, H.L. 

7814. Primary limitation life estate.]—Ti10oRNTON 
v. BLACKBOURNE (1731), 2 Hq. Cas. Abr. 303 ; 22 
I. BR. 255, L. C. 

7815. ---— Remainder to ‘ heirs.’’}—-CoLsSon 
v. COLSON (1744), 2 Atk. 246; 26 Ik. R. 5523; sub 
nom. COULSON v. COULSON, 2 Stra. 1125; 2 Iq. 
Cas. Abr. 318, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Bagshaw v. Spencer (1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 
142. Apld. Sayer v. Masterman (1757), Wilm. 386. 
Consd. Wright v. Pearson (1758), 1 Kden, 119. Apld. 
Austen v. Taylor (1759), 1 Eden, 361. Consd. Hodgson 
v. Ambrose (1780), 1 Doug. Kk. B. 337 ; Goodtitle d. Sweet 
0. Herring (1801), 1 East, 264. Apld. Roe v. Bedford 
(1815), 4 M. & S. 362. Distd. Brouncker v. Bagot (1816), 
19 Ves. 574. Consd. Jove d. Jones r, Jones (1823), 1B. & C. 
238. Refd. Lister v. Lister (1753), 3 Keny. 1; Garth v. 
Baldwin (1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 616; Dood. Long vr. Laming 
(1760), 2 Burr. 100; Strong v. Teatt (1769), 2 Burr. 912 ; 
Jones », Morgan (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 206; Poole v. Poole 
(1804), 3 Bos. & VP. 620; Jesson v. Wright (1820), 2 Bii. 
N.S. 1; Measure v. Gee (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 910; Kast 
v. Twyford (1853), 4 H. L. Cas. 517; Jordan v. Adams 
(1861), 9 CG. 2B. N.S. 483. Mentd. Milward v. Serjeant 


(1786), 14 East, 60,n.;  Daintry v. Daintry (1795), 6 
Term Rep. 307. 





7816. -—-——-  .} AMBROSE tv. Tlopason, No. 
T7799, ante. 
7817. Testatrix devised real estate, 


of which the Jegal estate was outstanding, to 
trustees during the life of A., upon trust to pay 
her the rents; with an ultimate remainder, if B. 
should die in the lifetime of A., to the heirs of A. 
A. & B. were both living :—Held: as A.'s life 
estate & the remainder to her heirs were both 
equitable, the two estates united according to the 
rule in Shelley's Case, No. 7798, ante ; & A. took an 
equitable contingent remainder in fee.—Re WHITE 
& Winpusr (1877), 7 Ch. D. 201; 47 L. J. Ch. 85 ; 
371. T5745 26 WR. P24. 

7818, —— .1--- Testator devised certain 
land to his sons successively for Jife, beginning 
with the youngest, & after their death “to be 
for ever enjoyed by the oldest surviving heir 
of his oldest surviving son for their hfe or 
lives for ever ” :--feld - upon the true construc- 
tion of the will, the rule in Shelley's Case, No. 7798, 
ante, did not apply, & the eldest surviving son of 
testator took only a life estate.—PEDDER v. LLUNT 
(1887), 18 Q. B. D. 565; 56 L. J. Q. B. 212; 56 
L. T. 687; 85 W. BR. 371; 3 T. lL. R. 399, C. A. 

7819. ---- Remainder to ‘‘right heirs.’’|— 
Testator, by a will made subsequently to Wills 
Act, 1837 (c. 26), after directing that his debts & 
funeral & testamentary expenses should be paid by 
his exors. as soon us conveniently might be after his 
decease, devised all his real & personal estate to 
trustees, whom he afterwards appointed his exors., 
in trust to pay the rents & proceeds thereof to his 
son J. S. for bis natural life; &, from & after the 
death of J. S., in trust for the right heirs of him 
J.S. for ever :—Held: by reason of the direction 
to them to pay debts, the trustees took the legal 
estate in fee, & inasmuch as the estate for life & 
the estate in remainder were both equitable estates, 
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the rule in Shelley’s Case, No. 7798, ante, applied, 

& J. S. took an equitable estate in fee.—SPENCE v. 

SPENCE (1862), 12 C. B. N.S. 199; S1L. J.C. P. 

189; 61. T. 5388; 10 W. R. 605; 142 B. R. 1119. 

Annotations :—Apld. Marshall v. Gingell (1882), 21 Ch. D. 
790; Re Brooke, Brooke v. Brooke, [1894] 1 Ch. 43. 
Refd. Re Lashmar, Moody v. Penfold, {1891] 1 Ch. 258. 
7820. .|---By a will made in the year 

1833 testatrix devised a frechold messuage unto 

trustees, their heirs & assigns, upon trust for her 

daughter during her life, & after her decease upon 
such trusts for the lawful child or children of the 
daughter as she should by deed or will appoint, & 

‘in default of such appointment ’’ in trust for 

the daughter’s right heirs. Testatrix directed that 

the receipts of her daughter should be a discharge 
to the trustees, that the messuage should be 
enjoyed by her daughter free from the debts, 
control, or engagements of any husband with 
whom she might intermarry, & that the trustees 
might reimburse themselves. Testatrix authorised 
the trustees, their heirs or assigns, also to sell the 
messuage with the consent of her daughter ‘ or 
other the persons or person who shall be bene- 
ficially interested under the trusts.”” Whe daughter 
after her mother’s death granted the messuage to 
defts. in fee simple, & died without having been 
marricd. Vitf. her heir-at-law, having brought an 
action to recover the messuage :— Held: both the 
estate for life devised to the daughter & the 

reinainder to her right heirs were equitable estates 3; 

consequently the estate for life & the remainder to 

the right heirs coalesced pursuant to the rule in 

Shelley's Case, No. 7798, ante.—RICHARDSON 1, 

TTARRISON (1885), 16 Q. B.D. 853 55 L. J. Q. RB. 

5835 547. Tb. 458, C. A. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Rc Brooke, Brooke v. Dickson, [1923] 
2 Ch. 265. Refd. Evans v. Evans, [1892] 2 Ch, 173. 
7821. - -.- —,]—Testator gave certain free- 

hold estates to trustees upon trust for management 

& to receive the rents & profits thereof, & after 

payment of necessary repairs & outgoings to pay 

thereout to each of his eight first cousins therein 
named the sum of £60 per annum for their lives & 
then to pay the residue of such net rents & profits 
half-yearly to W. for his life, & from & after the 
respective deceases of the annuitants & W. upon 
trust to convey the said frechold estates, together 
with any accumulations of rents in the hands of 
the trustees, unto the night heirs of W. :—Held: 
the rule in Shelley’s Case, No. 7798, ante, applied, 

& W. was entitled to the property in fee simple 

subject to the annuities —Re YOuMANS’ WILL, 

[1901] 1 Ch. 720; 49 W. R. 509; 45 Sol. Jo. 426 ; 

sub nom. Re YOuMANS’ WILL, Ex p. GREAT 

CENTRAL Ry. Co., 70 L. J. Ch. 480; 84 J. T. 201. 
7822. —-- —- .}—Testator by his will gave 

lis real estate to trustees on trust for his son for 

his life & after his death, subject to an interest 
to his son's widow during her life or until re- 
marriage, on trust for all the children of the 
tenant. for life who should attain twenty-one or, 
if daughters, should marry under that age. & 
if there should be no child of the tenant for life, 

‘then upon trust for the right heirs ”’ of the tenant 

for life. The tenant for life died without ever 

having bad any children :—Held: the rule in 

Shelley's Case, No. 7798, ante, applied, &, in the 

events Which had happened, there was a gift of a 

life estate to the tenant for life with a contingent 

remainder to his right heirs, subject to his widow’s 
interest, & the fee passed under the will of the 
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18151. Primary limitation life estate 7815 ii. -—- —- — —-.}+—_lioerrsv. Low 7815 iv. - --.)— Re Rusk, 
—Remainder to ‘heirs.’°|—DoR dd. THIAN (1879), 27 Gr. 559.—CAN. (1924) 1 D LL. Re 437; (1924) 1 
ANDERSON @. FAtRFIELD (1847), 3 7815 iii. — ———.] —- SMITH +: W. W. R. 119; 18 Sask. L. R. 62.— 
U. GC. R. 140.-- CAN. SMITH (1885), 8 O. R. 677.—CAN, CAN. 
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Sect, 19. eure of interest given: Sub-sect. 6, 
A, (b), (ec) & (d) 4 

tenant for life.—Re NORRINGTON, NORRINGTON . 

NORRINGTON (1925), 40 T. Tu. R. 96. 

7823. -- -- Remainder to ‘‘ heir-at-law.’’|— 
A limitation to a man for life, & then to his heirs 
at law is a fee simple (GRANT, M.R.).—O' KEEFE v. 
JONES (1807), 18 Ves. 418; 33 BE. RR. 349. 

7824, —--— ---—-.]|—Re BArretTr (1894), 39 
Sol. Jo. 9. 

7825. — -.|-—By his will testator, among 
other devises of freeholds & copyholds, devised his 
two copyhold houses, gardens, & premises situate 
in the parish of 13., & also a piece of copyhold land 
adjoining, to his nephew G. B. for lite without 
impeachinent of waste, & after his death he 
devised the same premises to the “ heir-at-law ”’ of 
G. B. There was no special custom of descent in 
the manor of B. affecting these copyholds : ld: 
the use of the expression ‘‘ heir-at-law ”’ did not 
exclude the operation of the rule in Shelley's Case, 
No. 7798, ante, which accordinely applied, & G. B. 
was entitled in customary fee simple for an estate 
to him & his heirs according to the custom of the 











manor. ana BEADMAN ?. BEADMAN, [1925] 
Ch. 638; 94 L. J. Ch. 848; 133 L. T. 1343 69 
Sol. Jo. 662. 

7826. --— --— ‘* Absolutely.’’|— The word 


‘ absolutely ’? superadded to the word ‘“ heir-at- 
law ’’? in a devise of real estate is a word defining 
the estate which the heir is to take & has the same 
effect as if technical words of limitation had been 
used, making the heir a new stock of descent as a 
designated taker by purchase. Where therefore 
testator devised real estate in trust for W. for his 
life, & afterwards in trust ‘for his heir-at-law 
absolutely ” :-—Held : W. took only an equitable 
estate for life, & his heir-at-law took by purchase 
an equitable estate in fee simple. —Ie Hussry & 
GREEN’S ContTRACT, fe ILUSSEY, TLUssry v. 
SIMPER, [1921] 1 Ch. 566; 907. J. Ch. 124 
L. T. 783; 37 T. L. R. 4107 5 65 Sol. Jo. 357, 

7827. - Remainder to *‘ heirs & assigns.’’]-— 
Testator gave, devised & bequeathed all his real & 
personal estate to a trustee upon trust for A. & his 
assigns, so that he should be entitled to the rents 
& profits thereof for life, & after his decease upon 
trust for the heir or heiress-at-law of A., his or her 
heirs & assigns for ever :—fleld: A. was only 
entitled to an estate for life, with a limitation in 
fee simple by way of purchase to the person who 
at his death should answer the description of his 
heir or heiress-at-law.— GREAVES v. SIMPSON 
(1864), 338 L. J. Ch. 6415; 10 L. T. 4493 10 Jur. 
N.S. 609; 12 W. R. 773. 

Annotations :—Refd. Fwiler v. Chamicr (1866), L. 2. 

682; Evans v. Evans, [1892] 2 Ch. 175. 

7828. - - - Remainder to next lawful heir.|--- 
Devise of frechold houses unto A., B., & C., in equal 
shares, during only their natural lives, ‘' & after 


253 


253 


2 Iq. 


WILLS. 


their decease I give & bequeath the said freehold 
estate unto the next lawful heir of A. all the said 
freehold estate for ever’ :—Held: the limitation 
fell within the rule in Shelley’s Case, No. 7798, 
ante, & A. took an estate in fee simple.—FULLER v. 
CHAMIER (1866), Tu. R. 2 Eq. 682 ; 35 L. J. Ch. 772 ; 
12 Jur. N.S. 642; 14 W. BR. 913. 


Annotations :—Apld. Silcocks v. Silcocks, [1916] 2 Ch. 161. 
Consd. Ie Hussey & Green’s Contract, Re Hussey, Hussey 
®. Simper, [1921] 1 Ch. 566. Refd. Evans v. Evans, 


[1892] 2 Ch. 173. 

7829. Effect of limitation over on failure of 
issue.]|—'Testator being seised in fee of certain 
freehold land, & also of copyholds of the manor & 
forest. of Knaresborough, which copyholds were 
not by custom entailable, after devising a freehold 

estate at Tl. “to the child or children which his 
wife should bear to him, their heirs & assigns,”’ 
proceeded as follows: ‘1 give, devise, & bequeath 
to my son J. S. his heirs & assigns for ever, the 
copyholds, amongst other property; but, if it 
shall happen my said son J. S. shall die without 
leaving any child or children, in that case 1 give, 
devise, & bequeath all the before-mentioned estates, 
ete., unto my five children, illegitimate—naming 
them, their heirs & assigns for ever, to be equally 
divided amongst them, share & share alike: &, 
if any of my five children should die before they 
come of age without Issue. such share of him, her, 
or them so dying shall go equally amongst. the 
survivors: My will also is, & JF hereby order & 
direct, that, if my present wife KE. should leave no 
issue to inherit the freehold estate at H., that all 
the estate, at 1., shall be subject to the same mode 
of distribution amongst my aforesaid five children 
as all the other property above mentioned given & 
bequeathed to my son J.S..in case he die without 
issue" :--TTelds if the Jands had been of freehold 
tenure, J. S. would under the above devise have 
taken an estate tail, with remainder over to the 
five iNegitiumate children-—the words ‘ child or 
children’’ being used in the sense of ‘ issue” 
generally ; but, the lands being copyhold incapable 
of being entailed, he took a fee simple conditional, 

on which no remainder could be limited.—Dok d. 

BLESARD 7. SIMPSON (1842), 3 Man. & G. 929; 

3 Scott, N. R. 774; 1338 4. R. 1414, Bx. Ch. ; 

affy. S.C. sub nom. Dot ad. SIMPSON 7. SIMPSON 

(1838), 4 Bing. N. C. 3338. 

Annotations :--Distd.. Hardcastle v. Dennison (1861), 10 
(. BL N.S. 606. Refd. Bamford v. Chadwick (1854), 23 
L. J.C. P. 172; Bamford v. Lord (1854), 14 C. B. 708; 
Richards v. Davies (1862), 13 C. B. N.S. 69; Pemberton 
ve Barnes, (1899) 1 Ch. 594. 





(¢) Devise lo One for Iver. 


7830. Whether fee simple conferred.|—A devise 
of a particular house for ever passes a fee simple 
by force of the words of perpetuity, notwithstand- 
ing testator had before devised all his fee simple 
lands & tenements.—CHAMBERLAINE v. TURNER 


7829 i. Effect of limitation over on d. Gift to tivo in equal shares - lL. --~—- -~— SPRATFORD . 
failure of issue.J--HAKRIS v. VPER- cd? their heira during their successive Eigen) 1 Ball & B. 25.—IR. 
PETUAL ‘TRUSTEE cua LTp. (189%), encration——Kstate tail conferred.) — on —. =.) Re Trowpro 
14 N. 8. W. ded 133.— AUS. eet v. TURNER (1913), 14 8. R. foe as (1864), 16 I. Ch RK. Mone 

7829 ii. J) — Evans vr. Reva N.S. W. 87.—AUS. c " 

pees .}--O’HANLON v. UN- 


ee 21 A. nn O19; 248. C0. FR. 346. 


e. lffect of limitation over on failure 
of heirs.}—DOR d. BUTLER v. STEVENS 
(1844), 6 O. S. 63.—CAN. 


wrk (1872), 7 IF. Rt. Eq. 68.-—IR. 
.|}-— JONES v. RYAN 
(1874), 97. Kq. R. he —IR. 





~———.}--DALE t. MCGUINN (1866), 


rao ii. ~~ —,J--FISHER tv. BARRY, 2 
Hog. 143.—IR. f. 
7829 Iv. J}—Wison » Mappr- 195 os 101.—-CAN. 





RON, Rt. 417. 
R 


CHESNUT (1868), 16 W. 


7829 v.- .J—SANDES v. COOKE 
(1888), 21. 1. Ir. 445, 460.—IR. 





7829 vi. —BarRp’ 8 ‘TRUSTEES 
®. JACKSON (1903), 5 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 
472; 40 Se. Rh. 5853 10 8. I. T. 


719.—SCOT. 


ae COLLITON & LANDER- 
ain (1888), J 45 QO. RR. 471.--CAN. 

h. Devise to one d& his heirs for 
ever——Ivatate tail conferred.J}—DoR a. 
McINTYRE v. MOUINTYRE (1850), 7 
U.C. R. 156.—CAN, 

ov. Mo- 


k. .] 
CULLOUGH (1900), 27 A. R. 459.-- CAN. 











»~}—WILLIAMS v. WIL- 
1 Nad. L. R. 103.— 





p. 
LIAMS (1818), 
NFLD. 
PART XVI. Baur oo SUB-SEOT. 6. 
rae Fy G6). 

78380 1. Whether fee simple ui as ; 
— BLACK v. Cox (1901), 27 V. Le 
G09.-- AUS, 


Part X VI.—ConstRUCcTION. 


(1628), Cro. Car. 129; 79 FB. R. 
veles 


Annotations :-— Refd. Doe _d. Herbert v. Thomas (1835), 3 
Ad. & Kl. 123. Mentd. Gascoigne ». Barker (1743), 3 
Atk. 8; Doe d. Smith v. Galloway (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 43; 
Cuthbert +. Robinson (1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 238; Cowen o, 
Truefitt, [1899] 2 Ch. 309. 


7831. - -|--The words are, ‘‘ I devise to my 
daughter all my right, title, & property in a certain 
messuage called Heale Down, from & immediately 
after my decease, without impeachment, to her & 
her heirs for ever & ever. But if she shall fortune 
to die without issue, or not having attained the 
age of twenty-one years, then I give the same to my 
dear wife in manner & form aforesaid.’”’ That 
must be, ‘to her & her heirs for ever & ever.’ 
Then follows a devise of the residue to his wife, 
& after that a proviso, ‘‘ that if in case my daughter 
shall survive my said wife, then I give all my said 
lands, etc., to my said daughter, Jane, for ever & 
ever without impeachment.” It is not easy to 
comprehend all that testator had in his mind ; 
but upon these words, which give all that he had 
to his daughter for ever, upon her surviving her 
mother, there is no reason to say that he intended 
to give her any other estate than an estate in fee. 
IIe has omitted the word heirs ; but it is impossible 
not to see that he meant to give her the absolute 
property (MANSFIELD, CU.J.).—IEASTMAN v. BAKER 
(1808), 1 Taunt. 174; 127 E.R. 799. 


Annotations :— Mentd. Right oo Day (1812), 6 East, 67; 
Piercy tv. Gardner (1837), 5 Bing. No. 748 Mortimer v. 
Hartley (1819), 3 De G. & Sin. 316) Johnson v. Simeock 
(1861), 7 HLX& N. 344. 


W. Jo. 195 ; 





7832. --- .) Dor d. Dacne (LADY) v. ROPER, 
No. 7737, ante. 
7833. - .' ‘Testator devised & bequeathed his 


property as follows: ‘T give & bequeath all my 

property real & personal, of whatever nature or 

kind, wheresoever to be found, in possession, 
reversion or expectancy, to which I am legally or 

equitably entitled, unto my dear wife, C. E. 

absolutely, & to be by her willed to any or either 

of my children in any manner suitable to her 
wishes, to hold to her for ever, & I appoint her 
extrix. of this my will, hereby revoking all other 
wills’? :—MHeld: the wife took the property 
absolutely ; but a trust was engrafted on it for the 
benefit of testator’s children, who might survive 
her, with a power for her to appoint it among them 
by will, as she might think fit.—JJvANS v. vans 

(1865), 33 L. J. Ch. 662; 10 L. T. 59; 12 W. BR. 508. 
7834. - Right heirs for ever.|.- Devise “ to 

the right heirs of my grandfather S., deceased, by 

M. his second wife, also deceased, for ever’? :— 

Held: the first words created an estate tail, which 

was not enlarged into an estate in fee by the use 

of the words ‘“ for cver.”-—VERNON v. WRIGHT 

(1858), 7H. . Cas. 85; 231. 5. Ch. 1085 32 lL. 7. 

O.S.11; 4 Jur. N.S. 1113; J1 E.R. 15, IL 1. ; 

affg. S.C. sub nom. Wriagur v. VERNON (1854), 2 

Drew. 439. 

Annotations :--Refd. Allgood +. Blake (1872), . R. 7_exch. 
339; Moore v. Simkin (1885), 31 Ch. D. 95. Mentd. 
Wright». Chard (1859), 4 Drew. 673; Lynch v. Knight 
(1861), 59 1. T. 291. 








(d) Devise to One and the Heirs of His Body. 
i, Jn General. 


7835. Whether estate tail conferred.| WUISEMAN 
& WISEMAN’S CASE (1587), 1 Leon. 57; 71 E.R. 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 6. 
d) i. 


7835 1. Whether estate tail conferred. | 


power to appoint any one or nore of 
such heirs to take the samo :-~Jileld : 
A. took un estate tail—-TRUsST & LOAN 
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53; sub nom. WISEMAN v. ROLFE, Owen, 140; 
ue nom. WISEMAN v. PASCAL, | And. 1603; Sav. 

7836. -- -.) —Devise to S., & the heirs of his 
body & after his decease to B. the eldest son of S., 
& the heirs of his body with remainders over is an 
estate tail in S.~ATKINS v. ATKINS (1593), Cro. 
Eliz. 248; 78 EF. BR. 504 sub nom. ATKINS 


CASE, Moore, K. B. 593. 

Annotations :—Consd. Abbott v. Middleton, Ricketts 1. 
Carpenter (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 68. Refd. Luddington »v. 
Kime (1696), 1 Ld. Raym. 208; Law v. Davis (1729), 
1 Barn. K. 1, 238. 

7837. -.|—Borenuerr v. DurDANT (1690), 
2 Vent. 311; Carth. 154 ; Comb. 153; Holt, K. B. 
224; 806K. R. 458. 
alnnotations :-—Consd. Bamfield v. Popham (1702), 1 P. Wma. 

54. Dbtd. Broughton v. Langley (1703), 2 Salk. 679. Apld. 

Darbison v. Beaumont (1713), Fortes. Rep. 18. Consd, 

Doe d. Winter v. Perratt (1843), 6 Man. & G. 314; Allgood 

vt. Blake (1873), L. R. 8 Exch. 160. Refd. Luddington =r. 

Kine (1696), 1 Ld. Raym. 203; Shaw «. Weigh (1728), 
Kitz-G. 7;  Newcoman v. Bethlem Hospital (1741), 

Amb. 8; Sayerv. Masterman (1757), Wilm. 386; Jones v. 

Morgan (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 206; Cholmondeley v. Clinton 

(1820), 2 Jac. & W. 1; Right d. Shortridge 7. Creber 

(1826), 5 B. & C. 866; Doe d. Winter v. Perratt (1833), 

10 Bing. 198; Doe d. Sama wv. Garlick (1845), 15 L. J. Ex. 

54; Van Grutten » Foxwell, Foxwell v. Van Grutten 

[1897] A. C. 658. 

7838. —----.] Limitations apparently legal as 
uses executed, held to be trusts, from the purposes 
to be answered, by a preceding devise to trustees 
for payment of debts, etc. Question as to whether 
an estate for life, or in tail—BAGSHAW v. SPENCER 
(1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 142; 2 Atk. 577; 1 Wils. 238 ; 
27 18. R. 944, L. Cc, 

«tnnotations :--—-Consd. Lister v. Lister (1753), 3 Keny. 1; 
Garth w. Baldwin (1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 646 ; King ». Burehell 
(1759), 1 Eden, 124; Jones v. Morgan (1783), 1 Bro. C. Cy 
206; Coodtitle d. Sweet ». Herring (1801), L Iust, 264 ; 
Roe d. Thong «. Bedford (1815), 4M. & 8. 362 5; Re Brooke, 
Brooke v. Dickson, 11923} 2 Ch. 265. Refd. Theebridge v, 
Kilburne (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 233; Sayer +. Masterman 
(1757), Wilm. 386; Wright v. Pearson (1758), Amb. 358 ; 
Doed. Long v. Laming (1760), 2 Burr. 1100 : Le Rousseau 
ve. Rede (1761), 2 kiden, 1; Strong 7. Teat (1769), 2 Burr. 
912; Hodgson «. Ambrose (1780), 1 Doug. K. B. 337; 
Thong vv. Bedford (1783), 1 Bro. ©. «. 313 > Goodright v. 
Werring (1785), 4 Doug. K. B. 2085 Philips rv ; 
(1796), 3 Ves. 1203; Harton ov. Harton (1798), 7 Term Rep. 
652; Kenrick 7 Beanuclerk (1802), 3 Bos. & BP. 175; 
Poole v Poole (1804), 3 Bos. & VP. 620; Jervoise v. 
Northumberland (1820), 1 Jac. & W. 4559; Rimington v. 
Cannon (1853), 12 C. 2B. 18. Mentd. Exel o. Wallace 
(1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 348: Rooke tv. Rooke (1761), 2 Eden, 8; 
Scarsdale v. Curzon (1860), 1 John. & H. 40. 

7839. - ~-.|—Under a devise to A. & the heirs 
of her body for ever as tenants in common, & not 
as joint tenants, & in case A. die before twenty-one 
or without leaving issue of her body then to B. :— 
Held: A. took an estate tail.—Dor d. CANDLER v. 
SMITH (1798), 7 Terin Rep. 531; 101. R. 1116. 
innotations -— Apld. Doe d. Cock +. Cooper (1801), 1 East, 

229; Pierson 7 Viehers (1804), 5 Kast, 5148; Doe d. Cole 

tv. Goldsinith (1816), 2 Marsh. 517. Consd. Doe d. Wright 

vt. Jesson (1816), 5M. & 8.95; Doe d. Atkinson v. Feather- 
stone (1831), 1 B. & Ad. 944. Refd. Gretton «. Haward 

(1815), 2 Marsh. 9; Parker? Clarke (1855), 6 De G. M. & 

G. 104; Vernon vv. Wright (1858), 7 H. I. Cas. 306. 

7840. .—---.}—- Testator devised one estate to 
his wife for life, & after her decease to his daughter 
Mary & to the heirs of her body begotten or to be 
begotten, as tenants in common, & not as joint 
tenants ; but if such issue should die before he, she, 
or they, attained twenty-one, then to his son Joseph 
in fee: & then he devised another estate to his 
wife for life, remainder to his son Joseph & td the 


heirs of his body begotten or to be begotten ;| but 





7835 iv. -] — FLEMING 1 Mc- 
ALL (1879), 27 Gr. 459.—CAN. 
7835 v. -- -.J]—Re FRASER & BELL 


? 9 : SK iV. ) ,—- 2 ‘ ; “eee 
—Kz p. Wilda (1874), 12 N.S. We GO. t FRABER (1871), 18 Gr. 19 (1891), 21 0. Re 455.—CAN, 
5S. C. R. (Eq.) 312.-- AUS. . 7835 Wiese css Ie McDONALD 
7835 ii. .}-Tostator devised pro - 7835 iii. ———.)---"Tunis & BampBer- (1903), 6 O. L. RR. 478.—CAN, 





hoy to his son A., & to the heirs of 
\ 


is body lawfully to be begotten, with -— CAN. 


GERD. PASSMORE (1873), $2 ULC. R419. 


7835 vii. .] — MATHESON v, 
ATKINSON, 26 N, AZ. GL. R. 145. —N.Z, 
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if he died without issue, or such issue all died before 
he or they attained twenty-one, then to his 
daughter Mary & the heirs of her body begotten or 
to be begotten; such issuc, if more than one, to 
take as tenants in common :—Held: the daughter 
Mary only took an estate for life in the first estate, 
with remainder to all her children equally as pur- 
chasers.— Dok d. STRONG v. GOFF (1809), 11 East, 


668; 103 EK. R. 1164. 
Annotations :—-Overd. Jesson . yee (1820), 2 Bi. 1. 
Consd. Leesa v. Mosley (1836), 1 Y. & C. Ex. 589. Refd. 


Bennett v. Tankers ille (1811), 1S Ves. 170; Gretton v. 
Haward (1815), 2 Marsh, 9; Measure v. Gee (1822), 5 
B. & Ald. 910; Wollen v. Andrewes (1824), 2 Bing. 126; 
Ward v. Bevil (1827 .1LY.& J. 512; Fetherston v. Fethers- 
ton (1835), 3 Cl. & Fin. 67; Tarbuck v. Tarbuck (1835), 
4. J. Ch. 129; Doe d. Winter v. Perratt aa 6 Man. 
& G. 314; Roddy wv. Fitzgerald (1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 823 ; 
Jordan v. Adams (1861), # C. B. N.S. 483; Van Grutten v. 
Foxwell, Foxwell v. Van Grutten, [1897] ‘A.C, 658. 


ii. First Limitation Life Estate. 


7841. Whether estate tail conferred.!-—(1) A 
house, together with the furniture thereof, is 
limited to a feme, & such heir of her body as should 
be living at her death; & in default) of such, 
remainder over. The feme has an estate tail in 
the house, & the absolute property in the furniture. 

(2) Devise to A. for life, remainder to the heir 
of his body (though in the singular number) is 
an estate tail.-—RICHARDS v. BERGAVENNY (LADY) 
(1695), 2 Vern. 324; 23 KE. R. 810. 

Annotations :~—.1s to (1) Consd. Brouncker rv. Bagot (1816), 

1 Mer. 271; Chambers v. Taylor (1837), 2 My. & Cr. 376. 


Refd. Evans vr. Evans, [1892] 2 Ch. 173. is to (2) Refd. 
Sileocks v. Slieocks, [1916] 2 Ch. 161. 





7842. .|— BROUGHTON v. LANGLEY (1703), 2 
Salk. 679; 2 Ld. Raym. 873; Holt, K. B. 708 ; 
1 Kq. (as. Abr. 383; 91 EB. R. 577. 

Annotations :—Refd. Garth ®. Baldwin (1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 


646. Mentd. Legard v. Hodges (1792), 3 Bro. CG. C. 531 : 
Right d. Phillipps v. Smith (1810), 12 Mast, 455. 


7843. .'—To one for life, & to the heirs of 
his body, has always been held to be an estate tail ; 
but where it is to one for life, & after his death to 
the issue of his body, there 1s no instance where it 
has been so construed.—MEURE v. MEURE (1737), 
2 Atk. 265; 26 E. R. 564. 





7844, -—--.'-COLSON v. COLSON (1744), 2 Atk. 
246 5 20 1. R. 502 3 sub nom, COULSON v. COULSON, 


2 ° Stra. 1125; 2 Hq. Cas. Abr. 314, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Bagshaw rv. Spencer (1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 
142. Apld. Sayer v. Masterman (1757), Wilm. 386. 
Consd. Wright ». Pearson (1758), 1 Eden, 119. Apld. 
Austen +, Taylor (1759), 1 Eden, 361. —Consd. Hodgson 1. 
Ambrose (1780), 1 Doug. K. B. 337. Apld. Roe d. Thong 
v. Bedford (1815). 4 M.& 3.362. Consd. Jesson «. Wright 
(1820), 2 Bli. 1. Refd. Lister v. Lister (1753), 3 Keny. 1: 
Garth v. Buldwin (1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 646: Doe d. Long 
v. Laming (1760), 2 Burr. 11003; Strong v. Teatt (1769), 
2 Burr. 912; Jones ¢«. Morgan (1783), y Bro. C2 €, 206% 
Goodtitle d. Sweet ». Herring (1801), 1 Kast, 264; Poole 
», Poole (1804), 3 Bos. & PP. 620: Browncker v. Bagot 
(1816), 19 Ves. 574; Measure v. Gee (1822), 5 18. & Ald. 
ne Doc d. Jones 1, Jones (1823), 1 B&O. 238; Kust 

Twyford (1853), 4 H. L. Cas. 517; Jordan ». Adams 
(i861), 9. BN. S. 483. Mentd. Milward v. Serjeant 
(1786), 14 East, 60,n.; Daintry v. Daintry (1795), 6 
Term Rep. 307. 


7845. - .! --Devise of land to trustees in trust 
to pay an annuity & subject thereto in trust to A. 
for life; remainder to trustees to preserve, ete. ; 
remainder to the heirs of the body of A. ; remainder 
to testator’s right heirs, & the residue of testator’s 
personal estate to be laid out in land, & settled to 
the same uses: —Held: A. was entitled to an 


7841 ii. 
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estate tail in the lands to be purchased.— AUSTEN 

v. TAYLOR (1759), 1 Hden, 361; Amb. 376; 28 

E. R. 725. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Hodgson v. Ambrose (1780), 1 Doug. 
K. B. 337; Dodson »v. ah (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 404; 
Green v. Stephens (1810), 17 Ves. 643 
Northumberland (1820), 1 "Jac. & W. 559: 
Bolton (1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 98. 


7846. —---.]--AMBROSE v. Hopason, No. 7799, 
ante. 

7847. ---.|—Under a devise to A. for her 
natural life, without impeachment of waste, 
remainder to trustees to preserve contingent 
remainders, remainder to the heirs male of the body 
of A. to be begotten, severally, successively, & in 
remainder one after another according to seniority, 
etc., the elder of such sons & the heirs male of his 
body being always preferred before the younger 
of such son & sons & the heirs male of their bodies, 
& in default) of such issue, to the daughter & 
daughters of the body of A. as tenants in common 
in tail, remainder over :-—Held: A. only took an 
estate for life, & the words heirs male of her body 
were explained by the subsequent words to mean 
first & other sons.--GOODTITLE d. SWEET v. 
HERRING (1801), 1 ast, 264; 102 E.R. 102. 
“Innotations :—Consd. Fetherston v. Fetherston (1835), 3 

Cl & Fin. 67; Kast vo. Twyford (1853), 4 H. lL. Cas. 517. 

Refd. Poole xv. Poole (L804), 3 Bos. & P. 620; Jordan ». 


Aduins (1861), 9 ©. B. N.S. 483; Ae Hobbs, Hobbs v. 
Hobbs, [1917] 1 Ch. 569. 


7848. -}-—-Under a devise of land to a trustee 
& his heirs, out of the rents & profits to pay an 
annuity to testator’s wife, & the overplus to his 
nephews: & after his wife’s death to the use of 
his nephews & the survivor for their lives ; 
remainder, to the use of the trustee to preserve 
contingent uses & estates, etc., during their lives ; 
& after their deceases in trust for the heirs male of 
the body & bodies of the nephews; & in default 
of such issue, then to the use of another in fee :—- 
Held: the limitation in trust for the heirs male of 
the body & bodies of the nephews was executed 
by the statute, & therefore united with the prior 
use executed in them for life; & a@ recovery 
suffered of the whole estate by the survivor of the 
nephews after the death of the other nephew 
without issue, & after the death of his own issue, 
bound the entail, & defeated the subsequent 
limitation in fee.—Dor d. TERRY v. COLLIER (1809), 
11 East, 377; 103 E. R. 1019. 

7849. -——--./-— Devise to the use of the devisor's 
second son, A. for life without impeachment of 
waste, & from & after his decease to the heirs of 
his body, to take as tenants in common & not as 
joint tenants; & in case of his decease without 
issue to the devisor’s eldest son B., his heirs, ete. ; 
& in case both sons should die before twenty-one, 
over: an estate tailin the land, & absolute interest 
in personalty, bequeathed with it.-—BENNEYrT v. 
TANKERVILLE (Hann) (1811), 19 Ves. 170; 34 
K. 1. 482. 

Annotations : -Refd. Jordan v. Adains (1861), 9 C. B. N.S, 


483. Mentd. Tebbott vr. Voules (1833), 6 Sin. 40; Andrew 
ve. Andrew (1855), 38m. & G. 130. 


7850. ---.-.]- Devise of a reversionary estate in 
a& messuage, etc., to testator’s wife for the term 
of her natural life, & from & after her decease to 
the heirs of her body by testator lawfully begotten, 
or to be begotten; & for want of such issue 
remainder over; the wife is tenant in tail after 
possibility, after the period from her husband’s 
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death, when she might have had issue by him 
though there never was any issue of the marriage. 


—PLATT v. PowLEs (1818), 2 M. & S. 65; 105 
HB. R. 306. 
7851. .|—Devise to his wife for life, 





remainder to trustees, etc., remainder to his 
daughter for life, remainder to trustees, etc., 
remainder to the heirs of her body; & for want of 
such issue, remainder over in fee; it being his will 
& meaning, that after the decease of his wife, 
his daughter should have only an estate for 
life, & that after the decease of his wife & daughter 
the premises should go to & vest in the heirs of the 
body of his daughter; & for want of such issue, 
should go over in fee, & that his daughter should 
not have any power to defeat his intent :—Held: 
the daughter, notwithstanding, took an estate 
tail, & barred the remainder over by suffering a 
recovery.—-ROE d. THONG v. BEDFORD (1815), 4 
M. & S. 362; 105 E. R. 867. 


Annotations :—Reld. Jordon v. Adams (1861), 9 C. B. N. 8. 
aaa Re Lawrence, Lawrence v. Lawrence, (1915] 1 Ch. 


7852. —-—.]—Devise to W., a natural son of 
testator’s sister, for life, & after his decease to the 
heirs of his body in such shares & proportions as 
W. by deed, etc., shall appoint ; & for want of such 
appointment to the heirs of the body of W. share 
& share alike as tenants in common; & if but one 
child the whole to such only child, & for want of 
such issue to the heirs of devisor:—Held: that 
an estate tail vested in W. by this devise.— 
JESSON v. WRIGHT (1820), 2 Bli. 1; 4 E. BR. 230, 
Hl. Ju; revsg. S. C. sub nom. DoE d. WRIGHT v. 
JESSON (1816), 5 M. & S. 95. 

Annotations :—Apld. Doe d. Bosnall v. Harvey (1825), 4 
B. & C. 6103; Reece v. Stecl (1828), 2 Sim. 233: Doe d. 
Atkinson v. Featherstone (1831), 1 B. & Ad. 944; Dunk 
vr, Fenner (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 557. _ Distd. Ryan v. Cowley 
(1835), L. & G. temp. Sugd. 7. Consd. Uces v. Mosley 
(1836), LY.& ©. Ex. 589; Doed. Winter, Perratt (1843), 6 
Man. & G. 314; Grimson v. Downing (1857), 4 Drew. 
125. Apld. Gummoe +. Howes (1857), 23° Beav. 184; 
Roddy wv. Fitzgerald (1858), 6 H. LL. Cas. 823; 
Anderson v. Andersou (1861), 30 Beav. 209. Consd. 
Jordan wv. Adams (1861), 9 ©. B. N.S. 4835 Clifford v. 
Koe (1880), 5 App. Cas. 447; Van Grutten wm Foxwell, 
Foxwell v. Van Grutten, [1897] A. C. 658. Refd. Wollen 
wv. Andrewes (1824), 2 Bing. 126; Willeox vv. Kellaers 
(1825), Turn. & R. 491; Mortimer ve. West (1828), 2 Sim. 
274; Doe d. Gallini tv. Gallind (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 621; 
Candy v. Cumpbell (1834), 8 BY. N.S. 4695; Fetherston v. 
Fetherston (1835), 3 Cl. & Fin. 67; Heather v. Winder 
(1835),5 L. J. Ch. 41 5 Searborough v. Doe d. Savile (1836), 
3 Ad. & El. 897; Doe d. Woodall « Woodall (1846), 3 
C. BB. 349; Doe d. Cannon », Rucastle (L849), 8 C. BL 876: 
Toller v. Attwood (1850), 15 Q. B. 929; Darley ». Martin 
(1853), 13 C. B. 683; Key v. Key (1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 
73.3 Woodhouse v. Herrick (1855), 1 K. & J. 352; Fair- 
field v. Bushell (1863), 32 Beav. 158: Re Jeatfreson’s 
‘Troste (1866), L. R. 2 Iq. 2763; Bradley rv. Cartwright 
(1867), L. R. 2 C. PB. 511; Allgood v. Blake, Roach vt. 
same, Clennell v. Same, Reed v. Same (1873), 20 hL. T. 
$31; Hampton v. Holman (1877), 5 Ch. D. 183: Bowen wv. 
Lewis (1884), 9 App. Cas. 890; Pelham Clinton v. New- 
castle, [1902] 1 Ch. 34; #e Richardson, Parry vr. Holmes, 
(1904] 1 Ch. 332; Re Simcoe, Vowler-Simcoe v. Vowler, 
{1913) 1 Ch. 552; Re Lawrence, Lawrence v. Lawrence, 
(1915) 1 Ch. 129. Mentd. Piggott v. Stratton (1859), 8 
W.R.13; Jones v. Robinson (1878), 38 L. T. 945 ; Symons 
v. Leaker (1885), 15 Q. B. D,. 629. 


7853. ———.|—-Testator devised certain estates 
to his daughter for life, & after her decease to her 
s0n B. an infant, for life, & after the determination 
of that estate by forfeiture or otherwise to trustees, 
to preserve contingent remainders, but to permit. 
B. to receive the profits during his life, & after the 
decease of B., then to the heirs of his body for 
ever, with a devise over in case of the failure of 
his issue :—Held: LB. took an cstate tail in 
remainder.—MEASURE v. GEE (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 
910; 106 KB. R. 1424. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Doe d. Jones v. Jones (1823), 1 B. & C. 
238; Mille v. Seward (1861), 1 John. & H. 733. 


7854. -|—Where testator, being seised in 
fee of gavelkind lands, devised all his ‘ real 
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estate ’’ to his nephew T. C. for life; remainder 
to trustees to preserve contingent remainders ; 
remainder to ‘‘ the heirs of the body of T. C., as 
well female as male lawfully to be begotten, such 
heirs, as well female as male to take as tenants in 
common, & not as joint tenants, & for default of 
such issue’’; remainder to trustees for a term of 
five hundred years, to raise £300 for testator’s 
niece A. C.; remainder to testator’s two nephews 
J.C. & C. C., for & during their respective natural 
lives, as tenants in common & not as joint tenants, 
& after their respective deceases, to all & every 
the heirs of their respective bodies, as well female 
as male, such heirs to take in common & not as 
joint tenants, & for default of such issue, remainder 
over to testator’s own right heirs for ever :—Held : 
the words ‘“‘ heirs of the body,” were to be con- 
strued as words of limitation, & not of purchase, 
& T. C. took an estate in tail general.—DoeE d. 
BosnaLut v. HARVEY (1825), 4 B. & C. 610; 107 
E. R.1187; sub nom. DoE d. BAGNALL v. HARVEY, 
7 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 78; 4.3.0.8. K. B. 18. 


Annotatios :——Consd. Gummoe v. Howes (1857), 26. J. Ch. 
323. Refd. Fetherston v. Fetherston (1835), 3 Cl. & Fin, 
67; Key v. Key (1853), 4 De G. M. & 735 Bowen ». 
Lewis (1884), 9 App. Cas. 890; Van Grutten v. Foxwell, 
Foxwell v. Van Grutten, [1897] A. C. 658, 

7855. ——-—-.|—Testator devised lands to his 
son-in-law J., & E., J.’s wife, for their lives & 
that of the survivor; & immediately after the 
survivor’s decease, then to the heirs of the body of 
E., by J., to be equally divided among them, 
share & share alike; & he devised to J. all the 
residue of his real & personal estate :—Held: the 
first devisees took an estate tail, & not a life 
estate with remainders to the children of E. by J.— 
DoE d. ATKINSON ¥v. FEATHERSTONE (1831), 1 
B. & Ad. 944; 9L. J.O.S. K. B. 163; 109 E.R. 
1037. 

Annotations :—Consd. Woodhouse v. Herrick (1855), 1 K. 


& J. 352; Gummoe v. Howes (1857), 26 L. J. Ch. 323. 
Refd. Doe d. Cannon v. Rucastle (1849), 8 C. B. 876. 


7856. .|—Testator devised real estate to 
his son A. for life, & to the heirs of his body law- 
fully begotten, for ever; & in case his son should 
die without children, then over :—Held: A. took 
an estate tail in the premises.—ABRAM v. WARD 
(1847), 6 Hare, 165; 16 L. J. Ch. 293; 9 LL. T. 
O. S. 20; 11 Jur. 867; 67 BE. R. 1125. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Toller v. Attwood (1850), 15 Q. B. 929. 

7857. .}—Testator by his will devised all 
his real estate to A., his eldest son, for ninety-nine 
years, if he should so long live, & subject thereto 
to trustees & their heirs during A.’s life, in trust 
only to support contingent remainders, with 
remainder to the heirs of the body of A., & for want 
of such issue to his second son in like terms. By a 
codicil, testator, after confirming his will, devised 
his real estate to trustees upon certain trusts for 
the payment of debts & securing a jointure for his 
wife :—-Held : the heirs of the body of A. took by 
purchase, & no equitable frechold resulted to A., 
so as to attract the operation of the rule in Shelley’s 
Case, No. 7798, ante, & create an estate tail inA.— 
COAPE v. ARNOLD, ARNOLD v. COAPE (1855), 4 
De G. M. & G.574; 241. J. Ch. 673 ; 241. T. 0.8. 
226; 1 Jur. N.S. 313; 3 W. R. 187; 43 I. R. 
pares -—-Refd. Jee White & Hindlo’s Contract (1877), 

26 W. 








R. 124; Van Grutten v. Foxwell, Foxwell v. Van 
Grutten, [1897] A. C. 658. 
7858. --—-.|—-_(1) The words “heirs of the 


body ” used in a will :—H eld : by construction, to 
mean “ children.” . 

(2) Devise to trustees, in trust to pay the yearly 
produce to A. & B. in equal shares, for life, with 
survivorship, in case of the death of either “* with- 
out issue.” But if either should die “ leaving 
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issue,’ then her part to be paid to her ‘‘ children ”’ 
equally; & after the death of both A. & B. to 
convey ‘to the heirs of the body ” of A. & B., 
share & share alike, or to the survivors, & if but 
one, then to such “ only child.” There was a gift 
over if A. & B. should die ‘‘ without issue ”’ :— 
Held: A. & B. took life estates only, with 
remainder to their children, as purchasers.— 
GUMMOE v. HOWES (1857), 23 Beav. 184; 26 
L. J. Ch. 323; 28 L. T. O. S. 351; 3 Jur. N.S. 
176; 5W.R. 219; 53 E.R. 72. 

Annotation :-—As tv (2) Refd. Jordan v. Adams (1861), Y 

C. B. N.S. 483. 


7859. .|—(1) A devise by will to A. for life; 
remainder to A.’s children & their heirs as tenants 
in common. Devise by codicil of after-purchased 
estates to A. for life, remainder to the heirs of his 
body lawfully begotten for ever, equally share & 
share alike, sons or daughters, but if A. should die 
without heirs or heir, then over :—Held: A. took 
an estate tail in the preperty devised by the codicil. 

(2) The rule in Shelley's Cuse, No. 7798, ante, 
being a rule of law & not of construction, cannot 
be applied to discover the intention, indeed for 
this purpose it must be put out of consideration 
(AINDERSLEY, V.-C.).-—GRIMSON tt. DOWNING 
(1857), 4 Drew. 125; 62 ET. RR. 493; sub nom. 
GIMSON tv. DOWNING, 5 W. R. 767. 

7860. .|--Devise to A. for life, remainder 
to the heirs of the body of A. & his, her & their 
heirs & assigns for ever as tenants in common :-— 
Held: an estate tail in A.—MILLS v. SEWARD 
(1861), 1 John. & H. 7383; 70 F. BR. 988 3 sub nom. 
Miutus v. Howarp, 7 Jur. N.S. 654. 

Annotation :~ Refd. Kvans v. “vans, [1892] 2 Ch. 173. 

7861. —-—.} Devise to A. for life, & from & 
after her decease unto the heirs of her body, they 
to take the freehold & inheritance thereof as 
tenants In common, & in default of sueh heirs of 
the body of A. unto testatrix’s own right heirs :— 
Held: A. took an estate tail—ANDERSON v. 
ANDERSON (1861), 30 Beav. 209; 4 L. T. 198; 7 
Jur. N.S. 1067; 9 W. RR. 492; 54 E.R. 868. 

7862. —-—.)|---Testator devised lands to trustees 
in trust to receive the rents & protits for the use 
& benefit of such of his child or children as should 
be living at his death, & to apply such rents & 
profits or so much thereof as the trustees should 
deem right & proper in the maintenance & educa- 
tion of such child or children until majority or 
marriage, & trom & after majority or marriage in 
trust to permit & suffer such child or children, as 
they should severally attain the age of twenty- 
one or be marricd, to take the rents & profits, if 
more than one, in equal shares for her, his, & their 
own use & benefit for her, his, or their lives; & 
if he left only one child then to permit & suffer 
such one child to take the rents & profits for her 
or his sole use & benefit for her life; & he declared 
that from & after the death of such child or 
children, the trustees should stand seised of the 
lands in trust unto & to the use of the heirs of the 
body & bodies of such child or children, if more 
than one to be equally divided between them, 
such lands to be legally conveyed to such heirs of 
any child or children in equal shares as they 
should respectively attain the age of twenty-one 
or be marricd, & to their respective heirs & assigns 
for ever, with power in the meantime to apply the 
rents & profits in the maintenance & education of 
such heirs of his child or children; & if he should 
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die leaving no child or children, or issue of any 
child or children, or if such child or children as he 
should leave & the issue of such child or children 
should die before he or they should attain the age 
of twenty-one or be married, then a gift over. 
Testator died leaving only one child surviving 
him: that child married & left a son who reached 
twenty-one :—Held: the legal estate vested in 
the trustees throughout ; the estates both of the 
child or children & of the heirs of their body were 
equitable ; the rule in Shelley’s Case, No. 7798, 
ante, applied, & testator’s child took an estate 
tail—VAN GRUTTEN v. FOXWELL, FOXWELL Uv. 
VAN GRUTTEN, [1897] A. C. 658; 66 L. J. Q. B. 
745; 771.-T.170; 486 W. ht. 426, TH. L. 


Annotations :—Apld. Pelham Clinton v. Newcastle, [1902] 
1 Ch. 34; Rte Buckton, Buckton v. Buckton, [1907] 2 Ch. 
406; Re Simcoe, Vowler-Simcoe v. Vowler, [1913] 1 Ch. 
552. Consd. Re Lawrenco, Lawrence v. Lawrence, [1915] 
1 Ch. 129; Re Hobbs, Hobbs v. Hubbs, [1917] 1 Ch. 569 ; 
Jee Hussey & Ureen’s Contract, He Hussey, Hussey v. 
Simper, [1921] 1 Ch. 566. Refd. fe Adams & Perry's 
Contract, [1899] 1 Ch. 554. Mentd. Hill v. Clifford, 
Clifford v. Timms, Clifford v. Phillips, [1907] 2 Ch. 236. 


(¢) Devise to One and His Heirs Alale. 
1, Jn General. 


7863. Estate tail conferred.|)—ANON. 

Y. B. 27 Hen. &, fo. 27, pl. 11. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Counden v. Clerke (1612), Hob. 29; 
Fisher ». Wigg (1700), 1 Ld. Raym. 622. Refd. Wood vw. 
Ingersole (1610), 1 Bulst. 61; Whiting v. Wilkins (1612), 1 
Bulst. 219; Roberts «. Roberts (1613), 2 Bulst. 123; 
Idle v. Cooke (1705), 2 Ld. Raym. 1144. 
7864. ~|—FLETCHER’S CASE (1611), 

47; 80K. R. 620. 

Annotation : -Apld. Edwards v. Champion (1853), 3 Do G. M. 
& G. 202. 

7865. --- --.] -COUNDEN v. CLERKE (L612), Lob. 

29; SU E.R. 180; sub nom. COWNDEN v. CLERK, 


(1535), 


Ley, 





Moore, KK. B S60; sub rmom. COWNDON'S CASE, 
Jenk. 2904; sub nom. CORONDER wv. CLERK, | 


Brownl. 129. 


Annotations :—Consd. Collingwood v. Puce (1661), O. 
410; Winter » Perratt (843), 9 Cl & Fin, 606. Refd. 
Petty v. Goddard (1662), O. Bridge. 135: Wright «. 
Hiccocks (1667), 2 Keb. 192; Pybus wv. Mittord (1674), 
Freem. K. B. 369; Fisher eo. Wieg (L700), 1 Ld. Rayin. 
622; Idle wv. Cooke (1705), 2 Ld. Raym. litt; Abbot vr. 
Burton (1708), 11 Mod. Rep. t8L; Roper v. Radehffe 
(1712), 9 Mod. ep. 181; Darbison v. Bowurmont (1713), 
Fortes. Rep. 18; Newcomen «. Barkham (£716), 2 Vern. 
729; Brown v. Barkham (1717), 1 Stra. 35; Harris ¢ 
Lincoln (Bp.) (1723), 2 P. Wms. 135; Papillion wv. Voice 
(1728), Kel. W. 27; Godolphin v. Abfugdon (1740), 2 
Atk. 57; Newcoman vw. Bethlem Hospital (1741), Amb. 
ani 785; Martin d. Tregonwell . Strachan (1744), 
Willes, 444; Gulliver v. Vaux (1746), 8 De G. M. & G. 
167; Allam wo. Heber (1717), 2 Stra. 1270; Stanley v. 
Lennard (1758), 1 Eden, 57: Croslev o. Clare (1761), 3 
Swan. 312, n.; Jones vt. Mergan (17383), 1 Bro. ©. C. 206 ; 
Wright v. Atkyns (1815), Coop. G. 1113; > Doe d. Chatta- 
way v. Smith (1816), 5 M. & S. 126; Cholmondeley ¢. 
Clinton (1820), 2 Jac. & W.1; Doed. Hiseocks 1. Hiscocks 
(1839), 5 M. & W. 363: White wv. Briggs (1818), 2 Ph. 583 ; 
Holmes v. Godson (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 3175; Lightfoot v. 
Maybery, [1914] A. C. 782. Mentd. Bate «. Amherst. 
(1662), T. Raym. 82; Stephenson wv. Heathcote (1758), 
1 Eden, 38; Buck d. Whalley v. Nurton (1707), 1 Bos, & Pb. 
53; Right d. Compton v. Compton (1808), 9 Kast, 267 ; 
Miller v. Travers (1832), 8 Bing. 244; Doe d. Gord v. 
Needs (1836), 2 M. & W. 129; Evans v. Angell (1858), 32 
L. T. O. 8S. 382; Parker v. Nickson (1863), 1 De G. J. & 
Sm. 177; Holt v. Sindrey (1868), L. R. 7 Eq. 170. 


7866. .J—A devise of all testator’s land to 
his eldest son & his heirs, & if he die without 
heirs male, then to his second son in like manner, 
passes only an estate in tail—BLAXTON v. STONE 
(1687), 3 Mod. Rep. 123; 87 BE. R. 793 sub nom. 
BLACKSTONE v. STONE, Skin. 269. 


Annotations :—Consd. Goodridge v. Goodridge (1742), 7 
Mod. Rep. 453. Apld. Denn d. Slater v. Slater (1793), 
5 Term Hep. 335. 


7867. o|—Devise of a remainder to his 
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Parr XVI.—ConsrRucTion. 


right heirs male must be intended to mean the 
right heirs males of his body.—Ossutstron's 
(LORD) CAsE (1708), 3 Salk. 336; 91 KH. R. 858; 
sub nom. KorpD v. OSSULSTON, 11 Mod. Rep. 189. 
Annotations :—Apld. Dawes v. Ferrers (1722), 2 P. Wms. 1: 


Channel v. Beeby (1745), cited in 1 Hov. Supp. at p. 441. 

Refd. Nowcoman v. Bethlem Hospital d74), Amb. 8; 

Winter v. Perratt (1843), 9 Cl. & Fin. 606 ; Doed. Angell v. 

Angell (1846), 9 Q. B. 328. 

7868. |\—A devise to A. & his heir male 
living to attain the age of twenty-one, &, in case 
of no such heir male, remainder over, may give a 
vested estate tail to A. where an intention clearly 
appears to give him an interest beyond an estate 
for life. Therefore, where testator, being seised 
of Jands in fee, devised them to his sister for her 
life, remainder to her son James ‘‘ & his heir male 
living to attain the age of twenty-one’”’; & in 
case of no such heir male, then to such issue 
female, the sum of £200 to be divided between 
them, share & share alike ; & in case no such male 
or fermale living, then the said £200 to the children 
of his said sister; ‘6 & the inheritance of the said 
estate, for want of such male issue as aforesaid, 
to redound to my heir male,”’ etc. :—Held : James 
took a vested estate tail; the words ‘ living to 
attain,” etc., were not part of a descriplio persone 
or a condition precedent, but a condition subse- 
quent, defeating the estate tail if no such heir 
male lived to twenty-one. 

These words taken all together, & construed 
with reference to intention, according to the rules 
established by numerous decisions, seem to us to 
import clearly an intention in testator to give to 
James some interest beyond that of an estate for 
life. There is a devise to him & his heir of a 
certain description, & “the inheritance ”’ is not. to 

over unless in default of such heir. With this 

»to the general intention it is the duty of the 
ct. to effectuate it, if the words be sufficient, & 
the intention be such as the law permits (orp 
DENMAN, C.J.).— Dok d. TREMEWEN 0. 
(1810), VE Ad. & BL 181 38 Per & Day. 303 
H.R. ATTY. 
Annotation -—Refd. Toller vr. Attwood (1850), 15 Q. B. 929. 

7869. -~ -—.j|—Testator by his will devised his 
fee simple estates to trustees to give the rents to 
S. M.; but in case S. M- encumbered the lands 
or rents at any tine testator revoked the gifts 
of the rents ’”’ trom S. M. & from hus heirs male,”’ 
or should S. M. not forfeit the same & should “ die 
without male issue hin surviving,” he bequeathed 
the rents & estates to 1%. M. & his issue male in tail 
male :—Meld : upon the true construction of the 
whole will testator’s intention was clear that 
S. M. should take an estate tail. 

When I speak of the true construction of the 
will [ am speaking of what is, to my mind, to be 
attributed to this testator as his intention 
indicated by the language he has used. Tt is true 
that in early times before Wills Act, 18837 (c. 26), 
certain principles of construction of wills has been 
established. I myself have never been quite 
satisfied whether or not it is wise to attempt to 
crystallise in a particulur form the construction 
which is to be placed upon a written instrument 
Without knowing what the whole of the written 
instrument is (LORD LALSBURY, C.). 

The whole instrument must, of course, be read 
together, & reading the whole instriment together 
T find, to my mind, a sufficiently clear exposition 
of the gift. In his will a testator may explain 
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what he is doing, or what he means to do by any 
form of words he pleases, provided he makes his 
meaning clear. Here, I think, the testator has 
made his intention clear. I[ find an indication of 
his intention in the first place in the revocation 
clause, but all the other circumstances point to 
the same conclusion. It is not a gift by implica- 
tion, but it is an explanation of what he had done 
before (LORD MACNAGHTEN). 

The Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), in terms says that a 
devise of real estate shall be construed in a certain 
way unless the contrary intention appears. That 
of course must be a question ot what is the 
intention as exhibited by the written words, 
looking at the whole instruinent, together (LORD 
THIALSBURY, C.).—CRUMPE v. CRUMPE, [1900] A. ©. 
127; 69L. J.P. C0. 7; 821. fT. 130, WV. L. 


ii. First Limitation Life Estate. 


7870. Estate tail conferred.|] —TrHunrsrouT v. 
PEAK (1716), 2 Inq. Cas. Abr. 312; 22 E.R. 265; 
sub nom. THRUSTOUT v. PEAKE, | Stra. 12. 

7871. -|---GOODRIGHT v. PULLEN (1726), 1 
Barn. K. B. 6; 2 Ld. Raym. 1487; 2 Eq. Cas. 
Abr. 315; 91 E.R. 43 sub nom. Goovriant d. 
LISLE vu. PULLIN, 2 Stra. 729. 

Annotations :—Apld. Sayer v. Masterman (1756), Amb. 344. 
Refd. Papillion v. Voice (1728), Kel. W. 27-34; Jones tw. 
Morgan (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 206; Denn d. Webb v. Puckey 
(1793), 5 Term Rep. 299; Poole v. Poole (1804), 3 Bos. 
& P. 620; Doe d. Winter v. Perratt, Doe d. Viney vv. 
Perratt, Doe d. Slade v. Perratt (1843), 6 Man. & G. $14; 
Vernon v. Wright (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 35; Mille v. Howard 
(1861), 7 Jur. N.S. 654; Foxwell v. Van Grutten (1900), 
82L.T. 272. — 

7872. —--—.]—JDevise of land to W. T. for life, 
remainder to his first son for life, remainder to 
the right heirs male of his body, remainder to the 
second, etc., sons of W. & the heirs male of their 
bodics, remainder to T. T. for life, & after, to his 
first heir male of his body, & for want of such, 
over :—Held: T. T. took an estate in tail male.— 
DUBRER d. TROLLOPE v. TROLLOPE (1734), Amb. 
453; Lee temp. Ilard. 160; 27 E. R. 300. 
Annotations :—Consd. Robinson v. Robinson (1756), 1 

Keny. 298; Re Davison's Settlnt., Cattermole, Davison 

yo. Munby, (1913] 2 Ch. £98 3; Silcochs v. Sileocks, {1916} 

2 Ch. 161. Refd. Minshull v. Minshull (1737), West 

temp. Hard. 250; Wyld r. Lewis (1738), 1 Atk. 432 ; 

Warrick v. Warrick (1745), 3 Atk. 201; Sayer v. Master- 

man (1756), Amb. 344; Doe d, Long v. Laining (1760), 2 

Burr. 1100; Doe d. Blandford v. Applin (1790), 4 Term 

Rep. 82; Chambers v. Tuylor (1837), 2 My. & Cr. 376 ; 

Fuller ve. Chainicr (1866), L. R. 2 ha. 682; Re Hussey & 
Green's Contract, Jée Hussey, Hussey v. Simper, [1921] 
1 Ch. 566. 








7873. — - -.---WRIGHT v. PEARSON, No. 7877, 
post. 
: 71874. .i—Devise to W. the first son of 


testator’s brother R. for life, remainder to the 
first & other sons of W. in tail male; remainder 
to the second son of KR. for life, remainder to the 
first son of such second son, & to the heirs male of 
the body of such second son, remainders over. 
The first son of RK. died without issue male ; where- 
upon the second son entered, & suffered a recovery : 
—Held: the second son took an estate tail under 
testator’s will.—CHAPMAN v. Brown (1767), 3 
Bro. Parl. Cas. 269; 1 E. R. 18123 sub nom. 
WAPMAN Gd. OLIVER v. Brown, 3 Burr. 1626, 
H. 1 ° 
Aanatalions -—Consd. Robinson v. Hardcastle (1788), 2 
Term Rep. 241. Refd. Routledge v. Dorril (1794), 2% 
Tos, 3573 Thellusson v. Woodford (1798), 4 Ves. 227 5 
Driver v. Frank (1814), 3M. & S. 25; Vanderplank vr. King 
(1813), 12 L. J. Ch. 497 ; Cotterell rv. Jones (1851), 11 0. B. 
713; Monypenny v. Dering (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 145; 
Fry v. Capper (1853), Kay, 163. 
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7870 i. Estate tail conferred.|—In the Will of Carn (1902), 2 5. hk. N.S. W.1; 
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7870 ii. 





19 N.S. W. W. WN. 42.— AUS. 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 6, 
A. (e) w., & (f).) 

7875. .|—A devise to the heirs male of 
J.S. ina will, & afterwards in a schedule annexed, 
this estate being recited to be given to J. S. shows 
the intent of testator to give him an estate for 
life, which the law will conjoin to the estate given 
to his heirs male, & construe him to be tenant in 
tail—HayeEs d. FooRDE v. FOORDE (1770), 2 
Wm. BI. 698; 96 E. R. 410. 

7876. ——-.]—Devise to A. for life, remainder to 
his son B. & his heirs male; remainder to his 
next heir male, the elder before the younger ; 
if no male issue left behind A., the estate to 
devolve to the females; & if no females, then A. 
to give & dispose as he thinks fit ; A. is tenant for 
life, remainder to his sons in tail male ; remainder 
to his daughters in tail ; remainder to A. in fee.— 
FevuL v. FELL (1773), 2 Wm. BI. 888; 3 Wils. 399 ; 
96 E. R. 522. 

7877. -j—Devise to T. R. for life, remainder 
to. trustees, to preserve, ete., remainder to the 
heirs male of T. RR. & their heirs; provided, if 
T. R. should die without issue male living at his 
death, then over :—Held: T. R. took an estate 
tail.—WRiaur v. PEARSON (1758), Amb. 358; 
1 Eden, 119; 2 Keny. 361; 27 E.R. 238. 
.fnnotations :-—Apld. King v. Burchell (1759), 1 Eden, 424. 

Folld. Jones v. Morgan (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 206. Expld. 

Greenwood v. Verdon (1853), 1 K. & J. 74. Refd. Mills wv. 

Seward (1861), 1 John. & H. 733; Foxwellv. Van Grutten 

(1900), 82 L. T. 272. 

7878. ———.]—Devise to trustees to pay debts, 
then to stand seised to the use of A. for life without 
impeachment of waste, after his decease to the use 
of the heirs male of his body severally, respectively 
& in remainder is an estate tail in A.—JONES v. 
MORGAN (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 206; 28 E. R. 1086, 
L. C. 

Annotations :—Distd. Goodtitle d. Sweet v. Herring (1801), 
1 East, 264. Consd. Koe d. Thong v. Bedford (1815), 4 
M.& 38. 36%; Doe d. Bagnall v. Harvey (1825), 7 Dow. & 
Ry. K. B. 78; Fetherston v. Fetherston (1830), 3 Cl. & 
Fin. 67; Douglas v. Congreve (1834), 1 Beav. 59; Van 
Grutten v. Foxwell, Foxwell v. Van Grutten, [1897] A. C. 
658. Refd. Dodson v. Hay (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 405; 
Jervoise t. Northuimnberland (1820), 1 Jac. & W. 559; 
Mellish v. Mellish (1823), 3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 804; Astley 
v. Milles (1827), 1 Sim. 298; Evans v. Evans, (1892] 2 Ch. 
173; Foxwell v. Van Grutten (1900), 82 L. T. 272; Ie 
Hobbs, Hobbs v. Hobbs, {1917} 1 Ch. 569. Mentd. 
Burges v. Mawbey (1823), Turn. & R. 1675 Cole v. Stutely 
(1842), 6 Jur. 314; Kno v. Eno (1847), 6 Hare, 171; 
Kensington v. Bouverie (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 558. 

7878. .|— Devise to ‘ R. P. & his assigns for 
& during the term of his natural life, & from «& 
after his decease, to the use & behoof of the heirs 
male of the body of R. P. lawfully to be begotten, 
& of the heirs of the body of such heir male lawfully 
issuing ; & for want of such Issue male of R. P., 
or in case such issue male should not live to attain 
his age of twenty-one years, then,’ etc. :—Held: 
P. took an estate tail—GoopRIGut d. PARSON v. 
HERRING (1785), 4 Doug. K. B. 298; 99 FE. R. 890. 
annotation :—Retd. Doe d. Tremewen v. Permewan (1840), 

3 Per. & Dav, 303. 

7880. — - .| —A limitation that will create an 
entail at law, will have the same effect upon an 
equitable estate, therefore a devise in fee to pay 
debts, & then to the use of A. in trust for B. for 
life, remainder to the heirs male of his body, is 
an estate tail in B.—BrYDGEs v. BRYDGEsS, PHiLips 
v. BRYDGES (1796), 3 Ves. 120; 30 BE. R. 927. 


Annotations :-—Reid. Selby v. Alston (1797), 3 Ves. 339; 
Wykham v. Wykham (1811), 18 Ves. 395 ; Cholnondeley 
», Clinton (1820), 2 Jac.& W.1: Conolly v. Conolly (1867), 
15 W. KR. 944; te Douglas, Wood v. Douglas (1884), 28 


Ch. D. 327, 
-.|—-Under a devise to A. for life, 











7881. * 
remainder to trustees to preserve contingent 
remainders, remainder to the first & other sons of 
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A. successively in tail male; with like remainders 
to B. & his sons; with remainder to the right 
heirs male of A. for ever; these last words are 
words of limitation, & not of purchase, notwith- 
standing the prior estates given to the sons of A. 
& their issue male, which are not of themselves 
sufficient to indicate an intention in testator to 
use those words differently from their legal 
signification, particularly as such words might, 
in certain events, operate to advance the general 
intent of testator, & let into the succession some 
imale descendants of A., who might be excluded 
from taking under the prior limitations to his 
first & other sons in tail male. & such ultimate 
limitation to the heirs male of A. to whom a pre- 
cedent estate for life was given, operating to give 
him an estate tail in remainder, such devise 
lapses by his death before testator.—-DoE d. 
LINDSEY (EARL) v. COLYEAR (1809), 11 East, 548 ; 
103 E. R. 1115. 

7882 —--—-.]~~-Testator devised lands to trustees 
& the survivor of them, & the heirs of such survivor, 
in trust for F., then an infant, till he should arrive 
at. the age of twenty-one years, upon his legally 
taking & using the testator’s surname; & then, 
upon his attaining such age, & taking that name, 
habendum to him for life; & from & after his 
decease, to hold to the trustees & the survivor of 
them, & the heirs of such survivor, to preserve 
contingent remainders, in trust for the heirs male 
of F., taking testator’s name, & the heirs & assigns 
of such male issue for ever; but in default of such 
male issue, then over :—Ield: the trustees did 
not take the legal estate in the lands devised, but 
F. took a legal estate tail in them on his coming 
of age & adopting testator’s surname.—NASH uv. 
CoATES (1832), 3 B. & Ad. 839; 1L. J. K. B. 137; 
110 E. R. 308. 

Annotation :—Refd. Mills v. Seward (1861), 1 John. & H. 733. 

7883. .|—Testator devised estates to trus- 
tees & their heirs, to the use of C. for life, to & for 
her sole & separate use, & independent of any 
husband whom she might marry, & her receipt, 
notwithstanding her coverture, to be a good 
discharge for the rents, etc., thereof, with remainder 
to the same trustees to preserve contingent re- 
mainders, with remainder ‘to the use of the 
heirs male of the body of C. lawfully to be begotten 
who shall lve to attain the age of twenty-one 
years, & to his heirs & assigns for ever, but in 
default of such heirs male, or there being such he 
or they should die before he or either of them 
should attain the age of twenty-one years without 
lawful issue,’”’ then to the use of M. for life, pre- 
cisely in the same form, & with exactly similar 
remainders :—I/eld: the words “ heirs male of 
the body of C.”’ must have their technical meaning, 
& the words of description ‘‘ who shall live to 
attain the age of twenty-one ycars’’ must be 
rejected as inconsistent with the general intention 
of testator, & consequently ©. took an estate in 
tail male.-—-TOLLER v. ATTWOOD (1850), 15 Q. B. 
929; 20 L. J. Q. B. 40; 16 L. T. O. S., 423 15 
Jur. 623; 117 FE. RR. 70%. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Van Grutten v. Foxwell, Foxwell v. 

Van Grutten, [1897] A. C. 658. 

7884. -|—A devise of real estates upon 
trust to & for the use of R. for his life with re- 
mainder to the use of the heirs male of his body 
lawfully begotten, according to their respective 
senioritics & priority of birth, in tail, with re- 
mainder to his daughters, as tenants in common in 
tail, with remainder over, with an ultimate 
remainder in case R. should die without leaving 
any such issue as aforesaid, & there should be only 
one of testatrix’s daughters then surviving, to 








Part X VI.—CONSTRUCTION. 


such only daughter, her heirs & assigns for ever :— 

Held: to create an estate tail in R.—JoOHNSON v. 

RUTHERFORD (1861), 3 L. T. 649. 

7885. -}|— Devise of lands to trustees, upon 
trust “‘ to permit & suffer W. to occupy & enjoy, 
or to reccive & take the rents, issues & profits 
thereof for his own use & benefit: during his natural 
life; & after the decease of W., then to permit & 
suffer the heirs male of his body to occupy & enjoy 
the same, or to receive & take the rents, issues & 
profits thereof for their several natural lives, in 
succession according to their respective seniorities, 
or in such parts & proportions, manner & form, & 
amongst them, as the said W. their father, shall 
by deed or will direct, limit or appoint; & in default 
of such issue male of the said W. then over ’”’ :— 
Held: (Cockspurn, C.J. & Wiaitrman, J.) W. 
took an estate for life only; (2) (MARTIN, B. & 
CHANNELL, BB.) that he took an _ estate-tail._— 
JORDAN v. ADAMS (1861), 9 C. B. N.S. 483; 30 
L. J. C. P. 161; 4 L. T. 775; 7 Jur. N.S. 973 ; 
9W. R. 593; 142 E.R. 190, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :-—Cenerally, Refd. Bradley v. Cartwright (1867), 
L.r.2C. P2511; Pedder». Hunt (1887), 18 Q. B.D. 565; 
Re Lawrence, Luwrence v. Lawrence, (1915] 1 Ch. 129. 
7886. ---—--.]|—Testator devised a freehold estate 

to trustees upon trust to permit his son, G., & his 

assigns to receive the rents, issues, & profits during 
his life, & after his death upon trust to permit the 
first son of G. & the heirs male of his body to receive 
the rents, etc., during their respective lives severally 

& successively in tail male :—//eld: the first son 

of G. took an estate tail in the property, & not 

merely a life estate.—HuGo v. WILLIAMS (1872), 

L. R. 14 Hq. 224; 41 1. J. Ch. 661; 26 1. T. 901. 

Annotation :-—Folld. Re Mountgarret, Mountgarret v. 
Inelby, (1919) 2 Ch. 298. 
7887. .| —Testator devised real estate in 

trust for A. for life, & directed the trustees after 

A.’s decease to convey the same to the use of G. 

in tail male, but, if G. should be then dead, to the 

use of the person who should then be the first heir 
male of the body of G. in tail male, with remainder 
to the use of C. in tail male, with remainder to his 
own right heirs for ever. By a codicil testator 
revoked the devise to G., & devised the estate 
after the death of A. to R. in tail male, with all 
the limitations as in his will mentioned :- Held: 

R. took a vested equitable estate in tail male 

expectant on the decease of A.—CARDIGAN (LADY) 

v. CURZON-HOowrf, [1901] 2 Ch. 479; 70 L. J. Ch. 

763; 49 W. R. 715; 17 T. 1. R. 6553 45 Sol. Jo. 652. 

«Annotation :—Mentd. Re Staples, Owen v. Owen, [1916] 
1 Ch. 322. 

7888. —-. -.|—Testator, by a home-drawn will, 
made a series of separate devises of various parts 
of his real estate to A. ‘‘ & his male heir for ever,” 
the devises being in some instances preceded by 
life estates to other persons & in others made to 
him direct :—Held: the rule in Shelley’s Case, 
No. 7798, ante, applied, & A. took an estate in tail 
male either in possession or remainder according 
as the particular property was devised to him 
directly or subject to a life interest... SULCOCKS v. 
Sticocks, [1916] 2 Ch. 161; 85 L. J. Ch. 464; 
114 L. T. 843; 60 Sol. To. 445. 


Annotation :—Distd. Re Hussey & Green’s Contract, 7e 
Huasey, Hussey v. Simper, (1921) 1 Ch. 566, 








(f) Devise to One and His Heirs Lawfully Begotten. 
7889. What estate conferred —— Estate tail.|— 
TURKE v. FRENCHAM (1559), 2 Dyer, 171 a; 73 
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B. R. 375; sub nom. Tuck v. FRENCHAM, Ben. 68 3 
Moore, K. B. 13; sub nom. Buck v. FRENCHAM, 
1 And. 8. 


Annotations :—-Consd. A.-G. v. Young (1733), 2.Com. 423; 
Baker v. Tucker (1850), 3 H. L. Cas. 106. Reftd. Wood v. 
Ingersole (1610), 1 Bulst. 61; Whiting v. Wilkins (1612), 
1 Bulst. 219; Roberts ». Roberts (1613). 2 Bulst. 123; 
Gilbert. ». Witty (1623), Cro. Jac. 655: Wrieht v. Hicocks 
(1667), 2 Keb. 261; King v. Welling (1672), 3 Keb. 95: 
Holines v. Meynel (1680), T. Jo. 172; Luddington v. 
Kime (1696), 1 Ld. Raym. 203; Bamfield v. Popham 
(1703), Holt, K. B. 233; Shaw v. Weigh (1726), 8 Mod. 
Rep. 382 ; Doe d. Dacre v. Dacre (1798), 1 Bos. & P. 250. 
7890. — - .| — TIARRINGTON vv. SMITH 

(1658), 2 Sid. 41, 73; 82 Is. R. 1246, 1264. 

Annotations :-— Refd. Idle v. Cooke (1705), 2 Ld. Raynt. 
1144. Mentd. Frogmorton d. Robinson v. Wharrey (1771), 
2 Win. Bl. 728. 

~.| 


7891. Under a devise of all free- 
hold & copyhold estates whatsoever situate at B. 
with their appurtenances, to A. & the heirs of her 
body lawfully to be begotten whether sons or 
daughters, as tenants in common & in default of 
such issue then over: —Held: A. took an estate 
tail.—PIERSON v. VICKERS (1804), 5 Mast, 548 ; 
102 EF. R. 1180: eub nom. PETRSON v. VICKERS, 
2 Smith, K. B. 160. 

Annotations :-- -Distd. Doe d. Wright v. Jesson (1816), 5 


M. & 8S. 95. Refd. Gretton v. Haward (1815), 2 Marsh. 9 ; 
Doo d. Cole v. Goldsmith (1816), 7 Taunt. 209. 


7892. -- -»..]—Devise to testator’s wife of 
his cottage for life, if she continued chaste & un- 
married ; but immediately after her death or 
marriage, to his son J., as soon as he should attain 
twenty-one, & to his heirs for ever. Devise of his 
land & estate in fee simple, where he then lived, 
except what was thereinbefore bequeathed to his 
wife, to his son J., as soon as he should attain 
twenty-one, & to his heirs lawfully begotten for 
ever, subject to an annuity of £7 to his wife :-— 
Held: J. took an estate-tail in the land & estate 
in fee simple where testator lived.--NANFAN v. 
Lrau (1816), 7 Taunt. 85; 2 Marsh. 107; 129 
KB. RB. 35. 

Annotations : ~Apld. Mortimer v. Hartley (1851), 6 Exch. 47. 

Folld. Good v. Good (1857), 3 Jur. N. S. 536. 

7893. - -_—.]—-Devise of land to G., his 
heirs lawfully begotten, for ever, gives G. an 
estate tail, although there is no limitation over, & 
although the devise is made subject to G.’s making 
payments of specific pecuniary legacies out of 
the land.—Goop v. Goon (1857), 7 E. & B. 295 ; 
28 L. T. O. S. 266; 3 Jur. N.S. 536; 119 EK. R. 
1256. 

7894. Life estate.|—Devise to one & the 
heirs male of his body, viz. to his first son, & the 
heirs male of his body ; so to the second & other 
sons. This is an estate for life only.—LAw v. 
Davys (1729), Fitz-G. 112; 1 Barn. K. B. 238; 
2 Stra. 849; 94 IE. R. 677; sub nom. LOWE v. 
Davigs, 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 316; 2 Ld. Raym. 1561. 


Annotations :-—-Apld. Goodtitle d. Cross v. Wodhull (1745), 
Willes, 592. Expld. Saver v. Masterman (1757), Wiln. 
386. Distd. Jones v. Morgan (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 206. 
Apld. Goodtitle d. Sweet. v. Herring (1801), 1 Fast, 264. 
Expld. Fetherston v. Fetherston (1835), 3 Cl. & Fin. 67. 
Apld Doe d. Woodall v. Woodall (1846), 3 C. B. 349 ; 
Jordan v. Adams (1861), 9 C. B. N. 8. 483. Refd. New- 
coman v Bethlem Hospital (1741), Amb. 8; 
White v. White (1712), Willes, 348; Denn d. Webb v. 
Puckey (1793), 5 Term Rep. 299; Poole v. Poole (1804), 
3 Bos. & P. 620; Swan v. Bowden (1842), 11.L. J. Ch. 155 ; 
Chamberlayne v. Chamberlayne (1856), 6 BK. & B. 635 ; 
Gummioe v. Howes (1857), 23 Beav. 184; Re Hobbs, Hobbs 
v. Hobbs, [1917] 1 Ch. 569. 


7895. —— —.]—Testator devised freehold 
premises to his son J. ‘to hold to him & the heir 
male of his body lawfully begotten, & the heirs & 
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—A,. (f). 7889 ii. ——- —-.)--MacnaMaRa v. N.Z. 


7889 1. What estate conferred—Estate 


fail.J—- Ray v. GouLp, 16 U. C. R. 7889 iii. 





Driuton, 11 L. R. Ir. 29.—IR. 
—— .]-—MASON v. MAC: 


7894 i. Life estate. |—ROBINSON 
v. HENDRY, R. E. D. 330.—CAN. 
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Sect. vat —uantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 8, 
(Ff), (9), (h) & (4) 7. & H., & (7).] 


assigns of such heir male for ever,’ subject to 
certain charges. The will then proceeded :—‘ In 
case my son J. shal] happen to die without leaving 
any son of his body lawfully begotten, then & in 
that event I give, devise & bequeath the messuage, 
farm, lands & hereditaments unto my son H., his 
heirs & assigns for ever, but subject, nevertheless, 
not only to the charges & payments, hereinbefore 
made thereupon & thereout, but also subject & 
charged with the payment by my son R. of £300 
unto the daughters of my son J., orto such of them 
as shall be living at the time of his decease in equal 
shares & proportions, & if there shall be but one 
such daughter then the whole to such only 
daughter ’ :—Held: the will gave J. an estate 
for life, with a contingent remainder in fee to the 
person, if any, who at J.’s death should answer 
the description of heir male of his body, with a 
limitation over to R.in fee if there should be no 
such heir male.—CHAMBERLAYNE v. CHAMBER- 
LAYNE (1856), 6 BH. & B. 635; 25 7. J. Q. B. 357; 
27 L. T. O. S. 238; 2 Jur. N.S. 808; 4 W. KR. 
614; 119 BE. R. 1000, Ex. Ch. 


Annotations :—Consd. Evans v. Evans, [1892] 2 Ch. 
Refd. Jenkins v. Hughes (1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 571. 


(g) Devise to One and His Child or Children. 
See Sub-sects. 13, 14, post. 


(h) Devise to One and His Issue. 
See Sub-sects. 15, 16, post. 


(i) Devise to One and His Son. 
i. In General. 


7896. Whether word of limitation-—‘‘ First & 
every other son.’’|—-A. devised his estates real & 
personal ‘in trust to trustees for his brother B. 
& his first & every other son ip tail male; failure 
of such issue, to bis brother ©. & his first & every 
other son in tai] male, etc.. ele.; in all the fore- 
going cases without impeachment of waste, other 
than wilful ;’’ & directed the renewals of a lease- 
hold estate to be made “ by the tenant for life ’? :— 
Held: BB. took only a life estate, with remainder 
in tail to his children. 

The words “ first & every other son,”’ *‘ children,’’ 
or ‘ heir,’”? may be taken as words of limitation, 
where it is necessary to give them that construc- 
tion in order to effectuate the intention of the 
devisor’”’; though, ordinarily speaking, they are 
woods of purchase, p. 323 (LORD Kienyon, C..).— 
Dor d. PHipes vv. MULGRAVE (LORD) (1793), 
Term Rep. 320; 101 E. Wt. 179. 


Annotations ; -—Retd. Lonsdale v. Berchtoldt (1854), Kay, 
646; Tyrone v. Waterford (1860), 1 De G. F. & J. 613. 


7897. Son’’ or ‘‘ sons.’’| —They [the 
authorities] appear to me to establish no more 
than this, that the word ‘‘ son ”’ or “ sons ’’ may 
be construed as a word of limitation to effectuate 
the intention of testator (TURSER, V.-C.).— 
EAST 2. ae (1851), 9 Hare, 713; 68 Ih. KR. 
700; affd. ( , 4H. L. Cas. 517, H. Ja. 


Annotations Se "Re De Lancey (1869), L. R. 4 Exch. 
345; Burton v. Newbery (1875), 45 L. J. Ch. 202. 


li, What Estate Conferred. 
7898. Estate tall male.|--MILLINER v. ROBINSON 
(1600), Moore, K. B. 682 ; 72 KB. BR. 8373 sub nom. 
BIFIELD’s Cash, cited 1 Vent. at p. 231. 


Annotations :—Consd. Robinson v. Robinaon (1751), 3 
Atk. 736. Distd. Malcolm v7. Taylor (1831), 2 Ruas. & M. 
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Refi. 


Bld. Poe d. Jones v. Davies (1832), 1 Nev. & M. 
rE nad. Beauchant v. Usticke, [1880] W. N. 14. 
d. King v. aes (1672), 1 Vent. 298 ; Luddington wv. 
Kime (1696), i Ld. Raym, 203; Bamfeid v. Popham 
(1703), Holt, B. 233; Wyld v. Lewis (1738), West 
temp. Hard, 408: Robinson v. Robinson (1756) eae a 
298: Dubber vw. "Trollope (1764), Amb. 463; Renin v. 
Mellish (1823), 3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 804; Doe d. Burrin v. 
Charlton (1840), 1 Man. & G. 429; Re "Bird & Barnard’s 
Contract (1888), 59 L. T. ae _ Mentd. Doe d. Campbell 
v. Hamilton (1849), 13 Q. B. 
7899. -—--.- .]—Foorp v. ben: No. 7731, ante. 
7900. -.|-~ Devise of all testator’s real estate, 
except that at F., & of the perpetuity of his 
presentations to LL. HW. for his life, & no longer 
ala ed he take the name of testator, & live at his 
1ouse at B.; & after his decease, to such son as 
he shall have lawfully begotten, taking the name 
of R., & for default of such issue, then to W. R. in 
fee; is, an estate in tail male in L. H., he & the 
heirs of his body taking the name of R., in order 
to effectuate the general intent of testator, not- 
withstanding the express estate devised to L. H. 
for life & no longer.— ROBINSON v. Hicks (1758), 3 
Bro. Parl. Cas. 180; 1 E. R. 1256; sub nom. 
ROBINSON 1, ROBINSON, 1 Burr. 38; 1 Keny. 298 ; 
2 Ves. Sen. 225, H. L. 
Bi irr on ge -—-Consd. Hay ». Coventry (1789), 3 Term Rep. 
Apld. Doe d. Blandford +. Applin (1790), 4 Term Rep. 
ape Doe d, Bean v. Halley (1798), 8 Term Rep 5; Doe d. 
Candler ». Smith (1798), 7 Term Rep. 531; Seale v 
Barter (1801), Bos. & P. 485. Consd. Doe d. Cock v. 
Soper (1801), 1 East, 229; Scaward v. Willock (1804), 
5 Kast, 198. Apld. Mellish'«. Mellish (1823), 3 Dow. & 
Ry. K: B. 804. Refd. Doe d. Long v. Lanung Gree) 
2 Burr. 1100; Thong v. Bedford (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 313; 
Denn d. Webb vv. Puckey (1703), & Term Rep. 299 ; Doo 
- Phipps v. Mulgrave (1793), 6 Term ai 320 ; Mackell 
Winter (1797), 3 Ves. 5386; Roe d. C emett tr. Briggs 
(i812), 16 Hast, 406; Beard v. Westcott (1813), 6 Taunt. 
393: Doe d. Live rsage v. Vaughan (1822), 1 Dow. & Ry. 
K. B. 52; Maleolm «. Taylor (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 416; 
Losh vr. Townley (1834), Coop. temp. Brough. 372 
qd Burrin ». Charlton (1840), 1 Man. & G. 129; 
Twyford (1853), 22 Lh. T. O. 8.1733 Key ov. Key (1853), 
4 De GM. & G. 73; Foster «. Hayes (1855), 4 BE. & B. 
717; Webb vw. Byng (1857), 26 L. J. Ch, 107, 108, n. ; 
Head v. Godiee, Reynolds rv. Godlee (18459), Johns. 536; 
Jordan », Adams (1861), 9 C. B. N.S. 4835 Barrow rv. 
Total (1862), 7 HE. & N. 962; Parker v. Tootal (1865), 
11 H. i. Cas. 143; Bradley v. Cartwright (1867), 386 L. J. 
C. PP. 218; Bowen «7. Lewis (1884), 9 App. Cus. 890. 
Mentd. Thellusson «. Woodford (1798), 4 Ves. 227. 


7901. ——--.J— Devise to A. & after his death to 
his first & other sons, & in default of male issue 
then unto his eldest & other daughters, & to their 
heirs male for ever. An estate in tai] male in A.— 
WiGHT v. LEIGH (1809), 15 Ves. 564 3; 33 E.R. 868. 
Annotations :---Consd. Exdaile v. Wilshere (1831), 9 L. J. 

U.S. Ch. 71. Refd. Mellish «. Mellish (1823), 3 Dow. & 

Ry. K. B. 804; Fast a. Twyford (1853), 4 H. L. Cas. 517 ; 

Key v. Key (1833), 1 Eq. Rep. 82. 

7902. ~.|-——-CHARLTON v. CRAVEN (1823), cited 
3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. at. p. 808. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Mellish v. Mellish (1823), 3 Dow. & Ry. 








K. B. 804. Refd. Doe d. Burrin v. Chariton (1840), 1 
Man. & G. 429; Pyrke vr. Waddinghum (1852), 10 Hare, 1 
7903. ing scised in fee of an estate 


called H., subject to a mtge. for years, by his will, 
in which there was a statement in figures of the 
amount of the estimated value of his entire pro- 
perty, of the sum which his wife had brought him 
on his marriage, & of the sum which he himself 
had settled upon his marriage, & of the estimated 
value of the estate at H., directed that his daughter 

. M. should have the disposal of the sum which 
he himself had settled on his wife, & in case she 
did not dispose of it, that it was to go to certain 
persons therein named. He then desired that H. 
should go to his daughter C. M. as follows: in case 
she married & had a son, to go to that son; in 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 6. --A. (i) i. 
q. Whether word of limitation. }—Ite GOODGER (1918), 14 Tas. L. R. 65.—AUS. 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 6.—A. (i) if 


7898 i. Estate tail male. } 


-HERBERT v. BLUNDEN (1887), 1 Dr. & Wal. 78.—IR. 


Part XVI.—ConstrRuctIon. 


case she had more than one daughter at her hus- 
band’s or her death, & no son, to go to the eldest 
daughter ; but in case she had but one daughter 
or no child at that time, h¢ desired it might go to 
his brother W. M. He then gave specific legacies 
nearly to the amount of the sum which remained, 
after deducting the money settled on his marriage 
& the value of the estate at LHI. ; & he directed that 
his daughter should pay an annuity to a person 
therein named for life ; & then he made his brother 
W. M. his sole legatee :—Held: C. M. took an 
estate in tail male in H., with a reversion in fee, 
subject to the other estates created by the will._— 
MELLISH v. MELLISH (1824), 2 B. & C. 520; 8 
Dow. & Ry. K. B. 804; 2 L. J. O.S. K. BY 45; 
107 K. R. 477. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Doe d. Burrin v. Chariton (1840), 1 
Man. & G@. 429; Doe d. Jearrad v. Bannister (1840), 5 
Jur, 102; Mathew v. Brice (1851), 14 Beav. 341; Jenkins 
v. Hughes (1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 571; Parker v. Tootal 
(1865), 11 H. L. Cas. 143. 


7904. -|—Testator, after bequeathing his 
personal estate, devised as follows: ‘ [ also give 
all my real estate, in the counties of Pembroke & 
Carmarthen, to my eldest son J., as aforesaid 
for his life & to his eldest legitimate son after his 
death, & in default of such issue I give it in 
like manner to my son R.; & in case he has no 
legitimate issue male, I then give it in like manner 
to the offspring about to be born from my dearest 
wife B.; & in default of such issue to my own right 
heirs for ever ’’:--Held: J. took an estate in tail 
male, the words “eldest legitimate son” being 
nomen collectivum.—LEwWIs v. PUxLEyY (1847), 16 
M. & W. 733; 16 L. J. Ex. 216; 9 L. T. O. S. 
104; 153 KE. R. 1386. 

7905. —----.|—-A. devised lands in trust for B., 
au reputed son, for his fe, &, after his decease. 
for & to his first & every other son successively 
in tail male, & in default of such issue to his 
daughter or daughters, to hold to them, if more 
than one, & their heirs, as tenants in common; & 
in default of issue of L., to & for testator’s right 
heirs :—/eld : 13. took only an estate for life, & 
no remainder in tail to him could be implied after 
the Jimitation to the daughters.— BAKER t. TUCKER 
(1850), 3 TT. L. Cas. 106; 14 Jur. 771; 10 BE. RR. 
4i, 00. 1. 

Annotations :—Consd. Karrow tv. Tootal (1862), 10 W. R. 

357. Refd. Foster, Hayes (1855), 4 FB. & B. 717: Towns 

v. Wentworth (1858), Ll Moo. PB. C. C. 526; Sykes v. 

Sykes (1871), G. R. 13 Eq. 56. 

7906. -----.]|—-A. had several great nephews: 
T.. W., Jo, & G. Lis will was drawn up by him- 
self while abroad. It contained the following 
passages: “ T name & appoint my universal heir 
ny great-nephew T., eldest son of my nephew W., 
to whom I give all my lands, ete.’’ ‘ The eldest 
son of my godson & great-nephew T. who may be 
living at his father’s death, is always to be con- 
sidered as heir to my estates.” ‘‘ 1f my godson & 
great-nephew T. should not leave any son at his 
death, 1 direct that his next brother & second son 
of my nephew succeed to my estate & so on, in case 
of failure of male heirs to the third, fourth, etc.” 
“The eldest great-nephew living always to be 
considered as my legitimate heir in case of failure 
of the other brothers, my express will & desire 
being that my estates do alwavs descend in the male 
line” :—Held: the general intent was that the 
great nephew T. should take an estate in tail male, 
& that intent must prevail.—-JENKINS v. HUGHES 
(1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 571; 30 L. J. Ch. 870; 3 
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L. T. 106; 6 Jur. N. S. 10438; 8 W. R. 667; 11 
K. R. 553, H. 1. : affg. S. C. sub nom. JENKINS v. 
CLINTON (LORD) (1858), 26 Beav. 1034. 


Annotations :—Consd. Allgood v. Blake (1873), 2 L. T. 331. 
Folld. Leach v. Jay (1878), 39 L. T. 242. Refd. Hughes v. 
Pritchard (1877), 6 Ch. D. 24. Mentd. Re Veale’s Trusts 
(1876), 4 Ch. D. 61; Kmmins ». Bradford, Johnson v. 
Hrumins (1880), 13 Ch. DD. 493. 


7907. -|—te CHILDE, CHILDE-PEMBERTON 
v. CHILDE, [1883] W. N. 48. 

7908. —-—.|—By his will G. devised a mansion 
house & copyhold property to trustees upon trust 
to the use of his eldest son B., to permit him during 
his life to occupy the same or receive the rents 
arising therefrom, & after his decease to permit 
the eldest son of B. to occupy or receive the rents 
of the said estate during his life,” & then to his 
sons & their sons in succession,’ & in default 
thereof to the second son of B. & his sons in 
succession, & in default to the third & other sons 
of B. & their sons in succession, according to the 
priority of their birth, & in case his eldest son B. 
should die without leaving any son or male 
descendant, then upon trust to hold the same estate 
to the use of testator’s second son M. for life, with 
remainder to his eldest & other sons & their issue 
in succession, with remainders over. The copy- 
hold property was subsequently enfranchised & 
disentailed. Pltf. W., as the eldest son of B., 
took out a summons, to which M. & the trustees 
of the wills of G. & B. were made resps., asking for 
a declaration of his title to an estate in tail male in 
possession in the mansion house & property, & 
that the costs of & incidental to the application 
might be provided for :—Held: upon the true 
construction of the will, & having regard to the 
rule in Shelley's Case, No. 7798, ante, was entitled 
to an estate in tail male in possession of the 
property in question.---Re BUCKTON, BUCKTON v. 
Bucnron, [1907] 2 Ch. 406; 76 Tu. J. Ch. 584 ; 
97 L. T. 3882; 23 T. L. R. 692. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Ite Halston, Ewen v. Halston, [1912] 
ao 135; We Fletcher, King v. King (1913), 62 Sol. Jo. 

‘ ° 





(j) Devise to One and His “ Family,” 
* Posterity,’ “Offspring,” ete. 

7909. “Family.’’| - Devise to A. & her heirs for 
ever, in the fullest confidence that after her decease 
she will devise the property to my family, A. is 
tenant in fee.—Wriagut v. ArKyYNsS (1823), Turn. 
&j R. 143; 37 BE. R. 1051, L. C.; on appeal, see 
8 De G. M. & G. at p. 424, H. L.: previous pro- 
ceedings, 17 Ves. 268, n., H. Th. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Liley v. Hey (1842), 1 Hare, 580, 
Apld. Thorp +, Owen (1843), 2 Hare, 607. Consd, Do 
Beanvoir ». De Beauvoir (1852), 3 H. L. Cas, 524, : Apld. 
Greene v. Marsden (1853), 1 Eq. Rep. 437. Consd. O'Reilly 
*, Sempill (1855), 26 L. T. O. 8. 50. Expld. Langdale v. 
Briggs (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 391. Consd. Smith ». 
Gibson (1871), 25 L. 1. 559. _Distd. Wingfield rv. Wingfield 
(1878), 9 Ch. D. 658. Apld. Re Williams, Wiliams », 
Williams, {1897} 2 Ch. 12. Refd. Crawfurd v. Crawfurd 
(1825).3 L. J. O08. Ch. 105; Knight v. Knight (1840), 3 


Beav. 148. Mentd. Turner vo. Wright (1860), 2 De GQ. F. 
& J. 234: Blake v, Peters (1863), 1 De G. J. & Sm. 343, 


7910. ‘*‘ Descendants.’’]— l'estator gave all, etc., 
to A. for life, & after her decease he gave the same 
to her nieces, the daughters of C. & their 
descendants per stirpes, to hold to them, their heirs 
& assigns, for ever; A. & the descendants of ©. 
paying an annuity for life to Ki. :—Held: the two 
nieces who survivied the life tenant took the 
entirety, to the exclusion of a third who died with- 
out issue, after testator, but before the life tenant. 

The first question is, what is the effect of the 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 6.—A.. (j). 
7909 i. “ Family.” |-—Re TRETHEWEY, ELDER’S TRUSTER & KXECUTOR Co., LTD. ¥. TRETHEWEY (No. 2), [1924}) 8S. A. S. m. 


541.—AUS 


7910 i. ‘‘ Descendants.’'}—Re Hickuy, [1927] V. L. R. 555.—AUS. 
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Sect. 19.—Quantily of interest given: Sub-sect. 6, 
A. (j) & (k) 6., 1. & it] 

gift to the daughters & their descendants per stirpes. 
It is contended that the word ‘‘ descendants ”’ is 
to have the same effect as the word “ issue,”’ & 
that, coupled with the words ‘ per stirpes,’’ it 
would be a gift to tenants in common in tail of 
real estate & is therefore an absolute gift of the 
personalty. Whatever may be the meaning of the 
words “‘ per stirpes,’’ it must be admitted that they 
mean a distribution of one sort or other, not an 
estate tail, which is excluded both by those words 
& the absolute words to the parents. I am of 
opinion, therefore, that the word ‘‘ descendants ”’ 
is not a word of limitation, but purchase. I 
consider that the words ‘‘ descendants per stirpes’’ 
import not distribution but succession.—DIck v. 
Lacy (1845), 8 Beav. 214; 5 L. T. O. S. 70; 9 
Jur. 221; 60 KB. R. 84. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Robinson wv. Shepherd (1863), 32 
Pee ees, Refd. Re Coulden, Coulden v, Coulden, [1908] 


7911. .|—Testator set out a schedule of 
his property calling in £5,000. He then directed 
£1,000 to be invested in each child’s name, & 
£1,000 in his wife's ; interest to them for their life, 
& afterwards to their descendants, except his wife’s, 
which was, at his death, to be sold & divided among 
them, except £200 to M.’s child by him. Then 
followed in the same paper. ‘‘ The above is 
increased by the working up of stock to £5,500. 
I wish the same division & appropriation, except 
that, if any share falls in, it may be added to the 
others in case the original holder shall have no 
children.”’ ‘Testator died, leaving four daughters : 
—Held: by the will alone the daughters would 
have taken absolute interests ; but by the will & 
codicil together they took interests which, if 
absolute in the first instance, were defeasible. 

Then comes the expression on which the question 
in this case turns ‘‘& afterwards to their 
descendants.”’ Now, if the will stopped there, if 
there were no more, I should be bound to come to 
the conclusion contended for by petitioners ; for, 
where there is a gift to A. for life, remainder to the 
descendants of A. it is clear that if real estate, it 
is an estate tail; if personal estate it gives him 
the absolute interest (KINDERSLEY, V.-C.).— 
Bird v. WEBSTER (1853), 1 Drew. 338 ; 22 L. J. Ch. 
483; 1W.R. 121; 61 E.R. 481. 

Annotation :—Distd. Re Wynch’s Trusts, Erp. Wynch (1854), 

5 De G. M. & G. 188. 

7912. °* Posterity.’’] —A.-G. v. BAMFIELD (1703), 
oo Ch. 268; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 365; 22 FB. R. 
1202. 

7913. —-—.|— ANON. (1767), 2 Eg. Cas. Abr. 
290; 22 E.R. 244. 

7914. Direction that estate should descend to 
heirs & successors in direct male line.)— Testator 
directed that an estate should be purchased by 
his exors., & that such estate should be made 
hereditary & settled upon his constituted heir. 
He then appointed his nephew his heir & successor, 
& desired that the estate should be settled upon 
him, & should descend to his heirs & successors 
in the direct male line, & in case of his nephew 
dying without issue, the estate to devolve upon 
his brother, his heirs & successors in the direct 
male line :—Held: the nephew was not to take as 
tenant in tail in possession, but the estate was to 
be settled upon him for life, with remainder to 
his sons in tail male, & afterwards to the next 





PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 6. 
—~A,. (kx) i. being the 

7916 i. Estate tail conferred.)}—Where 
there is a devise in fee to A., & in the 


over to persons who are capable of 
heirs of A., 
“‘ heirs ’’ must be read as ‘* heirs of the 
body,” & A. will take an estate tall, 
event of A. dying without heirs, a gift |; & not an estate in fee simple with an 


WILLS. 


taker & his sons in like manner.—SHELTON v. 
WATSON (1849), 16 Sim. 548; 18 L. J. Ch. 223 ; 
13 Jur. 208; 60 E. R. 985. 

7915. ** Offspring.’’|—Testator gave personalty 
to his son for life, & ‘‘ at his death to my surviving 
daughters & their “ offspring.” Two of the 
daughters attested the will, one of whom died 
before the son —Held: the daughters only who 
survived the son took; the gift was an absolute 
one, the word “‘ offspring’’ being here used as a term 
of limitation & not of purchase. 

The word “ offspring,’’ like the words “‘ issue ”’ 
& ‘‘ descendants,’’ may be used in different senses. 
It may mean children only, or it may include more 
remote descendants. If testator had intended 
children only, I cannot help thinking he might have 
used the simple & obvious term ‘“ children ”’ 
(KINDERSLEY, V.-C.).—YOUNG v. DAVIES (1863), 
2 Drew. & Sm. 167; 1 New Rep. 419; 82 L. J. Ch. 
3872; 8L. T. 80; 9 Jur. N.S. 399; 11 W. R. 452 ; 
62 KE. R. 585. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Fell v. Biddolph (1875), L. R. 10 C. P. 

01; Re Coleman & Jarrom (1876), 4 Ch. D 165; Juli 


». Jacobs (1876), 24 W. R. 947; Aplin v. Stone, (1904) 
1 Ch. 543, 


(kk) Limitation Priméd Facie conferring Fee Simple. 
i. ‘‘ Weirs”’ construcd ‘‘ Heirs of the Body.”’ 

7916. Estate tail conferred.|—-CRUMBLE v. JONES 

(1709), Willes, 167, n.; 125 BE. R. 1118,n.3 sub 

nom. GRUMBLE v. JONES, 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 300, pl. 15 ; 

11 Mod. Rep. 207; sub nom. AUMBLE v. JONES, 1 

Salk. 238. 

Annotations :- Consd. Preston d. Fagle v. Funnell (1739), 
Willes, 164 Refd. Ginger d. White v. White (1742), 


Willes, 348 Goodright d. Goodridge v. Goodridge (1742), 
Nae 369 Tyrone v. Waterford (1860), 1 De G. F. & J. 


7917. .}—If testator had devised £100 
per annum to his son & his wife for their lives, 
that is to say, in manner following : £60 per annum 
to the wife, & the remaining £40 to the son ; 
which latter words were therefore explanatory 
of the former, like the case where a devise is 
to A. & his heirs, habendumn to A. & the heirs of 
his body. ‘There the latter words explain what 
heirs are meant.—CoOwWPER v. ScoTr (1731), 3 
P. Wms. 119; 24 EF. R. 993. 


Annotations :—-Mentd. Chapman +. Blisset (1738), West. 
temp. Hard. 328; Henty vo. Wrey (3882), 21 Ch. D. 332; 
Re Ford, Ford v. Ford, [1902] 1 Ch. 218; Re Roby, 
Howlett vo. Newington, [1908] 1 Ch. 71. 


7918. ——.]—-(1) Under a devise ‘‘to A. & B. 
& their heirs, & in case they agreed to sell the estate, 
that they should have their equal shares of the 
money arising therefrom; but if they agreed to 
keep the estate whole together, then that the rents 
should be equally paid & divided between them, 
& to the several & respective heirs of their bodies.” 
A. B. took only estates tail. 

(2) A. being seised in fee tail of an undivided one- 
fourth part of an estate, & entitled to the reversion 
in fee of another one-fourth, expectant on the 
determination of an estate tail, recited, that she 
was entitled to the first, & devised it to B. C. in 
fee; & then directed “ all the residue & remainder 
of her estate & effects to be sold as soon as might 
be after her death, & her funeral expenses to be 
paid thereout ; & the overplus, if any, to be divided 
between D. & E.”’ :—Held: the reversion did not 
pass by these general words.—ROE d. JAMES v. 
Avis (1792), 4 Term Rep. 605 ; 100 KE. R. 1200. 


Annotations :— As to (2) Dbtd. Church v. Mundy (1808), 15 
Ves. 396. Distd. Doe d. Crump v. Sparkes (1824), 4 Dow. 





executory devise over.—Re Ross 
(1901), 1S. kh. N. 8. W. (Kq.) 1: 18 
N.S. W. W. N. 40.—AUS., 

i. —-—.})— Kina v. EVANS 


7916 ii. 
(1895), 24 8. C. R. 356.---OAN. 
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& Hy, K. B. 246. &xpld. Jones v. Skinner (1835), 5 L. J. 
Ch. 87. Dbtd. Saumercz v. Saumerez (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 331. 
N.F. Mortimer v. Hartley (1851), 6 Exch. 47. Consd. Free- 
man v. Freeman (1854), Kay, 479. Refd. Leakov. Robinson 
(1817), 2 Mer. 363; Ford v. Ford (1848), 6 Hare, 486. 


7919. ——-.]-Under a devise to A. for life 
without impeachment of waste, remainder to his 
eldest son, & the heirs of such eldest son; & in 
default of issue male of A. then to B., etc., A. takes 
an estate for life, remainder to his eldest son in tail, 
remainder to himself in tail. 

It is a clear rule, acted upon at least from Lorp 
VAUGHAN'S time, that where there is a devise to A. 
& his heirs for ever, & a subsequent devise to any 
person who by possibility may by his heir; the 
word ‘‘ heirs’? must be construed “ heirs of the 
body,’ & A.’s estate reduced to an estate tail 
(LORD KENyon, C.J.).—DorE d. BEAN v. HALLEY 
(1798), 8 Ferm Rep. 5; 101 KH. R. 1235. 
Annotations :—Distd. Seaward v. Willock (1804), 5 Kast, 

198. Consd. Doc d. Gallini v. Gallini (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 

621. Distd. Baker v. Tucker (1850), 3 H. L. Cas. 106. 

Apld. Key v. Key (1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 73. Distd. 

Foster v. Hayes (1855), 4 I. & B. 717. Consd. Roddy v. 

Fitzgerald (1858), 6 H. L. Cas. $23. Refd. Hart v. Tulk 

(1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 300; Allgood v, Blake (1872), 

L. ht. 7 Exch. 339. 


7920. —--—.!—The rule of possessio fratris does 
not apply to estates tail, nor to inheritances in fce 
simple without an actual possession of the brother 
of the whole blood. Devise to ‘‘ A. & B. & their 
heirs for ever, provided that if both have issue, 
then both their dividends to go to the issue of 
their own bodies; but if but one have issue, then 
the premises to go to that issue,” etc. :—Held; 
A. & B. took estates tail. A. afterwards conveyed 
his moiety to B. in fee by lease & release, with a 
covenant to levy a fine; created a base fee in B. 
which estate was afterwards confirmed by the fine, 
though that was not levied till after the death of 
the releasee.—DoE d. GREGORY v. WHICHELO 
(1799), 8 ‘Term Rep. 2115 101 1. R. 1350. 

7921. -|--Testator, by his will, devised as 
follows: “TI give my house, gardens. etc., at G. 
to S. 8S. & her heirs, if she has any child: if not, 
then, after the decease of herself & her husband 
R.S. OL. give it to FP. M. & her heirs.”? S. S. had 
a child, who was living at the date of the will 
but. who died four days after the date of it, in the 
lifetime of testator :—Held: S. S. took an estate 
tail; & upon her death without heirs of her body, 
the property passed to E. M.—Dor d. JeEARRAD 
v. BANNISTER (1840), 7M. & W. 292; H.& W.6L; 
lO L. J. Ex. 335 5 Jur. 102; 151 KB. RR. 777. 








7922. - ----.|—SIMPSON v. ASHWORTH, No. 7938, 
post, 
7923. —--——.]-—-A testator devised real estates to 


his nephew, A., for life, with remainder to trustees to 
preserve contingent uses, with remainder to thie 
first & other sons of A., in tail male, & for default 
of such issue, with similar remainders to his 
nephews, B. C. & D., for their respective lives, & 
their first & other sons in tail male, respectively, 
& for default of such issue, with remainder to the 
daughters of A., & their heirs, as tenants in 
common & for default of such issue with similar 
remainders to the daughters of B., C.. & D. 
respectively, & for default of such issue with 
Similar remainder to his sisters, X. & Y. A 
shifting clause provided that if any of the daughters 
of his nephews should become a nun, the uses 
limited to such daughter should cease, & the 
persons next in ‘‘ reversion,” to take according to 
the aforesaid limitations, should ‘‘ enter into”’ & 
hold the estates as he would have been entitled to 
hold them, in case the person 80 becoming a nun 
had been dead, without issue of her body :—Held : 
the shifting clause cut down the limitations to the 
daughters of the nephews into estates tail. 
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There is a proviso, by way of a shifting clause, 
which expresses the meaning of testator in the 
clearest possible terms—that the word “ heirs ”’ 
in the above clause is meant to imply “ heirs of 
the body ” (MARTIN, B.).—BIDDULPH v. LEES 
(1859), I. B. & BK. 289, 308; 28 L. J. Q. B. 211; 
32 L.'F.O S. 3923; 5 Jur. N.S.818; 7W.R. 309 ; 
120 H.R. 515, 524, Wx. Ch. 

7923a. -—-~.]—-HENNESSEY v. BRAY (1863), 33 
Beav. 96; 9 L. T. 41; 9 Jur. N.S. 1065; 11 W. R. 
1053; 55 KE. R. 302. 

7924. -|--Testator by his will, dated in 
1885, appointed exors., & continued as follows: 
“Tl give to my two sons... all my real & 
personal property ... for their natural life, 
subject to the condition of paying” the legacies 
therein mentioned. ‘‘ If my sons marry & have 
issue, I give to each of their heirs their father’s 
share, & to their heirs for ever; if there is no male 
issue with cither of my two sons, & there is female 
issue, then the father’s share shall be divided 
between them share & share alike as tenants in 
common, & to their heirs for ever. Should either 
of my sons die without issue, then such son’s share 
shall go to my other son & to his heirs for ever. 
Should both of my sons die without issue, then at. 
the death of the last of them, I give all my real 
property to the whole of my grandchildren share 
& share alike as tenants in common, & to their 
heirs for ever.”? Te then directed that his two sons 
should pay out of his real property any payment 
due & owing thereon :—Held: the two sons took 
the real estate in tail male & the personalty 
absolutely, subject to the conditions mentioned in 
i will.—Re ScORE, TOLMAN v. SCORE (1887), 57 
a T. 40. 


ii. Devise Over to Right Heirs of T'cstator. 

7925. Following devise to testator’s sons & his 
heirs—-Estate tail conferred.]-—Devise to one & 
his heirs, & if he die without heirs, then to another 
etc., this is an estate tail.—-EpWARDS v. ALLEN 
(1675), Cas. temp. Finch, 214; 3 Rep. Ch. 86; 
23 KE. R. 118. 

7926. - —- ,]--A devise by a father to a 
secoud son, & his heirs for ever, & for want of 
such heirs then to the right heirs of testator, is 
an estate tail. But had the devise over been to a 
stranger, the second son would have taken a fee 
simple, & consequently the devise over had been 
void.—NOTTINGHAM v,. JENNINGS (1700), 1 P. 
Wins. 23; 1 Com. 82; 2 Hq. Cas. Abr. 308; 1 
Ld. Raym. 568; 1 Salk. 233; Willes, 166, n.; 
24 EK. R. 279. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Crumble «. Jones (1709), Willes, 167, n. ; 
Preston d. Eagle v. Funnell (1739), Willes, 164 > Ginger 
d. White v. White (1742), Willes, 8348. Consd. Re Waugh, 
Waugh v. Cripps, [1903] 1 Ch. 744. Refd. Bamfield v. 
Popham (1702), 1 P. Wms. 54; Idle v, Cook (1705), 1 
PP Wins. 70. 

iii. Devise Over lo Collateral Heir. 

7927. On death of devisee without heirs— Estate 
tail conferred.}|——.A devisor has three sons, A., B., 
& C., & devises lands to B. & C., “& if B. dies 
without heirs, C. shall have his part; & if C. 
dies without heirs, A. shall have it.’? Semoble: 
B. has an estate tail, & C. an estate for life, in their 
respective moieties. ALLEN v. SPENDLOVE (1673), 
Freem. K. B. 85; 89 E. R. 63. 

7928. .|-—Devise to A. & his heirs, & 
for want of heirs of him to B. who was his heir. 
A. takes an estate tail—PARKER v. THACKER 
(1682), 3 Lev. 70; 83 HE. R. 582. 

Annotations :—Consd. Preston d. Eagle v. Funnell (1739), 


Willes, 164; Cooonen d. Goodridge v. Goodridge (1742), 
Willes, 369. Refd. Thomlinson v. Dighton (1711), 1 Salk. 
239, 























71929. —— —_—_.|—-A. devises lands to J., his wife, 
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Sect. 19.— Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 6, 
A. (k) wi., & (Ll), & B. (a) & (6) 4] 

for life, then to his son H. for life, then to his son 
G. & his heirs for ever; if he die, without heirs, 
then to his two daughters Ki. & L. 

This is an estate tail in G.—TYTE v. WILLIS 
(1733), Cas. temp. Talbot 1: 25 E. R. 626, LL. C. 
Annotation :—Apld. Harris v. Davis (1844), 1 Coll. 416. 








7930. ~~. «,|—-PICKERING v. TOWERS, No. 
8282, post. 
7931. — -Devise to T. G. for & 


during his natural life, & after his decease to his 
heirs & assigns for ever, for want of such heirs, 
to T. KE. his heirs and assigns for ever. T. G. has 
only an estate tail.—MORGAN v. GRIFFITHS (1775), 
1 Cowp. 234; 98 E. lt. 1061. 

Annotation :—Apld. Harris v. Davis (1844), 1 Coll. 416. 

7932. .|—-A. devises his lands to his 
wife for life, & at her death, to his son B. & his 
heirs for ever; & if B. should die unpossessed of 
them, or without heirs, to his daughter C., & her 
heirs for ever :—Held: the word heirs must be 
confined to heirs of the body ; & B. took an estate 
tail, with remainder in fee to C.—DokE d. Hartcu 
v. BLUCK (1816), 6 Taunt. 485; 2 Marsh. 170; 
128 E. R. 1123 

7933. -—— 
Held: upon the context of a will, to mean ‘ 
of the body.”’ 

Testator, having several children, directed the 
purchase of an estate for one of his daughters, 
‘for her use & her lawful heirs,’ to be returned 
“if she died without lawful heirs,’? to the other 
children that had heirs :—Held: upon the con- 
text, “ljawful heirs’? must be construed ‘* heirs 
of the body ”’?: the daughter took an estate tail, 
& that the gift over was also an estate tail. 

The expression ‘‘ lawful heirs,” by itself, would 
mean heirs general; but it is to be observed that 
he had used the same words in the previous devise 
of all the real estates given to the other children 
in every one of the gifts over. On the construction 
of these words I am therefore bound to conelude 
that he did not mean heirs general, but heirs of 
the body; the consequence of which is, that he 
had limited the effect of the words ‘“ lawful heirs,’’ 
& makes it heirs of the body: the result is to give 
an estate tai] to the daughter (LANGDALE, M.R.).— 


= 


SIMPSON v. ASHWORTH (1843), 6 Beav. 412; 9 7 


aaa 








—.j}—The words “ lawful heirs ” 
heirs 


Jur. 410; 49 EB. R. 885. 

Annotation :—-Distd. Re Waugh, Waugh v. Cripps, [1903] 
1 Ch. 744. 
7934, ——- -----.|—-By his will, made in 1835, 


testator gave the Hl. IL. estate to his grandson A. ; 
& should A. die without an heir he desired that 
If. H. estate should be given to his grandsons 3. 
& C.:—Held: A. took an estate tail & not the fee 
sumple, for the words “ without an heir’? must 
mean “ without an heir of his body,’’ inasmuch as 
the persons to whom the gift over was made were 
capable of being A.’s collateral heirs.—ILANCOCK 
v. CLAVEY (1871), 25 L. T. $23; 19 W. TR. 1044. 





(1900), 2 FF. 
se. L. R. 332 ; 


PART XVI. sack ie SUB-SECT. 6. (Ct. 
) 


79431. Words conferring fce simple 
—Direction to pay interest, rents & _Me DONALD v. 
profits —Combined with other circum- 34 U.C. 


stances of unll.} BATES ov. TAYLOR b. 
(1593), 19 V. L. RR. 120.—AUS. 














79438 ii. ~-— ——,J--REM vv. 
CARLETON, [1905] ] I. R. 147.—IR. 
7943 fii. - ——~ -,]—BAKER v. 


eign [1917] 11. R. 316. —IR. 
MACKENZIE'S 


ee poem ot et —se 


of Sess.) 434: 37 
L.'T. 
--—— ** To my wife & fay 

McDONALD (1872), 
It. 369.—-CAN. 


Devise to executor to 
entire property to hest advantage of 
sister, wife dd: children.}--MUBPHY v. 
ee (1870), 4 I. R. Eq. 111.-— 


ts 





16 “i, R. Ir. 284, 300.—IR. 


WILLS, 


(1) Other Words of Limitation. 


7935. Words conferring fee simple—Devise ‘to 
him & his heirs.’’|—ANON. (1531), Ben]. 10; 73 
HK. R. 938. 

7636. ——— Devise to one for years—-& the in- 
heritance.|—-WIDLAKE v. HARDING (1613), Hob. 2 ; 
$0 EK. R. 152; sub nom. WRepLock & HARDING’ 5 
CASE, Godb. 207. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Monnington v. Davis (1695), Fortes. 


Rep. 224: Cole v. Rawlinson (1702), 2 Ld. Raym. 831. 

Retd. Smith v. Tudall (1706), Holt, K. B. 235. 

7937. ‘“ A. to be heir of my land.’’]— 

SPARK v. PURNELL (1615), lob. 75 ; Moore, K. B. 

864; 80 EB. R. 224. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Parker v. Nickson (1863), 1 De G. J. 
& Sm. 177. Leete v. Sultingston (1674), Freem. 
K. B. 176; Darbison v, Beaumont (1713), Fortes. Rep. 18 ; 
Burgoyne v. Hatton (1738), Barn. Ch. 231. 


7938. --— Devise to one for ever & ever.|— 
If a man doth devise land to one for ever & ever, 
this is a fee simple (CoKE, C.J.).—G0OUGH v. 
HowWARDE (1615), 3 Bulst. 121; 81 EB. R. 104. 
mnataHon ‘—Refd. Doe d. Payno v. Plyer (1849), 14 Q. B. 


7939. —-— Devise to one & his successors.}— 
-\ devise to A. & his successors is a devise in fee 
simple without the word ‘ heirs’’ (COKE, C.J.).— 
ANON. (1617), as reported in Moore, K. B. 852; 72 
H.R. 919. 

For full anns., see S. C., No. 9041, post. 

7940. Devise to one for life remainder to 
right heirs --If issue living at time of death.|— 
PLUNKET v. HoumMeEs (1661), 1 Lev. 11; 1 Sid. 
47; T. Raym. 28; 83 EB. R. 15.2713 sub nom. 
BLuUNKET v. TloumMrmes, 1 Keb. 29, 119. 
etka -~- Consd. Godbolt v. Freestone (1694), 3 Tev. 

Apld. Luddington vp, Kime (1696), 1 Ld. Raym. 203. 

Contd: Carter, Barnadiston (1718), 1 P. Wins. 505, Apld. 

Doe d. Planner v. Scudamore (1800), 2 Bos. & P. 289. 

Consd. Exerton 7. Brownlow (1853), 4 iY, Tl. Cas. ‘ > Crofts 

v. Middleton (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 192. Refd. King v. 

Welling (1672), 3 Keb. 95: Bamfleld v. Popham (1703), 

Holt, I. B. 233; Lethieulier v. Tracy (1753), Keny. Ch. 

40; Doe d. Davies v. Gatacre Sa § Bing. N.C. 609 ; 

Egerton v. Massey (1857), 3 C. B. N.S. 338. 

7941. - Devise to one & hiss assigns for ever. | 
, v. NICHOLLS (1700), Holt, K. B. 743 ; 
3 Salk. 127; 90 F. R. 1309. 

7942. To A. for life & after A.’s decease 
to B.|—A devise of testator’s lands at W. & all 
his interest in the estates of J. C. deceased to L. A. 
for life, & after L. A.’s decease to E. S. charged 
with an annuity to J. T. for life, gives a remainder 
in fee to KE. S.-—-ANDREW v. SOUTHOUSE (1793), 
5 Term Rep. 202; 101 HE. R. 164. 

Annotations :~—Distd. Roo d. Peter v. Daw (1815), 3M. & 3S. 
518. Consd. Peppercorn v. Peacock (1840), 4 Jur, 1122. 
Dbtd. Vick ». Sueter (1854), 3 FE. & B. 219. Refd. Doe a. 
Sams v. Garlick (1845), 14 M. & W. 698. 

7943. ---— Direction to pay interest, rents & 
profits---Combined with other circumstances of 
will.]|-—Testator gave all his real & personal estate 
to trustees, their heirs, exors., etc., in trust to 
pay, divide & distribute the income, rents, interest, 
& profits unto & equally amongst all his children, 
whose names he mentioned, & such other children 











129.--- CAN. 

e. Gift of chattels real to A. for 
life, & at his decease *‘ to his eldeat son 
or hetr-at-law,’’?}-—~- Ree BisHop & 
RICHARDSON’S CONTRACT, [1899] ! 
T. k. 7).—IR. 

f. Gift of realty & personalty to 
‘* A. for life, & after his death to his 
issuc.”?} —Re LONGwonrntrn, LONGWORTH 
v. CAMPBELL, [1910] 1 I. R. 23.—IR. 


@. Hldest male issue.J—Re FINLAYs’ 
KSTATE, [1913] 11. . 143.—IR. 


360.—-SCOT. 


put 


- Goon (1884), 


TRe KTEE ov. MACKENZIK (1899), 2 d. Words conferri a 
; ’ ; ’ : ing estate tail— h. —-——.]-——Held : the phrase ‘‘ eldest 
a F i aca ) $30; 37 Se. L. R. 7 4. for his natural lifetime > at male issue” was a nomen collec- 
‘ his decease to his sons & daughters.’"}-- — tiviem, & not. the description of a persona 
ee oe] SM ov. =~ DUNCAN Re Hara (1924), 57 O, L. RR.  designata, & the person entitled under 
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as he might have, or as should be en ventre de sa 
mere, at his death, share & share alike ; the shares 
of his daughters to be paid to them half-yearly 
for their separate use; & if any of his children 
should die in his lifetime without leaving issue, 
he gave their shares to the survivors, but if 
leaving issue, then to their issue; & in case any 
of his children & their issue should die in the life- 
time of any husband or wife with whom his 
children should have intermarried, he gave their 
shares to his surviving children & to the issue of 
such of his children as should be then dead; it 
being his will that none of his sons’ wives or 
daughters’ husbands should become heirs to their 
children’s property, & that none of his children 
should sell any part of his estates. Some of 
testator’s children died in his lifetime, but without 
issue :—Held: each of the surviving children was 
entitled to a share of his property not for life 
merely, but in fee.—Llopson v. Baur (1845), 14 
Sim. 558; 9 Jur. 407; 60 EE. RR. 474. 

7944. -—-— Devise to one, then at his death to 
the next heir.|—- Devise to I. 3; “ then at his death 
to the next heir in the name of L.’’ :—VMHeld: to 
give L. a fee simple conditional which passed on 
his death without issue to the heir at law of the 
testator.— Re CatTLina’s IGSTATE (1890), 6 TT. L. R. 
AIT, C. A. 








B. Gifts of Personalty. 
(a) In General, 


7945. Gift for specified number of years.|— Devise 
of goods to J. for eleven years, the remainder over 
J. decreed to deliver the goods after the eleven 
vears.— JOLLY v. WILLS (1078), 2 Rep. Oh. 1387; 
21 H.R. 639. 

7946. Gift for life—-Remainder to nighest heir of 
testator.]—'Testator appointed his daughter-in-law 
his sole extrix. to have & enjoy all his real & 
personal estate, all the goods, cattle. chattels, 
enumerating several other articles of personal 
property, during her life; but not to diminish 
nor commit waste on the lands; & his nighest. 
heir-at-law to enjoy same after her death. An 
estate for life only in the whole both real & personal 
estate; with remainder to the heir-at-law. 
(G(WYNNE tv. Muppock (1808), 14° Ves. 488; 33 
H.R. 608, 

Annotations :-—Consd. Waite v. Templer (1829), 2 Sim. 524; 


") 
De Beavoir v. De Beavoir (1852), 3 H. L. Cas. 524. Refd. 
Thorp v. Owen (1854), 2 Sm. & G, 90. 


7947, —--— Remainder to sister for life.| — 
Testator bequeathed the residue of his personal 
estate to his wife for life, & after her decease to 
his sister for life, for her separate use, & after her 
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decease to such person or persons as under Statute 

of Distributions should be legally entitled to same : 

—HTeld: there was no intestacy as to the residue 

after the death of the sister, but it was bequeathed 

either to the next of kin of testator living at his 
death as joint tenants, or to the next of kin of 
testator, or of the sister, living at the death of the 
sister, as tenants in common; & the wife, who died 

In the sister’s lifetime, was not entitled to anything 

beyond a life interest in the residue.---GODKIN v. 

Mourrisy (18438), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 351; 7 Jur. 

505 3 63 16. R. 155. 

Annotations :—Consd. Bird v. Luckte (1850), 8 Hare, 201. 
Refd. Jenkins ». Gower (1846), 2 Coll. 537; Bullock ». 
Downes (1860), 9 H. L. Cas. 1, 

7948. Remainder to third person.|—Gift 
by will of all testator’s funded property & other 
personal & real estate to his daughter S., she paying 
all his debts, ‘‘ & S. shall in no way dispose of any 
of funded property, but to hold same for her 
natural life; & if she should die without issue, the 
landed property shall go to J. for life. I will & 
direct that all the funded property shall go to W. 
& her heirs for ever ’’ :—J/eld: S. took the funded 
property for life only, & on her death it belonged 
to W.—Re Banks’ Trusts, Ha p. Loviun (1855), 
2K. & J. 387; 69 TK. R. 832. 

7949. Technical words not used—Construc- 
tion according to intention—Not according to rules 
applicable to tenure.|—-Re Wyncu’s Trusts, Ir p. 
Wrynci, No. 88538, post. 

7950. To husband & wife ‘‘ for their natural 
lives ’’—Death of wife in lifetime of testator.}— 
Bequest of an annuity to husband & wife ‘‘ during 
their natural Jives.”” The wife predeceased the 
testator :—Held: the husband was entitled to the 
annuity for his hfe.--- ALDER v. LAWLESS (1863), 32 
Beav. 72; 55 18. R. 28. 

7951. & assigns of donee—On trust to 
defray certain expenses.|—Testator left. a certain 
sum to A. during his natural life, & his assigns, in 
trust to defray the expenses of a certain chapel :— 
Held: this constituted a permanent gift, & not 
terminable at A.’s death.—Re DEVEREUX WALL’s 
Win. (1866), 12 Jur. N.S. 995. 




















(b) Intention to give Inheritable Estate. 
i, In General, 

See, now, Law of Property Act, 1925 (ce. 
s, 130. 

7952. General rule—Donee takes absolute in- 
terest.|—A limitation of personal property after ¢ 
disposition, that would raise an entail express or 
implied in real estate, is void; & the person, who 


20), 


the limitations in the will took as o. ‘ Heirs d assigns for ever.) - Only.—HRe CULLEN'S ESTATE, [1907] 
tenant in tail male.—Re Cossy, [)922] FPERQUSON tv.  MAJORIBANKS (1853), II. hk. 73.—IR. 
1d. R. 54.--IR. IW. R. 420.— SCOT. b. Gift to daughter antil death or 


p. ‘** Liferent 
— MACKENZIE 0. 
ALC ds 


k. Devise to A. with gift) over to 
her next of kin.] Re TAYLOR, SUAW tv. 
SHAW, [1914] 3) T. hk. 11).- IR. 


lL. Direction that land “ be entailed 


USe 

JOHNSTONE, 
{IOLLJ S.C. 
S.C. (H. lL.) 106.—SCOT. 


fo enjoyment.) marriage.) —Re DALY (1906), 87 N. BLT. 

[1912] 483; 1b. iL. R. 487.--CAN. 

321; e. © During their lires.")- Held : 
the words ‘ during their lives ’’ meant 


do go to nert heir ?'—~- Estate for life.\— 
Re Burcer, DeELaAP e«. Burvuer, (1919) 
11. kh. 442.—IR. 


m. Gift over “with remainder to 
her & her children for ever.’’)-—Testatrix 
devised real estate to her son T. durin 
his natural life, &, in case of no lawfu 
issuo by him, to her daughter J., 
*“ with remainder to her & her children 
for ever.” T. died unmarried, & J. 
died intestate :—-Held: the word 
“children ’’ as used in the will was a 
word of limitation, & J. took an estate 
tail general.—- Wakp »v. WARD, [1921] 
1]. R. 117.—IR. 

n. Gift to wife & family after wife's 
death to be equally divided amongst 
family. \— Re ATSON, 82 N. Z. L. R. 


Sed 
e e e 


q. Gift to parent in Uferent &° to 
children in fee.J—-BRASH’S TRUSTS t. 
PHILLIPSON, [1916] 8. C. 271.—SCOT. 


PART XVI. aoe ea SUB-SECT. 6. 
— B. (a). 
r. Gift for life—Remainder to children.) 
-—CASNELMAN (. HERSEY, 32 U. GC. i. 
333.— CAN. 
t. Power to dispose by sale.j— 
Re Asp (Man.), (1921)2 W. W. hR. 1089. 
AN. 





a. ‘Remainder to tssue in 
tail male & in default to daughters.”’ |-— 
A devise of personalty to M. ‘* for her 
life, witb remainder to her issue in 
tall male, & in default thereof to her 
daughters,’”’ & in default over :-— 
Held: M. took an interest for life 


that the amount was to be paid to the 
children of C., during their respective 
lives & the life of the survivor & the 
payments were not to be limited to 
their joint lives.—-Re Morr, PAYZANT 
rm Forrest (1915), 49 N.S. R. 78.— 
CAN. 


PART XVI. Se (by i SUB-SECT. 6. 
i. 


7982 i. General rule—-Donee takes 
absolute interest.) —FYrE’S TRUSTEES 1. 
Durnvre, [1908] 8. C. 520: 45 Se. L. R. 
3683; 158. L. T. 803.—SCOT. 

d. Bequest to A. d& B. share & share 
alike for their lives—Remainder to their 
respective eldest sons d> so On as in 
succession. ]—Ite CLEARY, 16 I, Ch. R. 


.— IR. 
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Sect. 19.-—-Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 6, 
B. (b) 4, ti. & Uit.] 
would be tenant in tail, takes the absolute interest. 
ei a v. PRicE (1796),8 Ves.99; 30 E.R. 
14, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Fr p. Wynch (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 
188. Refd. Lyon v. Mitchell (1816), 1 Madd. 467. 


7953. ——— .}—HLTon v. Eason, No. 7989, 
post. 

7954. Bequest to person for life—Remainder to 
children.|—Construction of a will as to whether a 
bequest was to operate as a gift absolutely, or only 
for life.—WooDBRIDGE v. MEARS (1828), 6 L. J. 
O.S. Ch. 149. 

7955. ——_-- ——~.]—-Testator bequeathed the 
interest of certain personal property to his wife for 
life; ‘‘ at her death one-half of the property I 
give to iny son G., the remaining half to be equally 
divided between my two daughters, & at their 
deaths such shares to be equally divided among 
their children respectively ’':—Held: the son 
took an absolute interest in the moiety.— 
SCRIVENER v. SmitTH (1852),2 De G. M. & G. 399; 
20. T. O.S. 26; 42 E.R. 927, lL. C. 

7956. ——-- With power of appointment—Re- 
mainder to executors & administrators.]— Bequest 
of personalty, in trust for the legatee for life, with 
remainder to her appointees by will, with 
remainder, in default of appointment to her exors., 
& administrators :—Heceld: the legatee took the 
capital absolutely.—DEVALI v. DICKENS (1845), 
9 Jur. 550. 

Annotations :—Consd. Page v. Soper (1853), 11 Hare, 321. 
Refd. Re Onslow, Plowden v. Gayford (1888), 39 Ch. D. 622. 
7957. Remainder to descendants.|—-Birp 

v. WEBSTER, No. 7911, ante. 

958. Remainder to next of kin.]—Testator 
bequeathed property to his wife for life, with 
remainder to his sons & daughters, the share of 
the daughters ‘‘ to be vested in the bank in their 
own name, & the interest. for life to be received by 
them to remain as a jointure for their use In case 
of their marrying, untouchable by their husbands, 
but to descend to their legal or nearest of kin ’’ :— 
Held: a daughter, whether marrying or not, 
took only a hfe interest, with remainder to her next 
of kin.— HARRIS 1. NEwTon (1877), 46 L. J. Ch. 
268 ; 36 LL. T. 173; 25 W. RR. 228. 

7959. Bequest to person & his children-—To be 
secured for their use.|—VAUGHAN v. HEADFORT 
(Marquis), No. 8791, post. 

7960. Bequest to person & first & other sons.|— 
Bequest of personal estate to C., ‘' & to his first 
& other sons after him, in the usual mode of 
succession ” :—Held: (C. took for life only.— 
SPARLING ¥. PARKER (No. 2) (1861), 29 Beav. 450 ; 
54 EK. R. 702. 


u. Gift to Donee and His Heirs. 

7961. Whether donee takes absolute or life 
interest.|—Bequest to A. & his heirs male, equally 
to be divided among them, share & share alike, 
construed to A. for life, remainder to his children 
equally.— WILSON v. VANSITTART (1770), Amb. 
562; 27 E. R. 360. 

SN cad dl :—Apld. Jacobs v. Amyatt (1794), 4 Bro. ©. C. 








oe ————.]|——-CRAWFORD v. TROTTER, No. 7982, 
post. 
7963. ———.|—Testator gives all his property to 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 6. 
—B. (b) fi. 


7961 1. IWMhether donee takes abso- 
lute or life interest.}—ATKINSON 1. 


eee 1885), 15 L. Rk. Ir. 340. intereat. |—-Testator 


-—-IR. sonal estate to his wife, 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 6. 
—B. (b) ifi. 
7968 i. Whether dunee takes absglute 


WILLS. 


his daughter & her heirs, directing, at their decease, 
their debts, etc., to be paid ; he then gives various 
legacies, & bequeaths the residue to his nephew :— 
Held: the daughter takes the personal property 
absolutely, & an estate tail in the real property, 
& the legacies were meant to be given only upon 
the failure of heirs of the body of that daughter.— 
WIDDISON v. HODGKIN (1823), 2 L. J. O. S. Ch. 9. 

7964. .|}—On a bequest of a sum of money to 
each of four persons named, with a proviso ‘‘ should 
it so happen that the whole should die without 
heirs, the sum is ultimately to revert to the estate 
of the family, but should all or any of them die 
with heirs of their body the sum of which they 
severally die possessed is to be continued to their 
heirs for ever, & not to revert to the estate ’’ :-— 
Held: the legatees took absolutely. —BROOKS v. 
LAKE (1846), 7 L. T. O. S. 337; 10 Jur. 485. 

7965. .|—Testator bequeathed to his grand- 
daughter the interest arising out of £1,500 Consols, 
during her life, & at her decease to descend to her 
heirs male or female, by paying to her uncle £10 
per annum, during his life, but the £1,500 stock to 
be by no means sold whatsoever, except on failure 
of issue, & then to descend to testator’s son & his 
heirs for ever :—Held: this was an absolute bequest 
of the £1,500 stock to testator’s granddaughter. 
—OusRY v. HARVEY (1848), 17 L. J. Ch. 160. 

7966. -|—Testator bequeathed his residuary 
estate to his wife for life, his will continuing as 
follows: ‘ & after the death of my eaid wife, l 
give unto my sister M., the wife of J., the sum of 
£1,000 sterling, the same to become the property, 
at her death, of her heirs.’ J. survived M., who 
died without issue, & by his will bequeathed the 
£1,000, givento M.to X. & Z. On the subsequent. 
death of testator’s widow :—Ileld: the £1,000 
bequeathed to M. belonged to F., who was her 
heiress & next of kin, & not to X. & Z.—Re 
RUSSELL (1885), 52 T.. T. 559, C. A. 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Sanford, Sanford v. Sanford, [1901] 
1 Ch. 939. 


7967. Gift to heirs & assigns.}|—'Testator 
devised & bequeathed real & personal estate to 
trustees, upon trust for his wife for life, & after her 
decease to sell & divide the proceeds among his 
five children (whom he named) “ or their heirs or 
assigns.”’ One of the children died in the life- 
time of testator’s widow, leaving her husband 
& a son & a daughter surviving. The husband 
took out letters of administration to her estate, & 
on the death of testator’s widow claimed one-fifth 
of the produce of part of the real estate, which 
had been paid into ct. :—Held: the gift to the five 
children was absolute, & the share of deceased 
daughter belonged to her husband as her adminis- 
trator._—Re WALTON’S ESTATE (1856), 8 De G. M. 
& G. 173; 25 L. J. Ch. 569; 27 I. T. O. S. 22; 
2 Jur. N.S. 363; 4W.R.416; 44 E.R. 356, L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Consd. Doody v. Higgins (1858), 2 K. & J. 
729. Distd. King v. Cleaveland (1859), 4 De G. & J. 477. 
Apld. 2e Masterson, Trevanion v. Dumas (1901), 45 
Sol. Jo. 723. Refd. Wingfield v. Wingfield (1878), 9 
Ch. D. 658; Milman v. Lane (1901), 85 L. T. 180. 


iii. Gift to Donee and Heirs of His Iody. 
See, now, Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), 
s. 130 (1). 
7968. Whether donee takes absolute interest.|— 
LEVENTHORPE v. ASHBIE (1635), 1 Roll. Abr. 831. 
Aairolation :—Refd. Howard v. Norfolk (1681), 3 Cas, in Ch. 














hold unto her & the heirs of her body 
through her marri with me, thelr, 
& each of their sole & only use for 
ever ’’:—-Held: the wife was entitled 
to the personalty absolutely.—FULLER 


Teen ed et) v. ANDERSON, 20 O. R. 424-—OAN, 


‘to have & to 
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7969. --]—Devise of a personal estate to a 
trustee in trust for testator’s only son, & the heirs 
of his body ; & if his son die during his minority, 
& without issue, then to A.; & makes his son exor., 
& B. exor. in trust for his son during the son’s 
minority. The son lives to eighteen, & then dics 
without issue ; this personal estate shall go to the 
exor. of the son, & not to A.-WHITMORE v. WELD 
(1685), 1 Vern. 326; 2 Rep. Ch. 383; 2 Vent. 
367; 23 EH. R. 499; rehearing, 1 Vern. 3473; sub 
nom. WHITMORE v. CRAVEN (LORD), 2 Cas. in Ch. 
167, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Bellasis v. Uthwatt (1737), West 


temp. Hard. 273. Expld. Gray v. Shawne (1758), 1 Eden, 
153. Refd. Rigdon v. Vallicr (1751), 3 Atk. 731. 











7970. -]}— RICHARDS v. KRERGAVENNY (LADY), 
No. 7841, ante. 
7971. -|—A devise of a personal estate to 


one in tail, remainder over, the remainder is void.— 

SEAL v. SEAL (1715), Prec. Ch. 421; Gilb. Ch. 105; 

1 P. Wms. 290; 24 FE. R. 188. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Lyon v. Mitchell (1816), 1 Madd. 467; 
Re Price, [1928] Ch. 579. Refd. Parker v. Bolton (1835), 
5 J. Ch. 98; Duncan v. Bluett (1870), 19 W. R. 41. 
Mentd. Haggar v. Neatby (1854), Kay, 379 
7972. |—Dop vv. DICKENSON (1727), 2 

lq. Cas. Abr. 325; 22 E.R. 277, L. C. 

7973. J—A.-G. v. Wann (1781), Fitz-G. 
bl4t; Kel. W. 133; 2 Kyq. Cas. Abr. 293; 94 E.R. 
772, L. C. 

Annotations :—Distd. Procter v. Upton (1739), 5 De G. M. & 
G. 199, n.  Consd. Beauclerk v. Dormer (1742), 2 Atk. 
308. Expld. Read’, Snell (1743), 2 Atk. 642.’ Consd. 
Bland ». Bland (1745), 2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 349. Apld. 
Flanders v. Clarko (1747), 3 Atk. 509.  Consd. Fonereau 
v. Fonereau (1748), 3 Atk. 645. Apld. Malim v. Keighley 
(1795), 2 Vea, 520; Parnall v. Parnall (1878), 9 Ch. D. 96. 
71974. }—Where words of devise of lease- 

hold would make express estate tail in case of 

freehold, there devise over of such leasehold is void. 

-—-ATKINSON v. TIUTCHINSON (1734), 3 P. Wms. 

258 ; 2 Kq. Cas. Abr. 294; 24 E.R. 1053, L. ©. 

.{nnotations :—Distd. Sabbarton v. Sabbarton (1734), Cas. 
temp. Talb. 55; Beauclerk v. Dormer (1742), 2 Atk. 308. 

Id. Bigge v. Bensley (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 187. Consd. 

Chandless «. Price (1796), 3 Ves. 99. Apld. Lyon v. 

Mitchell (1816), 1 Madd. 467. Consd. O’Mahoney ». 

Burdett (1874), L. R. 7 H. L. 388. Refd. Exel v. Wallace 

(1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 117; Sheppard v. Lessinghum (17651), 

Amb. 122; Keiley v. Fowler (1768), Wilm. 298. 

7975. .|—A. devises his real estate to B. his 
brother for life ; then to trustees to preserve con- 
tingent remainders ; remainder for his first & other 
sons 1n tall, with power to make jointure; & if his 
brother had no son, or if he had & such son died 
without issue male, then to C. & his first & other 
sons in like manner; & willed, that his plate, 
jewels, etc., should go to the heirs male of the 
family successively, as his real estate is settled, as 
much as they could by law. 3B. died, having no 
son, & the limitation to C. held to be good by way 
of executory devise.—GOWER vv. GROSVENOR 
(1740), 9 Mod. Rep. 249; Barn. Ch. 54; 5 Madd. 
3373 88 I. R. 430, Ta. C. 

Annotations :—- Distd. Hodsell v. Bussell (1739), 9 Mod. Rep. 
236. Apld. Tratford v. Trafford (1746), 3 Atk. 347. Distd. 
Wyth v. Blackman (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 196; Bridgwater 
v. Egerton (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 121. Expld. Foley v. 
Burnell (1783), 1 Bro. C. ©. 274. Dbtd.. Vaughan v. 
Gurslem_ (1790), 3 Bro. C. C. 101. Consd. Lincoln e. 
Newcastle (1806), 12 Ves. 218. Distd. Ibbetson +. Ibbet- 
bon (1840), 10 Sim. 495. Overd. Morgan v. Rowland 
vere 13 L. T. O. S..4; Scarsdale v. Curzon (1860), 1 
John. & H. 40. Consd. Shelley v. Shelley (1868), L. R. 
6 Hq. 540; Harrington v. Harrington (1871), L. R. 5 
H. lL. 87. Refd. Browncker v. Bagot (1816), 19 Ves. 
574; Re Harcourt, Portman v. Portinan (1921), 37 
T. L. R. 905. 

7976. -}—(1) Devise of real & personal 
estate in trust for A. for life ; afterwards for B. 
for life; & afterwards for the heirs of his body ; 
afterward for the other sons of A. successively in 
tail; taking testator’s name; then to the 
daughters in tail; for want of such issue to con- 


























vey to C. in fee. B. is entitled to a conveyance in 

tail of the real & to the absolute property of the 

personal. The intent being at least doubtful, the 
legal operation of the words cannot be taken away, 

& as to the personal, it vested absolutely by such 

limitation, whether so intended or not. 

I am not in a ct. of equity to over rule the legal 
construction of the limitation unless the intent 
of testator or author of the trust appears by 
declaration plain ; that is, not saying it in so many 
words, but plain expression or necessary implica- 
tion of his intent, which is the same thing (LORD 
HARDWICKE, C.). 

(2) A gift of personal estate to one for life, & 
heirs of his body ; that must vest the property of 
the money in him whether testator meant it or 
not unless there was something to warrant the ct. 
to lay it out in land (LoRD HARDWICKE, C.).— 
GARTH v. BALDWIN (1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 646; 28 
K. Qh. 412, L. C. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Sayer v. Masterman (1756), 
Amb. 344. Apld. Le Rousseau v. Rede (1761), 2 Eden, 1 ; 
Jones v. Morgan (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 206. Consd. Chol- 
moudeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 1. Folld. 
Vermlam v. Bathurst (1843), 13 Sim. 374. Generally, 
Refd. Thong v. Bedford (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 313; Lyon 
vw. Mitchell (1816), 1 Madd. 467; Jervoise »v. Northumber- 


land (1820), 1 Juc. & W. 559; Ite Jeatfreson’s Trusts 
(1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 276. 


7977. -——.|—Bequest of personalty to A. for 
life, & after A.’s decease to the heirs male of A.’s 
body lawfully begotten, for ever; & for want of 
such issue to B. for life, etc. A. takes the absolute 
interest, & devise over to B. is void. 

There is no doubt but that the intention ought to 
prevail, if it can be enforced without breaking in 
upon any rule of law; & this resolves itself into 
a question of construction; but the rule, that 
words which would give an estate tail in a free- 
hold, are to be considered, in the case of chattels, 
as giving the thing absolutely; for that no 
chattels can be limited over after a dying without 
issue ; this rule is too strong to be got over, & the 
several cases that have been cited to the contrary 
plainly depended upon particular words or cir- 
cumstances (SEWELL, M.R.).—TOTHILL v. PITT 
(1766), 1 Madd. 488; 56 I. R.179; revsd (1770), 
2 Dick. 431; restored, sub nom. CHATHAM (EARL) 
wv. "LOTHILL (1771), 7 Bro. Parl. Cas. 453, Th. L. 
Annotations :—-Apld. Glover v. Strothoff (1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 

33. Distd. Jacobs v. Amyatt (1794), 4 Bro. C. C. 542. 

Consd. Chandless v. Price (1796), 3 Ves. 99; Lyon v. 

Mitchell (1816), 1 Madd. 467. Apld. Brouncker v. Bagot 

(1816), 1 Mer. 271; Britton v. Twining (1817), 3 Mer. 

176. Distd. Er p. Wyneh (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 188. 

Refd. Proctor v. Bath & Wells (Bp.) (1794), 2 Hy. BL. 

358: Stonor v. Curwen (1832), 5 Sim. 264. 

7978. .|— Devise of personalty to B. & the 
lawful heirs of his body, if he should have any, but 
if he should die without lawful heirs, £1,000 to 
Lady S. & £500 to C. the contingencies too remote. 
—-A.-G. 1. Hirp (1782), 1 Bro. ©. C. 170; 28 E.R. 
1060, L. C. 

7979. _ -Devise of all the rest, residue, & 
remainder of estate, both real & personal, unto A. 
to be placed at interest until her age of twenty- 
one years, or day of marriage, & then the whole 
thereof, together with the interest accumulated 
thereon, to be paid to her, to & for her use, during 
her natural life, & from & immediately after her 
decease unto the heirs of her body lawfully be- 
gotten. equally to be divided between them, 
share & share alike, & in default of such issue, or 
of the death of A. before her age of twenty-one, 
or day of marriage, then unto her, testatrix’s 
brother, is an estate for hfe in A.—JACOBS v, 
AMYATT (1794), 4 Bro. C. C. 542 ; 1 Madd. 376, n. ; 
13 Ves. 479, n.; 29 E. R. 1082, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Stonor v. Curwen (1832), 5 Sim. 264. 
Refd. Lyon v. Mitchell (1816), 1 Madd. 467 ; Montgomery 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 6, 
B. (b) tit., iv., ve & 

v. Montgomery (1845), 3 Jo. & Lat. 47: Woodhouse vt. 

Herrick (1855),1 K.& J. 352. Mentd. Beresford ». Holson 

(1816), 1 Madd. 362 ; Coster v. Coster (1839), 9 Sim. 597 ; 

Wilkinson v. Charlesworth (1847), 10 Beav. Sod. 

7980. -]— Under a bequest of term of years 
“to A. & the heirs of his body, & to their heirs & 
assigns for ever, but in default of such issue, then 
after his decease to B. & his heirs,’’ the limitation 
over to B. is good by way of executory devise. 

If personal property be so limited that, if it 
were an estate of inheritance, it would give an 
estate tail, the absolute interest vests in the first 
taker. But if the limitation be with a double 
aspect to A. & to the issue of his body, if there be 
any such issue living at his death, if not, then over, 
it is a good Jimitation (LorRp KENyon, C.J.).— 
WILKINSON v, SOUTH (1798), 7 Term Rep. 555; 101 
E. R. 1129. 


Annotations :--Consd. Gawler v. Cadby (1821), Jac. 346. 
Distd. Kinch v. Ward (1825), 2 Sim. & St. 409. Refd. 
Cadell v. Paliner (1833), 10 Bing. 140; Garratt r. Cockerell 
(1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 494; Pye v. Linwood (1842), 6 


Jur. 618. 

7981. ——.]—(1) Devise & bequest to A. & the 
heirs of his body with a limitation over if he has 
no such heirs. An estate tail in the real estate ; 
an absolute interest in the personal. 

(2) A simple bequest of a legacy or a residue of 
personal property to A. & B. without more is a 
joint tenancy ; & it is upon the other side to show 
from some part of the context, applying to that 
bequest, that the words are not to have their legal 
operation (LORD ELpon, C.).—CROOKE v. DE 
VANDES (1803), # Ves. 197: 32 E.R. 577, 1. CL; 
subsequent proceedings (1805), 11 Ves. 330, L. C. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Elton v. Eason (1812), 19 

Ves. 73. Consd. Montagu v. Nucella (1826), 1 Russ. 165. 

Refd. Campbell v. Harding (1831), 2 Ituss. & M. 390. 

As to (2) Distd. Booth «. Alington (1857), 3 Jur. N.S. 835; 

Re Gardner, Kllis v. Klis, [1924] 2 Ch. 243. Generally, 

Refd. Boys vr. Murgan (1838), 3 My. & Cr. 661; Doe d. 

Cadogan vv. Ewart (1838), 7 Ad. & El. 636; Hagger ». 

Payne (1857), 23 Beav. 474. Mentd. Edwards v. Tuck 

(1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 523. 

7982. ———.]—Legacics to C. “ & to the heir of 
his body’; to M. ‘‘ to be secured to her & the 
heirs of her body’; to F. ‘ & to her issue,”’ are 
absolute legacies : but on a legacy to S. “ & to her 
heirs ’’ (say children), it was held that S. was only 
entitled for life-—CRAWFORD v. TROTTER (1819), 
4 Madd. 361; 56 E. R. 738. 

Annotations :—Consd. Appleton v. Rowley (1869), L. R. 8 
Eq. 139. Refd. Holloway o. Colher (1853), 1 W. R. 266; 
Audsley v. Horn (1858), 26 Beav. 195. 

7983. .|—-A bequest of personalty to A. & 
the heu's of his body, or to A. & the heirs of his 
body in equal proportions, prima facie, & in 
the absence of indications to the contrary in the 
will, gives A. an absolute interest. 

A will bequeathed “to W. & to the heirs of his 
body in equal proportions’’ the interest of 
testator’s residuary personal estate, “ & in the 
event of W. dying during the life of S. without 
leaving heirs of his body,” the interest of the 
residuary estate was given to S. for life; then “ at 
the decease of S., W., & the heirs of his body,” 
the residuary estate & interest were directed to bo 
accumnulated for a hospital :—Held: W. took an 
absolute interest in the residuary estate.—Re 
BaRkEk’s Trusts (1883), 52 L. J. Ch. 565; 48 
L. T. 573. 

7984. Express gift of life interest.]---A, 
devises real & personal estate to B. for life, with 
remainder to the heirs of her body ; this limitation 
over is void as to the personal estate, & B. shall 
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take it absolutely.—STRATTON v. PAYNE (1726), 
8 Bro. Parl. Cas. 99; 1 HB. HK. 1203, H. L. 
Annotations :—Consd. Read v. Snell (1743), 2 Atk. 642 ; 

Vorulam v. Bathurst (1843), 13 Sim. 374, Refd. Campbell 

wv. Harding (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 390. Mentd. Sheffield v. 

Buckinghamshire (1739), 1 Atk. 628. 

7985. -—— ——.]—Devise of £400 to be put 
out on good security for B. that he may have the 
interest for his life & for the heirs of his body ; 
if he die without issue, then over. The whole pro- 
perty vests in the first taker & the limitation too 
remote.—-BUTTERFIELD v. BUTTERTIELD (1748), 
1 Ves. Sen. 183, 154; 27 Ih. BR. 938, 952, L. C. 
Annotations :—-Apld. Glover v. Strothoff (1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 

33. Consd. Lyon v. Mitchell (1816), 1 Madd. 467. Mentd. 

Proctor v. Bath & Wells (Bp.) (1794), 2 Hy. Bl. 358. 

7986. jJ—Trust of a chattel real for S. 
for life, & immediately after her death for the 
“heirs of her body,” with limitations over. The 
whole interest vested in S.—THEEBRIDGE — v. 
KILBURNE (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 233; 28 E. R. 150, 
b.. 

Annotations :—Folld. Vernlam v. Bathurst (1843), 13 Sim. 


374. Refd. Lyon v. Mitchell (1816), 1 Madd. 467 ; Camp- 
bell v. Harding (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 390. 


7987. .|—A. by will gives the dividends 
on his Bank stock, Exchequer Orders, & other 
parts of his personal estate to B. for life, & after 
B.’s decease he gives the Bank stock, etc., to the 
heirs male of B.’s body lawfully begotten, for ever ; 
& for want of such issue to C. for life, etc., B. takes 
the absolute interest, & the devise over to C. is 
void ; for where the words of a will could give an 
express estate tail in a freehold, the same words 
applied to personal estate will give the whole 
interest, & as by a devise of rents & profits lands 
will pass, by the samg rule a devise of the dividends 
is of equal import to that of the stock itself.— 
CHATHAM (IARL) v. Toruitn. (1771), 7 Bro. Parl. 
Cas. 453; 3 E.R. 295, H. 1.3 affg. S.C. sub none. 
Tornin v. Pirr (1770), 2 Dick. 431. 

Annotations :—Apld. Glover ve. Strothoff (1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 
33. Distd. Jacobs vo. Amyatt (1794), 4 Bro. C. C. 542. 
Consd. Chandless ». Price (1796), 3 Ver. 99. Apld. 
Brouncker v. Bagot (1816), l Mer, 271; Lyon wv. Mitchell 
(1816), 1 Madd, 467. Folld. Britton +. Twining (1817), 3 
Mer. 176. Distd. Aur py. Wynch (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 


188. Refd. Proctor v. Bath & Welly (Bp.) 1794), 2 Hy. BL 
358; Stonor v. Curwen (1832), 5 Sim, 264. 


7988. - . - -----.]—Interest of asum givento A. 
for life, at his death to devolve to the heir of his 
body, with remainder over, vests the principal sum 
absolutely in A.—-ROBINSON v. FITZHERBELRYT 
(1786), 2 Bro. ©. C. 127; 20 BR. 74, 

7989. -J|—Residuary trust by will to 
apply the rents & profits for A. during his life & 
afterwards for the heirs of his body, if any, & in 
default of such issue over, an estate tail in the real 
estate ; & the absolute interest in the personal. 

It is clearly settled, that a bequest of personal 
property to a man for life, & afterwards to the heirs 
of his body, is an absolute bequest to the first 
taker. Whatever disposition would amount to 
an estate tail in land, gives the whole interested 
personal property ; which is incapable of being 
entailed (GRANT, M.R.).—ELTON v. BASON (1812), 
10 Ves. 73; 34 E.R. 446. 

Annotations :-—-Distd. Ez p. Wynch (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 

188. Refd. He Jeuffreson’s Trusts (1866), L. R. 2 rg. 


276; Wingficld v. Wingfield (1878), 2 Ch. . 658. Ment 
Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 Ad. & El. 6386. 


7990. -——- -——-—.]—-Testator by his will devises 
his real estates to A. for life, without impeachment, 
etc., with remainder to trustees to preserve, etc., 
with remainder to the heirs of the body of A. By 
codicil, reciting the after-purchase of a leasehold 
estate, he devises the same to the trustees named in 
his will, ‘‘ for such estate & estates, & in such 
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manner & form,’ as his real estates were given by 
his will. A., taking an estate tail in the real estates 
under the will, held entitled to the absolute interest, 
in the leasehold bequeathed by the codicil.— 
BROUNCKER v. Baaor (1816), 1 Mer. 271; 35 
E. R. 675; sub nom. BROWNCKER v. BaGcot, 19 
Ves. 574. 


Annotations :—Consd. Graham v. Stewart (1855), 26 L. T. 
O. 8. 29. Refd. Lyon v. Mitchell (1816), 1 Mudd. 467. 


7991. -|—Testator directs £20,000 
which he has inthe 4 per cents. to be firmly fixed, 
there to remain during the life of his wife, for her 
to receive the interest ; & after her death to be in 
the same manner firmly fixed on the infant W. ‘‘ to 
be so secured that he may only receive the interest 
during his life; &, after his decease, to the heir 
male of his body, & so on in succession to the 
heir-at-law, male or female’’?; with a direction 
that the principal sum is never to be broken into, 
but the interest only to be received, ‘‘ his intent 
being that there should always be the interest, to 
support the ‘“‘ name of Cobb as a private gentle- 
man.’’ ‘Though the intention be manifest to give 
only a life interest to W., yet there being nothing 
to show that the word ‘ heir inale’”’ was not used 
in a strict technical sense :--Held : W. took the 
absolute interest, the words being such as would 
create an estate tail of freehold property. Secus, 
if the words “ for life’’ had been added to the 
words “‘ heir male,” in which case the latter words 
might have been construed to be a mere desiynatio 
personce.—BRITTON v. TWINING (1817), 3 Mer. 
176; 36 KE. QR. 68. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Smith v. Frederick (1826), 1 Russ. 
174; Shelton v. Watson (1849), 18 L. J. Ch. 223; Ha p. 
Wyuch (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 188. 

7992. ~———.]—Devise of freeholds & lease- 
holds to A. for life, & after his decease to the heirs 
of his body, their heirs, exors., etc., gives A. an 
estate tail in the former, & the absolute intcrest 
in the latter.—ICincu uv. Warp (1825), 2 Sim. & St. 
400; 4 L. J. O. 8S. Ch. 28; 57 E. R. 402. 

7993. -I—aA devise of real & personal 
estate to a feme covert, for life, for her independent 
use & benetit, with remainder to her husband, for 
life, ** with remainder to the heirs of her body, in 
tail,”’ with remainders over; accompanied with 
a declaration, ‘‘ that all the aforesaid limitations 
were intended by testator to be in strict settle- 
ment” :—Held: subject to the husband’s life 
estate, the wife took an estate tail in the real 
estate, & an absolute interest in the personalty 
DouGLAS v. CONGREVE (1835), 1 Beav. 59; 8 
L. J. Ch. 5835 3 Jur. 120; 48 H.R. 800. 

7994. .|—Testatrix bequeathed a 
leasehold house & £8,000 stock to trustees, in 
trust to permit her daughter to receive the rents 
& interest for life for her separate use ; &, from & 
Immediately after her daughter's decease, she gave 
the rents & interest to the heirs of the body of her 
daughter lawfully begotten: but, in case her 
daughter should happen to die without leaving 
any lawful issue living at the time of her decease, 
she gave the house & the stock over :—Held: the 
daughter took the property absolutely.—VERULAM 
(HARL) v. Batiursr (1843), 13 Sim. 374; 12 
L. J. Ch. 359; 7 Jur. 295; 60 E. R. 145. 

79985. .|—Festator was possessed of 
leasehold estates; he created a term for thirty 
years, which he vested in trustees to pay debts & 
to accumulate rents until the legacies were paid, 
& then to permit his son B. to take the rents “ until 
the son of my son B., if he shall have a son, shall 
attain twenty-one,” when this son of B. was to 
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take the rents for life, ‘‘ & after his decease, to 
the heirs male of such son & the heirs male of their 
bodies.’”’ There were exactly similar provisions, 
in default of K. having children, as to the next son, 
L., & on failure of L. & his sons, then to the son of 
testator’s daughter A. B. & L. entered succes- 
sively into possession of the rents, & died without 
issue. A. had a son who attained twenty-one :— 
Held: the devise over was not void for remote- 
ness, but the rule as to freeholds applied in this 
case to leaseholds, & as in freeholds A.’s son would 
have taken an estate tail, so here he took an 
absolute interest.—WILLIAMS v. LEWIS (1859), 6 
i. L. Cas. 1018; 281. J. Ch. 505; 33. T. 0. S. 
23; 5 Jur. N.S. 328; 7 W. R. 349; 10 E. R. 
1594, LW. L.; affy. 8S. C. sub nom. LEwiIs v. HOPKINS 
(1857), 5 W. R. 248, I. C. 
Annotations :—Apld. Re Lowman, Devenish v. Pester, [1895] 
es 348. Refd. Re Jeaffreson’s Trusts (18686), L. R. 2 Eq. 


7996. ——- Gift of annuity.) — TURNER 1. 
TURNER (1783), Amb. 776; 1 Bro. C. C. 3165 27 
E. R. 497. 

Annotutions :-—Refd. Taylor v. Martindale (1841), 12 Sim. 
158; Ae Rivett-Carnac’s Will (1885), 30 Ch. D. 136. 
7997. —-— Different intention apparent from 

context—‘* Heirs ’’ construed as ‘‘ children.’’]— 

Testator gave one-third of his residue in trust for 

his sister, the interest to be paid to her during her 

life, & the principal, at her death, to go to the 
heirs of her body, share & share alike. ‘The sister 
had five children living at testator’s death :-— 

Held: from the context of the will, she took for 

life, with remainder to her children as tenants in 

common.—SYMERS v. JOBSON (1848), 16 Sim. 267 ; 

60 EB. R. 877. 

Behe -—Consd. Re Jeaffreson’s Trusts (1866), L. R. 2 
og. 276, 

7998. ——— -—— ‘‘ Heirs ’’ construed as “‘ next 
of kin.’’]—Testator gave the residue of his estate, 
consisting wholly of personalty, to trustees upon 
trust for I. for life, & after her decease, upon trust 
‘for the benefit of the heirs of the body of E., 
first to educate at their discretion the heirs, & 
lastly to pay to the heirs the residue at their 
respective ages of twenty-one, in such proportions 
as Ki. might by deed grant, or by will direct ’’ :— 
Held: upon the construction of the will, the 
objects of the power were such of the statutory 
next of kin of E. as were descended from her. 

I think upon such a gift of personal estate as 
this, the question is—not whether the construction 
of the clause, taken simply word by word, would 
vive an estate tail—but whether, regard being had 
to the whole will, considering that the property 1s 
personal & not real estate, there is an intention 
manifested that “ heirs of the body ” should be 
used in its proper sense’? (PAGE Woop, V.-C.).— 
Re JEAFFRESON'S TRustTs (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 276 ; 
35 L. J. Ch. 622; 12 Jur. N.S. 660; 14 W. BR. 759. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Barker's Trusts (1883), 48 L. T. 
573. Mentd. Champney v. Davy (1879), 11 Ch. D. 





iv. Gift to Donec and his Issue. 
Sce Sub-sect. 15, B.. post. 


v. Gift Over on Death without Issue. 
Sec Sect. 20, sub-sect. 3, J. (c), post. 


vi. Gift by Reference to Real Estate. 
See, now, Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), 
3. 130 (3). 
7999. Gift creating estate tail in realty—First 
tenant in tail takes personalty absolutely.|/—- 


SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 6.—B. (b) vi. 


719991. Gift creating estate tail in_realty—Lirst tenant in tail takes personally absolutely.)-- Re DUCKETT, PHILLPUTTS rv. 


l l. i. 110.—IR. 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 6, 
B. (b) vi.) 

Testator devised frechold estate to his brother & 
his wife for their lives; remainder to A. his 
nephew & the heirs male of his body ; & for default 
of such issue to B. in the same manner ; remainder 
over; he gave so much of the same estate as was 
leasehold to his brother & his wife for so many 
years of the term as they or the survivor should 
live; & directed, that after the decease of the 
survivor the leasehold premises, should from time 
to time be held & enjoyed, & belong to the several 
persons in succession, who should for the time being 
be entitled to the freehold, so far as the rules of 
law would admit; & gave the same direction as 
to the furniture of the mansion house. By 
codicil, reciting that he had devised the freehold 
part after failure of issue male of A. to B. in tail 
male, etc., he revoked those limitations, & after 
failure of issue male of A. devised to others; & 
repeated the disposition he had made of the 
leasehold & furniture: A. takes the leasehold 
absolutely.—ForDYcE v. FoRD (1795), 2 Ves. 536 ; 
30 BK. R. 763. 

8000. ——.- Unless’ different intention 
apparent from will.] --Testator, having devised all 
the residue of his real & personal estate to trustees, 
upon trust, within six months after his decease, to 
raise £34,000, & having out of this sum made a 
provision for the maintenance of histwo daughters, 
KH. & S., during their minorities, directed, that a 
moiety of the interest arising from it should be 
paid to each daughter, on her attaining the age of 
twenty-one or marrying, for her separate use, 
during a term of ninety-nine years, if she so long 
lived ; & that in case either of them died, leaving 
no child, or issue of a child, the whole of the interest 
should be paid to the survivor, for her separate 
use, during the remainder of the term if she so 
long lived: &, subject to these & some contingent 
gifts. which never took effect, he bequeathed the 
£34,000 to his trustees upon trust, after the decease 
of his daughters, for such person or persons as 
should, under the subsequent limitations, be 
entitled to the residue of his real & personal estate. 
In these subsequent limitatons the trustees were 
directed, upon each of his daughters attaining 
twenty-one or marrying, to yield up to her a moiety 
of the residue of his real & personal estates, to 
hold the same to her & the heirs of her body, with 
remainder to the other daughter & the heirs of 
her body, remainder to his own right heirs. In 
a suit, instituted on behalf of the infant daughters, 
for the administration of testator’s estate, a decree 
was made for raising the £34,000; &, the personal 
estate proving insufficient, part of it was raised 
by the sale of portions of the real estate. After- 
wards S., with the concurrence of the heir of the 
surviving trustee, suffered a recovery of her 
molety of the lands to the use of herself in fee: 
the tenant to the praccipe being made, & the uses 
of the recovery, declared by a bargain & sale, in 
which both S. & the heir of the surviving trustee 
Were conveying parties, but which was not enrolled 
within due time. At a subsequent period E. 
suffered a recovery of her moiety of the lands. 
S. died leaving children, having received out of 
ct. the moiety of the principal of that part of the 
charge which had been raised, but without having 
taken any steps to have the remainder of it raised. 
Semble: E. & S. did not take quasi estates tail 
in the sum of £34,000. 

(1) It was argued, that, where there is a devise 
of real estate by limitations which give the devisee 
an estate tail, & there is in the same will a bequest 
of personal estate to the same person, with a direc- 
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tion that the personalty shall go in the same 
manner with the real estate, it necessarily follows, 
that the party who takes an estate tail in the real 
property takes a quasi estate tail, & consequently 
an absolute interest, in the personalty. . . . Here 
the limitations of the £34,000 are not made to 
depend on the limitations of the real estate, 
except after the death of HK. & S. .. . Therefore, 
to make the words of reference to the limitations 
of the real estate operate so as to give the daughters 

a quasi estate tail in the £34,000 would completely 

destroy the previous bequests of the will (LoRD 

GIFFORD, M.R.).—SMITH v. FREDERICK (1826), 

1 Russ. 174; 38 EK. I. 68. 

8001. If surviving tenant for life.|— 
Testator, after devising real estates to trustees, to 
the use of J. D. P. for life, remainder to his first 
& other sons in tail male, with like remainders to 
J. T. P. for life, & to his sons in tail male, & to 
several others, bequeathed real & personal chattels 
to the same trustees, to permit J. D. P. to receive 
the profits for his life ; & from his decease to permit 
each of the several other persons, to whom an 
estate for life in the real estutes was before limited, 
as each of them should become seised of real 
estates under the aforesaid limitations, to receive 
the rents & profits thereof for his & their life & 
lives respectively ; & from & after the deccase of 
the last of the tenants for life as should become 
scised in manner aforesaid, or if none of them 
should so become seised, then from the decease of 
the J. D. P., upon trust to assign & convey the 
chattels to such person or persons as should then 
become seised of the real estates under any of the 
limitations aforesaid :—Held: the chattels vested 
in an infant, grandson of J. D. P., who was tenant 
in tail of the real estates at J. D. P.’s death, & not 
in his eldest son, a prior tenant in tail, who died 
in J. D. P.’s lifetime.—Ports v. Ports (1848), 1 
Il. L. Cas. 671; 9 1h. R. 924, H. LD. 

Annotations :— Distd. Doncaster v, Doncaster (1856), 3 
K.& J. 26. Consd. Scarsdale v. Curzon (1860), 1 John. & 
H. 40. Refd. Cox 7. Sutton (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 845; 
Hogg v. Jones (1863), 32 Beav. 45; Ae Cornwallis, Corn- 
Wallis ¢«. Wykeham-Martin (1886), 32 Ch. D. 388; Jte 
Fothergill’s Estate, Price-Fothergill v. Price, (1903) 1 
Ch. 149: Re Cheshani's Trusts (1909), 25 T. L. R. 213; 
Hee Caledon, Almander v. Caledon, [1915] 1 Ch. 150; Be 
Lewis, Lusk v. Lewes, [1918] 2 Ch. 308. 

8002. Limitation ‘‘as far as rules 
of law or equity will permit.’’?]—Leaschold estates 
bequeathed, in trust to pay the rents & prolits to 
the persons for the time being entitled under the 
limitations of real estate, devised in strict settle- 
ment: with power to the trustees, at any time 
with consent of the persons so entitled, or, if 
minors, at their own discretion, to sell, & invest 
the produce in real estate to the same uses. 

The leaschold estates vest absolutely in the 
tenant in tail upon his birth; & the power is void. 

Qu. : as to the effect of a direction by will, that 
personal property shall go with a settled estate, 
as far as the rules of law & equity will permit. 
—WARE v. POLHILE (1805), 11 Ves. 257; 32 E.R. 


1087, Ll. C. 

Annotations :—Distd. Southampton v. Hertford (1813), 2 
Ves. & B. 54. Expld. Ferrand v. Wilson (1845), 4 Hare, 
344, Distd. Briggs vw. Oxford (1852), 1 De G. M. & G. 
363. Consd. Bulkeley v. Hope (1855), 1 K. & J. 482. 
Expld. Lantsbery v. Collier (1856), 2 K. & J..709. Consd. 
Taite v. Swinstead (1859), 26 Beav. 525. Reld. Burges 
v. Mawbey (1823), Turn. & FR. 167; Ibbetson v. lbbetson 
(1840), 10 Sim. 495; Dungannon v. Smith (1846), 12 

Cl. & Fin. 546; Ware v. Polhill (1852), 19 L. T. O. 3S. 198 ; 

Ware v. Egmont (1854), 4 De G. M. & G. 460; Doncaster 

v. Doncaster (1856), 3 K. & J. 26; abe A ». Jenkins 

(1857), 28 L. T. O. 8S. 362; Horton v. Smith (1858), 4 

K. & J. 624; A.-G. v. Ailcsbury (1887), 12 App. Cas. 672; 

Ite Allott, Hanmer @ Allott, [1924] 2 Ch. 498, 


8003. J]—A bequest or settle- 
ment of chattels upon the saime limitations as real 
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estate, whether immediate or by way of trust 
executed, vests them absolutely in the first tenant 
in tail at birth: & this whether the limitations 
of the chattels be expressed in extenso or created 
by reference to the limitations of the realty; & 
such reference may be effectually made either by 
declaring that the chattels are to go upon the 
limitations of the realty, or by saying that they 
are to be treated as heirlooms. 

The addition of the words “ as far as the rules 
of law or equity will permit,’”’ & the circumstances 
that the legal interest is left in executors, will not 
prevail to alter the gencral rule or make the trusts 
executory.—SCARSDALE (LORD) v. CURZON (1860), 
1 John. & H. 40; 29 L. J. Ch. 249; 3 L. T. 29; 
6 Jur. N. S. 209; 70 EK. R. 653. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Angerst. , . - 
stein, [1895] 2 Ch. 883; ortnan ag ee (1928) 2 
A. ©. 473. Refd. Hogg v. Jones (1863), 32 Heav. 45; 
Holmesdale v. West (1866), lL. R. 3 Eq. 474: Re Johnson's 
Trusts (1866), L. R. 2 Kg. 716; Clifford v. Koe (1880), 43 

I. T. 322; Re Hill, Hill v. Hill, [1902] 1 Ch. 537: Re 

Fothergill’s Estate, Price-Fothergill ». Price, {1903} 1 Ch. 


149; He Chesham’s Settlmt., Valentia 7. Cheshain, {1909] 


2 Ch. 329; Ke Parker, Parker ». Parkin, [1910] 1 Ch. 


581; Re Beresford-Hope, Aldenham v. Beresford-Hope, 
Pe ae 1 Ch. 287; Re Lewis, Busk v. Lewes, [1918] 2 Ch. 


8004. ~——..|—Testator devised his 
real & personal estates to trustees ; he desired that 
his share in a banking business should be offered 
to his second nephew, &, in case of non-acceptance 
by him, to the brothers of that nephew, according 
to priority of birth. lle directed his trustees to 
stand possessed of his estates for the use of the 
nephew, so accepting, for life, with remainder to 
the first & other sons of such accepting nephew in 
tail, & he bequeathed his personal property on 
the same trusts as were directed concerinng his 
real estate, ‘‘ or as near thereto as the rules of law 
& equity will permit: ‘She added a proviso that 
the personal estate should not vest absolutely in 
any tenant in tail unless such person should attain 
twenty-one. The nephew did accept, & died 
leaving a son, who became first tenant in tail, 
by purchase of the real estates :—Held: (1) the 
bequest not being executory, the words, ‘‘ so near 
thereto as the rules of law. & equity will permit,” 
did not affect its construction ; (2) the gift of the 
personalty was not. one void for remoteness, as & 
gift to such tenant in tail who should live to attain 
twenty-one, but was a gift to tenants in tail by 
purchase only, & the first person who bore the 
character of tenant in tail of the real estate 
by purchase, took an absolute interest in the 
personalty.—CHRISTIE v, GOSLING (1866), I. KR. 1 








WY. L. 279; 35 L. J. Ch. 667; 15 L. T. 40, HW. Ls: 


affg. S. C. sub nom. GOSLING v. GOSLING (1862), I 

De G. J. & Sm. 1,7. C. 

Annotations :--—.18 to (1) Apld. Portman v. Portman, [1922] 
2 A. (. 473. Aa to (2) Distd. Harrington v. Harrington 
(1871), L. R. & HH. I. 87. a Martelli ¢«. Holloway 
(1872), L. R. 5 H. L. 532. Distd. Re Atkinson, Atkinson 
v. Atkinson, [1916] 1Ch. 91. Refd. Re Cresswell, Parkin 
v. Cresswell (1883), 24 Ch. D. 102: Re Fothergill’s Estate, 
Price-Fothergill +. Price, [1903] 1 Ch. 149; Re Dayrell, 
Hastic v. Dayrell, [1904] 2 Ch. 496. Generally, Mentd. 
Burnell ¢, Firth (1867), 15 W. R. 516; Burton v. Newberry 
(1875), 1 Ch. D. 234. 
8005. ——,.|—Chattels & a sum of 

£40,000 were bequeathed by testator, a domiciled 

Knglishman, upon trust, so far as the rules of law 

é& equity would permit, to allow the chattels to 

devolve as heirlooms & be enjoyed & the income 

of the fund to be received by the person or persons 
from time to time in possession or receipt of the 
rents & profits of tcestator’s entailed estates in 

Scotland, & but so that the chattels & capital of 

the fund “* should not vest absolutely in any person 

in the line of entail living at testator’s death, but 
on the death of any such person should devolve,” 
J.—VOL. XLIV. 
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as to the chattels, ‘‘ as heirlooms with the estates 

to the person next in the line of entail,’’ & as to 

the fund with the estates in like manner as if 
the sum or investments had been land in Scotland 

& part of the estates :—Held: there was no such 

absolute gift in the first instance of the chattles or 

the fund as would render the provision against 
absolute vesting void for repugnancy, & neither 
the first nor the second heir of entail each of whom 
was living at testator’s death & succeeded to the 
estates, but died without having disentailed took 
an absolute interest in either the heirlooms or the 
fund notwithstanding that by Scots law each of 
them as heir of entail took the whole fee in the 
entailed estates.— Re FOWLER, FOWLER v. FOWLER, 

[1917] 2 Ch. 307; 86 L. J. Ch. 547; 1171. T. 500 ; 

33 T. L. R. 2873; on appeal, [1917] 2 Ch. p. 324, 

C. A. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Re Whitburn, Whitburn ve. Christie, 
[1923} 1 Ch. 332. Mentd. Rte Lewis, Busk v. Lewes, 
[1918] 2 Ch. 308; Portman v. Portman, [1922] 2 A. C. 473. 
8006. .|\—Testator bequeathed free- 

holds to trustees & their heirs. to the use of his 

nephew for life, remainder to the use of his first 
son in tail male, with remainders over :—Held: 
the personal estate vested absolutely in the first 

tenant in tail.—Re JouNnson's Trusts (1866), 

L. R. 2 Hq. 716; 12 Jur. N.S. 616. 

8007. .|—Testator devised & be- 
queathed real & personal estates in trust for the 
eldest’ son then living of testator’s daughter C. 
for life, remainder to his first & other sons in tail, 
with like remainder to the other sons of C., with 
divers remainders over, & an ultimate remainder 
to testator’s right heirs & next of kin. The will 
of testator then provided that such person or 
persons as should thereunder be entitled to an 
estate tail in possession in the real estate should 
not be absolutely entitled to the leasehold & 
personal estates until he, she or they respectively 
should attain the age of twenty-one years, & that 
the leasehold & personal estates should absolutely 
belong only to such person or persons as should 
first attain the age of twenty-one years, & become 
entitled to an estate tail in possession in his real 
estate under the trusts therein aforesaid, & in the 
meantime the same leasehold & personal estates 
should remain subject to the trusts thereinbefore 
declared :—Held: the tenant in tail entitled by 
purchase who first attained the age of twenty-one 
years, although in the lifetime of the tenant for 
life, was absolutely entitled, subject to his father’s 
life interest, to the leasehold & personal estates.— 
MARTELLI v. HOLLOWAY (1872), L. R. 5 H. L. 532 ; 
2 L. J. Ch. 26, H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. IOLio- 
w: Y v. WEBBER, HOLLOWAY v. HOLLOWAY (1868), 
TL. R. 6 Eq. 523. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re Fothergill’s Estate, Price-Fothergill 
*. Price, [1903] 1 Ch. 149. Consd. He Lewis, Busk v. 
Lewes, [1918) 2 Ch. 308. Refd. Tewart vr. Lawson (1874), 
43 L. J. Ch. 673; Re Parker, Parker tv. Parkin, [1910] 1 
Ch. 581; Re Atkinson, Atkinson v. Atkinson, [1916] 1 Ch. 
91: Portman vr. Portman, [1922] 2 A. CG. 473. entd. 
Re Mortimer, Gray v. Gray, [1905] 2 Ch. 502 ; Re Stamford 
& Warrington, Payne te. Grey, [1912] 1 Ch. 343. 

8008. j—Zte CRESSWELL, PARKIN v. 
CRESSWELL, No. 8025, post. 

8009. .|—Testator bequeathed certain 
chattels to trustees upon trust to permit the same 
to be enjoyed by the person for the time being ‘‘ in 
the actual possession or entitled to the receipt of 
the rents & profits’ of real estates settled by his 
will. He also bequeathed the proceeds of sale & 
conversion of bis residuary real & personal estate 
to the trustees on trust to pay the income to the 
person for the time being ‘‘ entitled to the posses- 
sion or receipt of the rents ’’ of the settled estates. 
The words ‘ entitled to the possession or receipt 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 6, 
B. (b) vi. & via.] 


of the rents”’ or their equivalents were used in 
numerous other clauses of the will, in all of which 
they necessarily referred to actual possession, 
though not so expressed :—Held: a tenant in 
tail, who predeceased the life tenant, had, subject 
to her interest, become absolutely entitled to the 
residuary ecstate, but not to the chattels.—Re 

FOTHERGILL’S ESTATE, PRICE-FOTHERGILL  »v. 

Prick, [1903] 1 Ch. 149; 72 L. J. Ch. 164; 87 

L. T. 677; 51 W. R. 203. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Lewis, Busk v. Lewes, (1918) 2 
Ch. 308. Refd. Re Chesham’s Setthnt., Valentia », 
Chesham, [1909] 2 Ch. 329; Re Parker, Parker vy. Parkin, 
[1910) 1 Ch. 581, 

8010. |—By a settlement of real 
estates made in 1877, niate, pictures, & chattels 
were assigned to trustees ‘‘ upon trust to permit 
the same to be used, held, & enjoyed with the 
mansion house aforesaid by the person who for 
the time being shall be entitled to the mansion 
house under the limitations thereof herein con- 
tained,” yet so that for the effect of transmission 
they should not vest absolutcly in any person 
thereby made tenant in tail male by purchase who 
should not attain the age of twenty-one years. 
The eldest son attained twenty-one years but 
died in the lifetime of the tenant for life. On the 
death of the tenant for life in 1907, the second son, 
an infant, claimed to be entitled to these heirlooms 
as tenant in tail male in possession :—Held: a 
question of construction, that there was sufficient 
indication of intention on the part of the settlor 
that these heirlooms should go with the mansion 
house & vest only in a tenant in tail male in 
possession, &, they vested in the second son, 
though liable to be divested in the event of his 
dying under twenty-one.—Re CHESHAM’S (LORD) 
SETTLEMENT, VALENTIA (VISCOUNT) v. CHESITAM 
(LADY), [1909] 2 Ch. 329; 78 7.. J. Ch. 692; 101 
L. 0.9: 25 T. L. R. 657, C. A. 

Annotations :-—~Distd. Re Parker, Parker +. Parkin, [1910] 
1 Ch. 581; Re Beresford-Hope, Aldenham v. Heresford- 
Hope, [1917] 1 Ch. 287: Re Lewis, Busk v. Lewes, [1918] 


2 Ch, 308. Dbtd. & Expld. Portman v. Portman, [1922] 
2 A.C. 473. Refd. Re Fowler, Fowler v. Fowler, [1917] 2 


Ch. 307. 

8011. Effect of subsequent disposition of real 
estate.|—A man devises the use of his furniture, 
etc., at B. to his wife for life, on condition of her 
residing there. He afterwards suffers a recovery 
of the estate at B. & dying without republishing 
his will, the estate descends to his heir at Jaw :— 
Held: the wife was entitled to the use of the 
furniture, etc., discharged of the condition, which 
the recovery had put out of her power to perform. 
—DARLEY vt. LANGWORTHY (1774), 3 Bro. Parl. 
Cas. 359; 1 E.R. 1869, H. L. 3 revg. S. ©. sub nom. 
DARLEY v. DARLEY (1767), Amb. 653, lh. C. 


Annotations :—Distd. Fordyce v. Ford (1795), 2 Ves. 536: 
Carrington v. Payne (1800), 5 Ves. 404. Consd. Southey 
v. Somerville (1807), 13 Ves. 486; He Gibson’s Trusts 
(1861), 2 John. & H. 656. Apld. Bridges v. Strachan 
(1878), 8 Ch. D. 558. Consd. He Towry's 8. E., Dallas 0. 
Towry (1889), 41 Ch. I). 64. Folld. Re Whitburn, Whit- 
burn wv. Christie, [1923] 1 Ch. 332. Refd. Goodright d. 
Roftfe v. Harwood (1773), Lofft, 282; Brydges v. Chandos 
(1794), 2 Ves. 417; Cave v. Holford (1798), 3 Ves. 650; 
Doe d. Lushington v. Lanudaff (1807), 2 Bos. & P. N. R. 
491; Johnson ». Johnson (1832), 1 Cr. & M. 140; Wedg- 
wood v. Denton (187)), L. R. 12 Eq. 290; Re Turton, 
Whittington v. Turton, [1926} Ch. 96. 


8012. -|—By his will dated Sept. 28, 1900, 
testator gave & bequeathed all his household 
plate, furniture, linen, china, pictures, books & 
other household effects which should at his death 
be in or about his mansion house to trustees in 
trust to permit his wife to have the use & benefit 
thereof during widowhood & afterwards in trust 














WILLS. 


‘to permit the same to be held & enjoyed as heir- 
looms by the person or persons for the time being 
entitled to the said . . . mansion house under the 
limitations herein declared & contained, or as 
nearly as the rules of law & equity will permit, 
but so that the heirlooms shall not vest absolutely 
in any person hereby made tenant in tail by pur- 
chase of the . . . mansion house unless he or she 
shall attain the age of twenty-one years.’”” Tes- 
tator then devised his estate & mansion house in 
strict settlement. In 1910, testator executed two 
voluntary deeds, as a result of which the estate 
& mansion house were settled to uses differing 
somewhat from those of the devise in the will, 
which was thereby rendered inoperative :-—H eld : 
the trusts of the chattels contained in testator's 
will were not affected or rendered inoperative by 
the dispositions by voluntary deed of the real 
estate.—Re WHITBURN, WHITBURN v. CHRISTIE, 
[1923] 1 Ch. 382; 92 L. J. Ch. 362; 129 L. T. 
449; 39 T. L. R. 170; 67 Sol. Jo. 276. 

8013. Limitation void for remoteness.]—Tcsta- 
tor bequeathed chattels to trustees, upon trust to 
permit them to be used by the person & persons 
who, for the time being, should be entitled to the 
possession of his mansion house under his marnage 
settlement or his will, until a tenant in tail of the 
age of twenty-one years should be in possession of 
his mansion house; & then the chattels were to 
belong to such tenant in tail. ‘’estator was, under 
his marriage settlement, tenant in fee, subject to 
some prior limitations, which all failed at his 
death; &, under his will, his brother became 
tenant for life, with remainder to his, the brother’s, 
eldest son in tail, & died, leaving such eldest son 
then of the age of twenty-one years :—Held:; the 
gift. of the chattels to the first tenant in tail who 
should attain twenty-one was too remote, & the 
will gave the brother’s eldest son no title to them.— 
IBRETSON v. IBBETSON (1810), 5 My. & Cr. 26: 10 
L. J. Ch. 49; 41 BF. R. 28), LC. 


Annotations :-~Apprvd, & Folld. Dungannon v. Smith (1846), 
12 Cl. & Fin. 516. Folld. Ite Atkinson, Atkinson ». 


Atkinson, (1916] 1 Ch. 91. Refd. Crosse v. Glennie (1843), 

2Y.&C. Ch. Cas, 237: Ferrand v. Wilson (1845), 4 Hare, 

344; Briggs v. Oxford (1852), 1 De G. M. & G. 363; 

Wainman v, Field (1854), Kay, 507, 

8014. j|-—Testator being entitled to leasc- 
hold premises for terms of years bequeathed them 
to trustees, on trust to permit. his grandson, B.., 
to take the profits thereof during his life, & after 
his decease to permit such person who for the 
time being would take by descent as heir male of 
the body of the said B., his grandson, to take the 
profits thereof until some such person should 
attain the age of twenty-one years, & then to 
convey the same to such person so attaining that 
age, his cxors., administrators & assigns; but if 
no such person should live to attain the age of 
twenty-one, then in trust to permit such person 
& persons successively, who for the time being 
would take by descent as heirs male of the body 
of the testator’s son, father of B., to take the 
profits of the same leasehold premises until one of 
them should attain the age of twenty-one, & then 
to convey the same to such heir male first attaining 
that age, his cxors., administrators, & assigns. 
At the death of B., the grandson, his son & heir, 
A., had attained the age of twenty-one, & entered 
into possession of the leasehold premises. Upon 
a bill filed against him by the next of kin of 
testator :—Held: A. had not a good title to the 
leascholds; the bequest to the heir male of the 
grandson attaining twenty-one was void for 
remoteness, & the next of kin of testator, at his 
death, became entitled to their distributive shares 
of the property on the death of the grandson.— 





Part XVI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


DUNGANNON (LORD) v. SMITH (1846), 12 Cl. & Fin. 
546; 10 Jur. 721; 8 E. R. 1523, H. L. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Cattlin v. Brown (1853), 11 Hare 
372. Folld. Wainman v. Field (1854), Kay, ies Distd. 
Christie v. Gosling (1866), L. R. 1 H. L. 279. Gonsd. 
Harrington v. Harrington (1871), L.R.5 H. lL. 87: Han- 
cock v. Watson, [1902] A.C.14._ Distd. Re Fane, Fune v. 
Fane, [1913] 1 Ch. 404. Folld. Re Atkinson, Atkinson v. 
Atkinson, [1916] 1 Ch. 91. Refd. Monypenny ». Dering 

1850), 9 C. B. 793; Greenwood +, Roberts (1851), 15 
eav. 92; Storrs v. Benbow (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 390 : 
Merlin v. Blagrave (1858), 25 Beav. 125: Doe d. Evers v. 
Challis (1859), 29 L. J. Q. B. 121: Holloway v. Webber, 
Holloway v. Holloway (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 523; Pearks 
v. Moselcy (1880), 5 App. Cas. 714: Re Roberts, Repington 
v. Roberts (1881), 50 L. J. Ch. 265; Re Dawson, Johnston 
v. Hill (1888), 39 Ch. 1. 155; Re Bence, Smith +. Bence, 
[1891] 3 C h. 242; Re Lowman, Devenish ». Pester (1895), 
ie Lic Te 316 ; Re Hill, Hill v. Hi, (1902] 1 Ch. $07; 
tt’s Settlmt., Hewett. v. Eldridge, {19145] 1 Ch. 

. rd v, Van Der Loeff, Burnyeat v, Van Der Loeff, 

A. C. 653; #te Deloitte, Grifliths v. Deloitte, [1926] 


8015. -——.|—Testator gave his real & personal 
estate to trustees, as to the personal estate upon 
trusts for conversion & investment & upon trust 
to pay the income thereof to the person. if any, 
who under the trusts or limitations therceinaft er 
contained should for the time being be tenant for 
life of or otherwise entitled to the possession or 
receipt of the rents & profits of his real estate 
until such real estate shall become vested in some 
person who should become adult tenant in tail 
thereof in possession, & from & after the happening 
of such last-mentioned event then as to both capital 
& income upon trust. for such last-mentioned person 
absolutely ; & as to his real estate upon trust for 
his brother during his life, & from & after his 
death upon trust for the first & every other son 
of his brother successively in remainder one after 
another according to their respective seniorities in 
tail general: - Held: the trust of the personal 
estate in favour of the person who should become 
adult tenant in tail in possession could not. be con- 
strued as applying to a tenant in tail by purchase 
only, & was therefore void for remoteness.— Re 
ATKINSON, ATKINSON 0. ATKINSON, [1916] 1 Ch. 91; 
Sol. J.Ch. 1593 114 L. bP. 443 60 Sol. Jo. 190. 

Gift of chattels to descend as heirlooms.!—-Sce 
Sub-sect. 7. post 

Interest created by settlement.j-——See SirrrLrn- 
MENTS, Vol. NI, pp 794-790, Nos. 8236-8250. 


vitn Gift of Heirlooms. 

See Law of Property Act, 1925 (e. 20), s. 130 (3), 
&. generally, REAL PrRorertry, Vol. X XXVIII... 
pp. 709, TLO, Nos. 588-550. 

8016. Chattels to devolve with realty.|—S. de- 
vised all his books, pictures & household goods to 
such male person, when he should attain twenty- 
one, who should then be entitled to the trust. in 
possession of his real estate before devised, & till 
then directed they should be kept at Dunton Hall, 
& be used in the ineantime by such male person 
residing there, declaring it to be his will & desire 
that they might go in the nature of heirlooms with 
his estate, & be used therewith as long as the laws 
of this realm would permit. The pictures, books 
& household goods ought to go as heirlooms, in 
as full a manner as the law will allow, for the 
devise here is a disposition only of the use, till 
some person who is entitled to the inheritance 
should come into possession by attaining twenty- 
one.—TRAFFORD t. TRAFFORD (1746), 8 Atk. 347 ; 
26 i. R. 1001. 

Annotations :—Overd. Dungannon v. Smith (1846), 12 Cl. & 
Fin. 546. NF. Rowland vo. Morgan (1848), 6 Hare, 463. 
Consd. Scarsdale v. Curzon (1860), 1 John. & TW. 40; 
Harrington v. Harrington (1871), L. R.5 H_L.&7. Dbtd. 
King v. George (1876), 4 Ch. 1). 435. Refd. Foley v. 
Burnell (1785), Rom. 1; Lineoln «. Newcastle (1806), 12 


Ver. 218; Savile v. Scarborough (1818), 1 Swan. 537 3 
Ibbetson v. Ibbetson (1840), 5 My. & Cr. 26. 
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8017. Right of first tenant in tail of realty.) 
—Lord F. left plate, ete., to be enjoyed as heir- 
looms, by the persons who should be in possession 
of his respective houses. A son being born, who 
was tenant in tail, subject to his father’s life 
estate, the chattels, so left, vested absolutely in 
him, & he dying, vest in his father as his repre- 
sentative.—FOoLEY v. BURNELL (1785), 4 Bro. Parl. 
Cas. 319; Rom. 1; 1 Bro. C. C. 274; 2 BE. R. 216. 


Annotations :—Apld. Lincoln v. Newcastle (1806), 12 Ves. 
218; Carr v. Erroll (1808), 14 Ves. 478; Conduitt vw. 
Soane (1844), 1 Coll. 285. Consd. Potts v. Potts (1848), 1 
H. L. Cas. 671. Apld. Doncaster v. Doncaster (1856), 3 
K. & J. 26. Distd. Scarsdale ». Curzon (1860), 1 John. & 
H. 40. Folld. Re Johnson’s Trusts (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 
716. Distd. Re Angerstein, Angerstein v. Angerstein, 
[1895] 2 Ch. 883. pld. Re Beresford-Hope, Aldenham 
v. Beresford-Hope, [1917] 1 Ch..287 ; Re Fowler, Fowler 
. Fowler, [1917] 2 Ch. 307. Folld. Re Lewis, Busk ». 
Lewes, [1918] 2 Ch. 308. Distd. Re Harcourt, Portman 
®. Portrnan, [1921] 2 Ch. 491. Apld. Portman v. Portman, 
(1922] 2 A.C. 473. Refd. Vaughan v. Burslem (1790), 3 
Bro. C. ©. 101; Brouncker v. Bagot (1816), 1 Mer. 271 ; 
Rowland 7, Morgan (1848), 6 Hare, 463: Hogg v. Jones 
(1863), 32 Beav. 45; Shelley v. Shelley (1868), LL. R. 6 Eq. 
540; Martelli «. Holloway (1872), L. R. 5 H. Tu. 532 ; 
Temple v. Thring (1887), 56 L. J. Ch. 767 ; Re Fothergill’s 
Estate, Price-Fothergill *. Price, [1903] 1 Ch. 149; Re 
Chesham’s SettImt., Valentia wv. Cheshain, [1909] 2 Ch. 
329; Re Parker, Parker v. Parkin, [1910] 1 Ch. 581. 
Mentd. Brandon v. Robinson (1811), 18 Ves. 429; Roch- 
ford vu. Hackman (1852), 9 Hare, 475; Cox v. Sutton 
(1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 845; Moseley 7. Cressey’s London & 
Burton Steam Cooperage Co. (1864), 35 L. J. Ch. 360; 
Ashton vv. Blackshaw (1870), 39 L. J. Ch. 205; Re Fitz- 
gerald, Surman v. Fitzgerald (1904), 73 L. J. Ch. 436. 


8018. — .|—Chattels directed to go as 
heirlooms with an estate, ‘as far as the rules of 
law & equity will permit,’ vest in the first tenant 
in tail who comes into esse.—VAUGHAN v BURSLEM 
(1790), 3 Bro. ©. C. 101: 29 18. R434. 
annotations :-—Consd. Lincoln v. Neweastle (1806), 12 Ves, 











218. Folld. Carr ». Erroll (1808), 14 Ves. 478. Consd. 
Doncaster » Doneaster (1856). 3 K. & J. 26. Refd. 
Brouneker ». Bagot (1816), 1 Mer. 271: Rowland ». 


Morgan (1818), 6 Hare, 463: Cox ec. Sutton (1856), 25 
L. J. Ch. 845; Searsdale «. Curzon (1860), | John. & H. 
40; Hoge v. Jones (1863). 32 Beav. 45; Holmesdale v. 
West (1566), L. BR. 3 Eq. £74; Shelley ov. Shelley (1868), 
L.R.6 Eq. 510; Re Hill, Hille. Hil (1902), 71 1. J. Ch. 
417: Re Lewis, Busk e«. Lewes, [1918] 2 Ch. 308; He 
Harcourt, Portman vo Portman (1921), 37 T. Le. R. 905. 
8019. ---- ~ ---——.]— Testator directed, that all 
his plate, furniture, ete., at his mansion house 
should remain there as heirlooms ; & devised the 
same to trustees upon trust to permit the same to 
vo together with the mansion house to such persons 
as should from time to time be entitled to it for 
so long time as the rules of law & equity would 
permit , & devised his real estates to trustees to 
the use of several persons & their first & other 
sons, etc., successively in strict settlement. The 
absolute interest in the personal chattels vested 
in the first tenant in tail; & upon his death under 
age passed to his representative. -—-CARR v. HRROLU 
(Lorp) (1808), 14 Ves. 478; 388 E.R. 60-4. 


Annotations -—Refd. Rowland ev. Morgan (1848), 6 Hare, 
463: Searsdale «. Curzon (1860), 1 John. & I. 40. Mentd. 
Stanley «. Stanley (1809), 16 Ves. 491. 


8020. --—..J-——-V. by his will, bequeathed to 
trustees all his household goods, furniture, pictures, 
books, linen, ete... upon trust. to permit his wife 
to have the use of them during her life, & upon 
her death, to permit: his son A. to have the use of 
the same goods, ctc., for his life, & upon the decease 
of the survivor of his wife & son should be pos- 
sessed, etc., in trust for such person as should from 
time to time be Lord V.,it being his will that the 
goods etc., after the decease of his wife, should 
from time totimego & be held & enjoyed with the 
title of the family as far as the rules of law & 
equity would permit :—Held: the limitation over 
was void as being too remote, & the estate vested 
absolutely in the eldest son of A., grandson of 
testator, who was living at the date of his death. 


3 P 2 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 6, 
B. (b) vii.] 

If he attempts to create a fee tail in chattels, 
the interest vests absolutely in the first quasi 
donee in tail (per CuR.).—TOiLEMACHE v. COVEN- 
TRY (KARL) (1834), 8 Bli. N. S. 547; 2 Cl. & Fin. 
611; 5 KH. R. 1045, HT. L. 3; revsg. S. C. sub nom. 
DEERHURST (LORD) v. St. ALBAN’S (DUKE) 
(1831), 2 Russ. & M. 702, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Fournier v. Paine (1832), 3 My. & K. 
207, n.: Ibbetson v. Ibbetson (1840), 10 Sim. 495. 
Apld. Dungannon v. Smith (1846), 12 Cl. & Fin. 546, 


Consd. Snelley v. aneey (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 540: 
Montague v. Inchiquin (1875), 23 W. R. 592. Apld. Re 
Hill, Hill v. Hill, (1902] 1 Ch. 807. Refd. Rowland v. 


Morgan (1848), 2 Ph. 764; 
1 John. & H. 40; Re Roberts, Repington v. Roberts- 
Gawen (1881), 19 Ch. D. 520; Re Exmouth, Exmouth v. 
Praed (1883), 23 Ch. D. 158; Re Johnston, Cockerell v 
Essex (1884), 26 Ch. D. 538; Re Harcourt, Portman v. 
Portman, [1921] 2 Ch. 491. Mentd. Moss v. Baldock 
(1842), 11 L. J. Ch. 260; Harrington v. Harrington (1871), 
L. R. 5 H. L. 87. 


8021. -|—The Earl of A., by his will, 
reciting that he was seised of an inalienable estate 
tail, settled by Act of Parliament, & also of divers 
purchased estates, which it was his intention to 
give to his eldest son, to descend with the title, 
devised all his said purchased estates to trustees 
to the use of his eldest son for life, with remainder 
to the use of such person or persons as might be 
next entitled upon such son’s decease to the family 
settled estates, in such order & course successively 
& for such estates & subject to such powers, ectc., 
as were expressed in the Act settling the family 
estates. Testator then bequeathed to his said 
son all his gold & silver plate, pictures, etc., to 
be held as heirlooms, & directed his exors. to 
make an inventory of the same. By a codicil 
testator declared that in addition to the articles 
& things by his will made heirlooms, certain other 
specified chattels should be considered & taken 
to be heinlooms, & he thereby gave & bequeathed 
them to his exors. as heirlooms in his family, & 
directed his exors. to make an inventory of the 
same :—Held: the bequest of the specified chattels 
was direct, & they vested absolutely in the first 
taker.— HOWLAND v. MORGAN (1848), 2 Ph. 764; 
18 L. J. Ch. 78; 13 Jur. 23; 41 E. R. 1139; 
sub nom. MORGAN v. ROWLAND, 13 L. T. O. S. 4, 
L. ¢ 


Scarsdale v. Curzon (1860) 








Annotations :—Consd. Shelley v. Shelley (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 
540. Apld. Re Johnston, Cockerel) v. Essex (1884), 26 
Ch. D. 538. Refd. Audsley v. Horn (1859), 1 De G. F. & J. 
226; Scarsdale v. Curzon (1860), 1 John. & H. 40; 

Holmesdale v. West (1866), L. R. 3 Eq. 474; Harrington 

v. Harrington (1871), L. R. 5 H. L. 87; Re Harcourt, 

Portman v. Portman, [1921] 2 Ch. 491, 


8022. -|—Chattels were bequeathed 
*‘in the nature of an heirloom to the person who, 
for the time being, shall be in the actual possession 
& enjoyment of my freehold estates, under the 
limitations of this my will’ :—//Ield: (1) they 
did not vest absolutely in a tenant in tail whose 
estate was defeasible, & who never came into 
possession ; (2) they did vest absolutely in the 
person who, in the events which happened, would 
have been tenant in tail in possession, if his estate 
had not been defeated by the execution of a dis- 
entailing deed. 

To destroy the right of such person to the 
chattels, his exclusion from possession of the 
freeholds must arise from some act or disposition 
of testator, & not from any foreign circumstance 
beyond testator’s control.—Hoae v. JonES (1863), 
32 Beav. 45; 1 New Rep. 222; 32 L. J. Ch. 361; 
8L. T. 816; 9 Jur. N.S. 507; 55 BE. R. 18 


Annotations :— As to (2) Distd. Re Fowler, Fowler v. Fowler 
[1917] 2 Ch. 307. Refd. Re Cresswell, Parkin v. Cresswell 
(1883), 24 Ch. D. 102; Re Parker, Parker v. Parkin, 11910) 
1 Ch. 581; Re Petres’ Settimt. Trusts, Legh v Petre, 
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[1910] 1 Ch. 290. Generally, Refd. Re Cornwallis, Corn- 
wallis v. Wykeham-Martin (1886), 32 Ch. D. 388: Re 
Trevanion, Trevanion wv. Lennox, [1910] 2 Ch 538; 
Re Caledon, Almander v. Caledon, [1915] 1 Ch. 150. 
8023. .|—A settlement made by the 

third Earl of Harrington declared the manner in 

which the mansion house & certain estates in the 
county of Derby should descend. A will of the 
settlor, made many years afterwards, gave personal 
chattels ‘‘ in trust for the person or persons who 
for the time being shall under the settlement of 
my mansion house & estates, be in the actual 
possession of the same mansion house & estates, 
to the end & intent that all & singular such 
[personal chattels] may be deemed & considered 
as heirlooms, to go along & for ever be used & 
enjoyed with the same mansion house & estates 
so far as the rules of law or equity will permit, but 
so nevertheless as that the same chattels personal 
shall not, asto the effect or purpose of transmission, 
vest absolutely in any person or persons who by 
virtue of any settlement shall or may become 
seised of or entitled to the said mansion house & 
estates for an estate of inheritance, either in 
possession or reversion, or otherwise, unless such 
person shall attain the age of twenty-one years, 
or dying under that age, shall leave issue inheritable 
under the limitations in any settlement thereof.”’ 

Testator gave his residuary personal estate to 

trustees, to convert the same into moncy, to pay 

debts, etc., & lay out the surplus in the purchase 
of real estates to be scttled to the same uses as his 

Derby estates under thesettlement. The seventh 

earl executed a disentailing deed of the estates. 

The fourth & fifth earls of Harrington were sons 

of the settlor & testator. The sixth earl was his 

grandson (being the son of the fifth earl), & he was 
also the first tenant in tail by descent; he died 
under twenty-one & without issue; he was 
succeeded by his cousin, the seventh earl, who 
was likewise a grandson of testator, and had been 
born between the date of the settlement & that 
of the will :—J/eld: the chattels had vested in the 
sixth earl, but were divested by his death under 
twenty-one, & without issne; the seventh carl 
being in actual possession of the estates under the 
settlement, & being also absolutely entitled to the 
residuary estate of the third Ear] of Harrington, 
had become entitled to the heirlooms & funds 
bequeathed by the third earl.— HARRINGTON 

(COUNTESS) v. HARRINGTON (KARL) (1871), L. R. 

5H. L. 87; 40 L. J. Ch. 716, H. I. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Hill, Hill v. Hill, {1902} 1 Ch. 807. 
Distd. J?e Dayrell, Hastic v. Dayrell, (1904) 2 Ch._ 496. 
Expld. Portman v. Portman, [1922] 2 A. C. 473. Refd. 
Re Johnston, Cockerell vr. Essex (1884), 26 Ch. D. 538 ; 
Re Fothergill’s Estate, Price-Fothergill v. Price, (1903 } 
1 Ch. 149; Le Parker, Parker v. Parkin, [1910] 1 Ch. 
581; Re Trevanton, Trevanion vr, Lennox, [1910] 2 Ch. 538. 
Mentd. Re Finch & Chew's Contract, {1903] 2 Ch. 486. 
8024. ——.]—Testator devised all his real 

estate, subject to certain settlements, to pltf., his 

eldest son, who was also residuary legatee, in tail 
male, with remainders over, & bequeathed plate, 
etc., ‘to go & remain as heirlooms together with 
my estates ’’:—Held: pltf. took only a life in- 
terest in the chattels bequeathed as heirlooms.— 

ROBINSON v. ROBINSON (1875), 33 L. T. 663. 
8025. .J—Testator by his will directed 

that his books & plate should be considered as 

heirlooms, & should pass with his real estate in the 
same manner as if they were an estate of inherit- 
ance at common law, & should so0 continue 
annexed to his real estate as long as the law would 
permit, to be inherited by the several persons who 
should succeed thereto; & he devised & be- 
queathed all his real & residuary personal estate 
to trustees upon trust for R. for life, & after the 
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decease of R. for his first & other sons successively 
in tail male, & in detault of such issue upon trust 
for Henry C., the eldest son of J., for life, & after 
his decease for his first & other sons successively 
in tail male, & in default of such issue upon trust 
for ‘‘ the next eldest son of J. who shall survive 
Henry C.”’ for life, & after his decease upon trust 
for ‘‘ the first & other sons of the body of the said 
next eldest son of J. who shall survive Henry (.”’ 
successively in tail male, & in default of such issue 
upon trust for his, testator’s, own right heirs. 

R. & Henry C. died without having married. 
J. died in testator’s lifetime. George was the 
next eldest son of J., who survived Henry. F. 
was the eldest son of George, & the first tenant in 
tail under the settlement, & he died an infant in 
the lifetime of R. & otf Henry C. :—Held : notwith- 
standing the death of F. before it could be known 
whether his father would survive Henry (C., or 
whether there would be any issue male either of 
R. or Henry C., the heirlooms & residuary per- 
sonalty vested absolutely in the legal persona! 
representative of F. 

The testator directed that they should so con 
tinue annexed to his said real estate as long as 
the law would permit, to be inherited by the 
several persons who should succeed to bis said 
real estate in the manner thereinbefore mentioned, 
& then follow the limitations of the real estate to 
which I have referred. This would entitle the 
first tenant in tail by purchase to the heirlooms 
absolutely (Kay, J.).—Re CRESSWELL, PARKIN v. 
CRESSWELL (1883), 24 Ch. D. 102; 52 L. J. Ch. 
7908; 49 T.. T. 590. 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Parker, Parker v. Parkin, [1910] 1 
Ch. 581. 


8026. .|—Chattels bequeathed as heir- 
looms upon trust to go along with & be enjoyed 
by the person for the time being entitled under a 
settlement to the “ actual’’ possession of settled 
real estate do not vest absolutely in a tenant in 
tail of the real estate who dies in the lfetime of 
the tenant for life.—/te ANGERSTEIN, ANGERSTEIN 
v. ANGERSTEIN, [1895] 2 Ch. 883; 65 1. J. Ch. 57 ; 
73 L. PT. 500; 44 W. R. 152. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re Fothergill’s Estute, Price-Fother- 
gill wv. Price, (1903) 1 Ch. 149. Refd. Re Parker, Parker 
v. Parkin, [1910] 1 Ch. 581; Jee Lewis’s Will Trusts, Busk 
wv. Lewis (1918), &7 L. J. Ch. 652. 


8027. |—fte FOTHERGILL’S EsSTATs, 
PRICE-FOTHERGILL 1. PRICE, No. 8009, ante. 

8028. -—-— |—F. was legal tenant for life 
in possession of a mansion house under a will, which 
limited the mansion house in remainder to his first 
& other sons in tail, & bequeathed certain pictures 
as heirlooms, to pass with the house in the same 
manner as if they were land or other real property 
appendant or appurtenant thereto, & to continue 
annexed to the house as long as the law would 
permit, & be inherited or enjoyed by the several 

ersons who should succeed to the house under or 

y virtue of the limitations contained in the will. 
The eldest: son of E. died in his lifetime, an infant 
& unmarried, but FE. had two other sons, one of 
whom had attained twenty-one :—Zleld: FH. as 
next of kin of the deceased son, was entitled abso- 
lutely to the chattels settled as heirlooms.—le 
PARKER, PARKER v. PARKIN, [1910] 1 Ch. 581; 
79 L. J. Ch. 161; 101 L. T. 948. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Beresford-Hope, Aldenham  v. 
Beresford-Hope, [1917] 1 Ch. 287; Re Lewis, Busk v. 
Lewes, {1918} 2 Ch. 308; Portman v. Portman, [1922] 2 
A. C. 473. 


8029. ——.]|—- Re 
FOw Ler, No. 8005, ante. ; 
8030. jatar bequeathed certain 
chattels ‘‘in trust to permit the same to go & be 
held as far as the rules of law & equity will admit ” 




















FOWLER, FOWLER v. 











949 


with the B. estate as heirlooms for the benefit 
of the person entitled thereto under the limitations 
of that estate, & so that none of the chattels should 
for the purposes of transmission vest absolutely 
in any tenant in tail male or in tail by purchase 
of the B. estate who should not attain the age of 
twenty-one years. He also bequeathed other 
chattels ‘‘ upon such trusts & subject to such 
powers as, having regard to the nature thereof 
& so far as the rules of law & equity will permit, 
will best correspond with the uses, trusts, & 
powers limited & declared of & concerning the B. 
estate, yet so nevertheless that none of the same 
chattels shall for the purposes of transmission vest 
absolutely in any tenant in tail by purchase who 
shall not attain the age of twenty-one years.”’ 
The B. estate was limited to uses by which in the 
events which had happened P., testator’s elder 
son, became tenant for life with remainder to his 
sons in tail male with remainder to C., the younger 
son in tail male. DP. had no male issue. C. died 
in L.’s lifetime, having attained twenty-one years, 
but without disentailing the B. estate or the 
chattels, leaving one son H., & having by his will 
appointed his widow, J., extrix. & universal 
legatee. H. became tenant in tail male in pos- 
session, attained twenty-one years, & disentailed 
the LB. estate & the chattels :—Held: the first set 
of chattels vested in C. as tenant in tail male in 
remainder & passed under his will to J. & as 
regards the second set of chattels the trust was 
executory & must be executed by the ct.—Re 
BERESFORD-HOPE, ALDENHAM v. BERESFORD- 
oe [1917] 1 Ch. 287, 86 L. J. Ch. 182; 116 
wh. 19: 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Lewis, Busk ». Lewes, [1918] 2 Ch. 
308. Refd. Portman v. Portinan, [1922] 2 A. C. 473; 
Pole v. Pole, Munday Pole v. Pole, Martin v. Pole, [1924] 


1 Ch. 156. 

8031. |—By a will of 1844, testator, 
having devised his real estates in strict settlement, 
bequeathed all the chattels “cin & about my 
mansion house, called Llanairon at the time of my 
decease "’ to his trustees upon trust to permit the 
same from time to time ‘to go & be held & 
enjoyed with the mansion house so far as the 
rules of law & equity will permit ’”’ by the persons 
for the time being ‘‘ entitled to the possession of 
my real estates.’”? This was followed by a clause 
precluding the chattels from vesting absolutely in 
any tenant in tail by purchase unless he attained 
twenty-one, but entitling him to the use & benefit 
thereof during minority :—Held: the vesting of 
the chattels was not postponed until actual pos- 
session of the real estates, but they had vested 
absolutely in the first tenant in tail by purchase 
on his attaining twenty-one, although only a 
remainderman & never in actual possession.—fe 
LEwIs, Busk v. Lewes, [1918] 2 Ch. 308; 87 
L. J. Ch. 652; 119 L. T. 564; 63 Sol. Jo. 11. 
er -—Refd. Portman v. Portman, [1922] 2 A. C. 


8032. -—— -|—By her will dated in 1872 
testatiix, who died in 1877, devised an estate & 
mansion house to trustees upon trust for her niece 
for life, with remainder to the first son of her 
niece born in testatrix’s lifetime who should not 
be entitled to a certain barony for life, with re- 
mainder to his sons & in default of sons his 
daughters severally & successively according to 
seniority in tail, with remainder in trust for every 
other son of the niece born in testatrix’s lifetime, 
other than a son entitled to the barony & the issue 
of every such son, so that everg such son should 
take an estate for life with remainder to his sons 
& in default of sons his daughters severally & 
successively according to seniority in tail, with 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 6, 
B. (b) vit.; sub-sect. 7, A. (a).] 


remainder to every son of her niece born after the 
death of testatrix severally & successively accord- 
ing to seniority in tail, with remainders over. The 
will also contained a shifting clause providing 
that, if any son or remoter issue of the niece 
should succeed to the barony after becoming 
entitled in possession to the estate, then the trust 
declared for the benefit of the son or remoter 
issue 80 becoming entitled & of his issue male & 
female should cease & determine & the estate go 
over as if he were dead without issue of his 
body. 

By his will dated in 1874 testatrix’s husband, 
who died in 1880, settled chattels ‘‘ to go & be 
held so far as the rules of law & equity will permit. 
with the mansion house ... as heirlooms, & to 
be held & enjoyed accordingly in succession by the 
several persons who shall be respectively entitled 
for the time being to hold & enjoy the mansion 
house,”’ & other chattels ‘‘ to go as heirlooms so 
far as the rules of law & equity will permit ”? with 
the estate. 

On the death of testator’s niece in 1899 her 
second son succeeded to the estate & mansion 
house as tenant for life, & he had a daughter born 
in 1903 who thereupon became tenant in tail in 
remainder. In 1919 he succeeded to the barony 
& the estate & mansion house then passed by virtue 
of the shifting clause to the third son for life with 
remainder to his eldest son in tail :-—Held: the 
shifting clause was vold as regards the chattels 
by reason of its transgressing the rule against per- 
petuities, & the use, in the settlement of the 
chattels, of the words ‘so far as the rules of law 
& equity will permit’? did not avail or prevent 
this ; therefore, the chattels had vested absolutely 
in the daughter as tenant in tail in remainder at 
birth, subject to being divested by the birth of a 
brother, there being nothing in the settlement of 
the chattels to postpone vesting until actual pos- 
session of the estate & mansion house.— PORTMAN 
vt. PORTMAN (VISCOUNT), [1922] 2 A. C. 47335 O91 
L. J. Ch. 708; 128 L. T. 1205 38 T. L. R. 887, 
H. L.; affg. S.C. sub nom. Re Warcourt, Porr- 
MAN v. PORTMAN, [1921] 2 Ch. 491, C. uA. 
Annotations :--Consd. Pole v. Pole, Mundy Pole v. Pole. 

Martin v. Vole, (1924) 1 Ch. 156. Apld. /te Price, [1928] 1 

Ch. 579. 

8033. Gift over on contingency -~Right of 
representative of remainderman.]-—Testatrix pave 
the HL. estate to A. in fec, with a shifting clause to 
D. in fee if A. should become possessed of the K. 
estate ; & gave certain household goods as heir- 
Jooms to A. & the persons possessed of the Tf. 
estate under the above limitations. After the 
death of D., A. became possessed of the K. estate : 
—Held: the heirlooms belonged to the personal 
representative of D.—-CAMPBELL v. INGILBY (1856), 
21 Beav. 567; 25 LL. J. Ch. 761: 27 ££. T. O18. 51; 
2 Jur. N.S. 410; 4 W. R. 438; 52 E.R. 979; 
on appeal (1857), 1 De G. & J. 393, L. JJ. 
Annotations :—Refd. Ingilby ». Amcotts (1856), 21 Beav. 

585. Mentd. Anderson v. Abbott (1857), 23 Beav. 457: 

Willoughby t. Middleton (1862), 2 John. & H. 344; 

Brown v. Brown (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 481; Codrington v. 

Lindsay (1873), 8 Ch. App. 578. 

8034. Chattels bequeathed without reference to 
realty — Family jewels.| — (1) Jewels were be- 
queathed to testatrix’s nephew, A. “to go & be 
held as heirlooms by him & by his eldest son on 
his decease, & to go & descend to the eldest son 
of such eldest son, & so on to the eldest son of his 
descendants, as far as the rules of law or equity 
will permit ; & I request my nephew to do all in 
his power by his will or otherwise, to give effect 
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to this my wish as to these things so directed to go 
as heirlooms as aforesaid’? :—Held: a valid 
exccutory trust was created for A. for life, with 
remainder to B. (A.’s eldest son) for his life, & 
upon the death of B. in trust for B.’s eldest son, 
to be a vested interest. in him when he should 
attain twenty-one; but if le should die in B.'s 
lifetime, or after B.’s death, without having 
attained twenty-one, leaving an eldest son born 
before B.’s death, in trust for such last-mentioned 
eldest son, to be a vested interest when he should 
attain twenty-one. Subject to these limitations, 
the jewels vested in A. absolutely, & passed by his 
will. 

(2) The objection, if any. to limiting personal 
estate as heirlooms, where there is no real estate 
to guide the limitations, does not apply to the case 
of family jewels.—SHELLEY v. SHELLEY (1868), 
L. R. 6 Eq. 540; 37 L. J. Ch. 357; 16 W. R. 
10356. 

Annotations :——Asto (1) Consd. Montagu v. Inchiquin (1875), 
23 W. R. 592. Apld. Re Johnston, Cockerell v. Wssex 
(1884), 26 Ch. D. 5388. Folld. Re Beresford-Hope, Alden- 
ham . Beresford-Hope, [1917] 1 Ch. 287. Refd. Ie 
Hill, Hill » Hill, [1902] 1 Ch. 637. Generally, Refd. 
Exmouth v. Pracd (1883), 52 L. J. Ch. 420; Hill v. Till, 
[1897] 1 Q. B. 483. 


8035. Chattels to devolve with title—Right of 
holder of title at death of testator.}|—Testatrix, 
after bequeathing diamonds & china to J.., 
Baron I., declared that she made ‘“ the above 
bequest to Lord I. as head of the existing family,” 
& so far as she lawfully could directed that the said 
diamonds & china should be ‘ Deemed heirlooms 
in the family of I.. & be held & enjoyed by the 
person for the time being bearing the title of 
Baron I.’ She then made a further bequest to 
‘the said Baron 1." 1., Baron 1., died in the 
lifetime of testatrix, being succeeded in the title 
by EK. :-—Held: although the first bequest was not 
executory, L., if he had survived testatrix, would 
only have taken a life interest in the diamonds & 
china, With remainder to the person who should 
succeed him, & consequently E. was entitled to 
have the chattels delivered to him, but) without 
prejudice to the question whether he was entitled 
for life or absolutely.—MONTAGUVE tv. INCHIQULN 
(LORD) (1875), 82 TT. 427; 23 W. RR. one. 
Annotation :-—Consd. Re Johnston, Cockerell v. Kssex (1884), 

26 Ch. D. 5388. 

8036. jJ—Testatrix by a codicil to 
her will bequeathed to A. C., sixth Harl of E., & 
{o his successors, all her plate, & also gave, devised, 
& bequeathed a leasehold house to him & * to 
his successors & to be enjoyed with & to go with 
the title,’ & as to all her household furniture, 
paintings, books, china, & the whole contents of 
her house, she bequeathed the same to her trustees 
& exors. upon trust that they should in the first 
place select & set aside a collection of the best 
paintings, statuary, & china for the said Earl of 
Ih., & his successors, to be held & settled as heir- 
looms, & to go with the title,” & she authorised 
them to give to the said Earl or his successors 
any articles of furniture which they should think 
fit, & as to all the rest & residue of the contents 
of her house upon trust for her trustees to select, 
presents for her friends, & directed them to 
present any portion of the residue of the contents 
of her house to her cousins if they should think 
fit, or to sell the same, & the moneys so received 
to form part of her residuary personal estate, & 
she directed all the legacies left by her will & 
codicil to be paid free of legacy duty. 

Testatrix died possessed of considerable personal 
estate, which comprised amongst other things a 
number of articles of jewellery which were at her 
death in a box at her bankers, which jewellery had 
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been bequeathed to her. It was proved that it 

had been the practice of testatrix & also of the 

former owner to send such box for safe custody to 
the bankers when they respectively were away from 

London :—Held: the plate & leasehold house 

passed to the sixth Karl absolutely ; the words 

‘‘to be enjoyed with & to go with the title’’ not 

being sufficient in themselves to create an executory 

trust or to cut down the interest to a life estate.— 

te JOMUNSTON, COCKERELL v. ESSEX (IARL) (1884), 

26 Ch. D. 5388; 53 L. J. Ch. 645; 521. T. 44; 32 

W. RH. 634. 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Miller, Danicl v. Danicl (1889), 
61 L. T. 365. Refd. Hill v. Hill, (1897) 1 Q. B. 483; Re 
Hill, Hill v. Hill, (1902) 1 Ch. 807; Ire Finch & Chew’s 
Contract, 11903 Ch. 486; Re Zouche, Dugdale v. 
Zouche, |1919) 2 Ch. 178. Mentd. Ie Pettitt, Fluxman 
v. Pottitt (1894), 38 Sol. Jo. 531; Re Rayer, Rayer v. 
Rayer (1903), 87 L. T. 712. 

8037. .|—Testatrix bequeathed jewels 
& miniatures to her son, Viscount Hill, who sur- 
vived her, until he should die, & after his death to 
the persons who should in turn succeed to the 
title; her ‘‘intention being that the diamonds, 
miniatures, & ring shall descend as heirlooms as 
far as the rules of law & equity will permit ’’ :— 
Held: on the death of Viscount Hill, the son of 
testatrix, his successor to the viscounty became 
absolutely entitled to the jewels & miniatures.— 
Rte Winn, Winn v. Hint, [1902] 1 Ch. 537; 71 
L. J. Ch. 222; 86L. T. 146; 18 T. L. R. 267; 
affd., [1902] 1 Ch. 807, C. A. 

8038. |—Re GERARD, 
GERARD (1906), 50 Sol. Jo. 228. 

8039. Right of first holder born after death 
of testator.}—When a trust is created to secure the 
devolution of chattels as heirlooms, any limita- 
tions which are to take effect by way of post pone- 
ment or defeasance of an absolute interest are 
subject to all the rules which govern the validity 
of conditions subsequent. 

Such limitations, therefore, must be certain, 
not only in expression, but also in operation, & 
it is essential to their validity that it should be 
capable of ascertainment at any given moment 
py rsa whether the limitation has or has not taken 
e ect. 

Testator, who was a peer, bequeathed chattels 
to trustees, upon trust to permit & suffer the same 
to go & be held & enjoyed with the title so far as 
the rules of law & equity would admit, by the 
person who for the time being should be actually 
possessed of the title. in the nature of heirlooms, 
& so that no person in cxistence at the time of 
testator’s decease, or born in due time afterwards, 
& afterwards coming to the title, should have any 
other than a life interest in the same, & so that no 
person should acquire an absolute interest in the 
same till the expiration of twenty-one years after 
the decease of all such persons as should be in 
existence at the time of testator’s decease & 
afterwards attaining the title :—Held: the latter 
clause of the limitations was void for uncertainty 
in operation, & the first person born after the death 
of testator who attained the title acquired an 
absolute interest in the chattels, notwithstanding 
that there was still living a person who was alive 
at the time of testator’s death, & who was capable 
of inheriting the title —Re ExmMouTrHu (VISCOUNT), 
HXMOUTH (VISCOUNT) v. PRAED (1883), 28 Ch. D. 
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158; 62 L. J. Ch. 420; 48 L. T. 422; 31 W. R. 

545. * 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Johnston, Cockerell v. Essex (1884), 
26 Ch. D. 638. Consd. Fe Hill, Hill v. Hill, (1902) 1 Ch. 
537. Apld. Re Fowler, Fowler v. Fowler, [1917) 2 Ch. 
307. Consd. He Lanyon, Lanyon v. Lanyon, [1927] 2 Ch. 
264. Mentd. Jeffreys v. Jeffreys (1901), 84 L. T. 417; 
Re Moore, Prior v. Moore, [1901] 1 Ch. 936; Re Sand- 
brook, Noel v. Sandbrook, [1912] 2 Ch. 471. 


8040. Application of rule against perpetuities.|— 
PORTMAN v. VORTMAN (VISCOUNT), No. 8082, 
ante. 

——.]— See, also, PERPETUITIES, Vol. XXXVII., 
p. 78, Nos. 184, 185. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—GIFTS WITHOUT WORDS OF 
LIMITATION. 
A. Gifts of Real Kstate. 
(a) In General. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 28. 

8041. General rule—Gift passes fee simple.]— 
MARRET v. SLY (1658), 2 Sid. 75; 82 E. KR. 1268. 

8042. .]—Bequest of land, & of 5 per 
cent. stock & 3 per cent. stock to trustees, to apply 
a sufficient part. to the support & education of R., 
the stock to remain in testator’s name, & the 
surplus of the dividends & rents to accumulate ; 
& when R. attained twenty-one, to transfer to her 
the lands, stock, & accumulations, but if R. died 
under twenty-one, as happened to be the case, 
testator gave his lands to F., without any words 
of limitation, & his 5 per cent. stock to M., pro- 
vided they were living at the decease of R., not 
else. Pltfs. were the residuary Iegatees. R. dicd 
under twenty-one :— Held: (1) KE. took the lands 
in fee; (2) M. took the capital of the 5 per cent. 
stock.—PUWLES v. JOPLING (1831), 9 L. J. O.S. Ch. 
224. 

8043. —-—..]—J. P. being seised in fee of 
an estate called H., before his marriage with M. C., 
executed an indenture of settlement in 1770, 
whereby it was witnessed that, in consideration 
of the intended marriage between himself & M. C. 
& of the conveyance & settlement thereinafter 
made by M. C. of the estate, appurtenances, 
money, & hereditaments thereinafter mentioned, 
& of such further benefit in money, land, etc., as 
would accrue to J. P. by the marriage, & for 
settling a competent jointure for M. C. & her 
children, during her life, & for settling the free 
estate called H. belonging to J. P., & for sur- 
rendering all other moneys, etc., he, J. P., granted, 
sold, ectc., to J. S. & I. S., trustees, or either of 
them, & to thei heirs, all that freehold estate, 
right, title, etc., property, etc., of J. P., of, to, or 
out of all the estate & other premises intended to 
be released by M. C. It was then further wit- 
nessed by the deed, that, in consideration of the 
intended marriage with & jointure of M. C. & for 
settling the freehold estate & premises, together 
with other moneys, chattels. etc., J. P. has bar- 
gained, sold, etc., to J. S. & F. S. in trust for M. C. 
to the use of the first son of J. P. of the body of 
M. C. lawfully begotten, & to the heirs male of 
the son lawfully begotten. J. P. had four 
children by his wife M. C.; J., an only son, a 
lunatic. who died after his father’s death, & three 
daughters. J. P., in 1823, made his will, which 











DUFFERIN, 2 Jo. Ex. Ir. 7, 9.—IR. 
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—A. (a). Dig. 7596.—CAN. 8041 v. .J—MONTGOMERY v. 
80411. General rule—-Gift passes fee 8041 fil. —-—— --———-.]—MoIsiac vv. Moxtreommny (1845), 3 Jo. & Lat. 47. 
simple.J—BaBY v. BaBy, 1 U. C. RR. Beaton (1905), 37 8. C. R. 143.—- —IR. 
54.—CAN. CAN. 8041 vi. ——-.J—Det WET v. 
8041 ii. -+}—Dok d. STEVEN- 8041 iv. .]—MORROUGH v. BRINK, [1904] T. S, 332.—S. AF. 
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Sect. 19.— Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 7, 
A. (a) & (b), & B. & C.J 

contained the following clause: ‘‘ Also I give H., 
my estate that I now live in, to my son J., a 
lunatic.’”?’ He then bequeathed the residue of his 
property to one of his daughters :—Held: J. took 
an estate in fee simple in H. under his father’s 
will.— Dor d. PoTrow v. FRICKER (1851), 6 Exch. 
510; 20 L. J. Ex. 285; 17 L. T. O. S. 81; 155 
EB. R. 645. 

Annotation :—Refd. Burton v. White (1852), 7 Exch. 720. 


8044. —-—.]—Testator, by his will, made 
before the passing of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
devised as follows: ‘‘I give & bequeath to my 
son J. all that farm or estate I bought of B., of 
London, containing about twenty acres, situated 
at the Quinton, in the parish of H., in the county 
of S., & in the occupation of myself, my son G. & 
W.” :-—Held: the son took an estate in fee simple 
in the property.— BURTON v. WHITE (1852), 7 
Exch. 720; 22 L. J. Ex. 129; 155 E. R. 1139. 

8045. -—-.- -——- Unless contrary intention in 
will.|—WISDEN v. WISDEN, No. 8053, post. 

8046. —--- —- — -—-—.J—CRUMPE v. CRUMPE, 
No. 7869, ante. 

8047. ——-- -—- -- .|—Re SANFORD, SANFORD 
v. SANFORD, No, 8055, post. 

8048. Application of rule—-Applies to existing 
estate or interest only.|—Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
s. 28, which enacts that ‘‘ where any real estate 
shall be devised to any person without any words 
of limitation, such devise shall be construed to 
pass the fee-simple, or other the whole estate or 
interest which testator had power to dispose of,”’ 
apphes to the devise of an existing estate or 
interest, & not to an estate or interest which 
testator, by his will, creates de novo; & therefore 
a gift by will since the statute, of an annuity to A., 
without words of limitation, but which was by 
samme will charged upon real estate, is not a devise 
of a perpetual annuity or rent-charge, & is a gift 
of an annuity for life only. as it would have been 
before the statute.—NICHOLS v. TTAWKES (1853), 10 
Hare, 312; 22 I. J. Ch. 255; 20 L. T. O. S. 257; 
1W. RR. 124; 68 E.R. 958. 

8049. Gift of share---Mofety.}—Wherc 
testator being seised in fee of one moicty of a house 
devised ‘‘ my moiety of the house which my son K. 
now lives in, to my son RK.” :—Held: to pass the 
fee.— DoE d. ATKINSON v. FAWCETT (1846), 3 C. B. 
274; 151. 3.C. BP. 244; 71. T. 0. S. 283; 10 
Jur. 740; 1386 Eb. RR. 11). 


Annotation ;~-Folld. Manning v. Taylor (1866), L. R. | 
Exch. 235. 


8050. - - --- - Undivided quarter.;—- By a 
will dated before Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), testator 
who had purchased two undivided fourth parts 
of certain lands previously held in quarters devised 
to F. without words of limitation ‘‘ all my undivided 
quarter of three fields,’ describing them as then 
on lease for three lives :—Held: the devise carried 
the fee.— MANNING v. TAYLOR (1866), L. R. 1 Iexch. 
235; 4H. & C.382; 35 L. J. Ex. 145; 14 W. R. 771. 

8051. Devise of estate ‘‘ lately contracted to be 
sold ’’—-Whether equivalent to legacy of purchase- 
money.|—-KNOLLYS v. SHEPITERD (1819), cited in 
1 Jac. & W. at p. 499; 37 FE. R. 458, L. C. 
Annotations :—Consd. Wall v. Bright (1820), 1 Jac. & W. 

494. Refd. Drant 7. Vause (1842), 11 L. J. Ch. 170; 

Jimuss v. Smith (1848), 2 De G. & Sm. 722: Weeding v. 


Weeding (1861), 1 John. & HH. 424; Re Isaacs, Isaacs v. 
Reginald, [1894] 3 Ch. 506; Re Pyle, Pyle v. Pyle, [1895] 











1 Ch. 724. Mentd. lt. v. Geddington (1823), 3 Dow. & 
Ry. K. B. 403. 
8045 i. Unless contrary $045 Ii. 


intention in will.}—-CAMPBELL v. GLAS- 


Gow (1919), 27 C. L. R. 31.—AUS. I. R. 86.—IR. 


NON, SPENCE v. MARTIN, 


WILLS. 


8052. Gift of estate pur autre vie—Whether heir 
of devisee special occupant.|——-A devise, since 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 20), of an estate pur autre vie, 
without words of limitation, does not amount tu a 
designation of the devisee’s heir as special occu- 
pant, & upon his death intestate the estate 
passes to his legal personal representative under 
sect. 6 of the Act.—Re SHEPPARD, SHEPPARD Vv. 
MANNING, [1897] 2 Ch. 67; 66 L. J. Ch. 445; 76 
L. T. 756; 45 W. R. 475; 41 Sol. Jo. 461. 

Gift of income of real estate.]|—See Sect. 15, 
sub-sect. 4, A. (b), ante. 


(b) What Amounts to Contrary Intention. 


8058. Words of inheritance in other parts of 
will.|—I have next to consider, whether, there 
being no words of inheritance in the gift to the 
daughters of testator, the estate given to them is 
for life or in fee. 

I must interpret the language of this will by the 
aid of the Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), &, according to 
that Act, without words of inheritance, a fee 
simple will pass, unless a contrary intention appear 
by the will. It is said, however, that a contrary 
intention does appear here, because in other parts 
of the will words of inheritance have been used. 
My opinion is, that the daughters take as joint 
tenants in fee. 

But it is difficult to treat the case of words of 
inheritance used as to other estates & other persons, 
as manifesting a sufficient intention within the 
meaning of the Act, contrary to that which the 
Act says shall be the general interpretation as 
to every devise with reference to which a con- 
trary intention does not appear on the will (per 
('UR.).—WISDEN v. WISDEN (1854), 2 Sm. & G. 
396; 24 L. T. O. 8S. 250; 18 Jur. 1090; 2 W. R. 
616; 65 E.R. 452; subsequent proceedings (1859), 
33 L. T. O. S. 130. 

Annotation :—Mentd. I?c Scott, [1901] 1 K. B. 228. 

8054. Gift to several as joint tenants.] — 
Testator, the owner of real estate in fee, by his 
will dated in 1840, devised his freehold estate to 
his wife for her life, to his brother for life, & then 
to seven children of his brother by name “as 
joint tenants & not as tenants in common, & to 
the survivor or longest liver of them, his or her 
heirs & assigns ’’ :—Held: the devise to the seven 
children was a devise of joint life estates, with a 
contingent remainder over in fee to the survivor.— 
QUARM v. QuARM, [1892] 1 Q. B. 184; 61 TL. J. 
Q. B. 154; 66 L. T. 418; 40 W. BR. 802, D.C. 

8055. Provision for possession & power over 
estate.|—Testator, by his will, dated in 1894, 
devised certain real estate to his two sons in strict 
settlement, & also gave them certain personal 
estate. He gave the residue of his real & personal 
estate to his wife absolutely, & appointed her 
extrix. during her life & his sons exors. on her 
death. By a codicil dated in 1898, he revoked his 
will & gave all his property to his wife, ‘‘ so that 
she may have full possession of it & entire power 
& control over it, to deal with it or act with regard 
to it as she may think proper.’”’ In the event, 
however, of her not surviving him, or dying 
“without having devised or appointed ‘the 
whole or any part of his property, then he declared 
that his will should take effect as if his codicil had 
not been made & he appointed his wife executrix of 
his codicil during her life :—Held: “the wife took 
an estate for life only with a general power of 
appointment. 





e. Giftto A. & appointment as executor 
—KH state for life.}—-Do kd. FoRD v. BELL, 
6 


[1914] } 
U. C. %. 5%7.—-CAN. 


Part XVI.—ConstTRuUCTION. 


Having regard to Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 28, 
these words do not pass more than a life estate inthe 
realty comprised in the gift if a contrary intention 
appear anywhere in the codicil. I am by nomeans 
certain that such a contrary intention does not 
appear (JOYCE, J.).—He SANFORD, SANFORD v. 
SANFORD, [1901] 1 Ch. 939; 70 L. J. Ch. 591; 84 
L. T. 456. 

Annotation :—Retd. Roberts v. Thorp (1911), 56 Sol. Jo. 13. 

8056. Direction for disposition of proceeds of 
sale of estate.|—The form of gift is in the first 
place to Charles in such terms as would, if there 
were nothing more, give him the fee simple, but 
the words which direct that the proceeds, if the 
Karl of Lincoln purchases, are “to go with the 
limitations of this will,’’ make it plain that, 
whether the estates are purchased or not, the 
estates or their proceeds are to go on the limita- 
tions which are expressed with regard to the 
procecds (BUCKLEY, J.).—PELHAM-CLINTON  v. 
NEWCASTLE (DUKE), [1902] 1 Ch. 813; 69 I. J. Ch. 
875; 831. 'T. 627; 49 W.R. 12; 16 TL. R. 543; 
on appeal, [1902] 1 Ch. p. 41, C. Av; [1903] A. C. 
111, H. L. 

Words cutting down absolute gift.|— See Sect. 
19, sub-sect. 3, B., ante. 


RB. Gifts of Personal Estate. 


8057. Gift passes absolute interest-—Gift of 
leaseholds.}—Devise of a messuage by the 
termor, without declaring any estate, passes the 
whole term.—FENTON v. Fosrer (1572), 3 Dyer, 
307b; 73 E.R. 694. 

Annotation :—Folld. Gough v. Howarde (1615), 3 Bulst. 121. 








8058. -} — RAwhLiIna ve. RAWLING 
(1630), Ifet. 163; 124 Je. Re. 423. 
8059. -—-— --—.]—A term of years is devised 


to several successively for their respective lives : 
after their decease it shall revert to the exors. of 
the devisor. But if the last limitation be to C. 
generally, without saying ‘ for his life’? ; or to 
» & his assigns; orto ©., & if C. die without issue, 
remainder over to another, then the exors. of C. 
shall have it.—ANON. (1697), 1 Freem. IX. B. 272 ; 
89 Jo. R. 1953) sub nom. AYRES v. FALKLAND, | 
Lid. Raym. $25; sub nom. Eyriss vr. FAULKLAND, 
1 Salk. 231. 

8060. Gift of income of fund.]—Testator 
devised a copyhold estate to his wife, upon trust 
to sell, & invest the money in the funds; & gave 
& bequeathed the interest & dividends to her use. 
IIe also gave & bequcathed to her all his effects 
whatsoever & wheresoever for her maintenance. 
upon full trust & confidence in her justice & 
equity that at her decease she would make a 
proper distribution of what effects might be left 
in money, goods, or otherwise, to his children ; 
accounting what they had already received in 
money or effects as part of their shares. The 
widow entitled to the absolute interest in the 
eaten estate.— WILSON vv. MAgor (180d), I1 

es. 295; 32 1. R. 1066, 
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perty to trustees, in trust to invest it in securities 
at interest, for the use of his nephew, to be paid 
at such time & in such manner as the trustees 
should think fit; & when the nephew should 
attain twenty-one, that the trustees should pay 
him the amount of the interest or proceeds of the 
money come to their hands as they might think 
most for his advantage, in weekly or quarterly 
payments, for his life:—Held: the nephew took 
an absolute interest in the property.—BILLING v. 
BILLING (1832), 5 Sim. 232; 58 Ik. R. 324. 

Annotation :—Refd. Rishton v. Cobb (1839), 5 My. & Cr. 145. 

8063. .|—Testator, by a codicil to his 
will, after reciting the death of his nephew & 
nieces, to whom he had by his will given legacies, 
& that they had left children, appointed his exors. 
& trustees to be guardians of those children, & 
directed £1,500 to be invested ‘‘ for this purpose,”’ 
& that the interest arising therefrom in the mean- 
time should be applied towards their education & 
maintenance :-—-Held: the children took the 
legacy absolutely.—EVERETT v. EVERETT (1840), 
4 Jur. 718. 

8064. —-—.]—Testator directed by his will] that 
his residuary real & personal estate should, after 
the death of his widow, be ‘‘ equally divided 
amongst & settled for their own, & sole use upon 
my dear children & should they marry the husband 
to have no control over their property.”’ Testator 
left him survivng three daughters only :—Held: 
an intention to restrict the gifts to life interests 
could not be extracted from the language used by 
testator; & the daughters took their shares 
absolutely.-—Re BANNISTER, HEys-JONES v. BAN- 
NISTER (1921), 90 L. J. Ch. 415; 125 L. 'T. 54, 











C. Gifts to Trustees and Personal Representatives. 

8065. Gift to personal representatives — Of 
another person—Whether' representatives take 
beneficially or as part of estate—Gift ‘‘ for own use 
& benefit.’’?]—Testatrix gave a sum of stock to 
trustees for the separate use of her daughter for 
life, &, after her death, in trust for her exors. or 
administrators, for their own use & benefit abso- 
lutely. The daughter, who was married but lived 
separate from her husband, made a will by which 
she appointed the stock to A. & B., her exors., 
in trust, subject to the payment of her debts, 
ete., for her nephews & nieces. The wiil was not 
proved, but the husband took out administration 
to his wife :—Held: the wite had no power to 
dispose of the stock, & the husband was entitled 
to it.—-WALLIS «. ‘TAYLOR (1836), 8 Sim. 241; 
Donnelly, 162; 61. J. Ch. 68; 59 EE. BR. 96. 
.Innotation :-—Distd. Johnson v. Routh (1857), 27 L.J.Ch. 305 

8066. Gift ‘‘ absolutely.’’]— 
Srocks v. DONsSLEY (1836), 1 Keen, 325 ; 438 Is. RR. 








8067. -.|—A sum of money was 
bequeathed in trust for several tenants for life in 
succession, with remainder to such person or 
persons as one of them, who was a married woman, 
should by will appoint, & in default of such 
appointment, ‘to & for the benefit of her exors. 


8061. ——-.J—VPowLis v. Jornuina, No. 
S042, ante. 
8062. — ~.|-—Testator gave all his pro- ov 
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8060 ji. Gift passes absolule interest — 
Cift of income of fund,}]—An express gift 
of income without limitation as to 
time & without any disposition of the 
corpus carries with it the corpus.-- 
O’CALLAGHAN v. Swan (1887), 13 
V. LL. R. 676.—AUS. 

8060 ii. —-.J—- Re  Coor's 
WILL, (1913] V. L. Rt. 137.—AUS. 
8060 ili. —-——- --—-.] —Ite CHAMBERS, 


arte, ater 


CHAMBERS «. Woop (1907), 16 0. L. RR. 
62; 10 0. W. R. 1089.—CAN. 

f. --- .J—A bequest of the rents 
of house property, subject to charges, 
without words of limitation, held an 
absolute bequest of the roperty, 
subject to the charges to the bene- 
ficiuries.-—Ite CUAN, ETC. (1913), 15 
Hong Kong L. R. 74.—HONG-KONG. 


g. .}-—fte PENNEFATHER, SAVILE 
uv. SAVILE, [1896] 1 I. R. 249, 262.—IR. 


h. —---.]J— BauwkeE v. BaaGcR, [1921] 





administrators.’’ 


The lady died without 


11. HK. 213.—-IR, 
PART XVI. SECT. Pe SUB-SECT. 7. 


k. Gift to trustees.)J—Held: the 
direction to trustees to hold & retain 
the residue for behoof of testator’s 
children did not import an absolute 
gift to them, but was qualified by 
the subsequent directions.—MUIR’s 
TRUSTEES v. MUIR’S TRUSTEES (1895), 
22 hk. (Ct. of Sess.) 553; 32 Sc. L. hk. 
370; 28. L. T. 580.—SCOT. 
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C. & D.; sub-sect. 8, A.] 


making any appointment :—Held: her personal 

representative took the reversionary interest in 

the fund, not beneficially nor in trust for her next 
of kin, but as part of her estate.—A.-G. v. MALKIN 

(1846), 2 Ph. 64; 1 Coop. temp. Cott. 237; 16 

L. J. Ch. 99; 9L. T. O. S. 69; 10 Jur. 955; 41 

E. R. 866, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Morris v. Howes (1846), 16 L. J. Ch. 
121; Mackenzic v. Mackenzie (1851), 3 Mac. & G@._548. 
Folld. Long v. Watkinson noe) 17 Beav. 471. Refd. 
Fe Crawford’s Trusts (1854), 2 Drew. 2830; Re Morgan's 
Trust (1854), 2 W. R. 439; Re Seymour’sa Trusts (1459), 
28 L.J3.Ch. 765; dive Clay, Clay v. Clay (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 
648: Re Ware, Cumberlege ». Cumberlege-Ware (1890), 
45 Ch. D. 269. Mentd. Mozley v. Alston (1847), 4 Ry. & 
Can. Cas. 636; A.-G. ». Maxwell (1860), 2 L. T. 334; 
A.-G. uv. Partington (1864), 3 H. & C. 193; A.-G. v. 
Cleave (1873), 31 L. T. 86. 

8068. ~———.] —Testatrix gave £100 to 
the ‘‘ exors. or extrix.’’ of C. C. left an exor. & 
two extrixes.,” who all prodeceased testatrix : 
Held: a gift to C.'s legal personal representatives 
as part of his estate.—TRErnEWy v. LELYAR 
(1876), 4 Ch. D. 535 461. J. Ch. 125. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Re Clay, Clay ». Clay (1884), 32 W. i. 
516. Mentd. Kenton v. Wills (1877), 7 Ch. D. 33; Re 
Jones, Jones v. Culess (1878), 10 Ch. D. 40; Jee Giles 
(1886), 55 L. J. Ch. 695; Je Hall-Dare, Lo Marchant v. 
Lee Warner, {1916} 1 Ch. 272; KR. v. Income Tax Acts 
Special Purposes Comrs., Ae yp. Dr. Barnardo's Homes 
National Incorporated Assoen., [1920) 1 K. B. 468. 

8069. Of own executors.]—VTestator be- 
queathed his residue to A. & 3. whom he appointed 
extrixes. In case of the decease of A. & B., he 
bequeathed his residue to A. & B.'s exors. or 
administrators, whom he appointed his own exors. 
A. died in testator’s lifetime, having bequeathed 
all the residue of her property to testator. B. 
subsequently died, also in testator’s lifetime, 
having bequeathed the residue of her estate to 
petitioner. Petitioner claimed <A.’s moiety of 
testator’s residue, which was also claimed by 
testator’s next of kin as under an intestacy :— 
Held: testator died intestate as to A.’s moiety of 
his residue, which went to his next of kin.—Re 
VAaLbDEz’s Trusts (1888), 40 Ch. D. 159; 58 
L. J. Ch. 861; 60 L. TT. 42; 37 W. BR. 162. 

8070. - Of testator.}—Where testator made 
a general residuary devise & bequest to W. & his 
heirs for ever, & nominated him exor. & trustee, 
& added, “ but in case of the death of W. so that 
he may not be enabled to perform the duties, etc., 
I then nominate P. exor. & trustee, excepting as 
to the residuum of my estate,’ which he gave 
over :—Held: testator intended W. to take 
absolutely if he survived & acted as exor. & 
trustee, which events happened.— HoLiincs- 
WORTH v. GRASSETT (1847), 9 L. T. O. S. 490, TC. 
}—See Tixeccrors, Vol. XXITI.. 
pp. 441-447, 468-473, Nos, 5110-5168, 5877-5421. 

Gifts to trustees.|—See Trusts & TRUSTEES, 
Vol. XLITI., pp. 717-727. 

















erence atten 





D. Gifts of Annuities. 
Annuities.|—Sce RENTCHARGES & ANNUITIES, 
Vol. XX XIX., pp. 135-139, Nos. 202-336. 
Rentcharges.]—Sce RENTCHARGES & ANNUITIES, 
Vol. XXXIX., pp. 132, 138, Nos. 255-259. 


PART XVI. scene SUB-SECT. 7. 


m. Bequest of leasehold subject to 
annuily.}—Ite Mookk’s EstaTe, 19 


L. It. lr. 365.—IR. wife die leavin 


lutely to his wife with a direction that 
their children should be suitabl 
tained & educated by ber, 
then provided ‘‘ that should my said 
any of my said 


WILLS. 


SuB-sEcT. 8. —- Riaguts AND RESTRICTIONS 
ATTACHED To Girt DEFINING INTEREST 
GIVEN. - 

A. Rights of Disposition. 

8071. Whether gift absolute.|—When property 
is given to a person for life, & after his death to be 
at his disposal, without more, it 1s difficult or 
impossible to give the legatee more than a life 
interest. . . . There is nothing in the word “ dis- 
posal ’’ essentially indicating power rather than 
property, independently of the context (KNIGHT 
Bruce, V.-C.).—NOWLAN v. WALSH, NOWLAN v. 
WILDE (1851), 4 De G. & Sm. 684; 17 L. T. O.S. 
202: 64 BE. R. 967. 
rien th Pennock v. Pennock (1871), L. Kk. 13 bq. 

144, 





8072. J—There is a class of cases which is 
excluded, those where the power of disposing of the 
reversion is given in addition to life estate, where 
those interests are severed for the purpose of intro- 
ducing other estates which are distinct & separate. 
If the case were here of a gift to the son, & after 
his death to such person as he should dispose of, 
it might. be said that this would be power & not 
interest. 1 express no opinion on that ; but where 
the gift is to the son for life & after his death to his 
children, & in default. of children he should be at 
liberty to dispose of it as he should think fit, there 
is reason for giving the life estate for the purpose 
of introducing the subsequent gift to the children, 
& unless the words clearly import a power, it is 
in imy opinion an absolute interest in the son, 
which he may dispose of as he pleases (ROMILLY. 
M.R.).—Re MAXWELL’s WiLL (1857), 24 Beav. 
24635 261.3. Ch. 854; 30 L. TT. 0.8. 495; 3 Jur. 
N.S. 902 3 55 1. RR. 352. 
seta aaierae Consd. Pennock v. Pennock (1871), LL. KR. 

3 liq, : 


8073. ——-..J--KELLert v. KeLLerr, No. T7772, 
aute, 
8074, —-—— ‘At will & pleasure.’’]— ANON. 


(1553), Bro. N, C. 62.50 738 FR. 874. 

8075. —— ——~—.]— Anon. (1564), Moore, K. B. 

ats (2 Hi. 1. 188. 

Annotations :—Refd. Leefo ». Saltingston (1674), Freem. 
kK. B. 163; Thomlinson v. Dighton (1711), 1 Salk. 239. 
8076. —--— --~--.]---Devise to one for life & 

after to her issue, & if she has no Issue, power 

to dispose thereof at her will & pleasure ; the con- 
tingency of issue never happened, she took a fec.— 

GoopTitLE d, PEARSON v. OTWAY (1753), 2 Wils. 6 3 

95 E.R. 656. 
8077. ——-  ——.] — Testator, after giving 

several pecuniary Jegacies, the bequest of each 

commencing with the word ‘ item,’ devised as 
follows: ‘“ Item, 1 give & bequeath unto C. all 
that my messuage & tenement wherein T now dwell, 
with the garden & all the appurtenances thereto 
belonging; & 1 also give to C. all my household 
goods & chattels, & implements of household, 
within door & without, all for her own disposing 
free will & pleasure, immediately after my 
decease ”? :—-Held : C. took only an estate for life 

in the premises devised to her.—Dor d. ELLAM v 

WeESTLIEY (1825), 4 B. & C. 6807; 7 Dow. & Ry. 

K. B. 112; 4 1. J. O. S. K. B. 26; 107 BE. 

1209. 





dispose of the residue at the time of 
her death by will but had the effect of 
creating a substitution de residuo in 
favour of the children.—-SHEARER v. 
Hoga (1912), 46 8. C., 492,.— 


main- 
The whl 


property or rights, fo her possession CAN. 
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8071 i. Whether yift absolute.}—S., by 
his will, gave all his property abso- 


or not disposed of,’’ upon her said 
decease the same shoul 
“among our said children '' in the C 
manner apecified :—Fleld: 
vision did not empower the wife to 


“ Full power & control.j-— 
Biorr (1870), 16 Gr. 368.— 





n. 
be divided Lyon wv: 


oO 


this pro- “ 
As she sees fit d& proper.’’) 


Part XVI.—-ConstRucTION. 


8078. ‘* At pleasure.’ JENNOR & 
HARDIES CasE (1587), 1 Leon. 283; 74 BE. R. 258. 
Annotations :—Apld. Goodtitle d. Pearson v. Otway (1753), 

2 Wils. 6. Refd. Leefe v. Saltingston (1674), Freem. K. B. 

176; Mansergh v. Campbell (1858), 3 De G. & J. 232. 

8079. -]—WHISKON & CLEYTONS CASE 
(1588), 1 Leon. 156; 74 B. R. 144. 


Annotations :—Refd. Leefe v. Saltingston (1674), Freem. 
K. B. 178; Mansergh v. Campbell (1858), 3 De G. & J. 


232 
‘‘At discretion.”"|—WHISKON & 








8080. aarcemencreard 
OLEYTONS OASE (1588), 1 Leon. 156; 74 KB. R. 144. 
Annotations :—Refd. Leefo v. Sualtingston (1674), Kreem. 

roy ie 176; Mansergh v. Campboll (1858), 3 De G. & J. 

8081. ——— Right of disposition restricted to life 
of devisee.|— PERRIN v. BLAKE (1770), 1 Wim. BI. 
672 ; 4 Burr. 2579; 96 FE. R. 392; revsd. (1772), 
1 Wm. Bl. 673, n., Ex. Ch.; on appeal, sub nom. 
BLAKE v. PERRIN & VAUGHAN (1777), 35 Lords 
Journals, 18, HI. Ih. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Seale v. Barter (1801), 2 Bos. & P. 
485; Jordan v. Adams (1861), 9 C. B. N.S. 483. Refd. 
Hodgson v. Ambrose (1780), 1 Doug. K. B. 337: Doe d. 
Small v. Allen (1800), 8 Term Rep. 497; Goodtitle d. 
Sweet v. Herring (1801), 1 Kast, 264; Poole v. Poole 
(1804), 3 Bos. & P. 620; Cholmondeley v. Clinton (1820), 
2 Jaco. & W.1; Toller v. Attwood (1850), 15 Q. B. 929; 
fre Johnson’s Trusts (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 716; Pedder v. 
IIunt (1887), 18 Q. B. D. 565; Evans v. Kvans, [1892] 
2 Ch. 173; Van Gruten v. Foxwell, Foxwell v. Van 
Gruten, [1897] A. C. 658; Re Lawrence, Lawrence v. 
Lawrence, (1915) 1 Ch. 129. Mentd. Jones v. Randall 
(1774), Lofft, 383. 

8082. — -— Bequest of sum to dispose of by will.| 
—Bequest of £300 to A. to dispose of by will :—- 
Held: an absojute interest in A.—MASKELYNE 0. 
MASKELYNE (1775), Amb. 750; 27 BE. R. 484. 
Annotation :-~-Apld, Hixon «. Oliver (1806), 18 Ves. 108. 


8083. ‘* As she should think proper.’’|— 
Testator devised his real estate to his wife, ° for 
her own sole & separate use, to dispose of as she 
should think proper,’ & out of his real & personal 
estate to provide for his children in such manner 
ws to her should seem mect ’’ :—/Held: the widow 
had power to sell the real estate.—PRAr?T 1. 
Cnurcn (18380), 4 Beav. 177; 49 BE. R. 307. 

8084, ----— -- -—--.|—Tenant in fee simple devised 
Jand to his wife, her heirs & assigns, for ever, 
“with the intention that she may enjoy the same 
during her life, & by her will dispose of the same as 
she thinks proper ” :—-Held : the wife took a fee ; 
though, in a later part of the will, the devisor 
limited lands in fee by using the words “‘ heirs & 
assigns for ever,” without any additional words. 
Dor d. TERBERT v. THOMAS (1835), 3 Ad. & El. 
1233 111 BK. R. 860; sub nom. Dow d. HERBERT 
v. Lewis & THomas, 1 Har. & W. 231; 4 Nev. 
& M. KK. B. 697. 

«f nnotations :-—--Distd. Archibald v. Wright (1838), 9 Sim. 161; 

Holmes v. Godson (1856), 8 De G.M. & G. 152. 

8085. ‘* As she might think fit.|-——Tcstator 
devised all his property to his wife, her heirs, ete., 








Where testator by his will said 
“T...do give & bequeath unto 
my wife S. all the property which 
I possess at my death, to dirpose of 
to the best. advantago for the support 
of the family & to leave the residue as 
she sees fit & proper at her death :— 


Hild; 


BERRYMAN 0, 


1. kt. 21.—IR. 


to be disposed of as she may think 
best. for the good of our children : - - 
under this bequest, the wife 
becomes entitled beneficially to the 
whole of the property.—Re BERRYMAN, 
BERRYMAN, 
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for all his estate & interest therein, for her own 
absolute use & benefit, & to be disposed of by her 
by deed or will as she might think fit :—Held: a 
freehold estate in fee, of which testator was a 
trustee, passed by the devise.—E 2 p. SHaw (1836), 
8 Sim. 159; 5 L. J. Ch. 378; 59 E.R. 64. 

8086. “At will & disposal.’’]—Testator 
directed, that the property invested in British or 
Foreign funds, bonds, or securities, should be 
invested in such manner as his wife, with the 
advice of his exors., might consider most sccure, 
& least liable to fluctuation or risk; & that the 
principal sum of £3,000 should be at the will & 
disposal of his wife at the time of his death; but 
the residue of the property, over & above the 
£3,000, he willed that his wife should distribute to 
his relations, whose relative cluims she was fully 
acquainted with ; & he appointed his wife residuary 
legatee :—Held: the distribution amongst the 
relations was not to take place till the death of the 
wife; & she was entitled to the enjoyment of it 
till that event.—HUDLESTON v. GOULDSBURY 
(1847), 10 Beav. 547; 9 L. T. O. S. 5313 11 Jur. 
464; 506. Qh. 
aan : -Distd. Herbert v. Harrison (1869), 17 W. R. 





8087. ——— ‘‘ For the good of their families.’’]— 
Testator by his will gave certain portions of his 
property to one of his daughters & her children 
& the residue which was the greater portion to 
another daughter & her children. By a codicil 
he said ‘* IT cancel that part of my will settling on 
my daughters & their children my property & 
my sons-in-law Hl. & A. may dispose of the pro- 
perty I leave for the good of their families?’ :— 
Held: the sons-in-law took absolute interests in 
the portions given by the will to their respective 
Wives.—ALEXANDER tv. ALEXANDER (1856), 6 
De GG. M. & G. 598; 281. T. O. S. 1125; 3 Jur. 
N.S. 28; 5 W.R. 28; 43 I. RR. 1864, 1. C. 

8088. ‘¢ Until alienation.’’|—A bequest of 
the vearly income of a fund, until alienation, gives 
a life interest determinable on alienation.—— 
BANKS v. BRAITITWAITE (1863), 1 New Rep. 306 ; 
32 I. J. Ch. 198; 8 L. 'T. 80; 9 Jur N.S. 294 5 
11] W. R. 298. 

-— - Intention to benefit donee & others.|— 
See Trusts & TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIII., pp. 574-577, 
Nos. 220-258, 

Indefinite gifts with superadded power.|— 
See Powers, Vol. XXXVIT., pp. 396, 307, Nos. 
88-97. 

——— Absolute gift with power.]—See PowuErs, 
Vol. NXXAVIT., pp. 897-3899, Nos. 98-118. 

Words of disposition entitling executor to residue. ] 
—-See Executrors, Vol. XAIT., pp. 471, 472, 
Nos. 5402-5405. 

Powers in the nature of trusts.]—See, generally, 
Powrrs, Vol. NXAVIT.. pp. 620-833, 








t. —-- ‘© ts she man think porper.’’) 
—Re TomMasHewsky kstare (Alta.), 
(1923)1 1D. LR. 1143 ; (1923) 1 W. W.R. 
1020.—-CAN. 


a. .J— EGAN v. Morris, L. & 
Ci. femp. Plunk, 297.—IR. 





meee 


[1913] 1 





Held: no trust for the family was 
created, & the wife took absolutely.— 
SINCLAIR t MaLay (1901), 40 N.s. R. 
181.—CAN. 





Dp. ‘48 she thinks best.’’|-— 
Re SILVERTHORN (1907), 10.0. W. RK. 
798; 15 O. L. R. 112.-—CAN. 
q. .)—A. bequeathed his 
roperty to his wife in the following 
erme “I loave & bequeath all my 
property, chattels, money, bank shares, 
my life insurance, or whatovor I am 
possessed of, or entitled to, to my wife 








r. ““ 4¢@ she may deem just & 
prudent in the interest of my family.’’] 
---Application by vendor to determine 
validity of an objection taken by 
purchaser to vendor’s title. Vendor 
had real property left: her by will “ to 
be disposed of by her as she may deem 
just & prudont in the interest of my 
family ’:—Held: this devise gave 
ler power to convey a good title to a 
purchasor.—Re SMITH & PATTERSON 
(1912), 22 O. W. R. 224; 30. W.N. 
1324; 4D. L. R. 89.—CAN., 





b. ——-,}--Re RROWNE (1857), 
6 1.Ch. R. 240; 9 Ir. Jur. 322; affd., 
61. Ch. R. 300; 10 Ir. Jur. 49.—IR. 





CG. For the benefit of our 
family.}—Testator devisod freeholds 
to his wife for life ‘‘ for the benefit of 
our family, to be divided amongst 
them ag she may think beat ’’ :—Hfeld: 
she took an estate for life in trust for 
tho children. with a power of appoint- 
ment among tho children.— YOUNG v. 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 8, 
Boi &C. (apt. & 7i.] 
B. Rights of Enjoyment. 

8089. Whether gift absolute—‘‘ Freely to be en- 
joyed & possessed.’’J|—One devises thus: ‘‘ As 
touching my worldly estate, 1 devise the same as 
follows ; I give to my wife E. £5 to be paid yearly 
out of my estate at G. Jiem, to T. & E £5 each, 
to be paid twelve months after my decease. Item 
to my two sons T. M. & R. M. whom I make my 

& ordain my sole exors., all my lands & 
tenements freely to be enjoyed & possessed alike.”’ 
T. M. & R. M. are tenants in common. & take a 
fee.—LOVEACRES d. MUDGE v. Buicur (1775), 1 
Cowp. 352; 98% HK. R. 1125. 

Annotations :—Distd. Goodright d. Drewry v. Barron (1809), 


11 Kast, 220. Refd. Denn d. Mellor v. Moor (1796), 3 
Anst. 781; Lloyd v. Jackson (1867), 7 B. & S. 683. 


8090. -|—After introductory words, 
‘as touching ’’ testator’s ‘ worldly estate,” ete. 
he devised a cottage house, etc., to A. & his heirs, 
& also gave to B., whom he made his extrix., ‘‘ all 
& singular his lands, messuages, & tenements by 
her freely to be possessed & enjoyed ’’ :—VTleld : 
the latter words, being ambiguous, did not pass 
the fee against the heir; but might mean free of 
incumbrances, or dispunishable of waste; & the 
word estate in the introductory clause could not 
be brought down into the latter distinct clause.— 
Goopriair d. DREWRY v. BARRON (1809), 11 Kast, 
220; 103 E.R. 98s. ; 

Annotations :—Apld. Bromitt v. Moor (1851), 9 Hare, 374; 
Lloyd v. Jackson (1867), 7 B. & S. 683. Refd. Doo d. 
Viner v. Eve (1836), 5 Ad. & El. 317; Knight v. Selby 
(1841), 3 Man. & G,. 92. 

8091. ——.]J—A gift to A. & B.. ‘whom 1 
appoint my exors. of ali that 1 possess in any way 
belonging to me, by them freely to be possessed or 
enjoyed, of whatever nature or manner it may be,”’ 
will pass the fee simple of real estate. 

The subject of his gift is, ‘‘ all that he possessed, 
in any way belonging to him, by them freely 
to be enjoyed or possessed, of whatsoever nature or 
manner it might be.” These words are equiva- 
lent to a gift of all his property: & a gift of all 
property will not only pass real estate, but will 
pass all the interest of testator in that estate. 
The exception of the household furniture is of 
little weight here: as the prior words clearly 
Import real as well as personal estate, it matters 
little that the exception to the gift happens to be 
of personal chattels (LEacH, M.R.).—THoOMAS tv. 
PHELPS (1828), 4 Russ. 348; 6L. J. 0.8. Ch. 110; 
38 E. R. 836. 

Annotations :—Consd. Doc d. Hickman ». Haslewood (1837), 
faa & kl. 167 Davenport v. Coltman (1842), 12 Sim. 


8092. -J—Testator, after giving a 
pecuniary legacy to his heir-at-law, directed his 
debts & funeral expenses to be paid & discharged 
by his extrix. hereinafter named. He afterwards 
gave to his daughter IX., whom he made, con- 
stituted & ordained his extrix., all & singular his 








9 








WILLS. 


lands, tenements, & messuages, by her freely to 
be possessed & enjoyed :—Held: the extrix. took 
only a life estate-—Dor d. ASHBY v. BAINES 
(1835), 2 Cr. M. & R. 23; 1 Gale, 185; 5 Tyr. 
655: 4L. J. Ex. 14); 150 E. R. 10. 


Annotations :—Apld. Bromitt v. Moor (1851), 9 Hare, 374. 
Refd. Doe d. Knott v. Lawton (1838), 6 Scott, 303 ; Doed. 
Roberts v. Roberts (1841), 7 M. & W. 382, 


8093. —— .|}—The words ‘‘ I bequeath to 
my sons, A. & B., and likewise constitute & ordain 
them my sole exors. of this my will, all & singular 
my lands, messuages & tenements, with all my 
goods & chattels, by them freely to be possessed 
& enjoyed ’’:—Held: not to be a devise in fee. 
—Bromirr v. Moor (1851), 9 Hare, 374; 22 
L. J. Ch. 129; 68 E.R. 552. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Goode v. West (1851), 9 Haro, 378. 

8094. ——— I—Testator by will made before 
the Wills Act, devised thus: ‘‘ As touching such 
worldly estate wherewith it hath pleased God to 
bless me in this life, I give & bequeath to my wife, 
whom I likewise constitute my sole extrix., all & 
singular my lands, messuages, & tenements, by 
her freely to be possessed & enjoyed, together 
with all my houses & houschold goods, deeds, & 
movable effects ; all my children to be educated 
& settled in business according to my _ wife’s 
discretion ” :—Held: the last clause indicated an 
intention that the wife should take such an estate 
as would enable her to carry out the wishes of 
testator, & that she therefore took an estate in 
fee, & not merely a_ life estate.—LLOYD  v. 
JACKSON (1867), L. R. 2 Q. B. 269; 7B. & S. 683 ; 
36 L. J. Q. LB. 169; 15 W. RR. 408, x. Ch.; affg. 
(1866), L. R. 1 Q. B. 571. 


Annotations :—-Refd. Pickwell v. Spencer (1872), 20 W. R. 
oe Mentd. Humilton v. Buckmaster (1866), 15 L. T. 











C. Rights of Use and Occupation. 
(a) Really and Leascholds. 
i. In General. 


8095. Absolute gift -— ‘‘ Occupation.’’] — 
WELCDEN v. ELKINGTON (1076), 2 Plowd. 516; 
3 Dver, 358 b; 75 E.R. 7638. 

Annotations :-—-Refd. Haveringztons Case (1586), Owen, 6; 
Anon. (1587), 3 Leon. 195; Manning’s Case (1609), 8 
Co. Rep. 94 b; Lampet’s Case (1612), 10 Co. Rep. 46 b ; 
Gough ». Howarde (1615), 3 Bulst. 121; Hastings 1. 
Douglas (1634), Cro. Car. 343; Petty v. Goddard (1662), 
©. Bridg. 35; Kingslader v. Courtney (1700), Freem. Ch. 
238; Foley v. Burnell (1785), Rom. 1. Mentd. Jennings 
& Gowers Case (1589), 1 Leon. 229; Butler v. Baker (1591), 
3 Co. Rep. 25a; Counden ev. Clerke (1612), Hod. 29; 
Roberts v. Roberts (1613), 2 Bulst. 123; Godfrey’s Case 
(1614), 11 Co. Rep. 42 a; Blamford v. Blamford (1615), 3 
Bulst. 98; R.& Waller v. Hanger (1615), 3 Bulst.1; Sheriff 
v. Wrotham (1618), Cro. Jac. 509; Butts Case (1660), 7 
Co. Rep. 23 a; Jemmot v. Cooly (1665), 1 Lev. 710; 
Chalfont ». Okes (1674), 1 Cas. in Ch. 239; Howard v. 
Norfolk (1681), 3 Cas. in Ch. 14; Scattergood v. Kdge 
(1699), 12 Mod. Rep. 278; Darbison v. Beaumont (1713), 
Fortes. Rep. 18; Marks v. Marks (1718), 1 Stra. 129; 
Neale v. Mackenzie (1836), 1 M. & W. 747; Frank v. 
Frank (1837), 3 My. & Cr. 171. 


8096. Free use.’’]|—A. scised in fee of 
lands in demesne, & also of a reversion expectant 
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8089 i. Whether gift absolute—" Freely 
to be enjoyed d& puossessed.”’|}—I give & 
bequeath to M. my dearly beloved 
wife,”” whom he made “ale extrix., 
“all & singular my lands, messuages, 
& tenements, together with my ready 
cash, houschold goods, debts & mov- 
able effects, by her freely to be 
possessed & enjoyed ’’?:—Held: the 
widow took a fee in the land.—Hurp 
eae (1861), 19 U. CGC. R. 41.— 


d. “To have hold & use for 
her own exclusive benefit so long ag she 
shall live.’’}—Testator by his will 





appointed pltf. as his exor., & directed 
payment of his debts & expenses, & 
gave & bequeathed to his wife ‘ all 
my property, both real & personal, to 
have hold & use for her own exclusive 
benefit 50 long as she shall live ”’ :-— 


HIleld: the wife took an absolute 
interest. in testator’s estate.—GILHAM 
v WaLkeR & WALKER, [1919] 
St. 12. Qd. 9.—AUS. 

--—- “ Free use’? of  estate— 


e. 
Itemainder unspent to children.)]— 
Testator gave, devised, & bequeathed 
to his wife * the free use of all my 
estate both real & personal for her 
lifetime. After my said wife’s decease 
the balance of my said estato that will 


remain unspent, if any, I give, devise, 
& bequeath to my four children .. .”’: 
—Heli: the widow took a life estate 
only in testator’s lands, & the children 
the remainder in fee.—J?e RICHER 
ES ne O. L. ht. 367; 50 D. L. ht. 
614.— 


* 
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—C. (a) i. 


{f. Life interest——Right to live on 
property during natural life.J-—-FULTON 
as (1875), 34 U. C. R. 331.— 


: ‘* Liferent use d& enfoyment.’’ 
—MACKENZIE v. JOHNSTONE, [1912 
A. Cc. 743.—SCOT. 
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on the death of R. K. devises the free use of the 
demesne, to his wife for one year, & then devises 
the demesnes, & all other his lands, tenements, & 
hereditaments whatsoever, not before devised, or 
otherwise settled, to W. K. habendum immediately 
from & after the expiration of that year, & the 
decease of R. K. to W. K. The devisor dies, & 
the year expires. W. K. shall have the demesnes 


ee ae the reversion after the death of 
. K.; for it shall be taken reddendo singula 
singulis. A devise of the free use of lands passes 


the interest in them.—CooxK v. GERRARD (1668), 
as reported in 1 Saund. 180; 85 E. R. 177. 


Aes :—Consd. R. v. Ringstoad (1829), 9 B. & C. 
Annandale v. Brazier (1821), 5 B. & Ald. 64. 
Trovivan v. Tooker (1688), 1 Ld. Raym. 495; Philips v. 
Bury (1694), Skin. 447; Smith v. Tindall (1706), Holt, 
K. B. 235; Strode v. Russe] (1708), 2 Vern. 621; Simpson 
v. Hornby (1716), Gilb. Ch. 115; Ratcliffe’s Case (1719), 1 
Stra. 267; Knight v. Preston (1767), 2 Wils. 332; Good- 
title d. Daniel v. Miles (1805), 6 East, 494. 


8097. ‘“*Sole use & benefit.’’?]—Testator 
made his will as follows: ‘ I give unto my beloved 
wife, M., the five shares of the freehold & leasehold 
messuages or tenements in the city of Bath which 
belong to me, & which formed part of the property 
of her father, W., deceased, for her sole use & 
benefit; & I beg & request that, at her death, 
she will give & bequeath same, or such shares as 
she shall think proper, unto such members of her 
own family as she shall think most deserving of 
the same.’’ He also gave his personalty to his 
wife, accompanying the bequest with the following 
words: ‘1 beg & request that, at her death, she 
will give & bequeath what shall be remaining, 
in such sums as she shall think proper, unto such 
members of her own & my family that she shall 
think most deserving of same’ :—Held: the 
widow took the fee in the freeholds, & the personal 
property absolutely.—GRrEEN v. MARSDEN (1853), 
1 Drew. 646; 1 Inq. Rep. 487; 22 L. J. Ch. 1092 ; 
22 L. 7. O.S.17; |W. R.511 5 61 i. RR. 598. 

Si dad :-—Mentd. Burt v. Hellyar (1872), L. Ik. 14 Ea. 

8098. Right to enjoy in specie—‘‘ Full & entire 
enjoyment ’’—Leaseholds.|—Testator gave his 
widow ‘‘ the full & entire enjoyment ”’ of his real 
& personal estates, which, after her death, he 
gave to other persons; & he empowered her to 
retain a portion of a sum of £150 a year given to 
other parties, for renewing the leascholds :—Held : 
she was entitled to enjoy the leasehold in specie.-— 
TLARVEY v. HARVEY (1842), 5 Beav. 134; 49 E.R. 


Mentd. 








8099. Right to rents & profits—Permission to 
reside rent free.|—A permission to reside in a house 
without paying rent, gives no right to the rents 
& profits of the house. PARKER v. PARKER (1863), 
1 New Rep. 508. 

8100. Life interesi—‘‘ Free use & occupation.’’] 
——COWARD v. LARKMAN, No. 7703, ante. 

8101. Licence—Permission to reside—Rent free.]| 
-—Testator devised an estate to trustees on trust 
to allow his widow to reside in the mansion house 
during widowhood, rent free, with use of the 
furniture, plate, & stores, & subject thereto for 
his nephew, C., for life, with remainder to his 
issue in tail, with remainder for certain other 
nephews in tail male. Declaration that every 

erson who, under those limitations, should 
ecome entitled astenant for life or in tail male to 





8101 1. Licence— Permission to reside 250.—CAN. 
—Rent free.)}—CONDON wv. YETMAN 


(1922), 55 N. & R. 534.—CAN. 

h. Right to reside on land—With 
option of money payment.) -—— ARM- 
STRONG vt. MCALPINE (1877), 4 A. K. 


Refd. Canning v. Canning (1729), Mos. 240; Doe d. 


k. Right to bed & board—No estate 
given. }—WILKINSON v. WILSON (1894), 
26 O. R. 213.—CAN. 

l. Residence for term of natural life— ts 
Exclusive right of residence.)—-ANNADA S. AF. 
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the actual possession or receipt of the rents & 
profits of the estate should, within one year after 
becoming so entitled take the name of V., & in 
case of neglect the limitations in his favour should 
determine, & the estate go to the person next in 
remainder as if the person so neglecting being 
tenant for life were dead, or being tenant in tail 
male were dead & there were a general failure of 
his issue inheritable thereunder; but such de- 
termination, in case of a tenant for life, was not 
to prejudice his issue, but the estate should remain 
in the trustees during his life, who should pay the 
rents to the person entitled to the next vested 
estate in remainder. Testator died in 1875. C., 
the tenant for life, died in 1889 without issue, & 
without having taken the name of V. T., the next 
tenant in tail, was now living & unmarried, but 
had not taken the name. R., the next tenant in 
tail, took the name of V. in I891l. Owing to a 
charge on the estate there had not been any 
profits therefrom for the persons entitled under 
the limitations in the will. The widow was still 
living :—-J/7Teld: although the widow was entitled 
to occupy part of the estate rent free, she was not 
thereby tenant for life.~-—Ne VARLEY, THORNTON 
v. VARLEY (1893), 62 L. J. Ch. 652; 68 L. T. 665. 
8102. In any house selected.|—RKe 
Bonb’s Estate, BuRRELL v. Bonn (1904), 48 
Sol. Jo. 192. 
Annotation :-—-Consd. Re Boyer’s S. E., [1916] 2 Ch. 404, 
8103. ‘Use & occupy.’’|-—/?c ANDERSON, 
TIALLIGEY v. KiIRKLEY, No. 8106, 


ii. Right of Donee to Let. 

8104. ‘‘Use & occupation.”’?|—WuITroME v. 
LAMB, No. 8131, post. 

8105. .|—A direction in a will that two of 
testator’s sons might have the use & occupation 
of part of the devised lands, paying a rent & some 
outgoings, but that in default. of payment, or if 
they converted the marsh land into tillage, they 
should no longer have possession :-— Held: not 
to require personal use & occupation, but to permit 
the sons to let the Jand.—RABBETH tv. SQUIRE 
(L859). 4 De G. & J. 40603; 28 L. J. Ch. 565; 34 
L. T.O.S.40; 7W.R. 6575 45 FE. RR. 157, L. C,. 
Annotations :—-Apld. Re Williamson, Murray v. Williamson 

(1906), 91 L. T. 813. Consd. /’e Anderson, Halligey v. 

Kirkley, (1920] 1 Ch. 175. Mentd. Atkinson v. Holtby 


(1863), 10 H. L. Cas. 314; He Hudson, Hudson vr. Hudson 
(1882), 20 Ch. D. 406. 


8106. .|—Testator by his will directed that 
his widow should, during life or widowhood, be 
entitled ‘‘ to use & occupy” his residence ‘ for 
her own personal use & occupation, & also the 
furniture in or about the same. The wife never 
lived at the house, & when it was sold by the 
trustees of the will she joined as party to the 
conveyance, which recited that she had signified 
her intention of not. wishing to use the house as a 
residence, & was willing to renounce such right & 
to join in the conveyance :—-Held: (1) on the 
construction of the will she was not entitled to let 
the house & receive the rent or to receive the 
income of the proceeds of sale, but) had only an 
option, liberty, or licence to occupy the house 
personally ; &, before the widow could claim to be 
a tenant for life or a person having the powers of a 
tenant for life within the meaning of Settled Land 
Act, 1882 (c. 88), she must have exercised the 
option by informing the trustees that she desired 




















PRASHAD DAS v. AMBICA PRASHAD DAS 
(1926), lL. R. 53 Ind. App. 201.—IND. 


m. Right to dwell on farm during 
minority of grandchildren.|—STRYDOM 
MoMBERG, [1910] C. P. D. 86.— 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 8, 
C. (a) vi, 110., & (b) i. & 7t., & DD.) 

to reside in the house; (2) she was not entitled to 

the income of the proceeds of furniture which had 

been sold.—Re ANDERSON, HALLIGEY »v. KIRKLEY, 

[1920] 1 Ch. 175; 89 L. J. Ch. 81; 122 L. T. 

261. 

8107. ‘‘ Free occupancy.’’]|—-Bequest to wife of 
furniture & effects, & the free occupancy of a 
house for life, after which the effects to revert 
back to the estate :—Held: the free occupancy of 
the house entitled the wife cither to reside in it or 
to let it during her life. 

The direction that she is to have the free 
occupancy of any honse in the possession of 
testator will entitle her, in my opinion, cither to 
reside in the house or Iect it, as she may think fit 
(Mains, V.-C.).—MANNOX 1. GREENER (1872), 
L. R. 14 Eq. 456; 27 1. T. 408. 

Annotations :—Apld. Ie Betty, Betty v. A.-G. (1899), 80 
L. T. 675. Refd. 7?e Coward, Coward +. Larkman (1887), 
57 L. T. 285; Johnson v. Johnson (1887), 35 Ch, D. 345; 
Jee Andorson, Hallirey v. Kirkley, [1920] 1 Ch. 173. 
8108. J—P. by a codicil to his will stated 

that, whereas he had by his will made too small 
provision for his wife, he thereby bequeathed to 
her a certain annuity for her life, & he also directed 
that his said wife might reside rent free in his 
then residence during her hfe. 

The widow inhabited the house for some years 
after testator’s death, but then let it & received 
the rents :—Held: the widow, in so doing, was not 
residing in the house within the meaning of the 
codicil, & she was not entitled to retain for her 
own use the rents received from the house, but 
must pay them over to the trustees of the will.— 
May v. May (188]), 44 J. TV. 412. 

Ane ae ??e Bond’s Estate, Burrell v. Bond 


(1904), £8 Sol. Jo. 192; d#’e Anderson, Halligey v. Kirkley, 
[1920]1Ch.175. Refd. Re Buyer's §. E., [1916] 2 Ch. 404. 





ili. Necessily for Personal Residence. 


8109. ‘‘ Use & enjoyment.’’}|—Testator devised 
a house & preniises to trustees upon trust to offer 
the use & enjoyment of them to the eldest. of his 
children for the time being, rent free, 50 long as 
he or she should please ; but on refusal, death, or 
ceasing to occupy, the offer was to be made to the 
eldest of his other children in succession, & on the 
refusal, death, or ceasing to occupy of all the 
children, then upon other trusts :—/leld: a 
personal occupation was Intended; occasional 
residence would be sufficient if the house was 
kept furnished, & in the occupation of a servant, 
but the premises could not be let.-—MACLAREN 1, 
STAINTON (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 442; 30 L. T. O.S. 
331; 4 Jur. N.S. 199. 

8110. ‘‘ Occupy & enjoy.’’|—Testator by his 
will, dated in 1859, devised & bequeathed his 
freehold house & estate in his own occupation, 
with his household furniture, plate, linen, china, 
glass, books, pictures & other articles of a like 
nature, which, at his decease, should lie in & about 
his dwelling-house, to trustees, to permit his wife 
to occupy & enjoy the same during her life, rent 
free, if she should so long continue a widow, & 
after her decease, or if she should marry again or 
refuse to oecupy his dwelling-house, he directed 
his trustees to sell his house, furniture, ete., & 
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stand possessed of the proceeds in trust for his two 
daughters; & testator gave the residue of his 
estate real & personal to the trustees, subject to 
the payment of his just debts, funeral & testa- 
mentary expenses, for the purposes therein spceci- 
fied :—Held: farming-stock & implements were 
not included in the gift to the wife of house- 
hold furniture, etc., articles of a like nature; it 
was incumbent upon the widow to occupy the 
dwelling-house, but not the farm, in order to 
avoid the clause of forfeiture.—STONE v. PARKER 
(1860), 1 Drew. & Sm. 212; 29 L. J. Ch. 874; 3 
lL. T. 79; 8 W. R. 722; 62 E.R. 359. 
Annotation :-—Mentd. Lewis v. Lewis (1871), L. R. 13 Hq. 218. 
8111. ‘Use & occupy.’’| — te ANDERSON, 
HALLIGEY v. KirnkLrY, No. 8106, ante. 


(b) Personalty. 
i. Ln General. 


8112. Life interest—-‘‘ To be in possession.’’]— 
(1) A husband transferred money in the funds 
into the joint names of himself & wife, for the 
purpose of making a provision for her; & by his 
will he bequeathed to his wife a life interest in 
‘“ all his property that he was in possession of ”’ :— 
Held: the stock did not pass. 

(2) Testator directed his widow ‘‘to be in 
possession of all his furniture, plate, glass & books, 
& for the time of her natural life, to receive the 
vearly interest & profits of all his property that he 
was in possession of at his death ’’ :—Held: the 
widow took a life interest only in the furniture, 
etc.— Low v. CARTER (1839), Ll Beav. 426; 48 
KE. R. 1005. 

Annotation : —Generally, Mentd. Waller v. Barrett (1857), 

24 Boav. 413. 

8113. ‘* Use.’’]|—By a bequest of the 
‘use’ of a testator’s books, a life interest only 
passed.—CORNEWALL v. CORNEWALL (I841), 12 
Sim, 298; 10 L. J. Ch. 364; 5 Jur. 744; CORK. R. 
1145. 

1 Coll. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Jones v. Williams (18141), 
156; Tombs 2. Roch (1846), 2 Coll. 490 ; Gervis v. Gervis 


(1847), 14 Sim. 654. 

8114. ‘““ Use & benefit ’’—Glift of residue— 
Extended powers of investment.}|—Ae WILSON, 
WILSON v. WILSON (1916), 142 L. T. Jo. 41. 

8115. Absolute gift—‘‘ Sole use & benefit.’’|— 
GREEN v. MARSDEN, No. 8097, ante. 

8116. ** Use & enjoyment ’’—Consumable 
chattels.|— Devise upon trust to permit M. to have 
the use & enjoyment of house & premises free of 
ground rent, & also of all household furniture, 
carriages horses, goods, wines, linen, etc., in or 
about the house for life or widowhood :-—Held : 
M. was not confined to the personal use & enjoy- 
ment of the house, furniture & effects, & she was 
entitled to the wines & other consumable articles 
absolutely.—-CLIVE tv. CLIVE (1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 
913. 

Annotations -~—~Mentd. Armstrong v. Burnet (1855), 20 Beav. 

24; Wright v. Tuckett (1860), 1 John. & H. 266; Bates 


vw Mackinley (1862), 31 Beav. 280; Pe Box (1863), 1 
Hlem. & M, 552; Browne v. Collins (1871), L. HR. 128 Eq. 


586. 

See Part I., Sect. 3, sub-sect. 2, B. (6), ante. 

8117. ‘* Use ’*—-Book debt or capital.|— 
Bequest of ‘‘ the use of the book debt or capital ”’ 
employed in testator’s trade at his death :—Held: 
upon the context, to pass the absolute interest 














STEWART v. HISLorp (1904), 23 N. Z. 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 8. 
—-C. (a) Si. 


n. Occupy’? — Whether — neceasily 
for nersonal  oecupation.]—Testatrix 
directed her trusteea, to whom she 
devised & bequeathed all her real & 
pergonal estate, to allow her son to 
use & occupy free of rent a certain 
cottage forming portion of her real 


estate during his life, & after his death 
devised the same to his children :-— 
Tields This devise vested in the son 
un equitable estate for life in the 
tenement, & persona] occupation was 
not required.—NATIONAL TRUSTEES, 
Exkecurors & AGENCY Co., LTP. 1. 
KEAST (1896), 22 V. L. R. 447.—AUS. 
——,) — Re STEWART, 


oO os 


I, lt. 797.--N.Z. 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SEOT. 8. 
—0O. (b) i. 
81131. Life interest — ‘* Use."’) — 
ESPINASSE v. LUFFINGHAM (1846), 3 
Jo. & Lat. 186.—IR. 


Part XVI.—CoNsTRUCTION. 


therein.—TERRY v. TERRY (1863), 33 Beav. 232; 
9L. T. 460; 12 W. R. 66; 55 KE. XH. 356. 

8118. Licence—‘‘ Use & occupy ’’—‘* Furni- 
ture.’’]—-Re ANDERSON, HALLIGEY v. KIRKLEY, 
No. 8106, ante. 


ii. Right of Donee to Let for Hire. 

8119. ‘‘ Use.’’|—The wife is not barred of her 
pee by a devise of the use of all house- 

old goods, furniture, plate, jewels, linen, ete., 
for life. Such a devise entitles her to use the 
goods anywhere, or even to let them out to hire.— 
MARSHALL v. BLrw (1741), 2 Atk. 217; 26 E.R. 
534, L. 0, 


Annotation :—Folld. Re Williamson, Murray v. Williamson 
(1906), 94 LL. T. 813. 


8120. ‘‘ Use & enjoyment ’’—Pictures in fur- 
nished flat.|—-Testator gave his pictures to trustees 
upon trust to permit L. to have the use & enjoy- 
ment thereof during her life. L. had some of the 
pictures in a flat, which she let furnished for a 
short time :—Held: LL. was entitled to let the 
pictures together with her flat, & was restricted to 

versonal enjoyment.—Re WILLIAMSON, MURRAY v. 
VILLIAMSON (1906), Of 1. T. 815. 


DD, Gift for Life in Firat Instance. 

8121. Direction for disposal after life estate—As 
life tenant thinks fit.|--- ANON. (1578), 3 Leon. 71; 
74 KE. WR. 548, 

Annotations :-- N.F. Goodtitle d. Pearson vr. Otway (1753), 2 
Wils. 6. Distd. Doe d. Herbert ». Thomas (1835), 3 Ad. & 
Ih. 123. Refd. ‘Chomlinson v. Dighton (1712), 10 Mod. 
Rep. 71h: Doe d. Thorley v. Thorley (1809), 10 Teast, 438 ; 
Humble «¢. Bowman (2877), 87 LL. J. Ch. 62. 

8122. ——--,1——A bequest to a feme sole, 
‘to be by her possessed & enjoyed absolutely 
during the term of her natural life, & to be disposed 
of as she shall think fit at her death ’ :+—Held : to 
entitle the legatce, on her petition to payment of 
the whole fund.- - Re DAvVIbDS’ Trusts (1859), John. 
495; 20L. 3. Ch. 116; 17. T. 130; 6 Jur. N.S. 
945 8W.R. 380: 70 E.R. 517. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Mattingley'’s Trusts (1&62), 2 John. 
& H. 426; Freeland +. Pearson (1867), L. Re. 3 Eq. 658 5 
Humble vv. Bowman (1877), £7 L. J. Ch. 62. 

8123. To children.} —Devise to A. 
testator’s wife for life, & then to be at her disposal, 
provided it) be to any of his children, gives an 
estate for life. with a power to dispose of the fee.— 
TOMLINSON vt. Diauton (1711), 1 P. Wins. 149; 
2 Kq. Cas. Abr. 309, pl. 183 24 HK. R. 8855 sub 
nom. THOMLINSON tv, DIGHTON, 10 Mod. Rep. 31, 
Tl; LSalk. 239; sub nom. DIGHTON v. TOMLINSON, 
1 Com, 194. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Maskelyne v. Maskelyne (1775 
750. Consd. Freeland v. Pearson (13867), L. R. 3 
Refd. Goodtitle v. Petto (1732), 2 Stra. 934 ; 
Uthwatt (1737), West temp. Hard. 273: 
v. Salkeld (1755), Willes, 673; Kemp v. Kemp (1801), 
5 Ves. 849; Doe d. Chadwich v. Juckson (1837), 1 Mood. 
& R. 553; Crocketi vr. Crockett (1848), 17 L. J. Ch. 230 ; 
Re Yalden (1851), 1 De Gi. M. & G. 53; Holnes v. Godson 
(1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 1525) Humble ev. Bowman (1877), 
47 Vu. J. Ch. 62. Mentd. Cross «. Hudson (1789), 3 Bro. 
Cc. C. 303) Doe d. Gill ¢. Pearson (1805), 2 Smith, K. OB. 
295; Doe d. Thorley vr. Thorley (1809), 10 Itast, 438 ; 
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West v. Berney (1819), 1 Russ. & M. 431; Downes v. 


Timperon (1828), 4 Russ. 334; Sheehy v. Muskerry (1848). 
1H. LL. Cas. 576. 


8124. To specified person.j|—The words, lI 
desire or I will, in a will amount to an express 
devise. If a devise is to A. for life, directing him 
at his death to give it to B., that amounts to a 
oe of the use of it only to A. for life, remainder 

oB. 

A. by will gives £300 to B., & declares her will 
& desire, that he give the £300 to his daughter at 
his death, or sooner, if there be occasion for her 
advancement. H. dies eight days before A., & 
the daughter dies at sixteen unmarried. The 
£300 decreed to the administrator of the daughter. 
—HELES v. ENGLAND (1704), 2 Vern. 466; 23 
I. R. 901; sub nom. EACLES v. ENGLAND, 1 Eq. 
Cas. Abr. 297, pl. 3. 

Annotations :—-Refd. Uarding vt. Glyn (1739), 1 Atk. 469; 
Pierson v. Garnet (1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 38; Bull vo. Vardy 
cel) 1 Ves. 270; Malim », Keighley (1795), 2 Vea. 529. 

eutd. Burgess v. Wheate, A.-G. v. Wheato (1759), 1 

Eden, 177. 

8125. -]-—Devise to one for life, or 
absolutely upon the face of it, with directions that 
he shall dispose of it toanother at his death shall 
operate as an immediate devise without any such 
disposition (per Cun.).—-BULL v. VARDY (1791), 1 
Ves. 270; 30 KF. R. 3388. 

Annotations :—Distd. Brown v. Higes (1800), 5 Ves. 495. 
Consd, fe Brierley, Brierley v. Brierley (1891), 43 W. BR. 36. 
Reid. Morice v. Durham (Bp.) (1205), 10 Ves. 522 ; Cowper 
rv. Mantell (No. 2) (1856), 22 Beav. 231. 

8126. For charitable purposes.| — Le 
CAMMELL, Punsntic TRUSTEE v. A.-G. (1925), 69 
Sol. Jo. 845. 

8127. Life estate in realty & personalty—Life 
tenant made residuary legatee.}—After directing 
payment of his funeral expenses & his just & lawful 
debts, testator yave his residence, describing it, 
‘“as well as all my lands, tenements, & heredita- 
ments,’ to my dear wife... for & during the 
term of her natural life, wheresoever & whatsoever 
real & personal’’; then, after bequeathing some 
pecuniary legacies, testator proceeded, “ & to this 
my last will & testament T appoint & direct & 
make my dear wife... sole extrix. to this my 
will, & also at the same time | appoint & make her 
my residuary legatee ’? :—Held: the widow took 
an estate for life only in testator’s real estate, 
which, subject to such life estate, passed to the 
testator’s heir-at-law.—/?e Morris, MorRIsS tv. 
ATHERDEN (1891), 71 TT. 179. 


Annotation :—Refd. Pe Gibbs, Martin 7. Harding, [1907] 
1 Ch. 464. 


8128. ‘* Full free & absolute disposal during life ”’ 
-——Power of appointment over part of property.|— 
Bequest of all money, stock, ete., & all other 
personal estate, to the sole use of testator'’s wife 
for life, to be at her full, free, & absolute, disposal 
during her life, without being liable to any account ; 
& after her decease, certain articles specified & 
£500 according to her appointment by will; in 
default of appointment, to fall into the residue ; 
which was disposed of. An interest: for life only ; 














HaNDCOCK 0. not. an estate tail.—CHANDLER 1%. 


PART XVI. ica a SUB-SECT. 8. 


8121 i. Direction for disposal after 
life estate-- As life tenant thinks fit. |-— 
Re Onranio I. & 8. Co. & POWERS, 12 
QO. RR. 582.-——-CAN. 

8121 fi. ~~~ — .})-— FLOOD - st. 
Dicgay, 1 Jo. kx. Ir. 520.—IR. 

8121 ili. ——.]—-Testator be- 
queathed to his sister M. the sum of 
£2,000 for her life, & at her death to 
be disposed of as she so wished. M. 
died without making any disposition 
of the £2,000 :—J/eld : M. took a life 
interest only, with a power of appoint- 








STrUuDDERY [1915] 11. R. 205.—IR. 


8124 i. —-~—- 7'0 specified person.j—A 
will made in 1877 by testator who died 
in 1892, contained the following pro- 
visions “To my son M. | give & 
bequeath 50 acres during his lifetime 
& then to go to bis children, if he has 
any, but should he have no issue, then 
to be equally divided wamong all my 
grapdsons.’” M.  marricd after his 
father’s death, & left childreu surviving 
him at the time of his own death :— 
Held: M. took an estate for life with 
wu remainder in fee to the children & 


(1901), 2 O. L. KR. 442.—--CAN. 

8124 li. —~— ——-.]—-OSTERHOUT v. 
OSTERHOUT (1904), 24 C. L. T. 219, 
390; 70. L. R. 402; 8 O. L. R. 685 ; 
2 OO. W. R. 842; 3 O. W. R. 249: 
40, W. RR. 375.—CAN. 

8124 iii. .}] — MOoRR uv, 
Fro.uiuiors, 11 L. R. Ir. 206.—IR. 

p. Power to resort to capital.j—Re 
JOHNSON (1912), 27 O. L. HR. 472.—- 
CAN. 











q. .J—Re 
34 W. L. R. 42; 
CAN. 


GOODNOUGH (1916) 
10 W. W. R. 170.-— 
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D. & EB. (a), (0) & (c).] 


with a limited power of disposition.—BRADLY v. 
WeESTCOTT (1807), 18 Ves. 445; 33 E. R. 361. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Pennock v. Pennock (1871), L. R. 
13 Eq. 144. Mentd. Doc d. Nowell v. Roake (1825), 2 
Bing. 497; Lovell v. Knight (1831), 1 L. J. Ch. 47; Re 
Cholmondeley (1832), 1 Cr. & M. 149. 


8129. Power to resort to capital—-Whether life 
interest enlarged.|—Testator gave all his real & 
personal estate to his wife & J. H., ‘‘ upon trust 
to allow my wife to have the full & entire use & 
enjoyment thereof for her maintenance during her 
lifetime’; & he declared that she might, ‘ at 
any time during her lifetime, sell, lease, mortyage, 
or otherwise absolutely dispose of all or any part. 
of the estate for her maintenance, but not by way 
of testamentary disposition ’?; & he declared that 
after her death J. H. should call in & convert all 
his estate, or the residue then remaining thereof, 
& stand possessed thereof upon certain trusts 
mentioned in his will:—AHeld: the wife was not 
absolutely entitled to the capital of the estate, but 
only to a life interest, with power to resort to the 
capital during her life for maintenance, but not for 
ae other purpose.-- Re Fox, Fox v. Fox (1890), 62 

i tO. 


aa na ree ene 








.|—See, also, PowrErs, Vol. XAXVIL., 
pp. 395, 396, Nos. 80-87. 

Gift for life with superadded power.|—Sce 
Powers, Vol. XXAVIL., pp. 389-396, Nos. 34-87. 


Ie, Inference from Expressed Duration of Interest. 
(a) During Minority of Infant. 

8130. Interest confined to minority of infant.|— 
PARAMOUR tv. YARDLEY (1579), 2 Plowd. 5389; 75 
ye. R. 794. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Cheny & Smith's Case (1590), 1 
Leon. 215; Boroughe’s Case (1596), 4 Co. Rep. 72 b;: 
Bredon’s Case, Gardiner v. Bredon (1597), 1 Co. Rep. 76 4a ; 
Roberts vt. Koberta (1613), 2 Bulst. 123;  Blamford v. 
Blamford (1615), 3 Bulst. 98; Thurman v. Cooper (1618), 
Poph. 188 ; Howard 1. Norfolk (1681), 3 Cas. in Ch. 14; 
Hitchins d. Nosworthy v. Basset (1688), 1 Show. 537; 
Fisher v. Wigg (1700), 1 Ld. Raym. 622; Idle vr. Cooke 
(1705), 2 Ld. Raym. 1144; Darbison d. Long rv. Beaumont 
(1713), Fortes. Rep. 18; Young v. Holmes (1717), 1 Stra. 
0; Ulrich v. Litchfield (1742), 2 Atk, 372; Doe d. Saye 
& Sele v. Guy (1802), 3) Kast, 120; Doe d. Hayes v. 
Sturges (1816), 7 Taunt. 217; Sherratt rv. Bentley (1834), 2 
My. & K.119; Newlands v. Paliner (1849), 13 L. VT. O.S. 116. 
8131. -~-—.,— Bequest of personal estate, in 

trust, to invest it in stock, to accumulate, & to 

transfer the fund to A., at twenty-one. Power for 
the trustees to lend £10,000 to B. so long as he 
carried on the business of a banker at H. B. is 
not entitled to retain the £10,000 after A. attains 
twenty-one, notwithstanding he is still a banker 
at H.—BROWN v. SANSOME (1825), M‘Cle. & Yo. 

427; 148 FE. R. 480. 

8132. $.|— Testatrix devised lands to 
trustees, in trust, in the first. place, at their dis- 
cretion, to pay an annuity to her son A. & next to 
apply the rents to the maintenance, education, & 
bringing up of the three children of A. during A.’s 
life ; the sole survivor of the three children 
attained twenty-one in the lifetime of A. :—WHeld : 
the interest of such surviving child in the surplus 
rents & profits did not cease on his attaining 
twenty-one, but he continued entitled to them 
during the life of his father.—BADHAM wv. MEE 
(1830), 1 Russ. & M. 631; 39 FL. R. 242. 
Annotations :—Consd. Soames vr. Martin (1839), 10 Sim. 287. 

Distd. Gardiner v. Barber (1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 888. Refd. 


Krewen v. Hamilton (1877), 47 L. J. Ch. 3 -W . 
Jodrell (1879), 13 Ch. D. ee C 91 V ilkins v 


WILLS. 


8133. -.|—Testator devised the manor of A., 
& also a mansion house, to trustees, in trust to 
permit & suffer his wife, in case she should wish so 
to do, to occupy same, & to receive the rents & 
profits thereof, until his son was of age, provided 
she remained unmarried; &, on the son attaining 
twenty-one, then in trust to release, convey, & 
assure the manor & mansion to the son in fee: 
provided that in case the wife married again, or 
should not wish to reside in the mansion, the 
trustees should let the mansion until the son 
attained twenty-one :—-Held: although the 
trustees must take the legal estate in order to 
convey to the son when of age, that alone would 
not prevent the widow from taking the legal estate 
in the meantime ; &, whatever mght be the con- 
struction of the will as to the mansion, the legal 
estate in the manor vested in the widow until the 
son attuined twenty-one ; because the permission 
to occupy, & the directions as to letting, applied 
to the mansion only, & not to the manor.—VOE d. 
NosBLE v. BouTon (1839), 11 Ad. & El. 188; 3 
Per. & Dav. 135; 113 E.R. 386. 
Annotation -—Consd. Ie Adams & Perry’s Contract, [1899] 


1 Ch. 554. 

8134. .|—(1) The declaration stated, that 
A. H., in her lifetime, demised a certain messuage 
& land to deft., for eleven years ; deft. covenanted 
with A. H., her exors., administrators, & assigns, to 
pay the rent: that A. H., being possessed of the 
reversion, died, after making her will; & that pltfs. 
as her administratrices with the will annexed, 
became pussessed of the reversion. Breach, non- 
payment of the rent. Deft. traversed specially, 
that pltf. were possessed of the reversion. At 
the trial, it appeared that S. H., the husband of 
A. U., after devising his estates to his two sons, 
at that time minors, in fee, devised as follows: 
"& it is my will & pleasure, that my wife shall 
have the use & occupation, or annual increase, at 
her pleasure, of all that my farm, etc., during the 
minority of my sons, she keeping the premises in 
repair, & paying all interest, moneys, outgoings 
etc. ; Ll also give & bequeath the use & occupation 
of all my farming stock, etc., unto my wife, her 
exors. & administrators, until my son, J. 8. Il. 
shall attain twenty-one years, she paying thereout 
unto my five daughters £500 apicce.” S. H. having 
died, his widow, in the year 1835, made a lease 
to deft. for eleven years, reserving rent payable 
to herself, ‘ her heirs, exors., administrators or 
assigns,” & died in 1841. The action was brought 
by pltts., as adininistratrices of A. H. during the 
minority of the sons, forthe rent of the premises :-~ 
Held: the wife took an estate, not for her life. 
but during the minority of the sons, & pltfs. 
were entitled to recover. 

(2) It is contended that we ought to construe the 
will by reference to the prior part of it, which gives 
her the * use & occupation ” of the land. But it 
is plain that an estate for years was intended to 
be bequeathed, & that the same effect is to be given 
to both parts of the clause of the will (POLLOCK, 
C.B.).—-WHITTOME v. LAMB (1844), 12 M. & W. 
813; 13 L. J. Ex. 205; 3 L. T. O. S. 104; 152 
E.R. 1428. 

Annotation :--.18 to (1) Refd. Rabbeth v. Squire (1859), 34 

L. T. O. S. 40. 


8135. Effect of death of infant during minority.| 
—ANON. (1563), Moore, K. B. 4%, pl. 1483; Dal. 
58, pl. 6; 72 H.R. 4382. 

8136. Effect of death of devisee during infant’s 
minority.|—A devise that ‘if his wife educate his 
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children,” she shall have the land till they come 
of age, gives her an interest which does not deter- 
mine by her death.—SMITH v. HAVENS (1591), Cro. 
Hliz. 252; 78 E. R. 507. 

8137. .|—A. seised of an estate of £600 per 
annum devises £300 per annum to an infant, whose 
father was his heir at law, & the other £300 per 
annum he devises to the father, for his care in 
looking after the son’s estate till he should come to 
the age of twenty-one: the father dies, leaving 
the son six years of age, having by will devised this 
£300 to his wife, & desired her to save what she 
could out of it for a portion for his daughter, & 
appointed her guardian of his son; this £300 per 
annum does not determine by the father’s death, 
but the wife shall have it till the son arrives to the 
age of twenty-one.—ANON. (1722), Prec. Ch. 597 ; 
24 BK. KR. 268, L. C. 





(6) During Spinsterhood. 


8138. Absolute gift.|—'Testator gave a legacy of 
£3,000 to a single woman ‘‘ the interest thereof to 
be for her own sole & separate use during her life- 
time, & while she continued unmarried ; thereafter, 
should she marry, the principal sum with the 
accruing interest thereon to pass into the hands of 
his residuary legatee ’ :—Held: this was a gift 
of £3,000 to the legatee absolutely, with a gift over 
only in the event of her marrying again.---M‘CuL- 
LOCH v. M‘'CULLOCHL (1862), 6 Gill. GOG; 6 ti. TT. 
480; 10 W.R. 515; 66 E.R. 549. 

8139. Payment of fund-——At age of fifty- 
three. |—Certain trust funds were bequcathed to a 
spinster, coupled with a direction that if she 
married they were to be settled on herself & her 
issue In the usual manner & so as not to be subject 
to the debts or control of her husband. In 1856, 
when she was single, & in her forty-seventh year, 
she was declared absolutely entitled to the funds ; 
but subject to that interest being divested on her 
marriage, as provided by testator’s will. In L863, 
& while still unmarried, she presented a petition 
praying an order for the transfer & payment to 
herself of the trust funds :—-Held : she was entitled 
to the order, as prayed.—PRICE uv. BOUsSTEAD 
(1863), 8 L. TT. 565. 

Annotation :-- Apld. HNaynes ¢. Haynes (1866), 14 L. T. 47. 

8140. Life interest.)— Re Witrsiine, ELDRED v. 
Comporr (1916), 142 1. 'T. Jo. 57. 








(c) During Widowhood. 

8141. Whether absolute gift.)—-Istate given to a 
wife during widowhood, with remainder over ; 
it is good as a limitation ; but if given over on her 
marrying again, within a limited time, it operates 





as a forfeiture.—JORDAN uv. TLOLKTAM (1753), 
Amb. 209; 27 HK. RR. 139, L. C. 
Annotations :—Apld. Morley v. Rennoldson, Morley v. 


Linkson (1843), 2 Hare, 570. Refd. Godfrey v. Dughes 
ad ce of Cases, 4499; Mecds v. Wood (1854), 19 
cav. 215. 


PART XVI. SECT. iby SUB-SECT. 8. 
° ). 


t. Absolute gift —- Condition pre- 
cedent.}—Re KLLIOTT, MONTGOMERY 
Cr nO [1918] 1 DT. a 4h. -- 


wit 


while she remained a widow :—Held: 
the widow was entitled to a life interest 
ony in the estate both real & personal 
1 an implied power in the exor. to 
draw on the capital should the needs 
ot the widow require it.—Jt¢e MIKA 
ook) [1918] 1 W. W. R. 


$141 iii. —— .)—PuBLic TRUSTEE wv. 
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8142. --|—Bequest of household goods, etc., 
after payment of debts, etc., to testator’s wife for 
her life, or widowhood, with power to her to sell 
same, as she should think proper, for her own bene- 
fit & the maintenance of testator’s nephew & 
daughter-in-law, during their minority, with a 
bequest over upon the death or second marriage 
of the wife, of same or so much as should then 
remain to such nephew & daughter-in-law :—Held : 
the widow was entitled to the residue for her life, 
or widowhood, with a power to apply any part of 
the capital for her own benefit & the proper main- 
tenance of the nephew & daugher-in-law during 
their minorities; & on the death or marriage of 
the widow, the remainder of the capital unapplied 
was well limited over.—SURMAN v. SURMAN (13820), 
5 Madd. 123; 56 KE. R. 842. 

Anan :—Refd. Cowman v. Harrison (1852), 10 Hare, 

8143. .|—Testator devised premises to his 
wife in trust for his mother during the mother’s 
life, & after her decease to the wife during her life ; 
&, if his wife’s mother, S. P., should survive the 
two former devisees, then he gave the interest & 
produce of his estate to S. P. during her life; & 
after her decease to be distributed as was after- 
mentioned; &, as to all the residue of his estate 
& effects which he should die possessed of, etc., he 
devised same to his wife for her life, or so long as 
she continued unmarried; &, after her decease, 
or marriage, then to S. P.: but, if S. P. should be 
then dead, he willed that the whole should be 
sold, &% the money divided among his brother’s 
& sister’s children, share & share alike; &, as to 
all the residue of his estate & effects whatsoever 
or wheresoever, he gave & bequeathed same to his 
wife, appointing her his residuary legatee & sole 
executrix. The wife survived both testator’s 
mother & 8S. P.:—Weld: the residuary clauses & 
the words immediately preceding did not vest any 
estate in the wife, cither for her own benefit or 
in trust.—- ALLUM v. FRYER (1812), 3 Q. B. 442; 11 
LJ.Q.B.3183; 7 Jur 13; Lilt E.R. 576. 

8144. .\—A direction in a will to set aside 
a sum of £200 & thereout pay to testator’s widow a 
sum of £3 monthly “so long as she remains un- 
married or until the sum of £200 becomes 
exhausted. the payment of £3 monthly to cease 
on my wife marrying again,’ is an absolute gift 
of the £200.—Re Howarp, TAYLOR v. HOWARD, 
[1901] 1 Ch. 412; 701.3. Ch. 317; 84 L. T. 296 ; 
49 W. RR. 480. 


Annotation :—Distd. Re Mason, Mason v. Mason, 
1 Ch. 694, 











[1910] 





8145. - .|—J?e ROWLAND, JONES v. ROWLAND, 
No. 8162, post. 
8146. Gift over on remarriage—To son on 


attaining specified age—Remarriage before age 
attained.|—-Under a devise to a wife for life, pro- 
vided she remains a widow, but in case she marries 
a second husband, then to J. S. when he shall attain 


—Jestator by his last) will provided 
(uster alia) as follows: ‘‘ Ll deviso & 
bequeath all my real & persunal pro- 
perty to my wife J. as long as she 
remains uuimarricd. In the event of 
my said wife marrying at any time 
after my death, 1 devise & bequeath 
all my said real & personal property 
unto my daughter ’’?:—JlIcld: ws to 
the real estate, these provisions con- 


8140 i. Life intercst.|\—Re Barium, PRTATE | 
M‘CALMONT vv. BARKLIE, [1917] 1 . 
1. R. ].—IR. 
PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 8. 
—— e G e 
81411. Whether absolute gift.) —— 8141 v. 


on v. CLARK (1870), 17 Gr. 17.— 


8141 il. -|!— Testator left his 
widow all his real & personal property 
for the term of her Tinta. life or 


J. VOL. 





xLIV. 


Mornison, 6 N. Z. L. R. 190.--N.Z. 
$141 iv. —-—.]— PRINGLE v. STEVEN- 
SON, ISN. Z L. R. 317.—N.2Z. 
o}/- Re COCKBURN, COcK- 
ca COCKBURN, 23 N. Z. L. R. Jad. 
—-N.Z. 
8141 vi. »./- BRIDGE v. FOREMAN, 
3.N. ZL. R.C. A. 41.—N.Z. 








remarriage. } 


stituted a conditional limitation, con- 
ferriug on the wife a fee determinable 
on her marrying again; & as to the 

ersonal estate, these provisions con- 
teered an absolute interest, subject to 
an executory bequest in favour of the 
daughter, contingent on the wife’s 
remarriage.—Re TAYLOR (1914), 238 
W. L. R. 630.—CAN. 


3 .Q 


962 
Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 8, 


his age of twenty-three years, the wife has an 
absolute estate till J. S. is twenty-three, though 
she marry before.—DoE d. WESTMINSTER (DEAN) 
v. FREEMAN (1786), 2 Chit. 498; 1 Term Rep. 
389; 90 F. R. 1155. 

8147. ——- Woman married at date of will— 
Deserted by husband— Woman representing herself 
to be single.|—'T'estator gave £2,000 to trustees, in 
trust to invest the same in Government securities, 
& to empower C., the widow of N., to receive the 
dividends so long as she should continue single 
& unmarried ; but, in case she should sell, assign, 


dispose of or anticipate such dividends, testator 


revoked the bequest, & directed that the £2,000 
should become part of the residue of his estate, 
which he gave to J. At the date of the will & 
at the testator’s death, C. was married to one RK. ; 
but he had deserted her & gone abroad; & she 
always called herself C., & represented herself 
to be a single woman & the widow of N.; & 
testator & others always considered her so to be :-~ 

Held: she & her husband in her right were 

absolutely entitled to the £2,000.—RISHTON v. 

CoBB (1839), 9 Sim. 615; 59 EF. R. 4953 affd., 5 

My. & Cr. 145, L. C. 

Annotations :~ Apld. Morley vu. Rennoldson, Morley v. 
Linkson (1843), 2 Hare, 570; Maleolmson v. Malcolmson 
(1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 445 Turner vt. Brittain (1863), 3 
New Rep. 21. Dbtd. J’ Boddington, Boddington v. 
Clairat (1884), 25 Ch. D. 682. Folld. Ze Howard, ‘Taylor 
ve. Howard, {1901} 1 Ch. 412. Apld. Auderson rv. Berkley, 
11902) 1 Ch. Distd. fve Muson, Mason 7. Mason, 
(1910) 1 Ch. 695 Refd. Meluish v. Milton (1876), 3 Ch. D. 
27; #te Lowe, Danily rv. Platt (1892), 61 L. J. Ch. 415. 
8148. —-— —-—- Marriage subsequently annulled.| 

—-Testator, after giving a legacy of £200 to his 

wife directed his trustees ‘‘ in addition thereto to 

pay to my wife so long as she shall continue my 
widow & unmarried an annuity of £300 or otherwise 
in lieu & in substitution of the annuity, at the 
option of my wife if she shall prefer it a legacy of 
£2,000." After the date of the will the marriage 
was declared null by the Divorce Ct. in a suit 
brought by the wife apainst testator. After this 
testator died leaving the lady surviving :—Held: 
although if the lady had been testator's wife 
at his decease, the words ‘‘ shall continue my widow 
& unmarried’? might have been in substance the 
samme as ‘‘ shall continue unmarried ”’ the reference 
to widowhood could not on that ground be treated 
as surplusage but was the principal part of the 
condition & that as the lady did not at testator’s 
death fill the position of testator’s widow she could 
not take the annuity.—-fhe Boppineron, Bob- 

DINGTON v. CLAIRAT (1884), 25 Ch. D. 685; 50 

LL. T. 761; 32 W. R. 448, C. A. 

Annotations :—Distd. Anderson v. Berkley, [1902] 1 Ch. 936. 
Folld. 2 Kettlowell, Jones +. Kettlewell (1907), 98 L. T. 
23. Distd. Ite Wagstaff, Wagstaff rv. Jalland, (1908] 1 Ch 
162. Consd. /’e Mason, Mason v. Mason, [1930] 1 Ch. 695. 
Distd. Ae Hammond, Burniston v. White, {1911} 2 Ch. 
342. Refd. Jn the Goods of Howe (1884), 33 W. RR. 483 
N. uv. M. (1885), 1 T. L. R. 5235; Jee Bolton, Brown v. 
Bolton (1886), 54 L. T. 396; se Lowe, Danily v. Platt 
(1892), 40 W. kk. 475; Re Howard, Taylor v. Howard 
(1901), 84 L. T. 296. Mentd. Re Joseph, Pain v. Joseph, 
11908] 1 Ch. 599. 


(d) Other Cases. 

8149. Gift until child attains specified age.|—— 
GATES & HOLLYWELD’S Casr (158%), 3 Leon. 216 ; 
74 E.R. 642. 

8150. Annuity pur autre vie—Death of annultant 
in life of cestui que vie— Whether interest passes to 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 8. 
—KE, (d). 


b. Lands left without power of 
disposition until birth of lawful issue 


male.jJ—- MAGEE tv, 
baie: ee 


MARTIN, [1902] 1 
$67; 3617. L. T. 62, 110.—IR. 
c. Itcents to be paid to daughter— 
** Until dissolution of her Tartare sore 
by the death of one of them.’’}—The 


WILLS. 


personal representative.]|—Devise of £50 per annum 
to the wife of A. during the life of B for her separate 
use. The wife of A. dies, the £50 per annum shall 
be paid to the exor. of the wife of A. during the 
life of B.—-RAWLINSON v. MONTAGUE (DUCHESS) 
(1710), 2 Vern. 667; 3 P. Wms. 264, n.; 238 E.R. 


1085. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Bearpark v. Hutchinson (1830), 7 
Bing. 178. 


8151. Permission to occupy house for one year— 
Weekly allowance during occupation—Occupation 
continued after end of year—-Whether weekly 
allowance continues.|—Testator directed, that his 
wife should have liberty to occupy his house for a 
year, provided she continues so longinL. Then by 
a distinct clause he directed his exors. to pay 
her a guinea a week during her stay at L. Her 
residence there beyond the year does not entitle 
her to a continuation of the weekly payment.— 
WALKER v. WATTS (1798), 3 Ves. 132 5 30 E.R. 
933, L. C. 

8152. Gift until expiration of leases—Interest 
confined to duration of leases.] — Devise of 
testator’s frechold messuages, stock in the funds, 
money & debts, & all shares or property which he 
might be possessed of or entitled to, to trustees & 
thei exors., in trust for testator’s wife & children, 
etc. Codicil devising testator’s copyhold to his 
wife till the expiration of certain leases, & after that 
to be sold, & the money to be placed in the funds 
for the benefit) of testator’s children, as directed in 
the will :—Held: the trustees took no interest in 
the copyhold, & the wife’s interest terminated on 
the expiration of the leases.—CHAPMAN v. PRICKETT 
(1830), 6 Bing. 602; 4 Moo. & P. 404; 8 L. J. 
O.8S.C. P. 199; 180 EF. R. 1418. 

Annotation :— Ref. Kkadwards v. Barnes (1835), 2 Scott, 411. 

8153. Gift of annulty ‘‘ so long as widow & son 
should live together ’’—-Death of son auring life of 
widow---Whether annuity ceases.|—'lestator by 
will gave the income of the investment of £8,000 
to his wife for her life, if she should so long continue 
his widow. Ile also gave his son £2,000. By a 
codicil he directed his trustees to pay to his wife 
“yearly, during her life, £100,” in addition to the 
provision made for her by the will, so long as she 
& his son should live together ; ‘ but if they should 
cease to reside together,” then he directed that the 
payment should cease. The son died in the 
widow’s lifetime, having Hved with her until his 
death :—Held: the annuity did not cease on the 
death of the son.—SUTCLIFFE v. RICHARDSON 
(1872), L. R. 18 ig. 6086; 41 L. J. Ch. 662; 26 
L. T. 495; 20 W. R. 505. 

8154. Gift of annuity ‘‘for keep’’ of three 
animals—-During lives of servants—Death of two 
animals.)—Fe IfowarRp, OAKLEY v. ALDRIDGE 
(1908), Tomes, Oct. 80. 


KB. effect of Gift Over. 
(a) ln General. 
On death intestate.|—-See Nos. 2703-2706, ante. 
Effect when power added to life interest.|—WScee 
ee Vol. XAXVII., pp. 890-396, Nos. 46-74, 
Effect on absolute gift with power.|—See 
PowERSs, Vol. XX XVIL., pp. 398, 309, Nos. LL1-118. 


(6) Of Property Undisposed of. 
8155. After life interest—-Gift of property ‘‘ re- 
maining.’’|-——-SuRMAN 7. SURMAN, No. 8142, ante. 


daughter was not to be entitled to the 

fee until after her husband’s natura! 

death.—MAsoON v. BEATTIE’S TRUSTERBS 
1878), 6 R. Mae of Sess.) 37; 16 
c. L. R. 6.—S800T. 


Part XVI.—ConstRuctTION. 


8156. --|—Bequest to A., ‘& in the 
event of her death’”’ over, followed by codicil 
reciting the bequest to A., giving legacies, & pro- 
ceeding ‘‘ at A.’s death I wish all remaining to be 
for the benefit ’’ of B. & C.:—Held: upon the 
will & codicil, taken together, A. took a life 
interest, with remainder to B. & C.—Re ADAM’s 
Trosrs (1865), 13 L. T. 3847; 11 Jur. N.S. 961; 
14 W.R. 18, L. JJ. 

A aon -—Apld. Ite Sheldon & Kemble (1885), 53 L. T. 





8157. -.|—Rost v. Rowe, No. 7794, 
ante. 
8158. .|—Testator gave all his real & 








personal estate to trustees upon trust, after paying 
his debts, to pay the residue of his personal estate 
to his wife for her own absolute use & benetit, & 
the rents & annual income of his real & leasehold 
estates to her during her life; & after making 
provision for certain Jegatees & annuitants, he 
gave his freehold estate, after the death of his 
wife, to his grandson; & all the money, if any, 
that should be remaining after payment of his 
wile’s just debts, he gave to legatees, named as 
tenants in common, equally. ‘lhe widow died 
shortly after testator, intestate :—Held: she took 
an absolute interest’ in the residuary personal 
estate, & it belonged to the next of kin.—PERRY 
v. MERRITT (1874), L. BR. 18 Iq. 1525 43 L. J. Ch. 
608; 22 W. R. 600. 

8159. ———- ———./—Testator by his will be- 
queathed bis property in these terms: ‘' I devise 
& bequeath to my wife all the property of which 
T ain possessed, whether it be leasehold property, 
stock-in-trade, accounts in my books, machinery, 
goods of every description, & furniture, to hold & 
to use for her benefit & the bencfit of any of my 
children under the age of twenty-one vears until 
they reach that age, & if she deem it advisable to 
dispose of any of the property she may do so at 
her will, & at her death whatsoever property may 
remain shall be equally divided) among my 
Children”? :-—Held : testator’s real estate passed 
under the will.—RoBERTs v. THORP (1911), 56 
Sol. Jo. 13. 

8160. ——— ‘‘Should he not spend the pro- 
perty.’’J]— Bequest of a residue to testatrix’s father, 
“to spend both principal & interest: or any part 
of it during his lifetime ”’ ; > should he “ not spend 
the property,” then in trust for testatrix’s sisters : 
-~-Held: the bequest to the father was absolute, 
& the gift) over was inconsistent with it & 
inoperative.— HENDERSON ov. Cross (1861), 29 
Beav. 216, 7 Jur. N.S. 1775 9 W. RR. 2633; 54 
Ie. R. 610. 
aan :~— Apld. Perry v. Merritt (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 

152. 


8161. — ‘*Which might then exist.’’} 
Testator directed his debts to be paid, & subject 
thereto gave his personal estate to his widow for 
her own use as long as she might live, & on her 
death directed the remainder of his personal estate 
& effects which might then exist to be made into 
money, & bequeathed same to his brothers & 
sisters, & appointed his widow co-executrix of his 
will. The estate included a sum of cash at the 
bank :-—Held: the widow had no absolute power 
of disposal over the personal estate, but took only 
w life estate, with a right to enjoy the property 
in specie, & the cash at the hank must. be invested. 
—Re OLDEN, TlOLDEN v. SMITH (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 
648 5 50 LL. T. 358. 

Annotation :-—Apld. Re Dixon, Iixon +. Dixon (1912), 56 


Sol. Jo. 445. 
8162. ——_ ‘‘ Balance, if any ’’—-Glift during 
widowhood.]—Testator bequeathed the residue of 


his estate to his wife for her sole use & benefit so 
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longas sheshould remain hiswidow. Inthe event 
of her remarriage he directed that the balance, if 
any, of money & farm stock left, not to exceed 
£400, should be divided between his brothers & 
sisters :—Held: the widow took absolutely except 
as to a sum of £400, which went over upon her 

marrying again, in the event of there being a 

balance of umexpended residue to that amount 

on the day of her second marriage.—e ROWLAND, 

JONES v. ROWLAND (1002), 86 L. TT. 78. 

8163. ‘* Residue ’’——Gift during widow- 
hood.|—-T'estator gave to his wife, so long as she 
remained his widow, ‘all my real & personal 
estate whatsoever absolutely,” & at her death, or 
on her remarriage, the ‘‘ residue’ thereof was to 
be divided between his brothers & sisters :—Held : 
the wife took only a life estate.—Re DIxon, 
DIxon v. DIXON (1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 445. 

8164. Whether first donee takes absolutely.|— 
It has been repeatedly decided that where a 
legacy is given absolutely & a gift over is super- 
added in the event of the legatee dying without 
having disposed of his legacy, the gift over is 
void & the legacy is absolute (WIGRAM, V.-C.).— 
GREEN v. HARVEY (1842), 1 Hare, 428; 11 L. J. 
Ch. 290; 6 Jur. 704; 66 FE. R. 1100. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Watkins v. Williams (1851), 3 Mao. 
& G,. 622. Refd. Borton v. Borton (1849), 16 Sim. 552. 
8165. ——--.] -A lestator gave, devised & be- 

queathed to his wife ‘‘ the whole of my real & 

personal estate & property absolutely in full 

confidence that she will make such use of it as I 

should have made myself & that at her death she 

will devise it to such one or more of my nieces as 
she may think fit & in default of any disposition 
by her thereof by her will or testament I hereby 
direct that all iny estate & property acquired by 
her under this my will shall at her death be equally 
divided among the surviving said nieces” :—Held : 
upon the true construction of the will there was 
an absolute gift of testator’s real & personal estate 
to his wife subject to an executory gift of the same 
at. her death to such of his nieces as should survive 
her, equally if more than one, so far as his wife 
should not. dispose by will of the estate in favour 
of such surviving nieces, or any one or more of 

them.—CoMISKEY v. BOWRING-HANBURY, [1905] 

A. CM, 84; 74 L. J. Ch. 268; 92 L. T. 24175 53 

W. R. 402; 21 T. L. R. 252, HW. L. 3 reveg. S.C. 

sub nom. Re HANBURY, HTANBURY v. FISNER, 

1904] 1 Ch. 415, C. A. 

serene :—Refd. ve Burley, Alexander v. te [1910] 


a 215; Re Conolly, Conolly v., Conolly, [191 1 Ch. 
19. 


8166. ——-.|--Re BEETLESTONE, BEETLESTONE 
v. HALL (1907), 122 L. T. Jo. 367. 

8167. —-—-- ‘* If she make no disposition of it.’’]— 
Bequest. to a wife for her own use, & if she make no 
disposition thereof, either by expenditure, sale, 
transfer, assignment, gift or otherwise in her life- 
time, or by her last will & testanient, then over :—- 
ITeld: a bequest by which the property be- 
queathed vested in the wife absolutely.— BOURN 
+ GIBBS (1831), 1 Russ. & M. 614; Taml. 414 ; 
8L.J.0.8. Ch. 151; 30 5B. R. 2386. 

Ancien :—Apld. Watkins v. Williams (1851), 3 Mac. & G. 


8168. ‘* More than she wanted to live on.’’| 
—Testator, possessed of personal property. gave a 
beneficial & apparently absolute interest in it to 
his wife, whom he made his sole extrix. ; but with 
a direction that, in case his property should be 
more than she wanted to live on for her lifetime, 
she was to give weekly the remainder to testator’s 
two daughters, so long as she lived ; & he directed 
the whole of his property to be sold, & the money 
to be put into the Bank of England, in trust, as 


3 Q 2 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 8, 
F. (b). & G.; sub-sect. 9, A. (a).] 


might be thought best for her, & those in trust :— 

Held: the wife took beneficially an interest for 

life only, the gift to the daughters was invalid, & 

there was an intestacy as to the beneficial interest 
in the capital after the widow’s death.—HUDSON 

v. BRYANT (1845), 1 Coll. 681; 63 Kh. R. 596. 
8169. ‘So much as he shall not dispose of.’’] 

—Where a money fund is given to a person 

absolutely, a condition cannot be annexed to the 

gift that so much as he shall not dispose of shall 
go over to another person. 

W. devised certain estates to R., with a 
power to sell & dispose of the premises, or to 
raise any sum or sums of money by way of 
mtge., or otherwise as he should think proper 
with a proviso that such portion of all & every 
sum & sums of money so raised, ‘either by 
sale or mige., as shall be unexpended at my 
decease,” etc., should be charged by him on 
certain property of his own in favour of other 
parties :—Held: establishing the validity of 
mtges. executed by R. 1D., this proviso did not 
operate as a condition precedent, but was a limita- 
tion over of so much of the money to be raised by 
R. D. as should be unexpended.—WATKINS Ut. 
WILLIAMS (1851), 8 Mac. & G. 622; 21]. J. Ch. 
601; 19 L. T. O. S. 18; 16 Jur. 181; 42 Bh. R. 
400, L. ©. 

Annotations :—Apld. Perry v. Merritt (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 
152. Refd. Henderson v. Cross (1861), 29 Beav. 216; 
Shaw v. Ford (1877), 7 Ch. D. 669; Sinclair v. James 
(1894), 63 L. J. Ch. 873. 

8170. -——— — —.]—Testator pave & devised to 
his brother all his real & personal estate & effects 
whatsoever & wheresoever, with full power to 
dispose thercof by deed or will, & then provided 
that if his brother should not. dispose thereof the 
real estate should go to H. for life, with numerous 
limitations over. He then bequeathed his furni- 
ture, etc., to exors., as heirlooms, & gave all the 
residue of his estate & effects to the exors. upon 
trust, after the decease of the survivor of his 
brother & himself, to sell & dispose thereof, & 
invest in other real estates to be settled to the same 
uses as he had declared concerning the real estates 
devised by his will, with powers of investment. in 
the meantime. Testator’s brother died before 
testator. On the death of testator in 1803 HH. 
entered into possession, & held the estates till his 
death in 1869. On the death of IT. the persons 
entitled under his will took possession of the 
property, which was then claimed by the persons 
entitled under the limitations in the will of the 
original testator :—Held: though the first: clause 
in the will amounted to an absolute gift, the whole 
will showed a clear intention to give testator’s 
brother an estate for life only with a power of 
appointment, & as that power of appointment had 
not been exercised, the limitations over took effect. 
—HRe STRINGER’S ESTATE, SHAW v. JONES-FORD 
(1877), 6 Ch. D. 1; 46 L. J. Ch. 683; 37 L. T. 
233; 25 W. BR. 815, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Lowman, Devenish v. Pester, [1895] 
2Ch 348 Refd. Dalton v. Fitzgerald, {1897] 2 Ch. 86; 
Fe Anderson, Pegler v. Gillatt, [1905] 2 Ch. 70, 


8171. -J}—(1) By his will, subject to 
payment of his debts & funeral & testamentary 
expenses, testator gave all his property to his wife 
‘“‘for her absolute use & benefit, so that during 
her lifetime for the purpose of her maintenance & 
support she shall have the fullest: power to sell & 
dispose of my estate absolutely. After her death, 
as to such parts of my . . . estate as she shall not 
have sold or disposed of as aforesaid, subject to 
payment of my wife’s funeral expenses, I give 











WILLS. 


... Bsame”’ in trust for sale for the benefit of 
other persons. ‘The wife was also appointed sole 
extrix. On testator’s death his widow took 
possession of his estate, & his debts & funeral 
& testamentary expenses were paid during his 
lifetime. At her death a considerable part of the 
estate remained unsold & undisposed of :—Held: 
the widow took an absolute interest, & the part 
undisposed of passed by her will. 

(2) It is clear that if a gift is made in terms to 
a person absolutely that can only be reduced to a 
more limited interest by clear words cutting down 
the first estate (BYRNE, J.).—He JONES, RICHARDS 
v. JONES, [1898] 1] Ch. 438; 67 L. J. Ch. 211; 78 
L. T. 74; 46 W. R. 313; 42 Sol. Jo. 269. 


Annotations :—As to (2) Distd. Re Sanford, Sanford v. 
Sanford, [1901] 1 Ch. 939; Roberts v. Thorp (1911), 56 


Sol. Jo. 13 

8172. Gift of property ‘‘ remaining.’’|— 
E. & A., sisters, were tenants in common of free- 
hold & leasehold property. E. by her will gave 
all her estates & effects, both real & personal, to 
A. absolutely, & by a codicil which she directed 
to be taken as part of her will she gave, after the 
death of A., ‘ all property of mine which may 
then be remaining,”’ except a house & furniture, 
“to my brother W.” & three other persons in 
certain proportions, ‘‘ my brother W. to have one- 
half of the property for his whole and sole dis- 
posal.’”? A., who survived E. a year & eight 
months, remained in possession of the whole of 
the property, & by her will gave a portion of it to 
W. for life only, & after his death to other 
persons. On bill filed by W., for administration 
of both estates :—Held: the intention of 14. was, 
construing the two instruments together, A. 
should have a life interest only in her property.—— 
BIBBENS tv. PotTrerR (1879), 10 Ch. D. 7883 27 
W. R. 304. 
annotation :—Consd. I?e Sheldon & Kemble (1885), 53 L. T. 

vo ° 


8173. — .|\—By his will, dated in 1870, 
testator gave all his household furniture, & all his 
real & personal estate, & sums of money in the 
house, & ajJl sums of money in the savings bank, 
& all other his estate & effects, with the exception 
of two £5 shares in a certain co., nnto his wife, & 
he gave to his sons the two £5 shares, & he also 
desired that, at the decease of his wife, what. 
might remain of his property should be equally 
divided amongst) his surviving children. The 
question was whether this was an absolute gift of 
the property to testator’s widow, or whether there 
was a trust in favour of testator’s children :—Held : 
testator’s widow took only a life interest in the 
property.—Re SHELDON & KEMBLE (1885), 53 
J, T. 627. 

8174, ——-- —---~.|—The principle that’ where 
there are in a will successive limitations of personal 
estate in favour of several persons absolutely the 
first of those persons who survives testator takes 
absolutely, although he would have taken nothing 
if any previous legatec had survived & taken, 
also applies to real estate. 

Where testatrix by her will gave freeholds 
absolutely to A. subject to the bequest that what- 
ever of the freeholds should remain after A.’s 
death should be given to a named charity :—Held: 
if A. had survived testatrix the gift to the charity 
would have been repugnant & void, & A. would 
have taken absolutely.—Re DUNSTAN, DUNSTAN 
v. DUNSTAN, [1918] 2 Ch. 804; 87 L. J. Ch. 597; 
119 L. T. 561; 63 Sol. Jo. 10. 

8175. Any part remaining undisposed of.|—— 
By his will testator gave all the residue of his 
estate & effects to his wife ‘‘ absolutely.” By 
a codicil to his will he revoked that gift, &, after 
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making a specific gift, gave his residue to his wife 
‘‘ for her own absolute use & benefit & disposal ”’ ; 
but, without prejudice to the absolute power of 
disposal by his wife of all the said residue, in case 
at her decease any part thereof should ‘ remain 
undisposed of ’’ by her, he gave same to two other 
persons equally as tenants in common, subject 
to the payment by them of his wife’s debts & 
funeral expenses :—Held: testator’s wife took a 
life interest in the residue, with a power of dis- 
osition by act inter vivos, but not by will.— 
e POUNDER, WILLIAMS v. PouNDER (1886), 56 
L. J. Ch. 113; 56 L. T. 104. 
Annotations :—Distd. Re Jones, Richards v. Jones, [1898] 


1 Ch. 438. Apld. Re Sanford, § 8 
1h. 939, ord, Sanford v. Sanford, [1901] 


8176. After indefinite bequest—‘‘ If omission to 
make wiil.’’]—Testator made an indefinite bequest 
of the interest of his residue to a class of children 
equally, with a declaration that they should have 
the right to will away their shares on their deaths. 
There was a gift over, if they should omit to make 
their wills :—Held: they took absolute vested 
interests & not a life interest, with a power to 
bequeath, & the gift over was void for repugnancy. 
—WKEALK v. OLLIVE (No. 2) (1863), 32 Beav. 421 ; 
55 K. R. 165. 


G. Restrictions on Alienation or Mode of 
Enjoyment. 
See Sect. 30, post. 


SUB-SECT. 9.— GIFTS FOR PARTICULAR 
PURPOSES. 
A, For Benefit of Particular Objects. 
(a) In General. 

8177. Whether donee takes beneficial interest— 
Words expressing testator’s motive for gift.|— 
(1) Testator, by his will, desired that every- 
thing, during the life of his wife, should remain as 
it was, for her use & benefit; & after her decease 
he gave his real estate to his male heir, & his 
personal estate to his children; adding, that 
he pave the above devise to his wife, that she might 
support herself & her children according to her 
discretion, & for that purpose :—Held : the widow 
took an absolute interest for her life in the real & 
personal estate. 

(2) The general principle is this: you give pro- 
perty to a person with a direction to apply an 
indefinite amount. in a particular mode. As the 
ct. cannot guess how much is to be given, the gift 
is absolute, notwithstanding the indefinite direc- 
tion (Wi1GRAM, V.-C.).—THORP v. OWEN (1843), 
2 Hare, 607; 12 L. J. Ch. 417; 11. T. O. S. 286 ; 
7 Jur. 804; 67 Is. R. 250. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Distd. Kennett v. Gadbury (1864), 

12 W. R. 1072. Refd. Gloucester Corpn. v. Wood (1843), 

3 Hare, 131; te Harris (1852), 7 Wxch. 344; Lloyd v. 

Jackson (1867), 15 W. R. 408. 


8178. ——— Gift of uncertain amount.|—TuorpP 
v. OWEN, No. 8177, ante. 

8179. Gift for maintenance of children.]— 
A devise of “ all my houses in L. to my wife, for & 
towards the maintenance of my daughter’s child, 





8179 iv. 
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_ 8179 1. Whether donee takes beneficial 
interest —Gift for maintenance of chil- & 


8179 ii, —— .})— Re DE LA 
HuntTyY, O’CONNOR v. BUTLER, [1907] 
11. R. 507; 41 I. L. T. 155.---IR. 


¥.”’ :—-Held ; 


Whatever, & 





8179 v. 





$179 iii. ——--- ——--.]—SraAmMPs CoMR. Ade 
v. CUTTEN, 4 N. Z L. R. 203 (8. C.). 993. NZ. 
—N.Z. 8179 vi. 


.j—Testator gave, 
devised, & bequeathed all his property 
to his wife ‘‘ for her maintenance, & 
for that of our three obildron, I., J. 
the wife 
whole absolutely, subject to no trust 
the children took no 
interest.— MOORE v. MOORE (1893), 14 
N. Z. L. R. 407.—N.Z 





ee 


os Re 
MODOWRLL v. REAL, 29 N. Z. 


965 


& if she refuse to maintain him, my will is, that my 
executors shall enter.”’ Semble: conveys an 
estate in fee to the wife, subject to the charge of 
Maintaining the child. — MIDWINTER v. PAR- 
TRIDGR (1679), 2 Show. 83; 89 H. R. 809. 

8180. .J}—A. devised his estate to his 
wife, she maintaining his four younger children ; 
but if she married, she was to enjoy but one-half, 
& the younger children were to have the remainder. 
The wife did maintain the children & did not 
marry :—Held: she was entitled to the whole 
estate so devised.—-SEAGRAVE v. EUSTACE (1705), 
3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 11; 1 KEK. R. 1144, H. L. 

8181. -|—THURSTON v. ESSINGTON 
(1727), Jac. 361, n.; 37 BE. R. 888, n. 


Annotations :--—-Refd. Camden v. Benson (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 
256; Kaikes v. Ward (1842), 1 Hare, 445. 


8182. .|—Testator gave all his pro- 
perty to trustees, upon trust to sell & dispose 
thereof, & invest the proceeds, & out of the 
dividends, etc., to pay an annuity of £100 to his 
wife so long as she should continue his widow & 
unmarried ; & as to the rest of the annual proceeds, 
to pay same to his wife so long as she should con- 
tinue his widow, for the purpose of enabling her 
to bring up, educate, & maintain his four children. 
He then directed the corpus, except that necessary 
to produce the £100 a year, to be paid to his four 
children, as to the shares of sons at twenty-one, 
& as to shares of daughters, one moiety on marriage 
& other moiety at twenty-one; & then he directed 
that after the decease of his wife, or her ceasing 
to be his widow, the sum which was required to 
produce the £100 a year, should be paid to his four 
children, in equal shares & proportions, in the like 
manner, & at the respective periods above 
mentioned, if his wife should be dead, or ceasing to 
be a widow at those periods :—-Held: the gift of 
the income of the residue tothe wife during widow- 
hood was not cut down by force of it being a gift 
for bringing up, education & maintenance, or by 
the subsequent gift to the children.—LEIGH v. 
Leian (1848), 12 Jur. 907. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Browne v. Paull, Hoggins v. Paul 

(1850), 1 Sim. N.S. 92. 


8183. —--- —— .j-—Tcstator bequcathed a sum 
to trustees for his daughter for life, & afterwards to 
pay the dividends to her husband, ‘ during his 
life, nevertheless to be by him applied for or 
towards the maintenance, education or benefit ” 
of the daughter's children. There was a gift to 
the children after the decease of the survivor of 
the daughter & her husband :—J//eld ; the husband 
took for life beneficially.—ByNr v. BLACKBURN 
(1858), 26 Beav. 41; 27 L. J. Ch. 788; 32 L. T. 
O. S. 384; 4 Jur. N.S. 803; 6 W. R. 861; 53 
EK. R. &1). 
ae :—Refd. Kennett v. Gadbury (1864), 12 W. R. 


8184, —-— .|—Testator gave an annuity to 
his niece of 8s. a week ‘“‘ towards the support & 
maintenance of her two children until they 
shall attain the age of twenty-one years.” By a 
codicil testator gave certain leasehold property to 
the niece, ‘‘to enable her to provide for her 
children,” & referred to his will as ‘‘ my said 





























vt. BAKER, 22 8. C. 321; 150 T. R. 


437.—S. AF. 


8179 vii. .}—Testator be- 
queathed a sum of money ‘‘to my 
brother... for the benefit of his 
children °’ :—Held: testator had given 
the legatee an absolute discretion to 
use the monoy for the benefit of the 
children & no i commissum in 
favour of the ohildren had been 
created.—Ex p. KAMINSKY, [1917] 
T. P. D. 338.—S. AF. 








took the 


REAL, 
L. R. 


-}~—PRIOEB’S ESTATE 


966 


Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. Y, 
A. (a) & (b), & B. (a).] 


will in her favour.’’ One of the children of the 
niece died, & the other attained twenty-one :— 
Held: the words in the gift of the annuity referring 
to the support & maintenance of the children were 
merely descriptive of testator’s motive in making 
the gift, & they did not cut down the life estate of 
the niece.— FARR v. HENNIS (1881), 44 T.. T. 202, 
C. A. 

—— ——.]—Sec INFANTS, Vol. XXVIII., pp. 
229, 230, 241-245, Nos. 864-867, 997-102]. 

8185. Gift for benefit of children.]—If an 
estate is given to a father for the benetit of his 
children, to be paid them at twenty-one, & the 
father has no child, it shall remain in him for 
his own benefit absolutely.— SALT v. CHAMBERS 
(1789), 9 Mod. Rep. 260; 88 E. R. 487. 
Annotation :-—Distd. Willis v. Brady (1740), Barn. Ch. 64. 

8186. Gift to son of specific sum on attain- 
ing age.|—A devise of lands to A. ‘‘ for paying his 
son £50 when of the age of twenty-one years,’ 
gives A. the fee beneficially, charged with the 
payment of £50.— ABRAMS v. WINSHUP (1827), 
3 Russ. 3850; 38 LH. R. 607. 

Annotation :—-Refd. Pickwell v. Spencer (1871), L. It. 6 


Exch. 190. 

8187. Gift for bringing up children.]—- 
Vestator devised his real & personal estate to his 
wife ‘‘ absolutely, & at her own disposal, for the 
maintenance of herself & bringing up of his 
children ’’ :—Zeld : she could sell the real estate.— 
Woon tv. RICHARDSON (1840), 4 Beav. 174; & 
Jur. 623; 49 E.R. 308. 














8188. -——- Gift for education of children.]— 
LLOYD v. JACKSON, No. 8001, ante. 
8189. —---— Gift In confidence that donee will do 


what is right—As to disposal among children. |-— 
G. made his wil] as follows: ‘‘1 give devise & 
bequeath all my real & personal estate whatsoever 
& wheresoever unto & to the absolute use of my 
dear wife H. her heirs, exors., administrators & 
assigns in full confidence that she will do what is 
right as to the disposal thereof between my 
children either in her lifetime or by her will after 
her decease.’’ The construction of this will being 
submitted to the ct. on a special case, to which the 
widow H. was pitf. & the children defts. :—Held: 
the widow was unquestionably entitled to testators’ 
estate for her life-—Smiru v. GIBSON (1871), 25 
L. T. 559; 20 W. RR. 8&8. 
Words creating trust or charge.) — Sec 
Sub-sect. 0, A. (0b), post; TRUSTS AND TRUSTEES. 
8190. Right of donee to transfer of gift.|— 
COOPER v. THORNTON (1790), 3 Bro. C. CO. 186 3° 29 
Kh. RK. 479, LC. 
Annotations :—Folld. Robinson v. Tickell (1803), 8 Ves. 142. 
Consd. Webb tv. Wools (1852), 2 Sim. N.S. 267. Refd. 


Lee v. Brown (1798), 4 Ves. 362; Crockett ve. Crockett 
(1842), 1 Hare, 451. 





8185i. - --- Gift for benefit of chil- @. --— 
dren, |j— Testator bequeathed to his wife LkrEbpuc ». 
his entire worldly effects to be nanaged 
as best she could for the benctit of 
their children :---Held: the wife took f 
no beneficial interest.—Re HICKEY, 
HICKEY v, HickiyY, (1913] 11. It. 390. 








Gift subject to 
KootTr (1902), 23 C. L. T. 
46; 50. L. Rk. 68; 10. W. R. 800.— 
CAN. 


DELL (1890), 25 L. It. Ir. 311.—-1R. 


WILLS. 


8101. .|—Bequest to A. for her & her 
children’s use. A transfer decreed to A.— 
ROBINSON v. TICKELL (1803), 8 Ves. 142; 32 1. I. 
807. 


Annotations :—Consd. Webb v. Wools (1852), 2 Sim. N. 8. 
267. Reid. Fowler v. Huntor (1829), 3 Y. & J. 506; 
Taylor v. Bacon (1836), 8 Sli. 100; Crockott v. Crockett 
(1842), 1 Hare, 451. 





(b) Words Amounting to Trust or Charge. 

8192. Whether donee entitled to surplus— Where 
purpose fs performance of trust.|—A gift to A. to 
enable him to do something which is to depend on 
his own choice is a beneficial gift . . . where the 
performance of a trust is the general purpose of 
the gift the trustee cannot take the surplus bene- 
ticially . . . where nothing more than a charge 
is created by the will the donee does take the 
surplus for his own benetit (PAGE Woop, V.-C.).— 
Barrs v. FEwkKeEs (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 60; 3 
New Rep. 704; 33 L. J. Ch. 484; 10 L. T. 2382 ; 
10 Jur. N.S. 466; 12 W. BR. 666; 71 1. R. 382. 
aN :—Mentd. Kettlowell v. Barstow (1869), 17 W. lt. 


8193. —- — Disposition among children. |— 
Testator bequeathed the remainder of his property 
to his sister, A. to dispose of amongst her children 
as she might think proper :~-Held: <A. took no 
interest in the residue..—-BLAKENEY v. BLAKENEY 
(1833), 6 Sim. 562; 68 H.R. 515. 

8194. ----- Payment of debts & legacies.]— 
Lands devised to his wite & his heirs, to be sold for 
the payment of debts & legacies in aid of the 
personal estate, & not being sold; if the personal 
estate is sulticient to discharge the whole, the 
heir shall have the lands as a resulting trust.-—- 
BuGains v. Yares (1724), 9 Mod. Rep. 1225; 2 
Kg. Cas. Abr. 508; 88 MW. WR. vb-d. 

8195. -—---- ----J--A gift by will, for a 
particular purpose only, gives rise tuo a resulting 
trust of any surplus not required for that purpose, 
but a gift, subject to the performinuance of a par- 
ticular purpose pives the donee a benelicial interest 
subject to that purpose. Gift by will to donees 
upon trust for sale & upon trust out of the moneys 
to arise from such sale to pay funeral & testa- 
mentary expenses, debts, & legacies, with clauses 
for indemnity & reimbursement of the “ said 
trustees.” No other trusts were declared, & 
there was no residuary yvift. The property not 
being exhausted by the above trusts :—Held: the 
donces did not take the surplus beneficially, but 
there was a resulting trust.—-Le Wiss, GEORGE v. 
Grosk, [1900] 1 Ch. 84; 69 L. J. Ch. 713 81 
L. T. 720; 48 W.R. 1583 44 Sol. Jo. 89. 

8196. ——- --—- Payment of annuity.] — 
Testator by his will made the following bequest : 
‘All my effects including rubber & all other shares 
I leave absolutely to my sister M. J. on trust to 
pay my wife per annum (£300)... 2) The 











m. - -— Jn trust for family.J—Itc 
CUNDY, 18 N. Z. Li. HK. 53.--N.Z. 
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eharge.J— 


ADAMS v.  LOP- 


n. Leight 


of widow to 
house.}—Testator by his will directec 


Occupy 


—IR. g. Devise for payment of debts 
8185 ii. —— J—By his will of another.}--CAN v. O'CONNOR (1851), | his trustees tu stand possessed of his 
A. 3. tert the Kouta Wet abit 18 L. T. O. 8S. 11.——IR. residence known as qi & the 
a ae See) Pooees in oe ; | furniture & fittings therein ‘ upon 
his daughter ‘for the use & bencfit h. Gift “for whatever pur- | trust to use & occupy the same for a 
of ae aa children ” :-- Held: the vor ne a ans eae one Huis for my “sald with during her 
mother children took as equitable ORNIS UV. LARKIN, ~ R108. 5 . 
Joint tenants.—He SPROULL, CHAMAIGRS —iIR. na ge teaser php eeaukey ty Be 


v, CHAMBERS (1915), 49 I. L. T. 96.— 


: Gift 
IR cousin.) — HUGH 
d. —-- Direction to work farm—  \ 1. R. 78.—IR. 


& pay testutor’s uidow one third of ] 
produce. }—GILMORE v. GILMORE (1866), 


Jor mnuintenance of 
vw. MONAULL, [1923] 


. ao Gift for benefit v Samily.] 
~-RODGER v. RODGER, 12 N. Z. L. it. 


estates in the ordinary way :~—Held: 
the widow did not have a life estate 
in “© G,” & had no other right than to 
use & yg 4 it ag a home.—I¢QUITY 
TRUSTEEKS, EXECUTONS & AGENCY Oo., 
LTD. v. Saale M907) V. L. ht. 


ed 
e 


Parr XVI.—ConstRUCTION. 


bequest was more than sufficient to satisfy the 
annuity :—Held:; testator’s sister was entitled 
to the beneficial interest of the balance & was not 
a trustee thereof for the next of kin.—e Foorp, 
Foorp v. CONDER, [1922] 2 Ch. 519; 128 L. T. 
501; sub nom. Re FoorD, Foorp v. Foorp, 92 
L. J. Ch. 46. 

8197. Gift subject to charge.|—-Barrs v. 
FEWKES, No. 8192, ante. 














8198. .|-—fte WEST, GEORGE v. GROSE, 
No. 8195, ante. 
8199, ——— Maintenance of child.]}—Mup- 


WINTER Vv. PARTRIDGE, No. 8179, ante. 
_ ‘See INFANTS, Vol. XXVIII, 
p. 242, Nos. 998-1003. 

8200. Education of children.|. 
Testator gave all his property to his wife & two 
other persons, in trust for the under-mentioned 
purpose, namely, to pay the income to his wife for 
the education & support of his children by her; & 
after her death, the property to be divided among 
his children; & he gave his furniture, plate, etc., 
to his wife absolutely :—Held: the children were 
not entitled to the trust property on their father’s 
death ; but their mother was entitled to the income 
for her life, she maintaining & educating the 
children out of it.-—GILBERT v. BENNETT (1839), 
10 Sim. 371; 50 1. R. 658. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Thorp v. Owen (1843), 2 Hare, 607. 








8201. —-— .|—Re WuHitty, KVANS v. 
Hivans, No. 8800, post. 
8202. ----- --— Payment of debts & legacies.]— 


Testator gave & bequeathed all his residuary 
estate to his wife “upon” trust to pay thereout 
an annuity & “ upon further trust’ to pay certain 
legacies, which did not exhaust the personal 
estate. Ile reterred to his wife as his extrix. in 
the will, but the will did not contain any express 
appointment of her as extrix.: -/eld: upon the 
construction of the will she was entitled bene- 
ficially to the surplus estate.—-WILLIAMS  v. 
RoBERtTS (1857), 27 L. J. Ch. 177; 30 T.. TO. S. 
364; 4 Jur. N.S. ls; 6 W. RR. 38. 

an euttan :—Consd. Re West, George v. Grose, [1900] 1 Ch. 


8203. - -- ,j—Testator made his will 
as follows: “| give & bequeath to my brother 
K. whatsoever real estate L may die possessed of 
wheresvever situate, on trust nevertheless to pay 
thereout ” certain specified debts which were in 
fact discharyved in testator’s lifetime. ‘' & also in 
trust to pay to each of my sisters M. & C. & to 
my brother A. as long as they respectively live the 
sum of £50 every year, by two equal half-yearly 
payments.’ The will contained a bequest of the 
personalt y to the brothers I. & A. & the sisters, & 
appointed EK. sole exor, In an action by the 
heir-at-law :—Held: HK. was not a bare trustee, 
but took a beneticial interest & the residuc of the 
real estate after satisfying the express trusts, did 
not pass to the heir-at-law by a resulting trust.-— 
JROOME v. CROOME (1889), 61 L. T. 814, HL. 


Annotations :—Distd. Re West, George v. Grose, [1900] 1 Ch. 
84. Apld. Ze Foord, Foord v. Conder, [1922] 2 Ch. 519. 





8200 i. Whether donee entitled to sur- 
plus—Gift subject to charge—Rducation 
Of children.) — Bisserr ov. TaYLor 
(1900), 35 N.S. RK. 440.—CAN. 


8202 j. —— Payment of debts & 
legacies. |-—-KELLETT v. KELLETY (1811), 
1 Ball & B. 533; 3 Dow, 248.—IR. 


0. Gift for maintenance of chil- 
dren.J)—B1igELOW v. BIGELOW, 19 Gr. 
at fp. §65,— CAN. 

p. Bequest to ‘‘ Orphanages of the 
city of Vancouver in proportion to 
the number of children under their 
care,”"}-—-HARRIS v. ALEXANDRA NON- 


Homnt or 





q. Words of 


to which 


r. Estate 
Lorton, 2 Bli. N. 


SECTARIAN ORPHANAGE & CHILDREN'S 
VaNCOUVER, 
D. LL. R.1153; 32 BEC. RR. 25; 
1 W. W. Li. 624.— CAN. 
desire.) — When tes- 
tator expresses u 
disposition of property, & the objects 
he refers are certain, [ 

desire so expressed, amounts to & 1. L. T. 24.—I1 
command.—CarY v. CaRY (1804), 2 
Sch. & Lef. 173, 188.—-IR. 

charged 


use of younger children.}—GORE Ut. 
S. 287.—IR. 
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What words amount to trust.]|—See ‘TRUSTS 
& TRUSTEES, Vol. XLIITI., pp. 568-591; CHARITIES, 
Vol, VILL.. pp. 288, 289, Nos. 651-657. 


B. To Benefit Donee in Particular Manner. 
(a) In General. 

8204. Whether absolute gift to donee—General 
rule.|—'Testator ordered & empowered the trustees 
of his will, at their free will & pleasure, to sell part 
of the trust property, &, out of the proceeds, to 
pay not exceeding £2,000 to his son, for setting 
him up in business, or for such other purposes as 
testator’s wife should think proper & most bene- 
ficial to him. The son survived testator, & after- 
wards died without having entered into business, 
& without the £2,000, or any part of it having 
been raised. 

It is a well-known rule that, where a legacy is 
given, but the application of it is prescribed by 
testator himself or left by him to the discretion of 
some other person, if that discretion is not exercised 
or an accident happens which prevents the employ- 
ment of it in the way which is contemplated, the 
gift prevails. ‘The mode of application may fail, 
but that will not interfere with the substance of 
the gift (LORD CorTtENHAM, (.).—GouGi v. BULT 
(1848), 16Sim. 45; 17L.J.Ch. 401; 181. 7.0.8. 
86; 60 16. R. 789, TL. C. 


Annotation :—Apld. Re Stanger, Moorsom v. 'Tute (1891), 60 
L. J. Ch. 326. 


8205. ——- —---.]—If a gross sum be given, or 
if the whole income of the property be given, & a 
special purpose be assigned for that gift, this ct. 
always regards the gift as absolute, & the purpose 
merely as the motive of the gift, & therefore holds 
that the gift takes effect, as to the whole sum or 
the whole income, as the case may be. ‘Thus, 
where there is the gift of a sum to apprentice a 
child, or to buy a comunission for a son, the ct. 
gives effect to the entire gift; & whether the sum 
can or cannot be applied for the purpose of buying 
the commission or apprenticing the child, the ct. 
holds that the child is entitled to the whole of it. 
In the present case, the trust is plainly very 
different. It is a trust to apply ‘‘ the whole or 
part’ for the purposes specitied, namely, for the 
maintenance, attendance, & comfort of testator’s 
brother. I do not think it confers on him an 
absolute right to have the whole income applied, 
except in the event of a case being made, that the 
whole was wanted for the specific purposes directed 
by the will (PAGE Woop, V.-C.).—ARe SANDERSON’S 
Trusr (1857), 3K. & J. 497; 26 LL. J. Ch. 804; 
30. 'T. O.8. 1403 3 Jur. N.S. 658 ; 5 WLR. 864 ; 
69 BK. Tt. 1206. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Henderson v. Cross (1861), 29 Beav. 
216; Bullock v. Bullock (1864), 11 L. 'T. 561; Ze Peek's 
Trusts (1873), 42 L. J. Ch. 422. Apld. Zte_ Stanger, 
Moorsom v. Tato (1891), 60 J. J. Ch, 326. Consd. Re 
Wintle, ‘Tucker v«. Wintle, [1896] 2 Ch. 711. Refd. Re 
Neil, Hemming v. Neil (1890), 62 L. T. 6149; Re Andrew's 
Trust, Carter v. Andrew, [1905] 2 Ch. 48;  dte Ussher, 
Foster . Ussher, [1922] 2 Ch. 321. Mentd. Re Unite, 
Kdwards v. Smith (1906), 75 L. J. Ch. 163. 


8206. Application in discretion of donee.]|— 
There are many authorities that a bequest to A. 








pay mortgage debt.) 


t. Charge to 
M‘ARAVEY, 3 Dr. & 


—-MARSHALL Uv. 
War. 232.—IR. 

a. Payment of annuity.}—DOOLAN 
‘i SMITH (1846), 3 Jo. & Lat. 547.-—- 
R. 


[1923] 1 
[1923] 


desire us to the 
-— HANLY 1. CARROLL, 


b. : 
1907) 1 4. a 168, App. 176; 41 


ee 


the 


co. Puyment of debts.]}— LOoKE v, 
Pracock, 2 Mo). 421.—IR. 

d. Legacy charged on land—Ex- 
press trust.J)—- Re HAZLUTTs, [1915 
11. R. 285.—IR. 


with sum for 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 9, 
B. (a), (b) & (e).] 

for such purposes as he shall think fit is a gift to 

himself. That must always depend upon the 

particular terms of the will (LORD ELpon, C.).— 

PAICE v. CANTERBURY (ARCHBP.) (1807), 14 Ves. 

364; 83 E. R. 560, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Pyne, Lilley v. A.-G., [1903] 1 Ch. 
83. Refd. Mapp v. Elcock (1849), 2 Ph. 793. entd. 
Doe d. Cratchfleld av. Pearce (1815), 1 ade 353 ; Pocock 


te. Lincoln (Bp.) (1821), 3 Brod. Bing. 27; Bridge v. 
Brown (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 181. 





ae —--— ———.|— Tarr v. TRIBE, No. 8248, 
post, 

8208, ——- -——.|—-Barrs v. FEwKEs, No. 8192, 
ante. 


(b) Gift at Discretion of Another. 

8209. Whether absolute gift to donee—Dis- 
cretion as to application.] ---Direction for payment 
of residuc to E. to be applied by her, at her dis- 
cretion, for or towards the education of her son, 
& that she should not be liable to account to him 
or any other person for the disposal or application 
of it. The residue being considerable :— Held: 
E. was entitled to it, subject to the application 
of so much as the ct. might think fit to the educa- 
tion of the son during his minority.—HAMLEY v. 
GILBERT (1821), Jac. 854; 37 Ic. RK. 885. 
Aunolanens -—Consd. Camden v. Benson (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 


. Refd. Crockott v. Crockett (1842), 1 Hare, 451; 
Haikes v. Ward (1842), 1 Hare, 445. 








8210. —~—-.] — MORRISON” v. MORRISON 
(1887), 1 Jur. 671. 
8211. -|—Testator bequeathed the 


residue of his personal estate to three trustees, in 
trust to pay, apply & dispose of all the interest 
thereof for the maintenance, support & benefit of 
his three children & the survivors & survivor of 
them, in such shares & proportions, & in such 
Manner as they should think most proper & 
advisable, &, if all the children should die without 
leaving issue, then that the trust fund should 
remain vested in two of the trustees, in trust for 
the persons thereinafter mentioned :—Held: the 
whole income of the residue was given for the 
children’s benefit, &. the trustees having applied 
only part of it for their benetit, the surplus de- 
volved, on the survivor’s death, to his personal 
representative.—BEEVOR v. PARTRIDGE (1840), 11 
Sun. 229; 10 L. J. Ch. 89; 59 E. RK. 862. 

ro —— ——..]—GovuGcH v. BuLT, No. 8204, 
ante. 

8213. -|—Testatrix gave a fund to A. 
& B., who were her exors., in trust to place out 
the same at interest, & to apply the interest thercof, 
or the principal, for the bencfit of Mary Ann &., 
in such way as they might, in their discretion, 
think fit, during her life, it being the wish of 
testatrix that they should dispose of the principal 
& interest, or any part, or should withhold the 
whole, & let the interest accumulate ; & upon the 
decease of Mary Ann S., in case the trust fund, or 
any part thereof, or interest, should then remain 
undisposed of, upon trusts for other persons. 
A. & B. paid the interest of the trust fund & £100, 
part of the capital, to Mary Ann S., & died without 
any other exercise of their discretionary power :— 
Held: Mary Ann S. was entitled to the whole of 
the trust funds..—GuDE v. WORTHINGTON (1849), 
3 De G. & Sm. 389; 18 L. J. Ch. 303; 13 L. T. 
O.8. 88; 13 Jur. 847; 64 BE. R. 528. 


Annotations :—Consd. Ie Stanger, Moorsom v. Tate (1891), 
L. J. Ch. 326. Refd. Rose v. Kowe (1869), 21 L. T. 











WILLS. 


8214. -.]—IIUTCHINSON v. Rouau, No. 
8225, post. 

8215, — -.] made his will in 1830, 
directing, after payment of debts, etc., & legacies, 
‘all my remaining property to be placed in 
proper securities & appropriated to the education 
of my sister C.’s children, as shall seem most meet 
& beneficial to them, by the exors. of this my 
will, recommending to them that the boys receive 
a classical education to fit them for the learned 
professions, & the girls to fit them for the purpose 
of teaching in respectable private families, or in 
schools of the first respectability.” 1B. died in 
1859, having survived his exors., leaving a brother 
& three sisters his only next of kin, & children 
of his sister C., all grown up, surviving him :—- 
Held: (©.’s children were entitled as beneficial 
residuary legatees.—PRESANT & PRESANT  U. 
GOODWIN (1860), 1 Sw. & Tr. 544; 29 L. J.P. M. 
& A.115; 2h. 7.57; 24 5.9P. 344; 6 Jur. N.S. 
404; 164 E. R. 852. 

8216. .|—Testator gave to trustees all his 
property upon certain trusts, & directed that 
certain specified sums of money should be invested 
for the benefit of his four sons on their attaining 
twenty-one, such sums to be applied as the 
trustees in their discretion might think fit; & he 
further directed that the sums specified should be 
very judiciously invested, as they were intended 
specially for the advancement in life of the 
respective recipients :—Held: the sons were 
absolutely entitled to the legacics, freed from the 
exercise of any discretion on the part of tho 
trustees.— Re JOHNSTON, MILLS v. JOIINSTON, 
fIs94] 3 Ch. 204; 683 L. J. Ch. 753; 71. T. 392 ; 
42 W. I. 616; 38 Sol. Jo. 564; 8 BR. 563. 

8217. ——- .|—Where trustees are directed 
to apply at their absolute discretion the whole or 
any part of a fund for the benefit of A., but are 
obliged to apply the rest of the fund, so far as it 
is not applied for the benefit of A.. to or for the 
benefit of B., A. & LB. together are the sole objects 
of the discretionary trust & are entitled between 
them to have the whole fund applied to or for 
their benefit.—Re SmirH, PUBLIC TRUSTEL v. 
ASPINALL, [1925] Ch. 915; 97 L. J. Ch. 441. 

8218. Discretion as to amount.|—Testator 
authorised his trustees to apply any sum not 
exceeding £600, in the purchase of church pre- 
ferment for A. <A. died efor any sum had been 
so applied :—Held: the gift wholly failed.— 
COWPER v. MANTELL (No. 2), COOPER v. MANTELL 
(No. 2) (1856), 22 Beav. 231; 27 L. T. O. S. 130 ; 
2 Jur. N.S. 745; 4 W. RR. 500; 52 BE. R. 1007. 
Annotations :—Consd. Furley vr. Hyder (1872), 41 L. J. Ch. 


583. Refd. Ite De Bruyn, Ford v. Prevost (1904), 48 
Sol. Jo. 458. 


8219. ——~—.| — Re SANDERSON’S 
No. 8205, ante. 











TRUST, 





(c) Particular Instances. 


8220. Apprenticeship of infant—-Right of per- 
sonal representative.|—Legacy given to an infant 
to put him out apprentice, & he dies before he is 
of a competent age to be put out. It shall go to 
his exor. or admniinistrator.—BARLOW v. GRANT 
(1684), 1 Vern. 255; 23 BK. R. 461. 

Annotations :—Apld. Barton v. Cooke (1800), 5 Ves. 461. 
Distd. Hamlcy wv. Gilbert. (1821), Jac. 354. _Consd. Cooper 
vw. Mantell (1856), 27 L. T. O. S. 130. Refd. Lonsdale v. 
Berchtoldt (1857), 3 K. & J. 185; Re Sanderson’s Trust 
cree 3 K. & J. 497; Borton v. Dunbar (1860), 2 De G. 
", & J. 338; Presant & Presant v. Goodwin (1860), 1 
Sw. & Tr. 544. 


8221. Right of infant born after death of 





PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 9.—B. (b). 
8218 i. Whether absolute gift to donec—Jiszretion as to amount.J—Ie MaGEE (1925), 36 B, C. R. 195.—CAN. 


Part XVI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


testator.|—A legacy of £500 is given to the eldest 
son of A. to be begotten, to place him out 
apprentice. A. has a son born after testator’s 
death, who brings a bill for the legacy, & it is 
decreed to be paid him, though not born in 
testator’s lifetime ; & though the £50U was given 
for a particular purpose.—NEVILL v. NEVILL (1701), 
2 Vern. 431; 23 BE. R. 876, 


Annotations :-—Refd. Haney v. Gilbert (1821), Jac. 354; 
Cooper v. Mantell (1856), 27 L. T. O. S. 130. 


8222. Advancement in profession or business.|— 
Devise of real estate & personal to be laid out & 
settled, with directions to the trustees, out of the 
rents or residue of his personal estate, to raise & 
pay any money they should think, proper & con- 
venient, not exceeding £34,000, for the advance- 
ment of pltf. in any business, art, or profession, 
or in any civil or military employment :—Held : 
to be a gift of the money.—CoPE v. WILMorT (1772), 
Amb. 704; 27 HE. R. 457. 

Annotations :—Consd. J’e Sunderson’s Trust (1857), 3 K. & J. 
497. Apld. Furley v. Hyder ee: 41 L. J. Ch. 583. 
Refd. Young v. Young (137), 1 Jur. 840; Borton v. 
Dunbar (1860), 2 De G. F. & J. 338 ; Jée Wintle, Tucker v. 
Wintle, [1896] 2 Ch. 711. 


8228. ——-.j;—GOUGH v. BULYT, No. 8204, ante. 

8224. —---.|—COWPER v. MANTELL (No. 2), 
COOPER v. MANTELL (No. 2), No. 8218, ante. 

8225. -|—Testator gave his residuary cstate 
to his exors. *‘ upon trust out of the rent or pro- 
duce of my real estate, & other moneys on loan 
or otherwise to form a fund, the same to be applied 
in establishing my three sons in their several 
professions in such proportions as my exors. deem 
lit.”’ One of the sons had been entered in a pro- 
fession by his father, but neither of the other 
two sons had adopted a profession or expressed an 
intention of doing so :—Held: notwithstanding 
testator’s purpose ‘had failed, the sons were 
entitled to the whole residue in equal shares for 
their own benefit.— LTIUTCHINSON v. ROUGH (1879), 
40 L. 'T. 289. 

8226. Education of infants.|—Legacy for the 
board & education of an infant, until he shall be 
fit to be put out apprentice, & then a farther sum 
with him as an apprentice fee; the infant, having 
attained nineteen, & not having been put out, was 
held entitled to the legacies.—BARTON v. COOKE 
(1800), 56 Ves. 461; 31 HK. R. 682. 

Annotations :—Consd. Hamley v. Gilbert (1821), Jac. 354. 

Refd. Eyre v. Marsden ieee? 4 My. & Cr. 231; Cowper 

v. Mantell (1856), 22 Beav. 231; Present v. Goodwin 

(1860), 1 Sw. & ‘Tr. 544. 

8227. —-——.|— Testator directed his exor. to 
permit his wife to enjoy a copyhold estate for life, 
& afterwards to dispose of it & invest the produce 
for the purpose of educating the children of H. ; 
he then gave another copyhold for the benefit 
of the same children, & subsequently gave to his 
exors. all the residue ‘“‘ for the purposes therein- 
before mentioned ’’ :—Held: the children were 
absolutely entitled to the residue, & the widow was 
not entitled to a life interest therein.—PARROTT 
v. WALLACE (1834), 4 L. J. Ch. 3u. 

8228. -|—Bequest to trustees upon trust 
to pay & apply the sum of £800 in & upon the 
education of F., the godson of testatrix :—Held : 
this was an absolute gift of £800 to F., & bore 
interest from the cxpiration of one year from the 
death of testatrix.—NoEL v. JONES (1848), 16 
coe 309; 17L. J. Ch. 470; 12 Jur. 906, 60 E.R. 
393. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Presant & Presant v. Goodwin (1860), 
1 Sw. & Tr. 544. 
8229. -| — Testator 
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—~E. (Cj. 
8226 i. Education of infants.) — Re 








devised estates to 





BLACK, FALLS 
i. hi. 48 or: 


v. ALFORD, [1907] 


e. Preparation for 
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trustees, in trust to pay £300 a year for the main- 
tenance, clothing & education of his son’s children 
during the life of their father. The son had three 
children, all of whom attained twenty-one, & then 
one of them died :—Held: the personal repre- 
sentative of deceased child was entitled to one- 
third of the £300 a year during the father’s life.— 
LEWES v. LEWES (1848), 16 Sim. 266; 17 L. J. Ch. 
425; 60 E.R. 876. 

Annotations :—Apld. Presant & Presant v. Goudwin (1860), 


1 Sw. & Tr. 544. Refd. Williams v. Papworth, (1900) 
A.C. 563. 


8230. --|—Testator gave the residue of his 
estate to trustees, upon trust to permit his wife to 
receive the rents, issues & profits, & carry on his 
trade for her own benefit, & to enable her to bring 
up, maintain, & cducate his children, durante 
viduitale :—Held: the wife was absolutely entitled 
to the business.—JONES v. GREATWOOD (1853), 
16 Beav. 527; 51 E.R. 883. 

Ae -—Mentd. Ashton v. Corrigan (1871), L. R. 13 

q. 76. 

8231. Purchase of furniture—Right of executor 
of donee.|—Testator having given his wife the 
option to occupy his house at a certain rent, & 
if she should choose to do so, declared, she should 
have the use of the furniture, by codicil, revoking 
the bequest of an annuity to her, gave her a legacy, 
to provide furniture in case she should not choose 
to occupy his house or for any other purpose she 
should think proper. She occupied the house 
& furniture till her death; & her exor. was held 
entitled to the legacy.—-ISHERWULOD v. PAYNE 
(1800), 5 Ves. 677; 31 Ic. R. 800. 

8232. Purchase of ring.|— Legacy of £50 for a 
ring not specific : theretore carrying interest with 
other pecuniary legacies.—APREECE v. APREECE 
(1813), 1 Ves. & LB. 364; 35 E.R. 142, L. C. 

8233. Maintenance of infant.]—Under a beynest 
of stock, in trust to pay the dividends to M., the 
niece of testator, ‘‘ for & towards the maintenance, 
education, & bringing up of all & every the child 
& children of M. until he, she, or they shall attain 
twenty-one,” then to transfer the principal equally 
among the children, with a bequest over in default 
of such issue, to the nephews & nieces of testator 
living at the death of M. The dividends are pay- 
able to M., although she has no child.—HAMMOND 
v. NEAME (1818), L Swan. 35; 1 Wils. Ch. 9; 36 
is. R. 287. 

Annotations :—Consd. Hamley v. Gilbert (1821), Jac. 354 ; 
Camden v. Benson (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 256; Thorp v. 
Owen (1843), 2 Hare, 607; Cowper v. Mantell (1856), 22 
Beav. 231. Apld. Lonsdale v. Berchtoldt (1857), 3 K. & J. 
185; Jée Skinner’s Trust (1860), 8 W. Rt. 605. Refd. 
Hodgson v. Green (1842), 11 L. J. Ch. 312: Byne v. 
Blackburn (1858), 26 Beav. 41; Lloyd v. Lloyd (1858), 26 


Beav. 96; Re Springfield, Chamberlin v. Springtield 
(1894), 8 Lt. 466. 
8234. —-—.]—A legacy of £5,000 was given to 


trustees to be expended by them for the benefit 
& advancement of an infant as they in their 
absolute discretion should think fit. There was 
also a gift by the same will, of the income of a 
share of residue to the same infant for life on his 
attaining twenty-one, with a power to the trustees 
to apply the income during his minority for his 
maintenance, & education. <A suit for administra- 
tion was instituted by the trustees immediately 
after testator’s death, & orders were from time to 
time made in it for the advancement, & also the 
maintenance & education of the infant out of the 
£5,000 legacy. On his attaining twenty-one :— 
Held: he was absolutely entitled to the unapplied 
residue of the legacy ; &, inasmuch as maintenance 


Diok’s TRUSTEES v. Dick (1911), 48 
oa R. 325; (1911) 18. L. T. 95.— 


profession. } 8 


970 


Sect. 19.—Quantily of interest given: Sub-sect. 9, 
B. (c), & C.) 


would have been ordered out of the income of the 

contingent share of petitioner, he was entitled to 

be recouped out of the past income of the residuary 
estate what had been expended out of the £5,000 
legacy for his maintenance & education.—FURLEY 

v. HYDER (1872), 41 L. J. Ch. 583; 26 L. T. 864. 
8235. -|—LEWES v. LEWES, No. 8229, ante. 
——.]—Compare Nos. 8179-8184, ante. 

8236. Maintenance of donee & ere Ns 
there is a gift by will to a person ‘ for the main- 
tenance or support of himself & his family,’’ such 
gift is not clothed with any trust.—Re RoBERT- 
SON’B TRUST (1858), 6 W. R. 405. 

8237. .|-—Testator gave his residue to his 
wife KH. for the support & maintenance of herself 
& children & for their education :—Held : NR. took 
the absolute interest.—BonpD v. DICKINSON (1875), 
33 L. T. 221. 

8288. Maintenance, attendance & comfort — 
Person unable to look after own affairs.|—Jie 
SANDERSON’s Trust, No. 8205, arte. 

8239. To pay rent of house.|—Testator, by his 
will, gave an annuity of £1,000 a year to his wife, 
for her life, & directed his plate & furniture at II., 
his family mansion, to be sold. By a codicil, 
he desired that his wife should be accommodated 
with any plate she might choose for her own use, 
& that an inventory should be made of it, & that it 
should be returned at her death: ‘‘ & I give to her 
absolutely any one of my silver inkstands which 
she may select: I also give to my dear wife, any 
part of the beds, bedding, linen, carpets, or other 
household furniture at TI., which she may require 
for her own use, as likewise any wardrobes or glass 
cases at H. according to her wish; & I give to 
her, in addition to all other provisions, £400 per 
annum during her life, to be applied to the rent of 
any residence she may choose to live at, & to be 
raised & paid in like manner as the annuity 
bequeathed to her by my will’ :—Held: the wife 
was entitled, absolutely, to such parts of the 
furniture as she might select; & she was entitled 
to be paid the £400 a year, although she had fixed 
her residence with her son, at the family mansion. 
—AMUERST (LORD) v. LEEDS (DUCHESS) (1842), 12 
Sim. 476; 6 Jur. 141; 59 WK. R. 1215. 

8240. Purchase of house.}—Bequest of £8,000 
to testatrix’s daughter, a married Jady, towards 
purchasing a country residence :—Held : to be an 
absolute Dbequest.-—-KNox +o. IloTHAmM (LORD) 
(1845), 15 Sim. 82; 60 EF. R. 517. 

8241. To pay off mortgage-—Estate foreclosed.]|— 
An estate was mortgaged to A., who sub-mort- 
gaged it to B. A. devised the estate to C., & 
bequeathed to B.thesub-mtyee., through his exors., 
£1,000 to clear in part the estate. The sub-mtgee., 
after the death of testator, foreclosed the estate :— 
Held: the devisee of the estate was entitled to the 
£1,000.—-LockHarRr v. HARDY (1846), 9 Beav. 
379; 10 Jur. 728; 50 BE. R. 389. 

Annotations :—Refd. Goodwin v. Lee (1855), 26 L. T. O. S. 
1; ste Bowes, Strathmore v. Vane, [1896) 1 Ch. 507. 
8242. To pay off debt due from trustees.]—By 

deed certain real estates were settled to the 

separate use of M., a married woman, for life, 
without power of anticipation ; remainder to her 
son WwW. for life; remainder to his first & other 
sons in tail male; remainder to the second & 
other sons of M. in tail male, with divers remainders 
over; provided that the trustees therein men- 
tioned might during the life of M. fell timber on 
the estate & should invest the proceeds of the sale 

thereof, & pay the income thereof, during M.’s 

life, to the person entitled to the rents of the 
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estate; & after her decease, should pay the 
principal among all M.’s children, except an 
eldest or only son, entitled to the estate in tail, 
or in tail male, under the preceding limitations, 
as M. should appoint, & in default, equally. Pitf. 
afterwards became a trustee of the settlement, & 
he & his co-trustee J., cut down timber, which 
roduced £1,500, of which £1,000 was paid, at 
M.'s request, & on a promise by J. to indemnify 
pltf., to M.’s husband, to make certain repairs 
on the estate; & the remaining £500 was invested 
in Consols. M.’s husband, shortly after the pay- 
ment of the £1,000, invested £500, part thereof, 
in Consols, in the names of the trustees; but J. 
was never aware of that fact. J. died in 1847, 
having by his will, which recited the above facts, 
except the last-mentioned investment of £500, 
directed his exors., in order to indemnify his 
co-trustee, & both their representatives, at the 
end of twelve months after his death, to pay the 
sum of £1,000 clear of legacy duty, unto such 
person or persons as would be then mea or 
beneficially entitled to the moneys arising from 
the sale of the timber, provided that. such person 
or persons should accept the same in discharge 
of any claimin which they might have in respect of 
the sum of £1,000, & should execute an effectual 
release. M. had four children, one of whom was 
a married woman :—Il/eld: the persons bene- 
ficially interested in the timber money were 
entitled to the whole legacy, if they accepted it 
as in the will mentioned notwithstanding that 
testator had made the bequest in ignorance of the 
fact that the trustees were only liable for £500 
instead of £1,000, & notwithstanding that by 
reason of the coverture of two of the cestuis que 
trust a proper release could not be given.—STEUART 
v. FRANKLAND (1852), 18 L. T. O. S. 283; 16 Jur. 
738. 

8243. For present expenses of donee & children.| 
~—~(1) A bequest by a testator of £100 to his wife, 
‘‘for her present expenses of herself & the chil- 
dren"? :—Held: to be an absolute gift to the 
wife. 

(2) Testator gave his wife £4,000 ‘‘ to be used 
for her own & the children’s benefit, as she shall 
in her judgment & conscience think fit, being 
convinced that it will be disposed of conscientiously 
& properly by her, for the purposes mentioned ; at 
the same time recommending her not to diminish 
the principal, but to vest it in Government or 
freehold securities’? :—Held: this was a gift to 
the wife for life, to be employed in such mnanner as 
she should think fit, for the benefit of herself & 
the children, she fairly & honestly exercising that 
discretion; &, subject to such life estate, the 
children took an interest in the capital.—HART v. 
TRIBE (1854), 18 Beav. 215; 28 L. J. Ch. 462 ; 
23 L. T. O. 8. 124: 2 W. RR. 289; 62 BK. R. 85; 
subsequent proceedings, 19 Beav. 149. 

Annotation :~--As to (2) Refd. Curnick v. Tucker (1874), 

L. 0. 17 Eq. 320. 

8244. To purchase commission.|——Re SANDER- 
SON’S TRUsT, No. 8205, ante. 

8245. .}—Testator by his will declared that 
it should be lawful for his trustees, at the request 
of IX. during her life, & after her death at their 
discretion, to expend any sum or sums not excced- 
ing £6,500 in purchasing commissions for or 
obtaining the promotion of W. in the army. E. 
requested the trustees to pay, under the trusts of 
the will, the sum of £6,500 absolutely to W., who 
was in the army. Before any payment had been 
made, purchase in the army was abolished :—IHeld : 
W. was entitled to have the £6,500 with interest 
at 4 per cent. from the date of the request paid 
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to him absolutely—PaLmMmR v. FLowER (1871), 
L, R. 18 Eq. 250; 41 L. J. Ch. 193; 25 L. T. 816; 
20 W. R. 174. 

an :—Distd. Re Ward’s Trusts (1872), 7 Ch. App. 


8246. .|—Jte DE CRESPIGNY, DE CRESPIGNY 
v. DE CrESPIGNyY, [1886] W. N. 24, OC. A. 

8247. For printing book.J]—Testator, by a 
codicil, revoked a bequest in his will of £1,000 to 
be applied in printing a MS. Work, with certain 
directions, & left the MS. in trust for his grandson 
F, that the trustees might provide for the publica- 
tion of the MS. to the best advantage for the 
interests of F., so as to contribute towards raising 
a fund to assist him at the university. ‘‘ Should 
F. die before the book is printed, & it becomes 
profitable, towards the printing of which 1 be- 
queath £1,000, & C. has a boy 1 wish him to 
inherit all the benefit that may be derived from 
this bequest.’? The book had never been pub- 
lished, as it was not thought likely to succeed :— 
Held: the primary object) of the codicil being 
benefit to F., he was entitled to the £1,000, 
although the particular purpose to which it was 
to be applied had failed.—Re SKINNER’s TRUSTS 
(1860), 1 John. & H. 102; 3. T.177; 8 W. R. 
605; 70 H.R. 679. 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Johnston, Mills v. Johnston, [1894] 
aa 204; Fe Bowes, Strathmore v. Vane, [1896] 1 Ch. 
o e 





8248. To pay estate duty.|—Tostator by a 
codicil to his will, executed after the passing of 
Finance Act, 1894 (c. 30), bequeathed to his 
eldest son, to whom certain scttled estates would 
pass on testator’s death, ‘a sum of money suffi- 
cient to pay & discharge all the estate duty which 
may be payable by” him; & he directed such 
sum to be paid out of moneys in the hands of his 
bankers at his death, but if the sum at the bankers 
should not be sufficient, be declared that no other 
part of his estate should be Hable to make good the 
deficiency :—Jleld : the legacy was a gift to the 
eldest son for his own benefit absolutely, & was not 
impressed with a trust to pay the estate duty out 
of its: & consequently that the legatee had not 
lost his right to recoup himself for the duty by a 
charge on the settled estates under sect. 9, sub- 
sect. 6, of the Act.--MEXBOROUGH (ISARL) v. 
SAVILE (1903), 88 L. T. 131; 19 T. Ta. RR. 287, 
H. L.3 revsg. 8S. C. sub nom. Re Mexvorovuan, 
SAVILE v. MEXBOROUGH (1902), 86 I. TT. 831, C. A. 

8249. Gift to corporation for educational pur- 
poses.|—Re Mo.y, LyMe Reais Coren. v. A.-G. 
(1911), 75 J. P. Jo. 580. 

8250. To minimise effect of disendowment,|— 
Testator, who died on Oct. 21, 1916, bequeathed a 
sum of money for the augmentation of the bene- 
ficies within the Archdeaconry of Monmouth so 
as to minimise the effects of disendowment. By 
the Welsh Church Act, 1914 (c. 91), the Church in 
Wales was disestablished as from a subsequent 
date to be fixed by Order in Council. Disendow- 
ment was not to become operative until the date 
of disestablishment, but incumbents appointed 
after the passing of the Act were to get no com- 
pensation. By the Suspensory Act, 1914, the 
date of disestablishment was further post poned :— 
Held: the legacy was payable forthwith or within 
one year froin testator’s death.— Re LLANGATTOCK 
(LORD), JOUNSON v. CENTRAL BOARD OF FINANCE 
ae CHURCH OF ENGLAND (1918), 34 T. L. R. 

8251. Gift of property for erection of public 
building.)—Testator devised certain real estate, 
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not including the subject-matter of this appeal, & 
bequeathed certain personal estate to applts., 
whom he appointed to be his exors. & trustees, 
upon trusts therein mentioned; & the will pro- 
ceeded; ‘ after all the purposes mentioned in the 
preceding clauses of this my will shall have been 
satisfied .. . my exors. & trustees shall with the 
balance of the cash that shall then remain carry 
on & accomplish the following works, that is to 
say, (4) On & over the spot now occupied by my 
property situate at Victoria Road in Lagos... 
they shall cause to be erccted a grand, solid & 
substantial building . . . which shal] be & remain 
for the absolute use of my countryman of the 
Lagos community for ever.’? (d) ‘ The top floor 
of the building shall be supplied with a decent 
library which ... shall be available for the use 
of the educated portion of the . . . community of 
Lagos.” Testator also appointed certain persons 
to be “ trustees of the building,’ with powers of 
Ilanagement & powcr to appoint new trustees 
when necessary :—Held: the will must be con- 
strued as effecting a devise of the property at 
Victoria Road in fee simple to the trustees of the 
will—TAYLOR wu. Suaw, Re JONES (1920), 89 
J.P. C. 124; 123 L. T. 648, P. C. 

Gift of annuities... — See RENTCHARGES & 
ANNUITIES, Vol. XX XIX., p. 140, Nos. 345-349. 


C. To Benefit Particular Property. 


8252. Right of person entitled to property.|— 
Where testator directed his money in the funds 
to be subject to such premium as should be 
necessary for the ‘“ renewal’? of a Crown lease, 
which he specifically bequeathed :—Held: the 
legatee was entitled to the premium only, & not 
to any further sum in respect of an increased rent 
required by the Crown on renewal.—-RICKARDS v. 
Rrekarps (1844), 18 L. J. Ch. 844; 3L. T. 0.8. 
214, ta O, 
aan ennon -—Mentd. Barber v. Mackrell (1892), 67 L. T. 


82538. — -.)- estatrix seised in fee of a 
messuage & mill, subject to the life estate of W. 
directed same to be conveyed to the use of W. for 
life, with remainder to his first & other sons in 
tail, & directed her trustees to stand possessed of 
£2.000 stock, upon trust to apply the dividends 
from time to time in the repairs of the messuage 
& mill, at the request in writing of W., & from & 
after the decease of W., upon the application or 
request in writing of the person or persons who 
for the time being might be entitled under the 
limitations thereinbefore directed, to the end & 
intent that the stock or sum, & the interest & 
dividends thereof, might be, & be continued as 
long as the rules of law & equity would permit, as a 
fund for keeping the messuage & mill at all times 
in good & substantial repair for the benefit of the 
person or persons who might from time to time be 
so in possession thereof or entitled thereto as 
aforesaid. The property was settled in accordance 
with the directions of the will, & the first tenant 
in tail died in the lifetime of W. without having 
barred the entail. On the death of W. :—IHeld: 
the person who then came into possession as tenant 
in tail was entitled to the fund, & not the exors. of 
the first tenant in tail.—Cox v. Sutton (1856), 25 
L. J. Ch. 845; 28 L. T. O. S. 119; 2 Jur. N.S. 
733. 

Annotations :~-Refd. Re Fothergill’s Estate, Prioe-l other- 
gill ». Price, 11903) 1 Ch. 149; Re Lewis, Busk v. Lewes, 

[1918] 2 Ch. 308. 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 9.—C. 
f. Management of furm.]— In the Will of SHEPPERD (1924), 20 Tas. L, R. 28.—AUS. 
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Sect. a Seiirtes of interest given: Sub-sect. 9, 
C.; suo-sect. 10, A. (a) & (6).] 


8254. -|—Where a benefit is conferred by 
will for a specific purpose, although that purpose 
cannot be achieved modo et forma as intended by 
testator, still, if there is a clear intention on the 
part of testator, that the benefit should be con- 
ferred, if testator has excepted from the general 
property bequeathed to the residuary legatec the 
property the subject of the specific bequest, for 
the benefit of the specific legatee, the latter is 
entitled to the benefit of the bequest, & to enjoy 
it in any manner he may think fit.—LONSDALE 
(EARL) v. BERCHTOLDT (COUNTESS) (1857), 3 
K. & J. 185; 3 Jur. N.S. 328; 69 BE. R. 1074. 
Annotutions :—Apld. Re Skinner’s Trusts (1860), 1 John. & 

H.102; Re Bowes, Strathmore v. Vane, [1896] 1 Ch. 507. 

8255. -|—A bequest of money to be laid 
out in planting trees on an estate of which testator 
was tenant for life :—J//eld: primarily for the 
benetit of the owners for the time being, & to belong 
to persons entitled to the estate absvlutely.— le 
Bow8s, STRATHMORE (EARL) v. VANE, [1896] 1 Ch. 
ae 65 L. J. Ch. 208; Ti L. T. 16; 44 W. R. 

Application of rule against perpetuities.|-—Sce 
PERPETUITIES, Vol. XXXVII., p. 79, No. 193. 








SUB-SECT. 10.—CONCURRENT GIFTs. 
A. Joint Tenancy. 
(a) Gift to Several. 
8256. Joint tenancy created.}|—ANOoON. 
Dal. 44, pl. 34; 123 E.R. 260. 
mn oanon :—Refd. Fisher v. Wigg (1701), 1 Ld. Raym. 


(1562), 





8257. .| ~ANON, (1588), Gouldsb. 88, pl. 14 ; 
75 E.R. 1014. 

8258. ——.] —MORGAN’S CASE (1594), Poph. 52 ; 
79 BK. 1. 1168. 

8259. —— .]—Surplus of a personal estate he- 


queathed to A. & B. It is a joint devise, & shall 
survive.--SHORE (LADY) v. KILLINGSLY (1687), 1 
Vern. 482; 23 EK. R. 607, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Cray v. Willis (1729), 2 P. Wms. 529. 

Refd. Jackson v. Jackson (1804), 9 Ves. 591. 

8260. -}— Devise of a residue of a personal 
estate to three is a joint devise & shall survive. -— 
WEBSTER v. WEBSTER (1726), 2 P. Wms. 347; 24 
KH. R. 759. 

Annotations :—Retd. Campbell v. Campbell (1792), 4 Bro. 

C.C. 15; Jackson v. Jackson (1804), 9 Ves. 591. 

8261. -|—I give to my two sisters A. & L. 
the residue of my personal estate :—Held: to be 
a joint tenancy.—Kerys v. LUFFKIN (1767), 1 
Dick. 392; 21 HE. R. 322. 








aa ——.]—CAMPBELL v. CAMPBELL, No. 8460, 
post. 
8263. .|\—Bequest to two without words of 





severance ; they take jointly.—Sruarr v. BRUCE 
(1798), 3 Ves. 632 ; 30 BE. R. 1194. 
8264. -| — Testator bequeathed 





several 
PART XVI. SECT. ta) SUB-SECT. 10. 
—A, a). 


8256 i. Joint tenancy created.}—-REv- 8256 iv. 
MAN v, ALLEN (1884),5 N.S. W.L. RK. (1904), 24 C. 
(Kq.) 120.—AUS. 433; 3 0. W. 
; 8256 ii. ——.]—Re CAMPBELL (1912), 
23 0. W. R. 233; 4 O. W. N. 221: 
7D. L. R. 452.—CAN, 


8256 iii, -l1— Testator devised 
lande to his brother’s two eldest sons 

in case of their coming to Canada & 
claiming the saine ” :—Hleld : though 
the devisees took as joint tenants, yet 
that either of them by coming to 
Canada could entitle elf to his 








8256 vi 








8256 vii. 


moiety.—Dog d. MoGILuis v. MoGILL- 
VRAY, 9 U. C. R. 9.—CAN. 
.J~—Re Ross & DAVIES 
L. T. 213; 70. L. fh. 
R. 215.—CAN. 

8256 v. ——.] — DIXON v. 
(1856),14 U. C. R. 275.—OAN. 

: .}-—Re WaALLis’ TRUSTS, 

23 L. R. Ir. 460.—IR. 
.}-~Testator directed his 
trustees to hold in trust the residue of 
his estate, & he bequeathed to two 
partios named ‘‘ a life interest in this 
said residuary sum to enjoy, sharing 
equally the interest therefrom, pay- 
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legacies, &, among others, to S. £1 4,000, ‘* & to the 
latter gentleman’s family £6,000. S. had six 
children, all living at the date of the testamentary 
instrument, & at the death of testator, & no other 
issue’’—Held: such six children were, as joint 
tenants, exclusively entitled to the legacy of 
of £6,000.—Woop v. Woop (1843), as reported in 
3 Hare, 65; 67 1. R. 298. 

Anon -—Moentd. Pigg v. Clarke (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 

49. 

8265. ——.]—A father devised his real estate to 
his sons A., L., & C. as tenants in common subject 
to charges in favour of his wife & daughters, & gave 
his personal estate to his children in equal shares. 
Many years after the father’s death, but before 
the charges had been satisfied, A. made a will 
giving all his property ‘‘ unto my brothers B. & C. 
absolutely for their uses under the directions of the 
will of my late father’ :—Held; the use of the 
plural word ‘ uses,’”’ & the reference to the direc- 
tions of the father’s will, were not sufficient to 
vary the construction of the previous words of gift, 
& B. & C. took as joint tenants.—OLIVER v. 
Wire (1862), 4 De G. FL. & J. 17; 31 L. J. Ch. 
689; 6L. LT. 198; 10 W. R. 276; 45 1. R. 1088, 
Leake 


8266. -——— Onus of proof to contrary.|—-CROOKE 
v. De Vannes, No. 7981, ante. 
8267. ——— Effect of subsequent dealing with 


property.]|—Where the residue of real & personal 
estates were devised by testator to his two sons as 
joint tenants, & the two sons, after the father’s 
decease, & during the period of twenty years, 
carried on the business of farmers with such estates, 
& kept moneys arising therefrom in one common 
stock, & with part of such moneys purchased other 
estates in the name of one of them, but never in 
any manner entered into any agreement respecting 
such farming business, or ever accounted with each 
other :-—Held - under the circumstances, they con- 
tinued, at the death of one of them, joint tenants 
of all the property that, passed by the will of their 
father, but were tenants in common of the after- 
purchased estates.—-Morris v. BARRETT (1829), 
3Y.& J. 384; 148 1. R. 1228. 

Annotations :—Consd. Davis v. Davis, [1894) 1 Ch. 393. 

Refd. Davies v. Games (1879), 12 Ch. D. 813. 


8268. Gift to several & their children or 
issue.|—Testator, after desiring his trustees to 
divide a principal sum unto & equally between his 
nephew & four nieces, shares & share alike, directed 
in case any of them should die leaving issue of his, 
her or their body or bodies, before their shares of 
the trust fund should become payable under his 
will, that the share or proportion of each of them, 
his nephew & nieces, so dying, of & in the trust 
fund, should be paid to his or her children respec- 
tively, the children to stand in the place or stead 
of their respective deceased parents, & to be 
entitled to receive their respective parents’ shares 
of his trust funds accordingly :—Held: a gift to 
such children as joint tenants; the effect of the 
word ‘‘ respectively ” being to allot the several 
families of children each to its respective parent.—- 








able six monthly, for the remainder 
of thoir lives.”” He further provided 
that “upon the death of the last 
survivor ’’ his trustees should make 
over safd residuary sum ’’ to a certain 
institution :—Held: the bequest of 
the iufe interest to the two bene- 
ficiaries was ai joint bequest. — 
RITCHIR'S TRUSTEES v. MSDONALD, 
(1915] S. C. 501.—SCOT. 


8256 viii. -})—— LABUSCHIAGNE 1». 
SonomMAN, (1915] OC. P. D. 19.—S. AF. 


8256 ix. —----.]}-—HOBSON v. HOBSON 
ete C. T. R. 644; 255. C. 590. 


DIXON 
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Re Hopason’s Trust (1854), 1 K. & J. 178; 69 
i. R. 419. 


Annotations :—-Apld. He Moore's Scttlmt. Trusts (1862), 31 
L. J. Ch. 368. Refd. Davis v. Bennet (1862), 31 L. J. Ch. 
337 ; Hobgen v. Neale (1870), L. R. 11 Eq. 48; Ucasman 
v. Pearse (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 522; Re Coulden, Coulden 
v. Coulden, (1908} 1 Ch. 320. 

8269. -]|—Where testator pave a re- 
versionary interest in a fund to his three sons, 
or such of them as should be then living, or the 
issue of such of thern as should be then dead, share 
& share alike, the issue of each son, taking only the 
share which he would have been entitled to if then 
living :—Held: the issue took in joint tenancy.- - 
Cox v. Brae (1863), 1 New Rep. 536. 

A netahon :—Refd. Heasman v. Pearse (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 
) e 
8270. -|}—Where testator gave pro- 

perty, after the death of a previous tenant for life, to 

several of his nieces for life, & after their deaths to 
their children respectively: ‘‘ but in case all the 
children of his nieces, or of any or either of them 
should die, cither in their respective lifetimes or 
after their decease, under age or without having 
issue, then upon trust that his trustees should pay 
the same unto & equally amongst all & every his 
nephews & nieces, & the issue of such of them as 
should be then dead ” :—-Held: such issue took 

as joint tenants.-—LANPIIER v Buck (1865), 2 

Drew. & Sm. 4814: 34 1. J. Ch. 650; 12 1. T. 660 ; 

1] Jur. N. S. 837; 62 FR. BR. 704; sab nom. 

LAMVHTER v. Bock, 6 New Rep. 1965; 18 W. 3. 

767. 

Annotations :-- Consd. Burt. ». Wellyar (1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 
160. Refd. Beardsley _v. Beynon (1865), 12 L. T. 698; 
Re Turner (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 501: dte Merrick’s 
Trusts (1866), L. RR. 1 Kq. 641; Ae Orton’s Trust (1866). 
L. R. 3 Eq. 375; Hurry v. Wunrry (1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 
346; HWeasman v. Pearse (1873), L. R. tl iKq. 5223; Re 
Smith’s Trusts (1878), 7 Ch. D. 665 ; Ire Flower, Matheson 
v. Goodwyn (No. 2) (1890), 62 L. T. 677; Re Woolley, 
Wormald v. Woolley, [19038] 2 Ch. 206. 

8271. -—~ «.J—Testator directed his residue 
to be divided on the death of his wife, who survived 
him, equally between his brothers & sisters by 
name, & declared that if any of them should die 
Jeaving issue, his, her, or their shares should go 
to his, her, or their respective issue :—//eld: 
(1) the members of cach class, whether children or 
remoter issue of the legatee, took per capita ; 
(2) they took as joint tenants. ~-TLOBGEN v. NALE 
(1870), T.. R. li Kg. 48; 40 L. J. Ch. 863; 28 L. 7. 
O81; 10 W. 1. 144. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Jones’ 

(1878), 26 W. R. 828; 

(1886), 54 L. I. 752. 

8272. ——-~.]—Testator, after bequeathing 
leascholds on trust to pay the rents to his grandson 
for life & on his death to sell & pay the proceeds 
to & amongst his nephews & nieces as tenants in 
common, directed that in case of the death of any 
of his nephews & nieces the children of the 
one dying should ‘“‘ be paid ”’ the parent’s share : 
Held: the children took as joint tenants & not 
as tenants in common.—I?e CLARKSON, PUBLIC 











“atate, Tlume v. Lloyd 
Re Gilbert, Daniel »v. Matthews 








TRUSTEE v. CLARKSON, [1915] 2 Ch. 216; 84 
L. J. Ch. 881; 1138 L. T. 917; 50 Sol. Jo. 
630. 

82738. ——— Gift to several & their offspring.]— 


Youna v. DaviEs, No. 10329, post. 
8274. Gift to next of kin.]—Testatrix 
having three daughters, gave one-third to each 





PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 10. 
—-A. (b). 


$279 i. Whether joint tenancy created.) 
an v. SEVERS, 24 Gr. 320.— 


79 ix. ———.]—HaAIGHT v. DANGER- 


8279 in. queathe 
FIELD (1902), 23C. L. T. 87; 50.1. R. 


274; 10. W. RR. 551.--CAN. 

8279 iii. ——.]— TI UTCHINSON v. HUT- 
CHIINSON (1909), 7 E. L. R. 454.—CAN. 

g. Devise > bequest to two “ con- 
AN jointly their heirs, executors d> adminis- 
. trators.”’|—Testator devised &  be- 
all his ostate to two persons, 
his brother & sister, by namo, * con- 
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for life with remainder to their children respec- 
tively, with cross-remainders between them with 
an ultimate limitation to her own “ next of kin 
& legal personal representatives’ :—Held: the 
class of next of kin was to be ascertained at the 
death of testatrix & they took as joint tenants.— 
BAKER v. GIBSON (1849), 12 Beav. 101; 50 
K. RR. 998. 

8275. -|—Testator, by his will, gave 
£2,000 to trustees, upon trust to pay the interest 
thereof to his daughter for her separate use for life, 
& in case his daughter should not leave any 
children, then to assign & transfer such sum unto 
such person or persons as should happen to be 
testator’s next of kin, according to the Statute for 
the Distribution of intestates’ effects. The 
daughter survived testator, & died without ever 
having been married :—Held: the class of next 
of kin was to be ascertained at the death of the 
testator, & they took as joint tenants.—lRe 
GREENWOOD’s WILL (1861), 3 Giff. 390; BL 
L. J. Ch. 119; 5 L. T. 487; 8 Jur. N.S. 907; 10 
W.R. 117; 66 E.R. 461. 

8276. —--— Gift to relatives.|—Gift to relatives 
after the death of A. & B. :—V//eld: relatives meant 
the persons who would take under Statutes of 
Distribution, the class was to be determined at 
the death of testatrix, the members of it took as 
joint tenants.—--HMAGLES v, Le BRETON (1878), 1. RR. 
15 Ky. 14483 421. 3. Ch. 862. 

Annotation :—Refd. Z’e Nash, Prall v. Bevan (1894), 71 


J]... Ts8 








8277. --— No words of severance indicating 
tenancy in common.]—Notwithstanding the lean- 
ing of late to a tenancy in common, an interest 
given to two or more either by way of legacy or 
otherwise is joint. unless there are words of 
severance, as “ equally among,” etc.—-MORLEY 1. 
Biro (1798), 3 Ves. 628 ; 30 BE. R. 1192. 
Annotations :—-Refd. Matson v. Dennis (1864), 4 De G. J. 

& Sm. 345; Le Pratt, Pratt v. Pratt, (1894] 1 Ch. 491. 

Mentd. Stccds » Steeds (1889), 22 Q. B. D. 537. 

8278. —— -}—Re Yates, Bostock », 
TY Eyncount, No. 8457, post, 





(b) Gift to Several and Their Heirs. 
8279. Whether joint tenancy created.|—ANON. 
(1586), Gouldsb, 28 5; 75 Ke. R. 978. 
8280. - —.|-- LOWEN v. BEDpD (1595), 2 And. 
17; 123 KB. R. 622. 


Annotation ---Refd. Blisset +. Cranwell (1694), Comb. 256. 


8281. ——~-.} —THOROWGOOD v. COLLINS (1627), 
Cro. Car. 75; 79 Vs. R. 6663 sub nom. JAMES & 
TMIOROUGHGOOD tv. COLLINS, Het. 293 sub nom. 
JAQUES & THROUGHGOOD v. COLLINS, Litt. 46. 
aeanon :—Refd. Fisher rv. Wigg (1700), 1 Ld. Raym. 


8282. ——.]—Devise of testator’s estate at A. 
to his eldest son & his heirs, & in default of such, 
to the heirs of his other children ; his estate at B. 
to the husbands of his two daughters in like 
manner :—Held: the former an estate tail, the 
latter a joint estate in fee.—DPICKERING v. TOWERS 











(1758), Amb. 363; 1 Eden, 142; 28 KE. R. 
638. 
8283. |J—GoopTITLE d. ROEBUCK 1. 


OXLEY, No. 8421, post. 
8284 Heirs of every of their bodies.|— 
A. leased for years, & then devised the land to B. 





jointly their heirs exors. & adminis- 
trators for their own use & benefit 
absolutely & for ever.’’ Testator’s 
brother predeceased him; his sister 
survived him :—Held: the sister took 
the whole estate absolutely.—Re 
SUTHERLAND’S WILL, 17 N. Z L. RR. 
553,.—N.Z. 
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Sect. 19.—Quantily of interest given: Sub-sect. 10, 
A. (b) & (c).] 

& his sister, & to the heirs of every of their bodies ; 
they have several inheritances ; & the sister dyin 
leaving issue, on the death of B. without, the ren 
shall be apportioned to the issue. -—HUNTLEY’S 
CASE (1574), 3 Dyer, 326 a; 73 I. R. 736. 
Annotations :—Refd. Ardes v. Watkin (1599), Cro. MHz. 651 ; 

Counden v. Clerke (1612), Hob. 29; Torret v. Frampton 

(1654), Sty. 434; Holmes v. Meynel (1681), T. hkkaym. 

452; Comber v. Hill (1734), Lee temp. Hard. 22. 

8285. Heirs male of their bodies.|— 
FLETCHER’S CASE (1611), Ley. 47; 80 EK. R. 620. 
Annotation :-—Consd. Edwards v. Champion (1853), 3 De 

G.M. & G. 202. 

8286. Heirs of their two bodies.|—Lands 
given to two men & the heirs of their two bodies, 
they are joint tenants for life & have several 
inheritances in tail (per CUR.).—-HALES v, RISLEY 
(1673), Poll. 369 ; 86 Ik. R. 578. 


Annotations : -—Refd. Oates d. Hatterloy v. Jackson (1742), 
2 Stra. 1172; Garth v. Cotton (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 546. 


8287. --—— WHITEWAY 
(1849), 3 Exch. 367; 18 His ads WS: 207 s.121 
O. S. 880; 154 KE. R. 8&6. 

8288. -——— Heirs of their bodies.]|—WiUILKINSON 
vv SPEARMAN (undated), cited in (1706), 2 Vern. 
§45: 283 FE. R. 052, H. I. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Cook ». Cook (1706), 2 Vern. 545. 
Refd. Cray v. Willis (1720), 2 BP. Wins. 620; Pickering v. 
Towers (1758), 1 Eden. 142; Forrest v. Whiteway ee 
3 gett 367; Edwards v. Champion (1853), 3 Do G.M.& 
GQ. 202. 

8289. —— ‘oA devise to testator’s two 


daughters & the heirs of their bodies ; the rule of 
law is, it is a joint estate for life, & several in- 


heritances.—Cook v. Cook (1706), 2 Vern. 515; 
23 1. R. 952. 
sana ct -—-Apld. Forrest. v. Whiteway (1849), 3 Exch. 
Sue Refd. ray Willis (1729), 2 P. Wms. 529; Gore 
. Gore (1783), Kel. W. 254; Buffar v. Bradford (1741), 
2 Atk. 220; Eliot v. Jekyl (1765), 2 Ves. Sen. 681; 
Pickering v. Towers een 1 Eden, 142; Keene a. 
Tinnock v. Dickson (1783) Doug. K. B. 313; Doe d. 
James v. Hallett (1813), 1 ar & 8.124; Early v. Benbow 
(1846), 2 Coll. 342; Edwards v. Champion (1853), 3 
De G. M. & G. 202; Allgood vr. Blake, Roach v. Blake, 
Clennel v. Blake, Reed t. Blake (1873), 29 L. T. 331; 
Locke v. Dunlop (1888), 39 Ch. D. 387. 
8290. Right heirs of one of them.]-— 
TUCKERMAN v. JEFFERIES (1706), 11 Mod. Rep. 
108; 88 E. R. 930; sub nom. TURKERMAN v., 


Jeorrrys, Holt. K. B. 370. 

Annotations :—Refd. Rogers v. Downs (1742), 
292; Trodd ». Downs (1742), 2 Atk. 304; Garland v. 
Thomas (1804), 1 Bos. & P. N. WR. 82; Penny v. Allen 
(1857), 3 Jur. N.S. 273. Mentd. Scot v. Shopherd (1773), 


3 Wils. 403. 
$291. Survivors of them, their heirs & 
to be divided.|—Devise of lands 
to B. & C. & the survivor of them & their heirs, 
equally to be divided between them share & share 











.|--FORREST  v. 








9 Mod. Rep. 








alike; B. & C. are joint tenants for life with 
several inheritances.— BARKER v. GyLEs (1727), 
3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 104; 1 KH. R. 1206. 


Annotationa :~ Consd. Rogers 7. Downs (1742), 9 noe wep ‘ 


292. Apld. Doe d. Littlewood v. Green (1838), 4 
229. Refd. Trodd v. Downs es) 2 Atk, 304; Garland 
v. Thomas (1804), 1 Bos. & PV. N. KR. 82. 


8292. Their several = es pasiliG heirs.}— 
Testator by his will devised his real estates to his 
nieces, K. & P., equally between them, to take as 
joint tenants, & their several & respective heirs & 
assigns for ever :—Held: they took estates as 
joint tenants for life, with several inheritances on 
the death of the survivor.—DokE d. LITtLEWoop 





WILLS. 


v. GREEN (1838), 4 M. & W. 229; 1 Horn & H. 
314; 8lL.J. Mx. 65; 2 Jur. 859; 150 H.R. 1414. 
Annotations : -—-Apld. Re Atkinson, Wilson ». Atkinson, (1892) 

3 Ch. 52. Refd. Forrest v. Whiteway (1849), 3 Kxeh. 367. 

$293. Their heirs & assigns for ever.|— 
Testatrix devised her real estate as follows: ‘ I 
give & bequeath same unto my husband’s nieces, 
M. & J., to hold to them, their heirs & assigns, for 
ever ; but in case M. & J. shall both die without 
issue, then I give & bequeath same to H. & G. to 
hold to them, their heirs & assigns, fur ever, as 
tenants in common ”’ :—Held: M. & J. were joint 
tenants for life, with several inheritances ; &, on 
the death of M., J. became entitled to the proper ty 
during her life, & after her death without issue, 
the estate v ested in plitfs., the daughter & grandson 
of M.— ForREST v. WulrEWAY (1849), 3 Exch. 367 ; 
18L. J. Bx.207; 12L.T. O0.8.380; 154K. BR. 886. 

8294. Their respective heirs.|—(1) Under 
a devise to the children of A. & to the heirs of their 
respective bodies, the children take as joint 
tenants for their lives, with several inheritances in 
tail, but under a devise to them & the heirs of 
their bodies respectively, they take as tenants in 
common in tail. 

(2) A devise to A. & B. & their “ respective 
heirs,’ gives to them a joint tenancy for life with 
several inheritances in fee.-—te TIVERTON MARKET 
Act, &a p. TANNER (1855), 20 Beav. 374; 24 
I. J. Ch. 657; 251. T. 76; 1 Jur. N.S. 487; 52 
BE. RR. 647. 

Annotation :—Apld. Re Atkinson, 

(1492] 3 Ch. 52. 

8295. ——- (1) Testator gave the residue 
of his real & personal estate to trustees, in trust for 
his nephews A., B., & C., & for their respective 
heirs, exors., administrators, & assigns. <A. died 
before testator; ©. died after testator :—Held: 
the nephews were joint tenants for their lives, & 
the life of the survivor, with several remainders 
to them as tenants in common in fee; & B. took 
the income of the whole for his life. 

(2) If money is to be paid to persons who take 
an absolute interest it is difficult: to see how you 
are to pay them as joint tenants (Norra, J.).— 
Re ATKINSON, WILSON v. ATKINSON, [1892] 3 Ch. 











Wilson wv. Atkinson, 








52; 611. J. Ch. 5043 667. T. 71735 40 W. R. 
666; 36 Sol. Jo. 508. 


Annotation :—As to (2) N.F. Re Clarkson, Public Trustee v. 

Clarkson, [1915] 2 Ch. 216. 

8296. -—--- Their heirs male—& the heirs male 
of the survivor or survivors.|—Devise to ‘all & 
every my grandchildren their heirs male & the 
heirs male of the survivor or survivors of them for 
ever’ :—-Held: this gave joint tenancies to the 
grandchildren for their lives, with several in- 
heritances in tail, & with cross-remainders in tail.--— 
TUFNELL ». BORRELY (1875), L. R. 30 Hq. 194; 44 
L. J. Ch. 768; 23 W. RR. 717 


) Gift to Several and Their Survivors, 

8297. Joint tenancy created.|—A devise to 
three, & that each shall be the other’s heir, is a 
joint tenancy.—HAMBLEDON tv. HAMBLEDON (1589), 
Cro. Eliz. 164; 3 Leon. 262; 78 BE. R. 422. 
Annotation :—Reftd. Fowler v. Ougley (1589), 1 And. 194. 





8298. ~|—-Hurp v. LENTHALL (1649), Sty. 
211; 82 FE. 1. 658. 
Annotations :- -Distd. Blisset v. Cranwell (1694), 1 Salk. 226. 


Refd. Fisher ». Wige (1700), 1 Salk. 391; Tuckerman v. 


Jefferies (1707), 11 Mod. Rep. 108. 


A - 8297 iil. ——-.}—Re BARRETT? (1858), death to their children in equa) shares. 
eee neon ME ry eeeecre ae 81. Ch. R. 548. ae IR. ae poirected, that Fost hes 
et ae ee sho not be sold or mtgo ; 
8297 i. Joint tenancy created.J—Re 8297 Iv. Nee cobalt s Coe his wite both survived testatrix :— 


tena 
PRICE (1912), 8 Tas. L. R. 95.—AUS. 


ae me -_——— ws SCOULER v. SOCOULER, 





of them,”” & 


certain lands to F. & his wife, pltfs., in 
the following words : 

& share & share alike or to the survivor 
in the event of their 


Held: they took the land absolutely 
AB joint tenants.-—FINLD v. THOMPAON, 
26N. Z. L. R. 1.—N.Z. 


“in equal shares 


Parr XVI.—-ConsrrRuctTIon. 


8299. ——.]—-ANON. (1678), Freem. Ch. 301 : 
Freem. K. B. 301; 22 EB. BR. 1223. 
8300. ———.]—Devise to two, equally to be 
divided, & to the survivor of them, they are joint- 
tenants.—- CLERK v. CLERK (1694), 2 Vern. 323; 1 

Eq. Cas. Abr. 291; 23 E. BR. 809. 

Annotation :—Refd. Gould v. Kemp (1834), 2 My. & K. 304. 
8301. .|—J. being entitled to a debt of 

£20,000 due from the Crown, devised the same to 

six of his relations, equally to be divided between 
them, share & share alike; & if either of them die, 
to the survivors or survivor of them. All the 
legatees survived testator, but before the debt 
was recovered, one of them died :—Held: the 
legatees were joint tenants, & the representative 
of the legatee dying, was not entitled to any part 
of this legacy.—BINDON (EARL) v. SUFFOLK 

(HARL) (1707), 4 Bro. Parl. Cas. 574; 2 E. R. 391, 

Wf. T.3 revsg., 1 P. Wms. 96, T. 6. 

Annotations :--Consd. Haws v. Haws (1747), 3 Atk. 524. 
Distd. Viner v. Francis (1789), 2 Cox. Eq. Cas. 190. N.E. 
Roebuck v. Dean (1793), 2 Ves. 266. cannot conceive 
upon what ground Lord Cowper’s decree was reversed 
(LORD LOUGHBOROUGH, C.). xpld. Brograve v. Winder 
(1795), 2 Ves. 634. Consd. Russell ». Long (1799), 4 Ves. 
551. Dbtd. Garland v. Thomas (1804), 1 Bos. & P. N. BR. 
82. The decision of Lord Cowper in that case [Lord 
Rindon v. Lord Suffolk) has always been treated as the 
right decision (LORD MANSFIELD, C.J.)._ Distd. Cripps 
v, Walcott (1819), 4 Madd. 11. Expld. Edwards v. 
Edwards (1852), 15 Boav. 357. Consd. Re Smith's Trusts 
(1878), 9 Ch. D. 117. Refd. Douglas v. Chalmer (1795), 
2 Ver. 501; Porry v, Woods (1796), 3 Ves. 204; Maberly 
v. Strode (1797), 3 Vos. 45 King v. Taylor (1801), 5 
Ves. 806; Doe d. Long v. Prigg (182 ., 8 B. & Cc. 231; 
Homo v. Pillans (1833), 2 My. & K.15; Cooper v. Cooper 
(1855), 1 K. & J. 658. 

_ 8302. -- - ./—-By a devise, to A. & B. for their 

lives & the hfe of the survivor, but, in case B. 

should marry & have issue, then, after the death 

of A., to B. & her heirs. but, if B. should die single 

& without issue, then to A. & her heirs, A. & B. 

take a joint estate for life, with contingent re- 

mainders in fee simple, to each in the alternative.— 

JOODTITLE Vv. BILLINGTON (1781), 2 Doug. K. B. 

7538; 99 I. R. 481. 

8303. ——~-.|—Survivorship by words in a will 
creating a joint interest. ; the intention of severance 
not being sufficiently clear.-- WHITMORE vo. TRE- 
LAWNY (1801), 6 Ves. 129; 31 I. R. 975. 
aiotanon :—Reld. Lang v. Pugh (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas, 











8304. ———.]— JACKSON v. JACKSON (1804), 9 
Vrs. 591; 82 BE. R. 732, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Dale v. Hamilton (1846), 5 Hare, 
369. Distd. Brown v. Oakshot (1857), 24 Beav. 254. 
Consd. Harrison v. Burton (1860), 1 John. & H. 287; 
Apld. Willams v. Hensman (1861), 1 John. & H. 546. 
Refd. Watcerer 1. Waterer (1873), 21 W. R. 508. Mentd. 
Burdon v. Barkus (1862), 4 De G. F. & J. 42. 

8305. —-~--.}—-Devise of all his real & personal 
estate wheresoever & whatsoever equally to his 
sisters M. & E., or to the survivor of them, & to be 
disposed of by the survivor as she may by will 
devise :——Held : the sisters did not take as tenants 
in common in fee; nor supposing them to be 
tenants in common for life with a contingent 
remainder in fee to the survivor, or with a power 
to the survivor to dispose of the fee by will, was 
it such a contingent remainder as was devisable 
by a will made by one in the lifetime of both the 
sisters, or was the power well executed by such 
will.—DoE d. CALKIN v. TOMKINSON (1813), 2 
M.&S. 165; 105 H.R. 344. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Thomas v. Jones (1862), 1 De G. J. & 
Sm. 63; Milman v. Lane (1901), 85 L. T. 180. 

8306. .|—Devise to the three sisters of 
testator for & during their joint natural lives, & 
the natural life of the survivor, to take as tenants 
in common & not as joint tenants ; remainder to 
trustees during the respective lives of the sisters 
& the life of the survivor, to preserve contingent 
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remainders, & from & after their respective 
deceases & the decease of the survivor remainder 
over :—Jleld: the sisters either took the estate 
as joint tenants to be regulated in its enjoyment 
as a tenancy in common; or as tenants in common 
with benefit of survivorship.—Dor d. BORWELL 
v. ABEY (1813), 1 M. & S. 428; 105 E. BR. 160. 
Annotations :—Consd. Wollen v. Andrewes (1824), 2 Bing. 
126. Apld. Taafe v. Conmee (1862), 10 H. L. Cas. 64. 
8307. ———.]—Devise to Margaret & Elizabeth, 
of the residue, to them & the survivor of them, 
their heirs exors. for ever :— Held: they took a 
joint tenancy in fee.-—-Dor d. YouNG v. SOTILERON 
(1831), 2 B. & Ad. 628; 0. J.O. 8S. K. B. 286; 
109 KK. R. 1276. 
aon :—Refd. Fisher v. Moore (1855), 1 Jur. N. S. 


8308. —-—.]— Bequest ‘to A. & B. of the sum 
of £25 per annum, each, for & during the term of 
their natural lives, or the life of the longest liver 
of them, for their or her own absolute use & 
benefit? :—WTeld : on the death of A., her annuity 
survived to B. for her life.--HAaTTon v. FINCH 
(1841), 4 Beav. 186; 5 Jur. 548; 49 BF. R. 310. 

8309. .-|-—Testator bequeathed his residuary 
personal estate to trustees, in trust to pay the 
interest to & amongst all the children of his 
brother, for their respective lives, &, after their 
deaths, as they should respectively die, he gave 
the principal of their respective shares to their 
respective children; &, if any of his brother’s 
children should die without leaving anv child, 
he gave their shares to their surviving brothers & 
sisters for life, &, afterwards, to their respective 
children, in the same manner as their original 
shares were given. One child of testator’s brother 
had three children, one of whom was born after 
testator’s death; & that child & another died in 
their parent’s lifetime :—/Icld: on the death of 
the parent, the surviving child became entitled 
to the whole share of which the parent had been 
tenant for life.—--AMIES v. SKILLERN (1845), 14 
Sim. 428; 14 0. 0. Ch. 1605; 47. T. O. S. 47135 
9 Jur. 124; 60 KH. R. 424. 


Annotations :—-Folld. Kenworthy v. Ward (1853), 11 Hare, 
196. Consd. Hand v. North (1863), 33 L. J. Ch. 556; 
Ruck v. Barwise (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 510. Refd. 
Re Hudson, Hudson v. Hudson (1882), 20 Ch. D. 406. 








8310. -|—MoorRE tv. CLEGQHORN, No. 8459, 
post. 
8311. —--—.|-—MILNE vw. LOE, ADDINSELL Vv. 


Lor (1848), 12 L. T. O. S. 240. 

8312. -.1-~Testator gave all the property he 
possessed in the parish of K., consisting an houses, 
lands, debts, ready money & other effects which 
he then possessed, or might possess at the time of 
his decease, & also all his funds in the Bank of 
England or that of the United States of America, 
to his reputed children Anthony, James, & 
Richard, & their heirs, share & share alike, as soon 
as they should have attained twenty-one: it being 
his will that, if one of them should dic before he 
attained that age, his share should vest in & belong 
to the survivors. James died under twenty-one, 
leaving Anthony & Richard surviving :—Held: 
the share of testator’s property, which James would 
have been entitled to if he had attained twenty- 
one, vested in Anthony & Richard, as joint tenants. 
—JONES v. LALIT. (1849), 16 Sim. 500; 60 E. R. 
968. 





8313. ——.|—LEIGH v. MOSLEY, No. 7738, ante. 
8314. -——-.|—-(1) Devise of “‘ my landed estate 


in Westmoreland,” with their appurtenances & 
all allotments of common now inclosed. to testator’s 
three daughters. ‘‘ to be jointly & equally enjoyed 
or divided in case of marriage of any of them, & 
they or the survivor, in case of death, are hereby 
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Sect. 19.--Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 10, 
A. (c), (d), (e) & (f), & B. (a) & (6) 2.) 


fully authorised to dispose of the same by will or 
assignment ’’ :—Held: the first words gave the 
fee, & the second created a joint tenancy, & the 
survivor alone had power to devise. 

(2) Testator gave his ‘“ personal estate, in 
money & funds,’’ to his three daughters equally ; 
also all plate & furniture, to be shared like the 
personal estate ; also to his three daughters all his 
books, pictures, etc.; also a leasehold house, 
particularly named :—Held: as to the books & 
leasehold, the daughters were joint tenants. — 
CooKSON v. BINGHAM (1853), 17 Beav. 262; 21 





L. T. O. S. 236; 1 W. R. 459; 51 E. R. 1034; 
affd., 3DeG.M.&G. 668, L. C. & L. JJ. 
831 .|—Testator gave the _ interest, 





dividends & annual produce of certain funds to 
trustees, upon trust to pay the same equally to his 
three daughters, M., A., & S., during their lives & 
the lives of the survivors & the survivor of them, 
during their & her natural life, for their respective 
separate use, & directed that the respective 
receipts of his daughters should be sufficient dis- 
charges for the income, & from & after the decease 
of the survivor of them, in trust for the issue of 
the three daughters who should attain the age of 
twenty-one vears. One of the daughters having 
died leaving issue, a question was raised as to the 
parties entitled to the interest which she had 
enjoyed, & the judge held that the daughters of 
testator took under the bequest as joint tenants, 
& not as tenants in common.—PEARSON v. CRANS- 
WICK, CRANSWICK v. PEARSON (1863), 9 TL. T. 
21s Ah C. A. 

Annotation :-——Refd. Bryan v. Twiggy (1867), 3 Ch. App. 183. 

8316. .|—Testator gave all his real & 
personal property to his widow during her life, & 
after her death gave certain houses to his three 
grandchildren by name, but. subject to a further 
life interest in favour of their mother, & in the 
event of the death of either of them directed his 
or her “share’’ to go to the survivors. One 
grandchild died in his mother’s lifetime but after 
the death of testator’s widow. The ct. having 
held that the express gift over was limited to death 
in the lifetime of testator’s widow :—Held: not- 
withstanding the use of the word ‘‘ share ”’ in the 
gift over, on the true construction of the will the 
three grandchildren took as joint tenants & not 
as tenants in common.—Re SCHOFIELD, BAKER 1. 
CHEFFINS, [1918] 2 Ch. 64; 87 L. J. Ch. 510; 
118 L. T. 755: 62 Sol. Jo. 488. 

Survivorship generally.|—Sce Sect. 27, post. 





(d) Gift to Several with Provision for Future 


Division. 
8317. Joint ene created.J]—ANON. (1552), 
Benl. 19; 738 E. R. 944. 
Annotation :—Retd. Fisher v. Wiggs (1700), 1 Salk. 391. 





A - BRADBURY (1572), 3 
Leon. 19; sub nom. WERSTER v. 
GARBERY, Dal. 77. 

8319. J|—A devise of “all my lands & 
goods, after my debts & legacies paid, to A. & B. 
my children, equally to be divided between them 


passes an estate for life only in joint tenancy.- — 


74 EK. R. 513 ; 





WILLS. 


Gouldsb. 182; 78 E. R. 579; sub nom. DEACON v. 

Marsu, Moore, K. B. 594. 

‘Annotations :—Refd. Fisher v. Wigs (1699), 1 Ld. Raym. 
622; Cole v. Rawlinson (1702), 2 Ld. Raym. 831 ; Moor v. 
Denn D. Mellor ae 2 Bos. & P. 247; Bowon v. Snow- 
croft. (1837), . & C. Ex. 640; Gatenby v. Morgan 
(1876), 1 Q. B. 

8320. Sy aniwooD v. SHAWE (1602), 
Jenk. 263; 145 E. R. 188. 

8321. .]|—Gift of a legacy upon trust to pay 
the income to wife for life, & after her death to 
pay the interest to testator’s three sons ‘* for their 
natural lives, in equal shares,’’ & after their decease 
he gave one-third of the fund to the children of 
each of them in equal shares & proportions, to be 
paid when & as they. should respectively attain the 
age of twenty-one years, & directed that the interest 
be paid to the children until they should attain 
twenty-one, & he gave the residue to the same 
three sons :—lHeld: the life interest was, notwith- 
standing the words in equal shares, a joint tenancy ; 
& one of the three sons having survived, took the 
whole income; & on the death of the survivor, 
the capital was divisible among the children of the 
sons in three shares, a stirpes, & not per capita.— 
BEGLEY v. Cook (1856), 3 Drew. 662; 28 L. T. 
O.S. 138; 5 W. 1. 66 ; 61 K. FR. 1056. 


Annotations :——Consd. Wadd ». Draycott (1863), 2 New Rep. 
55. Refd. Fe Hutchinson’s ‘Trusts (1882), 21 Ch. D. 811. 


8322. —---.]-—-A devise to two persons, in terms 
importing a joint tenancy, is not. changed into a 
tenancy in common by a subsequent gift over of 
the ‘‘ estate”? of one of them upon a certain con- 
tingency. 

Testator devised his real estate to his wife & 
his son D. & he then proceeded thus: ‘ If my 
son 1). shall happen to die without. issue living, 
my will is that all his estate is to be divided 
between all my children in equal shares,” & “ if 
my wife will intermarry she is to enjoy none of my 
property? :—Held: (1) the wife & D. took as 
joint tenants; (2) the wife having died in the 
life of testator & D. having survived testator & 
died a bachelor, the whole estate was divisible 
between testator’s children, & T).’s representatives 
took his share out of it.—-MDWARDES tv. JONES 
(1864), 33 Beav. 348 ; 55 74. R. 402. 


Annotation :—Generally, Refd. Re Schofield, Baker v. Choffins, 
[1918] 2 Ch. 64. 


$323. -|—Testator devised to trustees three 
freehold houses in trust for the joint benefit of his 
two daughters; ... but in case either of his 
daughters married & had a child or children, 
then such child or children should have the 
mother’s share. Both daughters married & 
died without) having had a child :-- Held: the 
daughters took a joint equitable estate in fee 
simple.— YARROW v. KNIGHTLY (1878), 8 Ch. D. 
736; 47]. J. Ch. 874; 39 7. T. 238; 26 W. R. 
704, GC. A. 
aialonon :—Refd. Moryoseph ». Moryoseph, [1920] 2 Ch. 


(e) Gift to One and His Children. 
See Sect. 19, sub-sect. 13, post. 


(f) Other Cases. 
8324. Gift to wife until daughter attains full age 
— Then to wife & daughter for their lives.]|— Devise 
to a wife until his daughter attain full age, & then 








DickIns v. MarsHaL (1594), Cro. Eliz. 330; to the wife & daughter for their lives, they hold in 
PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 10. N.S. W. 646; 25 N.S. W. W.N. 200. or joint tenancy.}—C. gave his real & 
—A. (d). —AUS. personel omate ue ne yes ae - C., 

: or the use enetit of herse our 

h. General rule.}—Although a direc k. ——.]—Re NEImsSON, 28 N. Z. dear daughter E. W. C.,” & upon the 


tion to divide property upon a cer- 
tain event might be consistent with 
& joint tenancy until the event hap- 
pened, yet clear words are necessary 
to bring about. that result.— Je PO IaNG 
CHANDLER v. Hoano (1908), 8 S. R. 


L. R. 733.—-N.Z. 


PART XVI. mal 3 SUB-SECT. 10. daughter K. W. 
1. Gift to wife—Whether absolute gift 


death of his. wife the whole of his 
estate was ‘* to are to my dear 

C. aforesaid bor her 
sole use & benefit '’; & he appointed 
his wife sole extrix.:—Held: during 


Part XVI.—ConstRuction. 


joint tenancy.—-BLock v. 
Eliz. 582; 78 BE. R. 779. 


Annotation :—Refd. Scattergood v. 
Rep. 278. rgood v. Edge (1699), 12 Mod. 


8325. Gift to one—& the issue of his body law- 
fully begotten.|—Re Wynci’s Trusrs, Hx p. 
Wyncu, No. 8858, post. 

8326. & to his lawful issue.]—Testator 
gave ao fund to A. for life, & afterwards “ to his 
lawful issue.” A. left him surviving four children 
& one grandchild :—Held: they all took as joint 
tenants.—He Coriass (1875), 1 Ch. D. 460; 45 
L. J. Ch. 118; 33 L. T. 630; 24 W. R. 204. 

Gift to alternative donees.|—See Nos. 6590-— 
6596, ante. 

Gift to right heirs.]—Sce DESCENT, Vol. XVIIL., 
p. 8, Nos. 50, 51. 

Gift to co-helresses by name.]—See DEscent, 
Vol. XVIII, p. 10, Nos. 75, 76. 


PAGRAVE (1596), Cro. 





. B. Tenancy in Common. 
(a) In General. 

See Luw of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), ss. 834-86 ; 
ReAL Prorerry, Vol. XX XVIII., pp. 685-698. 

8327. Words indicating severance of estate.|— 
The principle with regard to a tenancy in common 
is now clearly settled; wherever the words 
amount to a severance or distribution of the 
estate, the legatee takes as tenant in common 
(MACDONALD, (.B.).—GANT v. TAURENCE (1811), 
Wirht, 395; 145 1. R. 1304. 
Annotations ; —Consd. Bennett v. Houldsworth (1911), 104 


L. T. 304. Refd. Rc Woolley, Wormald v. Woolley, [1903] 
2 Ch. 206. 


8328. -}—Testator by his will appointed A. 
& LB. his exors. & trustees, & after providing a fund 
for the payment of his debts & legacies. & all legacy 
duties, gave his residuary estate to his trustees for 
their absolute use & benefit. By a codicil he 
appointed C. an additional exor. & trustee of his 





the lifetime of FE. W. Cc. &€ J. E. GC. 
Ic. W. C. was entitled to a one-half 
share of the net income of the estate 
of (.— Re Chambers (1924), 20 ‘Tas. 
L. . 25.. AUS, 


trust 


children. He 


for the bonefit) of his wife & 
left his ‘ 
children, all but one under age, bim by 
surviving :—TFleld ¢ 
not indicate any intontion that the 
widow should take for life, & she & 


977 


will, & declared that the residuary bequest should 
be read as if the names of A., B., & C. were inserted 
instead of the names of A. & B., ‘so that O. 
should participate in such bequest free from legacy 
duty with A. & B.’’ <A. died before testator :— 
Held: the effect of the codicil was to make A., 
3., & C. tenants in common of the residue, & A.’s 
share lapsed to the next of kin. 

_i cannot doubt, having regard to the authori- 
ties respecting the effect of such words as 
“amongst”? & ‘respectively’ that anything 
which in the slightest degree indicates an intention 
to divide the property must be held to abrogate 
the idea of a joint tenancy, & to create a tenancy 
in common (LORD HATHERLEY, C.).—ROBERTSON 
v. FRASER (1571), 6 Ch. App. 696; 40 I. J. Ch. 
7763 19 W. RR. 989, Ta. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Woolley, Wormald v. Woolley, 


[1903] 2 Ch. 206; Re Ward, Partridge v. Hoare-Ward, 
{1920} 1 Ch. 334. 


8329. ———.|—(1) Where the ct., in construing 
a will, can find words implying an intention to 
sever a gift to several persons, it will favour a 
tenancy in common rather than a joint tenancy. 

(2) The words “ all & every ’”’ the children of a 
certain individual do not import any intention to 
sever.—-BINNING v. BINNING (1895), 89 Sol. Jo. 
622; 13 R. 654; sub nom. BintANa v. BILLING, 11 
WT. RR. 502, 

Particular words of severance.|-—See Sub-sect. 
10, 13. («), post. 


(0) Indication of Severance of Estate. 
i. In General. 


8330. Devise subject to charge-—-Payable in 
equal shares—From each devisee.}|—A devise of 
a term to A. & B. paying £25 a year out of the 
rents to one during his life, viz. £12 108s. by each 
of them, is a tenancy in common.—KEwW v. ROUSE 
(1685), 1 Vern. 353; 23 BE. R. 517, L. C.° 


a. Devise to children who should attain 
age of twenty-one years or marry.)—G. 
his will, devised to his trustees 
certain real estate to hold the same in 
trust for his three children. H. G., 
M. A. G., & C. G. for auch of them as 


wife & ten 


these words did 


m. Gift to widow &  children.j-—— 
Testator devised & bequeathed all his 
real & personal estate to his wife to 
hold the same unto her for life for the 
banefit of herself & their children, & at 
her death to be divided equally among 
such of their children as should then be 
living :—7feld: the widow held the 
property in trust for herself & the 
children, & during her lifetime the 
widow & children were equally & 
jointly entitled to the income thereof.— 
Ree SMITH’S WILL, SMITH v. SMITH, 
[1905] V. L. R. 470.—AUS. 


.J—Testator willed as follows : 
give, devise, & bequeath to my 
exor, & extrix.”’ (of whom one was pitf., 
testator’s widow) ‘‘all my real & 
personal property of every kind what- 
Aoover, for the benefit of my children, 
share & share alike, & to inv wife while 
she continues my widow, & I give to iny 
said exor, & oxtrix. power to sell any 
pant or the whole of my real property 
or the support & maintenance of my 
children & my wife while she remains 
iy widow ’’:— Held: the widow & 
the children took the real & personal 
PoP Evy jointly, she during widow- 
ood, & they share & share alike 
absolutely; she did not take an 
immediate estate in the whole with 
reversion to her children.—-DONALD 2. 
DONALD (1884), 7 O. R. 669.—CAN. 


0. Gift to testator’s wife &: brothers 
—As resid legatees.|)—- M‘ DON- 
NELL ¥. JEBB, 16 I. Ch. R. 359.—IR. 


D. -]—Testator gave & be- 
queathed all his real & personal estate 
to his wife & two brothers, to hold in 


J.—VOL. XLIV. 








n. 
ce J 





the children took in equal shares as 
joint tenants.—BLUNDELL vv. BLIN- 
DELL (1895), 14 N. ZL. t:. 184.-—-N.Z. 


q. Wish expressed as_ tu disposal 
of share by survivor—Whether joint 
tenancy created.J-—AUSTIN v. AUSTIN, 
27 N. Z. L. R. 1099.-—N.Z. 


r. Gift to wife d& children.) — 
Testator left a will in the following 
form: ‘‘ I do hereby bequeath unto 
my wife C. M. all my real & personal 
estate & property of whatsoever kind 
for her use & that of our children, & 
I appoint my wife extrin. of my 
will :-- Held : the wife & children took 
the property as joint tenants. ~ MATIE- 
SON tv. MATHKSON (1915), 34 N. 7%. 
L. R. 248.--N.Z. 

jor 


t. Effect of bequest “to A. foi 
the benefit of herself &: of her sister 13.”") 
—-Under a boquest ‘‘to A. for the 
benefit of herself & of her sister LB.” 
each sister had a vested beneficial 
right in foe to one-half of the bequest. 
—MACPHERSON v. MACPHERSON’S 
CURATOR Bons (1894), 21 R. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 386: 31 Sc. ee BEL -t 
S. L. T. 449.— SCOT. 


PART XVI. oe es SUB-SECT. 10. 
—B. (a). 


8827 1. Words indicating severance of 
estate. }—MCFADYEN v. MCFADYEN, 27 
O. R. 598.—CAN. 

8327 fi. .]— SYNGE v. 
(1814), 2 Ball & B. 506.—IR. 

8327 iii. .}CocHRANE’s TRUS- 
TEES v. COCHRANE, [1014] S. C. 403; 
{1914] 1 Ss. L. T. 273.—80 i. 


HALES 








should attain the age of twenty-one 
years or should be or had been 
married :—Z/leld: the children took as 
tenants in common.—te GLOVER 
(1901), 3 8. A. GL. R. 104.--AUS. 


b. Trust for payment “by equal 
quarterly payments during their livea "’ 
-—Whether direction as to mode of pay- 
ment or words showing ertent of gift.}-— 
Re Hay (1901), 3 9. A. L. R. 92.— 
AUS. 


ec. Gift to widow dé  tssueJ-—A 
testator who died Oct. 1, 1853, devised 
his estate, upon trust, infer alia, as 
follows: ‘‘ To pay my debts & funeral 
expenses, K€ manage the said premises 
sO given, granted, devised, & conveyed 
to the said exors. in whatever manner 
they consider most advantageous for 
my wifo & my issue, who I will & 
declare to be entitled to reccive the 
benefit. of any & every portion of the 
aforesaid Jands, goods,’”’ 4te. :—Held: 
the widow & children of testator took 
as tenants in common.—SHAW vt. 
Trhomas, 19 Gr. 489.—CAN. 


d. Devisees to divide property ‘as 
they shall deem most equal & juat.’’) 
ST oatator devised to his sons C. & F., 
the land in question with the mills 
thereon erected, ‘‘ the said land & 
mills to be held & divided by the said 
Cc. & ¥., as they shall deem most equal 
& just’; & a direction was added, 
that they should equally contribute 
towards during their lives, & to the 

ayment of his debtse:—Held: the 
evissed took a fee as tenants in com- 
mon, not as joint tenants.—IGaLis 
v. ARNOLD, 14 U. C. R. 296.— CAN. 


3 R 


978 
Sect. ene of interest given: Sub-sect. 10, 
. (b) a. 


8331. Gift of fund for settlement on children.|—- 
SANDERS v. BALLARD (1688), 3 Rep. Ch. 214; 21 
K. R. 7703; sub nom. SAUNDERS 7. BROWNE, 2 
Vern. 46; sub nom. ANON., Carth. 15, L. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Perkins vr. Baynton (1781), 1 Bro. C. C. 

118; Campbell v. Campbell (1792), 4 Bro. O. C. 15, 

8332, Provision for survivorship.|—Devise by 
testator to his five children & the survivors & 
survivor of them, & the exors. & administrators 
of such survivor, share & share alike, as tenants 
in common, & not as joint tenants, is a tenancy in 
common in fee.—ROsE d. VERE v. TILL (1766), 8 
Burr. 1881; 97 E. R. 1149. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Garland v. Thomas (1804), 1 Bos. & 
P.N. R. 82. efd. Doe d. Borwoll v. Abey 1819), 1M. 
& §. 428; Edwards v. Symons (1815), 2 Maresh. 24 
Haddelsey ». Adams (1856), 22 Beav. 266 ; Fe Gregson’s 
Trust Estate (1864), 2 De G. J. & Sm. 428; Re Maunder, 
Maunder v. Maundor (1902), 87 L. T. 262. Mentd. loo d. 
Long v. Prigg (1828), 8 B. & C. 231. 


88383. -|—Words of survivorship in a will 
shall not defeat the effect of words importing a 
tenancy in common: but shall be referred to 
some time, as the death of the tenant for life; or 
even to the death of testator, though a construc- 
tion not to be adopted, if there can be any ot her.-— 
RUSSELL v. LONG (1799), 4 Ves. 551; 31 BL R. 2833. 
Annotations :—Consd. Newton ». Ayscough (1815), 19 Ves. 

534; Cripps v. Wolcott (1819), 4 Madd. 11. 

8334. J}—Devise to the use & behoof of 
testator’s niece S. & his two nieces FE. & A. & the 
survivor & survivors of them, & the heirs of the 
body of such survivor & survivors as tenants in 
common, & not as joint tenants :—Held: under 
this devise 8., E. & A. tuok as tenants in common. 
—GARLAND v. THOMAS (1804), 1 Bos. & BP. N. R. 
82; 127 BE. R. 389. 

Annotations :—Refd. Alt v. Grogory (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 


221; Re Gregson’s Trust Estate (1864), 2 De G. J. & Sm. 
ace ; Re Maunder, Maundoer v. Maunder (1902), 87 L. T. 


8335. -|—Bequest to A. & B., with benefit 
of survivorship; as to the moicty of L., at B.'s 
death, to A., her exors., administrators & assigns : 
—Held: A. & B. took as tenants in common.- 
PATERSON v. ROLLAND (1860), 28 Beav. 347: 54 
KE. R. 399. 

_ +8336. J\—A gifl to A. & B., in terms creat- 
ing a joint tenancy, followed by a proviso for 
survivorships to B. if A. died without children :-— 
Held: to create a tenancy in common. ~RYVES 
v. RYVES (1871), I. R. 11 Eq. 539; 40 L. J. Ch. 
252. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Stead +r. 

15 Eq. 175. 

8337. Gift to vest as donees come of age.|—- 
Bequest to A. for life, & after her decease to her 
children when they arrived at twenty-one. <A. 
had two children, both of whom attained twenty- 
one :—Held: they were tenants in common.—- 
WOODGATE v. UNWIN (1831), 4 Sim. 129; 58 E.R. 
20 : Arad nom. WOODGATE v. ATKINS, 9 L. J. O. S. 

l. ; 


Annotations :—Consd. Kenworthy v. Ward (1853), 11 Hare, 

196. px a anoth repentant ee S. 835. 

é gor v. M’' Gregor , od. FF. & J. 63. 

id. x Aspinall’s Settlement Trusts (1861), 30 L. J. Ch. 
Distd. R 

















Hardaker (1873), L. R. 


» Hand v. North (1863), 3 New Rep. 239. 
pl. v. Barwise (1865), 2 Drow. & Sm. 510. 


3338. .]-—Testator gave all his estates, real 
& personal, to his exors., in trust to be disposed 
of by them as after mentioned. He then gave all 
his real estates, houses, & lands, to his wife, for 








seer 


PART XVI. Baad iby PUSS SeCT: 10, 406.—CAN. 


v. ANDERSON (1880), 4 8 (RR, 


{. —-——.]—CLARK ¥v. CLARK (1890), 
e. Intention of testator.}—-FisneR 118. C. BR. 376.—CAN. 
gE. ----—.J— HAntTiey v. FanrLey, 2 8. AF. 


WILLS. 


life: ‘“ & after the decease of my wife, I give my 
houses, lands & estates in B. to J. B., but at his 
death, I will that the whole shall be for the use of 
J. B.’s wife & children, & which children, at the 
death of their mother, shall inherit the same 
jointly, during their lives; & if the children 
shall die before they arrive at the age of twenty- 
one, If will that my houses & estates at B. go to H.,”’ 
who was testator’s heir. 

J. 1B. & his wife had three daughters & one son. 
The daughters were living at the date of the will, 
& at testator’s death. The son was born after- 
wards. After the death of J. B., but in tho life- 
time of his wife, two of the daughters died intestato 
& unmarried, one before & the other after attain- 
ing twenty-one, leaving their brother their heir. 
After the deaths of the prior devisees, the son & 
the surviving daughter, both of whom had long 
attained twenty-one, executed a deed in the 
nature of a recovery, by which they limited the 
lands in B. to the use of themselves & their heirs 
as tenants in common:—dlleld: they took an 
estate in fee simple, as tenants in common, in the 
lands in B.---Spry v. BRroMrreLp (1841), 10 Sim. 
04; 7M. & W. 545; 10 L. J. x. 457; 59 EB. R. 
548; subsequent proceedings, 10 Sim. 224. 

8339 .|—A gift to persons vesting as they 
should come of age creates a tenancy in common.— 
HAND v. Nortu (1863), 8 New Rep. 239; 33 
L. J. Ch. 556; 9 LL. T. 6843; 10 Jur. N.S. 7; 12 
W. R. 229. 
aration :—Reid. Ruck v. Barwise (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 











8340. tage bequeathed property to 
a tenant for life, & after her death to her children : 
Held : the children took as joint tenants. 
Semble: had the gift been made contingent on 
their attaining twenty-one, they would have 
taken as tenants in common.—RHUCK v. BARWISE 
(1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 510; 35 L. J. Ch. 16; 12 
L. VT. 841; 13 W. R. 1016; 62 EK. R. 7183 sub 
nom. Buck v. BARWISE, 6 New Rep. 375. 

8341. Gift to next of kin—According to Statute 
for Distribution.] — Bequest of personal estate 
“upon trust to pay the dividends to J. B. for 
life, & then to T. B. for life. & the hfe of the 
survivor; & after the death of the survivor, the 
trustee to stand possessed of & transfer the same 
to such person or persons as should at the time of 
the decease of J. B. be entitled thereto as his next 
of kin under the Statute for the Distribution of 
the offects of intestates.” At the death of J. B. 
there were two next of kin of testator, of whom one 
died shortly afterwards :—J/eld: they took the 
fund as tenants in common.—HORN v. COLEMAN 
(1853), 1 Sm. & G. 169; 22 L. J. Ch. 779; 20 
L. T. O. S. 290; 17 Jur. 408; 1 W. R. 104; 65 
E. R. 73. 


Annotations :—-Consd. Bullock ». Downes (1860), 9 H. L. 
Cas. 1. Distd. Re Greenwood’s Will (1861), 8 Giff. 390. 
8342. 


Pare ne. to A. for life, & 
afterwards to his children, & in default, ‘‘ then ’’ 
unto the persons ‘‘ of the blood or next of kin ”’ of 
testator “as would, by virtue of the Statute of 
Distributions, have become & been then entitled 
thereto, in case testator had died intestate.”’ A. 
died without issue :—Held;: (1) the class com- 
prising the ultimate gift was to be ascertained on 
the death of testator, & not of A.; (2) the class 
took as tenants in common, notwithstanding the 
exclusion of testator’s widow.—DOWNES v. BUL- 
LOCK (1858), 25 Beav. 54; 653 EH. R. 556; a/ffd. 








J. R.N. 8. 115.—N.Z. 


h. ——-.]-— STRENKAMP v, Dt VIL- 
LiERS, 10 8. C. 56; 3 C. TT. R. 58.— 


Part XVI.—ConstRUCTION. 


sub nom. BULLOCK v. DOWNES (1860), 0 H. L. Cas. 

] ; 8 L. a 194, H. L. 

Annotations :—-As to (1) Apld. Michell v. Bridges (1864), 11 
L. T. 727. Consd. ba v. Day (1870), 18 WwW. R, 417, 
Apld. Cusack v. Rood tisi6 24 W. R. 391. Distd. Ze 
Morley’s Trusts (1877), 25 . R. 825. Apld. Mortimore 
v. Mortimore (1879), 4 App. Cag. 448; Clarke v. Hayne 
(1889), 37 W. R. 667. Consd. Hood v. Murray (1889); 14 
App. Cas. 124; Re Rees, Williams v. Davies (1890), 44 
Ch. D. 484; fe Nash, Prall v. Bevan (1894), 71 L. T. 5. 
Apld. Re Ford, Patten v. Sparks (1805), 72 L. T. 53 He 

iison, Wilson v. Batchelor, [1907] 2 Ch. 572. Consd. 

Fe Helsby, Neate v. Bozie (1914), 84 L. J. Ch. 682; Re 

Mollish, Day v. Withers, [1916] 1Ch. 562. Distd. Hutchin- 

son v. National Refuges for Homeless & Destitute Children, 

iste A. C. 794. Refd. Chalmers v. North (1860), 28 

3eav. 175; Lees v1. Massey (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 113; 

Royds v. Royds (1863), 1 New Rep. 516; Travis v. Taylor 

(1866), 12 Jur. N.S. 791; White v. Springett (1869), 4 

Ch. App. 300; Sturge & G. W. Ry. (1881), 19 Ch. DD. 444; 

ee King’s Setthnt., Gibson ». Wright (1889), 60 L. TIT. 745: 

Re Winn, Brook ». Whitton, [1910] 1 Ch. 278. As to 

(2) Apld. Re Ranking’s Settlmt. Trusts (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 

601; Me Nightingale, Bowden v. Criffiths, eee! 1 Ch. 

385. Generally, Mentd. Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), 

De das 359; Rte Roby, Howlett v. Newington, [1908] 

8343. J}—The rule of construction 
established by Bullock v. Downes, No. 8342, unte, 
is that where there is a gift to a class to be ascer- 
tained by reference to Statute of Distributions, not 
only the objects of the gift, but the shares & 
manner in which those objects take, are primd 
facie to be ascertained according to the statute. 
Such a rule of construction ought not to be frit- 
tered away by nice distinctions as to the particular 
words used, The members of a class to be so 
ascertained will therefore, unless the will shows 
clear evidence of a contrary intention, take as 
tenants in common & not as joint tenants.— /ee 
NIGHTINGALE, BOWDEN v. Grirrirns, [1909] 1 
Ch. $803 78 I J. Ch. 196; 100 L. TV. 2g, 

8344. Gift to A. & B. ‘or their heirs.’’}]— 
Testator gave his real & personal estate upon trust. 
as to the income for his brothers K. & C. or the 
heirs of their bodies, d& declared that if either 
brother should die leaving heirs of his body, then 
the share of such brother should descend to such 
heirs, but if one brother should die without lawful 
issue then the whole income should be paid to the 
surviving brother, or in case of his death also to 
his lawfully bevotten heirs; but in case both 
brothers should demise without) issue lawfully 
begotten, then the whole property should be 
divided among testator’s nearest of kin; & 
testator appointed exors., with power to appoint 
other exors., as to them might seem fit, also with 
full power to get in & receive all moneys or 
securitics for money, & to sell, dispose of & 
convert into money all other his real & personal 
estate either by public auction or private contract, 
as to them should seem meet:—Held: the 
brothers took the real estates as tenants in common 
in tail, with cross remainders in tail, with re- 
mainder to the next of kin in fee.—GrEENWAY v. 
GREENWAY (1860), 2 De G. F. & J. 128; 29 
Ju. ae Ch. 601 ; 45 BK, R. 070, LL. JJ. 


Annotations :—Distd. Re Whitehead, Whitehead v. Hemsley, 
IH nae 1 ol 298. Refd. te Clerko, Clowes v. Clerke, [1915] 
2Ch. 301. 


8345. Gift to parents & children—cChildren sub- 
stituted for deceased parents.]-—Gift| among all & 
every testator’s “ brothers & sisters who should 
be then living, & the children of such of them as 
should be then dead; such children to take their 
respective parent’s share only"? :—Held: the 
children of testator’s brothers & sisters took their 

arent’s share as tenants in common, inter se.-— 
SHEPHERDSON 0. DALE (1866), 13 I. TT. 699; 12 
Jur. N.S. 156. 


anation :—N.F. Re Yates, Bostock v. D’Eyncourt, [1891] 
a) sake Uade 


—~--— ---+—,]—See, also, Nos. 6590-6596, ante. 
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83846. Disposition of fund at discretion of execu- 
tor.|—Testator gave £3,000 to his exors. upon 
trusts for the benefit of M. during her life, & from 
& immediately after her death ‘‘in trust for the 
benefit of her children, to do that which they, my 
exors., my think most to their advantage.’’ The 
exors. diced in the lifetime of M.:—Held: the 
children of M. who were living at the time of her 
death were entitled to the fund in equal shares as 
tenants in common.—Re Pinenz’s Trusts (1868), 
L. BR. 5 Eq. 346, 


Annotations :-—Consd. Armstrong v. Armstrong (1869), L. R. 
7 Eq. 518; Wilson v. Duguid (1883), 24 Ch. D. 244. 


8347. Gift with maintenance & advancement 
clause.|—'l'estator devised & bequeathed his 
residuary estate upon trust, in the events which 
happened, after the death of the life tenant, for 
division between & amongst the members of a 
class then living, & the issue per stirpes of any of 
them who should be then dead. He gave his 
trustees a power “during the minority of any 
legatee entitled ’? under the will, to apply to main- 
tenance the whole or part of ‘‘ the annual income to 
which any such infant legatee shall for the time 
being be actually or presumptively entitled’? & 
a power ‘from time to time during the minority 
of any inale Jegatee’’ under the will, to apply to 
his advancement ‘all or any part of the capital 
to which such legatee shall be presumptively 
entitled for the time being.”’? On the death of the 
life tenant a aumimons was taken out for construc- 
tion of the residuary gift:—J/eld: the gift to 
‘issue’? of deceased members of the class was to 
be restricted to children of such members, the 
maintenance & advancement clauses applied to 
such children; & therefore such children took as 
tenants in common in equal shares & not. as joint 
tenants.— BENNETT v. LLouLpSworTuH (1911), 104 
L. T. 804; 55 Sol. Jo. 270. 





8348, —-—.J—An advancement clause that 
applies during the minority of ‘any person 


entitled to a benefit? under a will is a sufficient, 
indication that the members of any class, whether 
that class be original or substitutionary, are to 
take as tenants in common.-—Re DUNN, CARTER 
av BARRETT, [1916] 1 Ch. 97; 85 Ta. J. Ch. 168; 
113 L. T. 1206; 60 Sol. Jo. 175. 

Annotation :—Distd. Re Ward, Partridge v. Hoare-Ward, 

{1920} 1 Ch. 884. 

8349. .|—An express power conferred on 
trustees to apply all or any part of the “ annual 
income arising from any property or share or shares 
of property ” to which any minor or minors may 
be entitled. or presumptively entitled under the 
will, in or towards the maintenance or advance- 
ment) of such minor or minors is a_ sufficient 
indication that the members of the class to which 
it applies are intended to take as tenants 1p 
common & not as joint tenants.—Re WARD, 
PARTRIDGE v. TIOARE-Warp, [1920] 1 Ch. 331 ; 
89 L. J. Ch. 181.3; 122 L. TP. 336; 64 Sol. Jo. 115. 

8350. —-—.]—Testator, who died in 1878, 
bequeathed his residuary estate to trustees upon 
trust out of the income thereof to pay certain 
annuities & to stand possessed of the surplus 
income upon trust to pay & divide the same among 
such of the children of his daughter S. as might be 
living at his death in equal shares for their lives, 
& after the death of any or cither of those children 
leaving a child or children surviving such child or 
children were to be entitled to the share which 
would have been his her or their parents’ if living. 
Upon the death of the survivor of S.’s children 
his residuary estate was to be divided amongst their 
children living at the decease of such survivor. 
The will gave power to the trustees to pay & apply 

3 R 2 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 10, 
B. (b) 4., ww. & tt2., & (€) 0, It. & 211.) 

such parts as they should think fit of the income 
of the share or interest to which any minor taking 
any interest under the will should or might for the 
time being be entitled under the several trusts 
thereinbefore declared for or towards the mainte- 
nance, education or putting out in life of such minor 
in the meantime or until their respective shares & 
interests should become vested or payable. It 
was further declared that any interest given by the 
will to any person who might be or become a 
married woman should be for her separate use free 
from marital right or control without power for 
her to anticipate the same interests or any of them. 

The daughter S. predeceased testator having had 
five children all of whom survived testator. ‘lhree 
of them afterwards died & G. one of those deceased 
children, left him surviving four children. Upon 
the death in 1923 of one of those four children a 
question arose betweenthe personal representative 
of that deceased child & the three surviving children 
whether the children of G. were entitled as joint 
tenants or as tenants in common to the share of the 
surplus income of the residuary estate during the 
lives of their aunts the two surviving children of 
S.:—Held: neither of the clauses as to separate 
use or restraint on anticipation had the effect of 
converting the primd facie construction of that gift 
of the income to those four grandchildren of S. as 
joint tenants into a gift to themn as tenants in 
common.—te GARDNER, ELLIS v. ELuis, (1924 ] 
2 Ch. 243; 938 L. J. Ch. 486; 131 L. T. 530; 64 
Sol. Jo. 595. 

Particular words of severance.|—See Sub-sect. 
10, B. (¢), post, 


ii. Provision in Will for Tenancy in Common. 

8351. Whether tenancy in common.]—KHOsE d. 
VERE v. Hitt, No. 8332, ante. 

8352. —-—.|—-Gift of a particular fund for life, 
then to residuary Icgatees as such; then the 
residue piven to them as tenants in conimon: 
the particular fund is part of the residue, & vests 
accordingly in common.—PITT v. BENYON (1785), J 
Bro. C. C. 689; 28 E.R. 1815, L. C. 

8353. -|— Testator devised all his real estate 
to his sister for life ; remainder to her children as 
she should appoint ; for want of appointment, to 
all her children & their heirs as tenants In common. 
Ilis sister having two daughters, by a codicil, 
declared to be a codicil to his will not then at hand, 
he gave one of them an annuity; & directing his 
annuities to be paid out of his 3 per cent stock he 
charged them on his real estate in case of a 
deficiency ; &, directing the residue of his personal 
estate to be invested in freehold lands & here- 
ditaments, he recommended to his sister to settle 
& convey or join with ber husband in settling & 
conveying all his estates & property, which she 
wnight derive from him after his decease, to the use 
of her two daughters for life in such parts shares & 
proportions as she should approve, with remainder 
to their respective issue, & cross-remainders, & 
the usual powers & clauses in strict settlement. 
Testator’s sister died in his life; & her two 
daughters were his co-heiresses. Some real estates 
were purchased between the executions of the will 
& codicil. As to the real estate the will is not 
revoked, but is republished, by the codicil; & 
the two nieces are entitled to all the real estates & 
to those directed to be purchased as tenants = 
common in fee.—MEGGISON v. MOORE (1795), 2 
Ves. 680; 30 1. R. 813, L. C. 


Annotations :—Relfd. Knight. v. Knight (1840), 3 Beav. 148. 
Mentd. Greene v. Marsden (1853), 1 Eq. Rep. $37. 





WILLS. 


8354. 
ante. 

8355. 
his sister I§. T. & to her daughters A. S. & F. T., 
their heirs & assigns, equally to be divided between 
them as tenants in common, for & during the life 
of EK. T.; & after her death he devised the third 
part ‘‘ so devised to his sister for her life as afore- 
said,’ to A. S. & KF. IT’. in fee :—Held: all the estate 
machen under this will, & the daughters A. S. & 
*, ‘l'. book a fee in two-thirds. with a remainder in 
fee in the other third part after the death of the 
mother. 

The will then procecds thus: ‘‘ equally to be 
divided between them as tenants in common, & 
not as joint tenants, fur & during the life of E. 'T.” 
These words show how the estate was to be enjoyed 
by the mother & daughter during the life of the 
mother, namely, as tenants in common (HOL- 
ROYD, G.).—DoE d. WOLFE v. ALLCOCK (1817), 
1B. & Ald. 137; 106 KE. R. 61. 


Annotations ; -—Retd. Alt v. Gregory (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 
221; Crofts v. Middleton (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 192. 
Mentd. /te Moredith’s Trust (1864), 10 L. T. 565 ; Sampson 
v. Sampson (1869), L. Ik. 8 Eq. 479. 


THomas, No. 8834, 











8356. -}—MEDLYcoTr v. JORTIN (1821), 2 
Brod. & Bing. 632; 6 Moore, C. P. 1; 129 BE. R. 
1109. 

8357. —~ --.]— A. devises real estate to ‘ all his 
children, as tenants in common during their 


respective lives, & afterwards to their issue, as 
tenants in common.” A.’s children are devisees 
of an estate tail, as tenants in common; <A.’s 
grandchildren take nothing.—HARRISON v. LIARRI- 
ne $44), 7 Man. & G. 038; 8 Scott, N. Ik. 862 ; 
MaLJ.C. P.28; 9 Jur. 112; 135 KK. R. 881. 


Annotation :--Refd. Van een v. Foxwoll, Foxwell v. 
Van Grutten, [1897] A.C. ¢ 


8358. Veutalor avieed real estates to 
trustecs & their heirs upon trust, to permit A. & 
his wife to receive the rents during their lives, & 
apply them for the maintenance of his four grand- 
daughters, & atter the decease of A. & his wife 
testator devised the estate to his four grand- 
daughters as “S tenants in common, & not as joint 
tenants during the term of their respective natural 
lives, with benefit of survivorship,’’ with remainder 
to the trustees & their heirs to support contingent 
remainders, With remainder to the issue male of 
his four granddaughters successively, with re- 
mainder to his own right heirs :—-/leld:; the 
granddaughters took estates for life as tenants 
in common, with benefit of survivorship, with 
several inheritances to their respective issue in 
tail.— JIADDELSEY v. ADAMS (1856), 22 Beav. 266 ; 
25 Li. J. Ch. 82063; 27 1. TT. OLS. 148; 2 Jur. N.S. 
724; 52 I. OR. 1140. 
anon :~ Reld. Taaffe v. Conmee (1862), 10 Hl. L. Cas. 


8359. ———.]—T estatrix devised & bequeathed 
all her real & personal estate to trustees upon trust 
to pay a competent portion of the annual proceeds 
thereof for the maintenance, education, & support 
of such of her children as should be under the age 
of twenty-one years until the younyest of them 
should attain that age, & as to the residue thereof 
‘“ upon trust for all or such of my children as shall 
be then living, & the issue of such of my children 
as may be dead leaving issue, & their respective 
heirs, exors., & administrators, in equal shares as 
tenant in common, but the issue of any deceased 
child shall take only as a class, as if by representa- 
tion of their parents, & not as individuals, for & 
during the natural life of the last survivor of my 
seven children ’’ with subsequent trusts after the 
death of such last survivor :—Held: the children 
of deceased child of testatrix were entitled to their 





Part XVI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


parent’s share as tenants in common, & not as 
joint tenants.— Re QUIRK, QUIRK v. QUIRK (1889), 
61 L. T. 364; 37 W. R. 796. 


iii. Particular Words of Severance. 
See Sub-sect. 10, B. (c), post. 


(c) Particular Words of Severance. 
i. ‘‘ Between.”’ 


83860. Tenancy in common created.|—-A moncy 
legacy to two, not exors., jointly & between them 
is not a joint tenancy, but to be divided between 
them; & one dying the survivor is not entitled to 
the whole legacy.—PERKINS v. BAYNTON (1781), 
1 Bro. C. C. 118; 28 E. RR. 1023, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Campbell v. Campbell (1792), 4 Bro. 
C. C. 15; Morley v. Bird (1798), 3 Ves. 629; Jackson v. 
Jackson (1804), 9 Ves. 591; Le Wilks, Child v. Hulmer, 
{18911 3 Ch. 59. Refd. Crooko v. Do Vandes (1803), 9 
Mee 197; Doe d. Littlewood v. Green (1838), 1 Horn 


H. 314 
8361. |—Devise to A. & B. “ between 
them.’’ These words constitute a tenancy in 
common.—LASHBRUOOK v. CocK (1816), 2 Mer. 70 ; 
35 E. R. 867. 


Aon :—Folld. A.-G. v. Fletcher (1871), L. R. 13 Eq. 


8362. ——..]—A direction that a class should 
take ‘‘ between them ’’ creates a tenancy in com- 
mon.—A.-G. v. FLETCHER (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 
128; 41 L. J. Ch. 167; 25 1. TT. 892. 

Annotation :-—~Mentd. Ze Horner, Eagleton v. Horner (1887), 

37 Ch. D. 695, 








ii. ‘' Divided.”’ 

8363. Tenancy in common created.|—-GIBBON v. 
WARNER (1594), Dyer, 28l a, n.; 73 Id. R. 630. 
Annotation :—Consd. Jones d. Henry v. Iancock (1816), 4 

Dow. 145. 

8364. }—Bequest in the form of a letter to 
testator’s mother & sisters; expressed thus, “ to 
be divided amongst you.” A tenancy in common 
amongst those living at that time; & the shares 
of those, who died in testator’s lifetime, lapsed.— 
ACKERMAN ?. BURROWS (1814), 5 Ves. & B. 54; 
35 H.R. 400. 

Annotations :~ Refd. Knight v. Gould (1833), Coop. fem 





aoe 240; Fitzroy v. Richmond (1859), 28 L. J. C 
50. 
8365. -|—Testator gave annuities to three 





of his relations, & directed that, if the annuities 
were paid by the interest of money in the stocks, 
at the death of the different parties, the principal 
should be divided between the children of the 
deceased. One of the annuities had five children 
living at testator’s death ; but only one of them 
survived the annuitant :— Held: the capital of 
the stock which had been provided to answer the 
annuity did not vest in the surviving child, on 
the annuitant’s death; but vested, on testator’s 
death, in all the children then living, as tenants 
in common.-—WATSON Vv. WATSON (1840), 11 Sim. 
735 59 Wd. KR. 80l. 

8366. .|—Testator having three species of 
property, viz., his own property, property derived 
from his wife, & a reversion in £10,000 Consols, 
bequeathed his own property to his two sisters 
with benefit of survivorship, his wife's property 
to his cousin Margaret, & he proceeded thus: 
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‘* In case of the death of the above three females, 
the interest to be divided amongst my cousins 
(naming four) for their lives,’’ & the property, 
including the £10,000 trust money, ‘‘ to devolve ”’ 
to the children of three of those cousins (naming 
them) in equal proportions :—Held: Margaret 
was not, by implication or otherwise, entitled to 
more than the wife’s property; there was no 
intestacy between the death of the surviving 
sister & that of Margaret, but the different portions 
of the property went over, from time to time, as 
they were liberated by the respective deaths of 
the tenants for life thereof respectively ; the four 
cousins took life interests in the trust fund, as 
tenants in common, & on the deaths of each their 
shares, then set free, went over to the children of 
the three cousins per capita & not per stirpes.— 
SWAN v. HOLMES (1854), 19 Beav. 471; 52 EB. R. 
A433. 
Annotation :—Apld. Sarel v. Sarel (1856), 23 Beav. 87. 
8367. J—Testator, by will made in 1819, 
devised freehold & copyhold estates to trustees, 
on trust (inter alia) after the death of all his three 
children except one, in case there should be no 
issue of such deceased children, or being such, they 
should all die, to pay the rents to such one only 
child for life, & after the death of such surviving 
child, in the event aforesaid, leaving lawful issue, 
then to pay & divide the rents unto & among the 
children of such surviving child so dying, if more 
than one; & in case there should be but one child 
of such surviving child living at his or her death, or 
in case there should be more than one, & they 
should all except one depart this life, then, so soon 
as such event should happen, absolutely to convey 
the estates in fee to such only or surviving child of 
the survivor of his children so dying, on his or her 
attaining the age of twenty-one, & in the mean- 
time to apply the rents for his or her benefit :— 
Held: this was a gift to the surviving children of 
testator’s surviving child for life, in equal shares as 
tenants in common, with remainder to the survivor 
of those children in fee; & the remainder in fee 
was void for remoteness & passed as undisposed 
of to testator’s heir-at-law.—GARLAND v. BROWN 
(1864), 10 L. T. 292. 
Annet Const; Re Ashforth, Sibley v. Ashforth, [1905] 


8368. -|—Testator by his will gave the 
interest on a sum of stock to his niece, J., only so 
long as she continued unmarried, but in case she 
married or died unmarried he declared that the 
stock was then ‘‘to be divided between the 
brothers & sisters of J., or their children.” J. 
had six brothers & sisters living at testator’s 
death, one of whom E., died in the lifetime of J., 
leaving two children, only one of whom died in the 
lifetime of J. J. died unmarried :—AHeld: the 
two children of E. at her death took vested 
interests in one-sixth of the fund, subject to the 
life interest of J., & they took as tenants in 
common.—CROSTUWAITE v. DEAN (1879), 40 L. T. 
837. 











iii, “6 Lqually.”’ 
8369. Tenancy in common created.|—A devise, 
to ‘‘ his two sons equally & their heirs,’’ creates a 


trustees to divide all the rest of the 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 10. 
—B. (0) i. 


83601. Tenancy in common created, |-—- 
MARSHALL v. MARSHALL, $1 N. Z. L. KR. 
1 | 20.—N.Z. 


8360 ii. —-— .}—CoBRAN’S TRUSTEES 
vt. COBBAN, [1915] S. C. 82.— SCOT. 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 10. 
—B. (0) il. 
8863 1. Tenancy in common created.] 


—SANDERS v. JANETTE, 3 C. PD. 292.— 
CAN. 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 10. 
—B., (c) iii. 


8369 i. Tenancy in cammon created.} 
— FRASER Vv. FRASER (1896), 26 8S. C. R. 
316,.—CAN. 

8369 ii. ——- J—DUMBLK v. JOHNSON, 
17 C. P. 9.—CAN. 

8369 iii. ——- .]—Testator directed bis 


residue of his estate ‘‘ equally between 
Mrs. C. & her surviving children :-— 
Held: Mrs. C. & her children took in 
equal shares.—e McKay (1914), 33 
N. Z. L. R. 811.—N.Z. 





8369 iv. .]—-Testator directed 
money to be divided equally between 
his wife & such of his children as 


should be living at the time of his 
decease :—Zield: the wifo & each of 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 10, 
B, (ec) dti., iv., v. & vi.) 


tenancy In common.—LEWEN v. Cox (1599), Cro. 
Eliz. 695; 78 E. R. 931; sub nom. LEWEN v. 
Dopp, Cro. Eliz. 443; sub nom. LEWIN v. Cox, 
Moore, K. B. 558; sub nom. LOWEN v. Cocks, 
Het. 63; affd., Cro. Eliz. at p. 696, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :-— : : J 

Refd. Fisher Avior ( Oe Woe 

8370. -——.]—Mork1EyY v. Brrp, No. 8277, ante. 

8371. —-——-.] —Cifts to two exors. & the survivor 
of £1,000 4 per cents. in trust for testator’s two 
nieces, to pay them the dividends thereof from time 
to time, & from & after the decease of the two 
exors., the £1,000 stock to go to the two nieces, 
their exors., administrators & assigns, equally :— 
Held: the two nieces took absolute equitable 
interests in the stock, as tenants in common, 
during the life of the exors., & on their deaths, 
they took absolute legal interests as tenants in 
common.—GARDINER v. But (1818), 38 Madd. 425 ; 
56 BE. RR. 561. 

8372. J}—Testator, by his will, gave real & 
pee property to his daughter A. absolutely ; 

ut, by a codicil made subsequent to her marriage, 
he directed that ‘it should be settled to the 
exclusion of her present or any future husband, 
that same might belong to her during her life, & 
be secured for the benefit of her children equally, 
after her death, so that the issue of any such child 
dying in her lifetime might take his or her parent’s 
share ’; &, in default of such children or other 
issue, over :—Held: (1) the property must be 
settled in trust for A. for life, to her separate use, 
without power of anticipation; &, after her 
decease, upon trust for such of her children as 
should survive her, & for the issue Hving at her 
death of such of her children as should not. survive 
her, equally, as tenants in common, the issue to 
take per stirpes, but inter se equally as tenants in 
common; (2) there should be limitations in the 
nature of cross-remainders in favour of such of 
the children & issue as should survive A. in respect 
of the share of any child dving in her lifetime 
without leaving issue, & in respect of the share of 
any issue of any child similarly dying.—TURNER 
tT SARGENT, (1858), 17 Beav. 515; 22 tT T. OLS. 
120; 2 W. R. 50; SIE. R. 18d. 


Annotation :--Generally, Mentd. Wise v. Piper (1880), 13 
th. D. 848. 


8373. J--S., under a power in a settlement, 
appoints by deed to the trustees, upon trust to 
pay the income to herself for life for her separate 
USE ; & after disposing of a portion, as to the 
residue upon trust to pay the dividends to W., her 
husband for life; & after his death to such of 
three persons, namely, S., A., & M., as should be 
living at his death, for life, equally, & to the 
survivor; & then the trust: premises to go & be 
paid, assigned. etc., in equal parts, to all & every 
the child & children of J. R. born & to be born, 
living at the decease of W., in case S., A., & M. 
should all die in his lifetime, & to the children of 
those who may be then dead, such children to 
stand in the place of their parents, & to take such 
shares as their parents, if living would have been 
entitled to. S., A., & M. predeceased W., & there 








the children took equal shares.—Ive 
WALLACH, 7 N. Z L. R. 69.—N.Z. 
$369 v. --—.]—- WEBB v. Hopak, 
[1WM25J N. Z. L. Rh. 22.—N.Z. 
8369 vi. — —.]}— FERGUSON v. SMITH 


(1467), 6 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 83: 
40 Sc. Jur. 50. SCOT. of Sess.) 83; 


equal 


aame import, t 
room 


given to a Pay of persons, namod 
or sufficiently described for identifica- 


tion. “ equally among them ” or “f in 
shares 7’ or 
alike,” or in ant other language of the 
ere js (in the absence 

of the expressions by testator iin- 
poring a& contrary 
or accretion in the event of the 

8369 pe ee of one or 
369 vii. —— .J—When a legacy is legatees, & this whether the gift is in 
liferecnt or in fee to the whole equally, 
or whether the subject of the gift be 


was issue of J. BR. five children, one of whom J., 
had six children & also died in the lifetime of W. ; 
& one of those children survived her mother, & 
also died in the lifetime of W. Upon the question, 
whether such six children were entitled to a share 
under the appointment :—Held: they were as 
tenants in common absolutely, but there was no 
substitution. —HARCOURT v. HARCOURT (1857), 26 
L. J. Ch. 536; 29 L. T. O.S. 174; 5 W. RR. 478. 


Annotations :— Reid. Crause v. Coopor (1859), 1 John. & H. 
207; Lanphier vr. Buck (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 484. 


8374. .|—Bnryawn tv. Twiac, No. 8454, post. 
8375. —-—-.|—-Testator gave to A. an annuity of 
£50 per annium for her life, & after her decease to 
the children she might have, born in wedlock 
equally to be divided between them during their 
lives, & after the decease of the survivor to go to 
his nephew & his two nieces equally between 
them. <A. having died without issue :—/leld: 
the nephew & nieces took absolutely, in equal 
shares as tenants in comuion.—EVANS v. WALKER 

(1876), 8 Ch. TD. 2113; 25 W. 1. 7. 

Annotations :—Refd. Blight v. Hartnoll (1881), 19 Ch. D. 
294: Re Morgan, Morgan v. Morgan (1893), 69 L. TT. 407. 
Mentd. /?e Harvey, Peok v. Savory (1888), 39 Ch. D. 289 ; 
Wainwright v. Miller, [1897] 2 Ch. 255; éte Ashforth, 
Sibley v. Ashforth, [1905] 1 Ch. 535. 


8376. —-—.|—~-Testator gave his property to 
trustees upon trust after the death of the survivor 
of his children to divide same between & among 
his “ grandchileéren then living equally per stirpes 
& not per capita, or the issue of such as may have 
died, such issue taking a parent’s share only, so 
that my grandchildren, or their issue, may take 
their shares equally in loco parentis”’ : --Held: 
(1) the gift to the issue of grandchildren was 
original, & not substitutional, & a great-grandcluld 
who predeceased his own parent & the last sur- 
viving tenant for life took a vested interest; & 
(2) the issue of the grandchildren took as tenants 
in common, & not as joint tenants.-- Re WOOLLEY, 
WOoRMALD v. WOOLLEY, [1903] 2 Ch. 206; 72 
L. J. Ch. 602; 89 L. T. 16. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Apld. Re Ward, Partridge 1. Hoare- 
Ward, [1920] 1 Ch. 334. Refd. Bennett v. Houldsworth 
(1911), 104 L. T. 304; Jee Gardner, Wiis v. Wlhis, [1924] 
2 Ch. 243. 





iv. &° Nqual Proportions.” 

8377. Tenancy in common created.]--— Devise of 
the profits of land in trust for his six younger 
children, to be distributed in joint & equal pro- 
portions -—Jfeld: a tenaney i common. - 
MarrRickE ve. Krrrickts (1767), Amb. 656; 27 
i. RR. 426. 

Annotation :-- Refd. Lelzh v. Mosley (1851), 18 L. T. O.S. 814. 

8378. - Bequest of an annuity to the 
children of A. in equal shares & proportions, to 
continue during their lives & the life of the survivor 
ofthem. The children take as tenants In common, 
& there is no survivorship between them by 
implication; therefore the share of one dying 
goes to its representative.—-JONES v. RANDALL 
(18)9), 1 Jac. & W. 100; 37 FR. 313. 
Annotations -—Consd. Cranswick v. Pearson, Pearson . 

Cranswickh (1862), 31 Beav. 624. Folld. Bryan v. Twigg 

(1867), 3 Ch. App. 183. Refd. Blewitt vr. Roberts (1841), 

Cr. & Ph. 274. 

8379. ——-.|-— CUNNINGHAM Vv. MurRAY, No. 8525, 


post, 





residue or a sum of fixed amount, 
“share & share or corporal imovables. — PAXTON'S 
TRUSTEES v. COWIE (1886), 13 R. (Ct. 
of Sess.) 1191; 23 Se. L. It. 830.— 
SCOT. 

8369 vill, ———.]—INa@nis v. M'NEIL 
(1892), 19 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 9243; 29 
Sc. L. R. 795.—S0OT. 


8369 ix. ——~.]-—-COBBAN’S ____ 
‘TORS v. COBBAN, [1915] 8. UO. 82.—800T. 


intention) no 


more of the 


Parr XVI.—ConstRuCTION. 


8380. — —-.|—-HARVEY v. TOWELL, No. 8847, post, 

8381. —-—.|—-Testator gave certain leasehold 
premises to trustees to pay for twenty-eight years, 
the clear residue of the rents & profits for the 
benefit of his six children, or the survivors, or 
survivor of them, in equal shares & proportions, 
share & share alike, & after the expiration of the 
twenty-eight years, to sell the same premises, & 
divide the proceeds, as therein mentioned :-- 
Held: a tenancy in common in the rents for the 
term of twenty-eight years, & there was not a 
joint tenancy by the word survivorship.— ASHFORD 
v. HAINES (1851), 21 L. J. Ch. 49685; sub norm. 
ASHFORD v. Fieitp, 18 L. I. O. S. 115. 

8382. ——.|—A bequest of the sum of £700 unto 
& amongst J. C. & C. his wife, & W. L., in equal 
shares & proportions:—IHeld: to give one 
moiety to J. C. & C. his wife, & the other moiety 
to W. L., although the will, in another part of it. 
gave three legacies of £200 each to J. C., C. his 
wife, & L.—Re WYLDE’s ESTATE (1852), 2 De G. M. 
& G.724; 22 L. J. Ch. 87; 20 L. T. O.S. 162; 16 
Jur. 10290; 1W.R.9; 42 1. RR. 1055, L. JJ. 
Annotations :-—-Refd. Dlus v. be Livera (1879), 5 App. Cas. 

123; Re Jupp, Jupp e. Bauckwell (1888), 39 Ch. D. 148; 

dte Dixon, Byrain v. Tull (1889), 42 Ch. D. 306. 

8383. —-. --.|,—Swan v. TlouMgEs, No. 8366, arte. 

8384. .. —.!'—Testator, by his will, gave a 
legacy of £2,000 stock to his two daughters, each 
of them £1,000, the interest to be paid to them in 
equal shares for life; the rest of his property to 
his said children in equal proportions. 

By a codicil he directed that, after the decease 
of his said two daughters, ‘‘ the property for 
which they are to receive during their lives the 
interest Which is hereby to be for theiv sole & 
separate use, independent of any connections they 
may form, the said stock shall become the joint 
propeity of the lawful heirs of my said children 
& exors. ino equal proportions, viz., one-fourth 
part to the heirs of daughter Nancy 3) one-fourth 
part to the heirs of my daughter Lydia; one- 
fourth part to the hems of my son John; one- 
fourth part to the hems of nny daughter Sarah’? :-— 
Held: the gift was a tenancy In conumon, & on the 
death of Sarah the moiety of the legacy became 
distributable in four equal shares to the ‘ heirs ”’ 
of the parties named as persone designate. - 
LIANSLEY v. WILLS (1866), 11 L. ‘T. 162. 

8385. jJ—Testatrix, who died in 1885, by 
her will, made in 1890, gave her residuary person- 
alty & realty, after the death of an annuitant, to 
her brothers & sister, I'., W., J., Is. (sister), & X. 
“or their heirs in equal shares & proportions.’’ 
The annuitant diced in 1917. F. died in 1891, 
having had ten children, seven of whom survived 
the annuitant. W. died in 1900, leaving two 
children who survived the annuitant. J. died in 
1877, leaving one child, who = survived the 
annuitant. EK. died in 18¥8, leaving two children, 
who survived the annuitant. XX. survived the 
annuitant, leaving five children :—Weld: any 
interest in residue given to the brothers & sister 
was given to them as tenants in common & not as 
joint tenants.—Re WHITEHEAD, WHITEHEAD v. 
HEmMsLEy, [1920] 1 Ch. 208; 88 L. J. Ch. 155; 
122 L. T. 767; 36 T. L. RR. 129. 








PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 10: 8386 iv 
v. 


—B. 
. 8386 v. — 
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v. Equal Shares. 

8386. Tenancy in common created.}|—-CURSHAM 
v. NEWLAND, No. 8843, post. 

8387. —- -.]—Testatrix gave the residue of her 
estate to trustees, in trust to invest the same, & 
accumulate the interest thereof & to stand 
possessed of the fund & all accumulations thereof, 
in trust for all & every the child & children of 
J. LB., other than & except her grandson, T. S. B., 
in equal parts, shares, & proportions, if more than 
one, & if bus one, then for such one child only, 
é to be paid, assigned, or transferred to him, her, 
or them, being a son or sons, on attaining the age 
of twenty-three years, & being a daughter or 
daughters at the like age of twenty-three years or 
days of matriage, which should first happen. 
J.B. had issue three children only, who survived 
hini—viz. 'T. S. B., J. B. the younger, & A. W. B. 
pltf. Testatrix died in 1805, leaving TT. S. B. & 
J. B. the younger, her surviving; but  piltf. 
A. W. BK. was not born till the year 1808, & he 
alone attained the age of twenty-three years, & 
was the personal representative of J. HB. the 
younger, who died an infant, at the age of seven 
years :— Held: J. B., the vounyer, & A. W. B. 
were entitled 10 testatrix’s residuary estate, as 
tenants in common, —BLEASE v. Burau (1840), 2 
Beav. 221; 9 1. J. Ch. 226; 48 EK. R. L164. 





Annotation: -Refd@. Boughton v. James (1844), 1 Coll. 26. 
8388. -| ASHFORD uv. HANKS, No. 8381, 
ante, 
8389. -----.|---Bequest of residuary estate to 


accumulate for ten years, & then to be distributed 
in seven equal shares unto seven persons named in 
the will, & appointment of the same seven persons 
residuary legatees, creates a tenancy in common ; 
& the share of one dying in testator’s lifetime 
belongs to the next of kin of testator.—NORMAN 
» FRAZER (IS13), 3 Hare, S£L3 7 Jur. 7635 67 
Hi. Wt. O06, 

8390. ----.) —Testator devised real estates to 
tiustees for tive hundred years, in trust to pay 
hife annuities, & the vesidue of the vents to his 
two sos, in eqaul shares >; &, subject thereto, 
he devised them to his two sons in fee as joint 
tenants: J/leld: during the term, they were 
tenabtls in common.—BROWN v. OaAksHor (1857), 
Pt Beav. oo Hl. R. 855, 

8391. -— --., Re Warertaieat 
HLieMsSLEY. No. 8380, aute. 

8392. - Unless controlled by context.) -—— 
PrARCE tr. KDMBEADES, No. So2d, post. 

8393. j— Re RiCHERSON, SCALES v. 
Hryiorn (No. 2) [P8938] 3 Ch. 146; 62 L. J. Ch. 
Tus; 60 LL. L. 5903 41 W. RR. 5835 37 Sol. Jo, 
560; 3 R. 618. 


Annotations :- -Folld. Pe Tate, Williamson vy. Gilpin, (1914) 
2 Ch. 182. Refd. fe Stantley’s Settlint., Maddocks tv. 
Andrews, [1916] 2 Ch. 50, 


vi. °° Aqually lo be Divided.”’ 
8394. Tenancy in common created. |-—-MAURAN 


v. BRYAN (circa 1867), cited in 37 L. J. Ch. at p. 250. 
Annotation :—Folld. Bryan v. Twigg (1867), 37 L. J. Ch. 
249, 


8895. ———.]--ANON. (1654), Dal. 9; 123 E.R. 
231. 


WHTPEHEAD 


of severance, such as ‘in equal shares ”’ 
—-NaPirR's ‘CRUSTEKS vu. NAPIER, 
[19VK} S.C. 11605 do Sea. L. Re. 849; 


83861 Tenancy in common created.) 
“a v. KELSON (1872), 3 V. HH. 16. 


~~ 


8386 ii. ~J—-Re JARRETT, (1903) 
Ss. A. L. kh, 109.—AUS. 


HerPLe rr. 


8886 fli. .) —- Ke STONK 
(1906), 3 C. L. RR, 412.—AUS. 


DAS tv. DAYABHAL TAPIDAS, I. LL. R. 2t 
Bom. 1.—-IND. 

8386 vi. —-—.]}-—Goss vt. SUCKLING, 
30 N. Z. L. R. 543.—N.Z. 

8386 vii. -J—A_ bequest to a 

lurality of persons for life is in law a 
foliit bequest unless there are words 


168. L. T. 287.--SCOT. 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 10. 
-~ B. (0) vi. 
8394i. Tenancy in common created. |-— 
PATTERSON v. HUESTON, 40 N. 3S. R. 
4.—-CAN. 
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Sect. 19.—-Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 10, 
B. (c) v1.] 
8306. — -.J|—ANON. (1562), Dal. 39; 123 E.R. 
256. 
8397. — -.|—WEBSTER v. BRADBURY (1572), 


3 Leon. 19; 74 BE. R. 513; sub nom. WEBSTER v. 
GARBERY, Dal. 77. 








8398. -|—CossEs CASE (1573), Dal. 90 
123 E. R. 298. 
8399. — -.j]—J. having issue a son & two 





daughters, by will devised the custody, etc., of 
them to his wife’s father & mother, & died; the 
wife married a second husband, & the grandfather 
died ; the grandmother devised her socage lands 
to the son in tail, remainder to the daughters, & 
the heirs of their two bodies begotten, equally to 
be divided, remainder to the mother, the daughter 
& heir apparent of testatrix, & died; the son 
died, & the youngest daughter being under 
sixteen, but above fourteen, & living with the 
second husband, went by his consent, voluntarily, 
to H. where she married pltf.:—Held: the 
daughters were tenants in common, the reversion 
to the mother in fee, the words ‘‘ equally to be 
divided,’’ in a will, creating a tenancy in common 

—RATCLIFF’S CASE (1592), 3 Co. Rep. 37a; 76 

BE. R. 713. 

Annotations :-— Refd. Newman v. Edmunds (1611), 1 Bulst. 
113; Daniel v. Uply (1625), Lat. 39; Jaques v. Collins 
(1628), Litt. 46; Fisher v. Wigg (1700), 1 Ld. Raym. 
622. Mentd. Reve v. Malster (1635), Cro. Car. 410; 
Collingwood v. Pace AUT 1 Vent. 413; Grey’s Caso 
(1640), Cro. Car. 601; Smith v. Tracy (1677), 3 Keb. $06 ; 
Kellow v. Rowden (1690), 1 Show. 244; Blackborough v. 
Davis (1701), 12 Mod. Rep. 615; Eyre v. Shaftsbury 
(1722), 2 P. Wms. 103; Goodtitle d. Newman v. Newman 
(1774), 3 Wils. 516; Bushby v. Dixon (1824), 3 B. & C. 
298; Sherwood v. Ray (1837), 1 Moo. BP. C. C. 353; 
hk. v. Clarke (1857), 7 E. & B. 186; Re Race (1857), 26 
L. J. Q. B. 169; He yp. Barford (1860), 3 L. T. 467; 
R. v. Howes (1860), 3 E. & HK. 3323; R. v. Prince (1875), 
L. KR. 2C. Cc. R. 154, 

8400. —-——.]— DEACON v. MARSH (1594), Moore, 
K. B. 594; 72 BE. R. 780; sub nom. DICKINS v. 
MARSHAL, Cro. Eliz. 3380; Gouldsb. 182. 
Annotations :—Refd. Fisher v. Wigg (1699), 1 Ld. Raym. 

622; Cole v. Kawlinson (1702), 2 Ld. Rayim.,. 831; Moor 

ve. Denn d. Mellor (1800), 2 Bos. & P. 247; Bowen v. 

Snowcroft (1837), 2 Y. & C. Ex. 640; Guateunby v. Morgan 

(1876), 1 Q. B. D. 685. 


8401. — -.J|—LOWEN v. LOWEN (1599), Toth. 
70: 21 KB. R. 129 


8402. — -J|—WHERINWOOD v. SHAWE (1602), 
Jenk. 263; 145 EK. R. 188. 

8403. ———-.]-—-NEWMAN v. EDMUNDS (1611), 1 
Bulst. 113; $0 E. RR. 809. 

8404. ——.]}|—- JAQUES & ‘THROUGHGOOD  U. 


COLLINS (1627), Litt. 46; 124 E.R. 129; sub nom. 
THOROWGOOD v. COLLINS, Cro. Car. 75; sub nom. 
JAMES & THOROUGHGOOD v. COLLINS, Het. 29. 
ee -—Refd. Fisher v. Wigg (1701), 1 Ld. Raym. 
8405. -|-—-HURD v. LENTHALL (1649), Sty. 

2113; 82 KE. R. 6538. 

Annotations :—Consd. Blisset v. Cranwell (1694), 1 Salk. 
226. Refd. Fisher v. Wigg (1701), 1 Ld. Raym. 622. 
8406. |\—A devise to two persons to be 

equally divided between them, makes a tenancy 

in common.—-THICKNESS v. VERNON (1681), 1 

Vern. 32; Freem. Ch. 8&4; 23 K. R. 287, L. C. 
8407. J—Devise of A. for life the reversion 

to B. & C. to be equally divided betwixt them ; 

B. & C. tenants in common for life only.— PEITON 

v. BANKS (1682), 1 Vern. 65; 23 BE. R. 314. 

8408. .|—BLIssET v. CRANWELL (1694), 

ye 2065 3 Lev. 3733 1 Salk. 226; 00 F. R. 

Annotations : -Consd. Stones v. Heurtly (1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 


165. Refd. Fisher v. Wigs (1701), 1 Ld. F 


‘ : taym. 622 ; 
Tuckerman rt. Jefferies (17 11 Mod. Rep. 108; Rogers 
v. Downs (1742), 9 Mud. y 


p. 292; 














Trodd v. Downs 


WILLS. 


(1742), 2 Atk. 304: Rose d. Vere v. Hill (1766), 3 Burr. 
1881; Doe d. Borwell v. Abey (1813), 1 M. & S. 428; 
Edwards v. Symons (1815), 2 Marsh. 24. 

8409. .|—Where the words, equally to be 
divided, make tenancy incommon. Ina will they 
do, but not in a deed.— FISHER v. Wiaa@ (1701), 
1 Salk. 391; 1 Com. 92; Holt, K. B. 369; 1 
Ld. Raym. 622 ; 12 Mod. Rep. 296; 1P. Wms. 14 ; 
2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 535; 91 E. R. 339. 

Annotations :—Consd. Rigden v. Vallier (1751), 3 Atk. 731 ; 
Goodtitle d. Hord v. Stokes (1753), Say. 67. Refd. 
Denn d. Gaskin v. Gaskin (1777), 2 Cowp. 657; Attree v. 
Scutt (1805), 6 East, 476; Garland v. Jekyll (1824), 2 
Bing. 273; Morgan v. Morgan (1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 99; 
Goddard v. Lewis (1909), 161 L. T. 528. 

8410. -]—Under a devise in trust that A. 
& B. shall have the profits equally divided between 
them, they take as tenants in common.—PHILIPS 
v. PHILIPS (1702), 1 Ld. Raym. 721 ; Prec. Ch. 167 ; 
2 Vern. 430; 1 P. Wms. 34; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 292 ; 
91 EK. R. 1381. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Bagshaw v. Spencer (1743), 2 Atk. 
570; Jones v. Morgan (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 206; Ingle v. 
Vaughan-Jenkins (1906), 69 L. J. Ch. 618. 
8411. J--THRrustouT v. PEAKE (1716), 1 

Stra. 12; 93 EB. R. 353; sub nom. THURSTOUT Uv. 

PEAK, 2 Hq. Cas. Abr. 312. 

8412. ——.]— By a devise to A. & B., & the heirs 
males of their bodies, equally to be divided 
between them, A. & B. are tenants in tail in com- 
mon.—ATWooD v. ATWooD (172%), Mos. 50; 25 
E. R. 268. 

8413. J—STRINGER v. PHILLIPS 
1 iq. Cas. Abr. 202; 21 E. R. 1053. 
Annotations :—Consd. Garland v. Thomas (1804), 1 Bos. & 

P.N. R. 82. Apld. Doe d. Long v. Prigg (1828), 2 Man. & 

Ry. K. B. 338. Refd. Bindon v. Suffolk (1707), 1 P. Wms. 

96; Goodtitle d. Hood v. Stokes (1753), 1 Wils. S41: 

Rose d. Vere v. Hill (1766), 3 Burr. 1881 ; Perry v. Woods 

(1796), 3 Ves. 204 ; Mahberly v. Strode (1797), 3 Ves. 450; 

Russell ». Long (1799), 4 Ves. 551; Newton v. Ayscough 

(1815), 19 Ves. 534; Cripps v. Wolcott (1819), 4 Madd. 

11; He Gregson’s Trust Estate (1864), 2 De G. JI. & Sm. 


428; Re Maunder, Maunder v. Maunder (1902), 71 
L. J. Ch. 815. 


_ 8414. -|—The words equally to be divided 
import a tenancy in common in a will, if there are 
no more words.—Haws v. Ilaws (1747), 3 Atk. 
524; 26 KB. R. 1102, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Perkins v. Baynton (1781), 1 Bro. C. C. 

118; Perry ». Woods (1796), 3 Ves. 204. 

8415. -|—Devise to trustees by sale or 
mtge. to pay debts. the remainder to go & be 
equally divided amone three children & the sur- 
vivor of them & their heirs for ever: a tenancy in 
common.—STONES v. JTHEURTLY (1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 
165; 27 BK. R. 959, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Rose d. Vere v. Hill (1766), 3 Burr. 

1881; Perry v. Woods ere 3 Ves. 204; Doe d. Borwell 


v. Abey (1813), 1 M. & 
8416. —---.]|—RIGpDEN v. VALLIER (1751), 3 
Atk. 731; 2 Ves. Sen. 252; 26 E. R. 1219, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Goodtitle ad. Hord v. Stokes (1753), 
Say. 67. Refd. Campbell v. Campbell (1792), 4 Bro. C. C. 
15; Morley v. Bird (1798), 3 Ves. 629; Avoling v. Knipe 
(1815), 19 Vos. 441; Harrison v. Barton (1860), 1 John. & 
H. 287; Matson ». Dennis (1864), 4 De G. J. & Sm. 345; 
Steods v. Steeds (1889), 22 Q. B. D. 537. Mentd. Fletcher 
v. Fletcher (1844), 4 Hare, 67. 

8417. ]—Legacy of £10,000 to two sisters 
to be equally divided when they should arrive at. 
twenty-one is a tenancy in common, & one dying 
under twenty-one, her share shall go to her repre- 
sentative.—JOLLIFFE v. East (1789), 3 Bro. C. C. 
25; 29 KE. R. 387, L. C. 

Annotation :—Consd. Morley v. Bird (1798), 38 Ves. 628. 
8418. -]|—Testatrix gave stock to trustees 

on trust to pay the dividends to her niece for life. 

& after her decease that the stock should be equally 

divided among the brother & four sisters of 

testatrix, & in like manner to the survivors or 
survivor ofthem. ‘The niece wasresiduary legatee. 

This is a tenancy in common between those alive 














(1730), 
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at the death of the niece & the representatives of 
such as died in her life.—Rorsuck v. Dean (1793), 
. we 265; 4 Bro. C. C. 403; 30 B. BR. 626, 


Annotations :-—Consd. Perry v. Woods (1796), 3 Ves. 204; 
Maberly v. Strode (1797), 3 Ves. 450; Garland v. Thomas 
(1804), 1 Bos. & P. N. R. 82. Refd. Brograve v. Winder 
Bee 2 Ves. 634; Hussell v. Long (1799), 4 Ves. 551: 

allifax v. Wilson (1809), 16 Ves. 168; pps v. Wolcott 
(1819), 4 Madd. 11; Doed. Long v. Prigg (1828), 8 B. & C. 


8419. -]—Bequest to be equally divided 
share & share alike: they take in common; & 
no survivorship.—BOLGER v. MACKELL (1800), 
5 Ves. 509; 31 E. R. 707, L. C. 

8420. -]—Devise of a tenement of which 
testator was possessed for the remainder of a 
term of years, to his daughter K.’s children to be 
equally divided between them, share & share alike, 
& to the survivor of them & their children :—Held : 
the children of K. took an absolute interest in the 
premises, share & share alike, subject to a sur- 
vivorship between them for life—Dor d. GiGe 
ere (1812), 16 Hast, 399; 104 E. R. 


Annotations :—Conad. Stokes v. Heron (1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 
161. Refd. Byng v. Byng (1862), 10 H. L. Cas. 171. 


8421. .]—-A_ devise of real estate “to A., B., 
& ©., & their heirs, to be sold, & the money to be 
equally divided amongst them ’’; is a devise in 
joint tenancy of the land, & in tenancy in common 
of the produce of the land when sold.—GooptTrrLE 
d. ROEBUCK v. OXLEY (1826), 7 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 
535; 4L. J.0.S. K. B. gl. 

8422. -|—Rok d. RicHLEY v. BURN (1827), 
6B. & C. 289; 9 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 441, 51. J. 
O.S. K. B. 131; 108 BE. R. 459. 

8423. -}—Devise of ‘‘one moiety of the 
rents, issues & profits of my estate, named I. in 
the parish of M., to be divided equally amongst, 
my grandchildren ; the other moiety of the rents, 
issues & profits of my said estate I give to R. & 
his heirs’? :—Held: the grandchildren take the 
fee as tenants in common, in a moiety of the 
estate.—-STEWART v. GARNETT (1830), 3 Sim. 398 ; 
57 BE. R. 1047. 

Annotations :—Relfd. Silvey v. Woward (1837), 6 Ad. & EI. 
253; Turner v. Barclay (1854), 9 Moo. P. C. C. 264. 
8424. -]—Devise to A. for life, or messuage 

& other frechold estate at ; & after her decease 

‘I give the same estate to all & every the chile & 

children of A. equally to be divided amongst them ; 

& for want of such issue,’ over:—Held: the 

children of A. took as tenants in common in fee 

simple.—ESDAILE v. WILSITERE (1831), 9 L. J. 

O. 8S. Ch. 71. 

8425. }—Dot d. AMLoT v. DAVIES (1839), 
4M. & W.599; 1 Horn & TI. 439; 8L. J. Ex. 74; 
150 EK. R. 1560. 

8426. .}—Testator bequeathed to his wife 
£600 per annum for her life, to be paid quarterly, 
& after her death the annuity to be equally 
divided between six persons, whom he named, or 
the survivors or survivor of them. We also gave 
to each of these six persons £100 per annum during 
their lives, to be paid quarterly, with power to 
leave their respective annuities at their deaths to 
any persons they might marry, or any children 
they might leave; but in case of any of them 
dying without exercising such power, then to the 
survivors or survivor :—Held: the gifts over of 
the annuities of £600 & £100 respectively were 
not gifts of so much stock in the 3 per cents. as 
would produce those annuities, but gifts of annuities 
for the respective lives only of the persons to whom 
they were limited, as tenants in common.— 
BLEWITT v. Roserts (1841), Cr. & Ph. 274; 10 
Sim. 491; 41 EB. R. 495; sub nom. BLEWITT v. 
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ROBERTS, BLEwitT v. STAUFFERS, 10 L. J. Ch. 
342; 5 Jur. 979, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Stokes v. Heron (1845), 12 Cl. & 
Fin. 161; Yates v. Maddan (1851), 3 Mac. & G. 532; 
Hedges vv. Harpur, Hedges v. Blick (1858), 3 De G. & J. 
129. Distd. Mansorgh v. Campbell (1858), 3 De G. & J. 
232. Consd. Bent v. Cullen (187]), 6 Ch. App. 235. 
Refd. Rogers v. Towacy (1845), 2 Holt, Eq. 270; Kerr v. 
Middlesex Hospital (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 576; Baynos 
v. Ridge (1853), 1 Eq. Rep. 157; Ford v. enras (1853), 
23 L. J. Ch. 225; Nicholls v. Hawkes (1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 
255; Hill v. Rattey (1862), 2 John. & H. 634; Blight v. 
Hartnoll (1881), 19 Ch. D. 294; Re Morgan, Morgan v. 
Morgan (1893), 69 L. T. 407; Re Evans, Thomas v. 
Thomas (1908), 77 L. J. Ch. 583; Townsend v. Ascroft, 
{1917] 2 Ch. 14. 


8427. ———.|—Testatrix gave an annuity of £50 
to her son-in-law, for his life, provided he remained 
unmarried, but if he should marry, the annuity 
to cease; &, after his death or second marriage, 
whichever should first happen, she gave £1,000 to 
be equally divided between her brother & sisters ; 
&, if they should not all be then living, she gave 
the share of him, her or them so dying to be equally 
divided between them, her surviving brother & 
sisters. Testatrix’s brother & sisters all died in 
her son-in-law’s lifetime, & he died unmarried :— 
Held: the brother & sisters took a vested intcrest 
in the £1,000 as tenants in common.—PETERS v. 
DIpp_LeE (1841), 12 Sim. 101; 59 E. R. 1069. 

8428. .|—Testatrix gave unto A. & B. a 
sum in the long annuities, to be equally divided 
during their lives, after which she gave the said sum 
to C.:—Held: the survivor of A. & B. took for 
life.—M‘Dermorr v. WALLACE (1842), 5 Beav. 
142; 6 Jur. 547; 49 E.R. 53l. 

Annotation :—Apld. Day v. Day (1854), Kay, 703. 

8429. .|—J. by his will devised & gave his 
freehold, copyhold, & personal estates to trustees, 
upon the trusts (among others) following: ‘ & 
when my voungest child for the time being shall 
have attained the age of twenty-one years then, 
upon trust to pay, assign & transfer the residue of 
my personal estate, & the funds & securities for 
the same, unto all my children who shall be then 
living, & the issue of such of them, if any, as shall 
then be dead leaving issuc, to be equally divided 
between them, if more than one, share & share alike, 
& if but one, then the whole to such one.” In two 
previous passages in his will, testator, in reference 
to the interests of his children, directed, In case 
‘his wife shall marry again or depart this life’ :-— 
Held: in the subsequent part of his will, testator 
meant, in the event of his widow having married 
again, or having died before the youngest child 
attained twenty-one; &, therefore, L., the youngest 
child for the time being, having attained the age 
of twenty-one, & having died before the widow 
married again, did not take a vested interest, but 
having left two children, they took as tenants in 
common.—RUFFELL v. NORMAN (1844), 4 I. T. 
O.S. 151; 8 Jur. 819. 

8430. —-—.]—Testatrix gave all her personal 
estate to a trustee upon trust to pay two annuities, 
& directed that the sum of £800 should be raised 
& invested & that same should be held upon trust 
to pay thereout the two annuities, & she directed 
her trustee to sell the remainder of her personal 
estate, & the moneys arising therefrom, & the 
residue of her estate except the £800 after paying 
certain legacies, to pay, distribute, & divide equally 
unto & amongst A., B., C. & D. or such of them as 
should be living at her decease ; & in case D. should 
not be living at her death. her share of & in her 
personal estate & the residue of her property, 
should go amongst D.’s children; & after the 
decease of the two annuitants, testatrix directed 
her trustee to pay & distribute the sum of £800 
& all & singular the rest, residuc, & remainder of 
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Sect. 19.-—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 10, 
B, (c) vi. & 

her personal estate, unto & amongst A., B., C. 
& D. or unto & amongst such of them as should be 
then living ; & in case D. should not be then living, 
testatrix directed that her share of & in the residue 
should go amongst D.’s children. At the death of 
the surviving annuitant, A., B., C., D. were dead, 
but D. had left two children, who claimed the whole 
residue of testatrix’s property. 

If the £800 was effectually given separately from 
the residue then, in the events which had happencd, 
the residue had been given to the legatees as 
tenants in common, the words used being such as 
to create a tenancy in common, & the residue did 
not go exclusively to them (Kniaur Bruce, V.-C.). 
—HAMMATT v. LEDSAM (1845), 4 L. T. O. S. 392 ; 
9 Jur. 173. 

8431. —-—.|—- Testator devised lands upon trust 
for his son & daughter J. & K. & their respective 
assigns for the term of their respective natural 
lives, equally to be divided between them, share & 
share alike, with remainder to a trustee to preserve 
contingent remainders, & from & after the decease 
of his son & daughter, or either of them, to the use 
of all & every the children of his son & daughter 
respectively, & their several & respective heirs 
& assigns, to be equally divided among them, 
share & Share alike, as tenants in common, & 
not as joint tenants ; & if there should be only one 
such child of his son & daughter, to the use of such 
child, his or her heirs & assigns, & for default 
of such issue of his son & daughter, testator gave 
the premises to his son T. & his heirs & assigns for 
ever. ‘Testator’s son J, died. leaving issue born 
after the death of testator. & Jeaving his sister KE. 
surviving :—Held: J. & KK. were tenants in com- 
mon, & that on the death of J. moiety passed to 
his children & not to E. eithor by survivorship or 
Dnplied  cross-remainder.—Dok d. PATRICK v. 
RoyLe (1849), 13 Q. B. 100; IS L. J. Q. B. 115; 
l2 0. TPT. OLS. 4938: 18 Jur. 7155 116 FR. 1208. 

8432. —An annuity directed by will to 
be purchased for the life of two persons, equally 
to be divided between them: -Held: to be an 
annuity for their joint lives. --GRranr v. WINBOLT 
(1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 589; 231.5. Ch. 282; 221. 7. 
O.S. 236: 2 W. KK. 51, 

8433. — —.|—-J. devised all his real & personal 
estate to RK. & E. during their lives, & after their 
deaths he devised ‘‘ the whole of his estate unto 
the seven children of R. & E.,” to be equally 
divided amongst the survivors or survivor of them, 
share & share alike; & should any of the children 
die leaving issuc, then the share of him so dying 
to be equally divided among such issue, the sur- 
viving parent or parents of such children receiving 
the interest of such share until the youngest should 
attain twenty-one. The seven children survived 
their parents :—Held: they took absolute interests 
in the estate as tenants in common in fee.— HIRD v. 
SWaLEs (1856), 2 Jur. N.S. 273; 4 W. R. 227. 

8434, ---—.|—-Testator gives all his real & 
personal estate & effects to his three daughters, 
H., J., & S., share & share alike, & in case either 
of them dying, to be equally divided between the 
children of deceased, if any ; but in case there shall 
be no children to claim their mother’s share, then 
that share to be divided equally between his two 
surviving daughters, their exors., administrators, 
& assigns, absolutely for ever:—-Held: the 
daughters took a fee simple as tenants in common. 
— ROGERS v. ROGERS (1859). 7 W. KR. 541. 

8435. -|—-A. by his will bequeathed the 
residue of his personal estate to be equally disposed 
of between five of his children, whom he named. 











WILLS. 


One of those children died in A.’s lifetime :—Held : 
the five children took as the tenants in common, 
& the share of the deceased child therefore lapsed 
to the undisposed residue.—In the Goods of PIL 
aL 2 Sw. & Tr. 628; 7L. T. 194; 164 E.R. 
1142. 

8436. .--—.]—-Testator gave a fund to the 
children of A., equally to be divided amongst them, 
share & share alike, during their lives, &, after their 
decease, to G. & J.:~-Held: the children of A. 
took as tenants in common for life with an implied 
clause of accruer, both of original & accruing shares, 
to the survivors & survivor.—WoobD v. DRAYCOTT 
(1863), 2 New Rep. 65; sub nom. DRAYCOTY v. 
Woop, 8 L. 'T. 304. 

Annotation :-—-Refd. Re Hudson, Wudson v. Hudson (1882), 

20 Ch. D. 406. 

8437. -—-—.]—Testator gave real & personal 
estate to his wife for her life, & after her death 
directed it ‘‘to be equally divided between his 
four children, A., B., C. & D. or their child or 
children, share & share alike,” with a gift over in 
case of the death of any of his children without 
leaving children, ‘‘ to the survivor or survivors of 
him, her or them, or his, her or their child or 
children, share & share alike, for ever.”” One of his 
children died in the lifetime of the widow, having 
never been married :—Held ; the surviving children 
took, in exclusion of grandchildren, the whole 
real & personal estate, as tenants in common.— 
BLUNDELL v, CHAPMAN (1864), 33 Beayv. 648; 33 
L. J. Ch. 660; 10 Jur. N.S. 332; 12 W. R. 540 ; 
d0 I. R. 620; sub nom. BUNDELL v. CHAPMAN, 10 
L. T. 152. 

8438. ---~.]—-Testatrix appointed property to 
trustees on trust to sell all the property except 
certain real estate, & to hold the proceeds on trust 
to pay the legacies thereinafter given, & to pay an 
annuity to A. for life & subject thereto on trust 
for B. & her children, & after B’s death without 
children to sell the real estate not before sold, & 
out of the proceeds to pay A., his exors., adminis- 
trators & assigns, a legacy in lieu of the annuity, 
& to hold the residue in trust for all the children 
of C, & the issue of such as should be then dead, 
equally to be divided between such children & 
issue, share & share alike, but so that such issue 
should take such share only as their respective 
parents would if living have been entitled to. A. 
died in the lifetime of B. who had no children :— 
ITeld : the issue of deceased children of CU, took as 
tenants in common.—-]TODGES v, GRANT (1867), 
lL. R. 4 Ing. 140; 386 L. J. Ch. 9435; 15 W. R, 607. 
Annotations :---Distd. Heasman v. Pearse (1871), T. T. 1b 

Kg. 522; Re Yates, Bostock v. D'’Eyucourt, [1891] 3 Ch. 

o3. Refd. fée Smith (1889), 68 L. J. Ch. 661, 

8439. --—.! Testator gave his residuary estate 
to W. & S. to be held jointly or divided equally 
at their pleasure :-~ Held: W. & S. took as tenants 
in common.—-OAKLEY v. Woop (1867), 37 L. J. Ch. 
28; 186L. T. 450; 15 W. RR. 862. 

8440. —-—-.|—Testator, under a power to that 
effect contained in a settlement, appointed a 
rentcharge to a person for her life, with powers of 
distress, & directed that after her death the rent- 
charge should be continued to her three daughters, 
& equally divided during their lives & the life of 
the Jongest liver, with powers of distress during 
their lives & the life of the longest liver of them :—- 
Held: to create a tenancy in common between 
the three daughters, with interests transtnissible to 
their respective representatives during the life of 
the longest liver of them, notwithstanding that one 
of them predeceased the tenant for life.—-CHAT- 
FIELD v. BERCHTOLDT (1870), 18 W. It. 887. 

8441. ——---.|—Testator devised thirteen houses 


Parr X VI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


to his four sons, share & share alike, to hold subject 
to certain conditions. First, it was his will that 
none of the houses be disposed of, either by division, 
assignment, transfer, or sale, without the written 
consent of each & every of his four sons, their 
heirs, assigns, or representatives. Secondly, it 
was his will that, until the before-mentioned dis- 
tribution of the property was made, the rents 
should come into one common fund & be divided 
equally among his four sons. Furthermore, it 
was his will that, if there should be no lawful 
distribution of the property during the life or lives 
of his four sons, it should then devolve to the 
children of his four sons. &, in case any of them 
should die without issue, then it was his further will 
that the share of the rents possessed by them or hirnm 
should devolve to the widow or widows of such 
deceased son or sons, to be by them received during 
their widowhood, & afterwards it should devolve 
to the survivor or survivors of his other sons, that 
is to say, to his grandchildren & to their heirs & 
assigns, to be divided equally among them :— 

Held: the four sons took the houses as tenants in 

common in fee, & the executory devise over to their 

children was void.—SHAW v. ForD (1877), 7 Ch. D. 

669; 47 L. J. Ch. 5813; 37 L. VT. 749; 26 W. R. 

235. 

Annotations :-—Refd. ste Dugdale, Dugdale +. Dugdale 
(18838), 88 Ch. D. 1763; Re Aganoor’s ‘Trusts (1895), 13 KR. 
677; Me Fowler, Fowler v. Fowler, {1917] 2 Ch. 307: 
Re Ashton, Ballard v. Ashton, (1920) 2 Ch. 481. 

8442. —-—.]-—'lestatrix bequeathed a fund upon 
trust, in the events which happened, for her son 
for hfe, & then ‘in trust for & to be equally 
divided between all & every my nephews & nieces 
who shall be ving at the time of the death of 
my son as aforesaid, & the issue of such of them as 
shall then be dead Jeaving issue, as tenants in 
common, such issue nevertheless taking oniy the 
share or respective shares which the deceased 
parent or parents would have taken if living ”? :— 
Meld: the issue took as tenants in common inter 
se.--Re SmMipry (188). 5S L. J. Ch. 661. 
Annotation :—Distd. Re Yates, Bostock v. D’Eyneourt, 

[1891] 3 Ch. 53. 

vii. '* Share and Share Alike.” 

8443. Whether tenancy in common created.]|-—- 
DRAPER’sS CASE (1681), 2 Cas. in Ch. 64; 22 E.R. 
S48, 1.0. 

Annotations :-— Consd. Campbell vr. Campbell (1792), 4 Bro. 
C.C. 15; Jackson v. Jackson (1804), 9 Ves. 591. 

8444. |—Testator having two sons & four 
daughters devises his houses to one of his sons for 
life, & after his decease, “then I give my estate 
to my four daughters, share & share alike; & if 
any of them die before marriage, then her part to 
the rest surviving; & if all ny sons & daughters 
die without issue, then I give my said house to my 
sister & her heirs.” On the death of the son 
without. issue, the four daughters are tenants in 
common 3; & therefore if one marry & die, leaving 
issue a son, such son shall come in for his fourth 
part of the estate.---JLANCHET v. THELWAL (1686), 
3 Mod. Rep. 104; 87 Ie. R. 66. 
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8445. _—Devise to survivors ‘share & 
share alike’’ makes them tenants in conmon.— 
MIDDLETON v. SWAIL (OR SWAIN) (1693), Comb. 
201; Skin. 439; 90 BE. Rt. 151. 

8446. —-—.]—-Gift of a share over, to the 
children of my late cousins W. U. & J. U., share & 
share alike, at their respective ages of twenty-one : 
this is a tenancy in common among those then 
living: & one of them dying in the lifetime of 
testator, that share is lapsed..—MARTIN v. WILSON 
(1791), 3 Bro, C. C. 824; 29 EB. BR. 561, L. C. 
Annotations :—-Consd. 7J?e Smith’s Trusts (1878), 9 Ch. D. 

117. Refd. Leigh v. Leigh (1854), 17 Beav. 605. 

8447. .|—Legacy to A. for life, & after her 
<lecease to her children ; if she should leave none, 
to B. & C. share & share alike, or to the survivor ; 
a vested interest in B. & C. upon the death of the 
testator, as tenants in common; A., though she 
survived them, dying without children.—PERRY 
v. Woons (1796), 3 Ves. 204; 30 E.R. 970. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Maberly v. Strode (1797), 3 Ves. 450. 

Distd. Newton v. Ayscough (1815), 19 Ves. 534. Dbtd. 

Cripps v. Walcott (1819), 4 Madd. 11. Apld. Doe d. Long 

v. Prige (1828), 8 B. & C. 231. Distd. Home v. Pillans 

(1833), Coop. temp. Brough. 198. 

8448, ——-..}—Where testator, after bequeathing 
aw specilic legacy, devised all & every other part of 
his real & personal estate, to be equally divided 
between his three grandchildren, share & share 
alike for ever; & also, that if either of them 
should happen to die, without child or children 
Jawfully begotten, that then such part or share of 
the one so dying should be equally divided amongst 
the surviving grandchildren; but if any of his 
grandchildren should die, & leave child or children 
lawfully begotten, that such child or clniidren 
should have their parents’ share equally divided 
amongst them, share & share alike :—HWeld : under 
this devise, the grandchildren took an estate in 
fee simple, as tenants in conumon.--- CLAYTON v. 
Lowe (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 686; 106 EK. R. 1323. 
Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Long vr. Prigg (1828), 8 B. & C. 

231. Folld. Gee v. Manchester Corpn. (1852), 17 Q. B. 





737. Distd. Gosling rv. Townsend (1853), 22 L. T. O. S. 
125. Expld. & Distd. Cooper «. Cooper ies 1k. ee 
658. Dbtd. Bowers v. Bowers (1870), 5 Ch. App. : 

Expld. & Apld. 


Apld. Apsey v. Apsey (1877), 56 L.'T. 910, 
Re iepailaford. Holmes ¢. Crompton & Evans’ Union Bank, 
{1916} 2 Ch. 536. 

8449, —-—.] —-Devise of the residue of testator'’s 
real & personal estate & effects to trustees, to pay 
the rents, produce & profits to testator’s wife for 
life, & after her decease to his daughter for life, & 
after the decease of his wife & daughter, he devised 
the residuary trust estates to all & every the issue, 
child, or children of his daughter as should be 
living at the time of the decease of the survivor of 
his wife & daughter, equally amongst them, if 
more than one, to be divided share & share alike, 
when & as they should respectively attain the age 
of twenty-four years, & to their respective heirs, 
exors., etc., for ever, to take as tenants in common 
& not as joint tenants :—-/7eld: the daughter’s 
children, seven in number, took equitable estates 
in fee, as tenants in common, in the real estates of 
testator, by virtue of the residuary clause; but 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 10. 


8443 i. Whether tenancy in common 
created. )}— Re PRYOR, WOODS v. PRYOR, 
11923) S. A. 8. R. 199.—AUS. 


8443 fi. ——.]—-BALLARD v. STOVER, 
14 O. R, 153.—CAN. 

8443 iii, ——.)— A testator bo- 
queathed personal estate to his two 
Bistera, M. & 8., & to their children, 
all share alike if living :-——Teld: tho 
sisters & their children took as tenants 
in common, sharing per capita & not. 
per stirpes.— BRADLEY v. WILHON, 13 


Gr. 642.—CAN. 


8443 iv. ——-.J- KEATING tv. CASSELS, 
24 U. Cy RR, 314.- -CAN. 
8443 v. -——-.]-—- Moross wv. McAL- 


LISTER, 26 U. C. IR. 368.—CAN. 

8443 vi. —.J—Re TUCKER (Sask.) 
(1910), 16 W. L. R. 172.—CAN, 

8448 vii. .}-—-A sum of money was 
appointed by testator to be divided 
equally among the children procreated 
or to be procreated of one party, & 
those of another, share & share alike : 
—ITfeld : the clause imported that the 
Inoncy was to be equally divided per 








capita, & not per stirpes.—RENNY v. 
CROSBIE (1822), 2 Sh. (Ct. of Sessa.) 
60. —SCOT. 

8443 viii. -}—SPINK’Ss HEXECU- 
TORS 0, SIMPSON (1894), 21 R. (Ct. of 
Segs.) 551: 31 Sc. L. R. 4388;18. L. T. 
527.— SCOT. 

8443 ix. .J—-The use by testators 
of the wordy ‘“ share & share alike ’’ 
in bequeathing property to several 
children show that they intended a 
conjunction verbis tantum & hence 
there is no jus accrescendi.—-K ELLY v. 
ESTaTe SCALLAN, [1916] C. P. D. 20. 


—S., A ° 








988 


Sect. 19.— Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 10, | 


B. (ce) vit., vitt. & i2.] 

they would have taken legal estates in fee as 
tenants in common, by virtue of such residuary 
clause, if it had been made without the intro- 
duction of trustees.—FARMER v. FRANCIS (1824), 
2 Bing. 151 ; 9 Moore, C. P. 310; 2L. 35.0.8. C. P. 
143; 130 E. R. 263 ; subsequent proceedings (1826), 
2 Sim. & St. 505. 


Annotations :—Distd. Bull v. Pritchard (1826), 1 Russ. 213; 
Re Jobson, Jobson v. Richardson 7 BSS): 44 Ch. D. 154. 
Refd. Doe d. Dolley v. Ward (1839), 9 Ad. & El. 582. 





PP se J—HYDE v. CULLEN (1837), 1 Jur. 
8451. ———.|—SyMERS v. JoBson, No. 7997, 
ante. 
8452. -|—By a will, made before 1838, 





testator devised as follows: ‘I give & devise to 

A.B. & C. & their heirs & assigns, all that (naming 

the premises), upon trust, nevertheless, to receive 

the rents & profits, & after deducting all taxes 

& expenses whatsoever, to pay the same unto such 

persons & for such purposes as my daughter EH. 

shall direct, & for want of such direction, to & for 
her sole & separate use; & from & immediately 
after the decease of my daughter, upon trust, to 
pay & apply the rents, etc., for & towards the 
maintenance & education of my daughter’s 
children then living, during their minority; & 
upon the youngest living of my daughter’s 
children attaining the age of twenty-one I give & 
devise the house & premises unto all the children 
of my daughter who shall be then living, in equal 
shares & proportions, share & share alike.’’ In 
one of the devises contained in the will, an estate 
in fee was devised to testator’s grandson, on 
attaining twenty-one vears; & by a concluding 
clause of the will, testator, as to the residue of 
his estate not before specifically disposed of, 
devised & bequeathed the same to his eldest son, 
to hold to him, his heirs, exors., administrators, & 
assigns, according to the nature of the several 
estates, absolutely for ever; & testator also 
authorised his trustees. at their discretion, from 
time to time to grant leases of any part of the 
premises in trust, for any term not exceeding 
twenty-one years, at the best rent that could 
reasonably be obtained, but without taking any 
fine for such leases :—Held: (1) the estate of the 
trustees & their heirs was to continue only for such 
time as the objects of the trust required it; & the 
power to lease was a power only, to be exercised 
during the continuance of this estate so limited 
to them; & therefore (2) the three grandchildren 
of testator did not take a fee in the premises in 
question, but took estates for life only as tenants 

in common.—Dor d. KIMBER v. CAFE (1852), 7 

Exch. 675; 21 L. J. Ex. 219; 19 L. T. O. S. 144 ; 

155 I. R. 1119. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Distd. Smith v. Smith (1861), 11 
C. B. N.S. 121. Apld. Collier v. M‘Bean (1865), 34 Beav. 
426. Distd. Collier v. Walters (1873), L. R. 17 Eq. 252. 
Refd. Poad v. Watson (1856), 2 Jur. N. 8. 1135; Maden 
vt. Taylor (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 569. 

8453. |—W., by will, directed that the 
annual interest only of all the residue of his pro- 
perty should be divided into as many equal parts 
as there might be children living of T. & his wife L., 
as each of them cameof age; & in case any one of 
them should die without any children, then his 
or her “hare of the annual interest. should devolve 
to the surviving children, share & share alike, & 
60 On successively until the whole amount of the 
interest of the residue came into the hands of the 
grandchildren & great grandchildren of T. & his 
wife L. W. bequeathed to his wife “ upon con- 
dition of her making no claim upon the residue,” 
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an annuity for life; but if she made any claim 
upon the residue of his property, he bequeathed 
unto her no part of his property, the annuity was 
not to be paid; & he directed that all property 
reverting to his estate whether leasehold or copy- 
hold property, etc., should, as soon as the amount 
was obtained, be immediately invested, & the 
interest to be received for the children of T. :— 
Held: the widow of testator was entitled to dower 
& also to the annuity ; the children of T. living at 
the death of testator were entitled, as tenants in 
common for life, to the income of the real & 
personal estate, with remainder to all the children 
of such children, as tenants in common, absolutely ; 
& in case any child of T. should die without having 
had a child, his or her share would belong to the 
survivors for life, & to the children of the survivors 
absolutely. —WETHERELL v. WETHERELL (1862), 4 
Giff. 51; 7L. T. 89; 8 Jur. N.S. 814; 10 W.R. 
818; 66 E. R. 616; on appeal (1863), 1 De G. J. 
& Sm. 134, L. C. 

ai tetion :—Refd. Dowling v. Dowling (1865), 18 L. T. 


8454. --——-.]—Bequest of an annuity of £100 to 
the child or children of J. equally, share & share 
alike, for & during the term of their joint natural 
lives, or the life of the survivor of them, or longer 
liver of then.:—J/eld: the children took, as 
tenants in common, without benefit of survivor- 
ship, an annuity to last till the death of the 
survivor, & the shares of those dying within that 
period went to their personal representatives.— 
Bryan v. Twiaa (1867), 3 Ch. App. 183; 37 
L. J. Ch. 249; 16 W. R. 298, L. J. 

a aation :—Folld. Chatfield v. Berchtoldt (1870), 18 W. R. 


8455. ———.]—-Testator, after giving all the 
residue of his estate both real & personal, to 
trustees, gave, devised, & bequeathed the yearly 
produce of his estate unto his six children, naming 
them, & the issue of them, such issue taking only 
their parents’ share, to & for her or their own use 
& benefit absolutely, share & share alike :—Held : 
the children of testator, who all survived him, took 
absolute interests in his realty as tenants in 
common in fee.—SHACKLOCK v. JARVIS (1872), 26 
L. T. 682. 

8456. -J—D. made a will as follows: “I 
give, devise, & bequeath unto my sister Mary, 
her daughter Elizabeth, & Sarah, the daughter of 
David Jones, all my landed property, to possess 
& enjoy the same jointly during their lifetime; & 
when any or some of the before mentioned parties 
shall depart this life, I give, devise, & bequeath 
her or their shares to be possessed & enjoyed by 
my sister Jemima, the wife of John Davies, 
together with her daughter Mary, during their 
lifetime ; provided the said Mary, daughter of 
the said Jemima, my sister, shall remain in her 
present state of since woman; otherwise, if she 
shall alter her present state of single woman & 
bind herself in wedlock, she is liable to lose her share 
of the said property immediately, & her share to 
be possessed by the other mentioned parties, share 
& share alike ’’’ :—Held: the gifts in the will were 
of tenancies in common & not joint tenancies.— 
JONES v. JONES (1881), 44 L. T. 642; 29 W. R. 
736, D.C. 

8457. —--—.]—Testator devised certain real 
estate to trustees upon certain trusts during the 
lives of his sons & daughters & the survivors & 
survivor of them; & after the decease of the 
survivor or his sons & daughters, or during the 
lives or life of all or any, with their concurrence, 
upon trust to sell the real estate, & testator 
declared that the trustees should stand possessed 
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of the proceeds of sale ‘‘ Upon trust for all & 

every his sons & daughters who shall be then 

living, & the issue of any then dead, such issue 
standing in loco parentis, share & share alike ”’ :— 

Held: although the living sons & daughters of 

testator, & the family of any deceased son or 

daughter, as representing their parent, took as 
tenants in common, yet, as there were not double 
words of severance, the members of the family of 
any deceased son or daughter took inter se as joint 
tenants, the words ‘‘ share & share alike’’ not 
applying to the members inter se of the family of 
any deceased son or daughter.—He YATES, 

Bostock v. D’Eyncourt, [{1891] 3 Ch. 538; 64 

L. T. 819; 39 W. R. 573. 

8458. Unless express joint tenancy created.] 
—Testator gave a residue to trustees to pay the 
interest to four persons for life, & after decease of 
the survivor, then to divide the principal among 
their children; two died; the interest shall be 
paid to the other two. Though the words ‘‘ share 
& share alike,” in a will, generally, create a tenancy 
in common, they cannot do so where there is an 
express joint tenancy.—ARMSTRONG v. ELDRIDGE 
(1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 215; 29 BK. R. 497, L. C. 
Annotations :—Distd. Garland v. Thomas (1804), 1 Bos. 

PLN. KR. 82. Expld. Alt v. Gregory (1856), 8 Do G. M. 

G. 221; Cranswick v. Pearson (1862), 31 Beav. 624. 

istd. & Dbtd. Bryan v. Twige (1867), 3 Ch. App. 183. 

Olid. He Richerson, Scales v. Heyhoow (No. 2), 

Ch. 146, 150. Apld. Re Telfair, Garrioch v. Barclay 

(1902), 86 L. 1.496; Re Tate, Willlamgson v. Gilpin, [1914] 

2 Ch. 182. Refd. Knight v. Gould (1833), 2 wa & K. 

295; Penny v. Allen (1857), 3 Jur. N. 8S. 273; Wood v. 

Draycott (1863), 2 New Rep. 55; Jee Browne’s Will 

Truste, Landon v. Brown, [1915] 1 Ch. 690 ; 2ve Stanley’s 

Settimt., Maddocks v. Andrews, {1916} 2 Ch. 50. 

8459. -—— Controlled by circumstances.] — 
(1) The words “ share & share alike’’ will be 
controlled by circumstances denoting that they 
are not used to create a tonancy in common. 

Estates vested in trustees for the benefit of 
three persons, with a direction to apply the income 
for the maintenance of the cestui que trust, or the 
survivors or survivor, share & share alike :—Held : 
to create a joint tenancy. 

(2) TVestator devised frechold & copyhold estates 
to trustees & their heirs, upon trust, for the use 
& benefit’ of his three natural boys. The rents, 
etc., to be paid for the maintenance & education 
of the before-mentioned boys, or the survivors or 
survivor of them, share & share alike :—Held: 
there was no resulting trust, & the sons were 
entitled absolutely as joint tenants.—-MOORE »v. 
CLEGHORN (1847), 10 Beav. 423; 16 I. J. Ch. 
460; 11 Jur. 958; 50 K. KR. 645; affd. (1848), 
17 L. J. Ch. 400; 12 L. T. O. S. 265; 12 Jur. 
591, L. C. 

Annotations :--.43 to (2) Consd. Malcolmson v. Malcolmson 
(1851), 17 L. T. QO. 8. 44. Distd. Doe d. Kimber v. Cafe 
(1852), 7 Exch. 675. Apld. Smith ». Smith (1861), 11 
Cc. B. ON. S. 121. Distd. Ae Pollard’s Estate (1863), 3 
De QQ. J. & Sm. 541; Oakley v. Wood (1868), 37 L. J. Ch. 
24. Apld. Yarrow ». Knightly (1878), 8 Ch. D. 736. 
Expld. te Jones, Last v. Dobson, [1915] 1 Ch. 246. 
Generally, Refd. Holliday v. Overton (1852), 15 Beav. 
480; Maden v. Taylor (1876), 45 li. J. Ch. 569 ; Cuthbert 
v. Robinson (1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 238. 


Compare Nos. 8515-8523, post. 
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vin. ‘‘ Unto and Among.” 


8460. Tenancy in common created.]|—A legacy 
given to two or more persons, without words of 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 10. 
—B., (0) ix. 

k. ‘‘ Z'o be paid,’’|— Testator be- 
queathed a legacy to a son, but if he 
were insolvent or otherwise disentitled 
personally to receive & onjoy the 
same, then the legacy was ‘to be 
paid to his childron by my trustees 


not as 


at such time as they may deem expe- 
dient :—Held: the 
aid ’’ imported division & distribu- 
ion, & the son’s children were entitled 
to the legacy as tenants in common & 
joint tenants.—He POWELL 
ean 78. R.N. 8S. 

ry S. WwW. W. N. 217. —AUS. 
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severance, makes a joint tenancy; therefore the 
judge determined that where, in a will, as to a 
residue, two thirds were given to & amongst the 
children of A. & B. they took as tenants in 
common, but the remaining third being given to 
the children of C. they took as joint tenants.— 
CAMPBELL v. CAMPBELL (1792), 4 Bro. C. C. 153 


29 EK. R. 755. 

Annotations :~-Refd. Morley v. Bird (1798), 3 Ves. 629; 
Crooke v. De Vandes (1803), 9 Vea. 197; Wood v. Wood 
(1811), 1 Phillim. 357; Doo d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 
7 Ad. & Kl. 636. 


8461. -]—Devise to the devisor’s wife for 
life, & after her decease unto & among all & every 
their children, in such manner & proportions as 
she should in her life or by will appoint ; empower- 
ing her to sell, & receive the interest for life; & 
appointing after her decease both principal & 
interest to & among their children, in such pro- 
portions, as aforesaid. 

All the children, having died in the life of their 
mother, who died without appointment, were held 
entitled as tenants in common to several estates of 
inheritance.—CASTERTON v. SUTHERLAND (1804), 
9 Ves. 445; 32 KF. R. 674. 

Annotations :—Consd. Lambert v. Thwuites (1866), L. R. 2 
Eq. 151. Refd. Hardingham v. ‘Thomas (1854), 2 W. R. 
547; Halfhead v. Sheppard (1859), 1 Ik. & HK, 918. 

8462. .J|—Testator devised his copyhold & 
leasehold estates in trust for his son for life, &, 
atter his decease, in trust to assign & surrender 
the same unto & among the person, or persons, 
who, at the son’s death, would be entitled to his 
personal estate in case he should die intestate. 
The son died, leaving a widow & four children :— 
Held: they took the estates in equal fifth parts as 
tenants in common.—RICHARDSON v. KICHARDSON 
(1845), 14 Sim. 526; 5 L. T. O. S. 142; 9 Jur. 
322; 60 E.R. 462. 

A nielanor :—Consd. Bullock v. Downes (1860), 9 H. L. 

yas. 1. 


8463. -— 
ante. 








.j-—Re WYLDE’S EstTaTE, No. 33882, 


ix. Other Words. 

8464. ‘* All & every.’’]—A gift in trust for all 
& every the child & children of A. & his her & 
their exors. & administrators & assigns for his 
her & their own absolute use & benefit :—Held: 
to create a joint tenancy.-- MORGAN v, BRITTEN 
(1871), L. R. 13 Bq. 28; 41 L. J. Ch. 70. 

Annotation :——Folld. Billing v. Billing (1895), 11 IT. L. R. 502. 

8465. .|\—A gift in trust for “all & every 
the children ’’ of the testator’s daughter creates a 
joint tenancy.-—BILLING v. BILLING (1895), 1! 
1. L. R. 502; sub nom. BINNING v. BINNING, 39 
Sol. Jo. 622; 13 KR. 654. 

8466. ‘‘ Amongst.’’|—Testator gave to trustees 
certain freehold & leasehold property, upon trust to 
pay the rents, issues, & prolits to his granddaughter 
for life, & after her decease, ‘* in case she should 
leave issue of her body lawfully begotten, then upon 
trust to dispose of his estate in such manner 
amongst such issue as his granddaughter by deed 
or will should appoint, & for default of such issue,”’ 
then upon certain ulterior trusts. The grand- 
daughter had several children & grandchildren, 
& by her will, purporting to be made in execution 
of the power, appointed the whole of the property 
amongst some only of her children :—Held: 
upon the construction of the above clause, issue 





l. ‘* Equal sharer.’’}—FoOstseR v. Em - 
MERSON, 5 Gr. 135.—CAN. 

m. Gift ‘‘to the uses of my nteces 
A. & B. & to my niece C. for the term 
of their natural life d> lo their lawful 
issue for ever, & in the event of any of 
my said nieces ss fl without lawful 
issue, then that interest in the 


words ‘‘to be 


S. W. 874; 24 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 10, 
B. (ce) ix, & C. (a) 7.) 

living at the death of the donee of the power of 
appointment were alone objects thereof; an 
exclusive appointment was not authorised, & the 
appointment was therefore invalid, & the issue of 
the granddaughter of every degree living at her 
death became entitled to the property on her 
death as tenants in common. 

The word ‘‘ amongst ”’ in this case shows clearly 
that the issue are to take as tenants in common 
(KINDENSLEY, V.-C.).—STOLWORTHY 7. SANCROFT 
(1864), 33 L. J. Ch. 708; 10 Jur. N. S. 762; 12 
W. R. 6353 sub nom. STODWORTHY 1. SANCROFT, 
101. T. 228. 

Annotation :—-Refd. Re Veale’s Trusts (1876), 4 Ch. D. 61. 
8467. ‘* Distribute & divide.’’"|\—Testator, after 

directing his personal estate to be invested, gave 

the income of the same & of his real estate to his 
wife for her life, & directed that after her death his 
trustees should sell his real estate “ & pay, dis- 
tribute & divide’ the money thence arising. & 
the money at interest. & he thereby gave & be- 

queathed one-third thereof, unto his cousin, J., 

“aif he should be then living, but if he should be 

then dead, unto his legal representative or repre- 

sentatives, if more than one. share & share alike.” 

J. died in the lifetime of testator’s widow, leaving 

a widow & children :-—Held: upon the death of 

J. 8.. his widow & children, as the persons who 

would, in case of intestacy, be entitled to his 

personal estate, according to Statute of Distribu- 
tions, took vested interests in the third of the 
residue in equal shares, as tenants in common.—- 

SmirH 7. PALMER (1848), 7 Hare, 225; 13 Jur. 

U4; 68 E.R. 02. 

Annotations :-— Refd. Gundry v. Pinniger (1852), 1 De G. M. 
& GG. 502: Jée Crawford’s Trusts (1854), 2 Drew. 230; 
King vv. Cleaveland (1858), 26 Beav. 26; Penny v. Clarke 
(1860), 29 L. J. Ch. 370: Lees v. Massey (1861). 3 DeG,. I. 
natates 3; #’c Hutchinson, Carter v. Hutchinson, [1919] 2 

e i. 

8468. ‘‘ Equally shared.’’]—Testatrix devises 
two houses to J. & Il. generally, & then says my 
meaning is, that the rents of my two houses should 
be equally shared between J. & Hi. The devisees 
shall tuke as tenants in common, & not as joint, 
tenants.— PRINCE tv. HEYLIN (1737), 1 Atk, 493 ; 
26 E.R. 312.7, ¢. 

Annotation :—Distd. Goodtitle d. Roobueck vr. Oxley (1826), 7 
Dow. & Ry. K. B. 535, 

8469. ‘‘ Equally amongst.’’|---A devise of a 
leaschold interest to A. & her three sons equally 
amongst them. creates a tenancy in common, 
though there is no mention of any division to he 
made.— WARNER @ HORN (OR FIONE) (1718), Gilb. 
Ch. 146; Pree. Ch. 4913; 1 Haq. Cas. Abr. 2§ 

25 1. R. 108, 

Annotations :—Refd. Perkins vt. Baynton (1781), 1 Bro. GC. CG. 
118; Campbell r. Canpbell (1792), 4 Bro. C. C. 19 c. 
8470. ‘* In equal manner.’’|-—A deed of trust: 

to pay the profits to three in equal manner, & to 

convey the inheritance to them in like sort, makes 

a tenancy in common of the whole, so as in a will.-— 

Bors v. ROSWELL & DIcKiNs (1667), 1 Lev. 232 ; 

$3 EK. R. 383. 

8471. ‘‘ Equal parts.’’|— T. bv his will gave to 
his five daughters M.S., 10.. J. & C. a sum of money 
chargeable on real estate & on personalty, & 
directed the interest. to be paid to them in equal 
parts or shares during their lives, & the principal 
to be vested in the funds in trust for them, or the 


property hereby deviscd shall pass to beneficial 


the next heir °— Amounts to tenancy 
im common in tail. }-—~d’e GRaY, GRAY v. 
TRAY (1926), 6] J, L. Th, 65.— IR 


OXOrs. 


n. * Among.”|— Testutor made a 


residuary devise 
two persous whom he appointed as 
By a codicil he appointed a 
third exor., & by another codicil he 
gave all property not devised by his 
will or codicil unto 
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survivors or survivor of them. After their deaths, 
the principal in equal parts to the surviving 
children, as they should arrive at the age of twenty- 
one. JE. one of the daughters, died without having 
been married :—-Held: the daughters who sur- 
vived took the whole for their lives, as tenants in 
common.-—-MINTON v. CAVE (1846), 7 I. T. O. 8S. 

1; 10 Jur. 86, 

Annotation :—Expld. Minton v. Minton (1861), 4 L. T. 696. 
8472. ‘* Equal portions.’’|—FOWLER v. OUGLEY 

(1689), 1 And. 194; 123 EK. R. 426. 

8473. ‘‘ Equally to be parted.’]|—By will, testa- 
tor gave unto his wife his freehold estate called 
Pouncetts for her natural life. He gave her also 
his stock, goods, & chattels for her life. He 
gave unto his heir £10, & then proceeded, “ all 
the above bequeathed lands. goods, & chattels, 
after the death of my wife, I give & devise unto 
my children, share & share alike, equally to be 
parted between them’ :—Held: the children 
took only an estate for life in testator’s lands as 
tenants in common.—-DOE d. Norris v. TUCKER 
(1832), 3 B. & Ad. 478; 1 1. J. K. B. 1613 110 
I. R. 170. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Doe d. Winder v. Lawes (1837), 7 
Ad, & EL. 195. Apld. Silvey ». Howard (1837), 6 Ad. & 
El. 253; Doe d. Payne v. Plyer (1849), 14 Q. B. 512; 
Vick v, Sueter (1854), 3 KH. & B. 219. Refd. Doe d. Knott. 
vr. Lawton (1538), 2 Jur. 443; Ifarding vr. Roberts (1855), 
10 Exch. 819, 

8474. ‘* Family.’’]-—Testatrix bequeathed her 
house, furniture, etc., to A. for life, & directed that 
the same should afterwards remain in the family 
of JA.) A. died. leaving five children :—IJZeld : 
the children of A. took as tenants in common.— 
OWEN v. PENNY (1850), 14 Jur. 359. 

8475. ‘* Part & part alike.’’|—A devise to two 
& their heirs, part & part alike, creates a tenancy 
in common, & not a joint estate. THorowaGoon 
nr Cornlins (1627), Cro. Car. 75; 79 K. it. 666; 
sub nom, JAMES & THOROCGHGOOD v. COLLINS, 
Het. 29: sub nom. JAQUES & THROUGHGOOD 1. 
CoLLins, Litt. 46. 

-(nnotation :-—-Refd. Fisher ». Wigg (1700), 1 Ld. Raym. 622. 
8476. Pay, assign & divide.|--—-Request of a legacy 

upon trust to pay, assign & divide the same, upon 

the death of testator’s daughter, unto & equally 
between all her children if more than one, as joint 
tenants, & if but one, then to such one child :-- 

Held: to create a tenancy In common amongst 

the flegatees. Boovrn ov. ALINGTON (1857), 27 

J.J. Ch. 117: 3 Jur N.S. 885 3; 5 W. RR. 811. 
8477. ‘‘ Same proportion.’’|—Testator having a 

foreclosed mtge. in fee of certain farms in Lanca- 

shire gave, amongst other things, to his wife for 
life, ‘‘ the interests or proceeds of certain farms in 
the county of Lancaster, mtged. to me for £2,500 ” ; 

& after her decease “ one-third part of the sum of 

£2,500 principal money disposed of in mtge. of 

the farms aforesaid ”? to his daughter Harriet; & 
he declared that after his wife’s decease his daughter 

Elizabeth should inherit & enjoy the bequests 

aforesaid in the same proportion as her sister 

Harriet; & that his son should in like manner 

inherit & enjoy one-third part of the aforesaid 

bequests upon the same conditions as his 
dauchters :—eld: the farms passed as real 
estate to testator’sa wife for life, with remainder 
to his son & daughters as tenants in common in 
fee.-— LE GRos v. COCKERELL (18382), 6 Sim. 384 3 5S 


i. WR. 880. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Heath v. Pugh (1881), 6 Q. B.D. 345. 








threo exors. :-—Held: the last gift was 
in substitution for the prior gift, & the 
three exors. wero entitled beneficially 
to the whole residue.—-KRULL v. 
BRADEY, 4 N. Z. Li. R. 368 (8. C.), 


to the 


& amongs 
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8478. ‘‘ Be paid.’?|—Re ATKINSON, WILSON v. 
ATKINSON, No. 8295, ante. 

8479. pent CLARKSON, PUBLIC TRUSTER 
v. CLARKSON, No. 8272, ante. 

8480. ‘‘ Respective ’’ or ‘‘ Respectively.’’]-—Tor- 
RET v. FRAMPTON (1654), Sty. 434; $2 K. R. 840. 
Annotations :—Consd. Fisher v. Wigg (1700), 1 Ld. Raym. 





622. Distd. Tuckerman v. Jefferies (1707), 11 Mod. Rep. 
108. Refd. Blisset v. Cranwell (1694), 1 Salk. 226; 


Goddard v. Lewis (1909), 101 L. T. 528. 

8481. .]|—Devise to trustees as svon as his 
three daughters attained their respective ages of 
twenty-one, to convey to them & the heirs of their 
bodies as joint tenants; this not a joint estate, 
but to be construed as near it as may be, so that 
the conveyance must be at twenty-one respectively 
with cross remainders.—MARKYAYT v. TOWNLY 
(1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 102; 27 EB. R. 918,10. C. 


Annotutions :—Distd. Re Hodgson’s Trust (1854), 1 K. & J. 
178. Refd. Rose d. Vere v. Hill (1766), 3 Burr. 1881 ; Doe 
d. Burden v. Burville (1773), 2 Kast, 47, n.; Phipard e. 
Mansfield (1778), 2 Cowp. 797; Reade v. Reude (1800), 
5 Vos. 744; Davis v. Bennet (1862), 31 L. J. Ch. 337. 











8482. J—Dor d. LITrLEWwoop v. GREEN, 
No. 8292, ante. 
8483. -J—Bequest of personal estate, upon 


trust to assign the same to four persons, “ & to 
each of their respective heirs, exors., administrators 
& assigns’’:—fHeld: to create a tenancy in 


common.—GoRDON uv. ATKINSON (1847), 1) De 
Gi. & Sm. 478; 638 KR. 1156. 
“tanotations :-—Distd. We Atkinson, Wilson cv. Atkinson, 


11892] 8 Ch. 52. Refd. /ée Clarkson, Public Trustee v. 

Clarkson, {19145)2 Ch. 216. Mentd. Fitch +. Weber (1848), 

6 Hare, 145; Taylor ev. Vaylor (1853), 3 De GM. & G. 

190. 

$484. ~.J—Bequest to A. for ite, with remain- 
der to B., C. & D., with a substitutional gift of their 

‘ respective shares,” in case of the death of any 

of them :—J/Teld : B.. (. & 1D. took as tenants in 

common. Ive v. BING (1852), 16 Beay. 48; 21 

lL. J. Ch. 560; 20 L. T. O.S.5; 16 Jur. £80; 51 

Hm. Re. 698. 

Annotations : —Mentd. Ashling v. Knowles (1856), 3 Drew. 
5938: Hodgson v. Smithson (1856), 21 Beav. 354; Camn- 
bridgo ». Rous (1858), 25 Beay. 409; Re Paulding’s 
Trust (1858), 26 Beav. 263; King «. Cloavoland (No. 2) 
Saab 26 Beav. 26; Re Paulding’s Trusts (1858), 7 W. R. 
745 oring v. ‘Phomas (1861), 5 1. T. 269: Wilmot. v. 
Flewitt (1865), 11 Jur. N.S. 820; Hobgen v. Neale (1570), 
lL. Ik. 11 Eq. 48: dee Hanuam, Haddelsey r. Hannam 
(1897), 66 L. J. Ch. 4713; Re Schnadhorst, Sundkuhl v. 
Schnadhorst, {[1901] 2 Ch. 3383 #te Williains, Metcalf ». 


Williams, {1914} 1 Ch. 219; Ae Kirk, Wethey v. Kirk 
(1915), 85 IL. J. Ch. 182. 


8485. ——-.|—-ve TIVERTON MARKET AcT, Biv p. 
TANNER, No. 8204, ante. 
8486. —---.|—A legacy to several persons & 


their exors. & administrators repectively makes 
them tenants in conmon.—te Moorek’s SETTLE- 
MENT TRuUsrs (1862), 31 L. J. Ch. 368; 6 L. T. 
43; 10 W. R. 315. 

8487. .|—Gift to three persons by name for 
their respective lives, & subject thereto for their 
respective children as tenants in common. 

The life tenants are tenants in cominon, & the 
children take per sfirpes.—SUTCLIFFE v. HOWARD 
(1869), 88 LL. J. Ch. 472; 17 W. R. 819. 

8488. --———.]—Jtce ATKINSON, WLLSON v. ATKIN- 
SON, No. 8295, ante. 

8489. ‘Severally.’’|—The construction in this 
will of the words, ‘‘ as his sisters severally die,”’ is, 
that the sisters should take as tenants in common, 
& not as joint tenants.-SHEPPARD v. GIBBONS 
(1742), 2 Atk. 441; 26K. RR. 806, LC. 


C. Distribution per capita and per stirpes. 
(a) When Donees Tuke per capita. 
i. dn General. 


8490. Gift to children of A. & B.|-—One devises 
the surplus of his personal estate to the children 
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of A. & B. Neither of them has a child at the 

making of the will, or the death of testator. The 

devise is executory, & shall extend to any children 
that A. & B. shall afterwards have; & the children 
of each shall take per capityu & not per stirpes.— 

WELD v. BRADBURY (1715), 2 Vern. 705; 1 Kiq. 

Cas. Abr. 203, pl. 25; 28 HE. 1. 1058, L. CG. 

Annotation :—Refd. Swan v. Bowden (1842), 11 L. J. Ch. 155. 
8491. Gift to A. & children of B.—A. & B. 

members of same class.}—One having had five 

children, A., B., C., D., & E.; 3B. is dead leaving 
several children, & by will testator devises the 

residue of his personal estate to his son & to B.’s 

children, & to his daughter C. & D.’s children, & 

to his daughter K.; WD. is living & has children : 

decreed the children of B. & the children of D. 

shall take per capita, & not per stirpes, as if all 

named.—BLACKLER 1. WEBB (1726), 2 P. Wms. 

343; 24 KH. RK. 777, 1. €. 

Annotations :--Apld. Eceard +. Brooke (1790), 2 Cox, Eq. 
Cas. 213. Consd. Phillips ». Garth (1790), 3 Bro. G. C. 
64. Distd. Margitson +. Wall (1864), 9 lL. T. 755. Folld. 
Payne v, Webb (1874), L. R. 19 Eq. 26.  Distd. Cupes v. 
Dalton (1902), 86 L. T. 129. Refd. Malcolm ». Martin 
(1790), 3 Bro, CLC. 503; Dowding v. Smith (1841), 3 Beav. 
541; Davis v. Bennet (1862), 5 lL. T. 815. 

8492. -—— -—-—.]. -The rule of distribution per 
capita applied to a bequest to a brother & the 
children of a deceased brother though under the 
statute they would have taken per stirpes.— 
LINCOLN (LADY) «. PELITAM (1804), 10 Ves. 166; 
32 bh. RR. SO8, TL. C. 

Annotations -—Distd. Abrey v. Newman (1853), 16 Beav. 
431. Refd. Capes v. Dalton (1902), 86 L. T. 129. Mentd. 
Matthews 7 Paul (E818), 3 Swan. 328; Fe Harris’s Trusts 
(1854), 2 Ky, Rep. 1110; Lyddon wv. Ellison (1854), 19 
moe 565; Sandeman v. Mackonzioc (1861), 1 John. & Oy, 
8493. -— - --—.|—Legary to be divided equally 

between A. & the children of B., is divisible per 

ect pita.——WILLIAMS tv. YATES (1837), Coop. Pr. Cas. 

177: LJur. 510; 47 1.1. 15. 








8494. — -- —.|J—/te WALBRAN, MILNER 0. 
WaALBRAN, No. 8052, post. 
1 ; ; 
8495, -—— —---.]-—Testatrix gave a moicty of 


her residuary estate, subject to a life tenancy, ‘to 
be divided equally between the unmarricd daughters 
of my brother-in-law ” A. & B.‘* equally.’ Atthe 
date of her will & death A. had three unmarried & 
two married daughters. B. to whom testatrix 
gave a legacy of £500 “in recognition of friendship 
& his many kindnesses,’”’ had one daughter only, 
aged about four years; & at the same date 
testatrix was aged about sixty-three years, & the 
tenant for life about seventy-four years :—RHeld : 
BB. himself, & not his unmarried daughters. was the 
second legatee > but the division ought to be in 
equal fourth shares between him & the unmarried 
daughters of A., & not in moieties.-—/e TTARPER, 
PLOWMAN v. HARPER, |[LO14] 1 Ch. 70 5 83 L. J. Ch. 
157; 109 L. T. 925: 58 Sol. Jo. 120. 

8496. -— —.]/—Beyuest “to A. & to the children 
of B., to be equally divided ’’ :—Held: they 
took per capita.—DowpInG v. SaitTn (184th), 3 
Beav. 541; 10 T. J. Ch. 285; 49 E.R. 2s. 

8497. Gift to A’s & B.’s Da ere EL The 
word ‘estate’? in a will, unless qualified, passes 
both real & personal estate. 

(2) Under a disposition by will to A.’s & B.’s 
families the children are entitled, exclusive of their 
parents, & per capita.—BARNES v. Patrci (1803), 
S Ves. 604; 32 Td. R. 190. 

Annotations :— As to (1) Consd. Doe d. Penwarden v. Gtlbert 

(1821), 6 Moore, C. P. 268; Hamilton v. Hodsdon (1847), 

6 Moo. P. C. C. 76. As to (2) Apld. Wood v. Wood (1844), 

8 Jur. 266; Gregory v. Smith (1852). 9 Hare, 708; Abrey 

v. Newman (1853), 16 Beav. 431; Pigg v. Clarke (1876), 

45 L. J. Ch. 849. Refd. Robinson v. Waddelow (18386), 

8 Sim. 134; Liley 7. Hey (1842), 1 Hare, 580; Re Parkin- 


son’s Trust, (1851) 1 Sim. N. S. 242; Burt v. Hellyar 
(1872), L. R. 14 Hq. 160. 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 10, 
C. (a) i. & 4.] 

8498. Gift to A. & B. & their children.|— 
Testator directed the residut of his personal estate, 
after the death of his wife, who was tenant for life, 
to be divided as follows: To his five nephews & 
nieces, A., B., C., D., & I., two shares each, & to 
their children one share each; the nephews & 
nieces survived testator:—Held: the residue 
vested in the nephews & nieces, & their children 
living at testator’s death, or born in the lifetime of 
the tenant for life; the children taking per capita, 
but the shares of each of the nephews & nieces being 
double that of each child.—-CooKE .v. BOWEN 
(1840), 4 Y. & C. Ex. 244; 160 E. R. 996. 

8499. Gifts to descendants.|—Under a devise to 
the descendants of F., in «1 certain district, grand- 
children & great grandchildren take per capila.-— 
CROSLEY Vv. CLARE (1761), 3 Swan. 320, n.; Amb. 
397; 36 E.R. 881. 


Annotations :—-Refd. Thellusson v. 
Cas. 429. Mentd. Doc d. Chattaway v. 


H. L. 
(1816), 5 M. & S. 126. 
8500. Gift to issue-—Issue generally.;— Under 
a legacy to the issue of A. all descendants are 
entitled & take per capita as joint tenants.— 
DAVENPORT v. TIANBURY (1796), 3 Ves. 25735 380 
BK. R. 999. 
Annotations :—Refd. Hampson v. Brandwood (1816), 1 
Madd. 381; Allgood v. Blake (1872), L. R. 7 Exch. 339. 


8501. }—Testator bequeathed his 
residuary personal estate to his nephew & niece 
equally, & after their respective deaths, amongst 
their “issue,” if there should be any ‘‘ children ”’ 
to take their parents’ share. But in case the 
nephew or miece died ‘ without issue, or leaving 
such they should die under twenty-one without 
issuc,”’ then he gave his or her share to the other 
of them or his or her issue ‘‘ if he or she be then dead 
leaving issue as aforesaid.’’ ‘The niece died in 1811 
leaving issue; the nephew died in 1862, leaving 
no issue :—Held: ‘issue ’”’ in the first part of the 
will meant “children,’’ but in the latter part 
‘‘issue generally,’’ & on the death of the nephew 
all the issue of the niece then living took per capita. 
—Re CORRIE'S WILL (1863), 32 Beav. 426; 55 
BE. R. 1673 on appeal, TREVILLIAN tr. KNIGHT 
(1866), L. R. 1 IT. L. 380, H. L. 

Annotations :---Apld. Holgate v. Jennings (1864), 31 Benv. 


Rendlesham (1859), 7 
Sniuth 








PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB~-SECT. 10. K. 
- C. (a) f. hearing, 


8498 i. Gift to A. dt Le & their Held: 


children. j|—- YOUNG v. HALL (1872), 3 
V. 1. (i8q.) 162.~ AUS. 

o. Gift to A. cd her nephews— 
Division per capita.}--GIRSON v,. ABER- 


survived at the date of the 

having one child Hving :-— 
the perlod of distribution waa 
upon the death of the first taker, M., 
so that those were entitled who were 
then the heirs of C. & I., & they took 
per camila & not. per stirpes.—SUNTER — the 
v. JOHNSON, 22 Gr. 249.—CAN. 


WILLS. 


dees Refd. Re Birks, Kenyon v. Birks (1899), 68 L. J. Ch. 


8502. —_—-——-.]—-HoOBGEN v. NEALE, No. 8271, 

ante. 
8503. Gifts as tenants in common.]—Testator 
devised a copyhold estate to his wife for life, & 
after her decease he devised one half thereof unto & 
equally between all his first cousins, or the lawful 
issue of any or either of them who might be dead, 
as tenants in common :—Held: the first cousins 
of testator living at his death, & the issue in every 
degree of his first cousins who were then dead, were 
to take in equal shares per capita.—COGSWELL v. 
CHAPMAN (1837), 6 L. J. Ch. 184. 

8504. Discretion to distribute among specified 
persons—Nephews & nieces & children of deceased 
nephews & nieces—Trustees unable to agree.|— 
Testator directed his residuary real & personal 
estate to be divided, by his trustees, in such shares 
& at such times as they should think proper, 
amongst his nephews, A., B., & C., & his other 
nephews & nicces, sons & daughters of his late 
sisters T. & IH. who should be living at his decease 
& the children of any other such nephews & 
nieces who, having died in his lifetime, had left 
issue. There were several children, & children of 
deceased children, both of T. & of H., living at 
testator’s death. The trustees not being able to 
agree us to the division of the property, the ct. 
ordered it to be divided amongst the children, & the 
children of the deceased children of T. & H., 
per capila.—ToMLIN v. TATPEILD (1841), 12 Sim. 
167; 59 BE. R. 1095. 

8505. Gift to children & issue.]-— Testator 
devised real estate upon trust, after the death of 
A. for all the children & issue of A. which she 
might leave her surviving, & their respective heirs 
& assigns as tenants in common, & if but one such 
child, then for such only child his or her heirs & 
assigns, but if A. should die without leaving such 
issue, or leaving such & all of them should die 
during minority without leaving issue, then over ; 
he also bequeathed personal estate upon corre- 
sponding trusts, with a gift over, in case there 
should be no such children or issue, or being such 
all of them should die during minority without. 
leaving issue :—//eld; at Aes death her children 
& remoter issue then living took per capita.—- 
CANCELLOR v. CANCELLOR (1862), 2 Drew. & Sm, 


nephews in equal part’? means a 
distribution per capita & not by 
classes.-—EVANA v. TURNER, 23 N. 7%. 
I. R. 825.—N.Z 

f. Gift to A., the children of B., 
the children of C., the children of D., 
children of I. “ including my 
nephew.}—GUARDIAN TRUST & EXxk- 


NETHY (1918), 18 S. R. N.S. W. 122. é 5 . 
—AUS. r. aes of ahs per alr oe Co. OF oD e eaL 
Pew 7 sequent devise of corpus ner capita. 1, CARNACHIAN, [19 N. : os ABRs 

when Oe thudren of A Mop Jee Re tassox (1907), 80. Wr iC 2T#; 1233. NZ, 
Division per capita.)—Testator by his 14 0. L. Kt. 82.-—-CAN. g. Gift “between & among _ the 
tivo legacies exceed 


t. “ist to 


will, devised ‘‘ the oO k a 
property known 4s one ie 


numbers 243, 245 & 247, situated at 
A.,’’ to his wife for life, & directed that 


A. & BB. & 
v. WHITE (1908), 28 
N. 24. L. li. 129.—N.Z 


C.’s whole leyatees whose 
£100.’?] — Testatrix, after leaving 
numerous legacies varying in amount, 


dlrected the residue of her funds to be 


‘after her death this property is to a. Gift equally between strangers 
be equally divided between the chil- in blood d& children of testator.|-—-Ite divided ‘* betweon & among the whole 
dren of A., & the children of J. & my BANKS’ WILL, PUBLIC TRUSTEE v. legatees whose legacies exceed £100. 


brother G.’’ The children of A. & of 
J., were nephews & nieces of testator : 
—Held: G. & the children of A. & 
of J. took, ner capita, & not per stirpes. 
—Ite MCINNES, TRUSTEKS, EXECUTORS 
& AQENCY Co., LTp. v. McINNES 
{1925) V. L. R. 496; 47 A. L. T. 1; 
31 Argus L. R. 267.—AUS. 

q. Gift to M. & on death of M. 
without issue lo C. & E. equally.jJ— 
Testator, in 1856, devised certain land 
to M., & in case of her death without 
issue, then to the heirs of C. & E., ** to 
be equally divided between them.’’ 

. died after testator, leaving five 
children. M. died after C. without 


b. Gift 


L. R. 710.—N.Z. 


Haves, 20 N. Z L. R. 436.—N.Z. 
to A.’s family & 
family d& “ between my two children in 
the convent.’’)-—- BUREE v. BURKE (1809), 
18 N. Z. L. R. 216.—N.Z. 

0. Gift to A. for life d& then to T. 
a& Le. wn equal sharcs.J}—WALLACE v. 
WALLACE, 26 N. Z. L. H. 400.—N.Z. 


d. Gift of residue to named 
children. }-—I?e HANCOCK (1914), 33 N. Z. 


6. Gift to brothers R., 
nieces & nephews in equal part.J—A 
bequest of residue to be divided 
‘* between Hros. R., J., F. & nieces & 


But in the event of the funds bein 
insufficient to pay the legacies in full, 
each of those exceeding £100 should 
suffer a proportional abatement :---- 
Held: the residue was to be divided 
among the legatecs entitled to it, 
equally per capita, & not in proportion 
to the amount of their legacics.— 
PITCAIRN 1. THOMSON (1853), 15 
Dunl. (Ct. of Sesa.) 741; 25 So. Jur. 
440; 2 Stuart, 445.--SCOT. 

h. Gift to A. & his children, B. 
& his children, ‘‘ My nephews X. &@ Y. 
sons of B., not to participate.’’]}—CoB- 
BAN'S EXEKOUTORS v. COBBAN, [1915] 
Ss. C. 82,—SCOT. 


B.'s 


and- 


J, F. & 


Part XVI.—CoNnsTRUCTION. 


194; 1 New Rep. 12; 32 L. J. Ch.17; 71. T. 
Se 8 Jur. N.S. 1146; 11 W.R.16; 62 E.R. 


il. Indication of Share to be Taken. 

8506. ‘‘ Equally.’’|—-Legacy ‘‘to A. & B. the 
children of C. equally,” they take per capita. 
Legacy ‘‘ to the descendants of A. & B. equally,” 
all descendants, children & grandchildren, take 
per capita.— BUTLER v. STRATTON (1701), 3 Bro. 
C. C. 367; 29 KK. R. 587, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Davenport v. Hanbury (1796), 3 Ves. 
257. Apld. He Harper, Plowman v. Harper, (1914] 1 Ch. 
70. Refd. Abbay v. Howe (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 470. 


8507. -J|—(1) Testator devised real estate 
in trust, for the persons who at his decease should 
be the next of kin of R. D. deceased, according to 
the Statute of Distributions, & their heirs as 
tenants in common; the next of kin consisted of 
great-grandchildren’s children, & the children of 
great-grandchildren’s children :—Held: they took 
per stirpes, & not per cupita. 

(2) The question is, therefore, reduced to this, 
whether the words of the will import an intention 
that the next of kin, though some of them derive 
their character as such by representation, are 
nevertheless to take per capita. The cases seem 
to show that the word ‘‘ equally ’’ or the words 
‘‘share & share alike,’’ would here have had that 
effect (LORD LANGDALE, M.R.).—MATTISON  v. 
TANFIELD (1840), 3 Beav. 1381; 4 Jur. 9383; 49 
B.A. 61. 

Annotations :—A8 to (1) Refd. Bullock v. Downes (1860), 9 
H. L. Cas. 1. «Aa to (2) Consd. Re Richards, Davies v. 
Idwards, (1910] 2 Ch. 74. 

8508. -|—Gift of a legacy to A. for life, with 
remainder to B. for life, & after the death of the 
survivor, upon trust to pay it ‘“ to, between or 
amongst C., if then living, but if then dead, to, 
between & amongst C.’s children & the children of 
B. then living, equally,” etc. :—Held: C. & the 
children of B. took per capita.—RiIcKABE  v. 
GARWooD (1845), 8 Beav. 579; 50 EK. R. 228; 
sub nom. RicABE v. GARWOooOD, 5 L. T. O. S. 515. 


Annotations :—Refd. Abrey v. Newman (1853), 16 Beav. 
431; Davis v. Bennet (1862), 5 L. T. 8154 


8509. --|—Bequest of £2,000 to be equally 
divided amongst testator’s next of kin, both 
maternal & paternal :—Held: the fund was 
divisible between the two classes per capita, & 
not. per stirpes.—DUGDALE v. DUGDALE (1849), 
11 Beav. 402; 50 E. R. 872. 

8510. -|—Testator gave a fund to his wife 
for life, with a power for her to appoint it by will 
amongst “‘'A., B., & C., & their respective 
children,” &, in default of appointment, he directed 
‘the same, at his wife’s death, to go amongst all 
the children equally.”’ The wife made no appoint- 
ment :—Held: they took per capita.— PATTISON v. 
PATTISON (1855), 19 Beav. 688 ; 52 E.R. 498. 


Annotation :~—-Mentd. Ite Hutchinson, Alexander v. Jolley 
(1886), 55 L. J. Ch. 574. 


8511. .|—Testatrix gave £200 to her brother 
R., & in case of his dying before her the £200 to go 
to his children ; & £200 to her sister M., to go to 
her children in the event of her predeceasing 

















k. Gift to A. for life &: thereafter 
to her children in joint liferent.J)— 
BINNIE’S TRUSTEES ¥. PRENDERUAST, 
[1911) 8S. C. (H. L.) 6; 48 Se. L. RR. 
251; (1911) 18. L. T. 142.—SCOT. 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 10. 
—C,. (a) fi. 


8506 i. “* Kqually.”J—-A direction in 
& will that a surplus be divided 
equally between my wife & my said 
daughters, share & share alike,”’ where 
there were three daughters, gave the 


J -—VOR. XLIV. 


surplus, & no 
Daviks (1913), 





il 


8506 ii. 
(1892), 23 C. S&S. 
CAN. 


Ucld: 


widow a one-quarter share of such 
one-half goriget Re 
t . 


24 0. W. . 
40. W. N. 1013; 10 D. L. KR. 164.— 
CAN. 


.}—HOvUGHTON v. BELL 


8515 i. ‘‘ Share & 
Testator bequeathed personal estate 
to bis two sisters, M. & 5S. & to their 
children, all to share alike if living :-— 
the sisters 
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testatrix. Testatrix, after sundry other pecuniary 
gifts to other parties, gave all her residue ‘‘ to all 
the children of my brother R. & my sister M. 
equally. Wt. had five children & M. two children 
at the date of the will & also at the decease of 
testatrix :—Held: all these seven children took 
equally as tenants in common.—MASON v. BAKER 
(1856), 2 K. & J. 567; 69 HE. R. 908; sub nom. 
eel ESTATE, BAKER v. MASON, 2 Jur. N.S. 
«lnnotations :—Consd. Hawes v. Hawes (1880), 14 Ch. D. 

614. Refd. Re Davies’ Will (1860), 29 Beav. 93; Stam- 

inooll ». Hales, Re Johnstune (1864), 10 L. T. 807. Mentd. 

Gibbs v. Lawrence (1860), 30 L. J. Ch. 170; Re Miller, 

Daniel v. Daniel (1889), 61 L. I. 365. 

8512. -\—Testator had a son & two 
daughters, A. & C., living, another daughter, B., 
was dead, having left five daughters. He be- 
queathed £15,000, as to £5,000 for A. for life, with 
remainder to her children, as to £5,000 to the five 
daughters of L., & as to the remaining £5,000 to 
©. for life, with remainder to her children. He 
then gave the residue ‘‘ equally amongst his son, 
his daughter A., the five daughters of B., & his 
daughter C., to be settled as he had directed the 
three sums of £5,000 upon them & their issue ’’ :— 
Held: the five daughters of B. took per capita, so 
that each was entitled to one-eighth of the residue. 
—~T'YNDALE v. WILKINSON (1856), 23 Beav. 743; 2 
Jur. N.S. 063; 4 W. R. 695; 53 E.R. 29. 

8513. .|—Under a direction to trustees of 
a will, that the interest of a trust fund was to be 
applied to the education of the children of A. & B. 
in equal shares, & on their attaining twenty-one, 
the whole to be sold & divided equally among 
them :—Held: all the children took vested 
interests on their birth, & the fund was divisible 
per capituu—ARMITAGE v. WILLIAMS (1859), 27 
Beav. 346; 7 W. KR. 650; 54 EF. R. 135. 

8514. -|—Under a bequest to a daughter 
for life, & after her death to her children ; but if 
she died without issuc, then to her two sisters if 
then living; but if either sister should be then 
dead, testator gave her share to her issue equally 
to be divided among them :—Held: under the 
last bequest children, grandchildren & remoter 
issue took per capitaa—WELDON v. HOYLAND 
(1862),4 DeG. F. & J. 564; 6L. 7.96; 45 BE. R. 
1303, L. C, 
-lnnotation :-—Refd. Re Flower, Matheson v. Goodwyn 

(1890), 62 L. T. 216. 

8515. ‘‘ Share & share alike.’’|—Gift of residue 
to be divided among next of kin, share & share 
alike, shall be divided among surviving brothers, 
nephews, & nieces, representing deceased brothers 
& sisters, per capita, not per stirpes.—PHILLIPS v. 
GARTH (1790), 3 Bro. C. C. 64; 29 E. R. 410; on 
appeal, 3 Bro. C. C. at p. 69, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Davenport v. Hanbury (1796), 3 
es. 257. Dbtd. Garrick v. Camden (1807), 14 Ves._372. 

Consd. Smith v. Campbell (1815), Coop. G. 275. Dbtd. 

Brandon v. Brandon (1819), 3 Swan. 312. Consd. Hinckley 

v. Maclarens (1832), 1 My. & K. 27. Overd. Khnsley v. 

Young (1835), 2 My. & K. 780. Consd. Withy v. Mangles 

(1843), 10 Cl. & Fin. 215; Horn v. Coleman (1853), 1 Sm. 


& GQ. 169. Refd. Holloway v. Holloway (1800), 5 Ves. 
399. Mentd. Cholmondeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 Jac. & 
W. 1. 











took as tenants in common, sharing 
per capita & not per stirpes.— BRADLEY 
321; v. WILSON, 13 Gr. 642.—CAN. 

8515 ii. .}--Under a bequest ir 
favour of certain persons, if living at 
testator’s death, & the issue of such 
of them as should be then dead, ‘* to 
be equally divided between them, 
share & share alike,’’ such issue take 
per capita & not per stirpes.— Re Bosst, 
5 B.C. R. 446.—CAN. 





R. 498, 503.— 
share alike.’’}- 
8515 iii. —--—.]}--ANDERSON v. BELL, 
29 Gr, 452; 8 A. R. 531.—-CAN. 
3.8 


& their children 
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8516. JJ—HYDE v. CULLEN (1837), 1 Jur. 
100. 

8517. — .J|—MATTISON v. TANFIELD, No. 8507, 
ante. 

8518. — _ -.|— Bequest to trustees to be divided 


between testator’s wife & six poor members of a 

chapel, share & share alike :—Held: the wife was 

entitled to one-seventh absolutely, & the other 
six-sevenths formed a permanent charitable fund, 
the interest alone of which was from time to time 

payable to the poor.—GREGORY v. A.-G. (1840), 

Z Beav. 366; 48 Ie. R. 1223. 

8519. ——.]—A will contained the following 
clause: ‘‘ ] recommend that the house & premises 
may be disposed of as soon as possible, &, after 
paying all just debts, may be equally divided, 
share & share alike, Mrs. M., Mr. & Mrs. W. & 
children, likewise H. H.’’ :—Held: Mrs. W. was 
entitled to an equal share of the proceeds of the 
house & premises, as tenant in common with her 
husband & her children living at testator’s death, 
& with Mrs. M. & H. H.—DAINE v. WAGNER 
(1841), 12 Sim. 184; 59 FE. R. 1102. 

Annotations :-—Dbdtd. Re Wylde (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 
724. Refd. Dias v. De Livera (1879), 5 App. Cas. 123; 
Re Jupp, Jupp « Buckhwell (18838), 39 Ch. D. 148; Re 
Dixon, Byran: v. Tull (1889), 42 Ch. D. 306. 

8520. .|—Testator, by his will, gave a fund 
to trustees on trust, to pay the proceeds of it to A. 
for life; & after the death of A., to pay the 
principal money unto & equally amongst all & 
every the children of A. & B., which should be 
living at the death of A., & the lawful issue of such 
of them as should be then dead, share & share 
alike :—Held: this was a gift to the children & 
issuc of A. & B., per capita, & not per stirpes.— 
ABBAY v. HOWE (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 470; 
9 L. T. O. S. 392; 11 Jur. 765; 63 FE. R., 
1153; sub nom. ABBEY wv. Howr, 16 L. J. Ch. 
437. 
an uen :—Refd. Nockolds rv. Locke (1856), 2 Jur. N.S. 








8521. ——.]—Testatrix bequeathed stock to 
T. P. & J.S. for their lives, & from & after their 
decease, to the “ surviving children’ of T. P. & 
J. S., share & share alike :—Held: the children 
living at the death of the survivor of T. P. & J.S8. 
were alone entitled, & they took per capitu & not 
per stirpes.—STEVENSON tv. GULLAN (1854), 18 
Beav. 590; 52 I. R. 232. 

8522. Testator gives all his property to 
trustees upon trust for his wife for life, & at her 
death upon trust to sell & pay debts & legacies, 
& after payment thereof he gave the residue of 
the money to his sister K., his sister, H. H. D., 
daughter of his late sister, M. D., & to the children 
of his two sisters IX. & H., as should be living at 
the death of his wife, to be equally divided between 
them & his niece H. D., his sisters E. & H., & the 
respective children of them his sisters, share & 
share alike. The sisters & niece died in the life- 
time of the tenant for life, the wife, one sister 
leaving three children :—-Held: the three children 
& the representatives of deceased niece & sisters 
took equally per capitan—BOUGUEN v. FARRER 
(1855), 3 W. RR. 495. 

8523. .j—Testator devised his copyhold 
mansion & estate to trustees, in trust, to permit 
his wife & two unmarried daughters to reside there 
during his wife’s life, & after her death, to let & 
pay the rents of same to his three daughters, h., 








t 
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8524 i. °° Jn equal shares.” |-- Testator 
by his will gave & bequeathed the 
residue of his property ‘in equal 


shares unto my 


brother A. & 
children of my sister I. :—Held: <A. 
& B.’s children took per capita & not 


WILLS. 


M., & U., share & share alike, during their respec- 
tive lives; & empowered his trustees to sell the 
estate, during the life or lives of his daughters, 
with their consent, & to invest the proceeds of 
such sale, & to hold the dividends, interest, & 
income arising therefrom upon like trusts as before 
declared in favour of his three daughters; & 
directed that ‘‘ in case my daughters shall depart 
this life leaving lawful issuc, then my trustees, & 
the survivors or survivor of them, shall appro- 
priate the share of such daughter or daughters to 
the maintenance & education of such child or 
children until the age or ages of twenty-one years, 
but it is my will, & I do direct that my copyhold 
estate, or the produce thereof, shall be divided 
amongst the whole of my grandchildren, share & 
share alike, in case there should be no lawful 
issue but of one of my daughters, that is to say, 
the children of G., J., & F., with the child or 
children of only one of my daughters, share & 
share alike—& that my trustees, or the survivor 
or survivors of them, or the exors., or adminis- 
trators of the survivor, shall then sell & dispose of 
my estate & property, if not before done, & the 
produce to be equally divided amongst such 
grandchildren, share & share alike, as they shall 
respectively attain to the age of twenty-one 
years, but should I have no grandchild, or not one 
shall attain the age of twenty-one years,” then 
the estate was devised to K. in fee. Testator 
devised all the residue of his estate & effects, 
whatsuvuever & Wheresoever, to his wife ‘ for her 
own usc & benefit.” The wife & daughters of 
testator survived him. H. died leaving children. 
M. died having had four children, all of whom 
predeceased her, but some of whom left children 
living at her death. KH. died without ever having 
had any issue :—-Held : upon the true construction 
of the will, there was a clear gift to the issue, in 
the widest sense of the word, of the three daughters, 
& the children & grandchildren of M. & H. took 
by unplication cquitable estates in fee, per capita, 
in the shares to which M. & H. respectively were 
entitled.-—MITCHISON v. BUCKTON (1875), 32 L. T. 
lL; 23 W. RR. 480. 

Compare Nos. 8443- 8459, andle. 

8524. ‘In equal shares.’’} —- Testator be- 
queathed the residue of his property to trustees, 
upon trust to pay the interest & dividends, thereof 
unto & between his grandchildren, K., & G., 
during their respective natural lives, in equal 
shares; &, after the decease of EK. & G., upon 
trust to pay, assign, & transfer such interest & 
dividends, & the stocks, funds. & securities upon 
Which same should be then invested, unto & 
between all & every the child & children of E. & 
G. in equal shares; & if there should be no child 
or children of E. & G. living at the time of thew 
decease, or born in due time after the death of 
G., then upon trust to pay, assign, & transfer 
samme to testator’s personal representatives. 1. 
died in the lifetime of G., leaving several children. 
G. also had children :—Held: G. was entitled to 
the whole of the interest & dividends of the trust 
fund during his life, &, upon his decease, the 
corpus of the fund would be distributable among 
such of the children of E. & G. as should be living 
at G.’s death. 

It has been settled by a series of decisions that 
the words “ respectively in equal shares’ when 
not controlled by other words in a will... shall 
constitute a tenancy in common (per CUR.). ~ 








the per stirpes.-e Jones, DWarris 


JONES, (1910] V. LL. R. 306.- AUS. 


Parr XVI.—CoNnsTRUCTION. 


PEARCE v. EDMEADES (1838), 3 Y. & C. Ex. 246 ; 
8 L. J. Ex. Eq. 61; 3 Jur. 245; 160 FE. R. 693. 
Annotations :—Distd. Vanderplank v. King (1843), 3 Hare, 

1; Doe d. Patrick v. Royle (1849), 13 Q. B. 100. Consd. 

Pearce v. Edmeades (1854), 2 W. KR. 672. Distd. Zee 

Kirth, Loveridge v. Firth, [1914] 2 Ch. 386. Apld. Re 

Tate, Williamson v. Gilpin, [1914] 2 Ch. 182. Refd. 

Arrow v. Mellish (1847), 1 De U. & Sm. 355; Abrey v. 

Newman (1853), 16 Beav. 431 ; Wood v. Draycott (1863), 

2 New Rep. 55; Cooper v. Macdonald (1873), L. R. 16 

Eq. 258; Wills v. lis (1875), 44 L. J. Ch. 582; 

Richerson, Scales v. Heyhoe (No. 2), {1893] 3 Ch. 

Re Buller, Buller v. Giberne (1896), 74 L. I. 406; 

Telfair, Garrioch v. Barclay (1902), 86 L. T. 496; 

Browne’s Will rusts, Landon v. Brown, [1915] 1 Ch. 

gee re Stanley’s ScttIimt., Maddocks v. Andrews, [1916] 

1. 50. 

8525. |—Testator gave his property, all 
being personalty, to trustees upon trust to pay his 
debts, & he gave certain legacies & three annuities 
to three ladies, & he gave the residue of the 
dividends arising during the lives of the three 
annuitants to Hi. S. & A. C., married ladies, for 
their lives, &, after the deaths of the three 
annuitants, as to all the rest of his estate, he 
bequeathed same to H. S. & A. C., & their several 
children, to be divided between them in equal 
shares :—Held: the gift to II. S. & A. C., & their 
several children, was a gift per cupila_& not per 
stir pes.—CUNNINGHAM v. MURRAY (1847), 1 De G. 
& Sm. 366; 16 L. J. Ch. 484; 11 Jur. 814; 63 
EK. R. 1107; sub nom. ANOoN., 10 L. T. O. S. 34; 
revsd. on other grounds (1848), 17 I. J. Ch. 407, 
Jae C. 

8526. |—On construing an appointment 
of stock in these words, ‘‘ unto & among my 
brother & my sisters & my nephews & nieces 
living at the decease of my wife in equal shares & 
proportions ” :—-Held: the qualification of living 
at the death of the wife attached only to the 
nephews & nieces, the last antecedent. 

The direction as to the shares & proportions in 
which the legatees are to take the property does 
not affect the construction of the words which 
describe the persons who are to take. The 
legatees took per capita.—- BAKER v. BAKER (1817), 
6 Hare, 269; 11 Jur. 585; 67 E.R. 1168. 
Annotation :—Apld. Boughen v. Farrer (1855), 3 W. It. 4905. 

8527. .|—SWan v. IToLMEs, No. 8366, ante. 

8528. .|—Testator bequeatbed his residue 
to his wife for life, & afterwards ‘‘ to his & her 
next of kin in equal shares ”’ :—WHeld: the nearest 
of kin of both took as one class, & not. per stirpes. — 
Rook v. A.-G. (1862), 31 Beav. 313; 31 L. J. Ch. 














71; 9 Jur. N.S. 9; 10 W. R. 745; 54 E.R. 
1159. 
8529. —-—-.]—-Testator gave the residue of his 


real & personal estate unto his two sons & three 
daughters by name, €& to the children born of the 
body of his daughter E., deceased, & the children 
born of the body of his daughter L., deceased, to 
be divided among them in equal shares & pro- 
portions. One of deceased daughters had _ five 
children, & the other had two children : —Held ;: 
the residue must be divided in twelfths between 
the five surviving children of the testator ; the 
seven children, per capiia, of the two deceased 
daughters.—PAYNE v. WEBB (1874), L. RK. 19 Hq. 
286; 31 L. T. 687; 23 W. RB. 43. 

8530. .|—Certain property was bequeathed 
by will to be held by trustees, in events which 
happencd, ‘‘ in trust for such person or persons as 
under the Statutes for the distribution of the 
estates of intestates shall, exclusive of my daughter 
C. I.., & of my grandchild, C. G., & her issue, if 
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any, then be my next of kin; such persons, if 
more than one, to take in equal shares as tenants 
in common.” When the events happened, there 
were living the above-named daughter & grand- 
child, & a sister of the testator, & two nephews, 
gons of his deceased brother :—Held: the effect 
of the will was to exclude the daughter & grand- 
child, & the sister & nephews took in equal shares 
per capita. ~—Re Tayvnor, TAYLOR v. LEY (1885), 
62 L. T. $80, C. A. 

Annotation :--Refd. Hutchinson v. National Refuges for 

Homeless & Destitute Children, [1920] A. C. 794. 

8531. --—.|—Testator by his will bequeathed 
his residuary personal cstate to trustees upon 
trusts for the benefit of his daughter for life, & 
for her issue, &, in the event of the failure of issue,” 
in trust for G. B., his sister M. B. & the children 
now living of R. H., who being male shall live to 
attain the age of twenty-one years, or being 
female shall live to attain that age or marry, & if 
more than one, in equal shares.” The daughter 
died unmarried. At the date of the death of 
testator there were four children of R. H. living, 
who all attained the age of twenty-one years :-— 
Held: the gift was a gift to a class, & the fund 
was divisible in equal sixths between G. B., M. B., 
& the four children of KR. H.—KEKEWICH v. 
Barker (1908), 88 L. T. 130, H. L.; revsg. 8. C. 
sub nom. CAPES v. DALTON (1902), 86 L. T. 129, 


Testator directed his trustees to 
of his residuary 
daughters for her 





), A. 

85382. —-—.| 
pay the income of one-third 
personalty to each of his three 
separate use during their lives; after the death of 
each daughter, upon trust to pay the one-third, 
or so much tLereof as should be thought necessary 
by the trustees, in such manner as they thought 
proper, for the maintenance, education, & advance- 
ment of all & every the children of cach daughter 
until the death of the survivor of his three 
daughters; & after the death of such survivor, 
upon trust to pay the whole of the principal, & 
all such interest & dividends as might happen to 
be due thereon & unapplied unto & amongst all & 
every the child & children of his three daughters, 
in equal shares & proportions : —Held: the 
grandchildren who survived testator took vested 
interests per capita, & not per stirpes.—-NOCKOLDS 
v. Locks (18586), 3 K. & J. 85 2 Jur. N.S. 1064 ; 
5 W. BR. 3; 69 E. R. 999. 


-—-Expld. & Distd. Re Campbell’s Trusts (1886), 


A tations 
ae a tons Refd. Itc Stone, Baker v. Stone (1899), 


Ch. LD. 685. 
64 L. J. Ch. 637. 
8533. ‘‘ Equally divided.’’| ~~ Bequest to be 
equally divided between A. & wife & B. & wife 
for their lives, after which. to be equally divided 
between their children, i.e. the children of A. & 
B.:-—Held: their children took per capita, & on 
the death of A. & his wife, a moiety became 
divisible, equally amongst the children of A. & 
B.—ABREY v. NEWMAN (1853), 16 Beav. 431 ; 
29 1,. J. Ch. 627; 17 Jur. 153; 1 W. KR. 156 ; 51 
ae istd Palmer (1853), 16 Beav 
LIONS i . Congreve v. Pe ‘ Od), ; 
rea “Apld. ree se Whittaker (1856), 27 L. T. O. 8. 
270. Refd. Sarel v. Sarel (1856), 23 Beav. 87; Re 
Hutchinson's Trusts (1882), 21 Ch. D. 811. 


8534. ———.]—Testator by his will, after giving 
life estates to his widow & his sister successively, 
directed that, after the death of his sister, his 
residuary personal estate should go to his sur- 
viving brothers & their children, to be divided 
equally between them. The widow survived her 


8533 i.“ Hyually divided.”’|-—Cuav- 12 0. RR, 146.- CAN. 592.--- SCOT. cos 
ROURNE U. CHADBOURNE, 9 P. R. 317. Ll.“ Divided.” }-—CUNNINGUAM'S ‘TRUS - m. ‘' Between dd amongst.) -Tes- 
~ CAN. TEEN vo BLACKWELL, |[1909| S.C. tator directed his property to be sold 

8533 ii, ——-.]}—\Woop v. ARMOUR, 219; 46 Se. L. R. 175; 168. L. ‘’. & the proceeds divided between 


) e >) 
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sister-in-law, as also her brothers-in-law ; two of 
whom only left issue surviving the widow :—Held : 
the class was to be ascertained at the death of the 
widow, & the surviving cbildren of the two brothers 
took per capita.—Re Fox (1865), 35 Beav. 163; 6 
New Rep. 374; 11 Jur. N.S. 785; 13 W. R. 1018; 
56 I. R. 857. 

~innotation :—Retd. Re Coulden, Coulden v. Coulden, [1908} 

1 Ch. 320, 

8535. Although keeping moiety in suspense 
inconvenient.|--Testatrix gave the income of one 
moiety of her residuary estate to her daughter M. 
for life, & the income of the other moiety to her 
daughter M. A. for life, & then directed her trustee 
to stand possessed of one moicty of her estate from 
& after the death of M., & of the other moiety 
from & after the death of M. A., in trust to pay, 
transfer, & assign same unto & amongst all the 
children of M. living at her decease, & the issue 
then living of any children of hers who should have 
died in her lifetime, & all the children of M. A. who 
should be living at her decease, & the issue then 
living of any children of hers who should have 
died in her lifetime to be equally divided between 
or among them if more than one, «& if there should 
be but one such child & no issue of any deceased 
child, or no such child & only one grandchild or 
such other issue, then the whole to such one child, 
grandchild, or other issue ; the issue of deceased 
child taking their parent’s share: ~Held: the 
full & elaborate language of the will, which clearly 
imputed a distribution of the whole fund per 
capa among the children of both daughters, 
could not be controlled on the ground of the in- 
convenience of keeping a moiety of the fund in 
suspense from the death of one daughter till the 
death of the other, though in some cases, where 
the language was very concise and obscure, the ct. 
had held the share of each of the tenants for life 
divisible on his death among his own children 
exclusively.- -SWABEY v. GOLDIE (1875), 1 Ch. D. 
380; 34 L. 'T. 306, C. A. 

8536. Although income before death of all 
tenants for life divisible per stirpes.|—Testator 
yave real & personal estate to his wife for her life, 
& directed that after her death the income should 
be equally divided between his brother & sisters 
therein named ; ‘‘ at the decease of either of my 
before-named brother or sisters their interest 
herein to be equally divided amongst their children, 
& after the decease of all I desire the whole of my 
property to be sold, moneys called in, ete., etc., 
& to be equally divided between the children of 
the aforesaid share & share alike” :—--Held: the 
ultimate gift to the nephews & nieces was a clear 
gift per capita, & could not be controlled by the 
fact that so long as any brother or sister of testator 
was living the income was divisible per stirpes.—- 
Re STONE, BAKER v. STONE, [1895] 2 Ch. 196 ; O4 
I. J. Ch. 637; 72 1. 7. 815; 44 W. RB. 235; 12 
R. 415, C. A. 

8537. ‘‘ Divide.’’?] — Bequest of residue to 
‘‘ divide ’’ game between the brothers of A., & the 
nephews of B., & my housekeeper (. :—Held: this 
did not entitle C. to one-third, but that all the 
objects took equally.—AMSON v. TLARRIS (1854), 
19 Beav. 210; 52 E.R. 330. 


Annotations :--—Retd. V’ayne v. Webb (1874), 31 L. T. 637; 
ke Coley, Gibson v. Gibson (1900), &3 L. T. 671. 








& amongst the following persons H 
equally, share & share alike that is to 
Bay—(he then named tive of his 
brothers & sisters}—& also between & 
@nongst the children of my brother 


. N.:—TITleld: each of the children 
of his brother H. N. took an equal 
share with his named brothers & 
sisters.— KQUITY, TRUSTEES, EXiECU- 
TORS & AGENCY Cow LTD. v. GREEN 


WILLS. 


8538. “For & equally between.’’]—Testator 
directed his trustees to stand possessed of one 
moiety of his residuary estate “for & equally 
between ”’ the persons ‘‘ who at my death shall be 
my next of kin according to the statutes for the 
distribution of the estates of intestates ’’ :—Held : 
as there was no reference to the statutory mode of 
distribution, but the statutes were only referred 
to for the purpose of defining the class, the word 
‘‘ equally ’ must have its full effect, & the statutory 
next of kin would take per capita.—Re RICHARDS, 
DAVIES v. EDWARDS, [1910] 2 Ch. 74; 79 L. J. 
Ch. 500; 103 L. T. 130. 


iii. Primary Distribution per stirpes. 

8539. Issue take per capita.|—(1) Testator be- 
queathed leaseholds equally to his four grand- 
children, & after their decease, to ‘‘ such lawful 
issuc’’ as they or any or either of them should 
leave :—Held: on the death of each grandchild, 
his issue of every degree then living became equally 
entitled to his one-fourth, & issue was not to be 
read ‘‘ children,’ though in a subsequent gift he 
had used that expression. 

(2) Under a similar devise of renewable lease- 
holds & copyholds to the four grandchildren 
equally, &, after their death, ‘“ for such children 
as they or any or either of them should leave her 
or him surviving ”’ :- -Hfeld: on the death of each 
grandchild, his ‘‘ children’”’ then surviving took 
as tenants in common.—-WALDRON v. BOULTER 
(1856), 22 Beav. 284; 52 Ie. RK. 1117. 

Annotation :—Generally, Reid. te Hutchinson’s Trusts 

(1882), 21 Ch. D. 811. 

8540. |—J. gave to trustees all his real 
estates, in trust, after payment of debts, for the 
benefit of his wife, & daughter for their lives; & 
in the event of his wife dying in the lifetime of the 
daughter, which happened, then testator directed 
the trustees, after the decease of the daughter, to 
convey the fee simple of the whole of the estates 
unto & equally between A., B., C., & D., share & 
share alike, or unto such of them as should be then 
living, & the issue of them as should be then dead 
leaving lawful issue, & to his, her, & their heirs, 
etc. But in case any one of them should happen 
to die in the lifetime of his wife or daughter leaving 
issue such issue then living should be entitled 
equally among them to the share only which his, 
her, or their parent or parents would have been 
entitled to if living. J. died in 1834. A. died in 
1840, leaving three children, X., Y., & Z., all of 
whom died in the lifetime of testator’s widow & 
daughter, & all of whom left children surviving, 
viz. X. four, Y. one, & Z. six children :—Held: the 
grandchildren of A. took his share of the property 
per capita, & not per stirpes.—BIRDSALL v1. YORK 
(1859), 5 Jur. N.S. 1237. 

8541. -j-~—Testator gave his residuary estate 
to all & every his brothers & sisters or their issue, 
equally as tenants in common, & to their respective 
heirs, exors., etc. At the date of the will all 
testator’s brothers & one of his sisters had been 
dead for some years, & there survived him only 
two sisters, but three of his brothers & deceased 
sister left issue who survived testator :—Held: 
the brothers & sisters were named as the stirpes 
from whom the issue was to be derived, & the 
residue was accordingly declared to be divisible 
in sixths—onc share to each of the surviving sisters, 
& one to the issue of each of deceased brothers & 








(1895), 21 V. L. R. 618.—AUS, 


n. ‘' Divided into e p 
~-GRANT wv. Fyrrxe (1810), 
Coll. 654.—8COT. 


ortions.’’] 
15 ac. 


Part XVI.—ConstrRuction. 


sister, such issue in each case to take, per capita as 
amongst themselves.—GOWLING v. THOMPSON 
(1868), L. R. 11 Eq. 366,n.; 19 L. T. 242; 16 
W. R. 1131, LJ. 

Annotations :—Folid. Barnaby v. Tassell (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 


363. Refd. Re Hotchkiss’s Trusts (1869), L. R. 8 Kq. 
643; Adams v. Adams (1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 246. 
8542, -|—Testator bequeathed ‘all my 





furniture, etc.,’’ together with six freehold houses, 

to his wife for life, & after her decease, as follows: 

‘‘ One half to my brothers & sisters for their life 

& then to come to their children, & in the same 

manner to my wife, brother, & brother’s children 

& grandchildren.”’ At the date of the will testator 

had one brother & three sisters living, another 

brother & another sister having died, both leaving 
children. At the same date there was one wife’s 
brother living, two wife’s brothers having died, 
one without issue living, the other leaving children 

& grandchildren. At the date of testator’s death 

his wife & all his brothers & sisters were dead, 

but his wife’s brother was still living :—Held : 

(1) one moiety of the property was divisible among 

all the children living, at testator’s death, of all 

his brothers & sisters who left children, per stirpes ; 

(2) the wife’s surviving brother took an estate for 

life in the other moiety, & after his death it was 

divisible amongst all the children & grandchildren 
living at his death, or coming into existence during 
the lifetime of the tenant for life, of himself & 
the other wife’s brothers who left children or grand- 
children ; the families taking per stirpes, & the 
children & grandchildren of each family per capita. 

-—HARNABY v. TASSELL (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 363 ; 

240. 7. 221; 19 W. R. 3238. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Atty v. Etough (1872), 20 W. R. 397. 
8543. -|—HoBGEN v. NEALE, No. 8271, ante. 
8544, -—-—.]--Testator gave the income of the 

one-third part of his residuary estate to his 

daughter If. for her own absolute use & benefit, & 
from & after her decease such one-third part was 

to be divisible between his daughters J. G. & S. L., 

or “if dead between their issue share & share 

alike.’ J. G. died in the lifetime of E., leaving 
issue :—/Teld: on the death of KE. the issue of 

J. G. took a moiety of the one-third part of testa- 

tor’s residuary estate in equal shares per capita. 

Re KRRINGTON, GIBBS v. LASSAM, [1927] 1 Ch. 421 ; 

06 L. J. Ch. 345; 136 L. T. 764; TL Sol. Jo. 309. 








(6) When Donces Take per stirpes. 
i. In General. 


8545. Description of donees by their parents.]— 
Devise & bequest by testator of the residue of his 
estates & property of every kind & nature whatso- 
ever, both real & personal, of which he should be 
seised, possessed, or entitled to at the time of his 
death, to his son & two daughters, & all their 
younger children, their heirs, exors., & assigns 
for ever; but nevertheless that his intentions were, 
that each of his three children should take for life 
the interest of such part as he, testator, intended 
for the younger children of such child :—Held: the 
fund was at the time of testator’s death to be 
divided into three equal parts, the interest of one 
of these third parts to be paid to cach of testator’s 
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8545 i. Description af donees by their 
parents.J—Re YOUNG; TRUSTEES EX- 


divide the same cqually among his 
‘own right heirs ’’ who might prove 
their relationship, etc. :—Held: 
dren of any deceased heirs-at-law were 
entitled to share per stirpes.—COATS- 
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children, during his or her life, & then to be 
distributed among his or her younger children, & 
the younger children took per stirpes, & not per 
capita, & the younger children who came in esse 
after testator’s death were included, & entitled to 
share along with those living at the time of testa- 
tor’s death.—ODELL v. Cronr (1815), 3 Dow, 61; 
3. BR. 089, H.L.; affg. 8. C. sub nom. Crone v. 
ODELL, | Ball & B. 449, L. C. 

Annotations :—-Refd, Heron ». Stokes (1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 


161; Hagger ». Payne (1857), 26 L. J. Ch. 617. Mentd. 
Beachcroft v. Beachcroft (1816), 1 Madd. 430. 


8546. —-—.]—Testator bequeathed the fund 
arising from the rents to the children of O., the 
children of E., the children of G., the children of 
I., & to L. if he should then be living; & if not, 
L.’s share to be divided into four parts, & paid to 
the children of C., E., G., & I., ‘‘ in manner afore- 
said,” or to such of them as should then be living : 
—Held: the period of distribution was not 
accelerated by the trust for accumulation being 
void, but the fund would be divisible among the 
children per stirpes, & not per capita. NETTLETON 
v. STEPHENSON (1849), as reported in 18 L. J. Ch. 
191; 13 L. T. O.S. 42; 13 Jur. 618. 

8547. Donees to be ascertained according to 
Statutes of Distribution.)—-MATTISON v. TANFIELD, 
No. 8507, ante. 

8548. ~-—-.]—'Testator directed his exors. to pay 
& divide the residue ** unto & amongst his own next 
of kin under Statute of Distributions ’’ :—Held: 
brothers & deceased brothers’ children took per 
stirpes.—LEWIs v. Morris (1854), 19 Beav. 34; 
52 BH. R. 261. 

Annotation :—Apld. Bullock v. Downes (1860), 9 H. Yu. Cas. 1. 

8549. ‘*As the law directs.’’|—Gift of 
residue to be distributed “ to my relatives, share & 
share alike, as the law directs ”’ :---Held : to mean 
a distribution under Statute of Distributions, per 
stirpes & not per capita, --FIELDEN v. ASHWORTII 
(1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 4103; 33 T.. T. 197. 

Ana :—Distd. Re Richards, Davies v. Edwards, [1910] 


4 e 





8550. Direction for a certain number of shares— 
Number of shares equalling number of parents.] — 
Bequest of £1,200 to A. & B. upon trust, to appro- 
priate & apply, in two equal parts or shares to be 
divided, to & for the benctit of all their children 
respectively :—Held: on the context to give 
legacies of £600 to cach family severally-—OVERTON 
1. BANISTER (1841), 4 Beav. 205; 49 KB. R. 3b7. 

8551. To avoid share of child being cut down at 
indefinite time—Gift by parent to children.]|——CoLis 
v. Witt, No. 8887, post. 

8552. Gift to be ‘* equally divided between A. & 
children of B.’’|—-Testatrix directed one moiety of 
the proceeds of sale of her real estate ‘‘ to be 
equally divided between the children of F. W. & 
J. W. or their heirs.” F. W. & J. W. were nephews 
of testatrix. F. W. had six children living at the 
death of testatrix. Vor five years previous to the 
date of the will he had not lived with his family. 
J. W. had two children living at the death of 
testutrix :—Held: (1) the gift was to J. W., & 
the children of F. W., &, (2) the division must be 
into moieties, one going to J. W. & the other to 
the children of F. W.-—Re WALBRAN, MILNER v. 


children of a_ fourteenth child.|—A. 
instituted as his heirs thirteen of his 
children by name & the children of a 
fourteenth child, & in case of pre- 
decease of one or more of these their 


chil- 


ECUTORS & AGENCY Co., LTD. v. WIL- } . R. 185.— lawful descendants by representation. 
KON, [1925] V. L. R. 672; 47 A.L. 1. WORTH v. CARSON, 24 0 : ee on ate tha, dnarteenth 
82; 31 Argus L. R. 485.—AUS. a site oe ; child had four children & it was stil} 

0. “ My own right heire."|—Tes- nm P:,/etatives."] —— CUNNINGHAM possible that she might bear further 


tator by his will directed that his 
trustees should in certain events, 
after the death of his wifo & daughter, 
sell all this estate, real & personal, & 


266.—-SCOT. 


TRUSTEES v. CUNNINGHAM (1896), 18 
Tt. (Ct. of Sess.) 380; 28 Se. L. R. 


q. Thirteen named children 


children :—Held: the four. grand- 
children succeeded to the testator eer 
stirpes, & not per capita.—-JANSEN v. DE 


the BRUY N (1909), 26 S.C. 266.--S. AF 
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Sect. 19.—Quantilty of interest given: Sub-sect. 10, 
C. (b) 4, tt. & Wa.) 

WALBRAN, (1906] 1 Ch. 64; 93 T. T. 745; 54 

W. R. 187. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Folld. Re Harper, Plowman ». 


Harper, (1914) 1 Ch. 70. As to (2) td. Jéc Harper, 
Plowman v. Harper, {1914] 1 Ch. 70. 


8553. .J|—Re HARPER, PLOWMAN v. HARPER, 
No. 8495, ante. 





li. Direction that Distribution to be per stirpes. 

8554. Extent of direction—Children not to com- 
pete with own parents.|—-A. bequeathed the resi- 
due of his property to the descendants of the 
brothers & sisters of his father who might be living 
at the time of his decease, such descendants to 
take as tenants in common per stirpes, & not per 
capita :—Held: (1) the stirpes were the brothers 
& sisters of testator’s father, & the residue must 
be divided into as many shares as there were such 
brothers & sisters; (2) the expression ‘ per 
stirpes’”’ ran through the whole range of descents, 
& was repeated tolies, quoties ; so no descendant 
could take if the ancestor through whom he traced 
was living at the death of testator.--- GIBSON t. 
FistHER (1867), L. R. 5 Hq. 513 87 L. J. Ch. 67; 
16 W. RR. 115. 

Annotations :-— As to (1) Distd. Re Wilson, Varker v. Winder 
(1888), 24 Ch. D. 664. NLP. Re Dering, Neall +r. Beale 
(1911), 105 L. T. 404. Consd. #te Alexander, Alexander 
v. Alexander, [1919] 1 Ch. 37) As to (2) Apld, 2te Wilson, 
Parker v. Winder (1883), 24 Ch. 1). 664. Generally, Mentd 
Hughes ¢. Pritchard (1877), 6 Ch. D. 24; Stead v. Mellor 
(1877), 5 Ch. D, 225. 

8555, — - --- —.|/—Testator gave his residuary 
estate, after death of his wife, upon trust, for his 
brothers & sisters living at his wife’s death, & the 
children & issue of such of them as should be then 
dead, leaving children or issue; such children or 
issue of his deceased brothers & sisters to take in 
equal shares such proportions as such deceased 
brother or sister would have taken had he or she 
been living at the death of testator’s wife. All 
testator’s brothers & sisters referred to survived 
him, but died before his widow, some of them 
Jeaving children, who with their issue were living 
at the death of testator’s widow :—Held: none of 
such issue of the children of deceased brothers & 
sisters could take in competition with their own 
parents.— POWELL v. POWELL (1873), 28 L. T. 730 ; 
21 W. R. 725, 

8556. .|-—Testator gave his residuary 
estate to trustees upon trust on the death of the 
survivor of his wife & four daughters to divide 
the same unto, between, & amongst the issue then 
living of his daughters in equal shares according 
to the parent stock & not the number of the in- 
dividual objects, to the intent that the issue then 
living of any one of his daughters might be entitled 
to a share equal to that which the issue, if any, 
of any other of them should be entitled to, & in case 
there should be issue then living of only one of them 
his daughters, then the whole to be paid to or 
equally divided amongst such issue. At the death 
of the survivor of testator’s wife & daughtors there 
were living children or issue of all the daughters :— 
Meld: according to the plain & unambiguous words 
of the original gift there was a gift to the issue of 
the daughters per stirpes & not per capita, children 
not taking concurrently with their parents, & the 
ambiguous words of the gift over in the particular 
event of there being issuc living of only one of the 
daughters ought not to be allowed to affect the 
construction of the clear original gift.—Re Raw- 
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WILLS. 


LINSON, Hin. v. WITHALL, [1909] 2 Ch. 36; 78 
L. J. Ch. 443; 100 L. T. 609. 

8557. Ascertainment of stock.]—Testator 
gave a sum of money in equal shares among & to 
the lawful descendants living at the time of his 
death, of such of the brothers & sisters of his late 
grandfather as had died leaving lawful descendants, 
such descendants respectively to be entitled to 
share the same moneys in a course of distribution, 
per stirpes & not per capita :—-Held: the descen- 
dants were to be classified according to families, 
& the property was to be divided into as many 
shares as there were stirpes or families, at the date 
of testator’s death.—ROBINSON v. SHEPHERD 
(1863), 4 De G. J. & Sm. 129; 9 L. T. 527; 10 
Jur. N. S. 53; 12 W. BR. 234; 46 E. R. 865, 
L. C. 

Annotations :-— N.F, Gibson v. Fisher (1867), L. R. 5 Eq. 51. 





Apld. Re Wilson, Parker v. Winder (1883), 24 Ch. D. 664. 

Folld. Re Dering, Neall v. Beale (1911), 105 L. T. 404. 

Apld. ras Alexander, Alexander v, Alexander, [1919] 

] Ch. 371. 

8558. —- - -—.|—-GIBSON v. FIsHEeR, No. 8554, 
ante, 

8559. - ----.|-——Testator gave the income of 


a trust fund to his wife for her life, & subject thereto 
the fund was to be held in trust for such of his 
cousins, the children of four deceased aunts & two 
deceased uncles of testator named in the will; 
living at) the determination of the wife’s life 
interest, & such issue then living, if any, of his 
cousins then dead as, either before or after the 
determination of such life interest, should attain 
twenty-one, or should die under twenty-one 
leaving issue living at his, her, or their death, to 
take, if more than one, in a course of distribution 
according to the stocks, & not according to the 
number of individuals. At the time of the death 
of the tenant. for life there were living one cousin 
of testator, a child of one of the uncles named in 
the will, & children & other issue of fifteen deceased 
cousins, children of the other uncle & of the four 
aunts named in the will:—//eld: the words 

“according to the stocks ’’ applied to the descen- 

dants of cousins, & not to the cousins themselves, 

& the fund was divisible into sixteen shares.— 

Re Wi180N, PARKER v. WINDER (1883), 24 Ch. D. 

664; 653 1. J. Ch. 130. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Re Dering, Neal) v. Beale (1911), 105 
L. T. 404. Refd. fee Alexander, Alexander v, Alexander, 
(1919) 1 Ch. 871, 

8560. —-—-— - .|—Testator gave property in 
trust for the issue of his deceased aunts, C. & H., 
living at his decease, & he added, ‘‘ such issue to 
take per stirpes & not per capita.” There were 
thirteen separate families of the issue :—Held : 
the words “‘ per stirpes’”’ referred to the issue & not 
to the two aunts, & consequently the property 
was divisible into thirteen shares, & not into two 
shares, & one such share was to be in trust for 
each family of issue.—Jte DERING, NEALL v. 
BEALE (1911), 105 L. T. 404. 

Annotation :—Retd. #te Alexander, Alexander v. Alexander, 
[1919] 1 Ch. 371. 

8561. ——- -|—Testator gave a fund upon 
trust to pay the income to named sisters or the 
survivors or survivor for their or her lives or life. 
After the death of the last survivor the fund was 
to be held: ‘ In trust for such of my nephews & 
nieces, being children of my own brothers & 
sisters, Jiving at the death of the survivor ”’ of the 
named sisters ‘‘ & for the issue then living of any 
sach nephews & nieces of mine who may have 
previously died as, being male, shal] have attained 
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C on of testator that distribution should be per stirpes.}—Ie CHARLTON ExTatTre (Man.), [1919] 1 W. W. R. 184. 
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or shall attain the age of twenty-one years, or, 
being female, shall have attained or shall attain 
that age, or shall have marricd or shall marry 
under that age, & if more than one as tenants in 
equal shares per stirpes.’’ S. was the last survivor 
of the named sisters, all of whom were spinsters, 
& he had four brothers, G., F., X. & H., & nineteen 
nephews & nieces, children of the brothers. Four- 
teen of these survived S. & five predeceased her. 
The predeceasing children of the brothers left 
children who also survived S.. & one of these 
predeceasing children left a child. It was con- 
ceded (a) that “issue’’ was not confined to 
children, but included issue of all degrees ;_ (b) that, 
as between issue of different degrees in the same 
line of descent, issue of a more remote degree were 
excluded by issue of a less remote degree; & 
(c) that issue took as tenants in common :—ZJ/eld : 
the stirpital division directed by the will took 
effect so that the trust fund became divisible into 
a number of parts, namely, nineteen, equal to the 
number of nephews & nieces who survived the 
death of S., either by themselves or by their 
stocks.— He ALEXANDER, ALEXANDER tv. ALEX- 
ANDER, [1919] 1 Ch. 8713; 88 L. J. Ch. 242; 120 
L. T. 692. 
Compare Sub-sect. 10, C. (a) iii., ante. 


i. Gifts Substitutionary. 

8562. Children substituted for parent.}|—ALEx- 
ANDER t. DOUGLAS (1782), Rom. 93, L. C. 

8563. -|—Testator bequeathed the residue 
of his personal estate as follows. ‘‘ As to the 
residue of my fortune 1 will & desire that the 
descendants or representatives of each of my first 
cousins deceased, partake in equal shares & pro- 
portions with my first cousins now alive.” The 
residue is divisible per stirpes, amongst the first 
cousins, Who were Living at testator’s death, & 
such of the descendants of his first) cousins, who 
died before him as were next of kin of deceased 
first cousins & living at the time of the death of 
festator.—KoWLAND uv. Gorsucu, PRICE v. GOR- 
SUCH (1789), 2 Cox, Nq. Cas. 187: 30 E.R. &6. 
cinnotations :-—Refd. Booth vw. Vicars (1844), 1 Coll. 6; 


Sniuth ow. Palmer (1849), 7 Hare, 225; Ralph «. Carrick 

(1877), 9 Ch. D. Vad. 

8564. ——— .|-—-Grandchildren entitled under the 
description of ‘‘echildren’’ in a will; the intention 
upon the whole clause being children, or the issue 
of those, who should be dead,.—HOyYLrE v. HAMILTON 
(1799), 4 Ves. 4375 31 E.R. 225. 

Annotations :-—-Refd. Kadcliife v. Buckley (1804). 10 Ves. 
195; Doe d. Smith » Webber (1818), 1B. & Ald. 713; 
Alker v. Barton (1842), 12 L. J. Ch. 16; Stokes v. Heron 
(1848), 12 Cl. & Fin. 161. 


8565. —--- .|—-A. devised a reversionary estate 
to S. TT. & A. L. as tenants in common in fee; & 
in case both or either of them should happen to 
die in the lifetime of T. H., who had an estate for 
life in the premises, then the share or shares of her 
or them so dying to go ‘“Cunto all & every such 
child & children, grandchild & grandchildren, of 
S. 7. & A. L. respectively, as should be living at 
the time of her or their decease, & to the issue of 
such of them as should be then dead & have left 
issue, & to his, her, & their respective heirs, as 
tenants in common: yet, nevertheless, so as all the 
descendants of S. I’. should together be cutitled only 
to one moiety of the premises, & all the descendants 
of A. L. should together be entitled to no more 
than the other moiety thereof, & that none of such 
descendants, either of S. T. or A. L., should be 
entitled to any greater or other share of the 
respective moieties of the respective premises, 
than his, her, or their father or mother would have 
been entitled to, if living ’’ ; under this devise the 
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grandchildren of S. T. & A. L. though in esse at 
the date of the will, can only take per stirpes, & 
not per capita, in substitution of such of their 
parents respectively as happened to be dead at the 
determination of T. H.’s life estate.—LEGARD v. 
Hawortu, LEGARD v. ASPINALL (1800), 1 East, 
129; 102 E.R. 48. 

8566. .|— Under a devise of the residue of a 
real & personal estate, subject to the payment of 
debts & legacies, to testator’s son & daughter, 
their heirs & assigns for ever, us tenants in common, 
& not as joint tenants ; but in case of the death of 
cither leaving child or children, the share of him 
or her so dying to go to his or her child or children ; 
or if all such should die before twenty-one, such 
share to go to the survivor of the son or daughter 
for ever: but in case his son & daughter should 
be both dead at the time of testator’s decease, 
without child or children, or leaving child or 
children, all of them should die under twenty-one 
& unmarried, & without child or children; then 
he gave the whole of his real & personal estate to 
his exors., upon certain trusts for other branches 
of his family : & then the will proceeded, as to the 
rest & residue of his estate & effects, in case of the 
death of his son & daughter at the time before 
mentioned, & without child or children, & other 
the events aforesaid; then he gave the same to 
his brother in fee :—-Held: the limitation to the 
children of the deceased son or daughter, or to the 
survivor of the two, was only a substitution in 
case of a lapse by the death of testator’s son or 
daughter in his lifetime : so if both son & daughter 
survived him, he intended them to take the fee 
as tenants in common: if one died in his lifetime 
& left issue, such issue was to take the parent’s 
share; or if there should be no such issue which 
should attain twenty-one, the survivor of the 
son & daughter should take the whole: or if both 
died in his lifetime, & either left issue, such issue 
was to take; but if both died without issue in his 
lifetime, then the exors. were to take on the 
trusts mentioned ; remainder to his brother in 
fee.—Dor d. Lirrorp v. Sparrow (18i1), 13 
Kast, 359; 104 KEK. R. 408. 


Annotations :-- Distd. Da Costa v. Kier (1827), 5 Ta. J. 
O. S. Ch. 161. Consd. Gee v. Manchester Corpn. (1852), 
17 Q. B. 737. Refd. Doc d. Long v. Prigg (1828), 8 B. & C. 
231. 





8567. j—Testator bequeathed £800 to 
trustees, upon trust, to pay the income to A. for 
her life; & after her decease, he gave the principal 
to her children & their representatives, in equal 
shares, with a gift over, in the event of A. dying 
without issue or the representatives of such issue. 
A. left one child surviving her, & children & grand- 
children of another child of A.: & A. had also had 
other children, who died without issue :—-Held : 
the surviving child of A. was entitled to one 
moiety of the trust fund, & the other moiety was 
to be equally divided among the children of the 
deceased child of A.—ALKER vt. BARTON (1842), 12 
L. J. Ch. 16. 

8568. -.j—Testator by his will bequeathed 
certain stock to trustees, upon trust to pay the 
dividends unto M. during her life, & after her 
decease to pay the same for the maintenance of 
her children until they should have attained 
twenty-one, & then to divide the principal amongst 
all & every such child or childreu of M., or the 
issue of such child or children whose parents 
should not be then living, in equal moieties ; but 
in case there should be no such child or children 
of M. or issue of any such child or children at the 
time of her decease, then upon trust to pay the 
dividends to H. for her life & after her decease, to 
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pay the dividends for the maintenance, etc., of 
all & every the child & children of H. who should 
be living at her decease, or the issue of any such 
child or children whose parents might be then 
dead, until they should respectively have attained 
twenty-one, & then upon trust to divide the 
principal amongst. such child or children of H. & 
issue as aforesaid, in equal shares, in the like 
manner as he had before directed in respect to the 
child or children of M. M. died an infant, without. 
issue. H. at her death Iecft three children & four 
grandchildren, the children of a deceased child :-— 
Meld: the grandchildren took per stirpes, & were 
entitled to only one-fourth of the fund in question. 
—ARMSTRONG v. STOCKHAM (1843), 7 Jur. 230. 
een :—Refd. Abbay v. Howe (1847), 1 De @. & Sm. 





$569. dee levis directed that. the residue 
of his personal estate, after the death of his widow, 
the tenant for life, should be paid by his trustees 
or the survivor of them, his exors. or adminis- 
trators, to A. & B., to be equally divided between 
them, share & share alike, if then living; but, if 
dead, to go & be equally divided to & amongst. 
the respective next legal representatives of A. & 

B., share & share alike. A. & B. died in the life- 

time of testator’s widow :—Held: the next of kin 

of A. & B., according to Statute of Distributions. 
living at the death of testator’s widow, were 
entitled to the fund per stirpes.—BOootTH v. VICARS 

(1844), 1 Coll. 6; 13 L. J. Ch. 147; 2 L. T. QO.S. 

307; 8 Jur. 76; 63 E. R. 297. 

Annotations :—Apld. Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L. R. 
4 Eq. 359. Refd. Abbay v. Howe (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 
470; Smith v. Palmer (1849), 7 Hare, 225; Bird v. 
Luckie (1850), 8 Hare, 301; Gundry v. Pinniger (1852), 1 
De G. M. & G. 501; Re Crawford (1854), 18 Jur. 616; 
Doody «. Higgins (1856), 2K. & J. 729; Harris. Newton 
(1877), 46 L. J. Ch. 268. 

8570. -|—Where, under a_ bequest, the 
interest of certain stock in the public funds is 
yiven to A. for life, & ‘Cat her decease ’”’ the 
produce of the same stock is directed to be divided 
amongst ‘‘ my surviving brothers & sister or their 
issue, share & share alike,’ the interest the 
brothers & sister, & their issue, take under the 
will is contingent, upon their surviving A.; &, in 
the event of anv dying in the lifetime of A. without 
leaving issue who survive A., the shares of the 
parties so dying belongs to the surviving brothers 
& sister, or their issue, living at the death of A.—- 
SHAILER +, GROVES (1847), 6 Hare, 162; 16 
L. J. Ch. 367; 9L. T. 0.8. 311; 11 Jur. 485. 
Annotations :—Apld. Atkinson v. Bartrum (1860), 28 Beav. 

219. Consd. Re Fox’s Will (1865), 35 Beav. 163. Refd. 

Abbay v. Howe (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 470. 

8571. »|—Bequest of residue upon trust for 
A. for life, & then to divide unto & equally between 
all the children of A. living at his death, except B., 
& amongst the issue of any children of A. who 
should be then dead, & also among the issue of B., 
such issue taking their respective parents’ share :— 
Held; the issue of 3. took per stirpes, as though a 
share had heen given to B. with the other children 
of A., & B.’s issue were taking such share by 
substitution. —MINCHELL v. LEE (1853), 17 Jur. 

















8572. —.J—TURNER v. SARGENT, No. 8372, 
ante. 
8573. ——.]—Testator gave a residuary fund 


to his brothers, & sisters for life, & from & after 
the decease of the survivor to pay the principal 
to their issue who should live to attain twenty- 
one, or the issue of such of them as should be then 
deceased, such class of issue, whether in the first 


WILLS. 


or second degree, to take only, as amongst them. 
selves, the shares which their perente would have 
been entitled to if living :—Held: the children of 
the brothers & sisters took per stirpes, & the 
children of one of testator’s nephews, who died in 
the testator’s lifetime, took with their uncles & 
aunts the share which their father would have 
taken if then living.~-SHAND v. Kipp (1854), 19 
Beav. 310; 52 EK. R. 369. 


8574, ——.]|—te Hopason’s Trust, No. 8268, 
ante. 
8575. .|-—Testator gave his real & personal 





estate to trustees on trust, to sell & convert the 
same & pay the interest & annual produce to his 
ten nephews & nieces nominatim for their respective 
lives, & after their respective deceases the share of 
such nephew or niece so dying ‘ to be held in trust 
for all & every the children or child of my nephews 
& nieces, who being a son or sons should attain 
the age of twenty-one years, or being a daughter 
or daughters should attain that age or marry, to be 
divided between & amonyst such last children, if 
more than one, in equal shares & proportions; & 
if any one or more of them my nephews «& nieces 
shall not have any child, who being a son shall 
attain twenty-one, or being a daughter shall 
attain that age or marry under it, then & in each 
or apy such case as well the original share or 
shares of, as also the share or shares surviving or 
accruing to each or any such _ last-mentioned 
nephew or niece & his or her child or children, or 
to such child or children only in possession or 
expectancy, etc., shall go & accrue to & vest in 
the survivors or survivor or others or other of 
them my nephews & nieces & their respective 
children, at & in such & the same times, shares & 
proportions & manner as are hereinbefore ex- 
pressed of & concerning their respective original 
shares,” ete. One of the nephews having died, 
leaving an only child, an infant :—Held: such only 
child exclusively became presumptively entitled 
to his father’s share, subject to its going over as 
provided by the will in the event of his dving under 
twenty-one without children.—-ITUNY v. Donserr 

(1855), 5 De G. M. & G. 570; 26 L. T. O.S. 113; 

1 Jur. N.S. 1053; 43 H.R. 991, lL. C. 

_tnnotation :-—Refd. Nockolds v. Locke (1856), 3 K. & J. 6. 
8576. ——-—-.J—BruLty v. Cook, No. S321, ale. 
8577. --- -.}| — Testator bequeathed to his 

daughter a perpetual annuity of £250 a year. 

By a coilicil, he directed that, instead of the 

money being paid to her, it should be paid to 

trustees for her, & he proceeded thus: ‘* After my 
daughter C.’s death, [I give the above money to be 

divided as follows: To her sister Anna M. £100 a 

year, & all the rest to be equally divided between 

her otber brothers & sisters or their children.”’ 

All her brothers & sisters predeceased C. :—Held: 

the grandchildren, who survived their parents, 

took by substitution ; & they took per stirpes.--- 

TIMINS v, STACKHOUSE (1858), 27 Beav. 484; 5! 

Ie. R. 170. 

8578. -——.]—Upon the construction of a will 
& codicil, the word ‘ cousins’? was held to mean 
* first cousins,” & the word “ issue’’ to mnean 
‘children of first cousins ’’; & the children of 
first cousins were declared entitled to take per 
stirpes & not per capita.---STEVENSON v. ABINGDON 
(1862), 31 Beav. 305; 6 L. T. 345; 8 Jur. N.S. 
S11; 10 W. R. 691; 64 BF. R. 1166. 
Annotations :—Consd. Ralph v. Carrick (1877), 5 

984. Refd. Wilks v. Bannister (1885), 30 Ch. D. 51 

8579. .]—Testator gave his residue to his 
grandchildren, the children of his son & daughter, 
A. & B., living at his decease, with a gift over to 
his brothers & sisters, in case any died before 


Ch. D. 
2. 
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attaining a vested interest. By a codicil, he gave 
£4,000, the interest to be paid “ in equal moieties ”’ 
to A. & B. ‘** during their lives, & at their decease 
the sum of £4,000 to be for the benefit of his 
grandchildren, agreeably to the instructions con- 
tained in his will.’’ <A. died, living B.:—Held: a 
moiety of the £4,000 became, upon the death of 
A., divisible amongst his children. 

Where a testator gives property to his children 
as tenants in common, or directs that upon their 
death the property shall go over to their children, 
it is not merely a division of the fund in the first. 
instance among the children as tenants in common, 
but also that their children take per stirpes the 
share which the parent would have taken (ROMILLY, 
M.R.).— ARCHER v. LEGG (1862), 31 Beav. 187; 10 
W. RR. 708; 64 E.R. 1109. 

8580. ——.]—Testator directed his residuary 
estate to he equally divided between his two 
sisters & the lawful issue of his two deceased 
sisters. in equal shares if more than one of such 
respective lawful issue :—Held: it was divisible 
not per capila but into four parts, each surviving 
sister taking one & the issue of each deceased 
sister taking another as tenants in comimon.--- 
DAVIS v. BENNETT (1862), 4 De G. F. & J. 327; 
317. J. ee Pi ‘i 5 L. T. 815; 8 iii N.S. 269 ; 
10 W. R. 45 E. R. 1209, 1... €. 
oe ‘—- Lee Capes v. pales (1902), 86 Iu. 

Kekewich v. BRarker (1903), rT; 

v. Maseficld (1882), 52 IL. J. Ch. "Sy : 

®, Coulden, {1908} 1 Ch. 320. 

8581. —-—-.]— Heal estate was devised upon 
trust, after the death of the tenant for life, to sell 
& divide the proceeds ‘‘ equally among such of 
testator’s five daughters as should be living at the 
decease of the life tenant, & the children, grand- 
children & issue of such of his daughters as should 
then be dead; such children, grandchildren & 
issue respectively to take & have equally amongst 
them, if more than one, the part or share which 
their, his or her parent. respectively would have 
heen entitled to had such parent. been then living.” 
One of the daughters, whose share was now in 
question, died before the tenant for life, having 
had ten children, of whom three survived the 
period of distribution, the other seven having died 
before that period, some with, others without, 
issuc :—--d/eld : (1) the gift to the children, grand- 
children & issue was an original gift, & the share 
was divisible into tenths, & one-tenth went to 
each stock, irrespectively of the objects of gift 
surviving the mother or the period of distribution ; 
(2) the gift was per stirpes, not per capita.—Re 
OrTON’s Trust (1866), L. R. 3 Eq. 375; 36 
lL. J. Ch. 270; 16 L. T. 146; 15 W. R. 25]. 

8582. —-——.]—-POWELL v. POWELL, No. 8555, 
ante. 

8583, ---—.]— Testator gave his personal estate 
to ‘all & every the children of my uncle R., or 
their issue, in equal shares,” & all his real estate 
upon trust for A. for life & after her death to sell 
the same & hold the proceeds *‘ upon trust for all 
& every the children of R., or their issue, in equal 
shares per capia.”’ RK. had six children, two only 
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other four all left children :—Held: the proceeds 
of the real estate were divisible into six equal 
parts, of which two went to the surviving children 
of R., & the other four to the children per stirpes 
of the four children of R. who had died before the 
date of the will_—Re SrpLtrey’s Trusts (1877), 5 
Ch. D. 494; 46 LJ. Ch. 387; 37 L. T. 180. 
Annotalions —Apprv d. He Jones! Estate, Hume v. Lloyd 

(1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 775. Distd. Re Wobster’s Estate, 

Widgen v. Melo (1883), 23 Ch. ). 737. Consd. Fte Roberts, 

Percival v. Roberts, {1903] 2 Ch. 200. Refd. Ie Lucas’s 

Will (1881), 17 Ch. D. 788; Re Barker, Asquith v. Saville 

ae 511. J. Ch. $35: Miles o. Tndway (1883), 49 L. T. 

664; Re Morgan, Morgan v. Morgan (1893), G9 L. T. 407; 

ke Walbran, Milner v. Walbran (1905), 75 Ti. J. Ch. 105: 

Re Hickey, Be ddoes v. Hodgson, 1917) 1 Ch. 6Ot, 

8584. -|—Testator by a codicil to his will 
bequeathed to the widow of his deceased son the 
interest accruing from a sun of money, the pay- 
ment thereof to cease upon her death or second 
Marriage. He directed his exors. to divide the 
principal sum ‘“ amongst my surviving male & 
female children. Should a male or female child’s 
death precede mine, his or her share to be divided 
equally between the male & female children of 
such son & daughter deceased.’’ One son & two 
daughters of testator were dead at the date of the 
codicil; the two daughters each left one child. 
Eight children of the testator survived him :— 
Held: the class of persons entitled under the gift 
were children of testator living at his death, & per 
stirpes, the children living at his death of any child 
of testator who had predeceased him, whether 
before or after the date of the codicil; conse- 
quently the fund was divisible into tenths amongst 
the eight surviving children of testator & the 
children of the two daughters who died in his 
lifetime.—MILEs v. TUDWAY (1883), 49 lL. T. 664. 








8585. — Re RAWLINSON, HILL v. WITHALL, 
No. 8556, ante. 

8586. -|—-Re ALCHORNE, LHADE v. BOURNER 
(1911), 130 L. T. Jo. 528. 

8587. --—.]—Testator gave a pecuniary legacy 


to “the descendants of A. or their descendants 
living at my death.’? A. had six children, one of 
whom was dead at the date of the will, leaving 
children & grandchildren, all of whom were living 
at the death of testator. he other five children 
of A. were living at the date of the will & survived 
testator. On the question of the class entitled 
to the legacy : on the true construction 
of the will, there was a direct gift of five-sixths of 
the legacy to the five children of A. who survived 
testator equally as tenants in common, & of the 
renaining one-sixth to the grandchildren of A. 
who survived testator as joint ten 
Hickry, BEDDOES v. Hopneson, [1917] 1 Ch. 601 ; 
86 L. J. Ch. 385; 116 L. VT. 556; 61 Sol. Jo. 368. 


iv. Gift on Death of Respective Parents. 

8588. Gift to children at death of parents—-. Inten- 
tion to divide per stirpes implied.|—Legacy of 
£600 to F., & at her death to her two daughters 
in equal shar es, & at their death to their children ; 
one of the daughters having died without children : 
—Held: the children of the other daughter did 

















of whom were living at the date of the will. The not take the whole £600, but only their mother’s 
PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 10. 8588 ——.)— Re MuRRAY 8588 v —,.j— Uv. 
—C. (b) iv. (1873), 3 Sc, Jur. 574.—SCOT. Fur 886), 13 13 R. (Ct. of Sian: ay 975. = 
8588 {. Gift to children at death of 588 ———, }—- RAMSAY’S TRUS- : 
parents—Intention to divide per stirpes EES oR AMSAY (i876), 4 R. (Ct. of 8588 ix. > ——~-}— Banks’ TRUS- 
ut Aa ae oe (1887), Sess.) 243.—SCOT tor aaa TRUSTEES, [1907] S.C 
tic 186.— roa : 
8588 ii. ——- —-——.]-— THOMSON v. 8588 vi. ae ee ah 8 ager 8588 x. ——.}—MELLIs’ TRUS- 
Cc : , TEES v. SANSON (1879), 7 R. (Ct. of exes v. Rironte, (1909] S. C. 626; 
“score phe eeneeare Sess.) 244; 17 Se. L. Wi 128. ~ Scor.. 46 Sc. L. R. 479; [1909] 1S. L. T. 
8588 ili, ——- -———.]—-THOMSON’S 8588 vii. —— .}~-Home’s Trus- 179.—SCOT. 
TRUSTEES v. ROBB (1851), 13 Dunl. Nite v. RAMBAY (1884), 12 R. (Ct. of 8588 xi. —MOoMEEKAN’S 


Ct. of Sess.) 1826.—8COT. Sess.) 314 ; 


22 Sc. L. 


———.}— 
kK. 221.—800T. TRUSTEES v. M‘'CLELLAND (1918), 56 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 10, 
C. (b) w. & v.3 sub-sect. 11, A 


share.—'TANIERE v. PEARKES (1825), 2 Sim. & St. 

383; 4 L. J. O.S. Ch. 81; 57 BE. R. 392. 

8589. ——-- —-—-.]-—Testator gave the whole of 
his property, not named in his will, to his wife, 
after her paying certain legacies, for the benefit 
of his two sons & their children. He then states 
that one of his sons owed him £2,000, the interest 
of which he was to pay to testator’s wife for her 
life, & testator directed the residue of his remaining 
property, excepting certain articles of furniture, 
etc., which were to be at his wife’s own disposal, 
to be equally divided between his sons for their 
lives, & then to be equally divided between their 
children when of age :—Held: the wife took a 
life interest in the residue, & the children of 
testator’s sons took per stirpes & not per capila.— 
FLINN v. JENKINS (1844), 1 Coll. 865; 31. T. OS. 
320; 8 Jur. 661; 63 E.R. 457. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Abbay «. Howe (1847), 1 De G. & Sin. 
470; Congreve v. Paliner (1853), 16 Beav. 435. 

8590. --— .!—Bequest to testator’s wife of 
the use & usage of all his effects for her life, & at 
her death bequest of the same to four nieces by 
name, to be by them equally divided, share & 
share alike, & at their deaths to go equally, share 
& share alike, to their children :~-Held : to give 
the respective children their parent's share only.--~ 
ARROW tv. MELLISH (1847), 1 De G. & Sm, 855 ; 
63 EB. R. 1102. 

Annotations :—Distd. Abrey «. Newman (1853), 16 Beav. 
431. Apld. Turner v. Whittaker (1556), 27 L. TO OLS. 
270. Consd. Wills ov. Wills (1875), L. R. 20 Kq. 342; Le 
Hutechinson’s Trusts (1882), 21 Ch. 1D. 811. Refd. Con- 
greve v, Pabner (1853), 16 Beav. 485; Davis v. Bennet 
(1862), 31 L. J. Ch. 337. 

8591. —---- .J—Gift in trust to be equally 
divided between <A., B.. & C., separate from 
“ their’? husbands, & for ‘‘ their ’* sole use, & at 
“ their’? decease, to be divided amonyst ‘f their ”’ 
daughters :--Jleld : A., B., & C. each took one- 
third for life with remainder as to her one-third, 
to her daughters.----WILLES v. DOUGLAS (1847), 10 
Beav. 47; 9 L. DO. S. 838135 11 Jur. 702; 50 
bk. RR. 4099. 

Annotations :—Apld. Wills «. Wills (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 342. 
Consd. /#ve Hutchinson’s Trusts (1882), 21 Ch. D. 8&1). 
Refd. Housley 7. Wills (1866), 14 W. R. 422: Swabey ¢ 
Goldie (1875), 34 LL T. 3065 Re Browne's Will Trusts, 
Landon wv. Brown, (1915) 1 Ch. 690, 

8592. — -— j|—-Testator, by his will dated 
1786, gave & bequeathed unto his niece, C. B. & 
his nephew J. ‘T., all his houses situate in W., 
each to have one-half, to be share & share alike & 
what, debt he should owe at his decease, they 
should pay both of them a like share of the same. 
All the above premises he gave, devised & be- 
queathed unto his niece, C. B., & nephew, J. T. 
each to enjoy one-half during their lives, & at. 
their decease the premises to go to their children. 

J. T.. testator’s heir-at-law, went to sea about 
1804 & was never afterwards heard of. C. B., 
J. T.’s heir-at-law, died in 18438, leaving five 
children & four grandchildren of a deceased child, 
surviving her. She devised & bequeathed all her 
estate in the property to her four grandchildren :— 
Fleld: there was an absolute division of the 
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estate in one moiety, which, after her death, went 

to her children & grandchildren as joint tenants 

in fee, per stirpes & not per capita; (2) J. T. took 

a life interest. in the other share which descended 

to (. B. as heir-at-law, & passed absolutely to 

her devisees.—Re LAVERICK’S ESTATE (1853), 22 

L. T. O. S. 168; 18 Jur. 304; 2 W. R. 1138. 
8593. ———.]—-WALDRON v. BOULTER, No. 

8539, ante. 
8594. --]——Testator left an annuity to 

his wife, & after her death, he willed that it should 

be equally divided between his two sons A. & K., 

but not the principal: that he bequeathed to their 

children, to be divided equally among them at the 
death of his two sons :—H/eld : upon the death of 
either & each of his sons his children were entitled 
to have a moiety of the capital divided amongst 
them.——T'URNER v. WHITTAKER (1856), 23 Beav. 

196; 27 L. T. O. S. 270; 2 Jur. N. S. $48; 4 

W. R. 689; 53 KE. R. 77. 

Annotations :—Consd. Sarc] v. Sare] (1856), 23 Beav. 87. 
Refd, Honsley v. Wills (1866), 14 W. R. 422; Re Hutchin- 
son's Trusts (1882), 21 Ch. PD. 811; Re Browne's Will 
Trusts, Landon v. Brown, (1915] 1 Ch. 690. 

8595. -.J—Where testator bequeathed 
property to M. & A. for their lives as tenants in 
common, & not as joint tenants, & from & imme- 
diately after the decease of them M. & A. to all 
& every the lawful child & children of M. & A., 
equally to be divided between & amongst them 
as tenants in common & not as joint tenants. A. 
survived testator, & died leaving her husband & 
two children her surviving :-- [/eld: the bequest 
denoted equality per stirpes or per capita; the 
property was to go in equal shares between M. 
& her children on the one hand & A. & her children 
on the other; & on the death of one (A.), her 
share was divisible amongst her children.— MILNES 
v. AKED (1858), 31 1. T. O. S. 3877; 8 W. R. 430. 

8596. —~——.|-—-Gift of personal estate on 
trust, to divide the principal & interest among the 
children of A. & B. living at the time of the respec- 
tive deceases of A. & K., with a proviso that the 
share of any such child or children dying under 
twent y-five, without issue, should go over to the 
survivors & survivor of them equally :—/Held : 
this was a gift to the children of A., living at his 
decease, & to the children of 8B., living at his 
decease; & the fund was divisible per stirpes in 
moieties.—AYSCOUGH v1. SAVAGE (1865), 13 W. RK. 
373, 1... JJ. 

8597. —~.J—By a will. the residue was 
given to seven persons as tenants In common for 
life, & on the death of the survivor was to be 
divided amongst their children then living per 
stirpes. By a codicil. the gift tothe children was 
revoked & the residue was to be divided “ from & 
after the several deceases ”’ of the seven, ‘' & after 
the decease of the survivor of them,’’ amongst 
their children per cajita:--Held: the words 
‘from & after,” etc., were to be read disjunctively, 
& on the death of any of the seven, one-seventh 
was divisible amongst children of the seven per 
capila.—CoreE v. HinsHuaw (1866), 35 Beav. 420 ; 
14 W. R. 627; 55 BE. RR. 958. 

8598. -—.| — Testator directed his 
trustees to pay shares of the residue of his estate, 


























property into two shares ; 
pe L. R. 280 [1918] 18. L. T. 193. 
- SCOT. 


8588 xii. ——-,J—Testatrix, by 
her trust-disposition & pettlemnent, 
directed her trustees to pay the residue 
of her estate ques. to all her brothers 
& sisters, “ & in the event of any of 
my brothers or gisters predeccasing 
me leaving lawful issue, such issue 
shall be entitled cgually among them 
to the share to which their parent 





(1) ©. B. took a life 


would have been entitled if in life.” 
At the date when the settlement was 
exccuted, @ brother & two aisters of 
testatrlx were dead. They left issue, 
all of whom survived her :—-MHeld : It, 
was the intention of testatrix to make 
a stirpital division of her whole estate 
among all her brothers & sisters & 
their issue, &, accordingly, that the 
children whose parents had died before 
the execution of the settlement were 
entitled to a share of residue.—BAIRD’S 


TRUSTEES v. CROMBIE, [1926] S. C. 
51%.—SCOT. 

8588 xili. —-— ---~-.}— Boanrp ¢t. Tit- 
TERTON, 13 8. C. 164; 6 OC. T. R. 176. 


eae 


t. Intention of testator that issue 
should take in representative capacity— 
Advance to father causing abatement in 
legacy of child.) —Re CARTER EKsSTaTE 
(1909), 14 O. W. R. 1244; 10. W.N. 
275; 20 0. GL. R. 127,--CAN. 
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which he had bequeathed to certain grand- 
nieces, ‘‘ to them & their respective husbands, only 
in life rent, for their or his life rent allenarly . .’. 
& the fee of such shares to the lawful children of 
my said grandnieces equally ; whom failing to the 
survivors of them & my grandnephews before 
named .. . equally in life rent, & their issue, also 
equally, in fee, after the death of the longest liver 
of me & my wife :~-—Held: the share of a grand- 
niece who died childless before the vesting was 
liferented by her surviving husband ; on his death 
a life rent in succession vested in the surviving 
grandnephews & grandnieces, & the fee in their 
children nati & nascituri, per stirpes.-~ RICHARDSON 
v1 MacDouGasy, (1868), 6 Macph. (H. I.) 18. 


8599. —-—-- —---.]-—-SuTCLIFFE v. Howarp, No. 
8487, ante. 
8600. —--- —---.]—-Bequest. of the income to 


arise from residue to A. & B. during the term of 
their natural lives, share & share alike, & after their 
decease, of the principal to the children of A. & 
the children of B. to be divided between them 
share & share alike: ~-Held: the children of A. & 
the children of BK. took per stirnes. Re Norr’s 
TRusts (1872), 26 J... T. 679: 20 W. R. 569. 
8601. — ~~ —--—.]— Bequest) of residue, the in- 
terest thereof to be paid to C, & J. equally for their 
lives, & ‘Cat their death’ the principal to be 
divided between the children of C. & J.: Held: 
the words ‘at their death’’ meant “ at their 
respective deaths,’”’? & on the death of €., the 
moiety to the interest. of which ©. had been en- 
titled became divisible among his children.—- W1rts 
v. Winns (1875), lu. R. 20 Hq. 842; 44 1. J. Ch. 
582; 23 W. KR. 784. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Hutchinson’s Trusts (1882), 21 


Ch. D. 811. Expld. Re Telfair, Garrioch vr, Barclay (1902), 
86 L. T. 496. efd. Swabey v. Goldic (1876), 34 L. T. 306. 


8602, ---— —_-—-.]— Testatrix bequeathed per- 
sonalty in trust for A. for life, & after his decease 
for his issue, & on failure of his issue to F. & R. 
share & share alike, ‘' & after the decease of F. & 
Rt. to their children share & share alike, & to their 
heirs for ever.’ F.. died without) baving had 
issue, R. survived him & died leaving children, 
& A.. who survived them both, died without issue. 
Upon a petition by the children of R. for payment 
out of a portion of the trust fund which was in 
ct.:—Held: upon the authorities, the bequest 
must be construed as a gift after the respective 
deaths of F. & R. to their respective chi'dren, there 
having been an absolute gift to each of them in 
the first instance only cut down in favour of his 
children, in the event which happened the fund 
was divisible in moicties between the representa- 
tives of KF. & the children of R.—Re HutTcHuinson’s 
Trusts (1882), 21 Ch. D. 811; 51 1. J. Ch. 924; 
47 I. T. 578. 

Annotations :--Consd. Re Rubbins, Gill v. Worrall (1898), 
78 L. T. 218. Apld. Re Errington, Gibbs v. Lassamn 
(1927] 1 Ch. 421. Refd. Van Grutten r. Foxwell, Foxwel) 
®. Van Grutten, [1897] A. (. 65 Re Browne’s Will 


OS; 
Trusts, Landon v. Brown, [1915] 1 Ch. 690 ; Jte Stanley’s 
Settimt., Maddocks ». Andrews, [1916] 2 Ch. 50. 


v. Disposition of Income pending Vesting of Gift. 

8603. Distribution per stirpes Implied——Disposi- 
tion of income during minority of donees.|—Testa- 
trix directed her trustees to divide the rents, etc., 
of her real estate equally between A., B., C., & D. 
the widow of E., until [.’s children attained 
twenty-one; & upon their attaining twenty-one, 
the trustees were to sell & divide the produce 
between A. B., C., & the children of FE... ‘‘ in equal 
shares & proportions as tenants in common ” ; 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 11. — lative 


—A. showing in plea equitab 
putting widow to election.j-——- BAKER v. 


a. Whether subsequent gift ewmu- 


or substituted --- Necessity for 
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but. if D. married, her part of the income was to 
be applied to the maintenance of E.’s children ; 
& she gave the residue of her real & personal 
estate ‘ equally between A., B., C., & the children 
of IX. who attained twenty-one.’’ There were four 
children of EK. who attained twenty-one :—Held : 
they did not take the property per capifa with 
A.,. B. & C., but one-fourth only between them.— 
Bret v. Worton (1841), 4 Beav. 239 ; 10 1. J. Ch. 
371; 5 Jur. 696; 49 E.R. 331. 
Annotations :-—Distd. Nockolds v. Locke (1856), 3 K. & J. 
6. Apld. Re Campbell’s Trusts (1886), 31 Ch. D. 685. 


Consd. Capes v. Dalton (1902), 86 L. T. 129. Refd. Ie 
Stone, Baker v. Stone, [1895] 2 Ch. 196. 


8604. Disposition of income pending death 
of life tenants.|—Testator gave real & personal 
estate to trustees during the lives of eight nephews 
& nieces, whom he named, & the survivors & 
survivor of them, upon trust to pay one-eighth of 
the rents to each during their respective natural 
jives: & directed that in case any should dice without 
leaving issuc, the share of him, her or them so 
dying should go among the survivors in the same 
manner as their original shares; & in case any of 
the eight legatees should die leaving issue, the 
share original & accruing of him her or them so 
dying should be paid to & equally among such 
issue; & after the decease of the survivor of the 
cight legatees testator devised such real & personal 
estate unto the issue then living of the eight 
legatees & their heirs, the share of the issue in the 
fee simple to be in the same proportion as the 
rents & profits he or they might then be in receipt 
of :- Held: on the death of the survivor of the 
cight legatees, the property became divisible & 
payable among & to the children living of the 
legatees who had died & left children, such children 
to take per stirpes, but the members of each slirps 
to take equally.— Brapsyuaw +. MELLING (1853), 
19 Beav. 417: 23 1. J. Ch. 603; 562 E.R. 412. 


Annotations : --Refd. Re Jones’ Trusts (1857), 23 Beav. 242 ; 
Jordan v. Adams (1860), 6 Jur, N.S. 536. 


8605. — -- —-—-.]——Testator bequeathed certain 
leasehold houses to trustees upon trust, after his 
wife’s death, to pay the rents & profits equally to 
his two children, J. & wA.. during their lives; & 
after the decease of either of them without issue 
living, then upon trust to pay the whole thereof 
to the survivor ; but if there should be issue living 
of the first of them so dying, then upon trust. to 
pay one moiety unto the survivor, & to divide 
the remaining moicty between all & every the child 
or children of the one so first dying; & after the 
decease of the survivor of his children to sell the 
premises & divide the purchase money equally 
‘amongst all & every the child or children of 
each of them, J. & A... Jawfully begotten. who 
should live to attain the age of twenty-one years, 
in equal shares & proportions.” J. had eight 
children who attained twenty-one. A. had one 
such child only :—Held: the property must be 
divided among the children of J. & A. per stirpes & 
not per capita.—- Re CAMPBELL’S Trusts (1886), 3] 
Ch. D. 685; 55 L. J. Ch. 889; 540. T. 419; 34 
W. BR. 396 3 affd., 33 Ch. DD. 98, C. A. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Re Stone, Baker v. Stone (1895), 64 

L. J. Ch. 637. 








SUB-SECT, 11.—CUMULATIVE AND SUBSTITUTED 
GIFTS. 
A. In General. 
8606. Whether subsequent gift cumulative or 
substituted—Onus of proof.|—HooLEey v. Har- 


BAKER (1866), 25 U. C. R. 448.—CAN. 
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A. & B. (a), (0) & (e).] 


TON (1773), 1 Bro. C. C. 390, n.; 2 Dick. 461; 28 

car ecu ; sub nom. Hatton v. HoonEy, Lofft, 

tol tal g ° fe 

Annotations :—Consd. Ridges v. Morrison (1784), 1 Bro. C. C. 
380 | Foy v. Foy (1785), 1 Cox, Iq. Cas. 163; Allen v. 
Callow (1796), 3 Ves. 289; Barclay v. Wainwright (1797), 
3 Ves. 462; Hurst ». Beach (1821), 5 Madd. 351; Heming 
v. Clutterbuck & Evans (1827), 1 Bli. N.S. 479; Bourne 
v. Hartley, Bourne v. Mahon (1854), 2 Eq. Rop. 910; 
Wilson v. O'Leary (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 625. Red. Coote 
tr. Boyd (1789), 2 Bro. C. C. 521; Osborne v. Leeds (1800), 
5 Ves. 369; Benyon v. Benyon (1810), 17 Ves. 34 ; Suisse 
v. Lowthor (1843), 2 Hare, 424; Leo v. Pain (1845), 4 
Hare, 201. 
8607. Intention to be gathered from will.]— 

HOOLEY v. HATTON (1773), 1 Bro. C. C. 390, n. ; 

2 Dick. 461; 28 E.R. 11973; sub nom. HATTON v. 

Hoo ry, Lofft, 122, L. ¢. 

Annotations :—Consd. Ridges v. Morrison (1784), 1 Bro. C. C. 
389 ; Foy v. Foy (1785), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 163; Allen v. 
Callow (1796), 3 Ves. 289; Barclay v. Wainwright (1797), 
3 Ves. 462; Hurst v7. Beach (1821), 5 Madd. 351; Homing 
v. Clutterbuck & Kvans (1827), 1 BU. N. S. 479: Bourne 
v. Hartley, Bourne v. Mahon (1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 910; 
Wilson v. O'Leary (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 525. Refd. 


Jaw. 
Coote v. Boyd (1789), 2 Bro. C. C. 521: Osborne v. Leeds 
(1800), 5 Ves. 369; Benyon »v. Renyon (1810), 17 Ves. 
34; Suisse v. Lowther (1843), 2 Hare, 424; Lee v. Pain 
(1845), 4 Hare, 201. 


8608. J—HEATHCOTE v. ITEATHCOTE 
(1786), cited in 5 Ves. at p. 382; 31 EB. R. 641 
<innotation :—Expld. Osborne v. Leeds (1800), 5 Ves. 369. 

8609. ——— .|—Testator gave a legacy of 
£7,000 to his wife & other similar legacies. By a 
codicil, he gave a legacy of £6,000 to his wife & 
other legacies, & he directed that so far as the 
codicil was in addition to any testamentary docu- 
ment he had already made, he wished it to take 
effect, & not cancel or revoke any prior document 
which might) exist :—Held: the legacies were 
cumulative.—TOWNSHEND v. Mostyn (1858), 26 
Beav. 72; 53 FE. R. 828. 

8610. Whether parol evidence ad- 
missible.|}—Upon the question, whether a legacy 
is cumulative or substitutional, the object of the 
ct. will be to ascertain testator’s intention, which 
can only be done by a close & critical examination 
of the language used in the testamentary instru- 
ments :—Held : upon the language of the codicil in 
this case, a bequest contained in the codicil was in 
addition to one given by the will. 

QYu.: under what particular circumstances & 
to what extent parol evidence may be resorted 
to upon the question of cumulation or substitution. 
—Guy v. SHARP (1833), 1 My. & K. 589; Coop. 
temp. Brough. 80; 39 FE. R. 804, T.. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Thorne vr. Rooke (1841), 2 Curt. 799; 

Upfill v. Marshall (1843), 3 Curt. 636; Lee» Pain (1845), 

4 Hare, 201; Stockwell v. Ritherdon (1846), 6 Notes of 

Cases, 409; Say v. Creed (1847), 5 Hare, 580; Wilson v. 

O’Leary (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 525. Mentd. Bulteel v. 

Abinger (1842), 6 Jur. 410. 

8611. Gifts to members of more than one 
class—Individuals members of more than one 
class.|—Testator bequeathed his residue to several 
classes of persons. Some of the parties were 
members of two of the classes :—Held : nevertheless 
they were entitled to only one share each of the 
residue.—-PRUEN v. OSBORNE (1840), 11 Sim. 132; 
o9 H.R. 824. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Burnham, Carrick wv. Carrick, 

[1918] 2 Ch. 196. Refd. Bradshaw ». Melling (1853), 19 

Beay. 417; Ross ». Ross (1855), 20 Beav. 645; Smith v. 


Horsfall (1858), 25 Beav. 628: Ralph ». Carrick (1879), 
11 Ch. D. 873; Re Judd’s Trusts, [1884] W. N. 206; Re 























residue, whether given in a will or in 
a combined will & codicil, & the con- 
struction of a Pe enae residuary 
gift is not affected by the presence or 
absence of a general residuary gift.—- 


386.---CAN. 


BALL v. CHURCH OF THE ASCENSION 
(Rkoror & CHURCHWARDENS), 5 O. R. 


WILLS. 


Johnson, Pitt v. Johnson (1914), 111 LL. T. 130; Re 
Timson, Smiles v. Timson, [1916] 2 Ch. 362. Mentd. 
Bamford v. Chadwick (1854), 2 C. L. R. 1757. 

8612. .}—Testator gave property 
to trustees, upon trust to pay the income thereof 
to his widow for her life, & after her death to his 
daughter for life, &, after the daughter’s death, 
to hold the property in trust for her ‘ issue ’’ as 
she should appoint, &, in default of appointment, 
in trust for her ‘‘ children.’’ The hotchpot clause 
& other provisions of the will also made a clear 
distinction between tho “ children ’’ & the “ issue ”’ 
of the daughter, & the will provided that if there 
should be no child of the daughter who should 
become entitled to a vested interest, then, from 
& after her decease & such default or failure of 
children the property should be held ‘ In trust 
for such of the class of persons following, namely, 
any brothers & sisters living at the death of the 
survivor of my wife & daughter, & the issue then 
living of my brothers & sisters dying in the lifetime 
of the survivor of my wife & daughter, as shall 
attain the age of twenty-one years, distributively, 
yet so that the issue shall participate only as 
representing their deceased parents.’’ The residue 
was given ‘‘ Upon trust for such of the class of 
persons following, namely, my brothers, & sisters 
& the brothers & sisters of my wife living at the 
death of the survivor of my wife & daughter, & 
the issue then living of my brothers & sisters & 
the brothers & sisters of my wife & dying in the 
lifetime of my wife & daughter, who shall attain 
the age of twenty-one years, distributively, yet so 
that. the issue shall participate only as representing 
their deceased parents.’’ The widow & daughter 
survived testator, & the daughter survived the 
widow without having been married :—J/eld : on 
the construction of these two trusts, if there had 
been no previous context to the contrary, the 
effect of the provision that issue were to represent 
their deceased ‘ parents’’ would probably have 
been such a context as to confine ‘‘issue’’ to 
children ; but, having regard to the very careful 
distinction between ‘‘ children ’’ & “ issue”? in the 
earlier parts of the will, the word ‘ issue ” in the 
two later yifts included grandchildren as well as 
children ; nephews & nieces of the widow whose 
parents diced before the date of the will were 
entitled to share ; & persons descended both from 
a collateral of testator & a collateral of his widow 
would together take the two shares which their two 
deceased parents would have taken.—e BURNHAM, 
‘ARRICK v. CARRICK, [1918] 2 Ch. 196; 87 L. J. 
Ch. 617; 119 L. T. 299. 

8613. Subsequent gift ‘‘ along with other 
sums.’’|—Testator having appointed trustees for 
the purpose of carrying on his trade of a bleacher, 
directed them to pay the profits of his business into 
a bank for ‘“‘ accumulation ’’ & investment, until 
his daughters & their issue & the interest thereof 
should be equally divided amongst & their issue 
could have ‘ along with ’”’ the other sums he had 
directed to be invested on their behalf the sum of 
£5,000 each for their portions. He afterwards 
directed that any money which might be paid into 
the bank on account of such portions should be 
for the equal benefit of his daughters :—Held : 
(1) testator used the word ‘“ accumulation ’”’ as 
meaning not the addition of income to the capital, 
but the constant addition of fresh amounts from 
the profits de anno in annum arising from the 














vise of all testator’s lands to the widow 
durante viduitate puts her to her election 
as to whether she will take the interest 
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ALLEN (1912), 23 O. W. R. 253; 4 
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business; (2) the words “ along with the other 
sums * meant “in addition to those sums,” not 
‘including those sums.’”’—PILKINGTON v. MYERS 
(1863), 8 L. T. 720. 

8614. — Series of trusts—Two trusts identical.] 
—Testator directed his trustees to convert his 
personal estate & to stand possessed of the proceeds 
on certain trusts, among others ‘“‘ on trust to pay 
£2,000 to each of his sons who should attain twenty- 
one,” & ‘‘on further trust to set apart & pay 
over the sum of £2,000 to each of his sons on their 
respectively attaining twenty-one.’”’ He also 
directed his trustees to divide the residue ‘‘ after 
full payment & setting aside of the sums directed 
to be paid & set aside’’:—Held: each son on 
attaining twenty-one was entitled to two legacies 
of £2,000 each. Semble: where testator converts 
his property into money & directs the proceeds 
to be held on a series of trusts, two of which are 
identical, the rule against cumulative legacics 
does not apply.—BURKINSHAW v. HopGE (1874), 
22 W. R. 484. 

Satisfaction & ademption generally.}] — Sce 
Equity, Vol. XX., pp. 449-494. 


B. Gifts in Same Instruments. 

(a) Gifts of Equal Amounts. 
8615. Substitutional.|—GrEENWOOD v. G:REEN- 
roo (1776), 1 Bro. C. C. 3l,n.; 28 E. R. 966, 
8616. ——.]—Two equal legacies in the same 
will, & to the same legatee, only one shall pass. 
Residue to six grandchildren, the name of one 
repeated, that of another omitted, they all shall 
take.—GARTH v. MEYRIcK (1779), 1 Bro. ©. C. 30 ; 

28 EK. R. 966. 

Annotation :—Refd. Gregory v. Gregory (1871), 10 W. R. 


8617. ——.]—HoLrorp v. Woop (1798), 4 Ves. 
763 $1 E.R. 40. 
Annotation :—Refd. Pratt v. Sladden (1507), 14 Ves. 193. 

8618. 2 eRe heer gave the sum of £100, 
to be paid to her brother C. immediately after the 
decease of her husband & in default of issue of 
their marriage ; & in a subsequent part of her will 
she gave £100 to the same brother, & concluded her 
will by directing that legacies, to which no time of 
payment was affixed, should be paid within three 
months after the death of her husband :—Held : 
testatrix intended only to give a single legacy of 
£100 to C.—MANNING v, THESIGER (1835), 3 My. & 
K. 20; 41. J. Ch. 285; 40 BF. R. 12. 
aca :—Refd. Ramsey v. Rogers (1836), Donnelly, 





(6) Gifts of Different Amounts. 

8619. Cumulative.] -— WINDHAM v. WINDHAM 
(1676), Cas. temp. Finch, 267; 23 BE. R. 147. 
Annotation :-——Consd. Hatton v. Hooley (1773), Lofft, 122. 

8620. .|—A larger legacy being given after 
a less, to the sane legatee, in the same will, the 
legatee decreed to take both.—CuRRY v. PILE 
(1787), 2 Bro. C. O. 225; 29 E.R. 126, L. C. 

8621. -}— UERTFORD (MARQUIS) v. LOWTHER 
(LorD), No. 8714, post. 

8622. J—Testator bequeathed to A., for 
her life, an annuity of £10, the annuity of 19 
guineas upon the death of A., & the annuity of £50 
when the mtge. on his estate should be reduced to 











O. W. N. 240; 7 D. L. R. 494.— 
CAN. 


PART XVI. sea re SUB-SECT. 11. 
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d. Cumulative.|-—M'‘INNEs 1. M‘AL- 

mgt LEE 5 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 862. 


Moran, 161. C 
8619 ii. 
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8619 i. Cumulative. |— BRENNAN Uv. 
h. R. 126.—IR. 
.}—The bequest of a 
sum of money was followed in the 
same will by the bequest of a smaller 
sui to the same legatec :--Held: the 
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£500, ‘‘ & which respective sums of £10, 19 guineas 
& £50, as the case might be, were to be paid ”’ 
half-yearly :—I/eld: they were cumulative.— 
HARTLEY v. OSTLER (1856), 22 Beav. 449; 2 Jur. 
N.S8. 1199; 52 E.R. 1181. 


(c) Gifts Subject to Different Incidents. 

8623. Cumulative.|— RAMSEY v. RKoGERS (1836), 
Donnelly, 109; 47 H.R. 259. 

8624. -]—Bequest of plate to two legatees, 
to be divided between them share & share alike, 
& upon the demise of cither without lawful issue, 
then the share of her dying to go to the other. 
One of the legatees died in the lifetime of testator : 
——Held: the other was absolutely entitled to the 
whole. Testator having two daughters, gave, by 
his will, to each of them, an annuity of £200, a year 
for her separate use; he afterwards expressed 
himself thus: ‘‘ believing that £2,200 a year will 
be sufficient for my dear daughters, together with 
the use of my house & furniture, I direct' the 
residue to be invested ; should the lease & furniture 
of my house be sold, the yearly income of my 
daughters, so long as they remain unmarried, is 
to be made up to £2,500.”” One of the daughters 
afterwards died, & testator by a codicil, gave to the 
surviving daughter ‘‘ a further sum of £100 a year 
in addition to the £200, the £300 to be for her 
separate use ; & being most anxious to secure her 
comfort & happiness,” he gave her a further sum 
of £1,000 for life, for the maintenance of herself, 
establishment, & family, out of respect to the 
memory of the testator’s wife:—Held: the gift 
of the £2,300 was a gift in joint tenancy, & the 
surviving daughter was entitled to two legacies of 
£2,200 a ycar & £1,000 a year.--MACKINNON v. 
PEACH (1838), 2 Keen, 555; 71. J. Ch. 211; 48 
E. R. 741. 

Annotations :—Refd. Harris v. Davis (1844), 1 Coll. 416; 
Ive v. King (1852), 16 Beav. 46; Ie Rye’s Settint. (1852), 
10 Mare, 106; Re Faulding’s Trust (1858), 26 Beav. 263 ; 
Re Lowman, Devenish ». Pester, [1895] 2 Ch. 348. 

8625. .}—Testator bequeathed to his ser- 
vant C. a legacy of £6,000. He afterwards gave 
to his servants who should have been living with 
him two years at the time of his death a year’s 
wages :—Held: C., who had been living with 
testator two years at the time of his death, was 
entitled to a year’s wages in addition to the £6.000. 
—ForD v. RuxTon (1844), 1 Coll. 403; 63 BE. R. 
474. 

8626. — -.Jj-——Testator. having £7,300 stock, 
bequeathed to his nephew J. C., £200 stock, part 
of the aforesaid £7.300, in order that he might be 
effectually enabled to resist by law any attempt 
to deprive him of the little property which he & 
his connections possessed in Crookhaven; &, 
in order the better to deter any person from 
attempting the same, he requested that £200 of 
the above-named stock should be placed in 
the National Bank of Ireland, subject. to the con- 
trol of J. C., & testator’s niece M., should it be 
found necessary to call for or remove it from the 
bank to defend any attempt that might be made 
to dispossess them. On no other account was the 
£200 stock to be removed from the National Bank ; 
but the interest of same might, nevertheless, be 
drawn for the use & benefit of J. C.; the principal 
to continue in the bank for ten years after testator’s 














legatee was entitled to both legacies.— 
Re LIDDLE, SHREWSBURY v. MOGUFFIE 
(1915), 34 N. Z. L. R. 962.—-N.Z. 


e. Substitutional.|— HAZEN v. HAZEN, 
20 N. B. KR. 70.—CAN. 


{. ——-.]—GENTLE v. KBDEN’s Ix- 
ECUTORS, (1913}] App. D. 119.—S. AF. 
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death, at the expiration of which time it might be 
withdrawn for the benefit of his family, provided 
no threat or intimation of a claim was made against 
the property. The property was recovered by law 
against J. C. in testator’s lifetime, & testator paid 
the costs of the action :—Held: J.C. was entitled 
to two legacies of £200 stock each, absolutely.—-- 
INGLEFIELD Vv. COGHLAN (1845), 2 Coll. 2473; 68 
HK. R. 719. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Tarsey’s ‘Trust (1866), L. R. 1 Ig. 

561; Hartford v. Power (1868), 16 W. R. 822; Wallace 

v. Seymour (1872), 20 W. R. 634. 

8627. -|-—Testator by his will gave to eaeh 
of two daughters the sum of £1,000, as & when they 
should respectively attain the age of twenty-five 
years, or be married with the consent of his exors. ; 
but in case either should die under the age of 
twenty-five years, or should marry without con- 
sent, he directed that the legacy to such one as 
should die under that aye or marry without con- 
sent should, after such decease of them respectively, 
or their respectively marrying without consent, fall 
into the residue of his estate :--Held: the legacies 
vested respectively on the happening of either 
alternative, & were not contingent on the happen- 
ing of both alternatives, namely, marrying with 
consent & attaining twenty-five-—THOMPSON v. 
TEULON, TEULON v. TEULON (1852), 22 L. J. Ch. 
243; 1W.R. 97. 

8628. .|—Testator gave to KE. £200, & 
appointed him to be his exor.; & declared that, 
if his, testator’s, son should not recover from his 
then mental malady, then he gave EK. £200. EK. 
did not prove the will :--Held : that I. was entitled 
to both legacies —-WILDES vr. DAVIES (1853), 1 
Sm, & G. 475; 22 L. J. Ch. 195; 21 L. TT. O. 8S. 
206; 1 W. R. 253; 65 I. R. 208. 

Annotations :—Expld. Ite Appleton, Barber v. Tebbit (1885), 


299 Ch. D. 893. Refd. Weatherall v. Thornburgeh (18738), 
26 W. R. 593; Ete Walker, Walker v«. Walker (1886), 54 


L. T. 792. 

8629. .|—Testator gave to R. K. £2,000 
& “to each of his brothers £1,000," & bequeathed 
the residue of his own estate between T. K. & 
R. B. T. K. was the eldest brother of R. K., 
who was the third amony eight: Held: 'T. KB, 
was entitled to the legacy of £1,000 as one of the 
brothers of R.W. in addition to half the residue. 
KIrnKPATRICK ve. BEDFoRD, BeproRD vv. KAimk- 
PATRICK (1578), 4 App. Cas. 96, HI. L. 

8630. jJ—J., on his daughter’s marriage, 
covenanted that in case he should depart this life 
in the lifetime of his daughter. he would bequeath 
to the trustee for the time being of her marriage 
settlement, the sum of £5.000 to be held upon the 
trusts of the settlement. The daushter died first, 
& after her death J. made his will, & thereby 
bequeathed to the trustee for the time being of 
the settlement the sum of £4,000 to be held upon 
the trusts of the settlement, this bequest being 
expressed to be in pursuance of the covenant in the 
settlement. Then followed a devise & bequest of 
testator’s residuary estate, a direction to pay debts, 
&, among other legacies to his children, a legacy of 
£4,000 in trust for the children of the daughter 
above mentioned, on attaining the age of twenty- 
one :—Held: the two gifts of £4,000 in the will 
were independent gifts, & the daughter’s children 
were entitled both to the second pift of £1,000 & 
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given by the codicil 
is additional to that glven by the will. 


WILLS. 


to the beneficial interest in the first gift of that 
amount.—Re Dyk, DYKE v. DYKE (1881), 44 
IL. T. 668. 


C. Gifts in Different Instruments. 
(a) Construed as Cumulative. 
i. In General. 


8631. Construed as cumulative.|—- Where legacies 
are given by different instruments, whether will 
& codicil, or two codicils, to the same persons, 
they will in general be accumulative.—Foy v. 
Foy (1785), ] Cox, iq. Cas. 163 ; 29 E. R. 1110. 
Annotations :—Dbtd. Barclay v. Wainwright (1797), 3 Ves. 

462. Mentd. A.-G. ». Nash (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 588 ¢; 

Chapman v. Brown (1801), 6 Ves. 404. 

8632. J|—-The general principle is, that 
bequests are primd facic to be taken cumulatively 
were they are on separate papers, unless they are 
revocatory of cach other (per Cunr.).—-BARTHOLO- 
MEW & Brown v. HENLEY (1820), 3 Phillim. 317. 
Annotation :~-Mentd. Godman v, Godman, [1919] P. 229. 

8633. -—-——.]—H urst v. BEACH, No. 8701, post. 

8634, —-—.]—-Leyacies given by a codicil :--— 
Held: to be additions to, & not substitutions for, 
legacies given by the will to the same legatees.— 
MACKENZIE v. MACKENZIE (1826), 2 Russ. 262 ; 
38 K. R. 334, L. C. 
-tnnotations :—Consd. Guy v. 

Brough, 80; Lee v. Pain (1844), 4 Hare, 201. 

v. O'Leary (1871), L. R. 12 Kg. 525. 

8635. -]—Several annuities given by a will 
& codicils:--Held: to be cumulative. —Sprre 
v. SMITH (1839), 1 Beav. 419: 48 E.R. 1002. 

8636. |—W. 1). by his — settlement, 
covenanted with trustees, in case of his death in 
his wife’s lifetime, that his exors. should pay her 
an annuity of £100. By his will, W. D. gave 
£2,000 to trustecs to be invested in the funds ; the 
dividends to be paid to his widow during her life, 
& the principal sum to be subject to her appoint- 
ment by will. By the same will, W. D. gave his 
widow an annuity of £600 in addition to the annuity 
of £100 settled on her, & to the bequest of the 
dividends of the £2,000 directed to be invested. 
By codicil, W. D. charged the payment. of the 
amount given by his will & settlement, on his real 
estates & by a second codicil he directed to be paid 
to his widow, during her life, such annuity, or 
clear yearly sum, as, together with the interest, 
dividends, etc., of the stocks to be purchased with 
the £2,000, & the annuity of £600 given by his will, 
& the annuitv of £100 provided by his settlement, 
should amount to the annual or clear yearly sum 
of £1,200: - Held: testator’s intention was, that 
his widow should have £1,200 a year out of his 
real estates, subject only to a deduction of so much 
as the income of the funds to be produced by 
£2,000 should amount to; & she had a claim on 
the real estates for the whole annuity so long as 
that £2.000 should not) produce any income. --- 
DEVAYNES v. NOBLE (1839), 8 L. J. Ch. 256; 3 
Jur. 550, L. C. 

8637. |—(1L) Legacies by different instru- 
ments to the same legatee simpliciter are cumula- 
tive, unless the plain effect of the separate gifts is 
contradicted by the construction of the latter 
instruments, or by presumption of law. 

(2) The right to the repeated legacies in such 
cases does not depend upon a legal presumption, 
but is found in the construction & effect of the 








Sharp (1833), Coop. temp. 
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AYNE vt Woopwarp (1893), 32 L. RR. 
Ir. 154.-—IR. 
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instruments, & no extrinsic evidence is admissible 
to prove that the legatee was intended to take 
one legacy only. 

(3) If the right of the legatee to legacies repeated 
in different instruments depended upon a legal 
presumption only, evidence would be admissible 
to rebut it. 

(4) Qu.: whether the words ‘in addition,’’ in 
any case, add to the effect of a bequest without 
those words. 

(6) The argument on the omission of the words 
‘‘in addition’? answered by referring to the 
omission of the words ‘‘ in substitution.” 

(6) The repetition in the later instrument of 
some legacies, & not of others, implies that a benefit 
is intended in the case of the former legatees greater 
than in the case of the latter. 

(7) The circumstance that the different legacies 
carry interest from different dates, or whatever 
else distinguishes the two legacies, is favourable 
to the claim of the legatee to both.—LEE v. PAIN 
(1845), 4 Lfare, 201; 14]. J. Ch. 346; 9 Jur. 247 ; 
8 Jur. 705; 67 Fe. Rt. 619. 


Annotations :— 18 to (1) Apld. Thurnall v. Rayner (1856), 
4 W. R. 404; Johnstone ¢. Harrowby (1859), 7 W. R. 
610. Consd. Whyte v. Whyte (1873), L. R. 17 Kq. 50. 
Refd. Wilson v. O’Leary (1872), 7 Ch. App. 448. cis to 
(2) Distd. Bourne vo. Hartley, Bourne v. Mahon (1854), 2 
Ky. Rep.910. 48 to (3) Apld. Palmer «. Newell (1855), 20 
Beav. 32,0 Generally, Refd. Pritchard «. Norris (1855), 24 
L. T. O. S. 60; Cruse vo, Howell (1858), 4 Drew. 215: 
Tatham vr. Drummond (1864), 10 Jur. N. 8. 557; Dimond 
v. Bostock (1875), 10 Ch. App. 358; Re Smith’s Trusts 
(18738), 8 Ch. D. 11735) fe Stephenson, Donaldson t. 
Bamber, [1897] 1 Ch. 75: Jn the Goods of Hubbock (1905), 
21 7T. L. R. 3333 Re Whiston, Whiston a Woolley (1923), 
93. 0. d. Ch. J13. Mentd. Blakey v. Latham (1889), 41 
Ch. J). 518. 


8638. -———-.|— JOHNSTONE v. HARROWBY (KARL), 
No. S057, post. 

8639. Right founded on construction & effect of 
instruments—-Not on legal presumption.|—LEE v. 
Pain, No. 8637, ante. 

8640. Effect of words 
uv. PAIN, No. S637, arte. 

8641. Effect of repetition of some legacies only 
in later instrument.|—Liek v. PAIN, No. 8637, ante. 

8642. Marks of distinction between repeated 
legacies—-Interest from different dates.) -— Lacn 
v. PAIN, No. 8637, ante. 


‘‘in addition.’*]— Ler 


i. Gifls of Different Amounts. 

8643. Cumulative.|—DPir +. PipGkon (1677), 1 
Cas. in Ch. 301; 22 KE. R. 811, L. ¢. 

{nnotation :-—Refd. Hatton v. Hooley (1773), Lofft, 122. 
8644. J—Pecuniary legacies are given by 

will, & afterwards greater legacies to the same 

persons by codicil; these no satisfaction for the 
legacies in the will, but the legatees to have both, 
because the codicil is part of the will.-- MAsrers 

v. MASTERS (1718), 1 P. Wms. 421; 2 Eq. Cas. 

Abr. 352, pl. 12; 8 Vin. Abr. 312, pl. 29; 24 

E.R. 454. 

Annotations :—Consd. St. Albans rv. Beauclerk (1743), 2 
Atk. 636; De ZGichy Ferraris & Croker tv. Hertford 
(1843), 3 Curt. 468. Refd. Brudenell «. Boughton (1741), 
2 Atk. 268; Hatton vw. Hooley (1773), Lofft, 122 ; Vincent 
v. Stanstield, Haberzham v. Vineent (1793), 4 Bro. C. Cc. 
353; Thomas ¢. Thomas (1796), 6 Term Rep. 671; Smith 
vy. Jersey (821), 38 Bi 290, Williams vo. Hughes (1857), 
24 Beav. 474. Mentd. Norman tv. Morrell (1799), 4 Ves. 
769; Bonner». Bonner (1807), 13 Ves. 379; Mirchouse v. 
Scaifo (1837), 2 My. & Cr. 695. 

8645. —— .J—LHlatron v. Hoonmy (1773), Lofft. 
122; 98 E.R. 4663 sub nom. LlooLey v. Warron, 
2 Dick. 461; 1 Bro. C. C. 3890, n. 

-(nnotations :--- Apld. Ridges v«. Morrison (1754), T Bro. OL 6% 
3913 Foy v. Foy (1785), 1 Cox, keg. Cas. 163. Consd. 
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Coote v. Boyd (1789), 2 Bro. C. C. 521; Wilson v. O'Leary 
(1871), L. R. 12 Kq. 525. Refd. Alen v. Callow (1796), 
3 Ver, 289; Barclay v. Wainwright (1797), 3 Ves. 462 ; 
Osborne v. Leeds (1800), 5 Ves. 369; Benyon v. Benyou 
(1810), 17 Ves. 34; Hurst v. Beach (1819), 5 Madd. 351 ; 
Heming ». Chitterbuck & Kvans (1827), 1 BH N.S. 479; 
Suisse ». Lowther (1843), 2 Hare, 424; Leo v. Pain (1844), 
4 Hare, 201; Bourne v. Hartley, Bourne v. Mahon (1854), 
2 Kq. Rep. 910. 





8646, — ..]-—PULLEN v. Cresy (1796), 3 Anst. 
830; 145 Ie. Rk. 1053. 
8647, |—By a marriage settlement, a sum 


of £4,000 was to go, after the decease of the hus- 
band & the wife & the husband’s father, & subject 
to the father’s power of appointment, to the 
children of the marriage equally, & the real estates 
of the wife were charged with aw sum of £8,000, 
which was to be divided among the children, in 
such shares & manner as she should appoint. The 
wife, by her will, appointed £100 to the eldest son 
of the marriage, & the remaining £7,900 to the 
other children of the marriage, directing the 
shares to vest in sons on their attaining twenty- 
one, & in daughters on their attaining that age or 
marriage with their father’s consent; she, likewise, 
created a further charge, in order that each 
younger child’s share of the £8,000 might be 
augmented to £5,000; & by the same instrument 
she, in exercise of a power of appointinent, which 
she had under the will of C., appointed C.’s residuary 
property to the first & other sons of the marriage 
successively, who should attain twenty-one; & 
if there were no such sons, to the daughters of the 
marriage who should attain twenty-one. After- 
wards, by a codicil, she directed that the same 
fortune should be given to any child or children of 
whom she might be delivered, as was given by her 
will to each of her daughters & that if no son of the 
marriage should live to attain twenty-one or be 
marricd, each of her daughters should be entitled 
to have for her fortune £10,000, to be paid in the 
manner & at the times mentioned in her marriage 
settlement or will respecting the fortunes of her 
daughters. The wife died in the husband’s life- 
time, leaving a son & three daughters her surviving ; 
& in the events which happened, two daughters, 
the only surviving children of the marriage, became 
entitled under the settlement to the £4,000, «& 
under their mother’s appointinent, to the residuary 
property of C.:—ield: they were entitled to 
receive £10,000 exclusive of, & in addition to, their 
shares of the £4,000, & of the residuary property 
of C.-—-Whyrr «. KEARNEY (1827), 3) Russ. 208 ; 
GL. 7. O08. 223; 38 EL R. 555, 0. €. 

8648, —-—.|—'lestatrix by her will gave to 
T. L. 50 shillings a month during his life, in lieu of 
his giving up all other notes & claims, &, by a 
codicil, she gave him £3 a month during his life, 
& concluded by directing that all other things 
should be paid & done as directed by her will :— 


Held: T. L. was entitled to both the monthly 
payments.—Lorp v. SUTCLIFFE (1828), 2 Sim. 


273; 57 E.R. 791. 

8649. jJ—Testator gave £6,000 to each of 
his daughters, then or thereafter to be born, 
payable at twenty-one or marriage, & directed 
that the portions of such of them as should die 
before they were payable should sink into the 
residue; & after devising his real estates to his 
sons & daughters, in strict settlement, he be- 
queathed the residue of his personal estate to 
trustees, in trust for such of his children as should 
first be entitled tu his real estates. By a codicil, 
testator gave to each of his daughters living at his 








PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 11.- C. (a) id. 
8643 i. Cumulative.] ~ CARSCALLEN vt. WALLBRIDGE, 32 oO. R. Tid. --CAN. 
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Sect. 19..—Quantily of interest given: Sub-sect. 11, 
C. (a) tt. & it2.] 

decease £1,000 in addition to the £6,000 mentioned 
in his will for the same uses, etc., as were mentioned 
therein. By a second codicil, which commenced 
& concluded with the same words as the first, 
but did not refer to it, testator zave to each of his 
two daughters £2,000 in addition to the £6,000 
mentioned in his will, & directed that the 
portions of his children who should die before 
they became payable, should not fall into the 
residue, but go to his heir. Testator left two 
daughters :—Held: the legacies given to them 
by the codicils were cumulative.—WaTSON v. 
REED (1832), 5 Sim. 431; 58 E.R. 398. 

8650. .|—Testator, by a will duly attested, 
gave legacies to various persons, charged upon 
his real & personal estates, & payable at the end of 
two years after his death, & he directed that if his 
property should be more than sufficient to pay 
the legacies, they should be increased proportion- 
ably. By an unattested paper, purporting to be 
instructions for a will, but admitted to probate, 
testator gave legacies to many of the legatees in 
the will, either individually or as members of a 
family ; but the directions as to the time of 
payment & the increase of the legacies were 
omitted :—Held: the legacies in the unattested 
paper were not substitutional for the legacies in 
the will, but cumulative—Strona v. INGRAM 
(1833), 6 Sim. 197; 58 EB. RR. 567. 

8651. .|—Testator, by his will, bequeathed 
sums to his four sons absulutely, & other sums to 
his four daughters for their lives, with remainder 
to their children. One of his sons afterwards died : 
& testator thereupon made a codicil as follows: 
‘‘ In consequence of the death of my son, J. T., 
I have opened my will & now wish to bequeath to 
my wife, £600 a year; to my three sons, £2,000 
each; to my four daughters, £300 a year each; 
&, at the death of my wife, the £600 a year to be 
equally divided amongst my four daughters. 
This memorandum will, I hope, be attended to in 
case of death before I make the legal alteration in 
my will’’ :—Held: the gifts by the codicil were 
in addition to those by the will.—TIWEEDALE v. 
TWEEDALE (1840), 10 Sim. 453; 9 L. J. Ch. 147 ; 
4d Jur. 263; 59 E.R. 691. 
innotations :—Mentd. Blewitt v. Roberts (1841), Cr. & Ph. 

274; Baynes v. Ridge (1853), 1 Eq. Rep. 157; Hill v. 

Potts (1862), 8 Jur. N.S. 555. 

8652. J—Where testator makes several 
gifts to a stranger by different instruments, the 
presumption is that such gifts are cumulative, & 
the circumstance of differences in their character 
or amount, or of a further motive or reason assigned 
upon the instrument, tends to strengthen the 
presumption. 

Several bequests to a servant of testator, made 
in cight different instruments held to be all cumula- 
tive, notwithstanding the gift to the party by the 
last’ codicil was much larger than any of the 
preceding gifts to him; & the whole amount given 
by that codicil was expressed as being given to 
provide for the servants of testator.—SuIssE v. 
LOWTHER (Lorp) (1848), 2 Hare, 424; 7 Jur. 
252; 67 E.R. 175; affd., 12 L. J. Ch. 315, L. G. 
Annotations :—Consd. Bourne » Hartley, Bourne v. Mahon 

(1854), 2 Hq. Rep. 910. Apld. Wilson ». O'Leary (1871), 

40 L. J. Ch. 709. Refd. Lee v. Pain (1845), 4 Hare, 201. 

Mentd. Gloucester Corpn. v. Wood (1844), 14'L. J. Ch. 122. 

8653. -|— Where testator has given a benefit 
to a party by one codicil, & afterwards by a subse- 
quent codicil given a legacy of a different kind of 
property to the same person, without referring to 
the former instrument, this cannot be taken as a 
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case of substitution, but is accumulative.—ROooKE 
v. LANGDON (1844), 2 L. T. O.S. 495. 

8654. .|—By her will testatrix gave £1,000 
stock to trustees, upon trust to apply the dividends 
for the maintenance of her granddaughter until 
she attained twenty-two, & then in trust for her 
absolutely ; but if she died under twenty-two, then 
in trust for testatrix’s children living at the grand- 
daughter’s death. By a codicil testatrix revoked 
the above trusts, & in lieu thereof, directed the 
trustees to apply the dividends for the maintenance 
of the granddaughter until she attained twenty- 
two, & then in trust for her for life for her separate 
use; & in the event of her dying cither above or 
under twenty-two leaving lawful issue, in trust 
for her children equally ; but if she died without 
leaving lawful issue, then in trust for testatrix’s 
children living at the granddaughter’s death, & 
the children of any child who had previously diced. 
By a subsequent codicil testatrix declared that she 
had altered her views respecting her granddaughter 
as to the £1,000 left in the will, which, testatrix 
now thought, might prove a snare for her, & testa- 
trix left £500 for schooling & board :—Jfeld: the 
legacy of £500 was given in addition to & not in 
substitution for that of £1,000 given by the codicil. 
—SAWREY v. RUMNEY (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 698 ; 
19 L. T. O.S. 337; 17 Jur. 83; 64 E.R. 1305. 

8655. -]—By his will testator directed his 
property to be divided into eight equal shares, 
one to each of his seven children then living, naming 
them, of whom R., a daughter, was one, & the other 
share to the children of a deceased son. The share 
of each daughter was to be invested, & the interest 
was to be paid to her as it became due, & after her 
decease to her children. By a codicil testator 
directed his exors. to transfer £300 Consols as a 
legacy to R. ‘‘ my daughter named in my will in 
trust as otherwise therein stipulated, anything 
therein to the contrary notwithstanding ’? :— 
Held: the £800 Consols was additional to the 
gifts to K. in the will, & she took the same 
absolutely, subject nevertheless to have it secured. 
—LEDGER v. HOOKER (1853), 18 Jur. 481. 

8656. -]—Testator by a codicil to his will 
bequeathed the residue of his personal estate to 
his three sons, A., K. & co. in equal shares. By 
a second codicil he gave to his son BL. a legacy of 
£4,000. Testator left fifteen children, six of whom 
were not mentioned in his will & codicils :~-Held : 
the gift of the legacy was additional to, & not in 
substitution of, the gift of the share in the residue. 
-~GORDON v. ANDERSON (1858), 32 L. T. O. S. 
119; 4 Jur. N.S. 1097. 

8657. -]—Testator, by a codicil, bequeathed 
000 to a charitable society, to be paid out of his 
pure personalty. He afterwards, by another 
codicil, bequeathed £1,000 to the same society, 
without specifying the fund out of which it was to 
be paid :—Tield : the second legacy was additional 
as well as cumulative, & therefore payable out of 
the same fund as the first.—JOHNSTONE  v. 
JIARROWBY (EARL) (1859), 1 De G. F. & J. 188; 
29 L. J. Ch. 145; 1 L. T. 390; 6 Jur. N.S. 153; 
S$W.R. 105; 45 BE. R. 328, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd, Re Gibson’s Trusts (1861), 2 John. & 
H. 656; Re Boden, Boden v. Boden, [1907] 1 Ch. 132. 
Refd. Ite Smith (1862), 2 John. & H. 594; Cresswell », 
Cresswell (1868), L. R. 6 Kq. 69; Donnellan v. O'Neill 
(1870), 18 W. R. 1188; Courtauld, Courtauld v. 
Cawston (1882), 47 L. T. 647; Re Colyer, Millikin v. 
Snelling (1886), 55 L. T. 344; Re Joseph, Pain v. Joseph, 
[1908] 1 Ch. 599; Re Howe, Wilkinson v. Fernichough 
(1910), 103 L. T. 185. 
8658. -]—'T'estator, by codicil, gave legacies 

of various amounts to nine legatecs & a year's 

wages to every one of his servants. He afterwards 

made a second codicil, which was substantially a 
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copy of the former, except as follows: One of the 
legatees named in the first codicil was not named in 
the second, three of the legacies given by the 
second codicil were less than those given by the 
first to the same persons, one legacy was given by 
the second codicil to a person not named in the 
first, the gift to servants by the second codicil was 
of ‘‘a year’s wages liberally interpreted,’ & the 
second codicil contained a direction for payment 
of duty on legacies :—Held : the case was not taken 
out of the general rule that the gift of a legacy by 
a subsequent instrument to a person who takes a 
legacy under an earlier instrument is cumulative & 
not: substitutionary.— WILSON v. O’ LEARY (1872), 
7 Ch. App. 448; 41 L. J. Ch. 342; 26 L. T. 463 ; 
20 W. R. 501, L. JU. 
Annotations -——Consd. Hubbard v. 

L. T. 52. Folld 

46 Sol. Jo. 552, 

92 L. T. 831. 

8659. }—Re SEGELCKE, ZIEGLER v. NICOL, 
Nu. 7716, ante. 


lii. Gifts of Kqual Amounts. 


8660. Cumulative.]—WaALLoP v. Hewett (LADY) 
(1672), 2 Rep. Ch. 70; 21 EB. R. 619. 

Annotation :—Consd. Hatton v. Hooley (1773), Lofft, 122. 
8661. .|—NEWPORT v. KYNASTON (1677), 

Cas. temp. Finch, 204; 2 Rep. Ch. 110; 23 EB. R. 

161. 

Annotation :—Refd. Hatton v. Hooley (1773), Lofft, 122. 
8662. —-—.|-—-If a man gives the same person 

two legacies of the same amount, one by his will & 

one by his codicil, parol evidence is admissible 
to prove that he intended the legatee should have 
both.-—CLIFFE 7. GUBBONS (1714), 2 Ld. Raym. 

1324; 92 BE. R. 364, L. C. 

Annotations -—Refd. Goodtitlo d. Hart ». Knot (1774), 1 
Cowp. 43; Denn d. Mellor v. Moor (1796), 1 Bos. & P. 558. 
8663. ——-.J— RipGes v. Morrison (1784), 1 

Bro. C. C. 3889; 28 E.R. 1195. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Benyon v. Benyon (1810), 17 Ver. 34. 
Distd. Whyto v. Whyte (1873), L. Rh. 17 Eq. 50. Refd. 
Allen v. Callow (L796), 3° Ves. 289; Suisse v. Lowther 
(1845), 7 Jur. 252. 

8664. -]-—The same legacy given by different 
instruments, shall be cumulative.—BAILMIE v. 
BUTTERFIELD (1787), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 392; 29 
ky. R. 1217. 

8665. -]—Where two legacies of the same 
sum are bequeathed to the same person by different 
instruments, viz. one in a will, & the other in a 
codicil, the legatee is entitled to both, unless there 
be some circumstance to show that the intent of 
testator was, that he should take but one.—JAMES 
v, SEMMENS (1793), 2 Hy. Bl. 213; 126 E.R. 512. 
Annotations :—Consd, Allen v. Callow (1796), 3 Ves. 289; 

Osborne v. Leeds (1800), 5 Ves. 369. 

8666. o|--Legacy by will; the same sum 
given by codicil to the same person upon a contin- 
gency :—Held: additional—HoDGEs v. PEAcOcK 
(1798), 3 Ves. 735; 30 KB. R. 1246. 


Alexander (1876), 35 
. Ke Pinney, Pinney v. Pinney (1902), 
Refd. Re Barker, Capon v. Flick (1905), 

















8667. —----.|—-BENYON v. BENYOoN, No. 8700, 
post. 
8668, ——.]— Double legacies, though of equal 


amount, with circumstances of difference, as in 
the times of payment of annuities, half-yearly & 
quarterly, accumulative ; not, if exactly similar ; 
though by different instruments.— CURRIE v. PYE 
(1811), 17 Ves. 462 ; 34 i. R. 179, L. C. 

aan :-—Mentd. Andrews v. Barnes (1888), 39 Ch. D. 


8669, ——.]-—H{urst v. Breacn, No. 8701, post. 
8670. ——.|—Testator, in his lifetime, by bond 
secured to H. an annuity of £300 for life, payable on 
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the usual quarter days, etc.; & by his will he 
confirmed it, & bequeathed a further annuity of 
£200 payable in the same manner, it being his 
intention that she should receive an annuity of 
£500 instead of £300. By a codicil, testator 
directed his trustees to raise £500 a year & pay 
same to H. during her life, by quarterly payments : 
—Held: the second annuity was cumulative.— 
RADBURN v. JERVIS, HARE v. HILL (1840), 3 Beav. 
$50; 49 E.R. 177. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Allen v. Maddock (1858), 11 Moo. 

P. C. C. 427. 

8671. .|\—Testator gave the interest of 
£50,000 to his wife for life, & directed that after her 
death £10,000 should be set apart out of that sum 
in aid of his residuary estate, & he directed that 
the interest of the moneys arising from the sale & 
conversion of his real & personal estate not speci- 
fically devised or bequeathed, & also of the £10,000, 
should be paid to A. for life. By a codicil testator 
bequeathed to A. ‘‘ the legacy or sum of £10,000, 
to be paid to him out of my residuary estate’ :— 
Held: the sum of £10,000 given by the codicil 
was distinct from the sum of £10,000 given by the 
will.—FonrBES v. LAWRENCE (1844), 1 Coll. 495 3 63 


Ie. R. 515. 
.J}—A bequest by the will of testatrix 





8872. 
of an annuity to her ‘‘ servant,’’ H., & a bequest 
by a codicil three years afterwards of an annuity 
of the same amount to her ‘‘ servant,’ E. :—Held : 
to be cumulative, the word ‘‘ servant ’’ not express- 
ing the motive, but being descriptive only.—Rocu 
v. CALLEN (1847), 6 Llare, 531; 17 L. J. Ch. 144; 
12 Jur. 48; 67 Te. R. 1274. 

8673. .}— Testator bequeathed to his 
daughter A. £1,000 & 100 banking shares, & to his 
daughter B. £3,000 & 100 shares. By a codicil, 
he revoked both gifts to A. & bequeathed to her 
£500 & ‘the’? 100 shares specified in his will. 
But as to B., he revoked the £3,000 only, & gave 
to her £1,500 & 100 shares :—Held: B. was entitled 
to 200 shares, the legacies being cumulative.— 
LoBLEY v. Stocks (1854), 19 Beav. 392; 52 E. KR. 
402. 

8674. .J}—Testatrix by her will gives a legacy 
of £500 to be invested, & the annual produce paid 
to I. for life, & after her death to J. absolutely. 
Testatrix then makes five codicils, by some of 
which she gives several legacies of the same amount 
to the same persons, as she has previously given 
by other codicils anterior in date, expressing in 
other instances of legacies given; that those 
legacies were in addition to those already given, 
but not using the words ‘‘ in addition to ’’ where 
she gives the same suins to the same persons as 
before, ina former codicil. E. dies before testatrix, 
who, after the death of E., by a codicil to her will, 
declares that she revokes the legacy of £100 given 
to J. Evidence is adduced to show that testatrix 
intended to cancel two of the codicils, supported 
by the fact that she calls her fourth codicil her 
third codicil, & also that she promised to settle 
£400 on J. The will & all the codicils are proved, 
notwithstanding such evidence; & on _ the 
questions—first, whether the legacies given twice 
over were, in the second instance, substitutionary 
or cumulative; & whether the revocation as to 
the legacy called £100 revoked the legacy of £500 
given to J. :—-Held: the codicils being all admitted 
to probate, the legacies given twice over were 
cumulative & not substitutionary, & the revocation 
of the legacy of £100 meant to revoke the legacy 
of £500 to the extent of £100 only, & J. was 
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entitled to £400.—THURNALL v. RAYNER (1856), 4 

W.R. 404. 








8675. ---—.]- Tuckkry v. HENDERSON, No. 8694, 
post. 
8676. j|—Re PINNEY, PINNEY v. PINNEY 


(1902), 46 Sol. Jo. 552. 


(6) Construed as Substitutional. 
i. Jn General. 


8677. Intention of testator.}——‘The husband 
devised £1,000 to his wife, & about five years after 
he wrote a codicil reciting that he had given her 
£1,000 by his will; & by that codicil he gave her 
£1,600, decreed she shall have that sum, & not 
both.—Lonpon Corpn. v. Russent (1677), Cas. 
temp. Finch, 290; 23 FE. R. 159. 

Annotations :--Refd. Hatton v. Hooley (1773), Lofft, 122 ; 
Lee v. Pain (1844), 4 Hare, 201. - 

8678. .J|—Where a testamentary instrument 
incomplete as a will, appears on the face of it to be 
intended as a substitution for a former cornplete 
will, the legacies given by the latter only shall take 
effect, notwithstanding both instruments are 
proved in the Spiritual Court. But where a former 
will makes a charge of legacies generally on land, 
& a subsequent will giving legacies is not attested 
so as to affect the land, yet the general charge of 
the former shall include the legacies given by the 
latter. Otherwise, where the charge is made of 
particular leyacies.—JACKSON v. JACKSON (1788), 
2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 35; 30 E.R. 17. 

Annotations :—Consd. Kidd v. North (1846), 2 Ph. 91. 
Apld. Tuckey v. Henderson (1863), 33 Beav. 174. Refd. 
In the Estate of Bryan, {1907} P. 125. Mentd. Byne vw. 
Currey (1834), 4 Tyr. 478. 

8679, —-—-.;— JAMES v. SEMMENS, No. 8665, ante. 

8680. ——-.;—The rule, that legacies to the same 
persons by different instruments shall be accumula- 
tive, repelled by internal evidence of an intended 
substitution.—ALLEN v, CALLOW (1796), 3 Ves. 
289; 30 E. R. 1016. 

Annetation :-—Consd. Lee v. Pain (1844), 4 Hare, 201. 
8681. ——-.,—(1) A claim of double legacies by 

two instruments, a will & a codicil, repelled by the 

internal evidence & circumstances. 

(2) Qu.: whether parol evidence of the intention 
of testator can be read originally in opposition to 
a claim of double legacies.---OSBORNE v., LEEDS 
(DUK) (1800), 5 Ves. 869; 31 E.R. 634. 
Annotations :-—-Consd. Lee v. Pain (1844), 4 Hare, 201. 

Refd. Hurst v. Beach (1819), 5 Madd. 351; Thorne vw. 

Rooke (1841), 2 Curt. 799. 

8682. — Upon exceptions, an unconditional 
legacy given by a third testamentary paper was 
held to be a substitution of a conditional legacy 
to the same amount, given by the first testa- 
mentary paper.—A.-G. wv. HARLEY (1819), 4 
Madd. 263; 56 FE. R. 703. 

Annotations :—Consd. Kidd ¢«. North (1846), 2 Ph. 91. 
Refd. Hurst «. Beach (1819), 5 Madd. 851; Lee c. Pain 
(1844), 4 Hare, 201. 


8683. 








-|—Legacies given to the same per- 

sons, though by different instruments, & in some 

instances, of different anmiounts :—Held: to be 

substitutional.— GILLESPIE v. ALEXANDER (1824), 

ae & St.145; 3L.J.0.S. Ch. 52; 57 EB. XH. 

«innotations :—Consd. Lee v. Pain (1844), 4 Hare, 201. 
Refd. Tatham v. Drummond (1864), 10 L. T. 233. 


8684. -}—Where two testamentary papers 
were left by a testator :—Held : from a similarity 
of form & expression in the two instruments, & of 
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the annuities, legacies & gifts contained in them, 
the latter was for the greater part, if not wholly, 
a substitute for the former.— HEMMING v. GURREY 
(1827), 1 Dow. & Cl. 35; 6 E. R. 4883; sub nom. 
HEMING v, CLUTTERBUCK, 1 Bli. N.S. 479, H. Ju. 

Annotations :-—Folld. Tuckey v. Henderson (1863), 33 Beav. 

174. Distd. Wilson wv. O'Leary (1872), 7 Ch. App. 448. 

Apld. Whyte v. Whyte (1873), 22 W. R. 180. Refd. 

Sulsse «. Lowther (1843), 2 Hare, 424 ; Lee v. Pain (1845), 

4 Hare, 201; Kidd v. North (1846), 2 Ph. 91. 

8685. -|—Equal sums given to the same 
person by a will & codicil :—Held: the character 
& objects of the latter, to be substitutional, & not 
accumulative, although the legacy given by the 
codicil was only conditional.—FRASER v. BYNG 
(1829), 1] Russ. &M.90; 39H. . 35, LC. 
Annotations :-~Apld. Bourne v. Hartley, Bourne v. Mahon 

(1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 910. Refd. Lee v. Pain (1845), 4 Hare, 

201; Kidd v. North (1846), 2 Vh. 91; Whyte v. Whyte 

(1873), L. R. 17 Kq. 50. 

8686. .i-—-A. by each of two several codicils 
to his will, directed his just debts to be paid, &, 
in particular, a debt of £12; by one of them, 
he gave £100 to a charity, & by the other, he gave 
£200 to the same charity :— Held: the legacies 
were not accumulative, & the latter legacy was 
only a substitution of the former.—SIMon vv. 
BARBER (1829), Tamil. 14; 48 BF. RR. 7. 

8687. -|-—Where testator makes distinct 
gifts by distinct codicils the presumption is, that 
the subsequent gifts are additional, & that 
testator, When he made the last had not forgotten 
the former, & did not mean to make the last either 
in vain or in substitution for the former; but this 
presumption may be strengthened or rebutted b 
any circumstances which, by just inference 
presumption, may enable the ct. to ascertain the 
real intention of testator.—ROBLEY tv. ROBLEY 
(1839), 2 Beav. 95; 3 Jur. GO4; 48 BE. R. 1115. 

8688. ——-.]—'Testator having at the time of 
making his will £2,000, 3 per cent. Consols, but 
not mentioning that fact in his will, directed his 
exors. to invest out of his residuary estate a 
sufficient sum in the 8 per cent. Consols to produce 
an annual income of £279 8s., Which he bequeathed 
to his wife for life, & after her death, he bequeathed 
£2,000 stock, part of the fund to be so purchased, 
to five trustees, upon trust, out of the dividends, 
& out of the rents of certain leasehold tenements, 
to pay to poor decayed tradesmen & poor women, 
residents of Aylesbury, a sum of £5 each, per 
annum; & if there was a surplus of the dividends, 
to pay such surplus among those poor men & 
women, as the trustees should think proper. He 
afterwards sold out the £2,000 3 per cents., & by 
a codicil, reciting that he had sold out “ the £2,000 
stock, as mentioned in his will,” & bought long 
anbuities with the proceeds, he bequeathed the 
dividends of those annuities to his wife for life, & 
after her death he bequeathed the annuities to the 
five trustees above referred to, upon trust, out of 
the dividends & out of the rents of the leaseholds 
before referred to, to pay to poor decayed tradesmen 
& poor women, natives & residents of Aylesbury, a 
sum of £5 each per annum; & that if there was a 
surplus of the dividends, to pay to six poor men 
& six women, the sum of £7, instead of £5 each :— 
Held: the bequests contained in the codicil were 
in substitution of the benefits given by the will, & 
were not cumulative.—A.-G. v. GEORGE (1843), 12 
L. J. Ch. 165; 7 Jur. 14], L. C. 

8689. .J—-A legacy given by an incomplete 
testamentary paper :-—Held: to be in substitution 
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for two legacies of greater amount given to the 

same party by a previous will & codicil. 

If an incomplete testamentary paper, made 
before Jan. 1, 1838, contains internal evidence of 
an intention to make an entirely new disposition, 
& for that purpose to undo all that had been done 
by a previous complete will, the ct. will give effect 
to the new disposition as far as it goes, in substitu- 
tion for the former, but will treat the former one 
as operative so far as no substituted disposition 
is provided in its place. 

When the testamentary papers of which probate 
is granted appear to give several legacies to the 
same persons, it is often extremely difficult to 
ascertain what was the real intention of testator ; 
& to attain that object as far as possible, certain 
rules have been laid down & nice distinctions taken ; 
but such rules & distinctions are applicable only to 
cases in which there is no internal evidence of 
intention ; for where that is to be found, it must 
prevail (LORD COTTENHAM, C.).— Kipp v. NoRTH 
(1846), 2 Ph. 91; 16L. J. Ch. 116; 10 Jur. 995; 
ALK. R. 876 ; sub nom. Tipp v. NORTH, 8 L. T'. O.S. 
289, L. C. 
annotations :—Folld. Tuckey v. Henderson (1863), 33 Beav. 

174. Refd. Wilson v. O "Leary (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 525; 

Inthe Estate of Bryan, (1907) P. 125. 

8690. |\—STODDART v. GRANT (1852), 1 
Macq. 163; 19 L. T. O. S. 305, H. L. 

Annotations :—~Mentd. Cutto v, Gilbert (1854), 9 Moo. PC: 
131; Richards yr. a tee Ariss (1854), 1 Eee. & Ad. 
235; Lord v. Colvin (1859), 7 kt. 661; Lemage v. 
Goodban (1865), I. a 1 a & dD), ie ; In the Goods of De 
la Saussaye (1873), LL. KR. 3 D. & I. 425 Jn the Goods of 
Howden (1874), 43 L. J. P. & M. 26; Townsend v. Moore, 


[1905] P. 66. 

8691. .|—Where a legacy is given in each 
of two different instruments, testator must, prima 
jJacie, be understood to have meant to give two 
separate legacies ; but there may be circumstances 
to rebut that presumption. 

Testator gave by his will, ‘‘ to my natural or 
reputed daughter, M. S., £2,000, for her own sole 
& separate use, the interest thereof, at 5 per 
cent., to be expended on her education”; & 
entrusted the care & charge of her to his brother. 
In a codicil, executed five years afterwards, he 
said, ‘' I add £3,000 to the £2,000 to which M. 8. 
is entitled under my will, by which she becomes 
entitled to £5,000." In about a year afterwards, 
& about ten ‘days before his death, he made a 
further codicil, in which he said, ‘‘ Not having 
time to alter my will, & to guard against any risk, 
1 hereby charge the whole of my estates & property 
in the funds with the sum of £20,000 for my 
daughter, M. D.’’; in this instance giving her his 
own name, as if she was a legitimate daughter :— 
Held: there were circumstances here to rebut the 
ee facie presumption in favour of the last 

vegacy being treated as additional, & it was only 
in substitution for the sums previously given.— 
RUSSELL v. DICKSON (1853), 4 H. L. Cas. 293; 21 
LT. 0.8. 161; 17 Jur. 307; 10 &. 1. 475, H. L. ; 
affg. (1842), 2 Dr. & War. 1338, L. C. 
se Aerts :—Distd. Cresswell v. Cresswell (1868), L. R. 
6 Kq. 69; Kirkpatrick «. Bedford, Bedford v. Kirkpatrick 
ete), 4 ‘App. Cas. 06. Refd. Suisse v. Lowther (1843), 2 


, 424: Lee v. Pain (1844), 4 Hare, 201; Wilson v. 
O'Lear (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 525; Whyte v. Whyte (1873), 


a R.1T gq 
$692. —.|—By will testator directed his 
exors. ‘‘to invest a competent sum with any 
respectable assurance co. in Ireland, either in their 
own names or in the name of his sister H., in the 
purchase of a clear annuity of £20 for H. during her 
life.” Testator was then residing in Ireland. 
He afterwards came to reside in England, & while 
there executed a codicil to his will, in which he 
directed his exors. ‘‘to procure the purchase of 
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an annuity of £20 yearly from some approved 

annuity co. in London or Dublin, to be paid to H. 

during her life’’:—Held: testator referred in 

both instruments to one & the same annuity, & 
the gifts were not cumulative.—-BOoURNE v. HARtT- 

LEY, BOURNE v. MAHON (1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 910; 

23 L. T. O. 8. 219; 18 Jur. 532; 2 W. R. 452. 
8693. J—Testator bequeathed {o his nieces 

£500 owing to him from A. B., & he directed that 

if his estate should not be sufficient to pay his 
legacies in full, they should, exclusive of that to his 
nieces, abate proportionably, & if it should be more 
than sufficient, they should be increased propor: 
tionably. Testator received the debt, & by 

subsequent codicil, ‘‘ in the place of the intended 
legacy,’’ gave his nieces £500, to be paid out of his 
general personal estate -—H eld: the second 
legacies were substitutionary, & subject to the 
same incidents, & the nieces were not entitled to 
have them increased proportionably out of the 

undisposed- -of estate.-—DUNCAN v. DUNCAN (No. 2) 

(1859), 27 Beav. ae ; 541. RK. 154. 

8694. }—(1) Gifts of legacies of different 
amounts to the ee persons, by two different 
instruments :—Held: substitutional, & not cumu- 
lative. 

(2) By her will, testatrix, under an existing 
power, appointed £1,000to A.B. By asubsequent 
testamentary instrument she bequeathed £1,000 
to A. B. :—Held: the gifts were cumulative. 

(3) The question whether legacies in such a 
case are cumulative is simply one of construction, 
to be decided upon the whole scope of the two 
instruments taken together.—TUCKEY v. HENDER- 
SON (1863), 33 Beav. 174; 9 Jur. N.S. 1806; 11 
W.R. 1013; 55 BE. R. 333. 

Annotations : As to (1) Distd. Cresswell «. Creaswell (1868), 
L. R.6 Eq. 69. Refd. Roxburgh v. pulley (1864), IL. T. 
587; Inthe Estate of Bryan, (1907) P. 1 
8695. |—Where testator ae a will & 

three codicils, all of which referred to the will, 

but the later codicils did not allude to the earlier, 
it was, upon a question as to the construction of 
the instruments :—Held: the distribution of the 
property made by the third codicil were substitu- 
tional, & the legacies given by it were alone 

pavable.—RoxBURGH v. FULLER (1864), 11 L. T. 

587; 13 W. R. 39. 

8696, —— .|—Testatrix gave legacies by the first 
codicil to her will; & by the second codicil gave 
other legacies of the same amount to the same 
persons & expressed in the same words :—Held: 
these legacies were not cumulative.—TATHAM v. 
DRUMMOND (1864), 3 New Rep. 706; 33 L. J. Ch. 
438; 10 L. IT. 283; 10 Jur. N.S. B57: ; revesd. on 
another point, 4 De G. J. & Sm. 484, L. C 
Annotations :—Mentd. Cresswell v. Cresswell (1868), L. R. 

6 Kq. 69; Re Watmough’s Trusts (1869), L. R. 8 ‘q. 272 ; 

Biscoe v. Jackson (1881), 5 a te J. Ch. ant Re Jackson, 

Biscoe v. Jackson (1881), 45 L. T. 8; Re Wedgwood, 

Allen v. Wedgwood, [1915] Ch. 113. 

8697. .]|—Testator devised his freeholds in 
trust to pay two-fifths of the rents to A. for life, 
with remainder to his children, & to pay three- 
tenths to B. for life, with remainder to his children, 
& to pay the remaining three-tenths to C. for life, 
with remainder to her children. By a codicil he 
left A. an equal share only of the property with 
B. & C., instead of the increased share :—Held : 
the property was divisible into thirds, one of which 
belonged to each of the legatees for life, with 
remainder to his children.—QUENTERY v. QUEN- 
TERY (1864), 33 Beav. 369; 55 H.R. 410. 

8698. j—Testator gave two legacies of 
£5,000 each to the same person by two codicils 
executed at the same time, & in nearly the same 
words, neither codicil comprising any other legacy. 


3 7 2 
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One instrument he sent to his solr. & the other he 
sent to the legatee. Three years afterwards he 
withdrew the codicil held by his solr. & sent it also 
to the legatee. He had previously executed his 
will in duplicate, sending one copy to his solr. & 
the other to the principal beneficiary :—Held: the 
legacies given by the two codicils were substitu- 
tional & not cumulative.—WHYTE v. WHYTE 
(1873), L. R. 17 Hq. 50; 438 L. J. Ch. 104; 22 
W. R. 180. 

8699. Gifts for same cause or motive.|— 
St. ALBANS (DUKE) v. BEAUCLERK, No. 8712, post. 

8700. —— .]— Legacies to the same persons 
by distinct instruments accumulative ; subject to 
be repelled by internal evidence; as where the 
same sum is given for the same cause; qu.: 
whether by the mere equality of amount.— BENYON 
v. BENYON (1810), 17 Ves. 34; 34 Ke. RR. 14. 
Annotation :—Consd. Bourne v. Hartley, Bourne v. Mahon 

(1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 910. 

8701. J—Where testator leaves two 
testamentary instruments, & in both has given a 
legacy simpliciter to the same person, the ct., 
considering that he who has twice given, must, 
primé facie, be intended to mean two gifts, awards 
to the legatee both legacies; & it is indifferent 
whether the second legacy is of the same amount, 
or less, or larger, than the first. But if in such 
two instruments the legacies are not given sini- 
pliciter, but. the motive of the gift is expressed, & 
in both instruments the same motive is expressed, 
& the same sum is given, the ct. considers these 
two coincidences as raising a presumption that 
testator did not. by the second instrument mean a 
second gift, but meant only a repetition of the 
former gift. The ct. raises this presumption only 
where the double coincidence occurs, of the same 
motive, & the same sum, in both instruments. 
It will not raise it, if in either instrument there be 
no motive, or a different motive, expressed, 
although the sums be the same; nor will it raise 
it, if the same motive be expressed in both instru- 
ments, & the sums be different. The presumption 
cannot therefore be raised in this case, although 
it be admitted that the motives are the same, 
inasmuch as the sums are different, & upon the 
face of these instruments the deft. is entitled to 
both sums (LEacH, V.-C.).—Ifursr v. Breacn 
(1821), 5 Madd. 851: 56 Ik. R. 929. 

Annotations :—Apld. Lord +. Sutcliffe (1828), 2 Sim. 273. 
nsd. Suisse v. Lowther (1843), 2 Hare, 424. Apld. 

Roch v. Callen (1848), 6 Hare, 53) ; Gordon v. Anderson 

(1858), 32 L. T. O. S. 119. Consd. Wilson v. O'Leary 

(1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 525. Refd. Guy +. Sharp (1833), 

Coop. temp. Brough. 80; Lee v. Pain (1844), 4 Hare, 201; 

Thurnall v. Rayner (1856), 4 W. R. 404. Mentd. Thorne 

v. Rooke (1841), 2 Curt. 799; Kirk v. Eddowes (1844), 3 

Hare, 509; Sayre v. Cramp (1854), 2 W. R. 438. 

8702. ——— -|—The legatee will take two 
legacies by different instruments, unless substitu- 
tion be evidently intended from the character of 
the second instrument, or the expressions used, or 
the same sum be twice given, & the same motive 
expressed in both instruments.-- WRAY v. FIELD 
(1822), 6 Madd. 300; 56 E.R. 11053 affd. (1826), 
2 Russ. 257, L. C. 

8703. Second gift explaining first.)—Lega- 
cies nearly similar given to the same persons by 
different instruments; legatees not entitled to 
both. Bequest to A. his exors. & administrators, 
desiring him to dispose in such charities as he 
thinks fit, recommending poor clergymen with 
large families & good characters: A. died nine 
years before testatrix, who had notice of that: 
executed by the ct. by reference to the Master to 
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settle a plan having particular regard to that 

recommendation. 

It is impossible now to lay down a rule of 
discretion, without departing from the cases which 
have established first, that the second instrument 
is additional to the first, because primd facie there 
is no reason why the second instrument should be 
made, unless the intention was to add to the 
first ; but this of course must be checked by this, 
that if there is evidence, that instead of addition 
it was intended simply as repetition, it is not 
additional (LoRD 'Ti1tURLOW, C.).—MOGGRIDGE v. 
'THACKWELL (1792), 3 Bro. ©. C. 517; 1 Ves. 464 ; 
30 bk. R. 440, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Benyon v. Benyon (1810), 17 Ves. 34 ; 
Lee v. Pain (1844), 4 Hare, 201 ; Wilson v. O’Leary (1871), 
L. R. 12 iKq. 525. Mentd. Morice v. Durham (1804), 9 
Ves, 399; Mills vy. Farmer (1815), 1 Mer. 55; Tatham v. 
Drummond (1864), 3 New Kep. 706. 

8704. Legatees of first instrument legatees 
of second.]—The rule, that legacies to the same 
persons by different instruments shall be accumula- 
tive, repelled by internal evidence & the circum- 
stance, that all the legatees by the first instrument 
were legatees in the second, except those, who were 
dead, or had quitted testator’s service.— BARCLAY 
v. WAINWRIGHT (1797), 3 Ves. 462 ; 30 1. R. 1106. 
Annotations :—-Refd. Lee v. Pain (1844), 4 Hare, 201; 

Whyte v. Whyte (1873), L. R. 17 Eq. 50. 

8705. Second gift taking effect on cesser of 
prior interest.J—Gift of residue to pay income to 
widow for life, subject to the payment thereout. of 
an annuity of £10 to A. for his life. After the 
decease of his widow, a disposition was made of the 
property, & amongst other gifts there was one of 
the dividends of £1,000 stock to A. for life :— 
Ileld; the annuity to A. ceased upon the death 
of the widow, & A. then took the dividends on the 
£1,000 in substitution. —ADNAM v. COLE (1843), 6 
Beav. 353: 49 FE. RR. Sou. 
fen iaiton :—-Mentd. Trimmer vr. Danby (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 


8706. J}—Bequest of an annuity of 
LX0U to testator’s wife, followed by a bequest, 
among others, of an annuity of £200 to testator’s 
daughter, & a subsequent direction, in the same 
instrument, that at the death of testator’s wife the 
daughter was to have £400 a year :—Held: the 
annuity of £400 given to the daughter was in 
substitution for, & not in addition to, the prior 
annuity of £200 given to the same legatee.-—- 
YOCKNEY v. HANSARD (1841), 3 Hare, 620; 8 Jur. 
$223 67 Ie. R. 527. 

8707. Second gift expressly in substitution.| 
Testator by his will bequeathed a legacy of 
£70,000 to trustees upon certain trusts in favour 
of one of his adopted daughters therein named, & 
a legacy of £80,000 upon similar trusts in favour 
of another adopted daughter, also named; & 
after declaring that the terms ‘‘the residuary 
legatees’’’ thereinafter used should be considered 
to designate all persons thereinbefore named as 
pecuniary legatees, he bequeathed his residuary 
estate in trust for, & to be divided among, ‘‘ the 
residuary Jegatees ’? pro rata in proportion to the 
amounts of the legacies thereinbefore bequeathed 
to “the said residuary legatees”"’ respectively. 
By a codicil, testator, revoked the legacy of 
£70,000 given by the will, & ‘“ in substitution for & 
not in addition to ”’ same, gave to his trustees the 
sum of £80,000 upon the same trusts as those 
declared in the will concerning the revoked legacy 
of £70,000, & ‘‘in the same manner as if they 
were there repeated ’’; & in terms substantially 
identical testator revoked the legacy of £80,000 
given by the will, & gave a legacy of £140,000, ‘‘ in 
substitution for & not in addition to’ the revoked 
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legacy of £80,000. <A question arose as to whether, 
in the division of the residuary estate, any & what 
share of it should be allotted in respect of the two 
increased legacies, or in respect of the two for 
which they were substituted :—Held: in the 
absence of authority, the fullest meaning must be 
given to the words ‘‘ in substitution for & not in 
addition to,’’ & reading the will & codicil together, 
the cffect was as if testator had directed that the 
increased legacies should be read as if they were 
inserted in the will for all purposes; & the residue 
must be divided amongst the legatees as if their 
original legacies had been the amounts mentioned 
in the codicil, & not in the will.—Ae COURTAULD, 
COURTAULD v. CAWSTON (1882), 47 L. T. 647. 

8708. Construction of later instruments.!—LEE 
v. PAIN, No. 8637, ante. 

8709. Presumption of law.]—Lue v. PAIN, No. 
8637, ante. 

8710. Admissibility of extrinsic evidence.| 
OSBORNE v. LEEDS (DUKE), No. 8681, ante. 

8711. J—LEE v. PAIN, No. 8637, ante. 


i. Gifts of Equal Amounts. 


8712. Substitutional.|—Where the same specific 
thing 1s given by two codicils, it can be only 
considered as a repetition. The same rule as to 
legacies of the like sum, or of the like quantities or 
things, though given in different writings, unless it 
can be shown it was the testator’s intention to 
make them additions. 

Where another legacy is given for the same cause, 
though in different instruments, there shall not. be 
a double legacy.—ST. ALBANS (DUKE) v. BEAU- 
CLERK (1748), 2 Atk. 686; 26 KE. R. 780, TC. 
Annotations :--—Bistd. uy v. Foy (1785), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 

163. Apld. Hatton v. Hooley (1773), Lofft, 122. Consd. 

Hurst v. Beach (1819), 5 Madd. 351; Lee v. Vain (1844), 

4 Hare, 201. Refd. Tweedale v. Tweedale (1840), 10 Sim. 

453; Suisse oe. Lowther (1843), 2 Hare, 424; Wilson wv. 

O’Leary (1872), 7 Ch. App. 448. 











8713, ——-.J—WRray v. FIELD, No. 8702, ante. 
8714, — ---.!—(1) Testator had a certain kind of 


foreign stock, & by two different codicils refers 
in terns to that stock, & disposes of it to the same 
person by both codicils :—Held : wspecifie legacy, 
& the second gift was a substitution for the first, 
& not cumulative. 

(2) Where two different sums of money were 
given by the same codicils, though in some degree 
connected by expression with the specific gift, 
those perunety legacies held to be cumulative, 
there being no sufficient indication of intention 
to overturn the general rule.—HtkTrFORD (MaR- 
QUIS) v. LOWTHER (LORD) (1845), 4 lL. TI. O. S. 
450.1. C, 

8715. —--— Different papers regarded as one 
instrument.|— HIEMMING v. GURREY, No. 8684, arife. 

8716. .|—Testator by his will, gave all 
his property to his wife absolutely. By a subse- 
quent incomplete testamentary paper, he gave all 
his property to his wife & two other persons, in 
trust to sell & pay the interest of the proceeds 
to his wife for her life, & after her decease, to 
dispose of the principal to the purposes after 
mentioned. ‘Testator then gave several legacies & 
annuities, & directed that, after the death & failure 
of issue of one of the annuitants, the annuity 
should be paid to his residuary legatee, but he did 
not name any. In another testamentary paper 
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testator gave legacics & annuities to the legatees 
& annuitants named in the former paper, & also 
to other persons :—Held; the three papers formed 
together testator’s will; the bequest to the wife 
in the first paper was not revoked except so far 
as was necessary to provide for the legacies & 
annuities ; & the legacies given by the second & 
third papers were single & not cumulative.— 
BRINE v. FERRIER (1835), 7 Sim. 549; 58 1. R. 948. 


SUB-SECT. 12.—SuUCCESSIVE INTERESTS. 
A. Donees Named Together. 


8717. Whether donees take in succession— 
Express limitation—Order of seniority.,—A devise 
to A. & his brothers successively, without mention- 
ing the order of succession, for their lives, with 
this condition that they do not enter on or enjoy 
the premises until a month after their marriages, 
is sufficiently certain, & if A. is the elder of the 
brothers they shall take according to their 
seniority.— ONGLEY v. PEALE (1712), 2 Ld. Raym. 
1312; 10 Mod. Rep. 103; 92 I. R. 359; sub nom. 
UNGLY v. PEALE, 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 358; revsg. 
S.C. sub nom. PEATE v, OUGLY (1710), 1 Com. 197. 


Annotations :—Refd. Ellis v. Smith (1753), Dick. 225; Llott 
vy. Genge (1842), 3 Curt. 160; Hudson v. Parker (1844), 1 
hob, Keel. 14; Casement v. Fulton (1845), 3 Moo. Ind. 
App. 395; Pearson v. Pearson & Pearson (1871), 40 
L. J.P. & M. 53. 


8718, ——— ——-.J—Testatrix bequeathed 
the ‘‘ interest’ of a sum of money to her eldest 
child for life, ‘' & afterwards to devolve in 
succession on her, testatrix’s, remaining children ”’ : 
—IHTeld : onthe death of the eldest, the others were 
entitled for life in succession, according to their 
priority of age-—-YOUNG v. SHEPPARD (1847), 
10 Beav. 207; 16]. J. Ch. 247; 9 L. T. O.S. 
331; 50 E. R. 561. 

8719. Gift to first & other sons.]—Under 
a devise to D. O. testator’s eldest son, for life, 
remainder to trustees, etc., remainder to the first 
& other sons of his eldest son & their heirs, & for 
want of such issue to testator’s second son J. O., 
etc., with like remainders to his first & other sons ; 
& for want of such issue, to the testator’s own right 
heirs :-—Held: the first & other sons of D. O. the 
eldest son took estates tail in succession, & the 
remainders over vested, & were not contingent & 
defeated upon the event. of D. O. having a son, who 
died in the lifetime of D. O.; & the D. O. having 
died without any son living at his death, but 
leaving daughters, a son of J. O. was entitled to 
take in preference to such daughters of his elder 
brother.—LEwis d. ORMOND v. Waters (1805), 


6 East, 386; 102 FE. R. 1316. 

Annotations :-—Consd. IX. v. Chertsoy (1806), 3 Smith, K. B. 
459. Distd. Franks v. Price (1840), 3 Beav. 182. Apld. 
Jackson v. Jackson (1853), 22 L. T. O. S. 100: Honywood 
v. Honywood (1903), 89 L. T. 235. Consd. Re Harcourt, 
Fitzwilliam v. Portinan, (1920] 1 Ch. 49%. Refd. R. v. 
Stafford (1806), 7 Kast, 521; Kershaw 7. Kershaw (1854), 
3’ KR. & B. 8453; Cradock tv. Cradock (1858), 32 LL. T. 
O.S. 48; White v. Summers, [1908] 2 Ch. 256. 


8720. —-—— ~---—.! -—J ACKSON tv. JACKSON (1853), 
22 1. T. OL 8. 100. 

8721, ——-- ---—.'—CraADOCK v. CRADOCK (1858), 
32.L.T.O.S. 18; 4 Jur. N.S. 626; 6 W. R. 710. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Honywood v. Honywood (1903), 89 
L. T. 235; Re Harcourt, Fitzwilliam v. Portman, [1920] 
1 Ch. 492. Refd. Allgood v. Blake, Roach v. Blake, 
Clennell v. Blake, Reed v. Blako (1872), L. R. 7 Exch. 339. 
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- Whether donees take in aue- 
cession. }—O’REILLY v. CORRIE (1855), 
11 U. C. R. 557.—-CAN. 


h. ——-.]— Fe BROWN & SLATER 
(1903), 23 é L.T.172; 50.1. R. 386; 


20. W. It, 101.—CAN. 

k. Bequest to testutor’s wife during 
her lifetime, ‘‘ to be held by her in the 
interest of” testator’s grandson.J)—A 
will contained the following bequest : 
‘*T hereby bequeath to my wife, A., 
my plot of land & house & chattels 
thereon, during her fifetime, in the 


event of my predeccasing her, to be 
held by her in the interest of my 
grandson ’’:—Held: testator’s wife 
was entitled to an futerest for life & 
the grandson entitled in remainder 
after her death.—Re GREEN, F1Tz- 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 12, 
A. & B.; sub-sect. 13, A. (a).] 


8722. -|—Testator by his will devised 
‘all my real estate to P. H. for his life, with 
remainder to his first & other sons successively in 
tail, with remainder to the eldest & every other 
son of C. H. for life, with remainder to the first 
& other sons of such sons of OC. H. in tail, with 
remainder to my own right heirs.”?’ C. H. had 
several sons, of whom P. H. was the second. 
P. H. died without issue :—Held: the first & other 
sons of C. H. took successive life estates one after 
the other, & the remainder to the first & other sons 
of the eldest son of C. H. did not take effect till 
after the deaths of all the successive tenants for 
life—HoNywoop v. Honrwoop (1905), 92 1. T. 


814, H. L. 
-|—By the limitations of the 








8728. 
will the B. park estate was devised to trustees in 
fee upon trust to pay the rents to the niece of 
testatrix for life, & after her death in trust for the 
first or only son of her niece, born in the lifetime 
of testatrix, who should not, at the decease of her 
niece, be entitled in possession or in remainder 
to the barony of P., during the life of such son, 
& after his death in trust for his first & every other 
son severally & successively according to seniority 
in tail, with remainder in trust for his first & every 
other daughter severally & successively according 
to seniority in tail, with remainder in trust for 
every other son of her niece born in the lifetime of 
testatrix, other than a son for the time being 
entitled to the barony, & the issue of every such 
son, so that every such son should take an estate 
for his life, with remainder to his first & every 
other son severally & successively according to 
seniority in tail, with remainder to his first & every 
other daughter severally & successively according 
to seniority in tail, with remainder over to the 
first & every other son & daughter of a sister of the 
testatrix for the same estates & in the same order, 
with remainder over & an ultimate remainder for 
her own right heirs. In 1877 the testatrix died & 
in 1880 the B. park estate passed to her niece for 
life. She died in 1899, leaving her husband H. B., 
the second baron P., & five sons. The eldest 
having died without issue the second son, H. B. P., 
succeeded to the B. park estate for his life, & on 
his becoming entitled to the barony on Oct. 16, 
1919, the B. park estate went over under the shift- 
ing clause to the person or persons entitled next 
in remainder under the limitations of the will :— 
Held: upon the true construction of the 
limitations, in the event which had happened, the 
three younger brothers of H. B. P. born in the 
lifetime of testatrix, & living on Oct. 16, 1919, 
took the B. park estate successively & in remainder 
one after another & not concurrently & as a class.— 
Re HWaARcourRT, FITZWILLIAM v. PORTMAN, [1920] 
1 Ch. 492; 89L. J. Ch. 655 ; 123 L. T. 36. 
Annotation :—Refd. I2c Harcourt, Portman v. Portman, 

[1921] 2 Ch. 491. 

8724. -** All & every other the issue.’’|—At 
the dates, respectively, of his will & death testator 
had living one son & one daughter. The son had 
then living two sons, F. & K., & three daughters, 
K., J.. & 8S. Testator had also then living four 
grandchildren, issue of a deceased daughter. By 
his will be devised his real estates to his son for 
life, with remainder to his son’s eldest son I’. for 
life, with remainder to the first & other sons of 
F. successively in tail male; &, for default of such 
issue, to R., his son’s second son, for life, with 
remainder to R.’s first & other sons successively 
in tail male; & for default of such issue to the 
third, fourth, & other sons of his son thereafter to 
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be born, successively in tail male; & in default of 
such issue, to his daughter for life, with remainder 
to her first & other sons successively in tail male ; 
& for default of such issue to his granddaughter 
EK. for life, with remainder to her first & other 
sons successively in tail male; & for default of 
such issue, to his granddaughter J. for life, with 
remainder to her first & other sons successively in 
tail male; & for default of such issue to his grand- 
daughter S. for life, with remainder to her first & 
other sons successively in tail male; & for default 
of such issue, to all & every the fourth, fifth, & 
every other daughter & daughters of his son 
successively & in remainder one after another, & 
the heirs male of their bodies; ‘‘ & for default of 
such issue, to the use & behoof of all & every 
other issue of my body lawfully to be begotten ; 
& for default. of such issue, to the use & behoof 
of my own right heirs for ever ’’: 

In this will testator expressed a wish that his 
estates should be preserved in the hands of one 
person, & should not be dispersed ; & he directed 
that any female who might inherit thereunder 
should, if married, with her husband, assume 
testator’s name & arms only, or forfeit the estates ; 
& he directed that an iron muniment chest should 
‘* go to the person entitled to the real estates from 
time to time.” F., the eldest son of testator’s 
son, having come into possession of the estates, 
executed a disentailiny deed, & devised the estates 
to deft. for life, with remainder to his sons suc- 
cessively in tail male :—Held: the words “ all & 
every ’”’ do not import that “ all & every ”’ are to 
take at the same time, but are well satisfied by all 
taking in succession.—ALLGOOD v. BLAKE, ROACH 
v. BLAKE, REED v. BLAKE (1873), L. RK. 8 Exch. 
160; 42 L. J. Ex. 101; 29 L. T. 331; sub nom. 
REED v. BLAKE, CLENNELL v. BLAKE, ROACH 1. 
BLAKE, 21 W. BR. 599, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Refd. Ire dayerd, Layard v. Bessborough 


(1916), 85 L. J. Ch. 505. entd. tiver Wear Comrs. t. 
Adamson (1877), 2 App. Cas. 743. 


8725. Gift to sons of A.J—G. by a holo- 
graph will made in 1849, gave “ all my freehold pro- 
perty to C. & after his death to his sons in tail 
lawfully begotten, & in the event of his or their 
death without sons lawfully begotten then IL 
leave the said estates to my cousin J. & after his 
death, to his sons lawfully begotten, beginning 
with the elder :—Held: the words “ beginning 
with the elder ’”’ related only to the later of the 
two devises.—DE WINDT v. Di WINDT (1868), 
L. R. 1 H. L. 87; 35 L. J. Ch. 882; 14 DL. T. 
529; 14 W. R. 545, H. L. 

Annotations :—Consd. Honywood v. Honywood (1903), 89 
L. T. 235. Refd. Pryse v. Pryse (1872), L. R. 15 Eq. 86. 
8726. Gift to ‘‘every son.’’|—Testator 

directed his trustees to purchase lands in the 

counties of N. & ID., to be settled, on the death of 
the eldest son of J. without issue, which happened, 
to the use of every son of J. then living or who 
should be born in testator’s lifetime, & the assigns 
of such son during his life, with remainder to 
trustees to preserve contingent remainders; but 
to permit such son & his assigns to receive the rents 
during his life, & after his decease to the use 
of such son’s first & every other son successively 
in tail male, & on failure of such issue, to the use 
of testator’s right heirs :—Held: the younger sons 
of J. took as tenants in common for life, with 
remainder as to each son’s share to his first & other 
sons in tail male, with cross-remainders over.— 
SURTEES v. SuURTEES (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 400; 25 
L. T. 288; 19 W. R. 1043. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Honywood v. Honywood (1903), 89 
onsd. Jte Harcourt, Fitzwilliam v. Portman, 


L. T. 235. 
a 1 Ch. 492. Refd. Allgood v. Blake (1873), 29 L. T. 
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8727, —— Gift to class for life.]—The testatrix, 
Miss R., had a brother a widower advanced in life, 
who had assumed the name of R. G. & had two 
children, one a bachelor of unsound mind, the 
other a daughter. By her will she bequeathed a 
fund to trustees in trust to pay the income to her 
brother for life, to his son for life, & from & 
after the decease of both of them, upon trust to 
pay the income, ‘ for life unto any immediate or 
direct descendants of my brother or nephew who 
shall bear the name of R. G. only & from & after 
his or her decease, or in case of failure of any 
such immediate or direct descendant of my 
brother or nephew who shall bear the name of 
IR. G. only,’’ upon trust for certain specified 
charitable societies. There was a clause for 
determining the interests of any descendants who 
after becoming entitled to the receipt of the income 
should abandon the name of R. G. Before the 
death of the nephew, a son born after the death of 
testatrix, of the daughter of testatrix’s brother, 
assumed by royal licence the name of R. G. & at 
the decease of the survivor of the brother & nephew 
there was no other descendant of either of them 
who bore that name :—Held: the limitation to 
descendants was a gift for life to descendants living 
at the determination of the life interests & bearing 
the name of R. G. as joint tenants.—Re ROBERTS, 
REPINGTON v. ROBERTS-GAWEN (1881), 19 Ch. D. 
520; 45 I. T. 450. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Warvey, Peck v. Savory (1888), 39 
Ch. 1), 289; de Wood, Tullett v. Colville, [1894] 3 Ch. 381 ; 
Wainwright 7. Millor, [1897] 2 Ch. 255, Mentd. Man- 
chester Ship Canal Co. v. Manchester LKacecourse Co., 
{1900} 2 Ch, 352. 


B. Creation of Estate Tail. 


Gift to sons.|—See Sub-sect.. 6, A. (i), ante. 
Gift to issue.]—See Sub-sects. 15, 16, post. 
Gift to children.]— Sce Sub-sects. 183, 14, post. 


SUB-SECT. 18.—GIFrT TO A PERSON AND HIs 
CHILDREN. 
A. Realty— Rule in Wild's Case. 
(a) In General. 


8728. Statement of rule.|—(1) A devise to B. & 
to his children, or issues, B. having no issue at 
the time of the devise, is an estate tail ; otherwise 
when he has issue at the time. 

(2) Devise to A. for life, remainder to B. & the 
heirs of his body, remainder to W. & his wife, & 
after their decease to their children; W. & his 
wife then having issue, a son & daughter :—Held : 
W. & his wife have but an estate for life; & on 
such a devise although they have not any child 
at the time of the devise, yet every child which 
they may have after may take by way of remainder, 
—WILD’S CASE (1599), 6 Co. Rep. 16 b; 77 E. R. 
277; sub nom. RICHARDSON v. YARDLEY, Moore, 
K. B. 3897; sub nom. ANON., Gouldsb. 139. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Skelton v. Bide (1665), 
O. Bridg. 3900; Wyld v. Lewis (1738), 1 Atk. 432; 
Ginger d. White v. White (1742), Willes, 348. Distd. 
Jones v. Legg (1743), 9 Mod. Rep. 461. Consd. Goodtitle 
d. Cross v. Wodbull (1745), Wiles, 592. Apld. Wharton v. 


Gresham (1776), 2 Wm. Bl. 1083. Consd. Seale v. Barter 
(1801), 2 Bos. & P. 485; Radcliffe v. Buckley (1804), 10 
Ves. 195. Apld. Doo d. Tooley v. Gunniss (1812), 4 


Taunt. 313. Consd. Doe d. Liversage rv. Vaughan (1822), 
1 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 52. Distd. Bowen v. Scowcroft (1837), 
2Y¥. & C. Hx. 640. Consd. Stokes v. Heron (1845), 12 
Cl. & Fin. 161; Parker v. Birks (1854), 1 K. & J. 156; 
Audsley v. Horn (1859), 1 De G. F. & J. 226. Expld. 
Byng v. Byng (1862), 10 H. L. Cas. 171. 
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8728 i. Statement of rule.J—G. was 


not entitled to an estate tail under the 
rue in JVild's Case, 
applies only where the gift to both 
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v. De Windt (1866), 35 L. J. Ch. 3323 Grieve v. Grieve 
are, L. R. 4 Kq. 180. Apld. Oper v. Roper (1867), 
a2 R38 C. P. 32; Underhill v. Roden (1876), 2 Ch. D. 494 ; 
Clitford ». Koe (1880), 5 ae Cas. 447. Consd. fe Buck- 
master’s Estate eas 47 L. T. 514; Re Wilmot, Wilmot 
v. Betterton (1897), 76 L. T. 415; Re Jonea, Lewis v. 
Lewis, [1910] 1 Ch. 167. Refd. Wood v. Ingersole (1610), 
1 Bulst. 61; Webb v. Hearing (1617), Cro. Jac. 415; 
Beck’s Case (1630), Litt. 344; Spirt v. Bence (1634), 
Cro. Car. 368 ; King v. Welling (1672), 3 Keb. 95 ; Warman 
v. Scaman (1677), Cas. temp. Finch, 279; Scattergood v. 
Kdge (1699), 12 Mod. Rep. 278; Darbison v. Beaumont 
(1713), Fortes Rep. 18; Shaw v. Weigh (1720), Fortes. 
ltcp. 58; Stephens v. Hide (1734), Cas, temp. Talb. 27; 
Wealthy d. Manley v. Bosville (1736), Leo temp. Hard. 258 ; 
Buffar v. Bradford (1741), 2 Atk. 220; Oates v. Jackson 
(1741), 7 Mod. Rep. 439; Lampley v. Blower (1746), 
3 Atk. 396; Wyth v. Blackman (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 
196; Doe d. Blandford v. Applin (1790), 4 Term Rep. 
82; Roo d. Eberall v. Lowe (1790), Ty. Bl. 446; 
Doe d. Phipps v. Mulgrave Ae 5 Torm Rep. 320; 
Parr v. Swindolls (1828), 6 L. J. O. 8S. Ch. 99; Butler 
v. Lowe (1839), 10 Sim. 317; Paine v. Wagner (1841), 
12 Sim. 184; Doe d. Blesard v. Simpson (1842), 3 Man. 
& G. 929; Darley v. Martin (1853), 1 C. L. KR. 7293 
Mason v. Clarke (1853), 17 Beav. 126; Blinston v. War- 
burton (1856), 27 L. T. O. 8S. 232 ; Crook v. Whitley (18586), 
25 L. J. Ch. 657; Ie Sinclaire’s Estate (1867), 16 W. Kh. 
420; te Nelley’s Trusts (1877), 26 W. kt. 88; Pelham 
Clinton ». Newcastle, [1902] 1 Ch. 34. 4s to (2) Refd. 
Goodright d. Lisle v. Pullin (1726), 2 Stra. 729 ; Goodwyn 
", Goodwyn (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 226 ; Sheppard v. Lessing- 
ham (1751), Amb. 122; Congreve v. Congreve (1781), 
1 Bro, C. C. 530. Generally, Refd. Goodright v. Wright 
(1717), 1 Stra. 25; Doe d. Smith v. Webber (1818), 1 
B. & Ald. 713; Allgood v. Blake, ltoach v. Same, Clennell 
” Same, Reed v. Same (1873), 29 L. VT. 3313; Bowen v, 
Lewis (1884), 9 ADD. Cas. 890. Mentd. Collingwood vv. 
Pace (1661), O. Bridg. 410; Wright v. Hiccocks (1667), 
2 Keb. 261; Wigon v. Garret (1675), 3 Keb. 572; Davies 
v. Kempe (1676), Cart. 2; Hyde vw. Seymour (1678), 
Kreem. Ch. 42; Papillion v. Voice (1728), Kel. W. 27; 
Gore v. Goro (1733), Kel. W. 254; Klliot v. Jekyl (1755), 
2 Ves. Sen. 681; Griffith v. Harrison (1792), 4 Term Rep. 
737; Beachcroft v. Beachcroft (1816), Ll Madd. 430; 
Cheolmondeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 1. 


8729. Effect of rule—On meaning of children— 
Whether word of limitation or purchase.|—The 
rule in JWild’s Cuse, No. 8728, ante, even if only a 
rule of construction, is not now to be departed 
from. It is consistent with that case that the 
primary sense of the word ‘ children’ is issue of 
the first generation. That primary sense is dis- 
placed when circumstances render the rule in 
Wild’s Case, No. 8728, ante, applicable, on which 
the word becomes a word of limitation, & not 
of purchase. Testator by a will made in 1823, 
gave ‘‘the whole of my landed property, situate, 
etc., to my eldest son H. & to his children lawfully 
begotten. In case of his dying without issue male 
or female, I give the same landed property to my 
secondsonC. In case of C. dying without children 
or child lawfully begotten, I give the same landed 
property to my daughter II., & to her child or 
children lawfully begotten ; & should she have no 
children, she shall have a power of bequeathing 
it to whomever she pleases. I do hereby give & 
leave a full discretionary power to each of my 
children arriving at the possession of this landed 
property, to dispose of it by their will & testa- 
ment to one, or to each, of their children, in such 
manner & in such proportions as to each of them 
my children, shall seem meet, & right, & proper. 
My reason for this is that as there is a title of 
baronet in the family the eldest son ought to 
possess something more than the others, & also 
that I never wished to encourage disobedient 
children, therefore I leave the power of punishing 
or rewarding, as cach of them coming into 
possession of the property, & having children, shall 
think right.’’ H. never had a child. C. died 
during the life of his elder brother, but left a 
daughter. H. after entering into possession, 


Consd. Do Windt | disentailed the estate, & devised it to his wife’s 


parent & children is immediate.—Te 
SHARON & STUART (1906), 12 O. L. Rh. 


for that rule 
605 4 8 O. Ww. R. 625.— AN. 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 18, 
A. (a), (b) & (c).] 


nephew :—Held: H. by virtue of the rule in 
Wild’s Case, No. 8728, ante, took an estate tail 
under the will; the existence of the power did 
not affect the application of the rule, nor was it 
affected by the use of the word ‘ children,” in 
one instance applicable to the sons & daughter of 
testator, & in the other instance meaning their 
sons & daughters.—CLIFFORD v. KOE (1880), 5 
App. Cas. 447; 43 L. T. 322; 28 W.R. 633, H. L. 


Annotation :—Refd. Ite Wilmot, Wilmot v. Betterton (1897), 
76 L. T. 415. 


8730. Application of rule—Duty of court to 

|—CLIFFORD v. Kor, No. 8729, ante. 

8731. Whether applicable to personalty.|— 
Semble: the rule in Wild’s Case, No. 8728, ante, 
that ‘‘ if A. devises his lands to B. & to his children 
or issues, & he has not any issue at the time of the 
devise, the same is an estate tail ’’ is applicable to 

ersonalty.— STOKES v. HERON (1845), 12 Cl. & 
‘in. 161; 9 Jur. 563; 8 Id. R. 13861, H. L. 3 revsg. 

S.C. sub nom. MERON v. STOKES (1842), 2 Dr. & 

War. 89, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Audsley v. Horn (1859), 1 De G. F. 
& J. 226. Mentd. Piers v. Piers (1849), 13 Jur. 569; 
Yates v. Maddan (1851), 3 Mac. & G. 532; Kerr %v. 
Middlesex Hospital (1852), 2 Do G@. M. & G. 576; Nicholls 
v. Hawkes (1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 255; Hedges v. Harpur, 
Hedges v. Blick (1858), 3 De G. & J. 129; Mansergh vt. 
Campbell (1858), 3 De G. & J. 232; Re Grove’s Trusts 
(1859), 33 L. T. O. S. 365; Lett v. Randall (1860), 2 
Do G. F. & J. 388; Hill v. Rattey (1862), 2 John. & H. 
634; Bent v. Cullen (1871), 6 Ch. App. 235; Iivans v. 
Walker (1876), 3 Ch. D. 21]; /te Taber, Arnold vr. Kayess 
(1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 721; Re Boddington, Boddington tv. 
Clairat (1884), 50 L. T. 761; Re Hutchinson, Alexander vt. 
Jolley (1886), 55 L. J. Ch. 574 ; Coward v. Larkman (1888), 
60 L. T. 1; /ée Morgan, Morgan tv. Morgan (1893), 69 L. T. 
407; Capes v. Dalton (1902), 86 L. T. 120. 

8732. -~--J—The rule in Wuld’s Case, 
No. 8728, ante, is not applicable to personal estate. 

Personalty was bequeathed to testator’s 
daughter during her life, & at her death to her 
daughter & to the granddaughter’s children, but. if 
they should die without issue, then over. The 
granddaughter was unmarried at the dates of the 
will & of the testator’s death, & had no child till 
after the death of testator’s daughter :—H eld: 
the granddaughter took a life interest in the 
subject-matter of the bequest, with remainder to 
her children. 

The general rule that words in a will which 
create an estate tail in realty will give an absolute 
interest in personalty is founded upon the desire 
to give effect to the intention of testator so far as 
the rules of law will permit. But the rule ought 
not to prevail where it would entirely defeat the 
intention of testator & where without any viola- 
tion of the rules of law, the intention of testator 
may be carried into effect (LORD CAMPBELL, C.).-— 
AUDSLEY v. Horn (1859), 1 De G. FL. & J. 226 ; 
29 L. J. Ch. 2013; 17. T. 317; 6 Jur. N.S. 200 ; 
8W. R. 150; 45 EF. R. 345, LC. 

Annotations :—Refd. Newill v. Newill (1871), L. HK. 12 Eq. 








432; ste Wilmot, Wilmot v. Betterton (1897), 76 L. T. 
ae Mentd. /te Adam's Policy Trusts (1883), 23 Ch. J). 
5. 


(6) No Children Existing at Time of Devise. 
8733. ** Children ’’ construed as word of Ilmita- 
tion—Creating estate tail.|—WiLp’s Cask, No. 
$728, ante. 
8734. .|—A. devised £300 to be laid 
out in land, & settled to the use of her daughter & 








PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 13. 77. 
—A. (b). m. Devise 


1. Two gifts —Devise for life of A. 
d> after his death to children in equal 
shares. )— YOUNG v. DENIKK, 22 C. L. T. 


jor 


20. L. R. 723.—CAN. 

life— Remainder 
devisee’s children—Whether estate tail 
created.)—-Land was devised to }). for 
life ‘‘ & to her children if any at her 
death,’’ if no children to testutor's son 


WILLS. 


her children, & if she died without issue, to go over. 
She married B. & had a child by him, & she & the 
child being dead, & the money not laid out; on 
a bill brought by B. decreed the money to be con- 
sidered as land, & pltf. to be tenant by the courtesy. 
If it had been an immediate devise of land M. 
the daughter would have been, by the words in 
the will, tenant in tail (per CUR.).—SWEETAPPLE v. 
BINDON (1705), 2 Vern. 536; 23 E. R. 947. 
Annotations :—Refd. Papillion v. Voice (1728), Kel. W. 27; 
Banks v. Sutton (1732), 2 P. Wms. 700; Chaplin v. 
Chaplin (1733), 3 P. Wms. 229; Dodson v. Hay (1791), 
3 Bro. C. C, 405. Mentd. Meure v. Meure (1737), 2 Atk. 
265; Casborne v. Scarfe (1738), 1 Atk. 603 ; Cunningham 
v. Moody (1718), 1 Ves. Son. 174; Burgess v. Wheate, 
A.-G. v. Wheate (1759), 1 Eden, 177; Fletcher v. Ash- 
burner (1779), 1 Bro. C. C. 497; Pulteney v. Darlington 
(1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 223; Parker v. Bolton (1835), 5 
L. J. Ch. 98; Je De Lancey (1869), L. R. 4 Exch. 345. 
8735. ——— ——- .]—By a devise of the fee simple 
& inheritance to A. & his child or children for ever 
when he shall be twenty-one years of age, but if he 
died before that time, then the fee simple & 
inheritance to B. A. takes only an estate tail.—~ 
DAVIE tv. STEVENS (1780), 1 Doug. K. B. 321; 99 
Kk. R. 207. 
_ 8736. —- - -- .]—Devise to a man & his sons 
in tail male & for want of such issue male remainder 
over, the devisce having then no issue, gives an 


estate in tail made to the father.—WIARTON 
v. GRESHAM (1776), 2 Wm. BI. 1083; 96 E. BR. 
640. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Seale v. Barter (1801), 2 Bos. & P. 


485. 
804. 


8737. -——- -——.]—-A.. devised all his estates in 
the county of D. to a trustee for two hundred years 
to the use of the trustee during the life of his son 
J. S. to preserve contingent remainders, never- 
theless to permit J. S. to receive the rents & profits, 
& after his decease to the use of the first son of 
J.S. to be begotten on the body of the woman as 
he should happen to marry, & the heirs male of 
such first son, & for want of such issue to the use 
of the second, third, fourth, & every other son of 
J.S. & the heirs male of their bodies in succession, 
& for want of such issue male then to the use of 
his daughter E. S., her heirs & assigns for ever : 
With a residuary clause in favour of J.S. Testator 
afterwards made a codicil, whereby he devised all 
his estates to his son J. S. & his children lawfully 
to be begotten, with power for him to settle the 
same by will or otherwise on such of them as he 
should think proper; & for default of such issue 
then to his daughter If. $8., & her children lawfully 
to be begotten, with a similar power; & in default 
of such issue, to J. S. & TK. S. equally between 
them; & he further provided that a settlement 
of £200 per annum should be made on any woman 
whom his son should happen to marry; & that 
his estates should be chargeable therewith. At 
the time of making the codicil J. S. was married, 
but had no child :—Held: the codicil was to be 
construed independent of the will; & under the 
codicil J. S. took an estate tail, with a power to 
settle the estates on all or any of his issue in such a 
way as he should appoint ; & thereby determine the 
estate tail so far as it should be inconsistent with 
such settlement.—SEALE v. Barrier (1801), 2 
Bos. & P. 485; 126 BE. It. 1398, 

Annotations :--—Consd. Doe d. Liversage 1. Vaughan (1822), 

5 B. & Ald. 464.  Apprvd. Clifford vr. Koe (1880), 5 App. 


Cas. 447. Refd. Van Grutten v. Foxwell, Foxwelh v. 
Van Grutten, [1897] A. C. 658. 


Refd. Mellish v. Mellish (1823), 3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 


& daughter. J}. had no children when 
to the will was made :—Held: the devise 
to D. was not of an estate fin tail, but 
on her death her children took the feo. 
one FULLER (1902), 33S. C. R. 


PART XVI.—Consrruction, 


87388. —-—- --—--.|_-When there is a devise of 
land to ‘‘ A. & his children,’”’ & at the time of the 
devise he has no child, the word ‘‘ children”’ is 
prima facie a word of limitation, & the first 
taker shall have an estate tail; if he has children, 
it is primd facie a word of purchase, & gives a joint 
estate to him & his children as purchasers. But 
either of these constructions may be defeated by 
the plain intention of testator to be collected from 
the whole of the will. 

Testatrix, in a holograph will, gave “‘ in trust to 
my exors. for my niece M. & her childr en, all my 
Quendon Hall estates in Essex, provided she takes 
the name of Cranmer & arms, & her children, 
with my mansion house, furniture, plate, books, 
linen, etc., Archbishop Cranmer’s portrait by 
Holbein, India cabinet, striking watch, & my 
diamond earrings as heirlooms with my estate.’’ 
The niece died before testatrix, leaving several 
children :—Held: ‘‘ children”? was a word of 
flexible meaning, & on the whole context of this 
will it must be read as a word of limitation, so that 
the eldest son of the niece took an estate tail in 
the devised property.—Byna@ v. Byna (1862), 10 
ii. L. Cas. 171; 31 L. J. Ch. 4703; 71. T.1; 8 
Jur. N.S. 1185; 10 W. R. 683; 11 EE. R. 991, 
Hi. L.3 affg. S. C. sub nom. WEBB v. BYNG (1856), 
8 De G. M. & G. 6838, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Consd. Jo Windt v. De Windt (1866), 35 
3. Ch. 332; Allgood v. Blake, Roach v, Blake, Clennell 
vr, Blake, Reed v. Blake (1873), 20 L. T. 331. Refd 

Forsbrook ». Forsbrook (1867), 16 W. R. 290; Grieve v. 

eae L. R. 4 Kg. 180; Roper v. Roper (1867), 36 


L. J.C. BP. 2703 Le Wilmot, Ww ilmot v. Betterton (1897), 
76 - T. ee 


8739, --—— - J —Testator gave his real & 
personal estate to a trustee upon trust to pay the 
proceeds to his wife for the maintenance & educa- 
tion of his children until the eldest should attain 
twenty-five, or until his wife should marry again 3 
&, In case of her second marriage before any of his 
children should attain twenty-five, to pay her £30 
a year, & apply the residue towards the main- 
tenance & education of his children; & when his 
two sons should attain twenty-five, then to raise 
certain sums for them, & pay the proceeds of the 
residue {o his wife if she should be then unmarricd, 


but in case she should marry again, then, after 


providing an annuity for her for her separate use, 
to pay the residue equally between testator’s 
children & their issue & their heirs as tenants in 
common; & in case both his children should die 
under twenty-five without leaving issue, then to 
give the proceeds to his wife for life; & after her 
death the property to be in trust as to one moiety 
for the wife, & as to the other for the trustee 
absolutely. 

The wife survived testator & died without having 
married again, leaving testator’s only two sons 
surviving, who had since attained twenty-five, 
but who had no issue:—Held: the sons took 
equitable estates tail according to the rule in Wild’s 
Case, No. 8728, ante.—-U NDERHILIL v. RODEN (1876), 
2Ch. D. 494; 451. J. Ch. 266; 34 L. T. 227; 24 
W. R. 574. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Wilmot, Wilmot v. Betterton (1897), 
76 L. T. 415. Mentd. Stanford v. Stanford (1886), 34 
Ch. D. 362; Scarborough v. Scarborough (1888), 48 
L. T. 851; Re Tredwell, Jeffray v. Tredwell, [1891] y Ch. 
640; In the Estate of Griffiths, Morgan v. Step care a 317) 





P, 59: Re Warner, Watts v. Silvey, [1918] 1 Ch. 

8740, —-.. .|—CLIFFORD v. IKOE, No. "8729, 
ante. 

8741. —--~— Unless contrary intention indicated.] 


—Byna v. Byna, No. 8738, ante. 
8742, —--- -——.]—The rule in Wild’s Case, No. 
8728, ante, is not inflexible, & will not be applied 
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where its application would defeat the manifest 
eaten of testator as collected from the whole 
wi 

Devise of house to A. & B., & to their children, 
& if they have not any, to C. ’ & his children ; the 
furniture to go with the house. A. & B. had 
no children at the date of the will :—Held : having 
regard to the terms of the will, & particularly to 
the direction as to the furniture, to apply the rule 
in Wild’s Cause, No. 8728, ante, & thereby give A. & 
B. estates tail, would defeat the intention of 
testatrix ; in such case it was not imperative to 
apply the rule; & A. & B. took the house & 
furniture for their respective lives, with remainder 
to the children of each coming into esse during such 
lives.— GRIEVE v. GRIEVE (1867), L. R. 4 liq. 180 ; 
36 L. J. Ch. 932; 16 L. T. 201; 15 W. BR. 577. 
Annotation :—Refd. Clifford v. Koe (1880), 5 App. Cas. 447. 

8743. Child en ventre sa meéere—Born after 
testator’s death.|—Testator devised as follows: 
‘I give & bequeath unto my dear wife, M. P., all 
my estate of land, situate. etc., for her natural 
life; & after her decease, I give & bequeath the 
same unto my daughter M., wife of A. R., to her & 
her children for ever.’’ At the date of the will 
& of the death of testator, the daughter M. was 
enceinte of a daughter, who was born after testa- 
tor’s death. She had afterwards other children, 
who survived :—Held: testator’s daughter, M. 
took an estate tail. 

The rule of construction, now commonly called 
the rule in Wild’s Cause, No. 8728, ante, is to this 
effect: ‘‘ Where lands are devised to a person & 
his children, & he has no child at the time of the 
devise, the parent takes an estate tail, for, it is 
said, the intent of the devisor is manifest & certain 
that the children, or issue, should take, & as 
immediate devisees they cannot take, because 
they are not in rerum natura; & by way of 
remainder they cannot take, for that was not his 
(the devisor’s) intent, for the gift is immediate. 
& therefore such words shall be taken as words of 
limitation.’”? In this case, M. R. had no children 
in existence at the date of the will (Aug. 1, 1806). 
or after testator’s death (in Nov. 1806). It is 
true that she had a child born on Jan. 14, 1807, 
which child must therefore have been en ventre sa 
mére at both the preceding periods; but it seems 
impossible to suppose that testator can really & 
in fact have treated this unborn child as the 
immediate object of the devise jointly with the 
mother; &, were it otherwise, one child would be 
insufficient to satisfy the word ‘“‘ children,’’ in the 
plural, & consequently the words used appear to 
come strictly within the principle of Wuld's Case, 
No. 8728, ante (K¥LLY, C.B.).—ROPER v. KOPER 
(1867), L. R.3 C. P. 3235 37L.5.C0.P.7; 171. T. 
286; 16 W. R. 253, Tex. Ch. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Z?c Wilmer, Moore vw. Wingfield (1903), 

89 L. T. 148. 


(c) Children Existing at Time of Devise. 

8744. “‘ Children ’’ construed as word of pur- 
chase.|—WILD’S CASE, No. 8728, ante. 

8745. Unless contrary intention indicated.] 
~—-Under a devise to A. of all testator’s whole estate 
& effects real & personal, etc., ‘‘ who shall hold 
& enjoy same as a place of inheritance to her & 
her children or her issue for ever; & if it should so 
happen that A. should die leaving no child or 
children, or A.’s children should die without issue,’’ 
then over :—Held: A. took an estate tail._—-Woop 
v. BARON (1801), 1 East, 259; 102 BE. R. 101. 


Annotations :—Consd. Trash v. Wood Cs Het & Cr. 
394, Refd. Byng v. Byng (1862), 10 H. Cas. 171. 





8743 i. Child en ventre sa mére—Born after testator’s death.]|—GOURLEY v. GILBERT, 1 Han. 80.—CAN. 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 18, 
A. (c), & B. (a) & (6).] 


8746. .|——Devise of real estate to one 
& her children:—Held: although there were 
children in esse at the date of the will, to create 
an estate tail; that being the only mode of 
carrying into effect the whole intention of the will. 
—WEBB v. Byna (1856), 2 K. & J. 669; 28 L. I. 
O.8.133; 4 W.R. 657; 69 E. R. 951; affd., 8 De 
G. M. & G. 633; affd. sub nom. BYNG v. BYNG 
(1862), 10 H. L. Cas. 17]. 

Annotations :—Consd. Grieve v. Grieve (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 
180. Refd. De Windt v. De Windt (1864), 4 New Rep. 
184; Forsbrook v. Forsbrook (1867), 16 W. R. 290; 

Roper v. Roper (1867), 36 L. J. C. P. 270; Allgood v. 

Blake, Roach v. Blake, Clennell v. Blake, Keed v. Blake 


(1873), 29 L. T. 331; Re Wilmot, Wilmot v. Betterton 
(1897), 76 L. T. 415. 








8747, ——. ---—_.]-Byna v. Byna, No. 8738, 
ante. 
8748. —-—— Joint estate between parent & chil- 





dren.J—Oates d. HATTERLEY v. JACKSON, No. 
8804, post. 

8749, —--— —--.J—Byna v. Bynu, No. 8738, 
ante. 

8750. —.-— Life estate to parent—Remainder to 
children.}/— Devise to M. & to all & every the child 
& children, whether male or female, of her body 
lawfully issuing, & unto his, her & their heirs as 
tenants in common :—Held: M. took an estate 
for life, with remainder to her children, as tenants 
in common in fee.—— JEFFERY v. HoNywoop 
(1819), 4 Madd. 398; 56 EF. R. 752. 


Annotations :—Folld. Bowen v. Scowcroft (1837), 2 Y. & 
C. Ex. 640. Consd. Webb v. Byng (1856), 2 K. & J. 669. 


B. Personalty. 
(a) In General. 

Whether rule in Wild’s Case applicable.]—See 
Nos. 8731, 8732, ante. 

8751. Parent & children take concurrently as 
joint tenants.!—ALcock v. ELLEN (1692), Freem. 
Ch. 186; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 290; 22 K. R. 1150. 

8752. -j—Testator having divided his per- 
sonal estate into eight shares, gave four parts to 
his niece B., & the children born of her body; pltf. 
was born after the will was made, & B. dies in 
testator’s lifetime; this is not a lapsed legacy, 
for she did not take an estate tail, but as a joint 
tenant with pltf., & as she is dead, he takes the 
whole by survivorship.—BUFFAR v. BRADFORD 
(1741), 2 Atk. 220; 26 E. R. 537, Li. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Scott rv. Scott (1845), 15 Sim. 47. 
Expld. Stokes v. Heron (1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 161. Distd. 
Audsley v. Horn (1859), ] De G. F. & J. 226. Expld. Byng 
v. Byng (1862), 10 H. L. Cas. 171. Refd. Grieve v. Grieve 
(1867), L. R. 4 Kq. 180; Clifford v. Koe (1880), 43 L. T. 
322. Mentd. Blinkhorn v. Feast (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 27 ; 
Bowker v. Hunter (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 328. 

8753. ——.]—Testator gave to his wife the 
use of all his property for the benefit of herself 
& unmarried children, that they might be comfort- 
ably provided for so long as she should live; &, 
after her death, he disposed of it amongst all his 
children. Testator left four married & three 
unmarried children. One of the three married 
after his death :—Held: the widow & the three 
children who were unmarried at testator’s death 
were entitled equally to the income of the property 
during the widow’s life.-—JUBBEK v. JUBBER 
(1839), 9 Sim. 503; 59 BE. R. 452. 

Annotations :—Refd. Crockett v. Crockett (1842), 1 Hare, 
451; Raikes v. Ward (1842), 1 Hare, 445; Thorp v. 


Owcn (1843), 2 Hare,607. Mentd. Ewan v. Morgan (1858), 
32 L. T. O. 8S. 19. 





PART XVI. ade res SUB-SECT. 13. 
—5D. (8). 


87511. Parent & children take con- 


currently as joint tenants.}—Testator the wife & 


gave all his real & personal estate to 
trustees in trust for the benefit of his 
wife & children, & he appointed the 
trustees & his wife his exors. :—/Tield: 
children took as joint 


WILLS. 


8754. --]—Testator bequeathed his residue 
in trust for his daughter S. & her children, indepen- 
dently of her husband, & her receipts alone, 
notwithstanding her coverture, to be from time to 
time a sufficient discharge :—Held: the daughter 
& her children living at the testator’s death were 
entitled to the residue jointly —DE WITTE v. DE 
WITTE (1840), 11 Sim. 41; 9 L. J. Ch. 270; 4 
Jur. 625; 59 E. R. 788. 

Annotations :—Apld. Bustard v. Saunders (1843), 7 Beav. 92. 
Refd. Vaughan v. Headfort (1840), 4 Jur. 649; Crockett 
v. Crockett (1848), 2 Ph. 553; Newill v. Newill (1872), 
7 Ch. App. 253; Ie Seyton, Seyton v. Satterthwaite (1887), 
34 Ch. D. 511. 

8755. .|—Testatrix bequeathed her residue 
to A. T.; after A. T.’s death to be equally divided 
between 8S. L. & M. S., the daughters of her sister 
BE. S., & E. B., the daughter of her sister S. M., & 
her children. E. B. had eight children living at 
textatrix’s death, & one born afterwards & during 
A. T.’s life :—Held: the residue, on A. T.’s death, 
was divisible equally amongst S. L., M.S. & I. B. 
& her nine children.—LENDEN v. BLACKMORE 
(1840), 10 Sim. 626; 59 WW. R. 759. 

8756. ——-.]—T'estator directed the residue of 
his personal property to be divided into three equal 
parts, whereof he gave one part to his ‘‘ daughter H. 
& her younger children’’ :—Held: H. took an 
absolute interest with her younger children in 
joint tenancy.—SuTTonN v. TORRE (1842), 11 I. J. 
Ch. 255; 6 Jur. 234. 

8757. -I—A sum of money was remitted to 
England, to be secured for the benefit of a married 
woman & her children, so that the same might not 
come to the hands of her husband :—Held: they 
took as joint tenants.—BUSTARD v. SAUNDERS 
(1843), 7 Beav. 92; 7 Jur. 986; 49 KE. R. 998. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Newill v. Newill (1871), UL. KK. 12 Ka. 

432; Combe v. Iughoes (1872), 41 L. J. Ch. 693; Ze 

Scyton, Seyton v. Satterthwaite (1887), 34 Ch. D. 511. 

8758. |—Testatrix in her will used the 
folowing expression: ‘‘ observing that I". B. 
& his family are my residuary legatees for all but 
cash or moncys so called.” I. B. had nine 
children living at the date of the will & at testatrix’s 
death & testatrix died possessed of a promissory 
note payable to herself or order, some long 
annuities, Columbian bonds & money in her 
house & at her bankers :—Held: ‘‘by F. B. & 
his family ” testatrix meant F. B. & his children 
& they took the note, annuities & bonds as joint 
tenants, those articles being neither cash nor money 
so called.—-BEALES v. CRISFORD (1843), 13 Sim. 
5602; 13 L. J. Ch. 26; 60 E. BR. 280; sub rnom. 
BEALES v. CRISFORD, BEALES v. BEALES, 2 lL. T. 
O.S. 146; 7 Jur. 1076. 

i nnotations :—Consd. Re Parkinson's Trust, Hz p. ‘Thomp- 
son (1851), 1 Sim. N.S. 242. Refd. Crockett v. Crockett 
(1818), 2 Ph. 553. 

8759. .|—Testator by his will bequeathed 
as follows: ‘I give to A. together with her little 
girl LL. & two little boys I*. & O. my adopted 
children, & for their joint maintenance, their 
mother A. having the care of bringing them up 
to the best of her power till they are able to do 
for themselves, £30 a year from the interest of 
my funded property in the Bank of England, to be 
paid the mother half-yearly, or as may best suit 
as her conduct deserves. I also give £100 to each 
of the before-mentioned children towards their 
education & instruction ’’ :—Held: A. & her three 
children were entitled for their joint lives & 
for the lives & life of the survivors & survivor of 
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them, to an annuity of £30 charged on testator’s 
funded property ; & the three children were also 
entitled to a legacy of £100 each, with interest at 
£4 per cent. per annum from the day of testator’s 
death.—_W11son v. MADDISON (1843), 2 Y. & ©. 
Ch. Cas. 372; 12 L. J. Ch. 420; 11. T. 0.8. 336; 
7 Jur. 572; 63 E.R. 164. 


Annotations :—Consd. Hodges v. Harpur, Hedges ». Blick 
Sseaa | 3 De G. & J. 129. Mentd. Kerr v. Middlesex 
Hospital (1852), 22 L. J. Ch. 355. 


8760, -]|—Testator, by his will, directed that 
the oe of his share of a leaschold colliery 
should, during the time that the same was worked 
or workable, be equally divided amongst “ his 
wife & children & their children after them 
respectively ’’ :—Held: upon the construction of 
the whole will, the words ‘‘ their children after 
them respectively ’’ were words of limitation. 

It appears, therefore, that in one way or the 
other, parties now before the ct. have amongst 
themselves the absolute interest in the leasehold 
colliery (KNIGHT-BRUCE, V.-C.).—SNOWBALL v. 
PROCTER (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 478; 7 Jur. 
619; 63 EK. R. 214. 

8761. —.J]—Bequest to Captain A., his wife 
& children. There were two children :—Held: 
each child took one-third absolutely, & the hus- 
band & wife one-third between them.--—-GoRrpDON v. 
WHIELDON (1848), 11 Beav. 170; 18 L. J. Ch. 5; 
121. T. 0.8. 63; 12 Jur. 988; 50 E.R. 782. 


Annotation :-—Refd. Atcheson v. Atcheson (1849), 18 
L. J. Ch. 230. 


8762, -|——-Where a testator gives property 
to a parent & his children sincpliciter, & he has 
children then in esse, the parent & children take 
together, either jointly or in common; but if 
there be superadded words importing a settlement, 
the parent takes for life, with remainder to his 
children. 

Bequest “ to A..”’ who was enceinfe at the time, 
“& her children ” :--Held: A. & her children 
took as joint tenants, & no child having survived 
testator, A. was absolutely entitled to the legacy.—- 
MASON tv. CLARKE (1858), 17 Beav. 126; 22 
hh. J. Ch. 956; 21 L. T. O. S. 122; 17 Jur. 479; 
1W. R. 2973 SL E.R. 980. 

8763. —~--.]—Testator gave all his property for 
the use & benefit of his wife & children, as his 
trustees should think proper, during the widow- 
hood of his wife: nevertheless it was his desire, 
subject to a sum to be set apart for his daughter 
S., that all the rest should be equally divided 
between his wife & children on their severally 
attaining the age of twenty-one, & his wife con- 
tinuing his widow & unmarried. Testator left 
his wife & nine children :—Held: the property 
was divisible into tenths, cach of the children being 
entitled to one-tenth upon their respectively 
attaining twenty-one, the widow during widow- 
hood, receiving the income of the shares of minors, 
& applying them for their benefit.—SaLMoN v. 
TIDMARSH (1859), 5 Jur. N.S. 1380. 

8764. .|—Testator gave to his wife all his 
copyhold, freehold & personal estate to her 
absolute fee, & to her heirs exors, etc.; also his 
personal, leasehold & general possessions to & 
for her use & the use of his children. He also 
authorised her to appropriate any part thereof 
for her immediate use, & for that of her children : — 
Held: this was a gift to the wife & children as 
joint tenants, with a power to the wife to appro- 
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8773 1. Gift to A. or in case of his 
decease to his children.}—A devise of 
real estate to A., with the provision 
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[1927] 3 D. L. 


that In case of A.’s death, it should go 
to testatrix’s children, held to give A. 
who survived testator an absolute 
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priate for immediate use, as in the words of the 
will.— Curtis v. GRAHAM (1864), 10 L. T. 734; 12 
W. R. 098. 

8765. ———.]|—_NEwWILL v. NEWLLL, No. 8779, 
08¢. 
8766. J—Gift of residue to A. subject to 
life interest. in B. ‘‘ for her own benefit & her 
children, or one only child if she should have any ”’ 
creates a joint tenancy between A. & her children, 
& not a life interest to her with remainder to her 
children. Fisitgr v. WEBSTER (1872), L. R. 14 Inq. 
283; 42 1. J. Ch. 156; 20 W. R. 765. ; 
Annotation :—Refd. te Seyton, Seyton v. Satterthwaite 

(1887), 34 Ch. D. S11. 

8767. j—Re Wiumor, 
TERTON, No. 8780, post. 

8768. j}—te ASTBURY, ASTBURY v. GoD- 
SON (1926), 162 L. T. Jo. 497. 

Gift construed as life estate to parent.]— Sve 
Sub-sect. 18, B. (6), post. 

Gift construed as absolute interest to parent.|— 
See Sub-sect. 13, B. (6), post. 





Witmor v. Ber- 








(b) Gift Construed as Absolute Interest to Parent. 


8769. No children existing—At time specified 
for payment of legacy.|—Bequest to A. & her 
children, to be paid at a specified time. If there 
are no children at the time, A. takes absolutely.— 
PyYNE v. FRANKLIN (1832),5 Sim. 458; 2 0. J. Ch 
413; 58 KE. R. 410. 

8770. At testator’s death.] — Testator 
directed his trustees to apply a legacy to the sup- 
port & maintenance of the wife of his son H., 
& for the support & education of his children born 
in wedlock. There were no children of H. at 
testator’s death :--Held: the wife took the legacy 
absolutely to her separate use.—CAPE v. CAPE 
(1837), 2 Y. & C. Ex. 548; 1 Jur. 307; 160 KE. R. 
512. 

8771. Donee unmarried.]|—Bequest 
of £1,000 to A., & the children that may be law- 
fully begotten of her body. <A., being unmarried 
at the death of testatrix, takes the legacy 
absolutely.--KiAD vr. WiLtis (1844), 1 Coll. 86 ; 
21.7. O. 8S. 488 5 63 Fe. R. 332 5; sub nom. REED v. 
Wiis, 8 Jur. 165. 

8772. .| — Bequest to testator’s 
daughter for life, & on her death to testator’s son 
& his children. The son had no child at his father’s 
death, but had children living at the death of his 
daughter :—Held: his children were neither joint 
tenants with him nor entitled in remainder after 
his death, but the fund belonged to him absolutely. 
-—Scorr v. ScoTr (1845), 15 Sim. 47; 14 L. J. Ch. 
439; 9 Jur. 589; 60 EK. RR. 533. 

8773. Gift to A. ‘‘ or in case of his decease ”’ to 
his children.|—Testator resident abroad, gave a 
legacy to A., ‘‘ or in case of his decease, or at his 
decease, to be equally divided amongst his 
children.’ He yave other legacics in similar 
terms to B., C., etc., & he directed these sums to be 
paid to the above persons, then residing in Wales, 
& he appointed exors. in trust to send them to the 
respective individuals within six months :—Held ; 
the parents took absolute interests.—ARTHUR v. 
Huaues (1841), 4 Beav. 506; 49 HE. R. 436. 

8774. Gift to parent & children—Subsequent 
reference to fund as given to parent.|—Testator 
by his will bequeathed certain stock, standing 
in his name in the 3 per cent. Reduced Annuities, 

















W. W. R. 612; 21 Sask. L. R. 397.— 
CAN. 
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assigns. }—Testator by his will made the 
following provision for his sister: 


- 464; [1927] 1 


1020 


Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 18, 
B. (b) & (ce) 
to his son, P. J. & to his, P. J.’s children; but ina 
subsequent part of his will he refers to the same 
fund as being given to his son, without further 
mention of his son’s children :—Held: the son took 
an absolute interest in the property.—CaFrrary 
v. CAFFARY (1844), 3 L. T. O. S. 70; 8 Jur. 329. 

8775. Gift to testator’s children & grandchildren 
—Invalid gift over to great grandchildren.]— 
Where there is a gift by testator to his children, 
with a subsequent valid limitation to his grand- 
children, followed by an ultimate, but invalid, 
limitation to his great-yrandchildren, the gift to 
the children of testator is not necessarily an 
absolute gift.—WHITEHEAD v. BENNETT (1853), 1 
Eq. Rep. 560; 22 L. J. Ch. 1020; 21L. 7. 0. 8S. 
178; 18 Jur. 140; 1 W. RH. 406. 

8776. Gift to parent for life—Divisible amongst 
children at parent’s decease.]|—Testator devised 
real & personal estate to A. for life, with a direction 
to the exors., after A.’s death, to divide it amongst 
all her children ‘‘ & their lawful issue. share & 
share alike.”’ There was a gift over of the lease- 
holds to other persons on a total failure of issue of 
the children :—-Held: the children took estates 
tail in the realty & absolute interest in the 
personalty, & cross-remainders were not to be 
implied in regard to the leaseholds.—BKAVER v. 
NOWELL (1858), 25 Beav. 551; 53 E. R. 747. 

8777. Gift to parent & children ‘‘ in succession.’’] 
—Under a testamentary gift ‘‘ to my brother Bb. 
& to his children in succession’ :—Hecld: upon 
the construction of the whole wil], B. took an 
estate tail in the frecholds & an absolute interest 
in the leaseholds & general personal estatc.— 
TYRONE (Earn) v. WATERFORD (MARQUIS) (1860), 
1DeG. F. & J. 613; 20 L. J. Ch. 486; 2 L. T. 
007; 6 Jur. N.S. 567; 8 W. R. 454; 45 E.R. 
499,I. C.& L. JJ. 


Annotations :—-Consd. Lucas v. Goldsmid (1861), 29 Beav. 
657. Refd. ve Pollard’s Kstate (1863), 3 De G. J. & Sm. 
5413; Gutbriev. Walrond (1883), 22 Ch. D. 573: Bowen v. 
Lewis (1884), 9 App. Cas. 890; de Clark, McKechnie rv. 
Clark (1903), 89 L. T. 736. 





(ce) Gift Construed as Life Estate to Parent. 

8778. Ascertainment of testator’s intention— 
Slight circumstances regarded.|}—CROCKETT  v. 
CROCKETT, No. 87V5, post. 

8779, —— ¥j—Testator gave all his real & 
personal estate to his wife for the use & benefit 
of herself & all his children, whether born of his 
former or of his then present wife, & he appointed 
his wife, & three other persons his exors. :—Held: 
the wife & children took as joint tenants. 

The ct. will lay hold of every small circumstance 
to support the conclusion that testator intended 
what the ct., upon some presumed rule, conceives 
to be his most natural intention a priori, & will 
modify such a bequest into a bequest to the wife for 
life with remainder to the children. ... 

Tf it were to be laid down as a general rule that, 
although a gift to A., B., & C., is a gift in joint 
tenancy, that construction is not to apply to a gift 
to a wife & children, it would be ecthee matter ; 
but if the change of construction is to depend on the 
circumstances, I confess that I cannot find any 
circumstances on the face of the wil] which lead 
me to the conclusion that testator meant anything 





**Secondly IT give & bequeath one- 
fourth part of all my money & pro- 
perly to my sister J. KF. or Y., & to ber 
i¢irs or assignees ’’:—Held: the gift 
was an absolute gift & there was no 
substitutionary gift to the ‘‘heirs or 
assignees ’’ in case of the donee’s death 
in testator’s lifetime.—2Zie Ferauss0n CAN, 
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more than he said (LORD JTIATHERLEY, C.).— 
NEWILL v. NEWILL (1872), 7 Ch. App. 253; 41 
L. J. Ch. 432; 26L. 7.175; 20 W. R. 308, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Fishor v. Webster (1872), L. R.14 Eq. 
283; Re Adain’s Policy Trusts (1883), 23 Ch. D. 525; ke 
Seyton, Soyton v, Satterthwaite (1887), 34 Ch, D. 511. 
Apld. Re Astbury, Astbury v, Godson, [1926] W. N. 336. 
Refd. ?te Wilmot, Wilmot v. Betterton (1897), 76 L. T. 
415. 


8780. —-— .|—-Testator devised &  be- 
queathed all his real & personal estate to B. for 
life, & after her decease to P. for life subject to a 
forfeiture in a certain event, & the will proceeded : 
‘& from & after the decease of” P., ‘I give & 
bequeath the property so given & belonging to 
P. “for life to my ward” EK. “ & to any lawful 
issue she may have, such issue to take a vested 
interest in my property upon attaining the age of 
twenty-one years.’’ ‘Testator died possessed of 
real & personal estate. E. survived testator & 
died intestate without having been married :— 
Held: (1) the direction that the issue should take 
vested interests was inconsistent with the use of 
the word ‘issue’? as a term of limitation, & 
consequently E.’s issue took as purchasers, & 
her heir-at-law was entitled to the real estate ; 
(2) as to the personal estate E. & her issue, had 
she had any, would have taken concurrently as 
joint tenants, & consequently her legal personal 
representative was entitled to the personalty. 

Under a gift of personalty to A. & his children 
the parent & children take primd facie concurrently 
as joint tenants, but slight circumstances have 
been laid hold of by the cts. as enabling them to 
come to the conclusion that a gift for life to A. with 
remainder to his children was intended (STIRLING, 
J.).—Re WILMOT, WILMOT v. BETTERTON (1897), 
76 L.T. 415; 45 W. R. 492. 

8781. Intention to create settlement.]|— MASON 
v. CLARKE, No. 8762, ante. 

8782. ‘‘ Gift to sole use of A. or of children for 
ever.’’}—-Testator gave £500 ‘‘ to the sole use of N. 
or of her children for ever.’? N. took an interest 
for life in the £500, & it belonged to her children 
after her death.—NEWMAN v. NIGHTINGALE (1787), 
1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 341; 29 E.R. 1104, Lb. C. 

8783. Gift to A. & to children.}|—CRAWFORD v. 
TROTTER, No. 7082, ante. 

87384. Time of payments specified.]—Testa- 
tor gave to his daughter & her children £5,000, 
£3,000 to be paid in one year after his decease, & 
£2,000 after the decease of his wife, & appointed 
A. B. trustee of those sums for his daughter & her 
children. The ct. declared the £5,000 to be in 
trust for the daughter for life, & after her decease 
for all her children, whether born in testator’s 
lifetime or after his decease.—MorsE v. Morsk 
(182), 2 Sim. 485; 57 HK. BR. 869. 

Annotations :—Consd. Audsley v. Horn (1858), 26 Beav. 
195. Refd. Crockett v. Crockett (1848), 2 Ph. 553; 
Holloway v. Collier (1853), 1 W. R. 266. 

8785. - For separate use of A.|—Testator 
gave £5,000 to his sons, in trust for his daughter 
Mrs. W., so as not to be subject to the debts, acts 
or control of her husband ; & he gave the like sum 
to his daughter Mrs. A. in trust as aforesaid, for the 
use of herself & children. Mrs. A. had two children 
living at testator’s death :—Held: they did not 
take either as joint tenants or tenants in common 
with her; but that she was entitled to the whole 
income of the fund for her life for her separate use, 
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with remainder to her children.—Frrencu v. 
FRENCH (1840), 11 Sim. 257; 59 EB. R. 872. 
Annotation :—-Consd. Re Seyton, Seyton v. Satterthwaite 

(1887), 34 Ch. D. 511. 

8786. —---- .|—Testator, by his will, gave 
to his niece, E., wife of G., the sum of £7,000, & 
to her heirs, for her separate use; the sum of 
£7,000 to be invested in Consols, in the names of 
A. & B., who were appointed trustees of the dona- 
tion, to receive the interest of the stock, & to be 
answerable for the stock, for the use of E. & her 
children, & to apply it most conducive to their 
interest. E. to pay her mother during her life 
the sum of £40 per annum :—Held: li. was entitled 
for life, with remainder to her children born at 
& after the death of testator—-OGLE v. CORTHORN 
(1845), 14 L. J. Ch. 3387; 9 Jur. 325. 

8787. ---— —-—-.]|—Testator devised all his real 
property to his youngest son & his heirs, but if he 
should die unmarried, then to his sisters & their 
heirs. By a codicil he declared that he left in trust 
to his exors. the whole of the property of every 
description which he had willed to his youngest 
son :—Held: the beneficial disposition made by 
the will was not revoked, but the exors. took 
subject to the trusts thereby declared.—FRouGatrr 
v. WARDELL (1850), 3 De G. & Sm. 685; 15 L. 'I. 
O.S. 21; 14 Jur. 1101; 64 E.R. 661. 

Annotations :—Consd. Fe Parkinson’s Trust (1851), 1 Sim. 
~S. 242; Re Seyton, Seyton v. Satterthwaite (1887), 

34 Ch. )). 511. 

8788. -~ .| ~Testator, by his will, gave 
a legacy to his daughter for life, for her separate 
use, With remainder to her children. By a codicil 
headed as ‘‘ instructions to his solr.,’ to add to 
his will, he gave another legacy ‘‘ to his daughter 
& children, for their sole use & benefit,”’ etc., etc., 
& one-third of the residue ‘‘to his daughter & 
children for their sole use & benefit’ :-—-HWeld: 
the daughter took a life interest in the gifts by the 
codicil.---CATOR v. CATOR (1851), 14 Beav. 463 ; 
51 Wd. R. 364. 

Annotation :-~ Refd. Coventry v. Chichester (1864), 2 Hem. 

& M. 149. 


8789. - ~-—-.j-—Testator bequeathed his 
residue to his nieces A. & B., & he then confined 
the gift to A. & B. & their children, without 
comprehending their husbands unless his nieces 
should die without issue :—Held: A. & B. took 
for their separate use for life, with remainder to 
their children, &, in default, the nieces took 
absolutely.—-DAWSON v. BOURNE (1852), 16 Beav. 
29; 19L.T. O.S. 252; 51 FE. BR. 686. 

Annotation :-- Refd. Audsley v. Horn (1858), 26 Beav. 195. 
8790. —-—.|—-Bequest to a married woman 

‘* for the benefit of herself & such children as she 

then had or might thereafter have by her then 

husband, free from the control of her husband ”’ : 

-—Held: that she took for life, with remainder to 

such children.—JEFFERY v. DE Virre (1857) 24 

Beav. 296; 53 E. R. 372 

{nnotations :—Consd. Newill v. Newill (1871), L. R. 12 Kq. 
432; Ie Adam's Policy Trusts (1883), 23 Ch. D. 525: Zee 
Seyton, Seyton v. Satterthwaite (1887), 34 Ch. D. 511. 
Refd. Audsley v. Worn (1858), 26 Beay. 195. 

8791. To be secured for their benefit.|— 
Testator bequeathed £40,000 to Lord H. & his 
children, to be secured for their benefit :—Held : 
Lord H. took for life, with remainder to his children. 
—VAUGHAN v. HEADFORT (MARQUIS) (1840), 10 
Sim. 639; 9L. J. Ch. 2715; 4 Jur. 649; 59 14. R. 
764, 

Annotations :—Distd. Busturd v. Saunders (1843), 7 Jur. 
986. Consd. Ogle v. Corthorn (1845), 14 L. J. Ch. $37, 
Refd. Holloway v. Collier (1853), 1 W. lt. 266. 

8792. —-—— No children existing at termination of 
prior life estate.|—-AUDSLEY v. HoRN, No. 8732, 
ante, 
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8793. Subsequent reference to A. & her 
family.]— Bequest “to A. & her children,” 
expressed in another part of the will as a gift ‘‘ to 
A. & her family’? :—eld: A. took for life.— 
WARD v. GREY (1859), 26 Beav. 485; 29 LL. J. Ch. 
74; 31L.T. 0.8.50; 5 Jur. N.S. 948; 7W.R. 
569; 53 E.R. 986. 

Annotations :—Consd. Newill v. Newill (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 
432. Refd. te Smith, Prada v. Vandroy, [1916] 1 Ch. 523. 
8794. Devise of realty with power of sale—Gift of 

purchase-money to children.}—Testator devised a 

farm to his two sons, with permission to dispose of 

it to certain persons, if they thought proper; but, 
if it should not be sold, he bequeathed it, after the 
decease of either of his sons, to the survivor, & 
directed that, after the death of both, it should be 
sold, & the money divided equally between the 
children of his suns :—Held: the sons were only 
joint tenants for life with a power of sale; they 
could make a good title, & give discharges for the 
purchase money ; they were joint tenants for life 
of the purchase-money ; &, upon the death of the 
survivor, it would devolve to their children. 

BREEDON v. BREEDON (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 413; 

8 lL. J.O.8. Ch. 1043 39 E.R. 159. 

8795. Direction that all property should be at 
disposal of wife for herself & children.’’]--—Testator, 
by his will, directed that all his property should be 
* at the disposal of his wife, for herself & children” : 
---Held: there was no joint tenancy between the 
widow & children; but the widow, though not 
entitled to the property absolutely, had a personal 
interest init; &, as between hersclf & her children, 
was either a trustee of the fund with a large 
discretion as to the application of it, or she had a 
power in fevour of the children subject to a life 
interest in herself. 

I have not been referred to, nor have 1 found, 
any case in which the terns of a gift of personalty 
have been the same as in this will, but there are 
mapy in which rules & principles have been 
established, which appear to me to lead to the 
conclusion that the children do not take interests 
in possession in the property as joint tenants with 
their mother, which would give the same effect 
to the words used as if the gift had been simply 
to the mother & her children, although even in 
such a gift a very slight indication of intention 
that the children should not take jointly with the 
mother, has been thought sufficient to enable the 
ct. to decree a life estate to the mother with 
remainder to her children (LORD CoTTENHAM, C.). 
—-CROCKETT v. CROCKETT (1848), 2 Ph. 553; 17 
L. J. Ch. 230; 10 L. T. O. S. 4093; 12 Jur. 234; 
41K. RR. 1057, L. C.3 revsg. (1842), 1 Mare, 451. 
Annotations :——-Consd. Webb v. Wools (18452), 2 Sim. N. S. 

267. pld. Hart v. Tribe (1854), 18 Beav. 215. Consd. 

Alexander v. Alexander (1856), 27 L. T. O. S. 333 : Smith 

v. Smith (1856), 2 Jur N.S. 967. Apld. Ward e«. Grey 

(1859), 26 Beav. 485. Distd. Bibby ». Thompson (No. 1) 

(1863), $2 Beav. 646. Consd. Lambe vr. Hames (1871), 

6 Ch. App. 597; Newill v. Newill (1872), 7 Ch. App. 253. 

Distd. Hicks v. Ross (1872), L. R. 14 Hq. 141. Refd. 

Hodgson v. Green (1812), 11 L. J. Ch. 312; Thorp v. 

Owen (1843), 2 Hare, 607; Byne v. Blackburn (1858), 26 

Beay. 415 Sahnon +t. Tidmarsh (1859), 5 Jur. N.S. 1380 : 

Jzod v. lzod (1863), 1 New Rep. 462; Armstrong v. 

Armstrong (1869), 38 L. J. Ch. 463; Greene v. Greene 

(1869), 17 W. R. 487. 

8796. Gift to A. ‘‘ but in case he should die 
leaving lawful issue ’’ to A.’s children.|—Testatrix 
bequeathed a legacy to A., his exors., etc., ‘ but 
in case he should die leaving lawful issue,”? she 
bequeathed it to A.’s children. <A. survived 
testatrix :—Held: A. took a life interest’ only.— 
JOHNSTON v. ANTROBUS (1856), 21 Beav. 556 ; 
b2 KE. RR. 974. 

8797. Gift to A. with interest for life—Interest to 
children on parent’s death.|—Bequest of £140 to 








WILLS. 


Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 13 
".(c); sub-sect. 14, A.] , 

A., the interest to be paid to her during her life, & 
at her death to be paid to her children, followed by 
the appointment of a trustee, & by a direction, not 
limited to her life, to pay her the interest :—Held : 


die without issue then to B. (son of the eld 
brother of A.), in fee:—Held: A. a 
estate for te only took an 
In the present case it is not only said after his 
decease, but after the determination of the former 
estates, which plainly shows that the devise to 


A. took a life interest only, & not an absolute 
interest subject to the gift to her children.—Re 
GRAHAM'S WILL (1864). 33 Beav. 479; 55 E. Qf. 
454, 

ao ey :— Refd. Crozier v. Crozier (1873), L. R. 15 Eq. 


8798. Gift to A. ‘‘for benefit of herself & 
children.’’|—Testator, by will, gave all his estate, 
which consisted wholly of personalty, or of real 
estate distributable as personalty, to his wife 
absolutely, ‘‘ for the benefit of herself & children ”’ ; 
& appointed her extrix. of his will. He left his 
wife & six children surviving. ‘The widow 
proved the will, & died. During her lifetime one 
of the children, a daughter, married & died :--- 
Held: the children took as joint tenants, «, 
semble: the wife took only an estate for life.— 
ARMSTRONG v. ARMSTRONG (1869), L. R. 7 Eq. 
518; 38 L. J. Ch. 463; 20 L. T. 776; 17 W. R. 
570. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Newill v. Newill (1872), 7 Ch. App. 

2533 aillie v. Treharne (1881), 17 Ch 388 Reta. 


Hill, Public Trustee ». O’Donnell, (1923) 2 Ch, 259. 
oneness Trusts, Hughes v. Anderson (1888), 38 Ch. D. 


8799. Gift to A. & such children as should attain 
specified age.|—Testatrix gave £1,400 to trustees 
in trust to pay the income to M. for life, & the 
capital to her children, excluding her two eldest 
sons, who should survive her & attain twenty-one. 
She also gave £1,500 to each of her two eldest 
sons, & the residue to M. & such of her children, 
including the two eldest sons, as should attain 
twenty-one :—Held: M. took a life estate in the 
residue, With remainder to such of her children 
as should attain twenty-one.—Re QWEN’S TRUSTS 
(1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 816; 25 L. 1. 489. 
ear :—Refd. Newill v. Newill (1871), L. BR. 12 Eq. 


8800. Gift in trust for A. & children—A. to take 
income until youngest child attains specified age.|— 
Testator gave his property to trustees for the 
benefit of his daughter ‘‘ for her use & the use of ”’ 
certain of her children for their education, etc., 
adding a direction that his daughter should only 
use the income until the youngest child attained 
twenty-one, or married. Six of the children 
specified attained twenty-one, & survived their 
mother :— Held: there was a gift of the income to 
the daughter for life, subject to the trust for the 
education, etc., of her children, & a gift of the 
capital at her death to the six children as joint 
tenants.— Re WHITTy, EVANS v. EVANS (181), 
43 L. T. 692. 

8801. Gift to A. & children.|—/ie Morsr, MORSE 
v. MoRSE (1902), 46 Sol. Jo. 280, C. A. 


SUB-SECT. 14.—GIFT TO A PERSON AND ON 
His DECEASE TO HIS CHILDREN. 
A. fealty. 
8802. Children take in remainder.) — WILD’s 
CASE, No. 8728, ante. 
8803, ———.]—-Devise to A. for life, then to the 
children of A. successively & their heirs, & if A. 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 14. 
—A. S 


0. Gift lo A., & after her decease 162.—AUS. 
lo her eldest surviving son—Absolute 


estule with executory 
life. ]}—CAMIPBELL v. 
hK. N.S. W. 425; 


p. Trust to convey to children of 


the children was intended as a remainder in the 
present case (WILLES, C.J.).—GINGER d. WHITE 
v. WHITE (1742), Willes, 348; 125 KH. R. 1208. 


Annotations :—Apld. Goodtitle d. Cross v. Wodhull (1745), 
Willes, 592. Consd. Lees v. Mosley (1835), 1 Y. & C. Ex. 


589. Distd. Franks v. Price (1840), 3 Beav. 182. Apld. 
Towns v. Wentworth (1858), 11 Moo. P. C. C. 526. Consd. 
Tyrone v. Waterford (1860), 1 De G. F. & J. 613. Refd. 


Murthwaite v. Jonkinson (1823), 2 B. & C. 357 ; Ellicombe 

a Gompertz (1837),.3 My. & Cr. 127; Foster v. Hayes 

1855), 4 E. & B. 717; Woodhouse v. Herrick (1855), 1 

c. & J. 352; Pride v. Fooks (1858), 3 De G. & J. 252: 

Bowen v. Lewis (1884), 9 App. Cas. 890. 

8804. .|-—‘' Devise to A. for life, & after 
her death to B. & her children of her body begotten 
or to be begovten by C. her husband, & their heirs 
for ever’’ one child being born at the time this 
creates a joint tenancy between B. & her children. 
—OaTEs d. HATTERLEY v. JACKSON (1742), 2 
Stra. 1172 ; 7 Mod. Rep. 480; 93 E. R. 1107. 
Annotations :—Folld. Bridge ». Yates (1842), 12 Sim. 645. 

Consd. Kenworthy v. Ward (1853), 11 Hare, 196. Refd. 

Doe d. Phipps v. Mulgrave (1793), 5 Term Rep. 320; 

Jeffrey v. onywood (1819), 4 Madd. 398; Heron v. 

Stokes (1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 1613 Roper v. Roper (1867), 

36L. J.C. P. 270. 





8805. —---.}—A devise of all testator’s real 
estate in A. to B. during life, & at B.’s death to 
the children of LB. with remainder over, gives 
either an estate tail to BB. or an estate for life to 
B. remainder in tail to the children of B.—Hopaks 
7. MIDDLETON (1780), 2 Doug. K. B. 481; 99 


KE. R. 276. 
Annotations :—Consd. Seale v. Barter (1801), 2 Bos. & P. 





485. Distd. Doe d. Liversage v. Vaughan (1822), 5 B. & 
Ald. 464. 
8806. j—Devise to two jointly, to be 


aivided between them, for their natural lives, & 
after their decease, to such child & children of the 
two, of their bodies lawfully begotten, share & 
share alike; & in failure of such issue, to such 
child of W. there being a child of one of the two 
living at the time of the devise, & death of tes- 
tator; this devise creates an estate for life in the 
two, & the same in the child & the remainder over 
failing, the heir-at-law of testator took the fee.— - 
Dor d. ToOLEY v. GUNNISS (1812), 4 Taunt. 313 ; 
128 E. R. 350. 

8807. .|—A. devises his estate to the usc 
of his son B. for his life; from & after his decease, 
to the use of all the children of B.’s body, lawfully 
issuing exclusive of his eldest son their heirs & 
assigns for ever, as tenants in common: But in 
case J3. shall die without leaving any lawfully 
begotten child or children, or issue of any such 
child etc., then over. <A. dies, & B. sulfers a 
recovery to the use of himself in fee :—Held: 
B. had, at the time of his death, only a life estate 
in the premises.--SMITH v. HokLocK (1816), 2 
Marsh. 405; 7 Taunt. 129; 129 E. R. 52. 

8808. -]—Where testator bequeathed a 
burgage tenement to his nephew, J., for life, & 
from & after his decease, to all & every the child 
& children of J. lawfully begotten, or to be be- 
goiten, whether sons or daughvers, they, if more 
than one, to take, as tenants in common, jn equal 
shares & proportions ; & for want of such issue, 
to his own right heirs for ever :——Held: under 
this devise, J. took only an estate for life, & that. 








all sons & daughters or such of them as 
should leave issue him or her surviving.) 
ae EEL Naten (1921), 17 Tas. L. RK. 


q. Gift to A. for life  & to her children 


ift over or gift for 
Gown (1917), 17 
34N.8. W. WN, 


Part XVI,—ConstTRUCTION. 


after his death, his children took only estates for 
life as tenants in common.—Dok d. LIVERSAGE v. 
VAUGHAN (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 464; 1 Dow. & Ry. 





K. B. 52; 106 E. R. 1260. 
8809. eee rule established in numerous 
cases, that a bequest to A. & in case of his death 


to B. gives A. an absolute interest in case he sur- 
vives testator, is not to be extended to devises of 
real estate. Accordingly, upon a devise of a 
certain share of a real estate to testator’s sisters, 
M. & L., share & share alike; ‘‘ & in case of their 
demise,’”’ to be equally divided amongst their 
children, or their lawful heirs :—feld: the sisters 
took estates for life only, with remainder to their 
children as tenants in common in fee.— BOWEN 
v. SCOWCROFT (1837), 2 Y. & C. Ex. 640; 7 L. J. 
Ex. Eq. 25. 





8810. .|—Re LAVERICK’S Estate, No. 8592, 
ante. 
8811. I—Devise to the use of L. for life. 





with remainder to the use of his child or children ; 
but if he should die without leaving such issue. 
then over :—Held: the will being made before 
1838, the children took estates for life only.— 
Re POLLARD’s ESTATE (1863), 3 De G. J. & Sm. 


541; 2 New Rep. 404; 32 L. J. Ch. 657; 8 L. T. 
710; 11 W. R. 1083; 46 BE. R. 746, L. JJ. 


Manone: -— Refd. Varro vw. Knightly ie 36 L. T. 
17; dte Jones, Last v. Dobson, [1915] 1 Ch. 2416. 


8812. -|—Testator pave free Bold: copy- 
hold, & leaschold estates to his daughter for life, 
& should she live to become marriageable, leaving 
a child or children, for the support & maintenance 
of such child, if there was only one, & if more than 
one in fair & equal proportion “ for & during 
the term of their natural lives, & in like manner 
to their children & children’s children each family 
having among them the father’s or mother’s 
shares, with a gift over on the death under twenty- 
one or before marriage of his daughter :—Held: 
the daughter took an estate for life only, & not an 
estate tail. The limitations after the daughter’s 
life estate were not. all void, but her children, if 
she left any, would take lfe estates.—]AMPTON 
v. TIOLMAN (1877), 5 Ch. PD. 1883; 46 L. J. Ch. 





248; 86L. T. 287; 25 W. R. 459. 
Annotations : —Refd. Re Harvey, Peek v. Savory (1888), 
39 Ch. D. 289; #e Rising, Itising v. ae 


5 11904) 1 Ch. 
033; Tee Mortimer, Gray v. Gray, [1905] 2 h. 


8813. -|—-Where there was a pares ‘to R. 
& J. as tenants in common ‘‘ & in their respective 
pr oportions | to their children, or according to 
their wills ’’?; & at the date of the will J. had 
children, but R. had none :—Held: not to be a 
devise of estate tail, or a gift to the children 
toyether with their parent, but to be a gift in fee 
simple to R. & J. as tenants in common, with a 
superadded executory devise at the death of each 
to his children or to his devisees.—Re Buck- 
MASTER’S ESTATE (1882), 47 L. T. 514. 

ATOR :—Apld. Re Jonos, Lewis v. Lewis, [1910] 1 Ch. 


8814. .J—Testator devised & bequeathed 
all his real & leasehold estate to his wife for life, 
& after her death as to two-fifths to his son, & 
as to three-fifths to his two daughters ‘‘in two 
equal shares, share & share alike, & to the child 
or children of the three children. In case of any 
of my children dying & leaving no legal issue the 
share or shares of those dying to be given to the 
surviving child or children of such as will be 
dead.’’ Testator left real & personal estate. Onc 








if any at her death ’—Gift ober Pd nO 
children to testator’s son d? daughter.) -— 
Land was devised to A. for ine "o & 
to her children if any at her death,’ 

if no children to testator’s son & 


daughter. 


A. had no children when 
the will was made :—V/leld : 
to A. was not of an estate in tail, but 
on her death her children took the fee. 
—GRANT v. FULLER (1902), 33.5. C. R. 


1023 


grandchild of testator was born during the lifetime 
of the widow, the tenant for life, & several grand- 
children were born after her death :—Held: the 
rule in Wild’s Case, No. 8728, ante, did not apply, 
the grandchildren of testator did not take con- 
currently with their parents, but the share of each 
child of testator was subject upon the death of 
the child to an executory bequest or limitation 
over to his or her children, & was also subject to 
the provision in the will to take effect in case 
of any child dying & leaving no legal issune.— 
Re JONES, Lewis v. Lewis, [1910] 1 Ch. 167; 79 














L. J. Ch. 84; 101 lL. T. 549. 
$815. Unless contrary intention indicated.] 
—ANON. (circa 1560). Benl. 30; 73 E.R. 953. 
8816. .|—ANON, (1564), 1 And. 43; 
°123 KE. RR. 344. 
Annotation :—Refd. King v. Melling (1672), 3 Keb. 95. 
8817. ——.|—JoNnrs v. Leaa (1743), 9 
Mod. Rep. 461; 88 E. R. 574; sub nom. IvEs 


v. LEGGE, 3 Term Rep. 488 n., L. C. 


Annotations :—Distd. lace d. Combeebach v. Perryn (1789), 

3 Term Kep. 484. Consd. R. v. Stafford ee 
32. Distd Wuimpson- 6. Brandwood (1815), 1 3 add. 381. 
Consd. Doe d. Todd v. Duesbury (1841), 8 M. & W. 514. 
Refd. Doe d. Dacre v. Dacre (1798), 1 Pos a 250; It. v. 











Sh toes & Steward (1806), 3 Smith, . 459; Driver 

Bere nie? 3M. & 8S. 25; Fouter on "Hayes (1853), 

8818. ——.|—- HopakEs v. MIDDLETON, No. 
8805, ante. 

8819. .|— Devise of an estate to trus- 
tees in trust to permit devisor’s six children, A., 
b., C., D., E., F., B. being a daughter, & the 


others, sons, to receive a sixth part each, of the 
rents during their life & lives, & after their respec- 
tive deceases, to permit the child or children of 
the child so dying to receive the rents of the 
share of the child so dying in equal shares & pro- 
portions; & so on in like manner from children 
to children: in case either of devisor’s children 
should die without leaving issue, the rents of the 
child so dying to go to the survivor or survivors. 
A., C., K., & F. died without issue, & B., leaving 
a son & two daughters :—Held: the devisor’s 
children took estates tail; upon the death of A., 
C., E., & F., their shares accrued to D. as sur- 
vivor, & B.’s son was only entitled to one-sixth. 





—WOLLEN v. ANDREWES (1824), 2 Bing. 126; 9 
Moore, C. P. 248; 21. J. O. S.C. P. 145; 130 
E.R. 25: 
Annotation : -Distd. Doe d. Gallini v. Gallini (1833), 5 B. & 
. 621. 
8820. — -= .|}—Testator devised all his 


share of his two estates in W. to his daughter 
K. B. for life, & at her decease to J. B., her husband, 
during his life; & at the decease of his son-in- law 
J. B. he directed that the whole legacy to him 
should go to his grandson W. B. & to his children 
lawfully begotten, for ever ; but in default of 
such issue at his decease to testator’s grandson 
A. B., his heirs & assigns for ever :—AHeld: W.B. 
took an estate tail in the shares of the estates in 
W.—BroapHurst v. Morris (1831), 2 B. & Ad. 
1; 9L.5.0.8. K. B. 27; 109 B. R. 1044. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Fx D Davies (eel) 2 Sim. N.S. 114 





Parker v. Birks Ce J. 156. Refd. Webb v. 
Byng (1856), 2 K.& J 
8821. + trestater, after premising 





that, should his daughter die unmarried, he would 
not have his estate sold or frittered away after 
her decease, or left to any body who would not 
reside on it, but that it should be entailed, & 


34.—CAN. 

r. Gift to A. for life, & then to his chil- 
drenin priority—Gift over on death of A. 
unmarried. |—Re PENNEPATHER, SAVILE 
v. SAVILE, [1896] 1 1. R. 249.—IR. 


the devise 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 14, 
A. & B.; sub-sect. 15, A.] 


residence be made the absolute groundwork of 
such entail ; devised all his real estate to trustees 
& their heirs: ‘‘ But to permit, nevertheless, my 
daughter, S. J. not only to receive the rents & 
profits thereof to her own use, or to sell or mort- 
gage any part, but also to settle on any husband 
she may take the same or any part thereof for 
life, should he survive her, but not without his 
being liable to impeachment for waste or non- 
residence, or neglecting necessary repairs. But 
should my daughter have a child, I devise it to 
the use of such child, from & after my daughter’s 
decease, with a reasonable maintenance for the 
education, etc., of such child in the mean time. 
Should none of these cases happen,’ he then 
devised the estate after his daughter’s decease 
to trustees to preserve contingent remainders for 
the use of his nephew, on condition of residence, 
or of giving security for his residence when of 
age, if he should be a minor when the remainder 
vested There were other remainders over. He 
added, that he did not will to restrain his daughter 
as a tenant for life, but that in case of misconduct 
in any of the remaindermen, she might, by the 
advice or consent of the trustees, set aside such a 
one by her will. He further added, ‘‘1 recom- 
mend it to my daughter, for want of issue to her- 
self, not to leave in legacies above £600 & that 
out of my charge on N. which I have also articled 
for, & entail the rest for the further support of 
this house ”’ :—Held: the word ‘ child” in this 
devise was 20men collectivum; the daughter took 
an estate tail; the estate during her life & after 
her decease were not of different qualities; &, 
a recovery suffered by her after testator’s death, 
was valid.—DoE d. JONES v. Davies (1832), 4 
B. & Ad. 43; 1 Nev. & M. K. B. 654; 11, J. 
kK. B. 244; 110 E.R. 371, 

8822. —— —-—-.]— Devise of a copyhold to 
trustees & the survivor of them, & the exors. & 
administrators of such survivor for ever, upon 
trust, out of the rents & profits, to pay certain 
yearly charges, & the residue to T., for life; & 
from & after his decease, to pay the residue as 
aforesaid to T.’s children, & so on for ever; & 
for want of children lawfully begotten, to testa- 
trix’s daughters :—Held: ‘'T. took an equitable 
estate tail under this devise.—TrasH v. Woop 
(1839), 4 My. & Cr. 324; 9L. J. Ch. 105; 4 Jur. 
669; 41 KF. R. 126, 1. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Mallinson v. Siddle (1870), 39 L. J. Ch. 

426; J@e Hudson, Cassels v. Hudson, [1908] 1 Ch. 655. 


8823. -~— .j—D., being seised in fee, by 
will, executed before 1838, devised to his niece 
KE. ‘for her life only”; ‘should she marry, 
& have issue, then to go to her children; or, if 
she have no issue, then to go to” F. W., ‘“ my 
nephew & exor. Should he have no issue, then 
to go to my niece” H.: ‘ &, furthermore, it is 
my desire that the freehold shall never be sold 
or mortgaged, but shall remain, independent. of 
any husband perpetually in some branch of my 
family.” After D.’s death, E. married pltf., had 
children by him, & died. From a day before the 
death of testator, till after E.’s death, the land 
had been on lease from year to year, to the same 
tenant, at an annual rent :—Held: If. took an 
estate tail by the will.—VoLLER 1. CARTER (1854), 
4H. & 2B. 173; 2401. 5.Q. B. 66; 24 L. T. O.S. 
93; 1 Jur. N.S. 278: 3 .W. R. 22; 119 B. R. 67. 
Annotation :—Apld. Coles v. Witt (1856), 2 Jur. N. S. 1226. 








WILLS. 





8824. ——.]— BEAVER v. Nowe, No. 
8776, ante. 
8825. — .|—TYRONE (EARL) v. WATER- 





FORD (MARQUIS). No. 8777, ante. 
8826 .|—(1) Testator bequeathed the 


entire income of his estate to his wife during her 
lifetime, & after her decease he devised a freehold 
farm to his son ‘‘ during his lifetime & afterwards 
to his children, if any. Should my son leave no 
issue, then the farm shall return to my two 
daughters, E. M. P. & O. M. H., & to their issue 
afterwards ’’ :—-Held: there was imported into 
the gift to the son a gift to the heritable blood 
generally, & the rule in Shelley’s Case, No. 7798, 
ante, applied, & the son took an estate tail, subject 
to the life interest of testator’s widow. 

(2) Testator gave all his residuary personal 
estate subject to the life interest of his wife, 
equally between his two daughters, kK. M. P. & 
O. M. H. & their respective issue :—-Held : ‘‘ issue ” 
was not a word of limitation but the issue took as 
purchasers, &, the residuary personal estate went 
in moieties, one moiety to each of the daughters 
& her issue, & all the issue who came into exist- 
ence before the period of distribution —-namely, 
the death of the tenant for life—would take in 
competition with their mother.—Re LAMMOND, 
PARRY v. HAMMOND, [1924] 2 Ch. 276; 938 L. J. 
Ch. 620; 131 L. T. 6382; 68 Sol. Jo. 706. 


B. Personalty. 

8827. Children take as joint tenants.|—'Testa- 
trix willed that, after payment of her legacies, the 
whole of her property should be given to her sister 
M., to be hers independent of any husband; & 
earncstly recommended her to take such measures 
as she might deem best for making it. sure that 
whatever she might inherit might go at her decease 
to her children :—Held: the children on their 
mother’s death were entitled to the property as 








joint tenants absolutely.—CHoLMONDELEY = 1. 
CHOLMONDELEY (1815), 14 Sim. 590; 60 EK. KR. 
487, 

8828. j|--Under the following bequest : 





‘all my lawful debts to be paid, & the remainder 
for my daughter; & at her decease, to be left to 
her children ” :—Held: the children took as joint 
tenants.—MENCE v. BAGsTER (1850), 4 De G. & 
Sm. 162; 64 EK. R. 780. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Kenworthy v. Ward (1853), 11 Hare, 

196; Noble tr. Stow (1859), 29 Beav. £09. 

8829. -—-—.|—Testator gave all his property, 
subject to his debts, to his wife, ‘‘ her heirs, exors., 
administrators, or assigns, to & for her sole use 
& benefit, in full confidence that she wil], in every 
respect, appropriate & apply the same unto or for 
the benefit of all my children”; & testator 
appointed his wife extrix. Testator, by a codicil, 
after alluding to having built two houses, desired 
that his property in that estate should be disposed 
of to his wife for the same intents & purposes as 
in his will his other property was directed to be 
applhed to :—Held: the widow took a life interest 
in the property, with power of appointment among 
the children, & in default of appointment the 
children took as joint tenants absolutely.— 
WaACE v. MALLARD (1851), 21 L. J. Ch. 3553; aub 
nom. WARE v. MALLARD, 18 L. T. O. S. 1943; 16 


Jur. 492, 

Annotations :-—Refd. Howarth v. Dewell (1860), 6 Jur. N. 8. 
1360; Shovelton v. Shovelton (pees) 32 Beav. 143; 
Curnick v. Tuoker (1874), L. R. 17 Eq. 320; Fordham v. 
Speight (1875), 23 W. Rh. 782. 

8830. --|—A bequest of residuary personal 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 14.—-B. 
8827 i. Children take as joint tenants. }— QUEENSLAND TRUsTEKS, LTD. v. GRAY, [1927] St. R. Qd. 68.—AUS. 





8827 ii. 


-J—e BROWN Estate, [1920] 1 W. W. BR. 264 ; 50 D.L. R. 550; 13 Sask. L. R. 106.—CAN. 


Part XVI.—CONSTRUCTION. 


estate to A. for life, & should she have a child or 
children, then to it or them for ever. After the 
death of testatrix A. married & had issue :—Held : 
pursuing the intent of the gift, & by analogy to 
estates created by way of use or devise, as dis- 
tinguished from estates raised by conveyance 
at common law, the children of A. notwithstanding 
their interests vested necessarily at different times 
as they came into esse, took as joint tenants.— 

KENWORTHY v. WARD (1853), 11 Hare, 196; 1 

Eq. Rep. 389; 22 L. J. O. 8. 92; 17 Jur. 1047; 1 

W. RR. 493; 68 H.R. 1245. 

Annotations :—Consd. Hand v. North (1863), 3 New Tep. 
239. Apld. Kuck v. Barwise (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 510. 
8831. -|—Bequest to A., with a direction 

that if she should leave children, ‘‘ to be left to 

them ”’ :—Held: this was a gift to the children of 

A. who survived her in joint tenancy.—NOBLE v. 

Stow (1859), 29 Beav. 409; 5 Jur. N.S.1115; 7 

W.R. 709; 54 E.R. 685. 

8832, ——.]—-A money fund was bequeathed to 
be invested in stock to pay an annuity to A., ‘‘ the 
principal to go to her children at her death ”’ :— 
Held: a joint tenancy.—WILLIAMS v. LLENSMAN 
(1861), 1 John. & H. 546; 30 L. J. Ch. 878; 6 
L. TV. 2033; 7 Jur. N.S. 771; 70 E.R. 862. 
Annotations : —Consd. Bennett. v. Houldsworth (1911), 104 

L. TT. 304. Mentd. Zte Wilks, Child v. Bulner, (1891) 

3 Ch. 569; Palmer v. Rich, (1897] 1 Ch. 134. 

8833. -—--—.|—Devise to daughter for life, & 
afterwards to her children or heirs for ever :--—- 
Held: the children took as joint tenants.— 
Ruck v. Barwise (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 510; 
35 L. J. Ch. 16; 12 L, V. 8413 18 W. RR. 1016; 
B62 HK. R. 713; sub nom. Buck v. BARWISE, 6 
New Rep. 375. 

8834, ——-.]---MORGAN v. BRITTEN, No. 81614, ante. 








SuUB-SECT, 15.-- Girt TO A PERSON AND His LSsuE. 
1. Realty. 

8835. Estate tail created.|— Devise of land to C. 
& the issue of his body living at his death; & for 
want of such issue to pltfs.:—Held: C. took an 
estate tail.— OXFORD UNIVERSITY v. CLIFTON 
(1759), Amb. 385; 1 Eden, 473; 27 BE. R. 257. 
Annotation :-—-Consd. Woodhouse vr. Herrick (1855), 1 

K.& J. 35%. 


8836. ——--.|---Testator gave & devised as 
follows: ‘* Il give & bequeath in trust to my 
brother E. the remainder of my property of 
whatsoever kind, to assist him to bring up, to 
educate, & provide for the children of my late 
brother J. that is to say nephews G., I., B., & J. 
When my youngest nephew attains the age of 
twenty-one years, it is my will that all my pro- 
perty be equally divided amongst my nephews, or 
their lawful issue, share & share alike.’ 'Testator’s 
nephew K., died an infant, unmarried, & without 
issue, before his brother J. the youngest nephew of 
testator, attained the age of twenty-one :—Held : 
ik. testator’s brother, took the legal estate in fee, 
with the trust attached, & the surviving nephew 
¥. took a vested estate in tail.— PARKIN v. KNIGHT 
(1846), 15 Sim. 88; 15 L. J. Ch. 209; 6 L.'T. O.8. 
450; 10 Jur. 23; 60 If. R. 548. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Radford, Jones v. Radford (1918), 


62 Sol. Jo. G04. Mentd. Doe d. Haw v. Iarles (1846), 16 
L. J. Ex, 242 


8837, ee ey, devised certain frechold & 
personal property to trustees, whom he also 
named exors., for payment of debts & legacies ; 


PART XVI. SECT. iG SUB-SECT. 15. 


8835 i. Estate tail created.J—A will 
provided, after making several devises 
& bequests: ‘“ Should oither of my 


J.—-VOL. XLIV. 


over.— LITTLE v. 


two sons die without issue, 1 wish that 
their shares should be divided amoug 883 
my surviving children ’” :—Held: tho 
sous took an estate tail, & not a teo 
simple subject to an executory devise 
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&, in the event of the property so devised being 
insufficient for that purpose he devised all other 
his messuages, etc., to the same trustees, in trust 
to sell the same to satisfy the debts & legacies, & 
to divide the residue, if any, amongst all his 
children. ‘' Provided, that, in case my personal 
estate & my lands, etc., herein first above devised, 
shall be sufficient to pay all my debts as aforesaid, 
then & in such case | give & devise to my son B., 
my dwelling-house, lands, etc., in F., for & during 
the term of his natural life,’’ remainder to his 
issuc, &, in default of issue, to testator’s heir or 
heirs-at-law :—Held: the will gave B. an estate 
tail in the lands in F.; & the devise was not 
void for remoteness, by reason of its being post- 
poned till after payment of debts; but, inasmuch 
as the estate was given to B., not absolutely, but 
only in the event of the estate first devised to the 
trustees proving sullicient for the payment of 
debts, the allegation in the count, which imported 
an absvlute devise to B., was not proved.— 

RIMINGTON v. CANNON (1853), 12 C. B. 18; 22 

L. J. Cc. P. 153; 1 W. RK. 291; 138 E. R. 806, 

ix. Ch.; affg. S. C. sub nom. CANNON v, RIMING- 

TON (1852), 12 C. B. 1. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Austin v. Llewellyn (1853), 9 Exch. 
276; Abergavenny v. Brace (1872), L. RK. 7 Exch. 145. 
8838. .]|—Testatrix gave her real estate in 

trust for her grandchildren(by name) & their issue, 

as M. FE. should appoint, & in default of such 
appointment, upon trust for “my aforesaid 
nephews & nieces & their respective lawful issue, 

& also the issue (if any) of M. F., & their several 

& respective heirs & assigns for ever” as tenants 

in common. No nephews or nieces were 

mentioned in the will. M. F. died without appoint 
ing :—eld there was no gift by implication to 
the grandchildren & their issue & they took in 
tail.—CAMPBELL v. BOUSKELL (1859), 27 Beav. 

325; 54 E.R. 127. 

Annotation :—Refd. Crampton v. Wise (1888), 58 L. T. 718. 
8839. .|—The mere addition of a limitation 

to the heirs, exors., administrators, & assigns of 

the issue will not prevent the word “ issue ’’ from 
operating as a word of limitation to give an estate 

tail— WILLIAMS v. WILLIAMS (1884), 51 L. T. 

779; 33 W. R. 118. 

8840. .|—By his will testator, who died in 
1870, gave certain lands to be possessed by his 
son H., for his life, & on his death to revert to his 
issue in such proportions as he by his last will 
might direct, *“‘ & in default of such issue him 
surviving, then to revert to his brother, S., or his 
issue.”? H. died without issue in 1914, his brother 
S. having predeceased him leaving three children, 
& one of those children had three children living 
at the date of H.’s death. By his will S. purported 
to dispose of the realty in question :—Held: the 
devise to S. or his issue gave him an estate tail, 
the words being words of hmitaton & not of sub- 
stitution.—Re CLERKE, CLOWES v. CLERKE, [1915] 
2 Ch. 301; 84 L. J. Ch. 807; 113 L. T. 1105; 59 
Sol. Jo. 607. 

Annotation :—Distd. Ie Whitchead, Whitehead v. Hemsley, 
[1920] 1 Ch. 298. 

8841. —--— Unless contrary intention indicated.] 
——DoE d. DAvy v. BURNSALL (1794), 6 Term Rep. 
30; 101 1. R. 419. 

Annotations :—Apld. Doe d. Gilman r. EKlvey (1803), 4 
Kast, 313. Consd. Crump d. Woolley v. Norwood (1815) 
7 Taunt. 362. Apld. Doe d. Herbert ». Selby (1824), 3 
B. & C. 926; Loca vr. Mosley (1836), 1 Y. & C. Ex. 589; 
Denman v. Jones (1867), 16 L. T. 787. Distd. Re Wilmot, 


3 5 3 .— CAN . 

















835 ii. ———.|—-WHITSITT v. THOMP- 
SON, 12 I. Kq. hk, 119.— IR, 
8835 iii. ——-.] — IRWIN v,. CUFF 
BILLINGS, 27 Gr. Hayes, 30.—IR. ? 
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Sect, 19.—Quantity of interest gwen: Sub-sect. 15, 
A. & B. (a).] 

Wilmot v. Betterton (1897), 76 L. T. 415. Refd. Doe d. 

Cannon v. Rucaatle (1849), 8 C. B. 878. 

8842. i eaters a devise to A., & 
to the issue of his body, his, her, or their, heirs, 
equally to be divided if nore than one; & if A. 
have no issue of his body living at his decease, then 
over :—Held: <A. took at least an estate for life 
with a contingent remainder in fee to his issue, if 
any; in which case the remainder over was also 
contingent, being a contingency with a double 
aspect, & whether A. took for life, with such 
contingent remainders, or whether he took an 
estate tail, the remainders over were equally 
destroyed by his having suffered a recovery before 
he had any issue born.— DoE d. GILMAN v. ELVEY 
(1803), 4 East, 313; 1 Smith, K. B. 94; 102 


H.R. 861. 
Annotation :—Refd. Ite Wilmot, Wilmot v. Betterton (1897), 
76L. T. 415. 


8843. ——-,]— Testator directed his trustees 
to pay a certain sum, in equal shares, amongst all 
the children of his son R., lawfully begotten, ete. ; 
but in case his son KR. should die without leaving 
lawful issue, or leaving such issue, such issue being 
a son, should not live to attain the age of twenty- 
one years, or being a daughter, should not attain 
that age or be married, then upon trust to transfer 
the principal, in equal shares, between testator’s 
living daughters, & the issue of such as should be 
deceased, per stirpes. He then devised freehold, 
copyhold, & leasehold estates to his son & 
daughters, & their lawful issue respectively, in 
tail general, with benefit of survivorship to & 
amongst the issue respectively, as tenants In com- 
mon, & not as joint tenants :—Held: testator’s 
children took life estates, as tenants in common, 
in the freehold & copyhold lands, devised by the 
residuary clause of the will; & the grandchildren 
contingent remainders in tail general, by purchase, 
in the shares of their respective parents in the 
same lands, with cross-remainders in tail among 
such grandchildren respectively & cross-remainders 
in tail among their parents ; testator having used 
the words, ‘‘issue of child or children” as 
synonymous with sons or daughters of a child or 
children; & the children & grandchildren respec- 
tively took corresponding shares in the leaseholds. 
—CURSHAM v. NEWLAND (1835), 2 Bing. N.C. 58 ; 
1 Hodg. 272; 2 Scott, 105; 65 I. J. C. P. 187; 
1382 BH. R. 253; subsequent proceedings (1838), 4 
M. & W. 101; (1839), 2 Beav. 145. 

8844. -|}—BANNISTER  v. 
8863, post. 

8844a. Life Estate to parent— Remainder to issue 
—Accompanied by words of distribution.]—Brap- 
LEY v. CARTWRIGHT (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 5113 36 
L. J. ©. P. 218; 16 L. T. 587; 15 W. BR. 922. 
Beara :—Expld. Richardson v. Harrison (1885), 16 

D. 89 





LANG, No. 


2 B.D. 59. 
i Meaning of issue generally.|—Sce Sect. 17, sub- 
sect. 11, F. (d), ante. 

B,. Personally. 

(a) In General. 

8845. Whether issue construed as word of 
limitation.|—-A. by her will says, 1 give to my 
nieces F. & B. each one-half of the produce of bank 
stock & to their issue, & if cither shall happen to 
die before the legacy became due to her, & leave 
no issue, the share of her so dying shall go to the 
survivor. I". died before the testatrix, leaving a 


PART XVI. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 15. Oak 3 oF. (Ct. 
—B. (a). Cc. L 


t. Bequest of all 


8845 i. Whether issue construed us 
ter alia, to sell & 


word of limitation.}—MaxTon v. YOUNG 


of Sess.) 616; 38 
“R343 8S.L. T. 463.--SCOT. 
roperty u 
divide equally betwecn 


WILLS. 


son, who has brought his bill for a moiety of the 
produce of the bank stock. The words “ leave 
no issue’’ confine it to F.’s leaving no issue at 
the time of her death, & are relative to any child 
the legatee might have at her death, & therefore 
a moiety of the produce of the bank stock was 
decreed to the son of F. 

The word issue 1s capable of three senses. In 
one sense as a word of description to take in 
joint tenancy ; in another as a word of limitation ; 
& in a third as a description of the person in 
remainder (LORD HARDWICKE, C.).—-LAMPLEY v. 
BLOWER (1746), 3 Atk. 396; 26 E. R. 1028, L. C. 
Annotation -—Consd. Lyon v. Mitchell (1816), 1 Madd. 467. 


8846. ———.]—-Devise to testator’s widow, for 
life, with remainder to trustees & their exors., 
to pay costs, etc., & to divide the residue of the 
rents, amongst all testator’s brothers & sisters 
‘‘ who should be living at the time of the decease 
of his, testator’s wife, & to their issue, male & 
female, after the respective deceases of his brothers 
& sisters, for ever; to be equally divided between 
& among them ’’ :—Held: the words ‘‘ issue male, 
& female,’’ were to be construed as words of limi- 
tation, & not of purchase; & the children of a sister 
of testator who died in the lifetime of the widow, 
took no interest under the devise. A _ similar 
decision made with respect to personal estate. 

The word ‘ issue’’ is a word of limitation if the 
context of the will does not afford sufficient reasons 
to construe it otherwise (LORD LANGDALE, M.h.).— 
TATE v. CLARKE (1838), 1 Beav. 100; 8 L. J. Ch. 
60; 48 EK. R. $76. 

Annotations :—Apprvd. Re Wynch'’s Trust, Hr p. Wynch 
(1854), 5 De G.M.& G. 188. Refd. Woodhouse v. Herrick 
(1855), 1 K. & J, 3952; Roddy v. Fitzgerald (1858), 6 
H. L. Cas. 825, 

8847. — .,—Gift of stock in the public funds, 
upon trust tu pay the dividends to the four 
brothers & two sisters of the testator, in equal 
shares, for their respective lives, &, after their 
respective deceases, to pay the dividends unto & 
amongst the eldest sons or son of his brothers, & 
the survivors & survivor of them, for their lives 
or life, in equal shares & proportions, upon their 
attaining twenty-one, with a provision for main- 
tenance in the meantime; & after the decease of 
such eldest sons or son, to pay the dividends unto 
& amongst the eldest male issue only for the time 
being of their bodies, ad infinitum, ‘for ever ”’ :-— 
Held: (1) the bequests to the brothers W& sisters 
of testator were valid; (2) the bequests in re- 
mainder to the four eldest sons of the four brothers, 
each of whom had a son living at the death of 
testator, were valid; but such eldest sons took 
absolute interests in their several shares of such 
stock ; (3) according to the language of the will 
the issue of the nephews would take, if at all, as 
purchasers, but if the limitation to their issue male 
should be construed as words of limitation, the 
nephews would have taken a life estate only. 

‘To say that the limitation to the issue male of 
the nephew, was used by testator as words of 
lunitation, is equivalent to saying that it was used 
by testator for the purpose of describing the 
quantity of interest he intended the nephews to 
take (WIGRAM, V.-C.).— HARVEY v. TOWELL (1847), 
7 Hare, 231; 17L. J. Ch. 217; 68 H.R. 043 sub 
nom. HARNEY v. TOWELL, 12 Jur. 241. 

8848. Intention of testator.,—Re WyNctH’s 
Trusts, ka p. WYNCH, No. 8853, post. 

8 —— Alternative gift.)—(1) In gifts 











sons & daughters or their isswe— Death of 
children prior to execution of will- ™-*' 
issue to participate.|\—Re C 


0. 
iis trust, ( 911), 30 N, Z. L. r, 830,—N.Z. 
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of personalty ‘‘ issue ’’ is not primd facie a word of 
limitation, & the question whether it is so is purely 
one of construction on each particular instrument. 

(2) The words ‘‘ & their issue” or “ & their 
respective issue ’’ can be construed as an alter- 
native gift, although such gift is an original & not 
a substitutional one. 

A testator directed his real & personal estate 
to be sold at a certain period & equally divided 
amongst his then surviving children & their 
respective issue :--Held: “ issue ’’ was not a word 
of limitation ; the gift to the issue, though original, 
was alternative; & the property was divisible 
per stirpes among the children of testator who 
survived the period of distribution & the surviving 
issue of children who had predeceased it. 

The reason is that an estate tail in the ancestor 
is the only way of providing for all the issue of the 
ancestor, & the cts. have assumed that in a devise 
to one & his issue the whole line of issue is in- 
tended... . The word “ issue”? may in gifts of 
personal property be a word of limitation no one 
doubts, but, in my judgment, whether it be so or 
not is purely a question of construction on each 
particular instrument, the ct. which has to inter- 
pret such instrument being unfettered by any 
general rule... . 

Lastly, do the children & issue of children sur- 
viving at the period of distribution take per 
capita, the issue competing with their parents, 
or can I read the words ‘S & their respective issue ”’ 
as an alternative gift to the issue only of children 
who predecease the period of distribution 2? It 
should be noticed that, if the words can be read 
as an alternative gift, such gift will be an original 
& not a substitutional gift, for no child can take 
unless he or she survives the period of distribution. 
‘Phere would appear to be no great difficulty in 
reading such words as ** & their issue ” or “ & their 
respective issue ’’ as an alternative & substitutional 
gift (PARKER, J.).— le COULDEN, CUOULDEN 1. 
COULDEN, [1908] 1 Ch. 320; 77 lL. J. Ch. 209; 
98 L. T. 3889; 62 Sol. Jo. 172. 

Annotation :—Consd. Ze Hammond, Parry v. Hammond, 

[1924] 2 Ch. 276. 

8850. Effect of bequest—Prim& facie parent & 
issue take jointly.]|—'T'estator gave the share of one 
of his daughters, in his personal estate, to trustees, 
to pay the interest to his daughter for life, & after 
her decease to divide the same among ‘ her chil- 
dren & their issue, such children & their issue to 
be entitled as amongst themselves to the benefit 
of survivorship & accruer of surviving shares ”’: 
Held: all the children & the issue of such children 
coming into esse during the life of the daughter 
were entitled to take after her death as tenants in 
common with bencfit of survivorship.--- LAW v. 
Trorp (1858), 27 I. J. Ch. 649; 31 L. T. O.S8. 378 ; 
4 Jur. N.S. 447; 6 W. RR. 480. 

8851. —---—— |—Re WILMoT, 
BETTERTON. No. 8780, ante. 

8852. |—Re HAMMOND, PARRY ¢. 
JJAMMOND, No. 8826, ante. 

8853. -~--— Life estate to parent—-Remainder to 
issue.]—(1) Bequest to A. a married woman of an 
annuity ‘for her life & the issue from her body 
lawfully begotten on failure of which to revert to 
my heirs,’”’ with a request that K. & C. would act 
as trustees for A. so that the annuity might Le 
secured for her sole use & benefit :—Held: A. 
took an interest for life only with a gift in the 
nature of a remainder to her issue. 

(2) There is nothing in the decisions relative to 
the limitations of personal estate by which an 
absolute interest has been held to be given to the 
first taker, which obliges the ct. in construing 


—— 


WILMOT wv. 
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bequests of personalty, where technical words are 

not used & the interest of the first taker is expressly 

confined to a life-estate, to act on principles 
derived from laws of tenure & not resting on 
intention.—?e Wynci’s Trusts, Ba p. WYNCH 

(1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 188; 1 Sm. & G. 427; 

2 Eq. Rep. 1025; 23 L. J. Ch. 980; 23 L. T. 0.8. 

259; 18 Jur. 659; 2 W. R. 570; 43 KB. R. 842, 

L. Cc. & L. JI. 

Annotations :—-Asto (1) Folld. Goldney v. Crabb (1854), 19 
Beav. 338; Re Bank's Trusts, Kx p. Ilovill (1855), 2 
K. & J. 387. Consd. Jte Andrew’s Will (1859), 27 Beav. 
608; Williams vv. Lewis (1859), 6 . Cas, 1013; 
Surridge tr. Clarkson (1866), 14 W. R. 979. Refd. Herrick 
v. Franklin (1868), L. RW. 6 Eq. 593. As to (2) Consd. Re 
Barker’s Trusts (1883), 52 L. J. Ch. 565. Generally, Refd. 

(1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 649; Jackson ». Calvert 

(1860), 1 John. & H. 235; Re Jeatfresou’s Trusts (1868), 

L. R. 2 Kq. 2786. 


8854. -|—Gift “to survivors of 
a class & the issue of such survivor, such issue to 
take the parents’ share only,’’ is a gift to the 
parents for life with remainder to their children, 
& not a substitutionary gift.—PARSONS v. COKE 
(1858), 4 Drew 296; 62 E. hl. 114. 

8855. -J]—Devise of real & lease- 
hold estates together to A. for life, & after his 
decease to the male issue of the body of A. in equal 
shares & proportions; the leaseholds being the 
bulk of the property :—Held: <A. took an estate 
tail in the freeholds & an estate for life only in the 
leaseholds.— JACKSON v. CALVERT (1860), 1 John. & 
H. 235; 70 EB. R. 734. 

Absolute interest to parent.] — 
CRAWFORD v. TROTTER, No. 7082, ante. 

8857. I—Testatrix bequeaths all her 
estate & effects to KR. H. & G. L. & the survivor of 
them, his exors., administrators & assigns, upon 
trust; & after some specific dispositions, gives to 
R. IT. £50 & to G. IL. all her plate, etc., & after 
directing that R. LU. & G. L. shall retain their 
costs, & shall not be liable, except for wilful loss, 
& for payment of debts, etc., she gave the residue 
to J. S. for life, & if he should leave issue, to 
descend to them; & appointed R. . & G. LL. her 
exors. J. S. survived testatrix, & died without 
issue. His personal representative held fo be 
entitled.——-WooLLETT v. Harris (1821), 5 Madd. 
452: 56 KE. R. 968. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Russell v. Clowes (1846), 2 Coll. 648. 

8858. .|—A bequest to all the children 
of A. & their issue, share & share alike, & to be 
paid twelve months after testator’s decease, is an 
absolute gift to such children of A. as are living 
at testator’s death.—BUTTER v. OMMANEY (1827), 
4 Russ. 70; 61]. J. O.S. Ch. 545; 38 E.R. 731. 
Annotations : ~Folld. Pearson v. Stephen (1831), 5 Bli. N.S. 

203. Consd. Gray v. Garman (1843), 2 Hare, 268; fe 

Trustee Relief Act, Re Thoinpson’s Trusts (1854), 23 L. T. 

QO. & 215. Distd. Re Faulding’s Trust (1858), 26 Beav. 

263. Apld. Re Stanhope'’s Trusts (1859), 27 Beav. 201. 

Consd. forine ve. Thomas (1868), 1 Drew. & . 497, 

Dbtd. J’e Potter’s Trust (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 52. Refd. 

Tytherleigh v. Harben (1835), 5_L. J. Ch. 15; Bebb vu. 

Beckwith (1839), 2 Beav. 308; Law v. Thorp (1858), 27 

ae ery 649; Re Coulden, Coulden v. Coulden, (1908) 1 

8859. ——-. —-—-.]——Testator bequeathed all his 
personal property, not before disposed of by his 
will, unto his trustecs, in trust for his five sons, 
‘‘& their respective issue (if any,) such issue to 
take per stirpes, & not per capita, to be divided 
amongst them in equal shares & proportions ; the 
shares of such of them as shall have attained the 
age of twenty-one to be paid them respectively 
forthwith after my decéase, & the shares of such 
of them as shall be under the age of twenty-one 
years to be paid to them when & as they shall 
respectively attain such age’ :-—-Held: this be- 
uest was an absolute gift to each of the sons of the 
fifth part of the property thus bequeathed, & if any 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 15, 
B, (a) & (6); sub-sect. 16.) 


of the sons had died before testator the issue of 

such son would take his share by substitution.— 

PEARSON v. STEPHEN (1831), 5 Bli. N. S. 203; 

2 Dow. & Cl. 328; 6 E. R. 750, L. C. 

Annotations :—Folld. Dick v. Lacy (1845), 8 Beav. 214. 
Refd. Gibbs v. Tait (1836), 8 Sim. 132; Turnor v. Capel 
(1838), 9 Sim. 158; Crauss v. Cooper (1859), 1 John. & H. 
207; Robinson v. Shepherd 1863), 32 Beav. 665 ; Bolitho 
«. Hillyar (1865), 13 W. R. 600; Lamphier v. Buck (1865), 
6 New Rep. 196; Ite Flower, Matheson v. Goodwyn 
(No. 2) (1890), 62 L. T. 677; Re Coulden, Coulden v. 
Coulden, [1908] 1 Ch. 320. 

8860. |—Testator bequeathed the 
residue of his personal estate to his widow, in 
trust to apply the interest & proceeds for her own 
use, & aftcr her decease, he gave what should be 
remaining of such residuary moneys unto & equally 
among all the daughters of T. & their issue with 
benefit of survivorship & accruer. T. had three 
daughters living at testator’s death. One of them 
died without issue in the lifetime of testator’s 
widow. The two others survived the widow & 
had issue living at her death :—I/eld: the two 
surviving daughters were entitled to the whole 
of the residue, absolutely.— Guibas v. Tarr (1836), 
§ Sim. 132; 5 L. J. Ch. 344; 59 KH. RR. 53. 
Annotations :—Refd. Rogers v. Towsey (1845), 2 Holt, Eq. 

270; #e Coulden, Coulden v. Coulden, [1908] 1 Ch. 320. 

8861. .|—Testator directed his pro- 
aha to be divided between his children at twenty- 
ive share & share alike, & all moneys inherited by 
his daughters to be placed in the hands of trustees, 
to be settled on them for the sole use of themselves 
& their lawful issue :—Held: ‘ strict settlement ”’ 
was not intended by these words, but the money 
inherited was to be settled upon the daughters 
& their lawful issue, which would have the effect 
of giving to the daughters an absolute interest.— 
SAMUEL v. SAMUEL (1845), 2 Coop. temp. Cott. 119 ; 
141. J. Ch. 222; 51L. 7, O. S. 34; 9 Jur. 222 ; 
47 Ik. R. 1082. 

Annotation :—Relid. Holloway v. Collicr (1853), 1 W. Li. 266. 
8862. -|—Bequest of personalty to 

four daughters “ & their issue’? :—Held: they 

took absolutely.—Re STANHOPE’s TRUSTS (1859), 

27 Beav. 201; 54 E. R. 78. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Rte Chaplin’s Trusts (1863), 33 L. J. Ch. 
383; Drakeford tv. Drakeford (1863), 9 L. T. 10; Re 
Featherstone’s Trusts (1882), 22 Ch. D. 111; Jte Jackson, 
Shicrs v. Ashworth (1883), 25 Ch. D. 162; Kingsbury t. 
Walter, (1901) A.C. 187; Z2e Coulden, Coulden v. Coulden, 
[1908] 1 Ch. 320. 

8863. —----—~-.|—Testatrix gave certain real 
& personal estate upon trust for all her children 
after they should attain twenty-one, share & share 
alike for their respective lives, & after the death 
of any of them before attaining twenty-one, upon 
trust as to the share of the child so dying for the 
issue of such child in equal shares & proportions, 
& their respective heirs, exors., administrators, & 
assigns, but if there should be but one such child 
who should attain the age of twenty-one, which 
event happened, upon trust as to the whole 
property for such child for life with remainder in 
trust for the issue of such child, & their respective 
heirs, exors., administrators, & assigns as tenants 
in common :—Held: the word issue was to be 
construed as a word of purchase, & testatrix’s only 
child took an estate for life with remainder to her 
issue as tenants in common in fee as to the realty, 
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8865 i. Issue construed as word of 
purchase.}—MAcCAaRTNEY wv. MACART- 
NEY. {1908} V. L. K. 649.—AUS. 

8865 ii. ——.] — Kina v. Evang 
(1895), 24 S. C. R. 356.— CAN. 


8865 iii. —-~—.J-—KeEatTine v. Kxat- 


L. & G. temp. 
8865 iv 


ee 


8865 v. 





2 PG 
STEVENS, 26 N. Z L. BR. 104.—N.Z 
.}—Re Howk, NEWSOME 
Uv. BRECHIN, 32 N. Z. L. R. 1281.—N.Z, 


a. Quantity of interest of wife in 
case of gift to her, & at her deuth to her 


& absolutely as to the personalty.—BANNIstTER 


’ T", 1007 
se Ne ae G. in 18U%S devised her free- 


hold estates to the use of her grandson T. for his 


: ani i ildren as 
ife, with remainder to wr --- of his chil 

Bec a ee tioned, &, in default of such Ne to 
the use of her four granddaughters (naming them) 
their heirs & assigns for ever, a8 tenants in parca 
& not as joint tenants. Testatrix also bequeat 
her Jeaseholds to trustees, after the decease of T. 
& in default of issue as above mentioned, upon 
trust for her four granddaughters & their issue 
upon trust for her four granddaughters & their 
issue equally, in such manner, shares, and propor- 
tions as she had thereinbefore directed respecting 
her freehold estate:—Held: the gift of a 
leascholds was absolute to the four persons 
tioned, the words, ‘' & their issue”’ being incon- 
sistent with the general intention apparent in the 


Wik ULI UCWULL ULITLOLULYU of T. in 1869, without 
leaving any issue, the representatives of the four 
legatees, all of whom were then dead, were held 
entitled absolutely to the lcaseholds.—BUCKING- 
HAM v., SELLICK (1872), 20 W. R. 764. 


(b) Gift Over on Death without Issue. 
See Sect. 20, sub-sect. 3, J. (¢), post. 


6.—DEVISE TO A PERSON AND ON HI8 

DECEASE TO HIS ISSUE. 

8865. Issue construed as word of purchase.|— 
BLUNKET v. HoLMEs (1661), 1 Keb. 29; 83 E.R. 
792: sub nom. PLUNKET v. HotmgEs, 1 Lev. 11; 
T. Raym. 28; 1 Sid. 47. 

Annotations :—Consd. Carter v. Barnadiston (1718), 1 P. 
Wms. 505; Doe d. Planner v. Scudamore (1800), 2 Bos, 
& P. 289 :' Crofts v. Middleton (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 
192. Refd. King wv. Melling (1672), 3 Keb. 52; Jud- 
dington v. Kime (1697), 1 Ld. Raym. 203 ; Bamfield ” 
Popham (1703), Holt, K. B. 233; Lethieulier v. Tracy 
(1753), 3 Keny. 40. Mentd. Godbold v. Freestone (1694), 
3 Lev. 406; Doed. Davies v. Gatacre (1839), 5 Bing. NEC. 
609; Egerton v. Brownlow (1853), 4 H. L. Cas. 1; 
Egerton v. Massey (1857), 3 C. B. N.S. 338. 

8866. .\—MEURE v. MEURB, No. 7843, ante. 

8867. .|—Issue is either a word of purchase 
or limitation as will best effectuate devisor’s 
intention. Therefore where A. devised his estate 
to his two daughters to be equally divided between 
them, one moicty to one & her heirs, & the other 
moiety to the other for life, & after her decease to 
the issue of her body & her heirs for ever, & she 
had one child living at the time of the devise the 
second took only an estate for life, with remainders 
to her chiJdren, as purchasers.—DOE d. COOPER v. 
CoLus (1791), 4 Term Rep. 294; 100 EK. R. 1027. 
Annotations :—Refd. Lees v. Mosley (1836), 1 Y. & C. Ex. 

489; Doe d. Cannon v. Rucastle (1849), 8 C. B. 876; 

Woodhouse v. Herrick (1855), 1 K. & J. 352. Mentd. 

Sturge v. Sturge (1849), 12 Beav. 229. 

8868. .\—Devise of certain freehold & 
copyhold lands & megssuages at H., W. & 8S. to 
trustees to the use of devisor’s daughter, K. for 
life, &, after her decease, then to the use of the 
issue of her body lawfully begotten ; &, in default 
of issuc, or in case none of such issue lived to 
attain the age of twenty-one years, then, as to 
the Jands at H. over to devisor’s brother, S., for 
life, &, after his decease, then to the use of the 


SUB-SECT. 











children.}—Testator by his will gave 
all his property, real & personal, to his 
wife; at her death to be equally 
divided between her children :— Held - 
the wife took a life intercst in the real 
estate & an absolute interest in the por- 
sonal estate.—RHe J&FYS, GOODFELLOW 
U. JEFFS, 16 N. Z. lu. Rn, 496,—N.Z. 


Plunk. 291.—IR. 
PATIENSON v. 
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issue of his body; &, in default of issue, or in 
case none of such issue lived to attain the age of 
twenty-one years, then to devisor’s brother H. for 
life, & after his decease, then to the issue of his 
body lawfully begotten; &, in default of issue, 
then to devisor’s sister E., her heirs & assigns for 
ever; &, as to the lands at W., upon the death 
of E. without issue, or, if issue, they should not 
live to attain the age of twenty-one years as 
aforesaid, to his brother H., his heirs & assigns; 
&, after the death of E., without issue as aforesaid, 
all the messuage at S. to his sister E., her heirs & 
assigns :—Held: Kk. took an estate for life in the 
remises.—MEREST v. JAMES (1820), 1 Brod. & 
ing. 484; 4 Moore, C. P. 327; 129 E. R. 809. 
Annotations :—Consd. Slater v. Dangerfield (1846), 15 M. & 

W. 263. Refd. Mcasuro v. Geo (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 910; 

Cole v. Goble (1853), 13 C. LB. 445; Roddy v. Fitzgerald 

(1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 823. 

8869. -]}—A devise to a younger son of 
testator of all his messuages, lands & tenements, at 
A., & also all that his messuage & tenement at S., 
in the tenure or occupation of J. as farmer thereof, 
for his natural life only, without impeachment for 
waste; & after the death of the devisee, to the 
issue of his body & the heirs of such issue (similar 
devises of other estates of inheritance having been 
made by the same will to testator’s eldest son, & 
to each of his other children) ; held to have given 
to such younger son an estate tail in the property 
devised.—lIIoDGSON & PEARSON v. MEREST & 
CALEY (1821). 9 Price, 556; 1475. R. 181, x. Ch. 
Annotahon :—Mentd. Hughes v. Hades (1842), J1 L. J. Ch. 


8870. -i—Devise to A. for his life, & from 
& after his decease, ‘‘ unto all & every the issue 
of the body of A., share & share alike, as tenants 
in common, & the heirs of such issue ’’ :—/leld : 
A. took an estate for life only.—GREENWOOD 1. 
ROTHWELL (1843), 6 Beav. 492; 49 E. R. 916; 
previous proceedings, 5 Man. & G. 628. 

Annotations :—Folld. Slater v. Dangerfield (1846), 15 M.& W. 
263. Consd. Woodhouse v. Herrick (1855), 1 K. & J. 
352. Refd. Cole v. Goble (1853), 13 C. B. 445; Roddy v. 
Fitzgerald 1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 823. 

8871. -|—Testatpr devised lands to his 
grandson, G., to hold the same unto & to the use 
of G., for the term of his natural life; & from 
his decease, unto & to the use of all & every the 
lawful issue of G., their heirs & assigns for ever, 
equally, as tenants in common & not as joint 
tenants, when & as he, she, or they should attain 
his, her, or their age or ages of twenty-one years ; 
& testator devised all the residue & remainder of his 
real & personal estate, & effects, whatsoever & 
wheresoever, not before otherwise disposed of, 
to his daughter, S. absolutely, for her own sole & 
separate use :—Jleld: in the above devise, issue 
was to be construed ‘ children,’’ & therefore G. 
took an estate for life only, with remainder to his 
children as purchasers, & not an estate tail; & 
therefore, on his death without issue, S. took under 
the residuary devisc, notwithstanding a deed of 
disentailer executed by G. in his life time: for 
a deed of disentailer, executed under Fines & 
Recoveries Act, 1833 (c. 74), had no effect in barring 
future contingent estates, unless the party execut- 
ing it was in fact a tenant in tail. 

The word ‘‘ issue,’’ in a will, primd facie, means 
the same thing as heirs of the body, & is to be 
construed as a word of limitation ; but this prima 

facie construction will give way, if there be on the 
face of the will sufficient to show that the word 
was intended to have a less extended meaning, 
& to be applied only to children, or to descendants 
of a particular class or at a particular time 
(PARKE, B.). 
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The cts. have been less reluctant to narrow the 
priméd facie meaning of the word “‘ issue,”’ than of 
the words ‘heirs of the body” (PARKE, B.).— 
SLATER v. DANGERFIELD (1846), 15 M. & W. 263 ; 
16]. J. Ex.51; 7L.T.0.8. 113; 153 E. R. 848. 
Annotations :—Refd. Cole v. Goble (1853), 13 C. B. 445; 


Darby v. Martin (1853), 1 C. L. R. 729; Roddy v. Fitz- 
gerald (1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 823. 


8872. --|—Devise & bequest of freehold & 
leasehold estates to trustees, upon trust, after 
paying certain annuities, to settle the same, so 
that, as nearly as the rules of law & equity would 
permit, testator’s six younger children should 
receive the rents & profits in equal shares during 
their lives, with benefit of survivorship if any of 
them should die without leaving issuc, &, if any 
should die leaving issue, that the child or children 
of him or her so dying, during the lives of his said 
other children & of the survivor, should take the 
share of him or her so dying of the said rents & 
profits ; & that, upon the death of all his said other 
children, as to the leasehold estates, the same to 
go & belong to the issue of his said other children 
for their respective lives, in equal shares, with 
benefit. of survivorship; &, as to the freehold 
estates, the issue of his said children to take the 
rents, profits, & proceeds thereof for their respec- 
tive lives, in equal shares, with benefit of survivor- 
ship in case of the death of any of such issue with- 
out leaving issue, &,if any of such issue of his said 
children should die leaving issue, the child & 
children of him or her so dying, during the lives of 
such issue of his said children & of the survivor 
of them, should take the share of him or her so 
dying; &, after the death of all the issue of his 
said childien, then, as to the said leasehold estates, 
the same to go & belong to the child & children of 
such issue absolutely as tenants in common; &«, 
as to the said freehold estates, in case the issue of 
his said children, or any of them, should leave issue 
living at the decease of the last survivor of the said 
issue, then that the same should be to the use of 
the child & children of the bodies of the issue of his 
said children, & of the heirs of the body & respec- 
tive bodies of such child & children, &, if more 
than one, equally to be divided amongst them as 
tenants in common; &, if there should be a failure 
of issue of the body or bodies of any such child or 
children, then, as to the original & accrued shares 
of such child or children whose children should so 
fail, to the use of the remaining & other & others 
of the said children, & the heirs of the body or 
bodies of such remaining & other children, &, if 
more than one, equally as tenants in common ; 
&, in default of such issue of the issue of his said 
children, to the use of the right heirs of testator. 
The six younger children of testator survived 
him. Some of them had children at the time of 
his death, & some had children born after his 
death :-—-Held: (1) the six younger children of 
testator took hfe interests in both the freehold & 
leasehold estates, with remainder. as to the free- 
holds, to the children of such vounger children as 
tenants in common in tail, with cross-remainders 
between & among them, & the ultimate remainder 
to testator’s right heirs; &, semble: the same 
children of such younger children, after the decease 
of the last survivor of their respective parents, the 
tenants for life, take absolute interests in the lease- 
holds; (2) where, upon the decease of testator’s 
‘‘ children,’’ the estate was given to the ‘ issue ”’ 
of such children, & where it was given over in case 
testator’s “ children ’’ should die ‘‘ without leav- 
ing issue,’’ & in like uses of the word issue, the word 
‘issue’? must be read ‘‘ child or children,’’ 
although, in other parts of the will, it might be 
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Sect. 19.—Quantity of interest given: Sub-sect. 16. 
Sect. 20: Sub-sect. 1, A.] 


necessary to read the word ‘‘ issue ”’ in a different 
sense.— WILLIAMS v. TEALE (1847), 6 Hare, 239; 
67 BE. R. 1155. 


Annotations :—Generally, Refd. Peard v. Kekewich (1852), 


15 Beav. 166 ; Southern v. Wollaston (1852), 18 Beav. 

276 ; Hampton v, Holman (1877), 5 Ch. D. 183; Picken 

v. Matthows (1878), 10 Ch. D. 264 ; Fte Dawson, Johnston 

v. Hil 1(1888), 39 Ch. D. 155. 

8873. Testator empowercd his trustees 
to purchase freeholds ‘‘ to the amount of £1,500 
of his personal estate, for the use of A. during life, 
& then divided among his issue, if any ”’ :—THeld: 
this was executory, & A. took for life, with re- 
mainder to his chiidren as tenants in common 
in tail, with cross-remainders between them in tail, 
with an ultimate reversion in fee to A.— HADWEN 
uv. HADWEN (1857), 23 Beav. 551; 53 1. R. 217. 

8874. .|—Testator devised a house & 
premises to M. for life, & immediately after her 
decease he gave & devised the same unto the issue 
of her body, to hold to them & their heirs for ever, 
as tenants in common: but in case M. should die 
without. leaving such issue, then over :—Held: 
M. took as tenant for life, & not as tenant in tail, 
with remainder to her children as tenants in com- 











mon in fee. -GOLDER uv. Cropp (1859), 5 Jur. N.S. 
562. 

8875. ANNISTER tv. LANG, No. 8868, 
ante. 

8876. .|—Testator, who died in 1834, 


devised land to his son J.. for life & after his decease 
to his lawful issue & their heirs for ever, if any ; 
if he should die without leaving any children,”’ 
then over :—Held: L. took an estate for life only, 
& not an estate tail.--MORGAN ». TitoMAs (1882), 
9Q. B.D. 643; 511.7. Q. B. 556; 471. T. 281; 
31 W. R. 106, C. A. 

Annotation :—Mentd. R. v. Westminster Assmt. Cormn., R. 

Islington Assmt. Com., [1917] 2 K. B. 215. 

8877. Unless contrary intention Indicated.] 
—S. devised a certain house to his wife for life, 
& after her decease his son W. to have it, & if his 
son W. marry, & have any male issue lawfully 
begotten of his body, then his son to have the house 
after his decease, if he have no mnale issue lawfully 
begotten of his body, then his son S. to have the 
house. If S. marry, & have issue male of his 
body lawfully begotten, then his son to have the 
house after his decease; if no issue male, then his 
son T. to have the house: if T. marry, having 
a male issue of his body, lawfully begotten, then 
his son to have the house after his decease; if 
he have no issue male, then his son JR. in like 
manner, ef tolidem verbis, & so to I ». totidem 
verbis; & then he added this clause, ‘ if any of 
his sons or their heirs male, issue of their bodies, 
went about to alien or mortgage the house then the 
next heir to enter.”’ Resolved: an estate in tail 
male in al] the sons is created.—SONDAY'S CASE 
(1611), 9 Co. Rep. 127b; 77 EF. R. 915. 


Annotations : ~ Folld. Wharton: Gresham (1776), 2 Wm. BI. 
1083. Reid. Chadock v. Cowley (1624), Cro. Jac. 695; 
Beck’s Case (1630), Litt. 344 ; Spirt «. Bence (1634), Cro. 
Car. 368 ; Petty r. Goddard (1662), O. Bridg. 35 ; Meredith 
v. Webber (1666), O. Bridg. 560; Luddington v. Kime 
oes 7 Ld. Raym. 203; Bamfield v. Popham (1703), 
Tolt, K. B. 233 ; falter 1. Drew (1722), Com. 372 ; Shaw 
v. Weigh (1725), Fortes. Rep. 58; A.-G. v. Young (1733), 
Com. 423; Seale v. Barter (1801), "2 Bos. ‘SP. 485; Doed. 
Garrod v. Garrod (1831), 2 B. & Ad. 87; Stokes v. Heron 





(1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 161. Mentd. Portington’s Case 
(1613), 10 Co. Hep. 35 a. 
8878. ——- -|— Devise of land to J. for life, 





remainder to his issue male, & to his & their heirs 
share & share alike, & for want of such issue, to his 
issue female, & her & their heirs, remainder to 
K., his heirs & assigns, with a proviso, that if J. 


WILLS. 


or his issue, or any of them, shall alienate, 
mortgage, or incumber, or do any act to defeat 
the bequests, he or they shali pay, & he charges 
the premises with £2,000 to such person who should 
or ought to take next under the above limitations. 
J. had two daughters, & no son, & he & his daughter 
sulfered a recovery. Bill to be paid the £2,000 :— 


Held: J. took an estate tail, & the proviso was 
repugnant to the estate——IKING v. BURCHELI. 
(1759), Amb. 3879; 1 den, 424; 4 Term Rep. 


296,n.; 27 E.R. 252. 


Annotations :—Dbdtd. Jacobs v. Amyatt (1794), . Bro. OC. O. 
542. Consd. Woodhouse v. Herrick (1855), 1 K. & J. 
352. Refd. Goodright d. Parson v. Herring (1785), : 
Doug. K. B. 298; .Denn d. Webb v. Puckey ee 
Term Rep. 299 ; Vernon v. Wright (1858), 23 
198 ; Marshall v, Grime (1860), 28 Beav. 875 ; Morgan v. 
Thomas (1882), 8 Q. B. D. 574. 

8879. —-—,l-—Devise to G. for life, & 
after his death to the issue of his body, & heirs 
of the body of such issue, is an estate tail in G. 

The word issue in a will, is either a word of pur- 
chase or of limitation, as will*best effectuate the 
intention of testator; it is a plural word, & 
takes in all the sons of G., & the words “‘ issue male 
of his body & the heirs male of his body of such 
issue,’? mean only that they were not all to take at 
a time but in succession, as if he had said to his 
first, & every other son, etc., as fo the scratching 
out the word heirs, 1 lay no stress at all upon that, 
because testator’s chief & predominant intent was 
clearly that the lands Bou xO in succession to 
all the sons of G. (WitMmorT, C.T.).-—RoE d. Dopson 
v. GREW (1767), 2 Wils. 822 ; Wilm. 272; 95 E.R. 





Annotations :—Folld. Denn d. Webb v. Puckey (1793), 5 
Term Rep. 299. Consd. Doe d. Candler v. Smith (1798), 
7 Term Kep. 531; Seale v. Barter (1801), 2 Bos. & P. 485. 
Folld. Frank v. Stovin (1803), 3 Kast, 548. Apld. Marshall 
vy. Bousfield (1817), 2 Madd. 166. Consd. Parker v. Clarke 
(1855), 6 De G. M. & G. 104. Expld. Pelham Clinton 
v. Newcastle, [1902] 1 Ch. 34. Refd. Doe d. Davy v. 
Burnsall (1794), 6 ‘Term Rep. 30; Toe d. Bean v. Halley 
(1798), 8 Term Rep. 5; Alpass v. Watkins (1800), 8 Term 
Rep. 516; Doe ad. Cock rr. Cooper (1801), 1 East, 229 ; 
Goodtitle d. Sweet ». Herring (1801), 1 East, 264; Roed. 
Clemett v. Briggs (1812), 16 Kast, 406; Murthwalite v. 
Jenkinson (1823), 3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 764; Losh v. 
Townley (1831), Coop, temp. Brough. 372; Lees v. 
Mosley (1836), 1 Y. & C. Ex. 589; Key v. Key (1853), 4 

oG.M.& G.73: Poster v. Hayos (1855), 4 bk. & B. 717; 

Woodhouse uv. Herrick (1855), 1 K. & J. 352. 

8880. -|—RBy a devise to A. for life 
without impeachment of waste, & after his decease 
to the issue male of his body & to the heirs & 
assigns of such issue male for ever & for default of 
such issue male to B., etc.; <A. takes an estate 
tail. But supposing he only took for life, yet as the 
remainder to his issue & the subsequent remainder 
are contingent they may be barred by a recovery 
suffered by A. before any issue born.—-DENN d. 
WEBB v. PUCKEY (1793), 5 Term Rep. 299; 101 
E. R. 168. 

Annotations :—Refd. Foster v. Hayes (1855), 4e.&B. 717; 
Morgan v. Thomas (1882), 8 Q. B. 575. 

8881. -|—-Under a devine to A. for 
life, without impeachment of waste, & with a 
power of jointuring, remainder to the issue male of 
A.’s body & their heirs, & in default of such issue 
to B. for life, without impeachment of waste & 
with power of jointuring, remainder to the issue 
male of B.’s body & their heirs for ever: with a 
proviso that in case A. or RB. should become 
possessed of any other estate, & be obliged to 
chan nge his name, that he should have the option 
which to take, but not to take both estates, but 
that one of the estates should go to the other of his 
nephews: remainder & residue of the testator’s 
estate to A. in fee :—-Held: A. who had no child 
till after the death of testator took an estate tail 
under the first devise, & a recovery suffered by 
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him after the birth of a son was good.—FRANK v. 
STOVIN (1803), 3 Kast, 548; 102 BE. R. 706. 
Annotations :—Refd. Foster v. Hayes (1855), 4 E. & B. 717: 

Morgan v. Thomas (1882), 8 Q. B. D. 575. 

8882. .|——Devise of a freehold estate 
to testator’s son William, ‘‘ To have & to hold 
during the term, of his natural life, & in case he 
has issues, then it is my will that they should 
jointly inherit the same after his decease.’ In a 
subsequent part of the will, testator devised & 
bequeathed the rest & residue of his effects, real 
& personal, not thereinbefore disposed of, to his 
said son, ‘‘ but in case my son William dies without 
issue, then it is my will that the whole of my 
property be ascertained,’ &, after bequcathing 
certain legacies & annuities, ‘‘ the rest & residuc 
of my property, together with the before mentioned 
annuities as they drop off, I give in equal pro- 
portions to A. & B.” :—Held: the illegitimate son 
took an estate tail in the real estate, & an absolute 
interest in the personalty.—-WaARD v. BEVIL (1827), 
1Y.&J.512; 148 B. R&R. 773, Ex. Ch. 

8883. .|—Testator gave his real & 
personal estate to his wife for life, & after her 
decease ‘‘ unto & amongst his three children, P., 
K. & T., & their lawful issue, in such proportions, 
manner & form, & subject to such charges, etc., 
as his wife should appoint ’”’ :—Held: in default 
of appointment, the children took estates tail.— 
MARTIN v. SWANNELT, (1840), 2 Beav. 249; 9 
L. J. Ch. 174; 48 E. R. 1176. 

8884, —— .|—A. devised to B. an estate 
during the life of herself & her husband, & after their 
deceases to the lawful issue of B.’s body for ever :— 
Held: BB. took an estate tail.—Gnirritns v. EVAN 
(1842), 5 Beav. 241; 11L.J. Ch. 219; 49 BE. R.570. 

8885. .|—Testator devised as follows: 
‘TI give & devise to my son S.,a small field at, etc., 
to hold to my said son S. for & during the term of 
his natural life; &, from & after his death, then 
I give & devise the same to the issue of his body 
lawfully begotten, if more than one, equally 
amongst them; &, in case he shall not leave any 
issue of his body, lawfully begotten, at the time of 
his death, then I give & devise the same to my 
heir or heirs-at-law ’’ :—Hfeld : S.,the son, took an 
estate tail.—Dor d. CANNON v. RUCASTLE (1849), 8 
©. B. 876; 19h. J.C. P. 100; 14 L. TT. O.S, 254 ; 
137 E. R. 753. 
































8886. ——-.| —RIMINGTON v. CANNON, No. 
8837, ante. 
8887. .|—Testator in 1815 gave real 


estates to trustees, the rents to be applied ‘ for 
his four daughters for life; & if either of them die 
leaving issue, her share to be paid to her child or 
children; & if any or cither of the four daughters 
should die without leaving any issue, the share 
or shares of her or them so dying to be paid to A. 
& J., share & share alike ’’’ :—J/eld: (1) a tenancy 
in tail in the four daughters, subject to the previous 
life estates in the daughters & their children, the 
word ‘‘Issue’”’ being taken as equivalent to 
‘children’? ; (2) the children of the daughters 
took such life estate per stirpes, & not per capita. 

The rule is that where a parent has made a 
division between his children, the share of any 
child shall not, at an indefinite time after testator’s 
decease, be liable to be cut down by the accident 
of another child dying before complete distribution 
& leaving issue (Woop, V.-C.).—CoLEs v. WITT 
(1856), 2 Jur. N.S. 1226. 

88 ——.J—JACKSON v. CALVERT, No. 





8855, ante. 
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Sect. 20.—VESTING. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—VESTING OF GIFTS GENERALLY. 
A. Construction in Favour of Vesting. 
8889. General rule.] — RoBERTS v. ROBERTS 
(1613), 2 Bulst. 123; 80 BH. R. 1002. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Bate v. Amherst (1662), T. Raym. 82. 


_ 8890. ——.] —- The ct. never construes a 

limitation into an executory devise, where it may 
take effect as a remainder, because the former puts 
the inheritance in abeyance; so neither does it 
construe a remainder to be contingent, where it 
can be taken for vested; because the latter tends 
to support the estate, & the former to destroy it, 
by putting it in the power of the particular tenant 
to defeat the remainder by a fine or feoffment 
(LORD HARDWICKE, U.).—IvES v. LEGGE (17438), 
3 Term Rep. 488,n.; 100 BE. R. 692; sub nom. 
JONES v. LEGG, 9 Mod. Rep. 461, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Doe d. Dacre v. Dacre (1798), 1 Bos. 
& P. 250. Consd. Driver v. Frank (1814), 3 M. & S. 25. 
Refd. Doc d. Comberbach v. Perryn (1789), 3 Term Rep. 
484; R.o. Chertsey (1806), 3 Smith, K. B. 459; QR. v. 
Stafford (1806), 7 Kast, 521; Hampson v. Brandwood 
(1815), 1 Madd. 381; Doe d. Todd v. Duesbury (1841), 8 
M. & W. 514; Foster v. Hayes (1853), 2 Kh. & B. 27. 

8891. .J|—It is a settled rule in law, 
in all cases where it can be done, to construe a 
remainder vested, in preference to contingent, in 
order to prevent the destruction of the estate. 

Where a devise was to trustees, for the use & 
benelit of them & testator’s daughter, & ‘‘ from & 
after her death, unto the heirs of her body, share 
& share alike, their heirs & assigns for ever ’’ :— 
Held: the remainder vested in a son of the devisee, 
living at the time of testator’s death, immediately 
on that event, & was subject to open, & let in all 
children subsequently born ; all these children took 
vested remainders, & these, unless disposed of by 
them, at their death descended upon their heir-at- 
law.—RIGHT d. SHORTRIDGE v. CREBER (18286), 
5B. & C. 866; 8 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 718; 41. J. 
O.S. KK. B. 324; 108 E.R. 322. 

Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Long v. Prigg (1828), 8 B. & C. 
231; Doe d., Atkinson v. Featherstone (1831), 1 B. & Ad 


A 
944. Apld. Doe da. Patrick v. Royle (1849), ae B. 10 
tJ 8 


0. 
Consd. Mills v. Seward (1861), 1 John. & H. 733. Refd. 


Van Grutten v. Foxwell, Foxwell v. Van Grutten, [1897 } 
A. C. 658, 


8892. .|— Devise to A. for life, remainder to 
R. for life & to his first & other sons successively in 
tail; remainder in default of issue, to D. for life, 
with remainder to his first & other sons successively 
in tail; &, in default of such issue ‘‘ to such person 
bearing the surname of II. as shall be the male 
relation nearest in blood to R. & his heirs forever’’: 
—Held: the ultimate remainder in fee vested in 
interest at the death of testatrix, agreeably to the 
rule that a remainder shall not be construed as 
contingent if it can be construed as vested.— 
STERT v. PLATED. (1839), 5 Bing. N. C. 434; 2 
Arn. 20; 7Scott, 422; 8L. J.C. P. 249; 132 E.R. 
1166; subsequent proceedings, sub nom. PLATEL v. 
STERT (1843), 2 L. T. O. S. 210, Ex. Ch. 

Annotation :—Reid. Nicholson v. Wilson (1845), 9 Jur. 389. 


8893. .|—Testator devised & bequeathed 
his residuary real & personal estate to trustees, in 
trust to pay the annual proceeds thereof to his 
wife for her life, & from & immediately after her 
decease, in trust to divide & distribute it amongst 
such of his nephews & nieces named in his will as 
should be living at her death in equal shares ; but 
if any or either of them should then be dead, leav- 
ing issue, then such issue to be entitled to their 
father’s or mother’s share, but in equal pro- 
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Sect. 20.—Vesting: S wb-sect. 1, A.] 


portions :—Held : the only child of one of testator’s 

nephews, who died after testator, but before the 
eriod of distribution, acquired a vested interest 

in the share her father would have taken if he had 
then been alive, even although such child also 
died before the period of distribution. 

We are never to construe a gift as contingent 
unless the context requires us to do so (LORD 
CRANWORTH, C.).—MARTIN v. HOLGatTr (1866), 
L. R. 1H. L. 175; 385 J. Ch. 789; 15 W. R. 
135, H. L.; revsg. S. C. sub nom. HOLGATE v. 
JENNINGS (1864), 34 Beav. 79. 

Annotations :—Apld. Fe Orton’s Trust (1866), L. R. 3 Eq. 
875; Re Applebee’s Trusts (1873), 28 L. T. 102 ; Crosth- 
waite v. Dean (1879), 40 L. T. 837. Consd. J?e Woolley, 
Wormald v. Woolley, [1903] 2 Ch. 206. Refd. Ralph v. 
Carrick (1877), 5 Ch. D. 984; Wingfleld v. Wingtield 
(1878), 9 Ch. D. 658 ; J’e Woobrich, Harris v. Harris (1879), 
11 Ch. D. 663; Jee Birks, Kenyon v. Birks (1899), 68 
L. J. Ch. 319; #e Embury, Page v. Bowyer (1913), 109 
L. T. 511; Re Timson, Smiles v. Timson, [1916] 1 Ch. 293. 
8894. -|/—As to real estate, the cts. are 

always unwilling to hold the fee to be in abeyance 

(LonD SELBORNE, C.).—PEARKS v. MOSELEY 

(1880), 5 App. Cas. 714; 60 L. J. Ch. 57; 438 

L. T. 449; 29W.1R.1, H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. 

Fie MOSELEY’s TRustTs (1879), 11 Ch. D. 555, C. A. 


Annotations :—Refd. te Beavan’s Trusts (1887), 34 Ch. D. 
716; Re Mervin, Mervin v. Crossman, [1891] 3 Ch. 197; 
Re Lowman, Devenish v. Pester (1895), 64 L. J. Ch. 567 ; 
Whitby v. Von Luedecke, [1906] 1 Ch. 783. Mentd. 
Goodier r. Johnson (1881), 18 Ch. D. 441 ; Re Wenmoth’s 
Kstate, Wenmoth vt. Wenmoth (1887), 37 Ch. D. 266; 
Willerton v. Stocks, (1892) W. N. 29; Re Bowen, Lloyd 
Phillips v. Davis, [1893] 2 Ch. 491; Jte Harvey’s Estate, 
Harvey v. Gillow. [1893] 1 Ch. 567; Ite Lloyd, Greame v. 
A.-G. (1893), 10 T. L. RR. 663 Re Wood, Tullett v. Colville, 
[1894] 3 Ch. 331 ; Wainwright v. Miller, [1897] 2 Ch. 255 ; 
Kingsbury v. Walter, [1901] A. C. 187; Re Sanford, 
sanford v. Sanford, [1901] 1 Ch. 939; Ite Mortimer, Gray 
v. Gray (1905), 74 L. J. Ch. 745; Je Oliver’s Settimt., 

evered v. Leigh, [1905] 1 Ch. 191; Je Peel's Release, (1921 ] 
2 Ch. 218; Portman v. Portman, [1922] 2 A. C. 473; lee 
Burnyeat, Burnyeat cv. Ward, (1923] 2 Ch. 52; Ward v. 
ney Der Loeff, Burnyeat v. Van Der Loeff, [1924] A. C. 
O38. 


8895. .|—Re 
SukEA, No. 9088, post. 

8896. -|—Testator gave real property in 
trust for his granddaughter Emily, with remainder 
to her children upon attaining twenty-one, & with 
remainder over in favour of another grandchild, 
usther, & her children. He gave other property 
to Esther, with remainder to her children, but 
without specifying that they should attain any 
age, & with a similar gift over in favour of Emily 
& her children. The wording of the will pointed 
to an intention of testator to make both gifts 
identical, reference being made to children of 
Esther ‘“‘ capable of taking,’’ & to their shares 
““vesting at the same age’’:—Held: the ct. 
could not supply words in a will, particularly to 
prevent vesting, & a daughter of Esther who died 
an infant. had taken a vested interest.—Re LITCH- 
FIELD. HORTON v. JONES (1911), 104 L. T. 631. 

8897. ——-.|— Re BLACKWELL, BLACKWELL v. 
BLACKWELL, No. 9016, post. 

8898. Intention of testator considered.|}— 
The law always inclines so to construe a devise as 
to make the estate vest ; & the probable intention 
of testator in this, as in other cases, was to render 
the limitation to the children certain & secure. 
If upon the face of the will a contrary intention is 
apparent, that intention must be effectuated ; 
where no such intention is apparent, the cts. have 
always acted upon the probable intention of 
testator, & the general] inclination of the law to 


8898 i. Intention of testutor con- 
sidered.|—The question whether or not 
a testamentary oe is to vest in the 
object of the gift upon'tthe death of 





COUTURIER, COUTURIER  v. 











testator is a question of intention.— 
STRYDOM v. StrYpOM, 11 8. C. 425; 4 b. 
Cc. T. R. 429.—8. AF. 

8898 i. -———- -—~~.]— Er p. Drxon & 


WILLS. 


make the estate vest (BAYLEY, J.).—Dor d. 
LonG v. Priaa (1828), 8 B. & C. 281; 2 Man. & 
Ry. k. B. 388 ; 6 L. J O. S. K. B. 296 ; 108 KE. R. 
1030. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Gregson’s Trust (1864), 2 DeG. J. 
Sm. 428. Refd. Taylor v. Boverley (1844), 1 Coll. 
108; Wordsworth v. Wood (1847), 1 H. L. Cas, 129 ; 
Henderson v. Kennicott (1848), 18 L. J. Ch. 40; Richard - 
son v. Power (1865), 13 W. R. 1104; Marriott v. Abell 
(1869), L. R.7 iq. 478; Jte Maunder, Maunder v. Maunder, 


[1902] 2 Ch. 875. 

8899. ——— —-—..——A remainder in words con- 
tingent held to be vested by reason of the clear 
general intent apparent on the face of the will.— 
Dor a. Bits v. WorKinson (1843), 5 Q. B. 223 ; 
13L. J. Q. B. 85; 2L. T. 0.8. 207; 8 Jur. 142 ; 
Tig ane rT Barber (1883), 59 L. T. 824 
aed ae Mid Wont Ry. Act, 1856, Hx p. Styan (1859), 

John. 38%; Holmes v. Prescott (1864), 3 New Rep. 559 ; 

Price v. Hall (1868), L. R. 5 Eq. 399. 

$900. Condition construed as subsequent—- 
Unless clearly intended as condition precedent.|—- 
DUFFIELD v. DUFFIELD, No. 8954, post. 

8901. —-- -~-. —.]—-Devise, in 1806, of 
lands to F. & M.. his wife, for their joint lives, & 
the life of the survivor; remainder to all their 
children ‘ already or hereafter to be born,” for 
their joint lives & the life of the survivor, ‘‘ but all 
the sons to take testator’s name & arms’’; re- 
mainder to trustees to preserve contingent 
remainders, ‘‘ but nevertheless, upon trust, to 
permit al] the children to receive the rents during 
their natural lives’”?; ‘‘& from & after their 
several deceases, unto & equally between all their 
issuc, male & female”; &, ‘‘ for want of such 
issue,’’ a devise over to another family :—Held: 
(1) the name & arms clause was not a condition 
precedent ; (2) ‘ already or hereafter to be born,” 
like ‘‘ born or to be born,’”’ denoted children living 
at testator’s death. 

What I have to consider is, whether there is 
anything in the will which makes the condition 
a condition precedent, for it is not to be so con- 
strued unless it was clearly so intended. Some 
cases were cited, which show that the ct. is not 
disposed to construc a condition as a condition 
precedent unless absolutely compelled to do so ; 
& I find nothing in this will to compel me so to 
construe the present condition. I think that no 
greater force can be given to the words “ already 
or hereafter to be born ”’ than to the words ‘‘ born 
or hereafter to be born” (without the word 
‘‘ already ’’), or to other like expressions, which 
from the time of LORD COKE to this day have been 
held to mean children living at testator’s death, 
to the exclusion of such as may have previously 
died. To produce the effect contended for, words 
more distinct, such as ‘‘ now living,’’ or the like, 
would be necessary. The true construction of 
these words is simply ‘‘ born or hereafter to be 
born,”’ which includes only children living at the 
death of testator (PAGE Woop, V.-C.).—Woop- 
HOUSE v. WleRRICK (1855), 1 K. & J. 352; 3 Hq. 
Rep. 817; 24 L. J. Ch. 649; 3 W. R. 303; 69 
KE. R. 494. 

Annotation :—As to (1) Distd. 7@e Greenwood, Goodhart. v. 

Woodhead, (1902] 2 Ch. 198 (but sce, (1903] 1 Ch. 749). 


8902. .|—If a condition attached 
to a devise is capable of being construed either as 
a condition precedent or as a condition subsequent, 
the ct. will prefer the latter construction.—RKe 
GREENWOOD, GOODHART v. WOODHEAD, [1903] 1 
Ch. 749; 72 L. J. Ch. 281; 88 L. T. 212; 51 
W. R. 358; 19 T. L. R. 180; 47 Sol. Jo. 238, C. A. 


CoETZEKE, 20 S. C. 441.—-S. AF. 
Condition construed as sub. 
sequent.J—-OLARKE ¥v. DARRAUGH, 4 
O. HR. 140.—CAN. 
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8903. --|—Testator devised free- 
hold estates to uses in strict scttlement. By a 
codicil] testator directed that no devise of any of 
his real estates devised under or by virtue of his 
will should have a vested interest therein or in any 
part thereof, or be entitled to the possession of 
the same or any part thereof until the attainment 
of the age of twenty-four years, anything con- 
tained in his will or any law or usage to the con- 
trary notwithstanding :—Held: the effect of the 
codicil was to make the limitations of the will 
executory devises.—Ite WriIGHTSON, BATTIE- 
WRIGHTSON v. THOMAS, [1904] 2 Ch. 95; 73 
L. J. Ch. 742; 90 L. T. 748, C. A. 

Annotation :—Expld. White v. Summers, [1908] 2 Ch. 256. 


8904. Effect of gift of intermediate rents & 
profits.|—Even in the case of a mere legacy, 
which would upon the terms of the gift be con- 
tingent on the legatee’s attaining a certain age, 
it may become vested by the gift of the income or 
interest in the meantime. . . . It is well settled, 
that as to real estate the purpose for which the 
intermediate rents & profits are given or carved 
out, does not prevent the vesting; & it is also 
well decided by the authorities . . . that where 
frechold & leaschold estates are included in the 
saine gift, & by words which give an immediate 
vested interest as to the freehold, the leasehold 
estates must be considered as vested also (STUART, 
V.-C.).— JAMES v. WyYNFOoRD (LORD) (1852), 1 
Sm. & G. 40; 22 L. J. Ch. 450; 20 L. T. O. S. 
273; 17 Jur. 17; 1 W. R. 61; 65 FB. R. 18; 
subsequent proceedings (1854), 2 Sm. & G. 350. 
Annotation :—Apld. Re Radford, Jones rv. Radford (1918), 62 

Sol. Jo. 604. 

8905. Early vesting.|—Testator devised 
his real & personal estate to trustees to convert & 
invest, & pay the income to his daughter for life, 
& after her decease to divide the fund among “ all 
her children then living,” provided all such 
children may then have attained twenty-one ;_ if 
not, he directed the fund to be placed out at 
interest, & the interest, etc., to be applied for the 
maintenance & bringing up of all such children, 
until the youngest should attain twenty-one, when 
the fund was to be divided amongst such children 
as should be then living, & the issue of such of 
them as should be dead, the issue to take their 
parents’ share :—Held: a child who survived the 
nother, attained twenty-one, but died before the 
youngest attained twenty-one, took an absolute 
vested interest. 

In cases of doubt, the ct. leans to that con- 
struction which Icads to an early vesting (ROMILLY, 
M.R.).—BROcCKLEBANK v. JOHNSON (1855), 20 
Beav. 205; 24 L. J. Ch. 505; 25 L. T. O. S. 56; 








aie) 
1 Jur. N.S. 318; 3 W. R. 341; 52 BE. R. 581. 

8906. -}---(1) The case is one in which 
the broad general principle that the court favours 
vesting more than contingency scems to me to be 
eminently applicable (JAMES, L.J.). 

(2) The case is, in my opinion, one where the 
rule in favour of early vesting ought to be applied 
more than in almost any other case (JAMES, L.J.). 
—RADFORD v. WILLIS (1871), 7 Ch. App. 7; 41 
L. J. Ch.19; 25 L. T. 720; 20 W. R. 132, L. JJ. 


Annotations :— As to (2) Apld. Ite Grayson (1879), 48 L. J. Ch. 
354. Generally, Refd. lee Allsop & Joy’s Contract (1889), 


8905 i. Early vesting.j— Unless a 
contrary intention can be inferred the 
ct. ought to favour an carly vesting, & 
the rights of the beneficiaries are not 
to be left to the caprice or dilatoriness 
of trustees or exors.—HAMILTON v. 
ane (8B. C.), [1919] 2 W. W. R. 164.— 








—Re STRVENS, 





8908 ii. 





45.—SCO 
8908 iii. 





8308 |. — .4¢ death of testator.] 


(1887), 14 O. R. 707.—CAN. 


MONYPENNY’S TRUSTEES 
R. (Ct. oe ees) 50; 13 8c L. R 


—— ——-.] —WYLLIR'S 
TRUSTEES tv. @WYLLIE’S EXEOCUTRIX, 
[1926] S. C. 336.—SCOT. 
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61 L. T. 213; Re Drew, Drew v. Drew, [1899] 1 Ch. 336. 
Mentd. Bell v. Holtby (1873), L. R. 15 Eq. 178. 


8907. —.|—-Considering how many very 
strong decisions there are for construing wills so 
as to favour carly vesting, their Lordships are by 
no means prepared to say that this alone would 
not be a sufficient ground for modifying the sense 
of the words of the preamble. But when it 1s 
found that testator has declared his intention to 
be that his daughter, if he has one, should, on 
marrying with the consent of his widow, & conse- 
quently in her lifetime, take a vested interest in 
the rest of the real estate & the personal estate, 
to put the construction on that preamble that this 
possible daughter shal] take nothing till the widow 
dies, is not merely an absurdity. but a repugnance 
& inconsistency such as to justify a modification 
of the words of the preamble so far as to avoid 
these consequences (LORD BLACKBURN).—RIODES 
v. RHODES (1882), 7 App. Cas. 192; 511.3. P.C, 
53; 46 L. T. 463; 30 W. R. 709, P. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Evans v. Ball (1882), 47 L. T. 165; 


In the Goods of Boehm, (1891) P. 247; Karunaratne v. 
Ferdinandus, (1902] A. C. 405. 


8908. At death of testator.J|—-A re- 
mainder, limited by a will to a person 77 esse, does 
always vest co instante testator dies.—-DOoOF d. 
BARNARD v. REASON (1755), Say. 2363; cited in 
3 Wils. at p. 214; 96 EB. R. 865. 


Annotation :~—Distd. Doe d. Todd v. Dueshury (1841), 8 
M. & W. 514. 











8909. —-—- —-—./—KING v. ISAACSON, 
No. 9240, post. 
8910. - ‘The general rule is, 





that the fee vests a morte testatoris whether given 

to individuals 20minatim, or to a class. The lean- 

ing of the law is towards vesting.—CARLTON v. 

THOMPSON (1867), L. R. 1 Sc. & Div. 232, H. L. 

Annotations :—Apld. Taylor v. Graham (1878), 3 App. Cas. 
1287; Hickling v. Fair, [1899) A.C. 15. 

8911. —-— At earliest possible perilod.|— 
The anxiety of this ct., at all times, has been to 
take care that the estate shall vest at as early a 
period as possible (PAGE Woop, V.-C.).—Re 
MERRICKS’ Trusts (1866), L. R. 1 Eq. 551; 35 
L. J. Ch. 418; 14 L. VT. 130; 12 Jur. N.S. 215; 
14 W. R. 478. 

Annotations :—-Apld. Pe Flower, 
(No. 2) (1890), 62 L. T. 677 
(1869), L. It. 7 Kq. 363; Hurry v. Hurry (1870), L. RR. 
10 Kq. 346; Re Woolley, Wormald v. Woolley, [1903] 
2 Ch. 206; Bonnett v. Houldsworth (1911), 55 Sol. Jo. 270. 
8912. -I—The law is always in 

favour of a construction which vests the estate 

absolutely & indefeasibly at the earlicst moment 

(JAMES, L.J.).—TERVEY-BATHURST v. STANLEY, 

CRAVEN v. STANLEY (1876), 4 Ch. D. 251; 46 

L. J. Ch. 162; 35 L. T. 709; 25 W. BR. 482, C. A. ; 

on appeal, sub nom. BATHURST v. ERRINGTON (1877), 

2 App. Cas. 698, H. IL. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Meredith v. Treffry (1879), 12 Ch. D. 
170; Locke v. Dunlop (1888), 39 Ch. D. 387; Ite Whit- 
more, Walters v. Harrison, [1902] 2 Ch. 66. 

8913. Vesting subject to divesting—Pre- 
ferred to suspension of gift.|—It is to be presumed 
that testator intends the gift he gives to be vested 
subject to being divested, rather than to remain 
in suspense (LORD BLACKBURN).—TAYLOR  v. 
GRAHAM (1878), 3 App. Cas. 1287, H. L. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Hickling v. Fair, (1899] A. C. 15. 
Refd. Ze Cresswell, Parkin v. Cresswell (1883), 24 Ch. D. 
102; Hood v. Murray (1889), 14 App. Cas. 124. 





Matheson v. Goodwyn 
Refd. Stuart. v. Cockerell 

















STEVENS vt. STEVENS Cc. -——— At earliest possible 

period se ley haf rl gaai a con- 

eee }—SPENB v ingency to bequest. j—fe TKINSON 
I Tere) 3 (Ont), [1924] 1 D. L. R. 283.—CAN. 


d. —— Vesting subject to defeas- 
ance—Where double contingency. }— 
LEES’S TRUSTEES V. LEEKS, [1927] 3. C. 
886.—SCOT. 


e. Direction for 


ry 25, 


postponement of 
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8914. Portions to children.|—JACKSON v. DOVER, 
No. 9258, post. 

8915. .|—The rule that the ct. will lean 
to a construction which will give portions to all 
of a class of children who may live to require them 
is not confined to settlements but extends also to 
wills.—Re KNOWLES, NOTYTAGE v. BUXTON (1882), 
21 Ch. D. 806; 51 L. J. Ch. 851; 47 L. T. 161; 
31 W. R. 182. 


.innotation — Reld. wate Hamnilet, Stephen v. Cunningham 
(1888), 38 Ch. 83. 





B. Use by Testator of Word “ Vest.” 


8916. Whether interpreted as ‘‘ vested in in- 
terest.’’]——Testator directed his trustees to stand 
possessed of a fund, after the death of his daughter, 
upon trust for all & every the child & children of 
his said daughter, equally to be divided amongst 
them, the shares of such of thern as should be sons 
to be paid at twenty-one, & of such of them as 
should be daughters at twenty-one or marriage 3; 
& if there should be only one such child, then the 
whole to such one child; & testator declared that 
if there should be no child of his said daughter who 
should live to acquire a vested interest in the fund, 
then the fund should go as his daughter should 
appoit. Testator had in several parts of his 
will used the word ‘ vested,” in its ordinary legal 
sense :—Held: it} must have its ordinary legal 
signification in the clause giving the power of 
appointment. to the daughter. in the event therein 
mentioned, & it controlled the terms of the trust 
for the children, & they took a vested interest in 
the fund, not at their birth, but at the time 
directed for payment.-—MATTHEWS v. JOULE (1859), 
33 L. T. O. S. 99. 

8917. de aime by his will in 1801, gave 

ne 





all his ‘‘ moiety ”’ of an estate to his daughter M. 
for life, remainder to her sons successively in tail, 
remainder to her daughter without words of 
limitation, & ‘‘in default of such issue ’’ to A. in 
fee. By a codicil in 1803, testator after reciting 
that he had by his will given the reversion in fee 
of the property, expectant on the decease of M. 
‘‘ without issue of her body,”’ to A., declared that 
if A. died without issue before the estate became 
‘vested’ in him by virtue of the Jinitations 
aforesaid, he gave it to other persons :—Held : 
the word ‘ vested ’”’ in the codicil meant vested 
in interest, & therefore, as A. survived testator, 
the substitutionary gift in the codicil did not take 
effect.—Re ARNOLD’S ESTATE (1863), 33 Beav. 
163; 9L. T. 530; 9 Jur. N.S. 1186; 12 W. R. 
4; 55 E.R. 329. 


Annotation :—Folld. Richardson v. Power (1865), 19 C. B. 
N.S. 780. 
8918. -]|—Testator by his will devised 


certain real estates to his daughter H. for Jife, & 
after her death to her sons successively in tail, &, 
in default of such issue, to his son J. in fee. By a 
codicil, testator, after reciting that ‘‘ he had by 
his will devised the reversion in fee in several 
estates, expectant on the decease of his several 
daughters, including H., to his son J.,’”’ & that 


beneficial inlereat in income—Whether g- 
effective as against beneficiary entitled 
for life.}—Re MUuULcaHY (1925), 27 
W.A. L. R. 110.—AUS., 


f. Postponement—Until date of realisa- 
tion & division of property—Date 
dependent on trustees’ discretion.) — 
BLEAKLEY'S TRUSTEES v, JOHNSTON, 
{1907} 8. C. 693.—800T. 


CARRE, doe 
492.—S 


——- Conditional 
Destination in certain event to person 
named ‘‘ & his heirs & assigns.’’}— 
MONTGOMERIE- Pecan rit 8 TRUSTEES t. 
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89161. Whether interpreted aa ‘' vested 


WILLS. 


‘‘he had devised other estates to trustees to the 
use of his said son until he should attain the age 
of twenty-five years, & thereupon to him & his 
assigns for ever,’’ declared his will to be, ‘‘ that, in 
case his said son should happen to depart this life 
without leaving lawful issue of his body living at 
his decease, & before the said several estates 
should become vested in him by virtue of the said 
several limitations aforesaid,’ the said estates 
should go to such of his daughters as should then 
be living, & to the issue of such of them as should 
then be dead, in the manner therein mentioned. 
Testator died in 1804: J. attained twenty-five, 
& died in 1844, without having had issue: & 
testator’ 8 daughter H. died unmarried in 1864 :— 
Held: ‘ vested,” in the codicil, meant ‘‘ vested 
in interest,’”’ & consequently, on the death of 
testator, tne estates vested immediately in the 
son J., subject to the estates limited to the daughter 
HI. & her issue, & the devisees of J. took.— 
RICHARDSON v. POWER (1865), 19 C. B. N.S. 780 ; 
35 L. J. C. P. 44; 11 Jur. N.S. 739; 13 W. R. 
1104; 144 I. R. 094, Tex. Ch. 

8919. -—----..—Testator gave the residue of his 
real & personal estate in trust, after the death or 
second marriage of his widow, for his children who 
might be then living & the issue of any who should 
have previously died, such issue to take the share 
of their deceased parent in equal shares, the shares 
of such of testator’s children or grandchildren as 
should be sons to become vested & payable when 
they should respectively attain twenty-four, & 
as to the shares of his daughters or the female 
issue of any deceased child upon trust for their 
separate use for life, & after the decease of his 
daughters or granddaughters upon trust for their 
issue as they should appoint, & in default of 
appointment for their children who should be 
living at their respective deaths & should attain 
twenty-four, & in case either of his daughters or 
granddaughters should die under twenty-four 
without leaving issue or leaving issue all such issue 
should die under twenty-four then the shares of 
such daughters or granddaughters should be 
divided equally among all testator’s children who 
should be then living & be payable upon the same 
terms as their original shares; & the will con- 
tained a power after the death of the widow to 
apply the income of the contingent shares of the 
respective children & issue aforesaid for their 
maintenance :—Held: ‘ vested’’ was to be read 
in its proper sense.—I]TALF v. HALE (1876), 3 Ch. D. 
613; 35 L. T. 9383; 24 W. RR. 1065. 


Aoldtenie: -—Refd. Bentinck v. Portland (1877), 7 Ch. D. 
693; Pearks v. Moseley (1880), 5 App. Cas. 714; Ite 
linch, Abbiss v. Burney (1881), 17 Ch. D. 211. 





8920. Or ‘*‘ be indefeasibly vested.’’]— 
TAYLOR v. FROBISHER, No. 9237, post. 
8921. —--—— --—-.|—-Testator gave all his real & 


personal estates to trustees upon trust, after apply- 
ing the yearly produce of the same as therein 
directed, & paying certain legacies of £10 a year 
to a charity, to apply one moiety of the yearly 
interest & produce of the residue unto & amongst 
all & every the brothers & sisters of his wife that 
should be living at her death, equally share & 


in interest.’’}—Words in a will relating 

to vesting prima facie mean vesting in 

interest not in possession.—He MUDIE'sS 

WILL, BEATTIE v. Mupie, [1916] 
L. R. 265.—AUS. 


8916 lil. -J—On the construction 
of a will :—Hel the word ‘ vest ’’ 

must be ‘nterproted in its primary 
ineaning, & could not be construed as 


tnstitulion — 


59 Sc. L. lt. 
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share alike, & directed that the bequest made to 
the brothers & sisters of his wife, as aforesaid, 
who were then nine in number, should be deemed 
vested interests in them. All the brothers & 
sisters survived testator, but only two of them 
survived his wife :—Held: only the survivors of 
the wife took under the will, notwithstanding the 
words relating to vesting.—DrRaycotr v. Woop 
(1856), 28 L. T. 0.8. 196; 5 W. R. 158, L. Cc. 

ane tation :—Refd. Smith v. Spencer (1856), 29 L. T. O. S. 

ov. 


8922. -———.]—~Where a legacy was given 
to the children of A. in remainder, after life interest 
to A., & her husband, the shares of daughters ‘‘ to 
be vested’ at twenty-one & of sons at twenty- 
five subject to a gift over :—Held : on an examina- 
tion of the whole will, ‘‘ vested’’ meant ‘ inde- 
feasible,’’ & consequently the gift over only was 
void for remoteness. 

The word ‘“ vested ”’ is open to a considerable 
latitude of meaning... the word is capable 
of being construed as ‘‘ indefeasibly vested’ if 
the whole of the scope of the will so require, & 
in that sense testator may have meant to use it. 
Otherwise its strict & ordinary meaning is ‘‘ vested 
in point of interest’? (PAGE Woon, V.-C.).—Re 
BAaXtrER’s Trusts (1864), 4 New Rep. 131; 10 
L. T. 487; 10 Jur. N.S. 845. 

$923. -I—In the construction of the 
will of testatrix in this matter the ct. read a declara- 
tion that funds bequeathed by the will should not 
be paid to or become vested interests in the bene- 
ficiaries until they attained twenty-five, as mean- 
ing only that they should not be paid to or become 
‘‘indefeasibly vested’’ interests in the bene- 
ficiarics until they attained that age.-—Re EpMonp- 
SON’S HsTATE (1868), L. R. 5 Iq. 389; 16 W. RR. 
890. 

Annotation :—Refd. Greenhalgh v. Bates (1870), 39 L. J. P. 

& M. 44. 


8924. -| — Testator directed the 
trustees of his will to hold a certain fund in trust 
‘for my child, if only one, or for all my children, 
if more than one, in equal shares, & so that the 
interest of a son or sons shall be absolutcly vested 
at the age of twenty-one years, & of w daughter or 
daughters at that age or marriage ’’:-—-Held: 
the shares of the children were on the death of 
testator vested in interest though subject to be 
divested. ‘ Vest’? may, if the context of the will 
is in favour of that construction, be read as 
importing only that the interest previously vested 
is at a specified time to become absolute & inde- 
feasible.—ARMYTAGE v. WILKINSON (1878), 3 
App. Cas. 355; 47 L. J.P. ©. 313; 26 W. RR. 559 ; 
sub nom. ARMYTAGE v. MASTER IN EQUITY OF THE 























SUPREME CouRT OF VICTORIA, 38 L. T.. 185, 
Pew, 
8925. ———.]—The word ‘* vested’? primd 


facie means vested in interest, but by force of a 
context it may have a different meaning, such as 
‘‘ vested in possession ”’ or ‘‘ indefeasibly vested ”’ 
or ‘payable’? (StTrriina, J.).—ite STEVENS, 
CLARK v. STEVENS (1896), 40 Sol. Jo. 296. 

8926. Or ‘‘ fall into possession.’’]|—Where 
testator gives a life estate in his funds, & at the 
expiration thereof gives the principal to be divided 
among several, & if any dic then to the survivors, 
without specifying the time of survivorship, he is 
held to mean the contingency to extend over the 
whole period which elapses before the time of dis- 
tribution or expiration of the life estate, unless the 
context points out another time; in other words, 





referring merely to the time of pay- 
ment.—-CREETH v. WILSON (1882), 9 
L. R. Ir, 216, 223.—IR. 


h. Effect of declaration as to veat- 
ing——Vesting postponed until ‘actual v. 
payment or conveyance’ to 
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the legacy does not vest till the death of the tenant 
for life. Therefore where A. by will, gave a life 
estate to B., & at B.’s death to six persons equally, 
declaring that “if any dic without issue before 
his share vests, the same shall belong equally to 
the survivors,’ there was nothing in the word 
tee ” to prevent the application of the above 
rule. 

The word ‘ vest’? means primd facie ‘‘ come into 
possession,’’ & not ‘‘ accrue in point of interest.’’— 
foe v. ROBERTSON (1862), 6 L. TT. 75, 

8927. —-— -—-—.]—Testatrix gave a legacy of 
£4,000, ‘‘ payable’ at the decease of A. to a class 
of persons, to be equally divided amongst them, 
share & share alike, the shares to be ‘ vested ’’ 
interests on majority or marriage, & the income 
in the event of A.’s death in the meantime, to be 
paid towards the maintenance & education of 
such persons. There was no gift over. Two of 
the class survived A., & died under twenty-one :— 
Held: by the word ‘ vested ’’ was meant ‘‘ vested 
in possession ’’ & the shares of the deceased minors 
passed to their legal personal representatives.— 
SIMPSON v. PEACH (1873), L. R. 16 Hq. 208; 42 
L. J. Ch. 816; 28 L. T. 731; 21 W. R. 728. 

8928. -—--- —-—.!—The use of the word ‘ vest”’ 
does not indicate an intention on the part of 
testator to impose a condition on a bequest that 
the legatee shall survive the tenant for life.— 
SAMARADIWAKARA v. Dkr SARAM, [191]] A. C. 
753; SLL. J.P. C. 75; 105 L. T. 345, B.C. 

8929. Modified interpretation—-Where justified 
by context.]|—A devise of real estate to the four 
sons of testator as tenants in conunon, & a bequest 
of residuary personal estate, in trust for the same 
four sons, in like manner, to be vested in them 
as to one moiety as they should respectively attain 
twenty-one years of age, & as to the other moiety 
when the youngest should attain that age, & in 
case any son should die before the respective 
moicties of his share should become vested, then 
the unvested share which should belong to the son 
so dying, & also his accrued share, to go to the 
others of testator’s sons as tenants in common, & 
to become vested at the times aforesaid; & in 
case all his sons should die under twenty-one, then 
to testator’s right heirs; & testator appointed his 
exors. guardians of his sons, & empowered such 
guardians to receive the rents & profits of the 
respective shares of his sons in the said real estate 
during their minorities, for their maintenance, 
education, & advancement :—-Held: the sons took 
an immediate & vested interest in their respective 
shares in the real & personal estate, but liable to 
be devested by their death before the time at which 
testator declared they should respectively be 
vested, payable or transferable. 

The word “‘ vest,’’ as well any other word, might 
receive a modified interpretation where the con- 
text required it (PAGE Woop, V.-C.).--POOLE v. 
Borr (1853), 11 Hare, 33; 1 Eq. Rep. 21; 22 
L. J. Ch. 1042; 21 L. T. O. S. 262; 17 Jur. 688 ; 
1W. R. 278; 68 BH. R. 1175. 

Annotation :-—Consd. Armytage v. Wilkinson (1878), 3 App. 

Cas. 355. 

8930. ‘¢ Payable.’’|—te STEVENS, CLARK v. 
STEVENS, No. 8925, ante. 

8931. ‘‘ Vested in possession.’’]——/te STEVENS, 
CLARK v. STEVENS, No. 8925, ante. 

Gifts over on death before vesting.]——See Sect. 
25, sub-sect. 2, post. 








: _ *J—STEPHEN’S TRUSTRES 
STEPHEN’S TRUSTEES, [1928] S. C. 


children 16.—SOOT. 
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Sect. 20.—Vesting: Sub-sect. 2, A. & B. (a).] 


SUB-SECT. 2.—REAL ESTATE. 
A. Contingent Remainders and Executory Devises. 


ae now, Law of Preperty Act, 1925 (c. 20), 
5. 3). 

8932. Contingent remainder & executory devise 
distinguished.|—GoopriauT d. LARMER v. SEARLE 
(1756), 2 Wils. 29; 95 Is. R. 668. 

Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Andrew v. Hutton (1804), 3 

Bos. & P. 643; Goodtitle d. Castle v. White (1807), 2 


roe & PLN. lt. 383; Goodtitle v. White (1812), 15 Hast, 

8933. Whether gift construed as contingent re- 
mainder or executory devise—Devise to A. in tail 
remainder to B.]—SMITH v. FARNABY (1666), 1 
Sid. 285; Cart. 52; 2 Keb. 29, 55, 84; 1 Lev. 
144; 82 E.R. 1108. 

8934. Presumption in favour of contingent 
remainder—Sufficient estate to support contingent 
remainder.|—PUREFOY v. RogERs (1671), 2 Wms. 
Saund. 380; 2 Lev. 39; 85 E. R. 1181; sub nom. 
PURFRY v. RoGERS, 3 Keb. 11. 

Annotations :-—-Consd. Southby ». Stonehouse (1755), 2 
Ves. Sen. 610. Apld. Doe d. Mussoll v. Morgan (1790), 3 
Term Itep. 763. onsd. /te Finch, Abbiss v. Burney (1881), 
17 _ Ch. D. 2113; White v. Summers, [1908] 2 Ch. 256. 
Refd. Reve v. Long (1694), Comb. 252; Thompson »v. 
Leach (1697), 2 Salk. 576; Carter tv. Barnadiston (1718), 
1 P. Wms. 505; Gore v. Gore (1733), Kel. W. 254; 
Hooker v. Hooker (1733), 2 Barn. K. B. 379; Hopkins v. 
Hopkins (1734), Cas. temp. Talb. 44 ; Hopkins v. Hopkins 
(1738), 1 Atk. 583] ; Haysman v. Moon (1741), 7 Mod. Rep. 
430; Gulliver v. Wickett (1745), 1 Wils. 105; Doe d. 
Barnard & Fenton v. Reason (1755), Say. 236; Watson wv. 
Lincoln (1756), Amb. 325; Doe d. Browne v. Holmes 
(1771), 3 Wils. 241; Green d. Crew v. King (1778), 2 Wm. 
Bl. 1211; Doe d. Wight v. Cundall (1808), 9 East, 400 ; 
Marshall v. Hill (1814), 2 M. & S. 608; Doe v. Coleman 
(1818), 6 Price, 179 ; Doe d. Herbert uv. Selby (1824), 
4 Dow. & Ky. K. B. 608; Doed. Brune v. Martyn (1828), 
8B. & C. 497; Doed. Knocker v. Ravell (1832), 2 Cr. & J. 
617; burke rv. Annis (1853), 11 Hare, 232; Egerton v. 
Massey (1857), 3 C. H. N.S. 338; Hardcastle v. Dennison 
(1861), 10C. KB. N.S. 606 ; Jte Ashforth, Sibley v. Ashforth, 
ae 1 Ch. 5435; Re Nash, Cook v. Frederick, [1910)} 1 


8935. -SSCATTERWOOD v. EDGE 
(1699), 1 Salk. 220; 12 Mod. Rep. 278; 1 Eq. 
Cas. Abr. 190; 91 E. BR. 208. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Gore v. Gore (1733), Kel. W. 254 ; 
Andrews d. Jones v. Fulbum (1738), Andr. 263. Refd. 
Thrustout v. Peake (1717), 1 Stra. 12; Ammurst wv. Litton, 
Litton +. Ammurst (1729), 1 Barn. K. B. 217; Mortimer 
v. Mortimer (1732), Kel. W. 26; Hayward ». Stillingfiect 
(1737), 1 Atk. 422; Wallis v. Wodson (1740), 2 Atk. 114 ; 
Gulliver v. Wickett (1745), 1 Wils. 105; Gulliver v. Vaux 
(1746), 8 De G. M. & G. 167; Wilkes v. Holtwnes (1752), 
9 Mod. Rep. 485; Doo v. Brabant. (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 
393; 'Thellusson v. Woodford (1805), 1 Bos. & PLN. 2. 
357; Barnes v. Jennings (1866), L. KR. 2 Eq. 448; L. & 
Ss. W. Ry. v. Gomnm (1882), 20 Ch. D. 562; Re Villar, 
Public Trusteo v. Villar, [1928] Ch. 471. Mentd. Wynne 
oe 2Man.& G.8; Vhillipsv. Whitsed (1860), 
21. T. 278. 
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8936. ———_ —---- J—Dort d. Brown v. 
HOLME (1771), 3 Wils. 241; 2 Wm. Bl. 777; 


95 E.R. 1034. 

Annotations :—Apld. Denn d. Webb v. Puckey (1793), 5 
Term Rep. 299. Refd. Doe d. Bean v. Halley (1798), 8 
Term Rep. 5; Doed. Gilman v. Elvey (1803), 4 East, 313. 


8937. J—DoE d. Harris »v. HOWELL 
(1829), 10 B. & C. 191; 5 Man. & Ry. K. R 24- 


$L.J.0O.S. k. B. 123; 109 E.R. 422. 
A enaion :~-Reld. Challis v. Doe d. Evers (1852), 18 Q. B. 


89338. ——— 
2 Ch. 256; 77 L. J. Ch. 506; 
T. L. R. 552. 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Brooke, Brooke v. Dickson, [1923] 
2 Ch. 265. 
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.|\—WHITE v. SUMMERS, [1908] 
98 L. T. 845; 24 


_k. Whether gift construed aa con- 
tingent remainder or executory devise— 


Death of devisee before contingency 
happens.}~—Ree BOWEY, BOWEY vv. 
ARDILL, 21 O. R. 361.—CAN. 


1. -}—The rule of law that 





where there is an executory devise, & 
no provision has 
respect to the pro 
time, the heir wil 
cut out by a residuary devise, is based 
on the principle that the freehold 
cannot remain in abeyance; 
where there is an immediate devise of 


been 
pred in the mean- 
take 


WILLS. 


8939. —-—— Devise to several—-Remainder to 
survivors on death of one.] — FORTESCUE v. 
ABBOTT (1677), Freem. K. B. 481; 2 Lev. 202; 
Poll. 479; T. Jo. 79; 89 H.R. 361. 
ay ty aah -—Refd. Williams v. Brown (1734), 2 Barn. K. B. 


8940. Contingent remainder destroyed— 
Contingent remainder becoming executory devise. 
—Horkins v. HOPKINS (1739), West temp. Hard. 
606; 1 Atk. 581; 2 Jac. & W.18,n.; 25 E.R. 
1108, L. C.3 subsequent proceedings (1749), 1 


Ves. Sen. 268, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Morris v. Underdown (1741), 
Willes, 293; Doe d. Fonnereau v. Fonnereau (1780), 2 
Doug. K. B. 487. Apld. Galo v. Galo (1789), 2 Cox, Eq. 
Cas. 136. Consd.’ Doe d. Mussell v. Morgan (1790), 3 
Term Rep. 763; Vincent v. Stanefeld, Habergham v. 
Vincent (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 353; Doe d. Scott v. Roach 
(1816), 5 M. & S. 482; Doe d. Harris v. Howell (1829), 
10 B. & C. 191; Morrice v. Langham (1840), 11 Sim. 260 ; 
Fe Finch, Abbiss v. Burney (1881), 17 Ch. D. 211; Fe 
Conyngham, Conyngham v. Conyngham, [1921] 1 Ch. 491. 
Refd. Smith v. Newport (1742), 2 Atk. 344; Bagshaw v. 
Spencer (1743), 2 Atk. 570; Bland v, Bland Lae) 2 
Cox, Eq. Cas. 3149; Lomax v. Holmden (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 
290 ; Gibson v. Rogers, Kogers v. Gibson (1750), 1 Amb. 93 ; 
Portsmouth +, Kingham (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 430; 
lobinson v. Robinson (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 225; Sherrard 
v. Harborough (1753), Amb. 165; Hodgson v. Ambrose 
(1780), 1 Doug. K. B. 3373; A.-G. v. Bowyer (1798), 3 
Ves. 714; Thelluson v. Woodford, Woodford v. Thelluson 
(1799), 4 Ves. 227; Church v. Mundy (1808), 15 Ves. 396 ; 
Stanley v. Stanley (1809), 16 Ves. 491; Tregonwell v. 
Sydenham (1815), 3 Dow. 194; Cholmondeley v. Clinton 
(1821), 4 Bli. 1; Vanderplank «. King (1843), 3 Hare, 1; 
East v. Twyford (1853), 4 H. L. Cas. 517; Lyddon v. 
Ellison (1854), 24 L. T. O. S. 123; Lambarde v. Peach 
(1859), 4 Drew. 553; Bective v. Hodgron a 10 H.|L. 
Cas. 656; D’Eyncourt v. Gregory (1864), 34 Beav. 36; 
Kdgeworth v. Edgeworth (1869), 17 W. R. 714; Astley v. 
Micklethwait (1880), 15 Ch. D. 59; Ze Mortimer, Gray v. 
Gray (J905), 74 L. J. Ch. 745; White v. Summers, [1908] 
2 Ch. 256; Re Scott, Scott v. Scott, [1911] 2 Ch. 374: 
te Willis, Crossman v, Kirkaldy, [1917] 1 Ch. 365. Mentd. 
Thelluson v. Liddard, [1900] 2 Ch. 635. 


$941. Contingency remote—No particular 








estate.|—RiGHT v. IIAMOND (1721), 1 Stra. 427 ; 


1 Com. 232; 938 E.R. 6143 sub nom. WRIGHT v. 
ILAMMOND, 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 338; 11 Mod. Rep. 345. 

8942. Devise to A. & the heirs male of his 
body—Followed by devise to B.]—-Dor v. FON- 
NEREAU (1780), 2 Doug. kK. B. 487; 09 E.R. 3li. 
minslaton :—Refd. Doe d. Scott v. Roach (1816), 5M. & S. 


8943. Devise to A. for life—Remainder to 
B. for a term if he so long live—Remainder to heirs 
of body of B.]— Dor d. MuUSSELL v. MORGAN (1790), 
3 Term Rep. 763; 100 E. R. 816. 

Annotation :—Refd. White cv. Summers, [1908] 2 Ch. 256. 

8944. -—— Gift to A. & heirs & assigns— 
Gift over on failure of issue of body of A.}]—Devise 
“to S. her heirs & assigns for ever; but if she 
shall happen to die leaving no child or children 
lawful issue of her body living at the time of her 
death then to F. & his heirs ’’ :—Held: the devise 
in fee to S. was not restrained by the subsequent 
words to an estate-tail; & the devise over to F. 
was a good executory devise.—DorE d. BARNFIELD 
v. WETTON (1800), 2 Bos. & P. 324; 126 E.R. 1306. 
Annotations :—Apld. Doe d. Smith v. Webber (1818), 1 

B. & Ald. 713. Consd. Doe d. Cadogan v. Kwart (1838), 

7 Ad. & K). 636. Refd. Doe d. Blesard v. Simpson (1842), 

3 Man. & G. 929. 

8945. —-— Devise to A., & on his decease to 
heirs of his body as should then be living.]—Devise 
of testator’s burgage-house, being burgage held 
of a manor where there is no custom of entailing, 
to his wife for life, or until marriage, & after her 








the freehold to trustoes, the rule does 
not operate, the reason for it does not 
exist. — Re MoBURNEY (1921), 49 
O. 1.12.13 59 D. L. R. 645.—CAN. 

m. —-—.]-—-ORMSBY v. ANDERSON 
(1866), 14 W. KR. 379.-——-IR. 

n, ———.]— FERGUSON v. FERGUSON, 
17 L. R. Ir, 552, 567.—IR. 


inade_ with 


unless he is 
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decease or marriage to R., his younger son, for & 
during the term of his natural life, & after the 
decease or marriage of his wife, & also after the 
decease of his son RK. unto the heirs of the body of 
R. lawfully begotten or to be begotten, equally 
among them as shall then be living, share & share 
alike, there being not any child of R. then born, 
& in case R. die without issue, lawfully begotten, 
or to be begotten, after his decease, remainder 
over :—Hfeld: R. took either an estate of inherit- 
ance in the nature of an estate tail, or an estate 
for life, with a contingent remainder to his children, 
depending on the events of there being a child 
born & living at the death of R.—Ror d. CLEMENT 
v. BRIGGS (1812), 16 Kast, 406; 104 E. R. 1142. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Doc d. Long v. Prigg (1828), 8 B. & C. 
231. Mentd. Doe d. Newby v. Jackson (1823), 2 Dow. 
& Ry. K. BK. 514; Lusher v. Thompson (1816), 1 Lut. 
Reg. Cas. 551. 

8946. Devise after successive estates tail.|— 
ROMILLY v. JAMES (1815), 6 Taunt. 263 ; 1 Marsh. 
592; 128 EB. R. 1035. 

Annotations :—Refd. Peyton v. Hughes (1842), 7 Jur. 311. 
Mentd. Spratt v. Jeffery (1829), 5 Man. & Ry. K. B. 188; 
Souter v. Drake (1834), 5 B. & Ad. 992; Neoves v. Burrage 
(1849), 14 L. T. O. 8. 394. 

8947. Devise to survivors of a class—On 
death of member of class without issue.]—CrumpPp 
d. WooLLEY v. Norwooyp (1815), 7 Taunt. 362 ; 
2 Marsh. 161; 120 E.R. 145. 

Annotations :—Folld. Doo d. Werbert v. Selby (1824), 2 
B. & C. 926. Dbtd. Lees v. Mosley (1835), 1 Y. & CG. ex. 
589. Refd. Jordan vr. Adams (1861), 9 C. B. N.S. 483. 
8948. Construction to preserve limitations. | 

—Dox d. ScoTrr v. Roach (1816), 5 M. & S. 482 ; 

105 K. R. 1127. 

Annotation :-— Refd. Re Kinch, Abbiss v. Burney (1881), 17 
Ch. D. 211. 

Application of perpetuity rule to executory 
devises.|— See PERPETUITIES, Vol. XXXAVIL., pp. 
73, 74, Nos. 140-148. 











B. Gifts on Attaining Specified Age. 
(a) In General. 


8949. Whether gift vests before age attained. |— 
JOHNSON ». GABRIEL & BevnAMy (1588), Cro. 
Whiz. 122; 78 KK. R. 3880; sub nom. JOHNSON & 
BELLAMY’S CASE, 2 Leon. 36; sub nom. GRANT’S 
CASE, cited 10 Co. Rep. at p. 40a. 


Annotations :—Consd. Lampet’s Case (1612), 10 Co. Rep. 
46b. Apld. te Francis, Francis v. Francis, [1905] 2 


ever, all & 


PART XVI. Ee aye SUB-SECT. 2. 
« (@). 

8949 i. Whether gift vests before age 
attained.| —- BUTLER wv. "TRUSTEES, 


EXECUTORS & AGENCY Co., rp. 











singular,’’ etc. 
certain Jands). W. 
but. died during his minority : 
ho took a vested interest.—MaRrcon v. 
ALLING, 5 U. C. RR. 562.-—-CAN. 
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Ch, 295. Refd. Bradstock v. Scovell (1636), Cro. Car. 
434; Symonds v. Cudmore (1692), 12 Mod. Rep. 32. 
Mentd. Hickford v. Machin (1624), Win. 82. 
_ 8950. J}—Devise to A. & his heirs, if he 
live to twenty-one; but if he die before twenty- 
one, to another & his heirs; the condition is 
subsequent.—Hpwarps v. HAMMOND (1684), 3 
Lev. 182; 1 Bos. & P. 324, n.; 83 E. R. 614; 
sub nom. STOCKER v. EDWARDS, 2 Show. 398. 
Annotations :—Distd. Doe d. Planner v. Scudamore (1800), 
2 Bos. & P. 289. Apld. Bromfield »v. Crowden (1805), 
1 Bos, & P. N. R. 313; Doed. Hunt v. Moore (1811), 14 
Fast, 601. Distd. Roe d. Clement v. Briggs (1812), 16 
Kast, 406. Apld. Doo d. Dolley v. Ward (1839), 9 Ad. & 
El. 582. Consd. Doe d. Tremewen v. Permewan (1840), 
3 Per. & Dav. 303. Apprvd. Phipps v. Ackers (1842), 9 
Cl. & Fin. 583. Apld. Greene v. Potter (1843), 2 Y. & 
C. Ch. Cas. 517._ Consd. Holmes v. Prescott (1864), 3 
New Rep. 559. Distd. Price v. Hall (1868), L. R. 5 Eq. 
399; Pearks ». Moseley (1880), 5 App. Cas. 714. Consd. 
Re Astor, Astor v. Astor, [1922] 1 Ch. 364. Refd. Goodtitle 
d. Hayward v. Whitby (1757), 1 Keny. 506; Driver v. 
Frank (1814), 3 M. & S. 25; Wynne v. Wynne (1840), 
%Man.& G.8; Alexander v. Alexander (1855), 16 C. B. 59. 
8951. .|—A devise of two farms to the 
father & mother for their lives, remainder to 
trustees till A. & B. respectively come of age, & 
then to convey one farm to A. & the other to B. 
A. died before the time came for the conveyance. 
A. being to have had an estate in fee, the convey- 
ance shall be made to his heir.——Hook v. TAYLOR 
(1706), 2 Vern. 561; 23 K. R. 964. 
Annotation ee Re Radford, Jones v. Radford (1918), 


62 Sol. Jo. 60 
.|—A. devise to trustees till A. shall 








8952. 
attain the age of twenty-four, & when he shall 
attain that age, to him in fee, gives him a vested 
interest, which will descend to his heirs, though 
he die before twenty-four. 

Tiad the ‘levisor used these words, ‘‘ if A. shall 
attain the age of 24,’’ that would have made it a 
condition precedent, & no interest would have 
vested in him, unless he had attained that age 
(AsHuRST, J.).—DOE d. WHEEDON v. LEA (1789), 
3 Term Rep. 41; 100 E. R. 445. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Hanson v. Graham (1801), 6 Ves. 
539. Apld. Doo d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 Ad. & El. 
636. Consd. Phipps ». Ackers (1842), 9 Cl. & Fin. 583. 
Refd. Booth v. Hooth (1799), 4 Ves. 399; Leeming v. 


Sharratt (1842), 2 Hare, 14; Browne v. Browne (1857), 
5 W. R. TTT. 


8953. .—Devise to A. for life, remainder 
to all her children that should be living at her 
death, equally amongst them if more than one, 











(naming 8949 xi. .J—Re OSMONN, CUM- 
survived testator, MINGS vt. GALLAWAY, 30 N. Z. L. R. 65. 
Held: —N.Z. 


8949 xij. ---—-.]—Testator directed a 
heritable subject, in the event of J. 





(1906), 3 C. L. RR. 435, 443.—AUS. 8949 vii, ——.J—CLARKE v. Dar- having no lawful issuc, to be dispored 
8949 fi. 1 .}—Rte DWYER’S WILL, RAUGH, 5 O. IR. 140.—CAN. to Me oo ee eee pains Pa that 
[1916] V. L. kt. W14.--AUS, 8949 viii. BIGELOW ¢. BIGE- ee a died by cainorite. & 
Py Oe EEC Ut Sep rg aaa mea Or cm Se reeiel te Han olen 
S.A. L. kt. 13d - . 8949 ix. .}—Where a will gave to ‘sted in W.—-DONALD’S TRUSTEES 
8949 iv. -|--The will of P. de-  D. “ when he becomes the age of 21 DoNstp sd ee panes 


vised to W. “‘ when he comes of age,”’ 


years ”’ certain land “‘ together with all 


DONALD (1864), 2 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 
922; 36 Sc. Jur. 461.—SCOT. 


part of the homestead farm, & some 
personal property :—Semble :) W. took 
a vested interest in the land, subject 
to be divested on his death before 
coming of age.—McCorrin v. MCGUIRE, 
34 U. C. It. 157.—CAN. 

8949 v. .}-~Testator having de- 
vised certain lands to trustees for his 
sons, directed these lands to be con- 
veyed to his sons op their coming of 
age, but omitted to make any pro- 
vision for the application of the rents 
& profits in the meanwhile :—Held: 
the sons bad vested estates from the 
death of their fathor, & were entitled 
to the rents & profits during their 
minority.—DoBBIE v. MCPHERSON, 19 
Gr. 262.—CAN. 

8949 vi. .}——The devise was: ‘“‘ I 
give, devise & bequeath unto my 
grandson, W., upon his attaining the 
ull age of 21 years, & his heirs for 








the crop, stock & implements which 
may be thereon at the time of decease,”’ 
adding, ** 1 also bequeatb unto D. all 
cash in my hands or held at. my credit 
at or in any bank at the time of my 
decease ’’:—Held: the devise con- 
ferred on D. an estate in fee simple 
coutingent on his attaining 21 years & 
not a vested estate in fee simple liable 
to be divested if he died under that 
age.—Re GALBRAITH ESTATE (Sask.), 
11919] 2 W. W. RR. 193.—CAN. 


8949 x. .]—Testator gave lands, 

artly freehold & partly chattels real, 
to his nephew W., on his attaining the 
age of 23, & gave the residuc of the 
property to W.’s father :—Held: the 
gift to W. was contingent upon _his 
attaining 23, & he was not entitled to 
the rents & profits accruing before he 
reached that age.— LOVE v. LOVE 
(1881), 7 L. R. Ir. 306.—IR. 





8949 xiii. --]—HEWAT v. GRANT 
(1867), 6 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 47; 
40 Sec. Jur. 33.—SCOT. 


8949 xiv. -.}—A trust disposition 
& settloment conteined the following 
pose : ** Upon my son W. attain- 
ng the age of 30 years, I direct my 
trustecs to convey to him the properties 
of A. & T.’’ W. survived his father, 
but died before attaining the age of 
30 :—Held: as there was no gift 
except the direction to convey to W. 
on his attaining tho age of 30, his right 
to the propertics of A. & T. was con- 
ditional on his attaining that age.— 
GRAHAM’S TRUSTEES v. GRAHAM (1899), 
2k. (Ct. of Sess.) 232; 37 Se LL. R. 
163; 78. L. TI. 283.—SCOT. 

8949 xv. -] — MAOKINTOSH’sS 


TRUSTEES vt. MACKINTOSH, (1907) 44 
Sc. L. R. 911.—S8COT. 
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to be divided share & share alike, when & as they 
should respectively attain the age of twenty-four, 
& to their respective heirs, to take as tenants in 
common, & not as joint tenants:—Held: A.’s 
children, seven in number, took a vested interest 
at her death, as tenants in common.—FARMER v. 
FRANCIS (1824), 2 Bing. 151; 9 Moore, C. P. 
310; 21L. J. 0. 8S. C. P. 143; 1380 E. R. 2638 ; 
subsequent proceedings (1826), 2 Sim. & St. 505. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Bull v. Pritchard (1826), 1 Russ. 213. 
petd: Due d. Dolley v. Ward (1839), 9 Ad. & EI. 
8954. -|—Testator by his will, devised to 


trustees & their heirs, all his freehold & copyhold 
land at S. & also his freehold land at H. in case 
there should be but one son of his duaghter A. 
who should attain the age of twenty-one years, 
upon trust for such son & his heirs; & in case 
there should be two or more sons of A. who should 
attain the age of twenty-one years, then in trust 
for the second of such sons & his heirs; & in case 
there should be no son of A. upon trust for such 
of the daughters of A., if any, as should first 
attain the age of twenty-one years, etc.; & then 
after certain bequests ot stock in trust, to pay the 
dividends by way of life annuities, testator devised 
& bequeathed all the residue of his property, 
whether freehold, copyhold, or for years, money 
in the funds, upon imtge. or otherwise, upon 
security or at interest, debts of whatever other 
nature or kind, to the same trustees, their heirs, 
exors., & administrators, upon trust, to sell, get 
in, etc., & to apply the proceeds in payment of 
debts & legacies, etc.; & as to the residue of the 
moneys to arise by such sales, to invest the same 
in the public funds or real securities; & if there 
should be only one child of A. upon trust, to 
transfer or assure the funds, & the dividends, 
interest, & annual proceeds thereof, to such only 
child, at or on his attaining the age of twenty-one 
years, etc.; & if there should be two or three 
children of A. in trust, for such two or three 
children, equally to be divided between them, the 
shares of sons to be transferred on their attaining 
the age of twenty-one years, etc. 

Testator afterwards made a codicil to his will 
in these words, to the effect following: ‘' Tlaving 
some short time back drawn my pen through the 
first fifteen lines of the sixth sheet of my will, & 
being apprehensive that such rasure not being 
witnessed, might lead to litigation, I declare that 
the sole intention of such rasure is, to revoke that 
part only of the will, whereby I direct the sale 
of my freehold property; & I hereby direct & 
appoint, that the son of my daughter A. who shall 
first attain the age of twenty-one years, shall on 
attaining that age change his name to Elwes; & 
I give & devise to the said son of A. on his attaining 
the age of twenty-one years, & changing his name 
to Elwes, all my freehold property, lands, tene- 
ments, & hereditaments, to hold to my said 
grandson, his heirs, & assigns, etc. ; & I do hereby 
ratify & confirm the said will, except as before is 
excepted ” :—Held: the will was revoked by the 
codicil, expressly as to the power of sale; & as 
to the corpus of the lands at S. & H. by the effect 
of inconsistency of devise, but the will was unre- 
voked & operative in all other respects ; & under 
the devise by the effect of the will & codicil, no 
estate in the lands at S. & H. & the other free- 
hold estates, was vested, but remained con- 
tingent upon the event of sons or daughters of 
testator’s daughter, according to the limitations 
of the will, living to attain the age of twenty-one, 
etc.; & until such vesting upon such event, or 


WILLS. 


until such event should become impossible, the 

estate in the Jands vested in the trustees, & the 

rents & profits were applicable according to the 
trusts of the will. 

The judges from the earliest times were always 
inclined to decide that estates devised were vested, 
& it has long been an established rule for the 
guidance of the Cts. of W. in construing devises, 
that all estates are to be held to be vested except 
estates in the devise of which a condition pre- 
cedent: to the vesting is so clearly expressed that 
the cts. cannot treat them as vested, without 
deciding in direct opposition to the terms of the 
will. If there be the least doubt advantage is to 
be taken of the circumstance occasioning that 
doubt & what seems to make a condition is held 
to have only the effect. of postponing the right to 
possession (BEstT, C.J.). 

Whilst estates remain contingent, those in 
whom they are at a future time to be vested have 
no interest in the estates or the rents & profits of 
such estates. ... If the parents attaining a cer- 
tain age, be a condition precedent to the vesting 
estates by the death of their parents, before they 
are of that age, children lose estates which were 
intended for them (Brst, C.J.).—DUFFIELD v. 
DUFFIELD (1829), 3 Bli. N. S. 260; 1 Dow. & Cl. 
268, 395; 4 FEF. R. 1334, H. L.; revsg. S. C. sub 
nom. DUFFIELD v. ELWwes (1826), 2 Sim. & St. 
544. 

Annotations :—Consd. Festing v. Allen (1843), 12 M. & W. 
279. Distd. Browne v. Browne (1857), 3 Sm. & G. 568. 
Consd. Hodgson v. Bective, Karl (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 376; 
Holhines v. Prescott (1864), 3 New Rep. 559 ; Jée Wright- 
son, Battie-Wrightson v. Thomas, [1904] 2 Ch. 95. 
Jie Astor, Astor v. Astor, [1922] 1 Ch. 364. : 
Cleoburey v. Beckett, Cleoburey v. Turner (1851), 14 Beav. 
583; Doed. Evers v. Ward (1802), 18 Q. B. 197; Perceval 
v. Perceval (1870), L. R. 9 Eq. 386; Jte Love, Green v. 
Tribe (1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 783. 

8955. --— .]—-Testator directed the residue of 
his property to be invested in land, & given to S., 
who was ‘ not to be of age to receive this until 
he attained his twenty-fifth year, & to be entitled 
to him & his heirs male’ :—Held: S. took a 
vested estate tail in the land, subject to be devested 
if he should not attain twenty-five; & the rents 
& profits were applicable to his benefit during 
his minority.—SNow v. POULDEN (1836), 1 Keen, 
186; 48 EK. R. 277. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Attwater v. Attwater (1853), 18 Beav. 
330. Distd. /’e Francis, Francis v. Francis (1905), 93 
L. T. 132. Refd. Gosling v. Gosling (1859), John. 265. 
8956. J—ScoTr v. SCARBOROUGH (EARL), 

No. 9578, post. 

8957, —-—.;—Testator gave his real & personal 
estates to trustees, & directed them to invest his 
personal estate in the purchase of land, & to pay 
the rents, subject to certain annuities, to his son, 
for life; & in case his son should dic, leaving 
behind him no legitimate issue, then he directed 
the trustees to pay the rents to his, testator’s 
widow for life; but in case his son should die 
leaving behind him legitimate issuc, then, at the 
end of six months after the eldest male child then 
living of his son, should have attained twenty-five, 
or, in default of male issue, the eldest female 
child then living of bis son, should have attained 
twenty-one, to convey all the estates to the eldest 
male child, or, in default of male issue, to the 
eldest female child & to his or her heirs of his or 
her body lawfully begotten, absolutely for ever. 
Testator then, in case his son should die during 
the minority of such eldest male or female child, 
provided for their maintenance out of the rents 
until he or she should attain the respective ages 
before mentioned, & then declared that, in case 
his son should not die during such minority, his 








Part X VI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


estates should continue on the trusts aforesaid 
until six months after his son’s death, & then pass 
to his son’s eldest male or female child in manner 
before expressed; & in case his son should die 
leaving no legitimate issue, then that the trustees 
should, after the death of testator’s wife, convey 
the estates to certain other persons. Testator’s 
son married, & had a son born after testator’s 
death. The ct. held the trust for the grandson 
not to be void for remoteness; & the grandson 
having survived his father & attained twenty-one, 
but being under twenty-five, & all the annuitants 
being dead, ordered the estates to be conveyed 
to him.—JACKSON v. MARJORIBANKS (1841), 12 
Sim. 93; 5 Jur. 885; 59 FE. R. 1066. 

8958. .|—Testator being seised in fee of 
certain messuages, lands, etc., devised them to 
trustees to the use of his granddaughter M. for 
her life, & ‘‘ after her decease to the use of all & 
every the child or children of her, M., who shall 
attain the age of twenty-one years,’ as tenants 
in common in fee; ‘‘ & for want of any issue,’”’ he 
devised them over to other parties, to hold them 
in a similar manner. Testator died in 1824, 
leaving his granddaughter M. him surviving. M. 
married in 1825, & died in 1833, leaving three 
children, who were infants at the time of her 
death :—Held: (1) the granddaughter’ being 
tenant for life, with remainder in fee to such of 
her children as shoud attain twenty-one years, 
& no child having attained that age at her death, 
the rernainders were divested, & the children took 
no interest in the estate devised ; (2) the contingent 
remainders over were likewise divested, & the 
estate vested in the heir-at-law. 

It was contended ... that they took vested 
estates in fee immediately on the death of their 
mother, subject only to be divested in the event 
of their dying under twenty-one, & this case, it 
was said, must be treated as coming within the 
principle of the decision of the House of Lords in 
Phipps v. Akers, No. 89938, pust, & the several 
cases there referred to. To this, however, we 
cannot accede. In all those cases there was an 
absolute gift to some ascertained person or persons, 
& the ct. held, that words accompanying the gift, 
although apparently importing a contingency or 
contingencies, did in reality only indicate certain 
circumstances on the happening or not: happening 
of which the estate previously devised should be 
divested & pass from the first devisee into some 
other channel. . . . Here there is no gift to any 
one who does not answer the whole of the requisite 





description (ROLFE, B.).—FESTING v. ALLEN 
(1843), 12 M. & W. 279; 13 L. J. Ex 74 » 


L. T. O. 8. 150; 152 E. R. 1204; subsequene pro- 
ceedings (1814), 5 Hare, 5738. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Tolicr v. Attwood (1850), 
15 Q. B. 929. Apid. Alexander v. Alexander (1855), 16 
OG. B. 59. Dbtd. Browne v. Browno (1857), 3 Sm. & G. 


568. Consd. Jie Mid Kent Hailway Act, 1856, Ir p. 
Styan (1859), John. 387.  Folld. Holmes v. Prescott 
(1864), 3 New Rep. 559; Rhodes v. Whitehead (1865), 
2 Drew. & Sm. 532. Consd. Price v. Hall (1868), L. R. 5 
Iq. 399. Distd. Muskett v. Katon (1875), 1 Ch. D. 435. 


Consd. Jull v. Jacobs (1876), 3 Ch. D. 703. Dbtd. but 
Folld. Astley v. Micklethwait (1880), 15 Ch. D. 59. Distd. 
Patching v. Barnett (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 665. Consd. 


Pearks v. Moseley (1880), 5 App. Cas. 714: Re Finch, 
Abbisa v. Burney (1881), 17 Ch. D. 211. Distd. Re Lech- 
inere & Lloyd (1881), 18 Ch. JD. 524; Marshall v. Gingoll 
(1882), 21 Ch. D. 790. _Consd. Re Astor, Astor v. Astor, 
[1922] 1 Ch. 364. Refd. Bull «. Pritchard (1847), 16 
,. d. Ch. 185: Boulton vw. Beard (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 
608; Halfhead v. Shepherd, Same v. Hall, Same tr. Tyler 
ve 28L. J. Q. B. 248; Williams v. Russell (1863), 10 
ur. N. S. 168; Cunliffe ». Branckor (1876), 3 Ch. D. 
898; Sulley ». Barber (1888), 59 L. T. 824; Dean v. 
Dean, (180)) 3 Ch. 150; Blackman v. Fysh, [1892] 3 
Ch. 209; Re Brooke, Brooke v. Brooke, {1894] 1 Ch. 43 ; 
Symes v. Symes, [1896] 1 Ch. 272; White v. Summers, 
{1908] 2 Ch. 256; Re Robson, Douglass v. Douglass, 
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[1916] 1 Ch. 116. Generally, Mentd. Best v. Donmall 
(1871), 40 L. J. Ch. 160; Bentinck v. Portland (1877), 47 
L. J. Ch. 235. 

8959. .|—Testator devised real estate unto 
& to the use of three trustees, their heirs & assigns, 
upon trust, to pay the rents to a married woman, 
for her separate use for her life, &, after her death, 
in trust for all her children who, being sons, should 
attain twenty-one, or being daughters, should 
attain that age or marry, & their heirs & assigns 
for ever :—Held: the trustees took the whole 
legal fee, & all the children of the tenant for life 
living at her death, minors & not minors, took 
vested interests in equity in the estate, subject, 
as to the share of any minor, to be divested in the 
event of bis or her dying under twenty-one.— 
RILEY v. GARNETT (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 629; 
19 L. J. Ch. 146; 14 1. T. O. S. 289; 14 Jur. 
236; 64K. R. 636. 

Annotations :—Apld. Hepworth v. Scale (1855), 25 L. T. O. 8S. 
328. Consd. Browne v. Browne (1857), 3 Sm. & G. 568. 
N.F. 7te Kddels’ Trusts (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 559. Consd. 
Patching ». Barnett (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 665. j 
Pearks ». Moseley (1880), 5 App. Cas. 714. E 
Finch, Abbiss v. Furey (1881), 17 Ch. D. 211; 
v. Rarber (1888), 59 L. T. 824 ; 
ak ae ha 364. Refd. Mershall v. Gingell (1882), 47 
8960. .|—Devise of real estate to A. for 

life, & after her decease to B. & C. & D. & E., an 

infant, ‘‘ provided she lives to attain the age of 
twenty-one years ’’ :—Held: this was a condition 
subsequent, & the tenant for life having died 
during the minority of E., E. was entitled to her 
share of the rents until she attained twenty-one.— 

SIMMONDS v. Cock (1861), 29 Beav. 455; 7 Jur. 

N.S. 718; 9 W. R. 517; 54 FE. R. 704. 

8961. ——-.|—-Testator gave & devised certain 
property to his son for life, with remainder to such 
uses in favour of his son’s children as his son should 
appoint, & in default of appointment to the use 
of all his son’s children who, being sons, should 
attain twenty-one, or, being daughters, should 
attain that age or marry. The son survived 
testator & died, leaving several children, all infants 
& unmarried, without having exercised the power 
of appointment :— Held: asthe gift to the children 
of the deceased’s son was contingent on their 
attaining twenty-one or marrying, it therefore 
failed, there being no particular estate to support 
the contingent remainder.—-RHODES v. WHITE- 
HEAD (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 532; 12 L. T. 601; 
13 W. R. 800; 62 E. R. 722. 


Annotations :—Apld. Brackenbury v. Gibbons (1876), 2 Ch. D. 
7. Consd. Patching v. Barnett (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 665. 
Distd. Re Lechmere & Lloyd (1881), 18 Ch. D. 524. Refd. 

Miles v. Jarvis (1883), 24 Ch. D. 633. 

8962. .|—Testator devised a freehold to 
trustees for the benefit of E. for life for her separate 
use, & after her death upon trusts for such of the 
children of If., as being sons should attain twenty- 
one or being daughters should attain that age or 
marry. KH. died after testator, leaving an infant 
daughter who did not marry before attaining 
twenty-one :—Held: the legal estate was in the 
trustees, & the daughter of K. took the property 
on attaining twenty-one, but’ the interim rents 
went to testator’s residuary devisee.—Re EDDELS’ 
Trusts (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 559; 40 L. J. Ch. 
316; 24L.T. 223; sub nom. Re EDDELS’ TRUSTS, 
Ee vp. TIEMMING, 19 W. R. 815. 

Annotations :-——Consd. Re Williams, Spencer vr. Brighouse 
) Refd. Marshall v. Gingell (1882), 

ae 790; Re Robson, Douglass v. Douglass, [1916] 

8963. —---.;—Gift to testator’s daughter of 
real & personal estate “ during her lifetime, & 
after her decease the property to be equally 
divided between her children on their becoming 
of age:—Held: the remainder to the daughter’s 
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children created vested interests.—JULL v. JACOBS 
(1876), 3 Ch. D. 703; 3F L. T. 153; 24 W. R. 947. 
Annotations :—Consd. Ite Dawes’ Trusts (1876), 4 Ch. D. 

210. Refd. Ie Townsend’s Kstate, ‘Townsend r. Townsend 

wee , 34 Ch. D. 357. Mentd. Smyth v. Smyth (1878), 8 

bh. D. 561; Harle v. Jarman (1895), 73 L. T. 20; Aplin 

vw. Stone, [1904] 1 Ch. 543 ; Re Willis, Crossman v. Kirkaldy, 

11917} 1 Ch. 365. 

8964. ——-.]|—Testator devised a freehold estate 
to the use of his son for life, & after his decease to 
the use of the children of his son who should attain 
twenty-one or die under that age leaving issue, 
& the heirs & assigns of such children, in cqual 
shares. Testator had mortgaged part of the 
devised estate, & at his death the legal estate was 
outstanding in the mtgees. Testator’s son dicd 
leaving four infant children :—Held: as to the 
mtged. portion of the estate the contingent 
remainders were preserved from failure by the 
legal estate outstanding in the mtgees., but as 
to the remaining portion, the remainders failed 
on the death of testator’s son.—ASTLEY uv. MICKLE- 
THWAIT (1880), 15 Ch. D. 59; 49 L. J. Ch. 672; 
43 L. T. 58; 28 W. R. 811. 


Annotations :—Consd. I?e Robson, Douglass v. Douglass, 
ie Pon. 116. Refd. 7’e Freme, Freme v. Logan, [1891] 
th. 167. 


8965. —-—-.J—Testator devised & bequeathed 
real & personal estate to trustees upon trust. to pay 
the income to his wife during her life, & after her 
decease, if H. was then living, to retain the rents 
of the realty to their own use during his life, & to 
pay him the income of the personalty during his 
life, & after his death upon trust to convey & 
transfer the real & personal estate to such son 
of M. as should first attain the ave of twenty-five 
years, upon condition that such son of M. as 
should become entitled to any property under the 
will should, within two years after he should so 
become entitled, take the name & arms of the 
testator. At testator’s decease M. was living & 
had no son who had attained twenty-five, but 
his eldest son attained that age during the lives 
of the widow & Hl. This son died in the lifetime 
of H. without having taken the name & arms of 
testator :—Held: (1) the limitation to such son 
of M. as should first attain the age of twenty-five 
years could not be treated as intended to give an 
immediately vested interest. liable to be divested 
on death under twenty-five, but was a limitation 
contingent on the son’s attaining the age of 
twenty-five years; (2) when the legal estate in 
fee vested in trustees under the instrument which 
created the beneficial limitations, the feudal rule 
by which a contingent remainder failed if it did 
not vest before the determination of the particular 
estate, did not apply, & the limitation to such son 
of M. as should attain twenty-five years, assuming 
it to have been an equitable remainder, would still 
have been void for remoteness; (3) the direction 
to the trustees to convey on the death of I. did 
not create a contingent equitable remainder, but 
was an executory devise.—ABBISS v. BURNEY, Ie 
Fincy (1881), 17 Ch. D. 211; 50 L. J. Ch. 348; 
44 L. T. 267; 20 W. BR. 449, C. A. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Marshall v. Gingell (1882), 47 
L. T. 159: Ite Bence, Smith v. Bence, [1891] 3 Ch. 242. 
As to (2) Consd. Ive Ashforth, Sibley v. Asbforth, [1905] 1 
Ch. 535; Ite Willis, Crossman v. Kirkaldy, [1917] 1 Ch. 
365 ; Lee pong ns em. Conyngham v. Conyngham, [1921] 
1 Ch. 491. efd. te Frost, Frost v. Frost (1889), 43 
Ch. D. 246; Fe Nash, Cook v. Frederick, (1910] 1 Ch. 1; 
Re Clarke’s Setthmt. Trust, Wanklyh v. Streatfeild, [1916] 
1 Ch. 467. Generally, Mentd. Ie Middleton, Thompson v. 
Jlarris (1882), 19 Ch. D. 552. 


8966. .|—Testator devised his residuary 
real estate to trustees upon trust for such of his 
s1x younger children as should survive him, & 
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being sons should attain twenty-one or dying 
under that age should leave issue surviving; or 
being daughters should attain twenty-one or be 
previously married, & he directed that if any of 
his said children should die in his lifetime leaving 
issue living at his decease, which issue being male 
should attain twenty-one years or dying under 
that age should Icave issue surviving, or being 
female should attain twenty-one years or be pre- 
viously married, then the share to which each 
child of testator so dying would, if surviving 
testator & attaining twenty-one years, have 
become absolutely entitled to should be in trust 
for the issue of such child, but so that such issue 
in their several degrees should take only ‘ after 
the decease & by representation of their respective 
parents ’’ :—Held: the infant children of one of 
testator’s younger sons, who predeceased him, 
took a vested interest in their father’s share in the 
estate, liable to be divested in the event of their 
deaths under twenty-one years.—Re JAMES (1884), 
51 L. T. 596; 32 W. R. 898. 

8967. .}—Testator gave a house to_ his 
trustees upon trust to permit his daughter E. to 
receive the rents Enersor for her life; ‘‘ & from & 
after her decease the same premises shall be in 
trust for all the children of E., in equal shares as 
tenants in common, on their respectively attaining 
the age of twenty-one years.”’ The will contained 
no direction as to the application of the rents of 
the house after the death of E., & during the 
infancy of her children. KE. had only one child, 
a daughter, who survived her mother, & died 
under twenty-one unmarried :—Held: notwith- 
standing the use of the words ‘“‘ from & after,’ the 
children of IE. did not take vested interests until 
they attained twenty-one.—Re JOBSON, JOBSON 
v. RICHARDSON (1889), 44 Ch. D. 154; 59 L. J. Ch. 
245; 62 L. T. 148. 


Annotation :-—Refd. Fe Francis, Francis v. Francis (1905), 
74 L. J. Ch. 487. 


8968. ——.]—-A gift to A. for life, & from & after 
the decease of A. unto & to the use of such child 
or children of A. living at his decease, & such 
issue then living of the child or children of A. 
then deceased, as either before or after the death 
of A. should attain the age of twenty-one years 
or die under that age & leave issue :—IHleld: this 
Jimitation was an executory devise & not a con- 
tingent remainder.— DEAN v. DEAN, [1891] 3 Ch. 
150; 60 L. J. Ch. 553; 605 L. T. 65; 39 W. KR. 
568; 7T. L. R. 579. 

Annotations :—Apprvd. Re Wrightson, Battie-Wrightson v. 

Thomas, [1904]2Ch.95. Distd. White v. Summers, [1908] 

2 Ch. 2456 ; Jie Norrington, Norrington v. Norrington (1923), 

40 T. L. R. 96. Refd. Symes v. Symes, (1896) 1 Ch. 272. 

puree Stamford & Warrington, Payne v. Grey, (1911) 

. Vide 

8969. .|—A devise of real estate to a devisee 
‘‘when she shall attain the age of twenty-five 
years,’ without more, is contingent on her attain- 
ing that age.—Jte FRANCIS, FRANCIS v. FRANCIS, 
[1905] 2 Ch. 295; 74 L. J. Ch. 487; 93 L. T. 
132; 53 W. R. 571; 49 Sol. Jo. 536. 

Annotations :—Apprvd. Ke Blackwell, Blackwell v. Black- 
well, {1926} Ch. 223. Refd 











efd. fe Astor, Astor v. Adams 
(1921), 90 L. J. Ch. 499 


8970. .]}—Testator, after giving a certain 
specific bequest, gave all the rest of his property 
to his trustees in trust for his wife for life, & after 
her death to certain freeholds in trust for his 
granddaughters, EK. & D., as tenants in common 
on the younger attaining the age of twenty-seven 
years, the income to be accumulated from the date 
of the death of the widow till the younger attained 
twenty-seven. The widow died in 1911, & the 
younger daughter in 1912, under twenty-seven 
years of age. The elder granddaughter, not yet 
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twenty-seven, & heiress-at-law of her sister, now 
claimed the property :—Held: the two grand- 
daughters took vested interests on the death of 
testator, expectant on the determination of the 
widow’s life interest & the period of accumulation, 
& they were accordingly absolutely entitled to 
the property & accumulations in equal shares.— 
fie RADFORD, JONES v. RADFORD (1918), 62 Sol. 
Jo. 604. 

8971. Direction against vested interest until 
age attained.|—Testator devised a freehold estate 
to his wife for her widowhood, remainder to his 
nephew for life, remainder to the children of his 
nephew in fee, as tenants in common, & if there 
should be no child of his nephew living at his 
wife’s death or second marriage, then over; &, 
by a codicil of even date with the will, he directed 
that neither his nephew nor any issue of his 
nephew should take a vested interest by virtue of 
his will, unless they should respectively attain 
twenty-one; & in case of the death of any of such 
children under twenty-one, their shares should go 
to the survivors on their attaining twenty-one. 
The nephew attained twenty-one, & had five 
infant children living at the widow’s death :— 
Held: their interests were contingent on their 
attaining twenty-one.-—RUSSEL v. BUCHANAN 
(1836), 7 Sim. 628; 5 L. J. Ch. 122; 58 K. R. 979. 


Annotations :—Expld. Taylor v. Frobisher (1852), 5 De G@. & 
Sm. 191. Consd. Lushington v. Penrice, Penrice v. Lush- 
ington (1868), 18 L. T. 597. Distd. Re Wrightson, Battie- 
Wrightson v. Thomas, [1904] 2 Ch. 95. 





(b) Prior Gift until Attainment of Age. 


8972. Whether gift vests before age attained.]}— 
Devise of lands for eight years, & afterwards to 
exors. for performance of the will, till testator’s 
son should accomplish his full age of twenty-one 
years, & when he should come of age, then that he 
should enjoy the same to him & his heirs, the son 
died under age :—J/eld : (1) this was a good devise 
of the term till the son should attain twenty-one, 
& the interest of the exors. continued till such time 
as he would have been of age, if he had lived ; 
(2) the remainder was executed in the son, & not 
in contingency, for the adverbs when & then in 
this case only denoted the time when the remainder 
was to take cffect in possession, & not when the 
remainder should vest, for when these adverbs 
refer to a thing which must of necessity happen, 
as, in this case, the determination of the term 
devised to the exors., they make no contingency. 
When the particular estate upon which a remainder 
depends may determine before the remainder 
takes effect, the remainder is contingent. So 
when it is limited to take effect, upon a contingent 
determination of the preceding estate.—Bor- 
ASTON’S CASE (1587), 3 Co. Rep. 16a; 76 EK. R, 
664. 

Annotations :—-.As to (1) Apld. Roberts v. Roberts (1613), 
2 Bulst. 123; Jackson v. Marjoribunks (1811), 12 Sim. 93; 
Parkin vw. Kuight (184 6), 15 Sim. 83; Hepworth v. Scalo 
(1855), 25 L.'T. OS. 3285 de Radford, Jones v. Radford 
(1918), 62 Sol. Jo. 604. Refd. Lovies’ Case (1614), 10 

Co. Rep. 78a; Pells v. Brown (1620), Cro, Jac. 590 ; 

Taylor v. Biddall (1679), 2 Mod. Rep. 289. Coates v, 

Needham (1688), 2 Vern. 65; Scattergood v. dgo (1699), 

12 Mod. Rep. 278; Moone d. Fragge v. Heaseman (1739), 

Willes, 138; Carleton d. Griffin v. Griffin (1758), 2 Keny. 

281; Boothv, Booth (1799), 4 Ves. 399 ; Stanley v. Stanley 

(1809), 16 Ves. 491; Bull v. Pritchard (1826), 1 Russ, 213 ; 

Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 Ad. & El. 636; Doe d. 

Dolley v. Ward (1839), 9 Ad. & El 582; Leeming v, 

Sharratt (1842), 2 Haro, 14; Phipps v. Ackers (1842), 9 

Cl. & Fin. 583; Tapscott vr. Newcombe (1842), 6 Jur, 

7553 Mortimer v. Hartley (1847), 11 Jur. 582; James v. 

Wynford (1852), 1 Sm. & G. 40; Walker v. Mower (1852), 

16 Beav. 365: Ludlow v. Stevenson (1854), 23 L. T. O18. 


294; Alexander v. Alexander (1855), 16 C. 8. 59; Holmes 
v. Prescott (1864), 3 Now Rep. 559; Jte Mottram (1864), | 
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10 L. T. 866 ; Dean v. Handley (1865), 2 Hem. & M. 635; 
Richardson v. Power (1865), 19 C. B. N. 8. 780; Patching 
v. Barnett (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 665; Pearks v. Moseley 
(1880), 5 App. Cas. 714. 48 to (2) Apld. Doe d. Wheedon 
v. Lea (1789), 3 Term Rep. 41. Consd. Re Blackwell, 
Blackwell v. Blackwell, [1926] Cb. 223. Refd. Havergil 
v. Haro (1616), 3 Bulst. 250; Sheriff». Wrotham (1618), 
Cro, Jac. 509; Napper v. Sanders (1631), Hut. 1183 
Blunket v. Holmes (1661), 1 Keb. 119; Petty ». Goddard 
(1662), O. Bridg. 35; Gardner v. Sheldon (1671), 2 Keb. 
7813; Manfield v. Dugard (1713), Gilb. Ch. 36; Bacon v. 
Clerk Ce Prec. Ch. 500 ; Doe d. Morris v. Underdown 
(1741), Willes, 293; Parkhurst v. Smith (1741), Willes, 
$27; A.-G. v. Dupiessis (1752), Park. 1443 Goss v. Nelaon 
(1757), 1 Burr. 226; Hanson v. Graham (1801), 6 Ves. 
239 ; Nowman v. Nowman (1839), 10 Sim. 51; Baynes v. 
Prevost (1844), 8 Jur. 506; Milroy v. Milroy (1844), 13 
Ih. J. Ch. 266; Re Wrey, Stuart v. Wroy (1885), 30 Ch. D. 
507. Generally, Refd. Wellock v. ammond (1590), 
Cro. Eliz. 204; Blamford v. Blamford (1615), 3 Bulst. 98; 
Papillion v. Voice (1728), Kel. W. 27; Nowcoman v. 
Bethlom Hospital (1741), Amb. App. 785: Bagshaw v. 
Sponcer (1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 142; unstall v. Brachen 
(1753), Amb. 167; Goodtitle d. Wayward v. Whitby 
(1757), 1 Keny. 506; Duffield v. Duffleld (1829), 1 Dow. 
& Cl. 268 ; ela v. Geddes (1830), ‘aml. 361 ; Krowne 
v. Browne (1857), 3 Sm. & G. 568; Re Gregson’s Trusts 
(1864), 2 Hem. & M. 504; Locke vw. Lambe (1867), L. R. 
4 Kq. 372; Andrew v. Andrew (1875), 24 W. R. 349. 
Mentd. Lovell »v. Lovell (1743), 3 Atk. 11. 


_ 8973. .J}—CartTER v. Crrurci (1668), 1 Cas. 
in Ch. 113; 22 EF. RR. 719. 

_ 8974. .]—If a devise be made to A. testator’s 
sister & heir, ‘‘ for so long time & until her son B. 
attain the age of twenty-one years; & after he 
shall have attained the said age, then to B. in fee ; 
& if he die before his age of twenty-one years, then 
to the heirs of the body of C. the father of B. & 
their heirs for ever; A. takes an estate for years, 
& the remainder in fee is immediately vested in 
B.; & if he die before he attains twenty-one 
years, & in the lifetime of C. an only sister shall 
take the estate, either as heir to her brother, or 
as heir of the body of her father.—Taytor d. 
SMITH v. BIDDALL (1677), 2 Mod. Rep. 289; 1 
Freem. K, B. 243; 2 Iq. Cas. Abr. 335; 86 Ih. R. 
1078. 

Annotations :-— Consd. Lovell v. Lovell (1743), 3 Atk. 11. 
Expld. Cadell »v. Palmer (1833), 10 Bing. 140. Refd. 
Seatterzgood v. Kdge (1699), 12 Mod. Rep. 278; Carter uv. 
Barmadiston (17178), 1 2. Wins. 505; Stephens v. Stephens 
(1736), Cas. temp. Talb. 228; Gower v. Grosvenor (1740), 
Barn. Ch. 54; Goodtitle d. Hayward ». Whittey (1757), 
1 Keny. 506; Stanley v. Stanley (1809), 16 Ves. 491 ; 
Dungannon v. Smith (1846), 12 Cl. & Fin. 546; Holmes v. 
Prescott (1861), 11 L. PT. 38. 

8975. -——.]—-MANFIELD v. DUGARD (1713), 
Gilb. Ch. 365 25 E.R. 263; sub nom. MANSFIELD 
v. DUGARD, 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 195; sub nom. MANS- 
FIELD v. MANSFIELD, 2 Hq. Cas. Abr. 363, L. C. 
Annotations :-—Folld. Doc d. Wheedon »v. Lea (1739), 3 

Term Rep. 41. Consd. Booth v. Booth (1799), 4 Ves. 399 ; 

Hanson v. Graham (1801), 6 Vey. 239. Apld. Lane v. 

Goudge (1803), 9 Ves, 225.  Folld. Doe d. Hunt v. Moore 

(1811), 14 Kast, 601. Apld. Doo d. Tremewen r. Per- 

Inewan (1840), 3 Per. & Dav. 303. Distd. Phipps v. 

Ackers (1842), 9 Cl. & Fin. 583. Refd. Doo d. Morris v. 

Underdown (1741), Willes, 293; Goodtitle d. Hayward v. 

Whitby (1757), 1 Burr. 228; Doe d. Cadogan v. Iewart 

(1838), 7 Ad. & Kl. 636; Leeming ». Sharratt (1842), 2 

Hare, 14; Alexander v. Alexander (1855), 16 C. B. 59 ; 

fie Blackwell, Blackwell v. Blackwell, [1926] Ch. 223. 

8976. -|—Devise to my daughters, until 
my son shall attain his age of forty years, hoping 
by that time my son will have seen his folly. The 
son dies before forty ; the devise to the daughters 
ceases. Devise to A. until B. shall attain forty 
years. 3B. dies before forty; A.’s estate ceases. 
Secus: if the devise to A. be made a fund to pay 
debts or portions, which cannot be raised, until 
B. shall have attained his age of forty; in which 
case the word ‘' shall’”’ is taken for ‘‘ should.’’— 
Lomax v., HOLMEDEN (1732), 3 P. Wms. 176; 2 

Stra. 940; 94 E. R. 397. 

8977. -|—A devise of lands to A. till B. 

attains the age of twenty-one, & then to B. in fee, 














89711. — Direction against vested interest until age attained.}—DENNIS tv. FREND (1863), 14 I. Ch. R. 271.—IR. 
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gives B. a vested interest, descendible to his heirs 

if he die before twenty-one.—Dor d. Morris v. 

UNDERDOWN (1741), Andr. App. 8; Willes, 293 ; 

95 EB. fh. 454. 

Annotations :— Apld. Doe d. Wells v. Scott (1814), 3 M. & S. 
300. Refd. Smith d. Davis », Saunders (1771), 2 Wm. BI. 
736; Doed. Scott rv. Noach (1816), 5 M. & 8.482; Driver 
d. Frank v, Frank (1818), 8 Taunt. 468 ; Warter v. Hutchin- 
£0n (1823), 1 B.& C, 721; Doed. Winter v. Perratt CheeG 
5B. & C. 48; Doe d. Cudogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 Ad. & E}. 
636; Perceval v. Perceval (1870), L. R. 9 Eq. 3863 Re 
Mason, Ogden v. Mason, [1901] 1 Ch. 619. 

8978. .|—H. by will gave his personalty to 
his wife, & all his real estate by description for the 
maintenance of herself & his three children, until 
his son G. attained twenty-one, when he gave 
him certain portions of the property charged with 
an allowance to his, testator’s, wife; to his son 
H. when twenty-one, certain portions on the same 
condition ; & to his daughter H., at twenty-one, 
certain portions; as to some to the wife for life, 
& at her decease to the daughter absolutely. If 
G. died without issuc, then H. to possess the 
property ; & if I. died before G. without issue, 
then G. to have U.’s property. If F.. died without 
issue, her property to be equally divided between 
her brothers, or the survivor, but if she survived 
them, & they Icft- no issue, then she to have all 
the property. But if the wife survived all the 
children, to her for life. remainder to his, testator’s, 
nephews & nieces equally. If there should be an 
after-born child which survived G. & II. they 
leaving no issue, the whole to such child; & if 
such child died without issue, to the wife for life, 
as if there had been only three children. Testator 
left four children, one after-born, & nephews & 
nieces. G. died an infant & unmarried :—Held: 
the wife took a life estate until eldest son attained 
twenty-one, & there were three estates tail 
successively, & Ll. was now tenant in tail.—Z?e 
HINKS’S Estatic (1853), 2 W. R. 108. 

8979. —-— Trust for devisees until age attained.] 
—On a devise to two sons, & that the exor. shall 
have the land until] they attain their several ages, 
each shall have his possession of the joint 
estate as he attains the age of twenty-one.— 
AYLOR v. Cher (1610), Cro. Jac. 259; 79 I. R. 
222; sub nom. AYLET v. CHoprin, Yelv. 183; 1 
Brownl. 147; sub nom. Myuirr v. CHOPLEY, 1 
Bulst. 42. 

Annotations :—Refd. Trevivian 7. Tooker (1688), 1 Ld. 
dituym. 495; Southeot +. Watson (1745), 3 Atk. 226. 
8980. —-—— —-- .]— Devise to A. for the use of 

B. till B. attains the age of twenty-one, & then to 

B. in fee; the fee vests immediately in B.— 

wN d. SATTERTHWAITE t. SATTERTHWAITE (1764), 

1Wm. BI. 519; 96 I. R. 380). 

Annotation ;—- Refd. Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 
Ad. & El. 636. 

8981. ——-- --—-.]— Devise to trustees & their 
heirs in trust to receive the rents, ete., until A. 
shall attain twenty-one ; & immediately after he 
shall attain twenty-one to convey to the use of A. 
for life, & from & after the determination of that 
estate by forfeiture or otherwise in his life to trus- 
tees & their heirs during his life upon trust to 
preserve the contingent uses; & after his decease 





give ’’ (the saine Jand) ‘‘ to my 
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to the use of his first & other sons in tail male; & 
for default of such issuc, or in case of the death of 
A. before twenty-one, upon a similar trust for 
other persons. A. takes a vested remainder for 
life after an estate in the trustees for so many years 
as his minority may last.—STANLEY v. STANLEY 


(1809), 16 Ves. 491; 83 B. R. 1071. 

Annotations :—-Apld. Phipps v. Ackers (1842), 9 Cl. & Fin. 
583. Consd. Graham r. Stewart (1855), 26 L. T. O. 8S, 29 ; 
Lambarde v. Peach (1859), 4 Drew. 553. Refd. Ackland 
v. Lutley (1839), 9 Ad. & Kl]. 879; Morrice v. Langham 
(1840), 11 Sim. 260; Turton v. Lambarde, Lambarde v. 
Turton (1860), 1 De G. F. & J. 495; D’Hyncourt v. 
Gregory (1864), 34 Beav. 36. 


8982. —— .|—T'estator devised the residue 
of his real estate to a trustee, until one of his 
grandsons attained twenty-one; & in case his 
grandson T. attained twenty-one, in trust to pay 
him ‘the future rents.’”? He bequeathed to the 
same trustee the residue of his personal estate to 
accumulate until one of his grandsons attained 
twenty-one, & he directed payment of “‘ the aggre- 
gate’’ of the residue of his personal estate & its 
accumulations & the accumulations of the rents 
to his grandson 7T., from & after his attaining 
twenty-one. There was an interval of three years 
between the eldest grandson & T. attaining 
twenty-one :~-Held: the rents during that interval 
were undisposed of & passed to the heir-at-law.—— 
MARRIOTT v. TURNER (1855), 20 Beav. 557; 52 
E.R. 718. 

8983. .]}—Testator devised real estate 
unto & to the use of trustees, their heirs & assigns, 
upon trust to permit his wife to receive the rents 
during her life; &, after her decease, subject to 
certain trusts for accumulating the rents in the 
meantime so long as the same could legally 
operate, to stand possessed of the real estate in 
trust for the youngest grandson of A. who should 
be living at the decease of his wife, & should then 
have attained, or should live to attain, the age of 
twenty-five years, for life, & after his decease, 
upon trust for his first & other sons in tail male. 
The widow of testator died in 1879. At that time 
the youngest grandson of A. had attained twenty- 
one, but had not attained twenty-five :—Held: 
there being no words in the will which would have 
the effect of vesting the property in the youngest 
grandson before he attained twenty-five, this gift 
was void for remoteness.—-PATCHING v. BARNETT® 
(1881), 51 L. J. Ch. 74; 45 L. T. 202, C. Aw; affg. 
(1880), 49 LL. J. Ch. 605. 

Annotations :—-Refd. Astley v. Micklethwait. (1880), 15 Ch. D. 
49; Je Muffett, Jonern v. Mason (1888), 39 Ch. D. 534. 
Mentd. /tc Middleton, Thompson e. Harris (1882), 19 Ch. D. 
552; Fete Copland, Mitchel) v. Kain (1895), 44 W. R. 94; 
ee Jones, Elgood v. Kinderley, Elgood v. Jones, [1902] 
1 Ch. 92; Bourne v. Swan & Edgar, /te Bourne’s Trade 
Mks., [1903] 1 Ch. 2113; Jee Trenchard, Trenchard v. 


Trenchard, (1905) 1 Ch, 82; Je Botts, Doughty v. Walker, 
{1907} 2 Ch. 149. 











(c) Gifls Over. 
8984. Whether gift vests before age attained.]— 
DARKNOL’S CASE (1624), Benl. 147; 73 1. R. 1001. 








8985. ——-.]—TaYLoR d. Smrry v. BIDDALL, 
No. 8974, ante. 
8986. j|—Testator devised to A. for life, 


& after her death to B. for life, & at the decease of 
A. & B., or the survivor, gave all his real estate 


son arrives at 21 years of ago,’ with a 


PART XVI. sand ay SUB-SECT. 2. I 
—B.(c), 


89841. Whether gift vesta before age 
atlarned.}—~— Ite Victman, (1918) S. A. 
JOIINSON, 


L. ht. 2U09.—AUS. 
8984 ii. .}~—Re Re 
REED (1918), 14 Tas. L. K. 1.—AUS. 
8984 iii. .l—Testatrix devised 
certain land to her grandson “ when ho 
arrives at the age of 25 years. Should 
he not survive till the age of 25 years, 


oa see 








A., & should he die without heirs of his 
natural body, I give ’’ (the same land) 
‘“‘to mny son R., his heirs & assigns 
forever ”’ :—-Held : the land was 
vested in the grandson, subject to be 
divested in the event of his not attain- 
ing the age of 25 years.—Jée YOUNG, 
22 C. L. T. 31.—CAN., 


8984 iv. -~—-.}—Testator devised a 
farm to his grandson ‘“‘ when he 


devise over in case of death, ‘* before 
receiving the share,’ & a residuary 
devise to a son & daughter :—Held: 
the land vested in the grandson by 
the will, subject to be divested should 
he die bofore attaining 21.—Jt¢e DENNIS 
ome 23C.L. TT. 50; 50.L. R. 46; 
20. W. R. 15.—CAN, 


8984 v. —-—.]—-A devise or bequost 
to a beneficiary at a specified age & 
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to C. if he should live to attain twenty-one; but 
in case he should die before that age, & D. should 
survive him, in that case to D. if he should live to 
attain twenty-one, but not otherwise; but in 
case both C. & D. should die before either of them 
should attain twenty-one, then to H. in fee :— 
Held: C. took a vested remainder.—BROMFIELD 
®. CROWDER (1805), 1 Bos. & P. N. R. 3813; 127 
a a 483; affd. (1811), cited in 14 Hast, at p. 604, 
I. L. 


Annotations :— Apld. Doe d. Hunt ». Moore (1811), 14 East, 
601. Distd. Roe v. Briggs (1812), 16 East, 406. Apld. 
Doe d. Roake v. Nowell (1813), 1 M. & S. 327; Duffleld v. 
Elwes (1826), 2 Sim. & St. 544; Doe v. Permcewan (1840), 
3 Per. & Dav. 303; Juckson v. Marjoribanks (1841), 12 
Sim. 93; Phipps v. Ackers (1842), 9 Cl. & Fin. 583. Consd. 
Kgerton v. Brownlow (1853), 4 H. L. Cas. 1; Browne ». 
Browne (1857), 3 Sm. & G. 568. Distd. Andrew v. Andrew 
(1875), 1 Ch. D. 410. Refd. Driver v7. Frank (1814), 3 
M. & 8S. 25; Doe d. DoNey v. Ward (1839), 9 Ad. & EF). 
$82; Doe d. Bills v. Hopkinson (1843), 5 Q. B. 223; 
James ». Wynford (1852), 1 Sm. & G. 40; Alexander v. 
Alexander (1855), 16 C. B. 59; Jte Gregson’s Trusts (1864), 
2 Hein. & M. 504; Pearks v. Moseley (1880), 5 App. Cas. 
i14 : oe Blackwell, Blackwell +. Blackwell (1925), 95 


8987. -—-.|—STANLEY v. STANLEY, No. 8981, 
ante. 
8988. -~.|—-Under a devise of real estate in 


fee to J. when he attains the age of twenty-one 

but in case he dies before twenty-one, then to his 

brother when he attains twenty-one, with like 

remainders over; J. the devisee takes an im- 

mediate vested interest, liable to be devested upon 

his dying under twenty-one.—Dor d. Hunt v. 

Moore (1811), 14 east, GO! 5; 101 E.R. 732. 

Annotations :— Consd. Doe d. Roake rv. Nowell (1813), 1 
M. & S. 327; Phipps». Ackers (1842), 9 Cl & Tin. 583; 
Festing v. Allen (1843),12 M. & W. 279; Bull». Pritchard 
(1847), 5 Hare, 567; Egerton v. Brownlow (1853), 4 
Hl. L. Cas. 1; Browne v. Browne (1857), 8 Sm. & (Ct. 568 ; 
Holmes v. Preseott (1864), 3 New Rep. 559. Refd. Driver 
tv. Frank (1814), 3 M. & S. 25; Doe d. Dolley v. Ward 
(1839), 9 Ad. & El. 582; Patehinge v. Barnett (18450), 28 
W. K. 886; Alexander v. Alexander (1855), 16 C. B. 59; 
Je Gregson’s Trusts (1864), 2 Hem, & M. 504; Jte Astor, 
Astor v. Adams (1921), 90 L. J. Ch. 499. 

8989. — —.|—Devise of freehold estates to J., 
nephew & heir-at-law of testatrix for life; & on 
lus decease “to & amongst his children lawfully 
begotten, equally at the age of twenty-one, & 
their heirs as tenants in common ; but if only one 
child shall live to attain such age, to him or her, 
& his or her heirs, at his or her age of twenty-one 
years; & in case my nephew shall die without 
lawful issue, or such lawful issue shall dic before 
twenty-one,” then over :—//eld: the children of 
J. took a vested remainder.—RANDOLL v. DOE 
d. ROAKE (1817), 5 Dow, 202; 3 E. R. 1802, 
VW. 0.5 affg. S.C. sub nom. Do d. ROAKE v. 
NOWELL (1813), 1 M. & S. 327. 

Annotations :—Apld. Doe d. Dolley v. Ward (1839), 9 Ad. & 
Ik), 582; Riley v. Garnett (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 629. 
Consd. Browne v. Browne (1857), 3 Sm. & @. 568: Polmes 
vr. Prescott (1864), 3 New Rep. 559. Refd. Driver v. 
Frank (1814), 3 M. & S&S. 25; Denn d. Nowell vo. loake 
(1825), 10 Moore, C. P. 1138; Phipps v. Willams (1831), 
5 Sim. 44; Mortimer vr. Hartley (1847), 11 Jur. 582; 
Price v. Hall (1868), L. RK. 5 Eq. 399: Jee Finch, Abbiss 
v. Burney (1880), 28 W. IK. 9035 Patehing v. Barnett 
(1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 665; DPeurks v. Moseley (1880), 5 
App. Cas. 714. 
8990. |—(1) A devise of real estate to all 

the younger children of testator’s daughter, as 
tenants in common, with a devise over in case 
they should all die under twenty-one, or be 
married without consent, would give a vested 
interest, subject to be divested in that event, 
unless a different interest appeared from the 
subsequent part of the will. 


(2) The first husband of the daughter was 





then free from a specificd disqualifica- 
tion, followed by a gift. over on his 
death before or disqualification at. that 


age, confers an 


interest, subject to the condition sub- 
sequent of his surviving without dis- 
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living at the time of making the will, & at the 
death of testator, & although it was plain that 
testator had not in his contemplation a second 
marriage of his daughter, yet the gift over being 
in case the daughter should leave no issue behind 
her, the children of the second marriage took 
equally with the children of the first marriage.— 

CRITCHETT v. TAYNTON (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 541 ; 

81.J.0.8S. Ch. 143; 39 FE. HR. 208. 

8991. ——.]—Devise of freehold to testator’s 
daughter S. for life, & from & after her decease to 
‘“ such of her children as she now has or may have, 
if a son or sons, at his or their ages of twenty- 
three’”’; if a daughter or daughters, at her or 
their ages of twenty-one, in fee; &, in case of the 
death of any son or daughter of S. under the 
prescribed age, his or her share to go to the 
survivors & survivor of them on attaining the 
prescribed age, in fee; &, if S. should have but 
one child who should attain the prescribed age, 
all the premises to go to such only child, so attain- 
ing such age, in fee: the rents & produce of the 
devised premises to be applied by trustees to the 
maintenance of the grandchildren till they should 
attain the above ages. Devise over, to a son & 
other daughters of testator, & their children, if 
all the children of S. should die under the pre- 
scribed ages; & a further clause directing the 
rents & profits to be applied for the maintenance 
of the children of S., or of the son’s & other 
daughters’ children, ‘‘ until they become respec- 
tively interested as before mentioned.’’ Devise 
over, after some intermediate clauses, if all 
testator’s grandchildren then born or thereafter 
to be born should die under the prescribed ages 
‘‘without leaving any child or children them or 
any of thom surviving.’’ S. survived the testator, 
& died, leaving children:—Held: by the will, 
such children took a vested interest on S.’s death, 
&, consequently, the devise to them was not void 
for remoteness.— DOE d. DOLLEY v. WARD (18389), 
9 Ad. & El. 582; 1 Per. & Dav. 568; 8L. J.Q. B. 
154; 112 E. R. 1332. 

Annotations :—Consd. Newman v. Newman (1839), 10 Sim. 
51. Refd. Boughton ve. James (1844), 1 Coll. 26; Bull v. 
Pritchard (1847), 8 I. T. O. S, 337; Evers v. Challis 
(1859), 7 H. lL. Cus. 532. 

8992. .j-—Testator devised all his freehold, 
copyhold, & leasehold messuages, lands, tene- 
ments, rents, & hereditaments, & all other his real 
& personal estate, whatsoever & wheresoever, not 
before disposed of, to trustees, with power to sell 
& absolutely dispose of, or to exchange or let, all 
or any part or parts of his said estate, upon trust, 
as to a certain part, to convey & assure that part 
to his godson, G., when & so soon as his godson 
should attain twenty-one; & also to pay 4G. 
£7,000 upon his attaining twenty-one. But in 
case G. should die without issue before attaining 
twenty-one, then the said part of the real estate, 
together with the £7,000, was to sink into & 
become part of the residue, & to go according to 
the disposition thereof, thereafter in the will 
expressed. As to the rest, residue, & remainder 
of his personal estate, he directed it to accumulate 
at compound interest until J. should attain twenty- 
four years, then upon trust to convey, assign, 
etc., unto J., upon his giving such security, & 
executing such deeds for the payment of annuities 
before bequeathed to other persons, as should be 
to the satisfaction of the trustees, all the legal 
estate & interest of & in all the freehold, leasehold, 
& copyhold lands, tenements, rents, & heredita- 





immediate vested 


ualification until the age specified.— 
UBLIG TRUSTEE v. GOWER, [1924] 
N. Z. Iu. HR. 1233.—N.Z. 
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ments, & all otheec testator’s real & personal 
estate, whatsoever & wheresoever, not thercin- 
before devised & bequeathed :—Held: this gift 
to J. displaced the heir-at-law as to the residuary 
rift of real & personal estate; J. took a vested 
interest in the intermediate rents & profits, & 
the words respecting his executing deeds & assur- 
ances did not constitute a condition precedent. 
There is a great doubt whether G. took under 
the devise a vested or a contingent interest; if 
he had taken a vested interest, that would have 
made an end of the question, but then there are 
these words, ‘‘ to pay over when he shall attain 
that age,” & taking the two dispositions together, 
I have no doubt whatever... that that is a 
contingent devise (LORD BROUGHAM).—ACKERS 1@. 
Puiprs (1835), 9 Bli. N.S. 480; 83 Cl. & Fin. 665 ; 
5 FB. R. 13538, Il. I. 3) revsg. S.C. sub nom. Puiprs 
v. WILLIAMS (1831), 5 Sim. 44. 
Annotations :—Consd. Kyerton rv. Brownlow 
Tis Ch. 3483 Browne vv. Browne (1857), 
Refd. Watson v. Hayes (1839), 8 L. J. Ch. 
e. Marjoribapks (1841), 12 Sim. 983 Cunningham = t. 
Murray (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 366; Underwood tv. W ing 
(1855), 4 De G. M. & G. 6333; Smith v«. Spencer (1856), 6 
De G@. M. & G. 631; Hodgson v. Beetive (1863), 2 New 
Rep. 233; Iolmes v. Prescott (1864), 33 L. JI. Ch. 264; 
Dean v. Handley (1865), 6 New Rep. 95; Je Orlebur's 
Settlmt. Trusts (1875), L. RR. 20 Hq. 711. 
8993. j--J. by his will gave all his real 
estate to trustees upon certain trusts; & as to 
his Jands at W., he directed that they his trustees 
should stand seised thereof, in trust to convey the 
same to his godson G,. when & as soon as he should 
attain the age of twenty-one years; but in case 
G. should die before he attained the age of twenty- 
one years without leaving lawful issue, then he 
directed that the lands at W. should sink into & 
become part of the residue of his real estate; & 
he gave all the residue of his real estate to J. 
G, at the decease of J. had not. attained twenty- 
one :—Held: an estate in fee in the lands at W. 
vested immediately in G., Hable to be divested 
in the event of his dying under twentv-one without 
leaving issue.— PHIPPS v. AKERS (1842), 4 Man. 


(1853), 23 
OWN obte TT 1s 
169; Jackson 








& G.1107; 9 CL & Fin. 583; 5 Scott, N. R. 055 ; 
6 Jur. 745; 164 I. R. 458, TI. Iu.; affg. S. C. sub 


nom. PHiprs vt. WILLIAMS (1831), 5 5 Sir. 44. 


Annotations :—Consd. Feeting r. Allen (1843), 12 M. & me 
279; Egerton v. Brownlow (1353), 4 HE. LL. Cas, 
Browne v. Browne (1857), 38 Sm. & G. 568. Apld. hte 
Mottram (1864), 10 LL. 3. 866. Folld. Whitter v. Brem- 
ridge (1866), L. . 2 Eg. 738. Apld. Finch ». Lane (1870), 
L. R. 10 Eq. 501. Consd. Williams v. Ha thorne, 
Williams 7. Williams (1871), 6 Ch. App. 782. Apld. Re 
Jiadford, Jones v. Radford (1918), 62 Sol. Jo. 604. Distd. 
dite Astor, Astor v. Adams (1921), 90 L. J. Ch. 499. Apld. 
Ree Blackwell, Blackwell v. Blackwell, [1926] Ch. 223. 
Refd. Jackson t. Marjoribanks (1841), 12 Sim. 93; Bull 
v. eters (1847), 5 Hare, 567; Boulton v. Beard 
(1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 608 ; Pearson +. Rutter (1853), 
3 De G. M. & G. 398 ; Alexander v. Alexander (1855), 16 
C. B. 59; Underwood v. Wing (1855), 4 De G. M. & G. 
633; Smith v. Spencer (1856), 6 De G. M. & @. 631; 
Holmes v. Prescott (1864), 33 L. J. Ch. 264; Andrew v. 
Andrew ee 1 Ch. 1D. 410; Re Orlebar’s Settlmt. 
Trusts (1875), R. 20 Sa 711; Le Francis, Francis v. 
Francis, (190 aE 2 Ch. 295 
8994. i Testater devised his estate at FE. 

to trustees, upon trust to apply the rents for the 

maintenance & support of B. till she should attain 
the age of twenty-live years, or marry with consent, 

& to lay out the surplus of such rents in Govern- 

ment securities, that the same might accumulate 

for the uses & purposes of his will: & from & 
after B. should attain twenty-five, or marry with 
consent, then to pay her the whole of the rents for 
her life; &, after her decease, upon trust for her 
children. 'Testator then gave his estate at I. to 
the same trustees, upon trust, in case B. should 
live to attain twenty-five, or marry with such 





WILLS. 


consent as aforesaid, to pernit her to occupy « 
enjoy & receive the rents of that estate for her 
life; &, after her decease, upon trust for her 
children, in the manner before mentioned. Pro- 
vided that, in case B. should marry without con- 
sent, testator revoked all the devises & bequests 
in favour of her & her issue. All the residue of 
his real & personal estate, & likewise his estate & 
premises thereinbefore devised for the benefit of 
B., in case she should die under twenty-five, 
unmarried, & without issue, testator devised & 
bequeathed to the trustees, in trust for X., Y. 
& Z%, 2. attained twenty-five & married with 
consent. Between the death of testator & her 
attaining twenty-live there was an accumulation 
of the surplus rents of the EH. estate, after providing 
for her maintenance, & an accumulation of the 
rents of the I. estate :——-Held: she was entitled 
for her life to the income of the former accumula- 
tion, & absolutely entitled to the latter accumula- 


CSUTES TUNIS EUINES (ee BULA EIU YL LOT Jy he Be QW Ve LU Lille 
Cas. 517; 7 Jur. 736; 63 1. RR. 231. 

8995. ——-—.]—-I’esrina v. ALLEN, No. 8958, 
ante. 

8996. --—-.|--MILROoY ». MinrRoy, No. 9347, 
post. 

8997. —--- .|-- PARKIN v. TODGKINSON, No. 9149, 
post. 
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trust for the daughter of testator for her life, & 
from & after her decease to convey such estate 
unto & equally between & among all & every the 
child & children of the daughter who should live 
to attain the age of twenty-three vears, & to his, 
her, & their heirs & assigns for ever: & in case 
there should be no such child or children, or, being 
such, all of them should die under twenty-three 
without issue, then over, with power to apply for 
maintenance; the interest. of such child’s share, 
notwithstanding such child’s share should not. be 
then absolutely vested, the limitation to the 
children of the daughter & the limitations over 
on default) of such children. are void for remote- 
ness.—- Ae v. PRITCHARD (1847). 5 Hare, 567 ; 
16]. J. Ch. 185; 8 L. T. O. S. 3375 11 Jur. 34 ; 
67 I. h. 1036. 


Annotations: Consd. Boulton r, Beard (1853), 3 De G. M. 
& G. 608. Folld. Rhodes «. Whitebead (1865), 2 Drew. & 
Sin. 532. Consd. Re Orlebar’s Settlmt. Trusts (1875), 
LL. R. 20 Kg. 7113) fe Finch, Abbiss v. Burney (1881), 
17 Ch. DD. 2113; We Blackwell, Blackwell v. Blackwell, 
11925] Ch. 312. Refd. Toller ». Attwood (1850), 15 Q. B. 
929; Cam or. Salmon (1856), 5 W. R. 313) Hardcastle rv. 
Hardeastle (1862), 1 Hem. & M. 405; Holmes v. Prescott 
(1864), 3 New Rep. 559; VPoatching +. Barnett (1880), 49 





L. J. Ch. 665; Wicekling «. Fair, (Lk99) A. C. 15 

8999. -4|— WALKER v. Mower, No. 9553, 
post, 

9000. -—--——.|-—-G., a tenant for life of real estate, 


with remainder for all & every, or any one or more, 
to the exclusion of the other or others of his 
children as he should by deed or will appoint, 
made an appointment to trustees upon trust for 
his son S., his heirs, exors., administrators & 
assigns, & to be conveyed to him when & as he 
should attain the age of twenty-three years; & in 
case his son S. should die before he should have 
attained the age of twenty-one years, to the use 
of the second, third, & fourth, & every other son 
of testator successively in tail, with remainder to 
his daughters in tail, with remainder to his brother 
in fee; & after directing the payment of two 
annual sums of money during the minority of his 
son, he directed his trustees to invest the clear 
residue of the rents & profits to accumulate until 
S. or such other sons as aforesaid, should attain the 
age of twenty-three, & on his or their first attaining 
that age, then upon trust to pay over all such 
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securities & accumulations unto S., or to such 

other sons, his exors., administrators & assigns, 

for his & their absolute use & benefit :—Held: the 

power of appointment was duly exercised; S. 

took an estate in fee upon the death of testator 

liable to be divested in case of his death under 
twenty-one, & the trust for accumulation was 
valid until S. attained the age of twenty-three.— 

PEARD v. KEKEWICH (1852), 15 Beav. 166; 21 

L. J. Ch. 456; 19 L. T. O. S. 360; 51 E. R. 500. 
9001. -~-—-.]|— Testator devised property to trus- 

tees, for the maintenance of his four children until 

they severally attained twenty-five, at which time 
he devised ‘‘ unto such of his children as should 
attain that age ”’ one-fifth of the property to hold 
to them & their heirs. There was a gift over to the 

‘* survivors or survivor,” if any died before attain- 

ing twenty-five & left no issue, or if they should 

die after attaining twenty-five, & should leave no 
lawful issue :—Held: their interests did not vest 

until twenty-five—STeap v. Pharr (1853), 18 

Beav. 50; 52 BE. R. 20. 

Au tation :~-Refd. Holmes v. Prescott (1864), 3 Now Rep. 
OIU~. 

9002. J—Herworrin v. Scaue (1855), 25 
L. T. O. 8. 328 ; 1 Jur. N.S. 698, 

9003. -|—Testatrix devised as follows: ‘ I 
give & devise unto my son Thomas all that my 
freehold estate, situate, etc., to hold the same unto 
my son Thomas for & during the term of his natural 
life; & from & immediately after his decease. I 
vive & devise the same unto the second son of the 
body of my son Thomas, lawfully begotten, on his 
utaining the age of twenty-one years; but, in 
default. of there being a second son of the body of 
my son ‘Thomas,’ then over. Testatrix died in 
1818. Ter son, the tenant for life, had four sons, 
the first, Christopher, was born in 1816, & died 
in J822, the second, George, was born in 1820, & 
died in 1827, the third, William, was born in 
1824, & attained his age of twenty-one in the life- 
time of his father, whom he survived, the fourth, 
Thomas. was born in 1832, & also attained twent y- 
one :—-Held: George, the second born son of 
Thomas, the tenant for life, took a contingent 
remainder expectant on the determination of the 
life-estate of his father ; & consequently, he having 
died under twenty-one & intestate, William became 
entitled to the estate as his heir-at-law.—ALEX- 
ANDER v. ALEXANDER (1855), 16 C. B. 59; 8 
C. 1. R. 801; 24 1.5. C0. P2150; 25 1. T. O. S. 
99; 1 Jur. N.S. 508; 3 W. RR. 450; 139 KB. R. 
677. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Blackwell, Blackwell v. Blackwell, 
[1925] Ch. 312. Refd. Patching v. Barnett (1880), 49 
L. J. Ch. 665 ; White v. Summers, [1908] 2 Ch. 256. 
9004. ~-— Devise to trustees, to the use of 

A. for life, remainder to all & every his child or 

children who shall attain twenty-one, as tenants 

in common in fee, & if only one such ebild, for such 
only child in fee simple. But in case A. should 
die without leaving lawful issue, then to B. for 
life, with remainder over :—IJleld : upon the death 
of A., leaving an only child, an infant, such child 
took an estate in fee simple, vested but liable to 
be divested in the event of his dying under twenty- 

one.—BROWNE v. BROWNE (1857), 3 Sm. & G. 

568; 26 L. J. Ch. 6385; 20 L. T. O. S. 258; 38 

Jur. N.S. 728: 5 W.R. 777; 65 E.R. 783. 

Annotations :—N.F. Holmes v. Prescott (1864), 3_New_Rep. 
659, Refd. Williams v. Russell (1863), 10 Jur. N. 8. 
168; Rhodes v. Whitehead (1865), 2 Drow. & Sm. 532; 
Price v. Hall (1868), I. RR. 5 Eq. 399; Jnll vw. Jacobs 
(1876), 3 Ch. D. 703; Patching v. Barnett (1880), 49 
L. J. Ch. 665; Re Astor, Astor ». Astor, (1922] 1 Ch. 364. 
Mentd. Best v. Donmall (1871), 40 LL. J. Ch. 160. 

9005. .|—On a devise to the use of A. for 

life, remainder, in default. of appointment, to the 














1045 


use of all & every the children of A., who being 
sons should live to attain twenty-one, or being 
daughters should live to attain that age or be 
married; but in case A. should have no child, 
who being a son should live to attain twenty-one, 
or being a daughter should live to attain that age 
or be married, then over; qu.: whether the 
remainders were vested or contingent. 

Qu.: whether the distinction between a re- 
mainder to a class if they shall attain twenty-one, 
& one to all of a class who shall attain twenty-one, 
can be sustained. 

It is a question of serious difficulty whether any 
substantial distinction can he made between a 
gift to a class of children if they shall attain 
twenty-one & a gift to all who shall attain twenty- 
one (PAGE Woop, V.-C.).—Re Mip KENT RAILWAY 
Act, 1856, Ha p. STYAN (1859), John. 3875; 70 
Is. R. 472. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Re Mid-Kent Ry., Hx p. Bate (1863), 

11 W. RR. 417. 


9006. .}—Testator devised one-fifth part of 
his freehold & copyhold estates to the use of his 
daughter J. for life; with remainder to the use 
of all & every the child or children of such daughter 
who should attain the age of twenty-one: with 
remainder over if there should be no child who 
should attain that age. Ho then bequeathed his 
leasehold estates in trust for the persons entitled 
to the real estates, & to go in the same manner, or 
as near thercto as the rules of law & equity would 
permit; & he gave his residuary estate upon the 
same trusts as were declared with respect to his 
real estate, or as near thereto as might be. J. died 
in 1851, leaving one child only, W., who attained 
twenty-one in 1860 :—Held: (1) the interim 
income of the fifth of the residuary personal estate 
followed the residue, & became vested in W. at 
twenty-one; (2) assuming the remainder in the 
freeholds was contingent, W., on attaining twenty- 
one, became entitled to the corpus of the lease- 
holds, there being no rule of law to prevent 
testator’s intention taking effect as to thet ; 
(3) the remainder in the freehold estates was con- 
tingent; & (4) the interim income of the lease- 
holds fell into the residue.—ILOLMES v. PRESCOTT 
(186-1), 38 New Rep. 559; 33 L. J. Ch. 2645 11 
L. T. 38; 10 Jur. N.S. 507; 12 W. R. 636. 
Annotations : —As to (3) Folld. Rhodes ». Whitehead (1865), 

2 Drew. & Sm. 532. Apld. Brackenbury v. Gibbons (1876), 

2 Ch. D. 417. Consd. White v. Summers, [1908] 2 Ch. 

256. Refd. Perceval v. Perceval (1870), Le R. 9 Ka. 386 ; 

Re Lechmere & Lloyd (1881), 18 Ch. DD. 424; Miles vr. 

Jarvis (1883), 24 Ch. D. 633. As to (4) Distd. Best t. 

Donmall (1871), 40 L. J. Ch. 160. Folld. Ite Eddels’ 

Trusts (1871), UL. Ro. 11 Eq. 559. Refd. Re Woodin, 

Woodin v. Glass, [1895] 2 Ch. 309. Generally, Refd 


Patching v. Barnett (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 665; Re Williams, 
Spencer v. Brighouve (1886), 54 L. T. 831. 


9007. --— --.|-—Testator, by a will dated in 1832, 
gave & devised all his freehold estates to the use 
of his daughters (five), whom he named, equally, 
as tenants in common, for their several & respective 
lives, with remainder to trustees to preserve during 
the lives of the daughters ‘“‘ respectively,’ & from 
& after the decease of either of his daughters, as to 
the one-fifth part or share of the daughter so dying, 
to the use of all & every the children of such 
daughter, born or to be born, who being a son or 
sons had attained or should attain twenty-one, 
or being a daughter or daughters should attain 
that age or be married, in equal shares, & to their 
several heirs & assigns for ever ; but if there should 
be no such child who being a son should attain 
the said age, or being a daughter should attain 
that age or be married as aforesaid, then to the 
use of the others of his four daughters for their 
respective lives, with remainder as to each share 
to such daughter’s child or children. After making 
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certain specific & pecuniary bequests, testator, as 

to ‘‘ all the rest, residue, & remainder” of his 

‘estate & effects,” gave & bequeathed the same 

to the same trustees, ‘‘ their hcirs,’’ exors., adminis- 

trators, & assigns, upon trust to lay out & invest 
the same, or the produce thereof, as therein men- 
tioned, as they should think fit, & hold his residuary 
estate upon the same trusts as were thereinbefore 
declared with respect to his real estate, or as near 
thereto as the rules of law & equity would permit. 

Testator died in 1834. One of the daughters, who 

married in 1835, died in 1851, leaving an only 

child, a son, W., who did not attain twenty-one 
until 1860. In a suit of Holmes v. Prescott, No. 

9006, ante, upon the same will, it had been inci- 

dentally held that the limitation of each daughter’s 

share in the freehold estates to her child & children 
being contingent, the remainder to W. failed for 
want of a particular estate to support it :—Held: 
the limitation over of the same share, if there 
should be no such child, being also a contingent 
remainder, also failed, & the reversion in such 
share, after the death of the daughter, passed under 
the residuary clause in the same will, & did not 
descend to the heir.—PERCEVAL v. PERCEVAL 

(1870), L. R. 9 Eq. 386. 

Annotation :—Retd. Green v. Tribe (1878), 38 L. T. 914. 
9008. .|—Devise to C. for life, & in the 

event of his leaving a son born or to be born in 

due time after his decease who should live to 
attain the age of twenty-one, then tu such son 

& heirs if he should live to attain twenty-one, with 

remainder over :—Held: on the death of C. his 

infant son took a vested estate in the devised 
property subject to be divested if he should die 
under twenty-one. The rule in Festing v. Allen, 

No. 8958, ante, dues not apply to such a case, there 

being a contrary intention shown in the words 

‘‘ born or to be born in due time after his decease.”’ 

--MUSKETT v. WATON (1875), 1 Ch. D. 435; 45 

L. J. Ch. 22; 338 L. 7. 716; 24 W. 2, 52. 

Annotations :-—Folld. Sulley v. Burber (1888), 59 LL. T. 824. 
Refd. Pearks +. Moseley (1880), 5 App. Cus. 714; Jc 
Finch, Abbiss tr. Burney (1881), 17 Ch. D. 211. 

9009. .}|-—Testator, by a will dated in 1832, 
devised lands to T. during his natural life, & froin 
& after his decease unto his eldest son if he should 
have arrived at the age of twenty-one years, & in 
default of his having a son, then over. The legal 
estate in the lands was outstanding. ‘T. died 
leaving an eldest son, a minor :—Held: the eldest 
son would, on attaining the age of twenty-one 
years, take an estate for life, & the rents & profits 
in the meantime were undisposed of & went to 
the heir of testator :—Held: on the death of T. 
the eldest son took an estate in fee, liable to be 
divested on his death under the age of twenty-one 
years, with an executory devise over in that event 
to T. in tail.— ANDREW v. ANDREW (1875), 1 Ch. D. 
410; 45 L. J. Ch. 282; 34 L. T. 82; 24 WL. KR. 
349, C. A. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Ite Janes (1884), 51 L. T. 596. Distd. 
fie Williams, Spencor v. Hrighouse (1886), 54 L. T. 831; 
Fe Jobson, Jobson v. Richardson (1889), 44 Ch. D. 154. 
Folld. Re Francis, Fraucis v. Francis, [1905] 2 Ch. 295. 
Refd. He Bird & Barnard’s Contract (1888), 59 L. T. 166. 
9010. .|—Testator devised to his daughter 

N. an estate for life, & after her decease to her 

child or children who, either before or after her 

death, should attain the age of twenty-one, or die 
under that age leaving issue at his, her, or their 
death, in fee simple as tenants in common; & in 
case there should be no child of N. who should 
attain twenty-one or die under that age leaving 
issue, he gave the estate to the child or children of 
his daughter G. who either before or after her death 
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should attain twenty-one, or die under that age 
leaving issue living at his, her, or their death, in 
fee as tenants in common. N. had no child. At 
the death of N. two children of G. had 
attained the age of twenty-one. Other children 
attained twenty-one subsequently :—Held: the 
two children were entitled to the estate.—BRACK- 

ENBURY v. GIBBONS (1876), 2 Ch. D. 417. 

Annotations :-—N.F. Re Lechmere & Lloyd (1881), 18 Ch. D. 
524; Miles v. Jarvis (1883), 24 Ch. D. 633; Dean v. 
Dean, [1891] 3 Ch. 150. 

9011. .|—Testatrix devised a freehold estate 
to her granddaughter E. during her life, & from & 
after her death to such of her children living at 
her death ‘‘ as either before or after her decease ”’ 
should, being males, attain twenty-one, or, being 
females, attain that age or marry, in fee simple as 
tenants in common: & if there should be no such 
child, then over. 5. survived testatrix, & died 
leaving seven children, of whom five had attained 
twenty-one at the time of her death, & two, a son 
& a daughter, were infants, the daughter being 
also a spinster :—Held: the five children took 
vested interests liable to open to let in the two other 
children on their fulfilling the conditions of the 
will.—--e LECHMERS & LiLoyp (1881), 18 Ch. D. 
624; 45 L. T. 551. 

Annotations :—Folld. Miles v. Jarvis (1883), 24 Ch. D. 633. 
Apld. 7?e Bourne, Rymer v. Harpley (1887), 56 L. J. Ch. 
566. Folld. Dean v. Dean, [1891] 3 Ch. 150. Apld. 
Blackman v. Fysh, (1892] 3 Ch. 209. Distd. Symes v. 
Symes, (1896) 1 Ch. 272. Folld. Re Wrightson, Battie- 
Wrightson v. Thomas, {1904] 2 Ch. 95. nsd. White v. 
Summers, [1908] 2 Ch. 256. Refd. Marshall v. Gingell 
(1882), 21 Ch. D. 790. 


9012. }—Testator, by his will made in 
1838, directed his debts to be paid, & he devised 
specific real estate to four persons, whom he after- 
wards named as his exors., their heirs & assigns, 
upon trust & for the intents & purposes therein- 
after mentioned, viz., upon trust during the 
minority of his daughter DD. to receive the rents & 
apply the same for her benefit till she should attain 
twenty-one, &, on her attaining twenty-one, to 
pay to or permit & suffer her to receive the rents 
during her life for her separate use, without power 
of anticipation ; &, from & after her death, upon 
trust for, & testator thereby gave & devised the 
property to the issue, children or child of the 
daughter who should live to attain twenty-one, 
in equal shares, if more than one, & to their respec- 
tive heirs & assigns, with remainders over; &, 
after mnaking other specific devises & bequests, 
testator devised & bequeathed the residue of his 
estate & effects, subject to & charged with the pay- 
ment of his debts, to one of his trustees absolutely, 
for his own use & benefits. The daughter D. sur- 
vived testator, & she afterwards married & had 
three children, but she died before any of them had 
attained twenty-one :-——Held: by reason of the 
direction that testator’s debts should be paid, the 
trustees took the whole legal estate in fee simple 
in the specifically devised estate, & consequently 
the contingent remainder to the children of the 
daughter had not failed by reason of the determina- 
tion of her life estate before the happening of the 
contingency.—MaARSHALL v. GINGELL (1882), 21 
Ch. D. 790; 51 L. J. Ch. 818; 47 L. T. 159; 31 


W. RK. 63. 

Annotations :—Consd. J?e Brooke, Brooke v. Brooke, [1894] 
1 Ch. 43. Refd. Jte Bourne, Rymer v». Harpley (1887), 
35 W. RR. 359; Blackman v. ie (1891), 60 L. J. Ch. 666 ; 
dte Lashmar, Moody v. Penfold, [1891] 1 Ch. 258. 


90138. .|—Testator, by his will dated in 
1851, after making divers specific devises & be- 
quests, & giving a life interest to his wife in his 
residuary real estate, devised such residuary real 
estate, after the death of his wife, to his trustees 
in trust for his grandson during his life, & from & 
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after his decease in trust for ‘‘ all & every his child 
& children who shall attain the age or respective 
ages of twenty-one years, & his, her, or their 
heirs & assigns for ever’; but in case there should 
be no child of his grandson who should attain the 
age of twenty-one years, then, as to the same 
residuary real estate, upon trusts over as in the 
will mentioned. The will contained a gift of the 
residuary personal estate, but it was distinct from 
the above devise, & upon different trusts from 
those declared concerning the real estate, although 
some of the trusts were the same. The will also 
contained powers for the trustees to grant leases, 
& apply the rents & profits of the real estate in 
making repairs. Testator died in 1853, & his 
widow died in 1866. ‘I'he grandson died in Oct. 
1867, leaving an only child, who was born on 
Feb. 11, 1864. The question arose whether the 
accumulated rents, accruing between the date of 
the death of testator's grandson & the time when 
the grandson’s only child attained the age of 
twenty-one years, were undisposed of by the will, 
or passed to such child :—Held: the gift to the 
grandson’s child was a contingent remainder, & 
not a vested remainder, & subject to being divested. 
-~-Ite WILLIAMS, SPENCER v. BRIGHOUSE (1886), 
54 L. LT. 831. 

9014. .|—S. devised hereditaments of which 
he was seised in fee simple to his son R. for the 
term of his natural life, & ‘‘ from & immediately 
after his decease unto & to the use of all & every 
his children which shall then be living, & of their 
respective heirs & assigns for ever as tenants in 
coInmon’”’; & in case his son RK. should happen 
to die without Icaving lawful issue, or leaving such, 
& all of them should happen to die under the age 
of twenty-one years without issue, then to his son 
T. & to his two daughters & their respective heirs 
& assigns for ever as tenauts in common; & he 
devised all other his real estate whatsoever & 
Wwheresoever to his son K. & his heirs & assigns for 
ever. RR. survived testator, & marned in July, 
1826. In Jan. 1827, he demised by lease & release 
all his estate in the devised hereditaments. On 
June 3, 1887, a son of the marriage was born :-- 
Held: the son so born, as soon as he was begotten, 
took a vested remainder Hable to open & let in 
the interests of after-born children & subject only 
to be divested in the event of his death under the 
age of twenty-one, & the life estate of KR. & his 
remainder in fee did not merge so as to extinguish 
the intermediate estate of the children.—SULLEY 
v. BARBER (1888), 59 L. T. 824. 

9015. -|—Testator by his will, dated in 
1917, devised & bequeathed certain lands & a house 
& its contents ‘‘ upon trust in fee simple or abso- 
lutely for such son, living at my death, of my son 
W. as first or alone attains the age of twenty-one 
years, or, falling any such son, then upon trust as 
part of my residuary ecstate’’?; & he gave his 
residue in trust for both or either of his sons W. 
& J. who should survive him, &, if both, in equal 
shares. The will also provided that if & so long 
as some son, living at testator’s death, of his son 
W. should be living, but the property should not 
have become absolutely vested beneficially in any 
such son, the trustee should at the expense of the 
residuary estate maintain the house & keep up 
an establishment there, & allow the same to be 
used or enjoyed by any of the persons for the time 
being entitled in expectancy thereto. Testator 
died in 1919. Histwosons survived him. W. had 
four sons living at testator’s death, the eldest of 
them being then thirteen years of age :—Held: 
the interests of the grandsons were contingent, & 
until one of them should have attained the age of 
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twenty-one or all of them should have died without 
attaining that age, W. & J. were entitled to the 
intermediate rents & profits of the property.— 
Re ASTOR, ASTOR v. ASTOR, [1922] 1 Ch. 364; sub 
nom. Re ASTOR (VISCOUNT), ASTOR v. ADAMS, Y1 
L. J. Ch. 277, C. A. 

9016. }—(1) Testator devised his real 
estate, subject to certain interests, in favour of his 
wife during her widowhood, upon trust for the 
eldest of his sons, if any, ‘‘ who shall be living at 
the time of my death absolutely upon his attain- 
ing the age of twenty-one years,” &, failing such 
son, then he directed that same should be held 
upon the trusts concerning his residuary estate. 
Testator died in Oct. 1912, leaving one son & 
three daughters, all of whom were infants. Testa- 
tor’s widow remarried in 1917. The trustees had 
accumulated certain of the rents & profits of the 
real estate. Questions having arisen owing to the 
claims for super tax in respect of the income of the 
son, & summons was taken out for the purpose of 
having it determined what interest the son took, 
on the death of testator, in the real estate :— 
Held: the son became, on testator’s death, entitled 
to the real estate, contiugently on his attaining 
the age of twenty-one years, & also took a like 
interest in the accumulations. 

(2) The ct. is inclined rather to hold an estate 
to be vested than contingent if the words of the 
will will allow it to do so (WARRINGTON, L.J.).— 
Re BLACKWELL, BLACKWELL v. BLACKWELL, [1926] 
Ch. 223; 95 L. J. Ch. 172; 134 L. T. 367; 70 
Sol. Jo. 366, C. A. 

9017. -—— Disrection for accumulation until 
attainment of age.}—Devise of real estate to 
trustees in fee, upon trust for J. for life, & after his 
death upon trust for his children who should attain 
twenty-one, & the issue of any child who should 
die under twenty-one leaving issue who should 
attain that age; but, in case there should be no 
child, nor the issue of any child of J. who should 
attain twenty-one, the property was to be held 
on trust for the child or children of R. who should 
respectively attain twenty-one, if more than one 
in equal shares. Provided always, that the rents 
of the trust premises should, during the term of 
twenty-one years from the day next before tho 
day of testator’s death, be accumulated by way 
of compound interest, & the accumulated fund 
should be held in trust for the child, if only one, 
or all the children equally, if more than one, of R. 
who should attain twenty-one. J. died without 
ever having had a child. KR. had six children who 
attained twenty-one. The youngest of them was 
born after the eldest had attained twenty-one, but 
before the end of the period of accumulation :— 
Held: all the children of R. who were born during 
the period of accumulation, & who attained twenty- 
one, were entitled under the gift over.—WATSON 
v. YOUNG (1885), 2S Ch. D. 436; 54 L. J. Ch. 502 ; 
33 W. R. 637. 
Annotations :—Consd. Itc 





Knapp’s Settlmt., Knapp v. 
Vassall, [1895] 1 Ch. 91; Re Canney’s Trusts, Mayers v. 
Strover (1910), 101 L. T. 905. Refd. fe Hurvey, Peek v. 
Savory (1888), 39 Ch. D. 289; Re Bence, Smith v. Bence, 
perl 3 Ch. 242; Re Hancock, Watson v. Watson (1900), 

0 L. J. Ch. 114; Re Stephens, Kilby v. Betts, (1904) 
1 Ch. 


322. 


(d) Effect of Gifts of Interim Maintenance. 


9018. Whether gift vests before age attained.|— 
Devise to trustees, in trust, to lay out the rents & 
profits for the maintenance of two nephews, & 
when they attain twenty-one, to be to them & their 
heirs, is an immediate gift vested in the nephews, 
immediately, with a trust to be executed for their 
benefit during their minority.—GoopTITLE d. 
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HAywakb v. WuHiTsBy (1757), 1 Burr. 228; 1 

Keny. 506; 97 EF. R. 287. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Doe d. Wheedon v. Lea (1789), 3 Term 
Nep. 4]; Bootn v. Booth (1799), 4 Ves. 399; Hanson v. 
Graham (1801), 6 Ves. 239; Lane v. Goudge (1803), 9 
Ves. 225; Doe d. Hunt v. Moore (1811), 14 Hast, 601 ; 
Doe d. Cadogen v, Fwart (1838), 7 Ad. & El. 636 ; Phipps 
vw. Ackers (1842), 9 Cl & Fin. 583; Re Rouse 


8 Estate 
(1852), 9 Hare, 649; Alexander v. Alexander (1855), 16 
C.B. 593; le 


regson’s Trupts (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 504 ; 
Locke vr. Lamb (1867), le. R. 4 Eq. 3872; Cropton v. 
Davies (1869), LL. R.4 CC. 1.159; Re Blackwell, Blackwell 
v. Blackwell, [1926] Ch. 223. 

9019. .|—-Testator devises his lands charged 
with two annuities, & subject to certain legacies, 
to trustecs, their heirs & assigns, until his nephew 

J., son of his sister M., should attain twenty-one ; 

& if he should die in the meantime, until II. 

second son of M. should arrive at that age; & if 

Il. should die in the meantime, until the daughter 

of M. should arrive at that age, upon trust to raise 

out of the rents of the premises, or by sale or mtge. 

thereof, portions for H. & the younger children of M. 

payable on their attaining twenty-one ; & further, 

to apply a proper sum out of the rents for the 
maintenance & education of J. until he should 
attain twenty-one, & then to pay him the residue ; 

& if he should die before twenty-one, then to apply 

a like sum for the maintenance of H. till he should 

attain that age, & then to pay him the residue ; 

& in the meantime to place out the money arising 

from the rent at interest, for the benefit of J. & 

when J. should attain twenty-one, or in case of 
his death, when & as soon as H. should arrive at 
that age, or in case of his death, when the daughter 

of M. should attain twenty-one, to the use of J. 

& his assigns for life, without impeachment of 

waste; remainder to trustces to preserve con- 

tingent remainders; & after the death of J. to the 
use of his first & other sons & daughters in strict 

tail; & for default of such issue, to the use of H. 

with similar limitations over to his niece, the 

daughter of M. & an ultimate remainder to M. in 
fee. Testator died, leaving lus sister M. her sons, 

J.& H. & three younger children alive. J. married 

& died intestate under twenty-one, leaving a 

daughter :—Held: on the death of the testator, 

J. took a vested estate for life; H. took, at testa- 

tor’s death, a vested estate for life in remainder, 

expectant on the death of his brother J. & failure 
of sons & daughters to be born to J. & issue male 
of such sons & daughters.— WARTER v. LIUTCHIN- 

SON (1523), 1 B. & C. 721; 3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 58 ; 

107 E. RR. 265, 

Annotations :—Mentd. Doe d. Shelley v. Kdlin (1836), 4 
Ad. & Ei. 682; Doe ad. Cadogan v. Mwart (1828), 7 Ad. & 
i]. 636; Doe d. Davies v. Davies (184)), 1 Gal. & Dav. 33. 
9020. —~—.'—Testator devised personalty to 

trustees, to pay debts, & invest the surplus, & to 

receive the interest, & pay it to his wife during her 
life & widowhood, & afterwards to apply the 
interest, or a sufficient part, to the maintenance 
of his daughter I., until she should attain the age 
of twenty-five, & then to pay & assign the principal 
& unapplhed interest to her; but, in case she 
should happen to die before attaining that age, 
leaving lawful issue, then in trust to pay same to 
such issue, share & share alike, if more than one, 
as soon as they should respectively attain twenty- 
one, & to pay the interest towards their main- 
tenance in the meantime; but, in case I. should 
happen to dic under twenty-five, & without leaving 

Jawful issue, testator bequeathed the whole 

surplus of the personalty to W. & D., share & 

share alike. By the same will, he devised to D. 

an annuity of £200 for life, charged on his land, to 

be paid by the above-mentioned trustees; & he 
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devised to the same trustees, one of whom was W., 
& the survivors & survivor, & the heirs of the 
survivor, all his lands, charged with the annuity. 

& with so much of his debts, legacies, & funeral 

expenses, as the residue of the personalty would 

not extend to, in trust to receive the rents, issues, 
etc., & apply them to the use of testator’s wife, 
during her life & widowhood, & afterwards to 

apply the rents, etc., to the maintenance of I. 

until she should attain the age of twenty-five, & 

afterwards in trust for 1. & her heirs ; but, in case 
it should happen that 1. died without leaving 

lawful issue, then testator devised the lands to W. 

& LD. in fee, as tenants in common. ‘The will also 

empowered the trustces, in order to pay debts, 

etc., in case the residue of the personalty should 
be insuflicient, to sell any part of the lands, & to 
grant, alien, & convey the same lands, or any part 
thereof, in fee simple. ‘Testator’s wife died in his 
lifetime ; I. survived testator, & attained the age 
of twenty-one, but died under twenty-five, leaving 
no issue. The personalty not being sufficient to 
pay the debts, the trustees sold part of the land :-— 

Held: on testator’s death, I. took a vested equit- 

able estate tail, & W. & D. took equitable re- 

mainders. 

The words ‘if he die without issue,’’ in legal 
construction mean an indefinite failure of issue ; 
& the same words also without more words, even 
in personal estates, impart an indefinite failure of 
issue (LORD DENMAN, C.J.).— DoE d. CADOGAN v. 
EWART (1838), 7 Ad. & KEL. 636 3; 3 Nev. & P. KL RB. 
197; 1 Will. Woll. & HT. 246; 71. J. Q. B. 177; 
112 EF. It. 609. 

Annotations : —Refd. Doe d. Davies r. Davies (1841), 1 Q. B. 
430; Doc d. Blesard v. Simpson (1842), 5 Man. & G4. 929 3 
Gee t. Manchester Corpn. (1852), 17 Q. B. 7373) Bamford 
v. Lord (1854), 14 C. B. 708: Ward v. Burbury (1854), 
18 HKeav. 190; Collier v. M'Bean (1865), 34 Beav. 426. 
Mentd. Watson v. Pearson (1818), 2 Kxch. S81. 

9021. - -|—Testator by his will made the 
following devise: ‘ It-is my will, that the rents & 
profits of my freehold estate at If. shall be applied, 
In the first place, towards the maintenance of J., 
until he shall arrive at the age of twenty-one 
years, & that the residue thereof shall accumulate 
until that event, & that, when he shall attain 
that age, then that the same be paid to him for 
his benefit, & that, after the expiration of the 
leases subsisting, the freehold shall become the 
absolute property of J., to hold to him, his heirs, 

assigns for ever Held: the fee of the pro- 
perty at I. vested in J., at the death of testator.- 

Birp v. Biko (1842), 11 L. J. Ch. 890; 6 Jur. 

1030. 

9022. —— —.|-—-Gift, of residue of real & personal 
estate to A. for life & after her decease in trust for 
all her sons & daughters who should attain 
twenty-two equally, with a power to apply 
annual income or fund for their maintenance 
or benefit during their minority. 

I cannot read this as a vested gift (ROMILLY, 
M.R.).—THomas v. WILBERFORCE (1862), 31 Beav. 
299; 54 KK. R. 1158. 

9023. Testator, in 1858, devised free- 
holds to trustees, upon trust to pay the rents, 
after satisfying certain premiums & repairs, to & 
for the use of his grandson, C., for life, & after 
his decease ‘‘ to & for the use of all & every the 
child or children of C., equally as tenants in 
common, who should attain the age of twenty-one 
years being sons, or being daughters, should attain 
that age or marry,’’ & if but one such child, to him 
or her absolutely. Testator devised & bequeathed 
the residue of his estates to his trustees, upon 
trust to convert, invest, & hold the same, & the 
accumulations thereof, upon similar trusts for his 


é ? 
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grandchildren & their issue. Le then directed his 
trustees to apply a competent part of the income of 
the investments for the maintenance & education 
of such ‘“ grandchildren & their issue’”’; & to 
accumulate the residue, as in his will was 
mentioned. C. attained twenty-one, & died in 

1869 leaving three children, still infants :---Held : 

they were entitled to maintenance out of the 

interim rents & profits of the specifically devised 
freeholds. 

The infants are presumptively entitled to the 
rents & profits of this property (Sruartr, V.-C.).— 
BEsT v. DONMALL (1871), 40 L. J. Ch. 160; 24 
L. T. 217; 19 W. RR. 400. 

9024. .|-—Testator devised lands to trustees, 
their heirs & assigns, to the use of A. for life, with 
remainder to the use of such child or children of A. 
as should attain twenty-one, as tenants in common 
in fee, with remainders over; & empowered the 
trustees to apply the income to which any infant 
devisee should be presumptively entitled towards 
his maintenance or for his benefit during his 
minority. A. died leaving four children, three 
adult & one an infant :—/feld: the contingent 
remainder of the infant child of A. was equitable, 
& did not fail by reason of the death of A. before 
the remainder vested.—BERRY v. BERry (1878), 
7 Ch. D. 6573; sub nom. Re BeRRy’s ESTATE, 
BERRY v. BERRY, 47 lL. J. Ch. 182; 38 L. T. 474; 
26 W. RR. 327. 

Annotations :--Distd. Re Brooke, Brooko rv. Dickson, [1923] 
2Ch. 265. Refd. Asticy vo. Micklethwaite (1880), 28 W. R. 
$113; Ae Robson, Douglass v. Douglass, [1916] 1 Ch. 116. 
9025. .|—Testator, by will executed before 

the passing of Contingent Remainders Act, 1877 

(c. 383), devised freehold property to the use of 1. 

for life, & after her death to the use of trustees, 

their heirs & assigns, during the life of S., upon 
trust for S., & atter her death to the child or 
children of S.. who being sons should attain 
twenty-one, or being daughters should attain that 
age or Inarry. ‘Lestator then directed that after 
the death of the survivor of Ié. & S. his trustees 
might, during the minority of any child of S. for 
the time being presumptively entitled, receive 
the rents of the premises or the share thereof to 

Which any such minor should be actually or pre- 

sumptively entitled, & apply same for his or her 

maintenance, & directed that the unapplied income 
should follow the destination of the share from 

Which the same should arise. On the death of the 

survivor of Jd. & S. there were five children, three 

of whom were infants & unmarried :—Hceld: the 
children took the legal estate; but, looking to 
the maintenance clause, there was a_ sullicient 
intention expressed on the whole will that infants 
should share, & the gift must be construed as an 
executory devise, & not as a contingent remainder. 
—Re Bournk, RYMER tv. JLARPLEY (1857), 56 
lL. J. Ch. 566; 56 L. T. 38883; 35 W. R. 359. 








C. Gifts in Default of Issue. 
Limitations on failure of issue.|-—See Sect. 
post. 
9026. Whether gifts vested or contingent.|— 
A. by his will, ordered all his personal estate to be 
sold, for the payment of his debts & legacies; & 


» 
ae 
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in case it should prove insufficient, he devised his 

real estate to his exors., for the purpose of making 

good the deficiency. He then devised his real 
estate, after such time as his debts & legacics 
should be paid by the rents & profits thereof, to 

EK. for life; & in case E. should have any issue 

male, then to such issue male & his heirs for ever ; 

& after the decease of EK. in case he left no issue 

male, then after such time as testator’s debts & 

legacies were fully paid, he devised part of his 
real estate to J. S. in fee, & the residue to J. N. in 
fee. IK. entered into possession, & kept down the 

interest of the debts; but afterwards suffered a 

common recovery of the whole estate, & declared 

the uses thereof to himsclf in fee :—Held: an 
estate for life was vested in F. at the time of the 
recovery, notwithstanding the debts were not 
paid, & that he could make a good tenant to the 

precipe; also, the remainders limited to J. S. 

& J. N. were contingent remainders, & well barred 

by this recovery.--BARNARDISTON tv. CARTER 

(1717), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 61; 1 EK. R. 11793 sub- 

sequent proceedings, sub nom. CARTER v. BARNADIS- 

TON (1718), 1 P. Wis. 505, Hl. L. 

Annotations :—Consd. Doe dad. Davies v. Gatacro (1839), 5 
Ling. N. C. 609. Refd. Gugelman v. Duport (1738), 
West temp. Hard. 577; Galton v. Tlancock (1743), 2 
Atk. 427; Bagshaw v. Spencer (1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 142 ; 
Wright v. Pearson (1758), 1 Kden, 119; Smith v. Camel- 
ford (1795), 2 Ves. 698; Blake v. Luxton (1815), Coop. G. 
178; Kgerton v. Massey (1857), 3 C. B. N.S. 338; Wisden 
v. Wisden (1859), 33 L. T. O. 8. 130. Mentd. Gorton v. 


Hancock (1745), KRidg. temp. Hf. 301; Middleton v. 
Middleton (1852), 15 Beav. 450. 


9027. --.] ~A. devises his real estate to B., 
his brother, for life; then to trustees to preserve 
contingent remainders; remainder for his first 
& other sons in tail, with power to make jointure ; 
& if his brother had no son, or if he had & such son 
died without issue male, then to C. & his first & 
other sons in like manner; & willed, that his 
plate, jewels, etc., should go to the heirs male of 
the family successively, as his real estate is settled, 
as much as they could by law. 2. died, having 
no son, & the limitation to C. held to be good by 
way of executory devise.—-GOWEKR v. GROSVENOR 
(1740), Barn. Ch. 5L£; 5 Madd. 337; 9 Mod. Rep. 
2495; 838 HK. R. 430, L. C. 

Annotations : -Consd. Vaurhan v. Burslem (1790), 3 Bro. 
CG. C. 101: Lineoln v. Neweastlo (1866), 12 Ves. 218; 
Anon. (1848), 11 L. T. O. S. 3933 Searsdale v. Curzon 
(1860), 1 John. & H. 10. Refd. Wodsell v. Bussell (1739), 
9 Mod. Rep. 236; Trafford rv. Trafford (1746), 3 Atk. 
317; Wyth », Blackman (1748), 1 Ves. Sen. 196; Bridg- 
water v. Egerton (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 121; Foley v. Burnell 
(1783), 1 Bro. GC. ©. 2745 Brownueker v. Bagot (1816), 19 
Ves. O71; Tbhbetson vr. Tbbetson (1840), 10 Sim. 190 ; 
Morgan vo. Rowland (18418), 13 L. T. O. 8S. 43. Shelley v. 
Shelley (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 540; Harrington v. Harrington 
(1871), Ie R. 5 He Le. 875; Ae Harcourt, Portman ov. 
Portman (1921), 37 ‘T. L. R. 905. ; 

9028. .|—Undcer a devise to D. O., testator’s 
eldest son, for life, remainder to trustees, ctc., 
remainder to the first & other sons of his eldest son 
& their heirs, & for want of such issue to testator’s 
second son J. O., ete., with like remainders to his 
first & other sons; & for want of such issue, to 
testator’s own right heirs:—Held: the first & 
other sons of D. O. the eldest son took estates tail 
in succession, & consequently the remainders over 
vested, & were not contingent & defeated upon 
the event of D. O. having a son, who died in the 











to the death of his mother, the con- 
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902861. Whether yifts vested or con- 
ae | ere ve. SuoIPway (1908), 7 
Cc, e h. 232.—AUS., 

9026 ii. ———.]—- VAN TASSEL 1. 

FREDERICK (1896), 27 O. Rt. 646.— CAN. 


9026 {ii. J—Tbe will of D. pro- 
vided that the rest & residuo of his 





estate should be held by his exors. & 
trustees in trust for the joint benefit 
of his widow & his son during the 
period of their natural lives, & that, 
in the event of the son predoccasing 
his mother, without leaving lawful 
issue, upon the death of the widow, 
the estate so left should be converted 
into cash & divided among legateos 
named :—//leld: on the death of the 
son Without leaving lawful issues, prior 


tingent interest of the legateces named 
beeamo u vested one, the legatees then 
having uw present right to the future 
enjoyment of the remainder, which 
vested in possession upon the death of 
the widow.—CHIPMAN v. Ross (1919), 
52 N.S. R. 129.—CAN. 

90286 iv. .})— BELL v. CIEAPE 
(1845), 7 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 614; 17 
Sc. Jur. 342.-—SCOT. 
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lifetime of D. O.; & D. O. having died without 
any son living at his death, but leaving daughters, 
a son of J. O. was entitled to take in preference 
to such daughters of his elder brother.—LEwIs ad. 
ee v. WATERS (1805), 6 East, 336; 102 H.R. 
-{nnotations :—Distd. R. v. Chertsey Manor (1806), 3 Smith, 
K. B. 459. Consd. R. v. Stafford nee): 7 Hast, 521. 
Apld. Jackson v. Jackson (1853), L. T. O. 8. 100. 
89 L. T. 235. 


Consd. Honywood v7. Honywood (1008), 
Refd. Franks v. Price (1840), 3 Beav. 182; Kershaw v. 


Kershaw ear RB. 844; Cradock v. Cradock 
eae) 82 .5. vee White v. "Summers, [1908] 2 Ch. 
56. 

9029. ——--.]— Devise to trustees & their heirs 


in trust to receive & pay over rents & profits to 
A., a feme covert, for life for her separate use; & 
after her decease to convey to her daughters, as 
tenants in common in tail; remainder over: A. 
takes an equitable estate for life, & may by lease 
& release make a tenant to the pracipe for an 
equitable recovery ; each daughter takes a vested 
estate, when she comes in esse, subject to be 
divested, as the number increases.-—BURNABY Uv. 
GRIFFIN (1796), 3 Ves. 266; 30 E. R. 1008, L. C. 

9030. ] : ised all his 
real estate, except at S., to the head of his family 
for life, & then to several of the junior branches, 
in succession, to each for life, with remainder to 
his first & other sons in tail male, with the ultimate 
remainder to his own right heirs ; ; & then devised 
his estate at S. to some, by name, of the junior 
branches, but not to all of those to whom he had 
devised the first estate, & varying the order of 
succession, to each for life, with remainder to his 
first & other sons in tail male; & then devised 
that ‘‘ for default of such issue,” the estate at S. 
should go ‘* to such person & persons, & for such 
estate & estates as should at that time’”’ i.e. on 
the death of the last tenant for life named without 
issue male, ‘‘ & from time to time afterwards be 
entitled to the rest of his real estate by virtue of 
& under his will” :—Hcld: the ultimate remainder 
in fee of the estate at 8S. vested by descent in the 
person who was testator’s heir at the time of his 
death, & did not remain in contingency under the 
will till the death of the last tenant. for life without 
issue male who was named in the devise of that 
estate.—-DoE d. CHOLMONDELEY v. MAXEY (1810), 
12 Kast, 589; 104 E. BR. 230. 
Annotations : —Consd. Cholmondeley 1. 

Jac. & W. 13 Stert v. Platel (1839), 5 

Refd. Pearce v. Vincent (ess): 1 Cr. & M. 598 ; 

v. Garrett (1846), 2 Coll. 

9031. sevice i his wife & daughter KE. 
jointly during his wife’s life, & from & after her 
decease to the use of Ie. for life, & from & after 
her decease to her first & every other son, according 
toseniority, & for want of such sons to her daughter 
or daughters to be equally divided, & if there 
should be no more than one daughter, to her use ; 
& in default of such issue of his daughter E., to 
his daughter M. for life, then to her first & every 
other son, subject to the like restrictions & limita- 
tions, & for want of such, to the daughter or as 
many daughters of M. to be equally divided; & 
for want of such, to his daughter C. for life, 
remainder in like manner; & for want of all such 
issues, to his own right heirs for ever :—Held: 
the remainder to M. & her children was not a 
contingent remainder defeasible by the event of 
Ki.’s dying & leaving a daughter, in whom the 
estate vested ; but such remainder took effect in 
the children of M. upon the death of the pote 
of IE.—Goopnricutr d. Luoyp v. JonEes (1815), 4 
M. & 8. 88; 105 E. R. 768. 

Annotatton :—Retd. White v. Summer, [1908] 2 Ch. 256. 








Clinton (1820), 2 
Bing. N. C. 434. 
Willdineon 





WILLS. 


9032. .J—Testator devised an estate to A. 
for life, remainder to trustees to preserve, etc., 
remainder to all the children of A., as tenants in 
common, & not as joint tenants, & for want of 
such issue, to B. for life, remainder to trustees to 
preserve, etc., remainder to all the children of B. 
as tenants in common, & not as joint) tenants, 
& for want of such issue to C. in fee :—Held: the 
children of A. took estates for life, with cross- 
remainders between them, for life, with remainder 
to BL. for life, with remainder to her children, as 
tenants in common, with cross-remainders between 
them for life, with remainder to C. in fee. 

The expression ‘‘ for want of such issue ’’ means 
want of issue whénever that event may happen, 
either by there being no children originally or by 
the children ceasing to exist (SHADWELL, V.-C.).— 
ASHLEY v. ASHLEY (1833), 6 Sim. 358 ; 3 L. J. Ch. 
61; 58 KB. R. 628. 

Annotations :—Consd. Stuart v. Cockerell (1869), L. R. 7 Eq. 


383. Refd. White v. Summers, [1908] 2 Ch. 256; Re 
Browne’s Will Trusts, Landon v. Brown, (1915] 1 Ch. 690. 








9033. J—PLATEL v. STERT, No. 9809, 
post. 
9034. .|—Where a testator prepared a will 





in 1837 (before the Wills Act) but did not execute 

it till 1844, & in the meantime one contingency 

mentioned in the prepared will had gone, the 
words in the will when executed were construed 
without reference to that contingency. 

Testator devised all his freehold & copyhold 
estates to his son ‘‘ when he have obtained the age 
of twenty-one years, upon the following con- 
ditions,’”’ & directed that his own widow should 
receive an annuity out of these rents; he then 
gave to his son all his personal estates, consisting 
of ships, bonds, & funded stock, etc., ‘' but should 
the hand of death fall on my widow & son, & my 
having no other children, or my son any issue, my 
will is then that should he leave a widow, she shall 
receive an annuity out of my real estates as before 
mentioned, the residue then to be equally divided, 
share & share alike, after paying such legacies as 
I may hereafter name, the division to be ’’ between 
certain persons specifically mentioned, ‘‘ they pay- 
ing all my son’s debts, funeral expenses & de- 
mands, or my wife’s should she be the longest 
liver.”’ The son became twenty one some years 
before the will was executed; he married, but 
died without ever having had issue :—Held: the 
will must be read as if made in 1844. The con- 
tingency of attaining twenty-one was to be dis- 
regarded, & the gift over took effect on the son 
dying without issue. —RANDFIELD v. RANDFIELD 
(1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 225; 30L. J. Ch. 177; 21. T. 
733; 6 Jur. N.S. 901; 9W.R. 1; 11 E.R. 414, 
II. I. 3 subsequent proceedings (1861), 3 De G. I. 
& J. 766, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Consd. Wallace v. Soymour (1872), 20 W. FR. 
634. Refd. Martin v. Martin (1686), L. R. 2 Eq. 404 ; 
kieffell v. Heffell (1866), L. R. 1 PB. & D. 139; Langdale 
v. Briggs, x p. Bacon, Ex - Martineau | (E73), 28 hl. T. 
467: Bizzey v. Flight (1876), "45 L. J. Ch. 842: Woxwell 
v. Van Grutten (1896), 12 T. L. R. B07: he Wrightson, 
Battie-Wrightson v. Thomas, (1904) 2 Ch. 95; Ie Free- 
nan, Hope wv. I’reeman, [1910] 1 Ch. 681. 

9035. ——-.|—Testator named Henry Thorpe 
devised his real estate to trustees to permit his 
son Henry to receive the rents thereof during his 
life; & after his decease, testator devised the 
property to the heirs of the body of his son Henry, 
é& for want of such issue to testator’s nephew 
Henry for life, & after his death to testator’s 

‘right heirs of the name of Henry Thorpe, if any 
such there should then be, for ever’’:—Held: the 
ultimate limitation was a contingent remainder 
which would vest in the person who at the time of 
the nephew’s death filled the character of aright heir 
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of testator & had the name of Henry Thorpe ; but, 
there being at that time no person who answered 
both descriptions, the property vested in testator’s 
heir-at-law.— THORPE v. THORPE (1862), 1 H. & ©. 
aoe ; 32L. J. Ex. 79; 8 Jur. N.S. 871; 10 W.R. 
_ 9036. -|—(1) Devise to testator’s son A. ; 
In case of A. dying before his brother, B., & 
leaving no issue then to B.—should both testator’s 
children die without lawful issue—then over :— 
Held: <A. took an estate in fee, liable to be 
divided ; in the event of his dying in the lifetime 
of B., without leaving children living at his death ; 
& in the event of both A. & B. dying without 
leaving any children. 

(2) Mere presumption of intention is not suffi- 
cient to exclude the operation of Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), s. 29.—Re Min-KEenT Rartway AcT, 1856, 
ae Batt (1863), 1 New Rep. 470; 11 W. R. 

9037. -——-..—By a will testator gave real & 
personal estate to M., her heirs, exors., adminis- 
trators, & assigns absolutely, if she should be 
living at the death of testator’s wife, but in case 
M. should die in the lifetime of testator’s wife 
without leaving issue her surviving, then over: 
Held: M. took an absolute interest, liable to be 
divested only in the event of her death in the 
lifetime of testator’s widow without leaving issue. 
—FINcH v. LANE (1870), L. RK. 10 Eq. 501. 

9038. .|~—- Testator devised certain heredita- 
ments to his three granddaughters in tail, & in the 
event of their all dying without issue, leaving 
W.M. & A. M., or either of them, surviving, then 
to W. M. & A. M. for life, with ulterior limitations. 
W.M. & A. M. died in the lifetime of the tenants 
in tail :—Held: the estate for life given to W. M. 
& A. M. was a vested & not a contingent interest, 
s0 that the ulterior limitations took effect, not- 
withstanding their death in the lifetime of the 
tenants in tail.—LEADBEATER v. Cross (1876), 2 
Q.B.D.18; 463. 5.Q.B. 381; 35 L. T. 803; 25 
W. RR. 96. 

Annotation :—Consd. Re Martin, Smith v. Martin (1885), 54 
Ch. 1071. 


L. J. 


9039. |—A testator gave his residuary 
estate upon trust for his widow for life or widow- 
hood, & after her decease or second marriage to 
apply the income for the maintenance & education 
of his children until the youngest who should be 
living being a son should attain twenty-one, or 
being a daughter should attain that age or marry. 
Subject thereto he directed that the trust fund 
& the income thereof, & any accumulations not 
vested or applied under his will, should be held in 














9041 vi. 
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9041 i. Whether rested or contingent.’ 


J—Kirpy v. O’HEA, 2 


9041 vii. — -—.}—'Tesvator gave all his 
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trust for all his children who being sons should 
attain twenty-one, or being daughters should 
attain that age or marry, to whom he gave his 
residuary estate in equal shares; & he directed 
that if any of his children should die leaving issue, 
such issue should take his or her deceased parent’s 
Share equally as tenants in common :—Held: 
children who survived testator only took vested 
indefeasible interests if & when they should die, 
that is, die at any time, without leaving issue.— 
Re ScHuNAbDUORSYT, SANDKUUL v. SCHNADHORST, 
[1902] 2 Ch. 234; 71 L. J. Ch. 454; 867... T. 426 ; 
50 W. R. 485; 46 Sol. Jo. 431, C. A. 

9040. .|—e Bonin, BANKS v. TIARTLAND, 
No. 9569, posi. 





D. Gift Postponed to Life Estate. 


9041. Whether vested or contingent.]—(1) A 
devise to ‘‘ my son A. after the death of my wife 
B. & if C. my daughter do outlive A. & his heirs, 
then she shall have it,’’ conveys an estate in tail to 
A,; for “ heirs’? must mean ‘‘ of his body,” as his 
sister, on surviving him, would be his heir general. 

(2) A devise to A. after the death of B. & if 
C. J). & E. or either of them survive A. & B. & 
his heirs, then to them for life, with remainder 
to F., this remainder is not contingent upon the 
event of C. D. & E. surviving A. & B. but is only 
an expression importing when the remainder shall 
take effect in possession.—WEBB v. HEARING 
(1617), Cro. Jac. 415; J. Bridg. 84; 3 Bulst. 192 3 
1 Roll Rep. 486; 79 E. R. 355; sub nom. 
Awnon., Moore, K. B. 852. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Dutton v. Engram (1617), 
Cro. Jac. 427; ‘lilly v. Collyer (1675), 3 Keb. 589; 
Luddington v. Kime (1696), 1 Ld. KRaym. 203; Crumble 
v. Jones (1709), Willes, 167, n.; Walter v. Drew (1722), 
1 Com. 372; Preston d. Kagle v. Funnell (1739), Willes, 
164: Ginger d. White v. White (1742), Willes, 348 ; 
Pickering & ‘Towers v. ‘towers (1758), Amb. 363; Harris 
v. Davis (1844), 1 Coll. 416. 48 to (2) Consd. Kine vu. 
Rumball (1617), Cro. Jac. 448; Budge v. Floyd (1699), 1 
Com. 62; Nottingham v. Jennings (1700), 1 Ld. Raym.,. 
468: Goodright v Dunham (1779), 1 Doug. K. B. 264. 
Refd. Petty v. Goddard (1662), O’Bridg. 35; Goodridge 
v. Goodridge (1742), 7 Mod. Rep. 453. Generally, Refd. 
Jenkins d. Prosper v. Jenkins (1752), Willes, 650; Roe 
d. Kberall v. Lowe (1790), 1 Uy. Bl. 446. 


9042. —.—.' DENN d. RADCLYFFE  v. 
sHaw, No. Y801, post. 

9043. —-— .;—Devise to G. testator’s heir-at- 
law for life, & from & after his death to C., her 
heirs & assigns in case she shall survive & outlive 
G. but not otherwise, & in case she shall die in the 
lifetime of G. then to G. his heirs & assigns for ever : 
—fleld: the devise to C. was a contingent re- 
mainder, & barred by a fine levied by G. 


Baa- 


truster’s nephew A. survived testator, 
but predeceased the widow, leaving a 
genoral disposition :—Held: the fee 
vested a morte testatoris.—CAMPBELL 


A testator, seised of real estate, devised 
it to his wife during her life, & upon hor 
death, to his daughters, to be equally 
divided between them; & he also 
empowered his wife, if she thought it 
nocessary to do so, to sell the estate, & 
apply the proceeds for her own & his 
daughters’ benefit. The widow died 
without having sold auy of the real 
estate under the power :—THleld ; testa- 
tor’s daughters took vested estates 
under the will.—Dor d. Savoy v. 
ee ACRERN (1887), 26 N. B. R. 391.— 


9041 fi. —-—.]— FARRELL v. FARRELL 
(1867), 26 U. C. R. 652.—CAN. 

9041 ili, ——-.]—HoOLTBY v. WILKIN- 
BON (1880), 28 Gr. 550U.—CAN. 


9041 iv. ——.]—LatTra vw. Lowry 
(1885), 11 O. R. 617.—CAN. 
9041 v. ——~.}—-MoDoNnrLL v. Mco- 


DONELL, 24 O. R. 468.—CAN. 


property to his wife during her life, 
& at ber death to his brothers & sister, 
share & sharo alike; at their death to 
their surviving children, share & share 
alike :—Held: subject to the NUfe 
interest of his widow,  tostator’s 
brothers & sister took absolute inte- 
rests.--IIYNDMAN v. HYNDMAN, [1895] 
11. R. 179.—I]R. 

9041 viii. .)--LAING v. BARCLAY 
(1865), 3 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 1143 ; 
38 Se. Jur. 95.—SCOT. 

9041 ix. .]—-A truster by mortis 
causd sottlement conveyed bis heritable 
estate to trustees for the purpose of 

saying the income thereof to his widow 
fa liferent, “ & on her decease that the 
same may be conveyed & made over 
in fee to ny nephew A., son of my late 
brother W., in case of his survivance 
of mo & the heirs male of his body ; 
whom failing to the heirs male of the 
body of my late brother P.” The 








u. CAMPBELL OF MELFORT’S TRUSTEES 
(1866), 5 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 206; 
39 Sc. Jur. 96.—SCOT. 

9041 x. ———.]---SETON’S TRUSTEES 0. 
SETON (1886), 13 KR. (Ct. of Sess.) 
1047; 23 Se L. R. 770.—SCOT. 


9041 xii. .]——A testator by his 
trust-disposition & settlement = con- 
veyed his whole estate to trustees, & 
directed them to pay to his wife during 
her lifetime, the whole income thereof, 
& on her death, inter alia, to convey a 
certain heritable subject to his daughter 
‘““& her heirs & successors whomso- 
ever,’’ & to pay to the daughter ** & 
her heirs & representatives ”’ a sum of 
£300. The daughter survived testator 
but predeceased the  liferentrix :— 
ITeld: both bequests vested in the 
daughter a morte testatoris.—MaR- 
SHALL’S TRUSTEK Vv. CAMPBELL, [1914] 
§. C. 443.—SCOT. 
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Sect.°20.—Vesting: Sub-sect. 2, D. & £.; sub-sect. 
3, A.] 


A condition is to be construed to be precedent 
or subsequent as the intent of the testator may 
require (LORD ELDON, C.J.).—DorE d. PLANNER 
on wien (1800), 2 Bos. & P. 289; 126 E. R. 
1287. 

9044. -.] — HUTCHINSON _ v. 
HUTCHINSON v. GREEN, No. 9283, post. 
9045. FINCH v. LANE, No. 9037, ante. 

9046. .|-—Testator devised his real & 
personal estate in trust for his wife for life, & after 
her decease, he devised a real estate to his brother 
for life, with remainder to his children. He 
proceeded thus: & as to the residue of my estate 
& effects ‘‘ not hereinbefore disposed of, or which 
Inay remain after satisfying the trusts of this my 
will,” I give the same to my brother, if then 
living, his heirs, etc. ‘' But in case my brother 
shall then be dead, then & in such case I give’”’ 
the residue of my estate & effects to his children. 
The brother died in the life of the widow :—Held : 
the residue vested in him at testator’s death.— 
Birps v. ASKEY (No. 1) (1857), 24 Beav. 615; 53 
E.R. 495. 

9047. -- Condition of surviving parent.}— 
Devise to A., testator’s widow, for her life, charge- 
able with the payment of £15 yearly, & every year 
during his life unto testator’s grandson B., who was 
his heir-at-law, & to his children equally after his 
death; ‘‘& as to my real estates, after the 
death of A. I devise the same equally to the child 
or children of B., if he leave any him surviving ; 
but in case he Jeave no child or children him 
surviving, I devise my real estates unto the 
child or children of my cousin C.”’ At the death 
of A., B. had three children living, & two had 
since been born to him :—J/eld: the gift to 
B.’s children was contingent during his lifetime, 
& failed by the dropping of A.’s life estate in 
his lifetime & consequently BK. was entitled as 
heir-at-law. 

The contingency which is introduced does not 
fié in with the prior interest given (PAGE Woon, 
V.-C.).— PRICE v. HALL (1868), L. R. 5 Eq. 399 ; 
37 L. J. Ch. 191; 16 W. R. 642. 


Ly. Gifts on Other Conditions. 

9048. Gift to A. on death of B. before attainment of 
specified age.|—--A devise to A. for life, remainder to 
LB. in fee, he paying to C. forty pounds when he shall 
attain the age of twenty-one, & if B. die under the 
age of twenty-one, then to D. & his heirs for ever, 
he paying sixty pounds to C. is an executory 
devise, & vests in D. immediately ; & therefore if 


STEPHENS, 








WILLS. 


he die in the lifetime of B. & B. die under age, the 

heirs of D. shall take the estate.—GURNETT v. 

Woop (1740), 7 Mod. Rep. 302; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 

342; 8 Vin. Abr. 112; 87 E. R. 1255; sub nom. 

GoopTiTLE d. GURNALL v. Woop, Willes, 211 ; 

7 Term Rep. 1038, n. 

Annotations :-—~Refd. Jones v. Roe d. Perry (1789), 3 Term 
Rep. 88; Doe d. Andrew v. Hutton (1804), 3 Bos. & P. 
643; Thellusson v. Woodford (1805), 1 Bos. & Pp. N. XR. 
357; Goodright d. Fowler v. Forrester (1807), 8 East, 
552: Cadell v. Palmer (1833), 1 Cl. & Fin. 372; Villar 
v. Gilbey (1906), 75 L. J. Ch. 308; Re Villar, Public 
Trustee v. Villar, [1928] Ch. 471. 
$049. Gift to A. on death of B.—Death of B. 

under age implied.]|—A devise to a third brother in 

case either of his elder died, implies by reference, 
under age; that contingency not having 
happened :—Held: pltf. had no claim.—STRONG 

d. CUMMIN v. CUMMIN (1759), 2 Keny. 489; 2 

Burr. 767; 96 E. R. 1254. 

9050. Gift on death of devisees ‘‘ unmarried & 
without issue.’’]—J. S. devised lands to his son 
M. & other lands to his son J. & in case both of 
them should die unmarried, & without lawful 
issue, then his three daughters were to have the 
lands as tenants in common, & not as joint tenants. 
Both the sons died without issue; & two of the 
daughters died in the lifetime of the surviving 
son, Jeaving issue :—lield: the three daughters 
had such a contingent interest vested in them upon 
their father’s death, as was transmissible to their 
representatives ;. & the surviving daughter was 
not entitled to the whole.—WILSON v. BAYLY 
(1760), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 195; 1 I. 1. 1265, HW... 


Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Long v. Prigg (1828), 8B. & C. 
231. Refd. Taylor v. Beverley (1844), 1 Coll. 108; Re 
Gregson’s Trust (1864), 2 DeG@. J.& Sm. 428 ; /te Maunder, 
Maunder v. Maunder (1902), 71 L. J. Ch. 815. 


9051. Gift if specified lands ‘‘ descend & come ”’ 
to A.—Descend to A. in possession.!— DENN d. 
BURTON v. BURTON (1775), 1 Cowp. 271; YS H.R. 
1081. 

9052. Default of sons.|;—BLAMFORD v. BLAM- 
FORD (1615), 8 Bulst. 98; 81 Ic. R. 84: sub nom. 
BLANFORD v. BLANFORD, Cro. Jac. 394; Moore, 
K. B. 846; 1 Roll. Rep. 3185) sub nom. BLAN- 
FORD’S CASE, Godb. 266. 


Annotations :—Reftd. Bate v. Amberst (1663), T. Raym. 82; 
Howard 2'. Norfolk (1681), 3 Cas. In Ch. 14; Scattersgood 
vw. Edge (1699), 12 Mod. Rep. 278; Gore v. Gore (1733), 
Kel. W. 254; Re Ashforth, Sibley v. Ashforth, (1905) 1 
Ch. 535; Jte Nash, Cook v. Frederick, [1910] 1 Ch. 1. 


9053. .|—Devise to the testator’s seven 
sisters share & share alike; on the death of any of 
them, her share to go to her first & other sons in 
tail; & in default of such sons, to her daughters 
astenantsincommon. Incase of any of the seven 
sisters dying without issue, or such issue dying 





9047 i. Condition of surviving divided in four equal parts; one part case she re-marrices.—Re LACASSE 
parent.)\-—-CARNADICE v. Scorr, 22 Gr. of which ] give & bequeath to my two (1913), 24 O. W. RR. 300; 40. WL N. 
426.—CAN. daughters, A. & B., the other three 986; 9 D. L. RK. 831.-- CAN. 

9047 ii. ——,]— Mercnuants parts to be divided among my three c. Gift to wife on condition she 





BANK OF CANADA ¥. KEEFER (1885),  8Ons, C., D 


13S. C. R. 515.—CAN. 
0. Gift to A. for life, then to wife 
during widowhood—In event of both 


dying within specified period, to A.’s life only ; 


. & EK.’ :—Semble: 
this devise of the residuary estate tho jy 
devisees took not a vested estate, but 
a contingent & future estate, & that for 
the estate in the meantime 


under makes will providing for children.) — 
TURNER, ‘TURNER v. TURNER 
(1902), 4 O. L. Rk. 578.—CAN. 


d. Gift on death or marriage of 
widow—d& younges—s son attaining 


children until expiration of such period 
—Residuary gift to A.J—Re GARBUTT 
& ROUNTREE, 26 O. R. 625.—CAN. 


PART XVI. SECT. 20, SUB-SECT. 2. 


p. Gift with provision § for  for- 
feiture on certain marriayes.|}—IJe 
TRANSFER OF LAND STATUTE, Ix p:. 
FOLK (1880), 6 V. L. R. 405.—AUS. 

q. Gift postponed until youngrat 
son attuins specified aye.)}—Testator, 
after muking specitic devises of certain 
lands, added, ‘‘at which time” (i.e. 
after his youngest son should have 
arrived at the age of 21 years) “‘ it 1s 
iny will that the whole of my lands be 


vesting in the heir-at-law.— MCLELLAN 
v. MEGGATT, 7 U. C. R. 554.—CAN. 

r. Gift on obtaining deed for other 
land devised—Land paid for but deed 
not obtained.)J—BECKETY v. Foy, 12 
U. C. KK. 261.—CAN. 

t. Gift durante viduitate.] ——- CoPpr- 
LAND vw. PHELAN (1900), 26 V. L. R. 
257.—-AUS. 

a. -——-.]—-BURQGESS  v. 
21 C. P. 426.—-CAN. 

b. —~--.]—A gift by a testator of 
everything to his wife, but if she 
should get married, to his children, 
followed by a gift of any residue not 
disposed of, gives the widow an abso- 
lute estate subject to a divesting in 


BORROWS, 


twenty-one.J—-Tte CHARLES, FULTON tv. 
WHATMOUGH, 10 A. It. 281.—CAN. 

e. J-—-LANE v. BEACHAM (1912), 
23 O. W. RR. 2503 4 O. WL. N. 248; 
7D. L. lh. 31.---CAN. 

f. Gift to wife but tf tasue born to 
such isauc.|—KInG t. DOUGHERTY, 11 
C. P. 481.—CAN. 

g. Cift on marriaye 
WRIGHT v CHURCH, 
CAN. 

h. ——.J]—MUNRO _ v. 
A. R. 449.—CAN. 

k. -- --.] — A. testatrix leaves to 
her daughter certain lands & personal 
effects with a condition attached 





of devisec.)-- 
16 Gr. 192.— 


SMART, 4 


Parr X VJ.—ConstrucTIoN. 


under twenty-one, the surviving sisters to take 
her share; & if all the sisters should die without 
issue, or such issue die under twenty-one, then 
over :—Held : the words “‘ in default of such sons ”’ 
did not make the remainder to the daughters 
contingent, which took effect notwithstanding the 
birth of a son.—Dor d. DAcRE (BARONESS) v. 
DACRE (DOWAGER LADY) (1798), | Bos. & P. 250; 
126 KE. R. 8873; affd. sub nom. DACRE (DOWAGER 
LADY) v. DOE d. DACRE (BARONESS) (1799), 8 
Term Rep. 112. 

Annotations :—Refd. Goodright d. Lloyd ». Jones (1815), 4 


M. & S. &83; Jee Brooke, Brooke v. Dickson (1923), 92 
IL. J. Ch. 504, 
9054. - ----.] --Devise to B. for life; remainder 


to the second, third, fourth, & other sons of L., 
except the first or eldest son, in tail male suc- 
cessively ; remainder to F. 2B. had no issue at 
the time of the decease of testatrix, but. afterwards 
had four sons, of whom the second & third were 
living at the same time, & the second & fourth were 
also living at the same time ; but at the decease of 
B., the fourth son only was living :—lWeld: the 
remainder to the second & other sons of B., except 
the first or eldest son was vested, upon B. having 
two sons living at the same time, & was not subject 
to be divested by subsequent events, & conse- 
quently the fourth & only surviving son of LB. took 
an estate tail under the devise.—DRiviek d. FRANK 
». FRANK (1818), 8 Taunt. 468; 6 Price, 41; 2 
Moore, (, P. 519; 129 34. 2. 465, Fx. Ch. 
Annotations -— Refd. Cholmondelev tv. Clinton (1820), 2 
Jace & W. 1s Doe d. Winter v. Perratt, Doe d. Viney v. 
Verratt, Goodtitle d. Slade 7. Perratt (1825), 5 B. & C. 
48: Windhain » Graham (1826), 1 Russa. $31; Duffield 
v. Dufheld (1829), 3 Bl. N.S. 260; Kine v. Bennett 
(1838), 1 Horn & H. 289; Bird v. Luckie (1850), & Hare, 
301; Wharton v. Barker (1858), 4 K. & J. 4833; Holmes 


te Prescott (1864), 11 Lb. T. 383 Smith & Goddard , 
Ridgway (1865), 13 LL. T. 561; Warde rv. Plomb (1870), 





22.7. 723; Radford v. Willis (1871), Lb. h. 12 Eq. 
1053 Patching v. Barnett (880), 43 TL. db. oo. 
9055. - --- .)- Devise of copyholds to W. for 


life, & after his death to his eldest or only son, & 
the legal & customary heirs of such eldest or only 
son for ever, provided, that if W. leave no son or 
issue of a son living at his death, devise to the 
daughters of W. as tenants in common in fee, & 
if W. leave no son or daughter or issue of a son or 
daughter living at his death, gift over :—Held: 
W.’s daughters during bis lifetime took contingent 
descendible interests as tenants in common in fee 
in the devised estate.—RibrER v. Woop (1855), 1 
K.& J. 6445 8 Hq. Rep. 1064 3; 24 L. J. Ch. 737; 
G9 E.R. OLS. 

9056. Gift to children born at death of tenant for 
life.|— Devise of real estate to A. for life, & after her 
death to all the children of A. born at the time of 
her death. <A. had two children, both of whom 
died in her lifetime :-~J7eld : the shares in the 
real estate vested in them indefeasibly at their 
births.--- PATERSON v. MILLS (1849), 18 L. J. Ch. 
449; 14 1. T. O.S. 45 11 Jur. 1263 subsequent 
proceedings (1850), 19 I. J. Ch. 310. 

9057. Gift to children living at & born after 
death of tenant for life.| -—'Testator gave an estate 
to his wife E. & her assigns for her life, & after her 
decease unto all & every the lawful children of his 
son W. living at the time of the decease of his wife 
KI. or thereafter to be born, in equal shares as 


thercto providing for the passing of the 
property if she married, in the ovent of 
thero being issue of the marriage, & 
there being no issue :—J7eld: the 
property vested absolutely if the 
daughter remained unmarried, & the 
condition only applied in the event of 

cr marriage.—ST. 
CATHOLIO KPIsCOPAL CORPN. v. PIN- 
SENT (1900), 8 Nfld. L. R. 377.—NFLD. 


1, Gift of land if less value than 


postponement of 
(1912), 21 O. W. 


specified sum—Sale of land & qift of 
specified sum if land of greater value.}- 
YORKSHIRE & CANADA TRUST Co. t. 
MorTON (B. C.), [1926] 4 D.L. R. 8875 pa 
[1926] 3 W. W. ht. 370.—CAN. 


PART XVI. SECT. 20, SUB-SECT. 3. 
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tenants in common :—Held: this was an execu- 
tory devise, & the children born after the death 
of the tenant for life were entitled to share equally 
with those boin before her death.—MILES  v. 
JARVIS (1883), 24 Ch. D. 683; 52 L. J. Ch. 796 ; 
49 Ll. T. 162 3 subsequent proceedings, 50 L. T. 48. 


Annotations :-—Refd. 72e Bourne, Rymer v. Harpley (1887), 
561. J. Ch. 5663; Deans. Dean, [1891] 3 Ch. 150; Black- 
man v. Fysh, [1892] 3 Ch. 209; Symes v. Symes, [1896] 1 
Ch. 272; Jte Wrightson, LBattie-Wrightson vo. Thomas, 
11904) 2 Ch. 95; White v. Surmmers, [1908] 2 Ch. 256. 


9058. Gift on forfeiture by prior devisee.| — 
Testator devised a freehold estate to his son for 
life, & after his death among all the children of the 
son born or to be born who should live to attain 
twenty-one, in equal shares as tenants in common 
in fee. By a subsequent clause he directed that. if 
the son should attempt to dispose of his life interest 
or should become hkpt. or insolvent, or the estate 
devised to him “ should be taken in execution by 
any process of law for the benefit of any creditor 
or creditors,’’ then the gift to him should become 
void & cease as if he were dead, & the estate 
devised to him should ‘‘ thenceforth absolutely 
vest in & belong to the person or persons who 
under the devises & limitations hereinbefore con- 
tained would be next entitled thereto.” A 
judgment for debt having been recovered against 
the son who was in possession, the judgment 
creditor obtained the appointment of a receiver 
of the rents. At this time the son had two 
children, one of age & one under age, & he after- 
wards had other children :—JIeld: as the limita- 
tions to the children of the son on the determina- 
tion of the life estate by forfeiture did not take 
effect on the natural determination of the prior 
estate, they were not contingent remainders but 
executory devises, & took effect in favour of all 
such children of the son whenever boru as attained 
twenty-one.—BLACKMAN v. Fysu, [1892] 3 Ch. 
2909; O7L. T. 802; 22.1, C. A. 

Annotations :—Expld. Ite Cauney’s Trusts, Mayers. 


Strover (1910), 101 T. ‘I. 905. Mentd. Thompson v. Gill, 
[1903] 1 K. B. 760. 


9059. Payment of debts of tenant for life—Pay- 
ment not condition precedent.|—— HATHORN  v. 
Foster (1898), 9 T. T. R. 197; on appeal, 10 
T. L. RR. Od, C. A. 


Supr-sEctT. 3.---PERSONALTY. 
A. In General. 


9060. Legacy vests notwithstanding postpone- 
ment of payment.|—Devise of money to be paid at 
a day to come. Devisee dies before the day; yet 
payable to his administrator.—-ROWLEY v. LAN- 
CASTER (1669), 2 Rep. Ch. 25; 21 HE. R. 606. 
Annotation :—Refd. Pawlet v. Pawlet (1684), 2 Rep, Ch. 286. 

9061. --—.’-—I.egacy devised to one, to be 
paid on a certain day, the legatee died before that 
day came, it shall go to the administrator.— 
INNOCENT v7. TAYLER (1673), Cas. temp. Finch, 
112; 23 BF. R. Ol. ; 

Annotation :-—Consd. Ilall v. Terry (1738), West temp. Hard. 
50U. 

9062. .|—Vortion devised out of land, pay- 
able at a future day; if the person to whom pay- 
able dies before the day of payment, it is sunk; 








735; 2D. L. R. 152.--CAN. 


9060 ii. ———.]—I?e MILLER, CLANCY 
v. O’CALLAGHAN, [1897] 1 I. RR. 290.— 


9060 iii. ———.J—SELLER v. STRPHEN 
(1857), 17 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 975 ; 27 
mc. Jur. 494,.-—SCOT. 

9060 iv. .J— FERRIER v. FERRIER 
(1872), 10 Maecph. (Ct. of Sess.) 711; 
44 Sc. Jur. 390.---SCOT. 





546; 30. W.N. 
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Sect. 20.—Vesting: Sub-sect. 3, A. & B. (a).] 


aliter out of personal estate.— YATES 1. FETTIPLACE 
(1700), 12 Mod. Rep. 276; Freem. Ch. 243; Prec. 
Ch. 140; 2 Vern. 416; 1 Ld. Raym. 508; 88 


BK. R. 1319, L. C. 
Annotations -—Apld. Anon. (1711), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 541. 
vont: Jennings wv. oaks (1725), 2 P. Wms. 276; Chandos 
Talbot (1731), 2 P. Wms. 601. Apld. Hall v. Terry 
(i738), West temp. Hard. 500; A.-G. v. Milner (1744), 
3 Atk.112. Distd. Reynish wv. Martin (1746), 3 Atk. 330. 
Consd. Henty +. Wrey (1882), 21 Ch. D. 332. Refd. 
Bellasis v. Uthwatt (1737), West temp. Hard. 273; 
Billingsley v. Eckershall (1738), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 570; 
Prowse wv. Abingdon (1738), West temp. Hard. 312; 
Harvey v. Aston (1740), 2 Com. 726; Richardson v. Greese 
(1743), 3 Atk. 65 ; Hanson v. Graham (1201), 6 Vos. 239. 


9063. -.J—A. gave all his personal estate to 
trustees until W. should attain twenty-four, & 
from thenceforth, in trust for him, his exors., 
administrators, & assigns. The legatee lived to 
attain twenty-one, but died intestate before 
twenty-four :—Tleld: the representative of W. 
was entitled, as the right vested in him immediately 
upon testator’s death; & the age of twenty-four 
was mentioned not to prevent the right from 
vesting in W. before that age, but to direct the 
trustees as to the time of payment.—LOoOvE v. 
L’ ESTRANGE (1727), 5 Bro. Parl. Cas. 59; 2 Ih. R. 
532, H. L. 

Annotations :—Consd. Monkhouse v. Holme (1783), 1 Bro. 
Cc. C. 298. Apld. May v. Wood (1792), 3 Bro. C. C. 471 
Booth rv. Booth (1799), 4 Ves. 399. Consd. Hanson v. 
Graham (1801), 6 Ves. 239; Saunders v. Vautier (1841), 
Cr. & Ph. 240; Rte Rouse’s Estate (1852), 9 Hare, 649. 
Refd. Leeming v. Shuarratt (1842), 2 Hare, 14; Oddie v. 
Brown (1859), 4 De G. & J.179; Dundas v. Wolfe Murray 
(1863), 1 Hem. & M. 425; Pearson v. Dolman (1866), 
L. hi. 3 Eg. 315 ; Wharton v. Masterman (1895), 43 W. KR. 


449 
9064. Cox (1737), 2 Eq. 








.}|-—- WHALEY vv. 


Cas. Abr. 549; 22 KE. R. 462. 
Annotations :— Refd. Wall v. Terry (1738), West fen: Hard. 
500; Van v, Clarke (1739), West temp. Hard. 6 


9065. Contingent event inevitable. — 
Where a devise is to one, payable at a tine which 
must some time or other come, there the legacy 
is immediately a vested legacy; but if devised 
upon an uncertain event, which may or may not 
happen, & the party dics before the time comes, 
the legacy is lapsed.—ITARVEY v. ASHTON (OR 
ASTON) (LADY) (1787), as reported in 2 Hq. Cas. 
Abr. 539 3; 22 E.R. 454. 

Annotations :—Refd. Parsons v. Parsons (1714), 9 Mod. Rep. 


464; Reynish v. Martin (1746), 3 Atk. 330; Wheeler 1. 
Bingham (1746), 3 Atk. 364; Berkley v. Ryder (1752), 





2 Ves. Sen. 533; Burleton v. Huwnfrey (1755), Amb. 256 ; 
Scott v. Iyler (1788), 2 Bro. C. C. 431; Lioyd +. Branton 
(1817), 3 Mer. 108: Re Moore, Trafford vw. Maconochie 


(1888), 39 Ch. D.116. Mentd. Low wv. Peers (1770), Wilm. 
364; Pearce v. Loman, Pearce v. Taylor (1796), 3 Ves. 135 ; 


Clarke rv. Parker (1812), 19 Ves. 1; Newton wv. Marsden 
(1862), 2 John. & H. 356; /te Nourse, Hampton v. Nourse 
(1898), 79 L. T. 376. 

9066. Time of payment certain.]—As to 





the vesting or not vesting of legacies, there are 
several distinctions taken both in the ecclesiastical 
ct., & this ct., which follows the ecclesiastical ct. 
as to legacies of personal estate; as where in 
general it is to be paid at a particular day; it is 
vested, & the time of payment only postponed : 
but there is no case where the ct. has held a legacy 
or interest therein vested, where the certainty 
of the sum could not be said; as here it could not 
at the death of the father (LORD HARDWICKE, C.). 
—-MADDISON v. ANDREW (1747), 1 Ves. Sen. 57; 
27 EK. R. 889, L. C. 





WILLS. 


v. Chaloner (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 83; Bartlett 
334 ; adoo v. Jackson (1789), 
v. Komp (1801), 5 Ves. 849; 

M‘Ghie v. M‘Ghio (1817), 2 Madd. 368; Denn d. Nowell v, 
Roake (1825), 10 Moore, C. P. 113; Butler v. Gray 
(1869), 5 Ch. App. 26. Mente: Doo d. Devonshire v. 


Refd. Horsley 
v. Hollister (1757), Amb. 
2 Bro. C. C. 688; Kem 


Cavendish (1782), 3 Doug. K. B. 48; Wilson v. Piggott 
S 794), 2 Ves. 351 ; Thornton v. Bright (1836), 2 My. & Cr. 
30; Fordyce v. Bridges (1848), 2 Coop. temp. Co t 324; 


Nicholson v. Mulligan (1869), 17 W. R. 659. 

9067. Sum _certain.|] —- MADDISON _v. 
ANDREW, No. 9066, ante. 

9068. .]|—Legacy to be paid at a particular 
time is debitum in prwsenti solvendum in futuro 
& vested.—CRICKETT v. DOLBY (1795), 3 Ves. 10 ; 
30 EK. R. 866. 

Annotations :—Refd. Fosting v. Allen (1844), 5 Tare, 573 ; 
Re Bowlby, Bowlby v. Bowlby, [1904] 2 Ch. 685. Mentd. 
Yyrrell v. Tyrrell (1798), 4 Ves. 1; Lowndes v. Lowndes 
(1808), 15 Ves. 301 ; Raven v. Walte (1818), 1 Swan. 553 ; 
pe Rene) Whittuker v. Whittaker (1882), 21 Ch. D 
I, 

9069. Unless contrary intention indicated.| 
—The rule, taken from the Ecclesiastical Ct., that a 
direction postponing the payment of a legacy does 
not prevent the vesting, prevails in cts. of equity 
as to personal legacies ; unless a contrary intention 
can be inferred ; as, where the time of payment 
forms part of the description of the person to take. 
The vesting of a residuary bequest is especially 
favoured, to prevent an intestacy; & a direction, 
that the interest should accumulate & be paid with 
the capital, after a deduction for maintenance & 
preferment, is not sufficient to prevent it.—-BOLGER 








v. MACKELL (1800), 5 Ves. 509; 31 E.R. 707, L. C. 

9070. ——.]—LEEMING v. SHERRATT, No. 9839, 
ost. 

9071. ——--..|—Re Hott’s state, BoLDING v. 


STRUGNELL, No. 9367, post. 

9072. Residuary gift.|—A residue to be divided 
by exors. on an indefinite term vests at the death 
of testator.—STAPLETON v. PALMER (1794), 4 
Bro. C. C. 490; 20 BE. RR. 1004, L. C 


Annotations :—Refd. Gaskell v. eon (1801), 6 Ves. 159; 
Elwin v. Elwin (1803), 8 Ves. 547. 


9073. .| Heda devise of real & 
personal estate to all the issue, child or children of 
M. as should be alive at the time of the decease 
of the survivor of two successive tenants for life, 
equally amongst them, if more than one, to be 
divided share & share alike, when & as they should 
respectively attain the age of twenty-four years, 
& to their respective heirs, exors., administrators 
& assigns for ever, as tenants in common :—Held : 
the children living at the death of the tenants for 
life, took absolute vested interests in the personal, 
as Well as in the real estate. —FARMER v. FRANCIS 
(18268), 2 Sim. & St. 505; 41. J. O. S. Ch. 154; 
57 HK. R. 439. 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Jobson, Jobson v. Richardson (1889), 


44 Ch. D. 154 

9074. -|—(1) A bequest ‘‘ to pay & divide ”’ 
to children, ‘‘as & when”’ they attain a certain 
age, is ambiguous, & these words are not to be 
treated as equivalent to a gift to such of the 
children as should attain that age. 

(2) Gift ‘‘ to pay & divide’ residue amongst 
children ‘‘ as & when ’”’ they attained twenty-one, 
with a maintenance clause not co-extensive with 
minority, held vested. 

(3) Testator bequeathed his residue to his 
children, in terms which gave them a_ vested 
interest, subject to be divested in favour of their 








Annotations :—Consd. Reade v. Reade (1801), 5 Ves. 744. 
9066 i. Time of payment certain.] Sunday, 20 years after my decease ’’: ment on ea aa -J—In the Will of 
——Testator directed his trustees to —IlHel the legacy a {. vested a Goopson, 12 N KH. 276.—N.Z. 


make over his business & whole stock 
in trade to his son J., ‘‘ aubject to a 
legacy or debt of £2, 000 in favour of 
his son M. to be paid to him by his 
brother J. at the first term of Whit 


1052; 23 Sc. 
m. Legacy 


morte deatatoris. — FIN 

v. FINLAY eee 13. te i of Seas.) 
. RR. 774.—SCOT. 

oi daughters 

power of anticination—Trust for settle- 


AY'’S TRUSTEES 


Conditional ee due on ume 
sortatn date.]-—VAN BREDA v. MASTER 


without or SUPREME CouRrT, 7 8. C. 360.—- 
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children on their death under twenty-one. 
then provided that, if it should happen that he 
should leave no such children or child living to 
attain twenty-one, ‘‘ or such, if any, dying without 
leaving lawful issue,’ then over :—Jleld: ‘the 
dying ’’ referred to was dying under twenty-one, 
& testator’s children, on attaining twenty-one, 
acquired an indcfeasible interest. 

(4) In the first place, it is to be observed that 
the subject of the gift is residue, in which case the 
decisions show a strong inclination in the ct., in all 
cases where it is possible, to make the gift vested, 
in order to avoid intestacy (ROMILLY, M.R.).— 
PEARMAN v. PEARMAN (1864), 33 Beav. 394; 65 
I. R. 420. 

AOE AS tv (2) Refd. Locko v. Lamb (1867), L. BR. 


a 


dig. 37 

——.|—Compare No. 9176, post. 

9075. Bequest of rents & interest of freehold & 
personal estates.|—-Testator, by his will, after giving 
certain legacies & annuities, gave unto J. the sum of 
£10 per year for clothes until he attained twenty- 
one; then he ordered his exors.in trust to pay him 
out of his PRODETEY the further sum of £300; & 
he gave & bequeathed unto the said J. when he 
attained twenty-one the rents of his estates, 
called by the names of, etc., naming them, & the 
interest of what money was placed in Govt. 
securities, during his natural life, but subject to 
the said annuities; & after his death to the 
child or children of the said J. lawfully to be 
begotten ; if more than one equally to be divided 
between them, share & share alike; & in case of 
the death of the said J. without any child or 
children, then he gave & bequeathed the rents of 
the estates as aforesaid, & the interest of his 
money, between his testator’s brothers, etc. The 
estates of testator mentioned in his will consisted 
of both freehold & personal estates :—ZJ/eld : 
was entitled tothe rents & income from the time 
of testator’s dceath.-- TApscoTr v. NEWCOMBE 
(1842), 6 Jur. 755. 

Annotation :-—Apld. James vr. Wynford (18452), 1 Sm. & G. 40. 

9076. —-— Delay in selling realty.|—Testator 
devised his real estates to trustees, in trust to sell 
as soon as conveniently might be after his decease 
& as to the proceeds, together with the intermediate 
rents, after payment of testator’s funeral & 
testamentary cxpenses, debts & legacies, to pay 
one moiety to his nephew, & to invest the other 
moiety in the funds, in trust for his nephew, for 
life, &, after his death, for his children. The 
real estates were not sold until some years after 
testator’s death :—Weld: rents accrued in the 
meantime ought not to be invested for the benefit 
of the nephew & his children, but the nephew was 
entitled to them.—V1GoR v. HARWooD (1841), 12 
Sim. 172; 59 Id. RK. 1097. 

9077. Bequest of freehold & leaseholds.] — 
HARDINGE v. PRATT (1829), 7 L. J. O. S. Ch. 179, 
L. C. 

9078. -—---.]—-JAMES v. WYNFORD (LORD), No. 
8904, ante. 

9079. Bequest of leaseholds.| —— HommMrEs  v. 
PrRescortr, No. 9006, ante. 

9080. Life interest to donee & husband —Death 
of donee before vesting—Right of husband to life 
interest.]—'‘lestator directed his trustees to pay 
shares of the residue of his estate, which he had 
bequeathed to certain grandnieces, ‘‘to them & 
their respective husbands, only in life rent, for 
their or his life rent allenarly ... & the fee of 
such shares to the lawful children of my said grand- 
nieces equally; whom failing to the survivors 
of them & my grandnephews before named... 
equally in life rent, & their issue, also equally, in 


He 


1055 


fee, after the death of the longest liver of me & 
my wife: —Held: the share of a grandniece who 
died childless before the vesting was life rented 
by her surviving hu sband.—RICHARDSON v. MAC- 
DOUGALL (1868 ), 6 Macph. (II. L.) 18. 


B. Bequests with Stipulations as to Age. 
(a) In General. 


9081. Bequest on attaining specified age— 
Whether distinguishable from bequest payable at 








specified age.|—ANoN. (1611), Godb. 1825; 78 
H.R. 111. 
9082. .|—CLOBBERIE’S CASE (1677), 


2 Vent. 342; 1 Iiq. Cas. Abr. 294 ; 86 Kh. R. 476 ; 

sub nom. CLOBERRY v. LAMPEN, Freem. Ch. 24, 

L. C.; subsequent procecdings, sub nom, LAMPEN 

v. CLOWBERY (16838), 2 Cas. in Ch. 155. 

Annotations :—Consd. Crickett v«. Dolby (1795), 3 Ves. 10. 
Refd. Pawlet v. Pawlet (1684), 2 Kep. in Ch. 286; Taylor 
v. Wood (1691), Nels. 193 ; Smell v. Dee (1707), 2 Salk. 
415; Stapleton v. Cheales (1711), 2 Kg. Cas. Abr. 541 ; 
Atkins v. Hiccocks (1737), 1 Atk. £00; Hervey v. Aston 
(1738), West temp. Hard. 350; Van v. Clarke (1739), 
West temp. IJard. 699; Hutchins v. Foy (1740), Com. 
716; Billingsley v. Wills (1715), 3 Atk. 219 ; Monkhouse v. 
Voline (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 298. 


9083. —-— --—.]—YATES v. FeEerripuacr, No. 
9062, ante. 
9084. ——-.]---(1) A legacy devised to an 





infant, payable or to be paid at the age of twenty- 
one, is an interest vested, so that it shall go 
to the exors. or administrators of the infant, though 
he dies before that age; otherwise, if devised to 
one at twenty-one, or if, or when he shall attain 
the age of twenty-one. 

(2) A legacy devised to an infant to carry 
interest at a certain rate, vests in him so as to go 
to his exor. or administrator.—STAPLETON tv. 
CHEALES (L711), Pree. Ch. 317; Gilb. Ch. 76; 
2 Vern. 673: 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 295 ; 24 EK. R. 150. 


Annotations --~As to (1) Refd. Ifarvey v. Aston (1740), 2 
Com. 726: Tianson tv. Graham (1801), 6 Ves. 239; oe d. 
Hlunt v. Moore (1811), 14 East, 601. Generally, Refd. 
Nicholls v. Judson (1742), 2 Atk. 300. 


9085. -}—MiREDITH v. TOOKE (1745), 
1 Hov. Supp. 324; 34 KH. R. 810, I. C. 

9086 .—The distinction between a 
legacy given at twenty-one & payable at twenty- 
one is a positive rule of the Ecclesiastical Ct., 
adopted as to personal legacies, but not as to real 
estate; & not approved, or to be extended.— 
MACKELL v. WINTER (1797), 3 Ves. 5388; 30 I. R. 
1144, L. Cc. 

Annotations :-— Expld. Bolger 7. Mackell (1800), 5 Ves. 509. 

Consd. Uarrison v. Foreman (1800), 5 Ves. 207 5 Parsons 


v. Parsons (1800), 5 Vos. 578. Distd. Skey 7. Barnes 
(1816), 3 Mer. 335. Refd. Booth r. Booth (1799), 4 Ves. 
399. 


9087. —--- .J-—Testator bequeathed pecu- 
niary legacies to two nephews & a niece by 
name, if they respectively survived him & attained 
twenty-one, when the nephews’ legacies were to be 
‘‘paid.”? In case of the death of either of the 
nephews or of the niece Icaving issue, such issue 
to take the parent’s legacy as the parent should 
by will appoint. But in case of the death of cither 
of the nephews or the nicce before his or her legacy 
became payable, the legacy to go to the survivors. 
During the minorities of the legatees the trustees 
were to apply the incoine of the legacies for their 
maintenance & education. The legacy of the 
niece & any share she might acquire by the death 
of her brothers, or either of them, was to be settled 
for her separate use :—fHeld: upon the whole 
context, the word ‘‘ paid’? must be construed as 
“vested” or “ payable,’ & the executory gift to 
the issue would take effect in the event of the parent 
dying after attaining twenty-one.—MARTINEAU v. 
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1056 


Sect. 20.—Vesting: Sub-sect. 3, B. (a) & (b).] 


ROGERS (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 328; 25 L. J. Ch. 
398; 27 L. T.O. 8.129; 4W. RR. 502; 44 BE. R. 
416, L.C.&L. JJ. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Re Hall-Dare, Le Marchant v. Lee 

Warner, [1916] 1 Ch. 272. 

9088. ---—- .|—Testatrix desired & directed 
to set apart the suin of £200 for her grandson 
J. W. L. S., the sum of £150 for her grandson 
J. V. S., & the sum of £150 for her grandson 
I. D. S., the sums to be free of duty & to be paid 
respectively as to £50, part thereof, on their 
attaining the age of twenty-one vears, & as to 
£50, part thereof, on their attaining the age of 
twenty-five years, & she directed that the balance 
£100 for her grandson J. W. L. S. be paid him on 
his attaining the age of thirty years, & the balances 
£50 for J. V.S. & F. 1). S. be paid them on their 
respectively attaining the age of thirty years. 
There was no disposition of the intermediate 
income, or gift over of the principal. J. W. 1. 8S. 
survived testatrix, & on attaining twenty-one the 
first-mentioned sum of £50 was paid to him, but 
he died before attaining twenty-five :—Held: each 
bequest was equivalent to a gift of a legacy to the 
particular legatee, payable as to part at twenty- 
one, further part at twenty-five, & the balance at 
thirty ; & each legatee upon attaining twenty-one 
was entitled to the payment of his legacy & the 
intermediate interest or income, & the legal 
personal representative of any legatee who survived 
testatrix & died before actual payment was entitled 
to the legacy or balance unpaid of both principal 
& income. 

A legacy to A. upon attaining a given age is 
contingent upon the attainment of that age by the 
legatee, but a legacy to A. payable at a given age 
is a present gift & vests at once, the payment only 
being postponed ; so that if the legatee dies before 
the age prescribed for payment his legal personal 
representative will be entitled (JoycE, J.)-—Re 
COUTURIER, COUTURIER v. SHEA, [L907] 1 Ch. 470 ; 
761. J. Ch. 296; 96 L. 7. 560; 51 Sol. Jo. 342. 

-~—.|-—See Sub-sect. 3, B. (0), post. 

Bequest payable at specified age.}/—See Sub- 
sect. 3, 3B. (c), post. 

Postponement of bequest to life interest.]—-Sec 
Sub-sect. 3, I8., post. 

Class gifts.|—-Sec Sub-sect. 3, Is. (c), post. 

Postponement of bequest until youngest bene- 
ficiary attains specified age.!|——Sce Sub-sect. 3, 
., post. 

Gift over on failure to attain specified age.|—- 
Sce Sub-sect. 3, J. (0), post. 

Bequests to infants—-Payment.|—See Tixrcu- 
Tors, Vol. AXATII., pp. 448, 449. 

Maintenance of infant./|— See Exicurors, 
Vol. XXITI., pp. 449-459; INFANTS, Vol. 
XXVIII, pp. 222-250. 











(b) Bequest on Attuining Specified Age. 

9089. ‘‘ When ’’ donee should attain specified 
age.|— A. devised to B. £20 to put him out appren- 
tice, when he should come to the age of seventeen 
years, & he died before that age; & the question 
was, Whether his administrator should have it or 
not? & resolved that he should.—ANON. (1684), 
Freem. Ch. 89; 22 EK. R. 1076. 

9090. .\—A legacy is given to A. when he 
should be twenty-four. At twenty-one he receives 
part, & the exor. gives bond to pay the remainder 
at a day certain, being the time when he would 
attain twenty-four. He dies before that time. 
Whether the money received shall be repaid, & 
the bond delivered up.—-LUKE v. ALDERNE (1687), 
2 Vern. 315 23 FE KR. 629, L. C. 





WILLS. 


9091. .]—TayLor v. Woop (1601), Nels. 
193; 21 BE. R. 823. 

8092. .|—Gift of real & personal estate, to 
trustees, upon trust to apply the rents & dividends, 
or so much as they should think fit, to the main- 
tenance, etc., of W. until twenty-five ; then to 
permit him to receive the same during his life ; 
&, after his death, to apply the same, or so much, 
etc., to the maintenance, etc., of all & every tho 
children of W. until twenty-five respectively ; 
then upon trust, to assign & transfer to such 
children so attaining twenty-five; ‘‘ & in case 
W. shall die without leaving issue living at the 
time of his death, or leaving such, & all die before 
twenty-five,’ upon trust, to pay, etc., unto & 
among all & every the brothers & sistcrs of W.., 
share & share alike, upon their attainment of 
twenty-five, or marriage respectively. Followed 
by a gift of residue, upon trust, as to one moicty, 
to permit. testator’s daughter A. & her husband, 
to receive the rents, etc., during their lives in 
succession, &, after the death of the survivor, to 
the children, except W., in the same manner as 
with respect to the former gift ; &, as to the other 
moiety, upon like trusts for testator’s daughter B , 
her husband & family ; with survivorship between 
the respective grandchildren; &, in case of the 
death of either of the daughters without leaving 
issue living at her decease, then to the children of 
the surviving daughter :--—JTeld: (1) vested interests 
at. twenty-five in every instance, notwithstanding 
different expressions, there being no antecedent 
gift, of which it could have been testator’s inten- 
tion mercly to postpone the enjoyment ; the gift 
being only the direction to pay at twenty-five. 

If I give to persons of any description when 
they attain twenty-five, or upon their attainment 
of twenty-five, or from & after their attaining 
twenty-five, is if not precisely the same thing as if 
I gave to such of those persons as should attain 
twenty-five ? None but. a person who can pre- 
dicate of himself that he has attained twenty- 
five, can claim anything under such a gift (GRANT, 
M.1t.). 

(2) Gift of the whole interest is a ground for 
presuming an intention to vest the capital. Secus: 
where there is only a direction for maintenance out 
of the interest.—- LEAKE v. ROBINSON (1817), 2 
Mer. 363; 35 BE. R. 979. 

Annotations :- .1s to (1) Distd. Jones v. Mackilwain (1826), 


I Russ. 220. Folld. Vawdry v. Geddes (1830), 1 Iuss. & 
M. 2083. Consd. Kevern v. Williams (1832), 5 Sim. 171. 





Distd. Doe d. Dolley vr. Ward (1839), 9 Ad. & El. 582, 
Apld. Watson v. Hayes (1839), 5 My. & Cr. 125. Folld. 
Re Bartholomew (1849), 1 Mac. & QQ. 354. Distd. 


Barker wv. Barker (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 753. Apld. 
Walker vw. Mower (1352), 16 Beav. 365; Stead v. Platt 
(1853), 18 Beay. 50... Consd. Hobbs v. Parsons (1854), 23 
LT. 0. 8. 47. Apld, Laxton vr. Kedle (1854), 19 Beav. 
321: Thomas v. Wilberforce (1862), 31 Beav. 299 ; Loeke 
o. Lamb (1867), Ta. Re. 4 Ieq. 372. Refd. Davies v. Fisher 
(1812), 5 Beav. 201: Packham v. Gregory (1845), 4 Hare, 
396; Boughton v. Boughton, Boughton v. James (1848), 
i oH. f.. Cas. 4063; Peard tv. Kekewich (1852), 15 
Beav. 166; Cowley wv. Smith (1854), 2 W. RR. 327; 
Holmes «. Prescott (1864), 3 New Kep. 559; Merry 
» Hill (1869), L. R. 8 Kq. 6193; Spencer v. Wilson 
(1873), IL. RR. 16 Eq. 501; . Re Bevan’s” Trusts 
(1887), 34 Ch. D. 716. As to (2) Apld. Ive Hart’s Trusts, 
Tee Trustee Helief Act (1858), 32 L. T. O. 8. 98. Consd. 
Rte Bulley’s Trust Estate (1865), 13 L. TT. 264. Refd. 
Vawadry v. Geddes (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 203; Watson v. 
Hayes (1839), 5 My. & C'r. 125; Davies v. Fisher (1842), 
5 Beav. 201; Boughton v. Boughton, Boughton v. James 
(1848), 1 H. L. Cas. 406; Baker v. Pugh (1857), 28 L. IT. 
O. S. 317; de Sanderson's Trust (1857), 3 K. & J. 497; 
Spencer v. Wijson (1873), L. HK. 16 Eq. 501; Bolding v. 
Strugnell, Ke Holt (1876), 24 W. R. 330; Jee Grimsbaw’'s 
Trusts (1879), J1 Ch. LD. 406; Re Bunn, Isaacson v. 
Webster (1880), 16 Ch. D. 473; dee Martin, Tuke 7, Gilbert 
(1887), 57 L. T. 471; Le Wintle, Tucker v. Wintle, (1896) 
2 Ch. 711; Jte Bowlby, Bowlby v. Bowlby, [1904] 2 Ch. 
685. Generally, Refd. Bull v. Pritchard e20): 1 huss. 
213; Bland v. Willams (1834), 3 L. J. Ch. 218; Porter 
v. Fox (1834), 6 Sim. 485 ; Tollemache v. Coventry (1834), 
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8 Bi. N.S. 547; Comport v. Austen (1841 28 y : 
Vanderplank v. King (1843), 3 Hare, 1; Hareis Dee 
(1844), 1 Coll. 416; Evans v. Jones (1845), 2 Coll. 516° 
Browne v. Houghton (1846), 10 Jur. 747; Dungunnon v. 
Smith (1846), 12 Cl. & Fin, 546 ; Stone v. Harrison (1846), 
2 Coll. 715; Smith v. Barneby (1847), 16 L. J. Ch. 466. 
Williams v. Teale (1847), 6 Ilare, 239; Blagrove v. Han. 
cock (1848), 16 Sim. 371; Goring v. Howard (1848) 
16 Sim. 395; JLassence v. Tierney (1849), 1 Mac. & G 
55] ; Greenwood v, loberts (1851), 15 Beav. 92; James 
. Wynford (1852), 1 Sm. & G. 40; Monypenny v. Dering 
(1852), 2 Do G. M. & G. 145; Cattlin v. Brown (1853) 
11 Hare, 372; Kast v. Twyford (1853), 4 HH. L. Cas. 517: 
Gosling v. Townsend (1853), 22 L. T. O. S. 125; Storrs 
v. Benbow (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 390; Reynolds v. 
Kortright (1854), 18 Beav. 417 ; Courtier v. Oram (1855), 
21 Beav. 91 ; Hodgson v, Smithson (1856), 21 Beav. 354 ; 
Itead v. Gooding (1856), 21 Keav. 478; Seaman v. Wood 
(1856), : 22 Beav. 591 ; Bernard v. Minshull (1859), John. 
276; KvorK v. Challis (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 538: Sonatun 
Bysack v. Sreemutty Juggutsoondree Dossee (1859), 8 
Moo, Ind. App. 66; M‘Lachlan v. Taltt (1860), 28 Beav. 
AQT; Wilkinson vy. Dunean (1861), 30 Beav. 111: Re 
(Girove 8 Trusts (1862), 3 Giff. 575; Thomas v. Wilberforce 
(1862), 31 Beav, 299 ; West. v. West. (1863), 4 Giff, 198 ; 
Se ee v. Tomlinson (1864), 34 L. J. Ch. 3: Christie 
v. Gosling (1866), L. R. 1H. LL. 279 5 Smith v. Smith (1870), 
18 W. R. 742; J/te Moseley’s Trusts (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 
499; Hale v. Hale (1876), 3 Ch. D. 643; Picken v. 
Matthews (1878), 10 Ch. D. 264; Re Finch, Abbiss v. 
Burney (1880), 43 L. T. 20; Patching v. Barnett (1880), 
149 L. J. Ch. 665; Pearks v. Moseley (1880), 5 App. Cas, 
714 ; Watson v. Young (1885), 28 Ch. 1). 436; Zte Bevan's 
Trusts (1887), 3 Ch. D. 716; Ae Harvey's Estate, Harvey 
ee es oh 567 ; FF Toucock vy, Watson (1901) 

2 J Ch, 149: lagaba Jarmanya ve. Kk y : 
Singh (1911), 27 fT. L. Rt. 267. eee 


> 
° 


ead —--.]~-Tapscorr v. NEWCOMBE, No. 9075, 
ante. 
9094. ---.|-~-A., by will, gave to trustees all 


his real & personal estate upon trust for the main- 
tenance of his wife & family, during her widow- 
hood; & if she should marry again, to pay her 
such proportion of the income as should be equal 
to a child’s share ; & subject to the wife’s interest 
upon trust for his children in equal shares when 
& as they should attain twenty-one; & he em- 
powered the trustees at any time after his decease 
as they in their discretion should think proper, to 
sell the real estate, the money to arise therefrom 
to be considered as personalty. The widow 
survived, & did not marry again; all the children 
attained twenty-one, except B., who died an 
infant :—Hf[eld: B. took a vested interest in both 
the real & personal estate, his share in the pro- 
ceeds of real estate which had been sold formed 
part of his personal estate, & the power was a 
valid power capable of being exercised during the 
lifetime of the widow or after her death.—CowLEy 
v. SMITH (1854), 2 W. KR. 327. 

9095. -‘Testatrix gave all her leasehold 
& personal estate to trustees, upon trust to pay 
the rents & profits of two specified houses to A. 
& she gave the sum of £100 Bank stock to B. 
when he attained the age of twenty-one years, & 
in case of his death to C. At her death testatrix 
had Bank annuities, but no Bank stock :—Held : 
A. took an absolute interest in the Jeaseholds : 
the legacy of £100 Bank stock was contingent 
upon B.’s attaining twenty-one ; if he died under 
twenty-one, then ©. took absolutely.—BIGNALL 
v. Rose (1854), 24 L. J. Ch. 27; 3 W. R. 77. 








9096. .|—Re Hout’s Estate, Bovina v. 
STRUGNELL, 0. 9367, post. 

9097. — -—STAPLETON v. CHEALES, No. 9084, 
ante. 


9098. Bequest given ‘‘ at ’’ specified age.]—Once 
has two sons, A. & 3., & three daughters, & 
devises his lands to be sold to pay his debts; & 
as to the moneys arising by sale after debts paid, 





PART XVI, ECE oy SUB-SECT. 3. 722; 36 Sc. L. R. 531.—SCOT. 
—B. ; 9101 ii. 
9101 i. “‘ As should attain” specified SINCLAIR’S ‘TRUSTEES 


age.J—-DUNLOP’'sS TRUSTEES Vv. SPROT'S 
Exkourors (1899), 1 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 


J ~— VOL. XLIV. 


-J—HOorPE JOHNSTONE 0. 


(Ct. of Sess.) 25; 42 Sc. L. IR. 30; 12 
S. L. 'T. 384.—-SCOT. 
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he gives £200 thereout to his eldest son A. at 
twenty-one, the residue to his four younger 
children equally. A. the eldest dies before 
twenty-one, this £200 shall go to the heir of 
testator.— CRUSE v. BARLEY (1727), 3 P. Wms. 


19; 24 BE. R. 952. 

Annotations :~-Mentd. Fletcher v. Ashburner (1779), 1 
Bro. C. C. 497; Hewitt v. Wright (1780), 1 Bro. C. C. 86 ; 
Collins v. Wakeman (1795), 2 Ves. 683; Kennell v. Abbott 
(1799), 4 Ves. 802; Tregonwell v. Sydenbam (1815), 3 
Dow, 194: Noel v. Henley, Noel v. Strong (1819), Dan. 
211; Amphlett v. Parke (1831), 2 Russ. & rary) ee 
Cooke v. Stationer’s Co. (1831), 3 My. & K. 262; Phillips 
v. Phillips (1832), 1 My. & K. 649 ; Taylor v. Taylor (1853), 
3 DeG. M. & G. 190. 

9099. _———~.| —Where a legacy is given generally 
at marriage, or at twenty-one, the vesting & time 
of payment are the same.—HEATH v. PERRY 


(1744), 3 Atk. 101; 26 E. R. 861, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Mole v. Mole (1758), Dick. 311 ; Green 
v. Pigot (1781), 1 Bro. C. C.103 ; Shawe v. Cunliffe (1792), 
4 Bro. G. C. 144: Crickett v. Dolby (1795), 3 Ves. 10; He 
Walford, Kenyon v. Walford (1911), 81 L. J. Ch. 128. 


9100. .|—Re Hout’s EstaTe, BOLDING v. 
STRUGNELL, No. 9367, post. 

9101. ‘‘As should attain ’’ specified age.]— 
(1) Where money in the orphan’s fund & bank 
stock was limited by testator in trust for such of 
his brother’s children then unborn as should 
attain their age of twenty-one, it was adjudged a 
good executory devise. 

(2) J. by will, reciting that a marriage is pro- 
posed between his niece A. & his cousin B. devises 
to trustees divers freehold houses, etc., & the 
rents due, or to become due, & money in the 
orphan’s fund, & the produce of the same, & bank 
stock, & money due thereon, in trust to pay the 
rents & profits to A. if living at his decease, during 
life, or tu such person as she by writing should 
appoint, with or without the consent of any 
husband ; but if she should marry B. then, after 
the decease of A. in trust for B. during life, & after 
his decease in trust for the first & other sons 
successively of A. & B. & their heirs male; & for 
want of such issuc in trust for the daughters of 
A. & B. equally to be divided between them, & 
for want of issue of that marriage, in trust for the 
issue of the survivor of them; & if neither of them 
leave issue, in trust for C. for life, with remainder 
for such child & children, as his brother D. should 
leave living at his decease, or that D.’s wife should 
be enceinte of, that should attain the age of twenty- 
one, & to the heirs, exors., etc., of such child, etc., 
as they should respectively attain the age of 
twenty-one years; & if none attain that age, to 
his own right heirs ; but if A. should not marry B. 
then in trust after her decease for C. for life, 
remainder for the child & children of D. uf supra, 
& if none attain the age of twenty-one, to his own 
right heirs; & devised the residue of his estate, 
real & personal, to A. & C. equally to be divided 
between them, their heirs, exors., etc., & made 
other exors., & died. <A. & B. intermarried; 3B. 
died without issue; C. married, & died without 
issue; A. died without issue, having made her 
will. & appointed an exor.; D. died before A., 
leaving issue two sons, BK. & F., above twenty-one 
years of age; E. died, before A., intestate ; 
leaving G. a daughter an infant, now living; F. 
is also living; the orphan’s fund & bank stock 
were not transferred but remain as at testator’s 
death; the bequests of these, considered as a 
bequest of a term for years in lands, to the child 
& children of D. ut supra, is held to be good as this 





9101 iii. ——-.])— MCLEAN v. LEVIN 
(No. 1), 29 N. Z. La. R. 739.—N.Z. 


—-—.]—Re HANCOOK (1914), 


(1904), 7 F 9101 iv. 
33.N. Z. L. R. 710.—N.Z. 
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Sect. 20.-—Veating : Sub-sect. 3, B. (b) & (c).] 

case has happened.—-SABBARTON v. SABBARTON 
(1738), Lee temp. Mard. 413; Andr. 3833; Cas. 
temp. Talb. 245; 2 Kiq. Cas. Abr. 245; 95 EB. R. 268. 
Annotations :-—- As tv (1) Refd. Phipps v. Mulgrave (1798), 3 


Ves. 613; Cadell v. Palmer (1833), 10 Bing. 140. As 
to 2) Consd. Gower v. Grosvenor (1740), Barn. Ch. 84 
Refd. Hodgeson tv. Bussey (1740), 2 Atk. 89; Read v 


Snell (1743), 2 Atk. 642; Sheffield v. Orrery (1745), 38 
Atk. 282; Exel rv. Wallace (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 117 ; Wiikin- 
son v. South (1798), 7 Term Rep. 5553 Lyon v. Mitchell 
(1816), 1 Madd. 467 ; Scarsdale ». Curzon (1860), 1 John. 
& FH. 4 Gencrally, Refd. kx p. Sterne (1801), 6 Ves. 156. 
Mentd. Doo v. Brabant, (1792), 4 Term Rep. 706. 


9102. ‘* Provided ’’ donee attains specified age.) 
—Testator gives a part of his stock in trade to R. 
provided he attains twenty-five, he dies before 
that age, the administrator of R. is not entitled to 
the intermediate profits from testator’s to the 
infant’s death.—_-ATKINSON v. TURNER (1740), 2 
Atk. 41; Barn. Ch. 74; 26 E.R. 42). 

St :~ Refd. Thellusson v, Woodford (1798), 4 Ver. 


9103. ‘‘On attaining ’’ specified age.} — Ic 
liour’s EstatTr, BoLDING v. STRUGNELL, No. 9367, 
post. 

9104. —.J—-Re HumE, PuBsiic TRUSTEE v. 
Manrty, No. 9589, post. 

8105. -—-— Subsequent directions for settlement 
of share on marriage.|—Testator bequeathed 
80,000 rupees to his daughter absolutely upon 
her attaining twenty-one; & in the event of her 
dying under twenty-one, he bequeathed the fund 
to his brother’s children. 

He then directed that should his daughter live 
to marry, her interest in the said rupees was to be 
enjoyed by her during her natural life, &, at) her 
decease, the principal to be divided amongst her 
children :-~Held ; the latter clause was to be con- 


9103 i. “On attaining ” specified ..,, 


bequeath to such of my wife's children 


WILLS. 


fined to the case of a marriage under twenty-one, 
& consequently the daughter, who did not marry 
until after she had attained the age of twenty-one, 
took the fund absolutely.—VULLIAMY v. Hus- 
KISSON (1838), 3 Y. & C. Hx. 80; 2 Jur. 656; 160 
HK. R. 6238. 

9106. —--- - - .jJ—Testator gave the residue 
of his estate in trust for all his children who being 
sons should attain twenty-one, or being daughters 
should attain that age or marry, & if any of his 
children should die before attaining a vested 
interest, leaving issue, their shares to go to their 
children, with a proviso that, notwithstanding the 
trusts aforesaid, on the marriage of any daughter 
a moiety of her share should be held in trust for 
such daughter for life, & afterwards for her 
children :—H eld: the daughters who had attained 
twenty-one, & had not married, were entitled to 
the whole of their shares’ absolutely.—fe 
Dowuine’s Trust (1872), LL. R. 14 Hq. 468. 
Annotation ---Refd. Apsey v. Apsey (1877), 36 L. T. 941. 

9107. ‘‘As’’ donee attains specified age.]-- 
Re Wouws Estare, BOLpING v. STRUGNELL, No. 
9367, post. : 

9108. ‘‘If°’ donee attains specified age.|---Jir 
Hout’s EsraAre, BoLDING v. STRUGNELL, No. 9367. 





post. 
9109. - ~--.]— STAPLETON t. CHEALES, No. 9084, 
ante. 


Distinguished from bequests payable at specified 
age.|—Sce Sub-sect.. 3, B. (a), ante. 


(c) Bequests Payable at Specified Age. 

9110. Whether bequest vested or contingent.] - - 
Legacy given to a child payable when twenty-one, 
the child dies before, his administrator shall have 
the legacy, but shali stay for it, till such time as 


ny the time at which such child would 
1aAVE 


-——BUTLER vt. TRUSTEES, EXFCTrORS 
AGENCY Co., Lrp. (1906), 8 CG. LL. 2. 
435.—AUS, 

9108 ii 
20 Gr. 





: .) -Murrny v. Murrisry, 
575,.—CAN. 





91083 iii. —.})-GILLMAN tv. GIUL- 
MAN, 16]. Ch. Rt. 461.—IR. 
9108 iv. ---- .—-Scort’s TRUSTEES 


v. STACK (1865), 3 Maeph. (Ct. of Sess.) 
9450; 37 Se. Jur. 499.—SCOT. 

91038 v. —----.] --MACKINNOW’S TrRUS- 
TEMS t. OFFICIAL JECEIVER (1892), 19 
Rh. (Ct. of Sess.) 1051; 29 Se. L. RR. 
%67.— SCOT. 

9103 vi. -—-—-.]—-NORMAN 1. MoLEs- 
WORTH (1898), 25 WR. (Ct. of Sess.) 
1176; 35 Se. L. hk. 908.—SCOT. 

9103 vii. - -—.J—Scorr'’s TrRusTiuLS 
". SCOTT, [1909] S.C. 773: 46 Se. L. HK. 
TIM; [1909] 1S. L. VT. 504.—SCOT. 

9103 viii. —- -.J—If futurity is an- 
noxed to the substance of a gift the vest- 
ing is suspended, but if it appears to re- 
late tothe time of payment only the gift 
vests instanter. ‘'estator by his will 
devised & bequeathed the whale of his 
estate to his exor. upon trust to puy to 
ths son a certain sum on his attaining 
ihe ave of 25 years. The son died 
before attaining that age :-—Seld: 
the legacy did not vest in the son, but. 
was contingent upon his attaining the 
uge of 25 years.—DURAND v. DURAND 
MANOR, (1920] N. Z. L. R. 489.—N.Z. 


PART XVI. SECT. 20, SUB-SECT, 3. 
° c ° 


9110 i. Whether bequest vested or con- 
tingent.J—Le Levy, COHEN v. COHEN 


me 


(1907), 7. 5S. Tt. N.S. W. 885; 24 
N.S. W. W. N. 211.—-AUS. 

9110 fi, -—.]- ArRKYLL tv. Roach, 
oO. HR. 699. ~CAN, 

9110 jil. - J] -- Jee COOKE w 


Drivin, 8 O. LR. 530.--CAN. 


9110 iv. --—.] —Meld: tho following 
Janguage fu a will: “ T give, devise & 


as are alive at the time of my death 
all monoy or moneys deposited in my 
name in any bank or banks in the 
Provinee of B. C., said money to be 
divided between each of the said 
children share & share alike when they 
shall attain the age of 21 years; until 
such time the said money & interest 
as aforesaid is to remain untonched 
except as hereinafter provided,” ereated 
a vested Interest iu the children, pav- 
able on their respectively attaining 21 
years of age.—Re BAILuib, 3 H.C. i. 
350.--CAN. 


9110 v. —-—-.J--F?e SPROULE, SHAnv 
v. SPROULE, 17 O. BR. 334.—-CAN. 


9110 vi. .)-— Fe CANADIAN ORDER 
OF TIOME Creeks & Situ (1907), 9 
OW. RR. 7383 L4 O. LL. LR. 322. - CAN. 


9110 vii. ——.|J—-It is wu rule of Jaw 
that where a testator gives a Jegatee 
an absolute vested interest in a defined 
fund so that, according to the ordinary 
rides, he would be entitled to reecive 
it on attaining his smajorily, but by 
the terms of the will payment. is post- 
poned to a subsequent period, the et. 
will treat the latter provinion ay 
nugatory & will direct payment ou his 
attaining 21.—/ir LIVINGSTON ESTATE 
(No. 2), [1923] TW. W. 2. 8583) 32 
Man. L. R. 465.—CAN. 


9110 viii. ——.]--A bequest in the 
form of a direction to pay, or to pay & 
divide at a future period, vests Imme- 
diately if the pavinent be postponed 
for the convenience of the estate or to 
act in some other interest.—DURAND 
tv. Doeranp Manor, [1920] N. 4. ba. 2. 
489. -N.Z. 

9110 ix. —--—-.}---Tcstator bequeathed 
£1,500 to each of his younger children 
KurViving bin, to be paid ax they 
should respectively attain 21, or marry 
with consent :—-Feld: the legacies 
were vested, but the porsonal repre- 
sentative of a child dying a spinster 
undcr 21 was not cntitled to payment 





attained that age.— MAHER 6. 
Matusn (1877), 1 La. Re. Ir. 22.-- IR. 


9110x. --- .} --JOUNSTON vt. O'NEILL 
(1879), Sol. R. lr. 476.—IR. 


9110 xi. - -- |] --TORRTE wv. MUONS 
(1832), 10 Sh. (Ct. of Sees.) 597 
Fac. Coll, 462. SCOT. 

9110 xii. ——  .}J--RALSTON RAL- 
STON (1842), 4 Dunk (Ct. of Sess.) 1496; 
11 Se. Jur. 573.-—-SCOT. 


9110 xiii. —-—-.]—Terms of a bequest 
in a trust settlement which was held 
to vest during the minority of tho 
legatec, although the principal sum 
was not to be paid to him till his 
majority, & in the meantime the 
interest was to be enjoyed by his 
mother. - WILSON © WILSON (1842), 4 
Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 1503.- SCOT. 


9110 xiv. — -.) -Fleld: a bheqnost. 
to a truster’s grandsons payable only 
on their attaining majority vested «a 
morte tstatoris.~-ALLARDYCE'S TRUs- 
TEES tv. RiIrcutk (1866), 38 Se. Jur. 
315; 1 Se. L. R. 225.—SO0O0OT. 


9110 xv. -,J--BUCHANAN’S TRUS- 
TEES v. BUCHANAN (1877), 4 RR. (Ot. of 
sess.) 754; 14 Se. L. RR. 503.—SCOT. 

9110 xvi. ——.}—STEWART’S TrUs- 
ThES vo. STEWART (1896), 23 22. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 416; 33 Se. L. RN. 2973 38. L. 7. 
249.—-SOCOT. 

9110 xvii. ROBERTSON 'S 
TRUSTEES v. BLACK, (1910) S.C. 113823 
47 S8e. lL. R. 839; (1910) 28. L. T. 149. 
--- SCOT. 


9110 xvili. —-—.]—IL.. bequeathed to 
two minors a legacy payable on their 
respectively attaining the age of 22 :—- 
Meld : the legacies vested a morte 
testatoris, ~ LANDERS’? TUrors v,. LAN - 


Dts’ KSTATE, ETC. (1923), 41 No. It. 
AF 





Ne ars 
e 


0. fs pty | — a 
SANDISON (1907), 6 W.L. R. 8165 6 


Torr. L. Jt. 313.--CAN. 


Parr XVI.—-CoNSTRUCTION. 


the child if he had lived would have come to 
ee eae (1690), 2 Vern. 199; 23 


Annotations :—Apld. Crickett v. Dolby (1795), 3 Ves. 10. 
Refd. Maskell v. Lukee (1729), 1 Barn. ad fy 208. - 
(1702), 





9111. -|—BrREWEN v. BREWEN 
Freem. Ch. 254; Prec. Ch. 195; 22 HK. R. 1192; 
sub nom. BRUEN v. BRUEN, 2 Vern. 439; sub nom. 
HREUEN v. BREUEN, 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 267. 


Annotations :—Refd. A.-G. v. Thompson (1712), Prec. Ch. 
337; King v. Withers (73?) Cas. temp. Talb. 117; 
Boycott v. Cotton (1738), 1 A k. 5952; Harvey v. Aston 
(1740), 2 Com. 726; Hutchins v. Foy (1740), 2 Com. 716; 
Lowther v. Condon (17 "ag 2 Atk. 130; Teynham v. Webb 
(1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 198; Tunstall ». Brachen (1753), 
Amb, 167; Northumberland v. Egremont (1759), 1 Eden, 
435; Godwin v. Munday (1779), 1 Bro. C. C. 191; 
Rennant v. Hood (1860), 2 De G. F. & J. 396; Davis v. 
Huguenin (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 730; Henty v. Wrey 
(1882), 21 Ch. D. 332. 


9112. ——--.]—CHAMBERS v. JEOFrFERY (1709), 2 
liq. Cas. Abr. 541: 22 I. R. 456, L. C. 

oe ~ ~——.|-—STAPLETON v. CILEALES, No. 9084, 
ante. 

9114. -—.) -RicH v. WiLson, No. 9612, post. 


9115. ---—.]-—lf I devise a legacy of £100 to A. 
payable al his age of twenty-one, & A. dies before 
twenty-one, A.’s exors. or administrators shall 
not have that legacy till such time as A., had he 
lived, should have attained twenty-one, & my 
exors. shall have the interest in the mean time. 
But if T give a legacy to A. of £100 pavable at his 
age of twenty-one, & if he dies before, then to B. 
& A. dies before twenty-one, B. shall have the 
legacy presently, & not stay till such time as A. 
should have come to twenty-one.—-LAUNDY vw. 
WILLIAMS (1728), 2 P. Wms. 478; 24 I. BR. 823, 

de e 

Annotations : ~Refd, Crickett v. Dolby (1795), 3 Ves. 10; 
Ite White, White v. Shenton (1909), LOL L. T. 780. 

9116. .| -(1) A legacy out of a personal 
estate payable to an infant at twenty-one, if the 
infant dies before twenty-one, his administrators 
may have it: secus,if the legacy is charged upon a 
real estate. 

(2) No diversity where a portion is charged by 
will upon land, & where by deed payable to an 
infant at twenty-one; for in both cases if the 
tear dies before twenty-one, it sinks into the 
and. 

(3) So where a portion is given out of a personal 
estate, payable at a future day, & if that is not 
sullicient, then out of the real estate ; since if the 
person to whom it is given dies before the portion 
ig payable, it sinks as to the land.—CHANDOS 
(DUKE) v. TALBOT (1731), 2 P. Wins. 601; Kel. W. 
25; 24 KB. R. 877, L. C. 

Annotations :—.A8 to (1) Refd. Prowse ». Abingdon (1738), 
1 Atk. 482; Nicholls v. Judson (1742), 2 Atk. 300. As 
to (3) Refd. Hasset v. Basset (1744), 3 Atk. 203. Generally, 
Refd. Hall v. Terry (1738), West temp. Hard. 500: A.-G. 
v. Milner (1744), 8 Atk. 1125 Chester «. Willes (1754), 
Amb. 246 ; Pearce v. Loman (1796), 3 Ves. 135; Astley v. 
Milles (1327), 1 Sim, 298; Remnant v. Hood (1859), 27 
Beav. 74. entd. Honner v. Morton (1828), 3 Russ. 65; 
Horton v. Sinith (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 773; Wenty v. Wrey 
(1882), 21 Ch. D. 332. 

9117. —--~.|--If a legacy be given out of land 
to J. payable at twenty-one, & J. dies before 
twenty-one, the legacy sinks. Secus: where the 
legacy or portion is given out. of a personal estate.— 
GORDON v. RAYNES (1782), 3 P. Wms. 134; 24 
E. R. 1001, L. C. 

Annotation :-—Refd, Hutchins v. Foy (1740), 2 Com. 716. 








9118. -—.|-—LEAKE v. ROBINSON, No. 9092, 
ante, 
9119. -----..] -Testator, by his will, directed 


that after the death of the survivor of his widow 
& daughter, his trustees should stand possessed of 
the residue of his personal estate, upon certain 
trusts, for his granddaughters: then, by a codicil, 
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he revoked the bequest to his granddaughters, & 
gave the share & interest, which they, by his will, 
would have taken, in his personal estate, to all & 
every the child & children of his granddaughters 
in equal shares, to be paid to such child or children 
when the youngest or survivor of them should attain 
the age of twenty-one :—Held: these words gave 
a vested interest to the great grandchildren who 
were living at the death of the survivor of the 
mother & daughter, & after-born great grand- 
children took nothing.—SMITH v. JACKSON (1823), 
1L.J. 0.8. Ch. 231. 

9120. -—-—.]—Residuary bequest to James, 
John, David, & Frances, equally, to be paid, 
assigned, etc., at their respective ages of twenty- 
one; & if Frances should marry, the exors. should 
settle at least three-fourths of her income on her 
for life, with remainder to her children. Frances 
attained twenty-one unmarried :—Held: she took 
a vested interest in the whole share absolutely at 
twenty-one, she not having married before that 
time.—-LUMSDEN v. SHAW (1831), 1 L. J. Ch. 115. 

9121. -——.]|—Where _residuary property was 
bequeathed to a woman to be pad to her at. 
twenty-five, with a proviso that it should be put 
in settlement in the event of her marrying before 
that time, but no gift over of the property in the 
event of her dying before that time :—Held : upon 
her attaining twenty-one unmarried, she was 
entitled to the income of it.—GRANT v. GRANT 
(1837), 3 Y¥. & C. Ex. 171; 7L. J. Ex. Eq. 20; 
160 KK. R. 661. 

9122. ——--.]-—'Testator bequeathed his residuary 
estate to trustees in trust to pay the interest to his 
niece for life, & directed that, after her death, the 
trustees should pay, apply, transfer & dispose of 
the residue amongst her children, equally to be 
divided between them, share & share alike, to 
be paid to sons at twenty-one, & to daughters at 
that age or on their marriage; & he empowered 
the trustees, after his niece’s decease or in her 
lifetime with her consent, to raise, pay & apply 
for the preferment & advancement of any of her 
children, all or any part of their presumptive 
portions under the trusts aforesaid :—Held: there 
was no gift, to the children except in the direction 
to pay to them, & their portions did not vest in 
them until such of them as were sons attained 
twenty-one, & such of them as were daughters 
either attained that age or married.—CHEVAUX v. 
AISLABIE (1842), 13 Sim. 71; 60 E. R. 28. 

9123. ——-.|—An absolute vested bequest was 
accompanied with a direction, that it should not 
be delivered till the legatee attained twenty-five : 
—Held: he was entitled to payment on attaining 
twenty-one.—RockE v. RockE (1845), 9 Beav. 
66; 50 I. R. 267. 

9124. Bequest payable ‘‘ when or if ’’ donee 
attains specified age.|—LisrerR v. BRADLEY, No. 
9498, post. 

9125. Bequest payable ‘‘if & when’’ 
donee attains specified age.|—-A bequest of a sum 
of money to be paid ‘‘ if & when ” the legatee shall 
attain the age of twenty-one years is a contingent 
legacy, the contingency bcing that the legatee 
shall attain that age.—Re KIRKLEY, HALLIGEY v. 
IKIRKLEYV (1918), 87 L. J. Ch. 247; 119 L. T. 304 ; 
62 Sol. Jo. 364. 

9126. No disposition of income during 
minority.|—By a voluntary settlement personal 
property was assigned to trustees upon trust to 
pay the interest to T. during his life, & on his 
decease to pay the principal to his lawful issue, 
if then of age or martied, share & share alike, if 
more than one, & if only one, the whole to be paid 
to such only child ; or in case such child or children 


3 Y 2 











1060 
Sect. 20.— Vesting: Sub-sect. 3, B. (c) d& (d).] 


should be an infant or infants on the death of T., 
then the principal was to be paid to him, her or 
them as aforesaid, on their attaining twenty-one 
if sons, or, if daughters, on their marriage, respec- 
tively. By his will the settlor bequeathed certain 
other funds to the same trustees upon similar 
trusts. ‘T. died, leaving an infant daughter his 
sole surviving child :—Jield: the daughter would 
become absolutely entitled to the funds in question, 
either on her attaining twenty-one, or on her 

marriage under that age.—TIANG v. PuGH (1842), 

er & C. Ch. Cas. 718; 6 Jur. 9389; 62 E. Rh. 

1086. 

9127. ——- Bequest payable ‘‘ as & when ’”’ donee 
attains specified age.]|—T'cstator gave £2,000 to 
trustees in trust to pay the interest to his daughter 
for life, & after her decease, in trust to pay the 
principal unto, between & amongst all her children, 
as & when they should attain twenty-one, in equal 
shares, ‘*to whom J give & bequeath the same 
accordingly.” ‘Testator’s daughter had only one 
child, & that child died an infant. :—Held: the 
£2,000 vested in the child on its birth.—Ae Bar- 
THOLOMEW’S TRUsT (1849), 16 Sim. 585; 13 Jur. 
380; 60 E.R. 1001; affd.. 1 Mac. & G. 354; 1 
in & Tw. 565; 19 L. J. Ch. 237; 14 Jur. 181, 

a C, 

annotations :—-Consd. Locke r. Lamb (1867), L. RR. 4 Eg. 
372. Apld. 7ée Dow ne’s Trust (187), 23 L. T. 588. Refd. 
Ingram v. Suckling (1859), 33 L. T. O. S. &9. 

9128. -|—Testator directed his trus- 
tees to pay & apply the interest of his residuary 
estate to his daughter for life, for the support of 
herself & issue; &, after her decease, to ‘ pay, 
apply, & divide the principal ” amongst all her 
children, ‘‘ when & as ”’ they should attain twenty- 
six. There was a trust for maintenance during 
minority, & a power of advancement not s0 
restricted :—Held: the children took immediate 
vested interests.— HARRISON v. GRIMWOOD (1849), 
12 Beav. 192; 18 L. J. Ch. 485; 14 L. T. O.S. 
502; 13 Jur. 864; 50 E.R. 1033. 

Annotations :—Consd. Fox v. Fox (1875), L. NR. 19 Eq. 236; 
d‘e Wintle, Tucker v. Wintle, [1896] 2 Ch. 711; Jte Ussher, 
Foster uv. Ussher, [1922] 2Ch. 321. Reid. King r. Isaacson 
(1853), 1 Sm. & G. 371; Ingram wv. Suckling (1859), 33 
L. T. O. 8. 89; Pearman rv. Pearman (1864), 33 Beav. 
304; Locke v. Lambe (1867), L. Rh. 4 Eq. 372. 

9129. —— -|—(1) Under a pecuniary be- 
quest, upon trust for testator’s daughter for life, 
with remainder in trust for her husband for life, & 
after the decease of the survivor to pay & divide the 
trust fund to & among the children of the daughter, 
if more than one equally to be divided among then, 
thare & share alike, when & as they attained 
twenty-one :—Held:; the children took vested 
interests before attaining twenty-one. 

(2) Under a pecuniary bequest in trust for a 
niece for life, with remainder in trust for all her 
childien equally, the shares of sons to be paid at 
twenty-one, & of daughters at twenty-one or 
marriage, With executory trusts over in case any 
of the children should die before they should 
become entitled without lawful issue :—Held : the 
children were entitled to the income of their shares 
before attaining twenty-one.—-WILLIAMS v. CLARK 
(1851),4 De G. & Sm, 472; 64 BE. KR. 918. 


Annotations :-—As to (1) Distd. te Wranghami's Trust. (1860), 
1 Drew. & Sm. $58. Consd. Merry v. Hill (1869), L. KR. 
& kq. 619; Selby v. Whittaker (1877), 6 Ch. D. 239; 
Ite Jobson, Jobson v. Richardson (1889), 44 Ch. D. 154. 
Reid. Ingram v. Suckling (1859), 33 lL. IT. O. S. 89. 
Gencrally, Refd. Ze Bevan’s Trusts (1887), 46 L. J. Ch. 652. 


9130. -.]-—Devise, after the death of 
the tenant for life, in trust to sell, & “ pay & 
divide ”* the produce amongst all his children, to 
be paid as & when they respectively attained 











WILLS. 


( twenty-one, & in the meantime the interest to be 


applied in their maintenance with a gift over, in 
case the tenant for life died without leaving any 
child :—Held : the interests of the children vested 
at their births. 

The gift is to her for life, & afterwards to sell, 
& pay & divide the produce amongst all her 
children, to be paid as & when they respectively 
attain twenty-one. There is therefore a clear 
distinction between the gift & the time of payment. 
It is to be divided amongst them all, but it is to 
be paid to them “ as & when ”’ such children attain 
twenty-one. The postponement of the payment 
does not postpone the vesting. In addition, there 
is a direction that the whole interest & dividends 
should be applied in & towards the maintenance, 
education & support until they attain twenty-one. 
1 hold it clear that they took vested interests 
(RomiLLy, M.R.).—SHRIMPTON v. SHRIMPTON 
(1862), 31 Beav. 425; 11 W.R.61; 54 HK. R. 1203. 

9131. —— -.|-- PEARMAN v. PEARMAN, No. 
9074, ante. 

9132. Payment conditional on donee being 
of competent understanding.|—-Testator gave the 
1esidue of his estate to trustees, upon the usual 
trusts for conversion & investment, & directed them 
to pay such sums for the maintenance & education 
of his sons M. & N., during their minorities, or for 
apprenticing them, as his trustees should think 
proper; & declared that, when his sons should 
have attained their ages of twenty-one years, his 
trustees should pay the then residue of the moneys 
unto his two sons, provided that they should be, 
in the opinion of his trustees, of competent under- 
standing & sufficient discretion to manage & take 
due care thereof. M. & N. were both lunatic at 
the time of their attaining their majority :—Held : 
the qualification as to the sons being of competent 
understanding did not make the gift to them con- 
ditional, & testator’s estate vested in them abso- 
lutelv.—WRiGHT vt WriGur (1852), 21 Ll. J. Ch. 
19 L. YT. OLS. 81). 

9133. Provision for settlement to separate 
use In case of marriage.|—Testator bequeathed 
one-third of his residue to his daughter, her exors., 
etc., to be vested at twenty-one, but not to be 
payable until twenty-five. Ie declared it should 
not be subject to the control of any husband, but 
should devolve & be settled by deed upon her, as 
a feme sole, & that the income should not be 
anticipated, & that until her marriage, she should 
only be entitled to receive the dividends, & retain 
the power to bequeath the capital by will. The 
daughter, being unmarried :—Jleld: she took 
absolutely, & was entitled to payment of the fund 
out of ct. on attaining twenty-one.—Le YOUNG’s 
SETTLEMENT (1853), 18 Beav. 199; 52 kK. R. 79. 

9134, - Gift & direction for payment in 
separate clauses—-Construed as one _ clause.|— 
Testatrix gave a share of residue upon trust for 
her son for life, & after his death “ upon trust to 
transfer & pay the capital of the trust funds unto 
& amongst the children, if only one, or both or 
all the children, if more than one, of her son’’ 
in manner thereinafter mentioned. Then followed 
a direction making the gift to the son void if he 
aliened or incumbered it, & giving over the divi- 
dends to the parties entitled in remainder ; then 
followed another direction of some length, & then 
a declaration that the shares should be payable 
at twenty-one or marriage :—eld: the context 
of the will not repelling but rather supporting that 
construction, this was not a substantive gift, with 
a simple direction to pay, but one general direction 
to pay at twenty-one or marriage, & the interests 
of the son’s children were not vested.—-SHUM v. 
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HossBs (1855), 3 Drew. 9383; 24 L. J. Ch. 377; 3 
W. RR. 2215 GLE. R. 838. 
Annotation --- Consd. Locke v. Lumb (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 372. 

9135. Share to be ‘‘ made over ’’ on donee 
acquiring other property.|—Testator, by his will, 
gave two-thirds of his residuary personal estate to 
belong to & to be given up to his child or children 
in the proportions therein named on their coming 
to the age of twenty-five years; provided that if 
his eldest son should thereafter come to the in- 
heritance of the landed property of testator’s 
father or eldest brother, his share of the two- 
thirds above stated was to be made over to his 
brothers & sisters:—Held: the eldest son of 
testator on attaining twenty-five years of age 
without having then come to the inheritance 
mentioned, became entitled to his share of the 
two-thirds of the residuary personal estate under 
his father’s will.—GLYN v. GLYN (1857), 26 1. J. 
Ch. 409; 3 Jur. N.S. 179; 5 WL. KR. 241. 

9136. Immediate gift.,--An immediate 
gift to the children with payment. directed at 
twenty-one which is always a vested legacy 
(MALINS, V.-C.).—LocKE v. LAMB (1867), I. Rt. 4 
Ng. 372; 16 L. T. 616; 15 W. R. 1010. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Merry v. Will (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 619; 

Kidman t. Kidman (1871), 40 L. J. Ch. 359. 

9137. -—— ‘‘Eldest ‘son to be born.’’] -— 
Testator by his will directed that all his move- 
able & immoveable property should ‘* descend in 
equal shares to the eldest son to be born ’”’ to each 
of testator’s two daughters ; that the sons should 
after their birth remain under the guardianship 
of the exor. of the will until they attained twenty- 
one; & that whenever the eldest son of either of 
the daughters attained majority the exor, should 
make over his share to him. After testator’s 
death a son was born to one of the daughters & 
died in infancy. There was no other issue to that 
daughter -—Held:) on the birth of the son the 
half-share became vested in him, & on his death 
it, passed to lus father.— HARRISS v. BROWN (1901), 
I We des dite 0b, Poe, 

Distinguished from bequests on attaining specified 
age.|—-See Sub-sect. 3, B. (a), ante. 











———es 


(d) Other Stipulations. 

9138. Property to be divided on donee attaining 
specified age.|—May v. Woop (1792), 3 Bro. C. C. 
ATL; 29 KX. RR. 619. 
.tnnotations :—Consd. Hanson v. 

239; Leeming v. Sherratt (1842), 2 

Booth rv. Booth (1799), 4 Ves. 399; Leake v. Robinson 

(1817), 2 Mer. 363; Doe d. Dolley ». Ward (1839), 8 

L. J. Q. 1. 1543) Festing v. Allen (1844), 5 Hare, 573; 

Locke v. Lamb (1867), L. Re. 4 Eq. 372 5 dee Boam, Short- 

house v. Annibal (1911), 56 Sol. Jo. 142. 

9139. .|—A legacy, not as an independent 
bequest, with a time for payment, or distribution, 
appointed afterwards. but the time annexed to the 
substance of the bequest: the interests do not 
vest before that period.—SANSBURY v. READ 
(1805), 12 Ves. 753; 33 K. RR. 29. 

9140. -——.|—-Bequest of testator’s estate, to 
be equally divided between his children on attain- 
ing twenty-one, with a power of advancement 
‘‘from their respective portions’’ of testator’s 
estate. <A child survived, but died under twenty- 
one :—Held: he took a vested interest.— VIVIAN 
v. MILLS (1839), 1 Beav. 815; 8 L. J. Ch. 2395 48 
E.R. 961. 

9141. .'—Testator, in the early part of his 
will, gave all his property amongst his four 
illegitimate children, a boy & three girls, subject 
to such regulations & legacies as he should there- 
after mention. He then says, ‘‘ As the whole of 
this estate is to be equally divided amongst the 


Graham (1801), 


6 Ves. 
Hare, 14. Refd. 
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before-mentioned four children, or the survivor 
of them, a regular division must be made of the 
estate when each comes of age, or is married; & 
the share of such person is not to be considered 
any longer as belonging to the public stock, but 
to the particular person so coming of age, if a boy ; 
when the girls, or any one of then, come of age or 
get married, | hereby direct, that their shares may 
be so settled on themselves during their lives, & 
on their children, in equal proportions, after their 
deaths; that it will not be in the power of the 
husband, if so inclined, to injure either his wife or 
children.” Testator then proceeds: ‘‘ Should it 
be the will of Almighty God to take one or more 
of these children unto himself, the share or shares 
of such children dying without issue are to be 
equally divided amongst the survivors; but in 
case of issue, these children are to inherit the 
share of their parents amnongst them equally; & 
in case they die without issue, it is to return for 
the benefit of the survivors of those four children, 
or their families: upon the reversion of any sum 
to the public stock, the issue of a deceased child 
is to have the share which its parent would have 
had :—Held: (1) the boy, on attaining twenty- 
one, took an absolute interest in his share; (2) the 
daughters took for life, with remainder to their 
issue; (3) on either daughter dying without 
issue, her share would go to the survivors of the 
four children, in like manner as their original 

shares.— JACKSON v. FORBES (1829), Taml. 88; 

4% KE. R. 863; subsequent proceedings, sub nom. 

A.-G. v. JACKSON (1834), 8 Bli. N.S. 15, TL. L. 
9142, ——.}---Testator bequeathed to his 

daughter Eliza £2,000 for life, the principal to be 

equally divided among her children, should they 
have attained twenty-one: &, to the two children 
of his late daughter Jemima, £1,000 each, to be 
paid on their attaining twenty-one :—Held: the 
legacies to the children were contingent on their 
attaining twenty-one, & they were not entitled to 
interest in the meantime.—YoOuNG v. MACINTOSH 

(1843), 13 Sim. 445; 11. T. O. S. 106; 7 Jur. 

383; 60 TK. R. 172. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Cogan «. Dufficld (1876), 2 Ch. D. 44 
9143. -—--.]--J. by his will, bequeathed all his 

personal estate to his wife: he then devised his 
estate at L. to P. & TT’. charged with an annuity 
to his wife, & devised his estate of S. & D. to 
trustees until all his nephews & nieces should 
attain the age of twenty-one. 

Testator then directed that, as soon as all his 
nephews & nieces had attained twenty-one, the 
estates should be sold & the proceeds divided 
amongst them equally, with the exception of two 
spectally natned :—/eld: each of the nephews & 
nieces, on attaining twenty-one, except those 
specially excluded, acquired a vested interest.— 
PARKER Vv. SOWERBY (1853), | Drew. 488; 1 Eq. 
Rep. 217; 22 L.J.Ch. 912; 17 Jur. 752; 1W. RR. 
404; 61 10. R. 5395 affd. on other grounds (1854), 
4 DeG.M. & G. 321, LC. & L. JJ. 

.{nnotations :—Apld. Lloyd v. Lloyd (1856), 3 K. & J. 20. 
Consd. te Lodwig, Lodwig v. Evans, [1916] 2 Ch. 26. 
Mentd. Warbutton vr. Warbutton (1854), 2 Sm. & G. 163. 
9144. ——--.]|—-Testator gave the residuo of his 

property to trustees to assign & transfer the same 

to & amongst all & every such child or children 
of M. as should be living at his, testator’s, decease, 
to be equally divided among them if more than one 
when they should attain the age of twenty-one ; 

& if there should be but one who should attain the 

age of twenty-one, then the whole to such child 

absolutely. Power of maintenance during 
minority was given to the trustees; & during the 
suspense of absolute vesting the residue of the 
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Sect. 20.—Veating: Sub-sect. 3, B. (d), & C. & D.) 


annual proceeds was to be accumulated for the 
benefit of the persons who should become entitled 
to the principal :—Held: no child of M., who did 
not attain twenty-one, could take a_ vested 
interest. —MERRY v. Hint (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 
619; sub nom. MERRY v. MERRY, 17 W. R. 985. 
9145. .|—A positive direction that the 
shares of all testator’s children should vest at 
twenty-five & not before, was followed by a 
declaration that the funds ‘shall not become 
divisible, although vested, until the youngest of 
my children shall have attained the age of twenty- 
one years”’ :—Hceld: the youngest child’s share 
vested at twenty-five & not at twenty-one.—Re 
ee PARKER v. STORER (1878), 26 W. R. 
9146. Property to be transferred on donee 
attaining specified age.|—Testator bequeathed his 
residuary estate in trust for his nephew for life; & 
after his death, in trust to transfer the whole to 
his children by any lawful marriage, on the day 
of their attaining the age of twenty-one :—Held: 
the time of payment was annexed to the gift, & 
therefore none of the nephew’s children would be 
entitled to take unless they attained twenty-one.— 
Murray v. TANCRED (1840), 10 Sim. 465; 59 
BK. R. 695. 
Annotation :-—Folld. Allan v. Kelly (1858), 7 W. 1. 139. 
9147, ——-.)—Testator bequeathed leaseholds 
to trustees, to pay the rents to his wife till his son 
attained twenty-one, & then to assign them to his 
son. The wife died during the minority of the 
son :—Held: her legal personal representative 
was entitled to the rents until the son attained 
twenty-one.—LAXTON v. EFDLE (1854), 19 RBeav. 
321; 2 W.R. 581; 52 BF. R. 878. 
Annotation :—Refd. Prout r+. Cock (1895), 40 Sol. Jo. 114. 
9148. Donees to receive shares when they attain 
specified age.|—Testator gave to A. & her children 
then living the residue of his property, in equal 
portions; the children to receive their several 
portions on their attaining twenty-one; & in case 
of the death of any of the children then living, 
such child’s portion to go to any other child A. 
might have by her then husband. At the death 
of testator A. had seven children living; after 
his death another child was born, & then ene of 
the seven died under twenty-one. Two other 
children were then born :—Held : deceased child’s 
share went to the after-born child living at the 
time of the deceased child’s death.—-JAMES »v. 
BAKER (1844), 3 L. T. O. S. 8375; 8 Jur. 750. 
9149. Property to be shared on donee attaining 
specified age.|—Testator gave the residue of his 
real & personal estate to trustees, in trust for his 
three nephews, their heirs, etc., as tenants in 
common, with cross remainders & benefit. of 
survivorship, in case any of them should die before 
their shares in the trust property should become 
vested in them; which he desired might not be 
shared until his youngest nephew should attain 
twenty-four; & he directed his trustees to main- 
tain & educate them out of the income of the 
property during their minorities. The nephews 
were infants at testator’s death :—Held: never- 
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9151 i. Bequest payable on marriage.) sounded in 


—B., by hia will, gave to his daughter, 
R. £1,500, to bis daughter S. £1,000 
& to his daughter C. £1,200, “ the said 
respective sums to be paid to my said 
daughters respectively, on their respec- 
tive days of marriage, with the lawful 
interest thereof, to be computed from 
the day of my decease until the same 


9151 if. 








shall be respectively fully paid " :— 
the legacies being to be paid 
were vested, & 
ngency.—VIZE sv. 
ee (1841), 1 Dr. & War. 337.— 


conti 


-] — SUTHERLAND  ¥., 
SUTHERLAND’S EXxecuTorRS (1825), 4 
Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 220.—8SCOT. 

: Or on attaining specified age.) 
—HAOCKET v, OXMANTOWN (LORD) 12 r. 


WILLS. 


theless, they took vested interests under the will.— 
PARKIN v. HODGKINSON (1846), 15 Sim. 293; 60 
E, R. 6380, 


C. Bequests on Marriage. 

9150. Bequest ‘‘for & towards ’’ marriage.|— 
LATIMER'’s CASE (1545), 1 Dyer, 50b; 73 I. R. 
131. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Roberts v. Roberts (1613), 2 Bulst. 


Refd. Smnell «. Deo (1707), 2 Salk. 415; Harvey v. 
Hiutchins v. Foy (1740), 2 


ae 


Aston (1740), 2 Coin. 726 ; 

Com. 716. 

9151. Bequest payable on marriage.|—BREWEN 
v. BREWEN (1702), Freem. Ch. 254; Prec. Ch. 195 ; 
22 BE. R. 1192;° sub nom. BRUEN v. BRUEN, 2 
Vern. 439; sub nom. BREUEN v. BREUEN, 1 Hq. 


Cas. Abr. 267. 

Annotations :—Refd. A.-G. v. Thompson (1712), Prec. Ch. 
337; King v. Withers (1735), Cas. temp. Talb. 117 ; 
Harvey v. Aston (1740), 2 Com. 726; Hutchins ». Foy 
(1740), 2 Com. 716; Lowther v. Condon (1741), 2 Atk. 
130; Teynham uv. Webb (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 198 ; Tunstall 
v. Brachen (1753), Amb. 167; Northumberland v. 
Egremont (1759), 1 Edon, 435; Godwin v. Munday 
(1779), 1 Bro. CG. C. 191: Remnant »v. Hood (1860), 2 
De G. F. & J. 3986; Henty v. Wrey (1882), 21 Ch. D. 332. 


Mentd. Boycott v. Cotton (1738), 1 Atk. 552; Davis v. 
Wuguenin (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 730. 
9152. ———..] —- Testator bequeaths to his 


daughter £200 to be paid to her at the time of her 
Marriage, or within three months after, provided 
she marries with the consent & approbation of 
his two sons, or the survivor, & he directs that his 
daughter until marriage shall yearly receive the 
sum of £12, & he charges a leaschold estate with 
the payment of the yearly sum of £12, & also of 
the sum of £200, when the same shall become due 
as thereinbefore is appointed; his daughter 
having died without having been married :—Held : 
this legacy was not vested, & not transmissible 
to her representative.-—A'TKINS v. Liiccocks (1737), 
West temp. ard. 114; 1 Atk. 500; 25 E.R. 
849, L. Cc, 
Annotations :—Consd, Elton rv. Kiton cat 3 Atk. 504; 
May 1 Wood (1792), 3 Bro. C. ©. 471. istd. Booth v. 


Hooth (1799), 4. Ves. 399. Consd. West v. West (1863), 
4 Giff, 198. Refd. A.-G. 7. Milner (1744), 3 Atk. 112. 


9153. —--—-.|---LANG v. Puau, No. 9126, ante. 


9154. - = -.' —CHEVAUX v. AISLABIE, No. 9122, 
ante. 
9155. ---.| Testatrix gave specific Jegacies 


absolutely to her sister, & directed her exors. to 
pay out of her general estate to her sister’s two 
daughters, A. & B., £5,000 each upon their mar- 
riage, with all the accumulations of interest thereon 
from the time of her death. She gave the income 
of the residue to H., at whose death the whole 
was to be equally divided between the grand- 
children of the father of testatrix. Testatrix died 
in 1825. Twenty-one years from the decease of 
testatrix expired in 1846. In 1849 A. died. The 
tenant for life of the residue died in 1838. Ona 
bill by the grandchildren against the exors. & the 
representatives of A. & H., & against B., for a 
declaration by the ct. of the rights under the will : 
—IHHeld: the legacies to A. & B. were contingent, 
& the representative of H. was entitled to the 
income of A.’s legacy till the death of H., but that 
the capital & subsequent accumulations fell into 
the residue.— MORGAN v. MORGAN (1851), 4 De G. 


I. Eq. R. §634.—IR. 
q. Or on becoming a professed 
nun.J—Testatrix bequeathed to each 
of her four daughters £500, to be paid 
to each of them upon the day of her 
marriage, or upon the day of her taking 
the veil as oa professed nun :—Held : 
the pogacion did not vest until marriage 
or taking the veil.—Cork v. CORR 
(1873), 7 I. R. Eq. 397.—-IR. 
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& Sm. 164; 20 L. J. Ch. 109; 171. 1.0.8. 114; 

15 Jur. 319; 64 1. R. 781. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Bourne », Buckton (1851), 2 Sim. 
N.S. 91; Barrington v. Liddell (1852), 2 De G. M. & G, 
480; Bryan rv. Collins (1852), 16 Beav. 143; Middloton v. 
Losh (1852), 1 Sm. & G. 61; Burt » Sturt (1853), 10 
Hare, 415: Kdwards v. ‘Tuck (1853), 17 Jur. 921; ‘Tench 
vn. Choose (1855), 6 De G. M. & G. 453; Watt ». Wood 
(1862), 31 1. J. Ch. 388; Fee EMlott, Public Trustee v. 
Pinder, [1918] 2 Ch. 150, 

9156. -——----..— Me PANTER, PANTER-DOWNES v. 
BALLyY (1906), 22 T. L. R. 431. 

~-——- With consent.|—-See Part XIIT., Sect. 6, 
ante, 

9157. Property to be transferred on marriage.|—— 
Bequest of money to trustees, upon trust to invest 
it in the public funds, & pay the dividends to A. 
until her marriage, &, upon her marriage, to trans- 
fer the stock to her; but in case she should die 
unmarried, then to transfer the stock to such 
person as she should by her will appoint; & in 
default of such appointment, to her exors. or 
administrators. Semble: she is not entitled to 
have the fund transferred to her while she remains 
unmarried.-—_WILSON v. Mount (1826), 2 Sim. & 
St. 493; 57 E.R. 435. 

Annolations :—Refd. Holloway v. Clarkson (1843), 2 Haro, 
521. Mentd. Webb », Sadler (1873), 21 W. 4. 394, 
9158. —Sinum v. Honus, No. 9134, arte. 
9159. Bequest given at marriage. |-—-Legacies are 

given to A. B. & C. to be paid at their respective 

marriages, & if any of them die, her legacy to go 
to the survivors. One of them dies unmarried. the 
survivors shall not receive her legacy before their 
respective marriages,— Moorké v. GODFREY (L708), 

2 Vern. 620; 23 EK. R. 1007, LL. C. 

9160. -——..]—-Hratu v. Penny, No. 9099, ane. 

9161. ——-.|--Gift’ of a share in a residue to 
trustees to be divided between testator’s son & 
daughter as tenants in common, the share of the 
son to be vested in him when he should attain 
the age of twenty-four, & ‘‘the share of iny 
daughter to be vested in her on her marriage, with 
the consent, nevertheless, of her guardian or 
guardians for the time being ’’:- /7eld: on the 
construction of the whole will the daughter, who 
had attained twenty-one, took an absolute interest, 
although she remained unmarried.-— WEs't v. WEST 
(1863), 4 Giff. 198; 1 New Rep. 258; 32 TL. J. Ch. 
240; 71.7. 779; 9 Jur. N.S. 400; 66 Ie. R. 677. 





D. Bequests on Happening of Future Event. 

9162. Payment within six months of service of 
apprenticeship.]|—A. by her will bequeathed a 
legacy of £100 to her nephew Ik. to be paid him 
within six months after he shall have fully served 
out his apprenticeship to which he is bound. IK, 
‘an away from his apprenticeship, & afterwards 
died :---Held: his representative was entitled to 
this legacy, with interest from the end of six months 
after the apprenticeship expired ; for the serving 
out the apprenticeship was not to be considered 
as a condition annexed to the legacy, for the non- 
performance whereof the legacy would be forfeited ; 
but was only an appointment of the time when 
the legacy should be paid.—SiIpNEY v. VAUGHAN 
(1721), 2 Bro. Parl. Cas, 254; 1 E. KR. 926, H. L. 
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9163. Payment within specified time after tes- 
tator’s death.]—If a legacy be given to B. payable 
two years after testator’s death, & B. dies within 
the two years, yet his exors. are ontitled to the 
legacy.-—- SHELDON v. SILELDON (L789), 9 Mod, Rep. 
21L; 88 E.R. 403. 


9164. -—--.]-—OSELAND v. OSELAND (L795), 3 
Anst. 628; 145 KE. R. 988. 
9165. —---.1 —Testator, by his will, amongst 


various other legacies, gave to four infants legacies 
of £1,000 each, to be paid to them on their respec- 
tively attaining the age of twenty-one years. 
Testator made several codicils to his will, be- 
queathing other legacies to different individuals, 
& by the last of them he directed that, ‘' as far as 
was practicable all legacies should be paid within 
six months after his decease’’:—Held: such 
direction had reference only to the state of testa- 
tor’s assets, & was not meant to alter the time of 

ayment of the £1,000 legacies.—-°ROST v. CAPEL 


1839), 2 Beav. 184; 9 L. J. Ch. 84; 48 E.R. 
1150. 
9166. -- -.] —- Testatrix bequeathed several 


legacies, &, amongst others, one to a servant, “‘ if 
he should be residing with her at the time of her 
decease, but not otherwise ’’; & she directed the 
legacies to be paid ‘‘ within six months after her 
decease,’? & declared that the legacies should not 
be vested until payable. The legatee died before 
the expiration of six months: —Held: the repre- 
sentatives of the legatee were entitled to the 
legacy.— LUCAS v. CARLINE (1840), 2 Beav. 367 ; 
48 BK. R. 1228. 

9167. --- ..--Testator directed the rents of his 
estates to be accumulated for five years, ‘‘ at the 
end of which time I leave as follows: to HU. G. 
£200: & to W. B., W. C., E. M., or ag many as aro 
living, £100 each: & to M.N., S. FT., S. S., or as 
many as are then living, £50 each: & the same 
sum to be given at the expiration of ten years from 
the time of my death, & ditto at the a of fifteen 
& twenty years from my death.” Two of the 
legatees died between the end of the tenth & the 
fifteenth year after testator’s death, having 
received the payments which became due to them 
at the end of the fifth & tenth years :—Held: 
the rights of the legatees named in the will to 
receive the payments were contingent on their 
surviving the times of payment, &, the exors. of the 
then deceased legatees could not claim any pay- 
ment at the end of the fifteenth yvear.—BRUCE 1. 
CHARLTON (1842), 183 Sim. 65; 6 Jur. 594; 60 
BE. R. 26; affd. (1848), 18 T.. J. Ch. 97, I. C. 

9168. ----—.]--Testator declared that lis trustees 
should stand seised & possessed of his residuary 
versonalty & realty, upon trust to retain legacies 
o themselves, & to ‘‘ pay the following legacies : 
To my brother, G. E. the annual sum of £50 for 
the term of five years from my decease, & the 
legacy of £1,000 six years after my decease.’’ 
'lestator died on July 6, 1900, & G. E. on May 9, 
1903 :—Held: there being no gift except in this 
direction to pay, everything depended upon the 
expiration of six years, &, G. HK. not having sur- 
vived this period after testator’s death, his estate 


directed to be paid on the marriage or 
deatb of a person vests at the death 
of testator, the term of payment being 

ostponed until either event happens, 

ut a legacy to be paid on the marriage 
of a person does not vest until tho 
marriage, as that event may never 
happen.—-MAcKINTosH v. Woon (1872), 
10 Beph ot of Seas.) 933 ; 44Se. Jur. 
512.—SCOT. 


9157 i. Property to be tranaferred on 
marriage.}—ST. JOHN’S ROMAN CaTHO- 
LIC EPISCOPAL COHPN, v, PINSENT 


(1900), 8 Nfld. L. R. 377.—NFLD. 


t. Bequest payable twelve months after 
marriage.J—te CANTILLON’S MINORS 
(1864), 161. Ch. Rt. 301, 308.-—IR. 


PART XVI. sarah SUB-SECT. 3 


9163 i. Payment within specified time 


after testator’s death.) — JOHNS vv. 
MuUNRO’s TRUSTEES (1833), 12 Sh. 
a. -——~ Direction to convert estate in 


possession & reversion—Reversionary 
portion falling in after expiration of 
specified periods.}—Whero _ testatrix 
directed the conversion of her estate 
both in possession & reversion into 
money & the payment of shares of the 
same within stated periods of her 
death & the reversionary portion of 
her estate did not fall in until after the 
expiration of such periods :—-Held: 
the legatees thereof were entitled to 
their shares forthwith—He ALLEN 
(1914), 14 EB. L. R, 151.—OAN. 
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Sect. 20.—-Vesting : Sub-sect. 3, D. & E. (a).] 


did not take the £1,000.—Re Evr, BELTON ». 
THOMPSON (1905), 93 L. ‘I’. 235. 

9169. |—A trust to sell & pay the annual 
income arising from such sale to A. during the 
three years immediately following testator’s death, 
& from & after the determination of such three 
years upon trust to pay out of the capital of the 
trust fund legacies to B., C., & D., gives B. a vested 
interest in his legacy immediately on the death 
of testator. Such a legacy does not lapse by reason 
of B. dying before the expiration of the period of 
three years from testator’s death. — Re Boa, 
SHORTHOUSE tv. ANNIBAL (1911), 56 Sol. Jo. 142. 

9170. ———.]—-Testatrix bequeathed to her niece 
M. ‘‘ £1,000, but she is to receive no benefit from 
this until five years after my decease. This money 
is to be that invested in Board of Works deben- 
tures,’’ which, she said, were in the keeping of a 
certain bank. She was then & died possessed of 
£1.100 of the debentures referred to, of the value 
at her death of £1,067 :—Held: there was an 
immediate gift of the debentures, & the proviso 
postponing the enjoyment. must be rejected.—Re 
JEFFERY, NUSSEY 1. JEFFERY, [1914] ] Ch. 375; 
83 L. J. Ch. 251; 110 L. T. 113 58 Sol. Jo. 120. 

9171. Division of property within specified time 
after testator’s death.|—A bequest of residuary 
estate to be invested in Consols, & to be held by 
the exors. in trust for all & every the grand- 
children of testator, to be divided equally amongst 
them at the expiration of twenty years after his 
decease :—Held: to confer immediate vested & 
transmissible interests to the grandchildren living 
at the death of testator, subject to be opened & 
let in grandchildren who might be born before the 
expiration of the twenty years.— OPPENHEIM v. 
Hinry (1853), 10 Hare, 441; 68 FE. R. 999; sub 
nom. OPENHEIM v. HENRY, 20 L. T. O. S. 201; 1 
W. R. 126. 


Af qe ae i+ Refd. Zte Mervin, Mervin tv. Crossman, [1891] 
3 Ch. 197. 


9172. Legacy to be laid out in particular manner. | 
—NEALE v. Wits (1740), Barn. Ch. 48; 27 
EK. R. 547, 1. C. 
sed :-—Refd. Whittuker 7. Whittaker (1792), 4 Bro. 








C. 

9173. Payment after death of third party.}/—- 
JACKSON v. JACKSON (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 2173; 27 
hy. R. 992. 

9174. —-Testator gave the interest of 
£1,000 to a married lady, to be paid to her so long 
as she should continue unmarried after the death 





WILLS. 


of her husband :—Held: she was not entitled 
until the death of her husband.—Buiaus v. BROWNE 
(1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 216. 

9175. .|—Testator bequeathed his residuary 
estate to trustees, upon trust to pay the interest 
thereof, after the decease of a tenant for life, Lo 
J., R. & A., for five years, & at the expiration of 
that term to pay them £5,000 apiece, & then to 
pay the interest of the remainder for a further 
term of three years to J., R., & A., in equal shares ; 
& at the expiration of that time to pay the whole 
to J., R., & A., in equal shares. Soon after the 
death of thetenant for life, & before the expiration 
of the five years, J. & KR. claimed & obtained from 
the trustees payment of the whole of their _two- 
thirds of the residuary estate of testator: —/Teld: 
the husband of A. was not entitled to immediate 
payment of her share of the capital._-HARLEY v. 
HARLEY (1852), 10 Hare, 325; 68 I. BR. 95). 

9176. Ascertainment of surplus.|—-GASKELL ¥. 
HARMAN (1805), 11 Ves. 489; 32 Kk. R. 1177, L. C. 
Annotations -—Reld. Wood v. Penoyre (1807), 13 Ves. 325 ; 

Noel v. Henley (1819), 7 Price, 241; Rammell v. Gillow 

(1845), 15 L. J. Ch. 35; Ie Grove's 'Trusts (1862), 3 Giff. 

475; Johnson v. Crook (1879), 12 Ch. D. 639 ; Jte Sampson, 

Sampson tv. Sampson, [1806] 1 Ch. 630. 

9177. Payment of moiety on claim by third party 
to other molety.|—Testator bequeathed his lvase- 
hold estate to trustees, in trust, out of the rents, 
to pay an annuity to his daughter, & he proceeded : 
‘And I hereby direct that if my son H., now 
absent, shall, within five years, make his claim to 
my trustees, he shall be entitled to & reccive one 
moiety of my leasehold estate, subject, however, 
together with the other moiety thereof in favour 
of my son W., to the annuity & trusts before men- 
tioned.”” IT. made no claim :—Held: W. was 
entitled to a moiety of the leasehold subject to the 
annuity, & the gift to him was not contingent on 
IL.’s) claiming —PARTRIDGE v. FosTrern (No. 2) 
(1866), 35 Beav. 545; 55 H.R. 1008. 

Bequests with stipulations as to age.}|—See Sub- 
sect. 3, B., ante. 

Bequests on marriage.|-—See Sub-sect. 3, C., 
ante. 











E. Bequests Postponed to Life Lstate. 
(a) In General. 
9178. Whether bequest vested or contingent.| -—— 
CoRBETT 2. PALMER (1735), 2 Hq. Cas. Abr. 518 ; 
22 E.R. 461, Lb. C, 


Annotation :--Refd. Monhhouse wv. 
C. Cc. 298, 


HWolmne (1783), 1) Bro. 


9173 i. Payment after deuth of third 
party. J—Y UILL’s TRUSTEES v. THOMSON 
(1902), 4 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 815; 39 
Se. L. R. 668; 108. L. TT. 169.—SCOT. 

b. Bequest if after advertisement 
claim made within Jive years of testator’s 
death.)—STEVENSON v. MACINTYRE 
(1826), 4 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 776.—SCOT. 


c. Bequest on gurviving period of 
division of estate. |— THORBURN v. THOR- 
BURN (1836), 14 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 485; 
]1 Fac. Coll. 419.—SCOT. 


d. Bequest to be exclusive property 
on death of husband.)}—ScotTT v. ScoTr 
(1860), 22 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 1420; 
32 Se. Jur. 647.—SCOT. 

e. Payment on surviving testator & 
term of Ect BA oo TRUS- 
TEKS (1870), 8 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 
870; 42 Se. Jur. 509.—SCOT. 

f. Bequest of residue after npay- 
ment of other legaucies—‘' After’ read 
as “* subject to.’')—-ScoTr’s TRUSTRES 
v. Scotr (1891), 18 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 
1194; 28 Sc. 1. kt. 896.—SCOT. 

g. Gift to LB. in the erent of A. not 
recovering sanity.) —- Testator be- 
queathed an annuity to his widow, & 


directed that the remainder of the 
income of his estate should be applied 
in maintaining his son in an asylum. 
In the event of the son recovering the 
use of his mental faculties, the whole 
estute wus to be made over to him. If 
he should not recover, then, on the 
death of his wife & sun, testator be- 
queathed certain legacies to named 
individuals & societies, & left the 
residue of his estate to an infirmary 
& other charitable institutions : — 
HTeld: the legacies vested in tho 
legatees a morte testatoris, subject to 
defeasance in the event of testator’s 
s0n recovering his mental faculties.— 
YULE’R TRUSTRES v. Deans, [1919] 
Ss. C. 570.— SCOT. 


PART XVI. gee es SUB-SECT. 3. 
a e a e 
9178 i. TWWhether bequest vested or 


contingent.J—WaATKINS v. O’MALLEY, 
11903] St. R. Qd. 241.—AUS. 


9178 ii. ——-.]-- Re Knox, [1920] 
8. A. L. R. 1.—AUS. 
9178 iii. —--.}— Roarrs v. CaRr- 


MICHAEL, 21 0. R. 658.—CAN. 


9178 iv. —---.] —DuUGGAN v. DUGGAN 
(1890), 17 S. C. Lt. 343.—CAN. 

9178 v. -----.]—Where testator pro- 
vided as follows; ‘ I will & bequeath 
unto my wife, S., all & every of my 
personal cstate whatsoever & whore- 
soever for & during her natural life 
& at her dearth I give & bequeath all 
& every of my personal ostate to iy 
trix daughters, E., J., L., M., A. & N. 
ehare & share alike to be paid to them 
within three months after my said 
wife’s death,’ the daughters so named 
took vested = interests.—te BROWN 
(1913), 24 O. W. RR. 7013; 4 O. WL. N. 
M01; 11D. L. RR. 615.--CAN, 


9178 vi. ---—.]—Ite McNninu Es- 
TATE, {1920} 1 W. W. 1. 523.—-CAN. 

9178 vii. — ---.]—-A devise to testa- 
tor’s wife for life, & at her death to bo 
divided among his sons & daughters 
in such proportions as ebe should by 
will direct, does not give a child a vested 
remainder.—-GREEN v. GREEN (1875), 
2 P. Ki. ]. 8.—CAN. 


9178 vili. ———.] — le GoopHUR, 
TOVEY vv. GOODHUE, GOODHUE VW. 
TOVEY (1872), 19 Gr. 366.—CAN. 


Part X VIJ.—-CONSTRUCTION. 


9179. --|—Testator “ desires ’’ J. ‘‘ to leave ”’ 
D. £500, at her death, out of the money bequeathed 
her ; held to amount to a legacy from the original 
testator ; & not to lapse by D.’s death in J.’s 
lifetime, he having survived testator.—MEDLIcorT 
: Bows (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 207; 27 I. RR. 985, 

de e 


Annotations :—Refd. Blamire v. Geldart (1809), 16 Ves. 314. 
Mentd. Freoman v. Lomas (1851), 9 Hare, 109 ; Middleton 
v. Pollock, Ax p. Nugee (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 29. 


9180. .|—Devise of the residue of personal 
estate to the wife for life, if she die without issue 
living at her death, to testator’s two brothers, or 
if one of them shall be dead, to the survivor ; 
they both died in the life of the wife, the legacy 
was vested in both as joint tenants, & therefore 
goes to the representative of the survivor.— 
BARNES v. ALLEN (1782), 1 Bro. C. C. 181; 28 
K. KR. 1069, L. C. 

Annotations : ~Consd. Perry v. Woods (1796), 3 Ves. 201. 
Refd. Monkhouse v. Holme (1783), 1 Bro. GC. C. 298 ; 
Harrison 7. Foreman (1800), 5 Ves. 207; Lincoln v. 
Pelham (1804), 10 Ves. 166; Blamire v. Geldart (1809), 
16 Ves. 314; M'Donald v. Bryce (1838), 2 Keen, 276; 
Leeming v. Sherratt (1842), 2 Hare, 14; Packham »v. 
Gregory (1845), 4 Hare, 396; Taylor v. Frobisher (1852), 
9 DeG. & 8m. 191 Cooper rv. Cooper (1861), 3 L. T. 800. 
9181. -.|- -Testator gave the use of £800 to 

his wife for life, & after her decease made a dis- 

position of parts of the principal; he then gave 
several other devises, & afterwards to J. £100. 

J. died, living the widow :—Held: his legacy was 

vested & transmissible. 








9178 ix. -ISBISTEN Vv. ISBISTER mother’s 


wer eee 
. 


lifelime. —- ROBERTSON v. 
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The circumstance of introducing a_ legatory 
subject by the word “ after’ cannot be construed 
so to affect the gift as to make it a condition. 
The solid substantial distinction is, whether 
testator meant it as a condition. This cannot be 
construed as making a new rule of law. The rule, 
Which I take to be that of the civil law, not being 
broke in upon, but allowed & construed as it was 
by Lorp JTALBorT, Lorp ILARDWICKE, & LORD 
THurtow. We are all of opinion that the legacy 
vested, & that interest must be paid from the 
death of the wife (LorD LovuGHBOROUGH).— 
MONKHOUSE v. HoLMis (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 298 ; 
28 FE. R. 1143. 

Annotations :-—Refd. May v. Wood (1792), 3 Bro. GC. CG. 471: 
Booth v. Booth (1799), 4 Ves. 399; Hanson v. Graham 
(1801), 6 Ves. 2393; Blamire ow. Geldart (1809), 16 Ves. 
314; Saunders v. Vautier (1811), Cr. & Ph. 210: Leeming 


v. Sherratt (1842), 2 Hare, 14; /’e Rouse’s Estate (1852), 
9 Hare, 649; te Boat, Shorthouse v, Annibal (1911), 


56 Sol. Jo. 142. 

9182. .| —A.-G. v. CRISPIN (17814), 1 Bro. 

C. C. 386; 28 BE. R. 1192, L. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Blamire v. Geldart (1809), 16 Ves. 3114. 
9183. ———.|—-BENYON v. MADDISON (1786), 

Bro. C. C. 753; 29 KE. R. 42, L. C. 

{nnotations :-—~—Refd. Scurfleld »v. "Howes (1790), 3 Bro. C. C. 
90; Blamire v. Geldart (1809), 16 Ves. 314 


9184. -|—Devise of real & personal estate 
to trustees to pay, etc., to testator’s wife for life, 
then to pay a legacy to his daughter; this is a 
vested legacy in the daughter, & transmissible.— 
MoLeSWORTH v. MOLESWORTH (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 








during the subsistence of the liferent, 


(1914), 33 N. Z. 
J) —PATTERSON vv. 
Lis L. R. 104,—N.Z. 


L. KR. 1057.—N.Z 





: SrE- 
VENS, 20 N. 











9178 xi. JOULSTON’S TRoB- 
TEES U0. COULSTON'S ‘TRUSTEES, [1911] 
S.C. S813 48 Se. L. i. 814; [1911] 2 
S. L. fT. 39.-—-SCOT. 

9178 xii. .]-- JORDON v. DICKSON 
(1800), Hume, 268.—SCOT. 

9178 xiii. -}--When a legacy is 





left. to one person in lHiferent, & another 
in fee, the subsistence of the liferent 
does not. prevent the fee from vesting 
at the death of testator: & the rule 
appears to be the same when a fund is 
conveyed by testator to trustees, with 
directions to pay the interest to one 
person during his life, & the capital 
to another, at the liferenter’ 8 decease. 
At least, this is the rule when there is 
a destination of the fee to an individual 
simply, & no ulterior substitutions, 
which require the trust to be kept up 
for the benefit of those substitutes.— 
MAXWELL t. WYLIE (1837), 15 Sh, 
(Ct. of Sess.) 1005; 12 ac. Coll. 928. 
—-SCOT. 

9178 xiv. -——-.]—-W RIGHT v. OGILVIE 
(1810), 2 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 13857; 15 
Fac, Coll, 1462.—SCOT. 


9178 xv. ——.]-—KILQOUR v. KIL- 
GOUR (1843), 7 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 451; 
17 Se. Jur. 222.—SCOT. 


9178 xvi. .])--NEWTON v. TrOoM- 
SON (1849), TL Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 452; 
21 Se. Jur. 127.-—SCOT. 


9178 xvii. - ----.}~ DICKSON v. ITPAL- 
BERT (1851), 13 Dunl. (Ct. of sess.) 674; 
23 Se. Jur. 301.—SCOT. 


9178 xviii. -J—MARNOCH tv. WIL- 
SON (1855), 17 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 536 ; 
27 Se. Jur. 225.—SCOT. 

9178 xix. .]—WATSON v. MS Dou- 
GALL (1856), 18 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 971; 
28 Se. Jur. 412.—SCOT. 


9178 xx. .]}—Testatrix destined a 
fund to her daughter in Hferent only, 
& to the daughter's children in fee, 
but with power to the daughter, if 
the should leave no children, to ‘‘ be- 
peat, sottle, & dispose morlis causd ”’ 

the whole provision :—Held: this 
power of disposal was inconsistent with 
vesting in the children during the 














Housron (18538), 20 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 
989; 30 Sc. Jur. 590.—SCOT. 

9178 xxi. —-.] BEATYrikx’s TRUS- 
TEES vt. COOPER’S TRUSTEES (1862), 24 
Dun. o of Sess.) 5193 34 5c. Jur. 259. 


~— 


9178 xxii. 

FOUR (1864), 2 
86 8e. Jur. 219.- SC 

9178 xxiii. .J]—NOLAN t. HART- 
LEY'S TRustrtes (1866), 5 Macph. (Ct. 
of Sess.) 153; 39 Se. Jur, 62.-—SCOT. 

9178 xxiv. ; RATTRAY 'S TRUS- 
TEES tv. Ratrray (1868), 6 Macph. (Ct. 
of Sess.) 4765; 40 Se. Jur, 245.-- SCOT. 

9178 xxv. — 3 .J -STONART'S TRUS- 
TEES (L870), 8 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 667 


--BALFOUR v7 BAL- 
Mac ph. Dee of Sess.) 467 ; 














2 Se. Jur. 330.—SCOT 

9178 xxvi. .}- SANDERSON © v. 
WARDROP HOU. 1h. (Ct. of Sess.) 96; 
ll Se. dL. Re L4.--SCOT. 

9178 xxvii. — —-.]--SLOANE wv. FIN- 
LAYSON (1876), 3 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 678 ; 
3 se. L. R. 448.— SCOT. 

9178 xxviii. ——---- YraTs v. PATON, 
RTC. (T&s0), s R. (Ct. of Sess.) 171; 
Is Se. L. RR. 116.—SCOT. 

9178 xxix. ‘ MSALPINE, ETC. 
(1883) 10 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 837; 20 Se. 


l.. R. 551.—SCOT. 


9178 xxx. J—BERWICK’'’S EXECU- 
TORS, ETC. (£885), 12 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 
565; 22 Se. L. R. 357.— SCOT. 

9178 xxxi. ——-—.]-—Hay's TRUSTEES 














v. Hay (1890), 17 KR. (Ct. of Sess.) 
961; 27 Se. L. R. 771 cae 
9178 xxxii. Ne 
FIOME oes Teestis) (1891), 
R. (Ct. of S Pn 
9178 exxiti. -_—— 7 — CUMMING'S 
TRUSTEES tv. WHITE (1893), 20 R. (Ct. 


of Sess.) 454; 30 Se. L. T. 459.-—SCOT, 


9178 xxxiv. .J]—Wintr’s TRus- 
TKES v. CURYSTAL'S TRUSTEES (1893), 
20 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 460; 30 Sc. L. R. 
463.—SCOT. 

9178 xxxv. .J—-As a general rule, 
& in the absence of evidence of a con- 
trary intention, a testamentary direc- 
tion to pay to a person in liferent, & 
on the death of the liferonter to pay 
the fee to another person named & his 
issue, does not impart a suspension 








of vesting in the person named as siar 
if he survives testator; & it is imma- 
terial whether the destination of the 
fee runs “‘ to A. K., whom failing to his 
issue ” or “to A. TR. & should he pre- 
decease the date of payment, then to 
his issue ”?; in both cases the issue are 
presumed to be called not as persons 
independently favoured, but from 
favour to A. B.—Ross's TRUSTEES v. 
Ross (1897), 25 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 65 ; 
35 Se. L. KR. 10L: 5b 8S. L. T. 202.— 
SCOT. 

9178 xxxvi. -} --—  KINMOND’S 
TRUSTEES v. MESS (1898), 25 me (Ct. of 
Sess.) 819: 35 Se. L. R. 631; 58. L. 8. 
379.—SCOT. 

9178 xxxvii. ~ ---.] PA ar rl 
TRUSTEKS v. NEIL (1900), 2 (Ct. of 
sess.) 695; 37 Sc. L. - to3— SOOT. 

9178 xxxviii. ~~ WHITE v. 
WINTE’S TRUSTEES, ‘914 Se die vs 
393.—SCOT. 

9178 xxxix. 








.] — MACFARLANE’S 
‘TRUSTEES v. MACFARLANE (1906), 8 F. 
(Ct. of Sess.) 787; 43 Se. L. HR. 494; 
138. L. T. 915.— SCOT. 

9178 xl. ——--.]-—JACK'S TRUSTEES v. 
JACK, [1913] S. C. 815; 50 Sc. L. KR 
536; [1913] 18. L. T. 341.-—SCOT. 

9178 xl. -J—MARSHALL’S TRUS- 
TEE t. CAMPBELL, [1914] S. C. 443.— 
SCOT. 

9178 xi. -—--.] BANNATYNE’ rs] 
TRUSTEES t. WATSON, [1914J) 185. L. T. 
469.—SCOT. 

9178 xlili. —-----.] - ROSE’S TRUSTEES 
v. Roser, (1916) 8S. C. 827; 53 Sc. L. R. 
630; [1916] 25. L. 'T.. 84.—SCOT. 

9178 xliv. ——~—.]---WYLIE’S TRUS- 
TEES v. BRUCE, [1919] 8. C. 211.—SCOT. 

9178 xlv. -}—-SMITH'S TRUSTEES 
?. CLARK, (1920]8. C. 161; 5780. lL. R. 
196; [1920] 18. L. T. 88.—SCOT. 

9178 xlvi. .}-—WILSON'S TRUS- 
TEES v. MACKENZI£, [1924] 8. C. 568; 
61 Sc. L. R. 423.—SCOT. 

9178 xlvii. .}—-GIBSON'S TRUB- 
TEES v. GIBSON, [1925] 8. C. 477.—SCOT. 

9178 xlviii. .]) — M‘NAB v. 
BROWwN’sS TRUSTEES, [1926] S. C. 387. 
—SCOT. 

9178 xlix. —-—.} JONES v. MAtT- 
THEWS, 14 8. C. 69.— S. AF. 
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408; 29 Ki. R. 962, 1. C.3 previous proceedings 
(1789), 3 Bro. (1. 5, LC. 

9185. ---.'!. Legacy in trust to pay out of the 
interest £60 a year to testator’s wife for life, & 
the remaining interest during her life to R. Duke 
of M., & in case of his death to his cldest or only 
son; & for want of issue male to his eldest or only 
daughter for want of such issue female to sink into 
the residue; & after the death of his wife testator 
gave the principal to the said Duke, if then living ; 
but if then dead, to his eldest or only issue male 
then living; & for want of such issue male to his 
eldest or only daughter; for want of such issue 
female to sink into the residue. R., Duke of M., 
died leaving two sons & a daughter: both the 
sons died ; the eldest left a son, Duke of M., who 
filed the bill. Pltf. is entitled to the surplus 
interest ; but the principal is contingent till the 
death of testator’s widow.—MANCHESTER (DUKE) 
v. BONHAM (1796), 3 Ves. 61; 30 E. R. 894, L. C. 

9186. —--.|—Legacy after limitations for life 
& in default of children to be paid equally between 
two persons or the whole to the survivor of them, 
held not vested till the time of division.—DANIELL 
v. DANIELL (1801), 6 Ves. 297; 31 E. R. 1060. 
Annotations :—Folld. Spurrell v. Spurrell (1853), 11 Hare, 

54. Refd. Cripps r. Wolcott (1819), 4 Madd. 11; Home 

v. Pillans (1833), Coop. temp. Brough. 198 ; Wordsworth 

v. Wood (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 641. 

9187. —-—.|—-Devise to devisor’s wife for life, 
& from & after her decease to trustees, upon trust 
to sell, & among other bequests to lay out £500 in 
an annuity for the life of his son. A_ vested 
interest in the son, surviving devisor; but dying 
in the life of the wife; the period of enjoyment 
being deferred with reference to the circumstances 
of the estate, not of the legatee.— BAYLEY 1. 
BISHOP (1803), 9 Ves. 6; 32 KK. R. 501. 
Annotations :— Apld. Day v. Day (1854), 23 L. 1. O. S. 216. 

onsd. Power v. Hayne (1869), L. RR. 8 Eq. 262. Refd. 

Palmer v. Craufurd (1819), 3 Swan. 482; Dawson v. 

Hearn (1331), 1 Russ. & M. 606; Hatton v. May (1876), 3 

Ch. D. 148; ve Mabbett, Pitman v. Holborrow, [1891] 1 

Ch. 707; Fe Robbins, Robbins v. Legge, [1906] 2 Ch. 

643. Mentd. Walters rv. Corpe (1851), 1a Jur. 764. 

9188. — —.]—-Devise to ihe testator’s wife for 
life; & as soon after her decease or refusal to 
release dower as conveniently might be, upon 
trust to sell & divide the produce between five 
nephews at such time as the sale should be com- 
pleted, if then living ; if any should die in her life, 
or before the sale should be completed, his share 
to his children; if none. to the survivors. The 
interests not vested till the sale-——ELWINn v. 
ELWIN (1803), 8 Ves. 547; 32 EF. WR. 467. 
Annotations :—Distd. He Dodgson’s Trust (1853), 1 Drew. 

440. Refd. Wood v. Penoyre (1807), 13 Ves. 325 ; Minors 

vu. Battison (1876), 1 App. Cas. 428; Johnson v. Crook 

(1879), 12 Ch. ID. 639; Fe Chaston, Chaston v. Seago 

(1881), 18 Ch. D. 218. 

9189. -Legacy at the decease of a person; 
entitled to the fund, out of which it is given, 
vested immediately ; & payment only postponed. 
BLAMIRE v. GELDART (1809), 16 Ves. 314; 33 
E.R. 1004. 

9190. ———.|—Bequest to A. for life, & after- 
wards to B., but if he should be then dead, to C. & 
D. in equal shares, or the whole to the survivor 
of them. 8. died in the life of the tenant for life, 
as did also C. & D.:—Held: the gift to C. & DPD. 








was a vested interest in them as tenants in common, | 


subject to be divested if one only should survive 

the tenant for life.—BROWNE v. KENYON (LORD) 

(1818), 3 Madd. 410; 56 E.R. 556. 

Annotations :—Folld. Terrell v. Cooke (1834), 5 L. J. Ch. 
6%. Consd. White v. Baker (1860), 29 L. J. Ch. 577. 


Apld. /te Pickworth, Snaith v, Parkinson, [1889] 1 Ch. 642. 
Refd. ‘Taylor v. Beverley (1844), 1 Coll. 108. 


WILLS. 


9191. —-—..] --Bequest to A. of interest & divi- 
dends of personal property for life; & then to be 
equally divided amongst her three children, or 
such of them as shall be living at her death. The 
children all died in the lifetime of the tenant for 
life :-—- Held: they took vested interests, trans- 
missible to their representatives.—STURGESS v. 
PEARSON (1819), 4 Madd. 411; 56 E. R. 757. 


Innotations :-~ Folld. Bromhead v. Hunt (1821), 2 Jac. &aw. 
459. Apld. Terretl vr. Cooke (1834), 5 L. J. Ch. 68. Folld. 
Faulkner ¢. Wynford (1845), 15 L. J. Ch. 8. Distd. 
Atcherley v. Du Moulin (1855), 2 K. & J. 186. Apld. 
Littlejohns v. Household (1855), 21 Beav. 29. Folld. dte 
Trustee Relief Act, 1847, Re Blackwell’s Will Trusts 
(1864), 11 L. T. 335. Apld. Ie Sander’s Trusts (1866), 

. 1 Eq. 675; Marriott v. Abell (1869), L. R. 7 Ey. 
Folld. Re Clark's Trusts (1870), L. R. 9 Eq. 378. 

Refd. Taylor v. Beverley (1844), 1 Coll. 108; Eaton 1. 

Barker (1845), 2 Coll. 124; Tribe v. Newland (1852), 16 

Jur. 286; Bowyer v. Currall (1854), 2 W. Kt. 328; Re 

Larkin (1856), 2 Jur. N. S. 229; White v. Baker (1860), 

6 Jur, N.S. 591; Alty v. Moss (1876), 34 L. T. 3123 

Gibbons v. Gibbons (1881), 6 App. Cas. 471; #e Brown, 

Brown 1 Acomb (1896), 41 Sol. Jo. 66; Penny v. Kya. 

Comr., [1900] A. C. 628; Galliers 1. Hyecroft, [1901] 


A. C. 130. 

9192. _ -Gift to real & personal estate, 
after a life interest to testator’s widow, to trustees, 
to be converted into money, & divided among 
several persons nanied, & the survivors or survivor 
of them. Those only are entitled who survive 
the widow.—HoOGHTON v. WHITGREAVE (1819), 1 
Jac. & W. 146; 37 EF. R. 331. 

Annotations :--Refd. Do» d. Long v. Prigg (1828), 8 B. & C. 
231; Wordsworth v. Wood (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 641; 
Leenung v. Sherratt (1842), 2 Hare, 14. 

9193. ---—.|--Testator devises his property to 
be invested in the funds; & gives £100 a year out. 
of the interest, to be paid yearly to the order of 
A., & the remainder of the interest to B. & C., 
during their lives, share & share alike: at the 
death of either, her share to go to A.; & then 
orders, that at the death of both B. & C. the 
property shall be drawn out of the funds, & 
reinitted to a corpn. to be applied to charitable 
purposes: testator dies; then LB. dies; W& then 
A.:—Held: A.’s representative was entitled to 
the £100 a year, & B.’s moiety of the residue of the 
interest during the life of C.—-BooTH v. GARRAWAY 
(1824),2 L. J. O. S. Ch. 183. 

9194, ---—.]---Testator gave life estates In some 
personal property to his sisters, Mary & Harriet, 
in succession, &, after their deaths, equally to his 
two brothers, Robert & John, to do as they pleased 
with; ‘ but in case his sisters, Mary & Harniet, 
should survive Robert & John, after their deaths, 
togoto A. & W.” Robert died first, Mary second, 
John third, & Warriet last :- Held: the con- 
tingency had not happened, & the representatives 
of the brothers, whose interest had not been 
invested, were absolutely entitled.——-TEKRELL r. 
CoOoKE (1834). 5 L. J. Ch. 68. 

9195. —--—.|/—-Testator directed his exors. to 
invest £200, which was to arise from the sale of 
freeholds, in trust to pay the dividends to his 
brother W. for life, & after his death to pay & 
assign the same to the exor. or administrator of 
his brother absolutely ; W. died in the lifetime 
of testator :—Held: W.’s administrator took the 
£200, absolutely & beneficially.—-NURSE v. OLD- 
MEADOW (1836), 5 L. J. Ch. 300. 

9196. ---——.|—-Testator gave the interest of 
money in the funds to his wife during her life, 
after which his daughter M., if unmarried, was to 
receive the same until her death or marriage, 
when the principal was to be divided between his 
eight sons & daughters, including his daughter M.., 
or amongst such of them as should be living at the 
death of M. Testator also gave the’ children 
power to take possession of their respective shares, 
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upon giving security for the payment of interest 
to the widow for her life. M. married during 
testator’s life, & died after the widow. One son, 
C., died after testator, but before the widow :— 
Held: the representatives of C. were entitled to 
one-eighth part of the property. -BAYNES v. 
PREVOST (1844), 13 L. J. Ch. 877; 3 LT. O. S, 
374; 8 Jur. 506. 

9197. -l-—-A bequest of a residuary estate 
to A., B. & C., ‘' & after their deaths to be divided 
between ”’ E., F. & G. gives a vested interest in the 
residuary estate to E., F. & G. subject to the life 
estates of A., B. & C. upon the death of testator ; 
& upon the death of either K., IF, or G. during the 
lifetime of the tenants for life, the share of the 





Jegatee so dying belongs to her representative.—- 


COCHRANE v, WILTSHIRE (1847), 16 LL. J. Ch. 366 ; 
1] Jur. 426; sub nom. COCKRANE v. WILTSHIRE, 
VL. T. O. 8S. 310. 

9198. .|— Testator professed to give legacies 
to each of twelve first cousins nominatim, but he 
enumcrated eleven only, & stated the other to be 
dead, & desired his legacy to be paid to his 
children. He afterwards directed, after the 
decease of his wife, the whole remainder of his 
property ‘‘ to be divided, share & share alike, to 
his aforesaid twelve first cousins & their children ”’ : 
—Held: the first cousins took vested interests 
at the death of testator, subject to be divested on 
their deaths in the widow’s life, in which event 
their children took by substitution.—BURRELL v. 
BASKERFIELD (1849), J] Beav. 525; 18 L. J. Ch. 
422; 13 Jur. 311; 50 Is. R. 9203; sub nom. 
BURRELL ». MABERLEY, BURRELL 1. BASKERFIELD, 
141. T. 0.8. 6). 

Annotations :-- Refd. Cormack v. Copous (1853), 17_Beav. 
397; Audsley v. Horn (1859), 1 DoG. F. & J. 226. Mentd. 
Greenway tv. Greenway (1860), 29 L. J. Ch. 601. 

9199. ------.]---Testator directed the dividends 
of his residue to be paid to his three children A., 
B. & C. in certain shares, & that, after the decease 
of any one or two of them until the decease of the 
survivor, the shares of the deceased parents should 
go to their respective children: & that. after the 
decease of his surviving child, the capital of the 
residue should be divided amongst the children of 
his said children, per capita. A. died first, L. 
next, & C. last. Both A. & C. left children, some 
of whom were living at C.’s death. B. had 
children, but they all died in her lifetime :—Held : 
nevertheless, they took vested, transmissible 
Interests in the dividends of B.’s share of the 
residue, Which accrued between .’s & C.’s deaths. 
—HoMkER v. GOULD (1851), 1 Sim. N.S. 541; 15 
Jur. 457; 61 Ik. RR. 209; sub nom. TorRNER v. 
GOULD, 20 L. J. Ch. 657. 

9200. ----—-.]---Bequest to A. during widowhood 
& immediately after her death or second marriage, 
whichever event should first happen, to trustees 
to sell & divide between several persons named or 
such of them as should be living at the death of A. 
A. married again :-~Ifeld : the property thereupon 
became immediately distributable-—BAINBRIDGE 
v. CREAM (1852), 16 Beav. 25; 19 L. T. O.S. 151; 
51 EB. R. 685. 

Annotations :-—Folid. Stanford v. Stanford (1886), 34 Ch. D. 
362; Jee ‘Tucker, Bowchier v. Gordon (1887), 56 lL. J. Ch. 
449. Apld. Ite Dear, Helby v. Dear (1889), 58 L. J. Ch 


659. Folld. ze Warner, Watts v. Silvey, [1918] 1 Ch. 
area Jie Tredwell, Jeffray v. Tredwell, [1891] 2 
. 640, 


9201. .|}—Testator bequeathed the interest 
of his property in the funds to his wife for life or 
widowhood, & the capital at her death in equal 
shares unto & among the children of his brothers, 
J.& E., & of his late brother S., as should be living 
at the death or second marriage of his wife. By a 
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codicil he declared it to be his wish that U., a 
niece, might) have her sharo equally with his 
brothers’, Ji. & S.’s, children :—-Held: IL. took 
her share absolutely, & not contingently, upon her 
surviving the tenant for life.—Biaas ». CGiBBS 
(1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 7443 64 BK. R. 1326. 

9202. --.,~Bequest of residue to A. for life, 
&, after her decease, a gift of £3,000 cach to B. & 
©., granddaughters, for their absolute use; & if 
either of them should be dead at the decease of A., 
her £3,000 was to go to the granddaughter who 
should be then living; but in case such grand- 
daughter should have left children, they were to 
take her legacy. J. died first, leaving children ; C. 
then died without issue, leaving A. surviving. On 
the death of A. :—IHleld: C.’s legacy was vested 
& passed to her representatives.—Re LRIGHT’s 


Trusts (1855), 21 Beav. 67; 3 W. RR. 544; 52 
i. R. 784. 
9203. —---.; Testator gave personal estate to 


his wife for life, & after her death to M., or in case 
of her death to be equally divided between ‘“‘ her 
children living.’”’ M. died in testator’s lifetime, 
leaving one child, who survived testator, but died 
in the lifetime of the tenant for life :—Held: the 
child of M. took a vested interest.—HODGSON v. 
SMITHSON (1856), 21 Beav. 354; 27 L. T. O. S. 
51; 2 Jur. N.S. 315; 4 W. R. 427; 52 EB. R. 
896; affd.,8 De G. M. & G. 604, L. JJ. 

$204. - —.!|—Testator bequeathed his residue 
to his wife for life, & at her decease ‘‘ to be equally 
divided between his two daughters, B. & C.,” & 
in case of marriage to be settled on themselves. 
The tenant for life was still living, & B. had never 
been married :—Held: B. took an absolute vested 
interest on the death of testator.—SMITH v. COLMAN 
(1857), 25 Beav. 216; 53 E. R. 619. 

9205. .}- (1) The use of such words as “‘ pay 
& transfer ’’ asthe only words of gift in a deferred 
bequest does not make such bequest contingent : 
the true criterion is, what was the reason for the 
postponement ? If it was the position of the fund, 
as in a gift to one for life, & after his death to 
others, the bequest in remainder vests at once ; 
but if it was the position of the legatee, as where 
the yift is by a direction to pay the fund to the 
legatee when he shall attain twenty-one, it is 
contingent. 

A. bequest of personalty to trustees upon trust 
to pay the interest thereof to the testator’s 
daughters A. & B. for their lives & the life of the 
survivor, & upon the decease of the survivor to 
pay & transfer the capital equally among all 
testator’s children, & the issue, if any, of A. & B., 
& of any other deceased child, in such manner 
that such issue might be entitled to such share or 
shares as his or their deceased parent. or parents 
respectively, if living, A. & B. excepted, would 
have been entitled to. <A. & B. died without 
leaving issue :—J/Ield: the bequest in remainder 
vested at testator’s death; the whole fund 
belonged to testator’s children other than A. & B., 
& to the children living at the death of such as 
had died leaving children; the shares of such as 
had died without leaving children belonged to their 
representatives. 

(2) It has constantly been held, that it is con- 
trary to all sound rules of construction to infer, 
that it was the intention of testator to give to the 
parent stock & the issue together a common 
interest in a fund; & I think that the words here, 
directing that the issue should take their parents’ 
shares notwithstanding that C. & H are excepted, 
shows that it was the prevailing intention of 
testator to substitute children in the room of their 
deceased parents, but not that parents & their 
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issue shall otherwise take together (PAGE Woop, 

V.-C.).—Re BENNETT’S TrusT (1857), 3 K. & J. 

280; 69 BE. R. 1114. 

Annotations :—A8 to (1) Refd. Bolitho v. Bis (1865), - 
W. RR. 600; Re Boam, Shorthouse v. Annibal (1911), 
Sol. Jo. 142. As to (2) Refd. Crause v. Cooper (185 ne 
Jobn, & H. 207: Lamphier v. Buck (1865), 6 New Rep. 


196; Jee Smith’s Trusts va a Ch. D. 665; Re Wood, 
Moore v. Bailey (1880%, 43 _ i 730. Generally, Consd . 
Stuart rv. Cockerell (1869), L. R. 7 Eq. ae Refd. Zte 


Wildman’s Trusts (1860), 1 Pree & H. 





a .|~—-Birns v. ASKEY (No. 1), No. 9046, 
ante 

9207. ——~.| — PENNY v. CLARKE (1860), 1 De 
G. F. & J. 425; 29 L. J. Ch. 870; 1 L. T. 537; 
ge N. 8S. 307 ; 8 W. R. 286; "45 EL R. 423, 


Annotations :—Refd., Fe Pell’s Trust (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 
291; Coe v. Bigg (1863), 1 New Rep. 536; Lanphier v. 
Buck (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 484; Heasman v. Pearse 
(1871), L. Rt. 11 Eq. 522; 2e Quirk, cue v, Quirk (1889), 
61 L. T. 364; he Smith (1889), 58 L. J. Ch. 661; Re 
Yates, Bostock v. D'Kyncourt, [1891] 3 Ch. 53. 


9208. .j—Testator gave a fund to his wife 
for life, & after her death to his seven sons & 
daughters, or such of them as should be living at 
the death of his wife. & the issue of such of them 
as should be then dead leaving issue, share & 
share alike, the issue not to take larger shares 
among them than their respective parents would 
have been entitled to if living. One of testator’s 
sons who survived him died in the lifetime of the 
widow, leaving a child, who afterwards also died 
in the lifetime of the widow :—Held: the child 
took a vested interest, & her representative was 
entitled to a share of the fund.—Re PELL’s TRUST 
(1861),3 De G. F. & J. 291; 45 E. R. 890, L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Consd. He Smith's Trusts ees ee Ch. D. 
665. Refd. Lanphicr tr. a (1865), as L. Ch. 650 ; 
Re Merrick’s Trusts (1866), L R11 Ea. ! 


9209. -——.]—-Bequest to A. for ‘life, & after 
her death to B. & C. or their children, in case of 
their decease. B. died in the lifetime of the tenant 
for life, leaving children :—Held: B. took a 
vested interest, liable to be divested in the event 
Which happened.—BOLITHO v. TILLyYAR (1865), 
34 Beav. 180; 11 Jur. N. S. 556; 13 W. R. 600 ; 
55 E. R. 603. 

9210. ———./—-(1) By his will, testator  be- 
queathed his personalty to trustees, upon trust to 
invest the same & pay the income to his wife, 
until his daughter should attain twenty-one, & as 
soon as she should attain that age then to call in 
all invested moneys, & divide the same between 
the daughter & his son; & in case of the death of 
either without issue before their respective estates 
or interests should be “‘ received,” then upon trust 
to pay the estate or interest of him or her sv dying 
to the survivor. But in case of the death of either 
previous to the time aforesaid leaving issue, then 
to such issue, with other remainders over. By a 
codicil, testator directed the investments & pay- 
ments to his wife to be continued during her life, 
though she might live beyond the daughter’s 
attainment of the age of twenty-one; &, reciting 
that his son was dead, he gave the share & interest, 
which he would have taken, to the daughter, to be 
paid & applied along with her own. The daughter 
survived testator & attained twenty-one, but died 
in the lifetime of the wife, leaving a child :—Held : 
the daughter took an absolute vested interest in 





PART XVI. acta of SUB-SECT. 38. 9211 fii. ——-—.] —~ 
9211 i. Whether contingent on donee — 
surviving tenant for life or attaining 9211 iv. 
age.}—-Ke DOUGLAS, KINSEY v. DouG- 
LAS, 22 O. R. 553.—CAN. 
9211 ii. ——— aN vw. BAILEY, 
26 Gr. 361.—CA 





a RYLeE, [1917] N. Z L. R. 504 
.] — CaTTaNacH v. 


of Sess.) 1206; 30S8c. Jur. 716.—SCO 


9211iv. ——-.)—Sw 
v. SWAN, (1912] 8. C. 273.—SOOT. 


WILLS. 


the fund on attaining twenty-one which her death 
in the lifetime of the wife did not divest in favour 
of the child & the other persons entitled over. 

(2) Where there is a gift for life, followed by a 
gift in remainder, which is to vest upon the attain- 
ment of a particular age, or any other event 
personal to the legatee in remainder, with a gift 
over in the event of tho latter dying before the 
legacy is ‘‘ payable” or ‘‘receivable,”’ or “ vested 
in possession ”’ or the ach in any form of expression 
that signifies ‘ paid ”’ ‘* received,” all such ex- 
pressions are to be aa as equivalent to ‘‘ vested,” 
& refer to the period at which the ne propery is to 
vest.— WEST v. MILLER (1868), L Eq. 59; 
37 L. J. Ch. 423; 18 L. T. 429; 16 W. R. 602. 


(b) Bequests Contingent on Beneficiary Attaining 
Specified Age. 

9211. Whether contingent on donee surviving 
tenant for life or attaining age.|—-A. by will, gives 
all his personal estate to his wife for life, & then 
gives to his grandchildren T. & I’. £100 a-piece, if 
they attain twenty-one, or shall be married :— 
Held: these legacies were not payable till after 
the wife’s death.—Youna v. BURDETT (1724), 5 
Bro. Par]. Cas. 54; 2 E.R. 529, H. L.; revsg. S. C. 


sub nom. BURDETT v. YOUNG, 9 Mod. Rep. 93, 
L. C. 
9212. —--—-.]—WEEDON v. FeLi (1740), 2 Atk. 


124 ; 26 EB. R. 478, L. C. 

Annotation :—Consd. Evans v. Evans (1858), 25 Reav. 81. 
9213. ———.|—BILLINGSLEY v. WILLS (1745), 3 

Atk. 219; 26 KE. R. 928, L. C. 

‘Annotations : -—Consd. ribo v. Newland 1852)? 
Sm. 236. Refd. Lang v. Pugh (1842), 1 Y. 
718; Packham v. Gregory (1845), 4 Hare, 396: 
”. Mart yn CO 14 aie. 361; 

(1852), 2 Sim. 192. 


9214. -—-— ie teeaee in trust for testator’s 
mother & sister for life, & after the death of the 
survivor for all & every the child & children of his 
sister living at her death share & share alike, each 
receiving his or her share of the principal at 
twenty-one; & if but one child should be so sur- 
viving, in trust to pay the whole to such surviving 
child at twenty-one: the payment only is post- 
poned, not the vesting. Testator in India gives 
all his estate & effects to A. in England in trust, 
& directs his property to be remitted to him; & 
after several legacies he gives A. £800, & requests 
him as soon as the property is remitted to lay out 
same in the funds or other securities which shall 
appear most advantageous for those, who shall 
be benefited by it hereafter : the £800 is a beneficial 
legacy, not in trust.—WaADLEY v. Nortn (1797), 
3 Ves. 364; 30 E.R. 1056. 

Annotations : ”_ Consd. Merry v. Hill (1869), Me nae na 19. 

Refd. Hammond v. Maulo (1844), 13 L. J. C 

9215. ——-.]|—Bequest of £25,000 3 pee Cents. 
to testator’s daughter S. C. for life, & after her 
decease, one moiety to testator’s next of kin, in 
equal degree, other than & except any child or 
children of S.C.; & as to the other moiety to go 
unto & amongst ‘all & every the child & children 
of S. C., equally to be divided between them at 
their respective ages of twenty-one, if more than 
one, share & share alike, & if but one, then to 
such only child at his or her age of twenty-one. 
The will afterwards contained a proviso, that in 
case 8. C. should die without leaving any child 2 
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children of her body, or leaving any such child or 
children, such only child or all such children should 
die before attaining the age of twenty-one, then 
the last-mentioned moiety should be paid among 
all the next of kin of testator, in equal degree, who 
should be living at the time of the death of the 
longer liver of them his daughter & her said children 
so dying before having attained the age of twenty- 
one, as aforesaid. Determined that, two daughters 
of S. C. having attained the age of twenty-one 
years, but died in the lifetime of their mother, took 
vested interests in the last-mentioned moiety. 

If in the clause which gives the property over 
on failure of children of the daughter attaining 
twenty-one, the word ‘‘having’’ be read for 
‘‘Jeaving,’” the whole will will express a consistent 
intention to that effect (Leacn, V.-C.).—MalIT- 
LAND v. CHALIE (1822), 6 Madd. 243; 56 E. R. 
1084. 


Annotations :—Apld. Casamajor v. Strode (1843), 8 Jur. 14. 
Consd. Barkworth v. Barkworth (1906), 75 L. J. Ch. 754. 
Refd. Jee Gates’s Trust (1851), 21 L. J. Ch. 281; He 
Thompson's ‘Trust, Zax p. Oliver (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 
667; LBythesea v. Bythesea (1854), 23 L. J. Ch. 1004; 
Dalton t. Hil) (1862), 10 W. k. 396; Bryden v. Willett 
(1869), L. Wt. 7 Eq. 472; Treharne v. ayton te 
L. R. 10 Q. B. 4593; Clay v. Coles (1887), 51 L. T. 
die Bau, Slattery v. Ball (1888), 40 Ch. 

9216. .]|—Testator Beaueathed saat pro- 
perty to his trustees & exors., upon trust, to pay 
the dividends to his daughter, during her life, to 
her separate use, &, after her decease, to pay the 
principal unto all & every her children who should 
live to attain twenty-three years of age, share & 
share alike, with benefit of survivorship, in case 
any of them died under that age ; with limitations 
over, in case there should be no such child or 
children, or, being such, all of them should die 
under twenty-three, without lawful issue. The 
daughter had a child, who died under age in the 
daughter’s lifetime. The bequests to the children, 
& the subsequent limitations, were too remote.— 
BULL v. PRITCHARD (1826), 1 Russ. 213; 38 E. R. 
83. 

Annotations :—Distd. Bell +. Cade SEN Lar 2 John. & H. 122. 
Refd. Bland v. Williams (1834), 3 & K. 411; Doe a. 


Dolley v. Ward (1639), Y Ad. & ie 282 : Davies : v. Fisher 
(1842), 5 Beav. 201; Challis v. Doe d. Evers (1850), 18 





Q. B. ee ; Taylor v. Frobisher oe 5 De G. & Sim. 
191 ; ton v. Beard (1853), 3 De G@. M. & G. 608; 
Patching v. 


Holmes Ft Prescott one ae a 559; 
Barnett (1880), 49 L. Re Finch, Abbiss v. 


Burney (1881), 17 Ch. D oi 

9217. ——— .|—FARMER v. FRANCIS, No. 8953, 
ante. 

9218. ———-.]—Testator gives £3,000 to trustees, 


upon trust to pay the interest to A. during her 
life, &, after her decease, to apply the interest to 
the maintenance of the children she had at the 
date of the will, & the survivors of them, till they 
attained twenty-four respectively, &, upon their 
respectively attaining that age, to transfer their 
shares to each of them: the share of any one 
dying to go to the survivors, upon their attaining 
twenty-four; with a direction, that, if none of the 
children should be living at A.’s death, or if none 
of them should attain twenty-four, "the £3,000 
should go over: of those children only one attained 
twenty-four, but he died in A.’s lifetime :—Held : 
the fund vested in him absolutely.—LaNGsLow v. 
Butts (1827), 5 LL. J. O. S. Ch. 166. 
9219. »|\—OAKELEY v. KITCHENER (1827), 
2 Jarman on Wills, 8th ed., p. 1395, n. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Ite Cartledge (1861), 29 Beav. 583. 
9220. .|}—LIVESEY v. LIVESEY (1830), 3 
Russ. 642; 38 E. R. 679, L. C. 
Annotations : -—Mentd. Daniell v. Sinclair (1881), 6 App. 
Cas. 181; JZte Horne, Wilson v. Cox Sinclair, [1905] 1 on 
76; Ze Calgary = Medicine Hat Land Co., Pigeon v. 


Ch. 652; Re Robinson, ‘McLaren v. 
rustee, [1911] 1 Ch. "502, 








The Co., [1908] 2 
Public 7 


1069 


9221. -.|—Testator bequeathed his residuary 
estate to trustees, in trust to pay the income of 
one-third part to his daughter S. for life, & upon 
her death, to stand possessed of that third in 
trust for her child or children, & to be transferred 
to them on their attaining twenty-five; but in 
case his daughter should leave but one child her 
surviving, then the whole of the one-third part to 
go to such only child on his attaining twenty-five, 
& be transmissible to his exors., & in case his 
daughter should leave no child her surviving, or 
in case she should leave a child who should not 
attain twenty-five, then over :—Held : the children 
were not intended to take vested interests until 
they attained twenty-five, & the bequest to them 
was void for remoteness.—JUDD v. Jupp (1830), 
3 Sim. 525; 57 H.R. 1095; sub nom. Jupp v. 
Hosss, 8 L. J. O. S. Ch. 119. 

Annotations : :—Refd. Pearce v. deeds 3 boa) 2 WwW. QR. 

672; Merry v. Hill (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 6 

9222. .|—Testator gave all his real & per- 
sonal estate, after payment of debts & legacies, to 
his wife for life, & directed that, at the end of 
twelve months after her death, £1,000 should be 
laid out in trust for his daughter for life, & after 
her decease to divide the capital amongst her 
children when they should attain twenty-one. 
One of the children attained twenty-one & died 
in the lifetime of testator’s widow :—Held: his 
representatives were entitled to a share of the 
£1,000.—CoUSINS v. SCHRODER (1830), 4 Sim. 
23; 58 E.R. 9. 

9223. .|——Testator appoints a fund, after 
the death of his wife, to his son, to be paid to him 
at her decease, if he shall then have attained 
twenty-coe; & in case his son dies under twenty- 
one, & after the wife, he gives the fund to his 
brother; & in case the wife shall outlive both the 
son & the brother, he gives it to the brother’s 
daughters then living. The son attained twenty- 
one, & died in the lifetime of the wife, who sur- 
vived both the son & the brother; there were 
daughters of the brother then living :—Held: the 
representatives of the son, & not the daughters of 
the brother, were entitled to the fund.—CLUTTER- 
BUCK v. EDWARDS (1832), 2 Russ. & M. 577; 39 
I. R. 514, LC 
ereoeation :—Consd. Jackson v. Dover (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 


9224. .|—A gift of personalty to trustees 
for A. for life, & after his death in trust for the 
children of A. ‘‘ as they severally attained twenty- 
tive years,’”’ the income to be applied during their 
respective minorities by their guardian for their 
maintenance, etc., with a gift over in case no child 
of A. should live to attain twenty-five :—Held: to 
be vested & not too remote.—DAVIES v. FISHER 
(1842), 5 Beav. 201; 11 L. J. Ch. 338; 6 Jur. 248 ; 
49 E.R. 554. 

Annotations :—Consd. Locke v. Lamb (1867), L. I. 4 Eq 
372, Retd. Lang v. Pugh (1842), 1 ai eta Ch. Cas. 718: 
Fe Rouse’s Estate aN 9 Hare, 649; Lloyd v. Lloyd 
(1856), 3 K. & J. 20; Hardcastle v.  Tarienle. (1862), 
1 Hem. & M. 408 5 ite Baxter’s Trusts (1864), Af oc Rep. 
131; Pearman v. Pearman (1864), 33 Beav. 394. 

9225. .|—Testatrix bequeathed a sum of 
stock to trustees, upon trust to pay the dividends 
thereof to her granddaughter for life, & after her 
decease in trust to assign, transfer & dispose of the 
capital unto & among the children of her grand- 
daughter, share & share alike, at their ages of 
twenty-one, or sooner if the trustees should think 
proper; & in case the granddaughter should die 
without leaving any child or children, or, leaving 
such, all of them should die before they or any 
of them should become entitled to the trust 
moneys, then in trust to assign & transfer the 
capital to A. The will contained no clause of sur- 
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vivorship among the children. The granddaughter 
had eleven children, of whom seven died in her 
lifetime, two only out of the seven having attained 
twenty-one. The four survivors attained twenty- 
one :—Held : the six children who attained twenty- 
one took vested interests in the stock, &, upon the 
death of their mother, the whole stock was divisible 
amongst them or their representatives in six equal 
shares.—MAIR v. QUILTER (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. 
Cas. 465; 63 E. R. 208. 

9226. -|—Testator bequeathed £10,000 in 
trust for his son, J. I. J., for life, remainder in trust 
for the children of J. L. J., when & as they should 
attain twenty-one, as tenants in common, &, if 
any of them should die before their shares became 
payable, leaving issue, their shares to be paid to 
their issue ; but, if any of them should die before 
their shares became payable, leaving no issue, their 
shares to be paid to the survivors at the same time 
as their original shares should become payable ; 
&, if J. L. J. should have no child, or, having such, 
they should all die under age & without issuc, 
then the trust fund to sink into the residue ; which 
testator gave to two of his other children. J. L. J. 
had four children, all of whom attained twenty-one. 
One of them died in his lifetime, without issue :— 
Held: ‘‘ payable’? meant ‘‘ attain twenty-one,” 
& one-fourth of the fund vested in the deceased 
child.— JONES v. JONES (1843), 13 Sim. 561; 13 
L. J. Ch. 16; 7 Jur. 986; 60 E. R. 217. 

Annotations :--Apld. &e Thomson's Trusts (1852), 22 

L. J. Ch. 273. Consd. Mendham v. Williams (1866), L. R. 

2 Eq. 396. Refd. West v. Miller (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 59. 

9227. ---—-.|—Where testator bequeathed an 
annuity to his granddaughter for life, & directed 
that if she should die during the lifetime of his 
widow, the annuity should be paid for the main- 
tenance of the children of the granddaughter, & 
that, from & after the decease of his widow & 
granddaughter, the value or the amount of the 
annuity, such a sum as would produce it according 
to the then legal rate of interest, should be paid to 
all & every the child & children of the grand- 
daughter, if more than one, to be equally divided 
amongst them, when & as they should respectively 
attain the age of twenty-one years, & if there should 
be but one, then the whole to such one child, with 
a gift over in case of the death of the granddaughter 
without issue who should attain the age of twenty- 
one, the children of the granddaughter are not 
entitled to the annuity or interest of the fund 
after the death of the widow & their mother, 
until they attain the age of twenty-one years. 

Stress was laid upon the words ‘‘ from & after.” 
But I have already given full effect to these words 
in treating them as evidence that the gift of the 
legacy was immediate, & the payment only as 
postponed (WIGRAM, V.-C.).—-FESTING v. ALLEN 
(1844), 5 Hare, 573; 67 HE. R. 1038. 


Annotations :—Consd. Dundas v. Wolfo Murray (1863), 1 
Hein. & M. 425. Distd. Patching v. Barnett (1880), 49 
L. J. Ch. 665. Apld. Ate Judkin’s Trusts (1884), 25 Ch. D. 
743; #te Inman, Inman v. Holls, (1893) 3 Ch. 518. Refd. 
Boulton v. Beard (1853), 3 De G. M. & G.. 608; Le 
EKdmondson’s Kstate (1868), L. Rt. 5 Eq. 389; Best v. 
Donmall (1871), 40 L. J. Ch. 160; Je Orlebar’s Scottimit. 
Trusts (18375), L. RR. - T7113 F#te Dickson, Hill v. 
Grant (1884), 28 Ch. D. 291; Re Medlock, Ruttle v. 
Medlock (1886), 55 L. J. Ch. 738. Mentd. ??e Mid Kent 
ltailway Act, 1856, Ex p. Styan (1859), John. 387 ; Rhodes 
v. Whitehead ee 2 Drew. & Sin, 532; Cunhffe v. 
Brancker (1876), 3 Ch. D. $93; Jull v. Jacobs (1874), 3 
Ch. D. 703; Jte Finch, Abbiss v. Burney (1881), 17 Ch. D. 
2t1; Blackman v. Fysh, [1892] 3 Ch. 209. 


9228. -—--.—-.|—Testator bequeathed the residue 
of his personal estate to trustees, upon trust to 
pay three annuities; & after the death of the 
survivor of the three annuitants, upon trust, for 





WILLS. 


the children of his two brothers & sisters as tenants 
in common at twenty-one; but, if any of them 
died under twenty-one, the shares of them s0 
dying were to go to the survivors :—Held: one of 
the children having attained twenty-one, & 
having died in the lifetime of the annuitant, his 
personal representatives were entitled to his 
share.— MORGAN v. WILLIAMS (1845), 14 L. J. Ch. 

449, 

9229. .j-~-Testator, by his will, gave to 
trustees a sum of stock, upon trust, to pay the 
dividends to his daughter B. for life, &, after her 
decease, to pay both principal & interest to & 
amongst her children, as she should by deed or 
will direct ; but if she should leave no child living 
at her decease, or all should die before their ages 
of twenty-five years, then over. B. died without 
having exercised the power of appointment, having 
had two children, one of whom died in her life- 
time at the age of twenty-eight years, & the other 
survived her & died at the age of fifty-three years : 
—Held: the respective representatives of the two 
children of 1. were entitled to the stock in moieties. 
—-FAULKNER v. WYyNFORD (LORD) (1845), 15 
L. J. Ch. 8; 61. T. O.S. 188 3 sub nom. FALKNER 
v. WYNKFORD (LORD), 9 Jur. 1006. 

9230. -—--.|—Testator bequeathed the dividends 
of £10,000 stock to his wife for her life, & after 
her decease he gave & bequeathed the principal 
unto & amongst A., B., C., & D., & all & every 
other the child & children of N. that might be 
living at the decease of his wife, to be transferred 
& paid to them respectively on their attaining the 
age of twenty-one years, with benefit of survivor- 
ship in case any of them should die under that age. 
N. never had any other children than those named 
in the will. They all attained twenty-one, & died 
in the lifetime of the widow :—H/eld: they took 
vested interests in the £10,000 stock.— ROBERTS v. 
BuRDER (1845), 2 Coll. 180; 63 I. R. 668. 

9231. .|—Testatrix gave an annuity of 
£300 to her daughter, together with the interest 
of all she had in the stocks; & at her death she 
gave the stock to her children, to be equally 
divided between them, together with the interest, 
to be laid out for their use, in case their mother 
died before they arrived at the age of twenty-one. 
In case one died, the others were to have share & 
share alike; the survivor to have the whole; 
& if they all died before twenty-one, then she gave 
the stock to her five nieces. All the children of the 
daughter attained twenty-one, but four died before 
their mother :—Held: all the children of the 
daughter, who attained twenty-one, took vested 
interests, although they died in the lifetime of their 
mother.—BOUVERIE v. BOUVERIE (1847), 2 Ph. 
349; 16L. J. Ch. 411; 9L. T. O. 8. 469; 11 Jur. 
661; 41 E.R. 977, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Evans v. Evans (1858), 25 Beav. 81. 
Consd. Jackson v. Dover (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 209; Alty 
v. Moss (1876), 34 L. T. 312. efd. Vorley v. Richardson 

1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 126; Jte Poultney, Poultney v. 

oultney, [1912] 1 Ch. 245. 

9232. .|—JOHNSON v. JOIINSON (1847), 9 
L. T. O. 8. 430; 11 Jur. 862. 

9233. .}—Legacy to A., the wife of P., for 
life, remainder to P., the husband, for his life, 
& after the death of the husband & wife upon trust 
to pay the interest for the maintenance of such 
children of A. as should be living at her death, until 
they should respectively attain twenty-one, & 
when & as they should severally & respectively 
attain their ages of twenty-one years, upon trust 
to pay & transfer the legacy equally unto & amongst 
all the children of A., when & as they should 
severally & Parl ecaeulee | attain their ages of twenty- 
one years; &if any of the children should die under 
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twenty-one, then unto such as should attain that 

e, Share & share alike; & in case all & every 
of the children should die under age, then to pay 
the legacy to teatator’s next of kin. The children 
of A., who attained twenty-one years of age, 
acquired vested interests in the legacy, notwith- 
standing such children died in the lifetime of A., 
the tenant for life—BrapLey v. BARLOW (1847), 
5 Hare, 589; 12 Jur. 772; 67 EB. R. 1045. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Ford v. Ford (1848), 6 Hare, 486. 

0234. .|—Testator bequeathed his estate 
to trustees to pay the income, as to one-third, to 
each of his three children for life, & after the 
decease of them, or either of them, to transfer the 
shares of each of them so dying to & amongst their 
children, with survivorship in case of dying under 
twenty-one. One of the children of testator had 
three children, two of whom died in their father’s 
lifetime, but after the death of the testator :— 
Held: their shares were vested at the death of 
testator, &, as they had attained twenty-one & 
died intestate, went to their personal representa- 
tives.—SALMON v. GREEN (1849), 11 Beav. 453; 
I8 L. J. Ch. 166; 13 L. fT. O. S. 87; 13 Jur. 617 ; 
50 E. RR. 892. 





9235. -----.]--WOODBURNE v. WOODBURNE, 
No 9563, post. 
9236. ——-- .1 —Testator bequeathed a rever- 


sionary interest, to which he was entitled on the 
death of a tenant for life, to such of the children 
of his three daughters as should attain twenty- 
one, & directed their sevcral]l shares to be paid on 
their attaining twenty-one, with bencfit of sur- 
vivorship :—Held: a grandchild of testator who 
survived testator & attained twenty-one, but died 
in the lifetime of the tenant for life, was entitled to 

a share.—REID v. WonrSLEY (1850), 14 Jur. 325. 
9237. ——-.| —Testatrix, by her will, devised her 

estates tu a son, charged with £1,000, payable to 

trustees, upon trust to pay the interest to her 
daughter for life, &, after her decease, upon trust 
to dispose thereof unto or amongst the child & 
children of her daughter, to be a vested interest or 
vested intcrests on their respectively attaining the 
age of thirty years; & testatrix declared, that, if 
any child or children of her daughter should die 
under the age of thirty years without lawful issue, 
the share or shares of him, her, or them so dying, 
as well original as accruing by survivorship, should 
go to the survivors or survivor, in equal shares if 
more than one, & become vested at such ages or 
times as his, her, or their original share or shares. 
([he daughter had two children, one, who died 
in her lifetime, aged twenty-seven years; & 
another, who survived her, & attained the age of 
thirty years) :—Held: the word ‘“ vested’’ was 
used in the sense of “‘ not subject to be divested ”’ 
or ‘* indefeasible’”’; & the bequest of the £1,000, 
after the decease of the daughter, to her child & 
children, was a valid bequest creating a vested 
interest in the children who survived her, & the 
representatives of the child who died in her life- 
time; & the gift over only was void for remoteness. 

—TAYLOR v. FROBISHER (1852),5 De G. & Sm. 191 ; 

211L. J. Ch. 605; 19 L. T. O. 8. 242 ; 16 Jur. 283 ; 

64 KE. R. 1076. 

Annotations :—Consd. I?e Morse’s Settlint. (1855), 21 LBeav. 
174. Distd. 7?e Blakemore’s Settimt. (1855), 20 Beav. 214 ; 
Re Thatoher’s Trusta (1859), 26 Boav. 365. Apld. ire 
Baxter’s Trusts (1864), 4 New Rep. 131. Refd. towland 
v. Tawney (1858), 26 Beav. 67; Archer v. Legg (1862), 
31 Beav. 187: Gosling v. Gosling (1662), 32 Beav. 58; He 
Amola’s Hstate (1863), 33 BReav. 1638; Lakin v. Lakin 
(18865), 34 Beav. 443; Armytage v. Wilkinson (18738). 
3 App. Cas. 365; Best v7. Williams, [1890] W. N. 189; He 
Stevens, Clark v. Stevens (1896), 40 Sol. Jo. 296. 

9238, - |—Re THOMPSON’sS TRUST, 

OLIVER, No. 9655, post. 
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9239. -——.] —WEsTWoOoD v. SOUTHEY, No. 9851, 


ost. 
. 9240. -—---.|—-Residuary estate consisting of a 
mixed fund, real & personal, was given to trustees, 
in trust to pay the income to a tenant for life; & 
upon trust, after her decease, to convey, pa 
assign a share of the entirety unto & among & 
every her children, as & when they should respec- 
tively attain twenty-one, as tenants in common ; 
&, in case there should be but one child, then unto 
such only child, & to whom testator devised & 
bequeathed same accordingly. There being issue 
three such children who survived the tenant for 
life, two of whom died under twenty-one :—Held : 
all three took vested interests absolutely. 

Where there is a doubt, the ct. inclines to the 
construction that a gift by will vests on testator’s 
death.—KinG v. ISAACSON (1853), 1 Sm. & G. 371 ; 
292 L. J. Ch. 455; 20L. T. O.S. 291; 17 Jur. 434 ; 
1 W. RR. 209; 65 E. R. 163. 

9241. .|—Testatrix bequeathed her re- 
siduary estate upon trust for her sister for life, & 
after the sister’s death to pay, divide, & apply the 
trust fund in manner following, that is to say, one- 
tenth to or for the use of R. H., & another one- 
tenth to or for the use of C. R., for their respective 
lives, & in case either of them should die in the 
lifetime of the tenant for life or afterwards leaving 
lawful issue, then testatrix directed that the part 
of him or her so dying leaving lawful issue should 
go to & be equally divided among his or her children 
as they should attain twenty-one :—H eld: a 
child of C. R., who survived the tenant for life & 
attained twenty-one, but died in the lifetime of 
C. R., took a vested interest.—BovULTON v. BEARD 
(1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 608; 48 E. a ere : 

fons :—Distd. ; ’s ‘Trusts (187 RK. q. 
Ag Apa. Fe ohicbers eetdlurt Trnets (1875), Le Bo 2 

Kq. 711. Consd. Hickling v. Fair, [1899] A.C. 15. pid. 

Re Walker, Dunkerly v. Hewerdine, [1917] 1 Ch. 38. 

Consd. I’e Stephens, Tomalin v. Tomalin’s Trustee, [1927] 

A re OR ee Re ee 

e 26V » ° « & > 

Valley Mines (1882), 47 L. T. 597. 

9242. —-—.|—Testatrix appointed a trust fund 
to two trustees, in trust to pay the dividends to 
A. for life, & after his decease, she gave the 
dividends to two others, B. & C., for life; & after 
the decease of the survivor, she gave, bequeathed, 
willed & directed the principal to be divided into 
two parts, & one of them to be ‘* transferred or 
paid '’ to the children of those two persons respec - 
tively at the age of twenty-five years :—Held : 
the gift to the children was void for remoteness.—- 
CHANCE v. CHANCE (1853), 16 Beav. 572; 51 EK. Ki. 
901 on 

9243. ——~.]—Testator gave his oe estate 
upon trust to pay to A. an annuity during her life, 
& to accumulate the surplus income till the expira- 
tion of six months after A.’s death, & then to divide 
the residue & accumulations into as many shares 
as there should be children “ living "of A. & of B. 
who should have lived to attain twenty-one, or, 
in case of any of them being dead under that age, 
who should have left issue, & pay _& apply one 
share to each of the children of A. & B that should 
have lived to attain twenty-one, & to their respec- 
tive exors., administrators, & assigns, & one share 
to the issue of each child who should have died 
under that age, leaving lawful issue :—-Held: the 
word “ living ” was not referable to the period of 
distribution, but to that of the testator’s death ; 
so each child, on syoece twenty-one, took a 
vested interest absolutely.— Kipp v. NorTH (1853), 
3 DeG. M. & U. 947; 43 E.R. 371, L. JS. 

9244. —- .|-—--Bequest of £2,600, in trust to 
pay one-half of the interest to N. for life, & the 
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other to T. for life, & afterwards to their wives for 
life; & in case, at the death of N. & wife, there 
should be issue of N., to transfer a moiety to the 
children at twenty-one; & in case there should be 
no such issue, or they should die under twenty- 
one, then over; ‘' & so, in like manner, upon 
the decease of T. & wife, the other half to be 
transferred to his lawful issue ’’; & in case of no 
such issue, or they shall all depart this life before 
they shall attain twenty-one, then over :—Held: 

a child of T. who attained twenty-one, but died in 

the life of her mother, took no interest.— WILSON 

v. Mount (1854), 19 Beav. 292; 2 W. R. 448; 52 

E. R. 362. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Orlebar’s Settlmt. Trusts (1875), 
L. R. 20 Eg. 711. Refd. Re Walker, Dunkerly v. 
Hewerdine, [1917] 1 Ch. 38. 
9245. -.|—Bequest of personal estate upon 

trusts for benefit of testator’s wife for life, & at her 

death upon trust to transfer same to testator’s 
three sons, G., W., & S., or to the survivors of 
them, if they, the survivors of them, should 
have all attained the age of twenty-one; but in 
case they should not have attained that age, upon 
trusts for the maintenance, etc., of his sons until 
they should all have attained that age, & then upon 
trust to convey the trust estate to them his sons, 
or the survivors of them, as aforesaid; but in 
case neither of his sons should survive his wife, 
then upon the trusts therein mentioned :—Held : 

a son dying in the lifetime of testator’s wife did 

not take a vested interest.—FISHER v. MOORE 

(1855), 1 Jur. N.S. 1011; 3 W. R. 584. 

9246. -|—Bequest of residuary estate upon 
trust for testator’s wife during her widowhood, & 
after her decease or second marriage in trust for 
all & every his child & children who should be 
living at his decease, as tenants in common, 
to become vested in them respectively after the 
decease or second marriage of his wife when & as 
they should severally attain twenty-one, with 
interest on their respective shares for maintenance 
& education in the meantime, & with equal benefit 
of survivorship in case of the death of any of 
them under age & without issue; with gift over, 
in case of the death of any of testator’s children 
in his lifetime or during the widowhood of his wife, 
leaving issue who should survive the decease or 
second marriage of testator’s wife, to such ssue of 
their parent’s share. Testator empowered his 
wife to advance to all or any of his children such 
sums as she might think advisible for their advance- 
ment in life, & to take their promissory note or 
receipt for same; & declared that such advances 
should be received by his children & accounted for 
to his exors. as part of their share of the estate, to 
which they would be entitled at the decease or 
second marriage of his wife, such advances not to 
exceed one-half of what they would at the time 
of such advances be considered as likely to be 
entitled to at the death or second marriage of 
testator’s wife :—Held: having regard to the 
proviso for advancement, & to the circumstance 
that any other decision would have resulted in 
intestacy as to the share in question, one of five 
children of testator who attained twenty-one, & 
died, leaving issue, which died during the widow- 
hood of testator’s wife, took a vested interest in 
one-fifth of the estate, which passed on his death 
to his personal representatives.—WALKEK  v. 
Simpson (1855), 1 K. & J. 713; 1 Jur. N.S. 675; 
OO Is. R. 647. 

9247, ----—.|—-On a gift, after a tenancy for life, 
to a class equally, with benefit of survivorship, 
upon their severally attaining twenty-one, the 
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survivorship was held to refer to the attaining 
twenty-one & the representatives of one who 
attained twenty-one, but died in the lifetime of 
the tenant for life, were held entitled to a share.— 
KNIGHT v. KNIGHT (1858), 25 Beav. 111; 53 
E. R. 578. 

Annotations :—Consd. Berry v. Briant {1803), 2 Drew. & 

Sm.1. Refd. Alty v. Moss (1876), 34 L. T. 312. 

9248. .|—Bequest to A. for life, with re- 
mainder to her children living at her death, & their 
issue, the issue to take the share of deceased parent, 
followed by a declaration that the children should 
take vested & transferable interests at twenty-one, 
or leaving lawful issue at the time of his decease 
before that age. A child attained twenty-one, 
& died in the life of A. without having had any 
issue :—Held: her representatives took no share. 
—-Re PAYNE (1858), 25 Beav. 556; 53 E. R. 749. 
a a :—Mentd. fe Smith, Smith v. Smith, [1916] 1 Ch. 


9249, -——-.]—Where there is a gift to A. for 
life, & after her death same to be equally divided 
amongst her children as they attain twenty-one, 
the gift over to the children is contingent.—ALLAN 
v. KELLY (1858), 7 W. RK. 139. 

9250. —-. -.]|—Where there is a gift of dividends, 
to one for life, & after his death the whole principal 
to be paid & divided between & among his children, 
in equal shares, on their respectively attaining the 
age of twenty-one, those only who attain twenty- 
one take.— FITZWILLIAMS v. LONG (1858), 6 W. R. 
819. 

9251. —---.;—A fund was bequeathed to 
testator’s daughter for life, & if she should leave 
any child or children, to be divided among such 
children, whose interests were to be vested at 
twenty-one, with a direction to apply the interest 
of the fund towards the maintenance of the 
daughter’s children, & a power for the trustees, 
with the daughter’s consent, during her life, to 
make advancements to her children not exceeding 
their respective presumptive shares, with a gift over 
if no child attained twenty-one :—Held: a child 
who attained twenty-one, & died in the daughter’s 
lifetime, took no share.—SHEFFIELD v. KENNETT 
(1859), 4 De G. & J. 593; 45 E.R. 231, L. JJ. 
Annotations :—Distd. Bryden v. Willett (1869), L. R. 7 Eq. 

72 Folid. /ée Watson’s Trusts (1870), L. KR. 10 Kq. 
36. Refd. ‘Troharne v. Layton (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. 459. 


9252. ------.|—Testator directed his trustees to 
set apart £2,000 upon trust for B. during her life, 
& after her death to pay & divide the principal 
among her children on attaining twenty-four, & 
in the meantime the dividends to be applied for 
their benefit :—Held: the interest of a child 
was not dependent on his attaining twenty-four, 
& the gift, therefore, was not void for remoteness.— 
BELL v. CADE (1861), 2 John. & H. 122; 3il 
L. J. Ch. 383; 51. T. 523; 10 W.R. 38; T70E.R. 





(Zé. 


996. 
Annotation :-—Consd. Bright v. Tyndall (1876), 4 Ch. D. 189. 
9253. ———.]—-CHADWICK v. GREENALL (1861), 


3 Giff. 221; 5L. T. 232; 7 Jur. N.S. 959; 66 


E.R. 390. 

9254. -|\—Testator bequeathed residuary 
personal estate in trust for A. for life, with re- 
mainder to the children of A. who should be living 
at her death, & who, being sons, should attain 
twenty-one, or, being daughters, attain that age 
or marry. By a subsequent proviso he declared 
that the children of A. who had attained, or should 
attain, the age of twenty-one, or die before that 
age, leaving issue, or, if a female, should have 
married under that age, should be deemed to have 
attained a vested interest :—Held: the proviso 
introduced a new gift, &, having regard also to 
other provisions in the will, the children of A. who 
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attained twenty-one, but predeceased her, were 
entitled to share.—WILLIAMS v. RUSSELL (1863), 
10 Jur. N.S. 168. 

Annotation: -Refd. Jackson v. Dover (1864), 10 L. T. 489. 

9255. -|—Testator directed his exors. to 
invest a sum of money, & to pay the interest to his 
daughter for life, & after her decease to her hus- 
band if he should survive her, during his life or 
until he should become bkpt. or insolvent & after 
his death becoming bkpt. or insolvent, to lay 
out such interest in the maintenance or education 
of any child or children of the marriage who should 
be “ then living ’’ until such child or children should 
attain twenty-five years of age, & on his, her, or 
their attaining that age then to pay the principal 
to ‘such children ’”’ if more than one, in equal 
shares. The husband died in the wife’s lifetime 
leaving two children, who had since died under 
twenty-one :— Held: the children took vested 
interests, & their mother, as their representative, 
was entitled to the fund.—PowIs v. MATTHEWS 
(1863), 11 W. R. 662. 

9256. —-—-.|—J. by his will devised land to 
trustees on trust for h., for life, & after her death 
on trust for sale & investment of the proceeds & 
to pay & apply the interest in the educating & 
bringing up of all & every his nephews & nieces, the 
children of S. G., during their respective minorities 
& on further trust to pay to his nephews & nieces 
his, her or their equal part or share in the proceeds 
when & as he, she or they should severally & 
respectively arrive to his, her, or their several & 
respective age & ages of twenty-one years; & 
in case any or cither of his nephews or nicces should 
die without leaving issue then the share of him, her 
or them so dying should go to the survivor & sur- 
vivors of them, & be paid to him, her & them 
respectively when his, her & their original share & 
shares thereof should become payable as afore- 
said; & if any or either of them should at the time 
of such sale be of such age, then to be paid to them 
so of age immediately after such sale, & he thereby 
gave & bequeathed same to his nephews & nieces 
accordingly :—Weld: the shares of the nephews 
& nieces were indcfeasibly vested at twenty-one. 
Re JOHNSON’s TRusTs (1864), 10 L. 'T. 455. 

9257. -—-—-.]---A., by his will, gave personal 
estate to trustees, on trust for B. for hfe & after 
her death to pay & divide the fund unto & equally 
between & among all & every the child & children 
of B., on his or her attaining twenty-one, & he then 
declared that his mind & will was, that if any or 
either of his grandchildren should die during the 
life of B., leaving issue them surviving, then that 
such issue should be entitled to his, her or their 
respective deceased parents’ share :—Held: all 
the children of C. took vested interests, whether 
they attained twenty-one or not.—Re ALLEN 
(1864), 10 L. T. 812. 

9258. —--——.|— (1) Where testator gave a fund to 
trustees upon trust to pay the income to S. J. for 
life, & after her deccase to pay & transfer the fund 
to all her children who should be living at her 
decease, the shares of sons to be paid on their 
attaining twenty-one & of daughters on their 
attaining that age or marrying; but in case they 
should attain that age or marry in tho lifetime of 
S. J., she directed that the payment should be post- 
poned till after the death of S. J., but that same 
should become a vested interest in each of the 
children of S. J. who, being a son should attain the 
age of twenty-one, or, being a daughter, should 
attain that age or marry :—Held: all the children 
of S. J., whether they survived her or not, took 
vested interests in the fund. 

(2) In gifts by way of portion to children the ct. 
will lean to that construction which gives a portion 
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to each child who lives to require it. ... The 
rule is not limited to settlements but applies 
equally to wills in which testator makes a provision 
for a class of children (PAGE Woop, V.-C.).— 
JACKSON v. DOVER (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 209; 4 
New Rep. 136; 10 L. T. 489; 10 Jur. N.S. 631 ; 
12 W. R. 855; 71H. RR. 442. 


Annotations :—As to (2) Folld. Re Knowles, Nottage v. 
Buxton (1882), 21 Ch. D. 806 Generally, Refd. Fe 
Wamilet, Stephen v Cunningham (1888), 39 Ch. D. 426. 


9259. —-—-.]—-Testator declared that the be- 
quests to one daughter C. should be enjoyed by 
her for life, & then be put in trust for the benefit 
of the children she might leave, & to be divided 
at twenty-five, & he ‘‘in like manner’’ directed 
the bequests to his second daughter M. should be 
paid to her for life & after her death ‘‘ may be 
continued in trust & may be divided equally 
between her children after they have attained the 
age of twenty-five ’’ :—Held: the bequest to the 
children of M. was not too remote & that they took 
vested interests at their births.—SAaUMAREZ v. 
SAUMAREZ (1865), 34 Beav. 432; 55 E. R. 702. 

9260. -|—Testator devised his real estates 
to his widow for life, & after her death directed 
the exors. to sell, & divide the proceeds equally 
between his seven children, the shares of his three 
sons to be vested in them respectively when & as 
they should attain twenty-one, & the shares of his 
four daughters to be vested interests in them when 
& as they attained that age or were married. Dur- 
ing the minorities of his children, their shares were 
directed to be invested & applied for their main- 
tenance & advancement. In case any of the 
children should die leaving issue lawfully begotten 
‘* before the share of such child or children so dying 
as aforesaid shall become due & payable,”’ the share 
was to be equally divided **‘ amongst all the issue of 
such child or children as & when such issue shall 
attain the age of twenty-one years’”’ ; the interest 
of such child’s share so dying, leaving issue, to be 
applied for the advancement, etc., of such issue 
during minority. I., one of testator’s daughters, 
married & died in the lifetime of testator’s widow, 
leaving an infant child, & having assigned her share 
by way of mtge.:—Held: the words ‘‘due & 
payable ” did not postpone the vesting of the share 
until the death of the tenant for life, & E.’s assignee 
was entitled, & not her infant daughter, under the 
gift over.—MENDHAM v. WILLIAMS (1866), L. R. 2 
Kq. 396; 15 L. T. 130. 
an fation ~Refd. Ite Wilmott’s Trusts (1869), L. RR. 7 Ky. 


9261. -.|—MERRY v. HILt, No. 9144, ante. 

9262. ——--.|—-Testator gave the residue of his 
property to trustees upon trust to pay the income 
of a moiety to one of his daughters for life, & after 
her decease as to such moiety, & the income thence- 
forth to become due for same, upon trust for all her 
children who should be alive at her decease, when 
& as they should attain twenty-one, in equal 
shares, with powers of maintenance & advance- 
ment :—Held: the shares vested at testator’s 
death, & accordingly the share of a child who was 
alive at testator’s death, but died under twenty- 
one, was payable to her representative.—Re 
DoOwNeE’s TrRusT (1870), 23 L. T. 588. 

92638. yal eater v. PEACH, No. 8927, ante. 














9264. .|—ABBISS v. BURNEY, Re FINcH, No. 
8965, ante. 

9265. — -.|—BEST v. WILLIAMS, [1890] W. N. 
189. 

9266. — -.|~—Testator bequeathed a sum of 


£12,000 to trustees upon trust to pay the income 
thereof to a daughter during her life, & after her 
death to pay £1,000 to her husband, if then living, 
& subject as aforesaid, as to capital & income, on 
trust for all the children of the daughter when they 
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should attain twenty-five, but not before, &, if 
more than one, in equal shares, & in case there 
should not be “ any such child ”’ the fund was to 
form part of his residue. Testator declared that, 
until the £12,000 should be invested, his trustees 
should pay to his daughter or, in the event of her 
death, to her husband & children, interest on their 
respective portions. Testator also declared that 
his trustees might at their discretion raise any part 
or parts, not exceeding together one moiety, of 
the expectant share of any grandchild under his 
will, & apply same for his or her advancement, etc. 
& testator empowered his trustees to apply all or 
any part of the income arising from the expectant 
share of any grandchild under his will, after the 
death of the preceding owner for life thereof, for 
the maintenance & education of each such grand- 
child, & he directed his trustees to invest & 
accumulate the unapplied income in augmenta- 
tion of the capital of such share. By a codicil 
testator directed his trustees to hold a moiety of 
the residue of his estate, real & personal, in trust 
to pay the income thereof to a son during his life ; 
& after his death for his child or children absolutely 
upon their attaining twenty-five; & in the event 
of the death of either or all the son’s children before 
attaining twenty-five, then upon trust to pay the 
share of the child or children so dying to another 
son absolutely :—-Held: under the gift of the 
£12,000 & also under the gift of a moiety of the 
residue, the grandchildren took immediate vested 
interests, subject to their being divested in case 
they did not attain twenty-five, & the trusts were 
not void for remoteness. 

The word ‘‘or”’ obviously means “‘ and ”’ 
(LINDLEY, M.R.).—Re TURNEY, TURNEY vw. 
TURNEY, [1899] 2 Ch. 739; 69 L. J. Ch. 13 81 
L. T. 548; 48 W. R. 97, C. A. 

Annotations - -—Refd. Jve Gossling, Gossling v. Eleock, {1902} 

1 Ch. 945; Re Williams, Williams », Williams, (1907] 

1 Ch. 180; Pe Campbell, Cooper v. Campbell (1919), 88 

L. J. Ch. 239 ; Re U a Foster v. Ussher, (1922) 2 Ch. 321. 

9267. ——.| —Testator, who died in Nov. 1882, 
by his will, made a few weeks previously, devised & 
bequeathed the residue of his real & personal estate 
to his trustees upon trust for sale, conversion, & 
investment, & directed that after payment of 
certain annuities his trustees should divide the 
balance of the annual income into five equal parts 
& pay one-fifth part to each of his four daughters, 
naming them, of whom L. H. was one, during their 
respective lives, & the remaining fifth part of the 
benefit of the children of a deceased daughter. 
Testator then directed that, in case any of his 
daughters should die without leaving lawful issue 
her surviving, or such issue should die under the 
age of twenty-one years, the share or shares of her 
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death of any of his daughters leaving issue her 
surviving he directed that the share of such 
daughters so dying should be paid & divided 
between the issue of his daughters on their severally 
attaining their respective ages of twenty-one years 
if more than one in equal shares & proportions, 
& if there should be issue but one child, then the 
whole to such one child. L. H. died in Dec. 1915, 
a widow, having had eleven children, six of whom 
survived her & attained twenty-one. Of the 
remaining five children, who predeceased her two 
died in infancy & three attained twenty-one :— 
Held: on the death of L. H. her one-fifth share 
became divisible in equal shares amongst all her 
children then living & the legal personal repre- 
sentatives of those then dead who survived 
testator & attained twenty-one.—Re WALKER, 
DUNKERLY v. HEWERDINE, [1917] 1 Ch. 38; 86 
L. J. Ch. 196; 115 L. T. 708. 

Annotation :—Folld. Ie enon Tomalin v. 

Trustee, [1927] 1 Ch. 

9268. so Testalot, who died in 1876, by 
his will, dated in 1871, devised & bequeathed his 
residuary real & personal estate to his trustees 
upon trusts to sell & convert & to hold the income 

or the proceeds upon trust for his son & daughters 
for life in equal shares, & after their respective 
deceases ‘‘ upon trust to pay or transfer the share 
from which such income arose of each such son & 
daughter unto & equally among his or her children 
who shall then have attained or shall thereafter 
attain the age of twenty-one years, or in case 
there should be but one such child then living u upen 
trust to pay or transfer same to such only c 
on his or her attaining that age. Testator left one 
son & six daughters surviving him. Amongst the 
daughters was Mrs. L. T., who died in 1925, having 
had six children, one of whom died in infancy ; : 
five lived to attain the age of twenty-one years, 
but one, A. KE. T., after attaining the age of twenty- 
one years, died in 1915, in his mother’s lifetime :—- 
Iield; there was no necessity for reflecting back 
the contingency in the latter part of the gift of the 
child surviving the mother into the earlier part of 
the gift, & therefore all the children of Mrs. L. T., 
who attained the age of twenty-one years, became 
entitled to an absolute vested interest in the 
capital of Mrs. L. T.’s settled share original as well 
as accruing in testator’s residuary estate irre- 
spective of whether or not they survived her.— 
Re STEPHENS, TOMALIN v. TOMALIN’S TRUSTEE, 
[1927] 1 Ch. 1; 95 L. J. Ch. 493; 135 L. T. 503, 


C. A. 


‘Tomalin’s 





(c) Class Gifts. 
9269. Whether bequest vested or contingent.|— 
Fox v. GREGG (undated), Sugden on Powers, 8th 


ed. App. 946. 
Annotations :—Oonsd. Neatherway v, ¥ a eee), Kay, 172. 








so dying as aforesaid of & in the trust premises Retd, /re Veale's ‘rusts (1876), 4 Ch. 
should be held by his trustees & the annual income ae Ww 175 V 
applied between & amongst such of his daughters eae te lea WeEAr z ye 
: engee rsa ; ; ; » R. 77; on appeal 2 Ves. Sen. 318 
as might be then living & the issue of such of them Sarr ELT 28 Beds : PP Bonen : 
as might be then dead, but such issue should only “4nnotations:--Mentd. Keiley v. Fowler (1768), Wihn, 208; 
take per stirpes & not per capita; & upon the Garratt v. Cockerell (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas 
PART XVI. SECT. 20, SUB-SECT. 3. Eq. ht. 156.—~IR. 9269 viii. ——~.}—CAMPBELL’s TRUS- 
—E. (0c). 9269 vi. ——-.]—-LUBY wv. HAMILTON, TEE v. Dick, [1915] yn . 100.—SCOT. 
9269 i. Whether bequest vested or con- 1 1. Kq. Kt.  305.—IR. 9269 ix. ———.]-—— GRaHaM’s TRUS- 
lingent. }—He peo rae TRUSTEES, 9269 vii. ———.J]—Testator gave the TEES v. LANG'S TRUSTEES, [1916] 8. C. 
ExEcUTORS & AGENCY Co., LYD. tv. Income from the residue of his estate 723. Pig 
UNION pee Co. OF AUSTRALIA, to his wife until her death or second 0269 x. ——-.} --SEARCY’s TRUSTEES 
Ltv., [1916] V. L. R. 651.—AUS. ; ares & upon euch coath or eens v. aeuane. [1907] S. C. 823,.—-8COT. 
9269 fi, —— ps MonRrRISON, [1913 marriage dev queathed | his 9269 AIRNS’S TRUSTEES 
V. L. R. 348.—AUS. real & si sane estate to his children a epitto vor ec. 117.—SCOT. 
in equa) shares :—//eld : the interest - 
9269 ili. —-.} JENKINS v. DRUM- of the children vested in them upon 9269 xii. -]—-PROVEN v. PROVEN 
MOND (1886), 12 O. HR. 696.--CAN. the death of testator, but the payment (1840), 2 Dun. (Ct. of Sess.) 298; 16 
9268 iv. ——-~-.]—-K ERRIBON v. KAYE, of such interest was post yoned apelin Fac. Coll. 264, meat 


23C, L. T. 158; 2N. 3B. Eq. Rep. 455. 
—CAN, 


926) v --- .J Re BrapBagown, 13 I. 439. — 


the widow died or marri OR a Fa 
v. rab MANOR, [1920] N. 
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9270. ———.] — Residue of testator’s estate 
directed to be invested in government secutities, 
& the interest paid to his wife, & after her death 
to be sold & the money thereby arising to be 
divided amongst his daughters & grandchildren :— 
Held: the share of a daughter dying in the life- 
time of the wife was vested.—HAtTcn v. MILLS, 


MILLS v. GRIMSTEAD (1759), 1 Eden, 342; 28 
E. R. 716. 
9271. .|—D. gave £5,000 to purchase stock, 





the interest to M. for life; then to W. for life; 
at his decease to testator’s godson S. & at his death, 
to be divided among his brothers equally : S. was 
dead at the time of the will made, a son of W. born 
after testator’s death, who would have been a 
brother of S. had he lived, shall take a share in the 
£5,000. Testator also, by a codicil, gave £4,000 
to L. for life, & in case he had no children to revert 
to W.’s children ; a daughter of W., who was alive 
at the time of the codicil being made, but died 
before W. had a vested interest which was held 
transmissible to her representative.—DEVISME v. 
ae (1782), 1 Bro. C. C. 587; 28 EB. R. 1285, 


Annotations :—Consd. Godfrey v. Davia (1801), 6 Ves. 43. 
Refd. Ayton v. Ayton (1787), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 327; Viner 
vw. Francis (1789), 2 Cox, Kq. Cas. 190: Middleton v. 
i ar oie sa (1799), 5 Ves. 136; Swan v. Bowden (1842), 


11 L. J. Ch. 153. ops ae } 
1. I Ch. 209. 5. Mentd. Parkin v. Knight (1846), 15 
9272. J—Testatrix gave £1,000 stock to 





trustees to pay interest to A. for life, her niece, then 

equally to be divided among testatrix’s brothers & 

sisters ; it vested at testatrix’s death, & the 
representatives of those who died in the life of the 
tenant for life, shall take with the survivor.— 

ROEBUCK v. DEAN (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 403; 2 

Ves. 265; 29 E. R. 959, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Perry v. Woods (1796), 3 Ves. 204. 
Consd. Maberly v. Strode (1797), 3 Ves. 450; Hallifax 
v. Wilson (1809), 16 Ves. 168 ; Doe d. Long v. Prigg (1828), 
8 B. & C. 231. Refd. Brograve rv. Winder (1795), 2 Ves. 
634; Russell v. Long (1799), 4 Ves. 551: Garland v. 
Thomas (1804), 1 Bos. & P. N. R. 82; Cripps vr. Wolcott 
(1819), 4 Madd. 11. 

9273. .|—Legacy to A. for life & to her 
children at her decease vests in all the children, 
as they come in esse : but upon the circumstances 
of this case it vested in those living at the death 
of their mother only.— SPENCER v. BULLOCK (1795), 
2 Ves. 687; 30 EK. R. 8438. 

Annotations :— Id. Tay] .L f : ; 
Distd. Re ol pace tp - Firth f1OG bie Ok. Ben. aa 
9274. -|—Bequest to testator’s wife for life ; 

& after her death to be divided between his 

brothers & sisters in equal shares: but in case of 

the death of any in the life of the wife the shares 
of him, etc., so dying to be divided between his, 
etc., children ; vested, subject to be divested only 
by death in the life of the widow, leaving children. 

Therefore the representative of one, who died in 

her life, never having had a child, entitled.— 

aes v. WILLOCK (1804), 9 Ves. 233; 32 E.R. 

Annotations :—Consd. Whittell v. Dudin (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 
279. Refd. Salisbury v. Petty (1843), 3 Hare, 86; Taylor 
uv. Beverley (1844), 1 Coll. 108. 

9275. .]|— LINCOLN (LADY) v. PELHAM (1804), 
10 Ves. 166; 32 E. R. 808, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Matthews v. Paul (1819), 3 Swan. 328 ; 
Abrey v. Newman (1853), 16 Beav. 431; Re Harris’s 
Trus (1554: 2 Kq. Rep. 1110; Capes v. Dalton (1902), 


86 L, T Mentd. Lyddon v. Ellison (1854), 19 Beav. 
565; Sandeman v. Mackenzie (1861), 1 John. & H. 613. 


9269 xiv. -}—MacKayYs’ TRUB- 
TEES v. MACKAYS’ TRUSTEES (1897), 24 
R. (Ct. of Seas.) 904; 34 Se. L. R. 683; 
68. L. T. 36.—SCOT. 














9269 xvi. 





0269 xv, ———.]——LAING v. BAROLAY 
(1865), 3 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 1143; 


38 Se. Jur. 95.—SCOT. 

-}—-WHITR’S TRUSTEES 
v. CHRYSTAL’S TRUSTEES (1893), 20 R. 
Can Seas.) 460; 30 Sc. L. R. 463.— 
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9276. -]— Bequest of the produce of the sale 
of a copyhold estate to A., the wife of B., for life & 
after her death to divide the principal among the 
children of B. & C. equally & of testator’s rever- 
sionery interest in Bank stock on the death of D. 
if in his name at his decease & if not, at D.’s death, 
equally among the same children. 

Vested interests in all the children, comprising 
those who died & those who came into existence 
after the death of testator & during the lives of 
the tenants for life.—WALKER v. SHORE (1808), 16 
Ves. 122; 33 E. R. 701. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Evans v. Jones (1846), 2 
King v. Cullen (1848), 2 De G. & Sm. 252; 
Rogers (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 649; Neathway v. Reed 
(1853), 3 De G@. M. & G. 18. Mentd. Taylor v. Martindale 


(1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 658; Harvey v. Stracey (1852), 
1 Drew. 73. . 


9277. -|—Under a devise to H. of certain 
tenements by name for her life; provided that if 
S. & A., to whom & to whose children the reversion 
& inheritance of the premises were intended if H. 
should die without issue, should give H. £1,000 for 
her life estate, then testator devised all & singular 
the said estate & premises called, etc., toS. & A. 
for their lives, share & share alike; & on the death 
of either, their moiety unto & among the children 
of the survivor & their heirs, share & share alike, 
etc., as tenants in common, etc. Provided that 
if H. should die in possession of the premises single 
& without issue, then he gave the said estates & 

remises to S. & A. & to the issue of their bodies 
awfully begotten, or to be begotten, & their heirs, 
as tenants in common, ‘‘ as aforesaid ’’ :—Held: 
the words ‘‘as aforesaid’’ drew down to the 
second clause the limitations of the first, & showed 
that testator meant that S. & A. & their children 
should take the same estate on H. dying in pos- 
session without issue, as they would have done if 
the £1,000 had been paid; & a younger child of 
A. born after the death of testator & before the 
death of H., or of S., who died without issue, was 
entitled to share in the moieties both of S. & of A. ; 
& the eldest son of A. was also entitled to share 
in both moieties, though he died before A.; & 
on his death his share in S.’s moiety descended 
immediately to his next brother & heir-at-law, as 
did also his share in A.’s moiety, on her death 
after him.—MEREDITH v. MEREDITH (1809), 10 


Kast, 503; 103 E. R. 866. 

Annotations :-—Retd. Doe d. Scott v. Roach ele. 5M. & 8S. 
482; Doe d. Long v. Prigg (1828), 8 B. & C. 231; Doed. 
Woodall v. Woodall (1846), 3 C. B. 349. 


9278. ———.!|—Testatrix bequeaths the residue 
of her personal estate to trustees, upon trust, to 
pay the interest to A. during her life; & from 
& after her death, to pay the interest thereof to 
B., during his life; & from & after his decease, 
to transfer the trust moneys to such of testatrix’s 
nephews & nieces as should be then living at the 
time of B.’s decease: testatrix dies; then B. 
dies, & afterwards A. dies:—Held: all the 
nephews & nieces of testatrix, who were living at. 
the death of B., though not living at the death of 
A., were entitled to take.—NETHERWOOD v. HALT, 
(1825), 3 L. J. O. S. Ch. 159. 

9279. .]—-Testator bequeaths certain capital 
sums to trustees, upon trust to pay the interest to 
W.., for his life, & after his decease, upon trust to 
pay, transfer, & assign the capital sums, & all 
arrears of interest, to the children, if more than 
one, of the body of W., lawfully to be begotten, 


M‘MILLAN (1876), 3 R. (Ct. of Seas.) 
627; 13 Sc. L. R. 388.—SCOT. 


KoTzE’s EXECUTORS, 2 Men. 444, 466. 
—§, AF. 





Coll. 516; 
Baldwin vw. 
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share & share alike; & in case of one only child, 
to pay, transfer, & assign the same to such one 
child, the share & shares of such of the children, 
if more than one, as shall be a son or sons, at his 
& their age, or respective ages, of twenty-one years, 
& to such of them as shall be a daughter or 
daughters, at her or their age, or respective ages 
of twenty-one years, or day or respective days of 
marriage, which shall first happen next after the 
decease of W. :-~- Held: the children of W. did not 
take vested interests till the time when they were 
entitled respectively to payment, arrived.—BEN- 
ree v. PORTLAND (DUKE) (1825), 4 L. J. O. S. 

9280. —-—.|—-Testator gave a copyhold estate 
to trustees for his wife, until the leases to which it 
was subject expired, & directed that then it should 
be sold, & the proceeds be invested for the benefit 
of his children ; but if his wife should die before 
the leases expired, that it should be immediately 
sold, & the proceeds disposed of as before. The 
wife survived the children, but died before the 
leases expired. The surviving trustee who claimed 
the estate for his own benefit, was decreed to 
surrender it to the administrator of the children, 
but without prejudice to the rights of the cus- 
tomary heirs of either testator or the children, if 
any such heirs were in existence.—-BURTON v. 
HHODSOLL (1827), 2 Sim. 24; 57 IX. R. 699. 

9281. .\—Testator gave the interest of a 
fund to his wife for life, &, after her death, to such 
of his four daughters as should be then living in 
equal shares during their respective lives; & 
from & after the several deceases of his four 
daughters, he gave one-fourth of the capital to 
their respective children. One of the daughters 
died before the widow, leaving a child :—Held: 
the child became entitled on the widow’s death to 
have one-fourth of the capital transferred to her.—- 
WoopsTock v. SHILIATO (1833), 6 Sim. 416; 58 
E. RR. 650. 

9282. ——.|—Bequest in trust of residue for C. 
& M., equally for their lives, & after the decease 
of C. & M., upon trust, to divide the residue 
amongst the lawful issue of C. & M. or such of 
them as shall have issue, in equal parts; &, in 
default of such issue, over. M. had seven children ; 
two died in the lifetime of M., five survived her :— 
The five survivors held to have acquired a vested 
interest, in their mother’s share.—Cross v. Cross 
(1834), 7 Sim. 201; 4 L.J. Ch. 38; 58 EB. R. 818. 

9283. — ---.!—-Testator gave all his lands, tene- 
ments, & hereditaments, & the residue of his per- 
sonal estate, to trustees, etc., to the use of his 
grandson, H. for life, & after his decease in trust 
for the child & children of H., at his or their ages 
of twenty-one, as tenants in common; but in 
case Hi. should happen to die without leaving any 
lawful issue of his body living at the time of his 
decease. then over. 

H. had two children, a son, who died in his 
infancy, & a daughter who attained twenty-one, 
but. died intestate in the lifetime of H., leaving 
children :—Held: in the events which happened, 
the personal estate belonged to the personal repre- 
sentative of the daughter of I]., & the real estate 
vested in her heir-at-law.—I]IUTCHINSON _ v. 
STEPHENS, HUTCHINSON v. GREEN (1836), 1 Keen, 
240; 48 KK. R. 298. 

Annotation :—Refd. Rte Pollard’s Estate (1863), 3 De G. J. 

& Sm. 541. 

9284. .]}—Testator gave £7,000 in trust for 
life, & after her decease, for her husband for life, 
&, after his decease, for his nephew & nieces, the 
children of his sister who should be then living. 











WILLS. 


The husband died leaving five children by his wife ; 
then one of the children died, & afterwards, the 
wife :—Held: the deceased child took a vested 
interest in one-fifth of the fund.—ARCHER v. JEGON 

(1837), 8 Sim. 446; Coop. Pr. Cas. 172; 6L. J. 

Ch. 840; 1 Jur. 792; 659 KE. R. 177. 

Annotations :—Consd. Gaskell v. Holmes (1844), 3 Hare, 438. 
Apld. Powis v. Matthews (1863), 11 W. lt. 662. Consd. 
Heasman v. Pearse (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 522. Apld. Ite 
Milne, Grant v. Heysham (1887), 57 L. T. 828. 

9285. .|}—Testatrix gave the interest of 
£500 to her sister, ‘‘ & at her death the £500 to be 
divided between her children, share & sharealike.’’ 
The sister had three children at the death of 
testatrix, but only one survived her :—Held: the 
three children took vested interests.—CIHAFFERS & 
ABELL v. ABELL (1839), 3 Jur. 578. 

a :—Apld. Westwood v. Southey (1852), 2 Sim. 





9286. ---——.]—Testator gave annuities to three 
of his relations, & directed that, if the annuities 
were paid by the interest of money in the stocks, 
at the death of the different parties, the principal 
should be divided between the children of deceased. 
One of the annuitants had five children living at 
testator’s death; but only one of them survived 
the annuitant :—Held: the capital of the stock 
which had been provided to answer the annuity 
did not vest in the surviving child, on the 
annuitant’s death; but vested, on testator’s 
death, in all the children then living, as tenants in 
common.—WATSON v. WATSON (1840), 11 Sim. 73 ; 
59 BK. R. 801. 

9287. —-—-.|—-A legacy was bequeathed to A., 
which in case of her death was to devolve to her 
children, with a gift over in the event of their 
being also dead at her decease :—Held: the 
legacy was to be paid to A.’s children living at 
her decease, & her children who died in her lifetime 
took no interest in the legacy.—OURRIE v. GOULD 
(1841), 4 Beav. 117; 10 L. J. Ch. 304; 49 E.R. 
283. 

Annotation :-—Distd. Rider »v. Wood (1855), 3 Eq. Rep. 1061. 

9288. .|—Testatrix gave an annuity of £50 
to her son-in-law, for his life, provided he remained 
unmarried, but if he should marry, the annuity 
to cease; & after his death or second marriage, 
whichever should first happen, she gave £1,000 
to be equally divided between her brother & 
sisters; &, if they should not all be then living, 
she gave the share of him, her or them so dying 
to be equally divided between them, her surviving 
brother & sisters. Testatrix’s brother & sisters 
all died in her son-in-law’s lifetime, & he died 
unmarried :—Held: the brother & sisters took a 
vested interest in the £1,000 as tenants in common. 
—PETERS v. DippLE (1841), 12 Sim. 101; 59 
K. R. 1069. 

9289. .| —Testator gave his residuary estate 
to his wife for life, & then to be divided into three 
shares, & he gave one-third between the children 
of his brother T., living at the death of his wife, 
one-third to his niece F., & the remaining one- 
third to his nephew & niece, T. & S.; & in case 
such, any, or either of them should die, having 
left a child or children surviving them, he declared 
that the expectant’s share should go between his 
or her children. T.’s children all died in the 
lifetime of the widow, but some left children :— 
Held: the latter were entitled to the first-men- 
tioned one-third.— GAREY v. WHITTINGHAM (1842), 
5 Beav. 268; 11 L. J. Ch. 3384; G6 Jur. 545; 49 
E. R. 580. 

9290. .]—A. bequeathed to trustees certain 
leasehold property, in trust, to pay the rents to 
B. for life, & after B.’s death A. gave the leaseholds 
to the heirs & children of the body of B., lawfully 
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begotten, whether males or females, equally 
between them, for all the residue of the term of 
Maa that should remain unexpired thereon at 

8 death. B. had ten children, some of whom 
died during her lifetime, & others survived 
her :—-Held: the respective personal representa- 
tives of the children who predeceased B. took 
equal shares in the leaseholds with the children 
who survived her.—SwaAn v. BOWDEN (1842), 11 
L. J. Ch. 155. 

9291. —-——.|—-Testator gave specific legacies to 
three of his nieces, daughters of his sister, by 
name, & the residue to his sister & her husband 
for their lives, subject to an annuity to A., & after 
the death of the parents & A., he directed the 
residue to be ‘divided equally between the 
daughters of his sister,’’ & which he bequeathed 
‘‘to his nieces.’”’ There was a gift over, if no 
daughter of his sister should be then living. The 
sister had four daughters born at the date ‘of the 
will, & another born after the testator’s death. 
Some only survived the tenants for life.—Held: 
the residue was divisible among all the nieces, & 
they took vested interests, subject to be divested 
in an event which had not happened.—LOCKER v, 
BRADLEY (1842), 5 Beav. 593; 6 Jur. 1098; 
49 E. R. 708. 

9292. --—.|—-Tcstatrix bequeathed the residne 
of her funded property in trust for her niece for 
life, &, after her death, to be equally divided 
amongst all her children, whether sons or daughters, 
share & share alike: in case it should happen that 
there was but one child at the niece’s death, then 
to go to that one only child; & in case of failure 
of issue, to go as the niece should appoint by her 
will. The niece had eleven children, three of 
whom died in her lifetime :—Hfeld : all the children 
took vested intcrests, &, as more than one survived 
their mother, there was no divesting of interests. 

The rule is not to import, into an instrument, 
more of contingency than is expressed in it; & 
as the event which testatrix contemplated, namely, 
that there might be only one child living at the 
death of her niece, has not happened, I am of 
opinion that the vested interests which the children 
tock, were not divested by their dying in the life- 
time of their mother (SHADWELL, V.-C.).— 
TEMPLEMAN v. WARRINGTON (1842), 13 Sim. 267; 
60 KH. R. 104. 

Annontiens :— Apld. Re Firth, Loveridge v. Firth, [1914] 


Ch. 386. Consd. Re Stephens, Tomalin v. Tomalin’s 

Trustee, (1927] 1 Ch. 1. 

9293. -|—R. by his will directed his exors., 
after the death of his wife, to sell his real & personal 
estate, & to divide the produce thereof equally 
amongst all & every the children of his brothers 
& sisters, & his wife’s brothers & sisters, share & 
share alike; & in case of the death of any of the 
above-mentioned children, in the lifetime of his 
wife, leaving issue, then he directed his exors. to 
pay unto the issue of such child or children, his, 

er, or their parent’s share equally, share & share 
alike :—Held : such of the children, or the issue 
of such of the deceased children, of testator’s 
brothers & sisters & his wife’s brothers & sisters 
as died during the lifetime of his widow, the 
tenant for life, took no interest in the bequest.— 

BEcK v. BURN (1844), 7 Beav. 492; 13 L. J. Ch. 

nine 2L. T. O. S. 515; 8 Jur, 348; 49 BK. R. 
156. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Gundry v. Pin r (1851), 14 Beav. 
94. Dbtd. Parker v. Sowerby (1853), 1 Eq. R 
Distd. Thompson v. Clive (1857), 23 Beav. 282. 
Adams v. Robarts (1858), 25 Beav. 658; Palmer v. 
Crutwell (1862), 8 Jur. N. 8. 479. 

9294. -.|—Residuary gift upon trust for 
testator’s wife for life, if she should so long con- 
tinue his widow; &, from & after her death or 
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marriage, upon trust to pay & divide the whole 
thereof equally amongst all and every testator’s 
nephews & nieces, share & share alike, within 
six months after they should become entitled 
thereto :—Held: the residuary share of one who 
died in the lifetime of the widow passed to his 

representatives.—PACKHAM v. GREGORY (1845), 4 

Hare, 396; 14 L. J. Ch. 191; 9 Jur. 175; 67 

E. R. 702. 

Annotation :— Refd. Smith +. Palmer (1849), 7 Haro, 225. 
9295. .|—Testator gave his residuary real 

& personal estate to trustees in trust to pay the 

rents, interest & dividends thereof, to his wife for 

her life, &, after her decease, to sell, convert into 
money, collect & get in same, & to pay & divide 
the moneys to arise therefrom, unto & equally 
between & amongst such of the children of his 
sisters, M., P., A., etc., as might be living at the 
time of the decease of his wife, & the issue of such 
of them as might be then dead, in equal shares & 
proportions, such issue only to take the share which 
their respective parents would have taken if living ; 
provided such children or issue should then have 
attained twenty-one, otherwise to pay to them 
the interest of their shares until they should 
attain that age, & then to pay them the principal. 

Testator’s wife survived him. Each of his sisters 

had several children. <A child of M. died before 

testator’s wife, leaving children, & one of those 
children also died before testator’s wife :—Held : 
nevertheless, that one took a vested & transmissible 

interest in testator’s residuary estate.—LYON v. 

CowARD, LYON v. BALL (1846), 15 Sim. 287; 15 

L. J. Ch. 460; 7 L. T. O. S. 385; 10 Jur. 486; 

60 EB. R. 628. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Southam v. Blake (1854), 2 W. KR. 446. 
Consd. Hodgson v. Smithson (1856), 21 Beav. 354 ; Re 
Bennett’s Trust (1857), 3 K. & J. 280. Apld. Harcourt v. 
Harcourt (1857), 26 L. J. Cb. 536 ; Penny v. Clarke (1859), 
John. 619. Distd. Crauss v. Cooper (1859), 1 John. & H. 
207. CGonsd. Fe Wildman’s Trusts (1860), 1 John. & H. 
299. Distd. Coo v. Bigg (1863), 1 New Rep. 536. Avprid 
Martin v. Holgate (1866), L. R. 1 H. LL. 175. efd. 
Lanphier v. Buck (1865), 34 TL. J. Ch. 650; Heasman v. 
Pearse (1871), L. RR. 11 Eq. 522; Re Yates, Bostock v. 
D’Eyncourt (1891), 64 L. T. 819. 

9296. .|—Residuary bequest in trust for A. 
for life, &, after her decease, to distribute 
‘* between testator’s brothers & sisters, & such of 
their children as should be then living, the parents 
& children to be classed together, & to share in equal 
proportions ” :—Held: those brothers & sisters & 
children only who survived A. were entitled, & they 
took per capita. —TURNER v. HupDsSON (1847), 10 
Beav. 222; 16 L. J. Ch. 180; 9 L. T. O. S, 215 ; 
50 E. R. 568. 

Stein :—Distd. Cormack v. Copous (1853), 17 Beav. 


9297. .I—Bequest of sums of Consols & £4 
per cent. annuities to testator’s wife for her life, & 
at her decease one-half of the produce of such 
sums to be received & divided amongst testator’s 
surviving brothers & sisters, & their issue, share & 
share alike :—Held: the brothers & sisters living 
at the death of testator took vested interests in the 
fund, liable to be divested by their death, leaving 
issue before the period of distribution; & such 
issue took, by substitution, for their parents.— 
SHAILER v. GROVES (1847), 6 Hare, 162; 16 L. J. 
Ch. 367; 9L. T. 0.8. 311; 11 Jur. 485; 67 H.R. 
1124. 


Annotations :—Apld. Atkinson v. Bartrum (1860), 28 
Beav. 219. Consd. Ite Fox’s Will (1865), 35 Beav. 163. 
Refd. Abbay v. Howe (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 470. 


9298. -|—Testator bequeathed his residue 
in trust for his mother for life, remainder in trust 
for the children of his two sisters, in equal shares as 
tenants in common, & to be vested interests in the 
sons at twenty-one, & in the daughters at that age 
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or on marriage; & if any of them should die under 
age, or, as to the daughters, unmarried, then as to 
the original shares belonging to the children so 
dying & the shares to which they might become 
entitled under the now-stating trust in trust for the 
others of them, in equal shares, their exors., etc., & 
in case no child should live to attain a vested inte- 
rest in the trust funds, then in trust for testator’s 
next of kin. Testator then empowered the 
trustees, but during the life of his mother, with her 
consent, to apply the whole or any part of the 
principal trust moneys to which the children of 
his sisters should be entitled under the trusts 
thereinbefore contained for their advancement, 
notwithstanding they should be under age, or, as 
to daughters, unmarried; & he directed that 
in case, at the death of his mother, any child who, 
under the trusts thereinbefore contained, might 
be entitled to any vested or presumptive share or 
shares of the trust moneys, should, if a son, be 
under age, or if a daughter, under age & unmarried, 
the trustees should pay the interest of their shares 
to his sisters for the maintenance of their children. 

Testator’s mother died a few months after him. 
His sisters had several children, some of whom 
were born after the death of his mother :—Held: 
the mother’s death was the period at which the 
shares vested, subject. however, to be divested, &, 
consequently, the afterborn children were not 
entitled to participate in the funds. 

It is necessary, however, to consider what testator 
there meant by the word ‘“ vested,’ whether he 
used it in its strict technical sense, or whether he 
did not mean ‘ indefeasible ’’ (per CUR.). 

There are many cases which show that where 
gifts to children are not to take effect until a future 
period, all the children who come into esse before 
that period arrives, are to be let in (per CUR.).— 
BERKELEY v. SWINBURNE (1848), 16 Sim. 275; 
17 L. J. Ch. 416; 12 Jur. 571; 60 E. R. 880. 
Annotations :— Consd. Taylor ». Frobisher (1852), 5 De G. 

& Sm. 191. Distd. Rowland v. Tawney (18538), 26 Beav. 

67. Consd. ke Laxter’s Jrusts (1864), 4 New Kep. 131. 

Apld. Armytage v. Wilkinson (1878), 3 App. Cas. 355. 

Id. Re Emmet’s Estate, Emmet v. Emmet (1880), 


13 Ch. D. 484. Consd. Zée Stevens, Clark v. Stevens (1896), 

40 Sol. Jo. 296. Refd. Jte Morse’s Scttlmt. (1855), 21 

Beav. 174; #te Coppard’s Estate, Howlett v. Hodson 

(1887), 35 Ch. D. 350. 

9299. ——.]—A.-G. v. WILSHERE, WILSHERE v. 
Harmoop (1849), 13 L. T. O. S. 134. 

9300. -]|—Bequest to H. for life, & after her 





decease, to testator’s four brothers & sister,’ or 
such of them as should be then living ’’ equally ; 
& in case any of them should be then dead, then he 
bequeathed deceased child’s share to the children,”’ 
to be paid at the time before mentioned. The 
brothers & sister all died in the lifetime of HL., 
one A. having had no children :—-Held: the 
representatives of A. were entitled to his share, & 
all the children took, whether living at the death 
of H. or not.—MASTERS v. SCALES (1850), 13 
Beav. 60; 15 L. T. O. 8. 452; 51 E. R. 23. 


Annotations :—Refd. Barker v. Barker (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 
753; Lamphier v. Buck (1865), 6 New Kep. 196. 


9301. -}—Testator gave personal estate to 
A. for life, & after her death, to all his, testator’s, 
children, with benefit of survivorship ; the sons 
to have their shares paid at twenty-one, the 
daughters’ shares to be settled on their marriage : 
—Held: the share of a daughter who married & 
died before the death of A. vested at twenty-one 
or marriage, & her administrator was entitled.— 
PITTMAN v. KING (1851), 17 L. T. O. 8. 288. 

9302. -—-—-.'—In the Goods of DUNCAN (1851), 
17 L. T. 0.8. 172; 15 Jur. 614. 

9503. ———-.]|—-Hequest to A. for life, & after- 
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wards equally between a number of persons by 
name, & in case of the death of any of them before 
A., their respective shares to go to their respective 
children, & in failure of children to the survivors : 
—Held: to entitle a child to take, it was not 
ee that he should survive the tenant for 
ife. 

I am of opinion, therefore, that in every case 
where testator specified some individual legatee, 
who was alive at the date of the will, but who had 
died before the tenant for life, & who left children 
who survived the tenant for life, that in all these 
cases, the children of that legatee are entitled to 
take the share which the legatee would have taken 
if then living (RomILLY, M.R.).—IvE v. KING 
(1852), 16 Beav. 46; 21 L. J. Ch. 560; 20 L. T. 
O.8.5; 16 Jur. 489; 51 1. R. 693. 


Annotations :—Consd. Ashling v. Knowles (1856), 3 Drew. 
693. Apld. Hodgson v. Smithson (1856), 21 Beav. 354. 
Consd. J/re Faulding’s Trust (1858), 26 Beav. 263. Apld. 
King »v. Cleaveland (1858), 26 Beav. 26. Consd. Re 
Potter’s Trust (1869), L. R. 8 Ka. 52. Apld. Hobgen v. 
Neale (1870), L. R. 11 Eq. 48. istd. Ree Williams, Met- 
calf v. Williams, [1914] 1 Ch. 219. Refd. Re Porter’s 
Trust (1857), 4 K. & J. 188; Cambridge v. Rous Lert 


25 Beav. 409; Loring v. Thomas (1861), 5 L. T. 269 
Wilmot v. llewitt (1865), 11 Jur. N. S. 820; Ie Han- 
nam, Haddelscy v. Hannam (1897), 66 L. J 


. Ch. 471; 
Fe Schuadhorst, Sandkuhl v. Schnadhorst, [1901] 2 Ch. 
338; Re Kirk, Wethey v. Kirk (1915), 85 L. J. Ch. 182. 


9304. .|—W. bequeaths the residue of his 
real & personal estate, directed to be converted, in 
trust for M. for life, & then upon trust to pay the 
interest, etc., unto & between his two grand- 
children E. & QG. during their respective natural 
lives in equal shares, & after their decease unto 
& between all & every their child & children in 
equal shares; & if no child, to testator’s legal 
personal representatives. There being several 
children, four of whom died before the death of the 
survivor of testator’s grandchildren, upon the 
question what was the period of division :—Held : 
the children took equally vested interests on the 
death of the tenant for life.—PEARCE v. EDMEADES 
(1854), 2 W. R. 672. 





9305. -——---.|--Re BENNETT?T’S Trust, No. 9205, 
ante. 
9306. —-—.|—Testator gave his residuary per- 


sonal estate to trustees to pay the interest to his 
wife for life, & after her deccase he gave four-sixths 
of the capital to each of his four brothers & sisters 
& in case of the death of any or cither of the said 
legatees in his lifetime, the sixth part of him or her 
so dying to go to his or her children. He then 
gave the remaining two-sixths tothe children of a 
deceased brother & sister; provided always, that 
in case of the death of any or either of his legatees 
before their respective shares should have become 
vested, the shares or share of him or her so dying 
was to sink into the residue, & go to the survivors 
as if the legatees so dying had not been named or 
had never existed. One of the legatees survived 
testator, but died in the lifetime of his widow, the 
tenant for life :—Held: her representatives were 
not entitled to her share, but it sunk into the 
residue as if she had not existed.—Re Morris 
(1857), 26 L. J. Ch. 688; 5 W. R. 428. 

9307. —-——.|——-Under a trust for A. for life, ‘‘ & 
after her decease, to be divided equally between her 
younger children ”’ :—Held: (1) the children took 
vested interests at their births; (2) the character 
of ‘‘ younger child’? was to be determined at the 
period of vesting, & not that of distribution.— 
ADAMS v. ROBARTS (1858), 25 Beav. 658; 53 E.R. 
788. 


Annotation se ated 4 Refd. Domvilo v. Winnington 
(1884), 26 Ch. D. 382. 


9308. -|—Testator by his will bequeathed 
to each of his five daughters £400 per annum, to be 
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payable during their natural lives, & after their 
respective decease he gave the same to their 
children respectively, share & share alike, such 
children not to be entitled to more than their 
deceased parent’s share; & in case any or either 
of his daughters should die without issue, he 
directed such annuity to cease & fall into the 
residue of his estate :—Held: no interest vested 
in the children of daughters who died in the life- 
time of their parents.—HEDGES v. HARPUR, 
HEDGES v. BiicKk (1858), 3 De G. & J. 129; 27 
L. J. Ch. 742; 32 L. T. O. S. 67; 4 Jur. N.S. 
1209; 6W.R. 842; 44 BE. R. 1218, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Refd. Mansergh v. Campbell (1858), 3 De G. 

& J. 232; Lett v. Randall (1860), 2 De @. F. & J. 388 ; 

Hill v. Rattey (alias Potts) (1862), 2 John. & H. 634; Me 

Birks, Kenyon v. Birks (1899), 68 L. J. Ch. 319. 

9309. -.|—(1) Testator devised freeholds & 
leaseholds on trust for his widow for life, with 
remainder to his niece for life, & afterwards on 
trust for all & every the niece’s children, ‘‘ the 
children to become beneficially interested on the 
death of their parent’ :—Held: the children 
took vested interests at their births. 

(2) Bequest of £2,000 in trust for A. for life, & 
from & after her decease ‘‘ to convey, transfer 
& assure ’’ it unto all & every the child & children 
of A :—fleld: A.’s children took vested interests 
at their births.—M‘LACHLAN v. TaiTT (1860), 28 
Beav. 407; 54 1. R. 422; on appeal,2 De G. F. & 
J. 449, L. C. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Z?e Orlebar’s Scttlmt. Trusts 
875), L. R. 20 Eq. 711. Refd. Le Jobson, Jobson v. 

Richardson (1889), 44 Ch. D. 154. 

9310. .|—Testator bequeathed his residue 
to his widow for life, with remainder to his nephews 
& nieces living at her decease, & he substituted 
their children for any who should die in her life. 
But if any of the nephews & nieces should die in 
the life of the wife without having any child ‘‘ then 
living,’’ he directed his share to go to the survivors 
of the nephews & nieces. A nephew died without 
children, in the life of the widow :—Held: his 
share did not go to the survivors at his death, 
but the survivors at the death of the widow.-—- 
Essex v. CLEMENT (1861), 30 Beav. 525; 54 EK. RK. 
993. 

9311. —-—.]—Testator gave his daughter a 
life annuity of £50, & from & immediately after 
her death he bequeathed £1,000 unto her children, 
share & share alike, payable twelve months after 
the daughter’s death. This was payable exclu- 
sively out of testator’s real estate :—Held: those 
children alone of the daughter who survived her 

articipated in the £1,000.—Re CARTLEDGE (1861), 
29 Beav. 583; 54 E.R. 754. 

93812. ——.|—'Testator directed that all his 
property at death of his wife should be sold & 
divided between his children nominatim “ or such 
of them as shall be living at my decease & issue of 
such as shall have died in my lifetime or the 
lifetime of my said wife ’’ :—Held: class to take 
it was unascertained till the death of the widow.— 
STEVENS v. HALE (1862), 2 Drew. & Sm. 22; 6 
L. T. 4538; 10 W. R. 418; 82 H.R. 529. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Humphreys v. Humphroys_ (1867), 

L. R. 4 Eq. 475; Cock v. Cock (1873), 28 L. T. 627 ; 

Jtalph v. Carrick (1879), 11 Ch. D. 873. 

9318. .|—Testator by his will gave to “ all 
& every the child & children of his daughter who 
should be living at the time of her decease” 
distributive shares of the proceeds of his real & 
personal estate, to be paid to & become vested in 
“such child or children” in favour of sons at 
twenty-one & of daughters at twenty-one or 
marriage; but if such times of payment should 
happen in the lifetime of his daughter & her hus- 
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band, or the survivor, then, after the decease of 
such survivor, the shares of ‘all & every such 
children or child” to be vested & transmissible 
on their attaining twenty-one, or marriage, al- 
though such respective times should happen before 
the decease of the survivor of his said daughter & 
her husband. The daughter died in the lifetime 
of the husband. There were four children of the 
marriage ; three survived the husband. One died 
having attained twenty-one, before the death of 
the daughter :—Held: the property was divisible 
in fourths; & the child dying batare either of his 
parents took a vested interest in one-fourth, &, as 
such, was payable to his representative.—-DALTON 
v. HILL (1862), 6 L. T. 446; 10 W. R. 396. 
Annotations :—Refd. Jackson v. Dovor (1864), 10 L. 'T. 489; 
Re Knowles, Nottage v. Buxton (1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 851. 
9314. .]|—Testator by his will, after certain 
legacies & bequests, as to a sum of £400 directed 
his exors. to invest, raise & pay the dividends, etc., 
to his son R. for life, ‘‘ & after his decease upon 
further trust to pay or assign the principal sum of 
£400, with the accruing dividends or interest 
thereof, on the securities in which the same had 
been invested, unto his sons J., W., & B., & his 
daughter M., to be equally divided between them, 
share & share alike, or such of them as should be 
living at the time of the decease of R., & the issue 
of such of them as should be then dead leaving 
issue, such issue to take no greater or other share 
or shares than his, her, or their respective parent 
or parents would have been entitled to if living.”’ 
The three sons & the daughter died before the 
tenant for life. He died on Apr. 6, 1863. Each 
of the sons left children. The daughter died 
without issue:—Held: the legacy vested in 
fourths ; the children of the three sons took one- 
third each as joint tenants, & the personal repre- 
sentatives of the daughter took the other fourth.— 
Re BLACKWELL’s T'RuUsTS (1864), 11 L. T. 335. 
9315. .|—Testator having devised the whole 
of his real & personal estate to trustees, whom he 
appointed his exors., concluded his will as follows : 
‘As to, for & concerning the residue of my estate & 
property, both real & personal, in trust to pay unto 
my nephews & nieces then living” (2.e. at the 
death of a tenant for life) ‘‘ viz., R. R. B., W. R. B., 
A. B., E. Ti., E. W., E. B., the children of R. R. 8S. 
(lately deceased). the father’s part or share, M. J., 
& W.R., by equal share & share alike.” W.H. 8B. 
survived testator & died in the lifetime of the 
tenant for life :—Held: the above was a gift not 
to individuals, but to a class, the members of which 
were not ascertained until the death of the tenant 
for life; hence, the share of W. R. B. was not 
undisposed of, but was divisible with the rest of 
the fund aimongst the nephews & nieces who were 
Jiving at the death of the tenant for life.—IRELAND 
rea (1865), 12 L. T. 680; 11 Jur. N.S. 
9316. .|—I must, however, observe, with 
reference to this point, that there are cases where, 
although the gift to the issue, or children, is an 
original gift, testator has by his language pre- 
cluded children from taking who did not survive 
their parent. Thus if the gift had been to such 
of the nephews & nieces as should be living at the 
happening of a certain event, & to the issue of 
such of the nephews & nieces as should have 
previously died leaving issue ; those words would 
be a sufficient indication of testator’s intention, 
that such children only as were left by their 
pee that is, as survived their parent, should 
ake (KINDERSLEY, V.-C.).—LANPHIER v. Buck 
(1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 484; $4 L. J. Ch. 650; 12 
L. T. 660; 11 Jur. N. S. 887; 62 E. R. 704; 
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Sect. 20.—Vesting : Sub-sect. 3, EF. (e).] 
sub nom. LAMPHIER v. Buck, 6 New Rep. 196; 18 


W. KR. 767. 


Annotations :—Consd. Fte Smith’s Trusts (1878), 7 Ch. D. 
665. Refd. Beardsley v. Beynon (1865), 12 I. T. 698; 
fie Turner (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 501 ; Re Merricks’ Trusts 


(1866), L. R. 1 Hq. 551; Je Orton’s Trust (1866), L. Rh. 


3 Eq. 375; Hurry tv. Hurry (1870), L. R. 10 ee 346 ; 
Heasman v. Poarse (1871), L. Ik. 11 Eq. 522; urt v. 
Hellyer (1872), L. R. 14 Eg. 160; J2e Flower, Matheson v. 
Goodwyn (No. 2) (1890), 62 L. T. 677; Re Woolley, 
Wormald v. Woolley, [1903] 2 Ch. 206. 


9317. ——-.]—-Testator gave real estate to 
trustees upon trust for his eldest son for life, 
with remainder to his issue, with a like devise to 
his second son, & in the event of the failure of 
such issue, which occurred, upon trust to sell & 
divide the proceeds equally amongst such of his 
five daughters (by name) as should be living at 
the decease of the survivor of his sons, & the 
children, grandchildren, & issue of such of his 
daughters as should then happen to be dead, such 
children, grandchildren, & issue respectively to 
take equally the share which their parents respec- 
tively would have been entitled to if then living, 
with a trust for maintenance. All testator’s 
children survived him, but the two sons dicd 
without lawful issue, the survivor outliving all 
his brothers & sisters except one sister. The 
estate was sold. Several of the sisters had issue, 
but only three of such issue survived the surviving 
son :—Held: the three grandchildren who sur- 
vived the surviving son took each a share of their 
parent’s share, with the representatives of those 
who predeceased him, one share of the whole 
fund for each class of grandchildren, taking per 
stirpes.—Re OrToN’s Trust (1866), L. R. 3 Eq. 
Bee ; 86 L. J. Ch. 279; 16 LL. T. 146; 15 W. R. 

9318. .|— Gift ‘“‘ to A. & B. equally for life, 
& after their death in trust for, & to the use of all 
& every, the child or children of A. & B., both or 
either of them, if more than one, share & share 
alike, & until the youngest should attain twenty- 
one ’’ :—Held: on the death of A. his children 
living at his death were entitled in equal shares 
to his moiety of the rents & profits until the 
youngest of the children of A. & B. had attained 





a nee vw. BAKER (1866), 14 
trad be 
9319. .|— 1) Testator bequeathed the 





residue of his property in trust for his two 
daughters, in moieties, for their respective lives, 
& after their decease, if they or either of them 
should leave issue, in trust to pay, etc., the share 
of such deceased daughter or daughters unto such 
her or their issue, share & share alike if more than 
one :—Held: the interests taken under the will 
by the children of testator’s daughters were con- 
tingent on their surviving the respective tenants 
for life. 

(2) One of testator’s daughters had three sons 
who predeceased her, & one daughter the 
petitioner, who survived her :—Held: petitioner 
& her assigns were solely entitled to the moiety 
bequeathed to petitioner’s mother & her issue. 
—Re WATSON’s Trusts (1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 36; 
39 L. J. Ch. 770; 18 W. R. 642. 


Annotation :—As to (1) Refd. Trehbarne v. Layton (1875), 
L. R. 10 Q. B. 459. 


9320. -|—Testator left by will to his wife 
a life interest in his real, leasehold, & personal 
estates, with permission to consume such portions of 
the latter as are consumable by nature. He also 
required her to maintain & educate their children. 
On the death or re-marriage of his widow he left 
his real & leasehold estates, & such personal estate 
as was then unconsumed, to his children in equal 
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shares, their exors.. administrators, & assigns, 
with a proviso that, if all & every his children died 
before obtaining a vested interest under the will, 
the property should go in equal shares to his then 
next & nearest of kin, & the then next & nearest 
of kin of his wife. Testator’s only child survived 
him, but died in his mother’s lifetime & previous 
to her remarriage :—Held: the child did not 
attain a vested interest under the will, & adminis- 
tration must be granted to the next of kin of 
testator.—GREENHALGH v. BATES (1870), L. R. 2 
P.& D. 47; 39L. J.P. & M. 44; 22 L. T. 764; 
34 J. P. 519; 18 W. R. 710. 

9321. .|—Testator gave his residuary 
personalty to a niece for life, & directed his trustees 
after her decease to pay & divide it unto & amongst 
all & every the children of his niece who should be 
living at the time of her decease, if more than one, 
equally ; & if only one, then wholly to such only 
child, ‘‘ the same to be a vested interest in him or 
them respectively on their respectively attaining 
the age of twenty-one years, but not to be trans- 
ferred until after the decease of my niece,’’ with 
maintenance clauses :—Held: the representatives 
of children of the niece who attained twenty-one, 
but died in her lifetime, took no share, for the 
words “ but not to be transferred until after the 
decease of my niece’’ were not contradictory to 
the previous expression confining the class to 
children who survived the niece, & being in any 
view of the case surplusage could not be held to 
modify the definition of the class. Semble: the 
representati, «s of children surviving the niece & 
dying under twenty-one, would have taken.— 
WILLIAMS v. HAYTHORNE, WILLIAMS v. WILLIAMS 
(1871), 6 Ch. App. 782, I. C. 

ATO :—Apld. Simpson v. Peach (1873), L. BR. 16 Eq. 


9322. .|—Testator gave a real estate to 
his son T. for life, with remainder to his children 
in tail, with cross remainders as to original & 
accruing shares, & failing such issue of ‘I’., ‘‘ in 
trust for my other children cqually & the heirs of 
their respective bodies. as tenants in common, or 
if there be only one of my children then living, 
in trust for that child only, & the heirs of his 
or her body,” with cross remainders as to original 
& accruing shares. Similar gifts of other real 
estates were made to five other children; & 
testator gave personalty on trusts for the children 
& issue, corresponding with the devise of the real 
estates, & the will contained a clause substituting 
the issue of any child dying in testator’s lifetime 
for the parent. One of the other children died 
without issue before T., who also died without 
issue, & the personal representatives of such child 
claimed a share of the personalty of which T. was 
tenant for life :—Held: the limitation was to be 
read ‘‘in trust for my other children who, or the 
issue of whose bodies may be then living as tenants 
in common in tail, & if only one, for that one, & 
the heirs of his or her body ’”’; & the representa- 
tives of the child, who had previously died without 
issue, took nothing.—CooPER v. MACDONALD 
(1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 258; 42 I. J. Ch. 539; 28 
L. T. 693; 21 W. R. 833. 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Walker’s Estate, Church v. Tyacke 
1879), 12 Ch. DD. 205. Consd. Jee Firth, Loveridge tv. 
‘Irth, [1914] 2 Ch. 386. Refd. Stevenson v. Masson (1873), 

L. kh. 17 Eq. 78; Askew v. Askew (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 629 ; 
fie Beaumont, Bradshaw 1. Packer, [1913] 1 Ch. 325; Ze 
Campbell’s Trusta, Public Trustee v. Campbell, (1922) 1 Ch. 
551; Fte Arnell, te Edwards, Prickett v. Prickett, [1924] 
1 Ce: 473. Mentd. Crichton v. Crichton (1895), 18 R. 


9323. -]—Where there is a testamentary 
aM to such of a class as might be living at the 
eath of a tenant for life, & the issue of such of 
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them as might be then dead ‘“‘ leaving issue,’’ the 

issue of such members of the class as die leaving 

any issue will take whether they survive their 

parent or not.—Re Smitu’s Trusts (1878), 7 

Ch. D. 663; 47 L. J. Ch. 265; 26 W. R. 418. 

Annotation :—Refd. Itc Woolrich, Harris v. Harris (1879), 
27 W. R. 429. 


9324. -|—Testator, by his will, gave real 
property to trustees, upon certain trusts during 
the lives of his two sons W. & T. & the life of the 
survivor, & from & after the decease of the 
survivor upon trust to sell & ‘‘ to pay & divide 
the money arising therefrom unto & amongst all 
& every the child & children of W. & T. & the issue 
of such of them as should be then dead, share & 
share alike, such issue taking only the part or 
share of his, her, or their deceased parent ”’: 
Held: two children of W. & T. who were living 
at testator’s death, but died without issue before 
the period of distribution, had vested shares in 
the proceeds of sale, which passed to their repre- 
sentatives. 

Where property is once vested under a dis- 
position in a will, the ct. will not divest it... 
without the existence of strong grounds for s0 
doing without the clearly expressed intention of 
testator so to do (Fry, J.).—Re Woon, Moore v. 
BAILEY (1880), 43 1. T. 730; 29 W. R. 171. 

9325. ——.!—-Testator gave £4,000 to trustees 
upon trust to pay the income to his daughter, A., 
for life, & at her death to pay & divide the same 
between the children of A. in equal shares, who, 
being sons, should attain twenty-one, or, being 
daughters, attain that age or be married, & if 
only one child, then wholly to him or her; if no 
child who should live to attain a vested interest, 
then over. A. had issue one child, who died an 
infant, unmarried :-- Held: the child of A. did 
not take a vested interest in the £4,000.—/?e 
FLETCHER, Dor v. FLETCHER (1885), 53 L. T. 
813: 384 W. RR. 29. 

9326. .|— Testator bequeathed a fund upon 
trust for a widow for her life or until she should 
marry again, & directed his trustees from & 
immediately after her decease or marrying again 
to stand possessed of the fund, upon trust to pay 
& divide the same equally between all her children 
‘‘jiving at the time of their mother’s decease ”? & 
the issue of any deceased child, such issue taking 
the parent's share. The widow married again :--- 
Held: thereupon her children took immediate 
vested interests.— Re TuckER, BOWCHIER 1. 
GORDON (1887), 56 L. J. Ch. 449; 56 L. T. 118; 
35 W. RR. 344. 

Aantntion :— Apld. Z?e Warner, Watts v. Silvey, [1918] 1 Ch. 


9327. -|—Testator by his will dated in 
Feb. 1854, left the entire residue of his property, 
which was principally realty, to his trustees therein 
named, ‘‘ In trust for the benefit of my dear wife 
during her lifetime, at her death to be equally 
divided among our children, Thomas, James & 
Mary Hamilton, to take what would have been 
their mother’s share, & any other of my grand- 
children to represent their parents in similar 
circumstances.”’ 

Testator died in Dec. 1856, saa seven 
children. His widow died in Apr. 1889. homas, 
James & Mary Hamilton named in the will were 

andchildren of testator, & their mother, testator’s 

aughter, was dead at the date of the will. Three 
other children of testator died in the interval 
between the date of his death & the date of the 
death of his widow. The question was, what in 
thesevents which had happened was the true 
construction of the devise & bequest of the residue 
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of the testator’s real & personal estate :—Held : 
the words “in similar circumstances’ afforded 
no ground for disturbing the well-settled rule that 
where the period of distribution was the death of 
the tenant for life, & the gift was one among a 
class of persons, then the share of any one dying 
in the lifetime of the tenant for life went over. 
Therefore, the children of testator who died after 
his death & before the death of his widow did not 
take vested or indefcasible interests in testator’s 
estate ; but the interests of such children so dying 
were devised & bequeathed to their children by 
the concluding clause in the will.—Re MILEs, 
MILES v. MILES (1889), 61 L. T. 359. 

9328. —--—.]-—Testator bequeathed to his three 
daughters, in equal shares, the life-rent of a sum 
of £36,000, to be invested within five years after 
his decease. Until the investment was made, he 
bequeathed to each daughter an annuity of £200. 
In the event of a daughter dying, without leaving 
issue, her life rent interest was to accresce to her 
surviving sister or sisters, whilst the capital of the 
share life-rented by her lapsed into residue. In 
the event of her leaving issue, the trustees were 
directed ‘‘ to divide equally amongst the issue of 
each of my daughters’’ one-third of the sum 
directed to be invested. Mrs. M., one of the 
daughters, died in Mar. 1895, leaving surviving 
two daughters. Mrs. M. had had also a son & a 
daughter, Mrs. H., who predeceased her childless, 
but died after testator. The question was whether 
the representatives of the predeceasing issue were 
entitled to a share of the capital appointed to be 
divided amongst Mrs. M.’s issue :—Held: all the 
children of Mrs. M. were entitled to share equally 
in the division of the fund in which their mother 
had a life interest. 

It is an elementary principle on the construction 
of wills that a gift to a class after a life interest 
or life rent: includes all the persons within the 
description of the class who were alive at testator’s 
death or have come into being during the lifetime 
of the life tenant. 1 think it is equally clear that 
when the gift is made to depend on the happening 
of a contingency that contingency is not imported 
by implication into the description of the class 
so as to confine the gift to those members of the 
class who survive the contingency (LORD DAVEY). 

Although the bequest may be dependent on a 
contingency this will not necessarily prevent the 
vesting. The time at which the contingency 
happens in a bequest to a class does not determine 
the vesting in the individuals comprising the 
class. If the contingency should apply to the 
individual & relate to his capacity to take, as for 
example a bequest left subject to the condition 
that the legatee should attain the age of twenty- 
one years, there can be no vesting till he or she 
shall reach that age, but where the contingency 
applies to a class & not as a condition of the 
capacity of the legatee to take, the contingency is 
not to be imported into the constitution of the 
trust so as to suspend vesting till the death of the 
life-renter (LORD SHAND).—HICKLING v. Fair, 
[1899] A. C.15; 68 L. J. P. C. 12, H. L. 
Annotations :—Apld. Re Walker, Dunkerly v. Hewerdine, 

{1917} 1Ch. 38. Consd. Re Stephens, Tomalin v. Tomalin’s, 

Trustee, [1927] 1 Ch. 1. 

9329. —-—.]—Testator gave a share of his 
residuary estate to each of his two daughters for 
their respective lives, & after their deaths their 
respective shares ‘‘ to be equally divided between 
their respective children or legal representatives ”’ : 
—Held: (1) ‘‘ representatives ’’ meant the repre- 
sentatives of the tenants for life & not those of the 
children ; the addition to the gift to the children 
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Sect. 20.—Vesting : Sub-sect. 3, EB. (c), & F. (a) & (b).] 


of the words “ or legal representatives ’’ did not 
operate as a divesting clause, but constituted an 
alternative gift to arise only in the event of there 
being no child that took a vested interest; & 
consequently all children of the daughters who 
survived testator, or were born after his death, 
took vested interests notwithstanding that they 
might not have survived their respective mothers. 
(2) The objects among whom such real or 
personal estate becomes ultimately distributable 
are the children who may be living at the period 
of distribution & the representatives of such as 
may have died before that period, having survived 
testator—Re RoBERTs, PERCIVAL v. ROBERTS, 
[1903] 2 Ch. 200; 72 L. J. Ch. 597; 88 L. T. 505. 
9330. ——.]—FRe GoLmpNry, Re DIGHTON, 
CLARKE v. DIGHTON (1911), 180 L. T. Jo. 484. 
9331. .]—A gift upon trust for the daughter 
of testatrix for life, & after her death “ upon trust 
for her child, if only one, or her children in equal 
shares if more than one, & the issue of any deceased 
child or children, such issue being born in the life- 
time’’ of the daughter, does not confer any 
interest on a daughter who died before the death 
of the tenant for life, a spinster.—Re SuHaw, 
WILLIAMS v. PLEDGER (1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 380. 











9382. .|—Re FIRTH, LOVERIDGE v. FIRTH, 
No. 9665, post. 
333. .|—Testator by clause 7 of his will 


directed that the trustees therein named should 
stand possessed of his residuary estate in trust to 
pay out of the income certain annuities to his wife 
children, & that immediately after the decease 
of his wife they should stand possessed thereof in 
trust for all his said children in certain pro- 
portions. Clause 8 provided as follow: ‘if any 
child shall die in my lifetime or after my deccase 
leaving a child or children who shall survive me 
then & in every such case such last-mentioned 
child or children shall take, & if more than one 
equally between them the share which his or her 
or their parent would have taken of & in the 
residuary trust funds if such parent had survived 
me ”’ :—Held: the provided shares of the residuary 
estate vested in the children of testator from his 
death, but in the event of the death of any child 
before the death of testator’s widow, which was 
the contemplated period of distribution, the 
vesting of that child’s share was subject to de- 
feasance in favour of his or her child or children.— 
WarRD v. Brown, [1916] 2 A. C. 121; 85 L. J. 
P. C. 183; 113 L. T. 929; 31 T. L. R. 545, P. C. 
9334. ——.]—Testator devised & bequeathed 
his residuary estate to his trustees upon trust to 
pay the income thereof to his widow, now dead, 
for life & after her death to divide the same 
equally between his seven children, whom he 
named, during their respective lives, & from & 
after the death of any child whether in his life- 
time or after his decease to hold one-seventh of 
the capital of his estate to the income of which 
such child should have been entitled, or in the case 
of a child predeceasing him such share as would 
have accrued to such child under the will if he or 
she had survived testator upon trust for the 
‘““ personal representatives”? of that child :— 
Held: the words ‘personal representatives ” 
must receive their ordinary meaning of ‘ exors. 
or administrators,’’ & on the death of the widow 
the seven children became absolutely entitled to 


PART XVI. SECT. 20, SUB-SECT. 38. 
—F., (a). 

* 93351. Whether bequest vested 

Contingent.}—Re STUDMAN (1925), 27 


Gr. 496.—CAN. 


W. A. L. R. 37.—AU8. 


WILLS. 


their respective shares in testator’s residuary 
estate.—Re Brooks, PUBLIC TRUSTEE v. WHITE, 
[1928] 1 Ch. 214; 97 L. J. Ch. 88; 188 L. T. 487; 
sub nom. Re BRooKs, PUBLIC TRUSTER v. WRIGHT, 
72 Sol. Jo. 17, C. A. 


F. Bequests Postponed until Youngest Beneficiary 
Attains Specified Age. 
(a) Bequests to Individuals. 

9335. Whether bequest vested or contingent.|— 
Testator devised a copyhold estate to trustees, in 
trust to pay the rents to his wife until his youngest 
child attained twenty-one, she maintaining his 
children until that event; & when & as soon as 
that event should happen, upon trust to pay one- 
fifth of the rents to his wife for life. He then gave 
the remaining four-fifths separately to his four 
daughters, nominatim, for life, with remainder to 
their respective children; & it was his will that if 
any of his children should die without issue that 
the share of her so dying should go to the children 
of such of his daughters as should leave issue ; 
but in case all his daughters should die without 
leaving lawful issue, then he devised all his said 
real & personal estate unto his brothers & sisters ; 
he subsequently devised the one-fifth given to the 
wife for life in a similar manner. A., one of the 
daughters, died without issue before the youngest 
attained twenty-one :—Held: the shares vested 
on the youngest attaining twenty-one; the gift 
over was only of vested shares, & therefore there 
was an intestacy as to the one-fifth intended for 
A.—BASTIN v. WATTS (1840), 3 Beav. 97; 4 Jur. 
791; 49 E. R. 38. 

Annotation :--Consd. Ie Green’s Kstate (1860), 1 Drew. & 


Sm. 68. 

9336. ———.]—PARKIN v. KNIGHT, No. 100138, 
post 

9337. .]—Testator gave a legacy to trustees 





for the maintenance of A. during their 
minority, ‘‘& when & so soon as the youngest 
child should have been born twenty-one years,’’ 
to ‘“‘pay & divide” it between ieee if they 
should then both be living. But if either of them 
should be then dead, then he gave his moiety over 
to other persons. They both died before the 
youngest would, if living, have attained twenty- 
one, but A., the eldest, had attained that age :— 
Held: <A. took a vested interest, & his repre- 
sentatives were entitled to a moiety.—Re SMITH’S 
WILL (1855), 20 Beav. 197; 24 L. J. Ch. 466; 24 
L. T. O. S. 322; 1 Jur. N.S. 220; 3 W. R. 277. 
9338. —--—.]-—Testator by his will gave a certain 
sum to trustees, upon trust to place out at interest 
& continue same ‘until his youngest child F. 
should attain the age of twenty-one years,’ with 
trusts for maintenance, etc., of his children 
generally, ‘“& when & as soon as his said 
youngest child F. should attain the age of twenty- 
one years, upon trust to call in & divide the same 
amongst certain persons in certain proportions, ” 
& if his wife were then dead, then ‘“ amongst all 
& every his children that should be then living in 
equal shares; £200, as further part thereof unto 
his said son G., to whom he gave & bequeathed 
the same accordingly.’”’ The trustees set apart 
the £200 & paid £50 part of it, to apprentice out 
G. G. afterwards in July, 1856, died before 
attaining twenty-one. The youngest child of 
testator F. attained her age of twenty-one years 
on Sept. 1, 1840 :—Held: G. took a vested interest 


29 N. Z. L. R. 594.—-N.Z. 





ase 93385 Iv. .]— CaTTANACH ¥ 
0335 ii. -}—-ScottT v. DUNCAN, 29 THoM’s EXECUTORS (1858), 20 Dunl. 
oe of Sess.) 1206; 3080. Jur. 716.— 

9335 fil. ——~.]—Re BOURKE (1909), COT. 


Part XVI.—ConsTRUCTION. 


in the legacy, & as such it passed to his personal 
representative.—Re LyYMAN’s TrRusT (1860), 2 
L. dA 662. 

9339. .|—Testator devised his real estate 
to trustees, on trust to appty the rents towards 
the maintenance, etc., of his children until the 
youngest attained twenty-one, then upon trust 
to sell, & “‘ pay, share & divide’’ the moneys 
between his children in manner following: One- 
fifth to W., one-fifth to T., one-fifth to S. & two- 
fifths to J. S. died an infant :—Held: her share 
was vested & passed to her representatives.— 
COOPER v. COOPER (1861), 29 Beav. 229; 3 L. T. 
oo 7 Jur. N. 8.178; 9 W. R. 354; 54 E. R. 
Aran :—Consd. Re Lodwig, Lodwig v. Evans, [1916] 2 


9340. -]—Testator directed his trustees to 
apply the rents of a certain real estate towards 
the maintenance & education of his daughters, 
naming seven, until his youngest daughter should 
attain twenty-one. He then directed the property 
to be sold & the proceeds to be divided equally 
amongst his daughters, share & share alike; but 
if any of his said daughters should die before his 
youngest daughter arrived at twenty-one years, 
her or their share or shares to be divided amongst 
his surviving daughters, share & share alike; but 
if any of his said daughters should marry & die 
before the said youngest daughter attained twenty- 
one & leave a child or children, it or they should 
receive their mother’s share equally among 
Bare HUNTER’sS Trusts (1865), L. R. 1 Eq. 
295. 
aerate -—Refd. Re Hill to Chapman (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 

9341. —— Effect of codicil giving gift over on 
failure of issue.J—Where a testator gave an 
annuity to his widow till death or remarriage & 
created other fixed charges on his estate in favour 
of all his children during minority & of his 
daughters after attaining majority & directed that 
on his youngest child attaining majority his two 
sons if alive would become absolutely & inde- 
feasibly entitled to the residue of his estate share 
& share alike :—Held: the period of distribution 
thus plainly indicated was not postponed by a 
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codicil which directed that in case all his children 
died without issue his brother should take the 
whole residue, & gave the trustee a discretionary 
power at any time to enhance the widow’s annuity. 
As regards the discretion it appeared to have been 
exercised, & the widow appeared to have consented 
that no further enhancement should be made.— 
HoORDERN v. HoORDERN, [1909] A. C. 210; 78 
L.J.P.C.49; 100 L.T.52; 257. L. R. 185, P. C. 


(b) Class Gifts. 


9342. Whether bequest vested or contingent.|— 
Testator bequeathed to his wife the use of his 
furniture, etc., which he desired to be distributed 
among his children when the youngest attained 
twenty-one, at her & his exors.’ discretion ; such 
part to be reserved for her use as might be thought 
reasonable, & at her death to be distributed as 
above directed :—Held: those children who died 
before the youngest attained twenty-one did not 
take vested interests.—ForD v. RAWLINS (1823), 
1 Sim. & St. 328; 1L.J.0.8.Ch. 170; 57 E.R. 132. 

9343. ——-.|—Testator devised as follows: ‘ I 
give all my personal leasehold mtges., & freehold 
estates, goods, ready money, chattels, where- 
soever & whatsoever to my brother, T., in trust 
for my nephew & nicces, J., A., M., & E., whenthe 
younger shall come of age, also, if my brother T. 
should have children then his children to have 
equal share with my four before mentioned 
nephew & nieces, he, my brother T., to pay for 
their education & maintain them, if any is wanted, 
he paying himself for any trouble he may be at, 
& he living at free cost in the house I now occupy 
keeping S., my servant, if they can agree, & if not 
to give her one shilling per week for life ’’ :—Held : 
under this devise, the nephew & nieces of testator 
named in the will were entitled to the rents & 
profits of the estate when the youngest came of 
age, but in the event of any child or children 
being born to T. such child or children, if more 
than one, would be entitled to share equally with 
the other nephew & nieces, in the future rents & 
profits, from the time of their respective births.— 
DARKER v. DARKER (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 850; 3 
Tyr. 941; 2L. J. Ex. Eq. 22; 149 BE. R. 642. 


PART XVI. gen ioe SUB-SECT. 8. nee eo a 4 Sena aes yee 106.—N.Z. 
———E e QO. - x. $39 : 4 * ba Rt. ses 342 i Tee. ——Re CURTIS, 1920 
93421. Whether bequest vested or con- CAN. N % eh. 178 UNE. 
tingent.] —HIGGINBOTHAM v. BARRETT 9342 vii. .]}—Re Dicks (1909), 13 9342 xiii. .}~—Testator directed 


(1888), 14 V. L. R. 803.—A US. 








9342 ii. .}—Testator gave his pro- 
erty to trustees upon trust, as & from 
is youngest so0n’s attaining 21 years 
(eubiect to certain legacies), to pay, 
transfer, convey & assign to his sons in 
equal shares all his real & personal 
estate. The will contained a direction 
to the trustecs to support, maintain & 
educate his said sons:—Held: the 
sons took a vested, not a contingent, 
interest in the residuary estate.— 
TYSON v. TYSON (1891), 12 N. S. W. 
Eq. 73.—AUS. 

9842 ili. ———.)—-Re SmuTi (1875), 
6 P. R. 282.—CAN. 


9342 iv. - —.]—MURPHY v. MASON, 
22 Gr. 405.- -CAN. 

9342 v. ——.]— ANDERSON v. BELL, 
29 Gr. 452; 8 A. R. 531.—CAN. 

9342 vi. .}—Testator by his will 
mave all his property, real & personal, 
o his wife for life, & after her death, & 
on the arrival of the youngest child at 
the age of 21 years, the property was 
to be equally divided amongst all his 
ohi , the ohildren of any deceased 
child to take the parent’s share :— 
Held: the children being referred to as 
& class & not nominatively, as each 
respectively attained majority, their 
respective shares became vested: but 
any child who died short of that age 





O. W. R. 645; 18 O. L. R. 657.—CAN. 


9342 viii. .}~—Testator directed 
his trustees to invest the sum of £1,000 
to apply the income for the benefit of 
the children of his daughter, M., dur 
their respective minorities, & to hol 
the principal until the youngest child 
should attain the age of 21 years, & 
cao epen to divide it equally amongst 
such children then surviving of his said 
daughter :—Held;: the bequest of the 
principal was contingent so long as tho 
youngest child was under aes 
rend v. BROPHY (1920), 54 I. L. T. 








9342 ix. .]—SrT. HILL v. PRICE, 
28 N. Z. L. R. 152.—N.Z. 
9342 x. ——-.]— Re Osmond, CuMm- 


ee v. GALLAWAY, 30 N. Z. L. R. 65. 

9342 xi. -}—When a gift to chil- 
dren on th ir attaining the age of 21 is 
jntroduce by the clause ‘‘ when & so 
soon as the youngest for the time being 
of my children shall have attained the 
age of 21° the effect of the intro- 
ductory words is to postpone not the 
vesting of tho interest but the transfer 
of possession, so that the interest of any 
child who attains the age of 21 will not 
be defeated by the death of such child 
before the youngest attains that age. 
—CRAIG vw. CRAIG, [1919] N. ZL. R. 





that on his youngest child attaining the 
age of 18 his trustees should convert the 
residue of his estate into cash, & divide 
the same among his children, share & 
share alike :—Jield : such share vested 
a marte testatoris.—CLARK’S TRUSTEES 
v. HARDIE (1851), 14 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 
dfoh 24 Sc. Jur. 59; 1 Stuart, 113.— 


9842 xiv. .}~MAITLAND’S TRUS- 
TEES v.M‘DERMAID (1861), 23 Dunl. (Ct. 
of Sess.) 7382; 33 Sc. Jur. 372.—SCOT. 

9342 xv. .-—-PLAYFArR’sS TRUS- 
TEES ©. HUNTER (1890), 17 R. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 1241; 27 Sc. L. R. 991.—SCOT. 

9342 xvi. .] — BALLANTYNE’S 
TRUSTEES v. Kipp (1898), 25 R. (Ct. of 











Sess.) 621; 35 Se. L. R. 486;5S8.L. T. 
322.—SCOT. 
0342 xvii. ———.]— LAWRIE’sS TRUS- 


TRES v. LAWRIE (1905), 7 F. (Ct. of Seds. ) 
910; 42 Sa. L. R. 693; 13S. L. T. 946. 
—SCOT. 


9342 xvili. ——-.]— ALLAN’S TruUS- 
TEES v. ALLAN, [1918] 18. L. T. 76.— 


SCOT. 


9842 xix. -_-BLAOK v. BLACR’S 
EXECUTOR, 21 8. C. 555; 144. T. R. 
761.—S. AF. 


9342 xx, ———.]-—ESTATE CaTo v. Ea- 
TATE CaTo, [1915] App. D. 290.—S. AF. 
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Sect. 20.—Veating: Sub-sect. 8, F. (b), & G. (a).] 


9344. .|—Testator bequeathed certain sums 
af stock to trustees to pay £40 per annum to his 
daughter for life, & after her decease, ‘‘ to pay, 
assign, & transfer the sum of £1,000 stock equally 
amongst all & every the child & children of his 
daughter, share & share alike, to be paid & trans- 
ferred to them when & so soon as the youngest 
should attain his or her age of twenty-one years.” 
At the death of testator, the daughter had four 
children, one of whom died before the youngest 
attained twenty-one; the youngest only survived 
the daughter :—Held: the four children took 
vested interests in the stock.—CHAFFERS v. ABELL 
(1839), 3 Jur. 577. 

Annotations :—Consd. W ., 52), 2 Sim. 
N. 8. 192. Retde Suunto Monks Gee. aes OB; 
Selby v. Whittaker (1877), 5 Ch. D. 239. 

_ 9845. -]—Testator directed his trustees to 

invest the proceeds of his real & personal estate, 

& to accumulate the interest until the youngest 

child of his brother should attain twenty-one, & 

then to stand possessed of the trust fund & its 
accumulations, in trust for all the children of his 
brother who should be then living. The brother 
had seven children, & all of them were living at the 
date of the will, & at testator’s death. All the 
children, except the second, died, & none of them, 
except the eldest, the second & the fourth attained 
twenty-one. The fifth was the last that died :— 

Held: the trust for accumulation did not con- 

tinue till the seventh child would have attained 

twenty-one, if living, but that it ceased on the 
death of the fifth child, & the second child then 

became entitled to the trust fund.—Evans v. 

PILKINGTON (1839), 10 Sim. 412; 59 EB. R. 674. 
9346. .|—Testatrix gave one-third share of 

her property to the child of W., to be divided among 

them, with benefit of survivorship after the 
youngest should attain twenty-one. There were 
four children; three attained twenty-one, & 
received their shares; one of those three after- 
wards died, & then the fourth died under twenty- 
one :—Held: the share of such child dying under 
twenty-one should be divided equally between the 
two surviving children & the personal representa- 
tive of the child who died after attaining twenty- 
one. The shares ought not to have been paid till 
after the youngest child had attained twenty-one. 

-——-MURRAY v. SAMPSON (1839), 3 Jur. 359. 

9347. -|—Testator left all his real & personal 
property to trustees, to pay the interest to his 
daughter, for life, & after her death to pay the 
same towards the maintenance & education of such 
children as she should have, during their minority, 
& when the youngest should attain twenty-five, 
to divide the same equally between them; but in 
case either of his daughter’s children should die, 
leaving any children, who should attain twenty- 
one, then to pay their shares to their children; & 
after these trusts should be carried into execution, 
then the trustees were directed to convey, release, 
& assign all the freehold & leasehold estates to the 
heir or heirs, who should be legally entitled to the 
same; & in case testator’s daughter should leave 
no children, or they should die under age, & un- 
married, then to pay & assign the interest, & rents 
& profits, to his next of kin:—Held: “ heir or 
heirs ee meant children of testator’s daughter; & 
** minority ’’ meant twenty-five, as distinguished 
from coming of age, & the children living at the 
death of the daughter took vested interests.— 
MILROY v. MILROy (1844), 14 Sim. 48; 18 L. J. Ch. 
266; 2L.T. 0.8. 456; 8 Jur. 234; 60 B. R. 274. 


Annotations :-—Retd. Read v. Gooding (1856), 21 Beav. 478 ; 
Maddison v. Chapman (1859), 33 I. oI O. My 112. 














WILLS. 


9848. .]—Devise to trustees in fee, upon 
trust to demise until testator’s youngest child 
attained twenty-one, & during the minority of 
such youngest child, to pay the rents to testator’s 
wife, for the maintenance of herself & children, 
& when & so soon as the youngest surviving child 
should attain twenty-one, to sell & divide the 
produce ‘‘ between & amongst testator’s: wife & 
all his children who should be then living in equal 
shares’’; & in case of the death of any child 
before the estates became saleable, his children were 
to take his share. The children all died under 
twenty-one without issue :—Held: the wife was 
entitled to the whole estate.—CAsTLE v. HATE 
(1844), 7 Beav. 296; 31. T. 0.58.2; 8 Jur. 280 ; 
49 BK. R. 1079. 

9349. .J|—‘‘ When my youngest child for 
the time being shall have attained the age of 
twenty-one years, then upon trust to pay, assign, 
& transfer the said residue of my personal estate 
unto all my children who shall be then living, & 
the issue of such of them as shall be then dead 
leaving issue,’’ etc. :—Held: from a former part 
of the will, to mean, in the event of testator’s 
widow having married again, or having died 
before the youngest child attained twenty-one; & 
the youngest child, having attained twenty-one, 
& having died before the widow married again, 
did not take a vested interest, but her children took 
as tenants in common.-—RUFFELL v. NORMAN 
(1844),4 L. T. O.S. 151; 8 Jur. 819. 

9350. J—B. devised to H., G., & F., 
freehold estates, upon trust for his, testator’s, wife 
S., for her use during her natural life, & from & 
after her decease, in trust, that his said trustees, or 
the survivor of them & his heirs, should, in case 
his, the said testator’s wife, should die before his 
youngest child should attain the age of twenty- 
one years, receive & take the rents, issues & 
profits of the said freehold estates, & pay & apply 
the same for & towards for clothing, maintaining, 
educating, & bringing up of all & every his said 
children, until the youngest of them should arrive 
at the age of twenty-one years, then in trust, 
that they, the said trustees, & the survivor of them, 
should sell the said freehold estates, either publicly 
or privately, & should, by & out of the moneys 
to arise by such sales as aforesaid, in the first place, 
pay all the costs & expenses attending such 
sales, & then pay & divide the residue of such 
money unto & amongst all & every his, testator’s, 
sons & daughters that should then be living, 
share & share alike, as tenants in common, & not 
as joint tenants. AJl testator’s children attained 
twenty-one in the lifetime of S., testator’s widow : 
—Held: the class of children entitled to the shares 
were those living when the youngest child for the 
time being attained the age of twenty-one years ; 
the trust for sale was an absolute & not a con- 
tingent trust, & testator meant the time when 
the youngest child attained twenty-one as the 
time to pay the proceeds among all the children 
then living.—BUSHELL v. Nixon (1852), 19 L. T. 
O. S. 28. 

9351. 
8905, ante. 

9352. .}:--Testator, after directing payment 
of his debts, etc., gave specific legacies & an annuity 
to his wife during the time she should remain 
his widow, & charged same on his real & personal 
estate. He then made spccific devises, & gave the 
residue of his property to his trustees to sell, & 
pay, & divide the proceeds among his children ; 
as to the specific devises bringing those into hotch- 
pot, subject to the annuity to his wife, share 
& share alike, provided that none of the children 
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should enter into the possession or enjoyment of 
his property until his wife died, or married again, 
or his youngest son attained twenty-one. Testator 
had ten children, four died infants in his lifetime, 
& one died after the hase had attained twenty- 
one :—Held: the shares were vested of all that 
attained twenty-one, & were payable after pro- 
viding for the annuity, the income from that time, 
& the capital when the youngest attained twenty- 
one.—FAWTHROP v. CRAVEN (1855), 3 W. R. 275. 
9353. -]|—Bequest upon trust to pay & 
divide equally to & amongst all the children of 
testator’s daughter when the youngest should 
attain twenty-one, followed by a gift over in case 
of the death of his daughter ‘‘ without leaving any 
child or children ’”’ :—Held: the youngest child 
having attained twenty-one, the fund was divisible 
equally amongst all the children, & such interests 
were not defeasible in the event of the death of 
testator’s daughter without leaving any child or 
children.— KENNEDY v. SEDGWICK (1857), 3 K. 
& J. 540; 69 E.R. 1223, 
Annotations :~-Consd. White v. Hill (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 
265. Refd. Bryden v. Willett (1869), L. RR. 7 Eq. 472; 


Re Ball, Slattery v. Ball (1888), 69 L. T. 800; lee Hamlet 
Stephen v. Cunningham (1888), 39 Ch. D. 426. 


9354. ——--.!— Devise to the children of A., B., 
& C. who should be living when the youngest 
attained twenty-one, with a direction that ‘ the 
present yearly rents’? should be paid to the 
persons who brought up the children of C. :—Held : 
upon the context, until the contingency happened, 
the rents were to be paid to such persons in trust 
not only for the children of C, but of A. & B.— 





SANDERS v. MILLER (1858), 25 Beav. 154; 53 

E. BR. 595. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Randfield 1. Handfield (1863), 32 
L. J. Ch. 668; Patching v. Barnett (1881), 51 L. J. Ch 


i4: Itc Middleton, Thompson v. Harris (1882), 19 Ch. D. 
552 


9355. -----.]—Testator devised & bequcathed 
his real & personal estate to trustees upon trust 
out of the income to pay an annuity of £500 a year 
to his widow for her life, or as long as she should 
continue his widow, for the maintenance of his 
children, & to invest the surplus; & from 
& immediately after her death, or marriage again, 
upon trust to pay & apply such annual income for 
the maintenance & advancement of such of his 
children as should be under twenty-one ; & when 
the youngest of his children should attain the 
sald age, then upon trust to distribute all his 
property equally between his children, or except so 
much as would secure to his wife, if she should be 
then alive & married again, an annuity of £100. 
Testator then directed that in case of the deaths 
of any of his children leaving lawful issue, the 
share or shares of such child or children should go 
to his, her or their children :—Held: the share 
of each child vested on his or her attaining twenty- 
one; but the division was not to take place when 
the youngest attained twenty-one, if that event 
happened in the lifetime or widowhood of testator’s 
widow, but upon her death or marriage.—-BECKTON 
v. BARTON (1859), 27 Beav. 99; 28 L. J. Ch. 673 ; 
33 L. T. O. S. 231; 5 Jur. N.S. 349; 54 E.R 39. 

9356. —---.] —Testator bequeathed leaseholds 
in trust for his wife for life, &, after her decease, 
to apply the rents for the maintenance & education 
of all his children living at his decease, & after all 
his said children should attain twenty-one, upon 
trust to sell & ‘‘ pay & divide’’ amongst all his 
said children, & ‘‘ if but one or but one surviving 
child,”’ the whole to such child :—Held: all the 
children who survived the father took vested 
interests.— BOULTON v. PILCHER (1861), 29 Beav. 
633; 7 Jur. N.S. 767; 9 W. R. 626; 54 E.R. 773. 

9357. ——-.]—-Testator devised his real estate 
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to trustees on trust to pay the rents & profits to 
his wife for life, she continuing his widow; & 
after her decease or second marriage, to pay the 
same rents & profits to ‘all & every the child 
& children ”’ of his late sister M., until the youngest 
of them should have attained twenty-one ; 
‘“when & so soon as’’ the youngest should have 
attained twenty-one, then on trust to sell the said 
real estate & divide the moneys equally between 
& among “ the said ’’ children, share & share alike. 
Testator also bequeathed his personalty upon 
precisely similar trusts, as to the interest & 
capital, as he had previously declared with regard 
to the rents & corpus of his real estate :—Held : 
the share of each child of M. in both funds became 
vested at the death of testator, whether such child 
lived to attain twenty-one or not.—Re GRovnz’s 
Trusts (1862), 3 Giff. 575; 6 L. T. 376; 9 Jur. 
N.S. 38; 66 EI. R. 537. 

9358. ———.]—-Testator gave the residue of a 
mixed fund, after a life interest to his wife, among 
the children of his three brothers who should be 
living at the death of his wife or his own death, 
which events should happen last, per capita, to be 
paid & vested in them at twenty-one, or if females 
on marriage. One of the nieces survived testator 
& his wife, but died under twenty-one, unmarried : 


-—Held: she took a vested interest.—Re PARR’S 
Trusts (1871), 41 L. J. Ch. 170. 

9359. ———.|—-CoLDICOTT v. BxEstT, [1881] W. N. 
150. 


Annoleaon :—Consd. Re Lodwig, Lodwig v. Evans, [1916] 2 


9360. ———.]——-Testator gave his residuary realty 
& personalty to trustees upon trust to sell & convert 
& out of the proceeds to pay a weekly sum to his 
daughter-in-law K. until the youngest of her 
children by his son should attain the age of thirty 
years, & he directed that after the youngest of his 
said grandchildren should attain that age the 
trust funds should be divided between K. & her said 
children in equal shares, & in the event of any one 
of his said grandchildren dying leaving lawful issue 
him or her surviving, the share of the parent so 
dying should be divided between his or her chil- 
dren :—Held : there was no canon of construction 
compelling the ct. by implication to introduce into 
the gift to the class the contingency of attaining 
the age of thirty years, & upon the construction 
of the particular will, the interests of grandchildren 
who survived testator were vested & not con- 
tingent upon their attaining the age of thirty years. 
-—Re Lopwia, Lopwia v. Evans, [1916] 2 Ch. 26; 
85 1.. J. Ch. 585; 114]. T. 881; 32 T. L. R. 491 ; 
60 Sol. Jo. 494, C. A. 

Time for ascertaining class.|-—— Sec Sect. 17, sub- 
sect. 3, C. (d), ante. 


G. Gift of Interim Income. 
(a) In General. 
9361. Whether vested or contingent gift of prin- 
cipal—-Gift of whole income.|—-LEAKE v. RoBIN- 
SON, No. 9092, ante. 








9362. .|—-STAPLETON v. CHEALES, No. 
0084, ante. 
9363. -——- —-—.]—-WATSON v. HAYES, WATSON 


v. REYNARD, No. 9423, post. 














9364. -|\—MILNE v. LOE, ADDINSELL 
v. Log, No. 9427, post. 

9365. —-—.]—JAMES v. WYNFORD (LORD), 
No. 8904, ante. 

9366. ——.]- -Testator gave a sum of 


£5,000 to trustees upon trust to invest, & to apply 
the income to or for the maintenance of a nephew 
till he should attain his age of twenty-four years, 
& directed that when he attained that age the 
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Sect. 20.— Vesting: Sub-sect. 3, G. (a).] 


principal sum should be paid to him, & he made a 
gift over in case of the death of the nephew under 
that age. The legatee was an infant at testator’s 
death, & died an infant some years afterwards. 
The trustees raised the fund, & applied part of the 
income to his maintenance & education, & at his 
death they had in their hands an accumulation of 
income unapplied :—Held: the legacy was vested 
at testator’s death, subject to be divested in the 
event which happened of the death of the legatee 
under the specified age, & the whole of the income 
belonged to him during his life, & his personal 
representative was entitled to the accumulations. 
here a legacy is given to be paid at a particular 
age, & the whole income is given in the meantime, 
that gives a present vested interest (MALINS, V.-C.). 
There are two subjects of gift. There is, first 
of all, the gift of the legacy, payable at a par- 
ticular time ; & then there is the gift of the income 
for the benefit of the legatee in the meantime. 
Where this is the case the legacy is treated as being 
vested, & the payment only postponed (MALINS, 
V.-C.).—-Re PEEK’s Trusts (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 
221; 42 L. J. Ch. 422; 21 W. R. 820. 


Annotations i A Spencer v. Wilson (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 
501. Consd. olding v. Strugnell, Re Holt (1876), 24 


W. RR. 339. 

9367. .|—(1) A gift to a class or an 
individual on attaining a given age, which standing 
alone is contingent, is vested, if accompanied by a 
gift of the whole income, for the benefit of the class 
or individual during the interval. 

Testatrix directed the trustees of her will, 
after the death of a tenant for life, to transfer 
a fund to the children of A. in equal shares, 
upon their respectively attaining twenty-one, 
the interest of the fund to be applied for their 
maintenance until they should respectively attain 
that age :—Held: the gift of the interest created 
a vested interest in the capital. 

(2) I take it to be settled law that a gift of 
personal estate to a class or an individual at twenty- 
one, or on attaining twenty-one or when, or as, or 
if, they or he attain twenty-one, standing alone, 
is a contingent bequest ; but if followed or preceded 
by a gift of the whole income for the absolute benefit 
of the legatee in the meantime, it 1s then a vested 
gift (JESSEL, M.R.).—Re Hout’s ESTaTE, BOLDING 
v. STRUGNELL (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 208; 24 W. R. 339. 

9368. —— .|—Testatrix gave her residuary 
real & personal estate to trustees in trust for sale 
& conversion & investment of the proceeds, & 
to hold the investments upon trust to pay the 
income thereof, ‘‘ or such part thereof as her said 
trustees’ should ‘‘from time to time deem 
expedient,’’ in or towards the maintenance & 
education of her children until they should attain 
their respective ages of twenty-one years; & 
from & immediately after their attaining their 
respective ages of twenty-one years, then upon 
trust to pay & transfer the capital to her said 
children in equal] shares, & to settle each daughter’s 
‘‘ share whether original or accruing’’; & testa- 
trix empowered her trustees to dispose of any 
competent part, not exceeding one-half, of ‘‘ the 
presumptive share of any of her children,”’ for their 
advancement in life. Testatrix left three children, 
of whom two attained twenty-one, & the third 
died an infant :—Held: the infant did not take a 
vested interest in his one-third share of the 
residuary estate of testatrix. 

In my opinion when a legacy is payable at a 
certain age, but is, in terms, contingent, the legacy 
becom es vested when there is a direction to pay the 
interest in the meantime to the person to whom 











WILLS. 


the legacy is given; & not the less so when there 
is superadded a direction that the trustees ‘ shall 
pay the whole or such part of the interest as they 
shall think fit.” But r am not aware of any case 
where, the gift being of an entire fund payable to 
a class of persons equally on their attaining a cer- 
tain age, a direction to apply the income of the 
whole fund in the meantime for their maintenance 
has been held to create a vested interest in a 
member of the class who does not attain that age 
(JESSEL, M.R.).— He PARKER, BARKER v. BARKER 


(1880), 16 Ch. D. 44. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Re Mervin, Mervin v. Crossman, [1891] 


3 Ch. 197. Consd. Zte Wintle, Tucker v. Wintle, [1896] 
2 Ch. 711, Apld. Ite Gossling, Gossling v. Hlcock, [1902] 
1 Ch. 945 te Williams, Williams v. Williams, [1907] 


1 Ch. 180. Refd. fee Bunn, Isaacson v, Webster (1880), 16 

Ch. D. 47; Re Ussher, Foster v. Ussher, (1922) 2 Ch. 321. 

9369. — — .|—Re WILLIAMS, WILLIAMS v. 
WILLIAMS, No. 9481, post. 

9370. ~-—~,|—-RNe HUME, PUBLIC TRUSTEE 
v. MABEY, No. 9589, post. 

9371. —-— .|—Jte NUNBURNHOLME (LORD), 
WILSON v. NUNBURNHOLME, No. 9504, post. 

9372. Time appointed for payment.|—If 
the interest or dividends alone are the subject of 
the bequest until a particular time, & the principal 
is no sooner taken out of the residue, but is directed 
for the first time to be taken out of it, & paid or 
transferred to the legatee at the end of that 
period, the intermediate gift of the interest or 
dividends will not vest the capital. & this on the 
ground of the apparent intention to constitute the 
time appointed for the payment to be of the 
essence of the gift (ALDERSON, B.).—CROMEK v. 
LuUMB (1839), 3 Y. & C. Ex. 565. 

9373. ——— Interval between gift of income & 
principal.]|— Bequest to the exor. & a trustee of the 
proceeds of a policy upon testator’s life in trust, 
so long as A. should not have committed any act 
of bkpcy., to pay him the interest until he should 
attain twenty-five, so that he might not deprive 
himself thereof by anticipation, in which events 
A. was to lose all benefit of the provision, ‘‘ my 
object being for the personal wants of A. until 
any of such events should have happened, & then 
for the good of his family.’’ On the happening of 
any such event, the fund was to be in trust for the 
children of A.; but if A. should not then have any 
children, then, subject to a discretionary power 
in the trustees to pay A. any sums they might 
think proper, the trust moneys were to fall into 
the residue. The money received upon the policy 
was to be paid to A. upon his attaining twenty- 
five; in case he died under twenty-five, leaving 
any child or children, the trust moneys & interest 
thereof were to be in trust for the children of A. 
The will also contained a power of advancement 
for the benefit of A. <A. died under twenty-one, 
unmarried. He had never become bkpt., or 
attempted to anticipate :--Held: A. took a vested 
interest in the money secured by the policy, 
subject to be divested in the event of bkpcy. or 
alienation, or of death under twenty-five levine 
children, & as neither of these events had occurred, 
the interest remained absolutely vested in him. 

The theory being that, where the principal is 
given at a distant epoch, & the whole income is 
given in the meantime, the ct., leaning in favour of 
vesting, has said that the whole thing is given ; 
but if there occurs an interval or gap, whic 
separates the gift of the income from the principal, 
it is not vested (PAGE Woon, V.-C.),—-PEARSON 
v. DoLMAN (1866), L. R. 3 Eq. 315; 36 L. J. Ch. 
258; 15 W. R. 120. 


Annotations :—Apld. Scotney v. Lomer (1885), 29 Ch. D. 
Nonuineane, ilson v. Nunburnholme, 


535; Ke 
{1911] 2 Ch. 510. 
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9374. ——- Bequest to individuals.] — CLos- 
BERIB’S CASE (1677), 2 Vent. 342 ; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 
204; 86 E. R. 476; sub nom. CLOBERRY v. 
LaMPEN, Freem. Ch. 24, L. C.; subsequent pro- 
ceedings, sub nom. LAMPEN v. CLOWBERY (1683), 
2 Cas. in Ch. 155. 

Annotations :—Apld. Smell v. Dee (1707), 2 Salk. 415; 

1 Atk. 500. Consd. Crickett 

Refd. Pawlet v. Pawlet 

Taylor v. Wood (1691), Nels. 

193; Anon. Saee 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 541; Hervey v. 

Aston (1738), West temp. Hard. 350; Van v. Clarke (1739), 
West temp. Hard. 699; Hutchins v. Foy (1740), 2 Com. 
716; B ley v. Willis (1745), 3 Atk. 219; Monkhouse 
v. Holme (1783), 1 Bro. C. C, 298. 

9375. .|—Ilf a legacy be devised pay- 
able at twenty-one, with interest in the mean- 
time, & the infant dies, his representative may sue 
for it immediately. But if it be devised payable 
at twenty-one, with maintenance in the mean- 
time, the exor. is not entitled to it till the legatee 
would.— HARRISON v. BUCKLE (1719), 1 Stra. 288 ; 
93 KE. R. 495. 

9376. -]—Legacy to F. when he shall 
attain twenty-five, interest in meantime, & part 
of the principal to place him out; vested & trans- 
missible though he dies before twenty-five.— 
FONEREAU v. FONEREAU (1748), 3 Atk. 645; 26 
KE. KR. 1171, L. C.; sub nom. FONNEREAU v. 
FONNEREAU, 1 Ves. Sen. 118. 

Annotations :—Consd. Hanson v. Graham (1801), 2 Ves. 
539. Apld. Parker v. Golding (1843), 13 Sim. 418. 
Reid. Shetiield v. Orrery (1745), 3 Atk. 282; Avelyn v. 
Ward (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 420; Doe d. Comberbach v. 
Perryn (1789), 3 Term LTep. 484; Doo v. Brabant 
(1791), 38 Bro. C. C. 393; Doe d. Leach v. Micklem 
(1805), 6 East, 486 ; Malcoimson tv. Malcolmson 1851), 
17 L. T. O. S. 44; Warren v. Rudall, Hall v. Warren 
(1858), 4 K. & J. 603; Smith v. Smith (1861), 11 

C. BL N.S.121; Wilks v. Williams (1861),2 John. & H. 

125; Cropton v. Davies (1869), L. R. 4 C. P. 159. Mentd. 

Davis v. Davis (1831), 1 L. J. Ch. 155; Darloy v. Martin 
(1853), 1 C. L. lt. 729. 

9377. .|—Legacy to a female infant, 
to be paid at twenty-one, or marriage, with 
interest at 4 per cent., but if she die before, to sink 
into the residue, ordered to be paid into the Bank, 
in order to secure the legacy.—GREEN v. PIGOT 
(1781), 1 Bro. C. C. 103; 2 Dick. 585; 28 E.R. 
1013, L. C. 

{nnotations :—Consd. Re Hall, Foster v. Metcalfe, [1903] 2 
Ch. 226. Refd. Carey v. Askew (1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 78; 
Gawler v. Standerwick (1788), 2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 15; Hutche 
son v. Hammond (1790), 3 Bro. C. C. 128; Crickett ». Dolby 
(1795), 3 Ves. 10; Sitwell v. Bernard (1801), 6 Ves. 520. 
9378. ——~-.]—Giving the interest of a 

legacy to the legatee, or for his maintenance, vests 

the legacy.—HoaTnu v. HoarH (1785), 2 Bro. C. C. 

3; 29 E.R. 2, 1. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Parker ». Golding (1843), 13 Sim. 418. 
Ref. Davies oo Fisher (1842), 5 Boy 301. nner 
9379. ———.J—Legacy to A. payable at 

twenty-one or marriage, with interest, a vested 

legacy.—WaALCOTT v. HALL (1788), 2 Bro. C. C. 

305; 29 EK. h. 167. 

Annotations :—Refd. Davies v. Fisher (1842), 5 Beav. 201. 
Mentd. Jte Makin, Kz p. Holt (1835), 5 L. J. Bey. 9 

9380. deme ee gave to A. the 

dividends of £500 stock, till he should attain the 

age of thirty-two ; at which time she directed her 
exors. to transfer the principal to him ; the legacy 
does not vest till the age of thirty-two.—BaTsrorRD 

v. KEBBELL (1797), 3 Ves. 363; 30 E. R. 1055, 

Annotations :—Distd. Wadley v. North (1797), 3 Ves. 364 5 


Booth v. Booth (1799), 4 Ves. 399. 
Barnes (1816), 3 Mer. 335; 
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onsa. Skey v. 
Leake v. Robinson (1817), 


PART XVI. SECT. 20, SUB-SECT. 3. 
~——G. (a). 

93741. Whether vested or contingent 

gift of principal — Bequest to individuals. ] 

— Testator devised certain property 


that time to 


to trustecs, to hold it in trust for 
twenty years after his decease ; 
ay the income to his 
widow & children, naming them, in 
certain shares: & after the expiration 
of twenty years to sell & to divide the 
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2 Mer. 363; Vawdry v. Geddes (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 203. 
Apld. Watson v. Hayes (1839), 5 My. & Cr. 125. Distd. 
Swan v. Bowden (1842), 11 L. J. Ch. 155; Packham v. 
Gregory (1843), 4 Hare, 396; Bromley v. Wright (1849), 
7 Hare, 334. Expld. Smith v. Palmer 1840). 7 Hare, 
225. Consd. Gregory v. Smith (1852), 9 Hare, 708; 
Westwood v. Southey (1852), 2 Sim. N. 8. 102; Re 
Hart’s Trusts, kr p. Block (1858), 3 De G. & J. 195; 
Ite Bulley’s Trust Estate (1865), 13 L. T. 264; S encer 
v. Wilson (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 501. Apld. se Poek’s 
Trusts (1873), L. KR. 16 Eq. 221. Consd. Patching v. 
Barnett (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 665. Distd. Re Wrey, Stuart 
v. Wrey (1885), 30 Ch. D. 507. Refd. Bolger v. Mackell 
(1800), 5 Ves. 509; Jones v. Mackilwain (1826), 1 Muss. 
220 ; Cromek v. Lumb (1839), 3 Y. & C. Ex. 565; Davies 
v. Fisher (1812), 5 Beav. 201 ; Hammond v. Maule (1844), 
13 L. J. Ch. 386; Whipple v. Martyn (1850), 14 Jur. 361 ; 
James v. Wynford (1852), 1 Sm. & G. 40; Re Holt’s 
Kstate, Bolding v. Strugnell (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 208; 
fe Bunn, Isaacson v. Webster (1880), 16 Ch. D. 47; 
Scotney v. Lomer (1885), 29 Ch. D. 535. 


9381. .]}—Residuary bequest to trus- 
tees upon trust to pay the dividends, etc., equally 
between testator’s two great-nieces until their 
respective marriages, & from & immediately after 
their respective marriages to assign & transfer 
their respective moieties or shares thereof unto 
them respectively, held a vested interest before 
marriage; being taken out of the general rule 
from the Civil Law; that dies incertus in testa- 
mento conditionem facit. One of the legatees being 
dead without having been married, the ct. directed 
one moiety to be paid to her exors. ; but would not 
permit the other moiety to be paid, but directed 
the interest & dividends of that moiety to be paid 
to the other legatee, with liberty to apply in case 
of her marriage or her death before marriage. 

That there is a difference between a bequest of 
a legacy & a residue, with reference to this point, 
cannot be denied, either upon principle or prece- 
dent. Every intendment is to be made against 
holding a man to die intestate, who sits down to 
dispose of the residue of his property (LoRD 
ALVANLEY, M.R.).—BoorH v. Booru (1799), 4 
Ves. 309; 31 E.R. 208. 


Annotations :—Consd. Leake v. Robinson (1817), 2 Mer. 
363. Apld. Jones v. Mackilwain (1826), 1. Russ. 220. 
Consd. West 1. West (1863), 4 Giff. 198. Refd. Hanson v. 
Graham (1801), 6 Ves. 239; Vawdrey v, Geddes (1830), 
Tam. 361; Saunders v. Vautier (1841), Cr. & Ph. 240; 
Leeming v. Sharratt (1842), 2 Hare, 14; Jte Rouse’s 
Estate (1852), 9 Hare, 649; Ite Wrey, Stuart v. Wrey 
(1885), 30 Ch, D. 507. 


9382. -|—~The word “when” in a 
will, alone & unqualified, is conditional; but it 
may be controlled by expressions & circum- 
stances: so as to postpone payment or possession 
only, & not the vesting; as, where the interest 
of the legacy in the interval was directed to be 
laid out at the discretion of the exors. for the 
benefit of the legatees, it vested immediately.— 
HANSON v. GRAHAM (1801), 6 Ves. 239; 31 E.R. 
1030. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Branstrom vr. Wilkinson ( 1802), 7 
Ves. 421; Phipps v. Ackers (1835), 3 Cl. & Vin. 702; 
Watson v. Hayes (1839), 5 My. & Cr. 125; Saunders v. 
Vautier (1841), Cr. & Ph. 240. Apld. Lister v. Bradley 
(1841), 1 Hare, 10. Consd. Zve Orme’s Trusts (1851), 18 
L. T. O. S. 12; King v. Isaacson (1853), 1 Sm. & G. 371, 
Distd. Lloyd v. Llvyd (1856), 3 K. & J. 20. Consd. Fe 
Sanderson’s Trust (1857), 3 K. & J. 497. Distd. Re 
Grove’s I'rusts (1862), 9 Jur. N.S. 38. Apld. Hardcastic 
v. Hardcastle (1862), 1 Hem. & M. 405. onsd. Locke r. 
Lamb (1867), L. R._4 Eq. 372; Jdte Peek’s Trusts i) 
L. R. 16 Kq. 221. Distd. Spencer v. Wilson (1873), L. It. 
16 Ka. 501. Apid. ee Holts’ state, Bolding v. Strugnell 
(1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 208. Conmsd. He Martin, Tuke v. 
Gilbert (1887), 57 L. T. 471. Ald. Ke Gossling, Gossling 
v. Eloock, [1903] 1 Ch. 448. Consd. fe Nunburnholme, 
Wilson v. Nunburnholine, [1911] 2 Ch. 510; Re Ussher, 
Foster v. Ussher, [1922] 2 Ch. 321. Refd. Lane v. Goudge 














proceeds among ‘“‘ the said children ”’ 
in certain shares :—J/eld ; the children 
took vested interests —Kirby _ v, 
Banas (1900), 27 A. R. 17.—CAN. 

1. —— Income to one devisee for 
life—Corpus to two others.]—Testator 


during 
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Sect. 20.— Vesting: Sub-sect. 3, G. (a) & (b).] 
(1803), 9 Ves. 225; Doe d. Hunt v. Moore (1811), 14 
Kast, 601; Goodright d. Revell v. Parker (1813), 1M. &§. 
692; Leeming v. Sharratt (1842), 2 Hare, 14; Festing v. 
Allen (1844), 5 Hare, 573; Hammond v. Maule (1844), 1 
Coll, 281 ; Re Rouse’s Estate (1852), 9 Hare, 649 ; Chance 
v. Chance (1853), 16 Beav. 572; Re Hart’s Trusts, Ex p. 
Block (1858), 3 De G. & J. 195; Dundas v. Wolfe Murray 
(1863), 1 Hem. & M. 425; Ite Hunter’s Trusts (1865), 
L. R. 1 Eq. 295; Pearson v. Dolman (1866), L. R. 3 Eq. 
315; Fox v. Fox (1875), L. R. 19 Kq. 286; Re Wrey, 
Stuart v. Wrey (1885), 30 Ch. D. 507 ; We Bourne, Rymer 
«. Harpley (1887), 50 L. T. 388; Re Wenmoth’s Estate, 
Wenmoth v. Wenmoth (1887), 57 L. T. 709; Re Wintle, 
Tucker v. Wintle, [1896] 2 Ch. 711. Mentd. Monco v. 
Bagster (1850), 4 De G. & Sm. 162; Re Baxter’s Trusts 
(1864), 4 New Rep. 131; Le Bowlby, Bowlby v. Bowlby, 
[1904] 2 Ch. 685; Re Boulter, Capital & Counties Bank v. 
Boulter, [1918] 2 Ch. 40. 

9383. --|—Gifts to two exors. & the 
survivor of £1,000 4 per cents. in trust for testator’s 
two nieces, to pay them the dividends thereof 
from time to time, & from & after the decease of 
the two exors., the £1,000 stock to go to the two 
nieces, their exors., administrators & assigns, 
equally :— Held: the two nieces took absolute 
equitable interests in the stock, as tenants in 
common, during the life of the exors., & that, on 
their deaths, they took absolute legal interests as 
tenants in common.—GARDINER v. Bur (1818), 
3 Madd. 425; 56 E.R. 561. 

9384, —— .|—A bequest of residuary estate 
to trustees, to apply the interest to the education 
& maintenance of A. during her minority, &, when 
she has attained the age of twenty-one years, to 
the use of A. absolutely, does not give A. any 
vested interest till her full age is attained; &, if 
she dies during her minority, the residue goes to 
the next of kin of testatrix.— RUSSELL v. 
(1823),1 L. J. O. S. Ch. 69. 

9385. —--- ———.]—THACKERAY v. HAMPSON, 
No. 10022, post. 

9386. ——.]—Legacy to A. as soon as she 
attains twenty-one, with interest, is contingent, 
& no interest is payable until the legatee attains 
twenty-one, & then is to be computed from the 
end of a year after testator’s death.— KNIGHT v. 
KNIGHT (1826), 2 Sim. & St. 490; 57 FE. R. 433. 

9387. —— -|—A bequest by testator of 
one-third of his personal estate to his daughter, 
& in case of his decease, to have the interest therein 
& principal when she attained the age of twenty- 
five, held to give a vested interest to the daughter, 
though she died under that age.—BREEDON v. 
TUGMAN (1834), 3 My. & K. 289; 3 L. J. Ch. 169 ; 
40 E. R. 111. 

9388. ——.'|—Hequest of residue to four 
sons equally, but the capital not to be divided 
until they should all become settled in life. The 
interest of their portions alone to be paid after 
they were all provided for, until they severally 
became thirty years old, when the capital to be 
placed at their disposal :—Held: the sons were 
entitled to payment of the capital on attaining 
twenty-one.—Re JACOB’S WILL (1861), 29 Beav. 
402; 4L.T.104; 7Jur. N.S. 302; 9 W.R. 474; 
54 EB. R. 683. 

9389. 
9653, post. 

















——.|— PARKER v. Hopdson, No. 








- ———.J|—Testator gave all his real 
& personal estate to trustees to convert into 
money, & out of the proceeds of the conversion 
to pay various legacies & annuities, & he directed 
his trustees to hold the residue of his personal 
estate so converted into money, upon trust to 
pay the income for the benefit of his four natural 


directed his rea) estate to be sold, & 
the proceeds to be divided among his 
children ; but the share of onc of them, 
J., he directed to be placed at interest 


for his benefit, & the interest to be paid 
by the exors. to J. evory six months; & 
he directed that at the death of J. his 
share shonll be equally divided between Gr. 1 


WILLS. 


children, or such of them as might be living at 
his decease, until they should attain twenty-one, 
& when they attained that age upon trust to pay 
or transfer the residue of his personal estate unto 
the four children in equal shares as tenants in 
common :—Held: the shares of the four children 
did not vest till twenty-one, & the share of one 
child who died under twenty-one was undisposed 
of, & passed as to the realty to the heir-at-law, & 
as to the personalty to the next of kin of testator. 

I come to the conclusion that the income being 
the subject of one gift & the capital of another 
there is no gift of capital except to those of the 
children who attain twenty-one (MALINS, V.-C.).— 
SPENCER v. WILSON (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 501; 42 
L. J. Ch. 754; 29 L. T. 19; 21 W. R. 838. 


Annotations -—-Refd. 7?c Holt's Estate, Bolding v. Strugnell 
(1876), 45 lL. J. Ch. 208; J#te Wroy, Stuart v. Wrey (1885), 


54 L. J. Ch. 1098. 

9391. ——.|—Tte 
BARKER, No. 9368, ante. 

9392 .|—Testatrix by her will, after 
specific bequests of bonds, gave all the rest of her 
stocks & shares upon trust to pay the income to 
G. until his marriage, & at the time of his marriage 
to hand over the stocks & shares to him :—Held: 
G. took a vested interest under the gift, &, being 
of age, was entitled to have the stocks & shares 
coluprised therein transferred to him, although he 
had not married.—Re WREY, STUART v. WREY 
(1885), 30 Ch. D. 507; 541. J. Ch. 1098; 531. T. 


PARKER, BARKER Uv. 











Annotation : -Refd. Re Bevan’s Trusts (1887), 35 W. WR. 400. 
9393. — — .\—Property was assigned to 
trustees in trust for S. for life, & after her death 
to such of her issue as she should by will appoint. 
S. by her will appointed two-fifths of the property 
to two trustees, of whom N. was the survivor, 1n 
trust to pay the income to her son till he should 
attain the age of forty years, & then in trust for 
her son, his exors. & administrators : provided that 
in case her son should assign his share in the 
property, then the appointment for his benefit 
should be void, & the two-fifths should be held in 
trust for the other objects of the power. The son 
died under the age of forty, without having 
assigned his share, leaving a will of which B. was 
exor. After the death of S., L. & N. were 
appointed trustees of the original settlement. N. 
afterwards, with the consent of the son’s exor., 
obtained possession of the son's share. Subsc- 
quently N. misappropriated the fund. The persons 
beneficially interested under the son’s will re- 
covered judgment against LB. for wilful default in 
allowing the property to remain in N.’s hands ; 
& B. being dead his exor. brought an action against, 
].. to make him liable for the loss of the fund :—- 
Held: on the construction of the will of S., the 
beneficial interest in two-fifths of the property 
vested absolutely in her son & passed by his 
will.—-SCOTNEY v. LOMER (1886), 31 Ch. D. 280; 
55 L. J. Ch. 443; 541.7. 194; 34 W. WR. 407, C. A. 
Annotations :-—Mentd. Jre Tysson, Knight-Bruce v. Butter- 

worth, [1894] 1 Ch. 56; te Paget, He Mellor, Mellor t. 

Mellor, [1808] 1 Ch. 290; Jte Purdio’s Settlmt., Hose tr. 

Hill (1904), 48 Sol. Jo. 524; He Mackenzie, Bain t. 

Mackenzie, (1916) 1 Ch. 125. 

9394. Bequest to class.|—Gift of a residue 
to children not to be claimed till twenty-two, but 
the interest given in the meantime, is vested.— 
Dopson v. Hay (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 405; 20 H.R. 


611. 
Annotution :-~ Refd. Lang v. Pugh (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. 
718. 








A. &S., two of testator’s other children: 

—Held: the gift to A. & S. was vested, 

& not yay 0 ag ia vo. LEYS, 15 
14.-——C N. 


Part XVI.—Consrruction. 


9395. -]—Testator gave a sum of 
money to trustees, upon trust, to pay the interest 
thereof to his daughter for life, & after her death 
the interest to be appropriated for the use of any 
of her children, until they should reach the age of 
twenty-one, & then the principal to be paid to the 
survivors, share & share alike :—Held: testator 
intended those children only to take who survived 
their mother, & attained twenty-one, & the 
representative of a child, who attained twenty-one, 
but died before the mother, was excluded.— 
TURING v. TURING (1846), 15 Sim. 189; 15 L. J. 
on 272; 8L. T. O.S. 87; 10 Jur. 366; 60 E.R. 








9396. —_—- ——_.]—-GARCHES v. WARNER (1847), 
9L. T. O. S. 120. 
9397. -|—Testator gave to B. a moiety 


of the beneficial interest to arise by virtue of the 
policy he had effected on the life of his son in the 
P. office, & to C., the other moiety ; & after giving 
various legacies he directed his trustees to invest 
the sum of £500 in Consols, & out of the rents & 
income of his property, & the dividends of the 
Consols, pay the annual premiums on the policy 
he had effected in the P. Office, & also the 

remiums on a policy he had effected on his own 
ife & the life of M. in the E. office, & when the 
continuance of the payment of the premiums 
should become unnecessary by the decease of his 
son & M. or otherwise, to apply the aforesaid 
interest & dividends for the benefit of his son’s 
wife & children until the youngest should attain 
twenty-one, & then to divide the principle thereof 
equally between them. Also to receive the money 
he should be entitled to upon the policy effected 
in the P. office for the joint benefit of the aforesaid 
B. & C. & in case of the death of cither without 
lawful issue then to the survivor, & in case of both 
their deaths without lawful issue, then over. J3. 
died an infant shortly after testator’s decease :— 
Held: C. was absolutely entitled to the whole of 
the money secured by the policy in the P. office, 
& the son’s wife & children to that effected in the 
E. office.—Noy v. RowWoRTH (1862), 6 L. T. 676 ; 
10 W. KR. 510. 








9398. ——.J]—te ParkKER, BARKER v. 
BARKER, No. 9368, ante. 
9399. ———.|—Testator gave a fund to 


trustees for his daughter for life, for her husband 
for life, & after the deaths of both he directed that 
the fund should be paid to all the children of his 
daughter as soon as they should arrive or come to 
the age of twenty-two respectively, & not to go to 
his, her, or their heirs or assigns, but that the share 
of any child dying before twenty-two should go 
amongst the others of them who might arrive at 
that age; & if any child should die under twenty- 
two after the deaths of his, testator’s, daughter & 
her husband, he directed that only the interest 
should be paid or applied for his benefit until he 
should have arrived at the age of twenty-two. 
Only one child survived both the parents & lived 
to attain twenty-two :—Held: the gift was void 
for remoteness, & that the fund was distributable 
amongst the next of kin. 

Having regard to [Leake v. Robinson, No. 9092, 
ante, & Vawdry v. Geddes, No. 9447, post] it must 
be decided that there was no vesting of the 
capital at all (KNIGHT BRUCE, L.J.).— Re BULLEY’s 
Trust Estate (1865), 13 L. T. 264; 11 Jur. N.S. 
847, L. JJ. 

Gift of maintenance out of income.|]—Sce Sub- 
sect. 3, H., post. 


(b) Direction for Accumulation. 
9400. Effect of—Whether bequest vested & con- 
J.—VOL. XLIV. 
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tingent..—StretcH v. WATKINS (1816), 1 Madd. 
253; 56 E. R. 94. 
Aeon :-—Refd. Blewitt v. Roberts (1841), Cr. & Ph. 


9401. -.|—Devise & bequest of real & 
personal estate on trust, to invest the rents & 
profits, & annual proceeds, while any person 
beneficially interested in the real & personal estate, 
by virtue of trusts afterwards declared, should be 
under twenty-one, for the purpose of accumulation ; 
&, subject thereto, in trust for the eldest son then 
living of testator’s daughter C., for life ; remainder 
to his first & other sons, in tail, with like remainder 
to the other living sons of C.; with remainder to 
the eldest living daughter of C., for life ; remainder 
to her first & other sons in tail, with like remainder 
to the other living daughters of C.; remainder to 
every other son of C., in tail; remainder to the 
daughters of testator’s eldest grandson; with 
remainder to the daughters of his other living 
grandsons; remainder to the daughters of his 
eldest granddaughter, as tenants in common in 
tail, with like remainder to the daughters of his 
other living granddaughters; remainder to the 
daughters of C., as tenants in common in tail, 
with cross-remainders in tail: & an ultimate 
limitation to testator’s heir & next of kin; with 
a proviso, that such persons as should be entitled 
to an estate in tail in the real estate should not be 
absolutely entitled to the personal estate before 
twenty-one, which should, in the meantime, be 
subject to the trusts before declared: the eldest 
grandson, an infant, takes a vested estate for life ; 
the trust of accumulation is void, & the infant 
entitled to maintenance. 

It has been argued that the legacies of £1,000 are 
contingent. Supposing that to be so, it will not 
prove that there were no vested intcrests in the 
corpus of the estate. The trust to accumulate for 
this purpose will not, more than a trust for the 
payment of debts, prevent the vesting (LorRpD 
ELpon, C.).—MARSHALL v. HoLLoway (1820), 2 
Swan. 432; 36 I. KR. 6sl. 

Annotations -—Consd. Martelli v. Holloway (1872), L. R. 5 
Ht. L. 532. Refd. tbbetson v. Ibbetson (1840), 10 Sim. 
495; Ferrand v. Wilson (1845), 4 Hare, 344; Browne v. 
Stoughton (1846), 14 Sim. 369; Dungannon v. Smith 
(1846), 12 Cl. & Fin. 446; Turvin v. Newcoine (1856), 3 
kK. & J. 16; Christie v. Gosling (1866), L. R. 1H. L. ; 


Tewart 7. Lawson (1874), L. RK. 18 Eq. 490; Jee Stamford 
Ch. 255; Je 


& Warrington, Payne rv. Grey, (1911) 1 

Lewis, Busk v. Lewes, [1918] 2 Ch. 308. Mentd. Morison 

v. Morison (1838), 4 My. & Cr. 215; Bainbrigge v. Blair 

(1845), 8 Beav. 588. 

9402. ———_—.|—Bequest of residue to trus- 
tees upon trust for testatrix’s brother’s children & 
M.’s children, to be equally divided between 
them; the dividends to be laid out by the trustees 
as should be most advantageous for them; but 
no part of the dividends to go for their board or 
education, but same to accumulate for them until 
they come to the age of twenty-onc. M. was 
herself one of the children of testatrix’s brother :— 
Held: the children born at the death of the 
testatrix took vested interests.—BULL v. JOHNS 
(1830), Taml. 513; 48 K. R. 204. 

9403. J}—TURNER v. TURNER (1838), 
Donnelly, 157; 6L. J.Ch.17; 47 E. R. 228, L. C. 

9404. .}—Testator gave his residuary 
personal cstate to J. J., an infant, & directed his 
exors. to place it out at interest to accumulate, & 
to pay the principal to the infant on his attaining 
twenty-four, & in the meantime to allow £60 a 
year for his maintenance; & testator gave the 
residue over, on the infant’s dying under twenty- 
one :—Held: the residue was actually given to the 
infant, & what followed the gift was merely 
directory as to the management of it; &, on the 

4A 
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Sect, 20.—Vesting: Sub-sect. 8, G. (bj), & H. (a).] 


infant’s attaining twenty-one, allowed the residue 
& accumulations to be transferred to him.—JossE- 
LYN v. JOSSELYN (1837), 9 Sim. 68; 59 E. R. 281. 
Annotation :—Consd. Re Colson’s Trusts (1853), Kay, 133. 
9405. .|—A gift in terms which import 
& present vested interest, is not made contingent 
by a direction to accumulate till the time of 
payment arrives ; nor can a gift over, which is too 
ete & void, defeat a vested interest previously 
_ A gift in terms importing a present vested 
interest with a postponed time of payment, is not 
made contingent by a direction to accumulate 
poe an ae Poe arrives.—BLEASE v. 
; eav. 221; Peres G0 4 
Ho ied ; 9L. J. Ch. 226; 48 
Annotation :-—Refd. Boughton v. James (1844), 1 Coll. 26. 
9406. -|—Testator, by his will, be- 
queathed to his exors. & trustees all the East India 
stock which should be standing in his name at his 
death, upon trust to accumulate the dividends 
until D. should attain twenty-five, & then to trans- 
fer the principal, together with such accumula- 
tions, to D., his exors,, administrators, or assigns, 
absolutely. The will contained also a residuary 
bequest. Testator had £2,000 East India stock 
standing in his name at his death :—Held: D. 
took an immediate vested interest in that legacy, 
although he was a minor at testator’s death. 
_ There is not only the gift of the intermediate 
interest, indicative ... of an intention to make 
an immediate gift, because, for the purpose of the 
interest, there must be an immediate separation 
of the legacy from the bulk of the estate; but a 
positive direction to separate the legacy from the 
estate, & to hold it upon trust for the legatee when 
he shall attain twenty-five (LORD CoTTENHAM, C.). 
—SAUNDERS v. VAUTIER (1841), 4 Beav. 115; Cr. 
& Ph. 240; 10 L. J. Ch. 354; 41 1. R. 482, L. C. 
Annotations :—Consd. Leeming v. Sharratt (1842), 2 Hare, 
14; Rammell v. Gillow (1845), 15 L. J. Ch. 35; Le 
Rouse’s Estute (1852), 9 Hare, 649. Apld. Ite Colson’s 
Kstate (1853), 22 L. IT. O. S, 183. Distd. Chance v. 
Chance (1853), 16 Beav. 572; Joy v. Aspinwall (1854), 
23 L. 7. O. S. 206. Consd. Laxton v. Medle (1854), 19 
Beav. 321; Jte Smith’s Will (1855), 20 Beav. 197. istd. 
Oddie v, Brown (1859), 4 Do G. & J. 179. Apld. Jte 


Jacob’s Will (1861), 29 Beav. 402. Consd. Pearson v. 
Dolman (1866), L. KR. 3 Kq. 315. Distd. Weatherall v. 
Thornburgh (1878), 8 Ch. D. 261; ste Jobson, Jobson v. 
Richardsun (1889), 44 Ch. D. 154. Apld. Harbin v. 
Masterman, [1894] 2 Ch. 184. Consd. Wharton v. Master- 
man, [1895] A. C. 186. Folld. ze Lhompson, Griffith v. 
Thompson (1896), 44 W. R. 582. Refd. Lister v. Bradicy 
(1841), 1 Hare, 10; Curtis cv. Lukin peat 56 Beav. 147 ; 
Vesting v. Allen (1844), 5 Hare, 573; Packham v. Gregory 
1845), 4 Hare, 396; King v. Isaacson (1853), 1 Sm. & G. 
71 ; Lonsdale v. Berchtoldt (1854), Kay, 646; te 
Clulow’s ‘Trusts (1859), 28 L. J. Ch. 696; Gosling v. 
Gosling (1859), John. 265; Ingram v. Suckling (1859), 
33 L. T. O. 8S. 89; Dundas v. Murray (1863), 1 New Rep. 
ae Re Baxter’s Trusts (1864), 4 New Rep. 131; Hilton 
v. Hilton (1872), L. R. 14 Kq. 468; Jie Judkin’s Trusts 
(1884), 50 L. T. 200; Ae Wrey, Stuart v. Wrey (1885), 30 
Ch, D. 507; Ite Bevan’s Trusts (1887), 34 Ch. D. 716; 
Ite Johnson, Mills v. Johnston, {1894] 3 Ch. 204 ; Harbin 
v. Masterman, [1896] 1 Ch. 351; Re Travis, Frost v. 
eth Cui dthe ct NE!” Menta blige 
S, nmholme, 4 yh. : entd. Petty v. 
Petty (1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 1065. : 


9407. - -]—Testatrix, in exercise of a 
power, directed & appointed that her two trustees 
should pay, assign, or transfer a sum of £500 
unto A. upon trust for his daughter, to be vested 
in her on attaining twenty-one years or day of 
marriage, which should first happen; & she 
directed the interest & dividends of the sum to 
accumulate for her benefit, & be paid to her with 
the principal, at the time before mentioned. The 
daughter of A. died under twenty-one, & un- 
married :—Held: the representatives of the 
daughter took neither principal nor accumulations, 




















WILLS. 


& the fund would go as if no appointment had been 
made.—Re THRUSTON’S WILL Trusts (1849), 17 
Sim. 21; 18 L. J. Ch. 487; 60 EB. R. 1034. 

9408. .]—Testator directed his trus- 
tees to invest his residuary estate, & suffer the 
interest to accumulate until the principal together 
with the accumulation of interest. should amount 
to “£3000 or thereabouts,’’ & then to place out 
same at interest, & pay the interest equally 
among certain specified legatees named in the will 
in equal shares during their lives & the life of the 
survivor; & in case any of them should happen 
to die leaving lawful issue, the issue were to be 
entitled to the same share in the interest to which 
their parents would, if living, have been entitled, & 
immediately after the decease of the survivor of 
the legatees specifically named, then upon trust, to 
pay the ‘‘ £3,000 or thereabouts’ equally among 
the lawful issue of the specified legatees to whom 
testator gave & beaueathed the same, but in case 
any of them should happen to be then dead leaving 
lawful issue, such issue were to be entitled to the 
share to which the parent or parents of such issue 
would, if living, have been entitled. 

Looking at this will, it cannot, I think, be 
doubted that testator intended the residue to go 
to the persons whom he has named; & I think 
. .. we must consider the words, relied on by the 
next of kin as importing condition or contingency, 
to have been intended merely for the direction 
of the trustees, as meant to describe the event in 
which the enjoyment was to commence, & not as 
operating to prevent the vesting in interest 
(TURNER, 1..J.).—OppIE v. Brown (1859), 4 De 
G. & J.179; 281. J. Ch. 542; 33 L. 7. 0. 8.174 5 
5 a N.S. 685; 7W.R.472; 45 E.R. 70, LC. & 
L. JJ. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Re Wood, Tullett 7. Colville, [1894] 2 
Ch. 310. Refd. Williams v. Lewis (1859), 6 H. L. Cas. 
1013: Talbot vr. Jevers (1875), L. Tt. 20 Eq. 255; Ralph 
v. Carrick (1877), 5 Ch. D. 984; Wharton v. Masterman 
(1895), 43 W. RK. 449. Moentd. Scott v. Cumberland (1874), 
L. R. 18 Hq. 578. 

9409. ——- J|—E. H., by his will, gave his 
residuary real & personal estate to trustees, upon 
trust for conversion, & to invest & accumulate 
until his youngest grandchild, T., attained twenty- 
one, or until such time, as if living, he would have 
attained twenty-one, & then to divide amongst his 
four grandchildren therein named equally, share 
& share alike, & their respective exors., adminis- 
trators, & assigns. In case any one or more of 
them should attain twenty-one & afterwards 
die previously to the time of distribution, his or 
their share or shares to be vested, but the actual 
payment to be postponed to the time above 
mentioned. ‘There was no gift over nor provision 
for maintenance out of the shares. F., one of the 
grandchildren, died a minor :—Held: his share 
did not vest, & was undisposed of by the will.—e 
HorsFALL’s Trusts (1871), 26 L. T. 197. 

9410. .|—Testator gave & devised all 
the residue of his real & personal estate to trustees, 
upon trust to pay his wife an annuity during her 
life or widowhood, & from time to time during the 
lifetime of his wife, or during the time of twenty- 
one years after his decease, which should first 
happen, to invest & accumulate the reat of the 
annual produce in their names; & after the 
decease of his wife, or at the expiration of twenty- 
one years, whichever should first happen, he 
directed his trustees to sell his estate & to pay & 
divide the balance of the moneys arising therefrom, 
after providing for the annuity, if necessary, 
amongst all his children in equal shares, ‘‘ the issue 
of any deceased child to take his, her, or their 
deceased parent’s share.” Testator died in 1877, 
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leaving six children, who all survived him & were 
now living; one only of the children had issue :— 
Held: the six children took vested & indefeasible 
interests on the death of testator.—Re AGGER, 
BRAGGER v. BRAGGER (1887), 56 L. J. Ch. 490; 
56 L. T. 521. 

Application of surplus accumulations.|—Sce PEr- 
PETUITIES, Vol. XXXVII., pp. 146-151, Nos. 719- 
761. 


H. Gift of Interim Maintenance. 
(a) Kor Benefit of Individuals. 

9411. Effect of—Whether bequest vested or con- 
tingent.]—-HARRISON v. BUCKLE, No. 9375, ante. 

9 -|—SMITH v. VAUGHAN (1729), 
2E Cas. Abr. 543 ; 22 E. R. 457, L. C. 

9413. j—Legacy payable at twenty- 
one, with a certain allowance in the mean time. 
The legatee dies before twenty-one. His adminis- 
trator not entitled to the legacy till such time 
as he would have attained twenty-one.— RODEN v. 
Smiru (1744), Amb. 588; 27 E. R. 383. 


Annotations :—Distd. May v. Wood aie. Bro. C. C. 471. 
Apld. Crickett v. Dolby (1795), 3 Ves. 




















9414. J—Trust ‘‘to raise’’ £5,000 
ortion ‘‘ & pay it ’’ to such younger child as the 
ather should appoint ; for want of appointment 


to the younger children at twenty-one, with 
interest for their maintenance, etc., in the mean- 
time, etc. The only younger child died at two 
years old :—Held: not to be vested in him, 80 as 
to be claimed by the father as his representative.— 
HUBERT v. PARSONS (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 261; 28 


EK. R. 169, L. C. 
Annotations : -—Consd. Griffith v. Hemming cPp60}s 5B W.R. 
687. Ref d. Henty v. Wrey (1882), 30 W. 








9415. —-—.]—HOatTH v. Hoatit, Ne O. 9378, 
ante. 
9416, ——— al Maintenance ”’ not equi- 


valent to ‘‘ interest,’ for the purpose of vesting a 
legacy.—PULSFORD v. HUNTER (1792), 3 Bro. C. C. 


416; 29 EK. BR. 618, 1. C. 

Annotations ; :-—Distd. Leake v. Robinson (1817), 2 Mer. 
363. Folld. Ive Ashmore’s trusts (1869), L. R. 9 ee 
99. N.F. Fox ». Fox (1875), L. R. 19 Eq. 286. Consd. 
fee Martin, Tuke v. Gilbert (1887), 57 Ww T. 471; Le 
Wintle, Tucker v. Refd. Ie 


Wiutle, [1896] 2 Ch. 711. 
Ussher, Foster v. Ussher, [1922] 2 Ch. 321. 
9417, —-— -|— Bequest to A. for his second 
daughter, that he shall have born, for her educa- 
tion, till she shall attain the age of twenty-one ; 
& after she shall attain the age of twenty-one, to 
her & her heirs for ever; she being christened Z. ; 
&, in default of such issue, over. Another bequest 
to A. till the said daughter shall attain the age of 
twenty-one, &, after she shall attain the age of 
twenty-one, to her & her heirs for ever. Both 
vested in a second daughter, the third child, 
christened Z. ; though she died under twenty-one ; 
being an exception out of the generality of the 
bequest to her; & the time not of the substance.— 
LANE v. GoupDGE (1803), 9 Ves. 225; 32 KE. R. 589. 
Annotation :—Refd. Davies v. Fisher (1842), 5 Beav. 201. 
9418. |—Devise of testator’s lease- 
hold houses, held for a term renewable, to J. 
to his own use & benefit on his attaining twenty- 
one, upon trust that his, the testator’s, trustees 
should pay & perform rents, & covenants, & renew 
the same from time to time, & for that purpose to 
make surrender, etc., & also to permit the trustees 
to receive the rents during the minority, the 











PART XVI. SECT. 20, SUB-SECT. 3. 270,000 to his daughter E. the sum of 

—H. (a 20,000 “on attaining the age of 21 
irected that during her 
minority the interest or income of the 
or so much thereof as may be 
necessary ’’ should be paid to his wife, 
‘*such intcrest or income to be paid or 


94111. Effect of — Whether bequest 
vested or ocontingent.}—SMIDMORE Uv. 
ir ies (1908), 6 Cc. L. R. 243.— 


9411 i, ———_ ——--.]—— Testator be- 


years,’?’ & d 


legacy ‘‘ 
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maintenance of the infant to be paid thereout, with 
liberty to M. to keep the houses during the minority 
paying rent to the trustees, etc. :—Held: this was 
in effect a devise to the trustees during the minority, 
with a vested remainder to J. the infant; & the 
interest of M. ceased on the death of J. before 
twenty-one.—GoOoDRIGHT d. REVELL v. PARKER 

(1813), 1M. & S. 692; 105 E. R. 259. 

9419. 
be paid at t twenty- five or between twenty- one & 
twenty-five if the exors. should think proper ; 
& maintenance in the meantime, with a limitation 
over, in case A. should not receive, or dispose of it 
by will or otherwise, in his lifetime : the limita- 
tion over held void.— Ross v. Ross (1819), 1 Jac. & 
W. 154; 37 BE. R. 334. 

Annotations :—Apld. Cabhbert v. Purrier (1822), Jac. 415; 
Green v. Harvey (1842), 1 Hare, 428. Consd. Byng v. 
Strafford (1843), 5 Beav. ABB. Distd. Borton v. Borton 
(1849), 16 Sim. 552; Hr p. Palmer (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 
649. Consd. Re Wilcocks’ Sovete (1875), 1 Ch. D. 229. 
Apld. Shaw v. Ford (1877), 7 dD. aot Re Dugdale, 
Dugdale v. Dugdale (1888), 38 Ch. D. 176. Refd. Mon- 
tresor v, yeaa! (1845), 1 Coll. 693; Watkins v. 
Williams So a Mac. & G. 622; Ilolmes v. voceon 
(1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 152; Perry v. Merritt (1874), L. R. 
18 Eq.152. Mentd. Cowman °. Harrison (1852), 1 W. R. 96. 


9420. .]|—Testator directed his person- 
alty to be invested for the sole use & maintenance of 
his daughter until she arrived at twenty-one; & 
when she attained twenty-one, the remainder to be 
paid to the daughter. She died under twenty- 
one :—Jfeld : a vested interest.— ROoFE v. SOWERBY 
(1830), Taml. 376; 48 E. R. 150. 

9421. -|—Bequest of £10,000 pro- 
vided the legatee attain twenty-one. In a subse- 
quent part of the will testator appointed guardians, 
whom he requested to attend Sea oder ia to the 
education & well-being of the legatee, & sce that 
she was properly & virtuously brought up & 
educated :—Held: the interest of the legacy was 
applicable to the maintenance of the legatee but 
the principal was contingent.—MILLSs v. ROBARTS 
(1830), 1 Russ. & M. 555; Tamil. 476; 8 L. J. 
O. S. Ch. 141; 39 E. R. 213. 

9422. .|—Testator bequeathed the 
residue of his estate to A., in trust, to apply the 
income for the maintenance of C. until he attained 
the age of thirty, & then in trust to pay him the 
principal, with power to advance any part of the 
principal in the meantime, there was no gift over : 
—Held: C. was absolutely entitled to receive the 
money on his attaining twenty-one.—BAILEY v. 
SMITH (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 249. 

9423. .]}—Direction to exors. to apply 
£25 per annum for the maintenance of testator’s 
natural daughter till twenty-one or marriage, 
which should first happen, when his exors. were 
thereby required to pay to her £500. She died 
under twenty-one & unmarried :—Held: the 
legacy failed. 

It is well known that a legacy which would, 
upon the terms of the gift, be contingent upon the 
legatee attaining a certain age, may become 
vested by a gift of the interest in the meantime, 
whether direct or in the form of maintenance 
provided it be of the whole interest ; which clearly 
marks the principle, that it is the gift of the whole 
interest which effects the vesting of the legacy. . . . 
When maintenance is given, questions arise, 
whether it be a distinct gift, or merely a direction 
as to the application of the interest; & if it bea 
































expended for or towards the mainte- 
nance or education of the minor,” The 
daughter survived testator, but died 
at 17 unmarried & intestate -—Held : 

the legacy had vested before her death. 
—MoopiE’s EXkCUTORS v. MOODIn’sS 
CURATOR, 20 S. C. 464.—S. AF. 
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distinct gift, it has no effect upon the question of 
the vesting of the legacy (LoRD CoTTENHAM, C.).— 
WATSON v. HAYES, WATSON v. REYNARD (1889), 
5 My. & Cr. 125; 9 L. J. Ch. 49; 4 Jur. 186; 
41 EK. R. 319, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. James v. Wynford (1853). Sm. & G. 


40. Distd. Re Hart’s Trusts, Ex p. Block (1858), 3 De G. 
& J. 195. Consd. Spencer v. Wilson (1873). LL. R. 16 Ea. 
- 16 Kq. 221; 


501. Apid. Re Peek’s Trusts ats), L. 
‘ox (1875), L. R. 19 Eq. 286; Re Grimshbaw’s 

D. 406. Consd. Patching v. Barnett 
. 665; Re Martin, Tuke v. Gilbert 
87), : Apld. Re Wintle, Tucker v. Wintle, 

1896) 2 Ch. 711. d. Ke Nunburnholme, Wilson v. 

unburnholme, [1911] 2 Ch. 510. Refd. Ie Holt’s 

Estate, Bolding v. Str ell (1876), 45 L. J, Ch. 208; 

Jie Ussher, Foster v. Ussher, [1922] 2 Ch. 321. 

9424. -]—Testator directed his trustee 
to apply the rents of his freehold estates, during 
the life of his wife, for the maintenance & educa- 
tion of his two great-nieces, &, after his wife’s 
death, to sell the estates & apply the proceeds to 
the use & benefit of both his great-nieces, share & 
share alike, but if there should be but one of them 
living at his wife’s death, to the use & benefit of 
the surviving great-niece only. One of the great- 
nieces died an infant in the lifetime of the wife :— 
Held: a moiety of the rents accrued between her 
death & the death of the widow did not go to the 
surviving great-niece or result to testator’s heir, but 
belonged to her personal representative.—WEBB 
v. KELLY (1839), 9 Sim. 469; 59 E.R. 439. 
Annotation :— ‘ , : ’ 

iy socerty Consd. te Bowlby, Bowlby v. Bowlby, [1904] 

9425. —— -I—Bequest of £1,000 to A., 
upon trust, to lay the same out in Consols, & pay 
the interest & dividends to B. for life; & imme- 
diately after her decease, upon trust, that the 
said stock should be transferred to B.’s daughter 
C., in case she should then have attained her age 
of twenty-one years, for her absolute use & benefit ; 
but in case the said C. should not have attained 
her age of twenty-one years at the decease of her 
said mother, then upon trust, to pay & apply the 
said interest & dividends, as the same should 
become due & payable, for the maintenance & 
support of the said C. until she should attain such 
age of twenty-one years, & upon her attainment 
thereof, upon trust, to transfer the said stock or 
fund to the said C., for her use & benefit. B. & C. 
survived testator. Afterwards C. died in the 
lifetime of B. without having attained the age of 
twenty-one years:—Held: OC. took a_ vested 
interest in the £1,000.—HaAmMMmonpD v. MAULE 
(1844), 1 Coll. 281; 13 L. J. Ch. 386; 3L. T. O.S. 
261; 8 Jur. 568; 63 E. R. 420. 

9426. -]—Testator devised estates to 
trustees upon trust to pay certain annuities to his 
wife & other persons, with a direction that during 
the life of his wife the surplus rents should be 
applied in discharge of incumbrances affecting the 
devised property; &, subject to these trusts, he 
declared that the trustees should stand seised of 
the property, in trust for various persons, not in 
esse at testator’s death, successively in tail, with 
remainder to testator’s niece for life, with a 
direction that during her minority the rents should 
be applied as after mentioned, & then followed a 
clause to the effect that, if any person beneficially 
entitled to the rents should be in his or her 
ae G an annual sum not exceeding £300 
should be applied out of the rents to the main- 
tenance of that person, & the residue of the rents 
should accumulate, & the accumulations be 
applied in the discharge of incumbrances :— 
Held: upon the construction of these inconsistent 
clauses, & other parts of the will, the testator’s 


Fox v. 
Trusts (1879), 11 Ch. 
(1880), 49 L. J. Ch 

















WILLS. 


niece was not, at least, during the life of the 
testator’s widow, entitled to any part of the rents 
for her maintenance during minority.—W 

v. EDWARDS (1845), 2 Coll. 176; 63 E. R. 688. 

9427. —-——.]|—Testator by his will devised 
& bequeathed to his trustees & exors. all his real 
& personal estate, upon trust, out of the rents & 
profits, to pay two annuities, to his wife & another 
person, & then to provide for the maintenance of 
three children of A. & for their advancement in 
life, & ‘‘ to deduct the amount of such advance- 
ment from their share of the personal estate, & 
when the youngest of the three before-mentioned 
children (naming them), attained the age of 
twenty-one years, to assign, transfer, & convey, 
in such manner as counsel in the law should advise, 
all the rest, residue, & remainder of the money 
in the funds, securities for money, & all other his 
personal estate, & the freehold estate, charged 
with payment of the annuities, unto the before- 
mentioned three children, their heirs, etc., & the 
survivors & survivor of them’; & after arco 
ing the exors. the guardians, he proceeded: “ & 
that they (the children) should not, nor should 
either of them, possess the right to sell, convey, 
alienate, or in any other way legally incumber, 
etc., until the youngest of them then living attained 
the age of twenty-three years’’:—Held: the 
children took vested interests at the time of the 
death of testator. 

Where testator directed the whole interest of 
the share of a fund to be appropriated, the party 
in whose favour such share was given took a present 
vested interest ; it was not necessary the words 
should express interest; but if testator said 
that the interim profits were to go, in the mean- 
time, before the period indicated for distribution, 
it would ies create a present vested interest 
in the share. estator, by giving the ultimate 
residue to the parties, to whom or in whose favour 
the interim interests would be applicable, clearly 
showed that he intended they should have a power 
of disposition of their respective shares, before 
the youngest might attain his age of twenty-one ; 
it was most improbable testator should intend 
that a child who attained twenty-one should be 
denuded of this right, or that it should be 
suspended until the youngest attained twenty-one. 
The word ‘survivor’ imported joint-tenancy 
(WIGRAM, V.-C.).—MILNE v. LOE, ADDINSELL v. 
LOE (1848), 12 L. T. O. 8S. 240. 

9428, ——- --—-.|—-Testator bequeathed a sum 
of money to his trustees, who were to pay the 
dividends to his brother, until his niece should 
attain the age of twenty-one, or should previously 
marry with the consent of her father, such interest 
to be applied by his brother in the maintenance & 
education of the niece, & when she should attain 
twenty-one, or marry with such consent, upon 
trust, to transfer the capital to her. The niece 
married under age, without consent :—Held: the 
dividends between the time of her marriage & her 
attaining twenty-one were to be paid to the niece. 
—Re CaMAc (1848), 17 L. J. Ch. 417; 12 Jur. 470. 

9429. .|—Gift by will of personalty 
to trustees, the proceeds to be invested & the 
interest & dividends paid to A. & B. Sr ieee 
for their lives, & after their decease “ go to 
their respective children for their support & 
maintenance until they shall attain the age of 
twenty-two years severally, they to receive the 
principal & interest as they attain such age, in 
equal shares ’’; the share of any dying before such 
age to be divided amongst the survivors :—Held : 
the children had a vested interest in the capital 
of their respective shares under the will, receivable 
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when they attained the age of twenty-two years.— 
Hopss v. PARSONS (1854), 2 Sm. G. 212; 23 
L. T. O. 8. 47; 2 W. R. 347; 65 EB. R. 369. 
9430. -———.]—A letter, in the nature of a 
declaration of trust of a sum of £2,000 was as 
follows: ‘‘ The interest to be retained by me 
during my life, & after my decease, to be applied 
to the maintenance of H. & her daughter. After 
my decease I wish the interest of the above sum 
to be applied to their maintenance during their 
joint lives; & at the decease of her mother, if 
the child survives & lives till she has attained the 
age of twenty-one years, then the principal sum 
I bequeath to her; but in the event of both their 
deaths before the child shall have obtained the 
age of twenty-one years, then the principal sum 
to be pele to my brothers & sisters.’’ The daughter 
lived to attain twenty-one, but died in the lifetime 
of her mother :—Held: the mother was entitled 
to the interest of the £2,000 during her life, & the 
daughter upon attaining the age of twenty-one 
acquired an absolute vested interest in the 
principal sum.—Moor v. ABBOTT (1857), 26 
L. J. Ch. 787; 30L. T. O.S. 70; 3 Jur. N.S. 551. 


9431. -|—Testator gave real estate to 
a devisee for life, with remainder to trustees in fee 
in trust to sell & pay out of the proceeds £500 to a 
legatee when she should attain twenty-five, & he 
directed that the legacy should carry interest 
from the death of the tenant for life, to be paid 
towards the legatee’s maintenance until she 
attained twenty-five. He also directed other 
legacies to be paid out of the proceeds of the real 
estate, & gave the residue of the proceeds to other 
persons. The legatee of the £500 survived the 
tenant for life, but died under twenty-five :— 
Held: the legacy vested & passed to her personal 
representatives.—He Harr’s Trusts, l’'2 p. BLockK 
(1858), 3 De G. & J. 195; 28 L. J. Ch. 7; 32 
I. T. O. 8. 98; 4 Jur. N.S. 1264; 7 W. BR. 28; 
44 KH. R. 1243, L. JJ. 

Annotations :-—Consd. J?e Peek’s Trusts (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 
221; Fox v. Fox (1875), L. RK. 19 Hq. 286; Re Holt’s 
Kstate, Bolding v. Strugnell (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 208. 
Apld. Bunn, He, Isaacson v. Webster (1880), 16 Ch. D. 
47; Scotney v. Lomer (1886), 31 Ch. D. 380. Refd. 
Bellairs v. Bellairs (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 510; Ite Martin, 
Tuke v. Gilbert (1887), 57 L. IT. 471. 

9432. -.]|—Testator devised his estates 
to trustees, in trust, after A.’s decease, ‘“‘ in case 
she should have only one child which should 
survive her,’ to pay £200 a year for his main- 
tenance until he should attain twenty-five; & 
from & after such only child should attain that 
age, to raise £10,000, & pay the same to him at 
that age. Or in case A. should, ‘“‘ at her decease, 
have two or more children,’”’ then to raise an 
annuity for their maintenance “ until they should 
respectively attain twenty-five, & when they 
respectively attained that age, to pay each an 
equal share of the £10,000.’ Pltf. was en ventre sa 
mere at testator’s death, & was the only child of 
A. who survived her :—Held: the bequest of the 
£10,000 was too remote.—MERLIN v. BLAGRAVE 
(1858), 25 Beav. 125; 53 FE. R. 584. 

9433. -]—(1) Where there is a gift to 
A. at twenty-one with maintenance in the mean- 
time, in order to make the legacy vested, there 
must be a trust so to apply the whole income. 

Testator devised real estatcs to trustees upon 
trust to permit A. to receive the rents for life, & 
after her decease to apply such rents for the 
maintenance of C. until he should attain twenty- 
one, & if he should attain twenty-one in the life- 
time of A., after her decease to C. in fee. But in 
case C. should die under twenty-one, then upon 
trust after the decease of the survivor of A. & C. 

















1093 


to H. in fee. There was then a gift of the 
personalty to the trustees, on trust to pay an 
annuity of £5 to A., & to apply the residue for 
C.’s maintenance, & when he should attain twenty- 
one, to transfer the capital to him, subject to the 
annuity, but in case he should die under twenty- 
one in the lifetime of A., then to pay her an 
annuity of £10 for life, with a gift of the residue to 
H. On the question whether the legacy to C. was 
vested or contingent :—Held: it was vested. 

(2) Where a vested legacy is to be divested in a 
particular contingency, that precise contingency 
must occur to divest the gift.—PorTrs v. ATHERTON 
(1859), 28 L. J. Ch. 486; 7 W. R. 331. 

9434. -|—Upon a special case as to 
the construction of a will, certain legacies thereby 
bequeathed were held to be vested in the legatees, 
as the words of the bequest, importing a con- 
tingency, referred only to the time of payment of 
the legacies; & as the legatees were entitled to 
maintenance out of the legacies, they were directed 
to be invested & the interest applied accordingly.— 
MOORE v. MOORE (1861), 5 L. T. 198; 9 W. R. 
916. 

9435, —-— .|—Testatrix gave a share of 
residuary personal estate to such of her four 
grandchildren, naming them, as should be living 
at the death of M., & directed that in case any of 
her said four grandchildren should die in the life- 
time of M., leaving issue, the share or shares of 
such of them so dying should be assigned & trans- 
ferred to such issue respectively, in equal shares 
& proportions, ‘‘on their attaining the age of 
twenty-one years, & the dividends & proceeds 
thereof in the meantime to be applied in or towards 
their maintenance & education.’’ One of the 
grandchildren having died in the lifetime of M., 
leaving issue, of whom several died under twenty- 
one :—Held: the interests of such of the issue of 
the grandchild as died under twenty-one did not 
vest at the death of their parent, but the share 
vested in such of the issue only as attained twenty- 
one.—Re ASHMORE’S TRUSTS (1869), L. R. 9 Eq. 
99; 39 L. J. Ch. 202. 


Annotations :—N.F. Fox v. Fox (1875), L. R. 19 Kq. 286. 
Distd. Perrott v. Davies (1877), 38 L. T. 52. Consd. Re 
Martin, Tuke v. Gilbert (1887), 57 L. T. 471.5; Re Wintle, 
Tucker v. Wiutle, [1896] 2 Ch. 711. Refd. Dewar v., 
Brooke (1880), 14 Ch. D. 529; He Ussher, Foster v. 
Ussher, [1922] 2 Ch. 321. 











9436. ~-— ——--.]—_Re PEEK’s Trusts, No. 9366, 
ante. 
9437. .}—A. bequeathed the residue 








of his personalty to trustees in trust to permit his 
wife E. to carry on his business until his son J. 
should attain twenty-one, E. maintaining all his 
children in the interim, & then, after a trust to 

ay E. £100, in trust for J. for his own use & 

enefit :—Held: J.’s attaining twenty-one was a 
condition precedent, & as he died under that age, 
he took no vested interest in the bequest.— 
SULLIVAN v. EDGELL, DIMOND v. EDGELL (1875), 
23 W. R. 722. 

9438. .—-Testator bequeathed his 
residuary personal estate to trustees in trust for 
conversion & investment, & to Hat the income to 
B. for his maintenance & until he should attain 
the age of thirty; & upon his attaining that age 
to pay or transfer the capital to him absolutely. 
B. survived testator & died under thirty :—Held : 
B. took a vested interest.—He BUNN, ISAACSON v. 
WEBSTER (1880), 16 Ch. D. 47; 29 W. R. 348, 
Annotations :—Refd. Sootney v. Lomer (1885), 29 Ch. D. 

635; Re Wrey, Stuart v. Wrey (1885), 30 Ch. D. 507. 

9439. ——.}—Testatrix by her will devised 
& bequeathed all her real & personal assets to a 
trustee absolutely, upon trust to sell & convert 
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into money, & thereout to pay her funeral & testa- 
mentary expenses & debts, & stand possessed of the 
residue upon trust to invest & apply the income 
‘‘ arising therefrom for or towards the maintenance 
& education of her two children,” naming them, 
“until they shall respectively attain the age of 
twenty-one years, & then to divide the trust 
funds equally between them as tenants in common.”’ 
There were two children only, both illegitimate ; 
one, a son, died a minor & unmarried, & if his 
share vested it went to the Crown. On summons: 
—Held: the gifts were separate, & the ultimate 
gift was contingent, & did not vest, but lapsed on 


the death of the son under twenty-one.—Re 
Morris, SALTER v. A.-G. (1885), 52 L. T. 840; 33 
W. R. 895, 


Annotations :--Consd. Re Martin, Tuke v. Gilbert (1887), 57 





LT. 471. Refd. Re Gossling, Gossling v. Elcock, (1902) 
1 Ch, 945. 
9440. ——. .|—Testatrix, who died in 1867, 


by her will, dated in 1865, devised & bequeathed 
her real estate & the residue of her personal estate 
to trustees upon trust for sale & conversion, & 
after payment of her debts, etc., & certain legacies, 
upon trust to divide the residue of the income of 
her personal estate & the rents of her real estate 
until sold into nine equal shares. Testatrix 
disposed of one of such shares in the following 
manner. As to one other equal ninth part or 
share of such dividends, rents, & interest, upon 
trust to pay or apply the same for & towards the 
maintenance & education of A., B., & C.; & as & 
when they should respectively attain the ages of 
twenty-one years, upon trust to pay them in equal 
shares one equal ninth part or share of such 
principal moneys, & the dividends & interest 
which might accrue due thereon. A. died in the 
lifetime of testatrix. KB. survived testatrix but 
died under the age of twenty-one. C. survived 
testatrix & attained the age of twenty-one. Upon 
the question whether the gift to B. was vested or 
contingent :—Held: the gift was contingent & 
not vested; &, therefore, the share of B. lapsed 
by reason of his death under the age of twenty-one 
years.—Re MARTIN, TUKE v. GILBERT (1887), 57 
L. T. 471. 

ia ad He :- -Refd. Re Gossling, Gossling v. Elcock, (1902] 

sh. 945. 

9441. -}|—It is now a well-settled rule 
of construction that, where there is a gift by will 
of a share of residue, to be paid or transferred to 
the legatee on his attaining a particular age, with 
a direction that in the meantime the income of 
the share shall be applied for his maintenance, the 
share is vested & not contingent. 

Testator gave his residuary estate in trust to 
pay & transfer the same unto & equally between 
his two children, a son & daughter, on their 
severally attaining twenty-one, the income ‘‘ during 
their respective minorities’’ to be applied in or 
towards their maintenance, with a power for the 
trustees at any time during the -“‘ respective 
minorities ’’ of his said two children to advance 
any portion “ of his or her presumptive share ”’ 
in or towards “ their’’ advancement in the world. 


PART XVI. aga cS SUB-SEOCT. 3. 


9442 i. Effect of — Whether bequest 
vested or contingent. |}—Testator, having 
& power of appointment under a settle- 
ment, in pursuance of that power be- 

queathed certain personal property to ——IR. 

his children “‘ on their attaining the age 9442 il. 
of 21,”’ & then directed that “‘ the inte- 
rest of those sums should be applied for 
their support & maintenance,”’ etc. :-— 
Held: the words “ on their attaining,”’ 





in the first clause of the will, 
children vested interests ; 
were not so, the gift to the children of 
the interest of the fund would give the 
children a vested interest.—He ORME’S 
TRUSTS (1851), 18 . oO. 8S. 12. 





queathed to each of the children of his 
s0n R. who should be living at testator’s 
death, & who should live to attain the 
age of 21 years, the sum of £1,000, the 


WILLS. 


Upon the construction of the will:—Held: the 
income of each share alone was to be applied 
separately for the maintenance of the child 
entitled to that share alone, & not indiscriminately 
in respect of both shares, & therefore, according 
to the rule above stated, each child took an 
immediate vested interest in his or her share.—Re 
GOSSLING, GOSSLING v. HLCOcK, [1903] 1 Ch. 448 ; 
88 L. T. 279; sub nom. Re GOSSLING, GOSSLING v. 
GossLina, 72 L. J. Ch. 433, C, A. 

Power of trustee discretionary.]—See Sub-sect. 
3, H. (c), post. 


(0) For Benefit of Clase. 

9442. Effect of—Whether bequest vested or con- 
tingent.|—-T. gave the residue to trustees (inter 
alia), to lay out one-third part in securities, the 
interest to accumulate for the benefit of the 
children of his niece, &, if she should survive her 
husband, & have issue under twenty-one years of 
age, the trustees were to apply the interest for 
their maintenance till twenty-one; & upon the 
children attaining their ages of twenty-one, equal 
shares of the principal to be transferred to them : 
the interest accrued between the elder & the 
younger children coming of age, decreed to be 
divided between them.—HAWKINS v. COMBE 
(1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 335; 28 HE. R. 1165. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Holford, Holford v. Holford, [1894] 

3 Ch. 30. 

9443, ——- ——.]|—-LEAKE v. ROBINSON, No. 
9092, ante. 

9444. .|}—Testator bequeaths the 
residue of his property to his nephews & nieces on 
their respectively attaining twenty-five with a 
direction that his trustees shall, in the mean- 
time apply the profits to their maintenance, but 
in case of the death of any of them unmarried & 
without issue he gives the shares of those so dying 
unto the survivors equally, to be paid at the same 
time with their original shares ; first a nephew & 
then a niece die, under twenty-five, unmarried & 
without issue; the whole residue is divisible 
among the survivors who attain the specified age & 
the niece does not, upon the death of the nephew 
acquire under the clause of survivorship, a vested 
interest in her proportional part of his share.— 
BARKER v. LEA (1823), Turn. & R. 413; 37 E. HR. 


1160. 
Atiaton :—Consd. Re Allan, Dow v. Cassaigne, {1903} 1 Ch. 
6. 


9445. -|—Bequest to exors. of the 
residue of testator’s estate, in trust, to sell & invest 
the produce, & to apply so much of the interest & 
dividends, as might be necessary, for the main- 
tenance & education of testator’s five infant 
children, during their minorities, & to accumulate 
the surplus for their benefit, & upon their severally 
attaining twenty-one, to pay them £2,500 each: 
&, if there should be any overplus after such pay- 
ments, to pay & divide it amongst the five children, 
or such of them as should be living when the 
youngest attained twenty-one; &, in case any of 
the said five children died, under twenty-one, 
without leaving issue, the share of such children in 
the trust moneys, should go to the survivors: but 














interest thereof in the meantime to be 
but if that paid to their father in aid of their 
maintenance & education. One of 
R.’s children P. survived testator, but 
died under 21:—Held: P.’s legacy 
vested, by force of the gift of the inter- 
mediate interest, & was payable to his 
,ersonal representative.—. , 

YRNE ¥v. KENNY (1889), 23 L. R. 
lr. 260.—IR. 

9442 ill, —-—— ———_-.] — BRENNAW_ J. 
BRENNAN, [1804] 1 I. R. 69, 73.—IR. 


ave the 


L. T. O. 8S. 12 
.}—Testator be- 
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if any of them should die under twenty-one, leaving 
issue, the shares of such children should go to such 
their issue. One of the children attained twenty- 
one, & died, leaving issue, but before the youngest 
child of testator had attained twenty-one :—Held : 
the child so dying, did not take a vested interest 
in the surplus of testator’s estate ; & her issue took 
no interest in such surplus, but the whole of such 
surplus went to the surviving children of testator. 
—-~HOwWES v. HERRING (1825), M‘Cle. & Yo. 295; 
148 K. R. 424, Ex. Ch. 

9446 .|—Testator bequeathed a fund, 
which was to be produced by the conversion into 
money of the residue of his real & personal estate, 
to trustees, upon trust to pay the interest of one 
moiety to his daughter, for her separate use during 
her life; &, after her death, to pay £100 a year to 
her husband during his life, & to apply the re- 
mainder of the dividends to the maintenance & 
education of all & every her children, until they 
attained twenty-one respectively, & when they 
attained their respective ages of twenty-one, 
upon trust to pay the principal to them in equal 
shares: the mother survived testator, & left two 
children, who died under twenty-one. The moiety 
of the residue vested in these children.—.J ONES v. 
MACKILWAIN (1826), 1 Russ. 220; 38 EK, R. 86. 
Annotations :—Consd. Lloyd v. Lloyd (1856), 3 K. & J. 20. 

Refd. Davies v. Fisher (1842), 5 Beav. 201. 

9447, —— .|—Testatrix gave the interest 
of her residuary estate to her four sisters during 
their lives, & directed that, on their deaths, the 
interest of their respective shares should, at the 
discretion of her exor., be applied to the main- 
tenance & education, or accumulated for the benefit 
of the children of each of them so dying, until 
such children should respectively attain the age of 
twenty-two years, when they were to be entitled 
to their mother’s share of the principal; with 
limitations over, in the event of the death of any 
of them under that age :—Held: the children of 
the sisters were not to take a vested interest, till 
they attained twenty-two. -VAWDRY v. GEDDES 
(1830), 1 Russ. & M. 208; Taml. 3861; 8 L. J. 
O.S. Ch. 683; 39 HK. Rh. 78. 


Annotutions :-—Distd. Bland v. Williams (1834), 3 L. J. Ch. 
2's. Consd. Davies v. Fisher (1842), 5 Beav. 201.  Distd. 
Packham vr. Gregory (1845), 4 Hare, 396 ; Smith oo. Paliner 
(1849), 7 Haro, 225. Consd. Ite Baxter's Trusts (1864), 
4 New Rep. 131. Apld. Re Bulley’s Trust Hstate (1865), 
13 L. T. 264. Consd. Spencer v. Wilson (1873), L. R. 16 
Kq. 5013 Patching v. Barnett (1880), 49 L. J Ch. 665. 

Refd. Doe d. Dolley v. Ward (1839), 9 Ad. & EI. 582; 

Watson v. Hayes (1839), 5 My. & Cr. 125; Lister v. 

Bradley (1841), 1 Hare, 10; Saunders v. Vautier (1841), 

Cr. & Ph. 2103; Festing w. Allen (1844), 5 

Southern v. Wollaston (1852), 16 Beav. 166; 

Oram (1855), 21 Beav. 915 Re Hart’s Trusts (1858), 32 

L. T. O. S. 98; Hardcastle v. Hardcastle (1862), 1 New 

Rep. 8383) Re Judkin’s Trusts (1884), 50 L. IT. 2003; Be 

Martin, Tuke v. Gilbert (1887), 57 L. T. 471; Ite Wintle, 

Tucker v. Wintle, [1896] 2 Ch. 7113 Jte Nunburnholime, 

Wilson v. Nunburnholine, [L912] 1 Ch. 489. 


9448. -|—Testator gave £5,000 to 
trustees in trust for his daughter E. for life, & 
after her death in trust to apply the interest for 
the maintenance of all her children, as should be 
living at her death, during their minorities, & on 
their attaining twenty-one, in trust to transfer the 
same equally between them. But if E. should die 
without leaving any such child, or leaving such they 
should all die under twenty-one, then to transfer 
the same unto such children of F. as should be 
living at K.’s death without issue. One of E.’s 
children attained twenty-one, but died in E.’s 
lifetime :—Held: that child did not take a vested 
interest.—TUCKER v. HARRIS (1832), 5 Sim. 538 ; 
2L.J.Ch. 18; 58 BE. R. 440. 


Annotations :—Refd. Bythesca v. Bythesea (1854), 
L. J, Ch. 1004; White v. Hill (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 265. 











Hare, 573; 
Courtier v. 


23 
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9449. -|—-Testator bequeathed his 
personal estate to his wife, &, after her death, to a 
trustee, in trust to pay the rents & profits of his 
personal estate, for & towards the support & main- 
tenance of his six nephews & nieces, & in case of 
the death of any of them, for the maintenance & 
support of the survivors. All the nephews & 
nieces survived both testator & his widow. One 
of the nieces then died :—Held: her share did not 
become undispused of, but she, by surviving 
testator’s widow, had become absolutely entitled 
to it.—CLARKE v. GouLD (1834), 7 Sim. 197; 68 
EK. R. 811. 

9450. -|—Testator gave £1,500 to 
trustees & directed them to pay the interest to his 
son’s wife, for the benefit of his son, herself & 
children, during his son’s life, &, after his son's 
decease, the £1,500 was still to remain in trust for 
the benefit of the wife & children for her life, &, 
at her death, to be divided equally among the 
children, if they should have attained twenty-one, 
but if any of them were minors, their shares were to 
be held in trust for them till they were twenty-one, 
& the interest was, in the meantime, to be applied 
for their maintenance ; but should the wife marry 
again, the children were then to receive their 
shares as they attained twenty-one :—Held: the 
wife was a trustee of the interest for herself, her 
husband & children, & the shares of the children 
in the principal did not vest in them until they 
attained twenty-one.—TAYLOR v. BACON (1838), 
8 Sim. 100; 59 EK. R. 40. 
fanny :~- Refd. Wammond v. Maule (1844), 13 L. J. Ch. 








9451. ——— ——.|—-_DAVI&s u. FISHER, No. 9224, 
ante. 
9452. —--- -——.] — Testator directed his 


trustees to pay the interest of £2,500 to his 
daughter for life, for her separate use, & after her 
death, for the maintenance of all her children 
until they should attain twenty-one, & then the 
principal to be equally divided amongst her 
children; & if his daughter should die without 
leaving a child, then that the principal should be 
divided amongst all his own children then living. 
The daughter had children, but they all died under 
twenty-one: --Held: nevertheless, the legacy 
vested in them.-—PARKER v. GOLDING (1843), 13 
Sim. 418; 60 E. R. 162. 

9453. ——~~-,]—Bequest of the interest of 
the residue to the widow for the maintenance of 
testator’s children; & after her decease, the 
property ‘‘ to be shared equally amongst all his 
children, if they should have attained twenty-one, 
& if any had not attained that aye, then that his 
exors. should act as trustees until the eldest 
attained that age, & then pay him his share, & 
each one as he or she attained that age.’’ A 
child who died under twenty-one, in the lifetime 
of the widow, held not to have a vested interest.— 
BUTCHER v. LEACH (1843), 5 Beav. 392; 7 Jur. 
74; 49 I. R. 630. 

Annotation :—Refd. Hammond v. Maulo (1844), 13 L. J. Ch. 


9454. .|—Testator bequeathed one- 
fifth of his residuary personal estate to trustees 
upon trust for all & every the children or child of 
his son, J., born & to be born, & who, being a son 
or sons, should live to attain twenty-one, or, being 
a daughter or daughters, should live to attain 
that age or be married, to be equally divided 
between them, if more than one, share & share 
alike, as tenants in common; & he directed that 
the dividends, interest & income of the share or 
expectant share of each such child should be paid 
to his said son, J., during his life, & after his 
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Sect. 20.—Vesting: Sub-sect. 3, H. (6) & (e).] 


decease, then during the minority of each such 
child should be retained by his trustees or trustee, 
& be applied by him or them, as the event should 
happen, in, for or towards the maintenance, cloth- 
ing & advancement of each such child, in such pro- 
portion, manner & form as his son, J., or as the 
event might happen, his trustee or trustees, should 
think fit. At the date of the will & of testator’s 
death J. had three children, one of whom, a son, 
afterwards attained twenty-one, married & lived 
separately from his father:—Held: (1) a trust 
was constituted in J. of the income, for the main- 
tenance, clothing & advancement of his children, 
which trust did not terminate upon all or any of 
his three children attaining majority in his life- 
time; (2) J. was not entitled to apply the income 
arbitrarily, according to his own will & pleasure ; 
(3) he was entitled to apply the income of a child’s 
prospective share towards that child’s maintenance, 
clothing & advancement, without. reference to his 
ability to maintain & educate that cLild ; (4) the 
son who had attained his majority was not entitled 
to an immediate transfer of one-third of the fund, 
inasmuch as it did not appear that testator 
intended to exclude after-born children, & at all 
events he did intend to authorise an unequal 
distribution from time to time of the income for 
the benefit of J.’s children.—BATEMAN v. FOSTER 
(1844), 1 Coll. 118; 3L.T. 0.8.33 63 E.R. 346. 

9455. .|}—Testator directed that. cer- 
tain funds should be payable to children on their 
arriving at the age of twenty-one, & that his 
trustec should in the meantime pay & apply the 
interest towards the maintenance of such children 
until their respective shares should become pay- 
able; & that it should be lawful to apply the whole 
or any part of the principal to which any infant 
might be entitled under the provisions therc- 
inbefore contained, at any earlier period than the 
same would become vested or payable by virtue 
of such provision, for the advancement of such 
infant :—Held: the representatives of a child who 
died under the age of twenty-one were not entitled 
to the interest accrued during his minority.— 
SKAIFE v. STEWART (1846), 10 Jur. 299; sub nom. 
Anon., 8 L. T. O.S. 338. 














9456. |—BUTE (MARQUIS) v. HARMAN 
(1846), 9 Beav. 320; 50 E. R. 367. 
9457. j|—A gift of a legacy to A. for 








life, & afterwards to pay & divide it amongst all 
his children who shall attain the age of twenty- 
five, is not too remote, if, by the death of A. at 
such a time before testator, all the children must 
necessarily attain twenty-five within twenty-one 
years after testator’s death.—SouTHERN v. WOL- 
LASTON (1852), 16 Beav. 276; 22 L. J. Ch. 664; 
1 W. R. 86, 534; 51 E. R. 785. 


Annotation :—Consd. Z@e Dawson, Johnston v. Hill (1888), 
39 Ch. D. 155. 


ee ——— ——.]—CowLey v. SmiTH, No. 9094, 
ante. 

9459. } Testator devised freehold 
estates to his wife for life, & after her death to 
trustees, in trust to pay the rent to his daughter for 
life, & after her death to pay the rents for the 
maintenance of any child or children of his 
daughter until the youngest should attain twenty- 
one; then he directed his trustees to sell his here- 
ditaments & to pay, distribute & divide the pro- 
ceeds arnong such children :—Held: although the 
words “ to pay, distribute & divide ’’ amongst the 
children would primé facie vest a present interest 
in a child dying under twenty-one, yet the scope 
of the whole will clearly showed that testator did 
not intend any child to take the corpus until 











WILLS. 


twenty-one, & therefore that any child who died 
under twenty-one had no interest under the will.— 
DAVENHILL v. DAVENHILL (1856), 28 L. T. O. S. 
136; 5 W. R. 18. 

9460. —— ca to trustees upon trust 
to permit A. to take the rents & Fe tee for life, 
& after his decease in trust for all & every the 
children or child of A. who should live to attain 
twenty-five, but not otherwise; with a direction 
to the trustees to apply the annual income of the 
trust estates & premises for the use & benefit 
of the children of A. until they should severally 
attain the age of twenty-five :—Held: void for 
remoteness.—CAM v. SALMON (1856), 5 W. R. 81. 

9461. .|—A. devise of land to trustees 
in fee, upon trust to pay the rents to testator’s 
daughter for life, & after her death to apply them 
in the maintenance of all & every her child & 
children during their minority, & when & as soon 
as all such children, if more than one, should have 
attained twenty-one, upon trust to sell, & to pay 
the proceeds of such sale ‘“‘to & amongst all & 
every such child or children, share & share alike if 
more than one, & if but one, then the whole 
thereof to such only child :—Held: one of several 
children who survived testator, having died under 
twenty-one, took no share.—LLOoyYD v. LLOYD 
(1856), 3 K. & J. 20; 69 E. R. 1005. 
Annotations :—Expld. Re Lodwig, Lodwig v. Evans, (1916) 

2 Ch. 26. Reta. Re Grove’s Trusts (1862), 3 Giff. 575; 

Ie Whitten, King v. Whitten (1890), 62 L. T. 391. 

9462. --]—Testator directed the interest. 
of his residue to be applied to the maintenance & 
support of his son & his son’s wife & children, & 
after the death of the survivor of his son & wife, 
he directed such interest to be applied, by his 
exors., in the support of & bringing up the child 
or children of his son during their minority or 
minorities, & as they severally attained the age of 
twenty-one years, he gave & bequeathed the share 
of each child to be paid to her or him, & in case only 
one of such children should live to attain the age 
of twenty-one years, then he gave the whole to 
such one child absolutely :—Held: the gift to the 
children was contingent on their attaining twenty- 
one.—TRACY v. BUTCHER (1857), 24 Beav. 438 ; 
53 E. R. 427. 

9463. -.]—Testator directed that a 
residuary fund should be held in trust for the 
children of his two nieces, M. & E., ‘‘ to be equally 
divided among the children or the survivors of 
them, as they attain their majority; & in the 
meantime that the interest of such ultimate 
residue should be ‘‘ from time to time paid to my 
two nieces in proportion to the number of children 
cach may have at. the time such interest becomes 
due & payable, for the use & education of such 
children ’’’?:—Held: the children took vested 
interests, defeasible in the event of their not attain- 
ing full age.—VINING v. WriauTr (1860), 3 L. T. 
287. 

9464. .]—Testator gave the residue 
of his estate to trustees upon trust, to invest & 
pay the dividends to his wife for her life, to be 
expended by her in & towards the maintenance of 
herself, & the maintenance & education of his 
children ; & after his wife’s death testator gave the 
same unto & among all his children, to be divided 
between them, share & share alike, & to be paid 
to them as they should respectively attain twenty- 
one, with benefit of survivorship among them :— 
Held: the children took vested interests on 
respectively attaining twenty-one, but all the 
children & the wife were entitled to maintenance 
out of the whole fund during the life of the wife ; 
& therefore, upon petition of the wife & two of 
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children who had attained twenty-one to have 
their shares paid out to them, the ct. refused to 
order their shares to be paid to them, but allowed 
a part of such shares to be paid out on the children 
undertaking to pay the amount of income which 
would have arisen from the amount paid out to the 
wife for her life.—BERRY v. BRIANT (1862), 2 
Drew. & 8m.1; 31 L. J. Ch. 827; 51. T. 818; 8 
Jur. N. 8. 69; 10 W. R. 242; 62 E. R. 6521. 











9465. ———.]—THOMAS v. WILBERFORCE, 
No. 9022, ante. 

0466. — ~.J—PEARMAN v. PEARMAN, No. 
9074, ante. 

9467. — -.]—Testator devised his real & 


personal estate to trustees in trust to sell & invest 
& to pay the interest to his wife to be applied 
in support of herself & her children until they 
should respectively attain twenty-one & upon their 
severally attaining twenty-one to divide the capital 
between his wife & children :—Held: a child who 
died under twenty-one had attained a vested 
interest.—BIRD v. MAYBURY (1864), 33 Beav. 351 ; 
55 E. R. 403. 

9468. -}—Testator bequeathed a sum 
of £2,000, the amount of a policy of insurance on his 
life, ‘‘ & all bonuses & other sums of money now 
or hereafter to be added thereto,” upon trust for 
his wife for life, & upon her death to apply the 
annual proceeds for maintenance & education ‘ of 
such of his children as should for the time being 
be under the age of twenty-one years; & on his 
youngest child attaining the age of twenty-one 
years, if his wife should be then dead, & if not, 
then on her decease to pay & divide principal 
sum of £2,000, & all bonuses & accumulations 
thereof, unto & amongst all his children then living, 
& the issue of such of them as should be then 
dead.’” The wife died in 1859. The youngest 
child attained her age of twenty-one in Apr. 1865. 
A sum of £644 188. 8d. had accrued by way of 
dividends on the investment of the £2,000 & the 
bonuses on the policy :—Held: the interest & 
bonuses were divisible amongst such of the 
children as were for the time being under age until 
the youngest child attained her age of twenty-one. 
-~Re Ornam’s Trust (1867), 16 L. T. 376. 

9469. -]—Where the effect of post- 
poning the vesting of the shares of children to the 
period of division would be to leave the family of a 
child dying before that period without provision, the 
ct. leans strongly in favour of early vesting ; but 
where a testator provides for all his issue living at 
the period of division, his words will] not be strained 
in order to make the shares vest at an earlier 
period.— Re DEIGHTON’S SETTLED ESTATES (1876), 
2Ch. D. 783; 45 L. J. Ch. 825; 35 L. T. 81, C. A. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Re Milne, Grant v. Heysham (1887), 

57 L. T. 828. 

9470. --]|—-Testator devised his pro- 
perty upon trust for his daughter A. for life, & 
after her death upon trust to sell & invest & to pay 














9478 il. 





.}—Teatator bequeathed 
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the income ‘“‘ during the minorities of the children 
of A. towards their respective maintenance,” & 
declared that as & when his said grandchildren 
should severally attain twenty-one years, or, if 
females, marry, his trustees should “ pay, assign, 
& transfer unto such grandchild’ so attaining 
twenty-one, or marrying, an equal share of the 
trust funds per stirpes according to the number of 
grandchildren living at the death of A. 

A. had five children, all of whom survived her, & 
two of whom died in infancy :—Held: all A.’s 
children took absolute vested interests, & the 
legal personal representative of the two who died 
was entitled to their shares.—PERROTT v. DAVIES 
(1877), 38 L. T. 52. 








9471. |—Re PARKER, BARKER v. 
BARKER, No. 9368, ante. 
9472, .|—Under her marriage settle- 








ment a tenant for life had, in the events which 
happened, a power of appointment by will in favour 
of her five sons, one of whom was of unsound 
mind. By her will she appointed that after her 
death two-fifths of the settled funds should be 
held in trust, until the lunatic should die or two 
medica] men should certify him capable of managing 
his affairs, to apply the whole or so much of the 
income of the two-fifths as should be required to 
make up the total income from all sources of the 
lunatic to £200 per annum in such manner as the 
trustees should in their discretion think fit for the 
maintenance of the lunatic & to divide the residue, 
if any, of such income equally between her other 
four sons; & then there followed gifts over. After 
the death of the tenant for life the question arose 
whether the trusts of the income of the two-fifths 
infringed the rule against perpetuities :—Held : 
the trusts of the income of the two-fifths for the 
benefit of the lunatic were void for remoteness, for 
the interest which the lunatic & his brothers took 
in such income was not vested, but contingent 
every year on the happening of events.—Re 
WHITEFORD, WHITEFORD v. WHITEFORD, [1915] 1 
Ch. 347; 84 L. J. Ch. 584; 112 L. T. 577; 59 
Sol. Jo. 272. 

Power of trustee discretionary.]—See Sub-sect. 
3, H. (c), post. 


(c) Discretionary Trust. 

9473. Bequest to Iindividuals.|—-Bequest of a 
legacy, upon trust to apply so much of the interest 
as the trustees should think proper in the mainte- 
nance of the testator’s grandson until twenty-one ; 
&, upon his attaining that age, to pay the whole of 
the interest of the legacy to the grandson for his 
life; & a direction that, after the decease of the 
grandson, the trustees were to stand possessed of 
the legacy & interest, & all accumulations, in trust 
for the grandson’s children, with remainder, in 
default of such issue over :—Held: the provision 
for the maintenance of the grandson during his 
minority, out of the interest of the legacy, showed 


of her sister should attain the age of 


PART XVI. SECT. 20, SUB-SEOT. 38. 
—H. 0). 


9473 i. Bequest to individuals.) —A 
declaration in a will that it shall be 
lawful for the trustees in their discre- 
tion to apply all or any part of tho 
annual income of the presumptive or 
expectant share of a child in or towards 
its maintenance or education or other- 
wise for its benefit, & to accumulate 
the balance not so applied, is not a gift 
of the ‘** whole income ’’ to or for the 
benefit of the child so as to vest what 
would otherwise be only a contingent 
gift—Re BENJAMIN, Mason v. BEN- 
JAMIN, (1926) V, i. R. 378 ; 48 A. L. T. 


certain property to his nephew upon 
his attaining 25, & directed his trustees 
to accumulate the profits & invest them 
in trust for his said nephew on his 
attaining 25. He also empowered his 
trustees, in their absolute discretion, to 
upply any part of said profits or the 
income thereof, for the advancement, 
maintenance, & education of his said 
nephew while under such age. The 
nephew died before attaining 25:— 
Held: the gifts of both copie & 
income were contingent & therefore 


failed.—RUSSELL v. RUSSELL, [1903] 
11.R.168; 361. L. T. 207.—IR. 
04783 ili. —-—.}—Testatrix left a fund 


to a trustee upon trust, until two sons 


26 years, to apply the interest & the 
principal, if he in his discretion should 
think proper, for & towards the main- 
tenance, education, support, & advance- 
ment of the said sons during their 
minority, share & share alike, with a 
direction that in the event of either of 
the said sons dying under the said age 
unmarried the survivor of them should 
be entitled to receive the share of the 
one so dying. There was no gift over: 
—Held : it was clearly the intention of 
testatrix to give the whole fund to the 
two sons, & they took immediately 
vested interests.—-_Re EICHARDT, BREB- 
NER v. O’MEARA, 25 N. Z. L. R. 374.— 
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Sect. 20.—Vesting: Sub-sect. 8, H. (c).] 


that the interest was intended for him ; the legacy 
vested in interest, although not in enjoyment, 
before the grandson attained twenty-one.—Re 
ae EstaTre (1852), 9 Hare, 649; 68 E. R. 
Annotation :—Mentd. May v. Potter (1877), 25 W. R. 507. 


9474. .|—J. by his will gives to each of his 
grandchildren by name an annuity of £50 during 
the life of their mother, S., such annuities to be 
paid half-yearly, & as to such as are under age, to 

e applied for their benefit at the discretion of 
his trustees, provided that the annuities be- 
queathed to his granddaughters should be to their 
separate use, without power of anticipation; & 
in case his grandchildren should incumber or antici- 
pate such annuities, the same to be void. The 
mother, S., is still living, but one of the grand- 
daughters attained twenty-one, married, & died, 
& the question was, whether her husband, as her 
representative, was entitled to the annuity :— 
Bae : he was.—Mappy v. HALE (1856), 4 W. R. 

9475. .]|—Testator gave one-third of the 
residue of his personal estate upon trust to invest 
& pay so much of the interest as might be neces- 
sary for the maintenance of his two granddaughters, 
& accumulate the surplus until the youngest of 
them should attain twenty-one; & after that 
event upon trust to pay & divide the principal 
moneys equally between them, share & share 
alike. Testator also declared that each of his 
said granddaughters who have a vested interest 
on her attaining twenty-one or marriage, & if 
either of his grandchildren should happen to 
depart this life before she should have attained a 
vested interest, then he gave her share to the 
survivor. There was no gift over :—Held : neither 
of the grandchildren took a vested interest until 
they attained twenty-one or married; & therefore 
in the event which happened, viz. the death of 
both of them under twenty-one without being 
married, that the interests of both, 7.e. of the 
grandchild who died first, & of the survivor, 
formed part of testator’s undisposed-of personal 
estate.— WAKEFIELD v. DyYoTT (1858), 32 L. T. 0.8. 
121; 4 Jur. N.S. 1098; 7W.R. 31. 














9476. J—Re BARNSHAW'S TrusTs, No. 
9486, post. 

9477. .]}—Fox v. Fox, No. 9488, post. 

9478. .|—Testatrix gave real & personal 


estate to trustees upon trust to pay the income to 
E. for life, & hold the capital in trust as E. should 
by will appoint, & in default to pay thereout 
certain legacies, & hold the residue in trust for C. & 
W. & in case E. should become of unsound mind, to 
apply the income or any part of it at their discre- 
tion towards her maintenance & support :—Held: 
while E. was of sound mind, she, together with C. 
& W., could on providing for the legacies, dispose 
- a estate.— GARDINER v. YOUNG (1876), 34 
. T. 348. 








9479. .|—#e PARKER, BARKER v. BARKER, 
No. 9368, ante. 
9480. .|—A testator devised a share of his 


residuary estate, after the determination of a life 
tenancy therein, to trustees, upon trust ‘‘ to pay 
or apply all or any portion of the income or corpus 
of the same in or towards the support or main- 
tenance, or otherwise for the benefit of, their 
brother R., in such manner & proportions in every 
respect & at such times as they shall deem most 
conducive to his welfare.’’ R. died during the 
continuance of the interest of the tenant for life. 
On the share subsequently falling into possession, 


WILLS, 


the legal personal representative of KR. claimed it 
as part of R.’s estate. The trustees had not 
attempted to deal with the share while rever- 
sionary :—Held: the effect of the gift was to 
empower the trustees to apply so much of the 
share as might be required for the personal benefit 
of R.; the trustees had not waived that discre- 
tion or been guilty of default, or refused to exercise 
it; but no trust was to be implied in R.’s favour as 
to the whole of the share. Therefore, under the 
circumstances, the share did not pass to the legal 
personal representative of R., no transmissible 
interest in the fund having ever vested in him.— 
Re STANGER, Moorsom v. TaTE (1891), 60 L. J. 
Ch. 326; 64 L. T. 693; 30 W. R. 455. 

9481. .|—Testator gave all his residuary 
estate to trustees upon trust as to one-third part 
thereof to pay the income, or such part thereof as 
his trustees should think fit, to his son W. for his 
advancement, preferment, or benefit by equal 
weekly instalments until he should attain thirty- 
five, & then to pay him the corpus :—Held: the 
son took a vested interest at testator’s death & 
was entitled to immediate payment. 

The rule is absolute that where a legacy is given 
at a future date accompanied by a gift of income in 
the meantime, the legacy vests in the legatee at 
once notwithstanding the fact that he does not 
live until the date fixed for payment (NEVILLE, J.). 
—Re WILLIAMS, WILLIAMS v. WILLIAMS, [1907] 
1Ch. 180; 76L. J. Ch. 41; 95 L. T. 750; 51 Sol. 
Jo. 68. 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Woolf, Public Trustee v. Lazarus, 
Folld. /¢e Ussher, Foster v. Ussher, 

21. Refd. Ive Blackwell, Blackwell v. 
Blackwell (1925), 95 L. J. Ch. 172. 

9482. .I-—By her will, testatrix, who died 
in 1915, gave her residuary estate upon trust to 
pay or apply all or any part of the income thereof 
towards the maintenance & education or otherwise 
for the benefit of her yranddaughter I. until 
she attained twenty-one or married, &, if she 
attained twenty-one without having previously 
married, to pay the income to EF. during her life, 
&, if she married before or after attaining twenty- 
one, to pay the income of one moiety of the 
residuary estate to F. during the remainder of her 
life, & to pay or apply the income of the other 
moiety towards the maintenance of J.. & after 
the deaths of F. & J. respectively, to hold the 
respective moieties upon trust for their children 
respectively. F. married in 1917 & attained 
twenty-one in 1918 :—ZHeld: accumulations of 
unapplied income of the residuary estate existing 
at the date of the marriage formed part of the 
capital of the residuary estate, & did not pass to F. 
—Re Woour, PuBLIC TRUSTEE v. LAZARUS, [1920] 
1 Ch. 184; 89 L. J. Ch. 1]; 122 1. T, 457. 
satiated :—Refd. Z2c Ussher, Foster v. Ussher, [1922] 2 Ch. 


9483. -.|—Testatrix devised & bequeathed 
her residuary real & personal estate to her trustees 
upon trust to convey & transfer same to U. ‘‘ when 
& so soon as he shall attain the age of hei 
five.’ She then directed her trustees to apply 
‘‘the whole or such part as they may in their 
absolute discretion think fit ’’ of the income for 
the ‘‘ maintenance education or benefit ’’ of the 
person ‘“ presumptively entitled ’’ to her residuary 
estate, & ‘‘ during the suspense of absolute vesting ”’ 
to accumulate the surplus income, if any, in 
augmentation of her residuary estate, with power 
to resort to accumulations as income in any subse- 
quent year for the purpose aforesaid :—Held: U. 
took a vested interest at testatrix’s death, & on 
attaining twenty-one was entitled to an imme- 





Part XVI.—Construction. 


diate conveyance & transfer.—Re UssHEr, Foster 
v. USSHER, [1922] 2 Ch. 321; 91 L. J. Ch. 521; 
127 re T. 453. 
Annotation : ‘ ; ‘ 

ACA ht a Re Blackwell, Blackwell v. Blackwell, 

9484, Bequest to class.]|—A testator gave his 
real & personal estate, after paying four annuities, 
to one for life, & after his death, he directed his 
personal, & the produce of his real, estate to be 
divided amongst the children of A. living at the 
testator’s death when the youngest attained 
twenty-one, if the annuitants should be then 
dead; but if not, then his trustees were either to 
invest it & pay & apply the residue of the income in 
the maintenance, etc., of the children, according 
to their discretion, or accumulate, such accumula- 
tions to be paid, after the death of the surviving 
annuitants, with the original shares. There was a 
gift over in the event of the death of any child who 
should become entitled to a distributive share 
before his share became “ payable.’ One of the 
children predeceased an annuitant :—Held : never- 
theless, the bequest was vested, & that the gift 
over did not take effect.—-BUTTERWORTH  v. 
HARVEY (1845), 9 Beav. 130; 6 1. T. O. S. 215; 
9 Jur. 999; 50 E. R. 293. 
se He et i--Refd. Re Thomson's Trusts (1852), 22 L. J. Ch. 


9485. -]—Bequest to trustees, upon trust, 
to pay to each of the testator’s children who should 
be living at his death, as & when they attained 
twenty-five, the sum of £3,000 absolutely, with a 
power for the trustees to apply all or any part of 
the income of the shares of the children for their 
maintenance or education till twenty-five :— 
Held: to give the children vested interests at 
testator’s death.—LEccLes v. BIRKETT (1850), 4 
DeG. & Sm. 105; 19 L. J. Ch. 280; 151. T. 0.8. 
324; 14 Jur. 800; 64 I. R. 755. 

Annotations :—Consd. Locke v. Lamb (1867), L. R. 4 Kq. 
372. Refd. Pearinan v. Pearman (1864), 33 Beayv. 394. 
9486. -|—Where a testator directed his 

trustees to pay all or any part of the residue of the 

income of his personal estate, so long as his mother 
should live, as in their discretion, & to the exclu- 
sion of any one or more of them, his trustees 
should think fit & proper, for the maintenance & 
education or otherwise forthe advancement of ‘‘ my 
nephew W. & my nieces, the son & daughters of 
my late sister A.,” & after the decease of his 
mother, to pay an annuity, which he had given her, 
‘for the benefit of my said nephew & nieces,” in 
the same manner & for the same purposes as 
thereinbefore directed, until they should respec- 
tively attain twenty-one, & provided that, ‘‘in case 
my said nephew, or any or either of my said nieces ”’ 
should marry under twenty-one, & die leaving 
issue, his trustees should make advances out of 
income for the benefit of such issue, ‘‘ as they may 
deem expedient or think fit,’’ & directed, that, 
immediately after the decease of his mother, & 
upon his said nephew & nieces respectively attain- 
ing twenty-one, his trustees should transfer one 
equal share of the trust estate to each, & provided 
that, in the event of his nephew or either of his 
nieces dying under twenty-one, married & leaving 
issue, the issue should take their parents’ share :— 

Held: the gift to the nephew & nieces was made to 

them nominatim, & not as a class; the nephew & 

nieces, who died under twenty-one, did not take 

vested interests.—He BARNSHAW’S TRUSTS (1867), 

15 W. R. 378. 

9487, 


a 











.|——A testator bequeathed the residue 


9484 i. Bequeat to class. }—Re LIvINa- 
BTON (1907), 14 O. L. R. 161.—CAN. 

9484 il, ———.]—- W.80N__v. KNOX 
(1884), 13 L. R. Ir. 349.—IR. 


9484 ili, ———.]—-Re SooTT, ATKINSON 
v. FOUBISTER, 19 N. Z. L. R. 172 


N.Z. 
9484 iv, ——.}—Prick v. St. Ar. 
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of his estate to trustees upon trust for his daughter 
for life, with remainder to such of her children as 
she should pipe & in default of appointment, in 
trust ‘‘ for all & every her child or children who, 
being a son or sons, should attain the age of twenty- 
three, or, being a daughter or daughters, should 
attain that age or marry.’ The will contained a 
discretionary power to the trustees to apply all or 
any part of the income of the presumptive share 
of such son or daughter for his or her maintenance 
& education during minority, & a direction that 
the surplus income should be accumulated & added 
to the principal of the share whence the same should 
have arisen. Testator’s daughter died without 
having exercised her power of appointment :— 
Held: the gift over to her children was void for 
remoteness.—BOWYER v. WEST (1871), 24 L. T. 
414; 19 W. R. 598 

9488. -|—A testator directed his trustees 
to raise a sum of £15,000, & after the determination 
of certain prior life interests given to T. & his 
widow to divide & transfer one-fifth of the fund to 
& amongst the children of T. equally as & when 
they should respectively attain the age of twenty- 
five years, applying from time to time the income 
of the presumptive share of each child, or s0 much 
thereof as the trustees for the time being might 
think fit, for his & her maintenance & education 
until such share should become payable as afore- 
said; but if T. should leave no children him 
surviving, or if he should, & they should all die 
before attaining the age of twenty-one years, then 
to pay & transfer the said fifth part to the other 
persons therein referred to :—Held: the children 
of T. took vested interests, & consequently the 
gift to them was not void for remoteness.—Fox 
v. Fox (1875), L. R. 19 Eq. 286; 23 W. R. 314. 


Annotations :-—~Distd. Re Grimshaw’s Truats (1879), 11 Ch. D. 
406; Dewar v. Brooke (1880), 14 Ch. D. 529; Re Parker, 
Harker v. Barker (1880), 16 Ch. D. 44. d. & Distd 





Tee Martin, Tuke v. Gilbert (1887), 57 L. 'T. 471. Distd. 
ste Mervin, Mervin v. Crossman, [1891] 3 Ch. 197.. Dbtd, 
Re Wintle, Tucker v. Wintle, [1896] 2 Ch. 711. prvd. 
die Turney, Turney v. Turney, [1899] 2 Ch. 739 onsd. 


Ite Williams, Williams v. Willams, (1907] 1 Ch. 180. 

Distd. Re Ricketts, Ricketts v. Ricketts (1910), 103 L. T. 

278. Consd. J2e Nunburnholme, Wilson v. Nunburnholme, 

[1911] 2 Ch. 510. Distd. Ite Hume, Public Trustee v. 

Mabey, [1912] 1 Ch. 693. Consd. Re Campbell, Cooper v. 

Campbell (1919), 88 L. J. Ch. 239. Folld. Re Ussher, 

Foster v. Ussher, [1922] 2 Ch. 321. Refd. Perrott vw. 

Davies (1877), 38 I. T. 52; Re Gossling, Gossling v. 

Elcock, (1903) 88 I. T. 279; Re Woolf, Public Trustee v. 

Lazarus, {1920) 1 Ch. 184; Re Blackwell, Blackwell v»v. 

Blackwell (1925), 95 L. J. Ch. 172. 

9489. .|—Testator gave to trustees a sum 
of money upon trust to pay the income unto A. & 
his wife during their joint lives, & to the survivor 
for life, & after the decease of the survivor to apply 
the income thereof, or of so much thereof as they 
should think proper, in the maintenance, educa- 
tion, & bringing up of their child or children 
during their minorities, & upon their attainment 
to the age of twenty-one years to pay & divide 
the principal sum, with the accumulations thereof, 
unto & equally amongst such child or children, & 
in case there should be no child, unto A. B., his 
executors, etc. Two out of four children, the 
issue of the marriage, died infants without having 
been married, & one child attained the age of 
twenty-one years, & died intestate without having 
been married :—Held: the shares of the children 
did not vest till they attained the age of twenty- 
one years, & the surviving child, who attained the 
age of twenty-one years & married, was entitled 
to the deceased children’s shares,—__ Re GRIMSHAW’S 





(1914), 33 N. Z. L. R. 1096.—N.Z. 
oo 9484 v. ——.]—- Corpy wv. Watr 
(1925), 46 N. L. R. 42.—S. AF. 
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Trusts (1879), 11 Ch. D. 406; 48 L. J. Ch. 399; 
27 W. R. 544. 


Annotations :--A . Re Martin, Tuke v. Gilbert (1887), 57 
- T. 471. R . Re Wintle, Tucker v. Wintle, [1896] 2 
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9490. .|—A testator directed his trustees 
to hold a trust fund upon trust for “ all his children 
or any his child who being sons or a son should 
attain twenty-five, or being daughters or a 
daughter should attain twenty-one or marry, & 
if more than one, in equal shares, & to be divided 
& paid on the youngest of his said children attaining 
twenty-one’’?; & he empowered his trustees to 
apply ‘the whole or such part as they should 
think fit of the annual income to which any child 
should be entitled in expectancy towards the 
maintenance or education of such child.’’ Testator 
had only two children, the elder a son, & the 
younger a daughter. Upon petition by the son, 
presented after the daughter had attained twenty- 
one, but before he had himself attained twenty- 
five :—Held: his interest under the will was not 
vested, but contingent on his attaining twenty- 
five-—DEWAR v. BROOKE (1880), 14 Ch. D. 529; 
49 L. J. Ch. 374; 28 W. R. 618. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Re Martin, Tuke v. Gilbert (1887), 
67 L. T. 471. Folld. Re Wintle, Tucker v. Wintle, {1896} 
2 Ch. 711. Apld. Re Stevens, Clark v. Stevens (1896), 40 
Sol. on gs de Ricketts, Ricketts v. Ricketts (1910), 








.|—Re PARKER, BARKER v. BARKER, 
No. 9368, ante. 

9492. -]—A testator directed his trustees, 
after the death of his wife, to apply the income 
of his estate ‘‘in & towards the maintenance, 
education, & advancement of my children in such 
manner as they shall deem most expedient until 
the youngest of my said children attains the age 
of twenty-one years,” & on the happening of that 
event he directed them to divide his estate equally 
among all his children then living. Testator left 
four children, two of whom at the death of the 
widow in 1884 were of age, & the youngest was 
in his seventh year. After the decease of the 
widow the trustees paid cach of the adult children 
one-fourth of the income, & applied the other 
two-fourths for the benefit of the minors equally 
till 1886, when J., the eldest son, made an 
absolute assignment for value of all his interest 
under the testator’s will to H. The trustees 
declining to pay one-fourth of the income to H. 
he took out a summons to have the construction of 
the will determined :—Held: no child of testator 
was entitled, prior to the attainment of twenty- 
one by the youngest of the testator’s children, to 
the payment of any part of the income, & the 
trustees were entitled to apply the income for the 
maintenance, education, or advancement of the 
children, including J. in their absolute discretion. 
—Re COLEMAN, HENRY v. STRONG (1888), 39 
Ch. D. 443; 58 L. J. Ch. 226; 60 L. T. 127, C. A. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Neil, Hemming v. Neil (1890), 62 

L. T. 649; Fe Bullock, Good v. Lickorish (1891), 60 

L. J. Ch. 341; Re Fitzgerald, Surman v. Fitzgerald, [1904] 

1 Ch. 573; Re Nelson, Norris v. Nelson, [1928) Ch. 920, n. 

9493. .|—-A power given by will to trustees 
to apply ‘‘ the whole or such part as they shall 
think fit ’’ of the income of the respective shares of 
members of a class entitled to shares of property 
on attaining twenty-one :—Held : not to vest the 
shares of members under twenty-one.—Re WINTLE, 
TUCKER v. WINTLE, [1896] 2 Ch. 711; 65 L. J. Ch. 
863; 75 L. T. 207; 45 W. R. 91. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Gossling, Goss v. Elcock, (1902) 
1 Ch. 945; Re Williams, Williams v. Williams, (1907) 1 
Ch, 180; He Ussher, Foster v. Ussher, [1922] 2 Ch, 321, 








WILLS. 


9494. _ -Where a testator gave a settled 
bequest in remainder to his unborn grandchildren 
upon their attaining the age of twenty-five years, 
the fact that he had given the trustees a power to 
apply the income of the whole or part of each 
share for maintenance, or up to one half of the 
expectant share of each grandchild, for advance- 
ment, did not cause an earlier vesting of the 
interests so as to prevent the gift being void for 
remoteness. & where, in a subsequent codicil, 
testator gave a gift over of the bequest in the 
event of none of the grandchildren attaining 
twenty-one years, the wording of the codicil was 
held not to be ineonsistent with the wording of the 
will to the extent of making it override the will, 
or to bring the gift within the period allowed by 
the rule against perpetuities—He RICKETTS, 
RIcKETts v. RIicKETTS (1910), 103 L. T. 278. 

9495. |—Re Humes, PuBLic TRUSTEE v. 
MABEY, No. 9589, post. 

9496. J—Re D’OyvLEY, SWAYNE v. D’OYLEY 
(1921), 152 L. T. Jo. 259. 








I. Severance of Bequest from Testator’s Estate. 


9497. General rule—Interest vested.]|—-SAUNDERS 
v. VAUTIER, No. 9406, ante. 

9498 .}—A legacy given to A., ‘“‘ when 
or if’? he shall attain twenty-one, with a direction 
that it should be immediately separated from the 
general estate, & put out at interest in the name of 
A.; & that, till A. attained that age, the interest 
should be paid to B. for the support & education 
of A., is a vested legacy.—LIsTer v. BRADLEY 
(1841), 1 Hare, 10; 11 L. J. Ch. 49; 5 Jur. 1034; 
66 E. R. 930. 


Annotations :—Refd. Festing v. Allen (1844), 5 Hare, 573; 
Re Judkin’s Trusts (1884), 50 L. T. 200. 


9499. »|—Bequest of a residue to A., 
who had no children, for life, & at his death 
£5,000 to be deposited in the hands of trustees 
for the use of A.’s eldest son, at his attaining the 
age of thirty years; the rest to be equally shared, 
A.’s eldest son taking an equal share in addition 
to the £5,000 & the general division to take place 
as each respectively attains twenty-four :—Held: 
not too remote. 

It appears to me that he had a vested interest 
in the sum of £5,000 at the moment the severance 
was to be made, namely, on the death of the 
nephew (LORD LANGDALE, M.R.).—GREET v. 
GREET (1842), 6 Beav. 123; 49 E.R. 524. 


Annotation :—Consd. Zte Nunburnholme, Wilson v. Nun- 
burnholme, [1911] 2 Ch. 510. 


9500. -|—Where a fund is severed 
immediately from testator’s death for the benefit 
of the objects of the gift the interests are vested 
& carry the interim income, though the only gift 
is in a direction to pay at a future time 

Where, under a power of appointment over a 
fund, testatrix directed the trustees, immediately 
after her death, to raise £5,000 & to pay same 
st aeeth between five nephews & nieces, the shares 
of sons to be payable on their respectively attain- 
ing twenty-one, & of daughters at twenty-one or 
marriage respectively, with benefit of survivorship, 
& upon trust to apply the residue for the benefit 
of certain other persons :—Held: the interests 
vested immediately on the death of testatrix, & 
the nephews & nieces were entitled to the interim 
income arising from their respective shares.— 
DunpDaAs v. WOLFE MuRRAY (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 
425; 32 L. J. Ch. 151; 71 E. R. 185; sub nom. 
wee v. MURRAY, 1 New Rep. 429; 11 W. R. 

















Annotations :—Apld. Re Bevan's Trusts (1887), 34 Ch. 
716; Re Inman, Inman v. Rolls, [1893] 3 Ch. 518. R 


Part XVI.—ConsrrRuction. 


Selby v. Whittaker (1877), -D. : § 

P Snaith (1 894), iL, n Big; Re Marten, Shaw 6 Marten 

lolty, 88 Lege One aags | 1” MYFS Johnson ». Willtame 
_ 9501, —— -]—Testator induced his son- 
in-law to give up his profession, & reside near 
him, & supported the son-in-law & his children 
till his own death. By his will he gave the 
children legacies of £5,000 each, to be set apart & 
invested, & to be paid to them as they attained 
twenty-five, with a proviso that, if any legatee 
intermarried with certain specified families, the 
bequest to such legatee should be void, & that the 
legacies should not be paid until the legatecs 
covenanted to refund if they should so intermarry. 
The estate proved insufficient, & the son-in-law 
was obliged to sell his property, & borrow money 
in order to maintain the legatees. On a petition 
by one of the legatees :—Held : testator had placed 
himself in loco parentis to his grandchildren, & 
the legacies were vested subject to be divested, as 
the condition was subsequent.—PARSONS  v. 
PETERS (1864), 11 L. T. 501; 11 Jur. N. 8. 150; 
13 W. R. 214. 

9502. ——.]—Re COUTURIER, COUTURIER 
uv. SHEA, No. 9088, ante. 

9508. What amounts to severance.]—Legacy, 
when the legatee shall attain twenty-one, may be 
so controlled by the apparent intention as to 
postpone the possession only, not the vesting ; as 
where it was to two children, when they shall 
attain twenty-one, to be equally divided between 
them, share & share alike; appointing their 
father in trust for same & trustee for them during 
their minority ; & in case of the death of cither 
the survivor to take the whole; & in case both 
die in their minority, over.—BRANSTROM  v. 
WILKINSON (1802), 7 Ves. 421; 32 E. R. 171. 
Annotations :—Apld. Mills v. Robarts (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 

555; Lister v. Bradley (1841), 1 Hare, 10. 

9504. --|—Testator charged his debts & 
the estate duty payable in respect of his estate 
upon the income & profits of certain shares in a 
co. & bequeathed the shares to trustees upon 
trust out of the income thereof to augment the 
income of his daughters & to pay his son an 
annual sum of £3,000 until he should attain the 
age of twenty-six, & when & so soon as he should 
attain that age, to hold the shares & the accumu- 
lations of income arising therefrom upon trust for 
his son absolutely. ‘here was no gift over. The 
son survived testator & died at the age of twenty- 
three, a bachelor & intestate :—Held: on the true 
construction of the will, inasmuch as there was no 
severance of the shares from the rest of the estate 
the son’s interest in the shares was contingent, not 
vested. 

Separation, for the purpose of that which we 
are here considering, in my opinion means that the 
trustees will properly as matter of bookkeeping 
or physically set apart those shares as being 
shares to which no one but the beneficiary has any 
right to look, subject, of course, if necessary, to 
the right to resort to them to satisfy testator’s 
debts. They must be so dealt with that under 
testator’s dispositions the trustees may set them 
apart & say, ‘‘ These shares & the fruit of these 
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shares belong to A. B. & nobody else.’’ (BUCKLEY, 
L.J.).—Rte NUNBURNHOLME (LORD), WILSON v. 
NUNBURNHOLME, [1912] 1 Ch. 489; 81 L. J. Ch. 
347; 106 L. T. 3613; 56 Sol. Jo. 343, C. A. 

9505. Right to interim interest—Where direction 
to pay at future time.]—— DuNnpAsS v. WOLFE 
MURRAY, No. 9500, ante. 

——.|]—See, also, Executrors, Vol. XXIII., 
pp. 409-411, Nos. 4803-4812. 


J. Effect of Gift Over. 
(a) In General. 

9506. General rule.|—A devise over, upon a 
contingency, does not, of itself, prevent the shares 
from vesting in the meantime, provided the words 
of bequest be in other respects sufficient to pass a 
present interest, although such a devise over of 
the entirety may be called in aid of other circum- 
stances to show that no present interest was 
intended to pass. 

Testator gives his personal estate to trustees, 
upon trust to pay the interest to his daughter E. 
for her life, &, after her decease, to pay & divide 
the principal among the children of his said 
daughter, & the issue of a deceased child, as she 
should appoint, & in default of appointment to go 
to, & be equally divided among them; & if but 
one, then to such only child ; the portions of sons 
to be paid at their respective ages of twenty-one, 
& of daughters at their respective ages of twenty- 
one, or marriage. If no issue, or all die before 
their respective portions become payable, then 
over. The shares are so given as to vest imme- 
diately in the children of E. though liable to be 
divested by all dying under twenty-one, without 
issue. The share of a child so dying was therefore 
held to pass to its representative.—-SKEY v. 
BARNES (1816), 3 Mer. 335; 36 E. R. 128. 


_innotations :—Apld. Bromhead v. Hunt (1821), 2 Jac. & W. 
459. Distd. Bentinck v. Portland (1825), 4 L. J. O. S. Ch. 
13. Consd. Davies v. Kishor (1842), 5 Beav. 201 ; Temple- 

man v. Warrington (1842), 13 Sim. 267 ; Daniel v. Gosset 

(1854), 19 Beav. 478. Refd. Faulkner v. Wynford (1845), 

15 L. J. Ch. 8; Williams v. Clark (1851), 4 De G. & Sm. 

472; Strutt v. Braithwaite (1852), 16 Jur. 882; Peace 

v. Kdmeades (1854), 2 W. R. 672; Rider v. Wood 1855), 

3 Kq. Rep. 1064; se Theed’s Settlmt. (1857), 3 & J. 

375: Hardcastle v. Hardcastle (1862), 1 Hem. & M. 405 ; 

Re Hudson, Hudson v. Hudson (1882), 20 Ch. D. 406. 


9507. Meaning of words signifying ‘‘ paid ’’ or 
“* received *’—‘* Vested.’"I—WEsT v. MILLER, No. 
9210, ante. 


(b) On Failure to Attain Specified Age. 
9508. Whether bequest vested or contingent.]-— 
ANON. (1551), 1 And. 33; Ben. 35; Benl. 24; 123 
E. R. 338. 


9509. ———.]—_BURGRAVE v. WHITWICK (1677), 2 
Rep. Ch. 131; 21 E. R. 637. 
9510. ——-.]—-CHAMBERS v. COTCHETT (1690), 


Freem. Ch. 116; 22 E. R. 1096. 

9511. .j—Legacy of £300 to be paid to A. 
at his age of twenty-three, if he die before, to go 
over to B. <A. dies before twenty-three, B. shall 
have it presently.—PAPWORTH v. MOORE (1692), 
2 Vern. 283; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 299; 23 E. R. 783. 

9512. }—One having a wife & three 
daughters devisees £900 to his three daughters 








proviso that should any of testator’s 
sons or daughters die before attaining 
21, ‘‘ the legacy hereby bequeathed, or 
share of the residue ” of such son or 


Lrp. (1919), 26 


* paid” ‘* received.”” }—PILCHER. v. 9508 ii.— —.}—MoINnTosu v. ELLIOTT, dices 
LOGAN (1914), 15 8, RN. 8. W. 24; 1 Gr. 440 -CAN. Dee ee \eccay ected la A Gta 
ae oe ase OR bee TL ROE Ee aCege menT® G80, 8 
PART XVI. SECT. 20, SUB-SECT. 3. ig7—IR. 9508 v. ——.}—Re M'GaRRITy, Ban - 
—J. (b)- _ 9508 iv. Legacy to testator’s LANCE & BENSON v. M‘GaRniTy (1913), 

6508 i. Whether bequest vestcd or con’ son, A., when the at 25, with a 461. L. T. 175.—IR., 
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Sect. 20.—Vesting: Sub-sect. 3, J. (6).] 
equally, payable at their respective ages of 
twenty-one or marriage, & if all die before their 
legacies were payable, then the whole to the 
mother; if two of the daughters die before their 
shares become due, the surviving daughter is 
entitled to the whole. 

The share of £300 apiece did not vest absolutely 
in any of the three daughters under age (LORD 
MACCLESFIELD, ©.).—ScoTr v. BARGEMAN (1722), 
2 P. Wms. 69; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 542; 24 K. R. 
643, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Skey v. Barnes (1816), 3 Mer. 335; 
Davies v. Fisher (1842), 5 Beav. 201. Apld. Baxter v. 
Losh (1851), 14 Beav. 612. Consd. He Theed’s Settimt. 
(1857), 3 K. & J. 375; Hardcastle v. Hardcastle (1862), 
1 Hem. & M. 405. 

9513, ——.]—-LAUNDY v. WiLuiAMs, No. 9115, 
ante. 

9514. —-—.] A. gave £500 to his granddaughter 
to be paid at twenty-one, or marriage, & if she 
died before either contingency, then it is devised 
over to B. Bill brought for interest upon the 
legacy, & to secure the principal. As iv is given 
over, nothing vests in the granddaughter, & 
neither entitled to interest, nor to have the 
principal secured.—PALMER v. MASON (1737), 1 
Atk. 505; 26 EF. R. 319; sub nom. PALMER v. 
MAYSENT, Dick. 70; West temp. Hard. 161, L. C. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Green v. Pigot (1781), 1 Bro. C. C. 103. 

9515. ——.]—-GREEN v. EXKINS (1742), 2 Atk. 
473; 3 P. Wms. 306, n.; 26 E. R. 685, L. C. 
Annotations :—Distd. Mitford v. Wicker (1753), 3 Keny. 61. 

Consd. Cuming v. Boswell & Dickson, Boswell v. Cuming 

& Dickson (1856), 2 Jur. N. 8. 1005. Apld. Ze Mellor, 

Alvarez v. Dodgson, [1922] 1 Ch. 312. Refd. Hodgson v. 

Bective (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 376; Shelley v. Shelley 

(1868), L. ht. 6 Eq. 540 ; Chamberlayne v. Kruckett (1872), 

Ch. App. 206. 

9516. .]—Legacy will not vest in the son 
at twenty-one, by reason he died in the lifetime of 
his mother, upon the words of the will.— BENNETT 
v. SEYMOUR (1756), Amb. 521; 27 IE. R. 337, 


Annotations :—Consd. Walker v. Main (1819), 1 Jac. & W. 1. 

Refd. Schenck v. Legh (1804), 9 Ves. 300. 

9517. -]—Bequest to A., her exors., etc., 
provided, that in case she shall die under twenty- 
one or without leaving any husband living at the 
death, it shall go over, vested at twenty-one upon 
the intention—-WEDDELL v. MuNDY (1801), 6 
Ves. 341; 31 KE. R. 1083. 

9518. ———.]—-SKEY v. BARNES, No. 9506, ante. 














9519. -|—THACKERAY v. Hampson, No. 
10022, post. 

9520. .}—JUDD v. JUDD, No. 9221, ante. 

9521. —— .]— HUNTER v. JUDD, No. 9549, post. 

9522. ——.]—Testator bequeathed £5,000 to A., 


if he attained twenty-one, but if he should not 
attain that age, or die without leaving issue male, 
then over :—Held: the £5,000 vested, absolutely, 
in A. on his attaining twenty-one.—MytTrTon v. 
BOODLE (18384), 6 Sim. 457; 58 H.R. 665. 

enol :—Refd. Wright v. Marsom (1895), 40 Sol. Jo. 


9523. -|—Testator gave £5,000 to his 
brothers & sisters, their exors., administrators, & 
assigns, aS tenants in common; & he gave them 
absolutely all the residue of his personal estate ; 
& he declared, that, if any of them should die in 
his lifetime or afterwards, without leaving lawful 
issue, his share should go to the survivors; but, 
if any should die in his lifetime or afterwards, 
leaving issue, his share should go to such issue; & 
testator declared, that none of the legatees should 
be entitled until twenty-one :—Held: the legatees 
took an absolute interest at twenty-one, with a 
gift over to the children only in case of their dying 





WILLS. 


under twenty-one.—MONTEITH v. NICHOLSON 
el 2 Keen, 719; 6L. J. Ch. 247; 48 HE. Qh. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Clarke v. Henry (1870), L. It. 11 Kq. 
22, Refd. Re Williams's 8. E. (1872), 27 L. T. 335. 


9524. | — Testator bequeathed specific 
articles between his two sons equally; then he 
gave certain freeholds to his two sons & their heirs, 
as joint tenants; then he gave all his real, lease- 
hold, & other estates & effects upon trust, that his 
wife should receive an annuity while unmarried, 
& his sons to receive the rents & profits while 
between twenty-one & twenty-five, & afterwards 
for them as tenants in common; then he gave the 
residue upon trust for such of his sons as should 
be living at the decease or second marriage of his 
wife, as tenants in common; but if either died 
under twenty-one without issue, his share to go to 
the survivor; then he gave his partnership 
property in trade in trust till his sons should 
attain twenty-one, & afterwards for their individual 
benefit. One son attained twenty-one, but died 
in his mother’s lifetime, without issue :—Held: 
the son so dying took no vested interest in the 
residue, although testator may have used a different 
mode of disposition in all the previous & sub- 
sequent gifts. The partnership property in trade 
was vested at twenty-one.—WOODHOUBE v. Woop- 
HOUSE (1841), 5 Jur. 404. 

9525. .]—Testator bequeathed his residuary 
personal estate to trustees, upon trust for A. for 
life, & after the death of A. the trust-money & 
income in trust for all & every the children of A., 
share & share alike, to the son or sons when they 
should have attained the age of twenty-one, & for 
the daughter or daughters at that age or marriage ; 
with a gift over, if A. should die without having a 
child, or, having any, such children should die, 
being sons before twenty-one, & daughters before 
twenty-one or marriage. <A. died leaving an only 
child B., who died under twenty-one :—Held : 
the trust property had vested in B., so that the 
income between the death of A. & the death of B. 
belonged to B.'s estate.—RIDGWAY v. RIDGWAY 
(1851), 4 De G. & Sm. 271; 20 L. J. Ch. 256; 
I7L. T. O. 8. 239: 15 Jur. 960; 64 EB. R. 829. 





9526. ——-.I—- WALKER _ v. Mower, No. 9553, 
post. 
9527. .|—Testator gave real & personal 





estate upon trust for his son, to vest in him on his 
attaining the age of twenty-one years, but if he 
should die under twenty-one, or having attained 
twenty-one should not have made a will, then 
testator directed the property to be sold, & the 
proceeds to be held on other trusts :—Held: the 
property vested in the son absolutely § at 
twenty-one, & the gift over Was repugnant & void. 
—LIOLMES v. GODSON (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 152; 
25 L. J. Ch. $17; 27 L. T. O.S. 8; 2 Jur. N.S. 
383; 4W.H. 415; 44 H.R. 347, L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Apld. Barton v. Barton Geol): 3K. 
612. Consd. Pennock v. Pennock (1871), L. 


144. Apld. zZte Wilcocks’ Settimt. Stes 1 Ch. D. 229; 
fe Dixon, Dixon v. Charlesworth, (1903) 2 Ch. 458; lve 
Hanbury, Hanbury v. Fisher, ([1904] 1 Ch. 415; Jvc 


Ashton, Ballard v. Ashton, (1920) 2 Ch. 481. eid. 
Webb v. Sadler (1873), 21 W. R. 304; Shaw v. Ford 
(1877), 7 Ch. D. 669; A.-G. v. Aflesbury (1887), 12 App. 
Cas. 672; He Dugdale, Dugdale v. Dugdale (1888), 38 
Ch. D. 176; Metcalfe v. Metcalfe Shitohel 43 Ch. D. 633. 
Monta. Re Fitzgerald, Surman v. Fitzgerald (1904), 90 L. ‘I. 





9528. -]—Testator gave the interest of a 
sum of stock to his daughter, & after her death 
gave the stock to the child or children of his daughter 
on their attaining the age of twenty-one years; & 
directed that, in the event of his daughter dying 
without leaving issue, the stock should revert to 
his son. The will also contained a provision for 
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testator’s son. Testator’s daughter died leaving 
one child, who subsequently died under the age of 
twenty-one, having received a maintenance out 
of the stock :—Held: the gift to the children of 
testator’s daughter was contingent on their attain- 
ing twenty-one, & on the death of the child of 
testator’s daughter under twenty-one the stock 
reverted to testator’s son.—e WRANGHAM’S 

Trust (1860), 1 Drew. & Sm. 358; 30 L. J. Ch. 

258; 3L. T. 722; 7 Jur.N.S.15; 9 W.R. 156; 

62 E.R. 416. 

Annotations :—Apld. Locke v. Lamb (1867), I. R. 4 Eq. 
372; Kidman v. Kidman (1871), 40 L. J. Ch. 359. Expid. 
ke Kdwards, Jones v. Jones, [1906] 1 Ch. 570. 

9529. -.|—-A bequest to trustees of testator’s 
leaseholds & personal estate, upon trust for his 
granddaughter for life, & after her death upon 
trust for all & every the child & children of his 
granddaughter until they attained the age of 
twenty-five, or died leaving issue; & then upon 
trust for such child & children so attaining the age 
of twenty-five, or dying leaving issue, with a gift 
over in case they should all die under twenty-five 
without leaving issue, is not void for remoteness 
as to the children, but gives them as immediate 
vested interest—HARDCASTLE v. HARDCASTLE 
(1862), 1 Hem. & M. 405; 1 New Hep. 83; 7 
L. T. 503; 71 E.R. 176. 

A naan :—-Refd. 72e Ussher, Foster rv. Ussher, [1922] 2 Ch. 


9530. -—-—.|—Gilt of residuary real & personal 
estate upon trust to sell & invest, & pay ‘‘ the 
property & interest arising therefrom to A. on his 
attaining the age of twenty-four; but in case of 
his not attaining that age, or leaving male issue, 
I give, devise, & bequeath the properties to other 
persons” :~— Jfeld: <A. tuok an absolute vested 
interest in testator’s residuary estate liable to be 
divested in the events mentioned in the will.— 
WHITTER v. BREMRIDGL (1866), L. RK. 2 Eq. 736 ; 
35 L. J. Ch. 807; 14 W. R. 912. 

9531. .|—Testatrix gave £1,000, in trust for 
EK. for life, & at her death for Kt. should he survive 
EK. Should he not survive E. nor attain twenty- 
one, then over. Hh. attained twenty-one, but did 
not survive I. :—Held: subject to the life interest 
of K., the gift vested absolutely in I., on his 
attaining twenty-one.—-f?e THOMSON’s TRUSTS 
(1870), L. R. 11 Eq. 146; 23 L. T. 6983; 19 W. BR. 
196. 

9532. —--.]|— 'Testator bequeathed money in 
trust for A. for life, & after her decease for the 
children of A., when & as they should attain the 
age of twenty-one; but if A. should die without 
lawful issue, then over :—Jleld; the gift to the 
children of A. was contingent upon their attaining 
the age of twenty-one. 

I think the reasonable & proper construction is 
to read the words, ‘‘ if she shall die without lawful 
issuc,’’ as meaning ‘‘ without such lawful issue ”’ 
(MAaLINS, V.-C.).—KIDMAN v. KIDMAN (1871), 
40 L. J. Ch. 359. 

Annotations :— Apld. Re Woodin, Woodin v. Glass, [1895] 





2 Ch. 309. Consd. &e Kdwards, Jones v. Jones, (1906) 
: oes bie: Refd. Re Holford, Holford v. Wolford, [1894] 
¢ . c] ). 

9533. .|—A gift ‘‘ to be transferred ”’ to the 





legatee on his attaining twenty-one, with provisions 
for maintenance out of the income meanwhile, & 
a gift over on death under twenty-one, such gift 
being afterwards referred to by testator as a 
contingent gift:—Held: to be vested before 
twenty-one.—Re BATEMAN’S TrRusT (1873), L. R. 
16 Eq. 355; 42 L. J. Ch. 653; 28 L. T. 395; 
Tee P. 484; 21 W. R. 485; 12 Cox, C. C. 
9534, ——-.]—Fox v. Fox, No. 9488, ante. 
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9535. _ -Re TurRNEY, TURNEY v. TURNEY, 
No. 9266, ante. 
9536. Gift over on death without issue 





before attaining age.]—A bequest to trustees of 
testator’s residuary estate, with a direction to 
apply so much of the interest, dividends, & 
profits as may be necessary for the maintenance & 
education of the children of testator’s daughter 
until they should respectively attain the age of 
twenty-four, & then to divide the principal equally 
between them, with a gift over in case any of them 

Should die under twenty-four without leaving 

issue, is not void as too remote, but gives a present 

vested interest, with an executory bequest over in 
case of death under twenty-four without leaving 

issue.—BLAND v. WILLIAMS (1834), 3 My. & K. 

411: 3L. J. Ch. 218; 40 FE. R. 156. 

Annotations :—Consd. Davies v. Fisher (1842), 5 Beav. 201; 
Taylor v. Frobisher (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 191; Re 
Baxter’s Trusts (1864), 4 New Rep. 131. Distd. Ive 
Allen (1864), 10 L. T. 812. Refd. Doo d. Dolley v. Ward 
(1839), 1 Per. & Dav. 568; Boughton v. James (1844), 1 
Coll. 26; fe Rouse’s Estate (1852), 9 Hare, 649; Le 
Blakemore’s SettImt. (1855), 20 Beav. 214; ke Thomp- 
son’s Trusts (1870), 19 W. R. 196. 

9537. -}—Testator gave real & personal 
estate to trustees upon trust for his wife for life, 
& after her decease for his daughter M. & all his 
other children who should be living at his decease, 
their respective heirs, etc.,as tenants in common, 
but no division was to be made while any of his 
children should be under twenty-two; & subject, 
as to M.’s share, to the proviso thereinafter con- 
tained; it was then provided, that in case M. 
should survive his wife, the trustees should stand 
possessed of her share, upon trust for the separate 
use of M. for life, notwithstanding her coverture, 
& after her decease for her children ; & in case M. 
should have no children, the share should go to the 
others of testator’s children, in the same manner 
as their original shares. The will also provided 
for the shares of the other children going over in 
case they should die under twenty-one without 
leaving issue. M. survived testator, but died in 
the lifetime of testator’s widow, without having 
had a child, all testator’s children having attained 
twenty-two :—Held: M.’s administrator was not 
entitled to her share of testator’s personal estate, 
but it went over to testator’s other children.— 
Dourry v. LAVER (1849), 14 L. T. O. 8S, 102; 14 
Jur. 188. 

9538. .|—Testator bequeathed his 
residuary personal estate, after a life interest, to 
his grandson to & for his own use ; but, if he should 
die under twenty-one, without leaving lawful issue, 
or if he should attain twenty-one & die without 
jeaving issue, & without having disposed of the 
same by his will, or otherwise, then over :—Held: 
upon the construction of the whole will, in the 
event (which happened) of the grandson attaining 
twenty-one, he took an absolute intcrest.—Re 
YALDEN (1851), 1 De G. M. & G. 58; 42 E. R. 
471, L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Distd. Barton v. Barton (1857), 3 K. & J. 
612. Apld. Zte Mortiock’s Trust (1857), 3 & J. 456. 














Refd. Holmes v. Godson (1856), 8 Do G. M. & G. 152; 
Shaw v. Ford (1877), 7 Ch. D. 669. 
9539. ——.]—-WILLIAMS v. CLARK, No. 





9129, ante. 

9540. Right to interim interest.) — Testator, 
after making a provision for the maintenance of 
his children, gives ‘ali the rest, residue, & re- 
mainder of his real & personal estate,”’ to his son 
T. W. G., “ to be a vested interest on his attaining 
the age of twenty-one’’; &, ‘ if he shall happen 
to die before twenty-one,” then to his daughter 
K. G. with remainders over. The rents & profits 
are to accumulate until T. W. G. attains the age of 
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twenty-one, or dies under that age.—GLANVILL 
v. GLANVILL (1816), 2 Mer. 38; 35 EB. R. 855. 


Annotations :—Consd. Taylor v. Frobisher (1852), 5 De G. 
& Sm. 191. Apld. Wakefield v. Doe (1858), 32 L. T. 
UO. S. 121; Hale v. Hale (1876), 24 W. kh. 1065. Refd. 
Cunningham v, Murray (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 366; 
Hodgson v. Bective (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 376. 


9541. -]|—Testator directed £6,000 to be 
settled on the marriage of his daughter, & then 
went on to give it to trustees, with a separate life 
interest to his daughter; after her death for her 
childrem, on their attaining twenty-one, if the 
mother should be then dead; but if not, then not 
till after her decease; & if no child should live to 
attain a vested interest, then to fall into his resi- 
ae ; & he gave his residue to A. for life, remainder 
to B. 

If I were to introduce a clause providing for the 

application of the interest between the death of 

the mother & the time when the child will attain 
twenty-one to the maintenance of the child, the 
effect would be to give the child an immediate 
vested interest. ‘This would be contrary to tes- 
tator’s intention (KINDERSLEY, V.-C.).—FULLER- 

TON v. MARTIN (1860), 1 Drew. &Sm. 31; 29 l. J. 

Ch. 469; 1L. T. 531; 6 Jur. N.S. 265; 8 W. KR. 

289; 62 I. R. 290. 

Annotations :—Refd. Allhusen v. Whittell (1867), 36 L. J. Ch. 
929; Ite Hawkins, White v. White, [1916] 2 Ch. 570. 
9542. j|—Testator bequeathed a sum of 

£5,000 Bank Annuities in trust for such child or 

children of A., a bachelor, as should attain twenty- 
one, & directed that same, & the income thereof, 
should be transferable & payable to him, her, or 
them on their respectively attaining such age; & 
in case no child of A. should attain twenty-one, he 
directed the Bank Annuities & unapplied income 
thereof to fall into his residuary personal estate, 
which he bequeathed upon trusts for tenants for 
life, with remainders over :—Held: the dividends 

accruing between the death of testator & birth of a 

child of A. fell into the residue as income.— 

EDMUNDS v. WAUGH (1863), 2 New Rep. 408, L. JJ. 
9543. Right to interim maintenance.|—Bequest 

to grandchildren if they attain twenty-one, with 

gift over:—Held: they were entitled to the 
interest for maintenance during their minority.— 

Re BOWDEN (1837), 6 L. J. Ch. 146. 


(c) On Death of Parent without Issue. 

9544. Whether bequest vested or contingent—-In 
children.|—-BOUCHER v. ANTRAM (1671), 2 Kep. Ch. 
65; 21 E.R. 617. 

Annotation :—Consd. Smith v. Clever (1688), 2 Vern. 59. 
9545. -|—Bequest of residue of real & 

personal estate to the children of A. equally, with 

a bequest over thereof to other if A. should die 

without leaving issue. This is a vested interest, 

defeasible ; & the children, as they are respectively 
born, shall take the accruing interest equally.— 

SHEPHERD v. INGRAM (1764), Amb. 448; 27 FE. R. 

296, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Skey v. Barnes (1816), 3 Mer. 335; 
Hutcheson v. Jones (1817), 2 Madd. 124. Apld. Jte 
Adams, Adams v. Adams, (1893} 1 Ch. 329 Consd. 
Holford, Holford v. Holford, 11894] 3 Ch. 30. Refd. 
Stone v. Harrison (1846), 2 Coll. 715; ite Jeffery, Burt v. 
Arnold, [1891] 1 Ch. 671. 

9546. -]—Residue of personal estate 
bequeathed to the children of testator’s two 
daughters, their exors, etc. ; with a limitation over 
in case both his daughters should die without 
issue ; a vested interest in the grand-children; & 
the limitation over is too remote.—RAWLINS v. 
GOLDFRAP (1800), 5 Ves. 440; 31 E. R. 671. 

9547. ~——.]—Gift of personal property to 
trustees, to be settled on the marriages of testator’s 
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daughters for their separate use, & on their 
deaths upon trust for their children, with a limita- 
tion over in the event of either of the daughters 
dying without having been married, or without 
leaving any children her surviving. The shares of 
the children of each daughter are vested, subject 
to be divested by all dying before their mother ; & 
there being one alive at her death, the representa 
tive of two who died before her, held entitled to 
their shares.—BROMHEAD v. HUNT (1821), 2 Jac. & 
W. 459; 37 E. R. 708. 











9548. ——.]—CROWDER v. STONE, No. 
9939, post. 
9549. .}—Testator bequeathed his 


residuary estate to trustees in trust, as to one-third 
for his daughter for life, & after her decease in 
trust for her children, & to be paid to them on 
attaining twenty-five ; but if his daughter should 
leave but one child her surviving, then the whole 
third to go to & become the property of such only 
child upon its attaining twenty-five, & be trans- 
missible to its exors.; but in case his daughter 
should leave no child her surviving, or in case she 
should leave a child who should not attain twenty- 
five then over :—Held : the bequest to the children 
was void for remoteness. 

Testator has made it perfectly manifest that 
he intended no child to take absolutely except in 
the event of its attaining the age of twenty-five 
years & also surviving its mother (SHADWELL, 
V.-C.).— HUNTER v. JUDD (1833), 4 Sim. 455; 58 
i. R. 170. 

Annotations :—-Distd. King v. Isaacson (1853), 1 Sm. & G. 
371. Refd. Lang v. Pugh (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 718 ; 
Boughton v. James (1844), 1 Coll. 26; Briggs »v. Chamber- 
lain (1853), 11 Hare, 69; Chance v. Chance (1853), 16 
Beav. 572. 

9550. -.]—-Testatrix bequeathed a 
moiety of her residuary estate to her daughter I‘., 
so that the annual interest thereof should be 
received by her for her natural life, & upon her 
decease to go & be equally divided amongst all & 
every her children lawfully begotten; & in case 
of her decease without lawful issue, then to J. E. 
married & had only one child, which died an infant 
in her lifetime :—Held: the child of E., notwith- 
standing its death in its mother’s lifetime, took 
under the wills of testatrix an absolute vested 
interest in a moiety of her residuary estate.— 
PYE v. LINWOOD (1842), 6 Jur. 618. 

9551. .]—Bequest to trustees, upon 
trust for the six children, by name, of L., deceased, 
for their respective lives, & the capital equally 
among the children of each tenant for life, per 
slirpes, to be paid at twenty-one or marriage ; 
& if any of said six children should die without 
leaving any children or child, then over :—Held : 
a vested indefeasible interest in each child of a 
tenant for life, on attaining twenty-one.—Casa- 
MAJOR v. STRODE (1843), 8 Jur. 14. 


Annotations :—Consd. lve aber reon Trust, Kx p. Oliver 
(1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 667. pid. White v. Hight (187%), 


12Ch. D.751. Refd. Jte Yates’s Trust (1851), 21 L. J. Ch. 


281; Jte Ball, Slattery v. Ball (1888), 40 Ch. D. 11 

9552. .]—Testatrix bequeathed £3,000 
to trustees, upon trust to pay the interest to B. for 
life; & after the decease of B. testatrix willed that 
the said £3,000 should be equally divided among 
such of her children as should be living at the time 
of her death, as they respectively attained the age 
of twenty-one; but her will was that if B. should 
die without leaving issue, then the £3,000 should be 
paid to C.:—Held: the children of B. took 
vested interests in the £3,000 at her death, & conse- 
quently the share of one who died after B., under 

e age of twenty-one, devolved to her father 48 
her administrator.—BREE v. PERFECT (1844), 1 














Part XVI.—CONSTRUCTION. 


Coll. 128; 2L.T. 0.8. 476; 8 Jur. 282; 63 BF. R. 


351. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Locke v. Lamb (1867), L. R. , 
372. Williams v. Clark (1851), 4 Deu. & Sin ate: 


Ingram v. Suck! 1 , . T. O. 8. 89; : 
Trust (1860), 1 Drow. & vm, 368; Tee Phorapeon'e Trusts 
Gey) 19 W. R. 196; Kidman v. Kidman (1871), 40 

. J. Oh, 359; Fe Bevan'’s Trusts (1887), 34 Ch. D. 716; 
Fe Jobson, Jobson v. Richardson (1889), 44 Ch. D. 154; 

Re Edwards, Jones v. Jones, (1906] 1 Ch. 570, 

9558. -]—Devise & bequest of real & 
personal estate to trustees for A. for life, & after- 
wards ‘‘ to convey & assure ’’ equally between all 
A.’s children, on their respectively attaining 
twenty-one, with a gift over on A.’s death 
without ‘‘leaving any child.” There was_one 
child who survived A., & died an infant :—Held : 
(1) such child did not take a vested interest ; 
(2) the gift over did not take effect. (3) Bequest 
of leaseholds, upon trust to assign unto all the 
children of A. on their respectively attaining 
twenty-one, & if one child, to assign to such child 
(omitting on attaining twenty-one). An only 
child, who died an infant, was held to take a 
vested interest.—WALKER v. MOWER (1852), 16 
Beav. 365; 51 E.R. 819. 

Annotations :—Generally, Consd. Re Finch, Abbiss v. Burney 

(1881 b, 1 2 Gh. D. 211; Re Fletcher, Doré v. Fletcher (1885), 


; Ite Edwards, Jones v. Jones, (1906) 1 Ch. 570. 
Refd. Ingram v. Suckling (1859), 33 L. T. O. 8. 89. 














9554. -]—WESTWOOD v. SOUTHEY, No. 
9851, post. 
9555. -]—Testator gave to two trus- 








tees, in trust for the child or children of his 
daughter-in-law, the sum of £700 to each child, to 
be paid by his exors. as soon as each child became 
of the age of twenty-one years or by mutual agree- 
ment the trust was to continue longer after each 
child should have passed the age of twenty-one ; 
the aforesaid sums to remain tothe stock & posses- 
sion of his exors. until the whole sum be paid to the 
said trustees, for the sole use of the said children ; 
but should either child or both children of his 
daughter-in-law die without leaving issue, then the 
£700 for one child, or if both die & leave no issue 
living, £1,400 for the use of other persons :—Held : 
the grandchildren of testator upon attaining twenty- 
one took absolute interests in the money, liable to 
be divested in the event of their dying without 
leaving issue.—COTTON v, COTTON (1854), 23 L. J. 
Ch. 489; 2 W. R. 207. 

9556. —— -]—Testator bequeathed certain 
leaseholds upon trust, for his wife for her life, & 
after her death upon trust for his two daughters 
for their lives, as tenants in common in equal 
shares, to their separate use; & in case either of 
his daughters should happen to die under twenty- 
one, & without leaving lawful issue, her share to go 
to the survivor, & from & immediately after the 
respective deaths of his daughters, then upon trust 
for their respective children, as & when they 
should respectively attain twenty-one years, share 
& share alike as tenants in common; & in case his 
daughters should die without leaving lawful issue, 
then upon trust for the next of kin of his wife, 
according to the Statute of Distributions. The 
will contained a residuary gift in favour of testa- 
tor’s wife :—Held: the children of the daughters 
took vested interests without reference to their 
attaining the age of twenty-one.—INGRAM v. 
SUCKLING (1859), 33 L. T.O0.S. 89; 7W. R. 386. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Re Bevan’s Trusts (1887), 34 Ch. D. 

716. Refd. Kidman v. Kidman (1871), 40 L. J. Ch. 359. 

9557. -]—Testator directed that a 
legacy of £1,500 should be set apart for the benefit 
of his daughter. A. for life, & after her death the 
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principal & capital thereof to go & be divided 
amongst her children. ‘‘ & in case she should have 
no child or children,” then the same to go to & for 
the benefit of his son M. & his children in like 
manner. He made a similar bequest in favour of 
his son M., & directed that ‘‘ in case both his son & 
daughter should die without leaving any issue him 
or her surviving,’’ then the sum of £1,500 should 
go and be divided amongst his next of kin & the 
remaining £1,500 amongst the next of kin of his 
wife. A. married pltf., by whom she had one 
child only, who died in her lifetime. A. died, 
leaving pltf. & deft. M. surviving her :—Held: 
the child of A. took a vested interest in the legacy 
of £1,500, which was not cut down by the subse- 
quent bequest over, & pltf. was entitled to the 
capital as the legal personal representative of his 
daughter.— WHYTE v. CoLLins (1860), 3 L. T. 263 ; 
6 Jur. N.S. 1281. 

9558. .|—Testator, by his will, directed 
as to his general residue, to pay & divide same with 
the accumulationsfrom the timeof the decease of 
his mother, who had a life interest therein, between 
& amongst a brother & four sisters, naming them, 
‘‘& he did further will & direct that in case his 
said brother, or any of his said sisters, should 
depart this life before his or her share or shares of 
such residue should become payable, without 
leaving lawful issue him or her surviving, that 
then & in such case the share or shares of him or 
her so dying should be paid to the survivors or 
survivor in equal shares,’ with directions for 
maintenance, education, etc., of infant children of 
his said brother & sisters so dying :—Held: the 
original & accruing shares of any of the legatces so 
dying without issue went to the survivors in equal 
shares; the children of either of the said, legatees 
took vested interests in the parent’s share or shares 
on the death of such parent.—SPILSBURY v. KENT 
(1861),5 L. T. 343. 

9559. .|—Testatrix by her will, dated 
in 1828, gave all her property to trustees upon 
trust, as to the interest of a sum of £5,000, for her 
sister for life; & after the death of such sister 
the interest to be paid to testatrix’s daughter, 
she having first attained twenty-five; if the 
daughter married with the consent of the exors., & 
died ‘‘ leaving children, the interest to be appro- 
priated for the maintenance & education of such 
children,’”’ of whom testatrix constituted the exors. 
guardians as to the due application of the same 
according to their discretion, ‘‘ & the principal to 
be divided amongst them as they shall severally 
attain the age of twenty-five years’’; after the 
death of the sister & in the event of the daughter 
marrying without consent or marrying with 
consent ‘‘ & dying without leaving issue,’’ then 
over. The daughter survived testatrix, attained 
twenty-five & in 1842 married with the necessary 
consent. The sister died in 1854, & the daughter 
in 1886, having had two children, who survived 
her :—Held: the gift was not void for remoteness, 
but the fund vested in the children of the daughter 
living at her death.—Re BEVAN’s TRusts (1887), 
34 Ch. D. 716; 56 L. J. Ch. 652; 56L. T. 277; 35 
W. R. 400. 

Annotation :—Distd. Ite Jobson, Jobson v. Richardson (1889), 
59 L. J. Ch. 245. 

9560. --|—Re TURNEY, 
TURNEY, No. 9266, ante. 

9561. In parent.]|—Bequest of residue to 
testator’s daughters A. & B. in equal proportions ; 
& in case of the death of either, the whole to the 
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survivor of them; & in the event of their marrying 
& having children, then to the child or children of 
them, or the survivor of them, if they should attain 
the age of twenty-one years; but if not, then 
among the children of C. A. & B. survived tes- 
tator; & A., who died without having been married, 
bequeathed the whole of her property to B.: 
Held: the bequest did not become absolutely 
vested in A. & B. on the death of testator, but 
continued subject to the executory bequest over 
in favour of C.—CHILD v. GIBLETT (1834), 3 My. & 
K.71; 8L.J.Ch. 124; 40 EF. R. 27. 

saa a ‘—Refd. Edwards v. Edwards (1852), 19 L. T. 


9562. .|—Testator bequeathed the 
sum of £2,000 in trust for his niece, & if she should 
die without leaving any issue to attain the age of 
twenty-one, then in trust for his sister. The niece 
being unmarried :—Held: she had not an absolute 
vested interest in the £2,000.— DANIEL v. WARREN 
(1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 290; 7 Jur. 462; 63 
KE. R. 127. 

Annotations :—Refd. Hinves v. Hinves (1844), 3 Hare, 609; 
Chambers v. Chambers (1846), 15 L. J. Ch. 318; Blann v. 
Bell (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 775; Macdonald v. Irvine 
(1878), 8 Ch. ID. 101. 

9563. -J—M. H., by her will, gave to 
trustees the sum of £3,000 upon trust to pay the 
interest thereof for the maintenance of A. & to pay 
him the principal when he should attain twenty- 
one; but directed that in case he should die before 
his legacy should be payable leaving lawful issue, 
such issue should take their deceased parent’s legacy. 
She then gave one moiety of the residue of her estate 
upon trust for W. for her life & after the death of 
W. she gave this moiety to A. at the time his other 
legacy became payable & in case of his death with- 
out leaving lawful issue, then the same to be 
equally divided between B. C. & D. A survived 
testatrix., attained twenty-one & died in the life- 
time of W., without ever having been married :— 
Held: the share of the residue had vested in him 
absolutely & did not go over to B. C. & D.— 
WoOODBURNE 2. WOODBURNE (1850), 3 De G. & 
Sm. 643; 19 L. J. Ch. 88; 15 L. T. O. S. 21; 
14 Jur. 565; 64 E. R. 642. 

oo Oe :--Refd. Bowers v. Bowors (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 








9564. ——- ———.]—-Testator gave certain real 
estate charged with an annuity to his wife ; &, if it 
should not be sufficient, the deficiency to be made 
up out of property specifically devised to his 
children. Subject thereto he gave his residuary 
estate to his three children absolutely, with a 
proviso that, if either should die without lawful 
issue, his share should go to the others & the 
children of any child then dead, such children only 
to take the shares to which their parents were 
entitled during their lives :—Held: the shares of 
the children vested absolutely on the death of the 
testator’s widow.—Re ALLEN’S ESTATE (1855), 3 
Drew. 380; 25 L. J. Ch. 280; 4 W. R. 137; 61 


EK. R. 948. 

9565. -—— a ipo bequeathed a 
legacy of £1,500 stock upon trust for her nephew, 
W., until he should attain the age of twenty-one 
years, & then over. She directed that in case any 
of the four legatees therein named, W. being one 
of them, should happen to depart this life without 
leaving lawful issue, then in trust for the survivors 
or survivor of them, in certain proportions. W. 
attained his age of twenty-one years, but died 
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without issue :—Held : he took an absolute vested 
interest in the legacy on his attaining twenty-one. 
—Re HAYNE’S Trusts (1868), 18 L. T. 16. 

9566, .|—Testatrix devised & be- 
queathed the residue of her real & personal estate 
to trustees, with a direction that they should 
receive the rents, etc., & invest same until a 
daughter should attain her age of twenty-one, & 
then ‘‘ to pay the same to & for her sole & separate 
use & benefit. But, if my said daughter should 
die without leaving any lawful child or children, 
then I direct the same to be paid to the said lawful 
children or child of my said brother, if more than 
one in equal shares’’ :—Held: the gift was an 
absolute gift of the real & personal estate to the 
daughter, defeasible in the event of her dying 
without children.—DRAKE v. COLLINS (1869), 20 
L. T. 970. 





ae: 





9567. -——- ———.]—-FINCH v. LANE, No. 9037, 
ante. 
9568. .| — Testator, after dividing 








equally his residuary estate between his two sons, 
directed that ‘‘in the event of either of my two 
sons dying before his brother without legitimate 
issue, then his share shall] become the property of 
his surviving brother; but if there are any legiti- 
mate children surviving their father, then’”’ for 
their benefit as directed :—Held: the bequest 
created a vested interest in the sons, but: one liable 
to be divested as to the son first dying, whether 
before or after testator’s death, in favour of the 
objects named in the clause of substitution.— 
DuFFILL v. DuFFILL, [1903] A. C. 491; 72 L. J. 
P.C.97; 89 L. T. 82; 19'T. L. R. 600, P. C. 

9569. .|— Testatrix by her will made in 
1903 devised & bequeathed her residuary real & 
personal estate to trustees upon trust for sale & 
conversion & reinvestment, & to hold the trust 
funds upon trust as to a moiety for E. H. provided 
that if he should die without leaving any issue 
living at his death the moiety of the trust funds 
should be held in trust for J. D. S., if he should 
attain the age of twenty-one years or marry 
under that age. Testatrix died on June 29, 1907, 
& J. D. S. was killed in the Battle of Jutland on 
May 31, 1016, while under the age of twenty-one & 
unmarried. Ona claim by E. H. that his interest 
in the moicty had thereby become indcfeasibly 
vested :—Held: KE. H. was not indefeasibly en- 
titled to the moiety of the residuary estate & in 
the event of his dying without leaving issue 
living at his death the moiety was undisposed of 
& passed to the statutory next of kin of testatrix 
at the date of her death.—Re BoLp, BANKS v. 
HARTLAND (1926), 95 L. J. Ch. 201; 1384 L. T. 
595; 70 Sol. Jo. 526, 








(d) On Other Contingencies. 


9570. Whether bequest vested or contingent— 
Gift over on death before specified time.]— 
Legacies given to children, payable at a certain 
time, & a moiety of a term to one, after the death 
of his wife; but if should die before portion be- 
comes payable, to go to survivors; this only 
extends to the pecuniary legacy.—RICHARDS v. 
Cock (1725), Cas. temp. King, 12; 25 E. R. 195. 

9571. .]|—Vesting of legacies, where, 
by the bequest thereof, they were given to be paid 
on a day certain, ‘‘ & in case any of the legatees 
should die before that day, that their legacies 
should be given to whomsoever of his or her 
children to whom he or she should bequeath it.”’ 
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9570 1. Whether bequest vested or contingent—Gift over on death before specified time.}—Re GARDNER HstaTe (B. C.), (1918) 


3 W. W. R. 66.—Ci 
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If the legacy was vested, it was vested at 
testator’s death, & then the expression would 
naturally have been used, “ within three years after 
my decease,’’ whereas it is plain here, testator 
speaks of a time when they shall become entitled 
as a contingent time (SHADWELL, V.-C.).—TOLLNER 
v. MARRIOTT (1830), 4 Sim. 19; 58 E.R. 83 eub 
nom. TOLNER v. MARRIOTT, 9 L. J. O. S. Ch. 14. 


Annotations :~-Mentd. He Hartley, Stedman v. Dunster 
1887), 34 Ch. ID. 742; de Tunno'’s Ketate, Raikes v. 
Raikes, (1890), 63 L. 'T. 23. 


9572. Gift over on not making will.] 
TIoLMES v. GopDsON, No. 9527, ante. 

95738. Gift over on marriage.|—D. by his 
will bequeathed to his son C. a legacy of £3,000, 
but ‘‘in the event of his marrying K.” testator 
directed his exors. & trustees to retain & invest the 
£3,000, & hold the investments on certain trusts 
for C. & Ix. G., & the issue of the marriage. Tes- 
tator also bequeathed leasehold premises to his 
trustees, subject to a licence to M. to occupy the 
same for life, upon trust for C., but “if C. shall 
marry K.,”’ then upon trusts corresponding to the 
trusts of the £3,000. C. married K. three months 
after testator’s death, & before he had received his 
legacies from the exors. :—Held: for C. to retain 
his absolute interest in the legacies, he must not 
be married to K. either at the expiration of a year 
from testator’s death, when the legacies were 
payable, or at any shorter time, when the exors. 
were ready to pay or assent to the legacies, & as 
C. was married to K. before the happening of either 
of the events, the gift over took effect, & the 
exors. & trustees held the legacies upon the trusts 
directed in that event by testator.—MOoONEY v. 
MongBy (1881), 50 L. J. Ch. 623; 44 L. T. 639; 
29 W. RR. 660. 











k. Class Gifts. 

9574. Whether bequest vested or contingent.]|— 
Bequest of £3,000 to J. the wife of C. for the use of 
her younger children, to be distributed as she should 
appoint ; in default, equally. AI J.’s children by 
C. being born at the time of the will & death of 
testator, it was held vested as a present legacy to 
them, subject to variation as between them, but 
not to extend to her children by a future marriage. 
The period of vesting being as above, one who was 
a younger child at testator’s death, & became an 
elder afterwards, was held entitled.—COLEMAN v. 
SEYMOUR (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 209; 27 E. R. 987, 
L. Cc 


Annotations :—Consd. Horsley v. Chaloner (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 
83; Ite Master’s Scttlint., Master v. Master, [1911] 1 Ch. 
321; Re Chartres, Farman v. Barrett, [1927] 1 Ch. 466. 
Refd. Kemp v. Kemp (1801), 5 Ves. 849; Ze Harris’s 
Trusts (1804), 2 Eq. Rep. 1110. 

9575. —-—.]|—LLoyp v. BirpD (1789), cited in 

9 Ves. at p. 305; 32 HK. R. 620. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Schenck v. eee (1804), 9 Ves. 300. 
Refd. Spencer v. Bullock (1795), 2 Ves. 687. 


9576. .]—Bequest to the child or children of 
testator’s two daughters in terms, creating a 
tenancy in common: viz. equally to be divided, 
etc.; to be paid at twenty-one, or marriage of 
daughters; with survivorship upon the death of 
any before his or their shares become payable: 
the accrued share to be equally divided, & to be 
payable, etc., as the original shares: the issue of 
any dying in the lifetime of the two daughters 











9573 1. ——— Gift over on marriage. )-— 
MADILL v. MADILL, 26 N. Z. Li. R. 737. 


9573 i. ——- ———-.]—_ Re MONRAD, 27 
N. Z. L. R. 633.—N.Z. 


i. 


o.-—— —— Or death.) — Re 
GuEGory’s Wirz (1919), 22 W. A. L. R. 


p. 

BALSTON v. HSTATE 

N.Z. C. P. D. 184.—S. AF 
q. Or death without 

leaving will.}—Re 

VERE, [1924] 8S. A. S. R. 417.— a 


Gift over i 
without having receiv share.j}—PIL- 
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to stand in the place of the parent; & a limitation 
over in case his daughters die without issue; or, 
having had issue, such issue should dic in the life- 
time of his daughters. ‘The event of the death of a 
child above twenty-one not being within the 
survivorship expressed, his interest vested in his 
representative, subject to the ultimate contingent 
limitation.— BAYARD v. Smitu (1808), 14 Ves. 470 ; 
33 E. R. 601. ; 

9577. .|—A person transferred £8,000 3 per 
cent. Consols & £4,500 South Sea stock into the 
names of his illegitimate daughter & her husband, 
& their two eldest children, & by parol declara- 
tions, confirmed by an entry in a memorandum 
book, declared the investment to be for the benefit 
of all his daughter’s children who should attain 
twenty-one. He afterwards transferred £900 long 
annuities into his own name, jointly with the names 
of his illegitimate daughter & her two eldest 
children, & made a parol declaration that he did 
not intend to part with the control over this stock, 
& he disposed of it by a codicil to his will :—Held : 
after the death of the daughter & her husband, & 
her two eldest children under twenty-one, that 
two surviving children, who had attained twenty- 
one, were entitled to the Consols & South Sea 
Stock, & the long annuities passed by testator’s 
codicil.--- KTLPIN v. KILPIN, K1LPIN v. LAMB (1834), 
1 My. & KX. 620; 39 E.R. 777, L. C. 

Annoeion :~+Mentd. Tucker v. Burrow (1865), 2 Hem. & M. 

9578. .]}—Testator gave real & personal 
estate to trustees to accumulate the rents, etc. for 
twenty years after his decease, & after certain 
payments to stand possessed of the accumulated 
fund in trust for ‘ all & every the child & children 
of his children A., B., & C., now born, or who shall 
hereafter be born during the lifetime of their 
respective parents, as should attain twenty-one, 
or marry with consent ; & whether born or unborn 
when any other of them attain the age or time 
aforesaid & their respective exors., administrators, 
& assigns.” At the expiration of the twenty 
years there were several children of B., who had 
attained twenty-one. But A. & B. were still 
living :-—Held: the grandchildren had vested 
interests in the fund, subject to be divested or 
diminished, in the event of there being other chil- 
dren of A. & B., who should attain twenty-one or 
marry.—Scorr v. SCARBOROUGH (EARL) (1838), 1 
Beav. 154; 8L. J. Ch. 65; 48 E. R. 898. 
Annotutions :—Consd. Re Holford, Holford v. Holford, [1894] 

3 Ch. 30. Refd. te Jeffery, Burt v. Arnold, [1891] 1 Ch. 

671; te Jeffery, Arnold v. Burt, [1895] 2 Ch. 577. 

9579. .|}—PETERS v. DIPPLE, No. 9288, ante. 

9580. .|—Testator directed the dividends 
of two sums of stock to be equally divided between 
all his nephews living at his decease, &, after the 
decease of any of them, the capital of his share to 
be sold & the proceeds to be divided amongst his 
children ; &, in default of such issue, then to go 
& be divided amongst the children of A., &, in case 
all A.’s issue should be dead, then to be divided 
amongst the children of B. <A. had four children. 
Three of them died; & then one of testator’s 
nephews died without issue :—Held: the three 
deceased children, as well as the surviving child 
of A., took vested & transmissible interests in 














.] —- ESTATE 
BAISTON, [1920] 


—— CHER v. LOGAN (1914),158. R. N. 8. W. 
24; 32N.58. . W.N. 5.—AUS. 

t. Gift over on death un- 
married. }—KELLETT ¥. KELLETT (1871), 
5 1. R. Eq. 298.—IR. 

; Gift over on death of 
survivor of annuitants.])-——JOHNSTON v. 
JOUNBTON (1840), 2 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 
1038; 15 Fac. Coll. 1109.—8SCOT. 
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Sect. 20.— Vesting: Sub-sect. 8, K. & L.; sub-sect. 


share of the stock.— 


the deceased nephews’ 
10 Jur. 


COHEN v. WALEY (1846), 15 Sim. 318; 

767; 60 E. R. 641. < 
9581. -.)—Residuary personal estate was 

bequeathed in trust for all the sons & daughters of 

A. & B., who were living, the shares to be vested 

at twenty-one, though ‘ not payable or transmis- 

sible’’ until the deaths of A. & B. The will 
contained powers of maintenance :—Held: the 
sons & daughters, on attaining twenty-one, ac- 
quired vested interests subject to the rights of 
future-born children, & after attaining twenty-one, 
they were entitled, in the life of A. & B., to pay- 
ment of their shares of the income, though not of 
the capital.— EL Luis v. MAXWELL (1849), 12 Beav. 

104; 18 L.T. O.S. 398; 50 E. R. 1000; previous 

proccedings (1841), 3 Beav. 587. 

Annotations :— Mentd. Weatherall v. Thornburgh (1878), 8 
Ch. D. 261; Temple v. Thring (1887), 56 L. J. Ch. 767. 
9582. ——.]—-Although the available personal 

estate of a testator was employed in the payment 

of debts & legacies, & in providing a fund to pay 
an annuity, & nothing could be divided until the 
death of an annuitant & the falling in of a rever- 
sionary interest, still the class of objects entitled 

under a gift ‘‘ to the children of J. H., M. I1., J. P., 

& M. P., who should attain twenty-one, to be 

equally divided between them per capita, & not 

per slirpes, was held to be ascertained at his death, 

& some of such objects having attaincd twenty- 

one in his lifetime :—Held: the interests were 

vested, & those born in testator’s lifetime took to 
the exclusion of others subsequently born.— 

HAGGER v. PAYNE (1857), 23 Beav. 474; 26L.J.Ch. 

ra 29L. T. O.S.47; 3 Jur.N. S. 479; 53 E.R. 


Annotation :—Consd. Rte Deloitte, Gritiths +. Allbeury, 
(1919) 1 Ch. 209. 





9583. ——.]—-If?e Jacop’s WILL, No. 9388, 
ante. 

9584. —-.|—-MERRY v. Hi11, No. 9144, ante. 

9585. ——.]-— A testator bequeathed his per- 


sonal estate to his wife S. for life, & after her de- 
cease, ‘‘ to be divided amongst my heirs & to their 
children with H., share & share alike.’ Testator 
had five brothers & sisters, some of them died in 
his lifetime, leaving issue; others survived him 
é& died in the lifetime of S., leaving issue :—IWeld : 
a gift to a class to be ascertained at testator’s 
death, & consisting of the brothers & sisters living 
at the death of testator, the children of brothers & 
sisters then dead, & H., & those persons took 
vested interests.—Re PEppirT’s Estate (2), 
CHESTER v. PHILLIPS (1877), 36 L. T. 500. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Moore v. Simkin (1885), 53 L. IT. 815. 





9586. |—Re Woop, Moore v. BAalLey, 
No. 9324, ante. 
9587. -|—Where a fund is left to a class 





contingently on their attaining twenty-one, the 
eldest of the class on attaining twenty-one takes 
a vested interest in possession of his share & a 
contingent interest in the shares of the other 
members of the class who are still under twenty- 
one.—Re WILLIAMS’ SETTLEMENT, WILLIAMS v. 
WILLIAMS, [1911] 1 Ch. 441; 80 L. J. Ch. 249; 
104 L. T. 310; 55 Sol. Jo. 236. 
olati Neerae - Re C , Pap 6 { 

AN eT 1BL Mentds te Groghc's Bette ae L919), 

SettImt., Crook v. Preston, [1923] 2 Ch. 339. 

9588. |—A eg eas upon trust to pay & 
divide a share among the members of a class as & 
when they shall respectively attain the age of 
twenty-five years, may, although primd facie of 
a contingent nature, be controlled by provisions in 





WILLS, 


testator’s will indicative of an ‘intention to confer 
vested interests. 

Thus, where such a bequest to the children of a 
tenant for life was followed by a gift over of the 
share, if the tenant for life should die without 
having issue, a provision that any beneficiary being 
entitled to a vested interest in any capital moneys 
under the will should until attaining twenty-five 
years be only entitled to the net income to arise 
from his ‘‘ expectant share or interest,’’ & a power 
of maintenance out of net income :—Held: each 
of the children took a vested interest before attain- 
ing twenty-five years of age, the expression 
‘“ expectant share or interest ’’ being construed as 
having reference to the vested share of a child 
being liable to be divested upon death under 
twenty-five years of age.—Re CAMPBELL, COOPER 
v. CAMPBELL (1919), 88 L. J. Ch. 239; 120 L. T. 
562: 63 Sol. Jo. 286. 


9589. Gift distinguished from gift to mem- 
bers of class.]|—-It was argued in argument, & 
indeed is well settled, that if there be a gift to an 
individual or a class upon the attainment of a 
certain age, such gift is primd facie contingent on 
the specified age being attained, but that where 
there is also a gift to the same individual or class 
of the income to accrue before the specified age be 
attained, the gift of the corpus, though in form con- 
tingent, will be construed as conferring a vested 
interest. This is not unreasonable, for the donor 
evidently contemplates that the beneficiary will 
take the income till the specified age be attained & 
the corpus when such age is attained; in other 
words, that he will ultimately take the whole 
subject-matter of the gift, both principal & 
income. Further, the gift of the intermediate 
income may consist in a direction to apply such 
income for the maintenance or benefit of the 
individual or the members of the class, provided 
in the latter case that each beneficiary is to have 
the income of his or her expectant share & that 
testator does not create a common fund for the 
common maintenance of the class. It is possible 
also that a direction to apply the intermediate 
income or such part thereof as the trustees may 
think proper for the maintenance or benefit of the 
beneficiary will have the same effect. I cannot, 
however, find any case in which the creation in 
the trustees of a mere discretionary power to apply 
the income of an expectant share for the main- 
tenance or benefit of the beneficiary, with a 
direction to accumulate the income not so applied 
for the benefit of the persons who ultimately 
attain a vested interest in the share in question, 
has been held to vest a gift originally given upon 
attaining a specified age. I do not see how it 
can in principle have this effect, for the donor is 
evidently contemplating not that the beneficiary 
will in some fourm or other enjoy the intermediate 
income, but that he will not so enjoy it unless the 
discretionary power be exercised. Further, I 
have come to the conclusion that there is a broad 
distinction, for the purposes I am considering, 
between a gift to a class upon attaining a specified 
age & a gift to such members of a class as attain 
a specified age. In the latter case clearly no one 
is intended to take unless he attains the age in 
question. It is no longer a question of con- 
struiny as vested a gift which is aps prima facie 
contingent, but of adding to the class of bene- 
ficiaries (PARKER, J.).— te HUME, PUBLIO TRUSTEE 
v. MABEY, [1912] 1 Ch. 693; 81 L. J. Ch. 882; 106 
L. T. 335; 56 Sol. Jo. 414. | 

i : Ussher, Foster v. Ussher, [1922 
kanes : Peiateall Blackwell v. Blackwell, 


Part XVI.—Construction. 


Bequest postponed to life estate.] — See Sub- 
sect. 3, E. (c), ante. 

Bequest postponed until youngest beneficiary 
= specified age.|—-See Sub-sect. 3, F. (b), 
ante. 

i of interim interest.)—See Sub-sect. 3, C., 
ante. 

Gift of interim maintenance.]—Sce Sub-sect. 3, 
H. (0), ante. 


LL. Other Cases. 

9590. Whether bequest vested or contingent— 
Bequest to A. during life of B.—Death of A. living 
B.|—-Testator directed the proceeds of the residue 
of his estate to be divided between his three children 
in certain shares during their lives; & after the 
decease of any one or two of his said children, until 
the decease of the survivor, the shares that 
belonged to the parents in their lifetime were to be 
divided amongst the children of such one or two 
of his said children so dying; & after the decease 
of the survivor of the three children, the whole 
residue was to be divided between his grand- 
children who should be then living equally per 
capita, & not per stirpes; & if any of his children 
should be then dead leaving issue, such issue were 
to stand in the place of their deceased parent, & 
receive the same proportion of the estate as such 
parent would have been entitled to if living. 
One of the daughters, who died first, had three 
children, who died in her lifetime. The trustees 
accumulated the shares of such daughter until the 
death of the survivor :—Held: the representative 
of the three deceased grandchildren was entitled 
to such accumulations. 

It is clear that if the interest of a sum of money 
were given to C. D. during the life of J. S. & C. D. 
were to die, living J. S., the representatives of C. D. 
would be entitled (LORD CRANWORTH, V.-C.).— 
HOMER ». GOULD (1851), 1 Sim. N.S. 541; 15 Jur. 
457; 61 KH. R. 209; sub nom. HORNER v. GOULD, 
20 I. J. Ch. 657. 

9591. ——— Bequest of residue after execution of 
trusts.|—W. by will bequeathed all his estate to P. 
in trust to pay W.’s debts, then certain annuities 
which were to increase in a certain manner by the 
death of the annuitants till they reached a certain 
sum, the annual free produce to belong to P. & 
then testator said ‘“ after executing the purposes 
of the trust, the free residue of the trust funds shall 
pertain & belong to P. & the heirs of his body ”’ 
with limitations over, P. died before some of the 
annuitants :—Held: the residue vested in P. 
during his life, & the vesting was not suspended by 
the will until all the annuities ceased to be paid.— 
PURSELL v. NEWBIGGING (1855), 26 L. T. O. S., 
41, H. L. 

9592. ——— Bequest to children on death of either 
parent—Subsequent provision for distribution on 
death of parents.|—Testator gave the interest 
arising from a sum of stock to V., which interest 
he was to enjoy along with his wife, M., during their 
respective lives, but in the event of either dying & 


PART XVI. SECT. 20, SUB-SECT. 3. 395, 301.—IR. 


_b. Whether bequest vested or con- 
tingent—Direction for formation of 
partnership—Predecease of intended 
partner.J—MCCALLUM v. RIDDELL, 23 
O. R. 537.—CAN. 


C, Gift on failure _of appoint- 
ment by person of unsound mind if he 
recovered sanity.]J-—-BEDDY v. COURT- 
NAY, 19 L. R. Iv. 245.—IR. 

d. ——— Gift to children in case both 
or either of sons die leaving children 
fatherlese—No prior gift to sons.}—Re 


PATERSON (1870), 


a 





DOUGALL wv. M‘F 


RICHARDSON’S TrRusSTS, [1896] 1 I. R. 

e. —— Discretion 
withhold conveyance 
absolutely.J—PATERSON’S 


Soss.) 449; 42 So. Jur. 198.—SCOT. 

Provision 

should not vest until payment.}—Mac- 

ARLANE’S TRUSTEKS 

sen), 17 RR. (Ct. of Sess.) 761; 27 
ec. L. R. 638.—SCOT. 


. Interest only 
inion of trustees to 
of capital paid.}— 


the survivor marrying again, then the capital 
to be divided, share & share alike, between their 
children; an arrangement ultimately to take 
place at the death of their parents, should neither 
marry again. Testator then directed that the 
money should not be removed from the English 
funds during the lifetime of V. & M., nor until 
the period arrived ‘ for its distribution, after their 
death, among their children surviving, share & 
share alike ”’ :—-Held: the interests of the children 
were not contingent on their surviving their 
parents, the concluding words not being sufficient 
to render the previously vested gift contingent.— 
Re DUKE, HANNAH v. DUKE (1880), 16 Ch. D. 112; 
29 W. Rt. 341, C. A. 

9593. ——— Gift in event of having specified 
number of children—Attaining specified age.|— 
Where testator bequeathed a legacy to trustees 
upon trust to pay the income to A. for life, & after 
his decease if A. should have three or more children 
who should attain twenty-one, for his exors. or 
administrators; & if he should have two such 
children, as to a moiety for his exors. or adminis- 
trators, & as to the other moiety for the sister 
of A. & her children :—Held: A. having had two 
children he was absolutely entitled, on their attain- 
ing twenty-one years, to a moiety of the fund.— 
Re Bogie, Bocie v. YORSTOUN (1898), 78 L. T. 
457. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—LEGACY CHARGED ON REAL 
ESTATE. 
A. In General. 

9594. Whether bequest contingent until time of 
payment.]—-Legacy to be paid at sixteen years of 
age. legatee dics before; her administratrix 
shall not receive it till the sixteen years end.— 
SANDERS v. EARLE (1680), 2 Rep. Ch. 188; 21 
Ki. R. 653. 


Annotation : Wentd. Crickett v. Dolby (1795), 3 Ves. 10. 


9595. --- —.|—CHANDOS (DUKE) v. TALBOT, No. 
9116, ante. 

9596. -- -.|—GorpDON v. RAYNES, No. 9117, 
ante, 

9597. —-—.|—M. being entitled to the reversion 


of an estate after the death of his wife devised it 
to C. & his heirs, so as he should pay to his sister 
E. £100 within six months after the reversion 
came into his possession. HE. died in the lifetime of 
the wife, & K.’s representative brings the bill 
against C. for the £100. The legatee dying before 
the time of raising the £100 was come, her repre- 
sentative is not entitled.—Hatu v. TERRY (1738), 
1 Atk. 502; West temp. Hard. 500; 26 EH. R. 
317, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Hutchins v. Foy (1740), 2 Com. 716. 
Distd. Hodgson v. Rawson (1747), 1 Ves. Sen. 44. _Consd. 
Tunstall v. Brachen (1753), Amb. 167. Distd. Jeale v. 
Titchener (1771), Amb. 703. _ Consd. Benyon v. Maddison 
(1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 75. Refd. Nicholls v. Judson (1742), 
2 Atk. 300; A.-G. v. Milner (1744), 3 Atk.112; Godwin 
». Munday (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 191. 


TRUSTERS (1897), 24 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 
666; 34 Sc. L. R. 497; 45. L. T. 


in trustees to 338.—SCOT. 
temporarily or h. Discretion in trustee to ‘‘ appor- 
‘RUSIEES v. tion c& set apart’’ share.}—Mac- 
8 Macph. (Ct. of FARLANE’S TRUSTEE v. MACFARLANE 


11 8. L. 


that 


£b903), 6 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 201; 41 
bequest SCO L. R. 164; T. 505.— 


PART XVI. sae ei SUB-SECT. 4. 


payable — Dis- 95941. Whether b contingent until 
Pay capital—Vesting time of on rd OLTON v. BOLTON 
USSELL ¥. BELL’S (1861), 12 I. Ch. R. 233.—IR, 
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Sect. 20.—Veating : Sub-sect. 4, A. B. & C.J 

9598. J—It is settled now whether the 
portion charged upon land be given with or with- 
out interest by deed or by will; if the person dies 
before the age at which it becomes payable it 
shall sink into the estate (LORD HARDWICKE, C.).— 
Boycor v. CoTron (1738), 1 Atk. 552; West 
temp. Hard. 520; 26 E. R. 347, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Parker v. Hodgson (1801), 1 Drew. 
& Sm. 568; Henty v. Wrey (1882), 21 Ch. D. 332. Mentd. 
Balfour v. Cooper (1883), 23 Ch. D. 472, 

9599. .J—LOWTHER v. CONDON (1741), 2 
Atk. 127; Barn. Ch. 327; 26 E. R. 480, L. C. 
Annotations :—Apld. Sherman v. Collins (1745), 3 Atk. 

319. Consd. Hodgson v. Rawson (1747), 1 Ves. Sen. 44. 

Distd. Tunstall v. Brachen (1753), Amb. 167; Tolner 

v. Marriott (1830), 9 L. J. O. S. Ch. 14. Apld. Poole 

v. Terry (1831), 4 Sim. 284; Murkin v. Phillipson (1834), 

3 My. & K. 257. efd. Godwin v. Munday (17/79), 1 Bro. 

C. C. 191; Benyon v. Maddison (1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 75. 

9600. .|—A legacy chargeable on a mixed 
fund, if personal assets are sufficient, is payable 
though the legatee die before the day of payment, 
otherwise on real estate only.—RICHAPDSON vt. 
GREESE (1743), 3 Atk. 65; 26 E. R. 840, L. C. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Wallace r. Pomfret (1805), 11 Ves. 542. 

9601. .|—A legacy out of real estate to be 
paid within twelve months after the death of A. 
The legatee survives A. but one month; it does 
not lapse but goes to the representative.—Ilopa- 
BON ut. RAWSON (1747), 1 Ves. Sen. 44; 27 E. Rh. 
880, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Refd. S'unstall v. Brachen (1753), Amb. 167 ; 
Jeale v. Fitchener (1771), Amb. 703 ; Godwin v. Munday 
(1779), 1 Bro. C. C. 190. 

9602. |—GAWLER v. STANDERWICK, No. 


9638, posi. 

9603. .|—Legacy charged upon real estate 
& payable at a future day, sinks as to the real 
estate by the death of the legatee before the time 
of payment ; & the assets cannot be marshalled.— 
PEARCE v. LOMAN, PEARCE v. TAYLOR (1796), 3 
Ves. 185; 30 E.R. 934, L. C. 


Annotations :-— Apld. Parker v. Hodgson (1861), 1 Drew. & 
Sm. 568. Refd. T'ombs v. Roch (1846), 2 Coll. 490. 


9604. .|—Testator by his will gives £2,000 
to a daughter, to be paid as thereinafter mentioned, 
& charges certain estates with the payment. Ina 
subsequent passage he directs his daughter to let her 
legacy remain in the hands of the exors., at interest, 
till she should happen to ey: & that then & in 
such case the legacy should be paid by certain 
instalments by the exors., they contributing to the 
payment equally. He then devises the property 
charged, subject to the payment of the legacy, to 
three of his sons, whom he appoints his residuary 
legatees & exors., they paying his debts, funeral 
expenses, the legacy above-mentioned, & certain 
annuities :—Held : the bequest was a vested legacy 
of £2,000 & not merely a gift of the interest while 
the daughter remained single, with a contingent 
gift of the principal in the event of marriage.— 
HUDSON v. FORSTER (1841), 2 Mont. D. & De G. 
177; sub nom. Re Forster, 10 L. J. Ch. 340, L. C. ; 
affg. 8. C. sub nom. Re FORSTER, Ha p. FORSTER, 
1 Mont. D. & De G. 418, Ct. of R. ° 

9605. .|—Testator devised real estate to A. 
in fee, charged with an annuity to B. for life, & 
directed that after the death of B. the estate 
should be charged with the payment of £100 
«w-piece to X., Y., & Z., & that the same should 
he paid to them respectively within six calendar 
months after the death of B., or such of them ag 
should be then living. XX. died in the lifetime of B. : 
—Held: the legacy to X. had not vested, & was not 
payable to his representatives. 

atever may be the terms of a gift of money 
charged on land, if the payment is postponed, the 


























WILLS. 


legacy will not vest until the time of payment. 
There is an exception to this rule, which does not 
apply here, where the postponement of the pay- 
ment might appear to have reference to the situa- 
tion or convenience of the estate (PARKER, V.-C.). 
—GOODMAN v. DruRY (1862), 21 L. J. Ch. 680; 20 
L. T. O. S. 6. 

9606. .|—Legacies or portions charged on 
real estate, & payable at a future time, do not 
vest until the time appointed for payment. Upon 
the death of the legatee or portioner before the 
time appointed for payment, they lapse, or sink 
into the inheritance. If, however, the payment of 
the legacy or portion is postponed, not from any 
consideration ‘personal to the legatee or portioner, 
but for the convenience of the estate, the legacy 
or portion will, notwithstanding, vest in the 
legatee or portioner before the time of payment.— 
REMNANT v. Hoop (1860), 2 De G. F. & J. 306; 
80 L. J. Ch. 71; 3.1L. T. 485; 6 Jur. N.S. 1173; 
45 KE. R. 674, L. JJ. 








Annotations :—Consd. Henty v. Wrey (1882), 21 Ch. D. 332, 
Refd. Davis v. Huguonin (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 730. 
9607. -| — Testator gave an annuity, 


charged on land, to A. for her life. & directed the 
annuity, at her decease ‘‘to go to the child of 
which she was then pregnant if it be alive to it & 
its heirs for ever if it attained the age of twenty-one 
years if not the money to be divided ”’ amongst 
a class. The child was born alive, & attained the 
age of twenty-one, but died before A. :—Held: 
the annuity vested absolutely in the child at 





twenty-one.—BAINES v. IBBOTSON (1866), 15 
W. R. 656. 
9608. .|—Testator, by will, gave to each of 


his younger sons £1,000, ‘‘ which I charge on my 
estate at A. hereinafter devised to my eldest son, 
but. I direct that the sum shall not be raiseable or 
paid to therm respectively until my eldest son shall 
come into actual possession of the M. estate.”’ 
The M. estate was settled on F. for life, remainder 
to the eldest son of testator for life, remainder to his 
issue in tail male. The eldest son died before F., 
& without coming into possession of the M. 
estate :—Held: the legacies to younger sons 
were wholly contingent upon the eldest son 
becoming owner of the M. estate; & as that 
event had not happened they failed & sank into 
the residue. ---TAYLOR v. LAMBERT (1876), 2 Ch. DD. 


177; 45 L. J. Ch. 418; 341. T. 567; 24 W. BR. 
691. 
9609. ——— Portion.|—One charges his lands 


with £6,000 for the child, with which his wife was 
privement ensient, if it proved a daughter, with a 
clause of entry for non-payment. A daughter 
is born & dies. The £6,000 shall not go to her 
admiinistrator.-—NORFOLK v. GIFFORD (1690), 2 
Vern. 208; 23 FE. R. 735 

9610. .|—-BREWEN v. BREWEN (1702), 
Freem. Ch. 254; Prec. Ch. 195; 22 EK. R. 1192 ; 
sub nom. BRUEN v. BRUEN, 2 Vern. 439; sub nom. 
BREUEN v. BREUEN, | Hq. Cas. Abr. 267, 
Annotations :—Conad. King v. Withers (1735), Cas. temp. 

Talb. 117; Harvey wv. Aston (1740), 2 Com. 726; 

Hutchins v. Koy (1740), 2 Com. 716; Lowther v. Condon 

(1741), 2 Atk. 127. Distd. Tunstall v. Brachen (1753), 

Amb. 167. € . Remnant v. Hood (1860), 2 De G. F. 

& J. 396. Refd. Boycot v. Cotton (1738), 1 Atk. 552; 

Teynham v. Webb (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 198; Northumber- 

land vw. Egremont (1759), 1 Hiden, 435 ; Godwin v. Munday 

1779), 1 Bro. C. C. 1913; Davis v. Huguenin eee) 1 

em. & M. 730: Henty vw. Wrey (1882), 21 Ch. D. 332. 

Moentd. A.-G. ». Thompson (1712), Prec. Ch. 337. 

9611. ——— .|—LANGLEY v. OATES (1708), 
2 Hq. Cas. Abr. 541; 22 H.R. 455, L. C,. 

9612. -|—If a portion is charged on 
lands, payable at twenty-one, & the child _ 
before, it shall sink into the estate, but if it is 
charged on the personal estate, it vests in the child 
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though he dies before the time of payment.—RicH 
v. WILSON (1728), Mos. 68; 25 E. R. 275, L. C. 

9613. — .]—CHANDOS (DUKE) v. TALBOT, 
No. 9116, ante. 











9614. -.]—Charge upon land payable 
at a future day not vested till the time of payment. 
——PHIPPS v. MULGRAVE (LORD) (1798), 3 Ves. 613 ; 


30 E. R. 1182, L. C. 


Annotations :—Refd. Lyon v. Mitchell (1816), 1 et 467; 
Pee Lowman, Devenish v. Pester (1895), 12 R. 


.|—See, also, SETTLEMENTS, Vol. XL., 

pp. 622-628, Nos. 1603~-1627, 1645-1674. 

9615. Expression of contrary’ intention.|— 

Le ae charged upon real estate to vest immedi- 

ely on testator’s death, but to be paid to the 
eee on attaining twenty-one, & the interest to 
be applied in the meantime for maintenance, the 
legatee having died before attaining twenty-one :— 

Held: the express direction that the legacy should 

vest on the death of testator prevents its sinking 

for the benefit of the devisee, & the personal 
representative of the legatee was entitled to the 
legacy.— WATKINS v. CHEEK (1825), 2 Sim. & St. 

199; 57 E.R. 321. 

Annotations :—-Mentd. Eland v. F — (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 
420; Forbes v. Peacock (1846), 1 Ph. 717; Stroughill 
v. Anstey (1852), 1DeG.M. & G. Oss ; Haynes v. ag 
ieee ll Haro, 03; Corser v. Cartwright (1875), 

7H... 731; de Venn & Furze’s Contract, (1894] y ‘ch 
101 ; Solomon v. Attenborough, [1912] 1 Ch. 451, 
Time for payment of legacies generally.|—Scee 

ExEcuTORs, Vol. XXILITL., p. 396, Nos. 4669-4677. 
Interest on legacies charged on land.|—See EXE- 

cUTORS, Vol. XXIIT., p. 412, Nos. 4818-4826. 
Charge of debts & legacies on real estate, 

generally.|—See Kxrcutrors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 

501-518, Nos. 5067-5844. 








B. Postponement to Prior Limited Interest. 


9616. Whether bequest vested or contingent.|]— 
A. devises to his daughter M. £2,500 at the age of 
twenty-one or marriage, & if his son C. die without 
issue male, then M. to have at twenty-one or 
marriage, the farther sum of £3,500, & if the son's 
so dying do not happen before the age of twenty- 
one, or marriage of M., then she is to receive it 
whenever it may after happen. Then devises his 
real estate to C. his son in tail male, remainder to 
his brother in fee: & declares his will to be, that 
his lands devised be liable to that payment when- 
ever it becomes due; & directs, that in case of 
failure of C., M. her heirs & assigns, shall join in a 
surrender of some copyholds to the use of his 
brother: otherwise the legacy of £3,500 to be void. 
The father dies; the daughter marries, having 
attained twenty-one, & dies in C.’s lifetime; her 
husband administers to her; C. dies sans issue 
male. The £3,500 shall not sink in the land, but 
shall be raised for the benefit of the administrator 
of M. if the personal estate be deficient.—KINe v. 
WITHERS (1735), Cas. temp. Talb. 117; 3 P. 
Wms. 414; 25 E. R. 693, L. C.3; affd. sub nom. 
WITHER v, kina, 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 135, H. L. 


Annotations :—Consd. Bradley v. Powell (1736), Cas. temp. 
Talb. 193. Distd. Hall v. Terry a 1 Atk. 502. 
Consd. Goodtitle d. Gurnall ». Wood (1740), Willes, 211; 
Lowther v. Condon (1741), 2 Atk. 127. Apld. Beauclerk 
v. Dormer (1742), 2 Atk. ie Emes v. Hancock (1742), 
2 Atk. 507. Dis A.-G. ilner Oe 3 Atk. 11 
Consd. Sherman v. Golling (1745), 3 Atk. 319; Hodgson v. 
Hawson (149); 1 Ves. Sen. 44 ; ‘unstall ». Brachen (1753), 
Am 67; Embry v. Marlyn (1754), 1 Keny. 77. pld. 
Godwin v. Munday tod 1 Bro. C. C. 191. 
Remnant v. Hood (1860), 2 De G. F. ; 
Huguenin (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 730. Refd. Pullen v. 
@ Bod. “R (17438), 2 "Atk. 587; Wingfield vw. Newton (1744), 

ser 428 ; Tollett v. Tollett (1753), Amb. 194 ; 

BT ca a, Bro. C. C. 181; Worrall v. 

Marlar ar (1764), 1 ox tye Cas. 145; Jones v. Roo (1789), 
8; Hen 


Rep: 2 . Wrey (1882), 19 Ch. D. 492; 
Re Cromawe Parkin v paawell (1883), 24 Ch. D. 102. 
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9617. --|—Devise of lands to his sister, pay- 
ing £100 a year to his wife for life, & several 
legacies within twelve months after the death of 
his wife. Several of the legatees died in the life- 
time of the wife, & held their representatives 
were entitled.—TUNSTALL v. BRACHEN (1753), 





te 167; 1 Bro. C. C. 124, n.; 27 BE. R. 111, 
Annotation -—Apld. Hodgson v. Rawson (1747), Belt’s 
u 
9618. .|—One devises to his son J. in tail ; 


remainder to his daughter P. in tail; remainder to 
her son N., & his heirs, on condition he pay £100 
to the eldest sister, pltf.’s mother, at or soon after 
his being in possession ; ; & for non-payment the 


estate should be to pltf.’3 mother. J.P. & E. are 
dead; pltf.’3 mother died, & afterwards the 
remainder in fee came to N.:—Held: the repre- 


sentative of the mother was entitled to the £100.— 

EXMBREY v. MARTIN (1754), Amb. 230; 1 Keny. 77; 

27 E.R. 153, LC. 

9619. J—SEAL v. TICHENER (1771), 2 Dick. 
444; 21 BE. R. 342; sub nom. JEALE v. TITCHENER, 
Amb. 703; 1 Bro. C. C. 120, n., L. C. 

9620. .|—R. M. by will gave an estate to his 
wife for life, &, if there should be no issue between 
them, to deft., charged with two sums to be paid 
to M. B. & W. R.; afterwards M. B. being dead, 
by codicil he ordered the legacy to her to be paid 
to W.R. & A. B. W. R. died, living the wife, the 
charge was vested & transmissible to his repre- 
sentatives.—DAWSON v. KILLET (1781), 1 Bro. 
C.C.119; 28 BE. R. 1023, L. C. 

Abies: -—Apld. Bayley v. OP "(1g03), 9 Ves. 6. 
Refd. Monkhouse v. foe. Ce Cc. C 298; 
Scurficld v. Howes ea ae Bro. C. rc "90 ; 

Hayne (1869), L. Kt. & Eq. 262. 

9621. ‘J—Devise of estate to second son J. 
after the deccase or marriage of the wife, churged 
with £100 to testator’s daughter M. M. died, 
living the wife :—Held: the legacy vested in M. & 
transmissible to her representative.—-GODWIN v. 
Munpay (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 1913; 2 Dick. 551 ; 
28 KH. R. 1076, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Henty rv. Wrey (1882), 19 Ch. D. 492. 
Refd. Hodgson v. Rawson (1747), 1 Ves. Sen. 44. 


9622. .|—Testator devised real estates to 
A. for life, remainder to B. in fee. He gave a 
legacy to C., to be paid to her by B., within twelve 
months after A.’s death; & he charged his estate 
with the legacy 3 ; & appointed A. his extrix. C. 
died in A.’s lifetime :—Held: that the legacy did 
not lapse. 

The intention of testator was that those legacies 
should not be paid until his nephew came into 
possession of the estates, & had the means of pay- 
ing them: &, consequently, the payment was 
postponed, on account of the circumstances of the 
estate, & the legacies vested on the death of tes- 
tator (SHADWELL, V.-C.).— POOLE v. TERRY (1831), 








Power v. 











4 Sim. 204; 58 HK. R. 110. 
9623. .|—Hupson v. Forster, No. 9604, 
ante. 


C. Postponement until Youngest Beneficiary y Attains 
Specified Age. 

9624. Whether bequest vested or contingent j= 
MURKIN v. PHILLIPSON, No. 9683, post. 

9625. .]—Testator devised his real estates 
to C. in fee, charged with the payment of the 
legacies given by his will, & he bequeathed unto his 
daughters M.,S., & H1., the legacy of £300 a-piece, 
& to his sons T. & B. the legacy of £400 a-piece, the 
same to be payable unto his sons & daughters or 
their respective lawful representatives within 
twelve months next after the youngest of them 
should have attained his or her age of twenty-one 





WILLS. 


Sect. 20.—Vesting: Sub-sect. 4, C., D., EF. & F.; 
sub-sect. 5.] 


years. Nevertheless he willed that if C. should 
think proper & find it more convenient to pay unto 
such of them as should attain twenty-one his, her, 
or their respective legacy or legacies as they should 
respectively attain that age, or at any time after- 
wards, & prior to the time of the youngest of them 
attaining that age, it should be lawful for him to 
do so. Testator’s daughter S. attained her age 
of twenty-one years, but died without having been 
paid her legacy, & before the youngest child of 
testator attained twenty-one :—Held: notwith- 
standing, the legacy of £300 bequeathed to her 
was vested & payable to her legal representatives. 
—-BROWN v. WOOLER (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 
134; 7 Jur. 103; 63 E. R. 59. 

9626. -|—Testator devised Blackacre to 
trustees upon trust out of the rents & profits to pay 
an annuity to J. & A., his wife, jointly, & a similar 
annuity to the survivor & upon trust to accumulate 
the residue for the benefit of the children of J., & 
divide the same among such children when the 
youngest attained thirty, ‘‘& if any of such 
children ’’ should die under thirty leaving issue 
such issue were to take their parent’s share :— 
Held: all the children who survived J. took vested 
interests.—KNox v. WELLS (1864),2 Hem. & M. 
674; 34 L. J. Ch. 150; 11 L. T. 666; 10 Jur. 
N.S. 1252; 13 W. R. 228; 71 E.R. 626. 


D. Postponement for Benefit of Estate. 


9627. Whether bequest vested or contingent.]— 
LOWTHER v7. CONDON (1741), 2 Atk. 127; Barn. 
Ch. 327 > 26 E. R. 480, Iu. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Tunstall rv. Brachen (1753), Amb. 167. 
. Tolner v. Marriott (1830), 9 L. J. O. 8. Ch. 14. 

Apld. Poolo v. Terry (1831), 4 Sim. 294 ; Murkin v. Phillip- 

son (1834), 3 My. & K. 257. Refd. Sherman v. Collins 

views 3 Atk. 319 ; Hodgson v. Rawson (1747), 1 Ves. Sen. 

44; Godwin v. Munday (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 191; Benyon 

v. Maddison (1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 75. 


9628. -]—Devise of lands to wife for life, 
& after her death, to the son, he paying out of 
such lands £600 to testator’s daughters within six 
months after death of wife, with power of entry in 
case of non-payment. The daughters died in the 
life of testator’s wife :— Held: the legacies vested, 
& on his death to be raised for their representa- 
tives. 

Where portions are postponed, without being 
made payable at twenty-one, or marriage, the 
postponing is for the convenience of the estate 
(LORD CAMDEN, C.).—MANNING v. HERBERT 
(1769), Amb. 575; 27 BE. R. 372, L. C. 

9629. .|—Legacy charged upon land, pay- 
able at a certain time: the legatee dies before that 
time; but being charged & the estate devised 
subject to that charge, the devisee must take it 
cum onere, & the legacy shall be raised.— CLARK 
v. Ross (1773), 2 Dick. 529; 1 Bro. C. C. 120, n. ; 
21 EH. R. 375, L. C. 

9630. ——.J—KrEmp v. Davy (1774), 1 Bro. 
C. C. 120, n.; 28 EB. R. 1025. 

9631. .|—Estate given to testator’s wife for 
life, & after her death, to her son & his heirs, 
charged with a legacy: the legatee survived 
testator, but died in the lifetime of the wife; the 
legacy held to have vested, & to be charged on 
the estate.—PAWSEY v. EDGAR (17786), 2 Dick. 
631; 1 Bro. C. C. 191, n.; 21 E. R. 376, L. C. 

96382. .]—Devise upon trust, by mtge., or 
out of the rents & profits, to pay debts, & after- 
wards to raise portions for testator’s daughters, 
“such portions to become due, & be considered 
as vested at the expiration of two years next after 
my decease, if my debts shall be then paid.’’ This 

















is a condition precedent to the portions becomin. 
v' ; &, one of the daughters having die 
while her portion remained unpaid, upon a ques- 
tion between her representative & the persons who 
would be entitled in the event of the portion not 
having become vested in her lifetime, an inquiry 
was directed as to the time when the debts were, 
or might have been, paid.—BERNARD v. MOUNT- 
AGUE (1816), 1 Mer. 422; 35 BE. R. 729. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Astley v. Essex (1871), 6 Ch. App. 898. 


9633. .|—Testator gave legacies of £50 
each to six grandchildren, when the youngest 
grandchild should come of age, payable from the 
produce of a real estate then to be sold, & if either 
of those children should not live to come of age, 
nor have an heir born in wedlock, he directed the 
£50 to be equally divided among the surviving 
children. E., one of the six grandchildren, 
married during her minority, but afterwards 
attained twenty-one, & before the youngest grand- 
child attained that age she died, leaving a child :— 
Held: her legacy of £50 was a vested interest, & 
belonged to her personal representatives. 

The payment of these legacies might well have 
been postponed only for the convenience of the 
estate, &, if that were so, the case would not be 
within the principle that the legacy lapses for the 
benefit of the land (LEACH, M.R.).—MURKIN 1. 
PHILLIPSON (1834), 3 My. & K. 257; 3 L. J. Ch. 
143; 40 FE. R. 98. 

9634. - —-.|—-Legacy charged on real estate, 
& payable on the brother & sister of the legatee 
attaining the age of twenty-one, held not to have 
lapsed by the death of the legatee, before the 
time of payment; the payment being postponed 
for the convenience of the estate, & not as a con- 
dition annexed to the person of the legatee.—- 
GOULBOURN v. BROOKS (1837), 2 Y. & C. Ex. 
7 7L. J. Ex. Eq. 33; 1 Jur. 354; 160 E. QR. 





ee —.1—-GOODMAN v. Druky, No. 9605, 
ante. 

9636. »|—REMNANT v. Iloop, No. 9606, 
ante. 


Ii, Gift of Interim Interest. 


9637. Whether bequest vested or contingent. |— 
Boycot v. Corron, No. 9598, ante. 

9638. .]—A legacy payable out of land ata 
future day, although given with interest in the 
meantime, shall not be raised if the legatee dic 
before the time of payment. The ct. will not direct 
a legacy to be raised out of land before the time 
of payment, although it will secure a personal fund 
for a future or contingent legatee.—GAWLER vt. 
a a (1788), 2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 15; 380 
r. R. 8. 
Annotations :—Refd. Murkin v. Phillipson (1834), 3 L. J. Ch. 





143. Mentd. Walsh v. Gladstone (1843), 13 L. J. Ch. 52. 
9639. -|—IUDSON v. FORSTER, No. 9604, 
ante. 


F. Gift of Interim Maintenance. | 


9640. Whether bequest vested or soning’) 
—A. devises £4,000 to his son, to be paid a 
his age of twenty-five, & interest in the mean- 
time, & he to have a maintenance thereout; & 
directs the £4,000 to be raised out of a trust estate. 
The son dies under twenty-five. This is a vested 
legacy, & shall go to his exors.—CAVE v. CAVE 
(1705), 2 Vern. 508; 23 EK. R. 925. 


Annotations :—Dbtd. Boycot v. Cotton (1738), 1 Atk. 552. 
istd. Meredith v. Tooke (1745), 1 Hov. Supp. 324. Refd. 
Harvey v. Aston (1740), 2 Com. 726; Re Do Falbe, Ward 
v. Taylor, (1901) Ch. 623. Mentd. Norton v. Dashwood, 
[1896] 2 Ch. 497. 
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0641. --}-—OARTER v. BLETSOB (1708), Gilb. 
Ch. 11; Prec. Oh. 267; 2 Vern. 617; 2 Eq. Cas. 
pends Ses ae 
Anno —— 0 e te 8 e 1740 PY C 1 . 

Refd. King v. Withers (1735), Cas, pa : Talb. ue: 

Prowse v. Abingdon (1738), 1 Atk. 482; Godwin v. 

Munday (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 191; Parker v. Hodgson 

aa & Sm. 568; Henty v. Wrey (1882), 21 


9642. ——.]—-Testator gives legacies, to be 
raised by the means after pointed out; then 
directs an estate to be purchased, a sum to be 
raised for maintenance, & the residue of the rents 
to be appied to raise the legacies, & in default, 
makes the estate liable. The legacies are not 
personal, but a charge on the real estate; & one 
of the legatees dying an infant, the legacy shall 
not be raised for the administrator.—HARrrison 
v. NAYLOR (1790), 3 Bro. C. ©. 108; 2 Cox, Lq. 
Cas. 247; 29 EB. R. 438, L. C. 

Annotations :—COonsd. Stansficld v. Habergham (1804), 10 
Ves. 273; Re Hart's Trusts, Hx p. Block (1858), 3 De G. 
& J. 195. Refd. Vincent v. Stansfield, Habergham 1. 
Vincent (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 353. 

9643, ———.]—-PRICE v. HarpDING (1851), 
L. T. O. S. 131. 
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SUB-SECT. 5.—LEGACY CHARGED ON MIXED 
FUND. 

9644. Whether bequest contingent until time of 
payment.|—CHANDOS (DUKE) v. TALBOT, No, 9116, 
ante. 

9645. -|—WHEDDON v. OXENHAM (1731), 2 
Eq. Cas. Abr. 546; 22 E. R. 460. 

9646. -]—One by his will devises, that all 
his debts & legacies shall be paid by his exor. out 
of his personal estate, if that shall be sufficient ; 
but if not, then that his exor., within twelve 
months after his death, shall sell or mortgage so 
much of his real estate, as shall be sufficient for 
that purpose, & (intcr alia) gives a legacy of £1,000 
to J. who dies within a year, & the personal estate 
1s not sufficient; this is a vested legacy, & shall 
be paid to the exor. of the legatee, though charged 
upon land ; for the words, within twelve months, 
denote the ultimate time, but the exors. may pay 
the legacy sooner.—Wi1LSON v. SPENCER (1732), 3 
P. Wms. 172; 24 E. R. 1017; sub nom. Wrs0Nn 
ue cha wana WILSON wv. SmITH, Cooke, Pr. Cas. 
Annotations :—Consd. Whaley v. Cox (1737), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 


nee ; Hodgson v. Rawson (1747), 1 A Sen. 44. Refd. 


all v. Terry (1738), West temp. Hard. 500; Seal r. 


Tichener (1771), 2 Dick. 444. 

9647. -]|—PROWSE v. ABINGDON (1738), 1 
Atk. 482 ; West ¢emp. Hard. 312; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 
464,n.; 26 E. R. 306, L. C. 


Annotations :—Refd. Hutchins v. Foy (1740), 2 Com. 716; 
Nicholls v. Judson (1742), 2 Atk. 300. entd. Pearce v. 
Loman, Pearce v. Taylor (1796), 3 Ves. 134. 


9648. -]—M. by her will devises all her real 
& personal estate not otherwise disposed of to 
G. & directs that out of the real & personal estate 
L. should be paid £2,000 upon trust until his 
daughter attained eighteen or was married to 
place it out at interest; but when she attained 
that age or was married to pay the same with 
interest to his daughter; & she directed that the 
£2,000 should be paid within one year & a half 
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96441. Whether bequest contingent until 


all his es & chattels, to his 
mother for life, & after her death to 
her sister P. absolutely, charged with 
legacies to several ons. One of 
the legatees died af 
before his mother, the tenant for life : 


9644 il. 





—Held: the legacy did not lapse, but. 
was a vested interest in the te 


time of payment. —Testator devised on v. Hopason, 22 Gr. 287.— 
te, lan : 


.}~-V. seized of a free- 
hold estate, & possessed of a term for 
years, with a covenant for renewal, be- 
r testator, but yaaa to his daughter a ey seed & of 

600, charged both upon the freehold 
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after her decease, & she charged her house in 
Lincoln’s Inn Fields, in the first place with the 
payment of the sum of £2,000. M., the daughter 
of L., having died half a-year after testatrix :— 
Held: the legacy of £2,000 was not a vested 
legacy & her representative was not entitled to 
it.— VAN v. CLARKE (1739), West temp. Hard. 699 ; 
1 Atk. 510; 25 E. R. 1156, L. C. 


Annotations :—Refd. Hutchins v. Foy (1740), 2 Com. 716; 
A.-G. v. Milner (1744), 3 Atk. 112; Hodgson v. Rawson 
eo ee Sen. 44; Parker v. Hodgson (1861), 1 Drew. 

m. . 


9649. --]—SHERMAN v. Comins (1745), 3 
Atk. 319; cited in 1 Ves. Sen. at p. 45; 26 E. R. 
985, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Hodgson v. Rawson (1747), 
Sup. 37; Manning v. Herbert (1769), Amb. 575. 
9650. Personalty sufficient.)—RicuARDSON 

v. GREESE, No. 9600, ante. 

9651. -|}—ANON. (1744), 2 Eq. Cas. 
Abr. 551, pl. 33; 8 Vin. Abr. 391, pl. 26; 22 BE. R. 
464, L. C. 

9652. —-— Bequest postponed to life estate.|— 
Testator, giving all his real & personal estate to 
trustees, upon trust after payment of debts, 
funeral & testamentary expenses, to permit his 
wife to receive the rents of the realty & enjoy the 
personalty for her life, she maintaining his son E. 
during his minority, & after his decease to the use of 
testator’s sons T., J., & E., as tenants in common, 
subject to the payment of £200 to each of his 
daughters H. & M. at the expiration of six calendar 
months after the decease of his wife, provided that 
if either or both of his daughters should happen to 
die in the lifetime of his wife, or before their 
respective portions became payable, leaving lawful 
issue, such issue should have the portion of the 
parent so dying. H., one of the daughters, died 
in the lifetime of testator’s widow, unmarried: & 
upon the question whether the legacy of £200 
given to her was vested or not :—Held: it was 
vested.— WILKINSON v. CHAMBERLAIN (1855), 3 
W. R. 601. 

9653. Gift of interim  interest.]|—The 
English law, as administered by the Ct. of Ch. 
considers a gift to a legatee at twenty-one, or 
payable at twenty-one, or when he attains twenty- 
one, as a condition, & though interest is directed 
to be paid in the meantime, if the legatee dies before 
twenty-one the condition is not performed, & the 
legacy fails. 

Testator gave a legacy upon the death of his 
granddaughter to her child or children, to be paid 
to such child or children at his, her or their respec- 
tive ages of twenty-one years, & directed that the 
shares of such child or children as at the time of 
his granddaughter’s death should be under the 
age of twenty-one years should bear interest at 
the rate of 5 per cent. & charged the legacy on his 
residuary real & personal estate, & the personal 
estate was deficient. ; 

The granddaughter died, leaving one child, 
who afterwards died under twenty-one :—Held: 
the legacy sank into, & was not raisable out of, 
testator’s real estate. ——-PARKER v. HODGSON (1861), 
1 Drew. & Sm. 568; 30 L. J. Ch. 590; 4 L. T. 
762; 7 Jur. N. S. 750; 9 W. R. 607; 62 H.R. 
495. 


Belts 











estate & upon tho term; & directed 
that the legacy should be paid upon 
her attaining age, or day or ma ; 
whichever should first happen, with 
interest from the day of his death 
Held: this legacy, so far as it was 
ed upon the term, was vested.— 
upsoN’s Mrnors (1843), Drury 
temp. Sug. 6.—IR.,. 


legatee.— 
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Srcr. 21.—DIVESTING. 

9654. Divesting clause strictly construed.|— 
TEMPLEMAN v. WARRINGTON, No. 9292, ante. 

9655. ———.]—-In a will by a father, giving a life 
interest in a fund to his daughter, with words 
importing the gift of a vested interest in remainder 
after her decease to her child & children, followed 
by these words ‘‘ in case the daughter shall leave 
no child or children, or, having such, all. of them 
shall happen to die under age without issue,”’ 
then a gift over in that event :—Held: it requires 
very strong words to take away the effect of a 
prior clear vested gift; &, notwithstanding the 
ordinary sense of ‘“leave,’’ it was _ testator’s 
intention to give the fund over only in case the 
previous limitations should fail; & the fund 
vested absolutely in the only child of the daughter, 
who died in the lifetime of its mother.—Re THOMP- 
SON’s TRuUsBT, Ex p. OLIVER (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 
667; 22 L. J. Ch. 273; 20 L. T. O. S. 289; 17 
Jur. 16; 64 EF. R. 1291. 

Annotations :—Consd. Treharne v. Layton (1875), L. RK. 
10 Q. B. 459. Refd. Bythesea v. Bythesea (1854), 23 
L. J. Ch. 1004; Young v. Turner (1861), 1 B. & S. 550; 
Bryden v. Willett (1869), L. R. 7 Eq. 472; Jte Hamlet, 
Stephen tv. Cunninghain (1888), 39 Ch. D. 426; Te 
Cobbold, Cobbold v. Lawton, [1903] 2 Ch. 299. 

9656. —-—.]—Testator, by his will, left all his 
property to his three daughters, share & share 
alike, as tenants in common, in fee. By a subse- 
quent codicil, testator provided that if one of the 
three daughters should get married, the two then 
remaining single should, at the end of twelve 
months after his decease, pay to the married sister, 
the sum of £500 in lieu of any further claim on his 
property, & that the two surviving daughters, 
then single, should be sole possessors of all his 
property in fee:—Held: this codicil did not 
operate, unless one of the daughters were married 
before the death of testator, or at all events within 
twelve months after it. 

It is contended, that his estate was subject to 
a condition, & that the estate in fee over vested 
in her was divested on her subsequent marriage. 
Now, it would require very clear words to effectuate 
such a purpose (JERVIS, C. J.).—LLOypD v. DAVIES 
(1854), 15 C. B. 76; 20. L. R. 17&8; 23 L. T. 
O.S. 160; 18 Jur. 1056; 2W.R. 495; 1389 E. R. 
347 ; sub nom. DOE d. LLoyD v. DAVIES, 23 L. J. 
C. P. 169. 

9657. ——-.J|—A_ vested interest, previously 
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k. Condition as to marriage -I)- 








vesting on nonfulfilment.}—e car. }—HALL 0. HALy (1920) 

(1916), 12 Tas, L. R. 117.—AUS. AD pee Gtts STN Ry Xs 
1. -/—-TRUSTEES, EXercu- ¥ ; 

Tors & AGENOY Co., LTD. v. BENJAMIN, a. Gift liable 


{1917} V. L. R. 615.—AUS. 
m. -_/-BURGESS v. BUR- 
Rows, 21 C. P. 426.—CAN. 


Serer 





n.— ——~.]— Re CROTHER’S 
paUets (No. 2), [1917] 1 I. R. 356.— 


emma” ee 


oO. .]|— GALLAGHER wv, 
FERRIS, 7 L. HR. Ir. 489.—IR. 


p. ———-_ ——.] — McLEAN_ v. Mc- oe heae coe 
MORRAN, 11 N. Z. L. R. 1.—N.Z. ee OR. 146. BOOT 
j—Testator by his 








will rovided “ [ fling” devise, & be- 


t. Gift over in event of death before 
receiving share—Death during executor’s 


decease of child before 
MORRISON, [1913] V. L. R. 348.—AUS. 
b. .J—Re ARCHER (1907), 14 
O. L. R. 374.—CAN. 
c. Divesting in case of donce dying 
without issue.J—MORRICE v. MORRICE 
(1891), 12 N. S. W. L. R. (Eg.) 291. 


STEEL (1888), 16 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 204; 


0. Divesting on death 
tn lifetime of testator'a widow.}—Re 


is incapable of being destroyed, except upon 

bar pd forras to that effect contained in the 
limitation over. Here the limitation over in 
favour of defts. is so imperfectly expressed, that 
it is impossible to say whether the mistake, if 
there be any mistake, is in the terms of the limita- 
tion over ; or whether, if testator’s attention had 
been called to the circumstance, he would not have 
said, that the mistake existed in the antecedent 
gift; &, therefore, it is proper to hold that the 
person who takes under the antecedent gift is 
not to be deprived of his estate except upon the 
happening of the exact event upon which he was 
to be deprived of it, according to the strict inter- 
retation of the limitation over (Pace Woon, 

.-O.).—-MADDISON v. CHAPMAN (1858), 4 K. & J. 
709; 70 BE. R. 294; affd. (1859), 3 De G. & J. 
536, L.C.&L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Apld. Chellew v. Martin (1873), 28 L. T. 662 ; 
Ree Martin, Smith v. Martin (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 1071 ; 
Re Sanforth’s Will, [1901] W. N. 152; Ie Shuckburgh’s 
Settlmt., Robertson v. Shuckburgh, {1901] 2 Ch. 794. 
Refd. Kdgeworth o. Edgeworth (1869), L. R. 4 H. L. 35; 
Leadbeater v. Cross (1876), 35 L. T. 803. 

9658. J—No doubt if there is a clear & 
specific devise of an estate, & then a clause divest- 
ing that estate, the divesting clause must be con- 
strued with great strictness (KINDERSLEY, V.-C.). 
—DBLAGROVE v. BRADSHAW (1858), 4 Drew. 230 ; 
27 L. J. Ch. 440; 30L. T. O. S. 363; 4 Jur. N.S. 
107; 6 W. R. 266; 62 E. R. 89. 





9659. —--—.]|—Ports v. ATHERTON, No. 9433, 
ante. 
9660. .J}—-A divesting clause... ought to 





be construed strictly ; certainly it ought not to be 
extended to any case not properly described by 
the words, according to their reasonable inter- 
pretation (LORD SELBOURNE, C.).—MINORS  »v. 
BATTISON (1876), 1 App. Cas. 428; 46 L. J. Ch. 2 ; 
35 L. T. 1; 25 W. R. 27, H. L. 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Collison, Collison v. Barber (1879), 
12 Ch. 1). 834; Johnson v. Crook (1879), 12 Ch. D. 639 ; 
Ree Wilkins, Spencer v. Duckworth (1881), 18 Ch. D. 634, 
Refd. Bubb v. Padwick (1880), 13 Ch. D. 517; Roberts 
v. Youle (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 744; Ftc Chaston, Chaston r. 
Seago (1881), 18 Ch. D. 218; Money v. Money (1881), 44 
L. T. 639; Zte Teale, Teale v. Teale (1885), 53 L. T. 036 ; 
Re Sampson, Sampson v. Sampson, [1896] 1 Ch. 630 ; 
Re Goulder, Goulder v. Goulder, (1905) 2 Ch. 100. Mentd. 
Kirkpatrick v. Bedford, Bedford v. Kirkpatrick (1878), 
ig ae varia ke Hotchkys, Freke v. Calmady (1886), 
3 eo : 


9661. ———-.|.—-WHITE v, HIGHT, No. 9746, post. 


—Re ARCHER (1907), 9 O. W. Kt. 652 ; 
14 O. L. R. 374.—CAN. 

bb. Llappening of event becoming im- 
possible or not hanppening.}—Testator 
devised a farm to his exors. in trust 
for his grandson, with power to soll & 
apply the proceeds for his benefit, & in 
case he died before attaining 21 ene 
were to transfer the land, or, if sold, 
the balance of the proceeds to his 
father. The father died before his son, 
who died before attaining 21 without 
issue. The Jand was not sold :—Held : 
the grandson took a vested estate in 
fee simnple, subject to be divested on 
the he ppenloy of a certain event, 
which had become impossible, & his 
estate had become absolute. PARKES 
vw. TRUSTS CORPN. OF ONTARIO, 26 
O. R. 494.—CAN. 


20 8. R. 
N. 193. 


be divested on 
widow. }j—Re 


TRUSTEES v. 


of brothers 








queath my dwe -house in KE, Bs : 

together with all furniture & household (1900),'32'O. Re 103-- CAN. whet, Moxcx © Cnowun, (1900) 4 

effects to my wife A. free of duty, also t. 0 Pee O ile 1.8. 56.—IR. — ; 

to my wife A. the sum of £5,000, 80 “OnUs, 0), Drool OF Manat he, ee ere 

long as she does not marry again :— ment of condition.}—LUNDY v. MaA- dd. .}—BeERNARD t. WALKER 

Held : the widow took a ve d interest LONKY, 11 C. P. 143.—CAN. (1921), 56 1. L. T. 73.—IR. 

in the £5,000, subject to be divested g. Divesting on death or becoming ee. ——-.]—-WILEY wv. CHANTEPER-~ 

in the event of her remarrying, & was Roman Catholic.|\—GRIFFITH Vv. GRIF- DRIX, [1894] 1 I. R. 209.—IR. 

entitled to have the capital sum paid FITH, 29 Gr. 145.—CAN. ff. ———.}—THOMPSON'S TRUSTEES 
er.— Re AVISON, AVISON ¥. . ——.]— M‘CUTCHEON v. ALLEN v. JAMIKSON (1900), 2 F. (Ct. of 

NORTH, [1928] N. Z. L. R. 118.—N.Z. (1880), 5 L. R. Ir. 268.—IR. Seas.) 470; 37 Sc. R. 346; 7 


r. ——.]—— BERGIN v. WOODCOCK 
(1835), L. & G. temp. Sugd. 140.—IR. 


aa. Whether divesting ineffective—Gift 
over void under Statutes o 


S. L. T. 340.—-SCOT. 


Mortmain.} Form of defeasance clausc.J—A 


Part XVI.—CoNSTRUCTION. 


9662. -|—Re Woop, Moore v. Baripy, 
No. 9824, ante. 

9663. ———.|—-Whether or not testator can 
effectually cause a vested gift to be divested before 
it has actually come to the hands of the legatee, 
such an intention ought not to be attributed where 
the words are not clear; & in cases where the 
words are susceptible of such an interpretation, 
the ct. has held that the period over which the 
operation of a divesting clause of this kind is 
to extend ought not to be held to continue beyond 
that at which the legacy is de jure receivable. 
The cts. in such cases favour early vesting.—Re 
SAMPSON, SAMPSON v. SAMPSON, [1896] 1 Ch. 630 ; 
665 L. J. Ch. 406; 74 1. T. 246; 44 W. R. 557; 40 
Sol. Jo. 353. 

Annotations :-—-Consd. Re Goulder, Goulder v. Goulder (1905), 
53 W. R. 531. Mentd. Ke Greenwood, Sutcliffe v. Gledhill, 
(1901) 1 Ch. 887; Durran v. Durran (1904), 91 L. T. 187; 
Re Jenkins, Williams v. Jenkins, [1915] 1 Ch. 46; Re 
Clark, Clark v. Clark, [1926] Ch. 833. 

9664. |—Re SEARLE, SEARLE v. SEARLE, 
[1905] W.N. 86. 

9665. .]|—Testator bequeathed £4,000 to his 
daughter for life & upon her death to her children 
in equal parts if any there should be, or the whole 
to one if only one child, & if there should be no 
children living at her death then to the children 
of his son in equal parts, or the whole to one child 
if there should then be only one. The daughter 
died a spinster. The son had eleven children, 
of whom three dicd in the lifetime of the daughter : 
—Held: all the eleven children took vested 
interests subject only to be divested in an event 
which did not happen, namely, one child only of 
the son surviving the daughter. 

It seems to me that it would be safer for me to 
act on the well-established rule that, primd Jacie, 
interests are to be taken to vest at as early a period 
as possible, & not to give to words which are 
substantially, as it seerns to me, divesting words 
any further operation than is necessitated by the 
actual terms of the divesting provision (SAR- 
GANT, J.).—Re Firru, LOVERIDGE v. Firtu, [1914] 
2 Ch. 386; 83 L. J. Ch. 901; 111 LL. T. 332. 
Annotation :-~Apld. Re Stephons, Tomalin r. Tomalin's 

Trustee, [1927] 1 Ch. 1. 

9666. Effect given to clear intention to divest.]— 
Testator bequeathed personal estate in trust for 
K. B. for life, & after his death for R. B. & the 
heirs male of his body, & in case R. B. died without 
leaving issue male for J.B. KR. B. died in the life- 
time of K. B., having had issue one son only, who 
died without issue in his father’s lifetime :—Held : 
the gift over to J. B. took effect, for that the cases 
where “‘ leaving ’’ had been construed “ having ”’ 
in order to prevent a clear previous vested gift 
from being divested, did not apply where it was 
plain that the vested gift was in some event to be 
divested.—__Re BALL, SLATTERY v. BALL (1888), 








clause of defeasance in order to be 
yokes must contaln express words 
of necessary implication of a gift over 
to a definite person.—AMULYA CHARAN 
SEN ©. KALI DAS SEN (1905), I. L. R. 
32 Calc. 861.—IND. 


r. Gift over to issue of child dying 


STRONG (1 


they will not be so read for the purpose 
of altering the event upon which the 
divesting of a gift previously vested 
is to take Pee ae ONG vo. ARM- 

88), 21 L. R. Ir. 114.—IR. 


a. Condition as to obtaining 
ston of lands then pe 
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40 Ch. D.11; 58 L. J. Ch. 282; 59 L. T. 800; 37 


W. R. 87, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Bogle, Bogle v, Yorstoun rats 
78 L. T. 457; Re Bradbury, Wing v. Bradbury (1904), 
73 L. J. Ch. 591; Barkworth v. Barkworth (1906), 75 
L. J. Ch. 754. Refd, Clay ». Coles (1887), 57 L. T. 682; 
Askew v. Askew (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 629. 

9667. Right to income until contingency 
happens.|—-Wherever a person takes a vested 
interest liable to be divested on the happen of 
a particular event, as a general rule, until t at 
event happens, the person is entitled to receive the 
income.—EATON v. HEWITT (1862), 2 Drew. & Sm. 
184; 1 New Rep. 10; 7L. T. 496; 8 Jur. N.S. 


1120; 11 W. R. 76; 62 E. R. 591. 

Annotations :—Refd. Wardroper v. Cutfield (1864), 10 L. T. 
19; Underhill v. Roden (1876), 2 Ch. D. 494; He Stan- 
ford, Stanford v. Stanford (1886), 55 L. T. 765; Scar- 
borough v. Scarborough (18838), 58 L. T. 851; He Cane, 
Ruff v. Sivers (1890), 60 L. J. Ch. 36; Re Tredwell, Jeffray 
». Tredwell, [1891] 2 Ch. 640; In the Estate of Griffths, 
Morgan v. Stephens, [1917] P. 59. 

9668. Gift to children or legal representatives— 

‘‘ Legal representatives ’’ not operating as shifting 

clause.]|—Re ROBERTS, PERCIVAL v. ROBERTS, No. 


9329, ante. 


Sect. 22.—SHIFTING CLAUSES. 

Compare SETTLEMENTS, Vol. XL., pp. 787-789, 
No. 8173-3184. 

9669. Validity of shifting clause.]|—Proviso in a 
will, that in case the devisee should come into 
possession of the family estate, the trustees should 
stand seised of the devised estate, to the use of 
the next person in remainder, valid.—NICOLLS v. 
SHEFFIELD (1787), 2 Bro. C. C. 215; 29 BH. R. 121, 
L. C 


Annotations :—Refd. Cole v. Sewell (1848), 2 H. L. Cas. 186 ; 

Wolley ». Jenkins (1857), 28 L. T. O. S. 362. 

9670. Construed strictly.] —Shifting clauses, 
which take away an estate from the owner, are 
construed strictly. 

Testator devised an estate to his eldest nephew 
& his issue, subject to a shifting clause, requiring 
them, under pain of forfeiture, in case they should 
also become seised, ‘‘ under any now existing or 
future will or settlement, or other assurance, 
except actual purchase for money,’’ to a Lincoln- 
shire estate, to convey it to the younger nephews 
& their issue male. At the date of testator’s will 
& at his death the eldest nephew was seised in fee 
of the Lincolnshire estate, which had descended 
to him as heir of his father :—Held: he was not 
bound by the shifting clause. 

Devise of an estate, Cansfield, to nephews & 
their first & other sons, in succession, & after- 
wards to nieces, with a shifting clause requiring 
any nephew, seised of the Cansfield estate, becom- 
ing also seised of the Lincolnshire estatle, to settle 
the latter on the next in age of the nephews & his 
heirs male, ‘‘ under the like limitations & restric- 


feasance is inapplicable to cases where 
there is a double ela att pee 
LEES’s TRUSTEES v. LExES, [1927] 
Ss. C. 886.—SCOT. 

e. Divesting on Ddirth o 
TRAIL v. R., 21 C. 
Exch. C. R. 98. AN. 


issue.) — 
8C8- ° 281 . 7 


over. ]}-—FINUCANE 


in testator’s lifeti r after hig decease v: STUDDERT, 1 h. R. 140.—IR. . ——.]— LoGan’s TRUSTERS v. 
leaving Unie Te af MAXWELL, b. Death without lawful issue Exvuts (1890), 17 R. ina of Sess.) 425 ; 
25 N. Z. L. R. 117.—N.Z. capable of inheriting.}+—Re BrRICHER, 27 So. L. R. 322.—SCOT. 

eho ere? BOLLARD v. BELCHER, 32 N. Z L. RB. g. ——.}—SKAROCY’s TRUSTEES v. 
dea ee ee i ies, ALLBUARY, (1907] S. C, 828; 44 So. 
ing»? ‘may bo yeaa SCout having 0. Bequest conditional upon tes- L. R. 636; 148. L. T. 898.— SCOT. 
had,’’ where tho result of so doing is tats ‘a eben & ing his aos are A h. 119087 o irre bP ea a 

: : ULE’S TRUSTEES v. DEANS , 5 DAM, oF : _L.R. 
to wake the whole instrument con- gor" 'R. 541.—SCOT. 481; 153. L. T. 908.—SCOT. 


sistent, & where the contrary con- 
struction would have the effect of 
divesting a previously vested gift in a 
manner inconsistent with e@ ex- 


tingency 
pressed intention of testator; but 


one con 
principle o 


d. Whether vesting subject to de- 
Jeasunce cun occur where more than 
is 

vesting subject to 


k. Condition as to behaviour.}— 
TURNBULL’S TRUSTEES 0. TURNBULL’S 
TRUSTEES (1900), 2 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 


involved. }—The 
1183; 37 Sc. L. R. 906.—SCOT. 


de- 
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Sect. 22.—Shifting clauses.] 


tions ’’ as were contained in the will as to the 

Cansfield estates :—Held: the nieces were not 

objects of the shifting clause.—-WALMESLEY v. 

GERARD (1861), 29 Beav. 321; 80 L. J. Ch. 435; 

7 Jur. N.S. 1041; 64 E. R. 651. 

9671. Whether operative on happening of desig- 
nated contingency—Accession to property subject 
to incumbrance.]—-A. devises land to B. for life, 
remainder to the first & other sons of B. in tail 
male. After the death of A. & B., C. the first son 
of B. enters, suffers a recovery & resettles the pro- 
perty by a deed, to which Z. is an executing party, 
as trustee of a term, & thereby creates a power of 
incumtering. Z. afterwards devises other lands 
to E. the second son of C. in tail, with a limitation 
over, in case the land devised by A. in tail male 
shall descend to or devolve upon E. D. the eldest 
son of C. dying in his lifetime, E. upon the death 
of C. takes, subject to an incumbrance created 
under the power, the land devised by A. :— 
Held: E. is not incapacitated from holding both 
estates.—FAZAKERLEY v. Forp (1832), 1 Ad. & 
El. 897; 2 Nev. & M. K.B.1; 2L.J.K.B.111; 
110 E. R. 1451. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Harrison v. Round (1852), 2 De G. M. 
& G. 190; Collingwood v. Stanhope (1869), L. RK. 4 H. L. 
43; Ke Wright’s Trustees & Marshall (1884), 28 Ch. D. 
93. Refd. Taylor ». Harewood (1844), 3 Hare, 372; 
Mickicthwait v. Micklethwait (1859), 29 L. J. C. P. 75; 
Meyrick v. Mathias (1874), 22 W. R. 341; Reid v. Heare 


(1884), 26 Ch. D. 363; Shuttleworth v. Murray, [1901] 
1 Ch. 819; Re Hinckes, Dashwood v. Hinckes (1921), 124 


ak 681. Mentd. Hilbers v. Parkinson (1883), 25 Ch. D. 
9672. Coming into possession.’’]—R. D. 


by his will, made in 1810, gave all the residue 
of his estate & effects to trustees, in trust for his 
son, D. W. D., for life, with remainder to his issue 
in strict settlement ; provided that in case D. W.D. 
should at any time thereafter come into possession 
of an estate entailed upoe him, testator, & his 
issue by his late uncle R. D., then the provision 
by his will made for D. W. D. & his issue, & the 
trusts thereof, should be void, & the property be 
divided among the younger children of testator. 
By the marriage settlement of R. D., the uncle of 
testator, three estates, A., B., & C. were settled on 
R. D. the settlor, for life; with remainder to his 
first & other sons in tail male, with remainder to 
his first & other sons in tail male, with remainder 
to the right heirs of R. D. the settlor. R. D., 
the settlor, by his will, dated in 1769, confirmed 
his marriage settlement, &, in case he should have 
no children, etc., he gave all his estates, real & 
personal, to his wife for life; with remainder to 
W. D. for life; with remainder to W. H. 1D. for 
life; with remainder to the first & other sons of 
W.H. D., in tail male ; with remainder to S. D. for 
life; with remainder to his first & other sons in 
tail male ; with remainder to R. D., testator in the 
cause, for life ; with remainder to the first & other 
sons of R. D., in tail male; with remainders over. 
R. D., the settlor, died in 1772, without ever having 
had any issue, leaving his wife surviving him. 
W. H. D., the son of W. H. D. in the will named, 
having, under the limitations in the will of the 
settlor, become entitled to an estate tail in the 
three estates, in 1806, suffered a recovery of estate 
B., & in 1816 suffered recoveries of estates A. & C., 
to the use of himself in fee, & by his will, dated 
In 1824, being then seised in fee of the three estates, 
he devised them to D. W. D., the son of testator 
in the cause, in fee, but charged with the payment 
of debts & annuities. W. iL D., the son, died in 
the same year, & thereupon D. W. D. entered into 
possession of estates A., B., & C. as devisee under 
the will of W. H. D. the son:—Held: D. W. D. 


WILLS. 


had not come into possession of an estate entailed 

upon testator & his issue, in the sense intended by 

the will of R. D., testator; & the shifting clause 
in testator’s will had not come into operation.— 

TAYLOR v. HAREWOOD (EARL) (1844), 3 Hare, 372 ; 

13 L. J. Ch. 345; 31. T. O.S. 73; 8 Jur. 419; 67 

E.R. 425. 

Annotations :—Apprvd. Harrison v. Round (1852), 22 
L. J. . 322. Consd. Meyrick wv. Laws, Meyrick v. 
Mathias (1874), 9 Ch. App. 237. 

9673. Succeeding to estate.|—J., the great- 
andfather of pltf. & deft., had three sons, O., 
., & G., & on the marriage of N. he settled certain 
estates, called the Hickling, after a life estate, to 
N. to the use ‘of the first & other sons of the 
marriage in tail male. N. died in his father’s 
lifetime, leaving A., the eldest son of such marriage, 
who succeeded to the Hickling estates as tenant in 
tail. J. by his will of Dec. 1797, devised his other 
estates to the use of his son O. for life, remainder 
in default of issue to such one of testator’s grand- 
sons, A. & S., as QO. should appoint for life, 
remainder to the first & other sons of such appointee 
in tailmale. A.married twice. In 1804, upon the 
occasion of his first marriage, he covenanted to 
settle the Hickli setaten"to the use of himself 
for life, & after his death to the use that his 
intended wife L. should receive a certain annuity, 

& subject thereto to the use of himself in fee. 

Subsequently to this marriage, he barred the entail 

in pursuance of this arrangement ; but L. died soon 

afterwards, leaving her son M. the only child of 
such marriage. In 1810, upon the occasion of the 
second marriage of A., certain proposals were 
adopted as the hases of a settlement, by which his 
uncle, O., under the power given to him by the will 
of 1797, appointed the estates devised by that will 
to A., according to the terms of such will. A 
marriage settlement was thereupon executed, by 
which A. conveyed the Hickling estates to the use 
of himself for life, remainder to trustees for a term 
of years for securing certain annuities, & subject 
thereto to the use of himself in fee. Deft. was the 
eldest & pltf. was the second son of that second 
marriage. O., the son of J., & the tenant for life 
under the will of 1797, made his will in 1822, by 
which he devised a certain estate, called the 

Iridge, in favour of his brother, G., & his issue, 

with a proviso that, if testator’s nephew, A., & his 

first or other sons, should, in the lifetime of G., 

convey certain specified lands to G. in fee, the 

devise in favour of G. & his issue was to become 
void, & the Iridge estate was to pass to deft., 
second son of testator’s nephew, A., for life, re- 
mainder to the first & other sons of deft. in tail 
male, remainder to the third & every other son 
of the said A., excepting always the eldest son 
successively in tail male. The will then contained 

a shifting clause, by which, after stating that the 

eldest son of testator’s nephew, A., might die, 

so that the second or other younger son of his said 
nephew, A., might ‘‘ become entitled to the 

property settled on the marriage of the said A., 

in the character of the then heir male of his 

body,” it was declared that, in order to prevent 
the union of the two estates in the same person, 
whilst there was in existence a younger son of the 
said A., then in case the second or other younger son 
should by death or failure of issue male of the eldest 
or other son become entitled to the settled property 
of the said A., as the heir male of his body, the 
limitations in favour of such second or other 

ounger son 80 _ becomi entitled should. 
immediately after such event, cease, & the next 
younger son of the said A. should become entitled 
to the estate as if his next elder brother, or issue 
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male of his body, had been dead. Testator, O., 
died childless, & his nephew, A., with M., his son 
by his first marriage, fulfilled the terms of the 
proviso in the will of 1822, by making over the 
specified lands to G. conformably to such proviso, 
& deft. afterwards entered into possession of the 
Iridge estate. His father, A., died in 1856, having 
previously devised the Hickling estates to his 
eldest son, M., for life, remainder to his sons in 
tail male, with remainder on failure of such issue 
to his second son, deft., for life, with remainder to 
his sons successively in tail male, with remainders 
over. M., the eldest son, died a few months after 
his father, whereupon deft. entered into possession 
of the Hickling estates & of the property devised by 
the will of 1797, with the exception of the lands 
conveyed as above mentioned to G. :—Held: the 
contingency provided for by the shifting clause in 
the will of 1822 had happened, as deft., the second 
son of testator’s nephew, A., succeeded as heir male 
of the body of his father to ‘‘ the property settled 
on the marriage of the said A.,’”’ within the meaning 
of that clause, & therefore pltf., the next younger 
son, had become entitled to the Iridge estate.— 
MICKLETHWAIT v. MICKLETHWAIT (1859), 4 C. B. 
N. 8. 862; 29]. J.C. P. 75; 5 Jur. N.S. 437; 
7 W. HR. 451; 140 EK. R. 1332, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :-—-Mentd. Dormer v. Ward, [1900] P. 130; 
Hubbard (otherwise Rogers) v. Hubbard (1901), 84 L. T. 
441: J%e Slade, Watson v. Witham (1918), 87 L. J. Ch. 536. 
9674. --|—IS WING v. EWING’sS TRUSTEES 

(1860), 22 Dunl. (H. L.) 5. 

9675. Seised ‘‘ under any now existing or 
future will or settlement or other assurance ’’— 
Possession by descent.|—-WALMESLEY v. GERARD, 
No. 9670, ante. 

9676. Acquisition of interest under sub- 
stantially new title.|—-Testator gave his Pembroke- 
shire estates in trust for T. C., second son of S. C., 
for life, with remainder to his first & other sons 
successively in tail male, with remainder to pltf. 
for life, with remainders over; & declared that if 
T. C. or his issue male should become entitled in 
possession to the estates in Shropshire settled on 
the marriage of S. C., the father of T. C., the trust 
for T. C. & his issue male should cease, & the 
Pembrokeshire estates should go to the person 
next entitled in remainder, as if T. C. were dead 
without issue. At the date of the will the Shrop- 
shire estates stood limited, under S. C.’s marriage 
scttlement, to the use of S. C. for life, with re- 
mainder to his first & other sons successively in 
tail male. S. C. & his eldest son disentailed the 
Shropshire estates, & limited a small portion of 
them to S. C. in fee, & resettled the rest to such 
uses as S. C. & his eldest son should appoint, with 
remainder to S. C. for life, with remainder to his 
eldest son for life, with remainder to his first & 
other sons in tail male, with remainder to such 
uses a8 8. C. & T. C. should appoint, with remainder 
to T. C. for life, with remainder to his first or other 
sons in tail male. By this settlement powers 
were given to S. C., to his eldest son, & to T. C., 
to charge certain sums on the estate. S. C.’s 
eldest son died without issue, & then S.C. & T. CO. 
in exercise of their joint power of appointment, 
resettled the Shropshire estates after the death of 
S. C. to the use of the eldest daughter of T. C. for 
life, with divers remainders over until the entail 
in the Pembrokeshire estates should be barred & 
as soon as that event should happen, to the use of 
T. OC. for life, with remainder to his first & other 
sons in tail male. On the death of S. C. pltf. 
claimed to be let into possession of the Pembroke- 
shire estates, on the ground that the shifting 
clause had taken effect :—Held: inasmuch as 
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T. C. acquired an interest in the Shropshire estates 
under what was substantially a new title, & the 
estates were, moreover, diminished in quantity, 
the shifting clause did not take effect.—MEYRICK 
v. LAws, MEYRICK v. MATHIAS (1874), 9 Ch. App. 
237; 43 L. J. Ch. 521; 30 L. T. 77; 22 W. R. 


341, L.C. & L. JJ. 

9677. Being ‘‘ entitled.’’]——Testator in 
1855 devised his real estates to the use of all & 
every the sons of his nephew H. successively, for 
their respective lives, ‘‘ other than & except an 
eldest or only son for the time being entitled to 
the possession or to the receipt of the rents, 
issues, & profits’’ of the C. estates ‘‘ after the 
decease of HR. as tenant for life or any greater 
estate or interest whatsoever.” In 1869 R. & 
his eldest son, being then respectively tenant for 
life & tenant in tail in remainder of the C. estates, 
executed deeds under which those estates were 
disentailed & sold & the proceeds invested by 
trustees upon trusts under which the son took a 
beneficial interest. In 1875 testator died. In 
1899 RX. died :—Held: K.’s eldest son was not at 
his father’s death ‘ entitled ’’ to the rents, etc., of 
the C. estates within the meaning of the exception 
clause, & was not excluded from the succession 
to testator’s estates —Law UNION & CROWN 
INSURANCE Co. v. HILL, [1902] A. C. 263; 71 
L. J. Ch. 602; 86 L. T. 773, H. L.3 affg. 8S. C. 
sub nom. SHUTTLEWORTH v. MuRRAY, [1901] 1 Ch. 
819, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Hinckes, 

(1921), 124 L. T. 681. 

9678. In whose favour operative—-Persons ‘‘ next 
entitled in remainder ’’—-Trustees to present con- 
tingent remainders—In trust for next remainderman 
at particular time.|—-By the will of M. T. the T. 
estates were settled on Iv. T. for life, with remainder 
to his first & other sons in tail male. He had 
three children only, a son E. H. T. (pltf. in the 
first suit), a daughter, Mrs. L. (pltf. in the second 
suit), & a son, R. C. T., who died an infant & a 
bachelor. By the will of R. B. L. the L. estates 
were settled, among other lmitations, upon 
E. H. T. for life, with remainder to trustees to 
preserve contingent remainders, with remainder 
to the second & other sons of E. Il. T. in tail; & 
among the subsequent limitations was one to 
Mrs. L. for life. The will contained a proviso 
that if any of the tenants for life or in tail should 
become possessed of the T. estates, the limitations 
in his, her or their favour should from the time of 
his, her or their being so possessed cease & deter- 
mine as if he, she or they were dead; & the L. 
estates were to go over to the person next entitled 
in remainder, it being the express wish of testator, 
kK. B. L., that both estates should not vest in the 
same person. HE. H. T., on the death of his father, 
became tenant in tail of the I’. estates, & but for 
the last-mentioned shifting clause would have 
become tenant for life of the L. estates, on the 
death of the former tenant for life, in May, 1858. 
At that time E. H. T. had only one son, so that the 
limitations to the second & other sons under the 
will of R. B. L. could not then take effect. Mrs. L., 
who was the sole residuary devisee & legatee of 
the former tenant for life, set up a claim to the 
rents of the L. estates accruing during the life of 
E. H. T. During the progress of the two first- 
mentioned suits R. B. T., a second son of I. H. T., 
was born, & on his behalf, by the third suit, a 
claim to the same rents during the life of E. H. T. 
was made. . H. T. claimed the same rents 
against both Mrs. L. & R. B. T., notwithstanding 
the shifting clause :—Held: the trustees to pre- 
serve contingent remainders were the persons 
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‘next entitled in remainder’ under the will of 

R. B. I..; but the proviso of the shifting clause 

excluding E. H. T., those rents would go to such 

trustees, not for the benefit of the heir-at-law, but 
in trust for the next remainderman at the time; 

& there being no second son of BH. H. T. in existence 

at the death of the former tenant for life Mrs. L. 

was entitled to the rents till the birth of R. B. T., 

the second son; & such second son would be 

entitled to those rents so long as he continued 

such second son during the life of E. H. T.— 

TURTON v. LAMBARDE, LAMBARDE v. TURTON 

(1860), 1 De G. F. & J. 495; 8 W. R. 855; 45 

BE. R. 453; sub nom. TurRTON v. LAMBARDE, 

LAMBARDE v. TURTON, TURTON v. TURTON, 29 

L. J. Ch. 861; 2 L. T. 38; 6 Jur. N. S. 233, 

L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Refd. Hodgson v. Bective (1836), 1 Hem. & M. 
376; D’Kyncourt v. Gregory (1864), 34 Beav. 36; Re 
Conyngham, Conyngham v. Conynghaim, [1921] 1 Ch. 491. 
9679. Devise to nephews, remainder to 

nieces—Shifting clause directed to nephews— 

Nieces not objects.]|—WALMESLEY v. GERARD, No. 

9670, ante. 

9680. Not to different class of remainder. ]|— 
A. 80 devised his estate of G. that no female issue 
of any son of B., his first devisee, could take or 
inherit. B. being himself possessed of another 
estate of C. H., & having succeeded to the G. 
estate, made a will by which he devised his original 
estate C. H. to his sons successively in tail male ; 
then to the children of his sons in tail general ; 
then to his own eldest daughter for life. He 
added a shifting clause, declaring that his own 
devised estates should not be held or enjoyed by 
any one of his sons or daughters, or his, her, or 
their issue, after such son or daughter, or his, her, 
or their issue, should have come into possession of 
the estate devised by A.; but that as often as 
such estate of A. should come to the possession of 
any of his, B.’s, sons or daughters, or any of their 
issue, that then the person next in remainder 
under the limitations of his, B.’s, will, should be 
entitled to the C. H. estate; & so from time to 
time, as often as the event might happen, in such 
manner & as if the person so becoming possessed 
of the G. estate had died, or was then dead, 
without issue’? :—Held: ‘issue’? here only 
meant those who would take under the limitations 
anterior to the devise ‘‘to the person next in 
remainder,’ & excluding them alone from taking 
under those limitations. The effect of the shifting 
clause was simply to propel or accelerate the next 
remainder, but not to carry over the estate in 
a different class of remainder.—JELLICOE v. 
GARDINER (1865), 11 H. L. Cas. 823; 20 C. B. 
N.S. 198; 5 New Rep. 465; 34 L. J. C. P. 282; 
13 L. T. 127; 11 Jur. N.S. 249; 13 W. R. 528; 
11 E. R. 1857, H. L. 

Annotation :—Refd. Meyrick v. Laws, Meyrick v. Mathias 
(1874), 9 Ch. App. 237. 

9681. Effect of clause—Acceleration of next re- 
mainder.|—A childless testator, being tenant for 
life of two estates with a reversion in fee in 
remainder on limitations to his sons in tail male, 
devised one of them, ‘‘in default of issue of his 
body, & subject to the life interest of his wife”’ 
therein, to trustees in fee, upon trust for HK. for 
life, with limitations over ; he charged the other 
estate with the payment of his debts, & devised it 
in the same terms, to the same trustees, upon trust, 
by mtge. or sale, to raise sufficient to pay his 
debts, &, subject thereto, in trust for R. for life, 
with limitations over :—Held: the words, ‘in 
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default of issue of his Sen ae must import issue 
‘‘ living at his death, & both devises were good.” 

Testator provided, that in case R., or any son of 
his body, should succeed to a certain family 
estate, the trusts declared by his will of his estates 
at S. & H., for the benefit of R., & such son so 
succeeding should cease, & the estates should be 
in trust for the person & persons next entitled to 
the same. Rt. became tenant for life, & his son 
tenant in tail in remainder, of the family estate, 
& of the estates at S. & H.:—Held: the father 
alone had succeeded, &, by the effect of the 
shifting clause, the estate of W., the son, was 
accelerated, & he was entitled to S. & H. as 
tenant in tail in possession.—BAGoT v. LEGGE 
(1864), 4 New Rep. 492; 34 L. J. Ch. 156; 10 
L. T. 888; 10 Jur. N.S. 994; 12 W. R. 1097. 

9682. .|—JELLICOE v. GARDINER, No. 
9680, ante. 

9688. Construction of clause—‘‘ Succeeding to 
leases.’’|—McDovuGAL’s TRUSTEE v. HEINEMANN, 
[1918] S. C. (H. L.) 6. 








SEcT. 23.—LIMITATIONS ON FAILURE OF ISSUE. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 29. 

9684. Presumption of improbability of issue.]|— 
No jurisdiction in the ct. to deal with property 
given over in default of issue upon any probability 
of there being no issue.—ANON, (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 
113; 28 H.R. 74, L. C. 

———-.]— See, generally, EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., 
pp. 178-175, Nos. 1497-1525. 

9685. No issue coming into existence— Whether 
gift over takes effect.|—Limitation upon con- 
tingency of failure of supposed future issue, that 
issue never comes into being, the limitations over 
as good as if the contingency had happened of 
such issue being born & failing.—STAINHAM v. 
BELL (1774), Lotft, 455; 98 K. R. 7443 sub nom. 
STATHAM v. BELL, 1 Cowp. 40; cited in 1 Doug. 
Kx. B. at p. 66. n. 

Annotations :—Refd. Parry v. Boodle (1785), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 

183; Doov. Brabant (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 393 ; Mackinnon 

v. Sewell (1833), 2 My. & K. 202. 

9686. Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 29—When 
applicable—Words explanatory.|—'l'estator, by will 
executed in 183%, gave the residue of his real & 
personal estate to trustees, upon trust to pay an 
annuity to his wife, & to invest the sum of £1,000, 
& pay the interest to his son for life; &, after his 
decease, to any widow of his son; &, after her 
decease, upon trust, as to the principal, for his 
children ; &, subject to the annuity & to the above 
& another legacy, upon trusts expressed thus: 
‘‘ Tn trust for all my children, in equal shares, & the 
heirs of their bodies (except as to my son, J., & his 
children & their issue, whose share, in consequence 
of the £1,000 set apart for him & them as aforesaid, 
shall be rated at £1,000 less than the share of any 
other of my children); &, in case there shall be a 
failure of issue of any of such children, then, as to 
the share or shares of him, her or them, whose 
issue shall so fail, to the use of the others or other 
of them, & the several heirs of their respective 
bodies.’”’ Testator was possessed of freehold & 
leasehold property, & left J. & one other child :— 
Held: J. was entitled in fce to half of testator’s 
freeholds, & absolutely to his leaseholds; the 
parenthetical expression was merely explanatory, 
& above sect. did not affect the devise & gift.— 
GREEN v. GREEN (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 480; 18 
L. J. Oh. 465; 14 L. 7. 0.8.8; 14 Jur. 74; 64 
H. R. 570. 
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9687. Gift of personalty—pPrior limita- 
tion in tall.]—Testator gave his real & personal 
estate upon trust as to the income for his brothers 


H. & C. or the heirs of their bodies, & declared that 

if either brother should die leaving heirs of his 

body, then the share of such brother should 
descend to such heirs, but if one brother should die 
without lawful issue, then the whole income should 
be paid to the surviving brother, or in case of his 
death also to him lawfully begotten heirs; but in 
case both brothers should demise without issue 
lawfully begotten, then the whole property should 
be divided among testator’s nearest of kin; & 
testator appointed exors., with power to appoint 
other exors., as to them might seem fit, also with 
full power to get in & receive all moneys or securi- 
ties for money, & to sell, dispose of & convert into 
money all other his real & personal estate either 
by public auction or private contract, as to them 
should seem meet :—Held: there was an effectual 
gift over of the personalty to the next of kin in 
the event of EH. & C. dying without leaving issue 
at their respective deceases. 

Qu. : whether above sect. applies in the case of 

a gift over of personalty which is included along 

with realty in a preceding gift which creates, 

without implication from the gift over, an estate 
tail in the realty.—GREENWAY v. GREENWAY 

(1860), 2 De G. F. & J. 128; 29 L. J. Ch. 601; 

45 BK, R. 570, LC. & L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Consd. 7te Whitchead, Whitchead v. Hemsley, 
{1920] 1 Ch. 298. Refd. Zte Clerke, Clowes v. Clerke, 
[1915] 2 Ch. 301. 

9688. Gift over on death without 

** male ’’ issue.}—Above sect. applies to the case 

of a gift over on death without ‘“ male ’’ issue. 
Where lands were devised to A., his heirs & 

assigns, with a gift over if A. should ‘‘ die without 
leaving any male issue’ :—Held: A. took an 
estate in fee simple, subject to an executory devise 
over.—Re Epwarps, EDWARDS v. EDWARDS, 
[1804] 3 Ch. 644; 641. J.Ch. 179; 43 W. R. 169; 
& R. G18. 


a eee 





Gift over on death before specified age 
without issue.]—See Nos. 9879-9881, post. 

Gift over on death without children.]— 
See Nos. 9922-9934, post. 

9689. -—-— ‘* Contrary intention ’’—Mere pre- 
sumption insufficient.|—/te¢ Mip-KreNnr RAILWAY 
Act, 1856, La p. BATE, No. 9036, ante. 

9690. Effect on construction of will.]—Gift 
by will of a freehold house & the furniture therein 
to A., but if A. should die in the lifetime of B. 
without leaving lawful issue, then over. A. died 
in the lifetime of B., leaving issue, who all died 
in the lifetime of B. :—Held: the gift over took 
effect. 

With respect to real estate & apart from the 
statute, the words “ dying without issue’’ mean 
the same as the words ‘‘ dying without leaving 
issue,’ namely, an indefinite failure of issue. Now 
above Act directs that when you have words like 
these, which are open to three constructions, 
namely: death of the legatee in the lifetime of the 
tenant for life, without having issue living at the 
legatee’s death; death of the legatee in like 
manner, without having issue living at the death 
of the tenant for life; & death of the legatee in the 
lifetime of the tenant for life, followed by an 
indefinite failure of issue; you are not to take 
that construction which gives an indefinite failure 
of issue (PAGE Woop, V.-C.).—JARMAN v. VYE 
(1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 784; 35 L. J. Ch. 821; 14 
W.R. 1011. 











Annotation :-—Distd. Dunn v. Morgan (1915), 84 L. J. Ch. 
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Meaning of ‘‘ issue.’’] — See Sect. 17, sub- 
sect. 11, F., ante 


Gifts by implication.]—See Sect. 32, post. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—TiO WHAT PERIOD CONDITION 
REFERS, 


A. In General. 


9691. General rule—Death at any time.]— 
(1) Devise & bequest of real & personal estate to 
trustees upon trust to sell, & pay, apply, & divide 
the moneys to arise by such sale into three equal 
parts: as to one, unto A.; as to another to B., 
& as to the third, to C., a daughter, for her separate 
use, & from & after her decease, leaving lawful 
issue her surviving, upon trust to accumulate the 
same, & to be paid to such issue, at twenty-one : 
proviso, ‘‘ that in case any of my children or 
grandchildren shall happen to die without leaving 
lawful issue, then I direct that the share of him, or 
her, or them so dying, of & in the interest, rents, 
& annual income arising from the sale of my 
real & personal estate or otherwise, shall go to the 
survivors of them my children & grandchildren, as 
the case may be, their, his or her heirs, exors., 
or administrators, absolutely & for ever; provided 
also, that if any of my children or grandchildren 
shall happen to die leaving lawful issue him, her, 
or them surviving, then the share or shares of him, 
her, or them so dying, of & in the rents, interest & 
moneys arising from the sale of, etc., shall go to & 
be equally divided amongst such issue as they seve- 
rally & respectively attain to the age of twenty- 
one years, who are to take per stirpes, & equally 
amongst them if more than one, & if but one, then 
such one to take the share his, her, or their parents 
would have taken if living.” :—Held: the sons 
took life interests only. 

(2) The words ‘‘ In case any of my children or 
grandchildren shall happen to die without leaving 
lawful issue,’”’ held to mean “ shall happen to die 
in my lifetime, or after my decease, without 
leaving lawful issue. 

(3) The words “ if any of ma children or grand- 
children shall happen to die leaving lawful issue 
him, her, or them surviving,’’ held to mean “ shall 
happen to die in my lifetime, or after my decease, 
leaving lawful issue him, her, or them surviving.”’ 

(4) Where there is a period of distribution fixed, 
& testator speaks of a death previous to that time, 
it must always be as a contingency of death prior 
to that period of distribution. a 

(5) If a legacy be given to A., & if he die without 
leaving issue, then to B., that period must refer to 
the whole life of the legatee.—GOSLING v. TOWNS- 
END (1853), 22 L. T.0.8.125; 2 W.R. 23, L. C. & 
L. JJ. 

i :— ; Brailsford, Holmes v. 
A Ceanipton i Be oe Vaion Hank. (1916) 2 Ch. 536. As 
to (4) Refd. Ite Allen’s soa ae naa 3 Drew. 380 ; am 

v. Soutten (1874), L. R. 7 H. L. 408. As to (5) Refd. 

Ingram v. Soutten (1874), L. R. 7 H. L. 408. Generally, 

Refd. Ware v. Watson (1855), 7 De G. M. & G. 248 ; 

Bowers v. Bowers (1870), 5 Ch. App. 244; Apsey 1. 

Apsey (1877), 36 L. T. 941. 

9692. -—— Unless contrary intention ap- 
pears.|—(1) A bequest to A., & if she shall die 
unmarried or without children, to B., is an absolute 
gift to A., defeasible by an executory gift over in 
the event of A. dying, at any time, unmarried or 
without children. This construction can only be 
affected by a context which renders a different 
meaning necessary. ; 

(2) A gift to X. for life with remainder to A., & 
if A. dies unmarried or without children, to B., is 
an executory gift over, which will defeat the 
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absolute interest of A. in the event of A. dying, at 
any time, unmarried or without children. 

(8) There is no rule of construction arising from 
possible delay in the vesting of a gift, which con- 
trols the natural meaning of the terms of the be- 

uest. 

(4) There is no authority that the words intro- 
ducing a gift over in the case of the ‘‘ death un- 
married or without children ’’ of a previous taker, 
do not indicate, according to their natural meaning, 
death unmarried or without children at any time, 
or that the ordinary & literal meaning of the 
words used is to be departed from otherwise than 
in consequence of a context which renders a diffe- 
rent Meaning necessary or proper. Gift of £1,000 
Consols to A. for her life, after her death to her 
daughter B., ‘‘ if B. should die unmarried or with- 
out children the Consols I here will to revert to 
C.”’” The will then appointed D. residuary legatee. 
Both A. & C. died in the lifetime of the testatrix. 
On her death, B. entered into possesion & married, 
but after some years died without ever having had 
a child :—Held: on the death of B. without chil- 
dren the gift over to the residuary legatee took 
effect, & it was not affected by the death of C. in 
the lifetime of testatrix. The gift to C. failed by 
lapse & the residuary legatee became enttled to 

e all that C., if living at the death of testatrix, 
could have taken. 

(4) The words ‘I here will to revert to C.” 
indicated a benefit intended ior C. by means of an 
executory limitation over, after enjoyment by a 
previous taker, & not an alternate gift to take 
effect, if at all, betore the period of enjoyment had 
commenced. 

(6) The rule referred to by the Master of the 
Rolls may be more correctly stated in somewhat 
the reverse way to that in which it was stated by 
him in the case of Hdwards v. Edwards, No. 9699, 
post, namely, that the period to which the executory 
devise will be referred will be the period of the 
death of the first taker, unless there are other 
circumstances & directions in the will which are 
inconsistent with that supposition (LORD HATHER- 
LEY).—O’MAHONEY v. BURDETT (1874), L. R. 7 
H. L. 388; 44 L. J. Ch. 66, n.; 31 L. T. 705; 23 
W. R. 361, H. L. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Ingram v. Soutten (1874), 
L.R.7H.1L. 408. As to (4) Consd. Hurst v. Hurst (1882), 
21 Ch. D. 278. Refd. Hordern v. Hordern, {1909} A. C, 
210. As to (5) Consd. Besant v. Cox (1877), 6 Ch. D. 
604. Apld. Re Mackinlay, Scrimgeour v. Mackinlay 
(1911), 56 Sol. Jo. 142. Consd. 7te Brailsford, Holmes vr, 
Crompton & Evans’ Union Bank, [1916] 2 Ch. 536. d. 
Chunilal Parvatishankar v. Bai Sumrath (1914), 30 
T. L. R. 407; Re Roberts, Roberts v. Morgan, [1916] 2 

Ch. 42. Generally, Consd. #te Schnadhorst, Sandkuhl r. 

Schnadhorst, (1902) 2 Ch. 234 ; Christian v. Taylor, [1926] 

A.C. 773. Refd. Olivant v. Wright (1875), 1 Ch. D. 346; 

Jones v. Davies (1880), 28 W. R. 455; Kilott v. Smith 

ee “ Ch. D. 236 ; Re Luddy, Peard v. Morton ee): 


4; Lewin v. Killey (1888), 59 L. T. 67 


94 ; 
Re Barker capen v. Flick (1905), 92 L. T. 831; Re 


Poultney, Poul ney v. Poultney, {1912] 1 Ch. 245; Fee 
Fisher, Robinson v. Eardley, {1915] 1 Ch. 302; Ward cv. 
Brown, [1916] 2 A. C. 121. ; 

9693. —— -——.|—Testator bequeathed 
his residuary personal estate to trustees upon trust 
to pay the income to his wife for life, & after her 
decease upon trust, in the events which happened, 
to pay the income to his daughter for life, with a 
gift over, in the event of her death without issue, to 
his two sons; with a gift over in the event of both 
his sons dying without issueto M. ‘‘ But in case M. 
shall die without leaving any issue living at the time 
of her decease,’’ then over. Testator’s widow died 
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in 1823, his two sons survived her; & both died 
without issue in the lifetime of his daughter, who 
died without issue in 1866. M. survived the 
daughter, & died without issue in 1872 :—Held: 
M. having died without issue, the gift over took 
effect ; for in such a case death without issue at any 
time must be taken to be intended, unless there 
are any expressions in the will pointing to an 
earlier termination of the trust.—INGRAM v. 
SouTrEN (1874), L. R. 7H. L. 408; 44 L. J. Ch. 
55; 81L. T. 215; 23 W. R. 368, H. L.; revag. 
S. C. sub nom. Re HEATHCOTE’S TRusTS (1873), 
L. R. 9 Ch. App. 45, L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Retd. O’Mahoney v. Burdett (1874), L. R. 7 
H. L. 388; Olivant v. Wright (1875), 1 Ch. D. 846; 
Apsey v. Apsey (1877), 36 L. fT. 941; Lucena v. Lucena 
(1877), 7 Ch. D. 255; Re Luddy, Peard v. Morton (1883), 
25 Ch. D. 394; Re Schnadhorst, Sandkuhl v. Schnadhorst 
Oe 50 W. RR. 485; Christian v. Taylor, [1926] A.C. 


96904. ——_ ---—_ ---—-.|—_-(1) The rule estab- 
lished by O’Mahoncy v. Burdett, No. 9692, ante, 
& Ingram v. Soutten, No. 9693, ante, is only that a 
gift over on death without issue means death 
without issue at any time, unless a contrary inten- 
tion appears by the will. 

(2) A direction, after the death of the tenant for 
life, to divide the property, is without relying on 
other possible grounds for the same construction, 
a sufficient indication of such contrary intention.— 
OLIVANT v. WRIGHT (1875), 1 Ch. D. 346; 45 L. J. 
Ch.1; 33 L. T. 457; 24 W. R. 84, C. A. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Re Brailsford, Holmes vr. 
Crompton & Kvans’ Union Bank, [1916] 2 Ch. 536. Aas 
to (2) Folld. Re Thompson to Curzon (1885), 52 L. T. 498. 
Refd. te Brailsford, Holmes v. Crompton & Evans’ Union 
Bank, [1916) 2 Ch. 536. Generally, Consd. Besant v. Cox 
(1877), 6 Ch. D. 604. Refd. 2te Roberts, Roberts v. 
Morgan, (1916) 2 Ch. 42. 


B. Prior Infe Interest. 


9695. Whether limited to death of life tenant.|— 
Lock v. LOGGIN (1586), 1 And. 145; 123 E.R. 
399. 

9686. — —-.]|—-The words “ in case of the death,”’ 
construed to refer to death in the life of the tenant 
for life. 

Bequest of personal estate being in trust, to pay 
the interest to M. testator’s widow, during her life, 
& on her death “‘ to pay & divide the trust moneys 
unto & equally between his daughters H. & A., 
for their own use & bencfit absolutely, & in case 
of the death of them H. & A., or either of them, 
leaving a child or children living,’’ to apply the 
interest for the maintenance of the children till 
twenty-one then to divide the trust money among 
them, expressing that testator’s intention was, 
that the children of his daughters should be 
entitled to the same shares to which their mother 
would be entitled if then living, with an ultimate 
trust in case of the death of H. & A., without 
leaving issue living at their respective death, or of 
all their children dying minors; on surviving the 
tenant for life, H. & A. become entitled to the 
absolute interest.—-GALLAND v. LEONARD (1818), 
1 Swan. 161; 1 Wils. Ch. 129; 36 E. R. 339. 
Annotations a Agi. Home v. Pillans (1833), Coop. temp. 

Brough. 198 ; Kdwards v. Edwards ar peat 15 Beav. 357. 

. O’Mahoney v. Burdett (1874), L. R. 7 H. L. 388. 

Reld. Whittell ». Dudin (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 279; Dean 

v. Handley (1865), 2 Hem. & M. 635. 

9697. -.]|—Testator gave the residue of his 
estate upon trust, to pay the interest to his widow 
during her life for her separate use, &, after her 
decease, to pay the principal to C. for her own use 
& to be at her own disposal; but if C. should 
happen to die, leaving any child living at her 
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decease, then to such child or children; & if she 
should happen to die, without any child living at 
her decease, then to D. & E.; but if either of them 
should die, before they should become entitled to 
receive the fund, then he gave the whole to the 
survivor; & if they should both die in the lifetime 
of his widow, then he gave the whole to his wife 
absolutely ; C., having survived the widow, was 

entitled to the residue absolutely.—Da Costa v. 

KEIR (1827), 3 Russ. 360; 5 L. J. O. S. Ch. 161; 

388 E. R. 611. 

Annotations :—Apld. Edwards v. Edwards (1852), 15 Beav. 
357. Consd, per v. Cooper (1855), 1 K. & J. 658; 
O’Mahoney v. Burdett (1874), L. KR. 7 H. L. 388. Refd. 
Re Luddy, Peard v. Morton (1883), 25 Ch. D. 394: Re 
Schnadhorst, Sandkuhl v. Schnadhorst, {1902} 2 Ch. 234; 
Christian v. Taylor, [1926] A. C. 773. 

9698. .|—Testator gave a fund, subject to 
the life interest of his wife, to A., B., & C., equally 
to be divided between them, ‘ but in case of the 
decease of C. without leaving lawful issue,” he gave 
her one-third between A. & B. :—Held: upon the 
decease of the wife, C., who was then living, be- 
came absolutely entitled to one-third of the fund. 

The question is, to what period of time does this 
event relate. If you make the dying without 
leaving lawful issue refer to the period anterior 
to the death of the tenant for life, you carry into 
effect the primary intention of testator to divide 
the fund amongst the three, share & share alike 
(LORD LANGDALE, M.R.).—-BARKER v. COocKs 
(1843), 6 Beav. 82; 49 EH. R. 756. 

Annotations :-—~Consd. Cooper v. Cooper (1855), 1 K. & J. 
658. Refd. Gece v. Manchester Corpn. (1852), 17 Q. B. 
7375; Dean v. Handley (1865), 2 Hem. & M,. 635. 

9699. }—(1) Gift by will of freeholds & 
leaseholds to A. durante wviduitate, & then to B. 
absolutely, with a gift over to B.’s brother & sister, 
‘if he should die & leaving no children.” B. 
survived A. :—Held: he then took an absolute 
vested interest, not liable to be divested on his 
subsequent death without children, & therefore, 
the gift over, in that event, failed. 

Construction of gifts in the following form: 
(a) to A., & if he shall die, to B.; (b) to A., & if he 
shall die without children, to B.; (c) to X. for life, 
with remainder to A., & if he shall die, to B.; &, 
(d) to X. for life, with remainder to A. & if he shall 
die without leaving children, to B. (2) In (a) the 
contingency has reference to the death of testator ; 
(3) in (6), to the death of A. ; (4) in (c) & (d), to the 
death of the tenant for life.—EDWARDS u. EDWARDS 
(1852), 15 Beav. 357; 21 L. J. Ch. 324; 19 L. T. 
O. S. 483; 16 Jur. 259; 51 E. R. 576. 


Annotations :—.43 to (1) Apld. Brotherton v. Bury (1853), 
22 L. T. O. 8. 140; Gosling v. Townshend (1853), 17 
Boav. 245 ; Re Allen’s Estate (1855), 3 Drew. 380. Co 
Re Anstice (1856), 23 Beav. 135; Johnston v. Antrobus 
(1856), 21 Beav. 556. Distd. Sanders v. Ashford (1860), 
28 Beav. 609; He Green’s Trusts (1869), 17 W. R. 1081. 
Apld. Re Hill’s Trusts (1871), L. R. 12 Kq. 302. Refd. John- 
son v. Cope (1853), 2 W. R.90; Hodgson ». Smithson (1856), 
21 Beav. $354; Hagger v. Payne (1857), 23 Heav. 474; 
Re Parry & Daggs (1885), 31 Ch. D. 130. As to (2) Refd. 
Milner v. Milner (1865), 34 Beav. 276; Re Mac y, 

Sc . Mackinlay (1911), 56 Sol. Jo. 142. As to 

4) Apld. Dean v. Handley (1865), 2 Hem. & M. 635. 
erd. Ingram v. Soutten (1874), L. R. 7 H. L. 408; 








O’Maboney v. Burdett (1874), L. R. 7H. L. 388. Consd. 
Olivant v, Wright (1875), 1/Ch. D. 346; Christian ». 
(1926) A. C. 773. Refd. Abbott v. Middleton, 


Taylor 

Ricketts v. Carpenter (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 68; Milner v. 
Milner (1865), 34 Beav. 276; He Brailsford, Holmes v. 
Crompton & Evans’ Union Bank, [1916] 2 Ch. 536. 
Generally, . Carver v. Burgess (1855), 24 LL. J. Ch. 
401; Beckton v. Barton (1859), 27 Beav. 99; Randfield 
v. Randfield (1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 225; Slaney v. Slaney 
1864), 83 Beav. 631; Bolitho v. Hillyar (1865), 13 W. R 
00; Bowers v. Bowors (1870), 5 Ch. App. 244; Clark v. 
Henry (1870), L. R. 11 Eq. 222; Lewin v. tie ed | 
59 L. T. 675; Re Schnadhorst, dkuhl v. Schnadborst, 
{1902} 2 Ch. 234; Re ypultneys Poultney v. Poultney, 
uote nar 245. Mentd. Re Williams’ S. I. (1872), 20 


9700. ——-.]—A testator gave certain funds 
J—VOL. XLIV. 


1121 


upon trust for three persons during their lives, & 
after the death of the survivor, upon trust for the 
six children of A. who should be living at the time 
of testator’s decease, & the issue of such of them as 
should be living at the time of testator’s decease, 
& the issue of such of them as should have departed 
this life, leaving issue then living, but so that the 
issue should take their parent’s share. But if 
any of the six children should die without leaving 
lawful issue then surviving them, the share of 
those so dying should go to the survivors or sur- 
vivor of them. All the six children survived the 
tenants for life :—Held: the property vested in 
them absolutely to the exclusion of their issue.— 
JOHNSON v. COPE (1853), 17 Beav. 561; 2 W. R. 
90; 51 EK. R. 1152. 

9701. ———.|—-Testator by will, before Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 26), bequeathed residuary personal estate 
to W. in case the said W. should be living at the 
decease of testator’s wife, or to W.’s children, if he 
should marry & leave any; but ‘‘ if he should die 
without leaving issue,’’ then to C. W. survived 
testator’s wife & died without having been 
married :—Held: the words ‘‘if he should die 
without leaving issue ’’ must be held to mean “‘ if 
he should die in the lifetime of the wife, without 
leaving issue,’’ & W. was entitled absolutely.— 
ANDREWS v. LORD (1860), 3 L. T. 803; 6 Jur. 
N.S. 865; 8 W. R. 405. 

9702. .|—Real & personal estate, including 
a business, was devised & bequeathed in trust to 
pay an annuity out of the income to testator’s 
widow during her life, & after her decease the 
property, including all accumulations, was devised 
& bequeathed to testator’s son W., but if he should 
die without leaving issue, testator directed the 
trustees to sell & convert, & to distribute the pro- 
ceeds among certain persons :—Held: the gift 
over only contemplated the son’s death in the life- 
time of his mother.—DEAN v. HANDLEY (1865), 
2 Hem. & M. 635; 6 New Rep. 95; 13 L. T. 89; 
11 Jur. N.S. 686; 71 EB. R. 610. 





9703. -- .]—REED v. BRAITHWAITE, No. 9977, 
08t. 
; 9704, — -INGRAM v. SOUTTEN, No. 9693, 
ante. 

9705. — -O’MAHONEY v. BURDETT, No. 
9692, ante | 

9706. — -OLIVANT v. WRIGHT, No. 9694, 
ante. 

9707. — —~BESANT v. Cox, No. 9782, post 

9708. —By the conditions of sale of certain 


property it was stipulated that all objections & 
requisitions in respect of the title should be 
delivered within fourteen days from the delivery 
of the abstract. An abstract of title was duly 
delivered containing a full abstract of a will under 
which the property was sold. After the fourteen 
days had elapsed the purchaser made an objection 
as to the construction of the will. Testator had 
devised & bequeathed his real & personal estates 
to his wife during widowhood, & at her decease 
or marriage to his sons & daughters therein named 
in equal shares; & the will then proceeded as 
follows: ‘‘ but if any of my children should die 
during my lifetime,: or otherwise, leaving issue, 
such child or children, as the case may be, to have 
their father’s or mother’s share, to be equally 
divided between them absolutely.’ Testator’s 
widow died in 1884, leaving all the sons & daughters 
named in the will her surviving, & all of them had 
attained twenty-one years. Such sons & daughters 
were the vendors of the property sold. One of 
their daughters had married in 1878 :—Held: the 
children were entitled to their respective shares for 
an indefeasible estate in fee simple.— Re THOMPSON 
4c 
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& CURZON (1885), 29 Ch. D. 177; 54 L. J. Ch. 610; 

52 L. T. 498; 33 W. R. 688. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Re Hobson's Settlmt., Webster ». 
Rickards (1885), 55 L. J. Ch. 300; Re Hughes’ Trusts, 
[1885] W. N. 62; te Tucker, Emanuel v. Parfitt (1885), 
54 L. J. Ch. 874, 

9709. -]—Where testator, after making 
particular dispositions during the lifetime of his 
widow, & certain absolute dispositions in favour 
of his children to be effected by conveyance from 
the trustees of the will at her decease, directed 
that “ if any of my said children shall die without 
leaving lawful issue them surviving the property 
hereby devised & bequeathed to each of my said 
children shall be equally divided amongst my 
surviving children” :—Held: according to the 
whole scope & intention of the will, the time of 
dying without lawful issue was confined to the 
time before the grant of the absolute interest, that 
is during the lifetime of the widow: & after 
conveyance of the absolute interest, no defeasance 
was contemplated.—LEWIN v. KILLEY (1888), 
13 App. Cas. 783; 59 L. T. 675, P. C. 

9710. .|—Testator by his will left real 
estate to his wife for life, with remainder to his son 
J. for life, & after the death of J. to ‘‘ go to & be & 
become the absolute property of his eldest son 
lawfully begotten, failing such son then the same to 
be & become the property of my son A., or of his 
eldest son lawfully begotten, & in case of the death 
of the said A. without such male issue as aforesaid 
then to” applt., who was grandson of testator. 
J. died without issue in the lifetime of testator. <A. 
survived the widow, & died without issue :—Held : 
the gift over ‘in case of the death of the said 
A. without such male issue as aforesaid’? must 
mean death in the lifetime of testator or the 
widow the property vested absolutely in A., & 
applt. had no title to it as against the exors. of A. 
or persons claiming through them.—McCorRMICK 
v. Simpson, [1907] A. C. 494; 77 L. J. P. Cw. 12; 
97 L. T. 616, P. C. 

9711. A direction to distribute on the 
death of a tenant for life, followed by a proviso 
that in the event of the death of all objects to whom 
such distribution is to be made without descend- 
ants, there is to be a gift over, does not make such 
direction to distribute inconsistent with the rule in 
O’ Mahoney v. Burdett, No. 9092, ante, & accordingly 
the objects to whom such distribution is to be 
made are indefeasibly entitled, & take absolutely 
on the death of the tenant for life.—He MACKINLAY, 
SCRIMGEOUR v. MACKINLAY (1911), 56 Sol. Jo. 142. 


9712. -|—Where by his will testator be- 
queaths his freehold to his sons, & subsequently 
gives all the income of the same freeholds to his wife 
for the maintenance of his children, & declares 
that if his wife should die before his youngest 
child shall have attained twenty-one the property 
is not to be divided until such youngest child has 
attained twenty-one, & then proceeds as follows: 
‘** & in case that my children should all die & leaving 
no issue, I give the property share & share alike to 
my nephews & nieces then surviving.’”’ On the 
death of the wife leaving two unmarried children 
her surviving :—Held: such two children took 
their respective shares of testator’s freeholds 
absolutely, because on the construction of the whole 
will henge area over was not intended to take effect 
unless all the children died in the lifetime of their 
mother.—Re MITCHELL, MITCHELL v. MITCHELL 
(1913), 108 L. T. 180; 57 Sol. Jo. 339. 

9713. |—Testator, who died in 1877, 
devised certain real estate during life or widowhood 
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of his wife for the benefit of her & his son S., & 
certain other real estate for her sole benefit during 
her life or widowhood. On her death or remarriage 
he devised the former rea] estate to S., his heirs & 
assigns, & the latter to his daughter M., her heirs 
& assigns. The will provided, however, that in 
case of the death of either S. or M. without leaving 
surviving lawful issue the real estate devised to 
him or her was to go to the survivor of them, & in 
case of the death of either leaving surviving lawful 
issue it was to go to his or her child or children. 
On a summons taken out to determine whether, on 
the death of testator’s widow, S. became indefea- 
sibly entitled to the real estate devised to him or 
whether his children had any interest in it :—Held : 
he acquired on that event an indefeasible estate 
in fee simple in the property, since, in view of the 
use of words of inheritance in the devise, the time 
for the operation of the gifts over must be limited 
to the life of testator’s widow.—He BRAILSFORD, 
Homes v. CROMPTON & EVANS’ UNION BANK, 
[1916] 2 Ch. 586; 85 L. J. Ch. 709; 115 L. T. 343. 
Annotation :---Consd. Christian v. Taylor, [1926] A. C. 773. 

9714. .|—Testator, who died in 1877, by his 
will gave his widow an estate for life in all his 
real & personal property. After her death he 
divided his property amongst his four children as 
foltows. To his one son he gave a freehold tene- 
ment, & ‘‘ £100 in money ’”’; to trustees he gave a 
mtge. for £100 on other real estate for the use & 
benefit of one of his daughters; & to the same 
trustees he gave other real estate in trust for his 
two other daughters as tenants in common. 
Then he declared that ‘‘ if any of my said daughters 
or son die without leaving legal issue, her, their, or 
his share shall be divided equally between the 
survivor or survivors of him or her or them so 
dying without leaving legal issue, share & share 
alike, as tenants in common & not as joint tenants.”’ 
AU the four children survived the widow, & after- 
wards two of them died leaving issue, & the other 
two died without leaving issue :—Held: the gift 
over or divesting was only to take effect if a child 
of testator died without leaving legal issue in the 
lifetime of testator’s widow. — /te ROBERTS, 
RoBERts v. MORGAN, [1916] 2 Ch. 42; 85 L. J. 


Ch. 718; 114 L. T. 1119. 
Annotation :--Consd. Christian v. Taylor, [1926] A. C. 773. 








9715. -——-.|—-CHRISTIAN v. TAYLOR, No. 9734, 
ost, 
- 9716. Death of survivor of joint life tenants. | 


—-Testator gave his son an absolute interest in 
one-fourth of his personal estate ; but, by a codicil, 
he directed that his son’s share should be only for 
the life of himself & his wife, ate they had no 
issue; & that, at their death, it should fall into 
the residue:—Held: the son did not take 
absolutely, but subject to an executory bequest 
over, in case there was no issue of himself & his 
wife living at the death of the survivor.—RACK- 
sTRAW v. VILE (1824), 1 Sim. & St. 604; 2 L. J. 
O. 8S. Ch. 102; 57 E, R. 238. 
Annotation :---Consd. Parker v. Birks (1854), 1 K. & J. 156. 
9717. When gift over takes effect.|—Testator 
made a series of specific devises upon trust for 
each of his children for life, with remainder to 
the children of such tenant for life as tenants in 
common in tail, with cross remainders between 
them, & failing such issue of the tenant for life 
in trust for testator’s other children equally, 
& the heirs of their respective bodies, as tenants 
in common, or, if there should be only one of his 
children “then living,’ in trust for that child, 
& the heirs of his or her body; he afterwards gave 
a share of his residuary real & personal estate upon 
such trusts as should correspond with_, those 
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declared concerning his specifically devised estate, 
which gift was followed by a provision for the 
event of any child dying in testator’s lifetime 
leaving children :—Held; the gift over, on failure 
of the issue of a tenant for life, was in favour of 
children who, or whose issue, were living at the 
time when the gift over took effect.—CooPER v. 
MACDONALD (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 258; 42 L. J. Ch. 
5639; 28 L. T. 693; 21 W. R. 833, L. C. 
Annotations :—~Refd. Stevenson v. Masson (1873), L. R. 17 
Eq. 78; Re Walker's Estate, Church v. Tyacke (1879), 
12 Ch. D. 205; Askew v. Askew (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 629; 
Re Firth, Loveridge v. Firth, [1914] 2 Ch. 386. Mentd. 
Crichton v. Crichton (1895), 13 1k. 770; te Beaumont, 
Bradshaw v. Packer, [1913] 1 Ch. 325; Re Campbell’s 
Trusts, Public Trustee v. Campbell, (1922] 1 Ch. 551; 
ae ene Re Edwards, Prickett v. Prickett, [1924] 1 Ch. 


C. Other Cases. 

9718. Whether condition applies before death of 

testator.|—Under a devise of the residue of a real & 
erso estate, subject to the payment of debts & 
egacies, to testator’s son & daughter, their heirs 

& assigns for ever, as tenants in common, & not 

as joint tenants ; but in case of the death of either 

leaving child or children, the share of him or her so 
dying to go to his or her child or children ; or if all 
such should die before twenty-one, such share to go 
to the survivor of the son or daughter for ever ; but 
in case his son & daughter should be both dead at 
the time of testator’s decease, without child or 
children, or leaving child or children, all of them 
should die under twenty-one & unmarried, & 
without child or children ; then he gave the whole 
of his real & personal estate to his exors., upon 
certain trusts for other branches of his family ; 

& then the will proceeded, as to the rest & residue 

of his estate & effects, in case of the death of his 

son & daughter at the time before mentioned, & 
without child or children, & other the events afore- 
said ; then he gave the same to his brother in fee: 

——Held: the limitation to the children of deceased 

son or daughter, or to the survivor of the two, was 

only a substitution in case of a lapse by the death of 
testator’s son or daughter in his lifetime; so that 
if both son & daughter survived him, he intended 
them to take the fee as tenants in common: if 
one died in his lifetime & left issue, such issue was 
to take the parent’s share; or if there should be 
no such issue which should attain twenty-one, the 
survivor of the son & daughter should take the 
whole: or if both died in his lifetime & cither left 
issue, such issue was to take; but if both died 
without issue in his lifetime, then the exors. were to 
take on the trusts mentioned ; remainder to his 
brother in fee—DorEr d. Lirrorp v. SPARROW 

(1811), 13 Kast, 359; 104 EK. R. 408. 

Annotations :— pid. Da Costa v. Kier (1827), 5 L. J. O. 8. Ch. 
161; Gee v. Manchester Corpn. Se 17 Q. B. 7387. 
Retd. Doe d. Long v. Prigg (1828), 8 B. & C. 231. 

9719. -|—Testator directed his residuary 
real & personal estate to be divided into fourteen 
shares, & gave such shares to persons whom he 
named, & directed that the whole of them should 
have the benefit of survivorship between them, in 
the event of any one or more of them dying with- 
out issue :—Hield: the ‘‘ dying ’’ meant was not 
“d in testator’s lifetime.’’—SMITH v. STEWART 
(1851), 4 De G. & Sm. 253; 20 L. J. Ch. 205; 17 
L. T. O. S. 195; 15 Jur. 884; 64 E. R. 820. 
Annotation :—Apld. Re Allen’s Estate (1855), 3 Drew. 380. 

9720. ——-.|—-By will, executed before 1838, 
testator devised & bequeathed his real & personal 
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estate, to be divided ‘‘ equally amongst ard 
children in manner following, viz.: I will 
bequeath to my eldest son A. one-seventh share 
of my property, to his heirs, exors. & adminis- 
trators.”’ Then followed devises & bequests in 
the same words to each of testator’s six other 
children. ‘ &, in case any of my sons on daughters 
die without issue, that their share returns to my 
sons & daughters, equally amongst them; &, in 
case any of my sons & daughters die & leaving 
issue, that they take their deceased parent’s share, 
share & share alike.’’ All the seven children sur- 
vived testator :—Held: ‘die’’ must be con- 
strued to mean die in the lifetime of testator, & 
consequently each of the children took a fee simple 
in one-seventh of the realty, & the absolute interest 
in one-seventh of the personalty.—GEE v. MAN- 
CHESTER CORPN. (1852), 17 Q. B. 737; 21 L. J. 
Q. B. 242; 18 L. T. O. S. 236; 16 Jur. 758; 117 
E. R. 1464. 


Annotations :—Distd. Gosling v. Townshend (1853), 17 
Beav. 245. Apld. Cooper v. Cooper (1855), 1 K. & J. 
658; Bowers v. Bowers (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 283; Apse 


v. Apsey (1877), 36 L. T. 941. Folld. Re Brailsford, 
eae v. Crompton & Evans’ Union Bank, [1916] 2 
Yh. 536. 


9721. —--—.|—-GOSLING v. TOWNSEND, No. 9691, 
ante. 
9722. —--—.|—-If the words importing a con- 


tingency, ‘‘if he die,’ ‘‘ in case of his death,’’ in 
the event of his dying,’’ or the like, are to have any 
contingent meaning given to them, some event 
must be assumed to have been in testator’s mind 
as fixing the period within which he contemplated 
the possibility of the legatee’s death; & the will 
pointing to no other event, testator’s death has 
been selected as the most natural to assume for 

this purpose (PAGE Woop, V.-C.).—COOPER v. 

CoopPER (1855), 1 K. & J. 658; 3 W. R. 470; 69 

E. R. 624. 

Annotations :—Refd. Bowers v. Bowers (1870), 5 Ch. App. 
244: Je Brailsford, Holmes v. Crompton & Evans’ Union 
Bank, {1916] 2 Ch. 536. 

9728. .]|—Bequest of residue to A. & B. 
equally, & in case they should be married at the 
time it became payable, to be paid for her separate 
use, ‘‘ & her receipt alone for the same to be a 
sufficient discharge.’’ There was a gift over to 
C. & D., in case A. & B. should die without leaving 
issue :—-Held: this case was an exception to the 
gencral rule, & the gift over was confined to A. & 
B. dying without leaving issue in the life of testator. 
—HRe ANSTICE (1856), 23 Beav. 185; 53 E. R. 53. 
ma ould :—Apld. Bowers v. Bowers (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 





9724. —-—.|—-Immediate gift to four residuary 
legatees & devisees in equal shares, ‘‘ with benefit 
of survivorship,’”’ in case any of them should die 
without issue; & in case any of them should die 
leaving children, then the share, whether original 
or accruing, of each so dying to go to such children : 
—Held: the clause of survivorship, & the limita- 
tion over to children of the legatees, were not con- 
fined to the lifetime of testator, & intended merely 
to guard against lapse; & the residuary legatees 
did not upon surviving testator at once acquire 
absolute indefeasible interests in their shares,— 
BoweErRs v. BowERsS (1870), 5 Ch. App. 244; 89 
L. 7 oo 351; 23 L. T. 35; 18 W. R. 301, L. C. 
& L. J. 

Annotations :—Distd. Clarke v. Henry qd Sie) L. R. 11 Eq. 


222; Re Hill’s Trusts (1871), L q. 302. Conad. 
Re Heathcote’s Trusts (1873), 9 Ch. App. 47, n.; Apsey 


in fee with a proviso that in case he death of the son previous to the death 

PART XVI. SECT. 28, SUB-SECT. 2. should die without issue previous to of both the brother & sister, could not 
: the death of ‘“‘my brother...& happen, the son took an estate in fee 

before brother or sister. sister...’ th over. The sister simple.—LILLIz£ v. WILLIS, 31 O. R. 


m. Death | 
—Testatrix devised & bequeathed a 


her real & personal estate to her son son :—H 


the lifetime of the 


en 
mentioned died in 
: as the event, viz., the 


198.—CAN. 
402 
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Sect. 23.—Limitations on failure of issue: Sub-sect. 
2, C.3; sub-sect. 3, A.] 

v. Apsey (1877), 36 L. T. 041; Re Schnadhorst, Sandkuhl 

v. Schnadhurst, [1901] 2 Ch. 338. Refd. Ze Braileford, 

Holmes v. Crompton & Evans’ Union Bank (1916), 85 

L. J. Ch. 709. 

9725. --|—Testator gave his residuary estate 
upon trust to be divided equally amongst all his 
children in equal shares & proportions with benefit 
of survivorship in case of the deaths of any of his 
children without leaving lawful issue, his, her, or 
their respective exors., administrators, & assigns : 
—Held: death without issue meant death in 
testator’s lifetime; there was no implied gift to 
the issue of a child dying between the date of the 
will & testator’s death; & the children who sur- 
vived testator took absolutely.—Re SMaLina, 


JOWUNSON v. SMALING (1877), 37 L. T. 392; 26 
W. R. 231. 
9726. |—By will, made before 1838, 





testator devised unto his seven children “ & their 
heirs for ever, the fee simple’’ of certain real 
estate; & if either of his children should die, 
leaving children, the share of him or her so dying 
to go to such children; but if any of his children 
should die, & leave no child, the share of him or her 
so dying to yo to his, testator’s, surviving children 
& their heirs for ever. All the seven children sur- 
vived testator :—Held: the word ‘‘ die ’’ must be 
construed to mean die in the lifetime of testator ; 
&, therefore, the seven children took as tenants 
in common in fee.—APSEY v. APSEY (1877), 36 
L. T. 941. 
9727. ——.] 


posi. 

9728. Whether before period of distribution.]— 
Testator gave the residue of his estate to trustees, 
upon trust to pay, apply, & dispose of it to two 
women, A. & B., when they should attain their 
respective ages of twenty-one ycars, directing 
that their shares should not be subject to the 
control of their husbands: but in case both or 
either of them died without issue living at the time 
of their respective deceases, then he gave the share 
of her or them so dying to his nephews & nieces :— 
Held: upon the whole context of the will, the 
executory devise over of the residue was not 
confined to the death of A. & B., or either of them, 
under twenty-one, & without leaving issue; but 
would take effect upon their respective deaths at 
any time, without leaving issue then living. — 
GRAY v. Foups (1829), 7 L. J. O. S. Ch. 182. 

9729. ——_.]—Gift over, after an absolute 
bequest, in the event of death without leaving 
issue surviving, construed, upon the context, such 
a death under twenty-one. 

Testator gave his personal estate, & the produce 
of his real estate, which was to be sold on his 
youngest child attaining twenty-one, between his 
children cqually. There was a gift over, if any 
child should die after testator’s decease without 
leaving issue surviving him, omitting the words 
under twenty-one. There were a maintenance 
clause, out of interest, & an advancement clause, 
out of capital, until the shares ‘‘ should become 
payable & transferable,’’ & which referred to the 
time when the legatees would be absolutely 
entitled to receive, as being on attaining twenty- 
one. A child died after attaining twenty-one, 
without leaving issue :—Held: his share did not 

o over, but belonged to his representative.— 

ROTHERTON v. Bury (1853), 18 Beav. 65; 22 
L. T. 0.8. 140; 2 W. BR. 46; 62 E. R. 25. 

9780. ——_.|—-SmirH v. SPENCER, No. 9873, 
post. wn 
9731. -——-.]—Under a gift to parents, with a 


Re Parry & Daaas, No. 9785, 





WILLS. 


gift by substitution, to their children in the event 
of such parents dying leaving issue :—Held: to 
entitled the children, the event must happen prior 
to the period of distribution—Woop v. Woop 
(1866), 35 Beav. 587; 55 BE. R. 1024. 

97382. .]—Testatrix devised lands to her 
daughter S. for life, with remainder to the husband 
of 8. for life, & after the death of the survivor of 
them to all the children of S. by her then husband 
who should be living at testatrix’s death as tenants 
in common in fee, & added a proviso giving over 
the shares of any of the children of S. who should 
‘* depart this life without leaving lawful issue ’’ to 
the survivors or survivor of the children that 
should leave such lawful issue as tenants in com- 
mon in fee :—Held: the words ‘ depart this life 
without leaving lawful issue ’’ must be restricted 
to death without issue at the period of distribution, 
viz., the death of the surviving tenant for life.— 
ae v. Cox (1877), 6 Ch. D. 604; 25 W. R. 
Annotation :—Refd. ite Roberts, Roberts v. Morgan, [1916 } 

2 Ch. 42. 





9733. -.]|—Certain estates were devised to 
the use of testator’s wife & G., upon trust to pay the 
net rents & income of the estate to the wife for the 
mainsenance, education, & benefit of testator’s son 
until he should attain twenty-one, & without being 
liable to account to the trustees or to the son for 
the same; & upon the son’s attaining twenty- 
one, then upon trust for him absolutely : but if he 
should die under twenty-one without leaving issue, 
then upon trust to permit the wife to receive such 
rents & income for her life, & after her death 
upon the trusts therein mentioned :—Held: under 
Settled Land Act, 1882 (c. 38), s. 58 (1) ii., the 
infant son had the powers of a tenant for life, 
being tenant in fee simple with an executory 
limitation over in case of dying under twenty-one 
without issue. 

That is clearly an executory limitation or dis- 
xosition over on failure of his issue. It is not on 

ailure of issue in every event, but in case of failure 
of issue if he dies under twenty-one years 
(NorTH, J.).—Re MORGAN (1883), 24 Ch. D. 114; 
53 L. J. Ch. 85; 48 L. T. 964; 31 W. R. 948. 
Annotations :—Refd. Ite A.-G. v. Coole, [1921] 3 K. B. 607. 

Mentd. 2te Coull’s S. E., [1905) 1 Ch. 712. 

9734. .]—Testator bequeathed personalty 
to his wife absolutely, & gave her the residue of 
his estate during her lifetime; he appointed no 
trustee, but made his wife extrix. The will gave 
specified lands to his several children, expressly 
providing that these dispositions were to take 
effect only after the death of the widow ; the will 
continued as follows: ‘‘ In the event of any or 
either of my children dying without lawful issue 
his or their share or shares shall be divided among 
the survivor or survivors ’’ :—Held: reading the 
will as a whole the above gift over to surviving 
children was not to be construed as refe to 
death at any time, which was the primd facie 
meaning, but to death before the period of dis- 
tribution, which was the death of the widow, she 
being in effect a trustee with a discretion to dis- 
tribute. The introduction of the words “ or their ”’ 
in the clause had significance only upon that con- 
struction.—CHRISTIAN v. TAYLOR, [1926] A. C. 
773; 06L.5.P.C.6; 186 L. T. 168; 42 7.1L. RK. 
699, P. C. 

9785. ———.]—GOSsLING v. TOWNSEND, No. 9691, 


ante. 

9736. Whether before death of first taker.|-— 
EDWARDS v. Epwarps, No. 9699, ante. 

9737. .]|—BLINSTON v. WARBURTON, No. 
7794a, ante. 





Parr XVI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


Sus-sEctT. 3.—DEATH WITHOUT ‘ LEAVING ” 
ISSUE OR CHILDREN. 
A. In General. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 29. 

97388. Whether ‘“‘leaving’’ construed as 
** having.’’]— MAITLAND v. CHALIE, No. 9215, ante. 

9739. -|—Devise to A. for life, remainder 
to all & every the children of her body, their 
heirs & assigns, as tenants in common; but in 
case A. should die without leaving any issue of 
her body, then over. A. had two children, both 
of whom died before her; one died leaving a child 
who survived A.; the other died without issue :— 
Held: the word leaving meant having, & the two 
children of A. took vested interests as tenants in 
common in fee.—-Re BUCKINGHAMSHIRE Ry. Co., 
Re Tooxry’s Trust, Ex p. Hooper (1852), 1 
Drew. 264; 21 L. J. Ch. 402; 61 E. R. 453. 
Annotations :—Apld. White v. Hill (1867), L. RN. 4 Kq. 265 ; 

Treharno v. Layton (1875), L. RK. 10 Q. B. 459. Refd. 

Bryden v. Willett (1869), L. R. 7 Eq. 472; Re Ball, 

Slattery v. Ball (1888), 59 L. T. 800. 

9740. -.|—WHITE v. Hix, No. 9875, post. 

9741. -|—Testator gave the residue of his 
estate to trustees to invest & pay one-fourth of 
the income to each of his four sisters for life, 
& when & so soon as any of them should die 
‘‘ without leaving issue,’’ then he directed that 
the share in the trust moneys of her or them so 
dying ‘‘ without issue ’’ should be divisible among 
his surviving sisters, & the issue of any who might 
then be dead, in equal shares, but such issue to 
take only their respective ‘‘ parent’s’’ share; & 
when & so soon as any of his sisters should die & 
leave issue,’’ then upon trust to call in the share 
of her or them so dying leaving issue,’ & pay 
same unto such respective issue, if more than one 
“child,” equally :—-Held: ‘‘issue’’ here meant 
‘“‘ children,” & ‘‘ leaving issue’’ meant “ having 
had issue.”’—-BRYDEN v. WILLETT (1869), lL. BR. 7 
Eq. 472; 20 L..T. 518. 


Annotations :-—N.F, Re Watson’s Trusts (1870), L. R. 10 
naa ha Treharne v. Layton (1875), L. R. 10 
- B. 459. 


9742. .|—I cannot agree with what Mains, 
V.-C., says in Bryden v. Willett, No. 9741, ante, 
that the word “ leaving’’ means “ having ”’ or 
‘‘ having had ’’ issue (JAMES, V.-C.).—Re WATSON’S 
TRusts (1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 36; 39 L. J. Ch. 770 ; 
18 W. R. 642. 

Annotation :— . e ‘. D)s 
esation pole. & Distd. Treharne v. Layton (1875) 
9743. -Testator gave a fund to trustees 

to pay the dividends to his daughter for life, 

& after her decease to transfer the principal 

equally amongst all the children of his said 

daughter, whether by her present putative 
husband, or by any other person whom she might 
marry, who should attain twenty-one, their exors., 
administrators, & assigns. But in case _ his 
daughter should die ‘‘ leaving ’’ no issue, then to 
testator’s other children. Long before the date 
of the will testator’s daughter was, with testator’s 
knowledge, living with a gentleman to whom she 
was afterwards married, & she had one son by 
that person, who was born four years before the 
date of the will, & was known by testator to be 
illegitimate, & acknowledged by him as his grand- 
son. The daughter bei sixty-seven years of 
age, & having no other child, & her husband being 
dead :—Held: the illegitimate son was entitled 
absolutely to the capital, & the word ‘ leaving ”’ 
being construed ‘‘ having,’’ & he being now over 
twenty-one, the money was ordered to be paid to 
the mother & son, who petitioned for to ae to 
them jointly.—Re Brown’s Trust (1873), L. R. 
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16 Eq. 239; 43 L. J. Ch. 84; 28 L. T. 616; 38 
J.P.4; 21 W. R. 721. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Ayles’ Trust (1875), 45 L. J. Ch. 
223. Apld. White v. Hight (1879), 12 Ch. D. 751. Refd. 
Dorin v. Dorin (1873), L. R. 17 Eq. 463; Re Horner, 


VWagleton v. Horner (1887), 37 Ch. D. 695. 

9744. .|—Testatrix by her will gave her 
estate real & personal unto M. H. for her sole use 
during her life, & after her death to her children 
in equal parts; & in case M. H. dies leaving no 
issue, the whole of the property to go to the next 
of kin:—Held: the words “ leaving no issue ”’ 
must be construed ‘ having had no issue.”’ 

Where an estate is vested in children after a 
gift to a parent, then the gift over in case of the 
parent dying ‘‘ without leaving issue’’ must be 
read ‘‘ having had no issue ’’ in order to carry into 
effect the intention of testator (CLEASBYy, B.).— 
TREHARNE v. LAYTON (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. 459 ; 
44L. J. Q. B. 202; 33 L. T. 327; 23 W. R. 799, 
Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Apld. I?e Cobbold, Cobbold +r. Lawton, 
[1903] 2 Ch, 299; Re Bradbury, Wing v. Bradbury TELE 
73 L. J. Ch. 591. Refd. Re Ball, Slattery v. Ball (1888), 
on no 11; Re Roberts, Percival v. Roberts, [1903] 2 
9745. ——--.|—The rule is that a clear gift to 

children, or to anybody else, is not to be cut 

down by the words ‘‘ without leaving’ if they 
can mean properly ‘‘ without having ’’ (JESSEL, 

M.R.).—Re JACKSON’S WiLL (1879), 138 Ch. D. 

189; 49 L. J. Ch. 82; 41 L. T. 494. 


Annotations :—Consd. Clay v. Coles (1887), 57 L. T. 682; 
Re Bogie, Bogle v. Yorstoun (1898), 78 L. T. 457. Refd, 
Re Ball, Slattery v. Ball (1888), 59 L. T. 800. Mentd. 
Hilbers v. Parkinson (1883), 25 Ch. D. 200; Re Ware, 
Cumberlege v. Cumberlere-Ware (1890), 45 Ch. D. 269; 
Re Hewctt, Hewett v. Hallett, [1894] 1 Ch. 362; Re 
Rush's Settlmt., Warre v. Rush (1922), 127 L. T. 713. 


9746. .|—Keeping in view the principle 
that a vested interest is not to be divested by 
any guess or any ambiguous expression, then I 
come to consider what this ambiguous expression 
‘‘ without leaving any issue’’ has been held to 
mean before. In the judgments of Lornp ELLEN- 
BorouGH & Mr. Justice BatLEy, both those 
eminent judges, without any kind of hesitation, 
came to the conclusion, under such circumstances, 
that you must read ‘‘ without leaving ”’ as ‘‘ with- 
out having had ”’ any issue (BACON, V.-C.). 

The plain & unquestionable principle of the ct. 
is, that a gift over vested cannot be divested 
without the plainest possible words without the 
clear conviction that it was the intention of 
testator that that vested interest should be 
divested (BAcoN, V.-C.).—WHITE v. HIGHT (1879), 
12 Ch. D. 751; 41 L. T. 17. 


Annotations: —N.F. Clay v. Coles (1887), 57 I. T. 
Overd. Re Ball, Slattery v. Ball (1888), 40 Ch. D. 11. 








682. 





9747. - JI—CLAY v. COLES (1887), 57 L. T. 
682. 
9748. .  -.|—-Testator gave his residuary per- 


sonal estate upon trust for his two daughters in 
equal shares during their respective lives, with 
remainder to their children as they should appoint, 
& in case either should ‘‘ die without leaving lawful 
issue or being such none of such issue shall live 
to attain the age of twenty-one years,’’ then he 
gave the share of his daughter so dying to her 
surviving sister; & in case both should “ die 
without leaving lawful issue as aforesaid,’’ then he 
gave his estate to all his nephews & nieces in equal 
shares. One daughter died, after the death of 
testator, unmarried; the other, having married, 
had one child, a son, who had now attained 
twenty-one :—Held: according to the rule laid 
down in Maitland v. Chalie, No. 9215, ante, the 
words ‘‘ die without leaving ’’ must be read ‘“ die 
without having ’”’ lawful issue, & the son of the 
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married daughter was entitled, to the exclusion 
of such nephews & nieces as were before the ct.— 
ima v. BARKWORTH (1906), 75 L. J. Ch. 

9749. Application of general rule—Vested gift to 
be divested.|-Re BALL, SLATTERY v. BALL, No. 
9666, ante. 

9750. Gift of annuity.|—The principle of 
construction whereby, in the case of a gift over on 
death without ‘leaving’ children, the word 
“leaving ’’ is construed ‘“‘ having,’ so as not to 
take away an interest previously vested, will not 
readily be applied where the subject-matter of 
gift is an annuity, which ez vi termini involves the 
notion of personal enjoyment. Testator gave to 
his daughter L. an annuity during her life, payable 
out of the rents of leasehold property held for an 
unexpired term of about sixty years, & after the 
death of L. directed that the annuity should be 
payable half-yearly to & amongst such of her 
children as being sons should attain twenty-one, 
or being daughters should attain that age or 
marry, & if there should be but one such child, 
should be payable & paid to such only child, & 
in the event of the death of L. ‘‘ without leaving ”’ 
any such child testator gave the annuity which 
should fail by such death unto & amo the 
survivors of testator’s children & grandchildren. 
Testator directed that the leaseholds should not 
be sold, but he retained by his trustees, & the 
rents applied in payment of this & other annuities. 
L. survived testator, & had one child who attained 
twenty-one, but died in the lifetime of L. :—Held: 
the word ‘leaving’? must be read in its literal 
sense, & the representative of deceased child was 
not entitled to the annuity, but the gift over took 
effect.— Re HEMINGWAY, JAMES v. DAWSON (1890), 
45 Ch. D. 453; 60 L. J. Ch. 85; 63 L. T. 218; 39 
W. R. 4. 

9751. ——— Necessity for vesting of interests.|— 
oa = now a well-settled principle that, where there 

by will to A. for life, & after his death to 
hie ildren in terms which give the children an 
abeclute interest in A.’s lifetime, followed by a 
gift over ‘if A. dies without leaving children,”’ 
the word “ leaving ”’ is so to be construed as not 
to destroy any prior vested interest : that is to say, 

‘‘ without leaving children’’ should be read as 

‘* without leaving children who have attained 
vested interests ’’’; & this principle of construction 
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is not affected by the circumstance that testator 
knew of the existence of a child of A. & that such 
knowledge appears on the face of the will itself. 
Testatrix, after giving a legacy for the benefit 
of G. L. the younger son of her nephew G. L. the 
elder, gave her residuary estate to trustees upon 
trust for conversion, & out of the proceeds to raise 
& invest a sum of £1,000 & pay the interest thereof 
to G. L. the elder for life, after his death to 
divide the capital amongst his children al arate 
& in case of his death ‘‘ without leaving any child 
or children,” same to fall into her residuary estate, 
which she gave to certain nieces equally. « das 
the elder survived testatrix & died, having had 
five children all born before the date of the will, 
of whom four died in infancy before that date. 
The fifth, G. L. the younger, named in the will, 
survived the testatrix and died in his father’s 
lifetime :—Held: G. L. the younger took an 
absolute vested interest at birth, which interest 
became upon his death transmissible to his repre- 
sentatives.—Re COBBOLD, COBBOLD v. LAWTON, 
ease Ch. 209; 72 L. J. Ch. 588; 88 L. T. 745, 


Annotation :—Consd. Re Poultney, Poultney v. Poultney, 
11912] 1 Ch. 245. 


B. Personalty. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5s. 29. 

9752. Whether construed as indefinite faflure.] 
There is the plainest difference betwixt a devise 
of a freehold, & a devise of a term for years; for 
in the devise of the latter to one, & if he die 
without issue, then to another, the words, if he 
die without issue, cannot be supposed to have 
been inserted in favour of such issue, since they 
cannot by any construction have it (PARKES, C.).— 
ForRTH v. CHAPMAN (1720), 1 P. Wms. 668 ; Cas. 
temp. Talb. 57, n.; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 292, 359 ; 24 


E.R. 659, L. C. 
Annotations :— Distd. Sabbarton v. Sabbarton (1734), Cas. 





temp. Talb. 55. Consd. Atkinson v. Hutchinson (1734), 3 
P. Wms. 258; Beauclerk v. eee. (1742), 2 Atk. 308 ; 
ead v. Snell (1743), 2 Atk. 642. Apld. Sheffield v. 


Orrery (1745), 3 Atk. 282. Consd. " Lampley v. Blower 
(1746), 3 Atk. 396. Apld. Stafford v. Buckley (1750), 2 

Ves. Sen. 170. Consd. Sheppard v. Lessingham Tey, 
Amb. 122; Southby v. Stonehouse (1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 
610 ; Koiley v. Fowler ae: Wilm. 298. Apid. Good - 
title d. Peake v. Pegden (1788), 2 Term Rep. 72 Consd. 
Porter v. ane (1789), 3 143; Daintry v. 
Daintry (1795), 6 Term Rep. 307; Roe d. Sheers v, 
Totery, (1798), 7 Term Rep. 589 ; Crooke v. De Vandes 
(1803), 9 Ves. 197 ; Kinch v. Ward (1825), 4L. J. 0.8. Ch. 
28; ortimer v. West (1828), 2 Sim. 274; Campbell v. 
Harding 1831), 2 Kuss. & M. 390; Doe d. Cadogan v. 
Ewart (1838), 7 Ad. & El. 636; Kz p. Wynch (1854), 5 


erm Hep. 


EMERY, 18 Gr. 467.—CAN. 

















PART XVI. nECtS SUB-SECT. 3. at E.’s a .—RFe ase ote oe 
—B. GAN wv. GALLIGAN (1 3 13 5 9752 xiv. .J—-Re WOODMAN, Pat- 
97521. Whether construed as indefinite N-S.W. 291; 30 N.S.W.W.N. 180. Terson v. Nase (1925), 52 N. B. R. 
ailure. “,}—SIDEY v. HUNTLY (1900), 91 AUS. 255.—CAN. 
.S. W. Eq. 104; 17 N. .N. 9752 vi. —-—.)—MARTIN v. CHAND- 9752 xv. .--FALKINER v, Hor- 
98. ao LAR, 26 0. It. 81.—CAN. NIDGE (1857), 6 I. Ch. R. 551; affd. 
———,] — WYATT v. WyatT?r 9752 vii. .]}—Re HILDRETH (1923), (1858), 8 I. Yh. R. 184.—IR. 
aort) sae R. N. &. W. 375; 34 54 0. L. R. 139,—CAN. 9752 xvi. | ‘DONOHOE v. 
pea N. 71; 23. L. R. 14.— 9752 viii, ——.}—Gnay v. RICHFORD KInae 8 I. Eq. R. 185.—IR. 
Aus. (1878), 28. C. R. 431.—CAN. 9752 xvil. .}--O'NEILL 0. MONT: 
9752 ili. ——-.}—Re SIDLE, QUEENS- 9752 ix. ——.]— Re FAIRBURN’S GOMERY (1861), 12 I. Ch. R. 163; 13 
LAND TRUSTEES, LTD. v. SIDLE, [1914] WiLL, LN. Z. ZU. R. 249 (S. C.).--N.Z Ir. Jur. 351.— 
R. Qd. 215.—AUS. 9752 x. -/—-VAN TASSEL v. FRED - 9752 xviil. —}-Re SALLERY, 11 
pent .J—Re RAPHAEL, PERMA- ERIOK, 27 O. R. 646.—CAN. I. Ch. R. 236.—IR 
NENT TRUSTEE Co. oF N. 8. W., Lip. 9752 xi. ——-.}—Re WILKIN (1908), 15 9752 xix. }—Re SYNGE ’3s TRUSTS 
v. ae ge 38 RN. 8S. Ww. 196 ; O. L. R. 646; 11 0. W. R. 468.—CAN. Maes 38 I. Ch. R. 379.—IR. 








20 N.8 W. N. 84.—AUS. 9752 xii. — Testatrix, by her 2xx.———. }}-NEVILLE v. THAOKER 
Faas .])— Testator devised will, gave certain real estate to an (BBB) 23 L. R. Ir. 344, 359. —IR. 
realty to his son, E., conditionally on adopted aevenie, but in the event of 9752 xxi. ——-.] —- GREEN v. GILES 
paying to testator’s sons T M. her “ dying without issue ’”’ the devise 1855), 5 I. Ch. R. 25; 8 ree Jur. 90.— 
the Bain of £20 each per annum fora was to lapse. There was no devise 18 
period of five years, or until such time Over Paar han : dying cue a 9752 xxil. ae O’Brerve 
pide dg Cite aS ena (1844), 1 Jo. & Lat. 03-1 mea 


as he should ve paid T. & M. the 
sum of £100 each, & directed, that in 
the event of E. dying “ without lawful devise 
issue’? then over:—Held;: ‘dying 
without lawful issue ”’ meant d 


without leaving lawful issue surviving 9752 xifi, 


therefore, on the birth of a child, 
became absolute.—Re J posers 
Pad (1906), 12 O 


——.] — CHISHOLM  v. 


97652 xxill. ——. H, BuR- 
TON ¥. piesa ‘igaori 1h 1I. oe SR. 

9752 —-—, }+~PROWBE HaR- 
VEY fade). 7 Nfld. L. R. 869. 39 —_NFLD. 


O. L. R. 262.— 


Part XVI.—Construction. 


Gummoe tv, oe 
th Aga, J ; Seckeon v. Beet (186 Bh). 
eccomb e v. 
= pee ’s Trusts ‘a on 
ttery v. ar 


1857 Me 23 Toe 
a 
Deed Prine 
, 2 Hem. i: ay? S04 Apld. Re 
Ball, ae Ch. D. 11; Re Bence, 
as Bence, [1891) 3 Pare Refd. Bellasis v. 
Bmith (1737), West temp. 3; Gower v. Gros- 
venor (1740), arn. Ch. 5 Bonar ¢. Brectore (1741), 2 
Atk. kage Exel v. Wallace (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 117; 
Vaughan Farrer ( yl (ts 2 Vou. Sen. 182; Willams 
Sek, Elliott ». Jekyl (1755 


, 2 Ves. mar 681; Hope d. 

Brown * Taylor (1757), jure, 268; Gray v. phe wne 
Oe at Kden, 153; Ray lor v. Clarke (1763), 2 Kden, 
Tothill v. Pitt (1 an 1 Madd. 488; Doe d 


Fonnereau v. Fonnereau (178 0), 2 Doug. K. B. $87; 
Everest v. Gell (1791), 1 Ves. 286 ; Booth ©. Booth (1799), 
4 Vea. Edel ; Doe d. Everett v. Cooke (1806), Smith, K, 
236 on v. Hason (1812), 19 Ves.73; Doed. Chattaway 
v. Sinden riBt 6), 5 M. & 8.126 ; Radford v, Radford (1836), 
1 Keen, 486 ; Simpson v. Simpson (1 Gh8S8), 4 Bing. N. 
333 ; Garratt v. Cockerell (184 . Ch. Cas. 494 ; 
Harris v. Davis A de 1 Coll. Bs : Bucklo v. Fawcett 
(1845), 4 Hare, 536; Ez pn. Davies (1851), 2 Sim. N. S, 
114; ’Geo v. Manchester Corpn. (1852), 17 Q. B. 737; 
Walker v. Mower (1852), 16 Beav. 365; EKdwards v. 
Tuck er Ha: Rep. 474, n,; Bamford v. ao eae): 
14 C. B. 70 Hageger v. Payne (1857), 29 L. T. 813 
Greenway v. Greenway (1860), 2 De G. F. & a 128 ; 
Hardcastle v. Dennison (1861), 10 C. B. N. 8. 606; 
oleate v. Jonnings (1864), - Beay. oo Kn napping v. 
Tomlinson (1864), 10 Jur. N. 8. 626; Gee v. Liddell 
(No. 4) (1866), 35 Beav. 658 ; Fe Jeatfreson’s Trusts 
ha aeet Rh. 2 Eq. 276 ; Herrick v. Franklin (1868), L. hk. 
t 93; Prescott v. Barker (1874), 9 Ch. App. 174; 
res vw. Wright (1878), 9 Ch. D. 646; Studd v. Cook 
(1883), 8 APP. Cas. 577; Ie Brooke, Brooke v, Brooke, 
11802] 1 Ch. 43; Fee Lowman, Devenish v. Peater, [189 5] 
2 Ch. 348 ; Re Taylor, Taylor v. Tweedie, [1923] 1 Ch. 99 
Menta. Wainman v. Field (1854), Kay, 507. 


9753. .|—Devise of a term to A. for life, 
remainder to such children as testator shall leave 
at his death; & if all his children die without 
leaving issue, then to B. The children die without 
leaving any issue at the time of their death; this 
a good devise over to B.—ATKINSON v. HUTCHIN- 
SON (1734), 3 P. Wms. 258; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 294 ; 
24 BE. R. 1053, L. C. 


Annotations :—Distd. Sabbarton v. 
temp. Talb. 55. Consd. Beauclerk v. 
Atk. 308; Kxel v. Wallace (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 117; 
Chandless v. Price (1796), 3 Ves. 99;  O’Mahoney v. 
Burdett (1874), L. Rk. 7 H. L. 388. Refd. Sheppard v. 
Lessingham (1751), Amb. 122; Keoiley v. Fowler (1768), 
Wilm. 298; Bigge v. Lensley (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 187; 





Sabbarton (1734), ae 
gone (1742), 2 


Lyon v. Mitchel wi816), 1 1 Madd. 467 

9754. —-——.|—-SABBARTON v. SABRARTON, No. 
9101, ante. 

9755. ——-.]—-(1) No limitation over of a 


personal thing can be admitted after a dying 
without issue generally; but if this is confined 
within a life or lives in being, or within ten months, 
or the birth of a child, or in case of the death of 
such child before the age of twenty-one, or if 
limited on a contingency to a person who never 
takes, the limitation is good. In this present 
case it is very clear that the words are restrained 
to legitimate children ... dying without issue 
living at their deaths: The words are, If no 
legitimate son, etc., shall live to leave any child 
behind them, in such case of their dying thus 
without leaving any issue behind them, I will & 
direct, etc., in short few cases are so restrictive ; 
the first words spoke of his immediate issue, the 
subsequent: are extended to more remote issue, 
but still are restrained to the case of dying thus, 
etc., so that no words can be more restrictive 
(LornD HARDWICEB, C.). 

(2) Though real & personal estates are joined 
in a devise yet the same words may be taken in a 
different sense, with regard to the different estates, 
to support the intention of the party.—-SHEFFIELD 
v. ORRERY (LORD) (1745), 3 Atk. 282; 26 EH. R. 


965, L. CO. 

Annotations :—.As3 to (1) Censd. eee v. aay (1754), 
8 Atk. 774; Webb v. Graco (18 48), 2 2 Ph. td. 
Meeds v. Wood, Bae 19 Beav. 215. ne 
Hammond (1666 58) *) OOF Walp eee Laslett (1889), 

rs) »J0 alpole v. ; 

Rep. 180; Underhill v. Roden (1876), 45 L. 


a. Thellueenn 
7; Browne v 


266 ; 
(2) Apld. 


Re Hewett, Eldridge v. Les - a 1 Ch, 458. 
126, 
836 


As to 
Doe d. Chattaway v. 1816), 5 M. & 8. 
Consd. Doc d. Cadogan vy. Ewart (1838), 7 Ad. & El. 


9756. —— .|—A. H. by her will says I give to 
my nieces F. L. & A. F. each one half of the produce 
of bank stock, & to their issue, & if either shall 
happen to die before the legacy became due to her, 
& leave no issue, the share of her so dying shall go 
to the survivor. F. L. died before testatrix, 
leaving a son, who has brought his bill for a moiety 
of the produce of the bank stock. The words 
leave no issue confine it to F. L.’s leaving no issue 
at the time of her death, & are relative to any 
child the legatee might ‘have at her death, & 
therefore a molety of the produce of the bank 
stock was decreed to the son of F. L. 

The word issue is capable of three senses. In 
one sense as a word of description to take in joint 
tenancy, in another as a word of limitation, & in 
a third asa cen guar of the person in remainder 
(LORD HARDWICKE, C.).—LAMPLEY v. BLOWER 
(1746), 8 Atk. 396 ; 26 E. R. 1028, L. C. 
Annotation :—Oonsd. Dyon v. Mitchell (1816), 1 Madd. 467. 

9757. .| — Testator devises leasehold 
premises to his exor., after payment of certain 
sums to pay the rents to A., for life, & then that his 
natural daughter should have same for her life ; : 
& in case she should die, leaving no lawful issue, 
he bequeathed the premises to his exors., to be 
sold for the purposes of the will:—Held: the 
devise over the exors. not too remote. 

I think I am bound by the authorities to put a 
construction on the words ‘leaving no issue,”’ 
agreeing with testator’s intention, expressed by 
those words in their popular acceptation (LORD 
NORTHINGTON, C.).—TAYLOR v. CLARKE (1763), 2 
Eden, 202; 28 EF. R. 875, lL. C. 

9758. -|—-Where a man gives his estate to 
his wife, so long as she shall remain unmarried, 
but if she marries, then to his daughter, & in case 
the daughter should die without leaving issue, 
then to J. The daughter died without issue in 
the mother’s lifetime, who still remained a widow : 
—Held: the reversionary interest belonged to J. 
upon the death of the daughter without issue then 
living.—GorRDON v. ADOLPIUS (1769), 3 Bro. Parl. 
Cas. 306; 1 HE. R. 13385, H. L. 


atalinie :~-Distd. Pile v. Salter (1832), 
efd. Webb v. Grace (1848), 2 Ph. 701; Meeds v. 








5 Sim. 
Wood 


41]. 





(1894), 19 Beav. 215: Re Hewett, Eldridge v. Les, [1918] 
1 Ch. 458. 
9759. .|\—DENN d. GEERING v. SHENTON 


(1776), 1 Cowp. 410; 2 Chit. 662; 98 KE. R. 1158. 
en claon :——Consd. ioe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 


d. & El. 636. 

9760. .|—Testator bequeathed £5,500 stock 
to trustees upon trust, to pay the dividends to his 
son for life, & in case he should marry any woman 
with a fortune of £1,000 that the stock should be 
settled on her, & the issue of such marriage ;_ & 
in case of his son’s death, leaving no issue of his 
body lawfully begotten, he gave the stock over to 
various persons; &, finally, he bequeathed the 
residue to A.: Testator’ s son married a woman 
who had not a thousand pounds fortune, & died 
leaving issue :—Held: the issue of the son did not 
take any interest under the bequest.—GREENBE v. 
WarpD (1826), 1 Russ. 262; 41L. J. O. 8. Ch. 99 ; 
38 E. R. 102. 

Annotations :—Consd. ore x itcher . 16 L. J. Ch. 
24; Pride v. Fooks (1808),3 De G. Apld. Re 
Hay ton’s Trusts (1864), 4 New Rep, 55 ; The 
Trusts (1890), 45 Ch. D. 299. 

9761. "-_Tostator devises his estates in 
the county of Leicester to trustees, upon trust to 
sell same, & also his books & live & dead farming 
stock there, either together or in parcels, & to 





1128 
Sect. 23.— Limitations on failure of issue: Sub-sect. 
8, B. & C.] 


apply the money arising therefrom in manner 
after-mentioned ; when he subsequently directs 
the application of the fund, he speaks of it as ‘‘ the 
moneys to arise from the sale of my Leicestershire 
estate ’’; these words denote the whole fund, & 
include the moneys arising from the sale of the 
books & stock, as well as the moneys arising from 
the sale of the estates. Testator gave one-fifth of 
the yearly interest of a fund to M., two-fifths to 
J., & two-fifths to C.; if M. died without issue, 
the interest of her share was to be paid to J. & C. 
during their respective lives, if they were both 
alive, or, to the survivor, if only one of them were 
alive; if C. left issue, they were to be entitled to 
the principal moneys, of which the interest had 
been given to their father; if C. died without 
issue in the lifetime of J., all benefit of the bequest 
to C. was to go to J.; if J., without having been 
in possession of the family estate for a certain 
time, left issue other than an only son, such issue 
were to be entitled to all the principal moneys, the 
interest whereof J. might be entitled to as afore- 
said ; if J. died without leaving such issue or after 
having been in possession of the family estate for 
a certain time, all benefit of the bequest to J. was 
to go to C. if then living; & if both C. & J. died 
without leaving any lawful issue to be entitled as 
aforesaid to the bequest, the fund was to go as 
the survivor of them should appoint; M. died 
without issue, in the lifetime of J. & C.; then J. 
died, leaving a daughter, & without having been 
in possession of the family estate ; and afterwards 
C. died without issue :—Held: the whole fund 
belonged to the daughter of J.—NEWBURGH 
(EARL) v. EYRE (1828), 4 Russ. 454; 6L. J. 0.8. 
Ch. 153; 38 E. R. 876. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Doc da. Nesmyth v. Knowls (1830), 1 

B. & Ad. 324. 

9762. .|—Testator bequeathed property to 
his wife for life, & after her death, for all testator’s 
children who might be then living, in equal shares, 
& among the survivors of them, in case of the 
death of any of them in the life of the wife without 
leaving issue; & there was a proviso, that in case 
any of the children should die in the life of the 
wife, & should have left issue, such issue should 
take the share which the parent would have taken 
if then living :—Held: the issue of a child of 
testator, who was alive at the date of the will, 
but died in the lifetime of testator, was entitled 
to a share of the trust fund.—Smiru v. Smit 
(1837), 8 Sim. 353; 6L. J. Ch. 175; 59 E. R. 140. 
Annotations :—Apld. King v. Cleaveland (No. 1) (1858), 26 

Beav. 26. Consd. Fte Potter’s Trust (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 

52; Re Hannam, Haddelsey v. Hannam, {1%97] 2 Ch. 39. 

Refd. Hx p. Hunter (1839), 3 Y. & C. Ex. 610; Jarvis v. 

Pond (1839), 9 Sim. 549 ; Gray v. Garman (1843), 2 Hare, 

268 ; Manning v. Chambers (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 282; 

Re Thompson’s Trusts (1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 236. 

9763. --|—Bequest of residue to A. for his 
life, & his heirs male after him; & if he should not 
leave any son, then to go to B. & his heirs male. 
Upon the death of A. without leaving male issue, 
the limitation to B. takes effect.—MANSELL v. 
GROVE (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 484; 1L.T.0O.S. 
410; 7 Jur. 666; 63 E. R. 217. 

9764. .|—Testator bequeathed a leasehold 
estate to his son Charles; & directed that, if his 
son should die without issue, the leasehold estate 
should be considered as part of his residuary 
estate, & be divided amongst the children of his 
three daughters, Isabella, Matilda & Mary, as 
thereinafter mentioned. He gave the residue of 
his estate, to trustees, in trust for his son & three 
daughters, or such of them as should be living at 








WILLS. 


the death of his wife, equally, during their lives ; 
& he directed that, after their deaths, the whole of 
the residue, should be divided amongst all the 
children of his said son & daughters, in equal parts, 
shares & proportions; &, in case any of his said 
son & daughters, should die without leaving 
issue, that the share of him, her or them so dying 
should be divided amongst the survivor or survivors 
of his children & their issue, in the like equal parts 
shares & proportions. Isabella died in the life- 
time of testator’s widow, leaving children. Mary 
died after the widow, leaving children. Then 
Charles died without issue. Matilda was still 
living, & had children :—Held : Isabella’s children 
were entitled to one-fourth of.the residue notwith- 
standing their mother died before the widow ; 
Mary’s children were entitled to another fourth ; 
& Matilda was entitled to another fourth, for her 
life, with remainder to her children; & as Charles 
had died without issue, the remaining fourth was 
divisible into three parts, & one of those parts 
belonged to Isabella’s children, another, to Mary’s 
children, & the remaining part to Matilda for life, 
with remainder to her children.—HAWKINS v. 
HAMERTON (1848), 16 Sim. 410; 13 Jur. 2; 60 


E. R. 933. 
Annotations :—Distd. Re Corbett’s Trusts (1860), aon: 
Harrison 


591. Apld. Hodge v. Foot (1865), 34 Beav. 349. 
Re Arnold’s Trusts (1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 252 ; 

v. Harrison, {1901] 2 Ch. 136. Distd. Auger v. Beaudry, 
[1920] A.C. 1010. Refd. Re Keep’s Will (1863), 32 Beav. 


9765. -.|—Testatrix by her will gave £500 to 
each of her two nieces to be settled as she should 
thereinafter describe, & directed that the provision 
therein made for her nieces should not be subject 
to the control of any husbands they might marry, 
but should remain vested in her exors. in trust 
until a proper settlement was made. By a codicil 
she directed that if either of her nieces should 
die without leaving issue, the legacy given to her 
should devolve to the other niece & her children, 
with a gift over if both should die without issue :— 
Held: this was an executory trust, & the nieces 
took life interests with remainder to their children 
& cross-remainders between them.—HOLLOWAY v. 
CoLLIER (1853), 1 W. BR. 266. 

9766. .]|—Testatrix, by her will, gave her 
residuary estate to trustees to invest & pay the 
dividends to A. for life; & after his decease, in 
case he should leave a child or children, in trust for 
all & every such child or children equally at twenty- 
one, the share of each such child to be considered 
a vested interest in him or her; &, in case A. 
should leave no such child or children, the will 
contained a gift over to third parties. A. had one 
child, H., who attained twenty-one, & died in his 
father’s lifetime, leaving a widow & child surviving 
him. On a suit by the widow of H. claiming, as 
his administratrix, that he was absolutely entitled 
to the fund :—Held: the persons claiming under 
the gift over were entitled._-BYTHESEA v. BYTHE- 
SEA (1854), 23 L. J. Ch. 1004; 24 L. T. O. S. 17; 
2 W. R. 677, LC. & 1. JS, 

Annotations :—-Consd. Young v. Turner (1861), 1 B. & 8S. 
550. Distd. White v. Hill (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 265. Consd. 
fe Orlebar’s Settimt. Trusts (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 711. 
Refd. Richards v. Davies Q 862),13C. B. N.S. 69; Bryden 
v. Willett (1869), L. R. 7 Eq. 472; Re Watson’s Trusts 


) e 
(1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 36; Jeyos v. Savage (1875), 23 W. R. 
764; Re Merceron’s Trusts, Davies v. Meceron (1876), 4 


Ch. D. 182, 

9767. ‘* Without issue’’ construed as 
‘* without leaving issue.’’]—Devise of bank stock 
to daughter for life, remainder to such child or 
children of her as should be living at her death ; 
& if she should not leave any child, or if all the 
children die without issue, then to J. The 
daughter had a son born at the time of making the 





a 





Part XVI.—ConsTRUCTION. 


will :—Held: words without issue were to be 
construed, without leaving issue, & the remainder 
over to J. was a good remainder, & not too remote. 
—SHEPPARD v. LESSINGHAM (1751), Amb. 122; 
27 EB. R. 80, L. CO. 


Annotations :—Consd.: Keiley v. Fowler (1768), Wilm. 298 : 

aie y eupewick eon 13 vee 476; ao rneney 
. way 59), . ‘ . Radley v. Lee 
(1841), 3 Scott, N. R. 665. 4 ° 


C. Realty. 
See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 29. 
9768. Whether construed as indefinite failure.;— 
FortTH v. CHAPMAN, No. 9752, ante. 
9769. ——-.|—-DENN d. GEERING v. SHENTON 
(1776), 2 Chit. 662; 1 Cowp. 410; 98 E. R. 1158. 


Annotation :—Consd. Doe d. Cado v. Ewart (1838), 7 
Ad. & El. 636. ee 


9770. ———.|—-Under a devise to T. & his heirs 
for ever &, in case he should depart this life & 
leave no issue, then to E. & S. or the survivor or 
survivors of them, share & share alike, the devise 
to E. & S. is a good executory devise. 

On looking through the whole of this will, we 
have no doubt but that testator meant that the 
dying without issue, was confined to a failure of 
issue at the death of the first taker (LORD KENYON, 
C.J.).— Ror d. SHEERS v. JEFFERY (1798), 7 Term 
Rep. 589; 101 E. R. 1147. 


Annotations :—Distd. Wood v. Baron (1801), 1 Kast, 259; 
Consd. Barlow ». Salter (1810), 17 Ves. 479. Apld. Doe 


d. Smith v, Webber (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 713. td. Doe 
d. Jones v. Owens (1830), 1 B. & Ad. 318. Expld. Camp- 
bell v. Harding (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 390. Dbtd. Doe d. 
Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 Ad. & Kl. 636. Distd. Doe d. 


Todd v. Duesbury (1841), 8 M. & W. 514; Butt v. Thomas 
(1855), 11 Exch. 235, Dbid. Feakes v. Standley (1857), 
24 Beav. 485. Distd. Stuart v. Cockerell (1869), L. R. 7 
Kiq. 363; Fisher v. Webster (1872), L. It. 14 Eq. 283. 
éfd. Bamford v. Lord (1854), 14 C. B. 708; 
Birks (1854), 1 K. & J. 156; Ormsby 7. Anderson (1866), 
.. W. R. 379; Gatonby v. Morgan (1876), 45 L. J. Q. B. 
9771. —-—.|—-A devise of a messuage & land 
to R. for the term only of his natural life, & after 
his decease to the issue of Rt. as tenants in common ; 
but in case R. shall die without leaving issue, 
then a devise of the same to E. in fee; gives to R. 
an estate-tail in order to effectuate the general 
intent, & cross remainders cannot be implied 
between the issue of R. 
. The general intent was, that all his issue should 
inherit the entire estate before it went over 
(Lorn KENnyon, C.J.).—Doxr d. Cock v. COOPER 
(1801), 1 East, 229; 102 EB. R. 89. 
Annotations :—Apld. Pierson v. Vickers (1804), 5 Kast, 
548. Distd. loc d. Tooley v. Gunniss (sia). 4 Tannt 


Parker v. 
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313; Doe d. Wright v. Jesson (1816), 5 M. & 8. 95 (see 

2 Bul. 1). Apld, Doe d. Cole v. Goldsmith (1816), 2 Marsh. 

517. nsd. Doe d. Atkinson v. Featherstone (1831), 1 

B. & Ad. 944. Apld. Heather v. Winder (1835), 5 L. J. Oh. 

41. Distd. Harrison v. Harrison (1844), 7 Man. & G. 938. 

Expld. Slater ». Dangerfield (1846), 15 M. & W. 

Consd. Roddy v. Fitzgerald (1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 823. 
Distd. Allgood v. Blake (1872), L. R. 7 Exch. 339. Refd. 
Roe d. Clemett v. Briggs (1812), 16 East, 406; Gretton v. 
Haward (1815), 2 Marsh. 9. 

9772. ———.]—Under a devise of lands to testa- 
tor’s son & his heirs for ever; as to part of the 
lands, upon condition that he should pay to 
testator’s daughter £12 a-year till she came of age, 
& then pay her £300; & in default of payment, 
that she should enter upon & enjoy the part to her 
& her heirs for ever & in case his son & daughter 
both died without leaving any child or issue, he 
devised the reversion & inheritance of all the lands 
to another :—Held: the devise over was not an 
executory devise, but a remainder limited after 
successive estates tail of the son & also of the 
daughter by implication; the intent being appa- 
rent that the devise over should not take effect till 
after the failure of the issue of the son & daughter, 
& it should then take effect, & this being the only 
construction which would give effect to such intent 
consistently with the whole of the will taken 
together.—TENNY d. AGAR v. AGAR (1810), 12 
Kast, 253; 104 E. R. 99. 

Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 
ao & El. 636. Apld. Peyton v. Hughes (1842), 7 Jur. 
9773. -]—Devise to M., her heirs, etc., for 

ever; & in case M. shall happen to die & leave no 

child or children, then to B. & her heirs for ever, 
paying the sum of £1,000 to the exor. or exors. of 

.. or to such person as M. by her will shall 
appoint :—Held:; the words ‘‘ child or children ”’ 
were here synonymous with “‘ issue,’’ & this was 
not the devise of an estate tail to M., but of an 
estate in fee to M. with a good executory devise 
over to B. in case M. died leaving no issue living 
at her death. 

The payment of £1,000 in the present case is 
equally strong in that respect, it being a personal 
provision & being to be made to a person or 
persons appointed by M. in her will, the event 
contemplated by testatrix, seems to have been 
approximate & not a remote event, namely, a 
failure of children or issue at M’s death & not an 
indefinite failure of issue, which might happen at 
any remote period, & M. never having had any child, 
the event has happened on which those two tene- 
ments were given over (per CuR.).— DOE d. SMITH 





9768 xx. ———-.}—A testator devised 


W. R. 561.—CAN. 
the lands in question to trustees, to the 


9768 i. Whether construed as indefinite 
failure. }—NEVILLE v. NEVILLE (1903), 
3S. R. N.S. W. 378; 20 N.S. W. 
W. N. 145.—AUS. 

9768 fi. —-—-.}—Re ABBOT (1905), 
1 Tas. L. R. 18.—-AUS. 


0768 iii. .-}—The general rule of 
construction that in a dovise to A. 
with a gift over if he shall die without 
Joav lawful issue the gift over takes 
effect in the event of his dying at any 
time without leaving lawful issue, 
should not be departed from unless 
the context affords reasonable grounds 
for so doing.—Re GLEESON, GLEESON 
v. GLEESON, [1910] V. L. R. 181.—AUS. 





9768 iv. ———.] — ForsytTn v. GALT, 
21 ©. P. 408; 223. C. P. 115.—OAN. 

9768 v. -}—CRAWFORD v. BROD- 
DY (1896), 26 8S. C. R. 345.—CAN., 


9768 vi. ———.}—Si1ss0n v. ELLIS, 19 
VU. (On R, 559.—CAN. 


9768 vii. ——.]—Re Brown & CamP- 
BELL (1898), 29 O. R. 402.——-CAN. 


9768 viii, ——-.) — Re WINSNES 


meres 


9768 ix. ———.)—-TyRwnlT v. DEW- 
SON, 28 Gr. 112.—CAN. 

9768 x. -}—VANLUVEN v. ALLI- 
oN 21C.L. T. 468; 20. L. R. 198.— 





IN UV. HaRD- 
57.—IR. 
CROLY 


9768 xi. ——.}]— Up 
MAN (1874), 9 I. R. Eq. 

9768 xii. ———_.]—- CROLY  v. 
(1825), Batt. 1, 2.—IR. 

0768 xili, ——-.)—Dopps v. Dopps 
Sah ie I. Ch. R. 374; 13 Ir. Jur. 
ve e 

9768 xiv. -+—-WELDON v. WEL- 
DON, [1911) 1 I. R. 177, 184.—IRA. 

9768 xv. ———.]}—Re Consay’s KEs- 
TATE, [1916] 1 I. R. 51.—IR. 

9768 xvi. ———.]}—Re O’HaRr, Map- 
ai M‘GIVERN, (1918]1 1. R. 160. 





9768 xvii. ———.]}—FoLtey v. IRWIN 
(1814), 2 Ball & B. 435.—IR. 

9768 xvili. ——.]—Fayv. Fay (1880), 
5 L. R. Ir, 274.—IR. 

9768 xix. ———.]—GWYNNE t. BERRY 
(1875), I. R. 9 OC. L. 494.— IR, 


use of A. for life, remainder to the use of 
the first & other sons of A., & in default 
of such issue, over :—Jield: that the 
words in default of such issue did not 
operate to enlarge by implication A.’s 
life estate.—PURCELL v. PURCELL 
(1840), 2 Dr. & War. 219, n.—IR. 





9768 xxi. -}—-MANNING v. MOORE 
(1832), Alco. & N. 96.—IR. 


(1833), Ale. & N. 418.—IR. 
9768 xxiii. .J— Re CHINKERY’S 
EstaTE (1877), 1 L. R. Ir. 296.—IR,. 
9768 xxiv. ‘Kay v. M‘AL- 
LISTER (1912), 46 I. L. T. 88.—1R. 
9768 xxv. }—. HBOLD v. AUS- 
aN GOURLAY (1880), 5 L. R. Ir. 314.— 


n. Declaration that on death of 
disponee without male tasue survived by 
B., testator’s daughter & heir-at-law, 
estate should ‘‘ revert’’ to B.—Whether 
clause of return effectual to 

uttous alienation by disponee.}— 

OBERTSON v. HaY-BoypD, [1927} 8. CO, 

190.—8COT. 
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ve SVeepEr (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 713; 106 E. R. 


nnotations :—Distd. Doe d. Jones v. Owens (1830), 1 B. & 
Ad. 318 ; Doed. Todd v. Duesbury (1841), 8 M. & W. 514. 
Consd. Doe d. Blesard v. Simpson (184 , 3 Man. & G. 
929; Mathews v. Gardiner (1853), 17 Beav. 254; Parker 
v. Birks (1854), 1 K. & J. 156; Blinston v. Warburton 
(1856), 2 K. & J. 400. Distd. Feakes v. Standley (1857) 


A 


24 Beav. 485. Refd. Ranelagh v, Ranelagh (1834), 3 
My. & K. 441. 
9774. -]—Devise of freehold estates to a 





trustee in trust to permit & suffer the devisor’s 
six children, viz. A., B., C., D., E., & F. (B. being a 
daughter, & the other five, sons), to receive & take 
one-sixth part each of the rents, issues & profits 
of the estates during their life & lives; & after 
their respective deceases, in further trust, to permit 
the child or children of such of his sons or 
eke tp! B80 dying, to receive the rents, issues & 
profits of such share of the child so dying, in equal 
shares & proportions; & so in like manner from 
children to children ; & devisor also willed, that in 
case either of his children should die without 
leaving issue, the rents, issues, & profits belonging 
to the child so dying should go to & be received by 
the survivor or survivors. <A., C., D., & E., four 
of testator’s sons, died without issue, & B., the 
daughter, also died, leaving one son & three 
daughters :—Held: devisor’s children took estates 
tail; & upon the death of A., C., D., & E., their 
shares accrued to F. as survivor; & B.’s son was 
only entitled to one-sixth part of the rents & pro- 
fits of the estates.— WOOLLEN v. ANDREWES (1824), 
2 Bing. 126; 9 Moore, C. P. 248; 2L.J.0.8.C.P. 
145; 130 E. R. 253. 


Annotations :—Distd. Doe d. Gallini rv. Gallini (1833), 5 
B. & Ad. 621. Refd. Doe d. Gallini v. Gallini (1835), 3 
Ad, & El. 340. 

9775. .|—Testator devised all his freeholds 





to trustees, & he subsequently devised some free- 
hold houses to A. to have & enjoy the same to the 
exclusion of her husband, for life, &, at her decease, 
the same to go to her lawful issue, share & share 
alike: but, if A. should depart this life without 
leaving lawful issue, then the said houses to go to 
the issue of W.:—Held: <A. took an estate tail. 
Here is a devise to a parent for life, &, at her 
decease, the property is given to her issue, share & 
share alike, & if she depart this life without 
lawful issue, the property is given over. Now, as 
applied to freehold property, it is clearly estab- 
lished, that these expressions are to be construed 
ae Meaning a general indefinite failure of issue, 
which creates an estate tail in the parent (LORD 
LANGDALE, M.R.).— HEATHER v. WINDER (1835), 
5 L. J. Ch. 41. 
sae ten :—Conad. Roddy v. Fitzgerald (1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 


9776. 
pact 
9777. — -.|—A. devised his copyhold & real 
estates to B. his heirs & assigns; but, ‘‘ in case B. 
shall depart this life without leaving any issues of 
his body lawfully begotten, then living, or being 
no such issue & B. shall not have disposed & parted 
with his interest of, in, & to the copyhold estate,” 
then he devised the same unto & to the use of C., 
her heirs & assi :—Held: the limitation over to 
C. was valid, took effect on the death of B. 
without issue, & without having parted with his 
interest by surrender or by deed in his lifetime, & a 
testamentary disposition by [B.] was inoperative. 
—-DoE d. STEVENSON v. GLOVER (1845), 1 C. B. 
448; 14L.J.C.P.169; 6L.T. 0.8. 54; 9 Jur. 
403; 135 BH. R. 615. 
Annotations :—Consd. Watkins v. Willams (1851), 3 Mac. & 


-|—DoE d. Topp v. DuEsBURY, No. 


WILLS. 


Distd. Kx p. Palmer (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 649. 
Godson (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 152; 


G. 622. . 
Dbtd. Holmes v. 
Shaw v. Ford (1877), 7 Ch. D. 869. 

9778. .|—A devised to B. in trust to permit 
& suffer his wife C. to receive & take the rents & 
profits for her own use for the term of her natural 
life; & after her decease in trust for all & every 
such one or more of the child or children of C,, for 
such estate & interest as she should by deed or will 
appoint; & in default of ayromuner in trust for 
all & every the child & children of CO. &, if more 
than one, equally, & to their several & respective 
heirs, & in case C. should die without leaving issue 
as aforesaid, then ta the heirs of O. for ever :—Held: 
by ‘‘ issue,”’ testator must be taken to have meant 
‘* children,’’ & consequently the limitation over was 
not too remote. 

The general rule of construction of wills, as 
established by a long course of decided cases is, that 
the words ‘‘ dying without leaving issue,’ unless 
they are qualified & controlled by other words in 
the context, must be taken to refer to an indefinite 
failure of issue, & that any executory devise over 
which is made to depend on the general failure of 
issue, is void, on the ground of its being too 
remote (TINDAL, C.J.).—WALKER v. PETCHELL 
(1845), 1 C. B. 652; 14 L. J. 0. P. 211; 5 L. T. 
O.S. 126; 135 BK. R. 697. 

9779. ———.]|—BAMFORKD v. LORD, No. 9792, post. 

9780. ———.]—-Testator by a codicil, made before 
Jan. 1, 1838, which he desired should be considered 
as annexed to & taken as part of his will, devised 
certain freehold land to P., to hold to P., her heirs 
& assigns forever; provided that in case she should 
depart this life without leaving lawful issue of her 
body, then he gave & devised the same in manner 
& form by him given & devised by his will. By 
his will he had devised the land to W. to hold to 
W., her heirs & assigns for ever; provided, never- 
theless, that in case W. should die without lawful 
issue living at the time of her decease, then the 
residue should go to and be possessed by P., her 
heirs & assigns for ever; provided also, that in 
case W. & P. should both die without leaving issue 
lawfully born of their bodies, then the land should 
go to the daughters of R. & F., & their heirs :-— 
Held: by the codicil P. took an estate tail. 

It was argued that, coupled with the words in 
the will, the devise to P. in the codicil was to be 
construed as giving her a fee simple with a con- 
ditional limitation over upon her dying without 
issue living at the time of her death . . . we do not 
feel ourselves at liberty to depart from the con- 
struction which has been long given to the words 
used in the codicil (PoLLOcK, C.B.).—BIss uv. 
SMITH (1857), 2 H. & N. 105; 26 L. J. Ex. 295; 
157 BE. RR. 44. 

9781. .|—Testator devised dwelling houses 
to trustees for the life of his niece M., upon trust 
to permit her to take the rents & profits of the same 
during her life; from & immediately after the 
deceuse of his nicce unto her issue, to be equally 
divided amongst them at their respective ages of 
twenty-one years or days of marriage, & to the 
heirs & assigns of such issue respectively ; & if any 
of such issue should be under the age of twenty-one 
years at the decease of his niece, he directed an 
equal share of the rents & profits to be appro- 
priated towards the education & maintenance of 
such issue as should not have attained the age of 
twenty-one at the decease of his niece; & if his 
niece should die leaving only one child, then unto 
such only child, & his or her heirs, as soon as he or 
she should attain the age of twenty-one. But in 
case hia niece should die without leaving any issue 
of her body at the time of her decease, or in case 
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all such issue should die under the age of twenty- 
one years & unmarried, then to his brother’s 
children. M. married & had one daughter, who 
attained the age of twenty-one years, but died in 
the lifetime of M. unmarried :—Held: if an 
estate in fee in remainder vested in the daughter 
of M. upon her attaining the age of twenty-one 
years, such estate was divested upon her death 
in the lifetime of M.—Youna v. TurNER (1861), 
1B. & 8. 650; 30 L. J. Q. B. 268; 5 L. 'T. 56; 
8 Jur. 52; 121 BE. R. 819. 

a nnoatone :—Oonsd. Richards v. Davies (1862), 13 C. B. 


N.S. 69. Distd. White v. Hill (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 265. 
Apprvd. we Hamlet, Stephen v. Cunningham (1888), 39 
9782. -|—Testator devised certain copy- 


holds of the manor of Knaresborough to his nephew 
John J. for life, remainder to James J., son of John 
J., & the heirs male of his body: ‘| provided, 
always, that, in case James J. shall happen to 
depart this life without leaving issue male of his 
body lawfully begotten, him surviving, then I 
give & devise all my real estate from and after the 
decease of John J. or James J., which shall last 
happen, unto my nephew George J., his heirs & 
assigns for ever’’ :—-Held: in the absence of a 
custom to entail within the manor of Knares- 
borough, the existence of which the evidence set 
out in the case was found to be insufficient to 
establish, testator’s nephew John J. took under the 
above devise an estate for life, & his grand-nephew 
James J. a fee simple conditional, & the devise over 
to testator’s nephew George J. was a good execu- 
tory devise. 

lf upon the proper construction of this will, the 
devise over was not to take effect until after an 
indefinite failure of issue, the limitation could not 
be supported as an executory devise, by reason of 
its remoteness (WILLIAMS, J.).—HARDCASTLE v. 
DENNISON (1861), 10 C. B. N. 8. 606; 4 L. T. 707; 
142 KE. R. 590. 


9783. ——-.|— JARMAN v. VYE, No. 9690, ante. 
ao ee v. USTICKE, [1880] 


9785. ——.]—Testator devised real estate to his 
son & his heirs; & then declared that in case his 
son. should die without leaving lawful issuc, then 
& in such case the estate should go to his son’s 
next heir-at-law, to whom he gave & devised the 
Ssarne accordingly :—Held: the contingency of 
death without leaving issue was not confined to 
death in the lifetime of testator, but referred to 
death atany time; & the gift over was repugnant 
& void; & the devisee took an absolute estate 
in fee simple.—Re Parry & Daaes (1885), 31 Ch. 
D.130; 551. J. Ch. 237; 541]. T. 229; 34 W. RB. 
353, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Evans v. Evans, [1892) 2 Ch, 173. 

** Leaving no issue behind him.’’]— 

If lands be devised to A. his heirs & assigns for 

ever, & if he die leaving no issue behind him, then 

over, the limitation over is good by way of 

executory devise.—PORTER v. BRADLEY (1789), 3 

Term Rep. 1483; 100 E. R. 500. 

Annotations :—Consd. Roce d. Sheers v. Jeffery (1798), 7 
Term Rep. 589. Distd. Wood v. Baron (1801), 1 Kast, 
259. Consd. Crocke v. De Vandes (1803), 9 Ve 
Tenny d. par v. Agar ae 5 12 Hast, 253. 
Smith v. Webber (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 713. 
Cadogan v. Kwart (1838), 7 Kl. 636. 
d. Todd v. Duesbury (1841), 8 M. & W. 514. 
d. Blesard v. Simpson (1842), 3 Man. & G. 929; Feakes 
v. Standley (1857), 24 Beav. 485. Refd. Doe d. Jones v. 
Owens (1830), 1 B. & Ad. 318; Campbell v. Harding 
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9788 1. Whether according to 


construed 
subject-matier.}—Re ANDERSON, ANDER- B.C. R. 51 


SON ¥. KILNER, [1927] V. L. R. 279; 48 
A. Aa 169; {1927] Argus L. R. 146, 


9788 fl. ——,J]— Re FINLAYSON, 5 
7.—UAN. 
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eet): 2 Russ. & M. 390; Cole v. Goble apes 22 L, J. 
. P, 148; Edwards v. Tuck (1853), 22 L. J. Ch, 523; 

Bamford v. Lord (1854), 14 C. B. 708. 

9787. Words of limitation superadded.|— 
Death, without leaving issue, is as to real estate a 
general failure of issue, & is not restrained to issue 
living at death by words of limitation super- 
added to issue of tenant for life.—-FRANKLIN v. 
Tach (1820), 6 Madd. 258; 2 Bli. 59, n.; 56K. R. 
Annotation :—Apld. Wollen v. Andrewes (1824), 2 Bing. 126. 


D. Personalty and Realty in Same Gift. 
See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 29. 
9788. Whether construed according to subject- 
matter.|—ForTH v. CHAPMAN, No, 9752, ante. 














9789. .|—SHEFFIELD v. ORRERY (LORD), 
No. 9755, ante. 
9790. |—DENN d. GEERING v. SHENTON 


(1776), 1 Cowp. 410; 2 Chit. 662; 98 E. R. 1158. 


Annotation :—Consd. Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 
Ad, & El. 636. 


9791. ——_.|—DokE d. CADOGAN v. Ewart (1838), 
7 Ad. & El. 636; 3 Nev. & P. K. B. 197; 1 Will. 
noe & H. 246; 71. J. Q. B. 177; 112 E. R. 
09. 


aiaons :—~Refd. Dve d. Davies v. Davies (1841), | 


Q. B. 430; Doed. Blesard v. Simpson (1842), 8 Man. & G. 
929; Watson v. Pearsop (1848), 2 Exch. 581; Gee v. 
Manchester Corpn. (1852), 17 Q. B. 7387; Bamford v. 


Lord (1854), 14 C. B. 708; Ward v. Burbury (1854), 18 
Beav. 190; Collier v. M‘ Bean (1865), 34 Beav. 426. 


9792. .|—Testator gave & devised certain 
freeholds & leaseholds to his son J., his heirs or 
assigns for ever, or according to the nature or 
tenure thereof; provided that, in case of the 
decease of J., without leaving lawful issue, then 
he gave & devised the same to his son W., to hold 
the same to him, his heirs & assigns for ever, or 
according to the nature or tenure thereof. He 
then gave & devised other property of the like 
description to his son W., with a similar proviso 
in favour of J., in the event of W.’s dying without 
leaving lawful issue :—Held: the circumstance of 
the gift comprising leasehold as well as freehold, 
did not alter the settled construction of the words 
‘“ dying without leaving lawful issue,’’ as applied 
to the realty ; &, consequently, testator’s two sons 
took estates tail in the freeholds respectively 
devised to them, with cross-remainders in tail 
between them. 

It is notorious, as a rule of construction, that 
the words ‘“ dying without lawful issue’’ have a 
different meaning as applied to real & personal 
property (Jarvis, C.J.).—BAMFORD v. LORD 
(1854), 14 C. B. 708; 139 BE. R. 291; sub nom. 
BAMFORD v. CHADWICK, 2 C. L. BR. 1757; 23 
L. J. C. P.172; 1 Jur. N.S. 139; 2 W. R. 531. 

9793. .|—By the first clause of the will of a 
Hindoo testator devised all his real & personal 
estate to his five sons. By a subsequent clause 
testator provided as follows: ‘‘ But should per- 
adventure any among my said five sons die, not 
leaving any son from his loins, nor any son’s son, 
in that event neither his widow nor his daughter, 
nor his daughter’s son, nor any of them, will get 
any share out of the share that he has obtained 
of the immovables & movables of my said 
estate. In that event of the said property, such 
of my sons & my sons’ sons as shall then be alive, 
they will receive that wealth according to their 
respective shares. If any one acts repugnant to 
this, it is inadmissible. However, if my sonless 








0788 ili. ——~.]—Re CoTsE (1919), 46 
QO. L. R. 4 ; 16 O. WwW. N. 304.—CA e 


9788 iv. aa One os v. COLTS- 
MAN (1865), 17 ° C. L. R. 692.—IR. 
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Sect. 23.—Limitations on failure of issue: Sub-sect. 
3, D.; sub-sect. 4, A. (a).] 
son shall leave a widow, in that event she will onl 
receive co.’s rupees ten thousand for her food 
raiment ”’ :—Held : by the words “not leaving 
any son from his loins, nor any son’s son’’: 
testator meant, not an indefinite failure of male 
issue, but a failure of male issue of any of his sons 
at the time of the death of that son.—-SREEMUTTY 
SOORJEEMONEY DossEr v. DENOBUNDOO MULLICK 
(1862), 9 Moo. Ind. App. 123; 8 Jur. N. S. 395; 
19 E. R. 688, P. C. 


Annotations :-—Mentd. Bai Motivahoo v. Bai Mamoobai 
ade b 13. T. L. R. 307; Lalit Mobun Singh Koy uv. 
Ch un Lal Roy, Bepin Mohun Singh Roy v. Chukkun 
ies ti ae oubeds Koy v. Chukkun Lal Roy (1897), 13 


SUB-SECT. 4.—REFERENCE TO ISSUE TAKING 
UNDER PRIOR GIFT. 
A. “‘ Such” or Equivalent Word of Reference. 
(a) Prior Iimitation in Tail. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 29. 

9794. Whether construed as indefinite failure— 
** Such issue.’’|—-Brooks v. TAYLOR (1729), Mos. 
188; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 367; 25 E. R. 341, L. C. 
Annotations :—Consd. Greenwood v. Verdon (1854), 3 Eq. 

Rep. 181. Refd. Clare v. Clare (1734), Cas. temp. Talb. 21. 

9795, —— .—STANLEY v. BAKER (1585), 
Moore, K. B. 220; 72 BE. R. 542. 


Annotations :—Refd. Oates d. Hatterlcy v. Jackson (1742), 
ono 1172; Congreve v. Congreve (1781), 1 Bro. C. C. 


9796. .|—FOUNTAIN v. GOOCH (1678), 
2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 306; 22 E. R. 258. 

9797. |—A. devises lands to_ his 
eldest son for life, remainder to the heirs male of 
his body lawfully begotten; remainder to the 
youngest son in like manner; remainder to any 
after-born son of testator’s for life; remainder to 
the heirs male of the body of such after-born son ; 
& for want of such issue, to his brother T. for life, 
with remainder to the heirs male of his body. 
Testator was on his death bed at the time of 
making his will, & died in about three weeks 
afterwards. The younger son, however, died 
before him, & the eldest: enjoyed the estate, but 
died without issue, & without having barred the 
entail. Upon a question, whether the limitation 
over to testator’s brother, ought not to be con- 
sidered as depending upon a general failure of 
issue, & consequently too remote:—Held: a 
remainder after estates tail was vested in the 
brother, & testator had not the event of a second 
marriage in his contemplation.— JONES v. MORGAN 
(1774), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 323; 1 BH. R. 1346, L. C. 
Aneahion :—Consd. Lytton v. Lytton (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 


9798. -|—A devise to S., the son of 
T., for life ; remainder to trustees, etc. ; remainder 
to the first & other sons of the body of S. & the 
heirs male of their respective bodies; & for 
default of such issue, to the use of all & every the 
daughters of the body of T. begotten or to be 
begotten ; & for default of such issue, to the right 
heirs of T. for ever. T. died leaving issue S. & 
two daughters :—Held: the daughters took only 
estates for their lives. 

Here the words are ‘‘ for default of such issue ”’ 
which can only mean the issue mentioned before 
(LORD MANSFIELD, C.J.).—DENNE d. BRIDDON v. 
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PaGE (1783), 11 East, 603, n.; 1 Bos. & P. 261, n. 3 
3 Doug. K. B. 204; 103 BE. R. 1189, ‘a 
A tations :— Kk d. Pi k v, Dickson (1783), 
T Bos. & P. Aviat Dbtd. Dacca DOE d. Dacre (1799), 
8 Term Rep. 112. nsd. Goodright d. Lloyd v. J 
(1815), 4M. & S. 88. efd. Doe d. Comberhbach »v. Perryn 

' Hay v. Coventry (1789), 3 


1789), 3 Term Rep. 484; 
orn Rep. 83 : Foster v. Romney ety 11 Hast, 594 ; 
Miller rv. 244; Doe d. Harris rv. 


Taylor (1847), 9 Won” ya gis: Bridger v. Ramsey 
(1853), { Hote, 320; Re Arnold Estate (1863), 33 Beav. 
9799. .|—Devise to G. for life; re- 

Mainder to trustees, to preserve, etc.; remainder 

to the first son of G. & the heirs of the body of such 

first son; remainder to the other sons in like 
manner; & for want of such issue male, then to 
the use of all & every the daughter & daughters of 

G.; & for default of such issue, to R., & the heirs 

of his body, he taking testator’s name. G. had 

only one son, who died without issue, & two 
daughters, who were the heirs-at-law of testator :— 

Held: the words “ for default of such issue male ”’ 

rendered the subsequent devises contingent on 

there being no son of G., & there having been a 

son, who died, the devisees over were void, & the 

dauguters took, as heirs, in fee.—KEENE d. 

PINNOCK v. Dickson (1783), 3 Doug. K. B. 312 ; 

1 Bos. & P. 254, n.; 99 BH. R. 671. 

Annotations :—Apld. Doe d. Comberbach v. Perryn (1789), 
3 ‘Term Rep. 484. Consd. Doe d. Dacre v. Dacre (1798) 
1 Bos. & P. 250; Goodright d. Lloyd ». Jones (1815), 4 
M. & S. 88; Hennessy v. Bray (1863), 9 Jur. N. S. 1065. 
9800. ——— -|—Where an estate was limited 

by will to A. for life, remainder to his first & other 

sons in tail male, remainder ‘‘ to the use of all & 
every the daughters, etc., as tenants in common, 

& in default of such issue to the use of the right 

heirs of the devisor’’: after the death of A. 

without any son, an only daughter took only an 

estate for life.—HaAy v. COVENTRY (EARL) (1789), 3 

Term Rep. 83; 100 K. R. 468. 

Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Willis v. Martin (1790), 4 
Term Rep. 39; Goodright d. Lloyd v. Jones (1815), 4 
M. & S. 88 Apld. Doe d. Liversago v. Vaughan (1822), 
5 B. & Ald. 464. Consd. Bridger ». Ramsey (1853), 10 
Hare, 320. Refd. Doe d. Dacre v. Dacro (1798), 1 Bos. & 
P, 250; Whitby ». Mitchell (1890), 44 Ch. D. 85; Re 
Nash, Cook v. Frederick, [1909) 2 Ch. 450. 

9801. .]|—Devise to M., an only child, 
for life, remainder to the first son of her body ‘“‘ if 
living at the time of her death’’ & the heirs male 
of such son, & for default of such issue to the 
second son of her body “‘ if living at the time of 
her death,” & the heirs male of such second son, 
etc.; & for default of such issue male, remainder 
to A.; M. had one son, who died in her lifetime 
leaving a son :—Held: M. only took an estate for 
life, & neither her son or grandson took any 
estate, but the remainder to A. took effect.—DENN 
d. RADCLYFFE v. BaGsHaw (1796), 6 Term Rep. 
512; 101 KE. R. 675. 

Annotations :—Consd. Parsons v. Parsons (1800), 5 Ves. 
578. Refd. Allen v. Callow (1796), 3 Ves. 289; Mackell 
vw, Winter (1796), 3 Ves, 236; Holmes v. Cradock (1797), 
3 Ves. 317; Mellish v. Mellish (1798), 4 Ves. 45; Exp. 
Rogers (1816), 2 Madd. 449; Quicke v. Leach (1844), 13 
M. & W. 218. 

9802. -.| -A. devised all his freehold & 
leasehold estates to B. & the issue of her body “‘ as 
tenants in common, but in default of such issue, 
or being such, if they should all die under pale aie 
one & without leaving issue ’’ then over :—Held : 
all the limitations subsequent to that to B. being 
contingent, the remainders in the freehold were 
barred by fine & recovery, but the leasehold vested 
in the remainderman on the death of B. without 
issue.—BURNSALL v. Davy (1798), 1 Bos. & P. 
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97941. Whether construed as indefinite fuilure—‘ Such issue.”"}—Re Moyrtzes’ Estate (1878), 1 L. R. Ir. 153.- IR. 


9794 li, —— 





-}—HAMILTON v. WEST (1846), 10 I. Eq. R. 75.-—-IR. 
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215; 126 B. R. 867; 


evious proceedings, sub ‘ 
oor d. Davy uv. x q 5 t Ren 


BURNSALL (1794), 6 Term Rep. 





Annotations :—Apld. Doe d. Wright v. Jesson (1816), 5 
on . Set ‘ Refd. Re Wilmot, Witnot v. Botterton (1357), 

« * v0. 
9803. ———.]—Under a bequest of term of 


ears ‘‘to A. & the heirs of his body, & to their 

eirs & assigns for ever, but in default of such 
issue, then after his decease to B. & his heirs,” the 
limitation over to B. is good by way of executory 
devise.— WILKINSON v, SOUTH (1798), 7 Term Rep. 
555; 101 EB. R. 1129. 


Annotations :—Consd. Gawler v. Cadby (1821), Jac. 346. 
Distd. Kinch v. Ward (1825), 2 Sim. & St. 409. Refd. 
Cadell v. Palmer (1833), 10 Bing. 140 ; Garratt v. Cockerell 
eee aie. & C. Ch. Cas. 494 ; Pye v. Linwood (1842), 

ur. e 


9804. --]|—Devise ‘to & amongst the 
devisor’s seven sisters, he having eight, for life, 
share & share alike, & after the decease of any of 
them, her share to go to her first & other sons in 
tail, & in default of such sons, to & amongst her 
daughters, as tenants in common in tail; & in 
case any of his said seven sisters died without 
leaving any issue of her body begotten, or such 
issue died before twenty-one, & without issue, 
then to & amongst the survivors of his said 
seven sisters & their issue, to descend in like 
manner as before mentioned; & in case all his 
said seven sisters should die without issue, or 
such issue should all die before twenty-one, & 
without issue,’ then over :—Jield: the words in 
default of such sons did not make the remainder 
to the daughters depend on the contingency of 
there being no son born; but on the death of the 
sons of any of the sisters without issue, the 
remainder to the daughters of such sister took 
effect.—DaAcrkE (DOWAGER LADY) v. DoE d. DACRE 
(BARONESS) (1799), 8 Term Rep. 112; 101 E. R. 
1295; affy. S. C. sub nom. DoE d. DacrRE 
(BARONESS) v. DACRE (DOWAGER LADY) (1798), 1 
Bos. & P. 250. 

Annotations :--Refd. Goodright d. Lloyd r. Jones (1815), 4 
M. & 8. 88; He Brooke, Brooke v. Dickson (1923), 92 
L. J. Ch. 504. 

9805. --|——One having an only child R-, 
who was married & had three children, T., R., & 
A., devised his copyholds to R. his daughter for 
life, remainder to his granddaughter R. for life, 
remainder to trustees to preserve contingent 
remainders, remainder to the use of the issue of the 
body of his granddaughter R. in such parts, 
shares, & proportions, manner & form, as she 
should by deed or will appoint; & in default of 
a i Reeeenie to the use of all & every the children 
of his said granddaughter & their heirs, as tenants 
in common; &, in default of such issue, to the use 
of all & every the other children of his daughter R. 
& their heirs, as tenants in common, etc.; & in 
default of such issue, to his own right heirs :— 
Held; upon the death of debtor’s daughter & of 
his granddaughter R., without any appointment, 
an only child of the latter took an absolute fee ; 
on whose death, under age & unmarried, the 

remises descended to her uncle T. as her heir at 
aw; & the subsequent limitation to the other 
children of testator’s daughter R. did not take 
effect: for the devise to the children of his grand- 
daughter R. & their heirs primd facie carries a fee ; 

& the subsequent words, ‘‘ in default of such issue,”’ 

refer to her children & not to their heirs; though 

the limitation over in default of such issue be made 
to those who might take as heirs to the children of 

. the granddaughter. The intention of the 
devisor that her children, if any, should take a fee 
is further evinced by this, that the limitation to 
them & their heirs is in default of appointment 
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under a power given to her to eae *“ to the use 
of the issue of her body in such manner & form, 
as well ‘‘ as in such parts, shares, & proportions, 
as she should direct’’; under which words, 
manner and form she might have appointed to all 
or any of her children in fee, & was not restrained 
to appoint to them in tail only ; which limitation, 
in default of appointment, is a substitution for 
the execution of the power.—R. v. STAFFORD 
(MargQois) (1806), 7 East, 521; 103 BH. R. 201. 


Annotations :—Consd. Roddy v. Fitzgerald (1858), 6 H. L. 
Cas. 823. Refd. Malcolm v. Taylor (1832), 2 Kuss. & M. 
; Foster +. Hayes (1855), 4 K. & B. 717. 


9806. .|—Residuary trust by will to 
apply the rents & profits for A. during his life & 
afterwards for the heirs of his body, if any, &in 
default of such issue over, an estate tail in the real 
estate ; & the absolute interest in the personal.— 
ELTON v. EASON (1812), 19 Ves. 73; 34 E. R. 446. 


Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 
Ad. & El. 636 ; Ite Wynch’s Trusts, Ez p. Wynch (1854), 
5 De G. M. & G. 188; Re Jeatfreson'’s Trusts (1866), 
L. R. 2 Eq. 276; Wingfield v. Wingfield (1878), 9 Ch. D. 


658. 
9807, ———_— __ ..|— ASHLEY v. ASHLEY, No. 9032, 
ante. 

9808. -]—Testator gave to J. for & 
during his life, an annuity of £30, charged on his 
real & personal estate, & provided, that if J. should 
intermarry & leave issue of his body lawfully 
begotten at the time of his decease, then the 
annuity should, after his decease, be paid to his 
issue lawfully begotten, & their heirs & assigns for 
ever; & in default of such issue, to the right heirs 
of J.. for ever. J., by lease & release, & by fine 
sur grant, etc., conveyed the annuity absolutely 
to a purchaser :—Held: J. took an estate for life, 
with remainder to his issue, if any, & living at his 
death, & such conveyance & fine were inoperative 
as against his issue living at his death.—SANDERS v. 
HOWELL (1835), 4 lL. J. Ch. 219. 

9809. -.I—Upon a devise to A. H. for 
life, remainder to RK. H. for life, & to his first & 
other sons in tail, remainder to A. D. H. for life, 
& to his first & others sons in tail, & in default of 
such issue, unto such persons bearing the surname 
of H. as shall be the male relation nearest in blood 
to the said R. H. & to his heirs for ever :— 
Held: the ultimate remainder in fee became vested 
on the death of testatrix ; & on the death of A. H. 
& of R. H., without issue, in the lifetime of A. D. H., 
the same became vested in the said A. D. H., & 
a devise by him to a female devisee not bearing 
the surname of H. was good.—PLATEL v. STERT 
(1843), 2 1. T. O. S. 210, Ex. Ch.; previous pro- 
ceedings, sub nom. STERT v. PLATEL (1839), 5 Bing. 
N.C. 434. 

Annotation :---Refd. Nicholson v. Wilson (1845), 9 Jur. 389. 

9810. —-—.]—J. by his will devised the 
Maytham Wall estate, being of gavelkind tenure, 
to trustees upon trust to sell a competent part for 
the payment of debts, & subject thereto tury 
trust for P. for life, & after his decease for the first 
son of P. for life, & after his decease for the first 
son of such first son & the heirs male of his body, 
& in default of such issue, for every other son of P. 
successively for the like interests & limitations, 
& in default of issue of the body of P., or in case of 
his not leaving any at his decease, for T. for life, 
& after his decease for G. the eldest son of T. for 
life, & after his decease for the first son of G. 
& the heirs male of his body, & in default of issue 
of the body of the said G., for every other son of T. 
successively for the like estates & interests, & on 
failure of all such issue of the body of T. upon 
trust for him his heirs & assigns for ever; P. never 
had any children :—Held: P. took an estate for 
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Sect. 23.—Limitatione on failure of issue: Sub-sect. 
4, A. (a) & (b).] 


life with remainder to his first unborn son, if such 
son had been born, & all the remainders over 
were void; effect was to be given to the gift over 
Le T. & his sons in default of issue of the body of 

P., etc., as an independent clause, & it was con- 
sequentl valid.—MONYPENNY v. DERING (1852), 
2DeG. M. & G. 145; 22 L. J. Ch. 318; 19 L. T. 
O. 8S. 320; 17 Jur. 467 ; 42 BE. R. 826, i, = 


Annotations :—Refd. Evers v. Challis (1859) L. Cas. 
532 ; Sonatun Bysack v. Srecmutty J - tscoudres 
Dossco (1859), 8 Moo. Ind. App. 66; Re Thate ir 
(1859), 26 Beav. 365; Parfitt v. Hember ee OY -R.4 
Eq. 43; Hampton v. Holman (1877), 5 Ch. D. 183; 
Fe Farncombes Trusta LAAs 9 ri D. 652; Hodgson 
e Halford (1879), 11 Ch. D. 9 Re Roberts, Repington 
v. Roberts-Gawen (1881), 19 ron D. 620; Whitby v. 
Mine! ay 44 Ch. D Re Bence, Smith v. Bence, 
{189 242; Re Payee Peacock v. Frigout, [1893)} 
oie Stevens, Clark v. Stevens (1896), 40 Sol. Jo. 

296; et "Richardson "Parry v. Holmes, [1904] 1 Ch. 332; 
Re Rising, ising Rising, [1904] 1 Ch. 538; Re Bowles, 
age {1905} 1 Ch. 371; Pe Mortimer, Gray he 
Gray, T1905) "5 Ch. 502; Whitting vw. Whitting (1908), 8 


Sol. Jo. 100; Zee Davies & Kent's i aa {1910 ae 
35 3 Re Nash, Cook v. Frederick, [1910] 1 Ch. ie Re 
Wilmer’s Trusts, Wingfield v. Moore, [1910] 2 Ch. 111; 


Ite Norton, Norton. v. Norton, (1911) 2 Ch. 27; Re 
Bullock’s Will Trusts, Bullock v. Bullock, {1915)] 1 Ch. 
493; Re Davey, Prisk v. Mitchell & Bawden (1915), 1138 
L. T. 60; Re Hewett’s Settimt., Hewett v. Eldridge, 
el ] ee samen? Mentd. Jc Clulow’s Trust (1859), 1 


9811. -|—Testator made certain pro- 
vision out of part of the residuary estate for his 
nephew R. during his life, & as to all the residue, 
gave the same upon trust for the first son born 
of the body of R. as should live to attain twenty- 
one, provided such son should be christened 
John or should assume the name of John Davey, 
the whole of the capital to be paid to him on 
attaining twenty-one, & in default of any such son 
upon trust for the first son born of the body of 
either of the daughters of R. who should attain 
twenty-one, provided as aforesaid, & in default 
of any such son of a daughter then in trust as to 
one-half of the capital for the first daughter of R. 
who should have attained twenty-one, her exors. 
& administrators, & as to the other half for 
charities, ‘‘ & in case of the death of the said R. 
without leaving lawful issue as before mentioned 
then as to the whole thereof’’ upon trust for 
certain charities. KR. died without ever having 
had a child, & his next of kin & heir-at-law claimed 
his residuary estate on the ground that the 
ultimate gift to charities was void for remoteness : 
—Held: (1) although ‘ without leaving ’’ might 
be construed as meaning ‘‘ without having ”’ in 
cases where such a construction was necessary 
in order to obviate the divesting of an otherwise 
actually vested interest, yet such a construction 
was not admissible in the present case for the sole 
purpose of rendering the ultimate gift over to the 
charities void for remoteness ; (2) ‘* issue as before 
mentioned ’’ meant nothing further than before- 
mentioned issue, 7.e. a son, a son of a daughter, or 
a daughter, & did not import as well the quailifica- 
tions Be majority or name attached to the vesting 
of their original gifts.—Re DAVEY, PRISK v. 
MITCHELL, [1915] 1 Ch. 837; 84 L. J. Ch. 505; 113 
L. T. 60, C. A. 

9812, ———_ ——— Prior successive entailed inter- 
a se ORMOND v. WATERS, No. 9028, ante: 
** Without issue as aforesaid. ” 
where real & personal estates are given together 
for life, & so limited over that a child of the tenant 
for life would take a vested interest in the real 
estate at its birth, & in the personal estate at 
twenty-one, being a son or at twenty-one or 
marriage being a daughter, & there is a gift over 
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in the event of the tenant for life dying without 
issue, it is intended a dying without such issue as 
would take by force of the prior limitations. 

Testatrix, after bequeathing divers annuities & 
legacies, & amongst others, a sum of stock to M. to 
vest at twenty-one or marriage, devised & 
bequeathed a West India plantation, & all the 
residue of her money in the funds, after payment 
of the annuities & legacies thereinbefore 
bequeathed, & also her plate, books, & certain 
portraits to E. & T. for their lives equally, & after 
the death of either, the whole to the survivor for 
life, & after the decease of the survivor, then unto 
such children of T.. as she should by deed or will 
appoint; & in default of appointment, then the 
plantation & the residue of the money in 
the funds to be equally divided among the said 
children & their heirs; & if but one child, the 
whole to such child & his or her heirs, the funded 
property to be an interest vested in them, being 
sons at twenty-one, & being daughters at twenty- 
one or marriage ; but in case T. should die without 
issue of her body lawfully begotten, testatrix 
devised the plantation equally among all the 
children of A. & their heirs; & in case T. should 
die without issue as aforesaid, she then bequeathed 
her said residue of her money in the funds, & all 
her said plate, books, & portraits unto J. for life, 
& after his decease to his eldest son for ever: 
but, in case J. should die under age & without 
issue, then the said residue of her money in the 
funds, plate, books & portraits unto M. absolutely. 
All the rest & residue of her estate & effects 
testatrix gave & bequeathed unto EK. & T. 
absolutely. T. having survived E. & died without 
having been married :—Held: J. took a life 
interest in the funded property; J. took no 
interest in the plate, books, & portraits, the 
limitation over of those articles being too remote ; 
the stock legacy to M. which had lapsed by her 
death under age & unmarried passed under the 
residuary bequest of the funded property for the 
benefit of J. & did not sink into the general residue. 

Suppose the clause had stood ‘ ‘ without issue ”’ 
alone, & the words “ as aforesaid ’’ had not been 
added, it might have been argued that this either 
meant a general failure of issue, or a failure of 
such issue as last mentioned, namely, the issue to 
take the plantation; the gift over of the planta- 
tion being the last antecedent. In that case, such 
an argument might have been more easily main- 
tained than it can when the words are followed by 
the expression “‘ as aforesaid ’’; yet even standing 
alone they could not, without difficulty, have this 
latter sense imposed upon them, namely, of 
reference to the last antecedent (LORD BRovuG- 
HAM, C.).—MALCOLM v. TAYLOR (1832), 2 Russ. & 
M. 416; 39 E. R. 452, L. CO. 


pe :—Consd. Candy v. Cam upuel eee 8 Bu. x Ss. 
469; Coles v. Witt (1856 N. 


Abbott v. Pek abvpe iokete ae v. Carpenter ‘ase 
. Cas. 69 ; Fte Merceron’s Trusts, Davies v. Merceron 
(1876), 4 Ch. D. 182. Refd. Ellicombe ». Competes 
1837), 3 My. & Cr. 127; Kasum v. SEP, Pang se 
y. & Cr. 56; Garratt v. Cockerell Re Ch. 
Cas. 494 ; Mortimer v. Hartley (1851), one 561 ; : 
Bryan v. "Mansion ie 56 De G. & sin 37 ; hocter .. 
Hayes (1855), 4 E. 7; Grey v. gi gargon (1857), 6 
H. L. Cas. 61 ; Pride Fooks (1858), 8 De G@. & J. 252; 
Bowen v. Lewis (1884), 9 App 


9814. To whom ‘‘ such issue ”’ refers.|—R. v. 
STAFFORD (MARQUIS), No. 9805, ante. 

9815. ——-—.]—-Testator devised one of three 
estates to trustees & their heirs, until his nephew 
T. son of his brother W. should attain twenty-one 
or die, & on his attaining twenty-one, to the said 
T. for life, sans waste ; after the determination 
of that estate, to the "trustees during T.’s life to 
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preserve contingent remainders, etc.; & after the 
decease to T. to all & every the son & sons of the 
body of T., severally & successively one after 
another in priority of birth, etc.; & for default 
of such issue, to the trustees until his nephew J., 
son of his brother S., should attain twenty-one or 
die; & in case J. attained twenty-one, then to him 
for life, sans waste; & after the determination of 
that estate to the trustees during J.’s life to 
preserve contingent remainders ; after his 
decease, to all & every the son & sons of the body 
of J. severally & successively one after another in 
riority of birth, etc. ; & after the determination of 
hat estate, or, as it stood here in the limitation 
of one of the other estates ‘‘ & for default of such 
issue,’’ to the trustees until his nephew S. W. should 
attain twenty-one or die, etc., & so repeating all 
the former limitations as to S. W. & his sons; & 
the like with respect of a fourth nephew F. W. & 
his sons; concluding: & for default of such issue 
to testator’s brother J. for life, sans waste; & 
after his death to his son J. & his heirs. Testator 
repeated the same set of limitations twice more, 
with respect to two other estates, only varying the 
aaa of his four first-named nephews in the 
isposition of them but concluding after each set 
of limitations to those four nephews, with the same 
devises to his brother J. for life, & to J.’s son in fee. 
The nephew T., the heir-at-law, & S. W. had 
issue male after testator’s death, but none of the 
nephews had any son born during testator’s life- 
time :—Held: the four first-mentioned nephews & 
their sons only took estates for life respectively, 
for want of words of limitation or other tanta- 
mount words; the words, ‘ for default of such 
issue,’’ meaning for default of son or sons, etc.— 
FostER v. ROMNEY (EARL) (1809), 11 Hast, 594 ; 
103 H.R. 1135. 
Annotations -— Apia. . Doe d. Liversage v. Vaughan (1822), 1 


Dow. & Ry. 52; Lridger v. Ramsey (1853), 1 
Hare, 320. Refd. Doe d. Gallini v. Gallini (1835), 3 
Ad. & Kl. 340. 


9816. .|—Testator gave an estate to T. for 
life, with remainder to his “ tirst son severally 
& successively in tail male’’ & for want of such 
lawful issue, either by T. or by J., then to his 
** daughters & their children in fee’’ :—Held: T. 
was tenant for life, & estates tail were given to the 
first & other sons of T.; estates tail were given by 
implication to T. & J., after the estates tail of the 
first & other sons of T.; the child of a daughter 
who died before the date of the will could not take. 

The rule... is a very correct rule, that the 
words “ for want of such lawful issue ’’ are to be 
taken referentially to the issue that has gone 
before, & that you are never to take them there- 
fore as enlarging the previous estate (LORD CRAN- 
WORTH).—PARKER v. TOOTAL (1865), 11 H. L. Cas. 
143; 5 New Rep. 378; 34 L. J. Ex. 198; 12 
L. T. 89; 11 Jur. N. S. 185; 18 W. R. 442; 11 
HK. R. 1286, H. L.:; affg. S. C. sub nom. BARROW 
v. TOTAL eee) 7H. & N. 962, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :—Refd. Allgood v. Blake, Rvach v. Blake, 

Clennel] v. Blake, Reed v. Blake (1873), 29 L. T. 331; 

Dias v. De Livera (1879), 5 App. Cas, 123; Ze Hillman, 

Ade v. Hillman (1910), 103 LT. 183. 

9817. }—-Re DAVEY, PRISK v. MITCHELL, 
No. 9811, ante. 

Effect of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26)—Gift of per- 
sonalty.|—-See No. 9687, ante. 


(b) Prior Gift to Issue. 
See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 29. 
9818. Whether construed as indefinite failure— 
Gift to issue of child.|—Bequest of the residue to 
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his daughter, & her issue, & for want of such issue, 

over; the limitation over too remote, & therefore 

void.—- SALKELD v. VERNON, SALKELD v. SALKELD 

(1758), 1 Eden, 64; 28 E. R. 608. 

Annotations :—Refd. Malcolm v. Taylor (1881), 2 Russ. & M. 
416; Bryan v. Mansion (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 737. 

9819. .|—Testator gave the income of 
his personal the rents of his real estate, to his 
daughter for life, for her separate use, & after her 
decease & the decease of his wife, he gave the 
residue of his real & personal estate to trustees, 
in trust to sell & pay half the produce ‘“ to the 
issue’ of his daughter equally, to be paid at 
twenty-one; & if only one child, then to such one 
child; & he directed the trustees to apply the 
interest in the maintenance & education of such 
issue; ‘‘ & in default of such issue’? he gave 
such moiety of the residue between his nephews & 
nieces living at the death of his daughter, & he 
gave & devised the other moiety of the residue of 
his estate at the decease of his wife & his daughter 
without issue, to the same trustees, to permit his 
godson to receive the income for life, & after his 
decease to certain charities’’:—Held: ‘‘ issue ”’ 
in the first clause was to be construed “ children ’’ 
but in the second clause in its ordinary unrestricted 
sense; consequently the gift over of the first 
moiety upon the death of the daughter without 
issue was good, but was too remote as to the 
second. 

The word ‘‘ issue ”’ in a will, held on the context 
to have two different meanings as to two moieties 
of a devised estate.—CARTER v. BENTALL (1840), 
2 Beav. 551; 9 L. J. Ch. 803; 4 Jur. 691; 48 
EB. R. 1295. 

Annotations :—-Apld. Bryden v. Willett (1869), L. R. 7 Eq. 
472. Consd. Re Hopkins’ Trusts (1878), 9 Ch. D. 131 ; 
Re Birks, Kenyon v. Birks, [1899] 1 Ch. 703. Refd. 
Garratt v. Cockerell (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas, 494. 
9820. .|—Testatrix gave a fund to 

trustees, upon trust to pay the dividends to her 

niece; &, after her decease, if her husband should 
survive her, & she should leave no “ issue ”’ living 
at her decease, then to the husband for life; but 
if she should leave “ issue,’’ then upon trust to 
pay a moiety of the dividends to the husband, & 
to apply the other moiety, during his life, for the 
benefit of ‘‘ such issue,’’ during their minorities. 

After the decease of the niece as to one moiety 

of the fund, & after the decease of the survivor of 

her & her husband then as to the whole of the fund, 
the trust was to transfer & divide the same unto 

& amongst the ‘‘ children ”’ of the niece, the shares 

of sons to be vested at twenty-one, & of daughters 

at that age or marriage with consent, with survivor- 
ship in case of the death of any child before his 
portion should become vested, with a provision 
for maintenance for “ children ”’ during minority ; 

&, in case the niece should die in the lifetime of 

the husband leaving issue, & all should die & 

unmarried, then the trust was to pay the whole of 
the dividends unto the husband; ‘‘ & from & 
after the decease of my niece & her husband, & 
the survivor of them, & failure of issue of my 
niece, upon trust to transfer the fund to other 
persons :—Held: the word “ issue’’ in previous 

arts of the will obviously meant ‘“ children,”’ 

the gift over on failure of ‘‘issue’’ meant a 
failure of ‘‘ children’; & the gift over took 
effect.— BRYAN v. MANSION (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 
737; 22 L. J. Oh. 233; 19 L. T. O. S. 362; 17 
Jur. 202; 64 EB. R. 1328. 

9821. ——.|—WoODHOUSE v. HERRIOK, 
No. 8901, ante. 
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9822. --|—Testator bequeathed to his 
daughter an annuity of £100 while she remained 
single, but on her marriage, & on some adequate 
eapbrone made, & which he directed to be made, 

y settlement for her for life & to the use of her 
issue, he bequeathed to & for her use £2,500, & in 
default of such issue, he bequeathed that sum for 
the benefit of his grandchildren who should be 
then living. The daughter married, but no settle- 
ment was made, & the annuity continued to be 
pei to her. She had an only child, who died in 

er lifetime under age :—Held : the gift over did 
not take effect, & her personal representative was 
entitled to the £2,500. —FINDON v. FINDON (1857), 
1DeG. & J. 880; 26 L. J. Ch. 561; 80L. T. 0.8. 
19; 5W.R. 794; 44 BE. R. 770, tC. 

9823. Gift to issue of nieces.) —Cross v. 
Cross, No. 9282, ante. 


(c) Prior Gift to Children. 

Sce Wills Act, 18387 (c. 26), s. 29. 

9824. Whether construed as indefinite failure— 
Gift of personalty.|—Devise of a personal estate 
to A. for life, & afterwards for her children, & 
the yearly interest & produce to be for their 
maintenance, till the sons attain twenty-one & 
the daughters eighteen, at which ages their respec- 
tive portions to be paid ; & for want of such issue, 
then to B. A. dies without issue; & the devise 
over to B. was held to be good, the words for want 
of such issue, being the same as for want of such 
children.—STAINES v. Mappock (1728), 3 Bro. 
Parl. Cas. 108; 1 E. R. 1209, H. L.; affg. S. C. 
sub cue Mappox v. STAINES (1727), 2 P. Wms. 
421, L 


Annotations : -—Refd. eraniey Leigh (1732), 2 P. Wms. 686 ; 
Studholme v. HOdseOU 34), 3 P. Wms. 300 ; Kelley v. 


Fowler (1768), Wilm. 

9825. WH. devises three-fourths of 
his personal estate to his three sons, equally to be 
divided between them; & the other fourth to 
them, in trust for his two daughters; the interest 
to be paid them respectively during their natural 
lives, & afterwards to their, or either of their child 
or children; & for default of such issue, to his 
three sons, equally to be divided between them ; 
one his daughters leaves a son, under whom pitf. 
claims, & the other dies without issue. The moiety 
of the sister who died without issue, shall not go 
to the three brothers, but to the representative 
of the nephew.—STEPHENS v. HIDE (1734), Cas. 
temp. Talb. 27; 25 BE. R. 641, L. C. 
anncnne :—Mentd. Campbell v. Campvbell (1792), 4 Bro. 


9826. —— -|—Residuary bequest to A. 
‘‘in case she should have legitimate children; in 
failure of which” to go over. A. having only 
one child born alive, who died before her, entitled 
yee eure Ceti: v. TOMLINSON (1810), 16 Ves. 
413; 33 R. 1041. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Ryland v. Smith (1836), . My = Se 
Hansen v. Miller (1844), 14 Sim. 22; 


1845), 2 Coll. 254; Knight v. icnighe ( ia 
eae - 487; Be Birchall, Wilson v. Birchall (1881 


daughter & her children, & in default of such pede 
& in case of her death, to A. & B. The limitation 
over takes effect on her dying without children.— 
GAWLER v. CADBY (1821), Jac. 346; 37 EB. R. 882. 
Annotation :—Refd. Garratt v. Cockerell (1842), 1Y. &C. 


Ch. Cas. 494. 
9828. -.|—Testator gave £19,000 Con- 
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sols to trustees in trust for E. for life, &, after her 
death, for her children; &, in case she should die 
without leaving a child, he directed that the trust 
fund should be considered as part of his personal 
estate, & be disposed of in a due course of adminis- 
tration ; & he gave the residue of his effects to E. 

B., her exors. & administrators, to & for her & their 
own use & benefit, she & the ae ing thereout all 
the debts due from him at ecease, together 
with the expenses of his funeral; the charges of 
proving & establishing his will & ‘other incidental 
expenses, & he appointed her his extrix. EH. sur- 
vived the testator & died without leaving a child : 

—Held: thereupon, the trust fund did not become 
undisposed of, but formed part of the testator’ 8 
residuary estate, & belonged as such to E.’s estate. 
—Scort v. MoorE (1844), 14 Sim. 35; 13 L. J. Ch. 

283; 2 L. T. O. S. 474; 8 Jur. 281; 60 B. R. 269. 





9829. Gift of "realty J—WyLp v. LEWIS 
(1788), West temp. Hard. 308; 1 Atk. 432; 26 
K. R. 276, L. C. 


Annotations. -—Refd. Parker v. Birks (838); 1K. & J. 156; 

Blinston v. Warburton (1856), 2 K. & J. 400. 

9830. .|—If an estate be devised to 
B. the wife of A. for life, remainder to trustees to 
preserve, etc., remainder to the children of A. & 
B. & their heirs for ever, to be divided among them 
equally, & if but one child, to such only child & 
his or her heirs for ever ; & for default of such 
issue, remainder over; & at the death of the 
devisor A. & B. have no child, the estate limited 
to their children is a contingent remainder in fee, 
which on the birth of a child will vest in that child, 
subject to open & let in those who may be born 
afterwards; & the remainders over will be 
defeated by that estate becoming vested. In such 
a case the words, ‘‘ for default of such issue,’’ 
mean ‘for default of such children.’’—DoE d. 
COMBERBACH v. PERRYN (1789), 3 Term Rep. 484; 


100 E. R. 690. 

Annotations :-—Retd. Lewis d. Ormond v. Waters be (tots). 8 
Kast, 336 ; KH. v. Chertsey Manor (Lord & Steward) (18 6), 
3 Smith K. B. 459; Rh. v. Stafford (1806), 7 East, 521 ; 
Robinson v. Grey (1 807), 0 Kust, 1; Driver d. Frank v. 
Frank (1814 ), 3M. & 8. 25; Doe d. Scott v. qReare NC 
5M. & S. 482; Right d. Shortridge v. ener 1826), 5 
B.& C. 866 ; Doe d. Todd v. Ducsbury (1841), 8 M. & W. 
514; Doe d. Patrick v. Royle ae 13 Q. B. 100 ; 
Foster v. Hayes (1855), 4 E. & B. Mentd. Hampson 
v. a ar (1816), 1 Madd. BBL: Measure wv. 
ial as A & Ald. 910; Doe d. Long v. Prigg B28) 8 


9831. .]—Devise to the use of J. C. 
his brother for life, & from & after his decease 
to his first & other sons, according to their seniority 
of age & priority of birth; & if J. C. should die 
without such issue, & before they arrive at twenty- 
one, then to the use of J. M., eldest son of T. M. 
his brother-in-law, & his son or sons limited as 
aforesaid ; & if J. M. should die leaving no son or 
SODS as aforesaid, then to J. M. second son of T. M. 
& his son or sons limited as aforesaid, & if J. M. 
should die, leaving no son or sons in the manner 
aforesaid, then to the use of his niece A. M., her 
heirs & assigns for ever:—Held: J. C. having 
died without issue, J. M., the eldest son of T. M., 
took an estate for life, & W. C. M., his only son 
who had attained twenty-one, took a vested 
indefeasible remainder in fee.—MARSHALL v. HILL 
(1814),2 M. & S. 608; 105 H.R. 508. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re Thompson’s Trust, Ez p. Olivor 

eee) 5 De ae & Sin. 66 or ned. Burke v. Annis (1853), 

Refd. Doe d. Elsmore & Hale v. Coleman 
({et8), 8 Price, 179 ; White o- Hill (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 
ryden v. Willett (1869) L. Rk. 7 Kq. 472 ; Treharne 

v. Layton (1875), L. I. 10 Q. B. 459. 
98382. j-_Wancee v. PETCHELL, No. 


9778, ante. 
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9883. --|—Testator devised an estate 
to his grandson M. for life, with remainder to all 
the children, both sons & daughters of M., if 
more than one, as tenants in common, & their 
heirs for ever, & for default of such issue to all 
the children both sons & daughters of the 
brothers & sister of testator, as tenants in common, 
& their heirs for ever. The will then contained a 
precisely similar limitation of another estate to 
testator’s only other grandson, W. Then followed 
a proviso, ‘‘ provided always & my will & mind 
expressly is, that in case either of my grandsons 
shall happen to die without issue of their bodies 
lawfully begotten, my trustees shall stand seised 
of the same hereditaments & estates hereinbefore 
devised for the benefit of such grandson so dying, 
to, for, & upon the like uses & trusts as they shall 
stand seised of the hereditaments & estates before 
devised for the benefit of such survivor.’’ M., on 
the death of testator, took possession of the estate 
devised to him, & afterwards had issue one only 
child, H., who died an infant in the lifetime of its 
father. M. died leaving children of the brothers 
& sister of testator still pila W. died without 
having had children in the lifetime of M. The 
principal deft. was the heir-at-law of the infant 
EB. :—Held: under the first limitation in the will, 
M., took a life estate with a contingent remainder 
in fee to his child & children unborn, which vested 
in such child E. immediately on her biuth; the 
words in that limitation ‘for default of such 
issue ’’ were to be construed as meaning “ for 
default of such children of M.’’?; the words in the 
proviso ‘‘in case cither of my grandsons shall 
happen to die without issue of their bodies lawfully 
begotten,’’ did not vary the effect of the previous 
limitation as to the meaning of the expression 
‘** such issue.’’—-FOsTER v. HAYES (1855), 4 E. & B. 
717; 3C. L. R. 576; 24 L. J. Q. B. 161; 24 
L. T. O. S. 312; 1 Jur. N.S. 515; 3 W. RR. 168; 
119 HB. R. 265, Ex. Ch. 
nc loton :—Consd. Biddulph vr. Lees (1859), Bb. B. & E. 


B. When Reference to Prior Gift Implied. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 29. 

9834. Prior limitation in tail.]—No estate raised 
by implication in a will can destroy an express 
estate; as where a devise was to A. for life, 
remainder to his first son, & so to every other son 
in tail male; & for want of issue male of A. re- 
mainder over: This was no estate tail in A. by 
implication.—BAMFIELD v. PoPHAM (1703), Holt, 
K. B. 283; 2 Vern. 449; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 183; 
1 P. Wms. 54; Freem. Ch. 266; 90 E. R. 1028; 
sub nom. POPHAM v. BAMFIELD, Freem. Ch. 269; 
2 Kq. Cas. Abr. 308; 1 Salk. 236. 

Annotations :—Consd. Shaw v. Weigh (1726), 8 Mod. Rep. 

382. Apld. Ginger d. White v. White (1742), Willes, 
348, Consd. Allanson v. Clitherow UE 1 Ves. Sen. 
24. Apld. Vaughan v. Farrer (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 182. 

Expld. Anthony v. Hoes (1831), 2 Tyr. 100. Refd. Idle v. 

Cook (1705), 1 P. Wms. 70; Shaw v. Way (1725), 8 Mod. 

ou 253; Wyld v. Lewis (1738), 1 Atk. 432 ; Portsmouth 

vw. Effingham (1750), 1 Vos. Sen. 430; Letheullier v. 

Tracey (1754), Amb. 220; Downing v. pegnall (1755), 

Amb. 818; Doe d. Kean v. Halley (1798), 8 Term Rep. 

5; Doe d. Ellis v. Hillis (1808), 9 Kast, 382; Trash v. 

Thomas (1840), 4 Jur. 669; Baker v, Tucker (1850), 3 

H. L. Cas. 106. 

9835. .J]—In a devise of land to A. for life, 
& if A. die without issue, then to B. though here 
is an express estate for life to A. yet the subse- 
quent words will turn it into an estate tail; but 
where lands are devised to A. for life, remainder 
to trustees, etc., remainder to his first, etc., son 
in tail male, etc., & if A. dies without issue, then, 
etc., this will not give an estate tail to A. but the 
words ‘‘ without issue ’’ must be intended without 
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such issue.—BLACKBORN v. EDGLEY (1719), 1 P. 

Wms. 600; 24 BK. R. 684, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Stanley v. Lennard (1758), 1 Eden, 
87; Baker v. ‘ucker cr , 3 H. L. Cas. 106. Refd. 
Letheullier v. Tracey (1754), Amb. 220; Campbell v. 
Harding (1831), 2 Russ, & M. 390; Tarbuck v. Tarbuck 
(1835), 4 lL. J. Ch. 1293; Ellicombe v. Gompertz (1837), 
3 My. & Cr. 127; Key v. Key (1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 73; 
Towns v. Wentworth (1858), 11 Moo. P. C. C. 526. 


9836. —--—-.|—Devise of freehold & leasehold 
estate to A. & B. as tenants in common, & the 
heirs of the body & bodies of A. & B. as tenants 
in common, & if either of them should die without 
leaving issue, then as to the share of such of them 
as should so die without issue as aforesaid, to the 
use of the survivor of them, A. & B., & the heirs 
of his body; & in case both of them should die 
without issue of his or their body or bodies, then 
to the use of C. for life, with remainder to the 
trustees to preserve, etc., & divers remainders 
over :—Held: the limitation to the survivor was 
a good limitation by way of executory devise; by 
the word ‘‘ issue ’’ in the succeeding clause, testator 
intended such issue as were to take under the prior 
limitation, & consequently the limitation over to 
C. was not too remote.—RADFORD v. RADFORD 
(1836), 1 Keen, 486; 6 LL. J. Ch. 1388; 48 E.R. 
394. 
snadaton :~Consd. Greenway vr. Greenway (1859), 1 Giff. 


9837. Prior power of appointment among Issue.] 
—Termor devises the term to A. for life, remainder 
to such of his issue as he shall appoint, & if A. die 
without issue, remainder to B.; this is a good 
devise to B.—TARGET v. GAUNT (1718), 1 P. Wms. 
432; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 193; 10 Mod. Rep. 402; 
Gilb. Ch. 149; 24 KH. R. 459, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Atkinson v. Hutchinson (1734), 3 P. 
Wms. 258 Consd. Keiley v. Fowler (1768), Wilm. 298 ; 
Campbell v. Harding (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 390; Doe d. 
Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 Ad. & El. 636. Apld. Leeming 
v. Sharratt (1842), 2 are, 14. Refd. Beauclerk v. Dormer 
(L712), 2 Atk. 308: Iixel vr. Wallace (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 
117; Malcolm v. ‘Taylor (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 416. 
9838. .|—Devise of real & persona] estate, 

to the wife for life, remainder to testator’s son R. 

& his issue lawfully begotten to be divided as he 

shall think fit; & if he should die without issue, 

remainder over, held to be an estate for life only, 
with a power, & the remainder over good.— 

THlockLEY v. MAWBEY (1790), 3 Bro. C. C. 82; 

1 Ves. 143; 29 EB. R. 420, L. C. 

Annotations :—Distd. Martin v. Swannell (1840), 2 Beavy. 
249. Consd. Kavanagh rv. Morland (1853), Kay, 16; 
Re Wynch’s Trusts, kx p. Wynch (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 
188; Je Wilmot, Wilmot v. Betterton (1897), 76 L. T. 
415; ke Nash, Cook v. Frederick, [1909] Ch. 450. 
Refd. Lees v. Mosley (1835), 1 Y. & C. Ex. 589: Whitby 
v. Mitchell (1890), 44 Ch. D. 85; Pelham Clinton v. 
Newcastle, [1902] 1 Ch. 34. 

9839. —-—-.] —- (1) Testator gave _ certain 
pecuniary legacies to his daughters respectively, 
onc half to be invested & secured from the control 
of any husband, the interest to be paid to them 
in the meantime, & the principal disposed of as 
they should direct to their issue ; but in case they 
should die without issue, he gave the principal 
among the survivors of his children in equal 
shares :—Held: the first bequest was limited to 
issue living at the death of the children, & the gift 
over on failure of issue referred to the same 
objects. 

(2) Gift of a residue of real & personal estate to 
trustees to sell, get in & pay & divide the money 
urising therefrom, unto & equally among testator’s 
children, so soon as the youngest should attain 
twenty-one, the daughter’s shares to be invested 
é& secured & the interest paid to such daughter, & 
the principal to be disposed of amongst her children 
as she might direct; if no child, the share to 
be divided amongst the survivors of testator’s 
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children equally, &, in case of the death of any of his 
children leaving lawful issue, testator gave to such 
issue the share the parent would have been en- 
titled to have :—Held: the residuary share of a 
child who attained twenty-one & died before the 
time of division passed to his representatives ; 
semble: no child who did not attain twenty-one 
was intended to take any interest in the residue. 

A question was made, whether, in the simple 
case of a direction to pay a legacy at a future 
period, without any gift of the legacy inde endently 
of that direction, the legacy would be trans- 
missible to the representatives of the legatee 
dying before the time of payment; & the ct., in 
that simple case, has sometimes considered the 
time of payment as annexed to the legacy itself, 
& not merely to the payment of it. But the ct., 
in so deciding, has not, I conceive, intended to 
decide that the gift of a legacy, under the form of 
a direction to pay at a future time, or upon a given 
event, was less favourable to vesting than a simple 
& direct, bequest of a legacy at a like future time, 
or upon a like event. If there is any case which 
decides, as an abstract proposition, that a gift of 
a residue to testator’s children, upon an event 
which afterwards happens, does not confer upon 
those children an interest transmissible to their 
representatives merely because they die before 
the event happens, I am satisfied that case must 
be at variance with other authorities (WIGRAM, 
V.-C.).—LEEMING v. SHERRATT (1842), 2 Hare, 14; 
11 L. J. Ch. 423; 6 Jur. 663; 67 E. B. 6. 


Annotations :—<As to (1) Consd. Daniel v. Gosset (1854), 19 
Beav. 478. Distd. Holland v. Allsop (1861), OS ed 
498, Refd. M‘Lachlan v. Taitt (1860), 28 Beav. 407. 
As to (2) Apld. Parker v. Sowerby (1853), 1 Eq. Rep. 217 : 
Re Smith’s Will (1855), 20 Beav. 197; Lloyd v. Lloyd 

- 20. Distd. Cooper v. Cooper (1861), 29 

: Consd. Re Lodwig, Lodwig v. Evans, 11916] 

2 Ch. 26. Refd. Packham v. Gregory (1845), 4 Hare, 

396; Smith v. Palmer (1849), 7 Hare, 225; Re Boam, 

Shorthouse v. Annibal eth): 56 Sol. Jo. 142. Generally, 

Refd. Goodman v. Goodman (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 695; 

Whipple wv. Mart mn (1850), 14 Jur. 361; Kavanagh v. 

Morland Sia? ay, 16; He Bennett’s Trust (1857), 3 

K. & J. 280; fe Theed’s Settint. (1857), 3K. & J. 345 ; 

Greenwood v. Percy (1859), 26 Beay. 572; 


. Dutton +. 
Crowdy (1863), 33 Beav. 272; Pearman vv. Pearman 


(1864), 33 Beav. 394; Re Barnshaw’s 
W. BR. 378. e Barnshaw’s Trusts (1867), 15 


9840. -.|—Testator, by his will, dated in 
1778, gave all his real estates to his son-in-law, 
J., for life, with remainder to his daughter M. for 
life, with remainder to the first & every other son 
of his daughter in tail male, with remainder to 
the daughters of his daughter in tail general, with 
cross-remainders between them; & for default of 
“* such ” Issue, he gave his daughter an absolute 

ower of appointment over the whole property. 
n 1841, the daughter, M., by deed poll, duly 
executed according to the power, reciting accurately 
the limitations of the will, & that there was no 
issue of her body, & that she was desirous of 
exercising the power given her by the will, ap- 
pointed that the devised property should gO, 
‘“ subject to the life estate of J. fo M. therein, & 
there being a failure of issue of M.,” to the use of 
pltf. in fee :—Held: this was a valid appointment 
to pltf., the words ‘ failure of issue ”’ eing, with 
reference to the previous recital that she had no 
issue of her body, to be construed as a failure of 
‘* such issue.’”’—-ENO v. ENO (1847), 6 Hare, 171; 
16 L. J. Ch. 358; 11 Jur. 746; 67 E.R. 1197.” 

9841. Prior gift to children.|—If personalty be 
devised to a wife & such child as she shall be 


WILLS. 


enceinte with at her husband’s death, & in case she 
die without issue by him, upon her death a devise 
over; this is a good executory devise.—EvIirT v. 
WILLIAMS (1739), 9 Mod. Rep. 209; 88 E. R. 402. 
9842. dao an estate is devised to testa- 
tor’s son for life, & after his death to the son’s 
children & their heirs, & in case the son die without 
issue then to testator’s two daughters, then in esse, 
& their heirs, the estate to the children of the son 
& that to the daughters are both contingent 
remainders in fee, & a recovery by the tenant for 
life bars them both.—GooDRIGHT v. DUNHAM 
(1779), 1 Doug. K. B. 264; 99 EB. R. 178. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Doe d. Herbert v. Selby (1824), 2 B. & 
C. 926. Consd. Malcolm v. Taylor 1831), 2 Russ. & M. 
416, Apld. ‘Tarbuck v. Tarbuck (18 5) 4L. J. Ch. 129; 
Foster v. Hayes (1855), 4 BE. & B. 717. efd. R. v. Stafford 
(1806), 7 East, 521 ; Robinson ». Grey (1807), 9 Kast, 1; 
Ellicombe v. Gompertz ea ee honed 





127; Baker 


v. Tucker (1850), 3 H. L. Cas. 1 ‘Fooks (1858), 
Saye G. & J. 252; Bowen v. Lewis (1884), 9 App. Cas. 


9843. .]|—If a term be bequeathed to G. for 
life, & after his decease to M. his wife for life, & 
after the decease of the survivor to the children 
of G. share & share alike, & if G. die without issue 
of his body, then to R. for life, & after his decease 
to B. his wife for life, with remainders over; the 
limitation to B. is good, in case G. dies without 
leaving issue, & R. dies during his life.—Dok v. 
LYDE (1787), 1 Term Rep. 593; 99 E. R. 1269. 


Annotations :—Consd. Malcolm v. Taylor (1831), 2 Russ. & 
M. 416. Refd. Kverest v. Gell (1791), 1 Ves. 286; Lyon 
v. Mitchell (1816), 1 Madd. 467; Garratt v. Cockerell 

a Cas. 494; Ware v. Watson (1855), 7 





(1842), 1 Y.&C 
De G. M. & G. 


9844. .}—(1) The words “‘ if he shall happen 
to die without issue ’’ may be so controlled by the 
context of a will, as to mean children, & the 
remainder over will, in that case, not be too 
remote. 

(2) If a man gives an estate in general to A. for 
life & adds ‘‘ but if he dies without issue, I then 
give it to B.”’ B. has no immediate gift, but only 
a contingent interest upon A.’s dying without 
issue (LORD THURLOW, C.).—A.-G. v. BAYLEY 
(1789), 2 Bro. C. C. 653; 29 KE. KR. 303, L. C. 
Annotation :—-Generally, Retd. Knight v. Ellis (1789), 2 

Bro, C. C. 570. 

9845. ——--..—-Three annuities for a term of 
years bequeathed in trust for three children, A. B. 
& C. respectively for life ; in case of the death of 
either, leaving any child or children, his or her 
annuity to be equally divided between such child 
or children share & share alike; in case of the 
death of either without issue, his or her annuity 
to go to the survivors or survivor of them equally 
share & share alike; with a limitation over in 
case of the deaths of all without issue as aforesaid : 
A. died without issue: A.’s annuity went to B. & 
C. subject to the contingent limitations over; & 
upon 8B.’s death leaving children belongs in 
moieties absolutely to his administrator & C.— 
VANDERGUCHT v. BLAKE (1795), 2 Ves. 534; 80 
E. R. 762. 

Annotation :—Refd. Lowe v. Land (1837), 6 L. J. Ch. 234. 

9846. .|—Testatrix devises to A. for life, 
remainder to A.’s first & other sons in tail male, 
remainder to A.’s daughters as tenants in common 
in tail, with cross remainders between them in 
tail; remainder to trustees for a term of years 
upon trust, to raise & pay such legacies as she 
had thereafter given, or should give by any 
codicil; &, in a subsequent part of the will, she 
bequeaths various legacies from & immediately 
after the decease, & failure of issue of A. :—Held : 








PART XVI. SECT. 23, SUB-SECT. 4.—B. 
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Part XVI.—ConstTrRUCTION. 


‘* failure of issue ’’ in the gift of the legacies must 
be considered ‘failure of such issue, as were 
included in the limitation of the estate,’’ & there- 
fore, the bequests were not too remote.—MorRsE v. 
ORMONDE (LORD) (1826), 1 Russ. 382; 41L.J.0.8. 
Ob. ahs : 88 ie 76 148, L. C. 
nnotations :-— - El\iicombe v. Gompertz (1837), ; 
& Cr. 127. Retd. Egerton ov. Jones ( 830), 3 Bien 408; 
Tarbuck v. Tarbuck (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 129; 
Drosier (1839), 5 My. & Cr. 246; Eno v. Eno (1847), 6 
Hare, 171; Baker v. Tucker (1850), 3 H. L. Cas. 106; 
Bryan v. Mansion (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 737; Key v. 
ae (1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 73; Pride v. Kooks (1858), 
a eG. & J. 252; Lewis v. Templer (1864), 33 Beav. 


9847. -|—My house in A. to such son of 
mine as shall first attain twenty-one years, when 
he shall attain such age, & his heirs; but in case 
I depart this life without leaving a son, or leaving 
such, none shall attain twenty-one, to my daughter 
Jane, if she shall attain twenty-one, & her heirs ; 
but should I depart this life without leaving issue, 
to L. & his heirs.”” Testator left one child, his 
daughter Jane, who died without issue under the 
age of twenty-one :—Held: L. took nothing by the 
devise to him.—Doer d. Rew v. Lucrarr (1832), 
8 Bing. 386; 1 Moo. & S. 673; 1L. J.C. P. 109; 
131 E. R. 442. 


Annotations :—Consd. Bryan v. Mansion (1852), 5 De G 
Sm. LED Apid. Alexander v. Alexander Gaeee 16 ay 


Case v. 





59. BR hite v. Summers, [1908] 2 Ch. 256. 

ite ~——.|--~MALCOLM v. TAYLOR, No. 9813, 
ante. 

9849. —-—.]—-Testator devised an estate to his 


son A. for life, with remainder equally amongst all 
the children of A. & their eae - rns in 
common. He devised another estate to B. & his 
children, in the same terms; & in case his son A. 
died without leaving lawful issue, he gave the 
estate so previously devised to A. unto B. & his 
heirs, & made a similar devise mutatis mutandis 
if B. died without leaving lawful issue; but if 
both his sons should die without leaving lawful 
issuc, then he pave the estates over to C. in fee. 
Testator’s son A. alone had issue, a son, & both the 
epra of pe weriaps oe son of A., died in the 
lifetime of testator :— Held: the gift ov oC, 
did not take effect. ‘ as 
In such cases, the general term issue is construed 
to mean that particular description of issue before 
specified, namely, children (PEPyYs, M.QR.).— 
TARBUCK v. TARBUCK (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 129. 
Annotations :—Consd. Foster v. Hayes (1855), 4 BE. & B. 717 
Folld. Brookman wv. § oxe : 
Refd. Greated v. Orested al 859), 26 Beary. 1 aia a 
9850. -|—Bequest of a residue upon trust 
for testator’s grandson B. the son of Isaac, at 
twenty-five for life; & after the death of B.. in 
case he shall have a son who shall attain twenty- 
one, then for such son of B. who shall first attain 
twenty-one, absolutely ; & in default of such son 
of B. & after B.’s death, then upon trust for the 
testator’s grandson, J., the son of Isaac, at twenty- 
five for life; & after the death of J., in case he 
shall have a son who shall attain twenty-one, then 
to such son of J. who shall first attain twenty-one, 
absolutely ; with the like limitations successively 
in favour of any other grandsons, sons of Isaac 
born in testator’s lifetime, & their respective sons 
first attaining twenty-one; & in default of a son 
of any such grandson attaining twenty-one, then 
upon trust for any son of Isaac born after testator’s 
decease, who shall first attain twenty-one, abso- 
lutely ; & in case no son of any son of testator’s 
son Isaac, then born, or thereafter to be born in 
testator’s lifetime, nor any son of his son Isaac, 
born after his decease shall live to attain twenty- 
one, then from & immediately after the decease 
of all the sons & grandsons of his son Isaac, upon 





trust for testator’s nephew G., for life; & upon 

the decease of his nephew G., in case he shall have 

a son who shall live to the age of twenty-one, then 

upon trust for such son who shall first attain 

twenty-one, absolutely :—Held: upon the whole 
context of the will, the words ‘‘ after the decease 
of all the sons & grandsons’’ must be read as if 
they had been “ after the decease of all the afore- 
said,”’ or ‘‘ all such sons & grandsons;”’ & the 

limitation over in favour of the first son of G. 

attaining twenty-one, was therefore not too 

remote.—ELLICOMBE v. GOMPERTZ (1837), 3 My. & 

Cr. 127; 40 E. R. 873, L. O. 

Annotations :—Consd. Eno v. Eno (1847), 6 Hare, 171; 
Boughton v. Boughton, Boughton v. James (1848), 1 
H. L. Cas. 406. Refd. Leeming v. Sherratt (1842), 2 Hare, 
14; Hillersdon v. Lowe (1843), 2 Hare, 355 ; Monypenny 
v. Dering (1850), 7 Haro, 568 ; Foster v. Hayes (1855), 4 
K. & B. 717; Abbott v. Middleton, Ricketts r. Carpenter 
rane » 7H. L. Cas. 69; Pride v. Fooks (1858), 3 De G. & 

. 252; Jenkins v. Hughes (1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 571. 

9851. --|——Testator, who had two sons & 
one daughter, gave the interest, dividends & annual 
proceeds of £3,000 stock, standing in his name, tuo 
W., one of his children, for life & after his decease, 
he gave the principal stock or sum of £3,000 unto 
all & every the child & children of W. to be equally 
divided between & amongst them, if more than one, 
share & share alike; & if but one, the whole to 
such one, to be paid or transferred to him, her or 
them, on his, her or their attaining twenty-one, 
& the interest to be in the meantime applied for 
maintenance & education ; he gave similar legacies 
to each of his other two children & their children ; 
& upon the death of either of my sons or daughter 
without issue, then I direct that the interest, 
dividends & produce so as aforesaid given & 
bequeathed to him, her or them so dying, shall be 
paid & payable to the survivors or survivor of 
them my sons & daughter in equal shares & 
proportions: Testator’s son W. survived him, & 

ad one child, who predeceased him :—Held: the 
limitation over referred to the death of either of 
testator’s children without leaving issue living at 
his death ; the child of W. took a vested interest 
at his birth, but liable to be divested by the death 
of W., without leaving issue living at his death, & 

the gift over therefore took effect.—-WESTWOOD v. 

SourTHEY (1852), 2 Sim. N. S. 192; 21 L. J. Ch. 

473; 20 L. T. O. S. 7; 16 Jur. 400; 61 E. R. 

31d. 

Annotation :— Reid. Pride v. Fooks (1858), 3 De G. & J. 252. 

9852. .|—As to the gift over, “in default 
of issue,’’ it is scarcely contested, that it means in 
default of that issue which testator had before 
specified, that is, in default of the limitations in 
favour of those .who were to take under those 
prior limitations. 

The ct. must look at the expressions & context, 
with reference to the whole scope & object of 
testator, in order to see what he intended. Unless 
the limitations & expressions are identical, one 
man’s will cannot control another’s (ROMILLY, 
M.R.).—Cormack v. Copous (1853), 17 Beav. 
397; 51 KE. R. 1087. 

9853. .}—Testator gave his residuary estate 
to such children as his nephews & niece W., T. 
D. should leave at their respective deceases, one- 
third to the ‘‘ child or children ’’ of W. & the two 
other thirds similarly to the ‘‘ child or children ” 
of T. & D. respectively, & directed that, in case 
of the death of a nephew or niece without leaving 
any ‘‘ children or a child,’ then that third share 
should be paid to the ‘‘ children or child ”’ of the 
other or others leaving ‘‘ children or a child ”’ ; 
but that if W., T. & D. should all die “ without 
leaving any issue lawfully begotten,” the whole 

4p 2 
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Sect. 23.—Limitations on failure of issue: Sub-sect. 
4, B.; sub-sects. 5 & 6, A.] 


residue should go to the children of G. W., T. & 
D. all died, without leaving children, but one of 
them left grandchildren :—Held: ‘‘ children ”’ 
must be construed in its natural sense, & not so as 
to include grandchildren; that ‘‘ issue’’ was not 
to be read ‘‘ such issue,’’ so as to be confined to 
children; & therefore, in the events which had 
happened, the fund was undisposed of. 

f{ the prey limitation be in favour of 
children, be so expressed that they take 
immediate vested interests, & there be a limitation 
over in default of issue, it is not difficult to see 
reasons for construing default of issue to mean 
default of children; for if there be no child there 
can be no other issue, & if there be a child, the 
child will take the whole & there will be nothing 
to limit over; but where the primary limitation 
is so expressed that there may be issue who may 
not take under it, as in the case of gifts to children 
to vest at twenty-one, it is not so easy to see the 
reasons on which this construction has prevailed 
(IKNIGHT BrRucE, L.J.).—-PRIDE v. FooKS (1858), 3 
De G. & J. 252; 28 L. J. Ch. 81; 32 L. T. O. 8. 
358; 5 Jur. N.S. 158; 7 W. R. 109; 44 LD. R. 
1265, L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Distd. Re Merceron’s Trusts, Davies v. 
Merceron (1876), 4 Ch. D. 182. Consd. Ze Kirk, Nicholson 


v. Kirk (1885), 52 L. T. 346; Ae Atkinson, Pybus v. 


Boyd, [1918] 2 Ch. 138. Refd. /2e Wyndham’s Trusts 

(1865), L. KR. 1 Eq. 290. 

9854. .j|—A. gave his leasehold & general 
residuary estate to trustees, in trust, ‘‘ as to the 
clear annual residue of his estate,’’ to divide the 
same between his three daughters, N., P., & M., 
for their separate use ; but in case any or either of 
his daughters should die, leaving lawful issue 
surviving, to pay such “‘ shares or share’’ to the 
children of such one or more of them; & if one of 
his daughters died without issue surviving, upon 
trust to pay her “ annual share’’ unto the sur- 
vivors equally ; & in case there should be only 
one surviving daughter during the continuance of 
the trusts, then the whole of his estate & effects 
was to be paid to such surviving daughter, for her 
own absolute use. All three daughters were 
married, & all] died without ever having had 
children. The husband, as the representative of 
the survivor, Mrs. P., who died in 1857, claimed the 
whole of the estate, but the representatives of 
Mrs. M., who died in 1839, submitted that there 
was an intestacy. The ct. held, upon the whole 
language of the will, that pltf., as the representa- 
tive of the survivor, was entitled to the estate & 
effects absolutely.——PULBROOK v. BRATT (1859), 33 
L. T. O. S. 42; 5 Jur’ N.S. 330. 

9855. .|—Gift to daughters for life, with 
remainder to the child or children of such 
daughters, as they should appoint; in default of 
appointment, equally, & on the death of such of 
the daughters after attaining the age of twenty- 
one years as should die without issue, her share to 
be paid to her personal representative :—Held : 
‘* issue ’’ meant issue who would be entitled under 
the former gift, t.e. children. ‘‘ Personal repre- 
sentative’? meant exor. or administrator.—Re 
WYNDHAM’S TrUsTS (1865), L. R. 1 Eq. 290. 
Annotations :— Consd. Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L. R. 








4 Kq. 359. Refd. Jte Thompson, Machell v. Newman 

(1886), 55 L. T. 85. 

eet -———.]— te SANDERS’ TRuUsTs, No. 9958, 
post. 

oe ——.]—-KIDMAN v. KipmMaNn, No. 9532, 
an e 

9858. .|—Testator gave a fund of £66,666 





13s. 4d. Consols to trustees, upon trust to pay 


WILLS. 


£1,000 a year to each of his two daughters for their 
lives, & after the death of each estek ter he gave 
the sum of £33,333 68. 8d. Consols, which he 
described as the share of each carte come unto & 
among all & every such child or children she might 
happen to leave at her decease, to be equally 
divided between them when & as they should 
respectively attain the age of twenty-one years, 
& if but one child, then to such only child; & in 
case either of his daughters should die without 
issue, he directed that the £33,333 6s. 8d. Consols, 
being the share of her so dying, should be trans- 
ferred by his trustee to such person or persons, & 
in such manner as she by her will & testament in 
writing duly executed might direct & appoint. 
There was a general residuary gift. One of the 
daughters exccuted the power & died, having had 
one child who died in her lifetime, leaving children 
who survived their grandmother :—Held: the 
words ‘‘ die without issue’? meant such issue as 
were previously mentioned, & the power was 
validly exercised. — Re MERCERON’S TRUSTS, 

DAVIES v. MERCERON (1876), 4 Ch. D. 182; 35 

L. T. 701. 

9859, ———_.]—Testatrix by her will, made before 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), gave & devised ‘‘ unto my 
eldest son T. all my real & freehold estate during 
the term of bis natural life, & after his decease to 
his legitimate child or children, if there be any ; 
but if he dies without issue my will is that it may 
go to my other son W. during the term of his 
natural life & afterwards to his legitimate child or 
children, if any; but, if he should likewise die 
without issue, my will is it may go to my daughter 
M. & to her heirs & assigns for ever.”’ The will 
then gave various pecuniary legacies, with direc- 
tions as to how they should be paid. T. had no 
children, & executed a disentailing deed by which 
he settled the property, with ultimate remainders, 
after the death of himself & his wife, to resp.’s 
predecessor in title. In an action brought to 
recover possession of the land from applt., who 
claimed under the son of W. :—Held: 'T. took an 
estate tail under the will, which was duly barred. 

I take it... to beclear upon the authorities that 
if youhavea gift tochildren, with words of division 
or of inheritance, the children would take as 
purchasers ; & then if you have a gift over in the 
event of death without issue, those words pointing 
to death without issue are to be construed refer- 
entially, & to have their explanation from the 
gift to the particular individuals that you have 
had before (LORD CAIRNS).—BOWEN v. LEWIS 
(1884), 9 App. Cas. 890; 54 L. J. Q. B. 55; 62 
L. T. 189, H. L. 

Annotations :—Consd. Pelham Clinton v. Newcastle, [1902] 
1 Ch. 34. Mentd. Evans v. Evans, (1892) 2 Ch. 173. 
9860. -.|—Testatrix gave all her real & 

personal estate to trustees in trust for her children 

who attained twenty-one or married, & if more 
than one in equal shares, with a gift over to other 
persons in the event of her death ‘“ without 
leaving any children surviving me.’’ There was 
one child who survived testatrix & died an infant : 

—Held: the child did not take a vested interest at 

birth ; & the gift over did not take effect, & there 

was an intestacy.— Re EDWARDS, JONES v. JONES, 

[1906] 1 Ch. 570; 75 L. J. Ch. 821; 94 L. T. 503 ; 

54 W. R. 446; 50 Sol. Jo. 324, C. A. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Re Fitch’s Will Trusts, Public Trustee 
vw. Nives (1928), 139 L. T. 556. 

9861. Prior Himitation to definite number of 
persons.|—Devise to S. for life, remainder to his 
eldest son & his issue male; & for want of issue of 
8. to, etc. 8S. died without issue :—Held: he 
took an estate tail in remainder.—STANLEY uv. 


Part XVI.—CoONSTRUCTION. 


LENNARD (1758), Amb. 855; 1 Eden, 87; 27 
KH. R. 236. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Doe d. Gallini v. Gallini (1835), 3 
Ad. & El. 340; Atkinson v. Holtby (1863), 10 H. L. Cas. 
313; Allgood v., Blake, Roach v. Same, Clennell v. Same, 
Reed v. Same (1873), 29 L. T. 331. 


9862. Prior direction to settle property on issue of 
marriage.|—Testator bequeathed £5,500 stock to 
trustees, upon trust, to pay the dividends to his 
son for life, & in case he should marry any woman 
with a fortune of £1,000 that the stock should be 
settled on her, & the issue of such marriage; & 
in case of his son’s death, leaving no issue of his 
body lawfully begotten, he gave the stock over to 
various persons; &, finally, he bequeathed the 
residue to A.: Testator’s son married a woman who 
had not a thousand pounds fortune, & died leaving 
issue :—Held: the words, ‘‘in case of his son's 
death, leaving issue,’’ could not be construed, in 
case of his son’s death leaving ‘‘ such’”’ issue; & 
the bequest over did not take effect.—ANDREE v. 
WaARD (1826), 1 Russ. 260; 4 L. J. O. S. Ch. 98 ; 
38 E. BR. 101. 


Annotations :—Refd. Tennant v. Heathfield (1855), 21 Beav. 
255; Pride v. Fooks (1858), 3 De G. & J. 252. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—REFERENCE TO ISSUE TAKING 
UNDER SUBSEQUENT GIFT. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 29. 

9863. Whether reference implied—Subsequent 
gift to children.|—By a will made before the pass- 
ing of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), testator devised 
certain property to S., his grandson, ‘‘ & if he 
shall die without issue that property shall return 
to the HE. family ; but if he lives to have children, 
he shall have power to make a will of if to his 
children ’’ :—Held: under these words, S. took 
an estate for life only, & not an estate tail by 
implication. 

The power to leave ‘‘ to his children ’’ must 
mean children living at his death, & it follows that 
the words ‘if he shall die without issue’? must 
mean ‘‘if he shall die without children living at 
his death ’’ (KELLY, C.B.).—EAstTwoop v. AVISON 
(1869), L. R. 4 Exch. 141; 38 L. J. Ex. 74; 19 
L. T. 834. - 

Aneta :—Refd. Clifford v. Koe (1880), 5 App. Cas. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—PERSONAL PROVISIONS. 

A. Death Below Specified Age Without Issue. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 29. 

9864. Whether construed as indefinite fallure— 
Death below specified age without issue.]—])evise 
of £1,300 to testator’s granddaughter, provided if 
she died before twenty-one, & without issue, then 
the legacy should go over to A. Decreed the 
devise over in case of the granddaughter’s dying 
without issue, under twenty-one, is good, the 
contingency being to happen before the legatee 
attains twenty-one.—PAWLET v. DOGGET (1688), 2 
Vern. 86; 23 E. R. 865. 

9865. ———.|—A devise of a term to A., 
his heirs, exors., & assigns for ever, but if he die 
before twenty-one without issue, remainder over, 
this remainder is good.—MAarTIN v. LONG (1690), 
Prec. Ch. 15; 2 Vern. 151; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 193 ; 
24 E. R. 8. 
annoation :—Roefd. Andrews v. Fulham (1738), 2 Stra. 





9866. ——— -——.]—-STAINHAM ¥. BELL, No. 9685, 
ante. 
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9867. .|—The question upon the limi- 
tation over of this personal property in the event 
of both dying without issue under the age of 
twenty-one, is a mere question of intention, as it 
may be judicially collected from the whole will. 
If that limitation was intended to take effect 
after an indefinite failure of issue, it is too remote : 
if the failure of issue was confined to the death of 
the survivor, the limitation is valid. Cts. of 
Justice have uniformly endeavoured to support 
limitations of this description: taking advantage 
of any expression, from which the event may be 
construed, never having had issue, or may be 
confined to the time of the death (Lorp ELpon, 
C.). — KIRKPATRICK v. KiurParrick (1807), 13 
Ves. 476; 33 KE. R. 373, L. C. 

Aration :—Refd. Williams v. Hughes (1857), 27 L. J. Ch. 


9868. .]}— Under a devise to testatrix’s 
daughter E. for life, remainder to her children & 
their heirs for ever; but in case E. die without 
leaving any issue of her body, then to certain 
other grandchildren by other daughters equally 
to be divided between them share & share alike as 
tenants in common; but in case of the death of 
either of her grandchildren, under age & without 
leaving any issue, the share of him or her so dying 
should be for the benefit of the survivors of the 
respective family, etc. :—Held: the grandchildren 
took a fee in their respective shares, by reason of 
the devise over on their dying under age, with an 
executory devise over if any of them died under 
twenty-one & without leaving issue at the time of 
their respective deaths ; & therefore the limitation 
over was not too remote.—Toovry v. BASSETT 
(1809), 10 Hast, 460; 103 E. R. 850. 

Annotations :—Consd. Burke v. Annis (1853), 11 Hare, 232. 

Reid. Yarrow v. Knightly (1878), 8 Ch. D. 736. 

9869. —-—.|—Under a devise to the son of 
testator of the residue of testator’s estate, etc. ; 
but in case he should die under twenty-one, or 
(which isto be read as ‘and ’’) should leave no issue, 
male or female, then to testator’s daughter sur- 
viving, & her heirs male or female; but in case 
his son & daughter should both die, leaving no 
issue, then to his cousin & his heirs; the son takes 
a fee with an executory devise to the daughter, 
upon the event of his dying under twenty-one, & 
without leaving issue: with another executory 
devise over.—RIGHT d. Day v. Day (1812), 16 
East, 67; 104 E. R. 1014. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Doed. Long v. Prigg (1828),6 L. T.0.5. 
296; Mortimer v. Hartley (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 316; 
Johnson v. Simcock & Jackson (1861), 7H. & N. 344. 


9870. --———,|——-Gift in remainder “‘in case 
A. should die under twenty-one without issuc, or, 
leaving issuc, all of them should die before twenty- 
one’ :—Held: not to take effect, on A. dying 
unmarried & above twenty-one.—LEONARD v. 
FLiGut (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 225. 

a eae Davies v. Quarterman (1840), 4 Y. & 


C. Ex, 257. 

9871. -|—Devise to A. for life, with 
remainder to her first child & his or her heirs: 
but if such child should die under the age of 
twenty-one years without leaving issue, then in 
like mnanner to the second, third, & every other 
child of A., regard being had to their seniority, & 
to their respective deaths under age without 
leaving lawful issue; for, in case of issue, it was 
testator’s will that they should inherit the estate, 
& he thereby gave the same to him or her, & to his 
or her heirs accordingly. But in case A. died 
without leaving issue of her body, or, having issue, 
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Sect. 28.—Limitations on failure of issue: Sub-sect. 
AEE 
such issue should die under the age of twenty-one 
without leaving issue, then he devised the estate 
over. A. never had any issue :—Held: she took 
a life estate only.—-Gormour v. PIGGE (1844), 7 
Beav. 475; 13 L. J. Ch. 822; 3 L. T. O. S. 120; 
8 Jur. 526; 49 BE. R. 1149. 

9872. -J—In 1822, testator, by his 
will of that date, devised his real estate to trustees, 
upon trust, after the decease of his wife, to receive 
the rents during the life of his son, M., & to apply 
the same for his benefit during his life; & from 
& immediately after the decease of his son, upon 
trust to sell, & the net proceeds of such sale he 
directed to be applied ‘‘in manner hereinafter 
mentioned.’’ If it should be more to the interest 
of his estate that the estates, or any part thereof, 
should be demised during his son’s life, then 
testator directed the trustees to demise the same 
during his son’s life. Then after bequeathing 
certain legacies, testator directed the trustees to 
invest all moneys duc to him, & all other his 
moneys, & to apply the income of his capital stock 
or fund for the maintenance of his son’s children, 
&, on their severally attaining twenty-one, to pay, 
assign, transfer, & ‘‘ convey the capital stock or 
fund, estate, & effects’’ to such children; & in 
case they should all die under age, & without 
leaving issue, upon the further trusts therein 
mentioned. Testator died in 1824. His widow 
died in 1834. M., the son, died in 1850, a 
bachelor :—-Held : the trust for sale was absolute, 
«& the property must be considered as personalty, 
& the son of testator, in the events that had 
happened, took it as personalty, if he took it at all, 
as heir of testator. Qu.: whether the gift over 
on failure of issue of the son did not take effect ; 
& also, whether any beneficial interest in the 
produce of the real estate was given by the will 
after the death of the son ?—WHITE v. SMITH 
(1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 309; 15 Jur. 1096. 

9873. .|—Testatrix devised to trustecs 
certain freehold premises in trust to receive the 
rents & after paying thereout all proper outgoings 
& applying thereout if they thought fit any money 
towards the maintenance of F. to let the residue 
accumulate until F. should attain twenty-one & 
then to pay such accumulations to him, but if he 
should die under such age without leaving issue 
living at his decease then such accumulations 
should be applied for the benefit of the person to 
whom & in the like manner & form as the premises 
were limited in the like event, & when F. should 
have attained twenty-one then the trustees were 
to stand seised of the premises in trust for him in 
fee, but if he should not leave any issue living at 
his decease then the trustees should stand seised 
of the premises in trust for A. in fee, & if A. should 
not leave any issue living at her decease then over. 
I’. attained twenty-one, & died without ever 
having had issue :—Held: on the construction of 
the will, the premises vested in F. in fee on his 
attaining twenty-one subject to be divested in the 
event of his dying without issue, which event 
having happened the limitation over in favour of 
A. took effect.—SmiTy v. SPENCER (1856), 6 De 
G.M. & G. 631; 29 L. T. O. S. 59; 3 Jur. N.S. 
193; 5 W. R. 136; 43 EB. R. 1378, L. C. 
Annotations :-—Expld. Dean v. Handley (1865), 2 Hem. & M. 

635. Consd. He Heathcote’s ‘Trusts (1873), 9 Ch. App. 

47, n. Refd. Slaney v. Slaney (1864), 33 Beav. 631 ; 

O’Mahoney v. Burdett (1874), L. RK. 7 H. L. 388. 

9874. .|—Testator devised certain 
freehold estates to trustees to appropriate the 
rents, etc., for the maintenance of his daughter B. 




















WILLs. 


until she came of age, & after she should attain 

that age, ‘‘ as to his said estates ”’ to the use of the 

trustees, upon trust during the life of B. to pre- 
serve contingent remainders, B. to receive the 
rents, etc., during her life, & after her death 

‘then to the use of all & every the children of B. 

as tenants in common. In case B. should die 

under twenty-one, ‘‘ & without issue,’ then the 
trustees were to account & pay the balance over 
to such person as should be next in remainder 
under his will, & entitled ‘‘ to the aforesaid estates 
& hereditaments,’’ with a gift over to S. in tail 
male, with remainders over in default of such 
issue. B. married & attained twenty-one, & had 
had six children of the marriage :—Held: the 
words ‘‘ dying without issue ’’ were to be under- 
stood to mean never having had children, & an 
undivided one-sixth share vested in each child 

as he or she came into being.—HAWKER v. 

SAUNDERS (1860), 2 L. T. 182; 8 W. R. 332. 
9875. .|—Testator, by his will, devised 

& bequeathed certain parts of his real & personal 

estate to trustees for the benefit of his daughter, 

& in case his daughter should depart this life 

under the age of twenty-one years, or afterwards, 

without leaving any child or children, then over :— 

Held: this was equivalent to ‘‘ never having had 

any child or children.”’ 

‘‘ Leaving’ is a word that may be construed, 
in its primary sense, as leaving on the decease of 
the person to whom the word applies; but it has 
been construed as ‘“ having,’’ rather than that a 
child shall be deprived of a vested interest which 
seems to have been made as a provision for it 
(PAGE Woop, V.-C.).—WHITE v. HILL (1867), 
L. R. 4 Eq. 265; 16 L. T. 826. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Bryden rv. Willett (1869), L. R. 7 Kq. 
472. Folld. /te Brown’s ‘l'rust (1873), L. Rk. 16 Eq. 239; 
Treharne v. Layton (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. 459. — Distd. 
ite Hamlct, Stephen v. Cunningham (1881), 39 Ch. D. 426. 
Consd. ite Ball, Slattery v. Ball (1888), 59 L. T. 800; 
Barkworth v. Barkworth (1906), 75 L. J. Ch. 754. 
9876. .|—Re HAMBLETON, HAMILTON 

v. TAMBLETON, [1884] W. N. 157. 

9877. -|—Testator gave all his pro- 
perty to his daughter, & if she ‘‘ should die before 
the age of twenty-one, & at any time without 
issue ’’’ over. The daughter attained twenty-one, 
married, & had a child :—Held: ‘‘ without issue ”’ 
meant “ without leaving issue alive at the time of 
her death.’’—CLay v. COLES’ (1887), 57 L. T. 682. 

9878. ——— Effect of postponement of vest- 
ing by codicil. |—Devise in fee & bequest of personal 
estate to A.; &, in case of his death under twenty- 
one without leaving issue, to B. Codicil affirming 
the will in all respects except by directing, that A. 
shall not be entitled till twenty-five; A. dying 
between the ages of twenty-one & twenty-five 
without issue, B. has no title-—Scottr v. CHAMBER- 
LAYNE (1797), 3 Ves. 302; 30 HE. R. 1022; affd., 
3 Ves. 491, L. C. 

9879. ——— Effect of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
s. 29.)—MoORRIS v. MORRIS, No. 9999, post. 

9880. -|—Testator devised a 
share of his residuary real estate upon trust for 
his daughter for life, & after her death to convey 
the same to or among such child or children of 
hers a8 should live to attain twenty-one years, or 
being daughters should live to attain that age or 
be married, & also such child or children of any son 
or daughter of testator’s daughter as should live to 
attain twenty-one years, or being a daughter be 
married, in equal shares per stirpes ; & he declared 
that if his daughter should die without leavin 
any lawful issue who should live to attain a veste 
interest, then her share should remain & be in 
trust for such other children of testator as should 
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be living at the time of such failure of issue, & the 
issue then living of such of them as might be then 
dead. The daughter died without ever having had 
any issue :—Held: the gift over could not be 
split up into several gifts to take effect on several 
contingencies some within & some beyond the 
limits of perpetuity, but was a single gift to take 
effect on a single event which might or might not 
happen within those limits, & it was void for 
remoteness whether regarded as an equitable 
contingent remainder or as an executory devise. 

It appears to us that above sect. does not apply 
to this gift, because it comes within the proviso 
to that sect. which prevents the enactment from 
extending to cases where the language refers to 
the event of no issue living to answer tha descrip- 
tion required for obtaining a vested estate by a 
preceding gift to such issue. It follows that the 
old law must apply, &, under the well-known case 
of Forth v. Chapman, No. 9752, ante, it appears to 
be clear that the gift over is to take effect on an 
indefinite failure of the vesting in the issue of the 
issue of M. [the daughter], an event which might 
happen either within or beyond the period of a life 
in being & twenty-one years afterwards (Fry, 
L.J.).— Re BENCE, SMITH v. BENCE, [1891] 3 Ch. 
242 aa J. Ch. 6386; 65 L. T. 530; 7 T. L. R. 
593, C. A. 


Annotation :—Retd. te Hancock, Watson v. Watson, (1901) 
1 Ch. 482. 


9881. ———.|—Testator, by will & 
codicil made in 1903 & 1906 respectively, gave 
freehold property to a niece absolutely, with a 
wish that it should not be sold, & if she should 
‘‘ die without issue who shall reach the age of 
twenty-one ’’ it should go to a nephew :—Held: 
testator’s intention was to give the property over 
on failure of issue to attain twenty-one whether 
that event occurred in the lifetime or after the 
death of his niece. Above sect. did not apply, & 
the gift over was void for perpetuity. Qu.: 
whether above sect. is intended to apply to the 
case of any but an entire failure of issuc.—Zte 
THOMAS, THOMAS v. THOMAS, [1921] 1 Ch. 306; 
00 L. J. Ch. 118; 125 L. T. 606. 

9882. Death above specified age without 
issue.}|——Devise of lands & personalty, in trust out 
of the rents to apply £250 a year to the maintenance 
of devisor’s daughter till she should be twenty-one, 
or marry, & out of the residue as much as should 
be thought necessary for the maintenance of 
devisor’s son till he should be twenty-one or his 
sister marry, & upon his attaining twenty-one, or 
his sister’s marrying, to raise £5,000, & pay the 
interest of it to the daughter after her attaining 
twenty-one or marrying; & subject thereto that 
the trustees should stand seised in trust for the 
son till he attained twenty-one, & then to the use 
of the son, his heirs, exors., & administrators for 
ever. But in case the son should die under 
twenty-one & the daughter survive, or in case the 
son should live to twenty-one & afterwards die 
without lawful issue, to the use of the trustees till 
the daughter attained twenty-one or married, & 
then to the use of the daughter for life, with divers 
remainders over :—Held: the trustees took the 
legal estate till the £5,000 was raised, & but for the 
intervention of the trustees the son would have 
taken a fee with an executory devise over in the 
event of his dying without issue living at the time 
of his death.—GLOVER v. MONCKTON (1825), 3 
Bing. 18; 10 Moore, C. P. 453; 3L.J.0.8. C. P. 
189; 130 E. R. 418. 

Annotations :—Folld. Doe d. Johnson v. Johnson (1852 ce 


Exch. 81. Gonaa Clay v. Coles (1887), 57 L. T. 
Refd. Doe d, Shelley v, Edlin (1836), 4 Ad. & El. 582. 


9883, .|—Testator by his will made 
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in 1826 devised as follows: ‘I give & devise unto 
my wife E. the lands, etc., to hold the same unto 
her & her assigns for & during her natural life, 
& after her decease, I give & devise the same to 
my nephew S., his heirs & assigns for ever; pro- 
vided always & my will is that in case it should 
happen that my nephew shall depart this life 
before he shall have attained the age of twenty- 
one years, & if after he shall have attained such 
age of twenty-one years he shall die unmarried, 
or having been married without lawful issue, then 
I give the same unto my brothers T. & J., etc., & 
their heirs for ever, as tenants in common” :— 
Held: testator’s nephew S. did not take an estate 
tail, but an estate in fee simple, in the lands, with 
an executory devise over to testator’s brothers in 
the event of S. dying under twenty-one, or after 
that age dying without leaving lawful issue at the 
time of his death.— DoE d. JOHNSON v. JOHNSON 
(1852), 8 Exch. 81; 22 L. J. Ex. 90; 19 L. T.0.S. 
313; 155 E.R. 1268. 

Annotation :—Consd. Clay v. Coles (1887), 57 L. T. 682. 


B. Gift of Legacy. 
See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 29. 
9884. Whether construed as indefinite failure.]— 
NICHOLS v. Hooper (1712), 1 P. Wms. 198; 2 
Vern. 686; 24 B. R. 353; reved., 1 P. Wms. 200, 


n., HW. L. 

‘Annotations -—Refd. Beauclerk v. Dormer (1742), 2 Atk. 
308; Gray v. Shawne (1758), 1 Eden, 153; Kelley v. 
Fowler (1768), Wilm. 298; Caimpbell v. Harding (1831), 


a ret & M. 390; Ranelagh v. Ranelagh (1834), 2 My. & 


9885. -|—One possessed of a personal estate, 
devises, if his wife dies sans issue by him, that 
then £80 shall be paid to his brother, good. Also 
good, though the brother dies in the life of the 
wife. 

By... a person’s dying without issue is intended 
without leaving issue at the time of his death 
(LorD HARDWICKE, C.).—PINBURY v. ELKIN 
(1719), 1 P. Wms. 563; 2 Vern. 758, 766; Prec. 


Ch. 483; 24 BE. R. 518, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Tothill v. Pitt (1766), 1 Madd. 488 ; 
Keiley v. Fowler (1768), Wilm. 298 ; Benyon v. Maddison 
(1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 75. efd. King v. Withers (1735), 
Cas. temp. 'Talb. 117; Wealthy d. Manley v. Bosvillo 
(1736), Lee temp, Hard. 258 ; Beauclerk v. Dormer (1742) 
2 Atk. 308; A.-G. v. Milner (1744), 3 Atk. 112; Wingfiel 
v. Newton (1744), 9 Mod. Rep. 428; Shefficld v. Orrery 
(1745), 3 Atk. 282; Gray v. Shawne (1758), 1 Eden. 153 ; 
Monkhouse v. Holme (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 298; Bell v. 
Phyn (1802), 7 Ves. 453; Donn v. Penny (1815), 1 Mer. 
20; Campbell v. Harding (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 390; 
Garratt v. Cockerell (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 494; Pye 
v. Linwood (1842), 6 Jur. 618; ‘Turner v. Frampton 
(1846), 2 Coll. 3381; Parker v. Birks (1854), 1 K. & J. 156; 
dte Cresswell, Parkin v. Cresswell (1883), 24 Ch. D. 102.1 « 








9886. |—DorE d. SMITH v. WEBBER, No. 
9773, ante. 
9887. Gift not intended to be personal.|— 





Testatrix, by her will, dated July 19, 1796, be- 
queathed, by a residuary devise of real estates, 
certain freehold lands to ‘I’. for his life, & after his 
decease unto all & every the child & children of 
T. ; if only one child, then to such child, his or her 
heirs, exors., administrators, or assigns; but if 
more such children, then equally to be divided 
among them, share & share alike, & to the heirs, 
exors., administrators, & assigns of such children 
respectively, as tenants in common: & then pro- 
ceeded thus—‘‘ But in case T. shall happen to die 
without leaving lawful issue, then I give the 
premises unto R., E., & M., their heirs, exors., 
administrators, & assigns, as tenants in common, 
charged, nevertheless, with payment of the legacy 
of £1,000, which I do in that case give & bequeath 
to H., daughter of M., the same to be paid to her 
at the end of twelve calendar months next after 
R., E., & M., their exors., administrators or 
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Sect. 23.—Limitations on failure of issue : Sub-sect. 
6, B., C. & D.; sub-sects. 7 & 8.] 


assigns, shall come into possession of the premises.”’ 
Testatrix died on Sept. 7, 1798, leaving T. her 
heir-at-law, & he had several children, the eldest 
born before the date of the will, & the youngest 
after the death of testatrix. The eldest survived 
all the others, & died in 1805. On the death of 
testatrix, T. entered into possession of the devised 
lands, & so continued until his death, on June 20, 
1837, having in 1832 suffered a recovery of the 
lands to the use of himself in fee. E. died intestate 
in 1816, leaving M. her heir-at-law, who claimed 
against the devisee of T. two undivided third parts 
of the lands, as having passed to her under the 
will on the death of T. :—Held: the gift of £1,000 
to E. was not intended to be personal to her & 
dependent on her being alive to receive it, but 
would be payable to her exors. or administrator-, 
though not named; & there was nothing in the 
will to confine the words ‘‘ happen to die without 
leaving lawful issue’’ to a dying without issue, 
which must receive their ordinary construction of 
a genera) indefinite failure of issue ; therefore, the 
devise to R., E., & M. was too remote & void.— 
DoE d. Topp v. DUESBURY (1841), 8 M. & W. 514; 
10 L. J. Ex. 410; 151 BE. R. 1142. 


Annotations :-—-Consd. Foster v. Hayes (1855), 4 Ik. & B. 717. 
Refd. Bamford vr. Lord (1854), 14 C. B. 708 ; Brookman 
v. Smith (1872), L. RK. 7 Exeh. 271. 


C. Gift Over of Life Interest. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 29. 

9888. Whether construed as indefinite failure. |— 
A. limits £10,000 in failure of issue of the body of a 
husband & wife to B. in tail, the remainder is 
void as an executory devise, being too remote, 
otherwise where the limitations are for life, for 
that confines it to a failure of issue during the 
lives in being; & in the case of executory devises 
it has been held to be a reasonable construction, 
if it falls within the compass of ever so many lives 
in being at the same time.—TRAFFORD v. BOEHM 
(1746), 3 Atk. 440; 26 E. R. 1054, L. C. 


Annotations :—Dbtd. Boehm v. Clarke (1804), 9 Ves. 580. 
Apprvd. Barlow v. Salter (1810), 17 Ves. 479. Consd. 
Lepine v. Ferard (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 378 ; Greenwood v. 
Verdon (1853), 1 K. & J. 74 ; Chillingworth v. Chambers, 
[1896] 1 Ch. 685. Refd. Pearson v. Lane (1809), 17 Ves. 
101; Fletcher v. Collis, [1905] 2 Ch. 24. Mentd. R. +. 
ipeag eben 20 J. PP. 627; Moxham r. Grant, [1899] 1 


9889. .]|— Devise & bequest in trust to pay 
the income to A. for his use during his life, with 
remainder in default of issue to B. for his use 
during his life ; remainder in default of issue to C. 
for life in the same manner; remainder over. 
The remainder after the limitation to A. for life 
void, as too remote; & A. being heir-at-law & 
residuary legatee, his title to the real & personal 
estate was established. 

Sometimes the mode in which the subsequent 
limitations are made may indicate an intention 
to confine the failure of issue to the life of the 
person to whom the subject is given over; but I 
cannot conceive that the mere circumstances of a 
limitation for life to the next taker is of itself a 
sufficient indication of that intention (GRANT, 
M.R.).—BoOEHM v. CLARKE (1804), 9 Ves. 580; 32 
E. R. 728. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. Barlow v. Salter (1810), 17 Ves. 479. 
Consd. Greenwuod v. Verdon (1853), 1 K. & J. 74. Befd. 
Lepine v. Ferard (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 378. 

9890. -|— Though, where nothing but a life- 
interest is given over upon a failure of issue, it 
must necessarily be intended a failure within the 
compass of that life; where the entire interest 
given over, the mere circumstance, that one 
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taker is confined to a life interest, furnishes no 
indication of an intention to make the whole 
bequest depend on the existence of that erson, 
when the event happens, on which the limitation 
over is to take effect.—BAaRLOW v. SALTER (1810), 
17 Ves. 479; 34 E. R. 185. . 

; ‘ions :-—Apld. Ward v. Bovil (1827), 1 ¥. & J. 512. 
Ree Cal ue: 3 Bid, . 8. 469; Stuart 

». Cockerell (1869), L. R. 7 Hq. 363. Refd. Donn rv. 

Penny (1815), 1 Mer. 20; Lepine v. Ferard (gaa) 2 

Russ & M. $78; Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 

Ad. & El. 636; Garratt v. Cockerell (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. 

Jas. 494; Leeming v. Sherratt (1842), 2 Hare, 14; 

Harris v. Davis-(1844), 1 Coll. 416 ; ‘Greenwood v. Verdon 

(1853), 1 K. & J. 74. 

9891. .|—Devise: I bequeath to my wife 
E. my real estate for her life, & then to be relin- 
quished to my son B. at her decease. My will & 
mind is, that if my son B. should die without issue, 
my real estate shall go equally between m 
daughters M. & S., for the life of M. & at her deat 
the whole of my real estate I bequeath to S. & her 
heirs. Testator also directed, that if R. should 
survive his mother, he should pay S. £5 within 
twelve months of the mother’s decease :—Held : 
B. took an estate tail, with remainder to M. & §8., 
& not a fee with executory devise to them. 

The other circumstance, the life estate to M., 
is not more conclusive. If life estates only had 
been devised over, Roe d. Sheers v. Jeffery, No. 9770, 
ante, might have applied, & the terms “‘ die without 
issue ’’’ might have been confined to a failure of 
issue at B.’s death ; that is, if no distinction were 
to be insisted upon between ‘‘ dying without issue ”’ 
& “‘ leaving no issue.’’ But in the present case the 
inheritance is given to S. & would have passed 
though M. had died in the lifetime of B. (BAYLEY 
J.).—DOoE d. JONES v. OWENS (1830), 1 B. & Ad. 
318; 8L.J.0O.8. K. B. 404; 109 BE. Rh. 805. 

9892. ——.]—-A gift over of money upon the 
death of a legatee without issue is void, unless 
from the words of the will it can be collected that 
testator meant a death without issue at the time 
of the death of the legatee. 

Testator gave to his brother £300 per annum 
during his life, & to each of two nephews £150 
during their lives; but if either of the nephews 
died, the other to inherit the whole £300 ; & if the 
brother died without issue, the two nephews to 
inherit from the brother; & he then proceeded to 
state that the reason why he left only the interest 
to his brother & two nephews was that if they 
died without issue, the money might go to his three 
cousins, to be divided equally between them: the 
brother & nephews all died without issue :—Held : 
the gift over to the cousins was void, as being too 
remote.—LEPINE v. FERARD (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 
378; 1L. J. Ch. 150; 389 E. R. 438, L. C. 


Annotation :—Refd. Garratt v. Cockerell (1842), 1 Y. & C. 
Ch. Cas, 494. 





D. Other Cases. 


9893. Whether construed as indefinite failure— 
Gift over to specified persons living at time of 
failure.|—In a will, the words ‘ failing the male 
issue,’’ were, upon the whole context, construed 
to mean, ‘‘ if there shall be no son then living.”’ 
Testator having bequeathed a yearly sum to a 
person for life, gave the annuity, upon the death 
of the annuitant, to the eldest surviving son of A., 
&, failing the male issue of A., to the daughters 
of A. living at the demise of such male issue; at 
the death of the annuitant, A. had no son living, 
but had two daughters :—Held: the gift to the 
daughters of A. was not too remote, & they were 
entitled to the annuity. Testator gave the residue 
to his widow during her life, & at her demise, to 
the eldest surviving son of A. upon his attaining 
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twenty-five, the trustees bei 
interest to his use till he attained that age, or, 
failing such male issue, to the daughters of A. 
living at the time of the demise of the last of such 
male issue ; the only son of A. died under twenty- 
five, in the lifetime of the widow, leaving two 
daughters of A. him surviving :—Held: if there 
had been any son of A. living at the death of the 
widow, he would have taken a vested interest inthe 
residue, though he had not then attained the age 
of twenty-five: the gift over of the residue to the 
daughters of A. was not too remote & in the events 
which happened, they, upon the death of the widow 
became entitled to the residue. 

Testator contemplated . . . that the daughters 
would be living at the time when the failure of male 
issue, which was present to his mind, was to take 
place ; he contemplated that the failure, of which 

e spoke, would take place in the lifetime of the 
daughters. It is not reasonable, therefore, to 
suppose that he contemplated a general failure of 
issue (LORD LYNDHURST, C.),—-MURRAY v. ADDEN- 
BROOK (1830), 4 Russ. 407; 8 L. J. O. S. Ch. 79; 
38 E. R. 859, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Greenwood v. Verdon (1853), 1 K. & 
J. 74. Refd. Davies v. Fisher (1842), 5 Beav. 201; 
Garratt v. Cockerell (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 494. 


directed to apply the 


SuB-SECT. 7.—FAILURE OF TESTATOR’S ISSUE. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 29. 

9894. Whether limited to failure at death of 
testator.]|—A devise to A. & B. & their heirs, in 
default of issue male & female of testator’s own 
body, is, at testator’s death, a devise in possession, 
& not an exccutory devise ; the contingency being 
determined at the instant the will takes place, viz. 
at the death of testator without issue.—FRENCH 
v. CADDELL (1765), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 257; 1 E. BR. 
1304, H. L. 

Annotations :—Distd. Doe d. Comberbach v. Perryn (1789), 
3 Term Rep. 481. Consd. Lytton v. Lytton (1793), 4 
Bro. C. C. 441. Apld. Eno v. Eno (1847), 6 Hare, 171. 
9895. ———.]—-Devise in default of issue of 

testator’s body is a conditional devise. 

Where a devise must take effect at the death of 
testator, it is not properly-an executory devise. 
Such a devise is a devise upon a contingent event 
which must happen at or before the death of 
testator (LORD MANSFIELD).—WELLINGTON  v. 
WELLINGTON (1768), 4 Burr. 2165; 1 Wm. BI. 
645; 98 EB. R. 129. 

Annotations :—Distd. Doc d. Comberbach v. Perryn (1789), 


3 Term Rep. 484. nsd. Lytton v. Lytton (1793), 4 
Bro. C. C. 441. Apld. Eno v. Eno (1847), 6 Hare, Ue 


9896. .|—Testator being married, & in ill 
health devised the estates in question after failure 
of issue male of his own body, & issue male would 
have taken under his marriage settlement, to 
deft.. who was his heir-at-law, for life, with 
remainders over; declared, that the devise being 
after a general failure of issue male, was too remote 
& void & deft. took as heir-at-law, that declaration 
reversed upon a bill of review. 

It would be a harsh construction that L. 
(testator) had here the idea of future issue in con- 
templation & an indefinite failure of that issue 
(LORD THURLOW, C.).—LYTTON v. LYTTON (1793), 
4 Bro. C. C. 441; 29 EB. R. 979, L. C. 

Annotation :—Apld. Eno v. Eno (1847), 6 Hare, 171. 

98907. .]|—Testator having an estate, which 
had been conveyed by the settlement on his first 
marriage to trustees to the use of himself for life, 
remainder to his first & other sons successively, 
in tail male, & having one son & two daughters by 
his first marriage, shortly after his second marriage 
made his will, & devised to his son all his manors, 
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etc. & personal property, subject to the payment 
of his debts & legacies; but in case his son should 
depart this life without issue male, or in case of 
failure of issue male of testator’s body, he 
bequeathed to all & every his daughters who 
should be living at the time of his death, or born 
in due time afterwards, £40,000 equally to be 
divided amongst them, in addition to what they 
might be entitled to under the marriage settle- 
ments of their respective mothers; & if only one 
daughter, then he bequeathed £20,000 to her; 
he then charged his estates with the payment of 
these sums, & devised them to A. y B., their 
heirs, etc., without impeachment of waste upon 
trust by sale or mtge., to raise a sufficient sum 
to pay those legacies with interest; & he then 
devised the remainder of his manors, lands, etc., 
as should not be sold by the trustees for that 
purpose, for want or in failure of issue male of his 
body as aforesaid, unto his brother for life, with 
different remainders over. Testator had no 
children by the second marriage, & his only son 
by the first marriage having died under age 
unmarried, & without issue:—Held: (1) the 
surviving daughters took no estate by descent 
in the hereditaments devised by the will; (2) if 
the devise to A. & B. had been of a power to raise 
money by sale, & not of a legal estate, testator’s 
brother would have taken an estate for life with 
remainders over; (3) under the will A. & B. took 
an estate in fee. —SANFORD v. IRBY (1820), 3 
B. & Ald. 654; 106 EB. R. 800. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Dbtd. Egerton rv. Jones (1830), 3 
Sim. 409. Apld. Eno v. Eno (1847), 6 Hare, 17). 
Generally: Reta. Warter v. Hutchinson (1823), 3 Dow. & 

y. K. B. 58. 


9898. .|\—Where the ulterior limitations 
in a will are made to depend upon a failure of 
issue of testator, & there are found amongst the 
ulterior limitations provisions which could not 
reasonably be meant to depend upon a general 
failure of issue, the will is to be construed as 
referring to a failure of issue at the death, & not 
to a general failure of issue.-—Re RYE’S SETTLE- 
MENT (1852), 10 Hare. 106; 22 L. J. Ch. 346; 





21. T. 0.8.55; 16 Jur. 1128; 1 W. R. 29; 
68 I. NR. 858. 
9899. .|—BaGotT v. LEGGE, No. 9681, ante. 





SuB-SEcT. 8.- -FAILURE DURING LIFE OF 
STRANGER. 


See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 29. 

9900. Whether construed as indefinite failure.]— 
A devise in fee to A. & if he die without issue In 
the lifetime of C. then to C. & his heirs, is a good 
executory devise, to take effect on the contingency 
of A. dying in the lifetime of C. without issue.— 
PELLS v. BROWN (1620), Cro. Jac. 590; 3 Dyer, 
354a, n.; 79 E. R. 504; sub nom. PETTS v. 
BROWNE, J. Bridg. 1; sub nom. PELL & BROWNE'S 
CASE, 2 Roll. Rep. 217: sub nom. Brown & 
PELL’s CASE, Godb. 282; 2 Roll. Rep. 196; seb 
nom. PILLS v. BROWN, Palm. 131. 

Annotations :—Distd. Plunket v. Holmes (1661), T. Raym. 
28. Consd. Petty v. Goddard (1662), O. Bridg. 35; 
Gardner v. Sheldon (1671), 2 Keb. 781; Gibbons rv. 
Summers (1681), 3 Lev. 22. Apld. Fairfax v. Heron (1696), 
Prec. Ch. 67 ; Barker v. Slater (1697), Comb. 433. ; 
Goodtitle d. Gurnall v. Wood (1740), Willes, 211 ; Gulliver 
v. Vaux (1746), 8 De G.M. & G. 167 0. Apld. Porter v. 
Bradley (1789), 3 Term Rep. 143; Roe d. Sheora v. 
Jeffery (1798), 7 Term Rep. 589 ; 
Wetton (1800), 2 Bos. & P. 324. 
vr. Ewart ret 7 Ad. & El. 636. 
Duesbury (1841), 8 M. & W. 514. efd. 

(1664), 1 Lev. 135; Smith v. Farnaby (1666), Cart. 52; 

Wright v. Hicocks (1667), 2 Keb. 261; Fry's (The Lady 

Anne) Case (1672), 1 Vent. 199 ; Holmes v. Meynel (1681), 
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T. Raym. 452; Howard v. Norfolk (1681), Freem. Ch. 80; 
Davis v. Speed (1693), Skin. 351; Luddington v. Kime 
(1696), 1 Ld. Raym. $03 ; Scattorgood v. age (1699), 
12 Mod. Rep. 278 ; Anon, (1704), 6 Mod. Rep. 241 ; Roo 
v. Fludd (1729), Fortes. Hep 184; Gulliver v. Wickett 
(1745), 1 Wils. 105; Carr v. Singer (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 608 ; 
Barlow v. Salter (1810), 17 Ves. 479 ; Campbell v. Harding 
(1831), 2 Russ. & M. 390; Hardcastle v. Dennison (1861), 
10 Cc. B. N. S. 606. Mentd. Benson v. Hudson (1674 
Freem, K. B. 362. 


9901. ———.]—-BARKER v. SLATER (1697), Comb. 
433; 90 E. R. 574. 

9902. ——_.|—-BaDGER v. LLOyD (1699), 1 Ld. 
Raym. 523; 1 Salk. 282; 91 E. R. 1249; sud 
nom. BADGE v. FLoyp, 1 Com. 62; affd. (1701), 1 
Ld. Raym. at p. 527, H. L. 

9903. ———.]|—-CROWDER v. STONE, No. 9939, post. 

9904. .]— Devise to D., L., V., & S., females, 
& in case any of them die, leaving a daughter or 
daughters, her share to go to such daughters in 
senioritv ; but if any of them, D., L., V., & S., 
should die without issue in the lifetime of M., C., A., 
& W., the share of her & them so dying to goto F., 
others in succession: all the rest & residue of the 
devisor’s estates to go to D. :—Held: D., L., V., 
& S., & their daughters, took estates for life, & D. 
a remainder in fee in the whole.—-BENNETT v. LOWE 
(1831), 7 Bing. 585; 5 Moo. & P. 485; 9 L. J. 
O. S.C. P. 182; 181 E. R. 207. 

9905. —_—.]—-JARMAN v. VYE, No. 9690, ante. 

9906. .]}—Testator devised his real estate, 
which consisted of three farms as to one moiety 
to his son & as to the other moiety to his widow & 
two daughters in equal shares. Later in the will 
he directed that if the son should ‘ die without 
issue ’’’ prior to the death of his mother or his 
sisters the whole estate was to go to the widow 
& daughters. The son survivied his mother & 
died in the lifetime of his sisters, leaving issue :— 
Held: the words “ die without issue’’ meant 
without leaving issue him surviving, & not an 
indefinite failure of issue, & therefore the gift over 
did not take effect.—DUNN v. MORGAN (1915), 84 
L. J. Ch. 812; 113 L. T. 444. 








SUB-SECT. 9.—DEATH WITHOUT HEIRS. 


9907. Whether construed as indefinite failure— 
Gift of personalty.|—-Devise of personalty to B. & 
the lawful heirs of his body, if he should have any, 
but if he should die without lawful heirs, £1,000 
to S. & £500 to C. the contingencies too remote. 

The hardship of the construction is, that the 
words are carried back to the sense they bear as 
to real property, & then applied in the same sense 
to personal. ... If they have been always held 
to mean a distant dying without issue, & it should 
be now held otherwise, it will shake the rule of 
property (Lorp THURLOW, C.).—A.-G. v. Hirrp 
(1782), 1 Bro. C. C. 170; 28 E. R. 1060, L. C. 

9908. .]|—If a term be bequeathed to 
A. & his lawful heirs, & if he die & leave.no lawful 
heir then to B. the limitation to B. is good. 

It| is apparent on the will that testator b 
‘lawful heirs’’ meant ‘heirs of the body,’’ tf 
*‘ leaving no lawful heirs’’ must be confined to 
“‘ leaving no issue at the time of his death ’’ (LorD 
KENYON, C.J.).—GOODTITLE d. PEAKE v. PEGDEN 
(1788), 2 Term Rep. 720; 100 E. R. 388. 
Annotation :—Refd. Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 

Ad. & El. 636. 

9809. —— .|—BURGES v. BLOMMART (1837), 
cited in] Y. & O. Ch. Cas. at p. 508; 62 E. R. 


Annotation :—Consd. Garratt v. Cockerell (1842), ; 
C. Ch, Cas. 494. aye 











WILLS. 


9910. .| — Testator, possessed of 
personal property only, by his will directed that 
the interest on his property should be divided 
into four equal shares; one share to be given to 
his wife for life, & then to devolve to his children 
& the longest liver in equal shares: the remaining 
three shares to be divided equally between his 
three children & their heirs; ‘should all my 
children die without heirs, my property in that 
case to be divided rplenaal between the children 
of my brothers & sisters alive on the death of my 
last child.”’ At the date of the will no brother 
or sister of the testator had died’ leaving issue :— 
Qu.: whether the limitation over in the event of 
all testator’s children dying without heirs is void. 

Did, . . . testator, by dying ‘‘ without heirs,”’ 
mean dying without issue living at the respective 
deaths of his children, or living at the death of the 
survivor of them? For, if he did not, the conse- 
quence must, I think, be, to say that he meant a 
failure of issue not confined as to time within legal 
limits; &, therefore, that the limitation under 
which pltfs. claim is void (KNIGHT BRUCE, V.-C.). 
—GARRATT v. COCKERELL (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. 
Cas. 494; 6 Jur. 909; 62 E. R. 986. 

Annotations :—Consd. Greenwood v. Verdon (1853), 1 K. & J. 











ee Refd. Snowball v. Procter (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 
9911. Gift of personalty & realty.|-— 


Devise & bequest to A. & the heirs of his body, 
with a limitation over, if he has no such heirs. 
An estate tail in the real estate: an absolute 
interest in the personal: the limitation over being 
void. But thus expressed, ‘if he leaves no 
‘‘ such heirs,’’ it would be good; as confined to 
the time of the death, & not after an indefinite 
failure of issue.—CROOKE Vv. DE VANDES (1803), 9 
Ves. 197; 32 BE. R. 577, L. C.3 subsequent pro- 
ceedings (1805), 11 Ves. 330, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Campbell v. Harding (1831), 2 Russ. 
& M. 390; Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 Ad. & El. 
636; Booth vr. Alington (1857), 3 Jur. N.S. 835. Refd. 
Elton v. Eason (1812), 19 Ves. 73; Montagu v. Nucella 
(1826), 1 Rusa. 165; Boys v. Morgan (1838), 3 My. & Cr. 
661 ; Kdwards ». Tuck (1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 523; Hagger v. 
Payne (1857), 23 Beav. 474; JZte Gardner, Ellis v. Ellis, 
[1924] 2 Ch. 243. 


9912. --—— -—— Whether Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
Ss. 29, applicable.|—Testator, in 1846, gave his 
residuary real & personal estate to J. S. L. & the 
heirs male of his body lawfully begotten for ever ; 
but in case of his death without heirs male of his 
body lawfully begot, then the property to go to 
P. C. L. in the same manner; & if P. C. L. should 
die without heirs male of his body lawfully begot, 
then the property to go to J. S. A. in the same 
manner. By a codicil testator, after reciting that 
by his will he had directed that in the event of 
the death of J. S. L. ‘‘ without leaving male issue 
him surviving’’ the residue of testator’s real & 

ersonal estates should go to P. C. L. revoked that 

equest, & in the event of the death of J. S. I. 
‘“‘ without leaving male issue him surviving,” gave 
the residuary estate to the eldest daughter (if 
any) of J. S. lu. :—Held: above sect. did not apply, 
& the gifts over to P. C. L. & J. S. A. were void 
as to the personalty, as being on an indefinite 
failure of heirs male, & the codicil did not alter 
their effect, & under the will & codicil J. S. L. took 
an absolute interest in the personalty, subject only 
to an executory gift over in favour of his eldest 
daughter if he died leaving no male issue surviving 
eon v. SMALL (1874), 9 Ch. App. 651, 
Anapiation :—Reld. Re Leach, Leach v. Leach, [1912] 2 Ch. 


9918. Gift of realty.) — Testator gave 
£24,000 out of his personal estate to his daughter 
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C., & he directed his exors. to pay her the interest 
of £2,000 till she attained twenty-one, & he like- 
wise directed his exors., or the survivor of them, as 
soon as convenient after his decease, to purchase 
an estate, not to exceed £2,000, for her use & her 
lawful heirs, which she was to come into possession 
of at twenty-one. He directed his daughter to 
receive the £4,000 at twenty-one if the land above 
mentioned was not then bought, & she was to give 
security for £2,000, to be returned if she died 
without lawful heirs, to his sons & daughters that 
had heirs, share & share alike; & provided the 
land be purchased, it was to be returned in the 
same manner :—Held: the £2,000 was to be con- 
sidered as land, & the daughter took an estate tail 
in it; &, in the event of her death without issue, 
the limitation over took effect, giving to the son 
& other daughters estates tail—Simpson v. 
ASHWORTH (1843), 6 Beav. 412; 7 Jur. 410; 49 
E.R. 885. 
Annotation :— - é : , ; 

: ee Distd. Re Waugh, Waugh v. Cripps, {1903] 


9914. .]—Testator appointed trustees 
& exors. of his will & devised certain real estate 
upon trust to pay the annual income arising there- 
from unto his nephew, plitf., until he should assign, 
charge, or otherwise dispose of same or become 
bkpt., which of the said events should first happen, 
& if the trusts thereinbefore declared should 
determine in the lifetime of pltf. to accumulate at 
compound interest for the benefit of the male heir 
of his body till he attained the age of twenty-one 
years, & should he die without leaving a male heir, 
then testator directed his trustees to apply the 
annual income to pltf.’s brothers & the respective 
male heirs of their bodies successively according 
to seniority in tail, with remainder to pltf.’s 
sisters as tenants in common. Upon a summons 
by pltf., to which the remaindermen, pltf.’s infant 
son, & the heiress-at-law of testator were defts., 
for the determination of the quantum of the estate 
taken by him :—Held: but without prejudice to 
any claim which after pltf.’s death his heir male or 
the heir male of his body might make, pltf. took 
equitable estate in fee simple determinable on the 
happening of any of the specified events, which 
estate would on his death without the happening 
of any of those events become an absolute estate 
in fee simple, but subject to the executory limita- 
tions over to the remaindermen if pltf. should die 
without leaving any male heir of his body at 
the time of his decease. 

In accordance with the spirit... of above 
sect. the phrase “ die without leaving a male heir " 
(or male heir of the body) is here used in the 
literal & primary sense of the words, & that it is 
a failure at the death or not an indefinite failure 
of male heirs of the body that is referred to (Joyce, 
J.).—Re LEacH, LEACH v. LEACH, [1912] 2 Ch. 
422; 81 L. J. Ch. 683; 106 L. T. 1003; 56 
Sol. Jo. 649. 

Annotation :—Apld. Re Thomas, Vivian v. Vivian, [1920] 

1 Ch, 515. 


9915. -.]—In a will made since above 
Act, a devise of lands to A. & “ at his death with- 
out an heir’’ to A.’s nephew must be construed 
as giving A. an estate in fee simple in the lands 
subject to an executory limitation over at his death 
if he should die without leaving an heir of the body. 

This rule is well established & is stated in 
Hawkins on Wills, 2nd ed., p. 217, in the following 
terms: ‘‘ If real estate be devised to B. on failure of 
heirs of A., & B. is capable of being heir to A., the 
word ‘heirs’ is construed to mean heirs of the 
body since otherwise the devise to B., could never 
come into operation.’”’ The rule applies to the 
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present case, as deft. is capable of being the heir 
of pltf., & I must accordingly construe the words 
‘‘ without an heir” as equivalent to “ without an 
heir of the body,’’ so that in substance the devise 
must be read as a devise to pitf., his heirs & 
assigns with a gift over at his death without an 
heir of the body to the deft. 

I have here the words ‘ at his death without 
an heir,” & I think the words “ at his death ” 
point to a punctum temporis at which it is to be 
ascertained once for all whether the contingency 
has happened on which the gift over is to take 
effect. The estate is not given over on an in- 
definite failure of heirs of the body, but only if 
there is no heir of the body at the time of the first 
taker’s death. There is therefore no ground for 
cutting down the interest of the first devisee to 
an estate tail (EvrE, J.).—Re THOMAS, VIVIAN v. 
VIVIAN, [1920] 1 Ch. 515; 89 L. J. Ch. 251; 123 
L. T. 40; 64 Sol. Jo. 359. 

9916. Whether ‘‘ heirs ’’ limited to ‘‘ heirs of 
the body.’’]—-WEBB v. HEARING, No. 9041, ante. 








9917. -}—GoODTITLE d. PEAKE v. PEGDEN, 
No. 9908, ante. 
9918. .|: -A devise over in case of a party’s 


dying leaving ‘‘ no heirs,’’ means leaving no heirs 
of the body, & not heirs general.—Doer d. 
TAYLOR v. STEPHENSON (1843), 2 L. T. O. S. 102. 

9919. .|—Harnris v. Davis, No. 9985, post. 

9920. .\—In 1786 testatrix devised her 
real estate to her brother-in-law T. K. & sister 
A. K. his wife, for their lives; & from & after 
their deceases, to her nephew J. G. K., son of 
T. & A. K., in fee; but in case the said J. G. K. 
should not survive T. & A. K., & should die 
without an heir lawfully begotten, then & in such 
case testatrix devised same to the next heir of 
T. & A. K., their heirs & assignsforever. J.G.K. 
mentioned in the will, died in his parents’ lifetime, 
an infant. After his death another son of T. & 
A. K. was born, who was called by the same 
names. <A. K. died in 1795. The second J. G. K. 
married & had issue a son, J. K., & died in 1823. 
T. K. died in 1842 :—Held: the ‘‘ next heir ”’ in 
the will, was to be construed to mean the person 
who should fill the character of true heir of T. & 
A. K.; the executory devise over took effect only 
on the death of T. K., the surviving devisee for 
life, & the estate then vested in J. K., who then 
filled the character of heir of T. & A. K.—DOE d. 
KNIGHT v. CHAFFEY (1847), 16 M. & W. 656; 17 
L. J. Ex. 154. 


Annotations :—Refd. Doe ad. Knight v. Spencer (1848), 2 
Exch. 752; Doe d. Payne v. Plyer (1849), 14 Jur. 326. 


9921. .|—Re THOMAS, VIVIAN v. VIVIAN, 
No. 9915, ante. 











SuB-sEecT. 10.—DEATH WITHOUT CHILDREN. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 28), s. 29. 

9922. Whether construed as indefinite failure— 
Gift of realty—Death ‘‘ without son ’’—‘* Leaving 
no son.’’}—One devises all his lands after the 
death of his exors. to A. & his heirs for ever; but 
if he die, leaving no son, thento B. Thisis a good 
executory devise to B. if A. dies without issue, 
because the contingency must happen within the 
compass of a life.—FAIRFAX v. HERON (1698), 
Prec. Ch. 67; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 306, 3387; 24 BE. R. 


32. 
Anoiatict :—Refd. Burgess v. Wheate (1759), 1 Wm. BI. 


9923, ——— Death without child or children.} 
—DorE d. SMITH v. WEBBER, No. 9773, ante. 

9924, —— .|—A devise to A. & to his 
heirs & assigns for ever, but in case he should die 
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without child or children of his body lawfully 
begotten, a gift over to the children of B., their 
heirs & assigns, for ever, on the decease of A. :— 
Held: to confer an estate in fee simple upon A., 
subject to be defeated by an executory devise, if, 
at his decease, there should be no issue of A. 
living.—ParRKER v. BIRKS (1854), 1 K. & J. 156; 
24 L. J. Ch. 117; 3 W. R. 102; 69 EB. R. 409. 

Annotations :—Consd. Coltsmann v. Coltsmann (1868), L. R. 


: ra at Apld. i2e Thomas, Vivian v. Vivian, (1920) 
9925. -|—Testator gave one-half 











of his estate, which was principally freehold, to 
pitf. for her absolute use & benefit, ‘‘ but should 
she die without child or children,’”’ then over 
among the defts. Pitf. had an infant child :— 
Held: ‘die without child or children’’ meant 
‘‘ die without leaving a child or children,’’ & pltf. 
was now absolutely entitled to one-half of the 
estate, subject to an executory gift over in favour 
of defts., in the event of her not having any child 
who should survive her, or attain twenty-one in 
her lifetime.—Re Booru, Pickarp v. Boorsu, 
[1900] 1 Ch. 768; 69 L. J. Ch. 474; 48 W.R. 566 ; 
44 Sol. Jo. 348. 

9926. ‘* Have no children, child or 
issue.’’|—-Testator having a son & daughter, & 
the latter having several children, devised to his 
son W. in fee; & if he should have no children, 
child, or issue, the estate was, on the decease of 
W., to become the property of the heir-at-law, 
subject to such legacies as W. might leave to the 
younger branches of the family :—Held: W. took, 
under this will, an estate in fee, with an executory 
devise over to the person, who on the happening 
of the event contemplated by the will, should 
become the heir-at-law of testator. 

It does not seem to me that this contemplates 
& devise over on an indefinite failure of issue, but 
only on the failure of issue at the time of W. F.’s 
death (BAYLEY, J.)—DoE d. KING v. FROST 
(1820), 3 B. & Ald. 546; 106 E. R. 761. 


Annotations :—Consd. Cholmondcley v. Clinton (1820), 2 
Jac. & W.1; Doed. Pilkington v. Spratt (1833), 5B. & Ad. 
731; He p. Davies (1851), 15 Jur. 1102; Mathews v. 
Gardiner (1853), 17 Beav. 254; Parker v. Birks (1854), 
1K. & J. 156. Refd. Bush v. Locke (1835), 3 Cl. & Fin. 
721; Blinston v. Warburton (1856), 2 K. & J. 400; Colte- 
mann v. Coltsmann (1868), L. Rk. 3 H. L. 121; #e Frith, 
Hindson vv. Wood (1901), 85 L. T. 455. 


9927. ‘*Not happen to have any 
child.’’|——Devise to testator’s daughter ‘‘ & her 
lawful heirs,’’ but in case she should not happen 
to leave any child,’’ then to his nephew & his 
heirs :—Held: the daughter took a fee simple, 
with an executory devise over to the nephew. 

The question is, whether I can hold the words 
‘but in case she shall not happen to leave any 
child’? to mean an indefinite failure of issue. I 
find no case to lead me to any such conclusion. 
... I think that the words ... mean “‘in case 
she shall not happen to leave any child at her 
death’? (RomILLY, M.R.).—MATHEWS v. GAR- 
DINER (1853), 17 Beav. 254; 21 L. T. O. S. 236; 
51 BE. R. 1031. 

9928. ——— Gift of personalty—Death ‘‘ without 
child or children.’’|—-One having two nephews, 
A. & B. devises his personal estateto A. & B. & 
if either die without children, then to the survivor ; 
this is good. 

Here the words ‘dying without children ”’ 
must be taken to be children living at the death 
of the party (per CuR.).—HUGHEs v. SAYER (1718), 
1 P. Wms. 634; 24 E.R. 504. 


Annotations :—Consd. Forth v. Chapman (1720), 1 P. Wms. 
668, Refd. Campbell v. Harding (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 
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390; Ranelagh vw. Ranelagh (1834), 2 My. & K. : 
Turner v. Frampton srg 2 Coll. 331; Greenwood v. 
Verdon (1853), 1 K. & J. 74. 


9929. ——— -]—One devises a term for 
years to A., & if A. dies without a child, then to 
B., this is a good devise to B. upon such con- 
tingency.—STUDHOLME v. Hopa@son (1734), 3 
P. Wms. 800; 24 E. R. 1074. 


Annotations :—Refd. Groon v. Ekins (1742), 2 Atk. 473; 
Thellusson v. Woodford (1798), 4 Ves. 227. 


9930. .|-—S. gives the residue of 
his estate to his daughter E. for life, & after her 
death, to be equally divided among her children, 
when the youngest should attain twenty-one. 
But if his daughter should die without any child, 
or the youngest should not arrive to twenty-one, 
& none of them should have left lawful issue, then 
he gave the residue to other persons. HE. had only 
one daughter, who married & had four children, 
but both she & all the children died in the lifetime 
of E. :—Held: upon the death of E. without any 
child then living, the devise took effect.—THICK- 
NESSE v. LIEGE (1775), 8 Bro. Parl. Cas. 365; 1 
E. R. 1373, H. L. 

Annotations :—Consd. Leeming v. Sharratt (1842), 2 Hare, 14. 
std. Cooper v. Cooper (1861), 3 L. T. 800. Asha aries 


Di 
vw. Bullock ere) 2 Ves. 687; Walker v. Main 19), 1 
Jac. & W.1; Williamson v. Farwell (1887), 35 Ch. D. 128. 


9931. Death ‘* without having child or 
children.’’]—-A., having three daughters, B., C. & 
D., by will gave a small legacy to B. & C., & then 
gave a leasehold estate to D. ‘‘ But if she died 
without having child or children’’ then ‘‘to B. 
& after her to her child or children’’; D. had a 
child who died in her lifetime :—Held: D. took 
the absolute interest in the term & consequently 
that she might dispose of it by will. 

‘“Tlaving”’ refers to the time of the death 
(LAWRENCE, J.).—WEAKLEY d. KNIGHT v. RUGG 
(1797), 7 Term Rep. 322; 101 E. R. 998. 
Annotation :—Consd. Cole r. Goble (1853), 13 C. B. 445. 

9932. ——- ———. ———.]—Bequest to H. for his 
own use, & in case he should die in testator’s life- 
time, or afterwards, without having any child or 
children, then over. H. survived testator, & 
died without having had a child :—Held: the gift 
over took effect.—STONE v. MAULE (1829), 2 Sim 
490; 57 E. R. 871. 

Annotation :—Refd. Audsley v. Horn (1858), 26 Beav. 195. 

9933. ‘* Die without having had any child.’’ 
—-The words “if A. die without having any chil 
or children,”’ construed ‘‘ without having had any 
child’; & the words ‘should A. die without 
any child or children,’ construed ‘‘any child 
surviving him.’’—JEFFREYS v. CONNER (1860), 
28 Beav. 328; 3 L. T. 45; 6 Jur. N. S. 986; 8 
W.R. 572; 54 E. R. 892. . 

Annotation :—Consd. Ite Booth, Pickard v. Booth, [1900] 


1 Ch. 768 
9934. ** Die without any child or children.’’ | 


— JEFFREYS v. CONNER, No. 9933, ante. 





























SuB-SECT. 11.—TrsTatoR ENTITLED TO REVER- 
SION UNDER ANOTHER INSTRUMENT, 
See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 29. 
9935. Whether gift over takes effect—Testator 
entitled under settlement.|—BaNkrEs v. HOLME 


(1821), 1 Russ. 304, n.; 88 E. R. 156, H. L. 
Annotations :—Distd. Morse v. Ormonde (1826), 1 Russ. 382 ; 
Dbtd. Lewis v. Templer 


Eno v. Eno (1847), 6 Hare, 171. 

(1864), 33 Beav. 625. 

9936. .—An estate at C. was settled 
on A. for life, remainder to his first & other sons in 
tail male, remainder to A. in fee. <A. devised as 
follows: ‘‘ As to the reversion & inheritance of 
the freehold estate at C., purchased by me in 
pursuance of my marriage articles, bearing date, 
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etc., in case of failure of issue of my body by my 
said wife, I give & devise the same,” etc. He 
then limited the estate to his brothers in succession, 
& to their respective first & other sons in tail male. 
The ct. was of opinion that the devise was good.— 
io v. JONES (1830), 3 Sim. 409; 07 E.R. 
Annotation : -Consd. Eno v. Eno (1847), 6 Hare, 171. 
9937. Reference to issue in settlement. ] 
—Testator, who was entitled, under his son’s 
marriage settlement, to a reversion on the death of 
the survivor of his son & his son’s wife without 
issue living at the death of such survivor, devised 
to trustees upon trust to sell, after the several 
deceases of his son & his son’s wife without issue. 
The proceeds of the sale were to be divided between 
testator’s six daughters or such of them aa should 
be then aide & the children of such of them as 
should then be dead leaving issue. But in case 
Sra Ona of his said daughters or only one child 
of his said daughters should be living at the 
time of the death of the survivor of his son & his 
son’s wife, they leaving no issue, then the whole 
was to go to such child or grandchild :—Held : 
the trust for sale was not void for remoteness, as 
the will sufficiently referred to the issue mentioned 
in the settlement.—LEwis v. TEMPLER (1864), 
33 Beav. 625; 10 L. T. 638; 12 W. R. 928; 55 
BK. R. 611. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Re Firth, Loveridge v. Firth, [1914] 


2 Ch. 386 
9938. Testator entitled under will—Refer- 


ence to issue in will.|—-ENo v. ENo, No. 9840, ante. 





Sus-sEcT. 12.—OTHER CASES. 

9989. Death without issue before fund payable.] 
—Testator gave stock to trustecos, to be divided, 
after the death of two persons who had life interests 
in it, among A., B., C., D., & E., in equal shares ; 
& he directed that, if any of them should die 
without issue, before their respective shares 
should become payable, the share of him, her, or 
them so dying without issue should go to, & be 
equally divided among, the survivor & survivors 
of them. A. died, leaving issue, who were living 
at the time fixed for the distribution of the fund : 
then B. died, leaving a son, who died without 
issue, before the period of distribution; shortly 
afterwards, & also before the period of distribution, 
C. died without issue :—Held: B.’s personal 
representative was not entitled to any portion of 
the fund; the one-third of B.’s share, which, on 
the failure of her issue, survived to C., did not, on 
C.’s death, survive to the other legatees, but was 
transmitted to her personal representative. 

‘** Death without lawful issue ’’ denotes generally 
an indefinite failure of issue. But in this case a 
time is limited, within which the failure of issue 
1s to take place, & that is the time when the fund 
is to become divisible, & the shares are to be paid. 
Mrs. Powell had a son, who was living at the time 
of her death in 1927; but that son died without 
issue in 1799, during the lifetime of testator’s 
widow, &, consequently, before the period when the 
shares of the stock became due & payable. Under 
these circumstances, I am of opinion that Mary 
Powell took nothing under this will (LorD LyNp- 
HURST, ©.).—-CROWDER v. STONE (1829), 3 Russ. 
217; 7L. 3.0.8. Ch. 98; 88 E. R. 558, L. C. 
Annotations :—Folld. Spilsbury v. Kent (1861). 5 L. T. 343; 

Jarman v. Vye (i868), L. R. 2 a 784. istd. Dunn v. 

Morgan (1015), 84L. J. Ch. 812. . Ranelagh v. cara 

oe My. & K : 


. 441; Lowe v. Land (1837), 6 L. J. 
, g ), 2 Hare, 14; Taylor v. 
Beverley (1844), 1 Coll, 108; Willetta v. Willetts (1848), 


v. Sharratt (1842 
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17 L. J. Ch. 457; Smith v. Palmer (1849), 7 Hare, 225 ; 

Greenwood v. Peroy (1859), 26 Beav. 572; Wilmot v. 

Flewitt (1865), 13 L. T. 96; Marriott v. Abell (1869), 

L. R. 7 Eq. 478; Re Palmer's Settlmt. Trusts (1875), 

L. R. 19 Eq. 320. 

9940. —-_—.]—Testator bequeathed £10,000 to 
his son in India, & authorised his exors. to transfer 
into his name or such trustee or trustees who 
should conform to the tenor of his will, as much 
stock as the £10,000 would purchase, with instruc- 
tions to accumulate the interest to the principal, 
& to transfer ‘‘ the same & all interest & dividends 
to become due thereon to his son, on his arrival 
in England: & in the event of his death without 
lawful issue, & before actual payment of his 
legacy,’’ he gave it over :—Held: it was a gift to 
accumulate till the legatee’s arrival in England ; 
& on the event of his dying without issue, & 
before arrival, then over.—DITMAS v. ROBERTSON 
(1840), 4 Jur. 957, L. C. 


9941. Gift over pur autre vie.|—The last class of 
cases referred to is the most important & most 
general; those, I mean, where, from the terms of 
the devise with reference either to the subject 
matter of the gift, or to the extent of interest 
given to the devisee or legatee over, a presumption 
is necessarily raised, inconsistent with the con- 
struction of an indefinite failure. If, for instance, 
the estate which testator is dealing with be an 
estate held pur autre vie, it is impossible that the 
gift over, after a general failure of issue, can tend 
to a pope If an estate held for the life of 
A. & B. be devised to C. for his life, & if he shall die 
without issue in the most general form, then over 
to D., it is perfectly clear that the limitation over 
must vest in D., according to the strict rule of law, 
within the compass of lives in being (LORD BrRouG- 
HAM, C.).—-CAMPBELL v. HARDING (1831), 2 Russ. 
& M.390; 39 E.R. 442, L. C.; on appeal, sub nom. 
CANDY v. CAMPBELL (1834), 2 Cl. & Fin. 421, H. L. 
Annotations :—Refd. Garratt v. Cockeroll (1842), 1 Y. & 

C. Ch. Cas. 494; Pye v. Linwood (1842), 6 Jur. 618 ; 

Harris v. Davis (1844), 1 Coll. 416; Lz p. Davies (1851), 

15 Jur. 1102 ; Greenwood v. Verdon (1853), 1 K. & J. 74 ; 

Pride v. Fooks (1858), 3 De G. & J. 252: Webster v. 

Parr (1858), 26 Beav. 236; Fisher v. Webster (1872), 

L. It. 14 Eq. 283, 

9941a. Without legal issue.]—Testator, after 
devising certain leasehold property to his daughter 
E., said: ‘‘ But should my daughter E. die with- 
out legal issue, then I give & devise the said 
property between such of my aforesaid children 
as may be then living; or if none of them shall 
happen to be then alive, I devise the property 
between my aforesaid grandson R. & the legal 
issue of my son S.”’ :—Held: the words ‘ with- 
out legal issue ’’ did not mean an indefinite failure 
of issue of E., but a failure of issue at the death 
of E.; there being no limitation to the personal 
representatives of R., & it being therefore apparent 
that a personal benefit to him was intended by 
testator.—JONES v. CULLIMORE (1857), 30 L. T. 
O.S.70; 3 Jur. N.S. 404; 5 W. R. 539. 

9942. ‘‘In case of no lawful issue.’’]—Devise 
to E., the daughter of my sister A., for life, & from 
& after her decease to her eldest son then living, 
if any; ‘‘ & in case of no lawful issue of any son”’ 
to the eldest son of my nephew J. then living, or 
unto the next eldest son of my nephew R. by lawful 
issue; ‘‘ & I do intend & purpose that the messu- 
ages shall not be sold or divided, but always kept 
entire, & descend in perpetuity for ever to the 
eldest heir-at-law of B. & A.” 

K. died a spinster. Pitf. was the eldest son of 
J. & alive at the making of the will; & J. being 
the eldest sonof B. & A. & J. being dead, pltf. was 
also the eldest heir-at-law of B. & W.:—Held: 
by the will, on the death of E., a spinster, the 
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estate passed to plitf.; & the devise was not void 
for remoteness.—SAXTON v. CLAPHAM (1854), 23 
L. T. O. 8. 244. 

9943. Gift over if issue do not ‘ survive.’”]— 
The meaning of the word ‘ survive ”’ in a limita- 
tion of property is that the person to survive shall 
be living at the time of the event which he is to 
survive; it does not mean living at any time 
whatever after the event referred to. Conse- 
quently a gift over, if there should be no child or 
remoter issue of A., who should survive testator 
& A. & should live to attain twenty-one is not void 
for remoteness. 

The word ‘‘ survive,”’ propery speaking, imports 
that to prevent this gift from taking effect the 
remote issue of the nephew must be alive at the 
death of the survivor of testator & his nephew 
(Romitiy, M.R.).—GEE v. LIDDELL (1866), L. R. 
2 Eq. 841; 35 Beav. 658; 35 L. J. Ch. 640; 12 
Jur. N.S. 541; 14 W. R. 858; 55 E. R. 1053. 


Sect. 24.—CONSTRUCTION OF “AND” AND “OR.” 
SUB-SEcT. 1.—‘‘ AND’’ READ AS “ OR.”’ 
A. In General. 

9944. Whether ‘‘and’’ construed ‘‘ or ’’—-To 
make consistent construction.]|—Where the words 
of a will are inconsistent the ct. must make a 
consistent construction & to that end reject such 
as appear to be least consistent with the intent ; 
but not if it be possible to make all consistent. . . . 
The word ‘“‘and’’ must therefore be taken distinc- 
tively ‘‘ or’’ (LORD HARDWICKE, C.).—HAWES v. 
HAWES (1747), 1 Ves. Sen. 13; 1 Wils. 165; 27 
: a 859 5; sub nom. Haws v. Haws, 3 Atk. 524, 


Annotations :—Refd. Perkins v. Baynton (1781), 1 Bro. C. C. 
118; Perry v. Woods (1796), 3 Ves. 204. entd. Itose d. 
Vere v. Hill (1766), 3 Burr. 1881 ; Doe d. Borwell v. Abey 
(1813), 1 M. & S. 428. 


9945. --— -——-..—A_ reasonable construction 
must be made... ‘‘and”’... must be con- 
strued ‘‘ or’? (LORD HARDWICKE, C.).—BURLEIGH 
4 oe (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 281 ; 27 E. R. 1032, 
Annotation :—Mentd. Ranking v. Barnes (1864), 3 New Rep. 


9946. To effectuate intention.|—-JACKSON 
v. JACKSON (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 217; 27 E. R. 992. 

9947. —— -|—In the residuary clause the 
word ‘‘and’’ was read “or” to effectuate the 
plain intention of testatrix.—STUBBS v. SARGON 
(1837), 2 Keen, 255; 6 L. J. Ch. 254; 48 E. R. 626 ; 
on appeal (1838), 3 My. & Cr. 507, L. C. 
ane :—Mentd. Buckle v. Bristow (1863), 10 Jur. N.S. 

9948. ---- No inconvenience from natural con- 
struction.|—-Dord. USHER v. JESSEP, No. 9970, post. 

9949. Construction possible without altera- 
tion.|—Kry v. Kry (1855), 1 Jur. N. S. 372. 
Annotation :-—Mentd. A.-G. & Settle R. D. C. v. Lunesdale 

R. D.C. (1902), 86 L. T. 822. 

9950. ——— Death under twenty-one & before 
testator’s widow.|—-Testator bequeathed the resi- 
due of his real & personal estate, upon trust for his 
daughter, absolutely, upon her attaining twenty- 
one ; provided that in case his daughter’s decease 
should happen before the age of twenty-one, & his, 
testator’s, wife should then be living, then in 
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99461. Whether “and” construed 


- effectuate 
Whether the instrument in which the 
word occurs is a will or a deed “‘ and ”’ 
may be construed to mean “ or’ if 


WILLS. 


further trust to pay her the whole interest of the 
residue of his estate & effects; & on her decease, 
his daughter being dead before the age of twenty- 
one, he devised to his wife the house in S. Street, her 
heirs & assigns for ever; then in further truat to 
pay the produce of his residuary estate unto & 
amongst his nephews & nieces, the children of his 
sister Ann, & such of them as should be then 
living. The daughter died without issue in the 
lifetime of the wife. The sister had five children 
living at the death of the daughter, & one only, 
Isaac, living at the death of the wife :—Held: 
Isaac was entitled to the whole residue. 

‘‘ And ”’ construed “ or’”’ for the purposes of the 
construction of a will HETHERINGTON v. OAKMAN 

1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 290; 7 Jur. 570; 63 
}. RK. 1381. 

9951. ——— Gift of rents to persons entitled to 
freehold & inheritance of same estate.|—Testator, 
tenant for life under a settlement of the B. estate & 
other lands, remainder to his first & other sons in 
tail male; remainder to A., his brother, for life, 
with remainder to his first & other sons in tail male ; 
remainder to other brothers of testator in like 
manner; & after other intermediate limitations, 
remainder over to the sisters of testator as tenants 
in common in tail general. 

Testator by his will gave certain specific things 
to be enjoyed by the person or persons who for 
the time being should be entitled to the freehold or 
inheritance of the family estate at Stapleton, as & 
in the nature of heirlooms. He gave his furniture, 
plate, etc., to his brother A. He directed a sum 
of £1,000, secured to him on the B. II. estate & 
other estates, to sink into the freehold ‘‘ and ”’ 
inheritance of the estates, that the same might 
merge them; & the rents & arrears of rent, with 
timber felled, & other annual profits due to him 
at the time of his decease from the HK. estate, unto 
the person or persons who should be entitled to 
the freehold ‘‘ and ”’ inheritance of the same estate, 
in possession on his decease. He gave his residue 
to his two brothers, B. & C.; & he appointed his 
brother A. his sole exor. B. died in testator’s life- 
time :—Held: (1) in the gift of the rents, etc., the 
word ‘‘ and ’”’ must be read ‘‘or’’ & they passed 
to A., although he was entitled only to the free- 
hold.—STAPLETON v. STAPLETON (1852), 2 Sim. 
N.S. 212; 21 L. J. Ch. 434; 61 BE. R. 321. 
serait :—Mentd. fic Ford, Myers v. Molesworth, [1911] 

e £00. 


9952. Death before tenant for life—& ter- 
mination of succeeding life interest.]—‘‘ And ”’ is 
construed ‘‘ or’’ where one member of the com- 
eae sentence is included in the other, & would 

e superfluous unless disjoined. This construc- 
tion is generally made in favour of vesting, not to 
defeat a previously vested gift. 

A. limitation of real estate to A. during the life 
of B. & C., without saying ‘‘ & during the life 
of the survivor of them,’’ gives A. an estate 
during the lives of B. & C. & the survivor. Buta 
limitation for a hundred years, if A. & B. shall so 
long live, is determined by the death of either, 
because this is a collateral condition. Semble: 
these rules apply also to limitations of personal 
estate.—Day v. Day (1854), Kay, 703; 24 L. T. 
ae 5; 18 Jur. 1013; 2 W. R. 700; 69 EB. R. 
Annotation :—Refd. Johnson v. Simcock & Jackson (1860), 

20 L. J. bx. 478. 

9953. To such as shall be then living & 
attain twenty-one.|—-Testator bequeathed a sum 


intention.}— such a construction is necessary to give 

effect to the intention of the Bart by 
whom tho word is used.—WHITE v. 
SUPPLE (1842), 2 Dr. & War. 471.—IR. 
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of money to his wife for life, & after her decease 
for A., M. & W., or such of them as shall be then 
living, & shall attain twenty-one or marry; & 
there was a power to the trustees to advance to A., 
M. & W. ‘‘ not exceeding the share of each of them, 
my three children.” A., M. & W. all survived 
the testator, & attained twenty-one; but A. 
died in the lifetime of the tenant for life :-—AHeld : 
she took nothing under the above gift, the ct. 
declining to construe ‘‘and’”’ as equivalent to 
‘* or.”,—MALDEN v. MAINE (1855), 2 Jur. N.S. 206. 

9954. Alternative donees.] — Testator 
devised a freehold in trust, to accumulate the rents 
for periods of not less than ten years successively 
at a time, at the expiration of which, the accumula- 
tions to be paid to testator’s ‘‘ sons & daughters, 
or such of them as should be living at the respective 
periods of division, & the issue of such of them as 
shall have died leaving lawful issue, such issue 
taking their deceased parent’s share, to be vested 
interests in the same respectively at the age of 
twenty-one years, & so on from time to time until 
the expiration of twenty-one years after the decease 
of the survivor of her children; & from & after the 
expiration of the term of twenty-one years, he 
devised the same premises unto such of his grand- 
children & their issuc as should then stand, in 
respect to him, in equal degree of consanguinity, 
& their heirs, as tenants in common :—Held: 
‘“issue ’’ was to be read ‘ children,’’ & the word 
‘‘ and ’’ to be read ‘‘ or,’’ & the devise was neither 
void for remoteness nor uncertainty.—-MAYNARD v. 
WRIGHT (1858), 26 Beav. 285; 53 E. R. 908. 

9955. ———- Death in lifetime of testator—& 
before they shall have received any benefit.|— 
Testator bequeathed personal estate in trust to 
pay the proceeds to his widow for life, & after her 
death to divide the capital between his brothers A. 
& B. & his sisters C. & D. He declared that in 
case any of them should die in his lifetime ‘*‘ and ”’ be- 
fore they should have received any benefit from the 
bequest, then the share of him or her so dying 
should be divided among his or her respective 
children. <A. survived testator, & died in the 
lifetime of the tenant for life, having bequeathed 
his share :—Held: ‘‘ and” could not be read “‘ or,”’ 
& on the death of testator. the share of A. was 
epee vested in him, & transmissible by his 
will. 

I think upon the whole the sound construction 
is to adhere to the language of the will. I am 
invited to read the words ‘‘ If either, etc., shall 
die in my lifetime, & before they shall have 
received any benefit,” as if they had been ‘‘ If 
either, etc., shall die in my lifetime, or before 
they shall have received any benefit’; & inas- 
much as if either should die in testator’s lifetime, 
he or she would die before he or she received any 
benefit, I am asked to deal with the words by 
analogy to those cases where the expression ‘‘ dying 
unmarried & without issuc’’ has been read as 
meaning ‘‘ unmarried or without issue.” But, as 
has been observed, not only would the change of 
words operate to divest the gift, but it would 
introduce a third contingency ; namely, the death 
of the donee before the fund was distributed ; an 
event which might be deferred to an indefinite 
period after the death of the tenant for life. 

There is, moreover, an objection to changing the 
words in this case, which does not arise in the 
ordinary case of changing ‘‘ unmarried & without 
issue’? into “unmarried or without issue’”’; 





issue.}—Held: in the executory i 
—B. to testator’s daughters, ‘‘ should the 
9859 1. Death unmarried d& without said 8. die unmarried & without legal 
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namely, that the change will render the first clause 
of the sentence inoperative. For these reasons 
I think the words must not be changed (PAGE 
Woop, V.-C.).—Re KIRKBRIDE’s TRUSTS (1866), 
L. R. 2 Eq. 400; 15L. T. 51; 14 W. R. 728. 

9956. Death under twenty-four & un- 
married.|—Testator by his will gave his trustees 
all his residuary estate in trust for his two daughters 
in equal shares, subject as thereinafter mentioned. 
He declared that the shares of his children should 
be vested interests in them at the age of twenty- 
four or marriage with consent. The trustees were 
to pay the dividends to his daughters during their 
lives without anticipation. Each daughter was 
to have power to dispose of her share by will on 
attaining twenty-four. In case of the death of 
a daughter intestate her share was to go to the 
other. The trustees were to apply the dividends 
of the share of a daughter whose interest had not 
become vested for her maintenance, etc. Testator 
then declared that in case his daughters should 
both die under twenty-four & unmarried as 
aforesaid then he gave the whole of his residuary 
estate equally amongst his brothers & sisters. 
One of the daughters died an infant, & without 
having been married. The other attained twenty- 
one & married, but had not attained twenty-four : 
—Held: the gift over could not any longer by 
possibility take effect, the ct. refusing to change 
‘‘and”’ into “or,” or to give unmarried” any other 
than its primary sense of ‘‘ never having been 
married.’’—GONNE v. CooK (1867), 15 W. R. 576. 

9957. To charitable & benevolent institu- 
tions.|—Testator by his will left the residue of his 
estate to trustees upon trust to divide the residue 
‘* among such charitable & benevolent institutions 
in Glasgow & Paisley & in such sums... as in 
their discretion may seem best’’ :—Held: the 
word ‘‘ and ”’ should be read in its natural meaning, 
not as ‘or,’ & the institutions intended were 
such as were both charitable & also benevolent ; 
& the bequest was not bad for uncertainty.— 
CALDWELL v. CALDWELL (1921), 91 L. J. P. C. 95 ; 
37 T. L. R. 953; 65 Sol. Jo. 765, H. L. 








B. Limitations on Failure of Issue. 


9958. General rule—Only in case of necessity. |— 
(1) Testator gave a legacy to his remaining children 
in the event of his eldest son, the tenant for life, 
who was a bachelor at the date of the will, dying 
‘‘unmarried & without issue.’ The eldest son 
died a widower, & had never had a child :—Held : 
the gift over took effect. 

(2) ‘‘ And ’’ will not be read “ or,’’ except in a 
case of necessity.—Re SANDERS’ TRUSTS (1868), 
L. R. 1 Eq. 675; 12 Jur. N.S. 351; 14 W. RK. 576. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Re King, Salisbury v. Ridley 

(1890), 62 L. T. 789; #te Jones, Last v. Dobson, [1915) 

i Ch, 246. Refd. /te Collyer, Collyer v. Back (1907), 24 

T.L. i. ALT. 

9959. Death unmarried & without issue.] — 
WILSON v. BAaYLy, No. 9050, ante. 

9960. .|—Testator gave legacies to his three 
children, payable after the death of his extrix., & 
directed that if any of the children should die 
unmarried ‘‘ and ’’ without issue before the death 
of the extrix., the legacy should go to the surviving 
children. One of the daughters married, but died 
without issue in the lifetime of the extrix. Her 
legacy survived to the other children. H EPWorTH 
vee (1784), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 112; 29 E. R. 
1086, L. C. 





issue,’’ the word ‘‘ and ** must be read 
“ or. "-——-LONG v. LANE (1885), 17 L. R. 
Ir. ll, 24.— IR. 
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sect. 1, £ 
9961. .|—Limitation over upon the death 





of a person unmarried & without issue: ‘‘ un- 
married ’’ in its usual sense meaning never having 
been married, ‘‘and’’ was construed ‘“ or’’ to 
afford a reasonable construction.—MABERLY v. 
STRODE (1797), 3 Ves. 450; 30 BH. R. 1100. 

Annotatiogs :—Consd. Bell v. Phyn (1802), 7 Ves. 453; 

Dunbar v. Boldero (1820) 4L.J.0.8. Ch. 76; Dillon v. 

Harris (1830), 4 Bli. N.S. 321; Maleclas v. Taylor (1831), 

2 Russ. & M. 416 ; Seoeeia bet. Kdwards (1860), 28 Beav. 

440; Barker ». Young (1864), 33 Beav. 353. efd. Doe d. 

Long v. Prigg (1828), 8 .& C. 231; Homev. Pillans (1833), 

2My. & K. 15; Norman’s Trust (1853), 17 Jur. 154; 

Haddelscy v. Adams (1856), he Eni 266; Reed v. 

Braithwaite (1871), L. RK. 11 Eq. 5 

9962. ——-.|—Bequest to " iatens three 
children to be equally divided between them, share 
& share alike, but in case of the death of any 
without being married & having children, the share 
of such child so dying to be divided between the 
surviving children, & so if one should only survive ; 
one being married & having a child, her share 
vested. 

As to the other expression ‘‘ & having children ” 
it may be contended that, though she cannot now 
die unmarried within the meaning of this clause 
yet if she dies without leaving children the share 
shall go over, for the word ‘‘ and ” must be taken 
to be *‘ or’? (GRANT, M.R.).— BELL v. PHYN (1802), 
7 Ves. 453; 32 E.R. 183. 


Annolations :—Consd. Dunbar rv. Boldero (1825), 4 L. J. 
U.S. Ch. 76; Dillon v. Harris (1830), 4 BH. S. 321; 
Seccombe tv. Kkdwards (1860), 28 Beav. 440. Refd. 
Norman’s Trust (1853), 17 Jur. 154; ney vw. Pcarson 
(1857), 6 H. L. Cas. 61; Maynard v. Wright (1858), 26 
Beav. 285; Day vr. Barnard (1860), 1 Drew. & Sm. 351 ; 
Reed v. Braithwaite (1871), L. BR. 11 Iq. 514. Mentd. 


7 Sim. 271 ; Cookson v. Cook- 
son (18337), 8 Sim. 529; Darby v. Darby (1856), 3 Drew. 
495; Holroyd v. Holroyd (1859), 28 L. J. Ch. 902. 

9963. .]|— Gift over, in case va should die 
‘before marriage & leave no issue’’ :—Held: 
to take effect only on the happening of both events. 
—-SECCOMBE v. EDWARDS (1860), 28 Beav. 440; 2 


Randall v. Randal) (1835), 





L. T. 622; 6 Jur. N.S. 642; 8 W. BR. 595; 54 
Id. R. 435. 
Annotations :—Folld. Barker vr. Young (1864), 33 Beav. 


353. Consd. kteed v. Braithwaite (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 





514. Refd. fe Sanders’ Trusts (1866), L. K. 1 iq. 675. 
-Re SANDERS’ TRUSTS, No. 9958, 

ante. 
9965. —-—-.|—By his will, dated in 1838, 


testator, who died in 1840, bequeathed a fund upon 
trust to pay the income to his two daughters for 
their respective lives for their separate use without 
power of anticipation, & after their respective 
deceases the principal of thelr respective shares 
was to be in trust for the children or child of each 
daughter, as she might appoint, & in default of 
appointment equally ; & if there should be no such 
child, then in trust for the exors., administrators, 
& assigns of each of his daughters respectively ; 
but in case of the decease of either of his daughters 
‘“unmarried & without leaving lawful issue,” then 
testator bequeathed the share of the one so dying 
unmarried & without issue to the surviving sister. 
Pitf., one of testator’s two daughters, had married, 
but had had no children & she was a widow over 
seventy years of age. The question was, whether 
she was now absolutely entitled to her share of 
the fund:—Held: pltf. was not absolutely 
entitled, the words ‘unmarried & without leaving 
Jawful issue ’’ meaning not under coverture at the 
time of her death.—#e KING, SALISBURY v. RIDLEY 
(1890), 62 L. T. 789; 6 T. L. R. 320. 

$966. ——-.]—-Testator who died in 1828 devised 
frecholds to a trustee & his heirs upon trust for J. & 
his heirs, but in case of J.’s death unmarried & 


WILLS. 


without lawful issue then upon trust for S. for her 
life, & after her death upon trust for all & every 
her children living at her death who should attain 
twenty-one or marry, with benefit of survivorship. 
J. married, but his wife predeceased him, & he 
died without having ever had any issue :— 
Held: ‘unmarried’? must be construed in its 
secondary sense of ‘‘ widower,’’ since otherwise 
the words ‘‘ & without lawful issue ’’ were super- 
fluous; & the gift over on J.’s death therefore 
took effect.—Re JONES, st v. DoBsoN, [1915] 
1 Ch. 246; 84 L. J. Ch. 222; 112 L. T. 409; 59 
Sol. Jo. 218. 

9967. Death below specified age, unmarried & 
without issue.]}—One devised a leasehold for a 
long term after the decease, etc., of S. to T. for life, 
remainder to his child or children by any woman 
whom he should marry, & his or their exors., etc., 
for ever, upon condition that in case T. shall die 
an infant, unmarried, & without issue, the premises 
to go over to his father W. & his three other 

children share & share alike, & their heirs, exors., 
etc. :—Held: the devise over depended upon one 
contingency, viz. T.’s dying an infant, attended 
with two qualifications, viz. his dying without 
leaving a wife surviving him, or dying childless ; 
& the devise over could only take effect in case 
T. died in his minority leaving neither wife nor 
child; & here it failed, T. C. having attained 
twenty-one, & married before his death.— DoE d. 
EVERETT v. COOKE (1806), 7 East, 269; 3 Smith, 
K. B. 236; 103 E. R. 103. 
Annotations — Folld. Doe d. Baldwin v. Rawding Cy 

2B. & Ald. 441. Consd. de Sanders’ Trusts (1866), 1 : 

1 kq. 675. Refd. Dillon v. Harris (1830), 4 Bl. N bs 1: 
Losh v. Townley (1834), Coop. tenn, Brough. 37. ” “Menta: 

Wainman v. Field (1854), Kay, 507. 

9968. .|—One devised to his daughter, then 
under age an estate in fee, & if she died under the 
age of twenty-one years, unmarried & without 
leaving lawful issue, then to his wife in fee. The 
daughter married & died under the age of twenty- 
one years without issue; but left her husband 
surviving her :—Held: the devise over did not 
take effect, as by the words of the will it was made 
to depend on the happening of the three events, 
dying under twenty-one, dying under that age 
unmarried & dying under that age without 
issue. 

I cannot, however, reject from a will any word, 
unless I see that the meaning to be given to that 
word is contrary to some intention plainly 
expressed in other parts of the will (ABBoTT, C.J.). 

O£ d. BALDWIN v. RAWDING (1819), 2 B. & 
Ald. 441; 106 KE. R. 427. 


eae :—Consd. fe Sanders’ Trusts (1866), L. R. 1 Eq. 
675. Refd. Dillon v. Harris (1830), 4 Bll. N. S. 321; 
Losh v. Townley (1834), Co oe mp p. Brough. 372; 
Maugham v. Vincent (1840), 9 L. J . Ch. 329; Fe orman’s 
Trust (1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 582. Mentd. Wallace v. Sey- 
mour (1872), 20 W. KH. 634. 


9969. Death below specified age & without issue.) 
—COLLENSON v. WRIGHT (1663), 1 Sid. 148; 82 
kK. R. 1024. 

9970. ——-_.|—-Under a devise to A., a natural 
son, then under age, & the heirs of his body; 
& ‘‘ if he die before twenty-one, & without issue,”’ 
then over to other relations & ultimately to 
testator’s own right heirs:—Held: <A. having 
attained twenty-one, the limitations over did not 
take effect ; as, by the natural sense of the word 

and,’’ they were made to depend upon the 
happening of both events, 1c. the son's dying 
before twenty-one, & without issue: & this 
construction was not varied by a codicil made after 
the son attained twenty-one, by which testator 
confirmed every part of his will so far as his affairs 
were consistent. 





Part XVI.—COoNSTRUCTION. 


testator has used the copulative word 
‘and,’ & has devised his estate over in case his 
son died before twenty-one & without issue ; 
that is, if both those events happened: why 
then should we read ‘‘ and ”’ as “‘ or,’’ & give the 
estate over upon the happening of one only of the 
events, when no inconvenience will ensue by 
construing the word used in its natural sense 
(LORD ELLENBOROUGH, C.J.).—Dor d. USHER v. 
JESSEP (1810), 12 East, 288; 104 E. R. 113. 
Annotations :—Folld. Grey v. -L : 
Seccombe v. Arpreitee Hire S80) ae tear ano Opie. toca 
BBO ME Ron”! Be AUG Bat aa 
Ricketts v. Carpenter (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 69. Perret 
9971. ———.]—Testator devises leaseholds upon 
trust for his son T., & all his, testator’s, children, 
by his then wife, who should be living at his 
decease, as tenants in common; but if T. should 
die under twenty-one, & without leaving issue, 
& if testator should have no other children by his 
then wife, living at his decease, who should attain 
twenty-one, then upon trust for J. for life, & after 
his decease, for his children in equal shares; & 
if J. should die under twenty-one, & without leav- 
ing issue, living at his decease, then upon certain 
trusts over. T. dies under twenty-one, & without 
issue: afterwards J. dies, having attained twenty- 
one, but not leaving issue :—Held: there being 
a balance of intention upon the words of the will, 
the ct. will not change ‘‘and”’ into “‘or’’; &, 
therefore, the ultimate limitations over did not 
oo pee BROWN v. WALKER (1824), 2 L. J. 
2s. Ch. 82. 


9972. —-—-.|'—Bequest to A. for life, & after his 
decease to his eldest son; but in case A. should 
‘die under age & without issue,’’ over :— Held: 
the word ‘“ and ”’ was not to be read ‘“ or’ & A.’s 
son, in his father’s lifetime, took a vested interest, 
not subject to be divested.— MALCOLM v. MALCOLM 
(1856), 21 Beav. 225; 52 I. R. 845. 


9973. —-—.|—Testator who was possessed of 
two estates, S. & H., devised them to trustees, 
to pay debts, legacies, & annuities ‘‘ & subject to 
the trusts aforesaid, all the premises hereinbefore 
devised shall be in trust for my grandson R. & 
the heirs of his body; but in case he shall die 
under the age of twenty-one years, ‘ and’ without 
issue, my estate at H., subject to the trusts here- 
inbefore respectively declared, shall be in trust for 
my granddaughter A. & the heirs of her body ; 
but in case she shall die under the age of twenty- 
one years, ‘ and ’ without issue, the last-mentioned 
premises shall be upon such & the same trusts as 
are hereinafter declared concerning my estate at 
S.; & I declare & direct, that if my said grandson 
R. shall die under the age of twenty-one ‘ and’ 
without issue,’’ the trustees were to stand seised 
of 8. on trust, to pay the rents & profits to the use 
of the testator’s son W., & his wife, for life ‘“‘ & 
subject to the trusts hereinbefore thereof declared, 
the estate at S. shall be in trust for’ the family 
D. in fee. The trustees were to raise during the 
minority of R. & A. money for their maintenance. 
The grandson R. attained twenty-one, but died 
without issue ; the granddaughter A. also attained 
twenty-one, but died without issue :—Held: the 
words must be read in their ordinary sense as 
written. The first limitation over depended on the 
double event of R. dying under twenty-one, ‘‘ and ’”’ 
without issue, which not having happened, the 
limitation over did not take effect, but the estates 
descended to W., the son & heir-at-law of testator, 
& through him to R., as his heir-at-law.— GREY v. 
PEARSON (1857), 6 H. L. Cas. 61; 26 L. J. Ch. 478 ; 
29 L. T. O. 8S. 67; 3 Jur. N.S. 823; 5 W. R. 454; 
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10K. R. 1216, H. L.; affy. S. C. sub nom, PEARSON 
v. RUTTER (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 398, L. C. 


Annotations :—Folld. Seccombe v. Edwards (1860), 28 Beav. 
440; Reed v. Braithwaite (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 514 
Refd. Abbott v. Middleton, Ricketts v. Carpenter (1858), 
7 H. L. Cas. 68; Baker v. Baker (1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 616 ; 
Roddy v. Fitzgerald (1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 823; Thellusson 
v. Rendlesham (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 429; Coates v. Hart 
(1863), 32 Beav. 349; Re Sanders’ Trusts (1866), L. R. 
1 Kq. 675; Day v. Dey (1870), 18 W. Rt. 417; Surtees v. 
Surtees (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 400; Allgood v. Blake (1873), 
L. R. 8 Exch. 160 ; Robinson v. Evans ou 43 L. J. Ch. 
82; Waring v. Currey (1873), 22 W. R. 150; Sweeting 
v. Prideaux (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 378 ; Leach v. Jay (1877), 
6 Ch. D. 496; Cale. ty. v. N. B. Ry. (1881), 6 App. Cas. 
114; Rhodes v. Rhodes (1882), 7 App. Cas. 192; Re 
Martin, Smith v. Martin (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 1071; Faber 
v. Lathom (1897), 77 Iu. T. 168; Cave v. Horsell, [1912] 
3 K. B. 533. Mentd. Slingsby v. Grainger (1859), 7 H. L. 
Cas. 273; Seeger v. Duthie (1860), 6 Jur. N. S. 1095 ; 
Keogh v. Keogh (1874), 22 W. k. 508; Lowther v. 
Bentinck (1874), L. Kk. 19 Eq. 166; Taylor v. St. Helens 
oR (1877), 6 Ch. D. 264; Edwards v. West (1878), 38 
L. T. 481; #fe Levy, Ex p. Walton Naihay 17 Ch. D. 746; 
Harding v. Precce (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 281; Spencer v. 
Metropolitan Board of Works (1882), 22 Ch. D. 142; Hill 
v. East & West India Dock Co. (1884), 9 App. Cas. 448 ; 
Mills v. Dunham, [1891] 1 Ch. 576; Rogers v. Maddocks 

1892), 62 L. J. Ch. 219; The Suevic, [1908] P. 292 ; 

acher v. London Soc. of Compositors, [1913] A. C. 107 ; 
Bodega Co. v. Martin, [1915] 2 Ch. 385; Kt. v. Halliday, 
(1917] A. C. 260; Whitmore v. King (1918), 87 L. J. Ch. 
647; Scott v. Northumberland & Durham Minera’ 
Permanent Relief Fund, Friendly & Approved Soc., 
{1920] 1 K. B. 174; Victoria City Corpn. v. Vancouver 
puene (Bp.), [1921] 2 A. C. 384; The Ruapehu, [1927] 


9974, ——.]—-Testator gave to each of four 
persons, when & as they respectively attained 
twenty-one, one-fourth of his residue for life, & 
in case either of them ‘‘ should happen to dic 
under the age of twenty-one years ‘ and’ without 
leaving lawful issue,’’ then he gave his share to the 
survivors for life; & from & after the decease of 
either of the legatees leaving lawful issue sur- 
viving, he bequeathed his share to such issue, & 
if all four legatees should die without leaving lawful 
issue, there was a gift over. One of the legatees 
attained twenty-one & died without issue :—Held : 
her share was undisposed of, the ct. being of 
opinion that ‘‘and’”’ could not be read “ or.”"— 
CoaTEs v. Hart (1863), 32 Beav. 349; 55 E.R. 
137; varied, 3 De G. J. & Sm. 504, L. JJ. 
Annotution -~ Retd. Re Hudson, Hudson v. Hudson (1882), 

20 Ch. D. 406. 

9975. ———.|—-Testatrix in 1823 devised lands 
to A. & B. as tenants in common in fee, & in care 
of death of either under twenty-one & leaving no 
child, the whole to go to the survivor, & in case 
of death of both leaving no child, then over. A. 
died under twenty-one without issue ; B. attained 
twenty-one :—Held: the gift over would take 
effect in case of his death, leaving no child.—-ELSE 
v. ELSE (1872), L. R. 18 Eq. 196; 41 L. J. Ch. 213 ; 
25 L. T. 927; 20 W. R. 286. 

Annotations :—Mentd. He National Provincial Bank of 
Iengland & Marsh, (1895) 1 Ch. 190; Re Tyler, Hx p. 
Official Receiver, (1907) 1 K. B. 865. 

9976. Death without issue & without making 
appointment.|—-Testator gave his residue to his 
nephew for life, & after his decease, provided he 
should leave a child surviving, then to such persons 
as he should by will appoint; but if his nephew 
should die without leaving any child him surviving, 
‘“and’’ should not ‘‘ make any appointment as 
aforesaid,” then to A., B., & C.:—Held: ‘‘ and”’ 
could not be read ‘or.’’—BARKER v. YOUNG 
(1864), 33 Beav. 353; 3 New Rep. 350; 33 
L. J. Ch. 279; 9L. T. 704; 10 Jur. N.S. 163; 12 
W. R. 659; 55 E.R. 404; affd. sub nom. EARLE v. 
BARKER (1865), 11 H. L. Cas. 280, H. L 

9977. ‘‘Not survive my wife & die without 
issue.”’]—Testator gave his residuary estate to 
his wife for life, & afterwards to his cousin H. for 
her sole use; & should she have any legal issue 
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by marriage, to be divided amongst them equally 
at twenty-one. ‘‘ Should the said H. not survive 
my wife, & die without the said legal issue by 
marriage,’’ he gave his residuary estate to M.; H. 
survived testator’s wife, but had no children :— 
Held: the words “ not survive’’ must be con- 
strued as equivalent to ‘‘ die in the lifetime of,” 
& the gift over could only take effect on the death 
of H., without children, in the lifetime of testator’s 
widow, which event not having happened, it 
failed.— REED v. BRAITHWAITE (1871), +h R. 11 
Eq. 614; 40 L. J. Ch. 855; 24 L. T. 851; 19 
W. A. 697. 


““ OR” READ AS “f AND.” 
A, In General. 

9978. Whether ‘‘or’’ construed and’’ -To 
put reasonable construction on will.|—-A. direction 
in a will, that the interest, with the principal of the 
residue of testatrix’s real & pcrsonal estate, shall 
be settled on her daughter, or the heirs of her 
body, as the cxors. shall think fit, will not empower 
them to give it from the daughter to the grand- 
children ; for, in this case, the word ‘‘ or ’’ must be 
construed ‘‘ and,’’ in order to put a reasonable 
construction on the will. HEAD v. SNELL (1748), 
2 Atk. 642; 26 E. R. 784, L. C. 

Annotations :— Distd. Wingfield v. Wingfield (1878), 9 Ch. D. 

658. nsd. Iie Whitehead, Whitehead v. Hemsley, 

. Refd. Saylor ¢, Clarke (1763), 2 Eden, 

202; ee Sterne (1801), 6 Vea. 156; Lyon v. Mitchell 

1816), 1 Madd. 467; Harris v. Davis (1844), 1 Coll. 416; 

é Clorke, Clowes v. Clerke, (1915] 2 Ch. 301. 

9979. Required by context.|—-Testator be- 
queathed a leasehold house & premises, with the 
furniture & plate, to his son, & added, ‘‘ & should 
he die without heir or will. the profits of the said 
house to be equally divided between all my grand 
children, by the consent of his mother ” :—Weld : 
the son took an absolute interest in the house. 

The first question is whether the word ‘“ or” 
is to be read in its proper sense or whether “‘ and ”’ 
is to be substituted for it. . . . The circumstance 
that “‘ or ’’ is in common parlance frequently used 
for ‘‘and’’ has apparently aided the cts. in the 
departure from the said rule of construction which 
requires cts. of justice to adhere to the proper 
sense of the words of testator except where 
upon the will itself or in the circumstances to which 
the will refers, there is evidence that testator did 
not so use them (per CuR.).--GREEN v. HARVEY 
(1842), 1 Flare, 428; 11 L. J. Ch. 290; 6 Jur. 704 ; 
66 E. 1t. 1100. 


Annotations :—Refd. Borton v. Bourton (1849), 16 Sim. 552; 
Watkins v. Williams (1851), 3 Mac. & CG. 622. 


9980. .|—Testator devised specific 
shares in an estate to several persons nominatim, 
to hold the same as tenants in common, & not as 
joint tenants ; & in the event of any of them dying 
before having heirs of their body, “ or’’ making a 
particular disposition of his or her property, then 
his or her share was to go to the survivors :— 
Held: the devisees did not take estates tail, but 
estates in fee; the pe over could only take effect 
on the happening of two events; the word ‘ or”’ 
must be read ‘ and,” although in effect it intro- 
duced a condition repugnant to the estate previ- 
uusly given & made the gift over void. 

The ct. will convert the word “ or ”’ into “ and’’ 


SUB-SECT. 2.- 





~ 
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. 09811. Whether “or” construed 
‘and"*—-To effectuate intention of 
parties.j}—Whether the instrument in 
which the word occurs is a will or a deed 


471.—IR. 


ia 


‘or’? may be construed to inoean 

and ” if such a construction is neces- 
sary to give effect to the intention of CAN. 
the party by whom the word is used.— 
WHITE v. SUPPLE (1842), 2 Dr. & War. 


Gift to peraon 


WILLS. 


where the context requires it (RomMiILLY, M.H.).-— 

GREATED v. GREATED (1859), 26 Beav. 621; 28 

L. J. Ch. 756; 33 L. T. O. S. 176; 65 Jur. N.S. 

454; 7 W.R. 367; 53 E. R. 1038. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Allen v. Allen (1862), 30 Boav. 395; 
Re Stringer’s Estate, Shaw v. J pag hia (1877), 6 Ch. D. 1; 


Tiliott v. Dearsley (1879), 40 L. 548; Re Lowman, 
Dovenish v. Pester, [1895] 2 Ch. 348. 


9981. To effectuate intention of parties.|— 
Where sense requires it, there are many cases 
to show that) we may construe the word ‘ or”’ 
into ‘‘and”’ & ‘‘ and” into ‘‘or’’ in order to 
effectuate the intent of the parties (KENYON, 
C.J.).— WRIGHT d. BURRILL v. KEMP (1789), 3 
Term Rep. 470; 100 E. R. 682. 

Annotations :—Refd. Eno v. rag 847), 6 Hare, 1713 Doed. 
Clift v. Birkhead’ (1849), 4 Exch. 110, Mentd.’ Doo d. 
Nepean v. Goddard (1823), 2 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 773. 
9982. --—. —-—.|—In a will, the word “ or” 

was read ‘ and,’ to give effect to the manifest 

intention.—MAUDE v. MAUDE (1856), 22 Beav. 290; 

52 Is. R. 1119. 

9983. Gift to issue living at death of testator 
his wife or survivor.|—NicnHous v. TOLLEY (1700), 
2 Vern. 388; 23 If. R. 849. 

9984. Death without heir or will.|—-GrEeEN 
v. ILARVEY, No. 9979, ante. 

9985. To several or their heirs.]|——Testator, 
by a will made since Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), after 
directing payment of his debts & bequcathing 
several specific articles of plate to his sister L., 
desired that all his other plate, jewellery, books, 
pictures, & other property, except freehold & 
leasehold property, should be sold, & the produce, 
after deducting funcral & other expenses, be 
divided in equal Sale amongst I.., M., N., O., & P. 
We then directed that his freehold house & his 
leaseholds, some of which were held for years, & 
others for years determinable on lives, should be 
kept in hand & let to the best advantage, & the 
produce be divided every half-year to the above- 
named L., M.. N., O., & P., or to their lawful heirs ; 
&, in case of there being no heir, the share or 
shares to be divided in equal parts among the 
surviving legatees. Testator, at his death, left 
J.. his heiress-at-law & sole next of kin. M., N., 
O., & P., were not related to L., but were related 
to & capable of inheriting from cach other. M. 
died uninarried in testator’s lifetime :—-Held: 
M.’s share of the residuary personal estate lapsed 
for the benefit of the next of kin; M.’s share 
of the freehold property did not lapse, but went 
to the surviving devisees ; (1) the words “ heir ’”’ & 
“lawful heirs’’ referring to heirs of the body ; 
(2) ‘‘or”’? being construed “ and.’’-—HaAkris v. 
Davis (1844), 1 Coll. 416; 9 Jur. 269; 63 E. It. 480. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Ite Clerke, Clowes v. Clerke, [1915] 
2 Ch. 301; 2te Whitehead, Whitehead v. Hemsley, [1920] 
1 Ch. 298. Refd. Rte Rye’s Settimt. (1852), 10 Hare, 106 ; 


Sykes v. Sykes (1868), 3. Ch. App: 301; Re Lowman, 
Devenish v. Pester, [1895] 2Ch. 348; fte Whiting, Ormond 


vw. De Launay, [1913] 2 Ch. 1. 

9986. Gift after death of mother, or second 
marriage, death or forfeiture of testator’s wife.|— 
Gift of annuity, after the death of my mother, 
‘‘or’’ the second marriage, death or forfeiture 
of my wife. The mother having predeceased 
testator :—Held: the annuity was payable from 
testator’s death, & ‘‘ or ’’ could not be read ‘‘ and.” 
_-LTAWKSWORTH v. HAWKSWORTH (1858), 27 Beav. 


1; 54K. R. 1. 
9987. —--- Death without heirs of his body—— 




















hetrs.’’]}-—-Re SMITH ESTATE, en 2 
W. W. RR. 580; 31 Man. L. R. 266.--- 


; r. Gift Bip OR er eceatachg 
saue or making disposition TRETTO 
v. FITZGRRALD (1889), 23 L. It. Ir. 466. 
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Or making particular disposition of property.]— 
GREATED v. GREATED, No. 9980, ante. 

Devise to sons or daughters or their 
reat ane arses devised an estate to his daughter 
for life, & after her decease, to her son or sons, 
daughter or daughters, to him, her or them or his, 
her or their heirs for ever, but should his daughter 
die without having such heir or heirs, then the 
estate to be sold within three months after her 
death, & the produce divided amongst other 
persons. Thedaughter died without having had any 
issue :—Held: the gift over was valid & took effect. 

I have little doubt that these are words of limi- 
tation, & that the word ‘or’ should be read 
‘and ’’; so that the devise would be to the sons 
& daughters & their heirs, which would give them 
the fee (Rominty, M.R.).—PoLlLEY v. POLLEY 
(1861), 29 Beav. 1384; 54 E.R. 578. 

———.]—See, also, CHARITIES, Vol. VILL, p. 295, 
No. 724. 


B. Limitations on Failure of Issue. 


9989. Death below specified age or without 
issue. | v. GARRET (1596), Moore, K. B. 
422; 72 E.R. 671; sub nom. SOULLE v. GERRARD, 
Cro. Eliz. 525. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Brice r. alt ae Willes, 1 
Roe d. Fulham v. Wicket t (1741), Willes, 303. Apld. 
Walsh wv. Peterson (1744), 3 Atk. 193; Right ov. Day 

(1812), 16 Kast, 67. Consd. Morrall v. Suiton(1845), 1 1 Ph. 

433. Apld. Mortimer v. Hartley (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 316. 
Refd. ae % Sultingston (1674), Freem. K. B. 176; 

Helliard v. Jennings ne 1 Ld. Raym. 505; Scatter- 

good v. Edge (169%), 12 Mod. Rep. 278; Goodridge v. 

Goodridge (1742), 7 Mod. Rep. 453 ; Bagshaw v. Spencer 

(1743), 2 Atk. 570 ; ¥ramlingham vw, Brand (1746), 3 Atk. 

390; Denn d. W ilkins v. Kemey ya 9 Kast, 366; 

Doe d. Jones tv. Owens (1830), 1 B. & Ad. 318; 


Pearson (1857), 6 H. LL. Cas. 61. 

9990. | --Prick v. Hunr (1684), 
645; 86 E.R. 674. 

Annotations :-—A pld. Barker v. Suretecs (1742), 2 

Refd. Richardsrt v. Spraag (1718), 1 P. Wins. 

9991. —--—-.]—-One devises if his son dic ‘before 
twenty-one, or without issuc, that the land shall 
goto. Theson dies before tw enty-one, but leaves 
issue J. shall have the land.--J ENNING v. TELLIER 
(1700), cited in 2 Vern. at p. 377; 23 i. R. 838. 

9992. - ] gives two-thirds of his real 
estate to his son, to hold to him, his heirs & 
assigns, for ever; but in case he dies before he 
shall attain the age of twenty-one, or without 
issue, then to testator’s wife, her heirs & ASSIgNs : 
the son died after twenty-onc, without issue :— 
Held: a vested estate in fee in the son, as he 
attained twenty-one, & though he died without 
issue, if did not go over to the mother, but 
descended on his heir-at-law.-—-WALsH v. PETER- 
SON (1744), 3 Atk. 1038; 26 EK. R. 9135 sub nom. 
WALSIE v. PATTERSON, 9 Mod. Rep. 444, I. C. 

9998. —---.]-—A. being seised of lands, holden 
upon leases for lives, devised to B. his brother, all 
his real & freehold estates, subject to an annuity 
to his mother for her life, ‘‘ but in case B. should 
die before he attained the age of twenty-one 
years, or without issue living at his death ’’ to his 
mother for ever. A. died; B. attained the age 
of twenty-one, & then died without i issue :—Held : 
the word ‘‘ or’ in the devise over must be con- 
strued as ‘‘and’’; & the mother took nothing 
upon the death of B.— FAIRFIELD v. MORGAN (1805), 
2 Bos. & P. N. R. 38; 127 E.R. 635, H. L. 


Annotations :—Apld. Dein d. Wilkins v. as at ke 1308); 9 
ene 366; astman v. Baker (1808), 1 1 ‘4; 
ight Vv. Da (1812), 16 East, G7; 
1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 316. 





. Consd. 


Grey v. 
Poll. 


Peis 1175. 


ae ene 
e 





Mortimer + v. S Hartcy 
Consd. Grey v. Pearson (1857), 
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6 Ti. L. ¢ jae. G1. Distd. Jobnson v. Simcock (1861), 7 
H. & N. 344. Apld. Imray v.. TImeson (1872), 26 L. T. 93; 
. Wright v. o Marsorn (1898) 4 40 Sol. Jo. 67. entd. Dillon v. 
Harris (1830), 4 Bl. N. 9. 321. 
9994. .i—An executory devise over, con- 
tingent in case of J. shall die & not attain the age 
of twenty-one, or having no issue, is defeated either 
by J. attaining twenty-one, or by his having issue. 

—EASTMAN v. BAKER (1808), 1 Taunt. 174; 127 

EK. R. 799. 

Annotations :—Apld. light v. Day (1518), 16 eat 
Distd. Johnson ». Simcock (1861), 7 Hl. & N. 3 Reta 
Mortimer 7. Hartley (1849), 3 Do G. & Sm. Ms » eld. 
Piercy v. Gardner (1837), 3 Bing. N. C. 748. 








9995. |—Riaut d. Day v. Day, No. 9869, 
ante. 
9996. ——-.|-—Devise to A. when he should attain 


twenty-one, for life; & after his decease to the 
first son of the body of A. lawfully begotten, & 
the heirs male of the body of such first son; like 
remainders to the second & other sons in suc- 
cession; like remainder to the daughter or 
daughters. Like devise to B., brother of A., 
with like remainders to B.’s issue. Like devises 
to C. & YPD., other brothers of A., with like 
remainders to their respective issues. In case 
either or any of them, A., B., C., & D)., should die 
before the age of twenty-one years, ‘‘ or”? without 
leaving any child or children of his or their bodies 
lawfully begotten, then that the several estates 
devised to him or them should go to the survivor 
or survivors, share & share alike, under the same 
limitations as before described. <A. having attained 
twenty-one, & being a bachelor & unmarried, made 
a feofiment, & levied a fine with proclamations, of 
the property devised to him, to his own use in fee, 
& to the intent to destroy contingent uses & estates 
limited to his sons & daughters :—Held: by so 
doing, he acquired an absolute estate of inheritance 
in the property.—HASKER v. SUTTON (1824), 1 
Bing. 500; 9 Moore, C. P. 2; 21. J. 0.8. C. P. 
68: 130 lt. R. 199. 

9997. ——-..|—Devise ‘‘ to testator’s son G. for 
life, & from & after his decease unto all & every 
the child & children of G. lawfully to be begotten, 
& their heirs for ever, to hold as tenants in common, 
& not as joint tenants; but if my son G. should 
die without issue, or leaving issue, & such child 
or children should die before obtaining the age 
of twenty-one years, or without lawful issuc, then 
I give & devise the same estates unto my son T., 
iny daughter A. & my son-in-law W., & to their 
heirs for ever, as tenants in common, & not as 
joint tenants.’’ After testator’s death, G. suffered 
a recovery, & died unmarried & without issue :— 
Held: in that event the devise over must take 
effect as a contingent remainder, & was therefore 
defeated by the destruction of the particular estate 
by the recovery. 

Here the word ‘or’? must be read “ and ”’ 
(LITTLEDALE, J.).—DoE d. HERBERT v. SELBY 
(1824), 2 B. & C. 926; 4 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 608 ; 
107 BE. R. 626. 

Annotations :—Apld. Evers ». ce aoa H. L. Cas. 531. 

Refd. Doe d. Davies v. Gatacre (1839), 5 Bing. N. C. 609; 

Walker v. Petchell (1845), 1 C. B. 652; Alexander v., 


Alexander Grone 16 C. B. 69; Watson v. Young (1885), 
28 Ch. D. 436. 


9998. ———_.]—-Testator devised his estates to 
his son, if he should attain the age of twenty- 
three years or should be married with the consent 
of his trustees, which should first happen, & to 
his heirs & assigns, absolutely, for ever; & in 
casc oe son should die without attaining such 
age, ‘ ’ being married with such consent as 


PART XVI. SECT. 24, SUB-SECT. 2.--—B. 


24.0. W. R, 800; 40. W.N. 1434; 


t. af t to tuo de sg es-~-Share He ne iy at ele ome fe go to survivor or her heira.--Re EpaurLtey & Wotrum (1913), 
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sect. 2, B. & C.] 


aforesaid, should die without lawful issue, or such 
issue should die under the age of twenty-one 
years, then to testator’s daughters, as tenants in 
common, & the heirs of their bodies. The son 
married under the age of twenty-three with the 
consent of the trustees, & afterwards attained that 
age :—Held: the son was seised of an absolute 
estate in fee; or if not under the words of the gift 
over, ‘‘ shall die without lawful issue,’’ he was 
seised of an estate tail, those words not being 
confined by the words, ‘‘ or such issue shall depart 
this life under the age of twenty-one years,’”’ to 
dying without issue living at his death.—Grin- 
SHAWE v. PICKUP (1839), 9 Sim. 591; 3 Jur. 286; 
59 E. R. 486. 

9999. -]—(1) Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. 29, 
has no application to cases in which the words 
‘dying without issue ’’ are combined with other 
words, such as ‘‘ dying under twenty-one,’”’ which 
additional words, upon the authority of decided 
cases, modify their meaning. 

(2) Testator devised an estate in fee to his son, 
but if he should die under twenty-one, over. 
By a codicil, he limited the estate over, in the event 
of the son dying without issue “‘ or ’’ under twenty- 
one :—Held: ‘or’? must be read ‘‘and,” & 
the executory devise over took effect only on the 
happening of both events, &, consequently, A., 
on attaining twenty-one, had an absolute estate 
in fee simple.—Mornis v. Morris (1853), 17 Beav. 
198; 1 Eq. Rep. 167; 21 L. T. O. S. 190; 17 
Jur. 966; 1 W. KR. 377; 51 E. R. 1009. 

10000. .}—After various bequests of legacies 
a testator devised: ‘‘ As to my real estate, if 
my daughter dies before she arrives at lawful age, 
or have no lawful issue, then I leave my real & all 
my other property to J. & H. equal between them ; 
but in case my daughter shall have lawful issue, 
then I leave the whole of my property, real & 
personal, to her & her heirs’ :—Held: J. & H. 
would take only in the event of the daughter dying 
under age & having no issue; & the daughter, in 
fact, living to be twenty-one, but never having 
had any issue, J. & H. took nothing.—JOHNSON 
v. SIMCOCK (1861), 7H. & N. 344; 31 L. J. Ex. 38 ; 
& Jur. N.S. 284; 9 W. KR. 895; sub nom. JACKSON 
& SIMCOCK v. JOHNSON, 4 L. T. 836, Ex. Ch. 


10001. .]|—Testator by his will gave certain 
real & personal property to trustees in trust for 
his son J. for life, & after his death for his children 
in equal shares ; but if his son J. should die under 
twenty-one without leaving lawful issue living at 
his decease, testator directed the property to be in 
trust for his other children in equal shares; & 
after further gifts testator gave the residue of 
his property in trust for his four sons, M., T., J., 
& C., but in case no child of his should live to attain 
twenty-one, or if none of them should leave lawful 
issue at his or her death, or respective deaths, then 
testator gave the residue to certain other persons. 
In 1863 testator died, leaving one daughter, A., 
& the four sons named in his will survivi All 
testator’s children attained twenty-one. .. who 
attained twenty-one in 1864, died without issue 
in 1868 :—Held: the property of which trusts 
were declared in favour of J. & his children did not 
on J.’s death pass under the gift over to the other 
children of testator, but fell into the residue; 
& under the residuary gift the three surviving 
sons & the representative of the deceased son took 
indefeasible interests.—IMRAY v. IMESON (1872), 
26 L. T. 93. 

Annotation :—Refd. Wright v. Marsom (1895), 40 Sol. Jo. 67. 











WILLS. 





10002. .|—Testator gave two freehold houses 
to S. for her own use & disposal, ‘‘ subject only to 
the following conditions, viz. in the event of 
the said S. dying intestate or childless or under 
the age of twenty-one, but not otherwise, the said 
two houses & premises shall become the property 
of’? M. S. survived testator, attained the age 
of twenty-one years, & died a spinster intestate :— 
Held: a gift over in the event of the first absolute 
taker dying intestate & childless was void for 
repugnancy ; the first or the second ‘ or’’ must 
be read as ‘‘ and ’’; & on this construction S. took 
absolutely & the gift over failed. 

There is no doubt upon the authorities that if 
there be a devise or bequest to A. absolutely, but, 
if he die childless or under the age of twenty-one 
years, then over, the word ‘‘ or”’ will be read 
‘‘ and,” & the gift over will not take effect unless 
both events happen. This rule of construction 
depends upon a presumed intention of testator to 
benefit the children of A. directly or indirectly, an 
intention which would be defeated if A. died under 
twenty-one leaving children & the word “or” 
were construed disjunctively. The same principle 
is adopted where there is a devise or bequest to 
A. absolutely, but, if he die childless or intestate, 
then over, & that, too, though the substitution of 
‘and ”’ for ‘‘ or’’ would make the whole gift over 
void for repugnancy (PARKER, J.).— He CRUTCHLEY, 
KIDSON v. MARSDEN, [1912] 2 Ch. 335; 81 L. J. Ch. 
644; 107 L. T. 104. 

10003. —-—- Prior limitation in fee.|—In devise 
to one & his heirs, & if he should die before twenty- 
one or without issue then over, the ct. has said, 
it was not the intent to disinherit the issue, & 
therefore ‘“‘ or’’ shall be construed ‘‘and”’: but 
if the first limitation had been in tail, there would 
be no occasion to resort to that, but the ct. would 
have made the construction I do now; viz. if 
he dies without issue before twenty-one, then over 
by way of executory devise; if he dies without 
issue after twenty-one, when the estate had vested 
in him, it would go by way of remainder ; because 
he had made his original devise capable of proper 
remainder; in which case the ct. will always 
construe it a remainder. An estate tail is capable 
of aremainder, & it is natural to expect a remainder 
after it (LORD HARDWICKE, C.).—BROWNSWORD v. 
Epwarps (17651), 2 Ves. Sen. 243; 28 E. R. 167, 

vee OF 


Annotations :—Consd. 
Kast, 288; Malcolm v. Taylor (1832), 2 Russ. & M. 416 ; 
Anon. (1853), 21 L. T. O. S. 201 ; Grey v. Pearson (1857), 
6 H. L. Cas. 61. Refd. Doe d. Fonnereau v. Fonnereau 
(1780), 2 Doug. K. B. 487 ; Doe d. Harris v. Howell (1829), 
10 B. & G. 191; Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 Ad. 
& Kl. 636 ; Mortimer v. Hartley (1851), 3 De G. & Sm. 316 ; 
Key v. Key (1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 73; Seccombe v. 
Kdwards (1860), 28 Beav. 440 ; Zte Sanders’ Trusts (1866), 
lL. R. 1 Eq. 675; Reed v. Braithwaite (1871), L. R. 11 Ea. 
614. Mentd. Doe d. Wheedon v. Lea (1789), 3 Term Rep. 
41; Anon. (1847), 9 L. T. O. S. 168; Spooner v. earns 
(1849), 2 De G. & Sm. 439; Roberts v. rags ta 3 
De G. M. & G. 284; Evans v. Evans (1854), 2 . J. Ch. 
827; Cochrane v. Willis (1864), 4 De G. J. & Sm. 229; 
Collingwood v. Russell (1864), 5 New Rep. 1; Lautour v. 
A.-G. (1865), 8 New Rep. 231; Finlason v. Tatlock (1870), 
eC R. 9 Eq. 258; In the Goods of Crippen (1911), 80 L. J. P. 


10004. Prior limitation in tail.) BROWNS: 
WORD v. EDWARDS, No. 10003, ante. 

10005. ——— Gift of personalty.|—-WRIGHT v. 
Marsom (1895), 40 Sol. Jo. 67. 

10006. Death below specified age, unmarried or 
without issue.]|—S. by her will says I devise my 
house, etc., to my son R., & his heirs & assigns for 
ever; & in case he shall happen to die in his, 
minority, & unmarried, or without issue, I give it 
to my son H. & his heirs. The estate is to go 
over only upon one contingency of R.’s dying 


Doc d. Usher vr. Jessep (1810), 12 
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spine Tae minority, & the estate vested in him 
upon his coming of age.—FRAMLINGHAM v. BRAND 
eo 3 Atk. 380; 1 Wils. 140; 26 E. R. 1024, 


Annotations :—Apld. Doe d. Everett v. Cooke (1806), 7 
East, 269. Refd. Wright d. Burrill v. Kemp (1789), 
Term Rep. 470. 

10007. Marriage without consent or death without 
issue.]|—A. gives all his worldly substance to his 
daughter J. provided she marries with the consent 
of his exors.; but if she should marry without 
such consent, or should die without issue, then he 
gives his estate to other persons. The daughter 
married with consent, but died without ever having 
any issue. Upon a question when this bequest 
over took effect, it was held to take effect upon the 
death of the daughter without issue living at that 
time.—KEILY v. FOWLER (1768), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 
299; Wilm. 298; 1 E. R. 1331, H. L. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Garratt v. Cockerell (1842), 1 Y. & 
C. Ch. Cas. 494. Refd. Bigge v. Bonsley (1783), 1 Bro. C. ©. 
188; Doe d. Lyde v. Lyde oe). 1 Term Rep. 593; Kirk- 
patrick v. Kilpatrick (1807), 13 Ves. 476; Campbell v. 
Tarding (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 390 ; Pye v. Linwood (1842), 
6 Jur. 618; Harris v. Davis (1844), 1 Coll. 416 ; Turner v. 
Frampton (1846), 2 Coll. 331. 

10008. ‘‘ Die before A. or die without heirs of 
body.’’]|—Under a devise to A. for life, remainder 
to B. & her heirs; but if B. die before A., or if 
she die without heirs of her body, then to C. & 
his heirs; but if B. die before A., or if she die 
without heirs of her body, then to C. & his heirs, 
etc. :—Held ; the devise over to C. & B. could only 
take effect if B. died before A. & without issue ; 
for that unless ‘‘ or’’ were read as ‘‘ and,” the 
devisee over would take if B. died before A., 
although B. left issue; which would clearly be 
against the apparent intent of the devisor, which 
was to prefer the issue of B. to ©.—DENN d. 
WILKINS v. KEMEYS (1808), 8 East, 366; 103 
E. R. 612. 

Annotations :—Apld. Right +r. Day (1812), 16 East, 67; 
Mortimer v. Hartley (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 316. Consd 
Cottece v. Richardson (1851), 7 Exch. 143. 

10009. Death or want of issue.]|—Bequest to J. 
for life, remainder to his eldest son, for life, & to 
remain entailed on the eldest son of J. & his 
posterity for ever. But in case of the death or 
want of issue of J. to M., a brother of J., & his 
descendants as above mentioned from one genera- 
tion to another for ever. J. survived testator & 
died a bachelor :—Held: the bequest over to M. 
& his descendants was void for remoteness. 

The expression ‘‘in case of death or want of 
issue,’? must be construed ‘‘in case of death & 
want of issue ’’ (SHADWELL, V.-C.).—-MONKHOUSE 
v. MONKHOUSE (1829), 3 Sim. 119; 657 E. R. 944. 

10010. Death intestate or without Issue.]—Re 
CRUTCHLEY, KIDS8ON v. MARSDEN, No. 10002, ante. 





C. Gift to Alternative Donees. 


10011. Whether ‘‘or’’ read as ‘‘ and.’’]—Be- 
quest of stock to trustees in trust after the death 
of A. to transfer the same to & amongst all & 
every the nephews & nieces that should be then 
living, ‘‘ to wit, J. ‘or’ her children & P. B. ‘ or’ 
his children, & D. L. ‘ or’ his children & P. L. 
‘or’ his children, & S. E., ‘or’ her children.’’ 
Under this bequest a nephew not expressly named 
is not entitled to any share; & the fund is equally 
divisible amongst such nephews & nieces & their 
children as were living at the time of the death 
of A.—EccarpD v. BROOKE (1790), 2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 
213; 80 EB. R. 99. 


Annotations :—Distd. Penny v. Turner (1843), 2 Ph. 493; 
Margitson v. Hall (1864), 9 L. T. 755. . Blundell v. 
Chapman (1864), 33 Beav. 648. Refd. Re Coley, Gibson 
vt. Gibson (1900), 83 L. T. 671. 
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10012. --]—Gift to such of the children of 
A. B., & C., as should be living at testatrix’s death, 
‘‘ or the issue of such of them as should be married, 
in equal shares. The word “ or’? construed to 
mean ‘“‘and’”’ & the children & grandchildren held 
to be equally entitled.—HoRRiIDGE v. FERGUSON 
(1822), Jac. 583; 37 BE. R. 970. 

Annotation :—Distd. Margitson v. Hall (1864), 9 L. T. 755. 


10013. ——.]—Testator gave in trust to his 
brother E. the remainder of his property, of 
whatsoever kind, to assist him to bring up, educate 
& provide for the children of his late brother J., 
whom he named: ‘‘ When my youngest nephew 
attains his age of twenty-one years, it is my will 
that all my property be equally divided amongst 
my nephews or their lawful issue, share & share 
alike; the division, however, is not to take place, 
although my youngest nephew have attained the 
age of twenty-one years, until the decease of my 
wife, my sister J. & my brother E.”’ :—Held: (1) 
the interests of the nephews were not contingent 
on their living until the youngest of them should 
attain twenty-one, but vested on testator’s death ; 
(2) the word or was to be construed conjunctively. 
—PARKIN v. KNIGHT (1846), 15 Sim. 83; 15 L. J. 
Ch. 209; 6 L. T. O. S. 450; 10 Jur. 23; 60 
K. R. 548. 

Annotations :—Generally, Refd. Doe d. Haw v. Earles ete 
16 L. J. Ex. 242; He Radford, Jones v. Radford (1918), 
62 Sol. Jo. 604. 

10014. .]|— Bequest to ‘‘ my son William ”’ or 
‘‘his children ’’ :—Held: the son who survived 
was absolutely entitled, & the children could only 
take by substitution, in case of the death of their 
parent.—-PENLEY v. PENLEY (1850), 12 Beav. 547 ; 
50 BE. R. 1170. 

10015. .|—Testator directed the application 
of the surplus income of his estate for the main- 
tenance of his children during their minority or 
apprenticeship, & the application of certain sums 
for their advancement; &, after his youngest 
child should have attained twenty-one, he directed 
his exors. to divide any surplus in their hands, 
every three years, during his wife’s life or widow- 
hood, &, after her death or marriage, every year 
equally amongst his children, or their heirs instead 
of any one that might happen to be dead, until 
the expiration of fifty years from the time of his 
death ; & that, at the end of the said fifty years, 
his exors. should sell his remaining estate, & pay, 
discharge or divide the money for the same amongst 
his children (naming them), or any of their heirs 
in their stead, & if any of his children should die 
without lawful issue such share or shares of those 
so dying to belong to the survivors or their lawful 
heirs equally :—Held : the ct. could not read “‘ or ”’ 
as ‘‘and’’ where the purpose was manifestly 
substitution of objects, & not succession.—SPEAK- 
MAN v. SPEAKMAN (1850), 8 Hare, 180; 68 E. R. 
323. 

10016. .|—Gift by testator to his wife, for 
her life, or until her second marriage, of the 
interest of his real & personal estate, which, whether 
arising from rents or public securities, was to be 
applied for the benefit of herself & children; & if 
she married again he declared that her power & 
benefit under his will should cease; & when 
thirty years were expired he ordered all his» 
property, both freehold & leasehold, to be sold, & 
two-thirds to be divided amongst his children 
living at that period, or to their heirs, & one-third 
to be invested for the benefit of his wife; &, after 
her decease, he bequeathed such third to his 
children then living & to their heirs :—Held: the 
gift at the end of thirty years was not liable to 
objection on the ground of remoteness; there was 
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Sect. 24.—Construction of “and” and “or”: Sub- | 


sect. 2, C. & D. Sect. 25: Sub-sect. 1.] 


no substitution of the legatec created by the gift 
to the children “ or to their heirs,’’ but the word 
‘or’? must be read ‘‘and”’; & the children of 
testator living at the end of thirty years, who were 
also the same children as were living at the death 
of the widow, were entitled to the proceeds of the 
sale of the estate, & also to the intermediate rents 
after the death of the widow & before the expira- 
tion of the thirty years.—LACHLAN v. REYNOLDS 
(1852), 9 Hare, 796; 68 E. R. 738. 

ss a :—Distd. Wingfield v. Wingfield (1878), 9 Ch. D. 


10017. .]—Testator gave a residuary fund to 
his brothers & sisters for life, & from & after the 
decease of the survivor to pay the principal to 
their issue who should live to attain twenty-one, 
‘‘or’’ the issue of such of them as should be then 
deceased, such class of issue, whether in the first 
or second degree, to take only, as amongst them- 
selves, the shares which their parents would have 
been entitled to if living :—Held: the children of 
the brothers & sisters took per stirpes, & the 
children of one of testator’s nephews, who died in 
testator’s lifetime, took with their uncles & aunts 
the share which their father would have taken if 
then living. The word “ or’’ construed ‘‘ and.’”’-—— 
eee v. Kipp (1854), 19 Beav. 310; 52 E. R. 

10018. —.~-—.]-—Under a devise of real & personal 
estate to the widow for life, & afterwards to 
testator’s four children ‘*‘ or’’ their children, share 
& share alike; & if any of such children should die 
without leaving a child, his share was to be divided 
between ** the survivor or survivors” of them ‘‘or”’ 
their children :—-Held: ‘ or” could not be read 
as ‘‘and,” nor “ survivors’ as ‘‘ others,’ & the 
effect of the gift was to substitute children for their 
parents who died in the life of the tenant for life.— 
BLUNDELL v. CHAPMAN (1864), 33 Beav. 648; 33 
L. J. Ch. 660; 10 L. T. 152; 10 Jur. N.S. 332 ; 
12 W. R. 540; 55 E. R. 520. 

10019. -|-—Testatrix by her will gave all her 
personal & also all her real property to trustees 
in trust for paynient of her debts & legacies, & 
subject thereto between her five sisters, nominatim, 
& the survivor of them, in equal shares during 
their lives & spinsterhood, ‘' & upon the death 
or marriage of all her sisters,’ she willed that ‘‘ her 
property should be divided in equal proportions 
between her brothers & sisters then living or their 
heirs.” 

Testatrix had six brothers & six sisters. Of 
these, one brother died before testatrix was born, 
one sister died in the lifetime of testatrix, but 
before the date of the will; two brothers & one 
sister died in her lifetime & after the date of the 
will, & the rest survived her, the last survivor of 
them being a sister :—Held: the word ‘ or’’ in 
the gift in remainder could not be read “ and,” & 
therefore there was no intestacy.— WINGFIELD v. 
WINGFIELD (1878), 9 Ch. D. 658; 47 L. J. Ch. 768 ; 
39 L. T. 227; 26 W. KR. 711. 

Annotations :—Consd. Jee Clerke, Clowes v. Clerke, [1915] 

2Ch. 30). Retd. Keay v. Boulton (1883), 25 Ch. PD. 212; 


ite Wobster’s Estate, Widgen v. Mcllo (1883), 23 Ch. D. 
z ; Re Whitehead, Whitehcad v. Hemsley, [1920] 1 Ch. 


10020. 
No. 9266, ante. 








TURNEY, TURNEY v. TURNEY, 


WILLS. 


D. Alternative Conditions. 

10021. Death under specified age—Or before 
martriage.|.— BARKER v. SURETEES (1742), 2 Stra. 
1175; 93 E.R. 1109. 

Annotations :---Folld. Frammingham v, Brand (1746), 1 
nile _ Apld. Wright d. Burrtll v. Kemp (1789), 3 ‘erm 
ep. ‘ 

10022. — -- --—-.]-—Rosiduary bequest to two 
granddaughters of testatrix, ‘‘in trust till they 
come of age or marry, the interest to be received 
in the meantime & paid to them; but if one of 
them die before marriage or of age, then to the 
survivor or her child or children ; but should they 
both die leaving no issue, then I give them power 
to leave it by will as thoy shall think fit.” One 
of the legatees married, & the other attained 
twenty-one :—Held: they both acquired absolute 
vested interests. —THACKERAY v. HAMPSON (1825), 
2 Sim. & St. 214; 57 E. R. 327; sub nom. TUACKE- 
RAY v. Dorrien, 3 L. J. O. S. Ch. 89. 

10023. Or before marriage with consent.|— 
Legacy to be paid on marriage with consent; & 
given over in case of death before twenty-five or 
such marriage with consent :—Held: the legacy 
was only intended to go over in the event of death 
before twenty-five & such marriage with consent.— 
Matcoum v. O’CALLAGHAN (1833), Coop. temp. 
Brough. 78; 47 E. R. 26, L. 0.3 previous proceed- 
ings (1817), 2 Madd. 349. 

10024. ——~— Or marriage without consent.|— 
Testator by his will gave to each of two daughters 
the sum of £1000, as & when they should respec- 
tively attain the age of twenty-five years, or be 
married with the consent of his exors. ; but in case 
either should die under the age of twenty-five 
years, or should marry without consent, he 
directed that the legacy to such one as should die 
under that age or marry without consent should, 
after such decease of them respectively, or their 
respectively marrying without consent, fall into 
the residue of his estate :—Held: the Jegacies 
vested respectively on the happening of either 
alternative, & were not contingent on the happen- 
ing of both alternatives, namely, marrying with 
consent & attaining twenty-five.—THOMPSON v. 
TEULON, TEULON v. TEULON (1852), 22 L. J. Ch. 
243; 1 W. R. 97. 

1002d. Or without leaving husband living at 
her death.]—-WEDDELL v. Munpy, No. 9517, ante. 

10026. Or afterwards without heirs & in- 
testate.|—-Gift by will to A., to be paid to him at 
twenty-one, with a bequest over in the event of his 
dying under that age, or afterwards without 
heirs & intestate :—Held: an absolute interest in 
A. on his attaining twenty-one.—-CUTHBERT v. 
PURRIER (1822), Jac. 415; 37 E. R. 907. 


Annotations :--Consd. Watkins v. Williams (1851), 3 Mac. 
& G. 622. Retd. Hx p. Palmer (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 649. 


10027. —--— Or in life of tenant for life.]— 
Testator bequeathed his real & personal estate to 
trustees, in trust to pay an annuity to his wife, & 
to raise & pay to each of his children £2,000 on 
their attaining twenty-one, & to accumulate the 
surplus income of the trust property during the 
life of his wife, & after her dcath to sell the pro- 
perty & divide the proceeds amongst his children 

n their attaining twenty-one; & in case all his 
children should die in the lifetime of his wife or 
under twenty-one & without leaving issue, then, 
after his wife’s death, to sell the trust property 
& divide the proceeds amongst certain other 
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Part XVI.—ConstrRucTION. 


ersons :—IHeld: that ‘“ or’’ ought to be read as 
‘and,’ & the children, having attained twenty- 
one, were absolutely entitled to the property, 
though their mother was living.—MILus v. Dryer 
(1837), 8 Sim. 330; 59 E. R. 1313; previous pro- 
ceedings (1882), 5 Sim. 435. 
Annotation :-—Folld. Bentley v. Meech (1858), 25 Beav. 197. 

10028. -—— -----._—-Bequest of residuary per- 
sonal estate in trust for testator’s wife for life, & on 
her death to pay, etc., to his son C. on his attaining 
twenty-one. But if he should depart this life 
before the wife ‘‘ or ’’ before attaining twenty-one, 
then in trust for defts. Maintenance to, & a power 
to advance ©. were also given. C. attained 
twenty-one, but died in the wife’s lifetime :—Held : 
‘‘ or ’’ was to be read “‘ and,” & that the son took 
an absolute vested interest on attaining twenty- 
one.—BENTLEY v. MEECH (1858), 25 Beav. 197; 
53 E.R. 611 
~~~ ---~ Or without issue.|——Sec Nos. 9989- 

10005, ante. 


SEcT. 25.—GIFTS OVER AFTER PRIOR 
LIMITATION. 
SuB-SEcCT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


10029. Whether gift over takes effect—Failure of 
prior limitation.]—If a devise be made to trustees 
for years, & then ‘to the issue male of A.” he 
having no issue at the time of the devise, & dying 
afterwards without issue during the term: ‘ & if 
A. should die without issue male, then to the issue 
male of B.’’ he having issue a son at the time of 
the devise, & expiration of the term: the devise 
to the issue of A. is void, & the issue of B. shall have 
the estate.—ScATTERGOOD v. EDGE (1699), 12 
Mod. Rep. 278; 1 Salk. 229; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 190 ; 
88 Io. R. 1320. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Doo +. Brabant (1791), 3 Bro. GC. C. 
393. Refd. Vhrustout v. Peake (1716), 1 Stra. 12: 
Ammurst v. Litton, Litton v. Amimurst Tey 1 Barn. 
k. B. 217; Mortimer v. Mortimer (1732), Kel. W. 26; 

Goro v. Gore (1733), Kel. W. 254; Hayward v. Stilling- 

floet (1737), 1 Atk. 422; Andrews d. Jones vw. Fulham 

(1738), Andr. 268; Wallis v. Hodson (1740), Barn. Ch. 

272; Gulliver v. Wickett (1745), 1 Wils. 105: Gulliver v. 

Vaux (1716), 8 Do G. M. & G. 167; Thelluason v. Wood- 

ford (1798), 4 Ves. 227; Thellusson v. Woodford (1805), 

] Bos, & P.N. R. 357; Phillips v. Whitsed (1860), 2 L. T. 


278; Barnes v. Jonnings (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 448; L. & 
S.W. Ry. Gomm (1882), 20 Ch. D. 562; Re Villar, Public 
Trustee 1. Villar, (1028] Ch. 471. Mentd. Wilkes v. 
Holmes (1752), 9 Mod. Rep. 485; Wynne v. Wynne 
(1840), 2 Man. & G. 8. 

10080. —--- ———.]—-AVELYN v. WArpD, No. 

10201, post. 
10031. .|—Limitation over after a 








imitation, which never took effect, established ; 
not operating as a condition precedent.—MEADOWS 
v. Parry (1812), 1 Ves. & B. 124; 35 EF. QR. 49. 


Annotations :—Apld. Beardsley v. Beynon (1865), 12 Il. T. 
698 ; Lanphier v. Buck (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm, 484; Re 
Blake’s Trusts (1867), 16 L. T. 279; Moore v. Beagley 
(1875), 33 L. 'f. 198. Refd. Mackinnon v. Sewell (1833), 
Coop, temp. Brough. 224; Challis v. Doe d. Kvers (1852), 
Abi . B. 231; Brookman v. Smith (1871), L. R. 6 Exch. 


10082. .|— When an ultimate limitation 
is to take effect on the failure of the preceding gift, 
& the language which describes the preceding 
gift happens to be not in terms applicable, then 
the meaning is clear that the gift over should take 
effect (SHADWELL, V.-C.).—LENOX v. LENOX (1839), 
10 Sim. 400; 9 L. J. Ch. 83; 59 E. R. 670; sub 
nom. LENNOX v. LENNOX, 4 Jur. 5. 

10088. ——.]—He SHEPPARD’S Trust, No. 
10181, post. 
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10034. -|—As a general rule, when a 
bequest is to take effect after the failure of a prior 
pitt, the total failure of the latter does not prevent 

he ulterior bequest taking effect. 

Gift to A. for life, & after her decease to her 
children, & in case of their death before the vesting 
of their shares, in trust for her next of kin. The 
daughter never had any children :—Held: her 
next of kin were nevertheless entitled.—TENNANT 
v. HEATHFIELD (1855), 21 Beav. 255; 25 L. J. Ch. 
ee ; 2601. T.0.8S, 212; 2Jur.N.S.33; 52 EB. R. 
Annotation: -Refd. Brock v. Bradley (1864), 12 W. R. 1136. 

10035. -|—Gift to personalty, by will 
after the death of J.,to whom an annuity was given 
out of the fund, to E. during her natural life, but 
in case of the death of E. during the lifetime of J., 
then to M. for life; & after the decease of both 
HK. & M., then over :—Held: there was sufficient 
indication of testator’s intention to give a life 
estate to M. after the death of E., although E. did 
not die in the lifetime of J. 

If the prior gift be by any means whatsoever 
taken out of the case... then the subsequent 
gift takes effect (PAGE WoobD, V.-C.).—Ae SMITH’S 
Trusts (1865), L. R. 1 Eq. 79. 

Annotation :—Reftd. Brookman v. Smith (1871), L. R. 6 

Exch. 291. 

10036. ———.]— Where an estate has been 
plainly given in a will, it is not, from the use of 
subsequent words, to be treated as given upon a 
condition, if those subsequent words are capable 
of being interpreted, not as a condition imposed, 
but as a mere description of the event on which the 
gift is to come into existence. 

W. devised to his brother C. for life, & in default 
of (. having issuc living at the time of his death 
to his next brother F. for life, & in default of F. 
having issue living at the time of his death, to his 
youngest brother P. in fee. Testator then de- 
scribed how C.’s children should take, namely, in 
tail male, & went on thus: ‘‘ & in case F.. should 
come to the possession of the estate hereinbefore 
limited to him, & should die leaving issue, said 
issue to take in like manner,”’ as before limited 
to the issue of C. F. died in the lifetime of C., 
leaving a son. C. died some years afterwards :— 
Held: the words ‘‘ should come to the possession ”’ 
did not constitute a condition which, not having 
happened, prevented F.’s son from taking under 
the will, & so created an intestacy, but he took 
under the force of the limitation created in favour 
of his father. 

This seems to me precisely to fall in with the rule 
laid down by LoRD HARDWICKE in Avelyn v. Ward 
No. 10201, post., where he said, ‘‘ I know no case of 
a remainder or conditional limitation over of a real 
estate, whether by way of particular estate so as 
to leave a proper remainder, or to defeat an 
absolute fee before by a conditional limitation ; 
but if the precedent limitation, by what means 
soever, is out of the case, the subsequent limitation 
takes place.’’ Here the preceding limitation is 
really in this manner out of the case, & therefore 
now, as he says, this limitation is to take effect 
(LORD HATHERLEY, C.).—KEDGEWORTH v. EDGE- 
WorTH (1869), L. R. 4H. L. 35; 17 W. R. 714, H. 1. 
Annotation :—Apld. Re Sanforth’s Will, [1901] W. N. 152. 

10037. —— .|—Testator, by his will, mere 
his residuary estate upon trust for his wife for life, 
providing she should survive him twelve months 
& remained unmarried, & he gave to his wife power 








25, SUB-SECT. 1. 


10029 i, Whether gift over takes effect—Failure of prior limitation.}—ALTSON v. EQUITY TRUSTKES, ExecuTors & AGENCY 


Co., Lrp, (1912), 14 C. L. R. 341.—AUS 
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Sect. 25.—Gifts over afler prior limitation: Sub- 
sects. 1 & 2, A. (a) & (b).] 
to dispose by will of one-half of the estate, & gave 
the other half after her decease to his sister J., or, 
in case of her predecease, to other persons; & he 
directed that, in case of his wife dying within 
twelve months from his own decease, his whole 
estate should go to his said sister, with a gift over 
as before in case of her predecease, & he made a 
similar provision with respect to one-half of the 
estate in the event of his wife omitting to make a 
will. Testator’s wife died in his lifetime, & his 
sister J. survived him :—Held: the contingencies 
against which testator guarded, & which the ct., 
in construing the will, was bound to regard, were 
the event of his wife not being alive at the expira- 
tion of twelve months from his own decease, & 
the event of there being no testamentary dis- 
poston by her, &, in the events which had 
appened, the gift over in favour of testator’s 
sister took effect.—DAVIES v. DAVIES (1882), 47 
L. T. 40; 30 W. R. 918. 
Arnab on :—Consd. Re Laing, Laing v. Morrison, (1912) 2 


Particular condition not satisfied.]— 

See Sub-sect. 3, post. 

10038. Death of legatee before receiving 
legacy.]|—Testator, by will, gave a mixed fund, 
to be equally divided between his nephews & 
nieces; & he directed that the property which he 
left to his nephews, & nieces should on their 
decease severally be divided equally between such 
of their children as might survive them, & if either 
or any of his nephews & nieces died before him, 
or before they should have actually received what 
was to go to them, their share should be divided 
equally between their children, & in default of 
children, between his nephews & nieces :—Held : 
(1) the nephews & nieces who survived testator 
took absolute interests ; (2) a gift over of a legacy, 
in case the legatee should die before the actual 
receipt of it, is bad in law, if the bequest be imme- 
diate.—MARTIN v. MARTIN (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 404 ; 
35 L. J. Ch. 679; 15 L. T. 99; 12 Jur. N.S. 889 ; 
14 W. R. 986. 

Annotations: -As to (2) Dbtd. Johnson v. Crook (1879), 12 
Ch. D. 639. Refd. Minors v. Battison (1876), 1 App. Cas. 
428 Re Collison, Collison v. Barber (1879), 12 Ch. D. 
834; Bubb v. Padwick (1880), 13 Ch. D. 517 ; J?e Chaston, 
Chaston v. Seago (1881), 18 Ch. D. 2183; Re Wilkins, 
Spencer v. Duckworth (1881), 18 Ch. D. 634 ; Zte Sampson, 
Sampson v. Sampson, [1896) 1 Ch. 630; JZte Goulder, 
Goulder v. Goulder, [1905] 2 Ch. 100. 

10039. -|—JOHNSON v. CROOK, No. 
10119, post. 

10040. ———.]|—— Bequest of proceeds of real 
& personal state, directed to be converted with 
power of postponement, on trust for testator’s 
three sons & daughter equally, the daughter’s 
share to be retained for her separate use for life, & 
after her decease for her children ; with a direction 
in the event of any child of testator dying before 
testator, or before the execution of all or any 
of the trusts of the will, leaving issue, to pay to the 
issue of such deceased child the share which their 
pet would have taken if living. ‘The three sons, 

aving survived testator, were held to be absolutely 
entitled, the gift over on death before execution of 

the trusts being void for uncertainty. ROBERTs v. 

YOULE (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 744. 

10041, -]—Where a legacy is absolutely 
vested it cannot be divested by a subsequent gift 
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10088 if. ; 
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Death of legatee before 
acy.}+—Re MITCHELL (1918), 
. 340; 14 0. W.N. 2.— 








All. 458.—CAN. 


a. Devise in trust eubject to y- 
o debts 


———~.]—Re CRAMOND  ments.}—BOTSFORD 


WILLS. 
| over in the event of the legatee dying before he has 


received the legacy. A testator gave his residuary 
estate in trust for all his children who should attain 
the age of twenty-one years, as tenants in common, 
but so that they should not be entitled to receive 
their respective shares until the youngest child 
attained the age of twenty-one years, unless the 
trustees of the will should in their discretion con- 
sider it proper that the shares, or any of them, 
should be paid; & the testator directed that in 
case any child should die before the youngest 
attained the age of twenty-one years & without 
having actually received his share, then that share 
should go over to the other children :—Held : each 
child on attaining the age of twenty-one years 
acquired an indefeasibly vested interest in his share. 

This principle has been acted upon for ninety 
years ... that when there is a gift of property 
with a gift over if the legatee dies without receiving 
it, that gift over is too vague & indefinite ; it is 
simply regarded as void, & the original gift remains 
(MALINS, V.C.).—BUBB v. PADWICK (1880), 13 
Ch. D. 617; 49 L. J. Ch. 178; 42 L. T. 1163; 28 
W. R. 382. 

Annotations :—Refd. Ie Wilkins, Spencer v. Duckworth 
(1881), 18 Ch. D. 634; Ze Chaston, Chaston v. Seago 
(1887), 18 Ch. D. 218; Re Sampson, Sampson v. Sampson, 
Fey og 630; J%e Goulder, Goulder v, Goulder, (1905) 
10042. ——.]—Re CIHASTON, CHASTON v. 

SEaAGO, No. 10263, post. 

10043. ——.]—Re Porrs, HooLry v. Foun- 
TAIN, [1884] W. N. 106. 

10044. Separate gifts over on alternative con- 
tingencies—Gift over confined to appropriate con- 
tingency.|—Personalty is bequeathed to A. to go, 
if A. has children, to A.’s heirs; & if A. dies, 
leaving a husband but no child, the interest is 

iven to the husband for life, & then a class of 
egacies are given; & if A. dies unmarried, other 
legacies are given. <A. dies without having been 
married :—Held: the first class of legacies fail, & 

A.’s personal representatives are entitled to the 

fund absolutely, subject to the second class of 

legacies.—_ SWAYNE v. Smiru (1822), 1 Sim. & St. 

56; 1L.J.0.S. Ch. 16; 57 E.R. 22. 

10045. When gift over takes effect—Prior gift to 
several for life—Gift over on respective deaths to 
same donee.|—Testator gave one-sixth of his 
personal estate to A. for life & afterwards to a 
charity. He gave four separate sixths to B., C., 
D. & E. for life, with remainder to the same 
charity ; he gave the remaining sixth to F. for 
life; & after the death of the survivor of A., B., 
», D., BE. & F., he gave the whole moneys & all 
interest thereafter to become due thereon, to the 
same charity. IF. died :—Held: the charity was 
not entitled to F.’s sixth until the death of the 
survivor of the six legatees, & there was an 
intestacy as to the intermediate income.—STEVENS 
v. PYLE (1860), 28 Beav. 388; 54 E. R. 415. 








SUB-SECT. 2.—To WuHaT TIME CONDITION 
REFERS. 
A. Gifts Over on Death Simply. 
(a) In General. 
10046. General rule—Death before period of dis- 
tribution or vesting.|—-PENNY v. RAILWAYS COMR., 
No. 10080, post. 


PART XVI. sacha ree SUB-SECT. 2. 
~——Pi. (A). 


10046 1. General rule— Death before 
period of distribution or vesting.}—In 
a will, where there is a period of dia- 
tribution, a gift over on death means 


cé& other 
v. BorTarorn, 6 


Part XVI.—CoNSTRUCTION. 


10047. Depends on intention of testator.|—(1) A 
bequest over in case of the death of a devisee 
generally, & not expressly referable to any certain 
time or event within or before which such dying 
must occur to give effect to the remainder :— 
Held: not necessarily to refer to a dying in the 
lifetime of testator; but will be construed as to 
give effect to such an intention on the part of 
testator as may be presumed, from the language 
of the will, to have been his object. 

(2) A Fe bad of personal property to A., for 
life, remainder to her three children in equal shares, 
& in case of the death of either or of any of them 
the share of such so dying to go to their children, 
is a vested interest, subject to be divested if either 
of the legatees in remainder die during the life of 
the particular tenant; & his share then becomes 
the property of his children, & not of his personal 
representatives.—HERVEY v. M‘LAUGHLIN (1815), 
1 Price, 264; 145 BE. R. 1397. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Apld. Home v. Pillans (1833), 2 My. 
& K. 15; Salisbury v. Petty (1843), 3 Hare, 86; Bolitho 
Vv. ee hig? (1865), 13 W. IR. 600. Refd. Edwards v. 
Edwards (1852), 15 Beav. 357. 

10048. If he should die.’’]}—In order to 
advance the apparent intention of testator, the 
words, ‘‘ if he should die,’’ were construed, ‘‘ when 
he should die.” —-SMART v. CLARK (1827), 3 Russ. 
365; 51. J. 0.8. Ch. 111; 38 BE. R. 613. 

Annotal on Bald, Bartleman v. Murchison (1831), 2 Russ. 


10049. Depends on context—‘‘ In case of death.’’] 
-~-Whether the expression in a will, ‘‘ in case of 
death,”’ refers to a death in the lifetime of testatrix, 
or to a death at any time, depends upon the con- 
text.—TILson v. JONES (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 553 ; 
39 E. R. 213. 

10050. 
10080, post. 





.}—PENNY v. RAILWAYS Comr., No. 


(b) Immediate Gift. 


10051. Death in lifetime of testator.] 
(1602), 2 And. 185; 123 BE. R. 612. 

10052. .]—A clause of survivorship between 
two legatees, if either of them should die, confined 
to a case of lapse, & did not prevent the legacies 
vesting.—KING v. TAYLOR (1801), 5 Ves. 806; 31 
i. R. 869. 

Annotations :—Consd, Home v. Pillans (1833), 2 My. & K. 
15. Refd. Cambridge v. Rous (1802), 8 Ves. 12. 

10053. ——.]—-Legacy to A. or in case of his 
death to his issue, absolute in the parent.— 
ote v. Moor (1801), 6 Ves. 557; 31 E. RR. 

93. 

Annotations :—Consd. Montagu v. Nucella (1826), 1 Ruas. 
165. Refd. Galland v. Leonard (1818), 1 Swan. 161; 
Home vy, Pillans (1833), 2 My. & K. 15. 

10054. .]|—Legacies to two sisters; with a 
direction in case of the death of each, reciprocally, 
to devolve to the other. That direction confined 
to the case of lapse by the death of either in the 
life of testator; & did not prevent the vesting 
absolutely.—CAMBRIDGE v. Rous (1802), 8 Ves. 12 ; 


ANON. 











death before the pcriod of distribution. 
Othe a EsTaTx, (1913] 1 I. R. 


his farm at 


b. Gift over after death of devise 
é& his wife—Devisee married several 
times. ]—KRUGER v. KRUGER, 22 S.C. 
217; 15C. T. R. 316.—S. AF. 


PART XVI. are ‘mi SUB-SECT. 2. 


& to lie out at 4 
In the event of 


alike.” G. 


100511. Death in lifetime of testator.) 
—DILNOT v. HINKLEY (1888), 14 V. L. 
R. 702.—AUS. death in 

0081 fi .}—By a will made in 


1 , 
1857, R., after giving all his lands, 





311.—IR 


stock & cattle to ae os M., bequeathed 
e oO 8, 
daughter G., ‘‘& also 
£1,000, to be charged on my estate, 
r cent. for 10 
er decease, sai 
to go to her children, share & share 
died in 
years after R. :—Held the legacy of 
£1,000 was indoefeasibly vested in G., 
the time of payment only being post- 
poned in case of the estate, & the 
words of contingency pointed to her 
testator’s 
NEARY’S ESTATE (1881), 7 L. R. Ir. 443.—S. AF 
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32 E. R. 254; subsequent proceedings (1858), 25 

Beav. 409. 

Annotations :—Consd. Home v. Pillans (1833), 2 My. & K. 
15. Refd. Galland v. Leonard (1818), 1 Swan. 161; 
Smith v. Stewart (1851), 4 De G. & Sm. 253. Mentd. 
Easum v. Appleford (1840), 6 My. & Cr. 56; Evans v. 
Jones (1846), 2 Coll. 516; Smith v. Barneby (1847), 16 
L. J. Ch. 466; Fisher v. He pen (eed), 14 Beav. 626 ; 
Kgerton v. Massey (1857), 3 b. B. N.S. 338; Bernard v. 
Minshull (1859), John. 276; King v. George CTE TS) 4 
Ch. D. 435; Travers v. Blundell (1877), 6 Ch. D. 436; 
Ambatielos v. Anton Jurgens Margarine Works, Sate | 2 
K. B. 185; Re Whitrod, Burrows v. Base, [1926] Ch. 118. 
10055. .|—Legacy of stock in trust for the 

use, exclusive right & property of A.: but should 

she happen to die, then in that case among her 
children : another legacy of stock to A., to be paid 
her as soon as possible, or in the event of her death 

among her children: another legacy of stock to B., 

& in case of her death among her children: all 

these legacies held absolute in the respective 

mothers.— WEBSTER v. HALE (1803), 8 Ves. 410; 

32 I. R. 414. 

Annotations :—Apld. Taylor v. Stainton Cee 2 Jur. N. 8. 
634. Refd. Home v. Pillans (1833), 2 My. & K. 15; 
Woodburne v. Woodburne (1853), 23 L. J. Ch. 336. 


10056. .}— Residuary bequest in trust for the 
use & benefit of A. & in case of her death to be 
equally divided between the children of B. Pay- 
ment decreed to the exor. of A. as having taken 
the absolute interest.—OMMANEY v. BEVAN (1811), 
18 Ves. 291; 34 KE. R. 327. © 
Annotation :—Refd. Home v. Pillans (1833), 2 My. & K. 15. 

10057. .J—Bequest to M.S. of £2,000 stock 
of my 4 per cent., ‘‘ &, in case of her death, the 
£2,000 stock shall then be equally divided between 
her children ’’ :—Held: M.S. being living at the 
death of testator took absolutely ; & the words, 
‘* in case of her death,’’ referred to her death before 
testator.—SLADE v. MILNER (1819), 4 Madd. 144; 
56 KE. R. 661. 


Annotations :—Refd. Home v. Pillans (1833), 2 My. & K. 
15; Taylor v. Stainton (1856), 2 Jur. N. S. 634. 


10058. .|— Bequest to a female when & if she 
should attain twenty-one, to her sole & separate 
use; & in case of her death, leaving children, her 
share to go to her children :—Held: to vest an 
absolute interest in the legatee on her attaining 
twenty-one. 

There can be no question that a bequest to any 
person, & in case of his death to another, is an 
absolute gift to the first legatee if he survives 
testator; & this, whatever be the form of ex- 
pression, as ‘‘ if he die,’’ ‘‘ should he happen to 
die,” ‘‘in case death should happen to him,” & 
so forth. The event here contemplated being so 
inevitable that it cannot be deemed a contingency, 
the cts. have held.that something else must be 
intended than merely to provide for the case of 
the legatee dying at some time or other: & have 
said, that they will rather suppose testator to have 
contemplated & provided for the case of the legatee 
dying in his own lifetime; & so have read those 
words as if they had been, ‘in case of his death 
during testator’s lifetime,’’ in which event alone 
they have allowed the bequest over to take effect 

















10051 iii. .}~+Testator appointed 
cortain heirs with a condition against 
alienation, & then added an alternate 
appointment ‘‘in case they shall die.’’ 

ese heirs survived testator, & sub- 
sequently on their death the alternate 
heirs claimed the property :—Held: 
on the death of testator the pro y 
vested in the appointed heirs, the 
alternate appointment fell to the 
ground, as it was only intended to 
operate if the heirs first appointed died 
during testator’s lifetime.—BaUMAaNN 
v”. BAUMANN'S EstaTE, [1903] T. 8. 


testator’s, 
the sum of 


rears. 
sum 


1867, within 10 


lifetime.-—Re 
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Sect. 25.—Gifis over afler prior limitation: Sub- 
sect, 2, A. (b) & (c), & B.]) 


(LoRD BrouGHaM, C.).—HOoME v. PILLANS (1833), 
2 My. & oe 15; Coop. mn Brough. 198; 4 
L. J. Ch. 2; 39 E. R. 850, L. ¢ 

Annotations : Apia. Edwards v, awards (ioe?) 1s ie 

357. Gonsd. Cooper v. Cooper (1855), 1 

Abbott »v. itiddioton, Rickotte v. Ca = eh! 

H. L. Cas. 6 Apid. . Clark v. Henry (18 Oe 

222, Dista. ‘On oney v. Burdett, 874). L 

388. Oonsd. Apsey v. Apsey (1877), 36 L. T. ont: ” Bint 

Re § Sahnadhovat. danak dkuhl v. Schnadhorst, tina 2 Ch. 

934. Refd. Wordsworth v. Wood (1847), 1 H. L. Cas. 

129; Smith v. Spencer rene ee De G. M. & é "681; 

Randfield v. Randfield (1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 225; 

v. Handley ae Z Hem. & M. 635; Bowers v. Bowers 

(1870), 5 on. App. 244; Re Heathcote’a Trusts aoe 

Ch. App. 47, n.; » Christian v. Taylor, (1926) A. C. 773. 

10059. --|—Testatrix bequeathed as ee 
“I give the legacy of £4,000 to A., &, in case of 
his decease, I give the same legacy to his wife, &, 
at her decease, to their eldest daughter ”’ :-—I1feld: 
A., having survived testatrix, was absolutely 
entitled to the legacy.—CRIGAN v. BAINES (1834), 
7 Sim. 40; 58 EB. R. 752. 

10060. .-]—Residuary personal property held 
to be vested in A. & J3. in equal moieties, & 
descendible in the same proportions to their 
respective children, notwithstanding words giving 
the property to the survivor ‘ in the event of the 
death of either’’; the word ‘‘ death’’ being held 
to refer to death in testator’s lifetime.—CLARKE v. 
LUBBOCK (1842), 1 ¥. & C. Ch. Cas. 492; 6 Jur. 
548; 62 BE. R. 985. 





enter 








10061. —-—.]—Brown v. HoaGart (1843), 1 
L. T. O. S. 252. 

10062. .]— Construction of gifts in the follow- 
ingform: (a)to A., & if he shall die, to B.; (b) to 


A., & if he shall die without children, to B.; (c) to 
X. for life, with remainder to A., & if he shall die, 
to B.; (d) to X. for life, with remainder to A., & 
if he shall die without leaving children, to B. 
In (a) (1) the contingency has reference to the 
death of testator; in (0) (2) to the death of A. ; 
in (c) & (d) (3) to the death of the tenant for life.— 
EDWARDS v. EDWARDS (1852), 15 Beav. 357; 21 
L. J. Ch. 324; 19 L. T. O. S. 433; 16 Jur. 259 ; 
51 EB. R. 576. 


Annotations :-—As to (1) Refd. Milner v. Milner (1865), 34 
Beay. 276; Re Mackinlay, Scrimgeour v. Mackinlay (1911), 
56 Sol. Jo. 142. As to (3) Apld. Dean vc. Handley (1865), 
2 Hem. & M. 635. Overd. Ingram v. Soutten oe 
L. R. 7 H. L. 408; O’Mahoney v. Burdett (1874), 

7. H. L. $88. Consd. Olivant v. Wright (1875), 1 a D: 
346: Christian v Taylor, (1926) A. GeiT3, Retd. Abbott 
v. Middleton, LKicketts v. Carpenter (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 
68; Milner v. Milner (1865), 34 Beav. 276; Zte Brailsford, 
Holmes v. Crompton & Evans’ Union Bank, {1916] 2 Ch. 
536. Generally, Refd. Brotherton v. Bury (1853), 22 
L. T. O. S. 140; Gosling v. Towrfshend (1853), 17 Scav. 
245; Johnson v. Cope (1853), 2 W. R. 90; Re Allen’s 
Estate (1855), 3 Drew. 380; Carver v. Burgess cteee)e 24 
ce J.Ch. 401; Le Anstice (1856), 23 Beav. 135; Hodgson 
. Smithson (1856), 21 Beav. 354; Johnston v. Antrobus 
(1856), 21 Beav. 556; Hagger v. ‘Payne (1857), 23 Beav. 
474; Beckton v. ‘Barton (1859), 27 Beav. 99; Kandfield 
v. Randfield (1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 225 ; Sanders v. Ashford 
(1860), 28 Beav. 609; Slaney v. Slaney (1864), 33 Beav. 
631; Bolitho v. Hillyar (1865), 13 W. It. 600 ; Re Green's 
Trusts (1869), 17 W. KR. 1081; Bowers - owers (1870), 
&o Gh. App. 244; Clark v. Henry (1870), L. R. 11 Hq. 222; 
Re Hill’s Trusts (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 302 ; fte Parry & 
Dagegs (1885), 31 Ch. D. 130; Lewin v. Killey (1888), 
59 L. T. 675; Fe Schnadhorst, Sandkuhl ». Schnadhorst, 
{1902} 2 Ch. "934; Fe Poultney, Pouney v. eae fs 
et?) aon 245. Mentd. ie Williams’ 8: K. (1872), 


10063. -]|—Where a bequest is simply to A. 
& in case of his death, or if he die, to B., A. sur- 
viving, testator takes absolutely. The time of 
dying is referred, of necessity, to the lifetime of 
testator, otherwise, as A. must die at some time, 
the bequest would be cut down to an interest for 
life (LorD CAMPBELL, CU.J.).—GEE v. MANCHESTER 
CORPN. (1852), 17 Q. B. 7387; 211L. J. Q. B. 242; 





WILLs. 


18 L. T. O. S. 236; 16 Jur. 758; 117 B. RR. 1464; 
previous proceedings (1850), 19 L. J. Ch. 161. 
Annotations :—Distd. Gosling v. Zownenoud pean 17 

Beav. 245. Apld. Bowers v. Bowers ahs a 

283 ; Apsey v. Teer (1877), 36 L. T. 941; Re Brailat or 

Holmes v. Crompton & EHvans’ Union Bank, [ SAE 2 Ch. 

536. Refd. Cooper v. Cooper (1855), 1 K. & J 

10064. .1—In a bequest of £1, 00 te certain 
persons for life, &, after their decease, of £400, part 
thereof, to A. & B., part & part alike, viz., £200 
to A. & £200 to B., for the trouble they might 
have in the execution of the will, ‘‘ but in case of 
either of their death,”’ to the survivor, ‘‘ & in case 
of both their deaths, to the heirs, exors. & adminis- 
trators of such survivor £200 only.’’ The words 
‘‘in case of death ’’ were held to refer to death in 
the lifetime of the tenant for life of the £1,000. 

The rule which generally refers the words ‘in 
case of death ’’ to death in the lifetime of testator 
is certainly not inflexible. When the bequest is 
immediate & direct, & no life interest is given, 
there is but one period to which it can be referred, 
death before testator: but where there is an 
intervening life interest the words may have 
reference to the time of the termination of that 
interest (PAGE Woop, V.-C.).—GREEN v. BARROW 
(1853), 10 Hare, 459; 21 L. T. 0. S.33; 1W.R. 
197; 68 E. R. 1007. 

10065. .|—Testator gave certain gifts to 
different persons, including some express estates 
for life. Jle then gave certain leaseholds to his 
daughter M., a married woman, for her own proper 
& absolute use & benefit ; & afterwards provided, 
that in case she should die, the premises should go 
& be for the sole use & benefit of her children 
living at her decease. Testator appointed M. 
his sole extrix. M. survived :—Held: the subse- 
quent gift for the benefit of her children was only 
substitutionary, to prevent a lapse in case of her 
decease before testator; & as she survived 
testator, it did not cut down the absolute interest 
given to her in the first instance; & the property 
was therefore held to belong to her husband, & 
to pass to his assignees in bkpcy. —TAYLOR v. 
STAINTON (1856), 2 Jur. N. S. 634; 4 W. R. 588. 

10066. .J—Another rule is that if testator 
gives to a certain person with words expressly or 
necessarily giving the fee & then says, in case of 
the death of that person, without issue, the ct. 
will refer the period of death to the contingency 
of its happening before that of testator 
(IKINDERSLEY, V.-C.).—ROGERS v. WATERHOUSE 
(1858), 4 Drew. 329; 6 W. R. 823; 62 EB. R. 127. 














10067. .|—Bequest of a legacy to pltf. for 
her sole use & benefit; ‘‘ &, in the event of her 
death, then’’ be uest thereof to her youngest 


surviving son :—Held: the event contemplated 
was a death in testator’s lifetime ; & pltf., having 
survived him, was entitled absolutely. — SCHENK v. 
AGNEW (1858), 4 K. & J. 405; 70 BH. R. 169. 

10068. .]—Testator left legacies to threc 
persons, & if any of them died their share was to 
go to the others. One of the legatees & testator 
died at the same instant :—Held: ‘ death ’”’ must, 
according to the ordin rule, mean death in 
testator’s lifetime, & the legacy of the legatee so 
dying became part of the residue.—ELLIOTY v. 
SMITH (1882), 22 Ch. D. 236; 48 L. T. 27; sub 
nom. Re ELLIOTT, ELLIOTT v. ‘SMITH, 562 L. J. Ch. 
222; 31 W. R. 336. 

10069. —— .|—A bequest of residue to legatees, 
with a subsequent gift over to their children in 
case of death :—Held: death meant death in the 
lifetime of testatrix, & the legatees, having sur- 
vived her, were absolutely entitled to the residue. 

—ffe REEVES, EDWARDS v. REEVES-HUGHES 
(1907), 51 Sol. Jo. 325, 





Part XVI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


10070. When construed to mean death at any 
time.]—Bequest to the use & behoof of A.; & in 
case of her decease to the use & behoof of her 
children share & share alike:—Held: a life 
interest only in A.; the capital to her children 
after her decease.—-DOUGLAS (LORD) v. CHAIMER 
(1795), 2 Ves. 501; 30 FE. R. 745, L. C. 

Annotations :—Distd. Turner v. Moor (1801), 6 Ves. 557. 


Consd. v. Taylor (1801), 5 Ves. 806; Cambridge »v. 
goue tiene 8 Ves. 12. N.EF. Webster v. Hale 180 ), 8 
C8. : 5 


btd. Home v. Pillans (1893). 2 My. . 15, 
Consd. Taylor v. Stainton (1856), 2 Jur. N. 8. 634. Distd. 
Schenk », ew (1858), 4 K. & J. 405. Refd. Montagu 


v. Nucella (1826), 1 Russ. 165; 

(1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas, 451. 

10071. -.|—Estates devised in trust to sell, 
& the produce together with the personal estate, 
the trustecs were directed to pay and divide unto 
& between testator’s son, J. A. & his daughter, 
A. S., wife of B. §., in equal moieties, share & 
share alike, the share of the daughter to be for her 
sole use; & in case of the death of either of them, 
leaving any child or children, to stand possessed 
of the moiety so given to J. A. & A. S. to & for 
the use & benefit of such child & children when 
they should attain twenty-one, equally to be 
divided between them, if more than one; & if 
only one, etc. ; & until they attain twenty-one, the 
money to be invested in the funds, & interest 
applied for maintenance; & if cither J. A. & A. S. 
should die without issue, the survivor to take :— 
Held: J. A. & A. S. were only tenants for life of 
the property, with such limitations over as in the 
will mentioned.—FARTHING v. ALLEN (1816), 2 
Madd. 310; 56 E. R. 349; eub nom. ALLEN v. 
FARTHING, cited in 2 Jarman on Wills, 6th ed., at 
p. 2160. 


Annotations :—Dbtd. Clark v. Henry (1870), L. R. 11 Eq. 
222. Refd. Kdwards vw. Edwards (1852), 15 Beav. 357 ; 
Gosling v. ‘Townshend (1853), 17 Beav. 245; Jee Allen’s 
Estate (1855), 3 Drew. 380; Bowers v. Bowers (1870), 5 
rade 244; O’Mahoney v. Burdett (1874), L. lh. 7 


10072. Effect of codicil..—Re ADAmM’s 
TRUSTS, No. 10858, post. 


Davenport v. Bishopp 


(ce) Gift Follouing Life Interest. 


10078. Death in lifetime of tenant for life.;— 
HERVEY v. M‘LAUGHLIN, No. 10047, ante. 

10074. -]—The words “in case of the death,”’ 
construed to refer to death in the life of the 
tenant for life. 

Bequest of personal estate being in trust, to 
pay the interest to M., testator’s widow, during 

er life, & on her death “to pay & divide the 
trust-moneys unto & equally between his daughters 
H. & A., for their own use & benefit, absolutely, & 
in case of the death of them IT. & A., or cither of 
them, leaving a child or children living,’’ to apply 
the interest for the maintenance of the children 
till twenty-one, then to divide the trust money 
among them, expressing that testator’s intention 
was, that the children of his daughters should be 
entitled to the same shares to which their mother 
would be entitled if then living, with an ultimate 
trust in case of the death of H. & A., without 
leaving issue living at their respective death, or 
of all their children dying minors; on surviving 
the tenant for life, H. & A. become entitled to the 
absolute interest.—GALLAND v. LEONARD (1818), 
1 Swan. 161; 1 Wils. Ch. 129; 36 EH. R. 839. 


Annotations ok . Home v. Pillans (1833), Coop. temp. 
rough. 198; Kdwards ». Edwards (1852), 15 Beav. 357. 
nsd. O'Mahoney v. Burdett (1874), L. Rt. 7 H. L. 388. 





PART XVI. pea SUB-SECT. 2. 


10081 i, General rwle—Death at any 
time.}—Where there is a gift. over in 


the event of death leaving issuc, death 
means death at any time.— Re STUCKEY, C. 
EXECUTOR, TRUSTRE & AGENCY Co. OF 
Souta AUSTRALIA, LTD. v. STUCKERY, 
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Refd. Whittell v. Dudin (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 279; Dean v. 
Handley (1865), 2 Hem. & M. 635. 
10075. -.|—EpDWARDS v. EpWArRpDs, No. 





10062, ante. 

ibd -~—.]-~GREEN v. BARRow, No. 10064, 
ante. 

10077. —-—-.]|—T'cstator gave personal estate to 
his wife for life, & after her death to M., or in case 
of her death to be equally divided between ‘‘ her 
children living.’’ M. died in testator’s lifetime, 
leaving one child, who survived testator, but died 
in the lifetime of the tenant for life :—Held: the 
child of M. took a vested interest.—Hopason v. 
SMITHSON (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 604; 26L. J. Ch. 
110; 28 L. T. O. S. 73; 2 Jur. N. S. 1199; 5 
W.R.3; 44 E. R. 523, L. JJ. 

10078. .|—Testator bequeathed stock to his 
aunt for life, &, after her death, to his father, ‘‘ &, 
in case of his death, then to devolve on his brothers 
& sisters or their representatives.’’ The father & 
two brothers predeceased the aunt :—Held: the 
‘‘ death ”’ of the father meant death in the life of 
the tenant for life; the brothers & sisters who 
survived the aunt, & the representatives of those 
who predeceased her, were entitled to the stock.— 
Oe ca (1860), 28 Beav. 656; 54 BE. R. 

19. 
Ae :—Refd. Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L. BR. 4 

eq. 359. 

10079. .]|—Gift by will to A. for life, & after 
his death to B. & C., or their children in case of 
their decease. B. died living the tenant for life, 
leaving children & having made a will :—Held: 
he took a vested interest in the property, liable to 
be divested in case of his death in the lifetime of 
the tenant for life leaving children, & his will did 
not operate upon it.—BoOlITHO v. HILLYAR (1865), 
34 Beav. 180; 11 Jur. N.S. 556; 13 W. R. 600 ; 
55 E. R. 608. 

10080. -]—(1) Where there is a devise to 
five persons nominalim, or to such of them as 
should be living at the death of testator’s widow 
& attain twenty-one :—Held: all the devisees 
take vested interests in fee subject to be vested 
as regards each devisee dying in the lifetime of the 
widow in favour of those, if any, who survive her 
& attain twenty-one. : 

(2) But where later clauses gave to each devisee 
a specifically described portion of the land devised 
for life in the event of all the devisees surviving 
the widow, & declared that ‘‘ in case of the death 
of any of the before-mentioned persons he gave 
& devised the share to which he would have been 
entitled’ to his heir:—Held: the effect of this 
declaration was to alter the original devise, & to 
give the share of a devisee dying in the widow’s 
lifetime to his heir, & not to the surviving devisees. 

(3) The event of death being inevitable, a gift 
to one person in the event of the death of another 
is only treated as a gift in remainder where the 
first taker takes for life only. A gift over of 
property given to a person absolutely in the event 
of his death is always construed as a gift over in 
the event: of his death before the period of distribu- 
tion or vesting unless some other period is indicated 
by the context (LorD LINDLEY).—PENNY vv. 
RAILWAYS Comr., [1900] A. C. 628; 69 L. J. P. C., 
113; 83 L. T. 182, P. C. 


B. Gifts Over on Death Leaving Issue. 
10081. General rule—Death at any time.]— 
FARTHING v. ALLEN (1816), 2 Madd. 310; 56 E. R. 














[1915] S. A. L. R. 190.—AUS. 


Death before attaining vested 
interest. J—REID v. WISHART, 16 N. Z. 
L. R. 218.—N.Z. 
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Sect. 25.—Gifts over after prior limitation: 
sect. 2, B. & C.) 


349; sub nom. ALLEN v. FARTHING, cited in 2 


Jarman on Wills, 6th ed., at p. 2160. 

Annotations :—Consd. Edwards v. Pavards oo eus Be Beav. 
357; O’Mahoney v. Burdett (1874), L 88. 
Refd. Gosling v. Townshend 1853), 17 Beav. 245: oe 
Allen’s Eee (1855), 3 Drew. 380; Johnston v. Antrobus 
1856), 21 Beav. 556 ; Bowers ». Bowers (1870), 5 h. App. 

44; Clark v, Henry (1870), L. R. 11 Ey. 222. 


10082. .]—Testatrix bequeathed a 
legacy to A., his exors., etc., ‘‘ but in case he 
should die leaving lawful issue,’ she bequeathed 
it to A.’s children. A. survived testatrix :—Held : 
A. took a life interest only.— JOHNSTON v. ANTRO- 
BUS (1856), 21 Beav. 556; 52 KE. R. 974. 

10083. ——.|—Immediate gift to four resi- 
duary legatees & devisees in equal shares, ‘‘ with 
benefit of survivorship” in case any of them 
should die without issue; & in case any of them 
should die leaving children, then the share, 
whether original or accruing, of each so dying to 
go to such children:—Held: the clause of 
survivorship, & the limitation over to children of 
the legatees, were not confined to the lifetime of 
testator, & intended merely to guard against 
lapse, & the residuary legatees did not upon sur- 
viving testator at once acquire absolute in- 
defeasible interests in their shares.—BOWERS v. 
Bowers (1870), 5 Ch. App. 244; 39 L. J. Ch. 351 ; 
23 L. T. 35; 18 W.R. 301,L.C.& L. J. 


Annotations . —-Distd. Clarke v. Henry (1870), L. R. 11 E 
222; Re Hill’s Trusts (1871), L 12 Eq. 302. Coned. 
Re Heathcote’s Trusts (1873), 2 an Ap "$7 n. 

Apsey v. sey (1877), 36 L. T. 941. Ap Id. te sont: 

horst, Sane cull v. Solnad tine, 11901] 2 ern 338. Refd. 

Re Brailsford, Holmes wv. Crompton & Evans’ Union Bank 

(1916), 85 L. J. Ch. 709. 

10084. -|—In a gift to a class witha 
gift over of the shares of any members of it who 
die ‘‘ leaving issue,’’ the members of the class take 
vested indefeasible interests only if & when they 
die leaving issue, unless there be some context 
limiting & defining the natural & proper meaning 
of the words, which is, death at any time.— 
Re SCHNADHORST, SANDKUHL v. SCHNADHORST, 
[1902] 2 Ch. 234; 71 L. J. Ch. 454; 861. T. 426; 
50 W. R. 485; 46 Sol. Jo. 431. C. A. 

10085. When construed to mean death in lifetime 
of tenant for life.|}—GaALLAND v. LEONARD, No. 
10074. ante. 

10086. .|—The words, if ‘‘ A. shall happen 
to die, leaving a child or children,’’ construed to 
mean, upon the effect of the whole will, the death 
of A. before testator’s widow. Testator gave the 
residue of his estate upon trust, to pay the interest 
to his widow during her life for her separate use, 
&, after her decease, to pay the principal to C. for 
her own use, & to be at her own disposal; but if 
C. should happen to die, leaving any child living 
at her decease, then to such child or children; & 
if she should happen to die, without any child 
living at her decease, then to D. & E.; but if 
either of them should die, before they should 
become entitled to receive the fund, then he gave 
the whole to the survivor; & if they should both 
die in the lifetime of his widow, then he gave the 
whole to his wife absolutely ; C., having survived 
the widow, was entitled to the residue absolutely.— 
Da Costa v. Keir (1827), 3 Russ. 360; 5 L. J. 
O. 8S. Ch. 161; 38 BE. R. 611. 
mai oats sApld. Edwards v. Edwards (1852), 15 Beav. 

oper v. Cooper (1855 & J. 658. 

Ex; ald. O'Mahoney v. Burdett (1874) - i. L. 388. 

d. Re Luddy, Peard v. Morton di 25 Ch. D. 394 

Re Schnadhorst, Sandkuhl v. Sy orc rt [1902] 2 Ch. 

234 ; Christian v. Taylor, (1926) A.C. 7 

10087. |—Testator, after dieting the 
interest of a sum of stock to be paid to his widow 
for her life, & after her death to be applied towards 


























WILLS. 


the bringing up of his three children, until they 
attained twenty-one years, proceeded: ‘' & upon 
their severall attaining twenty-one years, after 
the decease of my wife, to pay, transmit, & divide 
the principal sum unto & amongst my three 

children in equal shares; & in case all my three 
children should die without leaving lawful issue 
in the lifetime of my wife, then I give & bequeath 
the same unto my wife absolutely; & if either of 
my sons shall depart this life leaving lawful issue, 
such issue shall have & be entitled to such share 
as their respective parents would have had or be 
entitled to.”’ T., a son of testator, died in the 
lifetime of testator’s widow, having attained 
twenty-one & leaving lawful issue :—Held: the 
gift over to the issue of T. had taken effect, & had 
not acquired an absolute vested interest so as to 
pass to his administrator.—ROWELL v. SAGGERS 
(1853), 1 W. R. 517. 

10088. ———.]—GnoomE v. DELL (1863), 3 New 
Rep. 26. 

10089. .|—Devise to A. for life, with re- 
mainder to B. in fee; but if B. should die, leaving 
issue, then to his children. B. survived A. & 
died, leaving children :—Held: the gift to his 
children did not take effect.—SLANEY v. SLANEY 
(1864), 33 Beav. 631; 55 B. R. 513. 

Annotation :— Dbtd. Fe Heathcote’ 8 Trusta (1873), 9 Ch. App. 

47,n. (See 9 Ch. App. 45.) 

10090. -.]|—Testator gave asum of stock to 
trustees, upon trust to pay the dividends to his 
wife during her life or widowhood; but should 
she marry again, he directed that the dividends 
should ‘ cease,” & fall into his residue. After- 
wards, ‘‘as to the rest, residue, & remainder ’’ 
of his estate & effects, he gave & disposed thereof 
to his four sons, naming them, ‘' with benefit of 
survivorship, unless they shall die leaving issue ; 
& then my meaning is, that the property shall go 
to his or their issue, & to be paid to them at their 
respectively attaining the age of twenty-one 
years ’’:—Held: the disposition of the sum of 
stock after the death of the tenant for life was 
reversionary, & not like that of the rest of the 
residue, immediate: & the proviso, ‘‘ with benefit 
of survivorship,’ followed by the condition, 
‘unless they shall die leaving issue,’’ must be 
referred as to the same sum of stock to survivor- 
ship & death leaving issue in the lifetime of the 
tenant for life, & not generally ; & hence the sons 
who survived the tenant for life took absolute 





interests, though they had _ issue aoe 6 
Hir’s Trusts (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 302; 40 
L. J. Ch. 504; 24 L. T. 494; 19 W. KR. 740. 


Aron :—Roefd. 2e Hoathcote’s Trusts (1873), 9 Ch. App. 
» O. 

10091. --|—By his will made in 1873, testator 
gave real estate on trusts for the benefit of his wife 
& his son S. during the life or widowhood of the 
wife, & from & after her death or second marriage 
he devised the property to S., his heirs & assigns. 
In case of the death of S. without leaving lawful 
issue him surviving, & in case of his death leaving 
lawful issue him surviving, testator gave the 
perty over to other persons. Testator die 
1877, & his widow died in 1901. S. was living :— 
Held: the words of limitation in the gift to S. 
when coupled with the alternative gifts over in 
every event were sufficient to exclude the prima 
facie rule Jaid down in O’Mahoney v. Burdett, 
No. 9692, ante, & the operation of the gift over must 
be restricted to the life or widowhood of testator’s 
wife.—Re BRAILSFORD, Homes v. CROMPTON & 
EvaAnn’ UNION BANK, [1916] 2 Ch. 586; 85 L. J. Ch. 
709; 115 L. T. 343. 

Annotation :—Retd. Christian v. Taylor, [1926] A. C. 773. 


Part XVI.—CONSTRUCTION. 


10092. When construed to mean death before 
period of distribution.|—-Testator devised his real 
estates to trustees, in trust to convey them to his 
children, as tenants in common, on their attaining 
twenty-one; & in case of the death of any of them 
without issue under that age or before they should 
acquire vested interests therein, he directed the 
trustees to convey the shares of those so dying to the 
survivors of them & their heirs, in equal shares ; but 
in case any of his children should die at any time 
either before or after him having issue, then he 
directed the trustees to convey the shares of those 
so dying to the issue whom they should have, in 
equal shares, & to their respective heirs on their 
attaining twenty-one. Testator had several chil- 
dren, all of whom attained twenty-one :—Held : 
their shares of his estates became absolutely 
vested in them in fee on their attaining twenty- 
one.—WHEABLE v. WITHERS (1849), 16 Sim. 505; 
18 L. J. Ch. 156; 60 KB. R. 970. 

Annotation :-—Apld. Re Luddy, Peard v, Morton (1883), 25 
Ch. D. 394. 

10093. ——.]—-Testator gave his real & personal 
estate to trustees upon trust out of the income to 
pay an annuity of £500 a year to his widow for 
life, or for so long as she should continue his widow, 
for the mnaintenance of herself & his children, & 
to invest the surplus; & after her death or 
marriage again upon trust to apply such annual 
income for the maintenance & advancement of 
such of his children as should be under twenty- 
one; & when the youngest of his children should 
attain the said age, then upon trust to distribute 
all his property equally between his children, 
except 80 much as would secure to his wife, if she 
should be then alive & married again, an annuity 
of £100 a year for life; & in case of the death 
of any of his children, leaving lawful issue, testator 
directed that the share of such child or children 
should go to his or her children :—Held: that the 
share of each child became vested on attaining 
twenty-one; no division was to be made until the 
youngest child attained twenty-one, or during the 
hife or widowhood of testator’s wife; & the share 
of any child dying & leaving issue was given 
over to the children of such deceased child, on 
the death of a child before the period of dis- 
tribution.— BECKTON v. BARTON (1859), 27 Beav. 
09; 28 L. J. Ch. 673; 33 L. T. O. S. 231; 5 Jur. 
N.S. 349; 54 E.R. 39. 

10094. When construed to mean death in lifetime 
of testator.)— GEE v. MANCHESTER CORPN., No. 
10068, ante. 

10095. |—Devise & bequest of real & 
personal estate to trustees upon trust to sell, & 
pay, apply, & divide the moneys to arise by such 
sale into three equal parts, as to one, unto A.; as 
to another, to B.; & as to the third to C., a 
daughter, for her separate use, &, from & after her 
decease, leaving lawful issue her surviving, upon 
trust to accumulate the same, & to be paid to such 
issue at twenty-one: proviso, ‘‘ that in case any 
of my said children or grandchildren shall happen 
to die without leaving lawful issue, then I direct 
that the share of him, her, or them so dying, of 
& in the interest, rents, & annual income arising 
from the sale of my said real & personal estate, 
or otherwise, shall go to the survivors of them my 
said children & grandchildren, as the case may be, 
their, his, or her heirs, exors., or administrators, 
absolutely & for ever: provided also, that if any 
of my said children or grandchildren shall happen 
to die leaving lawful issue him, her, or them sur- 
viving, then the share or shares of him, her, or 
them so dying, of & in the said rents, interest, & 
moneys arising from the sale of, etc., shall go to & 
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be equally divided amongst such issue as they 
severally & respectively attain to the age of twenty- 
one years, who are to take per stirpes, & equally 
amongst them, if more than one, & if but one, then 
such one to take the share his, her, or their parents 
would have taken if living’’:—Held: the sons 
took life interests only. 

The words ‘‘ in case any of my said children or 
grandchildren shall happen to die without leaving 
lawful issue,’’ held to mean “‘ shall happen to die 
in my lifetime, or after my decease, without leaving 
lawful issue.”’ 

The words “‘ if any of my said children or grand- 
children shall happen to die leaving lawful issue 
him, her, or them surviving,” held to mean 
‘‘ shall happen to die in my lifetime, or after my 
decease, leaving lawful issue him, her, or them 
surviving.” 

Where there is a period of distribution fixed, & 
a testator speaks of a death previous to that time, 
it must always be as a contingency of death prior 
to that period of distribution. a 

If a legacy be given to A., & if he die without 
leaving issue, then to B., that period must refer 
to the whole life of the legatee.—GOSLING v. 
TOWNSEND (1853), 22 L. T. O. S. 125; 2 W. R. 
23, L.C. & L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Distd. Ware v. Watson (1855), 7 De G. M. & 
G. 248. Refd. /te Allen’s Kstate (1855), 3 Drew. 380; 
Bowers v. Bowers (1870), 5 Ch. App. 244; Ingram vv. 
Soutten (1874), L. R. 7 H. L. 408; Apsey v. Apsey Sala 
36 L. T. 941; Jte Brailsford, Holmes v. Crompton 
Evans’ Union Bank, [1916] 2 Ch. 536. 

10096. .]—Testator gave his property, sub- 
ject to a life estate, to his nephews & nieces, with 
a gift over in the event of the death of any of them 
leaving issue before the distribution of his estate. 
One of the nephews died in testator’s lifetime, 
leaving issue :—Held: the gift over took effect.— 
TAYLOR v. SPARROW (1866), 15 L. T. 150; 12 
Jur. N.S. 593; 14 W. R. 881, L. JJ. 

10097. -.|—Testator directed that in case of 
the decease of any member of a class of legatees 
leaving a family, then such share as the parent 
would have taken should be divided amongst the 
children :—Held: decease meant decease In 
testator’s lifetime.—Re HAYWARD, CREERY v. 
LinGwoop (1882), 19 Ch. D. 470; 51 L. J. Ch. 513 ; 
45 L. T. 790; 30 W. R. 315. 

10098. .|—Testatrix gave all her real & 
personal estate to trustees in trust to pay all her 
debts, etc., & certain annuities, & then as to the 
residue of her estate directed them to convey, 
assign, or otherwise assure the same unto & 
to the use of her son, his heirs, exors., etc., 
absolutely ; & if her son should marry, & should 
die leaving children who should live to attain 
the age of twenty-one years, the trustees were to 
convey, etc., the residue to such children equally, 
as tenants in common absolutely, but if her son 
should die in her lifetime without leaving children 
or a child surviving, then the trustees were to con- 
vey, etc., the residue to the persons named for 
their absolute use & benefit. The son married 
after the date of the will in the lifetime of testatrix, 
survived testatrix, & had children living :—Held : 
death leaving children meant death in the lifetime 
of testatrix, & that not having happened, the son 
became, subject to the payment of debts & 
annuities, entitled absolutely to the residue.—Re 
Luppy, PEARD v. MoRTON (1883), 25 Ch. D. 304 ; 
63 L. J. Ch. 21; 49 L. T. 706; 32 W. BR. 272. 
CIOS eee Luddy’s Trustee v. Peard (1886), 55 











C’. Gifts Over on Death Without Issue. 
See Sect. 23, sub-sect. 2, post. 
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Sect. 25.—Gils over after prior limitation: 
sect, 2, D., HB. & F.) 
D. Gifts Over on Death Unmarried. 

10099. General rule—Death at any time.]—- 
Testator, after giving a life interest in all his 
property to his wife, directed that at the death of 
his wife all his property should be sold, & divided 
equally between his five children, two sons & three 
daughters ; & that his exors. should, upon dividing 
the whole of his property, immediately lay out the 
whole of the moneys that would belong to his three 
daughters, as their shares of the property, in the 
Consols, neither of his daughters to have power to 
receive more than the dividends due upon their 
respective shares; ‘‘ but in case of the marriage 
of all or either of his daughters, the child or 
children of either of them that should outlive 
their mother or mothers should have his, her or 
their mothers’ share; & in case of the death of 
one or more of his aforesaid children that might 
die unmarried, his, her, or their shares & share 
should be equally divided among the survivors 
of his aforesaid children or their children.”’ 
Testator’s widow died in 1838, & one of the 
daughters died in 1849, without having been 
married :—Held : the period for division as to the 
daughters’ shares was not the death of the tenant 
for life, but the deaths of the daughters; & the 
gift over upon dying unmarried was not to be 
restricted to dying unmarried in the lifetime of the 
tenant for life—Re WaLkER’s Trust, Fx p. 
PIPER (1852), 19 L. T. O. 8S. 130; 16 Jur. 702, L. C. 

10100. When construed to mean death before 
period of distribution.)—Legacy of £300, to E., 
to be paid at twenty-one or marriage, but if she 
died before, then to the younger children of F. KE. 
having died unmarried under twenty-one :—Held: 
to vest in such of the younger children as were 
living at that time.—IELLISON v. AIREY (1748), 1 
Ves. Sen. 111; 27 E. R. 924, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Baldwin v. Karver (1775), 1 Cowp. 
309; Congreve v. Congreve (1781), 1 Bro. C. C. 530; 
Pierson v. Garnet (1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 38; Ayton v. 
Ayton (1787), 1 Cox, Hq. Cas. 327; Jee v. Audicy (1787), 
1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 324. Sonsd. Hill v. Chapman (1791), 3 

Bro. OS 391. Apld. loutledge v. Dorril (1794), 2 Ves. 


357. efd. Leake v, Hobinson (1817), 2 Mer. 363; Stone 
v. Harrison (1846), 2 Coll. 715. 


10101. .|—Testator bequeathed all he should 
die possessed of to be equally divided between his 
two sisters, to be invested in their names as they 
should direct; one sister, who was then over 
twenty-five years of age, to have the immediate 
control of her share, & the other sister upon attain- 
ing twenty-five years, until which time it was to 
be held in trust for her; & in case of the death of 
either of his sisters before him, or before marrying 
& having children, the whole of the property to 
go tothe survivor. The elder sister married & had 
children :—Held: the gift over to the surviving 
sister, on the contingency of the death of the other 
before marrying & having children, was referable 
to such death occurring before she should attain 
the age of twenty-five years; & the younger 
sister on attaining twenty-five, though still un- 
married, became absolutely entitled to a moiety 
of the property.—CLakK v. HENRY (1871), 6 Ch. 
App. 588; 40L.J.Ch.377; 19 W. R. 706, C. A. 








Annotations -—Apld. Ite Dowling’s Trusts (1872), L. Lt. 14 
Eq, 463. Consd. Apsey v. Apscy (1877), 36 L. I. 941. 
Refd. Carter v. Smith (1871), 25 L. 1.665; Bubb v. 
Padwick (1880), 13 Ch. D. 517. 











PART XVL SECT. 26, SUB-SECT. 2. 


10089 1. General rule—Deuth at any 
a0 

10099 ft, ——-,J—Testator di- tos anid toe 

rected the annual interest on a aum of Cc. 





£1,500 to be paid to his sister C. for life, 
& after her death to be paid to C.’a 
daughters A. & J. until spare & 
“in case both the said nieces should 
die unmarried or be married without 
directed the &1,500 
to be paid to such of O.’s children as 
should appoint, & in default of 


WILLS. 


fi, Gifts Over on Death before Vesting. 


10102. General rule—‘‘ Vested ’’ construed in 
technical sense.]—Testatrix directed that her 
trustees should stand possessed of the residue of 
her estate in trust as to one moiety, & the dividends 
thereof, to pay same to her daughter A. for life, 
& then upon trust as to the moiety & the dividends 
& accumulations thereof until it should be payable 
& distributable, to pay same to the children of A. 
who should survive her, at twenty-one, with benefit 
of accruer & survivorship ; & she gave the other 
moiety in similar terms to her daughter B.; & in 
case, at the decease of either of her daughters, 
there should be'no children of such daughter who 
should have lived to attain a vested interest under 
the trusts of the will, then the moiety of such 
daughter so dying & the dividends & accumula- 
tions thereof, to be held upon trust for the othcr 
daughter for life, & her children afterwards; & 
if upon the death of the survivor of the two 
daughters there should be no child or children of 
either who should have lived to attain a vested 
interest under the trusts in the two moieties, then 
the entirety of the two moieties & the dividends & 
accumulations thereof to be held in trust for 
testatrix’s six nephews & nieces on attaining 
twenty-one. The daughter A. died before testa- 
trix, & she then made a codicil directing that her 
moiety should go to B. in the same manner as 
it would have gone to A. if she had lived; & she 
gave an annuity for the maintenance of the only 
daughter of A. until she should attain twenty-one. 
B. died, leaving six children, infants :—Held : 
the interest of the six grandchildren of testatrix 
was not vested until they attained twenty-one, & 
the dividends must be accumulated; & the 
nephews & nieces were not entitled, under the gift 
over, until default in the attainment of twenty-one 
by the grandchildren. 

The words ‘‘ vested interest,’ according to the 
context, although not according to their primary 
signification, might be held to refer to a different 
species of vesting, a vesting in possession or enjoy- 
ment. But it must be seen whether the context 
absolutely requires such a construction, & if it 
does not, the words ‘“‘ vested interest ’’ must have 
their primary meaning (KINDER&LEY, Y.-C.).— 
BULL v. JONES (1862), $1 L. J. Ch. 858; 10 W. Kt. 
820. 

10103. .J]—(1) A. by his will, gave an 
estate to his daughter H. during her life, & after 
her death to her sons in tail successively ; & in 
default of such issue to his son J., in fee. By a 
subsequent codicil, after reciting that he had 
devised the reversion in fee in this estate to his son 
J., & also that he had devised other estates to 
trustees for his use until he should attain twenty- 
one, & thereupon to him in fee for ever, proceeded 
& declared his will to be, that in case his son should 
die without leaving lawful issue of his body 
living at his decease, & before the several! estates 
should become vested in him by virtue of the 
several limitations aforesaid, the estates should 
go over. J. survived testator, attained twenty- 
five, & died without having had any children. 
died unmarried many years after J. On _ the 
question who was entitled on the death of H. 
to her estates:—Held: the word ‘ vested 
in the codicil meant vested in interest, & not 


ee es 





appointment to tho oxore. & adminin- 
trators of C.:—Held: by the words 
‘‘die unmarried without issue,’’ tes- 
tator meant the dying of his nieces 
without fesue Jiving at the time of 
death, at whatever time that death 
should happen.—Re CREAGH, BURTON 
vy. TURNER, (1920) 1 1. R. 8.—IR. 
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vested in possession ; consequently, on testator’s 
death the estates vested at once in interest in J., 
subject to the estates of H. & her issue; &, on 
i.’s death without issue, passed to J.’s devisees. 

(2) Where the words of survivorship occur in 
an instrument in which a period for payment or 
distribution is named, that period is the time to 
which the surviving is to be referred; where a 
testator in a will, which is considered to speak from 
the time of his death, used the words ‘“‘ before the 
share or estates becomes vested,’”? he must, primd 
facie, be taken to mean something more than 
‘before my death ’’ (CHANNELL, B.). 

_(3) There is no difference between real & personal 
estate, so as to prevent the application to real 
estate as well as to personal of the rule in Young v. 
Robertson, No. 10293, post, that words of sur- 
vivorship should be referred to the period of dis- 
tribution where it appears from the collocation 
of the words that it was the intention of the 
testator to do so (CHANNELL, B.).— RICHARDSON v. 
POWER (1865), 19 C. B. N.S. 780; 35 L. J. C. P. 
443; 11 Jur. N.S. 730; 13 W. R.1104; 144 E.R. 
094, Ix. Ch. 

10104. When ‘‘ vested’’ construed to mean 
‘* payable.’’|—Testator devised & bequeathed all 
his real estate & his convertible personal estate to 
trustees, upon trust to convert same into money, 
& thereout to pay his debts, funeral expenses, & 
a weekly sum to his wife, & to divide the residue 
of his estate & effects equally between & among 
his children, J., M., & C. & his grandson H., share 
& share alike; the share of M. to be paid her as 
soon after his decease as conveniently might be, 
the share of C. to be paid him at the age of twenty- 
two, & the share of RK. at the age of twenty-one ; 
& in case any of his children or grandchild should 
die before his or her share should become so 
vested as aforesaid, then the share or shares of 
him, her or them so dying, should go & be equally 
divided among the survivors & survivor of them 
in equal shares & proportions, if more than one, 
& if but one, then the whole to & for the use & 
benefit of such survivor. J. & C. died in testator’s 
lifetime, the latter being under twenty-two. RK. 
survived testator, but died under twenty-one :— 
Held: (1) the word ‘ vested ’’ must be construed 
to mean “ payable”’ & the original shares of the 
deceased children & grandchild survived to the 
survivors ; (2) the word ‘‘ whole ’’ meant the whole 
residue, & the accruing as well as the original 
shares devolved to M., as the sole survivor of the 
four residuary legatees.—SILLICK v. BooTH (1841), 
a & C. Ch. Cas. 117; 6 Jur. 142; 62 E.R. 
Annotations :~-Refd. Dutton v. Crowdy (1863), 33 Beav. 

272. Mentd. Underwood v. Wing (1854), 19 Beayv. ¢59. 

10105. When ‘‘ vested ’’ construed to mean 
“‘ vested in possession.’’]—Testator by his will 
directed a fund to be set apart to answer an annuity 
which he directed to be paid to his widow. After 
her death he directed the fund to form part of his 
residuary estate; & he bequeathed his residuary 
estate to all his children equally, to be divided 
between them; with a proviso that, if any child 
should die, either in his lifetime or after his decease, 
& before the part or share bequeathed to such child 
8hould become a vested interest, without leaving 
issue, then such share should go to the survivors ; 
but in case any child should die leaving issue, then 
Buch issue should take their parent’s share :— 
Held: the second branch of the proviso must be 
read in connection with the first, & in both the 
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death contemplated was a death before the share 
vested in possession. 

In the case of this particular will, I think, that, 
in the passage, ‘‘ before the part or share, 80 
bequeathed to them as aforesaid, shall become a 
vested interest,’’ the words ‘‘ vested interest ’”’ 
should be construed to mean an interest in 
possession, because testator prefaces the above 
passage by the following provision: ‘‘in case 
either of my children shall happen to die, either 
in my lifetime or after my decease'’; & if the word 
‘* vested’ had its ordinary signification, a child 
could not die after testator’s death before his 
share became a _ vested interest. Something 
beyond surviving testator is therefore intended 
(ISNIGHT BRUCE, V.-C.).—KING v. CULLEN (1848), 
2DeG. & Sm. 252; 6456. R. 113. 

10106. .|—Testator gave his residuary 
personal estate to trustees to pay the interest to 
his wife for life, & after her decease he gave four- 
sixths of the capital to each of his four brothers 
& disters, & in case of the death of any or either of 
the legatees in his lifetime, the sixth part of him or 
her so dying to go to his or her children. He then 
gave the remaining two-sixths to the children of a 
deceased brother & sister; provided always, that 
in case of the death of any or either of his legatees 
before their respective shares should have become 
vested, the share or shares of him or her so dying 
was to sink into the residue, & go to the survivors 
as if the legatees so dying had not been named or 
had never existed. One of the legatees survived 
testator, but died in the lifetime of his widow, the 
tenant for life:—Held: her representatives were 
not entitled to her share, but it sunk into the 
residue as if she had not existed. 

It appears to me impossible to hold that the 
words ** become vested ”’ can be used in any other 
sense than vested in possession, which could not 
be the case until the death of the tenant for life 
(KINDERSLEY, V.-C.).—Re Morris (1857), 26 
L. J. Ch. 688; 5 W.R. 423. 

Gift over to survivors.]—See Sect. 27, post. 





I’, Gifts Over on Death before Becoming Entitled. 


10107. Whether construed to mean entitled in 
interest or in possession.]|—Bequest of personal 
estate to A. for life, & after her death to testator’s 
brothers & sisters; but if any of the brothers & 
sisters should die before they became entitled to 
their shares, the shares of them so dying to go to 
their children. Testator left five brothers & 
sisters ; two of whom died in the lifetime of A. :—~ 
Held: the word ‘‘ entitled ’’ had reference to the 
death of testator, & not to the death of A., & the 
shares had therefore vested absolutely in the 
brothers & sisters, & the representatives of each of 
them who had dicd were entitled to a fifth of the 
fund.—HENDERSON v. KENNICcOT (1848), 2 De G. 
& Sm. 492; 18 L. J. Ch. 40; 12 L. T. O.S. 64; 
12 Jur. 848; 64 E.R. 220. 

Annotations :—Consd. Ite Crosland, Craig v. Midgloy (1888), 
54 L. T. 238. Refd. dé Maunder, Maunder v. Maunder, 
[1902] 2 Ch. 875. 

10108. J—A gift over, after a tenancy for 
life, on death ‘“‘ without becoming entitled to the 
receipt of the trust moneys ”’ construed ‘‘ without 
attaining a vested interest.”’ 

Bequest to a daughter for life, & after her 
decease in trust for her children equally, to be 
‘‘ paid ’’ at twenty-one, with benefit of survivor- 
if any should die before his share should 
become ‘ payable,” with a gift over, in case the 
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daughter should die without issue, or being issue, 
they should all die ‘‘ without becoming entitled to 
the receipt of ’’ the trust moneys. One child only 
attained twenty-one, & died before the daughter : 
—Held: the representatives of such child were 
entitled, & the gift over did not take effect.— 
HAYWARD v. JAMES (1860), 28 Beav. 523: 29 
L. J. Ch. 822; 21. T. 452; 6 Jur. N.S. 689; 8 
W. R. 676; 54 EB. R. 467. 

anotason :—Oonsd. West v. Miller (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 


10109. i eae Entitled’’ construed ‘‘ entitled 
In possession.’’ 

Subject to prior life & possible absolute interests, 
there was a bequest of a portion of the residue to A. 
with a gift over to his children or other issue, in 
case of his decease before he should ‘‘ become 
entitled’ :—Held: this meant ‘entitled in 
possession.’’—TURNER v. GOSSET (1865), 34 Beav. 
593; 55 BB. R. 764. 

Anwoldiois: -—-Consd. Re Crosland, Craig v. Midgley (1886), 


54 L. T. 238. Apld. Re Maunder, Maunder v. Maunder, 
{1902] 2 Ch. 785. 
10110. -.;—By a testamentary appointment 


testatrix gave three copyhold houses to E. for life, 
& after his death, she directed the houses to be sold 
& the proceeds ‘‘ to be equally divided amongst ”’ 
her three nephews & niece, ‘‘ but should either of 
my said nephews or niece die before they are 
entitled to the property, leaving issue, I give the 
share of him or her so dying to his or her child or 
children.’’ All the remaindermen survived. testa- 
trix, but three of them predeceased EK. leaving 
children living at his death :—Held: ‘“ entitled ”’ 
meant entitled ‘‘in possession,’’ & therefore the 
shares of the three deceased remaindermen did 
not pass to their legal personal representatives, 
but to their children.—Re NOYCE, BROWN v. K1GG 
(1885), 31 Ch. D. 75; 55 L. J. Ch. 114; 53 L. T. 
688; 34 W. R. 147. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Crosland, Craig v. Midgley (1886), 


54 L. T. 238. Apld. #e Maunder, Maunder v. Maunder, 
{1902] 2 Ch. 875. 
10111. -]|—Testator by his will, dated in 


1861, devised all his real estate to trustees upon 
trust to receive the rents & accumulate them until 
sufficient to pay his debts, & also to provide for 
the legacies next given. Testator then gave to 
J. the sum of £200 ; toS. the sum of £150; & tok. 
the sum of £19 19s. All of the three last-mientioned 
legacies testator directed should be paid by his 
trustees at the end of seven years next after his 
decease; & he directed that, in case of the death 
of J. & S. respectively before they became entitled 
to the legacies above mentioned, leaving lawful 
issue him or her surviving, the legacy of him 
or her so dying should go & be equally divided 
between & amongst his or her issue at the end 
of seven years next after testator’s decease, in 
case such issue should then have attained the 
age of twenty-one years, but if. they should 
not then have attained the age of twenty-one years 
then when & as they respectively attained that 
age. Testator died in Sept. 1861. J. died in Feb. 
1864, within seven years after testator’s death. 
He left two children & a grandchild. The question 
arose between them & his exors. whether, in the 
events that had happened, the gift over of his 
legacy had taken effect:—Held: the words 
‘become entitled’? did not mean ‘ become 
entitled in possession ’’ ; therefore, notwithstand- 
ing that J. died within seven = after testator’s 
decease, the gift over of his legacy did not take 
effect ; but he became entitled thereto indefeasibly 


WILLS. 


on testator’s death—Re CROSLAND, Craig y», 
MIDGLEY (1886), 54 L. T. 288. 
Annotation :—Distd. Re Maunder, Maunder v. Maunder, 
[1902] 2 Ch. 875. 
10112. .|—In a substitutional gift in @ will 
‘‘ in the event of either of my rages dren dying 
before becoming entitled to any share of my 
estate ’? :—Held: upon the construction of the 
will, without reference to any authorities, ‘“ be- 
coming entitled’’ meant becoming entitled in 
ossession, not becoming entitled in interest.—Re 
AUNDER, MAUNDER v. MAUNDER, [1903] 1 Ch. 





451; 72 L. J. Ch. 367; 88 L. T. 280; 51 W. R. 
549, C. A. 
10113, —— “Entitled in possession.’’]—Tes- 


tor gave £25,000, to trustees upon trust to pay 
the income to his daughter for life, & after her 
death to pay the capital to the children of his 
daughter equally, on their attaining their ages of 
twenty-one years; the interest of their shares 
until their becoming entitled to the principal to be 
applied for their maintenance ; & in case any of 
the children should die before being entitled in 
possession to his, her or their shares, the shares 
of those so dying should gotothesurvivors. Tes- 
tator’s daughter had two children living at his 
death, who both attained twenty-one, one of whom 
died in the lifetime of her mother :—Held: the 
representatives of deceased child were entitled to 
a moiety of the fund.—Ae YATES’s TrRusT (1851), 
21L. J.Ch. 281; 18 L. T. O.S. 298; 16 Jur. 78. 


Annotations Ponsa: Weat v. Miller (1868), L. kh. 6 Eq. 59; 
Clark v. Henry (1870), L. R. 1] Eq. 222. Refd. Whitman 
v. Aitken (1866), oe ou N. 8. 350 3 Bubb v. Padwick 


(1880), 13 Ch. D. 5 

10114. Entitled as aforesald.’’}|—Testator 
gave a life interest in the income of certain real 
property to A. & after her death, in the event, 
which happened, of there being no children of A. 
to take under the provisions of the will, the corpus 
was to be conveyed & assured to her three brothers, 
as tenants in common. But in case all or any of 
such brothers shall die before becoming ‘‘ entitled 
as aforesaid,’’ then she directed that the trustees 
should convey & assure the share of the brother 
so dying to the daughters of such brother. The 
three brothers all survived testator, but all died in 
the lifetime of the tenant for life:—Held: they 
had never become “ entitied as aforesaid,’ & 
their respective daughters were accordingly 
entitled to have their respective portions of the 
property conveyed & assigned to them.—Z/e 
WHITER, WINDSOR v. JONES (1911), 105 L. T. 749; 
56 Sol. Jo. 109. 


Cc’. Gift Over on Death before Receipt of Legacy. 


10115. Death of testator .]—Legacy out of a fund 
in the East Indies, given over in case of death of 
legatee before he might have received it, vested 
from death of testator.—-HUTCHEON v. MANNING- 
TON (1791), 1 Ves. 366; 4 Bro. C. C. 491, n.; 30 
E. R. 389, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Elwin v. Elwin (1803), 8 Ves. 547; 
Law v. Thompson, sti 4 Russ. 92; Martin v. Martin 
(1866), L. R. 2 Rah te 04; Minors v. "Battison (1876), 1 
App. Cas. irkpatrick v. eo Bedford v. 

kpatrick (1878), 4 App. Cas. 96 Collison, Collison 

v. Tn cage ie Ch. D. 834 ; cinicae. Crook (1879), 
de Re Chaston, Chaston v. Seago (1881), 18 
Reta. Sitwell v. Bernard (1801), 6 Ves. 520 ; 

oun o_ (1816), 1 Mer. 422; Stair v. 

ys Bi. N. 8. 662 ; Rammell v. Gillow (1845), 
. Ch. 35: ; Bubb v. Padwick eae 18 Ch. D. 617; 

Tee Wilkin, Spencer v. Duckworth (1881), 18 Ch. D. 634 ; 

Re Sampson, Sampson v. Sampson, [1896] 1 Ch. 630; 

Ite Goulder, Goulder v. Goulder Chi 2 Ch. 100. Mentd. 

Gaskell v. pete re (1805), i 489; Noel v. yee 

(1819), 7 Price, 2 2: Cookbura (1834), 3 _ & 

nn ae ; Te Campbell, Campbell v. Campbell, [1893) Mi Yon. 
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10116. — -.—MARTIN v. MARTIN, No. 100388, 


ante. 

"10117. Actual receipt.]|—-Testator, who died in 
1779, bequeathed a legacy to his father in Ireland ; 
but, in case of his father’s death before he received 
the same, he bequeathed the same sum over for 
the benefit of his, testator’s, brothers & sisters: 
the father lived till 1796 ; but, from difficulties in 
getting in testator’s estate, never received any part 
of the legacy :—Held: the gift to the father a4 
not take effect.—LAW v. THOMPSON (1827), 4 
Russ. 92; 6L. J. O. 8S. Ch. 56; 38 E. R. 739. 


DPaiaiations :—Consd. Johnson v. Crook (1879), 12 Ch. D. 
839. Reftd. Rammell v. eiley (1845), 1 . J. Ch. 35; 
Re Dodgson’s ‘Trust (1853), 1 Drew. hie Re Arrow- 
smnith’s Trust (1860), 29 L. J. Ch. 774; Re Sampson, 
Sampson v. Sampson, [1896] 1 Ch. 630. 


10118. -|—Bequest “to my nephew, A., 
£2,000, & in case of his death before the same shall 
be ‘actually paid or payable to him,” the trustees to 
stand possessed thereof for his children at twenty- 
one; & in case no child of A. should acquire a 
vested interest, then over. Testator appointed 
his widow & A. exors., & both proved; but A. 
died three months after testator, before any part 
of the legacy was paid or appropriated, leaving 
one child only, who died an infant :—Held: the 
representative of A. was not entitled, & the gift 
over took effect.—WHITMAN v. AITKEN (1866), 
Iu. RH. 2 Eq. 414; 14 1. T. 248; 12 Jur. N.S. 350. 
Annotation :— Refd. Johnson v. Crook (1879), 12 Ch. D. 63. 

10119. Gift over of part.|— Bequest of share 
of residue to K. & G., ‘‘ but in case K. shall die 
before he shall have actually received the whole of 
his share & without leaving Issue living at his 
decease, then & in such case, & whether the same 
shall have become due & payable or not, such part 
or parts as he shall not have actually received to 
be paidto G.”’  K., died unmarried, without having 
received any share of the residue :—Held: the 
gift over was not void for uncertainty, but took 
effect. JOHNSON v. CROOK (1879), 12 Ch. D. 639 ; 
48 1.J.Ch. 777; 41 1. 7. 400; 28 W. RR. 12. 


Annotations :— NF. Bubb v. Padwick (1880), 13 Ch. D. 517. 
Consd. te Wilkins, Spencer v. Duckworth (1881), 18 Ch. D. 
634. Apld. 7te Goulder, Goulder r. Goulder, [1905] 2 Ch. 
100. Refd. Rte Chaston, Chaston +. Seago (1881), 18 Ch. 
DD. 218; Jte Sampson, Sampson v. Sampson, [1896] 1 Ch. 
630 - 


10120. Attainment of specified age.|—Testator 
gave his residuary estate to his wife for life, & to 
be divided amongst & paid to his children on the 
whole of them attaining twenty-one & not before, 
but the payment to be postponed till the death of 
their mother; & he directed maintenance to be 
allowed them in the event of the wife’s death while 
the children were under twenty-one ; there was a 
gift over to the children of any child who should die 
before receiving his share, & testator provided that 
in case any of his children should die without 
issue, his share should go over to the survivors. A 
child attained twenty-one after the widow’s 
decease, but died without issue before receiving 
her share :—Held: her representatives, & not the 
surviving children were entitled to her share.— 
WHITING v. FORCE (1840), 2 Beav. 571; 9 L. J. 
Ch. 345; 48 Ib. R. 1303. 

Annotations ; -—Consd. Wilks v. Bannister ( 188 5), 30 Ch. D. 


512. Refd. Rammell v. Gillow (1845), 15 L. J. Ch. 35; 
Fe Luddy, Peard v. Morton (1883), 25 Ch. D. 3 4, 


10121. -|—Testator gave all his real & 
personal estate to trustees, upon trust, to sell & 
invest, & to set apart a sufficient sum to produce 
an annuity to his widow for her life, & that 
the trustees, during the life of his wife, should 
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stand possessed of the residue of the money 
arising from such sales, &, after the decease of 
his wife, of the whole of such moneys, Bee 
trust, to pay & divide the same unto & eq naoag 
between & amongst all & every his children. as 
when they should respectively attain the age of 
twenty-one years, & to their several & respective 
exors., administrators, & assigns; but in regard to 
such of his children as had already attained 
the age of twenty-one years, he directed that the 
share or shares of such children should be paid to 
them respectively at the expiration of twelve 
months after the decease of his wife; but in the 
event of the decease of any or either of his said 
children, before he, she, or they should have 
received or become possessed of their shares 
leaving issue, that the share of the child so dying 
should go to the children of such child on their 
attaining twenty-one; & on failure of issue 
of any of his, testator’s sons or daughters, then 
that the share of such his sons or daughters should 
go to such of his, testator’s, children as should 
be then living :—Held: the children of testator, 
who had attained twenty-one at the date of the 
will, took vested interests in their shares, liable 
to be divested in the event of their dying before 
the widow ; but they were entitled to receive the 
interest of ‘their shares in the meantime; & the 
children who had attained twenty-one since the 
date of the will were entitled to an immediate 
transfer of their shares, except as to the fund 
appropriated to the widow’s annuity.— RAMMELL 
v. GILLOW (1845), 15 L. J. Ch. 35; 9 Jur. 704. 

10122. Death of tenant for life.|—Testator gave 
personal estate, outstanding on securities, to his 
wife for life, remainder in a moiety to six of his 
children ; provided that, if any one died before 
receiving his or her share without leaving lawful 
issue, it should go over. One of the children died 
after the wife’s death, before the securities were 
realised & the produce divided :—Held ;: the pro- 
viso contemplated the time when the children 
should be entitled to receive their shares, not the 
time of actual payment; & the representatives 
of deceased child took a share.—Re DODGSON’S 
TRUST (1853), 1 Drew. 440; 61 E.R. 520. 


Annotations :—Consd, Wilks v. Bannister (1885), 30 Ch. D. 
512. Refd. Jee iat oe 8s Trust (1860), 8 W. R. 555; 
West vo. Miller (1868), L. R. 6 Hq. 59. 


101238. One year from death of testator.|— 
Testator bequeathed a fund to his nephews & 
nieces who should be living at his death, & directed 
that, in case of the death of any of them before 
recelving their respective shares, the share or 
shares of them her or him so dying should go to the 
survivors :—Held: the share of a niece was 
divested by her death within a year after testator’s 
death.—Re ARROWSMITH’S TrRUsT (1860), 2 De 
G.F. & J. 474; 30 L. J. Ch. 148; 3 L, T. 635; 7 
Jur. N.S. 9; 9 W. RR. 258; 45 1. R. 705, L. JJ. 


Annotations : _— Apld. hee Collison, Collison v. Barber (1879), 
12 Ch. D. 834. Consd. Johnson v. Crook (1879), 12 Ch. D. 
639 ; Bubb v. " Padwick (1880), 13 Ch. D. : 
Spencer v. Duckworth (1881), 18 Ch. D. 634. Apld. He 
Chaston, Chaston v. Seago (1881), 18 Ch. D. 218. 

Noe v. Bannister (1885), 30 Ch. D. 512. Refd. Minors 

Battison (1876), 1 App. Cas. 428; Le Teale, Teale v. 
. ‘eale (1885), i. L. T. 936; te Porter, Coulson v. Capper, 
{1892} 38 Ch. 481. 


10124. Gift over on death before “ final 
division ’’ of estate.|—-Testator gave the residue 
of his estate equally between four persons, & gave 
the shares over to the children of the legatees in 
case the legatees respectively should die before 
the ‘‘ final division ’”’ of his estate. Two of the 





10123 ii. ——~.}— HAMILTON v. HaRT 
B. a Sadr W. R. 164; 47 
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legatees died more than a year after the death of 
testator. The estate had not then been fully 
realised & distributed :—Held: the ‘ final divi- 
sion ’’ of the estate meant the period of a year from 
the death of testator, & the shares of deceased 
legatees had not gone over.—Re WILKINS, SPENCER 
v. DUCKWORTH (1881), 18 Ch. D. 684; 501. J. Ch. 
774; 461. T. 244; 29 W. R. 911. 


Annotations :—Consd. Wilks v. Bannister (1885), 30 Ch. D. 


612. Apld. Ive Goulder, Goulder v. Goulder, [1905] 2 Ch. 
ee i Re Sampson, Sampson v. Sampson, [1896] 


10125. ‘‘ Received *’ construed as ‘‘de jure 
receivable.’’]|—Testator left his property to trus- 
tees, & directed them ‘‘ from & after the decease 
of my said wife, or during her life, if she & the 
majority of my children & my trustees shall think 
it proper & expedient to do so, at the sole dis- 
cretion of my trustee or trustees, to sell & abso- 
lutely dispose of all my real & personal estates &, 
my trade or profession & the goodwill thereof, & 
to divide the proceeds thereof,’’ etc. The will also 
contained a provision that “ in case any of my said 
children shall survive my said wife & die before 
he or she shall have received his or her share of 
my said trust estate & without leaving lawful 
issue,’’ then that such share should go over :— 
Held: the word ‘‘received”’ in the divesting 
clause must be taken to mean ‘‘ became de jure 
receivable,” & the shares vested indefeasibly 
immediately on the death of the widow.—MINoORS 
v. BATTISON (1876), as reported in 1 App. Cas. 428 ; 
461.5.Ch.2; 351.71; 25 W. R. 27, H. L. 
Annotativns :—- Consd. Johnson rv. Crook aE 12 Ch. VD. 

639. Refd. Kirkpatrick v. Bedford, Bedford r. Kirk- 

atrick (1878), 4 App. Cas. 96; Je Collison, Collison tv. 

arber (1879), 12 Ch. D. $34; Bubb e«. Padwick (18380), 

13 Ch. DPD. 517; Roberts +r. Youle (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 

744; Jt Chaston, Chaston v. Seago (1881), 18 Ch. D. 218; 

Money v. Money (1881), 44 L. T. 639 ; Re Wilkins, Spencer 

wv. Duckworth (18381), 18 Ch. D. 634; Re Teale, Teale rv. 

Toale (1885), 53 L. T. 936; de Sampson, Sampson v. 

Sampson, {1896} 1 Ch. 63035 Z#te Goulder, Goulder vt. 

Goulder, [1905] 2 Ch. 160. Mentd. Ite Hotchkys, Ireke 

vw. Calinady (1886), 34 W. It. 569, 

10126. Death of cestui que vie.j|—Testator gave 
his residue to his ‘‘ first & second cousins ’’ who 
should be living at the death of the survivor of his 
wife & sister, ‘‘ including his reputed cousin A. 
& his children or reputed children.” By a codicil 
to his will he gave £100 to each of his cousins J. & 
G., in addition to any sum to which they might be 
entitled under his will. The codicil also contained 
a gift over ‘if any of his first: or second cousins 
should die before the payment of any sum or shares 
thereby or by the will directed to be paid to him.” 
Testator had no second cousins at the date of his 
will or of his death some four years after. A. was 
illegitimate, but if legitimate he should have been 
a first cousin of testator, & his children first cousins 
of testator once removed :—Held : the gift over in 
the codicil was a gift to the children of any cousin 
of the sum or share to which he would have been 
entitled if he had survived the time of payment, & 
it therefore took effect only in the event of the death 
of a member of the class before the death of the 
survivor of testator’s wife & sister.—WILKS v. 
BANNISTER (1885), 30 Ch. D. 512; 54 L. J. Ch. 
1139; 53 L.7T. 247; 33 W. R. 922; 1T. L. R. 680. 


Annotations :—Relid. Ite Teale, Teale v. Teale (1885), 53 
Tn eo ite Sampson, Sampson v. Sampson, [1896] 


10125 i. ‘‘ Received" construcd as ‘‘ de 
jure receivable.’’}—In a will, a gift over 
in the event of a beneficiary dying 
“before receiving payment,” usuall 
means before the money is either 
facto received or de jure reccivable.— 


4 1 2.—AUS. 


HAYES v. WILBON (1887), 13 V. I. R. 


PART XVI. per ee SUB-SECT. 2. 


e. Accumulation of interest exclu- 


WILLS. 


10127, ——-.]—Re Potts, HooLey v. Fountain, 
[1884] W. N. 106. 


H, Gift Over on Death before Legacy Payable. 

10128. Attainment of specified age—JIn lifetime of 
tenant for life.|.—Sums of money appointed by 
deed & will to A. for life, & then for her daughters 
& younger sons, payable in such shares, etc., as she 
should appoint, etc., & in default, in trust for all 
her daughters, & younger sons in equal shares, to 
be paid at their respective ages of twenty-one 
years; & in case any of them die, before his or 
her ee became payable, to the survivors :— 
Held: the portion, vested in the children at twenty- 
one, during the lifetime of A.— SALISBURY (HARL) v. 
oa (1759), 1 Eden, 465; Amb. 388; 28 E.R. 
765. 
Annotation :—Apld. Bouverie v. Bouverie (1847), 2 Ph. 349. 

10129. .|—Trust by will, subject to an 
interest for life, to pay & transfer to testator’s 
nephew & nieces, equally at twenty-one; with sur- 
vivorship in case any should die, before his or their 
shares should become payable; & a limitation over, 
in case allshould die, etc. Vested interest at the age 
of twenty-one, before the death of the tenant for 
life. —HALLIFAX v. WILSON (1809), 16 Ves. 168; 
33 EB. R. 947; affd. (1812), 16 Ves. at p. 173, L. C. 


Annotations :—Apld. Jte Yates’s Trust (1851), 21 L. J. Ch. 
281; Strother v. Dutton (1857), 1 De G. & J. 675. Consd. 
West v. Miller (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 59. Apld. Clarke rv. 
Henry (1870), L. R. 11 Eq. 222; Bubb tv. Padwick (1880), 
13 Ch. D. 517; Partridge v. Baylis reer: 17 Ch. D. 835. 

. Tribe v. Newland (1852), 16 Jur. 286; Boulton ce. 

Beard (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 608. 











10130. .|—THIAYWARD v. JAMES, No. 10108, 
ante. 
10131. |j~-Testator devised his residuary 





real & personal estate to trustees, upon trust to 
pay the income to his son during his life, & after 
his decease to sell the same, & to pay & divide the 
proceeds among testator’s eleven grandchildren, 
nominatim, as & when they should respectively 
attain twenty-one; & if any of such grandchildren 
should die before such share should become pay- 
able, without leaving any child him or her sur- 
viving, then the share of any grandchild so dying 
was to go to the survivors; but in case any of 
such grandchildren should die before his or her 
share should become payable, leaving any child or 
children him or hersurviving, then the share of him 
or her so dying was to go to his or her children :— 
Held: the word ‘“ payable ”’ in the gift over must, 
be construed ‘‘ vested,’’ &, therefore, the share of a 
grandchild who attained twenty-one, & died in 
the lifetime of the tenant. for life, did not pass 
under the gift over, but was payable to his legal 
ersonal representative.—-HAYDON v. ROsE (1870), 
a R. 10 Eq. 224; 391. J. Ch. 688; 23 L. T. 334 ; 
18 W. R. 1146. 
Annotation :— Distd. Chell v. Chel] (1875), 23 W. R. 252. 
10132. ——_.]—Testator gave his personal pro- 
perty to trustees upon trust to pay an annuity to 
his daughter for life, & after her death to stand 
possessed of part of the fund set apart to secure 
the annuity upon trust to pay & divide the same 
equally between all the children of his daughter 
as & when they respectively attained their respec- 
tive ages of twenty-one, &, in case any of the 
children of his daughter should die before his or 
her share should become payable as aforesaid 
without leaving a lawful child or children, then he 
directed that the share of any child so dying 


sively for b t of le over 
in event of during of accumu 
lation.)—-Re KENNY, READ vw. IBAACR, 
1921) N. Z. L. R. 637; Gag. L. R. 


1 8.—N.Z. 


Part XVI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


should be paid to the survivors or survivor of 
them equally, & there was a gift over in case all 
the children should die under the age of twenty- 
one without leaving lawful issue:—Held: the 
words ‘‘ payable as aforesaid ’’ must refer to the 
period of attainment of twenty-one by the 
children of the daughter, & the representatives 
of such children who attained twenty-one, but 
died before the tenant for life, were entitled to 
share in the trust fund.—PARTRIDGE v. BAYLIS 

(1881), 17 Ch. D. 835; 441. T. 737, 20 W. R. 820. 
10133. Death of testator.|— Devise of real estate, 

to be sold after the death of tenant for life, & 

bequest of specific sums out of the produce to 
several grandchildren & a child, & of the residue 
to other children, to be respectively paid at 
twenty-one or marringe. ‘‘ But if any of my 
children or grandchildren sha)l happen to die 
before the time of such legacy becoming due & 
payable, then I give & bequeath the share or 
part of such child or children, or grandchildren so 
dying, unto & among those that shall be then 
living, share & share alike.’’ Two of the children 
died before testator ; their shares are to be divided 
among the other children & grandchildren equally. 

Another child & a grandchild having survived the 

testator & attained twenty-one, died before the 

tenant for life. Their shares transmissible to 

their representatives.—WALKER v. MAIN (1819), 1 

Jac. & W.1; 37 E.R. 275. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Humphiey v. Howes (1830), 1 Russ. 
& M. 639; Willetts v. Willetts (1848), 7 Hare, 38. Consd. 
Varley v. Winn (1856), 2 K. & J. 700. Apprvd. Hannam 
v. Sims (1858), 2 De G. & J. 151.  Apld. We Green’s Estate 
(1860), 1 Drow. & Sm. 68; Mendham v. Williaws (1866), 
ae bar Iiq. 396; dee Gaitskell’s Trust (1873), Le bt. 15 
10134. ——-.]—Testator directed his exors. to 

purchase, out of his residuary estate, a certain 

sum of stock, & to pay the dividends to his wife 
for her life, & after her death to divide the capital 
between such of his three daughters as should be 
then living: provided that, if any one of them 
should be then dead, or should afterwards die 
before her share should become payable or 
divisible, leaving a child or children, that share 
should go to such child or children. Testator’s 
wife died in his lifetime. -One of the daughters 
died three months after testator :—Held: never- 
theless, she had a vested interest in one of the 
shares,—CoLLINS v. MACPHERSON (1827), 2 Sim. 
$87; 567 I. R. 723. 
polation = Retds Whitman v. Aitken (1866), 12 Jur. 


10135. .J|—I think that the words ‘due or 
payable,” which are words susceptible to a variety 
of interprevations according to the context of the 
instrument in which they are found, ought in this 
will to be construed as having reference to the 
death of testator (SHADWELL, V.-C.).—CorT v. 
WINDER (1844), 1 Coll. 320; 3 L. T. O. 8. 280; 
63 B. R. 438. 


Annotations :—Consd. Whitman v. Aitken (1866), 12 Jur. 
N.S. 350. Refd. He Potter’s Trust (1869), L. lt. 8 Hq. 52. 


10186. Death of tenant for life.)—Real & 
Wala estate were given upon trust, during the 
ife of A., out of the income, to pay A. £200 a year, 
& one-third of the residue to B.; & on the death 
of A., to sell & pay one-third to B.; then a gift 
over, on the death of B., before his share should 
‘‘ become due & payable.’”’ 8B. died in the life of 
A. :—Held: the gift over took effect.—CRESWICK 
v. GASKELL (1858), 16 Beav. 577; 51 E. R. 903. 
10137. Appropriation of legacy by executor.] — 
WHITMAN v. AITKEN, No. 10118, ante. 
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I. Other Cases. 

10138. Gift over on death before being of an age 
to dispose of gift.) —-BELLASIS v. UTHWATT (1737), 
1 Atk. 426; West temp. Hard. 273; 26 E. R. 271 ; 
sub nom. BILLINGSLEY v. ECKERSHALL & A.-G., 2 
Eq. Cas. Abr. 570, L. C. 

Annotations :---Distd. Lethieullicr v. Tracy (1754), 3 Atk. 

Le Refd. Chichester vy. Coventry (1867), L. R. 2 H. Lb. 


10189. Gift over on death before sale of estate.}— 
FAULKNER v. TIOLLINGSWORTH (1784), cited in 
8 Ves. at p. 558; 832 EB. R. 472, L. C. 


Annotations :—Folld. Elwin v. Elwin (1803), 8 Ves. 547. 
Consd. Ite Chaston, Chaston v. Seago (1881), 18 Ch. D. 


10140. ——~—.]—Devise to testator’s wife for life ; 
& as soon after her decease or refusal to release 
dower as conveniently might be, upon trust to 
sell & divide the produce between five nephews at 
such time as the sale should be completed, if then 
living; if any should die in her life, or before the 
sale should be completed, his share to his children ; 
if none, to the survivors. The interests not 
vested till the sale. ; 

The ct. is desired to presume against the in- 
tention declared. That a case might arise of 
difficulty to execute the whole purpose, is no 
reason for not executing it where no such difficulty 
occurs (GRANT, M.R.).—ELWIN v. ELWIN (1803), 8 
Ves. 547; 32 BK. R. 467. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Re Dodgson’s Trust (1853), 1 Drew. 
440.  Consd. Minors v. Battison (1876), 1 App. Cas. 428. 
Expld. Johnson v. Crook (1879), 12 Ch. D. 639. Refd. 
Wood v, Penoyre (1807), 13 Ves. 325 ; Ze Chaston, Chaston 
v. Seago (1881), 18 Ch, D. 218. 

10141. Gift over on death during infancy of 
children.] — GoopDHAUGH v. BurRkows § (182¢), 
Donnelly, 93; 47 I. R. 249. 

10142. Gift over to ‘‘unmarried’’ daughters— 
Unmarried at date of will.|—-Testator gave £5,000 
to be invested in the names of trustees for the 
benefit of a tenant for life, &, at his death, the 
principal to his son & unmarried daughters as he 
night by will direct, &, failing such direction, to 
them equally :—Held: ‘‘ unmarried daughters ” 
meant those who were unmarried at the date of 
the codicil.—HALL v. ROBERTSON (1853), 4 De 
G.M. & G. 781; 2 Eq. Rep. 15; 23 L. J. Ch. 241 ; 
18 Jur. 635; 43 BE. R. 713, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Expld. Re Harris’s Trusts (1854), 2 Eq. a 
as Refd. /ée Gratton’s Trusts (1857), 29 L. T. O. 8. 
10143. Gift over on death of last but one of several 

annuitants.] —- Testator having given certain 

annuities, gave his real & personal estate to 
trustees, on trust to pay them; & from & after 
the decease of the last survivor but one of the 
several annuitants, his children & grandchildren, 
upon trust to sell the same, & to render the residue 
of his estate into money, & to divide the same 
among the survivor whose annuity shall then 
cease, & all & every his grandchildren who should 
be living, if any should be born after the date of 
his will, & the children of such of his grand- 
children, either the annuitants or born after the 
date of his will, as tenants in common, except only 
that the child of any grandchild who should 
survive its parent should take its parent’s share. 

The children being all dead, & two annuitants 

living :—Held: a great grandson of testator took 

a vested interest.—BELLAMY v. HILL (1854), 2 


Sm. & G. 328; 65 EB. R. 422. 
Annoialion :-~—Refd. Lanphier v. Buck (1865), 34 L. J. Oh. 
50. 


10144. Gift over on death in lifetime of testator 
—Donee dead at date of will.|—Legacies were 


PART XVI. SECT. 25, SUB-SECT. 2.—1. 
f, Gift over on making default in paying all demands.}—Dox d. JARvIS v. GUMMING, 4 U. C. R. 390.—CAN. 
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Sect. 25.—Gifts over after prior limitation: Sub- 
sect. 2, I.; sub-sect. 3, A.] 


devised to testator’s cousins, with a proviso, that 
the issue of any who “shall die’”’ in testator’s 
lifetime, should take their parents’ shares :—Held : 
on the whole will the issue of cousins, who were 
dead at the date of the will, took under the 
pee ee v. PHILLIPS (1864), 5 New 

ep. 102; 11 L. T. 472; 10 Jur. N.S. 1173; 18 
W. R. 170. 

10145. Gift over on death during minority of 
named person.}|—Testator directed his trustees to 
receive the rents of all his real estate for main- 
tenance of all his children, during the minority of 
H., his youngest child, & on her attaining twenty- 
one, he gave to five of his sons, whom he named in 
descending order of birth, estates tail in five 
several portions of his rea] estate respectively, & 
he provided that in case any of these five sons 
died ‘‘ during the minority of H. as aforesaid, or 
in the event of any of them dying without having 
such lawful issue as aforesaid, & either before or 
after their or his share should be divisible,’’ then 
the share of deceased son should accrue to testator’s 
*‘ next surviving son according to seniority of age 
& priority of birth ’’ :—Held: on the death of one 
of the five sons during the minority of H., though 
leaving issue inheritable, the gift over took effect. 
—Eastwoop v. Lockwoop (1867), L. R. 3 Eq. 
487; 36 L. J. Ch. 573; 15 W. R. 611. 


Annotation :—Retd. J?e Martin, Smith rv. Martin (1885), 54 
L. J. Ch. 1071. 


10146. Gift over on death before division of 
estate.|—Testator gave his real estate & the 
residue of his personal estate to trustees, upon 
trust with all convenient spced after his death to 
sell & convert the same, & to hold the proceeds on 
trust to pay his dehts & funeral & testamentary 
expenses, &, subject thereto & to the payment 
of an annuity, to divide the residue of the trust 
moneys into six equal parts, among two nephews 
& four nieces of testator named in the will. He 
directed that the shares of the nephews should 
be paid to them as soon after his death as possible. 
He directed that the trustees should invest the 
shares of the nieces & pay the income thereof to 
them for their separate use. He directed that, in 
case any of his nephews should die before him, or 
before the division of his estate as before directed, 
his share should go over; & there was a similar 
direction with regard to the share of any of the 
nieces who should die before him, or before the 
division of his estate as before directed :—Held : 
the ‘‘ division ’’ of testator’s estate meant the 
expiration of twelve months from his death, & 
the share of one of the nieces, who survived him 
but died within that period, went over.—Ale 
COLLISON, COLLISON v. BARBER (1879), 12 Ch. D. 
834; 48 L. J. Ch. 720; 41 L. T. 175; 28 W. R. 
391. 

Annotations :-—Reld. Re Blight, Blight v. Hartnoll (1881), 
45 L. T. 524; Re Chaston, Chaston v. Seago (1881), 18 
Ch. D. 218; Money v. Money (1881), 29 W. R. 660; Re 
Wilkins, Epeneer v. Duckworth (1881), 45 L. T. 244; Be 
Sampson, Sampson v. Sampson, (1896] 1 Ch. 630. 
10147. Gift over on death during continuance of 

trusts.|——Testator, who died in 1876, by his will 

gave a freehold house to trustees upon trust, as 
soon as conveniently might be after his death, to 
let the same upon certain terms; & until the 
granting of a lease, the trustees were to permit 
the business at the house to be carried on by 
testator’s son R., & his daughter M. for the benefit 
of his estate. Subject thereto testator gave the 
house & all his residuary real & personal estate to 
his trustees upon trust to sell & convert “ as soon 
as conveniently might be after his death,’ & to 


WILLS. 


hold the proceeds in trust for all his children 
equally ; provided that if any child of his should 
die in his lifetime ‘‘ or during the continuance of 
the trusts hereinbefore declared ’’ leaving issue, 
such issue should take by substitution the parent's 
share; & if any son of his should die in his life- 
time ‘‘or during the continuance of the trusts 
hereinbefore declared,’’ leaving a widow & no 
issue, such widow should take the share of her 
deceased husband, for her life, & after her death 
the share should form part of testator’s residuary 
estate. The trustees had full powers as to mode, 
time, & place of sale of any of the property 
directed to be sold. In 1878 the trustees let the 
freehold house. In 1881 one of the sons died 
intestate, & without issue, leaving a widow. The 
question was whether, on the death of the son, his 
interest in the residuary property was divested :— 
Held: the absolute interests given to testator’s 
children became indefeasible at the latest when 
the lease of the house was completed, & the 
business was no longer carried on for the benefit 
of the estate; & the share of deceased son would 
devolve, subject to his funeral & testamentary 
expenses, & debts, as to one moiety to his widow, 
& as to the other to his next of kin.—e TEALE, 
TEALE v. TEALE (1885), 53 L. T. 936; 34 W. K. 
248. 


-PARTICULAR CONDITION Not 
SATISFIED. 


A. In General. 


10148. Whether gift over takes effect——Circum- 
stance not taking place literally.|—(1) Bequest to 
two daughters ; if one should die without issue, to 
the survivor & her issue; the married daughter 
died, leaving issue: then the unmarried daughter 
died. It shall go to the issue of the married 
daughter. . 

(2) Where testator manifests a clear intention 
to give a benefit to certain objects in an event 
which happens, the legatees shall not be deprived 
of it, although a circumstance inadvertently 
coupled with it in the language used, does not 
literally take place.—HARMAN v. DICKENSON 
(1781), 1 Bro. C. C. 91; 28 E. R. 1004. 

Annotations :—<As to (1) Apld. Er p. Rogers (1816), 2 Madd. 
419; Hodge v. Foot (1865), 34 Beav. 349. Generally, 
Refd. Dowling v. Dowling (1865), L. It. 1 Eq. 442; 
Harrison v. Harrison, [1901) 2 Ch. 136. 

10149. Condition essential to determination 
of prior interests.|—Testator by his will be- 
queathed personal estate to J. upon trust for his, 
testator’s, wife absolutely, & in case his wife should 
die in his lifetime he directed that all his estate 
should be held by his said trustee upon certain 
trusts, which failed, & subject to those trusts he 
bequeathed all his property to J. absolutely :— 
Held: the gift to J. was dependent on the event 
of testator surviving his wife, & J. did not become 
entitled from the mere fact of the gift to the wife 
failing to have practical operation.— UNDERWOOD 
v. WING (1855), 4 De G. M. & G. 633; 3 Eq. Rep. 
794; 24 L. J. Ch. 203; 24 L. T. O. S. 304; 1 
Jur. N.S. 169; 3 W. RR. 228; 43 BE. R. 656, L. C. 
& L. JJ.; on appeal, sub nom. WING v. ANGRAVE 
(1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 1838, H. L. 


Annotations :—Consd. Tennant v. Heathfield (1855), 21 
Beav. 255. Apld. Barnett v. Tugwell (1862), 31 Beav. 
232. Refd. Evans v. Stratford (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 142; 

Re Tredwell, ere, v. Tredwell, (1891) 2 Ch. 640. Mentd. 

Hall v. Warren (1861), 9 H. L. Cas. 420; Re Green's 

Settlints. (1865), L. R. 1 ed; 288; Re Phene’s Trusts 

(1870), 5 Ch. App. 139; In the Goods of Nichols ty 

41 L. J. P. & M. 88; In the Goods of Alaton (1892), 66 

vee 591; saccharin Corpn. v. Quincey, [1900] 2 Ch, 


SUB-SECT. 3.- 


Part XVI.—ConsrructTion. 


10150. -.|—Where there is in a will a 
limitation over, which, though expressed in the 
form of a contingent limitation, is in fact merely 
dependent upon a condition essential to the 
determination of the interests previously limited, 
the ct. is at liberty to hold that, notwithstanding 
the words in form import contingency, they mean 
no more, in fact, than that the person to take 
under the limitation over is to take subject to the 
interests so provicuey limited. But in order that 
this rule of construction may be applied, the 
condition, upon which the limitation over is made 
dependent, must involve no incident but what is 
essential to the determination of the interests 
previously limited. 

Testator by his will directed that, when the 
youngest of his two daughters had attained 
twenty-one, his real & personal estate & effects 
should be divided into three equal parts, one part 
to be for his wife, & one of the remaining two for 
each daughter: at his wife’s decease her share 
to be equally divided between his two daughters ; 
& provided either of his two daughters should die 
before a division of the property should have been 
made, & having no issuc, then the part of the 
deceased to be given to her surviving sister. By 
a codicil, should both his children die in their 
minority & leave no issue, then in such case, & 
in such case only, he gave the whole of his property 
to his wife for life, with remainder over. The 
elder daughter attained twenty-one, but both 
died before the younger attained that age 
& without having been married: — Held: 
whether the interests under the will were vested 
or not, & whether a reasonable motive could or 
could not be assigned for the condition upon 
which testator had made the limitation over in 
the codicil to depend, the death of both his 
daughters in their minority, that condition must 
be construed strictly; & the event not having 
happened, the limitation over held not to take 
effect. Semble, the interests under the will were 
vested interests. 

The gift over, in the event of either of testator’s 
daughters dying leaving children, to the children 
of that daughter, is only a gift of the original 
share of the daughter so dying, nothing being said 
as to any share that might come to her by accretion 
(PAGE Woop, V.-C.).—MADDISON v. CHAPMAN 
(1858), 4 K. & J. 709; 70 B. RK. 294; affd. (1859), 
3 De G. & J. 536, L.C. & L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Apld. Chellew v. Martin (1873), 28 L. T. 662. 
Consd. Leadbeater v. Cross (1876), 35 L. T. 803. Apld. 
fte Martin, Sinith v. Martin (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 1071 ; 
fte Sanforth’s Will, [1901) W. N. 1523; Jte Shuckburgh’'s 


Settlmt., Robertson v. Shuckburgh, [1901] 2 Ch. 794. 
Refd. Kdgeworth v. Edgeworth (1869), L. R. 4 H. L. 35. 





10151. — -.|—EDGEWORTH v. EDGEWORTH, 
No. 10036, ante. 
101562. —- -—.|]—Testator, being possessed of 





a leasehold interest in some business for ninety- 
nine years, by his will gave to his widow, P., £17 
per annum & a house; to his daughter H., three 
other houses at the decease of P.; to his daughter 
M., another house after the decease of P.; he 
made his son (deft.) his residuary legatee & devisee. 
He further declared that deft. was also to keep 
B.’s & M.’s houses in repair & likewise to pay the 
high rent on the whole during the lease while they 
kept the lease in their possession, that they had 
also a power to sell their property, if they chose, 
for their life, & that should either of the daughters 
decease, her share was to go to the survivor. M. 
died first, then H., & then P. Pltf., who was the 
husband of E., sued in cjectment to recover the 
houses bequeathed to M. & H.:—Held: the 
interests devised to E. & M. were not contingent 
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on their surviving P., the widow, & the bequests 
to them were to be construed merely as being 


subject to the interest previously created for the 
life of P.—CHELLEW v. MARTIN (1873), 28 L. T. 


662; 21 W. R. 671. 
.|—Testator devised his real 








101538. 
estate to his grandsons for life, with remainders to 
their sons in tail successively, & upon the death of 
the grandsons without issue he devised the estate 
to his three granddaughters in tail with benefit 
of surviviorshp, & in case the granddaughters 
should die without issue, leaving their father & 
mother, or either of them, surviving, then he 
devised the estate to the father & mother, & the 
survivor of them, for life, & after their death to 
T., J., & G., in fee. The grandsons survived 
testator, but died without issue. One of them 
also survived the granddaughters, & one of the 
granddaughters survived both her father & 
mother :—Held: the devise of the estate for life 
to the father & mother of the granddaughters was 
not a contingent remainder, & the ulterior limita- 
tions took effect, notwithstanding the death of 
ere cour & mother, in the lifetime of the tenants 
in tail. 

One of the rules of construction laid down in 
Powell on Devises is, ‘‘ Where an estate in remainder 
is limited in view of contingency on the happening 
of certain events, or the events described as pre- 
cisely those on which (the preceding estates having 
determined) it will fall into possession, it is con- 
strued to be not a contingent gift conditioned to 
take effect on these events, but a devise imme- 
diately vested, the possession of which is neces- 
sarily dependent on the events in question.” 
This rule could not have been more accurately 
framed to meet this case (LUSH, J.).—LEADBEATER 
v. Cross (1876), 2 Q. B.D. 18; 46L. J. Q. B. 31; 
35 L. T. 803; 25 W. R. 96. 

Annotation :—Consd. We Martin, Smith v. Martin (1885), 54 

L. J. Ch. 1071. 


10154. .]—Testatrix in this case by her 
will gave certain real estate to trustees upon trust 
to pay to or otherwise permit E. to receive the 
rents & profits thereof for her life, & after her 
decease, upon trust to pay to or otherwise permit 
A. to receive the rents & profits thereof for her 
life, if she should be living at the time of the 
decease of E.., but if she should be then dead, upon 
trust for two nieces of testatrix’s late husband, 
whom she named, absolutely as tenants in common ; 
& testatrix gave all the residue of her estate to A. 
absolutely. E. survived testatrix, & A. survived 
K., & consequently her life interest took effect. 
She was now dead, the two nieces being living, & 
the question was raised whether the estate went 
to the two nieces, or whether, inasmuch as A. did 
not die in the lifetime of E., the gift to them failed, 
& the estate went to A.’s representatives, being 
given to her absolutely by the joint operation of 
the gift of the life interest & of the residue :— 
Held: the property went to the two nieces, the 
gift to them not being a contingent remainder, 
but an imperfect expression of testatrix’s intention 
that, subject to the two life interests, the nieces 
were to take absolutely.—Re MARTIN, SMITH v. 
MARTIN (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 1071; 53 L. T. 34. 

10155. As executory devise or contingent 
remainder.|—Though a gift over may as to one 
alternative operate as an executory devise it will 
not necessarily do so as to another; & if the second 
is that which in fact occurs, the gift may be 
treated as a good contingent remainder. The 
invalidity of one alternative will not necessarily 
defeat the other. 

Devise to HE. for life, ‘‘ & from & after her decease 
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Sect. 25.—Gifta over after prior limitation: 
sect. 3, A., B. & C.] 


to such child or children as she may have, if a son 
or sons who shall live to attain the age of twenty- 
three, &, if a daughter or daughters, who shall live 
to attain the age of twenty-one, as tenants in 
common, etc.’’; & in case of the death of any son 
under twenty-three, or daughter under twenty- 
one, the share to go to the survivors attaining those 
ages; & in case E. has only one son to attain 
twenty-three, or a daughter to attain twenty-one, 

to such son or daugher; ‘‘ & also, in case E.’s 

children shall die under’ the ages mentioned, 

“or if she has none,’”’ then to J. & S. for life, & 

afterwards to their sons & daughters on attaining 

the above ages respectively. ‘There were similar 

devises to J. & S., but in the devises to J. & S. 

nothing was said as to total absence of issue; in 

that to A. the words used were ‘‘ & further, in 

vase A. shall die without issue.’’ HE. first & A. 

afterwards died without ever having had a child :— 

Held: (1) onthe death of A. the gift over in favour 

of a daughter of J., who had attained twenty-one, 

took effect as a contingent remainder, because no 
prior estate was divested or displaced, & when the 
particular estate, the life estate of A., determined 
the contingency on which the remainder was to 
take effect, had occurred ; (2) though the gift over, 
on the death of E.’s sons under twenty-three, was 
void for remoteness, the gift over on her death 
without having had issue, was not thereby affected. 

(3) A. died without ever having had issue :— 

Held: though in the devise to her the not having 

issue was not expressed, it was necessarily implied 

in the provision as to her dying without children 
who should attain twenty-three or twenty-one, 

& therefore on her death without ever having had 

issue, the gift over took effect.—EVERS v. CHALLIS 

(1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 531; 11 E.R. 2123; sub nom. 

DoE d. EVERS v. CHALLIS, 29 L. J. Q. B. 121; 

33 L. T. O. S. 373; 5 Jur. N. S. 825; 7W. R. 

622, H. L.; reveg. S. C. sub nom. CHALLIS v. DOE. 

EVERS (1852), 18 Q. B. 231, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Ae to (1) Apld. Watson v. Young (1885), 28 
Ch. D..436; ste Harvoy, Peek v. Savory (1888), 39 Ch. D. 
289. Refd. White v. Summers, (1908) 2 Ch. 256. 4a to 
($) Refd. Brookman v. Smith (1871), L. K. 6 Exch. 291. 
Generally, Consd. Re Bence, Smith v. Bence, [1891] 3 Ch. 

242; Hancock v. Watson, [1902] A. C. 14. Refd. 
Hodgson v. Halford (1879), 11 Ch. D. 959; Re Roberts, 
Repington v. Roberts-Gawen (1881), 19 Ch. D. 520. 
Mentd. Jte Farncombe’s Trusts (1878), 9 Ch. D. 652. 
10156. Invalidity of one alternative—Whether de- 

feating other alternative.|,—Eivrers v. CHALLIS, No. 

10155, ante. 


B. Death. 


10157. Whether gift over takes effect-—Donee 
never entitled.|—Legacy in trust to pay the interest 
to the separate use of A. for life; &, after her 
decease, as to the capital for her children: if no 
child, to pay the interest to her husband during 
his life ; & from & after hia decease, in case he shall 
become entitled to such interest, then to pay the 
principal to other persons. Though the husband, 
having died during his wife’s life, never became 
entitled to the interest, the limitation over was 
established ; as distinguished from the case of 
express condition.— PEARSALL v. SIMPSON (1808), 
15 Ves. 29; 33 EL. R. 666. 

Annotations :—Consd. Abbott v. Middleton, Ricketts v. 
Carpenter (1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 68. - Key v. Key 
(1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 73; Maddison v. Chapman (1858), 
4K. & J. 709, 

10158. On remarriage of donee—Gift during 
widowhood.})—-Bequest to A. during widowhood, 
& immediately after her death or second marriage, 
whichever event should first happen, to trustees 


WILLS. 


{| to sell & divide between several persons named, 


or such of them as should be living at the death of 
A. A. married again:—Held: the property 
thereupon became immediately distributable.— 
BAINBRIDGE v. CREAM (1852), 16 Beav. 25; 19 
L. T. O. 8S. 151; 51 BH. R. 685. 


Annotations :—Apld. Stanford v. Stanford (1686) 34 Ch. D. 
3623. Folld. Re Tucker, Bowchier v. Gordon (1887), 56 L. J. 
Ch. 449. Apld. Re Dear, Helby v. Dear (1889), 58 L. J. Ch. 
659. Consd. te Warner, Watts v. Silvey, [1918] 1 Ch. 

Refd. ?e Tredwell, Jeffray v. Tredwell, [1891) 2 Ch. 
640 


10159. ———.]—Testator gave his 
residuary estate upon trust, in case he left no child 
him surviving, for his wife for life, if she should 
so long continue his widow, but if she should 
marry again, upon trust to pay one-half of the 
dividends, & after her death upon trust to pay the 
whole thereof to testator’s brother & sister during 
their joint lives, equally to be divided, & after the 
decease of either of them the said brother & sister 
to pay the same wholly to the survivor for life, & 
after the decease of ‘‘ every of them’”’ his wife, 
brother & sister, testator declared that the trust 
fund & the dividends thereof were to be held in 
trust for the children of the brother :—Held: 
a moiety of the income accruing due after the 
second marriage of the widow & between the death 
of the survivor of the brother & sister & that of the 
widow, who survived them, neither belonged to the 
widow nor was undisposed of, but belonged to the 
brother’s only child.—BROWN v. JARVIS (1860), 
2DeG.F. & J. 168; 29 L. J. Ch. 505; 2 LL. T. 
708; 6 Jur. N.S. 789; 8 W. R. 644; 45 H.R. 
586, L. C. aed 

10160. —-- ——— .|—A devise or bequest 
over, though in terms made upon the death of the 
donee of the prior interest, is to be extended by 
implication so as to take effect upon the determina- 
tion of that interest by marriage. 

Testator by his will, dated in Feb. 1881, devised 
& bequeathed to his wife, A., the income arising 
from the whole of his estate during her life, pro- 
vided she remained a widow; & from & after her 
decease, or when she married again, testator devised 
& bequeathed the whole of his estate & effects, 
real & personal, to his daughter K. provided she 
had attained the age of twenty-one, & if she had 
not attained such age at the time of the decease 
of his wife A., or when she should marry again 
testator directed that the income from his estate 
should be applied towards the maintenance of K. 
until she attained the age of twenty-one, & in the 
event of K. dying during the lifetime of his wife A., 
then at the decease of A., testator devised & 
bequeathed the whole of his above-mentioned 
estate in favour of his brothers & sisters as therein 
mentioned. Testator died in Mar. 1881, & his 
daughter K. died in June, 1881, under the age 
of twenty-one. Testator’s widow, A., married 
again in Dec. 1882 :—Held: the gift over took 
effect on the second marriage of A. because the 
intention of testator was that the gift over should 
take effect upon the determination of the prior 
interest on either the death or the second marria 
of A.—STANFORD v. STANFORD (1888), 34 Ch. D. 
362; 35 W. R. 191; nom. Re STANFORD, 
STANFORD v. STANFORD, 56 lL. J. Ch. 273; 55 
L. T. 765. 
Annotations -—Apld. Re Dear, Helby v. Dear (1889), 58 
._ J. Ch. 659. Oonsd. Zte Tredwell, Jeffray v. Tredwell, 

{1891) 2 Ch. 640. Refd. Re Tucker, Bowchier v. Gordon 

(1887), 56 L. J. Ch. 449; Re Warner, Watts v. Silvey, 

[1918) 1 Ch. 368. 

10161, ——— .]}—Testator gave his pro- 
erty to his widow for the benefit of his children so 
ong as his wife remained unmarried, &, in the 
event of her marrying, gave her a life interest 

















Part XVI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


in £2,000, which he directed to be invested, &, 
in the event of her death, to be divided equally 
between his children. He then authorised certain 
advancements on loan to be made to his children, 
& continued: ‘‘ At my wife’s death the estate 
then remaining is to be divided into four parts, & 
the proceeds divided equally amongst the children 
then surviving. ” The widow married again :— 
Held: the residue vested in the children living at 
the widow’s remarriage.—Re Drar, HELBY v. 
DEAR (1889), 58 L. J. Ch. 659; G1 L. T. 432; 38 
W. R. 31. 

Annotation :—Consd. Ite Tredwell, 

{1891) 2 Ch. 640. 

10162. ——-—.]—Testator directed his 
trustees to pay the income of a trust fund to his 
wife during her life, or, until she should marry 
again; & from & after her marrying again he 
directed his trustees to pay her an annuity of 
£2,000 during her life; & from & after the death 
of his wife he directed them to levy & pay certain 
legacies thereinafter bequeathed, all which, 
although Bet raacry was postponed until after the 
decease of his wife, he directed to be taken as 
vested immediately upon his own decease. ‘The 
testator gave £5,000 to his trustees to be divided 
among such charitable institutions as his wife 
should by her will name & appoint; & gave his 
residuary estate to three persons in equal shares. 
Testator’s wife survived him, & married again :— 
Held: there being no ambiguity in the words of 
the gift, & no doubt appearing on the will as to the 
intention of testator, all the legacies directed to be 
paid at the death of the widow were to be post- 
poned till that event happened, & were not pay- 
able on the determination of her life estate by her 
second marriage.—He ‘TREDWELL, JEFFRAY Uv. 
TREDWELL, (1891] 2 Ch. 640; 65 L. T. 899; sub 
nom. Re TREDWELL, JAFFRAY v. TREDWELL, 60 
L. J. Ch. 657, C. A. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Ze Akeroyd’s Settlmt., Roberts v. 
Akeroyd, [1893] 3 Ch. 363. Refd. Hamilton v. Haniilton, 
{1892) 1 Ch. 396. Mentd. Bishop Auckland I[ndustria] 
Co-operative Flour & Provision Soc. v. Butterknowle 
Colliery Co. (1904), 73 L. J. Ch. 635 


10163. —--— -J|—STANIER v. HODGKIN- 
SON (1903), as Halts in 73 L. J. Ch. 183, n. 


«innolution :—-Refd. Jvc ey ge National Provincial Bank 
vu. Barratt, (1925) Ch. 550 


Joffray v. Tredwell, 














C. Death under Specified Age. 


10164. Whether gift over takes effect—-Donee 
never coming into existence.) — HKsrcourr  v. 
WarrRyY (1697), Comb. 437; 90 E. R. 5763; sub 
20m. GRASCOT v. WARREN, 12 Mod. Rep. "128 ; 
2 Hq. Cas. Abr. 361. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Andrews d. Jones v. Fulham (1738), 
Andr, 263. A ld. Roe d. Fulham vv. Wickett (1741), 
Willes, 303. onsd. Fonncreau v, Fonnercau ae 3 
oe 315. Refd. Doo v. Brabant (1791), 3 Bro. C. C, 


10165. ss —A. devised a term for years 
to his wits: for life, after her death to the child 
she was then enceinte with; but if such child 
died before twenty-one, then he devised one-third 
part of the term to his wife, whom he made extri<. 
The wife not being enceinte at the time of the 
devise :—-Held : (1) the devise to her was good, 
thou ven the contingency never happened ; (2) she 
should have the undisposed surplus of the ‘personal 
estate, & not to go in a course of administration. 


PART XVI. SECT. a? SUB-SECT. 3. 


s. Whether gift over takes effect— 
dying before named p dock ne 
Teatator. in the event of there being 
issue of the marriage of himself & his 


wife, devised half of his estate to such 
issue ; ifa son, on his attaining the age 
of 25 years; if a daughter, on her 
wttaining the age of 21 yeara or 


living within one year from imy 
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—JONES v. WESTCOMB (1711), Prec. Ch. 316; Gilb, 
Ch. 74; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 245; 24 EB. R. 149. 


Ainolione: -—As to (1) N.F. Roe d. Fulham v. Wickett 
ae Willes, 303. Consd. Fonnereau v. Fonnereau 
(1745), 3 Atk. 315; Sheffield v. Orrery (1745), 3 Atk. 282 ; 
vel nv. Ward (is) ; Ves. Sen. 420. d. Statham 

(1774),1 eh ae Apid. Murray Jones, Fawcett 
. A otea (1813), 2 Ves Consd. Mackinnon v. 
Sewell (1833), Coop. temp, Be 224; Lenox v. Lenox 


eee 10 Sim. 400; Foster v. Smith (1 $43), 2 Y¥. & C. 
Ch. Cas. 193; Tennant v. Heathfield (1855), 21 pes: 
255; Evers v. aa (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 5 WwW 


Angrave Teb0): : H. L. Cas. 183; Hall v. Warcen (1861), 
a H. L. Cas. Ap Id. Fe Chappell’ 8 Trusts ts (e6ais 

. T, 643. Consd. Re Pemith’s Trusts (1865), I 4: 
13; Moore v. oe a (1875), 33 L. T. Bury are Tredwel 
Jeffray v. Treodwell ee 2 Ch. 640. Apld Re Mason, 
Mason v. Mason, (1910} 1 Ch. 695. Refd. Andrews v. 
Fulham (1738), 2 Stra. 1092 ; Southcot v. Watson (1745), 
3 Atk. 226; k rogmorton d. Bramstone v. Holyday (1765), 


3 Burr. 1618 ; Doe d. Watson v. Shi phard (1779 a 
Doug. K. B. 75 ; Parry v. Bocas (1785), 1 Cox, Ea. 
183 ; Doo v. Brabant (1791), 3 Bro. C 393 Humber. 


ne v. Serva eke ae & B. 385; Lioonard v. 


ston 

Flight Fee! J. Ch. 225; Tarbuck v. aes 

(1835), 4 +. Oh: "129; Ite Sheppard’s Trust (1855), 1 
& J. 269 ; Pride v. Fooks (1858), 3 Do G, & J. 252 ; 

Diock v. Bradley (1864), 12 Ww. 1136 ; Brookman v. 

Smith (1871), L. R. 6 Exch. 291. ae ) Consd. Ion- 

noreeu v. Founereau (1745), 3 Atk. 315. Apld. ‘onnant 

Heathfield (1855), 21 Beav. 255. Refd. Farrington v. 

Knightly (1719), 1 P. Wins. 544; Willis v. Brady oe 

Barn. Ch. 64; Moore v. Beagley eee 33 L. T. 

Generally, Refd. Tollett v. Tollett (1753), Amb. iuT: 

Edgeworth v. Edgeworth (1869), 17 R.'714. Mentd. 

Mortimer v. Hartley (1851), 3 De G. & ‘Sm. 316. 

10166. .|—Testator bequeaths lease- 
holds to his wife for life, & after her death ‘‘ to 
such child as she is now supposed to be pregnant 
with, & to the heirs of such child for ever ; provided 
that if such child shall die before the age of twenty- 
one, having no issue of its body, then the reversion ’ 
to his wife & two sisters & their heirs respectively 
in thirds. Testator’s wife never was_enceinte. 
This devise to the wife & sisters is good, & took 
effect notwithstanding.—ANDREWs d. JONES v. 
FULHAM (1738), Andr. 263; 2 Kq. Cas. Abr. 294 ; 
2 Stra. 1092; 95 E. ht. 390. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Roe d. Fulham v. Wickett (1741), 
Willes, 303. Consd. Warren v. Rudall, Hall v. ae 
(1858), 4 K. & J. 603. Refd. Avelyn v. Ward Ee 
Ves. Sen. 1420; Doo v. Brabant (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 393 ; 
Doe d. Dacre v. Dacre (1798), Ll Bos. & P. 250 ; Murray 
v. Jones, Faweett v. Jones (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 313, 


10167. Hen herd of freehold lands to 
the wife for life, & after her death to such child as 
his wife was enceinle of in fee; ‘‘ Provided that 
if such child, as should happen to be born as 
aforesaid, should die before twenty-one without 
issue the reversion of one-third should go to the 
wife & the reversion of the other two-thirds to 
two of the devisor’s sisters. The wife was not 
enceinte at all:—Held: the remainder over 
depended on the birth of a child & its dying under 
twenty-one & without issue; as those events 
never happened the remainder over did not take 
effect, but the heirs-at-law of the devisor were 
entitled to take.—Roxr d. FuLHAM v. WICKETT 
(1741), Willes, 303; 125 E. R. 1184; sub nom. 
Roe d. GULLIVER v. WICKETT, Andr. App. i. 


Annotations :—-Dbtd. Avelyn v. Ward (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 
420. Consd. Warren «. Rtudall, Hall v. Warren eee: 
4K.& J. 603. Refd. Dvo v. Brabant (1791), 3 Bro. C. C 
age aeureay v. Jones, Faweett v. Jones (1813), 2 Ves. 


10168. ——— — GULLIVER v. WICKET? 
(1745), 1 Wils. 105 ; 95 BE. R. 517. 


Anndlation: :—Consd. Avelyn v. Ward (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 
Apld. Parry v. Boodle (1785), 1 Cox, a ae a 1e5: 
Conad. hellusson v. Woodford (1805), 1 Bos. & P. 

















cease,’’ then over. <A few weeks after 
testator’s death his wife had a son, who 
lived only a few days :—Held: the 
gift over must take effect, as there was 


marriage, ‘‘& in the event of there  nochild living at the end of the year.~— 
being no such issue born or if born moh hy ea vo. Bratry, 2 A. R. 417.— 
ee . 
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Sect. 25.—Gifts over afler prior limitation: Sub- 
sect. 3, C. & D.] 

357. d. Doe d. Herbert v. Selby (1824), 2 B. & C. 
pid. Doe d. Harris v. Howell (1829), 10 B. & C. 
; nsd. Warren v. Rudall, H . Warren (1858), 
4K. & J. 603; Evers v. Challis (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. : 
Eastwood v. Lockwood (1867), L. R. 3 Eq. 487. 
Doo v. Brabant (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 393; 
Jones, Fawcett v. Jones (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 313; 
Martin, Smith v. Martin (1885), 64 L. J. Ch. 1071; Je 
Burrows, Cleghorn v. Burrows, [1895] 2 Ch. 497 ; Hancock 
v. Watson, [1902) A. C. 14. 


10169. .|—A man, taking for granted 
that his wife was with child, devised his estate to 
the child his wife was enceinte of : & if such child 
died under age, then he devised it over. The 
woman was not with child. The question was, 
‘‘ whether the devisee over should take.’’ The 
Roman tribunals, at once, & the English, at last, 
finally determined, that the intent, though not 
expressed, must be construed to give the estate 
to the substitute, unless a posthumous child lived 
to be of age to dispose of it. Consequently, no 
posthumous child having ever existed, the sub- 
stitute was entitled (LORD MANSFIELD, C.J.).— 
FROGMORTON d. BRAMSTONE v. HOLYDAY (1765), 
3 Burr. 1618; 1 Wm. BI. 535; 97 E. R. 1011. 
Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Wright v. Cundall (1808), 9 

East, 400; Warren v. Rudall, Hall v. Warren (1858), 4 

K. & J. 603. Refd. Doe d. Palmer v. Richards (1789), 3 

Term Rep. 356; Goodright d. Baker v. Stocker (1792), 5 

Term Hep. 13; Toovey v. Bassett (1809), 10 East, 460 ; 

Chorlton v. Taylor (1813), 3 Ves. & B. 160; Doe d. 

Klamere & Hale v. Coleman (1818), 6 Price, 179; Spry v. 

Bromfield (1839), 9 Sim. 534; Burke v. Annis (1853), 11 

Hare, 232; Yarrow v. Knightly (1878), 8 Ch. D. 736. 

10170. .]}—Devise to a son of which 
testator supposed his wife to be enceinle at the time 
of making his will, when he should attain the age 
of twenty-one, but if a daughter, then one moiety 
of his estate to his wife, & the other moiety to his 
two daughtcrs, there being one alive at that time, 
when they should attain their ages of twenty-one, 
with survivorship as between the daughters: if 
both die before twenty-one their moiety to go to 
the wife & her heirs for ever ; if she died, her share 
to gotothem. The wife proved not to have been 
enceinte; testator died, & so did the daughter 
without issue & under age. The wife shall take 
the whole estate.—STATHAM v. BELL (1774), 1 
Cowp. 40; 98 E. R. 956; sub nom. STAINHAM v. 
BELL, Lofft, 455. 

Annotations :—Refd. Parry v. Boodle (1785), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas, 

183; Doov. Brabant (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 393 ; Mackinnon 

v. Sewell (1833), 2 My. & K. 202. 

10171. -]|—Testator, his wife being 
enceinte, gave his estate to trustees, to apply profits 
for the use of the child during infancy, & at twenty- 
five to the child in fee ; but in case the child should 
die before twenty-five without issue, remainder 
over. The child was still-born. After which 
testator made a codicil, affirming his will, & died 
withoutissue. Forty-three weeks after his decease, 
the widow is brought to bed of a son, who is found 
to be legitimate. The son cannot take the estate, 
but the devisees over shall take.—FOosTER v. Cook 
(1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 347; 20 E.R. 575, L. C. 
Annotations :—Consd. Mackinnon v. Sewell (1833), Coon. 

temp. Brough. 224. Mentd. French v. Davies (1795), 2 

Ves. 572; Strahan v. Sutton (1796), 3 Ves. 249 ; Greatorex 

v. Cary (1802), 6 Ves. 615; Chalmers v. Storil (1813), 2 

Ves. & B. 222; RKoadley v. Dixon (1827), 3 Russ. 192; 

Harrison v. Harrison (1837), 1 Keen, 765; Gibson v. 

Gibson (1852), 1 Drew. 42; Patterson v. Scott (1852), 1 

De G. M. & G. 531; Bending v. Ben (1857), 3 K. & J. 

257; Jtickard v. Barrett (1857), 3 K. & J. 289; Tie 

Stokes, Parsons v. Miller (1892), 67 L. T. 223. 


10172, tas Lae to A. for life, & 
afterwards to her children equally, ‘‘ to be vested ”’ 
on such as should attain twenty-five, & ‘‘ to be 
payable ” as soon as might be after that age should 
be attained, with powers of maintenance & 
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advancement out of their ‘‘ vested or expectant 
portions,” with a gift over to B. if no child should 
attain twenty-five :—Held: on A.’s death without 
having been married, the gift to B. could not 
take effect, as an alternative limitation to a person 
in esse at the date of the will.—Re THATCHER’S 
Trusts (1859), 26 Beav. 365; 53 H. R. 939. 


Annotation :—Apld. Re Howett’s Scttlmt., Hewett v. 
Eldridgo, [1915] 1 Ch. 810. 














10178. ——.]—-Evrers v. CHaALuis, No. 
10155, ante. 

10174. -} —- Re SANFORTH’S WILL, 
[1901] W. N. 152. 

10175. Donee dying in lifetime of testator.] 


—A. bequeathed money to trustees in trust for B. 
till she should attain twenty-one, & then to pay 
same to her; & if B. should die under twenty-one, 
leaving a child or children, then in trust for such 
child or children; but if B. should die under 
twenty-one without leaving any child or children, 
then in trust for C.’s three nieces. B. attained 
twenty-one, married, had two children, & died in 
the life of testatrix. B.’s children took nothing by 
the will.—Doo v. BRABANT (1792), 4 Term Rep. 
706; 3 Bro. C. C. 393; 100 BK. R. 1256. 

Annotations :—Apld. Hulmes v. Cradock (1797), 3 Ves. 

317; Parsons v. Parsons (1800), 5 Vos. 578. Consd. 

Humberstone v. Stanton (1813), 1 Ves. & B. 385; Mac- 

kinnon wv. Sewell (1833), 2 My. & K. 202; Brookman v. 

Sinith (1871), L. R. 6 Exch. 291. Refd. Booth v. Booth 

(1799), 4 Ves. 399 ; Tarbuck v. Tarbuck (1835), 4 I. J. Ch. 

129; Greated v. Greated (4859), 26 Beav. 621. 

10176. -.]|—M. P. devised a real estate 
to trustees & their heirs, upon trust for her son 
absolutely when he should attain twenty-one ; 
but in case he should die before attaining twenty- 
one, leaving issue, then for such issue; but in 
case he should die under twenty-one, without 
leaving issue, then to the children of P. & E. 
The son attained twenty-one, & died unmarried 
in the lifetime of his mother. She left no heir-at- 
law :—Held: the devise vested the estate in the 
trustees ; the subsequent trusts for P. & E. failed ; 
& the surviving trustee was seised of the estate to 
his own use beneficially.—Cox v. PARKER (1856), 
22 Beav. 168; 25 L. J. Ch. 873 ; 27L. T. O.S. 179; 
2 Jur. N.S. 842; 4W.R. 453; 52 16. R. 1072. 

10177. -|—Testator, by a settlement 
made on the marriage of his daughter, covenanted 
with trustees to leave an equal child’s share of 
certain freehold property to the use of her husband 
for his life, or until insolvency, with remainder to 
her use for life, remainder to the issue of the 
marriage with specified limitations; & if there 
should be no issue, or there being issue, all should 
die under twenty-one years of age, then to the 
use of her heirs ‘‘ as if she had died sole & un- 
married.’’ His will recited the settlement, & 
the limitations contained in the will substantially 
coincided with those contained in the settlement. 
The ultimate limitation was as follows: ‘‘ & in 
case every child born, or to be born, shall die 
under the age of twenty-one years & without 
leaving issue, to the use of the heirs & assigns of 
K. A. V., the daughter, as if she had continued 
sole & unmarried,’’ with remainder to the testator’s 
right heirs. There were three children born of 
the marriage. ‘T'wo died in infancy, & previous to 
the date of the will; one was alive at that time, 
& lived until the age of twenty-three. He pre- 
deceased testator, who died in 1849. The husband 
of E. A. V. became insolvent in the following year. 
E. A. V. died in 1868. In ejectment by pltf., who 
filled the double character of heir-at-law of testator 
& of B.A. V., against deft., an assign of E. A. V. :— 
Held: the ultimate limitation never took effect, 
& pitf. was entitled to recover as heir of testator.— 
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BROOKMAN v, SMITH (1872), L. R. 7 Exch. 271 ; 41 
L. J. Bx. 114; 26L. 1.974; 20 W. R. 906, Ex. Ch. 
Annotation :—Refd. Milman v. Lane, [1901] 2 K. B. 745. 
10178. Donee dying in lifetime of tenant for 
life.|}—Under a bequest of stock to A. for life, & 
after the decease of A., to testator’s great grand- 
children, share & share alike, if they were living 
at the time of A.’s death, but, that they should not 
receive any part of the capital till they arrived at 
twenty-one. But, if any one, or all of the children 
should die before they arrived at the age of twenty- 
one years, the shares or part of those so dying 
should go to B. & C., share & share alike :—Held : 
the attaining twenty-one was not confined to the 
event of surviving A., & on the decease of one of 
the children in the lifetime of A. under twenty-one, 
the share of such child passed to B. & C., & did not 
lapse so as to go to testator’s fe aed legatee.— 





GOODCHILD v, FENTON (1829), 3 Y. & J. 481; 148 
K. R. 1269. 
10179. .]—Bequest of a residue to D. 








for life, with remainder to her daughter L. if she 
should survive her mother & attain twenty-one; 
but, if not, then to such other children of D. as 
should be living at their mother’s decease, & 
should attain twenty-one; & if all such other 
children of D. should die under twenty-one, then 
over to M. D. survived her daughter L., & her 
only other child attained twenty-one, but died in 
her lifetime :—Held: on the death of D. leaving 
no children, the bequest over to M. took effect.— 

MACKINNON v. SEWELL (1833), 2 My. & K. 202; 

Coop. temp. Brough. 224; 3 L. J. Ch. 161; 39 

E.R. 921, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Alton v. Brooks (1834), 7 Sim. 204. 
Consd. Leonard v. Flight (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 225; Toldervy 
v. Colt (1836), 1 M. & W. 250. Apld. Wilson v. Mount 
ve 2 Beav. 397; Brock v. Bradley al ha 33 Beav. 

70. Co Brookman v. Smith (1871), L. lt. 6 Exch. 

291. Expld. Davies v. Davies (1882), 47 L. T. 40. Refd. 

Cooper v. Palmer (1845), 1 Coll. 665 ; Warren v. Rudall, 

Hall v. Warren (1858), 4 K. & J. 603. 

10180. -.|—Bequest of a pecuniary 
legacy to A. for life, with remainder to B. for life, 
with remainder to the children of A. living at the 
decease of the survivor of A. & B., to be paid at 
twenty-one, with benefit of survivorship in case 
of the death of any such children under twenty-one, 
with a gift over to X. if all such children died under 
twenty-one. A. had two children only, who at- 
tained twenty-one & died in A.’s lifetime, leaving 
children :—Held: the gift over to X. took effect.— 
WILSON v. Mount (1840), 2 Beav. 397 ; 4 Jur. 262 ; 
48 E.R. 1235. 

10181. Donee dead at date of will.] — 
Bequest of stock, in trust for three persons nomi- 
natum, in equal shares, to be transferred to them 
when they shall attain twenty-one. But, if any 
of them shall depart this life under the age of 
twenty-one & unmarried, then his share, original 
& accruing, to go to the survivors ; & if all of them 
shall die under twenty-one & unmarried, then the 
stock to sink into the residue. One of the three 
died some months prior to the making of the will : 
—Held: the survivors were entitled to the share 
which testator attempted to bequeath to deceased. 

The rule being, in the case of a conditional 
limitation ... that ‘if the precedent limitation 
by what means soever, is out of the case, the subse- 
quent limitation takes place ’’ (PAGE Woop, V.-C.). 
—Re SHEPPARD’s TRusT (1855), 1 K. & J. 2098; 


69 EH. R. 459. Assis Week 
Annotations :—. vd. Hannam »v. Sims 58), eG. & 

J.151. ing v. Jennings (1866), L. R. 2 Kq. 448. 
Refd. Gibbons v. Gibbons (1881), 6 App. Cas. 471. 
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10182. Whether gift over takes effect—On death 
of donee.]/—-On a devise ‘‘ to his wife for life, if she 
do not marry; & if she do marry, then to his son, 
& the heirs of his body,’ with remainder over ; 
the remainder is not contingent, but vests in the 
son to take effect in possession upon the death or 
Marriage of his mother.—LUXFORD v. CHEEKE 
(1683), 3 Lev. 125; 83 B. R. 6113; eub nom. 
BROWN v. CUTLER, 2 Show. 152; T. Raym. 427. 
Annotations :—Expld. Sheffield v. Orrery (1745), 3 Atk. 

282. Distd. Doe d. Westminster v. Freeman (1786), 1 

Term Rep. 389. Apld. Meeds v. Wood (1854), 19 Beav. 

215. Consd. Abbott v. Middleton, Ricketts v. Carpenter 

(1858), 7 H. L. Cas. 68. Apld. Walpole v. Laslett (1862), 1 

New Rep. 180. Consd. Kastwood v. Jiockwood (18 7), 

L. R. 3 Eq. 487; Re Martin, Smith v. Martin (1885), 54 

L. J. Ch. 1071. Apld. Re Dear, Helby v. Dear (1889), 58 

L. J. Ch. 659. Consd. Re Tredwell, Jeffray v. Tredwell, 

[1891] 2 Ch. 640. Refd. Marlborough v. Godolphin (1750), 

2 Ves. Sen. 61; Letheullier v. Tracey (1753), Amb. 204 ; 

Sayer v. Masterman (1757), Wilm. 386. 

10183. —— .J—Under a devise, to testator’s 
son for life, remainders in tail to his first & other 
sons, etc., by any future wife, but, if he married 
any person related to his present wife, in such case 
to go over to the children of testator’s brother, 
the event of the son’s marrying a second wife 
related to his first is not a condition precedent ; 
&, on his death without marrying again, the estate 
vests in the children of testator’s brother, & does 
not descend to testator’s heir-at-law.—BRADFORD 
v. FoLreY (1779), 1 Doug. K. B. 63; 99 E. R. 45. 
Ana :—Reld. Doo v. Brabant (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 


10184. --]—Devise to A. & her heirs: 
but if she dies under twenty-one & unmarried, to 
B. & her heirs. <A. dies in the life of testator, under 
twenty-one & without issue, but having been 
married: the heir is entitled.—WILLIAMS v. 
CHITTY (1797), 3 Ves. 545; 30 E. R. 1148, L. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Tarbuck v. Tarbuck (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 

129; Greated v. Greated (1859), 26 Beav. 621. Mentd. 

Shallcross v. Finden (1798), 3 Ves. 738 ; Keeling v. Brown 

(1800), 5 Ves. 359 ; Powell v. Robins (1802), 7 Ves. 209 ; 

Henvill v. Whitaker (1827), 5 L. J. O.S. Ch. 158 ; Sherratt 

v. Sherratt eee ae Coop. temp. Brough. 35; Graves v. 

Graves (1836), 8 Sim. 43; Mirehouse v. Scaife (1837), 2 

My. & Cr. 695; Wood v. Ordish (1855), 3 Sm. & G. 125. 

10185. .]|—Testator bequeathed certain 
moneys. etc., to his wife, in trust for her so long as 
she remained a widow; & on her marrying again, 
he bequeathed to her one-third of all his property 
not otherwise disposed of, & the remaining two- 
thirds to his nieces. The widow died unmarried : 
—Held: she was entitled to the money in the 
stocks, for her widowhood only, &, on her dying 
unmarried, the residue became undisposed of.— 
PILE v. SALTER (1832), 5 Sim. 411; 58 E. R. 391. 
Annotations :—-Expld. Browne v. Hammond (1859), John. 

210. Dbtd. & Distd. Eaton v. Hewitt (1862), 1 New Rep. 

10. Dbtd. Underhill «. Roden (1876), 2 Ch. D. 494. 

N.F. Scarborough v. Scarborough (1888), 58 L. T. 851. 

Refd. Wardroper v. Cutfleld (1864), 10 L. T. 19. 

10186. .]—Testatrix devised a farm in 
trust for E. for life, & ‘‘ declared that if E. should 
marry,’’ then she gave the farm to J. for life, etc. ; 
E. did not marry :—Held: the gift to Ae etc., was 
vested independent of E.’s marrying again.— 
MEEDs v. Woop (1854), 19 Beav. 215; 52 H.R. 
331. 

Annotation :— Consd. Re Martin, Smith v. Martin (1885), 54 

L. J. Ch. 1071. 


10187. .}—A devise or bequest over, in 
terms made dependent upon the marriage of the 
donee of the preceding estate, will be extended 
by implication so as to take effect on the determina- 


intended that the gift over shall take 
effect whenever the wife’s life estate 
comes to an end.—EVvEeRs vy. EvERS, 
(1918) N. Z. L. R. 45.—N.Z, 
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tion of that estate by death.— BROWNE v. HAm- 
MOND (1858), John. 210; 70 BE. R. 400. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Underhill v. Roden (1876), 2 Ch. D. 
494 ; In the Hestate of Griffiths, Morgan v. Stephens, (1917] 
bP. 59. Distd. Chia Khwee Eng v. Chia Poh Choo, [1923] 
A. C. 424. efd. Wardroper v. Cutileld (1864), 10 L. T. 
19; Pickwell v. Spencer, Snow & Snow (1872), 41 L. J. Ex. 
73; Re Tredwell, Jeffray v. Tredwell, [1891 } 2 Ch. 640. 
Mentd. Re Jones’ Estate, Humo v. Lloyd (1878), 26 W. R. 
828; Ite Harvey’s Estate, Harvey v. Gillow, [1893] 1 Ch. 
567; #e Wilmot, Wilmot v. Betterton (1897), 76 L. T 


415; iZte Canney’s Trusts, Mayers v. Strover (1910), 101 
L. T, 905. 
10188. --|—Where a will contains a gift 


of an estate for life or until marriage, followed by 
a gift over, in terms depending on marriage only, 
the gift over will be construed to take effect on the 
determination of the previous estate, whether by 
death or marriage; & there is no difference in this 
respect whether the first estate is limited to a 
widow or to any other persons.—WALPOLE v. 
LASLETT (1862), 1 New Rep. 180; 7 L. T. 526. 

10189. ——-—..|—Testator gave the produce 
of his real estate to his daughter I. for life, so long 
as she should remain single ; but in case she should 
marry, then he gave one-half of the income to 
his daughter E., & one-half to his daughter M., a 
married woman with children; & after the death 
of M. he gave one-half of the trust moneys to her 
children & the other half to the children of E. ; 
& if M. should die without leaving children, then 
the whole for E.’s children; & if E. should die 
without children, the whole to M.’s children; & 
if both should die without children, then over. KE. 
never married :—Held: upon her death the 
children of M. took the whole corpus & income, 
subject only to be divested if M. should die without 
having any children.— EATON tv. HlEwitrr (1862), 
2 Drew. & Sm. 184; 1 New Rep. 10; 7 L. T. 496 ; 
8 Jur. N.S. 1120; 11 W. R. 76; 62 KB. R. 591. 
Annotations Apia. Underhill v. Roden (1876), 2 Ch. D. 

494; He Stanford, Stanford v. Stanford (1886), 55 L. 'T. 

765; Scarborough v. Scarborough (1888), 58 L. 'T. 851 ; 

fe Cane, Ruff v. Sivers (1890), 60 L. J. Ch. 36; Jn the 

ivstate of Griffiths, Morgan r. Stephens, {1917] TP. 59. 

Refd. Wardroper v. Cuttield (1864), 10. T'. 19; Jee Tred- 

well, Jeffray v. Tredwell, [1891] 2 Ch. 640. 

10190. —---- -—--- .J|—Where testatrix gave a life 
interest in stock to a feme sole *‘ if she remained 
single, but if she married’’ then over :—Held: 
the gift over took effect upon her death unmarried. 
—WARDROPER v. CUTFIELD (1864), 33 I. J. Ch. 
605; 10 L. T. 19; 10 Jur. N.S.104; 12 W.R. 458. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Scarborvugh r. Scarborough (1888), 58 





s VT. 851. Reid. Jte Trodwell, Jeffray v. Tredwell, [1891] 
2 Ch. 640. 
10191. -——.]—A gift over, though in terms 


contingent on the marriage of the donee of the 
preceding estate, will take effect on the determina- 
tion of that estate by death, notwithstanding that 
the donee of the preceding estate takes an interest 
under the gift over. 

Testator, by will made in 1852, gave his real & 
personal estate to A. on trust to pay the rents & 
Interest to his wife for the support of herself & 
his children, till the eldest should attain twenty- 
five, or until his wife should marry again, & in 
case of his wife marrying again before any child 
attained twenty-five to pay her £30 a year thereout, 
& apply the residue for the support of his children, 
& as his two children should attain twenty-five, 
upon trustto pay them £700 each, & subject thereto, 
to pay the rents & interest to his wife for life, 
In case she should then be unmarried, but in case 
his wife should marry again, upon trust to pay her 
£30 a year thereout, & he directed that ‘‘then”’ his 
trustee should pay the residue of his real & personal 


WILLS. 


estate amongst his ‘‘ children & their issue & their 
heirs & assigns, share & share alike as tenants in 
common ” ; & in case his children should die under 
twenty-five without leaving issue then he directed 
his trustee to pay the rents & interest to his wife 
for life, & after her death to hold the corpus, as 
to one moiety, as his wife should by deed or will 
appoint, as to the other moiety, to the use of A. if 
living, or if dead, to the use of his children :— 
Held: the gift of the residue to testator’s children 
& their issue was not contingent on the wife's 
second marriage, but took effect on her death.— 
UNDERHILL v. RopEN (1876), 2 Ch. D. 494; 45 
L. J. Ch. 266; 34 L. T. 227; 24 W. R. 574. 

Annotations :—Apld. Stanford v. Stanford (1886), 34 Ch. D. 

362; Scarborough v. Scarborough (1888), 58 a T. 851. 

Consd. Re Tredwell, Jeffray v. Tredwell, (1891) 2 Ch. 640. 

Apld. In the Estate of, Gr hs, Morgan v. Stephens, [1917] 

P. 59. Consd. Re Warner, Watts v. Silvey, [1918] 1 Ch. 

368. Refd. Re Wilnot, Wilmot v. Betterton (1897), 
76 L. T. 415. 

10192. .]—Testator bequeathed to his 
daughter M., so long as she should remain single, 
£120 a year, & directed that on the day of her 
marriage the principal should be divided amongst 
his children, the shares of his daughter M. & of 
another daughter being given to trustees upon 
trust for the daughters for life, with certain re- 
mainders. The question was, whether the gift 
over on M.’s marriage took effect on her death :— 
Held: the balance of authority being now strongly 
against ile v. Salter, No. 10185, ante, the ordinary 
rule prevailed, &, although the gift over on marri- 
age included a life tenancy in one-third of the 
original sum, it took effect on death.—Scak- 
BOROUGH v, SCARBOROUGH (1888), 58 LL. T. 851. 

10193. .|—Testator gave to trustees all 
his real & personal estate, upon trust to suffer his 
widow to receive the rents & dividends for her life, 
provided she kept his property in repair & insured 
the same against loss or damage by fire, & pro- 
vided further that she remained a widow & did 
not cohabit with any other man; & in case she 
made default in repairing or insuring his said 
property, or married again, or cohabited with any 
other man, then, in either of the said cases, upon 
certain trusts in favour of his children or their 
issue. The widow died without having committed 
any of the acts or defaults on which her life estate 
was determinable :—Held : the gift over took effect 
on the determination of the prior estate by death 
as well as on the other events.—Re CANE, RUFF v. 
SIVERS (1890), 60 L. J. Ch. 36; 63 L. T. 746. 

10194, .]|—Testatrix directed the trus- 
tees of her will to pay the income of her residuary 
estate to her daughter until she should marry, & 
after her marriage to pay to her thereout a legacy 
of £3,000 & divide the balance between all her, 
testatrix’s, sons surviving her :—Held: the gift 
over to the sons took effect on the death of the 
daughter unmarried.—Re Mason, MASON v. 
Mason, [1910] 1 Ch. 695; 79 L. J. Ch. 605; 102 
L. T. 514; 54 Sol. Jo. 425, C. A. 

Annotation :—Relfd. Ite Leach, Leaoh v. Leach (1912), 8 

L. J. Ch. 683. 


10195. .|—A devise or bequest over, in 
terms made dependent upon the marriage of the 
donee of the preceding estate, is to be extended, 
by implication, so as to take effect on the deter- 
mination of that estate by the death of such donee. 

Testator by his will gave all his property to his 
wife ‘‘ during her widowhood,” & after her death 
directed that the property should belong & be 
made over to the c d or children “issue of our 
marriage ’’ ; should, however, the widow remarry; 
‘then the whole of my property shall at once be 
made over legally to the offspring of our marriage, 
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& if they are minors the whole to be under trustee- 
ship”’; also, should the issue of the marriage 
** die out,’’ then on the remarriage of the widow 
testator directed that the property should be made 
over to “ the legal next of kin & heirs descendants 
of my family.’’ No appointment of exor. or trus- 
tee was made in the will. The widow, who did not 
matry again, took out letters of administration in 
1883 with the will annexed, &, having intermeddled 
in the estate, died in Nov. 1915, leaving a will & 
appointing extrices., who duly proved the same, & 
in Mar. 1916, as such legal personal representa- 
tives, obtained a grant of letters of administration 
to the estate of testator’s only child, who died in 
1887, aged eleven years. Upon a suit in the 
Probate Div. for letters of administration de bonis 
non with the will of testator, D., annexed :—Held : 
the child of testator did not take a vested interest, 
but only an interest contingent upon his surviving 
the remarriage or death of his mother, testator’s 
widow.—In the Hetate of GRIFFITHS, MORGAN v. 
eae 11917) P. 59; 86L.J.P.42; 116 L. T. 


10196. In lifetime of testator.|—-(1) A 
Chinese testator by his will directed that the in- 
come of the trust fund thereby constituted should 
be divided equally between his wife & his three 
sons, but that if she remarried her one-fourth share 
should be divided equally among the three sons ; 
&, by clause 17, that upon the expiration of twelve 
years from his death the corpus should be divided 
equally between the wife & the three sons, with the 
same gift over in the event of her remarrying within 
that period. The will contained no disposition 
of the wife’s share in the event of her death, which 
occurred before testator died :—Held: there 
could not be implied a gift over to the sons upon 
the wife’s death, since there was nothing in the 
will to show that that was testator’s intention ; on 
the contrary, the presumed intention upon which in 
other cases a similar implication had been made, 
namely that the gift was to be limited by the life- 
time of the donce, was excluded by clause 17. 

(2) The will being in the English language, & 
employing English terns of legal art, any con- 
sideration of Chinese usageg not supported by 
its express terms was excluded.—CHIA KHWEE 
ENG v. CHlA POH CHOON, {1023] A. C. 4243; 92 
L. J.P. C. 70; 128 L. T. 656, P. C, 

10197. Gift over on marriage without con- 
sent—-Marriage with consent.|—Testator devised 
certain real estates to trustees & their heirs, upon 
trust that his daughter M. should, until she should 
attain the age of twenty-one, if sole & unmarried, 
receive out of the rents & profits an annuity of 
£60, & she should thereafter & until she attained 
thirty-one, if sole & unmarried, receive an annuity 
of £40; but in case his said daughter should marry 
without the consent of his trustees, then she 
should be paid only an annuity of £50, for her sole 
use, & that the estates should immediately upon 
the marriage be in trust for the children of his 
daughter M., as tenants in common in tail; & for 
default of such issue, in trust for his, testator’s, 
sister S. & her heirs for ever; provided always, 
that in case his said daughter M. should marry 
with the consent of the trustees, it should be lawful 
for them to settle the estates upon M. & her 
husband for their joint lives & the life of the sur- 
vivor, with remainder to the issue of the body of 
his said daughter, in such shares & proportions as 
the trustees should eS Sete & in default of such 
appointment, in such shares & proportions as were 
thereinbefore limited. M. married with the con- 
sent of the trustees, upon which occasion a settle- 
ment was made pursuant to the will, & died 
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without issue :—Held: the remainder to S. was 
conditional, depending on M.’s marriage without 
consent; & M. having married with consent, the 
remainder to S. failed, although M died without 
issue.—TOLDERVY v. Cott (1836), 1 M. & W. 250 ; 
1Y. & C. Ex. 621; Tyr. & Gr. 324; 5 L. J. Ex. 
Eq. 25; 150 E. R. 427. 

Bet barca :—Refd. Gundry v. Pinniger (1852), 1 De G. M. 


EB. Other Conditions. 

10198. Attainment of specified age.] — One 
devises lands to trustees & their heirs in trust to 
receive the rents, until his son shall come to 
twenty-one, & to pay one-third thereof to testa- 
tor’s wife in lieu of dower, & out of the other two- 
thirds to raise portions for his daughters; & 
devises all to his son W., when twenty-one in tail 
remainder to A., B. & C. The wife dies. The son 
dies before twenty-one, & without issue. Resolved 
the remainders over to A., B. & C. are good, though 
the son died before twenty-one.—LEVET ¥. NEED- 
HAM (1690), 2 Vern. 138; 23 E. R. 697, L. C.; 
previous proceedings, sub nom. COATES v. NEEDHAM 
(1688), 2 Vern. 65, L. C. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Sidney v. Shelley (1815), 19 Ves. 
$52; Re Cooper’s Trusts (1853), 23 L. J. Ch. 27, n. 
10199. Refusal to change name—Whether gift 

over takes effect on death.]—A. devised his estate 

to his son in tail male, remainder to B. for life, 
remainder to his sens in tail male, on condition 
that he should change his name, & if he or any son 
of his refused so to do, then testator directed the 
devise to be void, & gave the estate overto D. The 
son died without issue, B. performed the con- 
dition, & died without issue, & upon a question, 
whether D. should have the estate after the death 

of 3B. it was certified by the judges of K. B. that D. 

took no estate on the death of B. but that it went 

to the heir-at-law of A.—-AMHERST v. LYTTON 

(1729), 5 Bro. Parl. Cas. 254; Mos. 131, 211; 

Vitz-G. 99; 2 1. R. 661, H. L. 

Annotations :—Apld. Sheffield v. Orrery (1715), 3 Atk. 282. 
Refd. Lytton +. Lytton (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 441. 

10200. ——-— .j—A. devised his estate to his 
son in tail remainder to B. for life on condition he 
changed his name to S. & if he did not, gave it over 
to D. The son died without issue, B. performed 
the condition & died :—Held: on the death of B. 
the remaindermen took no estate but it went to the 
heir-at-law of A.—SHEFFIELD v. ORRERY (LORD) 
(1745), 3 Atk. 282; 26 E. R. 965, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Lethieullicr v. Tracy (1754), 3. Atk. 
774; Thellusson v. Woodford (1805), 1 Bos. & P. N. R. 
357; Doe d. Chattaway v. Smith (1816), 5 M. & S. 126; 
Doe d, Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 Ad. & El. 636; Meeds 
v. Wood (1854), 19 Beav. 215; Browne v. Hammond 
(1858), Jobn. 210; Walpole v. Laslett (1862), 1 New Rep. 
180; Underhill r. Koden (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 266 ; 
Re Hewett, Eldridge v. Iles, [1918] 1 Ch. 458. Mentd. 
Grace v. Webb (1848), 18 L. J. Ch. 13. 

10201. Failure to give release in three months— 
Donee dying in lifetime of testator.]|—Devisee, on 
condition that the land should go over to another 
if he did not give a release in three months after 
testator’s death, dying in testator’s lifetime, the 
devisee over shall take instead of their heir-at-law. 
This being a conditional limitation, & not a strict 
condition. 

If the precedent limitation, by what means 
soever, is out of the case, the subsequent limita- 
tion takes place (LORD HARDWICKE, C.).—AVELYN 
: woe (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 420; 27 E. R. 1117, 
Annotations :—Consd. Doo v. Brabant (1791), 3 Bro. GC. C. 

93 ; Simpson v. Vickers (1807), 14 Ves. 341 ; Mackinnon 

v, Sewell (1833), coop. temp. Brough. 224. Apld. He 

Sheppard’s Trust (1855), 1 K. & J. 269. Consd. U 


wood v. Wing (1855), 4 De G. M. & G. 633 ; Edgeworth 
v. Edgeworth (1869), L. KR. 4 HW. L. 35; Davies v. Davies 
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Sect. 25.—Gifts over after prior limitation: Sub- 
sect. 3, # 
(1882), 47 L. T. 40. Refd. Ashburner v. Macguire (1786), 
Bro. C. C. 108 ; Simmons v. Vallance (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 
345; Leonard v. Flight (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 89 ; 
vw. Tarbuck eran 4L. J. Ch. 129; Cramp v. Playfoot 
(1020): 4K. & J. 479; Greated v. Greated (1859), 26 
eav. 621; Wing v. ate (1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 183; 
Hall v. Warren (1861), 9 H. L. Cas. 420 ; Evans v. Strat- 
ford (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 142; He Smith's Trusts (1865), 
L. R. 1 Eg. 79; Barnes v. Je 8 (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 
448; Re Gibson, Mathews v. Foulsham (1866), L. KR. 2 
Eq. 669; He Sander’s Trusts (1866), L. R. 1 Eq. 675. 
10202. Failure of named person to have son in 
Holy Orders—No son born.|——-A. devises an advow- 
son to the first or other son of B. that should 
be bred a clergyman, & be in Holy Orders, in fee, 
but in case B. should have no such son, then to C. 
in fee. Both devises are void, as depending on 
too remote a contingency; therefore though B. 
dies without having had a son, the heir-at-law of 
the devisor & not C. is entitled.—PROCTOR v. 
Batu & WELLS (Br.) (1794), 2 Hy. BI. 358; 126 
EK. R. 594. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Tollemache v. Coy entry (1834), 8 
Bu. N. S. 547. Consd. Dungannon v. Smith (1846), 12 
Cl. & Fin. 546 ; Monypenny v. Dering (1852), 2 De G. M. 

& G. 145; Cattlin v. Brown (1853), 1if Hare, 372; Evers 


v. Challis (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 532; Ze Bence, Smith v. 
Bence, [1891) 3 
A. Cc. 14. &R 


Ch. 242; Hancock v. Watson, [1902] 
d. Egerton v. Brownlow (1853), 4 

H. L. Cas. 1. 

10208. If only one child Uiving—Testatrix dying 
without having had any children.]—Construction 
of a residuary clause, after a bequest to testatrix’s 
younger children, ‘‘ but in case I shall have but 
one child living at the time of my decease,”’ or all 
but one die under twenty-one & unmarried, to 
another family: not a condition: established 
therefore in the event of testatrix’s death, having 
never had a child.— MURRAY v. JONES, FAWCETT v. 
JONES (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 313; 35 E. R. 338. 
Annotations :-—Distd. Swayne v. Smith (1822), 1 L. J. O. S. 

Ch. 16. Consd. ‘oidervy v. Colt (1836), 1 M. & W. 250. 

Apld. Mortimer v. Hartley (1849), 3 Doe G. & Sm. 316. 

Consd. Wing v. Angraves (1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 183; Brock 

v. Bradley (1864), 33 Beav. 670; Taylor v. Sparrow 

(1865), 14 W. RK. 124. Refd. Mackinnon r. Sewell (1834), 

3 .L. J. Ch. 161; Leonard v. Flight (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 

225 ; Tarbuck v. Tarbuck (1835), 4 L. J. Ch.129; F 

v. Smith (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 193; Tily v. Smith 

(1844), 1 Coll. 434 ; Underwood r. Wing (1855), 4 De G. M. 

& G. 633; Pride v. Fooks (1858), 3 De G. & J. 252; 

Evers v. Challis (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 531 ; Hall v. Warren 

(1861), 9 H. L. Cas. 420. 

10204. & no issue of other children—Issue 
of other children living.|—Devise of real estate in 
trust to pay the clear rents, issues & profits, & in 
certain proportions, to certain persons in the will 
mentioned, for life; & then testator proceeds to 
devise as follows —'‘ & from & after the death of 
the survivor of them the said L. S.”’ etc., (naming 
the several persons to whom the above life interests 
were given) ‘‘then I give & devise all & singular the 
manor, messuages, lands, etc., unto all & every the 
children of my late sister EK. C. by her three several 
husbands’ (naming them), ‘‘ that shall be then 
living, & their heirs & assigns for ever, equally to 
be divided between them as tenants in common, & 
not as joint tenants; & if there should be but one 
such child, & no issue of any of the other children 
then living, then, & in that case, I give & devise 
all my real estates in Ireland unto such surviving 
child, his or her heirs & assigns for ever.” The 
event which happened was that, at the death of 
the surviving annuitant, there was only one child 
of the sister E. C. then living, but that there was 
issue Of several of the other children then living :— 
Held: there was an intestacy from the death of 
the surviving annuitant; the event which hap- 
pened not having been provided for.—SHULDHAM 
v. SMITH (1818), 6 Dow. 22; 3 BE. R. 1386, H. L. 
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10205. Death before accomplishment of appren- 
ticeship—Donee dying in lifetime of testator.) — 
Bequest to a son of testator on his accomplishing 
his apprenticeship, with the dividends in the 
meantime for maintenance ; & in case he shall die, 
before he accomplishes his apprenticeship, then & 
in such case to the other children. The legacy 
lapsed by the death of the legatee, having accom- 

lished his apprenticeship, in testator’s life.— 

UMBERSTONE v. STANTON (1813), 1 Ves. & B. 
385; 35 BE. R. 150. 


Annotations :—Refd. Humphreys v. Howes (1830), 1 Russ. 
& M. 639; Tarbuck v. Tarbuck (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 129 ; 
Willetts v. Willetts siete): 7 Hare, 38; Hannam v. Sims 
(1858), 2 De G. & J. 151; Re Green’s Estate (1860), 1 
Drew. & Sin. 68. 


10206. Event of sons being ‘‘settled ’’—Death 
under twenty-one.|—-Testatrix directed the interest 
of her residuary estate to be applied in defray- 
ing the expenses of the education of her nephews G. 
& C. & principal to be applied either in binding 
them apprentices at the age of fourteen, or to be 
reserved till they attained twenty-one, to com- 
mence business. ‘In the event of G. & C. both 
or either of them, being settled before this will 
comes in force, I provide that the next boy, J. or 
Hi. have the benefit, & so on.”’ G. & C. survived 
testatrix, but died under twenty-one :—Held: 
J. & H. were entitled to the residue.—PRESTWIDGE 
v. GROOMBRIDGE (1833), 6 Sim. 171; 58 EB. RK. 
558. 

10207. Gift on cessation of office held by donee— 
Gift to donee & wife or survivor—Death of donee 
before ceasing to hold office.]|—Testatrix gave to J. 
& his wife, & the survivor of them, an annuity of 
£100 during their respective lives, in case J 
should become incapable to collect or be dis- 
charged from collecting the rents of a particular 
estate; the annuity to commence & become 
payable from the first quarter day after her decease, 
or after he should cease to collect the rents. The 
husband survived testatrix, but died soon after- 
wards, having continued to receive the rents till 
his death. The wife is entitled to the annuity of 
£100 for her life.—BRITTAIN v. FLEMING (1833), 
2My. & K. 147; 39 E. KR. 900. 

16208. ‘‘ Not marrying or dying ’’—Equivalent 
to death unmarried.|—'Tcstator gave a sum of 
money to trustees, in trust only & for the use & 
benefit of his adopted daughter, & which he desired 
might be paid to her, & to be settled on her during 
her life, in case of her marriage: or, in case she 
did not marry, then the interest of the money, 
being vested in Government Securities, to be paid 
to her; &, in the event of her not marrying or 
dying, then the money to go to his nephews. The 
daughter married, &, shortly afterwards, died 
without issue :—-Held: her husband, who had 
taken out administration to her, & not testator’s 
nephews, was entitled to the fund. 

These words ‘‘ not marrying or dying’’ must 
have meant ‘‘dying unmarried’? (SHADWELL, 
V. C.).—-H AWKINS v. HAWKINS (1834), 7 Sim. 173 ; 
4L.J.Ch.9; 58 E. R. 803. 


Annotation :—Mentd. I?e Bacon’s Will, Camp v. Coe (1886), 
31 Ch. D. 460. 


10209. Marriage or death of widow—After death 
of son without issue—Son dying without issue after 
death of widow.|—-Testator devised one moiety of 
the proceeds of his real estate to his son for his 
life, & the other moiety to his, testator’s, wife, 
during her widowhood; & directed that in case of 
the wife’s death or marriage in the lifetime of the 
son, her moiety should go to the son in the same 
manner as the first mentioned moiety. Testator 
then directed, that in case his son should die in the 
widowhood of his mother, & leave lawful issue, the 
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son’s moiety, & after the widow’s death or mar- 
riage, her moiety should become the property of such 
issue. Testator then devised as follows :—‘‘ But 
in case of such, my son’s, demise in the widowhood 
of his mother, without leaving lawful issue, then I 
wish & direct the whole of the poe of my 
property to be paid to her during her widowhood, 
subject to an annuity of £40 per annum to be paid 
to Mr. T.; & in case of the marriage or death of 
my present wife, my son being dead, & leaving no 
lawful issue, then I give the whole of the proceeds 
of my estate to J.’’ Testator’s son survived the 
widow & died without issue :—Held: the con- 
tingency on which J. was to take the estate was 
destroyed, & the heir-at-law of testator was en- 
titled. —DICKEN v. CLARKE (1837), 2 Y. & C. Ex. 
572; 160 BR. R. 524. 

10210. Death without leaving any child—Child 
failing to attain vested interest.|}—Devise & be- 
quest of rea] & personal estate to trustees for A. for 
life, & afterwards ‘‘ to convey & assure’”’ equally 
between all A.’s children, on their respectively 
attaining twenty-one, with a gift over on A.’s 
death without “leaving any child.’’ There was 
one child who survived A., & died an infant :— 
Held: such child did not take a vested interest & 
the gift did not take effect.—WaLKER v. MOWER 
(1852), 16 Beav. 365; 51 EF. R. 819. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Finch, Abbiss v. Burney (1881), 
17 Ch. D. 211; Doré v. Fletcher (1885), 34 W. Ree 
eld. 


Re Edwards, Jones v. Jones, (1906) 1 Ch. 570. 

Ingram v. Suckling (1859), 33 L. T. O. S. 89. 

10211. Bankruptcy—-Whether gift over takes 
effect on death—In lifetime of tenant for life.}— 
Testator gave all his residuary estate to trustees, 
upon trust to pay the proceeds to his wife for life, 
& after her decease upon trust to sell the property 
& to stand possessed thereof, as to one-seventh 
part, in trust, to lay out & invest the same in a 
government annuity for the life of his son, & upon 
further trust. to pay such annuity when & as the 
same should become payable, not by anticipation, 
to his son, for his life, for his own use; but testator 
declare that in case his son should, either before 
or after his, testator’s, death, become bkpt. or 
insolvent, or should do any act to incumber the 
annuity, then the property was to go over to other 

ersons. ‘Testator’s son survived testator & died 
in the lifetime of the tenant for life, without having 
become bkpt. or insolvent, & without having done 
any act to incumber the annuity :—Held: his 
personal representatives were entitled to the 
property.—-Day v. Day (1853), 1 Drew. 569; 1 
Eq. Rep. 195; 22 L. J. Ch. 8783; 17 Jur. 5863 1 
W. KR. 402; 61 EB. R. 509. 


Annotations :-~-N.F. Power v. Hayne (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 262. 
Consd. Hatton ». May (1876), 3_Ch. D, 148. N.B. Re 
Draper (1888), 57 lL. J. Ch. 942. Refd. /te Strange, Lamb 
v. Bossi Leu (1916), 60 Sol, Jo. 640, 


10212. ——-.|— Testator directed his 
exors., after the death of his wife, to invest one- 
sixth of his residuary estate in the purchase of an 
annuity during the life of J., & to pay the annuity 
into the proper hands of J. for his support & 
maintenance; & in case J. should anticipate, 
assign, charge, or incumber the annuity, or become 
bkpt. or insolvent, testator directed that the 
annuity should go to his other residuary legatees. 
J. died in the lifetime of testator’s widow, without 
having assigned or incumbered the annuity, or 
become bkpt. or insolvent :—Held; there was an 
intestacy as to the one-sixth of the residuary 
estate after the death of the widow.—POWER v. 
HAYNE (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 262: sub nom. POWER 
v. HAYNE, BURCHELL v. DISNEY, 17 W. R. 783. 


Annotations :—Folld. Re Draper (1888), 57 Ul. J. Ch. 942. 
Refd. Hatton v. May (1876), 3 Ch. D. 148; Re Strange, 
Lamb v. Bossi Leu (1916), 60 Sol. Jo. 640. 








in which case there was to be a gift over. 
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10218. -Re DRAPER, No. 10677, 
post. 
10214, .j—Testator gave property to 


trustees on trust for his son for his life, until he 
should become bkpt. or insolvent or compound 
with his creditors, &, after any such events, over. 
There were powers to lease during the son’s life, & 
general powers of sale :—Held: the limitations 
over were not contingent on the happening of 
bkpcy., insolvency, etc., only, but took effect on 
the death of the son.—EtTcnEs v. ETCHES (1856), 


3 Drew. 441; 4 W. R. 307; 61 HB. R. 971. 
aa :—Refd. Re Martin, Smith v. Martin (1885), 53 


10215. Insanity at death of tenant for life—Donee 
dying in lifetime of tenant for life.]|—Testator, 
after giving a life interest to his wife, bequeathed 
certain sums of stock to his four sons, A. B. GC. & 
D., provided D. should be of sound mind at the 
time of the decease of his wife. But in case he 
should be insane at that period, then he directed 
that such sums of stock should be divisible between 
his sons A., B., &C. D. died insane in the lifetime 
of testator’s wife :—-Held: D. did not take any 
vested interest in such stock, & his share was 
divisible in thirds, & payable to the three other 
sons.— te CHAPPELL’S TRUSTS (1862), 6 L. T. 648; 
10 W. R. 5738. 

10216. Death in lifetime of husband—Donee dying 
unmarried.|—Bequest to A., an unmarried lady, 
for life, for her separate use, with remainder to 
her children, & in default to her absolutely if she 
survived her husband, but if she should die in his 
lifetime, then as she should appoint by will, & in 
default for her next of kin. A. died without ever 
having married :—Held : in the events which had 
happened A. took an absolute interest & her exors. 
were entitled to the legacy.—BrRock v. BRADLEY 
(1864), 33 Beav. 670; 4 New Rep. 529; 11 L. 1. 
16; 10 Jur. N.S. 815; 12 W. R. 1186; 55 BR, 


nnotations :— Consd. Ite Tredwell, Jeffray v. Tredwell, 
ee ke Ch. 640; He Laing, Laing v. Morrison, (1912) 2 
sh. ‘ 


10217. Death before acquiring vested interest— 
Death in lifetime of testator.|—Testator gave the 
residue of his real & personal estate to trustees 
upon trust for sale & division of the proceeds into 
four equal parts, & as to one of such parts upon 
trust to invest & pay the interest to his son D. for 
life, & after D.’s decease upon trust for all & every 
the children of D., who, being a son or sons, should 
attain the age of twenty-one years, or die under 
that age leaving issue, or being a daughter or 
daughters, should attain that age or marry, in 
equal share as tenants in common if more than one, 
& if there should be but one such child, the whole 
to be in trust for that one ; & testator directed that 
if all the persons constituting any one of the four 
sets or classes of beneficiaries in his trust moneys 
should depart this life without having acquired a 
vested interest in the capital of the share of such 
set or class, that then the share or shares of the 
set or class which should have becone so extin- 
guished or lapsed should go unto and be equally 
divided amongst the surviving classes or class, 
etc. D. survived testator, having had one child 
only, who died an infant in testator’s lifetime :— 
Held: the gift over of the share given to the class 
represented by D. took effect.—BEARDSLEY y, 
BEYNON (1865), 12 L. T. 698; 13 W. R. 881. 

10218. Receipt of legacy—Death before receipt 
— Gift for life.|—Testator gave to his daughter the 
income of one-fourth share of his residuary estate 
for life or until she should receive a certain legacy 
left to her under the will of her late father-in-law, 
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Sect. 25. mpaicied over after prior limitation : Sub-sect. 
,E.; sub-sect.4. Sects.26& 27: Sub-sect. 1.] 


aauienter died without having received the legacy, 


& there was no prospect of her estate ever receiving 


the same or any part of it :—Held: the daughter 
took a terminable life interest & the gift over took 
effect on her death & was not limited to the 
happening of the event mentioned in the will.— 
Re SEATON, ELLIS v. SEATON, a 2 Ch. 614; 
pier J. Ch. 124; 107 L. T. 192. 
notation :—Consd. Chia Khivee Eng v. Chia Poh Choon, 

T1923] A. C. 424. 

Failure of charitable gift.|——-See CHarrrizs, Vol. 
VITI., pp. 323-325, Nos. 1058-1077. 


SuB-SECT. 4.—DEATH OF PRIOR DONEE IN LIFE- 
TIME OF TESTATOR-—LAPSE. 


See Part XIV., Sect. 5, sub-sect. 1, ante. 


Sect. 26.—LIMITATIONS FOLLOWING PARTICU- 
LAR CONTINGENT ESTATE — EXTENT OF 
OPERATION OF CONTINGENCY. 

10219. Whether annexed to subsequent limita- 
tion.|——A. seised in fee, has a son B. & a sister C., 
etc., & devises his lands to his son B. in tail 
general, & if his son B. should die without issue, & 
his wife should survive him, then the wife to have 
the premises for life, remainder to C. in fee; B., 
the son, dies without issue, but testator’s wife 
dies before him ; C. is not entitled to the remainder 
in fee, because the contingency is annexed to all 
the devises over.— DAVIS v. NORTON (1726), 2 
P. Wms. 390; 24 E. KR. 781. 


Annotations -—Dbtd. Doo v. Brabant (1791), 3 Bro. GC. C. 
393. Refd. Doutty vr. Laver (1849), 14 L. T. O. S. 102. 


10220. ——-.]—LETHIEULLIER v. TRACY (1753), 
Se 774; Amb. 204; Keny. Ch. 40; 26 BE. KR. 
1243. 

Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Lees v. Ford (1853), 2 an & B. 
970; Pearson v. Kutter (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 398. 
10221. .|— Under a devise of land to trustees 

to pay £20 of the rents & profits to testator’s 

daughter, & the rest to her husband, & the whole 
rents & profits to the husband after the daughter’s 
death ; &, in case the daughter should survive her 
husband, then the land to the use of the daughter 
for life; &, after her death, to the use of her son 
in tail, then to the heirs of the body of the husband, 
by the daughter, then to the heirs of her body, then 
to the heirs of the husband; the daughter dying 
before her husband, the limitations over shall 
not take effect, the contingency not being confined 

to her life estate, but affecting all the other limi- 

tations, & operating as a condition precedent.— 

DoE d. WATSON v. SHIPPHARD (1779), 1 Doug. 

K. B. 75; 99 E. R. 52. 

‘Annotations :—Consd. Murray v. Jones, Faweett v. J ones 
ee 2 Ves. & B. 313; Warter v. Hutchinson erin 
B. & CG. 721. | Distd. Doe d. Lees v. Ford (1853), 2 EB. & 

o70. “Reta. Mackinnon vw. Sewell (1833), 2 My. & K. 202; 

Tennant v. Heathfield (1855), 21 Beav. 255. 

10222. -|—Where the devisor had three 
sisters, one of whom was married, & devised 
land to trustees & their heirs, ‘‘ in trust that they 
& their heirs should, during the life to the married 
sister, receive the rents & Aa rofits, & pay the same 
to the two other sisters, their heirs & assigns, & 
from & after the decease of the husband, in case 
the married sister should be then living, to the use 
of the three sisters severally in thirds for life, with 
several remainders to their first & other sons, in 
tail, remainder to the daughters as tenants in 
common, with cross-remainders between the 
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sisters on default of issue of their bodies respec- 
tively, remainder over in tail’: the condition of 
the married sister’s surviving her husband is not 
annexed to any of the limitations subsequent to 
the limitation of the life estate.—Horton v. 
Ne ae (1786), 1 Term Rep. 346; 99 EB. R. 

11381. 

Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Lees v. Ford (1858), 2K. & B. 

970 ; Wardroper v. Cutfield (1864), 10 L. 

10223. 5 ee d. VESSEY v. WHEN 
(1788), 2 Term Rep. 209; 100 E. R. 115. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Toldervy v. Colt (1836), 1 M. & W. 250. 

10224. .|—A testator, being seised of certain 
lands in fee, devised the same to his wife till his 
son J. should attain the age of twenty-five years ; 
& in case he should attain that age, & he, testator, 
should have other children living at the time of 
his death, he devised lands to trustees for the 
term of one thousand years; & after the expira- 
tion or sooner determination of that term, to his 
son J., for life; & after his decease, to the use of 
the first son of the body of his son J., in tail, male, 
remainder in tail male to the second, third, & other 
sons of his son J., remainder to his daughters in 
tail, with remainders over. The will then stated 
that the term was limited for the purpose of raising 
£5,000 as portions for other children than the 
eldest that he might leave at his death; & that, if 
all his children except the eldest should die before 
the ages of twenty-five & twenty-one years, the 
sum of £5,000 should not be raised, but should 
cease for the benefit of the person next in reversion 
for remainder expectant on the said term of one 
thousand years. Provided that, in case testator 
should have no such younger child or children, or 
they should die before the age of twenty-five or 
twenty-one years, the term of one thousand years 
should cease, determine, & be utterly void to all 
intents & purposes. ‘l'estator died, leaving his 
eldest & only son, J., him surviving, who attained 
the age of twenty-five years after his father’s 
death, & died in 1830, leaving one son only, the 
present plitf. The question being, whether, under 
this will, pltf. became entitled to the lands as tenant 
in tail :—Held: the whole of the devise was not 
contingent on the event. of testator leaving another 
child besides his son J.; but the contingency was 
only meant to apply to such subsequent trusts & 
limitations as depended for their existence upon 
the happening of the event in question, & therefore 
pltf. took the lands as tenant in tail.—QUICKE v. 
Leacu (1844), 13 M. & W. 218; 138 1. J. x. 348 ; 
153 B. R. 91. 

10225. —---.]—Bequest of residue equally be- 
tween A. & B., the wife of C.; & if C. survived B., 
for him for life, & afterwards to their four children : 
—Held: the children took only in the event of C. 
surviving B.—OATTrLEY v. VINCENT (1852), 15 
Beav. 198; 51 BE. R. 612. 

10226. -|—M. devised certain estates to his 
nephew, Sir J. E., Bart., for life, & after Sir J. E.’s 
decease to his second son & his heirs male; & in 
default to the third son & his heirs male, & so on, 
with a proviso, that if the baronetcy should come 
to or descend to the second son of Sir J. E., the 
estates should go over to the next in succession. 
P. the father of reve i., by a will made subse- 
: bee to that of devised his estates to his 

aughter, Lady E., for life, then to her eldest 
son for life, & his heirs, & for default, etc., to 
the second son of Lady E. for life, & to his 
heirs, ‘‘in case he shall not become, or shall 
not continue, seised of the real estates of M. by 
virtue of his will,” & to the third & every other 
son of Lady E., subject to the like condition, 
“ provided always, that if it shall happen that my 
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said daughter shall have no issue male of her bod 
living at her death, or no such issue male as shail 
be entitled, by the true meaning of this my will 
to,my real estates, hereby limited & scttled as 
aforesaid, then, & in either of those cases, I devise 
all my said real estates, subject respectively as 
aforesaid, to all the daughters, if more than one, 
of the body of my said daughter, who shall be living 
at her death, as tenants in common, & their heirs, 
etc.,’’ with cross remainders amongst them; ‘ & 
if there should be but one such daughter living at 
my said daughter’s decease, & no issue of any other 
such daughter then in being, then to such only 
surviving daughter & her heirs.’ At the time of 
the death of Lady E. there were two sons & several 
daughters living ; both sons afterwards died with- 
out issue :—Held: the daughters of Lady E. did 
not take any estate under the limitations of the 
will of P. for that the words “ living at her death ”’ 
applied to both branches of the proviso, & the con- 
tingency on which the daughters were to become 
entitled determined at the death of their mother.— 

EDEN v. WILSON (1852), 4 H. L. Cas. 257; 10 

i. R. 461, H. L.; revsg. S. C. sub nom. WILSON v. 

EDEN (1850), 12 Beav. 454. 

Annotations :-—Refid. Abbott v. Middleton, Ricketts v. 
per pane (1858), 7 H. lL. Cas. 69; Stanicy v. Stanley 
oni John, & H. 491; Hanbury v. Bateman, [1920], 
10227. .]}—The general rule on this subject 

with respect to wills appears to me to be correctly 

stated in the passage in 1 Jarman on Wills, pp. 752, 

753, to which we were referred in the course of the 

first argument. ‘‘ When a contingent particular 

estate is followed by other limitations, a question 
frequently arises, whether the contingency affects 
such estate only, or extends to the whole series. 

The rule in these cases seems to be, that if the 

ulterior limitations be immediately consecutive 

on the particular contingent estate in unbroken 
continuity, & no intention or purpose is expressed 
with reference to that estate, in contradistinction 
to the others, the whole will be considered to hinge 
on the same contingency; & that, too, although 
the contingency relate personally to the object 
of the particular estate, & therefore appear not 
reasonably applied to the ulterior limitations. 
Thus, where an estate for life is made to depend on 
the contingency of the object of it being alive at 
the period when the preceding estates determine, 
limitations consecutive on that estate have been 
held to be contingent on the same event, for want 
of soinething in the will to authorise a distinction 
between them’? (CROMPTON, J.).—Dor d. LEES 

v. Korp (1853), 2 E. & B. 970; 2C. L. R. 654; 

23L. J.Q. B.53; 22 L. T. 0.8. 184; 18 Jur. 420; 

118 BK. R. 1029. 

10228. .|-—Testatrix bequeathed the interest 
of long annuities to her sisters, & in case of one or 
both of their deaths before hers, gave ‘‘ the whole 
of interest in long annuities’”’ to her brother for 
life. At his death, half of the interest she gave to 
a daugbter of the brother till she attained twenty- 
one, & ‘‘ then to receive half the capital.”’ Like- 
wise testatrix bequeathed to a son of her brother 
the other half :—Held: on the construction of 
the whole will, the bequests to the niece & nephew 
were not contingent upon the sisters’ deaths in 
testatrix’s lifetime.—BoosEY v. GARDENER (1854), 
5 De G. M. & G. 122; 18 Beav. 471; 43 E. R. 
816, L. JJ. 

Annotation :-—Consd. Paylor v. Pegg (1857), 24 Beav. 105. 
10229. ———-.]-Testator gives all his property to 

trustees in trust to sell, & out of the proceeds to 

ay certain legacies, & as to the residue directs 
thet they shall divide the income equally between 
his two daughters, until one should marry, & then 
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upon trust to pay the interest of £3,000 to such as 
should first marry for her separate use, without 
pow of anticipation, with a gift over to the hus- 

and & children, & a like gift to the other daughter’s 
husband & childron. There was then a proviso that 
if cither daughter should dic in the lifetime of the 
other unmarried & without issue, the interest of 
an additional sum of £2,000 should be paid to 
the survivor for life, &, subject to the sums afore- 
said, in trust to pay £500 to J., & £500 to BK. J. 
& KE. both died in the lifetime of the two daughters, 
one of whom then also died unmarried, leaving all 
her property to her sister, who was still unmarried 
also. n the question what interest the surviving 
daughter took, & whether the legacies of £500 & 
£500 to J. & E. were vested or contingent :—Held : 
the surviving daughter took one moiety of the 
income of the residues only, & the legacies of £500 
& £500 were vested legacies.— HILL v. HILy (1860), 
2L. T. 792; 8 W.R. 536. 





10230. ———.]—-MARTIN v. HOLGATE, No. 10627, 
post, 
10231. .|-—A contingency affecting a gift by 


will to a parent is not to be extended to a gift to 

his issue, which is an independent bequest; & 

the ct. will construe such a gift as vested if the 
words will at all permit of that construction.— 

Re APPLEBEE’s Trusts (1873), 28 L. T. 102; 

21 W. R. 290. 

10232. .|}—Testator begins a portion of his 
will by the words “ & from & after the decease of 
my said wife leaving issue of our marriage,” & 
follows this by a series of provisions none of which 
could come into operation at all unless there were 
some issue of their marriage, & then begins a 
subsequent set of provisions with the words “ & 
from & after the decease of my said wife without 
leaving issue of our said marriage.’ Their Lord- 
ships think that, whatever be the effect of those 
words preliminary to the introduction of the pro- 
visions for the issue of the marriage, they must 
affect all such provisions (per CUR.).—RHODES v. 
RHODES (1882), 7 App. Cas. 192; 513. J.P. C. 53 ; 
46 L. T. 463; 30 W. R. 709, P. ©. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Kvans v. Bull (1882), 47 L. T. 165 ; 
In the Goods of Boehm, [1891} P. 247; Karunaratne v. 
Ferdinandus, [1902] A. C. 405. 

10233. Use of word ‘“‘likewise.’’] — A 
devise, commencing with the word ‘“‘ likewise,” 
held to be subject to the contingency mentioned in 
the preceding gifts of the same estate. 

Testator devised an estate to his son until he 
attained twenty-one, & to testator’s widow for 
life, in case his son died under twenty-one. This 
was followed by a gift of the produce of the estate 
to his nephews, which commenced with the 
‘word ‘ likewise ’’ :—Held : upon the context, the 
gift to the nephews was governed by the same 
contingency as that to the widow, & the son having 
attained twenty-one, the gift to the nephews 
failed.—PAYLOR v. PEGG (1857), 24 Beav. 105; 
53 E. R. 297. 








Sect. 27.—SURVIVORSHIP. 
SuB-sECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

10234. Meaning of survive-—Depends on context.| 
—The rule, as settled by modern authorities, is 
that the word ‘survivor’’ is to be construed 
strictly, & is not to be read “ other,’’ unless the 
rest. of the will should render the more liberal & 
less literal construction essential, for the purpose 
of carrying into execution the objects expressed 
by the will. 

Testator gave one-third of his real & personal 
estate to each of his three daughters for life, & 
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after their respective deaths, to their respective 
children. But in case any or either of the three 
daughters should die without leaving any child, or 
if all should die under twenty-one, then the share 
for the daughter ‘‘so dying should be for the 
separate use of the surviving daughter or 
daughters & their children per stirpes’’ :—Held: 
“‘ surviving’? ought to be construed ‘ other.’’— 
Nai v. Foor (1865), 34 Beav. 349; 55 E. R. 


Annotations :—Dbtd. Harrison v. Harrison, [1901] 2 Ch. 136. 
Refd. Re Benn, Benn v. Benn (1885), 29 Ch. D. 839; Re 


Bowman, Re Lay, Whytehead v. Boulton (1889), 41 


Ch. D. 525 

10235, -|—The words ‘survivors & 
survivor ”’ of parents construed strictly, although 
the children of some of them took an interest in 
remainder.—Re USTIcKE (1866), 35 Beav. 388; 14 
W.R. 447; 55 BE. R. 926. 


Annotations :—-Dbtd. Re Arnold’s Trusts (1870), L. R. 10 Ka. 
252. Refd. Beckwith v. Beckwith (1876), 25 W. R. 6. 


10236. 
[1914] W. N. 90. 

10237. May be different in different parts of 
will.}|—Sembdle: to effect the expressed intention 
of testator, the word ‘‘ survivor’’ may receive a 
different sense in different parts of a will.— 
WINTERTON v. CRAWFURD (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 
407; 8L. J. O.S. Ch. 134; 39 E. R. 157. 


Annotations :—Consd. Taaffe v. Conmee (1862), 10 H. L. Cas. 
64. NF. Re Heep a Will (1883), 32 Beav. 122. Refd. 
Leeming v. Sherratt (1842), 6 Jur. 663. 


10238. Living at particular time.]|—Words 
of survivorship in a will shall not defeat the effect 
of words importing a tenancy in common; but 
shall be referred to some time, as the death of the 
tenant for life; or even to the death of testator, 
though a construction not to be adopted, if there 
can be any other.—RUSSELL v. LONG (1799), 4 
Ves. 551; 31 EK. R. 283. 

Annotations :—Refd. Newton wv. Ayscough (1815), 19 Ves. 
534; Cripps v. Wolcott (1819), 4 Madd. 11. 

10289. .}—The word, ‘‘survivors,”’ in 
a bequest to children, held upon the context of the 
will, to mean, surviving so as to attain their 
respective ages of twenty-onc.—CROZIER v. FISHER 
1828), 4 Russ. 398; 6 L. J. O. S. Ch. 118; 38 
E. R. 855. 

Annotations :—Distd. Turing v. Turing (1846), 15 Sim. 139 ; 
Huffam v. Hubbard (1853), 16 Beav. 579. Consd. Voriey v. 
Richardson (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 126. Refd. Re 
Poultney, Poultney v. Poultney, [1912] 1 Ch. 245. 
10240. .|—After a bequest to daughters 

of testator, testator directed that proper articles 
should be drawn up on their marriage, ‘‘ to the 
intent that, should any of them die without issue, 
then, on decease of their respective husbands & 
themselves, their fortunes to revert to their 
surviving brothers, share & share alike.’”’ One 
of testator’s daughters died during the life of her 
brothers, who all died in the lifetime of her 
husband :—Held: the husband, as administrator 
of the wife, was entitled to the fund absolutely. 

The words ‘‘ surviving brothers ’’ mean brothers 
then living; so that the sentence runs ‘to the 
intent that, should any of them die without issue 
then, on the decease of their respective husbands & 
themselves, their fortune to revert to their brothers 
then living.”"——EaTON v. BARKER (1845), 2 Coll. 














|—Re Sina, Sine v. MILLs, 
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10238 {. Afeaning of survive—Living 
at rticular time.}~—The word “ sur- 
viving *' when used in a will, is to be 
read in its ordinary & natural sense of 
‘then pone et unless there 
is something in the 1 to indicate an 
intention that it is to be read in any 
other sense.—Re Wraon (1900), 19 


N. Z. L. R. 406.—N.Z. 


102431. ——-  Oultiving 
person. }-—Testator, by his will left the 
residue of his property to trustees upon 
trust to divide it equally between such 
of the children of A. & of B., ‘‘ as shall 
survive me & live to attain 21 
attaining such age ’”’ Held : the 


WILLS. 


neat 5 L. T. O. S. 283; 9 Jur. 822; 63 B. R. 


Annotations :—Folld. Jones v. Davies (1880), 28 W. R. 455. 
Distd. Re Bold, Banks v. Hartland (1926), 95 L. J. Ch. 201. 
Refd. He Deacon’s Trusts, Deacon v. Deacon, Hagger v. 
Heath (1906), 95 L. T. 701. 


10241. .]—The rule of law, aslaid down 
by modern authorities, is, that the word ‘ sur- 
vivors ’’ is to be confined to its literal signification, 
of survivors at the period spoken of by testator, 
in every case where it is possible to do so without 
violating the clear meaning of the rest of the will. 

The word ‘ survivors” of nieces construed 
‘‘ others,’’ in consequence of the gift over & of 
the subsequent part of the will referring to the 
‘“‘igsue’’ of a deceased niece participating in an 
accrued share.—Re KEEpP’s WILL (1863), 32 Beav. 
122; 55 KE. R. 48 

10242, ———.|—-The words “survive” & 
‘‘ survivor ” import that the person who is to sur- 
vive must be living at the time of the event which 
he is to survive. Therefore a gift over in default 
of children or remoter issue of A., who should 
survive A.:—Held: not void for remotencss.— 
GEE v. LIDDELL (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 3413; 35 Beav. 
658; 35 L. J. Ch. 640; 12 Jur. N.S. 541; 14 
W. R. 853; 55 BE. R. 1058. 

10243. Outliving particular person.|—Gift by 
will to M. for life, & after her death, to ‘all & 
every the children of the said M. who shall survive 
me ’’ :-—-Held : to include children of M. born after 
the death of testator. 

I am of opinion that we may without impropriety 
hold the words ‘‘ who shall survive me’”’ to mean 
‘‘who shall be living after me (KNIGHT BRUCE, 
L..J.).—Fte CLARK’S ESTATE (1864), 3 De G. J. & 
Sm. 111; 13 W. R. 115; 46 BE. H. 579, L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Distd. Re Delany, Delany v. Delany (1895), 
39 Sol. Jo. 468; Re Heath, Jackson v. Norman (1904), 
48 Sol. Jo. 416. 


10244. J—(1) Testator devised & 
bequeathed his real & residuary personal estate to 
trustees, on trust as to one moiety of the personalty 
& a specific part, being about half in value, of his 
realty to accumulate the income until B. should 
attain twenty-five or die, whichever should first 
happen, in case either of such events should happen 
within twenty-one years from his own death, but, 
in case that period should expire before either of 
such events should happen, upon trust to pay the 
income to B., if living, from the expiration of such 
period until he should attain twenty-five or die, 
whichever should first happen, &, subject as afore- 
said, testator directed that the moiety should be 
held in trust for B. absolutely in case he should 
attain twenty-five, & in case he should die under 
twenty-five, leaving a son or sons him surviving, 
who, or any one of whom, should attain twenty- 
one, the moiety was, subject as aforesaid, to be 
held in trust for the only, or, if more than one, 
the first surviving son of B. who should attain 
twenty-one. Testator directed that the second 
moiety of the personalty & the rest of the realty 
should be held on trust to accumulate the income 
until D. should attain twenty-five or die, which- 
ever should first happen within the period of 
twenty-one years from his own death, & in case 
that period should expire before either of such 
events should happen, then upon trust to pay the 




















primary meaning of “ survive’ is 
*‘outlHive '’; there was nothing in the 
context of the will to control that 
me , &, therefore, the children 
born during testator’s lifetime, & who 
were living at his death, were alone 
entitled to share in the residue.— 
KNIGHT v. Kniant (1912), 14 C. L. R. 
86.—AUS. 


articular 


on their 
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income to D., if living, from the expiration of such 
period until he should attain twenty-five or die, 
whichever should first happen, &, subject as afore- 
said, testator directed that the moiety should be 
held in trust ‘“ for such only surviving son, or, if 
more than one surviving son, for the eldest of such 
surviving sons absolutely.’ But, in case D. should 
leave no son him surviving, the property was to 
be held in trust for R. absolutely. B. was a 
stranger in blood to testator; D. was testator’s 
nephew. OD. attained twenty-five :—Held: having 
regard to the whole scheme of the will, an absolute 
gift of the second moiety to D. at twenty-five 
must be implied. 

(2) Again, there is the word ‘‘ surviving’ & in 
construing that word one naturally looks for the 
happening of some event in the first instance, 
most probably a death, though it may be something 
else, to which the word may apply. The word 
‘‘ surviving ’? may be used as meaning either sur- 
viving a particular person, or surviving a par- 
ticular period of time. It may point to a person 
surviving a time at which he or some one else 
attained twenty-one. The word ‘“ surviving ”’ 
does not seem to me so strong a word as ‘‘ such ’”’ 
(NortTH, J.).—MELLOR v. DAINTREE (1886), 33 
Ch. D. 198; 561. J. Ch. 33; 55 L. T. 175. 


Annotation :—As to (1) Refd. Jt?e Haygarth, Wickham v. 
Haygarth, [1913] 2 Ch. 9. 


10245. -J—-Re Sina, SING v. MILLs, 
[1914] W. N. 90. 
10246. Living beyond particular period.]— 





Testator devised to each of his children an estate 
for the life of that child, with remainder to the 
children of that child, & in case any or either of 
testator’s children should die without leaving any 
child or children him, her, or them surviving, 
then the testator devised the estates to which 
their child or children respectively would have 
been entitled under his will, if living, to his, 
testator’s, surviving children for their respective 
natural lives, & after their deceases respectively 
he gave their respective shares to their respective 
children, their heirs, exors., administrators, & 
assigns. There was no gift over on the death of all 
testator’s children without leaving children. C., 
one of testator’s children, died without leaving 
issue. Some of the other children were then living ; 
others had died leaving children of theirs then 
living :—Held: (1) the word “ surviving ’’ was to 
be read in its proper sense, & the children of those 
children of testator who had predeceased C., took 
no interest in the estate of which C. was tenant for 
life; the fact that the original shares are all settled 
by the will, & that the shares which the ‘ sur- 
vivors ”’ take in the share of a child who dies with- 
out issue, are settled in the same way as their 
original shares, is not by itself sufficient to show 
that ‘‘ survivors”’ is used otherwise than in its 
proper sense. 

(2) ‘Surviving ’’ means living beyond some 
period. Now the true rule for construing a will is, 
that if a rule has been laid down fixing in the 
absence of any expressed intention the meaning 
of a word, then that meaning is to be given to it 
unless there is something in the context to vary 
the meaning, & if no such definite rule has been 
laid down, then the words are to be taken in their 
natural sense. There is no canon as to the period 
to which survivorship is to be referred, except 
that in an immediate gift it is to be referred to the 
death of testator, & if there is a life estate then to 
the determination of the life estate. Here the 


10251 1. 
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natural meaning of “surviving ’’ is living at the 
death of the child, the estate devised to whom for 
life is given over on his death. It is said that the 
intention of testator is shown to be that the clause 
should be construed otherwise. If such an 
intention is sufficiently indicated effect ought to be 
given to it. But, in my opinion, to read “ sur- 
viving’’ as meaning “ others’’ would defeat the 
intention, for the clause of accruer is to take 
effect only in the event of a child dying without 
leaving any child him surviving. The word 
“surviving ’’ must there be read in its natural 
sense, & to give it another sense in the same clause 
would be a forced construction (Corron, L.J.). 
—Re BENN, BENN v. BENN (1885), 29 Ch. D. 839 ; 
63 L. T. 240; 34 W. R. 6, C. A. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Distd. Re Blantern, Lowe v. Cooke 
(1891] W.N. 54. efd. ke Bowman, Ite Lay, Whytehead 
v. Boulton (1889), 41 Ch. D. 525; Re Bilham, Buchanan 
». Hill, [1901] 2 Ch. 169; Powell v. Hellicar, [1919] 1 Ch. 


138. As to (2) Apld. Re Rubbins, Gill v. Worrall (1898), 
78 L. T. 218. Refd. Harrison v. Harrison, {1901} 2 Ch. 
136; Inderwick v. Tatchell, Tatchell v. Tatchell, Inder- 


wick v. Inderwick, [1901] 2 Ch. 738. Generally, Refd. Ze 
Rrenae Settlmt. Trusts, Cole v. Allcot (1905), 75 L. J. 








10247, --]|—-MELLOR v. DAINTREE, No. 
10244, ante. 

10248. Living after.]|—Re CLARK’s ESTATE, 
No. 10243, ante. 

10249. — -]—Re Sina, SING v. MILLS, 
[1914] W. N. 90. 

10250. Implies lives running concurrently- 


Last one interested.]—Testatrix gave to trustees a 
sum of stock, upon trust to pay the dividends to A. 
for his life, & after his death, to divide the principal 
among the children of A. provided that if there were 
no child of A. the sum was to be divided among 
certain persons or such of them as should be living 
at the death of the survivor of A. & B. bis wife: 
A. died without having had a child, leaving B. 
surviving. Under the circumstances of the case: 
—Held: (1) the sum of stock was at once divisible 
& B. did not take an estate for life by implication. 

(2) The word “ survivor ’”’ is an expression fre- 
quently to be met with in wills, & ought in effect 
to be read as meaning the one last interested, & 
to be applied ear ereyaiiee Ae each fund according 
to the state of his title —DREW v. KILLICK (1847), 
1DeG. & Sm. 266; 10L. T. 0.8.50; 11 Jur. 900 ; 
63 E. R. 1062. 

10251. —— Longest liver of class.|— 
TAAFFE v. CONMEE, No. 10274, post. 

10252. .]}—Re CLAYDEN, RICKETT 
v. CLAYDEN (1898), 43 Sol. Jo. 76. 

10253. .]}—Now, the common meaning 
of ‘“ survivor ’’ implies two lives running together. 
It would be a very forced use of the expression 
to say that Queen Victoria survived William the 
Conqueror (Cu1ITTy, J.).—Re DELANY, DELANY »v. 
DELANY (1895), 39 Sol. Jo. 468 
Annotation :— Refd. Re Heath, Jackson v. Norman (1904), 

48 Sol. Jo. 416. 








weer 














10254. .}—Re HEATH, JACKSON Uv. 
NORMAN (1904), 48 Sol. Jo. 416. 

10255. .]—Where there wasa gift ina 
will after the death of a life tenant of two persons 
in equal shares if then living & if either of them was 
then dead to the ‘‘ survivor, his exors. administra- 
tors or assigns,’’ & both persons died in the lifetime 
of the tenant for life :—Held: there was sufficient 
indication in the will for the use of the words 
‘‘ exors. administrators or assigns ’’ to give to the 
word ‘‘ survivor’’ its ordinary meaning, that is 
to say in this case survivor inter se, & not survivor 
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of the period of distribution, & accordingly 
the exors. of the one of the two persons who 
survived the other took the fund.—Re Woop, 
HARDY v. HULL (1923), 180 L. T. 408; sub nom. 
Re Woop, Honas v. Hutt, 68 Sol. Jo. 186. 
When “‘ survivors ’’ construed as ‘‘ others.’’] 
—~See Sub-sect. 2, E. (b), post. 

10256. ‘‘Survivor’’ construed to include ‘‘ sur- 
vivors.’’]— ANON. (1588), Sav. 92; 128 BE. BR. 1081. 

10257. ‘‘ Survivors ’’ construed to include ‘‘ sur- 
vivor.’’|—-HEARN v. BAKER, No. 10825, post. 

10258. ———_.|—-Re Brown, Brown v. ACOMB 
(1896), 41 Sol. Jo. 66. 

10259. Survivorship & tenancy in common.|— 
BROWN v. Biaa (1802), 7 Ves. 279; 32 BE. R. 114. 





Annotations :—Mentd. Polley v. Seymour (1837), 2 Y. & C. 
Ex. 708; Mules v. Jennings (1853), 8 Exch. 830; Re 
Perkins, Brown v. Perkins (1909), 101 L. T. 345. 


10260. Survivorship applicable to joint tenants.]— 
Cray v. WILLIS (1729), 2 P. Wms. 529; Mos. 184 ; 
24 E.R. 847. 

Annotations :—~Refd. Morley v. Bird (1798), 3 Ves. 629; 
Jackson v. Jackson (1804), 9 Ves. 591; Swaine v. Burton 
(1808), 15 Ves. 365; Barber v. Barber (1837), 7 L. J. Ch. 
70; Forrest v. Whiteway 1829). 3 Kxch. 367. Mentd. 
Campbell v. Campbell (1792), 4 Bro. C. ©. 15; Elliott v. 
Elliott (1841), 9M. & W. 23; Edwards v. Champion (1853), 
er of M. & a. 202; Attenborough v. Solomon, [1913] 
10261. By purchase.]—-Devise & bequest of 

leasehold, freehold, & copyhold, estates to trustees, 

their heirs, exors., etc. ; upon trust to sell; & pay 
debts, etc.; & after payment thereof to pay & 
apply the rents, etc., to A. for life; & after his 
decease devising & bequeathing to the heir or 
heirs-at-law of B. & the heirs, exors., etc., of such 
heir or heirs ; to whom the trustees were directed 
to convey & assign accordingly. Co-heiresses of 

B. being also the co-heiresses of devisor, take, not 

as co-parceners, by descent, but as joint tenants, 

by purchase ; & therefore subject to survivorship. 

—SWAINE v. BURTON (1808), 15 Ves. 365; 33 E. R. 

792, L. C. 

Annotations :—Retd. Berens v. Fellowes (1887), 56 L. T. 391. 


Mentd. De Beauvoir ». De Beauvoir (1852), 3 H. L. Cas. 
524; Buchanan v. Harrison (1861), 1 John. & H. 662. 


10262. What words construed to mean ‘‘ sur- 
vivors °? — ‘‘ Others.’’] — Testatrix, having two 
daughters, A. & B., & three sons, C., D. & E., be- 
queathed a fund upon trust for A. for life, & after 
her death for her children, with a gift over in 
default of children ‘‘to the others or other of 
them, the said B., C., D. & E., equally to be divided 
between or amongst them, if more than one.’’ 
The will contained a like bequest in favour of B. 
& her children, with a like gift over ‘‘ to the others 
or other of my children, that is to say, the said A., 
C., D. & E., equally to be divided,” etc. <A. died 
a spinster. C. & D. predeceased her :—Held: 
the words, ‘‘ others or other,’’ could not be read as 
equivalent to ‘‘ survivors or survivor at the death 
of A.,’”? & upon her death the fund bequeathed 
upon trust for her for life became divisible in 
fourths.— Re HaGEN’s Trusts (1877), 46 L. J. Ch. 


665. 
-]—Testator, in case of the death 





10263. 
of any of his children without leaving issue before 
payment of any part of reversionary legacies, 
directed such parts to be divided among the others 
& other of them, & in case of the death of a child 
leaving issue before such payment, he directed 
such parts to be divided among the children of 
such child :—Held: (1) ‘‘ payment”’ referred to 








10262 i. What words construed to mean 
** survivors ’’-——‘* Othera.’"’"]}—- Under 4 


gift, in the event ofa ie nee pear 2 
without bet marricd, to the other 
others of tator’s daughters by 


names in 


equal shares, 
‘other & others ’’ will not be read aa Pr 
‘survivor & survivors’’ unless the 


context requires {t.—STANLEY v. BOND, 


WiLLs. 


the time when the shares given over became pay- 
able. & the gift over was not void for uncertainty ; 
(2) ** others ** meant children other than those who 
had died without leaving issue; (3) the gift over 
applied to accrued as well as original shares,— 
CHASTON, CHASTON v. SEAGO (1881), 18 Ch. D. 
218; 50 L. J. Ch. 716; 45 L. T. 20; 289 W. RB. 
778. 
} — . Re Goulder, Goulder ». 
Sonaee i906) 2 ct ior Refd. Re Wilkin, Spencer 

v. Duckworth (1881), 18 Ch. D. 634; te Sampson, Samp- 

son v. Sampson, [1896] 1 Ch. 630. 

10264. ‘Remaining children.’’] —- The 
words ‘‘ remaining children,’’ unless another mean- 
ing can be inferred from the context, must be taken 
to mean the other children, or ‘‘ the rest ’’ of the 
children not otherwise dealt with, & cannot be 
construed, apart from other circumstances in the 
will to suggest such construction, to mean the 
surviving children.—Re SPEAK, SPEAK v. SPEAK 
(1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 273. 

10265. Survivorship amongst donees of chari- 
table gift.|—A bequest by testatrix to such poor 
widows or credible, industrious women, upwards of 
forty years of age, residing in the town of U., & in 
the several parishes of U., P., & D., & having no 
relief from those places respectively, the sum of £5 
each. To poor, credible, industrious persons 
residing in the said town & hamlet of U., with two 
children or upwards, or above fifty years of age, 
maimed or otherwise unable to gain a living, & 
whose income shall not exceed £5 the sum of 
£2 10s. each. To the poor people residing in the 
town & hamlet of U. & in the parishes of D., P., 
& U., the sum of £50 to be paid & divided among 
them as the trustees should think proper :—Held : 
they did not take transmissible interests, which 
would go to their representatives, but the shares 
of deceased persons belonged to the survivors.— 
RUSSELL v. KELLETT (1855), 3 Sm. & G. 264; 26 
L. T. O. S. 193; 20 J. P. 131; 2 Jur. N.S. 132 ; 
65 E. R. 653. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Fisk v. A.-G. (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 521 ; 
Re Maquire (1870), L. R. 9 Eq. 6382; te Clark’s Trust 
(1875), 1 Ch. D. 497; ke Ovey, Broadbent v. 


Barrow (1885), 29 Ch. D. 560; Re Slevin, Slevin v. Hep- 
burn, [1891] 2 Ch. 236: Re Rymer, Rymer v. Stanfield, 
Re Davis, Hannen wv. Hillyer, (1902) 


{1895} 1 Ch. 19; 
1 Ch. 876. 


10266. Stirpital interpretation—Figurative sur- 
vival in person of issue.|—-Testator directed his 
trustees to hold the residue of his estate for his 
three children, a son & two daughters, equally 
among them in liferent & for their issue in fee. 
He then directed that, if any of his children should 
die without leaving issue, or if such issue should 
die before majority or marriage, the trustees should 
hold the capital of their shares for ‘‘ behoof of the 
survivors’ of his said son & daughters if more 
than one, or for the survivor if only one, ‘‘ in the 
same way as is hereinbefore provided with regard 
to’’ their original shares. Testator next directed 
that, if any of his children should predecease him 
leaving issue, such issue should receive the capital 
which would have been liferented by their parent, 
& that, if any of his children should predecease him 
leaving no issue, their shares should be divided 

ually among his surviving children & the issue 
of predeceasing children per stirpes. Then followed 
a direction that, failing any survivor of his son & 
daughters or issue of any of them, his trustees 
should pay over the shares of his son & daughters 
to their nearest heirs & representatives in mov- 
the words [1913) 11. R. 170.—IR. 

h. —— ‘ Remaining _legatee."’) — 
SHERIDAN v. O'REILLY, [1900] 1 I. R. 
App. 386.—IR. 
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ables. Testator was survived by his three children. 
The son died unmarried, survived by the issue of 
one of his sisters who had predeceased him, & by 
the other sister & her issue :—Held: the word 
“survivors ’”’ was used in the settlement in a 
stirpital sense, & included not only a child sur- 
viving in person, but also one who, figuratively, 
survived in his or her issue; & accordingly, while 
half of the share of the son accresced to the 
surviving daughter & her issue, the other half 
accresced to the issue of deceased daughter.— 
ae TRUSTEES v. MILLAR, [1922] S. C. (H. L.) 

Construction In settlements.]|— See SerTrLEMENTS, 
Vol. XI, pp. 465, 466, Nos. 144-146. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—Girr TO SEVERAL AND SURVIVORS 
OR SURVIVOR. 


A. In General. 


10267. General rule—Survivorship referred to 
period of distribution.]|— Words of survivorship are 
to be referred to the period of division & enjoyment, 
unless there be special intent to the contrary.— 
meee v. WoLcoTr (1819), 4 Madd. 11; 56 E. R. 


Annotations :—Consd. Home v. Pillans (1833), 2 My. & K. 
15; Pearson v. Casamajor (1839), Macl. & Rob. 685; 
Rogers rv. Towsey (1845), 2 Holt, Kq. 270; Wordsworth v. 
Wood (1847), 1 H. L. Can. 129. Apld. Carver v. Burgess 
(1853), 18 Beav. 541; Huffam v. Hubbard (1853), 16 
Beav. 579; M‘Donald v. Bryce (1853), 16 Heav. 581; 
Bowyer v. Currall (1854), 2 W. R. 328; Littlejohns », 
Household (1855), 21 Beav. 29; Hind v. Selby (1856), 22 
Beay. 373. Consd. Hearn v. Baker (1856), 2 K. & J. 883. 
Folld. Cambridge v. Rous (1858), 25 Beayv. 409. Apld. 
Nevill v. Boddain (1860), 28 Beav. 554; Thompson 0. 
Thoipson (1861), 29 Beav, 654; Knight o. Poole (1863), 
32 Beav. 548. Consd. te Gregson's Trust (1864), 2 De 
G. J. & Sm. 428; Re Hopkins Trust (1865), 2 Hem. & M. 
411. Folld. Wellvock ». Ostle (1872), 27 L. T. 481. Apld 
Griffiths v. Mortimor (1885), 33 W. R. 441; Re Poultney, 
Poultney v. Poultney, {1912} 2 Ch. 541. Refd. Leeming v. 
Sherratt (1842), 2 Hare, 14; Taylor v. Beverley (1844), 
1 Coll. 108; ouverie v. Bouverio (1847), 2 Ph. 349; 
Shailer v. Groves (1847), 6 Hare, 162; Neathway v. Reed 
(1853), 17 Jur. 169 ; Spurrel] v. Spurrell (1853), 1 Eq. Rep. 
192; Haddelsey » Adams (1856), 22 Beav. 266; Evans 
v. vans (1858), 25 Beav. 81; White v. Baker (1860), 2 
DeG. Fk. & J.553 Drakeford v. Drakeford (1863), 33 Beav. 
43; Wilmot v. Flewitt (1865), 11 Jur. N.S. 820; Marriott 
v. Abell (1869), L. R. 7 Eq. 478; Bowers v. Bowers (1870). 
5 Ch. App. 244; Alty vr. Moss (1878), 34 L. T. 312. 
10268. -]—Personal estate was be- 

queathed upon trust to pay the income to testa- 

tor’s wife till his youngest child attained twenty- 
one, she maintaining the children during their 
minorities, & then the capital was to be divided 
among the wife & children with benefit of survivor- 
ship :—Held: the survivorshi referred to the 

eriod of distribution. & a child did not on attain- 
ing twenty-one, acquire an indefeasible interest.— 

VORLEY v. RICHARDSON (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 

126; 25 L. J. Ch. 835; 27 L. T. O. S. 22; 2 Jur. 

N.S. 362; 4 W. R. 897; 44 BE. R. 837, L. JJ. 

Annotation :-—Distd. Berry v. Briant (1862), 2 Drew. & Sm. 1. 
10269. .|—Testator devised &  be- 

queathed his residuary estate in trust for his widow 

for life, & at her death to sell & pay, assign or 
transfer the moneys arising therefrom to testator’s 
four children by name, equally to be divided 
between them, share & share alike, ‘‘ or equally 
to divide the aforesaid effects between the survivors 
of” his children, immediately after his wife’s 
decease, in case the youngest of the children for 
the time being should then have attained twenty- 
one years, but if the youngest should not then 














PART XVI. RCT. 2's SUB-SECT. 2. 
10267 1. General rule — Survivorship 


INGLAND, 


referred to period of distribution.}—Re 
F FINGLAND v. MCKNIGHT, 
21 0. L. T. 566.—CAN. 
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have attained twenty-one years, testator directed 
the trustees to receive the annual interest, produce, 
profits & proceeds of the trust-moneys, & pay & 
apply as much of the interest as should arise from 
the equal share of each child in the maintenance & 
advancement of each such child, as the trustees 
should deem expedient :—Held: there was a 
clear gift to the children equally, the provision as 
to survivors was not sufficiently clear to control it, 
& all the children took vested interests, which were 
not divested by their dying in the lifetime of the. 
widow. 

A great deal has been said as to the authorities on 
such a point, & the prinerple of them is said to be, 
that if there be a gift to a class of persons, or to the 
survivors or survivor of them, the survivorship 
must primd facie be construed as applying to the 
period of distribution. Thus, if there be a gift to 
the children of A., or the survivors or survivor of 
them, & such a gift follow a gift of a life estate, the 
period at which the survivorship is to be ascer- 
tained must be taken to be that of the death of the 
tenant for life. Whether this is a good rule or not 
I do not stop to inquire, & it is often better to 
adhere to a rule than to dispute about the pro- 
priety of it. I may, however, observe, that where 
is a gift to a parent for life, & after his death to his 
children, or the survivors or survivor of them the 
intention of testator is probably disappointed in 
ninety-nine cases out of one hundred by such arule, 
for testator would rarely intend that the accident 
of a child dying in the parent’s lifetime should 
deprive the child of his share altogether. I agree, 
however, that, primd facie, such is the rule of con- 
struction. But it is only a rule to be followed 
where there is nothing to show an intention to the 
contrary (LORD CRANWORTH, C.).—-BLACKMORE v. 
SNEE (1857), 1 De G. & J. 455; 44 E. R. 799, L. C. 








10270. .]—CAMBRIDGE v. Rous, No. 
10329, post. 

10271. —-  ———.]—-YOUNG v. ROBERTSON, No. 
10293, post. 

10278. — .|—A clear gift to surviving 





children, will not be extended so as to include 
deceased children, on account of a slight ambiguity 
not amounting to an inconsistency in the bequest. 
—Re CROSSE’s WILL (1863), 1 New Rep. 419; 32 
IL. J. Ch. 344; 8 L. T. 299; 9 Jur. N.S. 429; 11 
W. R. 396. 

10273. —---- —— Gift to children born during life 
of particular person.|—Testator gave a portion of 
his personal estate to the seven children of his son 
& his wife, naming them, “ together with every 
other child hereafter to be born of the, wife, during 
the life of the husband, or within nine months 
after his decease, in equal shares, with benefit. 
of survivorship.”’ He then directed their main- 
tenance with the dividends until the youngest 
should attain thirty; then upon trust for them 
respectively, & the survivors & survivor of them in 
equal shares, with power to the trustees to make 
such distribution sooner, if they think fit, provided 
the youngest child should have attained twenty- 
one :—Held: the period of division was the death 
of the husband, or the short period limited after 
his death; the clause of maintenance till thirty, 
& postponing payment till then, did not disturb 
the previous vesting in the children surviving at 
the death of the husband, so as to introduce remote- 
ness, & one child having died living the father, 
her share went over to those who should be sur- 
viving at his death. Hopson v. MICKLETHWAITE 


k. Gift to children & grandchildren— 
rhtld dead before witli made. }—TAaYI.oR 
v. Rrovut, 9 Gr. 366.—CAN. 
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(1854), 2 Drew. 204; 2 Eq. Rep. 1157; 23 L. J. Ch. 
719; 2 W. R. 440; 61 BH. R. 782. 

10274, Application to rea) estate.|— 
(1) The word ‘survivor’ in gifts of personal 
estate may be taken as referring to the period of 
distribution, It is not equally settled that with 
regard to real estate it applies to the determination 
of the prior limitation. 

(2) When the word “ survivor ”’ is applied to a 
class of persons, & individuals of that class are 
named, its natural meaning is ‘“‘ the longest liver ’’ 
of those who are named. 

The natural & obvious meaning of the word 
‘“ gurvivor’”’ is not the person who shall survive 
or outlive a particular event, but, when it is 
applied to a class of persons, & individuals of that 
class are named, the natural & obvious meaning 
of the word is the longest liver of those who are 
named; &, therefore, in this particular case, as 
in other cases, the word ‘“ survivor” should, I 
think, be regarded not as referring to any particular 
event previously mentioned, but as referring to 
that which, as I have already observed, is the 
natural meaning of the word, namely, that 
individual person who, out of the individuals 
named, shall turn out to be the longest liver 
(LORD WESTBURY, C.). 

(3) Whether cross remainders are to be implied or 
not is a question of construction; & wherever 
there are limitations in tail male ‘‘ & in default 
of such issue”’ a gift over, the presumption is, 
that that means in default of all such issue male.— 
TAAFFE v, CONMEE (1862), 10 H. L. Cas. 64; 6 
L. T. 666; 8 Jur. N.S. 919; 11 E. R. 949, H. L. 
Annotation :—Asto (3) Apld. Hannaford vr. Hannaford (1871), 

L.R.7 Q. B. 116. 


10275. 

No. 10103, ante. 

10276. Benefit of survivorship given to particular 
individual or individuals—Gift over in event of not 
surviving.|——J., referring to the fact that he 
possessed certain stock requested payment to his 
brother of a net annual annuity, the residue to his 
sister, also the net interest of other stock to E. J. ; 
each of the above three annuities to be enjoyed 
for their lives, with benefit of survivorship, & at 
the dissolution of those three persons over 
absolutely. Testator then directed an accumula- 
tion to make up £100 to pay the following 
annuities: To E. O. £20 per annum, to C. T. £20 
per annum, to M. E. £20 per annum, to T. T. £20 
per annum; the benefit of survivorship in these 
four annuities to devolve to E. O.; but in case of 
her not surviving, the benefit of survivorship to 
be derived by the three first-named legatees ; 
& on the demise of all the annuitants, over as 
before. E. O. survived T. T. & died, & on the 
question whether her representatives were entitled 
to the two annuities to her & T. T. :—Held: they 
were not, & the annuities, being undisposed of, 
went to the next of kin.—JERNEGAN v. BAXTER 
(1854), 2 W. R. 481. 

10277. Reference to named persons.] — 
Testator gave £2,000 in remainder to his sisters, 
except A., & he then gavealegacyto A. He after- 
wards gave ‘‘ to each of his sisters, namely B., C., 
& D., £500 ”’ each, ‘‘ & in case of death of either, 
their portion to go to the surviving sisters above 








-.| —RICHARDSON v. POWER, 
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10279 i. Survivorship referred to death 
of testator.) —— NATIONAL TRUSTEES, 
EXECUTORS & AGENCY Co. OF AUSTRAL- 
ASIA, LTD. v. O'CONNOR, 27 C. L. R 


60.—AUS. took as 


-)}—Testator devised his 
property to his mother, M., & to his 
sister, U., ‘‘ or the survivor of them ”’: 
—Held : the date of survivorship was 
the death of testator, & bot 
ficiaries having survived him, they 
tenants in common.--—Re 


WILLS. 


mentioned :—Held: A. was not included among 
the surviving sisters.—WHITE v. WAKLEY (1858), 
26 Beav. 28; 28 L. J. Ch. 79; 53 BH. R. 804. 

10278. Gift payable five years after death of testa- 
tor—Right of child surviving testator—But dying 
before expiry of five years.|—-Re Puiiwiips (1921), 
151 L. T. Jo. 162. 


B. Immediate Gift. 
(a) General Rule. 

10279. Survivorship referred to death of testator.| 
—QOne devises to A. £500, to B. £500, & so to five 
others the like sum, & if any to whom I have given 
any money legacy, happen to die, then his or her 
legacy, & also the residue of my personal estate, 
to go to such of them as shall be then living :— 
Held: it should be taken to be living at the death 
of testator, & not at any time after; so that the 
death of any of the legatces after, would not 
carry it to the survivors.—TROTTER v. WILLIAMS 
(1697), Prec. Ch. 78; 2 Bq. Cas. Abr. 344; 24 
KE. R. 37 


‘Annotations :—Apld. King v. Taylor (1801), 5 Ves. 806. 
Refd. Douglas v. Chalmer (1795), 2 Ves. 501. 
10280. .|—StrRINGER v. Puitiips (1730), 

1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 293; 21 EB. R. 1054. 

annotations :—Apld. Rose ad. Vere v. Hill (1766), 3 Burr. 
1881; Perry v. Woods (1796), 3 Ves. 204 ; hare v. 

es. 
82. 








Strode (1797), 3 Ves. 450; Russell v. Long (1799), 4 
551; Garland v. Thomas (1804), 1 Bos. & P. N. Rh. 
Consd. Newton v. Ayscough (1815), 19 Ves. 534 ; Cripps v. 
Wolcott (1819), 4 Madd. 11; He Gregson’s Trust Kstate 
a 2 De G. J. & Sm. 428. Refd. Doe d. Lo v. 
-*rigg (1828), 2 Man. & Ry. K. B. 338; 

Maunder t. Maunder (1902), 71 L. J. Ch. 815. 
Goodtitle d. Hood v. Stokes (1753), 1 Wils. 341. 7 
10281. -|—-Words in the last clause of a will, 

‘to the use of such child, or children, as shall 

survive,” where testator had but two, explain his 

intention, that both shall take equally on surviving 
him, &, under the devise, the survivor of them, & 

the heirs, etc.—BARRET v. LUN (1753), 3 Keny. 9 3 

96 EK. R. 1289, L. C. ; 
10282. .}—Devire by testator to his five 

children & the survivors & survivor of them, & 

the exors. & administrators of such survivor, 
share & share alike, as tenants in common & not 
as joint tenants, is a tenancy in common in fee. 

The words ‘' survivors & survivor’”’ relate to the 

death of testator.—RoskE d. VERE v. HILL (1766), 

3 Burr. 1881 ; 97 E. R. 1149. 

Annotations :—Consd. Garland v. Thomas (1804), 1 Bos. & 
P. N. R. 82; Doe d. Long v. Prigg (1828), 8 B. & C. 231 ; 
Haddelsey v. Adams (1856), 22 Beav. 266; Jie Gregson's 
Trust Estate (1864), 2 De G. J. & 8m. 428. Refd. Doe d. 


Borwell v. Abey (1813), 1 M. & S. 428; Kdwards v. 
Symons (1815), 2 Marsh, 24; #te Maunder, Maunder v. 


Maunder (1902), 87 L. T. 262. 

10283. .|—Words of survivorship added to a 
tenancy in common in a will are to be applied to 
the death of testator, unless an intention to post- 
pone the vesting is apparent.—-MABERLY v. STRODE 
(1797), 3 Ves. 450; 30 EK. It. 1100. 

1 — , , 28), 8B&C. 
Agia Haddelsey y, Adama (1866), 22° Boav. 206. Reta. 
Home v. Pillans (1833), 2 My. & K. 15; Seccombe v. 


Edwards (1860), 28 Beav. 440; Barker v. Young (1864), 
Reed v. Braithwaite (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 


Re Maunder, 
Mentd. 











33 Boav. 353 ; 
514. Mentd. Boll ». Phyn (1802), 7 Ves. 453; Dunbar v 
Boldero (1825), 4 L. J. O. 8. Ch. 76; Dillon v. Harris 


(1830), 4 BU. N. 8. 321; Malcolm v. Taylor (1831), 2 
tuss. & M. 416; Norman’s Trust (1853), 17 Jur. 154. 


10284. -]—Devise of a fee simple estate 
expectant on the decease of B. to trustees & their 
executors, to receive & apply the rents to the 





JOHNSON (1912), 22 O. W. R. 741; 3 
O. WLN. 1571 5 D. L. R. 314.—CAN. 
10279 fii, ———.) — CAULFIELD _ vv. 
GILES, 12 I. Eq. R. 427.—IR. 
10279 iv. ———.] -- CHANCELLOR *". 
MosMAN (1872), 10 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 


h bene- 
44 So. Jur. 557.---S0COT. 
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maintenance & advancement of six of the testator’s 
children till the youngest was twenty-one, & then 
to his six children & the survivors & survivor 
of them, their heirs & assigns for ever, as tenants 
in common :-—Held: all such devisees as survived 
testator took on his decease a vested estate in fee in 
common.—EDWARDS v. SYMONS (1815), 6 Taunt. 

213; 2 Marsh. 24; 128 BK. RR. 1016. 

Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Long v. Prigg (1828), 8 B. & C. 
231. Refd. Hepworth v. Scale (1855), 25 L. T. O. 8S. 328; 
Jte Gregson’s Trust Kstate (1864), 2 De G. J. & Sm. 428; 
fe Maunder, Maunder v. Maunder (1902), 87 L. T. 262. 


10285. .|—Testator gave to his wife an 
annuity, & £100 a year for each of his three children 
during their minorities ; & from & after the decease 
or marriage of his wife, then the £300 to be divided 
amongst his children, in like manner as his other 
effects, & subject thereto, he bequeathed his lease- 
hold & personalty unto his three children, & the 
survivors & survivor of them. One of them died 
under twenty-one :—Held: he took a _ vested 
interest at the time of the death of testator.— 
BAss v. RUSSELL (1829), Taml.18; 7L. J.O.8. Ch. 
177; 48 BE. BR. 8. 

10286. -|—YOuUNG v. MARTIN (1843), 2 Y. & 
C. Ch. Cas. 582; 2L. T. O. S. 165; 7 Jur. 1147; 
63 E. R. 260. 

.fnnotation :—Mentd. Warren vr. 


Coll. 108. 

10287. --|—Testator gave £5,000 stock to his 
sister for life; & at her decease the stock was to 
be equally divided among testator’s nieces E. T., 
M. R.H., F. RK. B., M. A. G. R., & A. L. R. or the 
survivors of them; & after bequeathing another 
legacy, testator directed that the remainder of his 
property should be divided into two equal shares, 
of which he gave one to his niece M. KR. R., & the 
other between his nieces KE. T. & F. R.B. The will 
then contained the following clause: ‘‘ In case my 
niece K. IT’. should not survive me, her child or 
children are to inherit what I have bequeathed 
to her; & the same of any other of my nieces who 
may marry & leave children ”’ :—Held: the words 
of survivorship occurring in the gift of the £5,000 
stock to testator’s nieces were to be referred to 
testator’s death.--ROGERS v. ‘TOWwsEY (18145), 2 
Holt, Eq. 270; 9 Jur. 575; 71 E. R. 874. 

10288, --——--.]—Testator gave a leasehold house, 
which was let for twenty-eight years, to trustees to 
pay the rents & profits for the benefit of his five 
children, whom he named, or the survivors or 
survivor of them, in equal shares & proportions, 
share & share alike :—Held: the words “ survivors 
or survivor ”’ referred to the death of any of them 
in his lifetime ; the words ‘‘ share & share alike ’’ 
referred to those children who should survive him, 
& created a tenancy in common, & the interests 
were vested in the children on the death of testator. 
-—~ASHFORD v. HAINES (1851), 21 L. J. Ch. 496; 
sub nom. ASHFORD v. FIELD, 18 L. T. O. S. 115. 








Postlethwaite (1845), 2 





10289. .]—NEATHWAY v. REED, No. 10320, 
post. 
10290. .|—Testator, after directing that 





certain moneys to arise from the sale or exchange 
of his real estates should be divided equally 
amongst his brothers & sisters, share & share 
alike, as tenants in common, further directed that, 
in case any of his brothers & sisters should die 
without leaving lawful issue, then the share of the 
one so dying should go & accrue to the survivors or 
survivor of his brothers & sisters, & be equally 
divided between them, share & share alike; & 
that, in case of the death of any other of his 
brothers & sisters without leaving lawful issue, 
before such accruing or surviving share or shares 
should become vested, then every such accruing or 
surviving share or shares should again become 
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subject to such further condition or contingency 
of accruer or survivorship as thereinbefore declared 
touching the original portion or portions; & in 
case issue should have been left by any of the 
brothers or sisters, such issue should be entitled 
to their deceased parent’s share, as tenants in 
common :-—~Held: the words of survivorship 
referred to death in testator’s lifetime; & the 
brothers & sisters alive at testator’s death took 
absolute interests.—WOODBURNE v. WOODBURNE 
(1853), 23 L. J. Ch. 336; 22 L. T. O. S. 314; 
18 Jur. 184; 2 W. R. 131. 

10291. -|— Bequest to four persons equally, 
& ‘‘ in case of the death ” of any or either of them 
‘‘in the lifetime of the other or others,” their 
shares to go to “‘ survivor or survivors of them ”’ :— 
Held: the survivorship had reference to the period 
of testator’s death.—Howarp v. Howarp (1856), 
21 Beav. 550; 52 E. R. 972. 

Annotation :—Apld. Re Fisher, Robinson v. Eardley, (1915] 

1 Ch. 302. 

10292. -.|—Testator directed that a residuary 
fund should be held in trust for the children of his 
two nieces, M. & E., ‘‘ to be equally divided 
amongst the children or the survivors of them, 
as they attain their majority ; & in the meantime 
that the interest of such ultimate residue should 
be ‘‘ from time to time paid to my two nieces in 
Ba aaa to the number of children each may 

ave at the time such interest becomes due & 
payable, for the use & education of such children ”’ : 
—Held the children took vested interests, 
defeasible in the event of their not attaining full 
age.— VINING v. WRIGHT (1860), 3 L. T. 287. 

10293. .|—(1) Testator, by will, made in 
1841, gave the residue of his estate & effects, 
subject to a life interest vested in his wife, to his 
six grand nephews & nieces equally, share & share 
alike, & to their respective heirs or assigns ‘‘ declar- 
ing that if any of his residuary legatees shall dic 
without leaving lawful issue before his or her share 
vest in the party or parties so deceasing, the same 
shall belong to & be divided equally, share & share 
alike, among the survivors of his grandnephews & 
grandnieces equally ” :—Held: the word “‘ vest ”’ 
did not alter the general rule, but ‘‘ survivors ”’ 
meant the survivors at the death of the tenant for 
life. 

(2) It is a settled rule of construction that 
words of survivorship in a will should be referred 
to the period appointed by that will for the 
payment or distribution of the subject-matter of 
the gift. 

(3) If testator gives a sum of money, or the 
residue of his estate, to be paid or distributed 
among a number of persons, & refers to the con- 
tingency of any one or more of them dying, & 
then gives the estate or the money to the survivor, 
the period of distribution is the period of the death 
of testator: & accordingly the event of the death 
upon which that contingency is to take place is 
referable to the interval of time between the date 
of the will & the death of testator, & the words are 
construed to provide for the event of the death of 
any one of the legatees during the lifetime of 
testator. But where testator gives a life estate in 
a sum of money, or the residue of his estate, & at 
the expiration of that life estate directs the money 
to be paid or the residue to be divided among a 
number of objects, & then refers to the possibility 
of some one or more of those persons dying, with- 
out specifying the time, & directs, in that event, 
the payment to be made or the distribution to be 
made among the survivors, it is understood & 
regarded by the law that he means the contingency 
to extend over the whole period of time that must 
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Sect. 27.— Survivorship : Sub-sect. 2, B. (a) & (b), 
C. (a).] 


elapse before the payment is made or the distribu- 
tion takes place ; & in such case the survivors are 
e ascertained in like manner cd a reference to 

the period of payment or of distribution, namely, 
Coe Riel eda he. life estate—YouNG »v. 
ON ; acq. : . Pt = 

825, - ( ) eq. 314; 8 Jur. N.S 
nnotations :—As to (1 . . : 

L. T. 90. Consd. Havers 0. Bones asToy f Oh: hore 
244. 48 to (2) Refd. Re Gregson’s Trust Estate (1864), 2 

© G. J. & Sm, 428; Ite Maunder, Maunder v. Maunder 
(1902), 71 iL. J. Ch. 815. 48 to (3) Consd. Bowman v. 
eae (Hed) oCcels: ORR Opa sare 

Graham (1878), 3 App. Cas.1287.. °° 

10294, ——-.]—-Re BeNnN, BENN v. BENN, No. 
10246, ante. 

10295. ——-..]—Testator directed his trustees to 
realise the whole residue of his means & estate, & 
‘to divide the same among my three sisters before 
mentioned & the survivors of them & the children 
of my late brother W. equally per stirpes.”” The 
three sisters predeceased testator without leaving 
Issue. The children of the brother claimed that 
the whole of the residue had vested in them a 
morte testatoris, while the remaining heirs ab 
intestato of testator maintained that the sisters’ 
Shares had fallen into intestacy :—Held: testator 
had not made separate bequests of one-fourth 
shares of the residue of his estate, but had left the 
residue in equal shares to such of the bene- 
ficiaries as might be alive at the date of his death ; 
&, as the family of his brother were the sole 
survivors at that date, they were entitled to the 
whole residue.—YOUNQ’s TRUSTEES v. YOUNG, 
(1927] S. C. (H. L.) 6, H. L. 


(6) Exceptions to Rule. 

10296. Construction causing repugnancy—Sur- 
vivorship in case of death without issue.]—Bequest 
to the children of A. who should be living at 
testator’s decease, equally; with survivorship 
in case of death without leaving issue: if, leaving 
issue, the issue to have the parent's share. The 
survivorship cannot be restrained to the period of 
testator’s death: as upon that construction the 
clause would be repugnant.—SHERGOLD v. BOONE 
(1807), 13 Ves. 370; 33 E. R. 332. 

10297. Express gift to survivor—Death of all in 
lifetime of testator.]|—Testator gave his Icaschold & 
residuary estate upon trust as to the clear annual 
residue to divide same between his three daughters 
for their separate use; & in case any or either of 
his daughters should die leaving lawful issue sur- 
viving, to pay such share or shares to the children 
of such one or more of them. Ile also directed 
that, in case there should be only one of his 
daughters surviving during the continuance of the 
trusts, the whole of his estate & effects should be 


PART XVI. SECT. 27, SUB-SECT. 2. 
——C. (a). 


10300 i. Survivorship referred to death 
of tenant for life.}—Testator devised 


22 Gr. 507.—CAN 
10300 ili. 











after the death of the tenant for life, 
the wife.—Smitn v. COLEMAN (1875), 


An vw. BAIRD, 


WILLS. 


paid to that surviving daughter. What happened 
was, that all three ueue ere were married & died 
without ever having had children. The repre- 
sentatives of the survivor claimed the whole of the 
estate; but the representatives of one of the 
sisters who had died previously contended that 
there was an intestacy :—Held : upon the language 
of the whole will, the representatives of the survivor 
were entitled to the estate under the latter bequest. 
—PULBROOK v. BRAT?T (1859), 33 L. T. O. 8. 42. 

10298. Survivorship clause intended to guard 
against lapse.|—Bowrrs v. BowErs, No. 10083, 
ante. ; 

10299. Gift of debt due from Crown—Gift to sur- 
vivors ‘‘ if either of them die ’’——Death after testator 
but before recovery of debt.J|—-J. S. being entitled 
to a debt of £20,000 due from the Crown, devised 
same to six of his relations equally to be divided 
between them, share & share alike; & if either of 
them die, to the survivors or survivor of them. 
All the legatees survived testator, but before the 
debt was recovered, one of them died :—Held: the 
legatees were joint tenants, & the representative 
of the legatee dying, was not entitled to any part 
of this legacy.—BINDON (EARL) v. SUFFOLK 
(EARL) (1707), 4 Bro. Parl. Cas. 574; 2 KH. R. 
391, Hi. L. 3 revsg., 1 P. Wms. 96, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Haws v. Haws (1747), 3 Atk. 524. 
Dbtd. Roebuck v. Dean (1793), 2 Ves. 265. d. Brograve 
v. Winder (1795), 2 Ves. 634. Distd. Douglas v. Chalmer 
(1795), 2 Ves. 501. Dbtd. Maberly v. Strode (1797), 3 
Ves. 450. Id. Russell v. Long (1799), 4 Ves. 551; 
Garland v. Thomas (1804), 1 Bos. & P. N. RB. 82. Consd. 
Cripps v. Walcott (1819), 4 Madd. 11; J%e Smith’s Trusts 
(1898), 9 Ch. D. 117. Red. Viner v. Francis (1789), 2 
Cox, Iq. Cas. 190; Perry v. Woods (1796), 3 Vos. 204 ; 
King v. ‘Taylor (1801), 5 Ves. 806; Doe d. rene Prige 
(1828), 8 B. & C. 231; Home v. Pillans (1833), 2 My. & K. 
15; Kdwards v. Edwards (1852), 15 Beav. 357; Cooper 
vt. Cooper (1855), 1 K. & J. 658. 


C. Gift Postponed to Life Estate. 
(a) General Rule. 


10300. Survivorship referred to death of tenant for 
life.) —T. by his will appoints the interest that shall 
be made of his personal estate to be paid to his 
father during his life, & after his decease to his 
mother for her life, & after their decease gives the 
residue of his personal estate to his brother & 
sisters, & to the sisters of his late wife M. & fR., 
share & share alike; & then says, ‘‘in case of the 
death of my brother, or any of my sisters, or wife's 
sisters, before me, or the survivor of my father & 
mother, I appoint his her, or their shares to be 
divided among the survivors.’’ The brother dicd 
in testator’s lifetime, but after the will was made, 
& his sisters in the lifetime of testator’s mother, 
who survived her husband, but is since dead. 
M. & R. claim the residue of T.’s. personal estate. 
They are entitled, as the only surviving a ee 
at the death of the survivor of testator’s father 
& mother, to the whole residue of T.’s estate, to 


bold houses, to J. & W., or the survivors 
of them :—Held : the survivorship waé 
to be referred to the termination of the 
tenancies for life, & therefore J., who 
had thon survived W., was entitled 


real estate to his wife for life, with 26 Gr. 367.—CAN. 
remainder to A., B. & C., or the sur- i . to the houses.—Re Betrast Town 
Ma eda survivor of all of them, their Bar ae ‘a prea aa rial eee i p. SAYERS (1884), 13 L. It. 
cintbe of. pues itornip Eset the igor. "5 ; — WARD v. MoKay 10300 ix. ———,] — SHAW v. SiAaAw 
survivors at the death of the tonant for 49 Dg at UR. 353; 41 N.S. Re. (yagg), 25 LE. R. Ie. 30.—IR. 

e, not o OT.—-PEEBLES . : —_——- 
KYLE, 4 Gr. 334,—OAN. 10800 vi. ——.]—Kasvery TRostCo. x, 19800 x, ~~. ] “Morro. GRanaM, 1? 





10900 fl. -}~Testator devised his 
Jands to his wife ‘‘to have & to hold 
the said premises with appurtenances 
unto the said J., for & during her 
natural life, & afterwards unto the 
surviving children of my cousin T., to CAN. 
be divided share & share alike ’ :— 10300 viii. 
Held: the period of distribution was 


10300 vil. 








» FRASER (1913), 13 K. L. R. 137 3 12 
D. L. BR. 581.—CAN 
.}~—Re HELMOKEN Es- 
TATE, HELMCKEN ¥. 
a W. HR. 172; 34 B.C. R. 184. 


.)-—After two succes- 
sive life estates, testator devised frec- 


10300 xi. ——.J]—F rRravs, ETO. (1872), 
10 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 968.—SCOT. 


BuLigen, (1924) 10800 xii. ———.]—Banks’ TRUSTEES 
— aoe Trusses, (1907) 8. C. 125. 


1030) xiii, ——~.]—GaLLiers v. RY- 
ororr [1901] A. C. 130, P. O.—S. AF. 


Part XVI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


the accumulated share of the persons who were 
dead, as well as their original fifth.—Pain v. 
BENSON (1744), 8 Atk. 78; 26 B. R. 848, L. O. 
Annotations :—Dbtd. Hz p. West (1784), 1 Bro. C. C. 575. 
Consd. Barker v. Lea (1893), Turn. & R. 413. N.F. Goodwin 
v. qmeyeon (1858), 25 Beay. 65. Refd. Melsom v. Giles 
(1870), L. R.5 C0. P. 614. 
10801. -|—FERGUSON v. DUNBAR (1781), 3 
Bro. C. C. 469, n.; 29 H. R. 648, L. C. 
Annotations :—Oonsd. Milsom v. Awdry (1800), 5 Ves. 465; 
Lowe v. Land (1837), 6 L. J. Ch. 24. Apld. Ite Corbett’s 
Truste (1860), John. 591. Dbtd. Holland v. Allsop (1861), 





29 Beav. 498. » Worll . Ch 2), 3 
ieee As fos efd orlidge v urchill (1792) 
10302. -]—Devise to the heir-at-law, & his 


issue male in strict settlement; remainder in 
trust to be sold, & the money to be distributed 
among certain persons, or the survivors or survivor 
of them, & that the share of one should, previous 
to her marriage, be settled upon her for life; & 
after death upon her issue; in default of issue 
upon her right heirs ; the produce of the sale is to 
be considered as personal, & vests in the survivors 
at the death of the tenant for life without issue 
inale.—-BROGRAVE v. WINDER (1795), 2 Ves. 634 ; 
30 E.R. 815, L. C. 
Annotations :—Expld. Perry 1. Woods (1796), 3 Ves. 204. 
Consd. Maberly », Strode (1797), 3 Ves. 450. Apld. Hoghton 
vo. Whitgreave (1819), 1 Jac. & W. 146. Consd. Home v. 
Pillans (1833), 2My. & K.15; Wordsworth ». Wood (1839), 
4 My. & Cr. 641. Distd.. Buckle v. Fawcett (1815), 4 
Yare, 536. Refd. Newton v. Ayscough (1815), 19 Ves. 
534; Doe d. Long v. Prigg (1828), 2 Man. & Ry. K. B. 
338. Mentd. Burrell v. Crutchley (1809), 15 Ves. 544; 
Webb v. Kelly (1825), 3 L. J. O. S. Ch. 172. 
(1805), 10 


10308. -|—JENOUR v. JENOUR 
Ves. 562; 32 KE. R. 963, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Cripps v. Wolcott (1819), 4 Madd. 11. 
Mentd. Lowten rv. Colchester Sate (1817), 2 Mer. 113; 
Woodmeston v. Walker (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 197; Willis 
v. Yates (1834), Coop. temp. Brough. 4198; Angell v. 
Davis (1830), 4 My. & Cr. 360; Andrews v. Lockwood & 
Abdy (1846), 15 Sim. 153; Pennington v. Buckley (1848), 
6 Haro, 451; Martineau v. Rogers (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 398 ; 
ee Hall-Dare, Le Marchant v. Leo Warner, [1916] 1 Ch. 
10304. fe posta tie gave the interest of the 

residue to her brother during his life, &, after his 

death, she gave the residue to her exors., in trust for 
four persons by name, & the survivors & survivor 
of them, to be paid to them respectively when 
they should attain twenty-one, with interest in 
the meantime; of these four persons, two died 

during the life of the brother :—/eld: they did 

not take vested interests in any part of the residue, 

but the whole of it belonged to the two survivors. 

—POPE v. WHITCOMBE (1827), 3 Russ. 124; 6 

L. J. O. S. Ch. 53; 38 EB. R. 522, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Reld. Ranelagh v. Ranelagh (1834), 2 My. 
& K. 441; Wordsworth cv. Wood (1847), 1 H. L. Cas. 129. 
Menotd. Re Wright’s Trusts (1852), 15 Ivison 
v. Gassiot (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 958. 

10305. ———.]|—-Gift to A. for life, & after her 
decease to his daughters, A., S., & H., to be 
equally divided among them, or to the survivors of 
them; A. alone survived the tenant for life :— 
Admitted, that A. was entitled by survivorship 
to the whole fund.—A.-G. v. FLETCHER (1835), 
5 L. J. Ch. 75. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Crawford rv. Forshaw, [1891] 2 Ch. 


261. 
.|—Testator bequeathed his residu- 











eav. 367 ; 


10306. 
ary estate to his wife for life, &, after her death, to 
his son & daughter, share & share alike, & their 
respective issue, with benefit of survivorship 
between his children or their issue respectively :— 
Held: the survivorship was to take place only in 
the event of the issue of a child failing in the 
lifetime of testator’s widow.—TURNER v. CAPEL 
(1838), 9 Sim. 158; 59 BE. R. 319. 

10307. .|—A., by will, gave to B. an annuity 
of £600, per annum, for life, but not to be liable to 
the control of any husband, to be paid quarterly, 
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from time to time, on her receipt only, etc., & 
after her death, the said annuity to be equally 
divided between six persons named in the will, or 
the survivors or survivor :—Held: the five of 
such six persons who survived B. took an annuity 
of £600 as tenants in common, & not as joint 
tenants, & were not entitled on A.’s death to receive 

a sum of money that would be sufficient to raise 

the annuity of £600.—BLEwITtT v. RoBERTs (1841), 

Cr. & Ph. 274; 10 Sim. 491; 41 BE. R. 495; sub 

nom. BLEWITY v. ROBERTS, BLEWITT v. STAUFFERS, 

10 L. J. Ch. 842 ; 5 Jur. 979, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Rogers v. Towsey (1845), 2 Holt, Eq 
270. Distd. Ford v. Batley 
Hedges v. Harpur, Hedges v. ok (1858), 3 De G. & J. 
129; Bent v. Cullen (1871), 6 Ch. App. 235. Apld. Blight 
v. Hartnoll (1881), 19 Ch. D. 294. etd. Heron v. Stokes 
(1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 161; Korr v. Middlesex Hoses 
(1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 576; Nicholls v. Hawkes (1853), 
22 L. J. Ch. 255; Basdon v. Meagher (1867), 15 W. R. 
975; He Morgan, Morgan v. Morgan (1893), 69 L. T. 407 ; 
Re Fivans, Thomas v. Thomas (1908), 77 L. J. Ch. 583. 
Mentd. Yates v. Maddan (1851), 3 Mac. & G. 532; Baynes 
v. Ridge (1853), 1 Eq. Rep. 157; Mansergh v. Campbell 
(1858), 25 Beav. 544; Hill v. Rattey (1862), 2 John. & H. 
634: Townsend v. Ascroft, {1917} 2 Ch. 14. 

10308. .J—Testator gave his real & personal 
estate in trust for his nephew J. for life, &, after 
his death, to be conveyed & transferred to the 
eldest son of J. on his attaining twenty-one, with 
limitations over in like manner, if there was no 
such son of J., to two other nephews of testator 
& their sons successively ; & in case none of them, 
the three nephews, should have a son who should 
survive the survivor of them & attain twenty-one, 
testator then devised the estate in like manner to 
a fourth nephew & his sons, with remainders over 
to their respective daughters :—Held: testator 
in the words of devise to the fourth nephew must 
be construed to mean that such limitation should 
take effect in case none of the first three nephews 
should leave a son surviving his parent & attaining 
twenty-one, a different construction being repug- 
nant to specific directions as well as to the general 
scheme of the will, creating cases of intestacy, & 
supposing a capricious & irrational intention, & 
a son of J., surviving his father & attaining 
twenty-one, was entitled to an absolute convey- 
ance & transfer of the real & personal estate.— 
HWILLERSDON v. LOWE (1843), 2 Hare, 355; 12 
L. J. Ch. 321; 7 Jur. 482; 67 BE. R. 146. 
Annotations :--Consd. Abbott v. Middeton, Ricketts v. 

Carpenter (1858), 7 I. lL. Cas. 69. Refd, Wing v. Angrave 

(1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 183. ; 

10308. .|—Testator, by his will, directed his 
exors. to place out upon Government security 
such a sum of money out of the interest thereof as 
would be sufficient to produce an annuity of £60, 
which he gave unto his daughter I. for her life ; 
& after her decease, in case she should leave issue, 
he gave the principal unto & equally amongst such 
issue ; but if she should die without issue, he gave 
the same unto & equally amongst his surviving 
children & their legal personal representatives, 
share & share alike. Testator had four children 
living at the date of his will & of his death, of whom 
the daughter I. was the survivor. She died without 
leaving issue:—Held: the words “surviving 
children '’ meant children surviving the daughter 
I.—TAYLoR v. BEVERLEY (1844), 1 Coll. 108; 18 
L. J. Ch. 240; 2L. T. O. S. 516; 8 Jur. 265; 63 
K, R. 342. 

] :—Apld. R eet 1845), 2 Holt, Eq. 

A tate Oe eee abe Leia), Fool. 746. Consd, 
Spurrell v. Spurrell (1853), 11 Hare, 54. Apld. Re Batea’ 
‘rusts (1863), 2 New Rep. 268. Refd. Cooper v. Palmer 
(1845), 1 Coll. 665; Re Gregson’s Trust Estate (1864), 2 
DeG. J. & Sm. 428; Re Maunder, Maunder v. Maunder 
(1902), 87 L. T. 262. 

10810. .|—A married woman having power 
to dispose of £1,500 by her will, gave the interest 


Cf 
» 


er 23 L. J. Ch. 225 ; 
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of it to her husband for his life, & directed that, 

after his decease, the principal should be divided 

equally between the five daughters of her sister B. ; 

&, if any of them should die during her husband’s 

lifetime leaving issue, that the respective issue of 

such deceased daughters should have equally 
divided among them their mother’s share; but 
in case any of them should die during her husband’s 
lifetime without lawful issue, that the £1,500 should 
be divided, share & share alike, among the sur- 
viving daughters :—Held: the word “ surviving ”’ 
had reference to testatrix’s husband, &, as all the 
daughters died in his lifetime & only one of them 
left issue, four-fifths of the £1,500 were undisposed 

of.—WATSON v. ENGLAND (1845), 15 Sim. 1; 6 

L. T. 0.8.29; 9 Jur. 648; 60 E. R. 516. 

10311. -]—Testator devised certain messu- 
ages to trustees upon trust, to pay the rents to his 
wife for her life, & after her decease he gave & 
devised the messuages to the same trustees, upon 
trust to sell, etc., & apply the proceeds amongst 
all his, testator’s, nephews & nieces, children of his 
brothers A. & B., & his sister C., & the survivors & 
survivor of them, share & share alike, to be paid 
them respectively as they attained the age of 
twenty-one years. Testator’s wife survived him: 
—Held: the property was divisible among such 
only of the children of A., B. & C. as survived the 
widow.— WILLIAMS v. TarTT (1845), 2 Coll. 85; 
63 E. R. 648. 

10312. -|—Devise & bequest of real & per- 
sonal estate to trustees, upon trust, subject to 
certain legacies & annuities, for A. for life, & after 
his decease upon trust to convey, assure & pay the 
whole of the real & personal estate to & amongst 
the children of A. & the issue of any such children. 
But, in case A. should die without issue, then to 
pay & distribute same equally amongst all & every 
the children of B. & C. & the survivors of them ; 
but, in case any of such children should be then 
dead, leaving issue of his, her or their body or 
bodies lawfully begotten, then such issue to have 
as well such original share or shares as the father 
or mother of such issue so dying would have been 
entitled to if then living, as also such other share 
or shares thereof as the father or mother of such 
issue 80 dying might have been entitled to by 
survivorship or otherwise. <A. survived testator, & 
died without issue :—Held: the period of the sur- 
vivorship of the children of B. & C. is not to be 
referred to the time of the death of testator, but to 
that of the death of A., being the period of distri- 
bution ; & the children of B. & C. living at the date 
of the will, & those born after that date & before 
the death of A., were entitled to the real & personal 
estate, with survivorship between them in case of 
the death of any of such children without issue 
before the death of A., the children of such of the 
children as died before A., leaving issue, being 
substituted for the original legatees.—BUCKLE v. 
FAWCETT (1845), 4 Hare, 586; 5 L. T. O. S. 236; 
9 Jur. 891; 67 E. R. 760. 

Annotations :— Refd. Ite Gregson’s Trust Kstate (1864), 2 
De G. J. & Sm. 428; Ite Maunder, Maunder v. Maunder 
(1902), 87 L. T. 262. 
hide ——.]—RoGERs v. TowsEy, No. 10287, 

ante. 

10314, -I—Bequest to one for life with re- 
mainder over to two others, with a clause of sur- 
vivorship ‘‘ if one or the other (of the latter) should 
die’ :—Held: the survivorship had reference 
to the death of the tenant for life, & not to that of 
testator ; & one of the remaindermen having 
survived testator, but predeceased the tenant for 
life, the survivor was held entitled to his share by 











WILLS. 


survivorship.—-WHITTON v. FIELD (1846), 9 Beav. 

8; 50 EB. R. 385. 

10315. .]|—Testator gave two sums of stock 
to his widow for her life, & after her decease, one- 
half of the same stock was to be divided among 
his surviving brothers & sister, or their issue, share 
& share alike. The brothers & sister of testator 
all died in the lifetime of the widow; & four of 
them only left issue living at the death of the 
widow :—Held: the word “ survivor’ was to be 
construed with reference to the period of distribu- 
tion.—SHAILER v. GROVES (1847), 6 Hare, 162 ; 
16 L. J. Ch. 867; 9 L. T. O. 8. 311; 11 Jur. 485 ; 
67 E. R. 1124. 

Annotations :—Apld. Atkinson v. Bartrum (1860), zh hr 


219. Consd. He I’ox’s Will (1865), 35 Beav. 163. entd. 
Abbay v. Howe (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 470. 


10316. -]—Testator sah Vong resty a fund in 
trust for D. for her life, &, er her decease, in 
trust for four of her children, whom he named : 
‘‘or the survivor or survivors of them for their 
maintenance, until they severally attain the age 
of twenty-one years, when each of them will be 
entitled to claim a fair proportion of the principal.” 
Only one of the children survived the mother :— 
Held: that one was entitled to the whole fund, 
though two of the deceased children attained 
twenty-one.—DORVILLE v. WOLFF (1847), 15 Sim. 

510; 16L.J.Ch. 179; 8L. T. O. 8S. 492; 11 Jur. 

160; 60 EK. R. 717. 

10317. .]|—Testator, after various bequests, 
gave to his wife, for her life only, all his remaining 
estates, & also gave her all his capital in trade, 
with the three quarters of the profits arising there- 
from, for her life ; but nevertheless, in trust, at her 
death, for his then surviving children, share & 
share alike, ‘‘ independent of the rental of his 
estates, which he gave & bequeathed to his sur- 
viving female children,” to be paid to them as he 
directed. Testator then proceeded thus: ‘' On 
the decease of any of these children, should they 
die without issue lawfully begotten, that share to 
fall to the rest, & so on to the last female child ; 
but should they marry & have children, then their 
share to go to the child or children, & from my last 
female child to the males of my body lawfully 
begotten, with the same restrictions as before 
expressed, & to the heirs & assigns of the last of 
them.’ One of testator’s daughters, after his 
death, married, & died in the lifetime of his widow, 
leaving children :—Held: such children did not 
take any interest under the will, the word sur- 
viving having reference to the death of testator’s 
widow, & not to his own.—-WORDSWORTH v. WOOD 
(1847), 1 H. L. Cas. 129; 9 L. T. O. S. 489; 11 
Jur. 503; 9 E.R. 702, O. 1. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Neathway v. Keed (1853), 3 De G. M. 
& G. 18. Consd. Jée Gregson’s ‘Trust Estate (1864), 2 
De G. J. & Sm. 428. Refd. Shailer v. Groves (1847), 6 
Hare, 162; Jée Maunder, Maunder tr. Maunder (1902), 71 
L. J. Ch. 815. Mentd. Konnerley v. Kennerley (1852), 
20 L. T. O. S. 29; Je Thompson’s Trusts (1854), 2 W. ht. 
218; Richardson v. Power, Mantle, Watson, Wartnaby, 
Holditch & Luck (1865), 13 W. R. 1104. 

10318. .]—Gift by will, to A. for life, & after 
her death for her surviving brothers & sisters. 
Some of A.’s brothers & sisters had died before 
testator, & some died after the death of testator, 
in the lifetime of A.:—Held: the brothers & 
sisters living at the death of A. were alone entitled. 
—DAVIES v. THORNS (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 347; 
18 L. J. Ch. 212; 12 L. T.0O. 8. 551; 18 Jur. 383; 
64 E. R. 610. 

10319. -]—Bequest to A. for life, &, ‘at her 
decease, to her surviving children,’’ when they have 
attained twenty-one :—Held: the survivorship 
had reference to the death of A., & those children 
only who survived her were entitled.—HuFFAM 
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i alas (1853), 16 Beav. 579; 51 E. R. 


103820. -|—Testatrix by her will gave thus, 
“to my sister C.’s surviving children £30 each ’”’; 
she then gave to C. thus, ‘“‘ the interest of my 
funded property for & during her natural life, & 
after her decease such property to be equally 
divided between her surviving children ”’ :—Held : 
though on the construction of the word ‘“ sur- 
viving ”’ in the first clause, the period of vesting & 
distribution was referable to the death of testa- 
trix, yet that the period of vesting in the last 
clause was to be referred to the death of C., & those 
children only who survived C. were entitled.— 
NEATHWAY v. REED (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 18; 
22 L. J. Ch. 809; 20 L. T. O. S. 285; 17 Jur. 169; 
43 E.R. 8,L.C, & L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Consd. Spurrell v. Spurrell (1853), 11 Hare, 
54. Apld. Stevenson v. Gullan (1854), 18 Beav. 590; 
Re Crawhall’s Trusts (1856), 27 L. T. O. S. 278. Consd. 
Hearn v. Baker (1856), 2 K. & J. 383. 
10321, .}—A legacy to A. for life, remainder 

to two persons, by name, share & share alike, with 

remainder to the issue of such as should be dead, & 
in case either should die in the lifetime of A. with- 
out leaving issue, remainder to the survivor :— 

Held: the one surviving the tenant for life was 

entitled to the whole fund, though the other 

died in the life of testator.—Re DOMVILE’s TRUSTS 

(1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 947; 21 L. T. O. S. 98; 17 

Jur. 361. 

10322. .}—Testator bequeathed a pecuniary 
legacy in trust for his sister for life, & after her 
decease to pay it to her children, equally, to be 
paid at twenty-one, with benefit of survivorship 
in case of death under twenty-one, with a clause 
for maintenance. There was a gift over to other 
parties, in case there should be no child living at 
the death of the sister, such parties to take in the 
same manner ‘as is hereinbefore directed, had 
any or either of the children of my sister survived 
so as to have become entitled thereto.’”? There 
were three children, one of whom only survived 
the sister :-—-Held : such child took the whole fund. 














—DANIEL tv. GOSSET (1854), 19 Beav. 478; 52 
KK. R. 436. 
10323. .|—G. F. bequeathed his personal 


estate upon trusts for the benefit of his wife for 
life, & at her death upon trust to transfer same unto 
his three sons G. W. & S. or to the survivors of 
them, if they, or the survivors, of them, should 
all have attained the age of twenty-one; but in 
case they should not have attained that age, upon 
trust to pay the rents, etc., for the maintenance, 
etc. of his sons until they should have attained 
that age, & then upon trust to convey the trust 
estate to his sons, or the survivors of them as 
aforesaid ; but in case neither of his sons should 
survive his wife, then upon trust to dispose of the 
trust estate as his wife should appoint. G. F., 
died in 1818 leaving his wife & his three sons sur- 
viving. Hach of the sons attained twenty-one 
but G. alone survived his mother :—Held: G. F. 
did not intend that any son dying in the lifetime 
of the widow should have a vested interest.— 
FISHER v. MOORE (1855), 1 Jur. N. S. 1011; 3 
W.R. 584. 

10324. .|—Gift to A., a child of testatrix, for 
life, by weekly payments, remainder to “‘ my 
surviving children’’:—Held: this meant only 








children surviving the tenant for life.—Re 
PRITCHARD’s Trusts (1855), 3 Drew. 163; 61 
H.R. 865. 

10325. .}—Testator gave all his real & 


personal property to his wife for life, & he gave 
a sum of stock to his five cousins by name, or the 
survivors of them, to be equally divided between 
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them, & to be paid as soon as possible after the 
death of his wife :—Held: (1) the survivorship 
must be referred to the death of testator’s wife, so 
that one of the cousins who survived testator, & 
died in the lifetime of his widow, took nothing 
(2) ‘‘ survivors ’’ must be construed to include a 
sole survivor, so that where only one of the legatees 
survived the widow such survivor took all the 
gl ar aa v. BAKER (1856), 2 K. & J. 383 ; 69 
«Et, 1; 


Annotation :—Folld. Re Brown, Brown v. Acomb (1896), 
41 Sol. Jo. 66. 


10326. |—Gift of residuc in trust for 
testator’s wife during widowhood, & on her death 
or marriage, to pay it amongst his five children, 
or the ‘‘survivor or survivors ’’ of them, at such 
ages as his wife should appoint, or in default at 
twenty-one. But in case of the death of any, 
before his share should become ‘“ payable,’ 
leaving issue, then to pay his share to such issue. 
A child attained twenty-one, & died in the life 
of the wife, leaving issue. No appointment having 
been made, held that the survivorship had reference 
to the cesser of the wife’s estate, & that the issue, 
& not the representatives of the child, took the 
share.—HIND v. SELBY (1856), 22 Beav. 373; 52 
KE. R. 1151. 

10327. .1—Testator bequeathed a fund in 
trust for his sister A. for life, & after her death 
to be divided between the children of his sisters 
B., ©. & D. who should survive testator, such 
children taking per stirpes ‘‘ with benefit of sur- 
vivorship among members of the same family "’ :— 
Held: (1) the latter words of themselves meant 
survivorship at the death of the tenant for life, & 
could not be otherwise interpreted by comparison 
with other bequests in the same will, showing an 
intention that those bequests should not go over 
if the legatee had children; (2) the survivorship 
applied to accrued shares.—Re CRAWHALL’S TRUST 
(1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 480; 27 L. T. O. S. 278 ; 
2 Jur. N.S. 892; 44 E.R. 475, L. JJ. 

10328. .|—Bequest to persons for life, & 
after their deaths, ‘“‘ unto their & each of their 
issue, & the survivor or the survivors of them, on 
their severally attaining twenty-one, in equal 
proportions. On the death of the last tenant for 
life, there were three generations of issue living :— 
Held: all who survived & attained twenty-one 
participated in the fund.—Mappock v. LEGG 
(1858), 25 Beav. 531; 53 E. R. 740. 

10329. .|—Gift to A. for life, & afterwards to 
seven named persons, equally, ‘‘ the share of each 
who shall happen to die to be equally divided 
amongst the survivors unless M., one of them, 
should die leaving children, in that case, I] mean 
that her children should inherit the share of the 
parent.’’ The seven all died before the tenant for 
life, M. being the survivor of them :—Held: the 
seven took equally, the children of M. took no 
more than one-seventh, & the share of one of the 
seven who predeceased testatrix was undisposed of. 

The only duty of the ct. is to determine to what 
period the word survivor or survivorship relates ; 
& one cannot get over the difficulty by giving it 
amongst them as joint tenants. The question 
really is, to what period the survivorship points, 
& I think that it is now settled, that the survivor- 
ship must be referable to the time of distribution 
(ROMILLY, M.R.).—CAMBRIDGE v. Rovs (1858), 
25 Beav. 409; 53 EH. R. 693. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Wilmot v. Flewitt (1865), 11 Jur. N.S. 

820; Marriott v. Abell (1869), L. R. 7 Eq. 478. 

10830. .J}—Testator gave some property to 
his wife for life & proceeded thus: ‘* At the 
decease of my wife, I leave the last-named sum to 
be equally divided between the families of my 
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two brothers, viz., one-half to the widow & children 
of my deceased brother J., the widow, if cpu Mes 
to have an equal share with the children :—Held : 
the survivorship had relation to the death of the 
tenant for life & not of testator.—HESKETH v. 
MAGENNIS (1859), 27 Beav. 395; 54 E. R. 155. 

103831. .|—Bequest to testator’s two sisters 
for their lives, & after the death of the survivor, 
‘** to be equally divided between testator’s surviving 
brothers & sisters or their children equally.” The 
brothers & sisters having all died in the life of 
the last tenant for life:—Held: those children 
only who survived the tenant for life participated, 
& that they took per capita.—ATKINSON v. BART- 
RUM (1860), 28 Beav. 219; 54 E. R. 349. 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Fox’s Will (1865), 35 Beav. 163. 
Refd. Re Coley, Gibson v. Gibson (1900), 83 L. T. 671. 


10332. -.]|—Testator bequcathed a house, 
described as copyhold, to his wife for life, ‘‘ & at 
her death to be disposed of for the benefit of his 
surviving children, share & share alike.’’ The 
house was, in fact, leasehold :—Held: only those 
children who survived the widow were entitled 
to share in the proceeds of the house.—THOMPSON 
v. THOMPSON (1861), 29 Beav. 654; 7 Jur. N.S. 
1263; 9W.R. 728; 54 KE. R. 782. 

10333. —Testator bequeathed his residue 
to his widow for life, with remainder to his nephews 
& nieces living at her decease, & he substituted 
their children for any who should die in her life. 
But if any of the nephews & nieces should die in 
the life of the wife without having any child ‘“‘ then 
living,’’ he directed his share to go to the sur- 
vivors of the nephews & nicces. A nephew died 
without children, in the life of the widow :—Held: 
his share did not go to the survivors at his death, 
but the survivors at the death of the widow.— 
niet v. CLEMENT (1861), 30 Beav. 525; 54 E.R. 

10334, ——_.] — B. bequeathed to his five 
daughters, naming them, £12,500, chargeable on 
his real & personal estate, the interest to be paid 
to them in equal shares during their lives, the 
principal to be invested in trust for them or the 
survivors or survivor of them for their maintenance, 
to be free from the debts & control of their hus- 
bands, ‘‘ the principal, after their deaths, in equal 
parts to their surviving children, as they arrive 
at the age of twenty-one’’; & he gave to his 
trustees the residue of his property. Two of the 
daughters died, one leaving two children :—Held : 
the principal of the fund was to remain in its 
integrity until the death of the survivor of the five 
daughters & on the death of such survivor the fund 
to be divided amongst the persons described as 
“‘ surviving children,’”’ but the time had not arrived 
to decide who were meant by those words.— 
as v. MINTON (1861), 4 L. T. 696; 9 W. R. 

86. 














1038385. ——.]—- Youna v. RoBERTSON, No. 
10293, ante. 
10336. -| — (1) Testator bequeathed his 


funded property to his widow for life, & after- 
wards to his brother for life, & then to be equally 
divided amongst his brother’s surviving legitimate 
children & my niece R. W. :—Held: the survivor- 
ship had reference to the death of the brother only. 

(2) Bequest to a brother for life, & at his death 
‘““to be equally divided amongst his surviving 
children & my niece R. W.” :—Held: this was not 
a gift to a class; &, R. W. having died in the life 
of testator, R. W.’s share lapsed.—DRAKEFORD v. 
DRAKEFORD (1863), 33 Beav. 43; 91. T. 10; 11 


W.R. 977; 55 EB. R. 282. 
iAs to (1) Refd. Howard v. Colling (1868), 


WILLS. 


L. R. 5 Eq. 349. As to (3) Consd. Re Featherstone’s 
Trusts (1882), 22 Ch. D.111; Kingsbury v. Walter, [1901] 
a ee oe Re Jackson, Shiers v, Ashworth (1888), 


103387. .|—Where testator bequeathed a fund 
in trust for his five daughters, share & share alike, 
for their respective lives, & if any daughter should 
die without issue, or leaving issue, if such should 
die under twenty-one, then upon trust to divide 
& pay the share of such daughter immediately or 
as soon as could be after her decease unto & 
amongst his son & the survivors of his daughters, 
to whom he gave same, or to their personal repre- 
sentatives :—Held: ‘‘ survivors’’ must refer to 
the death of the tenant for life whose share was the 
subject of division.—He Barss’ Trusts (1863), 2 
New Rep. 265; 9 L. T. 226; 11 W. BR. 768. 

10338. ——-.|—-Bequest to A., & at his death, 
with certain exceptions to B., & ‘‘ at her decease ”’ 
to be divided amongst four named persons, “ or 
as many of them as may be living ’’ :—Held: those 
only took who survived both A. & B.—KNIGHT v. 
POOLE (1863), 32 Beav. 548; 55 E. R. 216. 

10339. .(—ASs @ aera rule, where there is 
a gift to one for life, & afterwards to a class in 
terms which import survivorship, unless there is 
something in the context showing a different 
intention, the survivorship relates to the death of 
the tenant for life (IKINDERSLEY, V.-C.).—YOUNG 
v. DAVIES (1863), 2 Drew. & Sm. 167; 1 New ca 
419; 321. J. Ch. 372; 81. T. 80; 9 Jur. N.S. 
399; 11 W. R. 452; 62 EB. R. 585. 


Annotations :-——Refd. Fell v. Biddolph (1875), L. R. 10 C. P. 
701; Re Coleman & Jarrom (1876), 4 Ch. D. 165; Jull 


v. Jacobs (1876), 24 W. R. 947; Apline. Stone, [1904] t Ch. 
543. 








10340. -.|—Testator gave his real & personal 
estate to his wife for life, & then to be divided 
equally between his four children, ‘‘ or their child 
or children, share & share alike.”’ But in case any 
of his children should die without leaving any child 
or children then his, her, or their share or shares 
to be divided between ‘‘ the survivor or survivors 
of him, her, or them, or his, her, or their child or 
children, share & share alike’ :—Held: the gift 
to the grandchildren was substitutionary, & upon 
the death of one of the children, unmarried, in the 
lifetime of the widow, the surviving children took 
as tenants in common.—BLUNDELL v. CHAPMAN 
(1864), 33 Beav. 648; 33 L. J. Ch. 660; 10 
Jur. N. S. 332; 12 W. R. 540; 55 E. R. 520; 
sub nom. BUNDELL v. CHAPMAN, 10 L. T. 152. 

10341. .|-—Legacy to A. for life, & at her 
death to be equally divided between her two sons 
who were named or given to the survivor of them : 
—RHeld: the survivorship had reference to the 
death of the tenant for life.—NAYLOR v. ROBSON 
(1865), 34 Beav. 571; 55 E. R. 755. 

10342, -]—Devise of residue to testator’s 
wife for life, then to his daughter A.; upon her 
decease equally between his surviving brothers 
& sisters & those of his wife. Testator’s wife 
& daughter survived him, but the daughter 
predeceased the widow. Some of the brothers & 
sisters predeceased the daughter; the others 
survived her, but predeceased the widow :—Held : 
the words “ surviving brothers & sisters ’’ referred 
to those who should survive the last living tenant 
for life, & in the events that happened, there was 
an intestacy.—Howagp v. CoLiins (1868), L. R. 
5 Eq. 349. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Crosland v. Wrigley (1895), 73 L. T. 60. 

10343. .|—Testator by his will gave & 
bequeathed three legacies of £3,000 each to his 
three brothers, in the words following: ‘I 
leave & bequeath to my brother J. W. £3,000, 
in trust to his surviving child or children, to my 
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brother R. W., £3,000 in trust to his survivin 
child or children ; failing issue, I leave the £8,000 
to my brother W. W., in trust to his surviving 
child or children; failing such issue, I leave the 
£3,000 to my brother D. O. W., in trust to his 
surviving child or children; failing issue, I leave 
the said £3,000 to the children of my brother 
J. W.” Similar legacies of £3,000 each were given 
to the brothers R. & D., with the same phraseology 
as to “‘ failing of issue, etc.’’ :—Held: the word 
“surviving ’’ in the bequest meant surviving at 
the deaths of the respective fathers, & the brothers 
of testator took life interests in these legacies.— 
BLOUNT v. WHEBLE (1869), 21 L. 1’. 259. 

103844. .]—Testator directed his trustees to 
pay the income of a certain fund to his wife for 
ife, & after her decease to divide the fund amongst 
his six children, whom he named, “ share & share 
alike, with benefit of survivor, to be paid to them 
when the youngest survivor shall attain the age 
of twenty-one years,’ & in the meantime to pay 
the income towards their respective maintcnance 
& education. All the children survived testator 
& attained the age of twenty-one years, & three of 
them died in the lifetime of the tenant for life :— 
Held: the representatives of the deceased children 
were not entitled to share in the fund, but it was 
divisible among such only of the children as 
survived the tenant for life—WELLOCK v. OSTLE 
(1872), 27 L. T. 481; 21 W. R. 118. 

10345, —-—.]—-Testator by his will gave his real 
& personal estate to trustees upon trust for his 
wife for life, & then to stand possessed of the same 
for all & every of his children share & share alike, 
until his youngest child should attain the age of 
twenty-one years, & upon his youngest attaining 
such age, then upon trust for all his children, share 
& share alike. Hethen directed that if any of his 
children should die before his, her, or their share 
or shares should become transferable & payable, 
without leaving issue, then the share or shares of 
the child or children so dying should go over to the 
survivors ; but in case any of his children should 
die before his, her or their share or shares should 
become payable, leaving issue, then the trustees 
were directed to transfer & pay the share or shares 
of such deceased child or children unto his, her, or 
their issue, share & share alike, when they should 
attain twenty-one :—Held: the substitutionary 
gift to the issue of deceased children, was sufficient 
to divest the share of a child who attained twenty- 
one, but died in the lifetime of testator’s widow, 
the tenant for life—CHELL v. CHELL (1875), 23 
W. RR. 252. 








10346, ——..|}—Bowyer v. Douchass, [1876] 
W.N. 279. 
10347. |—Re BENN, BENN v. BENN, No. 


10246, ante. 
103 





-]|—Testator by his will gave all his 
real & personal estate remaining after payment of 
debts, etc., to J. S. for life, & at her decease he 
gave the same to M. A. & W. A. ‘if they are 
both living at the time of her decease, & in case 
of the death of either of them before J. S.’’ he 
gave ‘‘ the whole to the survivor of them for their 
own use & benefit absolutely.’’ Testator died 
seised of real estate; after testator’s death W. A. 
died then M. A., & J. S. last of all:—Held: upon 
the true construction of the will the word “ sur- 
vivor’’ in the ultimate gift meant the survivor of 
M.A. & W. A. living at the death of J. S. the tenant 
for life; since M. A., though she survived W. A., 
had predeceased J. S., she had not come within 
the terms of this ultimate gift, & upon the death of 
J. S. there was an intestacy as to the property 
given by the will, & the real property conse- 
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que passed to his heir-at-law.—Re HILL TO 
HAPMAN (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 595; 52 L. T. 290; 
33 W. R. 570, C. A. 





10349. -|—Re Brown, BROWN v. ACOMB 
(1896), 41 Sol. Jo. 66. 

10350. —-—-.]—-Re BLANTERN, LOWE v. COOKE, 
[1891] W. N. 54. 


Ancor jo Menta. Re Sanford, Sanford v. Sanford, [1901] 
10851. -.|—Testatrix gave residuary trust 
moneys upon trust to pay the interest to her 
sister T. during her life, & after her death to pay & 
divide the trust moneys equally between testa- 
trix’s two sisters F. & S., share & share alike, ‘‘ & 
if either of my sisters shall be then dead . . . upon 
trust for the survivor of my sisters absolutely ’’ :— 
Held: the period of distribution was not the 
death of S. who died first, or of I’. who was the 
survivor of the two legatces, but the death of T. 
to whom the life interest was given; & both S. & 
F. being dead at that time there was then no 
survivor, & the clear original gift to 8S. & Frances 
as tenants in common was not divested.—Re 
PICKWORTH, SNAITH v. PARKINSON, [1899] 1 Ch. 
642; 68 L. J. Ch. 324; 80 L. T. 212, C. A. 
Aion Refd. Z?e Wood, Hardy v. Hull (1923), 130 


10352. .|—Testator devised & bequeathed all 
his real & personal estate to his wife for life & then 
made the following dispositions :—‘‘ & from & 
after her decease upon trust to divide my trust 
estate equally between my children as hereunto 
described ’’——-naming eight—‘' & all others born 
under wedlock, if any.’’ The last clause in the will 
provided as follows: ‘‘ I direct that in case of the 
death of one of more of my children that their 
equal share or shares are to be equally divided 
between the survivors.”’ The eight named chil- 
dren survived testator, but one of them died in the 
widow’s lifetime leaving children :—Held: in as 
much as the original gift to testator’s children 
was a gift to a class to be ascertained at testator’s 
death, the final direction must apply to the death 
of a member of that. class during the lifetime of the 
widow, otherwise it would be meaningless; & 
only those children who survived the widow were 
entitled to share in testator’s estate. 

The general rule as laid down . . . is that where 
there is a gift to A. for life with remainder to 
A. B. & C. & to the survivors or survivor, the 
survivorship is ascertained at the death of the 
tenant for life (Cozens Harpy, M.R.).—Re 
PoULTNEY, PoULTNEY v. PoULTNEY, [1912] 2 
Ch. 541; 81 L. J. Ch. 748; 107 L. T. 15 56 Sol. 
Jo. 667, C. A. 

10353. Application to real estate.) — 
Qu. : whether the rule that, under a gift to one for 
life, & afterwards to the survivors of a class, the 
survivorship has reference to the period of enjoy- 
ment applies to real estate. But held, the question 
did not arise upon a devise to four, to hold as 
tenants in common, during their lives, with benefit 
of survivorship, inasmuch as the survivorship had 
reference to the extent of the estate, & not to the 
class of persons. 

Devise to trustees & their heirs, in trust for A. 
& his wife for their lives & after the death of the 
survivor, to testator’s four granddaughters, as 
tenants in common, during their respective lives, 
with benefit of survivorship, remainder to 
the trustees “ & their heirs,’’ upon trust to pre- 
serve contingent remainders, remainder to the 
issue male of the four granddaughters successively, 
remainder to the testator in fee :—Held: (1) the 
granddaughters took for life as tenants in common, 
with survivorship to the survivors & survivor of 
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them; & after the death of the last survivor their 
issue took several inheritances in tail; (2) the 
limitation to trustees & their heirs to support 
contingent remainders was not in fee, so as to make 
the subsequent remainders equitable & prevent the 
coalescing of the remainder to the issue with the 
life estate to the parent, & the four granddaughters 
took estates tail.—-H ADDELSEY v. ADAMS (1856), 
22 Beav. 266; 25 L. J. Ch. 826; 27 L. T. O. S. 

148; 2 Jur. N.S. 724 ; 52 E.R. 1110. 

Annaition :—Generally, Refd. Taaffe v. Coumee (1862), 10 

H. L. Cas. 64. 


_ 10354. —— .|—Where, in a will, real estate 
is given to A. for life, with remainder to B. C. & D. 
‘‘ or the survivors of them ”’ :—Held: the words of 
survivorship are to be referred to the death of the 
tenant for life—Re GREGSON’s TRUST ESTATE 
(1864), 2 De G. J. & Sm. 428; 5 New Rep. 99; 
34 L. J. Ch. 41; 11 L. T. 460; 10 Jur. N. S. 
1138; 13 W. R. 193; 46 E. R. 441, L. JJ. 

‘Annotations :—Consd. Richardson v. Power. (1865), 19 GC. B. 


N.S. 780. Refd. Marriott v. Abell (1869), L. R. 7 Eq. $78 ; 
Fie Maunder, Maunder v. Maunder, [1902] 2 Ch. aa 





(6) Laceptions to Rule. 

10355. Contrary intention of testator.|—-Under a 
bequest over after an interest for life by words 
importing both a joint interest & a tenancy in 
common, as to three ‘‘or the survivor share & 
share ‘‘ alike’’ the period, to which the survivor- 
ship relates, depends, not on any technical words, 
but on the apparent intention, collected from the 
particular disposition or the gencral context.— 
NEWTON v. AYSCOUGH (1815), 19 Ves. 534; 34 


E. R. 614. 
Annotations :—Apld. Baynes v. Prevost (1844), 13 L. J. Ch. 
377. Refd. Wordsworth v. Woods ), 4 My. & Cr. 641; 
Taylor v. Beverley (1844). 1 Coll. 1 


10356, ———-.!-—Devise ‘‘ to ie for life, & from & 
after her decease to the surviving children of B. & 
CC.” The only child of B. died during the life of 
A. :—Held: the period of survivorship referred to 
the death of testator, & the heir-at-law of deceased 
child of B. was entitled to share with the children 
of C. who survived A. 

Generally speaking, the rule of construction in 
such cases 1s clear, that all the children who are 
an esse at the period of testator’s death, then take a 
vested interest, which is transmissible to their 
respective heirs immediately. Where there is a 
limitation by remainder to children, who shall be 
ain esse at the happening of a contingent event, 
there the remainder is contingent, & no interest 
vests until the event happens. If the demise had 
been to the children generally, without adding the 
word ‘‘surviving’’ there would have been no 
doubt that this case would have ranged within 
the first class of cases, & that the estate would have 
vested in the children from the moment of testa- 
tor’s death. The law always inclines so to con- 
strue a devise as to make the estate vest; & the 
probable intention of testator in this, as in other 
cases, was to render the limitation to the children 
certain & secure. If upon the face of the will a 
contrary intention is apparent, that intention must 
be effectuated ; where no such intention is appa- 
rent, the cts. have always acted upon the probable 
intention of testator, & the general inclination of 
the law to make the estate vest. . . . Upon general 
principles, there seems to be no good reason why 
the vesting of the estate should be postponed be- 
yond the period of testator’s death; & there is a 
very good reason against so postponing it, namely, 
the danger of producing a lapsed devise. Here 
the testator’s death was the period at which he 

himself in all probability intended the devise to 
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the children to take effect; & the estate did vest 

at the period of testator’ 8 death in such of the 

children as were then living (BAYLEY, J.).—Do3x 

d. LonG v. Price Us2e) 8B. & C. 231; 2 Man. & 

Ry. K.B.338;6L.J.0.8. K. B. 296; 108 E. R. 1030. 

Annotations :—N.F. Taylor v. Bove ley (1844), 1 Coll, 108. 
Dbtd. Wordsworth v. Wood (1847), 1 L. Cas. 129. 
Apld. Henderson v. Kennicott (1848), 18 L. J. Ch. 40. 
Consd. I’?e Gregson’s Trust Kstate (1864), 2 De G. J. & Sm. 
428. Dbtd. te Maunder, Maunder v. sundet tieoal : 

. Refd. Richardson v. Power (1885), Ww. R 

1104; Marriott v. Abell (1869), L. R. 7 Eq 8. 


10357. As many objects of gifts | i possible 
to be included.]—In construing limitations to a 
parent for life, & afterwards to his children, with a 
provision relating to survivorship annexed, whether 
occurring in wills or settlements, the rule for 
determining both the class who are to take & the 
contingency to which the survivorship refers is 
to lean to that construction which will include as 
many objects of the gift as possible, consistently 
with the declared purpose of the author of the 
instrument. 

Testatrix gave an annuity of £300 to her 
daughter, together with the interest of all she had 
in the stocks; & at her death she gave the stock to 
her children, to be equally divided between them, 
together with the interest, to be laid out for their 
use, in case their mother died before they arrived 
at the age of twenty-one. In case one died, the 
others were to have share & share alike; the 
survivor to have the whole; & if they all died 
before twenty-one, then she gave the stock to her 
five nieces. All the children of the daughter 
attained twenty-one, but four died before their 
mother :—Held: all the children of the daughter 
who attained twenty-one, took vested interests, 
although they died in the lifetime of their mother. 
—-BOUVERIE v. BOUVERIE (1847), 2 Ph. 349; 16 
L. J. Ch. 411; 9 L. T. O. S. 469; 11 Jur. 661 5 
41 K. R. 977, L. GC. 

Annotations : — Distd. Vorley v. Richardson (1856), 8 De 
G.M.&G.126. Apld. vans rv. Evans (1858), 25 Beav. 81 ; 
Jackson v. Dover (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 209. Refd. Alty r. 
Moss (1876), 34 I. T. 312; de Poultney, Poultney v. 
Poultney, [1912] 1 Ch. 245. 

10358. Gift to two persons or survivor or 
survivors.|—Testator, by his will, gave an annuity 
to A. & directed his exor. to pay it out of his £3 per 
cent. consols. By a codicil he gave A. £30 besides 
her annuity, & willed that the fund constituting 
her annuity, after her decease, shauld be trans- 
ferred to J. & N., or to the survivor or survivors 
of them, in equal] shares. N. survived J .. but died 
before A. :-—Held: he became entitled to the 
whole of the fund.—ANTROBUS v. HODGSON (1848), 











16 Sim. 450; 18 L. J. Ch. 93; 60 KE. R. 048. 
Annotation : —Distd. Littlejohns v. Household (1855), 21 
Beav. 29. 
10359. Express gift over.|—Testator be- 


queathed a legacy upon trust for his widow for life, 
& after her death upon trust for A. & B. in equal 
shares; ‘‘ & in case of the death of either of 
them in the lifetime of my wife, then upon trust to 
pay the whole of the trust fund unto the survivor 
of them A. & B., his exors., administrators or 
assigns.’’ <A. died i in the lifetime of the widow :—- 
Held: upon his death B. acquired an indefeasible 
vested interest in the whole fund.—WHITE v. 
BAKER (1860),2 De G. F. & J.55; 29L. J. Ch. 577; 

2L. T. 5838; 6 Jur. N.S. 591; 8 W. BR. 533; 45 
E.R. 542,L.0. & L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Distd. Maddison v. Cha Laem 8) : John. 
& H. 470; Jte Hunter’s Trusts (1865), I 295. 
Folld. Wilmot v. Flewitt Pata , 13 L.  Dista’ Tee 
Hill to Chapman (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. $98; ; Wee Pickworth, 
Snaith v. Parkinson, [1 obi 1 Ch. 642. Apld. F Re Poultney, 
Poultney v. 6), 38 Ly: Gh lard tebe 541. arriott v 
Abell (1869), 3 1; Re Wood, Hardy v. Hull 
(1923), 130 L. T. 
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10860. Gift to be paid at twenty-one.) — 
eo v. Fevn (1740), 2 Atk. 124; 26 E. R. 
47 . 


Annotation :—Apld. Evans v. Evans (1858), 25 Beav. 81. 

10861. .j—A married woman, by a testa- 
mentary instrument made in execution of a power 
contained in her marriage settlement, gave £2,000, 
subject to the life interest of her husband, to 
trustees upon trust for the benefit of her child or 
children, to be equally divided between them, 
share & share alike ; but in case the £2,000 should 
become payable before her children, being sons, 
should have attained twenty-one, or, being 
daughters, should have attained that age or day 
of marriage, then in trust to invest & apply the 
interest to their maintenance & education, & 
when they should attain twenty-one or day of 
marriage, to pay to them their respective shares of 
the principal; & in case any of the children should 
happen to die before their portions should become 
payable, then the same should go & belong to the 
survivors or survivor of them. Testatrix left a son 
& two daughters, all of whom had attained twenty- 
one at her decease. The son, & afterwards a 
daughter, died in the lifetime of their father aoe 
Held: on the death of the father, the surviving 
daughter was entitled to the £2,000 by survivor- 
ship, except as to that share of it which accrued to 
deceased daughter upon the death of the son, which 
belonged tothe representative of deceased daughter. 
—BRIGHT v. ROWE (1834), 3 My. & K. 316; 40 
E. R. 121. Pee 
Annotations :—Dbtd. West », Miller (1868), L. R. q. 59. 

” ’s I ; 51),18 L. T. O. S. 298; Swallow 

cael assay ae ; Leader v. Duffey (1888), 

13 App. Cas. 204, 

103862. - .|—Testator bequeathed the interest 
of £3,000 to his daughter for life; &, after her 
death, he bequeathed the principal in trust for her 
children, in equal shares, to be paid to sons at 
twenty-one, & to daughters at that age or on marri- 
age, with interest in the meantime for their main- 
tenance, with ‘* benefit of survivorship in the event 
of any of the said children dying without issue "’ :— 
Held: the period of survivorship was limited to 
the time appointed for payment; & therefore a 
daughter of the legatee forlife, who died in the life- 
time of the latter without having been married, 
but having attained twenty-one, took a vested 
interest, which did not become divested by the 
survivorship clause.—-TRIBE v. NEWLAND (1852), 
5 De G. & Sm. 236; 21 L. J. Ch. 283; 18 L. T. 
O. S. 327; 16 Jur. 286; 64 KF. R. 1087. 








Annotation -Refd. Alty ». Moss (1876), 34 L. T. 312. 
10864, —.|—On agift, after a tenancy for life. 


to a class equally, with benefit of survivorship, 
upon their severally attaining twenty-one, the 
survivorship was held to refer to the attaining 
twenty-one, & the representatives of one who 
attained twenty-one, but died in the lifetime of the 
tenant for life, were held entitled to a share.— 

KNIGHT v. KNIGHT (1858), 25 Beav. 1113; 53 E.R. 

578. 

Annotations :— pid. Berry v. Briant 
Sm.1. Refd. Alty v. Moss (1876), 34 
10865. —-—.]—-Testator gave a fund to trustees 

upon trust to pay the income to A., during his 

life, & after the decease of A. leaving issue, upon 
trust to pay, apply, assign, & transfer both princi- 
pal & interest to & amongst all & every the child 

é& children of A., equally to be divided between 

them, & if but one, then to such only child, to be 

paid to them, if sons, at twenty-one, & if daughters 
at that age or marriage, ‘“‘ with benefit of survivor- 
ship ’’; & in case there should be no child or 
children of A. at the time of his death, or if all & 


eee 2 Drew. & 
a T. 312. 
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every such child or children should die before 
attaining twenty-one or marriage, then over. A. 
had eight children, of whom three died infants in 
their father’s lifetime, two attained twenty-one & 
died in his lifetime, & three attained twenty-one 
& survived him :—Held: the two children who 
attained twenty-one & died in their father’s life- 
time took vested interests, & their representatives 
were entitled to share in the fund along with the 
children who survived their father.—CORNECK v. 
WADMAN (1868), L. R. 7 Eq. 80. 

10366. -|—Testator gave property to his 
wife for life, &, after her death to their children 
share & share alike, ‘‘ & the survivors & survivor 
of them,” to be paid on the youngest of them 
attaining twenty-one; with a gift over in the 
event of “ such issues dying before majority ’’ :— 
Held: the survivorship was to be referred to 
the period of attaining twenty-one, & not to the 
death of the tenant for life.—ALTy v. Moss (1876), 
34 L. T. 312. 

10367. Death of life tenant in Lifetime of testator.] 
—Testatrix bequeathed her property to her mother 
for life, & at her decease gave a legacy of £200 to A., 
directing that then the residue should be equally 
divided between her surviving brothers & sisters : 
-——-Held: the word “ surviving” referred to the 
period of distribution ; & the mother having died 
before testatrix, the brothers & sisters living at the 
death of testatrix were entitled to the benefit of 
the gift; & there was, in the events which hap- 
pened, no bequest to the brothers & sisters who 
died before testatrix.—SPURRELL v. SPURRELL 
(1853), 11 Hare, 54; 1 Eq. Rep. 192; 22 lL. J. Ch. 
ae 22 L. T. O. S. 32; 17 Jur. 755; 1 W. R. 
322. 

10368. Bequest to survivors or representatives— 
Death of all in lifetime of tenant for life.|—Paar 
v. May, No. 10383, post. 

10369. Bequest to survivors or heirs & assigns. }— 
Gift for life, followed by a gift to the surviving 
children of B. & C. “ or their heirs & assigns ’’ :— 
Held: the period of survivorship was the death of 
testator.—Re Hopxins’ Trust (1865), 2 Hem. & 
M. 411; 71 BE. R. 523. 

10370. Gift over on failure of issue.|—A. by will 
directed the proceeds of his real & personal estate 
to be divided between & amongst his four children 
by name, ‘‘ but if any one or more of his said 
children should die before his or her share should 
become payable, leaving no lawful issue, then such 
share or shares should devolve & goto his surviving 
child or children ’’ :—Held: (1) the time when the 
survivorship took effect was to be the death of the 
particular legatec, & (2) an accruing share went 
over in the same manner as an original one.— 
WILMOT v. FLEWITT (1805), 13 L. T. 90; 11 Jur. 
N.S. 820; 13 W. R. Sd. | 

10371. Capricious provision in will—Selection of 
donees in discretion of trustees.|—To make the 
operative part of his settlement, the selection of the 
persons who were to succeed to the corpus of his 
estate dependent in a great measure upon the 
option of his trustees. was certainly an unusual if 
not a capricious provision; & that is one of the 
considerations which may fairly be taken into 
account in judging of the time at which testator 
intended that survivorship should be ascertained. 
I have difficulty in holding that the provision was 
so capricious as to affect the application of the rule 
laid down in Young v. Robertson, No. 10293, ante 
(LORD WATSON).—BOWMAN v. BOWMAN, [1899] 
A. ©. 618, H. L. 

Annotation :—Refd. Dawson v. Smart, [1903] A. C. 457. 


10372. ‘‘ Benefit of survivorship in same family.’’] 
—Gift, after an estate for life, to A., B., & C., who 
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was the daughter of B. ‘in equal shares with 
benefit of survivorship in the same family.” A. & 
B. died before the tenant for life:—Held: the 
words “‘ in the same family ”’ confined the ‘ benefit 
of survivorship’? to B. & her daughter C., & 
accordingly the estate of A. took one-third & C. 
took the remaining two-thirds.—Re SADLER, 
FURNISS v. COOPER (1915), 60 Sol. Jo. 89. 


D. Death of Some or All in Lifetime of Prior 
Donee. 

10878. Whether gift vested or contingent.] — 
Legacy to A. for life; remainder to B. & C. or 
in case one should die, living A., then to the sur- 
vivor; B. & C. both die in the life of A., the legacy 
was vested, & went to the survivor. — SCURFIELD 
v. HOWES (1790), 3 Bro. C.C. 90; 29 E. R. 425. 
Annotations :—Apld. White v. Baker (1860), 2 DeG. F. & J. 
55. Consd. Maddison v. Chapman (1861), 1 John. & H. 
470; Re Pickworth, Snaith v. parkinaon, Zo 899) 1 Ch. 642. 

Refd. He Hill to Chapman (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 595; Ite 

Poultney, Poultney v. Poultney, [1912] 1 Ch. 245. Mentd. 

Montford v. Cadogan (1810), 17 Ves. 485. 

10374. .|—Legacy to A. for life, & after her 
decease to her children ; if she should leave none, 
to B. & C. share & share alike, or to the survivor : 
a vested interest in B. & C. upon the death of 
testator as tenants in common; A. though she 
survived them, dying without children.— PERRY v 
Woops (1796), 3 Ves. 204; 30 EK. R. 970. 
Annotations :—Apld. Maberly v. Strode (1797), 3 Ves. 450. 

istd. Newton v. Ayecough ai) 19 Ves. 534. N.B. 

Cripps | v. Wolcott tele). Madd. 11. Consd. Doe d. 

Long Prigg (1828), 8 B. & C. 231. Refd. Home rv. 

Pillans. (1833), Coop. temp. Brough. 198. 

10375. |—A clear vested interest not 
divested: the express contingency, upon which 
it was to be divested, not having happened. 
Bequest to A. for life, & after her decease to B. & 
C. in equal moieties ; & in case of the decease of 
either in the life of A. the whole to the survivor 
of them living at her decease. LB. & C. have 
vested interests as tenants in common, subject 
to be divested only upon the contingency expressed. 
—HARRISON tv. FOREMAN (1800), 5 Ves. 207; 31 
KE. R. 549. 


Annotations :—Apld. Sturgess v. Pearson ele: 4 Madd: 
411; Ke Bright's Truster (1855), 3 W. BR. 544; Page v. 
May (1857), 24 Beav. 323. Refd. Taylor v. Beverley 
1844), 1 Coll. 108; Eaton v. Barker (1845), 2 Coll. 124: 

owyer v. wren (1854), 2 W. RR. 328; White v. Raker 
(1860), 2 De G. F. & J. 55; Martin v. Martin (1866), L 
2 Eq. 404; He angen hae (1866), L. R. 1 Eq 6755 
Marriott v. Abell (1869), L. ht. 7 Eq. 478; Re Pickworth. 
Snaith v. Parkinson, [1899] ‘Ch. 642 
10376. -|—Bequest to A. for life, & after- 

wards to B., but if he should be then dead, to C. 

& D. in equal shares, or the whole to the survivor 

of them. 8B. died in the life of the tenant for life, 

as did also C. & D. :—Held: the gift to C. & D. 

was a vested interest in them as tenants in common, 

subject to be divested if one only should survive 
the tenant for life.—BROWNE v. KENYON (LORD) 

(1818), 3 Madd. 410; 656 E. R. 556. 

Annotations :—Apld. Terrell v. Cooke ees L rf Ch. 68. 
Distd. White v. > Baker (1860), 2 De G. F. & J. 5 
Re Pickworthb, Snaith v. Parkinson, Paha 1 Ch. 42. Refd. 
Taylor v. Beverley (1844), 1 Coll. 10 
10377. -|—Bequest. to ne of interest & 

dividends of personal property for life, & then 

to be equally divided amongst her three children, 
or such of them as shall be living at her death. 
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tenant for life :—Held: they took vested interests, 
transmissible to their representatives.—STURGESS 
v. PEARSON (1819), 4 Madd. 411; 56 E. R. 757. 


peste -—Apld. Bromhead v, Hunt “ge ch 2 Jac. & W. 
459: Terrell v. Cooke (1834), 8. CGonsd. 
Fauikner v. Wynford (1845), 13 . Ic h. 8. Apid. L Little- 

ohns v. Household (1 uty 21 Beav. 29; Re Black aolie Wil 
rusta (1864), 11 L. Ite Sanders’ ee LE L. R. 

1 Kq. 675; Marri iott 5 anaes (1869), L. R. 7 vires ; He 
buat °s Trusts S70 ae L. Aa : Eq. B78 Consd. Alty v. Mose 
1876), 34 L. 


Taylor v. 1 v. Berens (irae sd 
oll. 108; Eaton v. Hoc (18 


5), 2 4; Tribe 
Newland (1852), 16 Jur. 286; Hoyer: oy “Gurral 185 a), 
2W. RR. 32 


8; Atcherley v. Du Moulin (1855), 2 K. & 
186; Re Larkin (1856), 2 Jur. N.S. 229; White v. Baker 
(1860), 6 Jur. N.S. 591; Gibbons Gibbons eet goin ae: 
ae 47 i oe Brown, Brown v. Acomb Sol 
Per v. Rys. Comr., [1900] A. o rete Galliers +. 
Tovoroft, T1901] A. C. 
10378. oe aod of residue to A. for life, 
& after the death of A. & B. to G. & H. to be 
equally divided between them, share & share alike, 
or to the survivor or survivors of them. G. & H. 
both died in the lifetime of the surviving tenant 
for life:—Held: their representatives were 
respectively entitled to a moiety of the residue on 
the death of the surviving tenant for life.— 
BELK v. SLACK ee 1 Keen, 238; 48 IX. R. 297. 
Annotations :—Refd. Bowyer v. Corel (1854), 2W. R. 328; 
White v. Baker (1860), 2 DecG.F.&JI 
10379. --.]—Testator eee £1,500 stock 
to trustees, in trust for his daughter for life, &, 
after her decease, for her children; but if she 
should have no children, then he directed his 
exor. to stand possessed of the fund, in trust to 
pay or transfer the same equally unto & between 
is three nephews, A., B. & CU., & his niece, & 
the survivors or survivor of them, share & share 
alike. The nephews & niece survived testator, 
& died in the lifetime of the daughter, who died 
without ever having had a child :—Held: the 
representative of the nephews & niece were rear 
in equal shares.— WAGSTAFF v. CRosBY (1846), 2 
toll. 746; 63 Ic. R. 943. 


Aunilations: -—Apld. Re Sanders’ Trusts (1266), L.R.1LE 
675. Consd. Twist v. Herbort (1873), 28 L. T. 489. Re 
‘Maddison v. 


White v. Baker (1860), 6 Jur. oF S. 591; 
Chapman (1861), 1 Tokay & H. 470. 
10380. ——~-.|—Testatrix aoodel her trustees to 

place out a sum of £1,000 & to pay the interest. 

to B. for life, & after his decease, the principal to 
be divided between his son & daughter; but in 
case of the decease of either of them before the 
same should be payable, then such principal & 
interest to be paid to the survivor of them. The 
daughter of B. died before testatrix :—/Held : 

the daughter’s share in the £1,000 did not lapse, 
but the whole legacy was vested in the son, sub- 
ject to his father’s fite interest, & was not liable 
to be divested by the death of the son during the 

life of his father.—Hurs v. Jackson (1853), 2 

Eq. Rep. 462; 23 L. J. Ch. 51; 22 L. T. O. 8 

152; 2 W. R. 83. 

10381. .]—Where there is a gift to one for 
life, & after her decease to be equally divided 
between three persons & the survivors of them, it 
is a gift vested subject to be divested, depending 
upon a special contingency, which not occurring, 
it was not vested ; & there ore, two out of the three 

ersons dying in the lifetime of the tenant for 
life, that one who survived her took the whole.— 

BowYeEn v. CURRALL (1854), 2 W. R. 828. 

10882. fa of real estate to three 
daughters for life, & after their decease to three 








The children all died in the lifetime of the | grandchildren as tenants in common in fee; & 


PART XVI. SECT. 127, SUB-SECT. 2. 0378 it, - -— . KEEFER ¢. McKay, 165 Fac. Coll. 1109. pants 
—D. Gr. 162.- -CAN 
‘a TRUB- 
10373 i. Whether gift vested or contin- hee Me UMMING’S 
10373 tii. ———.}-- JOHNSTON v. JOH HITE itaos 20 R. (Ct. of 
Coa oo nOMEnON, 2 Gr. arow (1840), 2 Dal. (Ch of Bese.) 1088; Sons.) 454; 90 So. 1, Mt. 459,--8COT. 
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in case of either of the grandchildren dying in the 
lifetime of the daughters, the share of them so 
dying to be ‘“ transferred ’’ to the ‘‘ survivors,”’ 
& if only one should be living, then to him or 
her so ‘‘ surviving.” The survivor of the daughters 
outlived the three grandchildren :—Held: the 
survivorship had reference to the death of the last 
tenant for life & not to a survivorship between the 
grandchildren; the divesting clause never took 
effect, & on the decease of the survivor of the three 
daughters, the heirs of the three grandchildren 
took as tenants in common in fee.— LITTLEJOHNS 
v. HOUSEHOLD (1855), 21 Beav. 29; 52 E. R. 769. 


Annotations :—Refd. Wilmot v. Flewitt (1865), 13 L. T. 90; 
Marriott v. Abell (1869), L. R. 7 Eq. 478. 


10883. —-——.]—-Bequest, after a life estate, to A., 
B. & C. equally, ‘* or in case of the demise of each 
or either of them, to be divided between the 
survivors or survivor, or their representatives.”’ 
All three died in the life of the tenant for life :— 
Held: this being an alternative gift, their repre- 
sentatives were entitled to the fund.—PAaAGE v. 
MAY (1857), 24 Beav. 323; 27 L. J. Ch. 242; 30 
L. T. O. 8S. 84; 3 Jur. N.S. 1047; 5 W. Tt. 840 ; 
53 KE. RR. 382. 

Annotations :—Refd. White v. Baker (1860), 6 Jur. N. 8. 
591; Maddison v. Chapman (1861), 1 John. & H. 470. 
10384, -- —.]——-WHITEv. BAKER, No. 10359, ante. 
103885. .|—Testator gave his residuary estate, 

upon trust, that the whole should, on his youngest 
child attaining twenty-one, be valued, & specifically 
divided into three equal parts for his widow & 
two daughters respectively, & at the death of the 
widow her share was to be equally divided between 
the daughters; with a proviso, that, if either of 
the daughters should die before such division of 
the property should have been made, leaving no 
surviving issue, then the part of deceased should 
be given to her surviving sister, but, if either should 
die & leave surviving issue, the part of her so dying 
should be equally divided amongst her surviving 
children. The income to go to the support of the 
widow & children. 

Both daughters having died before the widow :— 
Held: the real & personal residuary estate of 
testator had devolved on the two daughters in 
equal moieties, subject to the widow’s life interest 
in one-third thereof.—MADDISON v. CHAPMAN 
(1861), 1 John. & H. 470; 70 EE. R. 8313; previous 
proceedings (1859), 3 De G. & J. 636,11. 6. & L. SS. 

10386. .]|—Bequest to A. for life, & after her 
decease to eight persons in equal shares, their 
interests therein to be vested from the time of 
testator’s decease ; & in case of the death of any 
of the eight legatees before the tenant for life, the 
share or shares of him, her, or them so dying to be 
paid to the survivors or survivor equally. The 
eight residuary legatees survived testator, but all 
died before the tenant for life :—Held: survivor- 
ship was to be referred to the death of the tenant 
for life; & as none of the residuary legatees 
survived her, the divesting clause had no operation, 
& each of the residuary legatoes took his original 
gift.— MARRIOTT v. ABELL (1869), L. R. 7 Eq. 478 ; 
38 L. J. Ch. 451; 20 L. T. 690; 17 W. R. 569. 


Annotations :—~—Reld. Alty v. Moss (1876), 34 L. T. 312; Re 
Maunder, Maunder ». Maunder: [1902] 2 Ch. 875. 


10387. -]—Bequest of residuary estate to 
testator’s wife for life, &, after her death, of 
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two sons J. & C. absolutely, & to be paid & 
transferred to them respectively, or to such of 
them as shall be living at the time of the decease 
of my wife or the children of such of them as may 
be then dead, the children of such as shall be dead 
taking the part or share only which their parent 
would have taken if living, with benefit of sur- 
vivorship as between my two sons in the event of 
either dying without issue in my lifetime.’ C. 
survived testator, but died a bachelor in the 
lifetime of the widow. J. survived the widow :— 
Held: upon the death of the widow, J. was 
entitled to two-fifths of the residuary estate.— 
Ie CLank’s Trusts (1870), L. R. 9 Eq. 378; 22 
L. T. 151; 18 W. KR. 446. 

10388. .|—Testator gave all his real & 
personal estate to his two sons & daughter in equal 
shares absolutely, & if his daughter should die 
without leaving issue, he gave the property 
bequeathed to her to the survivors or survivor of 
his sons :—Held : the survival of the sons was part 
of the contingency raising the gift over; & there- 
fore, the sons having predeceased the daughter, 
the latter’s estate became indefeasible, although 
she died without leaving issue.—JONES v. DAVIES 
(1880), 28 W. R. 456. 

Annotations :—Consd. 7?e Deacon’s Trusts, Deacon v. Deacon 


Hagger ». Heath (1906), 95 L. T. 701. Distd. Re Bold. 
Banks v. Hartland (1926), 95 L. J. Ch. 201. 


10389. ——- --.|—Testator devised certain freeholds 
& bequeathed shares, stock, & moneys to his 
daughter L., & in case she should happen to die 
leaving no issue, which event happened, he 
bequeathed the whole of his real & personal estate 
to his two nieces II. & R., their heirs & assigns, 
equally to be divided between them share & share 
alike for their separate use, ‘‘ & in case either of 
my two nieces shall happen to die leaving no issue,”’ 
he directed that “‘ the part or share of her so dying 
shall go to the survivor.’ L. died leaving no 
issuc, having outlived both nieces, of whom H. 
had died leaving issue in the lifetime of R., who, 
however, left noissue. The question being whether 
the moiety of R. passed on her death to the other 
niece H., under the will, went as on an intestacy, 
or was not. divested :—Held: the use of the word 
‘‘gurvivor ’’ imported the contingency of there 
being a survivor into the gift to R., & there being 
no survivor, although she died without leaving 
issue, her moiety was not forfeited, but the two 
nieces took absolutely.—Re DEACON’s TRUSTS, 





DEACON v, DEACON, HAGGER v. HEATH (1906), 95 
IL. T. 701. 


FE. Contingent Gifts to Survivors. 
(a) In General. 

10890. On death unmarried.] — Testator be- 
queathed the residue of his estate equally between 
his two sons & his daughter, with a direction that, 
in case either of his sons should die under twenty- 
one, or in case his daughter should die unmarried, 
the share of the son or daughter so dying should go 
to his, testator’s, two then surviving children, 
& in case both sons should die under twenty-one, 
or one son die under that age, & the daughter die 
unmarried, the share of the second child so dying 
should gotothe only surviving child; & further, that, 
in case both the sons should die under twenty-one, 
& the daughter die unmarried, the residue should 





‘ one-fifth of my residuary estate unto each of my goover. The twosons attained twenty-one. The 

PART I. . 27, SUB-SECT. 2.  vivor.] — Fitz-GipBon v. M‘NEILL, oO. Gift over on death of all be- 

ey. sel i ; (1908) 11. R. 1.—IR. fore attaining age & failure of tssue,}— 

1. On death ae restator devised land to his two sons 

3 unmarried—Or daria n. On failure to attain specified their heirs or assigns, or the survivor of 

Fon cs BOO OTD Gur 122 — IR AN- age—Right of representative of child them, when they attained 25, to hold 
, ry e e ° 


m. ——- Unmarrted daughter sur- 


attaining age.|-—-CLIFTON v, CRAWFORD, 
27 A. R. 315.—OAN 


the same share & share alike for ever, & 
directed that if the two sons shonld die 
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daughter survived them, & died unmarried :— 
Held: there was an intestacy as to the daughter’s 
share.—COOPER v. PALMER (1845), 1 Coll. 665; 
4J..T.O.S. 472; 63 E. R. 589. 

10391. —-—— Gift to survivors & children of such 
as should be dead—Right of children dying before 
contingency.|—Testator had four daughters A., B., 
C. & D. & by his will gave £4,000 to each of his 
daughters A. & B. with a direction, that if either 
of them died unmarried, £3,600 part of the £4,000 
should be divided among his surviving daughters, 
& the child or children of such of them as should 
be then dead. <A. died unmarried. C. had five 
children, two of whom survived A. but the other 
three died in her lifetime. The five children of C. 
took vested interests in equal fifths of the fund, as 
well those who died before. as those who survived 
A.—STANLEY v. WISE (1788), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 432 ; 
29 E. R. 12385. 

Annotation -—Reld. Re Cresswell, Parkin v. Cresswell (1883), 

24 Ch. D. 102. 

10392. On failure to attain specified age—Right 
of representatives of child attaining age—To share 
of child dying subsequently under age.]—ANON. 
(1673), Freem. K. B. 301; Freem. Ch. 301; 89 
EK. R. 219. 

10393. .|—Bequest to three 
children in thirds respectively ; with a direction, 
that they should not be put in possession till their 
respective attainment of particular ages; & in 
case of the death of either of the above-named 
children before the ages mentioned, that third to 
be equally divided between the two surviving 
children ; & in the event of the death of two before 
the respective ages above mentioned, then the 
whole to devolve to the surviving child : but should 
all his children die, before they should attain their 
respective ages, then the whole of his estate was 
given over. One died having attained the age 
mentioned. Afterwards another died under that 
age. The share of the latter a vested interest in 
the child, who died first, & the survivor, attaining 
the age specified.—WiMoT v. WiLMoT (1802), 
8 Ves. 10; 32 E. R. 252, L. C. 


Annotations :—Distd. Crowder v. Stone (1829), 3 Russ. 217. 
Consd. Lowe v. Land (1837), 6 L. J. Ch. 234. Apld. Eyre 
v. Marsden (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 231. Distd. Taylor v. 
Beverley (1844), 1 Coll. 108. pid. Holland v. Allsop 
ad ), 29 Beav. 498 ; Ite Keep’s Will (1863), 32 Beav. 122 ; 

Arnold’s Trusts (1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 252. Refd. 
Harris v. Davis (1844), 1 Coll. 416; Brown v. Rainsford 
ye? 16 W. R. 198; Cross v. Maltby (1875), 33 L. T. 
320. aa 











Re Palmer's Settlmt. Trusts (1875), L. R. 1 


103904. —- ——— .|—Testator bequeathed 
certain legacies to the children, by name, of M. to 
be assigned to them, when they should respectively 
attain twenty-five, with a proviso that if any 
should die under twenty-five leaving issue, the issue 
should take the parent’s legacy, but if any should 
die under twenty-five without leaving issue then 
living, the legacy of the child so dying should go 
to the ‘‘ survivors & survivor, & others & other ”’ 
of the same children, in equal shares. At testator’s 
decease all the children of M. were under twenty- 
five, but they all subsequently attained that age, 
except A., who died under twenty-five without 
issue, but having survived three of the children :— 
Held: <A.’s legacy including the surplus dividends 
thereon, was divisible amongst al] the children who 
attained twenty-five, including those who died 
before A.——SLADE v. PARR (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 
565; 7 Jur. 102; 62 E. R. 1019. 


without issne before they inherited the 
property devised, their share should go 
to the survivors of testator’s children 
living at that time. One of the sons 





the su 


died under 25, without issue :—ZHeld : 
rviving son, who attained 25, 
took the whole pro 
TOSH (1867), 13 Gr. 


WILLS. 


10395. Death before testator.)/— 
SILLICK v. Bootu, No. 10104, ante. 

10396. Whether after born children in- 
cluded.|—-Legacy to the children of A. to be equally 
divided among them & if either of them die before 
twenty-one their share to go to the survivors : 
a vested interest in the children living at testator’s 
death, subject to be divested in the event pointed 
out: after-born children therefore excluded. 

The difficulty that has always been felt to apply 
the term “ survivors ’”’ to those who may not be 
alive at the time of the distribution taking place 
has been met by presuming that testator intended 
persons not then living but who might come into 
existence before distribution; construing the 
word ‘‘ survivors ’’ as ‘‘ others ”’ to take in all who 
should come into existence before that period 
(LORD ELpoN, C.).—DAVIDSON v. DALLAS (1808), 
14 Ves. 576; 33 EK. R. 642, L. C. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Crowder v. Stone (1829), 3 Russ. 217 ; 

Berkeloy v. Swinburne (1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 32. Apld. 

Leeming v. Sheratt (1842), 2 Hare, 14; Peyton v. Hughes 


(1842), 7 Jur. 311. Distd. LKobley v. Ridings (1847), 16 
aa Ch. 344. Oonsd. Cole v. Sewell (1848), 2 H. L. Cas 


Apld. Mann v. Thompson (1854), Kay, 638. Refd. 
Ranelagh v. Ranelagh (1834), 2 My. & K. 441; Stone 
v. Harrison (1846), 2 Col). 715; Nettleton v. Stephenson 
(1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 366; Re Palmer’s Settimt. Trusts 
(1875), L. R. 19 Kq. 320; Re Emmet’s Estate, Emmet v. 
Emmet (1880), 13 Ch. D. 484; te Mervin, Mervin v. Cross- 

man, (1891) 3 Ch. 197. 

_ 10397. .}—(1) Where a sum of money 
is bequeathed to be divided among a class when the 
eldest attains twenty-one, whether the gift be 
vested or contingent, all the children who are born 
before the period of division are admitted to take 
shares. 

(2) ‘‘ Surviving” in such a limitation, cannot 
be read ‘‘ other,’ so as to entitle a child to the share 
of a brother who died before he was born.— 
MANN v. THOMPSON (1854), Kay, 628; 23 1. T. 
O. S. 345; 69 EF. R. 271; sub nom. PERKIN »v, 
MANN, MANN v. THOMPSON, 18 Jur. 826; 2 W. R. 
582. 

Annotations :--As to (1) Consd. Rogers v. Mutch (1878), 10 
ae I). 25. Refd. Dias v. De Livera (1879), 5 App. Cas. 


10398. ---— Survivorship referred to determination 
of contingency.]—'lestator gave the residue of his 
property to R. the eldest son of P., on his attaining 
twenty-one years of age ; failing him, to the other 
sons of P. in succession & failing such children of P. 
to seven persons & the ‘‘ survivors & survivor of 
them. FR. survived testator, but died shortly 
after, an infant, in the lifetime of his father. 
P. had no other male child. All the residuary 
legatees survived testator, but died in the life- 
time of P.:—Held: the words ‘survivors & 
survivor ’’ were not referable to the period of the 
death of testator, but of the determination of the 
contingency upon which the residue was given over, 
& therefore, the gift over failed.—M'‘DONALD v. 
Bryce (1853), 16 Beav. 581; 22 L. J. Ch. 770; 
21L. T. O. 8S. 54; 17 Jur. 335; 1 W. R. 261; 5) 
E. R. 904. 

Annotations :—Consd. Carver v. Burgess (1853), 18 Beav. 


ions : 
541. Dbtd. & Distd. Page v. May (1857), 24 Beav. 323. 
Dbtd. Corneck v. Wadman (1868), L. KR. 7 Eq. 80. 


10399. —— .|—Testator bequeathed a8 
follows: ‘‘ I give to my daughter S. £50 per annum 
for life. I give to each of my other daughters 
£5,000, the interest of which for their use inde- 
pendent of any husband they may have & if they 
should have any children the principal to be divided 
among them after her death if they should attain 

















- the age of twenty-one years if not it is to be divided 


Be _. -ForrestTrr v. SMITH, 2 
I. Ch. R, 70.-~IR. 
———,)—JuRY v. JuRyY (1882), 9 


rty.— Re McIn- q: .) 
I. R. Ir, 207.—IR. 


09.——-CAN. 
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between her surviving sisters, share & share alike.” 
Testator dicd leaving D. & four other daughters, 
A., B., C., D., surviving. Of these, A. afterwards 
died, leaving’ two children, both of whom died 
under twenty-one, & B. survived A., but died 
before the survivor of her children :—Held: the 
£5,000 bequeathed to A. became, upon the death 
of ‘the survivor of her children, divisible amongst 
her sisters, including S. then surviving, in exclusion 
of the representatives of B.—CaRVER v. BURGESS 
(1855), 7 De G. M. & G. 96; 3 Eq. Rep. 421; 25 
L.T.0.8.18; 3W.R. 308; 44 KE. R. 38, L. JJ. 
Gift postponed to life estate ]—See Sub- 
sect. 2, C., ante 

10400. On capital sums becoming tangible—Sur- 
vivorship referred to happening of contingency.|-— 
PEARSON v. CASAMAIJOR (1839), Macl. & Rob. 
685; 9 E.R. 252, HW. L. 3 subsequent procecdings, 
sub nom, CASAMAIJOR v. PEARSON (1841), 8 Cl. 
& Fin. 69, H. L. 


(6) On Failure of Issue. 
i. dn General. 


10401. General rule — Survivor construed in 
natural sense.|—'lestator, in the early part of his 
will, gave all his property amongst his four illegiti- 
mate children, a boy & three girls, subject to such 
regulations & legacies as he should thereafter 
mention, He then says: ‘ As the whole of this 
estate is to be equally divided amongst the before- 
mentioned four children, or the survivor of them, 
a regular division must be made of the estate when 
each comes of age, or is married; & the share of 
such person is not to be considered any longer as 
belonging to the public stock, but to the particular 
person su coming of age, if a boy; when the girls, 
or any one of them, come of age or get married, 1 
hereby direct, that their shares may be so settled 
on themselves during their lives, & ontheir children, 
in equal proportions, after their deaths; that it 
will not be in the power of the husband, if so 
inclined, to injure either his wife or children.”’ 
Testator then proceeds: ‘' Should it be the will 
of Almighty God to take one or more of these 
children unto Limself, the share or shares of such 
children dying without issue are to be equally 
divided amongst the survivors; but in case of 
issue, these children are to inherit the share of 
their parents amongst them equally; & in case 
they die without issue, it is to return for the benefit 
of the survivors of those four children, or their 
families: upon the reversion of any sum to the 
public stock, the issue of a deceased child is to have 
the share which its parent would have had :— 
Held: the boy, on attaining twenty-one, took an 
absolute interest in his share; the daughters took 
for life, with remainder to their issue; on either 
daughter dying without issue, her share would go 
to the survivors of the four children, in like manner 
as their original shares.—JACKSON v. JTORBES 
(1829), Taml. 88; 48 BE. R. 36. 

10402. -——.]—Testator gave stock to 
trustees, to be divided, after the death of two 
persons who had life- interests in it, among A., B., 
C., D., & E., in equal shares ; & he directed, that, 
if any of them should dic without issue, before 
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their respective shares should become payable 
the share of him, her, or them so dying without 
issue should go to, & be equally divided among, 
the survivor & survivors of them. A. died, 
leaving issue, who were living at the time fixed 
for the distribution of the fund: then B. died, 
leaving a son, who died without issue, before the 
period of distribution; shortly afterwards, & 
also before the period of distribution, C. died with- 
out issue :—Held: (1) the words ‘‘ survivor & 
survivors,’’ were to be construed in their natural 
sense, & not as equivalent to ‘‘ other & others,”’ 
so that no part of the shares of B. & C. went over 
to A.’s personal representative. 

(2) The next question relates to the share of 
Jane Greenwood [C.]. As she survived the son 
of Mary Powell [B.] she would become entitled to 
her proportion of Mary Powell’s share; & though 
she died before the time when the shares became 
payable, & though, therefore, her original share 
would become divisible among the survivors, yet, 
on the authority of He Scaife, kx p. West, No. 
10515, post, & that class of cases, the share which 
accrued to her would not go over (LorD LYND- 
HURST, C.).—CROWDER v. STONE (1829), 3 Russ. 
217; 71. J. 0.8. Ch. 03; 38 E. R. 558, L. C. 
nn tiliGnes :—As to (1) Apld. Willetts v. Willetts (1848), 

17 L. J. Ch. 457; Greenwood v. Percy a eam 26 Beav. 

572; Spilsbury v. Kent (1861), 5 L. T. efd. Hane- 

lagh v. Ranelagh Nabe 2 My. & K. ve Lowe v, Land 

(1837), 6 lh. J. Ch. 234; Leeming v. Sharratt oa, 2 

Hare, 14; Tay ice uv. Beverley (1844), 1 Coll. 108; Le 

Paimor’s Settlut. Trusts (1875), L. lt. 19 ey 320. 

to (2) Distd. Dunn ev. Morgan (1915), 84 L. J. Ch. 812. 

nes Consd. Marriott v. Abell (1869), L. "RL 7 kq 

478. Refd. Smith v. Pulmer (1849), 7 Hare, 225; W timot 

v. Flewitt (1865), 13 L. T. 90 ; Jarman v. Vye (1866), L. ht. 

2 kKq. 784. 

104.03. ——.]—Testator bequeathed a sum 
of stock to A. & B., for their lives, &, on their 
deaths, to their children then living who should 
attain twenty-one, with a gift over to the survivor 
of A. & B. in case the children of either of them 
should die under twenty-one. A. died leaving a 
child who had attained twenty-one. LB. after- 
wards died without having had a child :—Held: 
A.’s personal representatives were entitled to B.’s 
moicty of the stock.—AITON v. Brooks (1834), 7 
Sim. 204; 58 HK. R. 815. 

Annotations :—Consd. Greenwood v. Percy (1859), 26 Beav. 
572. Re fd. Re Arnold’s Trusts (1870), L. R. 10 Hq. 252. 
10404, .|—Testator devised his real & 

personal estate to trustees upon trust to sell & 

lay out so much as should be sufficient to raise 
three annuities of £100 each: & he directed that 
they should apply one of such annuities towards 
the maintenance & education of his grandchildren, 
the children of his late daughter H., until the 
youngest of such children who should live to attain 
twenty-three should attain that age; & from & 
immediately after such youngest child should have 
attained that age, then he directed the capital, 
from which such annuity was derived, to be paid 

& divided unto & equally amongst his last- 

mentioned grandchildren, share & share alike, as 

tenants in common. He then directed the two 

other annuities to be paid to his daughters C. & W. 

for their lives, & as to the respective capitals from 

which such annuities were derived, he directed his 
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trustees to pay & divide each of them from & 
immediately after the decease of his daughters C. 

W. unto & equally amongst all & every his 
grandchildren then living, children of H. & all 
the children of C. & W., as well those then living 
as those which might thereafter be born, share & 
share alike, etc. ; & as to the residue of the moneys 
to arise from the sale of his rea] & personal estate, 
he directed his trustees to pay & divide the same 
unto & equally amongst the children of H. then 
living, & the children of C. & W. then living or to 
be born during his lifetime, share & share alike, 
as tenants in common. The will then contained 
@ proviso that the legacies or shares should vest 
in the grandchildren at twenty-three, & that if 
any should die under twenty-three without issue, 
then the legacies or shares of them so dying 
should go & accrue to the survivors, & survivor 
of them, to be equally divided between them, 
share & share alike. At testator’s death there 
were twelve children of H., C., & W. Of these, 
four died under twenty-three; then six attained 
that age; then two died under twenty-three; & 
of H.’s children, who were five in number, three 
attained the age of twenty-three, of whom one, 
namely J. H., died, after surviving M. I., who died 
under twenty-three, & predeceasing D. H., who 
died under that age :—Held: for the purpose of 
the above construction, the words “ survivors & 
survivor ’’ were to be taken in their usual sense, 
& to be considered as referring to survivors in 
each class of grandchildren.—CROMEK v. LUMB 
(1839), 3 Y. & C. Ex. 565. 

10405. .|—Gift of a residue of real & 
personal estate to trustees to sell, get in, & pay 
& divide the money arising therefrom, unto & 
equally among testator’s children, so soon as the 
youngest should attain twenty-one, the daughter’s 
shares to be invested & secured, & the interest 
paid to such daughter, & the principal to be dis- 
posed of amongst her children as she might direct ; 
if no child, the share to be divided amongst the 
survivors of testator’s children equally, &, incase 
of the death of any of his children leaving lawful 
issue, testator gave to such issue the share the 
parent would have been entitled to have :—Held : 
(1) the residuary share of a child, who attained 
twenty-one, & died before the time of division, 
passed to his representatives. 

I see nothing in the words of the will to prevent 
me from applying the clause of substitution both 
to an original share of the residue & to a share in 
the residue of the daughter, who died without 
issue (W1IGRAM, V.-C.). 

(2) Semble: the word “survivors,” in the 
residuary clause, must be construcd in its natural 
sense, & not as importing ‘“ others,’’ & this con- 
struction of the word in one part of the will must 
govern the construction of the same word in the 
other parts.—LEEMING v. SHERRATT (1842), 2 
oe as 11 L. J. Ch. 423; 6 Jur. 663; 67 
qe ° ° 
Annotutions :—As to (1) Folld. Re Smith’s Will (1855), 20 

Beav. 107. Distd. Coopor v. Cooper (1861), 29 Beav. 229. 

Oonsd. Ke Lodwig, Lodwig v. Evans, (1918) Ch.26. Refd. 

He Bennetts’ Trust (1857), 3 K. & J. 280; M‘Lachlan pv. 

Taltt (1860), 28 Beav. 407; Re Barnshaw’s Trusts (18 

15 W. HK. 378; Re Boaw, Shorthouse v. Annibal (1911) 

Sol. Jo. 142.48 fo (2) Apld. Greenwood v. Perey (1859), 

26 Beav. 672. Distd. Holland v. Allsop (1861), 29 Beav. 

498. Generally, Refd. Packham v. Gregory (1845), 4 

Hare, 396 ; Goodman v. Goodman (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 

695; Smith v, Palmer (1849), 7 Hare, 225; Whipple 0. 
Martyn (1850), 14 Jur. 361 ; vanagh v. Morland ts 
K Parker v. Sowerby (1853), 1 Eq. Kep. 217; 
(2854). 19 Beav. 478; re v. Lloyd 
Aros 3K.&J.20; He Thoed’s Settlmt. (1857), 3 K. & J. 


75; Dutton v. AS ay 33 Beav, 272; Pearman 
@. Pearman (1864), 33 Beav. 304. 
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WILLS. 


10406. -.|—Testator gave all his real & 
ersonal property to his wife for life, & at her 
eath, if Po left issue, to the child or children he 

might have at his decease ; but, if he died without 
leaving issue, then he dey all his property, in 
equal proportions, to his brothers & sister, Thomas, 
Anthony, John & Jane; &, if any of them should 
die without leaving issue, he gave such share or 
shares to the survivors or survivor of them ; but, 
if leaving issue, he gave such share to their children. 
Testator died without issue. John died a bachelor 
in his lifetime. Jane died in the lifetime of his 
widow, leaving one child & several grandchildren 
the issue of a deceased child. Thomas survived 
the widow & died awe children. Then Anthony 
died a bachelor :—Held: the share intended for 
John absolutely to Thomas, Anthony & Jane; 
Jane’s share belonged to her child; Thomas's to 
his children; & Anthony’s to his real & personal 
representatives.—BENN v. DIXON, DIxon  v, 
NICHOLSON, DIXON v. PRIESTLEY (1847), 16 Sim. 
21; 10L. T. 0.8.50; 11 Jur. 812; 60 EH. R. 780. 

10407. .}— Testator, after giving 
legacies to his daughters for their respective lives, 
with remainder to their respective issue, &, in 
default of issue, the share of the daughter so dying 
to the survivors, directed that in case any or either 
of his daughters should happen to die before such 
legacy or bequest should have become vested in 
her, leaving issue, then such legacy or bequest 
should descend to, or become the property of, 
such issue :—Held: (1) the word ‘“ survivor”’ 
must be taken in its strict sense ; but (2) under the 
clause of substitution, a survivor’s share of a 
legacy to a daughter who died without leaving 
issue, such survivor’s shares being necessarily 
contingent upon survivorship, passed to the 
children of a daughter of testator who died in his 
lifetime, leaving issue that survived him.— 
WILLETTS v. WILLETTS (1848), 7 Hare, 38; 17 
L. J. Ch. 457; 12 Jur. 670; 68 BH. R. 15. 

Annotation :—Cenerally, Refd. Moate r. Moato (1852), 16 

Jur. 1010. 

10408. -.|—~Testator devised three 
several estates to his three daughters, M., C., & I.., 
for their respective lives, with remainder to their 
children, as tenants in common in fee, provided 
that if any or either of them should die without 
issue, the property given to such daughter should 
go & accrue to the ‘“ survivors or survivor,” in 
equal shares, as tenants in common; & if all 
except one should die without issue, then the shares 
of such daughters so dying should go to the “ sur- 
vivor,” her heirs & assigns, for ever. On Oct. 3, 
1841, C. died, leaving a son. On Oct. 25, 1841, 
L. died, without having had issue. On Dec. 22, 
1841, M. & her husband conveyed to a trustee, as 
well the property devised to her for life as that 
devised to L., to hold to the use of M., for the 
joint lives of herself & her husband, with remainder 
to the survivor in fee :—Held: the word * sur- 
vivor”’ in the will must be construed according 
to its ordinary meaning; & on the death of L., 
the property given to her for life vested absolutely 
in M. in fee.— LEE v. STONE (1848), 1 Bxch. 674 ; 
17 L. J. Ex. 381; 10 L. T. O. S. 395. 

10409. .|—Bequest to one for life & 
then to be divided among four legatees equally, 
as tenants in common, if either died in the life of the 
tenant for life, his share to be divided among his 
children ; if either died during that period without 
leaving issue, then his share to go to the sur- 
vivors or survivor of thom. One died leaving 
nine children, & then another died without issue, 
& then the tenant for life died :—Held: the 
children of the legatee who died first took no 
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interest in the share of the one who died after- 
wards without issue.—MOATE v. MOATE (1852), 
20L T. 0.8.76; 16 Jur. 1010. 

10410. -]—Testator devised property 
to trustees, for the maintenance of his four 
children until they severally attained twenty- 
five, at which time he devised ‘‘ unto such of his 
said children as should attain that age” one- 
fifth of the property to hold to them & their heirs. 
There was a gift over to the ‘“ survivors or sur- 
vivor,’’ if any died before attaining twenty-five 
& left no issue, or if they should die after attaining 
twenty-five, & should Ieave no lawful issue :— 
Held: the words “ survivors or survivor ’’ was not 
to be read “ other or others.”’—StTeap v. PLATT 
(1858), 18 Beav. 50; 52 EB. R. 20. 

Anncahon :—Refd. Holmes v. Prescott (1864), 3 New Rep. 

59. 


10411. .]—Testator devised freeholds 
to two & their heirs as tenants in common, & in 
case either should die without leaving lawful 
issue surviving her, then he devised her part 
‘unto the survivor ’’ :—Held: ‘“ survivor’’ was 
to be read in its ordinary sense, & not in the sense 
of ‘ other.’’——-GREENWOOD v. PERCY (1859), 26 
Beav. 572; 53 E. R. 1019. 

10412. -|—The question as to both 
clauses is, whether the words ‘ survivors or 
survivor’ can be read ‘“ others or other’’; & 
I am bound to say, that the later authorities lean 
more strongly than the earlier ones to the strict 
construction of words; although, in cases where it 
is necessary to do so in order to render a will 
intelligible, or where a clear & necessary inference 
can be drawn from the terms of the will, the ct. 
will not hesitate to construe the words ‘‘ survivors 
or survivor” as ‘ others or other.’’ There are 
two classes of cases in which this construction has 
been adopted, one relating especially to realty, 
where there are limitations to members of a class 
for life, & then to their issue in tail, & in default 
of issue of any, then over to the survivors or sur- 
vivor. Jn such a case, the words “ survivors or 
survivor’’ are almost of necessity construed 
‘‘ others or other,” on account of the extreme 
improbability of testator contemplating the 
members of the original class as likely to be in 
existence at the time of an indefinite failure of issue 
of any of them. The other class of cases more 
nearly resemble the present. They are cases where 
there is a gift over on the death of one of the 
original class, for the benefit of the survivors & of 
their issue. It is certainly a strange intention to 
impute to testator, to make his bounty to the 
issue Sa a on the accident of their parent sur- 
viving the person whose share is given over. But 
such a consideration alone will not justify the ct. 
in construing the words ‘“‘ survivors or survivor "’ 
in any other than their natural sense (PAGE 
Woop, V.-C.).—Re CoRBETT’s TRusTS (1860), 
John. 691; 29 L. J. Ch. 458; 2 L. T. 147; 6 
Jur. N. S. 339; 8 W. R. 257; 70 E. R. 555. 
notations :— . Hu v. Morgan (1866), L. R. 3 Eq. 

onsd. Re Arnold's Troster (1810) Le R10, Be, 

; Williams v. James (1872), 20 W._R. 1010. Apld. 

876), 2 Ch. D. 348. Consd. Mortimer, 

Griffiths v. Mortimer (1885), 44 L. J. Ch. 414. Refd. 
Beckwith v. 

Hetate, Morrell v. Giss 


Beckwith (1876), 25 W. hk. 6; Jte Roper’s 
g (1889), 41 Ch. D. 409; Re 
‘Robson, Howden v. Robson, [1899] W. N. 
v. Harrison, (1901) 2 Ch. 136. 
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10418. .J—NEVILL v. BoppaM, No. 
10458, post. 
10414. -J—The word “ survivor ”’ can- 


not be construed as ‘‘ others,’’ where the gift 
over is partly to persons whose interests are not 
given over. 

Testator gave legacies to each of his four 
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daughters for life, with remainder to their children ; 
& he provided that if either of the daughters should 
die without children, her share should go over to 
the survivors of his sons & daughters :—Held : 
‘‘ survivors ’’ could not be read “ others,” in con- 
sequence of the gift over being to a different 
class from those whose shares were to go over.— 
DE GARAGNOL v. LIARDET (1863), 32 Beay. 608 ; 
2 New Rep. 296; 55 B. R. 239. 
_ 10415. ee abate bequeathed the 
interest of a fund to her niece for life, & after her 
death she bequeathed the fund unto the three 
daughters of her niece, naming them, in equal 
shares; & she declared that in case any of them 
should die without leaving any lawful issue, the 
share or shares of her or them so dying should go 
to the ‘*‘ survivors ’’ of them in equal shares; & 
if but one, then to such only one; but if any or 
either of them should leave any child or children, 
then testatrix gave the share or shares of her or 
them so dying unto her or their child or children 
respectively in equal shares; provided, that if 
the three should all die without lawful issue in the 
lifetime of their mother, then the fund should go 
to her niece absolutely. Two of the daughters 
did in the lifetime of the tenant for life, & the 
remaining daughter survived & was unmarried :— 
Held: the share of the surviving daughter, in the 
event of her dying without issue, was at her 
absolute disposal, & did not pass to the children 
of the two deceased daughters.—Re WAYES’s 
Trusts (1863),9 L. T. 197; 9 Jur. N.S 1068. 

10416. .}—Testatur devised certain 
real estate to trustees upon trust to receive the 
rent thereof, & to pay one-fourth part of such rent 
unto each of his four daughters for her separate 
use during her life, & after the decease of either 
or any of his said daughters, he gave & devised one 
equal undivided fourth part, or share, of & in the 
said premises unto the child or children of cach of 
his said daughters so dying & leaving lawful issue, 
& their heirs & assigns of such children for ever, 
& as tenants in common if more than one child : 
& in case any or either of his said daughters should 
happen to dic without leaving any lawful issue 
surviving her, then testator gave & devised the 
share or shares of any such daughter so dying unto 
the survivors or survivor of his said daughters, 
& their or her heirs & assigns for ever; & in case 
all his said daughters should die without leaving 
lawful issue, then he gave & devised the said 
premises unto his two sons :—Held: the words 
‘“ survivors or survivor’’ must be taken in their 
natural & primary sense, & on the death of a 
daughter without leaving a child, the children of a 
daughter who predeceased her took no interest in 
fee share.—TwIist v. IERBERT (1873), 28 L. T. 

89. 

10417. -———.] — Testator directed his 
trustees to pay & divide the residuary moneys 
arising from the sale & conversion of real & 
personal estate among all such of his five daughters 
as should be living at his death in equal shares, 
& he directed his trustees to invest every share 
given to a daughter of his living at his death, & 
during the life of each such daughter to pay the 
income of her share to her for her separate use, & 
after her death to hold the same in trust for her 
children as therein mentioned, & declared that if 
there should be no child of such his daughter, who 
should attain a vested interest, then subject to 
a power of appointment given to her over a 
portion of her share, as well the original share of 
such daughter, as any share or shares which might 
accrue to her under that provision, or otherwise, 
should accrue to his other daughters or other 
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daughter surviving in equal shares, if more than 
one, each accruing share to be held upon the same 
trusts as the original. The will contained no gift 
over in the event of all the daughters dying with- 
out issue. All the five daughters survived testator. 
Then one of them died leaving a child, then another 
died without issue :—Held: the words “ other 
daughter or other surviving daughters” referred 
to survivorship at the death of the daughter whose 
share was to be distributed, & the child of the 
daughter who died first took no interest in the share 

of the daughter who died next.—BECKWITH v. 

BECKWITH (1876), 46 L. J. Ch. 97; 36 L. T. 128; 

25 W. R. 282, C. A, 

Annotations :—Consd. ?e , ‘yac 
(1879), 12 Ch. a 205 we Tornebe Eater bomct. is 
Graham (1881), 19 Ch. D. 186. Apld. Z2e Benn, Benn v. 
Bonn (1885), 29 Ch. D. 839. Consd. Harrison v. Harrison, 
{1901} 2 Ch. 136; Inderwick v. Tatchell, Tatchell v. 
Tatchell, Inderwick v. Inderwick, [1901] 2 Ch. 738. Refd. 
Re Robson, Howden v. Robson, [1899] W. N. 260. 

_ 10418. .|—Testator gave by will, made 

in 1834, the residue of his estate to trustees to pay 

the income, after the death of his wife, unto such 
of his four named children as should be living at 
the decease of his wife, during their lives; & 
after the decease of any one or more of such 
children who should leave children he gave the 
share, whether original or accruing, of the one so 
dying in trust for his or her children; &, in the 
event of any one of his children dying without 
leaving children who should attain the age of 
twenty-one years, then he gave the share, whether 
original or accruing, of such of them so dying in 
trust for the survivor or survivors of his said 
children during their lives, & after their deaths for 
their respective children, & their heirs, cxors., 

& administrators. There was no gift over. 

The four children of testator survived the widow. 

One child died leaving two children who attained 

the age of twenty-one years, & the other three 

children died without issue :—Held: the words 

‘““ survivor or survivors ’’ must be so read, & not 

as “‘other or others.’—Re HorneEr’s ESTATE, 

POMFRET v. GRAHAM (1881), 19 Ch. D. 186; 51 

L. J. Ch. 43; 45 L. T. 670. 

Annotations -—Refd. Ie J ; » W 
(1884), 63 L. J. ah. iG: Ue own ee jay 

head v. Boulton (1889), 41 Ch. D. 525; Harrison v. 

deals E agers ona af i adernlce v. Tatchell, 

L. J. Ch. 1; Powell’v. Hellicar, (1919) ch, 138. 7 

10419. -|—Testator, by his will, gave 
the income of £10,000 consols bo hia. wife for life, & 
after her death gave the income of the consols 
equally among his four daughters; & after their 
respective deceases, he gave one-fourth of the 
consols to the children of each daughter; & he 
directed that if any one or more of his daughters 
should die without leaving issue surviving, the 
stock intended for the issue of her or them should 
go to the survivors or survivor of the four daughters 
equally if more than one, & if but one then to such 
one. He gave his residue to his wife & four 
daughters. Three of the daughters died leaving 
issue. The fourth was a spinster, aged fifty-four. 

She claimed to be entitled absolutely to one-fourth 

of the consols :—Held: the fourth daughter was 

absolutely entitled to one-fourth of the consols ; 
a8 Burvivor, 2.é. longest liver, of the four daughters. 

— DAVIDSON v. Kimpron (1881 ), 18 Ch. D. 213; 45 

L. T. 182; 29 W. R. 912. 

Annotations :—Consd, Re 
(1885), 54 L. J. Oh. 414, “Apia fee Roper's Hstate: Morrell 

Ch. D. 409. Refd. Askew v. Askew 














10420. --}—Testator gave a sum of 


WILLS. 


money in trust: for each of four persons for life, & 
provided that, in the event of either of them 
dying without a child or children, the legacy of 
deceased was to be at once divided amongst the 
survivors. The last survivor of these persons died 
without leaving any child. On his death the 
question arose whether his legacy passed under 
the residuary gift in testator’s will, or belonged to 
the legatee absolutely & passed under his will :— 
Held: the word ‘ survivors’’ must be taken to 
mean the persons or person living at the death of 
any legatee dying without a child, & consequently 
the last survivor could not take his own legacy 
without giving the word a different meaning in his 
case from that given to it in the case of the other 
legatees, & his legacy, on his death, passed under 
the residuary gift in testator’s will.— Re MORTIMER, 
GRIFFITHS v. MORTIMER (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 414; 
52 L. T. 383; 33 W. R. 441. 
Annotations :—N.F, Re Roper’s Estate, Morrell o. Gissing 
eee aaa D. 409. efd. Askew v. Askew (1888), 57 


10421. ——— .}|—Testator directed his per- 
sonal estate to be converted & invested in Consols 
sufficient to provide life annuities to a specified 
amount for his wife & his four children, G., J., W., 
& K.; upon the death of his wife her annuity 
was to be distributed among his said four children 
for their lives: upon ‘“ the decease of either of his 
said children ’’ testator bequeathed one-fourth of 
the said fund of Consols to the children or child 
of such deceased child absolutely, & in the event of 
either of his said children dying without issue he 
gave “the fourth part or share to which the 
children of such dying child would have been 
entitled unto the survivors of my said children 
in equal shares.’ The will contained a residuary 
gift. G., the last survivor, having died without, 
issue :—Held: G., as the longest liver, became 
absolutely entitled on hig death without issue to 
the corpus of his one-fourth of Consols, & conse- 
quently, it belonged to his representatives.—Ke 
ROPER’S ESTATE, MORRELL v. GISSING (1889), 41 
Ch. D. 409; 58 L. J. Ch. 489; 61 L. T. 425 37 
W.R. 7813 5. 1. R. 364, 

10422. -~.|—Re Bowman, Ite Lay, 
WHYTEHEAD v. BOULTON, No. 10440, post. 

10423. .|—Testator devised a specified 
portion of his real estate & an equal share of the 
residue to each of his five sons for life, with 
remainder to his children, if more than one, as 
tenants in common in tail, with cross remainders 
between them, & declared that ‘‘in case any or 
either of my five sons shall depart this life without 
leaving any child or children him or them surviving, 
then I devise the share or shares of such son or 
sons unto & equally between the survivors & 
survivor of them my said sons & their respective 
heirs as tenants in common in tail”? :—Held: the 
words ‘‘ survivors & survivor’? meant such of the 
sons as should be living at the death on which the 
disposition of the property was altered, & on the 
death of the survivor of the five sons without issue, 
his share of the residue was not disposed of by the 
will, but the specifically devised property passed 
under the residuary devise.—KINnG v. Frost, 
UNDERWOOD v. Frost, PRICE v. FRostT, PLOMLEY 
v. Frost (1890), 15 App. Cas, 548; 60 L. J. P.C. 
15; 63 L. T. 422; 6 T. L. R. 443, P. C. 
Annotations :—Folld. Ranelagh v. Ranelagh (1893), 41 W. R. 

649. Consd. fe Brown, Brown v. Acomb (1896), 41 Sol. 

Jo. 66. Retd. Inderwick v. Tatchell (1901), 85 L. 'T. 432; 

Powell v. Hellicar, [1919] 1 Ch. 138; Augor v. Beaudry, 

(1920] A. OC. 1010. 

10424. .] — Pecuniary legacies were 
severally given to four persons during their natural 
lives, & in case of the demise of any of them 
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without legitimate issue his or her proportion to be 
divided amongst the survivors. The last surviving 
legatee died without leaving issue :—Held: his 
legacy fell into residue.-—RANELAGH v. RANELAGH 
(1893), 41 W. R. 549; 3 R. 315. 

10425. .]—A will gave portions in trust 
for each of testator’s children E., L., & T., for their 
peepecuve lives, & afterwards for their respective 
children; provided that if any of his children 
died without leaving a child entitled to take under 
the will, the shares of such children should go to 
their ‘‘ then surviving ”’ brothers & sisters, if more 
than one in equal shares, & if only one then to him 
or her absolutely. E., L., & T. all survived 
testator, E. died first, leaving children. ‘Then L. 
died without issue, leaving 1. surviving :—Held : 
upon the true construction of this will the words 
“then surviving ’’ must receive their ordinary & 
natural meaning, & the children of FE. took no part 
of I..’5 share. 

I cannot help saying that the word ‘‘ survivor ”’ 
is a word which requires a context. Survivor of 
whom ? Survivor when? Those are both cate- 
gories of thought which must be supplied in order 
to give the word “ survivor’’ any meaning at all. 
It may mean the survivor of testator; it may 
mean the survivor at the time of some event con- 
templated by the will which is being discussed ; & 
what it is must be found out by reference to the 
context. Now, in this case | wish to give every 
effect to the context, & when I look to see if there 
is anything in the context which controls, cuts down 
or explains otherwise than the words themselves 
do, what is referred to by those words, I can find 
nothing that entitled me to go beyond the words 
themselves in the context in which they stand 
(LORD HALSBURY, ©.).—INDERWICK v. TATCHELL 
[1903] A.C. 120; 72 L. J. Ch. 3983; 88 L. T. 399, 
H. 1.3 affg. S. C. sub nom, INDERWICK v. TATCHELTL, 
TATCHELL t. TATCHELL, INDIERWICK UV. INDERWICK, 
[1901] 2 Ch. 738, C. A. 

Annotation :— Refd. Powell v. Hellicar, [1919] 1 Ch. 138. 

10426. .]|—Testator gave the income of 
his estate, real & personal, to trustees upon trust 
to pay & divide the same equally between & 
amongst S., the daughter of C., & thirteen other 
named persons during their respective lives, &, if 
any of them should die leaving children them sur- 
viving, directed the share of income payable to 
the parent to be divided equally amongst. his, her, 
ovr their children, & from & after the death of the 
survivor of the said thirteen other named persons 
the name of S. being omitted, upon trust to sell 
the whole of his trust estates & divide the pro- 
ceeds equally amongst such of the children of the 
said C. & thirteen other named persons, the name 
of S. being again omitted, as might be living at the 
death of the last survivor of them, or, if any of 
them were dead leaving children them surviving, 
then amongst their children, such children to take 
their parent’s share equally between them. ‘Two 
of the thirteen named persons died in testator’s 
lifetime without leaving children :—Zeld: there 
was an intestacy as to these two shares of income 
down to the period of distribution. 

The general rule of construction which by imply- 
ing a joint tenancy or survivorship prevents a 
partial intestacy on a gift of income to several 
persons, with a gift over of the corpus on the death 
of the survivor, is not to be extended to cases 
where there is an express gift of the parents’ share 
to the children of any of the original life tenants 
who died before the period of dissolution leaving 
children. Accordingly there may be in such a case 
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an intestacy as to the income of some shares until 
the period of sale & distribution. 

Let me look at it from the other point of view & 
see if I can arrive at a satisfactory result by the 
implication of a gift to the survivors. In this case 
it appears to me that in order to carry out any 
intention which I can fairly presume on the part 
of testator, I should have to imply not an ordinary 
gift over on the death of any one of the first takers 
to the others, but I should have to say further that, 
contingently, on any one of them dying without 
issue, his or her share was to go, not to the survivors 
in the ordinary sense of the word, but to the 
survivors in a modified sense of the word, constru- 
ing it as including survivorship by stocks. In that 
case, on the death of one of the first takers without 
leaving issue after the death of another leaving 
issuc, the issue of the one who had previously died 
leaving issue would be entitled to a share as repre- 
senting his parent, his parent being considered to 
have survived by reason of the survivorship of the 
stock. I am by no means clear, however, that 
the word “ survivor ”’ could be properly construed 
in that way, though no doubt an express limitation 
might be so framed as to produce that effect. Butin 
any case the gift which Iam asked toimply appears 
to me to be different from any other gift: by implica- 
tion which I can find in the books. Moreover, so 
far as I am aware, the cases in which gifts of this 
nature have been implied have been confined to 
cases in which the gift over is on the death of the 
survivor of all the first takers, while in the present 
case the gift over is not on the death of the survivor 
of all the first takers, but) on the death of the 
survivor of thirteen out of the fourteen first takers 
(PARKER, J.).—Re TloBson, BARWICK v. TIOLT, 
[1912] 1 Ch. 626; 106 LL, T. 507; 56 Sol. Jo. 400. 

10427. —— .}—Where testator by his will 
left his property to his four children for life, with 
remainder to their issue & provided that on the 
death of any of the four children without leaving 
children or living descendants, his or her share in 
the property should pass to the survivors ‘' of my 
four legitimate children lastly above-mentioned ”’ 
during life with remainder to their children by 
stocks :—Held: on the death of a child without 
issue, the issue of a previously deceased child were 
not entitled to the share which their parent would 
have taken, if living, as such survivor.—AUGER v. 
Braupry, [1920] A. C. 1010; 89 L. J. P. C. 251 ; 
124 1. T. 106, P. C. 

10428. When construed to mean ‘‘ others.’’}— 
Testator bequeathed £10,000 equally between 
his four daughters, for life, with remainder to 
their issue; & directed that the share of every 
of them dying without issue should devolve to the 
survivors & survivor of them. There was a gift 
over, if they should all die without issue :—Held : 
‘survivors & survivor ’’ were to be read ‘‘ others & 
other,” & the issue of one daughter, who died, was 
entitled to participate in the share of another 
daughter, who subsequently died without issue.— 
LOWE v. LAND (1887), 6 L. J. Ch. 284; 1 Jur. 377. 

10429. Intention of testator.]|—Testator 
devised real estate upon trust for his three grand- 
daughters for their lives respectively, share & 
share alike; & after the death of each of them, he 
gave one-third of his said estate to the children of 
each of them who should attain twenty-one, or 
die under twenty-one leaving issue; & in case any 
one of such three granddaughters should die with- 
out leaving such issue, testator gave his said‘estate 
during the lives of his two surviving granddaughters 
upon trust for them in equal shares; & after the 











104281. When construed to mean ‘' others.’"}—-RAMSAY’'S TRUSTERS v. RAMSAY (1876), 4 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 243.—SCOT. 
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death of each of two such surviving granddaughters 
he gave one moiety of his said estate to their 
children who should attain twenty-one, or die 
under twenty-one leaving issue; & in case either 
of such two surviving granddaughters should die 
without leaving such issue, he gave his said estate 
during the life of the last survivor of such grand- 
daughters upon trust for her, & after her death to 
her children who should attain twenty-one, or die 
under twenty-one leaving issue :—-Held according 
to the true construction of the will, ‘‘ survivors ”’ 
& ‘‘ surviving’? must be construed ‘ other.”’— 
Re BEck’s Trusts (1867), 37 L. J. Ch. 233; 16 
W. R. 189. 


Annotations :—Reld. Re Bowman, Re Lay, Whytehead ». 
Boulton (1889), 41 Ch. D. 525; Inderwick v,. Tatchell, 


Tatchell v. Tatchell, Inderwick v. Inderwick, [1901] 
2 Ch. 738, 
10430. --|—Testator directed the in- 


come of the residue of his estate to be divided 
between all his sons as tenants in common, with 
benefit of survivorship between them, in case any 
or either of them should die without issue, & in 
case any child or children who should be entitled 
under the trusts of his will to any principal money, 
or income, should die leaving issue, the principal 
money or share, from which the interest of such 
child or children should be derived, should go to 
& be divided amongst such issue as tenants in 
common. Testator left five sons, two of whom died 
leaving issue, & three died without issue, the last 
survivor of the five dying without issue :—Held : 
on the death of the last surviving son the principal 
set free accrued to the children of the sons who had 
died leaving issue.—Cross v. MALTBY (1875), L. RH. 
20 Eq. 378; 33 L. T. 300; 23 W. R. 868. 

Annotations :—Refd. Beckwith v. Beckwith (1876), 25 

W. OR. Oe Genta. Re Cross, Harston v. Tenison (1882), 

20 Ch. D. 

10431. --|—Testator devised copyholds 
subject to life interests to his cousins A. & L., their 
heirs & assigns, as tenants in common; but if 
either should die in the lifctime of the tenants for 
life &, without leaving lawful issue then living, he 
devised her share to the survivor of them, her 
heirs & assigns. <A. died, leaving issue; then B. 
died, without issue ; afterwards the tenant for life 
died :—Held: B.’s share went to A.’s representa- 
tive, though A. did not survive B. 

It, is the duty of the ct. to ascertain what the 
meaning of testator is & if it can satisfy itself that 
the word ought to be read as ‘‘ other’’ it is right 
to substitute the one word for the other (Bacon, 
V.-C.).—Re JOHNSON, HICKMAN v. WILLIAMSON 
(1884), 63 L. J. Ch. 1116. 

10432. Clause of substitution.]|—WILLETrs 
v. WILLETTS, No. 10407, ante. 

10433. Construction leading to absurdity.|— 
MADEN v. TAYLOR, No. 11105, post. 

Gift over on death of all without issue -|— 
See Sub-sect. 2, E. (0) ii., post. 

Settlement in a manner as original 
shares.}—See Sub-sect. 2, E. (b) iv., post. 

—— Gift to several in tall -|—See Sub-sect. 2, E. 
(b) v., post. 














li. Gift Over on Death of All without Issue. 


104384. ‘‘ Survivors ’’ construed as ‘‘ others.’’]— 
Pitr v. HARBIN ae) Lofft, 19; 98 E. R. 6510. 

10435. -|—In a gift over, upon the death of 
any of a class without leaving issue, to the “ sur- 
vivors,”’ the word ‘‘ survivors’’ was construed 
‘* others,”’ in consequence of the ultimate gift over 
being only to take effect on the death of “ all”’ 
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the class without issue——HOLLAND v. ALLSOP 
(1861), 29 Beav. 498; 7 Jur. N.S. 856; 9 W. R. 
688; 54 E. R. 721. 
Annotation :—Consd. Re Keep’s Will (1863), 832 Beav. 122, 
10436. .|— A devised real estate in trust for 
her three nephews B., C., & D., for their respective 
lives, share & share alike, with remainder as to the 
share of each to his children in tail, & in case of the 
death of any or either of her nephews without 
lawful issue, then for such of her nephews as should 
survive, & their or his issue in manner therein- 
before-mentioned, & in case of the death of all her 
said nephews and their issue, she devised the 
estate to her right heirs. 
B. died leaving a son; then C. died without 
issue, leaving D. & B.’s son surviving :—Held : 
the words ‘‘ such as shall survive ’? must be con- 
strued to mean “‘ the others or other, ‘‘ & B.’s son 
was entitled to a moiety of C.’s share.—Re THARP’S 
EstTAaTE (1863), 1 De G. J. & Sm. 453 ; 2 New Rep. 
253; 33 L. J. Ch. 59; 8 L. T. 659; 11 W. R. 763; 
46 E. R. 180, L. JJ.; revsg. S. C. sub nom. Re 
SHARP, 2 New Rep. 654. 
Annotation :—Refd. Wake v. Varah (1876), 2 Ch. D. 348. 











10437. -}—Hurry v. MorGcan, No. 10460, 
0st, 
10438. .]—Testatrix devised & bequeathed 


all her real & personal estate upon trust to sell & 
convert, & directed her trustees to stand possessed 
of her residuary personalty upon trust to invest, 
& as to one-fourth to pay the income to her 
daughter A. for life, & after A.’s death to “ assign, 
transfer, & make over” the same to & amongst 
A.’s child & children, to be “‘ assigned, transferred, 
& paid” at twenty-three. Any child attaining 
twenty-three in the lifetime of A. was to acquire 
a ‘‘ vested ”’ interest. In case of the death of A. 
without leaving “ any such child or children as 
aforesaid,’’ testatrix directed the trustees to ‘‘ pay, 
apply, & dispose of ’’ the income of the fourth to 
& amongst her, testatrix’s, ‘‘ surviving ’’ daughters, 
such “ beneht of survivorship ”’ to extend to the 
“surviving ’’ as well as to the original shares ; 
& directed that the principal should go & belong 
to, & he divisible amongst, the several child or 
children of such daughter or daughters. As to the 
remaining three-fourths, testatrix directed the 
trustees to stand possessed of the income on similar 
trusts for the benefit of her other three daughters, 
B., C., & D., for their lives; & of the principal 
for their respective children, in such manner & 
form as before directed. In case of the death of 
all her four daughters without leaving such children 
as aforesaid, or leaving such, and they should all 
die under twenty-three, the trustees were to hold 
the fund in trust for testatrix’s next of kin. Upon 
the death of a daughter without leaving children : 
—Held: the children of a deceased daughter were 
entitled to participate in the share of the daughter 
so dying; in other words, ‘“ surviving ’’ must be 
read as meaning “ other.’’—BADGER v. GREGORY 
(1869), L. R.8 Eq. 78; 21 L.T. 137; 17 W. BR. 1090. 
Annotations :—Apld. Re Amold” : ee (1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 
252; Wake v. varer 2 Ch. D. 348. Consd. 
Beckwith v. Beckwith 1898) ag Le J. Ch. ee Ba Banke 
Katate, Pornfret v. Graham (1881), 19 Cb. D. 1 Refd. Ie 
Bowman, Re Lay, Whytehead v. Boulton (i889), 41 Ch. D. 
10439. ———.]—-A testator gave the residue of his 
property to trustees, on trust to pay & divide the 
income equally among his three children, during 
their respective lvoe,” & after the death of each 
child the share of the fund to the income of which 
deceased child was entitled for life was to be in 
trust for his or her issue; & in case, & so often as, 
any of the three children should die without 
leaving issue, the share to which such child should 
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become entitled during his or her life, as well 

origjnally as by survivorship or accruer, was to be 

in trust for the survivors or survivor of the children, 
during their, his, or her respective life or lives, & 

In equal shares if more than one; &, after the 

decease of each such survivor, the surviving or 

accruing share, to which such survivor for the 
time being should become entitled for his or her 
life, was to be in trust for his or her issue; &, in 
case all testator’s children should die without 
leaving issue, the fund was to be in trust for the 
representatives of the survivor. After the death 
of testator one of his children died without issue, 
then another child died leaving issue, &, lastly, the 
third child died without issue :—Held: the issue 
of the second child, though she was not the sur- 
vivor, became entitled on the death of the third 

to the whole of the fund.—WAKE v. VARAH (1876), 

2 Ch. D. 348; 45 LL. J. Ch. 683; 34 L. T. 437; 

24 W. R. 621, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Beckwith v. Beckwith (1876), 46 
L J. Oh. 97: Lucena v. Lucena (1877), 7 Ch. D. 255 
fe Horner’s Estate, Pomfret v. Graham (1881), 19 Ch. D 
186; é#e Benn, Benn »v, Benn (1885), 29 Ch. D. 839; 
Askew v. Askew (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 629; Re Bilham, 
Buchanan wv. Hill, (1901] 2 Ch. 169; Powell v. Hellicar 
(1919] 1 Ch. 138. efd. ?e Bowman, Re Lay, Whytehoad 
v. Boulton (1889), 41 Ch. D. 525; Harrison v. Harrison, 
[1901] 2 Ch. 136. 


10440. —-—.]-—(1) Testatrix bequeathed £8,000 
to her nephew upon trust to invest & pay the 
income equally amongst her four nieces during 
their respective lives, & after the decease of any 
of them to pay the principal of her share among 
her children as she should appoint, & in default 
of appointment equally, the shares of sons to be 
vested interests at twenty-one, & the shares of 
daughters at twenty-one or marriage, with benefit 
of survivorship among them as to the original & 
accruing shares of any who should die before 
attaining a vested interest, & in case any of her 
nieces should die without having any children who 
should have attained a vested interest she gave the 
share of such niece & the interest thereof to her 
nephew upon trust ‘‘ to pay & dispose thereof to 
or among her,’’ the niece’s, “‘ surviving sisters & 
their respective children in the same manner as 
I have hereinbefore directed respecting their 
original shares’’; & she gave her residuary per- 
sonal estate to her nephew. The four nieces sur- 
vived testatrix. One of them died leaving chil- 
dren, & two others subsequently died without 
issue :—Held : the children of the niece who first 
died were entitled to participate in the shares of 
those who died subsequently. 

(2) Where the gift is to A., B., & C. equally for 
their respective lives, & after the death of any to 
his children, but if any die without children to the 
survivors for life with remainder to their children, 
only children of survivors can take under the gift 
over. (3) If to similar words there is added a 
limitation over if all the tenants for life die without 
children, then the children of a predeceased tenant 
for life participate in the share of one who dies 
without children after their parent. (4) They also 
participate, although there is no general gift over, 
where the limitations are to A., B., & C. equally 
for their respective lives, & after the death of any 
to his children, & if any die without children to 
the surviving tenants for life & their respective 
children, in the same manner as their original 
shares (Kay, J.).—Re BOwMAN, Rte Lay, WHYTE- 
HEAD v. BOULTON (1889), 41 Ch. D. 525; 601. T. 


888: 387 W. R. 583. 

Annotations :-—As to (2) Consd. Re Rubbins, Gill v. Worrall 
tieep , 78 L. T. 218: Re Robson, Howden v. Robson, 

1899) W. N. 260: Harrison v. Harrison, [1901] 2 Ch. 136. 

As to (3) Consd. Re Rubbins, Gill v. Worrall (1898), 78 

L. T. 218; Re Robson, Howden v. Robson, [1899] W. N. 

260; Harrison v. Harrison, [1901] 2 Ch. 136. As to 
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4) Consd. Re Rubbins, Gill ». Worrall (1898), 78 L. T. 218. 

FF. Re Robson, Howden v. Robson, [1899] W. N. 260 ; 
Harrison v. Harrison, [1901] 2 Ch. 136; Inderwick v. 
Tatchell, Tatchell v. Tatchell, Inderwick v. Inderwick, 
[1901] 2 Ch. 738, Distd. Re Kendrick, Bourne v. Snelson 
(1901), 46 Sol. Jo. 14. Generally, Retd. Re Bilham, 
Buchanan wv. Hill, [1901] 2 Ch. 169; Powell v. Hellicar, 
[1919] 1 Ch. 138. 


iii, Period to Which Failure of Issue Referable. 

See Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 29. 

10441. Whether construed as indefinite mecpeay 
One having two nephews, A. & B., devises his 
personal estate to A. & B., & if either die without 
children, then to the survivor; this is good. The 
words ‘‘ dying without children’? must be taken 
to be children living at the death of the party... . 
It could not be taken in the other sense, that is, 
whenever there should be a failure of issue, because 
the immediate limitation over was to the surviving 
devisee (JEKYLL, M. R.).— HUGHES v. SAYER (1718), 
1 P. Wms. 534; 24 EH. R. 504. 

Annotations :—Consd. Campbell v; Harding (1831), 2 Ruas. 
& M. 390; Greenwood v. Verdon (1854), 1 K. & J. 74. 
Refd. Forth v. Chapman (1720), 1 P. Wms. 663; Rane- 
Jagh wv. Ranelagh (1834), 2 My. & K. 441; Turner v. 
Frampton (1846), 2 Coll. 331. 

10442. .|—A. devises portions to his four 
children, payable at their respective ages of twenty- 
one years, or marriage; & in case any of them 
should die before the time of payment, or should 
die without issuc, then his or their share to the 
survivor or survivors of them. One of them died 
under age, & without issue ; this, though a limita- 
tion of a personal estate, is good, but liable to the 
contingency of survivorship, till it comes to the 
last of the four children. 

In this case the limitation being to the survivors 
& survivor of them, & his heirs, it could not be 
intended a dying without issue generally, which 
would make it void, but a dying without issue in 
such manner as that the survivors or survivor 
might take it, which must be during their lives ; 
& consequently good (JEKYLL, M.R.).—NICHOLLS 
v. SKINNER (1719), Prec. Ch. 528; 2 Mer. 135, n. ; 
2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 346; 24 EB. R. 236. 

Annotations :—Consd. Gray v. Shawne (1758), 1 Eden, 153. 
Expld. Massey v. Hudson (1817), 2 Mer. 130. Consd. 
Campbell v. Harding (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 390. Refd. 
Harris v. Davis (1844), 1 Coll. 416. 

10443. .|—“ Dying without issue,’’ held to 
mean without issue at her death.—CHAMBERLAIN 
v. Jacow (1749), Amb. 72; 27 E.R. 44, L. C. 
Annotation :—Refd. Garratt v. Cockerell (1842), 1 Y. & 

C. Ch. Cas. 494. 











10444. .|\—HARMAN v. DICKENSON, No. 
10148, anfe. 
10445, —-—.]—-Testator gave the interest & pro- 


duce of the residue to his two sisters for their 
lives; & after their decease the principal to be 
paid to their children, share & share alike: but 
whichever died before the other, then the share 
so paid to her to be paid to her children in equal 
proportions: but if she should leave no children, 
then the interest & produce to be paid to the 
survivor as aforesaid. One sister died without 
leaving children: the survivor is entitled to the 
interest for life & the principal is vested in all her 
children.—TAYLOR v. LANGFORD (1796), 3 Ves. 
119; 30 E. R. 9265. 
Annotation :—Apld. Evans v. Jones (1846), 2 Coll. 516. 
10446. .]— Devise of an estate, charged with 
two several legacies to A. & B.; & in case A. or B. 
die without lawful issue, then the whole of the 
two legacies to go to the survivor, his exors., etc. 
A. dies without issue, in testator’s lifetime :—— 
Held: the legacy mas et the contingency on which 
it was given over being too remote. Qu: if it 
had been to the survivor, only, & not to his exors., 
etc., in which case it seems that the survivor might 
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have taken, as a personal benefit, the failure of 

issue being construed to be restricted to a dying 

without issue in his lifetime.—MassEy v. Hupson 

(1817), 2 Mer. 130; 85 E. R. 889, 

Annotations :—Consd. Ranelagh v. Ranelagh (1834), 2 My. 
& K. 441; Garratt v. Cockerell (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 
494. Apld. Turner v. Frampton (1846), 2 Coll. 331. Consd. 
Greenwood v. Verdon (1854), 1 K. & J. 74. Apld. Jones 
. Cullimore (1857), 30 L. T. O. 8.70. Refd. Hetherington 
v. Oakman (1843), 2 Y. & ©. Ch. Cas. 299: Snowhall v. 
Procter (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 478: Harris v. Davis 
(1844), 1 Coll, 416; Westwood v. Southey (1852), 2 Sim. 
N.S. 192; Key v. Key (1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 73. 


10447, .'— Where testator was possessed of 
considerable personal property, & seised of an 
undivided third part in certain messuages & lands 
under a demise for lives, devised the latter & all 
his real estate to his sister & nephew, for their 
joint lives, & to the survivor of them during her 
or his life, in case there should be no lawful issue 
living of them or either of them, but in case both 
or either of them should leave any such issue, 
then to the survivor of the sister & nephew one 
undivided moiety only of the said real estate for 
& during her or his life & the rents & profits of 
the other undivided moiety to be paid & applied 
to the maintenance & education of all & every 
the child & children of either of them, the sister & 
nephew so dying, during their several minorities ; 
& after the death of such survivor of the sister & 
nephew, the remaining moiety of the estate was 
to be paid & applied in like manner, if there should 
be occasion, to all & every the child & children 
of such survivor of the sister & nephew, during 
their several minorities ; & when & as such several 
children of the sister & nephew respectively, if 
any such there should be, should respectively 
attain their age of twenty-one, then the whole of 
the real estate was devised unto & equally amongst 
all such children of the sister & nephew respectively, 
share & share alike, if more then one, as tenants 
in common & to their respective heirs & assigns 
for ever; & if but one, to such only child, his or 
her heirs & assigns for ever; but in case the sister 
& nephew should both die without leaving issue 
of her or his body, or there being such issue, they 
should happen to die under twenty-one, & without 
issue, then the estate was given to G. M., his heirs 
& assigns for ever. 

The nephew &« sister being testator’s co-heirs at 
law & the former having one daughter & the sister 
being unmarried for the purpose of destroying 
the contingent remainders expectant on their life 
estates by merger of such life estates in the rever- 
sionary estate, as co-heirs, by bargain & sale con- 
veyed the premises discharged from all the con- 
tingent interest devised by the will to the uses 
therein declared; that is to say, to such uses as 
they should jointly appoint; & in default thercof 
upon such further uses for the benefit of the 
nephew & sister respectively as were therein men- 
tioned :—Held: (1) the daughter of testator’s 
nephew took, upon the death of testator & under 
his will, an estate in fee simple in remainder during 
the lives of the cestui que vies, in the undivided 
third part of the messuages & lands comprised in 
the indenture of demise, subject to be divested in 
part, by the birth of other children of the nephew 
& sister, or of either of them, & determinable 
altogether in the event of her dying in the lifetime 
of the nephew, her father, or under twenty-one, 
without leaving issue ; (2) the conveyance did not 
pass any estate or interest which could in any 
way defeat or affect the remainder so vested in 
the daughter of testator’s nephew.—MACHIN 7. 
REYNOLDS (1821), 38 Brod. & Bing. 121; 6 Moore, 
C. P. 455; 129 BE. R. 1228. 
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10448. ——.]~-Testator directed “ that such of 
my sons & daughtcrs as may die without layfy! 
issue, are not to be entitled to bequeath more of 
the fortunes they inherit from me than £10,000 to 
others than their surviving brothers & sisters, or 
the immediate successors of them ”’ :—Held: not 
too remote,—-for it meant ‘‘ dying without issue 
living at his or her death’’; therefore, as to all 
beyond £10,000 the party so dying without issue 
had a power of appointment by will to surviving 
brothers & sisters, or any of them, or the issue of 
any of them then dead, who might be living at the 
death of the party making the appointment; in 
default of appointment, to all surviving brothers 
& sisters, & issue of those dead per stirpes equally.— 
GOULD v. GOULD (1831), 1 LL. J. Ch. 60. 

10449. - .]|—If separate legacies are given to 
two or more persons, with a limitation over to the 
survivor or survivors in case of the death of either 
without issue. the presumption primd facie is, 
that testator had not in his contemplation an 
indefinite failure of issue.—- RANELAGH v. KANELAGH 
(1834),2 My. & K. 441; 39K. R. 1012, LC. 
Annotations :—Refd. Ranelagh +. Ranelagh (1841), 4 Beav. 

419; Garratt v. Cockerel!] (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas, 494 ; 
Ranelagh v. Ranelagh (1849), 12 Beav. 200; Westwood vr. 
Southey (1852), 2 Sim. N. 8. 192; Greenwood rv. Verdon 
(1854), 1 K. & J. 74; Webster tv. Parr (1858), 26 Beav. 
236; Spilsbury v. Kent (1861), 5 L. ‘IT. 343; Re Rawlins’ 
Trusts (1890), 45 Ch. D. 299. 


10450. —-—.}—-Testatrix gave the residue of her 
property to A. & C., ‘‘ equally to be divided 
between them in case they were both living at the 
time of her decease ;_ but if either of them should 
happen to die before her, or at any time after 
without issue, then she gave devised & bequeathed, 
the share of him or her so dying, & without issue, 
to the survivor of them’’; A. & CC. survived 
testatrix : A. never had any issue, & died, leaving 
C. surviving :—Held: C. was entitled to the whole 
of the bequest.—TURNER 1». FRAMPTON (1846), 





2 Coll. 331; 6 1. T. O. S. 314; 10 Jur. 24; 
63 EF. R. 757. 

10451. ——-.]—BoobvLE v. PARTINGTON, No. 
10623, post. 

10452. .} —Testator, who had two sons & 





one daughter, gave the interest, dividends & 
annual proceeds of £3,000 stock, standing in his 
name, to W., one of his children, for life, & after 
his decease, he gave the principal stock or sum of 
£3,000 unto all & every the child & children of W. 
to be equally divided between & amongst them, if 
more than one, share & share alike; & if but one, 
the whole to such one, to be paid or transferred 
to him, her or them, on his, her or their attaining 
twenty-one, & the interest to be in the mean time 
applied for maintenance & education; he gave 
similar legacies to cach of his other two children 
& their children; ‘‘& upon the death of either of 
my sons or daughter without issue, then I direct 
that the interest, dividends & produce so as 
aforesaid given & bequeathed to him, her or them 
so dying, shall be paid & payable to the survivors 
or survivor of them my sons & daughter in equal 
shares & proportions.” 

Testator’s son W. survived him, & had one 
child, who predeceased him :— Held: the limita- 
tion over referred to the death of either of testator’s 
children without leaving issue living at his death ; 
the child of W. took a vested interest at his birth, 
but liable to be divested by the death of W., 
without leaving issue living at his death, & the gift 
over therefore took effect.— WEsTWOOD v. SOUTHEY 
(1852), 2 Sim. N. 8S. 192; 21 L. J. Ch. 478; 20 
L. T. 0.8.7; 16 Jur. 400; 61 E. R. 814. 

An aoaton :—Refd. Pride v. Fooks (1858), 3 Do G. & J. 

Vv 
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.|—A devise of real estate to A, “S & 


Part XVI.—ConstrRucTIon. 


his heirs & assigns for ever,” &, from & after his 
decease without issue, ‘‘to be equally divided 
amongst the then surviving lIegatees, share & 
share alike ’’ :—Held: the first limitation to A., 
being of an estate in fee in the largest terms, & the 
gift over being to the survivor of certain ascer- 
tained persons, a personal benefit was intended for 
them & therefore the gift over must be taken to 
refer not to an indefinite failure of issue, so as to 
cut down A.’s estate in fee to an estate tail, but 
to a failure of issue to take place within the lives 
of the executory devisees ; & that event not 
having happened, the executory devise had failed, 
& the estate in fee of A. became absolute.—GREEN- 
Woon v. VERDON (1854), 1 K. & J.74; 3 Eq. Rep. 
181; 241L. J. Ch. 65; 3W.R. 124; 69 E. R. 375. 


Annotations :—Distd. Butt v. Thomas (1855), 11 Exch. 235 : 
Feakes v. Standley (1857), 24 Beav. 485. 


10454. -—- -J—EaTon v. HEwIitTt, No. 10189, 
ante, 
10455. — _ -..]—Testator gave to his wife a house 


during her life, & at her death to go to his two 
children, the rent to be equally divided between 
the two, & at their death to go to their children ; 
but in case that either one of them should die 
without children, that share to go to the other. 
Both the children of testator survived the wife & 
died without children :—JIeld: on the death of 
the child who dicd first the other became absolutely 
entitled to the entire house.---DRENNAN v, ANDREW 
(1866), 86 L. J. Ch. 1; 15 4. 1. 259, 

10456. --—.]—T’estator by his will left the residue 
of his estate ‘ to be divided equally between ”’ his 
two sons, & continued: ‘In the event of either 
of my two sons dying before his brother without 
legitimate issue, then his share shall become the 
property of his surviving brother’ :—Held: the 
words pointed to the death of either of the sons 
without issue at any time, & should not be con- 
fined to the event of the death of cither in the 
lifetime of testator.—-DUFFILI, 1. DUFFILL, [1903] 
A. ©. 4913 721. 3. P. 0. 97; 891. T. 82: 19 
T. I. R. 600, PP. ¢, 

10457, -]—A Hindu made a will leaving all 
his property to his two sons & directed that 
‘should either of these two sons die without 
having had (leaving) any male issue, the survivor 
of the two sons is duly to take the whole of the 
property appertaining to the share of deceased 
son.”’ On the death of testator, in 1901, he left 
two sons surviving him. One of these sons dicd 
in 1903 leaving no male issue :--Held : the other 
surviving son was entitled to the whole of the 
estate conveyed by the above clause.—CHUNILAL 
PARVATISHANKAR v. BAL SAMRATII (1014), 30 
T. lL. R. 407 PY C,. 

Annotation :—Refd. Ward v. Brown, [1916] 2 A. C. 121. 


Share Settled in Same Manner as 
Original Shares, 

10458. Whether ‘‘survivors’’ construed as 
** others.’’]|—Bequest of a fund to three grand- 
daughters in equal shares for their respective lives, 
& afterwards to their respective issue; & in case 
any of the three should die without issue, her 
share to accrue & survive to the survivors, & the 
accrued shares to be subject to the same con- 
ditions :—Held: (1) the survivorship as to each 
share had reference to the death of each grand- 
daughter, & on the death of the last surviving 
granddaughter without issue, her share fell into 
the residue. 

(2) The construction endeavoured to be put 
upon it was, to read the word ‘ survivors ’”’ as 
‘‘ others’ or what amounts to nearly the same 
thing, to construe the survivorship as having 


iv. Accrued 
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reference to the period of the death of testator. 
Not only is that contrary to the general current 
of the authorities on the subject, but it seems to 
mo repugnant to the express meaning of the words 
which testator employed (Romimuuy, M.R.).— 
NEVILLE v. BoppAM (1860), 28 Beav. 554; 29 
lL. J. Ch. 728; 2 L. T. 278; 6 Jur. N.S. 578; 
SW. R. 490 : 54 E.R. 479. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Folld. Re Mortimor, Griffiths »v. 
Mortimer (1885), 54 _L. J. Ch. 414. Generally, Refd. 


Fee Roper’s Estate, Morrell v. Gissing (1889), 41 Ch. D. 
O09, 


10459. —-—.|—-Testator by his will left a gift 
over to “ surviving daughters’? :—Held: “ sur- 
viving ’’ must be read as ‘‘ other daughters ’’ upon 
which construction the children of two deceased 
daughters enjoyed the benefit of the shares of all 
the other daughters who died subsequently without 
leaving issue.—CROWTHER v. Evans (1865), 18 
LL. T. 271; 11 Jur. N.S. 902. 

10460. .|—Testator gave the clear surplus of 
the rents of his real & leasehold estates, upon 
trust after payment of one-fourth to his wife for 
life, & providing for the maintenance & education 
of his children, & for the payment of a debt, to 
be laid out at interest to accumulate till his eldest 
daughter should attain twenty-one, & then a third 
part to be paid to her; the other two-third parts 
to continue accumulating till his second daughter 
should attain twenty-one, & then a third to be 

aid to her; the remaining third to be paid to 
is youngest daughter on her attaining twenty-one. 
In case any one or more of his three daughters 
should die under twenty-one & have no issue, then 
he directed the share or shares of such one or more 
so dying to be paid to his surviving daughters or 
daughter. He directed his trustees, when & as 
each of his daughters should attain twenty-one, 
or marry, to convey to each of them one-third 
part of all his real & leasehold property for her 
life, for her sole & separate use, with power for 
such daughter, by her will, to give her third to 
all, or one, or more of her children, as she should 
think proper; & in default of gift by such will, 
each such part to go to her children equally as 
tenants in common, in fee. In default of issue 
of any one or more of his daughters, testator 
directed the share or shares of such one or more 
dying without issue to be limited so as to go to her 
surviving sisters & to their issue, in like manner 
as their original third parts were directed to be 
conveyed to each of them; & in case all his three 
daughters should die without issue in the lifetime 
of their mother, then testator gave his real & 
leaschold estates, or the yearly income thereof, to 
his wife for her life, & afterwards over. TIe also 
directed that, in such conveyances to be made to 
his daughters, all necessary trustees & trusts 
should be inserted therein, for the purpose of pro- 
tecting the entail & succession designed by him 
to be effected upon his three daughters, & the issue 
of them :—Held: upon the construction of the 
whole will, testator did not intend to exclude 
children of a daughter first dying from participa- 
tion in the share or shares of a daughter or 
daughters afterwards dying under twenty-one 
without issue; & to carry out the intention the 
word ‘‘ surviving ’’ must be read ‘“ other,’’— 
Hurry v. MornGan (1866), L. R. 3 Eq. 152; 36 
L. J. Ch. 105; 15 W. R. 87. 

10461. .|—Testator directed his trustees to 
pay one-seventh part of his residuary estate, after 
conversion, to each of his two sons upon their 
attaining twenty-one, & to pay the income of one 
other seventh part to his daughter E. for her life, 
& after her death to divide the capital thereof 
among such children of EK. as should attain twenty- 
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one, & as to the other four-sevenths upon like 
trusts for the benefit of his daughters A., B., C. & 
D. & their children; & testator directed that in 
case any of his daughters should die without 
leaving issue surviving them, then the shares, as 
well original as accruing, of such daughters should 
be divided among his surviving sons & daughters, 
the shares of any daughters to be held upon the 
trusts therein declared concerning the other shares 
as accretions thereto :—Held: ‘ surviving ’’ was 
to be read as equivalent to ‘‘ other.’’-—JACKSON v. 
SPARKS (1868), 38 L. J. Ch. 75. 

10462. -|—Testator devised real estate in 
trust for his children G., J., F., & M., in equal 
shares as tenants in common during their respective 
lives, & after their respective deaths in trust for 
such of the children of his children respectively as 
should attain twenty-one, or die under that age 
leaving issue, & his, her, or their heirs & assigns, 
if more than one, as tenants in common; but so 
that the child or children of each of his children 
should take his, her, or their parent’s share only ; 
& in case of a failure of such issue of either of his 
children, then in trust for his other surviving 
children or child in like manner in all respects as 
their, his, or her original shares or share were or 
was thereinbefore given. E. died in testator’s 
lifetime, leaving a child; J. survived testator & 
died childless, leaving G. & M. & E.’s child sur- 
viving :—Held: the words “other surviving ”’ 
must be read “ other,’ & E.’s child took one- 
third of J.’s share.—Re ARNOLD’S Trusts (1870), 
L. R. 10 Hq. 252; 39 L. J. Ch. 875; 23 L. T. 337; 
18 W. R. 912. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Richardson v. Power (1865), 19 C. 
. S. ; Cross v. Maltby (1875), L. R. 20 Kq. S78 

Fe Palmer's Settlement. Trusts let 3). Ds ht. 19 Eq. 320; 

ere Beckwith (1876), 25 V %. 6; Fe Bonn, Benn 

Benn (1885), 29 Ch. D. 839; V2 Besar Re Lay, 

Whytehead r Boulton (1889), 41 Ch. D. 525; Harrjson 

v. Harrison, [1901] 2 Ch. 136. 

10463. --|—Testator gave his residuary estate 
in trust for all his children, equally, & directed 
that the shares of such of his sons as conducted 
themselves well should be paid to them at twenty- 
five, but that the shares of any who should mis- 
conduct themselves should be held by the trustees 
in trust for such sons for life with remainder to 
their children. He directed the shares of his 
daughters to be settled on them & their issue. In 
case of the death of his daughters or any of his 
sons before attaining twenty-five, or such of them 
as should not have received his or their share or 
respective shares for the reason aforesaid, without 
lawful issue, or having such, & they should all 
happen to die, being a son or sons, before he or 
they should have attained twenty-five years, or 
being a daughter or daughters before the age of 
twenty-one or married, then he directed that the 

share or respective shares of him or them so dying 

should go & be divided equally between his, 
testator’s, ‘“‘ surviving children’’ in the same 
manner as their original shares. Testator left six 
children, three sons & three daughters ; the shares 
of the sons were paid to them at twenty-five. 
One of the daughters died in 1876, without issue, 
one brother died in her lifetime leaving issue, & 
another without issue. Another brother was alive. 
The two sisters died in her lifetime leaving issue :— 
Held: the word ‘surviving ”’’ must be read 
“other ” & the daughter’s share was divisible into 
five shares amongst the surviving brother, the 
representatives of the two deceased brothers, & 
the issue of the deceased sisters. 

The fact that some of the original shares of the 
children were settled, & others not, was not of 
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itself sufficient to show that “ surviving ’’ must 
mean surviving in person or in issue taking an 
interest under the w Secus, if the original shares 
of all the children had been settled.—LUCENA v. 
LUCENA (1877), 7 Ch. D. 255; 47 L. J. Ch. 203; 
37 1. T. 420; 26 W. R, 264, 0. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Walker's Estate, Church v. Tyacke 
(1879), 12 Ch. 205; Re aonees Estate, Pomfret v. 
Graham (1881), 19 Ch. D. 186; Re Benn, Benn v. Benn 
(1885), 29 Ch. D. 839. Apld. Re Bilham, Buchanan v. 
Hill, [1901] 2 Ch. 169. Consd. Ite Friend’s Settlement, 
Cole v. Allcot, [1906] 1 Ch. 47. Refd. Re Johnson, Hick- 
man %. Williamson ety 63 L. J. Ch. 1116; 

Harrison, [1901] 2 Ch 


10464. Whether “ Tuner ** construed stir- 
pitally.|— Hurry v. MORGAN, No. 10460, ante. 

10465. .]—Testator gave a sum of money in 
sixths, & directed his trustees to hold one-sixth in 
trust for each of his six daughters for life, with 
remainder to her children, to be transferred & 
vested at twenty-one or marriage ; & he provided 
that in case any of his daughters should die without 
leaving a child, then her share should go in trust 
for his surviving daughters in equal shares if more 
than one, during their respective lives, & after 
their decease for their respective children per 
stirpes & not per capita, in the same manner as the 
origina] shares :—Held : on the death of a daughter 
without leaving a child who attained twenty-one or 
married, the children of other daughters who had 
predeceased her took shares in her one-sixth.— 
AS v. LirrLeEwoon (1872), 8 Ch. App, 70; 


Harrison +. 





42 lh. J. Ch. 216; 28 I. T. 123; 21 W. R. 131, 

L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Twist ». Herbert (1873), 28 Le my 489, 
Distd. Beckwith v. Beckwith (1876), L. ‘he 97; 


Lucena , Nae ake 7 Ch. D. BSB. A a Wake vs 
Varah (1876), 2 Ch. 348. Consd. 7?e Walker's Estate, 
Church v, Tyueke (1875), 12 Ch. D. 205; Re Benn, Bonn tr. 
Benn (1885), 29 Ch. D. 839; Inderwick +. Tatchell, 
Tatchell vy, Tatchell, Inderwick v. Inderwick, [1901] 2 Ch, 
738. Refd. Cooper. v. Macdonald (1873), L. R. 16 Eq 
258; Ite Horner’s Estate, Pomfret v. Graham (1881), 19 
Ch. D. 186; J’e Bowman, Re Lay, Whytehbead v. Boulton 
(1889), 41 Ch. D. 525; Re Bil ‘am, Buchanan v. Hill, 
[1901] 2 Ch. 169; Re Friend’s Settlmt., Cole v. Alleot, 
[1906] 1 Ch. 47; Powell v. Hollicar, (1919) 1 Ch. 138: 
Auger v. Beaudry, [1920] A. C. 1010 
10466. —----..—Re Bowman, Re LAY, 
v. BournTron, No. 10440, ante. 
10467. .|—Testator, after making certain 
provisions for his widow & children during their 
respective lives out of the income of his estate, 
continued his will as follows: ‘‘ In case of the 
death of my son C. leaving children, then one- 
third . . . of such annual income to such children 
as hereinafter mentioned & upon the death of my 
son C. & my daughters E. & 8.,”’ he gave one-third 
part of his property to the children of C. in equal 
shares, & as to the two remaining one-third parts 
respectively to the children of E. & 8. respectively 
in equal shares. ‘‘ Provided nevertheless that in 
case of the death of any of my children without. 
leaving lawful issue the share ...sogiven.. .to 
his or her issue shall go & be divided by & between 
the issue of the survivor or survivors of children 
in the same manner & pop & under the 
same trusts as hereinbefore given & bequeathed 
per stirpes.’’ Testator died in 1865. E. died in 
1879 leaving issue. The widow died in 1887, OC. 
died in 1893 without issue :—Held: ‘‘ upon the 
death of my son C. & my daughters E. & S.”” must 
be construed to mean upon the death of the 
survivor of them, & the corpus was distributable, 
as to one-third among the children of BE. & as to 
two thirds among the children of 8S., & the word 
‘‘ survivor ’’? must be read in its natural sense.~— 
Re RUBBINS, GILL v. WORRALL (1898), 79 L. T. 8138, 
C, 


WHYTE- 





A. 
10468. ———.]— Re Rosson, HOWDRN v. ROBSON; 
[1899] W. N. 260. 


Part X VI.—ConsTRUCTION. 


10469. --|—Testator bequeathed shares of 
personal estate on trust for his three sons for their 
respective lives & their children & remoter issue 
born in their respective lifetimes. He directed 
that, in case any of his sons should have no issue 
who should attain a vested interest in the share of 
their father, that share should be held in trust for 
testator’s surviving sons & their issue in the like 
manner as their original shares. Two sons died 
leaving issue who attained vested interests. The 
third son survived them, & died without having 
had a child :—Held: there was an intestacy as to 


his share.—HARRISON v. HARRISON, [1901] 2 
Ch. 1386; 70 L. J. Ch. 551; 85 L. T. 39; 49 
W.R. 613; 45 Sol. Jo. 484. 

annotations :—Refd. Inderwick v. Tatchell, Tatchell t. 


Tatchell, Inderwick v. Inderwick, |1901) 8 Ch. 738: Powell 
A roe {1919) 1 Ch. 138; Auger v. Beaudry, (1920) 


10470. -}|—Testatrix gave one-third of the 
income of a fund to her daughter M. for life, & 
after her death one-third of the capital of the fund 
to all the children of M. whom she might leave 
surviving who should attain twenty-one in equal 
shares, & she made similar gifts of the other two- 
thirds to her daughters C. & K. & their children ; 
& in case of the decease of any of her three 
daughters without leaving lawful issue surviving 
who should attain twenty-one, testatrix gave 
the income of the share of the fund thereby given 
to her daughters so dying to her surviving daughters 
in like manner as the income thereinbefore given 
to them for their respective lives, & after their 
decease she gave the capital to the children of her 
surviving daughters who should attain twenty-one 
per stirpes ; & there was an ultimate gift over of the 
fund in case of the decease of all the daughters 
without either of them leaving lawful issue who 
should attain twenty-one. C. died first, leaving 
her surviving two children who attained twenty- 
one, but died in the lifetime of F., the last surviving 
daughter ; M. died next, leaving her surviving two 
children who attained twenty-one & were still 
living. J&. died last without leaving any issue her 
surviving. Upon the question who became 
entitled to E.’s share :—Held: having regard to 
the ultimate gift over, the word “ surviving ’”’ in 
the gift to the children of testatrix’s surviving 
daughters could not be read literally, but it ought 
to be construed, not as ‘‘ other,” but as “ surviving 
in stock,’’ & the children of M. were alone entitled 
to participate.—Re BILNAM, BUCHANAN v. HILL, 
[1901] 2 Ch. 169; 70 L. J. Ch. 518; 84 L. T. 499; 
49 W. R. 483; 45 Sol. Jo. 537. 

Annotations :-~Refd. Inderwick v. Tatchell, Tatchell v. 
Tatchell, Inderwick v. Inderwick, [1901] 2 Ch. 738; Re 
Friend’s Settlement., Cole ». Alicot, [1906] 1 Ch. 47. 
10471. --}—Testatrix, who died in 1858, gave 

her residuary estate to trustees upon trust for her 

nephew A. & her two nieces B. & C. for their 
respective lives only, & after their respective 
deceases then in trust for their respective children 
who should attain twenty-one or die under that 
age leaving issue, such last-mentioned child or 
children taking per stirpes & not per capita, & in 
case any or either of her nephew & nieces should die 
without leaving a child or children, then the share 
of each of them so dying “ shall from time to time 
go to the survivors or survivor of them & the child 
or children of such survivors or survivor in like 
manner as hereinbefore provided in regard to his, 
her or their original share or shares,’’ & subject 
to the trusts thereinbefore declared testatrix gave 
her residuary estate unto E., who died in her life- 
time. A. died in 1882 without issue. B. died in 
1900, having had three children who attained 
twenty-one. C. died in 1917, a spinster. On a 
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petition by the three children of B. for payment out 
of a fund in ct. representing C.’s original third 
share, & the one-sixth share accrued thereto on 
the death of A. :—Held: on the true construction 
of the will petitioners were entitled to the fund. 

The absence of a gift over of the entire fund on 
the failure of issue of all the tenants for life is not 
of itself conclusive to show that the words “‘ sur- 
vivors or survivor ”’ are to be read in their strictly 
litera] sense.—-POWELL v. HELLICAR, [1919] 1 Ch. 
Ee ; 88 L. J. Ch. 68; 120 L. T. 218; 63Sol. Jo. 

». 

10472. .|—Testator directed his trustees to 
hold the residue of his estate for his three children, 
a son & two daughters, equally among them in 
life rent & for their issue in fee. He then directed 
that, if any of his children should die without 
leaving issue, or if such issue should die before 
majority or marriage, the trustees should hold the 
capital of their shares for ‘‘ behoof of the survivors ”’ 
of his said son & daughters if more than one, or for 
the survivor if only one, ‘‘in the same way as Js 
hereinbefore provided with regard to” their 
original shares. The testator next directed that, 
if any of his children should predecease him 
leaving issue, such issue should receive the capital 
which would have been liferented by their parent, 
& that, if any of his children should predecease him 
leaving no issue, their shares should be divided 
equally among his surviving children & the issue 
of predeceasing children per stirpes. Then followed 
a direction that, failing any survivor of his son & 
daughters or issue of any of them, his trustees 
should pay over the shares of his son & daughters 
to their nearest heirs & representatives in mov- 
ables. 

Testator was survived by his three children. 
The son died unmarried, survived by the issue of 
one of his sisters who had predeceased him, & by 
the other sister & her issue :—Held: the word 
‘“survivors”? was used in the settlement in a 
stirpital sense, & included not only a child sur- 
viving in person, but also one who, figuratively, 
survived in his or her issue; & accordingly, while 
half of the share of the son accresced to the sur- 
viving daughter & her issue, the other half ac- 
cresced to the issue of deceased daughter.— 
CURLE’S TRUSTEES v. MILLAR, [1922] S. C. (H. L.) 
15; sub nom. LAMONT v. MILLAR, 152 L. T. Jo. 
417, H. L. 

10473. Some only of original shares settled.| 
—LUCENA v. LUCENA, No. 10468, anie. 

10474. ——.|—Re KENDRICK, BOURNE v. 
SNELSON (1901), 46 Sol. Jo. 14. 














v. Gift in Tail. 

10475. ‘‘ Survivor ’’ construed as ‘‘ other.’’] — 
Where there is, in a will, a gift to two designated 
devisees, as tenants in common in tail, & if either 
should die without issue, then to the ‘‘ surviving ”’ 
devisee, that word must be taken to mean “‘ other.”’ 
—SMITH v. OSBORNE (1857), 6 H. L. Cas. 375; 30 
L. T. O. S. 57; 3 Jur. N.S. 1181; 6 W. R. 21; 
10 FE. R. 1840, H. 1. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Hurry v. Morgan ceees), L. R. 3 Eq. 
152. Consd. Jée Arnold's Trusts (1870), L. R. 10 Eq, 252 ; 
Waite v. Littlewood (1872), 8 Ch. App. 70; Re J 
Hickman v. Williamson Sot 63 L. J. Ch. 1116. 
Askew v. Askew (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 629. Consd. 
Bowman, Ite Lay, Whytehead v. Boulton (1889), 41 Ch. D. 
525; Powel] v. Hellicar, [1919] 1 Ch. 138. Refd. Re 
Keep’s Will Bes). 32 Beav. 122; Ford v. Tynte (1865), 
34L. J. Ch. 452; Brown wv. Rainsford (1867), 16 W. R. 198. 
elite Gh Harper’s SettIlmt., Williams v. Harper, [1919 


10476. ———.]|—Re CorBeEtTtT’s Trusts, No. 10412, 
ante, 
10477, ———.]|—-Testator devised freeholds in 
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moicties to the use of A. & B. respectively for life, 
with remainder to the use of their respective 
children equally as tenants in common in tail, & 
in default of issue of cither A. or B., then to the 
same uses in favour of the “ survivor of them ”’ 
& her issue as thereinbefore declared concerning 
their original shares; remainders over. <A. died 
leaving a child, who thereupon become tenant in 
tail of A.’s moiety. Subsequently B. died without 
issue :—Held: A.’s child then became tenant in 
tail of B.’s moiety, ‘‘ survivor’’ being read “ other.”’ 
—Re Row’s Estate (1874), as reported in 43 L. J. 
Ch. 847; 29 L. T. 824. 

10478. .—Testator devised to J. certain 
hereditaments, to FE. certain other hereditaments, 
to M. certain other hereditaments, to A. certain 
other hereditaments; J., E., M. & A. were 
children of O. M., & the estates given to them were 
in tail general. By a subsequent clause in his 
will testator devised as follows :—<‘‘ In case if 
either of all the within named children of O. M. 
shall happen to die leaving no lawful issue, or if 
they leave lawful issue if such issue die leaving 
no lawful issue, in any of such cases the property 
of him, her, or them so dying shall be equally 
transferred to the use & uses of the surviving 
child or children of O. M. that are herein named ”’ 
in tail general. kK. died leaving an only son pitf. 
A. died leaving a daughter, & after the deaths of 
E. & A., J. died without having been married, & 
M. survived E., A., & J. In an action of eject- 
ment against M. :—Held: the word “ surviving 
must be read as the word “ other,” & pltf. was 
entitled to recover from deft. one undivided third 
part of the hereditaments devised to J.—WILLIAMS 
v. JAMES (1872), 20 W. R. 1010. 

10479. .|—Testatrix devised her real estate, 
after the death of her daughter, as to one-fourth 
part thereof to the use of T., a son of the daughter, 
for his life; with remainder to the use of lus 
children as tenants in common in tail; with cross- 
remainders in tail. Testatrix devised the other 
three-fourths of her real estate upon similar 
limitations in favour of the three other children of 
the daughter & their issue. By a_ codicil she 
directed that, in case any of her grandchildrennamed 
in her will should die without leaving any child or 
children, then the share or shares of them, him, or 
her so dying in the hereditaments devised by her 
will should go to & devolve on the “ survivor of 
survivors’ of her grandchildren, & the heirs of 
his, her, or their respective bodies. One grand- 
child died a spinster. Then two of the grand- 
children died leaving children. T. was the last 
survivor, & he died without having had a child :— 
Held: T. could not take his own share as ‘“‘ sur- 
vivor,’’ cross-remainders were to be implied be- 
tween the four grandchildren, or else the words 
“‘gurvivor or suvivors’’ were to be construed 
‘‘other or others,’ & consequently T.’s share 
devolved, on his death without having had a child, 
upon the two grandchildren, who left children, 
equally as tenants in common in tail.—ASKEW v. 
ASKEW (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 629; 58 L. T. 472; 36 
W. HK. 620. 


Annotation Rela. Fs lioper’s Estate, Morrell v. Gissing 
(1889), 41 Ch. D. 409. 








SUB-SECT, 3.—IMPLICATION OF GIFT TO 
SURVIVORS. 
10480. Gift to several— Whether gift to survivors 
or survivor implied—Effect of gift over on death 


WILLS. 


of all.|—Mancotm v. MARTIN (1790), 3 Bro. C. C. 


50; 29 BK. R. 402. 

Annotations ; -— Distd. Tanicre v. Pearkes (1825), 2 Sim. & ig 
383. Apld, Pearce v. Kdmeades (1838), 3 Y¥. & C. Ex 
246. Distd. Arrow v. Mellish (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 355; 

Doe 4. Patrick v. Royle (1849), 13 Q. B. 100; Wills v. 

BAT AS ee L. 2. 20 Eq. 342. Refd. Abrey v. Newman 

(1853), 16 Beav. 431; Penny v. Allen (i887), 3 Jur. N.S. 

273.  Mentd. Bourke v. Ricketts (1804), 10 Ves. 330. 


10481. |—Testator gave a4 
residue to trustees to pay the interest to four 
persons for life, & after decease of the survivor, 
then to divide the principal among their children ; 
two died; the interest shall be paid to the other 
two. — ARMSTRONG v. ELDRIDGE (1791), 3 Bro. 


C.C. 215; 29 i. RR. 497, L. CO. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Garland v. Thomas (1804), 1 Bos. & 
P.N. HR. 82. Consd. Alt v. Gregory (1856), 8 DeG.M.&G 
221. Apld. Cranswick v. Pearson, Pearson v. Cranawick 
(1862), 31 Beav. 621. GConsd. Wood v. 861), 8 Che ARp. 
New hep. 55. Distd. Bryan v. Twigg 67), 3 Ch oene 
183. Apld. Re Richerson, Scales v. Heyhoe 
1893} 3 PCL. 146; Ite Telfair, Garrioch v. Pacclay (1902), 
86 L. T. 496: ‘Fe Tato, Williamson v. Gilpin, [191 } 
2 Ch. 182. Consd. 2e Browne’s Will Trusts, Landon v. 
Brown, [1015] 1 Ch. 690; Re Stanley’s Settimt., Maddocks 
v. Andrews, {1916] 2 Ch. 50. Refd. Knight v. Gould 
(1833), 2 My. & K. 295; Baxter v. Josh (1851), 14 Beav. 
612; Ponny v. Allen (1857), 3 Jur. N.S. 273 


10482. —— Spae. to the three 
sisters of testator for & during their joint natural 
lives, & the natural life of the survivor, to take as 
tenants in common & not as joint tenants: 
remainder to trustees during the respective lives 
of the sisters & the life of the survivor, to preserve 
contingent remainders; & from & after their 
respective deceases & the decease of the survivor 
remainder over :—Held: the sisters either took 
the estate as joint tenants to be regulated in its 
enjoyment as a tenancy in common; or as 
tenants in common with benefit of survivorship.— 
Dok d. BoRWELL v. ABEY (1813), 1 M. & S. 428 ; 
105 KH. R. 160. 


Annotations : --Apld. Wollenv. Andrewes (1824), 2 Bing. 126. 
Apprvd. ‘Taaffe vr. Conmee (1862), 10 H. L. Cas. 64. 


10483. .|—Devise to husband & 
wife, & to the survivor for life; then to their 
daughter & other children; &, in case they leave 
no children, then to their heirs & assigns for ever. 
The wife having died in the lifetime of her husband, 
& afterwards the daughter, their only child, in 
her father’s lifetime, the heir-at-law of testator 
was not entitled to take on the decease of the 
father; the remainder in fee becoming vested in 
the latter, as the survivor of the husband & wife, 
leaving no children.—-Dor d. NESMYTH v. KNOWLS 
(1830), 1 B. & Ad. 324; 9 L. J. O. S. K. B. 78 
109 EF. It. 807. 

10484. .|—Testatrix gave £50 
long annuities to her sister M. & her sister’s hus- 
band for their joint lives, & after their decease to 
her nephew. The husband, having survived the 
sister, was held to be entitled to the long annuities. 
—TOWNLEY v. BOLTON (1832), 1 My. & K. 148; 
21.J3.0h,25; 39 i. 2. 637, 

Annotation :—Apld. Swan v. Holmes (1854), 19 Beav. 471. 

10485. -} — (1) Bequest of a 
moiety of a residue to A. for life, if she shall attain 
twenty-four, or marry under twenty- -four with 
consent, remainder to her children. Similar 
bequest of the other moiety in favour of B. & her 
children ; & in case either of them shall dic under 
twenty-four, & without having been married with 
consent, the survivor attaining twenty-four or 
marrying with consent to take the other’s moiety 
for life, remainder to her children. But if both A. 
& B. shall die under twenty-four, & without having 
been married with consent, & shall die without 
issue, the whole estate to go to testator’s three 
sisters :—Held: in the event that had happened 
of A. attaining twenty-four, & dying unmarried, 






































Part XVI,—CoNSTRUCTION. 


there was no disposal by the will of the first 
moiety. 

(2) The doctrine of implication, which has 
sometimes been inaccurately said to rest upon the 
furtherance of the general intent, in truth stands 
mainly upon the necessary construction of the 
particular provisions in the instrument ; although 
where other provisions are contrary to the implica- 
tion, they of course exclude it, & so far the general 
intent may be said to be Ict into the consideration 
of the question. It would be more strictly correct, 
therefore, to say, that the law raises estates by 
implication, where the words most literally taken 
would not express, or would not sufficiently 
express, the plain meaning of the writer ; & where, 
in order to bring out that meaning, something 
must be understood beyond or even different from 
what is set down ; but that no such adjustment or 
correction of the literal meaning can be permitted, 
where it is contrary to the plain meaning of other 
pe of we ee BRrouGHAM, ©.).— 

sH ve. TOWNLEY $34), Coop. tenrw. 7h. 
372; 47 BE. . 1388, L. C. Cee 

10486. .|—Testator gave the 
dividends of stock to his brother & three sisters, 
& after the decease of either of them, leaving 
any children, the share of him or them so dying to 
such children, for their lives, with benefit of 
survivorship ; «& in case either of his brother & 
sisters should die without leaving such issue, then 
the survivor or survivors to take the dividends ; 
& after the decease of the survivor of the children 
of his brother & sisters he directed the stock, 
moneys & all interest then due to be distributed 
according to Statute of Distributions :—Held: 
the brother, who survived his three sisters, two of 
them died without issuc, was entitled to a life 
interest in three-fourths of the capital, & the 
capital was undisposed of, & belonged to the 
next of kin of testator, living at his death.— 
CookE t. BOWLER (1836), 2 Keen, 54; 5 LL. J. Ch. 
250; 48 BE. RR. S48. 
sea Distd. Wealo v. Ollive (No. 2) (1863), 32 
_ 10487. .. -Testator after appoint- 
ing trustces, & devising specific portions of his real 
& personal estate, & directing that his real estate 
should be converted into personalty, directed that 
the trustees should stand possessed thereof, upon 
trust to pay the produce thereof unto his daughter 
A., for life, & after her decease to pay the interest, 
dividends, & produce of the residue of his said 
estate, unto & between his grandchildren, B. & C., 
children of his daughter A., during their respective 
lives, in equal shares; & after the decease of B. 
& C., upon further trust, to pay, assign, or transfer 
such interest, etc., of the residue, etc., unto & 
between all & every the child & children, if more 
than one, of B. & C., in equal shares, & if but one, 
then to such only child, his or her exors., adminis- 
trators, & assigns; & if there should be no child 
or children of B. & C., living at the time of the 
death of C., then upon trust to pay, assign, or 
transfer the same & every part thereof, unto, & 
equally between all & every testator’s legal 
personal representatives. B. died, leaving several 
children & C., her surviving ; C. had also children : 
-—Held: C. took, during his life, the whole of the 
produce of the trust fund; & at his death, the 
penope was distributable among the children of 

- & C., who should survive C.-—PEARCE 1. 
KEDMEADES (1838), 3 Y. & C. Ex. 246; 8 L. J. 
Kx. Eq. 61; 3 Jur. 245; 160 E. R. 693; subse- 
quent proceedings (1854), 2 W. R. 672. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Vanderplank v. King (1843), 
Arron co Melon Geet Le Go een AES 
Patrick v. Royle (1849), 13 Q. B. 100. 








Hare, 1 ; 
: Doe d. 
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Iidmeades (1854), 2 W. Lt. 672. Apld. Wood v. Draycott 
(1863), 2 New Rep. 55. Consd. Cooper v. Macdonald 


(1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 258. Apld. e Richerson, Scales v. 
Heyboe (No. 2), {1 ea vir 146; Re Bull er v. 


uller, Bull 
Giberne (1896), 74 L 06; He Telfair, Garrioch v. 
Barclay (1902), 86 


L. T. 496; He Tate, Williamson v. 
Gilpin, [1914] 2 Ch. 182. Distd, Re Firth, Loveridge v. 
Firth, 1914] 2 Ch. 386. Consd. He Browne’s Will Trusts ; 
Landon v. Brown, [1915] 1 Ch. 690 ; Jte Stanley’s Settimt., 
Maddocks v. Andrews, {1916} 2 Ch. 50. Refd. Baxter ¥. 
Losh (1851), 14 Beav. 612; Abrey v. Nowman (1853), 16 
Beav. 431; Alt v. Gregory (1856), 8 Do G. M. & G, 221: 
Wills v. Wills (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 342. 

10488. ---—.]— Devise to trustees “* to 
the use & behoof of my son & daughter & their 
respective assigns, for & during the term of their. 
respective natural lives, cqually to be divided 
between them, share & share alike’: remainder 
to the trustees to preserve contingent remainders ; 
‘but nevertheless to permit & suffer my son & 
daughter respectively, & their respective assigns 
to receive & take the rents,’’ etc., ‘to their use 
during their natural lives; &, from & after the 
decease of my son & daughter, or either of them, 
to the use & behoof of all & every the children 
of my son & daughter respectively, both male & 
female, & their several & respective heirs & assigns, 
to be equally divided among them, share & share 
alike, as tenants in common & not as joint tenants ; 
&, if there shall be only one such child of my son 
& daughter, to the use & behoof of such child, his 
or her heirs & assigns for ever; &, for default of 
such issue of my son & daughter, then I give & 
devise the premises ”’ to the use of I’. in fee. The 
son & daughter, who had each several children, 
survived testator :— Held : on the death of the son, 
his moiety did not pass to his sister, who survived 
him, for her life, with a view to a deferred dis- 
tribution, after her death, among the children of 
the two families per capitu, but his moiety passed 
at once to his children —Dor d. PATRICK +. 
Rove (1849), 13 Q. B. 100; 18 L. J. Q. B. 145 ; 
12L. T. O. S. 493; 18 Jur. 745; 116 E. R. 1201. 

10489. -——. —.]—Bequest of personal 
estate after the death of the tenant for life, in trust 
to pay equally between A. & B. But if ‘* neither ”’ 
should be then living, to C. A. died in the 
lifetime of testatrix. B. survived the tenant for 
life, & claimed the whole, either as surviving joint- 
tenant or under a gift to her by implication. 
The ct. rejected such claim, & held that the 
moiety intended for A. had lapsed, & belonged to 
the next of kin of testatrix.—BaxTER v. LOSH 
(1851), 14 Beav. 612; 21 1. J. Ch. 55; 18 L. T. 
O.S. 181; 51 E.R. 420. 

10490. ~ --—— —-—,|—- Under a gift to one for 
life, with remainder ‘“‘ to my grandchildren ak: 
Held : the bequest was not limited to grandchildren 
to whom legacies had previously been given 
nominatim, but all the grandchildren who came 
into esse prior to the period of distribution were 
entitled.—MOoFFATY v. BURNIE (1853), 18 Beav. 
211; 23 L. J. Ch. 591; 22 L. T. O. S. 218; 18 
Jur. 32; 2W.R. 83; 562 E.R. 83. 

10491. ——— —-—.]—Testator gave an 
annuity to A. for life, & the income of the residue 
to B. & C. ‘during their lives, as tenants in 
common.” The gift over to their respective 
children was only after the deaths of A., B. & C., 
& though there was a provison for intermediate 
maintenance, it was only on a contigent event 
which never happened. B. died:—Held: OC. 
was not, by implication or otherwise, entitled to 
more than half of the income for life.—Re 
DRAKELEY’S Estate (1854), 19 Beav. 395 ; 23 
L. T. 0. 8. 292; 2 W.R. 613; 52 E.R, 403. 

10492. -_—-.]-—Testator having three 
species of property, viz. his own property, property 
derived from his wife, & a reversion in £10,000 
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Sect. 27.—Survivorship : Sub-sect. 3. 
Sub-sect. 1.) 

Consols, bequeathed his own property to his two 
sisters with benefit of survivorship, his wife’s 
property to his cousin Margaret, & he proceeded 
thus: ‘‘ In case of the death of the above three 
females, the interest to be divided amongst my 
cousins (naming four) for their lives,’ & the 
property, including the £10,000 trust money, 
‘* to devolve ’’ to the children of ‘‘ three ’’ of those 
cousins (naming them) in equal proportions :— 
Held: (1) Margaret was not, by implication or 
otherwise, entitled to more than the wife’s pro- 
party * (2) there was no intestacy between the 

eath of the surviving sister & that of Margaret, 
but the different portions of the property went 
over, from time to time, as they were liberated by 
the respective deaths of the tenants for life thereof 
respectively ; (3) the four cousins took life interests 
in the trust fund, as tenants in common, & on the 
deaths of each their shares, then set free, went 
over to the children of the three cousins per capita 
& not per stirpes.—Swan v. HOLMES (1854), 19 


Beav. 471; 52 EF. R. 433. 
areolar :—As to (3) Apld. Sarel v. Sarel (1856), 23 Beav. 


10493. —— .|—Testator gives an 
annuity of £200 to S. for life, & at her death £100 
of the same to be continued to such of her daughters 
ag remained single during their lives; at the 
termination of which the same should revert to his 
children, their exors., administrators, & assigns. 
The annuity is paid to S., & on her death £100 
continued to her three unmarried daughters. One 
dies; & on the question whether the annuity of 
£100 survived :—Held: it did.—-SMyTH v. SmytTu 


(1855), 3 W. R. 189. 

10494. —— .J—Testator by his will 
gave the dividends of specific sums of stock of 
different amounts to his sons & daughters by name 
respectively for their respective lives, & on the 
death of any son or daughter he gave the capital 
sum of which he had given the dividends to such 
son or daughter, to his or her children at twenty- 
one, & if no such child attained twenty-one, the 
capital sum was to fall into the residue, the interest 
of which he bequeathed to his widow for life, & 
after her death to the sons & daughters ‘ during 
their several & respective lives, to be divided 
between them,” in proportion to the specific sums 
of stock of which the dividends were bequeathed 
to them respectively. After ‘‘the decease ”’ 
of testator’s ‘‘ children,’”’ the capital of the residue 
was to be divided among the children’s children at 
twenty-one, & if any grandchild died under twenty- 
one its share was to be divided among the sur- 
vivors at twenty-one or their issue, & after the 
death of the widow & all testator’s ‘“‘ children & 
grandchildren without issue as aforesaid,’’ over. 
By codicils, testator revoked the bequests to two 
of his sons & a daughter, & gave them for their 
lives the dividends of smaller specific sums of 
stock than those so given by the will :—Held: 
under the will, the income of the residue was 
divisible among the children, & the survivors & 
survivor of them, till the death of the last sur- 
vivor.—ALT v. GREGORY (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 
221; 2 Jur. N. S. 577; 4 W. R. 436; 44 EB. R. 
375, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Consd. Begley v. Cook (1856), 3 Drew. 662. 
Distd. Archer v. & (1862), 31 Beav. 187. Mentd. ite 
Whitehorne, Whitehorne v. Best, [1906] 2 Ch. 121 ; 

McEacharn, Gambles v. McEKacharn (1911), 55 Sol. Jo. 


204 

10495. _ -Gift of a legacy upon 
trust to pay the income to wife for life, & after her 
death to pay the interest to testator’s three sons 


Sect. 28: 














WILLS. 


*‘ for their natural lives, in equal shares,’ & after 
their decease he gave one-third of the fund to the 
children of each of them in equal shares & pro- 
portions, to be paid when & as they should respec- 
tively attain the age of twenty-one years, & directed 
that the interest be paid to the children until they 
should attain twenty-one; & he gave the residue 
to the same three sons :—Held: the life interest 
was, notwithstanding the words in equal shares, a 
joint tenancy: & one of the three sons having 
survived, took the whole income; & on the death 
of the survivor, the capital was divisible among 
the children of the sons in three shares, per stirpes, 
& not per capita.—BEGLEY v. Cook (1856), 3 
Drew. 662; 28 L. T. O. S. 188; 5 W. R. 66; 61 


B. R. 1056. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Wood v. Draycott (1868), 2 New Rep. 
55. Befd. Re Hutchinson’s Trusts (1882), 21 Ch. D. 811. 


10496. ——-_— ———~.]| Bequest of a moiety of 
a residue to A. for life, & of the other moiety to B. 
for life, ‘‘ & from & immediately after the decease 
of A. & B.”’ to stand possessed ‘‘ of all my personal 
estate,’ in trust for eight grandchildren. A. died, 
& B. was living :—Held: the moiety enjoyed by 
A. became immediately divisible amongst the 
grandchildren.—SAREL v. SAREL (1856), 23 Beav. 


$7; 53 E.R. 34. 
Anneratan :—Apld. Brown v. Jarvis (1860), 2 DeG. F.& J. 


10497. -.|—Bequest of the income 
of the residue equally amongst three daughters, 
A., B. & C., ‘‘ during the term of their natural 
lives & the lives of the survivors & survivor of 
them during their & her natural life,’ with a gift 
over “‘ after the decease of the survivor of them.”’ 
A., died :—Held: B. & C. were entitled to the 
whole income, & on the death of either of these 
two the survivor would be entitled for her life to 
the whole income.—CRANSWICK ¥v. PEARSON, 
PEARSON v. CRANSWICK (1862), 81 Beav. 624; 
9L. T. 215; 9 Jur. N. S. 397; 11 W. R. 229; 
54 KE. R. 1281; affd. (1863), 9 L. T. 275, L. JJ. 
Annotation :—Consd. Bryan v. Twigg (1867), 3 Ch. App. 183. 

10498. ——- —--—.}—A gift of income to 
persons by nanie, though accompanied by words of 
severance, followed by a gift over after the death 
of the same persons, naming them, is a clear evi- 
dence of intention that the subject of the gift 
should pass as a whole. Where it is impossible 
to ascertain the donees nominatim, the same rule 
holds as a gift to persons as a class. Therefore, 
in construing such a gift, the ct. will prefer to 
imply a clause of accruer, rather than to hold it 
as in joint tenancy, the latter being liable to 
severance, & therefore less proper to carry out the 
intention.— Woop v. Draycott (1863), 2 New Rep. 
55; sub nom. DRAYCOTT v. Woon, 8 L. T. 304. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Re Hudson, Hudson v. Hudson (1882), 

20 Ch. D. 406. 

10499. ——__- -— ——-.]—-Testator declared a 
trust of the income of his residuary estate for the 
separate use of G., one of three married daughters 
during the joint lives of herself & his sons-in-law I. 
& F., the husbands of the other two; & after the 
death of I. & F., or either of them, he directed that 
their or his widows or widow should participate 
equally with G. in the income, so that the same 
should be enjoyed by his daughters, & the sur- 
vivors & survivor of them during their or her 
lives or life, for their separate use; & upon the 
death of the last survivor, he gave ‘‘ the principal 
or capital ”’ of the stocks, funds & securities equ 
between his grandchildren then living who shoul 
attain twenty-one. G. died, leaving her sisters 
& their husbands her surviving :—Held: the 
income until both daughters, or one of their hus- 
bands, should die, was not disposed of by implica- 








Part XVI.—Consrruction. 


aie idea ted Fie went to the next of kin.— 
Nv. VAN GOOR (1872), 42 L. J. Ch. 193; 

ert 7623 21 W. Re 150. ti 

; .|—Testator gave to Mrs. 

R. & M. P. “ each a moiety of the interest ” of 

certain invested moneys, & also gave to Mrs. I. 

& M. P. ‘‘ each a moiety of the rents’ of his free- 

hold estate, ‘“ & at the death of the last sur- 

vivor’’ of them, directed the investments & 
property to be sold, & the proceeds to be equally 
divided between his surviving nephews & nicces :— 

Held: on the death of M. P. there was an intestacy 

as to one moiety of the interest & rents during the 

life of Mrs. R.—Rounp v. PickErr (1878), 47 

L. J. Ch. 631; 26 W. R. 493, 

10501. —_- -———- —_.] — Re RicHERSON, 
ScaLgs v. HEYHOE (No. 2), [1893] 3 Ch. 146; 62 
L, J. Ch. 708; 41 W. BR. 583. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Re Tate, Wi ; ; 
peng fais Pete emer, up, ote 
Andrews, [1916] 2 Ch. 50. 

10502. --}—Testatrix bequeathed 
‘all my money, except the sum of £400 invested in 
the Belgravian Dairy co.to” A.& B. Shegave the 
interest of the money invested in the Belgravian 
Dairy co.” to C., D. & EB. in equal sums for life, 
& ‘on their deaths I will that the whole sum 
Invested as above be used for the purpose of crect- 
ing an east window in St. Martin’s Church, 
Kpsom.’’ Testatrix died on Mar. 5, 1895, having 
survived the above-mentioned legatee C., who died 
on Dec. 26, 1891, after the date of the will. 
‘Lestatrix’s estate, at the time of her death, con- 
sisted of cash, 500 shares of £1 each in the Dairy 
co. aforesaid, the value whereof was at that time 
about 308. per share, stocks, & shares in other cos., 
& also a one-fourth share in certain railway stock 
in reversion to which she was contingently entitled 
on the death of the tenant for life without children : 
—Held: the whole of the income arising from 
this bequest was payable to D. & E. in equal sharcs 
during their joint lives, & to the survivor of them 
for her life.—Re BULLER, BULLER v. GIBERNE 
(1896), 74 L. T. 406. 

«{nnotations :—-Mentd, Re Skillen, Charles v. Charles, [1916] 
1 Ch. 518; Re Woolley, Cathcart v. Eyskens, [1918] 1 Ch. 
335 Ive Taylor, ‘'aylor v. Tweedie, (1923] 1 Ch. 99; Jn 
the Goods of Gates, {1928) P. 128. 

10503. |—By his will testator 
gave the income of his residuary estate to E. & A. 
‘‘ in equal parts, that is to say, that they shall each 
receive the half amount of the interest during their 
natural lives.” After ‘‘ their deaths ’’ the income 
was given over to other persons :—Held: on the 
death of H., A. took by implication the income of 
the whole fund during her life—e TELFAIR, 
GARRIOCH v. BARCLAY (1902), 86 L. 'T. 496. 

10504. .J}—&e HOBSON, BARWICK 
v. qoene: No. 10426, ante. 






































.]—Testator gave certain 
real estate on trust to pay the income arising there- 
from to his children in equal shares during their 
lives, or to their issue in case any of them should 
die before the others of them, & from & after the 
decease of all his children on trust for sale & division 
of the proceeds between his grandchildren in equal 
shares per stirpes. He left three children, one of 
whom, F. had died without issue, & another E., 
had died leaving one daughter :—Held:  cross- 
remainders must be implicd between the children 


PART XVI. SECT. 28, SUB-SECT. 1. 


10507 i. General rule—<Accruing share 
does not pase.j—~In construing wills, 
notwithstanding that the doctrine 
has been disapproved of, it must now 
be takon as an established rule that 


10507 fii. —— 
clauses disposing of the shares of 


persons dying before a given period do 
not, without a clear & distinct indica- 
tion of intention, 
accruing under such clauses.—-SUTTON 
Vv, SUTTON (1892), 30 L. ht. Ir. 251.—IR. 


ee 


DONALD’s TRUSTEES (1879), 7 R. (Ct. 
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on the principle of Armstrong v. Eldridge, No. 10481, 
ante, & Pearce v. Edmeades, No. 10487, ante, the 
provision substituting issue for a deceased parent 
not affecting the application of the principle ; 
& the one-third share of the income to which F. 
had been entitled was therefore divisible, during 
the life of the surviving child of testator, equally 
between that child & the daughter of H.—He 
TATE, WILLIAMSON v. GILPIN, [1914] 2 Ch. 182 ; 
83 L. J. Ch. 593; 109 L. T. 621; 58 Sol. Jo. 119. 

10506. ——.]—Testator gave his trust 
estate to trustees ‘‘ upon trust to pay the income 
thereof to each of such of my said six nieces as 
shall be living . . . at the time of”’ the death of 
“the survivor of my wife & son, for & during the 
respective lives of my nieces, &, from & after the 
decease of my six nieces, to stand possessed of my 
trust estate & the income thereof,’ upon trust 
for such children of testator’s son as should be 
living at the son’s death. Three only of the six 
nieces survived testator’s widow & son, & these 
three were all living. The son left one child him 
surviving :—Held: as cach niece died, her share 
of the income did not belong to her legal personal 
representative until the death of the last surviving 
niece, & did not go over to the surviving nieces 
or niece, & there was not an intestacy as to such 
share of income until the death of the last sur- 
viving niece; but as each niece died, her share 
of income went immediately to the remainderman, 
the son’s child.—e BROWNE’s WILL TRUSTS, 
LANDON v,. BRowN, [1915} 1 Ch. 690; 84 L. J. Ch. 
6233; 113 L. T. 39. 











SecT, 28.—ACCRUER CLAUSES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


10507. General rule—Accruing share does not 
pass.]}— What goes over on one child’s death shall 
not go over again a second time.—WOODWARD v. 
GLASBROOK (1700), 2 Vern. 388; 23 E. R. 849. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Rudge v. Barker (1735), Cas. temp. 

Talb. 124; Grey v. Pearson (1857), 6 H. L. Cas. 61. Mentd. 

Paris v. Miller (1816), 5 M. & S. 408. 

10508. - —-—,|--A. bequeaths to his grand- 
children, B., C. & D. £1,000 apiece, & the interest 
thereof to their use; & if any dies, to the survivors 
or survivor share & share alike ; the interest to be 
paid to their father to be improved to their use ; 
B. dies an infant, then C. dies; the share which 
C. took by the death of B. shall not survive to D. 
but go to E. the father; who administered to C. 
The interest & principal are to receive the same 
construction.— RUDGE v. BARKER (1735), Cas. 
temp. Talb. 124; 25 E. R. 698. 

Ares :—Refd. Worlidge v. Churchill (1792), 3 Bro. C. C. 
5. 








10509. —-— -——-.] BARKER v. LEA, No. 10522, 
ost. 
7 10510. —--- -——.]-—-CROWDER v. STONE, No. 
10402, ante. 
10511. —-- —--  -Briacurv. Rowe, No. 1036], 
ante. 
10512. -——- .|—Testator gave £800 to the 


four children of H. R. to be divided into equal 
shares, & paid to them at twenty-one, & the 
interest of their shares to be paid to their parents 
inthe meantime: & in case of either of the legatees 
dying under twenty-one, then his, her or their 


of Sess.) 96 ; 17 Sc. L. R. 25.—SCOT. 





10507 iii. ——— . HENDERSON ¥. 

extend to shares HrNDERSON (1890), 17 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 
293; 27 Se. L. R. 247.—8SCOT. 

10507 iv. —— -- ]}— CAMPBBLL’s 





M‘Nisn vw. TRUSTEE v. Dick, [1915] S. C. 100.— 
SCOT. 


1216 


Sect. 28.—Accruer clauses: Sub-sects, 1 & 2.] 


shares were to be equally divided amongst the 
survivors. Two of the children died under twenty- 
one in testator’s lifetime :—Held: the two sur- 
vivors were entitled to the original share only of 
the child who died last.—RICKETT v, GUILLEMARD 
(1841), 12 Sim. 88; 5 Jur. 818; 59 E. R. 1064. 











10513. -.]|-—DOUGLAS v. ANDREWS, No. 
10526, post. 
10514. ——-.]-M ADDISON v. CHAPMAN, No. 


10885, ante. 

Incidents of related gifts—Whether incidents 
attach to gifts under accruer clauses.|—Sce Sect. 
29, sub-sect. 5, post. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—WHEN ACCRUING SHARE 
PASSES. 

10515. General rule—Necessity for express words. | 
——A survived share shall not survive again, with- 
out express words.—Re ScaAIFk, Ea p. WEST 
(1784), 1 Bro. C. C. 575; 1 P. Wms. 275, n.; 28 
BE. Rt. 1306. 

«tnnotations :—Refd. Worlidge v. Churchill (1792), 3 Bro. 
Cc. CC, 465 ; Crowder v. Stone (1829), 7 L. J. O. 8. Ch. 93. 
10516. Use of words of plurality——‘‘ His, her or 

their shares.’’|—- PAIN v. BENSON, No. 10300, ante. 


10517, -——- ‘* Part or share, parts or shares.’’ |— 
WESTENRA v. GREGORY (1845), 5 L. T. O. S. 341. 
10518. -— — ‘*Share or shares.’’]—-Testator, by 


his will, directed as to his general residue, to pay 
& divide same with the accumulations from the 
time of the decease of his mother, who had a life- 
interest therein, between & amongst a brother & 
four sisters, naming them ‘' & he did further will & 
direct that in case his said brother, or any of his 
said sisters, should depart this life before his or 
her share or shares of such residue should become 
payable, without leaving lawful issue him or her 
surviving, that then & in such case the share 
or shares of him or her so dying should be paid to 
the survivors or survivor in equal shares,’’ with 
directions for maintenance, education, etc., of 
infant children of his said brother & sisters so 
dying :—Held: the original & accruing shares of 
any of the legatees so dying without issue went to 
the survivors in equal shares; the children of 
either of the said legatees took vested interests 
in the parent’s share or shares on the death of 
Aye parent.—SPILSBURY v. KENT (1861), 5 L. T. 
343. 


10519. —— -—-—- .J|—WILMOT v. FLEWITT, No. 
10370, ante. 
10520. ----- ‘‘Legacy or _ legacies.’’] — le 


CHASTON, CHASTON v. SEAGO, No. 10263, ante. 

10521. Property treated as aggregate mass.|— 
Testator leaves a residue in trust for four, with 
survivorship. ‘Two die, the survived shares shall 
survive as well as the original shares.— WORLIDGE 
v. CHURCHILL (1792), 3 Bro. C. C. 465 ; Cas. temp. 
Talb. 205; 29 E. R. 646. 


Annotations :—Consd. Dutton vr. Crowdy (1863), 33 Beav. 
272. Refd. te Henriques’ Trusts, [1875] W. N. 187. 


10522. —-—..]--Testator bequeaths the residue of 
his property to his nephews & nieces on their 
respectively attaining twenty-five, with a direction 
that his trustees shall, in the meantime, apply the 
profits to their maintenance; but in case of the 
death of any of them unmarried & without issue, 
he gives the shares of those so dying unto the sur- 


PART XVI. SECT. 28, SUB-SECT. 2. 
105181. Use of words of plurality— ing 

‘* Share or shares.’’}—Where 6 testator would 

has used words indicating that he 


contemplated a plurality of shares in 315, 319.—CAN. 


one person, they will bo read as apply: 
accrued shares, otherwise t 

stand without meanin 
CLIFTON v. CRAWFORD (1900), 27 A. R. 322 Sone Sc. L. 


WILLS. 


vivors equally, to be paid at the same time with 
their original shares; first a nephew & then a 
niece die, under twenty-five, unmarried & without 
issue; the whole residue is divisible among the 
survivors who attain the specified age, & the niece 
does not, upon the death of the nephew, acquire, 
under the clause of survivorship, a vested interest 
in her proportional part of his share. 

Where distinct legacies are given with survivor- 
ship, the general rule is, that the clause of survivor- 
ship, unless extended by particular words, attaches 
only to the original shares & does not affect the 
accruing shares, which therefore become vested in 
the individuals who are the survivors for the time 
being. ‘That rule is recognised by Lorp Harp- 
WICKE, in Pain v. Benson, No. 10300, ante; & 
subsequent cases, though they have introduced 
exceptions, have not broken in upon it. The 
principal exception is, where the disposition is, not 
of separate legacies, but of one aggregate fund, 
which testator meant should remain an aggregate 
fund, & should not be broken into fragments, 
if some of the persons, to whom interests in it 
were given, happened to die (PLUMER, M.R.).— 
BARKER v. LEA (1823), Turn. & R. 413; 37 TE. R. 


1160. 
anothers. vonae, lee Allan, Dow v. Cassuigne, [1903] 


10523. ---—--.]—Testator gave hisreal & personal 
estate upon trust, after payment of his debts 
& funeral & testamentary expenses, & the costs & 
charges attending the execution of his will, to pay 
out of the annual produce certain annuities to his 
three children, for their respective lives, requesting 
that the surplus of the annual income might be 
applied in accumulation of the capital of his pro- 
perty for the benefit of his grandchildren ; & that 
at the death of the survivor of his children the 
trustees should convert all his property into money, 
& divide the same, after deducting the expenses of 
performing his will, among all his grandchildren 
living at his decease; & in case any of his said 
grandchildren should die before their shares should 
become payable by virtue of his will, leaving issue, 
such issue to be entitled to the share which their 

arent would have been entitled to if then living ; 
but in case of the death of any of his said grand- 
children without leaving issue, & before becoming 
entitled to receive their respective shares, testator 
then gave the shares of such deccased grandchildren 
equally among his surviving grandchildren, to be 

aid at the same time & in the same manner as 

efore mentioned touching the original shares of 
his grandchildren. Testator left his three children, 
& also ten grandchildren, surviving him. A 
suit was afterwards instituted for the administra- 
tion of the estate, in which the annual income was 
paid into ct., & accumulated during the lives of the 
annuitants. <At the death of the Jast-surviving 
annuitant, which took place about thirty years 
after his death, only five of the grandchildren were 
living ; but two of those who were dead had issuc 
living, & the remaining three were dead without 
issue :—Held: the issue of the two deceased grand- 
children were entitled, not only to the original 
shares of their respective parents, but also to the 
interests which such parents, if living, would have 
taken in the shares of those grandchildren who were 
dead without issuc.—EYRE v. MARSDEN (1839), 4 
My. & Cr. 231; 3 Jur. 450; 41 E. R. 91, L. C. 


Annotations :—Apld. Goodman v. Goodman nett) 1 De G. 
& Sm. 695. Distd. Ave Corbett's Trusts (1860), Jobn. 591]. 


105211. Property treated as aggregate 
ey muss.}—BARTHOLOMEW'S TRUSTEES Uv. 
g.— BARTHOLOMEW ee »6F, iC of Sess.) 

. 259; 118.1. T. 608. 


ee 
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Apld. Re Arnold’s Trusts 8 (187 0), L. R. 10 Eq. 252. Consd. 
é¢ Bowman, Re Ys hytehead v. Boulton (1889), 41 
- D. 525. Refd. Dutton v. Crowdy (1863), 383 Beav. 
272; Inderwick v. Borireme ts 


atchell v. Tatchell, Inder- 
wick v. Inderwick, (1901 Ch. 8. Menitd. Ellis» 
Beav. 587; Klb 


Maxwell (1841), 8 orne v. Goode (1844), 
14 Sim. 165: Christian v. Foster §1849), 2 Ph. 161: 
T. O. 8. 352; Nettleton v. 


Barrett v. Buck eeee 11 L. T. 
Stephenson (1849), eG. & Sm. 366; Smith v. Palmer 
1849), 7 Hare, 225; Bourne v. Buckton (1851), 2 Sim. 

- 8. 91; Barrington v. Liddell (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 
480; Jones v. Maggs (1852), 9 Hare, 605; Middleton v. 
Losh (1852), 1Sm.& G. 61; Burt v. Sturt (1853), 10 Hare, 
415; Edwards v, Tuck (1853), 3 DoG. M. & G. 40; Hughes 
v. Perrins (1853), 1 Eq. Hep: 385; Tench v. Cheese (1855), 
3 W. HR. 600: Pickford v. rown, Brown v. Brown (1856), 
25 L. J. Ch. 702; Re Clulow’s Trust (1859), 1 John. & H. 
639; Oddie »v. prove Oe) 4DeG. & J. 179; Jauncey 
v. A.-G. (1861), 3 Giff. 308; Watt v. Wood (1862), 31 
L. J. Ch. 888; Maddison v. Pye (1863), 32 Beav. 658; 
Simmons »v, Pitt (1873), 8 Ch. App. 978; Gowan v. 
Vir te he (1874), L. R. 19 i. 77; Scott vw. Cumberland 
(1874), L. He 18 Eq. 578; Talbot v. Jevera (1875), L. R. 
0 Eq. 255; Trethewy v. tant’ ee 46L. J. Ch. 125; 
Ralph v. Carrick (1877), 5 Ch. D. 984; Weustherall ». 
Thornburgh (t878). 8 Ch. D. 261; Luckeraft v. Pridham 
(1879). 48 L. J. Ch. 636; Patching v. Barnett (1881), 45 

. T. 292; Hurst v. suret (1884), 28 Ch. D. 159; Re 


Giles (1886), 55 L. J. Ch. 695; Re Walker, Walker v. 
wanoratrs 6), 54 L. T. 792; Re Parry, Powell v. Parry 
) 60 L. T. 489; Wharton v. Masterman, [1895] 


(1889 
A.C.186; Re Perkins, Brown v. Perkins (1909), 101 L. T. 
345; ite Hall-Dare, Le Marchant v. Lee Warner, [1916] 
1 Ch, 272 ; Re Hawkins, White v, White, [1916] 2 Ch. 570; 
fte K1uott, Public Trustee v. Pinder, (1918] 2 Ch. 150. 


poeee — ».]—SILLICK v. Booty, No. 10104, 
ante. 
10525. —- -.J—-Testator gave the residue of his 


estates to trustees, in trust to pay the income to 
each of his seven children for life, & after the 
decease of each of his children in trust to distribute 
the capital of each deceased child’s share among his 
or her children; & in case any of his children 
should die without issue living at his or her death, 
then to divide the interest & capital of such child 
so dying equally amongst the survivors or survivor 
of testator’s said seven children, or the issue 
of such of them as should be then dead, in manner 
by the will before directed concerning the original 
shares. The will contained a clause against the 
alienation of any share. Of the seven children who 
survived testator, two died leaving children, & A. 
& B., two other of the children, successively died 
without issue :—Held: the share which accrued 
to B. on A.’s death followed B.’s original share, 
& passed to the surviving children of testator, & 
the issue of the two children who had died leaving 
issue.—GOODMAN v. GOODMAN (1847), 1 De G. & 
Sm. 695; 17 L. J. Ch. 103; 10 L. T. 0. 8. 322; 12 
Jur. 258; 63 E. R. 1255. 


Annotations :—Refd. Fe Benn, Benn v. Benn (1885), 29 
ors D. 839. Mentd. Smith v. Greenhill (1866), 14 W. BR. 


10526. ae share held to go over 
with the original share by force of the words “ part 
share & interest.’’ 

Testator gave his estate to one for life, with 
remainder to her children equally, with a gift over, 
in case of the death of any child in the life of the 
tenant for life, of the ‘‘ part & parts, share & shares 
& interest’? of such child to his issue :—Held: 
the gift over comprised the accrued as well as the 
original share. 

The general rule is, that where a fund is given to 
a class of persons, with a direction that on the death 
of any of them their “ shares ’’ are to go over, the 
original & not the accruing shares will go over. 
But testator may express a contrary intention, 
thus: where he shows an intention to keep the 
fund “ aggregate ’’ & unsevered, the rule does not 
een OUGLAS v. ANDREWS (1851), 14 Beav. 
847; 51 BE. R. 320. 
| 


nnotations -—Consd. Edmonstone v. Farley (1868), 18 
L. T. 847; Re Henriques’ Trusts, [1875] W. N. 187. 

. Bvans v. Evans (1858), 35 Beav. 81; Dutton v. 
Crowdy (1863), 33 Beav. 272. 
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10527. -|—He ORAWHALL'S Trust, No. 
10327, ante. 

10528. — -J—Testator gave a fund to the 


children of A., equally to be divided amongst them, 
share & share alike, during their lives, &, after their 
decease, to G. & J. :—Held: the children of A. 
took as tenants in common for life with an implied 
clause of accruer, both of original & accruing 
shares, to the survivors & survivor. 

The principal of the decisions appears to be that 
the fund is given over as a whole (Woop, V.-C.).— 
Woop v. Draycorr (1863), 2 New Rep. 65; sub 
nom. DRaycorr v. Woop, 8 L. T. 304. 

Annotation :—Retd. Re Hudson, Hudson v. Hudson (1882), 

20 Ch. D. 406. 

10529. -|—(1) ‘‘ Shares’’ directed to go 
over, held to include accrued shares, from the 
circumstance of there being in the will an intention, 
plainly shown, of keeping the estate together, so 
as to go over ultimately in one aggregate mass. 

(2) Cross-remainders not implied in respect of 
accrued shares, where the original shares are 
expressly limited over.—DUTTON v. CROWDY 
(1863), 33 Beav. 272; 3 New Rep. 284; 33 
L. J. Ch. 241; 9 L. T. 630; 10 Jur. N.S. 28; 12 
W. R. 222; 55 E.R. 372. 

Annotation :—As to (1) Consd. Re Henriques’ Trusts, [1875] 

W.N. 187. 

10530. Use of ‘‘share.’’]|—-The word ‘’ share ”’ 
alone, when there is no gift over of the whole fund, 
in case of the failure of all the members of the class, 
is not sufficient to carry over an accrued share.— 
EVANS v. EVANS (1858), 25 Beav. 81; 53 B. R. 
566. 

10531. ——-.]—-Bequest to four equally, ‘' & as 
each dies, his or her part shall be equally divided 
amongst the others that’s living ’’ :—Held: the 
accrued shares did not go over. 

The word ‘ share ’’ of itself is not sufficient to 
carry over accrued shares (ROMILLY, M.R.).— 
GOODWIN v. FINLAYSON (1858), 25 Beav. 65; 53 
EE. R. 660. 

Annotations :—Apld. Evans v. Evans (1858), 25 Beav. 81. 

Reid. Watson v. Pryce (1864), 34 Beav. 71. 

10532. .j—Testator gave certain securities 
to trustees upon trust that a moiety should be set 
apart for his two sons, T. & C., share & share alike, 
to pay the interest to them respectively until T. 
succeeded to the F. estates, when the whole of the 
moiety should be transferred to C., until he attained 
twenty-seven, then to be paid to him for his 
absolute use; & in case either of his sons died 
unmarried his share should go to the survivor ; 
& if both died unmarried under twenty-seven, then 
over. T. succeeded to the estates, & C. died un- 
married, under twenty-seven :—Held: the whole 
of the moiety belonged to T. : 

‘“ Share ’’? must be held to apply to the accruing, 
as well as to the original share (MALINS, V.-C.).— 
EK DMONSTONE v. FARLEY (1868), 18 L. T. 847. 

10533. No gift over.}]— After a bequest to 
testator’s children for life, with remainder to their 
respective children, a clause of accruer of the shares 
of any of testator’s children dying without leaving 
issue in favour of his surviving children was held to 
carry an accruing share to the then living children 
of testator & children of those then dead, although 
the will contained no gift over on the death & 
failure of issue of all testator’s children.—Re 
WALKER’s EstTaTE, CHURCH v. TYACKE (1879), 
12 Ch. D. 205; 48 L. J. Ch. 598; 28 W. R. 91. 


nnotations :—Consd. Re Bowman, Re Lay, Whytehead v. 
_ Boulton (1889), 41 Ch. D. 525. d. Re Horner’s Kstate, 
Pomfret v. Graham (1881), 19 Ch. D. 186; Harrison v. 
Harrison, {1901] 2 Ch. 136; Inderwick v. Tatohell, In 
wick v. Linder, Inderwick v. Inderwick (1901), 71 


Ch. 1; Powell v. Hellicar, (1919] 1 Ch. 138. 7 
I 
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10534. Whether incidents attach—Reference to 
mode of enjoyment.|—ANOoN. (1586), Godb. 99; 
78 KE. R. 61. 

10535. —-————_.]—-Testator gave certain lease- 
hold houses in trust for A. absolutely for her 
separate use, & other leasehold houses in trust for 
B. for her separate use, for her life; & after her 
decease for her children; if none, to fall into the 
residue; & he gave the residue in trust for A. & B. 
to be divided between them share & share alike, 
& to be paid & applied in like manner for their use 
& benefit the rents & profits of the leasehold 
premises hereinbefore settled upon them; & 
their receipts to be a sufficient discharge. The 
reference m the residuary clause is, not to the 
interests of A. & B. in the houses, but to the 
provision, that they shall take for their separate 
use; therefore they take the residue absolutely.— 
Seroieaa v. BakER (1799), 4 Ves. 782; 31 E.R. 
Annotation :—Apld. Lumley v. Robbins (1853), 10 Hare, 621. 


105386. ——-.]—~-Trust by will as to a moiety 
of the share of testator’s married daughter A. for 
her separate use, to the end, that it may not be 
subject to the control, etc., of KB. her present hus- 
band, or any other husband; remainder to her 
husband B. for life ; remainder for all the children 
of A.; & in case there shall not be any children of 
A., or all shall die before twenty-one, for the sur- 
vivor of B. & A. his wife, his or her exors., etc. ; & 
as to a moiety of each of the shares of each of his 
two unmarried daughters, ‘‘ upon the like trusts 
& under the like restrictions ’’ as described con- 
cerning the share of A., ‘‘ so & in such manner as 
that the same may be secured for the benefit of 
his daughters & their children, & not be subject 
or liable to the control of any husband they may 
happen to marry.’”” One of the unmarried 
daughters having married, & died without issue, 
her husband, surviving, is not entitled to any 
interest in the moiety, the subject of the trust 
created by the will—Jupp v. WyarTrt (1805), 11 
Ves. 488 ; 382 FE. R. 1174, L. C. 

10537. .|— Testator directed the 
interest of a sum of money to be paid to his sisters 
during their lives, in equal proportions, & at their 
deaths gave to their children the inheritance their 
mothers derived from his estate, & desired that his 
sisters should be the residuary legatees in the pro- 
portions already noticed :—AHeld: the sisters were 
entitled to the residue absolutely, & their children 
took no interest in it.—GkrassickK v. DRUMMOND 
(1823), 1 Sim. & St. 517; 57 EB. R. 205. 

10538, —-— —-—.]—-MORTIMER v. HARTLEY, No. 


11098, post. 

LUDOD .]—Testator bequeathed £5,000 
to his wife for life, & after her decease to his nephew 
absolutely, but if the nephew should die in the 
lifetime of the wife then he directed his exors. to 
divide the same amongst the children of the 
nephew ; & in case the nephew should die without 
leaving lawful issue, then to pay the same unto & 
equally between his two nieces, L. & G., for their 
separate use, & in case one or both of the nieces 
should die in the lifetime of the wife, then to pay 
& divide the share of the niece so dying unto & 
equally between her children as tenants in 
common; & testator bequeathed all moneys in the 
public funds of which he should die possessed upon 
trust for his wife for her life, & after her death for 
the befiefit of his nicces, L. & G., in manner there- 
inbefore directed of & concerning the sum of 
£5,000 ; & he gave all the residue, except moneys 
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to his wife absolutely. One of the 
nieces died in the lifetime of the wife, leav g 
children :—Heid: the reference to the beques 

of the £5,000 in the residuary gift of the moneys 
in the funds, by the words ‘‘ in manner hereinbefore 
directed,” might refer to the manner of taking as 
tenants in common, or for their separate use ; the 
children of the niece did not therefore, by virtue 
of the reference, take any interest in the residue 
of the moneys in the funds; &, as to such moneys, 
so far as related to the share of the deceased niece, 
there was an intestacy—LUMLEY v. ROBBINS 
(1853), 10 Hare, 621 ; 1 Eq. Rep. 129; 221. J. Ch. 
869; 22 L. T. O. 8. 40; 17 Jur. 410; 1 W. R. 
285; 68 E. BR. 1077. 

Annotation :—Apld. Re Wilder's Trusts (1859), 27 Beav. 418. 

10540. ——---.]|——-By his will testator gave a 
legacy ‘ equally between my brothers & sisters 
now living’ &, & he directed that their shares 
should not lapse by their deaths in his lifetime, but 
should go to their exors. By a codicil of the same 
date, he bequeathed another legacy ‘‘ between my 
brothers & sisters in like manner as I have directed 
by my will’ :—Zeld: the class mentioned in the 
codicil were not the same as that in the will; the 
“manner” referred to the mode in which the 
class were to take, & not to the class itself, & con- 
sequently the representatives of a sister who 

redeceased testator took no interest in the second 
egacy.— ite WiLpER’s Trusts (1859), 27 Beav. 
418; 64 H.R. 164. 

10541. ——.]—Testator gave his estate to 
his wife & his four children in equal proportions ; 
but his wife was to have “ her proportionate part ’ 
for her life, & it was given afterwards to the four 
children; & as to ‘the part of his estates,’’ 
thereinbefore given to his daughter, she was to have 
it for life, with remainder to her children :—-Held : 
the “ part ’”’ of the daughter included her share in 
the part given to the wife for life; &, therefore, 
she was only entitled to a life interest in_1t.— 
WATSON v. PRYCE (1864), 34 Beav. 71; 55 E. Kt. 
559. 

10542. ——- —-— Conditions attached by law not 
considered.]—‘Testatrix, by her will, after reciting 
that being joint heiress with her two sisters she 
was possessed of a third part of the rectorial 
tithes of B., gave to her sisters the third part or 
share, to be equally divided between them, «& to be 
held by & subject to the same conditions by 
which they, her two sisters, held the other two parts 
or shares. At the date of the will, both of the 
sisters were married, & on the occasion of the 
marriage of each, her share of the tithes had been 
put into settlement :—Held: the sisters became 
entitled respectively to a moiety of the third upon 
the trusts declared by their respective marriage 
settlements of the shares originally vested in them 
in their own ag 

The true rule of construction is, hot to look 
out for any conditions which may be affixed by 
law to the estates of the sisters (Pact Woop, 
V.-C.).—Orp v. Ord (1966), L. R. 2 Eq. 398; 165 
L. T. 61. 

Annotation :—Refd. Heasman v. Pearse (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 

522. 


10543. ——- Reference to interest taken.) — 
Davies v. Preece (1787), Rom. 147. 

10844, --—-- —-——.]—Testator devises freehold & 
copyhold at A. & elsewhert, to son in fee upon 
attaining twenty-one ; but if he die utider 
without issue, then to trustees, in trust to sell, & 
to pay the widow half the proceeds, & to apply 
the other half for daughter, same as £4,000 (post). 
He gave his personal estate to trustees; as tc 
£4,000, dividends to daughter for life, independent 


in the funds, 
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& principal for her children ; then he gave all the 
residué of his estates, real & personal, to his son, 
absolutely, upon attaining twenty-one; & if his 
son or daughter should die under age & without 
issue, survivor to take deceased’s portion, real & 
ae as deceased would, & as if specifically 

evised to survivor, his or her heirs, exors., etc., 

& in same manner, & upon same trusts, as before 

mentioned concerning same :—Held : the residuary 

clause did not supersede the first devise, nor did 

the clause of survivorship affect the devise over 

to the trustees; therefore, such devise in trust 
took effect; & the daughter & her children took 
the son’s interest in the personalty, in the same 
manner as the £4,000.—BLANKLEY v. CROMWELL 

(1831), 1 L. J. Ch. 21. 

10545. .|—A testator devised his Upton 
Park estate to his five daughters & his grandson, as 
tenants in common, for their respective lives, with 
remainders over. By a codicil he devised to his 
son Alfred & his heirs ‘‘ the life share he had given 
to his five daughters in the Upton Park property, 
in every respect whatever ’’ :—Held: Alfred took 
one-seventh in fee.— BEDBOROUGH v. BEDBOROUGH 
(No. 1) (1865), 34 Beav. 2864; 655 E. R. 644. 

10546. Reference to gifts over.]|—MILsom 
v. AwDRY, No. 10617, post. 

10547. -—-~.]-—-Testator bequeathed to G. 
two sums of stock, & in case of his death in 
testator’s lifetime without issue, the two sums were 
to be equally divided amongst testator’s nieces 
thereinafter named, under the same conditions & 
restrictions as were thereinafter mentioned respect- 
ing the several bequests thercinafter mentioned 
to them respectively given. Testator then gave 
£12,000 stock to trustees, upon trust to pay the 
dividends, in thirds, to testator’s three nieces, A., 
B. & C., for their lives, &, after their respective 
deaths, to transfer the capital, in thirds, to the 
children of the nieces; with limitations over, in 
the nature of cross-remainders, in the event of 
uny of the nieces dying without leaving children ; 
with an ultimate limitation, in the event of all the 
nieces dying without leaving children, in favour 
of the residuary legatce, a stranger. G. died, 
without issue, in testator’s lifetime. The nieces 
had children :—Held; the children took the same 
interests in the stock given to G. as they did in 
the £12,000 Consols. 

The words must, I think, be considered as 
intimating the manner in which, & the persons in 
avour of whom, the absolute interest was to be 
carved & divided (KNiGuT BRucg, V.-C.).—Ross 
v. Ross (1845), 2 Coll. 269; 5 L. T. 0. 8S. 430; 9 
Jur. 705; 63 E. R. 780. 

Annotations :—Distd. Lumley v. Robbins (1853), 1 Eq. Rep. 
129. Apld. Smith v. Greenhill tae 14 W. RR. 912. 
Refd. Heasman r. Pearse (1871), L. RK. 11 Eq. 522. 
10548, -—— ---—-.]—Testator gave an estate to 

his daughter E. for life, & after her death upon 

trusts for her children, & made similar dispositions 
of other estates in favour of his daughter A. & 
his sons J. & W. respectively, & their respective 

children, & gave his residuary estate to E. & A. 

i eee : By a codicil he gave the residue to 

his wife for life, & after her death between H., A., 

J. & W. equally, ‘ precisely in the same way as 

the shares before given to them in my will’ :— 

Held: the shares of the residue were not given 

absolutely by the codicil, but.were pep hee to the 

limitations contained in the will as to the estates 
specifically devised.—Ae LivErPoot Dock Acts, 














Ke CoLsHEAD’s WILL Trusts (1852), 2 De G. & J. 
690; 44 B. R. 1157. 
10549, -.] By a settlement, trustees 


were to raise £2,000 for A. for life, with rémainder 
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to her children, with powers for maintenante, 
advancement, ‘‘ or otherwise,’”’ & in default of 
children the fund was given to C. A like sum 
was given to B. for life, with remainder to her 
children, with the like provision for their mainte- 
nance ‘‘ & otherwise,’ as before expressed, in 
respect to the £2,000 given to A. & her children, 

‘* & otherwise in like manner, to all intents & 

purposes: as if such trusts & provisions were there 

ully repeated ’’ :—Held: this included the gift 
over to C. & on the death of B. without children OC. 
was entitled to the second sum of £2,000.—Re 

oo TRUSTS (1868), 82 Beav. 394; 65 E.R. 

10550, —_—- ——_.]—_Re BARRETT, TOVEY v. GAR- 

ROOD (1901), 45 Sol. Jo. 311. 

10651. Reference to mode of settlement. 
Devise to the use of testator’s daughter for life, 
remainder to her first & other sons in tail male, 
remainder to her daughters in tail general, with 
like remainders to his niece, her sons & daughters 
severally & successively ; & for default of such 
issue to such of the uses, for such of the intents, & 
subject to such limitations declared by the will of 
T. as shall be then existing, undetermined, or cap- 
able of taking effect or as near thereto as the deaths 
of parties & other intervening accidents & con- 
tingencies, & the rules of law & equity will then 
admit :—Held : S8S., who would have taken a vested 
remainder in tail, & would then have been tenant 
in tail in possession under the will of T., did not 
take any vested estate under the words of reference 
to the will of T. during the life of second testator’s 
daughter.—PHILLIPS v. DEAKIN (1813), 1 M. & BS. 
744; 105 E. R. 277. 

Annotations :—UTonsd. Doe d. Pilkington v. Spratt oo) 
5 B. & Ad. 731. Refd. Cholmondeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 
Jac. & W.1; Stert v. Platel (1839), 5 Bing. N.C. 434. 
10552. -.|—~Legacy of £3,000 stock to 

L., testator’s wife, for life, & after her death 

one-third part of the principal to testator’s son, J., 

if he shall be then living, & if dead, to his child 

or children; & a bequest in the same manner of 

one-third to each of his two daughters, M. & H., 

with a proviso that if either of his daughters should 

die unmarried & without issue, the surviving 
daughter to take both shares; & if both die 
unmarried & without issue, then the shares to go 
to his son, J., if living, or if dead, to his children. 

He then gave the residue of his property, consisting 

of real & personal estate, to trustees; & by a 

codicil certain other real estates, to convert the 

same into money, in trust, as to one-third, for 
his son, J.; & the other two-thirds equally amongst 
his daughters, subject to such contingencies in 
favour of their issue, & with the like benefit of 
survivorship, as were before declared as to the 
£3,000 stock. L., testator’s wife, died :—Held: 
on her death the daughters took vested interests 
in their shares of the £3,000 stock, & of the residue 

& produce of the real estates.—_LAFFER v. EDWARDS 

(1818), 3 Madd. 210; 56 E.R. 487. 

10583 ———.|— Testator, by a codicil, 
bequeathed £10,000, in trust, to be laid out for the 
sole benefit of B., a married woman, in the same 
manner, as nearly as might be, as the 210,000 he 
had secured on his Birmingham property for C. 
By a deed, executed a short time before the date 
of the codicil, he directed £10,000 to be laid out in 
the purchase of land for the separate use of 0., 
with powers to appoint to her children, & also to 
her husband surviving her for life; & the deed 
contained a distinct gift to the children in default 
of appointment :—Held: having régard to the 
settlement of the £10,000 settied on C. by the deed, 
B. was ¢éiititled, upon the cbdiistruction of the 

412 
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codicil, to a life interest for her separate use, with 
powers to appoint the £10,000 amongst her children, 
& also to give her husband surviving her a life 
interest therein.—BERCHTOLDT (COUNTESS) 0». 
HERTFORD (Marquis) (1844), 7 Beav. 172 ; 2 
L. T. O. S. 325; 8 Jur. 50; 49 E. R. 1029. 
10554, — -]—Testator devised lands to 
his son for life, with remainders in strict settlement 
to his issue ; remainder to testator’s grandson A., 
for life, remainder in strict settlement to his issue; 
“* &, for default of such issue, then to the use of my 
grandchildren B., C., D., & E., brothers & sisters of 
my grandson A., if they shall happen to be living 
at the time of his decease, for their lives & the life 
of the survivor of them, to take as tenants in 
common, & not as joint tenants: &, from & after 
their several deceases, & the decease of the sur- 
vivor of them B., C., D. & E., to the use of the first 
& all & every the son & sons of the body & bodies 
of my grandchildren, severally & successively & 
in remainder, one after another, as they & every of 
them shall be in priority of birth & seniority of 
age, & of the several & respective heirs of the 
body & bodies of all & every such son & sons issuing, 
the elder of such sons & the heirs of his body, 
being always preferred & to take before the younger 
of them & the heirs of his & their body & bodies, 
to take as tenants in common, & not as joint 
tenants ’’; &, for want or in default of such issue, 
to all & every the daughter & daughters of the four 
grandchildren, in like manner: ‘ &, in case either 
of my grandchildren B., C., D., & E., shall happen 
to die leaving no issue behind him, her, or them, 
then my will & meaning is, that all & singular the 
premises herein lastly devised, shall go & remain to 
the survivor of them, & the heirs of his or her body 
lawfully to be begotten, in manner aforesaid ; &, 
on failure of issue of either of their bodies lawfully 
begotten, then I give, devise, & bequeath the 
same premises to the use of the children of my 
brothers F. & G.,”’ etc. Testator’s grandson C. 
survived his brothers & sisters, & entered into 
ossession, testator’s son, & his grandson A., having 
oth died without issue :—Held: C. took an estate 
for life only ; the effect of these words—‘“ shall go 
& remain to the survivor of them, & their heirs 
of his or her body lawfully to be begotten in manner 
aforesaid,’’ being, to bring the lands, in the event 
to which the clause in which they were found 
applied, within the preceding clause, which gave 
life estates to the grandchildren, with remainders 
in tail to their sons & daughters; & there being no 
other part of the will to which the words of 
reference, ‘‘ in manner aforesaid,’’ could be applied. 
—DoE d. WOODALL v. WOODALL (1846), 3 C. B. 
849; 16L. J.C. P.28; 7L. T. O. S. 322; 11 Jur. 
171; 136 E. BR. 140. 
Annotations :—Consd. Jordan v. Adams (1861), 30 L. J. 
C.P. 161. Refd. Monypenny v. Dering (1850), 9 C. B. 793, 
10555. ----— - ——.]|—-Testator bequeathed certain 
houses in trust for his granddaughter Martha, for 
her separate use for her life, & on her decease, in 
trust to apply the rents for the maintenance of 
her children then living, & when they should all 
attain twenty-one, in trust to sell & divide the 
produce amongst them equally ; & in case Martha 
should die without leaving issue, to divide the 
produce amongst such of testator’s grandchildren 
thereinafter named as should be living at her 
decease; & testator, by three separate & subse- 
uent clauses, bequeathed other houses in trust 
or his granddaughters Charlotte, Sarah & Harriett, 
for their separate use for their lives, & repeated 
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the issue of her body in the same manner & 
subject to the same conditions & limitations as 
hereinbefore expressed in the bequest to my grand- 
daughter Martha.’”’ In a subsequent nae of his 
will be declared that if all his granddaughters 
should die without leaving issue, all the houses 
mentioned in his will should fall into the residue 
of his estate. Charlotte died leaving issue. 

Harriett died without issue :—Held: the houses 

bequeathed in trust for her went over to Martha 

& Sarah, as being the only grandchildren of 

testator living at her death.—DovuGutTy v. SALT- 

WELL (1847), 15 Sim. 640; 60 E. R. 768. 

10556. .]—Testatrix directed trustees 
to make an investment, & out of the dividends to 
pay annuities of £100 each to his two nieces & his 
nephew for life, & the capital to their children 
respectively & to apply £100 a year in the main- 
tenance of the children of Daniel, a deceased 
nephew, until twenty-one when he gave them the 
capital fund producing this annuity. He be- 
queathed his residue to his two nieces & nephew & 
the children of Daniel ‘‘in equal shares in like 
manner as was thereinbefore mentioned with 
respect to the annual sums of £100 bequeathed 
to them respectively ’’ :—Held: the children of 
Daniel took one-fourth only of the residue.— 
oe v. ANSTEE (1863), 33 Beav. 264; 55 HB. R. 

10557. -—— -—-—-.]—-Testator gave his real & 

ersonal estate to trustees as to one-fourth to A. 
or life, & after her decease, in trust for her children, 

& in default of children in trust for B., C., & D., & 

their issue, in the same manner as thereinafter 

directed respecting their original shares; as to 
one other fourth to B. for life, &, after his decease, 
in trust for his children, & in default of children, 
in trust for A., C., & D., & their issue, in the same 
manner as directed respecting their original shares : 
as to one other fourth part upon trust for C. & her 
children by reference to the share of A., using the 
same referential expressions as are next given 
concerning the remaining share; & the fourth 
share he bequeathed upon trust for the benefit of 
D. & his children upon the trusts, & subject to 
the powers & authorities, & with the like 
remainders over in default of issue, & similar & 
in all respects corresponding with the trusts, 
powers, & authorities expressed & declared con- 
cerning the one-fuurth share bequeathed in trust 
for B. & his children as effectually as if the same 
trusts were there repeated. D. died unmarried : 

Held: the fourth share went over, upon the death 

of D. without issue, to the other three legatees, A., 

B. & C.—SURTEES v. HOPKINSON (1867), L. R. 4 

eae 98; 36 L. J. Ch. 305; 16L. T.8; 16 W. R. 

395. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Thomson’s Trusts (1870), L. R. 
11 Hq. 146; Smith v. Crabtree (1877), 6 Ch. D. 591. 
10558. Reference to restrictions—-On class of 

persons taking.|—-A father, having eight children, 

devised his estate to six of them equally. After- 
wards, the wife’s father devised another property 
unto her children, to be vested at the like times, 
with like benefit of survivorship & provision for 
maintenance, & in like manner, in all other 
ep so far as the nature of the property & the 
difference of tenure would permit, as the children 
were entitled to the estate of their father, under 
the dispositions & limitations contained in his 
will :—Held: the eight children participated in the 

second devise.—-Piagorr v. WILDER (1858), 26 

Beav. 90; 53 E. R. 830. 

10559. -]|—Bequest to the children 
of a deceased niece who should be living at 

















after each clause ‘‘ & after her decease, in trust for | teatator’s death, followed by a bequest & 
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nephew for life, &, after his decease, upon the 
like “‘ trusts ’’ for the benefit of his issue, & subject 
to the same powers, “‘ limitations,” etc., in respect 
to his issue, as those expressed as to the niece's 
children. The nephew had no child living at 
testator’s death, but he afterwards had one child 
born :—Held: such child was entitled to the 
second legacy.— YARDLEY v. YARDLEY (1858), 26 
Beav. 88; 53 BE. R. 810. 

10560. ——. -—— .]}—Testator having given 
a sum of stock to his daughter Y. for life, & after 
her decease to all & every her children living at 
her decease, gives another sum of stock to his 
daughter V. for life & after her decease to all & 
every her children, at the same time & in the same 
manner, & their shares to be subject to the same 
benefit of survivorship & accruer, as was therein- 
before mentioned with respect to the other sum of 
stock given for the benefit of his daughter Y. :— 
Held: the intention was to give to the children 
of each daughter in the same manner, & a child of 
V., who predeceased her, was not entitled.— 
Swirr v. Swirr (1863), 1 New Rep. 353; 32 
L. J. Ch. 479; 11 W. R. 834. 

10561. -—— ~——.]—By a settlement made 
in 1804 real estate was settled to the use of C., 
third Earl of Harrington for life, with remainder 
to his first son, Lord Petersham, for life, remainder 
to the first & other sons successively of Lord 
Petersham in tail male, with similar remainders in 
succession to the eight other sons of the third earl 
for life, & their respective first & other sons in 
tail male ; remainder to the third earl in fee. By 
his will made in 1824, the third earl gave chattels 
upon trust ‘‘ for the person or persons who for 
the time being should, under the limitations in the 
settlement be in the actual] possession of the 
estates, to the intent that the same chattels might 
be deemed heirlooms to go along & for ever be 
enjoyed with the estates, so far as the rules of law 
& equity would permit, but so, nevertheless, as 
that the same chattels should not, as to the effect 
or purpose of transmission, vest absolutely in any 
person who under the settlement should become 
seised of or entitled to the estates for an estate 
of inheritance either in possession or reversion, or 
otherwise, unless such person should attain the 
age of twenty-one, or dying under that age should 
leave issue inheritable under the limitations in 
the settlement.’’ Testator gave his residuary 
personal estate upon trusts for investment in lands 
to be settled to the same uses as those declared 
in the settlement of 1804. The first tenant in 
tail in possession died under twenty-one, within 
the period allowed by the law as to perpetuities, 
& the next tenant in tail executed a disentailing 
deed :—Held: the proviso that no tenant in tail 
should take absolutely unless he attained twenty- 
one, was a condition inseparably annexed to the 
gift, so that any tenant in tail must take subject 
to it, & if the proviso was void the whole gift was 
void.— HARRINGTON (COUNTESS) v. HARRINGTON 
a aa (1871), L. R.5 H. L. 87; 40 L. J. Ch. 716, 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Hill, Hill v. Hill, [1902] 1 Ch. 807 ; 
Portman v. Portman, [1922] 2 A. C. 473. Refd. Re 
Johnston, Cockerell v. Kasex (1884), 26 Ch. D. 538; He 
Finch & Chew’s Contract, tote Ne Ch. 486; Re Fother- 

ill’s Estate, Price-Fothergill v. Price, [1903] 1 Ch. 149; 
Parker, Parker v. Parkin, (1910) 1 Ch. 581. 








Sup-sEecT. 2.—CUMULATIVE GIFTS. 
10562. General rule—lIncidents of original gift 
apply.]—Testator created a term for debts & 


legacies, & gave £1,000 to his niece to be paid 
immediately after his decease, if she should be 
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then married; if not, the interest of her said 
legacy to be paid her for life, to be calculated & 
paid to the day of her death or marriage; if she 
should die unmarried, the legacy to lapse for the 
benefit of the estate; & by codicil he gave her 
£200 in addition to what he had given her by the 
will :—Held: the additional legacy was to be 
raised out of the same fund, & subject to the same 
conditions; & the legatee having married after 
testator’s death was entitled.—CROWDER v. CLOWES 
(1794), 2 Ves. 449; 80 BE. R. 719. 


Annotations :—Apld. Wainewright v. Wainewright (1797), 
3 Ves. 558 : ee Rogers (1816), 2 Madd. 449 : Cooper v. 
Day (1817), 3 Mer. 154. Consd. Millor v. Huddlestone 
en: 3 Mac. & G. 5133; Re More’s Trust (1851), 10 Hare, 

71. Apid. Johnstone v. Harrowby (1859), 1 De G. F. 

& J. 183; Re Joseph, Pain v. Josoph, (1908] 1 Ch. 599. 

Refd. Parsons v. Parsons (1800), 5 Ves. 578; Upton v. 
Ferrers (1801), 5 Ves. 801. 


10563. -—--—,|-Testator gave a real estate 
& a sum of stock to A. for her life, & after her 
death to his brother absolutely: & he gave 
legacies, which he directed to be paid as soon as 
convenient after his death, to his nephews & 
nieces, & the residue of his property to his brother 
absolutely. The brother having died, testator, 
by a codicil reciting that fact, & that, thereby, the 
devises & bequests to his brother had lapsed, gave 
an annuity to his brother’s widow, & directed his 
trustees to pay the income of the residue of his 
personal estate to A. for life, & gave to her all 
his real estates for life, &, after her death, to his 
trustees in trust to sell, & the proceeds to fall into 
his persona] estate: he then gave £10,000 to each 
of his nieces, in addition to the legacies given to 
them by the will, & directed that that sum for 
each of them should be held by his trustees for 
their separate use; & he gave all] the clear residue 
of his estate, after providing for the before- 
mentioned legacies, & also those given by his will, 
to his nephews :—Held: the legacies given to the 
nieces by the codicil were not payable till after 
A.’s death.—OVEREND v. GURNEY (1834), 7 Sim. 
128; 58 BE. R. 785. 

10564. yes additional legacy, though 
not so expressed, held subject to the same incidents 
as the original legacy. 

Testator gave a legacy to a feme covert for her 
separate use, & by a codicil he gave to her a further 
annuity in addition :—Held: the latter was sub- 
ject to the restriction for her separate use.—DaAy 
uv. CROFT (1842), 4 Beav. 561; 49 E. R. 456. 











Annotations :—Folld. Warwick v. Hawkins (1852), 21 
L. J. Ch. 796. Consd. Johnson v. Harrowby (1859), 
John. 425. 

10565. -.]|—Testatrix gave the residue 


of her personal estate to twelve persons, or such of 
them as should be living at her decease. She then 
directed her real estate to be sold at a certain 
time, & gave the produce to the same twelve 
persons, & three others, or such of them as should 
be then living. She then added a proviso, that 
the ‘‘ share or proportion ”’ of S., one of the twelve 
legatees, should be settled to her separate use for 
life :—Held : upon the construction of the whole 
will, the proviso applied as well to S.’s share in the 
residue of the personalty as to her share in the 
produce of the realty.—COCKRILL v. PITCHFORTH 
(1845), 1 Coll. 626; 4L. T. O. S. 362; 9 Jur. 228 ; 
63 E. R. 572. 
10566. .|—Testator gave an annuity 
to a married woman, & directed that all annuities 
iven by his will to married women should be for 
fheir separate use. By a codicil testator directed 
his exors. to pay to the married woman a legacy 
of £300, ‘‘ in addition to the legacy mentioned in 
his will’’ :—Held: the legacy was subjected to 
the restriction to the separate use of the married 
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woman.—WARWICK v. HAWKINS ace 5 De G. 
& Sm. 481; 21 L. J. Oh. 796; 19 L. T. O. S. 248 ; 
16 Jur. 902; 64 E. R. 1208. 

10567. ——- ——_.]—Testator, by will, gave his 
daughter an annuity of £50, &, provided she did 
not marry under twenty-eight, Pa) 
both for her separate use. He gave her by a 
codicil £5,000, upon the terms ‘“ hereinbefore 
mentioned.”” Upon receiving proposals of 
marriage with her from a gentleman, testator gave 
his ‘‘ qualified consent,’ but said that he must 
hear from his daughter before he could make it 
absolute. He also promised by letter to give 
her £5,000 stock at the time of her marriage. he 
daughter wrote to say that she consented, & 
testator replied that he was too ill to attend to 
business, & on the following day he died. The 
daughter married the same gentleman :—#eld: 
the daughter was only entitled to the £50 annuity. 

The £6,000 was an additional legacy, &, being 
so, it was subject to the common rule, that an 
additional legacy shall be taken upon the same 
condition as is annexed to an original legacy 
(TURNER, L.J.).—YOUNGE v. FuRSE (1857), 8 De 
G.M. & G. 756; 44 E.R. 581; sub nom. YONGE. 
FursE, 26 L. J. Oh. 852; 29L. T. O. S. 84; 3 
Jur. N. 8. 603; 5 W. R. 394, L. JJ. 

10568. —— .J—Legac ygiven simpliciter by 
a codicil to a legatee to whom another legacy was 
given by a prior codicil held to be cumulative & 
payable out of the same funds & upon the same 
econditions.—JOHNSTONE v. HARROWBY (HARL) 
(1859), 1 De G. F. & J. 188; 29 L. J. Ch. 145; 1 
L. T. 890; 6 Jur. N. S. 153; 8 W. R. 105; 45 
B. R. 328, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. He Gibson’s Trusts (1861), 2 John. & 
H.656. Apld. Re Smith (1862), 8 John. & H. 694. Consd. 
Re Boden, Boden v. Boden, {1907} 1 Ch. 132. pale. Re 
Jaseph, Pain v. Joseph, [1908] 1 Ch. 599. . Ite 

« Howe, Wilkinson v. Ferniehough (1910), 108 L. T. 185. 
Refd. Cresswell v. Cresswell (1868), L. KR. 6 Eq. 69; 
Donnellan v. O'Neill (1870), 18 W. it. 1188; Re Golyer, 
Millikin v. Snelling (1886), 55 L. T. 344. 

10569. .|—Testator appointed £10,000 
each to his younger children, & all the residue to 
his eldest son; & he directed the income of the 
whole, until the youngest should attain twenty- 
one, to be applied in the maintenance of the 
minors. In the event of a younger child dying 
under twenty-one, he appointed his share to the 
eldest son, ‘‘ in addition to the residue ’’ :—Held: 
the share of a younger child who died under 
twenty-one was not payable to the eldest until the 
youngest child attained twenty-one.— DUF- FIELD v. 
CURRIE (1860), 29 Beav. 284; 654 E. R. 636. 

10570. ——.]—Testator bequeathed ‘‘a 
sum '' of Consols to trustees for his daughter L. 
for life, with remainder to her children. By a 
codicil he directed ‘‘ that the sum of £200 per 
annum be added to the sum "’ by his will ‘‘ granted 
to his daughter L. during her life, & invested in 
the same manner & trusts ”’ as governed the will: 
—Held: the words ‘‘ during her life ’’ were words 
of reference & not of limitation, & the gift by the 
codicil was of a sum sufficient to produce £200 a 
year, which was to be held for the daughter for 
life, with remainder for her children.—AULDJO 
v. WALLACE (1862), 31 Beav. 193; 654 E. R. 1112. 

10 .|—Testator by his will be- 
queathed as follows: ‘‘ To each of my servants 
who shall at my death have been in my service 
twelve calendar months or longer one year’s 
wages in addition to anything owing by me, & 
to my gardener P. £800 in addition.” At the 
date of testator’s death P. was no longer in his 
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service :—Held: the condition precedent as tu 
being in the service of the testator at the time of 
his death applied as well to the gift of $300 as 
to that of the year’s wages, & consequently P. 
was not entitled to the £300.—Re BENYaAN, 
BENYON v. GRIEVD (1884), 53 L. J. Ch. 1165; 61 
L. T. 116; 33 W. R. 871. 

10572. .]}—By her will testatrix, as 
survivor under a marriage settlement under 
which she had a life interest, gave & appointed all 
her property to trustees to pay the income thereof 
to her two daughters E. & O. in the following 
shares & manner—viz. two-thirds of the income 
to be paid to O. & one-third to E. for their livea, 
but should O. marry then the income was to he 
paid to her two daughters in equal shares. The 
will also provided that if one of the daughters 
should die in the lifetime of the other without 
leaving issue then her share of the income should 
be paid to the surviving daughter. By a codicil 
testatrix revoked ‘‘ that part of my will which 
directs that two-thirds of my income shauld be 
paid annually to my daughter QO. while unmarried,” 
& direct that three-fourths—i.e. about £150, be 
paid her annually & also the remaining £50 
should HK. die without children & O. be unmarried 
at the time :—Held: a gift of three-fourths of 
the income to QO. while she remained unmarried.— 
Re CRICHTON’S SETTLEMENT, SWEETMAN v. Barry 
(1912), 106 L. IT’. 588; 56 Sol. Jo. 8398. 

Annotation :—Refd. I?c Samudsa’s Sottlmt. Trusts, Horne v. 

Courtenay, [1924] 1 Ch. 61. 

10473. Application of rule— Whether original gift 
must be absolute or defeasible.|—The rule that 
added legacies are subject to the same conditions 
as the legacies to which they are added is not 
applicable to the case, inasmuch as the application 
of the rule would alter the terms of the additional 
gift. Qu.: whether the rule applies to any cases 
except where the original legacy is absolute or 
defeasible in the party to whom the additional 
legacy is given.—/t’e Moxsgs'’ TRusr (1851), 10 
Hare. 171; 68 EK. QR. 886. 


Annotations :—Distd. Mann v. Fuller (1844), 2 fq. Rep. 1085. 
onsd. Re Joseph, Pain v. Toupt {1908} 2 Ch. 507. Befd. 

Re Gibson (1861), 2 John. & H. 656; Re Boden, Boden v. 
Boden, {1907} 1 Ch. 132. 


10574. -- -- .]—-Bequest of one thousand 
pounds to A., the interest of two thousand to B., 
&, at his death, to his children, the sum of one 
thousand pounds to D., the sum of one thousand 
pounds to B., in addition to one thousand before- 
mentioned :—-Held: the reference to the former 
legacy in the latter gift to B. did not diminish the 
previous legacy ; & the latter legacy was given to 
B. absolutely, & not to him for life, & then to his 
children. 

Legacies given ‘‘ in addition to’ previous gifts 
to the same person only partake of the same 
incidents, where the former gifts are absolute or 
defeasible; but the doctrine has never heen 
extended so far as to alter an absolute gift of the 
latter legacy into a gift to the legatee for life, &, 
after his death, to other persons.—MANN ¥». 
FULLER (1854), Kay, 624; 2 Eq. Rep. 1085; 23 
Il. J. Oh. 643; 24 L. T. O. S. 34; 2 W. R. 510; 
69 EK. R. 265. 


Annotations :—-Apld. Re Joseph, Pain v. Jqseph, [1908] 1 Ch. 
599. Refd. Re Foasphs. Pain v. Joseph, (1008) 3 Ch. 607. 


10575. Whether to questions of amount 
only.|—Re BODEN, BODEN v. BODEN, No. 10604, post. 

10576. Legacy duty.]—Ite Bopmn, BoDEN 
v. Bopgn, No. 10604, nost. 

: , also, Estare & OTHER DEATH 

Douripe, Vol. XXI., p. 81, Noy. 574, 

10577. Exppptions to rule—Where inconsistent 
with terms of gdditional gift,]: 

















Part X VI.—ConstTRUCTION. 


that her trustees, who were also her exors., should, 
within a year after her decease, pay to the several 
persons named in a schedule to her will, the sums 
set opposite to their respective names, as vested 
& transmissible interests: in a subsequent clause 
she gives £3,000 to the trustees, upon trust to 
invest the same, & pay it to A. on her attaining 
twenty-one, with a proviso that it should fall into 
the residue, if A. died under twenty-one: by the 
achedule to her will, she gives to her exors. £600 in 
trust for A., in addition to the £8,000 given by 
the will:—Held: the legacy of £500 was not 
affected by the contingency to which the £3,000 
was subject, but vested immediately.—TILBURY 
v. WAKEFORD (1826), 5 L. J. O. S. Ch. 78. 

10578. ———.|— Testator devised as follows: 
‘I give to my granddaughter S., her heirs, exors., 
& administrators for ever, that dwelling-house in 
Tavistock Street, No. 3, in the borough of 
Plymouth. I also give to S. that dwelling-house 
& garden situate behind the above-named seiaber ete 
house, & in the occupation of C. I also givetoS. 
that other dwelling-house & garden situate in 
York Street, No. 30, the whole of which premises 
are in the borough of Plymouth, during her 
natural life; but should S. marry & have children, 
then, after her decease, the before-mentioned 
houses to descend to her children; but should S. 
die without issue, then the premises to become the 
joint property of the children of B. I also give, 
provided S. dies without issue, the sum of £100 
to J., to be paid to him out of the before-mentioned 
premises ’’ :—-Held; S. took an estate in fee 
simple in the first-mentioned house; & therefore, 
upon her death without issue, the children of B. 
were entitled only to the two other houses.— DoE 





d. BAILEY v. SLOGGETT (1850), 6 Exch. 107; 19 
L. J. Ex. 220; 155 E.R. 46. 

10579. -- - - .| Me Mores’ Trust, No. 
10573, ante. 

10580, --—- --- -.!| -MANN v. FULLER, No. 
10574, ante. 

10581. - -- ~- --—.!]—Qift of a share ‘in addi- 


tion,” held, under the circumstances, not liable 
to the same contingency as the original share. 

Testator devised an estate to A. & B. succes- 
sively for life, &, after their deaths, to sell & divide 
the produce between his grandchildren who should 
be living at the decease of the survivor of A. & B., 
except his grandsons IX. & J., neither of whom was 
to receive anything ; & he directed that the shares 
which would be otherwise payable to them should 
be paid to his granddaughter S. ‘‘in addition to 
her own share.”’ HK. & J. survived the tenants 
for life, but §. predeceased them :—Held: the 
two shares passed to the representatives of S. 

No doubt a substituted & additional legacy is 
usually given on same terms as the original one. 
But this must be taken with this qualification; 
that it is consistent with the terms of the gift & 
the rest of the will (RommnLy M.R.).—KInN@ v. 
TOOTEL (1858), 25 Beav. 23; 63 E. R. 544. 

10582. -—--—. -----._—T wo bequests were made to 
the same person in successive sentences, & in the 
latter the words “‘ for life ’’ were added :—Held: 
the limitation applied to the second gift only, & 
the legatee took the first absolutely —GowER v. 
Towmkrs (1868), 25 Beav. 81; 53 E. R. 827. — 

10583. ——- -———.]—-Where a life interest in a 
legacy is given by will with limitations over, & 
py codicil another legacy is sib to the same 
egatee, in addition to the former legacy, the 
legacy given by the codicil is not p facie 
- “ect to the same limitations aa the legacy given 

the will. 
"7" "  “"pequeathed a share in trust 
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for his niece M. for her life, with remainders over 
for her children, & other shares upon like trusts 
for the benefit of his nieces J. & F., with like re- 
mainders over; & by a codicil he gave to each of 
his nieces J. & F. the sum of £2,000 in addition to 
their respective shares under his will, in apprecia- 
tion of the kind consideration which they showed 
to their mother, & directed that such sums should 
be deducted from, & paid out of the share of such 
trust estate, by such will directed to be held in 
trust for his niece M. & her children, before such 
share, or any part thereof, should be applied on 
such last-mentioned trust :—Held: thé legacies 
pven by the codicil were not subject to the limita- 

ions contained in the will—Him..L v. JONES 
(1868), 37 L. J. Ch. 465, L. O. 


10584. -——- Specific new gift..|—BoopDLE iv. 
PARTINGTON, No. 10623, post. 
10585. ———- Where inconsIstent with scope of rest 


of will.|— Kine v. Tooter, No. 10581, ante. 
10586. Death of legatee in testator’s lifetime 

Substitution of new legatee.]|—Testator by his will 

bequeathed several sums of money to several 

pecuniary legatees by name, including one of 
£500 to his sister, & bequeathed the residue of his 
personal estate ‘‘ unto all the before-mentioned 
pecuniaey legatees,’’ with certain exceptions, ‘‘ ta 

e divided among them in proportion to their 
respective pecuniary legacies. By codicil 
testator, after reciting his sister’s Tenth in hig 
lifetime], bequeathed the sum of £500 to a trustee 
for her children, but was silent as to the residue: 

—Held: the children were not entitled to their 

mother’s share of the residue, & there was an 

intestacy as to that share.—Re GiBson’s TRUSTS 

(1861), 2 John. & H. 656; 31 L. J. Ch. 231; 70 

KE. R. 1222, 

Annotations :—Consd. L Briggs, Martineau v. 
Briggs, Martineau v. Chambers (1873). 21 W. R. 620; Re 
Towry's 8. F., Dallas v. Towry (1889), 41 Ch. D. 64. 
Refd. te Buden, Boden v. Boden, [1907] 1 Ch. 132. 
10587. —-— Where character of gifts different. }— 

Testator devised a real estate to his three daughters 

equally in remainder, & he provided that if “‘ any 

of them should die & leave issuc, then such issue 
should succeed to the mother’s share in that his 
will.’ He afterwards gave the residue of his 
estate & effects to the same daughters & to his 
two sons in possession :—Held: the issue of the 
daughters took no interest in the daughter’s share 
in the residue.—TIBBS v. ELLIOTT (1865), 34 Beav. 
424; 55 E. R. 699. 





dale v. 
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10588. General rule—Incidents of original gift 
apply.}—Testator, declaring his debts should come 
out of the real, not the personal, gave the real to 
trustees, charged with some charitable legacies, 
& one to each trustee. By codicil he removed one 
trustee; & revoked his legacy; appointin 
another with the same legacy. He reyoked a 
the charitable legacies; & gave a less legacy to 
one of the charities, mentioned before, other 
new charitable legacies, without specifying any 
fund: All held to be charged on the real; & 
therefore void as to the charitable legacies.— 
LEACROFBT v. MAYNARD, PEARSON v. LEACROFT 
oy Pe 279; 3 Bro. C. C. 283; 30 B. R. 
3 9 e e 
Annotations :—Folld. Cooper v. Day (1817), 3 Mer. 154- 

Distd. Re Mores’ Trugt (1851), 10 Lat ig 171. : 

Johnstone v. Harrowby (1859), 1 De @. F. & J. * 

coped. Re_ Boden, Boden v. Boden, [1907] 1 Ch. 138. 

Folld. Re Joseph, Pain v. Joseph, [1908] 1 Ch. 599; 

Badkhobse, Salman v, Backhouse, [1016] 1 Ch. 65. Refd. 

Donnellan v. O’Nelll (1870), 18 W. B. 1488. 
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10589, ——— J—Testator gave the residue 
of his estate to two trustees, in trust, out of the 
produce, to invest £4,000 in the funds, in trust for 

is granddaughter for her life, & after her death 
for her children, & on failure of children he 
directed that the capital should fall into the 
residue. By a codicil reciting that he had by his 
will given the two trustees, in trust for his 
granddaughter, £4,000 5 per cents. standing in his 
name, & that he was desirous that such trust 
should be executed by three persons, he appointed 
another person to be a co-trustee & guardian of 
his granddaughter jointly with the two named 
in his will; & he directed that his said trustees 
should transfer the said stock to his granddaughter 
free from all deductions :—Held : testator did not 
intend to give £4,000 stock to his granddaughter 
absolutely, but merely that the trusts declared 
by his will of the £4,000 should be performed by 
three persons instead of two.— BARRY v. CRUNDALL 
(1835), 7 Sim. 430; 4 L. J. Ch. 264; 58 E. R. 902. 
Annotations :—Consd. Hargreaves v. Pennington (1864), 34 

a. a oye Refd. Fenton v. Farington (1856), 2 Jur. 

10590. ed a etcrea by his will gave 
£3,000 to his brother B. for his life, with remainder 
to his wife for her life, remainder to his children ; 
& he gave £6,000 to his sister S. for her life, with 
remainder to her husband for his life, remainder 
to her children; & after giving £10 a year each to 
his two maidservants, for their lives, he gave his 
real estate, & the residue of his personal estate & 
effects to his sister UH. By a codicil, described as 
a codicil to his will, he left his brother B. an equal 
share of his effects with his sisters, to have the 
interest for his life, with limitations, after his 
decease, for the benefit of his wife & children; & 
his sister S. was to have an equal share with his 
sister H. By a second codicil he left to his two 
maidservants £10 a year each for their lives. 
Testator’s sister S. survived her husband, & died 
leaving two children :—Held: S. was entitled, 
under the first codicil, to one-third share of 
testator’s personal estate, subject to the same 
limitations declared by testator with respect to the 
legacy of £6,000 which had been given by the will. 
—CoOoKSON v. HaANCOcK (1836), 1 Keen, 817; 
Donnelly, 72; 5 L. L. Ch. 245; 48 E. R. 522; 
affd.,2 My. & Cr. 606, L. C. 


Annotations :—Expld. Johnston v. Harrowby (1859), John. 
425. Refd. Donnellan v. O'Neill (1870), 10 W. KR. 1188. 


10591. .]|—Testator bequeathed to L. 
an annuity of £150, payable half-yearly, for her 
separate use. He afterwards wrote in the margin 
opposite this bequest: ‘‘ Now, Mrs. J. Gray, one 
hundred Nar per annum, in quarterly pay- 
ments.”’ . had married a Mr. Gray prior to the 
date of the will:—Held: the annuities were 
substitutional, & the legatee was entitled to an 
annuity of one hundred guincas for her separate 
use.— MARTIN v. DRINKWATER (1840), 2 Beav. 215; 
9L. J. Ch. 247; 48 E. R. 1162. ; 


Annotations :-—Retfd. Wilson v. O’Leary (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 
525. Mentd. Day v. Croft (1841), 4 Beav. 34. 


10592. .]|—Testatrix appointed a legacy 
out of a particular fund. By a codicil she revoked 
it, & gave a legacy of half the amount only, but 
without referring to the particular fund :—Held: 
latter was a mere substitution for the former, & 
the particular fund failing, the legatee was not 
entitled to be paid out of the general assets.— 
Bristow v. Bristow (1842), 5 Beav. 289; 49 
EK. R. 589. 

Annotation :— Refd. Lee v. Pain (1845), 4 Hare, 201. 

10593. —_—_ -~—_-.]—-Testatrix, being liable to 
pay an annuity to A. for life, purchased an annuity 
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during B.’s life, & effected a policy on B.'s life for 
£2,000. By her will she recited, that on the death 
of B. £2,000 would be recovered to her estate. 
In the event of B. dying in the life of A., the 
exors. were to provide A.’s annuity out of her 
estate. In the event of A.’s death before B., she 
gave the purchased annuity to C., he paying the 
premiums; & on the death of B. she gave . the 
£2,000. B. died in the life of A. :—Held: O. was 
not entitled to the £2,000.—L&EcKIn v. HOGBEN 
aul 7 Beav. 502; 3L. T. O. S. 889; 49 E.R. 
160. 


an ean :~—Refd. Dontty v. Laver (1849), 14 L. T. 0. 8. 


10594. .|—Testatrix, by her will, dated 
in 1832, directed the trustees of a fund over which 
she had a power of appointment to hold £1,000, 
part thereof, on trust for her daughter E. for her 
separate use for life, with remainder to her 
husband, with remainder to her children, & in 
default of children, as therein mentioned, among 
the other children of testatrix. She then gave 
other similar portions, £1,000 each, of the same 
fund on similar trusts for her two other married 
daughters, H. & F., & their husbands & families. 
Afterwards, H. & her husband becoming involved 
testatrix advanced them £1,000 out of her own 
moneys, taking their joint receipt for the same, 
& that it was in discharge of the above legacy. 
Afterwards, by a codicil referring to the will, & 
to this payment & acknowledgment, testatrix 
desired the acknowledgment to be cancelled; & 
then expressing a fear of a deficiency of the trust 
fund, directed £1,000 to be paid to F. & £1,000 to 
E., without any express directions as to the 
settlement of these sums:—Held: the sums 
given to BE. & F. in the codicil must be taken to 
have been given with the like restrictions, etc., as 
the similar amounts given to IE. & F. in the will.— 
FENTON v. FARINGTON (1856), 2 Jur. N. S. 1120. 

10595. ———.]—Testator bequeathed to his 
nieces £500 owing to him from A. & he directed 
that if his estate should not be sufficient to pay 
his legacies in full, they should, exclusive of that 
to his nieces, abate proportionably, & if it should 
be more than sufficient, they should be increased 
prop oronavey: Testator received the debt, & 

y a subsequent codicil, ‘‘ in the place of the said 
intended legacy,’’ gave his nieces £500, to be paid 
out of his general personal estate :—Held: the 
second legacies were substitutionary, & subject 
to the same incidents, & the nieces were not 
entitled to have them increased proportionably 
out of the undisposed of estate.—-DUNCAN v. 
a (No. 2) (1859), 27 Beav. 392; 54 HE. R. 
154. 

10598. -—- .] -- Testator gave all his 
personal estate to his wife for life, & he bequeathed 
£40 to A., & other pecuniary legacies, all of which 
were payable at her death. By a first codicil, he 
gave a legacy of £200 to O., who was not mentioned 
in his will, & he directed that all things in his 
codicil should be performed as if the same were so 
declared in his will. By another codicil he 
revoked the legacy of £40 to A., & gave her £50 :— 
Held: the legacy of £200 was payable at the death 
of testator, but that the payment of the legacy of 
£50 was postponed until the death of the widow.— 
GIESLER v. JONES (1858), 25 Beav. 418; 63 E.R. 


10597. -.]-—Testator gave by will £3,000 
upon trust for A. & her children, & after the decease 
of A., without issue, for the children of B. By a 
codicil of later date testator recited that he had 
by his will given the £3,000 to A. for life, with 
remainder to her children, & afterwards to B. for 
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life, with remainder to his children, & revoked the 
will as to £2,000, part of the £3,000, from & after 
the devise to A. & her children, & instead of giving 
the said sum of £2,000 to B. & his children be- 

ueathed the same to ©. By the will testator had 
also given £2,000 to B. for life, with a gift over on 
insolvency :—Held; if the codicil had been read 
as an implied gift of £1,000 to B. for life, the gift 
over on insolvency would have attached to the 
£1,000 as well as to the £2,000.—Re SmrrH (1862), 
2 John. & H. 594; 70 E. R. 1196. 


Annotations :—Folld. Re Curzon, Martin v. Perry (1912), 
58 Sol. Jo. 362. Refd. Re Bedson’s Trusts (1885), 28 
Ch. D. 523; Re Boden, Boden v. Boden, {1907} 1 Ch. 132. 


10598. |—Re BODDINGTON, Bop- 
DINGTON v. CLATRAT, No. 10603, post. 

10599. J—By his will testator be- 
queathed £10,000 upon trust for A. for life, & after 
her decease for eight persons named, in certain 
proportions, among whom was B., who was to 
receive £1,000. By a codicil to his will testator 
gave B. ‘‘ £2,000 instead of £1,000 as bequeathed 
by my said will’ :—Held: following the general 
rule the legacy by the codicil being given instead of 
that by the will, was subject to the same incidents, 
& the payment thereof must be deferred until 
after the death of A.—Re CoLyver, MILLIKIN v 
SNELLING (1886), 55 L. T. 844; 3 T. L. R. 7. 

1060 .]|—Testator by his will gave to 
his granddaughter A. an annuity of £300. to be a 
charge on certain land, & after her death he 
directed that ‘‘ the said sum of £300” should be 
raised & paid unto & amongst her children as she 
should by deed or will appoint, & in default of 
appointment amongst her children equally during 
their respective lives. He devised to his grand- 
daughter B. a like annuity of £300 to be a charge 
on the same property, ‘‘ & to be paid to her & her 
children in the same manncr in all respects as the 
annuity hereinbefore given to my granddaughter 
A.” By a codicil reciting that B. had by his will 
given an annuity of £300 to each of the two grand- 
daughters he revoked the gifts ‘‘of the said 
annuities,’ & in lieu thereof gave to each of his 
said granddaughters A. & B. an annuity of £150, 
to be payable & charged in the same manner & on 
the same hereditaments as the several annuities 
of £300 under the will. The children of A. & B. 
were not referred to 1n the codicil :—Held: the 
effect of the codicil was to substitute annuities of 
£160 to A. & B. & their respective children for the 
annuities of £300 given by the will.—Re FREME’S 
CONTRACT, [1895] 2 Ch. 778 ; sub nom. Re FREME’S 
Kstate, Re FREME’s CONTRACT, FREME v. HALL, 
a a J. Ch. 862; 73 L. T. 366; 44 W. R. 164, 


Annotation :—Mentd. Re Staples, Owen v. Owen, [10916] 


_ 10601. -.J—(1) On general principles 
it cannot be doubted that in a simple case of a 
substituted legacy, the substituted legacy is sub- 
ject to the same conditions & incidents as the 
original legacy was subject to; but, so far as I am 
aware, that doctrine has never been applied, 
except to a case of a substituted legacy. I am not 
aware that it has ever been applied to a case where 
the beneficiaries in a codicil are not identical with 
the beneficiaries in the will (CozmNs-HARDY, M.R.). 
Where the amount of the legacy to a legatee has 
been altered, added to, or diminished by a codicil, 
& the substituted amount is given to the same 
erson in lieu of or in addition to the original 
egacy, the bequest made by the codicil is subject 
to the same conditions & incidents as the original 
legacy in the hands of the original legatee 
(FARWELL, L.J.). 
(2) This is the converse case of an absolute 














ee 
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gift to the granddaughter, & in lieu thereof a 
larger sum given to the granddaughter for life, 
& then to her children. know of no principle 
which can justify the application of the well- 
settled doctrine about substitution & cumulative 
legacies, & I know of no case which can justify 
the application of that doctrine in a case like this 
(CO7ENS-HARDY, M.R.).—Re JosepH, PAIN v. 
JOSEPH, [1908] 2 Ch. 507; 77 L. J. Oh. 832; 99 
L. T. 539; 24 T. L. R. 770, ©. A. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Re Backhouse, Salmon v. 


Backhouse, [1916] 1 Ch. 65. As to (2) Consd. Zte Trinder, 
Sheppard v. Prance (1911), 56 Sol. Jo. 74. 


10602. -i—The general rule of con- 
struction, that primd facie a substituted legacy is 
subject to the same conditions as the original 
legacy, is not confined to cases where the only 
change introduced is one of amount, but may 
sometimes apply to cases where the legatee under 
the substituted gift is a different person from the 
original legatee.—Re BACKHOUSE, SALMON vw. 
Backnousk, [1916] 1 Ch. 65; 85 L. J. Ch. 146; 
114 L. T. 39; 60 Sol. Jo. 121. 

10603. Application of rule—Legacy & annuity.}— 
Testator, after giving a legacv of £200 to his wife, 
directed his trustees ‘‘ in addition thereto to pay 
to my said wife, so long as she shall continue my 
widow & unmarried, an annuity of £300, or other- 
wise in lieu & in substitution of the said annuity, 
at the option of my said wife if she shall prefer it, 
a legacy of £2,000.” After the date of the will 
the marriage was declared null by the Divorce Ct. 
in a suit brought by the wife against testator. 
After this testator died leaving the lady surviving. 
The judge held that she was entitled to the legacy 
of £200, but was not entitled to the annuity or the 
£2,000. She appealed from this decision so far 
as it was unfavourable to her :—Held: she could 
not take the £2,000, for that an option to take a 
legacy instead of an annuity could not exist if 
there was no right to take the annuity ; &, more- 
over, a gift by way of substitution for another is 
subject to the same conditions as the original 
gift.—Re BODDINGTON, BODDINGTON v. CLALRAT 
(1884), 25 Ch. D. 685; 50 L. T. 761; 32 W. R. 
448, C. A.; sub nom. Re BODDINGTON, BODDING- 
TON v. BODDINGTON, 53 L. J. Ch. 475. 

Annotations -—Apld. Re Joseph, Pain v. Joseph, [1908] 
1 Ch. 599. Mentd. In the Goods of Howe (1884), 33 W. R. 
48; N.v. M. (1885), 1 T. L. R. 523; Re Bolton, Brown v. 
Bolton (1886), 54 L. T. 396; Re Lowe, Danily v. Platt 
(1892), 61 L. J. Ch. 415; Re Howard, Taylor v. Howard 
(19013, &4 L. T. 296; Anderson v. Berkley, [1902] 1 Ch. 
936; Re Kettlewell, Jones v. Kettlewell (1907), 98 L. T. 
23; Re Wagstaff, Wagstaff v. Jalland, [1908] 1 Ch. 162; 
Re Mason, Mason v. Mason, (1910] 1 Ch. : 
Hammond, Burniston v. White, [1911] 2 Ch. 342. 
10604. Whether to questions of amount only. | 

—(1) Where a pecuniary legacy is given in a will 

or codicil expressly in lieu of one previously given 

of a different value, the cts. usually adopt the 
interpretation that the alteration is intended to 
apply to the amount of the legacy only, & that 
therefore the new amount is to be substituted for 
the amount of the original legacy & becomes 
subject to the same conditions limitations. 

But, although this is the general rule, they do not 

follow it where its effect would be to introduce 

such limitations as would convert a gift in its 
terms absolute into one of a life estate only 

(FLETCHER Movutron, L.J.). : 

(2) If a pecuniary legacy is expressly given in 
addition to a previous one the ¢t. leans to the con- 
clusion that the intention of testator is to alter 
only the amount of the legacy (FLETCHER MOULTON, 
L 











id «) 

(3) If testator directs that the legacies in the 
body of his will shall be free of legacy duty & then 
at some later date adds a codicil which gives a 
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series of pecuniary legacies simpliciter, without 

any provision as to the payment of legacy duty, 

there is in my opinion no presumption that if one 
of the beneficiaries under the codicil happens to he 

a beneficiary also under the will his legacy is to be 
aid free of legacy el while the others are not 

FLETCHER MOULTON, L.J.).—Re BopHaN, Bopsan 

v. BODEN, [1907] 1 Ch. 182; 76 L. J. Ch. 100; 95 

L. T. 741, 0. A. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Re Joseph, Pain v. Joseph, 
{1908} 2 Ch. 507. Generally, Refd. Bigge, Granville 
wv. Moore, (1907) 1 Ch. 714; Howarth, Howarth v. 
Makinson, [1909] 2 Ch. 19; Re Bouloott’s Settimt., 
Wood v. Bouleott (1911), 104 L. T. 205; atkins’ 

ettlmt., Wills wv. noe, {1911} 1 Ch. 1; Re Young, 
Brown wv. Hodgson, {1912} 2 Ch. 479; Re Rose, Rose v. 
Rose (1915), 85 L. J. Ch. 22, 


10605, ——— ——_.]—_ Re JosmpnH, Pain v. JOSEPH, 
No. 10601, ante. 
10606 ~ .|—Re BACKHOUSE, SALMON v. 





BACKHOUSE, No. 10602, ante. 

10607. ——— Different beneficiaries in substituted 
ee Pr JOSEPH, PAIN v. JOSEPH, No. 10601, ante. 

10608. .|—Re BACKHOUSE, SALMON v. 
BaCKHOUSE, No. 10602, ante. 

10609. ——— Substituted gift different in character.} 
—HRe JOSEPH, PAIN v. Josppn, No. 10601, ante. 
Legacy duty.J—-See Estate & OTHER 
DeEaTH Dotiss, Vol. XXI., p. 81, Nos. 570-578. 

10610. Exceptions to rule—Revocation of gift of 
house charged with annulty—Substitution of new 
house.|—-Where there is a revocation of a specific 
gift of a house charged with an annuity, & another 
house is given in substitution, a certain reason 
being assigned for such revocation, though that 
reason does not arise, the revocation of the gift & 
the annuity is complete, & the substituted house 
is taken free from the annuity.—STRUTHDRS uv. 


STRUTHERS (1857), 6 W. R. 809. 

Annotations :—Moentd. Saxton v. Saxton (1879), 13 Ch. D. 
359; Re Russell, Russell v. Chel) (1882), 19 Ch. D. 432. 
10611. Where inconsistent with terms of 

substituted gift..— Re Grinson’s Trusts (1861), 2 

John. & H. 656; 70 BE. R. 1222. 

Annotations :—Refd. Langdale v. Briggs, Martineau v. 
Briggs, Martineau v. ambors (1873), 21 W. R. 620; 
Re Towry’s S. E., Dallas vu. Towry (1889), 41 Oh. D. 64; 
Re Boden, Boden v. Boden, {1907} 1 Ch. 132. 


10612. .]|—Re BODEN, BODEN v. BODEN, 
No. 10604, ante. 

ocr to alternative donees.|—See Sub-sect. 6, 
post. 


ee Ea 

















SuB-sEcT. 4.—-NEW GIFT NoT SUBSTITUTIONAL. 
106138. General rule—lIncidents do not attach.]— 
Testator, by his will, gave two-thirds of his residue 
to his eldest son, with a gift over in case he died 
under twenty-five & unmarried; & he gave the 
remaining one-third to his second son, in similar 
terms. By a codicil he revoked so much of his 
will as related to the distribution of his residue, & 
gave to his second son £20,000 sterling in lieu of 
his one-third of the residue, & he appointed his 
eldest son residuary legatee :—Held:;: the gift of 
the £20,000 was absolute, & not subject to the same 
limitations as the one-third of the residue.— 
ALEXANDER v. ALEXANDER (1842), 5 Beav. 618 ; 
49 EK. R. 679. 
Ane EnOn :—Consd. Donnellan v. O'Neill (1870), 18 W. R. 


10614. ———_ --_.]—By his will, testator gave 
£20,000 to his daughter for life, with remainder to 
her children, to be vested at twenty-one or death 


WILLS. 


under that age, leaving issue. By a codicil. 
“instead of the 20,000," he gave $15,000 his 
daughter for life, with re oT er to her of dren, 
“or the survivors’’:—Held: the gift by the 
codicil was not substitutional, so as to make the 
limitationg of jt similar to those in the will, & 
children who died after attaining twenty-one, in 
the lifa of the daughter, were excluded, ag against 
the surviving children.—HaLrey v. BANNISTER 
(1857), 23 Beay. 836; 63 EB. R. 133. 

Annotation j Rel. Fe Boden, Boden v. Boden, [1907] 


10615. .]—Testator bequeathed a legacy 
to trustees for his son for life, with remainder to 
his children. Subsequently, by a cadicil, reciting 
that he had given a legacy for the benefit of his 
son & his family, he revoked the legacy, & in lieu 
thereof made his son one of his residuary legatees : 
—Held: the son was entitled to the share of the 
residue absolutely.— HARGREAVES v. PENNINGTON 
(1864), 34 L. J. Ch. 180; 10 L. T. 8673 10 Jur. 
N.S. 834; 12 W. R. 1047. 








Sus-secT. 5.—GIFTS UNDER ACCRUER OLAUSE. 

10616. Whether incidents of original gift attach 
to accrued gift.]|——Devise of £600 apiece to be paid 
ta his two daughters, at the age of twenty-one, & 
the residue of his personal estate to his son G., 
who died in his minority ; decreed that a moiety 
of the residuary pee of his estate was immediately 
vested in each of his sisters, & shall not be subject 
to the contingency of the death of either of them 
dying before twenty-one years old.— BARGRAVE v. 
WHIGHTWICK (1679), Cas. temp. Finch, 4386; 23 
E. R. 237. 

10617. .|—Residuary bequest to testator’s 
nephews & nieces per stirpes equally for their lives ; 
& after the death of either that share of the 
Se eiaee ie to be paid equally to & among the children 
of such of his said nephews & nieceg as should die ; 
& if any die without leaving any child or children, 
that share to go to & among the survivors or sur- 
vivor of them in manner aforesaid. Upon the 
death of one without a child that share goes to the 
survivors for their respective lives only, & will 
pass to their children respectively with the original 
shares: but upon the death of the last survivor 
without a child his shares, both original & accrued, 
are undisposed of ; notwithstanding another has 
left a child. 

The only question in this cause then is how the 
wards ‘‘in manner aforesaid '’ are to be applied. 
. . . If the will, after the disposition, in case any 
of the nephews or nieces should die without leavi 
issue, to the survivors or survivor, had stop ed 
there, it would have clearly passed the absolute 
interest : but I must see whether I can refer the 
subsequent words to any preceding part of the 
will. . . . I cannot help sepals de though it is but 
a conjecture, that testator meant them to take that 
surviving share under the same terms, & subject to 
the same restrictions & limitations as the original 
share (LORD ALVANLEY, M. R.).—MILsom vu. 
AwnDRYy (1800), 5 Ves. 465; 31 E. R. 684. 


Annotations :—Conad. Lumley v. Robbing (1858), 10 Hare, 
21; Re Corbett’s Tee (1860) mit 591; de old’s 
R. 10 Eq. g arris 





true Ne Ur 25 on_v. Harrison, 
{1901 Ch. 136. oodman ». Goodman (1847), 

De a. & Sm. 605 ’ H v. ogee (1866 , I. R. 3 Bq. 
62; Smith ov, Greenhill 1866). ¥ W. R. Be 
v. Giles (1870), L. it. 5 0. P. 614 ; Williama v, James (1873), 
30 W. R. 1610; Re Bowman, Re Lay, Whytehesd - : 
Boulton (1889), 41 Cb. D. 695; Re Robson, Howden v. 
Robson, (1899) W. N. 


PART XVI. SECT. 20, SUB-SECT. 5. 
Whether incidente, of original gift attach to accrued gift.|—Harns v. Hayes, (1917) 1 I. B. 194.—IR, 
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10618. -|—Testator bequeathed the residue 
of his personal estate to trustees in trust for hig 
penghiee, & after her decease for all & every the 
child or children of his daughter, share & share 
alike, when they should respectively attain twenty- 
one, with maintenance in the meantime; & in 
case any of the children should die under twenty- 
one, & have one or more child or children who 
should survive testator’s daughter, & live to attain 
twenty-one, such child or children to be entitled 
to his or their parent’s share ; provided also, that 
in case any child or children of hig dayghter should 
die before attaining twenty-one the share or shares 
of such child or children should go to the survivor 
or survivors, & the issue of any deceased child or 
children who should marry & die under twenty-one, 
to be equally divided between them, if more than 
one, the issue of any deceased child or children to 
stand in the place of the parent or parents; with 
a limitation over, provided there should be no 
child of his daughter, or there being any such, no 
one of them should live to attain twenty-one, nor 
leave any issue who should live to attain that age : 
——Held: the limitation over was intended to take 
effect only on failure of grandchildren who should 
survive testator’s daughter, & not live to attain 
twenty-one & was therefore not too remote. 

It is reasonable to intend that testator meant 
that the same grandchildren, who by the former 
clause were to take their parent’s original share, 
should take that portion of the share which 
accrued by the death of another child of the 
daughter without leaving issue (LEacH, M.R.). 
TRICKEY v. TRICKEY (1832), 3 My. & K. 560; 40 
H.R. 213. 

Annotation :-~Consd. Ellicombe v. Gompertz (1837), 3 

My. & Cr. 127. 

10619. —--—.]—Testator gave a sum of stock to 
his wife for life, &, after her death, to his sons & 
daughter; & he directed the interest of his 
daughter’s share to be paid to her for her separate 
use, for life, & at her decease the capital to be 
divided amongst such children as she should have 
living at his decease, the shares of sons to be paid 
at twenty-one, & of daughters at twenty-one or 
marriage, provided their mother was then dead, 
otherwise, her children’s shares were not to be paid 
to them until her decease; but if testator’s 
daughter had no children living at her decease, 
her share was to be equally divided amongst such 
of his sons as should be then living; & if any of 
his sons & daughter should die before his wife, & 
without leaving issue, theirshares were to be divided 
among his other children :—Held: the daughter’s 
children living at testator’s death took absolute 
vested interests at twenty-one, though their 
mother was still living ; & her interest in the share 
of one of testator’s sons who died in the lifetime 
of his widow was not subject to the same trusts 
as her original share, but vested in her absolutely. 
-—GIBBONS v. LANGDON (1838), 6 Sim. 260; 58 
H.R. 591. 

10620. —-—.]—-Testator devised his residuary 
freehold, copyhold & leasehold estates to his son & 
four daughters, ‘‘ & their lawful issue peepee ely 
in tail general, with benefit of survivorship to 
amongst their issue respectively, as tenants in 
common ’’; but such issue ‘‘ being sons,’’ not to 
have vested interests until they attained twenty- 
one, or ‘‘ being daughters,’’ until twenty-one or 
matriage; with power to the trustees, after the 
death of his son or daughters respectively, to 
advance such issue during minority, to the extent 
of one half the presumptive share of ‘ each 
child’; & in case his son or daughters or any or 

of them should die without leaving lawful 
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issue, or with lawful issue, & such issue, being a 
son or sons, should not attain twenty-one, or being 
a daughter or daughters, should not attain that 
age or be married, then the part or share of him 
or her sq dying to he for the benefit of the sur- 
vivors & their issue, in the same manner as their 
original shares :—Held: testator’s children took 
estates for life, as tenants in common, in the free- 
holds & copyholds, with remainder to the grand- 
children, in tail general, in the shares of their 
respective parents, with cross-remainder in tail 

elween the grandchildren respectively, & with 
remainder for life to the survivors or survivor, 
others or other of the parents, in equal shares for 
life, with remainder in tail to their children; the 
shares accruing to such survivors, etc. to be subject 
to the same limitations & such benefit of survivor- 
ship as the original shares.—CURSHAM v. NEWLAND 
(1839), 2 Beav. 145; 48 I. R. 1135. 

10621. —-—-.]— Bequest of pecuniary legacies ta 
each of four persons for life, interest at 5 per cent., 
to be paid till the heir attained twenty-one; & 
“‘in case of the demise of any of the above parties 
without legitimate issue, then hig or her proportions 
to be divided equally amongst the survivors.” 
After testator’s death, one of the legatees died 
without having heen married :—Held: the sur- 
vivors were absolutely entitled to the legacy.— 
ae ca v. RANELAGH (1841), 4 Beav. 419 9 


10622. -- ~.j--LEEMING v. SuHeERRATI, No. 
10405, ante. 
10623. —~---.]—Testatrix by her will gave to her 


trustees a sum of money upon trust, to pay out 
of the interest an annuity to A., an annuity to B. 
& to pay the remainder of the interest to her two 
nieces, but if either niece died without issue before 
both A. & B. were dead, then to pay the whole 
fund on the decease of the survivar of A. & B. ta 
the survivor of the two nieces, & testatrix declared 
that the legacies given to her nieces should nat 
lapse on the death of either of them without issue 
in the lifetime of testatrix. One of the nieces 
died a spinster, then one of the annuitants died :— 
Held: on the death of the annuitant her annuity 
did not fall into the residue, but belonged to the 
surviving niece, & the surviving niece took the 
share of deceased niece in the capital absolutely, 
& not subject to the trusts of her own original 
share, the rule being that when a separate legacy 
is given, & a new gift is made of that separate legacy 
to a legatee who takes another legacy, the intention 
must be clearly expressed to subject the new gift 
of the separate legacy to the trusts of the original 
share.—BOoDLE v. PARTINGTON (1852), 20 L. T. 
O.S. 38; 16 Jur. 606. 

10624. .|—Testator having three sons & 
three daughters, gave by his will residuary estate 
in trust to be divided into six shares, ‘‘ being as 
inany shares as ’”’ he had children, one share to be 
for the benefit of each child in manner following, 
viz., the share of sons to be paid to them as soon 
as convenient after testator’s death, & the shares 
of daughters to be vested in trustees for their 
respective benefit as thereinafter mentioned. 
Provided that if any son died without having issue 
living at his death, the share intended for such son, 
& any share accruing under that proviso, should 
accrue to the survivors of ear ae children, ted 
exors. or administrators ; e directed 8 
daughters’ shares to be invested upon trusts therein 
mentioned for them & their children. By a codicil 
reciting that he desired to settle more distinctly the 
share of one of the daughters, he revoked the will 
as to her share, & gave it in trust for her for life 

after her death for such of her children gs shoul 





1228 
Sect. 29.—Incidents of related gifts: Sub-sects. 5 


attain twenty-one or, being daughters, marry ; 
& in case she should have no child living at her 
decease who should attain a vested interest, in 
trust for testator’s children who should be living 
at her decease, & the repesentatives of such as 
should be dead. One of testator’s sons died in 
his lifetime a bachelor & the above-mentioned 
eer died after testator’s death a spinster :— 
Held: (1) the surviving sons’ shares, both original 
& accruing, vested absolutely on the testator’s 
death, the clause of substitution, as to sons’ shares 
operating only in case of death in the lifetime of 
testator; (2) the daughters’ accruing shares vested 
in them absolutely. 

We then come to the proviso with respect to the 
shares of sons dying without issue. This is a 
proviso which in different wills has different 
meanings, according to the intentions of testators. 
It may be intended to take effect by substitution 
or by limitation, & if by limitation it may be 
intended to operate generally, or may be confined 
to the period of the testator’s lifetime. But it is 
not immaterial to observe that the words may 
operate by substitution & I think that. upon the 
true construction of the will, the meaning of 
testator was to substitute the survivors or survivor 
for the person who if he had survived testator, 
would have taken under the original gift. Of 
course there could be no substitution for those 
whose shares had been paid or transferred in his 
own lifetime (TURNER, L.J.).—WARE v. WATSON 
(1855), 7 De G. M. & G. 248; 3 W. R. 496; 44 
BE. 97, L. JJ. 


Annotation :—-Generally, Consd. Bowers v. Bowers (1870), 
5 Ch. App. 244. 


10625. —-—.]—-On a gift by will to testator’s 
daughters, ‘‘ the share or shares of such daughters 
to be for their sole & separate use,’’ followed by a 
contingent gift over to the survivors :—Held: 
the separate use attached to the accrued as well as 
to the original shares.—Re JARMAN’S TRUSTS 
(1865), L. R. 1 Eq. 71. 

10626. .|—Testator had three sons, J., T. 
& R. He devised to each, in the same form of 
words, a separate property for life, & after a son’s 
death to his child or children in fee. In case any 
one of the sons should die without lawful issue, 
the property of such son was to be divided equally 
between the two survivors ‘‘ in the same manner 
as the estates hereinafter devised are limited to 
them respectively ; subject, nevertheless, to the 
proviso hereinafter mentioned.’ At the end of 
the three devises came the proviso in these terms : 
‘* Provided that 1n case any or either of my said 
sons shall depart this life leaving a widow, then I 
give the hereditaments & premises, so specifically 
devised to such one or more of them so dying, unto 
his widow & her assigns for & during the term of 
her natural life.’””’ The youngest son died un- 
married. His two brothers divided his property 
between them. The eldest son died, & after him 
the second son, each leaving a widow, but no child : 
—Held:; each widow was entitled to a life estate 
in all that had been possessed by her husband 
during his life. 

The proviso is a limitation, & must be so con- 
strued. ‘‘ Specifically ’’ means the same thing, 
whether used in a devise of land or of chattels. 
‘*So’’ in this case is merely descriptive, & is the 
same as ‘“‘ hereinbefore.’’ ‘‘ So specifically ’’ is 
therefore merely descriptive. In this will the 
description was meant to apply whether the pro- 
perty was given directly, as in the first instance, 
or indirectly, as in the second instance. The 
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roviso being at the end of all the devises, must, 
hae a dine applicable to all, & not be eaten 
as if placed at the end of one, & thus made 
applicable to one only.—Giuzs v. MELsom (1878), 
L. R. 6 H. L. 24, H. L.; reveg. 8. ©. mom. 
MELSsom v. GILES (1871), L. R. 6 C. P. 582, Ex. Ch. 


Annotations :—Refd. Gibbons v. Gibbons (1881), 6 App. Casa. 
471. Mentd. Hough ev. Windus (1884), 12 Q. B. D 224; 
Witt v. Bannor (1887), 19 Q. B. D. 276. 


Sup-sect. 6.—Girrs TO ALTERNATIVE DONEES. 


Alternative donees generally.|—-See Sect. 17, 
sub-sect. 5, ante. 

10627. Whether Incidents attach to alternative 
gift—Survival of period of distribution—Original 
gift.|\—Testator gave his residuary estate to 
trustees upon trust for his widow for life, & after 
her decease for distribution among such of his 
five nephews as should be living at the time of 
her death, in equal shares; but if any of them 
should then be dead leaving issue, such issue to be 
entitled to their father’s share. One of the 
nephews died in the lifetime of the widow, leaving 
issue one daughter, who also died before the widow 
died, & therefore before the period of distribution : 
—Held: the condition annexed to the contingent 
gift to the parents was not to be extended by 
implication to the gift to the issue, & the daughter 
of deceased nephew, though dying before the 
period of distribution, took a vested immediate 
interest in the share which her father would have 
taken if alive at the period of distribution, although 
the amount could not be ascertained until the 
death of the tenant for life—MARTIN v. HOLGATE 
(1866), L. R. 1 H. L. 175; 35 L. J. Ch. 789; 15 
W. R. 135, H. L. 3; reveg. 8S. C. sub nom. HOLGATE 
v. JENNINGS (1864), 34 Beav. 79. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Re Applebee’s Trusts (1873), 28 
L. T. 102; Re Woolrich, Harris v. Harris Seat 11 Ch. D. 
663. Folld. Re Woolley, Worraald v. Woolley, 

2 Ch. 206. Refd. Re Orton’s Trust (1866), L. R. 3 Eq. 
375; Ralph o Carrick (1877), 5 Ch. D. 984; Wingfield v. 
Winefleld (1878), 9 Ch. D. 658; Crosthwaite v. Dean 
(1879), 40 T.. T. 837; Jee Birks, Kenyon v. Birks (1899), 
68 L. J. Ch. 319; Re Embury, Page v. Bowyer (1913), 109 
L. T. 511; Re Timson, Smiles v. Timson, [1916] 1 Ch. 293. 


10628. —--— -——- .|—Testator gave his pro- 
perty to trustees upon trust after the death of the 
survivor of his children to divide same between & 
among his ‘‘ grandchildren then living equally 
per stirpes & not per capita, or the issue of such as 
may have died (such issue taking a parent’s share 
only) so that my grandchildren (or their issue) 
may take their shares equally in loco parentis :— 
Held: the gift to the issue of the grandchildren 
was original & not substitutional, & a great grand- 
child of testator who predeceased his own parent 
& the last surviving tenant for life took a vested 
interest.—Re WOOLLEY, WORMALD v. WOOLLEY, 
{1903] 2 Ch. 206; 72 L. J. Ch. 602; 89 L. T, 16. 


Annotations :—Refd. Bennett v. Houldsworth (1911), 104 
L.T. 304; Fee Schofield, Baker v. Cheffins, [1918] 2 Ch. 64. 
Mentd. F?e Ward, Partridge r. Hoare-Ward, {1920} 1 Ch. 
334; Re Gardner, Ellis v. Ellis, [1924] 2 Ch. 243. 


10629. ——--- —~——.]— By a codicil to her will 
testatrix directed that her trustees should yearly 
at Whitsunday divide any surplus income of her 
estate in their hands at that date ‘‘ equally amon 
all my then surviving children .. . & the lawfu 
issue per stirpes of any of my children who may 
predecease leaving such issue the issue of a pre- 
deceasing child taking only the sum to which 
their parent would have been entitled had he or 
she survived ” :—Held: the contingency which 
was attached to the gift to the children not being 
in terms attached to the a to issue, the con- 
tingency of surviving Whit Sunday did not extend 
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to the issue—Re LanGLaNnps, LANGLANDS ». 
gr cr (1917), 87 L. J. Ch.1; 117 L. 7.11. 








to widow for life, & afterwards to transfer to 
testator’s children then living, with a gift to the 
issue of such children if dead, the issue to take 
only the share their father would have been 
entitled to :—Held: the issue took by substitu- 
tion, & to entitle them they must survive the 
tenant for life—-BENNETT v. MERRINAN (1843), 6 
Beav. 860; 49 E. R. 865. 


Annotations :—Consd. Smith v. Palmer (1849), 7 Hare, 225. 
Distd. Penny v. Clarke (1859), John. 619. Hota. Lanphier 
v. Buck (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 484; Martin v. Holgate 
ele a R.1H.L.175. Mentd. Cloutto v. Storey, [1911] 


10631. — -—-——.|—Testator bequeathed 
one moiety of his residuary personal estate to 
trustees, upon trust to pay the interest & dividends 
equally amongst such of his children as should be 
living at a certain period, for their lives; &, after 
the death of any of them, upon trust to stand 
possessed of a proportionate share of the fund for 
the use of the issue of the child or children so 
dying, absolutely. ‘‘ But, in case of such child or 
children dying without leaving issue, then upon 
trust to stand possessed of the proportionate 
share of the child so dying, in trust for, & equally 
to be divided between & amongst, my other 
children then living, & the issue of such of them as 
may then be dead, such issue nevertheless only 
taking the share their, his or her, parent would 
have taken if living.’’ H., one of the children of 
testator, who was living at the period of distribu- 
tion, died, leaving issue a daughter, who died 
without issue. Afterwards, W. & A., two other of 
testator’s children, died without issue :—Held: 
the daughter of H. took no interest in the shares 
of W. & A.—MACGREGOR v. MACGREGOR (1845), 2 
Coll. 192; 63 E. R. 695. 

Annotations :—Consd. He Bennett’s Trust (1857), 3 K. & J. 
280. Overd. Martin v. Holgate (1866), L. R.1 H. L. 175. 
Refd. Smith v. Palmer (1849), 7 Hare, 225: Penny v. 
Clarke (1859), John. 619; ite Wildman’s Trusts (1866), 1 
John. & H. 299; Lanphier v. Buck (1865), 34 L. J. Ch. 
650; Heasman v. Pearse (1871), 40 L. J. Ch. 258; Re 
Flower, Matheson v. Goodwyn (1890), 62 L. T. 216. 

_ 10632. ~~ ---— .]—Testator, after direct- 

ing his personal estate to be invested, gave the 

income of the same & of his real estate to his wife 
for her life, & directed that after her death his 
trustees should sell his real estate ‘ & pay, dis- 
tribute & divide” the money thence arising, & 
the money at interest, & he thereby gave & be- 

queathed one-third thereof unto his cousin, J. S., 

‘1f he should be then living, but if he should be 

then dead, unto his legal representative or repre- 

sentatives, if more than one, share & share alike.”’ 

J. S. died in the lifetime of testator's widow, 

leaving a widow & children :—Held: upon the 

death of J. S., his widow & children, as the persons 
who would, in case of intestacy, be entitled to his 
pomonal estate, according to the Statute of 

istributions, took vested interests in the third 
of the residue in equal shares, as tenants in 
common.—SMITH v. PALMER (1848), 7 Hare, 225 ; 

13 Jur. 94; 68 BR. R. 92. 

Annotations: — Oonsd. He Crawford’s Trusts (1854), 2 
Drew. 230. Apld. Penny v. Clarke (1359) 19; 
Leos v. Massey (1861), 3 De G. #. & J. 113. 

v. P . 502; King v. Cleave- 











land (1809), re tlwes poate ae Hutchinsou, Carter v. 
Hutchinson, [1919] 2 Ch. 17. 

10633, -—~- ---—-.]—-Bequest to H. S. for 
life, & after her decease to testator’s four brothers 
& sister, ‘or such of them as should be then 
living ’’ equally ; & in case any of them should be 
then dead, then he bequeathed the deceased 
child’s share to the children, ‘‘ to be paid at the 
time before mentioned.” The brothers & sister all 
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died in the lifetime of H. S., one, A. B., elgg 

had no children :—Held: the representatives o 

A. B. were entitled to his share, & all the children 

took, whether living at the death of H. 8. or not.— 

MASTERS v. SCALES (1850), 18 Beav. 60; 15 L. T. 

O. 8S. 452; 51 EB. R. 28. 

Annotations :—Apld. Barker v. Barker (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 
753. Refd. Lamphier v. Buck (1863), 6 New Rep. 196. 
10634. .|—A bequest of personalty 

to trustees upon trust to pay the interest thereof 

to testator’s daughters A. & B. for their lives & 
the life of the survivor, & upon the decease of the 
survivor to pay & transfer the capital equally 
among all the testator’s children, & the issue, if 
any, of A. & B. & of any other deceased child, in 
such manner that such issue might be entitled to 
such share or shares as his or their deceased parent 
or parents respectively, if living, A. & B. excepted, 
would have been entitled to. A. & B. died without 
leaving issue :—Held: the whole fund belonged 
to testator’s children other than A. & B., & to the 
children living at the death of such as had died 
leaving children. The shares of such as had died 
without leaving children belonged to their repre- 
sentatives.—Re BENNETT'S TRUST (1857), 3K. & J. 
280; 69 FE. R. 1114. 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Wildman’s Trusts (1860), 1 John: 
& H. 299. Distd. Stuart v. Cockerell (1869), L. R. 7 Eq: 
363. Apld. Re Wood, Moore v. Bailey (1880), 43 L. T 
730. Refd. Crause v. Cooper (1859), 1 John. & H. 207; 
Bolitho v. Hillyar (1865), 13 W. It. 600; Lamphier v. 
Buck (1865), 6 New Rep. 196; Re Smith’s Trusts (1878), 
eae Dd. Ge ; Re Boam, Shorthouse v. Annibal (1911), 56 
30]. Jo. 142, 


10635. -—_. ——_—.]— A fund was bequeathed 
upon trust for a daughter of testator for life, & 
after her death for her husband for his life, & after 
the death of the survivor, for the daughter’s 
children who should be living at her decease 
equally, & the children of such children as should 
be dead, such children to have their parent’s shares 
only, & if there should be no such child or grand- 
child, in trust to transfer the fund to all testator’s 
children who should be then living equally & the 
children of such of them as should be dead, such 
children to have their parent’s share only :—Held: 
under the last-mentioned clause, only such grand- 
children of testator took as survived the tenant 
for life.—Re KiRKMAN’S TrusT (1859), 3 De G@. & 
J.558; 44 BE. R. 1384, L. JJ. 
nit :~Refd. Martin v. Holgate (1866), L. R. 1 H. L. 


10636. —--- ---- -—.]-——- Under a bequest for 
testator’s daughter A. for life, &, in case of her 
decease without issue, her share to go among the 
survivors of testator’s children, & the children of 
such of them as shall have died leaving issue, such 
issue to take the share of their respective parent :— 
Held: children of testator’s children who sur- 
vived their own parents, & predeceased the tenant 
for life, took vested interests on the death of their 
parents.—Re WILDMAN’s TrusTS (1860), 1 John. 
& H. 299; 30 L. J. Ch. 174; 7 Jur. N.S. 121; 70 
lt. R. 761. 

Annotations :—Refd, Re Pell’s Trust (1861), 3 De G. FE. & J. 
291; Re Merricks' Trusts (1866), L. RK. 1 iq. 551. 
10637. ----— .|—Testator gave a fund 

to his wife for life, & after her death to his seven 

sons & daughters, or such of them as should be 
living at the death of his wife, & the issue of such 
of them as should be then dead leaving issue, share 

& share alike, the issue not to take larger shares 

eens them than their respective parents would 

have been entitled to if living. One of testator’s 
sons who survived him died in the lifetime of the 
widow, leaving a child, who afterwards also died 
in the lifetime of the widow :—Held: the child 
took a vested interest, & her representative was 
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, 29.—Incidents of related gifts: Sub-sect. 
Sect. 80: Stub-sect. 1.] 


entitled to a share of the fund.—Re PHLu’s Trust 
(1861),3 De G. FP. & J. 281; 45 B. R. 890, L. JJ. 
Annotations :—Refd. Lanphier v. Buck (1865), 34 L. J. Ch. 

650; Re Merricks’ Trusts (1866), L. R. 1 Eq. 551; Re 

Smith’s Trusts (1878), 7 Ch. D. 665. 

10638, -.|—Testator gave to his 
widow his real estate for life, & at her death to his 
eldest son A. for life, & thereafter to “‘ become the 
absolute property ” of A.’s eldest son, alternatively 
“to become the property of my son B. or of his 
eldest son,” & failing either of them to the appel- 
lant. <A. died in testator’s lifetime without male 
igsue ; B. & his son who predeceased him survived 
the widow :—Held: the gift to A.’s eldest son 
being of an absolute interest, it must, in the 
absence of words importing a different intention, & 
having regard to the context, be deemed to have 
been the intention of the will that the alternative 
gift to B. should also be absolute. The gift over 
to appit. in case of the death of B. without male 
issue was defeated if either B. or his son lived to 
take absolutely —McCormick v. SIMPSON, [1907] 
A.C. 494; 77L.J.P.C.12; 97 L. T. 616, P. C. 

10639. —-— Whether child must survive parents in 
order to take—Original gift.|—Testator gave his 
residuary real & personal estate to trustees, in 
trust to pay the rents, interests & dividends 
thereof. to his wife for her life, & after her decease, 
to sell, convert into money, collect & get in same, 
& to pay & divide the moneys to arise therefrom, 
unto & equally between & amongst such of the 
children of his sisters, M., P., A., etc., as might 
be living at the time of the decease of his wife, 
& the issue of such of them as might be then dead, 
jn equal shares & propor ions. such issue only to 
take the share which their respective parents 
would have taken if living ; provided such children 
or issue should then have attained twenty-one, 
otherwise to pay to them the interest of their 
shares until they should attain that age, & then to 
pay them the principal. Testator’s wife survived 
him. Hach of his sisters had several children. 
A child of M. died before testator’s wife, leaving 
children, & one of those children also died before 
testator’s wife:—Held: nevertheless, the one 
took a vested & transmissible interest in testator’s 
residuary estate——LYON v. CoWwaRD, Lyon v. 
BALL (1846), 15 Sim. 287; 15 L. J. Ch. 460; 7 
L. T. O. 8. 385; 10 Jur. 486; 60 E. R. 628. 
say st ae :— Distd, Southam v. Blake (1854), 2 W. R, 446. 

Apld. Hodgson v. Smithson (1856), 21 Beav. 354. old. 

Harcourt v. Harcourt (1857), 26 L. J. Ch. 536. Distd. 

Crause v. Cooper (1859), 1 Jobn. & H. 207: Coe vv, Bigg 

(1863), 1 New Rep. 536. Apld. Martin v. Holgate (1866), 

L. Kk. 1 H. L. 175. Refd. We Bennett’s Trust (1857), 3 
K. & J. 280; Penny v. Clarke (1859), John. 619: Te 

Wildman’s Trusts (1860), 1 John. & H. 299; Lanphier v. 

Buck (1865), 34 L. J. Ch. 650; Heasman v. Pearse (1871), 

L. KR. 11 Eq. 522 ; Ive Yates, Bostock v. D'Kyncourt (1891), 

64 L. T. 819. 

10640, ——- ——- ——.]— Bequest to A. B. for 
life, & after her death, to pay & divide it amongst 
her children living at her decease, & the issue of 
such of them as should be then dead leaving issue, 
such issue to take their parents’ share with a gift 
over if all the children of A. B. should die in her 
lifetime without leaving issue. Two children died 
in the life of A. B., leaving children :—Heid : 
grandchildren of A. B. who predeceased their 
parents did not take ; but grandchildren of A. B., 
who survived their parents, but died in the life of 
A. B., took vested interests, which passed to their 
representatives.— THOMPSON v. CLIVB (1857), 23 
Beav. 282; 63 B. R. 110. 


A >—-Folld, Crause v. Cooper (1859), 1 John. & H. 
207. Baa. Lanphier v. Buck (8B), 02 Be & Sin, 484. 
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10641, -.]- apift td one 
his issue is an original gift to the issue, it is not 
necessary for the issue to survive their own parent, 
but where it is stibstitutional it is necessary ; but 
neither in the case of an original or substitutional 
gitt is it necessary for the issue to survive the 

enant for life. 

Testator gave certain property in trust for his 
wife for life, & then to his nephews & hieces, or 
to such of them as should be living at the death of 
his wife, & the issue of such of them as should be 
then dead, ‘‘ but in case all the children of my 
other nieces, or of any or either of them, shall die 
either in their respective lifetimes, or after their 
decease under age, & without leaving issue, then 
upon trust to pay, assign & transfer the share of 
my other nieces reepecuyely so dying as aforesaid, 
unto & equally amongst all & every my nephews 
& nieces, the children of my late deceased sister, 
E. B., & of my sister, M. M., who shall be living at 
such time or times, & to the issue of such of them 
as may be then dead, such issue to be entitled to 
its parent’s share only.’’ One of testator’s nieces 
died after the death of the tenant for life, & 
without children :—Held : the gift over took effect 
though the niece never had any children; the 
word “‘ issue ’’ must be restricted to children only ; 
the gift to the issue was an original gift, & not by 
way of substitution; being an original gift the 
issue, in order to take, need not survive the tenant 
for life or their own parents. 

A gift to issue is substitutional when the share 
which the issue are to take is by a prior clause 
expressed to be given to the parent of such issue. 

f the ct. cannot introduce such a condition 
where the gift to the issue (or children) is an 
original gift, what better reason can be assi ned 
for doing so when the gift to the issue is substitu- 
tional (KINDERSLEY, YV.-C.).—-LANPHIER v. BUCK 
(1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 484; 34 L. J. Ch. 650; 12 
i.. T. 660; 11 Jur. N.S. 887; 62 E. KR. 704; sub 
nom. LAMPHIER v. Buck, 6 New Rep. 196; 13 
W. R. 767. 

Annotations :—Folld. Beardsley v. Beynon (1865), 12 L. T. 

608 Conad, Je Turner (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 501. Apld. 


Re Merricks’ Trusts (1866), L. R. 1 Eq. 551; Hurry v. Hurry 
F ee ea. 346; Burt v. Hellyar (1872), L. R. 


1870), L. R. 10 
\4 ne. 160. Consd. Re Smith’s Trusts (1878), 7 Ch. D 
665. Apld. Re Flower, Pt v. Goodwyn (No. 2) 


1890), b2 L. T. 677. Re Orton's Trust 

3k 5: , P 871), L. R. Eq. 

sid}" Re Woolloy, Wormald ©. Woolley, [1003] 2 Ch, 208. 

10642. Substitutional gift.). : 
of interest to one for life, & after her decease upon 
trust to transfer the area among her children 
living at her decease, ‘‘ or the children of any child 
who may be then dead.”” A grandchild, who pre- 
deceased its parent :—-Held: excluded from a 
share in the fund. 

It appears to me to admit of considerable ques- 
tion whether, upon the words of this bequest, 
pitf.’s claim is hot excluded by the mere circuin- 
stance that the grandchild he represents pre- 
deceased the tenant for life (Paat Woop, V.-C.).— 

JRAUSE v. CoOPER (1859), 1 John. & H. 207; 70 
E. R. 723. : it Aisi 
Annotations :—Expld. Re Merricks’ Trusts (1866), L. R. ; 

‘ ; th’s 1878), 71 Ch. D. 685. 
Menta.” me Puttrell’s Trasts (1877), 7 oh. D. 647. 

10843. .]|—Testator gave £500, 
upon trust to pay income thereof to daughter for 
life, &, if she died without issue, then to pay the 
same sum & interest to his four sons, naming them, 
share & share alike; but, im dase any of his sons 
should be then dead testator directed that the 

art or share of him or them so being dead should 

e paid to his or their child of childret, o& 
share alike, if mote then one; or, if but ofie, then 


Ca 
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to auch only child; but, if there should be no 
child, then to his or their legal representatives. 
One of the sons died a bachelor, & the others 
léaving children, some of whom died in their 

arent’s lifetime; others survived their parent, 

ut died before the tenant for life; & others 
survived both their parent & the tenant for 
life :—-Held : the gift to the sons being an absolute 
gift, liable to be divested, the gift to the children 
was by substitution; & the gift, being substitu- 
tional, it was necessary, to entitle the children to 
take, that they should survive their own parents, 
but if was not necessary for them to survive the 
tenant for life.—Re TurNErR (1865), 2 Drew. & Sm. 
501; 34 L. J. Ch. 660; 12 L. T. 695; 18 W. R. 
170; 62 EK. R. 710. 











Annotations :—Consd. Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L. R. 
4 Eq. 359. Refd. Lanphier v. Buck (1865), 12 L. T. 660. 
Mentd. Jte Perton, Pearson v. A.-G. (1885), 53 L. T. 707. 
10644. -|—Where there is a gift 


by will, ‘‘ upon the death of A., to B., & if B. shall 
be then dead, to B.’s children ’’; if B. dies before 
A., it is not necessary that B.’s children should 
survive A. in order to entitle them to vested 
interests, folowing Lanphier v. Buck, No. 10641, 
ante; & there is no difference in the result, if the 
gift be, ‘‘ upon the death of A., to B., or if B. shall 
be then dead, to L.’s children ’’; overruling the 
doubt intimated in Crause v. Cooper, No. 10642, 
ante. But there is a difference in the result of the 
two forins of limitation, as regards those children 
of B. who may have died in the lifetime of their 
parent ; if the gift be preceded by the word ‘* and,”’ 
it is an original gift, & all the children of B. will 
take; if it be preceded by “ or,’ it is substitu- 
tionary, & those children only will take who 
survive their parent. Where a fund was be- 
queathed to four persons, R., E.,8., & H. by name, 
‘‘ who should be then living, or to the children of 
such of them as should be then dead.’’ the event 
indicated by ‘“‘ then ’”’ being one which might fall 
beyond the limit fixed by the rule against per- 
petuities—& S. died before the event :—Held: 
the gift to the children of S. was not void for 
remoteness, & all the children of S. who survived 
her participated in the gift, whether living or not 
at the period of distribution; but none of the 
children of S. who died in her lifetime participated 
in the gift.— Re MERRICKS’ Trusts (18686), L. R. 1 
Kq. 651; 35 L. J. Ch. 418; 14 L. T. 180; 12 
Jur. N. 8. 245; 14 W. R. 473. 


Annotations :—Distd. Stuart v. Cockerell (1869), L. R. 7 Eq. 
363. Expld. Hurry «. Hurry yepeet . R. 10 we 346. 
fi wyn (No. 2) (1 


Apid. ve Flower, Matheson v. Goo 890), 
62 L. T. 677. Refd. Bennett v. Houldsworth (1911), 55 
Sol. Jo. 270 

10645. 


“. {7 -Testator gave his estate 
to trustees on trust to sell & pay the income to his 
widow for life, & after her death directed that his 
estate should be transferred to his younger 
daughter, but if she should be then dead, then to 
any child or children of his younger daughter, & 
*“‘ failing such issue’ then to his elder daughter, 
but if she should be then dead, then to any child 
or children of his elder daughter ; but should his 
two daughters be then both dead ‘‘ leaving no 
issuc,’’ then, in case of each or either of them 
leaving a husband surviving, his estate was to be 
transferred to their husbands or the survivor of 
such husbands. The widow was living. The 
younger daughter was living & had three 
children. The elder daughter was dead leaving a 
husband & child, who nournt this action for 
administration :—Held: on the true construction 
of the will the children of the younger daughter 
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took vested substitutional interests at bitth tot 
liable to be divested by their deaths in such 
daughter’s lifetime, &, as either the younger 
daughter or her children must take absolutely in 
remainder on the widow’s death, pltfs. had no 
interest to maintain the action.— He BrapBuRY, 
WING v. BRADBURY (1904), 73 L. J. Ch. 691; 90 
L. T. 824; 48 Sol. Jo. 524, C. A. 


Annotation :—Reld. Barkworth v. Barkworth (1906), 768 
L. J. Ch. 754. 


Sect. 30.—FORFEITURE ON ALIENATION. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

10646. Right of testator to impose forfeiture 
clause—On bankruptcy of donee.]—-Without a 
doubt testator may limit his property until the 
object of his bounty shall become bkpt (Lorp 
ELDON, C.).—-BRANDON v. ROBINSON (1811), 18 
Ves. 429; 1 Rose, 197; 34 BE. R. 379, L. C. 
Annotations :—Consd. Wilkinson v. Wilkinson (1819), 3 

Swan. 515; Rochford v. Hackman (1852), 9 Hare, 475. 

Refd. Stroud v. Norman (1854), Kay. 313; Re Coe’s Trust 

(1858), 4 K. & J. 199; Re Dugdale, Dugdale v. Dugdale 

( i888), 38 Ch. D.176; Je Fitzgerald, Surman v. Fitzgerald, 

[1903] 1 Ch. 933. entd. Barton v. Briscoe (1822), Jac: 
603; Massey v. Parker (1834... 2 My. & K.174; Benson v. 
Benson (1835), 6 Sim. 126; Tullett v. Armstrong (1838), 
1 Beav. 1; Hood Barrs v. Heriot, [1896) A. C. 174. 
Clause repugnant to interest of beneficiary.] 
-~ See Part XIII., Sect. 3, sub-sect. 3, B., ante. 

10647. Operation of forfeiture clause—Alienation 
by successive owners—Whether clause operates 
after first allenation.|——-SriT1LE & DAVIE’s CASE 
(1588), Owen, 8, 55; 2 Leon. 38; 74 E. R. 860, 
895. 

Annotation :—Retd. Re Rosher, Rosher v. Rosher (1884), 
53 L. J. Ch. 722. 

10648. —-— Time when clause operates.]—The 
time for determining whether a forfeiture clause is 
or is not applicable to a gift under a will is the time 
when, independently of all accidental or ex- 
traneous causes of ald Pre ann ra of payment or 
delivery, receipt of the gift by the legatee becomes 
possible in fact.—METCALFE v. METCALFE (1889), 
48 Ch. D. 638; sub nom. Re METCALFE, METCALFE 
v. METCALFE, 59 L. J. Ch. 159; 61 L. T. 767; 38 
W. R. 397; 6T. L. BR. 92 ; affd., (1891]38 Ch.1; 60 
L. J. Ch. 647; 65 L. T. 426; 7 T. L. BR. 558; 
85 Sol. Jo. 528, C. A. 

Annotations :— Distd. #2e Chapman, Perkins rv. Chapman, 
(1904) 1 Ch. 431. Apld. Re Forder, Forder v. Forder, 
(1927) 2 Ch. 291. Refd. Ze James, Clutterbuck v. James 

ae ,62 L. T. 454; Re Evans, Public Trustee v. Evans, 

(1990}'2 Ch. 304. Mentd. West v. Williams, (1899) 1 Ch. 

132. 


10649. Construction of forfeiture clause—Stric- 
tissimi Juris.|—A case of forfeiture is strictissimt 
juris, & the party alleging it must prove it at the 
hearing, & no inquiry will, as in ordinary cases, be 
directed in regard to a forfeiture. 

Pitf.’s interest was subject to a condition of 
forfeiture by anticipating. He gave a power of 
attorney to receive the income & a charge to secure 
a debt. There being an arrear of income at the 
time, & it not being shown that the debt exceeded 
the arrears :—Held: there was no forfeiture.— 
Oox v. BocKETT (1805), 35 Beav. 48; 55 BE. R. 812. 


tiuns -—Apld. Sutton, Carden v. Goodrich (1899), 80 
Annee 765. Gonsd, Durran v. Durran (1904), 91 L. T. 187. 


10650. Ambiguity—Construed against for- 
feiture.|—DURRAN v. DURRAN, No. 10663, post. 

10651. Object of clause considered—Con- 
struction to effectuate intention.]—-SaAMUEL v. 
SAMUEL, No. 10664, post. 

10652. —--~ ———- Preservation of life interests.]— 
Re Maik, WILLIAMSON v. FRENCH, No. 10657, post. 
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Sect. ee on alienation : Sub-sect. 2, A. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—WHAT AMOUNTS TO ALIENATION. 
A. Ineffectual Dealings with Interest. 

10653. Abortive negotiatlions—‘‘ Attempt ’’ to 
anticipate.|——A clause of forfeiture attached to the 
gift of a legacy in case the legatee should ‘‘ attempt 
or agree to assign, mortgage or otherwise antici- 
pate ’’ the same, is not broken by any act except 
such as but for the clause of forfeiture would have 
operated as an effectual assignment.—GRAHAM v. 
LEE (1857), 23 Beav. 388; 26 L. J. Ch. 395; 29 
L. T. 0. S. 46; 3 Jur. N.S. 550; 56 W. R. 328; 53 
B. R. 152. 

AOR :—Apld. Re Griffiths, Jones v. Jenkins, [1926] Ch. 

10654. Mortgage ‘‘ subject to the proviso or con- 
dition contained in the will.’’?]—-(1) Where testator 
makes a bequest coupled with a clause of forfeiture 
on bkpcy. or alienation, the ct. considers it to be 
his manifest intention that the bequest shall enure 
to the personal enjoyment & benefit of the legatee ; 
& will therefore construe the clause, if ambiguous 
in its terms, in such a way as to effect that 
intention ; (2) Semble, where there is a bequest 
to A. for life, with remainder to B. absolutely, 
followed by a clause of forfeiture of B.’s interest 
in the event of his bkpcy. or alienation, & B. 
charges or mortgages his interest in the lifetime 
of the tenant for life, to prevent a forfeiture the 
charge must have been vacated or the incumbrance 
destroyed before the period of distribution, that is, 
the death of the tenant for life, & not merely before 
the time of B.’s first receipt of money under the 
bequest. 

(3) Testator bequeathed his residuary estate to 
his wife for life, & after her death to his son 
absolutely, ‘‘ if at the deccase of my wife he shall 
not be or have been declared pepe: or have 
taken the benefit of any Act or Acts for the relief 
of insolvent debtors, or have committed or done 
any other act, matter or thing which would make 
such ultimate surplus payable or transferable to 
or vested in or chargeable for the benefit of any 
other person or persons in case such surplus had 
been given to him absolutely & without any con- 
dition or contingency ; but if he shall at any time 
before the decease of my wife have been declared 
bkpt. or taken the benefit of any Act or Acta of 
Parliament for the relief of insolvent debtors, or 
shall have committed or done any such other act, 
matter, or thing, then’’ upon trust for the son’s 
wife for her life & after her death for her children. 
Testator died leaving his widow, the tenant for 
life, surviving. By three deeds executed in the 
widow’s lifetime the son mortgaged his interest 
under the will, ‘‘ subject to the said proviso or 
condition in the said will.’’ All three mtges. were 
satisfied by the son in the widow’s lifetime. On 
the discharge of the first two mtges. reassignments 
were executed, but on the discharge of the third 
mtge. the son took no reassignment, the mtge. deed 
being simply handed back to him with the seals 
& attestation clause cut off. The son then died 
insolvent, whereupon an action was brought by his 
only child against his widow & executrix to have 
it declared that the execution of the mtges. 
operated as a forfeiture of the son’s interest :— 
Held: no forfeiture had taken place.—SAMUEL v. 
SAMUBL (1879), 12 Ch. D. 152; 47 L. J. Ch. 716; 
41 L. T. 462; 26 W. RB. 750. 


Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. Metcalfe v. Metcalfe (1889), 
43 Ch. D. 633 ; Re Loftus-Otway, Otway v. Otway, [1895] 
2 Ch. 235; Re Forder, Forder v. Forder, {1927} 2 Ch. 291. 
As to (3 Expia. Hurst v. Hurst (1882), 21 Ch. D. 278. 
pe taars . Re Evans, Public Trustee v. Evans, [1920} 


WILLS. 


10655. Repudiation or cancellation of charge—-No 
claim made by mortgagee.]—Specified freeholds & 
leaseholds were given by will to trustees upon trust 
to permit the rents to be received by H. for life, 
& after his death to convey to his children on their 
attaining twenty-one, with a proviso that if H. 
charged or incumbered the property, the gift to 
him should be absolutely forfeited, & that in such 
case the gift in favour of his children should at 
once take effect, & be acted upon by the trustees 
as thereinbefore directed. H. by a memorandum 
in writing, in 1869, charged his life estate in favour 
of W., W. shortly afterwards, on hearing of the 
clause of forfeiture, & before he had taken any 
benefit under the charge, repudiated the security 
& obtained another security from H. In 1874 
the trustee of the will, by leave of the ct. in an 
administration suit, filed a bill against persons who 
were in possession of the property under a title 
derived from a lessee of H., to make them account 
for the rents. H. had no children :—Held: 
the memorandum of charge produced a forfeiture 
of the life interest of H., although W. had never 
claimed any benefit thereunder, & had afterwards 
disclaimed it, & although H. had no children, so 
that there were no persons to take under the gift 
over.—ITLuRST v. Hurst (1882), 21 Ch. D. 278; 51 
L. J. Ch. 729; 46L. T. 899; 31 W. R. 327, C. A. ; 
subsequent proceedings (1884), 28 Ch. D. 159. 


Annotations :-—Consd. He Deacon’s Trusts, Deacon v. Deacon, 
Hagger v. Heath (1906), 95 L. T. 701. Refd. Re Sheward, 
Sheward v. Brown, [1893] 3 Ch. 502. Mentd. Re Bold. 
Banks v. Hartland (1926), 95 L. J. Ch. 201. 


10656. ——— Before property charged becomes pay- 
able—Before distribution of estate.|;—-Under the 
will of his father, H. was entitled to a life interest 
in ashare of residue. The will contained a proviso 
that he should not have power to dispose of his 
interest by way of anticipation & that in the event 
of his becoming bkpt. or doing anything whereby 
his share or some part thereof would become 
payable to or vested in some other person it should 
go over to his children. 

Testator died in 1896, & an order for the adminis- 
tration of his estate was made in 1899. In 1903 
H. borrowed two sums of money, & signed in 
favour of the lenders charges upon his interest in 
his father’s estate. Both charges were cancelled 
& given up to him in July before any order on 
further consideration had been made in the 
action or anything had become payable to him in 
respect of his life estate :—Held: a forfeiture had 
been incurred, & the fact that the mtgees. released 
the charges before the estate was distributed was 
immaterial.—Re BAKER, BAKER v. BAKER, [1904] 
1 Ch. 157; 73 L. J. Ch. 172; 89 L. T. 7423; 62 
W. R. 213; 48 Sol. Jo. 101. 

10657. ———_ ——— Assignment of dividend— With- 
drawn before dividend due.]|—(1) M. by will gave 
a fund to trustees upon trust to pay the income 
to F. “unless & until some event shall happen 
whereby if the same income belonged absolutely 
to her she would be deprived of the personal enjoy- 
ment thereof or of any part thereof.’’ F. wrote to 
the acting trustee of the will, ‘‘ I owe P. £260. I 
have arranged to find her £100 this week & I 
want you to pay direct to her the balance out of 
the next dividend due to me from the B. tea shares,” 
part of the estate. Before the dividend became 
due F. paid off P. & withdrew the letter :—Held: 
there had been no forfeiture of her life interest. 

(2) The ct. must look at the object of these 
forfeiture clauses. It cannot help knowing that 
the object is to preserve the life interest & nothing 
else. It may be that in same cases words are 
used which compel the ct. to hold that a forfeiture 
has been incurred though the life interest has been 
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preserved (NEVILLE, J.).—Re MAIR, WILLIAMSON v. 
oer [1909] 2 Ch. 280; 78 L. J. Ch. 711; 101 
10658. Assignment inoperative by lex loct.|— 
Testator by his will gave the residue of his estate 
to trustees, on trust to pay an annuity of £50 to his 
widow in case she should marry again, which she 
did, during her life. & subject thereto to pay the 
income to his two sisters, in equal shares, during 
their lives, & to pay the whole to the survivor 
during the remainder of her life, & after her death 
to divide the fund equally between testator’s 
nephews & nieces to be paid to them at twenty- 
one, the share or shares of any of them dying 
under that age leaving issue to go to such issue. & 
the share or shares of any of them dying under that 
age without leaving issue, or leaving issue in case 
such issue should all die under twenty-one, to go 
to testator’s surviving nephews & nieces, & to the 
issue, if any, of such of them ag should be then 
dead, such issue to represent their respective 
parents: & to take equally amongst them, if more 
han one, &, if but one, such one only, the same 
share as his, her, or their deceased parent would 
have taken if he or she had then been living & 
had been a surviving nephew or niece; & testator 
declared that if any of his nephews or nieces should, 
during the lives of his two sisters or the survivor 
of them, assign his or her expectant share, or any 
portion thereof, or should attempt so to do, then 
he or she so assigning his or her expectant share, 
or any portion thereof, or attempting so to do, 
should forfeit all benefit under testator’s will; 
& the assignment, so far as it should purport to 
affect any part of the trust moneys, should be 
null & void, & the share of the person so assigning, 
or attempting so to do, should go, as if he or she 
had never been born, to the other nephews or 
nieces. The survivor of testator’s two sisters 
died in 1890. In 1876 one of testator’s nieces, 
who had attained twenty-one, married in Australia 
a domiciled Australian. No settlement was made 
on her marriage ; but in 1879 she & her husband 
executed a post-nuptial settlement, which pur- 
ported to assign (inter alia); her reversionary 
interest under the will of testator to trustees upon 
certain trusts. By the law of Australia this 
assignment was inoperative except to the extent 
of the husband’s interest, if any, in the wife’s 
reversionary share:—-Held: (1) the forfeiture 
clause was valid notwithstanding that the 
reversionary interests were originally vested but 
liable to be divested ; (2) although the settlement 
was inoperative as regarded the wife, it was, within 
the meaning of the clause, an attempt to assign 
her reversionary share, the forfeiture had taken 
effect.— Re PorTER, COULSON v. CAPPER, [1892] 3 
Ch. 481; 61L. J. Ch. 688 ; 67 L. T. 823; 41 W. R. 
38; 36 Sol. Jo. 626; 3 R. 19. 
Annotations :-—Distd. Re Tancred’s Sottlmt., Somerville v. 
Tancred, Re Selby, Church v. Tancred, [1903] 1 Ch. 715; 
Re Adamson, Public Trustee v. Bjlling ee ye \. T2354 


Re Smith, Smith v. Smith, (1916) 1 efd. Re 
Sheward, Sheward v. Brown, [1893] 8 Ch. 502. 


10659. Document not intended as assignment— 
Charge on face of it.|}—-By a will a fund was 
bequeathed in trust for one for life, with a gift over 
in case he should “ assign, charge or incumber, or 
attempt or affect to assign, charge or incumber ” 
his interest in the income. On the occasion of a 
loan to him, he signed in favour of the lender a 
document which amounted in terms to an equitable 
assignment of his interest in the income. Notice 
of the document was not given to the trustees of 
the will, & it was aire brani 4 destroyed by the 
lender. It was proved that as between the tenant 
for life & the lender the document was not intended 
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as a charge or assignment, & that it would have 
been a fraud on the bargain between them so to 
use it :—Held: on the evidence, the document 
could have been set aside for fraud or mistake, it 
was therefore competent for the ct. to go behind 
the literal meaning, &, there had not been a 
forfeiture of the life interest. — Re SHEWARD, 
SHEWARD v. Brown, [1893] 3 Ch. 602; 69 L. T. 
302; 41 W. R. 685; 3 R. 667. 

10660. Legal disability—Adjudication In bank- 
ruptey annulled—On grounds that it should not 
have been made.]—Re CAREW, CAREW v. CAREW, 
No. 10689, post. 

Attempted alienation of property subject to re- 
straint on anticipation.|—See Huspanp & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVII., pp. 115, 116, Nos. 926-930. 


B. Dealings with Income Accrued Due. 

10661. No prohibition in forfelture clause.]— 
By a will trustees were directed to pay the income 
of a trust fund to testator’s nephew for his life, 
weekly, monthly or quarterly, as they should think 
fit, with a declaration that if the nephew should 
anticipate, assign or otherwise incumber the 
income, or attempt so to do, the trust should be 
void, & the trust fund fall into the residue. 
Eighteen months after the testator’s death & 
before any payment had been made to the nephew, 
he assigned as a security, so far as he lawfully 
could, without creating a forfeiture of his interest 
in the income of the legacy, all money due to him 
on account of the income, but not any future 
income :---Held: the assignment was valid. 

I do not think that testator here intended to 
prohibit or contemplated any dealing whatever 
with arrears of interest or of income. If that be 
so, then, as this gentleman has done nothing 
beyond assigning the dividends & income already 
due & in arrear at the date of the assignment, 
there is no forfeiture (KNIGHT Brock, L.J.).— 
Re Stvuuz’s Trusts, Fr p. KInasrorp & STULZ 
(1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 404; 1 Eq. Rep. 334 ; 
22 L. J. Ch. 917; 22 L. T. O.S. 9; 17 Jur. 749 ; 
1 W. R. 499; 43 BE. R. 565, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Distd. Sutton, Carden v. Goodrich (1899), 
80 T.. T. 765. Consd. Re Greenwood, Sutoliffe v. Gledhill, 
[1901] 1 Ch. 887. 

10662. Assignment of income to secure debt— 
Debt not exceeding arrears of income.|—Cox v1. 
Bockett, No. 10649, ante. 

10663. Arrears in hands of receiver. |— 
Testator settled a share of his estate on each of his 
daughters, & directed the trustees of his will, 
after the decease of any of his daughters who had 
married, to pay one-third of the income of her share 
to her husband, ‘‘ during his life or until he shall 
become bkpt. or assign, charge, or incumber, or 
attempt, or affect to assign, charge, or incumber "’ 
the same or any part thereof. G. married one of 
the daughters. who predeceased him. Testator’s 
estate was administered by the ct., & a receiver was 
appointed. In Nov. 1902, G. wrote a letter asking 
the receiver to deduct from any sum that might 
become due to G. on the passing of the receiver’s 
accounts on the ensuing Jan. 5, the sum of £5 
& to pay it to a certain creditor of G. It was 
admitted that at the date of the letter the receiver 
had in his hands more than £5 to which G. was 
entitled :—Held: G.’s letter to the receiver did 
not cause a forfeiture of his interest under the 
will as there was at the date of it sufficient money 
in the receiver’s hands to pay the amount; & 
where such a document is ambiguous it ought to 
be construed so as not to create a forfeiture if 
capable of such a construction.—-DURRAN v. 
DURRAN (1904), 91 L. T. 819, C. A. 
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10664. met by sum acerued due— 
Further sum subsequently rape ved—No apportion- 
ment.|—Testator gave a share in his estate to 
trustees upon trict to pay the income thereof to 
his son for life, but directed that any income for 
the time being payable to him “ shall only be paid 
to him so long as he shall not attempt to assign 
or charge same.’’ The son by nye purported to 
assign his life interest by ney of mtge., to secure 
money lent. At the date of the mige. the trustees 
had in their hands a sum of £356 representing 
income of the son’s share received by them before 
that date, & they subsequently received a sum of 
£393 representing income of the share received by 
them after the date of the mtge., of which sum 
£254 represented the apportioned part up to 
that date :—Held : Apportionment Act, 1870 
es 85), did not eaples ; the effect of the clause was 

a revent the destination of the income being 
finally determined until it had actually accrued, 
i.e. become payable to the tenant for life; & 
although the son or his mtgee was entitled to the 
£356 neither of them was entitled to the £254.— 
Re JENKINS, WILLIAMS v. JENKINS, [1915] 1 Ch. 
46; 84 L. J. Ch. 349. 

10665. Va a dae. of provision for forfeiture of iIn- 
come accrued due.|—Semble : a provision for the 
forfeiture on ne happening of some event, of 
trust funds which had already accrued due to the 
cestui que trust, but had not yet been actually 
paid to him & were still in the hands of his trusteeg, 
would be void on the ground of repugnancy.— 
Re GREENWOOD, SUTCLIFFE v. GLEDHILL, [1901] 
1 Ch. 887; 70 L. J. Ch. 326; 84 L. T. 118; 49 
W. R. 461. 

Annotation :-—Consd. Durran v. Durran (1904), 91 L. T. 187. 

Garnishee order after payment of income due jJ— 
See Execurors, Vol. XXI., p. 640, Nos. 2195- 
2198, 

C. Appointment of Receiver. 

See RECEIVERS, Vol. XX XAIX., pp. 50-51, Nos. 
6138-618. 

D,. Execution. 

Garnishee order.|—See EXECUTION, Vol. XXTI., 
p. 640, Nos. 3195-2198. 

Writ of sequestration.|—-See EXECUTION, Vol. 
XXT., pp. 598, 599, No. 1836. 


£. Grant of Power of Attorney. 

10666. General rule—No forfeiture unless con- 
trivance to avoid prohibition.|—-Where property 
is given with a clause of forfeiture & gift over in 
the event of any act of alienation by the donee the 
giving of a warrant of attorney, unless done as a 
contrivance to evade the prohibition against 
alienation, does not create a forfeiture.—AVISON 
v. HOLMES, PENNY v. AVISON (1861), 1 John. & H. 
5680; 80 L. J. Ch. 664; 41. T. 617; 7 Jur.N.8. 
7122; 9 W.R. 550; 70 E. R. 855. 

10667. .J—S. was entitled for life to the 
income bequeathed by a will which proyided that 
if he should commit or suffer any act, default, or 
process whatsoever which, but for that proviso, 
would have the effect of vesting the right to receive 
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trustees a sider which dah Uneome was To 


the interest ip any other person whompoever, the 
life interest zs Ss. ‘should c nae & be ‘void & the 
income be paid as on his death. 8S. being abou 
to go to South Africa executed a general power of 
attorney to his solr. W., who was a trustee of 
testator’s will, & on W.’s going abroad & retiring 
from the trusteeship in 1906 executed a ower 0 
attorney appointing his then solr. K. in his name 
& behalf to recover & receive all sums of money in 
respect of the interest under the will :—Held: the 
power of attorney being a mere authority to receive 
the income of S.’s interest under the will & apply 
it for his benefit, & not a colourable transaction 
giving his creditors an equitable charge, it did not 
constitute a forfeiture within the meaning of the 
will. Re SWANNELL, MORICE v. SWANNELL (1909), 
101 L. T. 76. 

10668. Power of attorney to reduce debt.]— 
Testator devised estates to trustees in trust for 
his son A. for life, & also made provisions for other 
members of his family, with a proviso that if they 
should respectively ‘‘ assign or dispose of or other- 
wise charge or incumber the life estate, the 
annuities & provision so made to & forthem during 
their respective lives as aforesaid, so as not to be 
entitled to the personal receipt, use, & enjoyment 
thereof, then & from thenceforth the annuity or 
life estate or interest of him, her or them, respec- 
tively, so doing or attempting so to do, should 
from thenceforth cease & determine & should 
immediately thereupon descend to the person next 
entitled thereto, by virtue of the limitations 
aforesaid, in case he, she, or they were respectively 
dead ” :—Held: the life estate of A. ceased under 
the proviso, (1) by his signing a memorandum, 
declaring that his life estate should be chargeable 
with a debt in case some other property should be 
insufficient, which event happened; (2) by his 
executing a power of attorney, authorising a person 
to receive the rents & apply them in payment of 
debts due to himself & others, under which A. 
was out of the receipt of the rents & had no control 
over them for eleven months; (3) by borrowing 
money on the credit of future rents & deliverin oe 
to the lender anticipated receipts for the expecte 
rents & an authority to him to recover & receive 
such rents for his own use in satisfaction of es 
money lent.—WILKINSON v. WILKINSON (1819), 2 
Wils. Ch. 47 ; kts 515; 37 E.R. 2238. 


Annotations : ae y (1) Refd. Re Sheward, Sheward v. 
Brown, [1893} 30 Re earman v. 
Lowndes 1800), 82 ch T. 302. As to (2) R . Avison v. 
Holmes ie 1), 30 L. J. Ch. 564; Oldham ”. Oldham 
(1867), L ‘in acre Generally, . Lear v. go 
(1830), 1 ae. & M. 690; Rochford v. Hackman m a). 
9 Hare, 475; Re Catt’s Trusts (1864), 10 Jur. N. 


F. Bankruptcy and Insolvency. 

10669. Discharge under deed of composition— 
Resumption of interest—‘‘ Freed & absolutely dis- 
charged.’’]—-Legacy in trust for testator’s son for 
his own use & benefit, provided no misfortune in 
business shall in the meantime have happened to 
him, so as to deprive him or hig family of the 
benefit of it; testator declaring his intention, his 
son’s fortune being amply sufficient by this fund 
to form a certain & permanent provision for him or 
his family ; but in case he fail in business at any 
time before the age of thirty-two, then in trust for 
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the support of him, his wife & children, as the 
trustees think proper, so long as he shell feo 

under the effects of any misfortune in trade ; but 
as soon as he shall be freed & absolutely discharged 
from the effects of any misfortune or failure in 
trade, then, but not before, to be paid to him ; 
otherwise the interest to be’ continued to be paid 
for the support of him, his wife & children, for his 
life; & if at his death he geet be under any diffi- 
culty from misfortune or failure in business, in 
trust for his wife & children according to his 
appointment by will; & if he shall leave no widow 
or child, according to his disposition. There was 
a considerable settlement. The son in the twenty- 
eighth year of his age being discharged under a 
deed of composition, the legacy was decreed to 
him; the trustees & his children not opposing it ; 
but the ct. observed, that if he should not be dis- 
charged, as in case it should end ip bkpcy., the 
trustees would not be indemnified—DE MIERRE 
ee (1800), 5 Ves. 306; 31 EB. R. 601, 

10870. Takjng benefit of Insolvent Debtors Act— 
‘‘In any manner anticipate.’’]—Testator gave to 
B. a life interest in some property, & directed, that 
if he should mortgage, assign, sell, charge, or in- 
cumber, or in any manner anticipate the receipt 
of a provision given him by his will, or should do 
any deed, etc., whereby his will & interest might 
be frustrated, then that the interest should go 
over :—Held: B.'s intercst ceased on his taking 
the benefit of the Insolvent Debtors Act.—TYsER 
v. JONES (1831), 3 L. J. Ch. 241. 

10671. --—— ‘‘ Parting with.’’]|—Testator gave 
the dividends of £5,000 stock to A. for life, & if A. 
should die, then to A.’s wife for life, she to lay it 
out for the good of A.’s children ; but if she should 
marry again, she should have nothing more to do 
with the money, but the exors. should have full 

ower over it, & lay it out as they should think 
est for such of the children a$ should remain 
under age; ‘‘ & when the youngest child becomes 
of the age of twenty-one years, then this £5,000 
stock shall be sold & the money shall be then 
equally divided between such of the children that 
shall be then living, equally share & share alike. 
No one of the children shall be allowed or shall ever 
sell or part with his or her share or interest. in this 
money until it shall be divided. If on proof of 
any one or more of them having done so, then his 
or her share will from that ‘time become the 
property af the other children. This stock to 
stand in the names of my exors.”’ Testator died 
in 1831. A. died in 1836. A.’s wife died in 1843, 
without having married again. The youngest 
child of A. came of age in 1844. In 1841, J., who 
was one Of the children of A., & who was afterwards 
living when the youngest came of age, having been 
arrested for debt, presented his petition & obtained 
his discharge under Judgments Act, 1888 (c. 110), 
for the relief of insolvent debtors :—Held: this 
was a “ parting with " J.’s contingent reversionary 
interest in the capital stock within the meaning of 
the expression contained in the will, & further, the 
restraint against alienation contained in the will 
was valid; consequently the intérest' so parted 
with devolved to the other children of A., ‘who 
were living when the youngest attained twenty- 
oné.—CHURCHILL v.MARKS (1844), 1 Coll; 441 ; 14 
I. J. Ch. 65; 4 1. T. O. S. 452; 63 E.R. 4915 
sub nom. MARKS v. oe 9 Jur. 155. * 
ions -—Apld. Rochford v. man (1852), 9 Hare, 
scares Porat Goulenn w. nee abe gob. 481. 
|. Re Smith, Smith v. Smith, (1916) 1 Ch. 369. Refd. 


_lolmes v. Godson (1856), 8 De G. M. & fe 
Catt's Trusts (1864), 10 Jur. N. 8. 536; Re e, 
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10672. Attempt to sell or dispose.’ 
Testator, after giving several annuities, begged it 


to be understood that if any of his annultants 
should attempt to sell or dispose of their interest 
in his annuities to them, which he wished only for 
their peculiar & particular benefit, from ert 
moment his bequest to them was to terminate fo 
ever, & the principal & interest of each bequest to 
revert to his general fund. One of the annuitants 
petitioned for the benefit of the Insolvent Debtors 
Act, having entered the annuity in his schedule, 
together with the effect of the clause in the will 
above-mentioned, &; afterwards, the usual vesti 
order was made by the Insolvent Debtors Ct. :— 
Held: his annuity ceased on his presenting the 
petition.—MarTIn v. MARGHAM (1844), 14 Sim. 
230; 60 E.R. 346; sub nom. MARTIN v. MAUGHAM, 
3 L. T. O. 8S. 488; 8 Jur. 609. 
Annotations :—Apld. Rochford v Hackman a 852) 9 Hare, 

475, Apprvd. Adams v. Adams, {1892} 1 Ch. 360. weaig 

Re Porter, Coulson v. Capper, (1892) 3 Ch. 481. entg. 

Re Swain, Monckton v. Hands, [1905] 1 Ch. 669; fe 

Monk, Giffen v. Wedd, [1927] 2 Oh. 197: eo ee ae 

10673. Assignment to trustee for creditors— 
‘‘Charge or allenate.’’]— Testator devised his 
estates to trustees in trust to pay out of the rents 
£300 a year for the maintenance of his sof’s 
children, & to pay the surplus rents to his son 
during his life for the maintenance of himself & 
his family ; but so as he should not have any power 
to charge or alienate same: provided that if his 
son should in ahy manner impede or frustrate the 
trusts of the will, then the surplus rents should be 
no longer paid to him, but should be accumulate 
by the trustees for the benefit of the son’s children. 
The son conveyed his interest under the will to 
trustees for his creditors :—Held: thereupon, the 
trust for accumulation took effect.—LEWES v. 
LEWES (1833), 6 Sim. 304; 3 L. J. Ch. 55; 58 
E.R. 608; affd. sub nom. LEWIS v. LEWIs (1835), 
41%. J. Ch. 77, L. C. 

10674, ——- ‘‘ Compounding.’’|—-Under a will 
F. was entitled on the death of A., to’ a certajn 
share of afund. By deed made by him living the 
tenant for life, he assigned stock in trade, scheduled, 
& all his real & personal estate, using very general 
language, to a trustee, to sell for the pay ent of 
his creditors. No creditors were parties but some 
were paid under it. Afterwards the trustee sold 
the residue. The will contained a clause that on 
any legatee becoming bkpt. or mortgaging or 
selling or anticipating his share or oO Te 
with his creditors his share should go over :—Held : 


the deed was not a composition deed & was not a 
forfeiture within the meaning of the will; it did 
not pass the share of F. under the will & that his 
representatives were entitled to it—Re WALEY’s 
Trusts (1855), 3 Drew. 165; 3 Eq. Rep. 380; 24 
L. J. Ch. 490; 25 L. T. O. S. 77; 1 Jur. N.S. 
338; 3 W. R. 286; 61 E.R. 866. 

10675. Colonial insolvency—General provision 
against alienation.|—A legacy for life was given by 
a will with a proviso that in case the legatee should 
alien, sell, assign, incumber, apoera tee anticipa 
the dividends & annual produce of ss legacy, the 
bequest should cease & be void as if it had not peen 
mentioned in the will. The wil iegeons p 
residuary bequest :—Held: the legacy was for- 
feited on the legatee taking the benefit of the 
Insolvent Act of Rr ew South Wales & surrender 
his estate accordingly; & the omission of the 
legacy from the schedule to the petition of in- 
solvency did not prevent the forfeiture.—Towns- 
END v. EARLY (No. 2) (1864), 34 ‘Beav.'28; 4 
New Rep. 489; 10 L. T. 897; 10 Jur. N. 8S. 860 ; 
12 W. R.1132; 55 E.R. 640. 

‘10676. Deed of inspectorship—‘‘ Become a bank- 
4K2 0° 7 
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rupt.’’]|—-Bequest, by will made in 1844, of share in 
residue of testator’s estate to E., a trader, for life, 
‘‘or until he should become a bkpt., or take the 
benefit of any Act for the Relief of Insolvent 
Debtors.’”’ In 1866 E. executed a deed of in- 
spectorship, under the provisions of Bankruptcy 
Act, 1861 :—Held: the execution of the deed did 
not determine E.’s life interest under the will.— 
MONTEFIORE v. ENTHOVEN (1867), L. R. 5 Eq. 36 ; 
87 L. J. Ch. 43; 17L. T. 1143 16 W. R. 88. 

10677. Part insolvency—‘‘ Should become bank- 
rupt or insolvent ’’—Forfeiture confined to future 
insolvency.|—(1) Testator, having an absolute 
power of disposition over a fund subject to the 
interest of a tenant for life, directed that at the 
death of the tenant for life £1,000 of the fund 
should be invested in the purchase of a life annuity 
for the benefit of D., & that in the event of in- 
solvency or alienation by D., the annuity fund 
should fall into residue, & he gave his residuary 
estate to the aforesaid tenant for life. The annui- 
tant predeceased the tenant for life :—Held: the 

ift of the annuity fund failed, & the fund fell into 
he residue. 

(2) Testator directed that if the annuitant 
should become bkpt. or insolvent he should 
forfeit the annuity :—Semble: such a direction 
applies only to future events, & no forfeiture 
would be incurred by an insolvency during tes- 
tator’s lifetime.— Re DRAPER (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 
942; 58 L. T. 942; 36 W. R. 783. 

Annotation :—Generally, Retd. Ie Strange, Lamb v. Bossi Leu 

(1916), 60 Sol. Jo. 640. 

Rights subject to forfeiture.}|—See KANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. V., pp. 653-673, Nos. 5839-5956. 

Contingent or defeasible interests.|—See BANK- 
RupTcY, Vol. V., pp. 650-652, Nos. 5818~5826. 

Interests subject to discretionary trusts.]|— See 
BANKRuPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 652-653, Nos. 6827— 
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10678. Leasing—Provision for forfeiture on sale.]} 
—LARGE’S CASE (1587), 2 Leon. 82; 74 E. R. 876. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Ite Rosher, Rosher v. Rosher (1 eon 
26 Ch. D. 801. Refd. Doe d. Mitchinson v. Carter (1798 
8 Term Rep. 57. 


10679. Deposit of title deeds as security for loan— 
Judgment confessed to creditor—Forfeiture of dis- 
position on sale—Or failure to keep in own pos- 
session./—A. gave by will his tenant right which 
he held by lease to A. IJ., but not todispose of or 
sell it; & if he refused to dwell there or keep it 
in his own possession then that J. I should have 
his tenant right of the farm. A. I., having 
borrowed money left the title deeds with his 
creditor as a security & confessed a judgment to 
secure themoney; & having also givena judgment, 
to another creditor who issued an execution 
against him the sheriff sold the lease to the creditor 
with whom the deeds were deposited, he paying 
the debt of pitf. in the execution; & A. I., having 
left the premises & ceased to dwell there on the 
day of the execution, before the sheriff entered :— 
Held: J. I. the remainderman was entitled to 
enter the estate of A. I., having determined by 
such his acts.—Dor d. NorFoLK (DUKE) v. 
HAWKE (1802), 2 East, 481; 102 E. R. 453 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Quintin Dick, Cloncurry v. Fenton, 
hia Ch. 992. Mentd. Croft v. Lumley (1853), 5K. & B. 





10680. Outlawry-— Forfeiture on alienation.]— 


WILLS. 


A. bequeathed an annuity to B. as an unalienable 
provision for his personal use & support, not 
subject to be anticipated or alienated, or liable to 
his debts, control or engagements, with a proviso 
that if B. should sell, assign, transfer, or make 
over, demise, mortgage, charge or otherwise 
attempt to alienate the annuity, or should do or 
execute any act, deed, matter, or thing to charge, 
alienate, or affect same, it should thereupon be 
suspended :—Held: the annuity was not for- 
feited by the outlawry of B.—R. v. ROBINSON 
(1811), Wight. 386; 145 EH. R. 1801. 

Annotation :—Consd. Wilkinson v. Wilkinson (1819), 3 
Swan. 515. 

10681. Assignment by operation of law-——No 
alienation.|—WILKINSON v. WILKINSON (1815), 
Coop. G. 259; 2 Rose, 445; 85 EH. R. 551; subse- 
quent proceedings (1819), 8 Swan. 515. 

Annotationa :—Consd. Avison v. Holmes (1861), 30 L. J. Ch. 
564. Refd. Lear v. Leggett (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 690 : 
Re Catt’s Trusta (1864), 10 Jur. N. 8. 536. 

10682. Contingent charge to pay debt—If other 
roperty insufficient.|—WILKINSON v. WILKINSON, 
o. 10668, ante. 

10683. Borrowing on future rents—Delivery of 
anticipated receipts.|—WILKINSON v. WILKINSON, 
No. 10668, ante. 

10684. Mortgage of share by remainderman—For- 
feiture on incumbrance before share payable.|— 
Bequest to A. for life, & afterwards to her children 
living at her death, with a proviso, that if any child 
‘‘should acquire a vested interest,’ & should 
incumber the same before his share should become 
payable, it should not be paid to him or his 
incumbrancer, but to others. A child mortgaged 
his share in the life of A., & survived her :—Held: 
the forfeiture took effect.—Re PAYNE (1858), 25 
Beav. 556; 53 E. R. 749. 
een :—Refd. Re Smith, Smith v. Smith, [1916] 1 Ch. 


10685. Charge on estate tail— Anticipation of rents 
& profits.|—The will contained the following 
clause of forfeiture: ‘‘ That if any person for 
whom any rents & profits, annuity, or other income 
is provided by this my will, being persons now 
living, shall become bkpt. or become insolvent, or 
shall, either alone, or, being a female, either alone 
or in conjunction with any husband, present or 
future, make any aasignment, appointment, or 
other disposition of or charge upon the rents & 
profits, or share of rents & profits, annuity or in- 
come, to the repayment of which such person shall 
be immediately or otherwise entitled under this my 
will, before same shall actually accrue due, or shall 
attempt so to do by any writing, then, & in such 
case, not only shall the rents & profits, or shares of 
rents & profits, annuity or income, to which such 
person so becoming bkpt. or insolvent, or doing 
or attempting to do such as aforesaid, is entitled, 
be forfeited & be no longer payable to him or her, 
but the right which each such person might have 
had, upon any future event, to a, other rents & 

rofits, or share of rents & profits, annuity or 
income, shall be forfeited & never accrue,” & 
go to the person or persons to whom testator had 
made same payable by his will after the death of 
such person who shall so forfeit same as aforesaid. 
A., by deed, after reciting the will, assigned all the 
real & personal estate to which he was entitled in 
possession, remainder, or contingency, under the 
will, in consideration of & subject to two annuities 
thereinafter covenanted to be paid :—Held: the 
clause of forfeiture did not apply either to the estate 
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tail or to the rents & Pre arising therefrom, or to 
the corpus or interest of the accumulated fund, be- 
cause the attempt to attach a clause prohibiting 
alienation to the estate tail or the corpus of the fund 
would be repugnant & void; & because the clause 
of forfeiture did not apply to the income of the 
estate tail or the accumulated fund, as the right to 
the income was Sdawitnaca upon the right to the 
corpus.—CHAPMAN v. BROWN (1863), 9 L. T.6; 9 
Jur. N.S. 995, L. C. 

10686. Charge or mortgage by reversioner — 
During lifetime of tenant for life.|—SAmMUEL v. 
SAMUEL, No. 10654, ante. 

10687. Conviction for felony—Not deprived of 
enjoyment of interest by operation of law.|— 
Testatrix, by her will, dated in July, 1869, devised 
& bequeathed all her real & personal estate to T. in 
trust for her sister M. for life, & after her decease 
upon trust to pay to or permit H. to receive the 
interest for his life, but if he should become bkpt., 
or publicly insolvent, or should compound with his 
creditors, or should assign or incumber his interest 
under the trust, or any part thereof, or should 
otherwise by his own act, or by operation of law, 
be deprived of the absolute personal enjoyment of 
the same interest, or any part thereof, then, & in 
either of such cases, the trust in favour of H. should 
be void, & T. should thenceforth apply the interest 
for the maintenance, education, & support of the 
children of H. Testatrix died in 1871, & M. died 
in 1881. In July, 1878, H. was convicted of 
felony, & sentenced to ten years’ penal servitude. 
Before the expiration of his sentence he obtained a 
ticket of leave, & commenced this action for the 
administration of the estate of testatrix, & claimed 
the arrears of interest :—Held: he had not been 
deprived of the actual enjoyment of the life interest 
by any operation of law; & he was entitled to all 
arrears of interest.—Re Dasu, DARLEY v. KING, 
KING v. DARLEY (1887), 57 L. T. 219. 


10688. Discretion in court to deprive—‘‘ Liable to 
be deprived.’’]|—G. by her will gave, subject to a 
life interest therein to her husband, a share of a 
certain fund in trust for her son during his life, 
*‘ provided always that if ’’—her said son—‘ shall 
at any time become bkpt. or assign, anticipate, or 
incumber the income, or any part thereof, or shall 
do or suffer anything whereby or in consequence 
whereof either directly or by operation of law he 
would, if absolutely entitled for life to such income, 
be deprived or be liable to be deprived of the bene- 
ficial enjoyment thereof, then my trustees shall 
during the then remainder of the life of ’’—her 
son——‘‘ apply such income or so much thereof as 
my trustees shall think fit, for or towards the main- 
tenance or otherwise for the benefit of ’’ her son, 
his wife & children, as therein mentioned. The 
husband died on Nov. 10, 1894. Two bkpcy. peti- 
tions were presented against the son, the available 
act of bkpcy. being non-compliance with a bkpcy. 
notice served on him on Oct. 6, 1894. On Feb. 20, 
1895, a receiving order was made on the first 
petition, but this order was discharged by the Ct. of 
Appeal on Mar. 15, 1895. The second petition was 
on Mar. 30, 1895, dismissed. It appeared that 
at or about the end of Jan. 1895, there would be in 
the hands of the trustees a sum of about £450 
applicable on the trust in favour of the son, his 
wife & children. Upon a summons asking how the 
trustees were to deal with the income :—Held : 
the words ‘‘ be liable to be deprived’? must be 
read as including acts which so far as the person 
who commits them is concerned put it out of his 
power to have any voice in the matter & leave it 
n the hands of a ct. of justice to say whether he is 
to be deprived, & the act of bkpcy. committed by 
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him in the lifetime of his father was such an act.— 
Re Lorrus-OTway, OTway v. OTWAY, [1895] 2 Ch. 
235; 64 L. J. Ch. 529; 72 L. T. 656; 18 R. 536; 
sub nom. Re Orway, OTway v. OTway, 43 W. R. 
501; 398 Sol. Jo. 449. 


Annotation :—Consd. Re Forder, Forder v. Forder, (1927] 
2 Ch. 291. 


10689. Becoming under ‘‘ legal disability ’’—-Dis- 
ability arising from act of law.|—(1) Testator, sub- 
ject to a life estate to his wife, gave half his residu- 
ary estate to his son; but in case the son should 
at the death of the wife be ‘‘ under any legal 
disability in consequence whereof he would 
hindered in or prevented from taking the same for 
his own personal & exclusive benefit,’’ testator 
gave the same over to the son’s wife & children. 
Shortly before the widow’s death the son, who was 
one of the exors., was found indebted to the estate 
in £5,188, & an order was made directing him to pay 
that sum, & declaring his interest under the will 
liable to make it good. He had also heavily 
incumbered his interest :—Held: ‘‘legal dis- 
ability ’’ meant a disability of the person arising 
from act of law, & neither the charge by the order 
nor the mtges. created such a legal disability as 
would cause the gift over to take effect. 

(2) The son on the day of his mother’s death, but 
before her death, was adjudicated bkpt. on his own 
application; but in a few days the adjudication 
was annulled on the ground that it ought never to 
have been made :—Held: this bkpcy., having been 
a mere contrivance on the part of the son, ought not 
to be regarded.—Re CAREW, CAREW v. CAREW, 
[1896] 2 Ch. 311; 65 L. J. Ch. 686; 74 L. T. 501; 
44 W. R. 700, C. A. 

10690. Charge with postponed payment—For- 
feiture clause by limited duration.]— He MORDAUNT, 
MORDAUNT v. MORDAUNT (1914), 49 L. Jo. 225. 

10691. Annuity of enemy alien—Suspension under 
Trading with Enemy Amendment Act, 1914 (c. 12).] 
—By his will testator, who died on Jan. 14, 1916, 
directed his exors. to pay annuities to an Austrian 
& two German nationals ‘‘ until he or she shall die 
or mortgage or otherwise charge the same ...or 
until the happening of any event whereupon 
the same if given to him or her absolutely would 
no longer be received by him or her for his or her 
benefit.’”’ No part of the annuities could be paid 
to the annuitants during the war by reason of 
the above Act, but the accumulations were retained 
by the exors., as no order was made under the 
above Act, s. 4, vesting the annuitants’ interests in 
the custodian :—Held: (1) as above Act only 
suspended payments to the alien enemies & did not 
determine the ownership & ultimate destination of 
their annuities, those annuities were not forfeited 
ab initio; (2) the annuities were forfeited & deter- 
mined in the case of the German nationals as from 
Jan. 10, 1920, by virtue of the charge imposed by 
the Treaty of Peace with Germany & the Treaty 
of Peace Order, 1919, & in the case of the Austrian 
national as from July 16, 1920, by virtue of the 
charge imposed by the Treaty of Peace with 
Austria & the Treaty of Peace (Austria) Order, 
1920; (3) the accumulations of the annuities until 
those respective dates became subject to the 
charges & payable therefore to the custodian or 
the administrator of Austrian property, as the case 

might be.—Re LEVINSTEIN, LEVINSTEIN v. LEVIN- 
STEIN, [1921] 2 Ch. 251; 91L. J. Ch. 82; 126 L. T. 
177; 65 Sol. Jo. 767. 


Annotations :—As to (3) Apld. Re Chamberlain’s Settlmt. 
(1921) 2 Ch. 533; Re Biederman, Best v. Wertheim, (1923) 
10692. ae Charge under Treaty of Peace Order.]} 


—Re LEVINSTEIN, LEVINSTEIN v. LEVINSTEIN, 
No. 10691, ante. 
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...10693;, _—-—.]--By his will dated Mar. 81, 





1911, testator bequeathed an annuity of £250 to an 
Austrian national ‘‘ until he shall die or voluntarily 
or involuntarily alienate or incumber . .. the 
samne.”’ Testator died on Aug. 22, 1914, during the 
war. The annuity was therefore accumulated in 
the hands of his legal personal representative, who 
made the proper returns to the custodian under the 
above Act, 8. 8, but no vesting order was made 
under sect. 4. By the Treaty of Peace (Austria) 
Order, 1920, the annuity & its accumulations were, 
as from July 16, 1920, charged in favour of the 
Administrator of Austrian operty, to secure 
(inter alia) payment of debts owing by Austrian to 
British nationals :—Held: the charge created by 
the Treaty of Peace Order was not an involuntary 
alienation or encumbrance within the meaning of 
the will, so that the current annuity since July 16, 
1920, was not forfeited, but was payable to the 
Administrator of Austrian Property.—Re BiEpER- 
MANN, BEesT v. WERTHEIM, [1922] 2 Ch. 771; 91 
i J. Ch. 655; 127 L. T. 607; 88 T. L. R. 778, 


A. 

10694. Settlement on wife & children excepted— 
Settlement on wife only—Past age of child bearing.] 
—Testator, who died in 1920, bequeathed certain 
interests to his children, subject to forfeiture upon 
alienation, except any alienation by way of settle- 
ment upon a husband or wife & children either 
before or after marriage. Pltf., one of testator’s 
children, who had married in 1892 H., & of which 
marriage there had been &, on account of the 
ages of the spouses, there could be no issue, pro- 
posed to settle his interests under the willin favour 
of his wife, H., for life, with remainder to the child, 
or children, if any, of the marriage living at her 
death, with remainder to H. absolutely :—Held : 
such a settlement, although in form a settlement on 
the wife & children, yet, in the circumstances, was 
in effect a settlement on the wife alone; but, as 
on the true construction of the exception from the 
forfeiture clause, pltf. was entitled to select his 
wife to the exclusion of the children, the settlement 
would not create 4 forfeiture.—Re GALSWORTHY, 
GALSWORTHY v. GALSWORTHY, [1922] 2 Ch. 558; 
91 L. J. Ch. 5384; 127 L. T. 458. 

10695. Divisibility of forfeiture clause—Repetition 
of word ‘‘shall.’’"|—Re Escompn, EscomBe v. 
HALLIDAY (1922), 153 L. T. Jo. 248. 

10698. Assignment with exception of Interests 
Nable to forfelture..—Re Escompr, EscomseE v. 
HALuIpAy (1922), 163 L. T. Jo. 248. 

See, also, No. 10654, ante. 


Sect. 31.-—-HOTCHPOT CLAUSE. 
| SUB-sECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

10697. Nature of clause—Charging: clause.]—A 
declaration in a will that all moneys advanced to 
any of testator’s children, or his or her wife or 
husband, should be brought into hotchpot & ac- 
counted for on the distribution of his estate was 
held not to cover two advances by way of loan to 
the husband of one of testator’s daughters, one of a 


Wis. 


sum of £1,000, secured by promissory note given 
before the date of he will, & another of a sun of 
£650, also secured by promi ote given after 
the date of the will. This clatise had hot had the 
effect of altering the character of a transaction in 
ebtor & creditor transaction. 


é nature of a 
& not a discharging 


uch & clause Is a charging . rt a 
clause, & appliés primarily to advance by way of 
anticipatory portion :—Held: ‘cordingly, that 
these debts are personally recoverable.— Re W ARDB, 
WARDE v. Ripaway (1914), 111 L. T. 86; 68 Sol. Jo. 
472. : 
Annotation --= Conse, Re Barker, Gilbey v. Barkér, [1918} 
_ 10698. Validity of clause—‘‘In default of direc- 
tion to contrary in writing.’’?]—Under a will 
codicil children of testator were given shares re 
his residuary estate. The will provided tha 
moneys which testator had given or covenanted to 
give to any child ‘‘ on his or her marriage or other- 
wise for his or her advancement or establishment 
in life ’’ should “‘ in default of any direction to the 
contrary in writing under my hand ” be taken in 
or towards satisfaction of the child’s share & 
‘brought into hotchpot & accounted for accord- 
ingly.” On the subsequent marriage of a child, 
testator, in the child’s marriage settlement, cove- 
nanted to pay to the settlement trustees an annual 
sum of £300 during the joint lives of himself & 
other persons, & by the settlement declared that 
the sums payable under the covenant should ‘‘ not 
be taken in satisfaction of any share ’’ which the 
child might take in the testator’s residuary estate 
under his will. Testator afterwards made a second 
codicil confirming his will:—Held: (1) the hotch- 

ot clause was not invalid as being in conflict with 

he Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), inasmuch as its words 
might be reasonably construed as requiring to be 
brought into hotchpot only sums ansy enue a 
particular description, namely, sums advanced [ree 
of certain conditions; (2) the moneys paid under 
the covenant had a condition attached to them & 
were not subject to the hotchpot clause; this 
construction was made clearer by the second 
codicil. 

Qu: whether an allowance such as was cove- 
nanted to be paid is within a hotchpot clause in the 
form before the ct.—Re ARBUTHNOT, ARBUTHNOT 
v. ARBUTHNOT, [1915] 1 Ch. 422; 84 L. J. Ch. 424 ; 
112 L. T. 987; 59 Sol. Jo. 398. 

Annotation :—As to (1) Consd. Jte Doprez, Henriques v. 

Deprez, (1917} 1 Ch. 24. 

10699. Omission of clause—-Effect of.]-Bequest 
of residue to A. for life, with power thereout to 
advance her eldest son, & a gift, after A.’s death, 
of the said residue to A.’s children equally :— 
Held: on the context, the amount advanced to 
A.’s eldest son was not to be taken into account in 
the ultimate division of the remainder amongst 
A.’s children.—UPJOHN v. UPJOHN (1844), 7 
Beav. 152; 49 KE. R. 1021; sub nom. APJOHN v. 
APJOHN, 2 L. T. O. S. 438. 

10700. -—— ——-.|— Ke Spror (1887), 3 T. L. R. 
537. 

Hotchpot clauses in settlements.]|—See SErriy- 
MENTS, Vol. XL., pp. 564-568, Nos. 1031-1055. 

Presumption against double portions.] — See, 
generally, Equiry, Vol. XX., pp. 453-478. 
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ouTOR, 8 S. O. 288.—S. AF. 


.J—Sreun'’s Exacv- 
.. Sram, 11 8S. O 653 4 
CO. T, R. 75.—B. AF. 


owan ¥v. LouWw's 
CG. 192.—S. e 


Part XVI.—CoNsTRUCTION. 


SuB-sECT. 3.—CONSTRUCTION OF CLAUSE. 

10701. General rule—Construction to give effect 
to whole will.|—Testator gave a fund to four 
persons or any of them, in such shares, etc., as A. 
should areola & in default equally. He directed 
that such four persons should bring into hotchpot 
the amount of advances he might make to any of 
them in his life:—Held: the hotchpot clause 
operated only on the unappointed fund, if any. 

_If the ct. can make all parts of the will con- 
sistent, it is bound to do so, & for that purpose it 
must look at the whole scope of it, in order to 
ascertain the real intention of testator. Looking 
at the will in that view, I think it may be so con- 
strued as to produce no inconsistency, by limitin 
the operation of the clause to that part of the fun 

unappointed by the widow (Romitty, M.R.).— 

BROCKLEHURST v. FLINT (1852), 16 Beav. 100; 51 

BH. R. 715. | 
10702. -----.]|——Testator gave his residuary 

estate to trustees, whom he also appointed his 
exors., in trust for sale, & to stand possessed of the 
proceeds in trust for his six children, nominatim, 
in equal shares, including two sons, F. & J,: &, 
after reciting that he had already advanced £4,000 
to his son F. & £500 to his son J., he declared ‘‘ that 
neither of my said sons, nor any of my children 
who shall receive from me any sum of money for 
their advancement in the world, shall be entitled 
to any part of my residuary estate without bring- 
ing the said sums of £4,000 & £500, & all other 
sums so given to any of my said children, with 
interest thereon at 5 per cent. per annum from the 
times of advancing the same respectively, into 
hotchpot.”” By a codicil testator revoked the 
provision made by his will in favour of his son J., 
thereby causing a lapse of J.’s one-sixth of the 
residue. Testator died leaving his widow & his 
six children his next of kin:—Held: (1) the 
codicil must be read as if it expressly declared a 
trust in the exors. of the lapsed share of residue 
for testator’s wife & children according to the 
Statute of Distributions: & accordingly, reading 
the will & codicil as one instrument the hotchpot 
clause applied to the shares taken by the children 
under the codicil, but it did not apply to the 
widow so as to increase her share under the 
codicil; (2) the £4,000 & £500 advanced to F. & J. 
respectively, together with interest at 5 per cent. 
up to testator’s death, & interest at 4 per cent. on 
the aggregate amount, in each case from the death, 
were therefore ordered to be brought into hotchpot 
in ascertaining their shares of residue. 

(3) In the absence of any direction by testator 
to the contrary, advancements to his children on 
account of their portions bear no interest up to his 
death, but from his death they bear interest at 
4 per cent. 

(4) The clause seems to me from its nature to 
apply to children & to children only; it appears 
to me to be contrary to the meaning of the will to 
say that the clause applies to the share of the 
widow (JESSEL, M.R.).—Strewart v. STEWART 
(1880), 15 Ch. D. 589; 49 L. J. Ch. 763; 43 L. T. 
370; sub nom. Re STEWART, STEWART v. STEWART, 
29 W. R. 275. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Gonsd. Fe Ford, Ford v. Ford, [1902) 
1 Ch. 218 Re Roby, Howlett v. 13 9. Anos 1 Ch, 
71. Refd, Limpua v. Arnold (1884), 15 Q. B. D. 300; Ke 
Lacy, Royal General Theatrical Fund Assocn. v. Kydd, 





11899] 2 Ch. 149. dato (3 Id. Re Davy, Hollingsworth 
e, Davy, (1800) 1 Ch. 61. pen. ‘Ashworth v. Munn (1886), 


——.-—-——-.] —Re ARBUTHNOT, ARBUTHNOT 
v. ARBUTHNOT, No. 10698, ante. i 
10704. Will containing declaration of principle— 


n which money to be brought inté Hotchpot -— 
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Statéeméeht of figures oh which priticiple based—How 
fir Wirding:|—Testator ha directed an allot- 
tient of His residuary estate i particular shares 
among his children; recited that he had made 
provisions by advancenient for some of them on 
matriage, & then proceeded to diréct that ‘‘ such 
advancés should be brought into hotchpot,” 
adding a declaration of the principle on which the 
money was to be brdught into hotchpot upon a 
statement of figures & calculation of the amount of 
advancements, & of his residuary property :— 
Held: the calculation of testator was only an 
illustrative example of his meaning, & the bring- 
ing into hotchpot should be according to the legal 
meaning of that term.—MAcLAREN ¥v. STAINTON 
1861), 8 De G. F. & J. 202; 80 L. J. Ch. 728; 
L. T. 715; 7 Jur. N.S. 6891; 9 W. R. 908; 46 
H.R. 855, L. JJ. 
Annotations :-—Mentd. Edmondson v. Crosthwaite (1864), 


34 Beav. 30; De.Gendre v. Kent (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 283 3 
Re Bouch, Sproule v. Bouch (1885), 29 Ch. D. 635; Re 
Bates, Mountain v. Bates, [1928] Ch. 682, 


Will containing recital of advances—Erroneous 
recital—Whether binding.|—See Sub-sect. 5, B., 
post. 

10705. Whether advances before date of will 
included.|-—Testator, after making certain be- 
quests in trust for his children, declared that in 
case he should at any time during his life pay or 
make any advance of any sum or sums of money 
to, for, or in favour of any one or more of his sons 
& daughters, with a view of promoting & advancing 
him, her, or them in life, 1t was his will that no 
such son or daughter so promoted or advanced 
should be entitled to share in the said trust oon 
stocks, funds, shares, & securities under or by 
virtue of his will, without bringing the sum or 
sums so advanced & paid to him, her or them into 
hotchpot & accountings for the same accordingly : 
—Held: this language included advances made by 
testator to his sons both before & after the date 
of his will—Re Davises’s EsTaTE, DAVIES v. 
ATKINSON (1870), 23 L. T. 41; 18 W. R. 1016. 

10706. Clause authorising trustees to make ad- 
vances to tenants for life.|.—A proviso in a will 
authorising trustees, notwithstanding anything 
thereinbefore contained —i.e. notwithstandihg 
(inter alia), gifts of income to the children, followed 
by gifts of capital to the grandchildren, to apply 
moneys out of the capital for or towards the 
advancement or preferment of the children, 
limited to a certain amount in the case of each 
child, is a proviso which contemplates the bringing 
into account of such sums as were so advanced as 
against the share of the stirps of the child to whom 
such advancement was made.—te SPARKES, 
KEmMp-WELcH v. KeEmMp-WELCH (1911), 56 Sol. Jo. 


90. 
10707. Supplying omission by inference.| — 
Testator devised his sempre estate upon trust to 
raise by mtge. the sums of 4,000, £3,000 & £3,000 
for the benefit of F., G. & K., respectively for 
life, with certain limitations over. Subject to 
these charges the estate was devised upon certain 
limitations, which had determined, with an 
ultimate trust for sale. This, in the events which 
had happened, had taken effect. The proceeds 
of sale were to be held on trust for five of testator’s 
cousins, inchiding F., G. & K., as should be 
living when the direction for sale came into 
operation, in equal shares, but s0 that if F., G. & 
K. ‘‘or any of them shall then be living or shall 
haye previously died leaving issue then living " 
such of the sums of £4,000, £3,000 & 23,000 “ as 
shall have been so set apart for the benefit of the 
dr more of therA so dying & her itsue ” should 
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be brought into hotchpot; & there was a proviso 
that if any of testator s five cousins should die 
before the direction for sale of the estate should 
come into operation leaving a child or children 
living at the time when such direction for sale 
should come into operation, such child or children 
should take his, her, or their parent’s share. The 
said sums of £4,000, £3,000 & £3,000 were duly 
raised for the benefit of F., G. & K. respectively. 
F. & G. were living at the date when the direction 
for sale came into operation; K. died previously 
to that date, leaving issue one child :—Held: 
some blunder having evidently been made in the 
will, the latter part of the hotchpot clause must be 
treated as fitting or intended to fit the introductory 
part, & F. & G., though living, must bring into 
hotchpot the sums of £4,000 & £3,000 respec- 
tively — Re HayGaArtTuH, WICKHAM v. HAYGARTH, 
(19138) 2 Ch. 9; 82 L. J. Ch. 328; 108 I.. T. 756. 


SuB-SECT. 8.—APPLICATION OF CLAUSE. 


10708. To what persons—Children of beneficiary.] 
—Testator, who had lent money to his son J., 
bequeathed his residuary estate to J. & his other 
children equally for life, with remainder over to 
their children, & he declared that neither of his 
children should receive anything until they should 
have accounted for any sum lent by him to them. 
Testator afterwards agreed to accept a composition 
on his debt, but which was not paid at his death. 
Semble: the son was only liable to account for the 
composition :—Held: the son’s debt was not to 
be deducted from his children’s interest.—SILVER- 
SIDE v. SILVERSIDE (1858), 25 Beav. 340; 53 E. R. 


666. 
Annotation :—Consd. Re Ainsworth, Millington v. Ainsworth, 
{1922} 1 Ch. 22. 


10709. — .]|—Testator by his will gave all 
his residuary estate, including certain leasehold 
estates, some of which were reversionary, to his 
trustees upon trust for his wife for life, & after her 
death to be divided into seven shares for the 
benefit of his seven children, & if W., one of his 
sons, should die under twenty-one, his share to 
accrue to testator’s other children living at his 
decease, or theirissue. The shares of the daughters 
were settled. The hotchpot clause provided that 
his son J. & his daughters H. & C. should bring 
in the sum of £1,000 each, before division of his 
residuary estate. W. died before testator under 
twenty-one. The other six children survived him 
& attained twenty-one. C., one of the daughters 
named in the hotchpot clause, & her husband, 
died in the widow’s lifetime leaving children. 
The widow died in 1865 :—Held: the hotchpot 
clause applied to the children of C., so that they 
must bring in £1,000 before a division of testator’s 
residuary estate.—-LANE v. BROWN (1871), 265 











L. T. 152, 
10710. ———.] —- Testator gave real & 
personal property to trustees upon trust to con- 


vert, & after the death or second marriage of his 
wife, to hold the proceeds in trust for his child or 
children living at that time, & the issue then 
living of his child or children dying before that 
period, such objects to take as tenants in common 
according to the stocks, & not to the number of 
the individuals composing the class. 

His real estate was to be considered as con- 
verted from his death, & it was declared that no 
child, to whom or to whose husband he should 
have paid any portion in his lifetime, should 
participate in the trust property without bringing 


WILLS. 


the portion so Pe in testator’s lifetime into 
hotchpot. On the marriage of B., one of his 
daughters, in his lifetime, & before the date of the 
will, testator covenanted to stand seised of a free- 
hold house to the use of B., her heirs & assigns, for 
ever. B. having died leaving issue :—Held: the 
hotchpot clause could not be extended to the issue 
of testator’s children, so that the value of the house 
given to B. was not to be deducted from the share 
of her issue who should be living at the death or 
second marriage of testator’s widow.—HEWITT v. 
JARDINE (1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 58; 26 L. T. 546. 

10711. ——— Wife & children of beneficlary.J}— 
By his will, testator divided his property between 
his son & two married daughters, & he declared 
that the debts due to him from his son & his two 
sons-in-law should be ‘‘ paid or accounted for to 
his exors.,’’ before his children should receive any 
part of his estate. By a codicil he cut down his 
son’s interest to a life-estate, & gave interests in 
share to his wife & children :—Held: the son 
was not bound to pay his debts for the benefit 
of his wife & children, but only to bring the 
amount into hotchpot as regarded his two sisters. 
—WHITE v. TURNER (1858), 25 Beav. 505; 53 
BH. R. 730. 

10712. Wife of beneficiary.) -—- Testator 
gave his residuary personal estate to trustees & 
directed the income to be paid to his son & three 
other persons during their joint lives; & that on 
the decease of his son, ‘‘ the share of the income of 
the residuary estate to which he would from time 
to time, if living, be or become entitled,’’ was to 
be paid to his wife, A., for life; & on the decease 
of the survivor,’ such a part or share of the 
principal as his son would, if then living, from 
time to time, for the time being, be entitled to of 
the income,”’ was to be for all the children of his 
son. In another part of his will testator, reciting 
that he had advanced his son £284 10s., declared 
that it should be treated as a debt due by him, 
& that he should account for it to his exors., who 
were to retain same out of the share of his son of 
the income of the residua estate. The son 
survived testator, but died before his share of 
income, which had been duly retained by the 
exors., sufficed to satisfy the £284 10s. :—Held: 
the exors. were to retain the balance out of the 
income given to the wife.—KNIGHT v. STERRY 
(1854), 18 Jur. 928. 

107138. Husband of beneficiary.|—-Testator, 
on the marriage of his daughter, gave the husband 
£1,000 jocularly in exchange for his snuffbox. By 
his will, testator gave each of his daughters £1,000, 
but provided that in case any daughter should 
have received from him any sum advanced ‘' by 
way of marriage portion or advancement,” it 
should be deducted from the legacy :—Held : under 
the circumstances, the £1,000 given to the husband 
of the daughter was not to be deducted.—M‘CLURE 
v. EVANS (1861), 29 Beav. 422; 380 L. J. Ch. 295 ; 
3 L. T. 870; 9 W. R. 428; 54 H. R. 691; aud 
nom. M‘'CLURE v. DAWSON, 7 Jur. N. S. 204. 

10714. Clause conditional on happening of event— 
Failure of condition.|—Testator having contracted 
to purchase a real estate, devised it to his son A. 
& his issue, & he bequeathed his residue in moieties 
between his sons A. & G. But he directed that 
£10,000 should be debited against A.’s moiety, as 
an equivalent for the real estate devised to im, 
Before testator’s death the contract was rescinded : 
—Held: no deduction ought to be made from A.’s 
moiety of the residue.—NUGEE v. CHAPMAN (No. 1) 
(1860), 29 Beav. 288; 54 H. R. 637. 

10715. Whether condition dispensed with.]/— 
Testator gave all his property equally among 
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three daughters, S., M. & J., & directed J., within 
twelve months after attaining twenty-one, to 
bring into hotchpot an estate B. to which she 
was separately entitled. On her marriage, subse- 
quently to the date of the will, her estate, at 
testator’s instance, was settled on herself for life, 
remainder to her husband for life, remainder as 
she should appoint among her children, & was 
subsequently, also by testator’s advice, sold, & 
the proceeds held on the same trusts. In a suit 
to administer testator’s estate :—Held: J. must 
bring into account the proceeds, less the costs of 
sale, of estate B.— MIDDLETON v. WINDROSS (1873), 
L. R. 16 Hq. 212; 42 L. J. Ch. 555 ; 21 W. R. 822. 

——— Performance of conditions in wills generally.]} 
—See Part XIII., Sect. 4, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—OPERATION OF CLAUSE. 

10716. Duration—Member of class becoming en- 
titled to payment.]—Testator, who had been twice 
married, & had three sons by the first marriage, & 
a son & a daughter by the second, gave his 
residuary estate to his five children, share & share 
alike, the shares of his sons to be payable at twenty- 
one, & of his daughter at that age or upon marriage, 
with a gift over in case of death before the shares 
became payable; & he directed that in case his 
three children by his first wife should receive any 
moneys which should become payable to them as 
the children of their mother, such moneys should 
be considered as a deduction from the shares of 
such children, it being his desire that all his 
children should share & share alike. After the 
eldest child attained twenty-one, but before any 
of the rest attained that age, the children of the 
first marriage became entitled to a fund as 
children of their mother :—Held: as the share of 
this fund coming to the eldest son could not be 
deducted from his share of the residue, & it was the 
intention of testator that the proviso in his will 
should operate on all the children alike, no deduc- 
tion could be made from the shares of the other 
children of the marriage.—STARES v. PENTON 
(1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 40. 

10717. Notional increase of testator’s estate.] -— 
Testator, after providing for the payment of his 
debts, directed that his residuary estate should be 
divided amongst his nine children equally if it did 
not exceed £40,000, but if it exceeded that amount, 
in such a way that the shares of his sons should be 
one-twentieth greater than the shares of his 
daughters. He then recited that he had cove- 
nanted, in the marriage settlement of one of his 
daughters, to make a certain provision for her, 
& directed that any money paid by his exors. to 
the trustees of the settlement in pursuance of the 
covenant should be taken pro tanto as part of the 
daughter’s share under the will, & brought into 
hotchpot & accounted for accordingly. The 
state of testator’s property was such that it 
exceeded £40,000 if the amount which the exors. 
became liable to pay under the covenant was 
included in it for the purpose of distribution, but 
not otherwise :—Held: the effect of the hotchpot 
clause was to make the estate for the purpose of 
distribution as if the debt created by the covenant 
had never existed, & it must be distributed as 
exceeding £40,000.—Fox v. Fox (1870), L. R. 11 
EKq. 142; 40 L. J. Ch. 182; 28 L. T. 584; 19 
W. R. 151. 

10718. Exclusion of set-off of debt against specific 
legacy.J]—Testator who made advances to his son 
both before & after the date of his will, gave a 
legacy absolutely & a share of residue, whether 
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absolutely or contingently, was doubtful, to such 
son, & directed that advances to his children 
should be charged upon the shares of residue to 
which they should respectively be ‘ absolutely 
entitled under the trusts aforesaid.’”’ The ad- 
vances to the son exceeded the amount of his 
legacy :—Held: as to his legacy, assuming the 
share of residue, to be contingent, there was a 
sufficient indication of intention that the advances 
should not be set off against the legacy.—SmiITH 
v. CRABTREE (1877), 6 Ch. D. 591; 25 W. R. 824. 
10719. Reversionary interest of testator in sum 
brought into hotchpot—Instructions in will for 
equal division of residuary estate—Whether clause 
operative.|—Testator directed his exors. & trustees 
to convert his whole estate into money, & to stand 
possessed of the clear residue in trust for his two 
children in equal shares. In the case of his son, 
he had covenanted with the trustees of the son’s 
marriage settlement that his exors. would pay to 
them £10,000 to be held upon trust for the son for 
life, with remainder to the son’s wife for life, with 
remainder as to the capital for the children of the 
marriage, & in case of there being no child the 
capital was to be in trust for testator absolutely. 
By a hotchpot clause in the will, any sum given 
“to or with any child ’”’ on his or her marriage 
was to be taken in or towards satisfaction of the 
share of such child, & brought into hotchpot. 
The son died without issue :—Held: testator’s 
trustees must specifically appropriate & allot to 
the son’s share under the will testator’s contingent 
reversionary interest in the £10,000 not under the 
hotchpot clause, but under the directions in the 
earlier part of the will, as the only way to effect an 
equal division as directed between the son & the 
daughter.— WHEELER v. HUMPHREYS, [1898] A. C. 
506; 67 L. J. Ch. 499; 78 L. T. 790; 47 W. R. 
17, H. L.; affg. on different grounds S. C. sub nom. 
Re CosreR, HUMPHREYS v. GADSDEN, [1897] 1 
Ch. 325, C. A. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Trollope, Game v. Trollope, [1915] 
1 Ch. 853. Refd. Re West, Denton v. West, [1921] 1 Ch. 
Mentd. A.-G. v. Holden (1903), 19 T. L. R. 385. 
10720. Whether release of personal Hability.|— 
Testator had made advances by way of loan to 
each of his sons on the understanding that they 
were to carry interest, but that testator would not 
enforce payment, & that if unpaid the advances 
were ultimately to be brought into account in the 
division of testator’s estate. Testator never 
required any repayment, but parts of the sum were 
repaid spontaneously. By his will testator gave 
his residuary estate to his wife upon trust to 
receive the income & apply the same for her own 
use for life, & after her decease he gave the residue 
to trustees upon trust to divide the same among 
such of his children who should then be alive, the 
issue of any deceased child to take his or her 
parent’s share. The will, as altered by two 
codicils, contained a proviso that if a son should 
at the death of testator’s wife be an undischarged 
bkpt. his share should be held in trust for his wife, 
& a direction that in making such division any 
advances made to any son during testator’s life- 
time which had not been repaid should be brought 
into account by him with interest at 2 per cent., 
from the date of the advance to the date of 
testator’s wife’s death :—Held: the sons were 
not released from the obligations which they were 
under as debtors to repay the advances made by 
testator, & testator’s widow was entitled during 
her life to the interest on the amount of the 
advances.—Re YOUNG, YOUNG v. YOUNG, [1914] 1 
Ch. 976; 83 L. J. Ch. 453; 111 L. T. 265, C. A. 
Annotation :—Retd. Re Barker, Gilbey v. Barker, [1918] 
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10721. -.|—Re WARDE, WARDB v. RIDGWAY, 
Na. 10697, ante. 
10722. .|—Testator provided that all ad- 





vances by way of loan to his son H. & all interest 
owing on any such advances should be “ taken 
in full or in part satisfaction, as the case may be ”’ 
of the benefits given to H. under his will. 

It, being doubtful whether the legacies & share of 
residue given to, the son would cover his total 
indebtedness :—-Held : the son’s personal liability 
was released & the debts were merely to be brought 
into account as ordinary advances.— Re TROLLOPE, 
GAME v. TROLLOPEB, [1915] 1 Ch. 8583 84 L. J. Ch. 


6538; 113 L. T, 153. ; 
Annoation --- Rett. Re Barker, Gilbey v. Barker, [1918] 


, 10728. —-—--.]—A mere direction that debts owing 
by the life tenants of settled shares of residue shall 
be brought into hotchpot & treated as part of 
those settled shares, & that any securities therefor 
Shall be deemed authorised investments & allo- 
cated to those settled shares, is not by itself 
sufficient to exuneue the dehts.—Re BARKER, 
GILBEY v. BARKER, [1918] 1 Ch. 128; 87 L. J. Ch. 
166; 118 L. T. 206; sub nom. Re 


v. BARBER, 62 Sol. Jo. 142. 
Ale :—Refd. Re Grog, Fordham v. Greg, {1921} 2 Ch. 


10724. ——-.1—Te CLARK; Cross v. H1n1ts (1924), 
69 L. Jo. 160. 


BARBER, GILBEY 


Sus-sEcr. 5,- -ADVANCES. 
A. In General. 

Advancement generally.]— See Equity, Vol. XX., 
BP. 457-465, Nos. 1821-1912; INFaNnts, Vol. 
XVIII., pp. 250-255, Nos. 1063-1117. 

10725. What are advances—Sum bequeathed by 
will—Gift of equal amount in lifetime of testator.]— 
OAR v. CAR (1742), 2 Atk. 277; 26 E. R. 570, L. C. 

10726. Personal estate taken under intestacy.| 
—Trust term by the will of the grandfather for 
raising at provided, among other events, 
that if the children should be by their father in his 
lifetime advanced & preferred with portions as 
good or greater, to cease. Personal property 
under the intestacy of the father not a satisfaction. 

The word ‘‘ given’’ means the same upon the 
whole as *‘ advanced & preferred in his lifetime ”’ ; 
& my opinion is, that what is taken by intestacy 
is not advanced in the lifetime of the parent; & 
there is no principle requiring that what a child 
would take by intestacy of personal estate is 
within the meaning of the clause, if what he would 
take for want of a devise of real estate is not to be 
so considered; for the word ‘“ portion’’ is in 
ordinary cases applied to both (LORD Epon, C.).— 
rag ars v. TWISDEN (1804), 9 Ves. 413; 32 E.R. 
“reagts & Gal Oasten Miho SS 8 Ye te 

v. Cao 3), . - B13. ° 

v. Haverfold (1824), ‘Cle. 345.) ; ies 
acy given by testator’s will.|—See 
Equiry, Vol. XX., p. 452, Nos. 1762-1766. 

10727. Contract for purchase by beneficiary 
—Purchase-money payable by beneficlary to tes- 
tator—-Death of testator before money due.]— 
(1) Testator peducsthea a portion of certain trust 
funds to a married daughter, & by his will it was 





eee 
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made an advanae- 


Wits. 


declaked that in tage he should make any advitice 
of money to aliy of his children, or to the husbands 
of his daughters, Which should not have Been 


répaid, or the interest of which, if reserved, ehdiild 
not have beeti duly paid at the lm it his decease, 
such child or children should not be ehtitled to 
receive any part or share of his property until he, 
she, or they should have accounted for & brough 
into hotchpot such sut or surps of money as should 
have been so advanced & the interest theredf. 
Testator sold his business td the husband of one Of 
his daughters for a certain sum, payabie at the 
expiration of five years from the date of the con- 
tract. Testator died within the five Yearé :— 
Held: as the purchase-money was not payable in 
the lifetime of testator, there was no advancement 
within the meaning of the above clause. 
(2) Testator became surety for the son-in-law to 
a banking firm, & assuch surety, became liable for, 
& paid certain sums on account of the son-in-law. 
The son-in-law was adjudicated bkpt., when tes- 
tator proved for the amount of his debt against the 
estate :—Held: the proof of the debt under the 
bkpcy., & the receipt of the dividend, did not 
amount to a release by testator, & the debt, less 
the amount of the dividend, was therefore an 
advancement within the meaning of the clause.— 
AUSTER v. POWELL (1863), 1 De G. J. & Sm. 99; 
ma T. 73; 9 Jur. N. S. 421; 46 E. R. 38, 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. fe Jaques, Hodgson v. 
Braiuley, {1903}1 Ch. 267. 4s to (2) Aplid. e Whitehouse, 
Whitehouse v.. Hdwards (1887), 37 Ch. D. 683; Ke 
Ainsworth, Millington v. Ainsworth, [1922] 1 Ch. 22. 
10728. —-— -——— Security for payment by joint 
& several] promissory notes of testator & beneficiary 
—Payment of one note by testator.|—In Mar. 
1885, W., a son of testator, entered into a contract 
for the purchase of a business for £1,500, of which 
£300 was to be paid at once & the residue by instal- 
ments, to be secured by the joint & several 
promissory notes of W. & testator. W. had 
no property of his own, & testator, who was not 
a party to the contract, paid the £300, & he 
& W. gave their joint & several promissory 
notes to the vendor for the instalments. Testator 
pe the amount due on the first promissory note, 
ut died before any of the others became due, 
having by his will, dated in Oct. 1885, given 
benefits to his sons, & declared that before any of 
them should participate under his will they should 
repay all sums of money advanced to them during 
his lifetime, & if unable to do so, ‘‘ such advances ”’ 
should be taken as part of their shares under the 
will. Shortly after testator’s death W. executed a 
creditor’s deed, whereby he assigned all his pro- 
perty for the benefit of his creditors, & the creditors 
released him, but reserved their rights as againat 
his sureties. Nothing further having been paid 
in respect of the purchase-money, the vendor 
proved under the deed for the whole balance 
secured by the remaining promissory notes, & 
failing to obtain payment, carried in a claim 
against the estate of testator, & the exors. paid the 
amount less a discount :—Held: (1) the sums paid 
by testator during his lifetime were, & those paid 
by his exors. after his death were not, advances to 
be taken as part of W.’s ‘ share’’ within the 
meaning of the clause in that behalf in the will 
of testator; (2) the contract for purchase being a 
contract by the son alone, the giving of the joint 


(1909) 11, R. 172.—IR. 


ment to a child, & died intestate ag to =n. What are vances — Su ft) 
—A. her own adsets, lea other children : ‘yy otven to pase or psalit ait on 
Death of mother intestate— Held: thechild advanced was not ee HITS 


m. De 
Whether child should bring advance into bound to bring 


hotchpot.}—A mother, having survived 


the amount received 
into hotchpot.—-PRESTON v. GREENE, 


prope Cy et v. 
1841), 3 Dunl. (Ct. of Seas.) 4868; 11 
ac. Coll, 453.—SCOT. 


Part XVI.—-CoNSstTRUCTION. 


& several promissory notes by testator was not in 

the natrire en advancement, by testator in favour 

of we son W., but merely qpenecd testator in the 
osition of 4 surety for , the principal._—Re 
HITEHOUSE, WHITEHOUSE v. EDWARDS (1887), 

37 CH. D. 683; 57 L. J. Ch. 161; 57 L. T. 761; 

36 W. R. 181. ai 

Annoigtions :—Generally, e Watson, Tu 
Watson, (1896} 1 ad ost” ee “Melton, Milk + Towers, 
11918) 1 Ch. 87. 


10729. ——- —_--- —--— Payment of notes by tes- 
titor’s executors. |-—Re WHITEHOUSE, _ 

v. EDwarps, No. 10728, ante. 

10780. Gift of land & stock.|—A testa- 
mentary direction that testator’s married daughter 
should not take the benefit of a specific devise to 
her of real estate or her share of his residuary 
personal estate ‘‘ without first bringing into 
hotchpot as part of my residuary personal estate 
the total amount of any advances or moneys lent 
by me to my said daughter & her husband, or 
either of them ” :—Held: upon the construction, 
not to include real estate subsequently purchased 
by testator for the bonefit of his daughter & her 
husband, & by his direction conveyed, as to part, 
to the daughter, &, as to the rest, tothe husband ; 
or any moneys expended, also for their benefit, 
upon the rea] estate so purchased. 

The word primarily refers to advances of money. 
An advance of money is commonly spoken of, & 
the expression is perfectly intelligible to every 
one; but an advance of a house or a chattel 
would not be understood without explanation by 
any one but a lawyer (STIRLING, L.J.).—Re 
JAQUES, HODGSON v. BRAISBY, [1908] 1 Ch. 267; 
72 L. J. Ch. 1973 &8 L. T. 210; 51 W. R. 229; 
47 Sol. Jo. 145, C. A. 

10731. -—-- Primarily advances of money.]-—- 
Re JAQUES, HODGSON v. BralsBy, No. 10730, ante. 

10782. Appointment of debtor as executor— 
Effect of.|—PuiLips v. Puruips (1676), 1 Cas. in 
Ch. 292, Freem. Ch. 11; Cas. temp. Finch, 410; 
22 EB. R. 806, L. C. 


Annotations -—Apld. Fox v. Fox (1737), West temp. Hard. 
162. Refd. Clough v. Bond (1838), 3 My. & Cr. 490. 


10733. Whether statute-barred debts included. ]|— 
Testator bequeathed his property to his children 
equally, but subject to the condition, that if it 
appeared by his ledger that any of his children were 
indebted to him, the amount should be deducted 
from his share ;—Held: a debt appearing in the 
pe ope though barred by the statute, ought to be 
deducted.—RoskE v. GOULD (1852), 15 Beav. 189 ; 
21L. J. Ch. 360; 19 L. T. 0.8.42; 51 EF. R. 509. 

10734. .|—Testator, by his will, gave his 
property to his wife for life, & after her death 
equally between his children, subject to a proviso 
directing that his trustees should deduct from the 
share of his daughter M. the sum of £200 which he 
had advanced to her, & add it to his personal 
estate; & that if, at the period of distribution, M. 
‘‘should be indebted to any or either of her 
brothers or sisters in respect of advances made to 
her, his trustees should be empowered to deduct 
all or any such debts or advances from her share, & 
pay the same to the proves or sister to whom the 
same might be owing.” - had borrowed from 
one brother £100, on a promissory note bearing 
interest, & had borrowed other sums from another 
brother., Nearly all these debts had, before the 
time of dii pibutley, become barred by Stat. Limi- 
tations :— : the intention of testator was to 
put. advances by brothers & sisters on the same 
¢ as advances by aoe & that interest, 

é be deducted 


ot 
therefore, ought not to 

r think Be f intérpretation of testator’s 
suet B, that fet int led the advances to ae 
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allowed for as advances, not as debts; &, therefores 
only the capital dlight to be taker into acvoutit, & 
not any interest accrued before the estate became 
divisible (JAMES, L.J.).—PooLe v. Poor (1871), 
1Ch. App. 17; 251.7. 7713 20 W. R. 183, L. JJ. 

nnotations :— i. sea, Rees v. George (1881), 17 
A hb, 71 , Manta. ihe Milnes Sihibs & Shocwi (1888). 

10735. ——— Unpaid rent——-Title of testator to land 
extinguished by adverse jossession.] — Testatrix 
gave her property among her four children, & 
directed that. all moneys owing to her at her deat 
by any child for rent dr otherwise should be brough 
into hotchpot in ascertaining the share of such 
child. One son had, in the lifetime of testatrix, 
acquired an absolute title, under Real Propert 
Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), s. 1, to a freehold 
farm which had been let to him by her, through 
non-payment of rent by him to her for more than 
twelve years. Upon the question whether the 
unpaid rent for the twelve years prior to the extin- 
guishment of the estate of testatrix in the farm 
ought to be deducted from the son’s share :—Held.: 
under Real Property Limitation Acts, 1883 (c. 27), 
& 1874 (c. 57), all the rights of the reversioner in 
thé farm had become extinguished, & the unpaid 
rent was no longer owing to her estate, & should not 
be deducted from the son’s share.—Ite JOLLY, 
GATHERCOLE v. NORFOLK, geod 2 Ch. 616; 6g 
L. J. Ch. 661; 83 L. T. 118; 48 W. R. 657; 1 
T.L. R. 521; 44 Sol, Jo. 642, C. A. be 

10736. Composition by or bankruptcy of bene- 
ficlary.|—-SILVERSIDE v. SILVERSIDE, No. 10708, 
ante, 

10737. -—- Covenant by testator not to sue.}|— 
A debtor, by deed, assigned his effects for the 
benefit of his creditors, who thereby covenanted 
not to sue him. One of these creditors, by will, 
gave the residue of his estate ainong six persons, & 
directed that such of them as should be indebted 
to him at his decease should accept the debt as 
part of his share. One of these persons was the 
debtor :—Heid: the debt was satisfied by the 
assignment & testator’s covenant not to sue; & 
the exors. were bound to pay to the debtor his 
full share of the residue.—GOLDsS v. GREENFIELD 
(1854), 2 Sm. & G. 476; 2 Eq. Rep. 793; 23 L. J. 
Ch. 639; 2 W. HK. 583; 65 E. BR. 488.. 

10738. --—- Testator receiving dividend.] — 
AUSTER v. POWELL, No. 10727, ante. 

10739. —--- --— .]— Where, with the dominant 
intention of producing equality between legatees, 
testator directed that a debt due from his son 
should be deducted from the moiety of his resi- 
duary estate oh aay to trustees upon trust for 
the benefit of the son & his children, & subse- 
quently in the liquidation of his son’s affairs 
arrangement received a dividend on the debt, 
direction as to the deduction of the debt from 
moiety bequeathed for the benefit of the son 
his children becomes operative on the death of 
testator to the extent of the balance of the debt 
which remained due, notwithstanding that under 
the bkpcy. laws the son was released from his 
indebtedness to testator. Sas 

Testator by his will dated Nov. 29, 1873, directed 
his trustees to stand possessed of his res dualy 
trust funds after the decedse of his widow as td 
one equal moiety in trust to pay the income t6 his 
son Richard during this life & after his decease for 
his wife during her life & on her death ag to the 
capital for the children of his son, & testator 
déclared similar trusts of the other moiety for **+ 
Reus pier her husband & their children & he 

ected that the interest to accrue on the Brg: 
—-*-— note For £600 which he held of his 
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should be deducted from his moiety of the rents & 
interest of the trust funds & that the principal 
should be allowed out of the residuary trust funds 
bequeathed to the children of his son. By a 
codicil dated Nov. 18, 1874, testator after stating 
that he had, since the date of his will, paid for his 
son a further sum of £200 making in all £800, 
directed that the interest on the £800 during the 
life of his son should in the first place be deducted 
by his trustees from the moiety of the rents & 
interest bequeathed to his son by his will & that 
the principal sum of £800 should also be deducted 
out of the share of his residuary trust funds be- 
queathed to the children of his son. On Nov. 23, 
1874, the son filed a petition under Bkpy. Act, 
1869 (c. 71), 8. 125, & in the liquidation by arrange- 
ment testator proved for the £600 secured by the 
promissory note, & on May 15, 1875, a certificate 
of discharge was given to the son, thereby releasing 
him from all his indebtedness to testator. Testator 
received a dividend of 3d. in the £ in the liquidation 
by arrangement of his son’s affairs amounting to 
£7 10s. & died on Mar. 25, 1876. This summons 
was issued to determine whether the directions 
contained in the codicil as to the £800 & interest 
ever became operative :—Held: the intention of 
testator being to produce equality between the 
shares of the residuary legatees the directions in 
the codicil as to the £800 & interest became 
operative on the death of testator except to the 
extent of the sum received by him in the liquida- 
tion by arrangement of his son’s affairs.—Re 
AINSWORTH, MILLINGTON v. AINSWORTH, [1922] 
1 Ch. 22; 91 L. J. Ch. 51; 126 L. T. 247; 66 
Sol. Jo. 107; [1922] B. & C. R. 21. 


B. Evidence of Advances. 


10740. Admissibility of evidence—Subsequent un- 
attested statement.|—-HAWTRE v. WALLOP (LADY) 
(1667), 1 Rep. Ch. 265; 21 E. R. 569. 

10741. -]— Direction in a will that, ‘‘ all 
and every such sums of money which I have 
already advanced or may hereafter advance to my 
children as will appear in a statement in my hand- 
writing ’’ should be brought into hotchpot :— 
Held: a subsequent unattested statement in 
testator’s handwriting was admissible in evidence 
of advances.—WHATELEY v. SPOONER (1857), 3 K. 
& J. 542; 69 BE. R. 1224. 

Annotations :—Distd. Smith v. Conder (1878), 9 Ch. D. 170. 
Consd. Re Deprez, Henriques vr. Neprez, [1917] 1 Ch. 24. 
Refd. Re Aird’s Estate, Aird v. Quick (1879), 48 L. J. Ch. 
631; Re Coyte, Coyte v. Coyte (1887), 56 L. T. 510. 
10742. Entries in account book.]- 

Where testator by his will gives his estate in trust 

for children in equal shares, & by a subsequent 

codicil directs that advances to one of his sons 
into hotchpot, the advances to be brought into 
account against that son are only those appearing 
in the books of account by entries made prior to 
the date of the codicil.—He DEprez, HENRIQUES 

v. DEPREZ [1917] 1 Ch. 24; 86 L. J. Ch. 91; 116 

L. T. 662; 61 Sol. Jo. 72. 

10743. Prior unattested statement—Page in 
ledger—Incorporation in yeh i rated by his 
will dated Nov. 22, 1872, declared for the informa- 
tion of his trustees that the amount or values 
expressed in his ledger & entered on the twenty- 
first page thereof & signed by him & dated the 
Nov. 8, 1872, were, & were the only, advance- 
ments either by way of gift or loan made by him 
to any of his children before Nov. 8, 1872. The 
twenty-first page of the ledger was not admitted 
to probate. e sums entered therein were not 
in all instances the true amounts actually received 











WILLS. 


by the children :—Held: the will must be read 
as if the entries in the ledger were incorporated 
into it, & the entries were conclusive for the 
purposes of the will.—QUIHAMPTON v. GOING 
(1876), 24 W. R. 917. 

Annotations :—Consd. Smith v. Conder (1878), 9 Ch. D. 170. 
Refd. Re Coyte, Coyte v. Co ven 66 L. T. 510; 

Re Rowe, Pike v. Hamlyn (1897), 77 L, T. 476. 

10744. To vary amount of advanoces.}- 
Testator gave his residuary estate upon trust for 
his two sons & four daughters equally, & declared 
that all such sums of money as he had then already 
advanced, or should thereafter advance, to or for 
the benefit of either of his children, as should 
appear in any account in his handwriting kept by 
him for that purpose, or as should be shown in any 
other manner, should be considered & taken in 
full for or, as the case might be, in part of his or 
her share of & in the trust estate. Subsequently 
to the date of his will testator advanced to one 
of his sons £1,575, & to the other £1,560. He 
afterwards wrote letters to each of them stating 
that it was his intention to make a present to them 
of sums of £640 & £650, part of the £1,575 & 
£1,560, respectively, & requiring them to send him 

romissory notes for the balance :—Held: these 
etters were not admissible in evidence to vary the 
operation of the proviso contained in the will, & 
the sums of £640 & £650 must be brought into 
account by the sons.—SMITH v. CONDER (1878), 
ines D. 170; 47 L. J. Oh. 878; 27 W. R. 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Deprez, Henriques v. Depres, (1917) 

1 Ch. 24. 

10745. Destruction—Of account book incorporated 
into will.]|—Testator, who died in May 1886, by 
his will, dated in Dec. 1871, disposed of all his 
propery in favour of his children, & declared 
that whereas he had advanced, or might advance, 
for the benefit of his children, certain sums towards 
their advancement in life or for their benefit, & all 
which sums respectively would appear & be men- 
tioned in a book marked ‘ A."’ & signed by him, 
every sum of money appearing or mentioned in 
such book to have been so advanced or paid on 
account of any child should be taken in or towards 
satisfaction of such child’s share, & brought into 
hotchpot. In Jan. 1886, testator tore from the 
book marked ‘ A.” several leaves, upon which 
entries of such advances had been written, & 
directed them to be burnt in his presence, & wrote 
on the book, the cover of which was preserved, a 
memorandum, stating that the book had been 
destroyed by him. It appeared that some of the 
sums advanced had been advanced before the date 
of the will, & others subsequently. An originating 
summons was taken out for the purpose of deter- 
mining the effect of the above clause :—Held: the 
book would probably have been admitted to pro- 
bate if it had contained writing; & if a document 
formed part of a will it was liable to revocation in 
the same manner as the will itself; therefore, as 
the book had been destroyed by testator, no sum 
advanced by him, whether before or after the date 
of the will, could be brought into hotchpot.—Re 
Corte, CoyTE v. Coyre (1887), 56 L. T. 510; 
8T. L. R. 362. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Deprez, Henriques v. Depres, (1917) 

10746. Recital of advance—Erroneous recital— 
Whether binding.]|—Testator, by his will, gave a 
legacy, & by a codicil, after reciting that he had 
advanced to the legatee a certain sum, he directed 
that sum to be considered as a payment on account 
of the legacy :—Held: the sum mentioned would 
be deducted from the legacy, though the advance 
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in fact made was less than that sum.—Re Armp’s 

HEstTaTe, AIRD v. QuICK (1879), 12 Ch. D. 291; 

aos L. J. Ch. 681; 41 L. T. 180; 27 W. R. 

Annotations :—Apld. lor’ te, ; 

Gta caABE Be Tate Page Tama yaerhey 

v, Kelsey, Welecy vo; Kelsey, [1905] 2 Ch a0s, Ment 

Fe Hoyle, Hoyle v. Hoyle, [1893] 1 . 84, ; as 

10747, -.|— Testator gave a legacy 
of £7,000 in trust for his daughter, the wife of J., 
& her children, & after reciting that he had given 
a bond for £8,000 for J., he directed that what 
should remain due on the bond at his death should 
be paid out of the legacy. By a codicil made 
about a year afterwards he recited that he had 
ae the £3,000 & other sums for which he was 

ound for J. to an amount exceeding £5,000 in 
the whole, & directed that if J. should not before 
his death have repaid to him £5,000 at least, the 
sum of £5,000 should be taken in part payment of 
the £7,000, & to that extent he revoked the legacy. 

It was admitted that J. had not repaid the £5,000, 

but the legatees disputed the fact that testator 

had paid so much as £5,000 for J. :—Held: the 
legacy must be reduced only by the amount re- 
maining unrepaid of sums advanced by testator 
for J., & an account must be directed.—Re 

TAYLOR'S ESTATE, TOMLIN v. UNDERHAY (1882), 

22 Ch. D. 495; 48 L. T. 552, C. A. 

Annotations ‘-—Consd. Ie Wood, Ward v. Wood (1886), 32 
Ch. D.517. Apld.J?e Kelsey, Woolley v. Kelsey, Kelsey v. 
Kelsey, (1905) 2 Ch. 465. Mentd. /?e Hoyle, Hoyle v. 
Hoyle, {1893] 1 Ch. 84. 

10748. --|—Testator gave the pro- 
ceeds of sale of his real & personal estate to trustees, 
on trust to divide same among his children living 
at his death, & the issue of deceased children, in 
equal shares per stirpes. The will stated that 
testator had advanced to four of his sons respec- 
tively certain specified amounts, on account of 
their respective shares, & testator directed that 
the “‘ respective sums hereinbefore recited to have 
been advanced ”’ should be brought into hotchpot 
by the four sons respectively for the purposes of 
the division of his estate —Held: the sons were 
bound by the statement in the will of the amounts 
of the advances made to them, & were not 
entitled to adduce evidence to show that the 
advances which had been made to them were in 
fact of less amount.—Re Woop, WARD v. Woop 
(1886), 82 Ch. D. 517; 55 1L. J. Ch. 720; 34 W. R. 
788; sub nom. Re Woon’s ESTATE, Woop v. 
Warp, 54 L. T. 932. 

Annotations :—Distd 
Kelaey, [1905} 2 Ch. 465. 
Hoyle, [1893] 1 Ch. 84. 
10749. -]—Erroneous recital cases 

may be divided into two classes. In class (a) 

testator by apt words directs a legatee to bring a 

particular sum into hotchpot. He may recite 

erroneously that a particular sum has been ad- 
vanced, & direct the legatee to bring that sum, 
or the sum “ hereinbefore recited to have been 
advanced,”’ into hotchpot, or he may by other 
appropriate language shew an intention that the 
legatee shall absolutely & in any event bring the 
sum mentioned into hotchpot, in other words, 
that the legatee shall only take upon the footing of 
bringing that particular sum into account, & only 
receiving the balance payable to him on that 
footing. In class (b) testator recites the debt 
owing from the legatee—again he may recite it 





Mentd. Re Hoyle, Hoyle v. 


. Re Kelsey, Woolley v. Kelsoy, Kelsey v. 
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erroneously, & then directs the debt, ‘‘or so 
much thereof as shall remain unpaid ” at testator’s 
death or the time of distribution, to be deducted 
& brought into account. In cases of this class 
testator really intends that there shall be brought 
into account the debt or balance thereof which is 
actually owing at the time of death or distribution 
(SWINFEN Eapy, J.).—Re KELSEY, WOOLLEY v. 
KELSEY, Keusey v. Kevsrey, [1905] 2 Ch. 465; 
74 LL. J. Ch. 701; 93 L. T. 662; 54 W. R. 136; 
49 Sol. Jo. 701. 

Will containing declaration of principle—-On 
which money to be brought into hotchpot—State- 
ment of figures on which principle based—Whether 
binding.]|—-See No. 10704, ante. 


C’. Interest on Advances. 

10750. Time of computation—General rule.]— 
The rules laid down in the authorities for working 
out the consequences of a common hotchpot clause 
are, that no interest is charged against an advanced 
child prior to testator’s death; that where the 
period of distribution of testator’s property is at 
testator’s death interest is charged against an 
advanced child from the death & not from the 
subsequent date at which, in fact, the distribution 
takes place; that if the period of distribution is 
at the expiration of a period of accumulation or 
of a prior life estate, interest is charged, not from 
the death, but from the period of distribution ; 
& that the effect of a charge upon the residue, 
such as a life annuity secured by a fund set apart 
to meet it, does not alter the period of distribution. 
Testator, who was twice married & had executed 
a settlement on each occasion, died in 1866, having 
by his will & codicil bequeathed an annuity in 
favour of his widow, who died in 1910, during her 
life, & legacies in favour of certain children, & his 
residuary estate in favour of all his children, with 
special hotchpot provisions, according to the true 
construction of which the Judge was of opinion 
that testator did not intend an equality by way 
of benefit, but an equality by way of portion 
between the children :—Held: the case was taken 
out of the general rule, & advanced children were 
not to be charged with interest between testator’s 
death & the death of the widow when the annuity 
fund became divisible—Re WILLOUGHBY, WIL- 
LOUGHBY v. Dectés, [1911] 2 Ch. 581; 80 L. J. Ch. 
562; 104 L. T. 907, C. A. 

Annotation :—Retd. Re ‘tod, Bradshaw v. Turner, [1916} 

1 Ch. 567. 


10751. Time fixed for distribution.|—-In- 
terest at 4 per cent., directed to be computed on 
advancements made by a father to his children 
from the time when the father’s property was 
divisible amongst them.—ANDREWES v. GEORGE 
(1830), 3 Sim. 393; 57 BE. R. 1045. 

Annotations :—Apld. Field v. Seward (1877), 5 Ch. D. 538. 
Consd. ?te Rees, Rees v. George (1881), 17 Ch. D. 701. 
Refd. Ashworth v. Munn (1886), 34 Ch. D. 391; Re 
Dracup, Field v. Dracup (1893), 63 L. J. Ch. 238. 
10752. —-— .]|—Where a fund is given by 

will to be equally divided amongst testator’s 

children, & the will contains a proviso for bringing 
into hotchpot advances made by testator to any 
of them, the advanced children are chargeable 
with interest on their advances up to the time of 
the distribution of the fund; but such interest 
is to be computed from the time fixed for distribu- 
tion only, not from the date of the respective 
advances.—Re REES, NEES v. GEORGE (1881), 17 
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107511. Time of computation—Time fixed for distribution.}—NOTMAN v. PAUL, 28 N. 
0. —— Death of life tenant.J)—Re OAKLEY, OAKLEY v. GORDON, (1926] 5. A. 8. R. 


Z. L. R. 58.—N.Z. 
362.—AUS. 
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Sect. §1.—Hotchpot clause : 
sect. 6.] 


Ch. D. aa . 
W.R. 8 
Anno es —Co nsd. Re Delimeyery 
meyer, tseel r ae 372. 
Monet, 


Monte. [1897] 2 Ch. 169. 
ves ©. beet eng (1902), 86 ini 


Sub-sect. 5, C.; sub- 


50 L. J. Ch. 328; 44 L. T. 241; 29 


Deuneyer v. Dall- 
yam bert, Middleton v. 
e Hargreaves are 
T. 43. Apid. 


hiteford, Inglis v. Whiteford, [1903) 1 Ch: 889. anes 
Re Wiltoughby, Willoughby v. Decios, ae a Re 
Forster-Brown, Barry v. Forster-B on [1914] 2 Ch. 584; 
Re Tod, Bradshaw v. Torney, i Ch, & Ch. her "Refd. 
Ashworth v. Munn (1886), 3 tiles ; &e Dracup, 
Field v. Dracup (1893), 63 L. 5c 
10753. —— Te Teetator his will gave 





each of his sons in succession, according to seniority, 
the option of succeeding to his business, & declared 
that the son electing to do so should be debited 
with the value thereof in the division of his resi- 
duary estate, &, if the value should exceed the 
amount of such son’s expectant share therein at 
the time the option was declared, he should refund 
the excess to testator’s residuary estate. Then, 
after giving certain legacies to his other children, 
sons at twenty-five & daughters at twenty-one 
or marriage, which were to carry interest from his 
death applicable for maintenance, the testator 
gave his residuary estate upon trusts for sale, 
conversion, & investment & payment of certain 
annuities & directed the trustees to accumulate 
the surplus income at compound interest for 
twenty-one years from his death, if any child of 
his should so long live & be under twenty-one & 
on the attainment of twenty-one by his youngest 
l.ving child, which was to be the period of distri- 
bution, to ‘hold the trust fund in trust for his 
children then living as tenants in common. The 
will also empowered the trustees, at any time 
before the period of distribution, to make advances 
out of the capital of the trust premises in favour 
of any of his sons, the sums so advanced to be 
taken in part satisfaction of the shares in the trust 
premises to which the sons advanced should become 
entitled. Testator died in 1883 leaving three sons 
& two daughters. The eldest sun in 1884 elected 
to succeed to the business, the value of which 
£15,000, did not at the time exceed the amount 
of his expectant share. The youngest child 
attained twenty-one in 1894; & meanwhile the 
second son had under the pow ers of advancement, 
received sums amounting to £8,200 :—Held: 
(1) in debiting the éldest son with the value of the 
business taken by him, he ought not to be debited 
with interest thereon from the time he took it, 
but only from the period of distribution ; (2) as to 
the sums advanced to the second son no interest 
ought to be chore? thereon prior to the period 
of distribution.— Re DALLMEYER, DALLMEYER v. 
DALLMEYER, [1896] 1 Ch. 372; 65 L. J. Ch. 201 ; 
713 L. T. 671; 40 Sol. Jo. 156 ; ; sub nom. Re 
Seppe 44 Ww. R. 375, C. A. 


Annotati re Re Lambert, Middleton v. 
rete Ch. 16 Pi Whiteford, Inglis v. Whiteford, wus} 
Ch. 889.  Consd. Fe Willoughby, Wil loughby v. Decles, 


RTT 2 Ch. 581; a porter: Brown, Barry v. Forster- 
rown, [1914] 2 Ch. 5 

10754, ——-_—_—_. eRe FORSTER-BROWN, BARRY 
v. FORSTER-BREOWN, No. 10771, post. 

10755. ——— Death of testator—-Recovery of estate 
from absconding executor.|——Testator gave to 
several of his eight children real estates, & be- 
queathed his residuary personal estate to all the 
eight, with a direction that their portions should 
be equal, & to that end that those of them to whom 
he had given the real estates should respectively 
take them on account of their shares at the esti- 
mated values mentioned in his stats The exor. 


absconded es t e nds, 
cond i te Pema tala ip i a 


was ee :—Held; the amount iat thea red 
must ‘be treated as ‘consisting of a principal sum, 
with interest thereon at £4 per cent. per annum 
from testator’s death; the devisees of the real 
estates must brin into account eis estimated 
values as part of Phe principal ; & the ‘shares ‘of 
principal having been thus ascertained, the part 
apportioned as interest must be divided between 
them in proportion as those shares. —ACKROYD v. 
ACKROYD (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 313. 

Anne :—Refd. Ie Rees, Rees v. Geo orge (1881), 17 


eg ah Jte Cleveland’s Estate, Hay v. Wolmer (1895), 
3 ) 
10756. ----~----- --.]-~Testator after bequeathing 


a share of mixed residue to one of his sons, stated 
that he had advanced sums amounting to £2,550 
to the son, & directed his trustees & exors., to 
deduct the sum of £2,550 from the share go 
bequeathed :—Held : the son was chargeable with 
interest at 4 per cent. on the £2,500 from the death 
of testator & not merely from the end of a year 
after the death.—FikLp v. SEWARD (1877), 5& 
Ch. D. 538. 

Annotations :---Consd. Re Rees, Rees v. George (1881), 17 
Ch. D. 701. Retd.. Re Dallmeyer, Dallmeyer v. Dallmeyer, 
(1896) 1 Ch. 372°; Re Lambert. Middleton v. Moore, [1897] 


10757. -—-— ------ .}|-— STEWART v. STEWART, No. 
10702, ante. 
10758. --—-- ------.|—-W. had three sons, H.,8., & 


RB. On the marriage of H. in 1866, W. conveyed 
upon the trusts of H.’s marriage settlement real 
estate of the value of £4,000, & by the settlement 
convenanted to pay £6,000 to the settlement 
trustees within six calendar months after the death 
of the covenantor. II. died before W. W. died 
in June, 1898, having by his will, after giving 
certain legacies, &, to his wife, an annuity, given his 
residuary estate to trustees upon trust, as to one- 
third, for S., & as to another one-third for B. The 
remaining one-third was directed to be transferred 
to the trustees of H.’s settlement to be held upon 
the trusts thereof, but subject to the proviso that 
after payment of the £6,000 the sum of £10,000, 
the £6,000 plus the £4, 000, should be considered 
to have been received & advanced out of residue 
in respect of H.’s portion, & should, for the purpose 
only of ascertaining the amount of that portion, 
be considered as part thereof, & should be 
accounted for in the way of hotch ot accordingly. 
On Dec. 6, 1893, the trustees of the will paid he 
£6,000 to the scttlement trustees. B. ‘died in 
Aug. 1893, & under his will his widow was tenant 
for life. The trustees of W.’s will made ae hea 
of equal amounts from time to time to 8. & toB 
& the trustees of his will. Part of each sum was 
treated as capital, & the rest, of ‘which alf was 
pei to B.’s widow, as income. On the death of 
’3 widow in 1902 the sum set apart to answer 
her annuity fell into residue: (1) that the date 
of distribution, i Gece the existence of 
the annuity, was the death of & interest was 
chargeable on the advance made in his lifetime as 
from the date of his death & on advances made 
after his death, as from the date of those advatices ; 
(2) no distinction was to be made between the 
advances madé on account of capital & those 
made on account of income in respéct of the shares 
of 8S. & B.; (3) the rate of interest to ‘be charged 
was 3 per cent. only.—Re WHITEFORD, INGLIS v. 
WHITEFORD, Hieca) 1 Ch. 889: 72 L.'J. Ch. 540 ; 
51 W.'R. 491; 47 Bol. Jo. 338. 
me ie nar Rela. Fre Davy, ‘Hollingsworth v. Davy, (1908) 


1N759. Bate of setae naar rs —Re LAMBERT, 
(hage , vy. Moore, No. 10763, post. 


Cee at be Be oataleed pt 1 8 ‘of the ct. that 


per oeht, has not 





Part XVI.—ConstTRucTION. 


been altered. Interest on advances which have 
to be brought into hotchpot ‘must sfill be paid at 
that_rate.—Re Davy, HOLLINGSworRTH v. Davy, 
are 1 Ch.'61; 77 L. J. Ch. 67; 07 L. T. 654, 


Annotation :— Reta, Re Cooke, Randall v. Cooke, [1916] 

Whether brought into account—In_ ascertaining 
bes of beneficiaries.|See Part XVI., Sect. 31, 
sub-sect. 6, post. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—ASCERTAINMENT OF INTERESTS 
OF BENEFICIARIES. 

10761. Mode of computation— Interests in capital.| 
—Testator who had been extensively engaged in 
business, after directing that his trustees should 
carry on his business for a period not longer than 
till his youngest child should attain twenty-one, 
& should then sell his business if it were not pre- 
viously sold, & directing the sale & conversion & 
investment of his estate & giving an annuity to 
his wife, empowered his trustees to apply ‘‘ the 
whole or so much as they shall think fit of the 
annual income as a common fund for the main- 
tenance, education, & bringing up, or otherwise 
for the benefit of my several children till the 
youngest shall attain twenty-one, in such manner 
as my said trustees or trustee shall judge expedient, 
accumulating the surplus income in aid of the 
common fund, & the income & accumulation shall 
follow the destination of the capital whence the 
same shall have arisen.’’ The capital of the 
estate was directed to be divided equally amongst 
all the children who attained twenty-one, or 
being daughters married under that age, except 
one son, for whom a different provision was made. 
By a codicil testator recited that he had made 
advances to some of his children, & directed that 
all advances should be brought into hotchpot. 
The youngest child had recently attained twenty- 
one, & the trustees having since testator’s death 
via Gene portions of the income for the maintenance 
& benefit of the children, & accumulated the rest : 
—Held: the proper mode of distribution was to 
divide the whole accumulated fund equally among 
the children, they giving credit for sums allowed 
for maintenance with interest & for interest from 
testator’s death on advances made by him, 
the capital of the advances being to be brought 
into hotchpot on the division of the capital of the 
estate.— HILTON v. HILTON (1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 468. 
Annotations :-—Oonsd. Re Rees, Rees v. George (1881), 17 

Ch 7 Expld Re Whiteford, Inglis v. Whiteford 


«Os t; 
[1903} 1 OM. 88 efd. Field v. Seward (1877), 5 Ch. D. 
aoe ; Re Dalimeyer, Dalimeyer v. Dalimeyer, {1896} 1 Oh. 


10762, --—- —-—- Whether interest on advances to 
be brought into account.|—-STEWART v. STEWART, 
No. 10702, ante. 

10763, ———- —--—- --—_.]—-Testator who died in 
1878 bequeathed £30,000 with interest at 4 per 
cent. on trust for his widow for life, & after her 
death for division into four equal parts & payment 
of one part to his son, the remaining three-fourths 
to fall into residue. He declared that any gum 
which he should advance or covenant to advance 
to any of his children should be taken in satis- 
faction pro tanto of the advanced child’s provision, 
& this provision was to apply expressly to a 
gum of £6,000 which he had covenanted to advance 
fo hae trustees of one of his daughters’ marriage 
settlements. He gave his real estate & his 
residyary pergonal estate to his trustees on trust 
to gel copvert & put of the a oceeds to pay 

s debts & legacies, & to divide the residue 
into three equal Shares, ohe of such shares for each 


of his three daughters for life, & after her death for 
her issue. His estate consisted chiefly of land, 
of which the'trustees in exercise of their discretion 
under the will postponed the sale. They raised 
upon mtge. a sum sufficient to pay the debts, 
including the £6,000 which they paid to the 
daughter’s trustees; but the £30,000 was not so 
raised. The rents of the real estate after pro- 
viding for the interest on the £30,000 & on the 
mtge. produced a surplus inconie of about £200 

a& year, which was paid in equal shares to the two 

unadvanced daughters. The widow died in 1895: 

—Held: upon the ‘division of the residue, the 

period of distribution was the death of testator ; 

the advanced daughter, besides bringing into 
hotchpot the £6,000 must be charged with interest 
thereon as from the date of the advance; but 
the rate of interest ought to be 3 & not 4 per cent. 

—Re LAMBERT, MIDDLETON v. Moors, [1897] 2 Ch. 

169; sub nom. Re LAMBERT, MOORE v. MIDDLETON, 

66 L. J. Ch. 624; 76L. T. 752; 45 W. R. 661; 41 

Sol. Jo. 560. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re Whiteford, Inglis v. Whiteford, 
[1903] 1 Ch. 889. Consd. de Willoughby, Willoughby v. 
Decies, [1911] 2 Ch. 581. Refd. The Ha aves, Har- 
_greaves v. Hargreaves (1902); 86 EL. T. 43; Re’ Davy, 

olingsworth v. Davy, (1908] 1 Ch. 61; Re Forster- 
Brown, Barry v. Forster-Brown, [1914] 2 Ch. 584; 
Tod, Bradshaw v. Turner, (1916) 1 Ch. 567. 

10764. --—- ~-——.}-- Re GILBERT, GILBERT 

v. GILBERT, [1908] W. N. 63. 

Annoiaion Ret, Re Tod, Bradshaw v. Turner, [1916] 


10765. ------ .]|— Re WILLOUGHBY, WIL- 
LOUGHBY v. DecrEs, No. 10750, ante. 

10766. --- --—- ——-.]—-Testator by his will 
made in 1892 appointed his wife & his sons J. & A. 
exors. & trustees, & after certain specific legacies, 
including a trust legacy to his trustees, he made a 
general devise & bequest to his trustees upon trust 
to sell & convert as & when they should think 
expedient, & provided that the income of his 
estate should be treated like the income of the 
investments which would arise from the proceeds 
of sale until conversion. Then he provided for 
four sums of £6,000 for each of his daughters, & 
for the settlement of the legacy of the daughter, 
who was then unmarried, the other three sums 
being given to the trustees of the married daughters’ 
settlement. He declared that the will was made 
on the assumption that the residuary real & 
personal estate disposed of thereby, including the 
money to the income of which his wife was entitled 
under the trusts of the settlement executed on 
their marriage & the sums of £5,000 & £2,300 or 
thereabouts which he had paid on account of his 
son J., which surns were to be deducted from the 
share of his residuary estate thereinafter given in 
trust for the benefit of the son’s wifé & family, 
after payment thereout of his debts, funeral & 
testamentary expenses, & the legacies thereby 
given other than legacies to his wife or any of his 
children, would amount to upwards of £60,000, 
& gaveé directions in case that assumption was 
not realised. Then the trustees were: to stand 
possessed of the residue of his residuary estate 
after payment of the money before mentioned, “* as 
to one-half on trust to pay, transfer, or invest game 
in the names of his wife & his son A. to be held 
upon t to pay the annual income to M., the 
wife of J., for life for her separate use, & without 
power of anticipation,” & after her decease upon 
trusts for their faniily. Then testator’ djrected 
the general trustees of the will, who were different 

ersons from the trustees of J.’s share, ‘to ‘hold 
he other moiety of the residue upon ‘trusts ‘th 
favour of A., & his wife & family. By ‘another 
material clause, although it did not actually take 
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Sect. 31.—Hotchpot clause : Sub-sect. 6.] 

effect, testator provided that if he should at any 
time thereafter give to any son or daughter any 
sum exceeding £1,000 at any one time, any sum 
so advanced should be considered as a payment by 
him on account of the sums thereinbefore be- 
queathed to or in trust for him or her, or his or her 
children, & that the amount so given, with interest 
from the date of the advance, should be brought 
into account & deducted from the sum therein- 
before bequeathed to him or her. Testator died 
in 1893 leaving his widow & several children of 
their marriage. A large part of the estate was not 
realised, & a number of investments were, down to 
1910, appropriated to the two sons’ settled shares, 
the appropriations to A.’s share exceeding those 
to J.’s share, the amount to be accounted for by 
the latter being thus reduced to £4,000. The 
income of the unappropriated estate was for a 
time applied on the principle of Re Hargreaves, 
Hargreaves v. Hargreaves, No. 10767, post, & after- 
wards on the principle of Re Poyser, Landon v. 
Poyser, No. 10768, post:—Held: the latter 
principle ought to have been acted on throughout, 
& the apportionment of capital as between the 
two shares should be made on a corresponding 
principle.—Re Top, BRADSHAW v. TURNER, [1916] 
1 Ch. 567; 85 L. J. Ch. 668; 114 L. T. 839; 32 
T. L. R. 344; 60 Sol. Jo. 403. 

10767. Interests in intermediate Income.}— 
Testator by his will & codicil, dated May 5, 1880, 
& July 12, 1882, respectively, after giving certain 
legacies, devised & bequeathed his residuary 
estate to trustees upon trust to pay out of the 
income thereof the annual sum of £2,000 to his 
widow during her life, &, subject thereto, to 
divide the regiduary estate into as many shares 
as there should be children living at his death, 
& to pay the annual income of such shares to his 
children; & then upon trusts therein expressed. 
Testator provided that, as to certain advances 
already made to some of his children & as to any 
future advances to his children exceeding at any 
one time the sum of £1,000, these advances should 
be treated as capital of the original shares, & be 
brought into hotchpot & accounted for accord- 
ingly. Testator died on July 3, 1887, & left 
surviving him six children; of whom three had 
received advances & three had not. The widow 
died in Mar. 1900 :—Held: for the purpose of 
ascertaining the proportions of the settled shares 
of the six children, the value of the net residuary 
estate of testator at the day of his death ought to 
be ascertained & there should be added thereto 
the several advances & the actual] income received 
from testator’s death ought to be divided in the 
pag tapes proportions so ascertained, & the share of 
each child in such income ought to be debited with 
one-sixth part of testator’s widow’s annuity ; 
& any calculation of interest on the amount to any 
child was unnecessary.—Re HARGREAVES, HAR- 
GREAVES v. HARGREAVES (1903), 88 L. T. 100, C. A. 
Annotations :—Apld. Re Gilbert, Gilbert v. Gilbert, [1908] 

W.N. 63. Distd. Re Poyser, Landon v. Poyser, [1908) 

1 Ch. 828. Consd. Re Willoughby, Willoughby v. Decies, 

[1911] 2 Ch. 581. Apld. Re Hart, Hart v. Arnold (1912) 

107 L. T. 757. Distd. ie Craven, Watson v. Craven, [1914] 
1 Ch. 358; Re Forster-Brown, Barry v. Forstor-Brown, 
{1914} 2 Ch. 584; Re Cooke, Randall v. Cooke, {1916) 


1 Ch. 480. W.F. Re Tod, Bradshaw v. Turner, [1916] 1 Ch. 


567. Refd. Fte Whiteford, Inglis v. Whiteford, {1903} 


ae 889; Re Davy, Hollingaworth v. Davy, [1908) 1 


10768. Whether interest on advances 
brought into account.|—-Testator by his will gave 
his residuary real & personal estate to trustees 
upon trust to sell & convert & to divide the pro- 
ceeds into fifteen equal shares, & to distribute them 





WILLS. 


among his eight children as therein mentioned, 
the daughters’ shares & portions of the sons’ 
shares being settled. Testator declared that for 
the purpose of ascertaining the shares certain 
advances of varying amounts which he had 
made to some of his children & certain payments 
which he authorised his trustees to make after 
his death should, with interest at 4 per vent. 
in certain cases from the date of his death or from 
the date of payment, as the case might be, be 
debited against the shares of the children so 
advanced. He gave wide powers to his trustees 
to postpone the conversion of his estate, & directed 
that the actual intermediate income should be 
paid to the tenants for life. The estate of testator 
at his death in 1901 consisted largely of shares in 
cos., the dividends on which, as also the capital 
value, had been subject to great fluctuations :— 
Held: for the purpose of dividing the income 
pending the division of the capital of the estate 
interest at 4 per cent. ought, in cases where 
testator had directed that such interest should 
be debited, to be added to the actual income for 
the time being, & the agyregate so arrived at 
ought to be divided into fifteen shares & dis- 
tributed among the children, subject in the case of 
each advanced child to a deduction of the interest 
on his advance or on the payment made to him.— 
Re PorsErR, LANDON v. PoyseErR, [1908] 1 Ch. 828 ; 
77L. J. Ch. 482; 99 L. T. 50. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Hart, Hart v. Arnold (1912), 107 
L. T. 757. Apld. Re Craven, Watson v. Craven, [1914] 
1 Ch. 358; Re Forster-Brown, Barry v. Forster-Brown, 
{1914} 2 Ch. 584 ; Re Cooke, Randall v. Cooke, [1916] 1 Ch. 
; Re Tod, Bradshaw v. Turner, [1916] 1 Ch. 567. 


480 
Refd. ze Hall, Hope v. Hall, [1918] 1 Ch. 562; Ze Fostor, 
Hunt v. Foster, [1920] 1 Ch. 391. 


10769. ———_ ——— ———.]—Testator directed his 
trustees to pay the income of one moiety of his 
residuary estate to his widow reducible on her 
second marriage, &, subject thereto, directed them 
to stand possessed thercof upon trust for his 
children in the shares mentioned. The shares 
were settled with a protected life interest with 
remainders over. Testator directed that in com- 
puting the share of his eldest son, such son was to 
bring into hotchpot a sum of £2,250—-as to which 
£1,700 had been paid by the testator & £550 was 
paid after his death by his exors. Under testator’s 
guarantee of the son’s banking account, & a similar 
direction was given as to £1,000 advanced to 
another son :—Held: for the purpose of ascer- 
taining the proportions of the shares, the various 
sums paid by testator & his exors. to & for his two 
sons respectively ought to be added to the value 
of the moiety of testator’s estate tho income of 
which was not directed to be paid to his widow, 
& from the aggregate capital so ascertained the 
sums directed to be brought into account ought 
to be deducted from the shares of such two sons, 
& the income divided from testator’s death in the 
proper proportions of the respective shares of 
capital so ascertained.—Re HART, HART v. ARNOLD 
(1912), 107 L. T. 757. 

Annotation :-—Consd, Re Tod, Bradshaw »v. Turner, [1916] 


1 Ch. 56 

10770. |—Testator by his will 
devised & bequeathed his residuary real & personal 
estate to three trustees, two of whom were his sons, 
upc trust to sell & convert & to stand possessed 
of the proceeds upon trust for all his children, 
except his son J., in equal shares, & he directed 
that all properties & investments acquired by him 
in the names of any of his children or advances to 
or for the benefit of his children should be treated 
as absolute gifts to such children of the properties, 
investments, & advances which might be taken in 
their names individually or given to or for thei 
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benefit, & that such children should not be liable 
to repay or his estate the consideration which 
he had paid for the properties or the amounts that 
might have been advanced or invested on such 
securities or otherwise. He further directed 
that in the division of his estate his trustees should 
equalise his children’s shares as far as possivls by 
treating all gifts to them as having been made 
in satisfaction or part satisfaction of their shares. 
Testator then settled the shares of his daughters, 
& declared that his trustees might postpone the 
sale & conversion of his real & personal estate for 
so long as they should think fit, the income of the 
unconverted property to go to the persons to whom 
the income produced by the sale & conversion 
would for the time being be payable if the sale & 
conversion had been actually made. The invest- 
ment clause did not authorise the investment 
in the shares of private cos. Testator died in 
Dec. 1892, leaving six children other than J., 
who took no interest in the residue, namely, two 
sons & four daughters. A considerable part of 
testator’s estate consisted of shares in a private 
co. called Cravens, J.td., the articles of which con- 
tained restrictive provisions with reference to the 
transfer of shares. There was no market for these 
shares, & the trustces although they had advertised, 
had been unable to obtain an offer for them. 
During his lifetime testator had made advances to 
certain of his children, & subsequently to his death 
& the trustees had made further advances to two 
of his sons. The trustees had for the purpose of 
dividing the income, pending the distribution of 
the estate, added tw the income of the actual estate 
interest at 4 per cent. per annum on the advances 
to his childrem & had then divided the total thus 
ascertained into six equal shares, & had paid one 
of such shares to each of the children, deducting 
in the case of an advanced child 4 per cent. on the 
amount of the advances to that child :—Held: 
having regard to the difficulty of realising the 
Craven shares the peor adopted by the 
trustecs with regard the advances made both 
before & after the death of testator was the 
correct one.—Re CRAVEN, WATSON v. CRAVEN, 
[1914] 1 Ch. 358; 83 L. J. Ch. 403; 109 L. T. 
846; 58 Sol. Jo. 138. 

tations :—Apld. Ie Cooke, Randall v. Cooke, [1916] 


Anno 
1 Ch. 480. Refd. Re Tod, Bradshaw v. Turner, (1916) 


1 Ch. 667; Re WwW : rece vw. Palmer, [1919] 2 Ch. 58 ; 
oster, [1920] 1. 


Re Foster, Hunt v. 1 Ch. 39 

10771. —— .]—Testator gave his wife 
the personal use & occupation during widowhood 
of a certain house which, subject thereto, was to 
form part of his devised real estate. He made 
a general residuary gift of all his real & personal 
estate to trustee, upon trust for sale, conversion, 
& investment, but with full powers of postpone- 
ment & retention, & declared that the resulting 
trust fund should be held on trust, in the first 
ey out of the income thereof, to pay to his wife 

uring widowhood such a sum as, together with 
the income under her marriage settlement, would 
make up the yearly sum of £2,000, & he provided 
that if the income of the trust fund should not 
in any year be sufficient to make up the £2,000, 
the whole of the income in that year should be 
paid to her, & any deficiency should be made up 
when the subsequent income of the trust fun 
would permit. he trustees were, after providing 
for an annuity which failed, to ta aR ap £4,000 
on trusts for the benefit of a son P., &, subject as 
aforesaid, testator directed that the capital & 
interest of the trust fund should be held in trust 
for such of his sons W., E., & J. & his daughters 
I. & D. as being sons should attain twenty-one 
as being daughters should attain twenty-one or 
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pers & so that the share of a son should be 
double that of a daughter. Testator gave power 
to the trustees, but only with the widow’s consent 
during widowhood, to advance a certain pro- 
portion of the share of any of the children, & 
then settled the share of each daughter, less any 
sum advanced, on trust for her for life, & after her 
death for her children, with an ultimate trust on 
failure of children for her brothers equally. By 
a codicil, he increased the widow’s annuity to 
£3,000, by another codicil after reciting that on 
the marriage of his daughter I. he had covenanted 
with her settlement trustees that his exors. or 
administrators would after his death pay such 
trustees £7,200, with 4 per cent. interest as from 
his death, to be held on the trusts of the settlement, 
testator declared that the £7,200, should be taken 
in or towards satisfaction of the share of the 
daughter & her issue under the will & should be 
brought into hotchpot & accounted for accord- 
ingly. By still another codicil testator provided 
that, if D. should marry during the wife’s widow- 
hood, the trustees might settle on her marriage 
a sum equal to that settled on I., which equal sum 
should then cease to be subject to the widow’s 
annuity & the other will trusts, but should be 
taken in or towards satisfaction, & the like as in 
the case of I. On testator’s death his exors. 
aid the £7,200 to I.’s settlement trustees, & as 
rom his death she received the income of that fund. 
On the marriage, after testator’s death, of D., the 
will trustees transferred £7,200, to her settlement 
trustees free from the widow’s annuity, & D. thence- 
forth enjoyed the income of that sum. The value 
of testator’s estate at his death was about £80,000, 
& the income, even after the subtraction of both 
sums of £7,200 was sufficient to provide for the 
widow’s annuity & interest on the £4,000 trust 
legacy. The trustees dealt with the income & 
kept the accounts on the basis of Re Hargreaves, 
Hargreaves v. Hargreaves, No. 10767, ante, & 
no income was paid to I. from testator’s death 
or to D. from the date of her marriage, & there 
was an accumulated deficiency in respect of each 
of their shares. After appropriation of all charges 
on the income of the residue as from testator’s 
death to the widow’s death, as between the several 
shares thereof, the shares of I. & D. in such 
income were insufficient to meet the shares of 
the charges so appropriated thereto respectively : 
—Held: the period of distribution was the death 
of the widow, & I. & D. were not chargeable with 
the deficiencies down to the widow’s death, but 
were entitled as from that date to the full income 
of their shares in the residuary estate after bring- 
ing the sums settled on them into hotchpot at 
that date—He ForRsTER-BROWN, BARRY vv. 
ForstTER-BRrown, [1914] 2 Ch. 584; 84 L. J. Ch. 
361; 112 L. T. 681. : 
’ — : Yooke, Randall v. Cooke, [1916 
Aen 480 ; tea, eadshaw v. Turner, [1916] 1 ot! 587. 
10772. .]—Testator, who died in 
1913, bequeathed certain life annuities & directed 
his trustees to carry on his business for not less 
than one year or more than two years from the 
date of his death, & gave directions for selling same, 
including an offer be made to two nephews, 
with provisions for peyneut of the purchase-money 
by instalments extending over seven years. He 
gave his residuary real & personal estate to trustees 
on trust for sale & investment, & directed them to 
hold the residuary trust funds in trust to pay the 
annuities, & subject thereto as to five-sixteenth 
parts upon trust to invest same & pay the income 
to his son S. during his life, with remainder to his 
children ; & testator declared that certain advances 
4 











3250 


Sect. 31.—Hotchpot clause: Sub-sect. 6. 
Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A. (a).] 


made to his son should not be treated as a debt 
owing to testator, but should be brought into 
account by way of hotchpot in the division of 
testator’s residuary estate; & testator directed 
the trustees to hold the remaining sixteen shares 
upon trusts in favour of other persons & their 
children, & empowered his trustees to postpone 
sale & conversion, & directed the income of the 
unconverted property, including the profits from 
his business, to Be applied from the date of his 
death in the same way as the income would 
have been applicable if such property had been 
converted & the proceeds invested ; & he especially 
directed his eritase to continue to hold as long as 
they should think fit his shares in certain cos., 
whether authorised or not under the investment. 
clause contained in his will. without being 
responsible for any loss. Testator’s estate con- 
sisted largely of shares in these cos., in which 
there was no free market & which were incapable 
of any accurate valuation. The average rate of 
interest earned by the estate since testator’s death 
exceeded 9 per cent. :—Held: the case was not 
one for an immediate valuation of the residuary 
estate & pending the final division of the estate 
the advanced son ought to be charged with interest 
on the amount of his advance at the rate of 4 per 
cent.—Re COOKE, RANDALL v. COOKE, [1916] 1 Ch. 
480; 85L. J. Oh. 452; 114 L. T. 555; 60 Sol. Jo. 403. 


Sect. 32: 














10773. —— .|—Re Top, BRADSHAW v. 
TURNER, No. 10766, ante. 
10774. Deduction of income tax.|— 


Under the will of testator who died in 1894 his 
residuary estate, other than a large holding in a 
private limited co. was held by his trustees upon 
trust for conversion, with a power to postpone, & 
the annual rents & profits pending conversion 
were to be deemed income. The ultimate bene- 
ficiaries were two sons & two daughters, the shares 
of the latter being settled. Pursuant to testator’s 
will. as construed by an order of the judge, made 
in 1896, shares of this co. of the value of £12,029 
at testator’s death were transferred by the 
trustees of the will to each of testator’s sons, to be 
enjoyed by them as from the date of testator’s 
death, but subject to their bringing same into 
hotchpot. The order further declared that if the 
sons should receive more in the first instance than 
the daughters, the latter should have such excess 
made up to them with interest at 4 per cent. per 
annum from testator’s death at the ultimate dis- 
tribution. The bulk of the estate was freehold & 
remained unconverted. The trustees had dealt 
with the annual net income of the estate after pay- 
ing all outgoings & ener income tax, by 
adding two sums of £481 3a. 4d. being 4 per cent. 
interest on the two sums of £12,029, & of the total 
80 arrived at one-fourth had been paid or accounted 
for to each of the daughters, & one-fourth, less 
£481 3s. 4d. to each of the sons. No income tax 
had been deducted from the two amounts for 
interest thus brought in for the purposes of com- 
putation :—Held: this was hotchpotting ‘like 
with unlike ’’ & did not produce equality; the 
income of that estate to be brought in as the 
first item in the computation should be the gross 
income, before deduction of income tax, & the sums 
added by way of interest on over payments should 
also be brought in at the gross amounts, & when 
the distributive shares were ascertained, income 
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tax should be deducted from each.—Re Fosrer, 
Hunt v. Foster, [1920] 1 Ch. 3891; 89 L. J. Ch. 
206; 122 L. T. 585. 

10775. Time of computation.|] — He ForstTmr- 
Brown, BARRY v. FORSTER-BROWwWN, No. 10771, ante. 

10776. Settled funds to be brought into 
hotchpot.|—-Testator who died in 1914 had in his 
lifetime settled certain stocks on two of his 
daughters & their children, & these stocks had 
depreciated in value at the time of his death. By 
his will he gave his residuary estate in trust for 
all of his children equally, subject to a proviso 
that for the purposes of division there should be 
brought into hotchpot, in respect of each of the 
two daughters or her children, the value of the 
trust funds which he had settled upon them. 
It was conceded that, under the Finance Act, 
1894 (c. 80), s. 2 (1) (c) & 8. 9 (1), the estate duty 

ayable in respect of the portion of the settled 
fande which were settled within three years of 
testator’s death must be borne by those funds :— 
Held: the sum to be brought into account under 
the hotchpot clause in respect of all the settled 
funds was the value of all the settled funds at the 
date of settlement, & not at the date of the will, 
less the estate duty payable in respect of the funds 
settled within three years of testator’s death.—Re 
CROCKER, CROCKER v. CROCKER, (1916] 1 Ch. 25; 
85 L. J. Ch. 179; 114 L. T. 61. 





Secr. 32.—GIFTS BY IMPLICATION. 
SuB-SEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 
10777. Basis of doctrine.|—Losu v. TowNLeEy, 
No. 10485, ante. 
10778. Necessity for apt words of conveyance. |— 
me v. NEVILL (1617), 1 Brownl. 152 ; 123 B. R. 
Annotation :—Refd. Doe d. Cift v. Birkhead (1849), 4 Exch. 


10779. Whether implication must be of necessity.] 
—GARDINER v. SHELDON, No. 10837, post. 

10780. -- —.]—Ciry oF LONDON v. GARWAY 
(1706), 2 Vern. 571 ; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 272, pl. 5; 23 
E. R. 972. 

Annotations -—-Consd. Loder v. Loder (1730), Mos, 356. 
Refd. Hill v. London (Bp.) (1738), 1 Atk. 618. 

10781. ———.|—-SIMPSsON v. HORNBY (1716), Gilb. 
Ch. 115, 120; 25 H.R. 80, 84; sub nom. HuTTON 
v. Simpson, 2 Vern. 722; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 216, 
pl. 6; sub nom. SyMPsoONn v. HORNSBY, Prec. Ch. 
439, 402, L. C. 

Annotations :— Consd. Pickering v. Stamford (1797), 3 Ves. 
332; Dyer v. Dyer (1816 Mer. 414; R. v. Ringstead 
(1829), 9 B. & G. 218. ld. Re Willatts, Willatts v. 
Artiey, (1905) 1 Ch. 378. _ HH n v. Ambrose 
(1780), 1 Doug. K. B. 337; White d. White v. Warner 
(1781), 3 Doug. K. B. 4; Lett v. Randall, Lott »v. Dormer 
(1855), 3 Sm. & G. 83; Thompson v. atts hake 8 
Jur. N.S. 760; Ralph v. Carrick (1879), 11 Ch. D. 878. 
Mentd. Hopkins v. Hopkins (1734), Cas. temp. Talb. 44; 
Gulliver v. Wickett (1745), 1 Wils. 105; Potter v. Potter 


1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 437; A.-G. ». Downing (1769), Amb. 

71; Curtis v. Curtis anieen 2 Bro. O. CO. 620; Pigott v. 
Waller (1802), 7 Ves. 98. 

82. ~ -LLOYD v. ABRAHALI (1754), cited 

in 1 Hov. Supp. at p. 378; 34 E. R. 836, L. ©. 

10783. oi eRoe d. BENDALIL v. SUMMERSET, 

No. 10803, post. 
10784. -.]—Implication in a will cannot 





prevail, unless necessary.—UPpToON v. FERRERS 


(LORD) 7807 5 Ves. 801; 31 E.R. 866. 

Annotations :— 7 mere vw. Carrick eae 11 Ch. D. 
8783; Re Willatts, Willatta v. Artley, [1905] 1 Ch. 378. 
Mentd. Lowndes v. Collens (1810), 17 Ves. 37; Webster 

fF a Empire Mutual ‘Life Assurance (1880), 15 Ch. D. 
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10779 1. Whether implication must be of necessity.}—A hb » ecessary 
implication.—MORISON v. MORISON’s eecueons dete), Bon nw ARS sa aaa a aa ae 
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10785. What amounts to necessary implication.|— 
GARDINER v. SHELDON, No. 10837, post. 

10786. -|—Neceassary implication imports, 
not natural necessity, but so strong probability, 
that an intention to the contrary cannot be 
supposed.—-WILKINSON v. ADAM (1813), 1 Ves. & 
B. 422; 80 E. R. 168, L. ©. 


Annotations :—Apld. Hedger v. Steavenson (1837 
799; Crook v. Hill (1871), 6 Ch. App. 311. 
W. 399; Furze v. Sharwood 


v. Gompertz 1840), 6M. & 
eel 2 Q. B. 388; Hill v. Crook (1873), L. R. 6 H. L. 
65; Kilford v. Blaney (1885), 31 Ch. D.'56; Re Hasel- 
dine, Gr vw. Sturdy (1886), 31 Ch. D.511; Fte Deakin, 
Btarkey v. Hyres, [1894] 3 Ch. 565. Mentd. Doe d. James 
wv. Hallett (1813), 1 M. & 8. 124; Swaine v. Kennerley 
Cot 1 Ves. & B. 469; Beachcroft v. Beachcroft & 
oche (1818), 1 Madd. 436; Gordon v. Gordon (1816), 1 
Mer. 141; JTeake v. Robinson (1817), 2 Mer. 363 ; Wood- 
houselee v. Dalrymple Faget 2 Mer. 419; Kvans v. 
Masscy (1819), 8 Price, 22; Bayley v. Snelham (1822), 1 
Sim. & St. 78 ; Osmond v. Tindall (1825), 5 Ves. 534 ¢,n.; 
Bagley v. Mollard (1830), 1 Kuss. & M. 581; Gill v. 
Shelley (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 336; De Zicby Ferraris & 
Croker v. Hertford (1843), 3 Curt. 468; Dover v. Alex- 
andor (1848), 2 Hare, 275; Morrice v. Morrice (1843), 2 
Notes of Cases, 199; Harly v. Benbow (1816), 2 Coll. 
342; Lambell & Lambell 7. Cleave (1846), 10 Jur. 55; 
Warner v. Warner (1850), 20 L. J. Ch. 273; Key v. Key 
or 4DeG. M. & G. 73; Re Overhill’s Trusts (1853), 
2L. J. Ch. 485; Allen v. Maddock (1858), 11 Moo. 
P. Cc. C. 427; Barnett v. Tugwell (1862), 31 Beav. 232; 
Howarth v. Mills (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 389; Clifton v. 
Goodbun rae L. R. 6 Eq. 278; Ite Wells’ Estate 
(1868), L. K. 6 Ng. 599; Dorin v. Dorin (1873), L. R. 17 
Kq. 463; Occleston v. Fullalove (1874), 9 Ch. App. 147; 
Laker v. Hordern (1876), 1 Ch. D. 644; Levy v. Solomon 
erat 37 L. T. 263; Re Hall, Branston v. Weightman 
(1887), 35 Ch. DD. 651; dte Jodrell, Jodrell v. Seale (1890), 
569 L. J. Ch. 538; Re Pearce, Alliauce Assce. v. Francis, 
(1913), 83 L. J. Ch. 266. 


10787. |—R. v. RINGSTEAD (INHABITANTS) 
(1829), 9 B. & C. 218; 4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 67; 
2 Man. & Ry. M.C. 71; 71. J.0.S. M. C. 108; 
109 E. R. 82. 

Annotations :—Apld. Attwater v. Attwater (1853), 18 Beav. 
330. Consd. Barnet v. Barnet (1861), 29 Heav. 239. 
Refd. Ralph v. Carrick (1879), 11 Ch. D. 873 ; Fee Willatts, 
Willatts v. Artley, (1905] 1 Ch. 378. Mentd. kh. v. Wil- 
loughby-with-Sloothby (1829), 10 B. & C. 62; Rhodes v. 
Rhodes (1882), 7 App. Cas. 192. 

10788. -|—Towns v. WENTWORTH (1858), 
11 Moo. P. C. C. 5626; 311. T. 0. S.274; 6W.R. 
397; 14 E. R. 794, P. C. 

Annotations -—Consd. Biddulph v. Lees (1859), EB. B. & E. 
808 ; Sweeting v. Prideaux (1876), 2 Ch. D. 413; Mellor 
vo. Daintree (1886), 33 Ch. D. 198. Mentd. Thellusson vw. 
Rendlesham (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 429; Fisher v. Webster 
(1872), L. R. 14 Hq. 283; Bowen v. Lewis (1884), 9 App. 
Cas. 890 ; Ie Sanford, Sanford v. Sanford, {1901} 1 Cb. 930. 
10789. :]—It is agreeable to us to find so 

clear a rule laid down as to what is meant by 

“* necessary implication ” as that which we find 

in LORD ELDON’s judgment in the case of Wilkinson 

v. Adam, No. 10786, ante, that is, that necessary 

implication means, not natural necessity, but so 

strong a probability of intention that a contrary 

intention cannot be supposed (JAMEs, L.J.).— 

Crook v. ITIL (1871), 6 Ch. App. 311; 40 L. J. 

Ch. 216; 24 L. T. 488; 35 J. P. 564; 19 W. R. 

649, L. JJ.; on appre sub nom. HILL v. CROOK 

(1878), L. R. 6 H. L. 265, TH. L. 3 subsequent pro- 

ceedings (1876), 8 Ch. D. 778. 

Annotations :—Reld. Ie Deakin, Starkey v. Eyres, [1894] 
3 Ch. 565. WMentd. ie Brown’s Trust (1873), L. R. 16 Hq. 


239; Ocoleston v. Fullalove (1874), 9 Ch. App. 147: 
Dorin v. Dorin (1875), L. R. 7H. L. 568; Laker v. Ho 


107851. What amounts to necessary 
implication.)}—A dovise “of all the 
proeveds * issuing from a farm, for 

fe, gives an estate for life in the farm 
by implication, especially where the 
devisees over in fee is entitled to the 
cattle & effects on the farm, by the 
express words of the devisec, a on 
the death of the devisee for life.— 





2M. & W. 
efd. Lewis 
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10786 vi. 
OLAIR, (1919) N. 
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IFFRASER (1866), 1 Han. 174.—-CAN. 

: .}—-WILSON v. BUTLER, 

21. L. T. 564: 20. L. R. 576.—CAN. 
10785 v. SEYMOUR v. KILBED 

(1879), 3 L. R. Ir. 38.— IR. 

.J—LInLroraP v. SIN- 
. L. R. 194.—=N.Z. 

107901. Not against plain intent of 
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1878), 1 Oh. D. 644: Re M'Naughtan’'s Trusts (1876). 83 
. T. 7743 Le vw. Solomon (1877), 87 L. T. 263; 
Perkins v. Good , 11877] W. N. 111; Ellis ». Houston 
(1878), 10 Ch. D. 286; Megson v. Hindle (1880) 15 
. D. 198; Re Humphries, Smith v. Millidge (1883), 34 
Ch. D. 691; Re Bolton, Brown v. Bolton (1886), 31 Ch. D. 
542; Re Haseldine, Grange v. Sturdy pene): 31 Ch. D. 
511; 2e Hastie’s Trusts (1887), 35 Ch. D. 728; Re 
Horner, Kagleton v. Horner (1887), 37 Ch. D. 605; Re 
Browne, Raggett v. Browne (1889), 61 L. T. ; Fe 
Jodrell, Jodrell v. Seale (1890), 44 Ch. D. 590; Jn the 
Goods of Ashton, [1802) P. 83; Re Lowe, Danily v. Platt 
(1892), 61 L. J. Ch. 415; Ze Fish, Ingham v. Rayner, 
(1894] 2 Ch. 83; Re Harrison, Harrison v. Higson, {1894] 
1 Ch. 561; Re Jeans, Upton v. Jeans (1895), 72 L. T. 835; 
Re Parker, Parker v. Osborne, [1897] 2 Ch. 208; 
Walker, Walker v. Lutyens, [1897] 2 Ch. 238; Re De 
Wilton, De Wilton v. Montefiore, [1900] 2 Ch, 481; Re 
Du Bochet, Mansell vy. Allen, [1901] 2 Ch. 441; Re Wood, 
Wood v. Wood, [1901] 2 Ch. 578; Re Corsellis, Freeborn 
vw. Napper, {1906} 2 Ch. 316; Re Loveland, Loveland v. 
Loveland (1906), 75 L. J. Ch. 314; Ebbern v. Fowler, 
{1909} 1 Ch. 578; Ite Eve, Edwards v. Burns, [1909] 1 Ch. 
796; Re Embury, Bowyer v. Page (No. 2) Seal 111 
L. T. 275; Re Pearce, Alliance Aagsce. v. Francis, (1914) 
1 Ch. 254; Re Helliwell, Pickles v. Helliwell, (1916] 2 
Ch. 580; Re Bleckly, Sidebotham v. Bleckly, {1920} 1 Ch. 


450; Ward v. Van Der Loeff, Bumyeat v. Van Der 
Loeff, [1924] A. C. 653; Re Taylor, Hockley v. O'Neal, 
(1925] Ch. 739: Khoo Hooi Leong v. Khoo Hean Kwee, 


[1026] A. C. 529. 
10790. Not against plain intent of testator.|/— 
An estate by implication cannot be against the 
plain intent of the partv expressed in the will.— 
SMITH v. CLEVER (1688), 2 Vern. 38, 59; 23 E. R. 
635, 647. 
Annotation :—Refd. Tothill v. Pitt (1766), 1 Madd. 488. 


SuB-smcT. 2.-—IMPLICATION OF LIFE ESTATE. 
A. Gift after Death of Named Person. 
(a) Gift to Stranger. 
10791. Whether life estate implied in named per- 
son.}|—-ANON. (1538), Bro. N. C. 59; 73 E. R. 873. 


10792. --—-.]—-FAWLKNER v. FAWLKNER, No. 
10810, post. 
10793. .|—Testator gives to A. an annuity 





of £20 to be paid out of his freehold estate at W. 
for his life. He gives the rents & profits of certain 
houses to B. for her life; & another house, with 
£10 a year for her life, to C.; & all the residue of 
his estate & effects, after the death of A., B. & C., 
to D. No estate for life in the residue passes by 
implication to A., B. & C.—DYErR v. DYER (1816), 
1 Mer. 414; 19 Ves. 612; 85 E. R. 726. 
Anolon - Refd. Re Willatts, Willatta v. Artley, (1905) 

1 Oh. : 

10794. - -.|—STEVENS v. HALB, No. 10814, post. 

10795. - -.|—Testator gave a sum of stock in 
trust for a married woman for life, & after her 
decease, if she should leave children, upon trust 
for her husband for life; & after his decease, 
upon trust to divide the same among the children, 
but if no child, then upon trust, after the decease 
of husband & wife, to other persons absolutely. 
The husband survived the wife, but there were no 
children :-—Held: the husband took a life estate 
in the stock by implication. Re BLAKE’s TRuUsT 
(1867), L. R. 3 Hq. 709; 36 L. J. Ch. 747; 16 
L. T. 279. 

10796. -—-—.]—-Testator gave a legacy to the 


Mayor of Dublin for such objects as he should 


Testator by his will, made in 1833, gave 
certain lands to his son J. D., ‘‘ for hie 
children,’”’ adding, ina concluding para- 
ph, ‘‘ any other lands I may now or 
ereaftor have I may add" :—Held : 
that the devise carried only a life 
estate: & that the conclu words 
had no effeot.— HAMILTON v. DENNIS, 
12 Gr. 325.—CAN. 


BRENNAN ¥. MUNRO, 6 O. S. 92.—CAN. ee ae TRUSTBES UV. GRAY, q. Gift to grandchildren during 
10785 ti. ——-.])—BarTets v. Bar- (1921) 8S. 0. 455 ; (1921) 8.L.7T.303; their livea—Implied gift to survivor. }— 
tla, 43 U. C. R. 9.—CAN. 58 Sc, L. R. 393.—SC T. JENNINGS ©. ANNA, {1804} 1 1. R. 
107865 iif. ———.] — MiIues v. Coy & p. Devise to A. for his children.)—  640.~—IR. 
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Sect. Oe Pati by implication : Sub-sect. 2, A. (a), 
deem most d ote Eee » & gave the residue of his 
property to his trustees for such objects as they 
should consider most deserving 

These gifts were to take effect after the death or 
marriage of testator’s wife :—Held: no life estate 
by implication to the widow.—HARRIs v. Du 
PASQUIER (1872), 26 L. T. 689; 20 W. R. 668. 


(6) Gift to Children of Testator. 


10797. Whether life estate implied in named 
person.|—A man devises lands to his wife & his 
youngest son by name, for payment of debts, 
etc. & after the death of his wife the remainder to 
his youngest son in fee, the wife shall have an 
estate for life by implication. HiGHaM v. BAKER 
(1583), Cro. Eliz. 15; 78 E. R. 281. 

Annotations :—Apld. Philips v. gh 8 RTI 1 P. Wms 
84. Refd. Smartie v. Sc voller { 98; Holmes 
v. Mayneoll (1680), 2 Show. 36. iuddington’ v, aoe 
(1696), 1 Ld. Raym. 203; Haysman v. Moon (1741), 7 
Mod. Rep. 430. Mentd. Ongley v. Chambers (1824), 1 


Bing. 483. 
10798. ———.]— RAYMAN v. GOLD (1591), Moore, 
K. B. 685; 72 E. R. 807. 


Annotations : “—_-Dbtd. Roe d. Bendale v. Summerset (1770), 5 
Burr. 2608. Refd- Pybus v. Mitford (1674), Freem. K. B. 
369 ; Humphreys v. iiuniphreys (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 476. 
10799. .|—A copyhold surrendered to the 

use of a will. & devised ‘‘ to A. & if she hath issue 

then to such issue; but if she hath not issue, then 
she shall choose an attorney & sell the land to her 
best advantage ’’; conveys an estate to A. for life 

only.— BEAL v. SHEPHERD (1607), Cro. Jac. 199; 

79 BK. R. 174. 

Annotations :—Consd. White v. Vitty (1826), . Russ. 484. 

2 Wils. 400; 


Mentd. Holder d. Sulyard v. Preston (176 
R. ». Oundle errs 1 Ad. & El. 283; Flack v, Downing 





College (1853), 1 . B. 945; Re Heathcote & Rawson’s 
Contract (1913), 408 L. T. 185. 
10800. —-—-.|—-ANoN. (1617), Moore, K. B. 852; 
72 E. R. 949. 
Annotation : —~Expld. Nottingham v. Jennings (1699), 1 
Ld. Raym. 56 
10801. ———.|]—-A. devises to his younger son, after 


the death of his (A.’s) wife: the wife shall not take 
an estate by implication in the interim.—SMART- 
HILL v. SCHOLLAR (1677), 1 Freem. K. B. 458; 3 
Keb. 832; 2 Lev. 207; T. Jo. 98; 1 Vent. 323; 
89 E. R. 342; sub nom. SMATLE v. SCHOLLAR, 3 
Keb. 816. 

10802. ———.]—-FISHER v. NICHOLLS (1700), Holt, 
K. B. 743; 3 Salk. 127; 394; 90 KE. R. 1309. 

10808. -]|—(1) Devise of a leasehold to his 
daughter Mary, after the death of Betty, the next 
cestui que vie, is a devise by implication to Betty. 

(2) A strong probable implication is sufficient : 
it need not be a necessary implication (per CuR.). 
—~ROE d. BENDALL v. SUMMERSET (1770), 2 Wm. 


Bl. 692; 5 par 2608; 96 E. R. 407. 
to (1) Apld. Humphreys v. Hum dre by 
R. ar Eq. 475. Refd. Cranley v. Dixon (1857), 
Generally, Mentd. Phillips v. Ball (1859), 
6 Jur. N.S. 48. 


10804. -]— Where testator directed his busi- 
ness to be carried on by his wife & son for the 
mutual benefit of the family, & devised his pro- 
perty in trust that at his wife’s decease the whole 





Annotations :— 
(1867), Iu. 
23 Beav. 512. 





PART XVI. can ts SUB-SECT. 2. 


10797 i. Whether life estate implied in 
named person.}—By his will testator 
gave, devised, & bequeathed uate his 
wife all that he died possessed of, to be 
held in trust & divided equally amo 
his children at her death, & he appointe 
exors. He left a wife & one child, aged 
nine years :—Jfeld: the widow took 
an estate for life b implication in testa- 
tor’s Lda aay aoe é LINDLEY, LINDLEY 
vw. LINDLEY & UNION TRUSTEE Co. OF 


gift by 
real or oereGHal 0 


AUSTRALIA, LTD., [1911] St. R. Qd. 96. 
—A US. 


PART XVI. gabe ro SUB-SECT. 2. 
~—Fi. (C). 


10808 {. Whether life estate implied in 
named E geliemgictdde es rule.}—In New 
Zealand where real estate goes in the 

as a ae re the rule as toa 
tion is as follows: If 
Eopere re be de devised 

or bequeathed attor t th of A. to 
& person or persons who would be ° 


WILLS. 


of it, as well freehold as sidecases should be 
equally divided among his children; as totestator’s 
property devised after his wife’s decease to his 
children, it was held upon the whole will, & what 
appeared to be the evident intention of ‘testator, 
that the wife took a life interest by implication as 
well in the real as in ersonal] estate.—BLACK- 
WELL v. BuL. (1836), 1 Keen, 176; Donnelly 54 ; 


5 L. J. Ch. 251; 48 E. R. 274. 
Annotations -—Consd. Cranley v. Dixon rest) 23 Beer. 
512. Distd. Barnet v. Barnet (1861), B 
Stevens v. Hale Lette 10 W. RR. aie: 
Carrick (1877), 5 Ch. 984. Mentd. Woods v. 
eee Donnelly, 61; ies v. Hellyar (1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 


10805. —-—.]—Testator gave his four daughters 
legacies after t e death of his wife should she so 
long continue his widow. He then gave two 
estates to A. & B. to his sons, but they were not to 
be put into possession as long as his wife continued 
his widow. He then gave his personal estate to 
his sons, to be divided between them at the death 
of his wife, or should she not continue his widow. 
Should his wife give up the farm at C. then occu- 
pied by him, testator directed that his sons should 
out of the estates at A. & B. allow her £25 a year. 
In a suit to administer the real & personal estate 
of testator :—Held: the widow, while she con- 
tinued unmarried & in the possession of the farm 
at C., was entitled to a life estate in all testator’s 
property, by implication.—CocKSHOTT v. COCK- 
SHOTT (1846), 2 Coll. 482; 15 L. J. Ch. 1381; 6 


L. T. 0.8. 389; 10 Jur. 41; 63 E. R. 802. 
Annotations :—Distd. Barnet »v. Harnet Eten, 29 Beav. 
239; 984. Refd. 


Ralph v. Carrick (1877), 5 
Stevens v ale (1862), 10 W. R. 41 hee 


10806. .|—A testator gave his real & personal 
estate to his daughter Eliza for life, with remainder 
to his other children, etc., but he directed that no 
division of the property should be made until the 
decease of his daughter & her husband, & of the 
survivor of them :—Held: the husband took no 
interest by implication.—-BARNET v. BARNET 
(1861), 29 Beav. 239; 54 E. R. 618. 

10807. Gift to grandchildren.|—Testator 
bequeathed a moiety of personal estate to his 
daughter for life, with remainder to her children, 
with remainder to the children of such children 
as should die in the life of the daughter; he 
gave the other moiety to his son for life, with 
remainder to his children; but if his son died 
without issue him surviving, he gave the last- 
mentioned moiety to the children of the daughter, 
‘* in such shares & proportions & in such manner 
as was thereinbefore directed & ol Riaibesaae for 
the payment & division of their shares in the 
other moiety ’’; the son died without issue :— 
Held: the daughter took a life interest in the 
second moiety by implication.—DAviEs v. Hopr- 
KINS (1840), 2 Beav. 276; 48 E. R. 1186. 








(c) Gift to Testator’s Successor on Intestacy. 


10808. Whether life estate implied in named 
person—General rule.|—ANON. (1498), Y. B. 13 
Hen. 7 fo. 17, pl. 22. 


Annotations :—Consd. Horton v 


d. Horton 41605), Cro. Jac. 
74; Gardiner ». Sheldon (1671), Freem. ; 


“4.11; Holmes 


entitled in case of testator’s intestacy, 
& the will contains no dis ours of the 
prone. during the life of A., A. takes 
an estate or interest for life by implica- 
tion, but if the person or persons to 
whom the gift-over is made be not auch 
as would take ate 6 an ey then 
A. takes no estate or interest by im a ae 
cation, & the result is the same if 
gift-over to some only of those entitied 
as upon an intestacy.— Re Pyz, PvE o. 
agi (1915), 34 N. Z. L. R. $21.—~ 


Part XVI.—ConstTrRuUcTION. 


v. Meynel (1681 T. Raym. 452; Goodright d. Good- 
_ .% Goodri.,e (1742), Willes, 369; Re Willatte, 
Willatts v. Artley (1905), 74 L. J. Oh. 269. efd. Counden 
v. Clerke (1612), Hob. ; Roberts v. Roberts (1613), 2 
Bulst. 123; Fisher v. Wigg (1699), 1 La. Raym. 622. 
10809. .}—-A devise to his heir after the 
death of his wife, gives an estate by implication 
to the wife.—Horron v. HorTON (1604), Cro. Jac. 

74; 70 BK. R. 63. 

Annotations :—Consd. Roe d. Bendale v. Summerset: (1770), 
5 Burr. 2608. Refd. Counden v. Clerke (1612), Hob. 29; 
Gardner v. Sheldon (1671), 2 Kob. 781; Pibus v. Mitford 
San 1 Vent. 372; Smartle v. Scholler (1676), T. Jo. 

8; Holmes v. Meynel (1681), T. Raym. 452; Phillips v. 
Phillipe (1701) 1 P. Wins. 34; Humphreys v. Humphreys 
(1867), L. RR. Pa 475; Re Willatts, Willatts v. Aeticy, 


11905] 1 Ch. 378, 
-.|— Devise of lands to the heirs 








10810. 
at law for twenty years after the death of the wife. 
This is an estate for life in the wife by implication ; 
otherwise, if the devise is to a stranger. 

Where such a devise is made to the heir, there 
indeed an estate shall arise to the wife by implica- 
tion; but where it is devised to a stranger, as in 
this case, there in the meantime it shall descend 
to the heir (LorD NorrinaHam, C.).—FAWLKNER 
v. FAWLKNER (1681), 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 119; 1 Vern. 
21; 23 E.R. 276. 

10811. -]|— Devise to the heir after the 
death of devisor’s wifc a necessary implication that 
the wife shall take for life. But no implication 
for her upon such a devise of another man’s estate 
through the medium of election.—Dasnwoop v. 
PEYTON (1811), 18 Ves. 27; 34 E. R. 227, L. C. 


Annotationa :—Consd. Sanford ». Raikes (1816), 1 Mer. 646. 
Refd. Adams v. Adams (1842), 1] L. J. Ch. 305. Mentd. 
Fletcher v. Sondes (1827), 1 Bli. N. S. 144; Mackenzie v. 
Bradbury (1865), 35 Beav. 617 ; Coutts v. Acworth (1870), 
read . Rk. 482; Codrington v. Lindsay (1873), 8 Ch. App 


10812. ——_—.]— Where testator, after devis- 
ing his estates to his wife for life, bequeathed 
certain specific real property (which he described 
particularly) to each of his three daughters in fee, 

then bequeathed the surplus remaining book 
debts, ready money, moneys in the funds, upon 
bond, & otherwise whatsoever, share & share alike, 
to be divided amongst his three daughters, to be 
paid them severally at twehty-two, their equal 
shares, & the interest in the meantime; & in case 
either of them died before twenty-two, or single, 
or before marriage, that the deceased’s portion 
should be equally divided between the two sur- 
vivors, share & share alike, or their heirs; & in 
case two died without heirs, that the whole should 
devolve to the survivor & her heirs, “in case no 
husband was living. If so, they enjoy the pro- 

erty during life only, & afterwards, her on their 
ortune goes to the heir or heirs of the survivor or 
survivors at law;’’ & that in case all his three 
daughters die without heirs, & leave no husband 
living, or at the decease of the husband or husbands, 
certain legacies should be paid ‘‘ out of the before 
mentioned estates ’’; & that all the residue of the 
estates should be sold, & equally divided share 
& share alike, amongst his, testator’s, brothers & 
sister :—Held: this latter devise extended both 
to the real & personal estate, & the husbands of 
each of the daughters, by necessary implication, 
took an estate for life in the real property be- 
queathed to their respective wives. 

If an estate be given to the heir-at-law expressly 
after the death of A., A. takes an estate for life by 
implication (BAYLEY, J.).—Dor d. DRIVER v. 
BOWLING (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 722; 1 Dow. & Ry. 
K. B. 367; 106 BE. R. 1355. ; 

10813. .]|—Testator bequeathed life 
annuities payable from his death, & he directed a 
tund to be set apart to secure them. He also gave 
one-half of the residue of his personal estate to his 
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widow absolutely, & the other half to other parties 
for life, with remainders over. By a codicil he 
ostponed the payment of the annuities until the 
oath of the wife :—Held: she did not, by impli- 
cation, take the intermediate dividends of the fund 
set apart to answer the annuities. 

Generally speaking it is undoubtedly true, that 
an estate or a bequest given to a person, after the 
death of another particular person, gives that 
particular person, after whose death the gift is to 
take effect, an estate by implication in all those 
cases, where, by law, & but for the postponement 
of the gift, the person in whose favour the gift is 
made would have taken some interest in the gift 
itself. Such as, for instance, if a man devises an 
estate to his heir-at-law, after the death of A.; 
that is a case in which the implication is supposed 
to arise, because, undoubtedly, if the heir were 
not disinherited during that time, he could not be 

ostponed until after the death of another person ; 
it is therefore assumed, that that person was meant 
to take an interest in the estate (ROMILLY, M.R.).— 
CRANLEY v. DIXON (1857), 23 Beav. 512; 26 L. J. 
Ch. 629; 29 L. T. O. 8. 119; 3 Jur. N. 8. 531; 
53 B. R. 201. 
Annotations :—Refd. Allhusen v. Whittell (1867), 36 L. J. Ch. 


929; Humphroys v. Humphreys (1867), 15 W. R. 391; 
Re Whitehead, Peacock v. Lucas, [1894] 1 Ch. 678. 


10814. ——-—.]—-Testator made a minutely 
specific provision for his wife for life; & then 
directed that all his property at her death should 
be sold & divided between his children nominatim, 
‘‘ or such of them as shall be living at my decease, 
& the issue of such of them as shall have died in my 
lifetime or the lifetime of my wife’ :—-Held: ina 
fund not described, part of testator’s estate, the 
widow did not take a life estate by implication. 

Assuming this to be a residuary gift from the 
decease of the wife, the question arises, whether 
the effect of the bequest is to give her a life estate 
by implication, or whether the interest during her 
life is undisposed of & goes as in cases of intestacy. 
The general rule applicable to the subject can 
hardly be questioned. If a person devise real 
estate to B. in fee, after the death of A., no interest 
being given to A. & B. being a stranger, the effect 
is not to give A. a life estate by implication ; & 
the same rule applies whether it is a particular 
real estate or a residuary gift of realty. So if 
testator gives personal estate to a stranger after 
the death of A., no interest being given to A., the 
effect is not to give a life estate by implication to A. 
& the same effect follows, whether it is a particular 
or specific legacy or a share of the residuary 
personal estate. But to this general rule an excep- 
tion has been introduced in a particular state of 
circumstances. If there is a devise of real estate 
to B. after the death of A., & B. is testator’s heir, it 
is now settled that A. takes a life estate by implica- 
tion, on this ground, that by devising to the heir 
after the death of A., testator has impliedly mani- 
fested an intention that the heir is not to take till 
the death of A., & that, therefore, testator must 
have intended A. to have the estate during 
his life. The same principle has been extended to 
the case of personalty ; & it may be considered as 
now settled, that if there is a bequest of personalty, 
whether of a particular portion or the whole 
residue, after the death of A. to the person or per- 
sons who is or are the next of kin of testator, A. 
takes a life estate by implication, upon a ground 
similar to that which applies in the case of real 
estate. Of course, in the case of such a devise of 
a particular real estate, or in the case of such a 
bequest of a particular portion of the personal 
estate, it is assumed that the will contains no 
immediate residuary devise or residuary bequest ; 
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Sect. 32.—Gifts by implication : Sub-sect. 2, A. (c), 
(d) & (e).] 


for if there be such residuary devise or bequest, 
the interest during the life of A. would pass 
thereby, & there would be no reason to imply a 
life estate in A. In the present case, the persons 
who are to take the whole estate after the death 
of the widow are not necessarily testator’s next of 
kin; it might happen that not one of those who 
were the next of kin at the date of the will would 
take under the general bequest, & therefore there 
is no ground for implying a life estate in the 
widow (KINDERSLEY, V.-C.).—STEVENS v. HALE 
(1862), 2 Drew. & Sm. 22; 6 L. T. 453; 10 W. R. 
418; 62 BK. R. 529. 
Annotations :— Apid. Cook v.  O0k » 1373), 28 L. T. 627. 
. sv. ~k, iq. ’ 

Ralph v. Carrick (1879), 11 chp ac 

10815. Devise of another’s land by way of 
election.|—-DasHwoop v. PEyron, No. 10811, ante. 

10816. Where immediate residuary gift.|— 
STEVENS v. HALE, No. 10814, ante. 

10817. Gift to persons not necessarily next 
of kin.|—STEVENS v. HALE, No. 10814, ante. 

10818. -—-— After-acquired property.]—In 1840, 
testator willed as follows: ‘‘ I give & devise to my 
dear wife E., all my part, share, etc., of & in the 
dwelling-house or tenement, & likewise the several 
closes of land hereinafter mentioned ”’ (describing 
them) “ & I also give & bequeath all my goods & 
chattels, freeholds, dwelling-house, or tenement, 
heretofore mentioned, unto my wife E., for her use 
& interest during the term of her natural life: & 
after her decease I give & devise all my property, 
real & fader unto my heir or heirs, to be equally 
divided among them, & as joint heirs of this my 
above-mentioned property.’’ In 1850 testator 
acquired other land by devise & died :—Held: 
such after-acquired land passed under the resi- 
duary devise to testator’s heir after the decease of 
the widow, & the latter took an estate for life by 
implication therein.—JEPSON v. KrEy (1864), 2 
H. &. C. 873; 3 New Rep. 578; 10 L. T 68; 10 
Jur. N.S. 392 ; 12 W. BR. 621. 

10819. ——— Gift to persons entitled on intestacy 
together with other persons.]—Testator, who died 
in June, 1837, gave to trustees the whole of his 
i aah in trust for the payment of his debts, 
with full power to sell all or any part of his estates 
or to demise the same; & directed them out of 
the moneys produced or out of the rents to pay 
his testamentary expenses & debts, & then gave 
certain legacies, & directed that after the death of 
his wife, & after the payment of all debts & legacies, 
the whole residue of all his remaining property 
should be divided into twelve portions, three of 
which should be given ‘to the children” of his 
late aunt, Mrs. W., ‘‘ equally among them, the 
descendants, if any, of those who might have died 
being entitled to the benefit which their deceased 
parent would have received had he or she been 
then alive,’”’ with similar gifts to the “ children & 
descendants’”’ of his other aunts: ‘‘ & should 
there be no children or lawful descendants of any 
of his aunts remaining at the time the bequests 
should become payable, then the portions ’’ were 
to fall into the residuary fund. Testator declared 
that it should not be incumbent on his exors. to 
pay the legacies sooner than two years after his 
decease, not to divide the residue amongst his 
relatives until two years after the death of his wife, 

made provision for payment of an annuity 
of £700 to which his wife was entitled under her 
marriage settlement. The wife died in 1876. 
Testator’s co-heirs were certain of the children of 
the aunte, & his next of kin were certain of the 











WILLS. 


aunts. The children of the aunts were all dead, 
but many of them had left children & grand- 
children :—Held: the widow did not take a life 
estate by implication. A life estate in A. will not 
be mg ae from a gift on the death of A. to testa- 
tor’s heir-at-law or next of kin along with other 
ersons.— RALPH v. CARRICK (1879), 11 Ch. D. 
73; 48 L. J. Ch. 801; 40 L. T. 508; 28 W.R. 67, 

C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Woodhouse v. Spurgeon (1883), 52 
L. J. Ch. 825. Apid. Re 8 field, Chamber v. 
Springfield, [1894] 3 Ch. 603. ar Re Willatts, Willatte 
v. oy, 11905] 1 Ch. 378. Apia. Re Swain, Brett v. 
Ward, {1918] 1 Ch; 399. Refd. Re Judd's Truste, (1884) 
W.N. 206; He Roberts, Percival v. Roberts, [1908] 2 Ch. 
200; Re Rawlinson, Hill v. Withall, hae 2Ch. 36; Re 
Timson, Smiles v. Timson, [1916] 2’Ch. 362. Mentd. He 
Morgan, Morgan v. Morgan (1893), 69 L. T. 407; Re 
Embury, Page v. Bowyer (1918), 109 L. T. 511; Re 
Burnham, Carrick v. Carrick, [1918] 2 Ob. 196. 

10820. ——— Gift to persons who happen to be next 
of kin.]—In the case of a gift by will of personal 
estate to some only of the next of kin of testator 
after the death of A., a life estate as to the income 
will not be implied in favour of A.—Re SPRING- 
FIELD, CHAMBERLIN v. SPRINGFIELD, [1894] 3 Ch. 
603; 64 L. J. Ch. 201; 8 R. 466. 

10821. ——— Gift to one or more of several persons 
entitled on intestacy.]—Re WILLATTS, WILLATTS v. 
ARTLEY, [1905] 2 Ch. 185; 74 L. J. Ch. 564; 93 
L. T. 256; 21 T. L. R. 671, C. A. 


(2) Named Person Taking Beneficial Interest. 

10822. Life estate not implied.}|—-Kemp (LADY) v. 
Kemp (1671), 2 Rep. Ch. 63; 21 EH. R. 617. 

10823. .|-—-BOUTELL v. MoHUN & TILDEN 
(1714), Prec. Ch. 381; 24 E. R. 172; sub nom. 
BONTELL v. MOHUN, Gilb. Ch. 89. 

10824. .j—Estate for life in lands. by impli- 
cation, rebutted by the party having a bequest for 
life in a particular part of them, & by testator 
desiring she should not be turned out.—BOon v. 
ee (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 277; 28 E. R. 179, 

ma © 








. Lang v. Pugh (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 
718; Hart v. Tulk (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 300; Key v. 
Key (1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 73. Mentd. Morrall v. 
Sutton (1845), 1 Ph. 533. 


10825. .]—Devise of lands to trustees, upon 
trust to pay one moiety of the rents to devisor’s 
wife for her life, & the other to his only son; & 
after the wife’s death to convey to the son in fee ; 
but if the son died, without issue in the wife’s life, 
to convey to devisor’s nephew in fee. The son 
died without issue in the wife’s life. She is not 
entitled for life, by implication, to the moiety 
devised to the son.—ASPINALL v. PETVIN (1824), 
1 Sim. & St. 644; 2L. J. 0.8. Ch. 121; 57 E.R. 
215. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Humphreys v. Humphreys ( BSG). 


BRefd. Holland v. Wood (1870), L. R. 11 Hq. 91. 


10826. .]}—Testator being possessed of es- 
tates in the counties of L. & H., bequeathed certain 
legacies & annuities to his two sons & two daughters. 
The will then proceeded thus: ‘‘ that my wife, M. 
C., may be left in as comfortable a situation as 
possible, I bequeath to her, for her natural life, the 

ossession of my house in Stanley Place, Chester, 
ether with the use of the plate, linen, etc., & 
all the joint property in houses in Liverpool, & 
likewise of interest of money as often as due, 
arising from the 3 & 4 per cents., & to have & to 
hold the same during her natural life, save & 
except the clauses in favour of my daughters, as 
already mentioned ; at her decease, it is my will 
& pleasure that M. & ©. (his daughters) shall 
divide equally between them, as residuary legatees, 
whatever I may die of except what is 
already mentioned in favour of others.” The will, 


Annotations :—Refd. L 
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after giving the exors, the po of selling the 
leasehoid houses in Liverpool, concluded thus :— 
But the house in Chester must not be sold as 
long as my wife lives’ :—Held: the residuary 
legatees took the estates in L. & H. for an estate 
in fee simple, Via creuaa pS the death of the wife, 
& they took the Stanley Place house in fee simple 
in remainder, expectant on the death of the wife. 
The wife did not take any interest for life by im- 
Spach in the estates in L. & H.—-DAVENPORT v. 
See ee es eae pat ; 1LL. J. Ex. 114; 
ur. ; me : sequent proceedings, 

12 Sim. 588. a of 
Annotations :—Mentd. Evans v. Crosbie ‘ 1847), 15 Sim. 600; 


Simmons v. Rudall (1851), 15 Jur. 162; Re Methuen & 
Bewe’s Contract (1881), 44 L. T. 332. 





jeeee J—Drew v. Kinzick, No. 10250, 
ante. 
see -|—CRANLEY v. Drxon, No. 10813, 
ante. 
10829. -.]|—STEVENS v. HALE, No. 10814, ante. 
10830. --]—Testator gave the interest of 


£2,000 to G. & the residue of his estate to P. & 
then said: ‘ & failing G. & P. without children, 
one or other of them, the property hereby conveyed 
to them shall devolve on S.’’:—Held: the words 
“* property conveyed to them ”’ did not confer by 
implication a life estate upon G. in the residue 
given to P.—PURSELL v. ELDER (1865), 13 L. T. 
208; 4 Macq. 992, H. I. 


(e) Other Cases. 

10831. Gift to children of named person.}]—I{f 
testator devise his land to his youngest son, he 
or his heirs paying £10 a year to his other children 
duing his life, & after the death of the youngest 
son & his wife, then to the children of such youngest 
son, the wife, on the death of her husband, shall 
take an estate for life by implication ; for testator, 
by giving an annuity to his other children, meant 
to exclude the heir-at-law.—WILLIs v. Lucas 
(1718), 10 Mod. Rep. 416; 1 P. Wms. 472; 2 Eq. 
Cas. Abr. 363; 88 E. R. 788, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. eyveuian v. Moon (1741), 7 Mod. Rep. 
430; Re Willatts, Willatts ». Artley, [1905] 1 Ch. 373. 
Refd. Bolton v. Bolton (1870), L. R. 5 Exch. 145. 


10832. --——.] —A devise to receive rents & profits 
during the life of his four daughters & the survivor, 
«& to pay the same to such survivor & the children 
of such as die; remainder to the children of them 
all, in equal portions ; the four daughters, during 
their lives, are entitled to the annual rents & 
profits.—SAUNDERS v. LOWE (1775), 2 Wm. BI. 
1014; 96 BK. R. 596. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Jackson v. Jackson (1804), § Ves. 591. 

10833. ———.]— RAMSDEN v. HIASSARD (1791), 3 
Bro. C. C, 236; 29 E.R. 509, L. C. 

10834, -|(—Devisor directed that his rents 
should be applied in paying M. & F. the interest 
of sums charged on his freehold property; & 
subject thereto in paying A., widow of his son R., 
£10 a year till death or second marriage ; that the 
remainder of the rents should be applied to the 
maintenance & education of J., his grandson, till 
he was twenty-one, & if he should die before, to 
the maintenance & education ot his grand-daughter, 
M. EF. D. That after J. & M. F. D. should have 
attained twenty-one. W., his son, should have an 
annuity of £20 out of the rents for the term of his 
life, subject as aforesaid: the remainder of the 
rents were devised to A. for the life of W., or till 
PART XVI. sal fey SUB-SECT. 2. 
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her second marriage; after the death of W. 
devisor gave all his lands to the use of J. & 
his heirs; & if J. should die before the period afore- 
said without lawful issue living at his death, he 
gave the rents to W. for his life, subject as afore- 
said; & after the death of W. the premises were 
to go to his children, share & share alike, & in 
default of such issue, to A. & her heirs. Devisor 
died, leaving A., J.. M. F. D. & W., W. being 
his heir-at-law. A. next died, intestate & un- 
married; J. afterwards attained twenty-one, & 
died unmarried, in the lifetime of W.:—Held: 
on the death of J., W. became entitled to an estate 
for life in the lands —MASON v. ROBINSON (1828), 
3 Bing. 621; 12 Moore,C.P.11; 5L.J.0.8.C. P. 


104; 1380 E. R. 653. 
aon :—Refd. Re Meredith’s Trust (1864), 10 L. T. 


10835. |—A gift of personal estate to 
children ‘‘ after the death of A.,’”’ their mother, is, 
by implication, a gift ot a life estate to A.—COockK v. 
Cock (1873), 28 L. T. 627; 21 W. R. 807. 

10836. Gift to son of named person.]—Under a 
devise to E. of ‘‘ all my estate & effects whatsoever 
& wheresoever,’ in trust, to pay funeral expenses 
& debts; & then “ subjecting my effects be- 
queathed to E. to the following legacies,”’ 
enumerating amongst these a gift to W. of ‘‘ the 
house his father now dwells in at the decease of 
his father; & giving to the father an annuity, & 
to the son a sum of money, & giving other pecuniary 
legacies; & then, after desiring all the above 
legacies to be ‘‘ paid out of my effects by E.,” 
giving ‘‘ all the rest & remainder of my said effects 
to E., her heirs & assigns for ever” :—Held: HK. 
took the remainder in fee in the house, which was 
the only real property possessed by testatrix, 
after an estate for life by implication in the father, 
& a remainder for life only to the son; though 
the personal estate was sufficient to pay all the 
personal charges.—DEN d. FRANKLIN v. TROUT 
(1812), 15 East, 394; 104 E.R. 893. 

10837. Gift to nephew of testator.]—-A. seised 
in fee, devised, that if his son & two daughters 
should die without issue, his nephew should have 
the land :—Held: the son & daughters took no 
estate by implication ; a base fee descended to the 
heir, determinable on the failure of the issue of 
himself & his sisters, & the nephew took by way 
of executory devise. The heir can only be dis- 
inherited by necessary implication. te eee 

An estate given by implication of a will, if it be 
to the disinheriting of the heir-at-law, is not good, 
if such implication be only constructive & 
possible, but not a necessary implication. I 
mean by a possible implication, when it may be 
intended that testator did purpose, & had an 
intention to devise his land to A., but it may also 
be as reasonably intended, that he had no such 
purpose or intention to devise it to A. But I 
call that a devise by necessary implication to A. 
when A. must have the thing devised or none else 
can have it (per CUR.).—-GARDINER v. SHELDON 
(1671), Freem. K. B. 11; 2 Keb. 781; Vaugh. 
259; 1 Kq. Cas. Abr. 197; 89 H.R. 9. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Holmes v. Meyne! (1681 





tani Raym. 
flles, 138 ; 


23 ed. F ®. Heaseman (1738), 
ee ne Goodridge (1742), 7 Mod. Rep. 453 ; Boon v. 
Cornforth (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 277; Wright v. Holford 


4), Lofft, 443 ; Browno v. De Lact (1794), 4 Bro. C. C, 
Sy ae Willatts, Willatts v. Artley, {1905} 1 Ch. 378. 
Reftd. Luddington v. Kime (1696), 1 Ld. Raym. 203 ; 


6S. R.N.S. W. 353; 23N.8.W. WN. 
105.—-AUS. 
. : t. be estate io widow of one devises 
Me 2 hiner cack cette 
. RIT- 0. and . 
writ ae ?. WILSON, $2 U. CG. R. 498.—CAN. 
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vw. P pe 1701), 1 P. Wms. 34; Bampfield v. hs ham 


(1703), ern. 449; Lamb v. Parker (1705) re 

495; Darbison v. Beaumont atts) Fortes. Rep. 8; 

Maudy v. earl fl (1734), Ker Lee mg, 860 Hex ene ate ae 

©. Hodgson (17 a. easy 
» Lee icmp. a 258 ee d. 


v. Bosville (1736) 
arret. o. Lun (1753), a3 


v. Wickett Are, Willes 
eny. rf Llo Bao a a ACT TN i Hov. Su P. 3 Bs 
Trent vw. 1804), 1 


yd v 
ee hott » B51; 
Bos. & ~-N. R. 116; Newland v. Marja orib si, : 
tS ae 268 : Hardcastle v. Dennison (1861), 10C. BLN 


10888. Gift to nephews & nieces of testator.]— 
acne having brothers & sisters, & several 
ae ews & nieces, & having given a legacy to one 
is brothers, directed his residuary estate to be 
fuventod in government security, the interest to 
be paid for the maintenance of M. as long as she 
lived single & without a child; & at her death the 
money to come to his brother’ s & sister's children ; : 
M., although married & having a child, is entitled 
to the interest for life, not to the principal. — BIRD 
v. HUNSDON (1818), 2 Swan. 342 ; 1 Wils. Ch. 456 ; 
36 B. R. 647. 
Annotations :—Consd. Rishton v. Cobb {1832 5 My. & Cr. 


rig ti Stevens v. Hale (1862), 10 W. 418; we hreys 
Humphreys (A807). L. 4 Eq. “a6 Ral rrick 
(187 7), &5 Ch. D. 984. etd. orloy v. ennoldson, 
orley wv. Linkson (1843), 2 Hare, 570; Godfrey v. 


Hughes (1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 499. 

10889. Property left to disposal of testator’s wife. | 
—Testator gave to his wife all his plate, etc., & all 
his goods & chattels, except as thereinafter be- 
queathed ; & further he gave her all his pay from 
the East India Co. & balances at his bankers; & 
as for & concerning the property that was or might 
be invested in the British or foreign funds, or in 
bonds or securities of any description, he willed 
that the property might be vested in such manner 
as his wife, with the advice of his exors., might 
consider most secure & least liable to fluctuation 
or risk; & further, that the principal sum of 
£3,000 sterling should be at the will & disposal of 
his wife, at the time of her death, to whomsoever 
she will, but the residue of the property, over & 
above the £3,000 he willed that his wife should 
distribute to his relations, whose relative claims 
she was fully nequ uainted with. The property con- 
sisted of Greek bonds, etc., & English 3 per cent. 
Reduced Annuities, ete. 3 & there were also certain 
canal shares :—Held : the period of distribution 
among the relatives of testator was at the death of 
the wife, & consequently the wife took a life interest 
in the whole of the British or foreign funds, etc., 
either by implication or as residuary legatee, & 
nothing passed to the next of kin.—HUDLESTON 
v. GOULDSBURY (1847), 10 Beav. 547; 9L. T. O.S. 
531: 11 Jur. 464; 50 E. R. 692. 
le aaa :—Refd. Herbert v. Harrison (1869), 17 W. R. 


10840. Gift to testator’s brothers & sisters.|—— 
Testator gave certain pecuniary legacies, & 
= aha his wife’s death he left the remainder of 

roperty to be equally divided amongst his 
sah ers & sisters, if living: if dead, then to his 
nephews & nieces’ :—-Held: the wife took a life 
estate by implication in the residue.—-HUMPHREYS 
v. HUMPHREYS (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 475; 15 L. T. 


557; 15 W. R. 391. 
Annotation :—Consd. Ralph v. Carrick (1879), 11 Ch. D. 873. 


B. Gift Over on Death of Donee. 
10841. Whether donee takes life estate.|— ANON. 
(1573), 3 Leon. 55; 74 E. R. 637. 


WILLS. 


ethat a devise to the eldest 
son after the death of the wife gives an estate for 
life to the wife (TWISDEN, J.).—-P1IBus v. MITFORD 
(1674), 1 Vent. 872; 8 Salk. 3837; 86 HE. R. 239; 
sub nom. PYBUS . MITFORD, Freem. K. B. 869; 

3 Keb. 8388; 2 Lev. 75; 1 Mod. Rep. 121; 1. 


Raym. 228. 
Annotations ; Cosins (1694), vom 
. 854; a ee 


ae Beit ¢ 
Apld. oe v. Hurrell (1702), 2 Freem 
Sousd. Adams v. Savage (1703), 2 Ld. Ra 
v. Arnold 1855), 4 pe ie ~ & G. 674. d. Southoot v. 
Stowel (1677), Rep. 207: Clifton Jackson 
(1704), 2 Vern. isat Hopkins v. Hopkins (1788), 1 Atk. 
1: Bagshaw v. Spencer 1748), 1 Ves. Sen. - Winter 
v. Perrat (1843), 9 Cl. & 606. Menta. C 
Be rte 6a e okee. a 108 5 gare La 
ar ; er 0. : 
(1708) 3 Per, Ch. 1 169; Wells 
vw. Ferguson (1708), 11 Mod. Rep. 199 ; per v. Radcliffe 
(1712), 9 Mod. Rep. sack one Dar ison v. Beaumont (1139), 
For Rep. 18; . Barkham (1717), 1 Stra. 3 
R. v Francis (1738), ‘Cun. °165 : ; Cholmondeley v. Clinton 
820) Jac. & W.1; Thom gon ¥. Gibeon (t84u 8 
nw 281; Folkard v y. (1873), L .8C. P. 
on Owen v. Gibbons, Peony 1 Ch. 636 


10843. -] — A. devises several leasehold 
estates to two trustees, in trust; if his grand- 
daughter married without their consent, to con- 
vey the premises to two other trustees, in trust 
for her separate use during her life, & after her 
death for the use & benefit of her issue. Though 
she has no children by the first husband, she has 
only a right for her life, for the issue by any hus- 
band are provided for by this settlement.— 
rae v. Pickax (1787), 1 Atk. 472; 26 E.R. 

01 

10844. -]|— Devise to ‘‘ A. for life, & then to 
his male children for their lives, & so to the male 
children descending from them; on their decease 
or failure then to B. & the heirs male of his body 
for the same term of life & upon the same terms as 
the devisor intended for A. & his male children ; 
& in case of B. & his male children failing, then to 
C. & his male children for the same term of his 
& their life & upon the same terms "’ :—Held: A. 
took an estate for life only ; & on his death with- 
out male issue B. took an estate for life only. 
—GOoOoDTITLE d. Cross v. WODHULL (1745), Willes, 
692; 125 EB. R. 1337. 

Annotation :—Refd. Lewis v. Puxley (1847), 16 L. J. Ex. 216. 

10845. .]—Bequest of £1,000 to testator’s 
sister, & in case of her demise, £800 to A. & 
£200 to B., the sister entitled for life, then to go 
in the sroportions.—BILLINGS v. SanDoM (1784), 
1 Bro. é. C. 393; 28 E. R. 1199, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Home v. Pillans aed 2 My. & K. 
15. Refd. Ring o. Taylor (1801), 5 . 806 ; TuEnOL Y 
Moor (1801), 6 . 557; Cam ridge: v. Rous (1802), 8 

Auer 12; mon pees . Nucella (1826), 1 Russ. 165 ; Smart 

Glark’ (1827), 3 Ruse, 365." Menid. Smith ». btowart 

(i8 51), 4 De G. & 8m. 253. 

10846. .]—Testator gave his whole property 
to his wife, making no express aa for his 
daughter, ‘‘ but in case of death happening to his 
wife, desired his exors. to take care of the whole 
for his daughter.’’ The wife shall have the whole 
for life o abe with remainder absolutely to the 
daughter. OWLAN v. NELLIGAN (1785), 1 Bro. 
.O 489; 28 B. R. 1257, L. C. 


10842. jJ—I a 

















Annotations : —Consd. Cambridge ». Rous (1808) 8 Ves. 12. 
Douglas Chalmer (1795), 2 601; 
Taylor (18 1), 5 ‘Ves. 806; Home v. Pilinne (1838), Coo < 
temp. rough. 198. Menid. Pierson v. Garnet (1388), 2 
Bre Oo 
10847. 





.}—Testator gave his whole pro fimebe 
to his wife, upon condition that she shoul 

an annuity of £1380 to his mother during her 

& after the death of his wife, to be equally ‘vided 
between those of his children who should survive 
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10841 i. ——-.}—Re STEELE (1912), 33 O. W. R. 52; 


40. W. N. 80; 7D. L. R. 169.—CAN. 
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her, share & share alike. All testator’s children 
died in the lifetime of his widow, who married again, 
& died lea her husband surviving her :—Held : 
upon her death, in the events which had happened 
testator 8 property was undisposed of, & the next 
of kin, & not the second husband in right of his 
wife, were entitled to it.—JosLIn v. HamMonp 
ala 3 My. &K.110; 3L. J. Ch. 148; 40 E. RB. 


Annotation :—Oonsd. Crozier v. Crozier (1873), 21 W. R. 398. 
10848. ——.]—WarrEN v. CoLEY (1835), 5 


L. J. Ch. 14. 

-] — Devise of leaseholds to testator’s 
daughter for life , remainder to her two sons for 
life ; & in case she should not have a son or sons to 
attain the age of twenty-one, & of such sons dying 
without lawful issue, then to her daughters, their 
exors., administrators, & assigns; & if such 
daughters should die without issue, remainder 
over: all the residue of testator’s estate, to his 
daughter :—Held: testator’s daughter took an 
estate for life in the leaseholds, with remainder to 
her two sons for life, with the ultimate remainder, 
on certain contingencies, to herself.— BRADSHAW v. 
SKILBECK (1835), 3 Bing. N. C. 182 ; 1 Hodg. 240; 
2 Scott, 294; 132 B. R. 72. 

7 10850. - .]—Testatrix bequeathed £400 to B., 
to be paid at & after her decease, & vested in the 
public funds, the interest whereof she shall receive 
when she attains the age of twenty-one. In 
the event of her decease, at, before, or after the 
said period,’’ then over :—Held: B. took a life 
interest only.— MILES v. CLARK (1836), 1 Keen, 92 ; 
te R. 2413; sub nom. MILEs v. ALLEN, 5 I. J. Ch. 
10851. -|—Testator gave the residue of his 
ersonal estate to trustees in trust for his wife for 
life, & after her death to his daughter, who was an 
infant at his death: ‘‘the same to be always 
considered as vested in her upon her attaining 
twenty-one, & to be subject to her disposition 
thereof”; &, by a subsequent clause. testator 
gave the property over, in case his daughter should 
die under twenty-one, or without disposing of the 
property by her will :—Held: .the daughter was 
entitled to the property, not absolutely, but only 
for life, with a power to dispose of it by will.— 
BoRTON v. BorrTon (1849), 16 Sim. 552; 18 
L. J. Ch. 219; 18 L. T. O. 8.5; 13 Jur. 247; 60 
kK. R. 989. 
Anan +—Consd. Holmes v. Godson (1856), 8 De G. M. & 


_10852. —-.] — Bequest to the children of A. for 
life; but in case of death before marriage, his 
share to go to the survivors. In the margin was 
written, ‘‘ What is to become of the principal ? 
The share of the parent to be divided amongst the 
children, if any. Quaere: to be put in afterwards 
in @ proper manner.’’ The children of A. all 
died unmarried :—Held : the gift was for life only, 
& not an absolute gift cut down merely to admit 
their children.— Kay v. WINDER (1850), 12 Beav. 
610; 50 BE. R. 1104. 

10858. .]}—A testator, in the first instance, 
devised freeholds to his three daughters equally, 
in fee, & he further willed the several shares to his 
three daughters, to have the interest of their use 
ue their natural lives, & afterwards devised 
equally amongst their children, &, for want of 
children, to go to their husbands, if living :—Held : 
the daughters took an estate for life, & in default 
of children, their husbands, if living, took the fee. 
—BENTLEY v. OLDFIELD (1854), 19 Beav. 225; 
52 H.R. 3865. 

10854, ———.]— A bequest of leaseholds to A. for 
life, remainder to B., remainder to C., gives B. a 
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life interest only.—LONSDALE (HARL) v. BEROCH- 
TOLDT (COUNTESS) (1854), Kay, 646; 23 L. J. Ch. 
oe 24 L. T. O. S. 51; 18 Jur. 811; 60 EH. R. 
10855. ——_.]—-Testator gave freehold & lease- 
hold property to A., B. & C., share & share alike, 
there being neither words of inheritance nor of 
restriction as to their interest; & after their 
decease to their children. A. died without issue : 
—Held : A. was not absolutely entitled, & the 
share given to him fell into the residue.—WATERS 
v. WATERS (1857), 26 L. J. Ch. 624; 29 L. T. O. 8. 
310; 3 Jur. N. S. 654. 
Annotation :—Distd. Crozier v. Crozier (1873), L. R. 15 Eq. 


_ 10856. SPRY BR brviesccie. by his will, directed the 
interest only of all the residue of his property to 
be divided into as many equal parts or shares as 
there might be children of N., share & share alike, 
as each of the children should come of age; & in 
case any one of them should die without any 
children of their own, his or her share of the 
interest should devolve to the surviving children, 
share & share alike, & so on successively until the 
whole amount of the said residue should come into 
the hands of the grandchildren & great-grand- 
children of N.:—Held: (1) the children took 
immediate vested interests in the shares, subject 
to the executory gift over, & the enjoyment only 
was postponed till twenty-one; (2) the children 
took life interests only, & not absolute interests 
in the shares.—-WETHERELL v. WETHERELL (1863), 
1 De G. J. & Sm. 134; 32 L. J. Ch. 476; 8 L. T. 
e en N. 8S. 368; 11 W. R. 274; 46 E.R. 


Annotation :—Generally, Refd. Dowling v. Dowling (1865), 
13 L. T. 553. 


10857. .|—Testator gave all his personal 
estate for the use of his wife, not doubting but that 
she would exercise due discretion & economy in 
expending the same, & directed that the whole 
of his personal property should be under the care 
of his wife & other exor., who were requested to 
pay debts, etc.; &, after the decease of his wife, 
testator gave the residue of his personal estate 
over :—Held: residue meant residue after pay- 
ment of debts, etc., & the wife took a life interest 
only, with a gift over.—Re Brooks’ WILL (1865), 
2 Drew. & Sm. 362; 34 L. J. Ch. 616; 12 L. T. 
172; 13 W. R. 573; 62 E. R. 659. 

10858. .|—Testator by his will gave, devised, 
& bequeathed real & personal estate to his wife, 
‘“& in the event of her death ”’ to the children of 
A. equally. By a codicil, after repeating that he 
left all he possessed to his wife, he wished that 
certain allowances made by him should be con- 
tinued, & that certain sums of money should be 
given to certain persons named, & he proceeded 
thus: ‘‘ At my wife’s death I wish all remaining 
to be for the benefit of the wife of A. & her chil- 
dren” :—Held: upon reading the codicil together 
with the will, testator had reduced the absolute 
gift to the wife which the latter instrument con- 
tained to a mere tenancy for life, with remainder 
to the wife of A. & her children as joint tenants.— 
Re Apam’s Trusts (1865), 138 L. T. 347; 11 Jur. 
N.S. 961; 14 W. R. 18, L. JJ. 

Ann -—Consd. Re Sheldon & Kemble (1885), 53 L. T. 


10859. .j—Gift by will inthe words, ‘‘I give 
to my dear sister A. the interest of £4,500 money in 
the funds for her absolute use & benefit ” ; followed 
by specific gifts to the same legatee & the words, 
‘“'& at her decease to M., the funded property to 
H.” Testatrix had, at the date of her will, an 
absolute interest in about £4,000 consols in the 
names of trustees :—Held: a specific gift of the 
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Sect, 32.—Gifts by implication: Sub-sect. 2, B.; 
sub-sect. 3, A. & B. (a).] 

£4,000 consols for the benefit of the sister for life, 

with a gift over to H. absolutely.—-PAGE v. YOUNG 

(1875), L. R. 19 Hq. 501; 23 W. R. 479. 

ane alion :—Refd. Re Pratt, Pratt v. Pratt, [1804] 1 Oh. 


10860. .J—DB. & A., sisters, were tenants in 
common of freehold & leasehold property. E. 
by her will gave all her estates & effects, both 
real & personal, to A. absolutely, & by a codicil 
which she directed to be taken as part of her will 
she gave, after the death of A., “all property of 
mine which may then be remaining,’ except a 
house & furniture, ‘‘to my brother W.’’ & three 
other persons in certain proportions, ‘‘ my brother 
W. to have one-half of the property for hie whole 
& sole disposal.’”’ A., who survived E. a year & 
eight months, remained in possession of the whole 
of the property, & by her will gave a portion of it 
to W. for life only, & after his death to other 
persons. On bill filed by W., for administration 
of both estates :—Held: the intention of E. was, 
construing the two instruments together, that A. 
should have a life interest only in her property.— 
BIBBENS v. PoTTER (1879), 10 Ch. D. 7383; 27 
W. R. 304. 

AAS OT :—Consd. Re Sheldon & Kemble (1885), 53 L. T. 


10861. ——.]—The will of S. after bequeathing 
her property to A. & J., continued thus, ‘‘ in case 
of the demise of either the said A. or J., I do hereby 
bequeath the same . . . to the survivor for her 
sole use & benefit during her or their natural life- 
time ’’ :—-Held: the residue was not disposed of, 
& A. & J. took only as tenants for life.—WaATSON 
v. WATSON (1881), 7 P. D.10; 511. J.P. 13; 47 
J. P. 168; sub nom. Warson v. Watson, In the 
Goods of CLARKE, 47 L. T. 24; 30 W. R. 275. 

10862. - .|—Testator bequeathed leaseholds 
to a trustee upon trust to give yearly equal 
portions of the rents to the two brothers & three 
sisters of testator; that was to say, each to 
receive one-fifth part of the nett proceeds of rent, 
& he directed that, on the decease of any or all 
of his brothers & sisters, ‘‘ the same should go to 
their children’ :—Held: the brothers & sisters 
of testator took life interests only.— Re HOUGHTON, 
HOUGHTON v. Brown (1884), 53 L. J. Ch. 1018; 
50 L. T. 529. 

10863. -——-.}—-Testator, by his will, dated in 
1894, devised certain real estate to his two sons in 
strict settlement, & also gave them certain personal 
estate. He gave the residue of his real & personal 
estate to his wife absolutely, & appointed her 
extrix. during her life & his sons exors. on her 
death. By a codicil in 1898, he revoked his will 
& gave all his property to his wife, ‘‘ so that she 
may have full possession of it & entire power & 
control over it, to deal with it or act with regard 
to it as she may think proper.”’ In the event, 
however, of her not surviving him, or dying 
“without having devised or appointed” the 
whole or any part of the said property, then he 
declared that his said will should take effect as if 
his codicil had not been made & he appointed 
his wife extrix. of his codicil during ber life :— 
Held: the wife took an estate for life only with a 
general power of appointment. 

_ It is to be observed that there are no words of 
limitation in this gift to the wife. It is wholly 
indefinite. There is no expression of any intention 
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that she should take absolutely or for her own use 
& benefit; nor, on the other hand, are there any 
words limiting the gift to a life interest or other- 
wise. It cannot be doubted, however, that if the 
codicil had now gone on to dispose of the property 
after the death of testator’s wife, or to prescribe 
in any manner how it was to go upon her decease, 
she would have taken only a life interest (Joon, 
J.).—Re SANFORD, SANFORD v. SANFORD, [1901] 
1 Ch. 989; 70 L. J. Oh. 591; 84 L. T. 456. 

Annotation :—Refd. Roberts vy. Thorp (1911), 56 Sol. Jo. 13. 


SuB-SECT. 3.—IMPLICATION OF ABSOLUTE GIFT. 
A. In General. 

10864. Clear intention of testator.]—Testator 
gave to his sons H. & J. £16,000 upon special trust 
& confidence to invest & to pay the income of 
£8,000 part thereof to his daughter A. for life for 
her separate use, & after her death to divide the 
£8,000 amongst her children at twenty-one years 
of age. He then directed that H. & J. should pay 
the income of the remaining £8,000 to his daughter 
S. for life in the same manner in every respect, & 
subject to the same control as he had directed as 
to his daughter A., it being his intention that his 
daughters’ fortunes should not be subject to the 
debts of their husbands. He then gave to H. & 
J. asum of £6,000, to invest & pay the income to 
his son S., & to divide the principal amongst his 
children. The sums were charged on real estate. 
There was power to apply the income for the 
maintenance & education of the daughters’ & 
sons’ children. The daughter S. died, leaving four 
children who had attained the age of twenty-one. 
The fund representing the £8,000 had been paid 
into ct. :—Held: by implication the four children 
were entitled to the fund. 

It is impossible upon a fair construction of the 
will to exclude the children of S. from having the 
benefit of this fund. It is in my opinion as clear 
an implication as can exist in any case (HALL, 
V.-C.).—SWEETING v. PRIDEAUX (1876), 2 Ch. D. 
aaa 45 L. J. Ch. 378; 34 L. T. 240, 24 W. R. 
776. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Re Redfern, Redfern v. Brynivg (1877 


)y 
Coe D. 133. Consd. Mellor v. Daintree (1886), 33 Ch. D. 
10865. Gift in trust until certain age—-Trust to 
cease on attainment of age.|—PEAT v. POWELL 
(1760), Amb. 387; 1 Eden, 479; 27 E. R. 258. 
Annotations :—Distd. Smith v. Smith (1861), 11 C. B, N.S. 
121. Gonsd. Cropton v. Davies (1869), L. R. 4 C. P. 159. 
Expld. Re Hedley’s Trusts (1877), 25 W. R. 529. 


10866. Direction that testator’s brother to be 
executor & guardian of testator’s daughter— 
Daughter illegitimate.|—A direction in a will, 
that testator’s brother should be his exor. to 
arrange, dispose of, & settle his affairs, & the 
appointment of the brother to be the guardian of 
testator’s daughter, an only child, who was after- 
wards discovered to be illegitimate. does not 
amount by implication to a bequest of the personal 
estate in favour of the daughter.—DaAvis v. Davis 
(1830), 1 Russ. & M. 645; 1 LL. J. Ch. 155; 39 
E. R. 248, L. C. 

Ansiclation :~—Refd. Smith v. Smith (1861), 11 C. B. N. 8. 


10867. Gift to posthumous child—After prior eh 
to nephew.|—Testator, in contemplation that his 
death was approaching, devised lands to his wife 
for life, with remainder in fee to his nephew— 


0. a to A. with remainder to 
‘* firet other eons.’’}—Re STAUNTON , 
14 I. Ch. R. 98.— IRA. 

ad. Gift to nosthumous child-—— After 
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with a condition, that, if his wife should give birth 
to a posthumous child, such child should take, to 
the exclusion of the nephew. A child being 
afterwards born, in testator’s lifetime :—Held : 
such child did not take by implication under the 
will.—DoE d. BLakisTon v. HASLEWOOD (1851), 
10 0. B. 644; 20L. J.C. P. 89; 15 Jur. 272; 138 
H.R. 215. 

Annotation :—Refd. Challis v. Doe d. Evers (1852), 18 Q. B. 


10868. Implication from gift to other donee— 
Amounting to implied absolute gift.]|—-Testator, 
by will made in 1809, after giving all his ‘ lands, 
tenements, chattels, & premises whatsoever ’”’ to 
his wife during her life, gave & bequeathed at her 
death certain messuages ‘‘ to his son W., he paying 
to certain legatees the sum of £50 each, out of the 
aforesaid premises.’’ By another devise he “‘ gave 
to his son J. certain other messuages at the decease 
of his wife.’’ The residuary clause was as follows : 
*‘ All the rest & residue of my estate of whatever 
nature, kind & quality soever the same may be & 
not herein disposed of, after, payment of my 
debts, etc., first I give to my grandson the sum of 
£5, lastly I give & bequeath unto my four daughters 
equal share & share alike of the said residue & 
remainder & to be paid to them one year after the 
death of my wife :—Held: the devise to J. was 
not enlarged to a devise in fee by implication from 
the prior devise to W., which was accompanied 
with a charge, & J. took an estate for life only.— 
Morris v. Luoyp (1864), 3 H. & C. 141; 4 New 
Rep. 153; 33 L. J. Ex. 202; 10 L. T. 508. 

10869. Prohibition of alienation.|——-Where a will 
eee a legatee from alienating the property 

equeathed, the presumption is that the intention 
was to make him absolute owner, but this pre- 
sumption may be rebutted by indications in the 
will of a different intention on the part of testator. 

A husband & wife made a joint will which con- 
tained a provision that should the wife survive 
the husband, as in fact happened, certain lands & 
houses, including the property in dispute in this 
action ‘‘ shall be vested in me testatrix subject to 
the undermentioned conditions.” The will con- 
tinued: ‘‘ Our exors. shall not sell or otherwise 
alienate ’’ certain properties, including the pro- 
perty in dispute, ‘‘ nor shall I testatrix have power 
to sell or otherwise alienate the same or any of 
them, but I shall have a life interest therein.” 
Under a heading ‘“‘ Inheritance upon the death of 
both of us’’: testators directed that the property 
in question should ‘“‘ vest in KE.” E. was a son 
of testator & testatrix, & died in the lifetime of 
testatrix intestate & without issue. Another 
Clause of the will instituted him as one of the 
heirs of the residue :—-Held: testatrix had only 
a life interest in the property, & E. had a vested 
interest subject to her life interest.--SAMARADIWA- 
KARA wv. DE Sanam, [1911] A. C. 753; 81 L. J. 
P.C. 75; 105 L. T. 345, P. C. 


}, Implication from Gift Over. 
(a) In General. 

10870. Gift over not corresponding with period of 
suspense.|—-Testator directed that his trustees 
Should hold certain personal property in trust for 
his daughter S., until his granddaughter M. 
should attain twenty-one, or marry under that 
age with the consent of her guardians ; & when his 
granddaughter should attain twenty-one, or before 
upon her marriage with such consent, upon trust 


prior gift to wife.)—Re LInvsayY (1852), 
§ Ir, Sar. Ori. 
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to pay the income to his granddaughter for her 
life for her separate use; & in case of her marriage 
with such consent, but not otherwise, the property 
was to be settled on her for her life for her separate 
use with remainder to her children, & in default 
of issue, to be at her absolute disposal. Testator 
gave other property on like trusts for his other 
granddaughters, & referred to the property as the 
‘ provisions’’ & the ‘ portions’’ of his grand- 
daughters. Then followed a gift over on the 
death of any granddaughter under twenty-one, & 
without having been married, upon trust for the 
others in like manner as their original portions ; 
& if all should die under twenty-one, & without 
having been married, then the shares were to fall 
into the residue. Two of the granddaughters 
attained twenty-one, but were still unmarried :— 
Held: there was no absolute interest given by 
implication to the granddaughters on their attain- 
ing twenty-one without being married; but they 
had only an estate for life, subject to any question 
which might arise in case either of them married.— 
SAVAGE v. TYERS (1872), 7 Ch. App. 356; 41 
L. J. Ch. 815; 20 W. R. 817, L, C. 

10871. Gift over on alienation.|—-BAKER’s CASE 
(1600), cited in J. Bridg. at p.1387; 123 H.R. 1256. 


Annotations :—Consd. Muschamp v. Bluct (1617), J. Bridg. 
132 ; Holmes v. Godson (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 152. 


10872. Gift over on death fwithout issue & under 
ore. eae v. Moor (1740), Barn. Ch. 7; 27 

» R. 532. 

Annotations :—Consd. Guiliver v. Vaux (1746), 8 De G.M. & 
G. 167. Apld. Doe d. Burden v. Burville (1778), 2 East, 
48, n. Consd. Pery v. White (1778), 2 Cowp. 777. 
10873. Gift over on death without issue or with- 

out disposing of estate.|-Under a devise to A. & 

his heirs, but if he die without settling or dis- 

posing of same, or without issue, then over, A. 

may settle the estate in his lifetime, & defeat the 

limitation over.—BEACHCROFT v. BROOME (1791), 

4 Term Rep. 441; 100 BE. R. 1108. 

10874. Gift over on death.|—Bequest to A., & 
in case of her death to B.:—Held: an absolute 
interest in A.—HINCKLEY v. Srumons (1798), 4 
Ves. 160; 31 BE. R. 83. 

Annotations :-——Consd. Cambridge v. Rous (1802), 3 Ves. 12. 
Apld. Galland «. Leonard (1818), 1 Swan. 161. Consd. 

ome v. Pillans (1833), Coop. temp. Brough. 198. Refd. 

Taylor v. Stainton (1856), 2 Jur. N. 8. 634. 

10875. Realty & personalty given over i peri 
—Testator by his will devises all his real estate 
to his exors. for the purposes thereinafter stated ; 
&, after empowering them cither to continue his 
business or to dispose of it, he gives the profits 
of it in the one case, & the interest of the moneys 
arising from the sale in the other, & also the 
interest of the securities on which the rest of 
his capital should be invested, to his daughter for 
life, her receipt to be a discharge. He then 

ives her the rents & profits of all his real estates 
urine her life; & at her decease he devises & 
bequeaths to her heirs all his estates real & 

ersonal as tenants in common: if his daughter 
has but one child, such child is to possess the 
whole; but if she should die without issue, then 
at her decease he gives certain legacies. He next 
directs all his goods & effects to be sold, his legacies 
to be paid, & a sum invested sufficient to urchase 
£150 a year, which is to be paid to the husband 
of the daughter. Je then orders his real estates 
to be sold at the decease of his daughter or at the 

decease of his brothers & sisters, according as a 

particular event may turn out; & he gives over to 


{. Gift lo A. & B. & their sons & 
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certain persons all the residue of his nal estate, 
including the proceeds of the e of the real 
estates when sold, & the rents of them until they 
are sold. The daughter died without having had 
issue :—Held: the daughter took an estate tail 
in the freeholds; the real & personal estate being 
given over together, she took the personal estate 
absolutely ; the annuities & legacies given at her 
decease were charged both on the real & personal 
estate, & were to be borne proportionally by the 
two funds.—DUNK v. FENNER (1831), 2 Russ. & 
M. 557; 39 E. R. 606. 


Annotations :—Consd. Boughton v. Boughton, Boughton v. 
James (1848), 1 H. L. Cas. 406; Toller v. Attwoo Meee 
15 Q. B. 929; Ez p. Wynch (1854), 6 De G. M. & G. 188. 
N.F. Herrick v. Franklin (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 593. Refd. 
Garratt v. Cockerell (1842), 1 Y .& C. Ch. Cas. 494 ; Parker 
v. Birks (1854), 1 K. & J. 166. 


10876. -.]—Testator gave his real & personal 
estate to his son D., an imbecile, & to D.’s mother, 
*‘ghe to hold all in trust for him, with power to 
appropriate such sums as may not be necessary 
for her own proper support & his, to her other 
son & daughter, J. & A., but so that they are 
employed for their support & maintenance, & 
not to be risked in any way that would involve 
the destruction of the capital; & I direct that 
whatever may be preserved till the decease of my 
wife be so placed in trust as that my afflicted 
child, D., may always be provided for, & my son 
J. & my daughter A., both of which I appoint 
trustees to this my will, together with my wife, 
that they may have a voice in such arrangements 
as may be needful, but in case of bkpcy. or in- 
solvency, they to have no power over the property 
beyond its legal vestment for conveyance, etc., but 
to depend on their mother during her life to do 
for them what may be proper, & after her decease 
to receive its income, & after their decease their 
heirs.”” Testator survived his wife :—Held: sub- 
ject to making a due provision for D., J. & A. were 
jointly entitled to the real estate in fee, & to the 
personal estate for life, the ct. declining to decide 
who would be entitled to the personal estate after 
the death of J. & A.—HERRICK v. FRANKLIN 
(1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 693; 37 L. J. Ch. 908. 


Annotations :—Consd. Comfort v. Brown (1878), 10 Ch. D. 
146. Refd. Wingfield v. Wingfield (1878), 9 Ch. D. 658. 


10877. -]—Testator, by will made in 1820, 
devised & bequeathed freeholds & leaseholds 
together to his daughter S. for life, remainder to 
her first & other sons successively in tail, re- 
mainder to her daughters as tenants in common 








in tail, & “in case of default of issue ’”’ of S., to | 


“the right heirs” of S. “‘ for ever.” S. having 
married & died a widow, without having had a 
child :—Held: she took an absolute interest in 
the leaseholds.—ComMForT v. BROWN (1878), 10 
Ch. D. 146; 48 L. J. Ch. 318; 27 W. R. 226. 
10878. Gift over on determination or failure of 
trust.|—Testator devised real estate to trustees, 
upon trust, after life interests, to receive the rents 
during the minority of A., & apply them for his 
maintenance & education, & accumulate the 
residue, & to convey the property to A., his heirs 
& assigns, 80 soon as he should have attained 


160. W. R. 90; 21 O. L. R. 100.—CAN. 
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twenty-one; & he also devised a rentcharge, upon 
trusts for the benefit of B., his heirs & assigns, 
declared by reference to the trusts in favour of A. 
The will contained a declaration, that in case the 
trusts should determine or become incapable of 
taking effect, the hereditaments should form part 
of the residue. B. survived testator, & died under 
twenty-one :—Held: he took an absolute estate 
in fee in the rentcharge.—Re MoTTRaM (1864), 10 
L. T. 866; 10 Jur. N. S. 915. 

10879. Gift over on death unmarried & without 
issue—Or on alienation.)—By an instrument in 
the form of a‘settlement, but proved as a will, real 
& personal estate was given to trustees upon trust 
for the sole use & benefit of resp., son of the settlor, 
his heirs, exors., & administrators, to be assigned 
& transferred to him as soon as conveniently might 
be after the settlor’s death, subject to a proviso, 
that if the respondent should die unmarried & 
without issue his share should go over, & also that 
the property assigned in trust for resp. was to be 
held by the trustees upon the express condition 
that he should not during his life have power to 
mortgage, sell, alien, charge, or incumber any part 
of the property, & in that event the trustees 
should stand possessed of such property in trust 
for other persons :—Held: resp. took an absolute 
interest in fee simple under the instrument, & the 
condition of forfeiture in case of charge or aliena- 
tion was therefore void as repugnant :—CORBETT v. 
CORBETT (1888), 14 P. D. 7; 58 L. J. P. 17; 60 
L. T. 74; 837 W. R. 114, C. A. 

10880. Gift over on death or second marriage. |— 
Testator, after bequeathing a life estate to his 
widow, gave his residuary estate to his daughter, 
then a widow, but in case of her death or second 
marriage or cohabitation with any man, then over. 
The daughter survived the widow, & died without 
having married again or cohabited :—Held: 
the daughter did not take an absolute interest, but 
an interest determinable on the happening of 
any one of the three events.—JONES v. MORRIS 
(1922), 91 L. J. Ch. 495; 127 L. T. 04. 


(b) Gift Over on Death Without Issue. 
i. Interest of First Donee. 

10881. Whether donee take absolutely.|—If a 
man seised in fee devises that, after the death of 
his son without issue, J., shall have his lands, in 
that case the son has an estate in fee determinable, 
& the remainder is good (Cook, C.J.).—ANON. 
(1608), 4 Leon. 237; 74 EB. R. 844. 

10882. ——.]—-A devise of house & land to A. & 
his heirs, & if he die without issue, a devise of the 
house to B. & also a devise of the land to OC. conveys 
a@ remainder only, & not an immediate estate to C. 
—BROWN v. JERVAS (1611), Cro. Jac. 290; 79 


E. R. 249. 

Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Jones v. Owens (1830), 1 B. & 
Ad. 318. Refd. Monnington v. Davis (1695), Fortes. Rep. 
224. 


10883. ———.]—-G1BBs v. BERNARDISTONE (1711), 
Gilb. Ch. 79; Prec. Ch. 323; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 322 ; 
25 EB. R. 55. 

10884. ———.]—-FEREYES v. ROBERTSON (1731), 


Bunb. 301; 145 EK. R. 681. 
scay't-Y Suki :—Mentd. Ancaster v. Mayer (1785), 1 Bro. C. C. 
454. 


lutely.}-—-ZWIOKER v. ERNST, 29 N.S. R. 
CAN. 
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remainder to such children as testator shall leave 
at his death; & if all his children die without 
leaving issue, then to B. The children die without 
leaving any issue living at the time of their death ; 
this is a good devise over to B.—ATKINSON v. 
ee ee (1734), 3 P. Wms. 258; 24 BK. R. 


Annotations :—Distd. Sabbarton v». Sabbarton (1734); Cas. 
temp. Talb. 65; Beauclerk v. Dormer (1742), 2 Atk. 308. 


. Exel v. Wallace (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 11 Apid. 
eheppard v. Lessingham (1751), Amb. 122. Expld. 
O’Mahoney v. Burdett (1874), L. R. 7 H. L. 388. Refd. 
trait v. Fowler (1768), Wilm. 298; Bigge v. Bensle 
eS » 1 Bro. C. C. 188; Chandless v. Price (1796), 

es. 99 ; Lyon v. Mitchell (1816), 1 Madd. 467. 





10886. .]—A. devise to HE. & her heirs, & if she 
& D. die without issue, he gives several annuities 
charged upon the premises to charitable uses :— 
Held: E. had an estate in fee.—ScRAPE v. RHODES 
thee 2 Com. 542; 2 Kq. Cas. Abr. 302; 92 E.R. 


sspears -—Distd. Goodridge v. Goodridge (1742), 7 Mod. 
Dp. . 

10887. ———-.]—-Where on special verdict it was 
found that testator having charged certain legacies 
upon his lands, devised, that in case his son T. 
should happen to die before he married, or being 
married should have no children lawfully begotten, 
then that his lands should remain & descend 
equally to his daughters & their heirs, paying, etc., 
except such jointures as his son should happen to 
make upon his wife, not exceeding, etc.; & that 
in case both his daughters should die without being 
married, or being married should have no children 
of their respective marriages, then he willed that 
all his estate should descend to his nephew J. ; that 
at the end of the will he gave & devised to his son T. 
all his estate real & persona] not already disposed of 
by his will: that after testator’s death his son 
entered, & suffered a recovery to the use of himself 
& his heirs, & died without issue ; upon which his 
sisters entered & suffered a recovery, & died with- 
out issue; upon which the heir of J. entered :— 
Held: the son T. took an estate by devise; & 
although that might not be so clear, yet the 
daughters took an estate in fee, & the lessor of 
pltf., the heir of the nephew J. was barred by the 
recovery suffered by them.— WEALTHY d. MANLEY 
v. BOSVILLE (1736), Lee temp. Hard. 258; 95 
KE. R. 166. 

10888. - - --.]|—G. by his will leaves to his son & 
his lawful issue all his personal property, & appoints 
guardians of his son, who are to dispose of his edu- 
cation, pocket money, & allowances, until his age 
of twenty-five; & who during that time are to 
receive the property, & are empowered to purchase 
land or stock as they shall judge proper, with the 
money he leaves behind for the use of his son ; 
but in case his son should die without lawful issue 
then all the right invested in his son he bequeaths 
to his nephew & his issue, with power for his son 
to jointure his wife with one-third of his fortune ; 
by a codicil he confines him to live on the interest 
only of the money, or stock, or land, which he 
leaves him, & directs that he shall not meddle with 
or lessen the principal during the whole of his life, 
unless for purchasing a place as far as £300; & 
he allows him to jointure his wife with the whole 
or any part of the interest of the money; & if he 
has children, if boys he may advance them £200 
each at the age of twelve years; & if girls what 
portions he pleases at the age of fifteen; & if he 
dies & leaves any lawful issue he empowers him to 
leave the remainder of his fortune, amongst them, 
in what manner he pleases; but if he has no issue 
then he leaves it over to his nephew & his issue ; 
by a second codicil he leaves his son under per- 
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petual pup e during the life of any of his 
guardians :—Held: the son was entitled only to 
the benefit of the testator’s personal estate for his 
life, with limitations over to such issuc as he shall 
leave at the time of his death, & in failure thereof 
to testator’s nephews in such manner as is di 
a the will & codicil.—Procror vr. Harris (1788), 
Test temp. Hard. 570; 25 B. R. 1090; sub nom. 
eae v. UPTON (1739),5 De G. M. & G. 199, n., 


Annotation Pr aaa Re Bank’s Trust, Ex p. Hovill (1855), 


2K.&J 

10889. .]—Bequest of money to testator’s 
wife, & the issue of her body, & failing such issue, 
to such of his heirs whom she should appoint by 
written will:—Held: the subsequent words did 
not control the previous limitation, & therefore 
that a bequest over of the money was void, as 
being too remote.—HowsTon v. IvEs (1764), 2 
Eden, 216; 28 E. R. 881, L. C. 

10890. —--—.]-—Personal estate bequeathed to 
F. H. her exors., administrators, & assigns, but 
‘‘in case of the death of F. H. without issue,’’ 
remainder over ; this remainder over is too remote, 
as it must be construed a general dying without 
issue.— BIGGE v. BENSLEY (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 187; 
28 BK. R. 1074, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Ellis v. Ellis (1808), 9 Hast, 
382; Donn v. Penny (1815), 1 Mer. 20; Garratt v. 
Cockerell (1842), 1 Y. & GC. Ch. Cas. 494. Refd. Campbell 
v. Harding (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 390; Doe d. Cadogan v. 
Ewart (1838), 7 Ad. & Kl. 636. 


10891. -\—A bequest that £4,000 & a 
further sum of £1,500 shall pertain to J. after the 
death of R. without lawful issue is too remote, & 
the whole shall vest in R.—GLOVER v. STROTHOFF 
(1786), 2 Bro. C. C. 33; 29 BE. R. 18, L. C. 

Annotation :—Consd. ChandJess v. Price (1796), 3 Ves. 99. 

10892. —-—-.]—-Interest| of residue of personal 
[estate] given by will to a woman for life then the 
residue to her nieces; if they die without issue, 
over: the last limitation over is too remote, & 
on the death of the aunt the nieces take the whole. 
—EVEREST v. GELL (1791), 1 Ves. 286; 30 E. R. 
346, L. C. 

10893. |—Testator gives all his real & 
personal estates ‘“‘ to A. & his male issue & for want 
of male issue after him to B. & his male issue.” 
These words give to A. the absolute interest in the 
personal estate.—DOoNN v. PENNY (1815), 19 Ves. 
545; 1 Mer. 20; 34 B. R. 618. 

Y : y » Devenish v. Pester, 
Ant898] in. ors" " Reid. Garratt e. Cockercll (1842), 1 

Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 494. 

10894. .|—A residue of personal estate was 
directed by will to be divided equally amongst the 
testator’s sons, I., E., L., B., & G., share & share 
alike, as tenants in common, & to the issue of their 
several & respective bodies lawfully begotten ; 
but in case of the death of any or either of them 
without issue lawfully begotten living at the time 
of his or their respective deaths, then the part or 
share of him or them so dying to go to the survivors 
& survivor equally, share & share alike, & to the 
issue of their several & respective bodies lawfully 
begotten :—Held: the bequests to the four sons 
passed absolute interests, but on the death of one 
of such sons without issue his share survived to 
his brothers.—LYON v. MITCHELL (1816), 1 Madd. 
ey a Ra Wynch’s Trusts, Ex p. Wynch 
AnagSh) De ons & G. 188. ” Ref. Darley ‘v. Martin 

(18535" 13 C. B. 683. 

10895. ———.]—J. H. by his will gave to C. H. his 
adopted daughter £20,000 3 per cent. Consols, & 
his Ronee & landed property at C.&M. The will 
then proceeded in the following terms: But in 
case of her death without lawful issue, I then will 
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the money so left to her to be equally divided 
betwixt my nephews & nieces who may be living 
at the time; & the land, etc., at C.to my nephew, 
the Rev. J. H.; & that at M. to my nephew, 
Lieutenant J. H., etc. I request R. C. & D.S. to be 
her guardians, & allow whatever they please for 
her education annually, & after she has left school ; 
& if she marries, it must be with their consent, & 
the property to be solely settled upon herself & 
children, & in no way changed or alienated :— 
Held: under this limitation the £20,000 Consols 
vested absolutely in C. H. 

If the gift over is simply on ‘‘ failure of issue,” 
‘“‘ defect of issue,’’ ‘‘ dying without issue,”’ etc., 
whether the words apply to real or personal pro- 

erty, it is to be construed a general failure of 
issue: the gift over is void, & in personal estate 
the implied limitation given in tail gives an abso- 
lute interest (LORD BROUGHAM, C.).—CANDY 
v. CAMPBELL (1834), 8 Bli. N. S. 469; 2 Cl. & Fin. 
421; 5H. R.1017, H. L.; affg.S. C. sub nom. CAMP- 
BELL v. HARDING (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 390, L. C. 
_innotations :-—Consd. Ciarratt. 1. Cockerell (1842), 1 Y. & 

C. Ch. Cas. 494; Pye wo. Linwood (1842), 6 Jur. 618; 

Greenwood r. Verdon (1853), 1 K. & J. 74. Apld. Webster 

v. Parr (1858), 26 Beav. 236; Iisher v. Webster (1872), 

L. R. 14 Eq. 283. Refd. Harris v. Davis (1845), 9 Jur. 

269 ; Ke p. Davies (1851), 15 Jur. 1102 ; Pride v. Fooks 

(1858), 3 De G. & J. 252. 

10896. -—_.!— Bequest of £2,000 to A., & in the 
event of her death without children, to her heirs, 
the nearest relations of her grandaunt A. :—Held : 
A. took an absolute interest.—YEARWOOD vv, 
YEARWOOD (1846), 9 Beav. 276; 10 Jur. 151; 50 
EB. R. 349. 

10897. ——--.]—Testator gave a sum of money to 
each of his four sisters named in his will, providing, 
however, that ‘‘ should it so happen that the whole 
should die without heirs, the sum is ultimately to 
revert to the estate of the family ; but should all 
or any of them die, with heirs of their body, 
the sum of which they severally die possessed is to 
be continued to their heirs for ever, & not to revert 
to the estate’ :—Held: under this disposition 
the legatees were entitled to absolute interests.— 
Brooks v. LAKE (1846), 7 L. T. O. S. 337; 10 
Jur. 485. 

10898. ———.]— Devise & bequest to one daughter, 
with a direction that her portion should devolve, 
in case of her dying, without children, to another 
daughter & her children :—Held : to give to the 
former an estate tail in the realty & an absolute 
interest in the personalty.— BACON v. CosBy (1851), 
4DeG. & Sm. 261; 20 L. J. Ch. 213; 171. T. 0.8. 
239; 15 Jur. 695; 64 E. R. 824. 

Annotation :-—Mentd. Codrington v. Lindsay (1873), 8 Ch. 

App. 578. 

10899. -|—Testatrix, seised in fee of certain 
copyhold hereditaments, by her will, dated May 22, 
1826, devised as follows :—‘‘ I give and bequeath 
unto my granddaughter A., the house & land, 
with all the rights and appurtenances belonging 
thereto, situate at R.”; &, after a bequest to 
her of a sum of £200, due on a bond, she proceeded 
as follows: ‘* But, in the event of A. dying without 
any lawful issue, it is my will that the house & 
lands, & the £200, do revert to the survivor or 
survivors of my other granddaughters, to be 
divided between them share & share alike ’’ :— 
Held: A. took an estate tail in the realty, & an 
absolute interest in the £200.—CoLE v. GOBLE 
(1853), 18 C. B. 445; 1C.L. R. 228; 22 L. J.C. P. 
148; 21 L. T. O. S. 77; 17 Jur. 808; 1 W. R. 
309; 138 E. R. 1273. 


Annotation :—Retd. Bamford v. Chadwick (1854), 23 L. J. 





WILLS. 


10900. -.|—Devise to testator’s daughter ‘‘ & 
her lawful heirs,’’ but in case she should not happen 
to leave any child, then to his nephew & his 
heirs :—Held: the daughter took a fee simple, 
with an executory devise over to the nephew.— 
MATHEWS v. GARDINER (1853), 17 Beav. 254; 21 
L. T. O. S. 286; 61 E. R. 1031. 

10901. .]|—Bequest of testator’s residuary 
personalty equally between his four children, 
nominatim, to be equally divided between them, 
share & share alike; &, in case of the death of 
either of them leaving issue, the issue of such child 
to take the parent’s share; but, in the event of 
their dying without leaving issue, then the share 
or shares of the one so dying to form part of the 
residue :—Held: testator’s children took for their 
respective lives only.—-COOPER v. COOPER (1855), 
1K. & J. 658; 3 W. R. 470; 69 E. R. 624. 
Annotations :—Retd. Bowers v. Bowers (1870), 5 Ch. App. 

244: Re Brailsford, Holmes v. Crompton & Evans’ Union 

Bank, [1916] 2 Ch. 536. 

10902. |—Gift by will of all testator’s 
funded property & other personal & real estate 
to his daughter S., she paying all his debts, ‘“ & 
S. shall in no way dispose of any of the funded 
property, but to hold same for her natural life ; 
& if she should die without issue, the landed 
property shall go to J. for life. I will & direct 
that all the funded property shall go to W. & her 
heirs for ever’’:—Held: S. took the funded 
property for life only, & on her death it belonged 
o W.—R#e Banks’ Trust, Ex p. Hovin. (1855), 2 
K. & J. 887; 69 E. R. 832. 

10908. Sarg eelgrass directed that, as his 
sons attained twenty-five, his exors. should pay 
them a share of his estate & effects, it being his 
will that his sons & daughters should receive equal 
shares of his estate. As his daughters attained 
twenty-five, the exors. were to invest £1,000 each 
for them for life, & the difference between this & 
their share paid to them. In case any daughter 
‘should die without issue,” the £1,000 was to be 
divided ‘“‘ amongst such of his children as might 
be then living, & the issue of such as might be 
dead, share & share alike,’’ the issue to take the 
like share as the parent would, if living, have been 
entitled to :—AHeld: the gift over was on an in- 
definite failure of issue; there was an absolute 
gift of the £1,000 in the first instance to the 
daughters, which had not effectually been cut 
down, & the daughters were absolutely entitled to 
the £1,000.— WEBSTER v. PARR (1858), 26 Beav. 
2386; 53 FE. R. 888. 


Annotations :—Consd. Locke v. Lamb (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 
372. Refd. Dowling v. Dowling (1865), 13 L. T. 553. 


10904. .|—Testator gave the interest of all 
his money in the funds to his daughter C., & he 
desired his outstanding money to be put into the 
funds. He then desired the interest of the moneys 
directed to be put into the funds to be paid to his 
daughter C., ‘‘ as & for her own & issue’s proper 
moneys.’ But in the event of her dying without 
issue, he desired the whole of his funded property 
to be divided between his brothers & sisters & 
their children. C. died without issue :—Held : 
she took the funds absolutely, & the gift over was 
inoperative.—Re ANDREW’sS WILL (1859), 27 Beav. 
608; 1L. T. 319; 6&6 Jur. N.S. 114; 54 H.R. 


241. 

after a gift of leaseholds to his daughter E.. gave 
all the remainder of hia property whatsoever to 
his wife D., the income to her for life, & at her 
death unto E., for her own benefit & her children, 
or one only child if she should have any, all that 
was given to E. being for her own benefit, & not 
to be subject to the debts, control, or disposition 
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of any husband she might marry; but if E. 
should die without issue, the leaseholds were to 
be enjoyed by D. for life, & at her death to his 
sister S. for her life, & at her death, together with 
all that was left to D. for her life, to be equally 
divided between all the grandchildren of 8S. E. 
died without having had a child :—Held: E. was 
entitled absolutely both to the leasehold specifically 
be ueathed to her & to the residue given subject 
to D.’s life interest.—FisHeR v. WEBSTER ( 1872), 
me 14 Eq. 283; 42 L. J. Ch. 156; 20 W. R. 


Annotation :-— 

ctaton 2 pets. pie Seyton, Seyton v. Satterthwaite 

10906. -——.]—-Testator, in 1846, gave his resi- 
duary real & personal estate to J. S. L. & the heirs 
male of his body lawfully begotten for ever; but 
in case of his death without heirs male of his body 
lawfully begot, then the property to go to P. C. L. 
in the same manner; & if P. C. L. should die with- 
out heirs male of his body lawfully begot, then the 
property to go to J. S. A. inthe same manner. By 
a codicil testator, after reciting that by his will he 
had directed that in the event of the death of 
J. S. L. “ without leaving male issue him sur- 
viving,”’ the residue of testator’s real & personal 
estates should go to P. C. L., revoked that bequest, 
& in the event of the death of J. S. L. ‘‘ without 
leaving male issue him surviving,” gave the resi- 
duary estate to the eldest daughter, if any, of 
J.S. L. :—Held: Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 29. did 
not apply, & the gifts over to P. C. L. & J. S. A. 
were void as to the personalty, as being on an 
indefinite failure of heirs male, & the codicil did 
not alter their effect, & under the will & codicil 
J. 8. L. took an absolute interest in the personalty, 
subject only to an executory gift over in favour of 
his eldest daughter if he died leaving no male 
issue surviving him.—DaAwson v. Sma. (1874), 
9 Ch. App. 651, L. JJ. 
aaetton :-—Refd. Re Leach, Leach v. Leach, [1912] 2 Ch. 


10907. --— .]—Testator, by will of Apr. 1811, 
devised certain hereditaments to his granddaughter 
BK. C. & her heirs. But if FE. C. died without 
leaving lawful issue living at her death, testator 
devised the hereditaments ‘‘ unto & to the use of 
the nine children of J. A., to be equally divided 
among them share & share alike.’’ He devised all 
the residue of his estate to his son P. C.—E. C. 
died, leaving no issue living at her death. One of 
the nine children of J. A. survived EK. (. : —Held : 
this executory devise affected the previous estate 
in fee given to E. C. to the extent of such life 
estates only, & subject to the life estates, the 
property remained in E. C. & her heirs.—GATENBY 
v. MORGAN (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 685; 45 L. J. Q. B. 
507; 35 L. T. 245. 

Anon :—Apld. Re Jones, Last v. Dobson, [1915] 1 Ch. 


10908. —---—.|—-P. by his will devised real estate 
to his son & his heirs, & declared that in case his 
son should die without leaving lawful issue, then 
& in such case the estate should go to his son’s 
next heir-at-law, to whom he gave & devised same 
accordingly :—Held : the gift over on the death of 
the son without leaving lawful issue referred to 
his death at any time, but the gift over was repug- 
nant & void, & the devisee took an absolute estate 
in fee simple-——Re Parry & Daaos (1885), 31 
Oh. D. 180; 55 L. J. Ch. 237; 54 L. T. 229: 34 
W.R. 8538, ©. A. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Evans v. Evans, [1892] 2 Ch, 178. 

10909. eae Baga Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 
29, a devise since that Act to A., his heira & 
assigns, with a proviso that in case A. should 
* die without leaving any male issue’ then over, 
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is a devise in fee simple to A., subject to an exe- 

cutory devise over.—Re EDWARDS, EDWARDS v. 

EDWARDS, [1894] 3 Ch. 644; 64 L. J. Ch. 179; 

43 W. R. 169; 8 R. 618. 

10910. Express gift of life interest.]|— 
Devise to A. for life, & if he have issue male, then 
to such issue male & his heirs, & if he die without 
issue male, to B. & his heirs. A. has but an estate 
for life, & both remainders are contingent.— 
LODDINGTON v. KimME (1697), 1 Salk. 224; 3 Lev. 
431; 91 B. R. 198; eub nom. LUDDINGTON v. 
KimE, 1 Ld. Raym. 203; sub nom. LODINGTON 
v. KIME, 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 183. 

Annotations :—Oonsd, Shaw v. Weigh (1728), Fortes. Rep. 
58; Ginger d. White v. White (1742), Willes, 348; Doed. 
Bean v. Halley (1798), 8 Term Hep. 5. Apia. Doe d. 
Gilman v. Elvey (1803), 4 East, 313. Refd. Bamfield ov. 
Popham (1702), 1 P. Wms. 54; Backhouse v. Wells (1713), 
Fortes. ep: 133; Target v. Gaunt (1718), 1 P. Wms. 
432; Papillion v. Voice (1728), Kel. W. 27; Gower v. 
Grosvenor (1740), Barn. Ch. 54; Walpole v. Conway 
(1740), Barn. Ch. 153; Leo vw. Spencer (1743), 2 
Atk. 570; Ives v. Legge (1743), 3 Term Rep. 488, n. ; 
Goodtitle, d. Cross »v. Wodhull (1745), Willes, 592; Exef 
v. Wallace (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 318; Southby v. Stone- 
house (1755), 2 Ves. Son. 610; Salkold v. Vernon, Salkeld 
wv. Salkeld (1758), 1 Eden, 64; King v. Burchell] (1759), 1 
Eden, 424; Doe d. Brown v. Holme (1771), 2 Wm. BI. 
777; Doe d. Comberbach v. Perryn (1789), 3 Term Rep. 
484; Denn d. Webb v. Puckey (1793), 5 Term Rep. 299 ; 
Doe d. Davy v. Burnsa)! (1794), 6 Term Rep. 30; Smith 
». Camelford, Camelford v. Smith (1795), 2 Ves. 698; 

Bayloy v. Morris (1799), 4 Ves. 788 ; Thellusson v. Wood- 

ford, Woodford v. Thellusson (1805), 11 Ves. 112 ; Crum 

d. Woolley v. Norwood (1817), 7 Taunt. 362; Doe d. 

Herbert v. Selby (1824), 2 B. & C. 926; Doe d. Winter wv. 

Perratt (1833), 10 Bing. 198; Doe d. Bills v. Hopkinson 

1843), 5 Q . 223; Sturge v. Sturge (1849), 12 Beav. 

29; Rider vw. Wood (1855), 1 K. & J. 644. Mentd. 

Rowlitt v. Orlebar (1815), 1 Marsh. 452. 


10911. .}—Testator gives the accumula- 
tion of rents till A. should attain twenty-one, to be 
laid out, & to permit A. to receive the interest 
during life, after his death he gives the moneys 
to the issue male of A. & in default to pitfs. A. 
died without issue, the issue would have taken as 
purchasers, & therefore the limitation to pltfs. 
takes place.—KNIGHT v. ELLiIs (1789), 2 Bro. 
C. C. 570; 29 H.R. 312, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Stonor v. Curwen (1832), 5 Sim. 


264; Stokes v. Heron (1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 161; Goldney 
v. Crabb (1854), 19 Beav. 338. Apld. Ex p. Wynch (tee) 











5 De G. M. & G. 188. Consd. Surridge v. Clarkson (1866), 
14 W. R. 979; Herrick v. Franklin ale L. R. 6 Eq. 
593. Refd. Lyon v. Mitchell (1816), 1 Madd. 467; Darle 


v. Martin (1853), 13 C. B. 683; Audsley v. Horn (1858), 


26 Beav. 195; Low v. Thorp (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 649; 
Re Andrew’s Will (1859), 27 Beav. 608; Jackson v. 
Calvert (1860), 1 John. & H. 235; Re Pollard’s Trusts 
(1863), 8 L. T. 710. 

10912. —— .|—Trust by will as to the resi- 
due of real & personal estate for a nephew & his 
heirs to pay him the interest for life, with power to 
the trustees, in case they should see it would be 
for his benefit to advance him, when it may be 
in their power, any part of the principal for his 
advancemont in life, that they will not withhold 
such assistance as they may deem necessary : but, 
in case no part should be advanced, the residue to 
be divided among the nephew’s issue; with the 
limitation over, if he should leave no issue. The 
nephew is entitled, not to the absolute property, 
Bue for life only ; &, no advancement having been 
made, an inquiry was directed, whether his 
circumstances required advancement.— ROBINSON 
vy. CLEATOR (1808), 15 Ves. 526; 33 B. R. 854. 
Annotation :—Consd. Cowper v. Mantell (1856), 22 Beav. 


231. 

10913. ——— .|—Testator gave one-third of 
his residue to his niece, which he desired might be 
settled by his exors. on her for her separate use for 
her life, but to devolve to her issue at her death, & 
failing issue, then to revert to his nephew. The 
ct. directed the third to be settled in trust for the 


niece for her separate use for life, & after her death, 
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in trust for her issue then living, & if there should 
be no such issue, then in trust for the nephew.— 
ST oNoe v. CURWEN (18382), 5 Sim. 264; 58 E. R. 
ancien i—Refd. Lyddon v. Ellison (1854), 19 Beav. 

10914. --|—Testator gave the sum of 
£500 to S. to receive the interest during life, & then 
to her issue ; but in case of her death without issue, 
the £500 stock to be divided between her father’s 
children by his second wife; & in default of any 
children by his second wife being living at testa- 
tor’s death, over :—Held: S. took an absolute 
interest in the sum of £500 stock.—A.-G. v. BRIGHT 
(1886), 2 Keen, 57; 5 L. J. Ch. 325; 48 E.R. 550. 


Annotations :—Consd. Ex p. Wynch (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 
188. Refd. Darley v. Martin (1853), 13 C. B. 683; Re 
Andrew’s Will (1859), 27 Beav. 608. 


10915. —-— ———.]—-Testator gave all his real & 
personal property to his daughter for her separate 
use for life: ‘‘ at her decease, she shall be at 
liberty to will same to her issue ; but in case of her 
dying without issue, I wish the property to go to 
my brother & sister, for their lives. In the event 
of my brother’s death prior to the death of my 
cauEntes: then to the children of my brother ”’ :— 
Held: the daughter took an estate tail in the realty 
& an absolute interest in the personalty.—Sim- 
MONS v. SIMMONS (1836), 8 Sim. 22; 5 L. J. Ch. 
198; 59 E.R. 9. 

10916. -— --—---.]—Testator gave to his brother 
£3800 per annum during his life, & to each of two 
nephews £150 during their lives; but if either of 
the nephews died, the other to inherit the whole 
£300 ; & if the brother died without issue, the two 
nephews to inherit from the brother; & he then 
stated, that the reason why he left only the interest 
to his brother & two nephews was, that if they died 
without issue, the money might go to his three 
cousins, he desired his legatees to be paid within 
twelve months, & proceeded, ‘‘ it is to be under- 
stood I leave it to them & their heirs’’; the 
brother & nephews died without issue :—Held: 
under the will, the brother took an annuity for 
life only.—FERARD v. GRIFFIN (1838), 2 Keen, 615 ; 
48 K. R 765; sub nom. FERRARD v. GRIFFIN, 7 
L. J. Ch. 195. 

Annotation :—Refd. Garratt v. Cockerell (1842), 1 Y. & C. 

Ch. Cas. 494. 

10917. -|—Devise of leaseholds on 
trust for A. for life, & afterwards to his issue male 
severally & respectively, according to their 
seniorities, & in default to his heirs, according to 
their seniorities, & in default over :—Held: A. 
took an absolute interest.— JORDAN v. LOWE (1848), 
6 Beav. 350; 49 E. R. 861. 


Annotations :—Consd. Dorey. v. Martin 
d. Re Wynch’s Trusts, Kz p. 
G. M. & G. 188. 


10918. -——.]— Bequest of leaseholds in 
trust for F. for life, & after his decease for the 
issue of the body of F., if any such there should 
then be. If F. died before twenty-one, or after- 
wards without issue, gift over :—Held to confer 
a life interest on F., with a gift over to his issue, 
meaning descendants who should be living at his 
uot ae ev tenants.— HILL v. NALDER (1852), 

ur. ; 








1853), 13 C. B. 683. 
ynch (1854), 5 De 











10919. .|—Testator gave an annuity of 
£600 ‘‘ to A. for her life & the issue from her body 
lawfully begotten; on failure of which to revert 
to my heirs; & I request B. & C. to act as my 
trustees for A., so that the annuity may be secured 
for her separate use ”’ :—Held: A. was entitled for 
life only to the annuity, with remainder to her 


WILLS. 


issue.— Re WyNCcH’s Trusts, Ex p. Wynon (1854), 
5 De G. M. & G. 188; 2 Hq. Rep. 1025; 28 L. J. 
Ch. 980; 28 L. T. O. S. 259; 18 Jur. 659; 2 
W.R. 570; 48 E.R. 842,L..C. & L. JJ. 

Annotations :— pid. Goldney v. Crabb (1854), 19 Beav. 


338; Re Bank’s Trusts, 7p: Hovill (1855), 2 K. & J. 
387. Distd. Re Andrew's ill aeoP) 27 Beav. 608. 
Consd. Williams v. Lewis (1859), 6 H. L. Cas. 101 


Apld. 
Jackson v. Calvert (1860), 1 John. & H. 235; Surridge v. 
(186 4 W. R. 979. Co 


(1868), 27 Led. Ch, 645 
i Eq. 276; Herrick v. Franklin (1868), L. R. 6 E 


10920. .]|—Bequest of leaseholds to A. 
for life, after her decease, to the issue of her body ; 
& in case of her dying leaving no issue, then over : 
—Held: A. took an estate for life only._-GOLDNEY 








v. CRABB (1854), 19 Beav. 338; 2 W. R. 579; 52 
E. R. 880. 
10921. ——— ~——-.]—-Testator gave the interest 


of £8,000 stock to his wife for life, & after her 
decease, the interest of £1,000, part of the £3,000, 
to his daughter B. for life, & then to her issue; & 
as to another £1,000, to his daughter M., & all her 
issue at twenty-one, with trusts for maintenance ; 
‘‘ & if she should not leave issue at her decease, or 
they should not attain twenty-one, to the issue of 
his daughters E. & S. equally, in the same terms as 
the former gift; & as to the remaining £1,000, to 
his daughter S., & her issue after her decease.”” He 
then directed a valuation of his farm stock, & gave 
the amount thereof & all his personalty & estate 
whatsoever, to hissons J. & T. equally, & a eee 
his sons R., J., & T. residuary legatees, subject to 
payment of £10 a year to his wife out of the 
valuation. By a codicil testator gave to his 
daughter M. £1,000 Consols for life & after her 
decease to her issue; & in default of issue, to her 
two surviving sisters’ issue at twenty-one. M. 
survived her two sisters, & was not married, & 
testator left grandchildren & great grandchildren : 
—Held: M. took for life only, the three sons of 
testator, R., J., & T., all took the residue, & their 
issue, at M.’s death, took as purchasers as joint 
tenants; that is, such issue as were either alive 
at testator’s death, or came into esse before the 
death of M.—SURRIDGE v. CLARKSON (1866), 14 
W. R. 979. 

10922. —--— ---- -.]|—-Testator by his will, dated 
in 1885, appointed exors., & continued as follows : 
‘““T give to my two sons . . . all my real & personal 
property . . . for their natural life, subject to the 
condition of paying ’’ the legacies therein men- 
tioned. ‘ Ifmy sons marry & have issue, I give to 
each of their heirs their father’s share, & to their 
heirs for ever ; if there is no male issue with either 
of my two sons, & there is female issue, then the 
father’s share shall be divided between them share 
& share alike as tenants in common, & to their 
heirs for ever. Should either of my sons die 
without issue, then such son’s share shall eo to my 
other son & to his heirs for ever. Should both of 
my sons die without issue, then at the death of the 
last of them, I give all my real NY abe to the 
whole of my grandchildren share & share alike as 
tenants in common, & to their heirs for ever.’’ He 
then directed that his two sons should pay out of his 
real property any payment due and owing thereon : 
—Held: the two sons took the real estate in tail 
male & the personalty absolutely, subject to the 
conditions mention in the will SCORE, 
TOLMAN v. SCORE (1887), 57 L. T. 40. 





10923. ———.J]—ScaLk v. Rawtins, No. 
10943, post. 
10924, ——— Remainder to first & other sons 





in tail.]|—-Limitation of a trust of a term to a man 
for life, remainder to his first, etc., son in tail, & 
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for want of issue male, then to all his daughters, 
there never having been a son; adjudged the trust 

the daughter good.—Hiaains v. DOWLER 
(1708), 1 P. Wms. 98; cited in 2 P. Wms. at p- 
694; 24 E.R. 311; sub nom. HIaaIns v. DERBY, 


1 Salk. 156, ts O. 
Apld. Stanley v. Leigh (1732), 2 P. Wms 
Dbtd. CGhate vw. Clare (1734) gh temp. T 
« Hodgell v. Buasell (1739), 9 Mod. Rep. 
“~--* y. Litton, Litton v. 7 
K. B. 217; Hopkins v. Hopkins 
Gower v. Grosvenor (1740), 9 Mod. Rep. 250 
v. Orrery (1745), 3 Atk. 28%; Wyth v. Blackman (1749), 
Beilt’s Sup. 110; Southby v. Stonehouse (1755), 2 Ves. 
Sen. 610; Knight v. Ellis (1789), 2 Bro. C. C. 57N. 
10925. -|—One possessed of a 
term devises it to A. for life, remainder to his first, 
etc., son in tail successively, remainder to his 
daughter, & if A. shall have neither son nor 
daughter, then to J. A. dies having never had a 
son or daughter ; the devise ovor to J. is good.— 
aa v. LEIGH (1732), 2 P. Wms. 686; 24 E.R. 
Annotations :—Dbtd. Clare v. Clare (1734), Cas. temp. Talb. 
21. Distd. Hodsell v. Bussell (1739), § Mod. Top. 236. 
Consd. Gower v. Grosvenor (1740), Barn. Ch. 54. Distd. 
Beauclerk v. Dormer (1742), 2 Atk. 308. Consd. Sheffield 
vw. Orrery (1745), 3 Atk. 282. Distd. Theebridge v. Kil- 
burne (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 233. Consd. Knight v. Ellis 
» 2 Bro. C. C. 570. Refd. Sabbarton v. Sabbarton 
, Lee comm, Hard. 413; Newcastle v. Lincoln (1797), 
3 Ves. 337 ; coln v. Newcastle (1806), 12 Ves. 218; 
Lyon v. Mitchell (1816), 1 Madd. 467 ; Key v. Key (1853), 




















Pe ae M. & G. 73; Scarsdale v. Curzon (1860), 1 John. 
10926. -]—Testator bequeaths a 


term for years, in trust for C. for her life; & if she 
marry B. then after her death, in trust for B. for 
life & after his death, for the first & other sons of 
B. & C. & their heirs male respectively according 
to priority of birth; & for default of such issue 
male, then in trust for the daughter & daughters 
of B. & C. & in case there shall be no issue of the 
marriage then in trust for the issue of the survivor 
ofthem B.&C. But if neither of them shall leave 
any issue, then in trust for S. for life, & after her 
decease, in trust for all such child & children as 
testator’s brother J. shall leave living, that shall 
attain the age of twenty-one. After testator’s 
death B. & C. intermarry & die without leaving 
issue. S. also died without issue, & J. died in the 
lifetume of C. leaving two sons then twenty-one 
years of age & upwards; the devise to them held 
to be a good one under the circumstances that had 
happened.—SABBARTON wv. SABBARTON (1738), 
Andr. 333 ; Cas. temp. Talbot 55, 245; Lee temp. 
Hard. 413; 95 E. R. 265. 


Annotations :—Distd. Hodsell v. Bussell (1739), 9 Mod. Rep. 
236. Consd. Gower v. Grosvenor (1740), 9 Mod. Rep. 
250; Sheffield v. Orrery (1745), 3 Atk. 282; Phipps v. 
Mulgrave (1798), 3 Ves. 613; Wilkinson v. South (1798), 
7 Term Rep. 555. Refd. Hodgeson v. Bussey (ara): 2 


Atk. 89; Read v. Snell (1743), 2 Atk. 642; Exel v. 
Wallaco (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 117; Doo v. Brabant (1792), 
4 Term Rep. 706; Ex p. Sterne (1801), 6 Ves. 156; 


Lyon v. Mitchell (1816), 1 Madd. 467 ; Scarsdale v. Curzon 
(1860), 1 John. & H. 40. Mentd. Habergham v. Vincent 
aL 1 Ves. 410; Cadell v. Palmer (1833), 10 Bing. 


10927. -]—Where testator devises 
& leasehold for years to one for life, who has no 
children, with remainder to his first & other sons 
in tail male ; remainder to another for life, & to his 
first & other sons in tail male, with several re- 
mainders over; if the second tenant for life has a 
son born, before the first tenant for life has a son, 
the remainder in tail limited to that son will vest ; 
& all the subsequent remainders which were good 
as possibilities, while the contingency of a nearer 
heir’s coming in esse were in suspense, are ipso facto 
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from that moment determined. Though such 
tenant in tail should die an infant the next day 
after his birth, yet the ownership of the term must 
vest, & his administrator must take it, subject only 
to be defeated by the birth of a son of the first 
tenant for life, which will still be prior to such 
intestate infant in the order of limitation.—PEL- 

HAM (LADY) v. GREGORY (1760), 3 Bro. Parl. Cas. 

204; 14H. R. 1271, H. L. 

Annotations :—Consd. Foley v. Burnell (1783), 1 Bro. C. C. 
274. Refd. Le Rousseau v. Rede (1761), 2 Eden, 1; 
‘Thompson v. Lawley (1800), 2 Bos. & P. $03; Watkins 
v. Lea (1802), 6 Ves. 633. Moentd. Williams v. Bolton 
(1784), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 72. 

10928. ———-.]| £10,000 provided by 
settlement for one daughter or younger son: 
£15,000 if more; there being but one daughter, 
the father by will under a power reserved to him 
appoints the time of payment & the application 
of the interest of the £15,000 provided for her by 
settlement, & gives her the farther sum of £5,000, 
she was held entitled to £20,000. Charge upon 
land payable at a future day not vested till the time 
of payment. Bequest of personal estate after a 
contingent limitation in tail, which did not 
take effect, established.—PuHiprps v. MULGRAVE 
(LORD) (1798), 3 Ves. 613; 80 EH. R. 1182, L. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Lyon v. Mitchell (1816), 1 Madd. 467 ; 

Re Lowman, Devenish v. Piester (1895), 12 R. 362. 

10929. .]—Testator gave his real 
estate in trust for his son for life, & after making 
several other limitations over, the remainder was 
limited in trust for his own right heirs for ever. 
** & as to all his leasehold, chattelhold, & personal 
estate, he bequeathed the same to his trustees, in 
trust for such person & persons, in the same order 
& succession, & for such & the same estates, rights, 
& interests, & subject to the same powers, provi- 
soes, & declarations before limited or declared, 
concerning his freehold & copyhold estates, so far 
as the nature of the leasehold & other personal 
estate & effects, & the rule of law & equity would 
admit of’’:—Held: the ultimate trust in the 
leasehold & personal estate vested on the decease 
of testator in his son, who was his heir-at-law.— 
BOYDELL v. GOLIGHTLY (1844), 14 Sim. 327; 9 
Jur. 2; 60 E. KR. 3843; sub nom. BOIDELL v. 
GOLIGHTLY, 14 L. J. Ch. 109. 


Annotation :—Consd. De Beauvoir v. De Beauvoir (1852), 
3 H. L. Cas. 524. 

















li. Interest of Issue. 

109380. Whether children take absolute interest.|— 
Devise of a trust of a term for years to one for 
life, & afterwards to his issue, remainder over: 
decreed, that this remainder is void; & that upon 
the death of the tenant for life, the whole term 
vests in the issue; & that if such issue die without 
issue & intestate the residue of the term vests in 
his administrator.—WaARMAN v. SEAMAN (1677), 
Cas. temp. Finch, 279; 2 Cas. in Ch. 209; Poll. 
112; Freem. Ch. 306; 23 kK. R. 153; sub nom. 
SEAMAN v. WARMAN, Freem. K. B. 306; 3 Keb. 
544. 
oaaliaens :—Refd. Ward v. Bradicy (1687), 2 Vern. 23 ; 

Lyon v. Mitchell (1816), 1 Madd. 467 ; Re Wynch’s Trusts, 

Kz p. Wynch (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 188. Mentd. 

Roddy v. Fitzgerald (1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 823. 

10931. .|—One possessed of a term devises 
it to A. & B. & if either of them die & leave no 
issue of their respective bodies, then to C. This 
held a good limitation to CO. if A. or B. left no 
issue at their death. 

The reason why a devise of a freehold to one for 
life, & if he die without issue, then to another, 
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40980 ii, ——.}—BrasLrx v. Hounican, Hayos & Jo. 497.—IR. 
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Sect. oa by implication : Sub-sect. 3, B. (b) 
I 

is determined to be an estate-tall, is in favour of 
the issue, that such may have it, & the intent take 
place ; but there is the plainest difference betwixt 
a devise of a freehold, & a devise of a term for 
years, for in the devise of the latter to one, & if he 
die without issue, then to another, the words, if 
he die without issue, cannot be supposed to have 
been inserted in favour of such issue, since they 
cannot by any construction have it (LornD Parxzr, 
©.).—-FontH v. CHAPMAN (1720), 1 P. Wms. 668 ; 
24 E.R. 559, L. C. 


Annotations -—Apld. Atkinson v. Hutchinson (1734 
P. Wms. 258. Distd. Sabbarton v. Sabbarton (ibe 
Cas. temp. Talb, 55. Apld. Buffar v. Bradford (1741) 
Atk. 220. ia. Beauclerk v. Dormer (1742), 2 Atk. 

308. Oonsd. Read v. Snell (1743), 2 Atk. 643. Apld. 

Lampley v. Blower (1746), 3 Atk. 396. Consd. Stafford v. 

Buckley (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 170. Apld. Sheppard v. 

Lessingham (1751), Amb. 122, Consd, Vaughan v. Farrer 

(1751), 3 Vea Sen. 182; Southby «. Stonehouse (1755), 

2 Ves. Sen. 610. pld. Taylor », Clarke (1763), 2 Eden, 

202. Distd. Tothill v. Pitt (1766), 1 Madd. 488. d. 

Goodtitle d. Peake v. Perden (1788), 2 Torm Rep. 720. 

. Everest v. Gell (1791), 1 Ves. 286. Apid. aintry 

v. Daintry (1795), 6 Term Rep. 307. Consd. Roe d. 

Sheers v. Jeffery (1798), 7 Term ie: 589; Crooke v. De 

Vandes (1803), 9 Ves. 197. Distd. Kinch v. Ward (1835), 

4. J. O. 8. Ch. 28. nad. Campbell v. Hard 1831), 

2 Russ. & M. 390. Apld. Radford v. Radford (1836), 1 

Keen. 486. Consd. d. Cadogan ». Ewart (1838), 7 

Ad. & El. 636; Edwards v. Tuck (1853), 1 Hq. Rep. 

474, n. Apld. Re Wynch’s Trusts, Ex p. Wynch (1854), 

5 De G. M. & G. 188; Jackson v. Calvert (1860), 1 John. 

& H. 235. Consd. Seccombe v. Edwards (1860), 28 Beav. 

440; Re Gregron’s Trusts (1864), 2 Hem. & M. Res: 

Kuepping ®. Tomlinson (1864), 10 Jur. N. 8. 626. pid. 

Re Ball, Slattery v. Ball (1888), 40 Ch. D. 11; Re Brooke, 

Brooke v. Brooke, (1894] 1 Ch. 43. Refd. Harria v. 

ppc (Be) (1723), 2 P. Wine. ier Gower v. Grosvenor 

: r 


3 
: 


Doe 


arn. Ch. 54; Sheffleld v. rery Oia (er Atk. 
282; Exel v. Wallace (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 117; illffns 
2 Ves. Sen. 681; Hope 


vw. Jekyl, EWiott v. Jekyl (1755), 
d. Brown v. Taylor (1757), 1 Burr. 268; Gray v, Shawue 
1758), 1 Eden, 153; Keiley v. Fowler (1768), Wilm. 298 ; 
oe vw. Fonnereau (1780), 2 Doug. K. B. 487 ; Porter v. 
Bradley (1789), 3 Term Rep. 143; Doe d. Everett rv. 
Cooke (1806), 3 Smith, K. B. 236; Elton v. Eason (1812), 
19 Ves. 73; Doe d. Chattaway vr. Smith (1816), 5 M. & S. 
126; Mortimer v. West (1828), 2 Sim. 274; Doo a. 
Simpson v, Simpson (1838), 4 Bing. N. C. 333; Garratt 
v. Cockerell (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 494; Harris v. 
Davis (1844), 1 Coll. 416; Buckle r. Fawcett (1845), 4 
Hare, 536; kr p. Davies (1851), 2 Sim. N.S. 114; Gee 
v. Manchester Corpn. (1852), 17 Q. KB. 737; Walker v. 
Mower (1852), 16 Beav. 865 ; Bamford v. Lord (1854), 14 
C. B. 708; Wainman v. Field (1854), Kay, 507 ; Gummoe 
». Howes (1857), 23 Beav. 184; Greenway v. Greenway 
(1860), 2 De G. F. & J. 128; Hardcastle v. Dennison 
(1861), 10 C. B. N. 8. 606; Holgate v. Jennings (1864), 
34 Beav. 79; Re Jeaffreson’s Trusts (1866), L. R. 2 Ey. 
276; Herrick v. Franklin (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 583; Pres- 
oott. v. Barker (1874), 9 Ch. App. 174; Olivant v. Wright 
(1878), 8 Ch. D. 646; Studd +. Cook (1883), 8 App. Cas. 
77; &e Bence, Smith v. Bence, {1891) 3 Ch. 242; Re 
owman, Devenish v. Peaster, [1895] 2 Ch. 348. entd. 
ellasia v. Uthwatt. td West ltenp. Hard. 273 ; Booth 
vw. Booth (1789), 4 Ves. 399; Hagger v. Payne (1857), 29 
L. T. O. 8. 47; Gee ». Liddell (No. 4) (1868), 35 Beav. 
658; Re Taylor, Taylor v. Tweedie, [1923] 1 Ch. 99. 
10982. -——.|—-Ez p. Rourns (1816), 2 Madd. 

449; 56 E. BR. 400. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. Cooper v. Pitcher (1846), 16 L. J._Ch. 
24; Lee v. Busk (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 810. NF, 
Neighbour v. Thurlow (1860), 28 Beav. 33; Dowling v. 
Dowling (1866), 1 Ch. App. 612. Refd. Ranclagh v. 


Ranelagh (1849), 12 Beav. 200; Webster v. eee 858), 
26 Beav. 236; Re Hayton’s Trusts (1864), 10 L. T. 336. 


10933. —-—.]—Bequest of a fund in trust for A. 
for life, & after her death to pay the capital 
‘* among all the issue of A. in case she shall marry 
& have children, in equal shares; &, in case she 
shall have no issue living at her death,” then over : 
—Held: to be a gift to such of the children of 
A. a8 should survive her, & the issue of such of her 
children as should die before her.—CoURTHORPE 
v. Woop (1838), 2 Jur. 126. 

10934, ——.}-—Bequest of an annuity to A. & B., 
& to the survivor for life; & if A. should have 
any ‘children,’ then to be equally divided 





WILLS. 


between them; but if A. should die ‘“ without 
lawful issue,” then to A. & his heirs for ever :— 
Held: the children of A. took absolute interests 
in @ perpetual annulty.—Roninson v. HUNT 
(1841), 4 Beav. 450; 49 E.R. 418. 

Annotation :~—Consd. Yates v. Maddan (1851), 3 Mac. & G. 


10935. .j|—Testator bequeathed a sum of 
money to his wife’s nephew for life, & if he should 
die in testator’s lifetime, without issue, then he 
gave the same to other parties. 'The nephew died 
in the life of testator, leaving issue :—Held: such 
issue was not entitled, by implication, to the 
legacy.—CoOoPER v. PITCHER (1846), 16 L. J. Ch. 
24, L. C. 

} — . 64), ew Rep. 
Annotations ld. Re Hayton’s Trusts (1864), 4 N ae 


55. Mentd. Pringle v. Gloag (1878), 2 R 
“aaa ». Hvans, Evans v. Staniar (1886), 66 L. J. Ch. 


10936. .|}~~Pecuniary legacies were severally 
given to A., B., C., & D. ‘ during their natural 
lives’; & in case of the demise of any of them 
‘‘ without legitimate issue,’’ his proportion was to 
be divided amongst the survivors. <A. died, 
leaving children :—Held; they did not take by 
implication, but on A.’s death, his legacy fell into 
the residue.—-RANELAGH v. RANELAGH (1849), 12 
Beav. 200; 19 L. J. Ch. 39; 14 L. T. O. S, 484; 
50 E. R. 1036. 

Annotation :—Refd. Dowling v. Dowling (1865), L. R. 1 Eq. 


10937. ---—.]—- Bequest of residue of personal 
estate to trustees, upon trust for A., but, if he 
should die in testatrix’s lifetime ‘' without leaving 
any child or children him surviving,’ then in 
trust for B. absolutely :--Held: not to create a 
trust by implication for the children of A. on his 
death in testatrix’s lifetime.— LEE v. Busk (1852), 
2DeG.M. & G. 810; 22 L. J. Ch. 97; 20 L. T. 
O.S. 173; 16 Jur. 1057; 42 K. BR. 1089, L. JJ.; 
affg. S. C. sub nom. ADDISON v. Busk (1851), 14 
Beav. 459. 

10988. ——-.]—Bequest to A. for life, & after 
his decease to his eldest son ; but in case A. should 
“die under age & without issue,’ over :—-Held: 
A.’s son, in his father’s lifetime, took a vested 
interest, not subject to be divested.—MALCOLM v. 
MALcouM (18506), 21 Beav. 225; 52 EB. R. 845. 

10939. .}--Bequest to A. for life, & in 
case he should die without child or children, then 
to B.:—Held: the children took nothing by 
implication.—-SPARKS v. RESTAL (1857), 24 Beav. 
218; 53 E.R. 341. 


set aar -~Mentd. Re Coley, Gibson v. Gibson, [1901] 1 


10940. —-—.]—-Testator devised real & personal 
estate to A. for life, with a direction to the exors., 
after A.’s death, to divide it amongst all her 
children ‘‘ & their lawful issue, share & share alike.”’ 
There was a gift over of the leaseholds to other 
persons on a total failure of issue of the children : 
——Held: the children took estates tail in the realty 
& absolute interest in the personalty, & cross- 
remainders were not to be implied in regard to the 
leaseholds.—_ BEAVER v. NOWELL (1858), 25 Beav. 
661; 63 E.R, 747. 

10941. .}|-—A bequest to A. for life, with a 
_ over, if he die without leaving issue, gives no 
interest by implication to the issue. 

Testator gave his residue to his three children 
‘‘for their natural lives, viz., they to have the 
interest during their natural lives, & if any die 
without leaving issue, in that case to return again 
for the benefit of his grandchildren ” :—Held: 
the three children took during their joint lives & 
the life of the survivors & survivor; & their 
children took no interest by implication, so that 
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if the three children all died leaving issue, there 
would be an intestacy after the death of the sur- 
vivor.—-NBIGHBOUR v, THURLOW (1860), 28 Beav. 
38; 64 H.R. 278. 


Ay eetOn ‘—Refd. Dowling v. Dowling (1865), L. R. 1 Eq. 


10942. .|—Testator directed his residuary 
ersonal estate to be invested, ‘“‘ & the interest 
be divided half-yearly between his four sons, 
& at the decease of cither without lawful issue 
such share to revert to the remainder then living, 
or their child or children :—Held: each of the 
four sons took an absolute interest in his share, 
subject to be divested in case of his dying without 
eaving issue, & there was no gift by implication 
to the children of any who might die leaving 
issue.— DOWLING v. DOWLING (1866), 1 Ch. App. 
612; 15 L. T. 152; 12 Jur. N.S. 720; 14 W. R. 
1003, L. JJ. 
Annotation sored. Re Smaling, Johnson v. Smaling (1877), 


37 L. T. 
three freehold 





10948. .]}—Testator pave 
houses to his nephews S. & W. upon trust to pay 
the rents & interests to his niece during her life 
for her separate use & after her decease, ‘‘ she 
leaving no child or children,” he gave one of the 
houses to S. & the two others to W. After making 
other bequests testator gave the residue of his 
real & personal estate to S. & W. equally. The 
niece died leaving children :— Held: the niece 
took a life interest only, & on her death the houses 
passed under the ultimate residuary gift to S. 
& W. equally, there being no implied gift to her 
children.—ScaL& v. RAWLINS, [1892] A. C. 342; 
01 L. J. Ch. 421; 66 L. T. 542; 8 T. L. R. 558, 
H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. Re RAWLINS’ TRusts 
(1880), 45 Ch. D. 209, C. A. 


(c) Gift Over on Failure to Attain Specified Age. 
10844. Whether absolute gift implied.])—BRIAN 
& CAWSEN’sS CASE (1585), 2 Leon. 68; 74 E. R. 

364. 

10045. —-—.]—-Tromkins v. ToMKINS (1743), 
cited in 1 Burr. at p. 234; 2 Hov. Supp. 456; 97 
kk. R. 290, L. C. 

Annotations :—Conad. eugeie dad: Hayward v. Whitby 
(1757), 1 Burr. 228. Apld. Doe d. ‘right v. Cundal) 
(1808), 9 East, 400. Consd. Stanley v. Stanley (1809), 
16 Ves. 491: Phipps ». Ackers (1843), 9 Cl. & Fin. 583. 
Refd. Cropton v. Davies (1869), L. R. 4 C. P. 159. “Mentd. 
Sleech v. Thorington (1754), 2 Ves. Sen. 560; Garvey v. 
Hibbert. (1812), 19 Ves. 125; Harrison v. Harrison (1829), 
1 Russ. & M. 71; Re Hull’s Estate (1855), 21 Beav. 314. 
10946. ---—.]— Devise to exors of 3 per cents. 

to the use of E. & her daughter A. & the longer 

liver; & then to the issue of A. if she shall have 
such; if not, in trust for R. till he shall come of 

age. RR. died leaving A. The fund is given to K. 

the trust is only the mode.—ATKINSON v. PAICE 

(1781), 1 Bro. C. C. 91; 28 KE. R. 1008, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Booth v. Booth (1799), 4 Ves. 309; 
Re Hedley’s Trusts (1877), 25 W. R. 529. 

10947. —~-—.]—-WAINEWRIGUT v. WAINEWRIGHT 
(1797), 8 Ves. 558; 80 E. R. 1154. 

Annotation -—Ooned. Ex p. Rogers (1816), 2 Madd. 449. 
10048. -——.]—-By a bequest of leasehold to HR. 

until his eldest son T. shall attain twenty-one, & 

no longer; but in case T. shall die in minority, 
then to J. or O., his younger brothers, or either 
surviving or attaining twenty-one, as aforesaid ; 
with a desire that R. would quit & deliver up the 
premises as aforesaid, & confirming the bequest 
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of them to R.’s family on his relinquishment of a 
certain claim, which he did relinquish :—Held : 
T. on his attaining twenty-one, took the estate 
by necessary implication; though there was a 
devise of the residue to N. the younger brother of 
R.—GoopDkRIGHT d. Hoskins v. Hoskins (1808), 9 
East, 306; 103 E. R. 590. 


Annotations :—Reld. Cropton v. Davies (1869), L. R. 4.C. P. 
159. Mentd. Davis v. Davis (1831), 1 Russ. & M. 645. 


10949, -——.]— Under a devise of land to the two 
children of testator’s brother W. when they 
attained the age of twenty-one years; but the 
exor. to account to them for the profits until the 

e of twenty-one or day of marriage; but if 
either should die before twenty-one the survivor 
to be heir to the other :—Held: the fee passed, 
which would go over to the survivor in case one 
died under twenty-one, & would descend or be 
disposable if he died after attaining twenty-one : 
& a devise of other land to the two children of 
another brother R. on the same conditions as W.’s 
children, was governed by the same construction.— 
Dok d. WRIGHT v. CUNDALL (1808), 9 East, 400 ; 
103 E. QR. 625. 

Annotations :—Apld. Tvovey v. Bassett (1809), 10 Hast, 
460. Distd. Spry v. Bromfield (1839), 9 Sim. 534. Consd. 
Yarrow v. Knightly (1878), 8 Ch. D. 736. Refd. Burke v. 
Annis (1853), Ll Hare, 232. 

10950. —-—.]—-Under a devise to testatrix’s 
daughter E. for life, remainder to her children & 
their heirs for ever; but in case E. die without 
leaving any issue of her body, then to certain 
other grandchildren by other daughters equally 
to be divided between them share & share alike as 
tenants in common; but in case of the death of 
either of her grandchildren, under age & without 
leaving any issue, the share of him or her so dying 
should be for the benefit of the survivors of the 
rh peta family, etc. :—Held: the grandchildren 
took a fee in their igh gs pa shares, by reason of 
the devise over on their dying under age, with an 
executory devise over if any of them died under 
twenty-one, & without leaving issue at the time 
of their respective deaths; & therefore the limita- 
tion over was not too remote.—TOovEy v. BASSETT 
(1809), 10 East, 460; 103 E. R. 850. 

Annotations :—Consd. Yarrow v. Knightly (1878), 8 Ch. D. 
736. Refd. Burke wv. Annis (1853), 11 Hare, 232. 

10951. .|—Resulting trust for the heir; the 
only express devise being to convey to the devisor’s 
son from & after his age of thirty ; which he did 
not attain; & no devise by implication from a 
declaration, that he shall have no power over the 
estate until his age of thirty.--Nasu v. SMITH 
(1810), 17 Ves. 29; 34 KE. R. 12. 

10952. ---—.]—The will devised real property to 
C. without words of inheritance, & if he died before 
the age of eighteen, then declared that it should 
descend & go to A.:—Held: the devise over 
raised no presumption that the fee was intended 
to pass to A., who was not the heir-at-law.— 
DoE d. KNOCKER v. RAVELL (1882), 2 Cr. & J. 
617; 2 Tyr. 719; 1L. J. Ex. 254. 

Aan :—Refd. Smith v. Smith (1861), 11 C. B. N.S. 


10953. eae ie testatrix, who died in 1819, 
bequeathed a legacy to accumulate in trust for 
the eldest daughter of A., to be pale at twenty- 
one, & if none, to the eldest daughter of C., pay- 
able in like manner. A. never had a daughter, 
& died in 1851. C. had a daughter G. born in 
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10944 v. ———.]}—. 
(1868), 21. R. Eq. 118.—mmR. 


109441. Whether absolute gif, OC LT 61; 2A RAT GAN 10944 vi. ——.] — Re 

O Roni Cpe ey obra SREBNER v. O'MEARA (1995), 25 N. Z, 
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1821, & who died in 1827, & other daughters :— 
Held: the representative of G. was entitled to the 
legacy, & to the accumulations accrued down to 
1827, together with simple interest thereon from 
that time to the day of payment in 1852.—BryYANn 

v. eennils (1852), 16 Beav. 14; 51 E. R. 680. 

Annotati —_ 3 ; . 33 
Re Cattell, Cateell 6, Cattell, Ne Cattell Cattell v° Doda, 
[1914] 1 Ch. 177. 

10954. -]—Testator gave all his property to 
trustees on trust to pay the interest to his wife for 
her & his son’s, H.’s, Suu teh clothing & educa- 
tion, until his son should attain the age of twenty- 
one years. If he should die under twenty-one, 
then he gave all the interest to his wife for 
life, & at her death the whole to go to his reputed 
daughter. H. attained twenty-one, & then died : 
—Held: there was an intestacy on the son’s 
attaining twenty-one.—FITZHENRY v. BONNER 
(1853), 2 Drew. 836; 2 Eq. Rep. 454; 22 L. T. 
O. S. 152; 2 W. R. 30; 61 E. R. 631. 

Annotations :—Apld. Tunaley v. Roch (1857), 3 Drew. 720; 
Cropton v. Davies eres L. R. 4 C. P. 159. Distd. Re 
Thomson's Trusts (1870), L. R. 11 Eq. 146. Refd. Re 
Hedley’s Trusts (1877), 25 W. R. 529. 

10955. --.|—Testator by his will, dated in 

1819, devised his freehold estate as follows :—‘‘ To 

my daughter Henrietta I bequeath the house I 

live in, being No. 11,” etc.; ‘‘to my daughter 

Martha I bequeath my house No. 10,” ete. ; “ but 

it is my will that the same be placed in trust, & 

that they shall only receive the rent during their 
life.” In case of Henrietta’s death without 
leaving behind her more than one child, then the 
said house No. 11 shall revert to my son David, 
son John, & daughter Martha, in equal shares ; 
but if she Jeaves more than one, be it one, two or 
more, they shall share alike the said property left 
to their mother: but suppose that none of them 
live to twenty-one years of age, the said property 
shall revert to David, John, & Martha, as before 
mentioned.’’ Henrietta survived testator, & died, 
leaving two children, of whom one lived to attain 
the age of twenty-one years, & the other died 
under that age :—Held: the two children of 

Henrietta took an estate in fee simple in possession 

in the house No. 11.—BURKE v. ANNIS (1853), 11 

Hare, 232; 68 E. R. 1260. 

10956. ———.;—-Bequest of leaseholds in trust 
for A. & B., until B. should be twenty-five years 
old; & if they, A. & B., should die before B. 
attained twenty-five, over. B., attained twenty- 
five, A. living :—Held: A. & B. were absolutely 
entitled to the leaseholds.—-GARDINER v. STEVENS 
(1860), 30 L. J. Ch. 199; 7 Jur. N. S. 307; 9 
W. R. 138. 

Annotations :—Consd, Wilks v. Williams (1861), 5 L. T. 
445. Apld. Cropton v. Davies (1869), L. R. 4 C. P. 159. 
Distd. Savage v. Tyers (1872), 7 Ch. App. 356. 

10957. -.}—-A testator devised three freehold 
houses to trustees, in trust, as to the first two, to 
receive the rents & to pay the same to his wife 
during her life or widowhood, &, after her decease 
or second marriage, as to the first, ‘‘ upon trust 
to convey & assign the same to his daughter E., 
her heirs & assigns for ever’’; as to the second, 
in similar terms to his daughter C.; & as to the 
third, ‘‘ upon trust to apply the rents for the 
advancement & benefit of my granddaughter M.., 
until she attains the age of twenty-one years; 
but, in case my said granddaughter should die 
under that age, then I devise the said dwelling- 
house, etc., to my daughters B. & C., their heirs & 
assigns, as tenants in common.’ He afterwards 
appointed his son H. & his daughters M. C. & 





WILLS. 


A. ©. exor. & executrixes of his will, to whem he 
bequeathed all the residue of his real & personal 
estate not thereinbefore specifically bequeathed, 
& he declared that such residue should be subject 
to his debts, legacies, & funeral expenses, & to the 
ayment of an annuity to S. :—Held: the trustees 
ook a legal estate in fee in the three houses ; 
& the granddaughter M. took an equitable estate 
in fee in the third house, subject to defeasance in 
the event of her aye under twenty-one.— 
CROPTON v. Daviss (1869), L. R. 4 C. P. 159; 38 
L. J.C. P. 159; 20 L. T. 30; 17 W. R. 444. 
Annotation :—Distd. Savage v. Tyers (1872), 7 Ch. App. 356. 

10958. j|—A meted was directed to beheld 
on trust for D., ‘‘ should he survive ag grits a ee 
should he not survive her, nor attain his twenty- 
first year,’’ over :——Held : an absolute gift to D. at 
twenty-one must be implied.—He 'THOMSON’S 
Trusts (1870), L. R. 11 Eq. 146; 23 L. T. 693 ; 
19 W. R. 196. 

10959. .]—A testator, by a will dated in 
1832, devised lands to T. during his natural life, 
& from & after his decease unto his eldest son 
if he should have arrived at the age of twenty- 
one years, & in default of his having a son, then 
over. The legal estate in the lands was outstand - 
ing. T. died leaving an eldest son, a minor :— 
Held: on the death of T. the eldest son took an 
estate in fee, liable to be divested on his death 
under the age of twenty-one years, with an 
executory devise over in that event to T. in tail.— 
ANDREW v. ANDREW (1875), 1 Ch. D. 410; 45 
L. J. Ch. 2382; 34 L. T. 82; 24 W. R. 349, C. A. 


Annotations :— pid. Re James (1884), 51 L. T. 596. Consd. 
Re Jobson, Jobson v. Richardson (1889), 44 Ch. D. 154. 
Refd. He Williams, Spencer v. Brighouse (1886), 54 L. T. 
831: He Bird & Barnard’s Contract (1888), 59 L. T. 166 ; 
Re Francis, Francis v. Francis, {1905} 2 Ch. 295; Re 
el Blackwell v. Blackwell (1925), 95 L. J. Ch. 


ae 

10960. —-—.]—A testatrix, after directing pay- 
ment of debts & legacies, gave all the residue of 
her estate & effects to a trustee upon trust for her 
daughter till she should attain the age of twenty- 
one years or marry, whichever should first happen, 
& appointed the trustee sole exor. of her will :— 
Held : there was no implied gift of the capital 
to the daughter on her attaining twenty-one or 
marrying.—Re HEDLEY’s TRUSTS (1877), 25 W. RB. 
529. 


C. Gift of Income until Specified Age. 

10961. Whether absolute gift implied.|—J. after 
the devise of several parts of his real & personal 
estates to several persons, devises the interest 
& produce of the ae ahs of his real & personal 
estate to his grandchildren until their age of 
twenty-one, this will pass the absolute right & 
property of the real & personal estate to the 

andchildren after that age.—NEWLAND 1. 
SHEPHARD (1723), 2 P. Wms. 194; 9 Mod. Rep. 
57; 24 EB. R. 696, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Parsons v. Parsons (1744), 9 Mod. Rep. 
464. Apld. Peat v. Powell (1760), Amb. 387. Gonsd. 
Davis v. Davis (1830), 1 uss. & M. 645; Wilks v. 
Williams (1861), 2 John. & H. 125; Re Hedley’s Truats 
(1877), 25 W. R. 529. Refd, Fawkner v. Watts (1741), 1 
Atk. 406; Molesworth v. Molesworth (1784), 1 Cox, 
Kq. Cas. 75; Smith v. Smith (1861), 11 C. B. N. 8. 121; 
Cropton v. Davies (1869), L. R. 4 C. P. 159; Cuthbert v. 
Robinson (1882), 61 L. J. Ch. 238. 

10962. -| — FONNEREAU v. FONNEREAU 
(1746), 8 Atk. 315; 26 BH. R. 988, L. C. 
Annotations :—Apld. Avelyn v. Ward (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 

420; Doe d. Leach v. Micklem (1805), 6 Hast, 486. : 

Sheffield ». Orrery (1745), 3 Atk. 282; Davis v. Davis 

1L.J.Ch. 155; Darley v. Martin (1853),1C. L. R. 

29; Warren v. Ru lly. Warren 1858) 4K. & J. 


& 
603: Smith v. Smith (1861), 11 C. B. N. 8. 121; Wilks 
(18 John. & H. 125; Cropton v. Davics 


v. 61), 2 
(1869), L. R. 4 0. P. 169. 
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10968. ——.]—Legacy to trustees to be put out 
upon security, the interest to be paid to A., & in 
case she marry or die, the interest to be paid to B., 
in trust for her till she came to the age of twenty- 
one years :—Held: B. was absolutely entitled to 


the legacy.—Hatm v. BECK (1764 ; 
28 B. R B86, TC (1764), 2 Eden, 229 ; 


nnotations :—Apld. Rishton v. Cobb (1839), 5 My. 
145. Consd. ie Hedley’s Trusts (1877), 25'W. 1 fag 


10964, —-—.|Testator gave the residue of his 
estate & effects to trustees upon trust to permit 
his wife to receive & take the rents & profits 
thereof for her life for the maintenance of herself 
& such children as he might have by her living at 
the time of his decease, till such child or children 
should respectively attain twenty-one subject 
to the legacies & proviso thereinafter expressed. 
Testator gave to each of his children £500 to be 
paid them after their respectively attaining twenty- 
one; but in case of the decease of his wife before 
they attained twenty-one then he directed his 
trustees to apply the interest of his estate & 
effects in their maintenance & education till they 
attained ‘ that,”’ & to be equally divided between 
them; but in case any of them should die under 
twenty-one the share of such child or children so 
dying to go & be equally divided among the sur- 
vivors or survivor: ‘‘ Provided that if his wife 
should marry again, then all his before-mentioned 
estate & effects should go & be equally divided 
among his children by her in equal portions.” 
Testator’s widow died without having married a 
second time :—Held: there was no intestacy, & 
on the death of testator’s widow, the children 
became absolutely entitled to the residue of 
testator’s estate in equal shares.—TUNALEY v. 
RocwH (1857), 3 Drew. 720; 29 L. T. O. S. 192; 
5 W. R. 515; 61 BE. R. 1078. 
10965. ---—-.]--In an inartificial will :—Held: 
where testator, without expressly giving his 
personal estate, or the income thereof, to any one, 
directed his trustees ‘‘to retain’’ what portion 
of the capital they thought fit to carry on his 
cotton manufactory, & pay the “ profits & surplus 
income ’”’ annually to his two daughters, there 
was an implied absolute gift to his daughters of 
the capital & income not so applied in carrying 
on the business.—ASHTON v. VORSFIELD, Hors- 
FIELD v. SIDEBOTHAM (1860), 2 L. T. 1; 6 Jur. 
N.S. 855; 8 W. R. 285, H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. 
HORSEFIELD v. ASHTON (1856), 26 L. T. O.S. 300, 
LC. & L. JJ. 
Annotations :—-Mentd. Tyrone v. Waterford (1860), 1 De 
G. F. & J. 613 ; Guthrie v. Walrond (1883), 22 Ch. D. 573. 
10966. ---—.]—Testatrix, having by her will 
directed the trustees, who were also the exors. of 
her will, to invest the residue of her property in 
the funds, left the interest to two nieces to be 
pee to them half-yearly, &, at their decease, ‘‘ the 

alf-yearly dividends to be continued to their 
children till they came to the age of twenty-one 
years.” She then “ constituted & appointed ”’ 
the exors., nominatim, trustees for the nieces & 
their children. All the children of a deceased niece 
had attained twenty-one :—Held: they were 
entitled absolutely to the moiety given to her for 
life.—WILKs v. WILLIAMS (1861), 2 John. & Hi. 

125; 51. T. 445; 10 W. R. 55; 70 BK. R. 997. 

hain -—Refd. Re Hedley’s Trusts (1877), 25 W. R. 


10967. .|—Testator devised his copyhold 
mansion & estate to trustees, in trust, to permit 
his wife & two unmarried daughters to reside there 
during his wife’s life, & after her death, to let & 
pay the rents of same to his three daughters, R., 

{. & H., share & share alike, during their respec- 
tive lives; & empowered his trustees to sell the 
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estate, during the life or lives of his daughters, 
with their consent, & to invest the proceeds of 
such sale, & to hold the dividends, interest, & 
income arising therefrom upon like trusts as before 
declared in favour of his three daughters, & 
directed that “in case my daughters shall depart 
this life leaving lawful issue, then my trustees, & 
the survivors or survivor of them, shall appro- 
priate the share of such daughter or daughters 
to the maintenance & education of such child or 
children until the age or ages of twenty-one years, 
but it is my will, & I do direct that my copyhold 
estate, or the produce thereof, shall be divided 
amongst the whole of my grandchildren, share & 
share alike, in case there should be no lawful issue, 
but of one of my daughters, that is to say, the 
children of G., J. & F. with the child or children 
of only one of my daughters, share & share alike— 
& that my trustees, or the survivor or ‘survivors 
of them, or the exors. or administrators of the 
survivor, shall then sell & dispose of my estate 
& property, if not before done, & the produce to 
be equally divided amongst such grandchildren, 
share & share alike, as they shall respectively 
attain to the age of twenty-one years, but should 
I have no grandchild, or not one shall attain the 
age of twenty-one years,’ then the estate was 
devised to K. in fee. Testator devised all the 
residue of his estate & effects whatsoever & 
wheresoever, to his wife ‘“‘for her own use & 
benefit.”’ The wife & daughters of testator sur- 
vived him. H. died leaving children. M. died 
having had four children, all of whom predeceased 
her, but some of whom left children living at her 
death. R. died without ever having had any issue : 
—Held: upon the true construction of the will, 
there was a clear gift to the issue, in the widest 
sense of the word, of the three daughters, &, 
accordingly, the children & grandchildren of M. 
& H. took by implication equitable estates in fee, 
per capita, in the shares to which M. & H. respec- 
tively were entitled —MITCHISON v. BUCKTON 
(1875), 32 L. T. 11; 23 W. R. 480. 
10968. .}--MELLOoR v. DAINTREE, No. 
10244, ante. 





D. Gift Subject to Payment of Legacy or Annuity. 


10969. Whether absolute gift implied.]|—DUTTON 
v. ENGRAM, No. 10988, post. 

10970. .|—A devise of houses “ to my son 
Robert, upon condition that he pay unto his two 
sisters five pounds a year,” gives him an estate in 
fee.—REED 1. Hatron (1675), 2 Mod. Rep. 25; 
sub nom. Hatron v. READ, Poll. 399; 1 Freem. 
K. B. 438; 3 Keb. 692; 86 KE. R. 920. 


Annotations :—Apld. Haysman v. Moon (1741), 7 Mod, Rop. 
430. Consd. Baddeley v. Leppingwell (1764), 3 Burr. 
1533. Refd. Smith ». Tyndal (1705), 2 Salk. 685 ; 
Jenkins d. Prosper v. Jenkins (1752), Willes, 650. 


10971. ——--.]—A. devised all his lands to his 
younger son, charged with legacies to be paid 
within a certain time out of the lands, & amounting 
to more than the profits of the lands during that 
time :—Held: an estate in fee passed to the son ; 
the payment of the legacies was a trust & not a 
condition. —REAKE v. LEA (1679), 1 Freem. K. B. 
479; 89 B. R. 360; sub nom. FREAK v. LEA, 2 
Lev. 249; 2 Show. 36; T. Jo. 113; sub nom. 
FREKE v. LEE, Poll. 553. 


A tations -—Distd. Doe d. Cole v. Weston (1778), 2 Wm. 
BL 1215. Refd. Jenkins d. Prosper v. Jenkins (1752), 
Willes, 650. 


10972. —-—-.]—Devise to A. paying a sum to B. 
within two years, A. has a fee.— REEVES v. GOWER 
1709), 11 Mod. Rep. 208; 2 Kq. Cas. Abr. 300 ; 
BH. R. 993. 
10978, ———.|—A devise to A., he paying debta 
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Sect. 32.—Gifts by implication: 
aub-sect. 4, A. & B. (a).] 


or a legacy, will ony te fee.—MOONE d. FaGGE 
v. HEASMAN (1738) illes, 188; 125 E. R. 1098 ; 
affd. sub nom: HAYSMAN Vv. Moon (1741), 7 Mod. 


ep. 480. 
Anno : hy :—Consd. Doe d. panos & Hale +, Coleman 
(r8i8),6" 6 Price, 179. Refd. Roe d. Helling v. Yend (1806), 
oe N. R. 214; Trent v. ann (1806), 7 Kast, 

or Nv. sari banks (1819), 6 Taunt, 68; 

Heieel Lt’ Hare, 282; Treharne v. Layton (1876), DR 
10 Q. B. 459. 

10074. —-—.]—-A. gave an annuity to B. for her 
life, to be paid to her out of certain lands by his 
exor.; & then devised those lands to C. & 
appointed C. his exor. :—Held: ©. took an estate 
during the lifetime of the annuitant ; if he 
did not take an estate in fee.— J ENKINS , Paserun 
v. JENKINS (1752), Willes, 650; 125 E. R. 1867. 


Annotations :—Distd. Doe 4d. White v. Simpson oe)? 
Kast, 16) 162. Apld. Fenwick v. Potts (1856), 8 De G. M. 


10975. Devise “to A. & BK. of all his 
real & personal estate, to be equally divided 
between them, or the longest). survivor, paying 
testator’s lawful debts; & after their decease to 
the male heir,”’ gives A. & B. only a conditional 
astate for life.—Dor d. CoLE v. WESTON (1778), 2 
Wm. BI. 1215; 96 E. R. 716. 

10976. charging her 
estate with the payment of an annuity, devised 
the same to G., his heirs & assigns, for ever; but 
her wish & desire was, that G. in his lifetime, 
should convey the estate to some charitable uses, 
the choice of which was left entirely to his dis- 
cretion ; &, subject to this, G. was to enjoy the 
estate to his own use for his life. By the codicils 
to the will, certain legacies were bequeathed, 
charged upon the estate, & a power was given to 
G., who was also named exor., to cut down timber 
to pay them, & interest was directed to be paid by 
him to the legatees, after the expiration of two 
years :—Held: the personal charges could not 
raise by aoe ne the express estate for life 
given to G the will into an estate in fee.— 
Doe d. BURDeEr WRIGHTE (1819), 2 B. & Ald. 
710; 106 BH. R.,524. 


Wanilalions —Apld. Bolton v. Bolton (1870), L. R. 5 Exch, 
145. Refd. Young v. Grove (1847), 4 C. B. 668. Mentd. 
Doe d. Hammond v. Cooke (1829), 6 Bing. 174; Doe d. 
Blackwell) v. Plowman (1831), 2 B. & Ald. 573; Doe d. 
Chidgey v. Harris (1847), 16 M. & W. ‘617: Doe d. 
Kgremont ». Langdon (1848), 12 9. B. 711; Garrard ». 
Tuok (1849), 8 C. B. 231; Cottrel Hughes Pag oe 
Cc, B. 532; Wright v. Wilkin (1860), - Ae 
Churcher 0. Martin Sieg 42 Ch. D. acy, 
Royal A ia Theatrical Fund Assocn. : Mey di (ie j 


2 Ch. 

10977. .|—A devise in terms which would 
give an estate tail, after a life estate. Proviso, 
that the devisee should, on his surviving the tenant 
for life, pay A. £5 :—Held: this proviso did not 
enlarge the estate tail into an estate in fee.— DoE d. 
JONES v. OWENS (1830), 1 B. & Ad. 318; 8 L. J. 
O. 8. K. B. 404; 109 BH. R. 806. 

10978. —— .|—Testator bequeathed to his wife 
the rents & profits of certain dwelling-houses, 
which were subject to a yearly chief rent, & 
after the death of his wife he bequeathed to his 
daughter the dwelling-houses, without words of 
limitation, subject to the payment of the chief 
rent :—Held ;: the charge was not on the person of 
the devisee but on the estate, & consequently it 
was not, by implication, enlarged into a fee.— 


Sub-seet. 3, D.; 
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v. STooK oS) 11 Exch. 87; 25 
L. J. Ex. 26; 156 E. R. 785 
10979. .|— The eneral rule is well estab- 


lished that where there is a devise of land to a man 
without words of limitation, yet, if he is directed 
to pay a sum of money out of it, his estate is 
enlarged into a Sie (CLEASBY, B. ). aoe v. 
Bouton (1870), L. R. 5 Exch, 145; 39 L. J. Bx. 
89; 21 L. T. 798 ; 18 W. R. 460. 


SuB-sECT. 4.—-IMPLIC..TION OF EstTaTEe TAIL. 
A. In General. 

10980. When implied — To effect intention of 
testator.|—On a devise of ‘‘ all my pasture Jands 
in D. to my youngest son H., & also all bargains, 
pues covenants, which I have from B. my son 

shall enjoy & his heirs for ever; & for lack of 
heirs of his body, then to remain to my son F. for 
ever’; H. shall have an estate for life only, & 
not an estate tail of the pasture by implication ; 
for the heir cannot be disinherited without a very 
clear & plain intent pee -—SPIRT v. BENCE 
(1684), Cro. Car. 868; 79 BE. R. 921. 

Peo . Bosworth v. Forard ae 
8. Distd. Doe d. Wright v. Child (1805), 1 
P, N. R. 335. Refd, Gardner v. Shelden (1 72), 
781; Pibus v. Mitford (1674), 1 Vent. 372; acd 
Goodridge v. oe vera MA 369; Rig 
Compton v. Compton ee) Kast Mentd. Bouls 


©. Horton (1672), Freem. K.B 56% Willteavean o Hancock 
(1675), 2 Mod. Rep. 14. 


Bri 
"Bos. 
2 Keb. 
ht d. 
t d. 


Annotations 
153 


10981. --]|—PETTY v. GODDARD, No. 
11057, post 

10982. ——-— ..]—VAUGHANt. 7 isi 
2 Ves. Sen. 182; 28 E, R, 118, L. 


Annotations :—Men td. Chapman v. Heke (1801), ae Ves. 


404; A.-G. v. Wilson (1838), Koen, 680; Trye vo, 
Gloucester Cor mn. oa at Beav. 1738; Edwards v. 
Hall (1855), 6 De G. M . 74. 

10983. ——— es This rule [that words im- 


porting an indefinite failure of issue enlarge a 
prior estate for life into an estate tail by implica- 
tion} has been adopted for the purpose of giving 
effect to the general intention of testator, mani- 
fested by his making the gift over depend on a 
failure of issue generally & for the purpose of giving 
a chance at least of succession to persons who 
though they cannot claim under the particular 
gift are included in the general description of 
‘issue’; the rule, therefore, does not apply 
where this object is not to be attained, & amongst 
the exceptions to it is the very case which occurs 
here, namély, a gift to A. for life with remainder 
to the children of A. in fee, that is, to the children 
of A. in fee generally & a gift over on the death 
of A. without issue, which means such issue or 
children (LORD COTTENHAM, M.R.).—TARRUCK ¥, 
Tarbuck (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 129. 
Annotations :—Consd. Foster v. Hayes (1855), 4 BE. & B. 


717. Mentd. Greated v. Greated (1859), 26 Beav. 631; 
Brookman v. South (1872), L. R. 7 Exch. 271. 








10984. -——,.|—Dokr d. CAPE v. WALKER, 
No. 11079, post. 

10985, — -—.J—The donee of a ower of 
appointment amongst the children or other issue 


of the donee born in hia lifetime appointed the 
hereditaments subject to the power to his son for 
life, with remainder to his son’s sons successively 
according to seniority, for life, with remainder to 
the sons of such son’s sons successively according 
to seniority in tail, with remainders over. All 
the children of the donee of the power were born 


devigee 
woas endifled 


to e 
r. 473.- 
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the death of the original testator :—Held ; 
the appointment aay nat be construed oy-prég 
GO as to give an eatate tail to the first appointee, 
48 any such estate tail would sacrifice the par- 
ticular intent & defeat the general intent of 
testator.—He Risina, RiaIna v. Riana, [1904] 1 
Oh, 583; 78 L. J. Ch. 456; 90 L. T. 504. 
Annotation :—Apld. Re Mortimer, Gray v. Gray, [1905] 


2 Oh. 5 

10986. -.]— Where land is devised to an 
unborn porn for life with remainder to his 
children in tail to his sons in tail male, the ct. 
under the doctrine of cy-prés will give legal effect 
to the general intention of testator by treatin 
the life estate as an estate tail or an estate tall 
male, as the case ey be; but, except in the case 
of an executory trust, in which a greater latitude 
ig allowed in moulding the provisions of the will, 
the doctrine will only be applied in this manner ; 
& the ot. will not construe a will cy-prés if the result 
is to include as an object of testator’s bounty any 
person whom he intended to exclude, or to 
exclude any person whom he intended to include. 
——he MorRTIMER, Gray v. GRAY, [1905] 2 Ch. 502 ; 
741. J. Ch. 745; 93 L, T. 459, C. A. 


Annotation :—Mentd. 3 d ‘ 
Grey, {1013} nid 3%, ee ea eeon Paes 
10987. ----— Whole context to be considered.|— 


Testator, in a very ungrammatical & obscure will, 
devised real & personal property so as to vest the 
whole legal interest in trustees, in trust for A. & B., 
during their lives, to their separate use: some 
unfinished & unconnected portions of sentences 
succeeded, & these were followed by a direction, 
that, after the decease of A. & B., & failure of their 
male issue, the property should go to the grand- 
daughters: A. & B. had each only one child, & 
daughter, & both these daughters were mentioned 
in the will ;—Held: upon the whole context of 
the will, A. & B. were only tenants for life, & an 
estate in tail male was not to be raised in them by 
implication..-HOUSTON v. HuaiEs (1828), 5 Russ. 
116; 38 E.R. 971, lL. C. 

10988. —— Devise to A. & his heirs—Charged 
with payment of annuity,|—A devise of land to A. 
& his heirs upon condition that he should grant an 
annual rent out of it to B. conveys an estate tail 
only & not an estate in fee.—Dutrron v. ENGRAM 
(1617), Oro. Jac. 427; 70 BE. R. 365. 

Annotations :—Refd. Brice v. Smith (1737), Willes, 1. Mentd. 

Bosworth v. Forard (1668), O. Bridg. 153. 

10989. —--- Not where express estate given.]— 
No estate raised by implication in a will can 
destroy an express estate; as where a devise was 
to A. for life, remainder to his first son, & so to 
every other son in tail male; & for want of issue 
male of A. remainder over. This was no estate 
tail in A. by implication——BAMFIELD v. PoPHAM 
(1703), 1 P. Wms. 54; Holt, K, B. 2388; 1 Eq. 
Cas. Abr. 183, pl. 34; 24 E. R. 290; sub nom. 
BAMPFIELD v. POPHAM, 2 Vern. 449; sub nom. 
tas v. BAMFIELD, Ireem. Ch. 269; 1 Salk. 


Annotations :—Consd. Shaw v. Weigh (1728), 8 Mod. Rep. 
382. Apld. Ginger d. White v. White (1742), Willes, 348. 
Distd. Allanson v. Clitherow (1747), 1 Ves. Sen. 24. Consd. 
Doe d. Dllia v. Bilis (1808), 9 Kast, 882; Anthony v. Rees 

1831), 8 Tyr, 100. Refd, Idle v. Cook (1705), 1 P. Wma. 
0; Bim paon v. Moray (1716), Gilh. Ch. 115; Wyld v. 
Lewis (1738), 1 Atk. 432; Thcebridge v. Kilburne (i751), 
Ves, Sen. 633 ; Vaughan ow. Farrer (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 
82; Letheullier vo. Tracey (1764), Amb. 220; Doe d. 
eau v. Halley (1798), 8 Term Rep. 5; Trash v. Wood 
1840 4 Jur. 669; Baker v. Tucker (1850), 3 H. L. Cas. 
06. Mentd. Coryton v. Helyar (1744), 2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 340; 
Portsmouth v. Dffingham (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 430; Down- 
ing v. Bagnall (1753), Amb, 818. 
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10990. _ I think M. took no estate 
tail; it is given her sp peer for life; & therefore 
no greater estate shall arise by implication, for 
though a devise ‘to A. & his children,”’ or ‘ to 
A. & after his death to his children,’’ will give A. 
an estate tail if he has no children, according to 
Wild’s Case, Na. 8728, ante, yet in this case there 
are words of contingency, ‘‘if he have any 
children,”’ which differs the case from Wild’s Case, 
No. 8728, ante; & there does not appear to have 
been any intention which would be fulfilled by 
overruling the estate for life (LORD HARDWIOK®, C.). 
—JonnS v. Luce (1748), 9 Mod. Rep. 461; 88 
HW. R. 574; sub nom, Ivgs v, LEaaE, 3 Term Rep. 
488,n., L. C. 

Annotati i— . Doe d. berbach v. P 789), 
3 Term Rep. +r ieg Cons ; Deed. Todd ¢. Ducabury (eat), 
8 M. & W, 514. Refd. Doe d. Dacre v. Dacre (1798), 1 
Bos. & P. 250; R.v. Stafford (1806), 7 Hast, 621; Driver 
v. Frank (1814), 3 M. & S. 25; Hampson v. Brandwood 
(1815), 1 Madd. 381 ; Foster v. Hayes (1853), 2 KE. & B, 27. 
10991. Not in case of chattel interest.]— 

CLARE v. CLARF (1734), Cas. temp. Talb. 21; 25 

BK. R. 688, L. C. 

Annotations :—Oonsd. Knight v. Ellis (1789), 2 Bro. C. ©. 
570. Refd, Hodsell v. Buasell (1739), 9 Mod, Rep. 236 ; 
Gower v. Grosvenor (1740), Barn. Ch. 54; Theebridge v. 
Kilburne (1751), 2 Ves. Seu. 233; Phipps v. Mulgrave 
(1798), 3 Ves. 613; Lyon v. Mitchell (1816), 1 Madd. 467 ; 
Greenwood v. Verdon (1854), 3 Eq. Rep, 181; Re Wynch 
Trusts, Hr p. Wynch (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 188; 
Willfams v. Lewis (1859), 6 H. L. Cas. 1013. 

10992. .|—A devise of a term for 
years cannot by any implication be construed into 
an estate tail—BEAKD v. WeEsTcoTr (1813), 5 
Taunt. 398; 128 E. R. 741; subsequent pro- 
ceedings (1822), Turn. & R. 25, L. C, 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Cadell v. Palmer (1833), 10 Bing. 140 ; 
Boughton wv. James (18¢4), 1 Coll. 26; Monypenny v. 
Dering (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 145; Re Frost, Frost v. 
Frost (1889), 43 Ch. D. 246; Ie Stevens, Clark v. Stevens 
(1896), 40 Sol. Jo. 206; Re Hewett’s Scttlmt., Hewett v. 
Eldridge, [1915] 1 Ch. 810. 

See Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), s. 130. 

10993. To prevent gap arising.] — The 
authorities which deal with this question show 
that in implying an estate tail such estate tail is 
only thrown back in the manner suggested where 
it is necessary to do so in order to prevent a ga 
arising. No such necessity arose in the presen 
case (LORD Cozens-HARDY, M.R.).—Re Hopss, 
Horss v. Horgs, [1917] 1 Ch. 569; 86 L. J. Ch. 
409; 116 L. T. 270, C. A. 

Anes -—Consd. Re Elton, Elton v, Elton, [1917] 2 Ch. 
413. 


——- Gift over on failure of issue.]—See Sub- 
sect. 4, B., post. 














B. Implication from Gift Over on Failure of 
(a) Gift to Devisee for Life. 

10994. Estate tail implied.) — MILLINER vv. 
RopInson (1600), Moore, K. B. 683; 78 HK. R. 
837; sub nom. BIFLELD’s CASE, cited in 1 Vent. 
at p. 231. 

} :-—Consd. Dubb . Trollope (1764) bd. 
A Tellish ond iad (1823). 3 Dow. & Ry. K. fh. “bod : 
Doe d. Jones v. Davies (1832), 1 Nev. & M. K. B. 654; 


Beauchant v. Usticke, [1880] W. N. 14. Refd. King v. 
Melling (1672), 1 Vent. 214, 225; Juddington v. Kime 


1697). 1 La. Raym. 203; Bamfield v. Popham (1703), 
Gok. By 233; Wyld v. Lewis (1788), West temp. Hora 
308: Robinson v. Robinson (1751), 3 Atk. 736; Malcolm 
vw. Taylor (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 416; urtin ¥. 


Carey NaN sdk A Goa: ental Sonera. duner 
Contrac 888), a Ts : ‘ : 
1701), 1 Ld. Raym. 728; Doe d. Campbell v. Hamilton 
(1549). 13 Q. B. 977. 
10995. ———.]—A. devised land to his eldest son 
for life, without impeachment of waste, remainder 


to J. his grandchild, for life, without impeachment 


PART XVI. SECT. 32, SUB-SECT. 4.—B. (a). 
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taii implied. }-CoLcLouas v. CaLonouasH (1870), 4 I. R. 


-IR. 
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Sect. 32.—Gifts 
B. (a).1 i 


of waste, with pe wer to him to limit a jointure of 
the same land to any woman he should marry, for 
her life ; remainder to the first son of J., & so to 
the sixth son, & then devised that if J. should 
die without issue male, remainder to B. :—Held: 
J. took an estate tail under this limitation.— 
LANGLEY v. BaLDWIN (1707), 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 

185; 21 EK. R. 976. 
Annotations :—Consd. Shaw ie Ww 
Ginger d. White v. White lee Villes, 348 ; Coryton v. 
aoe (1745), 2 Cox, Eq. as. 340; Allanson v. Clitherow 
(1747), 1 Ves. Sen. 24. Folld. Stanley v. Lennard ie) 
355. Consd. Bastard v. Proby (1788) 2 2s Eq. 


implication: Sub-sect. 4, 


h (1728), Fitz-G. 7; 


Cas. 6; oe d. Bean v. Halley Ce 
id Ellicombe v. pom ote (1887), 3 Mer. 
R -G. v. Young (1733), 2 Com. 423" 7 ge dtitle d. 


ss v, Woodhull (1745), Wiles, 692 ; Sia v. 
Hov. Supp. 378; S ‘erman (1757), Wilm. 386 ; 
Algood 3 shake GTS, Le aien 3g lm Se 

10996. -S. being seised of some lands in 
fee, & cestui que trust of other lands, devises them 
to A. for life; remainder to his first & second son 
in tail male, going no farther, & after A.’s death 
without issue male, then to a charity :—Held: 
A. was tenant in tail until issue born, saving as to 
the trust estate —-A.-G. v. SuTTON (1721), 3 Bro. 


eg Cas. 75; 1 P. Wms. 754; 1 E. R. 1187, 
Anant :—Distd. Ginger d. White v. White (1742), 
Willes, 348. 


Apld. Stan ey «, Lennard (1758), Amb, Bae, 


Doe d. Bean v. Halley (1798), 8 Term Rep. nsd. 
Ellicombe ». Gompertz (1837), ; My. & Cr. 137. Refd. 
Shaw v. Weigh (1728), Fitz-G. aah ». Dering 
(1852), eat M. & G. 145; Wevt v. yey (1853), 4 De 
10997. —--—.)—Mornris v. Warp (1730), cited 


2 Atk. at p. 249; 2 Burr. at p. 1102; 8 Term Rep. 
at p. 518 ; 26 E. R. 554. 
ARR: :—Apld. Alpass v. Watkins (1800), 8 Term Rep. 


10998. .]—Devise to A. for life, with power 
for trustees to settle a jointure on his wife; & 
subject thereto in strict settlement on the issue of 
such marriage ; but if A. should die without any 
issue Of his body, then over. The latter words 
give him an estate tail by implication. ALLANSON 
v. CLITHEROW (1747), 1 Ves. Sen. 24; 27 E. R. 
867, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Bean v. le ; 

Rep. 5. Distd. Douglas v. Gree oooh l Beav. oo. 

10999. -]—-Feme covert by will pursuant to 
power leaves to her husband “ all the profits & 
revenues of my estate of A. & B. for life, & after 
his death, my said estates to my children, if I 
should leave any to survive me; but if I leave no 
such child or children, nor the issue of such, the 
estates to I. H.; making him sole heir in default 
of issue, & after the death of my husband.” The 
children take an estate tail—SouTHBy v. STONE- 
a (1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 610; 28 E. R. 389, 








Annotations :—Consd. Elton v. Eason ee ae 1 ar 73; 
Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 A 
11000. -]— Devise to S. for life, cage to 
his eldest son, & his issue male; & for want of 
issue of 8S. to, etc. S. died without issue :—Held : 
he took an estate tail in remainder.—STANLEY v. 
er (1758), Amb. 365; 1 Eden, 87; 27 





Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Gallini ». eT ag ed 
Ad, & El. 340: Atkinson v. Holtby (1863 a ae 
314; Allgood v. Blake (1872), L L. fh. 7 Loch 

11001. -1—By a devise to the ser son, 
then unborn, of A. for life, & after his decease, 
or the accession of his paternal estate, to his second 
son & his heirs male, with remainders over ; ; such 
second son of A., when born, will take an estate 





WILLs. 


in tail male, by way of executory devise, determin- 
able on the accession of the family estate, &, in 
the interim, the lands will descend to the heir of 
testator.—NICHOLL v. NICHOLL (1777), 2 Wm. Bl. 
Hardcastle 


1159; 96 E. R. 683. 
Annotations :—Consd. Robinson v. BC a 3 
Bro. C. C. 22; Monypenn 7S: Dering hee 
& G. 145: Re Mortimer, Gray v. o- diay, Hare in - Oh 302. 
Retd._ Wande aderpiene v. King (1 ane 1. entd. 
hitting (1908), BB 30 
11002. .]—Under a SH Pe to en A. for life 
& after his decease to & amongst his issue, & in 
default of issue,’”’ then over, A. takes an estate 
tail. In order to give an effect to the devisor’s 
eneral intent,*°a ct. will overlook a particular 
intent inconsistent therewith. Dor d. BLAND- 
a v. APPLIN (1790), 4 Term Rep. 82; 100 E. R. 
9 


Annotations :—Apld. Jacobs v. Amyatt (1794), 4 Bro. C. C. 


542 c. Distd. oe d. Wrig ), 5 M. va + 


ht v. Jesson 
Apld, Doe d. Burrin v. Charlton a0), x 1 Man. . & G. 42 eae. 
x * 


Slater v. pengerne ld S03), Key, 

Ka wanag v. Morl cae ne Ds yea + Woodhouse ¥. 
Herrick (1855). 1 K. efd. SS urneall v. Davy 
798), 1 "& P. re eeewar v. Willock Nh 
ee is "Leoe v. Mitchell etd . Madd. 4 oe 
d. Atkinson v. Featherstone (1831), 1 B. & Ad. 944; Losh 
v. Townley (1834) Coop. oe: Nae 372; Heather v. 
Winder (1835), 6 lu. J 41; Foster v. Haves (1865), 4 
E.& B. 717; eddee Gitnacrald Cees) 6 H. L. Cas. 823 ; 

Allgood v. Blake (1872), L. R. 7 Exch. 339. 


11003. .|— Under a devise to A. for life 
without impeachment of waste, remainder to his 
eldest son, & the heirs of such eldest son; & in 
default of issue male of A. then to B., etc., A. takes 
an estate for life, remainder to his eldest son in 
tail, remainder to himself in tail. 

It is a clear rule, acted upon at least from Lord 
Vaughan’s time, that where there is a devise 
to A. & his heirs for ever, & a subsequent devise 
to any person who by possibility may be his heir, 
the word “ heirs **» must be construed “ heirs of 
the body,’’ & A.’s estate reduced to an estate tail 
(LORD KENYON, C.J.).—DOE d. BEAN v. HALLEY 
(1798), 8 Term Rep. 5; 101 E. R. 1235. 


Annotations Distd. Seavrard vw. Willock (1804), 5 Hast, 
198. Conad. Roddy ®. aa (1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 823. 
Refd. Doe d. Gallini v G junk (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 621; 
Baker v. Tucker (1850), 3 Cas. 106; Hart v. Tulk 
(1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 300; ae v. Key Sey 4 De 
GQ. M. & G. 73; Foster v. Hayes (1855) ~& B. 717; 

Allgood v. Blake (1872), L. R. 7 Exch. 330. 


11004. .]|—Where a testator had freehold, 
customary & copyhold estates; & after intro- 
ductory words, as to all his worldly estate, devised 
two rentcharges out of all his real estate, & also 
two copyholds in Middlesex for lives; & subject 
thereto devised ‘all his freehold manors, lands, 
etc., in Yorkshire & other counties & the reversion 
of the two copyholds to his son for life, with 
successive remainders in tail male to his first & 
other sons, with like remainders to other branches 
in the male line; & in default of such issue he 
devised all his ‘‘ said (freehold) manors land,”’’ etc., 
to his eldest daughter in tail male in strict settle- 
ment, with like remainders to his second & third 
daughters : & by the residuary clause devised all 
other his propia lands, etc., either freehold or 
copyhold, except those in the counties of York, 
etc., which he had before disposed of, subject to 
the said rentcha es, in failure of issue male of 
his son & himself, to his three daughters as tenants 
in common, in fee, it seems that as by such resi- 
duary clause the daughters would not take till 
failure of issue male of the son & the devisor ; 
he, the son, the heir at law took an estate tail by 
implication in the customary estates not before 
devised.—RoOE d. CONOLLY v. VERNON & VYSBE 
(1804), 5 East, 51; 1 Smith, K. B. 318; 102 E. R. 
988. 


Annotationa :—Mentd. Doe d. Beach v. Jersey A 
B. & Ald. 550; Pullin v. Pullin (1825), 3 wre 











XVI.—ConstRuctTion. 


Wilkinson v. Malin (1832 ,2Cr. & J.636; D 
v. Carpenter (1840), 15 ci 719; Portland i MLCT 
Jean v. Gibson (1867), 15 W. R. 809. 
, Dor d. CHAPMAN v. CovELL 
(1816), cited 7 Dow. & Ry. K. B. at p. 78. 
8 d. B ll wv, 
is. — agnall o. Harvey (1825), 7 


11006. |—Devise to F. & his assigns for his 
life, & immediately after his decease, ats the heirs 
of his body lawfully to be begotten, in such parts 
& shares as F. should, by will or deed, appoint ; 
& in default of such heirs of his body, then imme- 
diately after his decease, over to J.:—Held: F. 
took an estate tail by implication.—Dor d. Coz 
v. GOLDSMITH (1816), 7 Taunt. 209; 2 Marsh. 517 : 
129 EB. R. 84. 

AnTataons a) i. Rodd v. Fi 
: > £te ery’s Tr «hs . - 

Ref. Jordan v. Adams (1861), 90. B. N. 8 483-5 
11007, ——-.]—T. devised lands to trustees, their 
heirs & assigns, until his nephew J., sonof his sister 
M., should attain twenty-one; & if he should dic 
in the meantime, until H., second son of M., should 
attain twenty-one; & if H. should die in the mean- 
time, until the daughter of M. should attain 
twenty-one ; in trust, to raise out of the rents, or 
by sale or mortgage £2,000. & pay the same to H. 
when he attained twenty-one; & if M. should have 
more than one younger child, to raise out of the 
rents £3,000, & pay the same among such younger 
children, share & share alike, when they should 
severally attain twenty-one ; &, upon further trust, 
to apply a proper sum out of the rents, for the 
education & maintenance of J. till he should 
attain twenty-one, & then to pay him the residue 
of them, if any should remain after performance of 
the before mentioned trusts; & if J. should die 
before twenty-one, then to apply a sufficient sum 
from the rents for the education & maintenance of 
H. till he should attain twenty-one, & then to pay 
him the residue of the rents, if any should remain 
after performance of the before mentioned trusts, 
& in the meantime to place out at interest, for the 
benefit of his nephews, the money arising from the 
rents; & when J. should attain twenty-one, or, 
in case of his death, when H. should attain twenty- 
one, or, in case of his death, when the daughter of 
M. should attain twenty-one, to the use of W. & his 
assigns, for life, sans waste ; remainder to trustees, 
to preserve contingent remainders; & after the 
death of J., to the use of the first, second, third, & 
all & every other son & sons of the bedy of J. 
lawfully issuing, severally, successively, & in 
remainder, according to priority of birth, & of the 
several & respective heirs male of his & their 
respective body & bodies lawfully issuing, 
the elder always to take before the younger, 
& the heirs male of his & their body & bodies 
issuing; &, in default of such issue, to the first, 
second, & third, & all & every other daughter & 
daughters of the body of J. lawfully issuing, 
severally & successively, according to priority of 
birth, & of the heirs male of the respective body & 
bodies of such first & other daughters lawfull 
issuing, the elder of such daughter & daughters, 
the heirs male of her & their body & bodies, always 
to take before the younger of them, & the heirs 
male of her & their body & bodies issuing ; &, for 
default of such issue, to the use of H. W. & his 
assigns, for life, sans waste ; remainder to trustees, 
to preserve contingent uses & estates, & then to the 
use of his sons & daughters, in like manner as to 
the sons & daughters of W.; &, for default of such 
issue, to the use of his niece, the daughter of M., & 
her assigns for life, sans waste, & then to the use of 
her sons & daughters, in like manner as to the sons 
& daughters of J. & H.; &, for default of such issue, 


erald (1858), 6 H. L. 
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to the use of M. in fee. Provided that whoever 
became possessed of the lands should take devisor’s 
name, & live in his house, otherwise the devise to 
be void as to the person refusing; his plate & 
furniture to remain in the house as heirlooms. ‘'T. 
died, one his sister M., her sons, J., H., & three 
younger children, alive. J. married, & died under 
age, leaving a daughter, E. :—Held: on the death 
of J., E. became entitled to the lands devised, as 
tenant in tail male, subject tothe annuities, etc.— 
WARTER v. WARTER (1820), 2 Brod. & Bing. 349; 
129 E.R.1001; subnom. WaRTER v. HUTCHINSON, 
5 Moore, C. P. 143. 

Annotation :—Refd. Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 


Ad. & El. 636. 

11008. .]— Devise to trustees & their heirs, 
of a messuage & premises in trust to permit L. 
to enjoy the same during his life & after his decease 
his first & other sons & daughters now living, 
successively for life, as they were in priority of 
birth, but the sons to be preferred in succession 
to the daughters, & the heirs of the body or bodies 
of such sons & daughters respectively issuing; & 
for default of such issue, in trust for testator’s 
own right heirs for ever. L. enjoyed the premises 
for his life, his son entered & suffered a recovery :— 
Held: he was tenant in tail under the will, & the 
trustees were directed to convey to him in fee & 
deliver up the title-deeds——GREEN v. STAPLES 
(1820), 5 Madd. 85 ; 56 EB. R. 827 

11009. .]—Testator, by will duly executed, 
devised as follows: ‘‘ on the attainment of the age 
of twenty-one years of the eldest son of G., I give 
my real estate in P. to the said son for life, re- 
mainder to his first & every other son in strict 
settlement, & so on to every son of the said G., 
remainder over.”’ The eldest son attained the age 
of twenty-one, suffered a recovery to the use of 
himself in fee, & died, leaving a son, who died an 
infant & unmarried, & three daughters. The 
second son of G. attained the age of twenty-one, 
& left a son, still living :—Held: this son of the 
second son of G. took an estate tail under the will.— 
LE HunNTE v. HOBSON (1826), 5 B. & C. 903; 8 
Dow. & Ry. K.B. 582; 4L. J. 0. S. K. B. 183 ; 
108 EB. R. 335. 

11010. ———.]—-GREENE v. WARD (1826), 1 Russ. 
262; 4L. J. O. S. Ch. 99; 38 HB. R. 102; affd. 
(1829), cited in 8 De G. & J. at p. 265, L. C. 
Annotations :—Consd. Ranelagh v. Ranelagh (1834), 2 My. 

&. K, 441; Cooper v. Pitcher (1846), 16 L. J. Ch. 24. 

Apld. Re Hayton’s Trusts (1864), 4 New Rep. 55. Consd. 

Re Rawlins’ Trusts (1890), 45 Ch. D. 299. . Pride v. 

Fooks (1858), 3 De G. & J. 252. 


11011. ———.]—-Devise of a freehold estate to 
testator’s son W., ‘‘ to have & to hold during the 
term of his natural life, & in case he has issues, 
then it is my will they should jointly inherit 
the same after his decease.’’ In a subsequent part 
of the will, testator devised & bequeathed the rest 
& residue of his effects, real & personal not 
thereinbefore disposed of, to his son, ‘‘ but in case 
my son W. dies without issue, then it is my will that 
the whole of my property be ascertained,” &, after 
bequeathing certain legacies & annuities, ‘ the 
rest & residue of my property, together with the 
before mentioned annuities as they drop off, I give 
in equal proportions to A. & B.’’ :—Held: the 
illegitimate son took an estate tail in the real estate, 
& an absolute interest in the personalty.—WaARD v. 
BEviL (1827), 1 Y. &J.512; 148 B. R. 773, Ex. Ch. 

11012. ——.]—-Devise to A. for life, & to her heirs, 
the issue of her body, for ever, for their lives ; 
& in case A. has no son, then to her eldest 
daughter; followed by a proviso, containing a 
devise over if A. left no issue, or they should 
become extinct, creates an estate tail in A.— 
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Sect, 32.—Gifts by implication: Sub-sect. 4, B. 


v. Sten (1828), 2 Sim. 233; 6 L. J. O. 8. 


Oh. 120; 57 E.R. 776. 
Annotationa :—-Consd. Doe d. Burrin wv. Chariton (1840), 
fone & G. 429. Refd. Morrall v. Sutton (1845), 1 Ph. 


110138. |—A gift of real estate to A. for life, 
with remainder to her children, as tenants in 
common, &, in case A. shall die without leaving 
lawful issue, then with remainder over, is a gift to 
A. for life, with remajnder to her children for life, 
with remainder to A. in ea One v. SWINDELS 


iyene), 4 Russ. 283; 61. 73.0.8. Ch. 09; 88 E.R. 


Annatations :—Distd, Coles v. Witt (1856), 2 Jur. N. 8. 1226. 
Consd. Roddy v. Fitzgerald (1858), 6 H. b. Cas. 823.  Refd. 
Hawker v. Saunders (1860), 8 W. R. 382. 


11014. --|—~Testator, seised in fee of several 
estates, devised them to trustees in fee, upon trust 
to permit his sons & daughters respectively & 
severally to receive the rents & profits of the 
respective estates; with a clause for preserving 
contingent remainders. & from & immediately 
after the decease of any of his children, testator 
devised the estate limited to him or her for life 
unto or among his or her child or children living 
at his or her decease for their natural lives as 
tenants in common, but with equal benefit of sur- 
vivorship among the rest of the children if more 
than one, & any one of them should die without 
leaving issue ; the child or children of each son or 
daughter taking the rents & profits of his or her 
parent’s estate only. & from & after the decease 
of all the children of each of his sons & daughters 
without issue, he gave the estate or estates to them 
pester uvely limited, to & among all the issue of 
such child or children during their lives as tenants 
in common, & to descend in like manner to the 
issue of his said sons and daughters respectively, 
so long as there should be any stock or offspring 
remaining. & for default or in failure of issue of 
any of his said sons & daughters, he devised the 
estate limited to him or her dying without issue, to 
the survivors of his sons & daughters, for their 
respective lives, as tenants in common; & after 
their respective deaths to the children of the sur- 
vivors of them during their respective lives as 
tenants in common with such benefit of survivor- 
ship as aforesaid; & after the decease of all of 
them, to the issue of such children, in like manner 
as the testator had devised the original estate of 
each of the sons & daughters. & for default or in 
failure of issue of all his sons & daughters but one, 
he devised all the estates to that one in fee :— 
Held: under this devise, a son of testator did not 
take an immediate estate tail in the premises de- 
vised to him, but an estate for life, with remainder 
in tail to his children as tenants in common, re- 
mainder to himself in tail—-Dor d. GALLINI v. 
GALLINI (1835), 8 Ad. & El. 340; 4 Nev. & M. K. B. 
894;4L. J. Ex. 887; 111 E.R. 442, Ex. Ch. 
Annctaiions :—Distd. Coles v. Witt (1856), 2 Jur. N. 8. 1226. 





Bed. Re Hobbs, Hobbs v. Hobbs. [1017] 1 Ob. 569. 
Refld. Roddy v. Fitzgerald (1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 823; 
Atkinson v. Holtby (1863), 10 Pr Cas. 313; Forsbrook 
v. Forsbrook ty 3 . App. 98; Andrew vw. Andrew 


(1887), 
(1878), 1 . D. 410; Hampton v. Holman tae 6 
Ch. DD. 183; Bowen v. Lewis (1884), 9 App. Cas. 890, 
entd. Hart, v. Tulk (1852),2 De G.M.& G.300; Clarke v. 
Clemmans, Selway v. Clemmans (1866), 36 L. J. Ch. 171; 
od wv. B : ach v. Blake, Clennell ». Blake, 
Reed v. Blake Allgood v. Blake (1878), 29 L. T._ 331; 
Lalit Mohun Sing Roy v. Chukkun Lal Roy, Bepin 
Mohun Singh Roy v. Chnkkun La) Roy, Priambada Roy 
v. Chukkun Lal Roy (1897), 13 T. L. R. 356. 


pele -]—SnMons v. Srumons, No. 10915. 
ante. 

11016. —--—.|—-Testator devised lands to his son 
J. for life; but if J. should die without issue, not 





WILLS, 


leaving any children, then he directed that the 
lands should be sold and the proceeda divided 
amongst his three other sons; & if any of them 
should die before J,, then that their shares should be 
divided amongst their children :—Held: J. took 
an estate tail.—MACHELL v. WEEDING (1886), 8 
Sim.4; Donnelly, 26; 5 L. J. Ch. 182; 69H. R. 2. 
Annotation :—Consd, Re Mountgarret, Mountgarret v. 
Ingilby, [1919] 2 Oh. 204. 

11017. .}—Devise to 8, for life remainder, to 
the eldest son of §., but for want of such issue, then 
to hig daughter or daughters, share & share alike 
tor ever; but, in case S. had no isaue, then to hold 
to him, his heirs & assigns, for ever :—Held: S. 
took an estate in tail general.— Dor d. BuRRIN v. 
CHARLTON (1840), 1 Man. & G. 429; 1 Scott, 
N, R, 290; 183 BH. R. 401. 

Annotation :—Refd. Andrew v. Andrew (1875), 1 Ch. D. 410. 

11018. .|—Testator devised & bequeathed 
real & personal estate to trustees, upon certain 
trusts for the benefit of his two daughters, J. & R., 
& the children of R., during their lives; & after 
their deaths, in trust for testator’s three sisters for 
their lives, & the life of the survivor; & after the 
decease of his daughtefts & the children of R. & his 
three sisters, upon trust for M. & N., equally, for 
life; & if either of them should, after the death of 
J. & R., & R.’s children, & testator’s three sisters, 
die without issue male, upon trust for the survivor 
for life. The testator directed, that if M. should, 
after the death of J. & R., & R.’s children, & his 
three sisters, die before N., leaving issue male, then 
his trustees should convey one moicty of his real 
estate to trustees, to the use of the tirst & other 
sons of M., suceessively, in tail male, with re- 
mainder to N. for life, with remainder to his sons 
in tall male; & he directed one moiety of his 
persona] estate to be invested in the purchase of 
real estato to be settled to the same uses. Testator 
then gave corresponding directions with regard to 
the other moicty, in the event of N. dying before M. 
In case M. & N. should bath die without issue male, 
then testator directed his truatees to convey his real 
estate to such persons as would be his right heirs at 
the death of the survivor of M. & N., & to transfer 
his personal] estate to such persons as would be his 
nextofkin. The testator’s daughter R. & his three 
siaters, & M., all died without issue in the lifetime 
of his daughter J. On J.’s death, N. claimed an 
absolute interest in the personal estate, & suffered 
a recovery of the real estate, & afterwards died 
without issue :—Held: although M. died in the 
Jifetime of J., & although from the circumstance of 
M. dying in the lifetime of N., the events in which 
the estate was limited to the issue of N. did not 
take place; still, under the terms of the will, N. 
became entitled, on the death of J., to both 
moieties ; & he took the personal estate abaolutely, 
& took an estate tail in the real estate.—FRANKS v. 
Prick (1840), 8 Beav. 182; 9 L. J. Ch. 888; 4 
Jur. 909; 49 EK. R. 72; previous proceedings 
(1838), 5 Bing. N. C, 87. 

11019. ———.|—-A testatrix by her will, dated 
July 19, 1796, bequeathed, by a residu i 








devise of 
real estates, certain freehold lands to T. for his life, 
& after hia decease unto all & every the child & 
children of T,; if only one child, then to such 
child, his or her heirs, exors#., administrators, or 
assigns; but if more such children, then snuey 
to be divided among tham, share & share alike, 
to the heirs, exors., administrators, & assigns of 
such children respectively, as tenants in common ; 
& then proceeded thus: ‘“ but in cage T. shall 
happen to die without seer | hls isgue then J 


give the said premises unto ., their heira, 
exors., adniinieteatcre: & assigns, as tenante © 


Part XVI.—Construction. 


common, charged nevertheless with payment of 
the legacy of £1,000 which I do in that case give & 
bequeath to K). daughter of the said M., the same to 
be paid to her at the end of twelve calendar months 
next after the said R. & M., their exors,, adminis- 
trators, or assigns, shall come into possession of 
the premises.”’ Testatrix died on Sept. 7, 1798, 
lea ng T. her heir-at-law, & he had several children, 
the eldest born before the date of the will, & the 
youngest after the death of testatrix. The eldest 
survived all the others, & died in 1805. On the 
death of testatrix, T. entered into possession of the 
devised lands, & so continued until his death on 
June 20, 1837, having in 1832 suffered a recovery of 
the lands to the use of himself in fee. E. ‘died 
intestate in 1815, leaving M. her heir-at-law, who 
claimed against the devisee of T. two undivided 
third parts of the said lands, as having passed to 
her under the will on the death of T. :—Held: the 
words ‘in case T. shall happen to die without 
lawful issue,’ die not narrow the estate in fee 
aimple, which the children would have taken under 
the former part of the devise, into an estate tail : 
therefore that T. took an estate tail, which was 
converted into a fee simple by the recovery ; 

& not an estate for life, with remainder to his 

children in tail, with remainder to R. & M. in 

fee.— Dor d. Topp v. DuUESBURY (1841), 8 M. & W. 

614; 10L. J. Hx. 410; 151 BE. R. 1142. 

Annotations :—Apld. Bamford ». Lord (1854), 14 C. B. 708. 
Consd. Foster v. Hayee (1855), 4 KE. & HK. 717. Refd. 
Brookman v. Smith (1872), L. R. 7 Hxch, 271. 

11020. |—A testator devised land & a 
dwelling-house & premises to his son ‘‘ for & during 
the term of his natural life, & from & after hia death, 
then I give & devise the same to the issue of his 
body lawfully begotten ; if more than one, equally 
amongst them; & in case he shall not leave any 
issue of his body lawfully begotten at the time of 
his death, then I give & devise same to my heir or 
heirs-at-law ’’ :—Held: wumder this devise the son 
took an estate tail.— Dor d. CANNON v. RUCASTLE 
(1849), 8 C. B. 876; 19 L. J. C. P. 100; 14 
L. T. O.S. 254; 137 B. R. 753. 

11031. —-—.|—A testator gave freehold & lease- 
hold estates to trustees upon trust for A. for life, 
& directed them, after the death of A., to pay the 
rents, or so much thereof as should be necessary, for 
the maintenance of A,’s son R., & all other sons of 
A. until he or they should attain twenty-five ; 
&, on his or their attaining twenty-five, upon trust 
for him & them for their lives, as tenants in common, 
& after their decease, in trust for the eldest son of 
R. & the eldest of all the sons of A. & the heirs of 
his & their bodies; & for want & in default of 
such issue, over :—Held: the devise & bequest of 
the freehold & leasehold estates took effect in 
favour of R. & such other sons, & was not void for 
remoteness; & there was an estate tail given to the 
eldest son of R. & the eldest of the sons of A.— 
JAMES v. WYNFORD (LORD) (1852), 1 Sm. & G. 40; 
22 L, J. Ch. 450; 20 L. T. O. 8. 273; 17 Jur. 17; 
1 W. R, 61; 65 B. R. 18. 

Annotation :—Moentd. Re Radford, Jones v. Radford (1918), 
62 Sol. Jo. 604. 

11022. J—STANHOUSE v. GASKELL, No. 


11124, post. 
‘11026. ———.]——BEAVER v. NOWELL, No. 10940, 
ante. 

11024, .]—Deviee in 1817 of a freehold estate 
for lives renewable for ever, ‘‘ to my son W. during 
his life, & after his death, to his lawful iasue, in 
such manner, shares, & proportions as he, by deed 
or will, shall appoint, & for want of such appoint- 
ment then to his issue equally, if more than one ; 
&, if only one child, to said child; & in failure of 
issue of W.,” to J. Another estate, consisting of 
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fee simple lands, was devised in the same terms to 

another son, J.; & on failure of the issue of J., it 

was to go to W., & W., before the birth of any child 

to W. (J. himself never married), joined in a 

recovery as to the lands devised to J., & to which 

W. afterwards succeeded in possession on J.’s 

death without issue. W. died leaving four chil- 

dren; he had not executed any appointment, but 
during his life disposed of both descriptions of 
lands to creditors for value :—-Held : under these 
devises each of the first deviseea took an estate 

tail by implication.—Roppy v. FirzGERALD (1858), 

6H. L. Cas. 823; 10 HB. R, 1518, H. L. 

Annotations :—Consd, Jordan ¢, Adams ise), 9C. B.N. 8S. 
483; Bradley v. Cartwright (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 611; 
Olifford ». Koe (1880), 5 App. Cas. 447; Brown vw. Lewis 
(1884), 9 ADD. as. 890. Apld. Pelham Clinton #. New- 
castle, [1902] 1 Ch. 34. Refd, Surtees v. Surtees (1874), 
19 W. R. 1043; Re Nelley’s Truats (1877), 26 W. BR. 88; 
Re Score, Tolman v. Score (1887), 57 Tl. T. 40; Van 
Grutten v. Foxwell, Foxwell v. Van Grutten, (1897} A. C. 
658; Re Wilmot, Wilmot v. Betterton (1897), 76 L. T. 
415; Foxwell v. Van Grutten (1898), 78 L. T. 617; 
Fimcoe, Vowler-Simcoe v. Vowler, [19138] 1 Ch. 552; 
Lawrence, Lawrence v. Lawrence, {1915] 1 Ch. 129. 
Mentd. Taylor v. St. Helen’s Carpn. (1877), 6 Ch, D. 264 ; 
Leach v. Jay (1878), 39 L. T. 242. 

11025, .|—C. by his will gave his estate to 
his grandson T. for life, with remainder to ‘‘ the 
first son of the body of T’. severally & arene pee | 
in tail male ”’ of the name of C.; & for want of suc 
lawful issue of that name, either by his said grand- 
son T. or his son J,, then amongst his ‘‘ daughters 
& their children ”’ in fee :—Held: estates tail were 
given to the first & other sons of T. 

Semble: estates tail by implication were given 
to T. & J. after the estates tail of the sons of T.— 
PARKER v. TOOTAL (1865), 11 H. L, Cas, 143; 5 
New Rep. 378; 34 L. J. Ex. 198; 12 L. T. 89; 
11 Jur. N.S. 185; 18 W. R. 442; 11 E. R. 1286, 
H. L.; affg. 8S. C. sub nom. Barrow v Total. 
(1862), 7H. & N. 962, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Allgood v. Blake, Roach v, Blake, 
Clennell v. Blake, Reed v. Blake, Allgood v. Blake (1873), 





29 L. T. 331. Mentd. Dias v, De Livera (1879), 5 App. 
has. 138; He Hillman, Ade v. Hillman (1910), 103 L. T. 
11026. ---—.}—-DENMAN v. JoNES, No. 11072, 
ost. 


11027. —- -.]——A testator devised real estate to 
his children & grandchildren then in existence for 
life & to their children successively in tail male, “' & 
for default of such issue to all & every other the 
issue of my body, & for default of such issue to my 
own right heirs for ever” :—Held: the penulti- 
mate limitation created a remainder in tail general 
in testator himself.—ALLGOOD v. BLAKE, ROACH v. 
BLAKE, REED v. BLAKE (1873), L. R. 8 Exch. 160 ; 
42 L. J. Ex. 101; 29 L. T. 331; sub nom. REED 
v, BLAKE, CLENNBLL v. BLAKE, ROACH v. BLAKE, 
21 W. R. 599, Ex. Ch. 

} —— Comra. v.. Adamson 
Ane Pn oe are 34 fee Lavan. Layard v. Bess- 

borough (1916), 85 L. J. Ch. 505. 

11028. J—G., who died in 1837, by will 
devised certain freehold hereditaments to W. for 
life, & if he should die without leaving a son, over. 
W. entered into possession of the property, & died 
in 1882, leaving a son B. who entered into posses- 
sion of the property, & contracted to sell it. The 
purchaser having objected to the title, a summons 
was taken out under Vendor & Purchaser Act, 
1874 (c. 78):—Held: there was an implied gift 
to the sonof W., & this implied gift following on the 

ift to W. for life was equivalent to a word of 
imitation, & therefore, by the rule in Shelley's 
Case, No. 7798, ante, gave W. an estate in tail male, 
& as this had not been barred, B. was entitled to 
the property for an estate in tail male—Re BiRD 

BARNARD’S CONTRACT (1888), 69 L, T’. 166, 
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Sect. ag by implication: Sub-sect. 4, B. (a) 
( 


11029. --|—The thirteenth Viscount Mount- 
garret by his will devised his Irish estates ape 
trusts for his son H. for life, remainder for his, 
testator’s, grandson S. for life, remainder for “‘ his 
first & other sons in tail male for the respective 
terms of their respective lives successively & in 
remainder one after the other so that such only 
son as shall be entitled to & bear the title of 
Viscount Mountgarret shall be entitled to such 
rents & profits, & in default of such issue upon trust 
as hereinafter set out to the holder for the time 
being of the Mountgarret title & in the event of 
such title becoming extinct,’’ then upon trust for 
testator’s right heirs living at the death of the last 
holder of the title. The will contained a residuary 
devise. The Mountgarret title was created by 
King Edward VI., who conferred it upon R. & the 
heirs male of his body. Testator died in 1900 & 
H. became the fourteenth Viscount. He was 
twice married By his first marriage in 1868 he had 
one son only, namely, S.; & by his second marria fe 
in 1902 he had one child o y, pitf. H. died 
1912, & S. became the fifteenth Viscount & died 
without issue in 1918. On the death of S. pltf. 
became the sixteenth Viscount, & questions arose 
as to what interest he took under the will of the 
thirteenth Viscount in the Irish estates :—Held: 
(1) the true effect of the devise was to create 
estates in tail male & not merely life estates in the 
first & other sons successively of the fifteenth 
Viscount, & consequently the gift over in default of 
his male issue was not void for remoteness. 

(2) The gift over in default of issue male of the 
fifteenth Viscount, upon its true construction & 
in the events that had happened, operated as a 
gift to plitf. & the heirs male of the body of the 
first Viscount, under which pltf., as heirs male of 
the first Viscount by lineal descent, took an 
estate in tail male descendible or transmissible not 
only to the heirs male of his body but also, on failure 
of such issue, to collateral relatives who were heirs 
male of the body by the first Viscount.—Re 
MOUNTGARRET, MOUNTGARRET v. INGILBY, [1919] 
2 Ch. 294; 88 L. J. Ch. 405; 121 L. T. 414; 35 
T.L. R. 585 ; 63 Sol. Jo. 626. 


(b) Gift to Devisee and his Heirs. 


11030. Estate tail !mplied.J|—ANon. (1362), 35 
Lib. Ass. fo. 218, pl. 14. 


Annotations :-—Consd. B v. Perry (1615), 3 Bulst. 62; 
Cowper v. Franulino (16! » 3. puree 184. Apld. Chadcock 
v. re Pa (1624), eer Jac. Refd. oe Case 
ee 8), 7 Co. Rep. 4l a; aithaee 8 say GOO Co. see: 
150b; Portingtons’ (1613), 1 Rep. 

Dutton v. Engram (1617), Cro. Jac. 427. 


11031. -.]—A devise to one of four sons & 
his heirs for ever; & if he die within age, or with- 
out issue, to his three other sons jointly. The 
devisee had issue a daughter, & died within age. 
Adjudged that he took an estate tail.—SouLLeE v. 
GERRARD (1596), Cro. Eliz. 525; 78 E. R. 773; 
sub nom. SOWELL v. GARRET, Moore, K. B. 422. 


A :—Apld. Brice v. Smith (1737), Willes 
Db Roe d. Fulham v. Wickett (1741 ), Willos, 

303. Apld. Walsh v. Pete teen Pea eta 193. Distd. 
kre eae v. Brand (1746), 3 Atk 

Wilkins v. Kemeys (1808), 9 Kast, sie Expld. pom 
°. De (181 3), 16 East, 67. Id, Doe d. Jones v. Owens 

830), 1 B & Ad. Expld. Morrall v. Sutton (1845), 
. Consd. Moorttee v. Haney St (ees 3 De 2 
& Stn. ts q expla. Grey v. arora ), 6 

Leef Saltingston (1674), Freem. Hl 118; 
Hilliard v. ‘Gonnings (1699), 12 Mou. Rep. 276; uate: 


WILLS. 


Food ara: acts 12 Mod. Rep. 278; Goodridge v 
Goodri AMEE ), 7 Mod. Rep. 458; Bagshaw v. Spencer 
11032. Devise to A. & his heirs, & if he 





die without issue to B., gives A. only an estate in 
tail—TuUTTESHAM v. ROBERTS (1603), Cro. Jac. 
22; 79 E.R. 18. 

Annotation s—Apld. Doe d. Jones v. Owens (1880), 1 B. & 


110383. —-—.]—-A devise to ‘‘my son A. after 
the death of my wife B. & if OC. my daughter do 
outlive A. & his heirs, then she shall have it,’ 


conveys an estate in tail to A.; for ‘‘ heirs ”’ must 
mean ‘“‘ of his ‘body,’’ as his sister, on surviving 
him, would be his heir general.—_ WEBB v. HEARING 
(1617), Cro. Jac. 415; J. Bridg. 84; 8 Bulst. 
192; 1 Roll. Rep. 436 ; 719 E. R. 855; sub nom. 
ANON., Moore, K. B. 852. 


Annotations :~—Apld. Dutton v. ~ (1617), Cro. Jac. 
bad King v Rumbal] ae O70. Jac. 448. Consd. 
tty 2. Seaeag (1662) §3 Sadger v. Lilsye 


(199 von si ddington v. Kim 
1696), a Ravn 208. ite Nottingham v. Jennings 
(1699), 1 Ld. Raym. 5 Baglo's Walter v. Drew (172 

1 Com. 8372; Preston as. e Y, pas aay illes. 
164, Co Ginger d. te (1742), Abed 
348. d. Goodridge v. Gocaridge way 7 Mod. iep 


453; alsin 4 & Towers v. a overe ayseys Amb. oe 
Goodright v. Dunham (1779), 1 Doug i B. 
pid. Harris v. Deve (1844), 1 Coll. 416 efd. Title - 

Collyer (1675), 2 Keb. 589; Crumble ov. Jones te 
Willes, 167, n. Jenkins d. Prosper vw. Jenkins a 2), 
Willes 650. Mentd. Miller ». Sp atenian (1969), 2 Keb. 
hoe d. Eberall'v. Lowe (1790), 1 Hy. 6. 

11084. .|—Testator devises all his lands to 
his wife for life, remainder to his three daughters 
equally to be divided ; & if any of them die before 
the others, then the others to be her heirs; & if 
they all die without issue, remainder over: 
adjudged that they all took vested estates tail.— 
oe v. RUMBALL (1617), Cro. Jac. 448; 79 E. R. 
Annotation :—Retd. Holmes v. Meynel (1681), T. Raym. 452. 

11035. ——-.]—A devise to ‘A. & his heirs of 
land in B. & to C. & his heirs of land in D. & that 
the survivor shall be heir to the other, if either of 
them die without issue,” gives to A. an estate in 
tail, with cross-remainders over in fee.—CHADOCK 
v. COWLEY (1624), Cro. Jac. 695; 79 E. R. 604. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Petty v. Goddard (1662), O. Bridg. 35 ; 





Goodridge v. Goodridge (1742), : Mod. Fey das ‘ose Apid. 
Doe d. Jones v. Owens (1830), 
Greenwood v. Verdon (1853), 1 ‘i er 3° 1M. efd. 


Collenson v. Wright (1663), 1 Sid. 

11036. e|—-WHALLEY v. eee & HAL 
(1696), 1 Lut. 804; 125 E. R. 421. 
Annotation -—Apld. Brice v. Smith (1737), Willes, 1. . 

11087. .J]—After a devise to A. & his heirs 
a limitation over to his collateral heirs makes such 
devise pass only an estate tail—NOTTINGHAM v. 
JENNINGS (1700), 1 Ld. Raym. 568; 1 Com. 82; 








1 P. Wms. 23; 1 Salk. 233; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 808 ; 

Willes, 166, n.; 91H. R. 1279. 

Annotations Ae: Preston Ez et ne LTT y 1739), 
Gey ae White v. ee meat 


Willos, "16s; Gi Gri mips) 4 
pps 
Refd. Bamfield + ee PPD. 


Wma. 54; OF ate 


haan, 702 


Cook (1705), 1 rumble #. Jones Ha hae 
yee ae n.; we, 7 ». Goodridge (1742), 
p _ 


11038. —--—.]—-Under a devise to A. & his heirs 
for ever, & if he die without issue then to his right 
heirs, A. takes an estate tail._—BRICH v. SMITH 
(17387), Willes, 1; 2 Com. 589; 125 EK. R. 1026. 
Annotations —Apld. Doe d. Ellis v. Ellis (1808), 9 Hast, 382 ; 

Doe d. Jones v. Owens (1830), 1 Co 

Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (18 838) 7 Ad. & El. 636. A d. 

Rimington v. Cannon (1853), 120. B.18. Mentd. Burdett 

ow. Spilsbury (1843), 10 Cl. & is 340. 


11039. —--—.]—-Devise of lands to A. for ninety- 


11080 {. Estate tatl implied.}—He LOUGHHEAD, HAMILTON v. LOUGHHEAD, (1918) 1 I. R. 227.- 


-IR, 


11030 it. ———_.}—-Briscor v. Briscox (1880), Hayes, 34.—IR. 


Part XVI.—CoNSTRUCTION. 


nine years, if he should so long live; & after the 
determination of the term, to the heirs of the body 
of A.; & in default of such heirs, over :—Held: 
an estate tail in the heir of the body of A. as an 
executory devise——Harris v. BARNES (1768), 
Amb. 666; 4 Burr. 2157; 1 Wm. BI. 643; 27 
E. R. 482. 
Annotations :— : ; . 
Ore Cocca a 


as touching my real estates, both freehold & lease- 


hold, situate, etc., I devise the rents & profits thereof 
to my exors. hereafter named, until my daughters 
attain their several ages of twenty-one years, in 
trust they they, my exors., improve same in like 
manner & purpose as I have hereby directed my 
personal estate, for the advantage & education of 
my daughters; & as to the freehold & inheritance 
of my real estate, I devise same to my daughters ; 
when & as they attain their several ages of twenty- 
one years, equally between them & their heirs for 
ever, to take as tenants in common ; Provided that 
if both my daughters die without lawful issue, then 
I devise my real estate unto & amongst my two 
brothers T. & R. & my nephew, J. S., son of my late 
brother J., their heirs & assigns for ever, to take 
as tenants in common ’’ :—Held: the daughters 
only took an estate tail with remainders over.— 
ao d. ScHOLES v. SCHOLES (1771), 2 Chit. 

11041. }—DENN d. GEERING v. SHENTON 
(1776), 1 Cowp. 410; 2 Chit. 662; 98 E. R. 1158. 
Annotation :—Refd. Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 

Ad. & El. 636. 

11042. -]—RoeE v. Scorr & SMART (1787), 
1 Fearne on Contingent Remainders, 10th ed. at 
p. 473, n. 

Annotation :— - ran ©. ; , 
eg re oo Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 
11043. 1—A. after giving different annuities 

to an only son increasing at different ages till 

thirty, & to be paid to him until he married, 
devised thus: ‘‘ In case my son shall happen to 

marry before he attains the age of thirty, then I 

give & devise to him & the heirs of his body all 

my real & personal estates, etc., & if my son should 
happen to die without leaving issue of his body, 
then I give & devise same to my brother B.” :— 

Held; the son took an estate tail in the real 

estates, & the personal estate absolutely.— 

DAINTRY v. DAINTRY (1795), 6 Term Rep. 307; 

101 E. R. 567. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Booth v. Booth (1799), 4 Ves. 399; 
Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 Ad. & El. 636; Bam- 
ford v. Lord (1854), 14 C. B. 708. 

11044. -]—Devise to A. & her heirs, & if 
she died without issue, then she was enabled to 
dispose of the estate by will or deed; & for want 
of such issue & direction, etc.. then to the devisor’s 
right heirs. A. who had issue took an estate tail. 
~—Dor d. NEVILLE v. RIVERS (1797), 7 Term Rep. 
276; 101 E. R. 978. 

11045. ——.|—Under a devise of land to testa- 
tor’s son J. his heirs & assigns for ever; but in 
case his son should die without issue, then, to go 
to the child of which his second wife was enceinte : 
—-Held: J. took an estate tail.—DokE d. ELLIS v. 
Evurs (1808), 9 East, 8382; 103 E. R. 618. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Doo d. Jones v. Owens (1830), 1_B. & 
ae Refd. Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 Ad. 


11046. ———.]—-Devise to H., my brother's son, 
to hold to him & his heirs, & in case my brother 
& his son should happen to die having no issue of 
either of their bodies, then to J. & his heirs. This 
is not a defeasible fee simple in H. the son, with an 
executory devise over, but an estate tail.— 





.|—Under a devise as follows: ‘ & 
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RoOMILLY v. JAMES (1815), 6 Taunt. 263 ; 1 Marsh. 

592; 128 BE. R. 10385. 

Annotations :—Apld. Peyton v. Hughes (1843), 
Mentd. Spratt v. Jeffery (1829), 5 Man. & Ry. K. B. 188 ; 
Souter v. Drake (1834), 5 B. & Ad. 992 ; Neeves v. Burrage 
(1849), 14 L. T. O. S. 304. 

11047. .]—Devise of lands to R., his eldest 
son, & his heirs; but if it should happen that RK. 
should die & leave no issue, then to bis son W. & 
his heirs; & if he should die without issue, then 
to his son E., etc. :—Held: R. took an estate tail. 
—DANSEY v. GRIFFITHS (1815), 4 M. & S. 61; 105 
EK. R. 758. 

Annotation :—Reftd. Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart (1838), 7 


Ad. & El. 636. 
.|—A devise to A. & his heirs, but in 


7 Jur. 311. 
K. B : 





11048. 
case A. should die without lawful issue, then to B. 
his heirs and assigns for ever :—Held: to give an 
estate tail to A.—DOE d. HAWKESWORTH v. 
HAWKESWORTH (1847), 9 L. T. O. S. 75. 

11049. -|—By his will testator, who died in 
1819, devised & bequeathed the residue of his real 
& personal estate to E., to hold to her & to her 
heirs & assigns for ever, provided that in case EK. 
should die without lawful issue born of her body 
& living at the time of her decease, then to M., 
her heirs & assigns for ever ; provided also in case 
EK. W. & M. should both die without leaving issue 
lawfully born of their bodies, then the same estate 
should go unto testator’s nieces. By a codicil 
testator devised to the M. all testator’s freehold 
estate called H., forming part of the residue 
devised by the will, ‘‘ unto & to the only proper 
use & behoof of M., her heirs & assigns for ever ; 
provided, nevertheless, that in case M. shall depart 
this life without leaving lawful issue of her body,” 
then testator gave & devised same ‘‘ in manner & 
form given & devised ”’ by him in & by his will :— 
Held: that under the codicil M. took an estate 
tail.— Biss v. SmiTH (1857), 2 H. & N. 105; 26 
L. J. Ex. 295; 157 EB. R. 44. 

11050. ——-.]—-Devise to A. for life, with re- 
mainder to B. & his heirs, but if B. died in the life 
of A. ‘‘ without leaving lawful issue,”’ then imme- 
diately after the death of A. the lands were to be 
sold & the produce divided. In case B. should 
outlive A., & die “ without leaving any lawful 
issue,’ then the lands were to be sold by B.’s 
exors. & the proceeds divided. B. survived A. :— 
Held: he took an estate tail, & not an estate in 
fee with an executory devise over.— S v. 
STANDLEY (1857), 24 Beav. 485; 30 L. T. O. S. 
182; 53 E. R. 445. 

411051. ——-.]—Testator devised real estates to 
his son & his heirs, but without power of selling 
them, & he willed that they should, at his death, 
go to his lawful issuc absolutely, & if his son 
should not have any lawful issue him surviving, 
then over :—Held: the son took an estate tail.— 
MARSHALL v. GRIME (1860), 28 Beav. 375; 29 
L. J. Ch. 592; 2 L. T. 166; 6 Jur. N.S. 390; 8 
W. R. 385; 54 BE. R. 410. 

11052. .i—Devise to A. for life, & from & 
after his decease unto the heirs of her body, they 
take the freehold & inheritance thereof as tenants 
in common, & in default of such heirs of the bod 
of A. unto testator’s own heirs :—Held: A. too 
an estate tail—-ANDERSON v. ANDERSON (1861), 
30 Beav. 209; 4 L. T. 198; 7 Jur. N.S. 1067; 9 
W. R. 492; 54 E. R. 868. oe 

11053. .]|—Testator by his will, dated before 
the passing of the Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), devised 
property to trustees & their heirs, to the use of 
his daughter A. for life, &, after her decease, in 
trust for such one or more of her children, or his, 
her, or their issue. in such manner & form, etc., 
as A. should by will appoint; &, in default of 
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32.—Gtyts by implication : Sub-sect. 4, B. 
(c) & (d).) 


appointment, ‘‘in trust for all and every her 
children, & the heirs of their body or bodies law- 
Anat begotten, in equal shares and proportions.” 
Testator then proceeded—‘‘ In case of the death 
of my hy ieee A. without leaving any child her 
surviving, & in the event of such child or children 
her surviving & dying without leaving any issue 
of his ot her body, then in trust for my own right 
heirs for ever.” A. had a son who died in her 
lifetime, having previously joined with her in the 
execution of a disentailing deed :—Held: the son 
of A. took a vested estate tail under the will. 
RICHARDS v. DAVIES (1863), 13 C. B. N.S. 861: 1 
New Rep. 403; 32 L. J.C. P. 112: 11 W. R. 430; 
143 BE. R. 340, Ex. Ch. 

11054. .|—Testator devised two cottages to 
a daughter for life, with remainder as to one 
cottage to her youngest daughter E. & her heirs, 
& with remainder as to the other cottage to her 
son W. & his heirs, with a gift over, “if either E. 
or W. should die without an heir, their sharé is 
to go to the survivor’s heir or heirs ” :—Held: E. 
& W. took estates tail, with a contingent remainder 
in fee to the person who should be the heir of the 
survivor at the death of the tenant for life.—Re 
WaAvUGH, WAUGH v. CRIPPS, [1903] 1 Ch. 7443 72 
L. J. Ch. 686; 88 L. T. 54; 51 W. R. 461; 19 
T. L. R. 238. 


(c) Gift to Devisee Without Words of Limitation. 

11055. Whether estate tail implied.)—ANon. 
(1560), Dal. 26; 123 B. BR. 245. 

11056. .]—S. devised a certain house to his 
wife for life, & after her decease his son W. to have 
it, & if his son W. marry, & have any male issue 
lawfully begotten of his body, then his son to have 
the house after his decease, if he have no male 
issue lawfully begotten of his body, then his son 
S. to have the house. It S. marry, & have issue 
male of his body lawfully begotten, then his son 
to have the house after his decease; if no issue 
male, then his son T. to have the house: if T. 
marry, having a male issue of his body, lawfully 
begotten, then his son to have the house after his 
decease ; if he no issue male, then his son R. in 
like manner, ct totidem verbis, & so to D. totidem 
verbis ; & then he added this clause, ‘if any of 
his sons or their heirs male, issue of their bodies, 
went about to alien or mortgage the house then the 
next heir to enter.’’ Resolved: an estate in tail 
male in all the sons is created.—SONDAY’S CAbE 
(1611), 9 Co. Rep. 127 b; 77 E. R. 915. 


Annotations :—Apld. Chadock v. Cowley (1624), Cro. Jac. 
695. Consd. Spirt v. Bence (1634), Cro. Car. 368. Apld. 
Petty v. Goddard (1662), O. Bridg. 35. CGonsd. Meredith 
v. Webber (1666), O. Bridg. 560. Distd. Luddington v. 
Kime (1697), 1 Ld. Raym. 203; Bamfield v. Popham 
(1703), Holt, K. B. 233. Consd. Walter v. Drew (1722), 
Com. 372; Shaw v. Weigh (1725), Fortes. Rep. 68. 
Apld. Wharton v. Gresham (1776), 2 Wm. Bl. 1083; 
Seale v. Barter (1801), 2 Bos. & P. 485; Doe d. Garrod 
v, Garrod (1831), 2 B. & Ad. 87. Reld. Portington’s Case 
(1613), 10 Co. Hep: 35a; Beck’s Case (1630), Litt. 344; 
A.-G. v, Young (1733), Com. 423; Stokes v. Heron (1845), 
12 Cl. & Fin. 161. 


11057. —-—-.]—Devise of realty & personalty to 
the wife of testator tor 60 many years as she should 
live sole; remainder, if she should marry or die, 
to the next heir male of the body of his first son, 
& to the heirs male of his body; remainder, in 
default of such issuc, to the second son, if then 
living, & if dead, remainder as before; & s0 to 
the third son; & so to T., fourth son of testator, 
‘if he be then living; & if he be dead, then to 
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remain to the next heir male of the body of T., 
& to the heirs male of his body begotten, & to be 
begotten for ever.”’ T. takes an estate tail by 
this devise; & so much the rather, as such con- 
struction is required by other clauses in the will, 
expressing the general intention of testator.— 
Perry v. GoDDARD (1662), O. Bridg. 85; 124 


Rh. R, 454. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Champneys v. Browne (1735), Barnes, 
40. 


-WRIGHT v. Hiccocks (1667), 2 
Keb. 189; 84 EB. R. 118. 

11059. ----.]—A. devises lands to his son B., 
& if B. die without heirs, to B.’s brother: B. takes 
an estate tail by implication.—ALLEN v. SPHND- 
LOVE (16738), Freem. K. B. 74, 85; 2 Hq. Cas. Abr. 
306; 89 EK. R. 55, 68. 

11060, —-—.!—A devise to one with a limitation 
over to another if the first devisee dies without 
issue, creates in construction of law an estate tail 
in the first devisee as well as if the devise had been 
to him & the heirs of his body.—SPARROW v. 
SHAW (1729), 8 Bro. Par]. Cas. 120; 1 E.R. 1216; 
sub nom, SHAW v. WHIGH, 8 Mod. Rep. 8823; 1 
Eq. Cas, Abr. 184, pl. 28 ; Fortes. Rep. 58 ; Fita-G. 
7; 2 Stra. 798, H. L.; revesg. S. C. sub nom. 
SHaw v. Way, 8 Mod. Rep. 253. 

Annotations :—Co Ginger d. White v. White (1742), 


Willes, 348. Id. Godolphin »v. Godolphin (1747), I 

Ves. Sen. 21. . Glenorchy v. Bosville (1733), Cas. 

temp. Talb. 3; Papillion v. Voice (1734), Kel. eae 

DP v. Lewis (1738), 1 Atk. 432; Haysman v. Moon 

(1741), 7 Mod. Rep. 430; Strode v. Seymour (1741), 2 

Coop. temp. Cott. 586; Bagshaw v. Spener 1748), 1 

ontfort (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 

485; Vaughan v. Farrer (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 182; Good- 

title d. Pearson vw. Otway (1753), 2 Wils. 6; Letheullier 

c. Tracey (1754), Amb. 220 ; Southby v. Stonehouse (1755), 

2 Ves. Sen. G10; Gayor v. Masterman (1757), Wilm. 386 ; 

King v. Burchell (1759), 1 Eden, 424; Baddeley v. 

Leppingwell (1764), 3 Burr. 1533 ; Goodtitle d. Richardson 

vw. Edmonds (1798), 7 Term Rep. 635; Murthwaite v. 

Jenkinson (1824), 2 B. & C. 357. 

11061. .|—R. by his will devised to his wife, 
E., all his lands, etc., not settled in jointure, & 
then says, if it shall happen that she shall have 
no son nor daughter by me, for want of such issue, 
the said premises to return to my brother, pitf., 
if he shall be then living, & his heirs for ever, 
paying to A. & B. £150 within a year after E.'s 
death. Decreed to be an estate tail in E., because 
where preceding words are proper to create an 
estate tail, the legal operation of them cannot be 
controlled by subsequent provisions.—WyYLpD v. 
LEwIs (1738), 1 Atk. 432 ; West temp. Hard. 308 ; 
26 EB. R. 276, L. C. 

Annotations :—Expld. Parker v. Birks (1854), 1 K. & J. 156. 
Consd. Blinston v. Warburton (1856), 2 K. & J. 400. 
11062. ———.]—A. devised to his nephew B., but 

if he died without male heir, then to another 

nephew C. & his heirs; & charged the estate 
with an annuity to D. & several legacies to other 

persons to be paid at a future time :—Held: B. 

took an estate tail—-DENN d. SLATER v. SLATER 

(1793), 8 Term Rep. 836; 101 E. R. 187. 

Annotations :—Apld. Doe d. Jones v. Owens etheet). 1B. & 
Ad. 318. Befd. East v. Twyford (1853), 4 H. L. Cas. 517 ; 
Good v. Good (1857), 7 H. & B. 295. 

testator’s whole estate & effects real & personal, 

etc. ‘‘ who shall hold & enjoy the same as a place 

of inheritance to her & her children or her issue 
for ever; & if it should so happen that A. should 
die leaving no child or children, or A.’a children 

should die without issue,’’ then over :—Held: A. 

took an estate tail—Woop v. Baron (1801), 1 

aeaians: Pe ae a d (1890), 4 My, & Cr. 324 

—s, * r 0. 00 ry e ° e 

“Rela. Byng bee (1863), 10 H. {i Cas. 171. 
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11055 1. Whether estate tail tmplted.}—-ASnBIUDUE v. ABNBRIDGR, 22 U. K. 146.-- CAN, 


Part XVI.—Constrruction. 


11064, -, ~Devise to A. & after his deat 
hie first & othor sons, & in default of male oa 
then unto his eldest & other daughters, & to their 
elrs male for ever. An estate in tail male in A.— 


Wiaur v. Leia (1809), 16 Ves. 664; 83 B. R. 


11068. -|—Devise, that J., a trustee for 
-devisor, shall grant the premises to J.’s son G., 
to enter on after the death of J., & that J. & G. 
shall within one month after devisor’s decease ay 
£100, to W. & T. to discharge legacies, & if they 
omit to do so, that W. & T. shall let the premises 
& raise the £100 out of the rent, they keeping the 
deeds of the premises, & not allowing J. & G. to 
sell or mortgage till the legacies be paid & G. be 
twenty-one years of age; & that if G. die & leave 
no child lawfully begotten of his own body, W. & 
T. shall sell the premises & divide the proceeds 
among brothers, etc. :—Held: an estate tail in 
G.—RAGGETT v. BEaty (1828), 5 Bing. 243; 2 
Moo. & P. 512; 7L. J. 0.8. C. P.9; 130 EB. BR. 
1054. 
Annotation :—Refd. Parker v. Birks (1854), 1 K. & J. 156. 

11066. -]—Devise of land to trustees, in 
trust to put E. in possession of them when she 
comes of age, & if she die during her minority, or 
without issue, in trust for T. But if E. attain 
twenty-one or marry, one-third for the use of the 
first male issue of her body ; one-third for the use 
of the sccond male issue; & one-third for the 
use of the third male issue; charged with an 
annuity for E. But if E. die without male issue, 
& leave female issue, for the use of the female 
issue & the helrs male of their bodies :—Held : 
E. took an estate tail.—PERMEWAN v. MITCHELL 
(1831), 7 Bing. 351; 5 Moo. & P. 257; 9 L. J. 
O.S. C.1P. 58; 1381 EB. R. 135. 

11067. -.1—Testator being seised in fee of 
freehold land, & of copyhold according to the 
custom of the manor, the freehold & copyvhold 
being intermixed, devised as follows: ‘‘ As to my 
worldly estate, I dispose thereof as follows: 1 give 
to my nephew T. G. all my lands, to have & to 
hold during his life, & to his son if he has one, if 
not, to the eldest son of my nephew T. G. & to 
his son after him, if he has one, if not to the regular 
male heir of the G. family.’’ By codicil stating 
that his nephew T. G. then had a son born, he 
gave to that son, after his father’s decease, all his 
freehold & copyhold lands; & to his eldest son, 
if he had one; but if he had no son, then to the 
next eldest regular male heir of the G. family. 
By the custom of the manor, copyhold lands, 

arcel thereof, of which any tenant died seised in 
ee, passed by descent to the youngest son :— 
Held: by the will & codicil the son of T. G. took 
an estate tail.— Dor d. GARROD v. GaRRop (1831), 
vee Ad. 87; 9L. J.0.8. K. B. 149; 109 E. hR. 


Annotation :—Consd. Doo d. Burrin v. Charlton (1840), 1 
Man. & G. 429. 








11068. -BAcoN v. CosBy, No. 10898, ante. 
110698. CoLz v. Gosxp, No. 10899, ante. 
11070. Testator, before the Wills Act 


came into operation, devised his ‘‘ estate’ at A. 
to S. for life, charged with life annuities, but in 
case the annuitants, or any one of them, sur- 
vived 8., he gave the aforesaid ‘‘ estate ’’ to 8.’s 
eldest surviving son, charged with the annuities, 
but in default of issue male he gave the aforesaid 
‘‘ extute ’’ to I’. charged in like manner, & unto 
his eldest son upon the same conditions, but in 
default of issue male the premises were to descend 
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to testator’s heirs, charged as above :— 
the words in default of issue male were not to be 
construed referentially as meaning in default 
of an eldest surviving son, but generally, so as to 
give S. an estate in tail male.—Kry v. Kpy 
(1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 73; 1 Eq. Rep. 82; 22 
L. J. Ch. 641; 22 L. T. O.8.67; 17 Jur. 769; 48 

KH. R. 435, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Refd. Pride v. Fooks (1858), 3 De G. & J. 
; Maddison v. Ciepaian (1859), 3 Do G. & J. 536; 
5), L. R. 1 nS 79; Surtees v. 
Eg. 98; Re Thomson’s Trusts 
1 iq. 146; Waite v. Littlewood C872), 8 
p. 70; Sweeting v. Prideaux (1878), 2 Ch. D. 413; 
Bowen v, Lewis (1884), ) ADD. Cas. 890; Mellor v. Daintree 
(1886), 33 Ch. . 188. entd. Ware v. Watson (1855), 
7 De G. M. & G. 248; Crofts v. Middleton (1856), 8 De 
G.M. & G.192 ; Hannam v. Sims (1858), 2 De G. & J. 181! 
Stewart v. Jones (1859), 38 L. T. O. S. 114; Pryse v, 
ete) (1872), L. R. 15 Eq. 86; Smith v. Crabtree (1877), 


5 .R. : -G. & Settle R. D. C. v. Lunesdale 
R. D.C. le 86 L. T. 822; Phillips v. Rail (1906), 54 
W. RR. 517. 

11071. -|—Testator by his will made in 
1812, after giving his property to his wife ‘‘ for 
her natural life,’ devised as follows: ‘‘ Also I 
give to my grandson R., that house, etc., with the 
garden now in the tenure of, etc. Also I give to 
my granddaughter A., the house I now live in 
with the garden, etc. Also I give to my two 
granddaughters S. & J. a house, etc. Also I give 
to the said S. & J. a piece of arable land now in 
the tenure of, etc., all to be equally divided. Also 
I give to my grandson R., £600 5 per cents. Also 
I give to my granddaughter A. £600 5 per cents. 
Also I give to my two granddaughters 8S. & J. £400 
each, now on bond in the Bank of England. In 
case cither of them die without issue that portion 
to be divided amongst the survivors ”’ :—Held: 
A. took an estate tail in the house & land devised 
to her.—TuHomaAs v. Butt (1856), 1 H. & N. 109; 
27 L. T. O. S. 205; 156 E. R. 11387; sub nom. 
Burr v. THomas, 3 C. L. R. 1809; 25 L. J. Ex. 
250; 2 Jur. N.S. 692, Ex. Ch. 

11072. .|—Testator gave real estate to 
trustees upon trust for his grandson, pltf., for life, 
& directed that the trustees, until pltf. should 
attain twenty-five, should receive the rents, & 
after certain deductions, should pay them in their 
discretion to the separate use of his, testator’s, 
daughter & her children; & upon his grandson 
attaining twenty-five should put him into 
possession of the property, & any surplus rents, & 
immediately after his demise he gave the same 
property to the heirs of the body of his said grand- 
son lawfully issuing, & for default of such issue 
over in somewhat similar terms to the other 
children of his daughter, with an ultimate limita- 
tion to his, testator’s, father’s right heirs. There 
was then a gift of other property somewhat in 
the same terms to the other grandchildren, exclud- 
ing pitf.:—Held: pltf. took an equitable estate 
tail._—DENMAN v. JONES (1867), 16 L. T. 787. 








(dq) Other Cases. 


11073. No previous estate limited to person whose 
issue referred to.])—NEWTON v. BARNARDINE 
(1587), Moore, K. B. 127; 72 BE. R. 484 ; sub nom. 
CosEens CAsE, Owen, 29; ] Eq. Cas. Abr. 179. 


ons :—Consd. Goodridge v. Goodridge (174 7 

ae Re. 453; Lloyd v. Abrahall] (1754), cited in 1 Wor. 
Supp. 878. Expid. . Doe d. Cape _v. Walker 
1840), 2 Man. & G. 113. efd. King v. Melling (1673), 
{ Vent. 225; Scattergood v. Edge (1699), 12 Mod. Rep, 
278: Walter v. Drew (1723), 1 Com. 372. Mentd. East- 
court v. Weeks (1698), 1 Salk. 186. 


11074. ——.J—TinLy v. COLLIBR (1675), 2 Lev. 
162; 8 Keb. 589; 838 H.R. 409. 
Annotations :-—Consd, Doe 4. Cape v. Walker (1840), 2 Man. 


i : : i 3), 18 C. 
Hrcsicett v. Culltlord (sed), 8 Hare, 260. 
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Sect. 32.—Gifts by implication: Sub-sect. 4, B. 


11075. -J—A devise that if W. the eldest 
son of testator should happen to die without issue, 
that then, & not otherwise, after W.’s death, he 
devised it over to his son R. & his heirs :—Held : 
W. took an estate tail by implication.—-WALTER v. 
DREW (1723), 1 Com. 372; 92 E. R. 1117. 
Annotations :—Consd. Lloyd v. Abrahall (1754), cited in 1 


Hov. Supp. 378; Roe d. Conolly v. Vernon (1804), 5 
eat, 51; Doe d. Cadogan v. Ewart a t Tia & El. 


36. Distd. Ez p. Davies (1851), 2 Sim. N. 8.114. Befd. 
Robinson v. Grey (1807), 9 East, 1. 
11076. ——.]—A. having the reversion in fee of 


lands settled upon the marriage of B. his son, in 
the usual manner, devises all the lands in that 


settlement on tailure of issue of the body of B. & 
for want of heirs male of his own bo to his 
daughter F. & the heirs of her body. is will 


does not give an estate tail by implication to B. 
The devise to F. is executory ; & is void, as being 
on too remote a contingency.—LANESBOROUGH 
(LADY) v. Fox (1733), Cas. temp. Talb. 262; 3 Bro. 
Parl. Cas. 180; 25 EH. R. 768, H. Ll. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Clare v. Clare (1734), Cas. temp. Talb. 
21; Lytton v. Lytton (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 441; Bryan v. 
Mansion (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 737. 


11077. J|—A devise ‘‘to A. for life, & if 
my son R. die without heirs, then my son J. shall 
enjoy my land,’’ passes an estate in tail to R. 
by implication.— GOODRIDGE v. GOODRIDGE (1742), 
7 Mod. Rep. 453; Willes, 369; 87 E. R. 1351. 

11078. .|—A devise to A.’s three sons in tail 
remainder to & every other son of A. without 
naming any estate, remainder for wat of such 
issue to B. in tail male: the after born sons of 
A. take an estate in tail male—Evans d. BROOKE 
v. ASTLEY (1764), 3 Burr. 1570; 1 Wm. Bl. 499, 
521; 97.E. R. 986. 

Ae Consd. Dood. Herries 0. Tayler heres ats OB. Te. 

Dbtd. Parker v. Tootal (1865), 5 N 

Surtees v. Surtees (1871), L. R. 12 Kq. 400. 

v. Kershaw (1854), 3 E. & B. 845. Mentd. Doe d. Dacre 

v. Dacre (1798), 1 Bos. & P. 250; Re Nash, Cook v. 

Frederick, [1909] 2 Ch. 450. 

11079. .|—A. by his will, after bequeathing 
certain pecuniary legacies to C. & D., his son & 
daughter by a second marriage, & £100 to his 
granddaughter E., declared, ‘‘ But if it should 
happen that my son B. should marry & have heirs 
of his own, then my will is, that my exors. shall 
pay unto EK. the further sum of £100 in addition 
to the £100 before bequeathed to her, to be paid 
within twelve months after the birth of B.’s first 
child.”” & after giving certain specific leyacies to 
C. & D., he proceeded as follows: ‘‘ In case it 
should happen that B., A.’s eldest son & heir-at- 
law, should depart this life & having no heirs law- 
fully begotten, & that my freehold tenement 
situate, etc., should fall by descent unto E., & she 
inherit & possess the same; then my will is, that 
E. shall pay out of my said freehold tenement the 
sum of £400, viz. £200 to C., & £200 to D., the 
same to be paid within twelve months after E. 
comes into possession of the said estate ’’’; adding 
a power of entry & sale in case of non-payment 
of the £400 :—Held: the words “ in case it should 
happen that my son B. should depart this life & 
having no heirs lawfully begotten, & that m 
freehold tenement should fall by descent unto E.,”’ 
contemplated an indefinite failure of issue, from 
which an estate tail in B. might be implied ; but 
the will contained no devise over to E. express or 
to be implied, so as to cut down the estate taken 
by B. the heir-at-law to an estate tail with 
remainder to E. in fee, though there were stro 
grounds for conjecturing that testator intend 








ew Hep. 378. 





WILLS. 


E. to succeed to the estate in case his heir B. 
should die without issue; in order to cut down 
interest of B. the heir to an estate tail, an express 
devise over is unnecessary, if the intention of 

testator that fhe estate should go over in case B. 

the heir died without issue, is clearly manifested 

by the will. 

First, with respect to the estate taken by the 
heir-at-law, it must be premised, that, in order to 

und the implication that he takes an estate 
ail, it must be held that there is a devise over to 
testator’s Sener pga pe Mary. es penn then, 
that an unequivocal devise over to : is to be 
found in the expressions of this will, it appears 
to be sufficiently clear, from the authorities cited 
at the bar, that the heir-at-law would, by implica- 

tion, take an estate tail (TINDAL, C.J.).—DOE d. 

CAPE v. WALKER (1840), 2 Man. & G. 1138; 2 

Scott, N. R. 317; 133 E. R. 684. 

11080. Gift over on death without leaving a son. |— 
MILLINER v. ROBINSON (1600), Moore, K. B. 682 ; 
72 E. R. 887; sub nom. BIFIELD’s CASE, cited in 
1 Vent. at p. 231. 

Annotations :—Consd. Dubber v. Trollope (1764), Amb. 453. 
Apld. Mellish v. Mellish (1823), 3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 804. 
Consd. Doe d. Jones v. Davies (1832), 1 Nev. & M. K. B. 
654; Beauchant v. Usticke, (1880) W. N.14. Refd. King 
v. Melling (1672), 1 Vent. 214, 225; Luddington v. Kime 

1 Ld. Raym. 203; Bamfield v. Popham (1703), 

Holt, K. B. 233; Wyld v. Lewis (1738), West temp. Hard. 

308; Robinson v. Robinson (1751), 3 Atk. 736; Malcolm 

v. Taylor (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 416; Doe d. Burrin v. 

Charlton (1840), 1 Man. & G. 429; Re Bird & Barnard’s 

Contract (1888), 59 L. T. 166. Mentd. Boner v. Juner 

Stat 1 Ld. Raym. 726; Doe d. Campbell v. Hamilton 

1849), 13 Q. B. 977. 


11081. DevisetoA. & 8. & longest liver—Gift over 
on failure of issue of B.|—A devise to A. & B., & 
the longest liver of them, & the want of issue of 
the body of B., the remainder to C. conveys an 
estate for life only.—Szacoop v. HONE (1634), 
Cro. Car. 366; W. Jo. 342; 79 E. R. 920. 
Annotations :—Consd. Idle v. Cooke (1705), 2 Ld. Raym. 

1144. Refd. Gardner v. Shelden (1671), 2 Keb. 781; 

Fisher v. Wigg (1701), 1 Ld. Raym. 622. Mentd. Pybus 

v. Milford (1674), 3 Keb. 338. 

11082. Devise to issue of one entitled under con- 
veyance from testator.|—A devise to the issue 
male of one who is entitled to an estate for life 
under a conveyance from the devisor will not vest 
in the ancestor even though the will recites his 
interest. Nor will he take an estate tail by 
implication, though the estate is limited over only 
in case of failure of issue male in him.—MOORE v. 
PARKER (1695), 1 Ld. Raym. 37; Skin. 558; 4 
Mod. Rep. 316; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 182, pl. 22; 91 
E. R. 921. 

Annotation :—Refd. Habergham v. Vincent (1792), 5 Term 

Rep. 92. 


11083. Default of ‘‘such’’ issue.|—-LETHEUL- 
LIER v. TRACEY (1754), Amb. 220; 1 Keny. 56; 
3 Atk. 792; 27 E. R. 146. 

Annotations :—Retd. Doe d. Lees v. Ford (1853), 2 E. & B. 
970. Mentd. Ludlow v. Drummond (1809), 2 Taunt. 84 ; 
Pearson v. Rutter (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 398. 

11084. -——.]—Testator devised lands to his son 
A. for life, &, after the decease of A., to his first 
son lawfully issuing, &, for default of such first 
issue, to the use of the second, third, & every other 
son, & the heirs of his or their bodies, the elder to 
be always preferred before the bara of such 
sons & the heirs of his body; &, for default of 
such issue, then to the use of all & every the 
daughters of A. & the heirs of the body of such 
daughter & daughters; with remainders over :— 
Held : the first son of A. took, neither by con- 
struction nor by implication, an estate tail, but a 
life estate only.—BARNACLE v. NIGHTINGALE 
1845), 14 Sim. 456; 5L. T. 0.5.18; 9 Jur. 221 ; 

0 E. R. 486. 


Part XVI.—Construction. 


11085. ——.|—Devise, before Wills Act. 1837 
(c. 26), s. 20, to my son A. for life, & ‘“ from & 
sag uae decease an my ae A., then to the first 

of my son” A. “lawfully issuing, &, for 
default of such first issue, then ad the ise: & behoof 
of the second, third, fourth, & fifth, & all & every 
other son & sons, the heirs of his or their bodies 
lawfully issuing ’’; ‘* &, for default of such issue, 
then,” etc. :—Held: the first son of A. took an 
estate tail._—Dor d. Harris v. TAYLOR (1847), 10 
Q. ee ; 9L. T. 0.8. 218; 116 BE. R. 273. 

nnotations :—N.F, : 

Gonsd. Locke v. Dunion (s8ay 39 ok ogee Doe 163. 

11086. .|—A. devised lands in trust for J., a 
reputed son, for his life, &, after his decease, for 
& to his first & every other son successively in 
tail male, & in default. of such issue to his daughter 
or daughters, to hold to them if more than one, & 
their heirs, as tenants in common; &, in default 
of issue of the said J., to & for testator’s rizht 
heirs :—Held: J. took only an estate for life, & 
no remainder in tail to him could be implied after 
the limitation to the daughters.—BAKER  v. 
Tucker (1850), 3 H. L. Cas. 106; 14 Jur. 771; 
10 E. R. 41, H. L. 


Annotations :—Refd. Foster v. Hayes (1855), 4 E. & B. 717; 


Towna v. Wentworth (1858), 11 Moo. P. C. C. 526; Barrow 


v. Tootul (1862), 10 W. R. 357; Sykes v. Sykes (1871), 
L. R. 13 Eq. 56. 


11087. -|-—Devise of real estates upon trust 
to pay the rents & profits unto or to the use of R. 
& his assigns, for his life, & from & after his 
decease unto the first & other sons of R.: &, in 
default of such issue, in trust for the first & other 
daughters of R.: &, in default of such issue, to 
pay the rents & profits as therein mentioned; & 
an ultimate remainder over :—Held: lk. did not 
take an estate tail in the devised premises, nor an 
estate for life, with remainder to his first & other 
sons successively in tail, nor an estate for life with 
remainder to his first son in fee.—BRIDGER v. 
RAMSEY (1853), 10 Hare, 320; 68 I. R. 949. 

11088. -|—In the will of testator, who died 
in 1804, he devised real estate to his daughter for 
life, with remainder to her sons successively in 
tail, with remainder to her daughters as tenants 
in common, without words of limitation, &, ‘‘ in 
default of such issue,’’ to his son in fee :—Held: 
contrary to the decision in Doe d. Harris v. 
Taylor, No. 11085, ante, the daughters took for 
life only.—Jte ARNOLD’S ESTATE (1863), 33 Beav. 
163; OL. T. 580; 9 Jur. N.S. 1186; 12 W. Rh. 
4; 65 I. R. 329. 

AE :—Mentd. Richardson  v. 


. 8. 780. 














Power (1865), 19 

11089. Gift over not in default of issue generally. | 
—GREENE v. WARD (1826), 1 Russ. 262; 4 L. J. 
O. S. Ch. 99; 38 EK. R. 102; affd. (1829), cited in 
3 De G. & J. at p. 265, L. C. 


Annotations :-—-Refd. Cooper v. Pitcher (1846), 16 I. J. Ch. 
24: Pride r. Fooks (1858), 3 De G@. & J. 252 ; Re Hayton’s 
Trusts (1864), 4 Now Rep. 55; Re Rawlins’ Trusts (1890), 


45 Ch. D. 209 

11090. .]}—Devise to A. for life, with re- 
mainder to his first son who should attain twenty- 
one in fee, &, in default, to all his daughters in 
fee; but in the event of A. dying without any 
issue male who should attain twenty-one, or any 
issue female, then over :—Held: A. took for life 
only, & his estate was not enlarged by the gift 
over in default of issue.—SANDERS v. ASHFORD 
(1860), 28 Beav. 609; 54 E. R. 500. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Re Bentley, Podmore v. Smith (1914), 


58 Sol. Jo. 362. 

11091. Failure of issue male.]—The ct. 
held, upon the particular language of a will, that 
an estate tail would not be implied in A. & B., 


though an estate was given to them for life, & the 
J.—VOL. XLIV. 
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roperty was, upon failure of their issue male, 
mited over to their granddaughters, & there was 
no express limitation which would include all 


their issue male.—Hovustron v. PLATT (1828), 7 
L. J. O. S. Ch. 280, L. C. 


11092. ““ Issue ’’ interpreted as ‘‘ children.’’] 
—By will, taking effect before the Wills Act, 
lands were devised to testator’s grandson without 
words of limitation, & it was provided that if he 
Bhould die without issue the property should 
return to testator’s family, but if he should live 
to have children he should have power to make a 
will of it to his children:—Held: ‘ without 
issue ’’’ meant ‘‘ without children,” & not an 
indefinite failure of issue, & testator’s grandson 
took only an estate for life, & not an estate in tail 
by implication.—Eastwoopn v. AvIson (1869), L. R. 
4 Exch. 141; 38 L. J. Ex. 74; 19 L. T. 834. 
Annotation :—Refd. Clifford v. Koe (1880), 5 App. Cas. 447. 


11093. Gift with proviso against alienation or 
mortgage—-For particular period.|—W., after be- 
queathing certain personal property, & directing 
how his real estate should be dealt with until his 
son J. should attain the age of twenty-five, & 
giving a legacy to his daughter A. upon J.’s 
attaining twenty-two, proceeded to dispose of his 
real estate as follows: Eleventhly, I will that my 
son J., having attained twenty-five years of age, 
be let into possession of all my property, real & 
personal, which remain, on this express & un- 
alterable condition, that neither he nor his heirs 
to the third generation shall have power to sell, 
or mortgage any part of the freehold estate now 
in my own occupation, or in the occupation of 
A. & B., but mark, if the trustees do not sell the 
coal, but mortgage the estate, I empower J., or 
his heirs, to sell it to pay off the mtge., but not 
otherwise; & in like manner I debar him & his 
heirs from selling or transferring those cottages, 
with carthouse, etc., built on the waste now in the 
occupation of C., etc., it being my desire that they 
should be kept in the W.’s name. Twelfthly, if 
it should happen that my son J. die without 
leaving lawful issue, it is my will that my daughter 
A. have his share, subject to the same restrictions, 
limitations, & exceptions under which he has it. 
Thirteenthly, if it should please God to take away 
both A. & J. under age, or without leaving lawful 
issue, I give & bequeath to my brother B. & his 
heirs for ever, all those cottages & carthouse, 
built on the waste occupied by C., & others, with 
their appurtenances.’ IIe then proceeded to 
dispose of ‘ all that was left.’”? A. survived her 
father, & died an infant & unmarried. J. also 
survived his father, & attained the age of twenty- 
five, & died, leaving two surviving children, who 
both died in infancy, having made a will disposing 
of all his real estates :—Held: the devisees of J. 
did not take any estate.—MORTIMER v. HARTLEY 
(1851), 6 Exch. 47; 3 De G. & Sm. 328, n.; 20 
L. J. Ex. 129; 16L. T. 0. S. 551; 155 E. R. 448 ; 
subsequent proceedings, 3 De G. & Sm. 316. 
Annotations :—Refd. Good v. Good (1857), 7 E. & B. 295 ; 

’ . 6 H. L. Cas. 61; Reed v. Braith- 

Oe stp Le Ke Eq. Bae Mentd. Cochrane v. Willis 

(1864), 9 L. T. 792. 

11094. Additional imitations void for remoteness 
——Whether such limitations rejected.)—Where an 
estate is so limited to A. as would generally raise 
by implication an estate tail, but there are added 
limitations to the children of A. which are void for 
remoteness, it is not a general rule to reject these 
limitations as unimportant & to give to A. an 
estate tail, although cases may arise in which this 
would be done in favour of the clear intention of 
testator.—_MONYPENNY v. DERING (1852), 2 De 


4N 
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Sect. 832.—Gifts by implication : Sub-sect. 4, B. (d) ; 
sub-sect. 56, A. & B.) 


G. M. & G. 145; 22 L. J. Ch. 318; 19 L. T. 0.8. 
320; 17 Jur. 467; 42 E. R. 826, L. C. 


dnnalalinna® .—Mentd, Re yaa ae eee 1 John. & H. 
639 ; Evers v. Challis (1859), 7 H. L. 531; Sonatun 
By sack v. seit 7 a Suajruteoondroo “Dossee (1859) 
8 Moo. Ind. App. hatcher’s Trusts (1859) 26 
Beav. 365; Re a pnaciibe's Trusts (1878), 9 OM D. 652 
Hodgson v. ator’ (1879), 11 Ch. D. 959; Re Bobet 
Repington Roberts-Gawen sere y: 19 "Ch. D. 520 ; 
Whitby v. : Mitchell (1890), 44 Ch. D. 85; Re Bence, Smith 
vw. Bence, [1891] 3 Ch. 242; Re Abbott, Peacosk o. Frigout, 
{1893] 1 Ch. 54; Re Stevens, | ety wv. Stevens (1896), 40 
Sol. Jo. 296: Re Rising, Ri ‘Ch ff 1 ie Mortim 533 ; 
ve eorle. Page, es eaee, | rots 1 Ch ‘ Re Mortim cr, 

v. en Ch. Whitting 


C1008) 33 "Sol. No. 0; Re Dia & pati Contract, 
(19 i Ch. 35; Ke Nash, Cook v. Frederick, (1910) 1 
Ch. 1; Fre Wilmer’s Trusts, Wingfield v. Moore, Marre 
2 Gh: 111i Re Norton, Norton. Norton, [1911] 


Re Bullock’s Will Trusts, Bullock v. Bullock, tos; 1 Ch. 
493 ; ane Davey, Prisk v. Mitchell & Bawden (1915), 1 
LT. 60 B05 ; Re Hewett’s Settimt., Hewett v. Eldridge, ons) 


SUB-SECT. 5.—IMPLICATION OF CROSS- 
REMAINDERS, 


A. In General. 


11095. When implied—To effectuate intention of 
testator.|—-A. devises lands to his wife for life, & 
after her decease to his son & daughter, J. & M., 
to be equally divided between them. & the several 
& respective issues of their bodies, & for want of 
such issue, to his wife in fee. This will not create 
& crosu-remainder, which can only be raised by 
an implication absolutely necessary, which is not 
the case here, for the words several & respective, 
effectually disjoin the title —DAVENPORT v. OLDIS 
(1738), 1-Atk. 579; West temp. Hard. 460; 26 
E. R. 368, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Phipard v. Mansfield nae! 8), 2 Cow 
707; Watson v. Foxon (1801), 2 East, efd. Tuc 
tield vw. Buller r1e8); Dick. 240; eit id v. Roynolds 
(1758), Dick. 317. 





11096. ——.|—EASTLAND v. REYNOLDS 
(1758). 1 Dick. 317; 21 E. R. 291. 
11097. ——.|—DoE d. BURDEN v. Bur- 





VILLE (1801), 2 East, 47, n.; 102 E. R. 285. 
Annotation :—Consd. Watson v. Foxon (1801), 2 Kast, 36. 


11098. When fustified by expressions in 
will.|—Gift by will of a one-fifth share of real & 
personal estate for each of testator’s five children 
for life; & after his or her decease, for his or her 
children, which he or she should leave at death ; 
& if he or she should leave none, then as to co us, 
for grandchildren, per capita. One child died 
leaving a child who died in the lifetime of others of 
the testator’s children :—Held: cross-remainders 
were not to be implied here. 

Implication is to be derived only from the 
expressions used (LORD CHELMSFORD, C.) 
RABBETH v. SQUIRE (1859), 4 De G. & J. ‘406 ; 28 
L. J. Ch. 565 ; 34 L. T. 0.8. 40; 45 E.R. 157; 
sub ae SQUIRE vw. RABBETH (No. 2), 7 W. R. 
657, C. 


Annotations :— 
Cas. 313. 





— 
e 


. Atkinson v. Holtby (1863), 10 H. L. 
‘Distd. Re Hudson, Hudson v. Hudson (1882), 
20 Ch. D. 406. Mentd. Re Williamson, Murray v. Willi 

won (1906), 94 L. T. 813 ; Re Anderson, Halligey v. Kirkley, 


[1920] 1 Ch. 175 

11099. Question of construction.]—TAAFFrE 
v. CONMEE, No. 10274, ante. 

11100. Special limitation by testator.|—— 
A. devises land ‘‘ to B. & her heirs for ever, & other 
lands to C. & her heirs; but if C. die before 
sixteen, living B. her part to B. & her heirs: & 
if B. die, living C. her part to C. & her heirs ; but 
if both die, having no issue, then to D.” :—Held : 
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these are estates tail, & not conditional fees, & 
B. & C. do not take cross-remainders; for no 
implication will make a cross-remainder where 
there is a special limitation by testator himself.— 
eal s CasE (1572), 8 Dyer, 3830 b; 73 E. R. 


Annotations :—Consd. Cole v 

224; Holmes tr. Meynel (1680), T 

v. Hill (1783), Ridg. temp. H. 35. 

(1843), 3 Hare J 

ae ca". 77. Consd. Taetth v. Retrite (186 
4; IER ie v. Holtb ae 868), 32 L. 

Dita. Re Clark’s ee 1863), 2 New ert 386. Dieta. 

udson, Hudso udson (1882), 20 Ch. D. oe 

Refd. Shelley’s Case, Wolfe v. Shelley (1581), 1 Co. Re 

Whit ». Wilkine ‘ SY) 1 Bulst. 219; rril v. onie 

(1614), | Bulst, 176; Webbe. H Herring (1616) 3 Bulst, 192 : 

Pella « Brown RA ie Cro. Jac. v. Witty 

oe Cro. Jac. O55 Chadock v. Cowley (1624), Cro. Jac. 

Collenson v. Wright (1663), 1 1 Sid. 148; Gardner v. 

Sheldon (1671), 2 Keb. 781; Goodridge v. Goodridge 

itty 7 Mod. Rep. 453; Doe d. Barnfield v. Wetton 

(1800), 2 Bos. & P. 324. 

11101. ——.|—-DuTTon v. Crowpy, No. 
10529, ante. 

11102. Intention that estate should go asa 
whole.|—-Wherever it appears to be the intention 
of testator that the whole of his estate shall 
go over together, upon the failure of issue of more 
than two tenants in common, cross remainders 
shall be implied between them in the mean time, 
in order to effectuate that intent.—Dor d. GORGES 
v. WEBB (1808), 1 Taunt. 234; 127 E. R. 823. 


Annotations :—Consd. Green v. Stephens (1810), 17 Ves. 64 ; 
Doe d. Southouse ov. Jenkins ee) 3 Moo. & P. 59 
Folld. Powell v. Howells Coe 3 Q. B. 654. Apid. 
Maden v. Taylor (1918), 45 L. J. Ch. 569. Refd. Taatte 
v. Conmee (1862), 10 H. L. Cas. 64; Askew v. Askew 
(1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 629. 

11108. .]— Devise of all devisor’s lands 
to his niece for life; same to trustees, to preserve 
contingent remainders; remainder to her first. 
& other sons, successively, in tail male, remaindcr 
to her daughters, as tenants in common; &, 
for default of such issue, to issue of his four sisters, 
in such manner as he had limited the same to his 
niece’s issue; &, for default of such issue of his 
sisters, to his own right heirs. Decided, that 
cross remainders were raised as between the issue 
of the four sisters.—CLAYTON v. Rog (1813), 1 
Dow, 384; 3 BE. R. 737, H. L.; affg. 8S. C. subd 
nom. Ror d. WREN v. CLAYTON (1805), 6 Hast, 
628. 


Annotations :-—Refad. Doe d. Gorges v. Webb (1808), 1 
Taunt. 234; Vanderplank v. ing (18 ty 3 Hare 1; 
Atkinsun v. Holtby (1863), 10 H. L. Cas. 31 
11104. -|—In a devise of cal estate 

where a hmitation over is not to take effect till 

a failure of issue of all the devisees in tail & then 

the whole is to go over, an inference arises that 

in the meantime the several devisees in tail are to 

succeed each other.—SkKEY v. BARNES (1816), 3 

Mer. 335; 36 E. R. 128. 

“Avinoladtione :—Consd. Ke Hudson, Hudson vo. Hudson 
(1882), 20 Ch. D. 406. Retd. Bromhead v. Hunt jieahh 
; Jac. & W. 459; Bentinck v. Portland eae rere 

O. 8. Ch. 13; Davies v. (Fisher (1842), 5 Beav. 301: 
Templeman v. ‘Wa sero 13 Sim. 267 Faulkner 
vw. Wynford (1845), 15 L. GF Willie v. Olark 

Deaicl vw. Gonset (1854), 19 


TREE (1672): 1 Vent. 
.J0.172. Distd. Comber 
Co _ Vanderplen® © 
‘Apld. Rabbeth v. Squire (18 54), 
at: 




















1851), 4 ve & oe 472; 
eav. 478; EKdmeados (1854), 2 W. RR. 672 5 
Re Theed’s geaint. “(4887), 3 K. & J. 375; Hardcastle 


v. Hardcastle (1862), 1 & M. 405. thentd. Strutt 
v. Braithwaite (1852), 16 aon "B82; Rider vo. Wood (1855), 


3 Eq. Rep. 1064. 

11105. .|—By acodicil testator devised 
freehold estate on trust for M., B., 8S. & J., for their 
respective lives, as tenants in common, & on the 
death of all or any of them, then as to the part 
of her or them so dying, in trust for all & every 
the child & children of them respectively, & the 
heirs of their bodies; & if any of them should die 
without leaving issue living at her death, then in 


trust for the survivors & survivor of them & the 
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heirs of her & their bodies, & if all except one should 
die without poeta Soelitien issue, then in trust for 
such only or surviving niece & the heirs of her body, 
& in case of a total failure of issue of them, then 
in trust for his heirs. B. died, having had four 
children, three of whom died infants & unmarried. 
J. died, having had three children, one of whom 
died an infant & unmarried. Then M. died, a 
spinster. S. was a spinster, & over sixty :—Held : 
(1) cross-remainders in tail were to be implied 
between the children of the tenants for life. 

The true rule is laid down in Doe d. Gorges v. 
Webb, No. 11102, ante, that in order to ascertain 
whether you should imply cross-remaindecrs you 
have to ascertain whether testator intended that 
the whole estate should go over together. If 
you once get to that point that he intends the 
whole estate to go over together you are not to 
let a portion of it descend to the heir-at-law in 
the meantime (JESSEL, M.R.). 

(2) As I understand the rule of reading ‘‘ sur- 
vivor ”’ ‘‘ other,”’ or rather of inferring or assuming 
that testator wrote ‘‘ survivor’’ when he meant 
‘‘ other,”’ it is this, that where there is a gift to 
several persons for life with remainders to their 
children or other issue with cross-remainders 
between the stocks, & you find that there is a gift 
over in case of one of the tenants for life dying 
without children or the other class of issue to their 
survivors & their children or issue, there you 
read ‘‘ survivor’”’ as “ other,’ or suppose it was 
put for ‘‘ other,’’ because, if not, you would have 
the absurd result of testator’s intending to benefit 
a class of tenants for life & their children or issue 
by stocks, & going on to deprive one or more of 
the stocks of their shares, because their parent who 
takes for life only is dead, & who, being dead, 
could in no event take any more. . . . Where on 
the other hand the gift to the survivors is not a 
gift to a survivor for a limited interest, with 
remainder to his children or issue in the shape of 
stocks, there is no reason for such an implication. 
The person takes absolutely, & the person to take 
absolutely would naturally take absolutely if he 
survived (JESSEL, M.R.)— MADEN v. ‘TAYLOR 


(1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 569. 
Annotations :—-As to (2) Expld. Davidson v. Kimpton (1881), 


18 Ch. D. 213. Consd. Re Mortimer, Griffiths v. Mortimer 
aig §4 L. J. Ch. 414; Askew wv. Askew (1888), 57 
. J. Ch. 629. Folld. Re Roper’s Estate, Morrell ». 


Gisaing (1889), 41 Ch. D. 409. Refd. King v. Frost, 
Underwood v. Frost, Price v. Frost, Plomley wv. Frost 
(1890), 15 App. Cas. 548. 

11106. .J—If the will of testator shows 
an intention that the entirety of his residue should 
go over as a whole, a sum directed to be set apart 
out of residue will, on the failure of the trusts 
affecting it, fall back into & follow the destination 
of the remainder of the residue, & will not devolve 
upon the next of kin of testator.—He PARKER, 
STEPHENSON v. PARKER, [1901] 1 Ch. 408; 70 
L. J. Ch. 170; 84 L. T. 116; 49 W. R. 215; 45 
Sol. Jo. 219. 

11107. Remainder in reversion.] — One 
devises his lands to his brother for life, remainder 
to trustees to preserve contingent remainders ; 
remainder to the first & other sons of his brother 
in tail male successively, remainder to his brother's 
daughters in tail ; remainder to his four sisters & 
a niece for their lives, share & share alike, as 
tenants in common, & not as joint tenants. 
Remainder to their sons successively in tail; 
remainder to their daughters in tail; reversion 
to his own right heirs; & then devises to another 
sister, only a small annuity. The four sisters 
& the niece take several estates for life, with several 
remainders to their sons & daughters respectively : 
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& there are no cross-remainders.—-PERY v. WHITE 
(1778), 2 Cowp. 777; 98 E. R. 1358. 


Annotations :—Refd. Phipard v. Mansfield (1778), 2 Cowp. 
797; Watson v. Foxon (1801), 2 Hast, 36; Doe d. 
Patrick v. Royle (1849), 13 Q. B. 100. 


11108. Inequality amongst devisees.|-— 
Devise to A., the daughter of testator, for life, & 
after her decease to all & every the child or children 
of A., male or female, begotten or to be begotten, 
& their assigns, for their respective lives ; after 
the decease & respective deceases of such child or 
children of A., to all & every the child or children of 
all & every such child or children of A., male or 
female, to be begotten, & the heirs of his, her & 
their respective body & bodies, as tenants in 
common ; & in case of the death of any of the said 
children of such child or children of A., & failure 
of issue of his, her or their body or bodies respec- 
tively, then as well the original as the accrued share 
of such of them so dying without issue to go to 
the survivors & survivor, others or other of them, 
as tenants in common, if more than one; & for 
default of such issue, over. .A. had three children 
born in the lifetime of testator, & living at his 
decease, & one born after testator’s death. One 
of the three born in his lifetime died during the 
life of A. without issue :—Held: cross-remainders 
were to be implied between the children of A., &, 
therefore, the three children of A. who survived 
or left issue took, according to their respective 
estates, the share of the child of A. who died with- 
out issue; & the inequality among the devisees, 
some of them being tenants in tail, & others tenants 
for life with remainder to their issue in tail, was no 
objection to the implication of cross-remainders 
among them.—VANDERPLANK v. KING (1843), 3 
aaa 1; 12L. J. Ch. 497; 7 Jur. 548; 67 EB. RB. 

3. 

Annotations :—Apld. Williams v. Teale (1847), 6 Hare, 239; 
Rabbeth v. Squire (1859), 4 Do G. & J. 406. Consd. 
Atkinson v. Barton (1861), 31 L. J. Ch. 410, n. Apld. 
Re Clark’s Trusts (1863), 2 New Rep. 386; Re Hudson, 
Hudson v. Hudson (1882), 20 Ch. D. 406. Mentd. Mony- 
penny v. Dering (1847), 16 M. & W. 418; Gooch v. 
Gooch (1851), 14 Beav. 565; East v. Twyford (1853), 

H. L. Cas. 517; Lyddon v. Ellison (1854), 19 Beav. 

565; Wright v. Vanderplank (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 

133; Parfitt ve. Hember (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 443; Ben- 

tinck v. Portland (1877), 38 L. T. 58; Re Dawson, 

Johnston v. Hill (1888), 39 Ch. D. 155; Re Hobbs, Hobbs 

v. Hobbs, [1917] 1 Ch. 569. 

11109. Leasehold property.|—BEAVER v. 
NowBE Lu, No. 10940, ante. 

11110. Only where devisees tenants in 
common.|—Cross-remainders are never implied 
unless there was a devise to two or more persons 
as tenants in common in tail (StuaRT, V.-C.).— 
Re Suarr (1863), 2 New Rep. 54; on appeal, 
sub nom. Re THARP’S ESTATE, 1 De G. J. & Sm. 4538, 
L. JJ. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Wake v. Varah (1876), 2 Ch. D. 348. 
11111. Between whom implied.|— Under a devise 

in trust to settle on the devisor’s children in equal 

shares & proportions undivided for & during their 
respective lives, with remainder to their issue 
severally & respectively in tail general, with cross- 
remainders over, there being two daughters, cross- 
remainders inserted, not only among the several 
children of each, but also as between the two 
families.— HORNE v. BARTON (1815), 19 Ves. 398 ; 

Coop. G. 257; 34 E. R. 565; subsequent proceed- 

ings (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 587, 1.0. & L. JJ. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Head v. Godlee, Reynolds v. Godlee 
(1859), John. 536. 


B. Gift Over in Default of Issue. 

11112. Necessity for gift over in default of 
issue.]—Testator having three sons, devised as 
follows: I leave the Withy Stakes farm, with the 

4n 2 
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Sect, 32.—Gifts by implication: Sub-sect. 5, B.) 

appurtenants, to my two youngest sons, John & 
George, eqnal’y between them, share & share 
alike; & I entail the said farm on the male hcirs 
of John & George, being born in wedlock. There 
being no devise over, it was held, that cross- 
remainders could not be raised by implication, & 
that on the death of George without issue, his 
moiety went to the heir-at-law.—CooreER v. JONES 

(1820), 3 B. & Ald. 425; 106 E. R. 718. 

Annotation :—Distd. Doe d. Southouse v. Jenkins (1829), 3 
Moo. & P. 59. 

11113. Failure of issue generally.|}—A. devises 
two parts of his lands “ to his four younger sons 
in tail, & if the infant en ventre sa feme be a son, 
that he shall have a fifth part as co-heir; but if 
all die without issue, then to revert.” <A. dies; 
afterwards a son is born; he shall take nothing; 
nor shall any of the two parts revert, till all five 
are dead without issue.—ANON. (1572), 3 Dyer, 
303 b, pl. 49; 73 EB. R. 682. 
Annotations : nsd. Doe d. Gorges v. Webb (1808), 1 

Taunt. 234. Refd. Webster rv. (1572), Dal. 77; 

Bate v. Amehurst (1662), T. Raym. 82; Snow v. Tucker 

(1663), 1 Sid. 153; Scatterzond v. Edge (1699), 12 Mod. 

Rep. 278; Gore v. Gore (1733), Kel. W. 254; Phipard 

v. Mansfield (1778), 2 Cowp. 797. 

11114, .|—A. seised of certain lands & having 
two sons, devised part of his lands to his eldest 
son in tail: & the other part of his lands to his 
younger son in tail, with this clause in tho will, 
that if any of his sons died without issuc, that then 
the whole land should remain to a stranger in fee, 
& died. The sons entered into the lands devised 
to them respectively, & the younger son died 
without issue, & he to whom the fee was devised 
entered. It was adjudged that this entry was not 
lawful, & that the eldest son should have the land 
by the implicative devise.—ANON. (1590), 4 Leon. 
14; 74 KH. R. 695. 

Annotations :-—Relfd. Holmes v. Meynel (1681), T. Jo. 172; 
Comber v.. Hill (1733), Ridg. temp. H. 35. 

11115. —-—-.|—A. devised lands to his two sons, 
& the heirs of their bodies, & if they died without 
issue, remainder over :—Held: cross-remainders 
were created by implication.— HOLMES v. WILLET?T 
(1681), Freem. K. B. 483; 89 EB. R. 363; sub nom. 
HIOLMES v. MEYNEL, T. Jo. 172; T. Raym. 452; 
2 Show. 136. 

Annotations -—Consd. Turkerman v. Jeoffrys (1707), Holt, 
K. B. 370. Distd. Comber v. Hill (1733), Ridg. temp. U1, 
35; Davenport v. Oldis (1738), 1 Atk. 579. _Apld. 
Staunton v. Peck (178%), 2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 8. Consd. 
Mackell v. Winter (1797), 3 Ves. 536. Refd. Marryat v. 
Townly (1748), 1 Ves, Sen. 102; Twisden ». Lock (1768), 
Amb. 663; Wright v. Holford (1774), Lofft, 443; Taaffe 
v. Conmee (1862), 10 H. L. Cas. 64. 

_ 11116. ——-.]— Devise to first & other sons, & 

in default to daughters as tenants in common, & 

in default of such issue over, raises cross-remainders 
between the daughters.— WRIGHT v. ENGLEFIELD 

(1764), Amb. 468; 27 E. R. 308; eub nom. 

WRIGHT v. CADOGAN (LORD), 2 Eden, 239, L. C.; 

affd. (1766), 1 Bro. Parl. Cas. 486, LH. L. 


Annotations :—Refd. Twisden v. Lock (1768), Amb. 663; 
pen v. Dawding (17869), Amb. 565; Doe d. Burville 
v. Burville (1773), Lofft, 101; Compton v. Collinson 
(1788), 2 Bro. C. C. 377; Doe d. Hodsden v. Staple 
Hpees ; conn Mer oe i. Pha v, ere. Field vr. Brown 

5), eG. M. i. A entd. Dye v. D 1 ; 
53 L. J. Q. B. 442 : ees) 


11117. ——.|—-WriaGut v. Hotrorp (1774), 1 

Comp, 31 . ek 443 3 98 I. R. 951. 
nnotations :-—Apld. Phipard vt. M field (1778), ; , 
797. Distd. Doe d. Fo ett v. Womles (AaOD. Steet 
416. Consd. Watson v. Foxon (1501), 2 Kast, 36; Roe d. 
aa Gls ea Kast, 628, efd. Doe d. 

: € 2 

BTN Ly Ves. Be ), aunt. 234; Green ». Stephens 
11118. -|—One by will devises all his lands 
to his two brothers W. & J. & his sister E. & the 
heirs of their bodies, as tenants in common, & 
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for want of such issue, to his own right heirs; 
& then gives all the rest & residue of his goods & 
chattels, as well real as personal, le etween 
his said brothers & sister, share share alike. 
The devisees take cross-remainders.—PHIPARD v. 
MANSFIELD (1778), 2 Cowp. 797; 98 E. R. 1367. 

Annotations :—Apld, Atherton v. e (1792), 4 Term Hep: 

710; Watson v. Foxon (1801), 2 East, 36. QOonsd. Roe d. 

Wren v. Clayton (1805), 6 Kast, 628; Doe d. nore v, 

Webb (1808), 1 Taunt. 234; Green v. Stephens (1810), 

17 Ves. 64; Cooper v. Jones (1820), 8 B. & Ald, 425, 

Refd. Doe d. Foquett v. Worsley (1801), 1 East, 416. 

11119. .]—Testator devised ‘‘ all his manors, 
messuages, lands,’”’ etc., to trustees in trust for 
A. for his life with remainders to his first & other 
sons in tail male, ‘“‘ & for want of such issue he 
devised all the same manors, etc., to his daughters 
& granddaughters respectively during their lives, 
& after their decease to the heirs male of their 
bodies to take as tenants in common, & on failure 
of such issue he devised the remainder of his whole 
estate to his own right heirs.’’ This devise will 
create cross-remainders amongst the daughters & 
granddaughters.—STAUNTON v. PECK (1788), 2 
Cox, Eq. Cas. 8; 30 EH. R. 4. 

11120. ]}—A. devised ‘‘ to all & every the 
daughter & daughters of the body of B. & the 
heirs male of the body of such daughter or 
daughters, equally between them; if more than 
one, as tenants in common: & for default of such 
issue, he devised all his said lands to C. ”’ :—Held: 
the daughters of B. took cross-remainders.— 
ATHERTON v. PYE (1792), 4 Term Rep. 710; 100 
E.R. 1259. 

Annotations :—Refd. Watson ». Foxon (1801), 2 Eust, 363 

Roe d. Wren v. Clayton (1805), 6 East, 628. 

11121. .|— Where estates tail are devised to 
more than two persons as tenants in common, 
& it is manifest that testator did not intend that 
any part of the estate should go over, unless there 
were a failure of issue of all the devisees, there the 
devisees take cross-remainders. Where estates 
tail are given to two persons only as tenants in 
common, there cross-remainders between them will 
be implied, although there is no expressed intention 
that no part of the estate should go over until the 
failure of issue of both, unless the limitation to 
them be successively, severally, or respectively.— 
LIVESEY v. HARDING (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 636; 
Taml. 460; 39 E. R. 244. 

11122. - .|— Devise to a daughter of A. for 
life, remainder to her children equally, to be 
divided between them share & share alike, as 
tenants in common, & not as joint tenants, & for 
want of such issue, to another daughter for life, 
remainder to her children, in the same manner, 
& for want of such issue to the husband of the first 
daughter in fee :—Held: under this devise, the 
children of A. took estates for life, with cross- 
remainders between them for life.—ASHLEY 1. 
ASHLEY (1833), 6 Sim. 358; 3 L. J. Ch. 61; 58 
I. R. 628. 


-Innotations :—Consd, Stuart w. Cockerell (1869), I. BR. 

7 Eq. 363. Refd. White vr. Summer, [1908] 2 Ch. 256 ; 
Re Browne’s Will Trusts, Landon v. Brown, [1915] 1 Ch. 
GOO, 














11123, ———.|—-Testator devised lands to his wife 
& certain trustees, in fee, in trust for his wife for 
life, & after her decease for the use of his three 
children for their lives, in equal shares, & to the 
issue of their respective bodies for their respective 
life only, in equal shares, for ever; & in case of 
the death of cither of the three without issue, 
then upon trust for the survivors or survivor in 
equal shares, for life only, or to their respective 
lawful issues in equal shares for life only ; & in case 
there should be only one child then living, in trust 
for such only child for life only, & the issue of such 
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only child for life, in equal shares; & if but one 
issue of such child, to such issue for life only, & 
the heir of his or her body, for ever: in case there 
should be no issue of such child, remainder over. 
Either child who should marry was to have a 
ower to make a settlement of his share for the 
ives of the parties, & the lives of their issue, with 
remainder over in tail. By a codicil reciting the 
above devise, testator, after the decease of his wife, 
devised the same land to the trustees, in fee, in 
trust for his three children as tenants in common 
for the term of ninety-nine years from his decease, 
if they or either of them should so long live; & 
after the determination of that term, & subject 
thereto, to the trustees, in fee, to preserve con- 
tingent remainders: & the uses expressed in the 
will, as far as the law would permit, were to be 
carried into perfect execution :—Held: under the 
will & codicil, the three children of testator took 
in the lands devised estates for the term of ninety- 
nine years, if they should respectively so long live, 
as tenants in common, with remainder to the 
trustees in the codicil named, & their heirs, during 
the respective lives of the said three children, in 
trust to preserve contingent remainders, with 
remainder to the said three children as tenants in 
common in tail general, with cross-remainders 
between them in tail general.— BROOKE v. TURNER 
ae 2 Bing. N. C. 422; 2 Scott, 611; 182 E. R. 
165. 


11124. -—Devise in trust for testator’s 
daughters, M. & C., for their lives, for their separate 
use; & in case both M. & C. should die without 
leaving issue, then over, implied estates tail to M. 
& C., with cross-remainders in tail.—STANHOUSE 
v. GASKELL (1852), 20 L. T. O. S. 139; 17 Jur. 157; 
1W. R. 77. 


11125. .]|—Testator devised estates to F. & 
M. his wife, for their joint lives & the life of the 
survivor, he assuming the name & arms of testator ; 
remainder to trustees to preserve contingent 
remainders, & after the decease of F. & M., unto 
all the children of F. & M. then already or there- 
after to be born of their bodies, male or female, 
for & during their joint lives & the life of the sur- 
vivor of them; but allthe sons to take the name 
& arms of testator in addition to their own; 
remainder to trustees to preserve contingent 
remainders, in trust nevertheless to permit all the 
said children to receive the rents of the property in 
equal shares during their lives, & from & after their 
several deceases unto & equally between all their 
issue, male & female, & for want of such issue over : 
—Held: notwithstanding the words implying a 
tenancy in common amongst the issue of the 
children of F. & M., the children of F. & M. took as 
tenants in common in tail, with cross-remainders 
between them in tail.— WOODHOUSE v. HERRICK 
(1855), 1 K. & J. 852 ; 3 Eq. Rep. 817; 24 L. J. Ch. 
649; 3 W.R. 3038; 69 E.R. 494. 

Annotation :-—Mentd. Re Greenwood, Goodhart rv. Wood- 

head, [1902] 2 Ch. 198. 

11126. ——.1—TAAFFE v. CONMEE, No. 10274, 


ante, 

11127. 7 eine devised certain real 
estates to his four granddaughters, by name, for 
their respective lives, in equal shares, with re- 
mainder to trustees to preserve contingent 
remainders, ‘‘ with remainder in equal shares to 
the use of the children of my said four grand- 
daughters, & the heirs of their bodies, such children 
of my said granddaughters taking their mother’s 
share as tenants in common in tail, remainder to 
the survivors of such children, & in default of 
issue by my said granddaughters,” then over. 
There was a devise of residuary real estate in 
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similar terms, except that the remainder next 
following that to the children of the grand- 
daughters as tenants in common in tail was thus 
expressed: ‘* T'o the survivors or survivor of such 
children & the issue of their, his or her body in 
tail” :—Held: under the words “in default of 
issue by my said granddaughters,” the four grand- 
daughters, & not their children, took by implica- 
tion, subject to the prior limitations, estates tail 
in both classes of property, with cross-remainders 
between them in tail—-ATKINSON v. HoLtTBy 
(1863), 10 H. L. Cas. 313; 382 L. J. Ch. 735; 8 
L. T. 583; 9 Jur. N.S. 503; 11 W. R. 544; 11 
E. R. 1047, Hf. LL. 3 revsg. S. C. sub nom. ATKINSON 
v. BARTON (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 339, L. JJ. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Re Clark’s Trusts (1863), 2 New Rep. 

386. Consd. Re Hudson, Hudson v. Hudson (1882), 36 

Ch. D. 406. 

11128. -|—Testator devised an estate, of 
which he died seised in fee, to his brother W. for 
life, & after the decease of W., to the four sons of 
W., his nephews, for life as tenants in common; & 
after their decease he devised the share or shares 
of his said nephews respectively to their respective 
eldest sons, then living, for life; & after the 
decease of such eldest sons to the first & other 
sons of the latter successively in tail male. In 
default of issue of the eldest sons, he devised the 
same share or shares to the second, third, & other 
sons, then living, of his said nephews severally 
& successively, according to their respective 
seniorities, & to their issue in tail male in the 
same manner & for the same estate & estates as 
he had before given to the eldest sons of such 
nephews. Failing the issue of the sons then 
living, he devised to all & every the sons of his 
nephews hereafter to be born in tail male. After 
which the will proceeded thus: ‘ & for default of 
such issue, I give & devise the same to my own 
right heirs for ever, if being my will & intention 
that the said lands shall go & remain in my name 
& family for ever, or so long as the law will permit 
such enjoyment of the same ”’ :—Held: the clause 
in favour of the heirs general did not take effect 
so long as any issue of any of the devisees capable 
of taking as tenants in tail survived, & cross- 
remainders were to be implied in favour of sur- 
viving tenants in common.—HANNAFORD — v. 
HANNAFORD (1871), L. R. 7 Q. B. 116; 41 L. J. 
Q. B. 62; 25 L. T. 820; 20 W. R. 292. 

11129. .|—Devise of real estate on the death 
without issue of the eldest son of J., ‘‘ to the use 
of every other son of J. & the assigns of such son 
during his life with remainder to trustees to pre- 
serve, etc., & immediately after his decease to the 
use of such son’s first & every other son succes- 
sively in remainder one after another, & the heirs 
male of the body of each such last-mentioned first 
& every other son, the elder & the heirs male of 
his body taking before the younger & the heirs 
male of his body ’’ :--Held: cross-remainders in 
tail were to be implied.—SuRTEES v. SURTEES 
(1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 400; 25 L. T. 288; 19 W. R. 
1043. 


“ fations :-—Consd. Honywood +. Honywood (1903), 89 
Ee P2385 - Re Harcourt, Fitzwilliam v. Portman, [1920] 
1 Ch. +92. Refd. Allgood v. Blake, Roach v. Blake, 
Clepnell v. Blake, Reed v. Blake (1872), L. R. 7 Exch. 
339. 








11130. .|—Then come the words introducing 
the ulterior limitations. The estate is to go over 
if testator leaves no issue, or if such child or 
children as he should leave, & the issue of such 
child or children, should die before attaining 
twenty-one or marriage. Those words seem to 
me to fit in with the direction to convey the fee 
to the tenants in tail in possession, on marrying, 
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Sect. 82.—Gifts by implication : 
sub-sects. 6 & 7.] 


or attaining twenty-one. On either of these events 
occurring, the ulterior limitations are displaced, 
so far as regards the property to which the direc- 
tion applies. Of course, you must imply cross- 
remainders, & then the scheme of the will is com- 
plete, & the property must either come to one or 
more of testator's descendants in absolute owner- 
ship, subject to the estate tail, or go over within 
a very limited period (LorD MACNAGHTEN ).— 
VAN GRUTTEN v. FOXWELL, FOXWELL v. VAN 
GRUTTEN, [1897] A. C. 658; 66 L. J. Q. B. 745; 
77L. T. 170; 46 W. R. 426, H. L. 


Annotations -—Refd. Foxwell v. Van Grutten (1898), ae 
L. T. 231; Re Adams & Perry’s pont ita i 
Kia: Pelham-Clinton v. Newcastle, {1902} 34 
Re Buckton Buckton v. Buckton, [1907] Ps oe "406: 
fete Simcoe, Vowler- Simcoe »v. Vowler, ey 1 Ch. 552: 
Fite Lawrence, Lawrence 7. Lawrence, {1915} 1 Ch. 129; 


Sub-sect. 5, B.; 





Re Hobbs, Hobbs v. Hobbs, (1917] 1 Ch. 669; Re Hussey 
& Green’s Contract ae Hussey, ussey v. Sim er, [1921) 
1 Ch. 566. Men Lever v. Associated owspapers 


(1907), Limes, June 3 

11131. Gift to « respective ’* heirs or heirs of 
‘* respective ’’ bodies—Over in default of ‘‘ such ”’ 
issue.}|~~In all cases where the devise is to two & 
the heirs of their respective bodies, these words 
create immediate remainders; & the words 
following, viz. ‘‘& in default of such issue ’”’; 
these words can make no alteration, nor is there 
any case where they have been construed to create 
cross-remainders.—CUMRER v. Him (1734), 2 
Barn. K. B. 448; Kel. W. 188; 25 E. H. 561; 
sub nom. COMBER 7. Hn, Ridg. temp. H. 35; 
Lee temp. Hard. 22 ; 7 Mod. Rep. 195; 2 Stra. 699. 


Bea ir ea :—Folld. Williams v. Browne (1734), 2 Stra. 
9 - Davenport v. Oldis (1738), 1 Atk. 579. 


Gor Twisden v. Lock (1768), Amb. 663; Mackell v. 
Winter (1797) 3 Ves. 537; Doe d. Cock v. Cooper (gor t 
1 East, 229: W 


atson vt. Roxon | ee: 2 Kast, 36. 
Fisher v. Wig (1700), 1 - Wms. 14; Doe d. 
Burville vie. 2 East, 48, n.: W Hight v. Holford (1774), 
1 Cowp. 31; Pery v. W hike (1778), 2 Cowp. 777; Green 
v. Stephens (1806), 12 Ves. 419; Taaffe v. Conmee (1862), 
10 H. L. Cas. 64. 


11182. --.]| —WILLIAMS '. BROWNE (1734), 
2 Stra. 996; 2 Barn. K. B. 231; 93 E. R. 991. 
Annotations :—Refd. Davenport r. Oldis (1738), West Lotte 





Hard. 460; Doe d. Burville v. ‘arden (1773), 

101; Wright A Holford (1774), 1 Cowp. 31; 

White (1778), 2 Cowp. 777; Watson v. Foxon (1801), 

2 East, 36. 

11138. ——.}— DAVENPORT v. O.p18, No. 
11095, ante. 

11134. — -Under a lhmitation, after 





estates for life to A. & B., of ‘‘ all & every the said 
premises to all & every the younger children of B. 
begotten or to be begotten, if more than one 
equally to be divided amongst them, & to the 
heirs of their respective body & bodies as tenants 
in common, etc., & if only one child, then to such 
only child & to the heirs of his or her body issuing ; 
& for want of such ,issue,”’ a devise of, ‘‘ the said 
premises to €., etc.,’’ with several limitations over. 
‘* & for want of such issue,’’ then testator divided 
the said premises between several branches of his 
family :—Held: cross-remainders were to be 
implied between the younger children of L. from 
the apparent intention of testator from the whole 
of the will, notwithstanding the use of the word 
ae in such devise.—WaATSON v. FOXON 
(1801), 2 East, 36; 102 KE. R. 281. 


innotations :—Consd. Roe d. Wren vr. Clayton (1805), 6 
Kast, 628. Refd. Doe d. Gorges v. Webb (1808), 1 Taunt. 
234; Doe d. Southouse v. Jenkins Eerie 3 Moo. & P. 
59; Taaffe v. Conmec (1862), 10 H. 


411185. -|— GREEN v. Sea (1810), 
17 Ves. 64; 34 E. R. 25, ae C. 








Annotations :—Consd. Taaffe Conmee (1862), 10 H. L. 
re O41. Rell. Ke Clark’s "Trusts (1863), 2 New Rep. 


WILLS. 


11186. Devises to two—Survivor to be heir of 
other—On death without issue.}—-CHADOCK v. 
CowLzy, No. 11035, ante. 

11187. Failure of ‘‘ issues males.’*]—-Where b 
a very obscure & illiterate will, s prope erty was le 
to devisor’s four grandsons, ‘‘ & e heirs males 
of the said grandsons & then to the grandsons’ 
heirs males that part that belonged to their 
father, & then to the last liver to the heirs males 
of the said grandsons, & for want of issues males 
of the grandsons,’ over; the ct. implied cross- 
remainders.—DoE d. SouTHOUSE v. J eee 
(1829), 6 Bing. 460; 3 Moo. & P. 69; 7L.J.0.8. 
C. P. 182; 130 E. R. 1142. 
AERO: .-Mentd. Osborn vv. 


11138. Failure of Issue of ‘‘any of them.’’]— 
Testatrix devised one moiety of certain freehold 
property unto & between W., T. & D., in equal 
shares, & tho heirs of their bodies respectively 
lawfully begotten, & in default of such issue of 
any of them, unto M., her heirs & assigns, for 
ever :—Held: cross-remainders were created by 
implication between W., T. & D., & the words 
‘‘ of any of them ’’ must be construed in the sense 
‘of all of them.’’—POWELL v. HOWELLS (1868), 
L.R.3Q. B. 654; 9B. & S. 704; 37 L. J. Q. B. 
204; 19 L. T. 201; 16 W. R. 1116. 


Marlborough (1866), 14 


SuB-SECT. 6.— IMPLICATION OF CROSS-LIMITATIONS. 
11189. When implied—General Intention of tes- 
tator.|—Vesting of a legacy postponed to the time 
of payment, & a limitation over in nature of a 
cross-remainder implied from the general intention. 
~—MACKELL 7. WINTER (1797), 3 Ves. 536; 30 
KE. R. 1144, L. C. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Harrison v. Foreman (1800), 5 — 
207: Parsons vt. Parsons (1800), 5 Ves. 578; Skey 


Barnes (1816), 3 Mer. 335. RBefd. Booth v. Booth (1799), 
4 Vos. 399; Bolger t. Mackell (1800), 5 Ves. 50 


11140. To fll up iuintendenal hiatus.] 
—(1) Where a will declared trusts of the income 
of property for a limited period, giving (as was 
held on the construction) successive life interests 
among certain children & their respective issue 
per stirpes, with cross-limitations among the 
atirpes, but no cross-limitation expressed between 
individuals of the same stirps, the latter cross- 
limitations were implied. 

(2) Cross executory limitations of personal 
estate (a) are only implied to fill up a hiatus in the 
limitations which seerns from the context to be 
unintentional ; (b) cannot be implied to divest an 
interest given by the will; & (c) may be implied, 
notwithstanding the existence of expressed cross- 
limitations between other persons. 

(3) It is possible to imply cross-limitations, not- 
withstanding the presence of expressed cross- 
limitations in some other event in favour of the 
very same persons; but the ct. weighs that 
circumstance in ascertaining the intention.— He 
Hupson, Hupson v. Hupson (1882), 20 Ch. D. 








406; 61 L. J. Ch. 455; 46 L: T. 93; 30 W. R. 
487. 
11141. Not to divest interest.} — Where 





testator gave four-sixths of the proceeds of the 
conversion of his residuary realty & personalt 

to A., B., C. & J)., for their respective lives, wit 

remainder to their ‘children as they should appoint, 
&, in default to their children, with a linn ation 
over in favour of children of the same parent, if 
any died under twenty-one, &, if females, un- 
married, & if A., B., C. & D., all died without 
leaving children, ‘then in trust ‘tor other persons, 
& A. died without ever having had any children :-— 


Part XVI.—ConstrRvucTIoN. 


Held: cross-limitations should be implied, but 
only in the event of one of the tenants for life 
dying without having had any child, who attained 
a vested interest, & consequently A.’s share was 
divisible in three equal shares in favour of the 
legatees of the three other original shares.— 
Re Cuark’s Trusts (1868), 2 New Rep. 386; 32 
L. J. Ch. 625; 8L. T. 571; 11 W. R. 871. 


:—Ref e F H ds ’ : 
20 Ch. D’ age. d. Re Hudson, Hudson v. Hudson (1882), 


11142. -|—Re Hupson, Hupson v. 
Hupson, No. 11140, ante. 
11143. Effect of existing cross-limitations— 





Between other persons.|—-Re Hupson, Hupson v. 
Hupson, No. 11140, ante. 

11144. Between same persons.]—Jve 
Hupson, Hupson v. Hupson, No. 11140, ante. 

11145. —-—— Gift to children equally after death of 
parent—lIssue of child taking deceased parent’s 
share—In default of children over.]—Where pro- 
peryy is directed to be settled on children after 

he death of the parent equally, so that the issue 
of any child dying in the lifetime of the parent may 
take his or her deceased parent's share; & in 
default of such children, over:—Held: such 
children or issue must survive the parent; & 
there must be cross-limitations over, in the event 
of any child dying in the lifetime of the parent 
leaving no issue who shall survive the parent, in 
favour of the other children or issue of deceased 
children, surviving the parent.— TURNER v. SAk- 
GENT (1853), 17 Beav. 515; 22 L. T. O. S. 129; 
2W. RHR. 50; 51 EF. R. 1184. 

Annotation :-—Mentd. Wise v. Piper (1880), 13 Ch. D. 848. 

11146. Income to parents—Principal original 
é& accruing to issue respectively—Gift over on death 
of all life tenants without {ssue.|—-CoATES uv. 
Hart, Borretr v. Harr (1863), 3 De G. J. & Sm. 
504; 46 H.R. 731, L. JU. 

Annotation :—Refd. Ite Hudson, Hudson v. Hudson (1882), 

20 Ch. D. 406. 

11147, -|—Testator gave 
his residuary personal estate upon trust to pay the 
income equally between his three daughters, F., 
ii., & C., during their respective lives; & if all or 
any of them should die leaving issue, to pay one- 
third of the principal amongst the issue of each 
daughter so dying, in equal shares; & if only one 
such daughter should die leaving issue, then in 
trust to pay & apply the whole residue equally 
amongst the issue of such one daughter; but if 
all the daughters should die without leaving issuc, 
then over. C. died leaving issue, & afterwards F. 
died without leaving issue :— Held: cross-limita- 
tions were to be implied between the daughters 
& their families, & the issue of each daughter were, 
for all purposes, to be asceitained at her own 
death: & therefore one moiety of F.’s share 
was payable to the issue of C. living at C.’s death, 
& the other moiety went by way of accretion to 
I\.’s original share.— fe Ripan's Trusts (1872), 
7 Ch. App. 665; 41 L. J. Ch. 787; 27 L. 1. 141; 
20 W. R. 878, L. JJ. 
Annotations :—Conad. Re 

(1882), 20 Ch. D. 406. 

(1914), 83 L. J. Ch. 450. 

11148. Principal original but not 
accruing to issue respectively.|-Testator gave the 
interest of his residu estate to his mother for 
life, & afterwards one halt of the interest to his 
brother & one-half to his sister. Upon the death 
of the sister, the capital was to go to her children, 
if any, & if not, to his brother. Upon the death 











Hudson, Hudson v. Hudson 
Refd. Ztc Mears, Parker v. Mears 








1287 


of his brother the capital was to go to his children. 
The sister died without children :—Held: the 
children of the brother took no interest in her 
moiety.—TATNALL v. TATNALL (1847), 10 Beav. 
509; 50 E. R. 678. 

11149. —-— ——_ Gift over on death of all 
life tenants without issue.|—Testator bequeathed 
personal estate on trust for conversion & to pay 
the income to his three daughters equally for life, 
& after the decease of any of them leaving issue 
to pay a third part of the capital of the trust 
fund to her children, & in the event of any of his 
daughters dying without leaving issue the sur- 
vivors or survivor were to take her share of the 
income for life, & in case all his daughters should 
die without leaving issue the capital of the trust 
fund was to be divided among his next of kin. 
Two daughters died, one leaving children. On 
the third dying subsequently without issue :— 
Held: there was an intestacy as to two-thirds of 
the capital. te MEARS, PARKER v. MraRs, (1914) 
1 Ch. 694; 83 L. J. Ch. 450; 110 L. T. 686. 





SuB-SEcT. 7.—OTHER GiFTs BY IMPLICATION. 

11150. To children born after date of will.|— 
JORNWALL v. WILLIAMS (1701), Colles, 117; 1 
E. R. 209, IT. b. 

11151. -|— One devises to his son, then living, 
& if he dies under twenty-one, & testator’s wife 
shall be enceinte at his death with other child or 
children, then to such at twenty-one; but if no 
such, then over to his nephews. Two children 
were born after the will, in the lifetime of testator : 
—Held: to take under the devise.—WHITE v. 
a (1771), Amb. 701 ; 5 Burr. 2703 ; 27 E. R. 





Annotations :—Consd. Doo v. Brabant (1791), 3 Bro. C. C. 
393; Doe d. Ducre v. Dacre (1798), 1 Bos. & P. 250. 
Expld. Morrall v. Sutton (1845), 1 Ph. 533. Consd. Do 


3. 
B. 544. Refa. 
Doe d. Lancashire 


d. Miakiston v. Haslewood (1851), 10 C. 
Stainham v. Bell (1774), Lofft, 455; 
ov. Lancashire (1792), 5 Term Rep. 49. 


11152. .|—DokE d. BLAKISTON v. HASLE- 
woop, No. 10867, ante. 

11153. —-—.J—-Testator, in 1831, devised his 
copyhold messuages to trustees, upon trust to 
permit his wife to occupy one of them during the 
minority of his youngest child, & to apply the rents 
of the others to the maintenance, etc., of his 
children, Thomas & John ‘“ & the children or child 
of which his wife was then enceinte.’’ during 
minority, making thereout a provision for his wife. 
Testator then provided for the advancement of 
his ‘‘ said children,” the division of the messuages 
among them at twenty-one, & for benefit of sur- 
vivorship among them. He also bequeathed his 
personal estate on the like trusts in favour of his 
‘‘ said children,” & in all these cases he added the 
words ‘‘ as well the children or child of which my 
wife is so enceinte as those already born *’ ; but in 
several instances he simply used the words, ‘‘ said 
children,” & in one instance omitted “ said.’’ In 
1847 testator made a codicil disposing of freeholds 
& copyholds acquired since the date of the will, 
on the same trusts & confirming the will. The 
child of which the wife was enceinte was afterwards 
born, & subsequently, in 1835, a fourth child was 
born :—Held: the fourth child was entitled to a 
share.—GOODFELLOW v. GOODFELLOW (1854), 18 
Beav. 356; 23 L. T. O. S. 46; 2 W. R. 360; 52 


E. R. 141. 
‘Annotation :-—Mentd. Reeves v. Baker (1854), 18 Beav. 372. 





PART XVI. SECT. 32, SUB-SECT. 7. 


1. , life & after her death to B. & C. ‘* share & share alike ”—If B. 
re Afr lg 0 I. Eq. R. 334.—IR. 


~—-GRaVKES v. TERS (184 


C. did not survive 4. then all to 4.) 
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Sect. 32.—Gifts by sapien : Sub-sect. 7. Sects. 


88 @ 84. Part XVII.) 


11154. Bequests indicating future perlod—Accele- 
ration by implication.|—-Testator reciting that he 
has £1,500 5 per cents., gives it to A., & then gives 
to B. all other his stocks that he might be possessed 
of at his death. The latter bequest is not specific, 
but is liable to debts in preference to the former. 
On construction of a will, the enjoyment of bequest 
given in terms indicating a future period, accele- 
rated by implication.—PARROTT v. WORSFOLD 
(1820), 1 Jac. & W. 594; 37 E. R. 494. 

Annotations :—Refd. Stephenson «. Dowson anaes 4 Jur. 
1152; Mytton v. Mytton (1874), L. R. 19 Eg. 30; 
Bothamley v. Sherson (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 304. 

11155. Gift for life of particular property—Gift 
over on death along with other property—Right of 
donees in remainder to immediate enjoyment of 
latter property.|—Testator by his will, bequeathed 
the rents of one dwelling-house situate in A. to C. 
for his life; & from & after the decease of the said 
C., he bequeathed the same rents, together with the 
rents of all his other houses & lands, unto his 
nephews & niece therein mentioned, for their lives, 
& the life of the survivor; & after the decease of 
the survivor of them, he gave & devised all his 
houses & lands to trustees, in trust to sell the same, 
& to pay the produce of such sale unto such of the 
children of his nephews & niece as should be living 
at the time of the decease of the survivor; & then 
devised all the residue of his estate to C. :—Held: 
upon the death of testator, the nephews & niece 
took an immediate estate, for their lives & the life 
of the survivor, in the rents of all the houses & 
lands, except the house specifically bequeathed to 
C. for his life—Dor d. ANNANDALE v. BRAZIER 
(1821),5 B. & Ald. 64; 106 E. R. 1117. 
Annotations :—Consd. R. v. Ringstead (1829), 9 B. & C. 

218. Refd. Simmons v. Rudall (1850), 15 Jur. 162. 

11156. -.|—After gifts to A., B. & 
C., there was a gift, ‘‘ after their decease,’”’ of that 
property together with the residue :—Held: 
‘after their decease ’’ meant ‘‘ subject to the 
interests of A., B., & C.,’’ & these words did not 
postpone the immediate enjoyment of the gencral 
residue.—LILL v. Linn (1857), 23 Beav. 446; 5 
W. RR. 390; 53 E.R. 175. 

11157. Devise to trustees——-Codicil revoking ap- 
pointment of one—Substituting new trustee.|— 
Testator by will devised estates to three persons 
upon trusts, & appointed them exors. of his will. 
By a codicil he directed that one of the three, by 
name, should not be a trustee & exor., but that the 
other two & another, by name, should be the 
exors. of his will :—Held: the estates were, by 
implication, devised to the three named in the 
codicil.——/te T'URNER (1860), 2 De G. F. & J. 527; 
30 L. J. Ch. 144; 3.1L. T. 573; 7 Jur. N.S. 114; 
YW. R.174; 45 E.R. 725, L. JS. 

Erroneous rezitals.|—See Sect. 11, sub-sect. 2, 
A., ante. 

Failure to exercise or invalid exercise of power.|— 
Sce Part XV., Sect. 4, ante. 

Right of executor to residue.]|—See EXEcuTous, 
Vol. XXITI., pp. 468-473. 

Implication of gift to survivors.|—-See Sect. 27, 
sub-sect. 3, ante. 





PART XVI. SECT. 34. 


; m. aa > ae Ce ea Pah a 
enance 0 : - C.)-——Testatrix be- 
queathed the balance of moneys terms of th 


remaining in the banks to her credit 
after her death, after payment of certain 
ebeciaec charges, to M. & E. share & 
share alike. To her son, A., she be- 
queathed her half of the homestead 
property charged with the comfortable 


personally.— 
N. 


maintenance of M. & FE. upon such 
homestead during their lives :—ZTfeld : 
the maintenance of M. & E. under the 
a e we ae ti a cherke 
upon e property, & not upon A. 

‘MOK REN vw. MCKEEN, 33 
S. R. 310.—CA 


n. Gift of estate to trusteea—To use 
net income in maintaining children— 
Whether father entitled to any part of net 


N. 


WILLS. 


SEcT. 33.—WILLS MADE ABROAD. 

Willis affected by foreign law—Rules of con- 
struction.|—See Conriicr oF Laws, Vol. XI., pp. 
336, 863-865, 872-376, 386, Nos. 249, 440-452, 
521-546, 634. 


Srecr. 34.—OTHER CASES. 


11158. Postponement of payment of legacy.|— 
Contingent legacy out of real & personal estate 
payable two years after the event: by codicil 
testator reciting, that he found his estate would not 
bear that payment during the life of A., being 
chargeable with an annuity for her life, declared, 
he revoked that part of his will, & that the said 
legacy upon the same event was to be paid twelve 
months next after the death of A. & not before. 
A. dying before the contingent event, the legacy 
is not payable till the expiration of the two years 
after it.—WokpsworTH v. YOUNGER (1796), 3 
Ves. 73; 30 E. R. 900, L. C. 

11159. Deprivation of dividends on legacy 
for first year.]—A married woman having a power 
of appointment by will, appoints £4,000 to her 
husband or such persons as he should by will 
appoint; & he appoints to his nephews & niece 
equally at twenty-one, or marriage, to be trans- 
ferred to them within twelve months after the same 
should happen, without the dividends due thereon, 
provided neither event happened within such 
twelve months; & if so, in twelve months next 
thereafter, with a gift of the residue :—Held: the 
intention was that the legatees should not take the 
first year’s dividends, “ thereafter ’’ applying to 
testator’s death.—He RoSE’s SETTLEMENT (1854), 
2 W. R. 629. 

11160. Gift contingent on widowhood of named 
person.|— A testator, by his will gave the income of 
shares in a bank to E. a married woman, for life, 
provided she were a widow at the time of his death, 
or should become such afterwards, but during her 
widowhood only; & gave the income, during the 
coverture of KE. to P. He also gave P. £800, in case 
K. should become a widow, in lieu of the income of 
the shares. By a codicil, the testator revoked the 
gift of this income, & gave a portion of the income 
to E. for life, whether she were a widow at the time 
of his death or not, or became such afterwards or 
not. At the time of testator’s death, E. was under 
coverture :—-Held: P. was not entitled to the 
£800 at the death of testator, & would become 
entitled only in the event of EK. becoming a widow. 
-—~MORRISON v. Morrison (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. 
Cas. 652; 13 L. J. Ch. 68 ; 8 Jur. 304: 63 E.R. 292. 

11161. Separate gifts to widow & daughter-—Gift 
over in default of issue of daughter to A. & B.-— 
Right of each to participate in both sums.|—A 
testator directed his trustees to invest £1,400 for 
his widow for life, with remainder to his daughter 
for life, & £800 for his daughter for life. & after 
the death of his daughter, he gave the two sums to 
her children, & if she died unmarried, which 
happened, he gave the said A toe sums of £1,400 
é& £800 in manner following :—£800, ‘ part 
thereof,’”’ to A., ‘‘& the remainder of the said 
sums ’’ to B. The daughter died in the life of the 





income.}]——ScnorrEeLp v. VassiIzn, 1 


N. B. Eq. Rep. 637.—CAN 

0. Lands charged with maintenance 
—Provision in case of dispute as to 
adequacy of maintenance. |}|—BRECKEN 
A fe (1867), 1 P. E. I. 267.— 


p. Whether legal title Paes) A with 
maintenance.) —Under the following 
devise: ‘‘ To my dearly beloved wife, 


Part XVII.—Tesrator’s Famity MAINTENANCE AND PROTECTION. 


widow unmarried :—Held : the £800, t 
7 un : : , thus rele 
oleh haat veel hae A. & B. in the cer pettar 
een.—-H EWI ; 
Beav. 622 oe Bae v. GEORGE (1854), 18 
- Gift to A. subject to contingency of B. 
becoming of sound mind.|—A (etalon bequeathed 
te real & personal estate in trust to pay, for the 
eee of his son, a lunatic, an annuity until he 
Should be able to manage his affairs, & if he ever 
returned to a sound mind, then he directed he 
Should ‘‘ divide” his residuary estate with his 
sister. Testator then gave the whole residue, 
subject to the contingency of his son’s becoming 
of sound mind, to his daughter for life, & after- 
wards as she should appoint :—Held : the daughter 
took the whole, subject to the annuity & to the 
contingency ; but if the son recovered his reason, 
he would be entitled not only to one-half of the 
capital but to one-half of the income from testator’s 
death.— HOLE v. DAviss (1865), 34 Beav. 345; 55 
E. R. 668. 

11163. Forfeiture clause — On beneficiary be- 
coming entitled to ‘‘ permanent income ’’—After 
acquired income passing under settlement to hus- 
band for life..—Testator by will, in 1841, be- 
queathed a sum of stock on trust to pay the 
dividends of one-eighth part to each of his eight 
nephews & nieces; the dispositions made to 
females being for their separate use. ‘Testator 
further declared that if any of such nephews & 
nieces should ‘‘ be in the receipt of or entitled to a 
permanent income of £1,000 a year,” then his or 
her interest in the said sum of stock should cease. 
In 1856 one of the nieces, a marricd woman, 
became entitled to a share of personal estate 
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amounting to £51,000 & upwards; but on the 
marriage of this lady in 1827, a post-nuptial 
settlement had been executed, whereby, after 
reciting an agreement to that effect, the husband 
covenanted that in case any real or personal 
property should, during the coverture, descend to 
he wife, or she should become entitled to or 
possessed of the same by bequest, or by any means 
whatsoever in her own right, he would do all acts, 
etc. whereby the same should be assured & invested 
in the trustees upon the trusts of the settlement the 
first of which was a life estate to the husband :— 
Held : on the construction of the will & settlement, 
the wife had not become, in the year 1856, entitled. 
whilst her husband was living, ‘ to or in receipt of 
a permanent income of £1,000 a year’’; & conse- 
quently, the provision in her favour contained in 
testator’s will was not forfeited.—Curzon v. 
JURZON (1859), 1 Giff. 248; 34 L. T. 0.8.14; 5 
Jur. N.S. 907; 65 KE. R. 905. 
On alienation.|—See Part XVI., Sect. 30, 





ante. 

Clause giving legacies priority.|—Sce ExEcU- 
Tors, Vol. XXITI., pp. 416-427. 

Clause giving annuities priority.|—See RENT- 
CHARGES & ANNUITIES, Vol. X XXIX., pp. 158-164. 

Clause charging debts & legacies on specified 
property.|—See Exercurors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 
473-530. 

Clause charging annuities on specified property.] 
—See RENTCHARGES & ANNUITIES, Vol. XX XIX., 
pp. 174-183. 

Clause charging annuities on capital or income.] 
——See RENTCHARGES & ANNUITIRS, Vol. XXXIX., 
pp. 143-153. 


Part XVIl——Testator’s Family Maintenance and Protection. 


C., it is my will & desire that of what 
propery. I possess she shall bave her 
awful support in food & clothing, 
during her natural life, in such manner 
as Bho received while I was yet with 
her " :—J?leld : lands of which testator 
had only the equitable title were 
charged with her support & mainte- 
nance.—CaMPBELL tv. CAMPRELL, 6 
Gr. 600.—CAN., 

_ a Provision for disposal of property 
im case wife survircd husband, but not 
in case of her death happening first— 
Whether intestacy on death of husband 
after wife.J—MACLEAN v. HENNING 
(1903), 33 8S. C. R. 305.—CAN. 

Yr. Provision for maintenance of 
tcatator’s widow dd: children—Effect of 
re-marriage of widow—Diserction of 
executors.J—Re MILLER (1909), 14 
O. W. R. 221; 19 O. L. R. 381.—CAN, 

t. Gift to A. & BR. charged with 
maintenance of children. )}-—Ite REPETA 
eat [1922] 1 W. W. R. 943: 63 


L. R. 711; 15 Sask. L. R. 322.— 
4, ~~ 40 BON fo primilege of 
limited use of by Trothers & 
-CAN, 
PART XVII 


- nea reeemvevee Of Testator’s Family 
Maintenance & I'rutection Acts—Juris- 
diction of court — Testator domiciled 
tn State— Asseta in, & personally 
outside state.|—Where a teetator has 
died domiciled & possessed of asscts 
in N. 8. W. & of personalty outside the 
State, the ct. in making an order for 
malutenance under Testator’s Family 
Maintenance & Guardianship of Infants 


See Cases infra. 


Act, 1916, 8. 3, has jurisdiction to deal 
with all his personalty wherever situ- 
ated at the time of his death.—Je 
SELLAR, 25 S. R. N.S. W. 5403 42 
N.S. W.W.N. 161.—AUS. 

c. On what depending 
Materiality of domicil of deceased.\-— 
Jurisdiction to alow maintenance under 
Testator’s Family Maintenance Act, 
1918, depends on whether the Supreme 
Ct. has granted probate of the will or 
letters of administration with the will 
annexed of the estate of deceased. 
The domicil of deceased at the time of 
his death is immaterial.—He Founn, 
FounpD v. SEMMENS, [1924] 8. A. S. KR. 
236.—AUS. 








d. .)— Where the ct. is 
of the opinion that a will does not 
make adequate provision for the proper 
maintenance of testator’s widow, it has 

ower under Testator’s Family Main- 

nance Act, (B. C.), 1924, to order a 
different division of the estate, not- 
withstanding the fact that under the will 
the widow would have reccived as much 
as she would have been entitled to re- 
ceive had testator died intestate.— Re 
SCHMALZ, [1927] 1 D. Ta. R. 1113; (1927) 
1 W. W. R. 408: 38 B.C. R. 264.—CAN. 

e. Gift to widow of 
“all my personal effects d& money "— 
Intestacy as to realty—Jurisdiction to 
make order affecting whole estate.) 
—Testator died leaving a will in which 
he appointed his wife his extrix. & 
otherwise expressed his wil] concern- 
ing his estate: ‘‘ I give & bequeath all 
my personal effects & money to m 
wife, J., & in the event of her death all 
to be equally divided between my two 
eldest sons .. .”? At the time he made 





his will his estate consisted of money & 

ersonal property. Before his death, 

owever, he had become possessor of 
a house & land, as to which ho dicd 
intestate :—Held: there was no juris- 
diction to make an order under Family 
Protection Act, 1908, s. 33, affecting 
the shares of the sons.—Re YUIL, 
pea aaa (1925) N. Z L. R. 








f. Testator resident in 
England at time will made & at date of 
death d&: for seme years prior thereto— 
Property in New Zealand &: in England.) 
—Testator, who was born in England, 
made his will & died in London, leaving 
considerable estate, but for the greater 
part of his life had resided & carried 
on business in New Zealand, where by 
far the greater part of his estate was 
situated. In his will he described 
himself as “‘ of C., New Zealand, but 
now residing in London ’?; & provision 
was made therein for the distribution of 
the corpus of his estate in New Zealand 
the income being in the main applied 
for payments of annuities in England. 
Pitf., a child of testator, residing in 
England, applied to have provision 
made for her out of the estate :—Held - 
the ct. had jurisdiction to order, under 
the Family Protection Act, 1908, that 
provision be made for pltf. out of the 
estate, both as to movable or immov- 
able property, & the circumstances 
that P tf. was resi in England did 
not detract from such jurisdiction.— 
Re Roper, (1927) N. Z. LU. R. 731.— 





c. Discretion of court — 
Whether interfered with. }—New Zealand 
Family Protection Act, Part IT. (No. 
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60 of 1908), s. 83 (1), provides that in 
cases where any person dics leaving a 
will without m adequate provision 
therein for the proper maintenance & 
support of testator’s wife, husband, or 
children the ct. may, at its discretion, 
order that such provision as it thinks 
fit should be made out of the estate of 
testator for such wife, husband, or 
children. 

The ot. below having exercised its 
discretion {n favour of three married 
daughters of testator by a wife who 

d divorced him, his will disposin 
of all his estate in favour of his secon 
wife & her children, their Lordships 
declined to intorfere: & approved the 
general view taken by the ct. below as 
to the proper scope & application of 
the powers conferred by the Act.— 
ALLARDICE tv. ALLARDICE, {1911] A. C. 
730, P, C.—N.Z. 


h. Principles to be applied.) 
On an application by a widow under 
Testator’s Family Maintenance Act 
for relief because proper provision was 
not made for her under her husband’s 
will, the enquiry should be, what is 
the need of maintenance & support, 
& what property has testator left, & 
there must be considered the station in 
life of the parties, the age, health & 
general circumstances of the wifc, the 
means possessed by testator at his 
death, the means possessed by the 
widow her own right. The ct. 
should, so far as possible place itself 
in all respects in the position of testator 
& consider whether or not, having 
regard to all surrounding circumstances, 
testator has been guilty of a manifest 
breach of a moral duty owed to his wife 
& if there has been that breach, repair 
it.—Fte LIVINGSTON, [1923] 1 D. L. R. 
1167; 31 B.C. R. 468; (1923) 1 W. W.R. 
628.—CAN. 
ok. Each case governed by 
tls circumstances.}—On an application 
for relief under Testator's Family 
Maintenance Act, (B. C.), 1924, the ct. 
has no power to redraw the will & 
dispose of the estate as it may think 
right & just. Each case must 
governed by its circumstances.—Re 
TESTATOR’S FAMILY MAINTENANCE 
AcT, Re ELWORTHY ESTATE, ELWORTHY 
& HALE, (1928}) 2 D. L. R. 421; [1928] 
1W.W. RR. 737; 39 B.C. R.474.—CAN., 

1. Scope & application of 
powers conferred by .4ct.)}—-ALLARDICE 
v. eEARDICE: {1911} A.C. 730, P. C.— 

m. ——— Material date in deter- 
mining need of maintenance.}—In an 
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apruoatian under Testator’s Family 
aintenance & Guardianship of Infants 

Act, 1918, 8. 8, vhe pero of time which 
is to be conside when dete 
whether the applicant has been lef 
without adequate provision is the dato 
on which the ct. is dealing with the 
matter, & not the date of testator’s 
death.—Re Forsartu, 26 8. R. : 
S. W. 613; 43 N. 8S. W. W. N. 171.— 
AUS. 

a 7 married three 
times—Will lIcaving estate to child by 
second husband—Claim for maintenance 
by daughtera of first marriage.}—-A 
testator was married three times. The 
applicants were her daughters by the 
first marriage. She had one daughter 
by her second marriage. By her wil! 
she gave all her property, which 
amounted to about £7,500, & which 
had been wholly dorived from her 
second husband, to the daughter by 
the second marriage. The applicants 
applied for maintenance under Testa- 
tor’s Family Maintenance Act, 1914 :—— 
Held: they should be allowed some 
maintenance.—Re HOFNER, [1925] St. 
R. Qd. 232.—AUS. 

oO. Who cntitled to relief— 
IVidow.}—Where a testator domiciled 
in Alta., at the time of his death dis- 
aise of all his property, including 
Mmmovables in both Alta. & Sask., 
making no provision for his widow, 
the cts. of Sask., may entertain an 
application by the widow for relief 
under Devolution of Kstates Act with 
regard to the immovables situated 
within that province.—Re OSTANDER 
(1915), 30 W. L. KR. 890.— 





— ——— ——.}-—FRe Scrmarz, 
1D. L. R. 1113; [1927] 1 
. R. 408 ; 38 B. C. R. 264.—CAN. 


q. ———- Or widower.} 
—There is no difference between the 
application of a widower & that of a 
widow under Testator’s Family Main- 
tenance Act, for an adequate provision 
out of the estate in question.—He 
oe (1924), 34 B. C. R. 347.—- 


Yr. After re- 
marriagc.}—Testator by his will male 
provision for the maintenance & sup- 
port of his wife for her life so long as she 
remained a widow. She remarried, & 
thereafter applied under Family Pro- 
tection Act, 1908, for provision to be 
made out of the estate fer her main- 
tenance & support :—Held: by her 
remarriage plitf. had lost her status of 
‘* widow ” of testator as required by the 


Dp. 
1927 
Ve 

















WINDING UP. 


See COMPANIES ; PARTNERSHIP. 


WINDMILL, 


Act & by the terms of the gift, & was 
not entitled to an allowance.—NBWMAN 
v. NEWMAN, (1927) N. Z. L. R. 418.— 


t. —— —— Child legally adopted in 
foreign country where child & adoptive 
parents domiciled.}—A child legally 
adopted in a foreign country where the 
child & adoptive parents were then 
domiciled held entitled to the benefits 
of Testator’s Family Maintonance Act 
(B. C.), 1924, with respect to the estate 
of one of such parents who died 
domiciled in B. C., even though the 
child had always been an alien domi- 
ciled in the foreign country.—Re 
McApaM (B. C.), {1925] 4 D. L. R. 138 ; 
(1925] 2 W. W. R. 593.—CAN. 

a. Murried st ae 
No support from parents.}-—The fact 
that a child who claims the benefits 
of Testator’s Family Maintenance Act 
(B. C.), 1924, has been married for a 
number of years & has not been ie 
ported by elther of ita parents since its 
marriage does not disentitle it to such 
benefits—-Re MOADAM (B. C.), [1925] 
4D. L. R. 1388; [1925] 2 W. R. 


593.—CAN. 

b——_- —— By divorced 
wife.) — ALLARDICE wv. ALLARDICE, 
[1911) A. C. 730, bP. C.—N.Z. 

6. Daughter earning 
oun living.}-—Application for rollef 
under Testator’s Family Maintenance 
Act (B. C.), 1924, on behalf of a 
daughter who was earning her own 
living, dismissed.—HRe ESTATOR’S 
WAMILY MAINTENANCE ACT, fle EKL- 
WORTHY ESTATE, ELwWorTuy & HALX, 
[1928]2D.L.R. 421; (1928) W.W.R. 
737; 39 B.C. R. 474.—CAN. 

d. ——— Amount allowed—Fiach case 
dependant on own circumstances. }—No 
set rule can be laid down as to the 
amount which should be allowed to ao 
porson entitled to the benefits of 

‘estator’s Family Maintenance Act 
(3. C.), 1924; each case must depend 
on its own circumstances & be left to 
judicial diserction.— Re MCADAM (B.C.), 
[1925] 41D. L. R138; (192512 VW. WR. 
593,.—-CAN. 














me me 


6. .}) — Widow's — Relicf 
Act, does not contemplate the arbitrary 
fixing of a sum which the widow should 
necessarily receive of the date of her 
application, but rather the realising 
of the share in the estate which she 
would be entitled to under an intestate 
administration, when all questions of 
the assets & abilities have been dis- 
posed of.—Re McINryRE (Alta.), 
[1925] 3 W. W. R. 172.—-CAN. 








See EASEMENTS AND Profits A PRENDRE; LANDLORD AND TENANT. 
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WINDOWS. 


See BurtaL AND CREMATION; EASEMEMTS AND Prorits A PRENDRE. 


WINES. 


Sce Inroxicatine Liquors. 


WIRELESS TELEGRAPHY. 


See TELEGRAPHS AND TELEPHONES. 


WITNESSES. 


See CONTEMPT OF Court, ATTACHMENT AND CommirraL; Coroners; CriminaL Law AND 
PROCEDURE ; HiVIDENCE. 


WOMEN. 


Sce BARRISTERS; CRIMINAL LAW AND Procepure; ELECTIONS; Facrorigs AND SHops ; HusspaNnD 
AND Wire; Juries; Locan GovERNMENT; MASTER AND SERVANT; PARLIAMENT ; 
PEERAGES AND Dianiries ; SoLIcITORs. 


WOODS AND FORESTS. 


See COMMONS AND Ricuts or Common ; ConsTITUTIONAL Law. 


WORDS AND PHRASES. 


See GENERAL INDEX. 
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WORK AND LABOUR. 


PART I. CONTRACTS FOR WORK AND LABOUR . ‘ ; ; ‘ 
SEcT. 1. IN GENERAL . 
SEcT. 2. PARTIES TO THE CONTRACT 
SEcT. 3. FORMATION OF THE CONTRACT 
SEcT. 4. RiIGuTS AND OBLIGATIONS UNDER THE CONTRACT 


SuB-sEecT. 1. IN GENERAL 
SUB-SECT. 2. REMUNERATION . 


A. In General . : 
B. Particular Contracts ‘ 


SuB-sEcrT. 3. DuTy OF THE PERSON EMPLOYED 


PART II. STATUTORY DETERMINATION OF MINIMUM RATES OF WAGES 
SEcT. 1. COAL MINES . ‘ ‘ é : ; ; ‘ ~~ ‘ ; ; 
SEcT. 2. AGRICULTURE 
SEcT. 3. TRADE BOARDS 


PART III. ORGANISATION OF LABOUR 


PART IV. UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
Sect. 1. To WHat EMPLOYMENTS INSURANCE APPLICABLE 

SuB-SEcCT. 1. IN GENERAL ; 

SUB-SECT. 2. EXCEPTED EMPLOYMENTS 
A. “ Domestic Service ” 
B. “ Trade or Business eanieds on for Purposes ot Gain” 
C. ‘ Agriculture, including Horticulture ”’ 
D. ‘* Employment of a Casual Nature ”’ 
EK. Employment “ for Purposes of Any Game or iteereation”” 


SecT. 2. OTHER CASES 


PART V. NATIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE 


Secr. 1. EMPLOYED CONTRIBUTORS 

SEcr. 2. CONTRIBUTIONS ; : ; ‘ ; ; ; ‘ ‘ ; ; 
Sect. 3. NATURE OF BENEFITS 

Sect. 4. ADMINISTRATIVE BODIES 

SEcT. 5. ADMINISTRATION OF BENEFITS 

Secr. 0. SPECIAL (CLASSES OF INSURED PERSONS . : ; ; : . ' 
Sect. 7. FINANCIAL PROVISIONS 

SECT. 8. DETERMINATION OF DISPUTES . r 

Secr. 9. PENALTIES AND PROCEEDINGS. ‘ P ‘ ; : . 


PART VI. OLD AGE PENSIONS . . , : ; ; ‘ 
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Part I.—Conrracts FoR Work AND LABOUR. 


Agency : . See AGENCY. 

Aliens . 4 ALIENS. 

Apprentices » MASTER AND SER- 
VANT. 

Arbitration . », ARBITRATION. 

Bailment ‘ » BATLMENT. 

Building Contracts » BUILDING Con- 
TRACTS. 

Carriers »> CARRIERS, 

Contract F ~ 55 CONTRACT. 

Contract for Sale of 

Goode ; i - 9 SALE OF GOODs. 

Corporations ~ 5, CORPORATIONS. 

County Courts. » 5, COUNTY COURTS. 

Damages . : - 5; DAMAGES. 

Employers’ Liability . ,, MASTER AND SER- 
VANT. 

Employment of Children 

and Young Persons . ,, INFANTS. 

Engineers . ; »- ss BUILDING Con- 
TRACTS. 

Factories . , - 5, FACTORIES. 

Industrial Societies ~ 495 INDUSTRIAL, ETC., 
SOCIETIES. 

Injuries to Employees . ,, MASTER AND SER- 
VANT. 

Insurance . , » 59, INSURANCE, 

Lien . : : » o9, LIEN. 
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Loan Societies : See LOAN SOCIETIES. 


Master and Servant » MASTER AND SER- 
VANT. 

Miners P », MINES. 

Negligence . », NEGLIGENCE. 

Patents , »5 PATENTS. 

Printers and Printing » PRESS AND PRINT- 
ING. 

Provident Societies 1», INDUSTRIAL, ETC., 
SOCIETIES. 

Restraint of Trade » LANDLORD AND 
TENANT; ‘TRADE 
AND TRADE 
UNIONS. 


Puspiic HEALTH. 
MASTER AND SER- 


Scavenging . ; s 
Service Contracts . re 


VANT. 

Strikes » TRADE AND TRADE 
UNIONS. 

Sunduy Observance » TIME. 

Trade Unions ‘ », TRADE AND TRADE 
UNIONS. 

Trades .. TRADE AND TRADE 
UNIONS. 

Workmen’s Clubs - 95, CLUBS. 


Workmen's Compensa- 


tion . F .  ¥ MASTER AND SER- 


VANT. 


Part |.—Contracts for Work and Labour. 


SrEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


1. Contract applicable to mental as well as 
bodily labour.|—A. was employed by B. to devise 
a method of curving metal tubing for the purpose 
of manufacturing lifebuoys, of which B. was 
patentee :—-Held: A. might recover compensa- 
tion for the labour & skill, & also the value of the 
materials, employed by him in the course of the 
work, under a count for work & labour & materials. 

Pltf. ig as much entitled to recover in respect 
of the application of his skill & scientific knowledge, 
as he would have been for mere manual work & 
labour (TINDAL, C.J.).—GRAFTON v. ARMITAGE 
(1845), 2 C0. B. 336; 165 L. J.C. P.20; 6L.T. 0.8. 
152; 9 Jur. 1089; 135 E. R. 975. 

«{nnotations :—Consd. Lee v. Griffin (1861), 1 B. & S. 272. 
efd. Clay v. Yates (1856), 1 H. & N. 73. 

2. Distinguished from contract for sale.|—‘‘ If 
you employ a man to build a house on your land, 
or to make a chattel with your materials, the 
party who does the work has no power to appro- 
priate the produce of his labour & your matcrials 
to any other person. Having bestowed his labour 
at your request on your materials, he may main- 
tain an action against you for work & labour. 
But if you omy ey another to work up his own 
materials in making a chattel, then he may appro- 
priate the produce of that labour & materials to 
any other person. No right to maintain any 
action vests in him during the progress of the 
work; but when the chattel has assumed the 
character bargained for, & the employer accepted 
it, the party employed may maintain an action 
for goods sold & delivered; or if the employer 
refuses to accept, a special action on the case for 


such refusal. But he cannot maintain an action 
for work & labour, because his labour was 
bestowed on his own materials & for himself, & 
not forthe person who employed him ” (BAYLEY, 
J.).—ATKINSON v. BELL (1828), 8 B. & C. 277; 
Dan. & LI. 93; 2 Man. & Ry. K. B. 292; 6L. J. 
O.S. K. B. 258; 108 KE. R. 1046. 
Ee ‘ons -—Consd. Wilkins v. Bromhead (1844), 6 Man. 
G88 Gane v. ‘Armitage (1845), 2 C. B. 336; Lee 
e. Griffin (1861), 1 B. & S. 272. Refd. Oldfield v. Lowe 
(1829), 7 L. J. O. S. K. B. 142; Eliott v. Pybus (1834), 
10 Bing. 512; Pinner v. Arnold (1835), 2 Cr. M. & R. 
613; Clarke vr. Spence (1836), 4 Ad. & El. 448; Hughes 
v, Lenny (1839), 5 M. & W. 183; Scott rv. England (1844), 
2 Dow. & L. 520; Clay v. Yates (1856), 1 H. & N. 73; 
Aldridge v. Johnson (1857), 7 E. & B. 885; Xenos v. 
Wickham (1867), L. R. 2 H. I. 296: Coley . Overseas 
Export, [1921] 3 K. B. 302. Mentd. Mudie v. Bell (1828), 
6L. 3.0.8. K. B. 325. 
3. ——-.]|--BEALE v. Mouts (1843), 1 Car. & 
Kir. 1; 2 L. T. O. S. 227; subsequent proceedings 
1847), 10 Q. B. 976. 
ty Deft. | directed pitt, who was 
possessed of a patent for furnaces, to send him ‘ a 
licence to use two of his patent furnaces, to be 
applied to, etc., for £25 as agreed ; the engineer's 
or furnace builder’s time to superintend or fix the 
above order, to be’ paid six shillings a day :—Held : 
if it were for the purchase of the furnaces instead 
of the licence, the price of the furnaces was pro- 
erly sucd for under the count for work & labour 
in setting them up, & not under a count for the 
sale of goods & chattels.—CHANTER v. DICKINSON 
(1843), 5 Man. & G. 253; 2 Dowl. N. S. 838; 6 
Scott, N. R. 182; 12 L. J.C. P. 147; 7 Jur. 89; 
34 BE. R. 560. 
; .|—See, also, SALE OF Goons, Vol. XXXIX., 


pp. 359, 360, Nos. 3-10. 
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Sect. 1.—In general. Sects. 2,3 & 4: Sub-eect. 1.] 


5. What recoverable for work & labour — 
Value of parioenane —- The value of materials 
cannot be recovered under a count for work & 
labour only.— HEATH v. FREELAND (1836), 5 Dowl. 


166; 1M. & W. 543; 2 Gale, 140; Tyr. & Gr. 
918; 5L. J. Ex. 253. 

6. ——- ———.]—-GRAFTON v. ARMITAGE, No. I, 
ante. 

T -|—Under the count for work & 








labour & materials in & about the same provided, 
pltf. is entitled to recover compensation for 
printing a book, & for the paper on which it is 
printed. 

A printer was employed to print five hundred 
copies of a book with a dedication ; the dedication 
was not sent to the printer until the book was set 
up in type. The dedication contained libellous 
matter, & the printer refused to print it; but he 
printed off the five hundred copies of the book 
without the dedication :—Held: he was entitled 
to recover in respect of the part printed.—CLay 
v. YATES (1856), 1 H. & N. 73; 25 L. J. Ex. 237; 
27L. T. O. 8.126; 2 Jur. N.S. 908; 4 W. R. 557; 
156 E. R. 1128. 


Annotations :—Consd. Lee v. Griffin (1861), 1 Ee & S. 272. 
Refd. Appleby v. Meyers (1867), 36 L. J. C. a 3313 
Stubbs vw. Holywell Ry. (1867), 15 W. R. 869; Dominion 


Press v. Customs & Excise Minister, {1928} A. "C. 340 


8. Wages or remuneration.|—A menial 
servant, entitled under the hiring to a month’s 
warning or a month’s wages, cannot recover a 
month’s wages for having been improperly dis- 
missed without a month’s warning, upon the 
common indebitatus count for work & labour.— 
FEWINGS v. TISDAL (1847), 1 Exch. 295; 5 Dow. 


& L. 196; 17 L. J. Ex. 18; 11 Jur. 077; 154 
BE. R. 125; sub nom. FLEWINGS v. TISDAL, 10 
L. T. O. S. 166. 


Annotations :—Consd. Emmens tv. Elderton (1853), 4 H. I. 


Cas. 624. Refd. Goodman v. Pocock (1850), 15 Q. I. 
poe East Anglian Ry. v. Lythgoe (1851), 20 A: 5 ee One cP 
9. --|—CLAY v. YATES, No. 7, ante. 


—— ——-.|— Compare MASTER & SERVANT, Vol. 
XXXIV., pp. 108-110, Nos. 809-827. 

Building contracts.)—See BUILDING CONTRACTS, 
Vol. VII., pp. 331 et seq. 


WorK AND LABOUR. 


Srot. 2.—PARTIES TO THE CONTRACT. 
See, generally, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 22~50, 
Nos. 8-276. 
Particular classes of persons.|—See TITLES 
passim. 


Srmct. 3.—FORMATION OF THE CONTRACT. 

See, generally, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., PP. 51-118. 

Statute of Frauds.]|—See Contract, Vol. XII., 
pp. 118-172. 

Contracts with corporations.|—-See CoRPoRA- 
TIONS, Vol. XIII., pp. 384-386, Nos. 1123-1135. 

Consideration.]-—See CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 
172-234. 

Stamps.]—See, generally, ConTRAcT, Vol. XII., 
p. 629; REVENUE, Vol. XXXIX., p. 268, Nos. 
530-532. 


Sect. 4.—RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS UNDER 
THE CONTRACT. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


10. Liability of |employer.} — MERIEL  »v. 
WYMONDSOLD (1661), Hard. 205; 145 EB. R. 454 
Annotations :—Refd. Allison v. Hering pte Lp yy, J. Ch. 

223; Kelner v. Baxter (1866), L. R. 2 C. 

11. .|—Pltf. had a epi by a 
local board of health to construct certain main 
sewer works. On Mar. 19, 1866, the local board 
gave notice to the owners of certain houses to 
connect their house drains with the main sewer 
within twenty-one days: Before the expiration of 
the twenty-one days, & during the construction 
of the main sewer the surveyor of the board pro- 
posed to pltf. that he, pltf., should construct the 
connection between the house drains & the main 
sewer. Pltf. said he was willing to do the work 
if the board would see him paid. The owners 
of the houses did not proceed in any way to do 
the work required of them, & before the expiration 
of the twenty-one days the construction of the 
connections was commenced by pltf. under the 
following circumstances : Having completed the 
main sewer, pitf. was leaving the work when the 
surveyor stopped him & requested him not to go 





PART I. 8ECT. 1. 


54. What recoverable under count for 
work & labour—Value of materials. | 
~~On counts for work & labour & 

oods sold & delivered, the value of 
he materials found & provided for 
carrying on the work cannot be re- 
covered.—WILSON v. DE LA HOOKE 
(1841), 6 O. 8. 317.—CAN. 

a. Signing of agreement delayed— 
Subsequent signing—fRetrospective effect. } 
—Where an agreement to perform 
work has been reduced to writing 
but is not actually signed till a future 
day, there is nothing to prevent the 
parties from binding themselves & 
making the agreement effective from 
the day it was entered into, though 

rior to the signing of it.—FENETY v. 

imonpbs, 5 All. 647.—CAN. 


b. Contract to manufacture accords 


ing to saample—No sam le produced or 
agreed upon —~- Uncertainty. }—Where 
& contract provides for the manu- 


facture accor to specifications of 
an article ‘* equal in every respect to a 
sample to be proce ”» & no sample 
is produced & agreed upon, the con- 
tract is void for uncertainty, & no 
action can be brought for breach of 


it by either Ste —KERR & BKOG v. 
Coe 2 B.C. R. 246.—CAN. 
pea to get, Pa phe & de- 


diver bark—-Whether for sale of goods, 
or for work & labour.}—Pitf. agreed to 


t, cure, & deliver to deft., a quantity 
ef hemlock bark at a certain price per 
cord, to re eeled from trees grow 
on land h by deft., under licence 
from the Coa under which licence 
deft. was liable to pay stumpage for 
all timber cut, the bark to be surveyed 
by deft.’s surveyor :—Held : theagree- 
ment was substantially a contract to 
pay pltf. for his labour in peeling, 
curing & hauling the bark, & not a 
contract for sale of bark to deft., & 
deft. was not ontitled to hawe the bark 
delivered to him free from the lien ot 

the Crown for the pa 
een MILLER, 28 N. B. R. 2 2.— 


d. Farming on shares — Whether 
lease or hire of labour.}—PaRK v. 
HUMPHREY, 14 C. P. 209.—CAN. 

e. What amounts to acceptance of 
services. }—Woon v. ONTARIO & QUEBEC 
Ry. Co., 24 C. P. 3384.—CAN. 

f. Percentage on cost——Mode of ascer- 
taining.)}—BLacK v. TORONTO UPIHOL- 
STERING Co., 15 O. R. 642.—CAN. 

ge. Separate contractse— Cancellation of 
ect on the other.}—MUNICIPAL 
CONSTRUCTION Co. v. REGINA CORPN. 
eel 20 W.L. R. 405; 1 W. W.R. 

58; 5 Sask. L R. 405. —OAN. 

h. Time for Spesesers pay, of oper- 

ations — No time specified — Heason- 
able time.}—In 6 contract for work & 
labour where no time for commencing 


operations was mentioned :—~Held: a 
reasonable time was intended. mens ae 
BERTA DRILLING Co. v. DOME OIL 
Co. Air bake 30 W. L. R. 145; 8 W. W. 
R. 996.—CAN. 


k. Construction of contract ~— Vart- 
ation of terms.}—DEMPSTER v. BAULD, 
37 N.S. KR. 330.—CAN. 

1. —— Contract tin writing—Am- 
bigutty arising upon words used -— 
Admissibility of teal contract to estab- 
lish intention of parties. ae A 
Sr. Crorx PAPER “age Bed sey 
kK. L. R. 81; 6 D. LB 5 6.—C At. 

m. “ Labou ee. rr} 
IRVINE v. HERVEY (1913), 7 E. L. Re 
297; 13D. L. H. 868 

n. Evidence of eg of work. } 
—MCLENNAN v. WINNIPEG, Man. 
L. R. 474.—CAN. 


Ste I. SECT. 4, SUB-SEOT. 1. 
liability of employer — Colla- 
tered contract to or "8 
pal onocbbie: 





outfit—W hether —HILTZ v. 
ee 1022), 63 D. L. R. 437; 55 
ee CAN. 


ie to perform condition — 
Condition as to eztras.}—Where ane 
coudition of ea contract in regard to 
claims for extras was not complied 
with :—Held : no such claim could bo 
allowed, but, as the con had 
peon Sprey. ap dismissed, an alterna - 
tive claim amages was allowed.— 


Part I.—Conrracts FoR Work AND LABOUR. 


away as there was more work to be done. Pitf. 
asked him who was to be responsible for the pay- 
ment, to which the surveyor answered that dete, 
who was the chairman of the local board was 
waiting to see pltf. about it. Pltf. then had an 
interview with deft., at which deft. said: ‘‘ What 
objection have you to making the connections ? ” 
Pltf. said, ‘‘ I have none, if you or the board will 
order the work, or become responsible for the 
ae ae Deft. said ‘‘ Go on & do the work & 
will see you paid.’’ Accordingly, pltf. con- 
structed & completed the connections. He after- 
wards applied to the local board for payment, but 
the local board disclaimed all responsibility on 
the ground that the board had never entered into 
any agreement with pltf. nor by any resolution 
or order authorised any officer of the board to 
agree with him for the performance of the work. 
Pitf. then commenced an action against deft. :-— 
Held: that there was evidence to go to the jury 
of the personal liability of deft., & deft. was not 
entitled to have a nonsuit entered.—MouNT- 
STEPHEN v. LAKEMAN (1871), L. R. 7 Q. B. 196; 
41L. J. Q. B. 67; 25 L. T. 755; 367. P. 261; 20 
W. R. 117, Ex. Ch.; affd. sub nom. LAKEMAN v. 
MOUNTSTEPHEN (1874), L. R. 7 H. L. 17; H. Lh. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Wildes v. Dudlow (1874), L. R. 19 

Eq. 198; Guild v. Conrad (1894), 63 L. J. Q. B. 721. 

12. -——— Prim& facie Hability—-When liability 
shifted..—-Primd facie when one man employs 
another to do work, the employer is liable for it. 
But there are cases where the employer does not 
prima facie create that liability: as where it is 
known that a third party is to receive the benefit 


CrTty oF TORONTO tv. METALLIC ROOF- 
he Co. oF CANADA, Cout. 388.— 
CAN. 


q. Contract for hauling ore ship- 
ments up to one quantity & not less thun 
another quantity.}—A contract stipu- 
lating that the first party shal] have 
the hauling of aj] ore shipped up to 


action.— HUNT v. 
434.—CAN. 


1 Ont. 


attempted to prove in the former 
McCartn, 6 O. S 


d. Agreement signed by person not 
mentioned in tt—hight to sue on LT 
contract.}—Hoss v. TaltT (1823-1 
ig. 1281.—CAN. 
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of the work. When one man employs another for 
his own benefit, the rule of law may be applied, 
that a promise is implied, on his part, to pay. 
But where one person employs another, or pro- 
poses that another shall be employed, not for 
his own benefit, but for the benefit of third parties, 
then, to raise an implied promise on his part to 

ay, he must have led the other to understand, 

y words or conduct, that he was to be the pay- 
ea has J.).—CHIDLEY v. NORRIS (1862), 3 


13. Liability of party taking benefit of work 
done.|—The general principle is, beyond all ques- 
tion, that work & labour done or money expended, 
by one man to preserve or benefit the property of 
another do not according to English law create any 
lien upon the property saved or benefited, nor, 
even if standing alone, create any obligation to 
repay the expenditure (BOWEN, L.J.).—FALCKE v. 
ScOTTISH IMPERIAL INSURANCE Co. (1886), 34 
Ch. D. 234; 56 L. J. Ch. 707; 56 L. T. 220; 35 
W.R. 1438; 3 T. L. R. 141, C. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. Patten v. Bond (1889), 60 L. T. 583: 
Blyth v. Fladgate, Morgan ve. Blyth, Smith v. Blyth, 
{1891} 1 Ch. 337; Securities & Properties Corpn. v. 
Brighton Alhambra (1893), 62 L. J. Ch. 566; The Gas 
Float Whitton No. 2, [1896] P. 42; Re Becket, Purnell 
v. Paine, (1918) 2 Ch. 72. Mentd. Re Winn, Reed v. 
Winn (1887), 57 L. T. 382; te Coventry & Nuneaton 
Tram Co. (1888), 4 T. L. RK. 458; Re Winchilsea’s Policy 
Trusts (1888), 39 Ch. D. 168; Strutt v. Tippett (1889), 
61 L. T. 460; Re Walker, Meredith v. Walker (1893), 
68 L. T. 517; Re Scott & Alvarez’s Contract, Scott v. 
Alvarez, {[1895) 1 Ch. 596; The Ripon City, [1898] P. 78; 
Keighley Maxsted v. Durant, [1901] A. C. 240; Re 
National Motor Mail-Coach Co., Clinton’s Claim, {1908] 
2 Ch. 615; Re McKerrell, McKerrell v. Gowans (1912), 
82 L. J. Ch. 22; Re Phillips, [1914] 2 K. B. 689. 


upon, has disabled himself from suing 
upon the special contract, he cannot 
therefore recover on the common 
counts before the expiration of the 
credit under the agreement.— MCMAHON 
v. COFFEE, 1 U. C. HR. 110.—CAN. 


aa. Willingness to perform.]— 


00), 





15,000 tons & not less than 10,000, as 
required by the second party, does not 
bind the second party to supply more 
than 10,000 tons. — HAGGERTY vt. 
LENORA MOUNT SICKER COPPER 
MINING Co., LTpD., 9 B.C. HR. 6.—CAN. 


ry. Contract for delivery of timber 
— Alteration of made timber.}—Defts. 
were taken by pltf. to a quantity of 
timber already made upon the ground, 
& contracted to draw it out & deliver 
it. to pltf. on the bank of a river :— 
Held; the timber cut in two by defts. 
to suit their convenience, without 
pitf.’s permission, & drawn out of the 
river in that altered state, was not 
delivered within the contract.—RryY- 
ate v. SHUTER, 3 U. C. R. 377.— 


t. Contract for cutting cord wood 
—EKffectt of acceptance of part.)— 
ESTER v. WILSON (Y. T.) (1909), 11 
W. LL. Ki. 407.—CAN. 


a. Sealed contract —- Work done in 
part— Remedy. J—-PARNELL tv. MARTIN, 
» FP. 473.—CAN. 


b. Appointment of substitute.) -— 
Pitf. agreed to do certain work for 
deft., to be approved of by D._ It 
was provided that in case of D.’s 
absence, any other person might be 
append by pitf. & deft. :—Held: 
deft. might dispense with such appotut- 
ment & accept the work himself.— 
LADD v. BULLEN, 10 U. C. R. 295.— 


c. Recovery of moneys overpaid — 
Defence in former action.}— Two masons 
brought an action for work & labour 
ugainet their employer & recovered a 
verdict for £60 :—Heid ;: the employer 
could not afterwards bring an action 
against them for money he had paid 
them on account, & which he had 


e. Non-completion in time—Accept- 
ance -—— Waiver.}]—- BECKETT v. COCK- 
BURN, 31 U. C. R. 610.—CAN. 


{f. Dismissal of sub - contractors — 
Wages of labourers unpaid—Right to 
withhold payment from sub-contractors.] 
—WOOLLEK v. BRADLEY (1911), 18 
W. L. R. 622.—CAN. 


g. Claim against railway contractor 
by sub-contractors for erpenses in- 
curred for medical d& hospital services 
to men in construction cam Evidence 
to establish contract —Implied term of 
grading sub-contract -— Custom.) — 
LaRosk uv. WEBSTER (Alta.) (1913), 
25 W. L. R. 517.—CAN. 


h. Drilling contract — Seizure of 
equipment on failure in substantial per - 
formance. }—ALBERTA DRILLING Co. 
v. DomE Om. Co. (1914), 30 W. L. R. 
145; 8 W. W. R. 996.—CAN. 

k. Right of action for breach of 
contract— Agreement to saw logs.}— 
DUNN v. IRWIN, 25 C. P. 111.—CAN. 

1. .) — BUCHANAN v. 
ANDERSON, 16 U. C. R. 331.—CAN. 

m. Declaration of intention not 
to perform.J—Where a party, before 
the time stipulated for Deane 
his contract, declares that he will not 
perform it, the other party may treat 
this as a breach & sue.—-DULLEA v. 
TAYLOR, 34 U. C. R. 12.—CAN. 








n. ——— Sufficiency of declaration 
—hHork to be done thin a limited 
WEIR, 11 


pertod.}—HENNESSEY vv. 
. P. 179.—CAN. 
oO. Failure to make road.)— 
STUBBS v. JOHNSTON, 88 U. C. BR. 466. 


—CAN. 

p. Period of credit.] — Where 
work has been d to be done upon 
a certain credit, & the party, by tailing 
to perform it within the time _agree 








In order to recover in an action for 
non-performance of a contract to do 
work, pltf. must show a willingness & 
readiness on his ei to perform, & on 
deft.’s part a distinct & unequivocal 
absolute refusal, & that such refusal 
was treated & acted upon by pitt. ; 
for, if after refusal, he continue to 
urge or demand compliance with the 
contract, he must be deemed as con- 
sidering it as not at an end.—McLEL- 
LAN v. WINSTON, 12 O. R. 431.—CAN. 


bb. Whether leave & licence may 
be pleaded.}—LEONARD v. NORTHEY, 22 
Cc. P. 11.--CAN. 


cc. Failure to perform in time— 
Action for price—Delay caused by other 
contractors. |}—YATES v. LAW, 25 U.C. R. 
562.—-CAN 

_.. —~—— Ploughing land—Work not 
properly done.}—WHEKLER v. DIONNE 
(1909), 11 W. L. R, 129.-——CAN. 


e6. Agreement to do hauling ag 
required to amount of indebtedness— 
Riefusal to perform.}—CLARK v. MURRAY 
(N. B.) (1907), 3 KE. L. R. 277.—CAN. 

ff. Agreement to tan skins.] — 
PINx v. CROUOH (1915), 31 W. L. R. 
961.—CAN. 

















gg. Agreement to thresh grain.) 
—Sick uv. TAYLOR (Sask.) (1922), 69 
D. L. R. 722.—CAN. 

—— Contract for removal of 
house—Imopossibility of performance. |— 
A contract for the removal of a house 
became impossible of performance 
owing to the refusal of the city e eer 
to grant a permit for its removal. In 
an action for damages for non-per- 
formance :—Held: the altered circum - 
stances were such that had it occurred 
to the parties that the refusal of a 

ermit were imminent, it would have 
beeii made a term of the contract, & 
the action should be dismissed.— 


1296 


Sect. 4.—Rights and obligations under the contract : 
Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A.] 


14. Failure to perform condition.} —- ANON. 
(1469), Y. B. 9 Edw. 4, fo. 3, pl. 13. 


Annotations :—Consd. Mackay v. Dick (1881), 6 App. Cas. 
uel. Refd. Richard’s & Bartlet’s Case (1584), 1 Leon. 


-——— Failure of condition generally.]—See Con- 
TRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 407 e¢ seq. 

15. Printers to Crown—Right of Crown to with- 
draw employment.|—Eyre & SPOTTISWOODE v. R. 
(1887), 3 T. L. R. 447, C. A. 

Set-off.'—-See Sret-Orr, Vol. XL., p. 406, Nos. 
800-308. 

Contracts for personal service.|—-See CONTRACT, 
Vol. XII., pp. 377, 378, 588-594, Nos. 3115- 
3124, 3129, 4906-4948, 

Admission of extrinsic evidence to explain written 
en a a DEEpDs, Vol. XVII., p. 325, No. 

05. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—REMUNERATION. 
A. in General. 
16. Implied right to remuneration—-Where price 
stipulated.|—COLLINS v. ONGLY (1697), 2 Selwyn’s 


N. P., 10th ed., 1377. 
Anion :—Refd. Chase ». Westmore (1816), 5 M. & S. 


17. Original contract varied.|—A lessor 
contracted to pay his tenant at a valuation for 
certain erections pursuant to a plan to be agreed 
on, provided they were completed in two months : 
no plan was agreed on, & after the condition 
broken, the lessor encouraged the lessee to pro- 
ceed with the work, & held that the lessee might 
recover as for work & labour on an implied promise 
arising out of so many of the facts as were applic- 
able to the new agreement.— BURN v. MILLER 
(1813), 4 Taunt. 745; 128 E.R. 523. 

18. -|—Work is to be done accord- 
ing to a special agreement between the parties, 
regulating the quantity, price & times of payment. 
The parties having deviated from the original 
contract, & the original terms not being applicable 
to the new work, pltf. is entitled to recover on the 
common count, for the latter although the time 
for completing the payments under the original 
agreement had not expired when the action was 











0. --——— Breach 


of contract to re- 


WorK AND LABOUR. 


GopFREY (1816), 1 


commenced.—ROBSON  v. 
171 EK. R. 471, 


Stark. 275; Holt, N. P. 286; 


N. 

19. .]|— Where a contract is made for 
carpenters’ & builders’ work; & the carpenter & 
builder seeks to recover for alleged extras & devia- 
tions, it is not sufficient for him to show, that such 
extra & deviating work has been done. He must 
prove an express authority from his principal to do 
it.— LOVELOCK v. KING (1831), 9 L. J. O. S. K. B. 
x - previous proceedings, 1 Mood. & KR. 80, 

> 


Annotation :—Retd. Thames Iron Works & Ship Building 
es v. Royal Mail Steam-Packet Co. (1862), 13 C. B. N.S. 








20. ———- ———.]-—WHITAKER v. DUNN (1887), 


3 T. lL. R. 602. 
Ai -—Consd. Sumpter v. Hedges, {1898} 1 Q. B. 


21. Right to reasonable remuneration. |- 
Where A. contracts to do work on materials 
supplied to him by B., as where he contracts to 
survey a parish, & to set down the results of such 
survey in a map, upon paper furnished to him by 
B., his right to sue for work & labour is complete 
as soon as he has finished the work, & has given B. 
a reasonable opportunity of ascertaining its correct- 
ness: & if, there being no contract for a specific 
price, he demand more for the work than a reason- 
able price, & refuse to deliver it except upon pay- 
ment of such larger price, that does not preclude 
him from suing for & recovering a reasonable price. 
—LHvUGuEsS v. LENNY (1830), 5 M. & W. 183; 2 
Horn & H.13; 8 L. J. Ex. 177; 161 E. R. 79. 

22. -|—Where the declaration alleged 
that defts. promised to repair a ship for a reason- 
able price to be charged by them to pltf., & that 
pltf. was ready & willing to pay such price as afore- 
said, whereof defts. had notice, & that defts. did not 
charge to pltf. a reasonable price, but demanded an 
exorbitant sum as the price of the repairs, & de- 
tained the ship until the same was paid; & defts. 
pleaded that there was no tender of a reasonable 
price, or any sum of money in respect of the 
repairs :—Held: pltf. was not bound under the 
contract, as set out in the declaration, to tender a 
reasonable or any other price. Semble: that it 
would be otherwise if there were an implied 
contract only.—WaATSON v. PEARSON (1863), 2 











DAvIs v, 


ARON v. SPROAT (1921), 29 B.C. R. 
194.—CAN. 

f. —— Contract to build vessels. } 
—La Have FisuH Co. rv. BOEHNER 
BROTHERS, LTD. (1921), 54 N. 8S. R. 
533.—CAN. 

ee of contract—Proof of.| 
—-When there is a apecial contract 
for work & labour, it must be distinctly 
shown that such contract has been 
rescinded before a recovery can be 
allowed upon the common counts for 
work specified in it.—TYRRELL v., 
GAMBLE (1855), 12 U. C. R. 669.— 
CAN. 

h. — {Partial failure of con- 
sideration.}—LAPP v. FIRSTBROOK, 24 
C. P. 239.—CAN. 

k. Damages — Failure to complete 
cd set up machinery by specified date.}— 
CORBET v. JOHNSON, 10 A. Ri. 564.— 
CAN. 

1. —— Loss of 
withheld.}—Boyp v. h., 
186.—CAN. 

m. Refusal to accept service.) 
—AMATEUR ATHLETIC Agsocn. ‘‘ LE 
MONTAGNARD ** vw. GAGNON (1908), 6 
Kk. L. R., 54.—CAN., 

n.—— Agreement to thresh — 
Delay — Crop damaged by rain.}— 
DIPPLE t. WYLIE (1916), 34 W. J, R, 
921; 10 W. W. R. 1062.—CAN, 





profits for work 
1 Exch. C. kt. 





pair farm machinery.}—The measure 
of damages for breach of a contract 
to repair farming machinery is, with 
respect to the owner's inability to use 
it on his own land, the extra cost he 
was put to in having done by ofhers 
or with another engine or otherwise, 
the work which he would have done 
with the farming machinery in ques- 
tion had the contract been performed ; 
when no work is done on his own land 
at all no special damages are recover- 
able in respect thereto.—ONTARIO 
WIND ENGINE & Pump Co. v, JENREN 
(Alta.), {1917} 2 W. W. hk. 732.—CAN. 
* p. Failure to plough land—fe- 
moteneas—Loss of crop which could 
have been grown.}—PATTON Vv. FORREST 
(Sask.), (1919] 2 W. W. BR. 275.—CAN. 

: Removal of object on which 
work to be done.) ~— SCHWARTZ v. 
IIKISLER (1921), 54 N.S. R. 352; 59 
D. L. R. 640.—CAN. 
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1714. Implied right to remuneration 
— Original contr varied.}—Whore a 
oe had contracted under seal with 
pitf. for certain work, which was after- 
wards departed from by their orders, 
with pltf.’s consent :—Held: assumpsit 
would He for the value of the work 
done under the substituted contract.— 








GRAND RIVER NAVIGATION 
Cu., 6 O. 8. 59.—CAN. 

17 ti. --—~ .}~—Held: under the 
agreement & facts proved, tho extra 
work claimed for by pltf. must be 
considered not as extra work done 
under the contract, but under a subse- 
ead new agreeincnt, wholly deviating 
therefroin, & not as upon the same 
terins either as to time or mode of 





payment; & A ee might recover for 
such work.—WaATSON v. O’BEIRNE, 
7 U. C. ht. 345.—CAN. 

17 ill. —-——,}—Where the terms 





of a sealed contract have been so far 
departed from as to prevent the 
contractor froin sulug upon it, but bis 
employers have accopted the work, 
he may sue on the common counts for 
the value of the work done.—TURLEY 
u. GRAFTON Road Co., § U. C. R. 579. 
— CAN. 

r. Recovery on quantum meruit.jJ— 
Youna v. Tracnwy, Cass. Dig. 2nd ed. 
147.—-CAN. 

t. ———.]-—-FosTer +. 
C. Y. 543.—CAN. 

a. -) — McInTosu wv. GRAND 
Forks Conpn. (B. C.) (1908), 9 W. L. RR. 


8.—CAN. 

b. J — Pitf. agreed to raise 
the deft.’a house & make certain 
additions for $375 :— Held: although 


WiuSON, 27 
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Rep. 184; 8 L. T. 3095; 9 Jur. N.S. 501; 

11 W. R. 702 ; 1 Mar. L. ©. 335. 
23. Abandonment of enterprise.|—A_ con- 

tractor sent in a tender to a railway co. for the 

execution of part of the works, either with a double 
or single line of rails. He was informed, in writing, 
by the engineer of the co., that his tender was 
accepted, & that intimation was confirmed by the 
directors, upon his attendance at one of their 
board meetings, but no document accepting the 
tender was executed by the co. in such a manner as 
to be binding at law; nor was any conclusion 
ever come to whether there should be a single or 
a double line. The railway was afterwards 
abandoned, & the contractor then filed a bill 
seeking to have a binding contract executed by the 
co., or to recover from them the loss which he had 
sustained in preparing for the works :—//eld: 
he had no claim to relief in equity upon the 
general merits of the case; & an allegation, 
unsupported by any additional facts, that the co. 
held money in their hands for the purpose of paying 
pltf., & were trustees of it for his benefit, under an 
instrument in writing, was not sufficient to sustain 
the bill.—Jackson v. NORTH WALES Ry. Co. 

(1848), 1 H. & Tw. 75; 6 Ry. & Can. Cas. 112; 

18 L. J. Ch. 91; 12 L. T. 0. S, 489; 13 Jur. 69; 

47 I. R. 1332, L. C. 

24. Employment of professional person.| 
The employing of a professional person implies an 
undertaking to remunerate him, but the inference 
may be rebutted by circumstances.— MANSON v. 
Ta (1855), 2 Macq. 80; 26 L. T. O. S. 24, 
H. |. 

Annotations :—Refd. Broughton v. White, Broughton v. 
Broughton (1855), 26 LB. T. O. 8S. 54; Re Barber, Burgess 
¢. Vinicome (1886), 34 Ch. D. 77. Mentd. Pe Corsellis, 
Lawton v. Elwes (1886), 33 Ch. D. 160. 

25. Usage.|-—Although a workman is, in 
general, entitled to be paid for his labour where 
the work is destroyed, without any default of his 
own, before it is completed or delivered to the 
employer, yet the law, in this respect, may be 
controlled by the usage of a particular trade.— - 
GILLETT v. MAWMAN (1808), 1 Taunt. 187; 127 
Id. R. 7&4. 


Annotation -—Mentd. Capon v, Dillamore (1824), 8 Moore, 
»% 2. 516. 














26. —— —-~-.J—-PricE v. TIona Kona TEA 
Co. (1861), 2 F. & F. 466, N. P. 
27. .|-— Pltf. repaired certain leasehold 


premises held by deft. under a covenant to repair, 

on a parol promise by deft. to assign him his lease : 

~-~Held: deft., upon refusal to assign, was liable 

on an implied assumpsit to pay pltf. for such 

repairs.— GRAY v. HILL (1826), Ry. & M. 420. 

Annotation :-—Consd. Hopkins v. Richarson (1844), 14 
L. J. Q. B. 80. 


28. ———.|—GALLOWAYS, Lp. v. JOHN BACON, 
Lrp. (1896), 13 T. L. R. 3. 

29. Recovery on quantum meruit— Adequacy of 
services performed.J—Where pltf. declares upon 
a quantum meruit for work & labour done, & 
materials found, it is competent to deft., even 
without notice to pltf., to prove that the work 
done was not worth so much as plitf. claims; & 
if it appear that pltf. has been paid on account as 
much as the work was worth, he cannot recover ; 
& so it seems that deft. may be Iect into such a 
defence where the contract was for the work to be 


all the work eod upon had not been 
done, there had not been such 4 
substantial non-performance as to 
disentitle pltf. to remuneration for the 
work done; & pltf. was entitled to 
recover the contract-price, less an 
ebatement for work not done & for 


J.--VOL. XLIV. 


187.—C 


substantially 


work negligently done.—CARLSON Uv. 
oe Cc.) (1914), 27 W. L. Rh. 


0. —-—.]— Where an_ ontire con- 
tract for work & labour has not been 
erformed, or where the 
contractor, although the contrac} has 
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done at a certain price; at least if he give pltf. 
previous notice of such defence, that he may be 
prepared to meet it; &, qu.: if the work done be 
wholly inadequate to answer the purpose for which 
it was undertaken to be performed, whether deft. 
may not be let into such defence even without 

notice.—BASTEN v. BUTTER (1806), 7 East, 479; 

3 Smith, K. B. 486; 103 EB. R. 185. 

Annotations :—Consd, Chapel v. Higgs (1833), 3 L. J. Ex. 
38; Cousins v. Paddon (1835), 2 Cr. M. & R. 5473 
Mondel v. Stecl (1841), 1 Dowl. N. 8. 1. Refd. Davis v. 
Hedges (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 687; Bow, McLachlan vy. 
Ship Camosun, (1909) A. C. 597. 
30. -|—In an action on a special con- 

tract for work done under the contract, & for work, 

labour, & materials generally, deft. may give in 
evidence that the work has been done improperly, 

& not agreeably to the contract, & pltf. in that case 

will only be entitled to recover the real value of the 

work done & the materials supplied.— CHAPEL v. 

HlickEs (1833), 2 Cr. & M. 214; 4 Tyr. 43; 3 

J.. J. Ex. 38; 149 E. R. 738. 

Annotations :—Apld. Baillie v. Kell (1838), 4 Bing. N. C. 
638; Stegman v. O’Connor (1899), 80 L. TI. 234. 

-|—Under the general issue to an 
action for goods sold & delivered, or for work & 
labour done, deft. may prove, ever since the new 
rules that the goods delivered were not such as were 
contracted for, or that the work was done in an 

unworkmanlike manner, although there was a 

special contract to pay for the goods or work at 

a certain price; & pltf. can then recover only on 

the quantum meruit.—CouUsINS v. PADDON (1835), 

2Cr, M. & BR. 547; 4 Dowl. 488; 1 Gale, 305; 5 

Tyr. 5385; 51. J. bx. 49; 150 BE. R. 234. 

Annotations :—Consd. Haysclden v. Staff (1836), 5 Ad. & El. 
153. Folld. Turner v. Diaper (1841), 2 Man. & G. 241. 
Refd. Broomfield v. Smith (1836), 1 M. & W. 542; Dicken 
v. Neale (1836), 1 M. & W. 546; Gregory v. Hartnoll 
(1836), 1 M. & W. 183; Jones v. Nanney (1836), We & 
Gr. 634; Fischer v. Aidi (1838), 7 L. J. Ex. 229. entd. 
Goldsmid v. Raphael (1836), 3 Scott, 385; Green v. 
Mursh (1837), Will. Woll. & Dav. 343; Eastmure v. Laws 
(1839), 7 Scott, 461; Kilner v. Bailey, (1839), 5 M. & W. 








382: Tuck v. Tuck (1839), 5 M. & W. 109; Falcon v. 
Benn (1841), 2 Q. B. 314; Lord v. Ferrand (1844), 13 
L. J. Ex. 111; Ford v. Beech (1846), 11 Q. B. 842; 


Rodgers v. Maw (1846), 15 M. & W. 444; 

Campbell (1847), 10 L. T. O. S. 183; Roche rv. Cham- 

pagne (1847), 16 L. J. Ex. 249; Wilkinson v. Kirby 

(1854), 15 C. B. 430; Parre. Jewell (1855), 16 C. B. 684 ; 

Tonge v. Chadwick (1856), 2 Jur. N. 8. 232; Traherne v. 

Gardner (1857), 8 Ek. & B. 161. 

32. ——-— .|— Under the plea of non 
assumpsit to a count on quantum meruit for pltf.’s 
services deft. may show what the services were 
worth & the jury give damages accordingly. 
BAILLIE v. KELL (1838), 4 Bing. N. C. 638; 6 
Scott, 879; 7 L. J.C. P. 249; 132 E. R. 934. 
Annotations :-—~Refd. Re Rube] Bronze & Metal Co. & Vos, 

[191811 K. B. 315. Mentd. Radakissen & Doss v. Mullick 

(1851), 2C. L. It. 1667, n. 

33. —-~-~-.J]—In an action on a contract & 
alternatively on a quantum meruit to recover the 
price of certain specified work, if the contract is 
not properly carried out, pltf. can only recover 
the real value of the work done & the materials 


Roberts v. 

















supplied.—STEGMANN v. O'CONNOR (1899), 80 
lL. T. 234, D. C.; affd., 81 L. T. 627, C. A. 
Anno’ation :-—Refd. Dakin v. Lee, [1916] 1 K. B. 566. 

34. Breach of contract by plaintiff.]—In an 


action for work & labour, where there had been a 
breach of contract on the part of pltf. :—Held: 
under the common counts, he could not recover a 
quantum meruit. nor prove that his breach of 


been substantially carried out, refuses 
to complete it, he is not entitled to 
recover quantum merutt.— Y AKOWCHUK 
v. CRAWFORD (Man.), [1917] 3 W. W. R. 
479.—CAN. 

d. .]— Where work has been 
performed by one party for another, 


40 
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contract arose from deft.’s default.—K&rEWLEY »v. 
STOKES (1846), 2 Car. & Kir. 435. 

35. —— Action by administrator.]—A. declared 
as administrator of B., stating that deft., in B.’s 
lifetime, was indebted to B. in money to be paid 
by deft. to B. on request. It was proved that B. 
had contracted with deft., in writing, to do certain 
works for him for £400 to be paid upon completion 
of the works ; B. died before their completion; & 
A. before he had taken out letters of administra- 
tion, agreed with deft. to complete, & did complete, 
the works :—Held : these facts did not support the 
declaration, inasmuch as, the contract being 
entire, & the works unfinished at B.’s death no 
debt accrued from deft. to B. in B.’s lifetime: 
although the new agreement with A. amounted, as 
between him & deft., to a rescinding of the original 
contract, which would entitle A., as administrator, 
to suc on a quantum meruit in respect of the work 
done by B.—CROSTHWAITE v. GARDNER (1852), 
18 Q. B. 640; 21L. J. Q. B. 356; 19 L. T. O.S. 
180; 17 Jur. 377; 118 E. R. 242. 

.|-—See, also, Contract, Vol. XII., pp. 
115-117, 350, Nos. 752-765, 2902-2906 ; Burup- 
te Conrractrs, Vol. VII., pp. 366-372, Nos. 135- 

36. Destruction or alteration of materlal—Ship 
burnt while in dock.|—The value of repairs may be 
recovered, though a ship be burnt in dock.— 
MENETONE v. ATHAWES (1764), 3 Burr. 1592; 97 
Ke. R. 998. 

Annotation :—-Refd. Appleby v. Myers (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 
oli. 


37. -—-- Goods sold.}|——A. agree to sell & B. to 
buy a ship, which A. undertook should be fitted 
similar to another ship. Before the time for 
completing the fittings, B. repudiated the contract, 
& refused to take the ship. Previous to this refusal, 
A. had done extras tothe ship, at B.’s desire. <A. 
did not go on with the fittings, but sold the ship, & 
brought his action against B. for the loss upon the 
sale. In his declaration he averred, that the ship 
was fitted ‘‘ according to the form & effect of the 
agreement,” & also, that it was ready for delivery 
at the proper time :—Held: he could not recover 
on the special contract, nor for the extras, on the 
count for work & labour. 

If you had not sold the vessel you would have 
been entitled to recover for the extras; but, by 
selling, you have put an end to the contract 
(Best, C.J.).—PARMETER v. BURRELL (1827), 3 
OU. & P. 144; 172 BE. R. 361, N.P. 

88. ———.]-—GILLETT v. MAWMAN, No. 25, ante. 

39. Proof that work done _inefficiently.|—— 
Broom v. DAVIS (1794), 7 East, 480, n.; 103 E.R. 
cede Dildos 

nnotations :—Distd. Basten v. But » ; 

Refd. Bow, McLachlan v. Ship Camosun [1909] At: ao7. 

Compare Nos. 29-33, ante. 

40. Payment on production of certificate of 
third person.|—In an action brought on an agree- 





the latter is Hable in recompense to 479.—CAN. 
the former in quantum merutt.—SMAILL 
v. Potrs (1847), 9 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 
1043; 19 Sc. Jur. 670.—-SCOT. 

e. Destruction or alteration of matcrial 
— Agreement to manufacture lumber— 
Kire — Possibility of delivery before 
destruction.) — SCHOFIELD v. TOwn, 
TOWN v. SCHOFIELD (1855), 12 U. C. R. 

.—CAN. 


439 

401i. Payment on  productton of 
certificate of third yperson.}~—SORETTE 
v. NOVA Botte ky OLOEMENE Co., 31 


N. 8. R. 427.— 
f. Collustve withholding.}] — 
WRIGRT v. COUNTY OF GREY, 12 C. P. 


duction of wrt 


v. Mapss, 5 O. 8. 





éetion of inde 
recover 





441. Action for remuneration—Pro- 
: tlen contract—Neceasity 
shih hee for work & labour, (oprreN v. WETMORE, 1 All. 894.— 
fixing the price, such agreement must . 

be produced on the trial of the case, 
unless it has been aloe 7 Pa 


Plea o 


ayment for cutting wood & 
making fires for the House of Assembly 
pitf. gave in evidence the contingen 
account of the Assembly, whereby i 
appdured that a sum of money d 


WorK AND LABOUR. 


ment to pay money for work to be done, on 
the production of the certificate of a third person 
that he approved the work, the declaration also 
having the common counts, plitf. produced, on the 
trial a bill of charges for the work done, which had 
been submitted to such third person, who, it was 
proved, had attended the progress of the work, 
under which he had written & signed the followi 
memorandum, ‘‘on examining the annexed bill, 
& considering the circumstances of the case 
referred to me, I am of opinion that a reduction 
should be made of £12 11s. 2d.”"; but that person 
being afterwards called as a witness for deft. 
stated that he never had approved the work, but 
disapproved it, & would not have signed a certifi- 
cate of approval; the jury, on the whole case, 
found for pltf.:—Held: the verdict of the jury 
ought not to be disturbed under the circumstances ; 
& therefore the ct. refused to make absolute a rule 
granted to show cause why there should not be a 
new trial, on the ground that the action could not 
be maintained without proof of such certificate.— 
DE VILE v. ARNOLD (1822), 10 Price, 21; 147 
EK. R. 229. 

41. Remuneration to be awarded by third party— 
Fraudulent award.|—A. covenants by deed to do 
work for B., the remuneration to be fixed by C. 
C. fraudulently awards that nothing is due. A. 
cannot sue B. in assumpsit.—CHURCHILL d. 
THOMAS v. Day (1828), 8 Man. & Ry. K. BL. 71; 
7h.J5.0.8S. K. B. 78. 

42. Action for remuneration—-Mode of remunera- 
tion of other workmen by defendant—Admissibllity 
in evidence.|—In an action for work & labour, that 
deft., was in the habit of paying other workmen 
employed by deft. in the same line of business 
regularly & at stated times, & that plitf. had been 
at. such times with the other workmen, is admis- 
sible evidence._-Lucas v. NOVOFILIESKI (1795), 
1 Esp. 296. 

43. Credit given to A.—-Action against aes 
In actions for work & labour, if it appears that pitf. 
has once given credit to A. he cannot afterwards 
shift his claim, & charge B.—LEGGAT v. REED 
(1823),1C. & P.16; 171 E. R. 1083, N. P. 

44. ——— Production of written contract 
Necessity for.|—Where a man is employed to do 
work under a written contract, & a separate order 
for other work is afterwards given by parol during 
the continuance of the first employment, the 
written contract need not be produced by pltéf. in 
an action for the second work.—REID v. BATTE 
(1829), Mood. & M. 413. 

Annotationa :—Consd, Parton v. Cole (1841), 11 L. J. Q. B. 

70. Refd. Edic v. Kingsford (1854), 14 C. B. 759. 

45, ——_- ——— -—---.]—Where pltf. had been 
employed by, & performed certain work for deft., 
under a written agreement, & subsequently claimed 
for work done, but not included in it :—Held: in 
order to dispense with the production of such agree- 
ment, he must prove an employment by defendant 
altogether distinct & separate; & it is not suffi- 
cient to show that such employment came within 





been allowed to deft. for pltf.’s 
services :——-Held: pltf. was not bound 
by the amount allowed, but ht 

ver more on quantum merutl.— 


tten agreement GAN 


ae _. third nerson — 
Order of contractor.}—NORTH v. BRANT 
bs Opa TRUSTEES, 10 C. P. 401 


eement to noeeet Por 

sory note — Non-delt a sequen 
tender.}--Where a P . oontracta ti 
t receive for work done, at its com 
t letion, a certain sum of money, § 
Phen agrees to accept from deft. th 


ayment.}—In an 


us assumpsit to k. ———~ 4 
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description of extra work.—PaRToNn v. COLE 
(1841), 11 L. J. Q. B. 70; 6 Jur. 370. 

4 Plea of payment—Arrears.]—In an 
action for work & labour, deft. pleaded payment 
generally of all the sums claimed in the declaration, 
& showed payments made during the time specified 
therein ; but it appearing that there were previous 
arrears due to pltf. in respect of similar work per- 
formed by him for deft. :—Held: the jury might 
take those arrears into account, & after appropria- 
ting the payments to their liquidation, find a 
verdict for pltf. for the general balance.—FRAZER 
v. BUNN (1839), 3 Jur. 351; previous proceedings 
(1838), 8 C. & P. 704, N. P. 

47. ——— Partial admission of claim—Admissi- 
bility.|—Fox ». WILKINSON (1846), 16 M. & W. 
64,n.; 153 EB. R. 1100. 

——— By executors.] — See ExncutTors, Vol. 
XXIV., p. 557, No. 5978. 

48. Workmen supplied with beer by defendant— 
Ground for reducing plaintiffs claim.]—Whcere 
pitf. sues on a ntum meruit for work, & labour, 
deft. may, without pleading a set-off, give in 
evidence, that he provided pitf.’s men, who did 
the work, with their beer, as it may be that pltf. 
deserves to be paid the less, because his men had 
their beer provided for them by deft.—GRAINGER 
vw. RAYBOULD (1840), 9 C. & P. 229; 173 E.R. 
814, N. P. 

49. Part of work subsequently done by em- 
ployer.]-—Where a person is employed to do certain 
work for a certain sum, & part of the work is after- 
wards done by the employer, the amount. of the 
latter work is matter, not for set-off, but of 
deduction.—-TURNER v. DIAPER (1841), 2 Man. & 
G. 24); 2 Scott, N. R. 447; 133 BE. R. 736. 
Annotation :-Refd. Seeger v. Duthie (1860), 8 C. B. N.S. 45, 

50. Work to be done to satisfaction of defen- 
dant’s engineer.|—PARKES v. GREAT WESTERN 
Ry. Co. (1842), 3 Ry. & Can. Cas. 17; 6 Jur. 628. 

51. Service to be paid for in goods——Delivery 
of goods impossible—By act of party.|—-Where by 
the terms of a contract a service to be performed 
by A. for B. is to be paid for in goods, A. cannot 
declare in debt for the value of the service but. 
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must sue on the special contract. But if B., by 
his own act, vender the delivery of the goods 
impossible, A. may sue in debt for the value of the 
service. So, if B. allow the goods to be sold under, 
an execution against him.—Krys v. Harwoop 
(1846), 2 C. B. 905; 15 L. J.C. P. 207; 71. T. 
O. S. 161; 135 BE. R. 1201. 

52. Agreement to do repairs in consideration of 
lease—Repairs done & entry into occupation— 
Refusal to grant lease.]|—A. takes a house of B., 
& undertakes to do certain repairs & improve- 
ments, upon condition of having a lease for 
twenty-one years. This was a parol agreement. 
He enters, does the repairs, but the landlord 
refuses to grant the lease. A. continues in posses- 
sion, & brings assumpsit for work & labour :— 
Held: the action would not lie—Ilorxins v. 
RicHarRDs (1846), 8 L. T. O. S. 117; previous 
proceedings, sub nom. HOPKINS v. RICHARDSON 
(1844), 14 L. J. Q. B. 80. 

53. Sufficiency of evidence.}—In an action for 
work & labour pltf., who was an attorney, proved 
that he had rendered professional services for 
deft., as his agent, at a contested election for a 
seat in Parliament. It also appeared on pltf.’s 
evidence that pltf. had voted at the election for 
deft., although by law a paid agent is forbidden 
to vote. Deft. gave evidence to show that pitf. 
agreed to render his services gratuitously. The 
judge directed the jury that pitf. was entitled to a 
verdict, unless deft. made out to their satisfaction 
that the services were to be gratuitous :—Held : 
a misdirection, & the true question for the jury 
should have been, whether taking all the evidence 
together, p]tf. had made out that he was to be 
paid for his services.—HINGESTON v. KELLY 
(1849), 18 L. J. Ex. 360; 13 L. T. O. S. 305. 

54. Election of local board of health.]—The ct. 
will not order a local board of health to pay a 
reasonable remuneration to the person conducting 
the first election of the board, upon the suggestion 
that they have allowed only an inadequate sum : 
the board having, under Public Health Act, 1848 
(c. 63), a discretion as to what sum they think 
reasonable to allow, & the exercise of their 


Pe note of B. for the sum, if 
he note be not delivered, he may sue 
for the money. If the note be not 
tendered at the time specified, a 
subsequent tender of the note 
refusal will be no defence to such an 
action.— FISHER wt. FERRIS (1850), 6 
U.C. R. 534.---CAN. 

1. —— Period 
Premature action.)}—FEE 
13 C. P. 83.—CAN. 

m. Acceptance of promissory 
note— Necessity for proof of agreement 
to accept in satisfaction c& discharge of 
debt.|}—-To au action for work & 
labour, deft. pleaded that pitf. accepted 
a note of A. in settlement of his cleim : 
—~—-Held ; deft. was called upon affirma- 
tively to show an agreement to accept 
the note in satisfaction & discharge 
of the debt in order to support the 
defence.— PATTERSON v. MoDOUGALL 
hte Co., Lrp., 26 N. 3S. R. 


ate 
° 


of credit — 
v. WHYTE, 








n. —— Periodical paymenta—Inde- 
poner covenanis.}—BARTON wv. FISHER, 
U. oO. R. 75.—CAN. 





OQ. Terms of pa t— Oral 
agreement.}——VIPOND v. WatTTs (1911), 
19 WwW. dis ry 310.—CAN. 


p. ~——— Services rendered testator— 
No promise to remunerate—Monthly 
payments during lifetime — Services 


covered by legacy, ue v. HOPPER 
(1912), at Oo. W $91: 30. W.N. 


1039; '3 D. L. R. 339.—CAN. , 
qa—~— $N ence — Substitute 
work,}—Held : si t. was not liable to 


Itf. for work done in digging a hole 
or a well under a contract with deft., 
a second hole, paid for by deft., having 
been ruade by pltf. in substitution for 
the first, & having been rendored 
necessary through pltf.’s own negli- 
ence.— WRIGHT v. EbWwakps (Sask.) 
1912), 21 W. L. R. 851; 2 W. WwW. RR. 
746; 4D. LL. R. 497.~-CAN. 
roof.]—KINGQDON 
TALCOLM (Man.) 
9D. L. R. 


r. Onus of 
PRINTING Co. v. 
(1913), 22 W. L. R. 938; 
G51.—CAN, 

t. Payment by instalments — Pro- 
gress of work, J—A. agreed to do certain 
work for B., for which A. was to be 

aid £3,600, partly in materials, etc., 
E the balance ‘‘ in three yearly instal- 
ments, & according as the work 
rogresses *? :—Zield:, each vite 
fistalnent was limited by the wor 

done & materials provided owe the 
year.— GRANT v. McDONALD, 9 C. P. 
195.—CAN. 

a. Instalment to be iad be- 
fore completion of work.) — on a 
covenant to pay, in consideration of 
certain work to be performed, the firat 
payment to be made before the time 
tixed for the completion of the con- 
tract :—J/eld: tho performance of 
the work was not a condition precedent 
to aay v. NICKERSON, 
10 &: . 649.—OAN. 

b. Payment for extras—Crown con- 
tractor——Condttions precedent-—A uthori- 








sation by ineer estimate of value 
of work.}—O’BRIEN v. R. (1879), 4 
8S, C. R. 529.—-CAN, z 


Cc. —-——- —— Adcceptance by Crawn 
—Fair value.) — lt. v. WaAaLLBERG 
(1911), 448. C. R. 208.—CAN. 

d. Contruct to tow logs — Payment 
for lost logs.}—Under a contract to tow 
logs, the owner of the tug is entitled 
to be paid only for the logs delivered ; 
& where the special term that he is 
to be paid for logs ‘* lost or not lost ’’ 
is relied on, it must be proved speci- 
fically. — Paciric Towina Co. v. 
Morris, 11 B.C. R. 173.—CAN. 

e. Ayreement for payment monthly 
in debentures—Necessity for demanda.}-— 
Pitf. having contracted with defts. to 
perform certain works to be paid for 
ruonthly in debentures mado by defts. 
on the estimates of their engineer :— 
Held: on completion of the work & 
acceptance by the engineer of defts., 
the payment therefor became imme- 
diately due on request, & no demand 
was necessary.— WILLSON ¥. COUNTIES 
oF Huron & Bruce, 10 C, P, 498.— 
CAN. 

{. Agreement to accept payment in 
stock—Failure to deliver.j|—Plitf., con- 
tracted with deft. to do work ata 
certain price per day & to take in 
part payment stock in 4 perrag 3 co. 
On completion of the work deft. failed 
to deliver the stock :—Held : on defts.’ 
failure to deliver the stock, pltf. was 
entitled to damages for breach of 
contract & could not be compelled to 
accept stock.—MILLER v. AVERILL, 
10 e C. R. 205,.—CAN. 

g. Ascertainment of price — Pro- 
posed company— Letler to corporator.}— 
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discretion in this respect not being subject to 
review.— Ex p. METCALFE (1856), 6 E. & 3. 287; 
27 L. T.0.8. 78; 2 Jur. N.S. 1245; 4 W. BR. 490; 
119 E. R. 871. 

55. First clause In contract naming specific sum 
—Subsequent clause providing for additional pay- 
ment — Repugnancy.| — Applt. contracted with 
resps. to carry out work in altering their restaurant. 
The contract by its first clause witnessed that in 
consideration of $3,000 payable by three instal- 
ments, applt. agreed to furnish the materials & 
pon the services stated in the contract. 

etails of the work followed, & there was a final 
clause to the effect that resps. were to pay to applt. 
the value of the materials provided & labour done, 
each at 12$ per cent. over cost, whether that 
value exceeded or was less than $3,000. ‘The 
materials & Jabour considerably exceeded that 
sum, & applt. sued for a balance based upon the 
final clause :—Held: applt. was entitled to 
recover on that basis, since the first clause did not 
necessarily mean that the contract price was to 
be $3,000, & there was therefore no repugnancy 
between it & the final clause so as to make the 
first clause prevail.—ForBEs v. Git, [1922] 1 
A.C. 256; 911. J.P. C. 97; 126 L. T. 616, P. C. 

Expectation of legacy.|—See ExecutTors, Vol. 
AXIV., pp. 622, 623, Nos. 6521-6526. 

Unlawful work-—Imposition of penalty.}——Scee 
CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 272-274, Nos. 2223-2244. 
Printing.|——See PrREss & PRINTING, Vol. 
XXXVII., pp. 538, 539, Nos. 9-12. 

Service induced by fraud.]|—Sce Contract, Vol. 
XII., p. 113, Nos. 740, 741. 

Remuneration in discretion of employer.}-—Sec 
ae Vol. XII., pp. 410, 411, Nos. 3310- 
_Interest.|-See MONEY & MONEY-LENDING, Vol. 
AXXV., pp. 179, 182, Nos. 84, 117. 


B. Particular Contracts. 
Agency.|—See AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 488-547, 
Nos. 1664-1988. 
Arbitrator.]|—See ARBITRATION, Vol. II., pp. 
423-428, Nos. 744-789. 
Architects & engineers.|—Sce BuILpDING Con- 
TRacTS, Vol. VII., pp. 441-447, Nos. 431-462. 





CURRIER v. OTTAWA CITY PASSENGER 
Ry. Co., 30 U. C. R. 61.--CAN. 

h. Absence of stipulation as 
to sum to be paid—FPromise to ‘*‘ do the 
sguare thing ’’—Quantum meruit.}— 





such price after the lack of equipment 
has been explained to him.—SMITH v. 
HoYES, [1921] 2 W. W. KH. 897.-—-CAN. 

m. Jteduction—Delay.}-——-W ORTHING- 
TON v. COUNTY OF 


WoRK AND LABOUR. 


Barrister.]—See BARRISTERS, Vol. III., pp. 331- 
334, Nos. 206-232. 

Building contracts.|—See BUILDING CONTRACTS, 
Vol. VII., pp. 364-376, Nos. 129-172 ; LANDLORD 
& TENANT, Vol. XXXI., pp. 89, No. 2316. 

Conveyancer.|—-See BARRISTERS, Vol. III., p. 
355, Nos. 476-480. 

Master & servant.|—See Master & SERVANT, 
Vol. XXXIV., pp. 82-98. 

Shipping—Wages of master & crew.|—WScee 
SHIPPING, Vol. XLI., pp. 224-244, Nos. 623-848. 
Authority of master to pledge credit for 
necessaries.|—-See SHIPPING, Vol. XLI., pp. 261- 
268, Nos. 1030-1136. 

Commission on charterparties.|—-Sce SHIP- 
PING, Vol. XLI., pp. 349-352, Nos. 1981-2025. 
Repairs on voyage.|—Sece SHIPPING, Vol. 
XLI., pp. 492-494, Nos. 3213-3235. 

Liens on ship, freight & cargo.|-—See 
SHIPPING, Vol. XLI., pp. 927-955. 

Surveyor to building society.|—-See BUILDING 
SociETigs, Vol. VII., p. 462, No. 46. 

Surveyor’s charges 0n compulsory purchase.|— 
See COMPULSORY PURCHASE OF LAND, Vol. XI, 
p. 263, No. 1798. 

Town clerk.]—See LOcAL GOVERNMENT, Vol. 
XXXIITI., pp. 75, 76, Nos. 483-494. 

Valuers & appraisers.|—See VALUERS & ApP- 
PRAISERS, Vol. XLIII., pp. 1045-1047, Nos. 34-42. 














SUB-SECT. 3.—DUTY OF THE PERSON 
IMPLOYED. 

56. Exercise of due care & skill.]|—ANON. (un- 
dated), Fitz. Nat. Brev. 94; 21 L. J.C. P. at p. 37. 
Annotation :—Refd. Marshall v. York, Newcastic vr. Berwick 

Ry. (1851), 11 C. B. 6595. 

57. —-—.]—If any man professing a public trade, 
would perform it falsely, or insufficiently, he were 
answerable.—NorRIS v. STAPS (1616), Llob. 210 ; 
80 KEK. R. 357. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. London City v. Vanacker (1699), 1 
Ld. Raym. 496; Winton Corpn. v. Wilks (1705), 2 La. 
Raym. 1129; Mitchel « Reynolds (1711), 1 P. Wins. 
141; Parry v. ant (1717), 1 Com. 269; R. uv. Westwood 
(1830), 7 Bing. 1; R. ve. Darlington School (1844), 6 Q. B. 
6382; Gosling v. Veley (1847), 7 Q. LB. 406. 

58. -|}—Where pltf. declares on a quantum 
meruit for work & labour done & materials found, 
deft. may reduce the damages by showing that 
the work was improperly done; & may entitle 








stearn boiler subject to a penalty. 
Pitf., lacking such certiticate, brought 
an action to recover wages for service 
as engineer in charge of doft.’s steam 
10 threshing machine, but his action was 


JDIMAND 
Hal , dismissed.—Harpy v. WORCHOMOKA 


Pitt. rendered services to deft., upon 
an understanding that deft. should 
pay pltf. a commission, but the amount 
of the commission was not specified, 
deft. saying that he ‘‘ would do the 
square thing ’’:—Held; doing ‘‘ the 
equare thing ” must mean a quantum 
meruul.—MACDONALD v. HELGERSON 
(1913), 24 W. L. lt. 57; 4 W. W. RR. 
513; 11 D. L. R. 131.—CAN. 


k. Hepair of automobile for a cer- 
tain sum—Iiepairer to supply mate- 
rial necessary-——W ork puproperty done 
—Defendaunt compelled to ve work 

over by another mechanic.}—CIry 
GARAGE Co. v. JUNOD (1921), 59 
D. L. 8. 694.—CAN. 


i. Charge for overhauling aulomo- 
bile—-Garage lacking usual equipment 
charging usual price.) — A country 
gar: man whose facilities are not 
eq to those of a_ well-equipped 
de has no right to charge for over- 

nlhng & repairing an automobile at 
the same rate per hour as ia usually 
charged in a well-equipped garuge, 
unless the customer agrees to pay 


U.C. R. 217.—CAN. 





n. Destruction of third per- 
son's property by plaintiff’s negligence 
—Defe nt liable.}—In an action for 


work & labour in unloading a ship, 
deft. cannot give evidence, in reduction 
of the contract price of the value of 
certain property in the ship belonging 
to a third party, which was destroyed 
by pitf.’a negligence in discha 

the cargo, in consequence of which 
deft. would be Hable {n damages to 
the owner of such property.— WILSON 
Vv. JARVIS, 3 Kerr, 671.—CAN. 


PART I. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 

o. Surveyor of lumber.) — Assump- 
sit lies by a surveyor of lumber to 
recover his fees against the first 
purchaser after the survey.—FER- 
GUBON v. MUIRHEAD, 6 AL. 343.-—CAN, 

p. Kngineer — Lacking certificate of 
qualification—Imposition of penalty.}—- 
An ordinance of the North West 
Territories provided that ony, & 
person having a certificate of qualifica- 
tion 4s an cngineer should operate 


(1906), 3 W. L. it. 570.—CAN. 


PART I, SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 3. 


664i. Exercise of due care cd skill.) 
--MCPHERSON v. JUDGE (1909), 7 
kK. L. RR. 110.—CAN. 

56 il. pe ear wero sont to 
a finisher to be finished by a process 
admittedly delicate, & attended with 
some amount of risk :—dfeld: the 
finisher, by accepting the employment, 
undertook tu perform the work with- 
out injury to the guuds, & he could 
only cxonerate himself by proving 
that the injury was due to some 
defect in the goods, or their incapacity 
to undergo the process.HINSHAW, 
KTC. v. ADAM, ETC. (1870), 8 Macph. 
ae. Sess.) 933; 42 8c. Jur. 547.— 





q. Friendly arrangement between par- 
ties—Failure to show negligence — Ur 
ove contract.}--WATTSBUKQ LUMBER 
Oo. t. COOKE LUMBER Co. (B. C. 
Sar ya W. LL. R. 8383; 4 DL. RR. 
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himeelf to a verdict by showing that it was wholly 
nadequate to answer the purpose for which it 
was undertaken to be performed.—FARNSWORTH 
¥. GARRARD (1807), 1 Camp. 38; 170 E. R. 867, N. P. 
Avigtions ‘—Consd. Tye v. Gwynne (1809), 2 Camp. 346. 
bld. Stegmann v. O'Connor ee L. T. 234. Consd. 


Dakin v, Loe, [1916] 1K. B. 566 
(1816), i Stark: Be - Refd. Bluett v. Osborne 


. .J—CHAPEL v. Hickes, No. 30, ante. 
60. ~~-——.]—-The public profession of an art is a 
representation & undertaking to all the world that 
© professor possesses the requisite skill & ability. 

When a skilled labourer, artizan, or artist is em- 

ployed, there is on his part an implied warranty 

hat he is of skill reasonably competent to the 
task he undertakes.—HARMER v. CORNELIUS 

(1858), 5 OC. B. N. 8. 236; 28 L. J.C. P. 85; 32 

L. T. O. S. 62; 22 3. P. 724; 4 Jur. N.S. 1110; 

6 W. R. 749; 141 BE. RB. 94. 

Annotations :—Refd. Cuckson v. Stones (1859), 1 KE. & KE. 
248; Andrewes v. Garstin (1861), 10 C. B. N.S. 444. 
61. .}—A workman being bound to do his 

work in a workmanlike manner, it is no excuse 

for his doing it. so as to be us2less, that it was not 








possible to do it otherwise, unless he told his 
aune oe 80.—PEARCE v. TUCKER (1862), 3 F. & F. 
62. -| — KUFEKE & Co. »v. 
BRoOTuERS (1888), 4 T. L. R. 326, C. A. 
Agents.]—-See AGENcY, Vol. I., pp. 429- 
437, Nos. 1214-1274, 
Carriers.}— See Carriers, Vol. VIII., 
pp. 71-97. 
—— Medical practitioners.]|—Seec MEDICINE & 
Puarmacy, Vol. XXXIV., pp. 547-550. 
——— Patent agent.] — See Parenrs, Vol. 
XXXVIL., p. 856, No. 3436. 
Solicitors.|—See Sonicrrors,. Vol. XLII., 
pp. 107-112, Nos. 1013-1077. 
Valuers.|—See VaLuERS & APPRAISERS, 
Vol. XLIIL., pp. 1044, 1045, Nos. 22-33. 
Completion—Building contracts.) — See Buip- 
ING CONTRACTS, Vol. VII., pp. 342-349, Nos. 48-69. 
Duty of bailee—Hire of work & labour.|—See 
BAILMENT, Vol. III., pp. 98, 99, Nos. 269-272. 
Negligence arising out of special relations.]—Sec 
NEGLIGENCE, Vol. XX XVI., pp. 66-68. 


GILCHRIST 

















Part Il. Statutory Determination of Minimum Rates of 
Wages. 


SEcT. 1.—COAL MINES. 
See MINEx, Vol. XXXIV., pp. 733-737, Nos. 
1128-1146. 


SECT. 2.—AGRICULTURE. 
now, Agricultural Wages (Regulation) Act, 
1924 (c. 87). 

63. Whether wages must be paid week by 
week.'—There is nothing in Corn Production 
Act, 1917 (c. 46), 5. 4 (1), which enacts that the 
employer of a workman in agriculture ‘ shall pay 
wages to the workman at a rate not less than the 
minimum rate as fixed under this Act,’ rendering 
if necessary to pay the wages week by week. 
Hence, Where resp., the employer, hired a labourer 
for twelve months at a certain sum per annum, 
with board & lodging, which gave a weekly average 
wage less than the minimum weekly rate fixed 
under the Act, & an information was preferred 
before the expiration of the year’s hiring charging 
resp. that he did not pay wages to the labourer 
at a rate not less than the minimum rate as so 
fixed :-—Held : no offence had been committed, as 
it could not be ascertained before the time of pay- 
ment had arrived whether the minimum rate had 
been paid or not.—HAMPTon v. SMITH (1920), 89 
L. J. K. B. 413; 122 L. T. 783; 845. P. 51; 36 
T. L. R. 209; 18 L. G. R. 225, D.C. 

64. Whether actual working hours only to be 
reckoned.|—SEABROOK & Sons, Lrp. v. JONES 
(1928), 72 Sol. Jo. 874; 92 J. P. Jo. 816, D.C. 

65. Exemptions —- Gardener — Of occupier of 
country house selling part of produce of gardens. |— 
The fact that the occupier of a country house sells 
regularly one-half of the produce of the gardens 
occupied therewith does not constitute the gardens 
a ‘market garden”’ within the meaning of Corn 
Production Act, 1917 (c. 46), s. 17 (1) (a), & he 
is not bound to pay wages to his gardeners at the 
minimum rate fixed for ‘‘ workmen in agriculture ”’ 
under that Act.—BICKERDIKE v. Lucy, [1920] 1 
K. B. 707; 89 L. J. K. B. 558; 84 J. P. 61; 18 


L, G. R. 207; sub nom, BICKERDIKE v. FAIRFAX- 

Lucy, 36 T. L. R. 210; 64 Sol. Jo. 257, D. C. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Lowther v. Clifford (1925), 90 J. P. 
05. 


66. Milkmaid---Employed part time only.|— 
Women employed at a farm house part time each 
day solely in milking cows are not ‘‘ workmen in 
agriculture ’’ within the meaning of Corn Pro- 
duction Act, 1917 (c. 46), s. 4 (1), & are not, within 
the provisions of the Act dealing with the payment 
of a minimum wage.—HAMPTON v. WINWARD, 
[1921] 2 K. B. 669; 90 L. J. K. B. 1102; 125 
L. T. 319; 85 J. P. 193; 37 T. L. R. 624; 19 
L. G. KR. 426; 26 Cox, C. C. 755, D.C. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Re Fuller (1921), 19 L. G. R. 756. 

67. Deductions—-Deductions by way of set-off or 
otherwise.!—By an order of the Agricultural 
Wages Board dated Mar. 10, 1925, the wages pay- 
able for employment of workers in agriculture for 
the district were fixed at 24s. a week for a worker 
of eighteen years, with a rising scale up to 32s. 
for a worker of twenty-one years. By an order of 
the Agricultural Wages Committee for Monmouth 
dated July 4, 1925, the reckoning of any advantage 
or benefit as payment of wages in licu of payment 
in cash for the purpose of the application of any 
minimum wages fixed by the committee was for- 
bidden :—Held: (1) Agricultural Wages (Regula- 
tion) Act, 1924 (c. 37), s. 7 (2), does not displace the 
duty of the prosecution to make out a primd facie 
case. For this purpose proof must be given of the 
age of the worker, so as to enable the ct. to decide 
whether the proper rate of wage under the Act 
had been paid or not. The burden of proof then 
shifts to the employer to show that he has paid 
wages at not less than the minimum rate ; (2) in 
view of the Act & the order of the Agricultural 
Wages Committee referred to, no deduction from 
the worker’s wage either by way of set-off or other- 
wise was permissible for the purpose of reckoning 
the minimum rate of wage applicable._-JONES v. 
Harris, [1927] 1 K. B. 425; 96 L. J. K. B. 70; 
136 L. T. 248; 91 3. P21; 43 T. LR. 13 25 
L. G. R. 27; 28 Cox, C. C. 272, D.C. 
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68. Deductions in respect of milk supplied 
daily.]—Resp. onward a cowman at a weekly 
wage, & supplied him with a pint of milk daily, 
the milk being Lerten from the resp. & the price 
being deducted from the cowman’s wages. On 
informations against resp. for paying less than the 
minimum wages fixed in pursuance of Agricultural 
Wages (Repalation| Act, 1924 (c. 87), the justices, 
while finding on other grounds that the wages were 
less than the minimum, excluded the question of 
the supply of milk on the ground that the supply 
was in the nature of asale. Inthe particular area 
there was in force an Order of the Agricultural 
Wages Committee, prescribing that no benefit. 
was to be reckoned as payment of wages in lieu of 
cash except a cottage or board & lodging :—Held : 
resp. had contravened the Order by deducting 
the price of the milk from the man’s wages.— 
HAYES v. CURTIS (1928), 189 L. T. 312; 92 J. P. 
119; 44 T. L. R. 619; 26 L. G. R. 389, D. C. 

69. Procedure—-Jurisdiction of High Court.|— 
Corn Production Act, 1917 (c. 46), s. 4 (1), which 
provides that an employer who falls to pay a work- 
man in agriculture the minimum wage fixed by 
the Act shall be liable on summary conviction to a 
pecuniary penalty, does not exclude the jurisdiction 
of the High Ct. to entertain a claim for arrears of 
wages based on the difference between the amount 

aid & the minimum rate fixed under the Act.— 

TAGHORN v. COLLISON (1922), 91 L. J. K. B. 7353 
127 L. T. 8; 86 J. P. 94; 38 T. L. R. 352; 66 
Sol. Jo. 604; 20 L. G. R. 351, C. A. 

70. Burden of proof—Age of worker.|— 
JONES v, LLARRIS, No. 67, ante. 








PART II. SECT. 3. 


WorK AND LABOUR. 


Sect. 3.—TRADE BOARDS. 

See Trade Boards Acts, 1909 (c. 22), & 1918 
c. 32); Statute Law Revision Act, 1927 (c. 42). 

71. Application of Acts—Whether confined to 
workers employed in ‘‘ specified trade ’’ by em- 
ployer not solely engaged in same trade.|—By 
Orders made under the Trade Boards Acts, 1909 
(c. 22) & 1918 (c. 82), the Minister of Labour 


directed that those Acts should apply to ‘‘ the 
mending, refitting & reconditioning of drift nets,”’ 
which thereby became a ‘‘ specified trade ’’ within 


the meaning of the Acts & in due course the trade 
board fixed for certain classes of female workers 
in the trade minimum rates of wages, which were 
made obligatory by an Order of the Minister of 
Labour. 

Applt., one of the workers in respect of whom the 
trade board had fixed minimum wages, had been 
a i for over three years, & was employed, 
with thirty other women, by resps., who were 
fishermen & owners of fishing boats, in mending 
drift nets, which were exclusively the property of 
resps. & were only used by them in their business : 
—Held: the Trade Boards Acts applied to workers 
in a “‘ specified trade ’’ by whomsoever they were 
employed, if their employment was regular & for 
commercial purposes, & not only to workers 
employed in a ‘‘ specified trade’ by an employer 
who was solely engaged in the same trade, &, 
resps. were bound to pay to applt. the minimum 
wage fixed by the trade board for workers of her 
class in her branch of industry.—SKINNER v. JACK 
BREACH, Lrp., [1927] 2 K. B. 220; 96L. J. K. B. 
834; 136 L. T. 726; 91 53. P. 109; 43 T. L. R. 
484; 25 L. G. R. 287; 28 Cox, C. C. 353, D. C. 


r. Application of Acts — Inconsis- 
tency between Commonwealth law @d: 
law of State—Award of Commonwealth 
Court of Conctliation & Arbitration— 
Determination of State Wages Board— 


Iligher minimum ized by Wages 
Board.j}-—-McKay 0 . V.) Pry., LTp. 
wv. HUNT, 38 C. L. KR. 308.—AUS. 


t. Effect of Minimum Wage 
Act, 1922, s. 9—Orders of Mininum 
Wage Board.\—The effect of the above 
sect. Is to make any order therein 
referred to of the Minimum Wago 
Board effective, as governing the 
matter dealt with, on the date of 
ublication in the Alberta Gazette. 

he Board cannot in its order provide 
a different date for it to become 
operative. If it does so, such pro- 

sion as to date is ineffective, but the 
order is not vitiated; the order is 
effective from & after the date of 
publication in the Gazette.—J?e Hup- 
8ON’S Bay Co., LTp. & MINIMUM WAGE 
ry aes [1924] 3 W. W. h. 177.— 





a. —— Powers of Board — Classi- 
Sying occupations by industrics.}— 
Under Male Minimum Wage Act, 
1925, the Board was held to have 
power in fixing a mum wago to 
classify occupations by industries, & 
therefore, an order that the minimuin 
wage for “ all erin ces in the 
lumbering industry ’’ (the expression 
‘lumbering industry ” being defined 
in the order) should be 40 cents per 
hour, was held to be intra vires of the 
Board.—R. v. ROBERTSON & HACKETT 
SAWMILIS, i ee 2b. L. R. 


494; [1927] 1 W. KR. 657; 47 
Can. Crim. . 279; 38 B.C. RR. 222. 
oe Board 


of Adjustment, constituted under 
Hours of Work Act, 1924 (B. C.), 
made an order, dated Sept. 29, 1926, 
under Male Minimum Wage Act (B. C.), 
1925, fixing 40 cents per hour as the 

minimum wage for all employees in 
the lumbering industry,” & defining 





‘lumbering industry’ to includo HATS PROPRIETARY, Lrp., [1927] 
‘‘ all operations in or incidental to the Ar L. kh. 390; 39 GC. L. R. 533.— 
carrying on of ‘‘ logging camps, AUS. 

certain kinds of sectors, ote. :— f. Apprentices—Whether award 
Held: the order was ulird vires & applies to those apprenticed before 


invalid ; it was apparent on its face 
that the Board had misconceived the 
nature & scope of its functious under 
Male Minimum Wage Act, which 
dealt, not with the industries or 
businesses of employers as such, but 
with the occupation of employees ; the 
same business or industry might in- 
clude many different occupations ; 
the Board in its order, had regard 
rather to the general nature of the 
industries in the carrying on of which 
the employees covered by it wore 
engaged, than to the particular 
occupations therein of such employces ; 
what the Act contemplated was that 
the Board, in fixing minimum wages, 
would take account of the nature of 
the employee’s work rather than the 
fooce character of the industry or 

usiness in the carrying on of which 
the work would be done; the ascer- 
tainment of an employee’s connection 
with a particular industry would not 
suffice to determine what would be for 
him a proper minimum wage.—INTER- 


NATIONAL TIMBER Co. vv, FIELD, 
[1928] 4 D. L. R. 972; (1928) 8. C. R. 
564.—CAN. 


s. Right to minimum wage—-Muni- 
cipal employee making road & re- 
moving stone obatruction.}) — BisHop 
» SHIRE OF UPPER YaRRA, [1926] 
V.L~L. R. 98; 47 A. L. T. 134; (1926) 
Argus L. I. 106.—AUS. 


d. “* Person employed on time 
wages for less than the numbera of 
hours fixed for an ordinary weck's 
work '’— d wagee rate—Resump- 
tion of work after illnesa.}—BISHOP v. 
Forp & PETRI, [1925] V. L. KK. 503 ; 
31 Argus L. R. 249.—AUS. 

e. ——— Minimum piece-work rates 
~— Different rates for different em- 
er. sitet rere assignee or trans- 
mittee of business--Amalgamation of 
businesg.}-—-SHAW wv. UNITED FELT 





award.) — FLETCHER v. MCDONALD 
(A. H.) & Co. Pry., LTv., [1927] Argus 
L. ht. 154; 39 C. L. R. 174.—AUS. 


g. Applicant found unfitted for 
skilled work continuing as probationer.) 
—EASTLEY v. CHARLESTON (1923), 33 
B.C. Rh. 148.—CAN. 


h. Girls under tuition at beauty 
college —- Commission on  customera 
served.) — It. v. KINNON (1925), 35 
B.C. lt. 6381.—CAN. 

k. Cook in lumber industry.] 
—-A cook employed in preparing meals 
for workmen en d in the lumber 
industry is entitled to the benefits of 
Male Minimum Wage Act, 1925.— 
CoMPTON ¥v. ALLEN & THRESHER 
(B. C.), [1927] 3 W. W. KK. 724,—CAN. 


I. Friend of family engaged 
for charitable reasons—Not subject to 
hours of employment.}—Deft. carried 
on b e85 a8 & lor, which is a 
trade to which Trade Boards Act, 
1909, as amended by Trade Boards 
Act, 1918, applies. +» & young girl 
who was living with her uncle, wor. ed 
for deft., he having taken her into his 
business premises as a charitable act, 
at the request of her uncle, who was a 
friend of bis. C. was free to start & 
to atop work as she pletecc & she 
avail herself of this freedom by 
often coming to work late & stoppin 
early, & sometimes absent. herse 
altogether ; & was treated rather as a 
friend of deft. & his ayaa t than as a 
regular employee :—Held : the arrange - 
ment made tween doeft. & C. war 
sufficient to conatitute deft. the 
employer & C. the worker within 
Trade Boards Act, 1909, 8s. 9.— 
MINISTER FOR INDUSTRY & COMMERCE 
v. JONES, (1927) Die R. 216.—IR. 

m. Whether commission dc bonus 
treated ag part of satary.)}—-In deciding 
whether or not an order establishing 











Part ITT.—OrGanisaTion or LABOUR. 


72. Right to minimum wage— Part ft 
workers.|—The Board of Trade Sais an Onlee 
under rade Boards Act, 1909 (c. 22), 8. & (2) 
making minimum rates of wages obligatory for 
certain branches of the tailoring trade engaged 
in making garments for male persons. The 
schedule to the Order provided that the rates were 
to apply to all male workers who were “ engaged 
during the whole or any part of their time” in 
any branch of the ready made & wholesale bespoke 
tailoring trade which is engaged in making gar- 
ments to be worn by male persons, but that they 
should not apply to ‘ persons engaged merely 
as Clerks, messengers . . . & to others whose work 
stands in a relationship to the trade similar to 
that of the above excluded classes’? :—Held : 
where a worker is engaged for any substantial part 
of his time in work in the tailoring trade he is 
entitled to be paid at the minimum rate of wages 
for such part of his time, notwithstanding that he 
may be employed in other work for the rest of his 
time.—BOARD OF TRADE v. ROBERTS (1915), 85 
- os K. B. 79; 113 L. T. 739; 79 J. P. 465, 

78. ** Working manager.’’| -— By 
the Trade Boards (Boot & Shoe Repairing) Order, 
1919 (St. R. & O., 1919, No. 543), made by the 
Minister of Labour, the Trade Boards Acts were 
applied to the boot & shoe repairing trade, & in due 
course the trade board established for the trade 
fixed minimum rates of wages for managers & 
other classes of workers in the trade. 

Applt. was engaged as the working manager of 
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a branch boot & shoo repairing shop belonging to 
the resps. During about half the time he was 
present at the shop he was actually engaged in 
repairing boots & shoes; during the rem g 
business hours he kept the books & accounts, 
sold goods by retail, had his meals & cleaned the 
shop & its fittings, as he was required to do by 
his agreement :—Held : in calculating the amount 
of the wages to which he was entitled, applt. was 
not to be deemed to have been employed in boot 
& shoe repairing ‘‘ during all the time which he was 
present ’’ as resps.’ shop, within Trade Boards 
Act, 1918 (c. 32), s. 8, because during part of that 
time he was ‘so present for some purpose un- 
connected with his work & other than that of 
waiting for work to be given to him to perform.’’— 
FRANCE v. COOMBES (J.) & Co., [1928] 2 K. B. 81; 
97 L. J. K. B. 422; 139 L. T. 82; 92 5. P. 61; 
44 T. L. R. 397; 26 L. G. R. 266, C. A. 

74. Officers—Production of records of payments 
to ‘* outworkers ’’—Meaning of ‘‘ outworker ’’— 
Includes employer of outworkers.]|—-By Trade 
Boards Act, 1909 (c. 22), s. 15 (1), an officer under 
the Act may require the production of records 
of payments made to outworkers by persons giving 
out work. By sub-sect. 2, if any person produces 
any record of payments knowing same to be false 
he is liable to a penalty :—Held : a person may be 
an outworker within the meaning of this sect. 
notwithstanding that he is himself an employer 
of outworkers.—STREET v. WILLIAMS, [1914] 3 
K. B. 5387; 83 L. J. K. B. 1268; 111 L. T. 544; 
78 J.P. 442; 24 Cox, C. C. 365, D.C. 


Part Ill.—Organisation of Labour. 


See Unemployed Workmen Act, 1905 (c. 18); 
Labour Exchanges Act, 1909 (c. 7); New 
Ministries & Secretaries Act, 1916 (c. 68); Port 
of London (Consolidation) Act, 1920 (c. clxxxiii). 

75. Employment agencies — London County 
Counell (General Powers) Act, 1910 (c. cxxix) 
Meaning of employment agency.|—-The Lecture 
League, Ltd., was a co. registered under Com- 
panies (Consolidated) Act, 1908 (c. 69), for the 
purpose of carrying on the business of Iecture 
agents & promotors of lectures. Their practice 
was to advertise a lecture syllabus amongst 
societies desiring lectures & from time to time 
they sent out to institutions desirous of organising 
ae desoend lectures publications containing the names 
of lecturers willing to give lectures & the subjects, 
& in consequence various Iccturers were engaged 





& minimum wage has been disoboyed, during the pcriod 
while commissions & bonuses must be 


treated as a part of tho salary & 





the co. cannot use the amount so paid 
for tho holiday week in raising the 
average for the other weeks’ employ- 


through the league to give & were paid for giving 
lectures, & the lecturers paid 10 per cent. com- 
mission on their fees to the league. The league 
had not obtained the licence of the county council. 
The co. & the managing director having been con- 
victed under sect. 20 of above Act :—Held: the 
Lecture League, Ltd. was an ‘‘ employment agency’”’ 
within sect. 4 of above Act, & the co. & managing 
director were properly convicted.—LECTURE 
LEAGUE, LTrp. v. LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL (1913), 
108 L. T. 924; 77 J. P. 329; 29 T. L. R. 426; 
11 L. G. R. 645; 23 Cox, C. C. 390, D.C. 

76. —— Refusal to grant licence-—--Man- 
damus.|-—Qu.: whether a mandunwus will lie to 
the London County Council to hear & determine an 
application for a licence to carry on an employ- 
ment agency. As sect. 22, sub-sect. 5 of above 





26 N. 4. L. R. 451,.—N.Z. 

t. Breach of award — Payment of 
wages at less than minimum _rate 
— Demand in writing by employee 


of employment, & 





remuneration, yet they should apply OU 
only on the wage period in which they mont.—Re Hupson's Bay Co., Lrp. — Prosecution for breach within 
are earned.,—Re Hupson’s Bay Co., & MINIMUM WaaGem Act (Alta.), [1924] nine months.}] — AUSTRALIAN TIM- 
LTp., & MINIMUM WaGE ACT (Alta.), 3 W. W. R.177,.—CAN. BER WorkkERS’ UNION v. HUDSON 
[1924] 3 W. W. KR. 177.—CAN. p. Hmployees on pneumatic tube (GEORGE), Lrp., 36 O. L. R, 431.— 
n. Holiday pay— Method of com- system for transmitting cash -- AUS. 
perked oe VANHOK GOLD CoRpPN., ‘ Cashiers”? not ‘' sales clerks,’’}— a. Apprentice probationer 
TD. v. Woop (1925), 27 W. A. L. R. Weld: certain employees on a pneu- —}f’ages payable to employee serving 
120.—AUS. matic tube system for transmitting probationary period with a vtew to 
o. J—~Tho question of holidays C¢®8h, cte,, should be classed a8 apprenticeship.|}—HEARN BROTHERS & 
is purely one of contract between ‘cashiers’ rather than as “sales STEAD v. UNITED FURNITURE TRADES’ 
the parties. If adjustment is on the Clerks,”’ in reference to certain orders = INpUSTRIAL UNION OF WORKERS, 
basis of a weekly wage aside from any f the Board.—-zte Hupson's Bay Co., — Pertu, W. A. (1926), 28 W. A. L. R. 
contractual relations existing between LT»., & MINIMUM Waae Act (Alta.), 123.—AUS. 
the parties Minimum Wage Act does {1924}] 3 W. W. Rh. 177.—CAN. Ann Tit 


hot compel payment of wages for a 
week’s holiday given the employee. 
If a oo. follows its custom of giving 

employees a weoek’s holiday 
with pay, the presumption is that 
they are paid on the same basis as 


~—COMPTON Uv. 


difference. }— 


q. Right to waive benefits of Act.) 
ALLEN 

(B. C.), [1927] 3 W. W. R. 724.—CAN. 
r. —— Contract with worker to ac- 
cept ie of worker to recover 
AILIE & CO. v. HEESE, 


b. Licence to carry on trade or 
business—Special licence under Iremale 
Emplo Act—Power of council to 
refuse.}—City Act, 1920, s. 210, does 
not apply to special licences granted 


& THRESHER 
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Act provides a remedy by appeal in the case of a 
erson aggrieved by the refusal of the London 
ounty Council to grant a licence for an employ- 

ment agency, the ct. discharged a rule which had 

been obtained for a mandamus requiring the 

Council to hear an application for an employment 

agency licence.—R. v. LONDON CouNTY COUNCIL, 

Ex p. THORNTON (1911), 27 T. L. R. 422, D.C. 

77. —-— Appeal.|—R. v. LONDON 





cnrmemaaans 





County CounciL, Hx p. THORNTON, No. 76, 
ante, 
718. ——_ —— —— ——.| — By Summary 


Jurisdiction Rules, 1915, r. 58, where there is a 


WorkK AND LABOUR. 


right of appeal to a police magistrate against o 
decision of any local or other authority, the pro- 
cedure shall be by way of complaint for an order, 
& the Summary Jurisdiction Acts shall apply to 
the proceedings :—Held: the effect of r. is to 
repeal by implication so much of sect. 22, sub- 
sect. 5, of above Act, as requires four days’ notice 
of an appeal under that sect.—EDELSTEN v. 
LONDON County CouNCIL, [1918] 1 K. B. 81; 87 
L. J. K. B. 189; 1171. T. 668; 81 J.P. 294; 15 
L. G. R. 899, D. C. 

—-— ——-— Licence to alien.]—See ALIENS, Vol. 
II., p. 174, No. 400. 


Part 1V.—Unemployment Insurance. 


SEcT. 1.—TO WHAT EMPLOYMENTS INSURANCE 
APPLICABLE. 
SuB-SEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

Sce Unemployment Insurance Act, 1920 (c. 30), 
Sched. I., Part I. 

79. Draft order extending scope of insurable 
persons—-Power of commissioner holding inquiry 
relating thereto.|—The Board of Trade made a 
draft special Order extending National Insurance 
Act, 1911 (c. 55), Part II., to ‘‘ workmen in the 
trade of sawmilling, including machine woodwork, 
whether carried on in connection with any other 
insured trade or not’’; & upon objection being 
made appointed a competent & impartial person ; 
to inquire & report thereon. The Comr. was of 
opinion that the draft Order was ultra vires the 
Board of Trade upon the ground that sawmilling 
was already included by clause 7 of the Sixth 
Schedule in the list of insured trades, & that 
therefore the Order did not extend the provisions 
of Part II. of the Act to workmen ‘in any trade 
other than an insured trade ’’ within the meaning 
of sect. 103, & that he ought to report that upon 
thaf ground the Order should not be made :— 
Held: a mandamus must issue to the Comr. to 
hear & determine the matter of the inquiry 
according to law upon the grounds (1) that he had 
no jurisdiction to decide that the Order was 
ultra vires the Board of Trade, his only duty being 
to report whether it was desirable; (2) that the 
Order upon its true construction only extended 
Part Il. of the Act to workmen in the trade of 
sawmilling not carried on in connection with any 
other insured trade, which was, within the meaning 
of sect. 103 and the Sixth Schedule, a different 
trade from the sawmilling included as an insured 
trade in clause 7 of the schedule, & the Order was 
not ulira vires.—R. v. Hupson, [1915] 1 K. B. 
838; 84]. J. K. B. 775; 112 L. T. 852, C. A. 

80. Validity.)—R. v. HuUpson, No. 79, ante. 

81. Mechanical engineer — Fitter.] — NUNNERY 
COLLIERY Co., LTp. v. STANLEY, No. 134, post. 

82. Deputy premium collector.] — Kx »p. IN- 
CORPORATED INSURANCE INDUSTRY UNEMPLOY- 
MENT INSURANCE BOARD (1922), 38 T. L. R. 258. 








SUB-SECT. 2.—EXCEPTED EMPLOYMENTS. 
A. ‘* Domestic Service.” 
See Unemployment Insurance Acts, 1920-1928. 
83. Meaning of ‘‘ domestic servant ’’—General 
rule.|—The Junior Carlton Club employed upon 


under Female Employment Act, 1920 
b. 2, & the granting thereof is still 
subject to review by the cts. Under 
vaid Female Kinpluyment Act the 


municipal council 
refuse an application at all; 
if it has, the refusal thereof on the 
ground of the race of the applicant or 


their premises in Pall Mall persons who served in 
the following capacities, cashier, billiard marker, 
commissionaire, wine butler, house porter, hall 
porter, housekeeper, coffee-room superintendent, 
engineer, waiters, cooks & housemaids :—Held: 
these servants were persons engaged in domestic 
service, within the exception contained in Un- 
employment Insurance Act, 1920 (c. 30), Sched. I., 
Part lI. (b), & were not liable to the obligations, 
or entitled to the benefits of the Act. 

Semble: domestic servants are servants whose 
main or general function it is to be about their 
employers’ persons, or their establishments, 
residential or quasi-residential, for the purposes 
of ministering to their employer’s needs or wants, 
or to the needs or wants of those who are members 
of their establishments, or of those resorting to 
such establishments, including guests.—-Jte JUNIOR 
CARLTON CLuB, [1922] 1K. B. 166; 911L. J. K. B. 
85; 126 L. T. 216; 38 T. L. R. 11; 66 Sol. Jo. 
(W. R.) 1; 19 L. G. R. 748. 


Annotations :-—Refd. kx p. Woollands, [1921] W. N. 247 ; 
Fc p. Berkshire County Council, kr p. Ffooks (1922), 
38 T. lL. KR. 255; Re David, Re Bryant, (1922) 1 K. Kh. 
172; Ke Vellacott, [1922] 1 K. B. 466; Re Newton-King 
(de Webber), [1923] 1 K. B. 210; Birmingham Corpn. 
ve. Minister of Labour, Re Lee, Birmingham Corpn. v. 
Minister of Labour, #e Hudson (1927), 92 J. BP. 17. 


84. Club servant—Cashlier.|—Re JUNIOR 
CARLTON CLUB, No. &3, ante. 

85. ——-- —--— Billard marker.|—-2te JUNIOR 
CARLTON C'LUB, No. 83, ante. 

















86. Commissionatire.|—Jie JUNIOR 
CARLTON CLUB, No. 83, ante. 
87. Wine butler.| ite JUNIOR 


CARLTON CLUB, No. 83, ante. 

: Porters.|\— Re JUNIOR CARLTON 

Chub, No. 838, ante. 
89 


pene etn 








Housekeeper.! — Me JUNIOR 
CARLTON CLUB, No. 83, ante. 

90. -—— Coffee-room superintendent.|}— 
Re JUNIOR CARLTON CLUB, No. 83, ante. 

91. Engineer looking after electric 
lighting.|—Re JUNIOR CARLTON CLuB, No. 83, 
ante. 

92. —— Waiters.|—Re JUNIOR CARLTON 
CLuB, No. 83, ante. 

‘ Cooks & housemalids.}] — Ive 
JUNIOR CARLTON CLUB, No. 83, ante. 

94. Charwoman—Employed outside office 
hours.|—A charwoman was employed by a solr. 
at a weekly wage to clean his office, & for this 
pusvet she attended daily before & after office 
10urs :—JIeld: she was not an insurable person 




















has no right to 
, even 


his employees is discriminatory 
invalid.— YEE CLUN v. REGINA 
(Sask.), (1925) 4 D. L. R. 1015; [1925] 
3 W. W. ht. 714,.-——CAN. 


Part 1V.—UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE. 


within Unemployment Insurance Act, 1920 (c. 30), 
or, even assuming that the solr.’s occupation was 
a “ business ”’ within Sched. I., Part LI. (b), of the 
Act, she was employed in domestic service & was 
not employed in the solr.’s business.— Re WILKIN- 
To. bene a oe 126 L. T. 673; 66 Sol. 
. ; 8ub nom. Re WILKINSON, 2 
91L. J. K. B. 326. enna a 
Annotations :-—Consd. Re Fox (de Mills), ae Gordon (de 
a e Se 


95. —_- -——— Employed part time only.]— 
SELFRIDGE & Co., Lrp., No. 120, post. 

Huntsman, whipper-in & kennelman.| 

—By Sect. 1 of the Unemployment Insurance 

Act, 1920, persons engaged in the employments 

Specified in Sched. I., Part 1I., of the Act, are 

excepted from the provisions of the Act as to 

insurance against unemployment. Sched. I., 

Part Il., includes amongst such persons those 

engaged in (a) employment in agriculture, in- 

cluding horticulture, & (b) employment in domestic 

service :—-Held: a golf greenkeeper, as being a 

gardener engaged in horticulture, & a dairymaid, 

were persons engaged in employment in agri- 
culture, but that the driver of a farmer’s motor 
lorry taking farm produce to market & bringing 
back manure was not; the folowing were engaged 
in employment in domestic service: a huntsman 
of a pack of foxhounds & the whippers-in & 

kennelman, a stoker employed exclusively at a 

large college to light & stoke the fires of an engine 

driving a dynamo supplying light & heat to the 

college, a museum attendant, a hospital porter, a 

lodgekeeper, a gainekeeper, a river keeper under 

a private employer, a trainer of greyhounds in 

private employment. & a dairymaid, as well as in 

agriculture; but the following were not so 
engaged : a private secretary, a painter employed 
exclusively by a large college, & a cobbler employed 
exclusively by a school to mend the boots of the 

inmates.---Re VELLACUTT, [1922] 1 K. B. 466; 

126 lL. T. 412; sub nom. Eve p. VELLACOTT, 38 

T. i. R. 118. 

-{nnotations :—Refd. Birmingham Corpn. v. Minister of 
Labour, Re Lee, Re Wudson (1927), 92 J. P.175 Re Prior 
(1927), 43 'T. L. R. 784. 

97. Stoker at school—Employed to stoke 
er bad driving dynamo.!—/te VELLACOTT, No. 96, 
ante. 

98. ——— Museum attendant.]—e VELLACOTT, 
No. 96, arte. 

. Hospital porter.| 

No. 96, aale. 








-— fe 





VELLACOTT, 





100. Lodgekeeper.|—Jic VELLAcOoTT, No. 
06, ante. 

101. — -— Gamekeeper.|—Iic VrEuuAcoTr, No. 
06. ante. 

102. - — River keeper.]|—/te VeELLAcoTT, No. 
96, ante. 

103. — —- Trainer of greyhounds.|—Jie VELLA- 


cOTT, No. 96, ante. 





104. Dairymaid.] — Re VeLLacort, No. 
96, ante. 
105 Private secretary.|—/Jic VELLACOTT, 





No. 96, ante. 
10 Painter.|——Ke VELLACOTY, No. 96, 





ante. 

107. ——— Cobbler.) — Ite VeELLAcoTT, No. 96, 
ante. 

108. Matron of preparatory school.|— 
Certain persons were employed at a private 
preparatory boarding school for boys, namely, a 
matron, lady housekeeper, cook, pantrymaid, 
dormitory maid & head laundryman. The matron 
Was a trained nurse, & the lady housekeeper 
taught English for two hours a week, but with 
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those exceptions all the persons were solely & 
wholly employed in normal domestic service. 
There was evidence that the main purpose of the 
proprietors of the school was to carry on the 
profession of schoolmasters, the profits being 
made on the fees charged for tuition, & that no 
gain or profit was sought or expected to be made 
out of the boarding & lodging of the boys, which 
were merely ancillary to the main purpose of the 
school :—Held: the employment of the persons 
above mentioned was not such as to make them 
‘employed persons’ within Unemployment In- 
surance Act, 1920 (c. 30), as the boarding & 
lodging of the pupils were subsidiary to their 
general training, nurture & education, & that no 
distinction could be drawn in this respect between 
public schools & private preparatory schools, & 
the persons above mentioned were domestic 
servants & were not employed in a trade or 
business carried on for the purpose of gain within 
the meaning of that Act.—He Nortu & INGRAM, 
[1922] 1 K. B. 188; 91 L. J. K. B. 187; 126 
ae 221; 66 Sol. Jo. (W. R.) 1; 189 L. G. R. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Wilkinson, [1922] 1 K. B. 584. 
 Refd. Re Mackay, Re Rowland, Re Barry (1928), 44 

T. L. 1. 688. 

109. Housekeeper in preparatory school.|— 
Re Nortu & IncraM, No. 108, ante. 

110. School servant.|—Jte Nortu & IN- 
GRAM. No. 108, ante. 

111. Butler & cook in school boarding 
house.|-—Rugby School, which was one of the 
great public schools of England, was controlled 
by, & its property was vested in, a governing 
body. The staff of the school included the head- 
master & assistant masters, who rendered pro- 
fessional services as teachers for which they 
received fixed salaries from the governing body. 
The headmaster & several of the assistant masters 
also conducted boarding houses let to therm by 
the governing body, in which they boarded & 
tutored pupils of the school in consideration of a 
boarding fee regulated by the governing body & 
payment for extra disbursements. The contract 
for the education & board of the pupil was made 
between the governing body & the parent of the 
pupil. At the end of each term the governing 
body on receiving from the parents the amounts 
due from them which covered the education, 
board, & extras of the pupils, paid to the house 
taaster a suin which included the boarding fee & 
extras of each of the pupils in his house. The 
amount payable to the house master was such a 
sum as should repay to him his estimated outlay 
on board & extra cost in the management of the 
house. The balance retained by the governing 
body was such a sum only as was required for 
supplementing the endowment income of the 
school for the purpose of paying its running 
expenses. The remuneration of the house master 
from the boarding house depended upon the 
amount of the boarding fee, the cost of com- 
modities, & his own management; but by good 
management he expected to make some profit 
by keeping the house & undertaking the increase 
of work involved in so doing. 

Brigg public school was a grant aided secondary 
school controlled by a governing body. Its 
income was derived from the fees of scholars, 
grants from the Board of Education & the county 
council, & an endowment. The headmaster was 
given & carried on a boarding house for scholars 
at the school. The boarding fees were fixed by 
the said governing body, board, & council. From 
the total fees payable to the governing body by 
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Sect. 1.—To what employments insurance a __ 
Sub-sect. 2, A., B., C.D. & EB. Sect. 2.) 


the parents of the pupils the sum allowed for 
boarding was deducted & paid to the headmaster. 
The fees fixed for boarding were £40 a year for 
boys over twelve & somewhat less for boys under 
that age. The school terms ‘egated thirty- 
nine weeks in the year. The headmaster was 
responsible for making the fees for boarding 
cover the cost & any deficiency was borne by him. 
At chipset School a butler was employed by the 
headmaster in the boarding house kept by him; 
‘a cook was employed by an assistant master in 
the boarding house kept by him; & a school 
cleaner, who did not reside on the school premises, 
was employed by the governing body to clean the 
class rooms. At Brigg School a cook was em- 
ployed by the headmaster in the boarding house 
ept by him :—Held: the employment of each 
of these servants, including that of the school 
cleaner, was an employment in ‘ domestic 
service ’’ within Unemployment Insurance Act, 
1920 (c. 30), Sched. I., Part IT. (C); none of these 
servants was employed in a ‘‘ trade or business 
carried on for the purposes of gain’’ within the 
meaning of that clause ; it was not necessary that 
any of them should be insured against unemploy- 
ment under the Act.— Re DAVID, Re BRYANT, [1922] 
1K. B. 172; 126 L. T. 218; sub nom. Re Ruasy 
ScHooL, He Bryant (Brica ScHoon), 91 L. J. 
K. B. 184; 38 T. L. R. 11; 66Sol. Jo. (W.R.) 1; 
19 L. G. R. 748. 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Selfridge (1922), 67 Sol. Jo. 33. 
Consd. Fe Wilkinson, (1922] 1 K. B. 584. Apld, Re Fox 
(de Mills), Re Gordon (de Howard), (1923} 1 K. B. 215. 
Reid. Re Vellacott, [1922] 1 K. B. 466; Birmingham 
i ee v. Minister of Labour, Re Lee, Re Hudson (1927), 
92 J. P. 17; Re Mackay, Re Rowland, Re Barry (1928), 
44T. L. R. 688. 

112. Hostel attached to school.|— 
Domestic servants employed in a hostel which is 
so connected with an educational institution as to 
be part & parcel of that institution are not insur- 
able under Unemployment Insurance Act, 1920 
(c. 30).—He Mackay, Re ROWLAND, Re BARRY 
(1028), 44 T. L. R. 688; sub nom. Re Minor (ite 
MACKAY), fe MINISTER OF LABOUR (fe ROWLAND), 
jen ee oF LaBoun (Re Barny), 72 Sol. Jo. 

118. School cleaner.]— I2e Davin, Ste 
Bryant, No. 111, ante. 

114. -|—A school cleaner & an office 
caretaker, employed by a county council, are 
employed in domestic service & are therefore 
exempt from insurance under Unemployment 
Insurance Act, 1920 (c. 30).—E2z p. BERKSHIRE 
County Councm, Fa p. Frooks (1922), 38 
T. L. R. 255. 


Annotation :—Retd. Birmingham Corpn. v. Minister of 
Labour, Re Lee, Re Hudson (1927), 92 J. P. 17. 


116. Office caretaker.)——Ea p. BERKSHIRE 
County Counci., Ez p. Frooxs, No. 114, ante. 

116. ——— Servant on pleasure yacht.|—Cooks 
& stewards employed on board pleasyre yachts 
are not domestic servants, &, as members of the 
crew, are insurable persons under Unemployment 
Insurance Act, 1920 (c. 30).—Ez p. GUINNESS, 
Ex p. MurRaAy (1926), 42 T. L. R. 766. 

117. Bath attendant.}]-—— The following 
employees of the Birmingham Corpn. are engaged 
in employment in domestic service within Un- 
employment Insurance Act, 1920 (c. 30), Sched. I., 
Part II. (6); a bath attendant at their public 
baths, & a part-time library attendant at their 


PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2.—C. — Eff 
1241. What amounts to employment in 























ect ancillary duties of non- 
ite chr character—Mitlk detritus: 
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public library.—BIRMINGHAM CORPN. v. MINISTER 
oF Lapour, Re LEE, BIRMINGHAM CORPN, v. 
MINISTER OF LaBouR, Re Hupson (1927), 92 
J.P.17; 26 L. G. R. 224. 

118. Library attendant.] — BrrMIncHAM 
CoRPN. v. MINISTER OF LaBouR, Re LEE, BIR- 
MINGHAM CORPN. v. MINISTER OF LABOUR, Re 
Hvupson, No. 117, ante. 





B. “ Trade or seca rll on for Purposes of 
ain.” 
See Unemployment Insurance Acts, 1920-1928. 
119. What amounts to employment ‘‘ in ”’ busi- 
ness for ‘* purposes of gain ’’—Service in hostels 
for accommodation of shop assistants — Hostels 
managed by employers of assistants.) —- kx p. 
WOOLLANDS, LTp., [1921] W. N. 247. 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Selfridge (1922), 67 Sol. Jo. 33. 
Distd. Re Wilkinson, [1922] 1 K. B. 584. 
120. Whole time cleaners employed during 





business hours.|—(1) A male cleaner employed 
during & outside business hours on trade premises 
for the full time of forty-eight hours a week, to 
clean generally, & a female cleaner employed 
under similar conditions as to hours, to do such 
cleaning, dusting, etc., as she might be required 
to do :—Held: to be engaged in domestic service 
& employed in the business, & to be insurable 
under Unemployment Insurance Act, 1920 (c. 30). 

(2) A female cleaner, employed on part time 
only & almost entirely outside business hours :— 
Held: to be engaged in domestic service within 
the meaning of bp hat ea Insurance Act, 
1920 (c. 30), Sched. I., Part Il. (b), but not to be 
employed in the business & not to be insurable 
under the Act.—Re SELFRIDGE & Co., LTD. (1922), 
67 Sol. Jo. 33. 

121. Part time cleaner employed out of 
business hours.|—Re SELFRIDGE & Co., LTp., No. 
120, ante. 

122. Mald in nursing home.]—A domestic 
servant was employed in a nursing home kept by 
a doctor :— Held: (1) she was employed ‘‘in... 
(a) business carried on for the purposes of gain’”’ 
within Unemployment Insurance Act, 1920 (c. 30), 
s. 1, Sched. I., Part II. (0), & was therefore in- 
surable ; (2) a chauffeur, employed primarily by a 
doctor in general practice to drive him on his 
rounds visiting patients, was similarly employed, 
& was insurable.—/te Fox (DE MILLS), Re GORDON 
(DE Howanrp), [1923] 1 K. B. 215; 92 L. J. K. B. 
211; 128 L. T. 53863; sub nom. Re WEBBER, 39 
T. L, R. 74; 67 Sol. Jo. 170. 

123. ——— Chauffeur employed by doctor for pro- 
fessional purposes.|—/fie Fox (DE MILLs), Re 
GORDON (DE HowarbD), No. 122, ante. 








C. ‘* Agriculture, including Horticulture.” 

See Unemployment Insurance Acts, 1920-1928. 

124. What amounts to employment in.}]—By 
Unemployment Insurance Act, 1920 (c. 30), 
Sched. I., Part II. (a), ‘“‘ agriculture’ & ‘‘ horti- 
culture’’ are employments excepted from the 
Act :—Held: persons are employed in agriculture 
& horticulture when employed upon any opera- 
tions done about the production, preparation, or 
transfer of the products of farm or garden or 
orchard in the best saleable condition to a first 
buyer or to a salesman or agent for sale if one be 
employed, or to a distinct business under one 
proprietorship; but if the industrial status & 
occupations of the employed persons are such that, 


tion.)-—~DRYBURGH v. LORD ADVOCATE, 
{192 ) 8. L. T. 99.—S00T. 


Part IV.—UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE. 


5 ey are ee sauar he ei in connection 
arm or garden or orchard, they may pro- 
perly be said to be essentially piauina their Orb 
Special occupations, they are not employed in 
agriculture or horticulture within the meaning of 
this rule.—Re Prior (1927), 43 T. L. R. 784, 

PP aes ——— Dairymaid.J—e VELLAcorT, No. 96, 

126. Farm worker employed as carter.)— 
Farm workers employed by a landowner on his 
estate, one as a carter, in hauling timber & other 
materials for repairs, & the other in repairing 
fences & hedges :—Held : not insurable under Un- 
employment Insurance Act, 1920 (c. 30).—J?e 
FULLER (1921), 19 L. G. R. 756. 

127. Farm worker employed to repair 
fences & hedges.|—Re FULLER, No. 126, ante. 

128. ——— Pea & bean sorter—Employed by seed 
growers.|—-A person employed by a firm of seed 
growers & merchants as a pea & bean sorter is a 
person employed ‘in agriculture,” an excepted 
employment, within Unemployment Insurance 
Act, 1920 (c. 30), Sched. I., Part II. (a), & is there- 
fore not insurable.—Ite DANIELS BROTHERS (DE 
Whrigut) (1922), 92 L. J. K. B. 229; 128 L. T. 479. 
Annotation :—Expld. Re Prior (1927), 43 T. L. R. 784. 








D. “ Employment of a Casual Nature.” 

See Unemployment Insurance Acts, 1920-1928. 

129. What amounts to — Golf caddie.|—Re 
NEWTON-KING (DE WEBBER), No. 132, post. 

180. ——- Employment in pursuance of “relief 
scheme.’’]-Ite East & West FLEGG RURAL 
District CouNcIL (1924), 88 J. P. Jo. 300. 

131. —— Payment at district rate of wages 
for alternate weeks.|—A man who is employed by 
a local authority in consequence of an arrangement 
made with the poor law authority under a scheme 
under which he is paid at the appropriate district 
rate of wages for alternate Be of employment 
is not in full time employment, & therefore an 
insurable person within Unemployinent Insurance 
Act, 1920 (c. 30), s. 47 (1) (6), as amended by 
Unemployment Insurance Act, 1927 (c. 30), 
Sched. IV.—e LEEDS CorpNn. & CHADWICK (1928), 
92 J.P.192; 447. L. R. 797; 26 L. G. R. 579. 





ii. Employment “ for Purposes of Any Game or 
Recreation.”’ 

See Unemployment Insurance Acts, 1920-1928. 

1382. What amounts to—Golf caddie.|—W., a 
golf caddie, was employed by a golf club through 
their caddie master. ‘The method of W.’s employ- 
ment was as follows: Jie asked the caddie master 
to put him on the caddie list. When subsequently 
he presented himself he might or might not carry 
clubs, but he could absent himself when he liked, 
& his employment was of a casual nature. The 
charges per round were fixed by the club; he was 
under the control of the caddie master & paid by 
the club through him :—Held: W. was not 
employed in domestic service within Unemploy- 
ment Insurance Act, 1920 (c. 30), Sched. I., 
Part II. (b), & also, although employed in casual 
labour his employment was for the purposes of a 
rome where he was employed by a club within the 
atter part of Unemployment Insurance Act, 1920 


PART IV. SECT. 2. 

a. Determination of claims-— Um- 
pire's decision final.}-—Application that 
& writ of certiorari issue to quash 
the award of an umpire in an arbn. 
held pursuant to Unemployment In- 
surance Aot, 1920 (c. 30) :—Held: the 


1. L. T. 21.—IR. 
e, Who is an 


decision of the umpire is final & con- bread & ng 
clusive, when he {gs ac within his employed a van 
jurisdiction as provided by the said weekly wages. 


Act, & a writ of certiorart did not 
He.——R. v. HEALY & FuGE (1923), 57 


a Hig rehgde ™ ee Ein - 
ployment of assista y van driver 
employed by baker at weekly wage— 
Van driver ordering & pa 
1 profits. }-—. 
driver, & 
The van driver was 
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(c. 30), Sched. I., Part II. (i), & consequently he 
was insurable.—Re NEWTON-KING (DE WEBBER), 
(1923]1 K. B. 210; 92 L. J. K. B. 848; 128 L. T. 
511; sub nom. Re WeBBER, 39 T. L. R. 743 67 
Sol. Jo. 170. 


Sect. 2.—OTHER CASES. 

See Unemployment Insurance Acts, 1920-1928. 

133. Payment of contributions—Return of in- 
surance cards by employer—Cards posted but lost 
in post—Loss of employment by contributor.|— 
Pltf. had been in deft.’s employment as a scaffolder, 
& during the period of such employment he was 
insured under National Insurance Act, 1911 
(c. 55), his insurance cards being left in the custody 
of deft. By the Regulations made under the Act 
the employer is required upon the termination 
of the employment to return any card in his 

ossession to the contributor. Owing to pltf. 

eing ill & having to go into hospital, his employ- 
ment by deft. terminated. Three weeks later deft. 
posted the cards to pltf. at the address given on 
them. The cards were lost in the post. On 
leaving hospital pltf. for two weeks failed to get 
employment in consequence of his inability to 
produce his cards. On a claim for damages for 
the two weeks’ loss of employment :—Held: the 
claim could not be maintained upon the ground 
that (1) (RipLEY & Pickrorp, JJ.) assuming deft. 
had been guilty of a breach of his statutory duty 
to return the cards, pltf.’s failure to get employ- 
ment was not the natural consequence of that 
breach; (2) (Avory, J.) the Post Office was the 
agent of the Insurance Comrs., whose property the 
cards were, to receive the return of the cards, & 
deft. having posted the cards had returned them 
to the contributor within the meaning of the 
Regulations.—PRICE v. WEBR, [1913] 2 K. B. 367 ; 
82 1.3. K. B. 720; 108 L. T. 1024; 775.2. 333 ; 
29T. L. R. 478; 11 L. G. R. 602; 6B. W.C.C.N. 
47, D.C. 

134. ——— Whether presentation of insurance 
book by workman condition precedent.}|—Applts. 
were summoned under National Insurance Act, 
1911 (c. 55), s. 101 (2), for employing a workman 
in an insured trade, to wit, the trade of a fitter, 
without having paid the contribution required by 
the statute. They carried on a _ coal-mining 
business, & they engaged men who were fitters by 
trade to keep the plant & machinery in repair; & 
they had on their colliery premises a colliery work- 
shop to which machines & plant could be taken for 
repair. The workman, a fitter by trade, was 
employed as a fitter by applts. for maintaining & 
repairing the plant & machinery, & during his 
employment he was engaged sometimes in the 
workshop & sometimes outside in maintaining & 
repairing the machines & plant. One of the 
insured trades is mechanical engineering, & an 
umpire had held that smiths & mechanics & their 
assistants employed wholly or mainly in workshops, 
& engaged in the maintenance or repair of colliery 
machinery were within the Act. Applts. having 
been convicted :—Held: (1) the Diesen by 
the workman of his unemployment insurance boo 
to the employer was not a condition precedent to 


an insured person undor ha ope 
ment Insurance Acts, 1920. noh 
night before going home, the van 
arleee: according to the custom of the 
bakery trade, made an estimate of 
the bread that he would require on 
the following day, & left an order for 
that quantity with the baker’s ance 
aasistants. e paid for the breac 
before be took it out in the baker's 


“aier 


aid him 
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Sect. 2.—Other cases. Part V. Sect. 1.] 


the employer’s liability to pay the contributions, 
as the employer could obtain, & it was his duty to 
obtain, an emergency book; (2) there was evidence 
on which the magistrate could properly find that 
the work which the workman was doing brought 
him within the decision of the umpire, & was 
therefore work in an insured trade.—NUNNERY 
COLLIERY Co., LTp. v. STANLEY (1914), 111 L. T. 
843; 78 J. P. 422; 307. L. R. 549, D.C. 


135. Determination of claims—Status of court of 
referees.|—The Ct. of Referees, which is con- 
stituted under Unemployment Insurance Act, 
1920 (c. 30), & the regulations thereunder for the 
purpose of deciding claims made upon the un- 
employment insurance funds, is a ct. discharging 
administrative duties only, & communications 
made to that ct. are not absolutely privileged, as 
would be the case if they were made to a judicial 
body in the discharge of its duties.—CoLLINS v. 
WHITEWAY (HENRY) & Co., Lrp., (1927] 2 K. B. 
378; 96 L. J. K. B. 790; 137 L. T. 297; 43 
T. L. R. 532. 

136. Summary proceedings — Jurisdiction of 
justices.]}—In summary proceedings under Unem- 
ployment Insurance Act, 1920 (c. 30), & National 
Health Insurance Act, 1924 (c. 38), justices have 
no jurisdiction to determine the question whether 
@ person is or was an employed person or is or was 
the employed of anemployer contributor. If such 
a question arises & the decision of it becomes 
necessary, the justices must refer it to the appro- 
priate Minister under Unemployment Insurance 
Act, 1920 (c. 30), 8. 22 (7) or Nationa] Health 
Insurance Act, 1924 (c. 38), 5s. 97 (4), & must 
adjourn the hearing pending his decision.—Woop 
v. BURKE (1927), 91 J. P. 144; 43 T. L. R. 582; 
25 L. G. R. 392, D.C. 


Part V.—National 


Secr. 1.—EMPLOYED CONTRIBUTORS. 
See, now, National Health Insurance Acts, 
1024-1928. 
140. Persons compulsorily insured — ‘‘ Out- 
workers ’’-—Master tallors.|—Master tailors who 
make up & finish garments for merchant tailors 
or wholesale clothing manufacturers, the work 
being done at the house or other premises of the 
master tallors, are employed as outworkers within 
National Insurance Act, 1911 (c. 55), Sched. I., 
Part I (c), & persons engaged as such are ‘‘ em- 
ployed contributors’ within sect. 1 of the Act 
unless they come within the exceptions in Part II., 
of Sched. I., or are exempted by the Insurance 
Comrs.—Re MASTER TAILORS AS 
(1913), 29 T. L. R. 725. 
141. ——— Bricklayer’s labourer—Employed as 
general colliery labourer.|—A workman who had 


OUTWORKERS 


van, the use of which he was allowed, 
& dealt with the bread as he pleased. 
Although paid weekly wages by the 
baker, he also made the usual profit 
on the bread sold by him. He, the 
van driver, employed a boy as an 
assistant, acco g to the custom 
that had recently arisen in the trade, 
& paid him the recognised rate of 
wages r week. The baker was 
aware that the van driver em- 
ployed this boy, but never interfered 
with the boy, or gave him any direc- 
tions :—Held: the van driver, & not 


surance Act, 


the baker, was tho ‘‘ employer " of 
the boy within Unem 
1920 
MINISTER FOR INDUSTRY & 
MERCK, (1928) I. R. 555,—IR. 


Pupil teachers & monitors in national 
schools.)}—The employment of pupil 
teachers & monitors in national sc 

in Ireland is an a ade within 
National Insurance 

Comrs. of National Kducation are the 
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137. Conduct of proceedings—-Whether 
confined to inspector instituting.) — Proceedings 
before a ct. of summary jurisdiction for offences 
under Unemployment Insurance Act, 1920, (c. 30), 
may be conducted by any inspector duly autho- 
rised under the Act, & the right to conduct such 
proceedings is not confined to the particular 
inspector who instituted the proceedings.—R. v. 
NORTHUMBERLAND JJ., Ex p. Spicer (1923), 92 
L. J. K. B. 621; sub nom. R. v. NORTHUMBERLAND 
JJ., Aa p. THOMPSON, 87 J. P. 95; 39 T. L. R. 4565 ; 
67 Sol. Jo. 660; sub nom. IR. v. SPICER, La p. 
THOMPSON, 129 L.. T. 28; 27 Cox, C. C. 413. 

138. -—--— Order in respect of employee’s unpaid 
contributions—Recoverable only as civil debt.|— 
Where orders are made against an employer under 
National Insurance Act, 1918 (c. 37), s. 34 (3), & 
Unemployment Insurance Act, 1920 (c. 30), s. 22 
(3), for the payment by him to the Insurance Comrs. 
& the unemployment fund respectively of sums 
equal to the total amount of his unpaid contribu- 
tions in respect of an employee, the sums so ordered 
to be paid are recoverable only as a civil debt.— 
FISHWICK v. GYANT, [1925] 1 K. B. 617; 94 L. J. 
K. B. 392; 132 L. T. 761; 89 J. P. 48; 41 
T. L. R. 253; 23 L. G. R. 185; 27 Cox, C. C. 753, 
D.C, 

139. ——— Whether estoppel in respect of 
civil proceedings.;—An order made in summary 
proceedings against an employer under Unemploy- 
ment Insurance Act, 1920 (c. 30), 8. 22, requiring 
him to pay contributions in respect of an employee 
during the year preceding the date when the 
information was laid, does not prevent the recovery 
from the employer of other unpaid contributions 
in respect of the same employee by means of civil 
proceedings.—A.-G. v. PAINE, [1928] 1 K. B. 9 ; 96 
L. J. K. B. 953; 1387 L. T. 401; 91 3. P. 139; 43 
T. L. R. 551; 71 Sol. Jo. 490, C. A. 





Health Insurance. 


been a bricklayer’s labourer was employed by resp. 
as a general colliery labourer, & not as a brick- 
layer’s labourer. During most of his time he was 
engaged in breaking up material for the making 
of concrete & in making concrete which was used 
in the alteration of a fan house at the colliery. 
Two bricklayers & their labourers were employed 
on the airdrift, & the workman said he took orders 
from one of these men. The employer was 
summoned under National Insurance Act, 1911 
(c. 55), s. 101 (2), for employing a workman in an 
insured trade, namely, the trade of building or of 
bricklayer’s or builders labourer, without paying 
unemployment contributions in respect of the 
workman; & it was contended in support of 
the summons that as the material broken up by 
the workman & made into concrete was used in the 
construction of a colliery fan house & airdrift, he 


employers. It is not a contract of 


apprenticeship, because an esacntial 
element of apprenticeship, the right 
to receive instruction, ig absent from 
the contract; but is a contract of 
service within National Insurance Act, 


Nae Maoh In- 
-—M‘ARTHUR  v. 
Com- 


PART V. SECT. 1. 191], Part I. a. 1 (1).—Re PUPIL 
{. Persuns compulsorily ingured —- it praia eg & Monirors, (1913) 1 I. H. 


: School attendance inapector.) 
aay | person appolnted as school attend- 
ance inspector by a school attendance 
committee under Irish Education Act 
1802, is au “ employed contributor ’ 





ools 
» 1911, & the 


Part V.—NATIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE. 


was employed wholly or mainly in the construction 
or rnaintenance, or repair of colliery offices, work- 
shops, etc., & so came within one of the insured 
trades & a previous decision of the umpire :—Held : 
he workman was employed in an insured trade— 
that is, in the building trade, as interpreted by the 
umpire—& resp. ought to have been convicted.— 
Sp ee era wee TL. T. 840; 
Annotation : 
111 L. T. 
142, bes 
Resp. who 


Retd. Nunnery Colliery Co. v. Stanley (1914), 


Man engaged by ‘‘ yard foreman.’’]— 
was a coal dealer, for the purpose of 
carrying out the loading & unloading of coal at 
his yard employed a person described as a ‘“ yard 
foreman,"’ & paid him weokly at a fixed rate per 
ton of coal handled. Further assistance being 
required in the yard, the foreman, on the instruc- 
tions of resp., engaged some other men. Each 
week the foreman received from resp. the total 
amount due at the fixed rate per ton, & he divided 
it in equal shares between himself & the other 
men employed. If the foreman desired to stay 
away he obtained permission from resp., & one of 
the other men received the money & shared it with 
the others. Resp. had the supervision of the work 
of loading & unloading & generally the right to 
exercise control over the men in the performance of 
their duties. Complaints as to the work were in 
practice addressed to the foreman, who engaged & 
dismissed the men. Resp. had the right to require 
the foreman to dismiss a particular man if his work 
was unsatisfactory :—Held: the men were em- 
ployed by resp. within the meaning of the National 
Insurance Act, 1911 (c. 55), & not by the foreman. 
—ILILL v. BECKETT, (1915), 1 K. B. 578; 841. J. 
K. B. 458; 112 L. T. 505; 79J.P.190; 138L.G.R. 
530, D.C. 

143. Exemptions—‘‘ Employment otherwise than 
by way of manual labour ’’—Dairymen’s foremen.] 
—By National Insurance Act, 1911 (c. 55), 6. 1 (1), 
all persons of theageof sixtecn & upwards who are 
employed must be insured with certain exceptions. 
In the 2nd schedule (g) employment otherwise than 


within National Insurance Acts, 1911- 
1913, & the coimitteo is Mable for the 
es Bai of the contributionsin respect SCOT. 
of him.—O’CALLAGHAN Vv. IRISH INSUR- 


M‘NAUGHTON, [1914] S. 
Se. L. R. 6853; (1914) 258. L. T. 58.— 
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by way of manual labour & at the rate of remu- 
neration exceeding in value £160 a year is ex- 
cepted. The comrs. under sect. 66 of the Act 
referred to the ct. the question whether dairymen’s 
foremen & tailors’ cutters who received more than 
£160 per annum were within the Act.:—Held: (1) 
though dairymen’s foremen might perform manual 
labour the question was whether that was the real 
substantial employment for which they were 
engaged or whether it was not incidental or 
accessory to it. Even if assisting to lift churns was 
incidental to the employment such labour was not 
the labour for which they were substantially 
engaged, which was that of branch managers; the 
dairymen’s foremen were not within the Act. 

(2) As to tailor’s cutter the actual labour of cut- 
ting out cloth might be manual labour, but the posi- 
tion he really occupied was that of a manager of a 
business department. His duties were therefore, 
substantially not those involving manual labour.— 
Held: tailors’ cutters receiving more than £160 
per annum are not within the Act.—Re DAIRYMEN’s 
FOREMEN, Ie TAILORS’ CUTTERS (1912), 107 L. T. 
342; 28 T. L. R. 587; 6B. W.C.C.N. 7. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Jaques v. Steam Tug Alex- 
‘ andra, (1921) 2 A.C. 339. Apld. Reid v. British & Irish 

Steam Packet Co., [1921] 2 K. B. 319. 

144, Tailors’ cutters.|—Re Datry- 
marley FOREMEN, Fie TAILORS’ CuTrmrs, No. 148, 
ante. 

145. -—-—— Lithographic artists.] — The 
comrs. submitted, under National Insurance 
Act, 1911 (c. 55), s. 66, for the decision of the ct. 
the two questions whether (a) lithographic artists 
& (b) engravers engaged in the correction & 
improvement of half-tone engraved plates, who 
received more than £160 per annum, came within 
the exception in para. (g) in Part IJ, of sched 1, of 
the Act as being employed ‘‘ otherwise than by way 
of manual labour ” :—Held: neither lithographic 
artists nor engravers, though they used their 
hands in their work could be said to be engaged in 
manual labour & they were, therefore, not 
within the Act.—Re NATIONAL INSURANCE ACT, 





C. 826; 51 at the discretion of applts. to general 
harbour purposes. o rule or bye- 
law regulating pene was proved. 


The practice of the applts. for an 


ANCE CoMRS., [1915) 2 I. Kk. 262.—IR. 


h. Asstastant schoolmaster in 
national school.J—An assistant teacher 
in a national school adopted by the 
Comrs. of National Education who 
enters into a contract of employment 
with the inanager of the school is an 
employed contributor within National 
Insurance Act, 1911.— FLETCHER 
MOORE v. IRISH INSURANCE COMRS., 
(1016) 21. Rh. 70.— IR. 


k. Stone - breaker.) — T. was 
employed by the county council as a 
stone-breaker, his duty being tc break 
gtones in all aizes for general road 
purone The road steward directed 

im where he was to work, & as to the 
size to which the stones were to be 
broken, he being paid at a certain 
rate per ton of broken stones. No 
time was specified for the doing of the 
work & he could come & go as ho 
liked :—-Held: a case of ‘‘ employ- 
ment under ’’ the council by way of a 

iece-work arrangement & T. was an 
nsurable person within National In- 
surance cts.—-TIPPERARY COUNTY 
CouNncIL v. IRISH INSURANCE COMRS., 

._— Troll share fishermen.) — 
Held; traw] share fishermen, who wero 
paid wages or shares, as the case 
might be, even when the voyage 
resulted in a Joss, were employed 
persons within National Insurance 
Act.—-SCOTTISH JTNSURANCE COMRS. v. 








m. Exemptions — Absence of ‘‘ con- 
tract of service "’—Officera of poor law 
union.}—Officers of a poor law union 
are not employed under a contract of 
service within National Insurance Act, 
1911, Part I., Sched. 1.—/te SOUTH 
DUBLIN UNION OFFICERS, [1913] 1 
I, R. 244.—IR. 








n. Pilots licenced by 
harbour commissioners.}——Under a local 
Act, the W. Port & Harbour Act, 
1853, applts. the Port & Harbour 
Comrs. of W. were empowered at 
discretion to appoint & licence qualified 
persons to act as pilots, with power at 
discretion to remove such licenced 
pie & appoint & licence new pilots 
to suspend a licence. Power to 
fine the licenced pilots in certain cases 
was conferred upon applts. & when 
that power was exercised the fine was 
laced in the general harbour fund. 
he statute forbade pilotage except 
by duly licenced pilots, & made 
pilo compulsory on all vessels 
using the port, subject, on broach of 
this latter provision, to payment by 
the master, etc., of a vessel to the 
proper officer of applts. double please. 
Applts. were empowered to charge & 
receive & recover, as & for pilotage 
rates, the sums specified by the Act; 
& to reduce, abate, or abolish such 
rates at discretion; & to make bye- 
laws or rules regulating the condition 
of pilotage. All rates, tolls, or charges 
Tmder the statute were made applica le 


indefinite period of time, extending 
over at least 30 years, had been to 
receive the pilotage rates, to pool the 
sum 50 received, & pay out the same 
quarterly in equal shares to the five 
licenced pilots of the port :—Held: 
the pilots appointed & licenced by 
applts. were not employees of or under 
applts., & the latter were not liable to 
contribute to insurance of the pilots 
under National Insurance Acts, 1911-— 
1913.—WEsSTPORT PORT & HARBOUR 
Comrs, v. IRISH INSURANCE COMRS., 
{1915] 21. R. 283.—IR. 


oO. Crier of recorder’s 
court or county court.)}—The crier of a 
recorder’s ct. or county ct., is not 
employed under a contract of service 
with the recorder or county ct. judge, 
& the recorder or county ct. judge is 
not therefore liable to contribute in 
respect of such Spey ee under 
National Insurance Acts, 1911-1913. 
—IRISH INSURANCE COMRS. v. CRAIG, 
[1916] 21. RK. 59.—IR. 

p. Person supplying 
horse, cart, & man in charge to cart 
stones for repair of roads by cou 
councitl.|}—-M. was engaged by a roa 
steward or assistant county surveyor 
of a county council to cart stones & 
other material for repairing roads, 
she supplying the horse & oart & a 
man to take charge of the same, but 
she gave no personal service. The 
work was supervised by the road 
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Sect. 1.—Employed contributors. Sects. 2, 3 & 4.) 


1911, Re LirHoGRAPHIC ARTISTS, Re ENGRAVERS 
(1913), 108 L. T. 894; 29 T. L. R. 440; 6 B. W. 
O. C.N. 443 57 Sol. Jo. 557. 

146. ———- Engravers.|—Re NATIonaL IN- 
SURANCE Act, 1911, Re LityoGRAPHIC ARTISTS, 
Re ENGRAVERS, No. 145, ante. 

147. —— Absence of ‘‘ contract of service ’’— 
Nonconformist ministers.|—The employment of 
ministers of the United Methodist Church & the 
employment of ministers, under probation, of the 
Wesleyan Methodist Church by the Conference of 
each of those Churches or by the circuits to which 
the ministers are attached is not employment 
within the meaning of Insurance Act, 1911 (c. 55), 
Part I.—Re MINISTERS OF UNITED METHODIST 
CyHuRcH, Re MINISTERS (UNDER PROBATION) OF 
WESLEYAN METHODIST CHURCH (1912), 107 L. T. 
143; 28 T. L. R. 539; 56 Sol. Jo. 687; 6 B. W. 
C. C. N. 1. 

148. Curates of Church of England.|— 
In order to make insurance obligatory under 
National Insurance Act, 1911 (c. 55), Part I., there 
must be something in the nature of a contract of 
service. 

The position of a curate in the Church of England, 
whether he is formally licenced by the bishop under 
seal or is a mere probationer under the nro 
temporary permission, is that of a person who holds 
an ecclesiastical office, & not the position of a 
person whose duties & rights are defined by 
contract. Therefore the relation between the 
incumbent & the curate, or the bishop & the 
curate, is not the relation of employer & employed, 
: aa ee is not compulsorily insurable under 
the Act. 

Qu.: whether the curate, in either case, could 
come in under the Act as a voluntary contributor. 
—Re CHURCH OF ENGLAND CURATES, [1912] 2 Ch. 
563; 82 L. J. Ch. 8; 107 L. T. 643; 28 T. L. R. 
579; 6B. W.C.C.N. 3. 

149. Sheriff’s_ bailiff.)}] — A bailiff 
acting under the warrant of the High Sheriff of 
a county is not employed by the High Sheriff 
in a trade or business of the High Sheriff so as to 
be compulsorily insurable under National Health 
Insurance Act, 1924 (c. 38), since the sheriff, 
as such, does not carry on any trade or business, & 
also since such a bailiff is not employed by the 
sheriff under a contract of service but holds an 
office under the Crown.—Re JoNES (1928), 45 
T. L. R. 15; sub nom. Re HicH SHERIFF OF 
HERTFORDSHIRE, Re JONES, 72 Sol. Jo. 780; 92 
J. P. Jo. 734. 











steward, who directed the man in 
charge of the horse & cart where to 
take material & where to put it. 
There was no written agreement, but 
M. worked under the conditions set 
out in a document entitled ‘‘ Con- 
ditions for eb es eat under contract 
work ” :—Held: M. merely contracted 
to supply a horse, cart, & man in agststan 
charge for the work that was to be 
done by the county council but was 
not herself ‘‘employed *”® by the 
county council & therefore was not 
an insurable person within Nationa] 
Health Insurance Acts.—'TIPPERARY 
CouNnTy COUNCIL v. Iniso INSURANCE 








pointed to 








COUNTY COUNCIL v. IRISH INSURANCE 
COMRS., {1928] I. R. 395.—IR. 

ey M ies pile of medical 
fof infirmary. 1 Held « persone 9p; 685; (1914) 38. L. T. 58.—S00T. 
resident physicians & resident surgeons, 
as non-resident house physicians, non- 
resident house surgeons, 
ta, or as supervisors of the fis 
administration of anesthetics, 
not persons employed within National 
Insurance Act, 1911, in respect that 
as the managers of t 
no contro] over the manner in which 
these members of the staff carried out 
their treatment of the tients, no 


WorkK AND LABOUR. 


Sxucr. 2.—CONTRIBUTIONS. 

Sec, now, National Health Insurance Acts, 
1924~—1928. 

150. Liability of employer.]— One H. was 
employed by ROP as gardener’s labourer during 
certain weeks. He was paid his wages weekly at 
the rate of 16s. a week. He received his full 
wages in respect of each of the weeks in question. 
He had a contribution card but no stamps had been 
pace’ on the card in respect of those weeks. 

© handed the card to the head gardener who was 
over him & he had no direct dealings with resp. 
On a summons against resp. for not paying the 
contributions payable under National Insurance 
Act, 1911 (c. 58), in respect of the weeks in 
question :—Held: the duty to make the payments 
& to have the card stamped was by the statute 
ppen the employer, & as resp. as the employer of 

i, had not made the payments she had com- 

mitted an offence under the Act.—GODMAN v. 

CROFTON (1913), 110 L. T. 387; 78 J. P. 183; 30 

- L. R. 193; 12 L. G. R. 330; 24 Cox, C. C. 90, 
om OF 

151. ——— ‘‘ Under the general control & manage- 
ment ’’ — Question of fact.}—- Resps. were the 
owners of certain mills at which they employed a 
number of block printers, & these block printers 
employed a number of girls as “ tierers”’ to assist 
them in arranging their colours. Each tierer was 
selected & engaged by the workman whom she was 
to assist, & resps. had no voice in such engagement. 
The tierers were paid their wages & kept such 
hours a8 were prescribed by the workman who 
had engaged them, & their admission to or 
departure from the works was in no way con- 
trolled by resps., but the workman could at any 
time dispense with the services of his tierer, 
though resps. alone could dismiss her from the 

remises. ‘The tierers were sometimes asked by 

he shop foreman to do other things. Resps. 
were summoned for not having paid the employers’ 
contribution of a tierer payable under the National 
Insurance Act, 1911 (c. 55), & the justices finding 
that the tierer was not ‘‘ employed ”’ by, or “ under 
the general control & management ’’ of resps. 
dismissed the summons :—Held ; the question was 
one of fact for the justices, &, having regard to 
their findings, there was no ground for saying 
that their decision was wrong in law.—NEWELL v. 
KING (1913), LIOL. T. 76; 78J3.P.23; 30T.L. R. 
34; 12 L.G. R. 182, D.C. 

152. Failure to pay contributions—Offence 
punishable summarily—Validity of conviction.}— 
(1) By National Health Insurance (Collection 





were not employed rsons within 
National Insurance Act, 1911.—Scot- 
TISH INSURANCE CoMRs. v. M'NAUGH- 
TON, [1914) 8. C. 826; 61 Sc. L. KH. 


an infirm 


share j 
—Held: net share fishermen re- 
& clinical =munerated by shares in the fita of 


vessels, & under an obligation 
sanctioned by custom, to share an 

losses incurred, but receiving in addi- 
tion to such shares of profits a further 
share in respect of ownership of the 
nets used on board the vessels, were 
not employed persons within National 
Insurance Act, 1911.—-ScorTisn In- 


were 


be infirmary had 


Comns., [1928] I. R. 395.—IR contract of service exis between SURANCE COMRS. v. M‘NAUGHTON, 
q. Person supplying horse them.—Scotrrisn INSURANCE COMRS Eis 8. C. 886; 51 8c. L. R. 685; 
dad cart for carting road ma ial— Such HOSES METS ROYAL INFIRMARY, {1934 2 8. L. T. 58.—8COT. 


person voluntarily giving services.) — 





D. was engage’ by a county council t. 
to supply a horse & cart for cart Held: 
road ma He gave some persona 


services though under no obligation 
to do so:—Held: D. was not an 
insurable person within National 
Health Insurance Acts.—TIPPERARY in 


Curr: 


by shares in the profits of fishing 
vessels, & under an obligation, sanc- 
tioned by custom, to sbare any losses 
in, od, but having no 

terest im the vessels, n 


51.—8SCOT. 
—— Share flehermen.} — 
share fishermen remunerated b. Liability of 


PART V. SECT. 2. 

‘5 employer-—~Who is 
an ‘* employer ''—County council or 
contractor.}-—A county council en- 
trusted the repair of certain roads to a 
roprietary contractor. e terms of the con- 

or gear, tract provided that the contractor 


Part V.—-NATIONAL 


of Contributions) Regulations, 1912, made on 

May 22, 1912, the Joint Committee of the several 

bodies of Comrs. acting jointly with the Insurance 
omrs. constituted under National Insurance Act, 

1911 (c. 55), certified under Rules Publication Act, 

1893 (c. 66), 8. 2, that on account of urgency the 

following regulations were to come into operation 

immediately, & in pursuance of the powers con- 

ferred on them by National Insurance Act, 1911 

(c. 55), & National Insurance (Joint Committee) 

Regulations, 1912, they made the said regulations 

to come into operation forthwith as Provisional 

Regulations. National Insurance Act, 1911 (c. 65), 

came into force on July 15, 1912 :—Held: assum- 

Ing the Joint Committee & the Insurance Comrs. 

were not a Govt. department, & consequently were 

not a rule making authority as defined by Rules 

Publication Act, 1893 (c. 66), & they therefore 

had no power by certifying urgency to bring the 

regulations into operation on May 22, 1912, the 
regulations had been duly made under the powers 

conferred by National Insurance Act, 1911 (c. 55), 

ss. 7, 65, & clause 5 (c) of the National Insurance 

(Joint Committee) Regulations, 1912, & were, as 

from the date when the Act came into force, valid 

& enforceable regulations. 

(2) The failure of an employer to pay a contribu- 
tion in respect of an employed contributor is 
under National Insurance Act, 1911 (c. 55), s. 69 (2), 
an offence punishable on summary conviction, & a 
conviction is not bad because it orders deft. both 
to pay a fine & to pay to the Insurance Comrs. a 
sum equal to the amount of the contributions 
which deft. has failed to pay. 

(3) It is no defence to a charge of failing to 
pay contributions under the Act that at the 
date of the failure to pay the benefit intended to 
be provided under the Act had not in fact been 
provided.—R. v. BAGGALLAY, HURLOCK v. SHINN, 
R. v. HEDDERWICK, Morris v. ASHTON, [1913] 
1K. B. 290; 82 L. J. K. B. 391; 108 L. T. 254 ; 
290 T. L. R. 183; 23 Cox, C. C. 288; sub nom. 
R. v. BAGGALLAY, He p. WurLock, R. v. HEDpER- 
Wick, La p. SLATE, HuRwLocK v. SHINN, Morris 
». ASHTON, 77 J. P. 97; 31 L. G. R. 367; 6 
B. W. C. C. N. 15. 

Annotations :-—Generally, Refd. Irish Insurance Comrs. v. 
Hamilton (1913), 6 B. W. C. C. N. 140; Fishwick v. 
Gyani (1925), 132 L. T. 761. 

153. Defence to charge—-Benefits in- 
tended to be provided not in fact provided.|—kK. 
v. BAGGALLAY, HLURLOCK v. SHINN, R. v. LHEDDER- 
WICK, MorRIs v. ASHTON, No. 152, ante. 

154, ——— Obligation to affix stamps before pay- 
ing wages.|—Before paying his servant’s wages for 
the week commencing May 12, 1919, resp. did not 
affix an insurance stamp on the servant’s card. 
In proceedings against him for not having done so, 
he stated, as was the fact, that he always stamped 
the whole of the card on the expiration of the 
period of its currency, claiming to be entitled to 
do this by virtue of National Tlealth Insurance 








should ‘‘ keep ’’ a surface-man & pay 
him at a rate of wages prescribed by 
tho County Council: that ‘* the 
surface-labourers ’? will be appointed 
by the county surveyor & may bo [. H. 110.—IR. 
dismissed by him at any time on just PS 
complaint from the contractor, or for 
other causes.’’ According to ‘ the 
instructions for surface-labourers,’ 
embodied in the contract, the surface - 
men were bound to attend closely to 
the orders of the assistant survoyor, 
& to those of the contractor when the 
assistant had not ven any particular 
instructions :—Z/eld : the contract of 
service was between the contractor & 
the surface-men, & accordingly the 
contractor, & not the county council, 


tributions under 








tion controlled 


not b 


was Hable for pa 


Acts.—Down Country COUNCIL JU. 
IRISH INSURANCE Comms., [1914] 2 


. Manager of national 
school—In respect of assistant teacher 
engaged by him—Salary paid @& educa- 


Education.}—If th 
of a national schoo 
Comrs. of National Educa 
an aasistant teacher, notwiths 
that the teacher's is p 

the Comrs. of Nationa] Education, 
him, & that the education in 
the school is controlled by the 
tions of these comrs., he is the employer 
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(Collection of Contributions) Consolidated Regula- 
tions, 1918, Regulation 10, para. 2 (i) (0) :—Held: 
sub-para. (i) imposes an absolute obligation upon 
an employer to affix a stamp or stamps befor 
paying wages, & clause (b) of the proviso does not 
palace an alternative method for the employer 

pay the insurance contributions, but deals with 
the case where, although the requirements of 
sub-para. (i) have been complied with, the servant’s 
card is not fully stamped at the expiration of its 
currency.—GLADSTONE v. BURTON, [1920] ] K. B. 
608; 89L. J. K. B. 302; 843. P.28; 36T.L. 1. 
157; 18 L. G. R. 109, D.C. 


HeattH INSURANCE. 


SEcT. 3.—NATURE OF BENEFITS. 

See National Health Insurance Acts, 1924-1928. 

155. Maternity benefit—-Payable to wife of in- 
sured person—Irrespective of paternity of child.]— 
By National Insurance Act, 1913 (c. 37), s. 14 (1), 
‘“maternity benefit shall in every case be the 
mother’s benefit,’ & ‘‘the benefit shall be 
administered in the interests of the mother & 
child in cash or otherwise by the approved society 
of which the husband is a member” :—Held: 
(1) maternity benefit is payable in the case of the 
confinement of a married woman by reason of the 
fact that her husband is an insured person irre- 
spective of the paternity of the child; (2) a claim 
made by a married woman against her husband’s 
approved society for maternity benefit is a claim 
made through an insured person within National 
Insurance Act, 1911 (c. 55), s. 67, & therefore it 
is a claim in regard to which an appeal lies to the 
Insurance Comrs. under that sect.—Scorr v. 
NORTHUMBERLAND & DURHAM MINERS PER- 
MANENT RELIEF FuND, FRIENDLY & APPROVED 
Society, [1920] 1 K. B.174; 88L. J. K. B. 1295 ; 
121 L. T. 668; 83 J. P. 237; 357. L. R. 696; 63 
Sol. Jo. 801; 17 L. G. R. 663, D.C. 

Administration of benefits.]|—See Sect. 5, post. 


Srcr. 4.—-ADMINISTRATIVE BODIES. 

See National Uealth Insurance Acts, 1924-1928. 

156. Insurance commissioners—-Power to make 
rules.|—H. v. BAGGALLAY, HURLOCK v. SHINN, 
Rk. v. HEDDERWICK, Mornis v. ASHTON, No. 152, 
ante. 

157. Friendly societies — Validity of rules — 
Whether subject of arbitration.|.—No question as 
to the illegality of the rules of an approved friendly 
society can properly be made the subject of an 
arbitration under National Insurance Act, 1911 
(c. 55), s. 67. It is not a matter of domestic 
administration.—Re QUINN & NATIONAL CATHOLIC 
BENEFIT & TuRIF. SOCIETY’S ARBITRATION, [1921} 
2 Ch. 318; 911. J. Ch. 287; 126 L. T. 179. 


of the teacher within National In- 
surance Act, 1911.—FLETCHER MOORE 
2. IRISH INSURANCE Comrs., [1916] 
21. R. 70.—IR. 


PART V. SECT. 4. 

d. Insurance commissioners — Regu- 

Y by insurance commis- 
sioners under 8 powers—Power 
of court to review regulations. |—Held : 
regulations made by the insurance 
comrs., which had not yet been laid 
before Parliament, could not be 
challenged in a ct. of law as being 
ultra vires of the comrs., provided they 
dealt with matters falling within the 
scope of National Insurance Act, 1911, 
Part I., s. 65, but could be set aside 


ent of the con- 
ational Insurance 


e manager 
asonee by the 
on, engages 
tanding 
aid 


k 


la- 
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Sect. 4.—Administrative Bodies. Sect. 5.) 

158. Expulsion of member—For 
immoral conduct.]—-An ar a has society under 
National Insurance (Health) Acts made a rule, 
No. 18 (1), under which the committee of manage- 
ment had power to terminate the membership of 
any member for (inter alia) ‘‘ immoral conduct or 
other serious personal misconduct,’’ the person so 
ceasing to be a member being entitled to have his 
transfer value transferred to any other society he 
might join. One of the members of the society, 
who was an unmarried woman, became pregnant, 
& on this fact becoming known to the society, the 
committee passed a resolution to terminate her 
membership of the society on the ground of 
‘‘immoral conduct or other serious personal mis- 
conduct.’’ She appealed against that decision, & 
the appeal was referred to a referee to hear & 
determine, who stated a case for the opinion of 
the ct. :—Held: (1) the status of membership was 
quite separate & distinct from the right to benefits, 
& an approved society was entitled to make a rule 
to expel a member on the ground of immoral 
conduct even though the result of the expulsion 
was to deprive that member of future contingent 
benefits which she might have received had she 
remained a member of the society, but the society 
could not make a rule which would deprive a 
member of accrued benefits to which she would 
but for that provision have been entitled ; (2) the 
referee was not bound by the decision of the com- 
mittee of management but was entitled to come to 
his own conclusion on the evidence before him ; 
(3) the provisions of r. 18 (1), were not witra vires ; 
(4) the society in the case of expulsion was not 
bound to do more than hand the transfer value to 
applt. or her agent; (5) the onus of proving that 
applt. had been deprived of benefits lay upon her 
& not upon the society.—SuTTON ». NEw TABER- 
NACLE Societvy, [1924] 1 K. B. 494; 931. J. K.B. 
219; 130 L. T. 637; 88 J. P. 42; 40 T. L. R. 262; 
68 Sol. Jo. 421; 22 L. G. R. 323, D.C. 

159. ——— —— How far accrued & future 
benefits affected.|—SuTTon 1. NEw TABERNACLE 
SocIETY, No. 158, ante. 

160. Expulsion of member — Appeal — 
Powers of referee.]|—SuUTTON v. NEW TABERNACLE 
SOCIETY, No. 158, ante. 

Duty of society as to transfer of 
benefits.|—-SUTTON v. NEW TABERNACLE SOCIETY, 
No. 158, ante. 

162. -—— Onus of proof of deprivation of 
benefits.|-SuTTron v. NEW TABERNACLE SOCIETY, 
No. 158, ante. 

Right to take proceedings—For compensa- 
tion under Workmen’s Compensation Acts.]— Sce 
MASTER & SERVANT, Vol. XXXIY., pp. 384, 385, 
441, Nos. 3104-3107, 3110, 3608. 

-| — See, generally, FRIENDLY 
Vol. XXV., pp. 286 ef seq. 














SOCIETIES, 





Sect. 5.—ADMINISTRATION OF BENEFITS. 
See National Health Insurance Acts, 1924-1928. 


168. Dispute between approved society & member 
-Jurisdiction of court to interfere.)|—A rule of an 


only by means of the Parliamentary employers 
procedure provided by the sect.— the rate o 
GLASGOW INSURANCE COMMITTEF »v. 

SCOTTISH INSURANCE Comms., [1915] they 

S. C. 504.—8COT. from 


ion for injury—Aogree- 
meni as to pa —Notice by employers 
to approved socielty.})— A workman 
was injured on Oct. 2, 1916. His 


e. Com 
might 


ald him compensation at 
£1 per week till 
1916, in all #10. On Dec. 12, 1916, 
aid him £6, & took a receipt 
um whereby the conaideration 
of the £16 received by 
employers he discharged all claims he 
have against 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, 
Employers Viability Act, 1880, or at 
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approved society under National Insurance Act, 
1911 (c. 56), provided that ‘‘ an insured member 
shall send notice of illness to the secretary, in the 
form required by the ct., as soon as possible after 
the commencement of the illness, whether he is 
entitled to claim benefit in respect of the illness or 
not, & shall not be entitled to sickness benefit, 
until he has sent to the secretary a declaration of 
incapacity for work in the form required, & a 
medical certificate or other sufficient evidence of 
incapacity & the cause thereof.”’ Subsequently 
the society passed a resolution that ‘‘in every 
instance a certificate from a panel doctor must be 
sent.” . 

Pitf., a member of the society, was refused sick- 
ness benefit on the ground that he had sent in a 
certificate from the doctor who had in fact attended 
him in his illness, who was not a panel doctor, & 
had not sent in a certificate from a panel doctor. 
Pitf. thereupon sued the society, claiming a dceclara- 
tion that the resolution was illegal & ultra vires :— 
Held: the resolution was illegal & ultra vires, & 
as the matter was not one of domestic adminis- 
tration which under National Insurance Act, 1911 
(c. 55), s. 67, ought to go to arbn., plitf. was entitled 
to the declaration sought.— HEARD v. PICKTHORNE, 
[1913] 3 K. B. 299; 82 L. J. K. B. 1264; 108 
L. T. 818; 20 T. L. R. 497; 57 Sol. Jo. 532 ; 
ll lL. G. R. 621; 6B. W.C. C.N. 53; C. A. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Bailey v. Co-op. Wholesale Soc. 
(Insurance Section), {1914] 2 K. B. 233. Apprvd. 
Mckllistrim v. Ballymacelligott Co-op. Agricultural & 
Dairy Soc., [1919) A. CG. 548. Folld. Re Quin & National 
Catholie Benetit & Thrift) Soc.’s Arbitration, (1921) 2 
He 318. Refd. Winter vr. Wilkinson (1914), 79 J. P. 


164. -|—The rules of an approved 
society under National Insurance Act, 1911 
(c. 55), provided, with regard to sickness & dis- 
ablement benefits, that ‘‘ an illness shall not be 
deemed to commence or continue unless the 
member is rendered incapable of work by some 
specific disease or by bodily or mental] disablement,”’ 
& that ‘‘ an insured member shall send notice of 
illness to the local secretary of the society ... 
& shall not be entitled to sickness benefit until he 
has sent to the local secretary ...a medical 
certificate or other sufficient evidence of incapacity 
& the cause thereof.’’ <A further rule provided 
that disputes arising between an insured member 
& the society should be decided by the general 
delegates’ meeting. Pitf.. a member of the 
society, sent in a claim for sickness benefit accom- 
panied by a medical certificate which stated that 
she was ‘“ suffering from debility & unable to 
work.’ The society requested that the certificate 
should be amended by the cause of the debility 
being stated, & as this request was not complied 
with the society refused to pay pltf. sickness 
benefit. Pltf. thereupon sued the society, claim- 
ing, first, an injunction to restrain them from 
refusing to accept & consider as evidence of her 
claim to sickness benefit the medical certificate 
she had sent, &, secondly, a sum in respect of 
sickness benefit. :—Held: the ct. had no jurisdic- 
tion to entertain the action inasmuch as the 
matter was a dispute within National Insurance 
Act, 1911 (c. 55), 8. 67, & must be decided by the 
tribunal set up by the society’s rules.—BAILEY v. 


common law in respect of the inj 
sustained by him on or about Oct. 2, 
1916 ":—-I/eld: the agreement was 
not one of which the employers were 
bound to give notice to the approved 
socicty in the terms of ational 
Insurance Act, 1911, #8. 11 (1) (c).— 
GORMLEY v. SooTrisnu IRON & SYTKEM 
Co., Lrp., [1918] 8. C. 742; 11 
B. W. C. GC. 370,—8COT. 


Dec. 11, 


him from his 


them ‘ under 


Part V.— NATIONAL 


CO-OPERATIVE WHOLESALE SOCIETY: (INSURANCE 
SECTION), [1914] 2 K. B. 233; 83 L. J. K. B. 948 ; 
110 I. T. 816; 78 J. P. 285; 30 'T. L. R. 299; 
08 Sol. Jo. 304; 12 L. G. R. 645, D. C. 

165. Medical benefit—Certificate as to illness to 
be from panel doctor—Validity of rule.|-- HEARD 
v. PICKTHORNE, No. 163, ante. 

166. ——— Excessive demands upon drug fund— 
Right to surcharge practitioner.|—Regulation 40 of 
the N ational Health Insurance (Medical Benefit 
Regulations (England), 1918, provides that the 
insurance committee may, if they think that an 
excessive demand has been made upon the drug 
fund formed under the National Health Insurance 
Acts, owing to orders given by a practitioner which 
are extravagant, make a deduction from the 
amount payable by them to that practitioner & pay 
the same to the credit of the drug fund. A 
deficiency having occurred in the drug fund formed 
for the borough of Leicester under the National 
Mfealth Insurance Acts, the pharmaceutical com- 
mittee, communicated with the panel comuittee, 
requesting that all cases of doctors who had 
ordered more drugs than the average prescribed 
by the doctors on the panel should be investigated. 
The panel committee advised the insurance com- 
mittee to make a surcharge upon those doctors 
who had exceeded the average. They did not 
find that any orders given by any practitioner or 
practitioners had been excessive; but, the judge 
held, the basis of their decision was that the 
deficiency in the drug fund would best be made 
up by contributions from the doctors in question : 
—ITeld : in these circunistances there had been no 
proceeding under Regulation 40, & the surcharge 
had been wrongfully inposed.—MooRk v. LEICES- 
TER INSURANCE COMMITTEE (1915), 85 L. J. K. B. 
oo 80 J. P. 61; 32 T. L. R. 80; 14 1. G. h. 
U7. 

167. --|—Regulation 40 of the 
National Health Insurance (Medical Benefit) Regu- 
lations, 19138, which provides that an insurance 
committee, constituted by National Insurance 
Act, 1911 (c. 55), may, if satisfied that an excessive 
demand upon their drug fund has arisen owing to 
orders given by a practitioner on their panel 
which are extravagant either in character or in 
quantity, surcharge the practitioner, is not ultra 
vires.—O’NEILL v. MIDDLESEX INSURANCE CoM- 
MITTEE, [1916] 1 K. B. 331; 85 L. J. K. B. 777; 
114 L. T. 662; 80 J. P. 204; 32 T. L. R. 229; 
60 Sol. Jo. 529; 14 L. G. R. 508. 

168. Removal of practitioner from panel — 
Refusal to supply prescriptions in duplicate.|—A 
medical practitioner, S., was placed on the panel 
list of doctors under the National Insurance Act, 
1911 (c. 55), in 1913, & signed an agreement with 
the County of London Insurance Committee. By 
one of the clauses of the agreement it was pro- 
vided: ‘‘ The practitioner shall order in the form 
prescribed ... such drugs & prescribed ap- 
pliances as are requisite for the treatment of any 
patient.”” In pursuance of this clause the in- 
surance committee supplied S. with books of f£ 
for medical prescriptions containing carbon sh 
so that the orders for drugs & medicines might be 
given in duplicate. The duplicate forms were for 
the convenience of the panel chemist, who might 
keep a copy of the prescriptions. S. refused to 
make out the forms in duplicate, contending that 
it was outside the terms of his engagement that 
he should do the work of a clerk to the chemist. 
The insurance committee drew the attention of S. 
to the matter in July, 1913, but he declined to alter 
his practice. In Sept. 1913, the committee were 
authorised under provisional regulations to revise 
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the medical list, & they sent out a circular letter 
giving notice of their intention to vary the terms 
of the agreements made between themselves & the 
medical practitioners, but gave no indication of 
the nature of the proposed variations. It was 
admitted that this was not a good notice under 
the agreements. In Dec. 1913, a form of agree- 
ment was sent to S. which provided (inter alia ; 
‘* The practitioner shall order in duplicate on the 
form provided, etc.’”’ S. struck out the words 
‘‘in duplicate’? & signed the agreement, at the 
Same time informing the committee that he was 
prepared to make use of duplicating books or 
forms, provided the filling up of the same did not 
involve more time & labour than the filling up of 
single slips. The committee thereupon erased the 
name of 8. from the panel of doctors, & S. obtained 
a rule nisi for a mandamus to the committee to 
reinstate his name on the panel :—Held: S. had 
entered into a binding agreement with the com- 
mittee for a period of service which could only be 
terminated by his own withdrawal or after an 
inquiry had been made into any alleged default 
on his part ; he had done nothing by which he had 
lost his right not to be removed without an 
inquiry under National Insurance Act, 1911 
(c. 55), 8. 15; & the insurance committee had no 
power, under the circumstances, to remove his 
name from the panel.—R. v. CouNry OF LONDON 
INSURANCE COMMITTEE, Ex p. SALTER (1914), lil 


HEALTH [NSURANCE. 


L. 'T. 835; 79 J. P. 36; 30 T. L. R. 607; 12 
L. G. R. 1262, D.C. 
169. ——— Action by practitioner against insur- 


ance committee—Stay under Arbitration Act, 1889 
(c. 49),s.27.]—By an agreement between a medical 
practitioner on the panel & the insurance com- 
mittee of acounty, which came into force on Jan. 12, 
1914, the practitioner agreed to give medical 
treatment to insured persons, & by clause 1 the 
National Health Insurance (Medical MHenefit) 
Regulations (England), 1913, were incorporated. 
By clause 14, ‘“‘ any dispute or question arising 
between the committee & the practitioner... 
relating to the construction of this agreement 
or the rights & liabilities of the committee or the 
practitioner . . . hereunder shall be referred to 
the Comrs.’’ By Regulation 51 of the regulations : 
-‘ Where under the provisions of these regulations 
or of any agreement made between the committee 
& a practitioner on the panel... any question 
arising between the committee & the practitioner 
. is referred, or any appeal from a decision of 
the commitee is made to the Comrs. the Comrs. 
shall determine, such questions or appeal in such 
manner as they think fit, & if in the opinion of the 
Comrs. a hearing is required they may authorise 
any two or more of the Comrs, to hear & deter- 
mine such question or appeal, & any decision of 
the Comrs., or any of them made under this article 
shall be final & conclusive.” 
A dispute having arisen under the agreement, 
the practitioners brought an action against the 
committee in respect thereof, & the committee 


applied under above Act, sect. 4, to stay the 


The judge in chambers held, that there 
was no “submission’’ to arbn. as defined by 
above Act, sect. 27, & upon this ground refused 
to stay the action. No question as to the exercise 
of discretion arose :—-Held: the appeal must be 
allowed & the action stayed upon the ground that 
there was a “submission”? to arbn. within 
sect. 27.—-CLEMENTS v. COUNTY OF DEVON INSUR- 
ANCE COMMITTEE, [1918] 1K. B.94; 871. J. K. B. 
203; 118 L. T. 89; 82 J.P. 71, CA. 
Attachment of fees due to practitioner.}— 
See Exycution, Vol. XXI., p. 634, No. 2156. 

4p 
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Secr. 6.—SPECIAL CLASSES OF INSURED 
PERSONS 


See National Health Insurance Acts, 1924-1928. 

170. Married woman—Suspension of benefits on 
marriage—Unless actua employed under con- 
tract of service after marriage.]|—A woman who is 
an ‘insured person’’ within the meaning of 
National Insurance Act, 1911 (c. 55), on her 
marriage, unless she is able to prove that she 
continues to be actually employed after marriage 
under a contract of service, is suspended from 
receiving the ordinary benefits under Part I. of 
the Act.—DaAvVIDSON v. NEW TABERNACLE (OLD 
STREET CONGREGATIONAL) APPROVED SOCIETY, 
{1916} 2 K. B. 80; 85 L. J. K. B. 1146; 114 
L. T. 918; 80 J. P. Jo. 171, C. A. 


Stcr. 7.—FINANCIAL PROVISIONS. 
See National Health Insurance Acts, 1924-1928. 


SEcT. 8.—DETERMINATION OF DISPUTES. 
See National Uicalth Insurance Acts, 1924-1928. 
171. Dispute between approved society & member 

—Jurisdiction of county court—Point raised on 
appeal not taken below.|——Pitf. claimed to be a 
member of deft. society & as such entitled to 
payments under a contract of insurance with the 
society, who denied that pltf. was a member. 
Pitf. brought an action in the county ct. Defts. 
gave notice of a special defence under National 
Insce. Act, 1911 (c. 55), s. 67, insisting that the 
county ct. had no jurisdiction in the matter. The 
judge gave judgment for pltf. holding that sect. 67 
of the Act applied only to disputes between the 
society & one who was admittedly a member 
thereof. National Insurance Act, 1918 (c. 37), 
s. 27, was not brought to the attention of the 
judge. Defts. appealed on the ground that the 
jurisdiction of the county ct. was ousted by 
sect. 27 of the Act :—Held: this point not having 


PART V. SECT. 8. 

{. Determination by commissioners 
of rates to be id by employer & 
employce — Whether subject to revicw 
by judicial tribunal.}—Held: the ct. 
having disinissed an action for the 
reduction of a determination by the 
conus. under the National Lusurapce 
Act, 1911, 8s. GB (1) (e), in the absence 
of averments that. they had acted 
ultré reres, the ect. had no jurisdiction 
to interfere with their decision.— Don 
BROTHERS, BUIst & Co. v. SCOTTISH 
NATIONAL INSURANCE COMRS., (1913) 
S.C. 607; 50 Se. L. I. 361; (1913) 
18. L. T. 221.—8scorT. 

nel patient & 


gs. nels fy between 
doctor—- Jurisdiction of insurance com- 
mittee to deal with question—Queation 
of ‘‘ treatment”’ —- Abusive language 
used by practitioner while visiting 
by ott a Tteld:: ‘* treatment ” within 

‘ational Health Insurance (Medical 
Benefit) Hegulations (Scotland), 1918, 
was not linited to diagnosis & the 
administration of drugs, but cov 
the general conduct. of the practitioner 
while protease oneuy attending a panel 

atient: &, nely, that an in respect 

ce comunittee bad juriadiction 

to deal with a complaint by a patient 
that bis panel doctor had used insolent 
& abusive language to himself & the 
members of bis household in the course 
of an official visit.—BENNET?Y v. SvoT- 
TIKH BOARD OF HRALTH, {1921} 8. C. 
772.—SCOT. 


PART V. SECT. 9. 
1731. Summary proceedings—Juris- 


stunmary 


874. 


them s 


procedure to be 


came within Pett 


—— ewe « 


353.—SCOT. 
k. 





of justices.}—The words “ on 
conviction ” 
Insurance Act, 8s. 69 (2), mean con- 
viction in @ summary manner within 
Fines Act (Ir.), 1851, Amendment Act, 
1 Justices at petty sessions re- 
fused to hear a suminons under Petty 
Sessions Act, 1851, & National In- 
surance Act, 1911, 8. 
ground that the words 
conviction ’’ in s. 69 (2) did not give 
ummary jurisdiction :-—Jield : 

the justices had jurisdiction, & the 
ursued as 
summary jurisdiction thus conferred 
was that prescribed by Petty Sessions 
Act, 1851, as if sect. 42 thoreof had 
not been enacted: 
whether National Insurance Act, 1911, 
Sexsions Act, 1851, 
5. 42, was not material to the decision. 
---IRISH INSURANCE COMRE. ¥. 
ine (1913), 6 BL. WwW. C. C. N. 140.— 


where an effiployer bas been 
convicted on a complaint ch ng 
him with failure to pay contributions 


of 
National Insurance Act, it ise competent 
for the sheriff, under sect 
pronounce an order Spon him in the 


c pr 
the insurance comra. of the 
the contributions.—PATERSON t. T 
TISH INSURANCE Comns., [1917] 8S. C. 


Unpa 
employer, charged wit 
the contributions due by him under 


Work AND LABOUR. 


been taken in the county ct. could not be raised 
on appeal, & even though the point under appeal 
was one touching the jurisdiction of the county ct. 
—TAYLOR v. NATIONAL AMALGAMATED APPROVED 
Socrery, [1914] 2 K. B. 852; 83 L. J. K. B. 1020 ; 
110 L. T. 696; 78 J. P. 264; 12 L. G. R. 525, 
D.C. 
Annotation :—Distd. Simpson v. Crowle, (1921) 3 K. B. 243. 
Jurisdiction of High Court.|—-See Nos. 163, 
164, ante. 
Expulsion of member.|—See No. 158, ante. 
172. Appeal to Insurance Commissioners—Claim 
for maternity benefit..—ScoTt v. NORTHUMBER- 
LAND DURHAM MINERS PERMANENT RELIEF 
FunpD, FRIENDLY & APPROVED SocIETY, No. 155, 


ante. 








Srcr. 9.—PENALTIES AND PROCEEDINGS. 


See National Health Insurance Acts, 1924-1928. 

173. Summary proceedings—Jurisdiction of jus- 
tices.|—On a prosecution under National Insurance 
Act, 1911 (c. 55), 8. 69, of an employer for failure 
to pay any contribution in respect of a person 
alleged to ie an employed contributor, the juris- 
diction of justices to decide whether the employ- 
ment of that person is employment within the 
meaning of Part IJ. of the Act, is not ousted by 
the fact that there has been no determination of 
that question by the insurance comrs. under 
sect. 66 (1),—R. v. WILBERFORCE, Ex p. NATIONAL 
INSURANCE Comnus., [1916] 1 K. HB. 239; 85 
L. J. K. B. 609; 114 L. T. 360; 80 J. P. 169; 
32 T. L. R. 163; 14 L. G. R. 204, D.C. 

174, ——-  ———.]—-Woop v. Burkr, No. 136, 
ante, 

175. —- Unpaid contributions—-By employer- 
Employees also in default.|—On an application 
against an employer for a summons for non- 

ayment of contributions under the National 
nsurance Act, 1911 (c. 55), the magistrate refused 
to grant it except on the terms that summonses 
against the employees, whom he considered the 
primary delinquents, should also be applied for :-— 


National Insurance Act, 1911, in re- 
spect of two servants in his omploy- 
ment, was convictod upon an admis- 
sion in the witness-box, by each of 
the servants, that he did not get an 
insurance card (t.¢., an ordinary card) 
stamped by accusad while in bis 
pervice, & upon proof that accused & 
the two servants had refused to give 
any information when interrogated by 
the representatives of the national 
insurance comrs. :— Held: the charge 


in National 


69 (2), on the 
‘on summary 


had not been proved as, even assuming 
that the evidence wus sufficient to 
establish that no ordinary carda had 
been stamped, the prosecutor had 
failed to prove that the accused had 
not adopted the alternative course of 
stamping ‘*‘ emergency ”’ cards.—KI1N- 
NEAR t. BraNDER, [1914] S. C. (J.) 
141; 41 8c. L. KR. 660; 7 Adam, 456. 
SCOT. 


to the 
the question 


HAMIL- 


Il. Kividence requircd to prove failure 
fo pay contributions.) —~ KINNEAR ¢. 
BRANDER, (1914) 8. C. (J.) 141: 51 


Sa. L. KR, 660; (1014) 28. L. T. 11. 
—-BCOT. 


servanta under m. Offences — Failure to give in- 
formation—-Wilful failure.}~The word 

bs ASTD a ita dpeaettens aga 

. ? 8. r) overns a en 

the words ‘falls to give such 


or payment to to 

arrears of information or to produce such docu- 

Scor- mente aforesaid.”’ A conviction under 

this sub-sect. which omitted to find 

deft. | epic of “ wilfully ’ falling to 
o 


id contributions.}—An give rmation was held bad.—R. 
bh failure to pay reat County JJ., (1918) @ I. K. 


Part VI.—Otp Acre PENSIONS. 


Held: this was an extraneous matter which he 
should not have taken into consideration.—R. v. 
MEAD, Ex p. NATIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE 
Comers, (1916), 85 L. J. K. B. 1065; 114 L. T, 


Part VI.—Old 


See Widows’, Orphans’ & Old Age Contributory 
Pensions Act, 1925 (c. 70). 

177. Pensioner not fulfilling statutory require- 
ments—Pension paid with approval of local pen- 
sions committee—Objection by pension officer.]— 
Appet. for an old age pension who had not in 
fact attained the age of seventy was awarded a 
pension by the local pension committee, & was 
paid the pension. No appeal against the award 
was brought in the manner prescribed by Old 
Age Pensions Act, 1908 (c. 40). Afterwards new 
facts relating to the age of the pensioner came to 
the knowledge of the pension officer, who there- 
upon raised a question in the manner prescribed 
by the Act, to the effect that the pensioner was 
not entitled to the pension as she was not yet 
seventy. The local pension committee decided 
to continue the pension, & the pension officer 
appealed to the central pension authority, who 
deprived the pensioner of the pension :—Held: 
the original decision of the local pension committee 





PART VI. 


n. Pensioner not fulfilling statutory 
requirements, }—R.v. COUNTY OF WEX- 
FORD LOCAL PENSION COMMITTER, 
{1910] 2 ©. Rk. 403.—IR. 


o. Rate of pension ~- Question as 
to rate—Appeal to central authority— 
Jurisdiction. J—R. v. LOCAL GOVERN- 
MENT BOARD FOR IRELAND, [1910] 2 
TR. 4405 447, L. T. 7. --IR. 


p. Disallowance — Means 


Quo warranto. 


of pen- 


sioner—* Yearly value of any benefit 
or privilege enjoyed.’ }—RKh. 
GOVERNMENT BOARD FOR IRELAND, 
(1920) 21. lt. 347.—IR. 

q. Committee not validly elected — 


[1913] 21. R. 55.—IR. 

r. Appeal to Local Government Board 
by pensions officer — Notification to 
applicant for pension.]—On an appeal 
to the Local Government Board by a 31.—IR 
pension officer from a decision of a cia 
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1172; 80 J. P. 832; sub nom. R. vu. MEAD, Ka p. 
INSURANCE Comrs., 14 L. G. R. 688, D. C. 

176. ——— Recoverable only as civil debt.]— 
FISHWICK v. GYANI, No. 138, ante. 





Age Pensions. 


was invalid, as appct. had not fulfilled the statutory 
condition as to age, & notwithstanding sect. 7 (2) 
it was competent for the pension officer to raise 
the question & for the central authority to deprive 
the pensioner of the pension on the ground of her 
real age.—MunrHy v. R., [1911] A. C. 401; 80 
L. J. P. C. 1213; 75 J. P. 417: 277. L. R. 458 ; 
55 Sol. Jo. 518; 9 L. G. KR. 675; sub nom. 
MuRPHY v. A.-G. FOR IRELAND, 104 I. T. 788, 


178. Widows’, Orphans’ & Old Age Contributory 
Pensions Act, 1925 (c. 70), s. 23 (1)—Meaning of 
‘* resident.’?|—WERSTER v. MINISTER OF HEALTI 
(1926), 43 T. L. R. 86, D. C. 

179. ——- Meaning of “‘ entry into insurance.’”]— 
The expression ‘“ entry into insurance ”’ in above 
Act, s. 5, means ‘‘ last entry into insurance.’’— 
WADSWORTH v. MINISTER OF FEALTH (1927), 138 
L. T. 519; 44 T. L. R. 159, D. O. 

See, further, Poor Law, Vol. XXXVII., p. 366, 
Nos. 1669-1672. 


local pension committeo allowing a 
pension, it is sufficient that the 
cluimant should have notice that an 
appeal has becn brought, it is not 
necessary that notice should be given 
to him of the time & place of hearing. 
The Local Government Board have a 
discretion as to whether or not they 
shall hear in person the claimant & his 
witnesses.— IR. v. LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
BOARD FOR TRELAND, [1911] 2 I. R. 


v. LOCAL 


v. MCDONALD, 


WORKHOUSE. 


See BuRIAL AND CREMATION; EccuestasticAL Law; Poor Law; Rates anp Ratna. 


WORKING DAYS. 


See SHIPPING AND NAVIGATION. 


WORKING MEN’S CLUBS. 


See CLUBS. 


( 1316 ) 


WORKMEN. 


See FACTORIES AND SHOPS; Master AND Servant; WorK AND LABOUR. 


WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION. 


See MASTER AND SERVANT. 


WORKMEN’S DWELLINGS. 


See CoMPuLSORY PurcHASE oF LAND AND CoMPENSATION ; PuBLIC HEALTH AND J.OCAL 
ADMINISTRATION, 


WORKSHOPS. 


See Factorins AND SHOPS. 


WOUNDING. 


See CRIMINAL LAW AND PROCEDURE. 


WRECK. 


See ADMIRALTY; ConstituTIONAL LAW; CopyHoLrs; CRIMINAL Law AND PROCEDURE; 
SHIPPING AND NAVIGATION ; WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


WRITS. 


See TITLES passim. 


( 1817 ) 


WRONGFUL DISMISSAL. 


See Master AND SERVANT. 


YACHTS. 


See SHIPPING AND NAVIGATION. 


YEAR. 


See TIME. 


YEARLY TENANCY. 


Sec LANDLORD AND TENANT. 


YEOMANRY. 


See Rovau Forcgss. 


YORKSHIRE REGISTRY. 


See Morraace; Reat. PROPERTY AND CHATTELS REAL; SALE OF LAND. 


YOUNG PERSONS. 


See CRIMINAL LAW AND PROCEDURE; FACTORIES AND SHops ; INFANTS AND CHILDREN. 


( 1318 ) 


YOUNGER CHILDREN. 


See SETTLEMENTS ; WILLS. 


YOUTHFUL OFFENDERS. 


See CRIMINAL LAW AND PROCEDURE; INFANTS AND CHILDREN. 
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